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Etymological reference list 1: Tocharian

In the following numbered list, the words adduced and discussed in chapter 2 are given
with references to the literature, and, where relevant, a short discussion. The main
source of Tocharian B etymological information is Adams (2013), which contains
references to the earlier literature. Especially Malzahn (2010) and Peyrot (2013) also
provide a lot of information on verbs, which are cited according to the system of Peyrot
(2013), rather than those employed by Malzahn and Adams. Tocharian A lacks a
dedicated etymological dictionary. The Tocharian A forms are cited after the Dictionary
and Thesaurus of Tocharian A by Carling and Pinault (DThTA).

The words are listed according to the Proto-Indo-European reconstruction, or the
Proto-Indo-European root from which the Tocharian word is derived. As elsewhere in
this dissertation, Proto-Indo-European accents are omitted because they cannot always
be determined with certainty, and they are generally irrelevant for the topics under

discussion. The alphabetical order is:
b d dhe e G ghgghg” g™ h h.hikkklmnoaoprstu

Words do not start with the vowels *e, *¢, *o0, *9, or with the resonant *r. Unlike some
scholars, I do not write vowel colouring in the Proto-Indo-European reconstructions, so
that, e.g., *h.e remains written as *h.e rather than becoming *A.a. I consider both the
laryngeal colouring and syllabification of syllabic resonants to be post-Proto-Indo-
European developments. In this list, the sign marking syllabic laryngeals */,, *A,, *h, and

syllabic resonants */, *m, *n, *r and the sign for the glides *; and *u are omitted.

1. PIE *b%eh,g"u- > PT *poko, obl.sg. *pokay ‘arm’
TB poko*, obl.sg. pokai | TA nom/obl.sg. poke (DThTA: 285b)
Adams 2013: 434.

2. PIE *b"reh.téer > PT *protyer ‘brother
TB procer | TA pracar (DThTA: 303b)
Adams 2013: 454-455.
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10.

PIE *b"rg"h-ro- > PT *park(a)re long’
TB pdrkare [parkdre/ | TA pdrkdr (DThTA: 278a)
Adams 2013: 399-400.

PIE *dekm > PT *$aka ‘ten’
TB Sak /$3k/ | TA siik (DThTA: 476a)
Adams 2013: 674-675.

PIE *demh,- > PT *tSoma- ‘grow, increase’
TB tsama- | TA tsdma- DThTA: 555b)
Adams 2013: 804; Malzahn 2010: 985—987; Peyrot 2013: 843.

PIE *der- ‘split’ > PT *t%or- ‘be separated, be apart; caus. separate’
TB tsora- | TA tsira- ‘separate’ (DThTA: 556a)
Adams 2013: 805; Malzahn 2010: 987—988; Peyrot 2013: 845.

PIE *deuh.- > PT *tawa- ‘attach oneself, stick to (itr.)’
TB tsawa- | TA t5awa- fit; obey’ (DThTA: 558b)
Adams 2013: 808-809; Malzahn 2010: 996—998; Peyrot 2013: 846.

PIE *deuk- > PT *t%owka- ‘suck (out)’

TB tsawka- | TA tsawka- (DThTA: 558b)

Adams 2013: 809; Malzahn 2001: 994—996; Peyrot 2013: 841.

—  The etymology *d"eug”- ‘produce (milk)’, while not impossible, is semantically
less fitting than a derivation from *deuk- ‘pull (out)’; see Adams (2013: 809).

PIE *dng*ueh, > PT *kantwo ‘tongue’
TB kantwo [kdntwo/ | TA kdntu (DThTA: 121a)
Adams 2013: 147.

— The dental and the velar were metathesised in Tocharian, with TB kantwo
rather than **tankwo, TA kdntu rather than **tdinku.

PIE *doru-, *dreu- > PT *ora, pl. arwa ‘wood’
TB or, pl. arwa | TA or (DThTA: 86b)

Adams 2013: 127.
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— The initial *d- was lost by regular sound law in the oblique cases where it came
into contact with the *r, and it was subsequently removed in other forms by
analogy. The singular TAB or shows u-umlaut of pre-PT *e (PIE *0) plural TB

arwa shows a-umlaut of pre-PT *e (PIE *0).

PIE *drem- ‘run’ > ? *drem-wor > PT ramer ‘quickly’

TB ramer | ? TA der. ymar (DThTA: 379b)

Adams 2013: 571-572; Pinault 2011: 168; Van Windekens 1976: 592; Winter 1962: 30.

—  TBramer could theoretically be from *drem-or if this is simplified from *drem-
wor. Pinault (2011: 168) explains TA ymar as a local adverb formation from PT
*romer with prefixation of *ya(n)- and pluralization in -a, yielding pre-TA
*yrmara with umlaut; after regular apocope and dissimilation of the two r’s,
this became TA ymar. In this way, TA ymar would not be a reflex of *A,i-mor,
as assumed by Van Windekens (1976: 592).

PIE *duei- > PT *way- ‘be frightened’
TB way- | TA wiya- (DThTA: 446a)

Adams 2013: 652; Malzahn 2010: 9oo—go1; Peyrot 2013: 818.

PIE *dui-dkmt - ?*duihkmt > PT *w¥ikan ‘twenty (20)’

TB ikdm [ydyken/ | TA (analogical) wiki (DThTA: 443a)

Adams 2013: 66-67

— Itis generally assumed that TB ikéim, TA wiki can be derived via pre-PT *wikomt
from a preform *duihkmt with a development from PIE *ih, to pre-PT *i
(Adams 2013: 66—-67; Hackstein 2017: 1314), but the reconstruction of the*#, to
the Proto-Indo-European level is uncertain. The development thus remains a
tentative approximation that cannot strictly be used to show the development
of true PIE *ih,. At the same time, there does not seem to be any other known
way to get the TAB i than by assuming a development of *dui-dkmt via
*duih,kmt at some stage.

PIE *dui-to- > PT *wate ‘second’
TB wate [wdte/ | TA wdit (DThTA: 433a)
Adams 2013: 625-626.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

PIE *duoh,, *duoi > PT *wu, *wey ‘two (2)’
TB wi (m/f.) | TA wu (m.), we (f.) (DThTA: 446b)
Adams 2013: 651.

PIE *d’eg*"- > PT *t%k- ‘burn (act. = tr.; mid. = intr.)’
TB tsak- | TA tsik- (DThTA: 553b)
Adams 2013: 802; Malzahn 2010: 980-981; Peyrot 2013: 842.

PIE *d*eig"- ‘form’ > PT *tika- ‘form, shape’
TB tsayk- | TA tsayka- ‘form tr.’ (DThTA: 557b)
Adams 2013: 807; Malzahn 2010: 991-992; Peyrot 2013: 844.

PIE *d’eih.g¥- —» d"ih,g*- > PT *t’aka- ‘pierce, bite’
TB tsaka- | TA tsaka- ‘pierce’ (DThTA: 552b)
Adams 2013: 800; LIV: 142; Malzahn 2010: 975—976; Peyrot 2013: 840.

The laryngeal in this root is only reconstructed for the benefit on the Tocharian,
and is not necessary for Latin figo ‘drive in, insert; fasten’ or Lithuanian diegti
‘plant; sting’, for which *d*eig*- would work too (De Vaan 2008: 219; Derksen
2015: 127). However, the other etymologies provided by Adams do not work
phonologically for Tocharian: PIE *dé(n)k-nh,- would have become **$akna-,
*tegh-nh,- should have become **cakna-, and the lengthened grades are
difficult to account for, so that a connection with PIE *d%eih,g*- remains the
best option.

PIE ?*d"eng”- > ? PT *t%ank- ‘(a)rise’
TB tsanka- | TA tscink- (DThTA: 554b)
Adams 2013: 802—803; Malzahn 2010: 983—984; Peyrot 2013: 834.

PT *t*ank- has also been connected with a PIE *d%eng”- ‘reach’ (see Adams 2013:
802-803 with references). However, the supposed cognate Skt. daghndti ‘reach
toward’ is rather taken together with Gr. ¢8dvw ‘anticipate, be ahead’ from
*dheg¥th,- ‘reach toward’ in LIV (134-135), thus, crucially, without an internal
nasal; see also Malzahn 2010: 983—984. Other supposed cognates Olr. daingen
‘strong, firm’, Russian (dial.) djdgnuts ‘get well, recover’, djdglyj ‘healthy,
strong’, and Latvian derikts ‘strong, healthy, important’ rather point to a root
*dheng- on account of the accentuation (Derksen 2008: 106), and do not fit
with Tocharian semantically. The Proto-Indo-European antecedent of this
Tocharian verb is thus very uncertain.
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PIE *d’eub*- - *d"ub"ro- ‘deep’ > PT *tapre ‘high’

TB tapre [tpre/ | TA tpdr (DThTA: 221a)

Adams 2013: 296-297.

— This word is traditionally reconstructed as *d"ubro-, but Kroonen (201: 253)
has shown that the root should be *deub”- on account of the Germanic
evidence.

PIE *d"ugh.téer > PT *tokat’er ‘daughter’
TB tkacer [tkacer/ | TA ckacar (DThTA:188b)
Adams 2013: 330—331.

— The initial ¢- of TA ckacar is the result of assimilation to the internal -c-.

PIE *genh,- ‘be born’ > PT *kan- ‘come about’

TB kon- | TA kdn- (DThTA: 120a-121a)

Adams 2013: 169-170; Friis 2024: 373; Malzahn 2010: 568-570; Peyrot 2013: 731.

—  Friis has adduced the optative TA knitdr as an example where PIE *i failed to
palatalize the preceding consonant, potentially due to the intervening

laryngeal: *gnh,-ih - (Friis 2024: 373).

PIE *¢neh,- > *kna- know’
TB nana- ‘appear : erscheinen’ | TA kna- (DThTA: 158a)
Adams 2013: 3; Malzahn 2010: 610-611, 678—679, Peyrot 2013: 440—442, 762.

— PT *kna- could in principle reflect either the e-grade of the root gneh,-, in
which it would be one of the few examples of *ef, in Tocharian — and all
examples are uncertain in some way — or it could reflect the zero-grade gnh,-
with the much more commonly attested vocalization of laryngeals to PT *a.
The latter option seems more likely, although the former cannot be entirely
excluded (see Peyrot 2013: 440—442 for a more detailed discussion).

PIE *§omb*o- > PT *keme ‘tooth’
TB keme | TA kam (DThTA: 95a)

Adams 2013: 208.

PIE g ®Wul- > PT *k*ala- ‘fail, weaken, recede’
TB k¥ala- | TA k*ila- (DThTA: 144a)
Adams 2013: 256; Kim 1999: 153.
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26.

27.

— The most probable of the proposed cognates are to be found in Baltic, e.g., Lith.
gulti lie down’, guléti ‘lie, be ill’ (see Adams 2013: 256, Kim 1999: 153; though

the Tocharian connection is not mentioned by Derksen 2015: 193).

PIE *g*eh,-u- > PT *kew ‘cow’

TB ke, | TA ko (DThTA: 151a)

Adams 2013: 201-202; Lubotsky 1990: 133-134; Beekes 2010: 232—233; Nielsen

Whitehead 2018.

— The precise Proto-Indo-European reconstruction is debated. If we depart from
*g¥eh,-u-, one might theoretically expect *eh, to yield a long vowel like pre-PT
*0, but the e in TB ke, clearly reflects a pre-PT short *o. The particular
development of */, in combination with *e in *g*eh,-u- is mirrored in TB kaw-
‘kill’ from PIE *keh,u- ‘hew, strike’, with laryngeal colouring of the *e#, to *ah,
but no further lengthening to *a. The traditional reconstruction is *g*ou-, but
this foregoes the attractive connection with the verb *g*eh,- ‘feed, tend’,
clashes with the short a in Rigvedic forms like dat.sg. gdve where lengthening
of ¥o to **a should have occurred in accordance with Brugmann’s Law, and
leaving the accent of Greek fo0¢ unexplained (Lubotsky 1990: 133-134; Beekes
2010: 232—233). Nielsen Whitehead reconstructs an original hysterodynamic
paradigm with a nom.sg. *g*h,-éu(-s), acc.sg. *g*h,-eu-m and a consistent
initial cluster *g¥h,- (Nielsen Whitehead 2018). If such a cluster underwent
delabialization and the laryngeal blocked palatalization (see 2.4.2), a
reconstructed *g*h,-éu(-s) might regularly have become TB ke,. With a change
from *h,e via *o to PT *e, *g*h,-eu-m might also provide the basis for TB ke,.
There are thus many ways to interpret the development of ‘cow’ in Tocharian
depending on the specific reconstruction taken as a point of departure, each
involving theoretically possible or even plausible changes that are not directly

paralleled elsewhere in Tocharian.

PIE *g*enh,- > PT *k¥ana ‘wife’
TB $ana /$dna/ | TA sim (DThTA: 466b)
Adams 2013: 676-677.
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PIE *g¥ihu- > PT *k¥aw- live’
TB saw-, say- | TA saw- (DThTA: 466a)
Adams 2013: 683—684; Malzahn 2010: 916-119; Peyrot 2013: 825.

PIE *g¥m-sk- > PT *k*amnask- ‘come’ (present stem)
TB kanmask- | TA k¥dmnds- (DThTA: 122a)
Adams 2013: 170-171; Malzahn 2010: 571-572; Peyrot 2013: 732.

PIE g¥reh,- » *g¥rh,-mr- > PT *kramar ‘heaviness, der.adj. kramartstse heavy’

TB kramdr [kramor/, der.adj. kramartstse* [kramdrtstse/ | TA der.adj. kramdrts

(DThTA: 161a)

Adams 2013: 230—231; Kroonen 2013: 312; Ringe 1996: 8.

— The precise derivation of this word from the root PIE *g¥reh,- ‘be heavy’ is
unclear, as there is no exactly corresponding formation elsewhere in Indo-
European. The reconstruction with a zero—grade, *gvrh,mr-, is attractive
because we know that a vocalized laryngeal became PT *a. An An o-grade as
in the reconstruction *g*roh,-mr- (Ringe 1996: 8) would be unexpected, and
the development of *oH in Tocharian is quite unclear (see subsection 2.4.5).

PIE *g¥rh,-uon- > PT *karwenYe ‘rock, stone’

TB kdrwerie*, pl. kdrwerii [koarwéni/ | TA kdrwam* (DThTA: 125b)

Adams 2013: 176; Ringe apud Kim 1999: 151 fn. 26.

— The lack of an initial labiovelar in Tocharian A may be due to a dissimilation

with the following -w- (Ringe apud Kim 1999: 151 fn. 26). The laryngeal was not
vocalized in this position, see also 2.3.1.

PIE *g*hen- ‘hit’ - g¥n-sk- > PT *kask(a)- ‘scatter, strike apart’
TB kask(a)- ‘scatter’ | TA kdska- (DThTA: 134a)
Adams 2013: 189; LIV: 218—219; Malzahn 2010: 596; Peyrot 2013: 739.

PIE heg*h- - £*h,e-h,g*"- > PT *yok- ‘drink’

TB yok- | TA yok- (DThTA: 373a)

Adams 2013: 551-552; Kim 2000: 153-155; Kloekhorst 2008: 236—237; Malzahn 2010:
810—811; Peyrot 2013: 8o1.

— Kim instead reconstructs a paradigm *h,eh,g*"- : *heh.g¥"- > PT *yek¥- : *ok¥-,
from which *yok- resulted by a crossing of the two forms, dismissing the
possibility of secondary rounding from *e to *o due to *k* as required by the
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34.

35

36.

37-

reconstruction *A,eh,g*"- (Kim 2000: 153-155). The Anatolian cognate can be
better understood departing from *h,eg*"- : *h,g*#-, however, with no place for
the *h, added by Kim (see Kloekhorst 2008: 236—237), so that a reduplicated
reconstruction of *h,eh g for Tocharian and subsequent rounding from
*yek™- to PT *yok- seems preferable to me.

PIE *h.ei- - imp. *hidhi > PT imp. *pasa ‘go!’ (*p- marks the imperative)
TB pas [pds/ | TA pis
Jasanoff 1987: 106-112.

— The TA vowel { does not correspond to TB a /3/, and would have to be
analogical on the basis of the corresponding verb root y- ‘go’.

PIE *h,ekuo- > PT *yak¥e ‘horse’
TB yakwe [ydkwe/ | TA yuk (DThTA: 370b)
Adams 2013: 528-529.

PIE *hesh,-r > PT *yasar ‘blood’

TB yasar [ydsar/ | TA ysar (DThTA: 382b)

Adams 2013: 525; Beekes 2010: 366; Kloekhorst 2008: 256-260.

— Adams derives this from a “collective” *h.esh,or, but PT *yasar matches the
“non-collective” *hésh,r quite exactly, and it is the latter that has direct
correspondences in other Indo-European languages, such as Hitt. éshar, Gr.
gap, etc. (Kloekhorst 2008: 256-260; Beekes 2010: 366)

PIE *hi-tr- > ?*h,itor > PT *yatar ‘path, road, way’

TB der. ytarye [ytarye/ | TA ytar (DThTA: 376a)

Adams 2013: 559; Kortlandt 1988b: 84-8s.

— The precise reconstruction of the suffix is difficult, since non-Tocharian
cognates like Latin iter show a zero-grade. Such a reconstruction will not work
for Tocharian: *h,itr should yield **yatar with a /o/ rather than /a/ in the
second syllable. This /a/ needs to be accounted for in some way. Adams
reconstructs a collective *#,itor, which is dubious due to the lack of other
evidence for this formation. Kortlandt (1988b: 84-85) takes the *-ar as
analogous after PT *yasar ‘blood’ (TB yasar, TA ysar), replacing expected
**yatar. The reason for this analogy is rather unclear, however, as there is no
other connection between the two words, aside from a superficial similarity.
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PIE *hleng*'- > PT *lonk- ‘hang, dangle’
TB lonk- | TA link- (DThTA: 399b)
Adams 2013: 598 (*leng-); Malzahn 2010: 839—841; Peyrot 2013: 476, 808.

PIE *hleng*"- ?- *hlong¥"o- > PT *lenke ‘valley, cleft’
TB lerike
Adams 2013: 608.

— Might be derived from the verb for ‘to hang’ with semantics similar to German
Hang ‘slope, hill', Abhang ‘slope’. Chams Bernard (p.c., 28-03-2024) instead
suggests a loanword from Old Steppe Iranian *leneke, as reflected in Ossetic
Iron leenk and Digoron lence ‘ravine’, although this word itself does not have
an etymology.

PIE *hleng™h- - *hIng "hu- - * hlng "hu-tio > PT *lank™tse ‘easy, light (not heavy)
TB lank,tse [13nk"tse/
Adams 2013: 590-501.

— To be derived from a u-stem *A,lng " u- also seen in Gr. oy ‘small’ and Skt.
laghu- light’, raghu- ‘swift’ rather than directly from the root *A,leng**-. This
accounts for the labiovelar reflex.

PIE *hnek- - *hnk- > PT *enk- ‘seize, take’
TB erik- | TA emtsa- (DThTA: 70a)
Adams 2013: 81-82; Malzahn 2010: 538—539; Peyrot 2013: 725.

PIE *h,reg™- - *h,rg*-mo- or *h,rg™-u-mo- > PT *orkamo ‘dark; darkness’

TB orkamo [orkdmo/ | TA orkdm (DThTA: 86b)

Adams 2013: 128.

— The derivation of PT *orkamo via *hyrg™-u-mo- rather than directly from
*h,rg¥-mo- was suggested to me by Professor Lubotsky (p.c., 15-10-2024). It
would account for the vowel TAB o with u-umlaut instead of by o-umlaut

caused by PIE *0, which has no good parallels. See the discussion at the end of
2.5.3.

PIE *h,reg¥- —» *h,rg*-ont- > PT *erkent ‘black’
TB m.obl.sg. erkent | TA m.obl.sg. arkant (DThTA: 15b)

Adams 2013: 101.
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44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51

PIE *h,rud’-ro- > PT *ratre ‘red’
TB ratre [rdtre/ | TA rtdr (DThTA: 394b)
Adams 2013: 570—571.

PIE *h.eg- > PT *ak- lead, guide, drive’
TB ak- | TA ak- (DThTA: 23a)
Adams 2013: 38-39; Malzahn 2010: 519—520; Peyrot 2013: 720.

PIE *h,eku- > PT der. *ak¥atse ‘sharp’
TB akwatse [ak¥tse/
Adams 2013: 5; Pinault 2008: 445.

PIE *h,enh,- - *h,enh,-ske/o- > PT *anask- ‘inhale’
TB anask-

Adams 2013: 12—13; Malzahn 2010: 524; Peyrot 2013: 721.

PIE *h.enh,- ‘breathe’ > *ana- > der. ana-elme > PT *dndlme- living being’
TB onolme

Adams 2013: 121; Peyrot 2010: 72.

PIE *h.erg- - *h.ergu- > PT *ark"i ‘white’
TB arkwi | TA arki (DTHTA: 43b)
Adams 2013: 52—-53.

PIE *h,nt-b"oh, > PT *antpu- ‘both’

TA f. ampuk (DThTA: 39a)

Hilmarsson 1989b: 56-58; Ringe 1996: 89

— The feminine gender of TA ampuk is unexpected with its derivation from PIE
*h,(e)ntb"oh,, see Hilmarsson (1989b: 56-58). The masculine form is TA ampi.
Cf. TB antapi [antapay/ ~ antpi [antpay/

PIE *h,0g-eh.-, or *h.eug- - ?*h,ugeh, > PT *oko ‘fruit; result, effect’
TB oko
Adams 2013: 115; Del Tomba 202: 190.

— TA oko ‘id.’ is borrowed from Tocharian B (DThTA: 78b). The derivation from
the root PIE *h.eug- ‘grow’ to *h,ugeh,- is proposed by Del Tomba (2020: 190),
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while *h,0geh, has parallels in Lith. #oga ‘berry’, OCS agoda ‘fruit, etc., and
more distantly Goth. akran ‘fruit’, Eng. acorn, etc. (see Adams 2013: 115). Both
PIE *h,0geh, and ?*h,ugeh, would likely give the same result in Tocharian, as
we find both o-umlaut of pre-PT *e (from PIE *0) and of *u, cf. quasi-PIE
*someh,m > TB somo ‘one:F.0BL.SG’ and PIE *ukson > TB okso ‘ox’.

PIE *h,ster- > PT der. *$caraye ‘star’
TB $cirye | TA $re*, nom.pl. sresi (DThTA: 482b)

Adams 2013: 701.

PIE *h,uehnto- > PT *wYente ‘wind’
TB yente | TA want (DThTA: 423b)
Adams 2013: 546.

PIE *h,emso- > PT *anse ‘shoulder’
TB antse [antse/ | TA es (DThTA: 74a)
Adams 2013: 46; Beekes 2010: 1679-1680; Kloekhorst 2008:178.

Initial *4, could be reconstructed as one way to account for the Tocharian *a-
(Kloekhorst 2008:178), but that would require an unexpected o-grade in Greek
@pog. *h, would cause a development to *o from the e-grade *h,emso-, and is
therefore reconstructed by Beekes (2010: 1679-1680). The development of
initial *A.e- in Tocharian is uncertain due to a lack of reliable examples, and
thus could in principle be assumed to be a- just like */,e-; cf. *h,ewis ‘sheep’ for
the same issue. However, laryngeal colouring of PIE *e to pre-PT *o does seem
to be found in PIE *g*¥eh,u- to TB ke, ‘cow’ (q.v.) and in *A,eros- to TB ere ‘form,
appearance’ (q.v.), if this does not reflect *A,0ro- instead, so that it difficult to
decide either way. Adams assumes *Homso-, with the very uncertain

development from *6 to *

a (see subsection 2.4.5). Both the precise
reconstruction and the phonological development of this word are too

uncertain to use it in further argumentations.

55. PIE *h.er- ‘rise up’ - *hser- or *h,or- > PT *er- ‘evoke, cause’
TB er- | TA ar- (DThTA: 14a)
Adams 2013: 98-99 (*h,0r-); Kloekhorst 2008: 200; Malzahn 2010: 541-542; Peyrot:

2013: 726.
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Tocharian has a causative meaning of the Indo-European root. The ablaut
grade from which PT *er- is derived is unclear, as this could in principle reflect
either *h.er- or *h,or-. Adams argues that the Hittite cognate precludes a
reconstruction of *A,, and thus reconstructs */,0r- instead, but see Kloekhorst
(2008: 200) in favour of *A,.

56. PIE *her- - *h,er-os- or *h,or-o- > PT *ere ‘form, appearance’
TB ere
Adams 2013: 99; Del Tomba 2020: 84.

57

The s-stem PIE *h,eros- derived from the verb *A,er- is paralleled in Greek 8pog
‘mountain’ and Hittite harsar, harsn- ‘head; person; front; beginning’. For
Tocharian, a thematic */,0ro- from the same root would phonologically have
the same outcome. If initial *A,e- is taken to become TB a-, as appears to be the
case in TB antse [ante/ from *h,emso- (q.v.) and TB a,w ‘ewe’ from *h.eui- (q.v.),
the reconstruction *A,eros- would not be possible for TB ere and thus *A,0ro-
should be preferred. The validity of the change *A.e- to TB a- remains uncertain,
however. The thematic inflection of TB ere with an obl.pl. erem can be
secondary and does not provide conclusive proof for a reconstruction *#,0ro-
over *h,eros- (Del Tomba 2020: 84). The reconstruction *h,eros- has better

parallels in the other Indo-European languages.

PIE *h,eui- ‘sheep’ > PT *awa, pl. awaya ‘ewe’

TB a,w [aw/, pl. awi [awdy/

Adams 2013: 38; Beekes 2010: 1061; De Vaan 2008: 437—438; Kloekhorst 2008: 338;

Lubotsky 1990: 130.

Alternatively reconstructed with initial *A,- specifically to account for the
Tocharian *a- (e.g., Adams 2013: 38). The argument that Lycian *yawa- ‘sheep’
would also require *4, has been addressed and rejected by Kloekhorst (2008:
338). Initial *4, would accord well with the reflexes in the other Indo-European
languages, especially the initial /- of Armenian Aoviw ‘shepherd’ from *h,eui-
peh,- (Lubotsky 1990: 130). The general assumption is that *he- yields
Tocharian *o- rather than *a-, but there are only very few possible examples of
that development, and none seem to be completely reliable. The e-grade
expected in an i-stem would not yield the o-vocalism of Latin ovis ‘sheep’,

Greek &is ‘sheep’ with *h, instead of *A, (see De Vaan 2008: 437—438, Beekes
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2010: 1061), and an o-grade could not regularly yield Hitt. faui- ‘sheep’ (*A,0 >
Hitt. /?a/; see Kloekhorst 2008: 75), Skt. dvi- (with Brugmann’s law, *A,oui-
should have regularly become Skt. **avi-; see Lubotsky 1990: 130). A
reconstruction *A.eui- thus best accounts for all reflexes except the Tocharian
one, where it would require the assumption that *A,e- became PT *a-. On this

same issue, see the discussion under PIE *A,emso- ‘shoulder’ above.

PIE *h,0k™-s- > PT *ek ‘eye’
TB ek* | TA ak (DThTA:1b)
Adams 2013: 78-79.

PIE *£leu- - *Kleu-ma- > PT *klYomo ‘noble’
TB klyomo | TA klyom (DThTA: 171a)

Adams 2013: 250.

PIE *kmtom (*hkmtom/*dkmtom)> PT *kante ‘hundred (100)’
TB kante [kdnte/ | TA kdnt (DThTA: 121a)
Adams 2013: 146-147.

PIE *kua, acc. kuonm > PT *kWy, obl. *k¥ena ‘dog’
TB ku, kwem | TA ku, obl. kom (DTHTA: 136b)

Adams 2013: 190.

PIE *kedh.-, prs. *kdnh.-[*kndh,- > PT *kata-, prs. *kanta- ‘strew’
TB kata-, kanta (>> katna-) | TA kdta-, kina- (DThTA: nga)
Adams 2013: 166-167; Malzahn 2010: 564—565; Peyrot 2013: 730.

PIE *keh,u- ‘strike’ > PT *kaw- ‘kill’
TB kaw- | TA kaw-

Adams 2013: 222; Malzahn 2010: 606-607; Peyrot 2013: 728.
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PIE *kvek*lo- ‘wheel; circle’ > PT *k¥ak*(a)le ‘cart, wagon, chariot’
TB kokale | TA kukdl (DThTA: 137a)

Adams 2013: 214.

PIE *k¥el- ‘turn’ - *k*olo- > PT *kele ‘navel’
TB kele

Adams 2013: 211.

PIE *k»etuores > PT *kYatwera ‘four (4)
TB stwer | TA stwar (DThTA: 478b)
Adams 2013: 703.

PIE *k*i-so > PT *k¥ase ‘who’
TB k,se | TA kus (DThTA: 146a)

Adams 2013: 199—201.

PIE *k¥o- - +*k™o-tos > PT *kete ‘whose, to whom, for whom’
TB kete

Adams 2013: 203-204.

PIE *kreih,- > *k*rih,-wor > PT *k¥arydr ‘commerce, trade’
TB karyor [kéryor/ | TA kuryar (DThTA:143a)
Adams 2013: 153.

— See the discussion in subsection 2.3.3.2.

PIE *k™rih,-, prs. *k¥rinh,- > PT *karya-, prs. *karna- ‘buy’
TB korya-, prs. karna-
Adams 2013: 174-175; Malzahn 2010: 577; Peyrot 2013: 734.

PIE *leuk- > PT der. *lok*tse ‘bright, light’
TB lak,tse [15k"tse/
Adams 2013: 589.

PIE *leuk- —» *leuk-o(s)- > PT *Duke ‘shine, splendour’
TB buke
Adams 2013: 616.



73

74.

75

76.

77

Etymological reference list 1: Tocharian 403

PIE *limn- > PT *Yama ‘lake’
TB lyam [{15m/ | TA lyim (DThTA: 410b)
Adams 2013: 614.

PIE ? *lug-lo- > PT *[5kle ‘pain, sorrow’
TB lakle /13kle/
Adams 2013: 589—590.

There is no exact corresponding formation in other Indo-European languages,
but Gr. Aevyaréos ‘wretched, unhappy’ and Avypés ‘id.” are close. If assimilation
of *rto */in Tocharian is assumed, a PIE *lugré- could potentially have yielded
both TB lakle and Gr. Avypés (cf. Adams 2013: 589-590), but this assimilation
in Tocharian would be without parallels and thus uncertain.

PIE *luHs, pl. *luHs-h, > PT obl.sg. luwa, pl. *lwasa ‘animal’

TB luwo, obl.sg. luwa, pl. twasa | TA lu

Del Tomba 2019: 131-133; differently Adams 2013: 606-607.

Del Tomba (2020: 131-133) has argued that the nominative singular luwo is an
analogical creation replacing expected nom.-obl.sg. luwa on the basis of the
names of other animals that show nom.sg. -0 ~ obl.sg. -a. The meaning ‘louse’
found in the Germanic */is and Celtic *luwa probably developed from the
meaning ‘animal’ of the Tocharian. Cf. Irish mio/ ‘animal, insect, creature; louse’
from Old Irish mil id.’ next to Scottish Gaelic mial louse’. In Scottish Gaelic the
archaic meaning ‘animal’ is preserved only in certain cases such as the name
of a sea monster, mial-mhor a’ chuain lit. ‘great mial of the sea’, where mial is

not a ‘louse’.

PIE *med"-u- > PT *mYata ‘honey’
TB mit
Adams 2013: 494.

PIE *mehn-s- - mehn-é(n)- > PT *mYen’e ‘moon, month’
TB mefie | TA maii (DThTA: 329b)
Adams 2013: 503.
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PIE *-mh,no- > PT *-mane present participle suffix
TB -mane | TA -mam

Klingenschmitt 1975.

PIE *nek- - neku-, gen.sg. nkuos > PT *enk¥e ‘man’
TB ernkwe | TA ortk (DThTA: 80a)
Adams 2013: 82—-83.

PIE *neud- - *nud-sk- > PT *natk- ‘hold off, push away’
TB natka- | TA ndtk-
Malzahn 2010: 682—683; Adams 2013: 356—357; Peyrot 2013: 764.

PIE *-nti > PT *-n¥t¥a prs.act.gpl. verbal ending
TA -ric
Malzahn 2010: 35-36; Peyrot 2013: 415

— Both Malzahn (2010: 35-36) and Peyrot (2013: 415) with ample further
references.

PIE *nok¥t- - *nokvt-u- > PT *nokts ‘night’
TA adv. nokte ‘last evening’, adv. noktim ‘in the evening’ (DThTA: 257a, 257b)
Pinault 1990: 184—-190; Pinault 2008: 424.

PIE *nok¥t- - *nok™t-eu-io- > PT *nekt?aw?e ‘at night, last night’
TB nekciye /nekciye/ | TA nakcu (DThTA: 239a)
Adams 2013: 363; Pinault 1990: 184-190; Pinault 2008: 424.

PIE *okti > PT okta ‘eight : acht (8Y, der. *oktuka ‘eight (80)’

TB okt | TA okdt, oktuk (DThTA: 77a, 79b)

Adams 2013: 115-116; Ringe 1996: 89.

— The base numeral TB okt lost the expected final -u under the influence of sukt

‘seven’ or its ancestor PT *s¥apta (TA spdt), but it remained in the Tocharian A
decad oktuk ‘eighty’ (Ringe 1996: 89).

PIE *peh,-nt- - *peh,-nt-es > PT m.pl. *pon¥yt?s (*pan?t¥a) ‘all’
TB poric | TA poris (DThTA: 286b)
Adams 2013: 432—433.
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PIE *peh,-nt- > *peh,-nt-ih, > PT *pontsa- (?*pantsa) ‘all’
TA f.obl.sg. pontsam (DThTA: 286b)
Pinault 2008: 524.

— The feminine displays the development of PIE *-ntif,, which this word is
meant to illustrate in the main text. The TA o can probably only result from
PIE *eh, as in poke from *b*eh.g"u- ‘arm’ above.

PIE *pek¥- > PT *pak- ‘cook, ripen (act. = tr.; mid. = intr.)’
TB pak- | TA piik- (DThTA: 275a)
Adams 2013: 393-394; Malzahn 2010: 700-701; Peyrot 2013: 770.

PIE *pek¥- — *pek¥-L > PT *pYak¥al, pl. pYak*ala ‘year
TB pikul, pl. pikwala | TA p kil (~pkul), pl. pukla (DThTA: 288b)
Adams 2013: 410—411; Pinault 2008: 446.

PIE *preK- -» *prK-ske|o- - pre-PT *proskeh, > PT *prosko (?*praska) ‘fear’
TB prosko, der. proskiye | TA der. praski (DThTA: 308a)
Adams 2013: 455.

PIE *penk*to- > PT *pYankte ‘fifth’
TB pinkte | TA pdnt (DTHTA: 277a)

Adams 2013: 411.

PIE *ph.tér > PT *pacer ‘father’
TB pacer [pacer/ | TA pacar (DThTA: 268a)
Adams 2013: 390.

PIE *plh,-no- ‘full’ > PT der. *pallews ‘full moon’
TB pdille,* [palléw/, obl.sg. pdllent [pallént/
Adams 2013: 406.

— The laryngeal was evidently lost, see also 2.3.1.

PIE *prHuo- > PT *parwe ‘first’
TB parwe [pdrwe | TA der. parwat ‘first, oldest’ (DThTA: 279a)
Adams 2013: 383-384.
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PIE *puh,-r > PT *powar ‘fire’
TB puwar [pdwar/ | TA por
Adams 2013: 421—422; Winter 1965a: 192—-193.

PIE *seh,i- > PT *soy- (?*sdy-) ‘be sated’
TB soy-, prt.ptc. sosoyu | ? > TA prt.ptc. sasyu with sdy(n)- in 96.
Adams 2013: 770—771; Malzahn 2010: 955; Peyrot 2013: 833 fn. 949, 835.

PIE *seh,i- - *sh,i-nu- > PT *sayn- ‘satiate’

TB sayn- | TA sdy(n)-, prt.ptc. sasyu (DThTA: 522a-b)

Adams 2013: 757; Friis 2024: 372—-373; Hackstein 1995: 299-300; Malzahn 2010: 945—

956; Peyrot 2013: 833.

— The lack of palatalization may be due to the laryngeal blocking it in the
sequence *sh,i, but it could also have been removed due to analogy with the

related verb PT *soy- ‘be sated’ (see Friis 2024: 372—373.).

PIE *sem- —» f. *someh,- > PT *somo (?*sdamd) ‘one (1), some’ (f.obl.sg.)
TB somo | TA som (DThTA: 5ub)
Adams 2013: 721—722; Hilmarsson 1986: 33; Pinault 2008: 437—438.

PIE *septm > PT *s¥apta ‘seven (7)

TB sukt | TA spdt (DThTA: 501b)

Adams 2013: 720.

— The consonant cluster in Tocharian B was influenced by okt ‘eight’ (Adams

2013: 720).

PIE *skHi-eh, > PT *skayo ‘shadow’

TB skiyo [skdyo/

Adams 2013: 773; Beekes 2010: 1351; Del Tomba 2020: 144-146; Ringe 1996: 18—19.

— The development of the word for ‘shadow’ in Tocharian is very difficult. See
the discussions by Ringe (1996: 18-19) and Del Tomba (2020: 144-146), and cf.

subsection 2.4.2.

PIE *sneh,-ru, pl. *sneh-ur-h, ‘sinew’ > PT *s¥nYora, pl. sYnawra ‘sinew’
TB srior, pl. snaura

Adams 2013: 729; Del Tomba 2020: 87-88.
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— The nominative is from pre-PIE *sneh,-ur with metathesis of final -ru- (Del
Tomba 2020: 87-88). The original order *-ur- is preserved in the plural snaura

(ibid.).

PIE *sok¥o- ‘sap’ > ? PT *sek™e ‘pus’
TB sekwe | TA saku*, ins.sg. sakuyo (DThTA: 506a)
Adams 2013: 764; Beekes 2010:1093.

— The etymological connection with Gr. émés ‘plant juice’ (secondary loss of
expected initial /-, see Beekes 2010: 1093), Lith. sokai (m.pl.) ‘resin’, OCS soks
‘sap, juice of fruits’, Alb. gjak ‘blood’, though semantically not quite exact,
nevertheless seems reasonable.

PIE *solh,uo- > PT *selwe ‘whole’, der. *solme ‘completely’
TB der. solme | TA salu (DThTA: sua)
Hilmarsson 1986: 32; Adams 2013: 771

— TA salu clearly has not undergone u-umlaut of *e (PIE *0), apparently because
the word was *selwe at the time, with a consonantal *-w- rather than umlauting
*-u (cf. TA maku from *mekwa, TB mekwa ‘nails’). TB solme did undergo u-
umlaut, presumably from a derivation that looked like *selu-me- at the time,
whence *solume to *solame and eventually PT *solme with syncope, and
ultimately TB solme without further changes.

PIE *spend- > PT *spanta- ‘trust’
TB spanta- | TA spdnta- (DThTA: 543a)
Adams 2013: 785-786; Malzahn 2010: 967—968; Peyrot 2013: 838.

PIE *splend- > PT *planta- ‘be pleased’
TB planta- | TA planta- (DThTA 315a)
Adams 2013: 459; Malzahn 2010: 741-742; Peyrot 2013: 781.

PIE *stemb"H- > PT *stama- ‘stand’ (sbj./prt. stem, suppletive with prs. kal-)

TB stoma- | TA stdma- (DThTA: 131a)

Adams 2013: 184-186; LIV: 595; Kroonen 2013: 473; Peyrot 2013: 547.

— Adams prefers a connection with *stem- (or rather, *stemH-, cf. Kroonen 2013:

473), as found in Germanic (e.g., ON stemma ‘stem, stop, dam up’) and Baltic
(e.g., Lith. stumti ‘shove, push’), but the preterite TB sScama /[$cdma/
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corresponds closely to Ved. dstambhit, from *(he-)stemb"H-t, so that this
connection is to be preferred (see Peyrot 2013: 547, LIV: 595).

PIE *sueh.d- —» *suh,d-ro- > *sware ‘sweet’
TB sware [sware/ | TA swar (DThTA: 547b)
Adams 2013: 795-796.

PIE *suid-ie- > PT *saya- ‘sweat’
TB saya- | TA sya (DThTA )
Adams 2013: 756; Malzahn 2010: 947; Peyrot 2013: 832.

PIE *teh,-ns > PT *tons (?*tdins)
TB (arch.) tom | TA tos-dm

Del Tomba 2018: 347; 2020: 216—220

PIE *tek™- — tek™os- > PT *tVake ‘river’
TB cake [cdke/
Adams 2013: 267.

PIE *temp- > PT *tYamp- ‘be able to’

TB comp- | TA cimp- (DThTA: 184a)

Adams 2013: 272—273.

— The semantic connection with PIE *temp- ‘stretch’ is not entirely compelling,
but possible; cf. German reichen ‘reach; suffice, be enough’ from an earlier
meaning ‘stretch’ as more obvious in Dutch reiken ‘reach, extend, stretch out'.
From ‘suffice, be enough’, a development along the lines of ‘I am enough
(for...) to Tam able to do (...’ can be assumed.

PIE *-ti > ? PT *-s¥5 prs.3sg. verbal ending
TA-(d)s
Jasanoff 1987: 110-111; Malzahn 2010: 32-33; differently Peyrot 2013: 413, differently

again Pinault 2008: 620.

PIE *-ti > ? PT *-s%
TA -(d)s (ablative ending)

Jasanoff 1987: 109-110.
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PIE *tuHom > PT *tawe ‘you (sg.)’
TB tuwe [tdwe/ ~ twe | TA tu (DThTA: 216b)
Adams 2013: 319—320.

PIE *ueg”-no- > PT *w¥akne ‘way, manner’
TB yakne | TA wkdm (DTHTA: 448b)
Adams 2013: 518.

PIE *ueh,st-u- > PT *wosta (?*wasta) ‘house’

TB ost | TA wast

Adams 2013: 134; Beekes 2010: 158.

— Azero-grade *uh,st- (generalized in Greek dotv; Beekes 2010:158) should have
yielded PT **wasta, whence TB **wast /wast/ and TA **wast, since there is no
known u-umlaut of *a (from *A, or *h.e) to *o. Tocharian must thus reflect the
full-grade *ueh,st-. The vocalism of TA wast cannot be explained as the result
of a-umlaut in the plural *wostwa (pace Adams 2013: 134), since all other

certain cases of a-umlaut affect *e rather than *o.

PIE *ueik-os- > PT *wYike ‘place’
TB ike, pl. ykenta
Adams 2013: 67.

PIE *uelh,- -» *ulh,-ntih, > PT *lantsa ‘queen’
TB lantsa | TA lants (DThTA: 397a)
Adams 2013: 594.

PIE *uelh,- - *ulh,-onts, gen. ulh,-ntos > PT *walo, gen. lante king’
TB walo /wdlo/, gen. lante [lante/ | TA wil, gen. lant (DThTA: 439b)
Adams 2013: 631; Lubotsky 1994.

PIE *uerg- -» *uerg-unt-on > PT *w¥ark*anto ‘wheel’

TB yerkwanto*, obl. yerkwantai | TA wirkdnt (DThTA: 436a)

Adams 2013: 547-548; Kim 1999: 168.

— The ye- of Tocharian B does not match the wd- of Tocharian A and may be
secondary, perhaps analogous to the ye- of yerter ‘wheelrim felloe’ (Kim 1999:
168; Adams 2013: 547-548).
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120. PIE *ues-r ‘spring’ - ? *uesor- > der. PT *w¥asare ‘wheat; grain’
TB ysare | TA wsar (DThTA: 456b)
Adams 2013: 567-568; Peyrot 2018b: 251—252.

121. PIE *uid-uon- > PT *wawe learned, skillful’
TB uwe

Adams 2013: 76—77.

122. PIE *uih,ro- ‘man’ > PT *w¥ire ‘young, juvenile’
TA wir (DThTA: 446a)
Friis 2024: 22-24; Hackstein 2017: 1314.
— The semantic match between Tocharian wir and the other Indo-European
forms is inexact, since elsewhere it means ‘man, hero’ rather than ‘young,

juvenile’. For a discussion, see Friis (2024: 22—24).

123. PIE *uiso- > PT *wase ‘poison’
TB wase [wdse/ | TA wds (DThTA: 442b)
Adams 2013: 634.

124. PIE *ukson- > PT *okso ‘ox’
TB okso | TA opds*, pl. opsi (DThTA: 83b)

Adams 2013: 117.

125. PIE *ulk¥o- > PT *walk>e ‘wolf(?Y
TB walkwe*, pl. walkwi
Adams 2013: 632.

— The meaning of the Tocharian is not quite certain. PK NS 30 a2: /// ma ywarcd
walkwiramtd wiydskem m(7i)cu(skem) /// ‘amid ... they frighten the princes like
walkwi with walkwi plausibly meaning ‘wolves’ (Adams 2013: 632). The
preservation of the labiovelar next to PIE *o is rare, but potentially paralleled
in PIE *sok™os > PT *sek™e, q.v.

126. PIE *uod-r - ud-r-, der.adj. ud-r-io- > PT *war ‘water’, der.adj. waraye ‘dew; watery’
TB war [wdr/, der.adj. wriye® | TA wir, der.adj. wri (DThTA: 435a)
Adams 2013: 627-628, 672.
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127. PIE *uok™s, uok™- > PT *wek ‘voice’
TB wek | TA wak (DThTA: 422a)

Adams 2013: 660; Beekes 2010: 1138.

The Proto-Indo-European paradigm was nom.sg. *uok™s, elsewhere uok™-:
Sanskrit nom.sg. vak, acc.sg. vacam, Latin nom.sg. vox, acc.sg. vocem with a
long vowel next to Greek acc.sg. éma with a short vowel; the Greek nominative
is not attested (see Beekes 2010: 1138 for details). The long vowel in Sanskrit
vacam can derive from members of the paradigm with the shape *uok*V and
the change from *o to *a in open syllables (Brugmann'’s Law), so that it can be
derived from an alternating paradigm *uok™s, uok"- regularly. The long vowel
in Latin vocem can be due to analogy with the nominative. The vowel *e in PT
*wek must derive from the PIE short *o, meaning that the vocalism of *uok"-,
as found in the Greek acc.sg. 8o, was generalized in Tocharian (Adams 2013:
660).
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Etymological reference list 2: Samoyed

Below follows a numbered list of the Samoyed etymologies cited in chapter 3, with
references to various Samoyed dictionaries, wordlists, and articles in which the
etymologies are proposed or discussed. Translations of the Samoyed words are provided
in English and Russian for the Proto-Samoyed head words, to aid in the retrieval of these
words in current and any future dictionaries of Samoyed languages that use Russian as

the matrix language.

— Proto-Uralic reconstructions are based on Janhunen (1981), Uralisches
Etymologisches Worterbuch (UEW), Sammallahti (1988), and various other sources
which are cited for specific entries.

— Proto-Samoyed forms are generally reconstructed on the basis of Samojedischer
Wortschatz (SW) by Janhunen (1977) or Matorische Sprache (MS) by Helimski
(1997), which differ only in some details, with the updated interpretation of the
development of PU *G and *e as per Helimski (2005). If I deviate from their
reconstruction or other reconstructions in the literature, the note will explain why.
Some words in the individual Samoyed languages that are not found in more recent
dictionaries are cited according to SW, whereby the abbreviations for authors of the
original sources are kept; relevant here are only (C) for Castrén, (L) for Lehtisalo,
(M) for Mikola and (T) for Tere$¢enko (see SW for the exact references).

— Nganasan forms are generally cited after the Nganasan-Russian dictionary of
Kosterkina, Momde and Zdanova (2004) with a transliteration from the Cyrillic to
the Roman alphabet. The abbreviation “NgSl.” is here used to refer to this dictionary.
Whenever another source has a relevant Nganasan word missing from this
dictionary, that source is cited instead.

— Tundra Enets forms are provided on the basis of Helimski’s unpublished Tundra
Enets dictionary, here abbreviated as “EnSl.”.

— Forest Enets forms are taken from Olesya Khanina and Andrey Shluinsky’s
unpublished Forest Enets wordlist, here abbreviated as “EnW1.”.

— Tundra Nenets is cited based on the dictionary of Teres¢enko (1965), abbreviated
as “T65” with the phonological transcription of Salminen (1998).

— Forest Nenets is phonologized similarly to Tundra Nenets after the rules of

Salminen’s system (Salminen 2007), and as a direct transcription from Cyrillic of
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the relevant entries in the Forest Nenets-Russian dictionary by Barmi¢ & Vello
(2002), here abbreviated “NeSL”, in parentheses. The entries in Barmi¢ & Vello are
in some ways phonologically underdifferentiated when there are no minimal pairs,
so that some information would be lost if only those entries are copied. For example,
<a> may represent /a/ or /a/.

—  Selkup is cited after Alatalo’s Solkupisches Worterbuch (SkW; 2004), which
provides “Common Selkup” headwords on the basis of the attested variation of the
different dialects. Asterisks are employed to mark roots or stems that only exist in
derivations, but other “Common Selkup” forms are given without asterisks as in the
dictionary. Underlined segments indicate uncertainty. The number cited along
with these forms refers not to the page number, but to the entry number in the
dictionary.

— Kamas words are taken over from Kamassz Szo6tar (KSz) by Tamas Janurik (2021).
As with Selkup, the associated numbers correspond to the entries, not to the pages.

— Mator is provided on the basis of Matorische Sprache (MS) by Helimski (1997).
Helimski made a phonological and morphological analysis of all attested Mator
material and provided Proto-Samoyed reconstructions where appropriate. I refer to
the entry numbers of the Samoyed words in Helimski's wordlist, rather than to the

page numbers.

The order in which the words are presented in the alphabetical order below. Of these,

the consonants *y, *d, *y and *r only occur word-internally, never word-initially:

adcécéyddeecifjklmnipoprstuiw

Some words show a discrepancy between Finno-Ugric *u and Samoyed *o (see
subsection 3.6.3). They are here reconstructed with *o in Proto-Uralic, but the
reconstructions with *u are provided as well for ease of interpretation. Whenever the
entry with *u would have been placed differently in the relative order of the list, an
unnumbered entry with a reference is provided. The general phonological developments
from Proto-Uralic to Samoyed are discussed in chapter 3, with further references to the
relevant literature), and will not be repeated here unless they are in some detail directly

relevant for a specific entry.
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PU *ackal > PS *asVl- ‘step : mararp’

Sk. asal- (SkW 230) | Km. aza?- (KSz oo77)

Aikio 2002: 40—41; 2006a: 30; UEW: 19; Zhivlov 2023: 158.

— The quality of the second-syllable vowel strictly speaking cannot be seen from
either Selkup or Kamas, the only Samoyed languages with a reflex of this word.
Expected to be PS *asil- with a *5 rather than *d/a on the basis of the
development of the first-syllable PU *a to PS *a rather than *a (cf. 3.7.2).

PU *apa- ‘open’ > PS der. *riays- ‘take off (clothes) : cuats (ozexzay)’

NeT der. nyaacy® ‘id.” (T65) | NeF nyandgsy® (NeSl. njana’s) | Sk. adj. riana ‘naked :

nackt’ (SkW1675)

Aikio 2002: 50, 2020: 20—21; SW:106; UEW: 11.

— The initial PS *#i is a secondary prothetic nasal. This *7- would arise
secondarily before word-initial vowels in Nenets, but not in Selkup, which thus
suggests that it has to be reconstructed. However, the vowel in Selkup is also
irregular, seeing as Sk. a normally reflects PS *5 rather than PS *a, which is
expected to become Sk. a. The same meaning as in Samoyed is found in Mansi
and Khanty (see Aikio 2020: 20).

PU *ani > PS *ay ‘mouth : por’

Ng. pan (NgSL) | EnT e? (EnSl.) | NeT nyah (T65) | NeF nya®p syt lit. ‘opening of the
mouth’ (nya®y from gen.sg. *ansn) (NeSl. njay si) | Sk. ap (SkW 215) | Km. an (KSz
0049) | Mt. dn (MS 76)

SW: 20 (*dn); UEW: 11.

PU *apyti > PS *ant5 ‘blade : n1e3Bue’

Ng. pata (NgSL.) | EnT edo (EnSl.) | NeT nyant© (T65) | NeF der. e.g. nyantutampyosy®
‘sharpen a knife : rounts HOX' (NeSl. njantutampjos) | Sk. anta (SkW 217) | Km. ap
(KSz 0050) | Mt. dndd (MS 74)

SW: 20—21 (*dnts); UEW: 12—13.

PU *djmd > PS *d@jmd ‘meedle : nrna’

Ng. riejmi (NgSL.) | EnT ee (EnSl.) | EnF nee (EnWL.) | NeT nyibya (T65) | Km. rimi
(KSz 0753) | Mt. ime (? tme) (MS 342)

Sammallahti 1988: 536; SW: 22 (*ejmd ~ *nejma); UEW: 22.
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— With a prothetic initial nasal in most Samoyed languages, entirely regular in
Nganasan and Tundra Nenets, but not in Kamas and Forest Enets. Tundra
Enets and Mator show the expected original vowel-initial form.

PU *¢ada- > PS *sard- ‘rain : uaru (o goxzge)’, der.n. *sdrd (?*sdraw) ‘rain : noxzp’
Ng. soruda, der.n. sor‘a (NgSl.) | EnT sara-, der.n. sare (EnSl.) | EnF der.n. sare ‘rain’
| NeT der.n. saryo (T65) | NeF xatasy®, der.adj. xatyoj° (NeSl. xatas, xatjoj) | Sk. sudra-
(SkW 2677a.) | Km. der. surno ‘rain : Regen : goxap’ (KSz 0985) | Mt. der.n. soriih (?
siriih ~ stiriih) (MS 9o8)

SW:135-136; Sammallahti 1988: 540.

PU *¢ala- > PS *éals- flash : 6necrers’

Ng. der. noun sola ‘brightness : 6eck’ (NgSL.) | NeT der. sal°wa(sy°) (T65) | Mt. salo-,
der. salomar- (MS 842, 843)

Aikio 2002: 27-29; 2006a: 30.

— The change from PU *a-a to PS *d-3 in this word is unusual and quite unique:

expected would be PS *¢ald- (cf. PU *kala > PS *kald ‘fish’) or PS *cal3- (as in
PU *kama > PS *kam3 ‘scale’).

PU *éapka- > PS *sankV- ‘stick into : BOTKHYTH', noun sdnks ‘penis : meuc’

EnT noun sago (EnSl.) | EnF noun sago (EnW1.) | NeT noun sank® (L) | Sk. sudnka-
(SkW 2625)

Aikio 2006a: 24.

PU *édjéimd/éacééimd > PS *sdjt3wa ‘seven : cems (7)

Ng. sajba (NgSL.) | EnT se?o (EnSL.) | EnF se?o (EnWL.) | NeT syiqgw® (T65) | NeF syeqw®
(NeSL. se”w) | Sk. seléu (SkW 2741) | Km. sej?bii (KSz 0951) | Mt. kej?ba ~ ?kejPbii (MS
451)

Aikio 2020: 109—111; 2022a: 25; SW: 139.

— The development from PU *m to PS *w is irregular.

PU *Cerki > PS *ser ‘ice; white; salt : 1éx; Gesblit; cosp’

Ng. sir (NgSL.) | EnT si? (EnSL.) | EnF si? (EnWL.) | NeT ser (T65) | NeF xét (NeSl. xet)
| Sk. sera (SkW 2697) | Km. der.? siri (KSz 0968) | Mt. der. seret (MS 874)

Aikio 2020: 126; SW 138.
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— The consonant-final forms of the northern Samoyed languages should be
taken as the regular reflex, indicating PS *ser. The Selkup reflex also derives
from this, as it should have become **sira rather than sera if derived from a PS
*ser3 (see Helimski 2007 on the sound laws involved).

PU *¢ilmd > PS *sjjmd ‘eye : rinas’

Ng. Sejmi’ (NgSL) | EnT sei (EnSl.) | EnF sej (EnWL.) | NeT sew® (T65) | NeF xdm?®
(NeSl. xém) | Sk. saji (SkW 2562) | Km. sima (KSz 0957) | Mt. stime (MS 886)
Sammallahti 1988: 540; SW:132; UEW: 479.

PU *¢od’a > PS *sdja- ‘wage war : BecTH BOMHY'
Ng. der. souru ‘warrior : Bour’ (NgSl.) | NeT der. sayu® ‘enemy army : Boiicko
IPOTUBHUKA', sqyuw® ‘army : Boiicko’ (T65)

Aikio 2002: 27; 2015: 61.

PU *¢oji- > PS *soj- ‘be heard, be audible : 651Tb c1bIIIHBIM, CTBIIIATHCS

EnT der. sédoru ‘loud sound : cuabsii mym’ (EnSl.) | EnF so- (EnWL.) | NeT sosy®
(T65) | NeF xosy° (NeSl. xos)

Aikio 2020: 132; UEW: 482—283.

PU *éojma > PS *sdjma ‘sound’
Ng. sojmii (Aikio 2015a:16 fn. 5) | Sk. siima (SkKW 2483)
Aikio 2015: 16 fn. 5; 2020: 133

PU *éoma > PS *somda ‘good : xopowuit’

Ng. der. sumugu ‘success : ygaua’ (NgSL.) | EnT der. sojda (EnSl.) | EnF der. sojza
(EnWL.) | NeT sawa (T65) | NeF xoma (NeSl. xoma) | Sk. soma (Skw 2469)

Aikio 2020: 135; Salminen 2023: 380—385; SW: 132—133 (*sdma).

— Tundra Nenets and Forest Enets seem to reflect PS *sdmd, but Nganasan,

Forest Nenets and Selkup can only reflect PS *somd, which is in line with other
Uralic cognates (see Aikio 2020: 135, Salminen 2023: 380—385).
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PU *éowi (*éuwi) > PS *soj (or *s0§j?) ‘throat : ropso’

EnT s66 (EnSl.) | EnF so (EnWL) | NeT syo (T65) | NeF sy (NeSl. so) | Sk. sol’ (SkW

2568) | Km. soj (KSz 0974) | Mt. soj ?saj (MS 897)

Aikio 2020: 145; Sammallahti 1988: 540 (*Soxi; SW: 142).

— Theoretically, a reconstruction PS *sodj would also be possible. This might
even be implied by the long vowel reflexes in Tundra Enets s66, Selkup so/’and
potentially Mator soj ?soj (thus given in MS, attested as (sodschto), analysable
as /sosto/ or /sosto/ with poss.3sg. -to and a regular development from -j- to -s-
before the -t-). Nenets, Forest Enets, Selkup and Kamas would not show a clear
reflex of a vowel sequence, and there is no Nganasan cognate to either confirm
or disprove it. The Finno-Ugric languages reflect a preform *éuwi rather than

*Cowi.
PU *éuwi ‘throat’ - see *éowi.

PU *¢iid’i > PS *sij3 ‘coal : yross’

EnT in compound tuusio (EnSL.) | Sk. si¢a/si¢a (SkW 2556) | Km. der.? si? (KSz 0956)
| Mt. ki (? ki, ? kiji) (MS 479)

Sammallahti 1988: 540; SW: 140; UEW: 477.

PU *Ciilki-kéi- > PS *sidss- ‘spit : reBats’, der. noun sigso (?*sissiw) ‘foam : mena’
EnT siosi (EnSl.) | Sk. siiasa- (SkW 2659) | Km. suza-, der. noun suzu (KSz 0986)
Aikio 2020: 148; Sammallahti 1988: 549 (*Siilki-/$iid ’ki-); UEW: 479—480.

PU *ciiricd > PS *siins3 ‘breast : rpyap’

Ng. $insa (NgSL.) | EnT sudo (EnSL.) | EnF $uzu (EnWL.) | ? cf. NeT syunc® ‘youngest,

dearest child : nocaegusiit, Maagumii pe6énox’ | Mt. kiingii (MS 595)

Aikio 2020: 149-150; Sammallahti 1988: 540; SW: 144; UEW: 480.

— The retention of PU *ii as PS *ii rather than *i is surprising, as is the reduction
of the second-syllable PU *-é to PS *-3, but the comparison otherwise seems
too close to ignore (and cf. the development of PU *peksd- ‘soften a hide’,
where *-d was reduced as well and even lost); see also the discussion by Aikio
(2020:149-150)
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PU *¢ana- > PS *cdnad- ‘rub, wear out (tr.) : Hatepers' intr. *cdno- (?*cdanaw-) ‘wear
out (intr.) : usHOCUTBCS'

NeT tana(sy®), intr. tano(sy®) (T65) | NeF der.tr. tapatasy®, der.intr. tapatdsy® (NeSl
tanatas, tanatds) | Km. tano- (KSz 1150)

Aikio 2002: 11-12; SW 151.

PU *¢ecd > PS *cecd ‘uncle (mother’s younger brother) : asgs (mragmuit 6par
Mmarepu)

Ng. der. titida (NgSl.) | NeT tyidya (T65) | Sk. *¢icd (SkW)

Sammallahti 1988: 536; SW: 33 (*cica).

PU *¢ocki (*¢ucki) > ? PS *cocs ‘pole : mect’

Sk. ¢oc¢a (SkW 1060)

Aikio 2013: 163-164.

— The vowel *o instead of *u is unexpected, but the correspondence with PSaa.
*¢oske ‘block of wood’, MdE ¢ocko ‘log’ is otherwise regular (Aikio 2013: 163—
164).

PU *0’emi > PS *jem ‘bird cherry : uepémyxa oObikHOBeHHAasT'
Sk. éema, éima- | Km. lem (KSz 0533)
Aikio 2012: 228; Sammallahti (1988: 536 (*djxm¢); UEW: 65-66.

— The vowel-final base éema as given by SkW is secondary: PS **jem3 would have

become **¢ima, as in the genitive éiman from *jemén (cf. Helimski 2007 on the

relevant sound developments).

PU *§7%imd > PS *jimd ‘glue : xieir’

Ng. dimi (NgSl.) | EnT dee (EnSlL.) | EnF dii (EnWL.) | NeT yibya (T65) | NeF jimya
(NeSL djimja) | Sk. ¢ima (SkW 1469) | Km. nime (KSz 0695) | Mt. *#iime, nime (MS
755)

Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 45; UEW: 66.

PU *eld- > PS *eld- ‘live : surs’

Ng. riilidi (NgSL.) | EnT ire- (EnSl.) | EnF diri- (EnWL.) | NeT yilye(sy°) (T65) | NeF
jityesy® (NeSL. djitjes) | Sk. *ila- (SkW 344) | Km. der. tili lively : lebendig : xuBoit’
(KSz 1371) | Mt. ila- (MS 340)

Sammallahti 1988: 536 (*ild-); SW: 27 (*ild- ~ *jild-); UEW: 73.
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— Forest Enets, Nenets and Kamas reflect a pre-form with a secondary initial
palatal glide */-, thus seemingly reflecting PS *jeli-. On account of other Uralic
cognates without the initial *j- and the lack of */- in the Nganasan and Selkup
reflexes *eld- is proper Proto-Samoyed form as well, with later prothesis of /-
in Enets, Nenets and Kamas; see Sammallahti (1988: 536) and Zhivlov (2023:
167) rather than the alternating Proto-Samoyed reconstructions by SW and
Aikio (2020: 43).

PU *eéiw- > PS *eso- (?*esdw-) ‘camp : BcraTh yymoM’
EnT usu- (EnSL.) | EnF usu- (EnWL.) | NeT peso- (T65)
Aikio 2012: 241; UEW: 18—-19.

PU *edi ‘year’ > PS der. *erd ‘autumn : ocenp’

NeT peryo (T65) | Sk. era (SkW 277) | Km. ere (KSz o210) | Mt. 6ri(h) (MS 819)
Aikio 2012: 233—234; Sammallahti 1988: 552 (Proto-Finno-Permic *ooti); SW 22
(*erdjaj ?*erd); UEW: 335336 (*ode).

PU *ekta- > PS *ita- ‘hang up : moBecuts’, der.intr. *itd- (?*itaw-) ‘hang : Bucers’

Ng. nitidi (NgSL.) | EnT ida- (EnSl.) | EnF ida- (EnWL.) | NeT nida(sy®), nidyo(sy®) (T65)
| NeF der.intr. pityosy® (NeSl. nicos) | Sk. *jt(t)a-, itr. it(¢)i- (SkW 92) | Km. eds- (intr.
edii-?) (KSz 199) | Mt. ida- (MS 335 *ita-)

Aikio 2020: 51 (*itd-; *itd-); SW: 25-26 (*jt3-; ?*itd-); Sammallahti 1988: 536.

PU *ela > PS *il(5) ‘under; space underneath : Baus, mog’

Ng. nilo (NgSL) | EnT iro- (EnSL.) | EnF iro- (EnWL.) | NeT yilo- (T65) | NeF yitd- (NeSL
pita-) | Sk. *il- ‘under : unter’, ilo ‘underside : das Untere’ (SkW 322) | Km. jil (KSz
0259)

Sammallahti 1988: 536; SW: 24; UEW: 6.

PU *ena-eppi > PS *inp3 ‘father-in-law : rects’

Ng. (C) “inaba (/yinaba/) (SW) | EnT inobo (EnSl.) | NeT ninab° (T65) | NeF (L)
pinnap (/yinap°/) (SW) | Km. 6mba (KSz 0784)

Sammallahti 1988: 536; SW: 24—25; UEW: g.
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PU *eria > PS *inj ‘tame : pyuHoit’
NeT piy° (T65) | Sk. *i1ia (Aikio 2020)
Aikio 2020: 55; Sammallahti 1988: 536; SW: 25.

PU *epti > PS *ept5 ‘hair (of the head) : Bomocsr’

Ng. pabta (NgSl.) | EnT ito (EnSl.) | EnF itu (EnWL.) | NeT nebt°® (T65) | NeF pept°
(NeSl. pept) | Sk. opta (SKW 24) | Km. e?bda (KSz 197) | Mt. ebte (MS 246)
Sammallahti 1988: 536; SW: 21; UEW: 14-15.

PU *imi- > PS *sm-md(-) ‘suckle; breast : 6bITb IpyAHBIM; JKEHCKAA IPYAD’
NeT verb pamya(sy®), noun yamya (T65)
Aikio 2020: 59—60; UEW 82-83; Sammallahti 1988: 536.

PU *ipsd- > PS *3ptd- ‘smell (v.) : maxayTp’
NeT pabtye(sy©) (T65)
Aikio 2020: 60-61; Sammallahti 1988: 536; SW 16; UEW: 83-84 (*ip3 ~ *ip3-z3 ~

*ip3-$3).

PU *ipsi > PS *3pt5 ‘smell (n.) : samax’

Ng. (C) “obta [yobta/ (SW) | EnT irreg. opto (expected **oto) (EnSl.) | EnF otu (EnWL.)

| NeT nabt° (T65) | Sk. apta (SkW 20)

Aikio 2020: 60—61; Sammallahti 1988: 536; SW: 16; UEW: 83-84 (*ip3 ~ *ip3-z3 ~

*ip3-$3).

— The development from the initial PU *i to PS *5 is not phonologically regular,
but can be understood as the result of analogy with the verb PU *iptd-, where
it is expected (see Aikio 2020: 60—61).

PU *itd- ‘appear’ > ? PS *5t5- ‘see : Bugers’, der.refl. *5ti- ~ *5tu- ‘be visible : 6b1TB
BuziHBIM, ? der.trsl. +*5¢3jm- ‘become visible, appear : ssBuThCS, mostBUTHCS

Ng. natada, der.refl. nadiisa, der.trsl. patumsi, der.n. yadu ‘physical appearance;
colour : BHemHmit Bug; usetr’ | EnT der.refl. 0di-, der.trsl. odim- (EnSl.) | EnF der.refl.
o0zi- (EnWL.) | NeT der.refl. nadya(sy®) ‘be visible : 6srrs BugnbIM, der.trsl. padyimcy®
(T65) | Sk. ata-, der.refl. atu-, der.trsl. atom- (SkW 66) | Km. ida- (KSz 0243) | Mt. ?ads-,
der.trsl. adom- (MS 7, 8)

Helimski apud Aikio 2002: 49; Aikio 2020: 65; SW: 16; UEW: 85.
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— The reconstruction of the base verb is quite difficult. Ng. yotada ‘meet; find;
check; attempt; encounter : yBUZeTbCH; HalTH; IPOBEPUTH; 1'[01'[p06OBaTb;
Bcrperuts and nadiisa ‘see, watch, observe : Buzers, ciiegurts, HaGI0aTh are
both back vocalic while only yatums; ‘appear; be born : mosiButscst, moxasarscs;
pozurscs’ is front vocalic, as would be expected from (a derivative of) front-
vocalic PU *itd-. Ng. padiisa would be expected from a PS *5tu-, while NeT
nadya- ‘be visible : GpiTh BUAHBIM' seems to require *5ti-. The meaning ‘see’
rather than ‘appear’, presumed as the base *5t3- in SW, is not found in the
Uralic cognates, and the phonological derivation of this back vocalic form
from front vocalic PU *itd- is unclear to me.

37. PU *jasi > PS *jat ‘early winter : paunss BecHa’
Sk. éat(a) (SkW 1475)
Aikio 2015: 52.
— Presumably, the final vowel is given in SKkW in parentheses as a possibility
because the dialects in which this word is attested would not have preserved
it either way; this makes the reconstruction of the Proto-Samoyed word as a

consonant stem uncertain, even though it is expected based on the regular
change from Proto-Uralic words of the type *CVCi to PS *CVC.

38.  PU *jawyji > PS *jiij3 ‘lichen (on trees) : sires’
Ng. dia (NgSL.) | NeT yuy° (Aikio 2006)
Aikio 2006a: 12—14; UEW: g6.

39. PU *jeyi- > PS ders. *er-, *ek3[- ‘drink : BprrmuTs’
EnT ixoro- (EnSl.) | EnF ixuru- (EnWL.) | NeT nercy®, nexalcy® (T65) | NeF petsy® (NeSl
netws) | Sk. er- (SKW 276) | Mt. er- (MS 249)
Aikio 2002: 38—40; SW: 21-22.

40. PU *jopnsi > PS *jint5 ‘bow : nyx’
Ng. dinta (NgS1.) | EnT ido (EnSl.) | EnF idu (EnWL.) | NeT pin°(T65) | NeF pin° (NeSlL
pin) | Sk. *inta (SkW) | Km. jina (KmSz.) | Mt. mindi (analogical *w-, which was
consequently assimilated to m-; see MS 678 for details)
Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 25 (*int5).

— Nganasan dinta alone seems to have preserved the initial PU *j-, a potential
archaism of this language, since there do not seem to be any examples where
an initial PS */ developed a secondary *j- in Nganasan. The initial j- in Kamas
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Jjina is not original, as it should otherwise have become a **¢- (cf. PU *juka > PS
*i5ka > Km. taga ‘river’ and PU *ela > PS *il(5) > Km. jil ‘below’).

PU *juka > PS *j5kd ‘river : pexa’

EnT daxa (EnSl.) | EnF doxa (EnWL.) | NeT yaxa (T65) | NeF jaxa (NeSl. djaxd) | Sk.
caqga ‘hole filled with water’ (SkW 153077?) | Km. taga (KmSz.) | Mt. daga (MS 169)
Janhunen 1981: 223; Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 35.

PU *jupta- > PS *jspt5- ‘say, tell : roBopurs, pacckaspiBars’
Ng. der. debtadasa (NgSL.) | Sk. éapta-, der. éaptd ‘tale : Méarchen’ (SkW 1443, 1444)
Helimski apud Aikio 2002: 48; SW: 3s5.

PU *juri- > PS *jiir- ‘get lost : repsatscst’

EnT duro- (EnSL.) | EnF der. durota- forget’ (EnW1.) NeT yura(sy®) forget’ | NeF der.

Jjutipyosy® (NeSl. djutipjos) | Sk. der.? tiru- (SkW 285) | Km. tiir- (KSz 1413)

Aikio 2002: 46—48.

— The final *-i should have been lost, so that the final -5 of the northern Samoyed
forms is likely to be secondarily introduced by analogy. Kamas tiir- then

reflects the expected outcome.

PU *kaéa- > PS der. *kaso ‘gift : nogapox’
EnT kasu (EnSl.) | NeT xaso (T65) | NeF (L) kassu (/kasu/) (SW) | Sk. gosa (SkW 2190)
Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 61 (*kds3j); UEW: 111.

PU *kad’a- > PS *kdjd- ‘leave : ocraButy), itr. *kdjo- (?*kdjaw-) ‘stay : ocrarscst’

Ng. tr. koida, itr. kousa (NgSl.) | EnT tr. kae-, itr. kai- (EnSl.) | EnF tr. kaji- ~ kaja-, itr.
kaji- ~ kaja- (EnWL) | NeT tr. xaye(sy®), itr. xayo(sy°) (T65) | NeF tr. kajesy®, itr.
kajosy® (NeSl. kadjes, kadjos) | Sk. quséa-, itr. quéi- (SkW 2057) | Km. itr. kgjo- (KSz
0405) | Mt. kojo- (MS 531)

Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 58; UEW: 115-116.

PU *kaja > PS *kdja ‘sun : comxue’

Ng. kou (NgSL.) | EnT kaja (EnSl.) | EnF kaja (EnW1.) | NeT der. xayera(sy®) ‘become
sunny’, xayer®q ‘sun’ (T65) | Sk. guica ‘heat : Hitze’ (SkW 2054) | Km. kuja (KSz 0474)
| Mt. kaja (MS 389)

Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 58.
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PU *kaji > PS *ka3 ‘slender object : ronxnit npegmer’
Sk. gu (Aikio 2013)
Aikio 2013:166-167.

PU *kajsi-, noun *kajso > PS *kajt(-) ‘be sick, sickness, der. noun *djto ‘sickness’
Nag. kota, kotada (NgSL.) | EnF kate (SB) | NeT xcedo (T65) | Sk. *qgiita- (SkW 1970)
Aikio 2014a: 3—5; SW: 58-50.

PU *kajwa > PS *kajwa ‘spade : nonara’

Ng. kajbu (NgSL.) | EnT sea (EnSlL.) | EnF see (EnWL.) | NeT syiwa (T65) | NeF syewa
(NeSl. sewa) | Km. ko (KSz 0395)

Aikio 2002: 41—42; SW: 63.

PU *kala > PS *kdld ‘fish : pe16a’

Ng. koli (NgSl.) | EnT kare (EnSl.) | EnF kare (EnWL.) | NeT xalya (T65) | NeF katya
(NeSl. katja) | Sk. qusla (SkW 2362) | Km. kola (KSz 0407) | Mt. kdld (MS 461)
Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 59; UEW 11g9.

PU *kali- > PS *kd5- ‘die : ymepers’, der.caus. *ka-td- ‘kill : yours’

Ng. kuoda, der.caus. kotuda (NgSL.) | EnT kaa-, der.caus. kada- (EnSl.) | EnF ka-,

der.caus. kaza- (EnW1.) | NeT xasy®, der.caus. xada(sy®) (T65) | NeF kasy®, der.caus.

katasy® (NeSl. kas, katas) | Sk. qu-, der.caus. quét- (SKW 1759, 1901) | Km. kii-, kut-

(KSz 0504, 0501) | Mt. ka-, der.caus. kada- (MS 367, 374)

Aikio 2015: 52; Sammallahti 538 (*kdx/é-); SW: 56-57; UEW: 173.

— The causative *kdtd- appears to be made on the basis of *kd3- after the
intervocalic *-/- had disappeared, so that *kd- could be taken as the new
“consonant stem” from which to derive a causative. I think that this is
paralleled in the derivative PS *7idnss- ‘lick’ next to underived PS *#d3- ‘lick’
from PU *riali- (entry 16 below). Selkup and Kamas both analogically removed
the final vowel of PS *katd- and reflect *kdt- instead.

PU *kama > PS *kam3 ‘scale : uemrys’
NeT syaw® (T65) | NeF syam©® (NeSl. sam) | Sk. kam~kama (SkW 1822)
Aikio 2015: 55; SW 63; UEW: 121-122.
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PU *kani- > PS *kan- ‘go : yiiter, der.caus. *kdnta- ‘carry : yectu’

Ng. der. konida, tr. kontuda (NgSl.) | EnT der. kane-, tr. kada- (EnSl.) | EnF der. karie-,

kada- (EnWL.) | NeT tr. xana(sy°®) | NeF tr. kanasy® (NeSl. kanas) | Sk. quin- (SkW

2002) | Km. kan- (KSz 0306) | Mt. tr. kanda- (MS 415)

Janhunen 1981: 231; Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 59—60; UEW 124.

— Only the causative *kdntd- is found in the other branches of Uralic, so that PS
*kan- represents a valuable archaism of the Samoyed branch. The vowel reflex

PS *a is phonologically unexpected in underived *kan-, but regular in *kdntd-.

PU *kari > PS *kar ‘skin, surface, bark : koa, moBepxHocTb, KOpouKa’
NeT syar | NeF syat (NeSl. saf)
Aikio 2012: 233.

PU *kdli > PS *kdj (~ ?*kds-) ‘tongue : A3bIK’

Ng. der. Siada (NgSL.) | ? EnT der. si?oro (EnSL) | ? EnF der. $i?oru (EnWL.) | NeF syé

(NeSL $e) | Sk. s& (SkW 2420) | Km. der. seka (KSz 1050) | Mt. kEj (? kdj, ? kéj, ? kij; MS

450 *keaj)

Aikio 2012: 228; Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW 66.

— The precise Proto-Samoyed reconstruction is difficult, cf. Aikio (2012: 228).
There may have been a paradigmatic alternation between *kdj and *kd5 that
was resolved in different ways in the different Samoyed languages (cf. PU
*woli- > PS *dj- ~ *d3- ‘be’ in entry 198 below). Nganasan siad’ could reflect *kd3,
with a derivational suffix *-ja, while Mator should go back to *kdj or *kd3-j.
Forest Nenets syé and Selkup sé can reflect PS *kdj (cf. the vowel development
of PS *sdjsw3 ‘seven’ to NeF syeqw®, Sk. sel¢u), but it is unclear how *@5 would
have developed in Selkup: expected would be *é or perhaps *7. Nganasan could
perhaps also reflect a derivation in *-ja from *kdj, via *kdj-a-ja with loss of *-j-
between the first and second syllable.

PU *kdri- > PS *kdr- ‘dress, put on (clothes) : Hagers’

Ng. Seradi (NgSL.) | EnT seri- (EnSlL.) | EnF sero- (EnWL) | NeT syera(sy®) (T65) | NeF
syetdasy® (NeSl. Setas) | Sk. ser- (SKkW 2701) | Km. Ser- (KSz 1054) | Mt. ker- (MS 470)
Aikio 2002:18—20; SW 68.

— The northern Samoyed languages have a vowel stem, which is probably
secondary as a result of analogy, since the consonant stem reflected in Selkup,
Kamas and Mator is phonologically expected (cf. section 3.3).
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PU *kditki- > PS *kdit5- ‘wrap up : npuBs3aTs’
Ng. Setadi ‘load : morpysurs’ (NgSL) | NeT syeda(sy®) (T65) | Mt. kEda- (MS 447)

Aikio 2002: 20; 2006a: 29.

PU *kdwdi > (in derivations) PS *kiird ‘band (for tightening) : renra’
Ng. der. kiramasi ‘tighten : satanyts’ (NgSl.) | EnT surobo- ‘tighten (with a strap) :
crsaHyTh (mHypKoM) (EnSl) | NeT syur©q ‘waistband for trousers : 06bém mosca’

(T6s)
Aikio 2006:19—20.

PU *keti > PS *ket ‘shape, appearance; figure : 06pas, uzo6paxenue’ (also a pronoun
stem)

Ng. si? (NgSL.) | EnT $i? (EnSl.) | EnF $i7- (pronoun stem) (EnWL.) | NeT syiqg (T65) |
Sk. $i- (pronoun stem) (SkW 2428)

Aikio 2006a: 17-19.

PU *kedéi- > PS *kecs- ‘bad smell, stench : Boun’
SkTaz geti, SkKet geci- (Aikio 2014: 6)
Aikio 2014a: 6.

PU *kocki- > PS *kdss- ‘be dry, dry out (itr.) : BbICOXHY TS’

Ng. kosada (NgSl.) | EnT kaso- (EnSl.) | EnF kasu- (EnW1.) | NeT xasa(sy°) (T65) | NeF
kasdsy® (NeSl. kasas) | Sk. *kusa ‘shallow’ (SkW 2202) | Km. ko?- (*kds-; KSz 0397)
Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 60-61.

PU *kod’ka > PS *kajk3 ‘spirit, god; idol : nuxou, waiiray’

Ng. kojka (NgSL.) | EnT kaxa (EnSl.) | EnF kixu (EnWL.) | NeT xcex°® (T65) | NeF kdx°

(NeSl. kéxé) | Sk. der.? gaka (SKW 2097)

Aikio 2002:13-15 ; SW: 51.

—  Selkup has an unexpected a rather than i, as if from PS *kak3. Perhaps it was
affected by the second-syllable vowel -a, which looks to be a derivational suffix
(expected would be -2).

PU *kojra > PS *kord ‘male, male reindeer : 6b1x, mopo3 (camer; oyieHs)’
Ng. kuru (NgSL.) | EnT kéra (EnSl.) | EnF (!) kora (EnWL.) | NeT xora (T65) | NeF kota
(NeSl. kota) | Sk. gora (SkW 2259) | Km. kora (KSz 0430)
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SW: 74; UEW: 168-169; Zhivlov 2023: 162.
— The vowel development from PU *kojra to PS *kord rather than *kdra is
unusual, see subsection 3.6.3.

PU *koki- > PS *ko- ‘see, find : mHatiTk’

EnT ku- (EnSl.) | EnF ko- (EnWL) | NeT xosy® (T65) | NeF kosy® (NeSl. kos) | Sk. go-
(SkW1749) | Km. ku- (KSz 0459) | Mt. ko- (MS 513)

SW: 72; UEW: 171.

PU *kompa > PS *kdmpa ‘wave : BotHa'

Ng. konhu (NgSL) | EnT kaba (EnSl.) | EnF kaba (EnWL.) | NeT xampa | NeF kampa
(NeSl. kampa) | Sk. gompa (SkW 1851)

Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 59; UEW: 203.

PU *konta > PS *kant5(-) ‘hunt, kill; sacrificial animal’

Ng. konta (NgSL) | EnT kado (EnSl.) | EnF der. kadta- ‘kill hunting : yours Ha oxore’
| NeT xan® (T65) | NeF kan® (NeSl. kan) | Mt. kandagat ‘pugnacious, eager to fight :
raufsiichtig, rauflustig’ (MS 416)

Aikio 2006a: 15-17.

PU *kopa > PS *kopd ‘skin : kosxa, kopa’

Ng. kuhu (NgSL.) | EnT kéba (EnSL.) | EnF koba (EnWL.) | NeT xoba (T65) | NeF kopa
(NeSl. kopa) | Sk. *qopa (SkW 1794) | Km. kuba (KSz 0463) | Mt. koha, koho (MS 520)
Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 73; UEW: 180-181.

— The vowel development from PU *kopa to PS *kopa rather than **kapad is
unusual, see subsection 3.6.3.

PU *korpi- ‘blaze’ > PS *kdrp3 ‘northern lights : ceseproe cusiaue’, der. karpsr- ‘blaze’

EnT kabo (EnSl.) | EnF kabu (EnWL.) | NeT xarp®, der. xarparcy® (T65)

Aikio 2002: 15-16.

— Aloan etymology for this Samoyed word has also been suggested, from Proto-
Tungusic *garpa- ‘radiate light, shine’, *garpa ‘ray, beam’ (Helimski apud Aikio
2006a: 29). The similarities may also be accidental.
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69.

70.

71

72.

73

PU *kosi- (*kusi-) > PS *kot(-) ‘cough : kauenp, kauuisare', der.augm. kotdjr- ‘cough :
KallIATD

Ng. ku?, der.v. kutadusa (NgSL.) | EnT ku?, der. kudur- (EnSl.) | NeT xoq (T65) | NeF
kot® (NeSl. kot) | Sk. *qot, verb *qota-, der. *qotar- (SkW 1915) | Km. ku?- (KSz 0462)
| Mt. der. kodor- (MS 517)

Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 74; UEW: 223.

— The Finno-Ugric languages reflect a preform *kusi- rather than *kosi-.

PU *koska > PS *katd ‘grandmother : 6a6ymxa’

Ng. kotu (NgSL.) | EnT kada? ‘mother’s sister’ (EnSl.) | EnF kaza (EnWL.) | NeT xada
(T65) | NeF kata (NeSl. kata) | ? Sk. *kota ‘old’ (SkW 1918) | Mt. *kada — Tuvan kada
‘aunt, grandmother, mother-in-law’ (MS 378)

Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 62.

Al

PU *kuda > PS *k5r5 ‘morning’

Sk. gara (SkW 2217) | Km. der. karald’en ‘in the morning : morgen : yrpom’

Aikio 2002: 42—43 (PU *kudi, PS *k3r); 2022: 27 (PU *kuda); UEW: 193.

— Aikio first reconstructed PU *kudi (2002), but more recently *kuda (2022a: 27),
which fits better with the Samoyed vowel developments.

PU *kuji- > ? PS *kij¢V- ‘lie : nesxary’

Sk. der. kucal- ‘lie down : sich legen’ (SkW1943) | Mt. kista- (MS 504)

UEW: 197; Zhivlov 2023: 164.

—  Zhivlov reconstructs PS *kijtV-, but, to my knowledge, a development from
*-jt- to Sk -¢- would be unparalleled; cf. the development in PS *sdjt5- ‘sew’ >
Sk. siit- (SW 134—135). The vowel correspondence between Selkup and Mator
does not seem to be regular either, so that this etymology should be treated
with great caution.

PU *kulki- > ? PS *kaj- ‘go : moiiT’

NeT xcesy® (aor. xaya) | NeF kdsy® (aor. kdja; NeSl. kés, aor. kadja) | Mt. kaj- (MS 384)

Aikio 2002: 26; SW: 51.

— The connection of *kgj- with PU *kulki- is posited by Aikio (2002: 26). This
reflex of PU *kulki- competes with the following entry. In principle, we could
imagine a paradigmatic split where *kulki- regularly becomes pre-PS *kuj3-,
whence the vowel stem in forms like the connegative *kuj5-k develops into PS
*kus- while the consonant stem in forms like the aorist develops via *kuj-nd
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into PS *k3jna (> NeT xaya). A stem *k3j- could have been extracted from the
latter. However, as far as I can tell, it is technically unclear whether PS *kaj-
was originally front vocalic or back vocalic.

PU *kulki- > ? PS *ku3- float downstream : HOIUIBITH (110 TEYEHHIO)'

NeT der. xtigla(sy®), der. xtiw® ‘driftwood’ (T65) | Sk. der. giira- (SkW 2284)
SW: 76; UEW: 198; Zhivlov 2023: 164.

— This Samoyed reflex of PU *kulki- competes with the preceding entry, q.v.

PU *kuma- > PS *k5m3- ‘fall : moBanuthCs, passanutbest’

Ng. komada (NgSl. kamogs IT) | EnT der. kooxa ‘fallen tree’ | NeT xawasy® (T65) | NeF
kamdsy® (NeSlL. kamas) | Sk. *qam- (SkW 1823) | Mt. der. kamaga ‘fallen tree’ (MS
405)

Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 52.

PU *kuria- > PS *k31i5- ‘e closed, close (the eyes) : 3akppiTh ri1a3a’

Ng. der. kartadusa (Keheinen 2023: 80) | EnT korii- (EnSL) | NeT xayasy® (T65) | Sk.
garia- (SkKW 2074) | Km. kaj- | Mt. *karia-, kaja- (MS 420)

Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 53—54.

— The vowel of Sk. garia- is irregular; expected would be **a. The retention of
*-fi- in Nganasan, rather than a development to *-/-, is also unexpected, and I
have no explanation for it.

PU *kuriéi > PS *kuns3 ‘urine : moua’

Ng. (M) kunsa (SW) | Sk. kiisa, verb kiisa- ~ kiisa- (SKW 2212) | Km. kiinza (KSz o512)
| Mt. kunzs (MS 596)

Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 77; UEW: 210.

PU *kupsa- > PS *k3pta- ‘extinguish, put out : Tymurs, noracurs’, itr.der. +*k3ptd-
(?*k3ptaw-) ‘go out, die away : moracHyTp'

Ng. tr. kabtuda, itr. kabt“asa (NgSl.) | EnT tr. kota-, itr. koti- (EnSl.) | EnF kota (EnWL.)
| NeT tr. xabta(sy°), itr. xabtyo(sy®°) (T65) | NeF tr. kdptasy®, itr. kdaptyosy® (NeSlL
kaptas, kapcos) | Sk. tr. gapta-, itr. gapti- (SkW 1789) | Km. kurbda-, itr.der. ku?bdo-
(KSz 0465) | Mt. tr. kapta- (MS 372)

Janhunen 1981: 223; Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 54.
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PU *kura > PS *k3rd ‘bend, curve : u3ru6, ussminna’

Ng. koru ‘vaHepa, mpuBbruka : manner, habit, custom’ (NgSL) | EnT kora (EnSL.) |
NeT xara (T65) | Sk. der. *qaru (SkW 2225) | Km. kara- (KSz 0318)

Aikio 2006: 14-15; SW: 55; UEW: 220.

PU *kura > ? der. PS *k5ru (?*k5r5w) ‘knife : Hox'

EnT koru | EnF koru (EnWL.) | NeT xar® (T65) | NeF kdt® (NeSl. kat) | Mt. kuru(h) (MS
611)

Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 54.

PU *kurki (*kerki) > PS *k5rid (?*k5réw) ‘crane : :xypasip’

EnT kori (xario borrowed from NeT; EnSl) | NeT xaryo (T65) | NeF kdqgtyu
(unexpected -gt-; NeSl ka"fju) | Sk. gara (SkW 2223) | Km. kuro, kuru?jo (KSz 0498)
| Mt. koriih ~ koréh (MS 557 *karo)

SW: 54 (*k3r5, ? *k5r5j3))

— This is in origin an onomatopoeia of the sound that cranes make in flight, a

trill with a rather abrupt start, so +“?rrr”. Correspondences and formations
may be irregular and partially independent; cf. also Ng. kokari ‘crane’ (NgSL.).

PU *kusi- ‘cough’ - see *kosi-.

PU *kuwakka > PS *kuskd-nd ‘long ago : zaBHO, paHbLe’
Ng. kuogunu (NgSl.)
Aikio 2012: 244.

PU +*kuwi > PS *kij ‘moon, month : 1yHa, Mecsry

Ng. der. kitadaa (NgSl.) | Km. ki (KSz 0379) | Mt. kistit ~ kisti’n (MS 507)

Sammallahti 1988: 537 (*kixi); SW: 69; UEW: 211—212.

— The medial consonant is difficult to reconstruct in this Proto-Uralic word. PS
*kij could theoretically reflect a derivative in *-j rather than a change from *-
w- to *-j. Cf. PU *éowi > PS *soj (curiously enough, these two words are
structurally very similar). The Samoyed vowel *; differs from the vowel *u
reflected in the other Uralic languages.
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PU *kiilki > ? PS ?%k3j ‘side : cropona’, der. *k3jw3 ‘id.’

Ng. kai (NgSL) | EnT koo (EnSl.) | EnF ke (EnWL.) | NeT der. xew? (T65) | NeF der.

kdw® (NeSL kéw) | Sk. der.? go (SkW 1768)

Salminen 2023: 377-380; SW: 57-58.

— This etymology is proposed by Salmine 2023: 377—380. The development from
PU *ii to PS *3 is unexpected, but may be paralleled in PU *kiiniil ‘tear’ > PS
*kansli. Ng. kai instead of **kaj probably does not directly reflect PS *£3j, but
rather seems to be a derivative like ?*43/3-j. A derived body part ‘rib : pe6po’ is
also shared widely in Samoyed with the same derivational suffix *-ta(ja): Ng.
kaidaa, EnT koodi, EnF kiuze, NeT xew°di® NeF kiw°t° Sk. gita, Km. kot, Mt.
kajbadV.

PU *kiinti > PS *kiint5 ‘smoke, vapour : ipim, map’

Ng. kinta (NgSl.) | EnT sudo (EnSl.) | EnF sudu (EnWL.) | NeT syun®, der. syinyo ‘fog :
Nebel : tymar’ (T65) | NeF der. syinyu ‘fog : Nebel : tyman’ (NeSl. sunju) | ? Sk. s'iimta
(SkW 2487) | Km. stiriii (KSz 1098) | Mt. kiindii (MS 593)

Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 79 (*kiint5); UEW: 158 (*kints, *kiint3).

— The preservation of PU *ii as PS *ii in this word is unexpected, cf. 3.6.1.

PU *kiiniil > PS +*k3n3l; ‘tear : cesa’

Ng. kaali' poss.3sg. -ti' (NgSl.) | EnT koori (EnSl.) | EnF kojilu (EnWL.) | NeT xayal® (T65)
| Sk. *garii (SkKW 2072) | Km. kajal (KSz 0285) | Mt. kari(a)Li, kaj(a)li (MS 421 *kariali)
Sammallahti 1988: 537; SW: 53.

— The reconstruction of this word in Proto-Uralic is difficult, but the Proto-
Samoyed form should be front vocalic PS *£5735/- on account of the front vowel
harmony of the Nganasan reflex, making the reconstruction PU *kuriili
(Janhunen 1981: 255, Sammallahti 1988: 537) difficult (see Salminen 2023: 379).
Selkup is missing the *-/ for some unexplained reason (cf. SW).

PU *lapta > PS *japta ‘thin : Tonkuit’

Ng. der. dobtagaa (seemingly *jdapts; NgSl.) | EnT data (EnSl.) | EnF data (EnWl.) |
NeT yabta (T65) | NeF japta (NeSl. djapta) | Sk. *éopta (SKW 1450) | Mt. der.
Cabtombuj (MS 163)

SW: 38; UEW: 238; Zhivlov 2014: 125.
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PU *ldéa- > PS *jdsd- ‘cover the tent : TOKpbITH dyM’
EnT dese- (EnSL) | NeT yesye(sy®) (T65) | Sk. éesa- (SkW 1578)
Helimski apud Aikio 2002: 49.

PU *ldmi > PS *j@mVja ‘broth : cyr’

Ng. demaa ‘porridge made of blood, meat, flour and water’ (Aikio 2012: 231) | NeT
yewey® ‘soup, broth’

Aikio 2012: 231.

— Ng. demaa suggests PS *jimaja while NeT yewey© suggests PS *jamdija.

PU *ldmpi > PS der.? *jampV ‘clothes : ogexapr’
Ng. der.? deph'a | EnT der. debide? | NeT der. yimpit°q | Sk. der. cempat- (SkW 1472)
Aikio 2002:13; SW: 42—43.

PU *ldsi- > PS *jiit(5)- ‘by, near, for : k, Ha, 0’

Ng. dato-, lat. datoy (NgSL.) | EnT lat. dedo? (EnSl.) | EnF dez (EnWL) | NeT yegq, lat.

yed®h (T65) | Sk. éata (SkW 1477)

Helimski apud Aikio 2002: 48; SW: 44.

— Sk éata as if from *jata instead; PS *jdta should have become Sk. **¢ita, while
PS *jiit should have become Sk. **Cet.

PU ?*lewi- > ? PS *je3- or *jew- ‘shoot : crpensiTy’
Sk. ¢ii- (SkW 1434)
Aikio 2002: 53; Salminen 2023: 392.

— NeT yenyer- ‘id.” is connected to the Selkup verb by Alatalo (SkW), but not
mentioned by Salminen (2023: 392); the connection is indeed phonologically
difficult, as PU/PS *e does not become Nenets e, but rather i. The Proto-Uralic
reconstruction is given by Zhivlov as *lexi-rather than */ewi-, which would only
be reconcilable with the Selkup verb if this developed from a vowel sequence
PS *je3-. A vowel sequence is found as a reflex of PU *Vyi only once in PU *suyi-
‘row’ (entry 157 below), and once potentially as the result of PU *Vwi in PS *ti5
from PU *siwi ‘year ring’ (entry 155 below). As far as I can see, in the word for
‘shoot’, the nature of the medial consonant cannot be reliably established as
either PU *-y- or *-w- based on the other Uralic cognates. However, even PU
*lewi- would perhaps be expected to develop to PS *ji-, whence Sk. **¢i-, as in
the derivatives from PU *sewi- ‘eat’, PS *ti- (entry 151 below), this etymology
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remains very uncertain. If PS *e3 develops in Selkup like PS *i5, Sk. &i would be
the regular reflex of a hypothetical PS *je3-.

PU *[edi- > PS *ler- ‘be frightened : uctiyrarscst’, der. *lerd- (?*lerdw-)

NeT der. leryo(sy®) | NeF tityosy® (NeSl. fitjos) | Sk. der. leri- (SKW 2895), ? nir(ak)ka-
‘fiirchten’ not the same acc. to SkW (1411) | ? Km. nere- (KSz 0687) | Mt. ner- (?) (MS
747)

Aikio 2014b: 85-86; SW: 83.

— NeT leryo-, NeF tilyo- and Sk. leri- clearly belong together, but it is unclear to

me whether the n-initial forms in Selkup, Kamas and Mator really belong here,
or if they can be the result of an irregular change from */- to n-.

PU *lempi > PS *limp5 ‘swamp : 60107, *limpd- ‘be swampy : GbITH HOTOTHUCTHIM,
*[imp3- ‘sink into a swamp : HoBaIUTHCA B 6010TO’

Ng. liinha ‘boggy place’ (Aikio 2014b: 86) | EnT lubo (EnSl.) | EnF lubu | NeT
limpa(sy®), limpa(sy®), der. limpad® ‘swamp : 6osoto’ (T65) | NeF der. fimpat®
‘swamp, bog : 6o1oto, Tonis’ (NeSL. limpat) | Sk. der.? limpd ~ limpi (SKW 2803)
Aikio 2014c: 86; SW: 83; UEW: 235 (*lampe).

PU *lenti > PS *[int5 ‘plain, valley : paBHuHa, fomuHa’
Ng. linta (NgSl.)
Aikio 2014b: 86; Sammallahti 1988: 552 (Proto-Finno-Permic); UEW: 235-236.

PU *lepéi > PS *leps5 ~ jepss ‘cradle : monpka’

Ng. labsa (NgSL) | EnT lifo (EnSL.) | EnF licu (EnWL.) | NeT yebc® (T65) | Sk. copsa

(SKW 1452) | Km. tepsa | Mt. éépse ~ sébse (MS 205 *le(a)psa)

Aikio 2002: 48; SW: 41 (¥jeps3, ?*jespss ~ *ledps3); UEW: 260.

— The vacillation of initial */- or *j- in this word is unique and therefore puzzling.
Salminen (2023: 384) argues for a reconstruction PS *lgps3 (so, too, Helimski
MS), with an initial palatal */ reconstructed up to the Proto-Uralic stage (cf.
also UEW). Since the Proto-Uralic phoneme */ would be quite unique to this
word, alternative explanations should also be considered, such as an
assimilation in palatality to the originally palatal PS *s from PU *¢, which could
have taken place within early Samoyed; i.e., (pre-)PS *lepss > *leps5 vel sim.
The resulting PS */gps5 could have developed with */ to %/ in all branches
except for Nganasan and Enets, as posited by Salminen and Helimski.
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97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

PU *lewi > PS *le ‘bone : kocTp’

Ng. der.? (*le-j3) laa ‘ring : konp10’, der. (*le-t5)5) lataa ‘Done : kocTy’ (Kaheinen 2023:

167; NgSL.) | EnT der. [idi (EnSL.) | EnF der. lizi (EnWL.) | NeT [, le- (T65) | NeF #i, te-

(NeSL. li, le-) | Sk. [, le- (SkW 2761) | Km. le (KSz 0529) | Mt. [E (? l¢) (MS 618)

Sammallahti 1988: 538 (*lixi); SW: 82; UEW: 254—255 (*luwe); Zhivlov 2023: 161 (*lew)

— Nenets and Selkup show a shared distribution of long *; in the nominative
singular and *e in the other cases, but it is unclear how this might best be

explained. Perhaps a reconstruction such as nom.sg. *lew > */f next to acc.sg.
*le(w)m = *lem could be attempted, but there are no direct parallels.

PU *lomi (*lumi) > PS *jom(-) ‘snow (v. and n.) : cHer, ugru (0 cHere)’
Ng. dum (NgSl.) | NeT der. yomcyah (T65) | Sk. *¢om- (SkW 1459)
Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 46.

— The Finno-Ugric languages reflect a preform *fumi rather than *lomi.

PU ?*lu¢a > PS *j5c3 ‘block of wood : gocka’

Ng. deta (Aikio 2006: 29) | EnT dodo (EnSl.) | EnF dozu (EnWL.) | NeT yad® (T65) |

NeF (L) j’at (jat®) (SW) | Sk. éaca (SkW 1474)

Aikio 2002: 12—-13; 2006a: 29; SW: 36 (*5t15).

— A reconstruction PU *{uca is needed to unite Fi. luta ‘tool for removing birch
bark’ with the Samoyed words, but requires Saami forms like SaaN lohti ‘wedge’
to be borrowed from Proto-Finnic, since loAti could only reflect PU *{uta (Aikio
2006: 29).

PU *lumi ‘snow’ - see PU *lomi.

PU *lupsa > PS *j5pta ‘dew : poca’

Ng. der. debtua (NgSl.) | EnT dota (EnSl.) | NeT yabta (T65) | NeF japta (NeSl. djapta)
| Sk. der. éaptu (SkW) | Km. te’bda (KSz1338) | Mt. unnrans (-1b unclear; MS 208)
Janhunen 1981: 223; Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 35—36; UEW: 261.

PU *meni- > PS *men- ‘go : uary, exars’

Ng. minsi' (NgSl.) | EnT der. midir- ‘carry : nectur’ (EnSl.) | EnF der. midir ‘carry : Hectw’
| NeT myincy® (T65) | NeF myinsy® (NeSl. minss$) | Km. min- (KSz 0592)
Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 94; UEW: 272.
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PU *meyi- > PS *mi- ‘give, sell : gatp, npogats’

Ng. der. misi (NgSl.) | EnT der. mis- (EnSl.) | EnF der. mis- | NeT der. myicy® (T65) |
NeF myigsy®© (NeSl. mi’s) | Sk. mi- (SkW 735) | Km. mi- (KSz 0588) | Mt. mi- (MS 667)
Aikio 2012: 248; Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 94; UEW: 275 (*miye-).

PU *meksa > PS *mit5 ‘liver : meuens’

Ng. mita (NgSL.) | EnT mudo (EnSlL.) | EnF muzu (EnWL.) | NeT mid® (T65) | NeF mit°
(NeSl. mit) | Sk. mita (SkW 757) | Km. mit (KSz 0604)

Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 93—94; UEW: 264 (*maksa).

PU *mind > PS *min 1sg. personal pronoun 1: st

Ng. der.? mana (NgSL) | EnT der. modi (EnSL) | EnF modi der. (EnWL.) | NeT der.
many® | NeF der. mdny® (NeSl. mans) | Sk. man (SkW 771) | Km. man (KSz o550) |
Mt. man (Ms 627)

Janhunen 2013: 214; SW: 86.

PU *modki- > PS *mds3- ‘wash, smear : BBIMBbITb, cMa3aTp’

EnT masu- (EnSl.) | EnF masu- ~ mosu (EnWL.) | NeT masa(sy°®) (T65) | NeF masdsy®
(NeSl. masas) | Sk. miusa- [ miisa- (SkW 860) | Km. buza- (KSz 0170) | Mt. masa- (MS
642)

Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 89; UEW: 289 (*muske-, moske-).

PU *mud’a > PS *m3jad ‘earth, land, terrain : 3emus1, crpana, kpait’

Ng. mou (NgSl.) | Sk. maéa ‘Wald(riicken)’ (SkW 799) | Km. mija ‘mountain’ | Mt. bijéi
‘mountain : Berg’ (MS 124)

Aikio 2002: 22—23; SW: 85,

PU *muja- > PS *m3j5- ‘become happy : o6pagoBarscs’
NeT maya(sy®) (T65) | NeF mdjdsy® (NeSl. madjas)

Aikio 2002: 22.

PU *muka > PS *mékd ‘back : cnuna’

Ng. maku (NgSL.) | EnT maxa (EnSlL.) | EnF maxa (EnWL.) | NeT maxa (T65) | NeF
mdxa (NeSl. maxa) | Sk. moga, der. mogal/moqol ‘id.” (SkW 818) | Km. der. begal (KSz
0120) | Mt. baga (MS 90)

Janhunen 1981: 223; Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 85.



436 Tocharian and Samoyed: On the question of Uralic substrate influence in Tocharian

109. PU *muna > PS *ména ‘egg : aiino’

110.

111.

112.

13.

114.

Ng. manu (NgSL.) | EnT mona (EnSl.) | EnF mona (EnWL.) | Sk. mana ‘penis’ (SkW 772)
| Km. der. munoj (KSz 0626)

Janhunen 1981: 223; Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 86; UEW: 285-286.

— For the semantics of the Selkup word, cf. the Finnish cognate muna ‘egg; penis,

testes’.

PU *mura > ? der. PS *mérVpka ‘cloudberry : mopouixa’

Ng. muringa (NgSL.) | EnT moraga (EnSl.) | EnF moroga | NeT der. marapka | NeF
matanka (NeSl. matanka)

Janhunen 1981: 223-224; Sammallahti 1988: 538; UEW: 287.

— The vowels of Nganasan muringa do not regularly correspond to Enets and
Nenets forms; expected would be Ng. **marunga, cf. PS *ména ‘egg’ > Ng. manu.

PU +*nataw > PS *ndto (?*ndtaw) ‘brother-in-law : zesepp’
NeT nado (T65) | Km. nado (KSz 0644)
Sammallahti 1988: 539 (*ndtiw); SW: 98 (*rnat’s ? *nat’sj); UEW: 299—300.

PU *nimi > PS *nim ‘name : umst’

Ng. #iim (NgSL.) | EnT #:? (EnSL.) | EnF 7i? (EnWL.) | NeT nyum (T65) | NeF nyim (NeF
nim) | Sk. nim ~ riim (SkW 1349) | Km. nim (KSz 0691) | Mt. Nim ~ niim (MS 756)
Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 102; UEW: 305 (*nime).

PU *nokki > PS der. *ndku ‘neck : saTsuiox’
Sk. nuku (SkW 1385)
UEW: 328—329; Zhivlov 2016: 299.

PU *nusi- > PS *nt- ‘scrape : BBICKOOIUTS'

EnT (analogical) nos- (EnSl.) | EnF (analogical) nos- (EnWL.) | NeT nacy® (T65) | Sk.

*nat- (SkW1351) | Km. nd?- (KSz 0676)

Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW g7; UEW: 30g9.

— The reduction of PU *u to PS *5 before PU *-i rather than before *-a seems
irregular here, but it may have been extracted and generalized from common
forms like the verbal noun PU *nusma > PS *nétmd and the aorist stem, quasi-
PU *nuspa- > PS *nitpa- (NeT nagna-, etc.).



115.

116.

17.

18.

119.

Etymological reference list 2: Samoyed 437

PU *niidi > PS *nir ‘handle : pykositka’

Ng. riir (NgSL) | EnT #i? (EnSL.) | EnF 7i? (EnWL) | NeT nyir (T65) | NeF nyit (NeSL
nit) | Sk. nir (SkW1417) | Km. der. #iirge (KSz 0754)

Sammallahti 1988: 538; SW: 102—103; UEW: 304 (*nide, *niide).

PU *Aali- > PS *1id3- ‘lick : iu3ary’, der. *1id-ns3- ‘id.’

Ng. der. rionsada (NgSl.) | EnT nado- (EnSL) | EnF naso- ~ nazo- (EnWL.) | NeT

nyanca(sy®) | NeF nyansdsy® (NeSl. njansas) | Sk. ria- (SkW1627) | Km. nii- (KSz o723)

Sammallahti 1988: 539 (*#idxli-); SW: 105; UEW: 321.

— Nganasan rionsa- has to be derived from a stem 7d-, while the other cognates,
especially Selkup and Kamas, suggest the more expected reconstruction PS
*11a5-. It would be preferable to derive the Nganasan, Enets and Nenets forms
from the same ancestral form, however, so that the absence of the vowel
sequence needs to be accounted for. I find it probable that *#d-ns3- was simply
based on a new “consonant stem” of the root *7id3 after disappearance of the
*_[-, cf. PS *ka-ta- kill’ rather than **kds-td- as the causative of PS *kds- ‘die’
(see the entry of PU *kali- ‘die’). At least the vowels of underived Sk. 7iz- and
Km. nii- are entirely parallel to those of PS *4a5- from PU *kali- ‘die’.

PU *#eli > PS +*1igj ‘arrow : crpesa’

NeT compound tu®nyi ‘rifle, shotgun : py:xbé, BuntoBka’ | Sk. rieja (SkW 1663) | Km.
riie ‘arrow : Pfeil’, 7ia ‘bullet : Kugel’ (KSz 0734) | Mt. #iej, nej (MS 729)

Aikio 2012: 228; Sammallahti 1988: 539 (*#éxli-); SW: 108.

PU *rieri > PS *rier ‘cartilage : xpsiny’

Ng. nir | EnT ni? (EnSl.) | EnF ni? (EnWL.) | NeT nyer (T65) | NeF der. nyeldgku (NeSl
njelagku) | Sk. riir (SkW 1707)

Aikio 2006: 20—21; SW: 108; UEW: 324.

PU *#imi- > PS *1iim- ‘suck : cocary’, n.der. riimsd ‘breast, milk : mosoko’

Ng. der. riimibtisi (NgSL.) | EnF der. nuutagu- (EnSl.) | NeT der. nyimnye(sy®) (T65) |
NeF der. nyimnyapyosy® (NeSl. nimnjapjos) | Sk. riim-, n.der. riipsa (SkW 1638) | Km.
der. riimer- (KSz o752) | Mt. der. *riiimna-, niimna- (MS 786)

Aikio 2002: 23—25; SW: 110.



438

120.

121.

122.

123.

124.

Tocharian and Samoyed: On the question of Uralic substrate influence in Tocharian

PU *royi- (*riuyi-) > PS *io- (or *1105-?) ‘pursue : npeciesoBars’

NeT der. nyoda(sy®) (T65) | NeT nyotasy® (NeSl.) | Sk. rio-, der. riota- (SkW 1625) | Mt.

*rioda-, noda (MS 766)

Sammallahti 1988: 539 (*7i0xi-); SW: 111; UEW: 323—324 (*rionda-, *riowda-).

— None of the attested Samoyed descendants reliably show a difference between
*0 and *03, so that there is no way to be absolutely sure which should be
reconstructed. Most words of the structure PU *CVyi end up as PS *CV, but PU
*suyi- does seem to have become PS *tu3- rather than *tu- (q.v.). The Finno-
Ugric languages may reflect a preform *#iuyi- rather than *#oyi-.

PU *#ioma > PS */idma ‘hare : sasny’

Ng. riomu (NgSL) | EnT naba (EnSl.) | EnF n’aba (EnWL.) | NeT nyawa (T65) | Sk.
(der.?) rioma (SkW 1633)

Sammallahti 1988: 539; SW: 106.

— Selkup (Tym) rioma should probably be a derivation, since PS *-d usually
becomes -2 in Selkup. The Finno-Ugric languages reflect a derived *ioma-la
‘hare’ instead of the underived PS *7idmd. An etymological connection with
the verb PU *#ioyi- ‘pursue’ (Janhunen 1981: 242) is possible if the Samoyed *o
vowel of *#i0- ‘pursue’ is more archaic than the *u of FU *#iuyi- (against this
connection, see Zhivlov 2023: 162, who reconstructs a development of PU
*riuyi- to PS *#o- rather than of PU *#oyi- to PS *rio-, FU *ruyi-; cf. the
discussion in subsection 3.6.3). The etymologized reconstruction PU “*7ioyma”
is not expected to develop differently from *#ioma.

PU *0d"a > PS *dja ‘meat, body : msico, Teo’

EnT gja (EnSL.) | EnF aja (EnWL.) | NeT naya (T65) | NeF paja (NeSl. nadja) | Sk. udca
(SkW162) | Km. yja (KmSz.) | Mt. der. ojobtu (MS 799)

Aikio 2006: 11-12; SW: 17.

PU *ojwa > PS *djwa ‘head : rosnosa’

Ng. nojbu (NgSl.) | EnT der. aburi (EnSlL.) | EnF eba (EnWL.) | NeT newa (T65) | NeF
ndwa (NeSl. pajwa) | Mt. ajba (MtSpr.)

Sammallahti 1988: 536; SW: 17; UEW: 336—337.

PU *pala- > PS *padld- ‘swallow’
NeT palye- | Sk. pola- (SKW 693)
Sammallahti 1988: 540; SW: 116; UEW: 350.
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PU *pata > PS der.v. *pats- ‘put something in a pot, in water : moJ0XuTh Ha KOTE,

B Bogy, der. ?*patii- ‘id’

Ng. h"atida ‘dip, plunge (pfv.) : oxkynyTs', h“atatasa ‘id. (ipfv.)’ (NgSL) | EnT pedi-

(EnSL) | NeT pyada(sy®), intr. pyada(sy®) ‘be put in the water : 65ITb ONylLIIEHHBIM B

Bozy' (T65) | NeF pyatdsy®© (NeSl. pjatas) | Sk. pot- (SKW 431) | Km. padas- ‘insert; feed :

hineinstecken, fiittern : BorkHyTs; KopMmuTs' (KSz 0798)

Aikio 2015: 55; Sammallahti 1998: 548 (FU); SW: 118; UEW 358 (FU).

— The Uralic connection is with the noun PU *pata ‘pot’, found in a number of
Finno-Ugric languages, but the use of the Samoyed verb also seems to be more
general than simply inserting things into pots specifically. Sk. pot- is also used
for laying nets in the water, and the next entry in SkW 432 poti ‘ice hole for a
drawnet : Wuhne fiir das Zugnetz’ seems to be a likely derivative on the basis
of this semantic link. Loss of the more general meaning found in Samoyed
could in principle be a shared innovation in the Finno-Ugric languages
relevant for the phylogeny. As for the formal reconstruction in Samoyed, Ng.
h'ati-, EnT pedi-, NeT pyada-, NeF pyatd- might all reflect PS *patii-, but the
Nenets forms may also go back to PS *pats-, *patu- or *pati-. Sk. pot- rather
seems to derive from a form *pat-, with the frequent analogical removal of final
schwa (and a development from *a to 6 rather than to **a due to the initial p-).
Km. pada- can certainly derive from PS *pat-, which is also necessary for
derived Ng. h“atata-, and which forms the basis for a secondary consonant stem
in Sk. pot- as well.

126. PU *pawi > PS *pa ‘tree : nepeBo’

127.

Ng. der. (*pa-j5) h"aa (NgSL.) | EnT pe (EnSL) | EnF pe (EnWL.)| NeT pya (T65) | NeF
pyd (NeSl. pja) | Sk. po (SkW) | Km. pa (KmSz.) | ~Ad (MS 267)
Sammallahti 1988: 539; SW: 117 (*pd); UEW: g10—411.

PU *pdli > PS *pds (~ *pdj ?) ‘edge, outside : ocrpué’
Ng. der.? A'ai (NgSL.) | EnT pio (EnSL) | EnF pe (EnWL.) | NeT pyi
‘out : Hapyxy (NeSl pinjan) | Sk. po | MS loc. hegen (MS 276)

NeF der. pyinyan

Aikio 2012: 239; Janhunen 1981: 241; SW: 124 (*pi3).

— Ng. h'ai could reflect PS *pdj, or perhaps a schwa-final form like *pdj3 or
derivative *pdj3-j, while the other Samoyed languages can go back to PS *pd3
(especially EnT pio and NeF pyinyan rather than **pyenyan point to this
reconstruction in favour of *pdj). Selkup po could probably reflect PS *pdj with
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128.

129.

130.

131

rounding from expected **pé due to the initial labial consonant, but it is
unclear if PS *pd3 would not develop in the same way in this language.

PU *pdlkd > ? PS +*ped ‘thumb : 6ospmroit naery

Ng. der. hiads (NgSL.) | EnT der. piitu (EnSl.) | NeT der. pyikcya (T65) | Km. der. pida

(KSz 0840) | ? Mt. der. hegabti (MS 275)

Aikio 2020: 95; SW: 123.

— The Proto-Samoyed reconstruction is difficult, and the precise connection and
relation with PU *piilkd is not at all straightforward.

PU ?*pd/ini > PS *pdn ‘hollow hand : nagons’

Ng. A'ap | EnT peo (EnSl.) | NeT pyeh (T65) | NeF pyén (NeSL. pjen) | Sk. pin (SkW 597)
| Km. pin (KSz 0853) | Mt. hdy (MS 309)

Janhunen 1981: 257-258; Sammallahti 1988: 539.

— Sk. piy is due to pre-schwa lengthening of *d to Proto-Selkup *7, see Helimski
(2007:129); EnT peo similarly reflects a schwa-final variant or case form (ibid.).
The vowel correspondence with the cognate Finnish pivo ‘hand, palm’ (and
other Finnic forms) is not regular.

PU *peyi- > PS *pi- ‘cook, ripen (by cooking) : ceaputscst’, der.caus. PS *pird- ‘cook
(tr.) : ceapurs’

Ng. der.caus. hiridi (NgSL.) | EnT pi-, der.caus. pire- | EnF pi-, der.caus. piri- (EnWL.) |
NeT pyisy®, der.caus. pyirye(sy®) (T65) | NeF pyisy®, der.caus. pyityesy® (NeSlL pis,
pities) | Sk. der.caus. pira- (SkW 680) | Km. pii-, der.caus. piira- (KSz 0875)
Sammallahti 1988: 539; SW: 123—124; UEW: 368.

PU *peksd- > PS *pet- ‘hit, soften a hide : pasmars mkypy’

Ng. hit- (Aikio 2015: 14) | NeT der. pyidyelcy®, pyidyercy® (T65) | Sk. pit-, pita- (SkW

462) | Km. pii?- (KSz 0877)

Aikio 2002: 54 fn. 8; 2014a: 14; SW: 126; UEW: 368—-3649.

— The reduction of PU *-d to *-5 or @ in Samoyed is very infrequent and not
properly described or understood.
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PU *peli- > PS *pej- ‘be afraid : ucnyrarscs’

Ng. der. hitmsi, der. hili?si ‘fear : Gositbest’ (NgSL.) | EnT der. piiro-, piis- (EnSl.) | EnF
der. pizi- ‘frighten : uctiyrars’ | NeT der. pyilcy©, der. pyina(sy®) (T65) | NeF pyindsy®
(NeSl. pinds) | Sk. pi- (SkW 393b.) | Km. der. pim- (KSz 0844) | Mt. der. himar- (?
himar-) (MS 300)

Sammallahti 1988: 539; SW: 125; UEW: 370.

PU *peni- > PS *pen- ‘put : moynoxutp’

Ng. h*ansa (NgSL.) | EnT pun- (EnSl.) | EnF pun- (EnWL.) | NeT pency® (T65) | NeF
pensy® (NeSl. penss) | Sk. pen- (SKW 491) | Km. pen- (KSz 0829) | Mt. hen- (MS 288)
Sammallahti 1988: 539; SW: 118; UEW: 353-354 (*pane-).

PU *pidi > PS der. *pir3 ‘height : BeicoTa’

Ng. hira (NgSL.) | EnT piro (EnSl.) | EnF postp. piro (EnWL.) | NeT pyir© (T65) | NeF
der. pyitat© (NeSl. pitat) | Sk. postp. pir, pira (SKW 677)

Sammallahti 1988: 539; SW: 125.

PU *pidkd > PS *pirkd ‘high : Bercoxmit’

EnT pide (EnSL) | EnF pise~pize (EnWL.) | NeT pyircya (T65) | NeF pyitsya (NeSL
pitvsa) | Sk. pirka (SKW 977) | Km. pirZe (KSz 08s55) | Mt. hirge (MS 305)

SW:125.

PU ?*pijri ‘circle, around’ > ? PS *pijr ‘inner bark of birch : xkamGuanbubIit cioit
Oepéspr’
NeT pyir

Salminen 2023: 388—390.

PU *piksi > PS *piits ‘net string, cord : HuTka’

NeT pyud® (L 390 purd®) | Sk. piita (SkW 458)

Sammallahti 1988: 539; UEW: 380.

— With an irregular development from *i to *ii, possibly due to the initial *p-; this
is also seen with *wi to *(w)ii in PU £*wijitti > PS *wiijt ‘ten (10) and PU *wiyi- >
PS *ii- ‘drag’ (s.vv.), but I know of no further examples of *pi to *pii; rather, the
other, reliable example of PU *pi yield PS *pi in Samoyed derivatives from the
root *pidi ‘long’. Not in SW; Selkup cognate absent in UEW, SkW gives the
connection with Nenets.
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PU *pondi > PS *pancs ‘hem, lower edge : HuxHMIt Kpail’

Ng. der. hontaa | EnT padi (EnSlL) | EnF pade (EnWL.) | NeT pan® (T65) | NeF pan®
(NeSl. pan) | Sk. der. poncar (SkKW 486) | Km. pandar (KSz 0804) | Mt. ? handa (MS
258)

Aikio 2006a: 23—24; SW: 116.

PU *pori- (*puri-) > PS *por- ‘eat : cecty’, der.vn. *porsad ‘fish meal : Bapka’

Ng. der.vn. hursu (NgSL.) | EnT der.vn. poda (EnSL) | NeT der.vn. porca (T65) | Sk.

der.vn. porsa (SkW 647, derived there from Even hopouo instead) | Mt. hor- (MS 316)

Sammallahti 1988: 539; SW: 127-128; UEW: 405-406 (*pure-).

— PS *porsa is a derivative of the same type as PS *3msad ‘food’ from *5m- ‘eat’
(SW 15), and it has a wide distribution from Nganasan to Selkup. The
underived verb in Mator *Aor- confirms the Proto-Samoyed reflex of the verb
PU *pori-. The Finno-Ugric languages reflect a preform *puri- rather than
*pori-.

PU *poski > PS *pats ‘cheek : mexa’

Ng. der. xotua (NgSl.) | En. (C) der.? fdru, irreg.? faede ~ paede (SW) | NeT der. padu
(T65) | Sk. der. putal | Km. der. pu?ma (KSz 0869) | Mt. der. ho?lo (MS 306)
Sammallahti 1988: 539; SW: 117; UEW: 396.

PU *pucki > PS *pucs ‘core : cepaueBuna’

Ng. der. hiitada ‘torso, body, figure : Tyn0BuIE, Teno, purypa’ (NgSL) | EnT der.
pudodo ‘torso, body : TysoBue, Teo’ (EnSL) | EnF der. puzuyj ‘spinal cord’ (EnWL.) |
NeT pud® ‘that which gives balance, steadiness’, pyah pud® ‘core of a tree :
cepzuesuHa fepesa’ | Sk. pucda (SKW 442) | Km. piit (KSz 0898) | Mt. Audu- ‘self :
selbst, sich selbst’ (MS 321)

Aikio 2014a: 11—15; Sammallahti 1988: 539; SW: 129-130.

PU *pud’a- > PS *pjji- ‘chop wood : HapyGuTh gBOp’

Ng. hoidi, der. hoi?si (NgSL.) | EnT der. petur- (EnSl.) | EnF der. peturu- (EnW1.) | NeT
der. pe°cy® (T65) | NeF der. pdjdgsy® (NeSl. padja’s) | Sk. der. paéal- (SKW 499) | Mt.
der. hdjdl- (MS 277)

Aikio 2006a: 22—23; SW: 112; UEW: 389—390 (*p0d 3-).
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PU ?*puji > PS *pus ‘the backside : caagu, Hazaz’

Ng. hua, adv. (loc.) husnu (NgSl.) | EnT der.adv. (lat.) puo? (EnSlL.) | EnF adv. (loc.)
pona, der.adj. ponuj (EnWL.) | NeT adv. (loc.) piina, (abl.) piid® (T65) | NeF adv. (loc.)
puna, (abl.) put® (NeSl. puna, put) | Sk. adv. pan (SkW 379) | Km. der. pu?mo (KSz
0873) | Mt. adv. (loc.) huna (? huna) (MS 325)

Aikio 2012: 247; SW: 129 (*pus, ? *puws); UEW: g01.

PU *puna- > PS *psn- ‘braid, weave : 3arurectu’

Ng. honsa (NgSL.) | EnF der. poguru- (EnWL.) | NeT der. pankalcy® | NeF der. pankdlsy®
(NeSl. pankatvs) | Sk. pan- | pad- (SkW 473) | Km. piin- (KSz 0888)

Sammallahti 1988: 539; SW: 133; UEW: 402—403.

— The final *-a is unexpectedly lost in Samoyed, most likely because it is of the
type that became PS *-3, which could be eliminated by analogy (see subsection

3.7.1).

PU *pura > der. PS *pérdjn ‘drill : cBepso’

EnT der. polidu (?) ‘awl : umuno’ (EnSL.) | EnF polidu (EnWL) | NeT poreh | NeT ptin
(NeSL patin) | Sk. pardy | parin ‘icepick : Eishaue’ (SkW 629) | Km. paran (KSz 0808)
Sammallahti 1988: 539; SW: 114; UEW: 405.

PU *puri- ‘bite’ - see *pori-.

PU *purki > PS *pur- (in derivations) ‘smoke : gprm’

NeT der. pur®q (T65) | ? Sk. der. purga (SkW 661)

Aikio 2002: 25—27; SW:131.

— The Selkup might be aloan from Khanty instead, KhE pork; ‘id.” (see SkW, Aikio
2006: 30).

PU *puwa- > PS *pud- ‘blow : gyTs’

Ng. der. hiiarsa, der. hiiolasa, der. hiioltasa, etc. (NgSl.) | EnT der. puaro-, ? der. pueso-
(EnSL) | EnF ? der. posa~pesa- (EnWL) | NeT der. pucy®, der. piglyo(sy®), ? der.
posa(sy°®) (T6s) | NeF ? der. pusipyosy® (NeSl. pusipyos) | Sk. pu-, der. pul- ‘swell :
schwellen’ (SkW 381, 700) | Km. der. piir- (KSz 0877) | Mt. der. hal- (MS 255)

Aikio 2012: 244; SW: 128-129; UEW: 411.
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148. PU *sala- > PS *tald- ‘steal : ykpacty', der.augm. tdaler- (?*taldjr-) ‘steal (ipfv.) :
BOPOBATH, KPacTs’
Ng. tolida, der.augm. tolarsa (NgSl.) | EnT tare-, der.augm. tarir- (EnSl.) | EnF tari-
(EnWL.) | NeT talye(sy®), der.augm. taler- (T65) | NeF tatyesy® (NeSl. tatjes) | Sk. tuslo-,
der.augm. tujlir- (Sk 1306) | Km. toler- (KSz 1232) | Mt. tilor- (MS 975)
Sammallahti 1988: 540; SW: 150-151; UEW: 430—431.

149. PU *sarka > PS *tarka ‘fork, bifurcation, branch : orpocrox, BeTs, orBeTBIeHNE’
EnT taga (EnSl.) | NeT tarka (T65) | NeF tatka (NeSl. tatka)

Sammallahti 1988: 540; SW: 152.

150. PU *sdji > PS *tdj (~ *td5 ?) ‘pus : rHoit, der.v. ‘rot : crHUTE

Ng. tiim- | EnT fiim- (EnSL) | NeT tyim- | Sk. te, verb té- (SkW g50) | Km. verb te?-

(KSz 1201) | Mt. ti (?) (MS 1007)

Sammallahti 1988: 540 (*sexji); SW: 161 (*ti ~ *te).

—  Cf PU *kdli > PS *kdj (~ *kd3 ?) ‘tongue’. The Mator reflex “ki” ‘tongue’ next to
“gei” and “kdschtd” +|kij-td| ‘his/her tongue’ (MS 1007) may point to a parallel
reconstruction of these two words. The vowel reflex of Selkup té is also
identical with that of $¢ ‘tongue’. Ng. tiim-, EnT fiim- and NeT tyim probably
reflect *tdjm- rather than *t@im-, but *td3jm- might also be a possibility.

151.  PU *sewi- ‘eat’ > der. PS *timd ‘tooth : 3y0’

Ng. timi | EnT fii (EnSL.) | EnF ¢&ii (EnWL.) | NeT tyibya (T65) | NeF tyim® (NeSl. ¢im) |

Sk. tima (SkW 1037) | Km. time (KSz 1198) | Mt. time (MS 1091)

Aikio: 2002: 34—36.

— This etymology is called into question by Salminen (2023: 394), since,
according to him, only PU *seyi- should yield PS *#-, while PU *sewi- should
become PS **tew-. However, other instances of *Vwi normally behave very
much like sequences of *Vyi in Samoyed as well (cf. subsection 3.4.3) so that a
development from PU *sewi- to PS *#- seems plausible enough (as in PU
*meyi- > PS *mi- ‘give, sell’). The reflexes within Samoyed are furthermore
regular, with the exception of the second-syllable vowel of Forest Nenets tyim°
rather than expected **tyimya. There, we can assume the same analogical
development as took place in PU *éilmd ‘eye’ > PS *s3jmd >> NeF xdm?®, NeT
sewP rather than expected NeF **xdnya, NeT **sebya, only this time Tundra
Nenets tyibya did not undergo the same change (not NeT **tyiw® to regularly
correspond to NeF tyim?°).
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PU *sewi- ‘eat’ > der. PS *titii (?*titdw) ‘bait : npumanka’

Neg. tiitii (Aikio 2021:173) | EnF ¢idi (Aikio 2021:173) | Sk. tiitu (SkW 1089)

Aikio 2021:173.

— This recently proposed etymology by Aikio strengthens the derivation of PS
*timd from PU *sewi-, since it corroborates the reflex *ti- of this root.

PU *seksa > der. PS *titdjn ‘Siberian pine : kezp’ (Pinus sibirica)

EnT tidii ‘log without branches : uncroe 6pesHo 6e3 cyuser’ (EnSl.) | NeT tideh (T65)
| NeF titin (NeSl. titin) | Sk. titan (SkW 1075) | Km. tedan (KSz 180) | Mt. tidEy ~ tiidEn
(MS 1012 *titen)

Sammallahti 1988: 540; SW: 160; UEW: 445—446.

PU *seni > PS *cen ‘sinew : xua’

Ng. tay (NgSl.) | EnT #? (EnSl.) | EnF ¢? (EnWL.) | NeT teh (T65) | NeF tén (NeSL. ten)

| Sk. *Cen, ¢ina- (SkW: 1122) | Km. ten (KmSz.) | Mt. ten (MtSpr: 1004)

Aikio 2012: 231; Sammallahti 1988: 548 (PFU); SW: 32—33.

— The development from PU *s- to Sk. ¢- is irregular; expected would be **¢- (cf.
Aikio 2012: 231). It is technically impossible to tell for certain if the irregularity
occurred in Selkup or in earlier Samoyed, since PS *¢ and *c merge in all other
Samoyed languages. However, in all other cases of Selkup ¢ this is
reconstructed for Proto-Samoyed, so that the internal logic of the
reconstruction demands PS *cen rather than PS *ten in the absence of good
arguments in favour of the latter reconstruction.

PU *si/awi > PS *ti3 ‘year ring (of tree) : roguuHOE KOJIBLI0 Ha AepeBe’

Ng. (C) ¢ (SW) | EnT £ii (EnSL) | NeT tyi | NeF tyi (NeSl. &) | Sk. tii ‘fibre (in tree) :
Faser (im Baum)’ (SkW g52)

Aikio 2012: 244; Sammallahti 1988: 540 (*siixi).

— The Proto-Uralic reconstruction is made uncertain due to SaaS sieve ‘line,
streak’ indicating sdwi rather than siwi, but for the *i of Samoyed PS *ti5, PU
*siwi seems to work quite well (see Aikio 2012: 244). A vowel sequence like *i5
resulting from PU *Vwi is unusual, however, as *Vwi normally yields a simple
vowel *V (cf. subsection 3.4.3).

PU *soski- > PS der. *tatu- (?*tatdw-) ‘chew : sxeBaTp’
Sk. tutu- (SkW1068) | Km. tudo- (KSz 1256)
Sammallahti 1988: 540; Zhivlov 2016: 299
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— The word family PS *t5t3wd- ‘chew’ to Ng. tubuda (NgSL.), EnT t67a- (EnSL.),
NeT tagwa(sy®), Mt. torba- (MS 1039) looks superficially similar, and is
hesitantly compared by Helimski (MS), but proper reconciliation with the
Selkup and Kamas forms from PS *#dtu-is difficult. The vowels and the internal
consonants do not match.

PU *suyi- > PS *tus- ‘row : rpecty’
Ng. der.instr. tuobsa (NgSl.) | Sk. ti- (SkW 941) | Km. der. tur- (KSz 1254)
Sammallahti 1988: 540; SW:166; UEW: 449—450.

— The vowel sequence is necessary for the Nganasan instrument noun, which
should have been **tubsa if derived from a stem *tu-; Sk. tii- also accords better
with a vowel sequence than with a simple vowel, cf. PS *ju- ‘melt : Schmelzen’ >
Sk. éu- id’ (SkW 1427).

PU *sud’a > PS *t5ja ‘finger : nanery
Mt. taja (MS 941)
Janhunen 1981: 224; Sammallahti 1988: 540 (*suwd’d); UEW: 449.

— The hypothetical connection with SaaN éuvdi, etc., requires a PU *éuwd’a,
while the Ugric cognates and Samoyed (Mator) require initial *s- and do not
show any *-w- (see although the latter may in principle have been lost
regularly, there are no parallels to confirm or disprove such a loss).

PU *suksi > PS *tut3 ‘ski : mpika’
Ng. tuta (NgSL.) | EnT tudo (EnSl.)
Sammallahti 1988: 540; UEW: 450.

— Sk tat- ‘gehen, Ski laufen’ (SkW 1043) is connected by UEW, but this would
rather have to go back to a pre-form *tat- and cannot regularly be derived from
PS *tuts.

PU *suni > PS *t3n ‘summer : eto’

Ng. tona (NgSL.) | EnT too (EnSl.) | EnF t0o (EnWL.) | NeT tah (T65) | NeF tdy (NeSL

tan) | Sk. tana (SkW1211) | Km. tana (KSz1146) | Mt. der.adv. tanan (? tanan) (MS 962)

Sammallahti 1988: 540; SW: 148; UEW: 454.

— Nenets does not have a final *-5 in this word, as expected due to apocope; in
the other branches, a *-5 was probably analogically introduced to the base
word from forms like the adverbial *t5pn, adjectival *t5n3j5, or other such

derivations. Enets to? (from *t5n) seems to be attested in older material (see
SW).
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PU *siili > PS *tij ‘fathom : caxxeny, der. *tijmd ‘id.’

Ng. (C) timi (SW) | EnT fiee (EnSL) | EnF ¢&ibi (M 305) | NeT tyibya (T65) | NeF tyimya
(NeSl. ¢imja) | Sk. t (SKW 962) | Mt. timE (? timE) (MS 1020)

Sammallahti 1988: 540; SW:163; UEW: 444.

PU *$elki- > PS *tej- (or *tes- ?) ‘fly (pfv.) : monerers, ynerers’, der.ipfv. *tej-r- ‘fly

(ipfv.) : netats, seTeTs’

Ng. (der.?) toudi, der.ipfv. tairsi (NeSL) | EnT fio-, der.ipfv. fiir- (EnSL) EnF ¢&-,

der.ipfv. éir- (EnWL) | NeT tyisy©, der.ipfv. tyircy® (T65) | NeF tyisy©, der.ipfv. tyitsy®

(NeSL. ¢is, éitvs) | Sk. ti- (SkW 965) | Mt. ti- (? ti-) (MS 1009)

Aikio 2002: 26; Sammallahti 1988: 550 (PFU); SW: 161-162 (*ti- ? *tij-).

— PS *tej- (in the older reconstruction, *#j-) is normally given as the Proto-
Samoyed stem, but EnT fio- may instead point to *tes-; this is expected to
become NeT tyi-, NeF tyi- in the same way as *tej-, and the other languages are
not entirely clear either. The vowels in the Nganasan forms are difficult to
understand. While tairsi ‘fly (ipfv.) may reflect PS *tej-r- (or *ted-jr-?), the
second-syllable vowel of the perfective toudi ‘fly (pfv.) is unaccounted for; cf.
Kaheinen (2023:172-173). Since taudi is disyllabic, it might match EnT fo-, but
it is unclear how exactly.

. PU *$era- > PS *tird- ‘dry out (intr.) : BBICOXHY TS’

EnT tira- (EnSl.) | EnF tira- (EnWL.) | NeT tira(sy®) | NeF titasy® (NeSL titas) | Sk. tira-?
(SkW 1299, meaning not entirely certain) | Mt. der.adj. ¢iri, der.caus. ¢(i)ribta- (MS
1028, 1029)

SW:160; UEW: 502; Zhivlov 2023: 160.

PU *taka- > PS *tak- adv., postp. ‘the back : saguss yactp’

Ng. lat. taga, loc. takanu, abl. takada (NgSL.) | EnT loc. taxane, abl. taxad (EnSl.) | EnF

taxa (EnWL.) | NeT lat. tyax®h, loc. tyax®na, abl. tyaxad® (T65) | Sk. tak- (SkW 1155) |

Km. tak- (KSz 1121)

SW: 154; UEW: 506—506.

— The expected form is PS *tak5 with the final vowel, so the consonant-final
especially seen in Selkup is probably analogical.
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PU *talwa- > PS *tdjwd- ‘reach : go6parscs’

Ng. tojbusa (NgSl.) | EnT taa- (EnSL) | EnF too- (EnWL.) | NeT tewa(sy°) (T65) | NeF
tawdsy® (NeSl. téwas) | Km. tu- (KSz 1253) | Mt. tajba- (MS 942)

Aikio 2002: 29—30; SW: 146.

PU ?*tdydi or *tawdi > PS *tdr3 ‘contents; full : cogepxumoe; moauprit’

Ng. tera (NgSL) | EnT tero (EnSl) | EnF tero (EnWL.) | NeT tyer© (T65) | NeF tyef°
(NeSL. cet) | Sk. tir (SkW 1295)

Aikio 2002: 31-34; Sammallahti 1988: 550—551 (FU); SW: 158 (*ters ~ *tird); UEW: 518;
Zhivlov 2023:167.

— Salminen (2023: 392) argues for a Proto-Samoyed reconstruction with retained
*-w- to account for the Selkup long vowel reflex i, but Helimski has shown that
PS *tdrd (SW notation *tera) regularly yields Proto-Selkup *¢ira (Helimski 2007:
129). Aikio’s reconstruction PU *tdwdi (Aikio 2002: 31—24) would show a
different vowel development from PU *kdwdi ‘rope’ > PS *kiir5 and also PU
*iawji ‘lichen’ > PS *jiij5, so that Zhivlov’s reconstruction as *taydi, with *y
rather than *w may be preferable (Zhivlov 2023:167).

PU *tawiw > PS ?*td/ew ‘lung : nérkoe’

Ng. der. teirids (NgSl.) | EnF der. ¢ji (EnWL.) | NeT der. tyiwak® (T65) | Sk. tii (SkW
956) | Km. tu (KSz 1252) | Mt. tiih (MS 1081)

Sammallahti 1988: 541; SW: 164.

— The vowel is difficult to reconstruct. Ng. teirids should probably reflect PS *d
rather than *e, since *e normally becomes Ng. i or i, but *e fits better with the
i in Enets and Nenets. The other reflexes are more ambiguous, with rounding
effects of the *w having changed the vowel quality.

PU *tind > PS *ton ‘you (2sg.) : T

Ng. der.? tana (NgSL) | EnT der. todi (EnSL.) | Sk. tan (SkW 1100) | Km. tan (KSz 1136)
| Mt. ton (MS 928)

Janhunen 2013: 214; SW: 147.

. PU *toyi- > PS *ta- (~ *t5-) ‘bring, give : gaBary’, der. *#5ta- ‘id”

Ng. imp. (T) ta? (SW), der. tatuda, imp. tadu? (NgSl.) | EnT ta-, der. teda- (and toda-)
(EnSlL) | EnF taa-, der. toza- (EnWL.) | NeT tasy?©, fut. tata- (T65) | NeF tasy© (NeSl. tas)
| Sk. der. tat- (SkW1042) | ? Km. det- | Mt. ? ta- (MS 930)
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Sammallahti 1988: 550; SW: 145; UEW: 529—530.

Strikingly, the reflex PS *ta- from PU *toyi- is different from PS *7io- ‘pursue’
from PU *#ioyi-. PU *0 normally becomes PS *a in stems of the type *CoCa or
*CoCCi, not in the type *CoCi as here. To understand this, we could potentially
consider forms like the aorist stem PS *td-yd- (NeT ta®) or the imperfective
participle PS *td-ntd (NeT tana), which can be derived regularly from the
consonant stem as in *toy-nd and *toy-ntd with disappearance of the *y and a
shift from PU *o to PS *d. The reflex *¢5- in the derivative *¢5td- has a wide
distribution in Samoyed as well, but there is no known parallel for the
development from PU *o to PS *3. If there was a variant PU *tuyi-, the *5 in PS
*t5td- could be explained as an effect of a following suffixal *-d in *t5td-, as
argued by Peyrot (2019b: 193), but then the vowel difference between a
hypothetical *tuy-td- on the one hand and *toy-ntd (etc.) on the other would
still need to be accounted for. The other evidence supports *toyi- (e.g., SaaN
duohkat ‘sell’ rather than **duhkat), so that Peyrot's explanation for the
vocalism of the derivative *tatd- cannot be confirmed.

170. PU *toli- (*tuli) > PS *toj- ~ tu- ‘come : npuiiTy, npuexars’

Ng. tujsa, cneg. tu? (NgSl.) | EnT ¢4-, cneg. tu? (EnSlL.) | EnF to- (EnWL.) | NeT tosy®,
cneg. tug (T65) | NeF tosy®, cneg. tiig (NeSl. tos, tu”) | Sk. tii- (SkW 958) | Km. $o- (KSz
1070) | Mt. toj (MS 1047)

Sammallahti 1988: 540; SW:164; UEW: 535.

171

The connegative/imperative form of Tundra Enets and both Tundra and
Forest Nenets seems to reflect PS *tu-k, with a different vowel than the one
found in the normal stem *toj- (Nganasan fu? is ambiguous and can reflect
either PS *tuk or *tok). To my knowledge, this vowel discrepancy is not
explained, and there seems to be no productive way to obtain it within
Samoyed. The Finno-Ugric languages reflect a preform *tuli- rather than *toli-.
If departing from PU *tuli-k in the connegative/imperative, PS *fuk should be
expected, whence NeT **#iq, NeF **tuq with a long vowel and Ng. **tuo? with
a vowel sequence. Thus, I see no regular way to derive PS *fu-£.

PU *tolwa > PS *tajwd ‘nail, wedge : rBo3ap’
EnT tea (EnSl.) | NeT tyiwa | NeF tyewa (L + t$iéBBas SW) | Mt. tdjbd (MS 975)
Aikio 2002: 54 fn. 8; SW:154.
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PU *tora- > PS der. *tdro- ‘wrestle : Goporbcst’

Ng. der. torasa, der. torarsa (NgSl.) | EnT der. tarur- (EnSl.) | EnF tarur- (EnWL.) |
NeT der. tarocy® (T65) | Mt. toro- (MS 1064)

Samallahti 1988: 540; SW:152; UEW: 531.

PU *totki > PS der. *tatu ‘crucian carp : kapacp’
Sk. tutu (SKW 1066)
UEW: 532; Zhivlov 2016: 299.

PU *towi (*tuwi) > PS *to ‘lake : 03epo’

Ng. der. turku | EnT tu ? (EnSlL.) | EnF to (EnWL.) | NeT to (T65) | NeF td (NeSL. to) | Sk.
to~tu, to- (SkW 936) | Km. tu (KSz 1251) | Mt. toh (MS 1043)

Gusev 2008; Sammallahti 1988: 540 (*tox£); SW: 164; UEW: 533.

— The Finno-Ugric languages reflect a preform *tuwi rather than *towi.

PU *tuli > PS *tuj ‘fire : oronp’

Ng. tuj (NgSL) | EnT tu (EnSL) | EnF tu (EnWL.) | NeT tu (T65) | NeF ti (NeSL. tu) | Sk.
ti (SkW 954) | Km. $ii (KSz 1088) | Mt. tuj (MS 1085)

Sammallahti 1988: 540; SW:166; UEW: 535.

PU *tuli- ‘come’ - see *toli-.

. PU *tulka > ? PS *tud ‘feather, wing : nepo, kpbuio’

Ng. tiio (NgSl.) | EnT tua (EnSl.) | EnF to (EnWL.) | NeT to (T65) | NeF t6 (NeSL. o) |
Sk. ti (SkW 940) | Mt. tua, tuga (? toga) (MS 1070)
Aikio 2012: 229; Sammallahti 1988: 540; SW: 166; Zhivlov 2023: 164.

PU *tumti- > PS *tumt3- ‘know, recognize : y3uars’

Ng. tumtada (NgSL.) | EnT tudo- (EnSlL.) | EnF tudu- (EnWL.) | NeT tumta(sy°) (T65) |
Km. timna- (KSz 1207) | Mt. tumda- (MS 1091)

Sammallahti 1988: 541; SW: 167; UEW: 536.

. PU *tunta- > PS *tintad ‘teach: yuury’, der. t3nto- (?*tdntaw-) ‘learn : yaurscs’

EnF tadda- (M 2433) | NeT der. tanara(sy®) ‘punish, teach : Hakasars, npoyunrs’, der.
tonyo(sy®) ‘calm down : yromonutscs’ (T65) | Sk. *tan(t)a- (SkW 1105)
Aikio 2002: 44—45; SW:147.
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PU *tuwi lake’ - see *towi.

PU *tiitki- > PS *tit3- ‘open : OTKpPBITD'
Sk. tita- (SkW 1096) | Km. si’da- (KSz 1060)
Aikio 2006a: 26.

PU *wji- (?*owji-) > PS *us- ‘swim : risIte’

NeT der. yoxolcy® (T65) | NeF nusy® (Salminen 2012: 349), der. puxutsy® (L nixur’s)

| Sk. @, der. ugal- (SkW 4) | Mt. u- (? &-) (MS 1108)

Aikio 2020: 82 (PU ?*owji-; PS *u3-); Salminen (2012: 349-350; PS *uj-); Sammallahti

1988: 536 (PU *uxi-, PS *u-); SW: 29.

— As Aikio (2020) points out, Salminen’s (2012) reconstruction as PS *uj- does
not accord with the Selkup vowel, which should have become Sk. **%; PS *u3
regularly yields NeT # and Sk. @, rendering PS *uj the more fitting
reconstruction.

PU *ukti > PS *ut3 ‘way, track, footprint : myrs, cies’

Ng. yuta (NgSL) | EnT der. udi (EnSl.) | EnF u? (EnWL) | NeT yugq (T65) | NeF put®
(NeSl. put)

Aikio 2012: 230; 2020: 86; SW: 30 (*ust); UEW: 546 (*utka).

— Ng. yuta and NeF nut® point to PS *ut5 while EnF u? and NeT yugq point to PS

*ut; PS *ut is the expected form on account of the Proto-Uralic cluster *-kt-,
after which PU *- is normally preserved (cf. section 3.3).

PU *ulki > PS *uj ‘pole : mect’

Ng. niij (NgSL.) | EnT yu (EnSL.) | EnF der. yuzu (EnWL.) | NeT yu (T65) | NeF pii (NeSL.
nu) | Sk. i (SkW 8)

Aikio 2002: 26; Sammallahti 1988: 536; SW: 29-30; UEW: 543.

. PU *iili > PS *i- ‘on; space above, top : Ha; BepiuuHa’

Ng. 7ii (NgSL.) | EnT 7i? (EnSlL) | EnF n’i (EnWL.) | NeT e.g., lat. nyih, abl. nyid® | NeF
e.g., loc. nyinya, abl. nyit® (NeSl. ninja, nit) | Sk. i- (SkW 10) | Km. ni (KSz 0690) | ?
Mt. ?der. “aem-" ? riim-, nim- ‘raise : hochnehmen, heben’ (MS 734)

Sammallahti 1988: 536; SW: 26.

— With the initial nasal in all Samoyed languages except Selkup seems to be
taken over from the genitive *-n (SW 26). The reduction to PS *i rather than
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more expected *ij or *i7 is probably because this is a postposition, a function
word, which are susceptible to phonological reductions.

PU ?%iilkd > ? PS *ij ‘son : cpi’

? NeT der. nyicy°®‘calve : oresursest’ | Sk. 7 (SkW13)

Aikio: 2020: g5,

— The phonological development from PU *iilkd (PSaa. *elke ‘son’, Fi. ylkd
‘bridegroom’) to PS *ij would require a development as though it were *ilki,
like in *ulki ‘pole’ to PS *uj. This could be paralleled in *pdlkd (q.v.) but remains
poorly understood (see Aikio 2020: 95).

PU *iwd > PS *(n/f)i5 ‘belt : mosc’

Ng. der. niada | EnT niojo (EnSl.) | EnF n’eju (EnW1.) | NeT nyi (T65) | NeF nyi (NeSlL

ni) | Sk. éii (SkW 1433) | Km. ¢ (KSz 1361) | Mt. Ni (MS 750)

Aikio 2012: 230; Sammallahti 1988: 536 (?*iixji); SW: 102; UEW: go (*jdje).

— Ng. piada should derive from *i rather than from *né3 or *ji. The initial *n- (in
Enets and Mator) and *j- (in Selkup and Kamas) are both prothetic elements.
In Nenets the initial nasal would be automatic in any case.

PU *wajni > PS *wajn ‘breath; soul : gpixanue, gyua’

Ng. der. batii?, der. batada ‘breathe : gprate’ (NgSL.) | EnT ? beuw, der. beduro (EnSl.)
| EnF bedu? (EnWL.) | NeT der. yint°q (T65) | NeF der. wyent® (NeSl. wjent) | Sk. kudj(i)
(SkW 2078) | Km. maja (KSz 541) | Mt. der. mdjiih (? mojuh) (MS 684)

Sammallahti 1988: 541; SW: 173; UEW: 552—553.

PU *wala > PS *wadld ‘song : mecust’
Ng. bali (NgSl.) | EnT bare (EnSl.) | EnF bare (EnWL.) | ? NeT der.? wal°
Aikio 2006: 26—27; UEW: 812.

? PU *wali- > PS *wd35- ‘speak, promise : roBopurs, o6emars’, der.n. wdstd ‘word :
CJI0BO’

Ng. buoda, der.n. buodu (NgSL) | EnT baa- (EnSl.) | EnF der.n. baza (EnWL.) | NeT
wasy®, der.n. wada (T65) | NeF der.n. wata (NeSl. wata) | Mt. der.n. bada (MS 89)
SW:171.

— A hypothetical Proto-Uralic verb corresponding to the noun PU *wala > PS

*wald ‘song’ with the same stem-final vowel alternation between *-i and *-a in
verbs and nouns as discussed briefly by Aikio (2002: 54 fn. 10). The
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reconstruction to PU *wali- is based on this likely relationship to the noun
*wala ‘song’, which is found in other Uralic languages as well. The
phonological development would be entirely parallel to that of PU *kali- > PS
*ka3- ‘die’. Not the same word as PU *wali- ‘carve’, which is unknown from
Samoyed.

PU +*wancaw > PS *wdnco (*wancdw) ‘root : kopeHs’

Ng. bantu (NgSL.) | EnT badu (EnSl.) | EnF badu (EnWL.) | NeT wano (T65) | NeF wanu
(NeSl. wanu) | Sk. konca (SkW 2023) | Km. mona (KSz 0614) | Mt. mondo(h) (MS 689)
Sammallahti 1988: 541 (*wdndéa); SW: 171 (*wdncs ? *wdancsj); UEW: 548-549.

PU *wara > PS *wdrd ‘mountain, ridge : ropa, ckana’
Ng. boru (NgSL.) | Sk. kira (SkW 2288) | ? Km. bor (KSz 0146)
Aikio 2006a: 27—28; Sammallahti 1988: 551 (PFU).

PU *watka- > ? PS *wat- ‘debark (a tree) : 06gupars’

NeT wacy®, der. wata(sy°) (T65)

Aikio 2015b: 56; UEW: 561.

— The combination of loss of the final vowel and the development of the first-
syllable vowel is aberrant: expected would be PS **wat5- (NeT **yada(sy®)),
secondarily *wat- (NeT **yacy®) or PS **watd- (NeT **wada(sy®)), based on the
behaviour of other, structurally similar words. A reconstruction PU *wotka-
would be better for Nenets, as this could yield PS *wdat(5) and thus NeT wacy®
similar to PU *woca to PS *wdc(3), NeT wagq ‘enclosure’, but this does not work
for the other Uralic cognates like MdE vatka- ‘debark’. Other possible
reconstructions based on the Nenets form are PS *wdk-/*was-/*wdc-, which,
combined with the unexpected vocalism, makes the Uralic etymology less
than compelling, despite the good semantic match and general phonological
similarity.

PU *weyi- > ? PS *i- ‘take : 6Gparsp’

Sk. i- (SkW14) | Km. i- (KSz 0229)

Aikio 2013:171.

— The initial *w- was apparently unstable, and disappeared in a few cases, cf. PU
*woli- ‘be’ > PS *a5-, *dj- and PU *wod’i ‘new’ > PS *oj-. This is similar to the
disappearance of the other glide */- in PU *jeki- ‘drink’ to PS *e- and in PU *jopsi

‘bow’ everywhere except in Nganasan.
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PU *weti > PS *wet ‘water : Boga’

Ng. bi? (NgSL.) | EnT bu? (EnSl.) | EnF bu? (EnWL.) | NeT yig (T65) | NeF wyig (NeSlL
wi”) | Sk. iit, Gito- (SkW 107) | Km. bii (KSz o172) | Mt. bii (MS 143)

Sammallahti 1988: 541; SW: 176; UEW: 570.

PU +?*wijit(t)i > PS *wiist ‘ten : gecats (10)’

Ng. bii? (NgSL) | EnT biu? (EnSl.) | EnF biu? ~ bi? (EnWL.) | NeT yiq (T65) | NeF jug

(NeSL. dju”) | Sk. k6t (SkW 1965) | Km. be?n (KSz 0187) | Mt. &it~¢irn (MS 245)

Aikio 2012: 241—242; Sammallahti 1988: 541; SW: 177; UEW: 577.

— In NeF **wyuq would be expected rather than jug. The exact Proto-Uralic
reconstruction is unclear, cf. Aikio (2012: 241-242).

PU *wiyi- > ? PS *ii- ‘drag : amurs’, der. iikal- ‘id.
NeT der. nyuxalye(sy®) (T65) | Sk. ii-, der. éigal- (SkW 9)
Helimski apud Aikio 2002: 49; SW: 30-31.

PU *woca > PS *wdc(5) ‘enclosure : 3arox’

Ng. (T) ba? (SW) | EnT ba? (EnSl.) | NeT wagq (T65) | NeF wat° (NeSL wat) | Sk. der.

kuscéu fishing weir; tributary : Damm, Wehr; Zuflufy’ (SkW1903)

Aikio 2015b: 62; Sammallahti 1988: 541; SW: 171; UEW: 577—578.

— Cf also Sk. qucéa ‘town : Stadt’ (SkW 1912), which is given as the Selkup reflex
by UEW. However, the initial g- is at least unexpected (normally PS *w- to Sk.
k- with possible assimilation to a following -g-, of which this word has none),
and so is the geminate -&¢-. The second-syllable vowel is clearly lost in
Nganasan, Tundra Enets and Tundra Nenets, perhaps due to analogical
removal from expected PS *wdci. Forest Nenets wat® could reflect this
expected pre-form, but it may also have (re-)obtained a second-syllable schwa
secondarily as the result of an analogical change in the opposite direction.

PU *wod’i (or *wud i) > PS *oj- ‘new : HOBbII’

SkTaz der.adv. oéjp ‘again, anew’ (Zhivlov 2023:166)

Sammallahti 1988: 551; UEW: 587; Zhivlov 2023: 166.

— The Finno-Ugric language reflect a preform *wud’i rather than *wod”i. The
initial *w- was apparently unstable, and disappeared in a few cases, cf. PU

*woli- ‘be’ > PS *a5-, *dj- and PU *weyi- ‘take’ > PS *i-. This is similar to the
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disappearance of the other glide */- in PU *jeki- ‘drink’ to PS *e- and in PU *jopsi

‘bow’ everywhere except in Nganasan.

PU *woli- ‘be’ > PS *a3- ~ *aj- (?*aj) ‘be : 6b1TD’

Ng. (*a3-) imp.2sg. yuo? | EnT a- (EnSL.) | EnF (*dj-) e-, (*d3-) pa- (EnWL.) | NeT (*dj-)
neesy®, (*as-) pa- (T65) | NeF pdsy° (NeSl. pés) | Sk. (?%aj-) *e- (SkW) | ? Km. (?*aj) i-
(KmSz.) | Mt. (?*aj-) dj- (MS 59)

Janhunen 2020: 134-135; SW: 16—17; UEW: 580.

— The initial *w- was lost irregularly. This verb shows an alternation between
reflexes of PS *@5 and *dj in Nenets and in Forest Enets (the two sequences
regularly merge in Tundra Enets); cf. Janhunen (2020:134-135). I think that PS
*ab represents the original vowel stem of *woli-, while PS *dj- reflects the
consonant stem *wol-, used before suffixes longer than a single consonant. The
southern Samoyed languages seem to reflect a vowel *a rather than *d, an issue
that is found in various words and still requires a proper explanation. Kamas
i-is put here as well in SW, but this may rather reflect PS *(j)i- ‘be’, as in Ng. isa
(suppletive with imp.2sg. puo?), NeT yib°q ‘if it is’ (see Janhunen 2020).

PU *wolka > PS *wajk ‘shoulder : mieuo’, der. wajkk5 ‘neck : mest’

Ng. der. bakadaa (NgSl.) | EnT der. beko (EnSl.) | EnF der. beko (EnWL.) | NeT der. yik®
(T65) | NeF der. wyeqk® (NeSlL. wje’k) | Sk. quiq ‘shoulder’ (SkW 2106) | Km. der. bajka
(oo91) | Mt. der. bdjkd (?) K ~ bajka (? biijkii) M (MS 107)

Sammallahti 1988: 551 (PFU); SW 173; UEW: 581.

— The loss of PU *-a may have occurred via a reduction to *-3, cf,, e.g., PU *woca
‘enclosure’ > PS *wdc. The development of PU *-lk- to PS *-jk- seems to be
unique to this word, cf. PU *ulki, PU *iilkd, PU *$elki-, PU *tolka, where the
cluster develops like *-j-. A hypothetical PU *wolkka cannot account for this,
since such a reconstruction is incompatible with cognates such as SaaN oalgi
(rather than **oalki) and Fi. olka (rather than **olkka).

PU *wopki > PS *wanks ‘hole, cave : sma’

Ng. banka ‘dugout : semusiaka’ (NgSl.) | EnT bago (EnSl.) | EnF bago (EnWL.) | NeT
wank® (T65) | NeF wank® (NeSl. wank)

Sammallahti 1988: 551; SW: 171-172; UEW: 583; Zhivlov 2023: 163.

PU *wud’i ‘new’ - see *wod’i.
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201. PU *(w)uwa > PS *wus ‘current : reuenue’
Ng. buo (NgSl.)

Aikio 2012: 244.
The Saami cognates such as SaaN awit flow’ do not show the initial *w-

reflected in the Nganasan b-, meaning that it was either irregularly lost in

Saami or irregularly added in Samoyed/Nganasan.
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