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1 Introduction

1.1 The Motivation

The Italian peninsula, reaching far into the Mediterranean Sea, served by virtue of its
geography as an important crossroads of ancient cultures. Economic intercourse occurred
across millennia between groups speaking many different languages that we know of
(Figure 1.1), and likely countless others that have been lost to time. Many of these
interactions left a mark on Latin. Here, the contact was intense and transformative. The
colonization of Magna Graecia in the 8" century BCE resulted in ca. 5000 Greek words
appearing in Latin amongst 44,000 core lexemes (Seidl 2003: 519) and Greek also
affected written Latin syntax (Clackson & Horrocks 2011: 191-7, Weiss 2020: 509).
Latin and Etruscan seem to have been in close enough contact that they both underwent
the same areal shift to initial accent.* As will be discussed in detail in 85, the first traces
of populations bearing steppe-derived ancestry appear in Northern Italy ca. 2000 BCE
(Saupe et al. 2021) after the dispersal of Yamnaya populations ca. 3000 BCE (Haak et al.
2015), and they appeared on a peninsula that had been inhabited by Neolithic farmers
since ca. 6000 BCE (Malone 2003: 242). With such intense contacts in the attested
record, we must be able to see traces from unattested contacts as well.

Much research has been done on prehistoric substrates, but differences in methodology
have produced a corpus of literature that on the one hand does not always agree on the
exact nature and impact of these substrates and on the other hand deserves a fresh and
more modern treatment.

1.2 Prior Research

The research on linguistic substrates is at its core a question about language contact. The
search to understand potential contact between Latin and poorly attested or unattested
languages has led in several directions. In general, the feasibility of recognizing different
linguistic strata only came about at the end of the nineteenth century, after nuanced
views of language contact began to develop. Thomason and Kaufman (1988: 1) capture
the volatility of the early field: Max Miller in 1871 claimed “Es gibt keine
Mischsprachen” against Hugo Schuchardt’s 1884 claim of the exact opposite, “Es gibt
keine vollige ungemischte Sprache”.

1 This is inferred for Etruscan and Italic on the basis of weakening and syncope in non-initial syllables (cf.
Wallace 2008: 37-9, Weiss 2020: 118-19, 527). Etruscan spellings attest to what looks like vowel
weakening by the end of the 7" century. Latin shows vowel weakening and syncope by ca. 500 BCE.
Then Etruscan begins to show syncope in medial syllables beginning ca. 470 BCE. The Sabellic
languages also developed initial accent. The order of the changes makes it difficult to determine if one
group or the other initiated the change. Instead it looks areal.
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Figure 1.1 The linguistic diversity of the Italian peninsula represented by sites of inscriptions

Data taken mainly from a spreadsheet compiled by Katherine McDonald
(https://katherinemcdonald.net/research/maps/ with refs.), further supplemented as
follows: Elymian from Marchesini (2012: 97); Faliscan from Bakkum (2009); Latin
from EAGLE (Electronic Archive of Greek and Latin Epigraphy,
http://www.edr-edr.it/) with a search for inscriptions in Latin dating to before 400
BCE; Lepontic from the Lexicon Leponticum
(https://lexlep.univie.ac.at/wiki/Main_Page); Rhaetic from the Thesaurus
Inscriptionum Raeticarum (https://tir.univie.ac.at/wiki/Main_Page); Sicel from
Inscriptions  of  Sicily  (http://sicily.classics.ox.ac.uk/). Not shown are
Punic/Phoenician and the Greek inscriptions of Sicily. The simplified grouping of
the Sabellic languages into Oscan, Umbrian, South Picene, and Pre-Samnite
follows Weiss (2020: 15-16). Note that Pre-Samnite pre-dates Oscan where it was
attested.

The theory of linguistic substrates began to develop in the work of Romanists (Craddock
1969: 18-22), especially Graziadio Isaia Ascoli,> who were dealing with a wide variety
of material attested in the numerous Romance languages and who seemed to understand

2 Like his 1882 “Lettere glottologiche: prima lettera’ in Rivista di Filologica Classica 10: 1-71, where he
argued that Gallo-Romance sound shifts were caused by Celtic speakers learning Latin. Craddock (1969:
19-22) notes several scholars preceding Ascoli who wrote about similar ideas.


https://katherinemcdonald.net/research/maps/
http://www.edr-edr.it/)
https://lexlep.univie.ac.at/wiki/Main_Page);
https://tir.univie.ac.at/wiki/Main_Page);
http://sicily.classics.ox.ac.uk/).
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that the spread of Latin must not have involved simple language replacement. It began, at
least with Ascoli, as a criticism of the Neogrammarian model. This discontentment with
the stringency of the Neogrammarian model and the exclusive focus of
Indo-Europeanists on discovering the regularities of the daughter languages continued to
influence the work of Italian scholars into the 1940s. Bertoldi (1939a: 5-19) contrasted
the approaches/attitudes of Indo-Europeanists like Walde with those of Romanists like
his teacher Jules Gilliéron and later (Bertoldi 1942: 1-8) highly praised Schuchardt for
taking into account the shifting linguistic contacts that must underlie the complexity of
Romance development from Latin:

Schuchardt was therefore one of the first to rise up against the purely
evolutionary conception of a language whose changes should be governed by
rigid laws, who adheres instead to the principle that linguistic innovation in
every system is the effect of contact of the individual with a more or less
homogeneous collectivity of speakers in a varied game of expressive and
receptive possibilities (Bertoldi 1942: 4-5).2

He saw that progress in the field relied on seeing linguistic change “no longer as the
reflection of a pure and simple grammatical development, but as the result of historical
events and cultural currents destined to accelerate or delay the rhythm of the consequent
linguistic innovations” (Bertoldi 1942: 5).* Alessio (1944a: 94) shared the frustration
when describing research on the Mediterranean substrate (see §1.2.2.1.1), noting that the
major etymological dictionaries “do not know how to completely free themselves from
the shackles of traditional etymology™ and calling for the languages of the
Mediterranean to be thoroughly surveyed by experts in the field, not Indo-Europeanists
“who have a very different sensitivity in dealing with linguistic problems.”®

As will be mentioned further in §1.4, words borrowed from the unknown pre-Latin
languages of Europe show up in Latin as traditionally unetymologizable. They are either
isolated without any cognates or have lookalikes in other languages that defy understood
sound laws. Some words like this can be explained through inter-dialectal borrowing or
internal processes like analogy. However, given the disgruntlement towards the field of
Indo-European studies mentioned above, it is worth noting that the state of the field
today takes both sides’ interests into account. It is only the adherence to the
Neogrammarian model of the inviolability of sound law that allows for the identification
of instances where regularity breaks down. It is the historical comparative method that

3 “Fra i primi ad insorgere contro la concezione puramente evoluzionistica d’una lingua i cui mutamenti
dovrebbero essere retti da leggi rigide fu, dunque, lo Schuchardt che s’attiene invece al principio che
I’innovazione linguistica in ogni sistema é I’effetto del contatto dell’individuo con una collettivita di
parlanti pit 0 meno omogenea in un gioco vario di possibilita espressive e ricettive.”

4 “Non piu come il riflesso di un puro e semplice sviluppo grammaticale, ma come il risultato delle
vicende storiche e delle correnti culturali destinate ad accelerare o a ritardare il ritmo delle conseguenti
innovazioni linguistiche.”

5 “Non sanno liberarsi completamente dalle pastoie dell’etimologia tradizionale.”

6 “Che hanno una sensibilitd molto differente nel trattare i problemi linguistici.”
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allows us to determine if a word is the expected reflex of an inherited root, if it is
isolated, or if it shows irregular correspondences to would-be cognates.

In the history of the field, there have been many kinds of attempts to explain the origins
of Latin etyma once it has been determined that they are not inherited. Numerous
examples of borrowing from known, well-understood languages are still accepted today.”
But countless lexemes cannot be explained in this way. Given that the linguistic diversity
of the Italian peninsula and the Mediterranean Basin has been documented since
antiquity, various other contact scenarios have been proposed and used as explanations.
What follows is a summary of several kinds of proposals: borrowings from poorly
understood Indo-European languages, borrowings from lost Indo-European languages,
and borrowings from non-Indo-European languages.

1.2.1 Indo-European Sources
1.2.1.1 The Balkans

As will be shown in detail, there are several cases of Latin-Greek correspondences with
very slight aberration in consonantism. Two salient examples include Lat. ballaena ~
Gk. edMawva ‘whale’ and Lat. fascinus ‘evil spirit; charm’ ~ Gk. Baokavog ‘bewitcher,
slanderer’. In both cases, especially the latter where one can imagine descent from PIE
*bleh2- ‘to speak’, one reflex can be reconstructed as descending regularly from PIE *b”
while the other represents *b. This has led to the suspicion that the irregular one of the
pair represents a loan from a known language in which PIE mediae apsiratae yielded
mediae. There are three potential culprits, namely the poorly attested Balkan languages
Illyrian, Thracian, and Macedonian (cf. Schwyzer I: 65-71, Biville I: 180).

1.21.1.1  llyrian

Archaeological and onomastic material along with indications in the writings of ancient
authors make it possible that Messapic was directly related to Illyrian (cf. Hamp 1957:
74), but there exists no inscriptional material to help confirm this (cf. Fortson 2010:
464-5, 467-8; Matzinger 2005: 29, de Simone 2018: 1842-3, Matzinger 2019: 20). In
fact, Albanian is spoken in the geographic region where Illyrian is purported to have
been spoken, but again, the absence of attested Illyrian material makes it very difficult to
investigate any connection. On the other hand, some remarkable lexical correspondences
between Albanian and Messapic, especially given the poor attestation of the latter and
the nearly 1500 years separating their first attestations, make it quite likely that they are
closely related (e.g. Matzinger 2005, followed lukewarmly by Hyllested & Joseph 2022:
240, 241). Thus, regardless of an existing relationship to the elusive Illyrian, Messapic
seems to represent an originally Balkan language that came to be spoken on the Italian

7 From Greek (cf. Weise 1882, much more recently Biville | and Il), Celtic (e.g. Schmidt 1966),
Germanic (precious few: Green 1998: 182-200). On the possibility of inter-dialectal borrowing, i.e.
Sabellicisms or regional variants appearing in attested urban Classic Latin see e.g. Rix (2005) and a
careful treatment of the chronological and regional variation of Latin in Adams (2007).
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peninsula.

Krahe (1955: 114-7) gave a summary of Latin and Greek words considered to be loans
from Illyrian, often via Messapic, finding that they fell into two main categories—small
sea-going vessels and horse-related words—along with some others. Even if we re-script
Illyrian as “an ancestor of Albanian”, many of the proposed loans have little to support
them. Lat. gandeia ‘an African vehicle’ is supposed to be from Messapic on comparison
with Venetian gondola ‘type of boat™® and the -eia suffix found in sabaia ‘beer’, given
by glossators as Illyrian. Lat. horeia ‘small fishing boat, pointed at the front” would be
Illyrian/Messapic on the evidence of the -eia suffix alone. Lat. caballus ~ Gk. kaBdAAng
‘workhorse” would have entered from Illyrian because of several personal names that all
have the element cabal(l)-. But there is no reason to source this word specifically from
Illyrian given its attestation in several other places.

The Messapic reflexes of PIE *b* and *d” really do seem to be b and d (cf. Messapic
berain ‘may they bring” < *ber-o-ih,-nt, Matzinger 2019: 64, and further hipa-des
‘he/she dedicated’ < *supo-d‘eh,-s-t, de Simone 2018: 1844). If this goes for Illyrian too,
then a *D’ ~ *D discrepancy between languages might attest to one of them having
borrowed an Illyrian reflex in place of its own inherited reflex. Several cases of this are
given by Krahe (1955: 114-7) to explain irregular alternations between Latin and Greek,
but there are methodological problems. According to him:

e Lat. ballaena ‘whale’ would be either from Gk. pdidova ‘whale’ via Illyrian or
both would be from Illyrian. But if the Illlyrian reflex of *b” was b, then Gk.
@&Ahava cannot be from Illyrian. The Latin diphthong (unweakened in a non-
initial syllable) attests to a late loan from Greek. In that case, we are not
looking for a language whose reflex of PIE *b* was b but rather one that
borrowed Gk. ¢ as b; there is no indication that Illyrian or Messapic did this.

e Lat. deda ‘wet nurse’, if the vowel length is correct, would be from the Illyrian
reflex of *deh.d’'a-: cf. Gk. t6n ‘grandmother’ (cf. also Krahe 1937) and
PBSI. *de’d- ‘grandfather/uncle’ (cf. Derksen 2007: 101, EDG 1477). But it is
a Lallwort (cf. TLL s.v. dida) and thus its evidentiary value is dubious.

e Lat. galaia and Gk. yolaio ‘racing vessel” would be Illyrian along with Lat.
golaia ‘sea turtle’, cognate with Gk. yé\vg ‘tortoise’ and PSlav. *Zely- <
*g’el(H)-uH-. Note here also the -aia suffix. But the connection of the ship and
turtle words is not secure. Despite the turtle lexeme being reconstructible to a
common proto-form in two languages of the Balkans, golaia appears in Latin
recently, in glosses and the Latin translation of Dioscorides’ de Materia
Medica. Thus a loan from Illyrian or even Messapic seems far from the only
option.

8 This was used as evidence because Venetic had been thought to belong to the Messapic-Illyrian branch.
It does not (already Beeler 1949: 48-57).
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e Lat. brisa ‘remains of pressed grapes’ would be from Illyrian *brisa, itself from
Thracian *bratia, the source of Gk. Bpdtog ‘barley beer’ and Bpotea ‘refuse of
olives or grapes’ < PIE *b#u- (cf. Lat. de-frutum ‘boiled down must’). The
assumption of Thracian origin is not bulletproof, but otherwise this is the only
example where a Balkan language seems to have been involved, albeit not
lllyrian. The pre-form of Alb. bérsi ‘pomace, lees, dregs’, PAIb. *briia, is
identical to Lat. brisa. Since Albanian produces s < *t;, a pre-form of Albanian
may have been involved in the transmission of this lexeme into Latin. Krahe
assumed that Illyrian was responsible for the change of # to 7, but without any
further evidence of this, it is ad hoc. All we can say is that Bpdtog reached
Albanian (where a direct loan should have given **brys-, Demiraj 1997: 98)
indirectly.

Kretschmer (1896: 248-9, fn. 4) had additionally suggested that a North Balkan
treatment of *b%eh.- ‘to speak’ might be responsible for Gk. Baokavog ‘who bewitches;
sorcerer, slanderer’ beside Lat. fascinus ‘evil spirit, spell’ (cf. also Devoto 1943: 364).
But given the semantic distance from the root in question and the lack of evidence of
other IE attestations of this formal and semantic derivation, it does not seem fully
warranted to achieve regularity by forcing *b’askano- through lllyrian on its way to
Greek.

There are two cases of potential Illyrian loans given by Krahe where his reason seems to
have been the aberrant a-vocalism in Latin. Lat. mannus ‘small horse’ (cf. also Briich
1922: 246-7) would be from lllyrian *manda- attested in a Messapic name of Jupiter
Menzana, supposed to be from PIE *mezd- ‘to feed’ (cf. Alb. ménd ‘to suckle’ but also
méz ‘foal’). Orel (1998: 265) reconstructs for méz PAIb. *mandja- and takes It. manzo
‘ox” from its Messapic cognate. It. manzo requires a pre-form like *mandius and could
indeed theoretically be related to the Albanian form, but Lat. mannus would not regularly
have developed from a form with *-nd-.° Lat. paro, Gk. mopdv ‘small boat” would be
from Illyrian, cognate to OHG farm “fast ship’, Ru. porém “ferry’, etc. < *por-mo-. But
regardless of the source of the Greek form, the Latin is most easily explained as a loan
from it. Illyrian need not have produced it.

Krahe additionally gives the case of Lat. g for Gk. x in Lat. grabatus, Gk. kpap(B)otog
‘bed’. They would be from Illyrian/Macedonian *graba- ‘oak’, also found behind Gk.
ypGProv ‘torch, oakwood’ and the Umbrian epithet of Jupiter Grabovius. EDG (284)
notes that the forms are also compared to e.g. Ru. grab ‘hornbeam’. The Slavic forms are
the only indication of an originally Balkan source. Otherwise the forms could be from

9 The sequence -nd- is preserved in Latin, thus the assumption is in WH (I1: 30) and EM (384) that it is a
dialectal form (cf. dispennite for dispandite in Plautus’ Miles Gloriosus). Nor does Sabellic origin provide
a good explanation. Weiss (2020: 188) notes that even there, the evidence for a development *nd > nn is
poor. Whether the forms with *-nd- are Messapic/lllyrian to begin with is unclear, but such an origin does
not straightforwardly explain how Latin ended up with mannus (which, WH [lI: 30] mention, the
grammarian Consentius ascribes Gallic origin).
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anywhere. Perhaps Illyrian transmitted the y of Gk. &yyxelvg ‘eel’ to Latin as the gloss
enocilis = anguilla, but this relies only on the Illyrian personal name Enoclia as
evidence.

In the end, the evidence pointing to Illyrian (or Messapic/Proto-Albanian) being
responsible for irregular sound correspondences involving Latin is too slim to confirm.
When a solid IE root etymology can be proposed and several sound laws are involved,
the case becomes stronger. But this is so far only the case for Lat. brisa. Even there
however, the vocalism suggests that its potential Proto-Albanian source did not receive
the word from any attested source.

1.2.1.1.2 Thracian and Macedonian

Thracian is poorly attested and poorly understood. Our best information generally comes
from Hesychius glosses (Fortson 2010: 463-4) beside a small number of inscriptions. Its
name often appears in compounds like Thraco-Phrygian and earlier as Thraco-Illyrian,
but the evidence is too fragmentary to connect Thracian to another subgroup with any
amount of certainty. Thus, though Kretschmer (1923a: 229) gave as evidence of the
Thraco-Phrygian development of PIE mediae aspiratae to mediae appepet < *b’er- and
addaket < *d’eh,-, these are Phrygian forms and cannot be used to investigate Thracian.
Our best evidence that Thracian had the same outcome of the voiced aspirates is GKk.
Bpdtog and PBpotea (Hsch. Bpodtog, Ppdttiov), which seems to descend from *biru- if
related (as mentioned above) to Lat. défrutum and Engl. brew, broth. But as will be
mentioned in §2.4.3, | am skeptical of the Thracian origin of this word. Nor does it
explain the vocalism of Lat. brisa. Its origins in Thracian may have nothing to do with
the change and the mediating language could have been any language of the
Mediterranean, known (like Illyrian) or unknown.

Because historical Thrace is not contiguous to Italic-speaking areas but does border on
Greek-speaking areas, many of the hypotheses about words of Thracian origin are more
relevant to Greek than to Latin. The Thracian pedigree of a Greek word has no bearing
on how it is borrowed into Latin unless Latin has also borrowed the word from Thracian,
which is geographically unlikely. For example, Boisacq (1911-12: 58-9) gives e.g. Gk.
nicog ‘pea’ and mo&og ‘box-tree’ as words of Thracian origin due to a lack of an
etymology and the presence of the suffix -aso or -so with preserved intervocalic s. But
Lat. pisum ‘pea’ is a direct borrowing from Greek neut. nicov and a Thracian origin of
Gk. mo&og (for which there is no morphophonological indication) does not explain the
voiced consonant of Lat. buxus.

There are enough Macedonian personal names and glosses given as Macedonian that we
can be relatively certain that it reflects PIE mediae aspiratae as mediae. Cf. for example
Mac. Bilnnog : Gk. ®ilmmog, Mac. Bepevikn : Gk. ®epevikn, and Mac. keBodr : GK.
kepaAn ‘head’ (Fortson 2010: 464), though Méndez Dosuna (2012) argues that this is the
result of a Lautverschiebung in what was originally a Greek dialect. Nevertheless, it
seems that few Macedonian loans have been proposed for Latin, perhaps because it
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suffers from the same problem as Thracian in that it is not contiguous with
Latin-speaking regions.

The problem for all of these languages is that, while they could be used to try to explain
a few mismatching forms between Latin and Greek by claiming that one language
borrowed the form while the other language continues an inherited reflex, this is
generally the extent of their usefulness. To account for larger numbers of words with
irregular correspondences, we would need to assume either a substantial number of cases
of this incongruous borrowing or perhaps that these languages were once more
widespread—that they might have underlain Latin or Greek. It is unlikely that we will be
able to claim this, at least for the languages in their historically attested states. Thus there
have been a number of attempts to identify within Latin and/or Greek and/or other IE
branches remnants of older Indo-European languages that may have reached the areas
that Latin and Greek would come to be spoken in some time before they got there. The
idea is certainly not absurd. Populations with steppe ancestry appear in Italy around 2000
BCE (Saupe et al. 2021) but Latin is not attested until much later. Part of this must be
due to the lack of an alphabet on the Italian peninsula until the 8" ¢. BCE, but it is easy
to image that other Indo-European languages got to the Italian peninsula before the Italic
family did. Several lost PIE languages have been proposed to account for irregular
reflexes, not all directly bearing on Italic.

1.2.1.2 Indo-European Substrates

Kretschmer (1896: 401-9), as will be mentioned in §1.2.2, in part summarizing what had
been gathered up to that point, supported the idea of a non-IE speaking population
having been present in Greece and Asia Minor before IE languages became settled in
those areas. The convincing factor to him was the Gk. -vBog suffix, not be a gerundive in
form or function, and which appeared on substantives of obscure etymology, several
personal names, and placenames which corresponded to placenames in Asia Minor
ending in -ndos and -nda. Gk. -o-/-oc-/-tt- featured in his argument, but he noted that
these can be the result of inherited morphology as well. He maintained this position for
several decades (cf. still Kretschmer 1923a: 69). But by 1925, he began to change his
mind, influenced by the paradigm-shifting discovery and decipherment of the Anatolian
languages. He noticed a widespread, functionally diverse nt-suffix in words with a good
IE etymology in Greek (e.g. avdpidg, dvtog ‘statue’), Slavic (diminutives like *ovece to
*ovecd ‘sheep’), Italic (ethnic names like Picentes, Fulcentes, Aventinus), Germanic
(*hri/unpiz- ‘cow’ < *kr-ent-), and lllyrian placenames in -entum/-untum (Kretschmer
1925a: 84-106). After listing several examples, he concluded that the non-IE -vBoc/-anda
suffix was used in approximately the same ways as the nt-suffix he examined amongst
the Indo-European languages. This could be due to chance, or it could suggest “dal
schon vor der spateren Ausbreitung der Indogermanen sich eine indogermanische oder
indogermanoide Welle nach dem Siiden ergo3, und zwar tber eine unindogermanische
Urbevdlkerung” (pg. 106).
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In a second article in the same year, he used the early understanding of the recently
understood Anatolian languages to make a logical postulation. If Lydian and Lycian are
Indo-European, and if Etruscan is related to Lydian and to
Tyrrheno-Pelasgian/Pre-Greek, then we should find Indo-European elements in Etruscan,
Pre-Greek, and in the later Indo-European languages that settled over and around them,
namely ltalic and Greek (Kretschmer 1925h: 300-19). The relationships between the
languages he mentioned may no longer be supported today, but the basic principle was
clear: there could be traces of much older “protindogermanische” [sic] languages taken
up by later Indo-European languages. And they should be visible: “In diesen Fallen
erlaubte die unregelméRige Vertretung der VerschlulRlaute, die [protindogermanische]
Herkunft von der [indogermanischen] zu unterscheiden” (pg. 310). He had set the stage
for more systematic approaches to try to understand which irregular reflexes might be
due to underlying but related languages—Indo-European substrates—with different
sound laws.

1.2.1.21  Pelasgian

Taking archaeological investigations into account, Kretschmer updated his ideas in 1940
(231-78) and 1943 (84-218). He argued for two Pre-Greek layers: a non-1E Anatolian
layer and an Indo-European stratum that he called Danubian. He identified the Anatolian
layer with the ancient autochthonous Leleges, while the Danubian layer represented the
Pelasgoi. The latter appeared as the archaeological Dimini Culture, bringing
Linearbandkeramik elements from the North into the Balkans along with the
Protindogermansich linguistic elements preserved in Greek. Kati¢i¢ (1976: 57-87) in
general provides a more detailed overview of the development of the Pelasgian theories
than | could here ever hope to replicate. With the help of his summary, | will highlight a
few of the main developments of the Pelasgian theory.

Milan Budimir, publishing from the 1920s to the end of the 1960s, preferred the name
Pelastic, based on the lectio difficilior ITehaotké for Iehaoyucé in the scholiast to the
lliad 16.233. He saw Pelastic as preserving the three-way distinction of the original PIE
velar series, and argued 1) that Albanian does this too and therefore continues this oldest
PIE stratum of the Balkans and 2) that Slavic has many of the same features of this IE
Pre-Greek language of the Balkans including being satom, velarization of -s- after u, and
preterit participles in -lo. Kati¢i¢’s criticism of his work is the same as for Kretschmer.
The variation in the phonology of the proposed cognate sets is too great. It contradicts
the main thesis that all the forms descend from one genetically homogenous language.
An example of a word family claimed by Budimir to descend from PIE *deup/b- ‘deep’
assumes d ~ | and d ~ s alternations, alternations between all nearly all possible vowels,
and an a-prefix (Kati¢i¢ 1976: 64-6):
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Hsch. 8d&a, var. ddya ‘sea’ ~ Oétig ‘Thetis’ < *@éntig
+ Odvoceic ‘Odysseus’ = prep. 0 + dvoo < *§vé
Lat. Ulixes = prep. u + lix

Gk. Lawy “surf’Alb. det/dejet ‘sea’

Lat. Tiberis ‘Tiber river’

Gk. oipprog ‘beehive’, ourdn ‘meal tub’,

Gk. dénoag, démaotpov ‘beaker’

Gk. arapaoctpoviahafactpog ‘vase for perfume’, Aemaotr ‘limpet-shaped cup’
Gk. Mappdviov ‘large, wide cup’

Lith. dauburys “valley’

Vladimir Georgiev, especially by the time of his Vorgriechische Sprachwissenschaft
(1941-5), had identified a pre-Greek Pelasgian underlying Greek that he considered an
independent daughter branch of PIE. He was one of the first to propose a system of
sound laws for Pelasgian. Based on his data, he found:

PIE *o0 > Pelasgian a
PIE *R > Pelasgian uR or iR (*r, */ sometimes > ru, lu)

Chain shift: *p">b *b>p *p>ph
*dh>d *d>t *t>th
*gh> g *g >k *k > kh

PIE *kv, gv, g*" > Pelasgian k’, k, g

PIE *k; g, g"> Pelasgian s (p); z (9), i.e. it is a satom language
PIE *s preserved prevocalically and intervocalically

Aspirate dissimilation occurred before any other changes

Georgiev further claimed that this Pelasgian was the same language as the source of the
Pre-Greek placenames. He does not convince Kati¢i¢ on this account (pp. 79-80), who
emphasizes that placenames are not reliably etymologizable. Several scholars built upon
Georgiev’s premises. Weriand Merlingen followed Georgiev, but envisioned the IE
Pelasgian language (he called it Akhaean) as a superstrate rather than a substrate. He
additionally proposed a second IE language that influenced both Greek and Pelasgian.
He called it Psi-Greek because of the first row of the consonant shift:

*p *t *k *k > ps s ks ks
*b *d *g *¢ > ph th kh kh
*bh *dh *gh *g',h> bd g g
*kw *gw *gwh > ph bh b

Before the shift, aspirates were dissimilated in voicing and aspiration. As for vowels, *o
> u, *e > i, *a > o, *é > a, but the syllabic nasals and resonants have irregular outcomes.
This allowed etymological equivalences between Gk. 0g6¢ and Lat. deus ‘god’, Gk.
EavBoc ‘blond’ and Lat. candidus ‘white’ as well as GK. avBpwmog and GK. dvip, dvdpdg
‘man’ (examples from Katici¢ 1976: 81). One sees how quickly this double system of
superstrate languages can produce artificial results, especially when the matches are not
perfect.
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Otto Haas also followed Georgiev, and by 1960 had teased apart what he saw as two
different layers: 1) That found by Georgiev (and Albrecht von Blumenthal in his 1930
Hesychstudien), which he called hylleisch after the “YALaiot of Istria. 2) An earlier layer
that he called vorgriechisch to avoid historical interpretation, involving the change of *p,
*t, *k before *u to ps-, s-, ks- (compare Merlingen’s Psi-Greek) and *s > x after *r and
*u like in Balto-Slavic and Indo-Iranian. In this way, he explained e.g. Gk. yoAro “flea’
< Pre-Greek *phjulja (cf. Lat. palex ‘flea) and Gk. 6&og “sharp” < Pre-Greek *akhjus <
*akus ‘sharp’ (examples from Kati¢i¢ 1976: 83-84).

Albert van Windekens (esp. van Windekens 1952) accepted the name Pelasgian, but only
as a placeholder. He followed Georgiev’s sound laws in general, amending *e > i before
a nasal, *u > o in an initial syllable (but u in a second syllable), and noting that
intervocalic *u yielded b (Gk. épépwvbog ‘chickpea’ vs. Lat. ervum ‘bitter vetch’), which
could be transformed into m through proximity to n (Gk. kvBepvaw ‘to steer’ vs. Cypriot
ku-me-re-na-i ‘they steer’). He also examined noun formation and explained the
Pre-Greek suffixes through concatenations of Indo-European morphology (e.g. -v0- <
Pelasgian *-nth- < IE *-n-t-).

Albert Carnoy also followed Georgiev’s sound laws and proposed numerous Pelasgian
etymologies based on short roots with general meanings. (Cf. e.g. xopapog ‘strawberry
tree’ < PIE *geu- ‘to bend, form a ball’, piven ‘mint” < PIE *mei- ‘sweet, refreshing’,
vapxwooog ‘daffodil” < PIE *snerg- ‘to stiffen’, ocoléupn ‘chimney’ < PIE
*swel- ‘absorb’, Carnoy 1955a). This methodology led to criticism even from other
Pelasgian scholars.

The problems with the methodology of the Pelasgian theories begin with the scholars
themselves. Hester (1965: 347) writes that “the great ingenuity and erudition of the
Pelasgianists,” (the exact two words which Kati¢i¢ (1976) also uses to preface his
criticisms) “especially Georgiev and van Windekens, is generally praised, but...the
greater the ingenuity, the greater the possibility of constructing a phantom
Indo-European language from non-Indo-European material.” Indeed, attempting to
provide native etymologies for what had up to then begun to be suspected of being
non-Indo-European was at the core of the Pelasgianists’ methodology. In the end, they
show that virtually anything can be provided with an IE etymology. Hester continues, “If
we allow the Pelasgianists to postulate one new Indo-European language, we can hardly
prevent them from postulating several (which is historically at least as plausible); but the
postulation of them obviously increases the danger...” Of course there could have been
numerous Indo-European languages in the area, now lost; the question is not one of
plausibility but provability. Despite generally following the sound laws as proposed by
Georgiev, there was disagreement amongst the Pelasgianists as to the exact phonology
they reconstructed. Too many exceptions were allowed, defended on the basis of words
entering Greek at different stages. This is theoretically valid—the way that language A
borrows from language B changes as both languages’ phonologies develop over time—
but it is perilously difficult to prove. Another criticism shared by both Hester and Katici¢
is that most words given as Pelasgian show only one of the sound changes.’® Of those

10 Interestingly, Devoto (1943: 365) takes issue with exactly the cases that show more than one of the
sound laws. However, this is because he sees several of the phenomena as having different sources. Thus
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that show more than one, Hester (1965: 384) is only convinced by mdpyog ‘tower,
fortress” (< *b’erg’-), tapyavov ‘vinegar’ (< *d’era-g'- or *ster-eg-), toupog ‘grave
mound’ (< *diub’os cf. GK. tdg@og ‘grave’), and tpoyn ‘drought; harvest’ (<
*dlereg’- vel sim.), a list so small it could be due to coincidence. Kati¢i¢ (1967: 76)
places much weight on Hester’s (1965: 384) conclusion “It appears then that there is a
small number of probable Indo-European loan-words in Greek,” but he does not finish
the quotation. Hester continues *“...borrowed most probably from neighbouring
languages and not from a substrate or superstrate. These words are totally unconnected

with ‘Aegean’.

For these reasons, and particularly as evidence in favor of the Yamnaya theory of
Indo-European dispersion has accumulated, Indo-European Pelasgian theories have
generally been given up. Garnier and Sagot (2017) attempt a fresh approach with the
criticisms in mind, as will be mentioned below. But the Pelasgianists were far from the
only ones to attempt to find an Indo-European substrate amongst some of the daughter
languages.

1.2.1.2.2 Temematic

Less relevant to Latin and the Mediterranean world but systematically similar to the
Pelasgian hypothesis is the Temematic language described by Georg Holzer (1989). He
proposes the existence of an Indo-European language from which Baltic and Slavic
borrowed words with seemingly irregular outcomes. The sound laws are:

1) PIE tenues > mediae (The “teme-" of temematic)
*p’ *t, *k, *Ié, *w > b, d, qu 9"
2) PIE mediae aspiratae > tenues (the “-mat-" of temematic)
*bh, *dh, *gh, *g"’, *gwh >p, t, k, lé, kw
3)PIE*r>r0,*/> 1o
YHPIE*V>VI _d,ur,l,mn
5)PIE*er>ir/_C,#
6) PIE diphthongs immediately before a sequence *CV received acute accentuation. This
functioned after rules 4 and 5.

Holzer’s analysis benefits from a number of criteria het sets in order to ensure that his
data are as objective as possible, including root length (shorter roots are more likely to be
coincidence), root sharpness (the number of different root reconstructions allowed for by
the comparanda due to the sound laws of the languages involved), probability of having

the connection of Gk. copdg “clever, wise’ and Lat. sapio ‘to know’ is impossible to him because it
shows an Armenian-esque consonant mutation and an Illyrian-esque retention of *s. What Georgiev saw
as evidence of a pre-Greek IE Pelasgian language, according to Devoto, could be the result of “filoni
diversi” (he mentions an orientalizing stratum and a central stratum) which fused to create Proto-Greek.
He later argues for the existence of “peri-Indo-European”, languages on the margins of the IE linguistic
area that are affected by non-1E features and lexemes. The ideas are not impossible, but it is interesting
that he proposes such concepts as an alternative to Georgiev’s more systematic attempt to identify
recurring sound laws.
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an IE origin, semantic closeness, degree of abstractness of the semantics, and number of
synonyms. Because of this, many of his comparisons are quite good. Kortlandt (2010:
73-80) accepts the existence of Temematic and takes it seriously enough to speculate on
its placement in the IE tree.

The ability to establish that a root is of IE origin is per se difficult, especially when
irregularities are involved. A large number of comparanda does not guarantee that a root
is inherited (especially when the attestations are geographically close). For example,
Holzer (1989: 121-2) connects PBSI. *tron- ‘drone” (PSlav. *trots, Lith. trdnas, Latv.
trans ‘drone’) to Germanic and Greek drone words from *d’zon-. But problems with
reconstruction within Germanic (cf. Kroonen 2013: 101) and Greek (cf. EDG 105, 554)
suggest instead that the whole group represents loans from a non-1E language. On the
other hand, Holzer’s (1989: 51-4) connection of e.g. Lith. birzé “furrow’ to Lat. porca,
OHG furh, and MW rhych “furrow’ < *pyk- is more difficult to do away with. Its
potential reflex in Ved. pérsana- ‘low sunken place?” seems to lend credence to an IE
origin. What makes it particularly compelling is its irregularity in Balto-Slavic compared
to the common pre-form reconstructible for the other branches. Distributions like this
seem quite significant; while an IE substrate is not the only explanation (perhaps the
lexeme was mediated by a non-IE language, cf. Devoto’s 1943 peri-indoeuropeo), it
should be kept in mind.*!

1.2.1.2.3  Indo-European Substrates directly involving Italy
1.2.1.23.1  Ribezzo’s Ausonian

Francesco Ribezzo postulated throughout several articles (1928, 1929, 1930, 1932,
1934a etc.) that pre-ltalic Southern Italy from Rome to Sicily was home to an IE
language the he named Ausonian after the inhabitants of Southern and Central Italy
(called Atooveg by the Greeks, Aurunci by the Romans). Its main feature was the
reflection of mediae apsiratae as tenues, but almost all examples show *d* > t:

Leuternii etc. < *leud’er(i)no- < *h.leud’- ‘people’

Rutul? < *rud”- ‘red” (1930: 92)

Mount Aetna (Aitvn) < *aid’ena < *h.ejd’- ‘to burn’ (1928: 192-4, 1934a: 91)

Etr. lautn ‘free?’ = liber < *h.leyd”- (1929: 64, 1932: 32)

Sicel Aitpa ‘Sicilian coin’, Lat. lzbra ‘Roman pound, scales’< *tléid’»a- < *telh.- ‘to
carry’

Szemerényi (1991 Il: 655-672) reviews the idea by means of updating the etymology of
Mrpa/libra.t2 He is convinced by Ribezzo’s arguments that “Sicel-Ausonian” had the

11 Holzer (1989) lists only the cases that work with Temematic sound laws. It would be interesting to see
a list of cases of alternation between Balto-Slavic and other IE branches that attest to different irregular
correspondences.

12 He asserts that Germanic forms (like OE lead) are not borrowed from Celtic (cf. MIr. ldaide) but
instead that the Germanic and Celtic lead words are from *loud’-o- ‘lead’, whence Lat. libra as “in the
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change *d”> t and in fact further proposes to have found evidence for *b” > p as well. He
notes some cases that Ribezzo adduces that do not show this development (like
*hzelb’o- ‘white’ > AAAIBANON = Allifae, *reud’o- ‘red’ > Rudiae, pg. 663), but
thinks they can be safely removed from consideration (pg. 671-2).

The *b* > p change is dubious: in Paulus ex Festo it is claimed that Latin has album
‘white’, Greek has aAov, but Sabine has alpum. Szemerényi (1991 II: 671) argues that it
should be taken seriously and that it is a remnant of the dialect of their predecessors.
Neither of these proposals is warranted in my mind. He further mentions Alpes ‘Alps’ <
*hzelb’- ‘white’ and Tiberis ‘the Tiber’ < *deub’- ‘deep’, but as toponyms there is no
guarantee that their original semantic value is recoverable. The etymological analysis of
ethnic and geographic names is extremely problematic, and Etr. lautn, if borrowed from
Italic, can simply have been borrowed before the change from *h./eud" > lib- (on this,
cf. Rix 2005: 564, who suggests an Umbrian source).

The only case where it seems like Ribezzo and Szemerényi were on the right track is that
of Aitpa ~ libra, but it does not carry the significance that they claim. Rather than
evidence of an IE Ausonian language where *d’ > t, Aitpa is probably a loan from Sicel
(Lejeune 1993: 2, Weiss 2021) where *d” > d, and d was devoiced before sonorant
consonants (Willi 2008: 22). Current scholarship leans towards Sicel being an Italic
language (cf. Weiss 2020: 15 fn. 26), making it unlikely to have served as a substrate for
the peninsula. Furthermore, the problems with a multi-wave origin of the Italic languages
(as espoused here by Szemerényi 1991 I1: 682-5) is discussed in §7.2.

1.2.1.2.3.2 Haas’s Frihitalische Element

Otto Haas, as mentioned above, had followed much of what Georgiev proposed for the
Indo-European substrate language(s) in Greece, but would not call any of them
Pelasgian. In 1960, he searched for traces of these in Latin. This too built off of work
that Georgiev had done in his 1938 Die Trager der kretisch-mykenischen Kultur, ihre
Herkunft und ihre Sprache, II. Teil: Italiker und Urillyrier; Die Sprache der Etrusker.
But Haas set out to do it better by not assuming from the beginning that Etruscan was a
dialect of Pelasgian.

His methodology included 1) that the only reason to compare an Italic word to another IE
word despite a mismatch in form is its meaning. 2) The meaning must be well
established; not hypothetical. He explicitly stated that this makes most of the Etruscan
material unusable and that toponyms are generally not helpful. 3) The larger the portions
of the words that correspond, the better (i.e. they do not share simply a root-like
element). 4) The same strict standard must be used for counterarguments; alternative
explanations do not take precedence simply by virtue of them being more conventional.

Bronze Age, the standard weight was of lead” (Szemerényi 1991 II: 662). Lat. plumbum would thus be
unrelated. In §2.2.2.1, | instead follow the etymology in Thorsg & Wigman et al. (2023: 117).
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Despite his attempt at a strict methodology and his disclaimer that this is simply a
preliminary attempt, his data leave an overall unconvincing impression. His comparisons
led him to some of the following sound changes for Friihitalisch:

*ph *dh, *gh>p, t, k (parco ‘to spare’ < *bforg’- cf. PGm. *hergan ‘to keep (safe)’

*h, *d, *g > p, t, k (columba ‘dove’ vs. PSlav. golgbs- ‘dove’)

*u > f (favus “honeycomb’ < *yob’-o0- cf. OHG waba ‘honeycomb’ but elsewhere
‘weave’)

*0o>a

*ou, *ey > au

*ay > ju (iubar “starlight, sunshine’ < *ausy- with -br- < *-sr-, cf. Skt. usar- ‘dawn’)

*au > lu (luscinia ‘nightingale’ < *ausi-kan-ia- ‘Morgensangerin’)

Some of the developments have alternative outcomes or are otherwise suspicious. For
example, after a nasal *b” > b and *g” > g (in pinguis “fat’ < *b’pg*u-). But in truncus
‘mutilated; trunk’ < *d*rong’os, *ng” instead produced c. While *au is meant to produce
lu, lutra ‘otter’ (< *udra-) would suggest that *u has the same result. Both *b” and *d*
are meant to produce b after *u in Frihitalisch, though these are simply regular Latin
sound laws (the former is the expected development of non-initial *b” and the latter is the
RUbL Rule [Weiss 2020: 84]).

There are furthermore issues with some of his etymologies. For example, he compares
Lat. filix “fern’ to the Greek and Germanic willow words of the shape *welik-. Lat. culpa
‘blame’ he compares to derivations of PGm. *glapp/bon- ‘to slip off’ such as ON glapna
‘to spoil, become useless’. He justifies the connection by comparison to Lat. vinum
culpatum ‘spoiled wine’; this despite his warnings against hypothetical reconstructions
of meaning. Lat. tuba ‘trumpet’ he compares to Ru. duda, etc. ‘pipe (instrument)’,
leading him to reconstruct *dud’- and *d’oud’- respectively; but *d%eyd’- is not a
permissible root structure for PIE (unless perhaps an exception given its onomatopoetic
function). He collected much material, but its usefulness is in the irregular
correspondences he notes between forms rather than his IE etymological connections.

1.2.1.2.3.3  Garnier and Sagot

Garnier and Sagot (2017) set forth to re-analyze the situation, taking into account the
criticisms of the Pelasgianists’ methodology (semantic implausibility, exceptions to the
proposed sound changes, one sound change per word, non-conformance to PIE
word-formation patterns), and propose to have found underlying Latin and Greek traces
of an IE substrate language that was 1) centum, 2) underwent a change in which “voiced
aspirated consonants (at least PIE *b%) would be reflected as non-aspirated voiceless
consonants, at least in certain contexts”, 3) had syllabic sonorants, 4) had fortis
consonants, and 5) underwent stress regression. The centum rather than satom nature of
the language and the change *D” > T rather than *D* > D puts their substrate in league
with Temematic and Ausonian rather than Pelasgian.
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Their analysis first proposes a frequent nominal morph *p, for which | am not convinced
there is sufficient PIE evidence® This allows proposals like (with their proposed
phonetic laws in parentheses):

(1) *leiH- ‘to drip, pour’: *loj-p-eh,~é/6- > *loifa- (intervocalic lenition) >
*16ifa- (stress retraction). Gives Hsch. AoBaron ‘libates’ and then deverbal Gk. Aoipr
‘libation’, secondary Gk. i ‘to shed, pour’; Lat. libare ‘to pour, spill’.

(2) *dor-u- ‘chopped piece of wood’: *dr-6uy-p-o- (action  noun),
*dr-0-p-eh2- (collective), analogically levelled to *dr-U-p-o- > *driPo- (consonant
fortition). Gives Gk. *drdp’os, denominal verb *drup’-io > Gk. dpvntm ‘to scratch’

(3) *kel- “to cover’:

e *kl-6u-p-o- ‘covering’ > *kalizPo- (pretonic fortition and anaptyxis). Gives GKk.
kéAvoog ‘shell” 14

e *fl-u-p-éh: “set of huts’ > *klupa- (posttonic lenition). Gives Gk. koAopn “hut,
cabin’.

They reconstruct several stages of derivations, which are difficult to prove but cannot be
rejected outright. In fact, it is an important consideration: an Indo-European language,
even one that served as the substrate to another, would have undergone the same
complex derivations that we see in the attested languages. | take more issue with the
semantic implausibility or sometimes vagueness of several of their suggestions. Gk.
dpomte ‘to scratch’ above is difficult to envision from *ddr-u- ‘chopped piece of wood’
(actually ‘tree’). Lat. porrum, Gk. mpdcov ‘leek’ they derive from *b’ers-, traditionally
‘to point, burst’ but which they define as ‘to break into pieces; to break through the
ground upwards (especially speaking of a plant)’. Gk. Bpodkog ‘edible locust’ they take
from *(s)preug- ‘to jump’. Gk. BAéno ‘to look’, BAépapov ‘eyelid’ they derive from
*bhleg- ‘to sparkle, shine’. To list these cases is of course to ignore the cases that do
work well,®® but suggests that such cases may have other explanations (e.g. chance,
onomatopoeia, origin in a non-1E substrate). In Garnier and Sagot (2020) they propose
that some of the material they treated may be the result of an Anatolian (mainly Lydian,
in part Lycian) substrate in Greek. Their reanalysis of several proposals still relies on a,
to me, unconvincing link to PIE roots.

13 Without committing to a comparison, | would like to mention how this calls to mind Hubschmid (1963
1), most of which is dedicated to a study of a purportedly widespread substrate p-suffix. Though he does
e.g. agree that kélvgog is of inherited origin (p. 34).

14 Merrit (2021) offers an alternative explanation of the labial element as part of a light verb construction
with *btuH-.

15 Some of the sound laws they propose allow the comparison of Gk. Bpéuw ‘to roar, grumble’ with Lat.
fremo ‘to rumble, roar’, OHG breman ‘buzz’, and MW brefu ‘roar’; Gk. novda& ‘bottom of a jar’ with
Lat. fundus ‘bottom’; Gk. 6pvov ‘reed, rush® with PBSI. *trus- ‘reed, cane’; and a derivation of Gk.
Opiva “‘trident” from PIE *tri- ‘three’.
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1.2.1.3 Verdict on Indo-European Substrates

In sum, these attempts are all based on the perfectly plausible idea that the attested
Indo-European languages were not the first Indo-European languages to be spoken in the
area where they are attested. The irregularity of the data can a priori be due the
intersecting effects of contact with 1) any number of different lost IE languages 2) over a
long period of time in which both sides of the contact situation were undergoing sound
changes.

On the other hand, it is equally plausible that such a complex pattern can have other
explanations. It is certainly possible that Gk. topfog is borrowed from a language in
which it is the inherited reflex of *d;ub’-o0-, like Gk. taeog, but which deaspirated PIE
mediae aspiratae. But if Greek has borrowed it, then it is equally plausible that the sound
changes are due to a non-1E language’s treatment of PIE *d*ub’-o0-. It is also possible, in
light of Lat. tumulus, that touBog is not from the Indo-European formation *d’;b’-o- at
all. The borrowing of a plosive into an IE language could only be mapped in terms of its
voicedness, its aspiration, and (of velars) its palatal or labial quality. So a borrowing
from a non-IE language that has its foreign sounds mapped onto native ones would look
the same as a borrowing from an IE language with different sound laws. Given the
amount of irregularity that such hypotheses do not explain, especially the cases where a
link to an attested IE root is tenuous, perhaps other explanations are not simply plausible
but even preferable. Alongside the field of explanation that proposed lost IE languages, a
parallel field developed around the idea of the existence of non-IE substrates.

1.2.2 Non-Indo-European Sources

Whether or not traces of lost Indo-European languages exist in the attested daughter
languages and whether these are visible as such, there are certainly a large number of
cases for which an attempt at an Indo-European etymology is futile. Thus the focus of
the rest of this chapter, and of this thesis in general is on the research of
non-Indo-European sources of Latin vocabulary.

The history of research on non-Indo-European substrates began, as did that of the
Pelasgianists et al. above, amongst the Romanists and especially Ascoli. Hirt (1894) had
proposed that the differentiation of the Indo-European daughter languages was due in
part to contact with different groups of languages. Kretschmer (1896: 401-9) importantly
furnished evidence for what he understood as relics of an explicitly non-Indo-European
language. From here, the field seems to have developed in several directions of which |
will detail two for their direct impact on the motivation and methodology of this work.
The first was a continuation of Kretschmer’s work in the Mediterranean and the other,
inspired by the phenomenon that Kretschmer identified, developed around Germanic.
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1.2.2.1 The Two Lineages
1.2.2.11 The Mediterranean Substrate

Antoine Meillet (1908), inspired in part by Sommer’s comparison of Lat. plumbum and
highly diverse Gk. poéivBdog, proposed a list of words that Latin and Greek had
independently borrowed from “un troisiéme langue inconnue,” explicitly ruling out
Semitic as the source. These included vaccmium, cupressus, menta, rosa, ldium, ficus,
libra, and vinum. The article introduced the concept of a Mediterranean substrate to
linguistics.’® Albert Cuny (1910) took from both Kretschmer and Meillet to further
develop the list. He importantly noted not only the words with the already supposed
non-IE suffixes, but went on to describe the phonological alternations that occurred
within variants of these words as well as several other cases of irregular correspondence
between e.g. Latin and Greek. His insights were remarkably prescient, and many of his
suggestions withstood the test of time and are accepted in this work.

In Italy (cf. Craddock’s 1969 overview of the field, which | follow here), research on the
Mediterranean substrate was taken up early on by Francesco Ribezzo and Alfredo
Trombetti. Ribezzo (1920a, esp. 1920b) proposed to have found evidence of a unitary
substrate language in toponyms of the Mediterranean. Trombetti, known otherwise for
his work on linguistic monogenesis, took Ribezzo’s approach to the extreme and saw
two strata underlying the Indo-European languages of the Mediterranean: a
Basque-Caucasian one and an Etruscan-Asia Minor one (cf. one of his latest
formulations in Trombetti 1927: 220).

Vittorio Bertoldi’” brought an amount of scientific rigor to the study of the
Mediterranean substrate by investigating the lexicon in addition to the onomasticon. He
laid out methodological considerations in a 1932 article and again in two books (Bertoldi
1939a, 1942). But Craddock (1969: 38-40), in reviewing Bertoldi’s body of work, notes
a general lack of transparency as to whether he considered the Mediterranean substrate to
be a uniform language. While he grew to focus more and more on regional variation
within the stratum, he also identified pieces of morphology that seemed to overlap broad
areas. “In Bertoldi’s writings it rarely, if ever, becomes crystal-clear exactly what
languages belong to the Mediterranean substratum, what structural features words
attributable to that substratum share, in short, what sort of linguistic reconstructions can
be labeled uniquely Mediterranean” (Craddock 1969: 40).

Giacomo Devoto introduced the idea of Peri-Indo-European (Devoto 1943) as an

16 The development of this concept probably cannot be separated from the racial theory of
“Mediterraneanism” proposed by Giuseppe Sergi in his 1895 Origine e diffusione della stirpe
mediterranea. As an opposition to Nordicism, it proposed the existence of an autonomous, i.e.
non-Nordic, non-African, Mediterranean race and culture with the further stipulation that they were the
greatest race in the world (cf. Craddock 1969: 31 fn. 19).

17 As a student of Wilhelm Meyer-Liibke in Vienna, he met Carlo Battisti, who was at the time already a
lecturer at the university.
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alternative in response to the work of the Pelasgianists who were in many cases
(especially Georgiev) all too willing to explain away all irregularities as traces of lost
Indo-European languages. As an almost intermediate approach, Devoto’s
Peri-Indo-European languages/cultures/peoples were those of non-1E origin that became
Indo-Europeanized, serving as vectors of non-1E phonology and morphology in the cases
where they came to influence other Indo-European languages.

Giovanni Alessio, a student of Carlo Battisti, began to publish in the field of substrate
studies with two articles (actually one, split into two) in 1935 and 1936. In 1955 he
published a book overviewing his understanding of the situation. Similarly to Trombetti
and in opposition to Bertoldi, he saw the Mediterranean substrate as a mostly
homogenous unit. The patterns of phonology, morphology, and lexicon that he found
reached from the Atlantic coast, through the Baltic, from Iberia to Asia Minor, on to the
Caucasus and even to India (Alessio 1955: 220). He had earlier noted that
“Mediterranean” was a term “which has gradually been emptied of its geographic
significance™® (Alessio 1946: 142).1° This inspired criticism from many, amongst them
Alessio’s rival Johannes Hubschmid.?® Hubschmid was a student of Jakob Jud in Zrich,
co-author of the 1920-40 Sprach- und Sachatlas Italiens und der Sudschweiz. Thus the
tradition of substrate research growing very visibly out of the study of the Romance
languages was not restricted to the Italian scholars (many of whom had studied under
Wilhelm Meyer-Lilbke in Vienna or Jules Gilliéron in Paris). Beginning his publications
in the field in 1943, his 1960 Mediterrane Substrate presents a less geographically
extreme idea of the Mediterranean substrate, in fact two: an older Eurafrikanische
(though he still calls it Mediterranean) substrate underlying most of Western Europe and
a younger, Basque-related Hispano-kaukasische Mediterranean substrate (Hubschmid
1960a: 24). He identified further strata elsewhere as well, including several in Sardinia
(Hubschmid 1953). His work began to culminate in the Thesaurus Praeromanicus, with
volume 1 (1963) focusing on the evidence for a substrate p-suffix and volume 2 (1965)
on Basque and Basque-Pre-Romance contact (including a discussion of Bertoldi’s and
Alessio’s work). No further volumes were produced.

Thus from its inception, research on the Mediterranean substrate has been well informed
by a large amount of material, especially from a detailed understanding of the Romance
languages, using as important evidence the irregular phonological alternations between
comparanda. But it has also suffered from a few problems. The reliance on toponyms as
independent evidence has potentially over-extended the boundaries of the phenomenon.
There has never been uniform agreement as to its geographic extent or the number of

18 “Che si € andata un po” alla volta svuotando del suo significato geografico.”

19 ] ewy (1934) had already used a definition of “Mediterranean” that extended to the Caucasus and in
fact included parts of West Africa.

20 Interestingly, Johannes Hubschmid’s father, Johann Ulrich Hubschmied, was a critic of the (Italian)
substrate linguists, writing: “In der Tat stehe ich all diesen Etymologien aus der voridg.
kala-pala-bara-Sprache skeptisch gegeniiber” (1942: 118).
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strata it comprises.?> The spectrum ranged from Alessio’s enormous, monolithic
“Mediterranean” substrate, with regional variations, to e.g. de Simone’s (1963: 196)
conclusion that the evidence allows us neither to transgress well-delimited Sprachraume
nor to postulate on the genetic relationship of these.

1.2.2.1.2  The European (Germanic) Substrate

In 1899, Bruno Liebich published Die Wortfamilien der lebenden hochdeutschen
Sprache als Grundlage fiir ein System der Bedeutungslehre, in which he classified the
German lexicon based on etymologizability.?? Hirt (1909: 59) followed Liebich’s figures,
wherein nearly one third of the German vocabulary, a significant part of it pertaining to
maritime technology, was not attested outside of the Germanic family. Feist (1910:
350-1) then used these two works to conclude that 30% of the Germanic vocabulary
came from a pre-Germanic non-1E substrate. Thus the Germanic substrate hypothesis
was born? and the figure of 30% was repeated into the 2000s.2* The idea that a
pre-Indo-European language should have existed in North Europe was, especially after
the discovery of Hittite, easily defensible: North Europe was almost certainly not the
Urheimat of Proto-Indo-European.? Those defending the Germanic substrate hypothesis
even drew on Kretschmer’s work that had already been published on the non-IE strata in
Latin and Greek (e.g. Feist 1932, Guntert 1934: 72). But Feist’s 30% figure was the
result of a misunderstanding of Liebich’s categorization: the etymologies on which the
categorization was made were very conservative (Prokosch 1939: 23) and the 30%
included innovative combinations of nonetheless inherited morphology that simply did
not occur outside of Germanic (Neumann 1971b: 78). Some scholars had sought other
types of evidence, such as Ribezzo (1934a) and Glintert (1934) who suggested external
influence triggered the first Germanic consonant shift. They pointed to what they
understood as a similar change in Etruscan; thus the pre-Germanic substrate would be a
relative, perhaps Alpine Rhaetic. But such a hypothesis was questioned already by
Pokorny (1936:81-2) and is no longer considered today.

In contrast to research on the Mediterranean substrate, which relied in part on irregular
phonological correspondences within and between languages, the earliest conceptions of
the Germanic substrate hypothesis relied on the non-etymologizability (i.e. isolation) of
lexemes. This was a critical weakness of the methodology. Streitberg and Michels (1927:
51) quite reasonably noted that, as long as there is nothing explicitly non-Indo-European
about the word, its lack of etymology might be an ephemeral lacuna awaiting a solution

21 Karel OStir (esp. 1921, 1930) is an outlier, in that his version of “Alarodian” included the Caucasian
families, Sumerian, Urartian, Elamite, Egyptian, Berber, Basque, Etruscan, etc.

22 This summary follows Bichlmeier (2016).

2 Though Neumann (1971b: 85) records even earlier ideas, for example Friederich Kluge’s 1901 (second
edition) Urgermanisch. Vorgeschichte der altgermanische Dialekte, in which he proposed Apfel, Krug,
Silber and Go. baira- ‘mulberry’ were from an unknown Urvolk.

2 Since Feist (1932). Cf. also recently Rifkin (2007: 54).

2 published in English in the American journal Language because he had been so denounced for his
germanenfeindliche ideas that no German journal would publish his work (Mees 2003: 20).
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from improvements in the field. “Wer sagt uns, dal dies nicht morgen der Fall sein
werde?” It took longer than a day, but Bichimeier (2016: 323-4) notes two times (already
Prokosch 1939: 23, Mees 2003: 26) at which it had already been claimed that most of the
etymologies had been provided. Neumann (1971b), too, predicted that the number of
pre-Germanic substrate words proposed on this basis would shrink as better etymologies
came out. Pokorny, who was by no means opposed to the idea of a pre-1E substrate?®
had taken this into account to conclude from other evidence (Lautbestand, innere
Sprachform, and Flexion und Wortbildung), “that, from a purely linguistic perspective,
there exist only few indications of a substrate. But these in all likelihood point to an
ancient relationship with Finno-Ugric languages” (Pokorny 1936: 84).2

The 1960s saw a development along the lines of Pelasgian. Lowmianski in 1963
criticized Pokorny for not taking into account the possibility of an Indo-European
pre-Germanic substrate. Some Pelasgianists had already compared the sound changes
they found to the Germanic Lautverschiebung. Hans Krahe (e.g. 1964) proposed to have
found an inherited Old European stratum of linguistic unity behind Central and Western
European hydronyms. But Mees (2003: 23) remarks that Krahe provided no actual proof
that the hydronyms were from one monolithic stratum: “Having the model of Illyrian in
mind, he assumed that together these elements represented the remnant of one archaic
language, whereas in fact they may well represent the remains of a number of different
Indo-European (palaeo-)dialects.” At about the same time as each other, Maurits
Gysseling and Hans Kuhn (esp. Kuhn, Hachmann, and Kossack 1962) remarked on
several place-names in the region of Belgium preserving a p, making it unlikely that they
were native Germanic words (given the rarity of PIE *b) and unable to be of Celtic
origin (as *p is lost). Other elements were built up that seemed to point to a third
language originally native to the area. The former called it Belgian (cf. Gysseling 1975),
the latter the Nordwestblock, but both agreed it was Indo-European. Meid (1986)
defended the idea of the existence of a Germanic-related, non-Celtic language against
criticism but remained unsure about its extent.

Credible progression on the research of the Germanic substrate would require updated
methodology.

1.2.2.2 Uniting the Lineages

The topic of this thesis as well as its methodology probably has F.B.J. Kuiper to thank
for, whether directly or not, uniting various lines of substrate research. He first wrote on
the topic of substrates in his 1948 Proto-Munda Words in Sanskrit, then on the pre-Greek
substrate in 1956. He would not write about the substrate of Germanic until 1995, but

26 In fact, he wrote several articles on a non-1E substrate in Irish in the Zeitschrift fiir Celtische Philologie
(1927 vol. 16: 95-144, 231-266, 363-394; 1928 vol. 17: 373-388; 1930 vol. 18: 233-248).

27 +_..daR rein sprachlich nur geringe Anhaltspunkte fiir ein Substrat vorhanden sind, die aber mit einer
gewissen Wahrscheinlichkeit auf uralte Beziehungen zu den finno-ugrischen Sprachen hinweisen.”

28 fowmianski, Henryk. 1963 Poczgtki Polski: Z dziejow Stowian w I tysigcleciu n.e. Warsaw:
Panstwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe. Page 45. Non vidi, apud Witczak (1996: 169-70).
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two of his students, Edzard Johan Furnée and Robert S.P. Beekes, meanwhile made
critical developments in the methodology of substrate research.

Kuiper’s 1956 article formed the basis of Furnée’s dissertation, published in 1972 as Die
wichtigsten konsonantischen Erscheinungen des Vorgriechischen. The work undertook
to describe all of the irregular consonant alternations (with an appendix on vowels) that
occur within Greek and thus point to the influence of a non-IE substrate. Interestingly, he
concludes that the variation was due to expressive alternation within the substrate
language rather than to the borrowing process. Georgiev (1971: 164-67), who could
think only of Pelasgian, reviewed Furnée harshly: “...These are apparently the sound
laws(?) of Pre-Greek. The book presents a misguided attempt to rescue the already
obsolete pan-Mediterranean idea. Its fundamental errors attest to an insufficient linguistic
education,”® later saying that it is of no scientific value. Beekes on the other hand, who a
year earlier had already used irregular alternations to argue for the European substrate
origin of Gk. Ménw ‘to peel’ (Beekes 1971), valued it greatly, calling it “without a doubt
a turning point in the study of the Greek substratum” (Beekes 1975). He would
incorporate its insights into his 2010 Greek etymological dictionary.

Around this time, research on the topic began to appear in the United States as well. Eric
P. Hamp wrote in 1975 and 1979 about substrate words, in the former noting a case of
invalid root structure in words for ‘to cut’ and in the latter importantly noting the
presence of *a and an a ~ o alternation in reflexes of the apple word. Hamp and several
others, especially Edgar Polomé, would continue to publish on substrate topics
throughout the 1980s.

The late 80s and the 90s saw a boom of substrate research output, especially in Leiden.
Beekes developed his ideas on the pre-Greek substrate, with their roots all the way back
in Kretschmer’s work, culminating in his 2010 etymological dictionary and a 2014
monograph. Beekesian Pre-Greek was supposed to have been restricted to the geographic
area of Greece, though this assertion will be investigated in this thesis. But even more
work was being done on the evidence for a non-1E substrate language present outside of
and beyond Greece, including by Beekes (Beekes 1996, 1999, 2000). Kuiper’s 1995
article®® focused on the importance of non-IE *a to detect three substrates within
Germanic: Krahe’s Old European (but this time interpreted as non-IE), a stratum specific
to Germanic, and a wider “European substrate.” Peter Schrijver, having studied in Leiden
under Beekes, wrote a 1997 article on “Western European” substrate words, focusing on
regular irregularities, that is “phonological and morphological alternations which are
regular in the sense that they occur in more than one etymon according to a certain

29« .das sollen die Lautgesetze(?) des Vorgriechischen sein. Das Buch stellt einen verfehlten Versuch
dar, die schon uberholte panmediterransiche These zu retten. Seine Grundfehler zeugen von
ungeniigender sprachwissenschaftlicher Schulung.”

30 He had also resumed the theme of his 1948 book in a 1991 article where he searched for non-IE words
in the Rigveda. A decade later, Lubotsky (2001) would apply the updated methodology of the late 90s to
search for substrate words that had entered Proto-Indo-Iranian.
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pattern but irregular in the sense that they cannot be explained, for some reason or
another, on the basis of Indo-European phonology and morphophonology” (pg. 296).
Dirk Boutkan, a student of Beekes and Kortlandt, wrote in 1998 on “North European”
substrate words that he found in Germanic, and many of his insights on the substrate
were included in the 2003-2009 Etymologisch Woordenboek van het Nederlands by
Philippa et al. Beekes in 2000 wrote on “European” substrate words in Greek, noting that
they likely represent a different contact situation from that preserved by words with a
more Mediterranean distribution.

Outside of the Netherlands, Eric Hamp and Edgar Polomé were joined by other
Americans including Martin Huld and Joseph Salmons. Polomé (1986) provided a
refreshed look at the Germanic lexicon lacking IE etymologies, indicating that, by this
date, they were unlikely to receive them. Hamp (1990), drawing on his 1979 proposals
about the apple word, attributed to a substrate in “Northern (Central) Europe” an a ~ o
alternation arising from *», *b, and *DeD shaped roots. Huld (1990) wrote on words
shared in two distributions, an “Alpine” group and a “North Balkan” group, which
nonetheless shared “similar phonological, morphological and syntactic patterns” such
that they might be remnants of a Sprachbund.

The modern methodological considerations and assumptions that allowed substrate
research to begin advancing again had been mentioned all throughout the works of these
scholars, but especially in Polomé (1989)% and Schrijver (1997).3? The former’s list was
refined in a sense by Salmons (1992), who ranked the types of evidence. As most
important he placed discrepant phonological or morphological features vis-a-vis IE,
especially when they do not rely on isolated lexemes but rather show irregular
correspondences. Weakest are items simply lacking a clear IE etymology. Schrijver’s list
(used also by Lubotsky 2001) was even more refined. It presented the items with the
understanding that none of them could stand in isolation; rather it was the accumulation
of circumstantial evidence that made a substrate origin more likely:

1. Limited geographic distribution

2. Phonological or morphological irregularity
3. Remarkable word formation

4. Non-IE phonology

5. Semantic category

As Bichlmeier (2016: 327) notes, “Die urspringliche Liste der vermeintlichen
Substratworter spielt bei diesen Untersuchungen interessanterweise (so gut wie) keine
Rolle mehr.” Thus the main early criticism of pre-Germanic substrate research had been

31 n part as a review of the work of Gysseling and why it failed to produce convincing results.

32 Schrijver’s 1997 paper crucially remarked on the phenomenon of the “a-prefix” with concomitant
vocalic reduction (cf. Gallo-Lat. alauda vs. PGm. *laiyar/z- ‘lark’). Interestingly, a “préafigiertes a-”,
thought to be of Hattic origin, was first noticed as early as the 1930s (Kretschmer 1933a: 86) in
placenames of Asia Minor.
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addressed and solved. Research continuing the work on the Mediterranean substrate
could benefit from this refined methodology as well, interesting in light of the fact that
the consideration of irregular alternations always played an important role there. Two
contradictory assumptions seem to have hindered its progression, revolving around
uniqueness and exclusivity. On the one hand, there seems to have been an underlying
assumption that it was the only substrate. Thus as more evidence of substrate words
shared across Europe grew, the geographic range of the “Mediterranean” was expanded
until the word became meaningless. On the other hand, the Mediterranean substrate was
exclusively Mediterranean. This is interestingly continued in Beekesian Pre-Greek,
where it is assumed the substrate language was not spoken outside Greece. In reality,
several features supposed to be unique to it occur elsewhere.

Guus Kroonen continued the search for non-1E substrates in Germanic (Kroonen 20124,
2013 [his etymological dictionary], Iversen & Kroonen 2017). An argument had been
growing that we should expect one or more of the substrate languages of Europe to have
been spoken by pre-Indo-European farming populations. Since at least Schrader (1883),
the likelihood had been established that the speakers of Proto-Indo-European were
pastoral nomads (a theory that would come into competition with and ultimately prevail
over the idea that Proto-Indo-European spread with farming; see 86.2). V. Gordon Childe
(1926) drew on Schrader’s work, finding it difficult to decide whether the PIE Urheimat
was in Scandinavia or South Russia, but leaning towards the latter. In any case, he noted
that the language of the original PIE-speakers would have been affected by contact.
“Through migrations, intermingling with other races, commercial relations with alien
civilizations and the autonomous local growth and specialization of arts and cults, many
words may have been lost and replaced by others” (pg. 70). Marija Gimbutas built on
Schrader as well, formulating the kurgan hypothesis (the direct predecessor of the steppe
hypothesis) that saw Indo-European speakers expanding in waves from the
Pontic-Caspian steppe (Gimbutas 1956), coming into conflict with and disrupting the
previous inhabitants of agricultural “Old Europe”. These Old Europeans seem to have
been culturally and perhaps linguistically relatively homogenous (based on the
widespread shared symbolism and artistic representation, Gimbutas 1989; cf. also
Shennan 2018: 105). Kallio (2003: 232-4) also explicitly noted that “the Northwest
Indo-European speech area was already agricultural before the spread of Indo-European”
and that the language of the farmers was unlikely to have been related to Indo-European
(opposite to what e.g. Sherratt and Sherratt 1988 had proposed). Schrijver (2007: 21-2)
noted that linguistic unity (at a family level) of the pre-Indo-European farmers could
explain the pattern we see, in which words of non-IE origin and features like the a-prefix
are found with a wide distribution amongst the daughter languages.

Kroonen (2012), encouraged by Kallio and Schrijver as well as the early ancient DNA
results (see 86.2), argued in support of the Agricultural Substrate Hypothesis, providing
evidence of its existence in Germanic. By the time of Iversen and Kroonen (2017),
ancient genome analysis had confirmed that agriculture had indeed been brought to
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Europe via migrations of people. Several studies had shown that farming populations
have served as vectors for language spread (e.g. Bellwood & Renfrew 2002; Diamond &
Bellwood 2003; Bellwood 2005). Thus, under the supervision of Guus Kroonen and
Kristian Kristiansen, this thesis forms a part of the ERC EUROLITHIC Project, whose
full title is “The Linguistic Roots of Europe's Agricultural Transition”, aiming to identify
the substrate lexicon of Latin (a large part of which likely were borrowed from the
languages of the first European farmers).

1.2.2.3 An Excursion on Etruscan

Many have tried to show that Etruscan is Indo-European (cf. recently Steinbauer’s 1999
connection to the Anatolian branch), but the current communis opinio is that it is
unrelated (cf. Wallace 2008: 1; refutations of Anatolian connections in Simon 2021: 227
fn. 2). As such, the close linguistic and cultural contact which we know from the
historical record that Etruscan had with Latin represents an important source for non-1E
material in the Latin lexicon. Additionally, if Etruscan is the remnant of the languages
that were spoken on the Italian peninsula before the arrival of the Italic family, it could
crucially be an (albeit quite poorly) attested example of one of the substrate languages.
Unfortunately, the evidence is far too complex to allow an answer to any of these
questions.

The question of Etruscan origins remains, despite the confidence asserted by Beekes
(2003) and Kloekhorst (2022), undecided. Deciding one way or the other requires
believing either Herodotus’ account that they came from Anatolia or the opposite report
of an autochthonous Italian origin in Dionysius of Halicarnassus. The attestation of
Lemnian on the island of Lemnos (two inscriptions, one the famous Lemnos Stele) in a
slightly different alphabet than that used in Etruria shows that it was present there before
the introduction of the alphabet. But whether it is autochthonous to Lemnos or represents
an Etruscan colony cannot be determined. Two facts tip the balance in favor of an
autochthonous origin, in my opinion. Firstly, the only other attested relative of Etruscan
and Lemnian is Rhaetic. By the accounts of Oettinger (2010) and Marchesini (2013),
Etruscan and Lemnian are more closely related to each other than either is to Rhaetic,
suggesting Rhaetic split from the family first and that the split likely occurred in Italy.
Secondly, a recent genetic study by Posth et al. (2021) found that by 800 BCE,
populations in the area were genetically homogenous. That is, they found no difference
between remains from Etruscan contexts and those from Latin contexts. If the Etruscans
had come from elsewhere, then they did so long enough ago that they no longer retained
a unique ancestry signature.

If the Etruscans were autochthonous, then their language is likely related to one or more
of the European substrate languages. But if they are later intruders, then their linguistic
influence on Latin is not as relevant to the research questions in this study.
Unfortunately, it is also notoriously difficult to find solid proof of Etruscan lexical
influence on Latin.
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The main hindrance to understanding Etruscan lexical influence on Latin is its poor
attestation. Despite thousands of texts, there are only around nine of any length (cf.
Weiss 2020: 519). Our understanding of the grammatical structure is quite good, whereas
our understanding of the lexicon is much more limited. Ernout (1930)** began to
investigate the influence of Etruscan on Latin and his dictionary with Meillet (EM) along
with that of Walde and Hofmann (WH) cautiously suspect many Latin lexemes to be of
Etruscan origin. Often it is done even in the absence of an attested Etruscan source
option. Given the lack of material, one can sympathize with this practice; this makes it
no less reckless. More modern works base their proposals of Etruscan origin more
concertedly on phonological and morphological considerations, yet the practice remains.
Of the ca. 550 words that Breyer (1993) discusses (meaning that they have been
proposed as loans from Etruscan), for only 123 is an Etruscan word attested (almost
always of unknown meaning) that looks similar. Of the 198 words for which she accepts
that Etruscan origin is either “sehr wahrscheinlich oder sicher” or “mdglich, jedenfalls
nicht auszuschlieBen”, a potential Etruscan attested form exists for only 101.

The phonological and morphological criteria used to identify Etruscan loans in Latin
vary in quality (cf. a ranked list in Breyer 1993: 11-135). Some of the most frequently
given include:

Phonological

0 ~ u vacillation

e ~ i vacillation

media ~ tenuis vacillation

tenuis ~ tenuis aspirate ~ spirant alternation in the environment of liquids
or nasals

Morphological

-rna (-rno-)
-enna / -ennus

Etruscan had a four-vowel system in which the vowel they represented graphically with
u is sometimes transcribed in Latin with o (Wallace 2008: 32-3, Weiss 2020: 523). Thus
its pronunciation may well have been intermediate to Latin o and u and resulted in
vacillation within Latin due to the borrowing process. On the other hand, Etruscan had
both e and i. Their interchange (cf. Pfiffig 1969: 29-34) has been taken to be the culprit
behind e ~ i alternations in Latin as well as between Latin and e.g. Greek (cf. Bertoldi
1939h: 89). While the “alternation” in Etruscan is likely explained by an umlaut of the
first syllable and otherwise vowel weakening (Wallace 2008: 34-5), Latin could have
borrowed from Etruscan before and after the changes occurred, creating a vacillation in
Latin due to pre-existing formal diversity.

3 The text of the journal to which | have access has amended the printed year 1929 to 1930. In the
bibliography, I have listed it under its re-print as Ernout (1946).
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The question of Etruscan consonant voicing is actually perhaps too complex to be useful.
Outside of early abecedary inscriptions, the Etruscan alphabet did not use the graphemes
for voiced stops. As late as Bonfante (1985: 203), it has been claimed that Etruscan had
no voiced stops and that no Latin words with voiced stops can have originated in
Etruscan. Indeed, Etr. Catmite, borrowed into Latin as Catamitus, is none other than
Greek Tavoundng “Ganymede” with devoicing (though note it suggests a variant
*Tadopndng, cf. de Simone 1968-70 I1: 189-90). On the other hand, Latin spellings of
Etruscan names include Tidi for Titi, Pergomnsa for Percumsna and Pabassa for Papaca
(Rix 1985: 220). Varro writes that Lat. sabulo “flute-player’ is of Etruscan origin, which
Watmough (1997: 53-68) defends. Thus Latin speakers at least sometimes perceived
Etruscan intervocalic stops as voiced. Whether this makes it in fact more likely that such
alternations within Latin could be due to Etruscan or whether it is too poorly understood
to be diagnostic, | leave open. The question of tenuis ~ tenuis apsirata ~ spirant
alternation is likewise complex, but seems to have been exaggerated due to
misunderstanding. There does in fact seem to have been an alternation between the
tenues and tenues aspiratae, at least in contact with liquids and nasals (Pfiffig 1969:
38-41). But the alternation of Etr. p and Etr. f (cf. already Terracini 1929: 230-48) is
attested for only some six lexemes. Pfiffig (1969: 42) asserts that it is late and regional,
with Steinbauer (1999: 59) saying specifically North Etruscan.3* Thus it seems unlikely
that Etruscan caused this change in Latin (cf. Thorsg & Wigman et al. 2023 on ferrum).

Niedermann (1916: 152) noted that several Etruscan names attest to the
sequence -rn- (e.g. Macstrna, Perperna, Steprna, Oucerna, and VelGurna), and that
several Latin words with this sequence (e.g. alaternus ‘buckthorn’, laburnum ‘broom
plant (Cystius)’, santerna ‘borax from gold smelting’, viburnum ‘arrowwood’) are of
unclear etymology. Despite this suffix appearing on roots of clear IE origin, he, followed
by Ernout (1946: 29-35), suggested the suffix might be of Etruscan origin. Several Latin
words have a native -rn- suffix such as hibernus (and other temporal adjectives) <
*Sheim-r-ino- with zero-grade of *-er as in Ved. usar-badh- ‘waking at dawn’ and
hesternus ‘of yesterday’ built on the stem of heri ‘yesterday’ with zero-grade of the
oppositional suffix *-tero- and the *-ino- suffix (Weiss 2020: 311). The sequence
*-esino would also yield -ernus (Michael Weiss, p.c.). Besides e.g. taberna ‘hut, inn” <
trabs ‘beam’ and caverna ‘a hollow’ < cavus ‘hollow’, Latin has cisterna ‘cistern’
alongside cista ‘box’ < Gk. kiotn ‘basket, chest’. Could the suffix have been added in
Etruscan? Latin lucerna “oil lamp’ looks like it must be from the inherited root *leuk-,
but Latin has only reflexes of the full-grade in lix ‘light’ and liceo ‘to shine’. The short
u of lucerna is suspiciously unexplained (Alessio 1944a: 144 fn. 222, DV 355). Perhaps
it went through Etruscan, which may not originally have vowel length (Wallace 2008:

34 Additionally, it seems that the spellings with f are older; thus rather than p > f, perhaps through ¢, we
have in fact only evidence for the opposite direction f > p (Watmough 1997: 99, Steinbauer 1999: 59-60).

35 Weiss (2020: 311) suggests that this suffix also occurs in PGm. *gestra- ‘the previous or next day’; but
Kroonen (2013: 176) notes that the *t can simply be the result of the Germanic sound law *sr > *str and
thus PGm. *gestra- would only attest to a suffix *-ro-.
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33-4, Weiss 2020: 523 on the vowel length). A crucial form is Lat. santerna ‘borax from
gold smelting’ which seems likely to be related to Etruscan gold words zamadi ‘gold’,
zamdic ‘golden’ (cf. Trombetti 1928: 128, further Breyer 1993: 274 fn. 307 on the
Etruscan meanings). But then it is the Etruscan forms that specifically do not occur with
the -rn- suffix. Does this imply some other language was the source of the -rn- in both
languages?*® In fact, one case proves that Etruscan has added an -n- suffix to a word that
already ended in -r: Etr. Macstrna is simply a borrowing of Latin magister with the
(perhaps most®”) productive Etruscan suffix -na. Perhaps similarly, Lat. lanterna has the
same meaning as Gk. Aapmtip ‘torch, lantern’ in which -tfip is an inherited agentive
suffix added to Adunw ‘to shine’. Thus the status of -rn- as an Etruscan suffix cannot be
decided, but the n-suffix will importantly feature in later discussion.

Similarly based on its appearance in Etruscan names (transmitted in Latin) like
Perpenna, Sisenna, Spurinna, Vibenna, and Porsenna, the suffixes -enna and -inna are
considered to be of Etruscan (or Etruscicizing) origin (Ernout 1946: 27-9, Leumann
1977: 321, Weiss 2020: 514, etc.). They too occur on Latin bases like sociennus ‘partner’
< socius “ally’ and Dossennus ‘Hunchback’ < dossum < dorsum ‘back’. Unlike -erno-,
the geminate -nn- is very unlikely to have a native source in Latin. However the proof
that this suffix is specifically Etruscan feels just as underwhelming as for the -rn- suffix
above.

Thus the true nature of the extent of Etruscan influence on Latin and vice versa is
plagued by difficulty. A new approach to Etruscan research might instead involve
finding evidence to support or reject its status as one of the pre-1E substrate languages of
Europe. This means, however, that Etruscan itself will play little role in the forthcoming
analysis. In the end, my analysis here may be able to say more about Etruscan than the
Etruscan language itself can benefit my analysis.

1.3 The Consequences: Goals of this Dissertation

The research on the pre-Indo-European substrate languages of Europe has come a long
way since the idea of substrate influence was given practical attention in the 1880s. The
methodology for identifying words as being of substrate origin has also been sharply
refined. As concerns Latin, there is an immense corpus of work on which lexemes might
be of substrate origin. Given the shortcomings of some of this prior work (see the
concerns of uniqueness and exclusivity above) and its existence in several disparate
places, a current survey of the substrate lexicon of Latin is greatly needed.

36 Cf. Battisti (1929) who suggested that the suffix is too widespread in Mediterranean toponymy to have
been originally just Etruscan. But furthermore, it is present in e.g. palacurna ‘gold ingot’ given by Pliny
along with palaga of the same meaning and almost certainly related balix, bal(l)ica ‘gold sand” as gold
mining terminology from Iberia (WH 1: 95, 851, 11: 237; EM 65, 475). Ernout (1946: 32) wondered if this
meant that the language of Iberia was related to Etruscan.

37 Steinbauer 1999: 121
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Therefore, the goals of the present work are to:

1. Use the most current methodology to collect the evidence for loanwords from
unknown sources in Latin.

2. Determine the geographic extent of the attestations of these words and attempt
to chronologize their appearance in Latin.

3. Use this corpus to understand what sorts of substrate languages were in Europe.

4. In combination with archaeology and genetics, use the linguistic data to
postulate how and perhaps when Italic speakers (or their ancestors) entered the
Italian peninsula.

1.4 Methodology
1.4.1 Theoretical Perspective

This work operates with the assumption that the steppe origin of the (core)
Indo-European languages is correct. Thus, Latin has its origins with speakers of
Proto-Indo-European who migrated over an as of yet unknown period of time, taking an
as yet unknown route, to end up on the Italian peninsula. The terminus post quem is the
ca. 3000 BCE initiation of the Yamnaya migrations from the Pontic Steppe while the
literal terminus ante quem is the attestation of Very Old Latin in around the 7" century
BCE. Ancient DNA analysis has dated the first populations with steppe-derived ancestry
in Northern Italy to ca. 2000 BCE and in Central Italy to ca. 1600 BCE (Saupe et al.
2021). Given the proposed origins of Indo-European speakers, 2000 BCE therefore
seems like a good terminus post quem for the arrival of Indo-European languages in
Italy. Whether or not this was the Italic branch remains to be seen.

However, this means that there was a period of ca. 1000 years between the disintegration
of Proto-Indo-European unity and the arrival of potentially Indo-European speaking
populations in Italy during which contact would have occurred with the previous
inhabitants of Europe (cf. already Hirt 1894: 38). Then there was a period of ca. 1400
years between the appearance of potentially Indo-European speaking populations in Italy
and the written attestation of the Italic languages during which 1) the Italic languages
must have arrived and 2) contact would have occurred with the previous inhabitants of
the peninsula. Two major changes that speakers of Proto-Indo-European would have
been exposed to on their way to Italy and which would likely have had a linguistic
impact are 1) the introduction to and adoption of agricultural practices (and consequently
the familiarity with vocabulary for new practices, tools, animals, and plants) and 2) the
entry into the Mediterranean region (and consequently the familiarity with vocabulary
for new plants, animals, etc.). These scenarios suggest several layers of lexical
replacement would have occurred.
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1.4.2 How (not) to do it

As mentioned above, Schrijver (1997: 294-6) discusses a list of five criteria that have
been used to demonstrate that a word is of non-1E origin. He prefaces the discussion with
the consideration that no one criterion alone is sufficient; only cumulatively can they be
convincing. Indeed, objections can be raised to each, but | find the objections to some of
them to be strong enough to warrant excluding them from the process. The criteria again
are:

Limited geographic distribution
Phonological or morphological irregularity

Remarkable word formation

> w0 o

Non-IE phonology
5. Semantic category

Criteria 2-4 are valid according the historical comparative method, whereas 1 and 5 are
not actually based in valid a priori assumptions.

1.4.2.1 Reservations about Semantic Category

Schrijver (1997: 295) notes that words denoting economically and culturally unimportant
animals and plants are possibly more likely to have a substrate origin. But he
immediately expresses doubt about the robustness of this criterion due e.g. the ability to
reconstruct *kHs- *hornet’ for PIE. | think the premise is faulty. Even despite the fact
that, as mentioned above, many of the entities that the people participating in these
migrations came across would have been unknown to them before, we must work with
the caveat that the absence of an inherited signifiant does not necessarily mean the
absence of its signifié. Nor, conversely, does the presence of an inherited signifiant
always imply that it refers to its original signifié. In fact, there are generally four main
input-output situations one can expect, which | would like to describe by use of an
example from closer to (my) home. When English-speaking Europeans travelled to and
began to live on the East Coast of North America, they came into contact with both new
and familiar flora and fauna. They also had complex interactions with the indigenous
peoples of the Americas and their languages.

The racoon, Procyon lotor, at the time did not exist outside of North America. It was a
new animal to the Europeans, and they correspondingly adopted the Powhattan word
transcribed at the time as aroughcun to refer to it.3® The red fox, Vulpes vulpes, however,

3 Other transcriptions of the Powhattan included aroughcoune, rahaugcum, rarowcun, raugroughcum,
arathkone, resulting in numerous early American English spelling variations (taken from the OED): with
reduplication rahaugcum, rahaughcum, rarowcun, raugroughcum; with an initial vowel arocoun,
aroughcoune, aroughcun, arroughcan; and without an initial vowel raccoone, rackcame, rackoone,
racoone, racoune, racowne, rockoone, rokoone, rackoon, raccoon, raccoon.
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due to its native distribution across the Northern hemisphere, was already well known to
them. Thus, rather than adopting a Powhattan word (such as that preserved in
transcription as onxe), they kept the name “fox’. These are the two situations that would
be the most informative to the question of the origins and earliest contacts of the
Italic-speakers. The words for new things are borrowed from already-present languages
and the words for familiar things stay the same.

This is not always the case, however. The exact opposite of each of these processes can
also occur. The American robin, Turdus migratorius, was a previously unknown bird to
the arriving Europeans as it is exclusively native to North America.3® Rather than adopt
an indigenous word for it,* its red-breasted similarity to the European robin (Erithacus
rubecula) and perhaps its lesser economic significance than the racoon, led to the
re-purposing of the English word “robin’ to refer to it. The robust cervid Alces alces was
and is called ‘elk’ in Europe. Incoming English-speakers, however, adopted (an)
Algonquian word(s) like Narragansett moos and Eastern Abenaki mos and it is now
known in American English as the ‘moose’.*!

These latter two examples did not occur without motivation (close similarity to a familiar
animal in the first case and lack of familiarity with the “native” word in the latter case),
but is the motivation strong enough that we would be able to predict its occurrence if we
did not have the knowledge of hindsight? To be able to explain examples like this in
prehistory furthermore already assumes the success of the primary task, that is being able
to separate the racoons and foxes from the robins and moose. These examples suggest
that semantics are not a robust way to do this. It is instead the morphophonotactics of the
words that betray their non-native origin. A similar situation has been discovered for the
names of cereals in Indo-European (Kroonen et al. 2022): many cereal terms are named
with repurposed inherited material, rather than being foreign. Thus, semantic
considerations are best kept for after non-inherited material has been identified, not used
to identify it.*?

3% No more than a few per year ever end up in the British Isles as a result of migration mishaps.

40 perhaps an lroquoian word like Oneida tsiskoko or an Algonquian word like Ojibwe a/opichi

41 The reason for this is likely that Alces alces was basically a new species for settlers coming from the
British Isles. Alces alces was likely extirpated from the British Isles by 900 CE, and so English-speakers
had actually come to use the word “elk” to describe very large deer. The Alces alces that they saw in
America was nothing like the deer they were used to (red deer Cervus elaphus, roe deer Capreolus
capreolus, and fallow deer Dama dama), unlike the Cervus canadensis that looked like a very large
version of their familiar red deer. Thus it was the uniquely American Cervus canadensis that received the
European name “elk” (although it is also known as the wapiti from the Algonquian language Shawnee,
since even the European red deer Cervus elaphus to which it was closely related was already quite rare in
the South of the British Isles) and it was the species which also existed in Europe—albeit basically
unbeknownst to British settlers—whose name was replaced with an indigenous word.

42 Cf. Iversen & Kroonen (2017: 517) who use phonological irregularities to identify non-inherited words
and can then conclude “One of the striking features of the lexical layer surviving from this landscape is
that it contains a cluster of words belonging to the sphere of agriculture... On the basis of this clustering,
it seems safe to claim that the language that donated the words for crops...was spoken by a culture whose
subsistence strategy was more pervasively agricultural than that of the predominantly pastoral
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1.4.2.2 Doubts about Limited Geographic Distribution

Schrijver (1997: 294) immediately acknowledges that this criterion by itself is not a valid
piece of evidence, giving one example (Lat. porrum, Gk. mpdcov ‘leek’ < *prsom?®)
where an IE-looking proto-form can be reconstructed and one (*mori ‘sea’) that was
thought to be limited to North and West Europe until an Iranian cognate was found in
Ossetic. Even without cases like the second example, the first consideration is extremely
important. When working within the historical comparative method, isolated items are
understood to be able to represent either innovations or chance preservations. Without a
compelling morphophonological reason, it cannot be ruled out that an isolated or
geographically restricted lexeme is simply the sole survivor of an inherited construction.
For this reason, in the data, items that have been suspected to be of substrate origin due
only to their restriction to only a few daughter language are placed in the category §2.4.1
No Positive Evidence of Borrowing.

From the other side of things, a widespread distribution does not guarantee inherited
status. As Beekes (1996: 215-16) notes, in the face of morphophonological irregularities,
we cannot a priori exclude items for which there are matches in the Western languages
as well as Greek and e.g. Sanskrit. These could represent early loans that were taken up
just after the proto-language disintegrated and the daughter branches were still in close
proximity.

1.4.2.3 The Requirement of Positive Evidence

Thus, the most secure indication that a word is of non-IE origin in Latin is the existence
of positive morphophonological evidence. Very rarely can positive evidence exist in
words isolated to Latin and without attested variants. But when (morpho)phonological
sequences appear that are not reconstructible to PIE, it is good evidence of non-native
origin. Two such instances appear in the data: cases that must reconstruct to an invalid
PIE root structure* and cases of unrhotacized intervocalic s after a short vowel.

Otherwise, positive evidence can only be the result of comparison. Loanwords were
taken up into the daughter languages after the dissolution of the parent language. They
entered in slightly different forms due to pre-existing dialectal differentiation within the
substrate languages and/or due to the borrowing process itself. Thus, while
reconstruction to the proto-stage of the daughter languages should result in forms that are
closer to each other, further reconstruction to PIE should make them look less similar

Indo-Europeans.”

43 See the entry on this word for potential problems with reconstructing it this way.

44 The root structure constraints relevant to the data set in §2 are those against *DeD and *TeD"roots (e.g.
Szemerényi 1990: 103, Beekes 2011: 171; on *TeD” roots see also Meillet 1912: 60). Even *TeRD" roots
(excluding if the resonant is a nasal) were probably not permitted (de Vaan 1999). Nor were *C;eC; roots
(that is, roots beginning and ending with the same consonant, Szemerényi 1990: 103) or roots with initial
*r (Beekes 2011: 171).
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again. It results in the reconstruction of irregular alternations, as if these words originated
from different roots. Note that a Latin word can have remarkable phonotactics and still
not be isolated to Latin. Cases like these are particularly strong. Likewise, however,
other daughter languages can attest to forms that are not reconstructible in their branch
despite being compared to a Latin word that is easily reconstructible. Even though the
phonotactic problems are not present in Latin, they nonetheless occur in the family of the
lexeme’s attestation.

1.4.3 Terminology
1.4.3.1 Comparanda

The methodology for identifying words of non-1E origin as described above relies on
locating irregular correspondences that appear upon comparison with forms in other
daughter languages. | have decided to avoid using the word “cognate” for these groups
and instead reserve that term for lexical items that have been inherited and developed
regularly from the proto-language. Instead, the lexical items investigated in this thesis,
since they must reconstruct to different proto-forms, will not look like cognates. But
because of their morphophonological and semantic closeness, it is clear that they
originate from the same non-native lexeme. They must still be compared. Thus I will
employ the Latin gerundive comparandum to describe these quasi-cognates.

1.4.3.2 Substrate

Thomason and Kaufman (1988) in their seminal work Language Contact, Creolization,
and Genetic Linguistics define substratum interference as:

a subtype of interference that results from imperfect group learning during a
process of language shift. That is, in this kind of interference a group of
speakers shifting to a target language fails to learn the target language (TL)
perfectly. The errors made by members of the shifting group in speaking the TL
then spread to the TL as a whole when they are imitated by original speakers of
that language (pp. 38-9).

They further note that in cases like this, the target language often ends up borrowing few
words from the shifting speakers’ language. Because it requires a population that is
shifting to a new language, its results are different from borrowing, “the incorporation
of foreign features into a group’s native language by speakers of that language: the
native language is maintained but is changed by the addition of the incorporated
features” (Thomason & Kaufmann 1988: 37).

In the case of Latin, both processes have likely occurred. Upon contact with the
pre-Indo-European populations of Europe, speakers of what would eventually become
Latin had both opportunity and cause to borrow words (migration to a new environment,
shifting subsistence strategies upon contact with agricultural populations). But, at least
upon reaching the Italian peninsula, the populations inhabiting the places where they
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settled all eventually underwent a language shift to speak Italic languages. It is
interesting to keep these inter-connected factors in mind.

Because the effects of both borrowing and language shift contributed to the non-1E
lexicon of Latin, and because of its use in previous literature, I will focus on a more basic
meaning of the word “substrate”; one that again connects to its Latin roots. Substratum
as the perfect passive participle of substerna means that which has been spread beneath.
Used here, a “substrate” refers to an unknown language with which Latin speakers and
their ancestors came into contact. This includes languages that might be classified as
having served as adstrates or superstrates if we knew more about the intensity of contact
and power relationships. | am generally of the opinion that the evidence points to the
substrate languages being non-IE.

1.4.4 A Mild Disclaimer

It is important to note from the beginning of a study like this that there will always be a
degree of subjectivity in the analysis and categorization of the data. Despite the
shorthand description of ‘substrate’ that I assign the accepted cases and the confidence
with which | include all data in the analyses, discussions, and conclusions, | recognize
that other scholars with other theoretical perspectives may disagree with some of my
analyses. | have discovered that, in order for an analytical approach to be falsifiable, the
assumptions behind that approach must be made explicit.

The basic tenet of my approach is to identify the words in the Latin lexicon that can be
shown to demonstrate problems in reconstruction, and that therefore are unlikely to have
been directly inherited from the Proto-Indo-European parent language. Some of the cases
are more widely accepted than others. For many, however, attempts can and have been
made to assign the lexemes an Indo-European origin. My approach to these attempts is
that, unless the irregularities can be demonstrated to participate in a systematic process, |
remain suspicious of inherited origin as an explanation. Future developments in the field
will certainly, as they have done in many cases in the past, uncover more systematic
patterns. In the meantime, | am generally not persuaded by explanations that can be
described as ad hoc in the face of more frequently occurring irregular alternations.
Included in this category are unparalleled root extensions, unparalleled
assimilation/dissimilation, unmotivated analogy, explanations proposing onomatopoeic
origin, and explanations that involve several reconstructed (that is unattested) stages of
derivation.

I am also opposed to assigning a word an Indo-European etymology if it requires that
word to be derived from an inherited root with an only tenuous semantic link while at the
same time removing it from comparison with an irregularly corresponding similar form
that is a much better semantic match. For instance, Gk. Baoxavog ‘slanderer, sorcerer’
could theoretically be derived, like Baokw ‘to come; go’ from *g*em- ‘to go’ under the
assumption that it underwent some sort of semantic change like ‘to go (towards)’ > ‘to
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accost, attack’ > ‘to harm with magic or speech’, but it would require removing it from
comparison with Lat. fascinum ‘witchcraft, phallus charm’ whose form can be
reconstructed as identical but for the aspiration required (*b’askano-) and whose
meaning is quite patently more similar.

It is my hope that, while certain lexemes will receive alternative interpretations based on
differences in approach, the majority of my data holds up to scrutiny, and therefore that
the results of my analysis remain viable.

1.5 Limitations
1.5.1 Scope

Much of the work of the early substratists was deeply informed by their training as
Romance linguists. They located numerous substrate lexemes attested only in the
Romance languages. This thesis restricts itself to words that have an attestation in
Classical (urban) Latin*® with the hope that 1) it limits the scope of the material but
especially 2) it says the most about the earliest layers of Latin-substrate contact. The
Romance languages are like a net that has been thrown over Europe and has caught
substrate lexemes. But the net was thrown from Rome and therefore necessarily attests to
later contact phenomena.

1.5.2 Methodological Blind Spots

As Alessio (1944a: 94) writes with suitably metaphoric language, “é anche vero...che la

4 There are several words that Roman authors mention, but which are clearly foreign and which likely
did not enter Latin parlance. While it seems counterintuitive to leave out what are basically sure-fire
vestiges of lost languages, they do not comprise the substrate which entered Latin and therefore represent
a different topic. For methodological reasons, | leave them out of the corpus. Pliny mentions several
words in use in Iberian gold mines: arrugia, corrugus ‘shaft and pit in a gold mine’, ballux ‘gold dust’,
palacurna, palaga ‘gold ingot’, etc. But he gives these as foreign words, and it is clear they were never in
use in Latin. Caméx ‘some quadruped’ occurs once in all of Latinity, in the calendar by the 5" century
Polemius Silvius of Gaul. It has Alpine Romance descendants (cf. Bertoldi 1937a: 147, Hubschmid
1963-5 I1: 94) but does not seem to have ever entered Latin. Mufré and mus(i)méo ‘wild sheep, almost
certainly the mouflon’, while fragmentarily mentioned in Cato, Lucilius, and Varro, is described as living
in Corsica by Pliny (he also mentions Iberia) and Strabo. Amongst the Romance languages, most forms
seem to have been borrowed from Corsican (REW no. 5715), suggesting that it may not have entered
spoken Latin. Capys ‘bird of prey, probably falcon’ appears only in authors and glosses who attribute it to
Etruscan and is not continued in Romance. (lIsidore claims it is a native Italic word, but his spelling capus
shows he has confused it with capus ‘capon’.) Despite its interesting implications in combination with
PGm. *habuka-, PSlav. *kobuz»-, and Arm. k°owpi¢ ‘male peregrine falcon or hawk’ (cf. Thorsg fthc.), it
does not seem to have actually entered Latin. The words salmé ‘salmon’ and salar “trout’ are considered
by Diebold (1985: 59) and Huld (1990: 397) to be loans from a substrate. But salmon do not live in the
Mediterranean Sea, and Pliny (Nat.Hist. 9.32) writes that the salmé is from Aquitania. Furthermore, salar
appears in Ausonius’ (from Bordeaux) poem about the Moselle and in a letter by Sidonius Apollinaris (of
Lyon) about his summer home. Thus they are likely loans from Celtic (cf. Holder 1896-1904 II: 1299,
WH 11: 467). The potential relationship to salpa ‘a kind of fish” (cf. Alessio 1946a: 155) is interesting, but
salpa itself is likely a loan from Gk. céinn/capnn ‘sea bream’. Thus there is no independent Latin
evidence for this group.
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buona riuscita della cernita dipende dalla bonta del vaglio e dall’abilita dell’operatore, e
che attraverso una maglia rotta o addirittura balzando al disopra del cerchio,...alcuni
chicchi di grano possono passare nel loglio o alcuni granelli di loglio sfuggire e restare
nel vaglio.”*® Because the specification of positive evidence has above been given as the
occurrence of irregular correspondences or remarkable phonotactics in the attested
comparanda, some substrate words will be missed. If a particular phoneme of one of the
substrate languages was similar to one existing in PIE, there is a chance that the daughter
languages would borrow it in a way that would be too regular to be caught by this
methodology.

Likewise there are bound to be false positives. For instance, there is always the chance
that what has been identified as an irregularity will be understood as regular in the future.
More insidious is possibility of chance resemblance. Schrijver (1997: 296) cautions:

When historical phonology no longer counts for much, the danger of producing
false etymologies looms large. Any two words that lack a reliable IE etymology
and resemble one another vaguely can now be lumped together under the label
‘substratum’, and we are deprived of our most important tool to check linguistic
affiliation and perform linguistic reconstruction: sound laws.

Within the inherited corpus, it is the Ausnahmslosigkeit der Lautgesetze that allows us to
rule out chance resemblances between lexemes. “A phonological ‘near miss’ is as good
as useless” (Jakob fthc.). But substrate research operates outside of these laws. Schrijver
(1997) solves this problem by exploring cases in which the same irregular (from an
inherited perspective) correspondence recurs with the same distribution. This is similar
to the methodology used in studies of loanwords between known languages. But as will
be shown (80), the correspondence patterns in the Latin words of loanword origin can be
diverse. This is not unexpected given that the corpus presented by attested Latin
represents all contact situations with 1) an unknown number of languages 2) throughout
the prehistory of Latin from the dissolution of PIE until its attestation (some of the same
arguments used to defend cases that did not match expected Pelasgian sound laws, cf.
81.2.1.3). But it means that quasi-lautgesetzlich approaches like that of Schrijver are
unfeasible. I have only accepted for analysis cases where | believe the sematic match
between forms is good. But semantic closeness can be subjective, and the risk of chance
resemblance exists between even otherwise identical words. False positives and
negatives are an unavoidable problem in any scientific investigation; we can only do our
best to design a methodology that maximizes specificity and sensitivity.

The constraints of time and space have also meant that, amongst the list that would
already include both false positives and false negatives, | have chosen to leave out some

46 “It is also true that the success of the sorting depends on the goodness of the sieve and the ability of the
operator, and that through a broken mesh or even a jumping out over the hoop, some grains of wheat can
pass into the chaff or some bits of chaff escape and remain in the sieve.”
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suggested examples that | did not think would lead to productive discussion.*’” Despite
the limitations mentioned here, | am confident that the material discussed is a thoroughly
representative sample.

47 This includes for example bruscus ‘type of frog” (and bruscum ‘excrescence on a maple’, briscus
‘butcher’s broom’, riscum ‘butcher’s broom’, ruscus ‘toad’, Alessio 1944a: 119-22), lama ‘bog’ (Alessio
1944a: 134-7), lappa ‘burdock’ (Alessio 1941b: 218-20), lolium ‘darnel’ (Alessio 1944a: 137), parra
‘unlucky bird” (Matasovi¢ 2009: 334), sturnus ‘starling’ (cf. Matasovi¢ 2020: 340-1), talus in the
meaning ‘dice’ (Alessio 1944a: 147), taxus ‘yew’ (potentially IE, but the explanations feel like folk
etymologies, cf. Alessio 1957), tofus ‘volcanic rock, tufa’ (Fiesel & Groth 1932, Battisti 1943: 265,
Alessio 1944a: 154-5).
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2 The Linguistic Data

2.1 Introduction to the Data

This chapter presents discussions of the Latin lexical material that has been proposed to
be of substrate origin in order to accept the cases that meet the criteria as discussed in
81.4 to use in further analysis, and to exclude cases that are inconclusive,
methodologically unprovable, or inherited. The material is not exhaustive; the uncertain
cases especially are limited to those which might prove valuable despite their
inconclusive status. Some cases show that a frequent claim is based on precious little
evidence. Others attest to the limits of the objective methodology, where too many
subjective decisions are required to arrive at a conclusion. Together they form a
representative sample.

2.1.1 Structure of the Data
The data have been categorized into three main groups, each with sub-divisions:
§2.2 Non-inherited Origin in Latin Accepted
These words show evidence of being borrowed by Latin from an unknown source.
82.2.1 Phonotactic Reasons
§2.2.1.1 Isolated to Latin but with Unrhotacized S

An intervocalic s that remains in Classical Latin points to a loanword post-dating
the fourth century BCE; the source of the loanword is unidentified.

§2.2.1.2 Isolated to Latin but with an Invalid Root Structure

Words in this category have no secure comparanda, but they cannot be
reconstructed to a valid PIE root structure, pointing to non-IE origin.

§2.2.2 Comparanda in Other Branches
§2.2.2.1 Non-inherited Origin is Probable

The case for non-native origin in Latin based on irregular correspondences
between comparanda is methodologically strongest in this group.

§2.2.2.2 Non-inherited Origin is Possible

A case for non-native origin can be made for this group based on irregular
correspondences between comparanda, but some of the details are less certain
(e.g. the security of the comparanda or whether irregularities can be explained by
analogy).

§2.2.3 Comparanda only in Latin and Romance
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A recent, non-native origin in Latin is likely for this group given the irregularities
between attested Latin variants or between variants that can be reconstructed on the
basis of Romance data.

82.3 Origin Unclear
§2.3.1 No Comparanda
All proposed comparanda for these words can be ruled out.
§2.3.2 Uncertain Comparanda

Comparanda have been suggested for these words, but it is either difficult to
determine how many are truly related or the evidentiary value of those that belong is
compromised (e.g. they are onomatopoetic, semantically dubious, or perhaps
themselves loans from/into Latin).

82.3.3 Conflicting Possibilities
§2.3.3.1 Non-inherited vs. Inherited

For these words, choosing between existing interpretations (and therefore
accepting or rejecting non-inherited origin) is too difficult.

§2.3.3.2 Non-inherited vs. Loan from a Known Language

For these words, it is too difficult to decide whether they represent independent
evidence of a non-native lexeme or if they are borrowed from a known language
(whether or not they are native to that language).

82.3.4 Core-Periphery Cases

For the majority of cases of suspected non-native origin, there is irregularity between
all of the comparanda. For a few cases however, a common pre-form can be
reconstructed for several branches against a few branches that, if compared, require
the reconstruction of irregular correspondences. It cannot be ruled out that some
cases of non-IE words were of such phonology that they were coincidentally
borrowed the same way into most languages. But it seems suspicious to treat these
cases the same way as the more numerous others in which the irregularity is more
ubiquitous. This is because it also cannot be ruled out that an inherited lexeme has
been borrowed by an Indo-European language through some sort of indirect
mediation.

§2.3.5 Methodologically Difficult to Delimit Comparanda

In several cases, the decision to exclude comparanda becomes particularly subjective.
The semantics are a good fit and the irregular alternations between individual
comparanda are paralleled in other more secure cases. But the end result is a very
widespread distribution of very divergent forms that has only a very small chance of
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representing a true substrate lexeme and a much larger chance of being the result of
coincidental resemblance.

82.4 Non-IE Origin in Latin Rejected
82.4.1 No Positive Evidence of Borrowing

These words have been suggested to be of non-inherited origin but there are no
positive formal criteria to make these claims beyond geographic distribution and
semantic field. The comparanda can reconstruct to the same valid PIE root structures,
despite the roots being otherwise unattested.

82.4.2 Best Explained as Inherited

These words have been suggested to be of non-inherited origin but there are no
positive formal criteria to make these claims and they can instead reconstruct to
known PIE roots.

82.4.3 Loan from a Known Language

It cannot be ruled out that these words were borrowed from a known language (or
proto-form thereof), regardless of the deeper origin of the etymon in that language.

2.1.2 Structure of the Entries

The beginning of each entry lists the Latin word and its meaning(s). This is followed in
the next line by a reconstructed pre-form, then by a section of comparanda and their
reconstructions. At the right is the attested material or at least a representative sample of
the attested material. Next to the left is the proto-form that can be reconstructed from the
attested material on the branch level. Finally, to the far left is a quasi-Indo-European
reconstruction that comes closest to being able to unite the intermediate proto-forms. In
these reconstructions, there are a few features of notation that require explanation.
Firstly, reconstructed *k, *g, and *g” for centum languages do not necessarily rule out the
possibility that these sounds were borrowed as palatovelars (see §3.2.1.1.2.4), just as for
satom languages they do not rule out original labiovelars. I only explicitly reconstruct
palatovelars for centum pre-forms in cases where the lexemes are clearly inherited
(82.4.2). Secondly, there are only a few cases where original quasi-PIE a-vocalism is the
only reconstructible option for a form in a daughter branch (§83.2.2.2.1). Otherwise, the
range of possibilities is reconstructed (e.g. *a/H for Italic), including *a, which can be
interpreted as a shorthand for *h.e where possible. While *H represents a laryngeal of
unknown quality, other capital letters in the reconstructions do not represent cover
symbols but rather elements that are not reconstructible (such as Latin intervocalic s). In
the case that multiple phonemes are reconstructible, these are listed. Less certain
comparanda are preceded with a question mark (?), in some circumstances two (??)
indicating that they are not included in the strict version of the distribution analysis
(84.4).
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Two checkboxes follow. “Irreg. correspondences” indicates when irregular phonological
alternations between comparanda must be reconstructed. “Remarkable phonotactics”
indicates the existence of sequences of phonology that are not reconstructible (e.g. for
Latin: unrhotacized intervocalic s after a short vowel, lack of vowel weakening) or are
not valid from a PIE perspective (a-vocalism, *b, invalid root structures, gemination).
The next line comprises a semantic categorization (analyzed in 85).

The last section before the text of the entry includes bibliographical information. The
main sources utilized are the etymological dictionaries of Walde and Hofmann
(abbreviated WH), Ernout and Meillet (EM) and de Vaan (DV). In the former two, the
suspicion of substrate origin is often indicated via the designation “Mediterranean”.
References to these three works as well as to Pokorny’s 1959 dictionary are given in the
first line of citations in each entry, even if they do not feature in the text of the entry.
Further literature appears in the next line. | have made frequent use of Schrijver’s 1991
The Reflexes of the Proto-Indo-European Laryngeals in Latin and the Leiden series of
etymological dictionaries (esp. Derksen 2007, Beekes 2010 [EDG], Martirosyan 2009,
Matasovi¢ 2009, Kroonen 2013, Derksen 2014). Other frequently recurring citations are
those of Bertoldi, Battisti, Alessio, and Hubschmid.

2.2 Non-inherited Origin in Latin Accepted

2.2.1 Phonotactic Reasons

2.2.1.1 Isolated to Latin but with Unrhotacized S
astlus ‘gadfly’

Pre-form:  *h.eS- | Pltal. *aSilo-

Comp.: ?

o Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: animal, wild; insect

WH (I: 72), EM (51), DV (57)
Gil Fernandez (1959: 157), Breyer (1993: 335-6), EDG (1062), Mata Oroval (2017:
52-6), Weiss (2020: 301 fn. 88)

Latin astlus is likely a loan due to its single intervocalic s, which does not occur in an
environment where it could be the result of a simplified geminate (DV 57) unless by the
mamilla rule (cf. pusillus ‘tiny” < *pussillo- < *putslo-lo-, DV 502). However it has no
comparanda to elucidate a potential source. EM (51) mention a connection with Gk.
ofotpog ‘gadfly’, but this is too formally dissimilar (cf. DV 57) and likely to be inherited
in Greek, i.e. continuing *hseis-tro- to a root *hseis- ‘to irritate’, cf. GKk. otua ‘rush,
attack, rage’, Lat. ira ‘anger’ (Gil Fernandez 1959: 157, EDG 1062). Otherwise, WH (I:
72) and EM (51) accept the potential of Etruscan origin, as Servius claims the names
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Asilus and Asilas are Etruscan. But the reliability of this evidence is difficult to
determine, and Breyer (1993: 335-6) finds any connection with attested Etruscan
material semantically and morphologically untenable. Inspired by the potential Etruscan
connection and in light of the possible Anatolian origin of Etruscan, Mata Oroval (2017:
52-6) suggests that asilus could be from a diminutive of asinus ‘donkey’ (since the
donkey seems to have been introduced from the East). The Benennungsmotif would be
similar to Engl. horsefly. But the attested diminutive of asinus is asellus (besides one
Late Latin attestation of asinulus, cf. Du Cange’s Glossarium mediae et infimae
latinitatis), making it difficult to prove that the required preform for asilus, namely
asinulus, existed in antiquity (s.v. asinus for more details). Additionally, while the
proposed semantic change is possible, such changes, especially when the phonological
details are complicated, are impossible to confirm. Lat. asilus remains a recent loanword
due to its lack of rhotacism.

asinus ‘donkey’
Pre-form:  *hzeS-in- | Pltal. *aSino-
Comp.: ?*Ho(s?)-n- | PGK. *ono- | Gk. 6vog ‘donkey’
?PSem. *’atan- ‘female donkey’
?Sum. ansu ‘donkey’
??HLuw. tarkasna- ‘donkey’
o Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: animal, domestic

Pokorny (301-2), WH (I: 73), EM (51), DV (57)

de Lagarde (1877: 56-7), Solmsen (1888: 89-90, Meyer (1892: 319-20), Stolz (1902:
96-7), Niedermann (1903: 113), Pedersen (1906: 449), Brugmann (1908), Vasmer
(1908), Cuny (1910: 160), Haupt (1915), Neumann (1964: 61), Leumann (1977: 143,
179, 306), EIEC (33-4), Schrijver (1991: 252), Janda (1999: 194-5), Melchert (2003:
195-6), Militarev & Kogan (2005: 29), Rix (2005: 568-9), EDG (274, 593, 1086), Kogan
(2011: 206), Simon (2017: 328-9 fn. 58), Milevski & Horwitz (2019), Weiss (2020: 301
fn. 88), Todd et al. (2022)

Latin asinus is widely suspected of being a recent loan due to its single intervocalic s,
which does not occur in an environment where it could be the result of a simplified
geminate (Leumann 1977: 179, DV 57, Meiser 2010: 125, etc.). It must have entered
Latin after around the fourth century BCE.

It has been proposed that there were several loci of donkey domestication occurring ca.
4500 BCE including North Africa and the Levant (Milevski & Horwitz 2019). A recent
genetic study supports a single original domestication in North Africa around 5000 BCE,
with a spread to Eurasia by 2500 BCE. Donkeys were present in Italy by the first
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millennium BCE (Todd et al. 2022), and it seems that they were introduced to Italy and
Greece from the East (EIEC 33-4). Thus, despite the donkey’s agricultural importance as
a beast of burden, it did not travel via the original spread of agriculture.

Gk. 8vog ‘donkey’ is a good match for asinus semantically, but no common pre-form can
be established. All who accept the comparison assume borrowing into Latin and Greek
from a third source (e.g. Meyer 1892, Stolz 1902, Brugmann 1908, Cuny 1910: 160). But
attempts to understand the relationship have all faltered. Meyer (1892: 319-20) and Stolz
(1902: 96-7) assume independent borrowing in Greek and Latin from a pre-form *asnos,
which would have to have occurred after the date at which a form like PGk. *osnos
would have yielded Att-lon. **odvoc. But *asnos would have given Lat. **@nos and any
later anaptyxis in this environment is unparalleled (Niedermann 1903: 113-14,
Brugmann 1908: 200). Niedermann (1903: 114) assumes original *asenos behind Lat.
asinus which Brugmann (1908: 200-2) further reconstructs to *asonos, allowing him
propose that Greek underwent Fernassimilation to *osonos > *ohonos (in contrast, WH
I: 73 start with initial *o- and suggest the Latin a is the result of a Thraco-lllyrian
treatment), which was metathesized to *hoonos reanalyzed as 6 6voc. But this requires
ad hoc developments in Greek, and the Mycenaean attestation of o0-no rules out any
explanation involving an article. Nor can either Niedermann or Brugmann explain the
lack of rhotacism in Latin.*® While Schrijver (1991: 252) proposes rural dialectal origin
and Rix (2005: 568-9) suggests it is a Sabellic loan, both are difficult to prove.

Given the difficulty of getting the Greek and Latin forms to match, several (cf. Vasmer
1908 with lit.) instead reject the connection and adduce Gk. évog to Lat. onus ‘burden’ (<
*hsen-0s-, cf. Skt. &nas- ‘heavy cart’, etc.) on comparison with several other Balkan
words that have the double meaning ‘donkey’ and ‘burden’. Chronologically, since dvog
appears already in Homer while asinus entered Latin after rhotacism, if the words are
related after all, the solution may simply lie in the forms arriving from different sources.

The source of the lexemes, and further comparanda in general, are not entirely clear.
Early on, de Lagarde (1877: 56-7) argued against comparison with PSem.
*’atan- ‘female donkey’ due to its semantic restriction to the female animal and its *t.
But despite Haupt’s (1915) suggestion that the Semitic lexeme is deverbal from a root
‘we ‘to agree/consent’ found a few times in the Old Testament, current scholarship does
not seem to consider it to have any internal etymology (cf. Militarev & Kogan 2005: 29,
Kogan 2011: 206). Nor is it present in South Semitic, making a loan into the Semitic
languages conceivable.

Sum. andu ‘donkey’ is identical in meaning and has a sibilant like Latin. The order of its

48 The diminutive asellus is sometimes explained as the normal development of *asen-elo- (Leumann
1977: 143, 306; Weiss 2020: 301 fn. 88), suggesting that the i of asinus is weakened from *e. (An
original *a, closer to the Semitic forms, is also possible, but a pre-form *asano- would have been liable to
preserve its medial vocalism via the alacer rule.) It is difficult to confirm whether vowel weakening or
rhotacism occurred first, but it is more likely that rhotacism is the later change (cf. Weiss 2020: 208-9). In
this case, asellus would be an analogical diminutive on the model of e.g. geminus ‘twin-born’ : gemellus.
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consonants might represent a metathesis from whatever the source form was (WH 1: 73),
given its geographic position farther to the East of the direction of the spread of the
donkey. The original order of consonants may be preserved in Semitic and perhaps
HLuw. tarkasna- ‘donkey’ if it is interpreted as tark + asna ‘draft donkey’ (Neumann
1964: 61, cf. EIEC: 34, DV 57). This interpretation is problematic however, since -asna
is a relatively frequent suffix in Luwian. A more traditional etymological explanation
takes tarkasna- as an internal derivation from *d“erg’- ‘to fasten’ (Janda 1999: 194-5,
Melchert 2003: 195-6) as “*eine Last habend’. As this root is poorly attested, eDiAna*
prefers a derivation from *dreg’- “to drag, haul’.%

As early as Pedersen (1906: 449), Arm. & ‘donkey’ has been recognized as a reflex of
*h,6kyos ‘horse’ (though both WH [73] and EM [51] still disagree). Pedersen was
willing to see asinus as derived via some intermediary from the Armenian collective
formation iSan(k®) ‘donkeys’, the phonological details of which would all necessarily be
ad hoc. WH rather see this form as borrowed along with Gk. ivvog ‘hinny’ from a Pontic
word **i8no-, but further connect this to asinus despite correctly rejecting a preform like
*asnos. In fact, tvwog ‘hinny’ cannot be separated from several other asinine terms in
Greek (ivvog [Hsch.], yivwog/yivvocyivog “offspring of a mare by a mule’, tvvoc, EDG
[273, 593]). Gk. &vog ‘donkey’ looks admittedly more similar to these than it does to Lat.
asinus.

Each of the potential comparanda to Lat. asinus requires extra assumptions. The Greek
form(s) lack a sibilant; the Semitic forms have a dental instead of a sibilant; Sumerian
requires the assumption of metathesis; Anatolian would be homophonous with a frequent
suffix. An explanation may lie in the different time periods in which this lexeme was
borrowed, but this is difficult to prove. In the end, the Latin form may be isolated (cf. the
more or less exasperated non liquet of Solmsen 1888: 89-90). This entry would be placed
in the uncertain category if it were not for the unrhotacized s, which at least guarantees
its status as a recent loan in Latin regardless of the identification of its source.

casa ‘cottage, hut’

Pre-form:  *ka/HS- | Pltal. *kaSa-

Comp.: ?

o Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: architecture

Pokorny (534), WH (I: 175-6), EM (103), DV (96)

49 https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=319, entry by Andreas Opfermann.

50 Simon (2017: 328-9 fn. 58) however finds evidence that tarkasna/i- actually means horse, and that it is
the derivative tarkasniya- lit. “horse-like’ that means ‘donkey’. This would make an etymology calling
the tarkasna- the ‘load-bearing one’ less likely. As an alternative, he proposes a root PIE
*trg- ‘goat/horse’ in HLuw. tarkasna- and Gk. tpdyog ‘goat’.
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Buck (1904: 66), Johansson (1906: 114), Berneker (1908-14 I: 589), Reichelt (1914:
340-1), Derksen (2007: 241, 244), Kroonen (2013: 313)

The non-geminate intervocalic s after a short vowel indicates a post-rhotacism borrowing
(EM 103, DV 96). Etymologies that require a pre-form **cassa are thus difficult to
defend but include a ‘dialectal’ development of *kat-ja to a root *kat- ‘to plait’ in i.e.
Lat. cassis ‘hunting net’ (WH I: 175-6), though *ti > s seems to be restricted to the
Oscan of Bantia (Buck 1904: 66, though s.v. rosa for more details). Reichelt (1914:
340-1) compares descendants of PSlav. *kotw» ‘booth, sty’ (on the form see Derksen
2007: 241) and *ke¢tja ‘hut’ (on the form see Derksen 2007: 244). DV (96) mentions
further comparisons to OE heador ‘incarceration, jail’ (cf. also Johansson 1906: 114,
WH I: 175) and Av. kata- ‘chamber’ (cf. also Berneker 1908-14 I: 589), though the
vocalism of the latter has not palatalized the k or been lengthened by Brugmann’s Law,
making the only possible reconstructions *kat- or *kgt- (similar to PSlav. *kotja). If Lat.
casa is related to these isolated forms, it would establish an s/t alternation in the root.%*
Otherwise, its source is simply unknown.

2.2.1.2 Isolated to Latin but with an Invalid Root Structure
faex ‘wine sediment, dregs’

Pre-form:  *b#dg*aik- | Pltal. *f/ply aik-

Comp.: ?

o Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: viticulture

WH (I: 444-5), EM (213), DV (199, 229)
Bezzenberger (1911: 22), Alessio (1941a: 552)

Lat. faex is without certain comparanda.’? Explanations from an inherited perspective are
not semantically convincing and are formally difficult (if it originally meant “dirt’,
relationship to Lith. b6jus ‘swamp’ or from *b’oiH- ‘to be afraid’ like foedus ‘foul,
filthy’ [WH I: 444-5 with lit.]; if it originally meant ‘what is left behind’, related to Lith.
gazsti ‘to dawdle’ [Bezzenberger 1911: 22]). EM (213) propose a Mediterranean loan
because of its viticultural semantics alone. However, given its invalid *D*T root
structure, there is a good chance that faex is not inherited (similarly s.v fraces) even
without comparanda.

51 1f it is a non-IE lexeme, then perhaps it can be connected to PGm. *kuta- ‘shed” (cf. ON kot ‘cottage,
hut’, etc.) and PGm. *hudjan- (cf. OHG huttea, MGH hiitte ‘hut’), both classified as non-1E by Kroonen
(2013: 313).

52 Alessio (1941a: 552) seems to compare Gk. tpvé ‘unfermented wine, must; dregs’ but his reasoning is
difficult to grasp. He gives the two as a Tyrrhenian-Aegean pair “in cui ad un elemento oscuro nel latino
corrisponde un elemento oscuro nel greco, ma entrambi appartenenti a radicali diversi.” In essence, they
are not worth comparing.
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farcia, -mre ‘to fill completely, stuff’

Pre-form:  *b#d#gva/Hrk- | Pltal. *f/ply arkje-

Comp.: ?

o Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: action; culinary

Pokorny (110-11), WH (I: 456-7), EM (216-17), DV (202)
Schrijver (1991: 488-9), LIV2 (s.v. *b’rekt-), EDG (1588), van Beek (2022: 402-9)

Lat. farcia reconstructs to an invalid *D*eT root structure, and as such points to a loan.
Within Latin it is potentially from the same root as frequens ‘occurring at close intervals’
(WH I: 456-7) < *blrek* (LIV2 s.v.). Schrijver (1991: 488-9) suggests that the
a-vocalism is the result of a syllabic resonant in a complex cluster (here *b#k»-). Its
only potential match, Gk. ppdoocw, Attic ppdtto ‘to fence in, surround’ is semantically
remote and cannot attest to the original voicing of its velar (Schrijver 1991: 489, LIV2
s.v. *birekt-, DV 202, EDG 1588). Nor do any of the Greek forms attest to labiovelar,
further weakening the comparison with frequens. Van Beek’s (2022: 402-9) derivation of
epdoocw from the root *bferg - ‘to rise’ additionally removes it from comparison with
farcio, leaving the Latin verb likely isolated.

focus “hearth, fireplace’

Pre-form:  *b#digvok- | Pltal. *f/ply*oko-

Comp.: ?

o Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: domestic life

Pokorny (495), WH (I: 521), EM (243), DV (228)
Schrijver (1991: 465-74), Hamp (1992), Martirosyan (2009: 191), Meiser (2010: 82),
Weiss (2020: 150)

In order to find an explanation for Lat. focus that does not require an invalid *D”eT root
structure, Hamp (1992) proposed a backformation from *foculus ‘brazier’:
*digwi-g-tlo- (cf. foves ‘to warm’ < *diegvi-) > *gwi-e-tlo- > *yreklo- > *freklo- >
*foklo- > foculum. DV (228) notes chronological problems however. The change *e >0/
*W_C(C)Vpacy (Schrijver 1991: 465-74, Meiser 2010: 82, though Weiss 2020: 150
requires the consonant to be a nasal) is not prehistoric. The pre-form of bonus is
inscriptionally attested as DVENOS. It seems very unlikely that at this time, the reflex of
*g» was still *f». Otherwise, Martirosyan (2009: 191) follows several before him (cf.
WH I: 521 with lit.) in connecting Arm. boc® ‘flame’ < *b’ok-so-. There are few issues
formally save that it too requires an invalid root structure. Martirosyan suggests it is a
substrate lexeme with a distribution like that of Lat. faber ~ Arm. darbin ‘craftsman,
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smith’. The invalid root structure indeed suggests a loan.
pampinus ‘shoot or leaf of a vine’

Pre-form:  *pa/Hmp- | Pltal. *pampino-

Comp.: ?

o Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: viticulture

Pokorny (94-5), WH (l1: 243-4), EM (478)
Niedermann (1909: 58-9), Lafon (1934: 42-3), Bertoldi (1942: 172-3), Alessio (1946b:
215), Furnée (1972: 272), EDG (91), Smoczynski (2018: 906), van Sluis (fthc.)

Indo-European did not have *CieC; roots,* so the reconstruction *pa/Hmp- looks non-IE.
Its exact relationships to proposed comparanda are unclear. Pokorny (94-5) compares
Baltic words like Lith. pampti ‘to swell, bulge’, but Smoczynski (2018: 906) explains
this as onomatopoeic. Otherwise pampinus is frequently compared to Gk. dumelog
‘grape vine’ as a loan from a common Mediterranean source (Niedermann 1909: 58-9,
WH 1I: 244, EM 578, Alessio 1946b: 215). EDG (91) notes that there is no reason
beyond a lack of IE explanation to suspect that Gumedog is a substrate word. Bertoldi
(1942: 172-3) instead compares pampinus to several Romance words for ‘raspberry’ like
Rhaeto-Romance dmpua, Tuscan &mpola, lampone, etc. Alessio (1946b: 215) rejects the
comparison on semantic grounds, and van Sluis (fthc.) proposes a better match for the
group: an a-prefix alternation relationship with PCelt. *mab- (cf. W mafon ‘raspberries’).
Note though that Sardinian zampina means ‘wild grapevine’ (Alessio 1946b: 215).
Lafon’s (1934: 42-3) comparison of Abkhaz papaniz’ ‘black grape’ and Georg. babilo
‘tall vine stock (or vine)’ is widely followed (WH I1: 243-4, Furnée 1972: 272, EM 478),
though he admits it is unclear if they are loans or not. Thus it is unclear if Lat. pampinus
has any relatives after all.

tabanus ‘gadfly’

Pre-form:  *ta/Hb’- | Pltal. *tafano-

Comp.: ?

o Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: animal, wild; insect

WH (11: 639), EM (672)

REW (no. 8507, 8601b), Ernout (1946: 41), Ernout (1954: 53), Alessio (1955: 654-5),
Latte (1955: 196-7), Furnée (1972: 200, 231, 388), FEW (XIII[1]: 6), Breyer (1993:
388-90), EDG (303, 534), Weiss (2020: 504)

53 Cf. fn. 44.
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Lat. tabanus ‘gadfly’ has no comparanda. The Romance languages continue tabanus
(e.g. Calabrian tavanu), tabs® (e.g. Rom. tiun, Fr. taon), and *tafanus (e.g. It. tafano,
Prov. tavan)(REW no. 8507). Sp. tabano seems to attest to *tdbanus (Weiss 2020: 504).
Ernout (1946: 41) considers the Etruscan personal names tapane and tagunias to be the
source of the Latin word and thus the explanation for the variant with f. But the forms
with f for Lat. b are easily explained as continuing a Sabellic reflex of the word (cf.
Weiss 2020: 504).5° Breyer (1993: 389) also notes that Etr. ¢ does not equate to Lat. f.
Later, Ernout (1954: 53) takes a more conservative approach, suggesting that both the
Italic and the Etruscan could have been borrowed independently from a substrate or that
Etruscan had borrowed from Italic. Later still, EM (672) merely mention that the form is
found in the Etruscan names.

Alessio (1955: 655) links PRom. *tauna ‘wasp, bee’ (cf. Lyonnais tona, South Fr.
tauna). REW (no. 8601b) writes that the gender and accentuation mean that it cannot be
linked with tabanus, which would make tabanus and PRom. *tauna independent
comparanda with a b ~ w alternation (cf. Furnée 1972: 231). However FEW (XIII[1]: 6)
shows that this is not the case. The forms that reconstruct to *tauna are actually
developments from *tabane (the oblique of tabg) with a secondary accent shift.

The only potential external comparanda are Hesychian forms. They are problematic (cf.
EDG 534). Furnée (1972: 200) links Lat. tabanus with Hsch. 6amta- poia, Kpiiteg “fly,
Cretan’ and Gk. damtng ‘gnat’. The form ddmtng is however from ddmtw ‘to devour,
consume’, and is better translated as ‘eater’ (EDG 303), perhaps referring to a
carnivorous animal or person (Latte 1955: 196). The Hesychius gloss which caused the
confusion, Latte (1955: 196) argues, is itself corrupted. Rather than Odmto- poia, Kpijteg,
it should read Odntpa- pvijpa, Kpfteg ‘monument, Cretan’, with Odmtpo related to
Banto ‘to bury’. Furnée (1972: 388) further links to 6anta the Hesychius gloss Adtta-
pia, IMoivpprvior ‘fly, Polyrrhenian (in Crete)’, with Adtta probably from *Aamta
(though this suggestion is based on comparison with Odnta). Given the problems with
the other forms, the comparison is too risky.

In the end, despite a lack of comparanda, Pltal. *tafano- reconstructs to an invalid *TeD*
root structure, making inherited origin unlikely.

2.2.2 Comparanda in Other Branches
2.2.2.1 Non-inherited Origin is Probable
alnus “alder’

Pre-form: *hzel-s-no- | Pltal. *alsno-

54 Also attested in later Latin.

5 WH (II: 639) however note that it is generally not in the formerly Sabellic areas that the forms with f
occur. Alessio (1955: 655) adds that one of the forms with f is Tuscan tafano. He takes these two facts as
evidence that the f forms are not Oscanisms but rather point to an Etruscan origin. But Umbrian is not
unattested in Tuscany.
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Comparanda: *hzel-is- | PSlav. *olbxa- | Ru. ol’x4 “alder’, etc.
*h,el-is- | PSlav. *eloxa- | SIK. jelcha (dial.) “alder’, etc.
*h,el-(i)s- | PBalt. *(a/)el(i)snio- | Lith. aksnis, efksnis ‘alder’

*hzel-us- | PGm. *aluz- | ON ¢lr, OE alor “alder’
*hzel-is- | PGm. *alis/zo- | OHG elira, MoDu. els ‘alder’
?*h;el-(i)s- | PGm. *elustra- | ON jolstr ‘laurel willow’, etc.

??Macedonian dAla (Hsch.) ‘white poplar’

??*hzel-s-no- | PAlb. *alsno- | Alb. halé ‘black pine’
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, tree

Pokorny (302-4), WH (I: 31), EM (23), DV (34)

Pedersen (1895: 40), Specht (1947: 59), Szemerényi (1960: 227-9), Zinkevicius (1966:
131-5), Friedrich (1970: 70-3), Huld (1981: 304), Corominas & Pascual (1984-91 I:
175), Puhvel (I: 29-30), Magnusson (1989 s.v. jolstur), Schrijver (1991: 40), Andersen
(1996: 130), Demiraj (1997: 193-4), Derksen (2002: 6), Derksen (2007: 370), Kroonen
(2013: 22), Simon (fthc.)

The main difficulties in reconstructing the comparanda are the forms in el- beside al- and
the alternation in suffix vocalism -is- ~ -s-. Unsatisfactory explanations have included
reducing the root to *el-, ol-, ¢I- ‘red, brown’ referring to the color of the wood (WH I:
31, Pokorny 302-4), explaining the alternations as secondary (Szemerényi 1960: 228,
Friedrich 1970: 70-3), and writing the variation off as a phenomenon common with tree
names (EM 23).

An alternating reflex a/e of *e within Baltic (Lith. alksnis, elksnis, dial. aliksnis; Latv.
alksnis, dial. élksnis; the k is secondary) is common due to Rozwadowski’s change
(Andersen 1996: 130, Derksen 2002: 6), but the same alternation cannot be explained
away in Slavic. That the original vocalism of Slavic is *al- (> *ol-, preserved in Ru.
ol’xa) and that the forms in *el- represent contamination from élka ‘spruce’ <
*edl- (Schrijver 1991: 41) cannot explain Slk. dial. jelcha because the West Slavic reflex
of *edl- “spruce’ is jedl-, precluding the contamination (Derksen 2007: 370). The a ~ ¢
alternation thus seems to be original in Slavic, suggesting that it may also be so in Baltic.
The same alternation may also be present in Germanic. Most forms there go back to an
initial *al-. Gothic *alisa might even survive in Spanish aliso (cf. Szemerényi 1960: 227,
Schrijver 1991:40), although the latter has also been interpreted as independent evidence
(Corominas & Pascual 1984-91 1. 175).%® Even without a Gothic form, the West
Germanic languages attest both Verner variants: MDu. else < *alisan- vs. OHG elira
(and erila with metathesis) < *aliza(n) (Kroonen 2103: 22). It is within Old Norse that

56 Go. *alisa should yield Spanish **4lasa or **alésa, not the attested aliso.
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the forms jolstr ‘laurel willow’ (< *elustro-, with unclear -u-) and ilstri ‘willow’ (<
*elistrio-) show initial *el- beside ¢lr ‘alder’ < *aluz-. But because both jolstr and ilstri
are types of willow (Magnusson 1989 s.v. jolstur), not alder, their evidentiary value is
reduced. If related, Schrijver (1991: 41) suggests that their initial vocalism might have
arisen through analogy to the elm word. But in light of the Slavic situation, it may be
original.

For the vocalism of the suffix, the two Verner variants in Germanic along with what
seems to be a secondary vowel in OE alor < *aluz- suggest that this lexeme was early
remodeled into an s-stem,%” meaning that Germanic does not actually offer evidence of
original -is- vocalism of the suffix (Schrijver 1991: 41).% This vocalism is demonstrable
for Balto-Slavic however, where the explanation given for Germanic cannot apply (cf.
Derksen 2007: 370). The Baltic forms of the shape *a/elsnio- can have arisen by late
syncope (Szemerényi 1960: 228) which, despite Schrijver’s (1991: 42) dismissal and
explanation that the Slavic forms with *-is- have innovated an “ancient secondary
ablaut,” does sometimes occur within Lithuanian (Zinkevi¢ius 1966: 131-5). Weak
further evidence of an *-is- suffix is potentially to be found in Hsch. &Mla- 1 Aedkn 1o
dévdpov. Makeddveg ‘white poplar, Macedonian’, but Schrijver correctly points out that
we do not know enough about Macedonian to be able to make any claims.

Lat. alnus offers incontrovertible evidence of a zero-grade of the s-suffix. It can only go
back to *alsno-*° (WH I: 31, DV 34, pace Pedersen 1895: 40, Szemerényi 1960: 228)
because *alisino- > **alernus and *alisno- > **alius. Huld (1981: 304) reconstructs
Alb. halé “black pine’ to the same preform (*Azéls-no-), but its semantics are aberrant
and Demiraj (1997: 193-4) notes that several other reconstructions are possible. In any
case, Latin proves an alternation -is- ~ -s- in the suffix that is not reconcilable from a PIE
perspective. This along with the likely a ~ e alternation within the vocalism of the first
syllable shows we are dealing with a non-Indo-European lexeme. The n-suffix of Lat.
alnus and the nasal element in the Baltic forms as well as the -str- suffix of Olc. jolstr
are potentially pieces of substrate morphology.

Puhvel (I: 29-30) considers the possibility that Hitt. ®Salanza(n)- (c.) ‘a kind of tree’
might rather be related to this group of words than to Gk. i “silver fir’ with which it
is sometimes compared. Hittite would have to have metathesized *alsno- > *alpso- >
*alansa- after which /ns/ > /nts/ is regular and would produce alanza-. Because we have
no indications as to which tree ®alanza(n)- refers, and because the metathesis is not
regular, it cannot compared with any certainty (cf. Simon fthc.).

ascia ‘axe, mason’s trowel’

57 Kroonen (2013: 22) notes that it cannot be ruled out that the word originally inflected as a root noun,
making it either very archaic or a foreign loan.

58 Because the Germanic *-is-/-us- ablaut in s-stems is a reflex of an original *-es-/-0s-/-s- ablaut in PIE
(Schrijver 1991: 41).

59 Or an n-stem formation like *al-en-os (Specht 1947: 59) but this seems highly unlikely in light of all
other comparanda having a suffix containing -s-.
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Pre-form:  *h.esk-ieh:- | Pltal. *askia-
Comp.: *haeg()/ks-ih2-n- | PGK. *aksin- | GK. a&tvn ‘axe’

*hzegres-(ihz-) | PGm. *akwes(i)- | Go. aqizi, ON gx, OHG acchus
‘axe’, etc.

AkK. hassmnu, Aram. hsn, etc. ‘axe’
>> Arm. kac®in ‘axe’

Sum. hazin ‘axe’
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: tool

Pokorny (9), WH (I: 71-2), EM (50), DV (57)

Cuny (1910: 160), Waldman (1972: 117), Ruijgh (1997: 540), Olsen (1999: 955), EDG
(111), Kroonen (2013: 19), Ros6t (2013: 21-3), Braune (2018: 242), Bernabé (2021:
115-16)

Lat. ascia would match the Greek and Germanic comparanda better if it were
metathesized from **aksia, but the cluster -ks- does not regularly metathesize (cf. axis,
texo, etc.). Lat. viscum ‘mistletoe’ against Gk. i€6c “id.” may represent an example where
this has indeed happened (EM 50, DV 57), but the inherited status of the viscum lexeme
cannot be confirmed (s.v. viscum and cf. Cuny 1910: 160). Thus, if this is the only other
case of such a metathesis, it only adds suspicion.

If we accept the explanation of sporadic metathesis, and if this occurred after devoicing,
putative Pltal. **aksia could be the result of *g, *k», *g, or *k. Gk. a&ivn seems to rule
out the possibility of a labiovelar®® because something like *-k»s- should have given y.%!
A labiovelar is however required by Go. agizi < PGm. *akwesi-. This creates a strange
alternation *h.egvesi ~ h.eksi,®? ruling out any connection with PIE *h.ek- ‘sharp’ (pace
WH I: 72). It also makes the sibilant element look like a suffix, albeit one that is not
explainable from an IE point of view (in fact, cf. that of alnus). While the Greek has a
suffix -in- (Pre-Greek according to Ruijgh 1997: 540 fn. 11 and EDG 111), Latin a suffix
*-jeh,-, and Gothic a suffix from PGm. *-i-, OHG ackus inflects as a root noun (Braune
2018: 242).

Given the peculiarities between the comparanda, it is attractive to consider the Semitic
(and Sumerian) forms mentioned by Roso6t (2013: 21-3 with lit.) and several before him.
AkKk. hassmnu (other Semitic forms like Aram. Asn, Syr. hassina, Arab. hasin, and Ge’ez

8 The Mycenaean hapax a-gi-ja-i is likely a misspelling for i-gi-ja-i- ‘chariot [dat.pl.]” (Bernabé 2021:
115-16).

61 Cf. Gk. néyw ‘I will cook” < *pek-s-). That Gk. &ipog ‘type of sword’ is represented as Myc. qi-si-pe-e
with a labiovelar is explained by EDG (1036) as the result of a Pre-Greek consonant alternation.

62 This is Pokorny’s (9) agu(e)si, aksi, the *u of which is based on Zupitza’s (apud Pokorny) suggestion
of *aguési : *agusias.
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hassin ‘axe’ are loans from Akkadian, Waldman 1972: 117) is similar enough to
especially Greek a&vn with its -n- suffix to be compared. While Rosét takes the Greek
to be a probable loan from Semitic, it is not without problems. In loans, Semitic z and 4
usually yield Gk. x while Semitic s yields o (cf. Gk. ypvodg < Phoen. h[u]r[o/i]s). Rosot
proposes a metathesis from hassm- > GK. *oyotv- > a&v. Arm. kactin ‘axe’ looks also
to have something to do with Semitic, in this case without the metathesis. But it is likely
not a direct loan, as Semitic 4/k should not yield Arm. k (Olsen 1999: 955). And to
explain the Latin form, already proposed to be a metathesized form of the Greek word,
would we have to propose two metatheses? Nor can a Semitic origin explain the lack of
the nasal element in the Latin and Germanic forms. In fact, even within Akkadian,
attestations of the word exhibit irregular s ~ z alternation (Waldman 1972: 117), so the
word is probably a loan there as well (cf. Sorgo 2020: 432; EDG 111 suggests an origin
in an Anatolian language). Notable also is the existence of Sum. hazin ‘axe’ of nearly
identical shape.

Thus we are dealing with a word spread through one or more intermediary languages. Its
ultimate origin is uncertain, but it is not Indo-European.

avena ‘oats; stalk, straw’

Pre-form:  *hzeu-e(k(*)/g(*)("))s-n- | Pltal. *awe(C)sna-

Comp.: *hseu-ikls- | PSlav. *ovess | Ru. ovés, Cz. oves, SCr. dvas ‘oats’, efc.
*hzeu-ig’lS- | PEBalt. *(a)viZar- | Lith. aviza, Latv. [nom.pl] auzas
‘oats’

?West Uralic *we/aSné ‘wheat/spelt’

?*kalo/Hb’-a/e/os-on- | PGm. *hab(a)zan- | ON hafri, OHG habaro
‘oats’, etc.

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, domestic

Pokorny (88), WH (I: 81), EM (56), DV (64)

Stromberg (1940: 87, 137), Huld 1990, Schrijver (1991: 46-7), Cooper (2005: 228-9),
Derksen (2007: 384), EDG (32) Kroonen (2013: 197), Aikio (2014: 157), Pronk &
Pronk-Tiethoff (2018: 294-5), Kroonen et al. (2022: 19-20)

Despite clearly related forms in both Baltic and Slavic, no single Balto-Slavic pre-form
can be reconstructed due to the differences in voicing. The Slavic suggests the
reconstruction PBSI. *awis- with a voiceless sibilant whereas the Baltic forms require
PBSI. *awiz- (Derksen 2007: 384). Latin avéna, which is clearly related, has thus
traditionally been reconstructed to Proto-Italic as *aweksna-, since palato-velars, albeit
still with a voicing discrepancy, can theoretically be reconstructed for the Balto-Slavic
pre-forms.
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Even still, the Latin requires e-vocalism against the Balto-Slavic i-vocalism of an
otherwise unknown *-efik/g(")- suffix (cf. DV 64). A plosive need not even be
reconstructed for Italic in the first place, as both *-VKsn- and simply *-Vsn- would
yield -7n-. Huld (1990) mentions that the reconstruction of the shape *awig- was a way
to account for Gk. aiyilmy ‘goat-/oatgrass, kind of oak’, which is unrelated.®® He says
that instead, the Latin, Baltic, and Slavic can be reconciled under some non-IE spirant,
which indeed seems to be the most obvious solution (cf. Kroonen et al. 2022: 19-20).
These three words are of non-IE origin (EM 56, Schrijver 1991: 46-47, Derksen 2007:
384, DV 64).

Latin seems to have added an -n- suffix, which Baltic and Slavic did not. Of course, a
suffix *-nofeh- is a frequently occurring piece of PIE morphology, and perhaps Latin
added it to nativize the foreign word. This possibility is brought into question if the
appurtenance of West Uralic *we3na (Finn. vehn&, Mordvin vis), *wa3nd (Mari wiste)
‘wheat/spelt’ is legitimate (Aikio 2014: 157). Aikio® identifies *we$na as a substrate
word within Uralic, which, like ca. 45% of the substrate words he identifies, contains *3.
The reconstruction of a spirant is strikingly similar to that suggested for
Latino-Balto-Slavic *awe/iS-(na-). The semantic match is not as exact, but is still within
the realm of cultivated cereals. Most problematically, the Saami word is lacking the
initial syllable. For this, OPrus. wyse “oats’ might be comparable, but it lacks the n-suffix
and its form might not be thoroughly trustworthy due to the potential for contamination
with synonymic OPr. wisge, wysge ‘oats’ (Pronk & Pronk-Tiethoff 2018: 294-5). If it is
indeed related, it suggests that the n-suffix found sporadically attached to words of
non-IE origin might not always be of IE pedigree.

Mention must be made of Huld’s (1990: 404) suggestion of adducing the Germanic
words for oat. While Kroonen (2013: 197) reconstructs *habran- as a secondary
development from *hafra- ‘billy-goat’ based on the double meaning of Faroese havur
‘goat; unthreshed grain’, he notes that the Cimbrian doublet habaro/havaro suggests an
original *b. Unless a Verner variant, this prevents a match with the goat word. Huld
alternatively reconstructs PGm. *xavazan-, which we can update to PGm. *haba/ezan- as
if from *ka/o/Hb"-e/a/os-on-. Huld explains the source of the PGm. *h as some fricative
that was preserved due to its late borrowing into Germanic as opposed to Latin, Baltic,
and Slavic. Seeing as Baltic and Slavic seem to have borrowed the word separately, we
can propose a relatively late spread anyways. Its appurtenance would create a b ~ w
alternation akin to but, perhaps problematically, opposite to that between Lat. faba and
PGm. *bauno- (s.v. faba). Thus it is difficult to accept with any certainty.

63 Cooper (2005: 228) summarizes earlier proposals where aiyiroy is from dpry-. Given that aiyiroy is
also a kind of oak, it is possible that this meaning has resulted from a conflation with aiyihog ‘oat-grass’
(Stromberg 1940: 87, 137, followed by EDG 32). On the other hand, Strémberg’s derivation of oiytlog
from ai§ ‘goat’ may as well be folk etymological. The Greek word is simply too uncertain to compare.

64 “The Layers of Substrate Vocabulary in Western Uralic”, talk at the workshop Sub-Indo-European
Europe: Problems, Methods and Evidence. August 30-31, 2021. Leiden University.
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baculum “stick, staff’

Pre-form:  *ba/Hk-tlo- / *ba/Hk-elo- | Pltal. *bake/olo-

Comp.: *ba/HK-el-o- | PRom. *bakkillo- | Prov. bacéu ‘washing staff’, etc.
*ba/hk-tro- | PGk. *baktro- | Gk. Baxtpov ‘stick, cudgel’
*ba/o/Hk-i6- / *balo/Hgio- | PGm. *pagjo- | Engl. peg, etc.
*ba/HK-0- | PCelt. *bakko- | Olr. bacc ‘crook, angle, bend’, etc.

m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics

Semantics: tool

Pokorny (93), WH (I: 92), EM (64), DV (67)

Niedermann (1930: 5), FEW (I: 201), Thurneysen (1946: 92-3), Frisk (1960-72 I: 211),
Lihr (1985: 283), Schrijver (1991: 100, 105), Matasovi¢ (2009: 52), EDG (194),
Kroonen (2013: 395), Stifter (2023: 32)

The root in question here is immediately remarkable due to its comprising the two rarest
phonemes *a and *b, for which reason, along with the root’s limited distribution,
Schrijver (1991: 100, 105) is more convinced of a non-IE origin than a need to
reconstruct a root shape like *bHk- for Latin. There is, however, a more convincing
argument for a non-IE origin in the inexplicable geminate of some forms.

Gk. PBaktnpio beside Paktpov suggests that the former is an abstract formation from
*Baxtnp with the latter being a by-form of the same, as is the case with dpotp beside
apotpov (Frisk 1960-72 1. 211, EDG 194). Thus the Greek forms reconstruct to an
original *bak-tro-. Latin baculum superficially looks like it could be a diminutive
*bak-elo-, but in light of the semantics and the Greek form, it is more likely the reflex of
the instrument noun suffix -tlo- (Niedermann 1930: 5, EM 64). In both cases, these
productive formations need not be inherited as archaisms from PIE. In fact, since they
are two different agentive suffixes, it is at best a common innovation. Schrijver (1991:
100) however uses the diminutive formation to reconstruct *bak-(k)elo- for baculum
because there is evidence of a geminate in some Latin and Romance forms. All extant
Romance reflexes of the diminutive bacillum go back to *baccillum with a geminate
(FEW I: 201) and Lat. imbecillus ‘weak, feeble’, if literally ‘without a staff’, could
suggest the stem was *bac- and that the geminate forms within Romance originated by
the littera rule. Given the rarity of a situation like this, it is impossible to know if a littera
rule derived pre-form like *bakk-elo- would yield Lat. baculum, but it seems like an
extra assumption based on an already not fully secure etymology of imbecillus. At face
value, Latin and the Romance forms show an alternation *bak- ~ *bakk-. Celtic
comparanda like Olr. bacc ‘bill-hook, angle, bend” and OW bach ‘hook, peg’ securely
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attest to a geminate in that they reconstruct to PCelt.. *bakko- (Matasovi¢ 2009: 52).%°

The Germanic forms in *pag- are traditionally considered Verner variants of *bak- (cf.
Kroonen 2013: 395), but could theoretically reconstruct to PIE *g” as well. In any case,
they securely rule out a geminate. Thus, along with the Greek forms, Germanic proves
that an alternation *bak ~ *bakk must be reconstructed for this root, which, in addition to
its remarkable phonetics, points to a non-1E root (Schrijver 1991: 100, DV 67, Kroonen
2013: 395, Stifter 2023: 32).

baiulus ‘porter, carrier’
Pre-form:  *ba/Hg- | Pltal. *bagjelo-

Comp.: *ba/o/Hg-n6- / *bal/o/HK- | PGm. *pakka- | ME packe, etc. ‘bundle,
pack’
*ba/o/HG"- | PGm. *bagg- | ON baggi ‘pack, bundle’

*bra/hzk- | PGK. *ptakel(l)o- | Gk. @dxehog, pareilog ‘bundle’
?*balhzsk- | PGK. *p’askolo- | GK. pdokmlog ‘leather pouch, satchel’,
etc.

*b(Na/HK- / *b("a/Hsk- | PCelt. *bakki- / *baski- | W beich ‘load,
weight, burden’, etc.

m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: tool

Pokorny (111), WH (I: 93-4, 459-60), EM (64, 218), DV (68, 203)

Osthoff (1893: 322), Solmsen (1904: 22-6), Bertoni (1910: 25-6), REW (no. 880),
Hubschmid (1955: 91-7), Corominas & Pascual (1984-91 I: 453-5), Furnée (1972: 173,
295-301), Schrijver (1991: 100, 102-3), Demiraj (1997: 93-4), Matasovi¢ (2009: 58),
Kroonen (2013: 396), EDG (1547), Sorgo (2020: 459), GPC (s.v. baich)

Osthoff (1893: 322) originally compared Lat. baiulus to Gk. Baotalw ‘to lift up’,
Baotaypa ‘load’, with the Latin from *bad-io- and the Greek from *bad-to-. But several
Romance forms make a pre-form with *g much more likely (Solmsen 1904: 22-6,
Bertoni 1910: 25-6, Schrijver 1991: 100, DV 68, Kroonen 2013: 396). While Span. baga
‘flax seed capsule’ is often mentioned, it is likely from Lat. baca ‘berry’ (Corominas &
Pascual 1984-91 I: 453-4). However Aragonese baga in the sense ‘rope with which loads
are tied’ belongs to a group of words including Prov. baga, Venetian, Lombardian,
Emilian baga, and Friulian bage ‘bundle, bag, purse’ (REW no. 880, Hubschmid 1955:
91-7 lists many more), which can easily be connected to Lat. baiulus.®® Its *b and

8 Lihr (1985: 283 with lit.) suggests that PCelt. *bakko- could be from earlier *bak-no-, basically a
Celtic Kluge’s Law. But several cases must be reconstructed for Proto-Celtic that do not undergo Kluge’s
law, such that it likely cannot explain Celtic geminates (Thurneysen 1946: 92-3).

56 This makes the first syllable of baiulus heavy, such that the actual length of the a is indeterminate (cf.
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a-vocalism make it unlikely to be inherited.

Two Germanic forms can be compared to baiulus. PGm. *pakka- ‘bundle, pack’ (ME
packe, MDu. pac, etc.) can be mechanically reconstructed to *bagg- with a (non-IE)
voiced geminate. Its geminate can however also be explained via Kluge’s Law <
*bag-né-. The voiced geminate in ON baggi is not the classic outcome of Kluge’s Law,
but sometimes occurs as the result of contamination (Kroonen 2011: 124). Otherwise, it
points to a reconstruction with a geminate voiced aspirate. The initial consonant
alternation between the two Germanic forms has no explanation, pointing to the
reconstruction of QPIE *b”~ b (and perhaps *g* ~ g) alternations.

Further comparanda are difficult to navigate. Kroonen (2013: 392) further compares Gk.
@axelog ‘bundle’ < *b’ak-, whose variant @dxeAlog has geminate A (EDG 1547), with
an I-suffix reminiscent of baiulus. But these forms are difficult to separate from several
other Greek words, also referring to bundles, but with an additional sibilant, including
Gk. pdoxwrog ‘leather pouch, satchel’, Hsch. Baokior deopoi epdyovov ‘bundles of
firewood’, and Hsch. Baokevtai- goaokideg. dykdaiar ‘bundles’. This leads Furnée (1972:
173) to compare this *b(%)ak-/*b(*)ask- group to Lat. fascis ‘bundle’. Several Celtic
forms like W beich ‘load, weight, burden’ can be either from *bakki- (similar to the
Germanic) or *baski- (more similar to fascis)(WH I: 94, Matasovi¢ 2009: 58, Kroonen
2013: 396, GPC s.v. baich).6” Neither Schrijver (1991: 102-3) nor DV (203) is convinced
that Lat. fascis is anything more than an Italo-Celticism,% nor does EDG (1547) mention
fascis under his entry on the Greek forms.

The Romance forms have long been suspected of being loans from another IE language.
For the latter, the REW (no. 880) has somehow suggested Dalmatian origin,%® while DV
(68) suggests they are either borrowings from Germanic (asserted also by Corominas and
Pascual 1984-91 I: 454-5) or Celtic. In fact, he suggests that Lat. baiulus itself could be
from Celtic. If baiulus is a more recent borrowing, then fascis may represent the
independent Latin reflex of the substrate bundle word. The semantic match is quite good,
and the vacillating presence of a sibilant has parallels in other potential substrate
vocabulary (cf. Furnée 1972: 295-301 in Greek, Sorgo 2020: 459 on PGm. *aik- vs. Lat.
aesculus ‘oak’ and further the entries on barba and turdus). But even in taking the
strictest approach—separating Lat. fascis and W beich, and having Lat. baiulus be a

similarly *mag-ias > mai(i)or, *hz(e)g-ioh- > ai(i)o, Weiss (2020: 172)). But there seems to be no reason
to assume it was long (though it is given as baiulus by LS and DV 68).

67 Matasovi¢ (2009: 58) writes that Olr. basc ‘necklace’, often taken from the same pre-form, is scarcely
attested. More importantly, its semantics seem too far removed to compare it with certainty.

% Though Demiraj (1997: 93-4) and Matasovi¢ (2009: 59) further adduce semantically distant Alb.
bashké ‘fleece’. (Its homonym béashké ‘together, common’ is argued by Demiraj to be the same word,
with a shift in meaning that has come about in the context of shepherding.)

8 Hubschmid (1955: 91-7) takes this much further, claiming an Altaic/Turkic origin on comparison with
several words including Old Turkish bag ‘Warenbiindel; Strick, Fessel” and numerous modern Turkic
languages with the same form and meaning.
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more recent borrowing—does not account for the phonological alternations present
between the other comparanda of baiulus. It remains a member of a group of words
whose morphophonological alternations make them difficult to explain from an inherited
perspective.

ballaena ‘whale’

Pre-form:  *ba/HI-d/n/s/u-° | Pltal. *ballAEna-

Comp.: *bra/HI-i- | PGK. *p’allaina- | GK. eéikoivo. “‘whale’
m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: animal, wild; aquatic

Pokorny (120-2), WH (1: 94-5), EM (65), DV (68)
Briich (1919a: 198-9), Kretschmer (1923b: 280-1), Frisk (1960-72 Il: 987), Leumann
(1977 1: 158-9), Biville (I: 178-81), EDG (1549)

The ultimate source of Lat. ballaena is Gk. dAawva ‘whale’, generally recognized to be
an -owvo, derivative of paAAdg “‘penis’ (Kretschmer 1923b: 280-1, Briich 1919: 199, Frisk
1960-72 11: 987, EDG 1549), with the latter analyzable as either native (< *b%el- ‘to
swell” cf. Frisk 1960-72 Il: 987) or Pre-Greek (because of evidence of a A ~ A\
alternation cf. EDG 1549). In any case, it was borrowed into Latin late enough for
non-initial -ae- < -a1- to have missed the vowel weakening and monophthongization
to -i- (DV 68). As a reflex of loaned Greek ¢, we expect Lat. p (especially in early loans)
or ph (in later and learned loans).”* Before the imperial period, we have two examples of
Lat. b for Gk. ¢: ballaena < edAiowva and Bruges < ®poyeg (Biville 1: 178-82). Given
the geographic positioning of Italy and Greece, the suspicion has fallen, not without
reason, on the languages of southern Italy.”> Briich (1919a: 199) saw Proto-Greek
*phallaina entering Illyrian where *bh > b” as the cause for the Latin consonantism
while Kretschmer (1923b: 280-1) preferred Messapic directly. What can be said with
certainty is that a third language has mediated the transmission of the Greek word into
Latin.

burrus ‘red, reddish-brown’

Pre-form:  *bur-so- | Pltal. *burso-

70 Several other clusters can produce Il in Latin, but as Greek also has a geminate and there are further
irregularities between the forms, it would be artificial to provide all possible pre-forms as though the
word were inherited.

L L eumann (1977 I: 159) is incorrect in proposing that ballaena could be directly from @dAlawva; his
reasoning is that Gk. = sometimes yields Lat. b in loans. Despite the ancient grammarians using this exact
argument, Lat. b for Gk. « is also irregular.

2 The explanation for Bruges, as it is a para-Balkan ethnonym, is more complex. It could be due to other
languages that likely had the b < *bh change that include Macedonian, Thracian, and Phrygian itself.

3 cf. Messapic berad = Lat. ferat (Biville I: 180).
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Comp.: *phaur-s-uo-? | PGK. *purswo- | Gk. moppdg ‘blazing red, tawny’
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: color

WH (1: 124), EM (78-9)

Cuny (1910: 160), Kretschmer (1928: 166), Schulze (1933: 115-16), REW (nos. 1117,
1410, 1416), Kahane & Kahane (1960: 138-142), Furnée (1972: 157), Biville (I: 237-8),
EDG (1264)

The same correspondence is found between the proper names Lat. Burrus and Gk.
IToppoc. But here the discussion is of the adjectives for ‘red’. The adjective is attested
only in glosses, lexicographers, and in Paulus ex Festo, who tells us it is an old word for
rufus ‘red’. But as Biville (I: 237-8) notes, it must have been in widespread use as it has
many Romance descendants (from birrus, REW no. 1117; burrus, REW no. 1416; and
barius, REW no. 1410). The correspondence between Lat. b and GKk. p, like in buxus
(s.v.) is irregular, leading Biville (I: 238) to conclude that it attests to a borrowing from
Greek through an unknown language™ (cf. also EM 79) or that it occurred within the
Greek of Southern Italy. There does not seem to be any evidence of the latter.

Biville along with e.g. WH (II: 124) and EM (78-9) are certain that the Latin word,
directly or not, was borrowed from Greek. The geminate in muppog is likely though a
pre-form *purswo- (Schulze 1933: 115-16, EDG 1264), which seems to contain the color
adjective suffix *-yo- (esp. if the Corinthian horse name ITvprog is related). It has been
suggested to derive from Gk. ndp “fire’ (already called a pis-aller by Cuny 1910: 160) or
to be related to Lith. purvas “dirt, mud’ (Schulze 1933: 115-16). Furnée (1972: 157)
proposes that moppodc ‘red’, mopoog “torch, firebrand’, and burrus descend from a pre-1E
color term, perhaps for horses (cf. Lat. baricus ‘small horse’, though EM 78 give this
another etymology), coincidentally similar to =ndp ‘fire’ and thus later folk
etymologically connected to it. In the end, Tuppdg seems to have a pedigree in Greek. Its
presence in Latin as burrus shows it arrived there via an intermediary language.

buxus ‘box-tree’

Pre-form:  *buk(*)/g(*)("-so- | Pltal. bukso-

Comp.: *puk-so- | PGk. *pukso- | Gk. mH&og ‘box-tree’

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics

Semantics: plant, tree

74 Kretschmer (1928: 166) proposed Etruscan, especially based on the Hesychius gloss Buppdc: kévBapog
oo Tuppnvav. But 1) the the semantics do not match, 2) the use of words meaning ‘Etruscan’ by
Hesychius and Pseudo-Dioscorides often simply refers to Italy and not the Etruscans themselves (cf.
Breyer 1993: 133), and 3) it is generally only intervocalically that the consonants of Etruscan names were
perceived by Latin-speakers to be voiced (cf. s.v. taeda). Thus we can rule out Etruscan intermediation.
Kahane and Kahane (1960: 138) simply explain it as ‘rustic’, but this does not feel like an explanation.
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WH (I: 125), EM (79)
Cuny (1910: 160), Boisacq (1911-2: 58-9), Fohalle (1925: 171), Furnée (1972: 157),
Biville (I: 240), Breyer (1993: 180), EDG (1259)

The mismatch in voicing between Lat. buxus and Gk. md&og ‘box-tree’ is not normal in
loans between the two languages (Cuny 1910: 160). Boisacq (1911-2: 58-9) and EM (79)
take them to be from a language of Asia Minor (Boisacq specifically names
Thraco-Phrygian). EDG (1259) is unconvinced by all attempts to feed an Indo-European
root through another IE language to arrive at the attested forms (like *puk-s-o- to
*peuk-s- “fir tree’). Nor is it likely that Etruscan intermediation could produce voicing in
this position as a loan from Greek (Breyer 1993: 180). WH (I: 125), Furnée (1972: 157)
and EDG (1259) assert that the box-tree is native to Italy, not Greece or Asia Minor, so
the Greek form would have to be a borrowing from Latin (perhaps with devoicing
through Etruscan). Biville (I: 240) instead follows the argumentation that this word
represents a loan into both Latin and Greek from a third language in the Mediterranean
(cf. also Fohalle 1925: 171).®

caballus “horse, esp. a nag or workhorse’

SKretschmer (1928: 166-7) preferred to take cases like these as loans from Greek, but it seems that the
only alternative that he considered was the one presented by Fohalle (1925), namely that both Latin and
Greek had borrowed from a third language. “Gegen [diese] Mdoglichkeit,” he wrote, “besteht das
Bedenken, daf die voridg. Urbevolkerung der Appenninhalbinsel fiir uns viel weniger greifbar ist als die
der Balkaninsel, daf die Beriihrungen der Rémer und anderer idg. Stdimme ltaliens mit ihr in sehr alte
Zeiten zuriickgehen miissen und wir nicht wissen, ob Worter wie gobius cobius, conger so alt im
Lateinischen sind.” His apprehension and tendency toward rejection seems thus to have been based on
uncertainty about the past. But another option exists, like for ballaena and burrus above—namely that a
third language was responsible for transmitting many of these words from Greek to Latin. Biville (I: 245)
for example mentions several nautical terms that have been argued to have entered Latin indirectly from
Greek (gubernare [s.v.], ancora ‘anchor’ < Gk. &ykopa ‘id.”, anquina ‘halyard’ < Gk. dayxoivn ‘bent
arm’?, aplustre ‘ornamented ship stern’ < Gk. Goiactov ‘ship’s poop’, struppus ‘band, strap” < Gk.
otpdeoc ‘twisted band or chord’, supparus [s.v.]). Even so, there are several examples mentioned by
Fohalle that | do not include because their analysis is difficult. Lat. gobio and gabius ‘goby, gudgeon’
occur beside forms in c-, from Gk. xopiog ‘gudgeon’. Biville (I: 244) considers the voiceless variants
learned Hellenisms, but they appear in some Italian dialects. The REW (no. 3815) says they are Southern
Italian and show the k- of Greek, which would rule out a Greek dialect of Southern Italy being
responsible for the voicing. This is suspicious, but even EDG (812) considers the Latin loaned from
Greek. The idea seems to be that the voicing is somehow secondary. It sounds ad hoc, but Gk. kopput
‘gum’ appears first in Latin as cummi and later as gummi. EDG (744) does not believe that independent
borrowings from Egyptian (the source of the Greek) would yield such similar forms, while Biville (I: 257)
simply stresses that the form with g- is later (suggesting that it developed in Italy post-borrowing). From
Gk. xaumn ‘bend’, gamba ‘horse ankle (pastern)’ seems to have been borrowed in a veterinary context,
but it appears late (4™ c.) and appears besides camba. Thus when both variants are in circulation, which
mysteriously seems only to be the case for velars, it is difficult to reach a conclusion. Lat. amurca ‘the
watery part that flows out of pressing olives’ seems to be a borrowing of Gk. auopyn ‘watery part which
runs out when olives are pressed’ (itself a derivation of auépyo ‘to pluck, squeeze out’) with the
devoicing and vowel change suspected to be due to Etruscan (cf. Biville I: 233-4), but no such Etruscan
word is attested and the variant amurga is also attested and preserved in Romance. It is difficult to decide
in favor of 1) a situation involving multiple borrowings but only affecting words with a variation in a
velar or 2) a Latin-internal situation that only seems to have affected these few words.
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Pre-form:  *ka/Hb(%)- | Pltal. *kab/fallo-
??7*ka/Hb(%)-on- | Pltal. *kab/fon- | Lat. cabo ‘nag’

Comp.: *ka/Hb- | PGK. *kaballa- | Gk. xapdaiing ‘workhorse, nag’
*ka/ob’- | PSlav. *ka/ob- | OCS, Ru. kobyla, Pol. kobyfa, etc. ‘mare’
*ka/HP- | PCelt. *kappe/ilos | Olr. capall ‘horse’, W ceffyl, etc. ‘horse’

*kab(#/p- | Plr. *kab/parda- | MoP kawal ‘second class horse of mixed
blood’

m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: animal, domestic; equestrian

WH (1: 125), EM (80), DV (77)

Boisacq (1916: 388-9), Maass (1925: 469), Tafrali (1925: 259), Kretschmer (1928:
191-2), Kretschmer (1932a: 247-8), van Windekens (1959), Schmidt (1966: 161), Bailey
(1979: 52), Emmerick (1981: 185), Huld (1990: 403), Schrijver (1991: 425-35), Breyer
(1993: 509), Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (1995 II: 474), Watmough (1997: 54-5), Polomé
(1998: 673), Delamarre (2003: 69), Simon (2005: 405-16), Derksen (2007: 231),
Schwarz (2008), EDG (611), Weiss (2020: 130)

The shape of Lat. caballus is strange enough that it is unanimously considered a loan, but
its age is difficult to securely determine. While it looks to have entered Latin after the 4™
¢. BCE vowel weakening that would have produced **cabellus (Simon 2005: 411), the
absence of weakening could be the result of the alacer rule (on the rule, cf. Weiss 2020:
128). Thus it could have entered Latin much earlier, but in either case, the second vowel
was a when it did so. Both its proximal and ultimate sources and therefore its
relationship to Lat. cabo are a matter of debate. Caballus cannot be regularly derived
from cabo (pace Polomé 1998: 673 as anything like *kab-on-elo- should have resulted
in -ullus, cf. Weiss 2020 301, fn. 88). Nor do there seem to be good parallels for the
n-stem cabo to be a shortening of caballus (Nehring 1949: 166, Simon 2005: 407 pace
e.g. Maass 1925: 469).

Gk. xoféring [masc.] is nearly identical, and the 3™ c. BCE attestation of xofdAAetov
(Tafrali 1925: 259) shows that the lexeme is old in Greek. With caballus first attested in
Lucilius (2" c. BCE), it is not the age of the forms that rules out a borrowing from Greek
(cf. DV 77) as much as the unexplained difference in endings.”® Several (Maass 1925:
469, heartily followed by Kretschmer 1928: 191 and Kretschmer 1932a: 247-8, WH I:
125-6, EM 80, EDG 611) have suggested a Wanderwort with its origins in the name of
some horse-breeding ethnic group (on comparison with names for types of horse such as

6 VVan Windekens (1959: 80) suggests that a borrowing from Greek to Latin cannot be ruled out, but
nevertheless prefers an ultimate origin of the forms from PIE *g’ab’(0)l- ‘forked’ via Pelasgian. We can
rule out the latter suggestion on semantic grounds.
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Ger. Gaul, Wallach, and Fr. hongre). Maass and Kretschmer preferred a source in Asia
Minor due to e.g. Herodotus’ mention of the KafnAéeg in Anatolia, but Nehring (1949:
165) and Simon (2005: 407) reject this as too speculative. Nehring still argues for a
proximal Anatolian origin, but on the basis of ethnic names there that vacillate
between -oAog and -wv. He suggests that caballus and cabo are of Etruscan origin, with
the latter representing the tendency of Latin to borrow Etruscan nouns in -u with Lat. -an
(cf. further Breyer 1993: 509, Watmough 1997: 54-5). There is no further evidence that
could make this any more than a guess.

Nehring (1949: 168-70) noted Persian (MoP kawal) and Turkic (11" c. kevel in kevel at
‘well-bred, swift horse”) words to suggest an ultimate origin in Central Asia. Others have
placed more emphasis on the Slavic words.”” Boisacq (1916: 388-9) interpreted them as
pointing to a Northeastern European origin of the words. Huld (1990: 403) suggested a
North Balkan substrate origin, linking Lat. caba, OCS kogs “stallion’, and Lith. kuméle
‘mare’ via m ~ b and vocalic alternations. Simon (2005: 408) rejects the connection on
the grounds of having only initial k in common, and | am likewise weary of putting so
much variation under the same roof.”® Simon (2005) proposes an lranian origin of
caballus and an ultimately PIE origin of the root, but in the end, MoP kawal is probably
a recent loan.”® Another possibility sometimes mentioned is that caballus entered Latin
from Gaulish (Schmidt 1966: 161, Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1995 II: 474, EM 80) where
it occurs in personal names and toponyms (Delamarre 2003: 96). But Insular Celtic
forms (Olr. capall, W ceffyl, etc.) reconstruct to *kappe/ilo- (not *cappallus, pace
Delamarre 2003: 96, as the Olr. dat.pl. caiplib and acc.pl. caipliu show; nor does the
geminate Il of the Old Irish form need to be original, p.c. David Stifter). The Insular

7 Kretschmer (1928: 192) used Hsch. xdfniog, kAnpog: dmeckolvppévog 1O aidoiov. oi 8¢ dvog,
suggesting its use in referring to castrated donkeys, to propose that OCS kobyla is a labialized borrowing
of a later Greek pronunciation /kabilos/. But EDG (611) correctly warns that we cannot be certain of the
Hesychian forms’ appurtenance.

8 Derksen (2007: 231) suggests an “either/or” scenario in which OCS kozs “stallion’ could be related to
cabo if it goes back to *kab-n-io- with a non-glottalic (i.e. foreign) *b (though technically *b* would
work for both as well) or it derives from *kom-n» and instead belongs with ORu. komons, Cz. komori
‘horse’, and perhaps Lith. kuméle ‘mare’.

70 Simon (2005) adduces Khot. kaba ‘horse’ as a dialectal development from expected **kava- < Plr.
*kaba-, but PIr. *kapa- would work just as well (Emmerick 1981: 185 for Khotanese, for MoP cf. nawa
‘grandson’ < *napat-) and does not require the reconstruction of an invalid root structure *keb” or
*keb- with rare *b. Nor is the meaning of kaba even certain (Bailey 1979: 52). In any case, the vocalism
of the Iranian forms has to have been *a (*e would have palatalized and *o would have undergone
Brugmannian lengthening), which is suspicious. Without kab4, the only forms that do not have an I-suffix
are 1) Lat. cabo (whose development from *keb-on- relies on Schrijver’s [1991: 425-35] proposal of *e >
a after a plain velar), attested only in Late Latin glosses and without continuants in Romance, and 2)
Finnish hepo ‘steed, stallion’ if it represents a loan from an otherwise unattested PGm. *hepa-. As to the
forms with the I-suffix, Simon explains the geminate of Latin and Greek as independent suffixations of a
PIr. *kabala-, but it is already highly unlikely (though not completely impossible, cf. Schwartz 2008) that
the | of MoP kawal is inherited from Proto-lIranian; thus the PIr. reconstruction here with *rd. Simon
further relies on two other independent suffixations with |, one in which Turk. kevel is the addition of the
Turkic denominative suffix -(V)l to borrowed Khot. kabd, and another one to get OCS kobyla <
*kob-an- + -la.
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Celtic forms therefore look quite old, and are on phonological grounds not loans from
Latin. The lexeme’s presence in the Celtic languages could possibly explain its wide
distribution, but in fact the Gaulish forms look more likely to be loans from Latin than
vice versa.

In the end, all secure comparanda attest to a Wanderwort of the general shape *kabal- of
unknown origin, though it looks older in the West (Proto-Insular-Celtic) and younger in
the East (MoP kawal). It is more likely that the | was originally present than that the
individual borrowing languages all added their own I-suffix. Thus any direct connection
with cabo is difficult to confirm.®® If related, its late attestation in glosses and absence
from the Romance languages means that it does not need to have been borrowed at the
same time or from the same source as caballus.

calix “vessel for food or drink’
Pre-form:  *k/H-ik-, *ka/HI-ik- | Pltal. *kalik-

Comp.: ?*sk/H-ik- | Pltal. *skalik- | U skalceta [abl.sg. + postpos. -ta], etc.
‘sacrificial vessel’

*kul-ik- | PGk. *kulik- | Gk. w0\ “(drinking) cup’

2*k(*)al(H)-ek- | PlIr. *kalas- | Skt. kalasa- ‘pot, jug, bow!’
m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: vessel

Pokorny (440-1), WH (1: 138-9), EM (87), DV (83)
KEWA (I: 179, 181), Frisk (1960-72 II: 47), EWAia (I: 321), Furnée (1972: 132),
Schrijver (1991: 207), Giacomelli (1994: 36-7, 40), Untermann (2000: 683-4), EDG
(628, 800), Beekes (2014: 67), van Beek (2022: 23)

WH (I: 138-9) and EM (87) connect Lat. calix and Gk. xdM& via a zero-grade formation
of a root *(s)kel- “to split’. Schrijver (1991: 207), followed by DV (83), proposes that
*k»/H-ik- can regularly yield koA& via u-coloring of the vowel that arises to the left of */
(cf. yovn}), and the form with s-mobile preserved in Umbrian caused the change *sk*- >
*sk- whereupon the delabialized velar was spread to the s-less forms in Latin. But given
Latin words like squama *(fish)scale’, it is clear that *s does not delabialize *k» in Italic.
Furthermore, *k*/H-V- in Greek ought to give *noA-V- (cf. Bopvog ‘heavy’ < *g*rH-u-,
van Beek 2022: 23). Instead, the a ~ u alternation between xOME and calix seems to be

80 An ultimate connection between the two via something like an original *kabVn- ~ *kabanlo-, despite
seeming attractive since *nl > Il in Latin and Greek (and Old Irish if the Il of capall is original), is made
unlikely by the fact that in Slavic, the addition of the I-suffix would have to be secondary (after the
change *-on# > *-i7). At best, the change *nl > Il might be typologically frequent and the assimilation
could have occurred already in the donor language. At worst, cabg, which occurs in glosses also as
cabanus, and whose meanings include caballus grandis/magnus, really is a late clipping of caballus with
the -on(e) augmentative suffix.
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original, indicating a loan (cf. EDG [628, 800], though his position on the appurtenance
is unclear; further Frisk 1960-72 II: 47, Schrijver 1991: 207, DV 83).8! Furnée (1972:
132) took Gk. xvliyyvn® ‘small cup’ to attest to a *k ~ *k* alternation, but it instead
probably attests to the n-suffix that seems to trigger aspiration (cf. Beekes 2014: 67, s.v.
laurus).3® Also compared is Skt. kalasa- ‘pot, jug, bowl” (WH I: 138-0, KEWA 1I: 179,
EWAia I: 321, EM 87%, Untermann 2000: 684), though DV (83) follows Schrijver
(1991: 207) in being more skeptical. However, given the absence of palatalization or
Brugmann’s Law, the Sanskrit as well as the Italic words reconstruct to original
a-vocalism.

Gk. kéAvg ‘seed-vessel, husk’ has the same vocalism of Latin, but is semantically more
distant. Hsch. oxd\ov: kvAikov pkpdv ‘small cup’ is formally and semantically similar
to the Umbrian form, but this may be coincidental. Finally, Furnée (1972: 132) compares
semantically similar Hsch. xiMu& otaupvog ‘jar’, but this introduces several more
irregularities.

In the end, Lat. calix and Gk. k0ME attest to an irregular a ~ u alternation. This points to
a loanword. If U skalgeta represents the same lexeme, its initial s is not the IE s mobile.
The appurtenance of Skt. kalasa- is semantically and formally possible, but any
archeo-linguistic reality for such a borrowing scenario has yet to be identified (similarly,
s.v. carbasus).

calpar, -aris ‘vessel, cask, pitcher’

Pre-form:  *ka/HIp-ehzr- | Pltal. *kalpar-

Comp.: *ka/hzlp-id- | PGK. *kalpid- | Gk. kdAmic, -180¢ ‘jug, urn’
*ka/h.ip-ehz- | PGK. *kalpa- | GK. kA ‘pitcher’

*kelp-ur-n- | PCelt. *kelpurno- | Olr. cilorn “pitcher, vessel’, W celwrn
‘pail, pitcher, vessel’, Bret. kelorn ‘tub’

?Assyrian (Akk.) karpu, karpatu ‘vase, pot’
m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics

Semantics: vessel

81 Giacomelli (1994: 36-7, 40) proposes that the vocalic alternation is the result of lower register variation
in a population with widespread Greek-Latin diglossia, but this idea has been criticized by e.g. Ruijgh
(1986).

82 Latin borrows this as culigna ‘drinking vessel’ (Biville I: 183). All the changes are expected in an early
loan (with Latin borrowing y as ¢ and then voicing it to g before n), such that there is no need to propose
an Etruscan intermediary (cf. Breyer 1993: 156-7, who does not rule it out).

85 The variant kvlickn has a sigmatic element that is difficult to explain.

8 EM (87) also compare Skt. kalika- ‘bud’, but KEWA (I: 181) takes it as either a by-form of
kalasa- with a -ka- suffix or, since it is first found in classical literature, a derivation from kald- ‘small
part, a sixteenth part” and thus not at all related to the family.
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Pokorny (555), WH (I: 142), EM (88)

Scheftelowitz (1904: 149), Ernout (1946: 49), Holmes (1947), CAD (K: 219, 221),
Untermann (2000: 374), EDG (627), Weiss (2020: 168), van Sluis (fthc.)

Lat. calpar does not occur outside of glosses and the grammarians (EM 88), which
makes it difficult to ascertain whether it was actually in currency in Latin. WH (I: 142)
suggest that it represents *calp-ali-, an -alis derivative of a form loaned from Gk. xéAnn
(EDG 627). The suffix -alis does indeed normally dissimilate to -aris when attached to
roots with | (Weiss 2020: 168). EM (88) alternatively suggest that it came through
Oscan, which has -ari- derivatives of this shape (cf. casnar “old man’, Untermann 2000:
374). Following Ernout (1946: 49), EM (88) consider the possibility that it has been
transmitted via Etruscan with the plural ending -ar, though WH (I: 142) consider it
unlikely.

The Etruscan connection is potentially bolstered by the Celtic evidence, with the
formation *kelpurno-. The suffix -erna appears in many Etruscan and Etrusco-Latin
personal names (Niedermann 1916: 152), and though there are many native sources of a
suffix *-erno- in Latin (Holmes 1947), several Latin words in -erna/us are without
secure etymology. Similar cases include Lat. cisterna ‘cistern’ with an -erna element
attached from Gk. kiotn ‘vessel’ and Lat. lanterna ‘lantern” with a -na element attached
from Gk. hapmtrp ‘lantern’; in both cases the element is attached for no discernable
native Latin reason. Here we see Gk. xdAmn which ends up in Proto-Celtic with what
looks like an -urno- suffix, pointing to Etruscan mediation into Celtic (cf. van Sluis
fthc.). The Latin form exists somewhere along the Wanderwort chain.

Nor are the Greek forms, themselves lacking secure etymology (EDG 627), necessarily
the originals. Also compared with varying degrees of security (beginning with
Scheftelowitz 1904: 149) are Assyrian karpu and karpatu ‘pot, earthenware container’
(CAD K: 219, 221). The parallel to the two Greek forms, one with and one without a
dental element, is striking. This would make for a Wanderwort with its origins far to the
East. Even if only Latin, Greek, and Celtic are compared, the e ~ a alternation attested
cannot be accounted for in an inherited way.

cant(h)erius ‘castrated horse; donkey’

Pre-form:  *ka/Hnt-eHr- | Pltal. *kanterio-

Comp.: *g’/k(a)nd’-eHI- | PGk. *kant’el- | Gk. kavOnitog ‘pack ass’
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: animal, domestic

WH (I: 155), EM (94)
Boisacq (1916: 406 fn. 2), Nehring (1949: 166), Deroy (1956a: 190-1), Furnée (1972:
130, 290), EDG (635)
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Lat. cantherius would very obviously be a direct borrowing from Gk. xavOnitog,
reflecting the theta in spelling as well as the vowel length, but it has an r-suffix rather
than an I-suffix. No Greek forms have an r-suffix, and while both suffixes are common
in both languages, there is no reason for Latin to replace this suffix in a borrowing from
Greek. That xavbniog originated in Greek (where it is probably a derivation of
kovOnha ‘panniers on both sides of the pack-saddle; rafters’ [EDG 635] on comparison
with forms like xov@ion ‘baksets’®) is evidenced by the existence of unsuffixed forms
like Gk. xavOwv ‘pack ass’, kavoig ‘donkey dung’ (though EDG 635 suggests it may be a
shortening of kavbniog akin to caba from caballus, hinted at by Boisacq 1918: 406 fn.
2; Nehring 1949: 166 disagrees). Given the Greek pedigree of the forms, regardless of
their ultimate origin (likely Mediterranean), cant(h)erius looks very much like Gk.
kovOniAog was brought to Latin by a third language in which an | ~ r alternation occurred
(rather than being an independent borrowing in both Latin and Greek as suggested by
Boisacq 1918: 406 fn. 2, WH I: 155, EM 94). We would then have to assume that the
spelling with th, for which there is no native source either way, is a learned spelling.

carbasus “fine linen; sail’, var. carbasa (pl. of carbasum)
Pre-form:  *ka/Hrb(%)-% | Pltal. *karb/faSo-
Comp.: *ka/hzrp- | PGK. *karpaso- | Gk. képnacog ‘fine flax’
*Kk()alorp- | Plir. *karpaso- | Skt. karpasa- ‘cotton’
> MoP karpas “fine linen’
> Hebr. karpas ‘fine garment’
m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics

Semantics: textiles

WH (I: 165), EM (99)
Lewy (1895: 126), Cuny (1910: 161), Fohalle (1925: 172-5), Porzig (1927: 272-4),
Pisani (1938), Mackenzie (1971: 49), Klein (1987: 287), EWAIa (I: 317), Guggenheimer

85 Deroy (1956a: 190-1) suggests a derivation from «kdavvo etc. ‘reed’ (thus reed > basket > pannier).
Furnée (1972: 130, 290) further adduces avOniov ‘pack-saddle’ and xéboc ‘basket’, assigning it
Pre-Greek origin.

86 Schrijver (1991: 111-13) suggests that a root shape *CHR(C) was rare. But he provides evidence that
for some lexemes it can be reconstructed on the evidence that in some cases, under circumstances that are
obscured by its rarity, it metathesized to *CRHC. It is not immediately clear what the sequence *CHrC
ought to yield in Latin. If vocalization proceeded from the right, one might expect the resonant to vocalize
producing *CHorC- > *CorC-. Thus a Latin sequence CarC- might require the reconstruction of
a-vocalism. On the other hand, Schrijver (1991: 114-15) gives two cases where Latin seems to require the
reflex of a zero-grade root with internal laryngeal before a resonant for which the result is still
a-vocalism. These are cantus < *kh.n-to- and callum < *kHI-no-. The vocalization of the laryngeal would
regularly yield a, whereas the vocalization of the resonant of *kHI-no- ought to yield **collum. But
Schrijver (1991: 72-3) notes that in word-initial position (*HRC-), the result is almost always aRC- (ursus
must be regarded as irregular). Thus, if the development is the same word-internally, perhaps CaRC is the
normal reflex of *CHRC.
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(1998), Biville (I: 201-2, 240-2), Shorto (2006: 490), EDG (648), Alves (2022: 32)

Reconstructing any sort of PIE pre-form for the Latin or Greek words is only to
demonstrate that they are irregular loanwords, already indicated by the preserved
intervocalic s. While Shorto (2006: 490) takes Skt. karpasa- ‘cotton’ as a loan from
Proto-Austroasiatic *kpaas ‘cotton’, Alves (2022: 32) notes that cotton production likely
post-dates the split of Austroasiatic by a millennium. Thus the Austroasiatic words are
borrowings from an Indic source (Sanskrit or Pali). Nevertheless, Skt. karpasa- ‘cotton™’
is itself likely a loanword (Cuny 1910: 161, EWAIa I: 317). Gk. képnacog originally
referred to high quality linen, and only much later means ‘cotton’ (EDG 648). It is often
considered to have come from the Indic word (EWAia I: 317, EDG 648). Lat. carbasus
“fine linen; sail” must be from this same source, though to consider it directly borrowed
from Greek (EDG 648) is not straightforward due to the difference in consonant voicing
(Biville I: 240-2). It fits better into the series of words that Latin seems to have borrowed
from Greek through an intermediary (cf. burrus, buxus, see also Fohalle 1925: 172-5).

An additional Greek word, homophonous with kdpracog except in gender and likely
also of Mediterranean origin, has entered Latin as well. Columella gives to a poisonous
plant the name carpasum, which is clearly the same as Gk. képrnacov ‘white hellebore’.
An inscription at Pompeii calls the juice of this plant opocarpasum, which is Gk.
onokdpracov. But Pliny writes carpathum, which is not attested in Greek. Only from
two Mycenaean women’s names Ka-pa-si-ja vs. Ka-pa-ti-ja and toponym pairs like
Kaproaoio (Cyprus) vs. Kaprabog (Aegean island) is it suggested that a form like this
must also have existed in Greek (Biville I: 201, EDG 648), though the meanings of these
onomastics cannot be substantiated. This would make Greek a likely source for the Latin,
but at the same time would require a word of non-IE origin in Greek (EDG 648).2¢
Post-biblical (Mishnaic) Hebrew has karpas ‘celery’®® (Lewy 1895: 126). Aramaic has
krafsa, krefsa ‘celery’ and Arabic karafs “celery’. The latter is borrowed from Persian
karafs (MP klps [Mackenzie 1971: 49]), though it is unclear whether the Hebrew and
Aramaic forms can be as well (Klein 1987: 287). The (likely) alternation within Greek
and the distribution make this look like a Mediterranean substrate word for an
herbaceous plant.

EDG (648) keeps the two word families (linen and poisonous plant) strictly separate (cf.
also Boisacq 1911-2: 58), though Porzig (1927: 272-4) and Pisani (1938) support the

87 The Sanskrit must also be the source of Persian karpas ‘fine linen’. The Hebrew hapax karpas in Esther
1:6 most likely means ‘fine garment’, and is borrowed from Persian (Klein 1987: 287). In fact, this may
explain the shape of karpas ‘celery’. Guggenheimer (1998) suggests that the scribe who provided the
vocalism for krps in the Qaddésh u-Rechatz was only familiar with the vocalism of krps “fine linen’ in
Esther, and mistakenly wrote them the same way, whereas krps ‘celery’ might originally have more
closely reflected Persian karafs.

8 1t is unclear if this could have anything to do with the Laconian change from 6 > ¢ that occurred by the
4% century BCE (cf. Allen 1987: 26). This seems too late, and Beekes (2014: 18) considers 0 ~ ©
alternations as part of the wider Pre-Greek 1 (3, 0), tt (10) ~ o ({), oo alternations.

89 Klein (1987: 287) translates “parsley’. This might perhaps be influenced by Pesach traditions.
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idea that they were originally from the same substrate word. Porzig saw a Mediterranean
substrate word (perhaps for plant that was both poisonous and used for its fiber) entering
India via an Anatolian source while Pisani theorized about a linguistic substrate that
could have existed across the whole area in the Bronze Age. Any archeo-linguistic
reality for such a scenario has yet to be identified (see §4.2.2.3).

carpinus ‘hornbeam’
Pre-form:  *ka/Hrp- | Pltal. *karpino-

Comp.: *g(“)ra/ob’r- | PSlav. *grabrs | Ru. grab, Cz. habr, Sin. gaber, graber,
etc. ‘hornbeam’

?*grab- | PGk. *grab- | Gk. yp&pwov ‘torch, oakwood’

?*sk(e)rp- | PBalt. *ske/irp- | OPr. skerptus “field elm’, Lith. skirpstas
‘elm, alder buckthorn, hornbeam, honeysuckle, beech’

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, tree

Pokorny (938-47), WH (l: 171-2), EM (101), DV (94)

Alessio (1936: 185), Alessio (1944a: 123-4), Hubschmid (1958: 212), Wagner (1960-4 I:
311), ESSJa (VI1I: 99-100), Corominas & Pascual (1984-91 I: 856), Puhvel (IV: 99-100),
EDG (284), Matasovi¢ (2013: 84)

Lat. carpinus ‘hornbeam’ is identical in meaning and close in form to descendants of
PSlav. *grabrv (on the form, ESSJa VII: 99-100). In this interpretation, the Slavic
descendants dissimilated one or the other of two resonants (with both preserved in Sin.
graber). Perhaps carpinus could have originated via dissimilation from *crarpinus,® or
the second resonant in Slavic could be a suffix. But both explanations still require the
assumption of metathesis to arrive at matching pre-forms. OPr. has wosi-grabis
‘European spindle(tree)’, which is semantically removed and thus of unclear
appurtenance.

I am not convinced by Pokorny (938-47), WH (I: 171-2), and DV (94) who would rather
derive carpinus from *(s)ker- ‘to cut’ because of the serrated leaves of the hornbeam
even though the Slavic forms are a perfect semantic match. They, along with EM (101)
instead compare OPr. skerptus ‘field elm’ and Lith. skirpstas ‘elm, alder buckthorn,
hornbeam, honeysuckle, beech’. Smoczynski (2018: 1200) does not commit, but notes
the -st- of the Lithuanian forms could be the result of reanalysis of a frequentative
formation of a verb *skirp-. Nor is he certain about Lith. skréblas ‘hornbeam’, another
perfect semantic match, as the cognates are formally diverse.

9 Lat. partio ‘degree, portion’ seems to be derived via dissimilation from *pro ratione (DV 448) and Lat.
procerus “tall, lofty” is perhaps from *pré + *kreros < *kreh,-ro- (DV 491).
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WH (I: 171-2) go further to suggest that Gk. ypafiov ‘torch, oakwood’ is related via the
“Reimwurzel” *greb’- in ypdow ‘to write’, a suggestion which can be ignored along with
the connection to U Graboui, an epithet of Jupiter. It is interesting that, though they
reject the connection with Slavic, they consider ypafiov a Macedonian/Illyrian word.
More interesting is that EDG (284) agrees, though he excludes carpinus and connects the
Greek and Slavic words. He follows Furnée’s (1972: 169) connection with Hsch.
yoPpion- @avoi, Aapmtijpeg ‘bright, torches’ to conclude that the family is of non-IE
Balkan substrate origin, with the Modern Greek forms ypdpog (Epirus), yéppog
(Arcadia) ‘hornbeam’ continuing this word. But the Modern Greek words are probably
loans from Slavic.

Matasovi¢ (2013: 84) accepts only the words that mean ‘hornbeam’, i.e. the Latin, Baltic,
and Slavic. This approach makes the most sense (though the Baltic forms are formally
the most distant and semantically broad; thus their appurtenance is uncertain). Alessio
(1936: 185, 1944a: 123-4) had done the same, though he went too far in deriving them
from a substrate root *karra ‘rock’ and further comparing Gk. xépeog ‘small dry body’.
It is this semantic distance which removes Gk. ypdpiov ‘torch, oakwood’ from
consideration. Interestingly, there are several Romance (and Basque) forms for ‘branch’
and ‘firewood’ and even ‘oak’ that are similar to one or both of these Greek words:
(Nuorese karva ‘branch’, Asturian garbu ‘small firewood’, Basque karbasta ‘stick with
branches’, Wagner 1960-4 I: 311; Sp. carba ‘scrubland full of coarse oak trees’, Pt.
carvalho ‘oak’, Corominas and Pascual 1984-91 I: 856; etc.). But none is likely related
to carpinus (cf. Hubschmid 1958: 212). We are left with irregular voicing (and perhaps
aspiration) alternations in a root with likely original a-vocalism present in Latin and
Slavic.

Hitt. karpina- ‘a tree/shrub’ has also been compared (Puhvel IV: 99-100, not necessarily
in an inherited way), but its meaning is too vague to ascertain its appurtenance.

caulae ‘railing or lattice barrier, sheepfold; pores of the skin’

Pre-form:  *ka/Hg’-e/o/ul- | Pltal. kaye/o/ula

Comp.: *kog’- | Pltal. *koyom | Lat. cohum “part of a yoke’, incohare ‘to begin’
*kal/o/Hg- | PGm. *haga(n)- | OHG hag ‘hedge, fence’, OE haga
“fence’

*ka/Hg(")- | PCelt. *kagyo- | Gaul. caii ‘fence’, W cae ‘fence, collar’
o Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: tool

Pokorny (518), WH (I: 187-8, 243-4), EM (107, 131), DV (99, 123, 126)
Thurneysen (1887: 155-6), Schrijver (1991: 141, 462), EWAia (I: 288), Untermann
(2000: 362, 380-1), Matasovi¢ (2009: 184), Kroonen (2013: 198), van Sluis, Jgrgensen &
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Kroonen (2023: 216)

Latin caulae is reconstructed to an original *kayula- (Pokorny 518, WH I: 187, EM 107,
DV 99) because of its close semantic match with Germanic *haga(n)-, etc. (Kroonen
2013: 198) and Celtic *kagyo- (Matasovi¢ 2009: 184) of the same root shape. All go
back to what could be reconstructed as *kHg*-, but the invalid *TeD” root structure
points to a-vocalism.

Lat. cohum ‘part of a yoke’ is poorly attested outside of glosses, and its meaning is not
completely understood, interpreted from accounts by Varro and Paulus ex Festo
(Schrijver 1991: 141). Varro, followed at least in the beginning by Thurneysen (1887:
155-6) and by EM (131), favored a relation to cavus through a form like *cogum. WH (I:
243-4) reject this in favor of deriving it from the same root as caulae. DV (123) as well
supports the connection with caulae, and champions the connection with incohare ‘to
begin’ as developing from ‘to start work” < *“to yoke a plow to a team of oxen’. This
would be from *kog’-, pointing to an a ~ o alternation (since *kHg"- ~ *kHog’- is still of
an invalid structure). Several Sabellic words including Osc. kahad [3sg.pres.subj.] ‘to
take?” (Untermann 2000: 362 with lit.), U cehefi [pass.inf.], and U kukehes [com +
2/3sg.fut.] ‘to take/get?” (Untermann 2000: 380-1 with lit.) of relatively uncertain
semantics also reconstruct to *ka/og”-. Widely considered related to cohum/incohare,
van Sluis, Jargensen & Kroonen (2023: 216) support a connection with the Celtic and
Germanic words.

Interestingly, EWAIa (I: 288) argues that Skt. kaksa- ‘bush, scrub’ is to be separated
from kéksa- ‘armpit’, leaving it to be potentially connected with this family. The
semantics are not extremely far off if we consider either narrowing from ‘bush’ >
‘hedge’ > “fence’ or a broadening in the opposite direction. But *g’-s- is by far not the
only source of Skt. ks. Additionally, the potential appurtenance of Alb. thané ‘cornel;
winter stall for sheep’ < *ka/o(C)-neh. (van Sluis, Jargensen & Kroonen 2023: 216) to
the Italic, Celtic, and Germanic family would rule out the connection with Sanskrit, as it
cannot reflect *k. The inclusion of one excludes the other, but in fact neither is
semantically close enough to compare to the Italo-Celto-Germanic group with certainty.

caupo ‘trader, huckster; innkeeper’

Pre-form:  *kh.eup-/*kehzup- | Pltal. *kaupan-

Comp.: *kh:(e)p- | PGk. *kap- | Gk. kdmmhog ‘huckster, innkeeper’
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: economic

WH (1: 189), EM (107), DV (100)

Ernout (1946: 42-3), Nehring (1949: 165), Furnée (1972: 115-6, 257-8), Puhvel (lII:
125-7), Bonfante (1985: 207), Breyer (1993: 507-13), Kloekhorst (2007: 295), EDG
(638), Oettinger (2021: 120-2)



The Linguistic Data 71

Despite the circulation of the forms caopo, copa, and cipa, the borrowing of this word
into Proto-Germanic resulting in OHG kaufan ‘to buy’ etc. establishes the form with the
diphthong as original rather than a hyper-urbanism of o (WH 189).

It is often considered a Mediterranean substrate word based on its isolation beyond Gk.
KGmnAog, likewise without etymology and of precisely the same semantics but aberrant in
phonology and morphology (WH 189, EM 107, DV 100). A derivation of the Greek
from kéamm ‘crib’ with the assumption that this originally meant ‘chest’ and therefore
‘one who sells from a chest’ is unlikely (WH 189, EDG 638). Furnée (1972: 115-6)
includes kdmnlog as one of several Greek words with the Pre-Greek suffix -nkog while
the Latin form is a praedo-type n-stem, which is otherwise easily Indo-European. There
is no strong evidence that the word entered Latin via Etruscan: neither in its n-stem
(Bonfante 1985: 207, pace Ernout 1946: 42-3, Breyer 1993: 507-13) nor the a ~ au
alternation (Breyer 1993: 251, pace WH 189).% Etruscan lookalikes (caupis, caupnal,
caupne) are onomastic and of unknown meaning.

Furnée (1972: 257-8) hesitantly compares Hitt. zappar- ‘business, payment, price’
(inherited from *hsép-r- < *hsep- ‘work’, Kloekhorst 2007: 295) on the uncertain
grounds that cuneiform % may correspond to Gr. x in some potential loans. Puhvel (lII:
127) accepts the connection with Hittite, which makes the Latin and Greek words
“Mediterranean” (his scare quotes) loans of Anatolian origin. Oettinger (2021: 120-2)
argues that Gk. xdémniog was directly borrowed from an unattested Lydian
*kapala- ‘merchant’, from the same root as Hitt. sappar-. Interestingly, this would
match Nehring’s (1949: 165) argument that Lat. cabo ~ caballus is of ultimately
Anatolian origin due to the vacillation there in some names between -oAog and -ov (cf.
thus also Gk. kévhwv ~ kaviiiiog ‘pack ass’). | am not fully convinced by Oettinger’s
evidence of the ability to reconstruct a Lydian form from the Greek.* Nor is he able to
explain the au of Lat. caupo. If the root is indeed ultimately Anatolian, the word reached
at least Latin through (an) intermediary language(s), resulting in the difference in
vocalism. Pltal. *kaupon- against PGK. *kapel- at first blush seem to attest to an n ~ |
alternation, but they may instead be two different suffixes; the alternation between
*-gn- and *-al(l)- seems to have a few parallels. In any case, caups remains a foreign
word in Latin whose direct donor(s) is/are unclear.

citrus “citron (Citrus medica); arar, sandarac gum/Sictus tree (Tetraclinis articulata®®)’

Pre-form:  *kit-ro- | Pltal. *kitro-

91 Etruscan attests the monophthongization of au > a, but would not produce the reverse (Breyer 1993:
251).

92 Greek has I'btyng from Lyd. Kuka-. The first y for k is explained as being due to the neutralization
between voiced and unvoiced stops in word-initial position leading to a variance in pronunciation. The
second y for k is explained via assimilation. But with so few secure examples of Greek loans from
Lydian, it feels perilous to explain the correspondences away so quickly.

9% At different times formerly assigned to the genera Thuja (thus sometimes called the ‘thuja’) and
Callitris.
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Comp.: *ked-ro- | PGk. *kedro- | Gk. ké8pog “cedar, juniper’
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, tree; fruit

WH (I: 223-4), EM (123-4), DV (116)
Fohalle (1925: 166-70), Battisti (1960: 375), Leumann (1977: 198), Hamp (1978:
185-95), Biville (I: 223-4), Breyer (1993: 188), EDG (663), Weiss (2020: 192)

Lat. citrus means both the fruit-bearing ‘citron’ and the aromatic-wooded ‘arar’. While
clearly related to Gk. xédpog ‘cedar, juniper’, a direct loan is unlikely due to the
differences in phonology and semantics. In contrast, Lat. cedrus ‘cedar, juniper’ is a
direct loan in form and meaning from Gk. kédpoc, while Gk. kitpog ‘citron’ is a direct
loan from Latin citrus (Biville I: 223-4, EDG 663).

It is often accepted that Lat. citrus was taken from Gk. x€dpog through Etruscan
mediation (WH I: 223-4, EM 123-4). This is not beyond questioning however, given the
lack of an attested Etruscan from. The devoicing of *-dr- > -tr- in Latin may have an
internal explanation, though beyond the near total lack of the sequence dr in Latin, there
are few secure examples of the devoicing.®* While Etruscan sometimes attests -i- from
Gk. ¢ (cf. Etr. Elina < "EXéva), this is not attested in an initial syllable (Biville I: 223-4,
Breyer 1993: 188). Given that there is nothing about the words that requires the direction
of borrowing to have gone from Greek to Latin (via an intermediary), both Latin and
Greek may well have borrowed the word from another language of the Mediterranean
(Fohalle 1925: 166-70, Battisti 1960: 375, Biville I: 224, DV 116).

columba “pigeon, dove’

Pre-form:  *ke/ol-o/umb(%)- | Pltal. *ke/olo/umb/fa-

Comp.: *g(")ol-omb(%)- | PSlav. *golgbs- | OCS golobs “pigeon, dove’, etc.
*gul-ub® | PGm. *kulubron- | OE culfre, culufre ‘dove’
Copt. spoomne /kjroompe/ ‘dove’ < Egypt. gr-n-p.t ‘dove’
?*kol- | PArm. *salamba- | Arm. salamb *partridge, francolin’

??*kol-umb- | PGK. *kolumbo- | Gk. k6 vpfog ‘little grebe’®

9 Hamp (1978: 185-95) discusses this at length, proposing examples in word-initial position.
Word-internally, the best example is uter ‘wineskin, water bottle’ < *udris (cf. Gk. vdpia ‘water jar’) the
water word, attested otherwise only in unda ‘wave’. Lutra ‘otter’ on comparison with e.g. Skt.
udra- ‘otter’ is also probably an example from the water root, but the initial I- is of unknown origin.
Leumann (1977: 198) gives taeter ‘foul, disgusting’ < *taidro-, cf. taedet ‘s/he is tired/disgusted’, but the
latter is without etymology. The element quadru- seems to show the opposite phenomenon, but Weiss
(2020: 192) suggests it is the reflex of the cluster *tur.

9 Often given as Podiceps minor, but this is not a recognized species name and should be amended to
Tachybaptus ruficollis (cf. also Batisti 2021: 211).
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m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: animal, bird

Pokorny (429-34, 547-8), WH (I: 249), EM (134), DV (126)

Skeat (1888: 146), Brugmann (1906: 386-7), Ostir (1921: 49), Worrell (1934: 67), Frisk
(1960-72 I: 906), Erman and Grapow (1971 V: 181), Furnée (1972: 170), Lockwood
(1990: 262), Vycichl (1990: 249), Schrijver (1991: 375), Biville (1I: 265), Johnston &
Janiga (1995: 6), Peust (1999: 280), Derksen (2007: 175), EDG (741), Martirosyan
(2010: 565), Neri (2016: 14), Allen (2020: 115), Batisti (2021), Jakob (fthc.)

Lat. fem. columba is the primary form to which masc. columbus is a secondary
derivation (WH I: 249, Schrijver 1991: 375, EM 134). Though remarkably similar to Gk.
koAvpPog “little grebe’, the latter’s semantic mismatch in light of all other comparanda
makes it difficult to compare with any certainty. Frisk (1960-72 I: 906) notes that the v
of Greek makes it difficult to reconstruct a proto-form that is not a “lautliches Unding”
from an inherited perspective,”® and Biville (1l: 265) suggests that the large semantic
distance shows that neither is borrowed from the other. Even if the verb xoAlvupdaw ‘to
dive, submerge, jump into the water, swim’, whose variants like kolvppdo attest to
features that Furnée (1972: 170) and EDG (741) take as evidence of a Pre-Greek origin
(a @ ~ P alternation and -vuf- suffix), is denominal from wkéAvpPog (and therefore
indicates that kéAvpfoc is also Pre-Greek), it only further points to the original meaning
of the Greek word being something like ‘diver’ and to the similarity with columba being
coincidental.

The Slavic evidence provides the first phonological peculiarity indicative of a non-1E
origin in that it requires the reconstruction of voiced initial *g. There are Baltic relatives
as well (WH I: 249, EM 134, DV 126, Derksen 2007: 175) but there the avian meanings
are lacking: Lith. gelumbé “cloth’ and OPr. golimban ‘blue’. Within Slavic, Derksen
(2007: 175) reconstructs *golpbs ‘blue’ (cf. Ru. golubdj ‘pale blue’, SCr. golubj7
‘dove-(colored), blue-gray’, Slov. golgbji “‘dove-") and widely-attested *golobs ‘pigeon,
dove’ (cf. OCS golgbs, Cz. holub, Slov. golgb “pigeon, dove’). Since it is the color
meaning that is found in both branches, it is sometimes assumed (cf. WH | 249, EM 134,
DV 126) that the dove meaning has been derived from the meaning ‘blue/gray’.*” But
Lockwood (1990: 262) and Derksen (2007: 175) argue that it is instead the avian
meaning that is primary in Balto-Slavic, with the color meanings being derived from it.
The attestation of avian meanings outside of Balto-Slavic strengthens this idea wherein

9 Neri (2016: 14) proposes the effect of Cowgill’s Law, but Batisti (2021: 212) doubts that it occurred in
the given phonetic environment.

9 This is similar to an alternative explanation for Lat. columba. Gk. kelowvdg ‘dark, black’ could
reconstruct to *kel-Vn-ios, attesting to an n-stem shared with Lat. columba < *kol-on-b*a (EDG 667) and
with further links via an anig-root *kel- (Schrijver 1991: 427), cf. Lat. calidus ‘with a white spot on the
forehead’, Lith. kalyb/vas ‘dog with a white spot on the neck’, Swiss German helm ‘spot on the forehead
of cattle’, potentially Skt. karki= ‘white cow’, etc. But this explanation is doubted by Frisk (1960-72 I:
906) and Furnée (1972: 170) and would still require the Balto-Slavic color words to be unrelated.
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Balto-Slavic innovated the adjective ‘dove-colored’ and the meaning ‘pigeon’ was lost in
Baltic after the split. To explain the *g ~ *k alternation, Lockwood (1990: 262) proposes
that Latin has undergone taboo deformation to *kol-. This seems unlikely. Batisti (2021:
206-7) proposes parallel constructions with the color suffix *-b%- on two different roots:
Latin from the root behind Lat. color®® and Slavic from *g‘leh,- ‘glow, be bright’. But
this too seems unlikely given at least one further dove word of similar yet irreconcilable
shape (in Germanic). We would have to assume several independent and coincidentally
very similar formations.

Jakob (fthc.) adduces OE cul(u)fre ‘dove’ (Engl. dial. culver ‘wood-pigeon’) as an
irregular comparandum. The traditional explanation (cf. Skeat 1888: 146) is a loan from
Lat. columba, but the nasal loss in a process like this would be unexplained. Taken at
face value, the lack of the nasal suggests this is not an example of one of Brugmann’s
(1906: 386-7) inherited *-n-b’o- morphemes (cf. Batisti’s 2021 explanation) but rather an
irregular alternation. The consonantal alternations within this family of comparanda is
enough to show that it is not of IE origin.

Whatever source it originated from seems to have given it to New Egyptian as well. Ostir
(1921: 49) noted the similarity to Coptic spoomne /kjroompe/ ‘dove’ < Egypt. gr-n-p.t
‘dove’. The Egyptian word is attested from the New Kingdom (1300-1075 BCE), and
looks transparently like a compound gr ‘bird’ n ‘of” p.t ‘the sky’. Peust (1999: 280) takes
this at face value and suggests that Egyptian is the source of the European forms. Worrell
(1934: 67) had already hinted that the European and Egyptian forms were independent
borrowings, and Vycichl (1990: 249) reasonably suggests that this spelling “bird of the
sky’ is a play on words, something akin to a folk etymology. The variation in spellings
listed by Erman and Grapow (1971 V: 181) indeed seems to point to this. It appears not
only with the genitival n but also with m (suggesting that it was not originally the
genitival element at all) and both with the expected initial element gr ‘bird’ but also the
homophonous gr ‘to become still/silent’®®. This together with its appearance in the New
Kingdom suggests a loan in Egyptian. At the time of the New Kingdom, the word written
gr-n-p.t would have been pronounced something like /k’VranipV/ (Allen 2020: 115).
Since the n might be folk etymological and is also spelled with m, amending that to
/k’VrampV/ (cf. Jakob fthc.) means that the form looked strikingly similar to the
European comparanda even before it developed into Coptic /kjroompe/.}®® The Coptic
evidence proves that the r is real and not a spelling for | (cf. Loprieno 1995: 31), which

9 He follows an analysis by Hofler (2015) that proposes Lat. color is from a root *kyel- ‘dark, black’, but
I do not find that the etymologies that Hofler proposes (Arm. Safax ‘clay, mud, mortar’, Gk. Tniéc “clay,
earth, mud’ [with the length unexplained] < *kyel-; Gk. koLa ‘the parts under the eyes’, Lat. culex ‘gnat’
[the plural culices that seems to refer to floaters in the vitreous humor of the eye should be compared to
their name e.g. in Fr. mouches volantes] < *%ul-0-) to be more convincing than the traditional etymology
of color < *kel- ‘to cover’ (cf. the parallel Ved. varpa- ‘color’ alongside ‘covering’).

9 Spelled in full <g - r - MAN WITH HAND TO MOUTH> (Gardiner’s W11-D21-A2), so we know it is
this verb.

100 spoomne is not the only Coptic spelling; different dialects have o, a, and aa. This points to an original
*a in the Egyptian parent form (Allen 2020).
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along with its appearance already before 1000 BCE proves it is not borrowed from any
of the forms we have attested. Instead both the European and the Egyptian form were
borrowed from a third source. Notably, the rock dove (Columba livia) was domesticated
in the eastern Mediterranean between 5,000 and 10,000 years ago (Johnston & Janiga
1995: 6).

Martirosyan (2009: 565) adduces Arm. salamb ‘partridge or francolin’, via PArm.
*salamba- as if < *kol(0)mb’-(e)h.-, arguing that this is a Mediterranean word. The
initial palatal needed for Armenian further removes the possibility of a link with
explicitly unpalatalized (required by the Lithuanian and Sanskrit reflexes) *kel- (see fn.
97) and also discredits *gol- as the original root. For a similar suffix in a columbid bird,
s.v. palumbes ‘wood-pigeon’. Though like Gk. kéivpupoc, the semantic difference makes
this a less certain comparandum.

cotoneum ‘quince’
Pre-form:  *kot-on-eio- | Pltal. *kotonejo-

Comp.: *kud-on-ih: | PGk. *kudania- | Gk. kvddvia (udha) ‘quinces’
*kod-u- | PG. *kodu- | Gk. kodbuatov ‘quince’

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, tree; fruit

WH (1: 281), EM (146)

Solmsen (1911: 241-5), Nehring (1923), Fohalle (1925: 170-1), Berger (1956: 8-13),
Battisti (1960: 380-1), Biville (I: 225-8), Breyer (1993: 189), EDG (797), Beekes (2014:
60)

Lat. cotoneum ‘quince’, often called malum cotoneum, is often proposed to have been
borrowed/calqued from Greek pniov xvddviov, as if ‘Cydonian apple’, with Etruscan
mediation potentially explaining the change from v > 0 and the devoicing of 8 (Solmsen
1911: 243, WH 1: 281, EM 146, Breyer 1993: 189). However, the Greek word seems to
have been connected with the Cretan city of Kvdwvia by folk etymology only (Solmsen
1911: 242, Fohalle 1925: 170-1, EDG 797, Beekes 2014: 60). The preservation in
Alcman of kodV-parov'® seems to attest the older, original form. Biville (I: 227-8) and
EDG (797) consider it to be specifically Anatolian, but this seems to be based on
toponymic evidence (cf. also Nehring 1923).1%2 In any case, this is crucial evidence that

101 Hesychius also has koddvea. His definition of the term as cika ysipeptvé. koi kapvmv eidog Iepoicdv
‘winter figs; a kind of Persian nut’ is argued by EDG (797) to have been based on confusion with
kottavov ‘small kind of fig’. This is not related, at least not in any close way, and is of Semitic origin
(Solmsen 1911: 242).

102 Solmsen (1911) and Biville (I: 227-8) also propose the word might be Lydian, since the Etruscans are
purported to have come from Lydia; this after Biville just discussed the problems with the theory of
Etruscan mediation for this word. There are many problems with this analysis. Nehring (1923) argues that
neither the o nor the t is proof of Etruscan mediation because they could also be from a language of Asia
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strongly suggests that Latin and Greek have borrowed the quince word independently of
one another, perhaps from an Anatolian language,'® but otherwise from an unknown
source (WH I: 281, Biville I: 228, EM 146, EDG 797, Beekes 2014: 60). Berger (1956:
8-13) followed by Battisti (1960: 380-1) compares Burushaski jatlr/jarér, purportedly
reconstructible to *kodd-ur, where the suffix -ur is common in other plant names. But
the changes from *k > jand *d > ¢ are not well understood and may be without parallel.

cucumis ‘Armenian cucumber/snake melon’
Pre-form:  *ku-kum-es- | Pltal. *kukumes-

Comp.: *Kku-ku- | PGK. *kuku- | Hsch. xbkvov' 10v o1kvév ‘cucumber’, kukvilo
yAvkeio kohokvvto ‘sweet round gourd’
*tik-u- / *t/kiik-u- | PGk. *tiku- / *t/kyiku- | GK. oo ‘bottle gourd’
*t/kiek-u- | PGK. *t/kyeku- | Hsch. oekovo- cicbdo, ‘bottle gourd’

*kek(*)- | PArm. *sek’- | Arm. sex ‘muskmelon’
*tiki- | PSlav. *tyky- | Ru. tykva ‘gourd™04
m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, domestic

WH (1: 299-300), EM (154), DV (148)

Alessio (1944a: 109-10), Alessio (1946b: 36), Neumann (1971a: 265), Furnée (1972:
243, 251), André (1978: 49), Puhvel (IV: 250-1), RLA (X: 20), Jannick, Paris, and
Parrish (2007), Martirosyan (2009: 574), EDG (1330), Sebastian, Schaefer, Telford &
Renner (2010), Kogan (2011: 203), PSD (s.v. tikil, ukus, ukustikil)

Lat. cucumis and its comparanda originally referred to various cultivars of the
muskmelon Cucumis melo, most likely the non-sweet snake melons (Jannick, Paris, and
Parrish 2007). The Latin and some of the Greek forms look like they might be
reduplicated (André 1978: 49),1% but this does not explain the other variants.

In fact, there are several peculiarities in this family of comparanda that cannot be
explained from a native IE perspective. Within Greek, there exists i ~ e ~ u alternation in
owba, ogkova, and cvkvo (EDG 1330). Arm. sex might preserve an initial *s, which
would be irregular, and could reflect a final unvoiced aspirate *k* (Martirosyan 2009:
574). However given Hsch. kokvov ‘cucumber’, both the Greek and Armenian forms
with irregular initial s could have been borrowed from a source starting in *ki

Minor. While this is not provable, it shows that Etruscan is not the only explanation for the changes.

103 1t is unclear if this is then assumed to be a non-1E language of Anatolian, a non-IE word in an IE
Anatolian language, or an unattested inherited word.

104 Some, like Alessio (1946b: 33-43) have suggested that this specifically, and in fact the root more
generally, is the same as in ficus ‘fig’.

105 André suggested it was perhaps due to the shape and volume of the vegetable.
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(paralleling PIE *k- > Arm. s-). Less likely is Furnée’s (1972: 251) suggestion (cf. also
Alessio 1946h: 36), based on the shape of Slavic *tyky-, that the first k of Latin and some
of the Greek forms might be due to assimilation of an original *t to the second k. If Gk.
owba etc. are from *owbra, it might be evidence of an m ~ w alternation with cucumis.
Alessio (1944a: 109-10) proposes that the -mo- suffix is Mediterranean, more
specifically Tyrrhenian, but | am skeptical of this. It might otherwise be related to the
suffix of Lat. racemus (s.v.).

Semitic forms like Ge’ez k»asya, Akk. qis30, Hebr. gissa’ ‘cucumber’ (cf. EDG 1330)
can only be related if we assume metathesis of the sibilant and velar elements.1
Neumann (1971a: 265) suggested that Hitt. kunkumati- is a reflex of this culture word,
with which Puhvel (IV: 250-1) agrees. Its meaning cannot be determined beyond the
name of a plant, perhaps a vegetable, so that it cannot be adduced with certainty.

cupressus ‘cypress’

Pre-form:  *kup-Vr-et-to- | Pltal. *kup(V)resso-

Comp.: *kup-ar-it-io- | PGK. *kuparisso- | GK. kundpicoog ‘cypress’
*kub’-ar-it-j-ino- | PGk. *kup’arissino- | kvpopicovog ‘made of
cypress’

Hebr. gofer ‘gopher wood’
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, tree

WH (I: 313), EM (159)

Strong (1890 no. 1614), Fraenkel (1886: 153), Brown-Driver-Briggs (172), Cuny (1910:
162), Zimmern (1915: 53), Pisani (1938b), Ernout (1946: 36), CAD (K: 178, 333, 553),
Furnée (1972: 159-60), Klein (1986: 284), Breyer (1993: 198), Biville (II: 146), EDG
(803), Weiss (2020: 507)

Lat. cupressus and Gk. kumépiocog are clearly related, but the relationship is not one of
direct borrowing. The syncope of the stressed Greek a is expected if the word entered
Latin before the shift to initial accentuation and syncope,’®” however there is no way to

106 RLA (X: 20) equates Akk. qis30 with Sum. uku$ ‘member of Cucurbitaceae’ (cf. PSD s.v. uku$
‘cucumber”) implying but not explicitly stating a loan from Sumerian. The word occurs in a compound
ukustikil ‘colocynth, the bitter cucumber’ (PSD s.v. ukustikil), the second element of which is tikil
‘pointed” (PSD s.v. tikil). This looks close to the potential reconstruction *TVkV- for the IE comparanda.
But it is almost certainly coincidence, especially given the more likely reconstruction *k(;)Vku- for the IE
forms. Furthermore, Kogan (2011: 203) reconstructs PSem. *kV(£)V’- for the Semitic forms. This would
mean at best a loan into both Proto-Semitic and Sumerian independently. Given that the wild progenitor
of Cucumis melo occurs in India and that both this melon and the cucumber (C. sativus) are likely of
Asian origin (Sebastian, Schaefer, Telford & Renner 2010), a Wanderwort that left a trace in Sumerian
would not be unexpected. However, the large phonological distance between the forms makes them
difficult to connect, even if we assume they must have traveled over large geographical distances.

107 The shift to initial accent in this word can have occurred within Latin, or it could have entered Latin
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get Lat. e from Gr. 1 in this position (Biville II: 146). EM (159) and WH (313) consider
both independent borrowings from a Mediterranean substrate. The -issos ending of the
Greek form is considered an example of a Pre-Greek suffix (cf. EDG 803), and Lat.
cupressus seems to be the only example of this Pre-Greek suffix in a Latin word not
borrowed directly from Greek%® The adjective wxvgapicovog ‘made of cypress’
demonstrates the existence of a variant with an aspirate (Furnée 1972: 159-60), further
suggesting that the word is truly at home in Greece. Thus it is particularly tempting to
see the Latin form as a borrowing (possibly through some intermediary) from Pre-Greek.
That the intermediary could have been Etruscan however, as Ernout (1946: 36) believes
and WH follow, is unlikely. There are no attested Etruscan words of this shape (Breyer
1993: 198; Biville 1I: 146) and Breyer further notes that Etruscan mediation does not
solve the problem of Latin e for Gk. 1.

Latin has either received this word from Pre-Greek, from Pre-Greek through an
intermediary, or from Greek through an intermediary. But in any case, its most proximal
source is unknown.

A form of the word without the Pre-Greek suffix seems to have existed in the
Mediterranean region, where it was borrowed into Hebrew as the hapax'® in Genesis
6:14 gofer, the wood used to build the ark, thus often simply translated as ‘gopher wood’
(WH 1 313, Furnée 1972: 160, as recently as Weiss 2020: 507).11

ervum ‘bitter vetch’
Pre-form:  *h,er(H-/-V-)uo- | Pltal. *er(V)wo-

Comp.: *h,orhs-bo- | PGK. *orobo- | Gk. 6poPoc “bitter vetch’
*h,erh,-bind’o- | PGK. *erebint’o- | Gk. épéBivbog ‘chickpea’
>> OGeorg. erbindi, Georg. erevindi ‘pea’

*h,or-u-id- | PGm. *arwit- | ON ertr ‘peas’, OHG arawiz ‘pea’, etc.

*h;orVb- | PArm. *ari/luw- | Arm. arowoyt ‘alfalfa’

with the shift having already taken place. In any case, we have a terminus ante quem of the 3" century
BCE for its borrowing. Alternatively, the syncope could have occurred in the donor language.

108 | at. platessa ‘flatfish’ does not seem to occur in Greek, but has the -essa suffix built on Gk. mhatig
‘broad, flat’, which has no Latin cognate.

109 Despite gofer being a hapax, Strong (1890 no. 1614) and Brown-Driver-Briggs (172) take the word
gofriyz ‘brimstone’ (Mod.Hebr. gofriyt ‘sulfur’) as derived from it (the latter follow the assumption that
gofer is a misreading of kafer “pitch’, therefore ‘pitched wood”). However in light of Arab. kibrzt ‘sulfur’,
a loan from Aramaic kiprita ‘sulfur’ (Fraenkel 1886: 153) with a cognate in Akkadian ki/ubritu “sulfur’
(CAD K: 333), this must be an unrelated family of words.

110 Cuny (1910: 162) additionally compares Hebr. kafer “pitch, tar; henna’, but this is going too far. It has
Semitic cognates in e.g. Akk. kupru ‘bitumen’ and kuparu ‘to smear on; to wipe off’ (CAD K: 178, 553,
Klein 1987: 284). Interestingly, Hebr. kafer seems to have formed a verb kfr, which occurs as a hapax—
where else but Genesis 6:14 (Klein 1986: 284). Pisani (1938hb) compared MoP sarw ‘cypress’, but | see
no need to reject the alternative etymology as a loan from Semitic (cf. Zimmern 1915: 53).
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?*Hreb(%)-e/ont/d(%)- | Pllr. *Hrab(*)ant/d(?)- | Rushani ravand ‘wild
chickpea (Cicer songaricum),” etc.

m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, domestic

Pokorny (429-34, 547-8), WH (I: 419-20), EM (202), DV (195)

Alessio (1944b: 410), Thurneysen (1946: 175), Hubschmid (1955: 238-45), Mayrhofer
(KEWA I: 48), Furnée (1972: 198), Corominas & Pascual (1984-91 Ill: 85), Puhvel (V:
134), Schrijver (1991: 36, 423), Mayrhofer (EWAia I11: 13), Matasovi¢ (2009: 40), EDG
(451), Kroonen (2013: 37), EDIL (s.v. 1 arbor), Kroonen (fthc.), Thorsg (fthc.)

Gk. €pépwvbog ‘chickpea’ shows the textbook Pre-Greek suffix -wvBog (EM 202, EDG
451).1*! Gk. dpoPog ‘bitter vetch’ is clearly a related form, but the vocalism of the second
syllable cannot be reconstructed to the same pre-form and it lacks the -wvfog suffix. Lat.
ervum ‘bitter vetch’ with the same meaning as &poPog cannot be separated as a
comparandum, but contributes to the impossibility of constructing a common pre-form.
The Greek and Latin forms technically allow the reconstruction of *g», but PGm.
*arwit- ‘pea’,!*2 which must also be the same etymon, allows only *w. Thus a labial
element in Greek and Latin are most likely. In this case, Latin requires *w and Greek
requires *b. This b ~ w alternation is still irregular, but not unattested (cf. Kroonen 2013:
37). Thorsg (fthc.) shows that we must adduce Arm. arowoyt ‘alfalfa’ as a
comparandum, and suggests that it is a hypercorrection of earlier *arowowt. In this case
it would end with a suffix *-oud, perhaps an un-nasalized form of the vO-suffix, which
might also be present in the *-it- of Germanic (see Kroonen fthc. with lit.).

A connection with Skt. aravinda- ‘lotus’ mentioned by WH (420) and several earlier
sources is very uncertain according to Mayrhofer (KEWA I: 48; EWAia Ill: 13). The
lotus indeed has round, edible, high-protein seeds, but the word does not appear until the
period of the epics, which is problematically late for a word that might have been picked
up in Europe. At the same time, potential Dravidian sources like Kannada are-viri and
Telugu ara-viri ‘to be half-opened (as a flower)’ do not seem any more convincing.
Instead, more reliable might be several Iranian forms, albeit isolated to the Pamir
languages, which Kroonen (fthc.) reconstructs to Plir. *Hrab(*)anT-: Shughni rivand,
Rushani ravand ‘wild chickpea (Cicer songaricum),” and Yazgulyam ravén ‘pea’.

While sources as recently as DV (195) and EDG (451) adduce Mlr. orbaind ‘grains’ as a

111 The Georgian forms are almost certainly borrowed from Greek (pace Furnée 1972: 198). Lafon (1934:
34) had placed great weight on the a of a form erevandi, but noted that, in an updated version of his
dictionary, Soulxan-Saba had replaced it with erevindi. The form with a was indeed likely a mistake (cf.
Kroonen fthc.).

112 Forms like Old Spanish arvango, ervango could be a borrowing from otherwise unattested Go.
*arwaits romanized as *arwatius, with forms like Sp. garbanzo etc. having been contaminated by
garroba ‘carob’. But they have also been argued to represent independent comparanda < PRom.
*ervantios (Alessio 1944b: 410, Hubschmid 1955: 238-45, Corominas & Pascual 1984-91 I11: 85).
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related form, this is likely a coincidental look-alike that actually belongs to Olr. arbor
‘grain” and W erwain ‘meadowsweet’.®* Puhvel (V: 134) suggests that hapax Hitt.
arwana- might mean ‘pea’ and be related, but its context (“pours wine...into the pit and
throws arwana-") is too vague to confirm this interpretation.

The irregular but certain correspondences between Latin, Greek, Germanic, and
Armenian along with the widespread non-IE suffix make a strong case for a substrate
borrowing (WH I: 419-20; EM 202; Schrijver 1991: 36, 423; DV 195).

faba ‘bean’
Pre-form:  *b’a/Hb- | Pltal. faba

Comp.: *b(*)alob’ | PSlav. *bobs | Ru. bob ‘bean’, etc.
*b("a/ob’- | PBalt. *babo- | OPr. babo ‘bean’

*b’hzeu-n- | PGm. *bauns- | ON baun, OE béan, OHG bona ‘bean’, etc.
Proto-Berber *a-gaw ~ *a-baw ‘bean’

m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics

Semantics: plant, domestic

Pokorny (106), WH (I: 436), EM (208), DV (197)

Alessio (1955: 368), Furnée (1972: 175), André (1978: 50), Schrijver (1991: 488),
Kuiper (1995: 65), Biville (I: 187), Demiraj (1997: 94), Orel (1998: 94), Boutkan &
Kossmann (1999: 88), EDG (1547, 1556), Kroonen (2013: 55)

Faliscan haba beside Lat. faba, if it is genuine,''* requires the reconstruction of initial
*bt but medial *b.*® Given the Balto-Slavic accentuation,'® Latino-Faliscan must
reconstruct to original a-vocalism (cf. Kuiper 1995: 65). Already requiring the
reconstruction of two very rare phonemes, this word does not look inherited. The
Germanic bean words reconstruct to *b’au-n-, whose nasal element does not appear in
any of the other comparanda and might be an example of the non-IE n-suffix. It cannot

113 This pair, as well as the OId Irish paradigm itself, demonstrate that from the PIE root *h.erhs- ‘to
plow’, Proto-Celtic continued a heteroclitic noun *ar(a)war ~ *ar(a)wen, an archaic and thus likely
inherited formation (Matasovi¢ 2009: 40). While the b of Olr. arbor should have disappeared
intervocalically, this is a case of paradigmatic leveling due to the heteroclitic stem. *hzerhs-ur > *arur,
*hzerhs-yuen > *arawen with leveling to *arwur ~ *arwen. In OId Irish, this was continued as an irregular
paradigm neut. nom. sg. arbor, nom. pl. arbanna (EDIL s.v. 1 arbor). The nom. pl. arbanna (treated as
an n-stem in the oblique cases) seems to have been reinterpreted as a more regular neut. o-stem plural (cf.
Thurneysen 1946: 175) implying a nom. sg. *arbann. After the neuter gender was lost in Middle Irish, the
form would have become a masc. o-stem, the nom. pl. of which is the form we have attested: orbaind (the
nd for nn and o for a in these positions do not make a phonemic difference).

114 1t occurs in two glosses (Velius Longus, CGlLat. VII 69.6-10; Terentius Scaurus, CGlLat. VII 13.8-9),
the latter of which explicitly ascribes it to Faliscan. But Bakkum (2009 I: 82-3, 210) is cautious.

115 Thus André’s (1978: 50) assessment of a reduplicative origin expressing shape/form is untenable.

116 Any sort of full-grade ~ zero-grade alternation involving a laryngeal such as *b%hsb- ~ *b*hseb- is not
allowed by the Baltic accentuation.
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be reconciled with the Italic and Balto-Slavic forms in any regular way (cf. EM 208),
suggesting that all are independent loans from a non-1E language (cf. Schrijver 1991:
488, DV 197). In fact, a further irregularity is required by the Slavic evidence, which
must descend from *b(%)ab’-, as *b(*)ab- would trigger Winter’s Law and give PSlav.
**pabs. Thus between the Italic, Balto-Slavic, and Germanic forms, the second
consonant shows a non-IE b ~ b ~ w alternation, pointing to loans from an unknown
language.

Proto-Berber *b is quite rare (Boutkan & Kossmann 1999: 88). Thus Proto-Berber
*a-paw ~ *a-baw ‘bean’ is likely to have been borrowed at a post-Proto-Berber date and
Maarten Kossmann (p.c.) suspects from something like Italic. The final *w does not
easily correspond to the *b of Pltal. *faba however, which to me suggests it could still be
an independent loan from a third source.

Gk. ¢@oxdg ‘lentil” (EDG 1547) and Alb. bathé ‘broad bean’ (Orel 1998: 94) are
compared, but attest to *k where Italic, Balto-Slavic, and Germanic have a labial.!’
Their appurtenance is thus very uncertain.!’® A more likely, albeit indirect, Latin
comparandum for these forms is phaselus ‘bean’ (Demiraj 1997: 94), but this is a
borrowing from Gk. pdonioc ‘edible bean; small boat’ (cf. Biville I: 187).1%°

far, -rris ‘husked wheat, emmer, grain, flour’
Pre-form:  *b’a/Hrs- | Pltal. *fars-

Comp.: *ba/o/Hr(V)s- | PGm. *bariz- | ON barr “grain, barley’, Go. barizeins
‘of barley’

*b(Ha/HrV- | PCelt. *baragi(-na) | Olr. bairgen ‘bread, food’

*b("Ha/ors-ino- | PSlav. *bors-sno | OCS brasSsno “food’, SCr. brdisno
“flour, food’

17 To Gk. eoxdg ‘lentil’, EDG (1547) wonders if apdxn, doaxog ‘vetch’ should be connected, which
could make it Pre-Greek.

118 WH (I: 436) saw in Lat. faba a reduplicated Lallwort for something swollen. This would help adduce
the Greek and Albanian comparanda, whereby a pre-form *bak- (Demiraj 1997: 94, Orel 1998: 94) could
represent *b%a- with a non-l1E suffix *-ko- and PGm. *baung- would attest to the a ~ au vocalic
alternation found in caupo~kdmnloc. But as Italic reconstructs to *b%a-ba-, it is not truly reduplicated
after all.

119 Some interpretations in the 1930s had it go the other way. Pisani (1930: 184) took Roman facedlo as
evidence of a *faceolus besides Tuscan fagiolo < *faseolus suggesting to him Umbrian origin, with the
word brought to Greece through Magna Graecia. Kretschmer (1933b: 181-2) rather saw the word as a
satam-treatment of *b’uk- like the Albanian word, and theorizes that the word entered Latin through
lllyrian before being brought to Greece. WH (I: 436) reject the connection entirely, perhaps too hastily,
but (pg. 299) assert correctly that the direction is from Greek to Latin. Its further origin in Greek (loan
from a satom-treatment of *b’q-k-?) can only be speculated on. Any consideration of Lat. basélus as
representing a Lat. b for Gk. ¢ alternation (cf. Alessio 1955: 368 [who admits that the comparison is
uncertain], Furnée 1972: 175, EDG 1556) cannot be upheld. The form basélus is only found in Isidore,
and clearly represents a Late Latin development (Biville I: 187-8).
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m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, domestic

Pokorny (111), WH (I: 455-6), EM (216), DV (201)
Meiser (1986: 172, 174), Schrijver (1991: 113-4), Untermann (2000: 265-6), Derksen
(2007: 57), Matasovi¢ (2009: 56), Kroonen (2013: 52), Kroonen et al. (2022: 5)

Lat. far ‘emmer, flour’ can have arisen via syncope from an s-stem like *b%H-o0s >
*faros (cf. vir < *wiros), but U farsio (= Lat. farreum) cannot be the result of syncope;
intervocalically *s > z and then, post-syncope, the resulting cluster *rz would have given
U **farfio (Meiser 1986: 172, 174; Schrijver 1991: 113). Nor is *b’H-s- possible as it
would give Lat. **fras- (Schrijver 1991: 113, Untermann 2000: 265-6 with lit., Kroonen
et al. 2022: 5). Slavic also points to a root *b*ars- (or *b*ors-, which is equally unlikely
in an inherited s-stem) in PSlav. *bor$sno- (Derksen 2007: 57), with a nasal suffix. With
the traditional explanation of an inherited s-stem (cf. Pokorny 111) effectively ruled out,
PGm. *bariz- has either reanalyzed *b’ars as an s-stem to which it introduced ablaut
(DV 201) or it borrowed the lexeme as *b’arelis- (Kroonen et al. 2022: 5). PCelt.
*baragi(-na) reconstructs to *b’arV-, conspicuously lacking the *s (if the segmentation
is correct). This lexeme is quite likely a loan from an unknown source (Schrijver 1991:
113-114, DV 201, Matasovi¢ 2009: 56, Kroonen et al. 2022: 5; less explicitly EM 2186,
Untermann 2000: 265).

fascinus, -um ‘evil spirit; charm, spell; apotropaic phallus’
Pre-form:  *ba/Hsk-Vno- | Pltal. *faskVno-

Comp. *ba/h.sk-ano- | PGk. *baskano- | Gk. Backavog “‘who bewitches;
sorcerer, slanderer’

m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: magico-religious

Pokorny (91-2, 105-6), WH (I: 459), EM (218), DV (203)

Wharton (1890: 34), Kretschmer (1896: 248-9 fn. 4), Frisk (1960-72 I: 223-4), Leumann
(1977: 167), Schrijver (1991: 102), EDG (191, 203), Magni (2017), Weiss (2020: 308 fn.
121)

The only comparandum of Lat. fascinum is Gk. Baokavog (Schrijver 1991: 102) and
despite their close similarity,'?° the irregular correspondence of Lat. f to Gk.  shows that
neither is derived from the other.!?

120 The suffix -ino- is generally borrowed from Greek to make material adjectives, with the native Latin
suffix being -mo- (Magni 2017, Weiss 2020: 308, fn. 121). Here it is clearly something else, and is the
product of vowel weakening, perhaps from an a like in the Greek form.

121 Theoretically, the alternation could also be between *g* and *g». Because the difference is still one of
aspiration, it is not of great typological consequence. However, in §4.3.2.1 it will be suggested that the f ~
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Wharton (1890: 34) suggested that this was due to the Thracian reflex of *b# and
Kretschmer (1896: 248-9, fn. 4) agrees that it originated in the North in his section on
Illyrian. Several have followed (e.g. WH I: 459, Pokorny 105-6, Leumann 1977: 167,
EM 218) because it is attractive to see this as cognate with Gk. enui ‘to speak’ and
edokm ‘to declare, think’. While Latin attests denominal fascinare and Greek Bockoive
‘to bewitch’, the latter has further related forms. While Balw ‘to speak, say (often of
nonsense) and Ba&ig ‘word, rumor’ are sometimes considered onomatopoetic (cf. WH I:
459), Baokew: Aéyewv, kokoroyelv (Hsch.) cannot be done away with. Frisk (1960-72 I:
223-4) followed by EDG (203) suggests that in the sense of kakoloyelv, Pdokev might
have been influenced by Bdoxavoc. I wonder if they are simply of the same origin and
Baokew has been influenced by pdokm in the senses of (kako)royeiv.

Thraco-lllyrian origin might explain the Greek forms, but this assumption is based solely
on the purported etymological link with pdok®. Moreover, it does not explain the Latin.
Unlike in ballaena ~ @éAAova (s.v.), Latin shows the expected reflex of *b If, as EM
(218) assert, paokovog is derived from Pdoxewv, and Baokew is from the Thraco-1llyrian
version of @dokw, then Latin would have to have produced fascinum independently.
While it is possible that the verb for ‘to speak’ could be used to mean ‘to cast a spell’,
the Latin and Greek forms are probably too similar in shape and derived semantics to be
coincidence. This leads Schrijver (1991: 102), DV (203), and EDG (203) to propose that
they are common borrowings from a substrate. However this pair came about, it was not
due to internal developments within Greek or Latin, nor was it borrowed from any
attested source.

ferrum ‘iron, steel’
Pre-form:  *b’ers- | Pltal. *fersom

Comp.: *b’ros- | PGm. *brasa- ‘brass’ | OE bras ‘bronze, brass’, OFri. bress
‘copper’

Luw. *parza- ‘iron’
>>Akk. parzillu- ‘iron’
>> Ugr. brdl, Hebr. barzel, Phoen. brzl, Aram. przl, etc.

Svan berez ‘iron’
?Ingush/Chechen borza ‘bronze’
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics

Semantics: metallurgy

b alternation is not as useful for stratification because both words could be from a source form with /v/ or
IB/. If however the reconstruction with *g** for fascinus is correct, then this word too belongs to the group
of the oldest lexemes borrowed on the Italian peninsula.
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WH (1: 485-6), EM (229), DV (214)

Hommel (1881: 3386), Vanicek (1881: 109), Muller (1918: 148), Krogman (1937:
268-9), Alessio (1941a: 552), Pokorny (109-10), de Simone (1968-70 II: 179), Furnée
(1972: 232 fn. 13), Breyer (1993: 444), Pleiner (1996: 287), Watmough (1997: 99),
Valério & Yakubovitch (2010), Garnier (2017a: 252), Thorsg & Wigman et al. (2023:
111-12)

Attempts to derive Lat. ferrum from PIE have treated it as isolated. Early on, Vanicek
(1881: 109) derived it from a root *b’ers- ‘to fixate, solidify’, but the root (Pokorny
109-10) rather means ‘point, stubble, bristle’ (cf. Lat. fastigium ‘sharp point, tip’, Olr.
barr “tip, top’, OHG burst, borst “bristle’, etc.). Recently, Garnier (2017a: 252) derived it
from *d’er- “to hold, support’ through a backformation of *con-ferer-atus > *conferratus
‘resoldered’ from an s-stem *d’er-e/o0s-.

It is not isolated, however, and the external comparanda make it clear that it is a
Wanderwort. Within Indo-European, ferrum cannot be separated from PGm.
*brasa- ‘brass’. Krogman (1937: 268-9) linked the two under an ablauting s-stem
*bler-s-, *b’r-0s- to a root *b’er- ‘to shine; bright, brown’ but these are now seen as
different roots; nor is it clear what pattern of ablaut this would reflect. Adducing Svan
bereZ ‘iron” (Furnée 1972: 232 fn. 13) and Ingush/Chechen borza ‘bronze’ (Thorsg &
Wigman et al. 2023: 111-12) suggests that the sigmatic element is a part of the root. The
sigmatic element is further present in a group of related Semitic words including Ugr.
brdl, Hebr. barzel, Phoen. brzl, Aram. przl, Cl. Arab. firzil, etc. (Muller 1918:148,
Alessio 1941: 552, WH |: 485-6, DV 214, hesitantly EM 229). The Semitic forms are all
borrowed from Akk. parzillu- ‘iron” (known since Hommel 1881: 3386), which Valério
and Yakubovich (2010) have suggested is from a Luwian word meaning ‘iron ore’. The
lexeme *parza- occurs in parzassa- ‘made of parza-’ and parzagulliya- ‘having loops
made of parza-’. Thorsg & Wigman et al. (2023: 111-12) argue that *parza- meant ‘iron’
rather than “iron ore’ and that the I-suffix of the Semitic forms could have been added via
a Hurrian intermediary.

Despite identifying its ultimate source, the immediate source of Lat. ferrum remains
unknown. Thorsg & Wigman et al. (2023: 111-12) show that there is no understood
mechanism to explain how initial Phoenician b might be borrowed as Latin f.
Latino-Punic underwent fricativization of p to f, but Plautus’ Poenulus uses <b> to spell
b. Several have instead suggested Etruscan mediation for the word (Alessio 1941a: 552,
WH I: 485-6, Furnée 1972: 232, Breyer 1993: 444), which is archaeologically attractive
seeing as the earliest iron production on the Italian peninsula is from Etruria (Pleiner
1996: 287). However, Thorsg & Wigman et al. (2023 fn. 34) show that, although
Etruscan would likely have de-voiced initial b > p, a change within Etruscan of p > f is
not frequent or regular enough to count on. Sporadic p > f changes within Etruscan are
likely late and regional. Direct contact with r, I, n, m, or s has been interpreted as leading
to a change p > f (de Simone 1968-70 II: 179), but Watmough (1997: 99) shows via a
chronological ordering of attestations that the change was actually from a fricative to a
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stop. Thus the mediating language from which Latin borrowed ferrum remains unknown.

frcus “fig’
Pre-form:  *d’k-o- | Pltal. *piko-
Comp.: *dtiluiuk-0- | PGK. *t(")y/wiko- | Gk. Boeot. tokov, Att-lon. otkov “fig’
*tuliag’- | PArm. *tuz- | Arm. tuz “fig’
Hebr. sigma ‘the sycamore fig’, Aram. Sigmin [pl.] ‘mulberry trees’
>> Gk. cvkduivov ‘mulberry tree’
>> Gk. cukdpopov ‘mulberry’ (influenced by popov ‘mulberry’)
m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics

Semantics: plant, tree; fruit

WH (1: 492), EM (232), DV (218)

Lewy (1895: 23), Berger (1956: 21-2), Battisti (1960: 359, 381), Turner (1966-9 I: 509),
Hoffner (1967: 43, fn. 58), Friedrich (1970: 150), Furnée (1972: 262), Puhvel (11 232),
Martirosyan (2009: 295), EDG (1421), Simon (fthc.)

Latin frcus “fig” can be reconstructed with initial *b% *d* or *g* but in light of the
comparanda, *d” is the obvious choice.'?? In any case, Latin f is the reflex of a voiced
aspirate, which forms an invalid *D”T root structure. Arm. teuz “fig” reconstructs to a
different invalid root *tu/ig’, though Martirosyan (2009: 295) suggests it might
represent an underlying *tu/ik- influenced by the suffix j/z found in plant and animal
names. The palatalization is automatic after u, and need not be original. This pre-form is
very similar to that behind the Greek forms Boeot. tokov and Att.-Ion. cixov, with a
glide initiating the change to o. In fact, both Armenian and Greek pre-forms can be
reconstructed with *t%. In Greek this is the reflex of a PIE *d* but in Armenian it is only
the result of *t(H).

This group of words is widely accepted to be independent loans from a non-1E language,
perhaps from a word with the shape of *t/ik-, *t#ik-, or *t'wik- (Furnée 1972: 262, WH I:
492, EM 232, DV 218, etc.). An initial *t* can be reconstructed for Italic, Greek, and
Armenian, though it is neutralized in the latter two. A non-1E origin is additionally
supported by the existence of Hebr. Sigma ‘the sycamore fig’ and Aram. Sigmm [pl.]
‘mulberry trees’, the isolation of which suggests they are not native to Semitic (Battisti
1960: 359). The latter was borrowed back into Greek as cukdpivov ‘mulberry tree” and
less directly as cukopopov ‘mulberry’, which seems to have been affected through folk
etymology by both cbkov and popov ‘mulberry’ (Lewy 1895: 23 with lit.).

Sometimes compared (Berger 1956: 21-2, Battisti 1960: 381, Friedrich 1970: 150) is

122 This rules out a connection with Semitic forms like Phoen. pg ‘ripe fig’ and Hebr. pagga ‘unripe fig’
that are clearly only superficially similar to the most recent Latin form.
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Burushaski phaak ‘fig’, reconstructed by Berger (not without reason) as *twoq.
Nevertheless, it seems much more likely that an Iranian word from *phalgu ‘fig” (Turner
1966-9 I: 509 gives e.g. Shina phag) is the source of the Burushaski word. Hoffner
(1967: 43 fn. 58, see further Simon fthc.) had suggested that the -sik(k)a element of
Hittite plant names like fas(s)ik(k)a- ‘a tree and its fruit’ and marsikka- “id.” might be
comparable to Gk. cvkov.!?22 As Puhvel (Ill: 232) notes however, this relies on
has(s)ik(k)a-being translated as ‘fig tree’, whereas in several lists, it is mentioned
alongside ©Sma ‘fig’, suggesting it means something else. Finally worth mentioning is
Udi toxgn “fig’, whose shape is potentially quite close to the other forms and whose
source in the Caucasus is not far removed from Armenia.

filix, felix “fern, bracken’
Pre-form:  *bfelil-ik- | Pltal. *fe/ilik-
Comp.: *bleg’-n/r- | PGK. *blek’n/r- | GK. BAfvov, BAfypov ‘male fern’

*blreg-n- | PGm. *brekna(n)- | Dan. bregne, Sw. braken, etc. ‘fern,
bracken’

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, wild

WH (I: 497), EM (234), DV (220)
Petr (1896: 209), Pokorny (120), Falk & Torp (1960: 100), Furnée (1972: 132, fn. 64,
65), Leumann (1977: 101), Schrijver (1999: 37-8), EDG (221), Beekes (2014: 37)

Lat. felix probably shows the original vocalism, with filix being the result of assimilation
from the i of the next syllable (cf. Leumann 1977: 101). Lat. filix/felix has been
compared since Petr (1896: 209) to reflexes of PIE *b’el- *henbane’ (Pokorny 120) in
Germanic (Ger. Bilsenkraut, etc.) and Slavic (Ru. belena, etc.), but this has been given
up for semantic reasons (cf. WH I: 497 and EM 234). DV (220) however, following
Schrijver (1999: 37-8), revives the link: “The stems of henbane show a superficial
resemblance to the feathered leaves of fern, and both plants have well-known medicinal
properties. This often suffices to create formal similarities in languages.” Battisti (1960:
352) saw it as either a reflex of *b%l- having undergone Mediterranean changes or a
complete Mediterraneanism, though his only evidence of this is that it is isolated.
Instead, it seems most likely that filix/felix is neither inherited nor isolated. It is best
compared to words with the same meaning (“fern/bracken’) in Greek and Germanic.

Latin f goes back to a voiced aspirate, and cannot regularly correspond to Gk. BAfiyvov
‘fern” (Grassmann’s Law should result in w). EDG (221) also shows that the r ~ n suffix
alternation in Greek is not the result of an inherited heteroclitic stem, but must be
something peculiar. PGm. *brekna(n)- (cf. Falk & Torp 1960: 100) ‘bracken’ shows an r

123 He more specifically mentions Myc. su-za, which EDG (1421) reads as /ovkio/.
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~ | alternation with the two other comparanda. Its velar reflects PIE *g as opposed to *k
for the Latin. It seems unlikely that this is the result of leveling after devoicing in the
nominative, since this change is not normally leveled (cf. réx, regis ‘king’). The Greek
velar reconstructs to *g* which could be the result of the additional suffix (cf. Furnée
1972: 132, fn. 64, 65; Beekes 2014: 37) shared by Germanic (which may have resulted in
the alternation in vocalism in the first syllable). This indicates that the -ix/-ex suffix of
the Latin forms is not of IE origin. Alternatively, if the whole lexeme was *BleG-n-, then
Latin, which attests to a form without the suffix, has interpreted the foreign root-final
velar (particularly after the addition of a nominative -s) as a native suffix.

fraces ‘lees, oil dregs’
Pre-form:  *d’vak- | Pltal. *prak-
Comp.: *dralog’- | PGm. *dragjo- | ON dregg ‘dregs, lees, yeast’, etc.

*d("ra/og’ | PBalt. *dragia”- | OPr. dragios ‘yeast’, Lith. dréges
‘dregs’, etc.
*d(Hra/osg | PSlav. *drozgija- | OCS droZdsje ‘dregs’, etc.

*d("ra/o/Hs- | PAlb. *dras- | Alb. dra ‘dregs, sediment’
m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: viticulture / oil

WH (1: 538-9), EM (251), DV (238)

Fraenkel (1962-5: 103), Kortlandt (1987), Orel (1987: 140), Schrijver (1991: 486),
Demiraj (1997: 141), Orel (1998: 141), Derksen (2007: 121), EDG (553), Kroonen
(2013: 99), Schumacher & Matzinger (2013: 262-3), Derksen (2014 s.v. derkti), de VVaan
(2018: 1746), Weiss (2018: 444)

Germanic *dragjo- (Kroonen 2013: 99) and PBalt. *dragia?- (cf. Derksen 2007: 121)
can be reconstructed to the same root shape. Lat. fraces is a good semantic match, but the
quality of its velar does not match theirs.!?* Taken at face value, fraces reconstructs to an
invalid *D’eT root structure. WH (I: 528-9) and DV (238) suggest that voiceless k could
have arisen in the nominative singular, devoiced before the ending -s. The singular frax
is attested rarely, once in the Philoxenus Glossary.!* This does not seem enough to
affect a word used mainly in the plural, and would be regular in any case (*g is preserved
in e.g. réx, régis).*?® However, an additional indication of non-I1E origin is the sigmatic

124 Kroonen (2013: 99) separates it by deriving it from frango ‘to break’, but all other derivatives of this
verb maintain the g.

125 And once in another gloss according to the TLL.

126 1f the k were originally g from a root *d’rag’-, Weiss (2018: 444) writes that this is exactly the root
shape in which Limited Latin Grassmann’s Law should operate. The potential blocking of the
phenomenon (the expected result would be *drag’- > *drages > **tragés) is a parallel to the same
blocking in the nominative of Gk. 0pi&, Tpydc.
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element that appears in PSlav. drazgija-.

Alb. dra ‘sediment, dregs; smudged butter; sweepings, dirt’ is derived from *drag- <
*dralog’- by Demiraj (1997: 141) and Orel (1998: 141). The former supports this with a
proposal that it is the source of the verb ndrag ‘to make/get dirty’. But it is not fully clear
if *g" should disappear,”” and de Vaan (238) considers a pre-from *drab-. Less
problematic might be a reconstruction *d(")ras-, with the sibilant of the Slavic forms yet
lacking the velar.?® Perhaps this makes it possible to further compare (cf. DV 238,
Schrijver 1991: 486, WH I: 538-9) forms with no velar but a long vowel + sn (PGm.
*drosna-. OE drosne, OHG truosana, MoDu. droesem ‘dreg’, perhaps also OE drome
[Schrijver 1991: 486]).12%: 130

Latin requires a vocalism, as a laryngeal would produce a *CRHC sequence yielding
**fraces. The Baltic accentuation (EDG 553) and vocalism also prohibit a laryngeal in
the root. Thus Derksen (2007: 121) favors reconstructing a-vocalism for the Balto-Slavic
formations despite o being a possibility. This, in addition to the irregular velar
correspondence, the vacillating appearance of the sigmatic element, and the invalid root
structure make this family look very much non-IE.

frige ‘to roast’
Pre-form:  *breig- | *briHg- | Pltal. *frig-
Comp.: *biyuHg- | PGK. *p/rig- | GK. ppdyw ‘to roast, dry, fry’
?*blreg- | *brerg- | Pllr. *b’ra(i)j- | Skt. bhrajj- ‘to fry, roast’, MP bryz- ‘to
roast, bake’, etc.
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics

Semantics: action; culinary

Pokorny (137), WH (I: 548), EM (259), DV (254)
Thurneysen (1890: 353), Biville (I: 194, 11: 290-3), EDG (1593), Giacomelli (1994: 36),
Cheung (2007 s.v. bra(i)y)

Lat. frigo ‘to roast’ is attested since Plautus, but its perfect frixi is not attested in
Classical Latin. Giacomelli (1994: 36) takes it as a loan from or influenced by Greek
epdym ‘to roast, dry, fry’. But this is difficult to defend. There are examples of Lat. i in

127 Orel (1987: 140) suggests it had to do with original accentuation (e.g. shteg ‘path’< *staiga < *st6ig’os
vs. ve ‘widow’ < *widewa < *yid’éueh.).

128 According to de Vaan (2018: 1746) building on Kortlandt (1987), intervocalic *s does not disappear
but rather yields Alb. sh. De Vaan notes that it is still debated, and Schumacher & Matzinger (2013:
262-3) propose that intervocalic *s only yields Alb. sh before a front vowel, whereas it disappears before
a back vowel.

129 WH (1I: 538-9) further mention similar forms with an st suffix: OE dearst(e), dreest ‘yeast, dregs’, OHG
pl. trestir ‘marc (remains of crushed grapes)’.

130 EM (251) compare marcere ‘to be withered, wrinkled, weak’ along with e.g. Olr. mraich ‘malt’, but
Schrijver (1991: 458) notes that *mr yields Lat. br, not f.
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loans from Gk. v since the archaic period, but these can often be explained
phonologically or by alternations already circulating in Greek (Biville 11: 290-3). Nor
does Lat. f borrowed from Gk. ¢ occur before the 1% ¢c. BCE (Biville I: 194). EDG (1593)
and DV (243) support both forms being borrowed from a third language or a Latin
borrowing from Greek via an intermediary language (cf. the same vocalic alternation in
ficus ~ obkov ‘fig’). Cheung (2007 s.v. bra(i)/) compares them to a widespread root
amongst the Iranian languages (with i introduced into the full-grade from the
zero-grade), also occurring in Skt. bhrajj- ‘to fry, roast’ < *bfreg- / *b’erg- ‘to roast’ (cf.
also WH I: 548; EM 254 as evidence of an expressive word), but neither the Latin nor
the Greek can be a regular reflex of this root. !

fulica, fulix “‘water bird, probably coot’
Pre-form:  *bful-Vk- | Pltal. *fulVka-
Comp.: *b’alol-ig- | PGm. *balikon- | OHG belihha ‘coot’
*b(Ho/ul-a/oK- | PCelt. *bo/ul-a/okkagno- | SGael. bolachdan “coot’
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: animal, bird; aquatic

Pokorny (118-20), WH (I: 559-60), EM (259), DV (248)
Niedermann (1905-6: 78), Persson (1909: 60-2), Furnée (1972: 192), Sommer & Pfister
(1977: 60), Fruyt (1986: 229-30), EWA (I: 530), EDG (1550), van Sluis (fthc.)

Lat. fulica is traditionally linked to *b’e/- ‘shining, white’ (cf. Pokorny 118-20), allowing
a connection with Gk. @ainpic ‘coot’, Hsch. gardc: Aevkoc (EDG 1550).1%2 This is not
without issue, however. One must assume dialectal*®® u for o < **b’o/- (Sommer &
Pfister 1977: 60), but this is ad hoc (DV 248). It is also obvious to compare it to OHG
belihha (WH I: 558-9, EM 259 with lit.), but in fact, this creates a *k ~*g alternation in
the suffix (interpreted as different inherited velar suffixes by EWA I: 530).3* Van Sluis
(fthc.) identified SGael. bolachdan ‘coot’ as a comparandum. In the region where the
word is attested, the reflexes of Olr. -cht and -cc merge into /xg/, thus behind bolachdan
could be the pre-form *bo/ul-a/oxtagno- < *bo/ul-a/okt- with a further unexplained
dental element or *bo/ul-a/okk-agno- < *bo/ul-a/okk- + the diminutive suffix. The latter
looks more similar to the Italic and Germanic comparanda, with gemination of the velar.

131 Thurneysen (1890: 353) earlier tried to derive them via a “vocalic z” from *b’rzgo-.

132 Fyrther also Skt. balaka- ‘white heron, egret’, but this requires the assumption that it has been
contaminated by baka- ‘heron’ (Niedermann 1905-6: 78, followed in e.g. KEWA II: 418, Fruyt 1986:
230, EWA I: 530).

133 The regular development of *o > u /_(I)i proposed by Persson (1909: 60-2), followed by Fruyt (1986:
229-30) is unlikely given e.g. folium.

134 The form fulica might help show that the unvoiced velar is original, rather than the result of devoicing
in the nominative singular. But if it is secondary to fulix, then it cannot be ruled out that the change was
leveled to the oblique forms of fulix before the formation of fulica.
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Furnée (1972: 192) and EDG (1550) note that, amongst the Greek attestations of words
related to @oldg, there is consonantal alternation that makes it not look particularly
native. Thus, even if the Greek form does share a root with the Italic, Germanic, and
Celtic words, it does not prove that it is inherited. Furthermore, DV (248) notes that it is
uncertain whether fulica even refers to the coot.!*®® Its etymologization under a lexeme
meaning ‘white’ may in fact be a learned folk etymology. The irregular correspondences
we must reconstruct for this Latin, Germanic, and Celtic bird lexeme point to non-IE
origin.

funda ‘leather strap, sling’

Pre-form:  *bg*und(’)- | Pltal. *fl*undlba

Comp.: *sh#/giend- | PGK. *sp’endona | GK. cpevddvn ‘sling’

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics

Semantics: tool

WH (I: 562), EM (260), DV (249)
Cuny (1910: 158), Meillet (1922a: 73), Leumann (1977: 162), Biville (I: 197-8), EDG
(1430)

Lat. funda could semantically be from *b%end" ‘to bind’, but morphologically its u
precludes derivation from this root. A connection with fundere ‘to pour” in the sense that
slinging is like pouring (cf. Walde 1921: 83) is gratuitous. Instead, the best
comparandum for funda is Gk. opevédvn ‘sling” of similar form and meaning. A direct
borrowing from Greek should have resulted in Lat. **spend- (WH I: 562, Biville I: 197).
Thus like the pair ~ oedyyog, the Latin and Greek forms are independent relatives.
Biville (I: 197-8) suggests that through s mobile and IE ablaut, both can go back to an
inherited formation: *bfond- (Latin) ~ *spfend- (Greek).!*® But this again does not
explain the u of funda. The pair thus most likely represents loans from third source
(Cuny 1910: 158, Meillet 1922a: 73, EM 260, DV 249, EDG 1430).

fungus “fungus, mushroom, sponge’
Pre-form:  *b%g*ong- | Pltal. *fongo-

Comp.: *sp/btong- | *sk*/g*ong- | PGK. *spongo-, *spfongo- | Gk. on/@dyyog
‘sponge, spongy object; gland’

*syomb’- / *syong**-? | PGm. *swamb/ppan- | Go. swamms ‘sponge’,

135 Vergil Georgics 1.363: ‘when the marine fulicae play on dry land’; Ovid Metamorphoses 8.625: ‘now
the waves are frequented by diving birds and swampy fulicis’. Perhaps the closest, (but yet why does he
not mention their color?) is Pliny Naturalis historia 11.44(37).122: ‘(nature) has given to the fulicarum
kind (a crest) residing from the beak through the middle of the head’. Additionally, the Romance
descendants do indeed mean ‘coot’.

136 The root *b’end- is attested in Skt. bhandate ‘feels happy’ (LIV2 s.v. ?*b’end-), but semantically this
cannot be the same root.
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ON svoppr ‘mushroom’, etc.

Avar sa:k’ ‘tinder’, Tsez zik’u ‘mushroom’, Udi 8a‘mk:al ‘mushrooms’
>>? Georg., Megrel., Laz sok’o, Svan sok’(w)™" ‘mushroom’

2*psong- / *kong(*)- | Arm. sunkn, sungn, sunk, sung ‘tree-mushroom’

2*g(")(ulomb(’)- | PSlav. *goba *(tree-)fungus’ | OCS goba ‘sponge’,
SIn. goba ‘mushroom, tree-fungus’, etc.

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: fungus / tool

WH (1: 566-7), EM (262), DV (250)

Pedersen (1904), Cuny (1910: 158), Otrebski (1939: 184), Bartholomae (1961: col. 925),
Machek (1971: 179), Furnée (1972: 164, 232, 360 etc.), ESSJa (VII: 78-80), Rédei
(1986: 75), Rédei (1988: 355), EWAIa (lI: 240-1), Biville (I: 198-9), Derksen (2007:
182), EDG (1385), Martirosyan (2009: 586), Kroonen (2013: 495), Kurdadze et al.
(2015: 193), Holopainen (2019: 186-8), eDIL (s.v. spongc, sponc)

WH (I: 566-7) take Lat. fungus ‘mushroom; sponge’ as a borrowing from Gk. om/pdyyoc
‘sponge’, assuming that the meaning ‘mushroom’ must have existed but is unattested in
Greek literature. They propose that the borrowing of f from on/¢ happened under the
influence of fungor ‘to perform, administer’. This seems untenable, as it ignores the
initial ¢ and appeals to an analogy that is semantically indefensible. Biville (I: 198-9)
suggests that the 6@ cluster in cpoyyog would have to have been pronounced sf, and then
heard and rendered in Latin as fungus. But when Latin certainly has borrowed Gk.
omoyyud, it is as spongia (and in Isidore as spungia/sfungia). The shape of Lat. fungus
instead suggests an independent relative of the Greek forms rather than a borrowing from
them (cf. funda ~ ocpevddvn). Given the n ~ ¢ alternation within Greek (Furnée 1972:
164, 232, 360 etc., EDG 1385) and irregular comparanda elsewhere, it is widely
suspected that the words are loaned from an unknown third source (Cuny 1910: 158, EM
262, DV 250, EDG 1385, Martirosyan 2009: 586 with lit.), and could well represent a
Wanderwort.

The lexeme occurs as Arm. sunkn, sungn, sunk, and sung ‘tree-mushroom, cork tree’,
where Martirosyan (2009: 586) reconstructs *psongo-. Such a reconstruction makes it
look intermediate to Greek *sp®- and words that are similarly lacking the plosive in
Kartvelian and Nakh-Dagestanian. The Kartvelian forms are taken by Martirosyan as
independent comparanda due to their widespread distribution, but they cannot be ruled
out as borrowings from Nakh-Dagestanian (Peter Schrijver p.c.). The Nakh-Dagestanian
forms are complex and difficult to reconstruct, but Udi Sa‘mk:al crucially attests to a
nasal otherwise lacking at the surface of the Dido and Avar-Andic forms. Furthermore,

137 Martirosyan (2009: 586) gives this Svan form, though Kurdadze et al. (2015: 193) give only t’q’ubul
(which seems to exist in Georgian as well, e.g. t'q’ubla-sok’o ‘Armillaria tabescens’).
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the West Dido forms (Tsez zik’u, Hinug zek’u ‘tree fungus, mushroom, tinder’) hint at an
original paradigm in which the oblique was *sink’(w)U- (Peter Schrijver, p.c.).

The Slavic material*® looks like it rules out a reconstruction with *b% and instead favors
something like *g** as the original first plosive. But as Derksen (2007: 182) notes, a
connection between PSlav. *goba *(tree-)fungus’ and Gk. on/@dyyoc is difficult formally
because of the final *b(*) that must be reconciled with the velar of all other proposed
comparanda so far. Interpretations have thus varied. Pedersen (1904) suggested that the
Slavic and potential Germanic comparanda represented *sg*omb’o- or *sguomb’o-,
metathesized variants of the root behind the Greek forms (cf. further Otrebski 1939: 184,
Machek 1971: 179, without mention of Germanic). Smoczynski (2018: 404-5) instead
takes the Slavic forms and several Baltic words for swellings on plants and persons (cf.
Lith. gumbas ‘bump, gall, ulcer, etc.) from PBSI. *gumb-, a neo-root reanalyzed from the
nasal infix present of the root *g(*)ub’- ‘to bend, curve.’

On the Germanic forms, Kroonen (2013: 495) reconstructs PGm. *swamb/ppan-, an
n-stem as if from *syomb’-. It indeed shares the problem of a final labial in place of a
velar with Slavic. Given the likelihood of this being a non-IE lexeme, perhaps the
Germanic and Slavic forms were borrowed without the velar element and the b is
secondary from the nasal. Within Germanic, Kroonen (2013: 598) has, on the basis of
*wulfa- for expected *wulhwa- < *ulk»-, suggested that *k» > *p after resonants in words
with an initial labial (cf. also *fimfe < *penke). If an anlauting sibilant would not block
this, perhaps *swamp- is from something like *swank*-. Though if this works more
generally on labiovelars, then *swang*- may yield *swamb’-. And if this occurred
before Kluge’s Law, then *-mb”- > *-mpp- > would explain the *b ~ pp alternation in
Germanic. The appurtenance of the Slavic forms is still difficult, since this explanation
does not apply there.

It is difficult to decide how to reconstruct the first plosive. The only reconstruction with
a velar allowed by the Armenian forms is *kong(w)- (p.c. Rasmus Thorsg). It looks
suspicious because we must assume that the s of the Armenian form, present in most of
the other comparanda, is not from a pre-form with *s but rather happens to have
developed coincidentally due to a palatovelar that is not required by any of the other
reconstructions. On the other hand, the Armenian forms also look like they could
plausibly post-satomization loans from a form with a sibilant, like those in Kartvelian
and Nakh-Dagestanian (now that a nasal can be reconstructed for the latter). I am not
convinced that we can fully rely on the Armenian forms as independent evidence.

Without the secure (independent) appurtenance of the Slavic or Armenian forms, either a
labial or a velar could have been original. The *w of the Germanic forms could attest to a
b ~ w alternation like that of PGm. baung- against Lat. faba (s.v.). Alternatively, a
non-IE labialized velar could have been borrowed into Latin and Greek as an aspirated

138 The Slavic forms also mean ‘lip’, which is likely a secondary semantic development (ESSJa VII: 79,
Derksen 2007: 182).
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labiovelar while in Germanic the velar element was overtaken by the labial nature of the
foreign phoneme. A similar situation might underlie Gk. da¢wvn vs. GK. davyva ‘laurel’
(s.v. laurus). Potential evidence in favor of the labial comes in the form of further
comparisons with Uralic, but these are not at all straightforward.*

What we have here in any case is a widespread substrate word or Wanderwort. If one
wonders what would give a word for mushroom such a broad distribution, it should be
noted that certain fungi are indispensable fire-starting tools. The Ice Man of the Oztal
Alps was found with a pouch containing a fire-starting kit, composed of iron pyrites,
flints, and shelf fungus (cf. Dickson, Oeggl & Handley 2003: 76). Thus this family of
forms might be an ancient cultural word.**°

guberna, -are ‘to plot/steer a ship; to govern, manage’
Pre-form:  *gub(%)- | Pltal. *gub/f-

Comp.: *Kkub- | PGK. *kub- | Gk. kvBepvdwm ‘to steer, head for; to govern’
*kum- | PGK. *kum- | Gk. (Cypriot) ku-me-re-na-i ‘they steer’

?7Lith. kumbryti “to steer a ship’

??PSlav. *krvmiti | OCS kremiti ‘to steer’
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: action; maritime

WH (I: 625), EM (284)

Cuny (1910: 156), Boisacq (1916: 527-8), Fohalle (1925: 164-5), Otrebski (1939: 153),
Ernout (1954: 24 fn. 4), Machek (1955: 61-4), Fraenkel (1962-5: 308-9), Lejeune (1972:
152), Neumann (1987: 64-9), Biville (I: 242-3), EWAia (I: 385-6), Beekes (1992: 188),
Neumann (1992: 188), EDG (793), Egetmeyer (2010: 110, 202, 159) Smoczynski (2018:
629)

139 For the comparisons, cf. Rédei (1986: 75, 1988: 355) and Martirosyan (2009: 586). Holopainen (2019:
186-8) reconstructs for the group *piika ‘pyschedelic mushroom’. He concludes that *pigka could be a
borrowing from an Indo-Iranian form of the shape *b’ajga- in the meaning ‘narcotic’ vel sim., if it
existed. This itself is a complicated question. Traditionally, YAv. bayhalbangha (cf. Bartholomae 1961:
col. 925) is interpreted as the name of a narcotic plant, but EWAia (I1: 340-1) disagrees, instead following
Henning (1951: 33-4). There is Skt. bhanga- ‘hemp’, which seems to have given MoP bang ‘hemp’. MP
bang, mang ‘henbane’ is unrelated. But the idea that YAv. bayhal/bangha refers to a narcotic plant seems
to have resulted interpolation between these meanings. The word occurs in one context describing god as
abagha, ‘without bagha’, and thus ‘without narcotics’ makes little sense. Instead, Henning relates
bayhalbangha to Skt. dvamsa- “‘perishing, destruction’. Holopainen’s interpretation relies heavily on the
psychedelic semantics of PU *piyka being original rather than the fungal semantics. This is indeed
perhaps supported by Nganasan h'agkud’'a ‘to be drunk’. If, however, this is a secondary development (cf.
Mansi (East) penk, (West) pepk, (North) panx “fly agaric; intoxication’, East Khanty paykal- ‘to sing after
having consumed fly agaric’), the Uralic forms stand a chance of being loans from the same source as the
Indo-European forms.

140 Note Olr. spongc, sponc, which, though borrowed through Lat. spongia from Gk. croyyid, means both
‘sponge’ but also ‘touchwood, tinder’ (EDIL s.v. spongc, sponc), suggesting a long-maintained but
unattested meaning of the Latin word.
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Lat. gubernare ‘to steer a ship’ is borrowed from Gk. xvBepvaw of the same meaning,
but its g for Gk. « is irregular.

Greek attests to two variants: one with B (xvpepvam) and one with p (ku-me-re-na-i,
probably /kumernahi/ < *kumernansi, cf. Egetmeyer 2010: 110, 202). Lejeuene (1972:
152) prefers the explanation that kvPepviw is a dissimilation from *kvpepvam (cf.
Homeric papvépevog Vs. inscriptional Bopvauevog) to do away with what otherwise
looks like a b ~ m alternation. Neumann (1987: 64-9) explains it as metathesized from
*xvpP- and therefore related to kOpPig ‘triangular tablets forming a three-sided pyramid,
turning on a pivot, upon which the early laws were inscribed at Athens’ (later “pillars or
tablets with inscriptions’). He reconstructs it to the root *kverb- ‘to turn’. But Beekes
(1992: 188) notes the root is otherwise always *k*erp- (including, supposedly, Gk.
kapmdg ‘wrist”) and takes issue with the number of assumptions required to get from
*kurb-na- to *xvPepva (upon which the verb was built). Neumann (1992: 188)
responded in defense, saying in fact it only requires the assumption of metathesis and
anaptyxis. These are indeed two extra assumptions that are used to reconstruct the word
back to an otherwise unattested root. Thus | follow EDG (793) who still disagrees with
Neumann and takes the irregular b ~ m alternation at face value (cf. also Egetmeyer
2010: 159).

Fohalle (1925) discussed the possibility that the “faiblesse articulatoire” of voiceless
Greek plosives was perceived by Latin speakers as voicedness, but found no evidence of
this. Thus he concluded, especially in cases where the word in question does not have an
IE etymology, a voicing discrepancy between Latin and Greek points to a pre-Greek
origin. Ernout (1954: 24 fn. 4) and EM (284) follow, and write that it is therefore not
necessary to suppose that the word came to Latin from Greek via an intermediary; both
forms could have been borrowed from the same Aegean substrate source. But Biville (I:
242-3) rightly notes that they are so close that one cannot help but suspect borrowing.
Rather than independent loans, this seems like another case of a Greek word loaned into
Latin via an intermediary (cf. already Cuny 1910: 156), like ballaena (s.v.). That it does
not have an etymology within Greek does not change this.

Boisacq (1916: 527-8) accepted a connection with Skt. kibara- ‘transom of a wagon’
and Lith. kumbryti ‘to steer a ship’, but wrote that their connection was unclear as they
required the form with *kub- in Greek to be older; difficult, as he too accepted the
explanation that xvBepvawm is a dissimilation from *xvuepvam. Machek (1955: 61-4,
following Otrebski 1939: 153) adds OCS krumiti ‘to steer’, still supporting an IE

etymology.

The connection with the Sanskrit material can be rejected on semantic grounds (EWAia
I: 385-6). EDG (793) follows Fraenkel (1962-5: 308-9) in rejecting the comparisons to
Baltic. The latter writes that in order to be related, we would need to assume that Cypriot
ku-me-re-na-i is earlier than any of the other Greek dialectal forms. (Note that this is the
opposite of the problem as formulated by Boisacq.) However, if there isa b ~ m
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alternation within Greek, then neither form has to be earlier than the other, and kumbryti
might instead represent an additional alternation, namely mb. The stronger argument is
semantic. Lith. kumbrys (vars. kumburas, kumburys, kumbras) refers to the bent wooden
portion of a yoke or rudder, as well as a hill or peak. Smoczynski (2018: 629) does not
even mention the nautical semantics, taking kumbrys as a voiced variant of *kumprys, a
derivation from kumpti “to bend, stoop’. This suggests, as does the limitation of kumbryti
to the area of the Curonian Lagoon (Fraenkel 1962-5: 308), that the meaning ‘rudder’
and the derived verb ‘to steer’ was a secondary, dialectal development. To connect OCS
kromia ‘back end of a ship’, kremiti ‘to steer’ requires, as Fraenkel points out, the
assumption of r metathesis. Thus the Baltic and Slavic words stand a good chance of
being only coincidentally similar.

hasta ‘spear, staff’
Pre-form:  *g’a/Hst- / *g’a/Hzd"-? | Pltal. *yasta

Comp.: *g’a/Hzd(%)- | PCelt. *gazdo- ‘withe’ | MIr. gat ‘osier, withe’
*ga/Hst- | PCelt. *gasto- | Olr. gass ‘twig, branch’

*g’a/o/Hzd’- | PGm. *gazda- | Go. gazds ‘sting’, OHG gart, ON gaddr
‘goad’

m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: tool

Pokorny (412-3), WH (I: 636), EM (290), DV (278)
Schrijver (1991: 134-5), Untermann (2000: 336-7), Lubotsky (2004: 329-30), Matasovi¢
(2009: 155), Meiser (2010: 270-1), Kroonen (2013: 172)

Latin hasta reconstructs to an invalid *D’eT root structure. If the Latin form is not
isolated, which despite its more specific semantics, does not need to be the case, we are
likely looking at a non-IE word. The other comparanda show that the dental element of
hasta is part of the root and not, for example, a feminine -to suffix. Lubotsky (2004: 330)
takes the differing vocalism in Oscan hostatu as an additional peculiarity pointing to
non-1E origin. However most others are more cautious (Untermann 2000: 336-7, DV
278, etc.): since the meaning of hostatu is unknown, we can only speculate on its
connection with hasta and the significance of its aberrant vocalism.**! There are other
features within the more securely related forms that hint at non-IE origin.

Szemerényi (1952) and Meiser (2010: 119) assume that *-zd*- yields -st- in Latin, such
that hasta could be from a root *g’azd"- of permissible structure (thus Schrijver 1991:
134-5). However Lubotsky (2004: 329-30) argues that *zd* yields Latin d with

141 As it appears in the phrase hostatu anhostatu, the o for expected a could for instance be the result of
weakening in its non-initial position in anhostatu whereupon it was leveled to its initial position in
hostatu (Untermann 2000: 337, Meiser 1986: 270-1).
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compensatory lengthening rather than -st-.242 Thus we can reconstruct *-st- for the Latin
form, which creates an irregular correspondence with the Germanic forms. Even without
the Latin material, this alternation also occurs within the Celtic comparanda (WH I: 636,
EM 290, Matasovi¢ 2009: 155), indicating that we are dealing with a non-1E loanword.

hedera ‘ivy’
Pre-form:  *g’ed(’)-ales/r- | Pltal. *yeda/es/ra

Comp.: *klgtid-ar- | PGK. *Kit'ara- | GK. xi8dpa. ‘ivy’
*k/gtit/d-jo- | PGK. *kit(")'0- | Gk. kioodg ‘ivy’

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, wild

Pokorny (437-8), WH (I: 638), EM (291), DV (281)
Furnée (1972: 256-7), Hamp (1974), Leumann (1977: 315), Meiser (2010: 83)

The traditional explanation of Lat. hedera follows Festus in connecting it to -hendo ‘to
grab’ < *g’ed-, quod edera vincit ad quodcumque se applicat ‘because ivy overcomes
anything it attaches itself to’ (Pokorny 437-8, Leumann 1977: 315, Meiser 2010: 83).
The explanation smacks of a folk etymology, and is not fully accepted by WH (I: 638),
EM (291), or DV (281). Instead, a connection to Gk. xiocdg ‘ivy’ is attractive.
Appearing as kiooapog in a gloss, and with the alternate form kidpa,*® the Greek words
are not inherited (Furnée 1972: 256-7, EDG 704). Given Grassmann’s Law in Greek and
vowel weakening in Latin, all forms can reconstruct to an original *g‘ed’-ar- ~
*glid"-ar- with irregular e ~ i vocalic alternation pointing to a loan. The 6 ~ oo
alternation in the Greek forms (cf. other pairs like carpasum ~ carpathum ‘poisonous
plant’ and &v(v)no(o)ov ‘anise’ ~ dv(v)nbov “dill’) points to vacillating palatalization (cf.
EDG 704).

Hamp (1974), on the assumption that the initial h in Latin is not etymological (given the
occasional spelling edera) proposes an explanation in which Lat. hedera < *h,ed-is-a
with comparative morphology and Olr. edenn ‘ivy’ < *h;ed-ies-no-, W eiddew and Bret.
ilyau ‘ivy’ < *h,ed-ies-uo- with comparative morphology would be extremely archaic
active intensive agentive formations with the meaning ‘voracious’ to the root *h.ed- ‘to
eat’. This is unlikely. The Celtic forms may still be related if they attest to an alternation
*ghed’- ~ *ed*, but this remains very uncertain.**

hirundg, -inis ‘swallow, martin, and similar birds’

142 There are only four potential examples of Lat. -st- < *-zd’-, one of which is this very word.

143 Alb. gisar ‘ivy’ is probably a loan from unattested fem. *kioodpo.

144 Furnée (1972) gives examples of this sort of alternation occurring within Greek: képvov ~ dpva ‘nut’,
yivwog ~ ivwdg ‘hinny’ (pg. 391); kixAn ‘thrush, wrasse (fish)” ~ iyla ‘a sea fish’, kaddiog ‘urn, pitcher’ ~
G661 ‘a measure of volume’, kaiwvdéopon “to roll around” ~ dAwvdéw ‘id.”, kavOniov ‘packsaddle’” ~
avonhov “id.”, etc. (pg. 300 fn. 59). Possibly kapBativon ‘rawhide shoes’ ~ apric “high boot’?
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Pre-form:  *g%ir-o/und(?)-on- | Pltal. *yiro/undon-

Comp.: *glel-iHd-an- | PGK. *k’elidon- | GK. xeAiddv ‘swallow’
*gho(u)l(H)-(o)nt/d()- | PAIb. *da(u)lant/d(h)- | Alb. dalléndyshe
‘swallow’
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics

Semantics: animal, bird

WH (I: 652), EM (296), DV (286)

André (1967: 92-4), Furnée (1972: 272), Cabej (1976 I: 105-6), CAD (S: 295), Orel
(1998: 55), Lockwood (2001: 217-18), Newmark (2005 s.v. dalléndyshe), EDG (706,
1622), Weiss (2020: 153), Kroonen (fthc.)

Lat. hirundo ‘swallow, martin’ is traditionally taken as a derivation of hirrio ‘to snarl’
(WH 1. 652), a verb attested late and reserved for describing dogs (André 1967: 93).
Italian dialectal forms like rindina and Sicilian rinnina suggest that a byform *hirindo
was also in circulation. It is of course possible that the call of such birds was thought to
sound like barking or snarling, but a more robust explanation is at hand in light of the
Gk. xeMddv ‘swallow’.

The Corinthian female name XeMdpov leads André (1967: 93) to conclude that it is the
original form, and that this lexeme is not simply *g’e/- ‘to call’ plus the small animal
suffix -dwv. EDG (1622), due to the rarity of the suffix -Fov in post-consonantal position,
instead proposes that this is a false archaism. They nonetheless find the derivation from
*gtel- unconvincing,'*® and recognize a Pre-Greek suffix -15- in the word.

The similarity of the Latin and Greek forms, both in form and meaning, is remarkable.
They both begin with *g’- and end with *-don. There is a mismatch in vocalism in the
primary syllable, and in fact one might expect the i of hirundo to be lowered to e in the
open syllable as in sero < *siso (cf. Weiss 2020: 153, though s.v. pirum for reasons to
doubt this).}® There is an | ~ r alternation at the end of the first syllable and a nasal in the
Latin form that is not present in the Greek. These are alternations that are not uncommon
amongst other substrate lexemes. André (1967: 94) proposes that, if we assume some
initial vocalic variation, both forms could be the result of different dissimilation.
*Ktenindwon > *K’elindwon > *kelidwon > Gk. yehddv; *hinundo > *hirundo. This of
course does not explain the source of the initial variation. Furnée (1972: 272) cites AkK.
hinundu ‘swallow’, but this must be a misreading for sinuntu (CAD S: 295). André

145 Though «iyAn ‘thrush’ is usually explained as a reduplicated formation to *g’e/-, EDG (706) is
skeptical but separate it from yeAid@v for other reasons.

146 Cf. the opposite expectation in Lockwood (2001: 217-18) where the swallow is named after its forked
tail, and thus derives from harundé ‘reed’, which somehow becomes *herunda, upon which we would get
“popular i” for e. It should be noted however that at a later date, hirundé and harundé were being
confused with each other. The Appendix Probi has hirundo non harundo and Fr. has aronde ‘swallow’ <
harundo (André 1967: 92).
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(1967: 94) wants to see sinuntu as related, perhaps the source, but finds the difficulties
insurmountable. Thus we are left with an irregular match between Latin and Greek.

Anthony Jakob (p.c.) has noticed that Alb. dalléndyshe ‘swallow’ can be reconstructed to
a similar but likewise aberrant pre-form. Kroonen (fthc.) reconstructs
*Sho(u)I(H)-(o)nt/d(#)-. Cabej (1976 1. 106) had previously interpreted the word as
containing the diminutive suffix -ushe.!*’

Thus the range of this non-IE lexeme includes Latin, Greek, and Albanian. The original
quality of the final dental in Alb. dallénd- is neutralized by its position (Kroonen fthc.)
but on comparison with the -und- of Lat. hirundé it recalls the Gk. v6-suffixes.
Interestingly here however, the Greek form does not have the suffix with a nasal.

lacerna ‘a cloak fastened at the neck’
Pre-form:  *la/Hk- | Pltal. *lakerna

Comp.: *la/h2K- | PGK. *lakko- | Gk. Mdxkog ‘a garment’
*lo/hsK- | PGK. *lokka- | Hsch. Aokkmn “a type of cloak’

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: textiles

Pokorny (674), WH (I: 743), EM (336)
Furnée (1972: 344), EDG (826, 871)

Pokorny (674) derives lacerna ‘cloak’ from lacer ‘torn, mutilated’ as originally a torn
piece of cloth used as an overcoat. Lacinia ‘edge of the fabric’ might connect them. WH
(1: 743) follows, noting rightly that the suffix -erna, whether of Etruscan origin or not, is
found attached to clearly Latin bases (s.v. trabs for more examples). EM (336) say this is
nothing more than a folk etymology, though they indeed take lacinia from lacer. Greek
has Aoxig, -idog ‘rag, tatters of clothes’ from the same root as Lat. lacer (EDG 826). Its
meaning seems to strengthen the connection between lacer ‘torn’ and lacinia ‘edge of
the fabric’.

Crucially, there is another Greek word with semantics more similar to lacerna. Furnée
(1972: 344) followed by EDG (871) compares Gk. Adxkog ‘a garment’, which seems to
be the same lexeme given by Hesychius as Aokkn yhapdc, épontic ‘a type of cloak’. The
a ~ o alternation is indicative of non-IE origin, and the geminate kk means it cannot be
related to Aoxig (at least not in an inherited way). The etymology of lacerna seems thus
far to have been contaminated by coincidence. PIE *lh:(n)k- ‘to tear’ produced

147 Orel (1998: 55) had analyzed it as a compound of *dalluan dysh ‘appearing to be double’ in reference
to the bird’s forked tail. This recalls Lockwood’s (2001: 217-18) comparison, for the same reason, of
hirundo to harundo “(forked) reed” and draws upon further meanings of dalléndyshe in Albanian: ‘forked
part of a loom framework, frog of a horse’s hoof, etc. (Newmark 2005 s.v. dalléndyshe). The Latin
comparison creates more problems than it solves however, and the extended meanings in Albanian can
have originated from the avian meaning.
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derivatives referring to an often torn material: cloth. Another lexeme *la/ok(k)- with
non-1E alternations looks nearly identical but refers to untorn cloth. Lacinia could derive
from either, as the edge resulting from a tear or the finished selvedge.

laena ‘a garment of long-haired wool worn over the pallium or toga’
Pre-form:  *(g")lehzi-neh.- | Pltal. *(y)laina

Comp.: *gla/hm/n-ihz- | PGK. *k*aina- | GK. yhaiva ‘upper garment, mantle’
*gla/hzn-id- | PGK. *k’lanid- | Gk. yhavig ‘a light upper garment’
*gla/hm-ud- | PGK. *k"amud- | Gk. yhapbg ‘cloak, robe, mantle’

Hebr. glom “‘wrap, mantle, cloak’, Late Babylonian gulénu ‘upper
garment’

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: textiles

WH (1: 749-50), EM (337)

Fraenkel (1910-12 II: 178 fn. 2), de Simone (1968-70 II: 283), Furnée (1972: 388),
Szemerényi (1974: 148), Breyer (1993: 169), EDG (1635), Rosot (2013: 107-9), Gernier
(2017), Garnier & Sagot (2020: 187), Weiss (2020: 177 fn. 26)

Lat. laena is a fleece garment originally used in the religious sphere, as reported by
Servius (WH I: 749). It is clearly identical to Gk. yAdiva ‘upper garment, mantle’, and is
generally assumed to have been borrowed from it. Because Latin should have borrowed
yhoiva as **claena, Etruscan intermediation is often proposed but always admitted to be
problematic. Festus hints at Etruscan origin: laena vestimenti genus habitu duplicis.
quidam appellatam existimant tusce, quidam graece; quam yAavido dicunt.}*® But EM
(337) note it is difficult to determine if this means it came from Etruscan. A form like
Gk. yAaiva ought to give Etr. **ylaina, then Lat. **c/glaena, and a change like *khl >
*hl > | is not attested anywhere else within Etruscan (de Simone 1968-70 II: 283, Breyer
1993: 169). An alternative is that Latin simply represents the reflex of the same pre-form
with initial *g%/- as Greek. There are no solid examples of this, but it might well have
worked the same way as *g»- > *hr- > *r- (cf. Weiss 2020: 177 fn. 26).

This would not be the full explanation, however. Greek also attests to yAovig ‘a light
upper garment’. The discrepancy in vocalism can be explained if yloivo represents
earlier *g"hn-ih.- (Fraenkel 1910-12 1I: 178 fn. 2). To these forms can be added Gk.
yhopog ‘cloak, robe, mantle’. Fraenkel (1910-12 11: 178 fn. 2) tried to take them all from
a root yAop-, as did Szemerényi (1974: 148). The latter started with *klam-ia- >
*k"an-ja- > *klaina-, and then secondary *k*lain-id- being dissimilated to *k*lan-id- =
yhavic. Furnée (1972: 388) followed by EDG (1635) instead sees this as a non-IE m ~ n

148 “The laena is a type of garment, bipartite in appearance. Some think it named in the Tuscan language,
some in Greek; they call it yAovida.”
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alternation. Given all the variation in Greek for this lexeme, and that fact that yAoivo can
be explained as a *-ia derivation of the root *yAav/p-, it is attractive to see Greek as the
source form indirectly mediated into Latin laena. The suffixes of the Greek words,
esp. -vd- are considered by EDG (1635) to be Pre-Greek.

The source of the Greek words (and thus ultimately Lat. laena) seems to be Semitic, cf.
Hebr. glom ‘wrap, mantle, cloak’, Aram. glimg, etc. Late Babylonian has borrowed this
lexeme as gulenu ‘upper garment’, already producing an m ~ n alternation in Semitic
(Szemerényi 1974: 148). Thus Rosot (2013: 107-9) sees yiaiva ~ yAavig entering Greek
from a Semitic source with n and yAopic entering separately from a source with m.4°

lapis, -idis ‘stone, pebble’
Pre-form:  *la/Hp-id- | Pltal. *lapVd-
Comp.: *le/h,p-ad- | PGk. *lepad- | Gk. Aérag ‘bare rock, mountain’*
*la/Hpp- | PRom. *lappa | Pt., Sp., lapa ‘stone slab’
?*lehsulp-, *lefiulp- | PCelt. *I'€/7piwank- | Olr. lie, Iia ‘stone, pillar’
m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: geography

Pokorny (678), WH (I: 761-2), EM (340-1), DV (326, 344)

Wood (1910: 82), Hubschmid (1943), Hubschmid (1953: 62-3), Battisti (1959: 147,
332), Hubschmid (1960a: 49), Furnée (1972: 239, 346), Orel (1998: 219), Corominas &
Pascual (1984-91 I1I: 580-581), Untermann (2000: 823-4, 838), Newmark (2005 s.v.
leré), EDG (848), Weiss (2010a: 172-5), Kroonen (2013: 328), FEW (V: 173-5), eDiAna
(s.v. Lycian B lacra-), OED (s.v. lap, v.2), van Sluis, Jgrgensen & Kroonen (2023: 239)

Lat. lapis ‘stone” has cognates in Italic. U vapere [loc.sg.] (and several other case forms)
likely meaning ‘stone seat’ is probably from *laped- and U vapefria ‘of stone’ from
*laped-ia (Untermann 2000: 823-4).! The most promising comparandum is Gk. Aémog
‘bare rock, mountain’. In previous scholarship, Gk. Aénog has been compared to a larger
family including Gk. Aéno ‘to peel (off)’.’2 Despite the formal difficulties, the link

149 By rejecting the relationship between yAoiva/yhovig and yraudg, Garnier (2017c) proposes that the
former are loans from a Lycian reflex of the inherited Anatolian wool word (Garnier & Sagot 2020: 187
propose Lydian). But the semantic difference between the Greek forms does not seem large enough to
separate them.

150 Cf. also Hsch. Aemdc' 10 1 Tétpe mpocoyduevoy koyyoiov ‘limpet’ and Aenddec: T npdg Taig nETPOIG
kekoAMnuéva koyyoria dotpéov éhdtto ‘mollusks which stick to rocks’, which are likely derived from
the basal meaning ‘rock’.

151 South Picene vepeten [loc.sg.] (and related forms) seems to mean ‘monument’ and might also be
related, though its vocalism is divergent (Untermann 2000: 838).

152 WH (I: 761-2) make a chain of analogies to this effect: lapis ‘stone’ : Aénw ‘to peel (off)’ :: saxum
‘stone’ : secare ‘to cut’ :: ripés ‘rock, cliff’ : rumpere ‘to break, rupture’ etc. DV (541) disagrees with the
link between saxum and secare due to the unexplained a-vocalism. He maintains the link between ripés
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between Aénag and lapis is semantically much more defensible.

This geographically isolated irregular match has led Battisti (1959: 147, 332) and
Hubschmid (1960a: 49) to call it a Mediterranean substrate word. To Lat. lapis FEW (V:
171) adduces pre-Romance *lappa,’>® *libba,>* and *lawara.’®® Hubschmid (1943,
1953: 63) adds Swiss German lore ‘heap of collected stones’, Alb. leré ‘heap of stones,
pebble bank’, and Gk. Aovpo ‘narrow passage, alley’.’>® Furnée (1972: 239) adds Gk.
Adag ‘stone’ to this list, noting that the form Aoudn ‘loomweights’ seems to show a
non-IE a ~ ai alternation.

Corominas and Pascual (1984-91 Ill: 580-581) are not so sure that *lappa is of
pre-Romance origin, suggesting other possibilities including cognancy with Engl.
(oven)lap (through Gothic). But the English verb is not attested before Middle English
(OED s.v. lap, v.2) and thus seems to be an inner-English development. There seems to
be no other reason to separate *lappa from the lapis beyond its aberrant formation.
PRom. *libba is more aberrant, and *law(a)ra is both more aberrant and quite isolated.
Their appurtenance is therefore more uncertain.

EDG (817) notes in relation to Adog that neither Mycenean ra-e-ja /1aheja/ nor Cypriot
la-0-se show any trace of a digamma, so there was never a labial element in Adoc. They
therefore reconstruct *Iah-, which would have to be an unrelated root. Alb. leré ‘heap of

and rumpere however (DV 529). If words for ‘rock’ are indeed often derived from verbs for ‘to separate’,
then the meaning ‘to peel’ probably counts. An alternative for the analogy lapis : Aénw would be lapis :
lapit “cuts, injures’ (cf. Weiss 2010a: 172-5), and in fact the latter has itself has been compared to Aéne®
(Wood 1910: 82). EDG (848) instead considers Aénw to be non-Indo-European. DV (335) disagrees with
the non-IE interpretation of Aénw, connecting it to lepas ‘charm, grace’ and lepidus ‘charming’ as well as
Aemic, homic ‘rind, peel’, homog ‘scale, rind’, Aempdg ‘scaly, coarse’, Alb. lapé ‘rag, leaf’, Lith. l&pas
‘leaf’, Latv. lapa ‘leaf’, Ru. lépest ‘petal’, and Lith. lepus ‘weak, soft’. DV admits that the connection of
the Latin word is tenuous, but not impossible. | do not find it very appealing, but | wonder if the other
words have anything to do with the seemingly non-IE group established in Kroonen (2013: 328) under
PGm. *lauba- ‘leaf, foliage’. In any case, WH (I: 761) suggests connecting Lat. lapis to lepos and
lepidus, but this is far from certain.

153 FEW (V: 173-5): In France: Landese lapa ‘type of ferruginous rock” Aurillac soulapo, Ytrac sulapo
‘cavern on the edge of a river’ (with prefix sub). Western Spain: Santander lapes ‘stone slabs for covering
the roof’, Salamanca lapa ‘overhanging cliff that forms a cave’, Montafiese treslape ‘part of the upper
stones that on roofs covers the lower ones’. Pt. lapa ‘stone slab’, solapa ‘hidden cave’ (with prefix sub).
154 FEW (V: 294): Middle Fr., MoFr. libe ‘stone block, stone used in small rubble masonry’, libbe,
saintongeais libe ‘slab’, ‘large flat stone raised in the quarry’, Minot lipe ‘slab of stone cut flat to cover a
wall’, Beaunotte lip ‘beautiful and large stone of masonry that contributes to the solidity of a wall’,
dauphinois lgpo ‘large pebble, cobblestone’, Aveyronnais libo ‘slice of turf removed for écobuage’

155 Hubschmid (1953: 62-3): Campanian laver® ‘slab of rock’, Friulian lavare ‘large stone slab’

156 EDG (819) mentions that AaBOpvbog ‘labyrinth’ and AéBpug ‘double-headed axe’ might be related to
Aavpa, and the resulting b ~ w alternation is present between other comparanda. Their relationship to each
other is doubtful however, nor are their semantics close enough or well understood enough to adduce
here. Giintert (1933: 7) too hopefully added what he understood as Lycian lagra ‘stone slab?’ and Lydian
laprisa ‘wall?’. These are misreadings for Lycian lacra of unknown meaning and Lyd. lagrisa
‘woodwork’ (eDiAna s.v. Lycian B lacra-). Hubschmid (1953: 63, fn. 2) rejects the connection to the
forms with b because he finds no other examples of a b ~ w alternation in the Mediterranean.
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stones, pebble’ is reconstructed to *laura by Orel (1998: 219) but Demiraj (1997: 237-8)
proposes a heteroclitic *leh;-ur or *ley-r. On the other hand, Newmark (2005 s.v. lerg)
gives the definitions ‘thin mud; mudhole’, “grime, dirt’, ‘quicksand’, and ‘scree; stretch
of sand with an accumulation of rocks; creek bed full of rocks from the mountains’ with
the adverb meaning ‘completely filthy’. This makes an alternative reconstruction of
*hzloi-ro- (cf. Lat. ling, Hsch. dAivewv- dieipey ‘to smear’, W. llynu ‘to besmear’, Hitt.
halma ‘clay?’, cf. DV 344 for Latin and the cognates) possible. Gk. abdpa ‘narrow
passage, valley’ is semantically quite different. Thus the links with forms containing *w
are too uncertain to propose a *p/b ~ *w alternation.

On a related note, Olr. lie, lia ‘stone, pillar’ is reconstructed to *liwank- by Matasovic¢
(2009: 242) but the intervocalic consonant could also be *¢ and e-vocalism would result
in Olr. i in hiatus position (van Sluis, Jargensen & Kroonen 2023: 239). A reconstruction
*lepank- from a root *lep- matches very well with *lep- in Gk. Aémag. Thus, this lexeme
likely has attestation in Celtic as well. The -ank suffix remains obscure.

Thus Lat. lapis attests to a non-1E a ~ e alternation and gemination in Romance. This
must represent a family of non-IE words with the meaning ‘stone’ of the shape *IVP-.

laurus ‘laurel/bay tree’
Pre-form:  *IH(e)u-r- / *IH(e)ug*’-r- | Pltal. *lauro-

Comp.: *da/h-b"/g*"-n- | PGK. *dap’na- | Gk. dagvn ‘laurel/bay tree’
*da/hzug()-n- | PGK. *dauk’na- | GK. Thess. davyvo ‘laurel/bay tree’

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, tree

WH (I: 775-6), EM (346)

Cuny (1910: 159 fn. 1), Niedermann (1909: 43-44), Gintert (1932: 21 fn. 1), Lafon
(1934: 32-3), Furnée (1972: 132), Furnée (1979: 22), Beekes (2014: 67), Weiss (2020:
176), Kroonen (fthc.)

The connection between laurus and the dagvn family is widely accepted and widely
ascribed a substrate origin (Cuny 1910: 159 fn. 1, WH I: 775-6, Furnée 1979: 22, EM
346). The variation within Greek alone is remarkable. Niedermann (1909: 43-44)
attributed it to contamination between different substrate forms as they were borrowed
into the Greek dialects. Gintert (1932: 21 fn. 1) attributed it to an | ~ d alternation in
Asia Minor.’ Perhaps this is supported by the Hesychius gloss Adgvn- Sépwvn. Iepydiot,
which in any case shows that the alternation existed within the Greek-speaking world.
This must be different from the | ~ d phenomenon termed the “Sabine I”’, which occurs in

157 Often compared are also Aafopwvog ‘labyrinth’ vs. the Carian deity Aappavvdog, but Giintert here
mentions the Greek name Lygdamis vs. Akkadian Dugdamme, the name of a Cimmerian king who settled
in Cilicia.



The Linguistic Data 103

inherited words (cf. lacruma ‘tear’ vs. Gk. 8akpopa ‘tear’).

Furnée (1972: 132) links Gk. dagvn through its variants with a velar like Thess. dadyva
to dadkog ‘several types of umbelliferous plant’, noting the -n- suffix in da¢gvn and
considering the @ ~ y/x a substrate alternation. EDG (306) agrees with the connection,
reconstructing a *dak*-(n)- for the Greek forms. Semantically the pairing of ‘laurel tree’
with ‘umbelliferous herb’ seems difficult to defend. The analysis as descendants of a
non-IE phoneme similar to *k+ still holds however. Even excluding Sabkoc, the
alternation within Greek is between -ag- and -avy- (i.e. never **-aque-). This suggests
one of two things. 1) The velar aspect of the non-1E labio-velar was interpreted variously
behind (*k» > p) or in front (*k > uk) of the velar, and Lat. laurus shows that the labial
aspect overtook the velar aspect of the articulation. 2) Alternatively, a ~ au vocalic
alternation before a *g** would in the latter case have triggered the boukolos rule. The
result of *laug’-ro- (with boukolos *ug** > *ug’) within Latin would be *lauhro- >
*lauro- (Weiss 2020: 176 gives examples of this development of *g/+ word initially®).
If the first situation occurred, Beekes (2014: 67) suggests that the n-suffix of the Greek
forms might have something to do with the aspiration. If the second occurred, the velar
must have been borrowed with aspiration.

Latin has an r-suffix in laurus while the Greek forms have an n-suffix. The same r ~ n
suffixal alternation, this time within Greek, occurs after an aspirated velar in Gk.
BAfxvov vs. PAfixpov ‘fern’ (s.v. filix). Perhaps this points to an origin in the same
substrate, but while the fern word also occurs in Germanic *brekna(n)-, the laurel word
is limited to Latin and Greek and refers to a Mediterranean plant.®®® It potentially also
appears in Georg. rapindi ‘laurel tree’ (Lafon 1934: 32-3, Furnée 1979: 22), which
attests to something like the Gk. vB-suffix otherwise unattested in the Greek laurel
words. However, if the lexeme originally contained something akin to *g* as the Latin
and Greek comparanda seem to suggest, then the Georgian word must be a loan from
Greek; it is due to Greek sound laws that the p arose (cf. Kroonen fthc. See s.v. ervum
for a similar suggestion that Georg. erevandi is likewise a Greek loan). The Georgian
form further shows that its Greek source form started with r, which would have to be
factored into the d ~ | alternation between the attested Latin and Greek forms.

lens, -tis ‘lentil’

Pre-form:  *I(e)nt- | Pltal. *lenti-

Comp.: *Ipd-ur- | PGk. *lat’uro- | A\@Bvpog ‘pulse, chickling’
?PBerb. *Imti- ‘lentil’ | Sous Berber tilintit ~ tiniltit ‘lentil’

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics

158 Word-internally, e.g. Meillet and Vendreyes (1979: 73) argue that *(@* > g /_u because of cases like
figara “form’, figulus ‘potter’, and ligurrio ‘to lick’. But Weiss (2020: 87 fn. 61) suggests these forms
may be analogical to fings and lingo (where *(@ > g /n_is regular).

159 Perhaps this does not exclude an origin in the same substrate, see §4.2.2.5.
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Semantics: plant, domestic

WH (I: 783), EM (351), DV (334)
Fraenkel (1962-5: 359), Puhvel (I1I: 19-20), Boutkan & Kossmann (1999: 95), EDG
(882), Beekes (2014: 41), Weiss (2020: 255), Simon (fthc.)

The similarity yet irregularity between lens and its comparanda has been widely noted
and suggested to be indicative of a non-1E origin (WH I: 783, EM 351, DV 334). At the
most straightforward level, Pltal. *lenti- and PGk. *lat'uro- are the most certain
independent forms. EDG (882) remarks that the Greek word only barely resembles the
rest, and it is indeed the most semantically remote. However, the vocalism between it
and the Italic form can be explained if both were borrowed with a syllabic nasal, with the
only remaining alternation being the final dental. Given that these loans are assumed to
have occurred after the disintegration of PIE, there is no reason to believe the Greek
form actually descends from PIE *d* and we can rather take the unvoiced aspirate at face
value: Pre-Pltal. *Ipt-i-, Pre-PGk. *Igt*-ur-. While Latin seems to have borrowed the
lexeme as (or produced) an i-stem, there is always a chance that it was originally a root
noun: consonant stems of Latin are a result of the merger of PIE consonant and i-stem
classes (cf. Weiss 2020: 255). This means that, between the two forms, perhaps only
Greek has added a suffix, -ur-, which Beekes (2014: 41) argues is Pre-Greek.

The independence of other comparanda is difficult to determine. If the i-suffix of Latin
lens is not original, then Baltic and Slavic are difficult to explain unless loans from Latin.
PSlav. *letja- (cf. OCS lgsta, Ru. ljac ‘lentil”) might attest to a syllabic nasal like Latin
and Greek, but PBalt. *l¢Si- cannot, suggesting either vocalic alternation resembling IE
ablaut or a borrowing from a language whose reflex of the syllabic nasal is e (ltalic or
Slavic). Such borrowing scenarios are not straightforward however. The § of Lithuanian
lesis “lentil’, despite the other indicators of a loan from another form mentioned above,
does not seem to be obviously sourced from Latin or a Slavic language'® (cf. Fraenkel
1962-5: 359), though perhaps Germanic is the source. If taken at face value, the § would
reconstruct to PIE *%, but it is clear that, if not borrowed from another IE language, the
Lithuanian attests to a sibilant in its source form. OHG linsa has been suspected to be a
loan from Latin (WH I: 783, EM 351), but Kluge and Seebold (1989: 444) note that in
such a case we should expect the oblique stem *lent- to be borrowed. We find attested
the reflex of a sibilant, but the nasal could perhaps be neutralizing the dental element of
an affricate here (cf. MHG banse ‘lean-to shelter’ < *b%ond’-, Kroonen 2013: 52). Its
isolation within German and the fact that all comparanda attesting to e vocalism rather
than a syllabic nasal are insecure make it difficult to accept as an independent
comparandum. Thus Latin and Greek attest to a *t ~ *t (as if PIE *t ~ *d”) alternation,
with the possibility that this further alternates with some sort of sibilant.

Sous Berber tilintit ~ tiniltit ‘lentil” (with feminine t-...-t circumfix) can be reconstructed

160 |_atv. leca with its ¢ is a loan from Slavic.
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to Proto-Berber *linti-. The other Berber languages have Arabic loans for the lentil word,
which means that the Sous form could be the original Berber lexeme, but it could also be
a later loan from Romance (Boutkan & Kossmann 1999: 95). Pisani (1967: 403)!%
compared Hitt. alenzu-, which at the time was glossed as Wasserlinse. Puhvel (Il
19-20) however shows that jalenzu- actually means ‘overgrowth’, and that the
association between lens and halenzu- would never have come about if the gloss were
English ‘duckweed’ instead of German Wasserlinse.*®2

Idium “lily’
Pre-form:  *(H)leili-, *(H)iHli- | Pltal. *leilio-, *Iilio-
Comp.: *lei(h)ri- | PGK. *leirio- | Gk. Aeiprov ‘lily’
Coptic vars. hreri, hleli, hrére < Egypt. Arr.t “flower’
?*Hol- | PAnat. *7ol- | Hitt. alel-, alil- “flower, bloom’
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, flower

WH (I: 801), EM (358), DV (341)

Meillet (1908: 163), Schuchardt (1918: 26-7), Cohen (1931: 37-8), Benveniste (1954:
43), Hubschmid (1960a: 38), Hemmerdinger (1968: 240), Holton Pierce (1971: 105),
Furnée (1972: 369-70), Vycichl (1983: 310), Puhvel (I: 32-3), Vycichl (1990: 94),
Biville (I: 365, 11: 23), Orel (1998: 234), Trask (2008: 29), EDG (845), Schrijver (2018:
362), Weiss (2020: 507), Simon (fthc.)

The I ~ r alternation between Lat. lzlium and GKk. Aeipiov was early on remarked upon as
an indicator of Mediterranean substrate origin (Meillet 1908: 163) and this interpretation
continues (WH I: 801, EM 358, Weiss 2020: 507). Neither form is likely borrowed from
the other (EM 358, Biville I: 365, 1I: 23). Further relationships outside of Latin and
Greek are complicated, but there is frequent consensus that Egypt. Arr.t “flower’ via its
Coptic descendants hreri, hleli, hrére are related (EM 358, DV 341), perhaps as the
source (WH I 801; uncertainly Hemmerdinger 1968: 240, Simon fthc.). Hubschmid
(1960a: 38) reports that the Egyptian word is only attested from the 18" dynasty
onwards, and its status as an inherited Afroasiatic word does not seem to be guaranteed.

‘flower’ in Oromo,*®® and ‘eledr “flower’ in Harari.!®* With attestation in Berber,

161 |n Paideia: rivista letteraria di informazione bibliografica 22 (non vidi, apud Puhvel 111: 20).

162 Simon (fthc.) argues for a Hattic origin of the Hittite word. He defends the connection with lens,
adding Hung. békalencse ‘duckweed (literally “frog-lentil’)” as another example of a comparison between
lentils and duckweed. However, if the Hittite word refers to other types of ‘surface growth on stationary
water’ like algae, leaves, etc., then duckweed cannot be ruled out as a secondary semantic development.
The formal resemblance to lens would be coincidental.

163 Updated from his spelling ilili and referring to the language as Galla.

164 Updated from his spelling elad.
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Egyptian, Cushitic, and Semitic, the word is present several Afroasiatic families.
Inherited status in Egyptian would make it more likely that an Egyptian source is the
ultimate origin of the Latin and Greek words. The lexeme is, however, quite isolated
within each of the families. Schuchardt (1918: 26-7) even interprets the Berber words are
loans from Latin. Thus its native status within Afroasiatic remains unclear.

Hemmerdinger (1960: 38) had suggested Hitt. alel-, alil- “flower, bloom” could be a
more proximal source of the Greek word. There is wide consent that the Hittite word is
related to the Egyptian word (Benveniste 1954: 43, Furnée 1972: 269-70, Puhvel I: 32-3)
as a Mediterranean Wanderwort. Simon (fthc.) rejects a comparison between the
Egyptian and Hittite forms because of the initial vowel of Hittite against Egypt. Arr.t.
However, Egyptian is transcribed without vowels, and the initial zr- does represent a
consonant cluster. Instead, Vycichl (1990: 94) reconstructs */harira.t/. It is thus easier to
get the Hittite word from Egyptian than to do so with the Latin and Greek forms (cf. the
reservations on the relationship between the Egyptian forms and Latin/Greek forms in
Holton Pierce 1971: 105, Vycichl 1983: 310, pace Simon fthc.). Schrijver (2018: 362)
suggests the initial a- of Hittite in comparison to the Latin and Greek forms might be an
example of the substrate a-prefix.

The semantic difference between Latin and Greek ‘lily’ on the one hand and ‘flower’
elsewhere does not seem problematic to interpret as a semantic narrowing. Perhaps it
occurred in the donor language. There exist widespread lookalikes with the meaning
‘flower” from Estonian lill to Basque lili and Alb. 1Gle.’® Orel (1998: 234) is probably
correct in doubting that Alb. lile “flower’ is loan from Latin, as it would require the
assumption of i > u / |_. Hubschmid (1960a: 37) notes the difficulty in assuming that
Basque lili is a loan from Latin or Romance. Vasconic *| was rhotacized intervocalically
in the early medieval period (cf. Trask 2008: 29 for the date), so it would have to be a
late loan. But then one expects the meaning ‘lily’. Instead it suggests a pre-form with
fortis *L. On the other hand, Basque lora ‘flower’ alongside Bearnaise lole and Tarbes
lolo “flower’ suggest that there was also a Vasconic *lola ‘flower’ with lenis *I
(Hubschmid 1960a: 38). Whether these further forms are to be counted as independent
comparanda seems unclear.

What is clear is that Lat. lilium and Gk. Aeipiov are independent loans from a third
source. If Egyptian Arr.t is the ultimate source (and not itself a loan), it is unlikely to be
the most proximal source (i.e. there was an intermediary). Hitt. alel-, alil- is a relative,
but may be a borrowing from Egyptian.

malva ‘mallow’
Pre-form:  *ma/HI-Vu/g*(%)- | Pltal. *malVwa-
Comp.: *ma/o/HI-a/og’- | PGK. *mVIVK’a- | GK. poAdym, pordyn ‘mallow’

165 There is even Turk. lale ‘tulip’, though this and several other forms in surrounding languages are
presumably from MoP lale “tulip’ (Hubschmid 1960a: 39).
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*ma/h:l-b/gra-k- | PGK. *malbak- | Gk. pédipoka [acc.] ‘mallow’
Hebr. mallizah ‘Atriplex’ < *mallih

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics

Semantics: plant, wild

WH (II: 17-18), EM (380), DV (361)

Cuny (1910: 162). Lafon (1934: 40), Leumann (1977: 214), Klein (1987: 349),
Nussbaum (1997: 190), Rata (2008), EDG (896), Rosol (2013: 104-5, 109-11), Beekes
(2014: 69), Fenwick (2016: 453), Weiss (2020: 175)

The most secure comparandum for Lat. malva is the group of Greek words including
poidym ‘mallow’, often suggested to be independent borrowings from a Mediterranean
substrate since a common pre-form cannot be reconstructed (Cuny 1910: 162, WH II:
17-18, EM 380, DV 361, EDG 896).1%¢ The Greek variants have differing vocalism and
aspiration amongst themselves. If the variant paABoxa has its p from *g», the situation
would be somewhat reminiscent of the dapvn/dadyva (*kw/*wk) pair (s.v. laurus). No
labial element appears in paAdyn but the vocalism of poAdyn could suggest a rounded
vowel was original. The Latin form does not attest to a final velar, for which there are
several possible explanations. If it represents *malawa-, then it fits into the
dagvn-davyva-laurus pattern. (Cf. also the *g*(") ~ *y alternation in some of the
comparanda of fungus.)

There are several other possible explanations, all necessarily ad hoc: *g# or non-1E *k*
could have weakened to an h and then have been lost in word-final position or have been
obscured by the development *malVuak*/g’a > *malVyaha > *malVwa. Or *y attracted
the *w to yield *malwaya > *malay*a > *malava > malva. For the latter, compare the
reconstruction of PGK. *mal*ak-, with Pre-Greek labialized |, proposed by EDG (896)
and Beekes (2014: 69). All Proto-Italic reconstructions require a vowel between *I and
*u; otherwise, it must have entered Latin recently enough that the *ly was not
assimilated into a form like **malla.t®":168

All sources also mention a connection with Hebr. malliah ‘saltbush/orach (genus
Atriplex)” or ‘a lettuce-like vegetable’. Several species of both orach and mallow are
consumed as leaf vegetables and the leaves of both plants share some general
similarities, so the comparison is not without reason. The Hebrew word is a hapax,

166 An Armenian form bafbak ‘a plant, watercress, dill, or mallow’ looks close to the Greek variant
uoABaxa, but its -ak could have been added within Armenian. Thus it could be a loan from Georg. balba
‘mallow’, which Lafon (1934: 40) asserts is itself a loan from Latin. The initial b for m in the Georgian
form needs further investigation.

167 On the change *lw > II, cf. Leumann (1977: 214), Nussbaum (1997: 190), Weiss (2020: 175). Fenwick
(2016: 453) reconstructs *mh./-u-eh-- to a root *meh./- ‘type of cultivated plant or herb’ that would also
underlie Gk. paiov ‘apple’ and udiv ‘magical herb’. But this should also have given Lat. **malla.

168 Hubschmid (1960a: 60) proposed a Mediterranean -ua suffix, which would have to have developed
from earlier *-Vua.
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occurring in Job 30:4, which is known for its poeticized language (cf. Rata 2008). The
word ends in a pata/ gnuva and goes back to *malliiz.1%° Klein (1987: 349) derives Hebr.
mallizah from melak ‘salt’. There is an adjective Hebr. malliza meaning ‘salty, saline’,
cognate with Arab. meliz “salty’, from milx ‘salt’” (cf. an alternative name for orach in
English, namely ‘saltbush’). If the Latin and Greek forms are indeed related to the
Hebrew, such a Semitic etymology would suggest that they derive ultimately from a
Semitic source. There remains the possibility, since the Hebrew adjective has a good
Semitic etymology but the noun is a hapax describing a plant in a text that is already
known for using unusual words, that the two otherwise homonymous words do not
actually originate from the same source and that the link with the salt family is folk
etymological.}™® If Latin and Greek have the word from a Semitic source, they both
underwent the same semantic shift (orach > mallow). Otherwise, all three are from
another source.

menta ‘mint’

Pre-form:  *m(e)nt- | Pltal. *menta-

Comp.: *mind’- | PGK. *mint*- | Gk. pivon ‘mint’, vars. pivoa, pivoog
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, wild

WH (II: 72), EM (398)
Meillet (1908: 162), Hester (1964: 360), Acatyan (1979 1V: 623), Biville (I: 145), EDG
(995), Weiss (2020: 148), Kroonen (fthc.)

Lat. menta is often considered borrowed along with Gk. pivln from a third source.
Despite the substitution of aspirates being normal in early loans from Greek, the
correspondence of Lat. e ~ Gr. v is irregular (Meillet 1908: 162, Hester 1964: 360, EM
398, EDG 955, Biville I: 145), pace WH’s (I1: 72) ad hoc suggestion of a “replacement”
of -int- through -ent-. While Lat. e raises to i in the sequence m _ nV (cf. minor), it is
blocked in the sequence m _ nC (cf. mentis) as maintained by Weiss (2020: 148). But the
inverse situation, with i being lowered to e in a sequence m_nC does not occur (cf. mingo

169 Greek does borrow Semitic /2 and b as y (cf. Rosol [2013: 104-5, 109-11] Gr. yoABdavn ‘galbanum’ <
Hebr. kelbing “id.”; Gr. xpvooc ‘gold’ < Phoen. A[u]r[o/u]s ‘id.”). That the Greek forms are so diverse
(nokdyn, pordym, wordyn, and udrBaxa) means that the easy explanation from something like *mallizaha
is no longer as elegant.

170 More evidence for this is that the meaning ‘a plant name: sea orach(?)’ occurs otherwise only in
Aramaic mallzih/mallizha. Mallizak was mistranslated as ‘mallows’ in the King James Bible, and a close
link between the words is indeed suggested by other factors. In the Septuagint, poAdyn occurs but it does
not translate mallizaj. Instead, in Job 30:4, & o (clearly related to salt) translates mallizak and poioyn
occurs in what seems like an extra clause inserted in the Greek for Job 24:24: dpapavOn 8¢ domep pordyn
év kadpott ‘they are withered like mallows in burning heat’. This clause does not occur in the Hebrew.
Could it be that the Greek word had been loaned from Hebrew and was therefore associated with the
verse, but it was no longer clear to which Hebrew word it referred because its meaning had changed?
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and mintrio). A possible explanation is a loan from Greek through Oscan.'* EDG (955)
considers the Greek forms to be of Pre-Greek origin because of the attestation of the
alternate ending in -6. The words look like an example of the Pre-Greek vO-suffix. This
would leave little more than m (or *sm) as the root, but we cannot exclude the possibility
of such a phonologically simple root in a substrate language.

Outside of Latin and Greek there are no comparanda. The comparison mentioned by WH
(I 72) with Georg. p’it’na ‘mint’ is phonologically too far removed and is better
explained with a view toward unrelated MoP padina (also the source of Arab. fidanaj >
Arm. fotany, cf. Acaryan [1979 IV: 623] on the Persian origin of these forms) and a large
number of Indic and other Iranian forms.

merula ‘blackbird’
Pre-form:  *(H)mes-(a/e/o/u)l- | Pltal. *mesa/e/o/ula-

Comp.: *(H)mes(a)l- | PCelt. *mesal-(s)ka- | W mwyalch, Bret. moualc’h
‘blackbird’

*hzsems-lo- | PGm. *amslon- | OE osle, OHG amsala ‘blackbird’
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: animal, bird

Pokorny (35-6), WH (l1: 77-8), EM (400), DV (375)

Demiraj (1997: 264-5), Schrijver (1997: 307-11), Kloekhorst (2008: 292), Matasovi¢
(2009: 268), Kroonen (2013: 25), Neri (2017: 565-568), Thorsg & Wigman et al. (2023:
109)

Latin merula ‘blackbird’ is convincingly linked with Celtic and Germanic words for
‘blackbird’ that all attest to a multi-syllabic “root” with a non-IE ablaut pattern *aCC- ~
*CVC-, a classic indicator of a non-IE word (Schrijver 1997: 307-311, DV 375,
Matasovi¢ 2009: 268, Kroonen 2013: 25).

Most recently, Neri (2017: 565-568) defends an IE etymology for this family of words,
reconstructing Hitt. sanazana- of disputed meaning (but seeming at least once to mean

171 Alessio (1944a: 139-41) gives a similar case that does not have attestation in Latin but rather in several
Italian dialects. He compares PRom. *plenta ‘clod of earth’ to Gk. mwAivBog “brick’. He argues that this is
an additional case of a Mediterranean substrate word shared between Greece and the Italian peninsula.
Interestingly, he writes “[le forme] possono risalire ad una base *PLENTA, che riterremo di origine
prelatina, e non potendo attribuirla al sostrato osco, dovremo di necessita assegnarla a quello
preindoeuropeo mediterraneo.” It must be traced back to the Mediterranean substrate because it is not part
of the Oscan substrate. But Cid Swanenvleugel (p.c.) has suggested to me that, since the reflex Pltal. *i is
lowered in Oscan and Umbrian until it becomes similar to the reflex of Pltal. *¢, the e of Lat. menta and
PRom. *plenta- might be the result of a borrowing from Oscan, which would have changed the i of an
early loaned Gk. pivon and miivOoc to ¢. Alessio presumably rejects that these could be from the “Oscan
substrate” in Latin because they are not attested in Oscan and are unlikely to be inherited. But
theoretically, nothing is stopping Oscan from being a mediator of substrate vocabulary into Latin.
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‘black, dark’) and Skt. &sita- ‘dark-colored, black” as *hzsms-i-to- “having a dark color’
< *hysms-i- “‘dark coloration’ to a root *hzsems- ‘dark’. According to him, Germanic
*amslon- reconstructs to *hsséms-lah.- ‘the black one’, a vrddhied and feminized
derivation from an Eigenschaftsadjektiv *hzsms-16- “‘dark, black’. The Italic and Celtic
reflexes would start from *hz;smes-elo- as either a substantive use of an adjective of the
shape Gk. peydin, PGm. *mekila- or as a vyddhied form of (potentially diminutive)
*hzsms-€lo-. This seems to be the best treatment of this group as potentially inherited,
but it requires a Schwebeablaut-like difference between *h.;séms-leh.- and *hzismes-elo-.

Further circumstantial arguments make this less compelling. Hittite zanazana- and Skt.
asita- can also be reconstructed to a root with syllabic *p (cf. for Hittite Kloekhorst
2008: 292) and may thus be a different root with *m in the forms that all mean
specifically ‘blackbird’. Nor is the *aCC- ~ *CVC- alternation limited to this word (see
83.3.2). Given the potential of this non-IE pattern against the problems in the IE
etymologies offered for Lat. merula etc., this family likely represents loanwords from a
non-1E language of Europe.'”

malus ‘mule’
Pre-form:  *mu(g(®)/k)s-lo- /*mus(g/k/?g%)-lo- | Pltal. *mus(k)lo- / *mu(k)slo
Comp.: *musku- | PSlav. *mwsks | ORU. mwsks, RUCS mesk ‘mule’

*muk-lo- | PGk. *muklo- | Gk. pbxhog ‘lascivious, lewd’

*mug(#)/k(s)-lo- | PGK. *muk’o- | Phocean (Hsch.) poyAog okoAldg.
OYELTNG, AAYVNG, Hotyde, dkpatng. PwKelg 6 kol Gvovg ToVG Emt
oyelav epmopévoug ‘crooked, lewd, lecherous, uncontrolled’ and
‘stud donkey’

*musk-lo- | PGk. *musklo- | Hsch. pookiotr: oxoitoi “‘crooked, unrighteous’

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: animal, domestic

WH (II: 125-6), EM (420), DV (394)
Frisk (1960-72 11: 267-8), Orel (1998: 279), EDG (978), Furnée (1972: 133, 299)

The diminutive Lat. muscellus is often taken as metathesized from *muxellus, suggesting
a preform in *-ks-, though Gk. pooxhot and the Slavic forms show that a variant with
*-sk- was in circulation. In any case it proves the erstwhile existence of a velar and
sibilant (WH 11: 125-6). Alb. has mushk ‘mule’, which Orel (1998: 279) calls an areal
Balkan word along with the Slavic forms. It seems likely that the Albanian is a loan from
Slavic.

172 Demiraj (1997: 264-5) suggests that, if Alb. méllénjé ‘blackbird’ has the suffix —(¥)njg, its base
mull- could through PAIlb. *mé/alV- be from a similar pre-form to Latin merula. But several alternative
etymologies also exist.
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The Greek forms seem semantically remote, but poxlog ‘lascivious, lewd’ is at least
once used as an epithet of a pack-mule. Taken along with the Phocaean meaning
furnished by Hesychius, it seems that Greek words do indeed have (literally) asinine
semantics, and are generally taken as comparanda (DV 394, EDG 978, Furnée 1972:
133, 299). The y might suggest the reconstruction of *g* however in light of the other
comparanda (including Gk. pookiotr) with a non-aspirated velar sibilant, the aspiration
could be the result of a following sibilant. Thus the y ~ k alternation need not, as EDG
(978) concludes, be a Pre-Greek feature no matter how frequent that alternation appears
in other Pre-Greek words. Instead, it is likely a Wanderwort (Frisk 1960-72 II: 267-8,
WH 125-6, EM 420, DV 394), like asinus (s.v.), from the homeland of donkeys in North
Africa or the Levant, arriving in the forms *musk-(lo-), *muks-(lo-), and *muk-(lo-).

This *sk ~ *ks alternation occurs also in the comparanda of viscum ‘mistletoe’, where the
metathesis is likewise unexpected. Sorgo (2020: 459) notes this as a feature of the
Germanic substrate, identifying at least one further example outside of Latin (PGm.
*pahsu- ‘badger’ vs. PCelt. *tazgo-, *tasko-, *taks- ‘badger’). It seems like a non-1E
feature rather than ad hoc metathesis.

nux ‘nut’
Pre-form:  *(K)nu-k- | Pltal. *(k)nuk-

Comp.: *knu(H)- | PCelt. *knz- | Olr. cnd ‘nut’
*kn(e/o)u(H)- | PCelt. *knows- | MW cneu, MBret. cnou ‘nuts’, etc.

*knu-d- | PGm. *hnut- | ON hnot, OE hnutu, OGH nuz, etc. ‘nut’
m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant; nut

Pokorny (558-9), WH (11: 191-2), EM (453), DV (418, 420)

Pedersen (1893: 251), Hirt (1907: 173), Otrebski (1939: 173), Thurneysen (1946: 31),
Martinet (1955), WH (1l: 185-6), Georgiev (1971: 273), Strunk (1993: 425-9), Schrijver
(1995: 326-33), Kroonen (2012a: 248), Kroonen (2013: 237), Matasovi¢ (2009: 212,
250), van Sluis (fthc.)

The likelihood that this family of comparanda is of non-IE origin comes from the
peculiarity of the different suffixal extensions (for this morphological analysis, cf. WH
II: 191-2 with lit.), different in each branch (*H in Celtic, *k in Italic, and *d in
Germanic).}"®

DV (420) argues that the root shape *knu- with no full grade looks non-1E of itself.

173 Previously frequently mentioned was that nux is metathesized from the *dnuk- in Germanic (Pedersen
1893: 251, Hirt 1907: 172, Georgiev 1971: 273; the latter further compares Gk. dyvig ‘(nut-shaped?)
weaving stones’). Otrebski (1939: 173) compared Lat. nux and Gk. képvov ‘nut’ via an r ~ n alternation
and metathesis.
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Schrijver (1995: 330) indeed reconstructs MW cneu et al. to Late Proto-Brythonic
*know- < *knuy-. However, he (pp. 326-33) also provides evidence to show that *ey
(and *eyH), *ox (and *exH), and *uy (including when from *uHV) all became Late
Proto-Brythonic *ow. Thus the Brythonic forms obscure the difference between a
full-grade and zero-grade, even in a laryngeal-final root, and so they could indeed derive
from a full grade *kneu(H)- / *knou(H)-. But a laryngeal is not actually required in the
Celtic forms. Olr. cn( does not require the reconstruction *knu-H-, because final vowels
in open monosyllables are regularly lengthened in Old Irish (Thurneysen 1946: 31).
Thus, within Celtic, we find what could be construed as an IE ablaut pattern to an IE root
*Kneu-.

It is the the Latin and Germanic forms which make the family look non-IE. Latin nux
derives from a zero-grade of the root in question with a *-k suffixal extension.}’* DV
(418, 420) further adduces nizigae ‘worthless things, nonsense’ from a form *knag-. If
indeed related to nux, the differing vowel length and voiced as opposed to unvoiced velar
would yield a non-IE pattern within Latin. However, besides the argument that words for
‘trifle” are sometimes formed from lexemes for nuts or seeds (cf. English peanuts), the
semantics are not close enough to connect these two words within Latin.!”® Germanic
*hnut- derives from a zero-grade of the root with a *-d suffixal extension (Kroonen
2009: 221-2, 2013: 237). Kroonen (2013: 237) notes that it inflects as a root noun, which
is an archaic, non-productive noun category within Germanic and might point to non-1E
origin (cf. Kroonen 2012a: 248).

As to the discrepancy between the suffixes, Kroonen (2012a: 248) suggests it might be
the reflex of something like a glottal stop. The option of reconstructing *-H for Celtic
would fit into this scenario, but interestingly, in the two other cases of this phenomenon
that van Sluis (fthc.) identifies (PGm. *bion ‘bee’ and the caput family), its
reconstruction is not required either. In any case, the mismatching suffixes’® within
Italic and Germanic, otherwise without explanation, and the fact that the Germanic noun

174 One might suggest that a pre-from *knuH-s might yield nux, related to the way that e.g. -trix might
have arisen from *tr-iH-s (proposed by Martinet 1955). But Schrijver (1991: 148-54) summarizes
arguemnts as to why *-ks is not likely to have developed from *-Hs, and we have seen that the presence
of a laryngeal is not actually required by the Celtic forms.

175 Instead, nizgae is very similar in meaning to naucum ‘trifle, worthless thing’. WH (I1: 185) finds it
difficult to connect them, and indeed it would require accepting an *z ~ *au or perhaps *eu ~ *au
alternation as well as a voicing alternation. Thus this might be an unrelated substrate root. Strunk (1993:
431) argues that there is evidence that naucum referred to the inedible parts of nuts, that Latin speakers
considered naucum and nux related, and that the whole family is inherited. He additionally argues for IE
*au/u ablaut, with support from pau-cus ‘small’, pau-per ‘poor’, vs. pu-sillus ‘tiny’, pu-er ‘boy’. But 1)
*au/u ablaut is not the only explanation for such a distribution; a full-grade/zero-grade ablaut (*-Hu- /
*-eHu-) also works (cf. DV 450, 496). 2) Even this latter explanation cannot account for the long i of
nigae, ruling out the possibility that all three words are inherited cognates. 3) In any case, the semantics
of nizgae and naucum are closer to each other than either is to nux and are best kept separate from it.

176 Note that the designation of these elements as suffixes is itself biased toward an Indo-European
interpretation. In part to explain how the consonants are different, proposing a suffix also keeps Pltal.
*knuk- from going back to an illegal *CieC;- root structure. But the element could simply be part of a
non-IE root *knuz-.
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inflects as a root noun suggest that this lexeme is of non-1E origin.
orca ‘large-bellied vessel, butt, tun, esp. for storing fish’
Pre-form:  *H(o)rk- | Pltal. *orka-

Comp.: *H(o/u)rk- | Pltal. *urkejo- | Lat. urceus ‘pitcher, water-pot, ewer’
*H(o/u)rk-n- | Pltal. *urkna- | Lat. urna “vessel for drawing water, urn’

*Hurg’- | PGk. *urk’a- | GK. Gpyn ‘earthen vessel used for salting fish,
etc.’

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: vessel

WH (11: 220, 838-9, 841), EM (467, 754, 755)

Curtius (1858 I: 315), LS (s.v. orca), Cuny (1910: 160), Ribezzo (1934b: 124), Bertoldi
(1939a: 290), Ernout (1946: 49), Chantraine (1968-80: 821), de Simone (1968-70 I: 138,
Il: 271-5, 287), Furnée (1972: 137, 361), Breyer (1993: 219), Biville (I: 231-2), EDG
(1537), Beekes (2014: 67), Weiss (2020: 153, 195)

LS (s.v. orca) take Lat. orca ‘large-bellied vessel’ to be a transferred meaning of orca
‘whale’, but they are certainly separate words (WH II: 220, EM 467).

Orca in the cetaceous sense has been suggested to be a loan from Gk. 6pv§ (acc. 6pvya)
‘pickaxe, type of whale (probably narwhal)” (WH I1: 220, EM 467) but Biville (I: 231-2)
notes problems with this explanation. The borrowing of Gk. y as Lat. ¢ is not usual, and
Etruscan intermediation must be proposed to explain it (Ernout 1946: 49, Breyer 1993:
219). There is however no attested Etruscan form to prove this. Biville further notes
upon a close semantic inspection of the source material that, while Gk. 8pv§ likely
means ‘narwhal’ in Strabo, the descriptions of Lat. orca in Pliny and Paul the Deacon do
not mention its long, single tusk but rather its many sharp teeth and voracious appetite.
Thus Lat. orca almost certainly refers to a predatory whale like an orca (killer whale)
and may be related to or even borrowed from Gk. 6pxig ‘tuna’ (itself suspected of being
a substrate word, cf. Chantraine 1968-80: 821, EDG 1104). The Atlantic bluefin tuna can
exceed three meters in length (National Research Council 1994: 1).

On the other hand, orca in the meaning of vessel is difficult to separate from GKk. bpyn
‘earthen vessel used for salting fish’. WH (1I: 220), EM (467), and EDG (1537) all
suggest that orca ‘large-bellied vessel’ can have been borrowed from Greek, but this is
not regular. Lat. u > o before r followed by a vowel, not by a consonant (cf. Weiss 2020:
153), and the Greek form attests to no vowel that could have disappeared by Latin
syncope. It perhaps hints at Etruscan mediation (cf. Breyer 1993: 219-20 and de Simone
1968-70 I: 138, II: 271-5, 287, with the idea that the quality of Etruscan u was between
Latin o and u), but again there is no Etruscan form attested. The same sources
alternatively suggest that both the Latin and Greek are independently borrowed from a
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Mediterranean language (cf. also Ribezzo 1934b: 124, Bertoldi 1939a: 290). Furnée
(1972: 137, 361) adduces it as an example of irregular y ~ k and v ~ 0 correspondences.

Lat. orca cannot be separated from two other vessel names urceus and urna, for which
the precise relationship with Gk. Gpyn is unclear (Cuny 1910: 160, WH 1I: 838-9, 941;
EM 754, 755).7 In light of the other forms, urna is plausibly derived from *urk-na.}”®
Given the endings -eus and -na for these words respectively, they are not borrowed from
Greek Opyn. Their u-vocalism means they could be borrowed from unattested Greek
forms, but they could also be loans from the same non-Greek, non-Latin source as Hpyn
and orca.

pirum ‘pear’

Pre-form:  *(H)pir/s- | Pltal. *pir/so-

Comp.: *hapis-0-, *hzpi-uo- | PGK. *apis/wo- | GK. dmov ‘pear’
?Shina piso ‘small pear’, Burushaski pheso ‘pear’
?Khinalug bz: ‘pear’

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics

Semantics: plant, tree; fruit

WH (11: 309-10), EM (510), DV (467)

Tomaschek (1880: 791), Bailey (1924), Kretschmer (1933a), Hubschmid (1960: 59),
Berger (1965), Berger (1966), Leumann (1977: 51), Parker (1988), Steinbauer (1989:
69), Kibrik & Kodzasov (1990: 216), Ganieva (2002: 68), EDG (116), Weiss (2020: 153)

The strange correspondence between Lat. pirum ‘pear’ and Gk. &mwov ‘pear’ is widely
considered to be evidence of a Mediterranean non-IE origin (WH I1: 309-10, EM 510,
DV 467, EDG 116). WH (I1: 310) follow Kretschmer (1933a: 89) in assuming that the
Gk. & is a prefix from the non-IE donor language, similar to the Amsel-merula
phenomenon but without the concomitant root vowel gradation we would expect.
Steinbauer (1989: 69) suggests a derivation from *hzpis-0-, but DV (467) notes that this
is an unusual root shape, as PIE roots usually show decreasing sonority to the right and
left borders, listing LIV’s *h.teu!s)- “to spread terror’ as the only exception so far.}"

A major peculiarity of pirum regardless of its source is the fact that it is not **perum. In
this environment, it is widely agreed that we expect i > e / _rV, with the Paradebeispiel

177 Earlier attempts linked urna with arere ‘to burn’ because ceramics are made of baked (fired) clay (e.g.
Curtius 1858 I: 315), but this must be folk-etymological.

178 For the loss of *k in this position, cf. also quernus < *k“erknos ‘oaken’ as opposed to quercus where
the velar remains (Weiss 2020: 195). Technically, it could be from Pltal. *uryna as if from *g*, which
would better match Gk. Gpyn, but this cannot explain the c of orca and urceus.

179 1 1V2 also gives *h{ger- ‘to gather’, attested only in Greek, and *hspeus- ‘to increase, abound in’,
attested only in Indo-Iranian and perhaps Greek; both roots preceded with a question mark.
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being seré ‘to sow’ < *sisg (Leumann 1977: 51, EM 510, Parker 1988, Weiss 2020:
153). As Weiss (2020: 153 fn. 39) notes, if *pisom entered Latin early enough to be
rhotacized, then it was present early enough to undergo the expected change i > e. This
remains unexplained, unless perhaps the other possible exception, namely vires ‘to
flourish’ and its relatives, shows that a labial blocks the change (Michael Weiss, p.c.).1&

Berger (1956: 15) suggests that Burushaski pheso ‘pear’ is related, which EDG (116)
finds improbable. While Berger argues that the Burushaski form is the source in such
cases where it exists, it is often much more likely that it attests to loans from Indo-
Iranian languages. In this case, the situation is complicated. An Indo-Aryan reflex of this
word exists in Shina, a language of the Gilgit valley of Pakistan from which Burushaski
seems to have borrowed extensively (Berger 1966: 79). The Shina word is pisa ‘small
pear’ (Bailey 1924: 158), which shows a startling similarity to the form *pisom
reconstructed for Lat. pirum. But when Burushaski borrows from Shina, it seems to
faithfully reflect the quality of the sibilant (Berger 1966: 83).18! Thus the relationship of
the Burushaski and Shina forms is irregular. Perhaps this shows that Burushaski
borrowed the Shina word at an earlier stage, Shina borrowed it from Burushaski,'®2 or
both are independent loans from a third source. The similarity in form and meaning puts
this case outside the realm of coincidence, at least for the Burushaski and Shina forms.

Khinalug, a Nakh-Dagestanian language, has bz ‘pear’ (Kibrik & Kodzasov 1990: 216),
sometimes rendered with a schwa (cf. 61361 in Ganieva 2002: 68). This is otherwise
isolated amongst the Caucasian pear words. If this is the same lexeme as that which
occurs in Burushaski, and if that is in turn the same as the one that occurs in Greek and
Latin, then it looks like the remnant distribution of a once more widespread word with its
origins in the East. If it is only Latin and Greek that are related, then we have a non-1E
word with what looks like a Mediterranean distribution. See §3.3.2 for a discussion of
the distribution of the a-prefix.

plumbum ‘lead’
Pre-form:  *plo/uNd’y- | Pltal. *plumbo-
Comp.: *ple/oud(”)- | PCelt. *(¢)loudio- | Mlr. ltaide ‘lead’

*moliwdo- | PGK. *moliwdo- | mo-ri-wo-do /moliwdos/ (Myc.), uéApog,
poéAvBoog (Homeric) ‘lead’, vars. poiooc, porvpog, Borvpdoc,

180 Alternatively, sero may never have had i-reduplication to begin with (cf. its reconstruction in the LI1V2
as *sé-s(0)h:-). No other reduplicated presents show e-reduplication, but given that PIE had both e- and i-
reduplication, it is not easy to rule out that sero represents an archaism. With the Paradebeispiel gone,
perhaps the lowering rule does not exist, and nothing is preventing the shape of pirum after all.

181 Cf. Burushaski sujo ‘pure, sacred, holy’ < Shina sujo < Skt. sujata- ‘well-born’, Burushaski basa
‘turban’ < Shina paso < Skt. prasna- ‘wickerwork, basket; turban’, Burushaski san ‘awake, aware’ <
Shina son etc. < Skt. sanka ‘apprehension, care, fear’ (Berger 1966: 81-3).

182 Berger (and Hubschmid 1960a: 59) thought that Burushaski was the source of the Shina words, but for
the wrong reason. They seem to have been influenced by Tomaschek (1880: 791) giving the Shina words
as phéeSo and phiso, but these are the Burushaski forms.
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BoApoc, BoAPog
*mliwo- | PGm. *bliwa- | ON bly, OS b/, OHG blio ‘lead’
?PVasc. *bl(e)un(P)-? | Basque berun ‘lead’

?PBerb. *galdan / faldan / baldan / paldam | Kabyle aldun, Mzab
buldun, etc. ‘lead’

??Georg. brpeni, prpeni ‘lead, tin’
m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: metallurgy

WH (11: 325-6), EM (516), DV (474)

Meillet (1908), Lafon (1934: 43), Bertoldi (1939b: 94-7), Furnée (1972: 272), Beekes
(1999), Boutkan & Kossmann (1999: 92-3), Melchert (2008), EDG (964), Huld (2012:
336), Matasovi¢ (2009: 135), Kroonen (2013: 69), Sorgo (2020: 460), Weiss (2020:
507), Thorsg & Wigman et al. (2023: 116-17)

The closest match for Lat. plumbum ‘lead” is MlIr. l0aide ‘lead’ via PCelt.
*¢loudio- (Matasovi¢ 2009: 135). Huld (2012: 336) connected them via a reconstruction
*plou-d“(H)om ‘solder’ from a root *pleu- ‘to flow, float’, a logical Bennenungsmotiv
for a metal with such a low melting point. But there is no regular way to conjure the
nasal in Latin from a form like this. Strictly speaking, the Celtic pre-form does not
require a final aspirate, but to produce Latin b corresponding to Celtic d, there must have
been a sequence *-Nd’(x)- as the nasal would have blocked the RUbL Rule being
activated from the left. This produces a reconstruction *ple/oud’- behind the Celtic form
and *plo/uNd*y- for the Italic (Thorsg & Wigman et al. 2023: 116-17).

To this pair have been adduced a series of Proto-Berber reconstructions, including
*Baldan, *aldan, *baldan, and *paldam ‘lead’, between which the large amount of
variation means that this family is not native to Berber (Boutkan & Kossmann 1999:
92-3). Some compare Basque berun ‘lead’” (Lafon 1934: 43, Bertoldi 1939b: 94-7, WH
II: 326, Boutkan & Kossmann 1999: 92). This could be from a pre-form like
*bl(e)un(P)- (Thorsg & Wigman et al. 2023: 116-17), but could also potentially be
borrowed from a Romance source. Both of these groups contain a nasal like Latin, but
the Berber forms have it in a much different place. If the Basque form is a borrowing
from Romance, then it is not clear how heavily the nasal should feature in a
reconstruction of the source form.

Georg. brpeni, prpeni ‘lead, tin’ has also been compared (Meillet 1908, Bertoldi 1939b:
94-7, WH I1: 326, neutrally Weiss 2020: 507). If all these forms are related, it is clear
that we are dealing with a Wanderwort. The variation seems extreme at first, but possible
Greek and Germanic comparanda might fill the gap.

Despite WH (II: 326), Furnée (1972: 272, etc.), and EM (516), after Beekes (1999) it is
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currently in vogue to reject a connection between Lat. plumbum and Gk.
pnoMPBog/uorvpdog. Beekes cannot accept a connection with the West because the use of
lead in Greece is very old. Supporting this is Melchert (2008), who proposes that the
Greek is borrowed from Lyd. mariwda- ‘*dark’, attested as a theonym (cf. plumbum
nigrum). DV (474) and Matasovi¢ (2009: 135) follow, but Kroonen (2013: 69) who
connects PGm. *bliwa- ‘lead’ through a pre-form *mliuo-, does not.

If we suggest that this family represents a non-IE word that achieved a widespread
European distribution, then the divergence in the attested forms is not so unexpected.
Beekes (1999) suggests that Myc. mo-ri-wo-do as a spelling for /moliwdos/ could be
behind both of the oldest Homeric forms, with different treatments of the non-1E
sequence *-iwd- surfacing as -ib- in péMPog and -udb- in péAvpdog. On the other hand,
Pre-Proto-Germanic *mliwo- matches poMpog/BorpPoc well,*® but cannot have
originally had a dental. Thus the dental element in some of the Greek forms, present also
in Celtic (and perhaps Berber, with metathesis) might represent an alternate suffixed
form. If this is so, then the b of Lat. plumbum could be original ®* All together, the
comparanda support a grossly simplified pre-form like *M(V)IVw(n)(-d-), perhaps
*M(V)I7w(-d-), with *M representing a bilabial.

racemus ‘bunch, cluster esp. of grapes’
Pre-form:  *u/Hrak- / *(H)rHk- | Pltal. *rak-
Comp.: *s/yrehag-, *sluroHg- | PGK. *rag-, *rog- | pag, payoc; poé, poyoc
‘grape’
?2*Hreg!- | PIr. *raza- | MoP raz ‘vine, grapes, vineyard, garden’, etc.
??*ulHrus-, *u/Hro/Hg-? | PAlb. *rus-, ragu$a-? | Alb. rrush ‘grape’
m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: viticulture

WH (11: 414), EM (562), DV (511)

Meyer (1883: 295), Tedesco (1943), Furnée (1972: 126), Cabej (1976 II: 102-3), Kati¢i¢
(1976: 109), Abaev (I 1979: 398-99), Schrijver (1991: 305-9, 314), EWAia (II: 441-2),
Sihler (1995: 207), Demiraj (1997: 144), Orel (1998: 391), Hamp (2000), EDG (1274),
Schumacher & Matzinger (2013: 213), Weiss (2020: 382)

Lat. racemus ‘bunch (of grapes)’ is widely suspected of being a word from a
Mediterranean substrate (WH I1: 414, EM 562, Furnée 1972: 126, Schrijver 1991: 306,
DV 511, EDG 1974) based on its viticultural semantics and geographic restriction but

183 The sequence *ml- would have become *bl- in Proto-Germanic, but the variation within Greek shows
that a form with *b was also in circulation.

184 Sorgo (2020: 460) interprets the Greek variant Boiyoc as also having a nasal in this position.
Alternatively, the nasal in Latin is the result of an m/b altneration *-iw-d- / *-ub-.
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also on its irregular correspondences. The Greek forms reconstruct to a voiced velar. And
while Lat. racemus could theoretically represent original **rax, ragis > **rax, racis with
leveling of the unvoiced velar from the nominative (cf. a similar case for fraces, s.v.),
this is not regular. At face value, the Latin and Greek forms attest to a *k ~ *g
alternation.

Latin a against Greek @ and ¢ is difficult to account for in an inherited way in this root.*#®
Greek could theoretically preserve the full-grade and full o-grade of a root with *h.
starting with *s or *y. But In Latin, *sr yields fr and a root shape like *urHk- would
yield **rak-. Schrijver (1991: 305-9, 314) finds evidence that *HRHC yields Lat. raC-,
but this initial laryngeal would vocalize in Greek and thus cannot be reconstructed for
racemus. Thus we must either reconstruct original a-vocalism or a root-initial *r, neither
of which forms a good PIE root.

Alb. rrush ‘grape’ is often reconstructed to PAIlb. *raguSa- based on toponymic
evidence: the Dalmatian city Ragusium is given in an Albanian source as Rushé (Cabej
1976 11: 102-3, Orel 1998: 391, Hamp 2000: 9). Hamp suggests a pre-form *rag-us-V-.
Between this and his reconstruction of *ppwyodu for the Salentine Greek to rukdmi ~
ragumi, the -emus of Lat. racemus might reconstruct to *-esmo- (in an inherited
example, cf. its development in the superlative ending like in *eksterisomo >
*ekstresmo- > extremus, Weiss 2020: 382). Kati¢i¢ (1976: 109) compares Hsch. pauota
Bootpoyia, otapuiic. Mokedoveg ‘bunch of grapes, Macedonian’, which EDG (1274)
proposes is from *payu- and clearly related to pa&, payoc. The sequence
*rag-s-mo- should produce PGK. *rakmo- (cf. Aehéybor < *lelek-stai < Aéyw). But
Sihler (1995: 207) mentions forms like dpdypo. ‘handful” for dpdypa, where y occurs for
expected y due perhaps to dialect mixture. If papata can really be from *pdypara, then
it could potentially attest to a base *rag-s-mo- against *rag-es-mo- behind Lat. racemus.
The forms with the labial suffix have the collective meaning ‘bunch of grapes’ beside the
basal meaning ‘grape’ of the forms without the suffix (PGk. *ralog-s- and PAlb.
*rdg-us-).

But while PIE *b(*) seems to disappear intervocalically in Albanian, and intervocalic d
seems to disappear in loans post-dating the change *-Vd(%)V- > *-VdV- (Demiraj 1997:
62), there is little indication that such was true for *g("). A more straight-forward
reconstruction for Alb. rrush is *rus-,% which is no longer easy to compare to the Latin
and Greek forms.

185 Hamp (2000: 7) reconstructs in essence a paradigm nom. *yroHg-s-, acc. *uréHg-m-, obl. *urHg-. By
ignoring the Latin form, he can reconstruct an initial *x based on Salentine Greek vrava, vra, gra <
*Bpaya perhaps < *ppaya. But his source (Gerhard Rohlfs, 1962, Neue Beitrdge zur Kenntnis der
unteritalischen Grazitat [non vidi]) also compares Salentine Greek to rukdmi ~ ragimi. Hamp uses this to
reconstruct *ppoyotut, which seems to make a connection with Lat. racemus even more inevitable.

186 Schumacher & Matzinger (2013: 213) consider rrush a borrowing from Gk. pa& (PAIb. *russa-) at a
time after Gk. ¢ and o had fallen together. The only other example they give however is Alb. i kuq ‘red” <
Lat. *cocceus.
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Meyer (1883: 295) suggested a connection between Alb. rrush and Persian raz ‘vine,
grapes, vineyard, garden’.8” Abaev (Il 1979: 398-99) takes raz from Plr. *raza- along
with Oss. reze “fruit, fruits, vegetables’, Tajik raz ‘vine, vineyard’, Kurdish raz, rez
‘garden’, Zazaki réz ‘vineyard’, etc. Tedesco (1943) tried to connect MoP raz with
Slavic *loza (OCS loza ‘vine, Ru. loza “vine, rod’, etc.) through a pre-form *loga-, but
this would yield Plr. **raza- with Brugmann’s Law. Only *laga- with a PIE *a could
yield the correspondence. Otherwise Plr. *raza- presupposes a reconstruction PllIr.
*ray(h- as if from *(H)reg(- or *leg(-. If it is non-1E, *rag®- is a possibility, and it fits
into the *ra®- ~ *ralg)- ~ *rs(g- alternation established for Latin, Greek (and perhaps
Albanian) both formally and semantically. Given alternative reconstructions, its
appurtenance is not completely certain, but it does not contraindicate a non-1E word for
grape of the shape *rvVG.

Connections between Gk. pog and Lat. fraga ‘strawberry’ via *srag- (cf. DV 239) are
not as attractive as deriving fraga along with Alb. dredhé ‘strawberry’ from a pre-form
*d'rHg(")- (s.v. fraga).

rapum ‘turnip’
Pre-form:  *H/ureh,p- | Pltal. *rapo-

Comp.: *slugya/Hp-, *slugya/Hb’- | PGK. *rap-, *rap’- | GK. pagpuc, pdmog
‘turnip’, paeavog ‘cabbage, radish’

*Hreh./sb"- | *Hreh./sp- | PGm. *rabjon- | MDu. rove, OHG ruoba,
ruoppa ‘turnip’, etc.

*Hreh p- / *Hroip- | PSlav. *rép- / *roip- | RUCS répa, Ru. répa,
SCr. répa ‘turnip’, etc.

*Hrehp- | PBalt. *rap- | Lith. répé ‘turnip’

*h,erb(")- | PCelt. *arbino- | OBret. erbin, W erfin (pl.) ‘turnip’
m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, domestic

Pokorny (852), WH (lI1: 418), EM (564), DV (514)
Schrijver (1991: 310), Demiraj (1997: 349-50), EDG (1277, 1283), Zohary, Hopf &
Weiss (2012: 159), Kroonen (2013: 415)

From Pokorny (852) onwards (WH I1: 418, Schrijver 1991: 310, EM 564, DV 514, EDG
1277, Kroonen 2013: 415), Lat. rapum ‘turnip’ and its comparanda'®® have been viewed

187 He also suggests a link with Skt. rasa ‘raisin’, but EWAia (11: 441-2) translates this much differently,
as ‘plant juice, juice, liquid, viscous fluid, essence, pulp’.

188 Alb. rrépé ‘beet, radish’ < PAIb. *rap- cannot be a loan from Latin. But its status as an independent
comparandum is difficult to verify; it could potentially be a Greek loan (Demiraj 1997: 349-50).
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as likely Wanderwdrter because of the irregularly corresponding vocalism (even if PIE
*ala existed, the comparanda require the reconstruction of non-IE *a/é ablaut'®®) and
lack of a prothetic vowel in Greek (initial *s or *u could be reconstructed for Greek to
avoid an invalid r-initial root structure, but neither option works for Germanic).

EDG (1277) considers the m ~ ¢ alternation within Greek to be a Pre-Greek feature, but
attestations of this word are far too widespread to have their origins in Beekesian
Pre-Greek. (Note also that the Germanic forms attest to what in native words would be
reconstructed as *b” just like Greek ¢, suggesting that the Pre-Greek-like variation in the
donor forms was not limited to the East.) The Celtic forms attest to an a-prefix with
zero-grade root (Kroonen 2013: 415). Metathesis from *rabmo- would be unconditioned.

Comparanda possibly extend beyond Europe. Furnée (1972: 313 fn 35) compares the
Semitic family *lapt- ‘turnip’, finding it even in the Hsch. Adya- yoyyvhic. Ilepyaiot.
Cross-linguistically, | ~ r alternation is not rare, and other substrate examples include
lilium ~ Agiprov. Further similar is Sumerian *lub ‘turnip.” The Semitic and Sumerian
words cannot be adduced with nearly as much certainty, but would suggest that this
family of words was widely distributed amongst the agricultural populations of Europe
and Western Asia.

raudus ‘lump of copper used as currency’, vars. rodus, rizdus

Pre-form:  *H/urehzud(%- | Pltal. *raudo-

Comp.: *hzerud- | PGm. *arut- ‘ore’ | ODu. arut, OHG aruz, ariz ‘ore’, etc.
?*Hrut- | PCelt. *rutu- | W rhwd ‘rust’
OSum. aruda “copper’ > Sum. uruda, urudu ‘copper’

m Irreg. correspondences o Remarkable phonotactics

Semantics: metallurgy

Pokorny (872-3), WH (11: 420-1), EM (565), DV (515)

Schrader (1883: 62), Schrijver (1991: 265), Schrijver (1997: 308), Stifter (1998: 214),
Hill (2003: 196-202), Jagersma (2010: 60-1), Kroonen (2013: 37), Schrijver (2018:
361-3), Koch (2020: 110), Thorsg & Wigman et al. (2023: 109)

Lat. raudus ‘lump of copper used as currency’ is traditionally compared to PlIr.
*Hraud’a- (cf. Skt. loha- ‘reddish metal, copper-colored, reddish, made of iron’,
MP/MoP roy “‘copper, brass’, etc.), ON raudi ‘bog iron ore’, and OCS ruda ‘ore metal’
from PIE *h.reud” ‘red’. The problem is well known and it is widely admitted that the
combination *-ud’- should yield Lat. -ub- as it does in ruber ‘red’ < *h.,rud*ro-. The
solution has been to assume that the Latin word is borrowed from another IE language

189 This alternation is especially remarked on by WH (11: 418) who compare it to that between Lat. napus
and Arm. niw (s.v. napus).
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(WH 1I: 420-1, DV 515, Schrijver 1991: 265).

WH (II: 420-1) reject a comparison to PGm. *arut- ‘ore’ because of the initial a. It is
clear that *arut- cannot be reconstructed back to *hreud®, and if Lat. raudus is indeed
adduced, it produces a perfect example of the substrate a-prefix phenomenon, creating
the alternation *arud- ~ *raud- (Schrijver 1997: 308, Kroonen 2013: 37). Furthermore,
explaining raudus from the perspective of a known phenomenon seems preferable to the
ad hoc solution of a borrowing from another IE language. Thorsg and Wigman et al.
(2023: 109) consider PlIr. *Hraud’a-, ON raudi ‘bog iron ore’, and OCS ruda ‘ore,
metal’ < IE *h,roud’0- (to the root *h.reud’) as an unrelated group coincidentally
similar to Lat. raudus and PGm. *arut- < non-IE *arud- ~ *raud- ‘ore’ (even though EM
565 suspects that the ‘red’ derivatives might actually have been remodeled based on folk
etymology). PCelt. *rutu- (cf. W rhwd ‘rust’) might also belong to this group. Despite
the reddish color of rust, *rutu- cannot derive simply from *hreud’- ‘red’ (Koch 2020:
110). But as alternative etymologies exist (PCelt. *ruddo- < *h.reud’- ‘red’ + *d’eh.- ‘to
put’ [Stifter 1998: 214] or *sed- ‘to sit” by [Hill 2003: 196-202]), its connection is much
less certain.

Establishing the existence of a non-1E word *arud- ~ *raud- ‘ore’ allows it to be linked
to Sumerian uruda, urudu ‘copper’ from Old Sumerian aruda (Schrader 1883: 62, 118;
WH II: 421; Schrijver 2018: 363; Thorsg & Wigman et al. 2023: 109; Jagersma 2010:
60-1 on the Old Sumerian form). Schrijver (2018: 361-3) takes this as evidence of a
Hatto-Sumerian agricultural substrate, but the word need not be native to Sumerian.

rosa ‘rose’
Pre-form:  *yroS- | Pltal. *rosa-
Comp.: *ur(0)d- | PGk. *wrod- | GK. podov, Aeol. Bpddov ‘rose’

*updho- | Plr. *yyda- | MoP gul ‘rose’, etc.
> Arm. vard ‘rose’

Arab. ward ‘rose, flower, blossom’, etc.
m Irreg. correspondences m Remarkable phonotactics
Semantics: plant, flower

WH (11: 443), EM (577)

Buck (1904:48, 83), Kretschmer (1923a: 115), Schwyzer (1939-50 I: 344 fn. 2), Alessio
(1946b: 26), Mayrhofer (1950: 74), Mayrhofer (1961: 185), de Simone (1968-70 II:
165-6), Sihler (1995: 172), Untermann (2000: 464), EDG (1289), Sims-Williams (2016:
206), Weiss (2020: 162 fn. 12), van Beek (2022: 319-21)

The intervocalic s of Lat. rosa is problematic. If it is the result of a post-rhotacism
borrowing, it must have been borrowed after the middle of the fourth century BCE.
Weiss (2020: 162 fn. 12) notes that this would be unexpected if it is a loan from a



122  Unde venisti? The Prehistory of Italic through its Loanword Lexicon

substrate language and therefore proposes the interference of the initial r (though he
notes the counterexample ras, raris ‘dew’), an effect which otherwise occurs only when
an r occurs in the next syllable (Sihler 1995: 172 e.g. caesaries ‘bushy-haired’, miser
‘wretched’, aser ‘blood’, etc. but aurora < *ausasa-).

Evidence points to rosa being a Wanderwort with comparanda stretching far to the East.
It is undoubtedly related to Gk. podov ‘rose’, whose Aeolic variant Bpodov (and
appearance as Myc. wo-do-we ‘rose-scented”) shows it originally began with *w. Thus it,
like Arm. vard ‘rose’, is quite likely a loan from an Iranian source (WH II: 443,
Mayrhofer 1950: 74, EM 577, EDG 1289 Sims-Williams 2016: 206). A form like PIr.
*yrda-'* would yield e.g. Sogd. wrd and MoP gul ‘rose’. If Gk. péSov represents an
artificial epic reflex of *yrdo- (explaining the otherwise irregular reflex of the syllabic
resonant, van Beek 2022: 319-21), then the Greek proto-form is very similar to that of
the Iranian forms.

It is clear that there are Semitic comparanda (Mayrhofer 1961: 185, EM 577, EDG
1289), but Mayrhofer (1950: 74-7) makes a case that there are so many Semitic forms
that it does not look to be a loanword in Semitic: Arab. ward ‘rose, flower, blossom’,
Aram. warda ‘rose, rose-colored; lobe of the lung’, Akk. murdenu, murdennu,
amurdenu, amurdennu (for wurdénu) ‘a flower with thorns’). Arabic has further warada,
warrada ‘to bloom’, waruda ‘to be red’, warrada ‘to color red’, tawarrada ‘to blush or
flush’, word ‘malaria’, and warid ‘jugular vein’. Given that the floral meaning is old,
well-integrated, and not semantically streamlined in the Semitic languages that attest it, it
does not seem obvious as a loanword. An ultimate Semitic origin seems more likely than
the link with a PIE root only attested in Iranian. In any case, the rose word in Latin is a
Wanderwort from the East.

If the word entered Latin through Greek (WH 11: 443, EDG 1289), there must have been
an intermediary, as there is no foolproof way from Gk. & > Lat. s. EM (577), followed by
Alessio (1946b: 26), suggest Etruscan. Etruscan seems to have borrowed Gk. -81- as z
(/ts/) (cf. in two names: Aryaze and vars. < Apkadia and Zimaite and vars. < Aloundng,
de Simone 1968-70 Il: 165-6). So a form like *poduwa could theoretically have been the
source. But this Greek form is unattested (and in Modern Greek podid is the
pomegranate tree), and the lookalikes Etr. ruze, rusi are of unknown meaning.
Kretschmer (1923a: 115) suggests that Lat. rosa might be from Gk. podéa ‘rosebush’
through a form *rodia that passed through “sabinisch” (given the name of Sabine
statesman Appius Claudius, said by Livy to have been called Att(i)us Clausus before he
moved to Rome). Alessio (1946b: 26) mentions the possibility too, with the
understanding that Latin medius corresponds to Oscan *meso-. But this in incorrect; the
Sabellic cognate of Lat. medius is Osc. and SPic. mefi- (Untermann 2000: 464). Buck

190 WH (11: 443) further reconstruct for the Iranian form an IE *yyd’o-, but this is otherwise unattested.
They connect what they give as OE word ‘thornbush’. But the form is actually word ‘enclosure (created
with thorny shrubs)’ < PGm. *wurpa- with PIE *t.
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(1904: 66) notes that a change *di > z and *t; > s is restricted to Bantia. The closest to a
workable solution is the Umbrian change of intervocalic *d > ¥, rs. Buck (1904:48, 83)
notes that the r of both inherited and d-derived rs was we