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Part 2

CONTACTS WITH UNKNOWN
LANGUAGES






2.1. Introduction

2.1.1. Research history

As soon as it became apparent that the Indo-European languages were
intrusive to Central Europe, the question arose as to the region’s pre-
Indo-European inhabitants. Schrader (1883: 161-162) admitted that a
“vor- und nichtindogermanisch” lexical layer should probably be
present in all Indo-European languages, yet conceded that it may never
be possible to recognize it. In early research, words with a narrow
geographical spread were typically explained as chain loanwords, their
ultimate source being commented on only vaguely. For instance, Hehn
(1870: 177-179) in treating the family of Gr. épéBwvBog ‘chickpea’,
takes Lat. ervum ‘bitter vetch’ and OHG arawiz ‘pea’ as loanwords from
Greek, and the latter as a “Fremdwort aus Kleinasien”. Words for other
cultivated plants, like rye and hemp, are similarly taken back to

unspecificied “eastern sources” (e.g. Schrader/Nehring I: 440, I1: 226).

A more specific hypothesis of contact with an autochthonous European
population emerged in the form of the Mediterranean Substrate
Theory, which became commonplace in Romance linguistics during the
early 20™ century (for a prehistory of the concept, see Craddock 1969:
18-22). While the theory originated in Italy, it gained traction after
garnering the support of Antoine Meillet, who in an influential article
(1908-1909), suggested that a number of words common to Greek and
Latin may represent parallel loanwords from another source (see also
Hirt 1907: 568). Although Meillet still felt his hypothesis was
“nécessairement une part d’arbitraire”, his implicit methodology was

clear: if we can exclude cognation or a direct loanword relationship,
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our only option, aside from rejecting the relationship altogether, is to

assume an unidentified source language.

Around the same time, another theory was developed in Northern
Europe by Sigmund Feist (1910: 350).32¢ Noting that a large proportion
of the Germanic lexicon had not been etymologized, he hypothesized
that the Germanic people were an “autochthone rasse” that became
Indo-Europeanized secondarily. He famously estimated that 30% of the
Germanic lexicon is of pre-Indo-European origin, a figure which has
been much repeated (see Witczak 1996: 71 fn. 5 and 72 with lit,;
Bichlmeier 2016: 319-324). It appears that Feist set the tone, as
discussions of the Germanic Substrate Theory have continuously
revolved around statistical measures of Indo-Europeanness with an
emphasis on negative evidence (i.e. words without an etymology; see
for instance Polomé 1986; Salmons 2004; Mailhammer 2008: 152-198;
and the sceptical overviews in Bichlmeier 2016; Schuhmann 2016).
More concretely, Hirt (1909: 69-70) drew attention to the large
amount of seafaring terminology in Germanic lacking an etymology and
Feist (1913: 187) noted the absence of widely-distributed fish names
reconstructible for Proto-Indo-European (see also Schrader/Nehring I:
321). As a result of these early works, Seewérter have remained central
to the discussion of the non-IE element in the Germanic lexicon (e.g.

Sausverde 1996; Witczak 1996; Schuhmann 2014).

324 Since the purpose of this chapter is to investigate contact with unknown
non-Indo-European languages, theories of wunattested Indo-European
languages such as “Friihitalisch” (Haas 1960), Alteuropdisch (Krahe 1963;
Schmid 1968) and Temematic (Holzer 1989), will remain outside of the scope
of this dissertation. Furthermore, I will not discuss theories of contact with
other languages of “known” affiliation, such as the Vasconic substrate and

Semitic superstrate theories of Theo Vennemann (e.g. Vennemann 2003).
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Meanwhile, building more on the ideas of Meillet than those of Feist,
the Slovene linguist Karel OStir developed an eccentric theory which he
termed “Alarodian”, following the the orientalist Fritz Hommel.
Adducing evidence from a dizzying array of languages, he proposed an
equally complex system of “uralar[odischer] Stufenwechsel”, based on
parallels from Uralic (1921: 24-33). Craddock’s assessment of OStir’s
work as “hopelessly obtuse” (1969: 32) may sound harsh, but as OStir’s
theories clearly did not stand the test of time, it is arguably fair.32>
Nevertheless, OStir holds an important position in the research history,
in that he provides one of the most comprehensive catalogues of
potential non-Indo-European components in Europe (including — what
is relevant for our purposes — material from Balto-Slavic), as well as
systematizing the alternations upon which this hypothesis was built in
a way which has perhaps not been paralleled since (see Jakob

forthc. a.).

The Mediterranean Substrate took a methodological step forward with
Bertoldi (1932), who approached the issue with a cautious
hopefulness: while admitting the impossibility of achieving absolute
certainty, in Bertoldi’s view, the way forward was methodological
rigour.326 Yet Bertoldi’s austerity was short-lived, as his successor,
Giovanni Alessio, once again embarked on a kind of “substrate
expansionism”, speculating that the so-called “Mediterranean”

substrate may have left traces as far afield as India (Alessio 1946: 142).

325 OStir still gets a mention in the bibliographical notes to various Slavic
etymological dictionaries (not only that of his compatriot, France Bezlaj
(ESS]), but also 3CC4 and ES]JS).

326 He warns “Ne pouvant presque jamais atteindre une certitude absolue, la
nécessité a plus forte raison s’'impose de ne jamais perdre de vue du moins les
limites du possible” (Bertoldi 1932: 175). Contrast Schuchardt’s (1922: 21)
criticism of OStir: “er gibt sich keine Rechenschaft tber die Grenzen der

Erkenntnismdéglichkeit”.
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With Alessio, the Mediterranean Substrate once again meets the Baltic,
although mainly on the level of impressionistic equivalences between
toponyms (such as Lt. Lietuva ‘Lithuania’ ~ Gallo-Latin Letavia);3%7 and
the “Veneti” theory (cf. also Feist 1932; for a discussion of this
question, see Priestly 1997). True, he also adduced some more
concrete lexical evidence (e.g. Gr. knpdg ~ Lt. korys ‘honeycomb’; see

p. 390-391).

The first to apply the Mediterranean Substrate theory to Slavic, at least
to any great extent, was the Czech etymologist Vaclav Machek. While he
had already shown a willingness to push the Neogrammarian
boundaries in the 30s (see Machek 1934), it was in a series of articles
on Czech plant names in the mid-40s (Machek 1944-1946) that he
began to refer specifically to a pre-Indo-European substrate.328 A few
years later, Machek summarized his ideas on the subject (1950b),
incorporating the existing views of the Italian school.32? He emphasizes
the importance of comparing entire words, rather than resorting to
vague root etymologies, and refers to several kinds of irregular
correspondences which could point to a foreign origin (Machek

1950b: 148-151).

327 Letavia is a Latinization of Old Breton Letau; for details, see Delamarre
2003:204-205.

328 As Machek repeatedly stated (1944: 179; 1950b: 160; 1968: 10;
Bocek/Malcik 2011: 122, 304), he took his term “praevropsky” from Josef
Janko, who indeed did use the term significantly earlier to denote the pre-
Indo-European inhabitants of Europe (e.g. Janko 1912: 140), but without
reference to language.

329 This was his first publication on the subject outside of a Czech journal, and
it apparently had some impact, drawing the attention of the Romance scholar
Johannes Hiibschmid and Indologist Manfred Mayrhofer (Bocek/Malcik 2011:
303, 486).
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He would later put his ideas to paper in a monographic treatment of
plant names (1954),33° many of which he described as non-Indo-
European. However, Machek did not limit himself to plants. He also,
like Feist, commented that terms for fish tended to be
“undurchsichtige, isolierte Worter” (1947: 66). In fact, in his
posthumously published etymological dictionary (1968), one finds the
phrase “asi ,praevropské“” (“probably pre-European”)33! so often that
one might even be surprised at Kiparsky’s cautious optimism (1959a:
224-225; also 1975: 19), granted that the latter still considers
Machek’s work a “kiihner Flug der Phantasie”. It seems that the “Czech
School” both started and ended with Machek. While Havlova’s views on
Machek’s work are largely positive (1994: 392), her own ES]S takes a
considerably more sober stance on the issue, with Machek’s substrate
proposals more often relegated to footnotes (as also in Tpyb6GaueBs’s

3CCs).

At this point, our investigation runs into yet another strand of
substrate research, namely the Pre-Greek Hypothesis. Although some
wider connections for supposedly Pre-Greek words had been proposed
long ago (cf. Kretschmer 1896: 405),332 Kuiper (1956: 221-225) was
the first to draw direct parallels between pre-Greek and the Germanic
Substrate, and in doing so approached the latter from a new angle.
Kuiper’s key innovation was to explain the variation in stem-final

consonants often found in Germanic — such as that between voiced

330 According to his letters, Machek actually completed this book in 1944
(Bocek/Malcik 2011: 485), although considering the relative caution of his
contemporary articles on the subject, it seems likely that many of his appeals
to substrate origin were added after this date.

331 This phrase also sometimes appears in Holub and Kope¢ny’s slightly earlier
1952 dictionary.

332 For an extensive bibliographical treatment of the Pre-Greek Hypothesis, I
refer to Furnée (1972: 29-79).
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and voiceless stops, and between geminates and singletons — to a
substrate language. However, it would take his student Edzard Furnée
to produce a monographic explication of this “consonant variation”

theory, albeit not in connection to Germanic (Furnée 1972).

The work of Furnée can in many respects be compared to that of Ostir,
particularly the latter’s later work on bird names (OStir 1930).
Furnée’s monograph essentially constitutes a catalogue of consonant
alternations in Pre-Greek, a mammoth task of twenty years, the results
of which certainly have value in themselves (Dressler 1974: 736).
However, his conclusions are marred by the frequent appeal to “exotic”
comparanda like Basque, Berber and Caucasian languages (here, we
often have Hubschmid to thank),333 even though he did not further
develop Kuiper’s North European connections. Also like OStir, Furnée’s
work was generally ignored by later research (see, for instance, the

negative reception in e.g. Georgiev 1971; Dressler 1974).

The key exception was Beekes, another of Kuiper’s students, who
reviewed Furnée’s work favourably (Beekes 1975), and cited the
former systematically in his later dictionary (2010), characterizing the
scholarly neglect for the author as “a major mistake in Greek
scholarship” (idem: xiv). At the same time, he fundamentally disagreed
with Furnée in the interpretation of these alternations. While Furnée
preferred to see all the variation in the pre-Greek lexicon as the result
of expressive alternations within the source language (1972: 89-90),
Beekes interpreted this variation as the result of different
substitutions of foreign phonemes (1975: 71; see the similar reasoning

already in Kuiper 1968; Beekes 1969: 193-195). One can of course not

333 For instance, following Hubschmid (FEW V: 173), Furnée (1972: 223, 285)
connects Greek A&mn ‘scum, phlegm’ with forms in Basque and Berber, and

even adds in Finnish lampi ‘pond’.
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help but agree that Furnée’s explanation is unsatisfactory: what is
gained by positing an unattested source language when all variation is
nevertheless deemed “expressive”? Yet Beekes’ own approach to the
issue (as exemplified by Beekes 2010: xiii-xlii and passim; 2014) is
certainly not immune to criticism, either (cf. e.g. Meissner 2013: 6-15;

Garnier 2015).

In the late 80s and early 90s, the substrate theory suddenly drew a lot
of attention from American scholars. Although the most prominent
voice was clearly that of Edgar Polomé (for example Polomé 1986,
1990, 1992), this wave of interest was apparently sparked by Eric
Hamp’s article about the word for ‘apple’ published several years
earlier (Hamp 1979). This word stood at the centre of the debate,
largely revolving around the phonological features of the palaeo-
European Substrate, with barely a single paper appearing on the
subject that did not refer to it (cf. Markey 1989: 591; Hamp 1990: 296;
Huld 1990: 398-400; Polomé 1992: 77-78; Salmons 1992: 268-271). A
return to Northern Europe once again represented a return to broad
theoretical discussions with little data presentation, and to a large

extent, the interest appears to have waned rather quickly.

It was around the same time that Kuiper (1995) — without referring to
any of the above authors — returned to the debate with a reiteration of
his “consonant alternation” theory. Variations in stem-final
consonantism (i.e. differences in voicing and gemination) are
presented as important recurring features of European substrate
words. It is after this publication that we start to see a new “Leiden
school” emerge (although see already Schrijver 1991 passim). Kuiper’s
“language of the geminates”, as Schrijver (2001: 420) would later
christen it, has fed directly into the studies of Beekes (1996: 223-227)
and Boutkan (1998, 2003a, 2003b) and the dictionary of



256 Contacts with unknown languages

Boutkan/Siebinga (2005).334 The key result is perhaps not so much a
methodological shift, but more a normalization of the “substrate”

concept within Leiden (see also Derksen 1999, 2000; Beekes 2000).

In more recent years, several attempts have been made to formulate
criteria by which substrate words might be identified. Polomé’s list
(1989: 54-55), paraphrased by Salmons (1992: 267, 2004: 315),
formed the basis for Aikio’s (2004: 8-9; 2012a: 83), while Schrijver
(1997: 294-296) can be considered to have established the Dutch
school of thought on the issue (cf. e.g. Lubotsky 2001: 301; Beekes
2010: xxiii). These attempts to formulate sets of criteria imply a
fundamental recognition that the assumption of a loanword from an
unknown source is better supported if it is backed up by multiple lines
of evidence. Most explicit on this point was Schrijver (1997: 296): “If
the IE origin of a word is rendered suspicious by a number of criteria,
it is usually the cumulative evidence rather than an individual

criterium that tips the balance.”

However, Schrijver’s most important contribution, and something
which forms a great part of this dissertation, is his identification of
recurring alternations, most significantly the “a-prefix” (see 2.3.1).335 [t
is Schrijver’s work that can be seen as having directly inspired the
more recent studies by Kroonen (2012; see also Iversen/Kroonen

2017) and Matasovi¢ (2013; 2020).

334 After Boutkan’s untimely death, Siebinga continued to pursue the former’s
methodology as a “substrate word specialist” in the Amsterdam Etymologisch
woordenboek van het Nederlands (see Philippa et al. I: 13).

335 Although [ value Schrijver’s methodological rigour, the extra-Indo-
European comparisons he has drawn, for instance with Uralic (2001: 422-
423), Hattic, Sumerian and Linear A (2018: 361-363), are rather too

speculative for my taste.
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Many similarities between these lists can be observed, presented in the
following table, which is based on the formulations in Salmons (1992),

Schrijver (1997), Aikio (2012a) and Beekes (2010):

Table 6. Suggested criteria for identifying substrate borrowings

Salmons | Schrijver Aikio Beekes
Absence of an v [V] v
etymology
Limited geographical v
distribution
Particular semantic
fields v ) v )
Irregular v v v
correspondences
?emarlfable word v v v v
ormation
Onomastic parallels v

The differences in criteria partially derive from differences in the
scope and research goals of the respective authors. For instance,
Aikio’s criteria are designed as a test for the presence of a substrate
layer within a language overall, whereas the other authors attempted
to identify characteristics applicable to individual lexemes. The
absence of a compelling etymology is, of course, a prerequisite for
considering a word non-inherited, and therefore this criterion is
implicitly present in the methodology of all authors, and Salmons
(1992: 267) is explicit that the absence of an etymology in itself is the
weakest criterion. These criteria will all be explored more deeply in

the following section.
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2.1.2. Methodological considerations

The task for much of the remainder of this dissertation will be to
produce a corpus of likely non-IE borrowings in and around the Baltic
branch. It is therefore of vital importance to build a robust and
consistent methodology to identify and reject potential data. Above, I
have given an overview of the criteria identified by various authors for
identifying loanwords from non-Indo-European sources. These are as

follows:

— Absence of an etymology

— Limited geographical distribution

— Belonging to particular semantic fields
— Irregular correspondences

— Remarkable word formation

Not all of these criteria are equally strong, however. As discussed
above, the absence of a compelling etymology, either as an inherited
word or loanword, is a necessary prerequisite for a word to be
considered a borrowing from a non-IE source, and this criterion need
not be expressed explicitly in our methodology. A similar thing can be
said of geographical distribution: words with comparanda on the
eastern edge of the Indo-European language family (that is, in Indo-
Aryan or Tocharian) can hardly come into question as non-IE
loanwords in Baltic. While a geographically limited distribution does
not prove a borrowing, as generally acknowledged (e.g. Schrijver 1997:
294), a broader distribution would essentially disprove it. Thus,
geography constitutes a “negative criterion”. The formulation of what
constitutes “broad” must remain vague, as any strict criterion not
deriving itself from the data would be circular; however, it can be
stated that the broader the distribution, the less probable it is that we

are dealing with a non-IE borrowing.
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It also goes without saying that we cannot argue for a non-IE origin on
the basis of semantics alone. Even words for local plants and animals
which cannot have been known to Proto-Indo-European speakers may
have native designations. A classic example is the application of the
native term ‘elk’ to the indigenous American species Cervus canadensis
(cf. Mallory/Adams 2006: 133). On the other hand, the chance of a
word for a local species being borrowed is naturally significantly

higher than for a basic vocabulary item.33¢

Unusual word-formation has also consistently been identified as a
criterion for identifying non-Indo-European loanwords; according to
Salmons (1992: 267) it is perhaps the “most powerful”. Yet as Schrijver
(1997: 294) points out, it is often difficult to identify loanwords on the
basis of affixes alone. Thus, while OCS camors ‘shoe, boot’ does not
have a compelling etymology (cf. REW II: 578; ES]JS 795) and contains a
relatively infrequent suffix -orb whose Indo-European background is
uncertain, it would be circular to assume the word is of substrate
origin purely on the basis of this suffix. After all, such a suffix (whether
ultimately borrowed or inherited) has also been applied to native roots

in Slavic.337 Similarly, Beekes has regarded oUpa ‘tail’ as possibly pre-

336 For instance, I have argued above (p. 191) and below (p.416-417) that
Germanic, Finnic, Sdmi, Baltic and Celtic have all borrowed their respective
words for ‘seal’ from foreign sources. In addition, Russian Hépna ‘ringed seal’
is borrowed from Finnic (cf. North Karelian rorppi; REW II: 214), and
numerous other Sami words for ‘seal’ have been suspected to be of Palaeo-
Laplandic origin (Aikio 2004: 11). This is hardly surprising, given the
semantics, yet still, Dutch rob and MoLG Rubbe have been thought to
represent language-internal innovations (Philippa et al. III: 671-672;
Kluge/Seebold 770).

337 Thus OR nupors ‘fine bread’ (CAPA 11-14: 391), Slk. piroh ‘dumpling’ is
apparently derived from the root of OR nupw® ‘feast’ (cf. Vaillant 1947: 496-
497); R ocmpoad ‘trident’, Sln. ostrgga ‘spur; bramble’ evidently belong with
R dcmputii ‘sharp’ (REW 11: 287).
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Greek in view of the “typically pre-Greek suffix” in the derivative
ovpay6¢s ‘a foetal organ; apex of the heart, etc.” (Beekes 2010: 1127).
However, the suffix seems to have had some limited productivity: cf.
otopayog ‘throat, gullet’ to otopa ‘mouth’ (Chantraine 1933: 403),
which Beekes himself accepts as Indo-European (2010: 1408).

As a result, unusual affixation and specific semantics must both be
considered insufficient indications of non-Indo-European origin.
However, both may be used as an additional argument where this

hypothesis is supported by other evidence.

The only remaining criterion identified by multiple authors is that of
irregular correspondence. It is clear that the presence of entirely
plausible comparanda which do not regularly correspond to each other
remains the most certain indication that a lexeme is of a non-Indo-
European origin. Thus, in order to argue that a word is loaned from a
non-IE source, we must identify comparanda that are both (a) plausible
and (b) irregular. To this end, I have devised the following five-point

test:

1. Is the data reliable?

A word which is not reliably attested cannot be used as a basis for
further analysis. This much is self-evident, but the question is not often
explicitly asked, and it is remarkable how often big claims are made on
the basis of doubtful data. To take a random example, the
reconstruction of the IE word for ‘fire’ as *ngnis might never have
happened (or at least not as early) if it were not for the alleged Old
Lithuanian “ungnis” (cf. Pedersen 1905: 395; Walde 1910: 377;
Walde/Pokorny I: 323; for the form, see Bezzenberger 1877: 42). Yet

since this word occurs in Bretke only once as against dozens of
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examples of ugnis (Buga 1923b: 399), there can hardly be any doubt

that it was a simple slip of the pen.

One of the fundamental flaws of Furnée’s work (and of Beekes’
continuation of it) is the perpetuation of doubtful forms which may
represent scribal errors or late variants (for examples see Georgiev
1971; also cf. Nikolaev 2018: 2-4, 19-20). Furnée makes a point to
“resurrect” forms long discarded by philologists as evidence for a
particular consonant alternation; the form xéAlvpva ‘tortoise’, attested
once in Babrius’ fable The Tortoise and the Eagle, is now regarded a
“wohl zu Unrecht angezweifelte Lesart” (Furnée 1972: 247; followed by
Beekes 2010: 1623). But so long as an error is equally possible (see e.g.
LS] s.v. x¢Avpva), it is methodologically questionable to use the form as
evidence. All things being equal, it is a far bolder claim that a form
uniquely reflects a genuine dialect variant than to write it off as a

simple error.

As a general rule, the greater the importance of a form for the validity
of a hypothesis, the more I have endeavoured to check its reliability.
While a time-consuming task, it is undoubtedly a fundamental
requirement for any empirical investigation that the raw data used is

of a good quality.

2. Do the words belong together?

A potential weak spot in any etymological equation which is not kept in
check by exceptionless sound laws is that what constitutes a “similar
enough” comparandum is necessarily somewhat arbitrary (Schrijver
1997: 296). However, there are a couple of constraints which may be

applied here to maximize objectivity.
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First, the comparisons should be semantically perfect — or at least
almost perfect. An increase in semantic latitude leads to an increase in
potential comparanda. If we apply the strictest semantic criteria, we
essentially compare a group of synonyms in Language 1 with a
corresponding group of synonyms in Language 2. In this context, the
statistical significance of a potential “match” will vary depending on
the level of synonymy exhibited by a particular seme. Matching terms
for more specific concepts (such as ‘nose’ or ‘oak’), where synonymy
tends to be minimal, will be more significant than those in more
abstract semantic domains (‘strike’, ‘sad’, etc.). Moreover, since a
relaxation of semantic criteria is likely to be accompanied by an
increase in semantic abstraction, any loosening of semantic
requirements will cause a disproportionate increase in our corpus of

potential comparanda.

Several scholars have compared the family of SCr. liib ‘outer bark’ with
that of R synuims ‘strip (bark)’ in a substrate context (Beekes 1971,
1996: 221; Derksen 2008: 289, 2015: 296-297; Matasovi¢ 2013: 96;
Sorgo 2020: 444-445). However, it should be noted that this verbal
root in Slavic does not only refer to bark; cf. Slk. dial. lupit, Bg. atdonsa
‘shell, peel (of nuts, fruit, eggs)’. The two words also have plausible
Indo-European comparanda: the word for ‘bark’ perfectly matches
Go. laufs* ‘foliage’ (cf. OHG louft ‘bast’) and Alb. dial. labé ‘bark’,338 and
also shows Indo-European ablaut: cf. Lat. liber ‘bark’ (< *luber, cf.
Leumann 1977: 89-90) and Lv. luba ‘linden or fir-tree bark; roof
shingle, board’ (ME II: 509). On the other hand, the verb has plausible
Indo-Iranian comparanda Skt. lumpati (MED. lupydte) ‘tear’, Khot. rrv-

‘remove’ (Emmerick 1968: 117), MP rb’y- /rubay-/ ‘rob, snatch’ (cf.

338 Cabej (1976: 307; cf. Demiraj 1997: 229) considers labé to be a variant of
lapé ‘flap of skin, lobe’, but the assumption of irregular voicing is clearly ad

hoc and not supported by the different meanings of the two words.
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Lv. laupit, Pl. tupi¢ in the sense ‘rob, snatch’), whose semantics do not
support an original connection to ‘bark’.33% As a result, treating the two
words as variants of each other would seem unwarranted, and the
partial semantic convergence within Slavic can be interpreted as

secondary.

A second constraint concerns what I will term “string length”. Not only
is it important to compare entire words rather than abstracted “roots”
(Machek 1950b: 148), the more linguistic material compared, the less
likely it is that the similarity is coincidental (Holzer 1989: 22-26). This
may provide an answer to what Simon (forthc.) has termed the “deus /
0eo¢ fallacy”: how can a methodology built around irregularity elevate
itself above a pre-scientific collection of chance lookalikes? Although it
is impossible to exclude chance entirely (as even in the traditional
method), we might reduce the risk by applying a “string length”
constraint. The following is what can be reconstructed for the words

for ‘god’ based on internal evidence:
Table 7. Comparison of deus and 0&6g
deus *d *e i *

Bedg *qh  *e  *?

bl

*|

X = ?

The correspondence between Latin *i and Greek -@- could be regular,
but since Greek -g- can equally reflect IE *s, this can be labelled an
ambiguous correspondence. The initial consonant matches in place of

articulation, but not manner, so we will «call this an

339 While this etymology is formally and semantically flawless, it is hampered
by the existence of another, equally acceptable, etymology for Indo-Iranian,
namely the comparison with Lat. rumpé ‘break, burst’, ON reyfa ‘tear, rob’,
which is in fact the more generally accepted one (cf. IEW 870; LIV 420).
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irregular correspondence. The only exact equation concerns the vowel
*e. As a result, the comparison can be expressed in the form *De(i)-. As
we know this comparison to be false, let us suppose that this is too
little data to prove a relationship. What would be sufficient? Ideally, it
would be desirable to mathematically quantify the similarities between
words, but simply counting the number of correspondences could
potentially give misleading results. It is important to factor in, for
instance, the relative frequency of particular phonemes: as the number
of possible vowels is far lower than the number of possible consonants,
a correspondence in consonantism will in most cases be more
significant. As a general, and somewhat arbitrary, guide, however, I
would suggest that a comparison can be considered acceptable if at
least three segments are equivalents or irregular equivalents, and of

course, the more material compared, the more robust the etymology.

3. Is the correspondence irregular?

The only positive linguistic evidence for cognancy is the existence of
regular sound correspondences between phonemes, and therefore the
possibility of reconstructing a common proto-form. Likewise, the only
positive linguistic evidence for a non-IE origin must be considered the
impossibility of reconstructing a common proto-form, which in most
cases presupposes the presence of irregular sound correspondences.
Such irregularities are the most important indication that a word could
be of non-IE origin. Thus, the central pillar of my methodology can be

called the “principle of irregularity”.

Although irregularity has often been considered a criterion for
identifying substrate words, in practice, it has not always been viewed
as compulsory. Particularly in the context of the Germanic Substrate

Theory, the absence of a plausible etymology has often been viewed as



Introduction 265

sufficient to substantiate a hypothesis of non-Indo-European origin
(see the discussion in 2.1.1), This is exemplified, for instance, by the
work of Boutkan/Siebinga, where we frequently encounter phrases
such as “[tlhe word has no outer-Gmc. cognates and must be of
substratum origin.” (2005: 439, s.v. wepin). It seems clear, however,

that a positive conclusion cannot be based only on negative evidence.

The European word for ‘henbane’, represented by R 6esend, Cz. blin,
SIn. blen and OE beolone, OS bilina, OHG bilisa ‘henbane’, has come up
several times in discussions of possible substrate words (cf. Polomé
1990: 334-335; Philippa et al. I: 316; Matasovi¢ 2013: 83). The same
idea is also touched wupon by Schrijver (1999: 25-26), before
concluding that “the matter cannot be decided at present” (idem: 28).
In my view, Schrijver’s ambivalence is indeed justified, as all of the
evidence in the relevant languages can be explained in terms of IE
morphology (Derksen 2019). That does not mean that the word must
necessarily be IE, but since it is circular to assume non-IE origin based
only on the word’s limited geography, such examples will not be

considered in this dissertation.

4. Can the irregularity be explained?

Naturally, wherever a potential irregularity is detected, it must first be
excluded that we are actually dealing with a regular conditioned
development. If this is not the case, then competing hypotheses are
likely to involve analogy, contamination, or sporadic sound changes. Of
course, such developments do occur, and ideally they should be
excluded. In reality, with enough creativity, any kind of irregularity can
be explained by such means, and only in exceptional cases will such an

account be objectively superior to a loanword hypothesis.
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Proposing a loanword from an unattested source presupposes the
presence of non-IE languages in the vicinity which became extinct
before being written down. The more time we assume to have passed
between this supposed language death and the start of historical
records, the more plausible such a claim becomes. Irregular
correspondences  between reconstructed proto-forms, which
necessarily imply a certain time depth, are therefore more likely to
point to non-IE loanwords than irregular correspondences between
modern dialects. While seemingly intuitive, this has not been a major
consideration in earlier works. Indeed, the methodology of Kuiper and
Boutkan essentially relies on the uncritical back-projection of modern

dialect forms.

Thus, Boutkan (1998: 109-110) derives Middle Dutch dorpel, dreppel,
drempel, and drumpel, all meaning ‘threshold’, from four distinct proto-
forms, assuming these to be parallel loanwords from an unattested
source. Whether these are assumed to have been borrowed into the
individual Dutch dialects, thus suggesting the unattested source was
still spoken during the historical period, or whether they are supposed
to have been borrowed already into Proto-Germanic (coincidentally all
being preserved into Middle Dutch), the flaw in this reasoning is
obvious: whatever the explanation for these variants, it is unlikely to

exclusively involve an unattested source language.

Words of unclear derivation and unusual structure are particularly
often subject to irregular “deformations” through folk etymology. This
kind of development can affect both inherited words and loanwords: to
take a random example, Uk. 2opo6éys, Bel. dial. (Polesia) weopo6¢éii,
wypa6éii (KypasaeB 1980: 57) ‘sparrow’ irregularly continue Old East
Slavic Bopo6uum (~ Pl. wrdbel, Sln. vrdbac ‘sparrow’), yet such
distortions, belonging to the historical period, can hardly be used as

evidence of borrowing from an unattested language.
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In semantic domains such as bird names, one must also reckon with the
influence of sound symbolism (Matasovi¢ 2020: 332-333). Irregular
alternations are generally common in the domain of expressive
vocabulary, cf. the voiced-voiceless pairs R 6pvizeamb ~ npvlickamb
‘splash, sprinkle’, Pl. depta¢ ~ R monmdmu ‘stamp, tread’, Lt. paripti ~
dial. baribti ‘swell, grow fat’ (cf. Liewehr 1956; Kiparsky 1968: 74).
Similar ‘expressivization’ is presumably responsible for cases like Lv.
slaka beside slaka ‘drop (of liquid)’, MLG slagge ‘drizzle’ (pace Boutkan
2003b; cf. Endzelins 1923: 137)340 and Lt. Smagdti ‘whip’ beside smégti
‘strike’ (see LEW 647-648 and Fraenkel 1955: 12-13 with further lit.).

An interesting case from a methodological point of view is the word for
‘lip” attested in Lt. burna ‘mouth, face’, Bg. dial. 63pna ‘lip’ (only South
Slavic),3#1 with a variant in p- limited to Latvian pufns ‘face, snout’.342
In view of the Latvian evidence, this word has been considered a loan
from an unknown source (Matasovi¢ 2013: 91; Derksen 2015: 106).
However, we are faced with a similar question: does this mean the

word was borrowed independently into Lithuanian and Latvian? Does

340 Although, as Boutkan (2003b: 246) himself admits, a German influence is
difficult to exclude; cf. MoHG dial. (DWb XV: 254-255) Schlack ‘damp mass;
heavy raindrop; mix of rain and snow’; cf. Lv. fchtahka ‘Regen und Schnee’
(Ulmann 1872: 296).

341 Bg. 65pHa, dial. 68paa, Mac. 6pHa ‘lip (of an animal)’, SCr. bi*njica ‘muzzle’,
dial. ‘ring inserted into an animal’s snout’, (Cak.) brnjiise F.PL. ‘moustache’ (cf.
Bory$ 1977), Sln. bfna ‘a kind of carnival mask’, see 3CC4 III: 129-130.

342 Slovak poet. perna ‘lip’, adduced by Machek (1961: 356), was accepted with
enthusiasm by 3CCA (III: 130; see also Derksen 2015: 106), but cannot belong
here. The development *-r- > -er- before non-palatalized consonants is limited
to a narrow group of East Slovak dialects (Krajcovi¢ 1975: 129), while perna is
only attested in western Slovakia (cf. SSN s.v.). Furthermore, one has to
assume an additional ad hoc irregular development *-rn- > *-r- to get the
standard Slovak term pera ‘lip’. A derivation of the latter directly from *psrna,

per 3CCH, remains entirely fantastical.
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this mean that non-IE groups were still present in the Baltic region
after the break-up of Proto-East-Baltic? A more plausible explanation
was provided by Kiparsky (1968), who attributes the Latvian word to a
Finnic substrate. Indeed numerous examples of voiced-voiceless pairs
occur in Latvian, and examples like Lv. pataga beside Lt. botdgas ‘whip,
goad’ « MBel. 6amoes (I'CBM I: 202) ‘cane (for punishment)’ certainly
do lend themselves to such an explanation (cf. Li. pgtég ‘whip’;
similarly ME III: 190; note also Endzelins 1923: 183). A similar
alternation is found in Lv. dial. tefba ‘chub, dace(?)’ beside dial. (Talsi)
deibina ‘brown trout’, itself a back-loan from Li. teib ‘ide’ (< PF *stdipi,

from a predecessor of Lv. obs. stiepats ‘dace’, see p. 170).

As for pufns, no Livonian equivalent is recorded, but an actual lexical
loan in Livonian is not necessary for the assumption of substrate
influence on a phonological level. This particular word belongs to a
category of affective and low-status vocabulary where substrate
influence is common (cf. Aikio 2009: 47).343 In view of this, it is
questionable whether the voicing alternation in this word can support
the hypothesis of a non-IE source. However, such explanations are only
rarely possible: the influence of a Uralic substrate may work for
Latvian, but it can hardly apply to examples with a broader distribution

(contra Schrijver 2001: 420-424; Andersen 2003: 68-71).

343 For a case study of Quechua loanwords in a variety of Bolivian Spanish, see
Babel 2016. Compare also the Yiddish substrate words in (American) English:
klutz ‘clumsy person’, schlep ‘haul, carry’, schmuck ‘contemptible person’, and,

relevant here — schnozz ‘nose’. The role of affective words in the context of
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5. Is the irregularity paralleled?

A final and very important important step brings us back to the work of
Ostir and Furnée: any kind of irregular correspondence is rendered
considerably stronger if it can be supported by the existence of
parallels. An important distinction between my approach and that of
my predecessors, however, is a focus on the geography of an
irregularity.3* Where a geographical distribution for the various
reflexes can be identified, this strongly supports both the validity of
this alternation, and the notion that it could reflect genuine dialectal
variation in the source language. Considering that the the various sub-
branches of Indo-European cannot have been situated in the same time
or place, we should also not expect the various non-IE substrates

underlying them to be identical either (cf. Meissner 2013).

In the Leiden substrate school, irregular correspondences have usually
been explained as the result of different adaptations of a foreign
phoneme (Kuiper 1968; Beekes 1969: 193-195, 1975; Schrijver 1997).
For instance, in discussing examples of an alternation *ai c0 *a in Celtic
and Germanic, Schrijver (1997: 306-307) sets up a substrate phoneme
*/aa/, which is essentially a compromise between the two attested
reflexes. The fact that the only other possibility considered by
Schrijver is that *ai o *a could represent a “morphophonemic
alternation” within the source language illustrates that he took the

homogeneity of the supposed substrate language for granted. However,

linguistic substrates is unfortunately not discussed in the recent handbook by
Haspelmath and Tadmor (2009). This is partially dictated by the methodology
of the World Loanword Database, which focuses on a fixed set of basic
meanings, generally not extending to the realm of affective words.

344 Attention has been paid to the geography of irregular alternations in works
attempting to prove specifically Indo-European substrates, such as Holzer
(1989).
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so long as we are dealing with parallel loanwords, it is highly

improbable that the source language in both cases was identical.

I would favour a more pragmatic approach. Since we cannot precisely
identify the cause of irregular correspondences attributable to parallel
borrowing, we can merely refer to the alternation itself and attempt to
identify patterns in the material. A geographical distribution may
favour the “dialectal” interpretation, but the reality may in fact be
more complex, as we have next to no knowledge of the linguistic
landscape of pre-Indo-European Europe. It is possible, for instance,
that a loanword was mediated by yet another unattested language.
Since these discussions will always remain on the level of speculation,

they need not be pursued here any further.

Due to the potential complexity, | would not consider the absence of a
geographical distribution to disprove the validity of an alternation, but
it may cause us to doubt the coherence of the material. Schrijver
identifies a non-IE a-prefix in the Germanic words *amslon- ‘blackbird’
and *arut- ‘ore’. These two examples fit together very well (see further
2.3.1), but it does not follow from this that all unexpected *a-’s in Indo-
European should automatically be considered related. Schrijver’s
further comparison of Greek (Cretan apud H.) dxapa ‘legs’ with MW gar
(pL. garreu) ‘leg, shank’ (1997: 310; 2018: 362) shows a very different
geography, and it would be very risky to draw a direct parallel — this

at least should not be our default assumption.

2.1.3. Excursus: illegal root structures

Although the impossibility of reconstructing a word for Proto-Indo-
European normally implies the correspondences are irregular, in a few

cases, this might be implied by the root structure itself. In this small
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excursus, I will discuss two structural issues which could serve as

additional evidence of a non-Indo-European in certain cases.

2.1.3.1. *T DM root

It is generally accepted that Proto-Indo-European had a phonotactic
limitation against roots containing both a voiced aspirate and a
voiceless stop (e.g. Meillet 1912: 60; de Vaan 1999). Due to the merger
of the voiced and voiced aspirate stops in Balto-Slavic, external
evidence is sometimes required to demonstrate such a root structure,
such as in the case of Lat. fax ‘torch’ ~ Lt. Zvdké ‘candle’ (whose

vocalism is also problematic; cf. de Vaan 2008: 207-208 and 2.3.6).34°

If we do not accept a phoneme *b (see the discussion on p. 420), it
follows that no Balto-Slavic root containing both a voiceless consonant
and *b can be inherited. For instance, Pr. Il kadubri (for *kiaubrin?)
ACC.SG. ‘thorn’ has been compared with OSw. hiupon PL.? ‘rosehip’,
OHG hiufo ‘thornbush’ (cf. Stang 1972: 27). If *b is not reconstructed,
the only possibility would be to reconstruct *keub"-nV- for Germanic
(with Kluge’s law), but *keub"- is an illegal root. In this case, however,
we must concede that the Prussian form, a hapax containing at least

one obvious misprint, is hardly reliable enough to use.

One possible case is the comparison between Pl. kobuz ‘hobby, Falco

subbuteo’, USrb. kobusk ‘red-footed falcon’34¢ and ON haukr ‘hawk,

345 Similarly, Lat. fracés ‘olive pomace’ and falx ‘sickle, scythe’ imply an illegal
root structure. See the discussion on p. 304-306. See also the discussion of
OCS xp&rs ‘circle’ (?< *kreng"-) on p. 391.

346 Uk. kd6y3 (KenexoBckuit I: 353) is poorly attested and may well be a
Polonism (Berneker I: 536). According to Schuster-Sewc (579), the Sorbian
word might itself be loaned from Polish. 3CCA (X: 92) cite a variant “*kobszs”
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falcon’, OHG habuh ‘hawk’, the first syllable of which implies *kob"-,
which does indeed imply an illegal root structure. The suffix syllable is
also curious. While almost all the Slavic forms continue a form
*kab-ice-: Slk. kobec, Sln. skébac, dial. kébac ‘sparrowhawk’, R kd6uuk
‘red-footed falcon’, this could be explained as the result of suffix
replacement; compare for instance Slk. vrabec, Sln. vrdbac ‘sparrow’ as
against the (probably older) Pl. wrébel.3*7 On the other hand, Polish
kobuz seems difficult to explain as secondary. In theory, the -z could be
seen as a direct reflex of *§ and be compared directly with the
Germanic *-k-, but the implied ablaut pattern *kob"oug- : *kob"ug- does
not look particularly Indo-European. As a result, even though a paper
reconstruction is possible in Indo-European terms, both the root
structure and suffix make it probable that we are dealing with parallel

loanwords into Slavic and Germanic.

2.1.3.1. Clusters of three consonants in roots

It may also be put forward that Indo-European had a constraint against
roots ending in three consonants (e.g. Schmidt-Brandt 1967: 14-15;
Byrd 2010: 107). Beekes, in a discussion of non-IE vocabulary, states
that “a root ending in three consonants [...] is very rare, but there are a

few examples; so it is not a certain indication [of a] non-IE word”

(= *kabuza) on the basis of the Russian dialectal hapax ko6é3 ‘a kind of small
falcon’ (CPHT XIII: 355; but I could not trace this form — the source given in
CPHT appears to be incorrect!) and the Polish hapax(?) (kobzy) INST.PL. in
Mikotaj Rej (see SEJP II: 303). This data is clearly too unreliable, not to
mention that 3CCA’s reconstruction fails to account for the Russian form (and
the latter could, incidentally, be *k06153%).

347 “Probably older” because it is more difficult to explain as secondary. I

consider the similarity to Gr. (H) p6BiAdog * BaciAiokog 6pvig coincidental.
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(Beekes 2000a: 22). The evidence for roots of this shape is indeed very

slim. The following examples can be mentioned: 348349

—  *bMerHg-. Lt. bérZas, R 6epésa; ON bjork: Skt. bhiirjd-, Oss. I
baerz, D baerza ‘birch’
This example seems fairly clear, but the widely accepted

link with Skt. bhrdjate ‘shine, beam’ is only possible if the

348 In nominal roots, suffixation can often not be ruled out. Thus de Vaan
(2003: 136) reconstructs ON o¢nd ‘vestibule, entrance hall’, YAv. qifiid-
/an®ia-/ ‘door posts’ as *hyenHt- in view of Skt. dtd- ‘door post’, but we may
in theory be dealing with a t-stem. Compare similarly Gr. ok0tog ‘leather’, MW
eskit ‘boot, shoe’, OHG hiit ‘skin, hide’ (< *kuH-to-) beside Pr. E keuto ‘skin,
leather’ (< *kehju-t- / *keuH-t-); cf. Lt. kévalas ‘shell’, and YAv. vaéiti- ‘willow’,
Gr. oloog ‘chaste tree; osier’ (< *uoiH-t-) beside Gr. {téa; Lv. vitudls, OHG wida
‘willow’ (< *uiH-t-), which may be derived from the root of Lt. vyti ‘weave,
twine’, Lat. vieé ‘plait, weave’ (IEW 1120-1122); Skt. yu's-, Lat. jis ‘broth,
sauce’, Pr. E iuse ‘soup’ beside full-grade R yxd ‘fish soup’, SCr. jitha ‘soup’ (<
*jeuH-s-), cf. Lt.jduti ‘throw together, mix’, Skt. yuvdti ‘bind’ < *ieuH-,
(LIV 314).

349 Rejectable examples are: 1. Gr. paipdg ‘crooked, bandy (of legs)’,
Go. wraiqs* ‘crooked’ (< *ureh,ig"-), but there are plausible alternatives for
Germanic (Kroonen 2013: 593); 2. OIr. cairem, MW cryd ‘shoemaker’ (<
*kerh;p-io-?, Matasovi¢ 2009: 189-190), on which see fn. 543; 3. Skt. upa-
valhati ‘puzzle by riddles’, Gr. (Hom.) élepaipopoar ‘deceive (vel sim.)’,
Lt. vilbinti ‘allure’ (< *uelh;b"- per LIV 678), but Skt. -h- from -bh- is
exceptional (cf. Lubotsky 1995: 127-128), the appurtenance of the Greek form
might be disproven by the Myc. personal name erepa(i)ro (Beekes 2010: 409),
and the Lt. form may well be of onomatopoeic origin, cf. ulbé'ti = vilbé'ti
‘warble, coo; flatter’; 4. Skt. @rj- ‘vigour’, Gr. 6pyn ‘disposition; anger’ do not
reflect *uorHg- (pace Beekes 1969: 241) in view of YAv. varazuuant-
‘invigorating’, Olr. ferg ‘anger’ (< *uergd-). The Sanskrit anlaut is probably
regular as in Skt. drdhvd- = Gr. 0p806¢ ‘upright’ (see van Beek 2011: 150-152).
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full-grade in Balto-Slavic and Germanic is secondary.350 A
zero-grade is indeed attested in Lt. dial. birZis ‘birch grove’.

—  ?*b"r[eJuHg-. Lat. fruor ‘enjoy’, Go. brukjan ‘need’, OE briican
‘use, enjoy; partake’ (LIV 96).

The long -i- in the Lat. participle friictum is not probative,
as *u would have been lengthened anyway by Lachmann’s
law (cf. Weiss 1994: 39-40). The Germanic -i#- is most
probably a secondary full-grade common in class-two
strong verbs (cf. Kroonen 2011b: 112-117). Thus, we can
equally reconstruct *b"reug-.

—  *delh.g"-. Gr. ¢v-8edexris ‘perpetual’ ~ Skt. dirghd-, YAv.
daraya-, Alb. gjaté, Lt.lilgas, OCS gaerb ‘long’, possibly
Go. tulgus ‘firm, sure’

The expected full-grade *dleh;g"- is found in Skt.
drdghiyas-, YAv. dradjiié ‘further’. Furthermore, it cannot be
entirely excluded that the Greek form directly reflects
*.dlh;g"- (see Rix 1976: 73-74; van Beek 2013: 561-563).
The historical development of Gr.8oAx6¢ ‘long’ is too
obscure for us to base anything on it.

- ?*hI[e]qu"-. Skt. lfdhar/n-, Lat. uber, OHG uter, R gvima ‘udder’
Van Beek has tentatively suggested that Gr. o00ap ‘udder’
is regular from *uHd"- (2011: 153-154, fn. 48). If so, this
would leave us only the initial glide of ON jigr ‘udder’ as
evidence of an e-grade. If this could be secondary, the root
may be *(H)ueHd"-.351

350 Go. bairhts ‘manifest, bright’ is unlikely to belong here, but is instead to be
compared with MW berth ‘beautiful, rich’ (< *b"erd™-to-), which most
probably rules out a laryngeal, and Alb. (i) bardhé ‘white’ (< *b"org ™’-).

351 It is possible we are dealing with a compound; for instance, Garnier (2014:
149-150) has suggested a derivation from involving the preverb *ud and the
verbal root *d"eh;- ‘to suckle’ (with the ‘Kortlandt effect’, *ud-d"h;- >
*uh;d"h;-).
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— ?*keh,ik-. Lat. caecus ‘blind; invisible’, Olr. cdech ‘blind in one

eye’, Go. haihs ‘one-eyed’; Skt. kekara- (late) ‘cross-eyed’
Mayrhofer (KEWA [: 264) considers the appurtenance of
Skt. kekara- “keineswegs sicher”. Without it, a
reconstruction *khyeik- would be equally possible (Pronk
2019a: 139).

—  ?*(H)r[eJuHk-. Skt. riksd- ‘rough, dry’, ?0Av. uru$a- ‘meagre,
emaciated’, OE riih, GEN.SG. riuwes (see Heidermanns 1993: 454-
455) ‘rough’

A convincing explanation is not available. Compare,
however, the proposed development *ur > *ru before a
consonant (cf. Mayrhofer 1986: 161-162; Lubotsky 1994:
98-100). Could we start from a root *ureHk- with zero
grade *urHk- > *ruHk-?

Supporting evidence for a ban on roots ending in three-consonants, at
least in pre-PIE, seems to be furnished by the Schwebeablaut in s-
extensions to certain roots, a process which seems designed to avoid

three-consonant clusters (Schindler 1970: 152; Ozolins 2015: 86-135):

—  *hyeug- (Lt.dugti, Lat. auged ‘grow, increase’, Go.aukan)
‘multiply’ ~ *hyueg-s-352 (Skt. vavdksa PF., Gr.&&w, OHG

wahsan) ‘grow, increase’.

352 A palatovelar might be implied by Lt. ve§é'ti ‘grow lush, thrive’. In view of
the extreme rarity of the sequence *uK in reconstructed IE words, it is
possible that there was a neutralization after *u (Meillet 1894: 292-293;
Kortlandt 1979a: 58). If this is the case, we would expect this word to show an
alternation *h,ueds- : *hpugs-, and we could assume that the latter became
generalized in Indo-Iranian and the former in Baltic. On the other hand,
Smoczynski (2018: 1644; cf. also p. 1617 s.v. vdskas) sees this word as
evidence that IE *-ks- regularly gave *§ in East Baltic, rather than *ks as is
usually assumed (cf. Stang 1966: 96).
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—  *hyelk- (Gr.aAxkn ‘boldness, defence’, OE ealgian ‘defend,
protect’) ~ *h,lek-s- (Skt. rdksati ‘protect’, Gr. aAé€w ‘ward off,
assist’).

- *meik- (Gr. pelyvopi, Lt. mié§ti) ‘mix’ ~ *miek-s- (Skt. mydksati

‘sich festhalten; sich vereinigen’; Kimmel 2000: 388-389)

In conclusion, although there are a couple of unresolved issues, it
seems highly probable that Proto-Indo-European did indeed prohibit
roots ending in three consonants. Therefore, an implied root of this
shape could again be used as an argument in favour of a non-IE origin.
For instance, any root in Balto-Slavic containing a diphthong root with
(a) acute accentuation not attributable to Winter’s law and (b) a final
stop not analysable as a suffix (particularly *p, *b, *$, *Z or *k) 353 can be
suspected to be of non-inherited origin. This applies to some of the

examples discussed elsewhere in this dissertation:

— ? Lt liepa, Lv. liépa; R atna, SCr. lipa ‘lime tree’ (< *leiHp-); see
p. 157-158.

—  Cz. labut, SCr. labid ‘swan’ (< *HolHb"-); see p. 283-285 and
368-369.

— Lt. dial. linkas, Lv. liks, Pr. E lunkan; R aviko, SCr. Iiko ‘bast’ (<
*I(u)nHk™-); see p. 291-292.

— Lt. rieSutas, Lv. riéksts, R oprox ‘nut’ (< *(H)roiHs-); see p. 375-
376.

It is not particularly difficult to find other potential examples. For

instance Lt. sliekas, Lv. sliéka; Pr. E slayx ‘earthworm’ ~ Sw. dial. sid,

353 Although there are some unambiguous examples of a deverbal suffix *-ka-
in Slavic, cf. CS 3Ha-k®b ‘sign’ < OCS 3HaTu ‘to know’; 3pa-kb ‘sight, appearance’
< 3bpbTH ‘to see’, it does not appear that there are any reliable examples of
plain k-suffixes of Balto-Slavic age; in any case, the examples cited here are

not readily analysable as containing a suffix.
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Nw. dial. slo ‘slow-worm’, OE sla-wyrm (translating Latin words for
various kinds of serpent) (< *slaih(w)o-, cf. Falk/Torp 1065; Stang
1972: 50). Yet I would hesitate to use the Balto-Slavic intonation alone
as an argument to support a non-IE origin. There still remain a number
of words containing an unexpected acute which is probably of non-
laryngeal origin,35* and as long as this is the case, such evidence must
be treated with care. As these instances remain very few, however, we
may still consider intonation as supporting evidence for non-IE origin

in cases where other evidence is available.

Preliminaries

In the next three subsections, I will treat in detail all of the material
which I consider to provide potential evidence for contact with pre-
Baltic languages. I have restricted my material by the following
criteria: (1) “pre-Baltic” words will be defined as those which are
attested either in Baltic, or in both Slavic and one other “North
European” branch (Germanic or Celtic); (2) the substrate proposal
must involve some kind of irregular correspondence and be trivial
semantically (i.e. it should not contradict the criteria set forth in 2.1.2).
I have not made any attempt to discuss every substrate word proposed
where 1 do not consider there to be sufficient evidence of substrate
origin. However, [ do discuss certain words which have frequently been
suggested in this context, or which require a more detailed rebuttal.
These examples are marked with “t” and will not contribute to any

further analysis.

354 See for instance Lt. tdnkus ‘dense’ (fn. 107) and stiebas ‘stalk, trunk’,
stdmbas ‘stem, stalk’ (p. 114 and fn. 138).
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As my primary criteria for identifying substrate words is irregularity,
and one of my goals in collecting the material is to identify
geographical patterns, I have organized the lemmata according to the
type of irregular alternation identified. The alternations have been
organized into two main chapters — consonantism and vocalism — and

each of these is divided into a number of subchapters.

Each comparison is introduced by a word in bold, which normally
represents the most frequent meaning present in the comparanda.
Where two lemmata are discussed with the same meaning, these are
disambiguated by a number in brackets. After this, forms are adduced,
with “~” demarcating the forms showing the relevant alternation. After
this, I have adduced any literature in which it is suggested that the
given forms are of non-Indo-European origin. Where no literature is
adduced, I am not aware of any existing proposals of that nature
(although the comparison itself will usually have been made in an Indo-
European context). I then go on to discuss issues concerning individual
branches and reject incorrect comparanda, before making a judgement
as to whether the given irregularity can be viewed as evidence that the

word is of non-Indo-European origin.



2.2. Consonantism

2.2.1. ‘Nasalization’, *-VNT- oo *-VT-

Alternations of the type *-VNT- oo *-VT- have been noted particularly in
the Greek material, where there are numerous compelling examples:
@apvyg ~ @apué ‘throat’, kdxAog ‘sea snail, Murex’ ~ ko0yxn ‘mussel’,
TépuvBog ~ (Nicander) tpéuibog ‘turpentine’ (cf. Kretschmer 1896:
403; Kuiper 1956: 213-215; Furnée 1972: 275-291). Words exhibiting
such alternations have been used by the above authors to support
theories of language contact with “pre-Greek”. This is supported by the

obscure root etymology and suffixation of the relevant words.

The interpretation of such alternations has varied. In the rendition of
suspected Etruscan (Fiesel 1928: 60-61) and Thracian (Schrader/
Nehring II: 532) words, one has referred to ‘nasal vowels’ (cf. Huld
1990: 394; Kroonen 2012: 243), while in more recent literature, ‘nasal
insertion’ has been the preferred option (see Furnée 1972: 269-270,
with lit.). Kuiper (1956: 213; 1995: 68-69) suggested the term
‘prenasalization’ based on parallels he saw in the Munda languages.
This has become the generally accepted term among Leiden scholars
(see Kuiper 1956: 219-221; 1995: 68-72; Beekes 1996: 223-226;
Boutkan 1998: 108-109; Schrijver 2001: 420-421). Beekes (2014: 14),

albeit with hesitation, refers specifically to pre-nasalized stops.

[ would rather avoid the term ‘prenasalization’, particularly in the
narrow sense of Beekes, as in theory, other interpretations of these
alternations are possible. The above accounts, whether starting from
nasal vowels and prenasalized consonants, both assume that the

irregularities lie in synchronic phonological features of the donor
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language. However, it is not certain (or even likely) that the donor
language was homogenous, and it would not be far-fetched to suppose
the co-existence of sister languages or dialects where one has
historically undergone a loss of syllable-final nasals. As discussed

above (see p. 270), I find an agnostic approach most appropriate here.

Outside of Greek, already Kretschmer (idem: 405) pointed out that
Gr. ¢épéBwBog ‘chickpea’, and its irregular comparandum Lat. ervum
‘bitter vetch’ are quite possibly of non-IE origin. An equivalent to the
Greek form without the nasal is OHG arawiz ‘pea’ (OStir 1930: 14;
Furnée 1972: 273; Kroonen 2012: 243; Thorsg forthc.).355 However,
several more examples can be found in Northern Europe, and these will

be the focus of our discussion here.

2.2.1.1. Alternation between *-VNT- and short vowel

‘grouse’. RCS epabp (CAPA 11-14 III: 219) ‘partridge’, Uk. opsi6ok, dial.
dpsabka, Pl. jarzgbek ‘hazel grouse’, Sln. jeréb ‘partridge’ ~ Lt.jerubé
‘hazel grouse’; Lv. ifbe, dial. (ME II: 59) lerube? ‘partridge’
(Derksen 2000, 2015: 212) — This bird name is characterized by what
Derksen (2000: 80) has described as “spectacular stem variation”. The
large number of variants has encouraged several solutions, e.g.
Endzelins (ME I: 708-709) tries to assume reduplication with
dissimilatory loss of the r-, but abandons the connection with Slavic. It
seems clear, however, that the Baltic and Slavic data should be kept
together (cf. Fraenkel 1936a: 231; ALEW 481). Andersen, in a special
article on the subject, attempts to reduce the material to four basic

pre-forms, which he derives from two different roots (1996b: 75; 84-

355 Another example mentioned by Furnée is the word for ‘lynx’, which will be

discussed in section 2.2.1.2.
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85). According to him, the forms containing a nasal are derived from
the n-stem underlying Gr. 8pvig ‘bird’ with a suffix *-b"- (on this
pattern of derivation, see p. 300-302), while those lacking the nasal
should, in his opinion, be compared with Nw. jerpe, Sw. jdrpe ‘hazel

grouse’.356

The most fundamental flaw in Andersen’s account is the failure to
account for the standard Lithuanian form jerubé~, which shows a
disyllabic stem but no nasal (Derksen 2000: 81-83). In fact, all the
forms which would supposedly correspond to those in Norse probably
result from syncope. Thus, Lv. ifbe can be explained from an older
*jerube (cf. High Latvian ierube?, ME 11: 59; EH I: 537), for which a
convincing parallel may be found in ifkss ‘carriage pole’ as against High
Latvian ieluk$i NOM.PL. ‘carriage pole’ (Bezzenberger 1885: 169:

(élukschi) Zvirgzdene; cf. Endzelins 1923: 47, EH I: 528).357 Variants in

356 These words must be derived from ON jarpr ‘chestnut brown (usu. of hair)’.
The Norse adjective corresponds to OE eorp ‘dark, swarthy’, OHG erpfer -
fus[clus. Unlike with R ps66ii (see fn. 361, below), it is by no means evident
that the bird-name is primary.

357 As already acknowledged by Andersen (1996a: 73), Bg. dial. (BEP I: 73)
eép6uya is most likely an irregular reduction of épe6uya, and other alleged
Slavic evidence is to be explained similarly (see Derksen 2000: 78). In
Lithuanian, dial. jérbé is also most probably from jerubé (cf. the place name
Jefbiskiai < Jerubiskiai cited in Zinkevicius 1966: 132). The Lithuanian
evidence for a stem irb- possibly all stems ultimately from Latvian. Thus,
(Yrbenis) ‘Viburnum’ (PabréZa 1834: 49) seems to be based on Latvian ifbene
(cited by the author). Lt. virbé ‘hazel grouse’ (cf. HLv. dial. virbe, virba?
‘Rebhuhn’, ME IV: 603, EH II: 786), for which LKZ provides no dialectal
attestations, was perhaps popularized by Ivanauskas’ Lietuvos pauksciai (the
form is attributed to Ivanauskas in Elisonas’ Zoologijos sistematikos terminu
Zodynélis, 1920, p. 90, although I have not found its original source). Note
another Latvianism attributable to Ivanauskas: lesté ‘flounder’ (= Lv. dial.
leste, see LKZ). The variant irbé ‘hazel grouse’ is only known from Slapelis’
dictionary (apud LKZ).
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Baltic with a nasal are very rare. Ju$ka (II: 684) cites jerumbé as a
variant of jerubé. In addition to this, LKZ cites only the isolated
arumbélé (Palévené) and vierumbélé (Marcinkonys). The explanation of
these forms is rather unclear, but the limitation to some isolated
dialects suggests they are secondary. Perhaps, in some areas, a certain
role may have been played by Polish jarzgb(ek). In fact, the Zem.
*j€rumbé (in dialect notation (jiér6mbe)), recorded in Sateikiai
(Papildymy kartoteka) may be a direct loanword from Polish, showing

/é/ regularly for Slavic /a/ after a palatal.358

Another fact left unaccounted for by Andersen is the initial je- in
Lithuanian. As this variant is concentrated in Kauniskiai dialects, and
not in dialects which show je- < *e-, the j- is most straightforwardly
interpreted as original and cannot be taken back to an original *e-.35°
While it is true that the correspondence between between Lv. (dial.)
™je- and Lithuanian je- is not regular (cf. Derksen 2000: 78-79),360 it
still seems most parsimonious to assume that all the East Baltic data
derives from a single proto-form, most probably *jerubé (with *érubé

remaining a possibility).

As for Slavic, the East Slavic forms with o- as against je- elsewhere
suggest a Proto-Slavic form in *e- (Derksen 2000: 78); the variants

with ja- attested in several Slavic languages may be secondary (pace

358 A potential parallel may be Zem. dial. munka ‘suffering’, which has been
analysed as a modification of mikd ‘torment’ (« Bel.) under the influence of
Pl. meka ‘torment’ (Zinkevi¢ius 1966: 198). The AukS$taitian variants vé ribé,
jeriibé asserted by Biiga (1923b: 402 and RR II: 537), with a long medial
syllable, seem otherwise to be unattested.

359 [ consider the variants with initial ja- and a- to be insignificant; cf. dknos
for jéknos ‘liver’ (in Veliuona; see Juska I: 9), di = jéi ‘if’ (LKZ; see Zinkevicius
1966: 121-124). On the interchange of initial j- and v-, see Grinaveckis 1972:
74.

360 Note also Lv. rubenis ‘black grouse’, which will be discussed on p. 379-380.
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Meillet/Vaillant 1933: 101; see Andersen 1996a: 74-76 for numerous
parallels). Forms without an initial vowel are basically limited to East
Slavic: e.g. MR psa6b ‘partridge; ?hazel grouse’ (CPAd 11-17 XXII: 281),
dial. N ps6b, psa6 (cf. CPTK IV: 601), Bel. pd6usik, dial. pa6dk ‘hazel
grouse’. Beside this, they are marginally attested in Slovene: réb, rebica
(Caf apud Pletersnik II: 412). The most likely solution is that we are
dealing with instances of aphaeresis. Note that no such forms are found
in West Slavic, where initial stress was generalized. As a parallel in a
similar environment, compare R dial. sumdka, numduss (and variants;
CPHT XVII: 73-74) ‘third stomach of ruminants’ ~ Pl. jelito ‘intestine’
(see also, in particular, AP I: No. 33).361 [t therefore seems that the

Slavic words can probably be combined under a single preform *er¢bi-.

As a result, the modern dialects indeed show a great amount of
variation, but the vast majority of this can be shown to be secondary.
However, the second syllables of East Baltic *jerub- and Slavic *eréb-
are not comparable in an Indo-European context, and the presence of a
nasal in Slavic as against its absence in Baltic remains strong evidence

of a non-IE origin.

‘swan (1)’. Pl. tabedz, Sln. labgd ‘swan’ ~ R sé6edb, Bg. 1é6ed ‘swan’;
ON o¢lpt, OE ielfetu, OHG albiz, elbiz (OStir 1930: 14; Machek 1968: 316;
Derksen 2000: 84; Kroonen 2013: 20) — The reconstruction of a single
Proto-Slavic form seems impossible, but two widespread forms can be

reconstructed: (1) Cz. labut, Pl. tabedZ, SCr. ldbud, Sln. labgd ‘swan’,

361 The same distribution is found in the Slavic words for ‘rowan’ derived from
the bird name (the hazel grouse eats rowan berries in autumn; Cramp apud
Andersen 1996b: 79; see the partial parallels adduced in Derksen 2000: 79-80
to which we may add German Vogelbeere ‘rowan’), as well as in the word for
‘mottled’ in East/West Slavic: R ps6dii, Slk. jaraby ‘mottled’ derive from
MR ps6s, SIk. jarabica ‘partridge’ just as R 2osy64i ‘pale blue’ derives from

2041y6b ‘pigeon’ (cf. Andersen 1996b: 78).
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which regularly reflect an acute *albgdi- (or *labgdi-);362 and (2)
R s1é6edsb, Uk. 1€6idb (GEN.SG. -edsa), CS *nebenp (attested pnebesb),
Bg. 1é6ed which reflect *lebedi-. The forms are almost in
complementary distribution, although Pletersnik (I: 503) cites a rather
doubtful looking Sln. lebed from the dictionaries of Jarnik and
Janezic¢,3¢3 and some other forms in South Slavic, e.g. Mac. s1a6ed and
SCr. obs. Iébit (RJA V: 944) seem to show a confusion between the two
forms.3¢4 The mismatch between the second syllables *-bgd- and *-bed-

is difficult to account for in Indo-European terms.

In Germanic, one has traditionally interpreted ON o¢lpt, OHG albiz
beside OHG elbiz, OE ielfetu as reflecting two by-forms, *albut- beside
*albit- (Noreen 1923: 151; Specht 1947: 114; IEW 30; de Vries 1962:
101; EWAhd 1033). The form *albut- would come close to Slavic
*albodi-, save for the nasal (cf. Meillet 1907: 377; BysaxoBckuii 1948:
118-119; Derksen 2008: 365). However, positing unmotivated by-
forms is not an attractive solution. Since the u-umlaut in ON oglpt
(GEN.SG. alptar) can be attributed to the analogical extension of u-
umlaut to all feminine consonant stems (cf. Noreen 1923: 284-285;

Kroonen 2013: 26), the most straightforward solution would be to

362 On the final *t in some of the reflexes, which must be secondary, see the
discussion in 2.2.2.

363 This variant does not appear to be known dialectally (Tijmen Pronk p.c.
October 2022).

364 Despite 3CCA (VI: 19) and Hukosaaer (2020: 39, fn. 6; cf. 3anususaxk 2019:
640), it seems incorrect to take the East Slavic forms from *lebédi-. All of the
Old Russian evidence suggests *-bed- (CAPS II: 13-14), as does Ukrainian
N1€6i0b (GEN.SG. s1€6e0d51). The modern Russian adjective ze6siaxcuil, is by all
appearances a late creation, replacing earlier se6exuti in the 17th century
(CPA 11-17 VIII: 183; cf. BynaxoBckuih 1968: 103). It can be considered a
hypercorrection due to the widespread merger of /’a/ and /e/ in unstressed
syllables (1AP4 I, No. 3).
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posit a t-stem *albet- (slightly differently cf. Orel 2003: 13). In this
case, the suffix would be more closely aligned with that of Slavic

*lebedi- (although note that Slavic requires *d" as against Germanic *d).

The acute accent implied by the reflex la- throughout West Slavic
would alone be sufficient reason to abandon the traditional comparison
with Lat. albus ‘white’ (Miklosich 1886: 162; Osthoff 1898: 64-65;
3CCA VI: 19; and elsewhere; see Derksen 2000: 84), and when
combined with the irregular alternation between *-eD- and *-onD- in
the second syllable, the case for a loanword from a non-IE source

appears very strong. For further discussion, see p. 368-369.

‘goosefoot’. Lt. baldnda, Lv. dial. baluéda ‘goosefoot, Chenopodium’ ~
R s1e6edd ‘orache, Atriplex’, SCr.lobdoda ‘goosefoot’; ?0S maldia, OHG
melta ‘orache’ (Mikkola 1903: 46; Machek 1947: 66-67, 1950b: 149) —
The prevailing view is that the Slavic term is somehow related to the
word for ‘swan’ (above; cf. e.g. REW II: 21-22; 3CCA VI: 18, XXXII: 50;
Derksen 2000: 84, 2008: 366); however, as Vasmer and Derksen both
admit, the alleged proto-form *albadd- could not possibly yield the
attested forms. Practically all of the relevant evidence points instead to
*labada-: cf. unambiguously Slk. loboda, SCr.loboda, Sln. I6boda (in
SSKJ? stressed lobdda), Bg..s10600a (and further R dial. .10600d)
‘orache’. Beside this, we find a variant *lebedd-: R sne6edd, Cz. lebeda,
SIn. lebéda ‘orache’, Pl. lebioda ‘goosefoot’. Some forms like SCr. laboda
‘goosefoot’ (PCA XI: 146) apparently show the secondary influence of
the word for ‘swan’ (Derksen 2008: 366).365

365 The opposite direction of influence might explain the confusing variants in
Bg. dial. 16600 ‘swan’ (B3P III: 448), Sln. obs. (lobot) ‘swan’ (17" c.; see
Pleter$nik I: 526).
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The semantic relationship between ‘swan’ and ‘goosefoot’ is ostensibly
paralleled by the English name for the plant,3¢¢ but Mikkola (1903: 46)
has instead suggested we compare Lt. baldnda, Lv. dial. baludda,
assuming that Slavic *labada- was derived via metathesis from *balada-
(due to the influence of ‘swan’?). He describes this as a “Kulturwort”
and additionally adduces Greek BAitov ‘purple amaranth’. Machek
(1947: 66-67; 1950b: 149) mentions the same Balto-Slavic
combination, but compares instead OHG melta ‘orache’ (< *maldjo-,
Kroonen 2013: 251), which I consider more promising. In this case, we
have to assume an additional alternation *b oo *m (see 2.2.4.2). On the
loss of the second syllable, see below on ‘oriole’. While the extra-
Balto-Slavic comparanda are less certain, the comparison between
Slavic *labada- and Baltic *baldnda- looks tempting, and would be

another example of the alternation *-VNT- oo *-VT-.

‘pigeon (1)’. OCS ronx6b; R 2day6s, Pl. gotgb; Lat. columba ‘pigeon’ ~
OE culfre, culufre ‘pigeon’ (for refs. and a more detailed discussion, see
p- 300) — Both Old English variants have been analysed as primary:
Campbell (1959: 159, and already Pogatscher 1898: 98) considers
culfre an example of syncope (cf. OE siolfor beside siolufr- ‘silver’),
while Hogg (1992: 231-232) treats culufre as an instance of vowel

epenthesis. [ am inclined to side with Campbell on this issue,367 and

366 The term seems first to be attested in the works of 16" century botanists
(thus Philippa et al. II: 167 quote Dodonaeus, dated 1554; OED cite W.
Turner’s Names of Herbes from 1548). It is therefore, as stated in OED, most
probably based on the form Chenopus, itself attributed to Pliny (see also
Marzell I: 933; G. Hegi apud Kroll 1990: 46).

367 Judging by the examples provided in these sources, the epenthesis almost
exclusively occurs before word-final _RC# (where C is usually a velar) or
before the clusters -ht- or -gd-. In this context, the form culufre stands out as
exceptional. Furthermore, as Hogg states, the epenthesis is typical of

Northumbrian, while this form (according to the data in the Dictionary of Old
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reconstruct the preform as *kulubro(n)-. Skeat (1882: 146) saw this as
a ‘corrupted’ Latin columba, while Pogatscher (1898: 97) suggested the
source could be found in a diminutive *columbula (cf. Old Occitan
colombla ‘dove’, FEW 1I: 930). An alternative was suggested by
Holthausen (1899), who analysed the English word as cognate to Slavic
*galobi-.

The obvious issue with connecting the words either through borrowing
or cognancy is the absence of a nasal in English.368 At the same time, it
would be unattractive to separate *kulubro- from Lat. columba. The
correlation between Germanic *u and Italic *o is paralleled by OHG
hulis (< *kulis-) against MW celyn (< *kolisno-) ‘holly’ (Kroonen 2013:
253; van Sluis et al. 2023: 216). This would be another example of an
alternation involving nasals, and give support to the non-Indo-

European origin of the word (see further p. 300-303).

‘oriole’. Lt.volungé 32, Lv.vdluédze ‘oriole’ ~ Pl wilga, Sln. vétga;
R tgosza, Bg. asatiza; ME wode-wale, MHG wite-wal ‘oriole’ (OStir
1930: 101; Machek 1968: 694; Derksen 2008: 216-217; Kroonen 2013:
571; Matasovi¢ 2013: 87) — The Latvian form suggests an underlying
*-ang- in the second syllable, which does not match the Lithuanian
data. By way of a solution, ALEW 1469 suggests that the standard
Latvian form is a hypercorrection based on a High Latvian dialect

where *uo and *u have merged. However, the typical development in

English Web Corpus) appears to be more widespread. Compare siolufres
GEN.SG., attested in a West Saxon source, where the vowel is old.

368 Pogatscher’s solution, involving a novel sound law *-mr- > -fr- has evidently
not stood the test of time (see the alternative etymologies already in
Holthausen 1934, s.v. ¢ealor-tiin, haf-ern, etc.). Paulus van Sluis (p.c. August
2021) pointed out to me that *kulumfron- would also be a possible preform,
with regular loss of *m before *f, although in this case the syncope would be
unexpected (Campbell 1959: 49; Hogg 1992: 230).
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High Latvian is in fact a chain shift, so that no merger takes place. Note
in this context the South Auks$taitian hapax ulangélé, cited in LKZ,
which might favour a reconstruction *-ang- and imply that Lt. volungé

is originally an East Lithuanian form.

3CCA (XIII: 251-252) unites all of the Slavic forms under the
reconstruction *ivilga- (i.e. *jovwlga), but such a reconstruction is
hardly possible, at least, for Sln. vdtga and SCr. viiga ‘oriole’, as initial
*i- is always preserved in these languages, while here no trace of the
vowel can be identified. The status of Pl. wilga and Slk. viha is less
certain, as *i- > @- is frequent here (see Derksen 2003 for the data). In
any case, East Slavic clearly demands a reconstruction with *i-, as does
Bulgarian assuea, a form which is most easily explained by metathesis
from CS “*)upnbra.3¢® The significance of this ‘prefix’ is unclear. It is
hardly, with Tpy6aueB (1972: 19-20), an irregular reduction of the
prefix *iz- (*z would not be lost before *v); neither is the parallel with

R u3w06ps ‘Manchurian wapiti’ watertight; see p. 381.

The Balto-Slavic comparison goes back at least to Miklosich (1865: 68;
1886: 379), but attempts to account for the relationship between the
words in Indo-European terms (e.g. Mikkola 1897: 247) cannot be

viewed with optimism. Moreover, treating the Baltic second syllable as

369 This CS form is attested among a list of birds in the Hexameron of John the
Exarch; however, it is not entirely certain how it is to be read. The actual
manuscript has “kocbDKe + HCOK - WBJIBI'bl + HXJIBHBI + WMypbDKe”. Since the
sequences (HcoK) ‘jays’ and (iixkabHbl) ‘woodpeckers’ clearly both contain the
word u ‘and’, it is natural to suspect that (¥iBabrs1) does, too (thus Miklosich
1865: 68, and thence the CS form Babra usually encountered in the literature,
e.g. 3CCA VIII: 251). Aitzetmiiller (1958: 38), on the other hand, reads
“unwra” here, citing a variant (u wuBabra) and the modern Bulgarian
evidence. This theory is supported by Bg. tigos2a attested in T'epos (II: 171; a
dialectal form with *Is > /ol/ like others recorded in T'epos, e.g. Mda3x ‘to

milk’, Mdpkoss ‘carrot’, I11: 78, 82).
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a suffix (Endzelins 1924: 123, citing the river name Bebrunga) does
little to elucidate the relationship with Slavic.370 As a result, some
recent works have rejected the relationship altogether (Smoczynski
2018: 1693; ALEW 1469). Nevertheless, the Baltic and Slavic words are

semantically identical and share a consonantal structure:

Baltic: \4 a 1 an g-

Slavic: v i 1 /] g-

As far as the nasal alternation is concerned, it is clear that this word
does not behave in quite the same manner as most of the above
examples. Instead of an alternation between *-VNT- and *_JT-, Slavic
lacks the second syllable altogether. A potential parallel for this is
found between Lt. baldnda ‘goosefoot’ and OHG melta ‘orache’ (see
above under ‘goosefoot’), provided a comparison between these forms
is warranted.3’! For the vocalic alternation, OStir (1930: 22) has
adduced Lat. taxus ~ R muc, Sln. tisa ‘yew tree’ as a parallel. While the
latter is probably indeed of non-IE origin (see p. 414), the parallel is
imperfect due to differences in vowel length. For some other potential

parallels, see 2.3.3.1.

Endzelins (1924: 123; similarly Machek 1950a: 49-50; Derksen 2008:
216-217; Kroonen 2013: 571, and others) compares this word with

Germanic forms like ME wode-wale, MHG wite-wal ‘oriole’. A trace of

370 The etymological comparison (cf. Endzelins 1914a: 126; LEW 1273-1274;
REW [: 469) with YAv.varanjana-, varayna- ‘a bird of prey’ (cf. Sogdian
w’ryn’k, Khwarezmian w’rynyk ‘falcon’, Hintze 1994: 198-199) is semantically
weak. Note that Endzelins and followers operate with Bartholomae’s non-
specific translation ‘Name eines Vogels’, which might explain their
enthusiasm.

371 The comparison of Lithuanian jerumbé : irbé ‘hazel-grouse’ (Derksen 2015:
510) is unlikely to be valid, as both are probably secondary variants of Baltic

*jerub-. See above on this word.
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the velar of the Balto-Slavic forms could be found in Swiss and
Bavarian dial. Wiedewalch (attested since the 15" century, cf. Suolahti
1909: 170). Machek (loc. cit.) suggests the Germanic reconstruction
*-walka in order to unite the material, but the loss of *-k- elsewhere
would be irregular. A Germanic reconstruction *-walho- might just
work, however. The loss of *h in Low German and Dutch would be
regular, cf. MDu., MLG male ‘bag’ (< *malhé-, Kroonen 2013: 351).
While this development is more sporadic in Middle English and High
German, the simplification of the cluster may have been supported by
the word’s unstressed position as the second element of a compound.

This would imply an additional alternation *g ™ oo *k (see 2.2.2.1).

2.2.1.2. Alternation between *-VNT- and long vowel

‘lynx’. Gr.A0yE ~ Lt Ii sis, Lv. lisis, Pr.E luysis; R pwicw, Sln. ris;372
OE lox, OHG luhs ‘lynx’; Arm. (hapax) lusann* ‘lynx’373 (Furnée 1972:
121-122; Martirosyan 2008: 317; Kroonen 2013: 342) — Strictly
speaking, the East Baltic form for ‘lynx’ does not rule out an older
nasal, and the word could therefore be identical, aside from the acute

intonation, to Greek A0yE (see LEW 392; ALEW 696).37* However, at

372 The most convincing explanation of the Slavic r- is contamination with the
adjective in Cz. obs. rysy (Kott III: 239), LSrb. obs. rysy ‘red-haired’ (see
Smieszek 1909: 408). One might argue that this adjective is itself derived from
the name of the lynx, but certainly old is R pwiacuil ‘red-haired’, Pl. dial. rydzy
‘copper-red’, SCr. rid ‘reddish, rust-coloured’ < *rydja, from IE *h;reud"-; see
REW II: 557-558.

373 Olr. lug, translated as ‘lynx’ by Pedersen (1909: 186), apparently mainly on
the basis of the formal similarity, is doubtful. For the interpretation as
‘warrior, hero’, see eDIL s.v.

374 In this connection, the Zem. variant [ijn$is is usually mentioned (cf. also
Specht 1947: 171-172; Chantraine DELG IIl: 648), but this form has no
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least Pr. E luysis ‘lynx’,375 Elfdalian luo ‘lynx’ (cf. Kroonen 2013: 342),
and the West Germanic material are inconsistent with a nasal preform
(Armenian is ambiguous; cf. Martirosyan 2008: 317). This nasal has
been referred to as an ‘infix’ (e.g. Smoczynski 2018: 734; cf. Pedersen
1909: 188), but this remains ad hoc as there is no generally accepted
morphological process of nasal infixation in nouns. Even granted this,
the acute long vowel in Balto-Slavic as against the short *u in Germanic
are still suggestive of parallel loanwords, as they preclude the

reconstruction of a common proto-form (see 2.3.5.1).

? ‘bast’. Lt. dial. lunkas, Lv. liks, Pr.E lunkan ~ R awviko, SCr. liko
‘bast’376 — The validity of this example depends on whether the loss of
the nasal in Slavic is regular. It has been suggested based on pairs such
as OCS ucto* (NOM.-AcC.DU. wucrtech) ~ Lt inkstas ‘kidney’ and
OCS BbikHATHU ‘learn, become accustomed’ ~ Lt. (pri-)junkti ‘get used
to’ that high nasal vowels were denasalized in early Slavic under acute

intonation (see Mikkola 1897: 246-247; Meillet 1907: 362; Arumaa

etymological value, resulting from a general sporadic nasalization of high
vowels before sibilants (Biiga 1922: 42; Trautmann 1923: 164; Zinkevicius
1966: 196-197).

375 The Prussian form has long been problematized. Endzelins (1943: 206) is
undecided as to whether we are dealing with i-epenthesis or a spelling variant
for /i/ (see similarly Tomopos ISl V: 389). Biuga (1911: 41), on the other
hand, read *lunsis. An important form is Lt. dial. [uisys (Bartninkai), which
supports the reality of the Prussian /ui/. Here, as Trautmann (1910: 145)
already surmised, we are dealing with an epenthesis of -i- as also found
sporadically in Western Zemaitia, particularly in ja-stems after rounded
vowels (more examples in Bezzenberger 1887: 36, 1911: 311; Endzelins
1914b: 102; Buga 1924a: CXXI-CXXII). Note similarly Pr. E girnoywis (where
(oy) probably = */ui/) quernstone’ < *girnuwis, cf. 0CS »pBbHBI*.

376 Older sources (cf. LEW 390-391; REW II: 75) connect Pali luficati ‘pull out,
pluck (a bird), tear, peel’, (CDIAL 642, KEWA III: 105). This must be rejected
on accentological grounds. The Pali verb, provided it is inherited, could rather

be connected with Lat. runcé ‘grub up, weed’, Gr. 6pVoow ‘dig (up)’.
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1964: 129-130; Kortlandt 1979b: 269). If the loss of the nasal can be

considered regular in Slavic, then this example does not belong here.

On the other hand, this Slavic sound law is far from certain (see in
detail Pronk 2013). Lt. junkti itself contains a nasal infix (there is
clearly no nasal in the causative OCS oyuutu ‘teach’). The nasal in
Lt. inkstas has also been suspected to be secondary (LEW 188; Pronk
2013: 120).377 The clearest counter-evidence is the verb Pl dg¢
(1sG.PRES. dme), SCr. dial. diiti (1SG.PRES. dmém), Lt.dumti ‘to blow’
where the reconstruction of *domH- for the Slavic infinitive (Derksen
2008: 114) is ad hoc (see already Meillet 1907: 366). I therefore see
the word for ‘bast’ as a potential example of alternation between a
sequence *-VNC- and *-VC-. The foreign origin of this lemma is
supported by the root-final cluster *-NHK-, implied by the acute
accentuation (see 2.1.3.1). Note that this word has also been borrowed
into Mordvin, although whether Baltic was the proximate source is

uncertain (see p. 226).

? ‘elm (1)’. Lt. vinksna, Lv. viksna; R es3 ‘elm’, SCr. dial. (PCA II: 459)
véz ‘field elm’ ~ OE wice ‘wych-elm’; Alb. vidh ‘elm’ (OED? s.v. wych) —
The Baltic forms reflect *vinZ- + *-sna- > *vin(k)$na.3’8 OE wice is often

assumed to contain a long vowel (Holthausen 1934: 392; IEW 1177),

377 Deriving Cz. vyhern ‘forge’ really from *Hng“ni-o- (Hamp 1970a: 77;
Kortlandt 1988: 388; Derksen 2008: 534) is not very satisfactory, especially
since the difference in vocalism with Cz. oher ‘fire’ is not well accounted for
(compare Pronk 2013: 124-125).

378 Since the -k- can be intrusive, the claim (in ALEW 1444) that the suffixation
must predate the assibilation of *§ seems completely gratuitous; cf. the
similar comment under Lt. afikStas ‘narrow’ (ALEW 34) which is rather < *anz-
(= OCS ®3BbKB) + *-sta- (cf. dukStas ‘tall’ < dugti ‘to grow’ and SkardzZius 1941:
324-325; LEW 11; Stang 1966: 108; Smoczynski 2018: 1671). The secondary
nature of the velar might be proven by Zietela vysné ‘cross beam on a sledge’

(cf. Lt. dial. vink$na in the same sense), which might well stand for *vj$né.
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but OED?® (s.v. wych) argues that forms such as wiech (15" c.) would
show the effects of northern lengthening in an open syllable, implying
an original short vowel. On the other hand, a long vowel must be
reconstructed for continental Germanic, cf. MoLG (obs.?) Wieke (=
Prussian German Wieken ‘white elm; small-leaved lime’, Frischbier II:

468), MoHG obs. Weiche ‘elm’ (< *wikd(n)-).

It is uncertain whether the Albanian form is consistent with a nasalized
pre-form *uing-. If Geg dnkth ‘incubus, nightmare’ is derived from
*h,emg"- ‘narrow’, it would imply satemization was blocked after a
nasal (Demiraj 1997: 79; de Vaan 2018: 1745). On the other hand, this
etymology is uncertain, and Huld (1981: 305) has pointed out a
nasalized vidh in an early 20t century grammar, which, if reliable,

would align Albanian with Balto-Slavic.

There also appears to be some related Iranian data: Gorani wiz, Talysh
vizm, vezm ([lupeiiko 1976: 46), Khunsari vizva, Bakhtiari gzam, Zaboli
yuzbe (Henning 1963a: 71-72; La6osnoB 2001: 214; B. w60 2002:
469), all in the sense ‘elm’, are reconstructed by Henning as *yizydv-,
i.e. a virtual *uig™-uV-. Based on this reconstruction, the Iranian
words could be cognate with the European forms, and confirm a
broader distribution (cf. Polomé 1990: 334; Mallory/Adams 2006:
159). In a footnote, Henning (op. cit. 72) also admits the possibility of a
reconstruction *yinz-, bringing the Iranian words in line with Balto-
Slavic (see again Henning 1965: 43). There are indeed potential
examples of a nasal being lost before a reflex of an IE palatovelar in
Iranian,37? but also exceptions.380 The safer option, therefore, is to

identify the Iranian with the Germanic forms.

379 As discussed by Martin Kiimmel at the 2021 Osterreichische Linguistik-
Tagung. A partial parallel is the word for ‘twenty’, whereby against the

remarkable parallelism of Oss. D insaj and Skt. vimsati ‘twenty’ (cf. Henning
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A radical solution is taken by ALEW (1444-1445), who do not mention
the other Indo-European comparanda, and consider the Baltic and
Slavic words independent derivatives of a root *ueig- seen also in
OCS BazaTu ‘bind, fetter’ and Lt. vyZa or vyZa ‘bast shoe’ (see already
Biga 1922: 301). This can hardly be maintained, first of all, because
the Slavic verbal forms show evidence of oxytone accentuation not
consistent with Winter’s law (B. Jp160 2000: 388; Derksen 2008: 521;
P3C IX: 235-236). More generally, it hardly seems attractive to
separate the Balto-Slavic words from the synonyms in the other

languages.

OED? (s.v. wych) have suggested that the formal problems could be
accounted for by assuming the word originated in a non-Indo-European
substrate language. Considering the parallels collected above, this
possibility should be reckoned with. The question is whether the
existence of Iranian cognates would rule out a non-Indo-European
loanword (cf. ‘hemp’ on p. 328). In this connection, we can remark that
the Iranian cognates are late-attested and limited to a group of West
Iranian languages spoken in a relatively compact geographical area.
This might suggest the word is intrusive to Iranian; on the other hand,
the fact that the word has apparently undergone satemization there
would imply it is indeed very ancient. The only way out would be to
assume the palatalization took place in the donor language (an IE

satem language?). On balance, while a non-IE origin might help to

1965: 43), the rest of Iranian shows *i (YAv. visaiti, MP wyst /wist/). However,
the vowel turns up long here. As another possible example, note Parth. bz-
‘receive help’ as against YAv. bqgzaiti ‘support’ (cf. Cheung 2007: 72; however,
Khot. bas- (Emmerick 1968: 94), Oss.ID bazz- ‘be suitable’ reflect *bazja-
with probable zero-grade).

380 Most notably MP hnzwg ‘narrow’ (= Arm. anjuk), hardly to be separated
from Skt. amhi- ‘narrow’ (Henning 1963b: 196-197).
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explain the nasalized forms, it is difficult to account for all of the facts

convincingly.

T ‘nit’ . Lt. glinda (< *gninda?) ‘nit’ ~ R 2nida, Sln. gnida; OE hnitu, OHG
niz ‘nit’ (Beekes 1969: 290; Kroonen 2012: 247; van Sluis forthc.) —
Kroonen has suggested this as an example of non-Indo-European
nasalization. A nasal infix is also allegedly found in Latin léns (usu. PL.
lendés) ‘nit’, but this form has so little in common with the other
cognates (only the -d- poses no issue) that it is uncertain it belongs
here (cf. van Sluis forthc.). Puhvel (1990: 366) posits a common
preform *lind- (< *nind-) for Lat. léns and Lt. glinda, assuming the
initial guttural in the other languages is “moveable” (i.e. of secondary
origin), which is clearly ad hoc. Note that even *lind- does not explain

the Latin vocalism (de Vaan 2008: 334).

As for the Lithuanian form, one is reminded of cases of secondary
-ninC- < *-niC-, which are particularly common in Zemaitian dialects: cf.
bazZnincia < baZnycia ‘church’ (« Bel. 6axcniya), dial. kninga < knyga
‘book’ (< Bel. kHiza). The main issue here is that it is precisely in
Zemaitian where we actually find a form without a nasal: dial. gnyda.38!
However, this is not fatal, as such nasalized forms are only sporadic in
Zemaitian. Furthermore, forms with a secondary nasal are also
occasionally recorded in AukS$taitian; note in particular the agent-noun
suffix -ininkas (beside dial. -inykas), which even belongs to the literary

standard.

381 See LKZ, where the word is marked as a Polish loanword. While this loan
etymology cannot be ruled out, there is nothing in particular to suggest that
the Zemaitian form is not simply regularly cognate with the Slavic forms.
Latvian gnida ‘nit’ is of course ambiguous, and could reflect a preform with or

without a nasal, or also be loaned from Slavic.
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The ablaut relationship between OE hnitu, OHG niz ‘nit’ (< *knid-) and
Alb. théri, Gr.xovig, PL. kovideg ‘nit’ (< *konid-) looks highly archaic,
and is easier to explain in an IE context than through independent
borrowings.382 It seems impossible to get away from the notion of
taboo distortions here (cf. IEW 608): at least the initial gn- in Balto-
Slavic must be explained in this way;383 in this context, we can note that
many Slavic words starting in *gn- have a negative connotation, e.g.
R enyc ‘gnats’, SCr. gndj ‘manure, pus’. It is possible that taboo also
played a part in the replacement of earlier *'gnyda with glinda in
Lithuanian. On balance, due to the many difficulties with this word and
its alleged existence in almost every European branch, I will leave it

out of consideration here.

Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence for nasal alternations is collected in
Table 8, overleaf. The forms are presented as approximate quasi-Indo-
European reconstructions, but without the use of laryngeals. Long
vowels which turn up as acute in Balto-Slavic are written with the caret
("). Where the Indo-European reconstruction is ambiguous, cover

M or *g%™), Forms containing a

symbols are used (e.g. *G in Slavic = *g
nasal are presented in shaded cells. Where the presence of a nasal is

ambiguous, the cell is shaded in a lighter grey.

382 The ablaut *konid- : *knid- seems to belong to a rather rare type, but
compare *melit- (Hitt. milit NOM.SG., Gr. péAi, Go. milip, Alb. mjalté ‘honey’) :
*mlit- (Hitt. maliddu- ‘sweet, pleasant’, Gr. BAittw ‘cut out honeycomb’,
?Alb. (m)bleté ‘honeybee’). This is not the place to go into a discussion of
Armenian anic (for *nic < *knid-s?, Martirosyan 2008: 86-89) and Celtic forms
pointing to *snida (why *s-?7), although they may somehow belong here.

383 Also note the voiced anlaut of Lt. blusa, R 6s10xd ‘flea’ as opposed to Skt.

pliisi- ‘flea’.
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Table 8. Possible examples of nasal alternations

Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere
‘grouse’ *ierub®- *ieremb”- ? *reb"-
*alband"-
‘swan (1)’ | - *alb"ed-
*leb"ed"”
‘goosefoot’ | *bMaland- *labMad®- *malT-
‘pigeon (1)’ | - *Golomb"- *guluBr- Lat.
*kolomb"-
‘oriole’ *ualanG- *u(i)lg™- *ualk-
‘lynx’ *1{(n)k- *rik- *luk- Gr. *lunk-
Iran. *uig-u-
? ‘elm (1)’ *uing-sn- *uing- *u(e)ig- Alb.
*ui(n)g-
? ‘bast’ *tnk- *lak- -

Several bird names occurring in Baltic, Slavic and Germanic show a
conspicuous alternation in the suffixal syllable. It seems quite probable
that these can be attributed to a related source. All of them show a
morphologically similar structure involving a second syllable of the
shape *VND alternating with *VD. The distribution is fairly consistent,
with the nasal being absent in Germanic, and Baltic and Slavic adopting

an intermediate position.

A couple of other European bird names can be noted with a similar
structure, where irregularities also support the notion of borrowing.
First, there is Lat. hirundo ‘swallow’, which should not be separated

from Gr.xeAidwv ‘swallow’ (cf. Chantraine DELG IV: 1253), or from




298 Contacts with unknown languages

Alb. dalléndyshe ‘swallow’ (cf. Meyer 1891: 59),384 although they cannot
go back to a common proto-form. Here, we find both a disagreement in
terms of vocalism and between -r- and -I- (see also fn. 391). The variant
without the nasal in Gr.xeAidwv strongly recalls the similar
phenomenon in our northern European bird names. Another bird name
with a similar structure is Lt. balafidis ‘pigeon’ (?~ Lat. palumbés ‘wood

pigeon’); for a detailed discussion of this word, see p. 331-333.

The word for ‘lynx’ is different in that the variant without a nasal
occurs in the initial syllable and alternates with a long, acute vowel in
Balto-Slavic. Although the word for ‘bast’ is superficially similar, as the
nasal in the word for ‘lynx’ may be due to a phenomenon peculiar to
(pre-)Greek, and the presence of a nasal in the Baltic word for ‘lynx’ is
doubtful, there is no reason to suppose that these two words belong to

the same loanword stratum.

2.2.2. Voicing alternations

Based on examples such as Lat. habeé (< *g") ~ Go. haban (< *k-) ‘to
have’, the existence of Konsonantenwechsel or alternations between
different consonant series in the Indo-European proto-language has
repeatedly been suggested (e.g. Zupitza 1904: 387-391; Hirt 1927:
297-303; Machek 1934: 7-36; Otrebski 1939: 156-171). These
proposals can be seen as reactions against rigid Neogrammarianism,
with alternations invoked as an unexplained “mysterious force”

awaiting later elucidation. Despite this, some of the comparisons were

384 Alb. d- regularly corresponds to Lat. h- (Alb. dimér ~ Lat. hiems ‘winter’). It
must be admitted that the alternative comparison with the Illyrian tribal name
TavAdvtio, reported by Hecateus of Miletus to have neighboured the
XeAboviol(!), is tempting (Cabej 1976: 105-106).
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so tantalizing that the notion has not disappeared from the literature.
Yet as the mechanism behind this alleged phenomenon has never
properly been explained, it has never quite entered the mainstream,
and remains incompatible with a strict application of the comparative
method. Comparanda such as those collected by the above authors have
also inspired other theories. Both Haas (1960) and Holzer (1989) have
assumed the existence of a lost Indo-European language, which has
undergone a consonant shift, underlying Latin and Slavic, respectively.
While this remains a theoretical possibility, the heavy reliance on root
etymologies, many of which often do not fare better than the
traditional solutions (AHukusH 1992 and in particular Matasovi¢ 2013:
77-82), has meant they have had little resonance among

comparativists.

As noted above in 2.1.1 (see point 4), irregular voicing alternations are
relatively frequent in words of an expressive character. Other
alternations, particularly in final position, might be explained as the
result of sandhi phenomena. Such an account is probably necessary for
cases like Cz. labut’ as against Pl. tabedZ ‘swan’ (see above on p. 283-
285). The alternation between OCS (Euch.) gpxrv* ‘club, cudgel’, Slk.
dial. drih ‘thick branch’, SCr. dial. driig ‘pole, long sick’, against the
dialectal variants Slk. driik, SCr. druk (cf. RJA II: 807) has been
explained by positing a substrate origin (e.g. Derksen 2008: 121;
Matasovi¢ 2013: 83-84), but given the existence of both variants side
by side in the individual languages, this would imply the existence of
non-IE groups in Europe practically until the modern period.
Considering the improbability of this scenario, we are better off
seeking an irregular motivation such as contamination or
expressivization (REW I: 374; Liewehr 1956: 20; the Serbo-Croatian
form might well originate in a dialect with word final devoicing, T.

Pronk p.c. March 2023). Despite this caveat, there are numerous
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examples of voicing alternations which, in my view, constitute
plausible evidence for non-Indo-European origin. The examples below

are organized into five groups based on the consonants involved.

2.2.2.1. Baltic *g™ oo *k elsewhere

‘pigeon (1)’. OCS ronx6b; OE culfre, culufre ‘pigeon’ ~ Lat. columba
‘pigeon’ (OStir 1921: 49, 1930: 39; Machek 1951a: 103-104; Treimer
1954: 70; Machek 1968: 175; Bezlaj I [1977]: 159; Kleyner 2015: 53-
54; ERH] 1 [2016]: 284) — For the Old English word, see the discussion
on p. 286-287. The identity of the Slavic and Latin words has long been
recognized (already Bopp 1833: 336), but as the comparison is clearly
irregular, it is generally rejected, having already been omitted from the
fourth edition of Fick’s comparative dictionary (Stokes 1894: 92).
Nevertheless, the similarity of the words has remained obvious.
Leaving aside the ad hoc notion that the Slavic *g- is simply secondary
(Shevelov 1964: 365; Lockwood 1990: 262), this word has been used to
bolster theories of contact with unidentified Indo-European languages
(cf. Haas 1960: 34; Holzer 1989: 161-162). Co6oneBckiit (1914: 441)
proposed that an unknown language had mediated a Latin loanword,
while Szemerényi (1967: 20-21) insists on a Latin origin; however,

only on the basis that the word cannot be explained within Slavic.

What unites all these theories is the assumption that Lat. columba is
inherited, of which there is no solid indication. Morphologically, the
word is isolated in Latin, aside from the near synonym palumbés ‘wood
pigeon’. The traditional analysis sees these words as containing a
compound suffix *-n-b"- (Brugmann 1906: 386, Meillet/Vaillant 1933;
JCCA VI: 216; Stawski SP VIII: 46; Auukun P3C XI: 146), in which case,
Lat. columba would be derived from an underlying n-stem continued by

Gr. kedawog ‘black, dark’ (Prellwitz 1897: 102-104; Persson 1912:
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169-171; IEW 547-548; Batisti 2021: 206-207).38 For Slavic, Derksen
(2008: 175) comments that “the suffix *-(V)mb"- is frequent in bird-
names”, noting the parallel in Slavic *erébi- ‘grouse’ (on which see

p. 280-283).386

This morphological analysis is based primarily on the co-occurrence of
Skt. vi’san- and vrsabhd-, both appearing in the senses ‘manly’ and as a
substantive ‘bull’. Except for the synonym rsabhd- ‘bull’ (belonging
with Av. arsan- ‘man, male’), other examples of this pattern of
derivation within Indo-Aryan are quite uncertain.387 A close parallel to
vrsan- beside vrsabhd- is nevertheless found in Gr. élagog ‘deer’,
which beside OCS enenpb ‘deer’, Arm. etn ‘doe, hind’, has traditionally
been segmented éA-a-@og (e.g. Prellwitz 1897: 100; Osthoff 1901: 305-
308; Chantraine 1933: 263; Beekes 2008: 402).

Despite this, other examples of this supposed compound suffix *-n-b"-
suffix are sparse, and appear to be limited to European bird-names:
Lat. palumbés ‘wood pigeon’ and Arm. salamb ‘francolin’.388 While some
productive suffixes in individual branches contain reflexes of *b", their

semantic function is not aligned (e.g. the Gr. diminutive -a@tov, the

385 See Batisti (2021: 207, fn. 4 with lit.) for other root etymologies, none of
which are any more convincing. As for k6AvuBog ‘grebe’, I fully agree with
Batisti that the word should be kept separate.

386 Walde/Hofmann (I: 249) insist that the Slavic word must be native because
of the colour term in R 2zoay6dii ‘light blue’, but this is rather a derivative of
the word for ‘pigeon’ (Loewenthal 1901: 31-32; Machek 1951b: 103; Herne
1954: 91).

387 Skt. Sarabhd-, a kind of game animal, continued in Dardic and Nuristani in
the senses ‘markhor, ibex, mountain goat’ (CDIAL 714) is supposedly
connected to Lat. corni ‘horn’ (EWA II: 616; Nussbaum 1986: 6), but this is far
from certain. Two words for ‘donkey’ — rasabhd- and gardabhd- — are not
well explained; the latter is probably not of Indo-European origin (EWA I:
473; cf. Pinault 2008: 393-394).

388 Nothing can be said of Gr. k6pagog (H.), an unidentified bird.
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deadjectival OCS 3bsa06a ‘evil’ < 3bab ‘bad, wicked’ and the Gothic
adverbial suffix -ba). It therefore remains uncertain whether a suffix
*h" can be reconstructed (most of the evidence adduced in Hyllested

2009: 202-205 is open to interpretation).

Despite the potential derivational parallel in the words for ‘deer’, the
separation of Lat. columba from OCS ronx6b feels artificial: the words
mean exactly the same thing, and aside from the voicing of the initial
stop, show an identical stem. It is a priori questionable that two
branches would have used the same inherited suffix only in words for
‘pigeon’, and have independently innovated a word for ‘pigeon’ which
happens to be virtually identical. The invalidity of the traditional
morphological analysis would seem to be confirmed by other
irregularities, such as the missing nasal in the Old English form (see
p. 286-287). It therefore seems entirely reasonable to explore the

possibility of a non-Indo-European origin.

Very curious is the Coptic comparandum adduced already by OStir
(1921: 49), cf. Sahidic epoomne, Bohairic spomMni, Lycopolitan spamMne
‘pigeon’, deriving from a Late Egyptian (~ 12" c. BCE) form E,;

gr-(n)-p.t */k"VrampV/ (cf. Allen 2020: 115).38° This form is written as
‘gr-bird of the sky’, and as a result has been viewed as a native
formation by Egyptologists. Peust (1999: 280) has suggested that the
Egyptian form may be the source of the Indo-European words

(similarly UBanoB 2002). On the other hand, Vychicl (1990: 249) has
argued that the Egyptian spelling is folk-etymological (“la colombe

389 Allen actually reconstructs a final */-nipV/, but apparently only because
the Egyptian genitive marker (n) is reconstructed as /ni/. This might be
anachronistic, as spellings with (m) are already attested in Late Egyptian
(Allen op. cit.; see Erman/Grapow V: 181), suggesting that no vowel was
present in at least some Late Egyptian varieties. The spellings with (n) may be

etymological, or, as follows from the discussion below, folk etymological.
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n'est pas un « oiseau du ciel » comme l'aigle ou le faucon”), and
supported the earlier suggestion of Worrel (1934: 67) that we are
dealing with a borrowing from an unknown source. It is in any case
clear that Egyptian cannot be the direct source of the European words,
due to both a mismatch in vocalism (Latin -umb- requires a labial
vowel, cf. Leumann 1977: 81), and Egyptian -r- vs. European -[-.390 The
latter alternation is paralleled in the Mediterranean by Lat. hirundo ~

Gr. xeAlbwv ‘swallow’.391

In principle, a North African source for a word for ‘pigeon’ would not
be in contradiction to the facts of the bird’s domestication history (cf.
Batisti 2021: 210), but it must be stressed that little is certain, except
for the fact that the pigeon was domesticated extremely early

(Gilbert/Shapiro 2013).

‘swan (2)’. Lt. gulbé, (Szyrwid, E dial.) gulbis, Lv. gulbis ‘swan’; Pr. E
gulbis ~ MR kosans (CPA 11-17 VII: 254; R kéanuya) ‘spoonbill’;
Kash. kétp, USrb. kotp (GEN.SG. kotpja), SCr. dial. kiif and kiip ‘swan’
(Ostir 1930: 66; Derksen 1999; ALEW 432-433) — As to the rare
SCr. giib ‘swan’, scholars are divided. Some reject it as an irrelevance
(Vaillant 1929: 270 “douteux et sans intérét”; Stawski 1960: 40), while
others accept it at face value (Tomopos IId II: 332; 3CCHA VII: 190;
Andersen 1996a: 124, 2003: 68; Derksen 1999: 72, 2008: 97). The
SCr. form is indeed very poorly attested, going back to a form (gib) in

J. Stulli’s dictionary, where it is attributed to “Gjorg.” (apparently

390 On the nature of Egyptian (r), see Peust (1999: 127-129).

391 And perhaps — if not a mere dissimilation — by Lat. lilium ~ Gr. Aeiplov
‘lily’. The latter are frequently also connected with Coptic gpHpe ‘flower’ <
Egyptian hrr.t */harira.t/ (Worrel 1934: 67, Beekes 2010: 845; on the
reconstruction, see Vycichl 1990: 94), but this etymology is suspect due to the
absence of any reflection of the first syllable in the European languages, and

the imprecise semantic match (cf. Vycichl 1983: 310).
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Ignazio Giorgi; cf. RJA III: 484, where the form is explicitly labelled as
doubtful) and a form guf in the 17" century dictionary of J. Mikalja
(idem: 495). Such forms otherwise only appear to be attested in

lexicographical sources.392

The difference between Baltic *gulb- and Slavic *kulp- is already
sufficient to suggest a non-IE origin (cf. Derksen 1999: 73 and
passim).3%3 The distribution of the word in Slavic is remarkable, being
limited to the peripheral dialects of West Slavic, an isolated pocket in
South Slavic, and East Slavic in a secondary meaning. All of this seems
suggestive of an archaism: this might be the older Slavic word for
‘swan’, which was later displaced by *albgdi- in the West and *lebedi-
in the East — a theory supported the fact that no common Proto-Slavic

form for the latter can be reconstructed (see p. 283-285).

‘dregs’. Lv. (Kurzeme) dradZi ‘dregs of melted fat’,3%* Pr. E dragios PL.
‘dregs’; ON dregg ‘yeast, (PL.) dregs’ ~ Lat. fracés F.PL. ‘olive pomace’
(Ernout/Meillet [1951]: 251; Schrijver 1991: 486; Derksen 2008: 121)
— The traditional explanation (Walde/Hofmann I: 539; de Vaan 2008:
238; ALEW 248) that the stem-final /k/ in Latin fracés was carried over

392 1 do not have access to all of the sources cited by PCA (IIl: 721), but I
suspect that most or all of the forms trace back to these two sources. One
wonders whether there might have been a confusion among the
lexicographers with the Latin loanword attested as dial. giib ‘goby’ (PCA loc.
cit.) « Latin gébius (on this loan and variants, see M. Matasovi¢ 2011: 163-
164 against 3CCHA and Derksen loc. cit.). The Sln. dial. (Gorizia) golbica, which
Bezlaj (I: 157) adduces in this connection, refers to the ‘skylark’, a tiny
passerine bird which has absolutely nothing in common with the swan.

393 Derksen’s inclusion of Pl. kieth ‘gudgeon’ and Olr. gulban ‘sting; beak’ in a
substrate context looks like an unnecessary stretch to me, as the semantic link
between the three word families is not self-evident.

394 Prussian Lithuanian drdgés (attested as dragges in Bretke) is most likely a
loanword from Prussian (Zulys 1966: 151-152).
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from the nominative singular does not hold water, as the word was
plurale tantum in Latin, the singular frax only being attested in glosses.
Moreover, neutralizations on the basis of nominative forms are
generally suspect, as the nominative usually occupies a weak position
in analogical processes (see Niedermann 1918: 22-23; and note the
discussion in Decaux 1966). As a result, Latin implies an illegal root
structure *D" k- (see 2.1.3.1). The remainder of the words traditionally

adduced here are uncertain.

In Slavic, OCS (Ps. Sin.) gpoxabm ‘dregs (Gr. tpuyiag)’, Pl. drozdze F.PL.
‘veast, leaven’ suggests an underlying *drazg- or *drazdj-. The old
explanation has been to posit *d"rag"-sk- for Slavic with the
subsequent development to *-gsk- > *-zg- (e.g. Berneker I: 228; REW I:
371), for which cf. OCS npo-6pbsre ‘dawn’ beside Skt. bhrdjate.
Regardless of whether this development is phonologically regular, the
explanation is inadequate as there is insufficient evidence for a
nominal suffix *-sk-. If we posit an underlying form *drazdj-,3°> another
reasonable etymology presents itself, namely a comparison with
OE drest, daerste ‘dregs, leaven’, OHG trestir ‘pomace’ < *d"rosd-. Per
tradition, the Germanic forms are derived from *drahstu- (i.e. *drag-
stu-), to the root of ON dregg (Holthausen 1934: 69; I[EW 251-252); cf.
the semantically similar Go. maihstus*, OHG mist ‘dung’ < *mihstu-.
However, the latter is no example of a suffix *-stu-, as it derives from a
more primary *mihsa-, cf. OE meox ‘dung, filth’ (Kroonen 2013: 369),
and is ultimately deverbal, cf. OE migan ‘urinate’. For *drag-, we have
neither a verbal root nor a primary *-sa- derivative, which means that

the alternative reconstruction *drastV- remains a clear possibility.

395 Sln. drdzga ‘pulp, dregs of lard’ does not disprove the reconstruction with
*zd, cf. Sln. drgzg ‘thrush’ < *drazda; see p. 325. On the other hand, this Sin.
word may not belong here, as it is highly reminiscent of the synonym trgska
(cf. SCr. troska, arch. triska(RJA XVIII: 829) ‘slag’).
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Contra Meyer (1891: 72) and Demiraj (1997: 141), Alb. dra ‘dregs of
melted fat’ cannot derive from *draga, as *g was not lost
intervocalically (cf. Schumacher 2013: 240). A possibility would be to
posit a preform *drasa- < *d"rHs-, and compare OE drosna, Du. droes,

droesem ‘dregs, sediment’ < *d"roHs-.

‘scythe’. Lt. dalgis, dalgé, Pr. E doalgis ‘scythe’ ~ Lat. falx -cis ‘sickle,
scythe’ (Alessio 1946: 165) — This rather self-evident comparison (cf.
Mikkola 1899: 74; Hirt 1927: 299) has generally been disfavoured in
view of the irregular Latin /k/ and irregular vocalic correspondence
(Walde/Hofmann I: 449-450; LEW 81; against an analogical origin of
the /k/, see above on ‘dregs’). The Latin word has been suspected to be
of foreign origin, but the Baltic equivalent is rarely mentioned in this
connection (e.g. Ernout/Meillet 214; Boutkan/Siebinga 2005: 75; de
Vaan 2008: 200). For Latin, a non-IE origin is supported by the illegal
root structure *D"_k- (see 2.1.3.1). Walde/Hofmann (loc. cit.) claim that
dalgis is “aus semasiologischen Griinden” better compared with Olr.
dluigid ‘split, cleave’, ON telgja ‘carve, hew (wood or stone)’ (also
Trautmann 1923: 44; IEW 196). This is rather a strange argument,
since falx and dalgis mean exactly the same thing, and the cited verbs
are semantically rather remote, belonging to the sphere of artisanry

rather than agriculture.3%

‘rye’. Lt. rugiai, Lv. rudzi, Pr. E rugis; R poscs, Sln. #Z; ON rugr, OE ryge
‘rye’ ~ MW ryc ‘rye’ (Hoops 1915-1916: 509-510; Walde/Pokorny II
[1927]: 375; Schrader/Nehring II [1929]: 265; Charpentier 1930: 71;
Porzig 1954: 143; Markey 1989: 595; Polomé 1992: 70; OED? s.v.

396 Note that, according to Schumacher (2004: 284-285), the Irish verb is
rather to be reconstructed *dlug-, and a connection to the Germanic root is

thus impossible.
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rye)397 — All of the cited forms show a formant -i-. Divergent forms are
attested in Continental Germanic, where we find OS rokko* (attested
rogko), OHG rocko as against Old Frisian rogga, MDu. rogge. This
vacillation in voicing is to be explained from an old n-stem (Kroonen
2011: 23). This is probably a localized innovation, however, and
Kroonen (2013: 417) points out some possible West Germanic traces of

*rugi-.

MW ryc has generally been derived from Old English ryge
(Schrader/Nehring II: 265; GPC III: 3136; Witczak 2003: 110), but this
is chronologically difficult, as Welsh /k/ could hardly be a substitute
for the OE spirant /j/, cf. MW pabi ‘poppy’ « OE (£lfric) papig (early
ME papig), MW llidiat ‘gate’ « OE hlidgeat ‘swing gate’ (cf. Parry-
Williams 1923: 41-42).398 On the other hand, if the loan were of Proto-
Celtic age, one would expect Celtic *g (> Welsh **7).399 At face value,
the Welsh data points to *rukio- or *ruki-, showing a mismatch

compared to the *g" elsewhere.

397 Here one has often included a form Bpifa (e.g. IEW 1183), a crop which
according to Galen was grown in Thrace and Macedonia, resembling tigpn
‘einkorn’, and from which a black and malodorous bread was made (cf.
Schrader/Nehring II: 265). The word is found in the sense ‘rye’ in modern
Greek dialects, first resurfacing in a 16™ century Macedonian-Greek glossary
as &pxv - BpiCa (cf. Mac. pac ‘rye’; Giannelli/Vaillant 1958: 32). Despite its
meaning, it is perhaps better connected to a different Wanderwort,
represented by Gr. 6pula, Pashto wriZe, Skt. vrihi- ‘rice’ (Feoprues 1957: 55);
for the shift to another kind of grain, cf. Kati wri¢ ‘barley’ (CDIAL 708;
Kiimmel 2017b: 281).

398 These could both be from Middle English according to GPC III: 2663 (s.v.
pabi) and GPC I: 1297 (s.v. fflodiart), but this is of little relevance if the
spirantization of /g/ is dated to the continental Old English period (Campbell
1959: 173).

399 Cf. MW meu-dwy ‘hermit’ (duw ‘God’), MCo. maw ‘boy, servant’ « Germanic

*magu > OE magu ‘boy, young man’ (van Sluis et al. 2023: 201, 212).
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Beyond Indo-European, a similar word is found in several Uralic and
Turkic languages. Already Paasonen (1906: 2-3) recognized that the
Mordvin and Permic words for ‘rye’ cannot be derived directly from
Russian, as had previously been thought (e.g. Thomsen 1890: 213). For
Mordvin roZ, the problem is the final Z, which otherwise does not
substitute Russian Z (pace Hakkinen/Lempidinen 1996: 169). In
Permic, we have Komi rujeg, Udmurt Feg, dial. 3iZeg. Already the
development *r- > 3- in Udmurt speaks against a Russian loan, but the
palatal affricate and suffix solidify this impression. The initial vowel in
Udmurt reflects earlier *j (< *u, JleiTkun 1964: 215-218) which has
become fronted by the following palatal, cf. Komi rué, Udm. 3iéi ‘fox’.
The syncope in the standard language is attested dialectally in other
lexemes, e.g. dial. slal ‘salt’ beside literary silal ([lepeBomukoB 1962:
37-38). Thus, we can confidently reconstruct a Proto-Permic *rujeg

‘rye’.400

In Turkic, we find rather a similar situation, although little recognized.
AxmeTbsaHoB (1981: 48-49) has argued that Tatar and Bashkir aris ‘rye’
cannot have been adopted directly from Russian (thus e.g. Joki 1973:
162), as neither the prothetic a- nor root-vowel can be accounted for
(one would rather anticipate **irus or **eris). Despite ®emotos (II:
474), a similar conclusion must be drawn with respect to Chuvash iras
‘rye’, as i- never occurs as a prothetic vowel, nor is -a- for Russian
stressed -o- the usual substitution.40! The correspondence of Chuv. i- as

against a- elsewhere is in fact more typical of inherited vocabulary,

400 Mari W urZa, E drZa, réZa ‘rye’ is indeed probably loaned from Russian. As a
precise source, the final -a is best accounted for starting from GEN.SG. paca
from R dial. poac (M.) (Orenburg, etc., see CPHT XXXV: 146).

401 Exceptions like Chuv. salat < cds100 ‘malt’ are rather to be explained from
end-stressed forms (cd.s00 is originally accentually mobile, cf. 3anususax
2019: 541).
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where it would reflect a Proto-Turkic phoneme notated *ag (in the
Russian school) or *é (e.g. Doerfer 1971: 340-341). Reconstructing a
word for ‘rye’ back to Proto-Turkic is suspect, however, as early rye
cultivation is normally associated with Central Europe (cf. Hillman

1978: 157-158; Hanoabckux 2006: 5-6; 2010: 56).

Paasonen (op. cit.) assumes the word for ‘rye’ was adopted into the
Uralic languages from Iranian, or more specifically, Scythian. Of course,
as long as no Iranian equivalent is attested (cf. Kimmel 2017b: 283 on
the alleged Pamir words), this remains purely hypothetical. Slightly
better is Guus Kroonen’s suggestion (see Kroonen et al. 2022: 22) of an
early Slavic loanword mediated by “steppe Iranian”. Although still
hypothetical, this would obviate the need to reconstruct the word for
Proto-Indo-Iranian. Furthermore, a couple of other agricultural
Wanderwérter seem to have passed into Scythian from a Balto-Slavic
dialect, most notably Oss. I ®xsyrf, D axsirf ‘sickle’ « Lv. sirpis; R cepn,

etc. (Abaev 1965: 8-9; Golgb 1992: 333).402

While the Slavic — Scythian route perhaps makes the most sense, a
theoretical pre-Oss. *ruz(-a2g) would hardly account for the Turkic
evidence. If the Turkic forms belong here at all, then perhaps we can
assume the initial *g/é- was some kind of prefixal element or the like
(see 2.3.1.2), but in the absence of parallels, the idea must be
approached with caution. The Uralic and Turkic palatal affricates, by
the way, do not necessitate a Slavic origin, as palatalization is a trivial
change which could have occurred independently before a following *i

or *j in another (hypothetical) source language.

402 The suffix *-eg seems to almost call for an Iranian origin and comparison
with Oss. -2g (cf. Paasonen 1906: 4-5), as in Old Permic (ugor) */ideg/ ‘angel’
(cf. IeiTkuH 1952: 65, line 27; also idem: 70, fn. 4 and idem: 130) « Oss. D
idawag ‘angel, spiritual guardian’ (A6aeB 1958: 348-349; Rédei 1986: 70).

Not all cases of the suffix can be explained as Iranisms, however.
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It has long been suspected that the word for ‘rye’ is of non-Indo-
European origin, although primarily on the basis of non-linguistic facts.
The Celtic form (see above) can now provide some more concrete
linguistic evidence in favour of this analysis. It is clear we are dealing
with a cultural Wanderwort whose spread is difficult to precisely trace.
Rye was first domesticated in Eastern Turkey and Armenia, but already
arrived in Northern Italy in the Neolithic (Zohary/Hopf 2012: 63-66);
however, the sporadic finds in later Polish sites are probably more
consistent with the plant being tolerated as a weed than intentionally

cultivated (Behre 1992: 142-143).

Rye cultivation only really took off in Northern Europe during the Iron
Age, and does not appear to have reached the Eastern Baltic until the
common era (Grikpédis/Motuzaité Matuzeviciuté 2016). On this basis,
it would be tempting to interpret the East Baltic forms as Germanic
loanwords, which would be phonologically unproblematic; compare
similarly Lt. kviecial ‘wheat’, which [ have interpreted as a Gothic
loanword (see p. 84). A Germanic loanword cannot be ruled out on
phonetic grounds for Slavic, although such an assumption would not be

necessitated by the realia.

‘hornbeam’. R 2pa6, Cz. habr, dial. hrab, SCr. grab ‘hornbeam’ ~
Lat. carpinus ‘hornbeam’. Here also belong Lt. skréblas, skréblas,
(S Aukst.) skrioblas ‘hornbeam’403 (Machek 1950b: 152;
Holub/Kopecny 1952: 118; Matasovi¢ 2013: 84; ERH]J I [2016]: 291;

Matasovi¢ forthc.) — The original Slavic form can be reconstructed

403 The literary standard is circumflex, although -6- seems better supported
dialectally. The variant with -dio- is in any case irregular (contamination with
gluoba ‘elm’, uosis ‘ash’, gliosnis ‘willow’?). The initial s- in Baltic is also
unclear. Otrebski (1955: 29; cf. 1939: 167) finds a parallel in Lt. strdzdas ~
R dpo3d ‘thrush’, yet here we are probably dealing with anticipation of the

second *s (see the discussion on p. 324).
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*grabra- with various dissimilations (Berneker I: 343; Skok I: 598), cf.
SCr. dial. grabar, Sln. dial. grdbar.4* Perhaps here also belong
Lv. skabardis (skdbdrdis® Dunika, EH 1I: 503, skdbardis LVPPV) ‘beech’,
Pr. E stoberwis (corrected to *sc-) ‘hornbeam’, assuming an original
*skrabar- with dissimilatory loss of the first *r (Trautmann 1910: 439),
although the formation of these words is obscure (cf. ME III: 878; IEW
945). The comparison between Slavic *grabra- and Lat. carpinus is
obviously semantically attractive. The Latin word has no satisfactory
etymology. The connection to carpd ‘pluck’ (supposedly < *‘cut’) based
on the hornbeam’s crenated leaves (Walde/Hofmann I: 171; Schrijver
1991: 430) is hardly logical, as the plant’s leaves are neither sharp nor
capable of cutting, nor for that matter, strikingly different to those of

the elm or beech.405

404 The generalization of /grab/ in East Slavic is not surprising considering the
partial parallel in R 6pam ~ Cz. bratr, Sln. dial. brdtar ‘brother’
(Holub/Kopecny 1952: 118). The two variants must clearly not be separated
(despite Biiga 1922: 82; LEW 176-177). Buga, followed by Borys$ (2008: 176),
has also adduced Pl. dial. gab, gabina ‘elm’, attested in transitional Polish-
Belarusian dialects (= Bel. dial. ea6, za6ina). In view of their distribution,
these words must no doubt be considered Balticisms (Jlay4ioTe 1982: 43-44).
Note that a loan directly from Lt. giioba ‘elm’ is prohibited by the Slavic
vocalism, so it would be preferable to posit a Prussian *gabas as the
immediate source. The different form and semantics imply it should be
separated from our words for 'hornbeam’.

405 A relationship with Umbrian krapuvi DAT.SG., an epithet of Mars and Jupiter
(Kretschmer 1921) cannot be demonstrated (cf. Untermann 2000: 309-310
with lit.). Comparing Hitt. karpina- ‘a kind of tree or bush’ (IEW 944; Puhvel
1997: 99) is also precarious in view of its uncertain meaning. I would also like
to keep Lt. skifpstas ‘elm; alder buckthorn’, Pr. E skerptus ‘elm’ apart, due to
the semantic and formal difference (note also the Lithuanian circumflex; but it
must be admitted that skifpstas has also been recorded in the sense

‘hornbeam’).
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The etymological equation involves multiple irregularities. First of all,
the labial stop alternates in voicing along with the velar in a similar
way to Lt.gulbé ~ Kash. kétp swan’, above. In addition, there is a
metathesis of *r, which does not appear to have reliable parallels in my
corpus. An alternative analysis is to assume that the Latin form goes
back to an earlier *crarp- by dissimilation, as probably in praocérus
‘grow’ (~ crésco; Leumann 1977: 315; de Vaan 2008: 491), pro portione
‘in proportion’ (with portione < *pré ratione, Ernout/Meillet 524). In
this case, we would have a potentially more trivial metathetic

relationship between *-Pr- and *-rpP-.406

[‘oriole’. Lt. volunge'~ 3%, Lv.vdluédze ‘oriole’; Pl. wilga, Sln. vdtga;
R tisosza, Bg. asatiza ~ ME wode-wale, MHG wite-wal ‘oriole’ — See the

discussion on p. 286-290.]

t ‘many’. OCS MbHOr® ‘many, numerous’; Go. manags, OHG manag
‘many’ ~ OlIr. meinic, MW mynych ‘frequent’ (< *menekki-) (Boutkan
1998: 124; Schrijver 2001: 422; Boutkan/Siebinga 2005: 256-257;
Philippa et al. III [2007]: 334; Kroonen 2013: 352; Matasovi¢ 2013:
265; ERHJ I [2016]: 625; van Sluis forthc.) — The main question is
whether the Slavic word can be interpreted as a Germanic loan (thus
Hirt 1898: 355). The cost of this assumption would be an irregular
raising *a > *u in an unstressed syllable within Slavic (MsiagzeHoB 1909:

85) for which a couple of parallels may be found.*7 As the Germanic

406 Compare OSw. hagre as against MIr. corca ‘oats’ (van Sluis et al. 2023: 219;
however, more sceptically: Kroonen et al. 2022: 20).

407 The only relatively clear example is the verb ‘to want’: cf. Pl. chcieé¢ ‘to
want’ vs. chociaz ‘although’ (= R xomrbmsw, xomsi). A similar change has also
been suggested in OCS cbTo ‘hundred’ if a loan « Iranian *sata (cf. Vasmer
1913: 176; lllaxmaToB 1916b: 29, Arumaa 1964: 130) and perhaps Pl. miyn, Cz.
mlyn ‘mill’ if cognate with Pr. E malunis ‘mill’ (cf. Meillet 1907: 373-374; but
compare Fraenkel 1951: 129). Suffice to say that neither of these parallels are
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*-g- could just as well reflect *-k- in this position, this would then not

be a certain example of a voicing alternation. 408

Kortlandt (2007: 9) claims that mbHOr® has developed from *min-aga-
as a result of vowel assimilation, comparing Lt. minia ‘crowd’.
However, it is doubtful that the Lithuanian word belongs here (LEW
453; ALEW 753 and Smoczynski 2018: 804-805 all accept a derivation
from minti ‘tread, trample’; compare French foule ‘crowd’ < fouler
‘trample’, FEW III: 846). Moreover, although the “normalized” form
MbHOrp is found in dictionaries, the OCS word is very frequently
written MHor-, showing an early reduction; it is uncertain how much

the spelling MmbHOT- can be relied on.4%9

While the geminate in Celtic is very difficult to explain in an IE context
and could very well point to a non-IE borrowing, the difficulty in
analysing the word within Slavic and the possibility of a Germanic
mediation means that this word cannot be used here as an example of a

voicing alternation.

t ‘naked’. OCS (Supr.) roas ‘naked’; OE calu, OHG kalo* ‘bald’ ~
Lat. calvus ‘bald’ (Philippa et al. II [2005]: 593-594) — Despite the

uncontroversial. On a similar sporadic raising *e > *i before a palatal, cf.
Kortlandt 1984-1985.

408 [t is unclear to me why Muaagenos (loc. cit.) and Kiparsky (1934: 75) after
him insist that the Slavic and Germanic words must be cognate (cf. Viredaz
2020: 413-415).

409 Compare the similar situation with regard to the inst.sg. MbHOER, also seen
as an example of this assimilation by Kortlandt, but essentially representing a
“traditional” OCS form, not based explicitly on facts of the language (cf.
Vaillant 1958: 446; Lunt 2001: 77). Leskien (1922: 109) has even considered
the dative variant mbHb, on the contrary, to have arisen by assimilation from
MbHE. See also the discussion in Kapovi¢ (2006: 39-41), with lit,, who
problematizes the dative, but remarkably takes the form of the instrumental

for granted.
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striking correspondence between the substantivized Lat. calva ‘bald
head’ and OCS runaBa, Lt. galva ‘head’ (Derksen 2008: 176), the
comparison is probably false. West Germanic *kalwa- matches Latin
calvus formally and semantically, and is therefore most easily
explained as a loan from Latin (Senn 1933: 521; FEW II: 106; cf.
Philippa et al. loc. cit.).#10 The Latin word must reflect *kalawo- <
*klH-eu- (Schrijver 1991: 299) and can hardly be separated from Skt.
kulva-, YAv. kauruua- ‘thin-haired’ (< *kIH-uo-, on which see Lubotsky
1997: 144). In view of the Indo-Iranian comparanda, it is more likely
that the Balto-Slavic words are unrelated. They may instead be cognate

with Arm. ¢et ‘bald’ < *g™el- (Olsen 1999: 206).

2.2.2.2. Baltic *k o *g™ elsewhere

‘pear’. Pr. E crausy ‘pear tree’, crausios ‘pears’ ~ R epywa, Cz. hruska
‘pear’ (Hehn 1870: 454; Trautmann 1923: 140; Machek 1954: 114; LEW
[1962]: 296; Matasovi¢ 2013: 92) — According to Biga (1915: 342),
Zem. kridusé and Lv. dial. (Nica) kradsis®* (ME II: 264) are loaned from
Prussian, which is supported by their marginal distribution (see also
Tomopos I 11I: 168-169; Zulys 1966: 152; AHukun 2004: 380). The
Slavic reflexes are as follows. In East Slavic, we find only epywa,*!! a
form which is otherwise only known in West Slavic (e.g. Pl. grusza,
Cz. hru$ka). Pletersnik (I: 258) cites a Sln. griiska, but this form is

actually a normalization of dialectal /hru:Ska/ (Karnicar 1986: 153)

410 This possibility is denied by EWAhd V: 353, but without any argumentation.
411 It is tempting to see RCS xpoyma as an early reflection of the Ruthenian
‘spirant g’, even though Shevelov (1979: 351) simply dismisses it as a scribal
error. Curious is the form kpoyma, which glosses the Greek name Anuu
(corrupt for Zwvdmng!) in the Chronicle of George Hamartolos (CAPA 1338). A
Bulgarian form? (cf. [luuxaznsze 2002).
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and might represent a localized borrowing from a dialect with a
realization /hr-/ < *xr-, cf. standard Sln. hriska (T. Pronk p.c. March
2023). South Slavic more typically shows *k- (Bg. kpyua,
SCr. kriis§ka),*2 and such a variant occurs as a relic in West Slavic, cf.
USrb. arch. krusej (GEN.SG. kruswje), LSrb. k§usSka; Kash. krészka (also
Pl. dial., cf. Popowska-Taborska 1996: 154). As a result, the word for
‘pear’ in Slavic shows a partial complementary distribution. At first
sight, the peripheral attestation of *k- in West Slavic would point to an
archaism, suggesting that *g- has spread through this territory
secondarily (although still in the preliterary period). If true, this would
allow us to draw an earlier isogloss between East Slavic *g- and
West/South Slavic *k-, which would be somewhat reminiscent of the

situation with ‘oriole’ and ‘swan’ (see under 2.2.1.1).

Since the 19t" century, the consonantal alternation has been
considered evidence that the word for ‘pear’ is a loanword from an
unknown language.#!3 This seems quite probable, and could perhaps
explain the divergent forms within Slavic. Smoczynski (2018: 603)
would rather posit an irregular “sonorization” in part of Slavic, which

is ad hoc. No better is the native etymology in 3CCA (VII: 156-157)

412 Sln. hriska, SCr. dial. (NW) hruska presumably show a secondary
spirantization (dissimilation?).

413 Schrader (1901: 93; Schrader/Nehring I: 148) refers to a Kurdish “korési,
kurési”, which has been routinely mentioned in later works (e.g. Berneker I:
358; LEW 296; REW I: 314; Stawski SP VIII: 256). Schrader’s immediate source
appears to be Rhea (1872: 145, “koréshi or kuréshi, n. pear”). However, I am
unable to trace this form elsewhere. Noting that Rhea fails to distinguish /q/
and /k/ (see the editor’s note op. cit.: 120), Patrick Taylor (p.c. June 2022) has
attractively suggested that the Kurdish word could represent the common
surname Qureysf, and that this would have referred to a cultivar associated
with someone of that name. As a typological parallel, he notes the grape

variety Kureys (liziim) found in eastern Turkey.
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comparing MR kpywumu ~ R dial. epywims ‘break up, crumble;
destroy’— an implausible suggestion from a semantic point of view (cf.

Matasovi¢ 2013: 92).

t ‘meadow’ . Lt. [énké ‘depression, marshy spot’;41* Pl. fgka ‘meadow’,
SIn. Igka ‘damp meadow by a river’ ~ Ruyz ‘meadow’, Pl. dial. (St
Warsz. II: 805) tgg ‘flood meadow by a river’ (Derksen 2008: 288;
2015: 279-280) — Derksen further adduces Lt. lieknas, Lv. liékna
‘depression; marsh, swamp’ and a number of other forms.#5 It can be
difficult to tease the k-forms apart from derivatives of the root *lenk-
‘to bend’, cf. Lv. lafika ‘low-lying meadow; bend in a river’, R aykd,
Bg. 1skd ‘river bend; meadow in a river bend’, and if Iénké is
metatonical (Derksen 1996: 200), there really seems to be no decisive
argument against this internal etymology. Similarly, Slavic */¢ga- might
be explained as an inner-Slavic derivative based on the present stem
*leg- ‘to lie’ (OCS 1SG.PRES. nar®; see Loma 2012: 84); for the
semantics, compare R .02 ‘broad valley; (dial.) low-lying, damp spot;
water meadow’ (cf. CPHT XVII: 103), an undisputed derivative of seus

‘lie’ (e.g. REW II: 51).

Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence for voicing alternations involving
velars is collected in Table 9, overleaf. The principles used in this table

are the same as for Table 8 (p. 297). In addition, forms which do not

414 On léngé, see fn. 68.

415 | think it is going too far to include e.g. Sln. liiZa ‘puddle’ and Lt. dial. liv' gas
(beside litigas) ‘puddle, marsh’, which lack the nasal. The Lithuanian word is
always analysed as cognate, but I wonder whether it is rather a loan from
Belarusian .syz ‘meadow; swampy area’ — the initial /I'/ could be explained

through contamination with the semantically similar /it nas ‘swamp’.
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provide relevant data are presented in light grey. Shaded cells indicate

forms containing a voiceless velar.

Table 9. Possible examples of *g™ oo *k alternations

Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere

Lat. *kolomb"-
‘pigeon (1)’ | - *Golamb®- | *gulu[b"]-

Eg. *k"Vramp-

‘swan (2)’ *Gulb™- *kulp- -

‘dregs’ *Dragh-i- | - *d"ra[g"]-i- | Lat. *d"rak-
‘scythe’ *Dalgh- - - Lat. *d"alk-
‘rye’ [*rug-i-] | *rugh-i- “rulg"]-i/n- | Celt. *ruki-
‘hornbeam’ | *skraB-r- | *GraB-r- - Lat. *k(r)arp-
‘oriole’ *yalanG- | *ulg™’- *yalk-

*graus-i-
‘pear’ *kraus-i-

*kraus-i-

The parallelism between these examples is quite striking. In all of the
examples except ‘pear’, Balto-Slavic almost consistently shows a voiced
velar, while Italo-Celtic shows a voiceless one. Seven examples not only
showing a similar alternation, but also a largely matching distribution,
can hardly be a coincidence. This correlation is most straightforwardly
explained as a reflection of a genuine dialectal difference in the
underlying source language. The Slavic word for ‘swan’ is at first sight
an exception, but we may consider this a function of the intermediate
position of Slavic, which would enable contacts both with the
Mediterranean and with Northern Europe. The Germanic evidence in
this section is largely obscured by Verner’s Law: the words for ‘dregs’
and ‘rye’ could equally be taken back to an earlier *k and final stress.

However, the word for ‘oriole’ appears unambiguously to imply *k.
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As will emerge from the following sections, examples of voicing
alternations involving stops other than velars are relatively few. This
might potentially be connected to the cross-linguistic tendency of /g/
towards lenition (Foley 1977: 25-35), exemplified by the Central
European areal change *g > /y~ f/. In languages which lack a
phoneme /g/, such as Czech, foreign /g/ may be substituted with /k/ in
loanwords, e.g. Czech dial. kuld$ ‘goulash’, brikdda ‘brigade’ (CJA V:
317). Thus, one possible explanation for a general trend towards the
devoicing of velars in the south might be the mediation of an
unattested language which lacked a phoneme */g/. Of course, this
remains purely speculative, and one might object that the word for
‘pigeon’ is already attested with a “fortis” */k"-/ in Late Egyptian, some

two millennia before it emerges with a */g-/ in Northern Europe.

2.2.2.3. Alternations involving dentals

‘drone’. Lt. trdnas ‘drone’, R mpymens, Pl. arch. (St. Warsz. VII: 130)
trqd, Sln. trgt ‘drone’ ~ Gr. (Nicander) tevOpnvn ‘wasp’; OE dran, OHG
treno ‘drone’ (Kuiper 1956: 221-222; Beekes 2010: 105; Matasovi¢
2013: 96; van Sluis 2022: 12-15, forthc.) — Kuiper and Beekes cite a
plethora of variants for the Greek word, but it is all but impossible that
each of these is equally old, and their sheer number would only
support the notion of secondary developments. Most likely, we are
dealing with multiple lemmata which have influenced each other (cf.
Chantraine DELG I: 90). If we accept the derivation of avOndwv ‘bee’
from &vBog ‘flower’ (Chantraine 1933: 361; cf. Frisk I: 108), then a
collision with tevBpnvn ‘wasp’ would explain variants such as avOpnvn
(Aristotle) ‘a kind of hornet’ (differently Chantraine DELG loc. cit.). The
apparent reduplication in tevBpnvn is reminiscent of (Epic) §évdpeov

‘tree’ (< *der-drew-, cf. Chantraine DELG I: 263). The only other form
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relevant for our purposes is the Hesychian gloss 6pwva& - knenv ‘drone

(Laconian)’.416

OE dran and OS dran, drano (> MoLG Drahn) ‘drone’, most probably
with short vowel (OED? s.v. drone n.'), differ in vocalism from OHG
treno ‘drone’. As the OS variant drenon (AccC.PL.) may be the result of a
secondary development in the neighbourhood of /r/ (Cordes 1973:
137), the form with *e seems essentially to be limited to High German.
MoE drone, attested since the 15%" century, does not represent a
regular continuation of the OE form and Kroonen (2013: 101) has
argued that this, like MDu. dorne, could represent an additional ablaut
variant *drunan-. While it is possible that the vocalic alternations could
be explained by positing various ablaut grades in Germanic and Greek,
the number of variants which have to be assumed makes this quite

unattractive.

Sorgo (2020: 437) rejects a non-Indo-European origin, prefering the
traditional explanation that the whole family is of sound-symbolic
origin (Walde/Pokorny I: 861; Frisk I: 681-682, etc.). Certainly, some
of the variants may be explained in this way; for instance the variant
*drunan- could plausibly have arisen under the influence of MoE drone
(since 16™ c.), MDu. dronen ‘hum, buzz’ (OED? loc. cit.). However, it is
difficult to justify this analysis in detail. Other forms cited in this
connection, e.g. Gr. Opfjvog ‘lament, dirge’ (: tevOpnvn), Pr. Il trinie

3PRES. ‘threaten’ (: Lt. trdnas) (Frisk loc. cit.; Endzelins 1943: 266; LEW

416 Unreliable is &Bpnvm, only attested by Byzantine-period lexicographers.
The forms 0pnvn and 6pnv®Seg are additionally cited by Beekes (2010: 105;
evidently taken over from Winter 1950: 45). The former is a hapax in
Eustathius (12" c. CE) and is probably a corrupt form, while the latter is a
manuscript variant of tevBpnvi®8sg ‘honey-combed’ (“in der Uberlieferung
stark entstellt, z.T. zweifelhaft”, Frisk II: 877). None of this evidence can be

used to support pre-Greek origin.
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1110-1111), are semantically ambiguous and the assumption of an

underlying Schallverbum remains without direct support.

‘reed’. Lt. dial. trusis ‘reed’, Lv. dial. trusis ‘rush, bullrush’ (ME [V: 248;
EH II: 699); OCS TpbcTh, R arch. mpocms, OPL. tresé (SSP IX: 184) ‘reed’
~ Gr. OpvYov ‘reed’ (Kuiper 1956: 224; Furnée 1972: 135; Beekes 2000a:
28; Matasovi¢ 2013: 88) — The OCS variant TpbcTb, along with R dial.
(N) mpecmwv are to be explained as cases of yer assimilation
(Co6onenBckiit 1910: 116-117).47 The Lithuanian variant triusis has
been seen as paralleling the Slavic variants (Bysnaxosckuit 1958: 91),
but is rather to be explained as a result of the frequent but sporadic
dialectal change /Cr/ > /Cr// (Zinkevi¢ius 1966: 153-156). An
inner-Baltic derivative with ablaut is Lt. (Zem.) triaiiSiai ‘horsetail,
Equisetum’, Lv. (Stender apud ME IV: 227) trausli ‘Flusskannenkraut’,
i.e. Equisetum fluviatile(?); the further comparison with Lt. triduseéti
‘crack, split (usu. of hairs)’ (cf. Biuga 1922: 288; LEW 1133) is

semantically unattractive.

The initial aspirate in Greek is not consistent with Balto-Slavic *t-.
Smoczynski (2018: 1530) is willing to accept anticipatory aspiration
due to *s (cf. Sommer 1905: 46-82; Chantraine DELG II: 443). However,
this development is assessed as highly doubtful by Frisk (I: 688), and is
probably to be rejected. The Greek word is no longer mentioned by
ALEW (1303), who leave the Balto-Slavic word without an etymology.
It seems the Greek form can hardly be separated, but in view of the
incongruent initial stops, the words cannot be directly cognate.

Therefore, the suggestion of independent loanwords from an unknown

417 Note that contra Co6osnesckiii, Pl. trzcina, Cz. tFtina ‘reed’ do not show a
reflex of a front vowel, but have /r/ < *rs as in Cz. krtiti (OCz. krstiti), Pl

chrzcié¢ ‘baptize’ < *kristiti, cf. Lamprecht, Slosar & Bauer 1977: 71.



Consonantism 321

source can be considered attractive. For a suggestion regarding Slavic

*-st-, see under ‘furrow’ (p. 353).

? ‘lentil’. RCS naua, SCr. Iééa, Bg. néwa (< *letja-); Lat. léns -tis ‘lentil’ ~
Gr. AaBupog ‘grass pea’ (Hoops 1905: 463; Walde/Hofmann I: 783; LEW
[1962]: 359; 3CCH XV [1988]: 63-65; etc.) — If the suffix *-ja- is an
inner-Slavic innovation, it cannot entirely be excluded that the word
was borrowed from Latin. However, it is difficult to explain OHG linsi
‘lentil’ as a Latin loanword (EWAhd V: 1323; Kluge/Seebold: 580).418
MDu. (15" c.) lins ‘lentil’ could phonologically be cognate, but has also
been interpreted as a loan from German (de Vries 1971: 404-405, s.v.
linze). As a result, a Proto-Germanic age is not ascertained, but the
absence of the word in the other branches of Germanic may simply be
due to the absence of the crop in northern Europe. A German origin is
hardly possible for Lithuanian I¢€Sis ‘lentil’ (cf. the recent loanword
linzé ‘lens’).419420 Due to the nasal vowel, a Slavic origin is also
implausible (see 1.1.1.4). Thus, this form is rather a conundrum: as
lentils do not emerge in the archaeological record for Lithuania until
the Middle Ages (Grikpédis/Motuzaité Matuzeviciuté 2020: 167), it is

difficult to accept a non-Indo-European origin, but an exact source

418 A possible parallel for a borrowed nominative form is OS pavos, OHG babest
‘pope’ (for the long a, cf. bdbes in Notker, and also the loanword OCS nmanexb
‘pope’, ESJS 625). However, the borrowing context is quite different; in the
case of a title, the adoption of a nominative form is to be expected, cf.
similarly Turkish papaz < MGr. mamdg ‘priest’.

419 Lt. /§/ is a poor phonological match for German /z/; furthermore, a
computer-assisted search of the LKZ did not yield any Germanic loanwords
containing Lithuanian nasal vowels.

420 West Zemaitian 1é-i§% ‘lentil’ and feysSiey ‘lens’ in Szyrwid (ALEW? s.v.
ldisis) apparently show sporadic dial. *e > ei (ZinkeviCius 1966: 137). The
forms cited under Idisis in LKZ (the factual basis for the acute set up here is
unclear) must partially reflect the same form with regular hardening of /I'/ as

in dial. (Zietela) ldsis ‘lentil’ .



322 Contacts with unknown languages

cannot be established with confidence. In Latvian, I¢ca ‘lentil’ must be
explained as a loan from East Slavic *ssua (cf. ME II: 455; REW II:

84),%21 whence it has been adopted into Estonian as Ilddts ‘lentil’.

The comparison with Greek has not been universally accepted (cf. e.g.
Berneker I: 708; REW II: 84; Frisk II: 71), and indeed it is based on
rather little linguistic material and depends on the ultimately
unprovable assumption that Greek -a- goes back to an earlier nasal
vowel. Since the word also refers to an edible legume, it may well
belong here, but the evidence remains uncertain. While it is probable
that our word for ‘lentil’ is of non-IE origin, the clearest irregularity is
between the Germanic sibilant on the one hand and the dental in Latin
on the other. It is uncertain to what extent the Balto-Slavic evidence is

relevant here.

? ‘lightning’. Pr.E mealde ‘lightning’ ~ ON poet. mjpllnir ‘Thor’s
hammer’; MW mellt PL. ‘lightning’ — ON mjollnir must reflect *melpuni-
(cf. Noreen 1923: 199, 258; contra IEW 722). In view of the ambiguity
of Lv. dial. milna ‘hammer of Pérkons’ (ME II: 627) and OCS MabHUU
‘lightning’, where the dental has been lost before *-n- (cf. Endzelins
1923: 162; Vaillant 1950: 90-91), the evidence for a voiced dental is

limited to the Prussian Elbing Vocabulary.*?2 Since there are some other

421 3CCHA (XV: 64) claims that the word is limited to South Slavic, apparently
interpreting the Old Russian examples (cf. CAPA 100; CAPA 11-14 IV: 489) as
Church Slavic loans. To my mind, it is very unlikely that an East Slavic scribe
would ‘nativize’ CS sama as (nauya) without actually being familiar with the
word. Sergejus Tarasovas suggests to me that the dial. ssiwa (Orjol, Kaluga)
cited by Jaab? (I1I: 292) may be an incorrect transposition of a local *zs[¢]a (=
*/nsiaa/, cf. JAPA I: No. 48) influenced by the Church Slavic spelling.

422 Note that the Slavic reconstruction *muldnija- (i.e. *mwsldni; Derksen 2008:
333 following 3CCA XX: 220) should be corrected to *milnija- (Mikkola 1908:
123; Matasovi¢ 2008: 200), or *mulnija- — the two are difficult to distinguish.

The cluster *-dn- is based only on East Bel. dial. masadus ‘lightning’ (thus
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examples of unexplained voiced stops, such as girmis - made ‘maggot’
(= Lt. dial. kirmis ‘worm’), this evidence must be treated with care.
Taking it at face value, we may see it as evidence for a voicing

alternation.

? ‘nettle’. Lt. notré (ACC.SG. ndtre), dial. noteré (ACC.SG. nétere),
Lv. ndtre; Pr. E noatis ‘nettle’; Olr. nenaid, MW dynat, danat ‘nettle’ (<
*ninati-)*23 ~ OSw. ndtla, ndtsla, OE netele, OHG nezzila ‘nettle’ (cf.
underived Faroé Gutnish nate, nata) (Philippa et al. III [2007]: 418;
Matasovi¢ 2009: 291; Derksen 2015: 337) — Despite the difference in
meaning, it is probable that Pl. nad, Sln. ndt ‘vegetable tops’ also belong
here.42* This semantic shift would imply that nettles were either eaten
or given as fodder. On the basis of the East Baltic forms, Specht (1935:
253; followed by REW II: 201) has reconstructed an archaic r-stem, but
as the Slavic and Prussian i-stems cannot be explained on this basis (cf.
ALEW 815), it is preferable to view these as innovative (on the

suffixation, see SkardZius 1941: 305-306).

In principle, the Baltic forms could reflect a root *neh,t-, while Celtic
would be consistent with *nh,t- (Zair 2012: 197). Parallels may also be
found for the reduplication (see the discussion under ‘sedge’ on

p- 378). The Germanic dental is difficult to explain. Resorting to Kluge’s

explicitly MapTtbiHOB 1985: 7), a form which is most certainly a
hypercorrection in dialects with -dn- > -nn-, cf. Bel. dial. masanusi (JABM No.
311; see KacatkuH 1999: 124 and somewhat differently Wexler 1977: 149).

423 The alternative reconstruction *nenati- (Pedersen 1909: 186; Schrijver
1995a: 49) is less probable, as this should have become **nanati by Joseph'’s
law.

424 In East Slavic only the derived R dial. namuna (CPHT XX: 219), Bel. HayiHa,
Uk. dial. Haminsa. The usually cited Uk. dial. namb appears to be confined to
the easternmost Carpathian dialects (AYM II: No. 324), so it is plausible that it
represents a loanword from Slovak dial. nat. For other, less convincing,
accounts of the Slavic word, see 9CCH XXIII: 186-187.
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law would be ad hoc, since most of the evidence points to an original
singleton *t. Kroonen (2013: 384) has suggested the Balto-Slavic forms
were borrowed from Germanic, but this is unlikely in view of the
formal discrepancy. Furthermore, Celtic clearly points towards an
original *t (cf. Derksen 2015: 337). If the example is accepted as non-
IE, the long vowel in Baltic can be compared with the other examples in

2.3.5.1.

t ‘thrush’. R dposd, Pl. drozd, SCr.drozd ‘thrush’ ~ Pr.E tresde;
ON prostr (attested in bul Fugla, cf. Ic. préstur ‘thrush’); Lat. turdus
‘thrush’; Olr. truit ‘starling’42> (Ernout/Meillet [1951]: 708; Matasovic
2009: 392; ERH] 1 [2016]: 200; Matasovi¢ 2020: 335; Stifter forthc.) —
With regard to the nature of the dental, Lt. strdzdas, Lv. strazds ‘thrush,
starling’ are ambiguous, as they show an additional s-, possibly due to
anticipation of the second sibilant (Walde/Pokorny I: 761; LEW
920).426 Apart from the initial *d- in Slavic, the correspondence with
Norse is precise. The Prussian vocalism is surprising; there is an
outside possibility that it nevertheless represents *trasdé (cf.

Trautmann 1923: 327).427

425 Arm. tordik (Hamp 1978: 188, 1981: 88; de Vaan 2008: 634; Kroonen 2013:
545) is evidently a learned creation based on Italian tordo (V. Petrosyan on
en.wiktionary.org, s.v. mnpnhl [8 April 2020]; Thorsg forthc.).

426 As a parallel, note the Old English by-form strosle ‘blackbird’ (Kitson 1997:
485; OED?® s.v. throstle).

427 The grapheme (e) in the Elbing Vocabulary only rarely stands for /a/, and

usually in non-initial syllables (e.g. Pr. E pepelis ~ 11l pippalins acc.pL. ‘bird’, E
pirsten ‘finger’, cf. I1I pirstans Acc.pL.). However, a potential parallel is found in
Pr. E wessis ~ Lt. vdZis, dial. vaZjs ‘one-horse sleigh’ (PKEZ IV: 232; for the
translation, see Trautmann 1910: 460). This is uncertain, however, as this
word may also show the reintroduction of the vowel from the verbal root seen

in Lt. véZti ‘transport’.
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Latin turdus is most straightforwardly explained as the reflex of the
zero-grade *trsd-. This zero-grade could also be continued in the
Germanic diminutive OE prostle ‘turdella’, MHG trostel ‘merula’ (<
*trust-16-; Kluge/Seebold 218), providing the position of the -r- has
been restored on the basis of the full grade (Kroonen 2013: 545). Sln.
drgzg (dial. drgzd) and SCr. dial. drézg ‘thrush’ (Skok I: 443) result
from of a semi-regular dissimilation (Solmsen 1904: 578-579;
Endzelins 1911: 54-55, fn. 3). Dissimilation has also been suggested to
account for the variant *trusk- attested in OE prysce* (attested pryssce),
OHG drosca (EWAhd II: 803), which might be preferable to the
suggestion of an inner-Germanic suffixal formation (Kluge/Seebold;
Kroonen loc. cit.).#28 Problematic are the British forms OBret. tra[s]cl
(modern drask, draskl), MoW tresglen ‘thrush’. Stifter (forthc.) equates
the apparent suffix *-sk- in the above forms with that found in MW
mwyalch ‘blackbird’ and alarch ‘swan’. In his opinion, this would favour

a non-IE origin.

428 Old English preesce is normally cited here, but as a hapax in the Corpus
Glossary finding no concrete support in either later English or elsewhere in
Germanic, its reliability is questionable. It seems more probable that the
dialectal thresh (Oxfordshire, Berkshire), in which OED (s.v. thrush n.') would
see a continuation of this *prasce, contains a regional continuation of
OE prysce*. Perhaps it is a Kentish form (with y > e, Campbell 1959: 122-124)
which has spread beyond its original geographical zone; compare similarly
dial. (Sussex, Essex) sherve, sharve ‘service tree’ (< OE syrfe*, attested OBL.SG.
syrfan; OED?® s.v. serve n.') and perhaps SW dial. rex ‘rush’ (differently see
OED? s.v. rush n.*). Note that the Old English word is glossed as truitius (cf.
also the similar gloss prisce - trutius) which Kitson (1997: 484) would see as a
“corruption” of Latin turdus. Far more likely, this is a Latinization of Irish truit
‘starling’ (Suolahti 1909: 52, fn. 1). As for the semantics, it is worth
mentioning that Lat. turdus is twice glossed as OE star ‘starling’ (Lacey 2013:
66).
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As has long been recognized, Olr. truit ‘starling’ can reflect an earlier
*trozdi- (Zupitza 1900: 233; cf. Brugmann 1897: 691). However, the
British equivalents MW trydw, MBret. tret ‘starling’ cannot, which has
led them to be analysed as Goidelic loanwords (Walde/Pokorny I: 761;
Stifter forthc.). The Welsh and Breton vocalism is consistent with the
reflex of *u with i-affection (after the plural), while the unaffected
vowel is preserved in the Old Breton gloss trot - strution.42° In any case,
a Goidelic loanword seems preferable to assuming an ad hoc
“expressive gemination” in Old Irish (de Bernardo Stempel 1999: 274;
implicitly Matasovi¢ 2009: 392).

Ernout/Meillet (p. 708) claim that it is futile to reconstruct the original
form of this word. However, an ablauting *trosd- : *trsd- accounts for
the Baltic, Germanic and Latin and Old Irish data without any serious
problems.#30 The remaining evidence for irregularity is the initial d- in
Slavic, but it is possible that this has arisen through assimilation, as
has undoubtedly occurred in MW drydw and Molr. druid ‘starling’.431 As
the Latin form is more easily explained starting from an Indo-European

ablaut variant, while all of the irregular developments can be

429 The vocalism of OCo. troet is unclear as {(oe) in other cases represents an
inherited vowel sequence (e.g. hoern ‘iron’ = MW haearn; moelh ‘blackbird’ =
MW mwyalch); we apparently have to assume contamination with e.g. OCo.
hoet ‘duck’ (= MW hwyat).

430 Hamp’s (1981: 88) insistence on *d" is not necessary, as Winter’s Law was
blocked by an intervening *s (Kortlandt 1988: 394); and such a reconstruction
is contradicted by Germanic.

431 [t has often been claimed that the word for ’thrush’ is ultimately
onomatopoeic (Suolahti 1909: 53; BysaxoBckuih 1948: 112; EWAhd II: 803;
Kluge/Seebold 218), but this does not seem certain to me. P3C (XIV: 363)
notes SCr. drsk!,, but it is possible that this onomatopoeia partly from the
name of the bird itself.



Consonantism 327

accounted for within the individual branches, I do not think there is

any truly compelling evidence for a non-IE borrowing.

Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence for voicing alternations involving
dentals is collected in Table 10, below (see p. 297 for help reading the
table). Forms which do not provide relevant data are presented in light

grey. Shaded cells indicate reflexes of a voiced dental.

Table 10. Possible examples of alternations involving dentals

Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere
‘drone’ *tran- *trant- *dPrVn- Gr. *t*rVn-
‘reed’ *truk- *trust- - Gr. *t"rus-
) ?Gr. *Int"-

? ‘lentil’ ?*lenk- *lent-i- ?*lens-

Lat. *I(e)nt-

? ‘lightning’ | ? *meld™- | *mIT-ni- | *melt-uni- Celt. *melt-

? ‘nettle’ *nat- *nat- *nad- Celt. *ninat-

It is interesting that the examples in this section do not show a similar

behaviour to the examples of *k oo *g ™

given in 2.2.2.1. Only the word
for ‘lightning’ possibly shows the same distribution, with Baltic voiced
*D contrasting with Celtic *t; however, as discussed above, this is based
on rather tenuous evidence. The clearest examples here involve Greek;
specifically, in two or three cases, we find Greek *t" as opposed to *t
elsewhere. Since in Greek we actually find a voiceless stop, it is unclear
whether back-projecting it to IE *d" would be anachronistic: perhaps,
rather than a ‘voicing’ alternation, we are dealing with an ‘aspiration’

alternation. Such alternations are well-known in Greek words of

presumed foreign origin, e.g. dvnBov ~ Aeol. &vntov ‘dill’ (Furnée
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1972: 187-193). Against this conclusion, we can note that Germanic
indeed does show a reflex of *d" in the word for ‘drone’. On the other
hand, note the word for ‘turnip’, discussed in the following section,

which might show a comparable ‘aspiration alternation’.

2.2.2.4. Alternations involving labials

In two of the words discussed above (see 2.2.2.1), we have observed an
alternation *b™ oo *p occurring alongside *g™ oo *k, cf. Lt. gulbé ~
Kash. kéfp ‘swan’ and R epa6 ~ Lat. carpinus ‘hornbeam’. Examples of
an independent alternation *b™ oo *p not associated with a parallel
velar alternation are in fact comparatively few, and the only certain

cases constitute rather widespread Wanderwdrter:

‘hemp’. R kononas, Pl. konopie, SCr. konoplja ‘hemp’ ~ OE hanep, OHG
hanaf; Gr.xdavvafis ‘hemp’ (Schrader/Nehring I [1923]: 441; Huld
1990: 406-407; Matasovi¢ 2013: 89; Kroonen 2013: 209; etc.) — In
Baltic, we have Lt. kandpés, Lv. kanepes and Pr. E knapios, which are
usually considered to be Slavic loans (e.g. Berneker I: 361; ME II: 156-
157; LEW 214; Levin 1974: 96; Smoczynski 2018: 482). On formal
grounds, cognancy is equally possible (Biiga 1913: 255-256; PKEZ II:
231). While there is some evidence for hemp having been used in
Lithuania during the 1°* millennium CE (Gimbutas 1963: 117;
Grikpédis/Motuzaité Matuzeviciuté 2020: 165), it is uncertain whether
this evidence is early enough to rule out a Slavic origin for local hemp
production. A form with *p is likewise widespread in Romance, cf.
[talian canapa, Romanian cdnepd, attested since Late Latin (cf. FEW II:

213-214).

On the authority of Herodotus, Greek xavvafig is traditionally
considered a loanword from Scythian or Thracian (cf. Schrader/

Nehring I: 441; Frisk I: 779), although this has no concrete linguistic
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basis. In Ossetic, which would be closest to the supposed Scythian
donor language, we find Oss. [ gaen, D gaenz ‘hemp’, which probably
implies *kana- without the labial (cf. Abaev 1958: 513).432 Elsewhere in
Iranian, a form *kanafa- seems to be suggested by Khotanese kamha-
‘hemp’ and NP kanaf ‘flax cord’ (Steingass 1892: 1055),433 while the NP
variant kanab ‘hemp (seed); hempen rope’ (idem: 1052) would imply

*kanapa-.*3*

The word for ‘hemp’ is widely recognized as a Wanderwort of
indeterminate origin, and the precise source of the various p-forms in
Europe is difficult to establish. The ultimate origin of the word has
been seen in the Near East, cf. Syriac qnp’ /qenpa/ ‘hemp (for making
ropes)’, and Akkadian (Neo-Assyrian) qunnabu, ‘(possibly) the flower
or seed of the hemp’. The latter would predate the Greek attestations,
although it is hardly the original source (note that Sumerian *kunibu is

a ghost, cf. Barber 1991: 38).

432 [t seems at least possible that this could have developed via *kanapa- >
*kanaba > *kanba (syncope, cf. Cheung 2002: 55-56), then by (irregular?)
metathesis to *kabna > *kan(n)a (cf. Oss. 1 k"ynag, D kunag ‘meagre, small’ <
*kabna, Cheung 2002: 30). In any case, the initial g- is irregular, and has no
regular origin.

433 The vocalism of Northern Kurdish (Kurmanji) kinif ‘hemp’ (cf. llaGosioB
2001: 554) is unclear, but the form must be borrowed, as intervocalic *f has
regularly given -v- in Kurdish, cf. nav ‘navel’ < *ndfa- (Lla6osoB 2010: 32;
M. Kiimmel p.c. December 2022).

43¢ A Proto-Iranian *p would also be suggested by Buddhist Sogdian kynp’
(Gharib 1995: 203), perhaps meaning ‘hemp’ or ‘flax’, provided this is not an
independent loan from Syriac (Henning 1946: 724). Bailey (1979: 51-52)
quotes a MP (Pahlavi) k’nb that I have been unable to verify. If reliable, it
would seem to suggest *-b- (cf. Peyrot 2018: 270). Arm. kanep*, kanap‘ ‘hemp’

appears to be an Iranian loan, but its exact source is unclear.
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[‘turnip’. Lt.répé, Lat. rapum ‘turnip’ ~ Gr.pa@avog ‘cabbage,
radish’;435 ?MW ervin, Bret.irvin ‘turnip’ — See the discussion on

p. 373-374].

? ‘furrow’. Lt. biFzé ‘row, furrow; timber tract; border mark’, Lv. birze
‘furrow, strip of a field’ ~ Lat. porca, OHG furh, furuh, MW rych ‘furrow’
(on the Slavic equivalent, see p. 353) — The similarity of these forms
has been noted by Machek (1968: 65) and Holzer (1989: 51-54), and
the example remains one of the most attractive of Holzer’s
“Temematic” etymologies, as the formal correspondence *pr®’- oo
*h"rg"- is precise aside from the difference in voicing. What further
speaks in favour of Holzer’s interpretation is that *prk- has some

potential IE comparanda.

LIV (475) sets up a verbal root *perk- ‘graben, aufreiffen’. On further
inspection, however, it turns out that the reconstructed semantics are
based almost entirely on the word for ‘furrow’. The only comparandum
attesting to a verbal root is Lt. persve"ti ‘to itch’, while the other nominal
formations are uncertain. The Rigvedic pdrsana- (3x) is of uncertain
meaning: it probably refers to a low place, but may mean ‘valley’ or
‘plateau’ (cf. KEWA 228-229; Jamison Commentary VII: 140). Aside
from this, the only evidence is Lt. pré-persa (pra-persa) ‘thawed patch

in ice; break in the clouds; etc.’,43¢ but this, like nio-persa ‘infertile

435 The Greek variant with -m- (cf. Beekes 2014: 61) rests on extremely
doubtful evidence: (a) (pamavia), attested in a Hellenistic period papyrus.
This, and other examples of confusion between stops in Egyptian papyri, can
plausibly be attributed to Coptic first-language interference (Holton et al.
2020: 187); (b) Athenaeus (Deipnosophists 1X, Chapter 8) tells us that Glaucus,
apparently the author of a cookery book, wrote pamug for pa@ug (meaning
Bouvidg ‘rapeseed’). Neither form is otherwise reliably attested (LS]J s.v.).

436 Lt. praparsas, known only from Szyrwid, is typically adduced here
(Walde/Pokorny II: 46; Fraenkel 578; IEW 821; LIV 475). The gloss ‘Graben’ in

all these sources (thus supporting the sense ‘to dig’), is based on Szyrwid’s
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patch of land’, i§-persa (Kupiskis) ‘deep rut in a road’ might well be
derived from perséti in a secondary sense, cf. nu-, is-perséti ‘go bad,
spoil’. We may conclude that the evidence for the verbal root rests on

the Lithuanian word for ‘to itch’, which is semantically remote.

If the IE etymology can be abandoned, we may consider a non-IE origin
for the whole group, which would eschew the need for a “Temematic”
source or other IE substrate. In this case, ‘furrow’ can be considered an
example of a *p o *b™ alternation. It is, however, a little troubling that

(M) alternation discussed in 2.2.2.1

none of the examples of a *k oo *g
were affected by satemization. If the word is non-IE, it must have been
loaned extremely early, which may also be seen in the regular reflexes

of syllabic *r.

? ‘pigeon (2)’. Lt. balandis, Lv. baluédis ‘pigeon’ ~ Lat. palumbés ‘wood
pigeon’437 — Both words are traditionally explained as derivatives of
colour terms (cf. Schulze 1910: 799-800). In Baltic, the root is assumed
to be that of Lt. bdlti ‘whiten’ (Skardzius 1941: 101; LEW 31);438
Karalitinas (1993: 110) assumes an original colour adjective *balandas

‘whitish’ (cf. ‘white-marked one’, Levin 1992: 86). Derksen (2015: 78)

row, fossa (SD 268m.3s5). In the first edition of the dictionary, however, the
word glosses Polish iaskinia, odchtan, pr3zepds¢ (ALEW 102), suggesting a
sense ‘chasm, abyss’. As none of these senses appear to have been recorded
elsewhere, 1 am led to wonder whether Szyrwid was unsuccessfully
attempting to render a sense such as ‘gap in the ice’ in Polish.

437 Apparently here also Oss. I balon, D balew ‘domestic pigeon’ (A6aeB 1965:
17; Weber 1997). Due to the -I-, the Ossetic word is likely to be a loanword. It
is unclear whether Baltic could plausibly be the source, as there is no other
clear evidence of contact, and no obvious historical scenario. According to
Sasha Lubotsky (p.c. April 2021), the Iron suffix -on (< *-an-) might be
equated with Baltic *-and- through regular *a > *a before a consonant cluster
and subsequent loss of *d. The Digor variant is of unclear formation.

438 The existence of the frequently cited bdlas ‘white’ (known only from Juska)

is perhaps questionable, see Jakob forthc. b.
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questions the derivation from ‘white’ on semantic grounds as,
according to him (after Levin loc. cit.), “whiteness is not a natural
colouring in pigeons”. More importantly, an adjectival suffix *-anda-
would be completely unparalleled and therefore ad hoc. Lat. palumbeés
is usually derived from the root of palledé ‘be or grow pale’ (e.g.
Walde/Hofmann II: 242), cf. Gr. méAewa ‘wild pigeon’ ~ meAid¢ ‘black
and blue, livid’. The first syllable is also reminiscent of Pr. E poalis
‘pigeon’. If we start with ‘grey’, the semantic motivation makes some
sense;*39 the Latin second syllable could have been influenced by

columba (Lockwood 1990: 262-263; de Vaan 2008: 126).

Naturally, if we compare Lt. balafidis with Lat. palumbés, both root
etymologies would need to be abandoned. Due to the lack of
morphological transparency on both sides of the equation, this might
be justified. However, the irregularities are not limited to the initial
stop; there is also a mismatch between the stem-final -b- in Latin as
opposed to Baltic -d-. One way out is to assume, again, that the Latin
word has been influenced by columba, although then one could
question how exactly this etymology is preferable to the traditional
explanation, which also demands the assumption of such a
contamination. In defence of the new etymology, it seems more
straightforward to assume contamination starting from a disyllabic

*palond- rather than, with Lockwood, from a more basic *palés.*40
Klingenschmitt (1982: 165) compares Lat. palumbés with Arm. atawni
‘pigeon’, reconstructing *plH-b"-nih,- (in his notation *p]h-b"-nia;),

implying the application of Thurneysen’s law of nasal metathesis in

439 Cf. Russian cussik ‘feral pigeon’ < cuswbril ‘dark bluish-grey’; Oss. ID axsinag
‘wild pigeon’ < (Digor) axsin ‘dark grey’ (A6aes 1958: 220-221).
440 Alternative, but no less ad hoc explanations would be to assume a

dissimilation *b-b > *b-d in Baltic, or a suffixed Latin *palond-uo-.
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Latin (cf. Martirosyan 2008: 29). Such a preform would yield Latin
*plamb- rather than *palomb-, and more importantly, would force us to
disassociate the suffixes of columba and palumbés, which seems quite
unsatisfactory. Assuming Armenian has a derived n-stem, we may
instead start from *palab-, i.e. a variant without a nasal (cf. section
2.2.1). This is speculative, however, as the Armenian word is open to

interpretation (see Batisti 2021: 208-210 with lit.).

T ‘hollow’. SIk. diipd ‘den, burrow’, SIn. obs. (Pletersnik I: 184) diipa
‘die Erdhohle’ (= Pl. dupa, Bg. dyne ‘arse’) ~ Lt. dauba ‘ravine; (PrLt.)
den, burrow’ (Kuiper 1956: 223; 1995: 71-72; Schrijver 2001: 420;
Philippa et al. I [2003]: 569 s.v. diep; Matasovi¢ 2013: 96; Derksen
2015: 144) — This word family is routinely quoted, mainly by
members of the “Leiden school”, as an example of a substrate word.
Kuiper’s main line of argument was built on the presence of numerous
variants within Germanic, where root final *-b- seems to alternate with
*-p-, *-bb-, *-pp- and *-mp- (thus ON difa, dyfa ‘dip (at a christening)’;
Go. diups ‘deep’; MDu. dobbe ‘water pit, pool’; Nw. duppe and MLG
dumpeln ‘dip’, respectively). This approach has been criticized by
Kroonen (2011a: 255; 2011b: 127-129), who has convincingly argued
that the variation can be more plausibly explained as a result of

various analogies after Kluge’s Law.

It seems likely that the ‘nasal infix’ supposed for Lt. duriblas,
Lv. duribla ‘mud, sludge’ (LEW 108-109; Smoczynski 2018: 263; ALEW

276) is also an illusion.*4! Rather, the -b- in these forms is epenthetic.

441 The latter two sources point specifically to the Lt. 3PRES. duriiba as the
source of the forms. The antiquity of this presentic formation cannot be
proven, as nasal presents are productive in Lithuanian denominal verbs of the
shape *TVT- (where T = any stop, see Villanueva Svensson 2010: 206-208),

and moreover, ME (I: 509) reports a plain thematic dubu for Latvian.
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This is possibly suggested by the forms dumtas (SD 64b17)%42 and
dumlelus (Acc.pL., Daukantas 1846: 67; see LKZ s.v. dumlas), and
certainly by Lv. dial. (Vidzeme) dumiiksnis ‘marsh’ (cf. Prellwitz 1909:
387; Schulze 1910: 791; ME I: 514). In general, there is a fairly
consistent semantic distinction between the two word-groups. Almost
all words containing a nasal mean ‘mud’ or ‘marsh’, while words
lacking the nasal mean ‘valley, hollow’.443 The latter group are
transparently derived from the verbal root in Lt. dubti ‘sink down,
become concave’, which is further cognate with Go. diups (< *d"eub"-

né-) ‘deep’ and Olr. domain ‘deep’.444

In view of the large number of derivatives and extensive IE-like ablaut
in the root *d"eub"-, it seems more probable to me that it is inherited,
despite the limited distribution. As a result of this, the Slavic forms
with -p-, must either be unrelated or explained as the result of a
secondary deformation. As I have identified no motivation for the

latter, I would prefer to simply separate the forms.

442 But note that Szyrwid also has (dumbtas) (SD 120b19).

443 Compare, on the one hand, Lt. duriblas, Lv. dial. duriibla ‘mud’, Lv. dunibrs
‘boggy; marsh’ (the suffix in Lv. dial. duribéris ‘muddy pit; puddle’ is probably
secondary), and on the other hand Lt. dubtis ‘hollow, concave’, Lv. dial.
(Varkava, ME I: 509) dubums ‘tree hollow’, Lt. dauba, Lv. dial. (ME I: 443)
daiiba ‘ravine’. The two roots do seem to have influenced each other, however,
cf. Lt. dial. dumbra ‘deep point in a river; pond’ vs. Lv. dial. duburs ‘deep and
wide spot in a river’. Additionally, some Latvian words seem to belong with
the former root, but lack an -m-: dub/i ‘muck; mud’, dubra ‘swamp, bog’. Might
these reflect *diib- < *dumb- with shortening before a -CR-cluster (cf. Derksen
2007: 44)?

444 Often adduced are To. A tpdr, B tapre ‘high’. However, the ‘Tocharian
Grassmann’s law’ (Winter 1962), if valid, would predict To. B *tsapre. The
original meaning ‘deep’ has been supported by the translation of To. A top, B
tewpe as ‘mine’ (Adams 2013: 330). However, Imberciadori (2022) has argued
that this word should instead be translated ’‘heap’, which makes the

comparison unattractive.
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t ‘post (1)’. Lt. stulpas ‘post, pillar’, Lv. dial. stulps ‘pillar, leg of a boot’;
OCS ctabnsb ‘pillar, tower’ ~ R cmosa6 ‘post, pillar’, Sln. obs. (Caf apud
Pletersnik II: 578) stdtb ‘Pfahl’; ON stolpi ‘post, pillar’ (> ME stulpe
‘stake, post’, MDu. stolpe ‘small beam’) — Vasmer (REW III: 18)
rejected earlier proposals (Meringer 1909: 200; Stender-Petersen
1927: 279-281) to derive the Balto-Slavic words with -p- from
Germanic, although he does not present any arguments. A point in
favour of the loan etymology is that the Balto-Slavic p-forms are largely
limited to the meaning ‘post, pillar’, while with -b- one finds archaic-
looking derivatives such as Lt. stulbti ‘be stunned’, and Bg.cms.6a
‘staircase, ladder’, SCr. stiiba ‘step, stair’. On the other hand, the word
is scarcely attested in Germanic, and one could seriously consider
deriving the Norse word from Slavic (Tamm 1881: 31; dismissed, again
without argumentation, by de Vries 1962: 551).4% The complexity of

the analysis makes it difficult to draw any clear conclusions.

Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence for voicing alternations involving
labials is collected in Table 11, overleaf (see p. 297 for help reading the
table). Forms which do not provide relevant data are presented in light
grey. Shaded cells indicate reflexes of a voiceless labial. The cover
symbol *B stands for *b™. Forms which do not necessarily provide

relevant data are presented in light grey.

Beside the words for ‘swan’ and ‘hornbeam’, which show *p oo *p™

(h)

alongside *k oo *g®" in the same word, there are two other potential

445 [n any case, the root connections with Nw. stelpe, MDu. stelpen ‘hinder’ or

with Lt. stelbti ‘overshadow’ are not compelling.
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Table 11. Possible examples of labial alternations

Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere
‘swan (2)’ *Gulb"- *kulp- -
‘hornbeam’ | *skraB-l- *GraB-r- - Lat. *k(r)arp-
‘hemp’ [*kanap-] *kanap- *kanab- Gr. *kannab-
‘turnip’ *rap- *rép- *raP- Gr. *rab®-

?Celt. *arB-

? ‘furrow’ *Brgh- ?*BorsD- | *prk- It.-Celt. *prk-
? ‘pigeon’ *Baland®- | - - Lat. *palomB-

examples showing a similar distribution, although neither of these are
certain. The word for ‘furrow’, if loaned from an unknown source,
would be the only example of a voicing alternation predating
satemization. As a result, whether it represents a manifestation of the
same voicing alternation cannot be considered certain. The remaining
words appear to show the opposite pattern: it is notable that both
‘hemp’ and ‘turnip’ are widespread words associated with agriculture,
and it is likely that they spread as Wanderwédérter. The word for ‘turnip’
might constitute an example of the ‘aspiration’ alternation observed in
2.2.2.3. On the other hand, the Celtic, and potentially also Germanic,
comparanda point to an underlying *b™’, yet it is by no means certain
that the divergent stops in Celtic and Greek can be equated with one
another (as virtual *b"), and it is possible that they represent two
unrelated phenomena — a specifically (pre-)Greek ‘aspiration

alternation’ and a specifically (pre-)Celtic voicing.

2.2.2.5. Baltic *Z o Slavic *s

‘oats’. Lt. dviZos, Lv. auzas ‘oats’ ~ R oeéc, Sln. dvas; Lat. avéna ‘oats’

(Ernout/Meillet [1951]: 56; ?Pisani 1968: 14; Huld 1990: 404; FEW
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XXV [2002]: 1213; Oettinger 2003: 189; de Vaan 2008: 64-65) — The
relationship between the Baltic and Slavic words is irregular,
suggesting the word entered the two branches independently.
Reconstructing a suffix *-s- in Slavic (thus Derksen 2008: 384) is ad
hoc, as there not appear to be any other plausible cases of *-s- as a
denominal suffix (cf. Vaillant 1974: 659).44¢ Moreover, the Latin
vocalism also precludes the reconstruction of a common pre-form. De
Vaan’s assumption of an underlying palatovelar and *aweksna- for
Latin is potentially anachronistic. As Huld points out, if we are dealing
with a non-IE loanword, “a spirant of indeterminate voicing” would
account for the facts. Lat. avéna ‘oats’ could equally reflect *aue(T)s-n-
(where *T can be essentially any stop, although *ts or *s would be most
probable for our purposes). For further discussion, and on the question

of Prussian wyse ‘oats’, see p. 376-378.

? ‘fishing trap’. Lt. vdrZa ‘fishing basket’, Lv. varzi ‘Setzkorbe’ (Lange
1773: 378), dial. vafza? ‘fishing weir’ (ME IV: 481) ~ R gépuwa, Sln. visa
‘fishing basket’ (< *virs- + -jd-) (cf. Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018: 295) —
Existing etymological solutions either separate the two words, linking
the Slavic forms with OCS Bpbx®b ‘top’ (REW I: 109), or assume a suffix
*-sid- for Slavic (Persson 1912: 505; Trautmann 1923: 355). The Baltic
forms look related to the verb Lt.verZti ‘tighten, tie up’, Lv. vifzit
‘direct, steer’ (cf. at-virzit ‘untie’, ME I: 211), but this has not been
generally accepted (cf. P3C VI: 351; ALEW 1384).%47 In view of the

446 For the deverbal suffix, cf. OCS romacp ‘voice, speech’ ~ rimaronaTtu ‘speak,
proclaim’; CS k&cbp* ‘bit, crumb’ ~ Lt. kdgsti (kdnd-) ‘to bite’; OCS cmbxb
‘laughter’ ~ cMmutaTu ca ‘to laugh’.

447 Snoj (2003: 836) considers the word for ‘heather’ (see below) to be related,
and the word for ‘fish trap’ to originally have meant ‘something woven (from
heather)’. A fishing basket woven from heather does indeed appear to be

found in the Highland Folk Museum, but I cannot verify whether such a
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parallelism with the word for ‘oats’, above, it is tempting to derive
these words from a non-Indo-European source. On the other hand, it is
unclear to what extent it is justified to separate the words for ‘fishing
basket’ from Latvian senses such as varza, varFza ‘tangle, confusion’
(ME 1V: 481-482), which clearly belong with the verbal root (cf. Lv.
varzadt ‘plait together, tangle’). In addition, the difference in vocalism is
striking; this sort of vowel alternation is perhaps more easily explained
as the result of Indo-European ablaut than through parallel borrowing
(compare, with the opposite distribution, Lt. bifZé ~ OCS 6pa3za

‘furrow’ on p. 353).

? ‘ploughshare’. Lt. IémeZis ‘ploughshare’ ~ CS (Bes.) nemeun* (S]S II:
112) ‘plough’, R némex, dial. neméu, SCr. Iémes ‘ploughshare’ — In view
of its -s-, perhaps Lv. lemesis ‘ploughshare’ is a loan from East Slavic.
The -s- could be a hypercorrection after the oblique cases (e.g. lemesa
GEN.SG.), cf. viksne?, GEN.PL. vik§nu ‘cherry tree’ « R suiwna (cf. Biiga
1922: 175-177 and also dial. lemess, EH I: 733). Note that Lt. IémeZis
has itself been interpreted as a Slavic loan (Gotab 1982: 130;48 LKZ
s.v.; ERH] I: 546); and while its limitation to a narrow group of
Siauligkiai dialects rouses suspicion, this is not sufficient to confirm or
deny this proposal. In Slavic, the most common variant is *lemese-,
continuants of which are found in every Slavic language. In addition,
forms are found with a final -Z, but these look secondary, being largely
limited to South Slavic: Sln. IémeZ, SCr. dial. lémeZ (PCA XI: 327), Cak.
leméz (ERH] I: 546), Bg. seménc (cf. the data in 3CCA XIV 108-110).

Perhaps one could assume the secondary influence of the deverbal

tradition could have existed at an appropriate time in central Europe. See the
doubts in P3C (VI: 351-352), where all other etymological comparisons are
also considered doubtful.

448 (Cited according to the Lithuanian Etymological Dictionary Database

(available at etimologija.baltnexus.lt), s.v. [émeZis.
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noun suffix *-eZe-, which enjoyed a certain productivity in South Slavic

(Berneker I: 700; cf. Vaillant 1974: 506).

Furthermore, some forms seem to lack the initial *I-: CS ememb
(Miklosich 1865: 1157), Bg. dial. eméw (B3P I: 495),4° SCr. dial.
(Montenegro) jémljes (RJA IV: 587), Rdial. (N) dwmex, oméw (and
variants, CPHI' XXIIl: 198-199, 201-202; Mri3zuukoB 2019: 556).
Derksen (2015: 278) has considered the variant with *I- the result of a
secondary contamination with the root *lemH- ‘to break’. This is rather
difficult to accept: forms with *I- are much better represented in Slavic
and the only forms found in Baltic. Provided the latter are not all Slavic
loanwords, it would be highly improbable that the contamination could
have occurred independently in both branches.4® An interesting
proposal is put forward by Bankowski (2000 II: 19-20), who assumes
contamination with a Proto-Slavic *lemézi- (*-Ze-) represented by
Pl. dial. lemigze PL. (St. Warsz. II: 714), OCz. lemiez, Sln. [émez ‘rafter’.
The assumption is that the latter would have been used in the sense
‘plough shaft’. The weakness of this theory is that neither word is
attested in this meaning, but such a confusion does indeed appear to

have occurred in some forms meaning ‘ploughshare’: cf.

449 BEP claim that the development of /I'/ to /j/ is a typical dialectal
phenomenon. It is true that around Vraca (where eméw is recorded), we also
find e.g. noiié for nosaé ‘field’ (BAA ® 109); however, here we are dealing with
a reflex of older */1lj/, and not */1/, and the authors of BEP do not quote any
evidence for this supposed dialectal change.

450 It is notable that the given verb is attested (almost) exclusively in the
o-grade in Slavic. Despite Schuster-Sewc (816; cf. 3CCA XIV: 113, 200), it
seems unlikely that USrb. lemié ‘to break’, attested in some older sources
beside tomic¢ and corresponding to LSrb. tomis, is a “Proto-Slavic archaism”. It
is most probably due to internal analogical processes. Similar considerations
apply to the Serbo-Croatian iterative lijémati ‘beat, thrash’ (RJA VI: 64).
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OPI. (lyemyaszem) INST.SG. (SSP IV: 19), Kash. lemiqgz, Slk. dial. (apud
3CCA XIV 109) lemez.

Kalima (1950) also considers the Slavic *I- to be secondary, and
interprets the whole family as an Iranian loanword, comparing Persian
dial. amac, amaj ‘plough’ (cf. also REW II: 267). This interpretation
cannot be upheld, as the Persian word is itself a relatively recent loan
from Turkic (cf. Turkish, Uighur ama¢ ‘plough’; Doerfer 1965: 124). For
the same reason, Komi amjs, dial. (Upper Vycegda) ame3, Udmurt ameZ,
dial. omeZ ‘ploughshare’ (JIniTkun/T'ynsieB 1970: 32; Rédei 1986: 64)
are likewise hardly of Iranian origin. The Turkic word is already
attested since Kasgari (11" c. CE), but has a relatively limited
distribution, being concentrated in Karluk Turkic and radiating from
there into neighbouring sub-branches. Despite this, Starostin, Dybo &
Mudrak (2003: 295-296) reconstruct the word for Proto-TurKkic,
offering the reconstruction *ama¢, and further comparing Manchu anja,
Mongolian anjis ‘plough’. Regardless of whether one accepts the Altaic
theory, the 6™ millennium BCE dating for Proto-Altaic supported by
Starostin et al. (idem: 237) clearly rules out the possibility of a shared
inherited word for ‘plough’ (cf. Vovin 2005: 75). The overall picture is
nevertheless of a cultural Wanderwort “with a complicated history” (to

quote Helimski 1997b: 121).

At the least, it seems unattractive to separate Turkic (regional) *ama¢
‘plough’ from Permic *ame3 ‘ploughshare’ and Slavic dial. *emese-
‘ploughshare’. It does not look likely, however, that Turkic could have
been the source of either word, as the Permic voiced affricate cannot
be explained on this basis, and the Slavic front-vocalism is aberrant. As
it is doubtful that the *I- in Slavic and Baltic can be considered folk-
etymological, one may wonder whether this may also be attributed to
non-IE borrowing. Rather than a phonetic motivation for an alternation

between *I- and *@-, a more reasonable account might be to assume the
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fossilization of a particle of some kind (such as in MDu. lomre ‘shade’ <
Fr. 'ombre). However, no parallels of this alternation appear to be

found within my corpus.

? ‘heather’. Lt. virZis ‘heather’ ~ R dial. eépec (CPHT IV: 131; P3C VI:
284), Cz. vres, SCr. vrijes ‘heather’ (Machek 1950b: 158-159;
Smoczynski 2018: 1680) — Derksen (2008: 516), reconstructs a
variant *verska- on the basis of R eépeck, Uk. dial. (Makowiecki apud
ECYM I: 353) sepeck, although these are most easily viewed as
secondary. In Czech dialects, one finds a whole host of obscure
variants, including ones with a final -k: viesk, brezek, etc. (see C]A II:
98; further on the initial b-, cf. C]A V: 442-443). It is quite clear that
these cannot all be old, and that we cannot explain the data without
assuming convergence with unrelated plant names, cf. Cz. brect'dn ‘ivy’,
dial. ‘heather’, brest ‘elm’, dial. ‘heather’ (similarly R dial. eépecm
‘heather’ after 6épecm ‘(field) elm’?), Cz. dial. breza ‘birch’ beside
brezek ‘heather’. The source of the final /k/ in R eépeck remains
unclear (cf. 6epeckaém ‘spindle tree’? see P3C VI: 284), but it is

unlikely to date back to Proto-Slavic.

The Balto-Slavic forms have long been compared with Gr. épeikn
‘heather’ (assuming an earlier *wereika), on the one hand, and Olr.
fréich, MW gruc ‘heather’ (< *uroik-o-), on the other (e.g.
Walde/Pokorny [I: 273; REW 1. 187). As this comparison is
phonologically impossible in Indo-European terms, it has been
suggested that these forms represent parallel loans from an unattested
source (Machek 1950b: 158; Frisk I: 551; Matasovi¢ 2009: 431, 2013:
90; van Sluis forthc.). This would imply an underlying *k and suggest a
loan predating satemization, which is chronologically difficult, as there
is no agreement even between Baltic and Slavic. Furthermore, the
initial *w- is not ascertained for Greek, and the complete loss of the

second-syllable diphthong in Balto-Slavic would be unparalleled. Thus,
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while the Celtic and Slavic forms potentially share three phonemes, the

etymological equation of these forms is dubious.

Standard Latvian virsi ‘heather’ shows *-s-. Considering the variation
within Slavic, one may argue that the choice of Lt. virZis (and Lv. dial.
vifZi®, ME IV: 620) as a comparandum amounts to cherry-picking.
Smoczynski (2018: 1680) suggests that -Z- may have arisen due to
assimilation, or alternatively result from a folk-etymological
connection with verzti ‘tighten, tie up’ (thus also T. Pronk apud
Matasovi¢ 2013: 90). Neither of these explanations strike me as
convincing, but at the same time, this cannot be classed as a certain
example of a voicing alternation. On Zem. birzdZiai ‘heather’, see

p- 352.

Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence for the alternation *Z oo *§ is
collected in Table 12, below (see p. 297 for help reading the table).
Forms which do not provide relevant data are presented in light grey.
In Slavic, the cover symbol *S; may stand for quasi-IE *k or a cluster

*(T)s. The cover symbol *S, may also reflect quasi-IE *s directly.

Table 12. Possible examples of an alternation *Z oo *$§

Baltic Slavic Elsewhere
‘oats’ *auiz- *auiS;- Lat. *aue(T)s-n-
? ‘fishing trap’ *uarz- *urSq-i-
? ‘ploughshare’ | *lemez- *(DemeS,-i- Tur. *amac
*urz-
? ‘heather’ *uerS;-
*urs-
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At first sight, there appear to be a number of striking parallels for the
irregular alternation between *Z and *§ found in the word for oats
(Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018: 295). However, after examining each case
on its individual merits, the picture is somewhat less optimistic.
Although we do indeed find a similar distribution between Baltic *Z
and Slavic *s, the words for ‘heather’ and ‘fishing basket’ are
ambiguous, and it remains uncertain that the word for ‘ploughshare’ is
directly comparable as we seem to be dealing with a Wanderwort

showing a broad Central Asian distribution.

2.2.3. Sibilant clusters

2.2.3.1. *Cs o *sC

Some studies into non-Indo-European loanwords have drawn attention
to doublets showing the metathesis of s-clusters (OStir 1930: 5-6;
Furnée 1972: 392-393; Sorgo 2020: 459). Of course, irregular
metatheses do occur, and one might ask exactly what feature of a
suggested substrate language could lie behind such an alternation (cf.
Beekes 2014: 18). Here, it is worth remembering that our non-Indo-
European source language was probably not a monolith, and that
regular metatheses do occur. For instance, compare the regular
developments *#ks- > *#sk- in Baltic (Stang 1966: 95), *-ps- > -sp- in
Latin (Leumann 1977: 202; cf. Hamp 2003), and *-sk- > *-ks- in Ob-
Ugric (Aikio 2015b: 2) and (often but sporadically) in late West Saxon
(Hogg 1992: 298). Thus, one way in which such an irregularity could be
explained would be to assume that one of the donor languages
underwent a (regular) metathesis. Collecting examples of metathesis is
therefore not necessarily irrelevant to the question of language

contact.
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‘wax’. Lt. vdskas, Lv. vasks; OCS Bockb ‘wax’ ~ ON vax, OHG wahs ‘wax’
(Machek 1968: 697; Polomé 1986: 661) — The Lithuanian -$k- is in
itself problematic, as outside of a RUKI environment, it is difficult to
derive it from any Indo-European cluster (Villanueva Svensson 2009:
15-16). The most frequent solution is to suggest a proto-form
*uoks-ko- (Lidén 1897: 28; Kiparsky 1934: 96; Kortlandt 1979a: 59;
Derksen 2008: 529), but what does not seem to have been noted is that
*.ksk- would hardly have yielded Germanic *-hs- in the first place;
compare OHG misken ‘to mix’ (< *mik-ske-; LIV 428-429). The
alternative reconstruction *-kk- (ALEW 1386) equally fails to explain
the Germanic evidence (cf. Arumaa 1976: 98).451 Unless we assume an
irregular, and apparently unmotivated, metathesis (thus e.g. Endzelins
1911: 57; Smoczynski 2018: 1617;42 P3C VIII: 286), the Balto-Slavic
and Germanic forms cannot be regarded as regularly cognate, and the
disagreement between the two words might best be accounted for by

assuming parallel borrowings from a non-IE source.

A number of examples of an alternation *-ks- o *-sk- have been
identified elsewhere in Europe. First of all, we can mention the
comparison of OHG dahs (< *pahsa-) ‘badger’ with the name of the
Middle Irish legendary figure Tadhg (< *tazgo-) mac Céin, who was
associated with a taboo against eating badger meat (on which see Mac
an Bhaird 1980) (Kroonen 2013: 531; van Sluis et al. 2023: 212). More

reliable examples can be found between Greek and Latin: Gr.i§6g¢ ~

451 Stang (1972: 61) does not see any need to comment on this irregularity;
likewise Vasmer (REW I: 231). Fraenkel (LEW 1207) refers to Endzelins
(1911: 57), who operates with an unexplained sporadic alternation already in
Proto-Indo-European (cf. Biga 1922: 176; Otrebski 1939: 133).

452 Smoczynski assumes an ad hoc metathesis only for Slavic, but
overcomplicates the Baltic evidence through the assumption of an unattested

reflex *vasas (for a suggestion on Finnish vaha, see fn. 246).



Consonantism 345

Lat. viscum ‘mistletoe; birdlime’, Gr. &&ivn ~ Lat. ascia ‘axe’ (Furnée

1972: 393; de Vaan 2008: 57).

‘sturgeon’. Lt. erskétas; Pr.E esketres ‘sturgeon’; Lat. excetra ‘sea
serpent’ ~ R océmp, Cz. jeseter, SCr. jésetra ‘sturgeon’ (Pisani 1968: 20-
21; for further refs. and discussion of the Germanic comparanda, see
p. 372-373) — The correspondence between Baltic and Slavic is quite
irregular. Although Prussian esketres - stoer4>3 and Slavic *esetra- are
hardly to be separated, the -k- in Baltic remains a problem. A change
*eSetras > *esketras due to the influence of Lt. erskétis, ersketys ‘wild
rose’ (Buga 1922: 195; Endzelins 1943: 171; Tonopos II4 II: 88-91) is
hardly plausible; an association with this word can only come into
question to explain the later metathesis *esketras > erskétas but not
the ‘intermediate’ form attested in Prussian and as efchketras ‘walfisch’
in Bretke.#>* In principle, if the Slavic -s- goes back to *_ks-, the
relationship between the Baltic and Slavic words could be understood

as metathetic.455

The comparison with Lat. excetra ‘sea serpent’, however (e.g.
Trautmann 1910: 331), suggests an original cluster *ksk, similar to the
one traditionally reconstructed for ‘wax’ (see above). In fact, the Latin
word could even be analysed as a regular cognate of Lithuanian

esketras, assuming a reconstruction *eksketr-. Nevertheless, to connect

43 To be read /esketris/? Compare erfketris - Wallfisch in Lexicon
Lithuanicum (ALEW 303).

454 Zulys (1966: 152-153) plausibly interprets this word in Bretke as a
Prussianism. Kortlandt (2000: 125), on the other hand, who expects *e- > a- in
Prussian, takes the initial e- as evidence that the word was loaned from
Lithuanian (also ALEW 303).

455 The etymological connection with Pl. obs. (St Warsz. 1I: 171) jesiory PL.
‘fishbones’ and Lt. eserys ‘perch’ (Briickner 1927: 206; REW II: 281-282,
Derksen 2008: 144) is morphologically problematic (*es-et-r- beside *es-er-7).
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the Slavic word, we need to assume an ad hoc simplification *_ksk- >

*_ks-, which is without parallel.

The main issue with the comparison is semantic. The oldest attested
meaning of the word in Latin is a kind of mythological sea serpent
(Pisani 1968: 21; TLL VI: 2165). As sturgeons are a particularly large
fish, such a semantic shift is quite imaginable. Compare, for instance,
Bretke’s use of the word esketras to render the biblical Walfisch (Zulys
1966: 153), or Finnish sampi ‘sturgeon’, dial. ‘fish god’ (Liukkonen
1999: 124). A loanword from Greek &yidva ‘viper’ through Etruscan
mediation (Walde/Hofmann [: 425-426), as noted by Pisani, is
phonologically problematic. As the similarity between the Balto-Slavic
and Latin forms is so striking, and the semantic difference is easily

bridgeable, it seems plausible that these words belong together.

? ‘aspen’. Lv. apse; Pr. E abse; R octina, LSrb. wdsa, Sln. jesika ‘aspen’ ~
ON poet. gsp (cf. Ic. dsp ‘aspen, poplar’), OHG aspa ‘aspen’ (Meillet
1909: 70; Machek 1954: 132; Skok II [1972]: 759; Boutkan/Siebinga
2005: 94; Kroonen 2013: 39; Matasovi¢ forthc.) — Arm. dial. op‘i
‘poplar’ most probably belongs here, too. The Armenian word can
reflect *Hops- (Friedrich 1970: 49-50; Witczak 1991; on the phonology,
see also Clackson 1994: 99-100; Kimmel 2017a: 442), although a
reconstruction *Hosp-, matching Germanic, cannot be ruled out, either
(Normier 1981: 24, fn. 23). It is usually assumed, however, that the
metathesis was a Germanic-internal phenomenon (cf. [IEW 55).456 This
metathesis would be irregular, but it could quite reasonably have been

motivated by an association with *aska- ‘ash’ (see Normier 1981: 25-

456 Contra Kluge/Seebold (p. 189) and Kroonen (2013: 39), a Proto-Germanic
variant *apso- cannot be posited on the basis of the OE variant a&pse*, which is
the result of an internal development (Campbell 1959: 185). Contrast OHG

aspa with wefsa ‘wasp’ (< *waps-jo-).



Consonantism 347

26 with lit.; note also the discussion in fn. 565). This example of
metathesis is therefore uncertain. For a detailed discussion of the

Lithuanian forms and Turkic comparanda, see p. 433-435.

2.2.3.2. Baltic *sT o Slavic/Germanic *(T)s

In a footnote, Endzelins (1911: 43-44) has enumerated some examples
of apparent alternations between *st and *ts in the Indo-European
material. Although he does not make any claim as to the regularity of
such a metathesis, Kroonen/Lubotsky (2009) have proposed that the
development *ts- > *st- was indeed regular in Germanic on the basis of
the equation of Skt. tsdrati ‘sneak’ and Go. stilan ‘steal’. To this we may

add another compelling example adduced by Endzelins:

— Skt. tsdrati ‘sneak’, Go. stilan ‘steal’, Lt.seléti ‘lurk, sneak’,
Arm. sotim ‘crawl, creep’

— Skt. tsdru- ‘handle, hilt’,%57 Gr. cteAed ‘handle’, ON stjolr ‘butt,
rump’, OE stela ‘stalk, stem’ (cf. ME stele ‘the handle of a tool or

utensil’), ?Arm. stetn ‘stalk, branch’

The amount of data is quite limited, and Armenian shows conflicting
reflexes of the initial cluster. Nevertheless, by assuming that selé'ti
shows the regular Baltic reflex of *ts-, we can also account for a few

other unexpected cases of s- in Baltic:

— Lt.sdrgas, Lv. safgs ‘guard’ ~ OCS ctpaxsb, R cmdpoyx ‘guard’,
cf. Gr. otépyw ‘feel affection’ (cf. REW II: 20; Derksen 2008:
467)458

457 This tsdru- is hardly the same word as tsdru- RV ‘ein schleichendes Tier’ as
maintained by EWA I: 687.
458 A change *ts- > *st- in Slavic and Greek is perhaps unexpected, typologically

speaking, as *ps- and *ks- are both preserved word-initially in Greek, and we
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— Lt. sfena, Lv. siéna ‘wall’ ~ OCS cTbHa ‘(defensive) wall, barrier’,
metaphorically ‘rock face’ (Briickner 1927: 529; Kalima 1934:
552, who reject — perhaps unnecessarily — the old comparison
with Go. stains ‘stone’)

— ? Lt.suolas, Lv.sudls ‘bench’ ~ Go.stols ‘seat, throne’. The
Germanic word has alternatively been derived from *sd-él- to
the root *sed- ‘sit’ (Kerkhof apud Kroonen 2013: 481; cf.
Martirosyan 2008: 610-611), but this can be viewed as a

serious alternative.59

On the other hand, there a couple of examples which show the opposite
correlation, and which therefore cannot be accounted for with any
Indo-European reconstruction. It is possible that these represent

parallel loanwords from non-IE sources:

‘bison’. Lt. sturiibras ‘bison’, Lv. sturbrs ‘aurochs’ ~ Pr. E (wissambs’) -
ewer; R 3y6p, Pl. obs. (cf. St. Warsz. VIII: 374) zgbr ‘bison’; OE wesend,
OHG wisunt ‘bison’ (Schrader/Nehring II: 261; Machek 1968: 719;
Kroonen 2012: 253; Sorgo 2020: 455-456) — The Prussian attestation
is abbreviated in the original, and is normally restored to wissamb/[ri]s

(Trautmann 1910: 464; Endzelins 1943: 276). If the -b- in Balto-Slavic

have *ks- > *ks- > *x- in Slavic (cf. Pl dial. chyba¢ ‘rush; sway’ ~ Skt. vi
ksobhate ‘stagger’). But we should not a priori assume that *ts- (in which the
two phonemes have the same place of articulation) should have behaved
similarly to other *Cs-type clusters. Petri Kallio (p.c. March 2023) points out,
for instance, Western Finnish -tt- < *-ts- (e.g. mettd < metsd ‘forest’) beside
preserved -ps-, -ks-.

459 In any case, the Baltic word, already in view of its acute intonation, is not,
with Baga (1922: 280), to be compared with OCS cesno ‘field, estate,
settlement’ (which might be ?< *sedla-, Briickner 1927: 491-492; Stang 1972:
47) or Lat. solium ‘seat, throne’ (probably with *d > I, de Vaan 2008: 571).
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is epenthetic in a cluster *-mr- (Biiga 1912: 45),460 then the correlation
between Germanic *-und- ~ Baltic *-umr- could reflect the same *d ~ *r
alternation as in Lt. siddbras ~ OCS cbpe6po ‘silver’ and Pr. E wobsdus
~ Lt. opsrus ‘badger’ (see p. 356-357). However, note that it is in

principle not possible to rule out a reading wissamb/i]s for Prussian.

Problematic are the Latvian variants in s-: sibrs (ME III: 1129; EH II:
606) and sunibrs (ME III: 1120; LVPPV). The preserved -m- and
accentuation of the Latvian forms seem to point towards borrowing. It
is tempting to interpret sibrs as a loan from East Slavic (Petersson
1921: 39; with secondary s-?), in which case sumibrs might be a
Polonism. In any case, it seems obvious that the cited words for ‘bison’
cannot be separated from one other (cf. REW II: 107; Buga 1912: 44-
46). In view of the numerous problems with reconstructing a common
proto-form, it seems most probable that we are dealing with a word of
non-IE provenance. On the element *wi- in Germanic and Prussian, see
2.3.1.3. Note also the mismatch in vocalism between East and West

Baltic (see 2.3.3.1).461

‘roe’. Lt. stirna, Lv. stifna ~ OR cbpHd (3aaususak 2019: 205), Sln. sfna
‘roe deer’ — Endzelins (1909: 378; cf. EH II: 489) has pointed to a form
(firnos) ACC.PL. ‘roe’, attested in Rehehusen’s 16" century Manuductio
ad linguam Lettonicam. If this is not merely an error (cf. Fennell 1982:
339), then it is perhaps results from a contamination with the Slavic
word. Despite Endzelins and many who have followed him, I doubt it

should be considered a unique archaism (but compare ‘bison’, above).

460 Compare Lt. duriiblas ‘mud, sludge’ ~ Lv. dumilksnis ‘marsh’ (see p. 333-
334).

461 The involvement of the pan-Caucasian term for ‘bison’ (Oss. ID dombayj,
Karachay dommaj, Bzyp Abkhaz a-domp’éj, Georgian domba; WUBanoB 1975;
A6aeB 1996: 206; Kroonen 2012: 253) in this equation is less certain, as the
initial d- and the suffix both need to be accounted for.
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Most agree that stirna is of IE origin and related to Pr. E sirwis ‘roe
deer’, Lat. cervus ‘deer’ and further the root for ‘horn’ (Trautmann
1923: 260; Nussbaum 1986: 8, fn. 16; Derksen 2015: 429). The initial
st- has been subject to numerous explanations. Early scholars
suggested a loan from Slavic (e.g. J. Schmidt 1895: 37; Mikkola 1908:
14; also Mayer 1990: 102), assuming a pre-Slavic *¢ was adopted as
Baltic *st. There is no other evidence from early Slavic loans, however,
that would support an affricate pronunciation at such a recent date.
Alternatively, Andersen (2003: 53-54) has suggested a loan from an
unknown IE dialect.#62 In my opinion, it is worth asking whether the IE
etymology might be wrong; after all the roe, compared to the red deer

and the elk, has far less prominent horns. 463

‘thousand’. Lt. tukstantis, Lv. tikstudtis ‘thousand’ ~ OCS TBICRILH,
TbicamK ‘thousand’; Go. pusundi, ON piisund ‘thousand’ (Stang 1966:
282; 1972: 49) — Note that the *-s- in Slavic cannot reflect a simple *s
(which should have become *x by the RUKI law), but would be quite
elegantly be explained from *ts, a reconstruction which could also work
for Germanic. See 1.3.5.4 for a detailed discussion of this word and the

Uralic comparanda.

? ‘fast’. Lt.dial. bruzgus, Zem. bruzdus, ‘quick, agile’ ~ OCS (Supr.)
6pb30o ADV. ‘quickly’, MR 6op3swiu ‘fast (of horses)’, OCz. brzy (Gebauer I:
111), SCr. bfz ‘fast’ — Much has been made of the variant 6dp3dui,

462 Another issue with the traditional etymology is the accentual difference
between Baltic and Slavic (cf. Meillet 1905: 446). Assuming vrddhi per Petit
2004: 184; Villanueva Svensson 2011: 31 seems like an ad hoc solution, see
Pronk 2012: 11-13.

463 Incidentally, I would also keep apart the words for ‘cow’, Lt. kdrve,
R kopdea, as neither the acute nor the initial velar are well accounted for.
Pr.E kurwis ‘ox’, for what it is worth, would in my opinion suggest a

labiovelar.
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attested in Middle Belarusian since the 15" century (I'CEM II: 148-
151). As support for the latter’s antiquity, UnbuHckuit (1910: 324) has
adduced the SCr. dial. (Montenegro) brzdica ‘rapids’ from Vuk (RJA I:
695; PCA II: 157; Skok I: 222) and modern Polish barzdo (replacing
OPl. barzo in the 16-17" centuries). Despite a general consensus, |
consider the doubts voiced already by [loTe6us (1881: 1) still valid.
SCr. brzdica is curiously paralleled by dial. brzdar (PCA II: 156) for
brzar ‘a kind of leather bag’, in which Skok (I: 222) would see a
contamination.46* Perhaps Derksen (2008: 70) is correct in blaming the
Belarusian variant on Baltic influence (but see below). Although these
variants present some problems, I doubt that the evidence is sufficient

to support a Proto-Slavic variant *burzda-.

The comparison of the Baltic and Slavic data implies multiple
irregularities. First, there is the irregular correlation between Slavic
*-ur- and Baltic -ru-.#¢5 Secondly, there is a disagreement between
Baltic -zd- ~ -zg- and Slavic *-z-. If -zd- can be set up as original in
Baltic (which should not be taken for granted; the Aukstaitian -g-
would in any case be left unexplained), we might be able to set up an
irregular correspondence between Baltic *zd and Slavic *(d)z, parallel

to the examples of *st oo *(t)s, above.

464 For Pl. barzdo, see L.o§ (1922: 148), who also adduces Pl. smardz ‘morel’ «
OPl. smarsz (SSP VIII: 318). SIn. brzdit ‘stolz (von Pferden)’ (Murko apud
Pletersnik I: 68) which Bezlaj (I: 50) included here, is derived from brzda
‘bridle’ (Furlan 2013: 119).

465 ] am hesitant to put any weight on the variant burzdils, which seems only to
have been recorded by Kurschat (1883: 65) who himself marks it as an
unfamiliar word with the note “in Siidlitt.”. Even more doubtful is the variant
burzgus. In the LKZ, it is equated with bruzgus, with a single illustrative
sentence: “Mis mergaités tokios bufzgios”. Yet a very similar example found
in the Papildymy kartoteka, “K& ta mergaité tokia burzgi?”, is glossed as

“niurzgus” = ‘grumpy’!
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This correspondence could potentially find a parallel in the word for
‘heather’. As against the standard virZis, Mielcke (1I: 270) cites birzd3ei
‘heydekraut’. The reality of this form seems to be confirmed by the
form brizdei ‘Calluna’, attributed by Pabréza (1834: 60) to Prussian
Lithuanian (admittedly, this is perhaps simply miscopied from
Mielcke). This would also show *b o *v (see 2.2.4.2), but in view of the
large amount of variants shown by the word for ‘heather’ in Slavic (see
p. 341), it would seem hasty to draw any dramatic conclusions on the

basis of such scanty data.

Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence of ‘sibilant metathesis’ is collected in
Table 13, below (see p. 297 for help reading the table). Forms which do
not provide relevant data are presented in light grey. Shaded cells

indicate sibilant-initial clusters.

Table 13. Possible examples of sibilant metathesis

Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere
‘wax’ *uo(k)sk- *uo(k)sk- *uoks-
‘sturgeon’ | *e(k)sket-r- *e(k)set-r- 7*(Kk)str- Lat. *eksket-r-
Arm. *ops- (or
? ‘aspen’ *op(u)s- *ops- *osp-
*0sp-)
‘bison’ *stum(b")r- | *(d)zam(b™)r- | *ui(t)snT-
‘roe’ *st(i)fn- *(t)s(i)rn-
PF *tusant-
‘thousand’ | *tlstant- *tlts(a)nt- *ta(t)snT-
Md./Ma. *tiiSdm
? ‘fast’ ?*BruzD- *Bur(d")z- -
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The clearest pattern concerns the alternation *sT oo *(T)s: here we
consistently find a sequence *st in Baltic. In Germanic and Slavic, the
surface realization is just a sibilant; however, in the word for
‘thousand’, there is indirect support for the reconstruction *ts, as only
this reconstruction can unite the Slavic and Germanic data and explain
the absence of the RUKI law in Slavic. Since a *t could have been
present in the other examples, and they show a comparable pattern, it
seems reasonable to assume they result from the same substratal

phenomenon.

2.2.3.3. Other alternations involving sibilants

(a) ? ‘furrow’. Lt. bifZé ‘row, furrow; timber tract; border mark’,
Lv. birze ‘furrow, row’ ~ R 60opo3dd, Cz. brdzda, SCr. brdzda ‘furrow’ —
The Slavic word is traditionally compared with Skt. bhrsti- ‘point, peak’
(< *b"rk-ti-, cf. EWA II: 273). The implied suffix *-d- in Slavic is difficult
to set up (see Vaillant 1974: 490 for some doubtful examples), and the
semantics are hardly compelling, in any case. The main disadvantage of
the etymology is that we would need to abandon any connection with
the Baltic synonym (cf. Holzer 1989: 53).466 The inclusion of the Slavic
evidence implies an additional alternation between Baltic *Z and Slavic
*zd. Perhaps this can be compared with Lt. triusis ~ OCS TpbcTb ‘reed’
(see p.320). On the comparison with Lat. porca ‘furrow’ etc. see

p. 330-331.

(b) ‘beard’. Lt. barzda, Lv. dial. bdrzda; OE beard, OHG bart ~
OCS 6paga, R 6opodd (Acc.SG. 6Jpody); Lat. barba ‘beard’ (Schrijver
1991: 448; Kuiper 1995: 66; Derksen 2015: 82; Pronk 2019a: 147) —

466 Note that the Baltic word is left unmentioned by e.g. Berneker (I: 75),
Vasmer (REW I: 109) and 3CCA (II: 220).
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Kroonen (2011b: 150-151) has presented a native etymology for this
word. He assumes that the Germanic word for ‘beard’ is connected to
ON broddr, OE brord ‘point, tip; shoot’ (< *bruzda-; thus already
Pedersen 1895: 73) and ON bord, OE bord ‘board, plank; side of a ship’
(< *bur(z)da-). He opts for the reconstruction *barzda- (cf. Kroonen
2013: 54), which, being the result of a reshuffling of ablaut within
Germanic, would imply that the Latin and Balto-Slavic words are

Germanic loanwords.

The reconstruction *barzda- for Germanic (likewise e.g. Kluge/Seebold
93) would provide natural explanation for Lt. barzda. We may interpret
the Baltic and Germanic words as cognate or, following Kroonen’s
model, view the Baltic word as a loan from Gothic. The Germanic loan
etymology might be supported by the absence of the RUKI law in
Lithuanian. It would incidentally be attractive to see Crimean Gothic
bars, which has previously been considered a transmission error or a
unique retention of NOM.SG. -s (Lehmann 1986: 62-63), as a direct

reflection of this preform.+67

The main problems arise when considering the Slavic and Latin
evidence. Despite the claim to the contrary in ALEW (102-103), the
loss of -z- in Slavic would be irregular (cf. Pedersen 1895: 72-73). This
could be remedied by assuming a Slavic loanword from West Germanic;

however, mobile accentuation is generally thought to be atypical of

467 This would require a return to the more traditional view that the words for
‘board’ (cf. Go. fotu-baurd ‘footstool’) are unrelated, for which something can
indeed be said; the partial semantic convergence in Norse may be secondary.
Latvian bdrda is in any case due to an internal development, as implied not
only by the Lithuanian equivalent, but also by the Latvian dialect data
(Kregzdys 2004: 20-21; ALEW loc. cit.). Perhaps it is German-influenced: cf.
Pr. E bordus ‘beard’ = */bardus/ which is probably from MLG bart, NOM.PL.
bdrde (Smoczynski 2000: 178).
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Germanic loanwords (Meillet 1909: 69; Pronk-Tiethoff 2012: 242-244
with lit.). A Latin loan from Germanic faces chronological issues as the
change *-rd- > -rb- belongs to the preliterary period (e.g. Weiss 2020:
208). Moreover, it is likely that a preceding sibilant would have
blocked the frication of inherited *d", whether inherited *sd" merged
with *st (Meiser 1998: 119; Weiss 2020: 161) or with *sd (Lubotsky
2004). As a result, the Latin form is only consistent with a pre-form

without *s.

‘in calf’. Lt. befgZdZias ‘barren, fruitless’ ~ R dial. 6epéxcas ‘in foal’,
SCr. dial. bréda ‘in calf; pregnant’ (< *berdja) — Lat. forda ‘in calf’ is
ambiguous, and could reflect either *b"rd- or *b"rsd- (cf. Leumann
1977: 210-211). Despite ALEW (116-117), the Baltic and Slavic forms
are not formally identical, not only because the loss of -z- in Slavic
would be irregular (see above), but also because the Slavic form
exhibits an acute. The difference in intonation could be accounted for
by reconstructing *b"erd- for Slavic and *b"ersd- for Baltic (with *-s-
blocking Winter’s law). The morphological function of this *s would be
unclear, however, and the parallelism of this example with the word for
‘beard’ makes it rather tempting to view both in the context of parallel

loanwords.

2.2.4. Other irregularities

2.2.4.1. Alternations involving dentals

(a) ‘silver’. Lt.siddbras, Lv.sudrabs, dial. sidrabs ~ Pr.l1ll sirablan
ACC.SG.; OCS cbpebpo, Cz. stribro, Sln. srebrg ‘silver’; Go. silubr, ON silfr,
OHG silabar* ‘silver’ (Ipsen 1924: 229-230; Stang 1972: 47; Huld 1990:
409-410; Boutkan/Kossmann 2001; Mallory/Adams 2006: 242;
Kroonen 2013: 436; Sorgo 2020: 448; Thorsg et al. 2023: 108; van Sluis
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et al. 2023: 221) — This word has widely been considered an ancient
Wanderwort. The original form must probably be reconstructed with
*r-r, with different dissimilations in Germanic and Prussian.
Nevertheless, the East Baltic -d- is difficult to write off as dissimilatory,
since such a dissimilation would be entirely without parallel. Further
comparanda are found in Celtiberian ($ilapur) ‘money, ?silver’ (K. H.
Schmidt 1977: 55), Basque zilhar ‘silver’ (Boutkan/Kossmann 2001;
Thorsg et al. 2023: 108). An additional issue within Balto-Slavic is the

fact that the medial -a- in Baltic does not match Slavic *-e- (see 2.3.2.2).

? ‘badger’. Pr. E wobsdus ‘badger’ ~ Lt. opsSrus ‘badger’ (Apfchro GEN.SG.
in Bretke implies an a-stem) (cf. Bellquist 1993: 344) — The reality of
the Prussian form is confirmed by the gloss wobsdis ‘quod dicitur eyn
luchs’ (probably to be corrected to *eyn dachs, Toppen 1867: 155;
Gerullis 1922: 205) as well as perhaps Kashubian jéopsc (< *apsti-)+68
‘badger’ (Jlayuyrote 1982: 78). In view of this, Smoczynski’s dismissal of
the Prussian form as having “no explanatory value” (2018: 885) is too
hasty.469 A similar form also seems to occur in the Lexicon Lithuanicum:

(opf3czus) ‘fisch otter’ (ALEW 721; the same form is also given beside

468 The derivation seems acceptable so long as the voiceless auslaut can be
attributed to word-final devoicing. Alternatively, Bory$ (SEK II: 341) suggests
the Kashubian word is cognate with Polish jazZwiec ‘badger’ through a
development *jazvc > *jasfc > *japsc. Indeed, this might better explain the
variant jélsc (?< *javzc). Since both etymologies require an irregular
development, it is difficult to decide between them. Perhaps the two options
could be combined if we assume that the inherited word for ‘badger’ was
influenced by the Prussian word.

469 1 fail to comprehend Smoczynski’s problematization of the initial w- in
Prussian, especially since no such issue is taken with deriving Pr. E wosux ‘he-
goat’ from *az-uk- (Smoczynski 2018: 886). A prothetic w- is regular before o-
in the dialect of the Elbing Vocabulary, as has long been recognized
(Trautmann 1910: 158); this is confirmed by the complete absence of words

starting with o-.



Consonantism 357

(Gbfrus) in CIG 663). This comes particularly close to the Kashubian
form, and one might suspect that both have been borrowed from

Prussian. However, the difference in voicing remains to be explained.

The alternation between Lt. -r- and Prussian -d- is unlikely to be due to
different suffixation, as -d- is not a productive suffix (LEW 517-518;
Smoczynski SEJL? s.v.). In theory, one may compare the similar
alternation in the word for ‘silver’, with the caveat that the distribution
does not match. However, we must note that Lv. dpsis, dial. (Vidzeme)
dpsa ‘badger’ does not appear to contain either “suffix”. ALEW suggests
that Lv. dpsa may derive from an earlier *dpscéa- (< *dpstja-), thus
coming close to the marginally attested Lt. opsS¢ius (ALEW 721; see
above). It does indeed seem likely that the development *stj > *$ was
regular in Latvian (Endzelins 1923: 125-126), but as the
reconstruction of *t remains hypothetical, it is uncertain whether the
irregularities in this word can be used to support foreign origin.
However, the relationship between the forms is also difficult to explain
in an IE context. On the possibility that the word for ‘bison’ also shows

a *d o *r alternation, see p. 380.

(b) ? ‘bee’. Lt. bite, dial. (Zem.) bitis, Lv. bite; Pr. E bitte, TC bete ‘bee’ ~
OCS (Ps. Sin.) 6buena, Cz. vcéela, Sln. cabéla ‘bee’; Olr. bech ‘bee’,
MW begegyr ‘drone’ (Hamp 1971: 187; Vennemann 1998; Philippa et al.
1 [2003]: 308; Matasovi¢ 2009: 65; van Sluis 2022: 6-10, forthc.; note
also Machek 1968: 679) — The relationship between the Baltic and
Slavic words is difficult to account for. A reconstruction *bit-keld-
(Knut-Olof Falk apud REW II: 471) could theoretically work, but the
analysis of the second element remains unclear. It is therefore usually
assumed that we are dealing with different suffixes, *phi-t- beside
*h"i-k- (Specht 1947: 46; IEW 116), added to the zero-grade of a root

*bhei-, which is indeed attested with ablaut in Germanic: OHG bia
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(MoHG dial. Beie), Du. bij against OHG bini (with short vowel confirmed
by Notker), MoHG Biene, MLG bene ‘bee’ (Kroonen 2011b: 228-231).

Vennemann (1998: 478-479; cf. Takacs 2001: 109-110 with some
older macrocomparatavist refs.) has drawn a further comparison with
Egyptian !ﬂ? bjt ‘bee’ (Erman/Grapow [: 434; cf. the derivative in
Coptic eBiw ‘honey’, Vychicl 1983: 38). The similarity is indeed
striking, especially if the -t can be considered a feminine suffix (which
is not certain; Takacs 2001: 109). Such a suggestion is also historically
plausible, since the first depictions of hive beekeeping derive from
Egypt (Crane 1999: 162), although there is admittedly a great
geographical distance between Egypt and the Northern Europe, to

which our word is restricted (see van Sluis 2022: 7).

The main obstacle to uniting the European forms is the Celtic vocalism.
Although *biko- has sometimes been reconstructed (e.g. Berneker I:
116; Heiermeier apud LEW 1329; Matasovi¢ 2009: 65), the broader
consensus among Celticists favours *beko- (Stokes 1894: 166; Pedersen
1909: 88; LEIA B-24-25; van Sluis 2022: 8). This is supported by North
Occitan béca ‘wasp’, which is most probably a Gaulish loanword
(Delamarre 2003: 70).470 As noted by Pedersen (loc. cit.), the Slavic

form could potentially reflect an earlier *beceld- with the raising of

470 The Celtic etymology has been rejected by A. Thomas (editor’s note,
Romania 35, 139) and FEW (XIV: 344). They note that Creuse biéco would
imply an earlier *besca, which they assume was metathesized from *guespa,
deriving ultimately from Lat. vespa ‘wasp’. However, the /s/ ought to have
been preserved in Limousin, cf. crespa ‘kind of pancake’ (= French crépe). In
addition, the word was probably originally masculine (note the Limousin
variant béc), which would explain the preserved -c (Occitan lac ‘lake’ < lacus;
cf. FEW V: 126; old -ca should have yielded -cha in Limousin, as in pescha ‘fish’
< *pisca; cf. Thomas loc. cit.). The diphthong in Creuse may be explained as
due to contamination with gyepo (cited apud FEW XIV: 344) ‘wasp’, with

which it is in competition in this area.
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unstressed *e before a palatal; compare, in a very similar environment,
OCS Bbuepa ‘yesterday’ beside Beuepd ‘evening’ (cf. Kortlandt 1984-
1985). As the comparison between Baltic *b"it- and Slavic/Celtic *b"ek-
would rest on the first phoneme alone, it is not entirely clear that there

is enough material to draw a reliable comparison.471

2.2.4.2. Alternations involving labials

(a) ‘bean’. Pr. E babo; R 606, Pl. bob, Sin. bob; Lat. faba ‘bean’ ~ ON
baun, OHG bona ‘bean’ (Machek 1950b: 158; Kurytowicz 1956a: 194;
Schrijver 1991: 488; P3C 111 [2009]: 283; Kroonen 2013: 55; Matasovi¢
2013: 83; Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018: 282; Sorgo 2020: 435) —
According to Walde/Pokorny (II: 131), the Germanic forms developed
from *babno- by dissimilation, an ad hoc suggestion that has gained few
serious proponents (9CCA II: 149; Bankowski 2000 I: 69 and with
hesitation Kluge/Seebold 96). Instead, one has tended to keep the
Germanic words apart (Kretschmer 1896: 146; Petersson 1909: 390; de
Vries 1962: 29; implicitly Trautmann 1923: 23; REW [: 180). If the
words are indeed related, the disagreement between Slavic and Latin
*hb" and Germanic *w would favour independent borrowings from a
non-IE source.4’2 Note also in this context the Latin a-vocalism (see

2.3.6). However, one must remain cautious due to the small amount of

471 But note further van Sluis (forthc.), who presents some potential parallels
for an alternation between *k, *t and *# in possible substrate words.

472 In this connection, note Berber *a-baw ‘faba bean’, which Kossmann (1999:
113-114) states cannot be a direct loan from Latin. His current opinion (cf.
Kossmann 2021: 16) is that we are dealing with a Wanderwort which has
“spread over the Berber territory in post-proto-Berber times”. If a Latin origin
is ruled out, this begs the question as to whether it has been adopted from a

related non-IE source.
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phonetic material compared.4’3 Kretschmer (1896: 146) has assumed a
connection with Lt. pupd, Lv. pupa ‘bean’, positing a loan from Slavic
through a Finnic intermediary (Berneker I: 65; Walde/Pokorny loc.
cit.). This can hardly come into question: Livonian pubd ‘bean’ is a
Baltic loan (Thomsen 1890: 100; Petersson 1909: 390; Sabaliauskas
1959: 235), while Finnish papu is a loan from Slavic (Kalima 1956:
102). Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff (2018: 282) have instead suggested that
pupa is a loan from the same foreign source as the above forms. While
the resemblance (a stem consisting of two labial stops) is indeed
striking, neither of the implied alternations are precisely paralleled in
my material (for *p o *b™ see 2.2.2.2 and for *u o *a see 2.3.3.1),

which makes the inclusion of this form somewhat precarious.

It is also difficult to find reliable parallels for the alternation *b™ oo
*w. One relatively clear case without Balto-Slavic comparanda is the
word for ‘pea’ (Gr. épéBivBog ‘chickpea’ ~ OHG arawiz ‘pea’; see e.g.
Kroonen 2012: 242-244; Thorsg forthc. with lit.). In addition, Machek
(1950b: 152-153; 1968: 132) has suggested we compare the Slavic
word for ‘oak’ (OCS n®6b, etc.) with OHG tanna ‘fir’ (thus a virtual
*d"onb"- ~ *d"ony-). However, the semantic distance makes this

comparison very uncertain.474

473 An additional argument for foreign origin could be provided by the gloss
haba ‘faba’, attributed to the “Falisci” by Terentius Scaurus. If this word really
did belong to Faliscan proper, the absence of the change *-b" > *-f would
imply a Proto-Italic *-b-. This would not match the *-b"- required by Balto-
Slavic, and rule out the reconstruction of a common proto-form. However,
since the development of initial f- > h- was probably not limited to Faliscan,
and the reliability of glossators’ attributions is often questionable, it is
difficult to base much on this form (cf. Bakkum 2009: 83, 209).

474 Within Baltic, one might also cite Lt. kalavijas ‘sword’ as against Pr. E

kalabian (= IIl kalbian Acc.sG.). Yet it seems more attractive to explain this
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(b) ‘carrot’. R mopkdew, SCr. mrkva ‘carrot’; OE moru ‘edible root’, OHG
moraha ‘carrot’ ~ Lv. bufkdns ‘carrot’4’> (Machek 1950b: 158, 1954:
167; Kroonen 2013: 378; Matasovi¢ 2013: 88; ERHJ I [2016]: 639;
Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018: 282; Sorgo 2020: 446) — The status of the
Latvian word is somewhat problematic, as it may also have been loaned
from Baltic German Burkane (see the discussion on p. 70-72). However,
it can be noted that while the word in Russian and German is clearly a
late replacement for an older term for ‘carrot’, there is no other
candidate for an old term within Baltic (Bentlin 2008: 247). A possible
trace of this word in Lithuanian can be found in Szyrwid’s burkuntay -
pasternak, with an unclear -t-,476 while the usual form is the very recent

loanword morkva, morka ‘carrot’ (< Bel. Mdpkea).

Moksha pur‘kd ‘carrot’ has been derived from Russian (Mikkola 1894:
91; Helimski apud P3C II: 223). However, the Russian form is not

attested anywhere in the vicinity of Mordovia, being limited to the area

disagreement by assuming a Lithuanian loanword in Prussian. There are
several cases of German /v/ being substituted as Prussian /b/, such as Pr. III
ebangelion Acc.sG. ‘gospel’, burwalkan Acc.sG. ‘yard’ (« MHG vorwérc ‘estate’),
which implies that the Prussian still had a bilabial /w/ until recently, and
therefore substituted a foreign /v/ with a labial stop. One wonders if a similar
solution might be on the cards for the Lithuanian form birzdZiai ‘heather’,
attested in West Zemaitia and Prussian Lithuania (see p. 352). Although the
attested word for ‘heather’ in Prussian is E sylo (~ Zem. dial. $ilas), this does
not rule out the existence of dialectal synonyms.

475 North Zemaitian bufkonas is a loan from Latvian (cf. Sabaliauskas 1960b:
261). Perhaps the same can apply to the rather aberrant burkiinas given by
Juska (I: 254), the geographical origin of which cannot be ascertained.

476 Another trace of this word could be found in Lv. burkarits® (attested in
Snépele, EH I: 254) if this was borrowed from Lithuanian (differently
Sabaliauskas 1960b: 261). The stem-final -t- has a curious parallel in Estonian
porgand -i ‘carrot’ (cf. Biga 1925: 771), but this has been analysed as an
excrescence within Estonian (Blokland 2005: 298-299). I will leave these

forms out of consideration.
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adjacent to the Baltic-speaking territory (see p.70). There are also
phonological obstacles to a Russian source. Firstly, the loss of the final
-n is unmotivated, the final sequence -an being known even in inherited
words (cf. Md. M kuckan ‘greater spotted eagle’ < PU *kocka), and -n
having been preserved in other Russian loanwords (cf. Moksha dial.
karman ‘pouch, handbag’ < R kapmdH; praban ‘drum’ < R 6apa6dH,
etc.). Second, the palatal 7 (with subsequent fronting *-a > *-d; Bartens
1999: 63) is not easily explained on the basis of the Russian data.*?”
Both of these issues are equally prohibitive to the derivation of the
Mordvin word directly from Baltic (thus Donner 1884: 266-267;
Unnua-Ceuteiy 1960: 18).

According to Junttila (2019: 51), any word for ‘carrot’ must be recent,
as carrot cultivation only became widespread in northern Europe in
the Middle Ages.#’8 Archaeologically, the evidence is “deplorably
fragmentary” (Zohary/Hopf 2012: 160), so it seems difficult to draw
firm conclusions. Part of the reason for this is the difficulty or
impossibility of distinguishing between wild and cultivated specimens,

and because cultivated varieties were usually harvested before going to

477 This argument is perhaps not as convincing, as Paasonen (MdWb) records
dialectal variants of Erzya morkov ‘carrot’ (which is borrowed from Russian
Mopkdeb) with a similar palatal — mor‘ko-v, mifkou. This does not appear to
be a general phenomenon, however, so we might assume an exceptional
solution, such as transfer of the palatal feature from the Russian final /v’/ to
the previous syllable.

478 Junttila proposes a novel etymology (2014: 131; 2019: 51-52), deriving the
Baltic German word for carrot from the place name Burgundy in the context of
Hanseatic trade. As a parallel, he offers Hungarian burgonya ‘potato’, which is
of the same origin. The obvious problem with this etymology is that Baltic
German Burkane differs in consonantism, vocalism and place of stress from
MoHG Burgund; there seem to be too many missing links in this etymology for
it to be accepted.
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seed (Karg/Robinson 2000: 137; Mueller-Bieniek 2010: 1725). The
German word Méhre ‘carrot’, having regular cognates in Old English,
must date at least to Proto-Germanic. However, it did not necessarily
originally refer to the domesticated carrot. In several glosses,
OHG moraha is given specifically as pastinaca silvatica ‘wild carrot’
(see AWDb s.v. mor(a)ha); the exact referent of OE moru is not known
except for the fact that it was distinct from the foreign wealh-more
(glossed pastinaca, daucus; cf. Dictionary of Old English Plant Names,*7°
s.v. more (1) with lit.); in Middle English, more referred to both

inedible and edible roots.

In conclusion, there is a close resemblance between Slavic/Germanic
*murk- and Baltic *burk-. If they go back to parallel borrowings from
another source, then we might be dealing with an original term for
‘edible root’ which has become specialized in the sense ‘carrot’ in the
individual languages. The word has spread into the Finnic languages
(see p. 72) and Mordvin, but the route or even trajectory of its spread
is difficult to reconstruct. Since the word seems to be old in Germanic,
having predated Grimm’s law, we are probably dealing with an
originally European word, which may have entered Germanic, Slavic,
and Baltic, and ultimately Mordvin, independently from related non-IE

sources.480

[? ‘goosefoot’. Lt. baldnda, Lv. dial. baludda ‘goosefoot, Chenopodium’ ~
OS maldia, OHG melta ‘orache, Atriplex’ — See the discussion on

p. 285-286.]

479 Online database, accessed at oldenglish-plantnames.org.

480 Guus Kroonen (p.c. September 2021) points me towards some similar
North-East Caucasian forms: Lak mary, Dargwa marq“a 'root’. I remain

agnostic as to whether these could be somehow related.
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(c) ‘oven’. Pr. E Vumpis ‘oven’ ~ Go. auhns*, OHG ovan ‘oven’ (for refs.
and more discussion, see p. 398) — In view of Pr.E umnode
‘bakehouse’, the word Vumpis (for ?*umpins < *umpns) probably stands
for an underlying */umnas/, see also “[monticulus], qui dicitur Vmne
prutenice, id est clibanus” 1331 (Gerullis 1922: 33; PKEZ IV: 267; for
the -p-, compare Pr.G kampnit ~ kamnet ‘horse’). It is tempting to
compare Prussian *umna- with Germanic *ufna- directly, which would
imply an irregular correspondence *p o *m. For further discussion, and

on the possible connection with Gr. imvog ‘oven, furnace’, see p. 398.

Fraenkel (1936¢c; see also LEW 1156-1157) attempts to derive both the
Prussian word and Lt. dial. ublas ‘indoor oven for producing tar’ from
Germanic. He assumes the Lithuanian word was adopted “von der
Weichselgermanen”; however, the attested Gothic auhn AcCC.SG. ‘oven’,
which shows a dissimilation *f > *h (see Kroonen 2013: 557), is hardly
a suitable source, and Fraenkel’s *ubnas does not appear to be
continued by any Germanic language.#8l For Prussian, he points to
Sw. dial. (Rietz 486) omn and suggests a possible Scandinavian origin.
However, there is no certain evidence of Scandinavian loans in Baltic
(see 1.2). The Lithuanian word is phonologically rather difficult to
compare with the other forms due to the need to assume a “suffix

replacement”, and its appurtenance remains uncertain.

A possible parallel for the alternation *p o *m is found in the

comparison of the Slavic word for ‘oak’ (OCS gx6®B, etc.) with Finnic

481 [n view of the substitution of Gothic lowered /€/ in Lt. pékus < Gothic faihu
(see p. 85), we might expect Gothic */¢/ to turn up as Baltic */a/, although the
existence of an East Germanic dialect which did not undergo *u > au is
conceivable. In any case, a later West Germanic origin is out of the question,
as German *o with open syllable lengthening is never adopted as Lt. 7 (see
Alminauskis 1934, passim and e.g. 144-145).
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*tammi (> F tammi, E tamm, Li. tdm) ‘oak’, suggested by Machek (1968:
132). The Finnic word has regular cognates at least in Mordvin
(E tumo, M tuma ‘oak’) and probably also in Mari (E tumo, W tum ‘oak’;
on the vocalism cf. )Kusnos 2014: 125; Metsdranta 2020: 81).482 The
possibility that the Slavic and West Uralic words could go back to a
shared substrate has been suggested again recently by Kussos (2015)
and Aikio (apud Matasovic¢ forthc.). While the similarity between the
words is curious, it is difficult to imagine a plausible way to bridge the

geographical distance between Proto-Slavic and Volga Uralic.

(d) ? ‘aftermath’. Lt. atélas, Lv. atdls; Pr. E attolis ‘aftermath’ ~ R dial.
omdasa, Sln. otdva ‘aftermath’ — Vasmer (REW II: 289) compares the
Slavic words with Sln. otdviti, Cz. otaviti ‘revive, strengthen’, and
considers them a derivative of the verbal root seen in OR TBI1TH ‘grow
fat’ (CPA 11-17 XXX: 257-258). It is equally possible that the verb in
question is denominal, however: cf. Lv. dial. (ME I: 149, EH I: 133)
atdlétiés ‘recover, get one’s breath back’ < atdls (cf. Thomsen 1890:
159; Gaters 1953: 113). Various root etymologies for Baltic are
summarized in LEW (p. 22), but the similarity of the Baltic and Slavic
words encourages a direct comparison (cf. Miklosich 1886: 228;
Trautmann 1923: 16; Witczak 2001: 44-45). A segmentation of the

Baltic word as *atd-la- and reference to the nominal prefix Lt. até- is

482 J. Hakkinen (2009: 37-38) considers the West Uralic term a probable
substrate word, but without mention of the Slavic comparandum. The
comparison between Slavic and West Uralic was already made by
TonopoB/Tpy6aueB (1962: 246; see also Tomaschek 1883: 704), who saw the
Slavic word as a loan from a dialect of Proto-Finnic. This can hardly be
seriously considered due to the probable geographical distance between
Proto-Slavic and Proto-Finnic and in the absence of convincing parallels.
Hanosnbckux (2002: 143-145) rather sees the Uralic word as a borrowing from
a lost Baltic dialect. Finally, Witczak (2020: 75-76) has interpreted the Slavic

word as a loan from a West Uralic compound of *tamma ‘oak’ + *puwa ‘tree’.
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unlikely, as this prefix is unknown elsewhere in Baltic and is probably
a Lithuanian innovation on the model of nominal pé-, pré- (etc.). As the
Baltic and Slavic words are so similar, and the suffix *-dla- would be
unusual, one may consider an alternation *I oo *w, which is phonetically
plausible, although not paralleled. On the question of the Finnic

comparanda, see 1.3.5.3.



2.3. Vocalism

2.3.1. Initial vowels

In an important article, Schrijver (1997: 307-310) suggested the
existence of a morpheme *a-, which he supposed appeared in a number
of non-Indo-European lexemes with a European distribution. He
observed that the presence of the ‘morpheme’ in a couple of cases
correlated with a ‘reduced’ stem. The most convincing example of this

phenomenon is found in the word for ‘blackbird’:

*mesal-: Lat. merula; MW mwyalch, Bret. moualc’h (<
PCelt. *mesal-(s)ka-)
*a-msl-: OE asle, OHG amsla (< PGm. *amslon-) ‘blackbird’

An excellent parallel is found in the comparison of Lat. raudus ‘piece of
copper or brass’ and ODu. arut (attested in Latin context), OHG aruz
‘ore’ (Schrijver 1997: 308; Kroonen 2013: 37). As well as showing a
similar correlation between the presence of *a- and a ‘reduced’ stem
(*raud- o *a-rud-), the two variants also show an identical
geographical distribution. This distribution is, however, disturbed by
the addition with Sumerian uruda (< aruda; Jagersma 2010: 61)
‘copper’ (see Thorsg et al. 2023: 109). Although Schrijver’s (2018: 363)
suggestion that the language of Europe’s first farmers could have been
related to Hattic would somewhat resolve the geographical issue, there

is also a huge time difference involved. It would be quite a stretch to
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assume that such morphological alternations as found in Hattic*83
would have been preserved in Europe intact for millennia after its

colonization by farming populations.

Several more suggested examples of the morpheme *a- have been
collected by Iversen/Kroonen (2017: 518) and Schrijver (2018: 361-
363; cf. also Matasovi¢ 2020: 338-342), although not all of them show
the expected pattern of stem reduction. I have divided my evidence

into those which do and those which do not follow this pattern.

2.3.1.1. *3- 00 *@- with ‘reduced’ stem

‘swan (1)’. R s1é6edb, Bg. sn1é6ed ~ Pl. tabedZ, Sln. labgd; ON olpt,
OHG elbiz (for refs. and further discussion, see p. 283-285) — In East
Slavic and Bulgarian, one finds the form *lebedi-. This is the
reconstruction given by early authors (e.g. Miklosich 1886: 162;
Osthoff 1898: 65; cf. Andersen 1996a: 124),48* although *elbedi- is
nowadays more popular (BysnaxoBckuit 1948: 118; 3CCAd VI: 19;
Stawski SP VI: 40). The older reconstruction is preferable, as the idea
that *eRC- should develop to RéEC- throughout Slavic is doubtful:
corroborating examples are lacking, and one would expect a parallel
treatment to *aRC- (cf. Vaillant 1950: 160-161; Derksen 2008: 143;
Jakob forthc. a.).

483 In fact, it seems hardly possible to rule out that the relevant vowel
reductions (associated with the definite article) constitute a young
development unique to Hattic.

484 Osthoff reconstructed Pl. tabedZ etc. as *I6b"-, comparing the Hesychian
gloss aAw@ovg - Agvkovg, which occurs beside a parallel gloss dAgovg -
AevkoVg. The former is most probably a mere transmission error (Beekes
2010: 77; Gippert 2017: 184-185), meaning that Osthoff’s reconstruction has

no real basis.
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Derksen (2000: 84) has suggested to account for the different Slavic
reflexes by assuming a ‘prefix’ *a- (thus *a-1b- « *leb-). Although this
idea was not taken over in his dictionary (2008: 143), it does seem a
plausible way to account for the two forms. The irregular alternation
between *-bgd- and *-bed- in the second syllable already strongly
suggests a non-IE origin. Furthermore, the geography, with the a-forms
restricted to Germanic and the western part of the Slavic area, seems

quite consistent with the examples adduced by Schrijver.

? ‘elm (2)’. OR uabmsb, OPL. ilem* (hapax, attested (Ylem) 1472; SSP III:
15), dial. ilmak (St. Warsz. II: 78), Sln. dial. (Carinthia) Iim < *ilm
(Erjavec 1883: 293; Karnic¢ar 1990: 51); OE elm, OHG elm; Lat. ulmus
‘elm’ ~ MlIr. lem; MW llwyf ‘elm’ (Machek 1954: 90; Polomé 1990: 334;
Schrijver 1997: 311; van Sluis forthc.; Matasovi¢ forthc.) — Latin ulmus
can probably reflect *elmo- with *e- > *0- before velarized /1/, as in
olor ‘swan’ ~ MW alarch (< *elar- with Joseph’s law; Schrijver 1995a:
76), followed by regular *olC > ulC (cf. Weiss 2020: 150-151). Quite
alone stands ON almr ‘elm’: perhaps ths initial a- has been carried over
from other tree names (cf. ON askr ‘ash’, OSw. asp ‘aspen’, al ‘alder’).
Matasovi¢ (2009: 237), like Pedersen (1905: 313-314), has made an
attempt to explain the words in terms of IE ablaut, but has later

favoured a non-IE origin (Matasovi¢ forthc.).

The Slavic words have often been derived from Germanic (Miklosich
1886: 95; Berneker I: 424; Kiparsky 1934: 148), or more specifically,
MHG ilme (attested since the 13" c.). In view of (1) the early
attestation in Russian (already the Novgorod First Chronicle) 485 and its
widespread appearance in Russian toponymy (Vasmer 1938: 452;
B. BacuabeB 2012: 427-429), and (2) the non-trivial development of

Bel. dial. 1ém, LSrb. lom, showing the regular outcomes of a vocalized

485 See Folio 113b (under the year 6738) of the Synodal Codex.
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yer (cf. Schaarschmidt 1997: 62) and loss of *i-, a late Germanic loan is
out of the question (thus also Friedrich 1970: 81-82; 3CCA VIII 222-
223; Derksen 2008: 211).48 Despite Machek’s (1954: 90) claim to the
contrary, all the forms can be united under a single proto-form,

*ilima-.487

The irregularity essentially depends on the Celtic evidence, namely
Mlr. lem (< *lemo- / *limo-) and MW llwyf (< *leimo-) ‘elm’. These
words fail to correspond with each other even within Celtic. Schrijver
(1997: 311) characterizes the relationship between the Celtic and
other European words as *V-Im- ~ *IVm-. Nevertheless, no precise
parallels can be identified, and since the comparison only consists of
two consonants, there is always a possibility that the similarity is due

to chance.

486 It is interesting to consider the possibility of a loan from early West
Germanic, however. West Germanic *6, may well in some cases have been
adopted as *u in Slavic, cf. OCS xapMB ~ OS (Heliand) holm* ‘hill’, where
attested Gothic uses a different word for ‘hill’, hlain(s)*. There are no certain
examples of the development WG *e — Slavic *i (the word for ‘radish’? cf.
Sabaliauskas 1960b: 258), but such a substitution might be anticipated. In this
case, one could envisage an earlier Slavic loan from West Germanic *elma- (cf.
OHG elm). For the insertion of *i after *I as a reflection of the Germanic ‘clear
I’, compare OR Onbra < ON Helga.

487 Pace ESJS 448, there is no reason to reconstruct a Proto-Slavic variant
*lima-. The loss of *i- is semi-regular in West and South-East Slavic (Derksen
2003; the ‘Russian’ form zém cited in ES]JS is in fact Belarusian, cf. CPHT XVI:
346). The other forms, Pl. dial. lim (St. Warsz. II: 743), R dial. (Siberia) sium
(CPHT XVII: 47; ?cf. daum, Aans? 11: 39), Sln. lom (Cigale 1860: 1306), do not
show regular reflexes of *Iima- and must be explained otherwise. The CS form
abMb (Bes.), found twice on a single page (cf. SJS IV: 636), is evidently a
scribal error for the Latin loan oyabMb ‘elm’, which is attested only in this

text, and was apparently unfamiliar to the copyist.
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Curiously, a very similar word is also found in several Turkic
languages, cf. Chuv. jélme, Tatar elmd; Kumyk elme ‘elm’, Noghai elmen
‘aspen’. On the basis of these forms, CUI'TA (I: 126) offers the Proto-
Turkic reconstruction *elmen. If the final -n in Noghai is secondary
after emen ‘oak’, the Caucasian Turkic forms could be combined under
*elme; however, the Volga Turkic forms imply a reconstruction *ilmd
(cf. A. Ip160 2007: 129-130). The initial j- in Chuvash is irregular and
would suggest a reconstruction *jilmd, but it is perhaps secondary;
CaBesbeB (p.c. August 2021) has informed me of a form (babms) in an

18" century source, which would imply */&lma/.

As the Volga Turkic vowel shift can be dated to the 15" or 16"
centuries (Doerfer 1971: 329), even a Middle Russian origin could be
considered, although in view of the lack of parallels, we may be
inclined to date the loanword earlier. The reality of linguistic contact
between Turks and early Slavs is proven by the existence of common
Slavic borrowings from Turkic, cf. R arch. moamdus, Cz. obs. tluma¢
‘interpreter’488 « Turkic *tilma¢ (> Old Turkic tilmaé, Tatar tilma¢é
‘interpreter’, Yakut tilbas ‘translation’; cf. REW III: 115-116; Doerfer
1965: 662-665; ICTH III: 233-235). Moreover, a couple more early
Slavic loanwords have apparently found their way into Volga Turkic,
most strikingly Tat. dial. kén3dld, Chuv. kéncele ~ dial. kdncala*®® ‘flax

prepared for spinning’ « Sl. *kgZeli- (> R dial. kyacesnn, Bg. dial. ksacen

488 Czech-Slovak shows a strange ‘ablaut’ between tlumac ‘interpreter’ :
tlumociti ‘interpret’. This opens up the possibility that Slavic originally had a
short vowel in the second syllable (in agreement with Turkic), preserved here
in the derived verb, while in the noun it was secondarily assimilated to the
agent noun suffix *-ac¢e- (on which see Vaillant 1974: 321-323).

489 This dialect form shows the expected Chuvash reflex with the development
*kiiN- > *kuN- (as in Chuv. kdn = Turk. giin ‘day’; kdmpa = Tat. gémbd
‘mushroom’). In this light, the more common front-vocalic form is perhaps

loaned from Tatar.
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‘flax prepared for spinning’, Cz. kuZel ‘distaff’). From a phonological
and geographical point of view, however, it seems difficult to derive
the Caucasian Turkic forms directly from Slavic. Although the exact
source of the Turkic words remains elusive, it is more probable that
these are ultimately of Indo-European origin rather than representing

independent witnesses of a non-1E Wanderwort.

? ‘sturgeon’. R océmp, Cz. jeseter, SCr. jésetra; Lt. erskétas; Pr.E
esketres ‘sturgeon’ ~ Ic. styrja, OHG sturio ‘sturgeon’ (OStir 1930: 6;
Machek 1950b: 150; Bezlaj I: 228; Kroonen 2012: 240, 2013: 488;
Iversen/Kroonen 2017: 513) — Both Baltic and Slavic point
unambiguously to an initial *e- (with regular development to o- in East
Slavic, pace Andersen 1996a: 147). Despite the difficulties with
interpreting initial vowels in Balto-Slavic (see 2.3.2), it might still be
wise to keep this example apart from other examples of the *a-prefix.
Kroonen (2013: 488), who reconstructs *asetr- for Balto-Slavic against
*str- in Germanic, would interpret the Germanic u-vocalism as resulting

from a ‘reduced stem’ with a vocalic *r.

As Kroonen notes, based on the other examples of a-prefixation, we
should expect *a-str- beside *setr-. He argues that the original “ablaut”
may have been “reshuffled”, although since we do not have a clear
understanding of the mechanisms underlying the alternations in the
attested material, such an interpretation is risky; Sorgo (2020: 449-
450) rejects the example altogether. An alternative non-IE analysis
would be possible in the context of the *e o« *u alternation seen in
*klen- ~ *klun- ‘maple’ (see 2.3.3.2), although an additional metathesis

of *r would have to be assumed.

Above (see p. 345-346), | have argued in favour of a comparison of the
Balto-Slavic words with Lat. excetra ‘sea serpent’. If this is accepted,
the comparison with Germanic *stur- becomes rather more

impressionistic, even though the semantic correspondence with
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Germanic is perfect. If we follow Kroonen and reconstruct a ‘reduced
stem’ without the initial vowel, we could set up a pre-form *ks(k)tr-.
While this could well develop into *stur-, the fact that so much material
has to be lost to achieve the Germanic forms makes the suggestion

rather dubious.

? ‘turnip’. Lt.répé, OHG ruoba, MDu. rove, Lat. rdpum ‘turnip’;
Gr. pa@avog ‘cabbage, radish’; R prbna, SCr. répa (dial. ripa) ‘turnip’ ~
MW erfin, Bret.irvin ‘turnip’ (OStir 1930: 64; Machek 1954: 57;
Walde/Hofmann II [1954]: 418; Furnée 1972: 163; Cop 1973: 29;
Chantraine DELG IV [1977]: 968; Bezlaj 111 [1995]: 171; Kroonen 2013:
415; Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018: 301) — Lt. répé along with the
Germanic and Latin forms support a common reconstruction *reh,p-.
Nevertheless, the irregularities in the other cognates clearly point to a
foreign origin, which has long been recognized. These irregularities
include (1) the vocalic alternation between *-d- in Greek, *-é- or *-ai-
in Slavic, and *-a- elsewhere; (2) the mismatch of Greek -¢-, Celtic *-b-
as against *-p- elsewhere; (3) the correspondence Gr. p- ~ MDu. r-, in
IE terms suggesting an initial *r-, which is not typical of inherited

vocabulary (e.g. Lehmann 1951).

If the Celtic forms are to be segmented *a-rb-, then they may reflect a
‘prefixed’ variant of the pan-European word for ‘turnip’. Despite the
close formal parallel with the other cases of ‘stem reduction’, I still find
it difficult to entirely rule out chance resemblance, given that very
little material (i.e. *-rP-) is being compared here.*? Considering the

broad geography, we must in any case be dealing with a cultural

490 In addition, Celtic rarely shows a prefixed form in such alternations. In this
respect, note Schrijver’s comparison of Gaul. alauda (apud Pliny et al.; see TLL
for attestations), Old French aloe and OE laurice, lawerce ‘lark’, but I must
admit that I am not entirely convinced by this equation (cf. Matasovi¢ 2020:
340).
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Wanderwort. In view of the narrow distribution of the a-prefixed
variant, it seems more probable that it was formed locally on the basis
of material loaned from elsewhere. In this case, perhaps this word
could provide an indication of the productivity of a-prefixation among

the pre-Indo-European languages of Northern Europe.

t ‘heron, stork’. SCr. rédda ‘white stork’ (uncommon in the dialects;
Skok III: 153) ~ Gr. épwdi6¢ (since Homer) ‘heron, egret’, Lat. ardea
‘heron’; 70N arta (attested in bul Fugla; for the meaning, cf. Ic. urt
‘teal’, Sw. drta ‘garganey’) (Beekes 2000a: 27; Jluropuo 2012; Kroonen
2013: 36; Iversen & Kroonen 2017: 518; Pronk 2019a: 154; Matasovi¢
2020: 339) — The appurtenance of the Norse word seems doubtful to
me for semantic reasons. The comparison between the others is
obviously attractive. It should be noted, however, that Latin ardea
could be syncopated < *arVdeja- (cf. Walde/Pokorny I: 146-147). In
this case, the comparison with Greek need not be considered an
unambiguous example of ‘stem reduction’, although the correlation
between Latin a- and Greek ¢- remains irregular. The supposition of an
*a- o *@- alternation, on the other hand, depends entirely on the

Serbo-Croatian form.491

Schrijver (1991: 65) has suggested that SCr. réda is a Romance
loanword. Jluropuo (2012: 23-25) rightfully criticizes this theory,
since (1) Romance *-dja would give SCr. -Za (cf. lopiZ ‘earthen cooking
pot’ < ®lapideum, FEW V: 160; M. Matasovi¢ 2011: 165); (2) the
supposed Romance word *arda is nowhere attested; (3) the expected
reflex of *arC- in South Slavic would be *raC-. At the same time, the

word’s isolation certainly does give us cause for doubt (Matasovic

491 The hapax pwdid¢ in Hipponax is probably due to aphaeresis, cf. pdo8Ang
(Hippocrates) ‘leather’ < ip&o6An, and other examples in Stromberg (1944:

44-45), as well as 8éAw < ¢0¢éAw ‘want, wish’.
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2020: 339). In view of the widespread European and Slavic association
of the stork with childbirth, one might, for instance, envisage a
connection with SCr. roditi ‘give birth’ (cf. Liewehr 1954: 90). Due to
the doubtful Proto-Slavic status of this word, this example is too

uncertain to be used here.

2.3.1.2. *3- 00 *@- with no stem reduction

«

nut’. Pr. E buccareisis ‘beechnut’; Lt. riesutas,*°? Lv. riéksts ‘nut’ ~
R oprbx, Sln. oreh ‘nut’ (Fraenkel 1950b: 238; Polak 1955: 55; LEW
[1965]: 731; Bezlaj I [1982]: 253; Matasovi¢ 2013: 93; Blazek 2018: 5-
6) — Practically everyone who has accepted a non-IE origin has
adduced additional forms such as Gr. kapvov ‘nut’, dpva (H.) ‘walnuts’,
Alb. arré ‘walnut’ in support of this claim. I am not optimistic about
these comparisons; the only thing shared by &pva and riesutas is the
phoneme *r. Nevertheless, even without this evidence, the inexplicable
initial vowel in Slavic allows us to make a fairly convincing case for
foreign origin. It cannot contain the verbal prefix *ab- ‘around’ because
*-b- would not have been lost before *-r- (cf. OCS o6pbctu ‘find,

devise’).#%3 If we assume an ablauting *Hor- : *Hr- (Specht 1947: 62),

492 The oft-cited form rieSas seems to derive from MieZinis (1894: 206), who
has (rieszas, rieszutas). It seems doubtful that this is a genuine dialectal
variant, and if genuine, it is probably a back formation. The suffix -utas is rare,
but it is shared by dSutas ‘horse hair’ and degiitas ‘tar’. Note that both dsutas
and riesutas decline as a root noun in East Vilni$kiai dialects, as has been
repeatedly pointed out (cf. Biiga apud Trautmann 1923: 241; Specht 1947: 62;
Fraenkel LEW 731; Ambrazas 1993: 57; Derksen 2015: 328), but this is of
little value, as consonant stems became productive in this region (Zinkevicius
1966: 263).

493 This phonological issue is not even mentioned by 3CCA (XXIX: 71), who list

the word under *obréxs, and consider it (following Uapunckuit 1916: 153;
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this would imply that the element *-ois- is a suffix, of which there is no
indication.4** A non-IE origin might also be favoured by the root

structure (virtual *(H)roiHs-; see 2.1.3.1).

? ‘oats’. Pr.E wyse ‘oats’ ~ Lt. dviZos, Lv. duzas; R ogéc, Sln. dvas;
Lat. avéna ‘oats’ (Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018: 294-295; Kroonen et al.
2022: 19-20; for more refs. and discussion, see p. 336-337) —
Whether this example belongs here depends heavily on the analysis of
the Prussian form, the only one in which initial *a- is lacking. The
interpretation of the Prussian data is unfortunately not
straightforward. A similar word for ‘oats’ is attested in Simon Grunau’s
Prussian vocabulary: wisge. While we might be attempted to read
/wizje/, the word must rather be identified with wizges in Daukantas
(Leskien 1891: 274; see LKZ s.v. vizgé for additional data). On the other
hand, wyse in the Elbing Vocabulary cannot be corrected to *wysge, as
its reality is confirmed by the grain tax craysewisse found in 15"
century East Prussian documents.4% The result is that we have little
choice but to accept the existence of two dialectal synonyms for ‘oats’
in Prussian and Zemaitian. In light of this, it is plausible that the two
forms influenced one another, and that pre-Prussian *awizé lost its

initial *a- due to the influence of wisge (Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff 2018:

Tpy6aueB 1971: 65) a derivative of *résiti ‘to untie’. Note the criticism on this
point by Kpbicbko (2014: 104).

494 Other Slavic examples are difficult to adduce here, as *ab- can usually not
be excluded on formal grounds. A case in point is OCS ockpbasb, Pl. oskard
‘pickaxe’ as against Pr. E sturdis ?*/skurdas/ - bicke, where the Slavic prefix
does not appear semantically motivated, but on formal grounds could
represent *ab-. Moreover, one is reminded of CS omaars beside OCS miaTsb
‘hammer’ (cf. Mikkola 1898: 302). I leave such examples aside.

495 e.g. “schessel habir von czenden, phlughabir und craysewisse” 1431. For
the data, see Toppen (1867: 151-152), who convincingly interprets the word

as ‘Heuhafer’ (cf. Pr. E crays - hew).
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294-295). The latter may be cognate with Latin virga ‘shoot, twig, rod’,
OHG wisc - [faeni] strues ‘bundle [of hay]’ (LEW 1269).

A further potential piece of evidence for a form without an initial vowel
can be found within Uralic. Although the comparison of Lat. *awe(T)sna
‘oats’ with Karelian and East Finnish vehnd ‘wheat’ would seem almost
obvious, I am not aware of any relationship having been proposed
before.#% The Karelian word cannot be separated from Md. EM vis, and
Ma. E wiste, wiste, NW wista, meaning ‘spelt’. Although the Mari sibilant
is somewhat unexpected, the reflexes seem largely consistent with a
reconstruction *sn.4%7 However, the vocalism in Mari is irregular, and in
Uralic terms would rather suggest *wdsnd (cf. Aikio 2014a: 157 and
passim). In this context, the very narrow distribution within Finnic

seems to almost call for a loanword origin (cf. von Hertzen 1973: 90;

496 1 have now published the suggestion in Kroonen et al. (2022: 20). In
addition, note that R. Matasovi¢ independently offered the same comparison
during the workshop Sub-Indo-European Europe in August 2021. Koivulehto
(2002: 592) has suggested a far less attractive loan etymology starting from IE
*kueitnd- ‘white’, a back-projection of Germanic *hwita- ‘white’, in turn the
source of *hwaitja- ‘wheat’. Not only is the back-projection of this Germanic
form to IE unwarranted, the suggested source also leaves the Uralic *§
unaccounted for.

497 Compare V0. pdhn, Md. M pd(k)sd, Ma. E piste ‘lime tree’ (< PU *pd(k)$na)
and F dial. hdhnd, Md. M dial. §dksi and Ma. E S§iste ‘woodpecker’ (?<
*$d(k)¢nd). It seems possible that the *k in these Mordvin words is secondary
(P. Kallio apud Holopainen 2019: 249, but note the different reflex in the word
for ‘spelt’). Traditionally (e.g. UEW 716), the word for ‘lime tree’ is
reconstructed as *pdksnd with a three-consonant cluster. UEW (p. 772) rejects
the appurtenance of §dksi altogether. Perhaps as a result, the Mordvin word
for ‘woodpecker’ is not even mentioned by Aikio (2015a: 44; in prep. 108-
109), but it seems that it must belong here and that we should return to
UEW’s reconstruction *§dcénd / *¢dsnd? with various assimilations (as opposed

to Aikio’s preferred ¢dénd).
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Hakkinen/Lempidinen 1996: 159). In combination, all of these facts

solidify the impression of a word intrusive to Uralic.

Although there is a semantic discrepancy between ‘oats’ in Indo-
European and ‘wheat, spelt’ in Uralic, it nevertheless seems quite
possible that all of these forms derive from an earlier agricultural
Wanderwort. If these words belong here, they would be a clear example
of a form without initial a-. However, it is by no means clear that we
are dealing with a morpheme *a- or some other phenomenon, such as
aphaeresis, which might be a symptom of the borrowing process

resulting from the more restrictive phonotactics of Uralic.

? ‘sedge’. OE secg, Du. zegge, OHG sahar ‘sedge’; Olr. seisc, MW hesc
COLL. ‘sedge’*® ~ R ocdka, Uk.ocokd ‘sedge’ (Kroonen 2013: 421;
Iversen/Kroonen 2017: 518) — The relationship between Germanic
*sok- and Celtic *se-sk- exactly parallels the semantically similar
Lt. néndré ‘reed’ (< *ne-nd-) beside Hitt. ndata- ‘reed’, MP n’y ‘pipe, flute’
(< *nod-; de Bernardo Stempel 1999: 68).4° These words therefore
permit an analysis in terms of Indo-European morphology. The Slavic

word formally corresponds to Lt. dSaka ‘husk of grain; small fish bone’,

498 The Celtic forms have been adopted into Romance, cf. Occitan sesca
‘bulrush’, while Ibero-Romance (Spanish and Catalan sisca, xisca ‘reed’)
suggest a divergent preform with *I. Coromines/Pascual (V: 264) attempt to
solve this by assuming a borrowing through Mosarabian (see also FEW XI:
551).

499 Reduplication is also shown by Olr. nenaid as against Lt. notré ‘nettle’ (see
p. 323-324). Compare similarly Lt. papa¥rtis (dial. papdrtis) ‘fern’ against MIr.
raith ‘ferns, bracken’ < *prH-ti- (Schrijver 1995a: 178; Zair 2012: 76), if this
does not contain the prefix pa- (Gliwa 2009: 82). Typologically speaking, one
may assume that the reduplication seen in these plant names had a collective
function, although there is no actual evidence for this (awkwardly, the
unreduplicated raith is in fact a collective, but this fact is not decisive due to

the productivity of collectives in Celtic).
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which is generally derived from the root of astris ‘sharp’ (cf. ME I: 142
with lit.). Such a derivation makes sense for ‘sedge’, which has sharp
leaves. On the other hand, the suffix *-aka has no close parallels within
Slavic (Vaillant 1974: 543; though cf. Bap6or 1984: 167), which
remains an argument against an internal derivation (the suffix is also
rare in Baltic, cf. Skardzius 1941: 125-126). As a result, although a

non-IE origin seems possible, this example remains uncertain.

? ‘grouse’. Lt. jerubé ‘hazel grouse’, Lv. ifbe ‘partridge’; Pl. jarzgbek,
Sln. jeréb ‘hazel grouse’ ~ Lv. rubenis ‘black grouse’; OHG reba-huon,
MLG rap-hon ‘partridge’ (Derksen 2000; see p. 280-283 for more
discussion) — The Baltic evidence implies an initial *je- (or possibly
*¢-; see p. 282), but Lv. rubenis ‘black grouse’ lacks the initial syllable
altogether. At first sight, the latter is a close match to ON rjipa, Nw.
rype ‘ptarmigan’ (Walde/Pokorny II: 360; Derksen 2000). J6hannesson
(1942: 223) has called the appurtenance of the Norse words into
question, however, deriving them instead from the root of Ic. ropa
‘belch; brag’, synchronically used to describe the sound the ptarmigan
makes during the breeding season (see also IEW 871; Kroonen 2013:

411).

This explanation chimes well with the alternative etymology deriving
Lv. rubenis from rubindt ‘kollern, falzen (von Birkhdhnen)’ (ME III:
552). On the other hand, it is reasonable to suspect that rubindt is
denominal in origin (LEW 744 refers us to Fraenkel 1937: 362, where
the parallel Cz. dial. krepeliti (Kott VI: 727) ‘twitter (of a quail)’ <
kiepel ‘quail’ is cited; cf. Derksen 2000: 81). This would be supported

by the verb’s isolation within Baltic.5% In Germanic, the verb is unlikely

500 Jts supposed Lithuanian cognate, rubéti, is apparently attested just once in
a list of Svék$na dialect words sent into the newspaper Viltis by a K.

Jazdauskis: “Rubéti, brazdéti, gruméti, bildéti — ,sinonimai*” (see Viltis 1908,



380 Contacts with unknown languages

to be denominal, as the primary meaning of Ic. ropa appears to be
‘belch’, cf. MDu. ruppen in the same sense, and the derived OHG
ropfezzen, MDu. op-ruspen. The Germanic word is presumably of

imitative origin (Kroonen 2013: 411).

Even if the position of ON rjipa ‘ptarmigan’ remains unclear, it still
seems attractive to compare the Balto-Slavic data with the West
Germanic words for ‘partridge’ (Derksen 2000: 77, 79). While MLG
rap-hén can be explained as a folk etymological distortion after rap
‘fast, agile’ (DWb XIV: 334; Suolahti 1909: 256; Kluge/Seebold 2011:
750), OHG reba-huon ‘partridge’ does not have a convincing ulterior
etymology (Suolahti mentions the call: ‘zirrep’). The comparison with
the Balto-Slavic forms presupposes (a) the irregular loss of the first
syllable *je- and (b) an irregular vocalic relationship *e o *u. On the

latter, see 2.3.3.2.

2.3.1.3. *wi-?

‘bison’. Pr.E (wissambs’) - ewer; OE wesend, weosend, OHG wisunt
‘bison’ ~ R 3y6p, Pl. obs. zgbr, SIn. zgbar; Lt. sturiibras ‘bison’ (for refs.
and further discussion, see p. 348-349) — The element wi- in Prussian
and Germanic is unexplained and difficult to account for without

recourse to ad hoc contaminations (cf. LEW 932 with lit.).501

No. 114 [1 Oct.], p- 3). Rubéti (if not simply a printing error!) is evidently a
secondary variant of the synonymous rabé'ti (LKZ).

501 For example, Petersson (1921: 39-41) assumes the Prussian form has wi-
after German Wisent, and connects the latter with Skt. visdna- ‘horn’ (thus
also van der Meulen apud Derksen 2015: 433). UnbuHckuit (1926: 56)
assumes instead that the Prussian word itself is cognate with Skt. visd na-,
with a second element *b"r- ‘bearing’. Young (1998: 204-205) sees the
element *wis- in OHG wisa ‘meadow’.
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Compounded with the other irregularities (p. 348-349), a non-
inherited origin looks probable. As a potential, although speculative,
parallel for the prefix *wi-, Kroonen (2013: 457; cf. also Sorgo 2020:
449, van Sluis forthc.) has adduced the Gaulish uisumarus - trifolium
(apud Marcellus of Bordeaux; Delamarre 2003: 322-333), as opposed
to Molr. seamair, Ic. smara ‘clover’ (this suggestion in fact goes back to

Ostir (1930: 26).

Kroonen (2012: 254, 2013: 571) has also suggested that the initial i- in
R u3w06ps ‘Manchurian wapiti’ might be identified with the *wi- in
Prussian and Germanic. While at first sight attractive, this suggestion is
probably to be rejected. First, it is suspicious that the given word is
limited to Russian, and that the species it refers to is only present to
the east of Lake Baikal.502 It can be noted that there are a couple of
other words in Siberian dialects which show an epenthetic /i-/ before
/z-/, cf. Siberian dial. usd6oss ‘indeed’ (CPHT XII: 84) = dial. 3d6br1b
(AnukuH 2003: 201) and u3sy¢ps = MR 3ygs, 3ygps (CPA 11-17 VI: 70)
‘a kind of woollen fabric’, of Turkic origin (cf. Turk. sof ‘woollen fabric’;
see Anukud 2000: 215, 220). This is probably to be explained by
assuming the interference of a substrate in which initial /z-/ is not
permitted, cf. Khakas izep ‘pocket’ « R dial. 3ens (itself borrowed
through a Turkic language, ultimately from Arabic, cf. Rdsdnen 1969:
124; Auukun 2003: 216), Yakut dial. ihir ‘fat’ « R sxcup (AHukun 2003:
199).503 Without the support of u3#06ps, it is also difficult to assess

502 The word’s earliest attestation is in the derivative usy6puna (1495, CP4
11-17 VI: 209) in a report from a Moscow delegation about a mission to the
Grand Dutchy of Lithuania. Logically, the meaning must be ‘bison meat’, but
the specific context (“Tpu 60uku U3y6puHbl”") makes it tempting to assume a
transmission error.

503 An epenthetic initial i- is also found in some Turkic loanwords already in
Middle Russian: usapGass (17 c.; CPA 11-17 VI: 92) ‘brocade’ (~ Ottoman
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whether this initial *wi- can have anything to do with the initial *i- in

R tigos2a ‘oriole’ (see p. 288 for a discussion of this element).

? ‘boar’. OCS (Ps. Sin.) Benps ‘boar’; Lv. vepris ‘castrated boar’ ~ Lat.
aper, OE eofor, OHG ebur* (attested epur, eber) ‘wild boar’ (Machek
1968: 684; Polomé 1990: 335; Kroonen 2013: 114; §orgo 2020: 438) —
The comparison of these forms is obvious, although an explanation of
the initial *w- in Balto-Slavic is lacking (Walde/Hofmann I: 56;
Kluge/Seebold: 226; Derksen 2008: 515). Perhaps this *w- can be
identified with the element *wi- found in the word for ‘bison’,
discussed above. True, the distribution of this ‘prefix’ in the two
examples is almost diametrically opposite, and without further

examples, it is difficult to draw any solid conclusions.

Conclusion

The result of this section is a rather heterogenous group of mostly
uncertain examples, which are collected in Table 14, below (see p. 297
for help reading the table). Shaded cells indicate forms containing a

‘prefix’.

Table 14. Possible examples of 'prefixation’

Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere
*a-lband"-
‘swan (1)’ - *a-lb"ed-
*lebPed™
‘turnip’ *rap- *rép-/*raip- |*rap- Celt. *a-rb-
? ‘sturgeon’ | *e-(k)sket-r- *e-(k)set-r- | *(k)st(u)r- Lat. *e-ksket-r-

Turkish zerbaf), usympyTrsb (15 c.; idem: 212) ‘emerald’ (~ Turk. ziimriit),

which might suggest transmission through a similar substrate.
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Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere
*a-1m- Tur. *e-Im-
? ‘elm (2)’ - *i-lim-
* o
a-Im- Celt. *1ém-
‘nut’ *rais- *a-rais- -
*a-uiz- Lat. *a-wesn-
? ‘oats’ *a-uiS- -
*uiz- Ural. *we$na
? ‘sedge’ - *a-sak- *sak-i- Celt. *se-sk-
? ‘grouse’ *je-rub”- *(i)e-remb®™- |*reb"-
*ui-sam(b")r-
bison *zam(b™)r- | *ui-(t)snT-
*stum(b")r-
? ‘boar’ ? *u-epr-i- *u-epr-i- *epr- Lat. *aper-

In view of the rather different distributions and behaviours of these
words, it is unlikely that they represent a single phenomenon. Most
reminiscent of Schrijver’s ‘a-prefix’ is the word for ‘swan’, which meets
three criteria: (a) an alternation *a- o« *@-, (b) an apparent ‘stem
reduction’ and (c) a geographical distribution similar to that of the
European words for ‘blackbird’ and ‘copper’. The word for ‘turnip’ also
appears to fit this pattern quite well, although it is more widespread,
and must have partially spread as a cultural Wanderwort. A similar
phenomenon has also been proposed to occur in the words for ‘elm’
and ‘sturgeon’, but both of these involve a number of issues and cannot

be considered entirely certain.

The remaining cases do show an initial vowel in some of the
continuants, but do not show the expected pattern of ‘stem reduction’.
While it cannot be ruled out that such alternations derive from a
related substrate alternation, it is difficult to rule out that they result
from an unrelated phenomenon, such as aphaeresis, either resulting

from the borrowing process or taking place within the source language.
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2.3.2. Alternations between front and back vowels

Although there are some words in Balto-Slavic which appear to show
an unclear alternation between *a- and *e- in initial position (see, for
instance, p. 431-432 on the word for ‘alder’), the value of this
alternation is unclear as a result of ‘Rozwadowski’s change’ (cf.
Rozwadowski 1915; Andersen 1996a: 102-104 and passim; Derksen
2002) — the observation that Balto-Slavic *e- sometimes occurs in
place of *a- under as of yet unclear conditions. Since the development
is also found in inherited words, such as in Lt. erélis ‘eagle’ < *hzer- (cf.
Gr. 6pvig ‘bird’, Hitt. haran- ‘eagle’), I agree with Andersen (1996a:
105) that little is gained by invoking non-IE substrates. This applies to
examples such as Lv. dial. (Kurzeme) ércis ~ Gr. &pkevBog ‘juniper’
(Beekes 2000a: 27; Derksen 2015: 533-534), even though the unclear
Greek suffix quite possibly suggests at least the Greek word is of non-IE

origin (cf. also kéAevBog¢ ‘way, journey’, Chantraine 1933: 366-367).

In other positions, the evidence may also be ambiguous. Cases like
Lt. vdsara ‘summer’ ~ OCS (Ps. Sin.) BecHa ‘spring’ (= Gr. éap ‘spring’)
and Lt. vdkaras, Lv. vakars ~ OCS Beyepd ‘evening’ must result from a
combination of assimilation and neo-ablaut (Otrebski 1955: 24-26;
Hamp 1970b). One may in principle suggest a similar explanation for
examples such as Lt. siddbras, Pr.IIl sirablan ~ OCS cbpe6bpo, even
though, in this case, there is plenty of other evidence for a non-IE
origin (see p. 355). In the following examples, the irregular vocalism is

supported by examples beyond just Baltic.

2.3.2.1. Baltic *e o elsewhere *a

‘hellebore’. RCS yemeps ‘hellebore, hemlock; poison’; Bel. usmep ‘white

hellebore’, Mac. dial. yvemep ‘Veratrum lobelianum’ (cf. 3CCH IX: 52-
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53);50* OHG hemera ‘hellebore’ ~ Gr. kGuapog, kKGupapog ‘a poisonous
plant: ?aconite, ?larkspur’ (Furnée 1972: 343; Huld 1990: 405-406;
Beekes 2000a: 28; Kroonen 2013: 219; Derksen 2015: 236; ERHJ I
[2016]: 125) — The Greek vocalism and geminate -p- suggest a foreign
origin. Sorgo (2020: 440) has doubted the appurtenance of the Greek
word due to its different meaning. However, since it also refers to

poisonous meadow plants, this doubt hardly seems unjustified.

The underived word in Slavic has undergone various semantic shifts
connected to the plant’s poison — Bg. dial. uémep ‘distress; demon’,
SCr. ¢émér ‘bitterness; distress; venom’, Slk. ¢emer ‘a kind of disease
associated with blood clots’ — while the botanical sense has been
recharacterized with suffixes: R uemeptya, Pl. (dated) ciemierzyca; Sln.
¢merika, Bg. uemeptika. The usual sense appears to be Veratrum (‘white’
or ‘false’ hellebore). Similarly, the sense Veratrum album is recorded in
German for the Carinthian dialectal form hammer (Grimm DWb X: 316),
matching the gloss of hemern, hemer-wurz in the 18 c. Polyglotten-

Lexicon der Naturgeschichte (op. cit. 983).505

504 As [ argue in detail elsewhere (Jakob forthc. b.), Lt. kémeras ‘hemp-
agrimony’, although belonging to the modern standard language, originated as
a ghost word. It was the result of Nesselmann’s misinterpretation of the form
Kiemerai. Alpen (CIG I: 73) as ‘Alpkraut’. As Szyrwid translates the same word
as mdra, incubus ephi[a]ltes (see ALEW? s.v. kiemerai), Alpen is clearly to be
understood as the plural of Alp ‘daemon, incubus’. Nesselmann’s Kémerai was
misinterpreted by Kurschat (1883: 177) as kemerai, whence it found its way
into botanical reference literature and finally into the standard language.

505 The use of the word with reference to true Hellebores (Helleborus sp.; cf.
Marzell IV: 1016) is perhaps due to the influence of classical nomenclature.
For instance, the 13 c. Breslau Arzneibuch distinguishes the white and black
hemern (MWD s.v. hemere), an obvious calque on Lat. helleborus albus and

niger.
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‘ramsons’. Lt. obs. kermusis ‘wild garlic’ (CIG I: 1088, see ALEW 553;
Ruhig I[: 59);%06 OCS upbmomb (Rosenschon 1993: 150), R uepemud,
Pl. trzemucha, SCr. dial. (Lika) crijemusa ‘ramsons’ ~ OE hramsa, MLG
ramese (MoLG Ramsche, Marzell I: 211); MW craf ‘ramsons’ (Machek
1950b: 158; Beekes 2000a: 29; Matasovi¢ 2009: 222, 2013: 89) —
Further, with o-vocalism, Gr. kpéupvov ‘onion’. The Greek geminate is
difficult to explain from an Indo-European perspective (Chantraine
DELG II: 586; the Epic variant kpéuvov may be metrical; LS] s.v.) and
itself already points to foreign origin. As a result, the reconstruction of
an ablauting u-stem *kremH-u- : *krmH-eu- (Matasovi¢ 2005: 369; and

already Hamp 1965: 232) is beside the point.

The original Slavic form is difficult to reconstruct: while R vepemwd
suggests an underlying *¢ermusa-, the OCS hapax upbkmoms — which
appears to match Sln. ¢rémos (Pletersnik I: 109) and SCr. dial. cremos
(also widespread in toponymy, cf. Skok I: 273) — is not consistent with
a medial *u (despite Stawski SP I: 154; 3CCA 1V: 68). The word
admittedly appears in a whole host of corrupt forms in South Slavic (cf.
e.g. SCr. srijemuz,57 Sln. ¢éma# (SSKJ?) ‘ramsons’), but if the South

Slavic form *¢ermase- is old, then the suffix syllable does not match

506 The form *kermusé (Kurschat 1883: 178, marked as an unfamiliar word;
also the citation form in Trautmann 1923: 128; LEW 243; Derksen 2015: 239-
240; etc.) is dubious and seems to derive ultimately from Mielcke (1800 I:
116) who has Kermufés f. wilder Knoblauch, apparently miscopied from Ruhig
(the German-Lithuanian part still has Kermufis in this sense, cf. idem II: 303).
The dial. kermus$é, kérmusas (Jus$ka III: 85) ‘tip of a drill’, as shown by
kidurmusis grqZztas, literally ‘through-beating drill’ (Gegrénai, LKZ), is an
unrelated compound consisting of musti ‘beat’ (cf. LEW 243) and kidurai
‘through’. For the phonological development, compare dial. keltvartis
Veliuona, Seredzius < kiaiil-tvartis ‘pig sty’ (Skardzius 1941: 427).

507 3CCA (IV: 68) and ALEW (1175) seem certainly correct to dismiss this form
as evidence for a Proto-Slavic variant with *s-.
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that of Lt. kermusis. The evidential value of this alternation is of course
low, but there are other irregularities which make a hypothesis of non-

IE origin probable.

Chantraine (DELG II: 586) explains the variant kpépvov, attested in
Hesychius, along with MoGr. kpepp8L ‘onion’ as the result of a labial
dissimilation *o-u > *e-u. Some similar cases are indeed known from
Modern Greek (cf. aAemo¥) ‘fox’ < MGr. aAwmoV; cf. Holton et al. 2020:
68), but the development is by no means regular. MIr. crem, also crim,
‘wild garlic’ has also been interpreted as secondary for *kramu- (> MW
craf), like Olr. tel beside taul ‘forehead; boss of a shield’ (Thurneysen
1946: 52; Bernardo Stempel 1987: 101). In favour of this, one has cited
the personal name Craumthann, which is a rare variant of Crimthann
(see eDIL s.v.). The absence of spellings in -au- or -u- for the plant
name itself is disturbing, but as the word is not attested particularly
well or early, this might be put down to chance. According to Stifter
(1998: 227, fn. 2), such fluctuation in vocalism is ultimately the result
of the i-mutation of a second-syllable *u. As such an explanation does
not appear to be viable here, whether crem can be accounted for in this

way remains uncertain.>08

While the explanations in both cases are admittedly shaky, it must be
acknowledged that the evidence for a stem *kremu- outside of Balto-
Slavic is of an uneven and marginal nature, and we may tentatively
operate with an original distribution of *e in Balto-Slavic, *a in Celtic

(and Germanic) and *o in Greek.

508 It is interesting, however, that eDIL (s.v. tul) cites a NOM.SG. taul beside
DAT.PL. telaib ‘boss of a shield’” from the Middle Irish Lebor na hUidre. The
latter form would actually contain an i-mutating factor in its ending *-bi, and
one might wonder whether this could represent the original distribution of
the variants.
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Purely on the basis of the formal similarity, it hardly seems possible to
separate Uk. uepémxa, Cz. stfemcha, Sln. ¢rémsa, obs. ¢remha (i.e.
(zhremha) in Jarnik) ‘bird cherry’.5%° Berneker’s interpretation (I: 145)
that the common factor is the strong smell (the bark of the bird cherry
has a strong, acrid smell) has generally been followed by later authors
(e.g. Walde/Pokorny I: 426; REW III: 321; ALEW 553-554). In Baltic,
one finds Lt. Sermuksnis, Lv. sé rmatiksis (~ sérmiikslis, etc.; ME I: 829-
83) ‘rowan’, whose initial *s- has been attributed to Gutturalwechsel
(e.g. LEW 243; Derksen 2015: 240).51° [n view of the consistent
meaning of the word outside of Balto-Slavic, the transference to a tree
name must be considered secondary. It is therefore not of direct

relevance to the word’s ultimate origin.

‘garlic’. R vecndk, Cz. cesnek, Sln. ¢ésan ‘garlic’ ~ Olr. cainnenn ‘garlic;
leek’, OW cennin ‘leeks (coLL.)’ (< *kasnina-) (Schrijver 1995b: 16-18;
Derksen 2008: 86; Matasovi¢ 2009: 193, 2013: 89; van Sluis forthc.) —
Schrijver challenged the old interpretation of the Slavic word as a
derivative of the root for ‘scratch, comb’ (cf. R uecdms; Miklosich 1886:

35; Meillet 1905: 453; REW III: 330; 3CCA IV: 89-90), and attractively

509 There is no benefit in treating R dial. (Tver’, Janb? IV: 610) uepéma (=
vyepéma, Jlanp® IV: 1312) as the oldest variant (pace Stawski SP: 153;
Matasovi¢ 2005: 369); this dialect variant is evidently back-formed from
yepémyxa or from dial. uepémka (e.g. CPTK V: 773). The latter is itself probably
a corruption of yepémxa after the diminutive suffix -ka; compare similarly Pl.
dial. (Stawski op. cit.) trzemka, Cz. dial. (Machek 1968: 586) strenka.

510 3CCA (IV: 68) would rather see the Baltic words as the result of an
assimilation *k-s§ > *$-§ and Matasovi¢ (2005: 369-370) assumes
contamination of two originally distinct words. Strangely, Matasovi¢ assumes
that it is the word for ‘ramsons’ that had *k-, which is precisely the opposite of
what is found in Baltic. Note that the claim (ALEW 1175) that Lv. cé rmaiiksis
(with variants, ME I: 377-378, EH I: 268) ‘rowan’ agrees with Lt. kermusis is
probably an illusion in view of the numerous other examples of secondary c-
for *s- cited by Endzelins (1905: 183-185, 1923: 130-131).
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compared the cited Celtic material. He pointed to the mismatch in
vocalism as evidence that we are dealing with parallel borrowings from

a substrate language.

Falileyev/Isaac (2003) have questioned Schrijver’s appeal to substrate,
and argue that Celtic could reflect a preform *ksno- with a-epenthesis
as in MW adar ‘birds (PL.)’ (< *ptarV-; op. cit. 8, fn. 25; see also Zair
2012: 185, fn. 27 with references to earlier literature). On the other
hand, it is questionable that epenthesis should have occurred in a
cluster *ksn-, especially in view of Olr. sine ‘teat, nipple’ (< *sfenjo-),
which reflects a similar cluster *pst- (cf. YAv. fStana- ‘breast’, IEW
990). Moreover, the semantic association with ‘scratch, comb’ is
tenuous. Berneker (I: 151) adduced OHG kloba-louh* ‘garlic’ ~ klioban
‘split’ as a supposed parallel, but the Slavic forms do not mean ‘split’;
occasional senses like ‘pluck (leaves, feathers)’ (RJA I: 946) are
unusual and clearly secondary. The basic meaning is ‘comb’ >» ‘scratch’
(see also SCr. kosa ‘hair’; Hitt. kis-* ‘to comb’, IEW 585-586; Kloekhorst
2008: 481-482).511

2.3.2.2. Balto-Slavic *3 o *& elsewhere

[‘cottage’. Lt.troba ‘peasant house; room’ ~ Oscan triibim AcCC.SG.

‘house’, Olr. treb ‘residence, estate’ (etc.) — See p. 421-423.]

511 Falileyev/Isaac (op. cit. 5-6) also adduce some forms from Uralic
languages: Komi (Permjak) komi3, (Jazva) ku-mié, Udm. kumjz ‘wild garlic’ (<
Proto-Permic *komj3, cf. JleiTkun 1964: 47); Mansi (West) kos$sm, (South)
xosman (< *kasmad-) ‘onion’, Hungarian hagyma ‘onion’. These forms possibly
reflect a common proto-form *kacma (cf. UEW 164-165; XXussos 2014: 130),
although the non-canonical phonotactics (*-CR- cluster) make it improbable
we are dealing with an inherited word in Uralic (Holopainen 2022: 106). One

might be tempted to consider the Uralic words continuants of the same pre-
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[‘ground elder’. Lt. garsva ~ OHG gires — See p. 432.]

‘honeycomb’. Lt. korys, Lv. kare>2 ‘honeycomb’ ~ Gr.knpo6¢ ‘wax;
honeycomb’, Lat. céra ‘wax’ (Chantraine 1933: 371; Alessio 1946: 161-
162; Ernout/Meillet [1951]: 114; Deroy 1956: 190; Pisani 1968: 19;
Beekes 2010: 689-670; van Sluis 2022: 17-18; Kroonen forthc.)513 —
The Baltic word can only be connected with the Greek if the latter was
borrowed from lonic-Attic into the other dialects, and Lat. céra from
Greek (Boisacq 1916: 450; Walde/Hofmann I: 202), but this possibility
is generally viewed with scepticism (Ernout/Meillet 114; Chantraine
DELG II: 527).51* The suffixation in the derivative knpwvbog ‘propolis’ is
usually mentioned as a key indicator of the word’s non-Indo-European

origin.

A possible Wanderwort is supported by the unclear Volgaic
comparanda, on which see p. 222-223. In addition to these, we may

also note Estonian kdrg (dial. kdri, Saaremaa kdrv) < *kdrjeh>15

European source word, but in view of the only approximate formal match and
geographical distance, it is more probable that the similarity is coincidental.
512 LVPPV has kare, which ME (II: 195) cite from Plani. This would be
consistent with kdre? Dunika (EH I: 602) and High Latvian kare?. The latter,
however, could also correspond to dial. kdres (ME loc. cit.). Establishing the
original intonation is difficult.

513 Adams (2013: 694) tentatively compares the Tocharian B hapax seriye, but
admits that his gloss ‘+ wax, honeycomb’ is based entirely on the comparison
with Greek. The word is attested in a list of medical ingredients in a broken
context, and no translation is attempted in the recent critical edition by
Tatsushi Tamai (2020).

514 Although denying the possibility of Proto-Greek *a, Frisk (I: 843-844) is
still inclined to view the Latin word as a loan from Greek. There really seems
to be no positive evidence for this (see already Osthoff 1901: 22) and the Lat.
-a remains a potential obstacle to the loan etymology (Ernout/Meillet 114).

515 An original kdri, GEN. kdrje (which probably reflects *kdrjeh, like puri GEN.

purje ‘sail’ < *purjeh, cf. p. 159) has undergone various analogical reshufflings.



Vocalism 391

‘honeycomb’ (cf. Vaba 1990b: 176-177), another form with front
vocalism. In view of the difference in vocalism, a direct loanword from
Baltic appears unlikely (compare 1.3.5.2), and for geographical reasons,
a borrowing from a Turkic or Volga Uralic language is also extremely
improbable. In conclusion, it must be admitted that the exact routes of
movement of this word remain quite unclear, but the mismatch in
vocalism between Greek and Baltic may nevertheless be used to

support the analysis as a non-IE loanword.

? ‘circle’. OCS kp&rb ‘circle’ ~ ON hringr, MDu. rinc ‘circle, curve’
(Philippa et al. III [2007]: 132 s.v. kring) — The Germanic and Slavic
words could in principle be combined by assuming apophonic variants
*e : *0. However, this lacks a clear motivation, and the implied root
*kreng"- would violate the Indo-European root constraints (Kroonen
2013: 247; see 2.1.3). Philippa et al. point to the Germanic variant
*kringa- (ON kringr, usu. i/um kring ‘(all) around’, MHG krinc, kranc
‘circle, vicinity’, MDu. crinc ‘circle, curve’) and suggest the possibility
that the word was borrowed from a substrate. However, it seems more
attractive to interpret this variant as a Reimbildung based on the verbal
root seen in MDu. cringhen ‘turn (back)’ (which is cognate with
Lt. gréZti ‘turn; bore, drill’; Stang 1972: 24). A non-IE origin might still
be supported by the *e o *a alternation, but this is naturally rather

meagre evidence.

? ‘people’. Lt. tauta, Lv. tauta; Pr. E tauto ‘people’ ~ Go. piuda, OE péod,
OHG diot, diota ‘nation, people’ (Beekes 1998: 461-463; de Vaan 2008:
618; Derksen 2010: 38, 2015: 461) — The Germanic forms point to
*teut-, which could also account for Oscan touto ‘civitas’, Olr. tuath,

MW tut ‘people, country’. This reconstruction would be supported by

The standard form kdrg is built after cases such as jdlg, GEN. jdlje ‘trail, track’
= F jalki.
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Venetic (Lagole) teuta ‘civitas(?)’ (Lejeune 1974: 110-111) and the
Gaulish *teuta reconstructed on the basis of onomastic evidence

(Delamarre 2003: 295).516

The Baltic forms have often been interpreted as showing the regular
reflex of *teut- (e.g. Brugmann 1897: 202; Stang 1966: 73). According
to the formulation of Zubaty (1898: 396) and Endzelins (1911: 82-83;
cf. also Vaillant 1950: 123) the development *eu > *au was regular
before a consonant if there was a back vowel in the following syllable,
but the only decent example of this is precisely Lt. tauta (cf. Endzelins
1911: 83).517 All other clear evidence points to the preservation of *euC
in Baltic (Berneker 1899; Pedersen 1935; Kortlandt 1979a: 57;
Derksen 2010: 37).

If this rule is rejected, then one might assume apophonic variants (e.g.
Endzelins 1911: 82); however, nouns with e/o ablaut were rare in PIE
(cf. recently Kloekhorst 2014: 151-161; van Beek 2018). Petit (2000:
143) has suggested that the unexpected Baltic vocalism might be due to
neo-ablaut on the basis of other feminine a-stems, but then one

wonders why other nouns of a similar structure (such as Lt. Zidunos

516 Van der Staaij (1975: 197-198) has argued that Venetic eu is a secondary,
dialectal phenomenon due to its geographical distribution, although the
absence of early examples with -eu- may simply be due to the absence of early
evidence from the relevant regions (cf. Lejeune 1974: 111). Matasovi¢ (2009:
386) has suggested that Gaul. Teut- is “just a spelling variant”, but there seems
to be other evidence for the preservation of *-eu- in Gaulish. (cf. Leucetius
epithet of Mars ~ Olr. ldichet ‘lightning; gleam’, Go. liuhap ‘light’, Delamarre
2003: 200; Neuio-dunon, placename in Pannonia, cf. Nouio-dunum ‘Neu-Chatel’,
op. cit. 236).

517 As for Lt. laiikas, Lv. lauks ‘blaze-faced’, there is no reason to prefer a direct
equation with Gr. Aevuk6g ‘bright, clear, white’ over an o-grade adjective of the
type Lt. ratidas ‘reddish brown’, Go. raups* ‘red’ (cf. Berneker 1899: 164; Petit
2000: 120).
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‘gills’ and liauka ‘gland’, cited by Petit himself) were not subject to this
analogical pressure. In sum, the Baltic vocalism still lacks a satisfactory
explanation, so that we might consider Beekes’ account as a non-Indo-
European loanword a possible option. It should be admitted, however,
that the words in all the other European languages can go back to a

common proto-form.

t ‘bull’. Lt. tauras ‘buffalo, aurochs’ (Bretke, Morkiinas; see ALEW
1248), dial. taiiris ‘calf, bull (vel sim.)’ (cf. Arumaa 1930: 19, No. 2;
LKZ),518 Pr. E tauris - wesant (for ‘aurochs’?, PKEZ IV: 186; Young 1998:
201-203); OCS Toyp® ‘bull’, Cz. tur ‘bovid’, OPL. tur - bubalus (SSP IX:
227-228) ~ ON pjorr ‘(young) bull’ (Ipsen 1924: 227-228; Beekes
2000a: 30; Kroonen 2012: 250, 2013: 478, 540; Sorgo 2020: 453, van
Sluis forthc.) — With a-vocalism, cf. also Gr. tapog, Lat. taurus ‘bull’
and Alb. ter ‘steer’ (with analogical umlaut from the plural; cf. Demiraj
1997: 384; Orel 2000: 224; Matzinger 2006: 56; Schumacher 2013:
228).519

Olr. tarb, MW tarw ‘bull’ reflect *tarwo-. The metathesis is generally
explained as the result of contamination (with *karwo- ‘deer’, cf. MW
carw, or less likely Olr. poet. ferb ‘cow’, Walde/Hofmann II: 651; LEIA
T-31; de Bernardo Stempel 1999: 214-215).520 By contrast, Latin lacks

the expected metathesis to *tarvus, which suggests a relatively recent

518 The accented form taiiras of the standard language was apparently
introduced by Biiga (1912: 40-44). Interestingly, Biiga had previously (RR II:
718) labelled *taiiras as erroneous; but has later defended it on the basis of
toponymic evidence. Since the aurochs went extinct in the 17 century, this
accented form must in any case be regarded a learned creation.

519 Since a development *eu > Alb. e has been widely assumed (e.g. Huld 1984:
155; Demiraj 1997: 46) one may be tempted, with Mallory/Adams 2006: 136,
to equate Alb. ter directly with ON pjérr. However, Matzinger (2006: 57; cf. de
Vaan 2018: 1739) has put this sound law into doubt. Furthermore, the

expected vocalism appears to be preserved in Alb. tarog, tarok ‘young bull’.
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loanword (cf. Tpy6aueB 1960: 7; de Vaan 2008: 607; Weiss 2020:
170).521 A possibility would be to assume a Sabellic origin, as with Lat.
bos ‘cow’, cf. Oscan tTavpop ACC.SG. ‘a sacrificial animal(?)’ (Untermann
2000: 777-778). This would imply that the metathesis did not occur in
Sabellic, although the argument is admittedly circular (there is no

certain evidence either way).522

In Germanic, two similar words for ‘bull’ are found, both of which show
e-vocalism. ON pjérr ‘bull’ (< *peura-) and Go. stiur ‘ox, calf’, OHG stior
‘(young) bull’ (< *steura-). Ipsen, and several others (see refs. above),
have pointed to the fluctuation between *p and *st, as well as the

vocalic alternation, as evidence of a non-IE origin.

The older theory (Brugmann 1906: 353; Petersson 1921: 40-41;
Walde/Pokorny I: 711; Mallory/Adams 1997: 135) separates the two
Germanic words, taking *steura- together with YAv. staora- ‘pack

animal; cattle’, Parth. ‘stwr’n /istoran/ PL. 'cattle' (Durkin Meisterernst

520 The regularity of the change *wr > *rw (Matasovi¢ 2009: 371) is uncertain.
It is contradicted at least by OlIr. giaire ~ Lt. gaurai ‘animal hair’ and MIr.
gluair (< *glauri-) ‘clear, bright’ ~ ON glgggr (< *glawwa-) ‘clear, distinct;
clever’ (Zair 2012: 237).

521 De Vaan’s treatment of this development as regular in Latin (cf. alvus
‘belly’, nervus ‘sinew’, parvus ‘small’ ~ Gr. a0A6g ‘pipe, hollow tube’; vetpov,
madpog) is a certainly preferable to older notions of a ‘sporadic’ fluctuation
(often assumed for PIE itself, thus Pedersen 1909: 176; Specht 1947: 35;
Leumann 1977: 101). However, details need working out: cf. caurus
‘northwest wind’, caulis ‘stalk, stem’, instauro ‘repeat, restore’.

522 Sabellic shares *eu > *ou with Latin, and the development has usually been
assumed for Proto-Italic (e.g. Brugmann 1897: 197; Leumann 1977: 61). Since
nervus ‘nerve, sinew’ < *neuro- must predate this change, this would force us
to assume the metathesis was Proto-Italic, too. On the other hand, if the
evidence for the preservation of *eu into early Latin is taken seriously (see
Weiss 2020: 112-113), this would imply the vowel development was

independent in the two subfamilies (note also fn. 516, above, on Venetic).
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2004: 91)523 and assuming *peura- pro **paura- to be the result of a
contamination with the former. It does indeed seem suspect to
disregard this semantically and formally convincing match with Iranian
in favour of an irregular comparison. If *steura- and *paura- were in
competition in Proto-Germanic, such a contamination seems quite

imaginable.

A frequent argument in favour of a non-native origin is the existence of
a similar word in Semitic, cf. Akkadian $iru, Aramaic twr */tor/, Arabic
tawr, Ge'ez sor ‘bull, ox’ (< *tawr-, Militarev/Kogan 2005: 307-309).
While some have assumed a direct loan from Semitic into Indo-
European (J. Schmidt 1891: 7; Vennemann 1995: 88-89) or in the other
direction (e.g. Walde/Pokorny I: 711; Walde/Hofmann II: 651), several
scholars have argued that the word is better derived from some other,
third source (Feist 1913: 411; Ipsen 1924: 227-228; Schrader/Nehring
II: 261; l'amkpenupse/MBanoB 1984: 519-520).524

Blazek (2003) has proposed a plethora of Afroasiatic comparanda,
some of which were taken over by Militarev/Kogan (2005: 309-310).
The latter additionally cite some Chadic words for ‘elephant’ and an
isolated Kachama (Omotic) word for ‘rhinoceros’. Leaving aside these
semantically questionable comparisons, and since most of the Cushitic
forms cited by BlaZek reflect an unrelated *tsawadu (Kiefiling/Mous
2003: 293), what we are left with is Ma’a/Mbugu churi ‘bull’ (cf.
Militarev/Nikolaev 2020: 205-206). The evidence is therefore scarce,
and if we add that Mous (1996: 202, 210) specifically warns against the

reconstruction of proto-forms on the sole evidence of Ma’a, a mixed

523 Usually seen to be a derivative of the adjective in Skt. sthiird- ‘big, strong’,
Khot. stura- ‘thick, large’, MDu. stuur ‘strong, fierce’, OHG stiuri ‘strong, proud’
(e.g. IEW 1009-1010).

524 Delamarre (2003: 292), by contrast, considers the similarity coincidental.



396 Contacts with unknown languages

language with a complex history, the situation looks even less
favourable. Thus, while the existence of Afroasiatic comparanda would
more or less confirm a specifically Semitic - Indo-European loanword
(Militarev/Nikolaev loc. cit.), the external evidence can hardly be relied

on.525

To give better support to the Indo-European status of the word,
Mallory/Adams (1997: 135; 2006: 140) adduce a Khotanese ttura-
‘mountain goat’, first included here by Bailey (1979: 132). The word is
a hapax in a difficult passage whose meaning is far from certain (F.
Dragoni p.c. November 2021).526 Furthermore, ttura- cannot reflect
*taura-, but would imply *tura- or otherwise *tira- with regular
shortening (Emmerick 1989: 210; Simon 2008: 209). A6aeB (1958:
390-391) has additionally mentioned Ossetic I 3a&bidyr, D 3a@bodur
‘West Caucasian ibex’, but it is unclear whether -dyr, -dur can be

segmented, as the first element remains obscure. 527

525 Maarten Kossmann (p.c. March 2023) considers it possible to compare the
Semitic word with Berber *a-zgdr ‘bull’, providing (1) the *z is assimilated
from *s, in which case the initial consonant correspondence would match
Semitic *tn- ‘two’ vs. Berber *sin (vel sim.), and (2) the *g is derived from *w,
which can be related to the known (but poorly understood) alternation
between *w and *g in some Berber lemmas. For more detail, I refer to the
original Twitter discussion between Kossmann (@ait_kisou) and @irzastan
posted 8 February 2022. If this comparison is indeed correct, it would again
tip the balance in favour of a Semitic - Indo-European loan.

526 Skjeervg (2002: 35) does not attempt a translation.

527 In an earlier publication (1949: 49), A6aeB considered the word to be of
native Caucasian origin, adducing Karachay 3ugutur, to which we can add
Kabardian sag“ttar in the same sense. He segments the Karachay word
Fugu-tur (with the second element assumed to be <« R myp?), comparing
Georgian 3ixvi ‘West Caucasian ibex’. Just how a form of this shape could be
borrowed into Ossetic as 3&b- is unclear to me. Bailey (1979: 132) sees in the

first element the word Oss. ID 3@bzx ‘good’. This species of Ibex is referred to
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Kroonen (2013: 540) associates the Germanic *eu with the similar
vowel attested in Etruscan Oevru-mines ‘Minotaur’. The Etruscan -ev- is
indeed problematic, and like the initial 8-, appears to rule out a direct
loanword from Greek Mivotavpog (cf. Fiesel 1928: 80-81; Kretschmer
1940: 266). On the other hand, due to the distance between the
Germanic and Etruscan homelands (wherever the latter may be), it is
unlikely the developments can be associated with each other. It is
difficult to use the Etruscan evidence to support a non-IE origin, but it

is not entirely clear where the word was adopted from.

In conclusion, as far as Indo-European goes, the word is limited to
Europe, but the arguments in favour of its foreign origin are somewhat
circumstantial. The irregular form in Germanic could be explained as
resulting from a fairly well-grounded contamination, and therefore the
word cannot be classed as a certain case of an *e o *ag alternation. A
reconstruction *th,eu-ro- could account for most of the other data.
Perhaps the strongest evidence for a non-IE origin remains the
irregular Celtic form, for which yet another contamination must be
assumed. How exactly the Etruscan and Semitic words fit into the
picture is unclear. Due to the complexity of this example, I will leave it

out of consideration here.

T ‘poppy’. R mak, Sln. mak; OSw. val-mogha; Gr. pikwv (Doric pakwv)
‘poppy’ ~ OHG maho, mago ‘poppy’ (Beekes 2000a: 29; Boutkan 2003a:
15; Matasovi¢ 2013: 89) — For a discussion of Lv. magudne (etc.)

‘poppy’, which is most likely of Germanic origin, see p. 85.528

as myp in Russian, which is quite a surprising semantic shift: perhaps it was
encouraged by the similar-sounding Karachay word?

528 [t seems much less probable that these Baltic forms could show evidence of
a *g oo *k alternation (OStir 1929: 107).
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On account of MoHG Mohn, the OHG variant maho has often been
attributed a long vowel (e.g. Kluge/Gotze 396). As Kluge/Seebold (484)
point out, an OHG a (< PGm. *é) would hardly be compatible with the
Doric Greek -a-. However, as argued by Schaffner (2001: 358-361), the
apparent MoHG evidence for a long vowel may be explained as the
result of an early contraction over *h (cf. MHG man beside mahen).52°
The evidence is therefore consistent with an ablauting *meh,k- : *mh; k-

(cf. Kroonen 2011b: 311-314, 2013: 371).

The word for ‘poppy’ has often been suspected to be a prehistoric
loanword on the basis of cultural facts (Biga 1924a: 18; Kluge/Gotze
396; Machek 1950b: 158; Sabaliauskas 1960a: 71, 1990: 261). On the
other hand, some scholars have seen the distribution and evidence for
ablaut as a clear indication of an inherited origin (Frisk II: 225;
Kluge/Seebold 484). As we cannot prove a loanword on formal

grounds, this word cannot be considered here.

2.3.2.3. *u oo *j

‘oven’. Pr. E Vumpis ‘oven’; Go. auhns*, OHG ovan ‘oven’ ~ Gr. imvog
‘oven, furnace’ (Kroonen 2013: 557) — For a discussion of the Prussian
and Germanic forms, see further p. 364. The comparison between
Gr. imvog and Germanic *ufna- seems nigh inescapable. The old,
traditional, equation with Skt. ukhd - ‘cooking pot’, on the other hand, is
phonologically impossible and must be rejected (see Frisk I: 732-733;
EWA I: 210; Kroonen 2013: 557). For the Greek word, Vine (1999: 19-

23) has suggested an alternative etymology starting from *sp-no- with

529 This seems to be paralleled by Middle German stol ‘steel’ (Elbing
Vocabulary; see fn. 74) < OHG stdhal (Swiss Stdchel, cf. Schw. Id. X: 1197).
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i-epenthesis to the root of Gr. éJyw ‘boil’, Arm. ep‘em ‘cook’ < *seps-, yet

there is no other evidence that the final *s in this root is suffixal.530

According to Vine (1999: 22), the inscriptional himve[veoBal] is
“exceedingly difficult to explain away”, and while indeed Threatte
(1980: 494) writes that non-etymological h- is “virtually unknown in
fifth-century Attic texts”, some of the examples accepted by him as
etymologically justified are perhaps not, e.g. hakéocwa ‘unwilling’
(before 460 BCE) < *n-uekontia (cf. Beekes 2010: 400), and a handful
of examples are still acknowledged as irregular (Threatte 1980: 495)
so that a single attestation can be considered insufficient to prove an
initial aspirate. It seems more likely that the equation with OHG ovan
and Gr. imvo6g should be maintained, and that we should assume a non-
IE alternation *i co *u. Unfortunately, this alternation does not appear

to be supported by other certain examples.

? ‘cod’. R mpeckd ‘cod’ ~ ON porskr, MLG dorsch ‘cod’ — The other
Slavic forms (UK. mpickd, Bel. mpackd; Cz. treska, Sln. tréska, SCr.
tréska, etc.) are all regarded as recent loanwords from Russian (cf.
ECYM V: 645; Machek 1968: 650; Bezlaj IV: 220), so we must base our
conclusions on the Russian evidence alone. In CPd 11-17 (XXX: 131-
132), the forms are normalized under Tpiscxaz, consistent with the
traditional etymological equation with RCS Tpbcka ‘splinter’ (REW III:

137). However, none of the citations are actually spelled with (k)33

530 As for the widely acknowledged constraint against two like stops in an IE
root, this evidently did not apply to fricatives, cf. Skt. sdsti, Hitt. ses-* ‘sleep’
(< *ses-, LIV 536-537; Kloekhorst 2008: 746), Hitt. huhha-, Lat. avus
‘grandfather’ < *hzeuh,- (op. cit. 352), possibly *hznehs;-mn- ‘name’ (see
Beekes 1987; van Beek 2011: 52-53).

531 3anu3Hsak (2019: 185) keeps mpeckd ‘cod’ and mpmnckd ‘splinter’ apart. The

word first appears in 16" century North Russian monasterial accounting
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and the MR variant mpocka (CPAd 11-17 XXX: 180; cf. dial. (Karelia)
mpdcka, CPTK V: 518) might instead imply an earlier *tpbcka (cf.
Pedersen 1895: 72) with yer umlaut (as in mpecms ~ mpocmso ‘reed’,
see p. 320). However, note similarly MR mprncka ~ mpocka ‘sharpened

stick; stake’, which I cannot explain.

Although the word must be old in Norse (cf. the early loanword in
F turska, E tursk, Li. tirska ‘cod’; LAGLOS III: 322-323), MLG dorsch
‘cod’” and MDu. dorsch* (attested dorssch) ‘a kind of fish’ need not be
inherited, and have been interpreted as Norse loanwords (Philippa et
al. I: 615; Kluge/Seebold 212). However, on formal grounds, cognancy
cannot be ruled out. Likewise, R mpeckd has been interpreted as a
loanword from Germanic (Tamm apud de Vries 1962: 618; Machek
1968: 650, allegedly from “an unattested northern variant”;
Kluge/Seebold 212), but this is phonologically implausible. If we set up
an original *tresk-, this could be combined with Germanic *purska- by
reconstructing an ablauting *trsk- : *tresk-. However, if the Russian
form goes back to an earlier *trisk-, the connection cannot be
maintained in Indo-European terms. Without other Slavic cognates, it is
difficult to make a convincing case for a non-Indo-European origin.
Even though reconstructing old ablaut for a noun in the sense ‘cod’ is

questionable, this word cannot serve as certain evidence.

Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence front oo back vocalic alternations is

collected in Table 15, overleaf (see p. 297 for help reading the table).

books, but it is possible it had been in use earlier among illiterate fishing

populations.
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Forms which do not provide relevant data are presented in light grey.

Shaded cells indicate forms with back vocalism.

Table 15. Possible examples of front oo back alternations

Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere

‘hellebore’ - *kemer- *kemer- Gr. *kam(m)ar-

*kermus- Gr. *krommus-
‘ramsons’ *kermus- *kra/omus-

? *kermas- Celt. *kram-
‘garlic’ - *kesn- - Celt. *kasn-
‘cottage’ *traB- - *t(u)rb- It.-Celt. *tréb-

Gr. *ker-

‘honeycomb’ | *kar- - -

Tur. *karas

‘ground elder’ | *Garsu- - *glerVs-

‘oven’ *umnV- *upno- Gr. *ipno-

? ‘circle’ - *krang”- *kreng"-

? ‘people’ *taut- - *teut- [t.-Celt. *teut-
? ‘cod’ - *tri/esk- *t(u)rsk-

It seems that we can identify two main groups. In the former, Balto-
Slavic shows *e as against *a (or *0) elsewhere. It is remarkable that all
three examples of this alternation show an initial *k-. If this is not mere
coincidence, we might assume a phonetic solution. It is reminiscent of
the situation in Turkic, where due to the allophonic change *k > */q/ in
back-vocalic contexts, loanwords with /k/ are automatically adopted

with front vocalism, as Chuv. kdmpa, dial. kémpa, Tat. gémbd
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‘mushroom’ (« Sl. *ggba-), Chuv. kérpe, dial. kérpe ‘groats’, Tat. kérpd

‘bran’ (« R kpynd).532

The second group shows the opposite distribution, with the back
vocalism being limited to Balto-Slavic. The coherence of this group is
less certain, as in each case the comparanda show a distinct pattern of
correspondences.>33 In this context, compare also the potential
examples of front/back alternations among the Finnic-Baltic isoglosses,

discussed in 1.3.5.3.

2.3.3. Alternations between low and high vowels

2.3.3.1. Baltic/Slavic high vowel o low vowel elsewhere

[‘bison’. Lt. sturiibras ‘bison’, Lv. sturibrs, OHG wisunt ‘aurochs’ ~ Pr. E

(wissambs’) - ewer — See the discussion on p. 348-349.]

[‘oriole’. Pl. wilga, Sln. vétga ~ Lt. volungé 32, Lv. viluédze, ME wode-

wale, MHG wite-wal ‘oriole’ — See the discussion on p. 286-290.]

532 In this respect, one might note the unexplained East Baltic words for
‘marten’ — Lt. kiduné, Lv. caiina — which point to e-grade, as opposed to the
other Balto-Slavic forms, which would imply an old *a or *o, cf. Pr. E caune,
MR kyHd (3anususak 2019: 206), Cz. kuna, SCr. kiina ‘marten’. The word is of
unclear derivation (Derksen 2015: 242; ALEW 560). True, in the above
examples, the e-vocalism was found throughout Balto-Slavic, so whether the
phenomenon is the same is uncertain. Here one could also mention Lt. pélké;
Pr. E pelky ‘marsh’ ~ Gr. (H.) maAxdg - mnA6g ‘earth, mud’ (cf. Alessio 1946:
160; van Beek 2013: 548, fn. 21; Derksen 2015: 349-350), but it is difficult to
base much on a mere gloss.

533 A potential additional example within Slavic would be the word for ‘swan’
(see p. 283-285), cf. SIn. labgd ~ R s#é6edb, although here the additional nasal

in the former must be factored in.
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? ‘heel’. Lt. kulksnis ‘ankle; hind heel of an animal’, Lv. dial. (ME II:
307) kulksnis ‘ankle joint (in animals); leg’ ~ Lat. calx ‘heel (of a person
or animal)’ (Matasovi¢ 2013: 89) — Because of kulfchnis NOM.PL.
‘ankles’ in Bretke, it is attractive to view the -k- as intrusive (Berneker
I: 660; Derksen 2015: 262; ALEW 618); compare Lt. kulsis, kulsé;
Lv. dial. (ME II: 308) kulsa ‘hip, loins’, Pr. E culczi ‘hip’.53* With this, one
would like to compare SCr. kiik, Bg. ks.ka ‘thigh, hip’,535 although this
would require an unmotivated Gutturalwechsel (Berneker loc. cit.;
Trautmann 1923: 145). The vowel in Latin calx is difficult to derive
from any reasonable IE preform (Ernout/Meillet 89; against Schrijver’s
rule *ke- > *ka-, see Meiser 1998: 82-83), but due to the difficulties in
analysing the Balto-Slavic data, attributing *a o *u to borrowing from a

non-IE source language may be premature.

A potential parallel can be found in the equation between
RCS rpombxab, rpembxae (CPA 11-17 1V: 129)53%6 and Lat. gramae
(TLL VI: 2165) ‘rheum in the eye’ (cf. de Vaan 2008: 270; Matasovi¢
2013: 84). The original form of the RCS word is uncertain, but would be

534 It is tempting to further compare Lt. kulnas, kulnis, Lv. dial. (Rucava) kulna
‘heel’, which could reflect earlier *kulkna- (IEW 928) as in Lt. balnas ‘saddle’
(= Pr. E balgnan) with the blocking of palatalization before *n (cf. Pr. E
balsinis ‘cushion’). However, the difference between Pr. E kulnis ‘ankle’ and
balgnan ‘saddle’ speaks against this.

535 Only South Slavic. Hardly here belong R (hapax?) kosaks (“kondksb?” sic.
Janb? 1I: 139) ‘bony stump of a bovine horn’ and Cz. kelka ‘(arch.) stump of a
limb; (hunting term) tail of a deer’. The latter does not show a regular reflex
of *kulk-. Similarly, USrb. kulka ‘ankle’ cannot be from *kulk- and is probably
merely a diminutive of kula ‘bulge’ (cf. Schuster-Sewc 723).

536 Further Slavic forms have an unclear initial *k-: Sln. krm¢éZalj, in addition to
which Stawski (SP XIII: 267) adduces SCr. Cak. dial. kfmeZ, Kajk. dial. krmeZelj
(cf. krmeZalj in the dictionary of Popovi¢ apud PCA X: 216). Both languages
also attest a shorter form: Sln. krmélj (lexicographically recorded), SCr. dial.

krmelj (a kind of haplology?).
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consistent with *grim- (CAPA 602; Berneker I: 360; Stawski SP VIII:
267; PIC XII: 78) or *grum- (3CCH VII: 159; Derksen 2008: 194). In the
latter case,>37 we would be dealing with a similar *a o *u alternation.
The long vowel in Latin538 could also be accounted for if we assume an
underlying *gra(k)sm-. In Slavic, *x (< *ks or *s + RUKI) would have
disappeared without a trace before a resonant as in *lind ‘moon’ <
*louksno- (Pronk 2018: 300); thus, Slavic could theoretically reflect an

earlier *gru(k)sm-.53°

? ‘salmon’. Lt. la$isa, Lv.lasis ‘salmon’ ~ Pr.E lalasso */lasasa/,
R s0ocdcw, Pl. toso$ ‘salmon’. Further ON lax, OHG lahs ‘salmon’
(Laumane 1973 apud Ariste 1975: 468)540 — A Lithuanian variant ldsis
was recorded by Nesselmann (1851: 350, “bei Memel”). Similar forms

have been recorded all along the Western coastline, 54! as well as near

537 In favour of *grum-, we can note that the form with -o- is attested some two
centuries earlier (contrary to the 14*™ century date usually given (e.g. CP{ 11-
17 loc. cit.), XKosno6oB (2007: 35) has convincingly argued that the RCS
Parenesis of Ephrem the Syrian should be dated to the 13" century), and that
-e- would be more easily explained as a secondary assimilation.

538 The word is rare, but the long vowel is metrically secured in Plautus. The
derived adjective grammo(n)sus would therefore show the littera rule.

539 However, if we are willing to permit an alternation */ oo *r (see p. 303), it
would seem obvious to compare Greek yAapvpog ‘bleary-eyed’ (cf. H. yAdupog
‘mucus’, glamae ‘rheum’ in Paulus ex Festo). This would speak against a
reconstruction such as *gra(k)sm-.

540 In view of its initial [, Oss. D lesag (recorded only lexicographically, cf.
“He nokymeHTUpoBaHo”, A6aeB 1973: 32-33) must be a borrowing (A6aeB
1965: 37-38). Similarly, Arm. losdi ‘salmon’, attested only in the Armenian-
Latin dictionary of Stefanus Roszka (V. Petrosyan on en.wiktionary.org, s.v.
nunh [16 September 2019]; cf. Martirosyan 2008: 312) is most likely a local
adoption of Romanian lostrita, lostita ‘Danube salmon’. The latter ultimately
derives from Slavic (cf. Diebold 1976: 368).

541 cf. la$is" Rusné (on the Neman), /dsé Kintai, ldsis Kukuliskiai (Papildymy
kartoteka), lasis Palanga (LKZ).
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the Latvian border (ldsé Ylakiai, Kivyliai; Vanagiené 2014), and these
correspond formally to Lv.lasis. Generally, Lt.lasi§a has been
considered a derivative of Ildsis (Skardzius 1941: 317; Specht 1947:
31), but it seems more probable that las- (and Latvian las-) derives
from lasis- (> *lass-) by syncope. Note, with a similar distribution, the
syncopated Zemaitian vé¢as (Daukantas, Juska) and Lv. vecs as against
Lt. obs. vetusas ‘old’. In Latvian, the development is closely paralleled
by tacis ‘fishing weir’ (< *tacsis < *tacisis, cf. Lt. takisys; see fn. 219).
Compare also, with a different distribution, Lt. lop$ys ‘cradle’ as against
dial. Zem. lopisys. Due to the fluctuation in stem type, Baltic *Iasi$- may

be an original root noun.

The difference between East Baltic *a$is- and Slavic/Prussian *lasas/s-
is difficult to account for in Indo-European terms. True, there are a
couple of East Baltic forms which might show -a-, which could suggest
that the stem *lasis- is a recent development. Szyrwid has tafafSa
‘salmo, toso$’, and Lexicon Lithuanicum has lafiafsa (ALEW 647).
However, neither of these forms are entirely reliable: the form in
Szyrwid might have been influenced by the Polish equivalent (the first
-s- seems to imply this), and the other form might be a Prussianism (cf.
PKEZ I1I: 31). Nevertheless, the value of this alternation is not entirely

certain.

The Balto-Germanic word for ‘salmon’ has almost universally been
considered cognate to Tocharian B laks ‘fish’ (Walde/Pokorny II: 381;
IEW 653; Derksen 2015: 274-275), and this has been seen as important
in discussing the Indo-European homeland (e.g. Diebold 1976;
Mallory/Adams 2006: 146). However, the comparison is phonologically
irregular, as the Tocharian form is only consistent with an earlier *-u-
(Ringe 1992: 92). I must agree with Pinault (2009: 241, fn. 74), that the

only correct solution is to reject the Tocharian form as a cognate. We
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are therefore dealing with a circum-Baltic term for local fauna which

might plausibly be explained as a loanword from an unknown source.

[? ‘grouse’. Lt. jerubé ‘hazel grouse’, Lv. rubenis ‘black grouse’ ~ OHG
reba-huon, MLG rap-hon ‘partridge’ — Note the reverse distribution.

See the discussion on p. 379-380.]

t ‘shoe’. Lt. kurpé ‘clog, shoe’, Lv. kufpe; Pr. E kurpe ‘shoe’; Cz. dial.
(Kott I: 827) krpé ‘Schneereifen’, Sln. kiplja ‘snow-shoe’ ~
Gr. kapBativatl ‘shoes of undressed leather’ (Furnée 1972: 146; Beekes
2000a: 28; Derksen 2008: 263) — This example could possibly show
the alternation *u o *a,542 but the Balto-Slavic stem might just as well
be identical to the first syllable of Gr. kpnmig, PL. kpnmideg ‘kind of half
boot’ (?< *k“rh;p-, with Greek dissimilation *k"-p > *k-p; on which

recently see van Beek 2022: 466).543

2.3.3.2. Slavic *e o0 Germanic *u

‘maple’. R kzéH, Pl. klon ‘maple’, SCr. klén ‘field maple’ ~ ON hlynr
(attested in kennings; cf. Ic. hlynur ‘sycamore maple’), MLG Iénenholt

‘maplewood’ (MoLG Ldhn ‘maple’, see Marzell II: 73; whence probably

542 Another potential example is Pr. E spurglis ‘sparrow’ as opposed to
Go. sparwa, OHG sparo ‘sparrow’ (Matasovi¢ 2013: 87), but it cannot be
excluded that these represent an ablauting *sprg""- : *sporg“"-. The
reconstruction remains uncertain in view of numerous, but all doubtful, Greek
comparanda: omépyovAog, mépyovAov (H.) ‘a wild bird’, omapdaociov (H.) ‘a bird
resembling a sparrow’ (Frisk II: 1130; Schrijver 1997: 304) and yap ‘starling’
(Walde/Pokorny II: 666; Kroonen 2013: 466).

543 OIr. cairem, MW cryd ‘shoemaker’ have been compared and derived from
*kerh;pio- (LEIA C-21; Matasovi¢ 2009: 189-190); however, this
reconstruction is unlikely to yield the attested forms (Zair 2012: 83) and the
Celtic words may more attractively be compared with Lat. corium ‘leather’ (de

Bernardo Stempel 1987: 93; compare Gr. ck0teV¢ ‘cobbler’ < ox¥tog ‘leather’).
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MoHG obs. Lehne, cf. DWb XII: 1137) (OStir 1930: 22; Machek 1950b:
154; Matasovi¢ 2013: 85, forthc.)5** — The lexicographically attested
SCr. dial. kiin ‘maple’ is usually taken to represent an old *klina-
(Berneker I: 512; REW I: 567; 3CCH IX: 195).54> Considering the
isolation of this dialect form, it seems difficult to justify reconstructing
it for Proto-Slavic. Skok (II: 95) remarks on the similarity to the
“Macedonian” kAwvotpoyov quoted by Theophrastus,54 referring to a

kind of maple, and suspects a localized borrowing.

The position of Lt. klévas, Lv. klava, klavs ‘maple’ is unclear. The
analysis *klen-uo- (e.g. OStir 1930: 68; Bankowski 2000 I: 706) would
be in contradiction to Zem. tévas, Lv. tiévs ‘thin’ < *tenh,-uo- (~ Lat.
tenuis ‘thin, fine’; cf. also 3CCH IX: 194). In fact, the Latvian evidence
appears to suggest an earlier *kljawa- (Endzelins 1911: 94; Stang 1972:
28-29), which could be supported by the absence of [-hardening in
Lithuanian dialects (Zinkevicius 1966: 160). It is difficult to account for
the alternation *kliou- oo *klen- even within a non-IE context — as
ALEW (p. 584) points out, all we are left with is a common element *kl-.
Therefore, I am inclined to leave the Baltic terms out of the

comparison.

54¢ [t almost seems a sheer accident that Schrader (1901: 33 and
Schrader/Nehring I: 38) included here OCo. kelin ‘holly’. He left the word
without a gloss, and in the same unglossed form it was repeated by Trautmann
(1923: 136), Berneker (I: 512, adding Welsh celyn) and Vasmer (REW I: 567);
cf. Friedrich (1970: 64), where Welsh celyn is incorrectly glossed ‘maple’. The
etymology, with the correct gloss, is explicitly defended by Specht (1947: 60)
and Fraenkel (LEW 270-271), while it is explicitly — and surely correctly —
rejected by Stang (1972: 29; implicitly e.g. IEW 603).

545 Although *kluna- (Miklosich 1886: 118) or *kulna- would also be possible.
546 Alongside a variant yAeivog, of unspecified dialectal affiliation (cf. Meyer
1892:325-326).
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Germanic *hlun- could theoretically be analysed as a secondary zero-
grade to *hlen-, thereby matching the Slavic form; however, since such
a full-grade variant is unattested, this hypothesis is rather circular. It
seems quite possible that the irregular correspondence could be
explained as the result of borrowings from a non-Indo-European
source. A similar explanation might also account for the “Macedonian”
KAlvO-, mentioned above, although too little is known about Ancient

Macedonian for this form to be used here.

[‘silver’. OCS cbpe6po, Cz. stfibro, Sln. srebrg ‘silver’ ~ Go. silubr, ON

silfr, OHG silabar* ‘silver’— See the discussion on p. 355.]

? frogspawn’. Lt. kurkulai, Lv. kufkuli (LVPPV: kurkulis); Pl. skrzek, Cz.
dial. (Kott V: 752) Zabo-kreky ‘frogspawn’ ~ ON hrogn, OHG rogo ‘(fish)
roe’ (Polomé 1986: 661) — Germanic *kruk- and Baltic *kurk- seem to
show an irregular metathetic relationship. The analysis of the Balto-
Slavic data is difficult, however, due to repeated contaminations with
words for ‘croak’ (cf. Machek 1924: 128-130). First and foremost, the
Baltic forms look like derivatives of Lt. kufFkti, Lv. kurkt ‘to croak’
(Buga 1923-1924: 139; cf. Nesselmann 1851: 212). In Slavic, compare
R dial. kpsak ‘frogspawn’ (hardly < *kréka-, pace REW I: 674) beside
kpsikamwo ‘croak’ (CPHI XV: 365-366), and further Pl. skrzek ‘croaking;

frogspawn’.

Since ‘frogspawn’ as ‘the croaker’ does not make much sense, I assume
these contaminations are secondary. In this case, one is tempted to
give preference to the Lithuanian *krekulai (Miezinis 1894: 118),547
dial. krekuciai (LKZ) ‘frogspawn’, which are closer to the Slavic forms.

This could perhaps support the connection with Lt. krékti ‘coagulate,

547 Attested as (krakulai), but its alphabetical position after (krekinties)

implies a misprint.
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congeal’ (Berneker [: 613-614; LEW 293) and suggest that the
Germanic evidence is unrelated. On the other hand, the parallelism
with *klen- : *klun- ‘maple’, discussed above, opens up the possibility of

analysing *krek- : *kruk- as a non-IE borrowing.

2.3.3.3. ? Lithuanian *a o0 Latvian *u

? ‘millet’. Lt. séros ~ Lv. dial. (Kurzeme) siira® ‘millet’ (Pronk/Pronk-
Tiethoff 2018: 293; Kroonen et al. 2022: 22) — The inner-Baltic
correspondence is irregular, but Elger’s 1683 dictionary has Lv. (sare),
(sare) = */sare/ ‘milium’ (see ME III: 806; Nieminen 1956: 164-165).
This might suggest the Latvian variant with -i- is secondary, although
only ad hoc accounts can be given for it (cf. Nieminen 1956: 175-176).
The best explanation is to assume a contamination with South Estonian
suurmagq, Li.sidrméd PL. ‘groats’, which is supported by the Salaca
Livonian compound kriev sirmed ‘millet’ (kriev  ‘Russian’;
Winkler/Pajusalu 2009: 87, 182). The existing etymological
explanations of the Baltic word are all unsatisfactory. A derivation
from an older *psdard and comparison with Slavic *prasa- ‘millet’ (Hirt
1927: 309; Otrebski 1939: 137), or Skt.psati ‘chew, consume’
(Nieminen 1956: 170) remains highly hypothetical, especially in view
of the contradictory development of initial *ps- observed in Lt. spenys

‘teat’ < *psten-.548

548 Witczak’s (1997: 30-32) comparison with MP xw’r /xwar/ ‘food’, Oss. I xor,
D xwar ‘cereal, barley’, allegedly from *sueh,r- is impossible. Not only is the
loss of *u in Baltic suspect, but the Iranian root is clearly *hwdr- < *sueR-
(Cheung 2007: 147-148), i.e. not consistent with a laryngeal. See Kroonen et
al. 2022: 22.
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The Baltic word is obviously related to Md. E suro, M sura ‘millet’.5%°
Although some have derived the Mordvin word from Baltic (Thomsen
1890: 219; SSA III: 201; Kallio 2008a: 268), the opposite direction has
often been preferred (Ojansuu 1921: 57-60; Kalima 1936: 210;
TonopoB/Tpy6aueB 1962: 248). This was supported by the claim that
the Mordvin lexeme is cognate with F sora, E dial. séra ‘gravel, coarse
sand’. As an alternative, Toivonen (1928: 233) has adduced Komi zer,
(Jazva) zu-'r ‘oats’, Udmurt zer ‘bromegrass’, an equation which was
taken up by UEW (766) and JleiTkus/I'ynsie (1970: 106, with
hesitation). Should the Permic words belong here, the semantic shift
could be explained as a result of a migration beyond the northern
limits of millet cultivation (about 57° N in the Eastern Baltic, cf.
Grikpédis/Motuzaité Matuzeviciuté 2020: 163). If we admit a
secondary voicing in Permic,® then we could suggest a Uralic
reconstruction *sora. Such a reconstruction might also work for
Mordvin, although admittedly, due to the PMd. final *-3, Mordvin is
more consistent with a reconstruction *sora rather than *sora

(Pystynen 2020b).

Van Pareren (2008: 124; cf. Junttila 2015a: 23) is inclined to reject any
relationship between the Baltic and Mordvin words because Baltic *-a-
is difficult to square with Mordvin *-u-. According to Nieminen (1956:

173), the comparison would only be possible should we assume an

549 | cannot accept the suggestion of Nieminen (1956: 175) that the similarity
is coincidental.

550 Sporadic initial voicing is attested in Permic, compare e.g. Komi beZ, Udm.
biZ < *ponca ‘tail’ (Sammallahti 1988: 547), but there remains a question as to
whether this also applies to sibilants. The few possible equations, e.g. Komi zil’
‘diligent, hard-working’ ~ Hungarian iigyes ‘skilled, capable’ (UEW 442-443)
and Komi za ‘stem, stalk, shaft’” ~ Erzya sad ‘stalk’ (see fn. 317), all involve
some additional phonological obstacles. For *0-a > Komi/Udmurt ¢, cf. Komi-

Permjak es-, Udmurt eski- ‘vomit’ < *oska- (cf. Metsdranta 2020: 103).
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original *¢ in pre-Mordvin; however, the traditional reconstruction of
Proto-Uralic *0 has since been shown to be faulty: most examples of *o
should instead be reconstructed *a(-a) (see Aikio 2012b). If we set up
an earlier *sara for Mordvin, this would bring it closer to the Baltic
data, but force us to separate the Permic evidence; moreover, the
Mordvin change *a(-2) > (*o >) *u has been dated very early and
considered to be part of a chain of vowel shifts shared by Sami
(KusaoB 2014: 116-117), which would make the reconstruction of a

pre-Mordvin *sara anachronistic.

In conclusion, it is unclear whether such a hypothesis would shed any
light on the Latvian -iu-, as (especially in view of the evidence from
Elger’s dictionary) the time depth is probably too shallow to assume
influence of a substrate. However, a direct loan relationship between
Mordvin and Baltic words for ‘millet’ remains doubtful, and it is quite
possible that these represent parallel loanwords from a third source.
Since the correlation between Baltic *a@ and Mordvin *u could be

characterized as one of height, this example may still belong here.

Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence high o low vocalic alternations is
collected in Table 16, below (see p. 297 for help reading the table).
Forms which do not provide relevant data are presented in light grey.

Shaded cells indicate forms containing high vowels.

Table 16. Possible examples of high oo low alternations

Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere

*ui-sam(b")r-
‘bison’ *za/um(b™)r- | *ui-s(u)nT-
*stum(b")r-

‘oriole’ *ualanG- *u (i)1g™- *ualk-
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Baltic Slavic Germanic Elsewhere
? ‘heel’ *kul$-ni- ? *kulk- - Lat. *kalk-
? ‘salmon’ *lasis- *laSaS- *laks-
? ‘grouse’ *ie-rub”- *(i)e-re/imb"- |*reb"-
‘maple’ - *klen- *klun- ? Mac. *klin-
‘silver’ *sid"ab"r- *sirebr- *silubr- Celt. ?*silapr-
? ‘frogspawn’ |? *krek- *krek- *kruk-
? ‘millet’ *sar- - - Md. *sur-

The evidence falls into two broad groups: those which show a high
vowel in Balto-Slavic, and those which show a high vowel in Germanic.
The former group consists mainly of more or less uncertain examples,
and since there is little coherence in terms of distribution and co-
occurring phenomena, it is quite unlikely that all of the examples can

be directly compared.

Those which show a high vowel in Germanic form a much more
promising group — all three show *e (= *[e]) in Slavic and *u in
Germanic. Since the vowels *& and *u could hardly be more different,
representing opposite extremes of the vowel triangle, it may seem
dubious to derive them from a common source. However, it is not too
difficult to find such correlations between related languages, such as
between e.g. Erzya Mordvin kenZe (dial. kdn3d) and Obdorsk Khanty
kuns ‘nail’ (< *kiinci), while the regular development *e(-d) > Permic *¢
leads to examples such as Finnish pesd ‘nest’ ~ Udmurt puz ‘egg’. Thus,
the problem may be resolved by assuming distinct but related donor

languages.
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2.3.4. Alternations between monophthongs and diphthongs

2.3.4.1. ? Baltic *a co Slavic *ai/ei

Schrijver (1997: 304-307) has adduced several examples in which
Germanic *ai appears to correspond to Celtic *a, the clearest being
MW baed (< *basio-) against OE bar (< *baiza-) ‘boar’.551 None of his
examples involve Balto-Slavic, but a few cases can be identified in
which Slavic potentially contains a diphthong. Although it is admittedly
not possible to rule out an original long vowel based on the Slavic-
internal evidence, in each case, a diphthong would be more easily

reconcilable with the Baltic evidence.

‘leaf’. OCS nuct®, R 2ucm, Cz. list ‘leaf’ ~ Lt. dial. IdkStas ‘large flat leaf;
leaf used as a baking sheet’, dialectically and in older texts ‘leaf’ (see
ALEW? s.v.), Lv. laksti PL. ‘leaves of herbs; vegetable tops’ — The Slavic
word is usually compared with a different Baltic lemma, namely
Lt. ldiskas ‘narrow leaf (e.g. of an onion), blade; green shoot’, as a
neologism ‘(postal) letter’, Lv. laiska (hapax? cf. ME II: 410-411) ‘leaf
on a flax or cereal stalk’. According to this theory, the Slavic word
would show a different ablaut grade and a derivation in *-to-. If we
assume a non-inherited origin, the comparison with Lt. Idkstas appears
more straightforward; moreover, this word is semantically a better fit,

as it is well attested in the more general sense ‘leaf’.

It seems attractive to compare both the Baltic and Slavic words with a
group of West Uralic words for ‘leaf’: Sa. N lasta, Sk. lostt (< *leste);
F lehti, E leht, Li. lé’d (< *lehti), Ma. E lastas, W [astds (< *listds), all of
which can regularly reflect PU *lesta (UEW 689). Incidentally, the

551 Note, however, that van Sluis et al. (2023: 231) consider the Celtic word a

possible West Germanic loan.
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similarity to both the Baltic and Slavic words has already been noted:
Sammallahti (1977: 123-124; cf. SSA II: 58-59) has assumed a direct
loan from the Baltic *la(k)$ta-, while Viitso (1992: 189) and
Hamonbckux/durosaTtoBa (2000: 229) have posited an early loan from
Slavic. Finally, Blazek (2019: 216) has suggested a loan from an

unattested Baltic *list-, a zero-grade equivalent of Slavic *lista-.

M. XKussoB (p. c.) has noted that the similarity between these words
might be better accounted for by assuming parallel loans from a
substrate language. As the above solutions provide a convincing
account of only part of the data, this is certainly worthy of
consideration. A similar vocalic relationship is found between R muc,
Cz. tis, Sln. (Pletersnik II: 670) tis, (SSKJ?) tisa ‘yew tree’552 and Latin
taxus ‘yew tree’, which has widely been regarded a non-IE borrowing
(Schrader in Hehn 1911: 532; Schrader/Nehring I: 225; OStir 1930: 22,
90; Machek 1950: 152; REW III: 107; Stawski SEJP I: 103),553 a
suggestion which, in principle, seems attractive: the Latin and Slavic

words are semantically identical and formally similar (Slavic *s may

552 RCS Tucs translates Gr. ké8pog ‘cedar’ (cf. CAPA 960; CPA 11-17 XXIX: 350;
cf. also OCS (Ps. Sin.) Tica glossing the Greek loanword kegpi, SJS IV: 457).
Most likely, this is merely a localization of a Mediterranean dendronym and
does not attest to a genuine currency of the word in this sense (pace
Blazek/JanySkova 2015: 91). In any case, all of the modern languages are in
agreement in meaning ‘yew’.

553 Blazek/JanySkova (2015: 87) have suggested that the Slavic word may have
been loaned from a Dalmatian *tis, which would be the regular reflex of Lat.
taxeus ‘made of yew’. While an interesting suggestion, it is hampered, as the
authors note, by the fact that this Dalmatian word is hypothetical (and the
adjective taxeus does not appear to be continued in other Romance
languages). More importantly, in a common Slavic loanword, one would
undoubtedly anticipate a substitution *i = *i, as in e.g. Cz. m§e, SCr. dial. mdsa
‘mass’ (< ML missa, M. Matasovi¢ 2011: 114-115).



Vocalism 415

derive from *ks, or perhaps from foreign *ks in a borrowing postdating

the RUKI law).

If Slavic *i in these cases derives from an earlier *ei, then we are
dealing with an underlying alternation *a oo *ei. At face value, this
could be understood as a combination of a ‘diphthongal’ alternation
(like the one described by Schrijver) and a front-back alternation (as
in 2.3.2). Naturally, it is possible that both *a and *ei derive directly
from some other source like *ai; as usual, any explanation of this

alternation will remain in the domain of speculation.

t ‘hazel (1)’. Lt. dial. lazda ‘hazel’, usually ‘cane, stick’, Lv. lazda; Pr E
laxde ‘hazel’ ~ Uk. dial. sicka (usu. aiwytHa), Cz. liska, SCr. lijéska ‘hazel’
— The comparison with Alb. lajthi ‘hazel’ (Meyer 1891: 234; Jokl 1923:
203-206; Huld 1990: 401) is suspect. As proven by the form lakthi in
Dalmatian Albanian, an original cluster *-k6- is to be reconstructed
(see Demiraj 1997: 231-232). As *-k6- is not the known reflex of any
inherited cluster, -th- must be a suffix, while the stem *lak- cannot

easily be compared with the Balto-Slavic data.554

The Baltic and Slavic forms were already compared by Miklosich (1886:
167), but the comparison is generally viewed with scepticism (cf. REW
II: 34; ALEW 652). Derksen (2008: 274), however, states that “there
can hardly be any doubt” that the comparison is correct. I am not
entirely convinced: even if we are willing to accept an alternation *a oo
ai, for which a partial parallel could be the word for ‘turnip’ (cf.

Lt.répé ~ R prona, p. 373-374), we are still left with the obscure

554 The direct equation of Lt. lazda with Olr. slat ‘rod, twig’ (Kroonen 2011b:
217-218; ALEW 652) is not possible, as the Celtic form must be reconstructed
*slatta (Schrijver 1995a: 431; Matasovi¢ 2009: 345), cf. Modern Irish slat as
against nead ‘nest’ (< *nisdo-). The connection with OCS so3a ‘vine’ (Berneker

I: 736; REW II: 43-44) is phonologically and semantically implausible.
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relationship between Baltic *-zd- and Slavic *-sk-. In principle, given
the lack of old attestations, the Slavic forms do not appear to exclude a
reconstruction *lés-uka-, i.e. a derivative of the noun in OCS abcsb
‘copse, thicket’ (REW loc. cit.,; cf. also 3CCA XIV: 241 with lit.).
Considering the vocalism and consonantism are both irregular, it is
uncertain, despite Derksen, whether the similarity is sufficient to

warrant a comparison at all.

2.3.4.2. ? Baltic *a/0 o *au elsewhere

‘seal’. Lt. rudonis, Lv.ruénis ‘seal’ ~ Olr. ron, MW moel-rawn, Bret.
reunig ‘seal’ (Ariste 1971: 10; Wagner 1981: 26; Sausverde 1996: 139;
Stifter 2023, forthc.) — Considering that the similarity between the
Baltic and the Celtic words seems obvious (Biiga 1911: 37, 1922: 279),
it is remarkable that the Celtic data is not even mentioned in most
Baltic etymological dictionaries (LEW 746-747; Karulis II: 129;
Smoczynski 2018: 1115), which instead offer speculative root
etymologies. The reason for this omission is that the Irish form was
long ago explained as a Germanic loanword (Bezzenberger in Stokes
1894: 235; Pedersen 1909: 21; ME III: 581). However, the suggested
source, Old English hran ‘(a small kind of) whale’, is not phonologically
suitable. The variant spelling hron shows the rounding of short /a/
before a nasal (Hogg 1992: 14), and demonstrates that we are dealing

with a short vowel (see also the considerations of Stifter 2023: 183).

The Celtic reconstruction is problematic. Stifter (2023: 183) has stated
that the British and Goidelic forms cannot be united under a common
proto-form, but he has later (Stifter forthc.) suggested the

reconstruction *rauno-, comparing the homonym Molr. rén ‘horse-hair’,
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<

MW rawn ‘coarse animal hair’ < *rauno- (cf. R pyuo ‘fleece’).555 If this
reconstruction is valid, then the only way to compare the Baltic and
Celtic forms would be to reconstruct *reh,u-no- for Celtic and *roh,u-n-
for Baltic. However, even then, the development of *-oh,u- > Baltic *-6-

is highly suspect (Villanueva Svensson 2015).

Since it is a priori questionable that Proto-Indo-European could have
had a word for ‘seal’, such manipulations feel superfluous. Instead, it is
more probable that Celtic and Baltic loaned their respective words for
‘seal’ from related sources. Considering that seals are marine animals,

this must have occurred relatively late in both branches.

? ‘palate’. Lt. gomurys 32 ‘palate’, Lv. gdmurs ‘larynx; windpipe’ ~ OHG
goumo - facia ‘gullet; throat’, MoHG Gaumen ‘palate’ (Derksen 2015:
184) — Almost all of the Germanic evidence points to *goma(n)-, cf.
ON gomr ‘palate; floor of the mouth’, OE goma ‘palate; gullet’, OHG
guomo ‘palate; throat’ (cf. Kroonen 2011b: 302), which would
harmonize nicely with the Baltic data, allowing for the reconstruction
of a shared proto-form *g”ehzm-.556 However, this fails to account for
the High German evidence, for which various solutions have been

proposed.

In OHG, we find guomo beside goumo. The alternation -ou- ~ -uo- has
been attributed to various reductions of a long diphthong *au (Winter

1982: 183; Kluge/Seebold 336). A possible condition for this variation

555 The a-vocalism raises problems for Slavic here, though, since the clear
evidence for oxytone accentuation (cf. also Cz. rouno, SCr. (Vuk) riino ‘fleece’;
3anu3nsak 1985: 135; Derksen 2008: 440) is hardly consistent with an internal
laryngeal. See the detailed discussion in Stifter forthc.

556 The received connection with Gr. yaokw ‘yawn, gape’ (IEW 449) appears to
be contradicted by the initial g- in Baltic as opposed to the Z- in Lt. Zidtis ‘open
one’s mouth’. On the relationship of the Greek and Baltic forms, see Lubotsky
2011.
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was suggested by Kroonen (2013: 185): in his opinion, the pre-Proto-
Germanic diphthong *ou developed to *0 in open syllables, while being
shortened to *au in closed syllables (cf. also idem: xv-xvi).357 He
therefore suggests that an earlier paradigm *goumon (> *gom-), OBL.
*goumn- (> *gaum-) could account for both OHG variants. However, it
should be noted that OHG spellings in goum-, gaum- are rare,58 and a

MHG continuation is uncertain (see MWb s.v. guome).

MoHG Gaumen, which only becomes common in the 16" century (see
DWb IV: 1576-1578), is usually assumed to continue the OHG by-form
goumo. However, a number of dialect forms appear to suggest a
prototype *giiman-, cf. Swiss (16" c.) giime (Schw. Id. 11: 308), Cimbrian
gaumo (cf. Schmeller/Bergmann 1855: 39-40), Upper Saxon gaumen
(DWb 1V: 1577 under 3b), Prussian German giuma (PrWb II: 261), as
well as MLG gume (Schiller/Liibben I: 165) and Lower Saxon gimen
(NdsWb II: 135). The standard German form may in principle be
derived from this preform, too. In that case, we might instead assume
an old ablauting *goman- : *giman-, somewhat comparable to that
observed in Go. fon, GEN.SG. funins ‘fire’, reflecting an earlier *peh,ur,
OBL. *puhzn- (< *phyu-n-) (for more potential examples, see Kroonen

2011b: 319-324).

Either interpretation of the Germanic evidence appears to require a
root containing *u, a reconstruction which is excluded by the Baltic
evidence. This word may therefore possibly show evidence for an

alternation *a oo *du. Note, however, that the interpretation of the

557 Compare ON ndr ‘ship (as a kenning); tempering trough (= Ic. né-trog)’ (<
*neh,u-; idem: 391) : naust ‘boathouse’ (< *neh,u-st-; idem: 384).

558 3x in AWb as against dozens in guom-, guam-; the interpretation of the
hapax spelling gaom- is disputed, see EWAhd (IV: 562 with lit.), whose
authors assume that goumo arose due to contamination with goumen ‘eat,
feast’ (cf. also ALEW 400).
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Germanic ablaut alternation in laryngealistic terms may be
anachronistic if we are actually dealing with a post-PIE loanword.
Alternatively, we might interpret the continental Germanic evidence
for *u as indicative of a non-IE alternation *a oo *i. Whatever the
solution, the Baltic and Germanic forms are difficult to combine in an
Indo-European context. Due to ambiguities in interpreting the
Germanic evidence, this cannot be considered a certain example of a

diphthong alternation.

2.3.5. Length alternations

2.3.5.1. Baltic long o elsewhere short

‘apple’. Lt. obuolys 32, Lv. dbudls ‘apple’ (beside Lt. obelis, Lv. dbele
‘apple tree’, an old consonant stem); Pr. E woble; R sf610ko, Cz. jablko,
Sln. jdbotko ‘apple’ ~ OE @ppel, OHG apful; Olr. ubull, MW aval ‘apple’
(Kluge/Gotze [1948]: 20-21; Hamp 1979: 163-166; Markey 1989: 599-
600; Huld 1990: 398-400; Oettinger 2003; Kroonen 2013: 31) — The
word for ‘apple’ occupies a curious position in the study of Indo-
European. On the one hand, the word has often figured as a key
example in the question of Indo-European [-stems (Fraenkel 1936b:
172-176; Adams 1985; Olsen 2010: 76; Beekes 2011: 195; Stifter 2019:
204-207); on the other, it has not infrequently been regarded as a

probable loanword from a non-IE source.55?

559 [ will not get into the attempts to connect the families of Lat. malum and
Pashto mand (both ‘apple’) to this word, except to say that the supposed
irregular change *b > *m (BlaZzek 1995: 17) or, conversely, *m > *b
(Tamkpenunse/UBanoB 1984: 639-640; Cheung/Aydemir 2015: 85-86) are
both completely ad hoc (cf. Kroonen 2016: 88).
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The evidence for an ablauting I-stem comes from the following:
Lt. obuolys and Olr. ubull < *abiil- (cf. in detail Stifter 2019) point to
lengthened grade suffix *-6l-, while Germanic *apla- and Slavic
*abl-uka- suggest a zero-grade *-I-. Words for ‘apple tree’ tend to show
full-grade: Pr.E wobalne; MR s6osao0nb (IlaxmatoB 1915: 151), PL
jabton, Sln. jdblana ‘apple tree’ and Olr. aball, MW avall ‘apple tree’
suggest *-al-n- (a-grade? cf. 2.3.6; or rather Slavic *-ol-n-, Celtic *-I-n-);
ON apaldr also suggests *apal-(d)ra- as against West Germanic *apla-.
Lt. obelis points to *-el- which could potentially be secondary for *-ol-,

as Lt. séser- ‘sister OBL.” K *suesor- (cf. Skt. svdsaram ACC.SG.).

Aside from the limited distribution, the argument for a non-IE origin
essentially comes down to the presence of the phoneme *b. If one does
not accept the existence of *b in PIE, the word must be interpreted as a
borrowing; by contrast, if one does accept such a phoneme, the word is
unproblematic (cf. NIL 264). Hamp (1979: 163) initially speculated that
the long vowel in Balto-Slavic might be a reflection of some non-IE
feature, but retracted this view in an addendum, preferring to evoke
the recently discovered Winter’s law (cf. Winter 1978: 438). This has
become the communis opinio (NIL 263), as the supposition of *b in

principle explains both the Germanic and Balto-Slavic data.

However, I do not consider there to be sufficient evidence for a
phoneme *b in PIE (see Pedersen 1951: 10-12; 'amkpesnupa3ze/BaHoOB
1984: 6-7; Lubotsky 2013; see also Olander 2020). Aside from Lt. troba
‘peasant house’, where the vocalism is unexpected (see the following
entry), all of the other examples of Winter’s law from *b are ambiguous
at best. Thus, Winter’s only other example was Lt. grébti ‘rake, gather

up; snatch’, where the secondary nature of the acute is shown by
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Lv. grebt ‘carve, hollow out’, R epecmu ‘rake up, gather together’,5¢0 and
other cases do not inspire confidence, either.561 If we reject the
phoneme *b, as I would recommend, then we should interpret the
correspondences as irregular. The long, acute vowel in Balto-Slavic as
opposed to the short vowel elsewhere can be viewed in this context

(see in particular the following example).

On the other hand, it cannot entirely be excluded that the word was
borrowed into Balto-Slavic prior to Winter’s law. Note in this respect
the fact that the word can be reconstructed to Proto-Balto-Slavic, and
appears to show archaic ablaut, which would favour an early adoption.
In this case, this alternation could not be characterized as one of
length, and the only challenge to an Indo-European origin would be the

necessity to reconstruct *b.

‘cottage’. Lt. troba ‘peasant house; room’, HLv. traba® ‘old, worn-out
building; improvised hut’ (ME IV: 227; EH II: 692); Oscan triibum

ACC.SG. ‘house’>62 ~ Olr. treb, MW tref ‘residence, estate’; further cf.

560 Kortlandt (1988: 393; followed by Derksen 1996: 321-322) has assumed
the confusion of two roots, *g"reb"- ‘to dig’ and *g"reb- ‘to grab’, but the latter
is based only on Lt.grébti (LIV 201; OCS rpaGurtu ‘steal, snatch’ belongs
rather with Lt. grébti; on the Germanic forms, see Kroonen 2013: 187). For the
secondary acute, as well as the variant grébti (cf. 3PRES. grébia in Alytus),
compare also Lt. répti (dial. répti) ‘take, rob’ beside réplés ‘tongs’, Alb. rjep,
rrjep ‘skin, flay’ (cf. LIV 507, where the secondary nature of the acute is taken
for granted; likewise ALEW 991; for further discussion of this kind of
metatony, see Pronk 2012: 29-32).

561 For Lt.drébti (3PRES. drébia), Derksen (2015: 138) is again content to
assume contamination of two verbs, but the euphemistic sense ‘strike’ is
hardly to be separated from senses such as ‘pour (e.g. porridge); make from
clay; slouch’. On OCS cn1a6®b 'weak’, which is reconstructed *sleb- (LIV addenda
s.v. *(s)leb-), see Kroonen (2011a: 258-259).

562 The Umbrian hapax trebeit 3sG.PRES. ‘lingers, dwells(?)’ is normally ascribed
a short *é (Buck 1904: 62; Untermann 2000: 759 with lit.). But as far as I can
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Go. paurp ‘field’, OE prop, porp, OHG dorf ‘hamlet, estate’ (Hamp 1978:
187; Huld 1990: 398; de Vaan 2008: 626) — There is no necessity in
including Lat. trabs ‘beam, tree’ in this etymology (see Ernout/Meillet
698; Untermann 2000: 766 contra Walde/Hofmann II: 696-697; de
Vaan 2008: 626, etc.). As with the word for ‘apple’, discussed
immediately above, the analysis of this word is intrinsically linked to
the status of the phoneme *b. In this case, both Oscan and Germanic
provide independent evidence in favour of this reconstruction, and the
long vowel in Baltic could be attributed to Winter’s law (Derksen 2015:

472).

However, the Baltic *a-vocalism also presents problems, as from an
original *o lengthened by Winter’'s law, we would anticipate *§.563
ALEW (p. 1298) makes reference to “Neoablaut”, but this is difficult, as
the word does not show any evidence of ablaut within Baltic (leaving
aside the doubtful vien-tréb ‘alone’ beside -treib, cf. ME IV: 667). In a
similar context, Derksen has referred to “the well-known East Baltic
reshuffling of the ablaut relations” (2002: 9); however, to justify this
position, we would need more concrete argumentation. As it stands, it
would appear that *a (see 2.3.6) and *b, both of which are of doubtful
status, would have to be assumed if we are to attribute the length and
acute accent to Winter’s law. On the other hand, Oscan also shows a

long vowel in this word, suggesting that it may have some other origin.

Either way, the relationship between Baltic *-d-, Oscan *-é- and Celtic
*-e- is impossible to adequately explain in Indo-European terms

(Beekes 1969: 191), independently of whether one assumes an

make out, the length is ambiguous. Buck (op. cit. 26) writes “oftenest there is
no designation of the length” and on the spelling of *¢ in Umbrian (p. 34), “i
occurs frequently [...] but e is far more common”.

563 Lt. niogas ~ Skt. nagnd- ‘naked’; piiodas ‘pot’ ~ OE fat ‘vessel, jar’, etc.
(Winter 1978: 345).
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originally long vowel in Baltic or one that was secondarily lengthened
by Winter’s law. For Baltic *a against *e elsewhere, see 2.3.2.2. On the
other hand, the Germanic evidence is rather troubling, as at face value
it seems to imply a syllabic *r. This might be more consistent with an
inherited origin (compare ‘furrow’, p. 330-331). It might be possible to
view the Germanic *u vocalism in the context of the *e oo *u alternation
discussed under 2.3.3.2, but this would require the additional
assumption of the metathesis of *r (compare similarly ‘sturgeon’,

p. 372-373).

‘fresh’. Lt. pre"skas; R nprocuetii, Sln. présan ‘fresh, unleavened’ ~
OE fersc ‘fresh, unsalted’, OHG frisc ‘raw, fresh’ — It was previously
assumed that Balto-Slavic reflected *proisk- and Germanic *prisk- (still
Torp 1919: 135; Walde/Pokorny II: 89). However, since Buga (1922:
277) demonstrated that the supposed Lithuanian variant *prieskas
does not exist, the etymology has largely been rejected, with the
Germanic forms usually not even mentioned as possible comparanda
(cf. Trautmann 1923: 231; LEW 652; REW II: 429-430; Smoczynski
2018: 1018).56% [t nevertheless seems difficult to imagine that the
similarity is a mere coincidence in view of the precise agreement in
meaning and correspondence of four consonants. The comparison can
only be made by assuming parallel loanwords from another source. See
also the discussion of Finnic *réska ‘fresh’, whose vocalism may also

pose issues, in footnote 242.

564 The word is also omitted from Stang’s treatment of the Balto-Slavic-
Germanic isoglosses. He does (1972: 40), however, adduce a pair which is
remarkably similar, both belonging to a similar semantic field and showing
the same correlation in vocalism: Pl. obrzazg, obrzask ‘tart flavour (of wine)’,
R 6prb3zamb ‘be squeamish, fussy’ ~ Nw. dial. brisk ‘sharp or bitter taste’.
Note, however, that an ablauting *b"roisg- : *b"risg- would indeed be possible

here.
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[‘lynx’. Lt. ldsis, Lv. liisis, Pr. E luysis; R pwicw, Sln. ris ‘lynx’ ~ OE lox,

OHG luhs ‘lynx’ — See the detailed discussion on p. 290-291.]

? ‘ash’. Lt. tosis, Lv. udsis; Pr. E woasis; R siceus, SIk. jaseri, SCr. jdsén
‘ash tree’ ~ Lat. ornus; Olr. uinnius, MW onn (cOLL.) ‘ash tree’ (Machek
1954: 108, 1968: 217) — Bg. dial. dcen need not imply a variant with
*6- in Balto-Slavic (pace BEP IV: 936; Andersen 1996a: 142-143). Its
distribution largely corresponds to that of ocuka ‘aspen’ (central
Bulgaria, east of Sofia), which it was apparently influenced by. The
latter is a preserved archaism (cf. Cz. osika ‘aspen’), while dial. sctuka
‘aspen’, on the contrary, shows the influence of sicen ‘ash’ (thus already
Zubaty 1892: 254 fn.).565 | prefer to keep ON askr, Arm. hac‘ ‘ash tree’
Alb. ah ‘beech’ (< *hesk-0-) apart.

Kortlandt (1988: 391) has suggested to start from a paradigm *Heh;s-s-
: *Hhz-es-, a solution which has been followed by a number of Leiden-
affiliated scholars (e.g. Schrijver 1991: 78; de Vaan 2008: 435; Kroonen
2013: 38). While such a paradigm seems possible on paper, it is
difficult to imagine its survival into core PIE in a peripheral, non-basic
vocabulary item.5¢¢ Furthermore, this is not the only possibility. It

would be equally possible, both phonologically and morphologically, to

565 Thus also SCr. jasika beside jdsén, and Sln. jasika and jdsen reported in the
same village by Erjavec (1883: 290). A variant with *e- perhaps underlies
Sln. jesika, whence jésen (and Kajkavian jésén, cf. PCA VIII: 741). Or does this
variation have something to do with the frequent occurrence of ja- for je- in
South and West Slavic (Andersen 1996a: 74-76)? On the association of ‘ash’
and ‘aspen’, see Normier 1981: 25-26 with lit.

566 Note in this respect that the very similar word for ‘mouth’ *h;ehsz-s, OBL.
*h;hz-s- still preserved its archaic paradigm in Hitt. ais (for *as, cf. CLuw.
assa), obl. iss- (thus Kloekhorst 2008: 166-167), but was levelled in the rest of
PIE, where it was probably reinterpreted as a root noun: Lat. 0s (GEN.SG. 0ris),
Skt. ds-, OlIr. (rare; cf. LEIA A-4) d ‘mouth’. (For alternative views on the
Hittite form, see Melchert 2010 and NIL 388-389 with lit.).
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assume a reduplicated *hze-hzs- in Balto-Slavic as against *hze/os-
elsewhere. Compare Lt. néndré against Hitt. nata- ‘reed’ (see p. 378,

where other possible parallels are adduced).

In this context, it is important to consider the similar correlation in the
word for ‘elbow’. A long acute vowel is found in Lt. tolektis, Lv. udlekts
‘ell (measure of length)’, and possibly Pr. E woaltis ‘ell, forearm’
matching Gr. wA¢évn ‘forearm’, while Lt. alkiiné, Pr.E alkunis,
OCS nakbTh, R 1dkomb ‘elbow’ are not consistent with a laryngeal, and
match Gr. 0Aékpavov ‘point of the elbow’.567 Here, the reconstruction
*Hehsz-I- : *Hhz-el- (Kortlandt loc. cit.; Lubotsky 1990: 131-132) is even
more uncomfortable, as it would have to have survived into the
respective prehistories of Greek and Balto-Slavic, while *Hehsl- : *Hh;I-

(Kroonen 2013: 22) is unlikely to work for the Balto-Slavic data.

Thus, if we were to explain the long vowel of Lt. tlosis (etc.) as the
result of borrowing from a non-IE source, consistency would demand
we use the same explanation for ‘elbow’. Yet considering that ‘elbow’
has plausible cognates at least in Indo-Iranian (Skt. aratni- ‘elbow, ell’)
and more or less basic semantics, a non-IE etymology is not attractive.
If the only thing separating ilosis from uolektis is its semantics and

geography, then its non-IE origin cannot be considered certain.

? ‘moss’. Lt. musai ‘mould film (on beer, wine, etc.)’; Lat. miiscus

‘moss’>%8 ~ R mox, Cz. mech, SCr. dial. mah ‘moss’; OE mos, OHG mos

567 The short vowel is assured in all early attestations, while wAékpavov is a
corruption of later editors (Isépy/Primavesi 2014: 126-127). Lat. ulna ‘ell,
elbow’, Olr. uilen ‘elbow’ and Go. aleina ‘ell’ reflect a short vowel, but are
ambiguous as this may be the result of pretonic shortening (B. Ipi60 1961: 13,
25,2008: 561; cf. Schrijver 1991: 352; Kroonen 2013: 22).

568 The Latin length is considered uncertain by Walde/Hofmann (II: 134) and
de Vaan (2008: 397) and the vowel is given as short by TLL. While metrical

evidence is lacking, the long vowel is clearly demonstrated by the Romance
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‘moss; swamp’ — Biuga (1914: 198-199; RR I: 585) has adduced
Lithuanian evidence that would point to a short -u-, but no such forms
have apparently been recorded elsewhere.3% Latin miscus may also
suggest an original long vowel, so we could suppose an alternation *u
o * on this basis. On the other hand, the Latin form may equally
reflect a full-grade *meus-, corresponding to OE méos, Du. obs. mies
‘moss’. It is tempting to attribute the Baltic lengthened vowel to a
secondary development (cf. Smoczynski 2018: 831), yet no
morphological motivation comes to mind. It is possible that further
study could clarify the inner-Baltic derivation,3’® but it remains
possible that the length is due to parallel borrowing from a non-Indo-
European source. Note, however, that the vowel here is circumflex,

while other potential examples of length alternations show an acute.

[? ‘nettle’. Lt. notré, Lv. ndtre; Pr. E noatis ‘nettle’ ~ OSw. ndtla, ndtsla,
OE netele, OHG nezzila ‘nettle’ — See the detailed discussion on p. 323-
324.]

+ ‘harrow’. Lt. aké ¢ios, Lv. ecésas, Pr. E aketes PL. ‘harrow’ ~ OE egepe,
OHG egida; MW oget ‘harrow’ (OStir 1930: 15) — The alleged
connection with Bel. dial. (cf. JABM No. 233) acéys ‘a kind of drying

reflexes (cf. Ernout/Meillet: 424), cf. Italian muschio, Spanish musgo ‘moss’,
etc.

569 Musomis aptrauké Salantai, musojai Kvédarna and (Allus apmuffdjes)
‘Kahmicht bier’ (Mielcke II: 291: an error? cf. the immediately preceding
“Kahmicht mufétas”). In the LKZ, all of Biiga’s examples have been corrected to
mis- (cf. Miséms aptrauké cited for Salantai s.v. miisa). One may of course
wonder what other potential evidence for mus- might also have been
“corrected away” by the LKZ, and to what extent this was justified.

570 It would seem most promising to start from the verb (ap-)miséti -ja
‘become covered with a mould film’, where for the lengthened grade we could
compare iterative formations like byléti -ja ‘speak’, although the verb in

question does not have an iterative meaning.
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barn’ (not a rack!) should be abandoned for semantic and phonological
reasons. On the Slavic suffix, see now Pronk/Pronk-Tiethoff (2018:
285-286). Kroonen et al. (2022: 13) point out that Germanic can reflect
*agepjo-. However, there is still a mismatch with regard to the medial
syllable, which is long (and acute) in Baltic. In the opinion of Pisani
(1968: 19-20), the foreign origin of the Baltic harrow is supported by
the similarity of harrows used in the Baltic to those used in Rome. Lat.
occare ‘till, harrow’ (and the late occa ‘harrow’ — a back formation?)

has also usually been adduced here.

It has been claimed that the Baltic vowel could be analogical after the
verb seen in Lt. akéti ‘to harrow’ (Tonopos I I: 67-68). On the other
hand, the verb, like OHG egen, eckan ‘to harrow’ has itself been seen as
a potential back-formation, which is supported by the ja-present
(Lt. akéja, Lv. ecéju; cf. ALEW 13). One could alternatively assume
secondary suffix replacement on the model of forms such as
Lt. veZéios ‘one-horse cart’ (cf. Smoczynski 2018: 10). Although I think
this word may well be of non-IE origin, the potential for analogy means

that there is no certain evidence. See also Kroonen et al. 2022: 13.

t ‘poplar’. Lt. tiopa; Lat. populus ‘poplar’ ~ R mdnoas, Slk. topol,
SCr. dial. topola ‘poplar’>7t (Machek 1954: 132; Matasovi¢ forthc.) —
The Lithuanian form, which is now part of the standard language, goes
back to Biiga (1908: 87; 1921: 433), where it is attributed to the East
AukStaitian dialect of Salakas. Gliwa (2008) is sceptical that this is an
inherited word, and considers it more likely we are dealing with a
clipping of the Slavic loanword tdpelis. As for the -to-, Gliwa’'s

assumption of an original Zemaitian form jars with the reported East

571 The Slavic word is often considered a borrowing from Latin (e.g.
Ernout/Meillet 924; Machek 1968: 647); however, finding a suitable source
form presents difficulties (see REW III: 121).
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Lithuanian distribution. The vocalism could, however, be explained as a
dialectal adaptation of literary short /0/.572 Therefore, despite
disagreeing in the details, I would support Gliwa’s suggestion, and
suspect that tiopa may indeed be a dialectal neologism based on a

Slavic loanword.573

2.3.5.2. Baltic short o Slavic long

‘iron’. Lt. geleZis, Lv.dzélzs (dial. dzelezs), Pr.E gelso ‘iron’ ~
OCS xxenb3o, Sln. Zelezo ‘iron’ (Mikkola 1903: 41; Meillet 1909: 70;
Machek 1968: 725; ALEW 351) — In Lithuanian, there is rather a lot of
evidence for an original root noun; particularly note the NOM.PL. géleZes
recorded in several dialects which otherwise only appear to have old

s

consonant stems.5’4 However, an ablauting *§"-stem (Tremblay 2004)

572 Compare Salakas forms such as puolka (= literary podlka) ‘a dance’,
kaliduéras (= virtual *kolidoras, literary koridorius) ‘corridor’ (Zinkevicius
1966: 69-70). In a similar area, we find topalas ‘poplar’ Kazitiskis (just 15 km
from Salakas), topolis Kupis$kis (LKZ) (these forms from the LKZ might even be
normalizations of dialectal /tdop-/).

573 On the other hand, Gliwa (2008: 241), is rather dismissive of the LBZ’s
further citations from the South AukStaitian dialects of Seiniai and Alytus,
stating that these may ultimately trace back to Biiga, but without evidence.
Another of Gliwa’'s arguments is that the poplar (Populus alba and Populus
nigra) is not found in Lithuania. This statement is consistent with the
distribution maps on euforgen.org, but not with those of the European Atlas of
Forest Tree Species, where both species are marked as native to Lithuania. The
only widespread dialectal term for ‘poplar’ quoted in the LKZ which is not
loaned from Slavic mdnoaw is jévaras — another Slavic loanword (Skardzius
1931: 90; LEW 195).

574 The form is widespread in UteniSkiai dialects: Dusetos, UZpaliai, Debeikiai
(Zinkevicius 1966: 264), Leliinai (Papildymy kartoteka). From these dialects,
Zinkevicius otherwise cites only NoM.pL. dures ‘door’, dieveres ‘brothers-in-

law’, dbeles ‘apples’, véveres ‘squirrels’ and (from Debeikiai) aiises ‘ears’. All of
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can hardly come into question here, first of all due to the lack of
parallels, and secondly due to the acute intonation in Slavic
(R xcearvso, cf. 3anusuax 2019: 508; SCr. (Cak.) Zelézo; cf. Derksen
2015: 555). Thirdly, there is the obvious chronological issue of
reconstructing an archaic Indo-European nominal paradigm for a
designation for ‘iron’. The difference in vowel length would rather
speak in favour of the word entering Baltic and Slavic independently.
On the various unsuccessful external comparisons, particularly with

Gr. xaAkog ‘copper, bronze’, see Thorsg et al. (2023: 113).

‘ruffe’. Lt. dial. (S Aukst.) eZgé€, also rarely eZegys (cf. e33égis, Ruhig II:
220) ‘ruffe’; Pr.E assegis - persks’> ~ Kash.jé6zdz (GEN.SG. jazdza),
Pl. jazgarz, Cz.jezdik ‘ruffe’ — The Slavic forms require a
reconstruction *ézg- or *azg-. Although the word has a limited
distribution within Slavic, the discrepancy in vowel length rules out the
possibility of a Baltic loanword. Derksen (2008: 155; 2015: 159) states
that the -g- in Lithuanian “may be the well-known Baltic intrusive
velar”. This can clearly not be correct, first and foremost due to the

trisyllabic form attested in Prussian and Lithuanian dialects.57¢ ALEW

these are probably or possibly old consonant stems. The form géleZes is also
cited from the South AuksStaitian dialect Seinai, and is the only form cited by
Zinkevi¢ius from this dialect (from the LKZ we can also add diires NOM.PL.
‘door’ and Zuves GEN.SG. ‘fish’). I therefore do not think that the ALEW (351) is
justified in calling the consonant stem inflection secondary here, despite the i-
stem inflection in the earliest texts. See also Tremblay (2004: 239).

575 Interpreted by Trautmann (1910: 305) as Perca fluviatilis, i.e. ‘perch’ (thus
also Endzelins 1943: 145; Tonopos I1d I: 133, PKEZ I: 104), but as correctly
noted by ALEW (309), it can hardly be excluded that the actual meaning of the
Prussian word was ‘ruffe’, which is considered a kind of perch in German folk
taxonomy (“Kaulbarsch”).

576 But even without these forms, the idea that eZgé should somehow be a back
formation(?) from egZlys (attested lexicographically, cf. eg3lys, Ruhig II: 220),
which has “preserved the original constellation” is implausible.
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(p- 309) explains the Slavic vocalism as due to the influence of Pl. jaZ,
Cz. jesen ‘ide’, yet this is a very different kind of fish (cf. Stawski SE]JP I:
533). While the traditional etymological comparison with eZys
‘hedgehog’ might be semantically acceptable (Trautmann 1910: 305;
Derksen 2015: 159), it cannot be substantiated without ad hoc

morphological assumptions.

Conclusion

The certain and possible evidence long oo short vocalic alternations is
collected in Table 17, below. As in previous tables, long vowels which
turn up as acute in Balto-Slavic are written with the caret (") (see p.
297 for more help reading the table). Forms which do not provide
relevant data are presented in light grey. Shaded cells indicate forms

containing long vowels.

Table 17. Possible examples of long o short alternations

Baltic Slavic Germanic | Elsewhere
‘apple’ *aBol- *aBl- *abl- Celt. *aBol-
It. *tréb-
‘cottage’ *traB- - *t(u)rb-
Celt. *treB-
‘fresh’ *preésk- *présk-n- *prisk-
‘lynx’ *10k- *[1]0k- *luk-s- Gr. *lunk-
It. *os-Vn-
? ‘ash’ *as- *0s-en- -
Celt. *os-n-
? ‘moss’ *mius- *mus- *mus- ?1t. *mius-k-
? ‘nettle’ *nat- *nat- *nad- Celt. *ninat-




Vocalism 431

Baltic Slavic Germanic | Elsewhere
‘iron’ *Geleg"- *GeléG-o- -
‘ruffe’ *eghegh-i- | *ezgh- -

Quite a large number of examples have been identified which show an
unexpected long vowel in Balto-Slavic by contrast to other European
comparanda. With the exception of ‘moss’, the vowel is acute, and
remarkably, in all of these cases a Proto-Balto-Slavic reconstruction is
possible in every case, suggesting that we are dealing with a relatively
significant time depth. Where we find an acute vowel, it is possible that
something other than length is responsible, such as glottalization. The

word for ‘moss’ is probably to be kept separate.

2.3.5.3. i/uc @

‘alder’. Lt. alksnis, dial. (NE) aliksnis (cf. p. 73), Lv. alksnis; R oabxd,
Pl. olcha; ON ¢lr, OHG elira ‘alder’ ~ Lat. alnus ‘alder’ (Machek 1954:
130; Polomé 1990: 334; Huld 1990: 401-402; Derksen 2002: 6, 2008:
307; de Vaan 2008: 34-35; Kroonen 2013: 22; Pronk 2019a: 154;
Matasovi¢ forthc.) — The Slavic vocalism presents difficulties. South
Slavic in general suggests *elixa-: SCr. obs. jelha (> joha; Skok I: 772),
Sln. jétsa, Bg. eawd, dial. esxd ‘alder’. Polish olcha and Cz. olSe demand
initial *a-, as does apparently East Slavic, where one usually
anticipates the preservation of *e- before *i in the following syllable
(laxmaTtoB 1915: 140-141; REW 1. 389, s.v. ésHs). It has been
suggested that some forms may result from contamination with the
word for ‘spruce’, cf. R dial. ésaxa ‘alder’ beside éaka ‘spruce’ (Kortlandt
apud Schrijver 1991: 41), and Bg. esxd ‘conifer, fir tree’, dial. ‘alder’.

While it is unlikely that contamination with the word for ‘spruce’ can
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explain all cases of *e- (Derksen 2008: 370),577 the evidence is difficult
to evaluate in view of the more general problems with initial vowels in

Slavic (cf. p. 384 and Andersen 1996a: 128-130).

A more remarkable issue is posed by the Latin form. While all the
remaining data points to *alis-, Latin is only consistent with a
reconstruction *als-no- (Walde/Hofmann I: 31; Schrijver 1991: 42).
This can be considered clear evidence for an irregular alternation *-i-
oo *-g- and therefore offers some empirical support for the hypothesis

that the word for ‘alder’ is of non-IE origin.

‘ground elder’. Lt. garsva (dial. gdrsva), Lv. gdrsa ‘ground elder’ ~
OHG gires - macedonicum; cf. gierisch 1604 ‘aegopodium’, giersig 1616
‘wild angelica’, modern Giersch ‘ground elder’ (DWb VII: 7388-7389);
MLG gers, gersele - grot petercilie (MoLG Heers with unclear anlaut, cf.
Marzell I: 125) — Although the Germanic and Baltic forms are usually
compared without question (e.g. IEW 445; EWAhd IV: 370-372), the
almost consistently disyllabic form in OHG (AWDb IV: 285), which can
hardly be explained as svarabhakti (cf. Reutercrona 1920: 137, 169), as
well as perhaps Early MoHG gierisch (see above) and Swiss dial. Gerrist
(Schw. Id. 11: 404), seem to suggest a disyllabic preform, e.g. *g"eru/is-
or *g"irVs (where *V is not *a), which cannot easily be compared with
the Baltic words. Thus, if the comparison is correct, we are dealing

both with an irregular loss of the second syllable vowel in Baltic, which

577 The Russian dialectal evidence is in fact more complicated, as we also find
forms like dial. eadxa (P3C XI: 325-326). However, even if we assume an
original *eluxd-, this dialectal variant must in any case be analogical (after
GEN.PL. esn0x). Rather than multiplying entities, I suspect that this form is
ultimately the result of a dialectal hardening of /lI’/ in the sequence /I'x/,
although more evidence would be desirable (Mupckasa apud Kacatkun 1999:
177 mentions the dialectal forms Olza ‘Olga’, ckdlko ‘how much’, but the

distribution of this phenomenon is not clear to me).
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can hardly be explained in Indo-European terms, as well as an
alternation between a front vowel in Germanic and back vowel in Baltic

(on which see 2.3.2.2).

? ‘aspen’. Lt. épuseé, dial. dpusé ‘aspen’ ~ Lv. apse; Pr. E abse; R ocuHa;
ON poet. osp ‘aspen’, Arm. dial. opi ‘poplar’ (for refs. and further
discussion, see p. 346) — In view of the Lithuanian data, the Latvian
word has been derived by syncope from an earlier *apuse (e.g. Schulze
1913: 288; Smoczynski 1989: 40). However, syncope does not
generally occur in Slavic, so here *aps- really is required, in line with
Armenian. Biga (1922: 226) has suggested that the Lithuanian word
arose through contamination with pusis ‘pine’, an idea which has been
taken over in other etymological works (Trautmann 1923: 11-12;
LEW 14; Smoczynski 2018: 40; note also ALEW 45). However, a change
*-ps- > *-pus- involves both a vowel epenthesis and a change in sibilant
quality,5’8 and seems hardly imaginable, especially since the trees in
question are not very similar. Endzelins (1943: 136; cf. Biga 1908:
118), starts instead from *aps-usé-, with loss of the first *s by
dissimilation, but such a dissimilation would be unparalleled (cf.

Zinkevicius 1966: 181-182).

Already Hoops (1905: 123-124) drew attention to a group of similar
forms in the Turkic languages. Chuvash dvds ‘alder’ seems to reflect an
earlier *abus (Rasdnen 1969: 3; Myapak 1993: 29) or *abis (3CTA I:
607-608). The *b is also supported by e.g. Siberian Tatar ausagq, dial.
(Tomsk) apsaq (TymameBa 1992: 25, 32) ‘aspen’, which reflects a

578 Bliga had previously expressed the view that *s became *$ after labials
(1911: 3). This would help his case, but as it is clearly contradicted by
Lt. vapsva ‘wasp’, he had apparently already rejected the development by the
time of this proposal, where he states explicitly that the expected Lithuanian

form would be *apsé.
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derivative *abs-ak with regular syncope (cf. A. Jei60 2007: 130). The
similarity of Turkic *abus and the possible Proto-Baltic form *apus- is
striking, but since the Turkic *-u- may be due to anaptyxis in a final
cluster *-bs (cf. CUT'TA VI: 65), it does not unambiguously support the

reality of this Baltic reconstruction.

In fact, the reconstruction *abs rather than *abus might better account
for Khakas os and Tatar usaq ‘alder’, which appear, at face value, to
reflect Turkic *os (the expected Khakas reflex of *abus would be *os,
with a long vowel; A. [Ibi60 2007: 19). Hoops (followed by CUT'TA IV:
131) had considered these to be Slavic loanwords, but it would be
rather remarkable if Tomsk apsaq were unrelated to Tatar usaq, with
its identical suffixation; moreover, a suitable Slavic source is
unattested.5’® A very similar correlation is found between Chuv. avdt-
and Old Turkic 6t- ‘sing (of birds)’. which is reconstructed *ebt- by
Mynpak (CUT'TA VI: 166; in his notation *évt-), implying a reduction
*eb- > *6- before a consonant. Therefore, one way to connect the
Khakas/Tatar forms would be to assume a parallel development *abs >
*0s.

Perhaps more problematic, and something which does not seem to have
been noted, is the fact that we find *-b- in Turkic rather than *-p-. This
might in fact be better accounted for by assuming a disyllabic donor
form in which *p had become lenited intervocalically. We can recall

here Hoops’ (loc. cit.) suggestion of an Iranian source, but are faced

579 Hoops suggests a Slavic donor form *osa; however, such a form is only
attested as a relic in West Slavic, and does not occur in East Slavic at all. Note
that the Belarusian acd cited in 3CCA (XXXII: 93) does not exist. In the original
source (Jlemnorosa 1970: 7), it is only a reconstructed form (*ACA sic.) based

on toponymic evidence.
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again with the issue that no trace of the word has been found in Indo-

Iranian.580

The main issue with deriving the Turkic words from a (para-)Baltic
source is the word’s broad distribution in Siberia. This could
theoretically be accounted for by assuming a loan already into
‘dialectal’ Proto-Turkic (but from where?) or by assuming a later
horizontal spread through the Turkic dialects, which could perhaps
provide an alternative account for the irregularity within Turkic, but is
difficult to substantiate in any detail. Compare also the discussions of
the words for ‘honeycomb’ (p. 222-223), ‘mink’ (p. 237-238) and ‘elm’
(p- 371-372).

All in all, the word for ‘alder’ raises a number of problems which
preclude its reconstruction, and it is possible that this could be
explained by assuming parallel loanwords from an unattested source
language. However, this does not really help to resolve the word’s

problematic distribution within Siberian Turkic.

? ‘beehive’. Lt. aviljs, (Zem.) aulys ‘beehive’, Lv. (Kurzeme) aiilis, also
avelis ‘wooden beehive’ ~ R yueil, Pl. ul ‘beehive’, Sln. iilj ‘hollow tree;
beehive’ — The word is generally connected to Lat. alvus ‘belly’, alveus
‘hollow vessel’, Gr. avAog ‘pipe, hollow tube’ (Trautmann 1923: 18;
LEW 25-26; REW III: 181; ALEW 77-78). On semantic grounds, the
comparison can hardly be faulted, as Latin alvus is also used in the

sense ‘beehive’. On the other hand, the Baltic forms are far easier to

580 Leaving aside the supposed connection with the Indo-Iranian word for
‘shovel; shoulder-blade’ (Friedrich 1970: 50-52; Tamkpenug3e/VBaHoB 1984:
627; Sorgo 2020: 434), which rests on pure speculation (cf. KEWA III: 547
with older lit.; Normier 1981: 24, fn. 21). The *b is also problematic to
Pedersen’s suggestion of a “pre-Armenian” source (1906: 462) and A. Jpi60’s
suggestion of a Tocharian source (2007: 130). The discovery of Arm. op‘i

causes additional problems for both proposals with regard to vocalism.
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explain starting from *avil-, with the aul-forms deriving by syncope,
and indeed, the Lithuanian variants have led Zinkevicius (1966: 138) to
doubt the IE etymology. ALEW speculates that aviljs is due to
reanalysis on the basis of an unspecified root *au-, but the main issue
is that the suffix -iljs is not analysable. Therefore, despite the
attractiveness of the IE etymology, the unclear -i- might suggest an
irregular correspondence with Slavic, which could point to a foreign

origin.

t ‘hazel (2)’. Lt. kafsula ‘Schaft’ (Bretke apud Bezzenberger 1877: 293),
dial. (S Aukst.) kasula ‘plough shaft’ (LKZ), kaffiilas ‘JagerspieR’ (Ruhig
I: 213) ~ Lat. corylus (< *kosVlo-), OHG hasal, Olr. coll (< *koslo-)
‘hazel’ (Huld 1990: 401; Matasovi¢ 2013: 84, forthc.) — As Latin can
simply reflect *kose/olo-, with suffixal ablaut, the irregularity depends
entirely on the Baltic data, whose appurtenance is uncertain on

semantic grounds. I therefore exclude this example.

2.3.6. 1E *a

It has been suggested that many of the words traditionally
reconstructed with *a are rather loans from non-IE sources
(Kurytowicz 1956a: 194-195; Kuiper 1995: 65-68; Pronk 2019a: 154).
The argument is essentially that most words for which *a has been
reconstructed are geographically restricted, have a technical meaning,
and often involve other irregularities. The following have already been
regarded as probable loanwords on other grounds in the previous

sections:
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—  *g"uak- ‘torch’ (p. 271): illegal root structure 581

—  *d"raK- ‘dregs’ (p. 304-306): *g" o *k, illegal root structure
—  *dhglK- ‘scythe’ (p. 306): *g" o *k, illegal root structure

— *kanaP- ‘hemp’ (p. 328-329): *b © *p, *nn oo *n

—  *b"ar(s)d"- ‘beard’ (p. 353-355): *sd" oo *d"

—  *b"gB- ‘bean’ (p. 359-360): *b" 00 *w

—  *trd/éb- ‘cottage’ (p. 421-423): *a@ o &, IE *b

Still, given the continued disagreement as to whether *a should be
reconstructed, it might seem overly dismissive to label any word
appearing to suggest the reconstruction *a (for which the most decisive
evidence comes from Italo-Celtic and Greek) as being of non-IE origin,
especially where no other evidence supports this hypothesis (compare
the similar considerations with regard to the word for ‘apple’ on
p- 419-421). Here, 1 will briefly treat a few words which fall into this

category:

? ‘post (2)’. Lt. stdbas ‘pillar; idol, statue’; ON stafr ‘staff, cane; post,
support’ ~ Olr. sab ‘pole, stake’ (Beekes 2000b: 12) — The Irish word
is unlikely to be borrowed from Old Norse due to the unique
substitution st- = s- (cf. Marstrander 1915: 97, 125). A reconstruction
*stHb" would be unproblematic for Germanic and Celtic, but whether it
could account for the Baltic data is disputed. According to one
widespread current view, in Balto-Slavic, “a laryngeal was never
vocalized” (Beekes 1988: 23; cf. also Lubotsky 1981: 89; Smoczynski
2006: 187-188).

581 Schrijver (1991: 465) has considered Lat. fax an example of the unrounding
of *wo in an open syllable (pre-Latin *fwak- < *fwok-), but the development is
clearly contradicted by Lat. forum ‘open space’ (< *fworo- < *d"uoro-; cf. idem:

472), and can hardly be accepted.
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On the other hand, it seems the evidence is not exactly decisive. The
“classic” view, at least, states that the Indo-European ‘schwa’ yielded
Balto-Slavic *a (cf. Brugmann 1897: 177; Arumaa 1964: 80-81; Stang
1966: 22; Matasovi¢ 2008: 89), for which the Paradebeispiele —
Lt. status ‘upright; steep’ (= Gr.otat6g ‘standing’) and OR cnops
‘abundant’, Cz. spory ‘stocky; abundant’ (= Skt. sphird- ‘fat’) — still
maintain much of their initial appeal. The reluctance in accepting this
sound law seems mainly to be based on the small number of examples,
but as long as no counter-evidence exists, it cannot be rejected out of
hand.>82 | therefore agree with Villanueva Svensson (2008: 12) that the

issue is in need of “a full and unprejudiced study”. 583

? ‘mast’. OCS mocTb, SCr. mést ‘bridge’; OE mest ‘mast’, OHG mast

‘mast, pole’ ~ Olr. maide ‘stick, staff; beam’; Lat. malus ‘mast, pole’

582 Alternative explanations for both have been suggested, but the question is,
even if these explanations are in principle possible, are they an improvement
on the traditional etymologies? Since Kortlandt (1982: 26), in my view rightly,
rejects the notion that OR ctp®biu ‘father’s brother’ is derived from *ph,tr-, it
is unclear on what basis he is opposed to the development. He takes status as
a derivative of statyti ‘put (upright)’, in turn from a reduplicated *ste-sth;-
(Kortlandt 1989b), but the opposite derivation seems more likely from a
Baltic perspective (cf. Smoczynski 1999: 23); moreover, in Kortlandt’s
scenario, the -a- still has to be explained as secondary. For cmops, the
reconstruction *su-para- (Kortlandt 1980: 352) appears to be in contradiction
to the attested Old Russian evidence (cf. CPA 11-17 XXVII: 72).

583 QOther examples to consider here are Lt. mdtas ‘measure’ <? *mh;-to-
(Darden 1990: 63; Smoczynski 1999: 23), and OCS crtoasw ‘throne, bench’
(beside Go. stols ‘seat, throne’), cf. Smoczynski (1999: 20). For alternations
such as CS Hocb ‘nose’ : Lt. ndsis and OCS coap ‘salt’ : Lv.sdls, Matasovié
(1997: 135) has reconstructed *nhys-, *sh,I-. At first sight, this indeed seems
preferable to assuming the preservation of an extremely archaic paradigm
*na?s- : 0BL. nfas- into Proto-Balto-Slavic (Kortlandt 1985: 119), but Sanskrit
nds- ‘nose’ must also be accounted for (cf. Lubotsky 1981: 90). For ‘salt’, an
equally possible reconstruction is *sh,-él : *sh,-el-, provided Eichner’s Law is
rejected (see Pronk 2019b: 144-145).
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(Kurytowicz 1956a: 195; Pronk 2019a: 151) — Again, a reconstruction
*mHsd- is possible at least for the extra-Balto-Slavic evidence
(Schrijver 1991: 167). The Slavic *t might be more elegantly explained
by positing a Germanic loanword (Stender-Petersen 1927: 281-283;
Matasovi¢ 2008: 50; Kroonen 2013: 357), although this is uncertain for
semantic and accentological reasons (REW II: 163; Pronk-Tiethoff
2012: 180). Admittedly, assuming a suffixed formation *mazd-to- for
Slavic is not much of an improvement (Kiparsky 1934: 47; Derksen
2008: 326-327).

? ‘corner’. Lt. kariipas ‘corner, angle’ ~ Gr. kauntw ‘bend (the knee),
turn back (a chariot)’ (Kurytowicz 1956a: 195; Beekes 2000a: 28) —
Here, a reconstruction *kh,mp- is improbable, if not impossible
(Beekes 2010: 632). On the other hand, the possibility that Gr. kaum- is
secondary for *kam- with the analogical restoration of -p- from the full-
grade (Pronk 2019a: 149) remains plausible, if somewhat convoluted
(cf. xav8&vw ‘hold’ for *)yadd&vw < *g'nd-nH- beside PERF. xexdvSel).
OlIr. camm, MW cam ‘crooked, bent’, if they belong here, could possibly
reflect a zero-grade *kmp- (with a development *-mp- > *-mb-;
Thurneysen 1946: 117).

In conclusion, none of these potential examples of *a are entirely
watertight, and therefore the question as to whether the apparent
presence of such a phoneme is sufficient to prove a non-Indo-European
origin need not be answered here. However, the characterizations of
authors such as Kurytlowicz do seem to be generally valid, and I
consider this to be another potential criterion which could favour a

non-Indo-European origin, at least where other evidence is available.






2.4. Analysis

In the above pages (including two examples in 2.1.3.1), I have
discussed 92 word families which might plausibly be explained as
loanwords from unattested non-Indo-European sources. In 15 cases, it
was found that the evidence is too ambiguous or uncompelling, and
these cases will not be fed into the further analysis. Of the remaining
examples, I have considered 46 to be probable loanwords, and a
further 31 have been accepted as possible, but uncertain. In this
section, I will analyse the data from an extra-linguistic perspective, as
well as attempt to draw some broader conclusions about the dataset as
a whole. In this context, the certain cases will be used as my core data
set, with uncertain examples only being incorporated where this could

provide additional useful information.

2.4.1. Semantics

The majority of the words treated here fall into the following broad

semantic categories (uncertain cases are listed in square brackets):

a. Wild animals (12 + 7):
Mammals: bison, lynx, roe (deer) [+ badger, boar]
Birds: bird of prey (see 2.1.3.1), grouse, oriole, pigeon
[x 2], swan (x 2)
Aquatic animals: ruffe, seal, sturgeon [+ cod, frogspawn,
salmon, fishing trap]

b. Wild plants (11 + 9):
Trees: alder, hornbeam, maple [+ ash, aspen, elm (x 2)]

Tree parts: leaf, nut [+ bast]
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Edible plants: (wild) carrot, goosefoot, ground elder,
ramsons [+ nettle]
Other: (false) hellebore, reed [+ heather, moss, sedge]
c. Cultivated plants and agriculture (9 + 5):
Crops: bean, hemp, oats, rye [+ lentil, millet]
Fruits and vegetables: apple, garlic, pear, turnip

Agriculture: scythe [+ furrow, ploughshare, aftermath]

These three categories already account for 70% of the certain
examples. Beyond this, three relatively clear semantic groups can be

identified with at least two certain examples:584

d. Apiculture (3 + 2): drone, honeycomb, wax [+ bee, beehive]
e. Structures (2 + 2): cottage/estate, oven [+ mast, post]

f. Metallurgy (2): iron, silver

Each of these six categories will be discussed below in more detail, but
first I would like to point out some absences. Most remarkable here is
the absence of geographical terminology and terms for natural
phenomena, especially considering that these semantic areas have
received much attention from other researchers focusing on questions
of substrate contact (cf. Kalima 1919: 257-258; Bertoldi 1932: 94;
Ariste 1971: 9-10; Polomé 1986: 662; Saarikivi 2004; Aikio 2009: 41,
2012a: 85; Beekes 2014: 47-51). The only word fitting into this
category is the uncertain case ‘lightning’, but even here the precise
semantics might point towards borrowing in a religious or cult context

(see p. 322). While it is true that some suggestions of non-IE origin

584 With one certain example, we can also note body parts: beard [+ heel,
palate]. Note in this context Ariste’s mention of “somatic words” as good
candidates for substrate loans (1963: 17).
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have been made in connection to Baltic geographical terms (e.g.

‘meadow’, p. 316), I have found none of these to be compelling.>8>

Another semantic category which is under-represented, although
perhaps less surprisingly, is that of animal husbandry. Outside of
words connected with apiculture (on which see 2.4.1.4, below), the only
term in my corpus which falls into this category is the adjective ‘in
calf. As in many Indo-European languages, the Baltic lexicon for
domestic livestock is conservative, with most important terms being
directly inherited from the proto-language.58¢ We have also observed
that several words connected to livestock breeding were loaned into
Proto-Finnic (see 1.3.6.1), and the main foreign source for words in this
semantic field appears to have been Germanic (see 1.2). This points
towards a continuity in animal husbandry practices among Baltic-
speaking populations since Proto-Indo-European times, and relatively
advanced stockbreeding practices compared to their non-Indo-

European neighbours.

The remaining certain cases are difficult to group together in any
meaningful way, largely because their meanings are too general to be
categorized, or because they cover multiple possible semantic fields.
For instance, the words for ‘dregs’ (also ‘yeast’) and ‘fresh’ (also
‘unleavened’), as well as ‘oven’ (categorized here under Structures)

could all be associated with breadmaking, but since the attested

585 Lt. mdrios ‘sea; (Curonian) lagoon’ has often been considered to be of non-
IE origin (Nehring 1959; Hamp 1979: 162-163; Sausverde 1996: 136), but
since Latin mare ‘sea’ has been regarded as either a regular cognate (Schrijver
1991: 474-475) or analogical (Vine 2011), this word has not come into
consideration here. See also fn. 533 on Lt. pélké ‘marsh’.

586 For instance, Lt. avis ‘sheep’, 0Zys ‘goat’, Lv. gtiovs ‘cow’ (= Skt. dvi- ‘sheep’,

ajd- ‘goat’, gdv- ‘cow’), Lt. pafsas ‘piglet, castrated boar’ (= Lat. porcus ‘pig’).
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meanings for each term are not limited to this semantic domain, such a

grouping is too optimistic.87

2.4.1.1. Wild animals

Terms for animals have often been mentioned as especially strong
candidates for borrowing in substrate contact situations (e.g. Bertoldi
1932: 94; Philippa et al. I: 22; Matasovi¢ 2013: 76). In this context, it is
notable that the words for wild animals show a more limited
distribution in comparison to other semantic categories. Out of 12
probable cases, 9 are limited to Baltic, Slavic and Germanic. This
suggests that we are dealing with localized terms rather than extensive
horizontal transmission, which is consistent with a substrate

mechanism.

The table below illustrates the distribution of the most certain cases in
this semantic category.58® Forms for which a common proto-form can
(theoretically) be reconstructed have been enclosed in dotted lines.
Thus, the word for ‘lynx’ is potentially reconstructible for Balto-Slavic,
and also for Graeco-Armenian (note that the Balto-Slavic and Graeco-

Armenian reconstructions are not reconcilable):

587 Both Baltic and Slavic borrowed the Germanic word for ‘bread’ (see p. 80-
81), although Lithuanian has also preserved an older inherited term, diona
‘bread, loaf’ (LEW 111). Latvian maize ‘bread’ is derived from mieZi ‘barley’.
Other uncategorized words are ‘thousand’, ‘torch’ (p. 271) and the uncertain
cases ‘circle’, ‘corner’, ‘fast’ and ‘people’.

588 The abbreviations used are as follows: B = Baltic, S = Slavic, G = Germanic,
C = Celtic, It = Italic, Gr = Greek. Under “+”, I have indicated all other

comparanda (with the usual abbreviations).
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Table 18. Distribution of borrowed animal names

B S G C It Gr +
bison v oY
lyn o [/ Arm ]
roe v Y
bird of prey v v
grouse v v v
oriole v v Y
pigeon (1) v v 4 Eg.
swan (1) v v
swan (2) v v
ruffe v Y
seal v v
sturgeon v v o v

As regards the motivation for the borrowing of animal names, it seems
natural to assume that words for local species for which no term was
previously available would be most prone to adoption
(Haspelmath/Tadmor 2009: 51; Aikio 2012a: 85). However, this
explanation can only apply in the minority of the cases in our corpus.
One such case is ‘lynx’: the animal’s current range does not extend
beyond the forest steppe, and as the animal’s preferred habitat is dense
woodland (Nowak/Paradiso 1983: 1072),589 it is unlikely it would have
frequented the grasslands further south. The animal is absent in the

steppe, but is recorded in the Neolithic from Trypillia (Mallory 1982:

589 To establish current distribution, in addition to the references cited, I have
referred to the data on the IUCN Red List website (iucnredlist.org); for birds,
this data has been supplemented with the maps from Birds of the World

(birdsoftheworld.org).



446 Contacts with unknown languages

208), a culture with which Indo-Europeans potentially came into
contact during their early fragmentation (Kroonen et al. 2022: 33-34).
Note that the wide distribution and possibility of reconstructing
common proto-forms for multiple branches might suggest that this

word was borrowed comparatively early.

Lexical gaps could also account for the borrowing of a word for ‘seal’,
an animal which is not found inland, and perhaps also ‘sturgeon’. The
sturgeon is anadromous, meaning it migrates upriver to spawn.
Migrations are usually relatively short, but as much as 1000 river
kilometres may occasionally be travelled (Holcik et al. 1989: 376;
Brevé et al. 2022: 1164-1165). In addition, the now endangered
stellate sturgeon previously spawned in river basins across the Pontic-
Caspian area (cf. Mallory 1983: 267, 275). Nevertheless, the adoption
of a foreign term could have been motivated by differences in species, a
geographical gap in the distribution of sturgeon species, or changing
dietary habits among migrating populations, which might have caused

the original term for the animal to have been lost.5%

However, most of the animals discussed here must have been known to
speakers of Indo-European. Among the mammals, the roe deer, as well
as the badger and wild boar, are widely distributed throughout Europe
and are also present in the Pontic-Caspian steppe (cf. Mallory 1982:
206-207, 211, 212; Bellquist 1993: 336-337; Anthony 2007: 175). The
same can be said of the bison, which still occurred east of the Dnieper
into the Middle Ages (Benecke 2005), although admittedly does not

appear to have been very frequent in the steppe since the Neolithic

590 Similar considerations could apply to the salmon, which may have
originally referred to the anadromous salmon trout (Diebold 1976). Note that
Mallory stresses the paucity of salmonid remains in the Pontic-Caspian region
(1983: 268).
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(Mallory 1982: 213). Among the birds, the golden oriole breeds
throughout all of Europe including the steppe, and the same is true of
the wood pigeon (cf. Mallory 1991: 231). The rock dove also occurs
natively in the steppe; the exact vectors of spread of the domesticated
and feral pigeon are difficult to trace, but it is now of course ubiquitous
(Gilbert/Shapiro 2013). The mute swan breeds in many parts of the
steppe, and was therefore presumably known to Indo-European
speakers. It is common in Northern Europe, although its distribution
admittedly becomes more patchy east of the Dniester. Among the fish,
the ruffe has a very extensive distribution throughout Eurasia. The
above facts make it is improbable that these terms were borrowed to

fill lexical gaps within the Indo-European languages.59!

It has been remarked that substrate loanwords tend to involve animals
of low economic significance (Schrijver 1997: 295; cf. also Matasovic
forthc.). Perhaps this idea derives from an expectation that terms for
economically important animals should rather be transmitted
horizontally, for instance through trade.5®2 However, economic
significance is rather a cultural and subjective phenomenon. Even
migratory passerines, such as the golden oriole, may have economic
value: in coastal Egypt, they are hunted for food and sold on as

delicacies (Eason, Rabia & Attum 2016).

591 A word for ‘roe’ can probably be reconstructed for Proto-Indo-European on
the basis of Gr. (Herodotus) lopkdg (~ 8opkdg) and MW iwrch ‘roe deer’ (<
*jork-), cf. IEW 513. For the ‘swan’, only a common Italo-Celtic form can be
given: Lat. olor, MW alarch (?< *h;el-r-) (Schrijver 1995a: 76).

592 One does indeed find, for instance, a clustering of terms for insects and
reptiles among the Finnic substrate terms in the Russian dialects (MbI3HUKOB
2004: 113-116). Above, on p. 199, I have suggested that the common
denominator between these animal terms might rather be their negative
perception. This brings us back to the idea of low-status vocabulary (cf. fn.
343).
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We therefore should seek a cultural motivation for borrowing. In the
case of wild animals, the most obvious cultural context is hunting. In
the Eastern Baltic context, it has been suggested that the transition
from a hunter-gatherer to a stockbreeding economy passed through a
transitional stage where the reliance on hunting and gathering
remained significant (Zvelebil/Dolukhanov 1991: 268 with lit.;
Piliciauskas et al. 2017: 541), and cultural exchange might have been
amplified by a later in-flow of hunter-gatherer-derived populations
during the Bronze Age (Mittnik et al. 2018; Saag et al. 2019). In a
context of language shift, technical vocabulary associated with a
particular economy may be transferred into the target language, and
this is likely to be more robust where activities related to this economy
continue to be practiced (Brenzinger 1992). The borrowing of the
technical term ‘fishing trap’, if reliable, would also favour this

interpretation.

2.4.1.2. Wild plants

Like animal names, plant names have often been viewed as central
candidates for substrate borrowings (Bertoldi 1932: 94; Philippa et al.
[: 22; Matasovi¢ 2013: 76; Soosaar 2021). The names for wild plants
were a key focus of Vaclav Machek, and the irregularities observed in
these can be seen as having given rise to his version of the substrate
theory (Machek 1944-1946; 1950b; 1954; see p. 252). Although a small
number of wild plant names show a narrow distribution comparable
with that of the wild animals, they on the whole tend to exhibit

comparanda outside of the Baltic region (see Table 19, overleaf):
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Table 19. Distribution of borrowed plant names

B S G C It Gr +
alder VARV ARV v
hornbeam \\-/---\/-----J v
maple v Y ?
o (R
nut N4 N4
carrot V4 E\_/___\/__: Md
goosefoot N4 :/---\;-
ground elder N4 N4
ramsons VNN v
hellebore T -n:-_\;_-_\-/_: v
reed f_\/__:j::--- v

First of all, it is remarkable that several of the tree names which have
come into question here have been assessed as uncertain, and have
therefore been omitted from the above table (thus ‘aspen’, ‘ash’ and
two words for ‘elm’). Indeed, words for trees very often seem to show
minor phonological issues, to the extent that irregularities have been
viewed as a mere quirk typical of tree names (cf. E. [tkonen 1946: 306;
Friedrich 1970: 108), an opinion which is perhaps justified by the
perception of such terms as belonging to a ‘dialectal’ phase of Indo-
European (cf. Hirt 1905: 189; Schrader/Nehring II: 630; and e.g.
Ernout/Meillet 23 s.v. alnus). A case could sometimes be made for such
an interpretation, especially where identical forms are found in

neighbouring branches (compare the example of ‘alder’, above).

Aikio (2015a: 45-46) has argued that a number of West Uralic terms in
this semantic field should in fact be explained as substrate words,

noting that they show irregular sound correspondences:
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— F haapa, E haab; Sa. N suhpi, Ma. E Sopke ‘aspen’
— F dial. vahtera, E vaher; Md. E uksStor; Ma. EW wastar ‘maple’
— F pdhkind, E pdhkel; Md. M pdstd ‘nut, hazelnut’; Ma. EW piiks

‘nut’; Udm. pas-pu ‘hazel’ (pu ‘tree’)

At the Sub-Indo-European workshop in Leiden, September 2021, Aikio
has additionally adduced the word for ‘alder’ (F leppd, Sa. N leaibi, Md.
E I'epe), which shows a clear resemblance to the Balto-Slavic word for
‘lime tree’ (see p. 157-158). What is remarkable is that these words
also show a rather broad geographical distribution, with cognates
found from Sami to Mari or from Finnic to Permic. This probably
implies that the words were adopted at a time when these branches
were closer together, and it might be possible to talk of ‘dialectal
Proto-Uralic’ here, too (the words for ‘maple’, for instance, can almost
be treated as regular cognates). Of the uncertain cases, the words for
‘aspen’ and ‘elm (2)’ also have potential comparanda in Turkic.5? In
this case, some kind of borrowing must certainly have taken place, but
we are still left with the question as to where were these words

adopted from, and what motivated their borrowing.

As the hornbeam is not currently found in the steppe, and spread to
south-eastern Europe only during the Atlantic Period, being earlier
restricted to Italy (Sauer 1988: 152-154), it is unlikely that the Indo-
Europeans would have known this tree, and its borrowing might have
been motivated by a lexical gap. The alder, on the other hand, is very
widespread in Europe and should have been present on the steppe (cf.
Friedrich 1970: 72-73 with lit.). The same can be said of the aspen, ash

and elm.

593 Here we can note that Kroonen (2013: 39) has compared the European
words for ‘aspen’ with F haapa, etc. I am not convinced, however, that there is

sufficient similarity to warrant a comparison.
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The motivation for borrowing must again have somehow been
associated with differences in cultural practices. There are few reliably
reconstructible words for specific trees, and it is quite possible that
trees were of lesser importance to steppe pastoralists than to the
European populations they replaced. This might be implied by the
large-scale deforestation (or “steppification”) of Northern Europe
coinciding with the arrival of the Corded Ware Culture (Pelisiak 2016:
218-219; Haak et al. 2023: 71-72; Allentoft et al. forthc.). Although one
can hardly conclude that the Indo-Europeans did not value wood, it
may be suggested that distinguishing varieties of trees was not a top

priority for steppe-derived pastoralists.

I have divided the remaining plants into ‘edible’ and ‘other’.5%¢ This
division is somewhat arbitrary, as it is difficult to know what was
interpreted as food by prehistoric populations. Cultural groups may
differ in plant preferences, despite there being no significant difference
in plant availability (Welcome/Van Wyk 2019). Reeds are fully edible,
and may have been eaten, but since reeds also have numerous other
uses (e.g. weaving mats, producing ropes), I have categorized them
under ‘other’. On the other hand, nettles may also be twined into string
and woven into textiles. My categorization as an ‘edible’ plant is
partially influenced by the semantic shift to ‘vegetable tops’ observed
for this word in Slavic (but this is not necessarily indicative of its
earlier uses). Furthermore, the knowledge of which plants are
poisonous (such as the hellebore) is obviously most vital to those

gathering plants for consumption.

Goosefoot, Chenopodium, is a plant whose remains are found in

abundance at Yamnaya sites, with indications that it was eaten

594 For information about plant uses, I have referred to the Plants for a Future

database at pfaf.org, where copious further references are provided.
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(Anthony 2007: 326, 439), so it is probable that Indo-European
speakers had a word for the plant. One might assume that a decline in
the consumption of this plant could have been associated with a shift
towards cultivated cereals, although there is plenty of evidence of
Chenopodium consumption even in Iron Age agricultural contexts (Kroll
1990; Behre 2008: 68-69; Slusarska 2021: 189). Evidence for both wild
garlic and nettles have been recovered in the Bronze Age Srubnaya
Culture in the same region (Anthony et al. 2005: 408) as well as pollen
belonging to Apiaceae (the family to which the carrot and ground elder
belong). Plants from this family might have been consumed as
vegetables in Western Russia already during the Neolithic (Kittel et al.
2020: 196).

It appears that the borrowing of these plant names can in no case be
confidently associated with a lexical gap; on the contrary, there is
evidence that many of these species were actively consumed both in
the steppe and in Europe. Notably, the wave of deforestation coinciding
with the emergence of animal husbandry in Northern Europe actually
coincides with an increase in evidence for both Chenopodiaceae and

Urtica (nettles) in the palynological record (Pelisiak 2016: 218-219).

The borrowing of these plant names into dispersing Indo-European
dialects, if not associated with a change in dietary preferences which
may be the result of shifting subsistence practices, could indeed be
connected to the principle of “low economic significance” signalled by
Schrijver (1997: 295). Wild plants form a small but integral part of
both pastoralist and agriculturalist diets (cf. Zanina et al. 2021; van
Amerongen 2016: 215-226), but gathering of plants outside of a
hunter-gatherer economy is presumably perceived as of secondary
importance. On the other hand, we may consider a sex bias in the
transmission of these terms. Ethnological evidence shows that plant

gathering and preparation is cross-culturally most often the sole
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domain of women (Murdoch/Provost 1973: 207, 210).5% A male sex-
bias in the migrations of steppe-derived populations, combined with
female exogamy (Knipper et al. 2017; Saag et al. 2017; Mittnik et al.
2019), would provide a plausible context whereby indigenous terms,
passed down from mother to daughter, could resist replacement during

language shift.

2.4.1.3. Cultivated plants and agriculture

First, it should be noted that cultivated plants and their wild
equivalents are not always linguistically differentiated. Following from
the discussion on p. 361-363, I have listed ‘carrot’ as a wild plant, even
though the term normally refers to the cultivated variety in the modern
languages. On the other hand, I have included ‘garlic’ as a cultivated
plant in view of the fact that the word, wherever it occurs, is
differentiated from the wild Allium wursinum (another probable

loanword; see ‘ramsons’, p. 386-388).

Many of the crop terms have comparanda beyond Balto-Slavic,
Germanic and Italo-Celtic, and many show an extremely broad
distribution, suggestive of largely horizontal rather than vertical
borrowing. On this basis, it can be hypothesized that the majority of
terms for cultivated plants spread as Wanderwérter. In the case of
founder crops, the spread of these words is unlikely to be directly
associated with the spread of the crops themselves. Instead, it is more

likely to be related to the spread of peoples and the adoption of an

595 “A few men, especially those who hunt and fish, also gather some edible
plants from time to time. However, it was not customary, and their knowledge
of these plants was quite limited in comparison to the women's” (Ertug 2000:
175 in a study of a community pursuing mixed hunter-gatherer/agricultural

subsistence in Anatolia).
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agricultural lifestyle. The trajectory of spread is usually difficult to
establish on linguistic grounds. The material covered in this category is

as follows:5%

Table 20. Distribution of borrowed agricultural terms

bean f:& : v LL/_: ? Berber
hemp l’::;___-__:{::: N4 Ro v  Arm. Iran.
J /o el
lentil v f:;_-: v C_J_-: ?

S A wapm
apple (Y 4

garlic V4 V4

pear v Vv

furnip v Y

scythe v V4

It is notable that a disproportionate number of borrowed terms for
crops are shared with Italic (including a word for ‘scythe’), which
seems to bring the centre of gravity towards central and southern
Europe. In addition, we often find historically identical forms in several
branches. In certain cases, it is possible that a word spread within IE;
as discussed above (p. 310), the word for ‘rye’ might well have entered
Baltic, and possibly even Slavic, through Germanic mediation. Similarly,
the Baltic word for ‘hemp’ may well have been borrowed from Slavic.
Nevertheless, most of the forms cannot be explained as borrowings

from any attested language.

596 Additional abbreviations used in this table: Ro = Romance, Pm = Permic, T

= Turkic.
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The process of Neolithization in the Eastern Baltic is extremely
interesting and differs markedly from that in Central Europe. While the
arrival of Corded Ware can be dated to the early 3"¢ millennium BCE
(Pili¢iauskas 2018), the first individuals do not show evidence of
admixture with Anatolian Farmer populations, suggesting an
independent, direct migration from the steppe (Mittnik et al. 2018: 8).
Although later individuals do show evidence of this ancestry, there
remains no solid evidence for agriculture until the middle of the second
millennium, where a few barley grains have been recovered from
western Lithuania (Grikpédis/Motuzaité Matuzeviciaté 2017). Here
still, we also find abundant wild plant remains, suggesting a mixed
subsistence involving only small-scale cultivation; moreover, it cannot
be decided with certainty whether the aforementioned grains were
cultivated locally or imported (Grikpédis/Motuzaité Matuzeviciité

2020: 162).

A radical reassessment of early agriculture in the East Baltic has taken
place in the past few years (cf. Piliciauskas et al. 2016; Girininkas
2019). Far from earlier claims of cultivated grains already in the 3"¢
millennium (Rimantiené 1992: 109-110), it has now become apparent
that there is no solid evidence of agriculture prior to the Late and Final
Bronze Age, i.e. the 1°' millennium BCE. This is, at least, not in
contradiction with dietary data,>°7 where a shift to a diet incorporating
cereals can only be demonstrated from the Late Bronze Age

(Pili¢iauskas et al. 2017).

If we examine the cereal terminology in the East Baltic languages, it
becomes immediately apparent that the arrival of its speakers in the

region cannot be equated with the first steppe migrations, as has

597 Inferred from the isotopic ratios of carbon and nitrogen in the bone

collagen of ancient individuals.
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sometimes been suggested (Mallory 1989: 108; Rimantiené 1992: 137-
138; Parpola 2012: 133; Mittnik et al. 2018: 8). What we find is that the
cereal terminology in Baltic is generally archaic, with some terms
directly inherited from (core) Proto-Indo-European (see below). As a
result, we must assume a continuity in agricultural practices among
Balto-Slavic peoples during their migration from the Indo-European
homeland. This points to a much later date for the arrival of Baltic-
speaking populations in the Baltic Region, the most probable proxy
being the Late Bronze Age hillfort phenomenon (Lang 2016: 18, 2018).

At least the following Baltic cereal terms appear to be inherited:

— Lt. javai M.PL. ‘cereal’ (= Skt. ydva- ‘grain, crop’)
— Lt. semud, PL. sé'menys ‘seed, linseed’, Pr. E semen ‘seed’
(= Lat. sémen)

— Lt. dilona ‘bread’ (= Manichaean Sogdian 6°n ‘seed’)
— Lt. Zirnis, Lv. zifnis ‘pea’, Pr. E syrne ‘grain’

(= Lat. granum ‘grain’)
— Lt. pélis M.PL, Lv. pelus F.PL.; Pr. E pelwo ‘chaff’

(= Skt. paldva- ‘chaff’)
— Lt. drti, Lv. aft ‘to plough’ (= Gr. apdéw, Lat. ard)

— Pr. E wagnis ‘coulter’ (= Gr. 6¢@vic ‘ploughshare’)>%

While it cannot be excluded that that some of these terms originally
referred to wild grains, their consistent agricultural meaning favours
an early association with agriculture (see the survey in Kroonen et al.

2022). Particularly relevant are terms connected to ploughing, as

598 This word has been replaced in East Baltic, however, so is only indirectly
relevant to this question (see the discussion of another word for ‘ploughshare’
on p. 338-341). The Greek word is only known from a Hesychian gloss, but the
formal correspondence with Prussian is ideal, and the word is also known

from Germanic.
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archaeological evidence for ploughs and other agricultural tools in the
East Baltic appears to be unreliable before the Late Bronze Age,
coinciding with the archaeobotanical evidence (Lang 2007: 107;
Luik/Maldre 2007: 33; Pili¢iauskas et al. 2016: 190-191; Girininkas
2019: 68-72).

Interestingly, most of the inherited terms are generic in character,
suggesting that, while agriculture was certainly practiced, it remained
rudimentary, with different crop types perhaps not being
distinguished. One inherited term has become semantically specified in
East Baltic — the term for ‘pea’, representing a semantic shift from a
generic term for ‘grain’ (as preserved in Prussian syrne and OCS 3pbHO
‘grain’). As noted above (see 1.3.6.2), the semantic shift from ‘grain’ to
‘pea’ is rather surprising, as the pea, while one of the earliest crops to
appear in the East Baltic, is recorded in small quantities (Pollmann

2014: 409), making its status as a staple crop improbable.

Table 21, overleaf, shows the Balto-Slavic terms for various specific
crops arranged in order of their appearance in the archaeobotanical
record. The periodization is based on the useful survey of the
archaeobotanical evidence by Grikpédis and Motuzaité Matuzeviciate
(2020). Terms that are highlighted in bold have been suggested in this
dissertation to be borrowings from non-Indo-European sources.
Shaded cells indicate that a common proto-form could theoretically be

set up for multiple sub-branches.

If we start from the hypothesis that the arrival of East Baltic-speaking
populations in the Baltic region was associated with the emergence of
diversified agriculture, then the crops should fall into two groups: the
earliest crops, which might have been brought by the Balts themselves,
and for which terms might already have been present in the Baltic

languages prior to their arrival (i.e. possible “pre-migration terms”)
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Table 21. Chronology of cereal terms in Baltic

East Baltic

Prussian (E)

Slavic

LATE BRONZE AGE (1°* millennium BCE) — “pre-migration”

Camelina sativa

Lv. idra [?«< F]

Lt. miéZiai RCS re4ybpMBI
barley . moasis

Lv. mieZi Sln. jé¢men
hulled wheat ? Lt. pural RCS nB1po
(spelt) ‘winter wheat’ SCr. pir
broomcorn Lt. soros Pl. proso

, ; prassan [?< Pl.] .

millet Lv. obs. sare SCr. proso

Lt. Zirnis
pea . [keckers « MLG]

Lv. zifnis

Lt. pupa R 606
(broad) bean babo [?< Pl.] «

Lv. pupa SCr. bob
false flax, Lt. judros ? Pl. rydz

? Sln. ridzZak

ROMAN IRON AGE (15*-8'" c. CE) — “post-migration”

free-threshing [Lt. kvieciaf . 0CS
. gaydis
(bread) wheat Lv. kvie$i « Go.] nblIeHHUIa
[Lt. rugiat . R pooice
rye . rugis [?7«< G] .
Lv. rudzi < Go.] SIn. 7Z [7< G]
Lt. dviZos R ogéc
oats . wyse .
Lv. auzas SIn. évas
fl Lt. linai Pr. G lino, lynno R s1éH
ax
Lv. lini [?7« S1.] | [?« S1] Sln. lan
Lt. kandpés ) R kKoHonuasi
hemp knapios [?< Sl.] .
[?7< SL] Pl. konopie
. . R prona
turnip Lt. rope -

SCr. répa




Analysis 459

East Baltic Prussian (E) Slavic

MIDDLE AGES (13'"-14*" c. CE)

Lt. IéSis RCS s1a4a
lentil . [lituckeckers] .
v.léca « r. lééa
[Lv. I¢ R] SCr. I
. [Lt. aguona ke 17 SI R mak
opium poppy Lv. magune « G] moke [? ] Sln. mak

and later crops, adopted already in situ, for which any terms must

postdate such a migration.

Pre-migration crops: The only term reconstructible for Proto-Balto-
Slavic refers to a variety of wheat. This term is continued by Lt. (Zem.)
puraf, Lv. dial. pidri* ‘winter wheat’, corresponding to RCS mnwbipo
(rendering Gr. 6AUpa, Céa, cf. CAPA 1759), SCr. dial. pir ‘spelt’ (Skok II:
660), Sln. pira ‘spelt; (dial.) millet’ and further to Gr. mOpoi ‘wheat’.
Due to the meaning and limited distribution, a non-IE origin has been
suggested (Frisk II: 631; Lubotsky 1988: 136); however, the
comparison is impeccable on formal grounds, and we must reckon with
the possibility of an inherited cereal term (Nieminen 1956: 170-172;
Kroonen et al. 2022: 21). The semantic specialization in Baltic is
explained by the word’s marginalization in favour of the loaned
kvieciaf, probably associated with a transition to free-threshing wheats

(see below).59?

Beyond this, a shared word for ‘barley’ can be reconstructed for Proto-
Baltic. It is possible that this could be connected to the role of barley as
a pioneer crop in more northern latitudes (Motuzaité Matuzeviciuteé

2018), although according to our working hypothesis, the earliest

599 Note that according to ME (III: 449-450), ptri was used in some parts of

Kurzeme as a general term for ‘wheat’.



460 Contacts with unknown languages

barley finds in the Eastern Baltic should predate the arrival of the
Balts. Nevertheless, the existence of a shared Baltic term might suggest
barley was one of the first crops to have been cultivated by Baltic
speakers. The origin of the term is unknown, however (Smoczynski
2018: 798; Kroonen et al. 2022: 15-16), and a post-Proto-Baltic

diffusion cannot be ruled out.

Although false flax (Camelina sativa) is normally interpreted as a weed
in southern European Neolithic contexts (Zohary/Hopf 2012: 111), it
appears that it was cultivated before flax in the Eastern Baltic, perhaps
serving both as an oil plant and as animal fodder (Pollmann 2014: 412-
413). No certainly old designation for false flax can be identified in
Balto-Slavic.% [t is conceivable that the modern word for ‘flax’, which
could theoretically be reconstructed for Proto-Balto-Slavic, was
applied to this plant, or served as a general designation of oil plants.
Pollmann notes that the same area where abundant remains of
Camelina were identified archaeologically was later known for flax
cultivation (2014: 413). However, it cannot be entirely excluded that
the East Baltic terms were adopted from North Russian as late as the

Middle Ages (cf. 1.1.1).

The East Baltic designations for ‘millet’ and ‘bean’ are both possible
borrowings from non-IE sources, although for ‘bean’, I have considered
the inclusion of the Baltic data uncertain (see p. 359-360). For millet,
the main evidence is the existence of comparanda in Mordvin, which
cannot be explained as direct borrowings. In principle, it is possible

that the Balts picked up millet cultivation from Central Europe, where

600 Perhaps the best candidate for a Proto-Slavic term is R puloacuk, Pl. rydz (see
atlas.roslin.pl/plant/6517), Sln. ridZak (Pleters$nik II: 426) ‘false flax’, which

all derive from an adjective continued by R puiacuii ‘red-haired’, Pl. dial. rydzy

‘copper-red’, Sln. (Pleter$nik) ridZ ‘fuchsgelb’.
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millet was well established from the 2"¢ millennium (Filipovi¢ et al.
2020). However recent investigations demonstrate another centre of
spread in Central Asia (Motuzaité Matezuviciaté et al. 2022).
Widespread evidence of millet can be identified in the Pontic steppe
region as well as in northwest Kazakhstan from the 1°* millennium BCE.
It is possible that an eastern centre of spread could account for the
linguistic facts more effectively, although more evidence is required to
establish the archaeological plausibility of this scenario. If true, the
word for ‘millet’ can be identified as a Wanderwort with its roots in an

unidentified Central Asian language.

Post-migration crops: In 1.2, I have argued that the East Baltic term for
‘wheat’ is a loan from East Germanic. Since the possible timeframe for
contacts with Germanic coincides more or less with the first reliable
evidence for free-threshing wheat, in particular bread wheat, Triticum
aestivum (Grikpédis/Motuzaité Matezuviciutée 2020: 164), there is a
plausible archaeological context for the adoption of this foreign term
(note also that a term for ‘bread’ was borrowed from Germanic).
Considering the similar chronology of rye cultivation in the region, it is
probable that the word for ‘rye’ was taken from the same source. The
Baltic word for ‘hemp’ is possibly a Slavic loanword, as is the word for

‘flax’ (see above).

Interestingly, at least two “post-migration” crop names — ‘oats’ and
‘turnip’ — are clear borrowings from unknown sources.®! The
comparanda for both of these point towards central or southern
Europe. Both terms are shared with Italic, and are actually attested in

literary sources in Latin several centuries before they emerge in the

601 For the Baltic word for ‘lentil’, see the discussion on p. 321-322.
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Baltic archaeological record,®? which strongly implies a trajectory
from south to north. However, a proximate source of borrowing cannot
be identified in any known language. Both words are also present in
Slavic, but the reconstruction of a Balto-Slavic prototype is impossible,
implying the Balts and Slavs must have been in contact with distinct

Central European agricultural groups carrying related words.

Evidence of the linguistic landscape in north-eastern Europe is
practically non-existent until the late Middle Ages, so that the existence
of unrecorded languages during the first millennium CE which later
went extinct need not surprise us. However, since we are clearly
dealing with Wanderwérter, even if the terms are originally of non-
Indo-European origin, it cannot be ruled out that they were
transmitted into Balto-Slavic through unattested Indo-European
languages. This is imaginable in cases such as ‘turnip’, where the Baltic
term is historically identical to the equivalent in Germanic and Latin.
On the other hand, little can be said with certainty; neither can it be
established that the languages with which Baltic and Slavic were in
contact were related with each other, despite possessing similar words

for crops.

I have also included the fruit trees apple and pear in this subsection,
although they might be better described as wild. Both were first
domesticated after the dispersal of the Indo-Europeans, as the
cultivation of these plants must be done through grafting rather than
from seed (Mallory/Adams 1997: 26; Zohary/Hopf 2012: 138, 140).
The distribution of the crab apple and wild European pear is similar,
encompassing most of Europe, and the western half of the Pontic-

Caspian steppe (see Zohary/Hopf 2012: 137, 139). The pear is not

602 A derivative of the word for ‘turnip’ is also found early in Greek, but in a

secondary meaning.
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found north of Latvia (cf. Schrader/Nehring I: 147), and as a
consequence, there is no old word for ‘pear’ in Finnic. Both plants can

be and are consumed in their wild form.

A possible candidate for an inherited word for ‘apple’ is Gr. pfijiov,
which has convincingly been argued to be cognate to Hittite samlu-
‘apple’ (Kroonen 2016). If this originally referred to the wild apple,
then the spread of the Greek word into Lat. malum and Alb. mollé
(Schrader/Nehring I: 53) might be associated with the emergence of
domesticated varieties in the early historical period. However, it is
difficult to rule out a post-PIE loanword.®® For pear, we have no
comparisons which go beyond two neighbouring branches, and no
inherited term can be reconstructed with confidence, although it is
theoretically possible that Gr. &mwov and Lat. pirum ‘pear’ could reflect
an inherited *h;pis-o-. In this case, the term would originally refer to a

wild variety and only secondarily to the cultivated pear.

2.4.1.4. Apiculture

As words for ‘honey’ and ‘mead’ can be reconstructed for Proto-Indo-
European, it has been assumed that PIE speakers must have been
involved in apiculture (Famkpenupasze/HBanoB 1984: 603); however,
since wild honey hunting has been practiced since the Mesolithic, there
is no necessity to believe the Indo-Europeans were familiar with
domesticated honey bees (Schrader/Nehring I: 139-140; van Sluis
2022: 4, 26; cf. Crane 1999: 162). The complete absence of beeswax
residues on pottery in the Neolithic Eurasian Steppe, despite good

conditions for its preservation, probably speaks against any active

603 [f Kroonen’s comparison (2016: 88-89) with Georgian msxali ‘pear’ is valid,
then the loanword would have to be very early, predating the loss of the

laryngeals.
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apiculture (Roffet-Salque et al. 2015: 229). Three words have been

classed as probable loanwords in this semantic field:

Table 22. Distribution of borrowed apicultural terms

B S G C It Gr +

drone V4 \/: v v
honeycomb N4 V4 Md Ma Tur
wax f_\/__-\;-} N4

The borrowing of terms for bees along with the technology for their
domestication would be unsurprising, as bees may have been a mere
pest to honey hunters, and therefore of less importance (Vennemann
1998: 477-478). Interestingly, however, in an actual case of language
shift studied by Brenzinger (1992), we find the opposite situation:
after shifting to speak Maasai, originally Yaaku beekeeping
communities continued to use a substrate word for ‘honey’, while
words for various kinds of ‘bee’ had recently fallen out of use (idem:
234-235). This of course need not worry us too much, as we cannot

expect all cases of language shift to be identical.

Among the apicultural terms, only the words for ‘wax’ and ‘drone’ can
potentially be reconstructed for Proto-Balto-Slavic, both of which show
good evidence of foreign origin. The terms for ‘bee’, and also perhaps
‘beehive’ (see p. 435-436), which have been considered uncertain pre-
European loanwords, cannot be reliably reconstructed for Balto-Slavic.
As a result, it is uncertain whether speakers of Proto-Balto-Slavic were
engaged in apiculture. Tree beekeeping is already attested in Latvia in
the Middle Ages, and was only completely superseded in the East Baltic
region by (log) hive beekeeping in the 18" century (Crane 1999: 132~
133, 233-234). A potentially Proto-Balto-Slavic term related to the use

of tree hives is Lt. dial. genys, geinys, Lv. dzeinis, dial. dzenis ‘climbing
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rope (for accessing tree hives)’ (apparently — the Véro hapax kéno in
the same sense; Vaba 1990b: 173) which corresponds regularly to R
dial. acenv  (Niznij Novgorod, Kostroma; CPHI IX: 129),
Bel./Uk. (Polesia) sx#aHb, scénb, mcuns (JABM No. 313; ECYM II: 193;
HukoHuyk apud 3CEM III: 270) ‘climbing rope’ (Biiga 1916: 156).604

2.4.1.5. Structures

Despite a perception of the Indo-Europeans as primarily nomadic
(Kuhn 1862: 371; Anthony 2007: 321-322; Anthony/Ringe 2015: 211;
see also the literature review in Hausler 2002: 3-48), there is evidence
that at least the later stages of Indo-European unity were associated
with a level of sedentarization (Kroonen et al. 2022: 32-36), and some
clear inherited terminology exists relating to the erection of fixed or
semi-fixed structures (Mallory/Adams 2006: 219-229), most notably
the verbal root in HLuw. tama-, Gr. §¢pw ‘to build’, which is the basis of
the nominal derivatives in most branches, e.g. Lycian td@dma ‘building’,
Arm. tun, Lat. domus ‘house’, and probably Lt. ndmas ‘house’ (cf. [EW

198-199).

Insight into the technology of house-building among Indo-European
speakers may be provided by Skt. dehi-, Osc. feihtiss Acc.PL., Gr. Tel)o0g,

SIn. zid ‘(surrounding) wall’, apparently derived from the verbal root

604 ECYM (II: 193) suspect that the Slavic word is loaned from Baltic. The
distribution would appear to favour this, even though the Russian word is
attested rather far from the Baltic territories. It is uncertain whether a Baltic
loanword can be expected to have undergone the first palatalization. Note,
however, OR uxepa pro *urepa ‘Ingrians’ « Ingr. Inkeroin cited on p. 50 and
the hydronym Cesausxcdposka (beside OR Ceperbpsn), also of presumed Finnic
origin (REW II: 605; Kpbicbko 1994: 83).
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for ‘to mould (clay)’.6%5 Mallory/Adams (2006: 223) emphasize that this
word does not generally mean ‘wall of a house’, although Pr. E seydis -
want ‘wall’ and Gr. toixog, derived from the same root, do appear to be
generic terms.%% In any case, it is tempting to speculate that this might
be a reflection of the construction of temporary wattle and daub huts,
as known from ethnographical parallels of nomadic pastoralists (e.g.

Evans/Pritchard 1940: 65).

On the other hand, a word for some kind of fortification must be
reconstructed on the basis of Lt. pilis, Lv. pils, Skt. (RV) pur- ‘fortress,
stronghold’, Gr.mo6Awg ‘city, citadel’. Considering the possible
association of the arrival of the Balts in the region with the appearance
of fortified settlements (Lang 2016: 18, 2018a) and the implication of
continuity provided by the linguistic data, it seems attractive to
assume the construction of hillforts already started in the Indo-
European homeland. Note, for instance, the Early Bronze Age hillfort at
Mykhailivka on the Lower Dnieper (Anthony 2007: 324). Whatever the
details of Indo-European house construction, it is likely to have greatly
differed from that of Neolithic Europe. According to Della Volpe (1996:
152), timber-framed longhouses, generally being devoid of any

defensive structures, predominate in the pre-Indo-European context.

605 Compare Go. (ga-)digan* (rendering Gr. mAdoow ‘mould, form’), Lat. fingo
‘mould, fashion (clay, wax, etc.); sculpt’, ToB tsaikam ‘mould (pottery); build’,
as well as (with apparent metathesis) Lt. Ziésti ‘mould (pottery)’,
OCS cb3bgaTu ‘build, create’ (IEW 245).

606 Likewise, Mac. sud is a generic term for ‘wall’. The usual word for ‘wall (of a
house)’ in Balto-Slavic is Lt. siena, R cmnud (while in Mac., cmena means ‘rock
face’). As this word is possibly related to Go. stains ‘stone’, it might reflect a
shift towards stone architecture (for a discussion of the relationship between
these words, see 2.2.3.2).
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Table 23. Distribution of borrowed terms for structures

B S G C It Gr +
cottage v v v Y
oven v v v

In the centre of an Indo-European home, there was presumably a
hearth (Hitt. hassa- ‘hearth, fireplace’, Lat. ara ‘altar’; IEW 68-69). On
the other hand, ovens are considered to have spread into Europe as
part of the Neolithic package, emerging during the eighth millennium
BCE in Anatolia (Barbaro et al. 2021: 1161). Domed clay ovens are
known from households in Neolithic sites immediately adjacent to
Yamnaya (Anthony 2007: 143, 166), and it seems quite probable that a
word for ‘oven’ would have been taken over from such farming

populations.

2.4.1.6. Metallurgy

The only metal term in Balto-Slavic with direct Indo-European
cognates is the word for ‘gold’, Lt. duksas, Pr. E ausis (Il ausin ACC.SG.)
= Lat. aurum ‘gold’. While the narrow distribution has led to
speculations of a direct or indirect loan relationship (Kretschmer 1896:
150; Pisani 1968: 11), on formal grounds, a common inheritance
cannot be excluded (see Driessen 2003).997 The following terms can

theoretically be dated to Proto-Balto-Slavic, two implying ablaut (for a

607 | am rather convinced by the interpretation of To. B yasa, A wds ‘gold’ as a
loanword from Samoyed *wdsa (> Ngan. basa ‘metal, iron’, Taz Selkup keési
‘iron’; cf. Kallio 2004: 132-133). In any case, connecting the Tocharian with
the European terms raises serious morphological issues (see Thorsg et al.
2023:105-106).
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discussion of the further etymologies of the metal names, which remain

uncertain, see Thorsg et al. 2023: 117):

— Lt. Svinas, Lv. svins ‘lead’ (< *k;uin-) ~ OR cBuHbILB, Sln. svinac
‘lead’ (< *kuein-)

— Lt. obs. dlvas (dtwu INST.SG. in Dauks$a), Lv. alva, dial. alvs ‘tin’
(cf. Endzelins 1923: 157) (< *HolH-u-) ~ OCS onoBo, SCr. dlovo
‘lead’, R dz1060 ‘tin’ (< *HolH-eu-)

— 7 Pr. E wutris ‘smith’ ~ CS BbTpb ‘smith’ (see Miklosich 1865:
113; SJSI: 352)

On the other hand, the terms for two other metals do not permit the
reconstruction of a common Balto-Slavic preform, and these may be

interpreted as loanwords from unknown sources:

Table 24. Distribution of borrowed metallurgical terms

B S G C It Gr +
iron v Y
silver N4 N4 N4 ? Basque

The absence of a common Balto-Slavic term for ‘iron’ is hardly
surprising, as the split of this branch undoubtedly predated the Iron
Age. While some iron artefacts may have been imported into the East
Baltic region from elsewhere already in the Final Bronze Age (Lang
2007: 121), local iron production probably began during the first
centuries CE, where it was produced in smelting furnaces from bog

ores (Stankus 2001; Rundberget et al. 2020: 96).608 The Slavic word

608 Although A. Merkevicius apud Lang 2018b dates the appearance of iron
metallurgy in Lithuania to 300 BCE.
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was evidently adopted from a related source, pointing to the spread of

a localized smelting practice.

An Indo-European word for ‘silver’ can be reconstructed on the basis of
YAv. arazata-, Lat. argentum, Olr. argat, and probably Arm. arcat®
‘silver’, but this word appears to have been replaced in the northern
European branches. The word for ‘silver’ in Balto-Slavic and Germanic
is a widespread Wanderwort, whose centre of spread might be located
in Iberia (Thorsg et al. 2023: 118), an idea that would be supported by
the comparanda in Basque and Celtiberian (the latter probably being
adopted locally after the southward migration of Celtic speakers).
Although the word seems to be reconstructible to Proto-Germanic, it
cannot be reconstructed for Proto-Balto-Slavic, or even Proto-Baltic,
again suggesting that the word was absorbed into already diffuse

linguistic groups.

2.4.2. Stratification

The main methodological novelty in this section has been an attempt to
identify alternations which do not merely reoccur, but which show a
particular geographical patterning. I reasoned that a geographical
distribution would both support the validity of an alternation, and
potentially provide us with some information on the dialectal makeup
of the underlying substratum. In total, 1 have identified seven
consonantal and five vocalic alternations which can be said to show a
geographical distribution on the basis of at least three (or two certain)

examples. This is presented in Table 25, below:
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Table 25. Alternations showing a geographical patterning

B S G C It Gr Examples

*-VNT- oo *-VT- 5

g (M oo *k 7

£h M) o0 *p 2 [+ 2]
*T oo *TN 3[+1]
*Z 0o *§ ? 1 [+ 3]
*st oo *(t)s 3[+1]
*sd oo *d 2
*a-CC oo *CVC 1+2
*ke- o0 *ka/o- 3

*d oo *¢ 3 [+ 2]
*V 00 *V 4 [+3]
*V oo ¥V 2

Dark shaded cells consistently show the rightmost variant, while light
shaded cells indicate a hesitation between the two. The shading is
based on both certain and uncertain examples (the number of the latter
is indicated in brackets). In the case of *a-CC oo *CVC, 1 have also
included Schrijver’s examples of ‘blackbird’ and ‘ore’ (see 2.3.1.1),
which seem to show a related phenomenon, even though they have not

fallen under the scope of this dissertation.

Previous studies have often tended to treat the palaeo-European
contact languages as a monolithic layer, whereby the irregularities
present in the Indo-European reflexes are reflections of synchronic
features of a single substrate language (Kuiper 1968; Schrijver 1997;
Beekes 2014; see p. 269). The presence of geographical patterns
contradicts this assumption, as such distributions are more easily

explained as the result of dialectal or diachronic differences in the
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source language. In any case, it seems highly improbable that the
linguistic landscape was homogenous among sedentary Neolithic
farming populations prior to the expansion of Indo-European (see the

discussion in Anthony 2007: 80-81).

A deeper analysis of the stratification based on distribution alone is
very difficult, as none of the alternations obviously correlate with each
other. An exception is *g™ oo *k and *b™ o *p, but this actually results
from the fact that the two alternations co-occur in two of the relevant
word families, and we thereore cannot speak of the coherence of two
independent sets. The fact that no clear patterns emerge on this higher
level need not dishearten us. On the one hand, the number of examples
of each alternation is small, and there is perhaps simply insufficient
evidence for meaningful patterns to emerge. On the other hand, these
alternations represent manifestations of complex contact situations
which may have taken place in different locations and at different
times, and therefore a complex picture is exactly what we should

expect.

It is perhaps more instructive to examine which kinds of alternations
co-occur (cf. Sorgo 2020: 461-462). The word for ‘pigeon (1)’, for
instance, shows both *g™ oo *k and *-VNT- oo *-VT-. This might well
suggest that the two alternations are somehow related. Indeed, on
p- 297 (and in Jakob forthc. a.), I have noted that the word for ‘pigeon’
shows a similar structure to several other bird names, including
another word for ‘pigeon (2)’ which potentially shows the alternation
*pM oo *p. The full set of words (including one plant name) is as

follows:

‘pigeon (1)’ OCS ron®6b, OE culufre, Lat. columba
‘grouse’ Lt. jerubé ‘hazel grouse’, Sln. jeréb, ?0HG
reba-huon ‘partridge’

‘oriole’ Lt. volungé, Pl. wilga, MHG wite-wal
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‘swan (1)’ Pl. tabedZ, R n1é6edb, ON olpt

‘goosefoot’ Lt. baldnda, R s10600d ‘goosefoot’, OHG melta
‘orache’

+ ‘swallow’ Lat. hirundé, Gr. xeAl8wv, Alb. dalléndyshe

? ‘pigeon (2)’  Lt. balafidis, Lat. palumbés

This collection of terms is perhaps the strongest evidence for a
particular stratum: as well as clustering in a particular semantic field,
they show similar kinds of alternations, in particular, a semi-regular
correlation between voiced stops in the north (always Baltic, usually
Slavic) and voiceless in the south (i.e. Italic), and a second syllable of
the shape *VND, whereby the nasal is sometimes absent (although
always present in Italic). In addition, I have noted ‘swan (1)’ as a
plausible example of the alternation *a-CC oo *CVC. This might
encourage us to view this alternation as yet another feature of this
stratum. Indeed, the classic example of this alternation is another bird
name (cf. Lat. merula, OHG amsla ‘blackbird’). Aside from this, potential
‘prefixal’ elements have been identified in the words for ‘grouse’ and
‘oriole’. Finally, it is tempting to adduce the word for ‘bison’ here, as
OHG wisunt shows a similar disyllabic root structure with a second
syllable in *VND, although here the initial syllable appears itself to be a

‘prefixal’ element.

Viewing the stratum as a whole (see Table 26, overleaf), we can see a
Central European ‘core’, consisting of Balto-Slavic, Germanic and
(slightly less so) Italic, and a periphery. Notably, all of the words
attested in the peripheral languages are also attested in Italic, and
indeed Italy can be seen as a sort of interface between Central Europe
and the Mediterranean on the one hand, and with Celtic on the other. It
is certainly not the case, however, that the words were borrowed into
the ‘peripheral’ branches directly from Latin or an Italic language. If

words belonging to this stratum are not originally Mediterranean, they
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Table 26. The *VND substrate

pigeon (1) S Eg
grouse
oriole
swan (1)
? pigeon (2) Core
+ swallow Alb

+ blackbird

goosefoot
? bison o
(total) 1 6 5 6 4 1

must have been carried into the region by speakers of unattested,
presumably non-Indo-European languages. This implies a significant
antiquity, which is already suggested by the attestation of ‘pigeon (1)’
in Egyptian in the 12" c¢. BCE (see p. 302).

On the other hand, the words ‘swan (1)’ and ‘oriole’ show irregular
variation even within Slavic, suggesting that at least one variant was
adopted after the dialectal fragmentation of this branch. This places us
in a very broad timeframe stretching some two millennia, and raises
serious doubts as to the internal coherence of the stratum. One
suggestion, borrowing the analytical tools of botany, would be to
interpret Slavic as a “centre of diversity”, and suggest that Slavic was
geographically closest to the ‘core’. This is potentially supported by the
fact that Slavic takes an intermediate position in the voicing
alternations, implying contacts with multiple source languages or

dialects.

Considering the limitation to animal and plant names, and in particular

bird names, we are most probably dealing with a largely vertical
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borrowing context; in other words, a linguistic substrate. By contrast, a
number of technological borrowings, particularly those showing a
broad distribution, were probably borrowed horizontally through
trade, and can be characterized as Wanderwérter. Here we may include
most of the terms for crops and cultivated plants (see 2.4.1.3), as well

as the words for ‘silver’ and probably ‘thousand’ (see 1.3.5.4).

It is probable that other (sub)strata existed. If we consider the
alternations which do not occur in any of the words in the ‘bird name’
stratum, it is curious that *ke- oo *ka- typically involves a “non-core”
distribution: of the three examples, two involve Celtic, and two involve
Greek. The word for ‘ramsons’ shows a particularly broad distribution.
Somewhat comparable is the alternation *T oo *T", which always (by
necessity) involves Greek. The words in these categories seem to
cluster semantically in the domain of wild and cultivated plants. At
least ‘drone’ can be reconstructed for Proto-Balto-Slavic, suggesting a

certain antiquity.699

The nasal alternation in the word for ‘lynx’ is also unlike that attested
in the ‘bird names’. Above, I have briefly mentioned that this word
could be a particularly old loanword. There are multiple possible

indications of this:

— The word shows an unusually large distribution, being present

in five Indo-European branches.

609 A shared reconstruction might also be attempted for ‘ramsons’, although
this requires that Baltic *$ results from the RUKI law, which I consider
dubious (fn. 21). A similar obstacle exists to the reconstruction of the words
for ‘wax’ and ‘reed’ for Proto-Balto-Slavic (on the latter, see the note under

‘furrow’ on p. 353).
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— It can possibly be reconstructed for Proto-Balto-Slavic,©610 as
well as for Proto-Graeco-Armenian.
— Importantly, the sibilant in Balto-Slavic implies that these

borrowings predated satemization.

Aside from the word for ‘lynx’ only half a dozen words can be securely

reconstructed for Proto-Balto-Slavic. The following may be mentioned:

— In three branches: ‘apple’, ‘lynx’, ‘nettle’
— East Baltic + Slavic: ‘alder’, ‘drone’, ‘fresh’61l

— Prussian + Slavic: ?’bean’ (if not a Slavic loan in Prussian)

While the possibility of reconstructing a word for Proto-Balto-Slavic
may be seen as implying its relative antiquity, it is not a watertight
indication: ‘rye’ and ‘hemp’, which would theoretically be
reconstructible for Proto-Balto-Slavic, must have entered Baltic
recently in view of the cultivation history of these plants. Nevertheless,
the six certain examples cited above appear to be good candidates for
Proto-Balto-Slavic loanwords. Support for the antiquity of the word for
‘apple’ may be seen in its adoption into a fairly unproductive noun
class (the I-stems). Depending on one’s analysis (see p. 419-421 for a
discussion), this word — like ‘cottage’ — may additionally be
interpreted as predating Winter’s law, which would certainly imply a

Proto-Balto-Slavic antiquity.612

610 The only obstacle to this is the Slavic *r-, on which see footnote 372.

611 More dubiously, we may be able to reconstruct words for ‘aspen’ (provided
Baltic *u is not old; cf. p. 432-433), ‘hornbeam’ (irregular Baltic s-) and
‘lightning’ (the dental in Slavic and East Baltic is ambiguous).

612 Other candidates for loanwords predating satemization, and therefore
potentially contemporaneous with the word for ‘lynx’, are the uncertain cases
‘elm (1)’ and ‘furrow’. It must be noted, however, that the reconstruction of

the word for ‘elm’ to Proto-Balto-Slavic is not entirely straightforward, as
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If the East Baltic comparanda for ‘bean’ are accepted (see p. 360), then
the word can no longer be reliably reconstructed for Proto-Balto-
Slavic. In fact, it would point to the opposite extreme: a word which is
even irregular between East and West Baltic. A few other such words
can be cited which exhibit similar behaviour: among the certain cases,
we can mention ‘bison’ and ‘thousand’, both of which exhibit the
alternation *st oo *(t)s, and also ‘silver’, a widespread Wanderwort. Less
certain examples are ‘badger’, ‘salmon’, and also ‘oats’, depending on

the analysis of the Prussian data (p. 376-378).

To summarize, it is clear, at least, that we are not dealing here with a
chronologically or geographically localized borrowing event; however,
due to the number of variables and small number of examples, it is
difficult to comprehensively stratify the material. Nevertheless, there
are indications of at least three chronological layers — one early layer,
exemplified by the word for ‘lynx’, which may represent a borrowing
event close to the steppe chronologically aligned with the
disintegration of the proto-language, a late layer, apparently post-
dating the split of East and West Baltic (providing a Proto-Baltic stage
ought to be reconstructed at all), and an intermediate layer. In
addition, one group of words, primarily comprising bird names, seems
to form a robust cluster and perhaps represents a set of loanwords

from related source languages.

much of the Slavic evidence speaks in favour of accentual mobility (cf. B. p160
2002: 469), and the word for ‘furrow’ is irregular between Baltic and Slavic
(see p. 353).



