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Note from the Editors

Dear colleagues!

The second issue of Journal of Language Relationship is finally out. In the interim, we
have received a large amount of positive feedback from all over the world, indicating that,
perhaps, the time chosen for the launch of this new periodical was just right. With more
and more linguistic stocks finally getting proper comparative-historical treatment, both on
the micro- and the macro-level, it is of vital importance that researchers be able to properly
publish their data without significant delay, and our Journal's primary mission is to assist
them in this process. We sincerely believe that with each new number, our audience will
grow larger and our choice of authors more diverse.

This issue adds several new formats of publication, which, as we hope, are bound to
become a permanent fixture of the Journal. First, in addition to regular articles, we in-
troduce the “Discussion” format; here we file articles by authors that raise particularly
questionable issues, on which it is useful to get second and third opinions from their col-
leagues in the field. The format is inaugurated by ]. Fleischhauer's paper on the analogy
between biological evolution and language development; the author's position is partially
challenged by two prominent specialists in historical and sociolinguistics. Of course, as is
usual in these matters, the author of the main article is allowed to have the final word on
the matter. In the future, we hope to enlarge the number of discussion participants and
turn the format into a really significant forum for the exchange of opinions.

Second, in addition to our “Book review” section, we now feature a “Periodic review”
section as well. Here, instead of constant focus on a highly limited number of periodic
editions, our policy will be to introduce our readers to a variety of journals, giving mini-
reviews of whole issues with the appropriate critical comments where necessary. In this is-
sue of the Journal, our choices have been the latest editions of The Journal of Indo-European
Studies and Africana Linguistica; however, choices for the next issue will probably be
different.

Finally, still another new section, so far in its infancy, is “Reports”, where we will pre-
sent information on some of the most important conferences, workshops, seminars, etc., on
various aspects of historical linguistics that have recently taken place.

Although the choice of items to be reviewed or reported on is ultimately determined
by the editors, we still encourage our readers and colleagues to send in reviews and re-
ports of their own. The whole picture will never become clear without worldwide coop-
eration; so, spread the word around!

P.S. The editors of JLR are also happy to congratulate two members of our advisory
board — Dr. Vyach. Vs. Ivanov (born August 21, 1929) and Dr. Murray Gell-Mann (born
September 15, 1929) with an important jubilee date. We wish our colleagues further crea-
tive successes, and hope that their collaboration with our Journal will benefit the latter for
years to come.
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Ot peaaxkim

Aopozue xorrezu!

Mzl pagpl npeactaBuTh Bamemy BHUMaHIIO BTOpPOJ HOMep >KypHaaa Bonpocul 3b1k06020
podcmea. 3a BpeMsl, polllealiee MeXAy BRIXOAOM B CBeT IIepPBOIO ¥ BTOPOIO HOMEPOB, MBI I10-
AYYNAN MacCy IOAOXKUTeAbHBIX OTKAMKOB OT UMTaTeAell caMbIX PasHbIX CTpaH — U HTO TOBO-
PUT O TOM, UTO, BEpPOsITHO, BpeM:l AJs 3aIllycKa Halllero >KypHaJa OblA0 BBIOpaHO KaK HeAb3s
0oaee kcratu. CerogHs, Koraa B I104e 3peHUsI CPaBHUTEABHO-MCTOPUYECKOIO SI3BIKO3HAHI
Iorajaet Bce OOAbIIee KOAMYECTBO SI3BIKOB U A3BIKOBBIX CeMell, OCHOBHBIM IIPMOPUTETOM AAs
Halllell HayKM CTaHOBMUTCs He3aMeAAuTeAbHas IyOAMKaIyisl HOBBIX MCCAe40BaTeAbCKUX AaH-
HBIX I pe3yAbTaTOB — a 9TO M eCTh OCHOBHAsI MICCHs HaIllero >KypHaaa. Mbl McKpeHHe Haje-
eMcsl, 4TO C KaXKABIM HOBBLIM HOMepOM Oy/JeT pacIIMpAThCA KakK Hallla YuTaTeAbcKas ayAuTo-
M, Tak M KPYT HaIIX aBTOPOB.

B 2anHOM HOMepe MBI BBOAMIM HECKO/ABKO HOBBIX (pOpMaTOB IyDAMKAIMil, KOTOpPbIe A0AXK-
HBI Ha40AT0 3aKpeluThCs B HallleM >XypHase. B nepsyio ouepean 1o popmar «1McKyccmoHHOIM
CTaTbl», TAe OyAyT MyO0AMKOBATbCS CTaTbyl HA OCOOEHHO CIIOPHBbIE TeMBI, 3aCAy>KMUBAIOIIe pas-
HOCTOPOHHETO I A4eTaAbHOTO 00Cy>KAeHus. MBI OTKpbIBaeM HOBBIN popMart IyOAMKaIen cTa-
b1 Venca ®asiixayspa, MOCBAIEHHOI BOITPOCY O TOM, HACKOABKO TIPABOMEPHO TIPOBOAMTD
aHaJAO0TMIO MeXKAY A3BIKOBBIMU M3MEHEeHMAMM U OMOA0TMYecKOl 9BOAIOIeNT; O3UIINA aBTopa
YacTUYHO OCIIapMBAETC ABYM: KPYIIHBIMU CIIELIMAAVICTaMU I10 MICTOPUYECKOMY A3bIKO3HAHUIO
U COIMOAVHIBNUCTUKe (padyMeeTcs, aBTOp OCHOBHON CTaThbll MMeeT IIpaBO Ha 3aKAIUMUTeAbHOe
CA0BO B AucKyccun). B OyayineM, kak Mbl HageeMcsl, B HaIlIMX AMCKYCCHSX OyAeT HMpUHUMATh
yJyacTtye 00Ablilee 9ICAO CIIeNNAANCTOB, UYTO O3BOANUT IIPEeBPaTUTh UX B COAMAHBIN GOpyM Aas
o0cy>KAeHus Hauboaee 001e3HeHHBIX BOITPOCOB KOMIIapaTUBVICTUKIA

Bo-roprix, Ham pasgea «PerieHsun» OTHBIHE AOIIOAHSETCs CIIelIMaAbHBIM pasgeaoM «lle-
puoAuKa», rAe Mbl OyeM, BMeCTO TOTO, UTOOBI IIOCTOSIHHO (POKYCHPOBAThCsA Ha OAHUX U TeX >Ke
JKypHaJaX, 3HaKOMUTb HalllMX YuTaTeAeil C pa3AMYHBIMU U3AAaHUAMU, B TOM WAV MHOJ CTeIleHU
CBA3aHHBIMI C VMICTOPMYECKMM SI3bIKO3HAHMEM, IIpeAOoCTaBAsAsl UMM MMHU-OO30PBI OTAeAbHBIX
HOMepOB, CHaO>KeHHbIe TaM, I4e ®TO HeoOXOAMMO, KpUTHYeCKMMM KOMMeHTapuaMmu. B Texy-
meM BBIITycKe Bonpocos 53v1k06020 podcmea 0ObeKTOM BHMMAaHMNS HaIlMIX aBTOPOB CTaAM Takue
coamnAHbIe KypHaabl, KakK The Journal of Indo-European Studies v Africana Linguistica, HO y>Xe B
caeAyIoIeM BBIITyCKe MBI, CKOpee Bcero, OyJeM IIpeACTaBAATh APyTue IepuoAndecKiie N3 aHusl.

Haxowner, mocaeanmit 13 HOBBIX pOPMATOB (ITOKa YTO B 3a4aTOYHOM COCTOSIHUM) — «XPO-
HIKa», I4e BHUMaHUIO YnTaTeAsl OyAeT MpeAoCTaBAsATLCA MHPOpMalysA O BaXKHeMIINX HeAaB-
HIX KOH(pepeHINsAX, CUMIIO3MyMax, ceMMHapax 1 T. II., IIOCBAIIIEHHBIX BOIIPOCAM S3bIKOBOIO
pOACTBa U UICTOPUI.

Br1Oop kak >XypHaa0B A4s1 00O3peHMs, TaK M TeKYILIMX COOBITUII, KOTOpble OyAyT OCBe-
IIaThCsl B Bonpocax A3v1k06020 podcmeéd, B KOHEYHOM UTOIe OllpeeAseTcsl pedakiiyell Halllero
’KypHaJa, HO BRIOOp DTOT, pasyMeeTcs, OyAeT HEBO3MOXKHO OCYIIeCTBASATD, €CAU HaIlll YnTa-
TeA U KOAAeru He OyAyT CBOeBpeMeHHO IIPUChIAaTh HaM COOCTBeHHbIe 0O30phI U A0KAaAbl —
K 4eMy MBI MX U IIpu3biBaem!

P.S. Peaaxumsa BAP umeer ya0BoAbCTBIE ITO3APaBUTD Cpa3dy ABYyX YA€HOB peJaKIIIOHHOTO
coBeTa XXypHaaa — Bsu. Bc. IBanosa (poga. 21 asr. 1929 r.) u M. I'eaa-Manna (pog. 15 cenr.
1929 1.) co caaBHBIM 100MAeeM. Ml >KkedaeM I00MAspaM AaAbHEMIINX TBOPYECKMX YCIIeXOB,
a XXypHaay — AaAbHeNIIero I1040TBOPHOIO COTPYAHIYECTBA C HUMIL.
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John D. Bengtson, Viclav BlaZek
Santa Fe Institute / Brno, Masaryk University

Ainu and Austric:
Evidence of Genetic Relationship'

There have been several attempts to solve the question of the genetic affiliation of the Ainu
language of Hokkaido, formerly spoken also in Sakhalin and the Kuril islands. Apart from
some inadequate or unlikely proposals there are two principal serious hypotheses: (1) Altaic,
or more inclusively “Euroasiatic’ (Nostratic), as advocated for instance by Ramstedt, Kop-
pelmann, Street, Patrie, Krippes, and Greenberg (with Ruhlen); and (2) Austronesian and
Austroasiatic (plus Thai-Kadai and Miao-Yao, together Austric): e.g., Gjerdman, Sternberg,
Murayama, and Vovin. Physical anthropology has been ambiguous on this question, in some
aspects favoring a Northeast Asian, in others a Southeast Asian origin of the Ainu. The
authors of the present article prefer (2), the Austric hypothesis, assuming an internal struc-
ture of the Austric macro-phylum consisting of Austro-Thai (Austronesian + Kadai), Miao-
Austroasiatic (Hmong-Mien + Austroasiatic), and the peripheral remnants Nihali (in India)
and Ainu. This article contains eighty-eight etymologies that the authors believe are strong
evidence for the Austric affinity of the Ainu language. The lexical material includes personal
pronouns, lower numerals, and other core basic vocabulary. Most importantly, this article is
intended to stimulate discussion of the position of Ainu in genetic classification.

Keywords: Historical classification, Linguistic reconstruction, Lexical comparison, Ainu,
Austric

The Ainu language is known from Hokkaido, Sakhalin and the Kuril islands (where it is now
extinct). According to toponymy, Ainu was also formerly spoken on Honshu (Hudson 1994,
242-44), and apparently on other islands of the Japanese archipelago, probably even as far as
the Ryukyu Islands, where, for example, place-names of the type Pira correlate with Ainu pira
“rock” (Kagami 1962; Belenlkaja 1964). There are surprising biological similarities between
Ainu and the Ryukyans, especially visible on new-born children (Levin 1971, 197; Hudson
1994, 247), supported by evidence of molecular genetics (Cavalli-Sforza et al. 1994, 232).

There have been several attempts to solve the question of the genetic affiliation of the
Ainu language. Aside from some attempts at comparison which are rather romantic (with He-
brew [!] by Batchelor), or give quite unsystematic results, e.g. with Indo-European by Naert
(1958, 1961), Lindquist (1960) or Van Windekens (1961) — see critical reviews of Benveniste
(1960), Dolgopolsky (1963), Tailleur (1961), Refsing [ed.] (1998); or with ‘Palaeo-Eurasian’, i.e.
‘Caucasian’, Basque, Yenisseian, Burushaski, plus some Amerindian languages, by Tailleur
(1963, 1968), there are two main competing hypotheses:

1 We are indebted to Ilya Peiros and Paul Sidwell for their lists of Proto-Katuic and Proto-Bahnar reconstruc-
tions respectively. A special thank belongs to L.V.H. Hayes for his numerous supplements and corrections. This
second version was prepared in cooperation with the Centre for the interdisciplinary research of ancient lan-
guages and older stages of modern languages at Masaryk University, Brno (MSM 0021622435).

The first version of this article was published in Archiv orientdlni 68, 2000, 237-258 under the title ‘Lexical
parallels between Ainu and Austric, and their implications’.
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John D. Bengtson, Vaclav Blazek

(1) Altaic: first mentioned by Ramstedt; further defended e.g. by Street, Language 38
[1962], 92-99; Patrie 1982 (critically reviewed e.g. by Helimski 1984); and more extensively in
the “Euroasiatic’ concept including Altaic, Nivkh, Uralic, Indo-European etc.: Koppelmann
1928, 1933; Ruhlen 1987, 131-32 and 1994, 16-20; Krippes, Ural-Altaische Jahrbiicher 61 [1989],
149-51; Greenberg 2000-2002;

(2) Austronesian and Austroasiatic (plus Thai-Kadai and Miao-Yao, together Austric):
Gjerdman 1926, 1960; Sternberg 1929, 1933; Murayama 1992a, 1992b, 1993; Vovin 1993 (cf. the
review of Sidwell 1996).

Our research supports the Austric hypothesis. The internal structure of the Austric macro-
phylum postulated by Schmidt (1906) is not yet definitively established (for a historical over-
view see Ruhlen 1987, 148-60). Recently Peiros (1992, 362) has proposed the following macro-
classification of the Austric language phylum:

I. Austro-Thai
1) Austronesian
2) Kadai ( = Thai-Kadai)
II. Miao-Austroasiatic
1) Miao -Yao ( = Hmong-Mien)
2) Austroasiatic (= Munda — Mon-Khmer)

Ainu (and Nihali, in India) may represent peripheral remnants of this Austric macro-
phylum (see Bengtson 1996, Blazek 1996). The following scheme depicts their mutual
relations:

Ainu

Austronesian

Austric Thai-Kadai

Miao-Yao = Hmong-Mien

Austroasiatic

Nihali

In physical anthropology the Ainu type has generally been included in the Mongoloid
subspecies. On the basis of DNA evidence, the genetic taxonomy of Cavalli-Sforza et al. (1988,
6003; 1992, 5621; 1994, 231-32) postulates a ‘Northeast Asian’ branch, comprising the Ainu,
Japanese, and Koreans, along with Tibetans, North Chinese, and others. Similar results were
obtained by classical methods of physical anthropology (Alekseev & Trubnikova 1984, 88). On
the other hand, some undoubtedly very archaic features, such as the Ainus’ profuse body hair,
and characteristic Sundadont dentition, point to relations with Southeast Asia (Alekseev &
Trubnikova 1984, 94-96; Turner 1989). We might also mention the remarkable closeness of
gene frequencies between the Ainu people and the aborigines of Taiwan, for example IGKC,
KM (1&1,2), P1(1) or RH, haplotype cDE (Cavalli-Sforza et al. 1994, 385-86, 425-26). The con-
nection of the ancestors of the Ainu people with Southeast Asia was thoroughly argued by
Sternberg (1929).

The earliest known presence of modern man in the Japanese archipelago is estimated at
30.000 years BP (e.g., Utanobori on Hokkaido, or Osinovka on Sakhalin: see Golubev & Lavrov
1988, 206, 220). At 11.000 years BP the first ceramic artifacts appear (Cavalli-Sforza et al. 1994,



Ainu and Austric

202, have this as early as 12.700 BP; in any case, it is the world’s first appearance of ceramics).
The style of pottery changed ca. 10.000 BP, which is thought to indicate the advent of the Jo-
mon culture (remarkably, on Sakhalin this technology was delayed by 2.000 years, compared
with Hokkaido — see Golubev & Lavrov 1988, 225). The contemporary Ainu people are very
probably the descendants of the creators of the Jomon culture (cf. Hudson 1994, 244; Cavalli-
Sforza et al. 1994, 203, 232). About 400 BC a new population came to Kyushu from the Korean
peninsula, the bearers of the culture called Yayoi. They brought a developed rice agriculture
and an Altaic language (Proto-Japanese). The closest relative of Old Japanese was the lan-
guage of the old Korean kingdom, Koguryo (cf. Hudson 1994, 246-47).

Comparative word-list

The following word-list consists of comparisons put together by the authors, as well as
expanded comparisons by our predecessors (Gjerdman, Vovin) and colleagues (Hayes, Sid-
well). The originally larger collection of raw material has been restricted to the most semanti-
cally basic. Onomatopoetic words, Lallworter, and other parts of the lexicon not suitable for
genetic comparison have been excluded. Austronesian reconstructions differentiated by their
authors are borrowed from (Wurm & Wilson 1975).

Pronouns:

1. “1”

PAi *ku (V 106; H 308)

AN *(u-)aku / *'i-aku (Benedict);

TK: T *kuu / *kaw; Laqua khou; Gelao yah;

MY: Biao kou, Chiengrai yia < *'yakou < *i-'aku; EMiao *k[0], Se von < *walnlk[on] < *u-"ankan
(AT 203, AJ 214-15);

MK: VM *kwa “we, I” (Sokolovskaja 1978, 167); Katuic *hana’ / *hagi: > Katu ku “1”, Pacoh
ki:, Bru nka’ (Peyros 1994, #280); ? Nicobar: Central cii-a, cuu-0 (Pinnow, OLZ 61 [1966],
p- 495 compares it with Nahali j(u)oo “1”, Stieng ju “we”); Khasi na “I” (Hayes 1992,
161; Hayes 1996 adds North Bahnaric Jeh ‘aw “1” <*a'u).

Lit.: Gjerman 1926, 64: Ai + AN.

2.“T" | “me”
PAi *an “me” (V 79), en id. (B); in- “1st person objective prefix” (Sato 1985, 157)
Munda *in /*in “1” (P 186-87);
MK: Khmer dnh, Mon ai; SBahnar *ap id. (Efimov 1990, 146) < PBahnar *ay ~ *ay1 (Sidwell
1998, #196); Asli: Semai I 77, Semai II ‘ei, Mah Meri ‘a1, Semelai ‘aii “I” (Benjamin
1976, 109).
3. “we”
PAi *ti “we” (V 144; H 308) > B chi
TK: Mak di (excl.) / da (incl.), Lakkia ta / tau, T *tu (excl.)
AN *(k-)ita (inc.) “we” (AT 204-07);
MK: VN (arrogant) ta “1”, ching ta “we” (Gregerson 1991, 91), Muong tan'ha “we”
(Thompson); ? Nicobar: Car cin “I” (Das; V 172: Ai + MK);
?Nihali t'(y)e:-ku/-ko “we” (dual), cf. na:-ko “you” (dual) (cf. Bengtson 1996, 54 ).
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4. “we” [ “us”

Aii"us” (B161)

MK *7/*hi" & *y[ee]” “we” (MKC ##1, 150): Waic *'yi’ “we” (excl.) (Diffloth; Sidwell 1998,
#260 compares it with NBahnar *ni: id.); SBahnar *he “we; I” (Efimov 1990, 87); Riang
ai “we” du. (Shafer 1966, p. 67); Asli: Mintil y&’, Semaq Beri ye:h, Semnan ‘¢’, Lanob
Yir, Temiar e’ “we (incl.) (Benjamin 1976, 121). Hayes (1996) adds Khmu (North MK)
T “we”, Mendriq (Asli) hi’; maybe Khasi ngii id.

5. “we” [ "us”

Ai un “us”, e.g. in un kore “give it to us”, un ahaigekara nisa “he slandered us” (B 476; cf.
also Sato 1985, 165)

Munda *bi(n) “we” (incl.) (P 368; Pinnow 1966, 167);

MK *ba(a)n “we” (incl.) (MKC #1172): SBahnar *bo;:n “we” (incl.), NBahnar *Obén (Efimov
1990, 108) < PBahnar *ba(:)n “we” (incl.) (Sidwell 1998, #679; he also quotes parallels
with deviant semantics: Loven ba:n “other people”, Nhaheun ba:n “people” and out-
side Bahnaric: PKatuic *(k/g)a'ben “thick”);

? MY *(m)pua “we” (AT 206).

6. “thou”

PAi*E (V 84; H 308)

MK *ay[h]/*aay[] (MKC #1436): SBahnar *dy “thou” (to woman) (Efimov 1990, 42; cf. also
Shafer 1966, 68); Sidwell (p.c.) reconstructs PBahnar *ih “thou”. Hayes (1996) adds
Thavung (VM) a;

? AN: Tagalog *iyu < *iXu “thy / thee” (AT 207).

7. “he” [ “that” / “this”
Ai nei “that, he, she, it” (B 277)
MK *ni’/h & *no’/h “this” / “that”: (MKC ##91, 92): Bahnar ney “that” : noh “this, here”,
Kuy ni “this”; Central Nicobarese ane “that”; VM *ani “this” (Thompson 1976, 1190);
MY: Chiengrai Yao nai “that, these” (AT 408);
TK *ni ~ *nay “this”;
AN *ini “this / that” (Blust), cf. Pol *nei “here [near speaker]”.
Lit.: Gjerdman 1926, 65: Ai + Pol.

8. “that, he” / “those, they”
PAi *ta “this”, tO “that” (V 142, 146; H 309-10)
MK *t2" “that; there” (MKC #66a): Katuic: Pacoh do “he, she, it”; VM: VN dé “that, those”
(Hayes 1996);
AN *itu(h) “this / that” (Dyen; AT 406);
TK: Lakkia tu “they”, Laqua fo id., Lati: Ban-Phung a-to “this” (AT 406);
MY: Miao to “that” (Reid 1984-85, 27).
Lit.: Gjerdman 1926, 65: Ai + AN; Hayes 1996: Ai + AT + MK.
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Numerals:

9. “one”

PAi *si-ne “1” (V 136) with suf. -ne as in (B) i-ne “4”, tak-ne “short”, kun-ne “black”, cf. isine
“conjointly, together”, asiu / asui / arasuine “once”; (la Perouse) tchiné (Naert 1961,
348), (de Angelis) xine-pp1i (Naert 1962, 126); Kamcatka syhnip, Sakhalin snepf, Hok-
kaido senezb, zinezf “1” (Klaproth 1823, 314)

? Munda *sey “first, before” (P 102); cf. Nihali cayni, ceyni “first” (Bengtson 1996, 51-52);

MK: Khasi §i “1”; Palaung se “one” in compounds (Gjerdman 1926, 79); Asli: Besisi
Malacca cian “first, in front”, Semang Paya ka™-sen “first, formerly” (SB, B 145);

AN: *itsia [ *atsa “1” (Tsuchida);

TK: Kadai *tsia < *[litsa > Li *ts¢; Laqua tia, Pupeo cya, Gelao si, Thii tsi “1” (A] 225).

Lit.: Gjerdman 1926, 63, 65: Ai + AN, 79: Ai + MK + AN.

10. “two”

PAi *tuu “2” (V 147-48), cf. (B) tup “two things”, ?ru “half, partly”; (de Angelis) tzu-ppu
(Naert 1962, 126), tou [tu] (la Perouse, see Naert 1961, 348); Kamcatka diipk, Sakhalin
tup, Hokkaido zuzb, zuzf “2” (Klaproth 1823, 314)

AN *duva’ (Dempwolff) = *DowS:a (Dyen & McFarland), cf. Tsouic *[dr]usa etc. “2”;

TK: Li *draw (AT 213) = *fau (Theraphan 1992, p. 86); Laqua 6¢; NKelao so, SKelao 6; Lati
su / fu“2”;? T *draxw “20” (AT 213).

MK *[In[d]ah / *[In[d]aah / *[In[d]a’ “one of two sides” (MKC #2015): Stieng dah “one of a
pair”, Sre, Biat dah, Jeh nah “side; one of two sides”; Muong, VN nu'a “half”; Bahnar
manah “part, some ... others ...”; Kuy na: “side; direction”.

Lit.: Gjerdman 1926, 63: Ai + AN.

11. “two” / “pair” / “twin”

Ai ara “one of the pair, side”, arake / arage “half”, oara “one of a pair, one of two”, var.
oa(t), a(t); uren “both”

MK: Khasi a:r; Lemet ar, Riang ka\’'ar, Waic *I'ar, Palaung a(r), Nicobar: Car héng-hor (héng
= “1”), Shon-Pen au, Teresa o, ach, Nancowry a:, Chowra an etc. It is not clear, how
these forms are connected with other Austric forms with initial b or w (in Ainu one
could perhaps to reconstruct *oar- < *uar-, cf. Ai un “us” — see # 5):

MK *bi'aar “2” (MKC #1562): Khmer bir, Mon ‘ba, Samre paar, PBahnar *ba:r (Sidwell 1998,
# 93), PKatuic *ba:r (Peyros), SKhmu, Lawen baar “2”; VN bay “pair” (against VM *hal
“2” — see P 75; Efimov 1990, 104); Asli: Besisi (Sepang Ayer Itam) hmbaar, mar, Serau
maar & naar etc. “2” (SB, T 271-2), Che” Wong ber (Benjamin 1976, 120);

Munda *[u]bar “2” (P 75);

MY *(a)war | *(a)war “2”;

AN *ke(m)bar “twins” (Lopez);

TK: Kadai: Mak wa, Ong-Be van “twin” (AT 415).

Lit.: Gjerdman 1926, 76-78: Ai+ AU + AN.

12. “three”
PAi *dE “3” (V 83), cf. Kuril (Ryuzo) re-nich “three persons”, ri-bich “three things”, (de
Angelis) le-ppu (Naert 1962, 126), tche (la Perouse; Naert 1961, 348), Kamcatka riph,
Sakhalin repf, Hokkaido rezb (Klaproth 1823, 314)
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?Nihali tala:ri(re) “3rd”, perhaps with the same (ordinal?) prefix as talpono “4th”, besides
the cardinal ira:(r) of Dravidian origin (Mundlay 1996, 45);

?Munda *tiwru [ *tidru “6” (P 97);

?MK *tipraw “6” (MKC #1851): NBahnar *tadraw, SBahnar *praw (< PBahnar *ta[d/p]raw
after Sidwell 1996; later he has reconstructed *toanraw — see 1998, #253), Kua kadrou,
Mon tarao, Palaung to:r; VM *p/traw etc., all “6” (Efimov 1990, 103); ?Asli: Pangan
(Ulu Patani) diu “3” (SB, T 98: doubtful);

TK: Li *tru; Laqua tou, NKelao ta, Lati ti / si(e) “3”;

AN *talu (Dempwolff) = *t; aluH, (Tsuchida), cf. Atayalic, Tsouic *talu “3” (AT 211).

Lit.: Gjerdman 1926, 79: Ai+ AU + AN.

13. “four” / “quarter”

PAi *pOqOn > Saru po'on émko, Asahigawa pdn émko “quarter” (*EmkO “half, part” — see
V 85), lit. “four parts” (V 127; H 267)

AA *pu[ Jan “four”:

Munda *[u]pon “four” (P 180); Nihali uses the Dravidian borrowing na:lo, na:lku “4”, but
the native form can be preserved in the ordinal talpono, perhaps with the same prefi
as tala:ri(re) “3rd” (Mundlay 1996, p. 45);

MK *pun’ | *puan[] / *pan[] “4” (MKC #1166): Khmer *puon, Mon pon, SBahnar *puain,
NBahnar *pu:n < PBahnar *puan (Sidwell 1998, #648), Waic *pon, Katuic *puon (Pey-
ros), VM *pon; Nicobar: Central fo:an, Car feen, South fo:at, Shon Pe fuat etc. (Efimov
1990, 102); Asli: Serting hampun, Sakai (Tembeling) am-pun etc. (SB, F 250).

Lit.: V 168: Ai + Munda + MK.

Lexical entries:

14. “ashes” / “fire”
PAi *uuly]na “ashes”, *unti “tire” (V 153, 151)
MK *u(u)pn “tire” (MKC #885): Alak, Stieng ui7i, Phnong ufi, Boloven hiiii “fire” (Shafer
1966, 61), cf. SBahnar = PBahnar *up (Efimov 1990, 135 & Sidwell 1998, #610), PKatuic
*u:jh (Peyros 1994, #1220), Khmer uh “firewood”;
TK: T *viin “firewood” (Li 1977, 80);
Lit.: V 173: Ai + MK; Bengtson 1996, 54: Ai + MK + T (+ Nihali # “to kindle”).

15. “bear”

Ai Hokkaido kuma > or < Jp kuma (Klaproth 1823, 304), cf. Kor kom id.

MK *[k]mum “bear” (MKC #1380): PMon *kmum; but Khmer khlaa ghmum “sun bear”
means lit. “tiger of bees” (Diffloth 1984, 65; cf. Shorto 1971, 58);

TK: S-CT *hmii < *hmwii < *[ku]muy; Sui ‘'mi, Maonan moi, Kam me < *miay; Lakkia ku:[7] <
*kmuuy (AJ 164-65) or *k-Nui (Theraphan 1992, 82);

AN: SForm *Cumai; Atayal: Sediq: Iboko kumai, Hogo summai (A] 164-65: Form *krumai,
compared with MY *krop id.).

16. “below” / “sole”
Ai pan(a) “below, lower” (B)
AN *DsapaN “sole, footprint” > Paiwan japal “thigh”, Siraya sapal “foot”, Puyuma dapal
“sole” vs. Illokano etc. dapan id. (Dyen 1990, 226);
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?MK: Katuic: Kuy (t)pe:l “buttocks” (MKC #1769: *dbal “cheek”)
?Munda: Kharia capal “buttocks, anus” (Hayes 1996).

17. “bone”
PAi *ponE (V 127) = Kamcatka poonh, Sakhalin poné (Klaproth 1823, 308), (la Perouse)
pauni “aréte on colonne épiniére des poissons” (Naert 1961, 346) > or < Jp Fone “bone”
AN *bani > Atayal C'uli’ bani’ id. (AJ 170) and / or Pol *pona “joint” (Bruce, Walsh & Wagqa).

18. “bow”

Ai ak “to shoot with an arrow”, akbe “trap”, orig. “spring bow” (B)

Munda *ak “bow” (P 70);

MK *aik “bow” (MKC #266): Alak ak “cross-bow”, Danaw ak “bow”, SBahnar *a:; Waic
*ak “bow” (Diffloth; cf. Efimov 1990, 134); Asli: Soman ak, Semang (Plus) e:g, (Kuala
Kenering) a:¢ “bow”, (Ijoh) ig “bow” (SB, B 353).

Hayes (1996) analyzes AN *panaq “to shoot arrow” (Lopez) as a causative derivation from
a hypothetical *ag; cf. also T *piin “arrow” (AT 221).

19. “breast”

PAi *tOO “breast of woman” (V 146), cf. Kamcatka do (Klaproth 1823, 304) and / or PAi
*tuy “belly, intestines” (V 150)

Munda: Santali toa “(female) breast”;

MK *tioh “breast” (MKC #1999): Khmer toh, Mon tah, Bahnar tih, Stieng toh; SNicobar toah
(Schmidt 1906, 84, 99); Asli: Mah Meri, Semaq Beri, Semelai, Temoq tuh “breast” (SB,
B 387; Benjamin 1976, 103);

TK: T *tu “breast”; Lakkia nam-tu “stomach”, Ong-Be dau don “the pit (don) of the stom-
ach” (AT 231);

AN *t'ut’uc “breast” (Dempwolff).

20. “child”
Ai teinep / tennep “a very young child” (B)
MY *ton “son” (AT 251);
Munda: Parengi tonan “younger sister”, Bonda tuna id. etc. (Bhattacharya, Anthropos 65
[1970], 456; Hayes 1996).

21. “coldness” / “snow”
Ai oroa “coldness” (Dobrotvorskij — see Rahder, Orbis 12 [1963], 66) = (la Perouse) oroa “le
froid” (Naert 1961, 342)
Munda: Gutob, Remo ruof “cold”, Sora rana:-n id. (Hayes 1996);
?MK *[r]nar, *rnalar] “cold” (MKC #1598a);
AN: Tsouic *uruNa / *iiriiNa “snow” (Li).

22. “come” / “go”
PAi *arki “to come” (pl.) (V 80), cf. (B) arapa /arupa “to go”
AN *ari “come; let’s go!”, cf. Karo Batak ari ko “come here!” (Blust, Oceanic Linguistics 19
[1980], 41, #17).
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23. “day”
Ai ko, cf. tut ko “2 days”, rere ko “3 days”, but sine to “1 day” (B)
AN *ka “day” (A] 179; Benedict compared it with Jp -ka in itu-ka “5 days”), yo oka < *ya uka
“8 days”;
?MK: Waic *N-ko' “yesterday” (Diffloth).

24. "die”

PAi *day > Yakumo, Saru etc. ray, Nairo tay id., Kuril (Krasennikov) rai “to kill” (V 83)

TK: T *traai vs. Sek praay / trail / t'trai; Kam-Sui *tay; Lakkia *plei; Be dai id. (Li 1977, p. 119;
AT 269; Therasphan 1992, 83);

AN *maCey & *paCey (Dyen, Lingua 14 [1965], 291) with stative *ma- vs. causative *pa- pre-
fixes;

MY *day “to die” vs. *tay “to kill” (AT 269; AJ 180-1).

Lit.: V. 173: Ai + MY + AN.

25. “dog”

Ai seta, sita = Kamcdatka stahpii = seta + po “child”, Sakhalin seda (Klaproth 1823, 307); V 88
reconstructs PAi *gita on the basis of “Moshiogusa” hida, heta id.

Munda: Ho, Mundari, Santali seta, Birhor setta, Mowasi sita, Kurku sita (Bhattachariya
1966, 34, #47 compares it with Asli: Semang Kedah dt, Plus “od / ‘ot id. — see SB, D
139);

AN: Form: Favorlang zito “puppy”.

Lit.: Gjerdman 1926, 71: Ai + Munda + Favorlang.

26. “ear”

PAi *kisAr (V 104), cf. Kamcatka gsahr, Sakhalin kisara (Klaproth 1823, p. 310), (la Perouse)
gs-chara (sic; see Naert 1961, 328)

?MK *ktuur/*ktuor “ear” (MKC #1624): Khasi (standard) kasko:r; Riang (Palaung-Khmu
group) cor id. (Hayes 1996) or to # 29?

Munda *luktur “ear” (P 97) or to #29?;

TK: T *xruu (Li 1977, 233, 268); Kam-Sui *qhya (Benedict) = *khra (Theraphan), Ong-Be sa;
Li *thyay; Lakkja *ja:; Laqua ra etc. (AT 277: + AN *talina). All the TK forms can be de-
rived from *ksra or sim.

27. “earth”

PAi *tOy “garden, soil, land, clay, earth” (V 147), cf. Sakhalin toi, tui (Klaproth 1823,
p- 305)

AA *tiih “earth, soil” (V 172) or *t[e](g) (Hayes 1996)

MK *t;i" | *tith | *tiioh “earth, ground” (MKC #64): PMon *tii" (Diffloth) “soil, earth,
ground”, OKhmer ti, Waic *kte’ (Diffloth) “earth”; Bahnar teh, Sre tiah, Bo Luang te:i;
Nicobar: Central mattai, Coastal pattai “earth” (Shafer 1966, 8-10); Khasi ktioh
“Schlamm”; Asli: Semang Perak teh, Pangan Ulu Patani fei, Sakai Krau tai* etc.
“earth” (SB, E 12);

Munda: Kurku ote, wate, Mundari ote etc. “earth, ground” (P 187-8; Luce, Lingua 14 [1965],
125).

Lit.: V 172: Ai + AA.
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28. “earth”

Ai (la Perouse) tanina “... autre nom quils donnent cette terre” (Naert 1961, 333: *ta(a)ni na
“here”)

MK: SBahnar *tne:h “earth”, NBahnar *taneh “earth, dirt” (Sidwell 1998, #718 reconstructs
PBahnar *taneh ~ *tah with possible -an-infix; in this case it would belong to the pre-
ceding entry); ?Mon tanah “surface” (Efimov 1990, p. 75; or borrowed from Cham
tanii’h < PChamic *tanah ?);

MY *ntaa(n) “earth”;

AN *tanah “land” (Dempwolff) = taneq (Dyen & McFarland);

TK: T *din “earth”; Mak da:i, Lakkia nai (AT 277-8; AJ] 183).

29. “earwax”
PAi *tur “filth, dirt” (V 149), cf. (B) kisara-turu “earwax”
AN *tuli’ “ear-ache, deaf” (Dempwolff) = *tuli['h] “earwax, deat” (Dyen & McFarland);
MK: PBahnar *to:r “ear” (Efimov 1990, p. 70; Sidwell 1998, # 508); Kuoi khtor; Mon k(a)tow
(w <*r)orto #277;
Munda *luktur “ear” (P 97).
Lit.: Gjerdman 1926, 58-59: Ai + AN.

30. “egg” / “bird”

PAi *nOk “egg; testicles” (V 115) = Kamcatka ndéhk = Sakhalin nuku (Klaproth 1823, 305) =
Kuril noki “egg”, n'ok “bird’s egg” (Naert 1962a, p. 218: Ai > Nivx rdik “egg” or Nivkh
> Ai after V 161-62)

Asli: Semang (Juru) maku, (Ulu Selama) makau etc. “egg” (SB, E 34);

AN *manuk “fowl, bird” (Dempwolff);

TK: Thai *nok, but Divi rok; Sui Mak nok, Kam mok; Lakkia mlok; Ong-Be nok, noak, Laqua
nuk “bird”;

MY: Yao *no’, but Pateng hmu (AT 234); Miao *nony > Hmong nong id. (Haudricourt).

31. “evening”

Ai onuman (B) = Kamcatka ohniimd, Sakhalin unumani (Klaproth 1823, 304); V 118 recon-
structs *nuuman “yesterday” vs. *onuuman “evening”

TK: Kam-Sui *7nam id. (Li, Lingua 14 [1965], 170-71; AT 265: < *yam, cf. T *yam “evening,
night” — see Li 1977, 214, 216);

?MY *hm|a:]n “night” (Peiros);

?MK *ma(a)y “night, evening” (MKC #638): PBahnar *may id. (Efimov 1990, 116 & Sidwell
1998, # 212).

32. “eye”
PAi *sik (V 137), cf. Kamcatka sik, Sakhalin sigi (Klaproth 1823, 304), (la Perouse) chy [sih]
Nihali jiki: (Shafer 1940, 355), cf. jiki-kapri “eye-brow” vs. Ainu sik-kap “eyelid”;
?Munda: Santali jhiki miki “splendid, glitter” (Pinnow, OLZ 61 [1966], 493);
MK *[c][ma] “to see” (MKC #45): ?SBahnar *sha: “to see” (Efimov 1990, 126).
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33. “eye” / “eyebrow”
Ai kerup “eyes” (B)
AN *piLek “eyebrow”, cf. Mantauran Rukai keLepe, Maga Rukai s-kirp (Dyen 1990, 227).
On the other hand Gjerdman 1926, 44 compares Ai kerup with Pol: Puamotu karu
“pupil of the eyes”, Maori karu “eyes”.

34. “eye” | “eyebrow”

PAi *rAr “eyebrow” (V 130), cf. (B) rara-numa, ran-numa “eyebrow” where numa “hair”
indicates the meaning “eye” for the first component; the form tara recorded by la
Perouse (see Naert 1961, 326) allows the reconstruction of PAi *d- (cf. V 16)

TK: T *traa “eye” (Li 1977, 119), Kam-Sui *thla, but Sek praa, Liuchou pia, Sui Mak da, Then
‘da, Lakkia *pla, Ong-Be da, Li *ja, Laqua te, Lati méu id. (AT 283-84; Theraphan 1992,
81);

AN *maCa “eye” (Dyen, Lingua 14 [1965], 291-292);

MY: Miao *maay, Yao *muai / *mu[t]- id. (AT 283-84);

Munda: Kurku met, Ho med, Kharia mo'd etc. id. (P 126);

MK *mat “eye” (MKC #1045): Mon mat id.; PBahnar *mat “eye, face” (Sidwell 1998, #243);
PKatuic *mat (Peyros); VM *mit; Khmer *mat “mouth”; Khasi khymat; Nicobar: Car
elmat etc. (P 126; Schmidt 1906, 86, 110, 144; Efimov 1990, 105-06; AT 283; AJ 186: +
OJp me “eye”); Asli: Semang (Kenering) met, (Perak) mat, Tembi maat etc. id. (SB, E 83).

The correspondence of Ainu r-/t- vs. T *tr- / *pr- /| AN *maC- also occurs in #24 “die”.

35. “finger” / “hand”
PAi *askE “hand”, *askE-pEt “finger”, *aski / *asik “five” (V 81, 125), cf. (de Angelis) axichi-
neppu “5” = (von Strahlenberg) axiquineppu “5” (Naert 1962, 126)
AN: Form: Puyuma ski® “claw, fingernail” (Ting 1978, 358);
MK *sii['] “hand, arm” (MKC #244): ?VM *sidj (Sokolovskaja 1978, 171) = *si: (Ferlus) >
Muong thay, VN tay “hand, arm”, cf. also Thavung sii “hand, arm” (Hayes 1996);
?Munda: Sora s'i:--n “hand” (Hayes 1996), Pareng si: id.(see MKC #244).

36. “fingernail”
PAi *(H)am (V 78, 94) “finger or toe nails, claws”, cf. Kamcatka ahm, Sakhalin ami “finger-
nail” (Klaproth 1823, 310)
MK: Waic *mhem [ *hmem “fingernail” (Diffloth);
AN: Form: Common Puyuma hamay “fingernail” (Ting 1978, 358).

37. “fire”

PAi *apE < *apOy id. (V 79), cf. Kamcatka apéh, Hokkaido abe, ambe (Klaproth 1823, 305),
Kuril aboi “hearth” (Gjerdman 1926, 41-42)

Nihali apo “fire” (Shafer 1940, 355);

AN *xiapuy (Dyen, Lingua 14 [1965], 301);

TK: S-CT *way < *bway < *(a)puy, NT *vii < *bwi; Kam-Sui *pwai id. (Li 1977, 79, 286; Thur-
good 1988, 212; AT 290; AJ 192-93: plus OJp Fi < *Fui);

MY: Ke-cheng fwi “ash”, Kao-p'o fi, Kao-tung hao Yao-lu fui, Thailand Yao whi (Chang,
BIHP 44 [1972], 600);

MK: Khasi dpey “hearth, ashes”; Pear puy “tinder” (Hayes 1996).

Lit.: Gjerdman 1926, 41-42 & V 163: Ai + AN.
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38. “flesh”
PAi *kam “flesh, meat” (V 99), cf. Kamcatka kam (Klaproth 1823, 306)
AN *gaiam “animal; meat” (Dyen);
TK: Li *xaam id. > White Sand Loi kham, Shaved Head gom etc. (AT 293);
?MK *[h]yam “game, meat” (MKC #1382a: MK+AN+TK);
?Nihali kav “flesh” (the difference v / m cf. Romani nav vs. Old Indic nama “name”?).

39. “fly / mosquito”
PAi *mQOs “a fly” (V 111)
MK *mu(u)ys / *mualy]s “mosquito, gnat” (MKC #1496).

40. “go” | “come”
PAi *pay-i (pl.) “to go” (V 124)
TK: T *pai, Kam-Sui *pa:i, Lakkja *pai, Be oi “to go” (Theraphan 1992, 83);
Munda: Gutob pe, pi, pin “to come”, ? Parei of Viza-Gapatam vA:i id.; cf. Nihali pi:ja:
(P 151);
?MK: Bolowen buih, Alak byh “to come” (SB, C 221); Kui pa’ “to go, come” (Prasert); ?Asli:
Semang Plus peh, Sakai Tanjong bai, bej “to come” (SB, C 221).

41. “hair”
PAi *numa “hair”, cf. (de Angelis) xapa-numa “capelli della testa” (Naert 1962, 128)
TK: Li *nom “head hair”; ?Laqua dam id. (AT 307);
MK: PBahnar *apiu:m “hair bun” (Sidwell 1998, #565); Katuic *num / *na-pnumla/olm “to tie
hair” (Peyros 1994, #579) and / or Khmer [6m “hair of body / of animal” (Hayes 1996);

42. “hair” / “head”

Ai sapa “head” (V 134, 123 reconstructs two synonyms *sa & *pa “head”); cf. yet Sakhalin
$aba (Klaproth 1823, 308), (la Perouse) chapa “les cheveux” (Naert 1961, p. 328)

MK: Bahnar sok sop “body hair”, Chrau chop mat “eyelash” (Hayes 1996; Sidwell 1996 ms.
prefers to compare the Bahnar word with Ai *EtOp “hair” reconstructed in V 86,
which is perhaps better comparable with SBahnar *ti(i)p / *tiap “facial hair” in recon-
struction of Sidwell in MKC #A104);

?AN *d’[aa](m)but (Dempwolff) = *z[ae](m)but (Lopez) “hair”, cf. AT 307.

43. “hand” / “arm”

PAi *te(-)k (V 143), cf. Kamcatka dek, Sakhalin tegi (Klaproth 1823, 307), (la Perouse) tay
“’avant-bras” (Naert 1961, 329)

Munda *ti’ (P 84);

MK *t;ii" “hand, arm” (MKC #66; Shorto 1976, 1062) > Waic *te’ (Diffloth); PBahnar *ti:
(Efimov 1990, 140; Sidwell 1998, #264); Palaung tii, tai, tae; Khmer tai; PMon *toa; Ni-
cobar: Car el-ti;, Nancowry tdj; Asli: Tembi tik", tin, Sakai Tanjong tiik, Besisi tiih etc.
“hand” (SB, H 15);

? AN: Form: Favorlang tea “arm”.

Lit.: Gjerdman 1926, 72-3: Ai + AU + Favorlang; V 171: Ai + MK. Matsumoto 1928, #1 compared the AA data
with Jp ta, te.
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44. “hand” / “five”

PAi *mon “hand” (V 110-1), also “labor, work” (Pilsudski 1912 — Majewicz 1986, p. 305)

Munda *monloi “5” > Kurku mono(i), Parei monloi, Muwasi maneiku etc. (P 177);

MK *[Jma’ “right-hand” (MKC #135): NBahnar *'maa, SBahnar *maa “right (hand)” (Efimov
1990, 116) < PBahnar *'ma: related with Car Nicobar lahama “right”; S-WThai *xwa
“right side” (Sidwell 1998, #21);

TK: S-CThai *mii “hand” < *mya <*(-ijyma; Kam-Sui *myaa id., SKelao mle “hand” : mlen “5”
(cf. Munda) < *mla(n) < *Ima(n); Laqua ma “5”; Gelao mau “hand” : bu “5”, Gao mpau :
mpu id.;

AN *lima “five” / “hand”, cf. Form: Rukai *lima “5” : *alima “hand” (AT 309; AJ 206;
Schmidt 1906, 143: AN+MK).

45. “head”

Ai (B) pa [ pake (V 123: *pa), cf. Kamcatka gpa (Klaproth 1823, 308)

MK *[bJuuk “head” (MKC #361): PBahnar *bo:k id.; Katuic *mbs" “cheek; brain” (Efimov
1990, 104; Sidwell 1998, #480 also adds PCham *bo’ “face” which can be a MK loan-
word);

Munda *bokop / *bokok [ *bop | *bok < *bok(bok) “head” (P 112);

AN *bu'uk (Dempwolff) = *Buhek (Prentice 1974).

46. “heart” / “chest” / “body”
Ai ok “heart; feelings”
MK: Pear yok “breast”; Katuic: Pacoh og “stomach” (Hayes 1996);
AN *awak “body” (Stresemann; cf. AT 249);
?TK: T *ak / *ik “chest”, var. *ok / *uk “chest, breast, heart” (Peyros 1998, 86 sees here a bor-
rowing from Middle Chinese ok “chest”).

47. “husband / man”
PAi *hOku “husband” (V 93)
AN *uyan (Dempwolff) = *huRaN (Lopez) “man” (Wurm & Wilson 1975, 126).

48. “ice” | “freeze”
Ai kon-ru “ice” : ru(p/h) “ice” (H 231; V 83 reconstructs *du-p)
Asli: Semang Juru gun “cold” (SB, C 203);
TK: T *xon / *[y]on (Siam) / *xun (Lao) “to coagulate / freeze” (AT 254).

49. “knee” / “foot”

PAi *kOkka “knee” (V 105), cf. Kamcatka kohkih, Sakhalin koka saba (Saba “head”) (Klaproth
1823, 308)

MK: Palaungic: Danaw ko “foot, leg”; VM: Ruc tokok “foot of a tree” (Hayes 1996); or MK
*k'a(2)y “knee” (MKC #486), if the Ainu word is a compound;

TK: T *kok “foot (of tree, hill)”; Lati ton kho, Li khok, Ong-Be kok “knee” (AT 296);

AN: Form: Rukai *kukug / *ququq “foot, base, origin” etc. (AT 296). Blust, Oceanic Linguis-
tics 19 [1980], 96, # 233 reconstructs Rukai *koko “leg” in relation with AN *kukud
“shank or hoof of animals”.

Lit.: Gjerdman 1926, 53 compared the Ai “knee” with Tagalog koko “elbow” and Stieng kuktang “knee”.
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50. “lake” / “deep water”
PAi *tO0 “lake, puddle of water” (V 146), cf. topo “pool, puddle” (B)
MY *(n)to “deep”;
AN: Form: Favorlang to (Gjerdman 1926, 57: Ai + Jav of Krama tojd) and / or Hesp *tubi
“water depth”, cf. Tagalog tubig “water” (A] 179);
?MK *ntuu’ “(water) hole, well” (MKC #85).

51. “lungs”
Ai Kamcatka bagik (Klaproth 1823, 309)
AN *baRagq id. (Blust 1973);
?Munda: Sora baro id. (Hayes 1996).

52. “man”

PAi *kur “man, person” (V 107), cf. Kamcatka kiir “Mensch” = Sakhalin guru (Klaproth
1823, 309), Kuril kor-gur (redupl.?) “husband” (Rahder, Orbis 10 [1961], 204-05 com-
pares the Ainu forms with OJp koro, kori, Ryukyu koro “man” and with the AA forms
quoted below)

Munda: Mowasi koro, pl. korku, Mundari hoRo etc. “man” (P 153—4; Bhattacharya, Anthro-
pos 65 [1970], 449);

?MK: ?Khmer kur “Bahnar of Sré”; Asli: Besisi Sep. kur “numerative for men”, mui kur mah
“a single man” (SB, M 23).

53. “man”
PAi *aynu “man” (V 82)
AN *waNay (Blust) = *yanay (Stresemann) “man” (Wurm & Wilson 1975, 126).

54. “mountain”
Ai kuru “hill, mountain” (Tailleur, Sprikliga Bidrag 4/16 [1961], 144) and / or PAi *gur id.
(V 90) > (B) huru & furu, Kuril (Voznesenskii) gur, Saru, Yakumo hur(-u) (but cf. # 55)
AN: Oc *kor(a,0) (Grace 1969) = *gor(a,0) (Milke 1968);
MK: Alak gor, Kaseng gor “mountain” (Matsumoto 1928, 58: MK + Jp ikuri “récif, roche
marine”, (dial.) kura “roche, amas des pierre”).

55. “mountain” / “hill” / “forest”

PAi *nupuri “mountain” (V 118: < OJp nobor-i “to climb” ?), cf. (Sakhalin) (no)buri (Kla-
proth 1823, 304)

AN: ?Form: Favorlang furun and / or AN *bulud “mountain” (Dempwolff 1925, see
Gjerdman 1926, 43: Ai furu / huru + AN + AU);

Munda *biru “hill” (P 141, 278);

MK *bruu’ (MKC #182): Bolowen bru, Sue brii, Kuoi barou “mountain”, Waic *bre’ “forest, out-
side, sky, weather” (Diffloth), PBahnar *bori: “forest, wild”; Khmer *bray “forest”; Pear
phri: “jungle”; PKatuic *boru: “mountain” etc. (Efimov 1990, 105; Sidwell 1998, #261).

56. “mountain peak” / “summit”
Ai tokon “small mountain peak”, tokse “little hill, a rise in a plain” (B) > Jp tuka “hillock,
tumulus, mound”
AN *tuktuk “summit” (A] 222).
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57. “mountains” / “tree”
Ai kaja “pays montagneux, montagnes” (Tailleur 1968, 274)
AN *kaju’ (Dempwolff) = *kiS.iu'e (Dyen & McFarland) “tree”, cf. OJp ké < *kai (A] 256);
MK: Palaung-Wa: Umpai, Bo Luang, Mape khe “wood” : kho “tree” (Shafer 1966, 38); VM
*kuy “firewood” (Thompson 1976, 1173). Shorto & Sidwell reconstruct MK *jhoo’/
*ihaa'[*jhee’ “tree, wood” (MKC #254).

58. “mouth” / “jaws” / “lips”

PAi *not (V 116), cf. not “mouthful”, not(u) “jaws”, notakam “cheeks”, nota “face”, notkiri
“chin”, notkeu “jaws”, no¢i “mouth, jaws” (B) and (la Perouse) notame kann “les joues”
(Naert 1961, 327)

AN *nu[tu’ “lips” (Dempwolff) = *yu(ts)u (Biggs 1965), cf. Form *judzui “mouth”;

MY *ndzuj “mouth” (AT 340);

MK *tinoh “mouth” (MKC #2020) and / or Asli: Pangan Ulu Aring téndyt, Orang Hutan
(Johor) snut, (Indau) nut, Sakai Ulu Tembeling ké-nut etc. “mouth” (SB, M 203).
Shorto & Sidwell reconstruct MK *#;0t “mouth” (MKC #1001).

59. “mouth” / “lips”
PAi *prAA “mouth” (V 128), cf. (B) para, paro & caro (Vovin 1989, 19: p- / ¢- < *pr-), cf. Sak-
halin paru : Kamcatka car, zar (Klaproth 1823, 310)
AN: Form: Atayal *padahum “lips”, cf. Squliq prahum (Li 1981, 287).

60. “name”
PAi *dEE “name” (V 83), cf. Bihoro re, Raichiska ree, Kuril (Voznesenskij) rie, Nairo tee etc.
AN *[']ag’an (Dempwolff) = *(n)aran (Capell) = *qaZan (Pawley) “name” (see Wurm &
Wilson 1975, 135);
TK: Kam-Sui *daan “name” (AT 343).
Note: The lost of the final nasal also appears in ## 59, 60, 63, 66, 69.

61. “nape” / “back”
PAi *Ok “nape, back of the neck” (V 120)
MK: Nicobar: Car uk “back”, uk alaha “skin” (Das).

62. “neck” / “back”

PAi *de[-]kut “neck” (V 83), cf. Nairo tekuh id. vs. (B) rekutkoni “croup”, rekutumbe “neck-
lace, yoke”, (la Perouse) tchikot-ampé (Naert 1961, 337), rekuci “throat”, Kamcatka
rékiit, Sakhalin requzy “neck” (Klaproth 1823, 307)

MK: Nicobar: Car likun “neck, nape” (Das); Asli: Semang (Begbie), Orang Benua 7ot, Pan-
gan Ulu Aring nud “neck” etc. (5B, N 23; Shorto & Sidwell reconstruct *t;yut/n); Riang
(White Striped) s*¥kot “nape of neck” (Luce 1965, 106), Nyakur ko:-khiit “neck”;

AN *likud (Dempwolff) = *likiiDe (Dyen & McFarland) “neck” (AT 224).

Lit.: Sidwell 1998a, 36: Ai + Nyakur.

63. “nose”
PAi *Etu (V 86), cf. (la Perouse) etou (Naert 1961, 327), Kamcatka ahdiim, Sakhalin idu
(Klaproth 1823, 310)
TK: T *dan (Li 1977, 108, 110), Kam-Sui *nay; Lakkia nar; Laqua tary; Ong-Be lay, zoy <
*don (AT 345);
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AN *ig'uy [ ug'un (Dempwolff) = *gfjiin (Dyen & McFarland);
?MK: U ti “nose”.
Lit.: Gjerdman 1926, 43 & V 163: Ai + AN; Sidwell 1998a, 36: Ai+ U.

64. “oil”
PAi *sum “oil” (V 141)
MK: Asli: Central Senoi séniim, Orang Tanjong sinum id. (SB, O 11);
Munda: Santali sunum “oil”;
?AN: Pol *sinu “oil, grease” (Bruce, Walsh & Wagqa). The final -m could be lost regularly,
cf. Pol *inu / *unu “to drink” < AN *inum (Dyen);
Lit.: Hayes 1996, #90: Ai + Santali + Asli.

65. “otter / squirrel”

PAi *rakkO “sea otter” (V 130), cf. Kamcatka riakko, Sakhalin raku (Klaproth 1823, 312)

MK *praok “squirrel” (MKC #412): Katuic *para:k / *para:’; SBahnar pro:’ < PBahnar *parok
(Sidwell 1998, #387); Khmer kampruk; Rear phro:k; Sakai prok”; VM *pro:k (Ferlus) > VN
soc “squirrel” (Efimov 1990, 111); cf. PCham *prok id. which is apparently of MK ori-
gin; similarly Lao-Ahom *rook < MK (see MKC #412).

TK: ?T *naak “otter”; Li: Loi teak, SLi na’ id. (AT 348).

66. “palm of hand / five”

Ai para “palm of hand” (Patrie 1982, 16, 72), cf. para-tek(e) “hands” (B), Kuril (Torii) paru-
teki “hand” (H 11)

MY *pra “five” (AT 350), cf. Ke-cheng prai, Kao-p’o pla, Yao-lu pja, Thailand Yao pyaa
(Chang, BIHP 44 [1972], 595);

MK *pl[dlam “five” (MKC #1363): PKhmer *pram, SBahnar *pram, NBahnar *ba'dam <
PBahnar *pa'dam; VM *dam (Thompson) = *dam “five” (Efimov 1990, 117; Sidwell
1998, #183).

67. “rain”
Ai weni “fine rain”, wen-kuriki “a rain cloud”, wene “watery” (B)
TK: Kam-Sui *xwin! “to rain” (Thurgood 1988, 215); T *fon “rain”;
MY *(m)pwon “snow; cloud” (AT 360-61).

68. “river”

PAi *nay “stream, river”, cf. (B) na “water”, (la Perouse) naye “river” (Naert 1961, 341)

TK: Kam-Sui *nya “river” (A] 161), Be na “id.; bay, port”, Li gia “river” (Solnit 1988, 229),
PLakkja *ts-Nia id. (Theraphan 1992, 66, 87);

?MK: WBahnar *banaj “river” (Jacq & Sidwell 2000, #174).

Note: Patrie (1982: 101) compared Ai nai “river” with Korean nai id. It looks quite con-
vincingly, but the Korean word is derived from Middle Korean naih, originating from
Old Korean *narix (Ki-Moon 1976, 80). It means the Ainu and Korean words are com-
patible only in the case that the Ainu form is borrowed from late Korean.

69. “road”
PAi *truu > Yakumo, Saru etc. ru, Raichiska ruu, Nairo tuu, (Dobrotvorskij) tru & ru, Kuril
(Voznesenskij) tojru & tru etc. (V 147)
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MK *truuyn / *truay “path, road” (MKC #698): PMon *trow “way, road” (Diffloth 1984, 126),
Khmer phlo:v (Shorto 1971, 175) and / or SBahnar *tro:y id. (Efimov 1990, 128) <
PBahnar *toro:y ~ *taru:n “road, path” (Sidwell 1998, #412; he adds Mon gloy “road” <
PMon *glooy (Diffloth 1984, p. 123); VN du'o'ng “road” < MK *rdi(a)y by MKC #590,
and without any comments Sino-Tibetan *r07 “road”, maybe of substratal, i.e. of MK
origin?).

The zero reflex of *-x in Ainu has analogy in the entry “nose”.

70. “root” / “tendon”

PAi *rit “root”, cf. Kuril (Voznesenskij) ryt “tendons” (V 132)

AN *uyat (Dempwolff) = *uR.at (Biggs) = PPhil *uR,aC (Zorc & Charles) “sinew, vein”;

Munda *rehed “root”: Santali rehe’d, Mundari red? “root” (P 156; Luce 1965, 124);

MK *ris/*rias/*ras/*r'ias “root” (MKC #1927): Waic *res “root” (Diffloth); Khmer ris; Mon
ruih; PKatuic *riejh (Peyros); Bahnar rah, Sre rias, Stieng riéh etc. < PBahnar *rioh (Sid-
well 1998, #332); VM *re:lh; Nicobar: Nancowry al, Central yiah; ? Asli: Semang of
North Perak yaes etc. id. (SB, R 173; Shafer 1966, 25-26).

Lit.: V 169-70: Ai + MK.

71. “skin”
PAi *kAp “skin, fur” (V 99), cf. (B) kapu “skin, bark”, Sakhalin kapu “Haut” (Klaproth 1823,
307) > (or < ?) OJp kaFa “skin, hide / fur”
AN: SForm *kaba > Kanakanabu kdva “skin”, Paiwan kava “(skins-)clothing” (A] 242);
MK: Stieng kup, kuo:p “skin, bark”; Asli: Sakai (Sungai Raya) tsé-kop “bark”, (C) “skin”, Ja-
kun tsun-kop “skin” (SB, S 234).
Lit.: V 168: Ai + MK.

72. “skin” / “hair” / “head”
PAi *ur “fur coat, skin, hair of body” (V 152)
Munda: Mundari u:r “skin”, Santali, Ho ur (P 366);
MK *huur “skin” (MKC #1687).

73. “soul” / “heart” / “breast”

PAi *rAm “soul, heart, mind, feelings, think” (V 130), cf. (la Perouse) tchame “le devant et
le haut de la poitrine” (Naert 1961, 330)

MK: Waic *rmhom “heart, mind” > Kawa hrom etc. (Diffloth), SBahnar *pard:m “entrails”
(Efimov 1990, 64);

AN *yuma “breast” (Capell) = Ruma (Hayes 1996: Ai + AN) or Form: Puyuma rami “liver”
(Ting 1978, 360).

Lit.: V 169: Ai + Waic.

74. “star”
PAi *kEta id. (V 102)
AN: Oc *gata id. (Grace);
MK: Khmuic: Mal quut id. (Thomas & Headley, Lingua 25 [1970], 414).

75. “stomach” / “heart” / “lungs” / “bladder”
PAi *pisE “stomach” (V 126), cf. (B) pise “bladder”, pisoi “belly of a fish”, Kamcatka pséeh
“stomach”, Sakhalin psi (Klaproth 1823, 309)
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76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

TK: T *poot “lungs” (Li 1977, 278-79);

AN *put'u’ “heart, bud” (Dempwolff) = *pusiug “lungs, heart” (Dyen & McFarland) (AT
312-3);

MK *puus / *puas “heart” (MKC #1912).

“stone”
Ai pit “small stone, flint” (B)
AN *batu’ “stone” (Dempwolff);
?TK: T *pat “gem, grains of glass, glass pearls, pearl”, Laqua pa < *paatu (AT 398).

“stone”
Ainu: Kuril (Torii) pira “rock” (Kagami 1962, 519-21; H 208)
TK: Sek phra “clitf, rock”, Dioi pya “precipice”; Kam-Sui *pra “rock, rocky hill” (AT 398-
99; Thurgood 1988, 215)
MY: pYao *plei “stone” (Haudricourt; see AT 399).

“stone”
PAi *suma “stone” (V 141)
MK *t;mo" “stone” (MKC #146): OMon tmo" “stone, rock, hill”, OKhmer t(h)mo “stone”;
Praok simaw, Mae Sariang samo’ id.
Lit.: V 170-71: Ai + MK.

“sun” / “day”
Ai tombe “sun” or “moon” (B)
Munda: Kharia tum’bs’ ”day, 12 hours”, Sora ‘tamba: “to be forenoon”, ‘tamba:-togal “day
and night” (P 165);
?MK: Nicobar: Car tawuui / tawe “sun” (Das).

“tooth” / “chew”

PAi *ima(-)k (V 96) “tooth”, cf. (la Perouse) yma (Naert 1961, 327), Kamcatka imak, Sakha-
lin nimaki (= *ni “tooth” + imak- id.), Hokkaido mimak (Klaproth 1823, p. 314)

MK: Khmu mah “to eat”, Katu mamah “to chew” (Hayes 1996) and / or Khmer #ian “barb”,
OMon ek “tooth”, Niakuol of Petchaben yicek id. (Shorto 1971, 90);

Nihali mernge “tooth, jaw”;

AN *mamagq “to chew” (Dyen & McFarland), cf. Oc *maka(s) “tooth” (Grace);

TK: ST *(h)ma(a)k > Ahom mak “chew the cuds”; Kam-Sui *hmaak “chew” (AJ 175).

“trunk”
PAi *tumAm “trunk (of body / tree), waist” (V 148)
MK: PBahnar *ta:m “tree trunk” (Sidwell 1998, #678); PKatuic *hada:m “trunk”; Khmer teri
etc. (Shafer 1966, 14), OMon tarm1 “base, foot, beginning”, in compounds “plant, tree”;
Asli: Besisi torm “base, foot”, Semang tom “tree” etc. (Shorto 1971, 142);
?TK: Thai ton “tree trunk”.
Lit.: V 173: Ai + MK.

“vulva”

PAi *pOk “vagina, bottom of anything” (V 126); ? cf. Jp fuku “belly”
AN *puki’ “vulva” (Dempwolff);
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MY: Miao (Petchabun) pau’/ pi’ <*b[o’] / *bi" < *bugqli] / big[i] < *bugqli] (AT 417);
?MK: Kui pe’ “vagina” (Prasert).
Lit.: V 168: Ai + Kui.

83. “water” / “drink”

Ai (w)akka (B), (la Perouse) oouachka (Naert 1961, 341 cites Sakhalin Ai wahka by his rec-
ords) = (Hokkaido) wacha, wazka, (Sakhalin) waka (Klaproth 1823, 313) “water” (it is
tempting to speculate about e.g. the following development: wakka / wahka / wazka <
*waska < *wayka )

AN *wayay (Dempwolff) = *wahiR:2; (Dyen & McFarland) “water”;

?TK: NKelao u, in compounds wu, Lati i “river” (AT 420);

?MK: Asli: Semaq Beri lawak “river” (Hayes) and / or Sakai of Pulai Guai wdk, Sakai of Krau
wo, Semang Paya uoh “to drink” etc. (5B, D 166), cf. also Khmer uak, Ksinmul uk id.
(Sidwell 1996 ms. compares the last two forms with PAi *kuu “to drink” — see V 108);

Note: V 91, 166 reconstructs PAi *hdak-ka and compares it with AU *dak “water”: Munda
*da’ / *da’ “water” (P 69); MK: PMon *daak (Diffloth); SBahnar *da:k (Efimov 1990, p.
35) < PBahnar *da:k (Sidwell 1998, #45); PKatuic *d[ia]" (Peyros); VM *dak (Thomp-
son); Nicobar: Central, Coastal da:k, Chowra ra:k etc. (Shafer 1966, 8-11); Asli: Sakai
(Bera & Serting) dak id., Orang Hutan (Palong) dak “sea” (5B, W 30).

84. “(fresh) water”

Ai nam “fresh or cool (as fresh water), cold as water or one’s feet hands”, nam wakka “fresh
or cool water” (B)

TK: T *nram; Kam-Sui *nam; Lakkia num; Ong-Be nam; Li *nom etc. “water” (AT 420);

AN *[dd]anum (Dempwolff) = *DaNiime (Dyen & McFarland) “water”;

MY: Yao *nam “cold of water” (Chang, Language 42 [1966], 307);

MK *nuum “urine / to urinate” (MKC #1365): Khmer nom, Mon nam, Talaing nam “to wa-
ter”, Bahnar num, SBahnar *nno:m id. (Efimov 1990, 134); Asli: Sakai kendm, nom
“urine” etc. (Shafer 1966, 22, 23).

Note: Schmidt (1906, 134) compared AN with Bahnar dondu “Binnensee”, but it looks as a
loan from Chamic.

85. “water”
PAi *pE “water, sap” (V 124), cf. pen “source”, pene “fine rain; aqueous, watery” etc. (B),
Kamcatka péh “water” (Klaproth 1823, 313)
AN *ba’ah (Dempwolff) = *bahdq (Dyen & McFarland) “flood, water” etc.;
TK: T *ba “overflow, spill” (AT 349);
?MK: Bahnar bah “Miindung eines Flusses”, Khmer anwah “kleiner Bach, Kanal” (Schmidt
1906, 155) or perhaps better VM *pe “sea” (Thompson).

86. “white”

PAi *detara (V 83), cf. Sakhalin tedari, Hokkaido tetar (Klaproth 1823, 314), Yakumo, Asa-
higawa etc. retar, Raichiska, Naira tetara id.

Munda: Santali tartaria “rein, klar”; Savara taar “to shine, brilliant, white”, Gadaba ta-tar
“white”, Kharia tardi id. (Shafer 1966, 14);

MK: Bahnar tir “leuchtendes Weiss” (Schmidt 1906, 133);

AN *tarah “clear” (Dempwolff).

Lit.: V 165: Ai + Munda + MK.
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87. “wife” / “woman”

Ai (Kuril by Torii) kani kokkai “wife” : kokkai “husband” (H 45)

Munda: Kharia kon-s¢l “woman, wife” (cf. P 330);

MK *ka(a)n “woman” (MKC #1126): PKatuic *[/h/y]okan (Peyros); PPearic *kin “female”;
Khmu camkom “woman”; PBahnar *('s-)kan “woman / wife” > Alak, Sue, Rengao kan
“female (animal)”, Stieng kan “female”, Tampuon nkan “woman”; Palaung Wa: Bo
Luang kén id., Mape kaun; Nicobar: Nancowry kdn, Central & Coastal, Chowra kan
“wife”, Teresa kein (Shafer 1966, 12; Sidwell 1998, #194).

88. “year”
PAi *paa “year, season, age” (V 123), cf. Kamcatka pah, Sakhalin pa (Klaproth 1823, 308)
TK: T *pi “year” (Li 1977, 62, 263); Kam-Sui *be, Ong-Be bei, Li ‘be; Lakkia péi (Haudricourt,
BSLP 62 [1967], 172).

Conclusion

Following the great specialist in Austronesian (and African) languages, Otto Dempwolff,
we assume that the preceding list of lexical parallels between Ainu and the Austric languages
represents the first step in the inductive phase of the demonstration of genetic relationship
(really a continuation of the first steps taken by Gjerdman, et al.). The following step (already
begun, for example, by Norquest, 1998) consists of the formulation of regular phonetic corre-
spondences, which should be verified during the deductive phase. We believe that future pro-
gress in comparative and historical Austric linguistics will lead to the complete demonstration
of the membership of Ainu within the Austric macro-phylum (along with Austronesian, Thai-
Kadai, Miao-Yao, Austroasiatic, and probably also Nihali). If our article helps to stimulate dis-
cussion of the position of Ainu in genetic classification, it has served its purpose.

Abbreviations of languages

AA: Austroasiatic, Ai: Ainu, AN: Austronesian, AU: Austroasiatic, C: Central, E: East, Form: Formosan, Hesp:
Hesperonesian, Jav: Javanese, Jp: Japanese, Kor: Korean, MK: Mon-Khmer, MY: Miao-Yao, N: North, O: Old, Oc:
Oceanic, P: Proto-, Phil: Philipinese, Pol: Polynesian, S: South, T: Thaic, TK: Thai-Kadai, VM: Viet-Miiéng, VN:
Vietnamese, W: West.
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Appendix: Austroasiatic languages

Recently two competing classifications of Austroasiatic languages were proposed. Gérard Dif-
floth (2005) is the author of the first model (quoted after van Driem 2006, 169).
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Around the same time 1. Peiros (2004, 34) offered his own classification of the Austroasi-
atic languages, based on ‘recalibrated” glottochronology, developed by Sergei Starostin.

| | | | |
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It is apparent that the biggest difference is in the position of Nicobaric and Munda.

Ha ceroansmmuamit 4eHb CyIIecTByeT 11eAbli psJj TUIIOTe3 O TeHeTYeCKOM POACTBe alfHCKOIO
s3pIKa (0. XOKKali4o, paHee Obla pacIpocTpaHeH Takke Ha CaxaanHe n Kypnabckmx ocrpo-
BaX) C sA3BIKaMM Apyrux cemeil. Hamboaee cepresHbIMM M3 HUX MOXHO camrtath (1) aarait-
CKYIO 1AM, IIVpe, eBPasMIiCKyI0 (HOCTpaTHMYeCKyIO) IMIIOTe3y IIPOVCXOXKAEHI aifHCKOTIO,
KOTOPOI1 NpUAepP>KUBaIOTCA Takue mccaejoparean, kak Pamcrear, Crpur, I'punbepr, Pyaen
U Ap.; (2) aBCTPUYECKYIO TUIIOTe3Y, COTAaCHO KOTOPOII aifHCKIIA SA3BIK POACTBEHEH aBCTpOHe-
3UIICKMM, aBCTPO-a3MaTCKUM, Tail-KajdalickuM 1 MAo-i10 sA3bikaM (I'vepaman, LltepuGepr,
Mypasma, Bosun u ap.). JaHHble PpU3NIECKOI aHTPOIOAOIMY YaCTUYHO yKa3bIBaIOT Ha ce-
BepPO-BOCTOYHO-a31aTCKOe, YJaCTMYHO — Ha IOTO-BOCTOYHO-a3MaTCKoe IIPOVCXOXKAeHIe alfHOB
U, TaKMM 00pa3oM, He MOIYT CYUTAThCSl AMATHOCTUYIHBIMU. ABTOPHI CTaTbU CKAOHAIOTCS B
CTOPOHY OO0ABIIeNl IPaBAOIOA00HOCTH TuIIoTe3Hl (2). CoraacHoO MX IpeACTaBAEHUAM, BHYT-
peHHee YJeHeHIe aBCTPUUYECKO MAaKpOCEMBU MOSKHO IIPeACTaBUTh CAeAYIOIIM 0Opa3oM:
(a) aBcTpoO-Tarickas 4acTh (aBCTPOHE3MIICKIIE U Tali-KajalicKie sA3bIKN), (0) Ms10-aBCcTpoasmaT-
CKasl 9acTh, (B) nepudepuiiHbie “peankTsl”’, Takme, Kak Huxaau (s VInaum) n aitnckuii. B cra-
Tbe IIPUBOAATCA 88 DTUMOAOTNI, KOTOPHIe, II0 MHEHUIO aBTOPOB, yOeANTeABHO ITOAKPEILA-
IOT UX TUIIOTEe3y; B MX COCTaB BXOAAT AMYHbIE MECTOVMEHNs, OCHOBHbIE UMCANTeAbHBIe 1
Apyrast 6asucHasA AeKcuKa. I 1aBHOI 11eApI0 CTaThl MOJKHO CUMTaTh CTUMYAUpPOBaHNUE AVIC-
KyCCIM O MeCTe aliHCKOTO sI3bIKa B CHCTeMe S3BIKOB MMpa.
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B. A. Avibo
PITY

CucremMa nopoxXaeHust aKIIeHTHBIX TUIIOB IIPOM3BOAHDBIX
B 0aATO-C2aBSIHCKOM IIpas3bIKe
" 0AATO-CAABSIHCKASsI MeTaTOHMSI

CraTbs TIOCBsIIIeHa PEKOHCTPYKIIMM CUCTeMbI IIOPOKAEHIsI aKIJeHTHBIX TUIIOB IIPOM3BOAHBIX
MMeH B 0aATOCAABSIHCKOM 1 0aATOCAaBAHCKOI MeTaTOHMM KaK OAHOMY U3 Ba>KHENIUX eé
KOHCTPYKTUBHBIX 91€MeHTOB. I1oka3aHo, 4TO MeTaTOHMS SABASETCS AMIIL OAHNMM I3 IIPOSIB-
A€HMI1 BTOPUYHOV AOMMHAHTHOCTY MOP(QEMBHI 11 €€ yCAOBIs 1 IO3UITUN B OCHOBHOM TOXK/e-
CTBEHHBI YCAOBVSIM U MHO3UIMAM IOcAedHeli. PaccMaTpmBaioTCs MO3UITMY BO3HMKHOBEHIS
BTOPMYHONM AOMMHAHTHOCTU U IIpeAaraeTcs e€ MHTepIpeTals Kak MOp¢pOHOA0TIIECKOTO
OTOOpa’KeHIsI pe3yabTaTa TOHOBOV aCCHMUASIINNL.

Keywords: Linguistic reconstruction, Accentology, Morphonology, Indo-European, Balto-Slavic

VccaeaoBanns 1o peKOHCTPYKLIMIU CUCTEM ITOPO’KAEHM: aKI[@HTHBIX TUIIOB IIPOU3BOAHBIX B
IIpacAaBsSHCKOM I IPAaAUTOBCKOM A3bIKax IPUBeAU K BOCCTAHOBACHMIO ABYX ITPas3bIKOBBIX
CHUCTeM, TOXKAECTBEHHBIX II0 CBOMM OCHOBOIIOJaraloIlyM IIpMHIMIIAM, IIpaBiAaM U eAVHU-
1am. B ognux cayyasx oHmn coBIiagaioT Kak B CA0BOOOPa3oBaTeAbHOM, TaK U B aKIIeHTOAOTIIe-
CKOM OTHOIIEHNUH, B APYTUX OHM IPeACTaBAsAIOT cOOON pa3Hble YyacTi («00A0MKIU») dpakTIye-
CKI OAHOJ CHCTeMBI, KOTOpbIe MOTYT ObITh OObeAMHEHbI B XOA€e AaAbHelIell peKOHCTPYKIIUN.
Besenne nonsaTmsa MOpOHOAOTMYECKON aKI[eHTyallIOHHON BaA€HTHOCTM U paccMOTpe-
HIe SBAeHNs, OTPa’keHHOTO HTUM IIOHATHEM, KaK HeKOero IpocoANMYecKOro ABAeHIs IIpacaa-
BSIHCKOTI'O 11 02ATO-CAaBSHCKOIO SI3bIKOB IIPMBEAO K PsIAy HeTPUBUAABHBIX pe3yAbTaToB.

ITPOM3BOAHBIE C ITEPBUMYHBIMU (IIPUKOPHEBBIMI) CYPDPUKCAMMU

VsydyeHne caaBsSHCKOTO U GaATHIICKOTO OTTAaroAbHOTO CA0BOOOpa3oBaHNs C IIPUKOpPHe-
BRIMU Ccy(dpPUKcaMU IPUBOAUT K BEIBOAY, UTO OHM AeASTCA Ha ABa KAacca, aHaAOTUIHBIX ABYM
KaaccaM BTOPUYHBIX cygPukcos: I Kaacc — Kaacc 6aaTO-CAaBSHCKUX IIPUKOPHEBHIX «periec-
CUBHBIX» cyPPUKCOB, T. e. (—)-cydpPuxcos, un II kaacc — 6aaTO-caaBsAHCKIE TPUKOPHEBbIE Cy(-
JuKCHI, KOTOpBIe MOXKHO paccMaTpUBaTh KaK «JOMMHAHTHEIe», T. e. (+)-cygPukcel. Kak u cae-
AOBaJO OXXIAATh, IIPU «PerjecCUBHLIX» cydpPuKcax IPOU3BOAHBIE COXPAHAAN a.I1. IIPOU3BOASI-
mux!, Torda Kak IIpM «JOMUHAHTHBIX» Ccy(uKcax MpOU3BOJHBIE IOAyYaAll HeIIOABVIKHBIN
aKIIeHTHBIN TUII He3aBUCHMO OT a.II. IIPOU3BOASAIIET0?,

! BeIOOP aKIIeHTHBIX TUIIOB Y IIPOM3BOAHBIX C «perjecCMBHBIMI» cyPpdurcamu cM. [Hukoaaes 1989: 56-74].

2K rpymite BTOpudIHBIX CyPpPUKCOB A00aBAgIOTCA errle CyPPUKCH C «KaTeTOpMaabHEIM» BEIDOPOM aKIleHTa,
KAacc, O-BUAMMOMY, BTOPMYHOIO IIPOMCXOXKAeHuA. Dra Kaaccudukanmsa cypPpuUKcos, KOTOPYIO MOU AUTOBCKUE
KOAJeru HasplBaloT MHorAa «kKaaccudumkanueii IT. I'apaa» (P. Garde’o afiksy klasifikacija — [Mikuléniené 2005]),
6n14a otkprita @. ge Cocciopom B 1896 1. ([Saussure 1896], pycckuit iepesoa — [Cocciop: 624—625]). O snauennn eé
cMm. [As160 1968; As60 1977b: 591-592; Awioo 1978¢; Arbo 1981a: 65-66; Ast6o 1989c¢: 242-244; Awi6o 2006a: 9-10].
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B. A. 4160

Hapsiay ¢ 9TuM npeackasbiBaeMbIM TeOpHell pe3yAbTaTOM OblA MOAYyYeH TakKXKe pe3yab-
tar [Hukoaaes 1986], KoToprlil HelmocpeACTBEHHO Teopuell He IIpeAcKa3blBaAcsa’: OKa3aaoch,
4TO B IIPOM3BOAHBIX C «AOMMHAHTHBHIMI» Cy(pPUKcaMu OT aKyTUPOBaHHBIX KOPHel «perieccyB-
HOIO», T. €. (—)-KAacca, IIPOMCXOAUT MeTaTOHUS «aKyT => HMPKyMd@aeKc», Torga Kak B TaKUX
’Ke IIPOM3BOAHBIX OT aKyTMPOBAaHHBIX KOpPHell «JOMMHAHTHOIO», T.e. (+)-Kaacca, MeTaTOHM
OTCYTCTBYeT:

I. Baxmo-crasanckas memamonus 6 NpouU3oOHbvIX € cyPpPurcamu «0OMUHAHMHO20» KAACCA
(-to-, -sto-, -tlo-/-dlo- u noo.).

AKyTupoBaHHbBIe KOPHH C (—)-MapKMPOBKOI MEHSIOT MHTOHALIMIO Ha ITUPKyMQaeKc.

IIponsBoansble OT 6aATO-CAaBAHCKMX I1ar0A0B IIOABVKHOIO aKIIeHTHOIO THIIa:

Baarwnitckue (Aut. = a.a. 2; At " = )

a) cydpd. -ta-s

1. aut. stotas (2) ‘reaocaoxenmne’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 78] ~ amt. stéti ‘crath, CTAHOBUTHCS,
ATIHI. Stdt ‘OCTAaHOBUTHCS, OCTAHABAMBATBCA ; cAaB. *-stdjo, *-stajétv (a.ar. c) | cm. [Ap60 2000a:
302-303].

2. aut. klotas, pl. klotai (2) ‘moctkm’ ~ awt. kléti ‘creants; HaxkpeIBaTh’, ATHI. kldt
‘HOKpPHIBATh, CTAATh ; caas. *klddg, *kladetv (a.mm. c) I em. [Ap160 2000a: 354-355].

3. ant. graiiztas (2) ‘orpeizox’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 78] ~ aut. grduzti ‘rpbI3Th, I104aTh’, ATIIL
grailzt ‘TpBI3Th, TA0AATY’; cAaB. *grijzo, *gryzeéto (a.an. c) I| cm. [Ap160 2000a: 354].

4. aut. dotas (2) ‘nogapox’ ~ auTt. diioti ‘aaTh, AaBaty’, ATHI. dudt ‘AaTh, AaBaTh’; caas. *ddjo,
*dajétv (a.11. ¢) || em. [Ap160 2000a: 299-300].

5. auT. *nuo-détas (> >xemaiit. ni-détas) (2) ‘Siinde’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 78] ~ anrt. déti ‘kaacrs,
CTaBUTH, IIOMeEIATh’, ATII. déf ‘KaacThy sina’; détiés ‘AeBaTbCsl, AeTbCsl; CAaB. *déjo, *déjeto
(a.mm. ¢) I em. [Ap160 2000a: 296298, 512].

6. ant. *motas (2) B adv. (instr. pl.) motais ‘in Betracht’ ~ aut. mdti ‘Maxarts; KuBaTh’, ATIIL
mit Kr., Lis,, K1, Bers.,, N.-Peb., Arrasch ‘MaxaTp; KuBaTh’; caas. *mdjo, *majétv (a.mm. ¢) | cM. [Ap1060
2000a: 301].

7. aur. sostas (2; [SkZD: 321]) ‘tpom, ipectoa’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 78] ripu BTopmaHOM séstas
(1), pa-séstas (2) ‘cuaenne’ [Huxoaaes 1989: 78] ~ aur. sésti (séd-) ‘cectb, caauThest’, ATIL $65tiés
(séd-) ‘cectp, caauThes’; caas. (caus.) *sadig, *saditv (a.r. c) | cm. [As160 2000a: 458].

8. aurt. dziaiitas (2; [SkZD: 320]) ‘pintinaité stiriams dziovinti’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 78] ~ awnr.
dZiduti ‘Bel1aTh A4S IIPOCYIIKN , ATIIL. Zailt ‘pa3BelllBaTh AAs IIPOCYILIKN .

9. aur. plaiitas (2) ‘moadx’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 78] ~ aurt. plduti ‘nmoaockars, cTupaTh, MBITD
[cp. atm1. plaiist ‘ausgiessen; nass machen (durch Waschen namentlich)’]; caas. *plovg, *ploveto
u *plyng, *plynetv (a.m. c) II cm. [Ap160 2000a: 286, 329].

10. aut. ap-maiitas (2) ‘gexoa’, pa-maiitas (2) ‘Hegoy3a0K [Hukoaaes 1989: 78] ~ aut. mauti
‘HageBaTh, HAIISIAMBATLE , ATII. maiit ‘anziehen, aufziehen; zdumen’.

11. aurt. plaiistas (2; [SL. 352]) ‘napom’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 78] npu sTopuunom pldustas (1) ~
anT. pldusti (pldud-) ‘moaocKaTh, MBITh, CTUpATh’, ATHL. plaiist (plaiid-) ‘ausgiessen; nass machen
(durch Waschen namentlich)’.

12. aur. klititas (2; [Jusk. Il: 167]) ‘kapmia, 3amouna’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 78] ~ awmr. kliiiti
‘3ageBaThb, 3allellNTh; IIONACTb, IOIaJaTh’, TakxkKe klidutis ‘mmoaaraTbCsl Ha KOIO-A., AOBEPSThH
KOMY-/.; AbHYTb; A€P>KaTbCs 3a KOTO-A., 4T0-4.”, ATHL. klaiit 1 ‘neigen, schmiegen’; 2 ‘hauen’; cp.

3 Cp., ognako, [Ap160 1981b: 259 u 262], rae npeaao>keH HepBUYHBI BapMaHT TeOpUH, IpeArioaraolien
OoOHapy>KeHHEII pe3yAbTar.
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TakKe: kliit Dond., Lin., Nigr, Ruj, C. PS., Jirg., kliit Mar. n. RKr. XVII, 125, kl#it?> Dunika
‘(unwillkiirlich) geraten, gelangen’; caas. *kljiijo, *kljujetv (a.m. ¢) I cm. [Fraenk. I, 274; Miihl.—
Endz. II, 239, 240—241; Ast60 2000a: 293].

13. aurt. nartas (2) ‘Hopos’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 78] ~ aur. nérti ‘BsA3aTh, 111ecTy, HabpacbBaTh
(meTaro); HBIPATL'; ATHL. nift ‘HBIPATL'; cAaB. *nerti, *nvro, *noretv (a.Il. c: caoseH. praes. 1.sg.
pondrem, cT.-caas. aor. 3.sg. nowpkrs [Tecan VI, 6).

14. anr. spraiistas (2) ‘mnynt’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 78] ~ awt. sprausti (spraud-) ‘BTMCKUBATE,
BIIMIXUBATL , ATII. sprafist (sprafid-) ‘BTbIKATDb, BKaAbIBATh .

b) cyd. -sta-s

1. aut. klostas (2), pl. klostai “>kepau, KOTOPBLIMI HaAaBAMBAETCSI MOUMMEBIN A€H; MOCTKI
[Hukoaaes 1989: 79] ~ awmrt. kléti ‘creants; HaKpbIBaTh', ATHI. kldt ‘MOKpEIBAaTh, CTAATh’; CAaB.
*kladg, *kladetv (a.1w. ¢) II em. [Ap160 2000a: 354-355].

2. aut. mostas (2) “xect’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 79] ~ aur. mdéti ‘Maxarb; KuBaTh’, ATII. mait
‘MaxaTb; KMBaTh ; cAas. *mdjo, *majeéto (a.1L. ¢) || cm. [As160 2000a: 301].

3. aut. aiikstas (2) ‘sTax, sApyc, yepaak’ [Huxoaaes 1989: 79] ~ aurt. dugti “pactu’, atm. aigt
‘pactir’.

4. aut. sludstas (2) ‘tpsnka aasa spitupanus’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 79] ~ awur. slioti “mectn,
rogmetars’, ATl sludt ‘ohne Zweck umhergehen, schlendern, bummeln’.

5. aut. pa-grébstai (pl.; 2) ‘crpedku, crpedennsie ocratku’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 79] ~ aur. grébti
‘rpectu (rpabasimMu), crpebats’, grébti ‘xearats’; artmi grabt 1. ‘rpectw’; g. sienu ‘rpectu \
crpebaTh ceHO'; 2. “xBaTaTh’ [AHApOHOB 2002: 61b]; cp. caas. *grébg, *grebétv (a.11. c) Il cm. [Ap100
2000a: 363].

6. ant. nafstas (2; [SkZD: 324]) ‘verknotete Stelle der Peitsche, damit sie kiirzer wird’ ~
AUT. nérti ‘BA3aTh, 111eCTY, HAOpachIBaTh (I1€TAI0); HBIPATL , Atul. nift (C.), nirt2 "HLHIPATH ; cAaB.
*nerti, *nvro, *noretv (a.IL. c: caoBeH. praes. 1.sg. pondrem, cT.-caaB. aor. 3.sg. noupkrs).

7. auT. lamstas (2) ‘pasBoapl, y3op’; ATHI. (C APYTOi CTYIIeHbIO oraacosku) lumsts ‘die
Weberhefteln, Nietenholzer’, ‘skieto dalis” [Biiga RR II: 261; Huxoaaes 1989: 79, 82] ~ anrt. lémti
‘CyAUTD; pelllaTh; OIIpeAeasTs’; [imti ‘HasaaMbIBaTbCsl, AOMATbCsl, AOMUTLCS ; ATIIL. leriit Serbigal,
Linde, KI., Nerft, Kr. jemandem bestimmen, festsetzen’, liri1t2 Ruj., Salis; caaB. caus. praes. 1.sg.
*lomig, 3.sg. *lomitv (6oar. [[epoB] Aom, 1iuLb; PYCCK. BOCT. AOMAIO(cb), Aomiim(cs))t.

8. artmr. grausts PS., [Schujen, Trik., N.-Peb.] ‘pa3BaamHa, pazpaaioxa; Tpylio0a’, ‘pussagruvusi
eka’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 82] ~ arm. graiit ‘rpOMUTD; COKPYIIAT', grilt ‘PYIIUTHCS; pa3pyIIaThes;
pasBaanBaThcst’ [AHgponoB 2002: 623, 63a].

9. atm1. *dests ‘caxkenery’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 82] (mHTOHaUMs ycTaHOBA€Ha, BEPOSTHO, IIO
oTbIMeHHOMY raaroay: B [Miihl.—Endz. I: 464] désts ‘der Setzing’ u destit ‘pflanzen’ = [[lImuAT:
37] destit ‘caauTb, pasBOAUTL’), TaAKOe MHTOHMPOBaHNE DTOIO MMEHMU IOAAep>KMBaeTCs ATIIL.
(zam.) désts? [Endz.—Haus. I: 319] (sropumuno atmi. d@sts ‘casxewer, mpu déstit ‘caxkats’
[Anaponos 2002: 51a]) ~ auT. déti ‘KaacTs, CTaBUTh, IIOMeIAT’, ATHI. dét ‘KaacTb siina’; détiés
\AeBaThCs, AeThCsl'; caas. *déjo, *déjetv (a. ¢) || em. [Api60 2000a: 296-298, 512].

c) cydpd. -kla-s

1. aur. déklas (2) ‘koOypa, byrasp’, padéklas (2) ‘noacraska, MoAKAaAKa; IOAHOC , jdeéklas (2)
[LRKZ 1962: 175], Tak >xe B LKZ ‘Bkaaasiur’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 77, 79] ~ aurt. déti ‘kaacts,
CTaBUTL, IIOMeINATh, ATIN. dét ‘kaacTh snua’; détiés ‘aeBaTbcsl, AeTbcsA’; CAaB. *deojo, *déjeto

¢ Haamaue atur. lerit, lifit ¢ 12aBHOI MHTOHALIVIEN! Y, COOTBETCTBEHHO, cAaB. 1.sg. *lomig, 3.sg. *lomitv (Bapu-
aHTa a.1i. b) C. /. HukoaaeB 0OBsICHAET CYIIeCTBOBAHIEM HTOV BAPMAHTHOCTU y>Ke B 6aATO-CAaBSHCKOM.
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(a1 c) I em. [Ap160 2000a: 296298, 512]. (B artm. padékls PS., mo-suanmomy, coBrajeHne HIC-
XOAs1111ell MTHTOHAIIUM C I1AaBHOM B HeIIePBBIX CAOTax.)

2. aurt. pa-biiklas (2) ‘opyane’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 79] ~ anr. biiti ‘6b1TE, ATIIL. bilt ‘OBITH ; CAQB.
(I-part.) *bylv, *byla, *bjlo (a.1. ¢) I em. [Apr60 2000a: 513, 500].

3. aur. tiiiklas (2) ‘cets, HeBOA'; atml. tikls ‘das Netz' [Hukoaaes 1989: 79] ~ awur. tinti
‘MyXHyTB', ATHI. tit ‘MOTaTh, HamaTbIBaTh; HaBMBAaTh; HAKPy4MBaTh; KPYTUTh, CBEPTHIBATE;
OKYTBIBaTh, IleA€HaTh’ .

4. aut. pa-nerklas (2) ‘wiazadlo, ktérym przywiazuje sie bat do biczyska’, pri-neiklas (2)
‘virvelé botagui prie koto priristi (prinerti); spragilo jungas’ ~ aut. nérti ‘BsA3aTh, IA€CTH,
HaOpacpIBaTh (MeTAI0); HBIpATH , ATl nift (C.), nirt? ‘HBIpATY ; cAaB. *nerti, *nvrg, *noretv (a.1n. c:
caoBeH. praes. 1.sg. pondrem, ct.-caas. aor. 3.sg. noupkrs).

5. anrt. spitklas (2) ‘NMHOK, yaap (HOTOI) ~ AUT. spirti ‘*OpBIKHYTb, OpbIKaTh, ITHYTh, IIMHATD,
AATaThb, yAAPATH (HOTOI); yIIMpaTh, HOAINMpPATh’, ATIIL. speft ‘yAapUTb, THYTh; ASAraTh, OpbIKaTh ;
caas. *perg, *peretv (a1 ¢) | em. [Ap160 2000a: 274, 254-257].

Caassucknit (= a.1. b)

c) cydd. -dlo

1. caas. *dédlo > *dedlo [Hukoaaes 1989: 85] ~ caas. *dgjo, *deéjetv; inf. *déjdti; awrt. déti
‘KAaCThb, CTaBUTh, IIOMeINATh’, ATIIL. dét ‘KaacTs stina’; détiés “apesatnest, aetbest | cm. [Api06o
2000a: 296-298, 512].

2. caas. *pédlo > *pedlo [Huxoaaes 1989: 85] ~ caas. *pbng, *poneéto; inf. *peti; aurt. pinti
‘I11€CTy, BUTH; CIIyTHIBaTh , ATIIL. pit ‘miaecty, 3arniaetats’ || cm. [Ap160 2000a: 258-259, 267].

3. caaB. *Zefdlo, *zvdlo > *Zerdlo, *Zvrdlo [Hukoaaes 1989: 86] ~ caas. *Zerg, *Zeretv; *Zbro,
*Zvretv; inf. *Zvrdti, *Zerti; ant. gérti ‘uty’, AT dzeft ‘tmty’ | cm. [Ap160 2000a: 266, 273, 490,
493, 501, 506].

4. caas. *stadlo > *stadlo [Hukxoaaes 1989: 86] ~ caas. *stdjo, *stajetv; inf. *stajdti; aut. stoti
‘cTaTh, CTAHOBUTHCS, ATIIL StAt *OCTAaHOBUTHCS, octaHaBamBaThCs | eMm. [Ap160 2000a: 302-303].

5.caas. *Zidlo > *Zidlo [Huxoaaes 1989: 88] ~ caas. *Zivg, *Zivetv; inf. *Ziti; amt. gyti
‘3acxkuBath’ (B bubaum Xuamuckoro kute’, cm. Ch, Chl), atmr. dzit ‘3askusats’ | cm. [Ap160
2000a: 287-288].

6. caas. *bydlo > *bydlo [Huxoaaes 1989: 88] ~ caas. (I-part.) *bjlv, *byla, *bjlo; awnr. biiti
‘obITE’, ATHIL bilt ‘OBITE || cM. [Ab100 2000a: 513, 500].

7. caas. *z¢dlo > *Zedlo “xaao’ [Huxoaaes 1989: 86] ~ aurt. gélti “Kaantsb, KycaTb;, 004€Ts,
HBITh, AOMUTL’, ATIII. dzelt ’KaAuTh, KycaTh (O 3Mee); >Ke4b, 0O>KIUTIaTh (O Kparmnse)'.

8. caas. *vefdlo > *verdlo ‘ncrounux’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 86] ~ ant. virti ‘KumeTs; BapuUThCST,
ATIHIL. vift ‘KUIIeTb, BAPUTLCS .

9.caaB. *tvvfdlo > *tvordlo ‘3aron aas ckora’ [HukoaaeB 1989: 86] ~ awurt. tvérti
‘oropakuparb, CTaBUTh 3a00p; AeAaTh IepeBs3Ky, IepeBA3bIBaTh; IPUKPEIASITh, BCTaBAATDH,
ATIIL. fveft ‘XBaTaTh, AOBUTE .

10. caas. *peidlo > *perdlo ‘mpoxoa’ [Huxoaaes 1989: 86] ~ caas. *péro, *perétv; inf. *pordti
(a.1w. ¢); ? aut. spirti ‘'OpBIKHYTb, OpPBIKaTh, IIHYTh, IIMHATH, ASAraTh, yAapATh (HOIOI); yIUpaTh,
MIOATINPATE’, ATIL. Speft ‘yAapUTh, IIHYTh; AsArath, OpsIkats’ | cm. [A160 2000a: 274, 266].

I1. Omcymemeue 6armo-caasstckoi memamonuu 8 nPoU30OHLIX ¢ cydPurcamu «0OMUHAHM-
Hoz0» KkAacca (-to-, -sto-, -tlo-/-dlo- u nod.).

AKyTHpOBaHHbEIe KOPHI C (+)-MapKUPOBKOI He MEHAIOT MHTOHAIIUIA.

[TpousBoaHbIe OT 0AATO-CAABSHCKIX I1ar0A0B HETIOABI’KHOIO aKIJeHTHOTO THUIIA:
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baaTtuiickue (aut. a.m. 1; atmr. ™)

a) cydpd. -ta-s

1. aur. kdltas (1) ‘aoaotro’ [Huxkoaaes 1989: 80]; atr. kalts ‘das Stammeisen, der Meissel;
ein kleiner Hammer’> ~ aur. kdlti ‘koBaTh, BOMBATh, A0AOUTE’, ATIIL. kalt ‘KOBaTh; A0AOUTH (o
aarae)’; caas. *koljg, *koljetv; inf. *kdlti (a.11. b/a) I cm. [Ap160 2000a: 265].

2. aut. burtas (1) “xpeOuit, Bopoxx0a, yapel’ [Huxoaaes 1989: 80] ~ aut. burti ‘ragats,
BOPO>KUTD, KOAA0BATh', ATII. buft ‘KoAA0BaTh'.

3. ant. gniduztas (1) ‘kyaax’, pl. ‘tuckn’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 80] ~ aut. gniduzti ‘cXxumarsb, CTUC-
KIBATL , ATHI. gnaiizt Dunika ‘driicken, quetschen’ u gnaiizit, -zu, -ziju Nigr., HO gnaiizt?, -Zu, -zu
Bl ‘driicken, quetschen, knittern, knillen, auswinden wie nasse Wasche” [Miihl.-Endz. I: 633, 634].

4. aur. miltai (pl; 1) ‘Myxd’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 80]; atmr. milti pl. ‘das Mehl’ ~ aur. madlti
‘M0OAOTb, pa3MaAablBaTh’, ATIIL. malt ‘Moa0TV; caas. *meljg, *meljetv; inf. *mélti (a.m. bja) I cm.
[Ap100 2000a: 265].

5. anrt. sietas (1) ‘curo’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 80] (oTHOCHMTEeABHO IPepPLIBUCTON MHTOHALIUI B
arm. siéts ‘das Sieb’ oM. [Maanu-Ceutera VIA: 82]9) ~ caas. *séjo, *séjetv; inf. *séjati “cesiTs,
rpocesats’ (a.IL. a) II cm. [Ap160 2000a: 289-290].

6. aut. viltas (1) ‘npeaarteanctso, mameHa, oomaH [Hwukoaaes 1989: 80] ~ awmt. wvilti
‘oOMaHBIBaTh B HaJeKAaX, pa3ouyapoBLIBATh’, ATII. vilt A.-Ottenh., Salisb., Zbgenhof ‘0OMaHbBIBATH,
BBOAUTD B 3a0ay>KAeHne’.

7. ant. réztas (1) ‘3aBeAeHHBIN NOPsAOK; cTapast Agopora’ (sdvo réZtu ‘cBOUM depeaoM; II0-
csoeMy’); rioztas (1) ‘noaoca, ygactok, odaacts’ (savo rioztu ‘cBOuMM depeaoM; II0-CBOeMY’)
[Hukoaaes 1989: 80] ~ aurt. réiti ‘pesats’; Atul riezt, -Zu, -zu ‘scheiden’ Dunika; caas. *réijo,
*rézjetv; inf. *rézati (a.11. a).

b) cydd. -sta-s
1. aur. Zidstas (1; [SkZD: 324]) ‘tai, kiek vienu kartu galima apzioti’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 80] ~
AUT. Zi6ti ‘paszeBath, pacKphIBaTh'; caas. *zéjg, *zéjetv (a1 a) || cm. [Ap160 2000a: 28977,

c) cydpd. -kla-s

1. ant. durklas (1) ‘mTeik’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 80]; armi. dukls ‘ein spitzes Eisen, womit
Locher gemacht, gestochen werden’ ~ aur. diirti *KoA0T», THIKAT, ATII. duft ‘KOAOTE .

2. aut. irklas (1 > 3) ‘Becao’; arm. itkls ‘das Ruder’ ~ aur. irti *ABUrarh Cy4HO III€CTOM MAU
BecaaMut; rpectu (Becaamm)’, ATHL it (uz krastu) ‘rHaTh 204Ky, rpectu (K Oepery)’, iftiés ‘rpectu
(Becaamum)’.

5 ITpusoaumoe P. Aepkcenom [Derksen 1996: 117] B xaudectBe «mpomycka» C. /. HukoaaeBsIM Ba>XHOIO
KOHTpaprymeHTa caas.*kolto- > *koltd- ‘koaoTyrmka’ [cxps. anaa. kldto ‘AepeBsHHBI TPeyTOABHNUK, Ha eBaeMBbIil Ha
IIIeT0 CBMHBY, MeIIaIOIINII el IIpOoAe3Th B IIeAb 3a0opa’, caoseH. kldto, casi. klito ‘maaouxa’ ~ gemnr. kldt ‘maaouxka,
KOAOTYIIIKa'] HeIocpeACTBeHHO K JaHHOMY KOPHIO He OTHOCUTCSI, SIBAsASCh, HOPMaAbHBIM JeBepOaTHBOM K IAaroay
*koltiti, praes. 3.sg. *koltito (a.11. b) ¢ KopHeM *kolt-, 1 €T0 TIPOCOAMST ABASETCS AOTIOAHUTEABHEIM apPTyMEHTOM ITPO-
TUB COMHUTEABHBIX ITOIIBITOK CBSI3aTh DTOT KOpeHb ¢ kopHeM *kola- ‘xoaots’. C. /. Hukoaaes B csoeit paborte
IIpMHMMaeT 9Ty CIIOPHYIO STMMOAOIMIO I YYUTHIBaeT eé B yucAe BTOPMYHLIX oOpasosanuii, cM. [Huxoaaes 1989:
54, 89].

¢ OcoOeHHOCTBIO 0aATO-CAABSHCKMX MMEH neutra, MMeIOINX PepHIBUCTYIO MHTOHAIIMIO B AATHIIIICKOM, sIB-
A5€TCs TO, YTO OHM YacTo 130eraioT 3aKOHOMEPHON MeTaTOHMM U, KaK IIPaBI1AO, MMeIOT BapMaHT 3-11 a.1l. B ANTOB-
CKIX AMaJeKTax. OTo coraacyercs ¢ oobsacHeHneM B. M. Maarma-Csureraa, HO He TpeOyeT IPMHATUS IpeAliolarae-
MoI1 Sl. DHA3eAMHOM BTOPMYHOCTHM AATHIIICKOM IIPepLIBICTON MHTOHAITUNA.

7 Menee HagéxHo: 2. auT. vdistas (1) ‘cpeacrtso, aexapctso’ [Hukoaaes 1989: 80] ~ caas. *0édéti ‘3HaTh, BeAaTH’
(a.mm. a).
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3. AUT. piﬁklas (1) ‘muaa’ [Huxoaaes 1989: 80] ~ aut. piduti ‘pe3aTb, OTpe3aTh; MUANUTE;
KaTb (xAe0 Ha 11o4e); KOCUTH (CeHo, TpaBy)', ATIL. plaiit ‘KOCUTB; XKaTb (x1e0)’.

4. ant. zZénklas (1) ‘3HaK, nnpusHak, sHameHne [Huxkoaaes 1989: 80] ~ aurt. pa-Zinti ‘3HaTh
KOTO-A., OBITh 3HAKOMBIM; Y3HATD', ATII. pa-zit ‘3HATh KOTO-A., YTO-A.; OBITh 3HAKOMBIM; Y3HATB,
y3HaBaTh'.

5. anut. pa-véikslas (1) ‘kapTuHa, n3oopakeHne, oOpas, mpumMep, odpasely’ ~ caas. *vidig,
*viditv; inf. *vidéti (a.11. a).

6. aut. sékla (1; f.) ‘cems’; atmi. sékla f. Wolm., Karls., Ruj.,, Salis, Serbigal, AP., Lin., Iw. ‘der
Samen, die Saat’ ~ aur. séti ‘cesTh, pacceBaTy’, ATIIL. Sét ‘cesTh; caas. *séjg, *séjetv (a.m. a) | cm.
[As160 2000a: 289-290, 498, 533].

Caassanckni (a.1l. a)

c) cydpd. -dlo

1. caas. *bidlo [Hukxoaaes 1989: 84] ~ caas. *bijg, *bijetv; inf. *biti (a.1. a) || cm. [Ap160 2000a:
276].

2. caas. *diidlo [Huxoaaes 1989: 84] ~ caas. *diijo, *diijetv; inf. *diiti (a.m. a) || cm. [Ap100
2000a: 279].

3. caas. *mijdlo [Hukoaaes 1989: 84] ~ caas. *mijjo, *mijjetv; inf. *mijti (a.mw. a) || cm. [Ap100
2000a: 277-278].

4. caas. *rjdlo [Huxoaaes 1989: 84] ~ caas. *rijjo, *rijjeto; inf. *rijti (a.mm. a) I cm. [Ap160
2000a: 278].

5. caas. *¢lidlo [Huxoaaes 1989: 84] ~ caas. *Ciijo, *Clijetv; inf. *¢iiti (a.m. a) I cm. [Ap100
2000a: 279].

6. caas. *sidlo [Huxoaaes 1989: 84| ~ caas. *Sijo, *sijetv; inf. *siti (a.1. a); anr. siiiti ‘e,
armt. it ‘mute’ | em. [Asi60 2000a: 276].

7. caas. *m¢dlo [Hukoaaes 1989: 84] ~ caas. *mong, *monetv; inf. *méti (a.u1. a/b); aut. minti
‘TOIITATh, pacTalTHIBaTh; MATH , ATHIL. mit ‘TonTars, MATE || cm. [As160 2000a: 254, 263].

8. caas. *tordlo [Hukoaaes 1989: 84] ~ caas. *tvrg, *toretv; inf. *torti (a.m. a/b); aurt. tirti
‘nccaeA0BaTh, paccaeaoBaTh; U3ydarh’, trinti ‘TepeTb, HaTUpaTh, CTUPATL’, ATHIL. trit ‘TOYUTE;
IIpaBUTh; HAlIPaBAATH; TepeTs || cm. [Ap160 2000a: 254-256, 263].

VckarogeHns: 13 AaHHOTO COOTHOIEHMS e AMHNYHBI U A€TKO OOBICHSIIOTCSI AM00 HaANYM-
eM ApeBHUX aKIIeHTyallMOHHBIX BAPMAHTOB Y HEKOTOPHIX I1aroA0B, A00 CMEHON aKIJeHTHBIX
XapaKTepIUCTUK Y HIX B 00.1ee ITO3AHUI IIepOoJ,.

IIpeanoaoxenne P. Jepkcena, uto no3uiyum Metatonnn, ycranosaennsle C. /. Huxoaae-
BBIM, CBSI3aHbl MICKAIOUMTEABHO C MMEHaMI CpegHero poJa®, oKasblBaeTcsl OIIMOOYHBIM IIpU
Doaee THIaTeAPHOM pacCMOTpeHNu MaTepuasa. /Aas geMOHCTpaliuy IIpuBeAeM 34ech IepBIy-
HO AOMMHaHTHBIN cypPUKC -sna-.

JoMuHaHTHOCTL cydpduKca -snd- ycTaHaBAUBAeTCs I10 aKI[eHTyaI[IOHHOMY IIOBeJeHMIO
€ro B BOCTOYHODAATUIICKIX U CAABAHCKUX SI3bIKaX. PelleccBHBIN aKyTMPOBaHHLIN KOPeHb IIpU
npucoeauHennu cypukca -snd- CTaHOBUTCA BTOPUYHO AOMIMHAHTHBIM U I10Ay4aeT HUPKyM-
Jaexc (caoBo 11oaydaeT 2-10 AUTOBCKYIO aKI[eHTHYIO IIapajuIMy):

1. ant. auaa. dziiisna (2) Plv, Up, Grk, Vb, dZiusna (2) Kt (mpu BropwdHbIX: dZiiisna (4) Zvr,
dziusna (4) [K], Gdl u dZiiisna (1) Ms) ‘Xya0ii (Cyxoii) 4eA0BeK; CyXOTKa' : AUT. dZiiiti \COXHYTb, Bsl-
HYTb, YaXHYTh'; ATHL Ziit ‘trocknen’ || [Fraenk. I, 117]; [Karulis 1209-1211, 1215]; [Pok. 179-181].

8 Cm. Derksen 1996: 103-122.
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2. aur. amaa. lisna (2) NdZ, lusna (2) NdZ, MZ 72, N, [K] (mpu BTOpMaHOM: lii$na (3) DZ)
‘XVDKUHa, Aadyra’ : aut. liZti ‘aomarbes, aomuthest’; atmn. lizt “brechen’ (intr.) Il [Fraenk. I:
347]; [Karulis 510-511]; [Pok. 686]; [Dybo 2002: 426—-427].

[Ipn A0OMMHAHTHOM aKyTMPOBaHHOM IIPOU3BOAAIIEM MeTAaTOHNS OTCYTCTBYeT:

Aut. auaa. plisna (1) BsMt 11 183 (Klp), Prk ‘nepo’, spliisna (1) LKK II 199 (zt), LD 190 (zt),
Aru 48 (zt) «plunksna», ¢ BTOpUYHBEIM S-, BEpOSITHO, 110 aHaAorum ¢ Aut. spainas ‘Fligel’ n
plimksna < *plunsna (ca0BoOOpa3oBaTeAbHO BTOPUYEH BapuaHT: plitksna ‘epo’, - BTOPUIHO OT-
HOIIIeHne K AuT. pldukas ‘Boaoc’, pl. plaukai “Boaocsr’; atm. plaitki ); atm. plitksnas pl. ‘die feinen
Federn der Vogel’ ~ artm. pliikas C., Karls. ‘Ausgezupftes, Charpie; Flaumfedern’ (pazsurue 3a-
CBIAETeAbCTBOBAHHBIX OaATUIICKUX BapMaHTOB MOXKHO IIPeACTaBUTDL CAeAYIOIIUM OOpa3oM:
*plin-sna > *plin-k-sna u *plii-sna, noa Bausauem ¢popm tuna arm. plikas mocaeanuii mepe-
CTpauBaeTcs B *pllik—smi I aar. pliima f. ‘Flaumfeder, Flaum’; upa. 6 ‘Wollflocke, Wollhaar;
Schneeflocke’ < *pliiso-, luascach “haarig, zottig’; repm. *fliisi- [ap.-anra. (3ar.-cakc.) flies ‘Vlies’,
(anra.) fléos, flius (Leid. Rats.) n. ‘Vlies, Wolle, Pelz’; cp.-n.-HeMm. vlils (Taxke vliisch) n.'Vliefs;
Flocke, Locke, Handvoll Wolle oder Haare’, cp.-s.-HeMm. vlils u vlius, vlies n. ‘Vlies’ < >*ﬂﬁsi—],
HOpB. flira 'zottiges Haar’ || [Pok. 837, 838]; [WH II: 324-325]; [Fraenk. I: 609, 632]; [Buga RR I:
287]; [Falk—Torp I: 240-241]; [Holthausen AEEW 108]; [EWD I: 445].

Bo Bcex caydasix caoBooOpas3oBaHMs ¢ TOA00HBIM cy$PUKCOM IpU MOABVMIKHOM aKIIeHT-
HOM THIIE IIPOU3BOAJSIIETO IIPONU3BOAHOE I10AYy4IaeT HEHO,ZI,BI/I)KHI)Iﬁ aKLIeHTHblﬁ TUII:

Caas. *desnd, acc.sg. *dgsng > *desng (a.1. b) [pycck. decrd, acc.sg. dechyj; cAoBeH. dlésna; derr.
ddseit; CT.-IIOABCK. U AuaA. dzigsna] (*dent-snad) ~ aut. dantis, acc.sg. dafitj 4 3y0’.

Caas. *liind, acc.sg. *liing > *liing (a.1m. b) [pycck. AyHd, acc.sg. AYHY; YKp. AYHd, accC.sg. AYHY;
CXpB. IITOK. lina; gak. (Orb.) lind, acc.sg. liino; xamry0. hina f. ‘Feuerrdte” Lorentz PW 1, 480; co-
KpallleHlle KOPHEeBOIO I1acCHOIO B Yelll. U CABII. IBHO BTOpUYHO] (*louk-sna) ~ aAp.-una. rokdh m.
‘ceeT’, rocdh ‘0aectsamuir’, rocih n. ‘ceeT, 01ecK’; rped. AevKOG ‘CBeTABl, OAecTAImit .

Ipumeuarue. CaeayeT MMeTh B BUAY, ITO METATOHMsI, OYAy4M pe3yAbTaTOM CA0BOOOPA30BAHMUS U €r0 KOHCT-
pyKTI/IBHI)IM D1€MEeHTOM, HOABepraeTC}I B YZ],a[l];vHeIV/IH_IeM TeM >Ke HpoueccaM, 4qTO "N Apyrme KOHCprKTI/IBHLIe Dae-
MEHTHI €10B00Opa30BaHIs, TaK/e, KaK aKIIeHTHBIN TUII (aKIIeHTHas IIapaiurMa), T. €., HallpuMep, TeHepaAu3almu
B OIlpeJeleHHOM CA0BOOOPa30BaTeAbHOM THIIE, aHAAOTMYECKOMY BO3AENCTBUIO IapaAleAbHbIX CA0BOODpa3oBa-
TEeABHBIX TUIIOB 1 I10A00HBIM. ITepBbIii caydaii XOPOIIIO Ha0AAAETCs B AUTOBCKMX MIMEHAaX Ha -ils:

I. B nmeHax, oOpa3oBaHHBIX OT aKyTMPOBaHHBIX OCHOB ITOABVI>KHOTO aKIIeHTHOTo Tuma — 1) lafigius 2 "oKoH-
muk’ (ldngas 3 “okHO', ATII. [10gs); 2) stdgius 2 ‘KposeabIuK (st6gas 3 ‘KpHIIIa, KPOBAs', IPU BTOPUYIHOM amada. 1
NdZ, Dt; AT stiags ‘Dach’); 3) nudgius 2 ‘roasmr’ (niiogas 3 ‘Haroit, roAwll’, ATIL. nudgs); 4) skijscius 2 *AerKoMeIc-
AeHHBIT yea0BeK (skystas 3 “xmaxmir’, atmn. skists ‘diinnfliissig’); 5) malkius 2 ‘BO3UMK ApOB, TOproBer; gposamMu’
(AT. malka ‘das Brennholz’, npu aut. mdlka 1 ‘aposa’); 6) plaiikius 2 ‘aaunHHOBOAOCHIT (pldukas 3 ‘B6aOC, ATIL
plaiiki *‘was im Weben vom Kamme abféllt; Schneeflocken; Staub; Mutterkorn’); 7) taiikius 2 *ao0ureas >xupa’ (tau-
kai pl., acc.pl. tdukus “xup’, sg. tdukas ‘Fettstiick’ [Buga RR II: 633]; B atm. tauki ‘Fett’, tauks ‘fett, feist’ renepa-
Anzanusa ped.aeKcoB MeTaTOHMYeCKoro Iupkymaekca); 8) sludcius 2 ‘Mereapmiuk’ (atmr. sludta “Besen’, mpu aut.
Slhiota 1 *‘metaa’, cp. Taxke aAtml. sludt ‘ohne Zweck umhergehen, schlendern, bummeln’); 9) puddzius 2 ‘rondap’
(armr. pudds ‘der Topf’, mpu BTOpUYHOM AUT. piiodas 1 «ropiok»); 10) slufikius 2 *aentsir’ (armr. sluiikis ‘Limmel,
Schlingel, Faulenzer, Trodler’, cp. aut. slunkis *(trdger) Schleicher, wer langsam geht; Faulenzer(in)’ [Nesselmann
486)); 11) daig((s))ius 2 *BcxoAbl, mpopacranue; poctok’ (ddigas 3 “pocrox’, diegas 3 ‘pocrox’, dieglyjs 3, 4 ‘poct’, dy-
glijs 4 ‘poct’; atm. daiga ‘lange diinne Stange’, daigi du. Kr., diégs “Zwirn, Keim', diéglis (diglis) ‘Keim'); 12) snafglius
2 ‘conasx’ (snarglijs, gen. sndrglio 3 u gnaa. snaiglio 4 ‘connan’); 13) aiiglius 2 *poct; Bodpact’ (arut. afiglis ‘Frucht’; Ho
anT. auglijs 4 ‘nober; omyxoas’, npu dugti ‘pactu’); 14) méslius 2 ‘HaBo3HUK (méSlas 3 ‘HaBo3’; aTmL. mésls ‘Diinger,
Mist’); 15) 6dzius 2 ‘ko>xeBHmk’ (artmi. dda ‘Balg, Haut’, 48a aut. HopM. BapuanTa 6da 1 u oda 4 'kxoxxa’ — pe3yabTar
ABYX HaIlpaBAeHUI IepecTpoiiku 3-i1 a.IL.); 16) nafidZius ‘pocToBIIUK, AxouMel (nauda 3 ‘110Ab3a, BRITOAa’; ATIIL
naiida ‘Geld’); 17) smirdélius 2 ‘Boniouka’ (amt. smirdéti, praes. 3.sg. smirda, praet. 3.sg. smirdéjo ‘BOHSTS; AT
smifdét ‘riechen, stinken”).
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II. Ho Tax>ke u B MMeHaX, 0Opa30BaHHBIX OT aKyTMPOBAHHBIX OCHOB HEIIOABVKHOTO aKIIEHTHOTO THUIIA —
1) dudnius 2 *a100utean xaeba’ (dilona 1 *xaed’, armr. dudna ‘Schnittbrot’); 2) gifnius 2 >xepuosmmx’ (girna, pl. girnos
1 “xépuov’, atmt. dzifnus, dzifnas pl. ‘die Quirne’); 3) Saiikscius 2 “aoxxxapy’ (Sdukstas 1 “aoxxxka’); 4) smufgius 2 Up,
Vn, Kv [LKZ XMI: 227] ‘conasax’ (smirgis 1 ‘comas’; arm. smuiga ‘Rotz’); 5) bal¢ius 2 Alk, Skr, Trgn [LKZ I: 589]
‘Beaoe xuBoTHOE' (ATI. balts ipu BTopudanom aur. baltas 3); 6) il¢ius 2 [LKZ IV: 38] ‘zmogus ilgomis iltimis’ (iltis 1
‘kabiK’, atm. il(k)ts, ilkss ‘Hauer, Hauzahn, Fangzahn'); 7) juédzius ‘juodos, tamsios spalvos gyvulys, juodis’ (jiiodas
3K, ], S; 1 Ms, KlvrZ, SD34, B, R320, M ‘yepHbl1’; AT judds *Waldteufel, Feldteufel, boser Geist'); 8) (didijlis) milcius
2 ‘Boasmoit myanoit xpyrmak’ (miltai pl. 1 ‘Myxa’, ati. milti "Mehl'); 9) pijpkius 2 ‘xypuasmmk, Tpyoounuk’ (pypké 1
‘TpyOKa’, Ho Taxke auaa. pypka 1, pypka 2, pipka 2, piyjpkeé, pypkis *(Tabaks)pfeife’); 10) kailius 2 “cKOpHsAK, MeXOBIITUK’
(kdilis 1 ‘mxypa, meX’, atmt. kails Tr., Gr.-Essern, Ahs., Zabeln u kails Wolm., K1., PS., Lis., N.-Peb., Arrasch, C., Trik. ‘kahl,
nackt, splitternackt’ [Miihl.—Endz. II: 133; Endz.-Haus. I: 574] u artm. kailis ‘ein Schafsfell zum Pelz; ein abgetrage-
ner Pelz’ Wid.); 11) mailius 2 ‘Maavku; Maaék’ (mdila ‘etwas Kleines, Unbedeutendes, insbesondere Bez. kleiner Fi-
sche’, arm. maile *Weifsfisch, Loffelfisch, Grundling, kleiner Fisch’); 12) seilius 2 ‘caiontsir’ (séilé ‘carona’; HO ATIIL
sailas pl. Kreuzb., Ober-Kurl. (n. U.) ‘der Geifer, Speichel’, seilas? pl. Kreuzb., séiles? pl. Gr.-Jungfernhof (n. U.); 13) gijs-
lius 2 ‘prcoxmmit [xuasiit] yeaosex’ (gysla 1 “xmaa’, HO atmr dzi(k)sla ‘Ader, Sehne’); 14) piénius 2 ‘a00utean
MOa04HOTO (pienas 1 ‘Moaoko’; armr. piens ‘Milch’); 15) plufiksnius 2 ‘nepsHUK; yeaosek nepa’ (plinksna 1 ‘nepo’;
att. plitksnas pl. C., Katzd. ‘Charpie, Abfall von Flachs, Hede’); 16) krosnius 2 ‘neunux’ (krdsnis 1 ‘meus’; HO ATIIL
krasns Ofen’); 17) klutiipius 2 ‘m3rorosurean AepeBAaHHbIX OamMaxos’ (kltimpés pl. 1 ‘AepeBsHHbIe OalIMaKu, KAyM-
usl’; At kluriipaca C., Dr. ‘der Plattfuss’); 18) kufpius 2 ‘canosxumk; 6ammMaunuk’ (kirpé 1 ‘0ammax’; atmr. kufpe
‘Schuh’); 19) bulvius 2 ‘a106ureas kaprodeas’ (bilvé ‘kaprodeas’; atm. bidva); 20) mufzius 2 ‘TpsA3HyAst; Mapanika’
(mitrza 1 ‘rpsasuyas’; aTiL. mufza); 21) suddZius 2 ‘rpsasnyas, samapamika’ (stuodys pl., stiodZiy gen.; stiodZiai pl. 1 ‘ca-
ka’; HO AnT. suodyti, suodéti ‘ruffig werden’, arm. suddréji ‘der Russ; Tabaksol’); 22) snafidZius ‘cons’ (atmi. snafida
‘Schlummer, Halbschlaf’, snaiist, praes. 1.sg. snaiizu, praet.1.sg. snafidu; auT. sndusti, praes.1.sg. sndudZiu, praet.1.sg.
sndudziau ‘ApeMarty’; HO snauda 4 ‘snaudimas; snaudalius’, Sl. snauda, gen. snaiidos 2 ‘drzemata; $pioch’).

OAHaKO IMEHHO Y DTOV BTOPOII IPYIIIIEL IIPOM3BOAHBIX (OT aKyTUPOBAHHEIX MIMEH U T1ar0A0B HETIOABISKHOTO
aKI[eHTHOTO TUIIA) HADAOAAeTCsl U PsiA MCKAIOUEHNUIT I BAPMAHTOB, B KOTOPBIX METATOHIS OTCYTCTBYeT: 1) jaucius
‘pastuch woléw, pasterz’ [mpm Bapuante jaiicius] (jautis 1 ‘Boa, 0wIK’) [Otr.gr.Il: 81]; 2) murzius 1 ‘rpsasuyas;
Mapamka' (mirza 1 ‘rpasuyas’; atmi mufza); 3) milCius 1 BZ603 ‘duonvabalis (Tenebrio molitor), ‘MY4YHOI Xpymy’
(miltai pl. 1 ‘myka’, atir. milti ‘Mehl’); 4) smirgius 1 NdZ [LKZ XIII: 227] ‘corasx’ (smiirgis 1 ‘conas’; atnr. smuiga
‘Rotz’); 5) dmzius 1 ‘Bex; Bospact’; 6) yZius 1 >xemaitr. ‘status krantas, skardis, nugriuves Slaitas’ [DLKZ 1954: 285,]
(pu BapuanTe jZius Silale, raj.c.).

ITPOM3BOAHBIE CO BTOPUYHBIMU CYDDPUKCAMU

CoraacHo «BTOpOMY HPMHINITY ITapajUrMaTU4ecKoro akIieHTa» BhIOOp aKIIeHTHBIX TUIIOB
B DTOM PeKOHCTPYMPOBAaHHOM (parMeHTe aKIIeHTHOI CUCTeMBI OllpejeasieTcs ABYMs Iapa-
MeTpaMIL: aKI[eHTHOM IapasurMoit (a.Il.) IMPOM3BOAAIIEro U MOPPOHOAOIMIECKUM KAacCOM
cypdpukca. JApym a.m. HenmpousBoAHbIX: 1-it a.ar. (AauT. 1-it m 2-it a.ar.) U 2-in a.aL (AUT. 3-i1 U
4-i1 a.11.)” — COOTBETCTBOBAAM TPM aKIIEHTHBIX THUIIA ITPOM3BOAHBIX: TUII A — HENOABVKHOE
yAapeHue Ha KOpHe; Tull B — HemogsukHoe yaapenne Ha cypdukce; Tunn C — IoABUKHOE
yaAapenue (= 2-it 6aaruiickoir a..). CypPpuxcel aeananch Ha gBa MOpPOHOAOTMIECKUX KAac-
ca — I xkaacc (peneccususie cypuxce): -isk-a- (adj.), -in-a- (adj.), -at-i-, -ast-i-, -um-a- (£.), -ing-a-
(adj.), -ist-d- (£.), -ib-a- (£.); Il kaacc (aomunanTHbIe cydpduxcer): -el-is, -isk-1s (adj.), -in-is (adj.),
-esn-is (adj., cpaBH. ct.), -um-a-, -at-d- (f.), -ist-é, -inik-a-, -ib-é, -uot-a- (adj.), -(jlaus(j)-a- (adj.,
IIPeBOCX. CT.). BBIOOp aklleHTHOTro Tuma IIPOU3BOAMACS CAeAYIOIIMM OOpa3oM: OT OCHOB
1-i1 a.11. He3aBUCHUMO OT KAacca cydpdurca BIOMpaAcs aKIIeHTHBIN TUIT A, OT OCHOB 2-ii a.I1. IIpA
cypduxcax I kaacca — tun C, npu cygppukcax Il kaacca — tur B:

 PeKOHCTPYMpOBaHHOE COCTOsHINE OTHOCUTCS K ITeproay A0 AevicTeus 3akoHa Ae Coccropa.
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A.11. TpON3BOAAIITIIX

1-a 2-s
Kaacc I A C
cypdnkca I B

I. Cyppukcom I xaacca

A. C kxpamxumu zaacnoimu

1. Cydppuxkc -osti-s

A.11. TPOM3BOASIITIIX
cllj)ggll\:;_l Henoasurxnas (1-51) IMoasroxHast (2-51)
BOAHLIX
Ay (aur 1) | BRSO | Aer® | o ()
baar. subst. -ast-i-
nom. pilnastis biatirastis givastis nerimastis
Sg. | gen. pilnasties biatirasties givasties nerimasties
acc. pilnast] biatirast] gz"vasti nerimasty
Caas. subst. -ost-b-
®opmbl as (= A) ab (=E) cc(=0)
Nom.sg. rddosto medrosto Iénosto éestosto
Dat.sg. rddosti modrosti Iénosti Céstosti
Instr.sg. rddostvjo modrostovjo lénostvjo Cestostvjo
Loc.sg. rddosti modrosti lenosti Cestosti
Gen.pl. rdadostojo modrostvjo lénostvjo Cestostvjo

ITpumeuanue. Matepuaasl O CAABSIHCKOI peKOHCTpyKUmu cM. [Api6o 1981b: 107-122], GaaTnrickas peKOHCTPYK-

1ys 1 Matepuaasl B [Ap160 2006b: 135-136].
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2. cypduxc -in-o-

A.11. TpOM3BOAAIIIIX

Dopwmr Henoasuknast (1-51) IMoasuxHas (2-51)
Ipous-
BOAHBIX
Axyr (aur. 1) Hupxymdaekc, Axyr (3) Hupxymdaekc,
KpaTKOCTh (2) KpaTKOCTh (4)
baar. adj. -in-a-
m. duksinas varinas pldukinas krivinas
Sg , - A N A A7 Z .z
f. auksind varing plaukina kruvina
m. auksinié varinié pldukinie kruvinie
PL
f. auksinas varinas plaukinas kruvinas
Caas. adj. -on-o-
®opmbt as (= A) ab (= D) cc(=0)
m. véronov Qrésvno mirono dvlzono
5g. f vérona grésona mirvnd dvlZond
n. vérono grésvno mirono dvlzono

ITpumeuariue. MaTepmaasl IO CAaBIHCKOM PeKOHCTPYKImM cM. [Apr60 1981b: 72-94], 6aatniickas peKOHCTPYKIIVLT
u MaTepuaasl B [Ar160 2006b: 131-134].

3. cy¢pduxc -isk-o-

A.11. TPOM3BOASIIIIIX

Popmt Hemnoasurxnas (1-51) IMoasroxHast (2-51)
Ipon3-
BOJAHBIX
AkyT (aur. 1) Hnpxymdaekc, AkyT (3) Hnpxymdaekc,
KpaTKOCTb (2) KpaTKOCTb (4)
baar. adj. -isk-a-
m. viriskas dvasiskas siiniskas diéviskas
Sg. . , oy s
f. viriskd dvasiska stiniska dieviska
m. viriskié dvasiskié stiniskie dieviskie
Pl p ,
f. viriskas dvasiskas siniskas dieviskas
Caas. adj. -bsk-o-
®opwmbl as (= A) ab (= D) cc(=0)
m. britvskv Zenbskv Zvervsko mozoskv
Sg. f. brdtoska Zenvska Zvéroska mozoska
n. brdtvsko zenvsko Zvervsko mozuvsko

ITpumeuarue. MaTepmaasl IO CAaBAHCKOM peKOHCTPyKumu cM. [Ap160 1981b: 62-72], GaaTuiickas peKOHCTPYKIINs
1 MaTepuaasl B [Ar160 2006b: 119-131].
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B. C dorzumu aKkymupoeaHHbiMU IAACHbIMU

4. baar. -ifig-a-

f;ﬁ A.IL. TpOM3BOASAIIINX
2 x
Bua npons- = E Henoasuxnas (1-1) IMoasrxHas (2-51)
BOAsIIIeNT OCHOBEL | 2 &
]
& Axyt (aur. 1) Hupxymdaekc, Axyt (3) Hnpxymdaekc,
S KPaTKOCT5 (2) KpaTKOCTh (4)
< EEIN NJeA 7 N VAT
a. | oaHo- | M-\ kynifigas galifigas naudingas zalifigas
w 2 CAOXK- T oo T T T
=9 ¢ , . .
= HbIe . VA TP TV v dea z
: S kiinifiga galinga naudinga zalifiga
)
v~ \ . A NP
T ABY- m. Em— akmeninigas — Ismintiiigas
S & CAOX- o0 T -t T s
N . A i a
S Heble £ — akmenifigd E— 1Smintinga

Aatpimickuit cyppukc -ig- COOTBETCTBYeT 10 CBOMM IIPOCOAUMYECKUM XapaKTepUCTUKaM
AUTOBCKOMY Ccy(pPUKCy, a MPOU3BOJHBIe C HUM B AeTaAsX COrAacylOTcs C peKOHCTpyUpOBaH-

HBIMJ AUTOBCKUMIL.

1. OT uMeH ¢ n1aBHOI MHTOHaLMeI: ATII. pienigi luopi ‘milchreiche Kiihe” (Gr. 271-272);
piicigs ‘bose wie eine Eule’ (Gr. 272); vainigs ‘schuldig’ (Gr. 272); tirigs ‘reinlich” (Gr. 273);
pilnigs ‘fiillig (von korperlicher Fiille); vollstindig, vollkommen’ [Miihl.-Endz. III: 215] u
MH. 4p.

2. OT UMeH c NpepBIBUCTON MHTOHAIMe: ATIL. zdliga pl’ava ‘grasige (grasreiche) Wiese’
(Gr. 271); naidigs ‘feindselig’ (Gr. 272); sifdigs ‘zornig, heftig, eifrig’ (Gr. 272); priécigs ‘freudig’
(Gr. 272); dafbigs ‘arbeitsam’ (Gr. 272); pédigs ‘der letzte’ (Gr. 273); said?gs ‘stisslich” [Miihl.—
Endz. III: 669] u MH. Ap.

OueBnaHo, YTO AATHIIIICKOE OTpa’keHle COBePIIeHHO TOYHO COOTBETCTBYeT PeKOHCTPYU-
poBaHHOMY cocToAHMION. VI KOHeYHO, OHO He TpeOyeT OOBSICHEHUII MOCPeACTBOM OTTSXKKIU
UKTyCa; 9TO XOPOIIO BMUAHO, KaK TOABKO MBI paccTaBUM COOTBETCTBYIOIIJE MapKUPOBKU
[(+) ctaBuTCs MOA AOMMHAHTHOV MOp¢EeMOI], T. €. C [1A1aBHON MHTOHAIel, (—) IIOCTaBAEeH 1104,
pelieccuBHOI MOPQeMOIi, T. €. C IIPepPBHIBUCTON NHTOHALIMeN: pzfn_fgs, HO sa_id_fgs.

B caaBsHCKMX s3BIKaxX oOpaimaer Ha ceOsi sHUMaHUe cybduxc -¢n- (BUAUMO, -¢n-),
KOTOPBII 3aHMMaeT OAM3KIe IIO3UIIMHI B CICTeMe CA0BOOOpa3oBaHIs U IIPOCOANIECKI TOXKAe-
cTBeH OaaTmMiickoMy -ing-a-. CA0XHOCTh €r0 CerMeHTHOIO cocTaBa AOCTaTOYHO yOeAuTeAbHO
COOTHOCHTCS CO CAOKHOCTBIO €TO IPOCOANYECKON XapaKTepPUCTUKI.

10O MoeM OTHOIIIEHUM K ImpeaaaraeMomMy SHASGAMHOM OOBSICHEHIIO BO3HUKHOBEHILS pasamansa MeXay

HPepHIBUCTON U I1AaBHOM AaTBHIIICKUMI MHTOHanusaMu cM. [As160 2005b: 207-210].
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Caas. adj. -¢n-o-

A .11. mpOM3BOAAIIIIIX

Popmer
TTpOMSBOAHDIX Henoasuxuas (1-51) TToasyxHas (2-51)
Lupxymdaekc, Hupxymdaekc,
A AxyT (an. 1) KpaTKOCT5 (2) ARyT (3) KpaTKoCTb (4)
KII. TUII
TTocae
AEMCTBUS as (: A) ab (: E) ce (: C)
3aKOHa P

Aar- m. | médenv stokléno pbrstenv ledenv
C g 4 , .
prtera Sg. | f médena stvkléna porstena ledena
n. | médeno stvkléno pbrsteno ledeno

HpuMeanue. MaTepI/Ia/lbI II0 PEeKOHCTPYKO MU CAABSIHCKOM CUCTEMBI Bm6opa aKkI. THUIIOB y IIpuAaarateAbHBbIX C

cydd. -¢n- cm. B [Ap160 1981b: 127-140], GaaTuitckas peKOHCTPYKIIMS ¥ MaTepuaAbl aKI[eHTHOI CICTeMBI TIpuAa-
raTeAbHBIX ¢ cyPpd. -ifig- B [Ap160 2006b: 137-142].

II. Cypdpuxkco Il xaacca

A. C kxpamxumu zaacnoimu

1. Cyddukc -ot-d-

A.TI. IPOM3BOAAIIIIIX

Popmbl Henoasuxnas (1-51) IMoasroxHast (2-51)
IIPpOM3BOAHBIX
Hupxymdaekc, Hnpxymdaekc,
AxyT (aur. 1) KpaTKOCTb (2) AkyT (3) KpaTKoCTh (4)
baar. subst. -at-a

s g nom. | spéikatd Qivatd
Egg gen. | svéikatas gloatas
$28 | S&

S . o N
5[ 2 acc svéikatq Qivatq

instr. | svéikatd Qlvatd
Caas. subst. -ot-a

5 g Axi1. THII as (= A) ab (=E) cc(=0)
o] %)
= >
£ £ B nom. | pigceta dobrota Iépota prostotd
=g¢
% 8 % Sg. | acc. | niSceto dobroto lépoto prostotg
O < T NV . 1 i3 v 1. 14
E = instr. | niscetojo dobrotojo lépotojo prostotojo

ITpumeuariue. MaTepuaasl 1O CAABAHCKOIN PeKOHCTPYKIMM cM. [Ap60 1981b: 122-125], GaaTuiickas peKOHCTPYK-
1y 1 Matepuaast B [Ap160 2006b: 204-208].
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2. cypduxc -tuy-o-/-tuy-a-
baat. -tuvas n -tuvé

OrT raaroaos 0aATO-CAABSIHCKOTO HeIIOABVM>KHOI'O aKIIeHTHOTI'O THUIIa:

1. dumtuvé ‘mex’ (amt. dumti “ayts’) ~ caas. *domg, *dbmetv; l-part. ddlv, f. dfla, n. dglo
(a.1m. b/a) “ayTts’ Il cMm. [Ap160 2000a: 263, 503, 510].

2. kdltuvé «xoBaabHsa» (Sakyna, Zagarés raj.) (aurt. kilti ‘kosary’) ~ artnr kalt ‘schmieden,
schlagen’; caas. *kolj¢, *koljetv; inf. *kélti, sup. *kdltv; aor. 1.sg. *kélxv (TO Xe yaapeHnue B pl.), 2—-
3.sg. *kdl; I-part. *kéllv, £. *kélla, n. *kéllo ‘koaots” || cm. [As100 2000a: 265, 488, 491, 503].

3. kdrtuves pl., gen. kdrtuviy (1) BZ54, ‘suceanna’ (aur. kdrti ‘semary’) ~ atmr. kart *hangen,
behangen’.

4. killtuvas BZ606, ‘tert’ (aur. kilti ‘Moaoturs’) ~ armr. kult ‘schlagen, priigeln, dreschen’.

5. kurtuvés ‘HOBOCeabe’ (AMT. kurti ‘pasxmurath Oronn’) ~ armi kuit ‘Feuer anmachen,
heizen’.

6. maltuvé «MoAOABHS» (Sakyna, Zagarés raj.) (aurt. mdlti ‘MoaoTw) ~ armi. malt ‘mahlen,
drehen, schwatzen’; caas. *meljg, *meljeto; inf. *mélti, sup. *méltv; aor. 1.sg. *mélxv (TO >Xe
yaapenue B pl.), 2-3.sg. *mél; I-part. *méllv, f. *mélla, n. *méllo *Moaots” Il cm. [Ap160 2000a: 265,
488, 491, 503].

7. mintuvai ‘M40, ABHOMsAAKA, TpernaaAo  (AUT. minti ‘MATH') ~ ATHI. mit ‘treten’; caas.
*mong, *monetv; I-part. *m¢lv, f. *méla, n. *mélo | cm. [Ap160 2000a: 263, 503].

8. pjautuvas ‘cepn’ (y>ke B ApeBHEAUTOBCKOM 3apUKCUPOBaH Iepexo B MOABVKHBIN aK-
LIEHTHBI TUIL: Ap.-AUT. piéutuwu instr.sg. DP 605, piautuwiy gen.pl. DP 38,,) (aut. pjauti >xats,
KOCUTS') ~ ATII. plaiit ‘pe3ats, >kaTp’, ‘mdhen, ernten’.

9. rietuvé [SkZD] ‘mrabean, moaennma’ (AnT. rieti ‘ckaaabisaTh B mrrabean’) ~ AuT. rieklas
(1) ‘zwei hangende Stangen bzw. Geriist unter der Stubendecke (beim Ofen) zum Trocknen
des Brennholzes oder der Kleider’, taxxke rieklas m pl. rieklai ‘Dachboden’ (orcyrcrBue
MeTaTOHNM CBUAETeAbCTBYeT O IepBUIHOCTY HEIIOABVKHOIO aKIIeHTHOTO THIIa IIPOM3BOASI-
II1ero rJ1aroaa).

10. sétuvé ‘aAykomKo (C 3epHOM), IOCEBHON MUK (AUT. séti ‘cesATh) ~ ATHI. sét ‘sden,
besiden’; caas. *séjo, *séjetv; part. praes. act. *séje, *séjotj-; aor. 1.sg. *séjasv (TO Xe yaapenue B
pl.), 2-3.sg. *séja; I-part. *séjalv, f. *séjala, n. *séjalo I cm. [Apibo 2000a: 289-290, 486-487, 498;
512].

11. skiltuvas ‘orauBo; yaaprUK (aut. skilti ‘Beicexats’) ~ atm. gkilt ‘Feuer anschlagen’.

12. Sidutuvas ‘BUHTOBKa, py>Kbe; TKaLIKUII YeAHOK (AUT. Sduti ‘CTpeAATs’) ~ ATHIL. Saiit ‘eine
heftige Bewegung nach einer Richtung hin machen; schnell schieben oder stofsen’; caas. *siijo,
*sifjetv; inf. *sovdti, sup. *sovdtv; I-part. *sovdlv, f. *sovdla, n. *sovdlo; part. praet. act. f. *sovdvvsi |
cM. [Asr6o 2000a: 289, 489, 512, 517].

13. trintuvai B BeIpa>keHun mintuvai-trintuvai ‘motery darbas’ [Buga RR III: 67] (aut. trinti
‘repetd’) ~ atmt. trit ‘reiben, schleifen, scharfen’; cp. caas. *tor(j)9, *tor(jletv; inf. *torti, sup.
*tortv; aor. 1.sg. *torxv (TO Xe yaapenue B pl.), 2-3.sg. *tor; l-part. *torlv, f. *tbrla, n. *torlo; part.
praet. act. nom.sg. m. *torv, f. *torvsi | cm. [Ap160 2000a: 263, 488, 491, 503, 514].

OT raaroaos 0aATO-CAABSIHCKOTO ITIOABVI>KHOI'O aKII€HTHOTI'O TUIIAa:

1. artiivas ‘darbininkas arklys’ [SkZD: 383] (aur. drti ‘naxaty’) ~ arm. aft ‘pfliigen’; caas.
*or(jlo, *or(j)etv; inf. *ordti, sup. *oratv; aor. 1.sg. *ordxv (TO Xe yaapenue B pl.), 2-3.sg. *ora; I-
part. *oralv, f. *orald, n. *oralo Il cm. [Ap160 2000a: 274275, 488, 494, 507].
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2. bliautuvé “kas vis bliauja, rékia’, ‘cksepHOCA0B, moXaOHUK' (aAnT. bliduti ‘61eATb, peBeTs’)
~ atm. blaiit “bloken, schreien’; caas. *bljiljo, *bljujeto || cm. [Ap160 2000a: 293].

3. déttivai ‘yKaaauuK; KaaAoBas; XpaHuanine' (AuT. déti ‘KaacTb, CTaBUTD; ITIOMeIATh’) ~
armr. dét \(Eier) legen’; caas. *déjo, *déjetv; l-part. *déjalv, f. *déjala, n.*déjalo | em. [Ap60 2000a:
296-298, 512].

4. nu-duotnivés ‘obet, O6pak’ (ap.-amut. nuditiwiu ‘slub” gen.pl. DP 281;,) (aut. dioti
‘aaBatp’) ~ Atmr. dudt ‘geben’; caas. *ddjo, *dajetv; I-part. *ddjalv, f. *dajala, n. *ddjalo n *dalv, f.
*dald, n. *dalo; part. praet. act. nom.sg. m. *ddvv, nom.pl. *davvsé, nom.sg.f. *davvst u *dajavost |
cMm. [Apr6o 2000a: 299-300, 512, 513, 516, 517].

5. pra-gertitvés |9, uz-gertiivés Sl. ‘zapicie, wypicie (po zalatwieniu jakiej$ sprawy; za czyjes
zdrowie)’ (aurt. gérti ‘tuty’) ~ arm. dzeft ‘trinken, saufen, zechen’; caas. *Zvorg, *Zvoréto u *zerg,
*Zeretv; aor. 1.sg. *Zefxv, *prozeixv (1.pl. *Zerxomwv, *proZerxomv, 2.pl. *Zersté, *proZerste, 3.pl.
*Zerse, *proZersg), 2-3.sg. *Zértv, *proZertv u 1.sg. *Zvrdxv (TO Xe yaapenue B pl.), 2-3.sg. *Zvra;
l-part. *zbrlv, f. *Zorld, n. *Zbrlo u *Zvralv, f. *Zvrala, n. *Zvralo | cm. [Ap160 2000a: 266, 273, 490,
493, 501, 506].

6. keltrivés *0Opsia MOAHMMaAHUS MOAOABIX C IIOCTEAN B IIepBOe YTPO I10CAe CBaAbObl  (AMNT.
kélti ‘moaanmatye’)!! ~ AT celt ‘heben’.

7. klotirvas (2) tech. ‘ykaaaunx’ (Lyb.), pa-klotiwé [SkZD: 385] ‘mpoctems’, ‘paklodé’ ~ At
klit “hinbreiten, decken’.

8. lietivai ‘$popma, B KOTOpPOI OTAMBAIOT cseun, urypel’ (Aut. lieti “anty’) ~ armr. liét
‘gieflen, vergiefen’; caas. *lijo, *lijetv w *1éjo, *1&jetv; inf. *liti, sup. *Iitv u inf. *lvjdti, sup. *bjatv;
aor. 1.sg. *lixv (To ke yaapenmue B pl.), 2-3.sg. *Iitv u aor. 1.sg. *lvjdxv (TO Xe yaapeHue B pl.), 2—-
3.sg. *Ivja; I-part. *lilv, f. *lila, n. *lilo u *Ibjalv, f. *lvjald, n. *Ivjalo; part. praet. act. nom.sg. f.
*livvsi || em. [Ap160 2000a: 282, 294, 489, 495, 498, 508, 512, 517].

9. pintiwes Sl. (2): pintiwiy vikaras — ‘wieczor przed $lubem, na ktérym dla mtodej wija
wianek’ (aut. pinti ‘naectu, BuTh; criaerary’) ~ Arml. pit ‘flechten’; caas. *ping, *poneétv; aor.
1.sg. *péxv (1.pl. *pexomv, 2.pl. *peste, 3.pl. *pes¢), 2-3.sg. *pétv; I-part. *pelv, f. *pela, n. *pélo;
part. praet. pass. *pétv, f. *peta | cm. [Ap160 2000a: 267, 491, 502, 525].

10. tintuwvas (2) ‘npudbop Aas OTOMBKU KOC''? (AuT. tinti ‘OoTOMBATh, HAIIPABAATH, TOUUTD
(kocy)’) ~ caas. inf. *tet1, praes. 1.sg. *tvng, 3.sg. *tvneétv (a.m. ¢; cM. [Ap160 2000a: 267] un [As100
1981b: 235]).

11. virtiwas Sl. (2) ‘rondel; samowar’ (anT. virti ‘KuIeTs, BapUTHCA; KUILATUTD, BAPUTH') ~
arut. vift intr. ‘kochen, sieden’, tr. ‘kochen’.

12. vytuvai ‘MoToBMAO, MOTaAKa  (AUT. vyti ‘BUTDH, cBUBATL ) ~ ATiL. vit ‘winden, flechten’;
caas. *vijo, *vijetv; inf. *viti, sup. *vitv; aor. 1.sg. *vixv (TO Xe yaapenmne B pl.), 2-3.sg. *vitv;
l-part. *vilv, f. *vila, n. *vilo; part. praet. act. nom. m. *vivo, f. *vivvsi | cm. [Ap160 2000a: 283,
489, 495, 508, 515].

11 Ho takke kéltuviy ryts gak;'/na, Zagérés raj., kéltuvés u keltiivés Tveérai, Rietavo raj.; kéltuvas (1) DLKZ, LRKZ,
kéltuvas (3 SL., kéltuvas SkZD, kéltuva (1) J, DLKZ, LRKZ, keltuva [32] SKZD, keltuvé (32) DLKZ, KLD, [Otr.Twer.
148]. Ctoap mupokas ¢puKcanyus HaKOPEHHOIO HEIIOABVKHOIO aKIl. THUIIA U er0 pedAeKCOB CBUAETeAbCTBYET, 110
mHenno C. /1. Huxoaaesa, o repexoje 5TOTO KOPHS B ANUT. A3BIKE B JOMMHAHTHBII TUII, 00 STOM >Ke CBUAETeAbCT-
ByeT 1 OTCYyTCTBUe MeTaTOHuM B caoBax kéltas (1), kélta (1) ‘mapom’.

12 3aduxcuposaHo Takcke tintuvas (1) u tintuvai pl. ‘mpudop 444 oTOMBKM KOC', YTO yKasblBaeT Ha IePBIYHO
HEIIOABVIKHBII aKIIEHTHBIV TUII AUTOBCKOIO I1aro/a; HO B AaTBIIICKOM COOTBETCTBIE OTCYTCTBYeT, B CAaBSHCKOM
raarojle pPeKOHCTPYUPYeTCs a.Il. ¢ Ha OCHOBAHMM CAOBEHCKON M CT.-XOPBATCKOV aKIIEHTOBKU IIPe3eHCa, II0AJep-
>KaHHOJ CT.-CAOBAIIKMMM M CT.-XOPBaTCKMMI AQHHBIMM I10 aKIleHTOBKe MHPUHUTUBHOM OCHOBEI, cM. [Ap160 2000a:
267] u [Ap160 1981b: 235]; oanako caoseH. zatet ([SSK] V: 791]: = zatét), cynua ot zatéti “hineinhauen; {iberraschen,
ereilen” MO>KeT OKa3aThCsl PEAUKTOM IIEPBUIHOTO HEIIOABVKHOIO aKIIEHTHOI'O THIIA.
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Caas. subst. -t’gv-o_i-
OT r21aroaA0B HEeIIOABM>KHOTO aKIIEHTHOTO TUIIA:

1. caas. *bitvvd, acc.sg. *bitvog [cxps. bitva; cr.-xops. XVII B. (10. Kproxanma) Barea I'p. 29,
49, 52; caoseH. bitva; gernick. bitva] ~ caas. *biti, praes. 1.sg. *bijo, 3.sg. *bijetv I cm. [Ap160 2000a:
276].

2. caas. *britvod, acc.sg. *britvog [cxps. britva; cr.-xops. XVII B. (YO. Kpimxanna) Eparea I'p.
21, 29; caosen. britva, gemck. bfitva] ~ caas. *briti, praes. 1.sg. *brijo, 3.sg. *brijetv | cm. [Ap160
2000a: 276-277].

3. caaB. *Zftvod, acc.sg. *Zitvvg [cxpB. ZPtva, cAOBeH. Zitva] ~ ATl dzift (-tiés) [praes. dziru,
praet. dziru] Il cm. [Ap160 2000a: 330].

4. caas. *Z¢tvvd, acc.sg. *Z¢tvog [cxps. Zetva; cr.-xops. XVII B. (10. Kprokanny) &Kérea I'p. 29,
49, 52; caoBeH. Z¢tva, dellcK. zatva] ~ caaB. *Z¢ti, praes. 1.sg. *Zong, 3.sg. *Zvneto || cm. [Ab160
2000a: 263].

5. caas. *sétvod, acc.sg. *sétvog [cxps. sjetva; cr.-xops. XVII B. (10. Kpukanmy) Garea I'p. 29,
49, 52; caoBeH. sétva] ~ aTil. sét ‘sdaen, besden’; caas. *sng, >*seﬁet‘b; part. praes. act. *sgjg, *ngotj-;
aor. 1.sg. *séjasv (To xe yaapenue B pl.), 2-3.sg. *séja; I-part. *séjalv, f. *séjala, n. *séjalo || cm.
[Ap160 2000a: 280-281, 289-290, 486487, 498; 512].

6. caas. *1éztvvd, acc.sg. *1éztvvg [cxps. ljéstva; caosen. Iéstva] ~ caas. *Iézti, praes. 1.sg. *1ézg,
3.sg. *lézetv || cm. [Ap160 2000a: 349-350].

Ot raaroaos ITIOABVM>KHOI'O aKII€HTHOI'O TUIIA:

1. caas. *kletvod, acc.sg. *kletvvg > *klgtvvg [cxpB. klétva, cxpB. Amaa. mocasck. klétva
(sadpuxcuposano M. Kamosmuem 1.09.2007), cr.-xops. XVII B. (IO. Kproxanma) Kaérea I'p. 29,
49, 52; noanck. klgtwa) ~ caas. praes. 1.sg. *klvng, 3.sg. *klonéto || cm. [Ap160 2000a: 268].

2. caas. *pastvod, acc.sg. *pastvvg > *pdstvo [cT.-xops. XVII B. (YO. Kpmskannu) Hacrea I'p.
29; moabck. anaa. *pidstwa (o [Kucata: 253]: #ie pdcfiubyi se)] ~ caas. *pdsti, praes. 1.sg. *paso,
3.sg. *pasétv | cm. [Ap160 2000a: 355]. -

3. caas. *plytvvd, acc.sg. *plytvog > *plijtvog [cr.-xops. XVII . (IO. Kproxania) Marea Ip.
29, MaSTRA I'p. 52; cr.-yemck. plytva n cosp. yvemick. ploutev] ~ caas. *ploveg, *ploveto n *plijng,
*plynétv (a.m. c) || cm. [Ap160 2000a: 286, 318-319, 329].

4. caas. *prestvvd, acc.sg. *prestvovg > *prestvvg [demick. pidstval ~ caas. *présti, praes. 1.sg.
*prédo, 3.sg. *predéto | em. [Ap160 2000a: 354].

5. caaB. *Zoratvod, acc.sg. *Zvratbvg > *Zordtvvg [pycck. xkpamed] ~ caas. praes. 1.sg. *Zéro,
3.sg. *Zerétv || cm. [Ap160 2000a: 273].

6. caas. *vovrstvvd, acc.sg. *vorstbvg > *vvfstvvg [1oabCK. Amaa. vdstfa F., vidstef, vdstfe S.
[Kucata: 112]] ~ caas. *vortéti, praes. 1.sg. *vbrtig, 3.sg. *vortito.
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B. C dorzumu aKkymupoeaHHoviMU IAACHbIMU

3. baaro-caassuckuii cydpPukc -0t-0-/-0t-a-

A.11. MPOM3BOAAIIIIIX
Popmsl Henoasurxnas (1-5) INoasroxHast (2-51)
IIPpOM3BOAHBIX
A | SRS | Are | e
baar. adj. -uot-a-/-uot-a-
5 g | s m. | miltiotas dumbliotas tdukiiotas kraujiiotas
§ % @ .| miltiotd dumbluotd tduktiotd kraujuiotd
% 5 § - m. | miltiotié dumbliiotié tdukiiotié kraujiiotié
v | £ | miltiotas dumbliiotas tdukiiotas kraujiiotas
Caas. adj. -dt-o-/-dt-a-

g % ®opwmbt as (= A) ab (= Fi) ac (= F»)

% % § m. | vblnato Zendto golvdtwv moZitv

g : % Sg. | f | vblnata Zendta golvita mozdta

E = n. | vblnato Zendto golvdto moZito

ITpumeuanue. MaTepmaasl IO CAABSIHCKOM peKOHCTpyKIuu cM. [Anioo 1981b: 174], 6aaTuiickas peKOHCTPYKIIUS U
Marepuaasl B [Ap1060 2006b: 227-228]. OcHOBHEIE ITapaMeTpsl 0aATUIICKOI aKIIeHTHOM CHCTEMBI IIPOM3BOAHBIX C
TUM cydpPpurcom 6n1au ycraHosaeHs yxxe @. ge Cocciopom (cm. [Coccrop: 625]).

Mo>xHO TpuBecTi TakKe IIpUMep C ABYCAOKHBIM JOMUHAHTHBIM Cy(PPUKCOM.

4. baaro-caassuckuii cydpduxc -intk-o-
baart. subst. -intk-a-

A.TI. IPOM3BOAAIIIX
DPopmbl Henoasuknas (1-51) TToasrxHas (2-51)
HpOI/ISBOAHBIX
AxyT (aur. 1) Lupxymdaekc, AkyT (3) Hupxymdaekc,
KpaTKOCTb (2) KpaTKoCTh (4)
- nom. | gyksinikas vietinikas datbinikas darZinikas
(3]
S Q-‘ . e~ _ - A . = _ N =~ -
Eg8 gen. | duksinika vietinika dafbinika darZinika
= O O Sg
u % O , Cog U PO Ve o=
3 8 % acc. | duksinikq vietinikq darbinikq darZinikg
q q . Ve . i A o~ —_ A A . =~ A Ve = A
instr. | guksinikiio vietinikiio darbinikiio darZinikiio

ITpumeuanue. bBaatuiickas peKOHCTPYKIIs 1 MaTepuaasl B [Ap100 2006b: 214-218].



Cucrema TIOPO>KAEHN aKIIEHTHBIX TUIIOB ITPOM3BOAHBIX B 0aATO-CAABSIHCKOM IIpas3bIKe

51 He IPUBOXY 34€Ch CAABAHCKYIO CHCTEMY IlapajUIMaTHYecKOro BHIOOpa, OHA, KaK U3-
BECTHO, TOKAecTBeHHa Oaatuiickoi (cMm. [Asioo 1981b: 187; Awibo 2000a: 147-149]). Aoaken
TOABKO 34€Ch HAaIlIOMHUTD, YTO B TOM CAydae, KOorda ¢ 9TuM cyGpPuKcoM MOSABASIETCA BapUaHT
JKEHCKOTO poJa, -i- MoAydJaeT aKyTOBYIO MHTOHanuio. Tak Kak B 000OMX cAydasixX MBI IMeeM
AeA0, TIO-BUANMOMY, C AOATUM MOHO(]TOHIOM, IIPUXOAUTCS IPUHATD, YTO aKyT 34eCh IIepBU-
JeH, a UPKyMQAeKC — pe3yabTaT MEeTaTOHUM, YTO BBHI3BIBAET IIPeAII0AOKEHIe, YTO aKyT B
9TOM cyPuKce IIepPBUIHO PeIleCcCUBHEIN (00 DTOM CM. HILKe).

BTOPUYHASI AOMUHAHTHOCTD VI METATOHUS B CYOPUKCAX

I. Cmpyxmypa emopuunvix cyPPurcos.

PaccMatpmBast CTpYKTypy BTOPUYHBIX Cy(PpPUKCOB, MBI BUAMM, YTO MX MOKHO IIpeJcTa-
BUTD KaK I10cJe]0BaTeAbHOCTh MUHUMYM U3 ABYX 4acTeil: -oko- = -0-+ -ko-; -ako- = -a-+ -ko-;
-iko- = -i- + -ko-; -uko- = -u- +-ko-; -tko- = -1- + -ko-; -1tka- = -i- + -ka-; -ovo- = -0- + -vo-; -avo- = -a-
+-vo-; -ivo- = -I- + -vo-; -ito- = -i- + -to-; -1to- = -i- + -to-; -oto- = -o- +-to-; -oto- = -0- +-to-; -ato- =
-a- +-to-; -ijo- = -i- +-jo-; -ijd- = -i- +-jd-; -Ajo- = -4- +-jo-; U TIOA,

II. Mopgororozuveckue Xapakmepucmuxu coOCMasASouux 1 npocoduveckoe nogederue 6mopu-
HOLX CYPPuiccos.

IlepBas yacTh — AMOO TeMaTUYECKIII TAACHBII -0-, M3BA€YEeHHBIN 113 TeMaTIUIeCKIX OCHOB,
A0 MHOV OCHOBOOOPA3yIOINil (POPMaHT, CPOCIINIICA C HePBUIHBIM cydpPUKcoM (-i-, -u-, -a-,
-1-, -1i-), a BTOpas — nepsuuHbi cygdukc. TemaTmdecknit raacHbI (B HOpMe) U ApyTVie OCHO-
BOOOpasytomye (GOpMaHThI TP CAMOCTOATeALHOM (PYHKIIMOHMPOBAHUN ABASIOTCS pelleccuB-
HBIMI MOpdeMaMyy, T. e. (—)-MopdeMaM, 9TO HeIIpeA0KHO BhITeKaeT 13 HaAUIMs Y BceX DTUX
BIAOB OCHOB IIOABVDKHOTO aKIIeHTHOTO Tuiia. EcTecTBeHHO NpeArnoAoXUTh, 4TO JAOMMHAHT-
HOCTb Takoro poga cy¢gpPpukcop o0ycaoBAeHa JOMUHAHTHOCTBIO MX BTOPOI1 yacTu. J1Hade roso-
P, AOMMHAHTHas BTopast 9acThb cydpdpukca n3MeHseT MOPPOHOAOTMUECKIIT CTATyC IIePBOIL €T0
JacTy, Jedasl ee (BTOPMYHO) JOMMHAHTHOM Tak >Ke, KaK ITepBUYIHBIN AOMMHAHTHBIN cydpPukc
u3MeHseT MOP(POHOAOIMIECKUII CTaTyC IIePBUYHO PellecCUBHOIO KOpH:, Aeaas ero (BTopuy-
HO) AOMVHAHTHBIM.

Ecamn mepsas yacTh BTOpUYHOIO cy(pdukca IpeacrapaseT coOOM M3HAYaAbHBIN AOATUIA
MOHOQTOHT 1 A0AHa OBITh coraacHo npasuay ge Cocciopa aKyTMpOBaHHO, B Hell IIPOMCXO-
AUT MeTaTOHIs, U aKyT 3aMeHsAeTCsl Ha IMPKyMQaeKc.

IIL. [Tpumepvr memamonuu 6 cyPpduicax.

IIporme Bcero, mo-BMAMMOMY, HadyaTb C IIPUMEPOB CA0BOOOPa30BaTeAbHOIO THUIIA C BTO-
puunHbBIM cypukcoM -ykla-s, BTOpas 4dacTh KOTOPOTO HaM y>Ke BCTpedadach B IpUMepax C
MeTtatoHuein: gydyklas *aexapcrso’ (ot gydyti ‘aeunTs’), vystyklas (3 < *1) ‘meaenka’ (ot vystyti
‘neaeHaTh, csuBath’), HO kabyklas (2) ‘Bemaaka’ (ot *kabyti > kabinti ‘semary’), kibiklas (2)
‘KpIOK, 3auent’” (OT kibyti ‘Bemats, 3aueniasty’), kratiklas (2) ‘labai slidus Sypelis pakuloms kra-
tyti” (ot kratyti ‘tpsactu’). Cydpduxkc -ykla-s, oueBuAHO, COCTOUT U3 AOMUHAHTHOIO IIePBIYHOIO
cypduxca -kla-s 1 ocHOBOOOpasyioilero ¢popmaHTa Kay3aTUBHBIX I1ar040B -y- (< -I-), MOpgo-
HOAOIMYECKMM CTaTyCOM KOTOPOTO, KakK IIOKa3bhlBalOT CAaBsSHCKME JaHHBle, Oblaa pe-
1IeCCUBHOCTS (Cp. HaamM4ue B Kay3aTuBax a.Il. ¢ ¥ TUII ee aKIleHTHOI KpuBoit: inf. *gubiti ~ sup.
*etibitv; I-part. *Qibilv, *qubila, *¢iibilo; pl. *¢ibili n 1. 4.). [lo AByM IepBBIM IIpMUMepaM IIpoO-
U3BOAHBIX BUAHO, 4TO cypPukc -ykla-s He HaBOAUT METATOHMIO Ha KOpeHb, OAHAKO caMa
IepBas 4yacTh ero (-y-), 4T OOHapy>KMBaeTCs PV PacCMOTPEHNM IIOCAeAHUX TpeX IIPUMepOB,
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B. A. 4160

HO,ZI,BepI'aeTCH MeTaTOHIM " HO/Iy‘-IaeT MOp(l)OHOAOI'I/I‘IeCKI/IIZ CTaTy'C AOMUVHAHTHOCTI.
IToABVDKHOCTD aKIleHTa Yy BTOPOTO IIPOM3BOAHOIO, OYEBJAHO, BTOPMYHA (a.Il. IEpPBOTO CA0Ba
HeI/ISBeCTHa), Cp. HO,ZI,O6HO€ Xe BTOpI/ILIHoe paSBI/ITI/Ie IIOABM>KHOCTU y HpOI/ISBOﬂ,HbIX C Cy(l)(l)]/[-
KCOM -tuva-s 1 1oa. BosHuKaer Bompoc, moyeMmy He IOABEepPIcs MeTaTOHMM akyT B salyklas (1)
‘c0104’ (IO-BUAMMOMY, OT He coOXpaHMBIIerocs *salyti, utepaTusa OT sdlti ‘AeAaTbcs CAaaKNM,
coaozety’). Ho ecan -y- B 4aHHOM IIpOM3BOAHOM U3B/A€YE€HO U3 OCHOBBI UTEPATUBHOIO I]a-
IroJa, a He Kay3aTI/IBa, MBI IMeeM A4eA0 C SaKOHOMepHI)IM OTCYTCTBI/IeM MeTaTOHINM, TaK KaK B
uTepaTuBax, 110 CBUAETEAbCTBY CAaBSHCKOTO, OCHOBOOOpasyIomuii popMaHT -i- caM 061asaa
CTaTYCOM AOMIMHAHTHOCTM, a AOMIHAHTHBIE aKYTI/IpOBaHHI)Ie MOpCl)eMbI, KaK MBI BUAeEAN,
MeTaTOHNI He ITI0ABEPIrallch.

IV. Mopgoriorozuueckoe npedcmagaerivie npocoouseckozo nosederus 6mopudHvlx cyPPuxcos.

Takoe pasanune B MOpdOHOAOTMIECKOM ITOBEAEHNI BTOPUIHBIX U ITePBUIHBIX CyPPUK-
COB, @ PaBHO U COCTABASIOIIVX BTOPUYHBIX CyPPUKCOB, MO-BUANMOMY, CBUAETEALCTBYET O
CAO>KHOM XapakTepe cTaTyca 4OMUHAHTHOCTI.

Mo>XHO OTpasuTh yCTaHOBAEHHble HaMM pa3Andys B THUIle AOMMHAHTHOCTU COOTBETCT-
BYIOIlIelI MapKUPOBKOI. /a5 0003HaueHNs1 IepBUYHON AOMUHAHTHOCTY KOPHel, HepBIYHbBIX
cy(pPUKCOB 1 COOTBETCTBYIOIINX YacTell BTOPUYHBIX CyPPUKCOB OCTaBUM 3HaK (+), 4451 000-
3Ha4yeHMsI BTOPMYHOI AOMMHAHTHOCTY KOPHeN U COOTBeTCTBYIOIINMX JacTell BTOPMYHBIX Cyd-
¢ukcos BBegeM 3HaK (F). B aTom cayuae cypdukc -ykla-s 404°KeH MOAYINUTH CAeAYIOITYIO Map-
KUPOBKY: -Y-kla-s. Pazandme mMeXAy COOTBETCTBYIOIIMM aAbeKTUBHBIMU U CyOCTAHTVMBHBIMMU
Cy(l)(l)I/IKcaM+I/I BbIpassTes Tak: 1. adj. -a-ko-s ~ subst. -d-ko-s; 2. adj. -u-ko-s ~ subst. -u-ko-s; 3. adj.
-3-v0-s ~ subst. -4-vo-s; 4. adj. -ko-s ~ subst. -i-ko-s (cp. 34ech e, IO-BUAUMOMY, II€PBUYHOE
npOTMBOHOCTaB/fem/Ie subst. f. u m.: subst.f. -i-ka- ~ subst. m. -i-ko-s; nepsonayaabHas pernec-
cuBHOCTL cydpdukca subst. f. oTpakaercs Aumbp B OTCYTCTB}/II/I MeTaTOHMM, B OCTaAbHOM
cypdukc 612 1peodpa3oBaH, BEPOATHO, B pesyabTaTe AeNICTBU:A 3aKkoHa Xmprta). [Tpusesem
ellje HeKOTOphIe XapaKTepHble MOP(OHOAOIMIeCcKNe IIpeAcTaBAeHNsI BTOPUIHBIX CyPPIKCOB:
1. adj. -in-o0-s ~ adj. -in-io-s; 2. adj. -isk-0-s ~ adj. -is-k-io-s; 3. subst. -ib-a- ~ subst. -1b-id-; 4. subst.
-gn-i-ko-s, -0v-1-ko-s 1 1104. Y>Ke U3 DTOTO IIepedHs BUAHBL HEKOTOPble OCODEHHOCTY BHY TPEHHeI!
CTPYKTYpPBl BTOPMYHBIX Cy(PPUKCOB: BO-IIEPBBIX, BTOPMYHO AOMIHAHTHBIE COCTaBASIOIINeE He
HaBOAAT BTOPMYHYIO AOMMHAHTHOCTb U, cAeJOBaTeAbHO, METAaTOHMIO Ha IpeAIecTBYIOIIVe
UM 4actu cypPuKcos, T. e. BeAyT ceOsl Tak Ke, KaKk BTOPUMIHO JOMMHAHTHEBIN CyPpPUKC B Iie-
A0M 10 OTHOIIIEHNIO K KOpHeBOIl MopdeMe; BO-BTOPHIX, OpocaeTcs B I1a3a HeKOTopas IIpou3-
BOABHOCTH UJA€HEHUsI, CBsI3aHHas C HaAN4YVeM «JepeAyIOINXCs» Iap U UX CTPYKTYPOIL: ecal Y
Hac IIpeACTaBAeHbI IIaphl C pelleCCUBHBIMY aAbeKTUBHBIMU cyduKkcaMit, B KOTOPBIX IepBId-
HBIII -k- 0CAO0YKHEeH CPOCIIMMUCS C HUM SIBHO pelleCCMBHBIMI OCHOBOOOpasyommumu GpopMaH-
TaMM, ¥ C COOTBETCTBYIOIINMMI AOMMHAHTHBIMI CyOCTaHTUBHBIMU cyPpuKcaMiu, MBI IIpeAIIo-
qyITaeM BBIYAEHSTHh IIEPBUYHO pellecCBHBIN OCHOBOOOpasyIoIuii popMaHT, a pazandne cTa-
TYCOB ITapHBIX CyPPUKCOB CBOAUTH K PasAMINIO CTaTycoOB HepBUIHBIX cydPpukcos adj. -ko- n
subst. -ko-, caeayst 3a aHaAOTMYHBIM PacCMOTpPeHMeM IepBuYHbIX cyddukcos adj. -fo- u subst.
-f0-, B TeX ke cay4Jasx, KOrAa B HaIlMX Ilapax HaBeAeHye BTOPUIHON AOMUHAHTHOCTI OCYIIIeCT-
BAseTCs 3aMeHOJ TeMaTIyeckoro r1acHOro UAM APYTroro OCHOBooOpasylolero popmMaHTa Ka-
KIM-A100 MHBIM (OPMaHTOM, MHI BblJeAsieM B KaueCTBe HOCUTeAs aKIleHTyallIOHHOI BaJeHT-
HOCTU DTOT TeMaTU4eCcKMil IraacHblil. B geiictBuTeabHOCTH, IIO-BUAMMOMY, B OOABIINMHCTBE
cAyJaeB HOCHTeAeM aKIIeHTYyallMOHHOI BaAeHTHOCTH OblA TeMaTUIeCcKII1 TAacHblil, GOpMaHTEI
-k-, cooTBeTcTBEHHO -t-, CyOCTAaHTUBOB M aALeKTUBOB TeHeTUYeCcK! TOXKAECTBeHHBI, U cAeAyerT,
IIO-BUAVMMOMY, IIpearioaraTh AAs MHAOEBPOIIENICKOTO CYyIIeCTBOBaHME ABYX TeMaTU4eCKUX
rAacHBIX, Pa3AMYaBIINXCs KaKUMU-TO IPOCOANIECKMMI KaueCcTBaMy, KOTOpble OTOOPpa3nANCh
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B 6aATO-CAaBIHCKOM B BUJe ABYX Pa3AMIHBIX MOPPOHOAOTMUECKUX CTaTyCOB (aKIJeHTyallIOH-
HBIX Ba/IeHTHOCTEN).

V. ducmpubyyuontvie xapakmepucmuxu npovecca (=) = (¥):

1) on mpoucxoaut Ha AI0O0OM CAOTOBOM OTpe3Ke, MapKMPOBaHHOM 3HaKOM (—), KOAMJecT-
BO 1A Ka4eCTBO DTOTO CA0Ta, II0-BUAUMOMY, KaKOi-A10O0 CyIlleCTBeHHO poAl He UrpaeT;

2) OH HPOUCXOAUT B HEIIOCPeACTBEeHHON OAM30CTU (CMEXXHOCTH) K CAeAyIoIeMy 3a HUM
3ByKOBOMY OTP€3Ky, B Hage>KHO yCTaHOBAEHHBIX CAydasX CAOTOBOMY, MapKMpPOBaHHOMY 3Ha-
KOM (+), KaK1x-A10o orpaHM4eHmnii mpoljecca KOAM4ecTBOM MAN KadecTBOM AaHHOIO CAOTOBO-
ro OTpe3Ka He OOHapy>KeHO;

3) Ha KPaTKOCTHHIX U HUPKyMQPAEKTMPOBAHHBIX CA0TaX (pOHETMIEeCKM AAHHBIN ITpOIiecc
HIUKaK He MPOsABAfeTcs, B IIepBOHaYaAbHO aKyTMPOBAaHHBIX CAOTaX OH II€PeBOAUT aKyTOBYIO
MHTOHAIUIO B IupKyMdaekc (" = 7).

VI. nmepnpemavus.

Taxne AucTpuOyLIIOHHBIE OCOOEHHOCTM BTOIO IIpoliecca YKashbIBalOT Ha acCUMUASIIVIOH-
HBINI €r0 XapakTep, T. €. Mbl IMeeM CKOpee BCero AeA0 C pe3yAbTaTOM TOHOBOM acCUMMASIIUNL.
Mo>kHO momBITaThesl 00lee TOYHO OIpeleanTh POHETUIeCKUil XapaKTep KaK CaMOIo HTOTO
Iporiecca, Tak 1 1€MeHTOB, yJ4acTBYIOIINX B HeM:

1) OueBnanoO, YTO MBI IMEEM A€40 AUIIDb C YaCTUYHON acCUMMASAINEN, T. e. (F) He paBHs-
eTcs (+), Tak KaK B cA0Te C MapKUPOBKOII (F) " = 7, Tor4a Kak B CA0TaX C MapKMPOBKOIA (+) aKyT
He JI3MeHseTCs.

2) Mo>XHO AymarTh, YTO XapakTep caMOro Iipoliecca = => ~ KaK-TO CBs3aH ¢ (POHETUYECKUM
XapaKTepoM 51eMeHTOB, IIPMHMMAaBIINX B HeM yJacTue, T. e. (=) 1 (+); IIpy 4aCTUYHBIX IIPOCO-
AVYECKMX acCCUMUASALNAX OOBIUHO IIpOcoANdecKas XapaKTeplCTIKa IIepBoIl yacTy cAora (Iiep-
BOI1 MOPBI) COXpaHseT 0AM30CTD K ITepBOHaYaAbHON IIPOCOANYECKOI XapaKTepUCTUKe AaHHO-
IO cA0Ta, TOTAa KaK IIpocogudeckas XapakTepIcTiKa BTOPOI YacTy cAora (BTOpOii MOpPBHI) yIIO-
A00451eTCs TIPOCOANYECKON XapaKTepUCTUKe CA0ra, KOTOPBI CTUMYyAUpPYeT acCUMMUAAIIUIO,
T. €. CA0ra, CMEeKHOTO € TeM, B KOTOpOM IIpou3oliila (B AaHHOM cAydae) MeTaTOHIs.

3) Lupkymdaekc B AUTOBCKOM IIpeAcTaBAseT cOOOI BOCXOAAIIYIO MHTOHALIMIO, M HeT
Cepbe3HBIX OCHOBAHNII CYUTATh, YTO OH ObLA KaueCTBEHHO MHBIM B 0aATO-CAaBIHCKOM.

Ipumeuanue. TlpearioaokeHre O KaueCTBEHHOM M3MeHeHNM 0aATO-CAaBIHCKOIO IMpKyM@.aeKca B AUTOB-
CKOM OCHOBBIBA/A0Ch Ha y6e)K,Z|,EHHOCTI/I B TeHeTNYEeCKOM TO>KAeCTBe CAABJIHCKOIO M AUTOBCKOIO I_U/IpKyMCI)/IeKCOB.

HOCKOAI)Ky DTO TOKAECTBO OTKAOHEHO, ' A0Ka3aHO, 9TO AMTOBCKOMY L[I/IpKyMCl)/leKCy B CAaBsIHCKOM COOTBETCTBYET
BOCXOZ:111as1 MHTOHaIVsI THIIa HOBOTO aKyTa, 9TO IIpeAII0A0>KeHe OTIIaAaeT.

Bcé 910 gaeT ocHOBaHMe O0AaraTh, YTO IIPOCOANYECKIe XapaKTepUCTUKY, IIpMHIMAaBIIIe
ydacTie B paccMaTpuBaeMOM IIpoliecce, ObLAM, CKOpee BCero, PerucTpOBBIMY TOHaAMI: MapKu-
pOBKe (—) COOTBeTCTBOBaA HU3KUII TOH, MapKUpPOBKe (+) — BBLICOKMII TOH. B ®TOM cayuyae nipu
perpeccuBHON 4aCTMYHONM aCCUMUASALINN B IIOpsAKe (— +) Ha IIepBOM cA0Te A0/AKeH OblA BO3-
HMKHYTb BocxoAsmmit Tor: |__ | | = [_ | | = | /717 ]. DTOT acCMMMASIIOHHDIIT BOCXOASI-
M1 TOH KaK ObI B310Ma/ BO3HUKAIOIINIA 110 nipasuaam ge Cocciopa u benrien6eprepa akyT u
co34aa Ha DTOM (IIepBOM) CAOTe MHTOHAIIMIO, 4OCTaTOYHO OAM3KYIO (pOHeTHdecKu K OaaTo-
CAaBSIHCKOMY IIUPKyMQaeKCy, B AaAbHeNIIIeM COBIIaBIIYIO ¢ HUM. VIHTepIipeTarus akiieHTya-
LIMIOHHBIX BaA€HTHOCTell (—) U (+) KaK OTOOpa>keHMI IIPas3bIKOBBIX HI3KOTO M BBICOKOTO peru-
CTPOBBIX TOHOB XOPOIIO IIOAAep>KMBaeTCsl TUIIOAOIMYeCKUMHU COMNOCTaBAeHUAMM (Cp. KOH-
TypHble IpaBlAa, TOXXAeCTBeHHble 0aATO-CAaBAHCKMM, B caXapCKUX s3bIKax (TpyIlla Teja-

KaHypu).
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qepeAOBaHI/Ie AKIIeHTHBDbIX BadeHTHOCTeMN

M MeTaTOHUA B cypPukcax

A. Kpamxocaoxnbvie peyeccusnvte cyPPuxcot =
KpamxkocA0XKHovle )oOMUHanmuoie cyPPurcot

1. cydPuxc -in-o0- = cypduxc -in-io-
Baar. adj. -in-io-

A.11. MpOM3BOAAIIIIX

Popmur Henoasukuast (1-51) IMoasyxHas (2-51)
IpOu3-
BOZAHBIX
Axyr (anr. 1) Hupxymdaekc, AxyT (3) Hupxymdaekc,
KpaTKOCTb (2) KpaTKOCTh (4)
m. | diminis vistinis befzinis darZinis
Sg. _ ~ ~ ~
f. | diumine vistine befZine darZiné
m. | diminiai vistiniai befZiniai darZiniai
Pl
f. diumines vistines befZineés darZinés

ITpumeuanue. bBaatniickas peKOHCTPYKINS 1 MaTepuaasl B [Ap160 2006b: 176-179].

Drta nMMooOuAn3anus odpasosaHuii ¢ cypPUKCcoM -vn- P ero MoTaluyu XapakTepHa 1
AAsl CAABAHCKOIO, TAe B IIOA00HBIX OOpa3oBaHIAX He TOABKO He OTMedaeTCs KOHEYHOYAaPHBIX
yaeHHBIX popMm, HO 1 oTMeueHs!l y IO. Kpiokannda xpatkue ¢popmsl Tnna D [= ab] u tnma B

[=be:

Tur D: gafixkusn (I'p. 59) ~ caas. *blizv > *blizv (a.11. b).

Tur B: cpnatinn [T. e. cpupnnn < cpupnnd] (I'p. 55) ~ caas. *serdd, acc.sg. *sérdg (a.11. c).

ITo-BuaMMOMY, ITOA€3HO IIPOAEMOHCTPUpPOBaTh II0400HOe IpeoOpa3oBaHMe B OaATUII-
CKOM 1 0aaT.-caas. cydPukca mpuaarateabHbIX -isk-o-. [Ipu mpucoeauHeHUN «TeMbI» -10- OH
nproOpeTaeT AOMMHAHTHOCTL M TaKMM OOpa3oM IepexoAMUT BO BTOPOI Kaacc (9TOT BapMaHT
cydpdukca, BOSMOXKHO, CyIIIeCTBOBaA B IIpacAaBsHCKOM, HO, eCTeCTBEeHHO, OblA MOTepsIH 1ocae

paauKaabHBIX POHETIYeCKIX IIPOIIeCcCOB.
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2. cypuxkce -isk-0- = cydpuxc - isk-io-

Baar. -isk-ia-

A.11. MpOM3BOAAIIIIX
Popmrr Henoasurxnas (1-5) INoasroxHast (2-51)
pous-
BOAHBIX
Axyr (anr. 1) Hupxymdaekc, AxyT (3) Hupxymdaekc,
KpaTKOCTh (2) KpaTKOCTh (4)
m. | piriskis dvariskis befniskis galiskis
S8 s . . .
f. | viriské dvariske befniské galiskeé
m. | piriskiai dvariskiai befniskiai galiskiai
Pl
f. | viriskes dvariskés befniskeés galiskes

ITpumeuanue. baatniickas peKOHCTPYKINS 1 MaTepuaasl B [Ap160 2006b: 175-176].

3. cydduxc -um-d- = cybdukc -um-o-
bBaar. subst. -um-d-

A.11. MpOM3BOAAIIINIX
DOpPMEI IPOM3BOAHBIX Henoasuxnas (1-1) IMoasyoxHast (2-51)
AxyT (aur. 1) Hnpxymdaekc, AkyT (3) Hupxymdaekc,
KPaTKOCT5 (2) KPaTKOCTh (4)

- 2 nom. | brangumd akluma nioguma geruma
S o= = R

= s - \ — A =~ =~
SRR gen. | brangumas aklumas nuogumas gerumas
SEXd | S _ i i i
g S acc. | brangumaq aklumg nuoguma gerumag
NS ;

instr. |\ brangumdg aklumdg niogumag gerumdg

5 " nom. | bpranguma akluma nuoguma geruma

. O
EEE en. | b g kluma 5 y
S2<E ] gen. | brangumos aklumos nuogumos gerumos
IO g

Q ’ ~ ’ ~

SR acc. | brangumaq aklumg niogumaq gerumaq
9 Y 9w
S > . , - , ~
= instr. |\ branguma akluma nioguma geéruma

B IIPMBOAVIMBIX HVIDKE CIIVICKax OITYIIE€HBI o6pa303aHI/m OT ITPMCTAaBOYHBIX OCHOB I MIME€Ha, CAOBOO6pa3OBa-

TeAbHBbIE CBsI3V1 KOTOPBIX He YCTaHaBAMBAIOTC:.

Cyujecmeumenviivle Ha -uma, 00pa3osamtole o 0CHOE HeNnodeUXHoz0 axkuermmozo muna [1, 2 (>3, 32, 34a. 4 3b 34b)
= 1]. Tax Kak Bce IpuaarareabHble, OT KOTOPBIX 00Pa30BBIBAANCE DT CYIIIeCTBUTeAbHBIE, IIePeIIAN B IIOABVMKHBIN

AKIT€HTHBIN TUII, UMEH, COXpaHMBHINX CTapyIO aKII€eHTOBKY, HEMHOTIO. Onu Sa(l)]/IKCI/IpOBaHI)I KakK AaleKTHbIe Ba-

PUAHTBI AN B CTaPbIX AeKCI/IKOFpa(l)I/I‘-IeCKI/IX MCTOYHUKaX'3:

1) gliiduma 1 NdZ ‘custodia, tutela noctis’ (gliidus 1 J ‘moanour’, gliida J adv. ‘mpuxasrmucy’, a.n. mo LKZ,

glildoti “aexxats Mau crosTh TIpYSKaBIucy’, glilsti, praes.3. gliista, praet3. glido intr. ‘rimti’ LKZ, no glaisti

13 HpI/IBOAI/IMLIe HV>Ke CINCKM JIMEH, aKII€EHTOBKa KOTOPBIX CBj3aHa C IIOABVIPKHBIM aKIEHTHBIM TUIIOM

IIpOM3BOASIIINIX, pa3AeA€Hbl Ha 9aCTU I10 npeAHOAaraeMoﬁ IIePpBNYIHOCTN MAV BTOPMIHOCTY VX aKIIE€HTOBKIL.
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‘CrLIAa4mBaTh, CMBIKATh'; ATl glafist Tr., Erwahlen, Dunika, Nigr., Wandsen, Salis, Bl(ied). u glaust AP., Jiirg., Serbigal, C.,
PS., Trik. ‘glétten, streicheln, liebkosen; schmiegen, anschmiegen’)'¥; 2) lyguma 1 Sint ‘pasamuna’ (lygus, -i 3 <1
‘POBHBII, TAaAKUIL; paBHBIN , Ap.-AUT. 1-1 a.1r.: nom.sg. m. ligus DP 485 u ap. 12x, ligus DP 44755, 450:5; nom.sg. f.
Ligi DP 83,3, 2863, ligi DP 87,5 1 ap. 6%; gen. sg. m. ligaus DP 521s0; gen.sg. f. ligios DP 8013, 8837, 2614, 6181; dat.sg.
m. ligiam® DP 3631y, liz|giam® DP 5334, 45 instr.sg. m. ligumi DP 79, u ap. 4x; 17045, 26135, ligumi DP 4033, 43445, ligymi
DP 24935, liguymi DP 26134, 4704; instr.sg. £. ligia DP 169s7; gen.pl. m. ligiy, DP 233,; acc.pl. m. ligius DP 20345, ligus DP
6916, 93s, 59730, tigus DP 96¢; acc.pl. f. ligies DP 4294, liges DP 3854; instr.pl. m. ligumis DP 2911, ligumis DP 255, 6115;
instr.pl. f. ligiomis DP 16635 ; atm. lidzs adj., lidzi, lig, liga adv. ‘gleich, eben’, lidzens, ligans ‘eben, gleichmaéssig’);
3) préguma 1 ‘mporaauHa, 1oAsHa; IPpoMeXyToK (préga 1 ‘caydaii, okasus’, AMaa. prégymé, progmas ‘MmporaamHa,
noasHa’); 4) tamsuma 1 Dk; H, H175, R, MZ,N, L, ], Rtr, S ‘rémHOE MecTo’ (anaa. ceB.-AUT. U BOCT.-AUT."5, S1. tdmsus,
f. tdmsi 1 ‘ciemny; nieuczony’, Ap.-aut. tdmsus, -i 1 ‘ciemny; zewnetrzny’: gen.sg. m. toms=|faus DP 331415 gen.sg. f.
tamfios DP 5565; instr.sg. f. tamfia DP 88u; dat.pl. m. tdmfumus DP 1564; acc.pl. m. tdmffus DP 15.,; mpu Haamaum
dopwm 4-it a.11.: tamfiis nom.sg. m. DP 5563;, 5595, tamfidfes acc.pl. f. DP 33,; cp. témti ‘dunkel werden’).

Cyujecmesumervtuie HA -Uma, 00pas0sarvle 01 0CHOE NOJEUXHO20 AKUeHmHozo muna [3 = 32, 32 = 34a. 4 = 3b].

Or npuaarateapHsIx 3-ii a.1w. [3 = 37, 32 = 342];

1) aukstuma 3* ‘BO3BHIIIIEHHOCTH; BO3BHIIeHNe (dukstas 3 ‘Beicokmir’; artmi. aiigsts ‘hoch, hochgestellt,
vornehm’); 2) driituma 3 ‘yroamienue, Toamia’ (drﬂtus 3 ‘TOACTBIIT; KpeIIKIIA, CUABHEIN ; ATIIL. drilkts «resns, stiprs,
zaluoksnis, plecigs» U [Biiga RR III: 206]); 3) giiduma 32 ‘raymib; >XyTKoe MecTo; XyTKoe BpeMs’ (gildis 4 u anaa. 1
[LKZ] “xytkuit, HO atur gaiist jammern, klagen'); 4) kar§tuma 32 ‘ropstaee mecto; ropsuee spems’ (kdrstas 3
‘ropsramit’; atir. kafsts “heifs, hitzig, schnell’); 5) minkstuma 32 ‘minkstoji dalis, minkstimas’ (minkstas 3 “msrkuit’;
armr. miksts ‘weich, schwach’); 6) nuoguma 32 ‘obHakeHHOe MecTO’ (n1i0gas 3 ‘TOABIV, Haroi, oOHa>KeHHBIN'; ATIIL.
nudgs ‘nackt, arm’); 7) plynuma 32 ‘raaaxoe [poBHoe] mecTo’ (plynas 3 ‘raaakuii, poBHBIN; cp. ATHL plieni “platte
Kalksteine, Kalkschiefer, Schiefersteine’); 8) plonuma 32 ‘Torkoe Mecto’ (plénas 3 ‘rouxmiir’; atm. plins ‘flach, eben,
schwach’); 9) plok§tuma 32 ‘nmaockocty” (plokscias 3, plokstis ‘miaockmit’); 10) riebuma 32 “>xupHoe mecto’ (riebis 3
SKUPHBI; cp. aTil. riébt ‘ekeln, zuwider sein’, riéba ‘der Ekel’, raiba, raibs ‘Ekel’); 11) Saltuma 32 “XoaoaHoe mecTo;
xo0a04HOe BpeMs’ (Sdltas 3 X0A0AHBIN; CTYASHBIV; MOPO3HBII ; ATIIL. salts “kalt, blof3, nackt’); 12) tvirtuma 32 “tvirtoji
vieta’ (tvirtas 3 ‘KpelKiuii, CUABHBIN; IIPOYHBIN, TBEPABIN; 340POBHIL’; ATIL. tvifts ‘stark, fest, prall, drall’); 13) vie-
numa 32 ‘oAMHOUYECTBO; yeAuHeHue (vienas 3 ‘oaun’; At viéns ‘allein’); 14) zZydruma 32 ‘roayboe mecto’ (Zydras 3
‘roay0oit, Aa3ypHbIi’; cp. ATml. ziédét “Bliiten treiben, blithen; bunt sein, schimmeln’, ziéds ‘Blume, Bliite, Bliite-
zeit’).

Or npuaarareapHbIX 4-11 a.11. [4 = 3b]:

1) ankstuma 3P “tecnoe mecro, Tecnuna’ (afikitas 4 ‘Tecublii, y3kuit»); 2) astruma 3 ‘octpoe mecto’ (astris 4
‘ocTphlit, peskuit’); 3) dauguma 3 ‘GoapIrmHCTBO’ (dauguis 4 ‘MHOTOUMCAeHHSIN); 4) diduma 3b ‘Géapras wacts,
6oabHCTBO” (didiis 4 ‘BeawdecTseHHEIN); 5) didZiuma 3P ‘6dapmmas yacTs, 60apmMHCTBO (didils 4 ‘BeAUYecTBeH-
Helit'); 6) dykuma 3° ‘mycrems’ (djkas 4 ‘nycroit, nopoxxuuit'); 7) dubuma 3P ‘saamna’ (dubils 4 ‘rayboxwii,
Briaawiir’); 8) erdvuma 3P ‘npocropHoe mecto; poctop’ (erdvils 4 oGmmpHblit, TpocTopHbit’); 9) gailuma 3° “kartu-
mas, adtrumas’ (gailiis 4 ‘eaxwuit, Teprikuir’); 10) gelsvuma 3P Sxeatosatoe mecto’ (gelsvas 4 xearosatsir’); 11) geru-
ma 3P \ayamas gacts, aydree mecto’ (géras 4); 12) giedruma 3P “sacnoe ne6o’ (giédras 4 “sacuptit’); 13) giluma 3° ‘ray-
ouna’ (gilits 4 ‘rayboxmir’); 14) grazuma 3° ‘kpacusoe mecto; xpacusoe Bpemst’ (graZils 4 ‘KpacuBblit, XOpouit');
15) grubuma 3° ‘HeposHoe [Oyrpucroe] mecto’ (grubiis 4 ‘Heposuslit); 16) kaitruma 3P “xapkoe [3HoiIHO€] Bpems’
(kaitriis 4 “xapkwit, 3HoiHbx’); 17) kreivuma 3 “xpususna’ (krefvas 4 ‘xpusoit’); 18) melsvuma 3P ‘melsva vieta, dé-
mé’ (melsvas 4 ‘cumesatsiir'); 19) nykuma 3 “xyTs, xyTkoe Hactpoenue’ (nykils 4 SKyTKUIT, MPauHBIi; TayXoit');
20) platuma 3° ‘mups; mmpora’ (platiis 4 ‘mmpoxmnir’); 21) plikuma 3P ‘roaoe mecto’ (plikas 4 asicsur’); 22) retuma 3P
‘pearina’ (rétas 4 ‘peaxmir’); 23) sausuma 3P ‘cyma, matepux’ (saiisas 4 ‘cyxoir’); 24) sekluma 3P ‘mean’ (sekliis 4
‘MeAKNIA, HeTrA1yOOKIii, MeAKOBOAHLIN); 25) siauruma 3b ‘y3K0e MeCTO; Y30CTh (siailras 4 ‘y3Kuii, TecHslit'); 26) skaid-
ruma 3P ‘ceeraoe [mpospaunoe] mecto’ (skaidriis 4 ‘mpospaunslit; cserasir’); 27) slésnuma 3P ‘nonmskenme,
HU3MEHHOCTE (slésnils 4 ‘Huskuii, HusMeHHEr); 28) sliduma 3P ‘ckoanskoe wmecto’ (slidiis 4 ‘ckoab3kuir');
29) smailuma 3P “octpué’ (smailis 4 ‘octpsur’); 30) sraunuma 3° ‘Gercrpuna’ (sraunils 4 \GBICTPELIL; CTPEMUTEABHBIIT);
31) statuma 3P ‘xpytusua, kpyda’ (statis 4 ‘kpyroir’); 32) Sakuma 3P ‘passmanna, passerBaenue’ (Sakd 4 ‘BeTBb;

14 OTMeYeHO TaKKe COXpaHeHMe apXxandeckoit 1. a.1n. B obpasosannu Ha -umas: gliidumas BZ560, sub v. muuiv,
B couetannu Hounas muuiv, naktiés gliidumas.

5 Jokaamsanmio cM. [Buga RR II: 402, 425, 442; I1I: 78].
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orpacay’); 33) slapuma 3b ‘MOKpOe MeCTO; A0KAANBOe BpeM:l, CAAKOTDb, MOKpeay' (Sldpias 4 "MOKpBIit, 405KAAMBEIN);
34) tyluma 3° “tummna, Tu; Tixoe Bpemst’ (tyliis 4 ‘uxuit; Moadaausstit’); 35) tirstuma 3P ‘rymia’ (tifstas 4 ‘ryc-
toit’); 36) toluma 3b ‘zaap’ (toliis 4 “aaavuuit, Aaaékuit; otaaaéuuetin’); 37) tustuma 3b ‘IIycTOTa; 110A0CTh’ (tuscias 4
‘mycroii, nopoxxuuit’); 38) véluma 3b ‘nmozanee speMs’ (vélils 4 ‘mosaumit’); 39) vésuma 3b ‘mpoxaaja; mpoxaagHoe
Bpemst’ (vésils 4 ‘poxaaamslii, ceexxnit’); 40) vieSuma 3P ‘my6anuHOCTD; TAacHOCTD (viésas 4 ‘[yGANIHBII, OTKPHI-
Teuit'); 41) visuma 3P ‘meaoe; cosokymHocts' (visas 4 ‘Becy’); 42) Zalsvuma 3P ‘seaenoBatoe MecTo; 3e1€HOBaTOCTH
(Zalsvas 4 ‘seaenosatwiir’); 43) Zaluma 3P ‘seaemn, 3eaénoe mecto’ (Zaliis 4 ‘TIBINIHBIA, TydHBID»); 44) Zemuma 3P
‘HU3MEHHOCTS (28mas 4 “ausKuit; nusmenusr ); 45) Ziluma 3P ‘cegoe mecto, nnpocear’ (Zilas 4 “ceaoir’).

Bropmunsr:

Ot npuaarateapHpix nepsudaHo 1-1 a.aw [1 (> 3) = (1>) 33, 1 (>32) = (1>) 342]:

1) amZinuma 3* ‘Beunocts’ (dmZinas 32 ‘BedHbIiT; HO AMAA. BOCT.-ANT. Sl. 1-s a.1v.: dmZinas, -a ‘wieczny’, B Ap.-
ant. 1-a a.n.: dm3jina nom.sg. f. DK 424, dm3inos gen.sg. f. DK 1319, 96¢ dm3inos gen.sg. f. DK 1425, dm3iny gen.pl. f.
DK 43s; c TeHAeHIIMel ITepexoaa B a.IL. 32); 2) baltuma 32 ‘6eaoe mecto’ (bdltas, -a 3 < baltas, -a 1 KlvrZ, Ms, Slnt; AT1II.
balts ‘weif3, sauber, rein’); 3) branguma 32 *A0poroBusHa; BpeMs, Koraa scé goporo’ (brangis 3 ‘aoporoit’, Anaa. Sl.
brangus, -gi 1; brdgiai ‘drogi’; atm. auaa. brafigs ‘prachtig, herrlich, vortrefflich, fett, korpulent’); 4) geltonuma 32
“kéatoe mecto’ (geltonas 1 “x@atwiit’; atm. anaa. dzeltins ‘gelb’); 5) gliiduma 3? ‘rayboxas nous’ (gliidus 1 ‘moa-
HOUL’, glﬁda adv. ‘mpwokasmmch’, HO glailsti  «cIAadmBaTh, CMBIKaTh; AT glafist ‘gldtten; schmiegen,
anschmiegen’); 6) grynuma 32 ‘gryna, plika vieta’ (grynas 3 “amcrsiit’, gp.-ant. [D.] 1: nom.sg.f. grinoii DP 5264;
gen.sg.f. grinos DP 4254, 613x; instr. sg. grinu DP 108;, griny DP 615s; loc.sg. m. griname DP 5824;; nom.pl. m. grinieii
DP 615;; gen.pl. griny DP 278;, grinu DP 602y; acc.pl. grinus DK 1655, DP 904, griniifius DP 341y, 52645, 53315, 61515,
griz\miifius DP 377.4); 7)ilguma 32 ‘aauna; aoarora’ (ilgas, - 3 ‘AAVHHELL; AOATMIL, HPOAOAXKUTEABHBIN,
HEeCKOABKO GOPM B Ap.-ANUT. MOTYT MHTEPIIPETUPOBATHCS KaK peAuKT 1-11 a.1.: ne iga nom.sg. f. DP 272, po ilgomus
dat.pl. f. DP 5641, 564x; atm. ilgs ‘lang’); 8) juoduma 3® ‘ueproTa, yepHoe MecTo’ (jiiodas 3 “depHrIir’, ATiI. judds
‘Waldteufel, Feldteufel, boser Geist'); 9) kinuruma 32 “apipsiBoe mecto; 11040cTs’ (kiduras 3 “ABIPSBBII; CKBO3HOI ; HO
arut. caiirs “durchldchert’); 10) kietuma 32 “orBepaeaocts, otBepaenue’ (kietas 3 “TBEpABIIL; >KécTKMit'; 1-4 a.IL. B Ap.-
ant.: gen.sg. f. kiétos DP 312y; cp.cT. gen.sg. m. kietefnio DP 5084s; caas. *¢itv, f. *¢ita ‘meawlit, HeBpeAUMELL; WC-
TUHHBI: PYCCK. AMaA. 4iimvlil ‘Tpe3BBIit’, OAp. AuaA. 4iimbvl ‘TPe3BBIL’; CXPB. (it, 4a.¢. (itl ‘Ieablit, caM’; HO ATIIL.
ciéts “teépaniit; xéctkuit’); 11) laibuma 32 (ldibas 3 ‘ronxuit’; arm. laibs ‘diinn, schwach’); 12) lyguma 32 ‘pasnuna’,
nelyquma (lygus 3 < 1 ‘poBHsbLiL, raaakuit’; ATt lidzs ‘gleich, eben’); 13) mélynuma 3* *mélyna vieta, demé’ (mélynas
33, 1 ‘cyHumit’; ATII. mgfns ‘schwarz, schmutzig’); 14) storuma (3%) ‘yroamenue’ (storas 3 ‘TOACTHIN; HO caaB. *stdrbp);
15) tyruma 32 *‘dykuma; stepé; tyrulis’ (tyjras 3 “ancTsbIit’; HO ATHIL. tirs ‘rein, unvermengt, unverfalscht’).

OT npuaaraTeAbHBIX IIEPBIYHO 2-it a.IL. [2 (> 4) = (1 >) 3P]:

1) akluma 3> Sl. ‘Slepe, gtuche miejsce’ (aklits 4 ‘caemnoir’ < ap.-aut. D. dklus 2/4); 2) biauruma 3b ‘ragkoe mecto’
(bjaurtis 4 ‘raakwit’ < ap.-aut. D. biadirus, -i 2/4); 3) klampuma 3P ‘ronkoe [Bs3koe] mecto (klampils 4 ‘ToriKumii,
Bsaskuit’, avaa. Tw. klumpus, -i ‘grzaski’ [Otr.Twer. 258]); 4) mazuma 3P ‘MenbmIuHCTBO (MmAZas 4 ‘Maablii, MaAeHb-
KWit', pEAVKTHI 2-11 a.IL B Ap.-anT.: mdieus adv. comp. DK 411 u md3iémus dat.pl.m. DP 321,); 5) ramuma 3° ‘riokor,
CIIOKOJICTBIE; CIIOKOIHOe MecTo’ (ramils 4 ‘CIIOKOVHEIN, THxuit’ < *rdmus 2, cM. [Ap160 2006b: 135-136]); 6) stipruma
3P ‘didZiausio stiprumo laikas; pati stiprioji vieta’ (stipriis 4 ‘cuAbHBIIT, KpeNIKNL, MOIHBI, Auaa. Tw. §¢iprus, -i
‘mocny’ [Otr.Twer. 258] < ap.-aur. D. stiprus, -i 2/4); 7) Sviesuma 3° ‘ceeraoe mecto’ (Sviesils 4 ‘cBeTabrit’, anaa. Tw.
$viesus, -i ‘widny, bialy’ [Otr.Twer. 258] < ap.-aut. D. Sviésus, -1 2/4); 8) tamsuma 3b ‘rémuoe Mecto’ (auaa. Sl. tam-
suis, f. tamsi 4 ‘ciemny; nieuczony’, npu Bapuanre 1-it a.1. < Ap.-aut. D. tdmsus, -i 1 u tamsis, -1 4); 9) tiesuma 3b
‘IpsIMOe HallpaBAeHue; IPsAMOI IIyTs (tiesis 4 ‘ipsamoit’, Anaa. Tw. éiésus, -i “prosty, niekrzywy’ [Otr. Twer. 258] <
Ap.-aut. D. tiésus, -1 2/4).
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Baar. subst. -um-a-

A.11. MpOM3BOAAIIIIX
PopmbI Henoasuxnas (1-51) TToasyxHas (2-51)
IIPpOM3BOAHBIX
AxyT (aur. 1) Hnpxymdaekc, AkyT (3) Hupxymdaekc,
KpaTKOCT5 (2) KpaTKoCTh (4)

nom. | brangumas aklumas nuogrimas gerumas
= g
B ‘ - \ _ AN N
SE % 56 gen. | branguma akluma nuoguma geruma
U ¥ O '
g 23 acc. o _ X . i imd
c 3 2 brangumag aklumag nuogumag gerumag

instr. | brangumiio aklumiio nuogrmiio gerumuo
3 nom. | prangumas aklumas nuogrimas gerumas
= &
H
5 % & s gen. | branguma akluma nuoguma geruma

o

q M o g. - by - A \ - AY -
g8 ace. | brangumg aklumg nuogumag gertmg
o
o q T 7z A \ A A 7’ e
= nstr. | brangumauio aklumuio nuogumiio gerumuo

ITpumeuariue. BaaTniickas peKOHCTPYKITUA U MaTepuaas! B [s160 2006b: 192-204].

B sTOM caoBoOOpasoBaTeAbHOM THIle MBI (PAKTUIECKU BO3BpaIllaeMCs K TOMY Ke TUILY
MeTaTOHNM, KOTOPBII MBI Ha0A104aAu B UMeHaX C IIepBUIHBIM CypPUKCOM -fo-:

aut. klotas (3) (part.praet.pass. ot aut. kléti ‘creants; HaKpbIBaTh ) ~ AUT. klotas, pl. klotai (2)
‘MOCTKI' .

AnT. dukstas (3) ‘Beicokuit’” (cp. atut. aiigsts ‘hoch’) ~ aur. aiikstas (2) ‘sTax’.

V1 »TO, ecTecTBEHHO, BO3BpaIllaeT HAaC K IIpo0aeMe ABOVICTBEHHOTO XapaKTepa MHAOEBPO-
I1eJICKOTO TEMATNUeCKOTO T1aCHOTO.

[Tpogoakass peKOHCTPYKIMIO 0aATO-CAABSIHCKON AepPUBALIVIOHHON CUCTEMEI VI CHCTEMBI
IIOPO>KAEHMSI aKLIeHTHBIX TUIIOB IIPOU3BOAHBIX B 0aATO-CAABSHCKOM, IPUBEAE€M BTOPUIHBIN
cyPpPUKC -im- 1 pacCMOTPUM €TI0 CHCTEMY ITOPOXKAEHIIS aKIIEHTHBIX THUIIOB.

Cyd@. -im- B ANTOBCKMX ITpHAaraTeAbHBIX pellecCUBeH:

ANT. aftimas 3P “0auskuir’ ~ AUT. arti ‘0AU3KO’,

aunT. télimas 32 *aaaékuit’ ~ anT. toli ‘Aaseko’ (cp. atmi. tdlu ‘weit, fern”),

AnT. svetimas 3° “qy>koir’ ~ AUT. svécias, f. -ia 4 “qy>KOIi; TOCTH'),

aur. tilimas, -a ‘niejeden; so mancher’ ~ AnT. tiilas 3 ‘gacThIil, MHOTIE, HE OAUH .

Dt0T Xe cyPpPuKC B cTpajaTeAbHBIX IPUYACTIAX HACTOSIIETO BpeMeHN:

AUT. penimas 3° ‘OTKapMAMBaeMBIil’ ~ AUT. penéti ‘KOPMUTH .

90T cyPpPUKC B CYIIECTBUTEABHBIX CTAHOBUTCA AOMIHAHTHBIM B pe3yabTare 0aAToO-CAa-
BsIHCKOJI MeTaTOHMM:

OT 1UMeH U I1aroA0B ¢ HeIIOABVI>KHOI a.I1.:

1. ant. jiiodimas (1; OGL II: 160) ‘czarny brzeg paznokci (od brudu)’ ~ aurt. jiodas, -a (1) Ms,
KlvrZ; SD34, B, R320, M, BropuuHo: jilodas, -a (3) K, J, S (LKZ IV: 393) ‘czarny’; atmi. juods
‘Waldteufel, Feldteufel, boser Geist'.

2. aur. skynimas (1; OGL II: 160; LKZ XII: 899) (> 3?) ‘miejsce w lesie oczyszczone z krza-
koéw’ ~ aur. skinti, praes. 1.sg. skinii, praet. 1.sg. skyniau ‘pBaTb; IINUIIATh; PyOUTD, BEIPYOATB,

48



Cucrema TIOPO>KAEHN aKIIEHTHBIX TUIIOB ITPOM3BOAHBIX B 0aATO-CAABSIHCKOM IIpas3bIKe

pacunmary’; armr. §kit ‘abblatten (Kohl), abstreifen (Hopfen), abpfliicken, abrinden, (Strauch)
abroden’.

3. ant. séjimas (1; LKZ XII: 315-316) ‘cestHue, ceB, moceB’; (HOpMar. 2-s a.Il.) ~ AUT. séti
‘sden’; ATIII. sét ‘saen’.

4. anr. skyrimas (1; LKZ XII: 910) ‘npoGop; oTaeAeHne; pasdeleHne; pazandenue’ (skyrimas
2 ‘oTaeaeHne; pazaeaeHne; pasandenne’) ~ AuT. skirti ‘trennen, teilen, scheiden, unterscheiden,
bestimmen’; atm. skift ‘scheiden, trennen, sondern’.

5. aut. killimas (1) ‘MoaoTE0a, 06M0A0T, 0OMO.AauMBaHMe’ (ap.-aur. kilimop allat. DP 16113;
coBp. HOpMmat. 2.a.m.) ~ aut. kilti ‘dreschen, schlagen, verpriigeln’; armr. kult ‘schlagen,
priigeln, dreschen’.

6. aut. déjimas (1) (ap.-aut. padéiimas nom.sg. ‘wspomozenie’ DP 5454, padéiimo gen.sg.
‘obietnica’ DP 12441, 36315, 37013, 54429, 55139, padé=lzzmo 54614_15, 5793_4, pjnt padélzmo DK 13121,
padéiima acc.sg. DP 5555, ‘wspomozenie” DP 5775, pa=|déiimy instr.sg. DP 520533 (c AByMst 3Ha-
KaMu yaapeHus: padéiimii instr.sg. DP 101a1), padéiimu gen.pl. DP 225,; [mepexoa Bo 2. a.IlL.:
padeiimo (?) gen.sg. DP 11719, padeiimii instr.sg. DP 25235, 37027, padeiimai (?) nom.pl. DP 37012] ~
At det ‘machen’.

7. aut. livimas (1) (ap.-aut. bé palowimo gen.sg. ‘ustawnie’ DP 20ss) ~ aur. liduti(s) ‘auf-
horen’; atm. [aiit ‘erlauben, gestatten, zulassen, einrdumen’.

8. aut. supnvimas (1) (ap.-aut. fuptiwimas nom.sg. ‘zgnitos¢” DP 2551, [mepexog Bo 2. a.IL.:
fupuwimiis acc.pl. DP 1824]) ~ anr. pﬁti ‘faulen, modern, verwesen, vereitern, verfallen, faul im
Bett liegen'; atm. piit ‘faulen, modern, faulenzen, lange schlafen’.

Ho y>xe B ApeBHeAUTOBCKOM OTMeUaeTCs IIPOoLiecc reHepaan3anun 2-1 a.Il. y 9TOro CA0BO-
oOpa3oBaTeAbHOTO THUIIA:

1. ap.-aurt. fugawimg acc.sg. ‘poimanie’ DP 148¢ ~ aut. gduti, praes. 1.sg. gdunu, praet. 1.sg.
gavaii ‘1oAy4dats, AocTasaTh’; ATiI. gaut *haschen, etw. zu erlangen suchen, bekommen’ (1uTO-
Hanus He 3adukcuposaHa); gailst ‘erlangen, bekommen’; giit, praes. l.sg. giistu ‘fangen,
haschen, greifen, erlangen, bekommen’'.

2. Ap.-aut. pradurimas nom.sg. ‘przebicie; otworzenie’ DP 1814, pra=|durimo gen.sg. DP
1814546, pradurizlmo gen.sg. DP 20129 ~ aut. durti ‘stechen, stoflen’; armr. dufti ‘stechen,
stofien, Anstofs erregen, zuwider sein’.

Cp. Tax>ke BapMaHTHI 2-11 a.11., IPUBE A€HHBIE BEIIIIE.

OT MeH U1 r4aroaos ¢ IMOABV>KHO a.Il.:

1. auT. tolimas 2 ‘oraasenue’ ~ auT. toli ‘aaaexo’; atur. tilu ‘weit, fern’.

2. aut. plonimas ‘Bucok’ < *'yToHUeHHOCTH ~ AUT. plonas 3 ‘diinn, fein, schlank, zart, hoch
(von der Stimme)’; at1. pldns ‘flach, eben, schwach’.

3. autT. minkstimas 2 ‘MAKOTY ~ AUT. minkstas 3 ‘markuir’; atin. miksts ‘weich, schwach’.

4. AauT. jaunimas 2 ‘MOAOAEXD ~ AWUT. jaunas 3 ‘MOAOAON, IOHBIN'; ATHI. jailns ‘jung,
neu’.

5. anT. arimas 2 ‘TaxoTa, BCIAIIIKa; MAIIHA, HUBA' ~ ANUT. drti ‘MaxaTs’; ATl aft ‘pfliigen’.

6. aut. buvimas 2 ‘bytnos¢; obecnos¢; przebywanie’ (ap.-aut. buwimo gen.sg. DP 4449, 357,,
buwimg acc.sg. DP 525, bywimg acc.sg. DP 263y, buwimil instr.sg. DP 68, 355, buwimiy
instr.sg. DP 233), (ap.-aut. pribuwimo gen.sg. DP 2681, pribuwimii instr. sg. DP 46; [HO
pribiiwimu instr.sg. DP 6161,]) ~ aur. biiti ‘sein, werden’; aTi. biit ‘sein’.

7. AuT. praliejimas ‘ipoautne’ (ap.-aut. prateitwo [Sic!] gen.sg. DP 39435, pralieiimii instr.sg.
DP 3954, fu pralieiimi instr.sg. DP 143y, prafeiimi instr.sg. DP 3961¢) ~ aut. lieti ‘ausgiefien,
vergiefien, ausschiitten, begiefsen, besprengen, bespritzen’; atmu. [iét ‘giefSen, vergiefSen’.
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8. Ap.-aur. [3dawimas nom.sg. DP 1674, i3dawimo [?] gen.sg. DP 1704, i3dawimg acc.sg. DP
17115, apé i3dawimg acc.sg. DP 148s, [no allat. i3ddwimop DP 15517] ~ anrt. diloti “geben’; arm. dudt
‘geben’.

9. anr. leidimas (2) ‘M3aaHMe; paspelenue; myck ~ AUT. léisti, aznaa. ldisti lassen, loslassen,
frei lassen, in Bewegung setzen, treiben, senden, schicken’; artmr. laist ‘lassen’.

10. aut. édimas (2) ‘xopM; KpaTBa; pasbedaHme ~ AUT. ésti ‘fressen’; atmi. ést ‘essen,
fressen, verzehren’'.

11. paklidimas nom.sg. ‘btad” DP 13924, 34931, 34957, 4505, paklidimg acc.sg. DP 19110, 2273, pa-
| klidima acc.sg. DP 2394, 43, ing paklidime acc.sg. DP 37214, paklidimg acc.sg. DP 225, paklidimé
loc.sg. DP 1394, paklidimé loc.sg. DP 11937, paklidimai nom.pl. DP 4041, paklidimiis acc.pl. DP
23833, 24330, 44936, ing paklidimiis (?) acc.pl. DP 861 [cp. Taxke paklidimas (?) nom.sg. ‘blad” DP
18019, paklidimy acc.sg. DP 5473;, paklidimams dat.pl. DP 6094, paklidimus acc.pl. DP 5601,
Paklidimus acc.pl. DP 628,] ~ aurt. klysti, praes. 1.sg. klystu, praet. 1.sg. klydau ‘ommubarscs, 3a-
Oayxaartpcs’; atmi. klist, praes. 1.sg. klistu, praet. 1l.sg. klidu ‘irren, umherirren, aus-
einandergehen, sich verlaufen’.

12. ant. veZimas 2 'B03, 110BO3KA" [Ap.-aUT. we3imo gen.sg. DP 5945, we=13imé loc.sg. DP
23615-16; wezimy gen.pl. DP 29731, 52229, we3imu gen.pl. DP 39y] ~ aurt. suvézti, praes.3. stveza
[ap-auT. fiwe3ame praes. 1.pl. DP 297].

13. ant. piesimas 2 ‘pucosaHue’ ~ AUT. piésti, praes. 1.sg. piesiti ‘pucosats’; IPyccK. peifdi
‘onyt iy T’ IIL 7321 || [Fraenk. I: 587]; [Maziulis 3: 243-244].

PeAMKTHI mapaaurMaTyeckoro BLIOOpa B CAaBIHCKOM:
OT 1UMeH U I1aroA0B ¢ HeIIOABII>KHOI a.II.:

1. caas. *bélomo > *bélmo > *bélmo [caosen. béhmo n.'eine Augenkrankheit: der graue Star’;
DTOT Ke IIPOIIecC Ilepexoia «HOBOTO aKyTa» B «HOBBIN HMPKyMQAeKC», II0-BUAUMOMY, OTpa-
JKeH B Ap.-deml. 1 deml. bélmo; BTOpUYHBI cAOBeH. bétng u dbetng. BropuuHsl Takke pyccK.
6erbM0, YKp. 6irbMI, 6AP. 65AbMJ; GOAT. 6eAMS U cXpB. Auaa. belmd, cm. DCCSI 2: 86] ~ caas. *bélv,
f. *béld, n. *bélo > *bélo [ap.-pycck. (Uya.) sah nom.sg. m. 1512, gkad nom.sg. f. 1513, gklad
nom.sg. n. 162, gkanw acc.sg. m. 1574, gkaoy acc.sg. f. 252, gkari nom.pl. f. 43!, skari acc.pl. f.
1502, 1504 ap.-cep6. Bkad gen.sg. m. Ep.-anip. 60a, g'kaoy acc.sg. f. Ep.-anip. 121a, 178a, shkaof
acc.sg. f. Ep.-arip. 235a, Bh BRAdh loc.pl. f. Es.-amip. 207a; ceB.-uak. (Hosu) bél, f. beld, n. bélo;
cr.-xops. XVII B. (IO. Kprokanma) gfia I'p. 55, beld nom.sg. f. IToa. 32, 33, belé acc.sg. n. Iloa. 76,
77; caoseH. bét, f. béla, n. bélo] | [Ap60 2000: 216]; [Pacmep I: 150, 149]; [DCCA 2: 86-87 u
79-81].

2. caas. *prdzomo [pycck. anaa. (Jaap) npsixkmo ‘0aaabs, TOACTBI OAMHOK, Aellelllka, >Ka-
peHas B Macae’] ~ caas. *prdZiti a.ql. a [pycck. guaa. npsixumo “Kaputh B Macae’; 6oar. (I'epos)
praes. 1.sg. npdaxus, 2.5g. npdXuuib >KapUTb B Macae’; CXpB. 004. npdxumu, praes. 1.sg. npaxim
“KapuTthb, moaxapusats’; cT.-xops. XVII B. (FO. Kproxannya) Ilpdxum, Vnpdxum I'p. 225; caosen.
praziti, praes. 1.sg. praZim ‘schmoren, rosten, prageln’].

3. caas. *povésvmo [pycck. amaa. (Aaaw) nosrbc(v)mo ‘mydox TpsoKu (Bemtaemoit) Aas
BBIYECKI', YKP. 1106icMO ‘CBsI3Ka ITeHbKM 1Aau abHa B 10 man 12 >xminp’; 604ar. nossicmo (Momanaos-
1, Cokoaosuy, Cepadpumoso, Typsu, CmoasHcko, Cutoso, [1aosauscko, Apaurcko), noéecmo (Topro Aums-
B0, Aomcko; doann Ayxosut, Opsxoscko;, Kuexa; I'pamaga, Kyacko; Kocruuosnu, beaorpaaurko, Cyxoz04,
Codmiicko; Aakatank, Codmnricko; Aoanu Pomannm, Kpusonoc, bpesunmko; TprpHcko; Pecnaoso, AdymHumko,;
Iymkosrii, KiocreHamacko; /lepMHCKo), TZOSéCMO (BaHCKo,' UYeneaape; Momunaosnu, CmoasHcko; Pajosene,
Bpauancko); CXpPB. 1106eCM0, pOvjesto, Aua. povésno] ~ caas. *vésiti a.I. a [pycck. eécumv, yKp. 6i-
cumu; 6OAT. 6écs; cA0BeH. vésiti, praes. 1.sg. vésim ‘hangen’] | [BEP 5: 403—404].
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4. caas. *védvma ‘Beapma’ [pycck. 6édvma, ykp. 6idbma ‘BeabMa; HOYHas Oabouka’, 0ap.
6603oma) ~ caas. *védéti a.m. a [ap.-pycck. (Uya.) BhAkTn xe 1281, eEakrn 1334, 1624, gk | pakrn
1404, praes. 1.sg. gEpk 66 733, bis, 782, bis, 802, 1077, 1204, bis, 1282, 1293, bis, ne gkpk 141, 243,
1204, bis, 3.pl. eEAA 923 (HO aKIlEHTYaIIMOHHO BTOPUYIHO KOHEUHOE yAapeHue Bo 2.8g., 2-3.pl. u
2.du., cp. HIKe cpeaHeboArapckme GpOpMBL), PyccK. 6édamb, praes. 1.sg. sédato, yKp. eidamu; cp.-
6oar. praes. 2.pl. eEcre HBKM No 93: 26, 17a, 22a, #i gkcre HBKM Ne 93: 36] || [®acmep I: 285].

5. caas. *paloma > *pdloma [pycck. auaa. niroma f. u naromd f. Boaor. 1852, ‘6oabImas 3a-
JKOKeHHas AyanHa’, ndavma f. 3abaiikaa., 1980; naromo ‘maams; 3askokeHHas AydMHa, IIy4OK 3a-
JKoKeHHBIX AydanH; koctep’ CPHI' 25: 180] ~ caas. *paliti, praes. 1.sg. *palig, 3.sg. *palito a.m. b
[yxp. I'punyenko) narvimu, praes.l.sg. naro, 2.sg. ndruui, 6Ap. nariyv, praes.3.sg. niaiyb; OOAT.
ndas, cp.-60a4r. (cT.-ToIpH.) He dndanTk 3orp. B3576, ebendanwn 3orp. [269%, i nondanTs 3orp.
I'269¢a, (ces.-BocT.) f nondauTs Hop.mc. 15863; cr.-xops. XVII B. (I0. Kprokanma) ITaanm,
Onaaum I'p. 229); caosen. pdliti, praes.l.sg. *pilim ‘sengen, absengen, an der Flamme ab-,
ausbrenden’; uemn. pdliti, praes.1.sg. pdlim, casu. pdlit’, praes. 3.sg. pdli; MOAbCK. AMaa. MaAo-
roabck. pdl'i¢ (Kucata 34, 147, 196), 3.sg. pdl’'i (Kucata 39); oaHako pycckmii AuTepaTypHBI
SI3BIK U eTO AMaAeKTHl IOKa3bIBalOT a.Il. C: PyCCK. nailimov, praes. 1.sg. nair, 3.sg. naaum, cM.
OCP:1 1987: 356; Aaan 3: 21; CPHI' 25: 171; BO3MO>KHO, C 9TUM CBs3aHa BapUaTUBHOCTD yAape-
HUs B paccmartpusaeMoM obpaszosannu] Il [As60 2000: 439]; [Pacmep III: 192-193]; [BEP 5:
29-32].

OT MeH 1 r1aroao0s C HO,Zl,BI/I)KHOIZ a.Il.:

1. caas. *deromo nau *doromo > *deromo mau *doromo [pycck. deppbMm0 ‘Kaa, IOMET; HABO3,
cop, ApsHB/, ‘BeTOlIb, TPANLE', ‘rpyOas u Berxas ogexaa’ (Jdaap); 6oar. (Muuatex 129, 133)
dvpmit, dpvmit £.pl. ‘tpanku’, (F'epos) dpomu “aoxmotes’ (BEP 1, 463: dvpma 0OMKH. MH. dopMu
Aanaa. ‘apexu’) ~ caas. *derti, praes. 1.sg. *dvrg, 3.sg. *dvreto ~ *dvrdti, praes. 1.sg. *dérg, 3.sg.
*dereto [cT.-xops. XVII B. (IO. Kpmxanmuu) praes. 1.sg. Apém I'p. 942, 218; caosen. praes. 1.sg.
podrém, predrém, prodrém; pycck. depy(cv), depéuiv(cs), yxp. depy(cs), depéui(cs); 6oar. depa (ce), de-
peu (ce), Avaa. (OaHat.) depd, cvdepv, pasdepv, 3.sg. depe, 3.pl. depom, (Wysoka) 1.sg. der’a, 2.sg.
dir’és; cXpB. IITOK. AMaa. CT.-depHOTOpcK. depém (Ilemmkan 235) u ap.] | [Pacmep I: 504];
[OCCS 4: 214]; [Mugatex 129, 133]; [BEP I: 463]; [Ap160 2000: 267, 274, 493, 502, 506, 521].

2. caas. *valomo > *valomo [60ar. 6aam0 ‘KoM (OOBIYHO HIpPsDKM); Bal, UMAMHAP'| ~ cAas.
*valiti, praes. 1.sg. *vdlig, 3.sg. valitv a.1I. c [pycck. 6artimb, praes. 1.sg. 6ar10, 3.5g. 6artin; CAOBEH.
valiti, praes. 1.sg. valim ‘wilzen; rollen’; ger. valiti] | [BEP 1: 114].

3. caaB. *Cotomo > *¢otomo [Ooar. uemmo ‘dTeHuUe; 6AarocA0BeHNe, IPOU3HOCUMOE OAHUM
u3 Koasayommx'| ~ caas. *Cisti, praes.l.sg. *Cvtg, 3.sg. *Cvtétv [ap.-pycck. (Uya.) praes.l.sg. ud
vy 461, 2.5g. yTewn 641, 3.sg. YTéTH 723, npo‘ﬂ'é@ 1314, 2.pl. wreTé 1164 inf. wecTi 1592 cp.-
Ooar. (1or.-3am.) praes.l.sg. LY C6. Ne 151: 7796, 3.sg. ubTéTh CO. No 151: 167a, pa npovuTéTh O
rceM. 30, 70a, wréT ¢ce O mucem. 60a, 3.pl. wry O mmcpMm. 326, wroirre O nuceM. 526; 6o4r.
uemad ‘auraro’; cr.-xops. XVII B. (0. 0. Kproxannu) praes.1.sg. Irem I'p. 952, 219, Ilowrem I'p.
219, Ipowreém I'p. 219, inf. Yecrn I'p. 952] || [BEP 1: 114]; [4s160 2000: 362].

4. caas. *pisomo > *pisbmo [pycck. nucomo, YKp. nucomo; 60Ar. nucmol; cp. AUT. piesimas 2
‘pucoBanme’ ~ caas. *pvsdti, praes. 1.sg. *pisjg, 3.sg. *pisjetv (cm. Aproo 2000: 384-385) — a.m. b,
HO TaK KakK 9Ta a.Il. caMa sABAsJeTCS pe3yAbTaTOM «MeTaTOHMI», OCTaeTCsl BO3MOXKHOCTB, UTO
BHIOOp aKIIEHTOBKU OBLA CBSA3aH C IIEPBIYHBIM [1ar0/10M, OTHOCUBIINMCS K ITIOABVIXKHOMY akK-
IIEHTHOMY TUITy (IIOCAeJHee IOAAepP>KMBAeTCs AUTOBCKO-CAABSHCKMM aKIIeHTyaI[IOHHBIM CO-
OTBETCTBUEM, B IIPOTUBHOM CAy4ae MPUIIAETCA CIUTATh er0 pe3yAbTaToOM IlapalleAbHbIX UH-
uosaruit) | [BEP 5: 262].
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-in- AOMUHAHTHBII

Kpome mepexosga B AOMUHAHTHBIN TUII B pe3yabTare 110TOBOM cyddpukcannm cyPppukc
-in- II0Ay4aeT BTOPUYHYIO AOMMHAHTHOCTDL IIPU IIepeBoje ero U3 paspsja aAbeKTUBHBIX cyd-
JuKcoB B paspsia CyOCTaHTUBHEIX, T.€. B pe3yAbTaTe «CMeHbI» TeMaTNIecKOTo I1acHOTO.

OT 1MeH HeINoABM>KHOTO aKIJeHTHOTO TUIa
AKyTUpPOBaHHbIE OCHOBBI

1. aurt. afitinas (3b < *1) [K], Ds, Tvr, dntinas (32 < *1) Als, Lnkv, VIk; ‘ceae3eHs’ ~ Aut. dntis (1)
‘yTKa';

2. anT. drébinas (1) ‘moAOTHsAHAS TKaHb; Os13b" ~ ANT. drobé (1) ‘110A0THO, X0ACT';

3. aur. stifninas (3b < *1) KI1126, NdZ, OGLI128, KZ, DZ!, $kn u stirninas (3* < *1) DZ, NdZ,
Plv, SInt ‘camert kocyan’ ~ aut. stirna (1) ‘kocyas, gukas kosa’.

HupxymdaekTupoBaHHbIe ¥ KPAaTKOCTHBIE OCHOBEI

1. ant. dvinas (3° < *1) ‘Gapan’ [mepexos B IOABVDKHBIN TUII y>XXe B APEeBHEANTOBCKOM:
awinty gen.pl. DP 2716, 26337, dwinus acc.pl. DP 4651¢] ~ auT. avis (4) ‘oBa’ (B ApeBHEANTOBCKOM
peauxtsl 2.a.01.: dwiu gen.pl. DP 2824, dwiy gen.pl. DP 303x; HO uamie 4.a.1.); Ap.-UMHA. 4vi-,
rped. romep. 0ig;

2. aut. katinas (3° < *1) ‘kor’ ~ aut. kité Als, Ms, Rt, Tl (2), katé K (4) ‘kommka’; pycck. kom,
gen.sg. Kkomd, YKp. kim, gen.sg. xomd (< a.Il. b) - IpOU3BOAsIIIasl OCHOBa-3alIMCTBOBaHMe OTHO-
C11Aach, IIO-BUAUMOMY, K HEIIOABV>KHOMY aKIleHTHOMY TUILY;

3. AUT. gufbinus (3> <*1) ‘aebeaw camerr’ ~ ANT. gufbé (2) ‘21ebeayp’;

4. ant. afiginas (3° < *1) ‘apakon’ ~ anT. angis (4) ‘3Mes1, y>X'; ATIL. 110dzs; PYCCK. K, gen.sg.
yxd (< aar. d): ap.-uHA. dhi- ‘3Mest; y>X'; aBecT. aZi- ‘3Mes; 3Meil, APaKOH'; AaT. anguis ‘3mes,
3Melt; co3B. ApakoHa; co3B. ['mapsr’ (< *dng“hi-);

5. ant. zgsinas (3° < *1) ‘rycak’ ~ AnT. Zgsis, -iés, -if (4) ‘rycp), BOCT.-auT. (Tw.) nom.pl. Ziises,
gen.pl. Zisii (Otr.gr. I: 242). ITpu Haauuvu ant. Zgsinas (2) NdZ, OGLII187, LKGI277 ‘gerokai
paauges Zasiukas’, COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO aKIIeHTOAOTMIECKOMY IIpaBUAY HOPOKAEHNs, MOXKHO
©b110 OBI paccMaTpUBaTh aKIIEHTOBKY Z45inas Kak pe3yAbTaT yIIoA00AeHIs aKIIeHTOBKe APYIUX
Ha3BaHMII CaMIIOB >KMBOTHBIX, HO ps4 AAQHHBIX YKa3blBaeT Ha IEepPBUYHLIN HEIOABVKHBIN aK-
LIEHTHBIV TUII IIPOU3BOASAIIEI aTeMaTIeckKoil OCHOBLL: InHa hdnza, pl. hanze m. ‘rycy’ (bapu-
TOHe3a); TepM. *gansiz < *3hdnsis: Ap.-B.-HeM. gans, Ap.-aHIA. g0s, Ap.-MCA. s, AaT. gds [g0:'s]
‘rycy’, caas. *gosv (a.11. d).16

Ot umen ITIOABM>KHOT'O aKLIEHTHOI'O TUIIa

1. ant. vaikinas (2) ‘nmapeHnb; Maablil’ ~ AUT. vaikas (4) ‘AUTs, peOEHOK; MaAb4lK ;
2. AUT. mergind, gen.sg. merginos (2) ~ AnT. merga (4) ‘AeBKa; baTpayka’.

Peaukror IIapaAnrMaTm4aeckoro BbI60pa B CAaBAHCKOM:

16 OrpakeHne ABYX MHAOMPAHCKMX aKIIEHTHBIX TUIIOB B IIII{Ha MHOJ IIOKa3aHO B JOKJage «/peBHerHANII-
CKIII aKIIeHT B AapAckoM s3bike [InHa Kak mpo0aeMa MHAOEBPOIIEVICKOI aKIIeHTOA0Tu» Ha rocaeaanx Crapoc-
THUHCKUX yTeHnsx (2009 r.); o0 ycranosaenHoM C. /1. HukoaaeBbIM OTpaskeHUM M.-e. aKIIeHTOBKI B AaTCKOJ IIpOCo-
A cM. [OCA Caosaps 75-91 (crieniuaabHO c. 65)], Ipy OPUHATUI AVMCCUMMAAIIAN KaK IPUIMHBL OTCYTCTBILS ac-
CcUOVAAINY TTaAaTaAbHOIO IYTTYPaAbHOIO BO3MOXKHO BKAIOUYEHN KaK HOPMaAbHOTO U CAaBSIHCKOTO COOTBETCTBILS.
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OT 1MeH HeNoABM>KHOTO aKIIeHTHOTO THIIa.
AKyTUPOBaHHbIE OCHOBBI.

Caas. *iljona, acc.sg. *lijong [cxps. ijna f. ‘TéTka (>keHa Opara MaTepu’; cAoBeH. fjna f.
‘materina sestra, die Muhme’] ~ caas. *#jb, gen.sg. *1ija [pycck. guaa. yii, gen.sg. ys ‘As1As 1O
Matepu’; DOAT. ko, 8YiiKo; cXpB. ijak m. ‘A4 (OpaT MaTepu)’, Auaa. (ZK, Kosmet) tijac, gen.sg.
iljca m. ‘a5 (OpaT Matepn)’; caoBeH. fjac, gen.sg. djca ‘materin brat, der Oheim’] Il [Skok III:
540]; [Pacmep IV: 155].

L[I/IPKYM(l)AeKTI/IpOBaHHLIe U KpaTKOCTHbI€ OCHOBBI.

Caas. *ovbnv, gen.sg. *ovvna [1oro-sanagnopycck. XVI-XVII B. nom. sg. SEe IL.bep. 150,
Oréns Octp.b. 9a (Bborr 22:13), Octp.b. II 155a (Jdan. 8:3); acc.sg. Orént Octp.b. 146 (beIT
31:38), 46a (Aes. 5:18), 75a (Unc. 28:27; & |réns Octp.b. 39a (Mcx 29:19), Orénxe Octp.b. 386
(Mcx 29:15, 17), it Orént Octp.b. 48a (Aes. 9:3, 18), Octp.b. 75a (Unc. 29:2, 8); it Hrénn Octp.b.
48a (/es. 9:4); i Grént Octp.b. 6a (brrt 15:9), I Brénn Ocrp.b. 39a (Mcx 29:31); &renn Octp.b.
476 (/es. 8:18, 19, 21, 22, bis); gen.sg. Ao &&Ha Octp.b. 155a (Jan. 8:6), W Grxa Octp.b. 39a
(Mcx 29:22, 26, 27), Octp.B. 476 (/leB. 8:29), pazek Grud Octp.B. 62a (Yuc. 5:8); dat.sg. HruY
Octp.b. 39a (Mcx 29:40), Aidun ORHY Octp.b. 39a (Unc. 15:11), ORHY Octp.b. 75a (Unc. 28:28; 29:3,
9); acc.du éena Octp.b. 380 (Mcx 29:3), it OsHA 380 (Vcx 29:1), 75a (Umc. 29:17); nom.pl. fako
&g Octp.b. 11 23a (Ilca. 113:4); 6oar. (I'epos) 06éH, pl. d6Hu; cxpB. anaa. (Kocmer) nom.sg. ovan,
gen.sg. ovnal ~ Ap.-ant. dwiu gen.pl. DP 28247, dwiy gen.pl. DP 3032; ap.-uHA. dvi-, rped. romep.
olc.

Ot nmen ITOABIM>KHOI'O aKII€HTHOI'O TUIIA.

Caas. *kvnezond, acc.sg. *konezong > *kvnezong [pycck. KHiXKHA, acc.sg. KHAXHY] ~ cAab.
*kbnegv, gen.sg. *konesa, gen.pl. *konegs [ap.-pycck. (Uya.) loc.sg. o kiiZh 63, §...kiiZh 74, § ki | Zi
174 nom. pl. ii kitzn 402, kuagu 8O 105% instr.pl. co kuagmi 682 cxps. knéz ‘KHA3B, CAOBEH. knéz
‘rpad, KHA3D'].

B. doazocaoxnvie peyeccustvte cyPpPurcot => doAz0cA0XkHbIe JomMunanmmuovle cyPPuicor
U Memamonus: akym = yupxympaexc
4. cydduxc -1b-d-/-ib-d- = cypduxc -1b-ia-
baar. -ib-d-

A.11. MpOM3BOAAIIIIX

PopMmeI Henoasuxuas (1-51) TToasukHas (2-51)
IPOM3BOAHLIX b .
upxymdaekc, Hupxymdaekc,
ARyT (auT. 1) KpaTKOCTb (2) AKyT (3) KpaTKOCTh (4)
Ao aeiictsws | MOM. | [foiha labiba saldibi geribi
3aKOHa T oo oo T
ae Cocciopa acc. | ligibg labibg saldibg geribg

ITpumeuanue. baaTniickas peKOHCTPYKIN 1 MaTepuaasl B [Ap160 2006b: 150-156].
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[IpuBeaeHHOI PeKOHCTPYKLINY, IIO-BUAMMMOMY, IIPOTUBOPEUYNUT AaThIIICKAs I11aBHAsI MH-
ToHar s Ha 9ToM cyddukce: ati. lidziba ‘die Ahnlichkeit; das Gleichnis; die Gleichheit’; T
dziviba ‘das animalische Leben, das Leben im Gegensatz zum Tode’; artm. vefdziba ‘die
Sklaverei, Knechtschaft, Leibeigenschaft’ n noa. V. CepkanTc cunraeT eé€ coraacyroiencs c
AUTOBCKOI 1-11 a.11. cooTBeTCTBYIOmMX nMeH [SerZants 2003: 97-98], ogHako, Kak MOKa3aHO BbI-
I11e, Hy>KHO MCXOAUTD U3 PellecCMBHOCTH 5TOro cydpdukca B IpaiUTOBCKOM I, cAeA0BaTeAbHO,
U3 IIepBIYHOCTY IIPEPBIBUCTON MHTOHAIIUM B 9TOM cyddukce, cp. cydd. adj. -ig- n -dk-. Kax
BCEé >Ke OOBSCHUTH DTO OTKAOHEHMe B AaThIIIICKOM? MOXXHO AyMaTh, YTO B JAHHOM CAydae MBI
UMeeM AeA0 C HUCXOAAIIel MHTOHaIMel, CAUBIIeNiCs, 110 CBUAeTeAbCTBY DHA3eANHa, C I11aB-
HOI1 B HeIlepBLIX CAOTaX, a HUCXOASIAs MHTOHAINS MOsIBUAACh (B pe3dyAbTaTe MeTaTOHUN) B
OCHOBaXx Ha -1be, TaK >Ke KaK M B AMTOBCKOM, KOHTaMIHMPOBABIIIIX C OCHOBaMM Ha -1ba.

B caaBsHcKOM ®TOMYy OaatmiickoMy cypdukcy coorBeTrcTByeT cydd. -bvb-d; BEepOsITHO,
KOAMYeCTBeHHOe pasamndye TAacHOro (I ~ i) BO3HMKAO B pe3yaAbTaTe TeHepaAu3aluy B
OaaTuitckoM 7, popMaHTa i-I1arol0B, a B cAaBsIHCKOM (pOpMaHTa MIMEHHBIX i-OCHOB!”: B 000uX
sI3bIKaX IPOU3BOJHBIE C 9TUM CyPPUKCOM 0OpasOBLIBAANCL OT MMeH U TAaroaos. CKyAHBIN
Matepuaa c cyPp@. -bb-a 103BOAsIeT YCTAaHOBUTH B DTUX IIPOU3BOAHBIX IIepBUYHOE HaAM4dMe I1a-
pagurmartmdeckoro Beioopa: Tui A [= as] — *svdtvba, acc.sg. *svdtobg, gen.pl. *svdtvbv; T D
[= at] — *sliizoba, acc.sg. *sliizobg, gen.pl. *sliizvbv; Tun C [= cc] — *tezobd, acc.sg. *t¢zvbg, gen.pl.
*teZobb.

Tun A [= a*] aocTaTouHO HageXHO PUKCUpPYeTCs B ABYX OCHOBaX: 1) pycck. céddvba, yKp.
c6ddvba, cedilba, 0Ap. c6dd3vba; OO0AT. cedmba; cxps. c61dba; ctT.-xopB. XVII B. (IO. Kpukani)
nom.sg. Gedaga I'p. 49, swddba IToa. 140, 145, Swddba IToa. 143, gen.sg. swaddbi Iloa. 122, acc.sg.
swddbu IToa. 143, loc.sg. Na swddbe IToa. 143, nom.pl. swddbi IToa. 145, gen.pl. swidob IToa. 140,
acc.pl. swadbi Tloa. 140, 141, 156, 186, loc.pl. swadbech Tloa. 140 (< *svdtvba) ~ caas. *svdtv
(a1 a); 2) pycck. anaa. kpadvoa [Aaan® 2: 473, 484]; 6oar. kpdxoa [I'epos 2: 408]; cxps. kradba
[RJA V: 430] (< *krddoba; B cBs131 ¢ TeHAeHLIMeN IIepeBoJa IPOU3BOASAIIIETO I1aroAa B a.Il. ¢ 9TO
IIPOU3BOJHOE TIEPEBOAUTCS B OKCUTOHHYIO a.Il. MAM €€ pedAeKChl, OTCI0Aa AP.-PYCCK. KpaABa
C6.0: 177, 1776; 6ap. kpadsvbd; 0oAar. auaa. kpaxod; cxps. kpadba [Puctuh-Kanrpra 394]) ~
cAas. *krdsti, praes. 1.sg. *krddo, 3.sg. *krddetv's.

17 Inoe pertenne npeaaaraet C.I'. bo10ToB: yKa3sIBas Ha AUT. gual. senébé ‘ApeBHOCTS M COIOCTaBAAS ero
CO CAaBSIHCKMMU MMeHaMu ¢ cydPukcoM *-obd, OH XOUeT IPUBAEYS CI04a 3aKOH BuHTepa, yTBepsKaasl, 4To KoAnde-
CTBeHHbIe pa3anuust B cybPUKcax MeXXAY CAaBSIHCKUM U DaATUIICKUM [*-obd ~ -1bd/-ibé, *-obd ~ -abé, *-vda ~ -1dd/ -idé
(apydé “xveavnux’ (?); aut. dailyda, dailydé, anaa. Tx. dailijdé ‘naotaux’; cf. rpeu. -(c, -1d0¢), *-odd ~ -adi subst. (anr.
varioda ‘cxog(ka), cOop(uine) 1pm varyti ‘THaTh, TOHATH; BeCTH, IIPOBOAUTE; ABUraTs’)/ -Adas adj. (amut. vienddas 1,
auaa. TX. vienodas 1, ati. viendds; cf. rped. -&g, -&dog), *-vgd ~ -1gd (caas. Sulvga ~ AUT. kairyga ‘AeBIa’)] BO3HUKAN
13-3a TOTO, UTO B CAaBSIHCKOM 3aKOH ByHTepa aelicTBOBaA ANIIb B IIEPBOM CAOTe, TOTJa KaK B OaATUIICKOM OH pac-
IIPOCTpaHsAACA U Ha BTOpsle caoru. He rosops yoke 0 OeJHOCTM IIpeaaaraeMoro MaTepuasa, 9To Ipeaa0o>KeHye Ha-
TaAKMBaeTCs Ha TOT aKT, 4To 6aaTo-caas. *b B saHHOM cydPpuKce BOCXOAUT K 1.-e. *bh (110 3HaUeHNUIO U AUCTPUOY-
TUBHBIM XapaKTePUCTUKaM DTOT 0aATO-CAABSHCKIIT CyPUKC COOTBETCTBYET repM. -bi, COXpaHUBIIEMYCS B ITOT-
CKOM: IOT. abraba, raihtaba, arniba, agluba, harduba u 1OA., cp. TakXe Iped. AQyvdpoc, otéuPog; Ap.-uHA. sthiilabhd-
‘massig’, hardabhid-s ‘océa” < *'kpuxyn’; cMm. [Osthoff KZ 23: 93], [Kluge Urgermanisch: 246 (§ 292)] u [Brugmann
Grdr.211, 1: 386-390]). Camy ocHOBY sendbé (Iipu MpUHATUH e€ APEeBHOCTH, a He IIePBUYHOCTH sendvé) MOKHO OBLAO
ObI OOBSICHITD 3aKOHOM BuHTEpa, ecau IPUHATSH, 4TO *bh IIepey, j, Kak U Iepes APyIUMU COHOPHBIMU, TEPSIAO CBOE
«IIpUABIXaHUe» U IIEPEXOANAO B *b, HO 9TO HMKaK He CIIOCOOCTBYeT OOBACHEHNIO 0aATHUIICKOTO *1.

18 OcTaeTcs HesICHOMN IlepBOHaYaAbHasA aKIleHTOBKa *rézoba. [Skok III: 135] mpusoauT cxpB. 1ézba (MCTOUYHUK?),
9Ta aKIEHTOBKA XOPOIIO COTAACyeTcs C a.Il. cAaB. *rézati, praes.3.sg. *rézjeto. Ho oOblMHAs aKIleHTOBKAa HTOTO
umeHn: cxps. rezba [RJA XIII: 917], pesoa [Puctuh—Kanrpra 887]; pycck. pesv0d; ykp. pizv0d; 604T. pesdd; sABaseTcs An
®TO II0AOKEHNE 3aBepIeHreM ITI0A00HOTO ToMy, 4TO HabaAlogaercsl B ocHOBe *krddvba, mam 3aech oTpakaercs
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Tunm D [= ab] aaét pedaeKkchl ¢ HaKOPeHHBIM yJapeHNeM Y psja MMeH B BOCTOYHO-
CAABSIHCKUX SI3BIKaX M B 00OATapCKOM: PYCCK. CAYx0a, dpyxo0a, npocvba; YKp. cAyxba, dpyxoa,
npocvba; OOAT. cAyxba, dpyxba, npécéa (cp. caas. *sluziti, praes. 1.sg. *sluzig, 3.sg. *sliiZitv;
*druziti, praes. 1.sg. *druzig, 3.sg. *driizitv'®; *prositi, praes. 1.sg. *prosig, 3.sg. *prositv), — a B
APYTUX IIPOBOAUT BTOPMYHBIN TUIL B [= bb]: pycck. 60pvod, MoAvbd; yKp. 00pod [JKeaexosckmit I:
39], Moavbd; 6oAar. 6opod, morbd (cp. caas. *borti, praes. 1.sg. *borjo, 3.sg. *borjetv; *modliti, praes.
1.sg. *modlig, 3.sg. *modlitv); Tak Kak mpoliecc nepesosa B Tun B Mmopdonoaornaecknii (aHaa0-
IUs1), pe3yAbTaThl €r0 MOIYT He COBIIadaTb, Cp. PYCCK. X00v0d, cmpervod, cydvbd (Ap.-pPyccK.
nom.pl. coyasm Uya. 1052, 8astt Uya. 541); yKp. x0006d, cmpirv6d, cydvbd, myx6d; Ho 60AT. x6004,
cmproAvoa, cxdvoa, mxxoa (cp. caas. *xoditi, praes. 1.sg. *xodig, 3.sg. *xoditv; *streliti, praes. 1.sg.
*strélig, 3.sg. *strélitv; *soditi, praes. 1.sg. *sodio, 3.sg. *soditv; *toZiti, praes. 1.sg. *toZig, 3.sg.
*t0Zitv). DTOT >Ke TUII aKI[eHTOBKM I10Ay4alOT MMeHa, oOpa3oBaHHBIe OT OCHOB a.Il. C: PYCCK.
60p0xk0d; YKp. 60p0xk0d; GOAT. 6pax0d; Ap.-pyccK. Tatsm nom.pl. Uya. 93, ® rarélsn Uya. 1531; cp.-
6oar. nom. pl. Tdesr Ev. 1139: 75r15; c1.-pycck. maxod CAPq VI: 377 (coBp. msix6a, BeposITHO,
110/, BAUSHIUEM 11.-CAaB. Taxa); YKp. max0d [Keaexosckmii II: 997]. B coppemennom cepboxop-
BaTCKOM SI3BIKe BCe ABYCAOXKHBIE IMEHa Ha -bba, 3a MCKAIOUeHeM I1epedlCAeHHBIX BhIIIe IMeH
THMa A, UMeIOT BOCXOAsIIlee KpaTKoe yaapeHNe Ha KOpHe, T. e. OTHOCATCA KakK Obl K TuIry B:
CAYk0a, nposba, druzba, 60poa, morba, mysxba, seoba; dioba, stdzba, Zalba, Ziirba. OaHako MaTe-
puaabl ApeBHecepOCKMX IITOKABCKMX HaMATHMKOB XV B. 4alOT OCHOBaHHe II0AaraTb, 9TO B
ApeBHecepOCKOM COXPaHSIANCH BCe TPY aKI[eHTHBIX TUIIa IMeH Ha -vba: Tunsl A [=a4], D [= ab]
C [= cc]. UToOBI ObLAM SICHBI MOTUBBI MHTEPIIpeTali DTOTO, K COXKaAeHUIO, J0BOABHO CKyAHO-
ro MaTepuaAa, IIpMBOKY aKleHTOBKYy Tura C MMeHM 3a08a B OTUX TeKcTax: 1) nom.sg. 3aoa EB.-
amp. 6261; 2) gen.sg. 3aéem Amoct. 59623, 105619, 146221, 34 |em Amoct. 181a19; 3) dat.sg. 3aéek
Amnocr. 115213, 240615; 4) acc.sg. 3aégoy Amoct. 11424, 254615; 5) instr.sg. 3a0séo Amoct. 196215,
3408010 Ar1oct. 23823; 6) loc.sg. & 3a08'k ArocT. 288619; 7) gen.pl. &l 3aées Aroct. 3669-10. Cao-
BOOPM aKIIeHTHOTO TuIla A B paccMaTpMBaeMBIX TeKCTaX HeT, HO OHU U He TpeOyIOTCs AAsd
IIOATBEP>KAeHNs HaAM4Ms DTOTO THUIIA Y OCHOB Ha -bba B IIpacAaBsSHCKOM BBUAY TOTO, YTO MX
pedaeKcel XOpOIIO COXpaHeHbl B COBPEMEHHBIX CAABAHCKUX sA3bIKaX (cM. Bbie). Haanmanbrit
MaTepuaa AeAUTCS Ha ABa Tuma: 1. tun D — 1) nom.sg. caoykea ATIOCT. 292224, #i aa caoyf | kea
Amocrt. 171624; dat.sg. caoyxek Armoct. 246220; acc.sg. caoyxkeoy Eb.-amp. 19a15, 45014, 275a14,
caoy | :xeoy Arroct. 16428-9, c¢a¥|xeoy Armoct. 5929-10, f caoy|:xkeoy Amoct. 81212-13, g% caoykeoY
Aroct. 271a16, 28409, 289622, ua caoyf | keoy AriocT. 5726-7; loc.sg. caoyxek Amoct. 254217, @ caoykek
Armioct. 24565, fi @ caopxkek Amoct. 20308, ® caovzkek g0 Armoct. 213614; acc.pl. caof :kem ArmOCT.
3030619-20; 2)loc.sg. i méask Amoct. 241a11; 2. Tunn C — 1) nom.pl. Téres Es.-amp. 135610;
2) acc.pl. Té!l:xent Amioct. 182a9-10.

Marepuaanl crapoxopsarckoro s3pika XVII B. (YO. Kprokannd) 4aroT peAuKT caeayromment
CHICTEeMBI BLIOOpPA: OT OCHOB a.I. @ — Tl A [= a+]: nom.sg. svidba, acc.sg. svidbu, gen.pl. svidab;
oT ocHOB a.1. b u ¢ — tun C [= ce]: 1) nom.sg. sluzba, acc.sg. sliizbu, gen.pl. sluzab, loc.pl. sluzbih;
2) nom.sg. tezbd, acc.sg. tezbu. Marepuaa pacripeseasercss Ha TpU IPYIIIIBI 110 IIpacAaBsSIHCKIM
aKIIeHTHBIM TUIIaM CAeAYIOIINM 0Opa3oMm:

ApeBHee COCTOsAHMe (Cp. MHTOHAIIMIO Y COOTBETCTBYIOITUX OCHOB B AaTBIITICKOM: riézt, -Zu, -zu ‘schneiden” Dunika),
TpeOyeT 0cODOTO MCCAeA0BaHILA.

19 Pepaexcsr: 1) caas. *druZiti, praes. 1.sg. *druzjg, 3.sg. *driiZitv, u 2) caas. *druZziti, praes. 1.sg. *driiZjo, 3.sg.
*driiZito — pasMeIaoTcs IpUOAM3UTEABHO 110 guadeKTaM: 1) — «CKAaBUHCKOI» IPYIIILL, @ 2) — «aHTCKOI» TpyII-
IIBI ¥ 9eTBepTOI aKIleHTOAOIMIeCKO IPYIIIIbL, YTO 3acTaBAsieT Ipealioaarath oTpaskeHue a.i. b,. Iloasmknas a.i.
IpuAaraTeAbHOro *driugv, cKopeii Bcero, — 3aMeHa TaK Ha3blBaeMoil a.Il. d, KoTopas B IIpuAaraTeAbHBIX KpaiiHe

HeyCTOMYMBA.
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I. Tunn A [= a°]: nom.sg. Geiaea I'p. 49, swaidba Iloa. 140, 145, Swidba Tloa. 143; gen.sg.
swadbi T1oa. 122; acc.sg. swidbu IToa. 143; loc.sg. Na swddbe I1oa. 143; nom.pl. swaddbi IToa. 145;
gen.pl. swddob IToa. 140; acc.pl. swidbi IToa. 140, 141, 156, 186; loc.pl. swddbech IToa. 140.

II. Tunx D [= ab]: 1) nom.sg. Ga¥xea I'p. 49, sluzbd Iloa. 129; gen.sg. sluzbi IToa. 119, 209, bis,
ot sluzbi Iloa. 74; dat.sg. ko sliizbe Iloa. 141; acc.sg. slizbu Iloa. 74, 75, 167, 241, na sliizbu Iloa.
71, nd sluzbu I'loa. 209; loc.sg. na... sluzbé Iloa. 209, w’ sluzbé Iloa. 24; nom.pl. slizbi (?) Ioa.
204; gen.pl. Ga¥xae I'p. 21, sluzéb Iloa. 209; dat.pl. Sluzbdim IToa. 112; acc.pl. ca¥xeu I'p. I, sliizbi
(?) oa. 204; loc.pl. sluzbdch Iloa. 217; 2) nom.sg. Ap¥:kea ‘GogaT’, Ap¥>ked “apSr’ I'p. 33; acc.sg. w’
drizbu Iloa. 115, 264; 3) nom.sg. Iposea I'p. 49; loc.pl. prozbich I1oa. 124; 4) loc.pl. i strelbdch
IToa. 138; 5) nom.sg. 6¥aea I'p. 49; 6) nom.sg. T¥xea I'p. 49, tuzba Iloa. 167; acc.pl. tizbi IToa.
190; 7) nom. sg. Xpanga I'p. 136 (cp. caas. *xorniti, praes. 1.sg. *xornig, 3.sg. *xofnitv).

III. Tun C [= ce]: 1) acc.sg. czez tddbu I1oa. 161; acc.pl. tadbi IToa. 192; 2) nom.sg. tezbai IToa.
266, Tezbd IToa. 267; acc.sg. tézbu IToa. 265, 267; nom.pl. tezbi IToa. 266; 3) nom.sg. I'pozea I'p. 49;
4) loc.sg. w’... dwoibé I'loa. 267; 5) nom.sg. sredbd IToa. 24; loc.sg. po sredbé I1oa. 36; acc.pl. sredbi
IToa. 28.

[Tocaeanss rpymmna AepUBallIOHHO OTHOCUTCA K CAEAYIOIIVM ITpacAaBsIHCKUM OCHOBaM:
1) caas. *tdtv (a.1mm. c): cxps. mam, gen.sg. mama; ct.-xops. XVII B. (YO. Kpmxkanna) nom.sg. Tar
I'p. 5, tdt I1oa. 103; dat.sg. rary I'p. 10; nom.pl. Tavu I'p. 11, tdti IToa. 104, 189, 208 un Tawye I'p.
11; gen.pl. Tavoe I'p. 13, tatow IToa. 192, Tatow Iloa. 214; caosen. tit, gen.sg. tita, tatii; 2) caas.
*tezdti, praes. 1.sg. *t¢Zig, 3.sg. *teZitv (a.I. C): CT.-CAAB. ChTAXKATH, —K&, —KHWH TIPHOOpPecTH,
IIOAYYUTE', I1.-CAAB. TAKATH, -K&, -KkHWH ‘¢oyaleobay;, anotivery’ [Miklosich Lex: 1026]; 6oar. m:i-
K, umb, —xirv [[epos]; cxps. méxumu, méxiim ‘streben; trachten” (Ho méxumu, meéxiim “be-
bauen’); cr.-xops. XVII B. (1O. Kpmkannu) inf. tezit IToa. 35, 38, 39, 40, 41, 51; praes. 1.pl. Te-
xfm I'p. 85, 198, tezim Iloa. 136 ‘oOpabartbiBaTh 3eMAI0, yXxak/BaTh 3a pacTeHUSIMU ; CAOBEH.
teziti, praes. teZim ‘beschweren, schwer driicken; — Beschwerden machen, beldstigen; schwer
lasten; wuchten; — wiegen; streben’; 3) caas. *groziti, praes. 1.sg. *grozig, 3.sg. *qrozitv: pycck.
Zpo3iimo, praes. 3.sg. zpo3iim; OOAT. zpo3s; cXpB. eposumu, praes. 1.sg. zposiim; cr.-xops. XVII B.
(FO. Kpmxanny) praes. 3.pl. se grozét Iloa. 24; caosen. groziti, praes. 1.sg. grozim; 4) caas. *dvvo-
jiti, praes. 1.sg. *dbvojig, 3.sg. *dvvojitv: pycck. déotimvcsl, praes. 3.sg. deotimcs; 00AT. 0605, 060tiuL,
d601iA; cxpB. déojumu, praes. 1.sg. deojiim; cr.-xops. XVII B. (1O. Kpukanmu) praes. 1.sg. Agonfim
I'p. 86, 227; caosen. dvojiti, praes. 1.sg. dvojim; 5) ct.-xops. XVII B. (1O. Kproxanna) sredbd nero-
CpPeACTBEHHO CBsI3aHO C IJaroAOM cAaB. *serditi sg, ®TOT raaroa oOTMedaeTcs B TeKCTax
IO. Kpmkannya, HO certyac ussecteH B popmax MHPUHUTUBHON OCHOBEL inf. se sredit IToa. 55
u i srediwszi se Iloa. 53, mepsuyHas a.ll. ¢ DTOrO raaroda AMUKTYeTCs a.Il. IPOU3BOASIIIEN
OCHOBBI: cAaB. *Serdd, acc.sg. *sérdo (a.11. c).

Taxoe pacrpeseaenne, BeposITHO, TOBOPUT O CAVSTHUY aKLIeHTHBIX TUIIOB B [= bt n C [= <]
B JAaHHOM THIIe MEH B CTaApOXOPBAaTCKOM B € ATHOM ITOABVKHOM aKIleHTHOM Tuile. Takim o0-
pasom, MaTepuaasl ApesHecepOCKIX TekcToB 1 TekcTos IO, Kprokannda, mo-suaumomy, Aocra-
TOYHO HaAe>KHO yKa3hIBaIOT, YTO OT MIMeH I [1aroAoB a.Il. ¢ BHIOMpaAcs IIOABUKHBII aKIIeHTHBIN
tut C [=cc], T. e. BBIOOP ObLA TeM >Ke, YTO U B 0aaTuickom: cydpd. -vb-i- 0p1a perreccuBHbIM.

2 JToab3yl0Ch cAydaeM BBEIpasuTh cBoio Oaarogapnocts V. C.IlexyHOBON, cHaOAMBIIEN MeHs IIOAHBIMI
CITMICKaMI1 COOTBETCTBYIOIINX OCHOB 3 ABYX ApeBHecepOCKmX TekcTos, 1 M. B. Ocaony, npeacTasusiiemMy II0AHYIO
PpOCITICE COOTBETCTBYIOIINMX OCHOB 113 TekcToB 0. Kpinkannya.
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Baar. - ib-ia-

A.11. MpOM3BOAAIIIIX

PopMEI Henoasuxuas (1-51) TloasukHas (2-51)
HpOI/IBBOAHbIX
Hupxymdaexkc, HOnpxymdaekc,
AXyT (aut. 1) KpaTKOCTb (2) AXyT (3) KpaTKoCTh (4)
nom. | fimsibé biatiribé dugstibé geribé
S g g
5§88 gen. | tdmsibés biaiiribeés dugstibeés geribés
)LS) ®] 8 Sg n
u % O : g C e g o A vy - ~
5[ 3 gé acc. | tamsibe biaiiribe dugstibe geribe
instr. | tdmsib¢ biaiirib¢ dugstibg gerib¢

Ipumeuanue.

bBaaTtnitckas peKOHCTPYKITUS 1 MaTepuaasl B [/p160 2006b: 218-226].

5. cypduxc -ist-d- = cypdpuxc - ist-id-
baar. -ist-d-

A.11. MpOM3BOAAIIIIX

Popmsl Henoasuxnas (1-5) IMoasroxHast (2-51)
HpOI/I3BO,ZI,HI)IX
Hnpxymdaekc, Hupxymdaekc,
AxyT (auT. 1) KpaTKOCTb (2) AxyT (3) KpaTKOCTh (4)
- nom. | pralistd kerdzistd Zmogista dievista
E gq ZaA +— ~ JVA +— v A A ; . A +:‘
EE8 gen. | pralistas kerdZistas Zmogistas dievistas
’S g 8 Sg- + - F + - ¥ - F - - F
qii 8O acc. | pralistq kerdZistq Zmogistq dievistq
q R[ : ESPN A ~ VA A Z A o~ A A
mstr. | bralistq kerdZistq Zmogistq dievistq

ITpumeuanue. baaTniickas peKOHCTPYKIV 1 MaTepuaasl B [Ap160 2006b: 142-149].

baar. - ist-ia-

A.11. IpOM3BOAAIIIIX

Popmbl Henoasuxnas (1-51) TToasrxHas (2-51)
IIPpOM3BOAHBIX
R e IR )
SR nom. | bralisté befidriste viénisté drdugisté
E; % g 5 gen. | bralistés beridristés viénistés drdugisteés
qg)[ e § 7 e bralistg beridriste viéniste drdugiste
ST instr. | pralist¢ befidristé vienisté drdugisté

[Ipumeuanue. Baatuiickas peKOHCTPYKINS U MaTepuaasl B [Ap160 2006b: 209-214].
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6. cypdukc adj. -dko- ~ cypuxc subst. -ako-
baar. -dka-

A.11. MpOM3BOAAIIIIX

Popmbl Henoasurxnas (1-1) IMoasyoxHast (2-51)
MPOU3BOAHBIX
npxymdaekc, Hupxymdaekc,
AxyT (auT. 1) KpaTKOCTb (2) AxyT (3) KpaTKOCTh (4)
m. | ilgdkas mazdkas Saltdkas retdkas
= g s
Esg £ | lgaka mazaka Saltakd retiki
)528 TR oF _/\_+ - - F
$EC | | m | ilgakie mazikie Saltikie retdkie
N F ' a7 - v AT = Y 1AL = A=
f. | ilgdkas mazdkas Saltikas retdkas

ITpumenanue. BaATUIICKYIO PEKOHCTPYKIIUIO M MaTepuaAasl cM. Takxke B [Ap160 2006b: 239-245].

B caaBsHCKOM 9TOT cy(pPUKC B aABeKTUBHOM YIIOTpeOA€HI COXPaHMACS ANUIID Y MECTO-
VIMEHHBIX IIpyJaraTeAbHBIX ¥ IIOKa3blBaeT B HUX OTYETAVMBO peLIeCCHBHBIN XapakTep, Cp.:
1. *jdkv, *jaka, *jako (ot *jb, *ja, *jé — a.w. c); 2. *takv, *taka, *tako (ot *tb, *ta, *b — a.I c);
3. *kakv, *kaka, *kiko (cp. *kbto, *Cbto — a.II. C); HO OT MECTOMIMEHNII HEITOABII’KHOTO aKI]eHTHOTO
tumna: 1. *inakv, *inaka, *inako (ot *inv, *ina, *ino — a.1. a); 2. *vesékv, *vvséka, *vvséko (oT *vvsh,
*0o$¢, *vvsé — a.In. b).

B AnTOBCKOM HOpMAaTMBHOM IIpyAarateabHsle ¢ cyPpPUKcoM -oka-s (< -ako-s) OTHOCATCS K
HeIIOABI>KHOMY aKI[eHTHOMY TUITY C IIOCTOSIHHBIM aKyTOBBIM ydapeHneM Ha cygduxce: ilgdkas
(cp. aTmI. ilgs), plondkas (cp. atmt. plins), sunkdkas (cp. cT.-auT. suiikus, 2-a a.a1.y AJaykim),
platdkas (cp. platis, 4-a a.n1. y Jaykimm u B coBp.). DTO SIBHO IlepecTpOeHHas aKIleHTOBKa C reHe-
paausaliueil akIieHTHOTO THUIIA, BO3HMKILIEIO B pe3yaAbTaTe AelicTsusA 3akoHa ae Cocciopa B
IIPOU3BOAHBIX OT HMPKYM(PAEKTHPOBAHHBIX Y KPAaTKOCTHBIX MIMEH HEITOABVI>)KHOTO aKIIeHTHOTO
TUIIa U B pe3yAbTaTe HaAOXKeHM: AedpopMarinii aKIleHTHOV KPMBOJ, BBI3BAHHBIX A€IICTBMEM
3akoHOB e Cocciopa 1 XupTa B IIPOU3BOAHBIX OT INPKYMQPAEKTUPOBAHHBIX U KPATKOCTHBIX
JIMeH ITOABVKHOTO aKIIeHTHOIO TUIIa, C yCTpaHeHNeM HeIlOABVKHOTO aKIIeHTHOTO THIIA C aKy-
TOBBIM yJapeHreM Ha KOpHe 1 4e(pOPMIPOBAHHOIO AeVICTBIEM 3aKOHa XMPTa aKyTUPOBaHHO-
ro MOABVDKHOTO THUIIA. DTO AOCTaTOYHO HAaAeXKHO ITOATBEPIKAAETCS AUTOBCKUM AVAAeKTHBIM
MaTepualoM rosopa Zietela:

Or ImpmAaaraTeAbHBIX ITOABVIPKHOTIO aKIIEHTHOTO TUIIA:

1. aut. anaa. (zt.) kartokas, £. kartoka (3) ‘roppkoBaTsiir’ (Ziet. 273), npu Bapuante kartokas, f.
-a (1) ~ ap.-aut. kartus, -1 (3) ‘gorzki’.

2. aut. Anaa. (Zt.) saltékas, f. Saltoka (3) “xoaoanosartsiit’ (Ziet. 653), mpu BapuanTe Saltokas,
f. -a (1) ~ anr. Sdltas (3) *XOAOAHBI'; ATIIL. salts kalt, bloR, nackt’.

3. auT. Anaa. (Zt.) retokas, f. retoka (3) ‘peaxosaTsiit’, pl. ratoki l'inai; adv. retokai ‘peaxosa-
TO': retokai pas'éjau (Ziet. 545) ~ ap.-aut. rétas (4) ‘rzadki’.

4. ant. anaa. (zt.) trumpdkas, f. trumpoka (3) ‘Koportkosatsiir’ u trumpdkas, f. trumpdka (1):
keel'in’és trumpdkos, reika dadiirt (Ziet. 713) ~ ap.-aut. truinpas, -da (4) ‘krotki; doczesny; maly’.
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Or IprnaarareAbHbIX HEITOABVIDKHOI'O aKIIEHTHOTO TUIIA:

1. ant. anaa. (Zt.) ilgokas, £. ilgdka (1) ‘AAMHHOBATEIN; A0BOABHO AOATUI, A0ATOBaTHIN , adVv.
ilg6kai *a20B0ABHO a0Ar0" (Ziet. 232) ~ ap.-anT. ilgas (1).

2. ant. anaa. (zt) gerékai adv. ‘nemaza’ (Ziet. 202) ~ ap.-aut. géras, -d (2-1 a.I. IIO
namsaTHuKam Ipycckoit Autsel, em. [Vaanga-Ceutera VIA: 56]).

3. auTt. agnaa. (Zt.) mazokas, f. mazéka (1) ‘Maaosatsiit’ (Ziet. 287) ~ aAp.-aut. mazas (2).

B aatsmmickom sspike py nomomn cygdukca -ak- oOpasyeTcsl cpaBHUTEAbHAS CTEIIEHD;
IIpephLIBICTas MHTOHAIM TAacHOTO cydpduKkca peryAapHO OTpa’kaeT 0aATO-CAaBSHCKUI
peLleCCUBHBIN aKyT.

1. OT mpuJaraTeABHBIX C TIAaBHOV MHTOHammeir: armr. mil’dks ‘lieber’ (Gr. 352); ilgaki
‘langer’ (Gr. 353); vairdk ‘mehr’ (Gr. 353); licldks ‘groBer’ (Gr. 353); siirdks (Erg.3: 460).

2. 0T mpuAaraTeAbHBIX C IPepLIBUCTON MHTOHamuei: Atml. aiigstiku ‘hoher” (Gr. 353);
jatindkus (Erg.2: 14); jaindkas zinas (Erg.2: 15); ciétikus (Erg.1: 216), ciétaku (Erg.1: 216), ciétika
(Erg.1: 217), ciétaks (Erg.1: 217); mikstdka zeme (Erg.2: 316), mikstaki (Erg.2: 316), mikstika (Erg.2:
317), mikstéks (Erg.2: 317); plandki ziobi (Erg.3: 98), plandka keriimé (Erg.3: 98).

OueBnAHO, UTO AATHIIIICKOE OTpa’keH!e, Tak >Ke KakK M B IIpeAbIAyIleM cAy4dae, COBepIleH-
HO TOYHO COOTBETCTBYET PeKOHCTPYMPOBAHHOMY COCTOSIHIIO. V1 OHO Taxke He TpeOyeT 0ObsIC-
HeHUIT ITOCPeACTBOM OTTSIKKI UKTyca.

Aas 6aaTO-CAaBSIHCKOIO cAeAyeT, TaKUM OOpa3oM, BOCCTAaHABAMBATh PELIeCCUBHBIN CTAaTyC
9TOTO aAbeKTUBHOTO cydPuKca.

IroT Xe cypPuKkc B CyOCTAaHTUBHOM yIOTpeOAeHNN MOKasblBaeT IIUPKyMQaeKTUpOBaH-
HBIVI XapaKTep I1aCHOTO -A- Y aKIIeHTHBIVI TUII C IIOCTOSIHHBIM HacypPuKcaabHBIM yaapeHueM:
AUT. naujokas (2) ‘HOBMYOK; HOBOOpaHell, bérokas (2) ‘rHeaast aoiaab, rHeaxo’, kaulokas (2)
Anaa. ‘pedpo ¢ MscoM’ U MOJ., 9TOMY COOTBETCTBYeT M MeTaTOHM: B aHaJAOTMYHBIX cAydasX B
AarbiickoMm: barnaks, sunaks, vapraks?' [Serzants 2003: 113] (= sundks [MiihL.—Endz. III: 1121], ¢
OTMeUYeHHBIM DHA3EAVHOM CAVISTHUEM HUCXOASINEel U I1AaBHOV MHTOHALIMI B HEIIePBBIX CAO-
rax), Cp. TeHeTMYeCK) TOXAECTBEHHYIO a.Il.b B IIOAOOHBIX OOpa3OBaHUAX B CAABSIHCKOM:
*durak, *prostakv, *rybakv, *modraky u 1moa. O4eBUAHO, 4TO 1 B HTOM CA0BOOOpa3OBaTeAbHOM
THUIIe MBI BCTpeYaeMcs C reHepaAn3aryell akKIeHTHOTO TuIla ¢ HacypQpUKcaabHBIM ylapeHueM
I yCTpaHeHNeM aKIIeHTHOIO TUIIa C IIepBMYHO HaKOPeHHBIM yaapeHneMm. Hampumep, asa mo-
CAeAHVIX CAABSHCKUX IIpUIMepa IepBOHAYaAbHO AOAXHBI OBIAU VIMETH CAEAYIOIIYIO aKII€HTOB-
Ky: *rijbako u *modrako.

AuTtepaTypa M COKpanjeHMsI

Angponos 2002 — AHAPOHOB A. B. Mamepuaxvt 0As Aambvluicko-pycckozo caosaps. CI16., 2002.

a.Il. — aKIleHTHas apajurma.

Armioct. — Cr.-cepOcKasi pyKonuch Hagaaa XV B. «AIIOCTOA U BbCKpecHM eBaHreans» / HGKM Ne 889 (1o Lonesy).

BEP — Brparapcku eTmMoaorudeH peqHux, T. I-, Codpms, 1971-.

I'epos — Haitaens ['EPOBD. Prounuks Ha Oavzapekoiii A3b1kn. Y. 1 (A-A): 1895; Y. 2 (E-K): 1897; Y. 3 (A-0O): 1899;
Y. 4 (IT): 1901; Y. 5 (P-TA): 1904; Y. 6 (domrbanenne. Cropaas, HapeAnAsh U u3TbaKysaasb T. ITTAHUEBE): 1908.
ITaosaus. [Penpunt: Codus., 1975—1978.] R

I'p. — T'pamaTituno H3KA3ANJE OR PSCKoM JE3AKY, nond Jspka Kprxkdnnyia, npessatyem Gépramnuna, méqxky K¥noi¥ n
BSHos¥ prrdmu, RO SJéapex Bryiua rpana, okoa A¥EoRLA, O3and 1 Prrnnka Ocrpéror / Micano &s Guerpn / AfTa
f'?.p—OA- / Vizaano BOASTHCKIM®B. M., 1859. [Apabckue rudprl HepeatoT CAaBSHCKYIO IarMHAINIO KHUTHL. ]

21 B Zvirgzdine [coBp. Zvirgzdene, = HeM. Swirsdino] rto [Miihl.—Endz. IV: 538] sammcano vepréks?.
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Aaap® — B. V1. AAAb. Toakosuiil caosapb xku6020 seauxopycckazo ssvika. T. 1 (A-3): 1903; T. II (M1-O): 1905; T. III (IT-P):
1907; T. IV (C-V): 1909. CI16.-M.

Aw160 1968 — B. A. AHBO. AKIIEHTOAOTNS M CA0BOOOpa3oBaHue B cAaBIHCKOM [ Caassrckoe asvikosnanue. VI mex-
dynapodnotii cvesd caasucmos (Ilpara, asryct 1968 1.). Jokaaanl coBeTcKoil aeaerarium. M., 1968.

Aw160 1977b — B. A. AbIBO. Pabotsr @. ae Cocciopa no 6aaTtuiickoit akienToaorun / [Cocciop: 583-597].

Aw160 1978c — B. A. AHBO. K Bompocy o cucremMe IOPOKAEHM: aKI[eHTHBIX TUIIOB IIPOVM3BOAHBIX MIMEH B IIpada-
TurickoM / Kongeperyyua «mHorunzsucmuueckue 0AAMO-CAABAHCKUE KOHMAKMDL 6 HACMOAULEM U NPoAoM». 11—
15 aexaOps 1978 r. I[Ipeasapurteannsie Matepuaasl. M., 1978. C. 79-80.

Awi60o 1981a — B. A. ABIBO. K Bomrpocy o cucreme IIOpOKAeHMs aKIIeHTHBLIX TUITOB IIPOM3BOAHBIX MIMeH B IIpabaa-
TiiickoM / bBaamo-caasarckue uccaedosanus 1980. M., 1981.

Aw160 1981b — B. A. AbIBO. Cagssrckas axyenmorozus. Onvim pexoHcmpyKuui cucmemul AKUeHmHuX napaduzm 6 npa-
caagsHekom. M., 1981.

Aw160 1989c — B. A. AbIBO. baaTo-caaBsiHCKas aKIleHTHas CCTeMa C TUIIOAO0TMYeCcKOi TOUKU 3peHNs U IIpod.aeMa
PEeKOHCTPYKITNI MHAOeBpoIIeiickoro akmenTa. Il. 3amasHoxaBkasckue akIleHTHBIE CHCTeMEI KaK aHaAor 0aa-
TO-CAABSIHCKO / Baimo-caassiHckue uccaedosanus 1987. M., 1989.

Ap1oo 2000a — B. A. AbIBO. Mopgororozusosantivie napaduemamudeckue akuyermubvle cucmemvt. Tunorozus u zemesuc.
T. 1. M., 2000.

Aw160 2005b — B. A. AHBO. baatnrickas cpaBHUTeABHO-UCTOpUYECcKas 1 AMTOBCKAas MCTOpIYecKas aKI[eHTOAOIUN
| Acnexmur komnapamusucmuxu, I PITY, M., 2005. C. 177-213.

Aw160 2006a — B. A. AbIBO. CpaBHuTeAbHO-MCTOpIUYecKas aKIIeHTOAOTHs, HOBLIM B3IAs4: 110 IOBOAY KHUIM B. Je-
(deanara «Bseaenue B MOp(0AOTMUIECKYIO KOHLIEIIIINIO CAABSHCKON aKIleHToAorum» / Bonpocur A3vikosnarus,
2. M., 2006.

Ar160 2006b — B. A. ABIBO. TToposkaeHne akIleHTHBIX TUITOB IIPOM3BOAHBIX MIMeH B OaATuiickom / baamo-caaesn-
cxue uccaedosanus XVIIL. M., 2006.

Es.-anip. — EBanreane-Amnpakoc (rmoansiii). [Cep6ckas pykorics XV B. / PTB, otaea pykonuceit, ¢. 178, No 7364.]

Keaexosckuit — €srennsi JKEAEXOBCKMI i Codpon HEAIABCKIMI. Maropycko-wimeuxuii crosap [ Ilig sapsaom
beanapckoro. T. I-1I. /1bBiB, 1886.

3orp. — CHopHuk caos u xutnit [Bocrounoboarapcekas pykormcs XIV B. // b-xa Adonckoro 3orpadckoro MoHa-
creips1, Ne 171 (o MlasuHckoMy), paHee Oblaa u3BecTHa Kak: 3orp. No 103; 1104 AaHHBEIM HOMEPOM psiJ, OTPhIB-
KOB DTOII pyKorucu 6v1a usaan s: Vlopaans VIBAHOBD. Bvazapeku cmapunu uso Maxedorus. Bropo, Aombane-
Ho usaanue. Codus, 1931].

MNaama-Ceursra A — B. M. IAAMY-CBUTHY. Mmernas axiyenmyauyus 6 0armuiickom u caasanckom. M., 1963.

Muarex — /. A. MUYATEKD. ugdepenyiarvnbiil borzapcko-pyccxiii crosapv. C.-IletepOyprs, 1910.

Huxoaaes 1986 — C. /. HMKOAAEB. baamo-caasarckas akyeHmyauuontas cucmema u ee undoesponeiickue ucmoxu.
Juccepranys Ha COMCKaHNe YI€HOM CTelleHN KaHAmAaTa ¢puaoaormdeckux Hayk. M., 1986 (qactudaHO omy6-
aukosaHo B [Hukoaaes 1989: 46-109)).

Huxkoaaes 1989 — C. /. HMUKOAAEB. baaTo-caaBsiHCKas aklleHTyallMOHHAs CUCTeMa I ee MHAOeBPOIIelicKIe JCTO-
kn / Mcmopuveckas aKuyenmoozus u cpagnumervro-ucmopudeckuti memod. M., 1989. C. 46-109.

HBKM — Hapoana 6ubanorteka «Kupna n Meroau». Codprs.

HBKM Ne 93 — Cpegneboarapckas pykornucsh XIV B. «Anocroa» Ne 93 (mmo Llonesy).

O nucem. — Kuaura Koncrantnna ®uaocoda «O nucpmenex». Marepnuaa mpuBoAUTcA 110 GpaKCUMUALHOMY U34a-
Huio: K. KVEB, I. TTETKOB. Cvbpanu cvouunenus na Konemanmun Kocmeneuciu. Codus, 1986.

OCPA 1997 — Opgoanuueckuii caosapb pycckozo Asvika: Ilpoustoutenue, yoaperue, epammamudeckue gopmor / C. H. Bo-
PYHOBA, B. 1. BOPOHIIOBA, H. A. ECbKOBA; mog pea. P. V1. ABAHECOBA. 6-e n3a. M.: Pyc. a13., 1997.

Octp.b. — Bbubaia cupbus Kauru Berxaro n Hosaro 3asbra mo JAspiks CaoseHcks 7.4A-(D—HA [Ocrposkcekas bubans
1581 r.; ¢pakcummarHoe niepensaanne 1988 r. (Komuccns 1o coxpaHeHMIO M M3AaHUIO ITaMATHUKOB IIMCbMEH-
Hocty ipu CoseTckoM oHAe KyAbTypHl, M.—/l.: «Caoso-ApT»)].

IT1.bep. — Aexcuxon Caosenopocokmii Ilamsu BEPMHANM. Kuis, Bugasauiiteo Axagemii Hayk Ykpaincokoi PCP,
1961. [DoToMexaHMUeCKOe ITlepen3AaHne cTaporedaTHoON KHuru 1627 1.]

IMoa. — YO. KPvoKAHMY. [Toaumuika. M., 1965. [LIndgprr 0003HaYaIOT CTPaHNUIILI PYKOIIUCHL. ]

Pucrnh—Kanrpra — Csetomup PUCTWR u Josarn KAHTPIA. Peunux cprnckoz, xpsamcxkoz u Hemauxoz jesuxd. Apyru
Aeo: Cprickoxpsacko-HeMaukn. ~ Worterbuch der serbokroatischen und deutschen Sprache. Zweiter Teil: Ser-
bokroatisch-deutsch. beorpaa, 1928.

60



Cucrema TIOPO>KAEHN aKIIEHTHBIX TUIIOB ITPOM3BOAHBIX B 0aATO-CAABSIHCKOM IIpas3bIKe

CAP; — Caosapo Axademiu Poccitickoii. CI10., 1789-1794. [Pentpunt: M., 2006.]

C6.0 — Coopruk XVI 8. / I'TIb, Coduiickoe cobp., 1460. ITpumep n3 sroro CO0pHMKA IPUBOANUTCS II0 padoTe
B. B. KOAECOBA «Quepiu no pycckoil ucmopuueckoii akyenmorozuu»; Szeged, 1978, c. 12.

C6. Ne 151 — Cbopuuk: cpeaneboarapckas pykomnuck nepsoit Tpetu XV B. // B-xa 3orpagckoro MmoHactsIps, No
151 (110 Mapunckomy) (mo-suaumomy, nmcad Koncrantnaom Kocreneucknm).

Coccrop — QPEPAMHAHA AE COCCIOP. Tpydot no asvikosnatuto. M., 1977.

Uya. — Uyaosckint Hoseni 3apbre. XIV B. Liut. mo ¢pororunmuaeckomy msa.: Hosei 3asbTe rocrosa Harero imcy-
ca Xpucra. Tpyan ceatuteas Aaexcis, murpornoanrta Mockosckaro u Bcest Pycu (n3aanie /leontis, MmuTtporio-
auta Mockosckaro). M., 1892.

MImuar — IT. HIMUATS. Tposikast 404AroTa Bb AaTHIIICKOMD A3BIKDB / Coopruxv Omodreaenis pycckazo A3biKa i CAOGeC-
nocmu Mmnepamopcxoii Axademiu nayxv. T. LXVII, Ne 2. CII6., 1899. C. 1-48.

Ahs. — (anaa.) Ahsuppen [coBp. Asuppen] = Aizupe (aTm1.) [cokparenne ME].

Alk — (amaa.) Alksnénai, Vilkaviskio raj. [cokparreHne LKZ].

Als — (amaa.) AlsédZiai, Plungés raj. (auT.) [cokpareHne LKZ].

A.-Ottenh. — (amaa.) Alt-Ottenhof (Hem.) = Vec-Ate [coBp. Vecate] (atmr.) [cokparerne ME].

AP., A.-Peb. — (amaa.) Alt-Pebalg (nem.) = Vec-Pi€ébalga [cosp. Vecpiébalga] (arm.) [cokpamenue ME].

Arrasch (nem.) — (anaa.) Araisi (atmn) [ucrounux ME].

B — Lexicon Germano-Lithvanicom et Litvanico-Germanicom, darinnen... von Iacobo BRODOWSKI], Praecentore
Trempensi. (XVIII amz. pradzios (1713-1744 m.) rankrastis, du tomai. Msc. 127, 128.) [cokparrierne LKZ].

Bers. — (amaa.) Bersohn (nem.) = Bérzaune (atm1.) [cokparenne ME].

Bl. — vardu saraksts BILENSTEINA [A. J. G. BIELENSTEIN, Die lettische Sprache, nach ihren Lauten und Formen. Bd. I-11.
Berlin, 1863-1864], Bd. I: 51-77 [cokpamenne ME].

BL, Blied. — (amaa.) Blieden (uem.) = Blidiene [cosp. Blidene] (atm.) [coxpamenne ME].

Brugmann Grdr.2 — BRUGMANN K., DELBRUCK B. Grunrif§ der vergleichenden Grammatik der indogermanischen Spra-
chen. 2. Aufl. Bd. I-1I. Strafiburg. 1897-1916.

Biiga RR — K. BUGA. Rinktiniai rastai. T. I-1IL. Vilnius, 1958-1961 (ykasareamn: BUGA K. Rinktiniai rastai. Rodyklés.
Vilnius, 1962).

C. — J. CIRULA (no Drustiem) dotais vardu saraksts ~ die von ]. CIRULIS aus Drostenhof gegebenen Worter: RKr.,
XV:70-103 [coxparmienue ME].

Ch; Chl — Biblie su didziu dabojimu perguldita Lietuwos zmonéms Ant iszganitingos naudos, iszspausta
Londone 1660 m.; Biblia litewska S. B. CHYLINSKIEGO. Nowy Testament. T.II (Tekst): 1958; T.III (Indeks):
1964. Poznan [coxparrenns LKZ].

D. = Tekcrst H. AAykinm (DK u DP).

Derksen 1996 — Rick DERKSEN. Metatony in Baltic. Amsterdam—Atlanta, 1996.

Dk = Mikalojus DAUKSA [cokpamerne LKZ].

DK — Mikalojaus DAUKS0S 1595 mety katekizmas. Vilnius, 1995 [6yksa K (BMecTo No cTpoxu) yKasbIBaeT Ha KO-
AOHTUTYA].

DLKZ — Dabartinés lietuviy kalbos Zodynas / Red. J. BALCICONIS. Vilnius, 1954, 1972 u ap.

Dond. — (amaa.) Dondangen (#eMm.) = Dufidanga (aTm.) [coxkpammenne ME].

DP — matepmuaa us «IToctmaer H. AAYKIIN» nmtupyetcs no usaaamio: Dauksos Postilé. Fotografuotinis leidimas.
Kaunas, 1926.

Dr. — (anaa.) Druweenen [coBp. Druween] (#em.) = Druviena (artmr.) [cokpamenne ME].

Ds — (amaa.) Dusetos, Zarasy raj. (auT.) [cokparrenne LKZ].

Dunika (atmt.) — auaa. [= Hem. Dunniken; uctounux ME].

Dybo 2002 — V. A. DyBO. BaltoSlavic Accentology and Winter’'s Law / Studia Linguarum, 3/2. M., 2002.

DZ = Dabartinés lietuviy kalbos Zodynas. Vilnius 1954. DZ! = antras (1972), DZ2 = tre¢ias (1993), DZ3 = ketvirtas (1999,
ir jo internetinis variantas), DZ¢ = penktas (kompiuterinis, 2004 m.) Zodyno leidimas (aurt.) [= DLKZ;
COKpalleHue LKZ].

Endz.-Haus. — J. ENDZELINS un E. HAUZENBERGA. Papildinajumi un labojumi K. MOLENBACHA Latvie$u valodas
vardnicai. Sgj. I-II. ~ J. ENDZELIN und E. HAUSENBERG. Erganzungen und Berichtigungen zu K. MUHLENBACHS
Lettisch-deutschem Worterbuch. Bd. I-11. Riga, 1934-1946.

Erg. — E. KAGAINE, S. RAGE. Ergemes izloksnes virdnica. T. 1-3. Riga, 1977-1983.

Erwa(h)len, Erw. (nem.) — (auaa.) Arlava (atmr.) [ucrounnk ME].
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Ev. 1139 — cpeaneboarapckoe Epanreane xona XIV 5. / HBKM Ne 1139, nutupyercs o padote: Wolfgang HOCK.
Der Flexionsakzent im mittelbulgarischen Evangelie 1139 (NBKM), Bd. I: Akzentgrammatik, Bd. II: Akzentworter-
buch. Miinchen, 1992.

Fraenk. — E. FRAENKEL. Litauisches etymologisches Worterbuch. Bd. 1, II. Heidelberg, 1962, 1965.

Garde 1976 — P. GARDE. Histoire de l'accentuation slave. T. 1-2. Paris, 1976.

Gdl — (amaa.) Gudéliai, Marijampolés (1955-1989: Kapsuko) raj. (auT.) [cokparieHne LKZ].

Gr. — ]. ENDZELIN. Lettische Grammatik. Riga, 1922.

Gr.-Essern — (amaa.) Grofs-Essern (Hem.) = Li€l-Ezere [cosp. Li€lezere] (atmr.) [coxparienne ME].

Gr.-Jungfernh., Gr.-Jungfernhof, Gr.-Jgth., Gr.-Jgfrnh. — (amaa.) Grof3-Jungfernhof (mem.) = Liél-Jumprava [cosp.
Liéljumprava] (atm.) [cokpamenne ME].

Grk — (amaa.) Gifkalnis, Raséiniy raj. (aurt.) [cokpareHue LKZ].

H — Vocabularium Lithuanico-Germanicum et Germanico-Lithuanicum, darin alle im Neuen Testament und Psalter
befindliche Worter nach dem Alphabet enthalten sind... ausgefertigt von F. W. HAACK... zur Zeit Docente im
Lithauischen Seminario zu Halle. Halle, 1730. H ¢ HOMepoM cTp. = HeMeIKOpycCKasl 4acTb CAOBap:
[coxpaienue LKZ].

Iw. — (anaa.) Iwanden (uem.) = Ivande (atm.) [cokparmenne ME].

J = Jusk. [cokpamienne LKZ].

J5 — Svotbiné réda Velliny¢iy Lietuviy suraSyta par Antdna JUSKEVICE 1870 méttise. Kazanius, 1880.

JR — Jan ROZWADOWSKI. Litewska gwara okolic Zdzieciota na Nowogrédczyznie. Krakéw, 1995.

Jurg., Jiirgensb. — (amaa.) Jiirgensburg (#em.) = Jatinpils, Zaube [cokparenne ME].

Jusk. — A. FOWKEBUYD. Aumosckiii caosapyo. Ber. I-111. CI16., 1904-1922.

K =KLD [coxparienne LKZ; CcM. caed.].

[K] — Littauisch-deutsches Worterbuch von Friedrich KURSCHAT. Hale a. S. 1883. (Zymimas tik K, o [K] dedamas prie
zodziy, kuriy tikrumu KURSAITIS abejoja ir raso juos lauztiniuose skliausteliuose.) Deutsch-littauisches Worter-
buch von Friedrich KURSCHAT. 2 Teile. Halle a. S. I — 1870, II — 1874. (Skaitmens rodo dalis ir puslapius.) [co-
kpamrenne LKZ).

Karls. — vardi, ko KARLSONS (no Nauks$éniem) iesniedzis K. MULENBACHAM ~ Worter, die KARLSON aus Nauk-
schen K. MUHLENBACH eingereicht hat [coxpamienne ME].

Karulis — Konstantins KARULIS. Latviesu etimologijas vardnica. Riga, 2001.

Katzd., Kazd. — (amnaa.) Katzdangen (uem.) = Kazdanga (aTmr.) [cokpamenne ME].

KL — Prof. J. KAULINS no Sausnéjas [= Hem. Saussen; cokparreane ME].

KLD — Littauischdeutsches Wérterbuch von Friedrich KURSCHAT. Halle, 1883.

Kluge Urgermanisch — KLUGE FR. Urgermanisch. Vorgeschichte der Altgermanischen Dialekte. Strassburg, 1913.

KlvrZ — (auaa.) Zemaidiy Kalvarija [ cos. Bpems Vrd, cm.], Plungeés raj. (aur.) [coxpamienue LKZ].

Kr. — die Wortliste KRUMBERGS: Mag. XVI, 2: 66ff. [cokparenue ME].

Kreuzb. — (amaa.) Kreuzburg (nem.) = Krustpils (aTm1.) [coxpamienne ME].

Kt — (amaa.) Keturvalakiai, Vilkaviskio raj. (AnT.) [coKpaIreHne LKZ].

Kucata — M. KUCALA. Poréwnawczy stownik trzech wsi matopolskich. Wroctaw, 1957.

Kv — (amaa.) Kvédarna, Silalés raj. (aut.) [cokpameHme LKZ].

KZ — Aleksandras KURSAITIS. Lietuviskaivokiskas Zodynas ... Gottingen. I — 1968, II — 1970, Il — 1972, IV — 1973,
(KZ su tomo ir puslapio paZzyméjimu reiskia odZius, paimtus ne i$ alfabetinés Zodyno eilés.) (aur.) [cokpa-
menne LKZ).

L — Lietuviskos ir angliskos kalby Zodynas / Sutaisé Antanas LALIS. Chicago, 1915 [cokparmenne LKZ].

Lin. — vardi, ko uzrakstijis K. LININS no Aizputes apgabala ~ von K. LININ aufgeschriebene Worter aus der Umge-
gend von Hasenpot [cokparriennie ME].

Linde — LINDES intonéti vardi ~ von LINDE gegebene Worter [Mag. XVI, 2: 43ff.; ncrounnx ME].

Lis — (amaa.) Lisohn [coBp. Lysohn] (Hem.) = Lizums (atm.) [cokpamerne ME].

LKG — Lietuviy kalbos gramatika. I-1II tm. Lietuvos TSR Moksly akademijos Lietuviy kalbos ir literatiiros institutas.
Vilnius 1965-1976. (Skaitmenys rodo tomus ir puslapius.) (auT.) [cokpaiienue LKZ).

LKZ — Lietuviy kalbos Zodynas (2as leidimas). T.I-XX. Vilnius, 1968-2002. (Joctymen online 1o aapecy
www.lkz.It.)

Lnkv — Linkuva, Pakrtojo raj. (anT.) [cokparenne LKZ].

Lorentz PW — Fr. LORENTZ. Pomoranisches Wérterbuch. I-111. Berlin, 1958-1973.
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LRKZ — A. LYBERIS. Lietuviyrusy kalby Zodynas. Vilnius, 1962, 1971 n ap.

Lyb. — A. LYBERIS. Lietuviyrusy kalby Zodynas. Vilnius, 1988.

M — M. MIEZINIS. Lietuviszkailatviskailenkiszkairusiszkas Zodynas. Tilzéje, 1894 [coxpamrerue LKZ].

Mag. — Magazin, heraugeg. von der lettischliterarischen Gesellschaft. Mitau [= atm. Jelgava], 1928ff. [cokpartie-
uue ME].

Mar., Marienb. — (auaa.) Marienburg (1em.) = Altiksne (aTim.) [cokparmenne ME].

ME = Miihl.-Endz.

Miklosich Lex — Fr. MIKLOSICH. Lexicon PalaeoslovenicoGraecoLatinum emendatum auctum. Vindobonae, 1862-1865.

Mikuléniené 2005 — Danguolé MIKULENIENE. Cirkumfleksiné metatonija lietuviy kalbos vardaZodiniuose daiktavardZiuo-
se ir jos kilmé. Vilnius, 2005.

Ms — (amaa.) Mosédis, Skuddo raj. (aut.) [cokparrenne LKZ].

Miihl.—Endz. — K. MOLENBACHS. Latviesu valodas vardnica / Rediggjis, papildinajis, turpinajis J. ENDZELINS. Sg§j. I-IV.
~ K. MUHLENBACH. Lettischdeutsches Worterbuch | Redigiert, ergédnzt und fortgesetzt von J. ENDZELIN. Bd. I-IV.
Riga, 1923-1932.

MZ — Littauischdeutsches und Deutschlittauisches Wérter-Buch, worinn das vom Pfarrer RUHIG zu Walterkehmen
ehemals herausgegebene zwar zum Grunde gelegt, aber mit sehr vielen Wortern, Redens-Arten und Spriich-
wortern zur Halfte vermehret und verbessert worden von Christian GOTTLIEB MIELCKE... Konigsberg, 1800
[coxpamienne LKZ].

N — G. H. F. NESSELMANN. Worterbuch der Littauischen Sprache. Konigsberg, 1851 [cokparieHne LKZ].

NdZ — Lietuviy rasomosios kalbos zodynas. Lietuviskaivokiska dalis. I-IV t. / Sudaré M. NIEDERMANN'AS, A. SENN’AS,
F. BRENDER'IS ir A. SALYS. Heidelberg, 1932-1963.

Nerft, Ner. (Hem.) = (anaa.) Nereta (ati.) [ucrounuk ME].

Nigr. — (amnaa.) Nigranden (#em.) = Nigranda (armr.) [cokpamenne ME].

N.-Peb. — (amaa.) Neu-Pebalg (Hem.) = Jatin-Piébalga [cosp. Jatinpiébalga] (aTr.) [cokparuenne ME].

n. RKr., n. U. — no RKr. nan nach RKr. (cm.), no ULMANN nan nach ULMANN (cm. U(.)).

Ober-Kurl., Oberk. — (amnaa.) Ober(-)Kurland (#em.) = Augs-Kurzeme [coBp. Augs-kurzeme] (aTm1.) [cokpalrieHne
ME].

OGL — Jan OTREBSKL Gramatyka jezyka litewskiego, 1, 11, III. Warszawa 1958, 1965, 1956. (Skaitmenys rodo tomus ir
puslapius.) (ant.) [= Otr.gr.; cokparmenue LKZ].

Osthoff KZ 23 — H. OsTHOFF. Etymologisches, Lautliches und Grammatisches / Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprach-
forschung auf dem Gebiete der indogermanischen Sprachen. Bd. XXIIIL. Berlin, 1876. S. 84-94.

Otr.gr. — J. OTREBSKL Gramatyka jezyka litewskiego. T. I (Wiadomosci wstepne. Nauka o gtoskach): 1958; T. I (Nau-
ka o budowie wyrazow): 1965; T. Il (Nauka o formach): 1956. Warszawa.

Otr.Twer. — J. OTREBSKI. Wschodniolitewskie narzecze twereckie, 1. Krakoéw, 1934.

Plv — (amaa.) Pilvi$kiai, Vilkavikio raj. (aut.) [cokpamieHmne LKZ].

Pok. — J. POKORNY. Indogermanisches etymologisches Worterbuch. Bern—-Miinchen, 1953.

PS. — Prof. P. SMITS no Ratinas [coBp. . Rona, = Hem. Ronneburg; cokparmenve ME].

R — Littauisch-Deutsches und Deutsch-Littauisches Lexicon, Worinnen ein hinlanglicher Vorrath an Woértern und
Redensarten, welche sowol in der H. Schrift, als in allerley Handlungen und Verkehr der menschlichen Ge-
sellschaften vorkommen, befindlich ist: Nebst einer historischen Betrachtung der Littauischen Sprache; Wie
auch einer griindlichen und erweiterten Grammatick, mit moglichster Sorgfalt, vieljihrigem Fleiss, und
Beyhiilfe der erfahrensten Kenner Sprache gesammelt von PHILIPP RUHIG ... Konigsberg, 1737 [cokpaiienne
LKZ].

RJA — Rjecnik hrvatskoga ili srpskoga jezika. T. I-XXIIIL. Zagreb. 1880-1976.

RKr. — Rigas LatvieSu Biedribas Zinatnu Komitejas rakstu krajums (aut.) [cokpamenne ME].

Rt — Rietavas, Pluingés raj. (ant.) [cokparmenne LKZ].

Rtr — Lietuviskai-latviskas Zodynas / Sudaré J. RYTERIS. Ryga, 1929 (aut.) [cokpamenie LKZ].

Ruj. — (amaa.) Rujen (Hem.) = Rijiena (atm1.) [coxparenne ME].

Salis, Sal. (HeM.) = (amaa.) Li€l-Salaca [coBp. Liélsalaca] (aTm1.) [mcrounux ME].

Salisb. — (amaa.) Salisburg [Taxke Waltenberg] (nem.) = Maz-Salaca [coBp. Mazsalaca, Valbergi] (aTm1.) [cokpare-
uue ME].

Schujen (nem.) = (amaa.) Skujene (armr.) [ucrounuk ME].
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SD — Dictionarium trium lingvarum, In usum Studiosae Iuventus, Avctore ... CONSTANTINO SZYRWID ... Qvinta edi-
tio ... Vilnae ... M. DCC.XIIL SD1 — 1-e n3aanne (ox. 1629). SD3 — 3-e nsganne (1642). (LIndprr ykasssaior
CTpaHMIIEL.) [cOKpaIlleHIe LKZ].

Serbigal, Serbig. (HeM.) = (amaa.) Cirgali (arm1.) [mcrouruk ME].

Serzants 2003 — Ilja SERZANTS. Die Intonationen der suffixalen und Endsilben im Lettischen. Synchronie und
Diachronie / Baltu filologija. XII (1). Riga, 2003.

Skok — P.SKOK. Etimologijski rjecnik hrvatsoga ili srpskoga jezika. ~ Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue croate ou
serbe. Knj. I (A-]): 1971; Knj. II (K-poni'): 1972; Knj. III (pi‘)niZ—Z): 1973; Knj. IV (Kazala ~ Les indexes): 1974.
Zagreb.

SkZD — PR. SKARDZIUS. Lietuviy kalbos Zod%iy daryba. Vilnius, 1943.

Skr — (amaa.) Skifsnemuné, Jurbarko raj. (aurt.) [cokpareHue LKZ].

SInt — (auaa.) Salantai, Kreting6s raj. (aur.) [cokparenne LKZ].

SSKJ] — Slovar slovenskega knjiznega jezika. I-V. Ljubljana, 1970-1991.

S — Lietuviy ir rusy kalby Zodynas / Sudareé J. SLAPELIS. Vilnius, 1921 [cokpamenne LKZ].

SI. — J. SLAPELIS. Kirciuotas lenkiskas lietuviy kalbos Zodynas. 20ji laida. Vilnius, 1940.

Tr. — TREILANDA (no Rokaiziem Aizputes apkartné) intonéti vardi vina apaksa minétos izdevumos ~ von TREI-
LAND in seinen unten gennnten Ausgaben intonierte Worter [1) Tr., Treil.,, Treiland mat. — [©. f1.] TPEU-
AAHADB. Marepiaas (xb) [ME: r1o] stHOrpadin aarsimckaro raemenn [/ Mssberisa VMimneparopckaro Obimect-
Ba /l1oburezeit Ecrectsosnanis. «Tpyasl sTHOrpadmieckaro orabaenia», ka. VI]. M., 1881; 2) Tr. nar. p., Treil.
nar. p. — [©. 51.] TPEMAAHAD. /laTHIIICKia HapoAHBIA IThcHU [BB pycckoil TpaHcKpumnin u nepedaub / Coop-
HIKD aHTPOIIOAOTMYECKUXD U dTHOrpaduuecknxs crateir. T. II]. M., 1873] [coxpaenne ME].

Trgn — (anaa.) Tauragnai, Utends raj. (aut.) [cokparmenne LKZ].

Trik. — (amaa.) Trikaten (uem.) = Trikata (armr.) [cokpamenue ME].

Tvr — (amaa.) Tverécius, Ignal‘inos raj. (AuT.) [cokparreHne LKZ].

Tw. — Matepuaa u3 auaa. Teepeutoc (Tverécius, Ignalinos raj.), mpusoaurcs o [Otr. Twer.].

U (cokpamenne [Biiga RR]), U. (coxpamenne ME) — Carl Christian ULMANN. Lettisches Worterbuch. Ertser Th.
(Lettischdeutsches Worterbuch): 1872; Zweiter Th.: (Deutschlettisches Worterbuch): 1880. Riga.

Up — (amaa.) Upyna, Silales raj. (ant.) [cokpareHne LKZ].

Vb — (amaa.) Vabalnifikas, Birzy raj. (ant.) [coxpalreHne LKZ].

VIk — (amaa.) Valkinifikai, Varénos raj. (auT.) [cokparienue LKZ].

Vn — (amaa.) Vainttas, Silittés raj. (aut.) [cokpamieHne LKZ].

Vrd — (amaa.) Varduva (anT.) [B coBeTCKO€ BpeM:l, «OBIBIIL KlvrZ»; COKpaIieHue LKZ].

Wands. — (amnaa.) Wandsen (Hem.) = Vandzene (atm1.) [cokparenne ME].

Wolm. — (amaa.) Wolmar (#em.) = Valmiéra (atnr.) [cokparmenue ME].

Zabeln (uem.) = (amnaa.) Sabile (atm.) [uctounnx ME].

Ziet. — Aloyzas VIDUGIRIS. Zietelos Snektos Zodynas. Vilnius, 1998.

Ziet;. — Aloyzas VIDUGIRIS. Zietelos Lietuviy snekta. Vilnius, 2004.

Zbdgenhof (HeM.) = (amaa.) S€ja (atm.) — [ucrounuxk ME].

Zvr — (amaa.) Zvirgidéiéiai, Sakiij raj. (aut.) [cokpameHme LKZ].

Zt. — (amaa.) Zietela (amrt.) [coxparrienne LKZ] = Azdraasa (6ap.) = Adraoso (pyc.) = Zdzieciot (1moa.) = vyws
[Zet]] (an), pait. 1. I'poanenckoir 064. (beaopyccirs).

The article deals with the reconstruction of the laws that generate different accent types of
derived nouns in Balto-Slavic and with the Balto-Slavic metatony as one of the most
important constructive elements of this system. The author shows that metatony is only a
side effect of the “secondary dominance” of the morpheme, and that the conditions of
metatony generally coincide with conditions for secondary dominance. In the light of this,
the author presents an analysis of these conditions and offers to interpret secondary
dominance as a morphophonological result of tonal assimilation.
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Anatolian *meyu- ‘4, four’ and its cognates

The article reexamines the reconstruction of the Proto-Indo-Hittite counting system. Using
comparative and typological arguments, I attempt to show that the original Indo-Hittite
system was structured as ‘1, ‘2’, ‘3’, ">3/several/many’. Words for a new numeral, ‘4’, were
introduced in Anatolian and Narrow Indo-European branches separately after their split.
Anatolian *meyu- ‘4" (Hittite meyu- ~ Luwian mauwa-) is unetymologizable within Indo-Euro-
pean. I suppose that it is an archaism and propose an external (Proto-Altaic) non-numeral
cognate for this Anatolian stem. Anatolian *meyu- is one of the rather numerous Nostratic
roots that were retained in Anatolian, but lost in the Narrow Indo-European branch.*

Keywords: Linguistic reconstruction, Numerals, Counting system, Nostratic, Indo-European,
Anatolian, Hittite, Khoisan, Amerind

§1. The archetypal human counting systems appear to belong to the following types:
e ‘this one’, “>1, several/many’

1,°2’,’>2, several/many’

‘1,72’,"3’, >3, several/many’

e or perhaps ‘1", 2", ‘3, ‘4, ">4, several/many’

Nowadays such systems are attested in traditional cultures of Amazonia, South Africa,
Papua etc. (see Greenberg 1990 w. lit. for examples). When the new economic situation leads
to the expansion of the counting system, an increase in the number of numerals (i.e. the inte-
gers which can be expressed in this language) is achieved in three ways:

e using lexemes other than numerals in the sense of numerals (e.g., metonymy based on
body parts;! rare “fraternal” strategy?);

e borrowing numerals from neighboring languages or lingua franca;

e forming new numerals by mathematical operations with the original numerals, such as
addition and (less frequently) subtraction and multiplication (2-, 3-, 4-, 5-, 6-cycle coun-
ting systems are attested cross-linguistically, see Lean 1992 w. lit., Greenberg 1990
w. lit.) or, as in Eskimo languages, with the help of a word/affix meaning ‘in addition’,
‘of the other hand’ etc.

It goes without saying that these methods can be combined within one language:

* 1 am grateful to Harald Hammarstrom (Goteborg), George Starostin (Moscow), Ilya Yakubovich (Chicago)
and Mikhail Zhivlov (Moscow) for their useful and important remarks on the preliminary version of this paper.
Naturally, all the infelicities are the author’s only. Language names and their genetic attribution are given ac-
cording to Ethnologue 15, unless otherwise mentioned.

1“Eye(s)’ > ‘2’ (Epps 2006 for Daw and Hupdé [= Hup]) or the common shift ‘(left) hand’ > ‘5'.

2 The expression “has a brother/sibling/companion” for even numerals above ‘3’ and “has no brother/sibl-
ing” for odd numerals above ‘3’ in several languages of Maku (Nadahup) family and in Tucano (Epps 2006).
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e as one counting system. For example, Gagadu (< Gunwingguan < Australian) has un-
derived ‘1’ and ‘2, ‘3" is ‘2+1’, while ‘5’ is based on the word for ‘hand” (Harvey 1992:
§8.5.6). Naro (< Central Khoisan) has a decimal system, where ‘1’—‘3" represent un-
derived forms, ‘4’—‘10" are borrowed from Nama, and ‘5" and ‘7’ can be alternatively
expressed by, respectively, such proper words as ‘hand” and ‘index finger’; the latter
can be used alongside loanwords from Nama (Visser 2001; for the more archaic Naro
system see Schniz 1891: 545);

e as parallel counting systems. E.g., Haruai (< Trans-New Guinea) has four numeral sys-
tems, as described in Comrie 1999:

a) abstract system ‘1’, ‘2’, 2+1’, '242’, >4, many’;

b) body-part based system, going from 1" up to "18’ (or even higher, up to ‘36");

c) clear decimal counting, borrowed from Tok Pisin (English-based creole);

d) English numerals, adapted to the local pronunciation, i.e. the contemporary Tok
Pisin system.

A question that deserves special investigation is what kind of lexemes other than nu-
merals can be used to form new (larger) numerals. Although metonymy (e.g., based on hand
and fingers) is the most widespread method, other scenarios are also possible.

§2. According to the Tower of Babel Project, it is possible to reconstruct numerals ‘1" and
‘2’ for the Nostratic proto-language.?

Nostratic *VrV ‘1" >

Uralic: Finno-Ugric *eri ‘part, single, 1’;
Kartvelian: *ert- ‘1’;

Dravidian: *or- ‘1".

Nostratic *UdV ‘1'(?) >

Indo-European: *edh- (> Slav. *ed-inv ‘1’);

Altaic: *iude ‘to imitate, to simulate’;

? Uralic: Finno-Ugric *iikte ‘1" (metathesis kt > tk?);
Kartvelian: *od- ‘only, yet’;

Dravidian: *ud- ‘match, pair’.

Nostratic *tu?V (~ *tugV) ‘2’ >

Indo-European: *dwo- ‘2’;

Altaic: *t(ij)ubu ‘2’;

? Uralic: Balto-Finnic *toinen / *toise- ‘second’?*
Kartvelian: *tu-b- ‘twins’.

3 The Tower of Babel Project unites Indo-European, Altaic, Uralic, Kartvelian and Dravidian proto-languages
as Eurasiatic macrofamily, provisionally reserving the term Nostratic for the next level, where Eurasiatic is linked to
the Afroasiatic (Semito-Hamitic) macrofamily as its closest relative. Since Eurasiatic is not a common term thus far,
in my paper I use the more usual Nostratic as the name of the proto-language that yielded IE, Altaic, Uralic, Kart-
velian and Dravidian proto-languages. The genealogical tree of Nostratic (http://starling.rinet.ru/images/globet.png),
based on 35-word lists and certain morphological data, shows that the family diverged ca. 10—9 millenium B.C,,
i.e. in the Mesolithic or Early Neolithic period.

4 Problematic; the derivation from deictic *to ‘that’ is more probable from the phonetic point of view.

5 If not a Northwest Caucasian loan; cf. Proto-West *#41:“A ‘2’, having reliable East Caucasian cognates,
NCED: 924.
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Nostratic *jV7V ‘2, pair” >

Altaic: *ore (~ *0fi) “other, one of two’
Uralic: *jOrtV “friend’

Kartvelian: *jor- 2’

Dravidian: *ir- ‘2

No common Nostratic form for the numerals ‘3", ‘4" or higher can be reconstructed, but it
is important that both ‘3" and ‘4" are reconstructable for the Dravido-Uralo-Altaic branch of the
Nostratic macrofamily:

Nostratic *ii- ‘3" >
Altaic: *y[iu] ‘3’;
Dravidian: *mii- “3’.

Nostratic *nVIV ‘4’ >

Altaic: *116l- ‘4’ (Tungus-Korean isogloss, Blazek 1999: 92, 130)
Uralic: *nelja (~ *nelja) ‘4’;

Dravidian: *nal- ‘4’.

Thus we must accept the following counting system for Proto-Nostratic: “1, 2, >2/several/
many”. The Dravido-Uralo-Altaic protolanguage increased its numeral row up to “1, 2, 3, 4,
>4/several/many”, while IE and Kartvelian expanded their systems separately. Note that none
of the common IE numerals have any external Nostratic etymologies except for IE *duo- “2’.

§3. It is well-known that some IE languages show evidence for an old base-4 counting
system (Lujan Martinez 1999; I'amkpeanase—VIsanos 1984: 846, 849 cca. [= Gamkrelidze &
Ivanov 1995: 744, 746 ff.]; Winter: 1992; Blazek 1999; etc.). As a matter of fact, internal IE re-
construction points to a simple system “1, 2, 3, 4, >4/several/many” for the early stage of the IE
proto-language, which later developed a base-4 counting system, and, still later, the decimal
system that is well attested in known IE languages (except for Anatolian, see below).

The following facts are important for the hypothesis outlined above.

1. Numerals ‘2’—‘4" are underived, while ‘5"—‘10" give grounds for speculations con-

cerning their underlying meanings and root connections. E.g., *penkte- ‘5" can mean
“fist’, *dekim(t) “10’ possibly means ‘right hand’ or “two-hands’, *septm ‘7’ is, without a
doubt, a Semitic loan (Maana-Csutsra 1964: 7). One should also mention the impossi-
bility of reconstructing a single proto-form for IE ‘6" and ‘9’, despite the similarity of
their attested phonetic shapes in known IE languages. Further see Lujan Martinez 1999;
Mallory & Adams 2006: 308 ff.; Blazek 1999: 234 ff.; Bomhard 2008.

2. In some IE languages the numerals ‘1", 2, ‘3’, ‘4" are declinable and grammatically
agree with the noun, while numerals ‘5"—‘10" are indeclinable and stay in apposition to
the noun. To be sure, it is not uncommon in languages around the world for the lower
numerals to show a specific syntactic and/or morphologic behavior, and some have
attempted to explain this in terms of frequency and “cognitive reference points” (see
Hammarstrom 2004 w. up-to-date literature and discussion). Two points, however,
must be stressed. First, we do not know any language where numerals show syntactic
unification at an early stage and syntactic individualization of lower numerals at a later
one. Second, it is entirely unclear why the high frequency of lower numerals should
provoke syntactic and/or morphologic complication of the system.
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3. Iranian *asti- ‘(breadth of) four fingers’ (measure of length), retained in Avestan com-
pounds, see Henning 1949; OCVI 1: 252; Emmerick 1992: 300, Edelman 1999: 226 —227.
Goes back to IE *okt-.

4. The dual, not pl. ending in nom.-acc. of IE *okt6 ‘8’ (OInd. asta(u) [RV+; obliques with
pl. endings], Grk. oxtw, Lat. octo, Goth. ahtau etc.) points to ‘8" as ‘doubled 4, 4x2’". This
pattern has reliable typological parallels.

5. Proto-Kartvelian ‘4’, reconstructed as *ofxo- in Klimov EDKL: 145—146 and early as
*o(s)tx(w) in Kanmos DCKI: 150 (Georgian otx- ~ Svan wostx(w)). Be it an early IE loan
in Proto-Kartvelian (with metathesis®) or even vice versa, this form cannot be separated
from Iranian *asti- and IE *oktd. Kartvelian *otxo- strongly indicates that before the ap-
pearance of the enigmatic *ktetuor, the proto-IE root for ‘4’ was *okt-.

6. It is possible to derive *neu(e)n ‘9’ from the root *neu-o- ‘new’ (cf. especially the prefixal
Grk. form évvéa and Arm. inn where the first part can be identified as *en ‘in”), which
points to ‘nine” as an ‘onset of the new (set of numbers)’. This etymology is supported
by exclusive Iranian forms for ‘9" collected in Edelman 1999: Osset. far-ast ‘beyond 8
(*para-asta), Khwarezmian {s’6} ‘increased’ (*frad-) or ‘beyond 8" (*fra-asta), Pashto dial.
terai ‘passed’, Waziri tir pa wota ‘passed beyond 8. Edelman claims that the above-
mentioned Iranian forms for ‘9" are innovative, since they are not used in words for
197, ‘90 or “900’, derived from Iranian *nawa ‘9’. There are, however, no octimal
counting systems in the region, from which the Iranian dialects could borrow or calque
the numeral ‘9" as ‘next to 8. On the other hand, it is natural that words for larger nu-
merals “19’, ‘90, ‘900, seldom used in natural speech, could be borrowed from the
neighboring languages that possessed the stem *nawa for ‘9" (more about IE ‘9" see in
fn. 13 below).

§4. Greenberg 1990: 276 formulates the following universal (No. 6): “The largest value of
L in system with only simple lexical representation is 5 and the smallest is 2”.7 His example of
L=5 is the Guana (Arawakan) system: “1, 2, 3, 4, many”, and he especially notes that “the most
common values for L are 3 and 4”.

As was claimed in §3 above, we should reconstruct “1, 2, 3, 4, many” for the early IE pro-
tolanguage. But when we proceed deeper, reaching the Indo-Hittite stage (using
E. H. Sturtevant’s term, see, e.g., Lehrman 2001 and other works by Lehrman on the issue of
the Indo-Hittite proto-level), it turns out that a common word for ‘4’ cannot be reconstructed:
Anatolian has *meyu- as ‘4’ and no traces of IE roots *okt- and *ketyor in the known lexicon.8

As is typical of cuneiform orthographies, numerals in Hittite and Luwian texts are almost
always written logographically, while their phonetic attestations are scanty. The following
Anatolian cardinal numerals (or numeral stems) are currently known in phonetic realization
(Eichner 1992; Goedegebuure 2006; Hoffner & Melchert 2008: 153 ff.; Neumann 2007; HEG;
HED)»®

6 Accessive clusters (like KT) are very unusual in Kartvelian languages and Proto-Kartvelian, as opposed to
the frequent decessive clusters (TK pattern).

7 “L” is “the next largest natural number after the largest expressible in the system”.

8 Hitt. kutruwan- c. “witness’ can hardly be compared with *ktetuor ‘4’. For plausible Baltic cognates see HED
K: 298 ff.

9 Note that several other Lycian numerals are known by now, all of them without an exact translation and/or
transparent etymology: aitdta, mupmme (‘4" if to Luw. mauwa-?), nusitdta ('19'/'90" if to HLuw. nuwa(n)?), giind-kba ~
giind-tba (“12'?), sfita- (not “100), tupriime, and perhaps kiiima-.
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Hitt. CLuw. HLuw. Lyc.
oy Sia- s... (7)
2 ta- tuwali- (A) kbi-, (B) tbi-
‘3 teri- tara/i- (B) tri-
4 miyu-/meyu- mauwa- mi.../mu... (?)
7 Siptam- Saptam-
9’ nuwa(n?)

All of these forms, except for Hitt. sia- ‘1" and Hitt. meyu- ‘4" (with a Luw. cognate), are
matched by IE numeral stems (*duo- ‘2",1° *tri- ‘3, *septm ‘7’, *newn ‘9’).

The Hitt. stem $ia- ‘1" corresponds to the IE pronominal demonstrative stem *so-, fem.
*sa/st (Pok.: 978 —979), cf. especially the OInd. variant sy, fem. syﬁ ‘jener, der’. This numerical
meaning for $ia- seems unparalleled in the other IE languages (cf., however, EDHIL: 751 for
doubtful Grk. ix f. ‘one’), but the semantic shift ‘this” > ‘1" is quite common.

The common Anatolian numeral ‘4’ remains without any clear IE cognates. The paradigm
of Hitt. miyu-/meyu- is collected in HED M: 116 ff. Although the graphic representation of its
attested forms is usually ambiguous, its Anatolian proto-form can only be *meyu-, in view of
Cuneiform Luwian mauwa- ‘4’1

So far, three controversial IE etymologies have been proposed for Anatolian *meyu- ‘4’
(see HED M: 116 ff. for references):

1) a u-stem from IE *mei- ‘to diminish” (Pok.: 711), i.e. ‘4" as ‘little (hand)’, "hand without
thumb’. This etymology is morphologically possible, but semantically unparalleled in
any of the world's languages;

2) a u-stem from the root *mei-, same as in Hitt. mai- ‘to grow; to increase; to prosper’
(rather to Lat. matiirus, not to IE *meé- “to measure” [Pok.: 703]), i.e. ‘4" as ‘grown’ (‘big-
ger then 3’). This semantic development also seems to be unparalleled;?

3) a u-stem from IE *me- ‘to measure’, with a complicated semantic development: ‘meas-
ure’ > ‘(firmly) measure’ > ‘(four)square’. This proposal is equivalent to attempts to
connect *meyu- with any other IE root that has the shape mV(i)-; meaning shifts pro-
posed by J. Puhvel are unprovable.

I want to stress that the authors of these three etymologies implicitly proceed from the
same schema as I have advocated above: Indo-Hittite had the counting system “1, 2, 3,
>3/several/many”, while words for ‘4" appeared in Anatolian and Indo-European branches of
Indo-Hittite already after their separation. This conclusion stems from the fact that only two
ways to eliminate old words for (lower) numerals are attested cross-linguistically, as far as I
know:

10 Hitt. ta- ‘2’ cannot be separated from IE *duo-, although loss of u is inexplicable. The same development
(Indo-Hittite *du > Proto-Hittite *d) can be seen in Hitt. idalu- ‘evil’ ~ Luw. attuwal ‘evil’ (: Grk. 6dV0vn ‘pain of
body’?), but a sonorant metathesis y~I in Hittite or Luwian is an equivalent solution for this case. Bomhard 2008
proposes that the proper Indo-Hittite stem for ‘2" was *do-, while the form *dyo- was latter borrowed from West
Caucasian *tg1:“A ‘2’ (cf. fn. 5 above); this is theoretically possible, but not very likely.

11 There are no other reliable examples illustrating the development of *siu in Luwian, but analogy with the
more or less regular loss of intervocalic ; in other combinations with non-front vowels (cf. Melchert 1984: 164) is
not risky.

12 The model ‘big(ger than) X’ for “X+1" is attested, but the simple model ‘big(ger)’ is not.
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1) borrowing from neighboring language or lingua franca;

2) using mathematical operations. E.g., Lake Miwok (< Penutian) has lost its old word for
‘4’ and now uses ?ot-0t-a = ‘2+2" (for more details on the Lake Miwok situation see
fn. 24 below); Old Irish has a word mér-feiser ‘cemepo, group of 7 (people)’, literally
‘big 6', ‘bigger than 6 [by 1]".

The appearance of IE *septm 7" and *newn ‘9" in Anatolian numeral systems should not
confuse us. Undulatory divergent-convergent processes between closely related dialects fre-
quently take place after the definite split of their proto-language. I propose that the Anatolian
stem *septam- (Hitt. Siptam- ~ CLuw. Saptam-) was borrowed from neighboring Proto-IE dia-
lects, immediately after the latter had borrowed *sept- from early Semitic. The situation with
‘9’ is more interesting: we cannot reconstruct one IE form for ‘9’, since known languages point
to *newen, *newn, *e(n)-nun or *en-neun (Pok.: 318 f.; Blazek 1999: 277). Phonetically none of
these proto-forms could directly yield Hieroglyphic Luwian nuwa(n’), with u instead of ex-
pected a. Therefore, HLuw. nuwa(n’) is either a loanword from closely related IE dialects or a
calque from the same source.’

§5. Although one can hypothesize that Anat. *meyu- ‘4’, likewise, represents a loanword,
no plausible sources for such a borrowing can be found among the neighboring Afroasiatic,
North Caucasian or Kartvelian languages. I propose the following external (Nostratic) etymol-
ogy for Anatolian *meyu- ‘4" — Proto-Altaic *mdju “all (totus), whole’: Tungusic *muja- “‘whole,
all (totus)’, Japanese *muiina ‘all (totus), all (omnis), Korean *mdin ‘most, extremely, very’
(EDAL: 939 f. w. lit.).

Phonetically, the comparison of Anatolian *meyu- (virtual Indo-Hittite *meiu-) and Alt.
méju is exact,'® but the semantic shift ‘all’ > ‘4" requires typological confirmation.

In §1 above I have mentioned that, when a counting system begins to expand, other sce-
narios than metonymy based on body parts (or “fraternal” strategy, etc.) are also possible for
the formation of new numerals.

Example 1. Proto-Arawakan (Amazonia) had *pa- for ‘1" and *(a)pi- or *yama- for ‘2’; it is
unlikely that ‘3’ can be reconstructed at the Proto-Arawakan level (see Payne 1991). The Proto-
Arawakan counting system must have been as follows: “1, 2, >2/several/many”.

Let us now look at the Inland subbranch of Arawakan as listed in Ethnologue 15 (except
for Resigaro, where the numerical system is influenced by Witotoan). Data are given according
to the following sources: Native American Number Worksheets; Aikhenvald 1998: 298 —299;

13 The last supposition is very natural. First, the Nostratic stem *nVwV ‘new’ is present in the Anatolian lexi-
con (Hitt. newa- ‘new, fresh’). Second, the loan of a concept rather than an exact form of a new (larger) numeral is
well attested, especially between related idioms. E.g., Arawakan languages use ‘hand’ as ‘5, but words for ‘hand’
may differ among dialects, so the common Arawakan or common Proto-“Inland” stem for ‘5" cannot be recon-
structed (see my Ex. 1 in §5); Proto-Maku (Amazonia) must be reconstructed with the counting system “this one, a
few, many”, some modern Maku languages introduce “2” as ‘eye(s)’, but the roots and morphological structures
of these expressions are not identical (Epps 2006). Some Iranian words for ‘9" show the concept ‘beyond 8’, which
is, however, expressed differently in individual languages (see §3 above). The same is true of Proto-IE ‘9" in Greek
and Armenian, which show the prefix “en-, unlike the other branches of IE.

14 Anat. *meyu- is one of the numerous Indo-Hittite stems that were lost in Narrow IE branch, but having
external Nostratic parallels. See Kassian in print for ca. 40 reliable Anatolian—Nostratic etymologies, such as body
parts, kinship terms, etc.

15 The secondary Indo-European (Indo-Hittite) apophony *o/e is irrelevant for the Nostratic vocalic recon-
struction.
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Aikhenvald 2003: 217—218; Schauer 2005. In the table below “loan” indicates a Spanish or
Portuguese source.

L-ge 1 2 ‘3 4 ‘5 ‘6’ and higher
base-5
abakdahi compounds,
Achagua baque chamai matdalii kudtru (loan) (< kdahi being
‘hand’) superseded
by loans
wadaka / . base-5
. apamawakaapi | compounds,
. . ri-kwa-da-ka . .
Baniwa apada dzamada madariwa Citis (< kaapi being
enough’) "hand’) superseded
& by loans
base-5
li-kua-da-ka emapakapi compounds,
Curripaco pada yamada madalida (‘itis P F/’ P , being
, (< kapi “hand”)
enough’) superseded
by loans
Guarequena . .
(Warekena) pe-/pa- -naba teleffi (loan) | kwatru (loan) | sinku (loan) loans
base-5
bdintiaka (un- abéemaa wa- compounds,
Piapoco abéiri puchdiba mdisiba clear struc- kdapi (< kdapi being
ture) ‘hand”) superseded
by loans
kephunipe
(<, ka-iphu-nipe base-5
somebody a-kapi / compounds
. . fiama [ yama / madali / who has a paip! Pe !
Tariana pa: / pdada f , ., peénkapi being
yamdda manalida companion’, . ,
(<kapi ‘hand’) | superseded
calque by loans
of Tucano Y
numeral)
pahluwa té'ela base-5
pa’il kéele kéele compounds,
Yucuna pahluwd(ha) iyamd wéehi kéele (unclear (<ydte’ela being
structure) ‘hand’), superseded
sinku (loan) by loans

Proto-“Inland” ‘3’ can be reconstructed (sounding approximately like *mata-; Yucuna
wéehi is unclear), while ‘4" cannot. The numeral ‘5" as ‘hand’ is surely a common cross-cultural
innovation, where roots may differ, cf. ‘5" in Yucuna, derived from yite’ela “hand’, not from
Proto-“Inland” *kapi ‘hand’ as in other languages. Thus the Proto-“Inland” counting system

must have been as follows: “1, 2, 3, >3/several/many”.

The new numeral ‘4’ can be formed in different ways. It is the morphologically transpar-
ent form ‘it is enough’ in the neighboring and closely related languages Baniwa and Cur-
ripaco that is important for our further conclusions.

Example 2. A typical Khoisan (South Africa) counting system consists of three or four words:
° /1// /21, />2/ many/

° 111, 12/, 131, l>3, manyl
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Of course, in the immediate past many languages were forced to expand their counting
systems. Let us look at some Peripheral Khoisan systems. I adopt the Khoisan glottochrono-
logical classification by G. S. Starostin (Starostin G. 2008; Starostin G. KhoiEDB), which is gen-
erally consistent with the Ethnologue’s classification (Ethnologue 15). In the table below North
Khoisan languages are cited according to the following sources:

'Kung Doke — Doke 1925: 154, 158, 159'¢; !IKung Wilhelm — Wilhelm 1922; 'Kung Ekoka —
Konig & Heine 2001; !Kung Weich — Weich 2004'7; !Kung Angolan — Snyman 1979"; Ju|hoan
Snyman — Snyman 1970; Ju|'hoan Dickens — Dickens 1994; |[Kx'au|'ein (}Kx'aul|'ein, [|Aullen,

Auen) — Bleek 1956.

L-ge 1 2 3’ ‘4’ ‘5’ >3, seve’ral, ‘all (omnis)’
many
8d: sa sd
! ? iR Il I I
'Kung Doke n%e Si: Ikao / kao (‘2-and-2") (no data) Ikao
Kung _ g
Wilhelm [né sa/sam (not used) (not used) (not used) leau
'Kung e i} . . ’ gllao nfe’e
Ekoka nfe’e / nfe ted lao kflarn (loan?) (‘one hand")
*Kung [nehe tsa fao, firi (loan) | faifi (loan)
Weich dri (loan)
! -
‘Kung An [ne’e tsa / tsa lao (no data) (no data
golan
Ju|'hoan , . , .
Snyman nle’e tsd nleni (loan?) | (notused?) | (notused?) Ixare, gesi
| o waqnsi (also
Ju|hoan . . . s ’ tsankiitsdin ) S .
Dickens nle’é tsan / tsagn | nlani (loan?) (2+2) (no data) / who}e e
totus’), wece
Cn . , - . nan(n)i . . ) , , .
[Kx'au||'ein [né / nee tsa / tsa (loan?) flkai / [kei | !gou (‘hand’) kau

NB: Grammarians stress the fact that even though certain languages have numerals ‘3’ and larger, numerals
larger then 2" or ‘3" are seldom used in natural speech (Kénig & Heine 2001: 70 for !Kung Ekoka; Bleek 1956: 473
s.v. Inanni).

Since the semantic shift ‘2" or ‘3" > “several/many’ is typologically incredible, the only pos-
sible North Khoisan counting system that can be reconstructed based on the above table is the
following one:

1" *nfe?e

2" *cd

>2, several/many’ */au (cognates are highlighted in the table above)'s

16 Doke’s click transcription has been adapted to modern notation, with the omission of some vowel diacrit-
ics that are irrelevant for us.

17 Same as !0!Kung/!Olung language according to G. Starostin, KhoiEDB.

18 Strictly speaking, it is unclear how we should reconstruct the initial click in North Khoisan *fau “>2, sev-
eral/many’. Doke gives /kao with an alveolar click and a by-form !kao with a retroflex one. An unstable articulation
of the retroflex !/ and its confusion with the alveolar ! is not so rare in North Khoisan dialects, retaining retroflex
clicks; on the other hand, Doke’s materials are not very reliable in general, and, therefore, the form in /- can sim-
ply be erroneous. It is important that !Kung Angolan has the alveolar onset - in /o, not the lateral |- (regular cor-
respondences are Doke !/ ~ Angolan / and Doke ! ~ Angolan [ ), thus the proper !Kung Doke form is /kao rather than
llkao. More about retroflex clicks in North Khoisan see in Crapocrus I'. 2005.
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The reconstructed system coincides with the attested !Kung Wilhelm forms.

When counting systems begin to expand, we find a variety of forms for new numerals (‘3’,
‘4’ etc.). These can be loans from Afrikaans, as in !Kung Weich (Ju/'hoan and [|Kx'au|/'ein nleni /
nlani | man(n)i ‘3’ seems to be a loan from Central Khoisan dialects; the same may apply to
Kung Ekoka kffam < Central Khoisan?'®), mathematical operations (‘2+2’), body parts (‘hand’)
or the old word for “>2, several/many” */au used for the next new member of the numerical se-
quence, i.e. ‘3"

An intermediate situation is probably observed in !Kung Doke: (!)kao shifted to ‘3", ‘4’ is
2+2’, however, sometimes (!)/kao retains its old meaning ‘many’.

In [Kx'au]'ein */ao shifted to “all (omnis)’, cf. Bleek’s example: “we are all sleepy”.

As a possible external cognate for North Khoisan *lau “>2/several/many’ I can propose /au
‘4" in South Khoisan?: Masarwa (Kakia dialect of !X60) 'kau ‘4’, quoted in Bleek 1956: 412 with
the example: “they are four”. If the Masarwa form is reliable, the Proto-Masarwa counting
system was “1, 2, 3, >3/several/many”. One has to assume a subsequent semantic shift: ‘sev-
eral’ > ‘next new numeral’, i.e. ‘4, similar to the one discussed above. It is strange that simul-
taneously several other Masarwa forms for ‘4’, taken from the same source as 'kau, are quoted
in Bleek 1956: [gai ‘4" and [ke ‘3; 4’

Example 3 is similar to Ex. 2, but concerns the form [kai ~ [kei ‘4" in the |[Kx'aul|'ein dialect
of North Khoisan (quoted in the table from my Ex. 2 above).

This form can be compared with the South Khoisan numeral *[lai *>2, several/many’ recon-
structed according to the following data from the Taa branch of South Khoisan:

Masarwa [kai ‘3; 5, [lgai ‘4" and [ke ‘3; 4’ (quoted in Bleek 1956) probably represent differ-
ent transcriptions of the same word [kai *>2, several, many’ with occasional diphthong con-

4 "

traction. Cf. Bleek’s examples for [kai: “the flies are three”, “in five days”; for [[gai: “four chil-
dren”; and for [ke: “they are three”, “the stones here are three”, “they are four”;
The [Nullen counting system shows the same situation (as listed in Bleek 1956 s.v. [jgai): loe

IZaTs

1, Inum ‘2’, [|gai *>2" (examples for [jgai: “three people”, “the hoofs are four”);

Xoong (according to Traill 1994) has three numerals: #id ‘1, fniim ‘2, [lde ‘3’. Traill gives
no words for ‘4’ or ‘5’, therefore, it remains uncertain whether [Jie means exactly ‘3’ or rather
>2, several’. Cf. Traill's examples: “we three”, “three times”, “make a threesome” (s.v. [de),
“the three of them” (s.v. uth).

An additional example comes from the !Wi branch of South Khoisan: |[Xegwi (Batwa) [kai

‘much’ (Bleek 1956 with an example: “much food”).

If so, |[Kx'aul/'ein [kai ~ [kei ‘4’ shows the same semantic development as illustrated in
Ex. 2: “‘several’ > ‘next new numeral’, i.e. ‘4’.

19 The Proto-Central Khoisan word for ‘4’ is *haka (Starostin G. KhoiEDB), but in some languages this form
can be superseded by mathematical ‘2+2’, e.g., archaic Naro (Schniz 1891: 545) had [gam ‘2’ and [gam tscha ra hi [gam
tscha ra hi‘4’, where [gam regularly goes back to Proto-Khoe *[im ‘2’ (the modern Naro dictionary — Visser 2001 —
gives only the Nama loan haka for Naro ‘4’). It is theoretically possible that !Kung Ekoka borrowed the first mor-
pheme from this Central Khoisan collocation to denote ‘4. On the other hand, G. Starostin rejects this etymologi-
cal solution for Kung Ekoka kfiiri (Starostin G. KhoiEDB: “cannot be easily identified as a borrowing from any
known source”) in view of the phonetic irregularity: lateral click [ in Ekoka vs. dental | in Central Khoisan. This is
a serious counter-argument.

20 South Khoisan joins North Khoisan at the next level, which is called Proto-Peripheral Khoisan or Proto-
Bushman by G. Starostin (the term Ju-Taa is also sometimes found in literature).
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Alternatively, Bleek’s transcription of ||[Kx'aul'ein [kai ~ [kei ‘4’ can be compared with
Bleek’s [Kx'aul'ein [kai ‘all together’, which goes back to North Khoisan *[kxae ‘together’:
Jul'hoan Snyman -fx'ae ‘together’; Jul'hoan Dickens [kié ‘to be together’; !Kung Weich [kae
‘together (with); simultaneously’; !Kung Ekoka [x’aé ‘to meet, find’, -[x'de verbal suf. ‘to-
gether’. These forms can be further compared with South Khoisan *[kxde ‘to join’ (Starostin G.
KhoiEDB).

G. Starostin (Starostin G. KhoiEDB) proposes Peripheral Khoisan *a- ‘3" on the grounds
of North Khoisan */au ‘3" and Proto-Taa (South Khoisan) *[fde ‘3’. This connection, however, is
not very probable, since the counting systems of Proto-North and Proto-South Khoisan did
not have the numeral ‘3’ (as shown above) and the diphthong correspondence North Khoisan
*au ~ South Khoisan *ae appears to be irregular (of course, vowel correspondences between
Khoisan sub-branches deserve additional investigation).

Example 4. Traces of old ternary or senary (base-6) counting systems are typical of Penu-
tian languages spoken in western North America (Beeler 1961; Callaghan 1990). For the Proto-
Costanoan levels (Penutian sub-branch) the numerals ‘1’, “2’, ‘3" and ‘6’ can be reconstructed.
The word for ‘6" (*sak-e-n) is unetymologizable, however, some Costanoan dialects show an-
other root for ‘6": Mutsun nakci, Soledad heme-noksi. These forms are probably related to Proto-
Miwok (closest relative of Costanoan) *nake(s) ‘end, edge’ (in this case Soledad heme-noksi 6’
has a transparent structure and means ‘1 edge’, cf. Soledad himic-?a “1’); see Callaghan 1990 for
details.

Example 5. For the common Dravidian root nal- ‘4’ (Starostin G. DravEDB; DEDR: #3655)
a parallel meaning ‘a few/several/many’ is attested in a number of Dravidian languages. Some
scholars (e.g., Blazek 2009: 71) claim that it is a late semantic development. As a matter of fact,
polysemy ‘4" ~ ‘a few/several/many’ for *nal- is attested in all subbranches of the Dravidian
family except for the Central Dravidian group (Kolami-Gadba and Gondi-Kui), where *nil-,
according to the available sources, means only ‘4’, and Brahui, where this proto-root has
been lost:

North Dravidian: Kurukh nakh ‘4; a few’ (Grignard 1924: 512);

South Dravidian: Tamil nalu ‘4; many, manifold; a few’ (Tamil lexicon), Malayalam nal,
nalu, nan ‘4’ ~ nalu ‘several’, nana ‘manifold’;

Telugu: nalugu ‘4; an indefinite number, a few, several, many’ (Gwynn 1991).

Since North Dravidian languages do not contact with Telugu and South Dravidian dia-
lects, it is impossible to invoke a shared innovation in this case, and so one must reconstruct
the polysemy ‘4’ ~ ‘a few/several/many’ for *nal- for the Proto-Dravidian level.

As was shown in §2 above, the numeral ‘4’ is assuredly reconstructed for the Dravido-
Uralo-Altaic branch of Nostratic macrofamily: Altaic *716l- ‘4’ ~ Uralic *#elji ‘4’ ~ Dravidian
*nal- ‘4’. Of course, it is possible to suppose that the meaning ‘several” represents a secondary
development in Proto-Dravidian. But the opposite hypothesis is hardly weaker: if the primary
meaning of Nostratic *1VIV was ‘several’, then later, in the Dravido-Uralo-Altaic proto-
language, this root was used to form the next new numeral, i.e. ‘4’. The second solution is
supported by the fact that the semantic shift ‘3'/4’/'5” > “several’” would be typologically un-
paralleled. If so, the situation with Dravidian dialects, retaining the polysemy ‘4" ~ “several’, is
the same as with !Kung Wilhelm (see my Ex. 2 above), where kau means both ‘several” (old
sense) and ‘3’ (new sense).
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§6. Conclusions. In §1 —4 above I have shown that Nostratic (ca. 10—9 millenium B.C.)
counting systems consisted of three elements: “1, 2, >2/several/many”. Indo-Hittite (ca. 5 mil-
lenium B.C.) expanded it to “1, 2, 3, >3/several/many”. For the next newly formed numeral
*meyu- ‘4’ Anatolian used the Nostratic stem that yielded Proto-Altaic *mdju “all (totus)’. In §5
I have given several examples illustrating the typological plausibility of such a semantic de-
velopment.

Ex. 1 (Arawakan family) illustrates that the word ‘enough’ can be used for the expansion
of the numerical system; the shift in meaning between ‘enough’ and “all (omnis)” or “all (totus)’
is natural !

Exx. 2—3 (Khoisan family) illustrate that the last member of a primitive counting system
(">X/several/many’) can become the next new numeral; the semantic shift between ‘many” and
‘all (omnis)” or “all (totus)’ is also natural.??

Ex. 4 (Penutian family) illustrates that the base of a primitive counting system can be ex-
pressed via the word for ‘edge, end’. The semantic development from ‘edge, end’ to “all (om-
nis)” or ‘all (totus)” is well attested.?

Ex. 5 (Dravidian family) illustrates the synchronic polysemy between ‘4" and ‘sev-
eral’, but, strictly speaking, the direction of semantic development cannot be established in
this case.

As for the Indo-European branch of Indo-Hittite, I propose that the early IE word for ‘4’
was *okt-, which was latter superseded by *ktetyor and retained only in the expression for
‘8’ *okto (‘doubled 4')** and in Iranian *asti- ‘(breadth of) four fingers’. When the 4- and
5-threshold in the row of numerals was overcome, the IE counting system became base-4
(in addition to ‘8, lit. “doubled 4’, traces of a base-4 system are retained in some Iranian dia-
lects, where ‘8’ is understood as a round number).

The origin of IE *okt- and *ketyor remains unknown.2s From the typological viewpoint, the
most plausible scenario would be to assume that *okt- is the old word for “palm’ (cf. Iranian
*asti-) or ‘index finger’, while the later *k“etyor is a foreign loanword. There is, however, no
positive evidence that could support this theory.
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B craThe moasepraercs rnmepecMoTpy TpaguIMOHHAS PEKOHCTPYKINS MHAOEBPOIIEICKON CIC-
TeMHI YncAuTeAbHEIX. [Ipuberas K KOMIApPaTUBUCTCKUM ¥ TUIIOAOTMYIECKMM apryMeHTaM,
aBTOp IIOKa3bIBaeT, YTO IepBOHavalbHas (MHAO-XeTTCKas) CUCTeMa COCTOslda M3 YeThIpex
yaenos: ‘17, ‘2’, ‘3’, “>3/neckoasko/MHOr0’. UncanreabHoe ‘4’ mosSBUAOCH HE3aBUCUMO B aHa-
TOAUICKOI M COOCTBEHHO MHAOEBPOIIENICKON BeTBAX IOCAe pacliaja MHAO-XeTTCKOTO IIpa-
s3bIKa. AHaToAmiickoe *meyu- ‘4" (xeT. meyu- ~ AyB. mauwa-) He HaAXOAUT ce0Oe DTUMOHOB
BHYTPHU H.-e. SA3BIKOB. ABTOp CUMTaeT STy OCHOBY apxau3MoM, 004ajaioIiyM BHeITHel
(aaTaifckoit) PTUMOAOTHel. AHaTOAMUIICKOe *meyu- IIpeACcTaBAseT cO0O0 OAMH U3 MHOTOYMC-
AEHHBIX HOCTPaTMYeCKMX KOpPHel, COXpaHeHHBIX B aHaTOAMIICKOM, HO yTpaueHHBIX B COOCT-
BEHHO MHA0EBPOIIEIICKON BETBI.
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WucruryT a3pxkosnanns PAH, Mocksa

I'ayxon 21a0moBeaAsIpHBIN
VI er0 MeCTO B KaaccupuKanyy KeAbTCKMX sI3bIKOB

B macrosmee BpeMs r1aBHBIM IIPU3HAKOM, A€KalllIM B OCHOBE pa3AeAeHIsl KeAbTCKIX SA3bI-
KOB Ha ABe BeTBM (IOVAeABCKYIO U1 OPUTTCKYIO), SIBASETCs pasBuUTHe 001e-KeAbTCKOTO IAyXO-
ro aabuoseaspHoro */kv/. B A3bIKax roiiAeAbCKOI MOATPYIIIE OH ITOAHOCTLIO JeAabnaanso-
BaACs U Aaa 3BYK /K/, TOrja Kak B OpUTTCKOM IIPOM3OIILIA €0 AabMaAn3anyisl, AaBIias 3ByK
/p/. DTOT Ga30BHIN pa3AMINTEABHBIN IPWU3HAK OBIA ITpeAaosKeH erme k. Pucom B 1882 roay
U AO CUX IIOp A€XKUT B OCHOBe KAaccupUKaIMy KeABTCKIX A3BIKOB: TaK, IIPMHATO TOBOPUTD O
(Q-KeAbTCKMX SI3BIKAX (MPAAHACKIUIA, BaAAMIICKII, MOHCKIIT) U P-KeAbTCKMX sA3BIKax (BalAmii-
CKUII, KOPHCKII, KyMOpuiickuit u OpeToHcknii). OgHaKO KOHTUHEHTAAbHBIE KeAbTCKIE 3Bl
KM AeMOHCTPUPYIOT 3HauMTeAbHble (PpAYKTyallMM B Pa3BUTUU DTOIO 3ByKa, UTO 3acTaBAseT
IIpeAII0A0XKNUTE, YTO B TedeHNe 40Ar0TO BpeMeH! OH IIpeAcTaBAsil cobolt aa10¢poH (HecMOT-
P Ha TO, 4TO 110 AQHHEIM I 10TTOXPOHOAOIMM I1yOMHa pacliaza KeAbTCKOM ceMbU AaTUpPYeT-
¢ 1200 20 H. 9.). Boaee Toro, gaHHBIE OTHOCUTEABHO T103AHel (IV B. 20 H. B. — IV B. H. .) TO-
ITOHMMMKY U DTHOHUMUKIU A€MOHCTPUPYIOT, YTO BapMaHThI DTOIO 3ByKa OBLAM aKyCTIIEeCKN
0AM3KUMU U B3aVIMOIIOHATHBIMU A HOCHUTeAel COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX SI3LIKOB, OCOOEHHO — B
30He uX peryaspHbix KoHTakToB (3amag Ilortaanamum m Cesepo-Bocrox Ipaanaum).
Taxym 0Opa3oM, KaK MBI MOXKeM IIPeAII0A0XKUTD, AaHHBIN, HaMBa>KHENIINII A5 ICTOpIIe-
cKoJt POHOA0TUU KeABTCKUX SI3BIKOB IIPM3HAK Ha CAMOM JeJe SBAAeTCs HepeAeBaHTHBIM AAsl

IIOCTPOEHNs CXeMBI POACTBA U «ApeBa» HTO CeMBI.

Krrouesvie caosa: keAbTCKUE A3BIKM, MCTOpMYECKas (POHOAOTU:, KAAaCCUPUKAIUA KeAbTCKUX
SI3BIKOB, TAyXO¥ AMOOBEASPHEIN, A1a0M0AU3AINS, BeASPU3aIINs, A3BIKOBbIe KOHTAKTHI, TAOT-
TOXPOHOAOTYSI, KOHTMHEHTAaAbHbIe KeAbTCKIe S3BIKN.

Pasputne m.-e. rayxoro 4a0MoseAspHOTO *k¥ B p 1 k A€>KUT B OCHOBe KAacCU(pUKALIMU KeAbTCKIX
SI3BIKOB. Briepsrie sTOT npuHITUI 6614 cdopmyanposal Jxxonom Pucom ere B 1882 r. B [Rhys
1882] 11, HECMOTp:I Ha OTPOMHOE YICAO Pa3HOIO PoAa KOPPEKTUPOBOK, ITO-IIPEKHEMY OCTaeTCs
rAaBHBIM 1, HaBepHOe, eAMHCTBeHHLIM «HaAe>XKHBIM» ITOKasaTedeM OOBeKTMBHOTO Y/AeHeHI:
KeADbTCKOI A3bIKOBOJ OOIITHOCTU B HEKUI OTAaAeHHBIN nepuog. Tak, Kak nuier oo 9ToM, Ha-
HIpuMep, UCTOPUK U apxeoaor DHH Pocc, «1rponcxoas 13 0AHOTO MCTOYHIKA, KeABTCKIIE SI3BIKI
3aTeM IIOABepPrANCh AudpdepeHIanny, 04HaKo, KOIrda MMEeHHO OHa MMeJa MeCTO — TOYHO He
ussectHo. OgHa 13 DTUX TPYIII U3BeCTHA (Pr1010raM Kak Q-KeAbTE UAN ,,TOMAeABl”, OHM Ha3bI-
BaIOTCs TaK, [IOTOMY 4YTO B CBOeM s3bIKe OHI COXPaHNAM MHAOeBPOIIelicKoe ¥, KOTOpoe 3aTeM
nepemiao B k [...]. Apyras rpymnma msBecTHa Kak P-keaAbTHl MAM ,,OpUTTH”, OHU IIpeBpPaTIUAN
MHAOeBpoIIelickoe g¥ B p» [Ross 1956: 15].

[IpuMeHNTEABHO K HepuoAy MCTOPUUECKOMY (KAacCHYeCKUIl ApeBHeUpAaHACKUIN, ApeB-
HeBaAAMIICKII, KOPHCKUII U IIP.) MBI A€MICTBUTEABHO AOCTaTOYHO HaJeXXHO HaxOoAUM HeoOXo-
AuMpble cooTseTcTBs. Cp.: BaaA. penn IIpU UPA. cenn ‘TOAOBA’, BaAA. pwy P UPA. ¢id ‘KTO, BaAA.
map pu upA. macc ‘cbIH" (K IIPOTOKeABTCKOMY *mak “-0s), BaAA. pedwar ipu upA. cethar “aeTsipe’,
upA. cruim npu Baaa. pryf aepsp’ n npod. Oanako, kak numet B. IT. Kaapirus, «40 OTKpBITIS
HOBOT'O KOHTMHEHTaAbHOIO MaTepuaJda 9Ta KAaccuduKals uMela IIMPOKoe paclpocTpaHeHe
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Oaarogapsi mpocToTe U YA0OCTBY U, Ha40 CKa3aThb, Chilpajda IMO3UTUBHYIO POAb B HayKe, HO B Ha-
CTosilllee BpeMsI OHa He MOXKeT CUMTAThCsl ajeKBaTHO OTpaykalollell IoA0XKeHNe Belllel, XOTs U
ocraeTcs ynnorpedurteapHoi» [Kaasirnn, Kopoaes 1989: 7].

ObpaleHnne Kk MaTepualy KOHTMHEHTAaAbHBIX KeABTCKUX SI3BIKOB (IfalAbCKUM AlaleKTaM,
AETIOHTUIICKOMY, KeAbTUOepPCKOMY) AeMCTBUTEABHO OTYaCTU 3aTpPyJHsAeT CO3jaHMe YeTKOI
CXeMBI OTHOCHUTEABHOI XPOHOAOTUM (POHETUIECKIX IIepeXol0B B KeABTCKUX SI3BIKaX, HO IIpU
®TOM, KaK DTV HU CTPAHHO, II03BOAsIeT B3TASHYTh Ha BeCh IPOIiecC CTaHOBAEHMU: k-p AMXOTO-
Muu 6o1ee «0OBEMHO», TaK CKa3aTh C AMHIBUCTMYECKON M C MCTOPMYECKON TO4YeK 3pPeHMm:.
KoHnTnHeHTa1bHBIE KEABTCKIIE SI3BIKM, KaK Ka’KeTCs Ha IIePBLIN B3IAs14, NAAIOCTPUPYIOT aHAAO-
TMYHYIO AUCTPUOYLIMIO M.-e. k¥, 4TO II03BOAsAET OTHEeCTU KeAbTMOepCKUil K k-s3bIKaMm (cp.
IIOCTIIO3UTUBHEIN coI03 -Cue ‘U, TakkKe’), a AeIOHTUIICKUIT U TaAABCKUIL — K p-sI3BIKaM (Jerl.
-pe ‘1O Ke’, raaabCK. petru- “geTsipe’, Epona “AomaauHas 00ruHs’, Ipu UpA. ech ‘aomaap’ 1, cp.
Tak>Ke Iped. HaAMCh Ha MOHeTe — Penno-windos ‘0eA10-T0A0BbIN’, MIMEIOIIYIO TOYHYIO ITapad-
Aeab B upA. suurtete cenand < cenn + find [Delamarre 2003: 249], cp. Tak’ke UpA. oraMmd. aH-
tporionnM — QENUVENDI [Kopozes 1984: 183; McManus 1991: 90]).

B TO >Ke Bpems raaabckue HaAIIMCU AQIOT IPUMEPE U COXpaHeHM: n.-e. k¥ — IIpuMephl,
HaJO CKas3aTb, A0BOABHO OrpaHI4YeHHbIe, HO, YYUThIBasl OTHOCUTEABHYIO OTPaHUMIEHHOCTD SA3bI-
KOBOTO MaTrepuaja, Bce >Ke 40CTaTOYHO MHOTO4NCAeHHble. TeppuTOopraAbHblil pa3opoc B AaH-
HOM cAydJae Tak>ke IIpeACTaBAseTcsl BaXKHBIM CBIAETeAbCTBOM TOI'O, UYTO MBI IMeeM Aea0 C de-
HOMEHOM, JAOCTaTOYHO YHMBepCaAbHBIM, a He MMEBIINM MeCTO Ha KaKOM-TO OrpaHIYeHHOI
TeppUTOPUN, a cAeJ0BaTeAbHO, B KAKOM-TO O4HOM CyDAMajeKTe.

Tax, Hapsi4y c 9acTO BCTpedalollericsl ycedeHHO (pOpMOIL col03a «TakxkKe, TakKe U» — eti
B psAe HaAlvceil MOXKHO HaiTu $opMy etic: HaAIICh Ha KaMHe, HalideHa B BepXOBbsX CeHHI
(Alise-Sainte-Reine), — etic gobedbi ‘u Ky3Heniam’; Haanuch Ha Tabanuke us Illamaavepa, 1en-
TpaabHast Opaniins, — etic secoui ‘U Bce Te'; HaAIINCH Ha TaOAn4YKe u3 /lapsaka, 10>xHas Ppan-
ums, — etic eiotionios cuet[ic ‘a Takke DifoTmHa ¢ HUMHU?  (Cp. TakKxkKe psAA CXOAHBIX POpPM,
MPeANOAOXKUTEABHO CEMAHTIYECKU VI DTUMOAOIMYECKN TOXKAeCTBeHHBIX B [Lambert 1997:
154]).

B l'aaamn cymecrtsoBaa KyAbT OOrmHHU, HasbiBaemoit — DnioHa (Epona), xotopas cumra-
Aach aHTPoNoMOP(PU3MPOBAaHHLBIM 00pa3oM ApeBHell OOIMHHU-AOIIaAM U M300parkalach
OOBIUHO cuasielt sepxoM. Ee nms, sBuaumo, Ob110 06pa3oBaHO OT MHAOEBPOIIEICKO OCHOBEL,
00O3HavaIoIIell A0I1aab, M KeAbTCKOro cygpPukca -01-, MCI0Ab3yeMOIO B IMeHaxX MMUPOA0In-
yecKnx IepcoHaxeit, cM. [Hamp 1978: 152]. Ho npmu 5TOM u3BecTeH mecsl] equos ‘KOHCKUIT 13
TaK HaszbiBaeMoro «Kaaenaaps ns Koanusn», mpeanoaoxureasHo datupyemoro I B. H. 9. (cM.
[Lambert 1997: 109; Delamarre 2003: 165] — 0 BO3MO>XHOCTU APYIMX TPAKTOBOK AeKceMbl). B
DTOM >Ke KaJdeHJape BHM3Y IIPUIINCAHO CAOBO HESICHOV CeMaHTUKM — quimon, Takke AeMOH-
CTpUpYyIOIllee coXpaHeHIe I1yxXoro AabmoseasipHoro. Cpeau AMYHBIX IaAAbCKUX MIMEH, BOCXO-
AAITUX K U.-e. 0003HaYeHMIO A0IIaAyl ¥ NAAIOCTPUPYIOIINX IIepeXod, B raaabckoM k® B p (Epo-
redo-rix, Epo-so-gnatus u Ap.), Tak’ke M3BeCTHO 3HaUMTeAbHOE YIICAO C IIePBLIM A1eMeHTOM Equ-

— Equaesus, Equatia, Equirus, cm. [Evans 1967: 199 —200].

I'maponum CeHa BOCXOAUT K IaAAbCKOMY Sequand, STUMOAOINSA KOTOPOTO TaKXKe HesCHa,
O/AHAaKO coXpaHeHIe B JaHHOM CAO0Be I1.-e. k¥ 0O4eBUAHO.

[TayHN ynoMmHaeT Takke aaplmiickoe naems Quariates, COOTHOCMMOe AM0O C MpAaHA-
CKUM ODO3HaueHMeM KoTaAa coire, AnOo ¢ umeHem Cairid (cM. nmoapoOnee [O’Rahilly 1946:
1471£.]).

! TlocaeaoBaTeABHOCTD k' B CAY €X0ACTBa pedAeKCcOoB MOXKeT OBITh IIpMpaBHeHa K IAyXOMy Aab1oBeAsIpHO-
My Kak poHeMe.
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Hasepnoe, 4aHHBIN CIIMICOK TaAAbCKMX IIPYMEPOB MO>KHO OBLA0 OBI ellje pacIIpPUTD, ¥ MBI
roaaraeM, 4TO HOBbIE HaXOAKM I HOBbIe IIPOYTEHNs HPeJOCTaBAT ellle HeKOTOPLI MaTepuad,
AeMOHCTPUPYIOIINI OTHOCUTEABHYIO aAl10(pOHUIO B AaHHON oOaactu. Takum oOpaszoM, Kak
ruitet B. I1. Kaavirns, «pasandms B TpakToBKe k¥ B ra1AbCKOM, BUAMMO, HY>KHO paccMaTpu-
BaTb KaK sBJAeHle XPOHOAOTM4YecKoro nopsaka» [Kaasirna, Kopoaes 1989: 6]. C oaHoi1 cropo-
HBI, 9TO AEICTBUTEABHO TaK, IOCKOABKY 3acBlAeTeAbCTBOBaHHbIe I1034Hee OCTPOBHbIE MCTOPH-
YecKy KeAbTCKMe A3BIKM AAIOT 40CTaTOYHO HaAe>KHBI MaTepuad AAsl YCTaHOBAEHUS COOTBeT-
CTBYIOIIIUIX KOppeAsdINii, IpudeM OTHOCUTeABHO Aerko (?) BepupUUNMPYEeMBIX U XPOHO-
aormyeckn. C gpyroit — TOT >Ke OCTPOBHOI MaTepuad, KaK MOXKeT I10Ka3aTbCs, TakxkKe IIpea-
CTaBAsieT Psig IpoOAeM XPOHOAOIMIeCcKOro Xapakrepa. VIHpIMI cA10BaMM, MBI MOTAU ObI PEKOH-
CTpyUpOBaTh IIPUMEPHO (M O4YeHb Orpy0AeHHO) CAeAYIOIIYI0O KapTUHY: IIpeAKN TOlAeA0B, OT-
AeAUBIINCh OT PeKOHCTPYUPYeMOIl YCAOBHO SI3BIKOBOI KeAbTCKOI OOIIHOCTH 2, IepeMecTH-
AMCH K 3aIllagy, COXPaHUB IIPU DTOM CTAPbIl MHAOEBPOIENCKIUI TAYXO Aa6MOBeA51prH7[ kw.
CorzaacHO 4aHHBIM TA0TTOXPOHOAOTUM, H9TO, BUAMMO, Ipon3oiiao npuMepHo 5 1100—1200 rr.
20 H. . (aanHole P. Dacu [Elsie 1979], yrounenssle n «mepecuntannsie» C. A. CTapoCTHHBIM),
T. €., BO3MOJXKHO elIlle 40 ITaleH!s MHAO0eBPOIIeICKOTO p (rAaBHbIN pOHETHYeCKIIT ITI0Ka3aTeAab,
BBIAASIONINII KeABTCKYIO TPYIILy S3BIKOB). 3aceassa VIpaanauio, roiigeanl COXpaHUAU U.-€.
3BYK k¥, IpudyeM Ha o4eHb goAaroe spems. [losaHee oH meperrea B qu, a 3aTeM (pOHETUIECKN
CAMACS € TIpOoAOAXKeHUAMI U.-e. k u k'. [lapaaseabHO ellle HaXOAMBIINECSI HA KOHTUHEHTe, a
IIOTOM IOCTEeIIeHHO 3aHsBIINe bputaHnio mIpoToOpUTTH IIOCTEIIEHHO, CIIOpaANdecKy, TaK cKa-
3aTh IIOAMAAEKTHO, CTaAll pa3BUBATh Ha €r0 MecTe ero 0ojee 1a0NaAM30BAHHBIN a110(OH,
MecTaMM MaKCHMaAbHO IIpuOAn3uBIINIics K p. [Iporiecc 5TOT Gb1a SIBHO He CMHXPOHM3UPOBaH B
pPasHBIX AMajleKTaX UM HadaAcsd II034Hee, OTKyJa U raaabckue ¢aykryanun. ITo MHeHMio
K. X. Illmnara, nnepexos A1adb1oBeAspHOTO 1.-e. *k® B qu IIpousolie] He OAHOBPeMeHHO C COOT-
BeTCTBYIOIIIVIM IIepexo40M B p- B APYIOil TPyIllle KOHTMHEHTaAbHBIX KeAbTCKUX AMaAeKTOB, HO
AAsl ollpeAe/eHHOIO ®Tama cocTaBua (pOHETUYEeCKyl0 MHHOBAIINIO, KOTOpas B COOTBETCTBYIO-
IIMX SI3BIKOBBIX 30HAX 3aKpelnaach U B JaAbHeNIeM B TaK Ha3blBaeMbIX «3HAQUMMBIX CA0BaxX»
CTala, HalIpOTUB, IIPeACTaBAsAThL COOOI CBOETO poja apXau3UpYIOINil DAeMeHT, cM. [Schmidt
1978 —1980: 197].

ITo muenmio K. Mak-KoHa, nepexoa 1.-e. T1yxoro 1abMoBeAsSpHOTO B p COBEPIINACI KaK
CBOEro poJda peakliyis Ha ITadeHNe B KeAbTCKUX sA3bIKaX MICKOHHOTO I.-e. p, KOTOpoe, B CBOIO
ouepeab, MOTAO IPOU3ONTH 1104, BAMSHMEM CyOcTpaTta; B 0aCKCKOM UM aKBUTaHCKOM JaHHOIO
3ByKa BoooOmie HeT, cM. [McCone 1996: 43]. B Takom cayyae KOHTHMHeHTaAbHBIE KeAbTHI, pasy-
YMBIINCH IIPOU3HOCUTD CTapoe p, YaCTUYHO IlepeceaAnancsd B Vpaanamio u gaam Hadaao roi-
AeABCKON BETBU SI3BIKOB, YAaCTMYHO OCTAAMCh Ha KOHTUHEHTE U 3aTeM IIOCTEIIEHHO 3aceAnAN
bpuranmio, napaaseabHo pa3BuB B CcBOeil (POHETUUYECKOIl CcUCTeMe HOBOe p, UMelollee HOe
npoucxoxaenre. OTMeTNM, 4TO OTYACTU COOCTBEHHAsI «OTHOCUTEAbHAs» XPOHOAOIT OHe-
TUYEeCKIX I1lepexooB B KeabTcKnx A3bikax K. Max-Kona »toit naee nporusopeunt. OH 1moaa-
raet, 4TO IaJeHle p IPOU3OIII0 OTHOCUTEABHO II034HO, HO IPU D TOM — 40 HadaJa BO3HUK-
HOBEHI:I 110AMAaAeKTHO aAA0(QOHNI B IIPOM3HECEHNUN TAYXOTo AaduoseaspHoro. OgHako m3-
BECTHO, YTO B TOIAEABCKOM pe(dAeKCH H.-e. P COXPaHAANUCh AOBOABLHO AOATO VM OTYaCTU
3akoHcepBuposaancb. Cp., ¢ 0AHOI CTOPOHBI, Ap.-UpA. secht ‘ceMy’, Ap.-upA. necht ‘maemsH-
HUK', U3 1.-e. *nepti, Ipu BaaA. nith ‘10 >Ke’, ¢ APyroil — IepBblil 3HaK BTOPOJI CeMbI B OTaMI-
yeckoM aadaBute, IPeAOA0KUTEAbHO Iepejaloninii BOSHIUKIIIee Ha MecTe p IpUAbIXaHUe,
cM. [McManus 1991: 36 —37]. Buanmo, caeayer B 4aHHOM cAydae FOBOPUTH He O IIOAHOM «IIa-
AeHIN» CTapoOro p, HO CKOopee 00 M3MeHEeHN! B €TO IIPOU3HOIIeHNN B CTOPOHY MaKCHMaAbHOTO

2 He BX0A4 B A€TaAM, IPUMeM CYIIeCTBYIOIIYIO TEOPUIO «KeABTCKOI IIpapOANHEI» IAe-TO ceBepHee ABII.
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YMeHbIIIeH)s 1a01aAbHOCTH (XapaKTepHO, UTO B OPUTTCKOM DTOT IIpOIiecc IMpou3olea ObICT-
pee 1 1o/AHee, BO3MOXKHO — Kak pa3 3a cueT KOMIIeHCAaTOPHOIO PpasBUTH: IIpU3HaKa Aa0uaab-
HOCTH) y CTapOTIO IAyXOTO Aab1OBeASpHOIO).

Ecan ot XxpoHOAOTMN OTHOCUTEABHOI HOIIBITAaThCA IIePeTI K XpOHOAOTUM abCOAIOTHOIA,
TO UCTOPU:A pasBuUTUA k¥ > qu > k y>ke cOOCTBEHHO B IOi14eAbCKOM BOCCTaHaBAMBAETCs BIIOAHE
HaJe>XHO 1, 60/ee TOro, MOXKeT OBITh AaTHpOBaHa A4OBOABHO TOUHO. Tak, B paHHMX OPUTTCKIX
3alIMCTBOBAHMAX KaK COOCTBEHHO OPUTTCKOe, TaK M AaTMHCKOe p MHTePIIPeTUPOBAAOCh B TO-
AeAbCKOM KakK qu, Io3aHee JaBlllee k — cp., Hampumep, planta > qulanda > clann (aar.
‘pacTreHne, IIopocap’ > UpA. ‘TIOTOMKHU, AeTH, pod, ceMbs’). VIms cearoro Ilarpuka, marpona
Vpaanann, OputTa 10 IPOUCXOXKAEHUIO, TaK’Ke ObLA0 3alIMCTBOBAHO B TO114e1bCKOM B (popme
Patricius > Quatricius > Cothriche, pAaHACKIIT BOKaAU3M B 4AaHHOM CAy4ae SICHO ITOKa3bIBaeT,
4TO IIPeAIIeCcTBYIOIINII eMy COTAacHBbI OblA AaOMaAbHBIM, MHaue MM HPUHAA0 Obl popmy
*Cathriche [Jackson 1953: 127]. Takum oOpa3oM, MBI MOXXeM CKa3aTb, 4TO B cepeauHe V B. B
roliAeAbCKOM I.-e. k¥ eIle COXPaHAAO CBOIO CTapylO (POHETHUKY.

B 10 >Xe Bpems B HaArpOOHON HaAINCH UPAAHACKOMY KOPOAIO, SKMBIIeMYy Ha TeppUTO-
pun CesepHOro Yo4bca 1 yMepIieMy IIpeAI1oA0KUTeAbHO B 550 I., 11 ube UMsI peKOHCTPYUPY-
eTcs Kak paHHee (?) *Uotekvorix, y>xe ormeueH 3ByK k — VOTECORIGES [Jackson 1953: 169].
TpaaunmoHHo pacrpocTpaHeHO MHeHIe, YTO AaHHOe AUII0 — AUII0 UCTOpUIecKoe, KaK U CBsI-
Toi Ilarpuk. O, IpeAnoA0XuTeAbHO, yIIoOMUHaeTcs B Tpakrate I'mapapr [Ipemyaporo «O mo-
rnbeau bpuranun» rmog umenem Boptunopa (6purrckas popma UMeHH, O UeM CM. HILKe), Ide
Ha3bIBAeTCSl «TMPAHOM AEeMeTOB», «C HOT A0 TOAO0BbI OIIO30PEHHBIM Pa3ANMYHBIMM OpaToyonii-
CTBaMU U IPpeAro00AessHUAMN» (CM. OpUTMHAA, PYC. IepeBoa 1 KoMMeHTapuil B [YexoHaackast
2003: 187, 274, 275]). Ilpasuteanr gemetos (HpiHe — rpadcrso Jdusea B IOxHOM Y9abce), np-
AaHJell IO IIPOMCXOXKAEHUIO, HO OoJee U3BECTHBIN 1104, OpUTaHHM3MPOBaHBIMUI popMamMu
uMmenu — Boprunop naun Borenopur, Hocma puMcKuii TUTYyA IPOTEKTOpPa, KOTOPBIN pPUMASHE
AaBaaul BOXKAAM BapBapcKUX rocyapcts. Ilpu ®ToM OoHM IoAy4yaau IIpaBa «3alllMTHUKOB»
rpanun. Boptumop, xak npuHATO cuuTaTh, ymep npumepHo B 550 1., 1 9Ty gaTy B TaKOM CAy-
yae cAel0Baa0 Obl TaKXKe CYUTaTh OTPaHNYHON — MMEHHO TOrJa, 10 KpaliHeil Mepe y>Ke To-
IJa cTapoe roiAeAbCKoe qu A4aA0 k VI cAMA0CHh C UICKOHHEBIM K.

Oanako n ganHas gatuposka Hagnucy, u cootHeceHne nmeHn VOTECORIGAS ¢ nmenem
peaabHOTO KOpoAsl BopTuropa BBI3BIBAIOT psig BO3pakeHUII. Bo-IepBbIX, HAAIIUCH SBHO WA-
AIOCTpUPYeT coXpaHeHIe KOHEYHOTO OKOHYaHMs, T. €. ABAseTCs, YTO Ha3blBaeTcs, «J0arloKOIl-
HOVI» U, cAeA0BaTeAbHO, 40AXKHA AaTUpoBaThcsa IlepuoaoM He nosaHee 500 r. H. 9. (cM. cyM-
MapHOe 13A0>KeHne poHeTYeCcKIX IIPOIleccoB IoligeAbCKOro Ieproa UCTOPUN UPAaHACKOTO
s3bIKa II0 AaHHBIM oraMmdeckux Haarmcell [Kopoaes 1984: 30]). IlpeanoaokuteabHo, Kak
rmrer K. Csudrt, «aatmposka camoil KHUTU [114bABI B JaHHOM CAydae MO>KeT OBITh II0ABepI-
HyTa COMHEHMIO M OTHeceHa K 0oaee paHHeMy BpeMeHM» [Swift 1997: 54]. Ilo muenuio
I1. Cumc-Buabsimca, KOTOpBINT OOpaTiA BHUMaHMe Tak’Ke Ha HeIIOAHOe COOTBEeTCTBUEe OraMm-
4eckoro MMeHU ¥ MMeHHN Kopoas y I'mapasl (Borekopur m Boprenop), «Boremopur >xma
paHbIlle, YeM OIMCAHHLIN [ 1aba011 TUpaH, T. e. panee 540 1., TpaguiMonHas AaTta Tpyda ['manp-
ABL, 11, BO3MO>KHO, paHee 520 r.» [Sims-Williams 2003: 347]. Ilo ero MHeHHIO, 9TO OBLAU IIpeA-
CTaBUTEAU OAHOM AMHACTUN U Aa>Ke, BO3MOXKHO, OTeIl U ChIH.

ApyTuM CBUAETEABCTBOM YTpaThl BeAAPHBIM IpU3HaKa Aa0NaAbHOCTU ABASIIOTCSI OTaMMU-
yecKye HaAIIMCU CO CAOBOM «CBIH» (CbiHd...), B KOTOPBIX BMECTO TPaAUIIMIOHHOM (1, BO3MOKHO,
AAsl OTAeABHBIX HaJIucell IIpeACTaBAsIONIel co0oll yKe MCKYCCTBeHHYIO apXansauuio) ¢op-
Mbl MAQQI Bcrpeuaercs sapuant MACI (MAIC MACCI). Cp., nannpumep, Hagruucs DOMMO
MACI VEDUCERI, o koropoit A. A. Kopoaes nuiier, 4To ee aBTOp «HarpoMO3A1A AOKHbIE
apxau3MBbl ¥ aHaXpOHM3MBI. Ecan anokona 3asepiumaach K Hadaay VIB., To qu > k mepea raac-
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HBIMI IepeJHero psja — TOAbKO BO BTOpoIt noAosuHe VI B., a raacHbIN -1~ 40A5KeH Obla ObITh
CHMHKOIIMPOBaH B cepeAyHe TOTO Xe croaeTus. Takum oOpasoMm, Iiepexos 1ab1oBeAspHOIO B
IIPOCTOM BeAAPHBIN AaeT HaM terminus post quem aas agaTupoBKu Hagnucy» [Kopoaes 1984:
69]. B To >xe Bpems cyIecTByeT MHeHMUe, 4TO JaHHBI IIepexo/ IIpou3olilea HeCKOAbKO paHb-
mre. Ha Gase oaHOI 13 HOBBIX (HOBOHalAeHHBIX) Haammceln3, /. MakmaHyc nipesaaraeT JAaTu-
poBarth IIpoliecc repexosa qu > k y>e xoH1iom V B. B ceeTe ckasaHHOrO, IpusejeHHas HAMU
HaAINCh BBITASAANUT y>Ke He TaKO «aHaXPOHMCTUYHO».

Yro KacaeTcs A3BIKOB OPUTTCKOI BeTBY, B KOTOPLIX 1.-e. k¥ IIOCTelleHHO Aa01aAn30BaACs
AO CTagum p, TO 34eCh TaKKe M3BeCTeH CBOero poja terminus. VM cumraercsa cBuAeTeAbCTBO
IIndes, rpeka n3 Maccuaun (cosp. Mapcean), koTopsiit B 325 I. 40 H. 9. IIPeAIIPUHAA 3HaMe-
HUTBIN IIepUIlA — IldaBaHMe BAOAbL 3allaJHOIO M CeBepHOTro modOepexkbs EBpormnbl (emy ke
IIpUHaAAeXUT YIIOMUHaHNe O TaK Ha3bIBaeMoll ceBepHOIl 3eMae — Tyae, Ipearioa0XKuTeanb-
HO — Vcaanaum). B nepeckasax counHennii IIndes yrmommHaroTcs ocTpoBa, KOTOphle OH Ha-
spiBaeT Prettanike. ITpeaAnioa0XnUTeapHO TO OBLAO IpedyeckM OOpa3oBaHMEM OT aBTODTHOHMU-
Ma *pritani/*priteni, COOTHOCMBIM C MPAAHACKIIM STHOHUMOM cruithin, KOTOPBIN, KaK IIPUHATO
cunTaTh, ObIA 0OO3HaUEeHMEeM ITMKTOB M BOCXOAMA K OOIIEeKeAbTCKOM OCHOBe *k¥ritu- ¢ oOIum
3HaueHMeM «Jopma, 00pas» (cp. upAa. cruth, Baaa. pryd). CKkazaHHOe SABASETCS 4451 KeABTOAO-
IM OOIIMM MeCTOM M, HaCKOAbKO HaM M3BeCTHO, He SIBAseTCs IIpeAMeTOM IPUHIMIINAABHBIX
AVICKyccuii, DoAee IIog4poOHO CM., HallpuMep, B Kaaccudeckom uccaegosanun T. O'Paxnaan —
PRITENI, PRITANI, BRITANNI [O’Rahilly 1946], rae mpoucxo>xaeHne TOIIOHIMMAa U 9THOHIMaA
IIPOaHaAM3MPOBaHbl 4OCTATOYHO AeTaabHO. OTMeTUM Bce >Ke ITOIYTHO ABa MOMeHTa, KaKAbIN
13 KOTOPBIX caM I10 ce0e 445 KeAbTOAOTUM B 11€4A0M AOCTaTOYHO BakeH U TpeOyeT cepbe3HOIo
AaAbHeNIIero aHaamnsa.

Bo-niepBrIX, Ap.-upAa. 9THOHUM cruithin (pl. cruithni) B pannuit nepuog, (ao XIII—XIV BB.)
yIIOTpeDAsSACSI He IO OTHOIIEHUIO K COOCTBeHHO IMKTaM — HaceAeHUIO 3allagHoM M OT4acTH
Henrpaavnoin Iloraanaum, ocraBuBIIeMy 3arajodHble KaMHM CO CTPaHHBIMM CUMBOJaMU U
KUBIIIEMY B ITOAY3€MASHKAX, HAa3bIBa€MbIX «OpOX1». DTUM CA0BOM MPAAHALBI Ha3blBaAM B Ha-
yase HaceleHne Cepepo-Bocrounoit Vpaanaum, npuMepHO TeppUTOPUIO COBPEeMEHHBIX
rpadcrs AutpuMm, JdayH, ordact Apmar u TupoH. DTu 1n1eMeHHBIe COIO3HI (B carax — yAaapbl,
B uctopun — Kopoaescrsa Jdaa Puatax, Adaa Apaiiae n Jaa Puasa) omymmaanck 1 oniyiaan
ce0s1 caMM aAMMHUCTPaTUBHO (40 cepeaunsbl VII B.) n sTHHMYecku (BUAUMO, IAe-TO A0 Hadala
II—III BB.) HE ITOAHOCTBHIO MAEHTUYHBIMIY COOCTBEHHO MpAaHAllaM-ToligeAaM, OAHAaKO U3 HTOTO
He cAeAyeT, YTO OHM aBTOMaTU4YeCcK! OKa3blBaAMCh TeM CaMbIM MAHTUYHBIMU IIMKTaM, KOTO-
phle, KaK IIMIITYT PUMCKIe aBTOPHI, IIOCTOAHHO HallajaAlu Ha OpUTTOB U AAs 3allUTHl OT KOTO-
PBIX pUMAsHe ObLAYM BBIHY>KAEHBI IIOCTPOUTh AHTOHMHOB U AApUaHOB Baabl. BoaMoskHO, 9TO
Hace/eHMe TakKe OBIA0 KeAbTCKMM, HO, BUAUMO, B TaKOM cCAydae NpMHajlJe’kalo K 0oaee
paHHell BoaHe nepeceaennii. CaMo cA0BO, BUAMMO, Kak 1oaaraa eme Banapnec [LEIA-C: 254],
B MpAaHACKOM OBLAO paHHMM OPUTTCKMM 3alIMCTBOBaHMeM — 13 GpopMsl *Priteni > *Quriteni >
Cruithni (Aa0MaAM30BaHHOCTh COTAaCHOTO BbI3BaJa XapaKTepHYIO 1a0MaAbHOCTH IIOCAEAYIO-
IIero I1acHOrO). B 11043y naen 3anmMcTBoBaHmA TOBOPUT M TO, YTO, KAK MOXKeM MBI IIPeAIIOo-
AOXKUTD, B IIepUOJ KeABbTCKON OOITHOCTU AQHHBIN STHOHMM IIPOCTO He MOT CyIIleCTBOBaTh, TaK
Kak He CyIiecTBoBaJa 1 caMa peaans. Baaaniickuit sTHonuM Prydyn, KOTOPBIN TOXKe CUMTaeTCs
oOo3HayeHMreM IIMKTOB, HaM IIOKa HesiceH ceMaHTudeckn. boaee geTaabHblll aHaAM3 paHHMX
KOHTEKCTOB €TI0 YIIOTpeOAeHsI MOKeT IIPUBeCTH K IIPOsICHeHNIO BOIIpOca B 11e10M.

Uro KacaeTcs BaAAMIICKOIO XKe o0o3HadeHns1 bpurannun, Prydein, To ero Banapuec cunra-
eT BOCXOAAIIINM K HECKOABKO Apyroit popme — *Pritani. VImenHo sta ¢popma, BUAUMO, 11 Oblaa

3 CVNORIX MACVS MAQVI-COLINE, Haamucs gatupyercsa KoHIoM V B., cM. [McManus 1991: 90].
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ycapiana IIndeem u 3atem Bolllaa B KOPIIYC MCTOPUYIECKUX U reorpadpuieckmx 3HaHNUI aH-
TUYHOTO Mupa (B IIO3AHeN AaTUMHU3MpPOBaHHON ¢opme — Britanni). Pazanmume mMcXoaHBIX
dopwm, aasmnx odbosHadeHne bpuTtannu, ¢ 04HOI CTOPOHBI, U Ha3BaHIe «IIUKTOB» — C APYIOI],
orMmeyaa u apxeoaor bappu Kanaud¢, rnoaaras npm sTOM Bce XKe UX DTUMOAOTUYECKYIO
nAeHTNYHOCTh. Kak oH nmmer, «3THOHUM Pritani coxpaHuacsa kak obo3HauyeHne bpuranuu B
11e210M 1 panpocrpanuicsa B Pomanckoit bpurannn, Toraa kak popma Priteni ncroab3obasaach
pUMAsAHaMU AA51 OOO3HaYeHN:s BapBapCKOTO HaceAeHN:, KUBIIIero cepepHee AHTOHMHOBA Ba-
Aa» [Cunliffe 2002: 95]. Mb1 MOXeM IpPeAIIOA0XKUTD, UTO JaHHas popMa He Oblaa ITOAHOCTBIO
UAGHTIYHA CeMaHTNYeCK! U DTUMOAOIMYECKN IIepBOIi, HO sBMAach CypPpUKcalbHBIM pa3Bu-
TUEM CA0Ba, AABIIero B Cp.-Baaad. GopMy pridd nipu aAp.-upa. cré (gen. criad) ‘3emas, moysa’, K
oOmiekeabTcK. *kvriiets [LEIA-C: 224]. JKutean Bpuranum, scrpernsmmecs Indero, kak MBI
roJaraeM, HasbIBaAM ceOs He «0Opa3sMHaMI», a «3eMASHaMI», 4TO D0olee AOTMYHO, UAU IINU-
pe — «a104bM1» (Cp. TaKKe XapaKTepHbIl ceMaHTUYeCKNII IIepeHOC «3eMHbIe» — «AI0AN» TU-
nia humus ~ homo).

Caeaannple HaMH, 4OCTaTOYHO MPUHIIMIINAABHbIE B 11€10M 3aMeJaHIsl Bce JKe He MEHIOT
OCHOBHOTO BBIBOJA: KAaKOBO OBI HI ObLAO IIpOUCXOXKAeHue caoBa «bpurtanusa» u Kkem Obl HU ObI-
AU DTHUYIECKM MPAAHACKUE «KPYUTHI», TAyXOl AabuoseaspHsiii B IV B. 40 H. . B Bpurannm
y>Ke IIPOM3HOCKUACS KaK p 4.

I Bce >xe TOBOPUTH O TOM, YTO K DTOMY IepuoAy IIpOTOTOAeAbCcKas ¥ IPOTOOPUTTCKas
BeTBU KeAbTCKMX S3BIKOB B TOM, YTO KacaaoCh I1yXOTro Aa0MOBeAspHOTO, Pa3oILANCh yKe I104-
HOCTBIO ¥ OKOHYaTeAbHO, MBI He MOXKeM. BpuTTckmue 3amMcTBOBaHNS B IOiAE€AbLCKOM B psje
cAyJaeB, KaK KakeTcs, BBIAQIOT He TOABKO MeXaHI4eckoe BOCIIPOoM3BeeHle ICKOHHOTO 3ByKa p
KakK k%, KaK B A4aTMHCKJX 3alIMCTBOBaHIAX, HO U YaCTUMYHOe y3HaBaHNe COOCTBeHHON MCKOHHOI
AeKceMbl A1MOO0 COOCTBEHHOIO 3ByKa, MMeIOIero B OpUTTCKOM yeTkoe cooTsercTBue. Tak, Ha-
npuMep, Bce Ta ke ¢popMma Cruithni BO3HUKAA, CKOpee BCero, 10/ BAMSHNIEM MCKOHHOTO TOi-
AeABCKOTO cruth ‘obpas, 064K, TOXKAECTBeHHOTO U 9TuMoAornyecku. ViHrepecnee apyroe — B
Doaee 1oO3AHMIT Iepuo4 OPUTTHI, BUAMMO, TakXKe IIPOJ0AKaAN y3HaBaTh CBO 3BYK p B TOJi-
A@ABCKOM (TOYHee — y>Ke ApeBHeMpPAaHACKOM) k, BOCXOAAIIeM K paHHeMy k¥.

B aanHoM caydae Hamboaee SApKUM IpUMepOM MoOraa OBl OBITH y>Ke YIIOMsHyTasi HaMU
UPAaHACKO-OPUTTCKO-AaTUHCKas TPUAMHIBA, B KOTOPOI COACPIKUTCS UMs MPAAHACKOTO BOXK-
Aas, xusirero B Y»abce, — VOTECORIGAS memoria Voteporigis protictoris. B knure
M. Aunaaona n H. Yeasuk «Keabrckue kopoaesctsa» (1967), rae STOT MCTOpUYECKUI IIepCO-
HaX OINcaH J0BOABHO IIOAPOOHO, TOBOPUTCS, UTO B €0 HaATPOOHON HaAIIMCHU «BaAAUIICKOe
uMs IlepeBeJeHO Ha UpAaHACKUl» (cM. pyc. nep. [Anaaon, Yeasuk 2002: 63]). Ha camom aeae
®TO He Tak: Bopremop OpuMTTCKOV MCTOpPMM IO HAIMOHAABHOCTU OblA MpAaHAILIEM M HOCUA
UpAaHACKOe UMs, KOTOpOe, BUAMMO, ellle IIPU ero >KMU3HU OblA0 OpUTTaMll peUHTepIIpeTUpo-
BaHO. MBI II04araeM, YTO UMEHHO PeMHTepIPeTPOBaHO, a He BOCIIPOM3BeeHO MeXaHI4eCcKN
C COOTBETCTBYIOIIel (pOHEeTNUeCKON 3aMeHO, ITIOCKOABKY ceMaHTMKa MIMeHI DTOro AuIia JaeT
BO3MO>KHOCTD CAeAaTh ero HOHATHBIM KaK ApeBHUM MpAaHAIIaM, TakK U APeBHNM BaAANIIIaM:
«orammdeckas OCHOBa *wotek®o- coOTBeTCTByeT OpUTT. *wotepo- ‘TIOMOIIL, IT0AAepKKa', OTKyAa
BaaA. godeb ‘npubeskuine’ ([Kopoaes 1984: 200], cM. Takke 00 ®TOM UMeHM U O caMOIl HaAIIU-
cu [Jackson 1953: 169; Mac Cana 1960]). Vaes cosHaTeABbHOV peMHTepHpeTauuu (UAU Aaxke
IlepeBoja) AAHHOTO MMeEHH paspelllaeT IIPOTHBOpedylre, Ha KOTOpoe oOpaTua B CBOe BpeMs

* Tor ¢axT, uro ITudeit ObLa rpekoM, T. €. FOBOPMA Ha SA3bIKe, KOTOPEIIL B CBOE BpeMsl TakKe IPOM3Bea aHal0-
TUYHEII TIepexog k¥ > p, 4045keH OBITh B KaKOM-TO CTeIeH! «IIPUHAT K PACCMOTPEHMIO», OAHAKO B IPEYeCcKOM DTOT
rlepexo/, IIpoM30IIiea TOpas3 A0 paHbIlle ¥ COOTBeTCTBYIONINIT 3BYK K JaHHOMY IIepMrOAy B MHOS3EIYHBIX CAOBAX yKe
He «y3HaBaACs».
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A. Maxmanyc: ecan ObI 111a pedb 00 «y3HaBaHUI» COOCTBEHHBIX pep1eKCOB IA1yXOro AaduoBe-
ASIPHOTO B MPAaHACKOM MMeHM, TO orammdeckas ¢gpopma A0A’KHa Ob1aa Ob1 nmeTs Bug VOTE-
QORIGAS, 1ockoapKy OpuTTCKOe [p] STMMOAOIMYECKM COOTBETCTBYeT M MOKeT IIpeAIloAo0-
JKITeABHO BBICTYIIaTh a140(poHOM roiigeapckomy [kv], o He [K]! [McManus 1991: 90].

Oco0p5lit MHTEepec ¢ AaHHON TOUKM 3peHMs IIpeAcTaBasdeT U THOoHUM Epidii, purypupyio-
it Ha Kapre Iltoaemes, — I0ro-3anagnas [loraanans (cosp. panon Apraiiaa). Ha nmepseiin
B3IAs4, AeKceMa epidii Ka’KeTCsl IIPO3pavyHoil ceMaHTUIeCcK UM AOCTaTOYHO ITOHATHON (pOHO-
Mopdoaorndyeckn. B ee ocHOBe A€XXUT IPOAOAKeHNe U.-e. KOPHsI, 0O03HAYaIOIIero «A0IIaab,
KOHs1» — *ek'wo-s (cp. aAat. equus, ckp. dsvah, Tp. {mmog), coraacHo pekoHcTpyknun K. Mak-
Kona — *mékw-o-s [McCone 1994: 99] u mpeacraBaeHHOTO IPUMEPHO C TeM >Ke 3HaueHNeM
IIpaKTUYeCcK! BO BCeX KeAbTCKUX A3bIKaX — Cp. UpA. ech, raaabsck. Epo- n Baaa. ebol “xepebe-
HOK' (MHTepBOKa/AbHOe -b- Ha MecTe -p- BOZHMKAO B pe3dyAbTaTe TaK Ha3bIBaeMOll «OpUTTCKOI
AeHNLNN», IMeBIlIell MeCTO, KaK IIPUHATO CYUTaTh, BO BTOPOI II0A0BUHe V B., CM., HalIpuMep
[Jackson 1953: 545, 695]). JaHHas ocHOBa, KaK MOXKHO IIPeAIIOAO0KNUTh, B I1epuoJ KeAbTCKO
OOIITHOCTY CAY>KIAa OCHOBHBIM ODO3HadyeHMeM A0IaAy, KOH:A, O4HAaKO MMeAa IIPU 9TOM Psid,
CHOHMMOB, TaKkKe 3acBlAeTeAbCTBOBAHHBIX B psje ITO3AHENMIINX KeAbTCKUX AnaaekToB. Cu-
HOHIMOB, €CTeCTBeHHO, He TOYHBIX, HO CKOpee CrIelMPUINPYIOMNX CTOAb Ba’KHBII A4 KyAb-
TYpBI TOTO BpeMeHI 00beKT. Elle B rpedecknx ncrounukax (cM. [Evans 1967: 198]) ormeuaercs
AekceMa mark-, cTaBIIIasi OCHOBHOM A4 OPUTTCKIX SI3BIKOB (BaAA. march, cp. KOpH. margh, Oper.
marc’h), Meromas napasileAu B TepMaHCKOM (Cp. A.-B.-H. mar(i)ha, Ap.aHTA. mearh) U sABASIO-
I1asCsl IPeATI0A0XKUTEeAPHO 3aIMCTBOBAHHOMN M3 aATalICKUX SI3BIKOB, BUAVIMO He HEeIIOCPeACT-
BEeHHO, HO uepe3 KaKyIO-TO AMaleKTHYIO 30HY, B KOTOPOIl OHa II0Ay4lda CTaTyC «Opoasdero
caoBa», cM. [lamkpeanase, Visanos 1984: 939]. Buanmo, ocHOBa ekwo- MOraa 3aKpernmuThcs 3a
0OO3HaueHNeM TATA0BOM A0Ilaay, TOTAa Kak marc- o003Havala Aollalb BEPXOBYIO (Cp. KOPH.
marrek ‘BcagHUK IpU UpA. marcach ‘To >ke’, B TO BpeMsI KaK OCHOBHBIM OOO3Hau€eHIeM A0IIaAu
B TOMAeAbCKUX sA3bIKax A0 HadaJa HOBO-MPAAHACKOIO Ilepmoga ocraercs ech). B 6purrckux
SI3BIKAX B MICTOPUYECKNII IIepIOJ 1.-e. AeKceMa He TOABKO y>Ke He Obll1a OCHOBHBIM OOO3Haue-
HIeM AO0lIlIaAM, HO OKa3aAach y>Ke IIpaKTU4ecK! yTpadyeHHOIA.

B xnure /1. n A:x. /19Hr BpICKa3bIBaeTCs IIpeAIl0A0KeHNe, 4To B palioHe 3anaaunon Ilor-
AaHaum u I'eGpuackux octposos, 0003HaueHHOM Yy IIToaemest Kak 004acTh, HaceAeHHasl «DIIN-
AVSIMI», CyIIlecTBOBaJla TpaANUIINs pasBeAeHIsl AoIIajell, IIpideM He TOABKO 445 COOCTBEHHO-
IO MICIIOAb30BaHNs, HO U «Ha DKCIOPT», 4eM U OOBACHSAETCS caM DTHOHUM; peANKTBI DTOM Tpa-
AVIIMM OHM IpejJaraioT YBUAETb M B OCODOM TemMe «MyApON AOIIaAW», OIIVCAaHHON
cB. AgamuanoMm B ero «Kutun KoaymOu1», T. e. Ha o-Be Vona [Laing 2001: 82]. dannas naes,
KaK HaM KakeTcs, IIpearioaraeT, YTO caMO CAOBO dnuduu M3HA4aAbHO OBLAO He aBTODTHOHM-
MOM, a aAA09THOHMMOM: TaK 0003Ha4aANCh I11eMeHa, MapKIpOBaHHbIe B I1a3ax coceeil AaH-
HBIM IIPU3HAKOM.

Cama ¢opma epidii peacraBasieT co0OM, KaK IIPUHATO CUUTaTh, CyOCTaHTMBUPOBAHHOE
aKTMBHOe IIpuyacTie, Bocxoasllee K 00IekeAbTCKoMy *ekvidios, TpoAOA’KeHNsI KOTOPOTO 3a-
CBIAETeAbCTBOBAHHBI TaKXKe B TOIAeABCKMX orammdecknx Haammcsax 8 popme EQODDI n ap.
(cm. [Kopoaes 1984: 153], oTkyda Takke pacIpocTpaHeHHOe upaaHAckoe uMst Eochu, Eochaid
[McManus 1991: 122]). CemaHTuKa ®THOHMMA (KaK U 11eA0TO psida MMeH COOCTBEHHBIX), TaKUM
oOpa3oM, O3HauaeT IPUMEPHO «MMeIoIIe 4e40 C AOMIaibMU» UAM «yIPaBASIOLINe KoAec-
HUIIaMI» (HO, BUAVIMO, YYUThIBAsl CKa3aHHOe BBIIIIe He «BcagHUKI»). OgHaKo Ipu TaKoil Tpak-
TOBKe HesICHBIM BCe >Ke OKa3blBaeTCs BOKaAM3M DTHOHMMaA, KOTOPBIN 40AKeH Obla Obl MMeTb
dopmy *epodiis. TlosTOMy 3acayXuBaloIllell BHUMaHNUA HAM IIPeACTaBASETCS TPaKTOBKa

5 Cp., 0AHaKoO, B raAAbCKMX MMeHax cobctseHHBIX — Epillus, Epetina, Episi, Epiu etc. [Evans 1967: 198].
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T. O’Paxnaan, KOTOpHIN BUANT KaK B HallleM STHOHIMe, TaK U B IMeHI UPAaHACKOTO OOKeCT-
Ba Echde He crapoe mpuyacTue, a CyOCTaHTUBHBIN KOMITO3UT. PekoHcTpynpoBaHHoe *ekvo-dios
OH packaaAblBaeT Ha *ekvo- u *dios, «<KOHb-00I», a 3HaUeHle Ha3BaHIsI I11eMeHN Ha Kapte IITo-
AeMes OOBACH:ET Kak «rodntaromye 6ora Kors», ecm. [O'Rahilly 1946: 292]. C apyroit ctopo-
Hpl, Kak nuireT A. A. Kopoaes, «coxpaHeHne -0- caeayeT 0ObsICHUTD AeTICTBYIEM Aa0NnoBeAsp-
Horo [k“]» [Kopoaes 1984: 153]; coxpaHseTcss OHO TakKe B AaTMHCKOI HaArpOOHON HaAIUCHU
LAPIS ECHOD], ‘kamens Doxaiiga’, 3apuKCcMpoBaHHOI Ha 0-Be VIoHa 1 gaTupyeMoill sIurpa-
¢uaeckn nagaaom VII B. [Sims-Williams 2003: 118; Swift 1997: 77], u B 2AaTMHN30BaHHOM UMe-
Hu Echodius 8 «Kutun cs. Koayma Knaase» Asgamuana (xorer VII 8.). Takim odpasomM, MOXKHO
IpeAOAO0KUTeABHO PeKOHCTPYUpPOBaTh ABe IIPOTOKeAbTCKIe (GOPMBI, UMeIOolNe BapuaTyB-
HBIV CTaTyC, KaXKAasl 13 KOTOPBIX MMeeT KaK KOHTMHEeHTaAbHbIe, TaK I OCTPOBHBIE IIPOJ0AKe-
Hust: 1) *ekvidios (sTHOHUM epidii, upa. Eichde, raaabck. Epius etc.) u 2) *ekvodius6 (raaabck.
Epaticcus, Epo-redorix etc., upa. oramua. EQODD, EQODDI, ECHADI, npa. Eochaid, etc.”, upa.
koM. Echmarcach, Echmilid, Echri [Uhlich 1993: 237]). I'pynina npaaHAcKuUX MMeH, TaKUM oOpa-
30M, OKa3bIBAETCsI COBIIaAAIOIIEl C OTAEABHBIMI TaAABCKUMY (pOpMaMH, a TaK’Ke STHOHIMOM
«ONuAnN» AUIIb IO IIePBOMY DAeMeHTY, KOTOPBII HU STUMOAOIMYeCcK!, HU ceMaHTIYeCK! B
A1000M cay4ae, Ka3zaa0Ch Obl, COMHEHIIT He BBI3bIBaeT.

B roitaeabckoil TOIOHMMUKe AaHHBIV PerMOH Tak’Ke YacTO CBA3BIBAETCS C .-e. OCHOBOIA,
0OO3HavaIOIIell KOHs, a B AeTeHAAPHON UCTOPUM — C VIMEHaMI IIePBOIPEAKOB, MMEIOIINX
COOTBETCTBYIOIIYIO 9TMMOAOIMIO. Tak, MupuIeckuM IIpeakoM oOuTareleil 9Toil 0dAacTu —
OCHOBaTe/leM AMHacTUI Kopoaenl Jdaa Apaiige — cuntaercss Doxaita MyHpemap, nan Do-
xaiia Puaga. B mpaanackmx ke MCTOYHMKaX BCTpedaeTcs nepudpactuyeckoe Ha3BaHe oONTa-
teaent Adaa Puaasr — Sil Echdach, ‘koHckoe cems'. VI3BecTHO Tak>Ke HasBaHUe o3epa B Cesep-
Hoit Vipaanaun — Loch nEchach Konckoe osepo (cosp. Lough Neagh), Bo3HMKIIIee B pe3yabTaTe
TOTO, YTO AeTeHAapHBINT OVHH B354 U3 3€MAM OTPOMHEIN KaMeHb U 3a0poCiA eTo Ha BOCTOK B
BOAY, OT Uero IOsIBUACS O-B M®H. B 9TOI1 AereHae MOXKHO YBUAETH TakKe OAUH 13 MeTadopu-
9JeCcKIX IepeceAeHNIT «KOHCKIX AI0Ael» ¢ 3allaja Ha BOCTOK. MBI MO>XeM yBIAEeTh 34ech ped-
A€eKCBl AnO0 KyabTa Oora-KoH:, Kak rmoaaraa O'Paxmaan, Anb60 MapKMpOBaHHOTO U, BUAVIMO,
CaKpaAM30BaHHOTO MCIIOAb30BaHM KOAECHUI], AMO0 IPOCTO Pa3BUTOIO KOHEBOACTBA, B AIO-
OoM caydae 3aKpelMBIlMecs B Ha3BaHNM I1AeMeH!, U3BecTHOM Ha oboux (!) 6eperax VMpaana-
CKOTO MOpsI U B OOOMX perrmoHax — CeMaHTI4YeCcK! MOTHBMpPOBaHHOM. bozee Toro, kak oTMme-
yaet /x. Oposep, B UPAAHACKMX >Ke TeKCTax MbIC, HaspiBaeMblil y IItoaemes epidion akron,
obosHauaetcs Kak Ardd Echde, mpuieM B mocaeaHeit ¢popMe OH BUANUT He KaAbKUPOBAHHOE
BOCIIpOU3BeJeHIe «VCKOHHOTO» OPUTTCKOTO TOIIOHMMa, a CKOpee IapaldleAbHOe U «He3aBU-
cuMoe 0DO3HadYeHMne AaHHON yactu nodepexps [loraanaum» [Fraser 1928: 189]. Takum obOpa-
30M, MBI MOXKeM PeKOHCTPyHpOBaTh OOO3HaueHUe ILAeMeHH, KOTOpoe Ha 3allalHoM Oepery
Vpaanackoro mops 0b140 u3BecTHO Kak Sil Echdach, a Ha BOCTOYHOM — Kak epidii, KaK >Ke IIpu
STOM Ha3bIBaAl ceOsl OHM caMM U KaKoe Ha3BaHIMe OBLA0 MCXOAHBIM, CKa3aTh 4OBOABHO CAOXK-
HO. ITOCKOABKY B OPUTTCKUX s3bIKaX B OTAMYME OT TOMAEABbCKIMX POAOAKEHNS U.-e. OCHOBEI,
00O3HavaroIell KOHs, He 3aCBIAEeTeAbCTBOBAHEI B Ka4ecTBe OOIIero Ha3BaHNs, MBI MOTAN OB
IpeAO0A0XKIUTD, 4YTO MCXOAHBIM OBLAO IOliAeAbCKOe Ha3BaHle I11eMeHl, 3ByJaBlllee IIPUMepHO
Kak *ekwidii. /laHHBII D THOHUM MOT OBITh 3aTeM peMHTepIIpeTUPOBaH OpUTTaMM Kak epidii 1 B
Takoi1 popMe cTaa ussecreH Iltoaemero.

Caeayer oOpaTuTh BHUMaHIe, O4HAKO, eIlle Ha OAHYy AeTaab. Kak oTMeyaa B yCTHOM BBI-
CTyILA€HUM Ha KOH(pepeHINM, IOCBAIIeHHON! pAaHACKOMY cpeaHeBeKOBbIO (1ioHb 2003) ap-

¢ *[exvad'ih] — cm. [Harvey 1987: 64].
7 O passurtuu upa. opm Eochu, Eochaid ipu Echach, Echdach cm. [Bergin 1932: 140—146].
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xeoaor A. Byad, IItoaemeit HazbiBaa HekoTOopsle n3 I'ebpuacknx octposos EBOUDAI B uem
MO>KHO YBMAETH TO11AeAbCKOe IIPOM3HOIIIeHe OPUTTCKOIO THOHMMA (C XapaKTepHBIM O3BOH-
YeHleM «4y>KOIO» p B MHTePBOKaAbHOM IIOAOKeHMH, Cp., Harmpumep, pobal ‘Hapoa’, us aar.
populus). JanHpiil PpaKT MOXKeT, KaK HaM Ka’KeTcsl, CAY>KUTb apTyMeHTOM B I10Ab3y TOIO, 4TO B
COOCTBEHHO TOI1AeAbCKOM apeade CAOBO *ekwidii BoOOIIle, BO3MOKHO, He PUIYPUPOBAIO KaK
DTHOHMM, XOTs MICTOPMYECK! HTOT PeriMoH U ero HaceAeHue AAsl UpAaHALeB U OBLAM KaK-TO
TPagUIIMIOHHO CBS3aHBI C A0IIaAbMIA.

Ho coraacno asanHoit Teopum, IpOTOOPUTTEL, BCTyHas yKe B OoJee IMO3AHMI Iepuo/ Ha
OCTpOBax B KOHTaKT C IlepeceAMBIIMMUCA Tyja paHee HPOTOroiijedaMy, AOAXKHBI ObLAM OT-
JyacTu y3HaBaTh B UX k- (TOuHee — qu) cBOe p-, KOTOpoOe ellle HeJaBHO 3By4ado Kak kw 1 B OT-
A@ABHBIX CA0BaXx MPOJ0A>KaA0 3By4aTh MMeHHO Tak. VIHpIMI ca0BaM1, 40 TOTO, KaK B CUAY psI-
Aa pe3kux PpoHeTNIecKNX, MOpPOAOTMYEeCKMX ¥ CUHTaKCUMYeCKIX M3MeHeHNI KOHTMHeHTaAb-
Hble KeAbTCKUe SA3BIKU IPeBpPaTUANCh B OCTpOBHbIe (rpuMepHo IV—VIBB. H.5.), KaK MBbI
MO>KeM IIpeAIl0A0KNUTh, Ha OIlpejeAeHHOM DTalle AaHHbIe SI3BIKM MOTAM OBITh B3a/IMOITOHSAT-
HBIMU 445 HOCUTeJell, XOTs, HaBepHOe, B pa3HOIl cTerleHN. B gaHHOM caydae poHeTMKa OKa-
3bIBaeTCsA B IPOTUBOPEUNI U C IA0TTOXPOHOAOIMEN, U C MCTOpudecKoil Mopgoaorueit. VIHpI-
MM CAOBaMM, MBI MOXKeM PeKOHCTPYMpPOBaTh CUTYaIUIO, IIPY KOTOPON IIPOTOTONAEA IIPOU3-
HOCHA Ha MecTe 1.-e. k¥ HeKMI1 3BYK, IpUOAVKAIOIINIICA K p, I, HAOOOPOT, OpUTT IIPOMU3HOCUA
HeuTo, 0AM3Koe K k.

3aceseHne KeAbTCKUMM ILA1eMeHaMy BpuraHcKux ocTpoBOB IIpeAcTaBAs40 cOOON He Ka-
KOe-TO r100aAbHOe eAMHOBPeMeHHOe IlepeceleHle, HO CBOero poJa KOHTMHYYM, B IIpoIiecce
KOTOPOTO TPYIIIBI II1€MeH, IIePe>KUBIIX Te AV VHbIe A3bIKOBble CABUIN, HaKAaAbIBaAMICh Ha
II1€MeHa, KOTOpble C TOYKM 3PeHMsI AMHIBMCTUYECKON OTCTOSAAM OT HUX BCETO Ha HECKOABKO
I1aroB (B IIepBYIO odepeab 9TO, eCTeCTBeHHO, Kacaaoch (poHeTmdecknx nsmenenmii). Ilocrosn-
Hble KOHTaKThl ¥ BOAHBI BTOPMYHBIX IlepeceAeHNil, O KOTOPBIX MBI HAXOAUM J0CTaTOYHOE KO-
AVYeCTBO YIOMMHAaHUI KaK B MPAAHACKUX carax U cpeJHeBalAUICKIX MaOMHOIMOH, TaK U B
AATVHCKMX MCTOYHMKAX, TaKXKe, BUAVMO, OOyCAOBAMBAAN B3alIMOBAMAHME SA3BIKOB. IIpuuem,
HacKOAbKO MBI IIOHMMaeM, HamboJee «KOHTaKTHOW» 30HON OKasbiBalach MMeHHO Cepepo-
3anagnas bpuranus, T. e. 004aacTh, 3aceAeHHasl NUKTaMU (KeM OBl OHI HU OBLAM) U T'paHNYa-
mas ¢ OpuTTaMu Ha Iore U roigeaamu («CKOTTamMI») Ha 3allade yepe3 mpoans. boaee Toro,
y>ke coOcTBeHHO VIpaanaus, 0coOeHHO ceBepO-BOCTOUHAsI ee 004acTh, C AAHHOM TOUKU 3PeHIs
IpeJcTaBAsaa coOOI TakKe AaAeKO He TOMOTeHHYIO 30HY.

Ho rae mmenHo nmpoxoguaa rpaHmuiia MeXxay IpOTOroiigelaMm U IpOTOOPUTTaMU, MHBI-
MU CAOBaMU — TIJe MMeHHO HaXOAMANCH IlepBble 004acTy, 3aceAeHHble TO TPYHIION KeAbT-
CKIX A3BIKOB, B KOTOPOIl 0OIlekeabTcKoe *kv mepemiao B qu? OTBeTUTH Ha TOT BOIIPOC AO-
BO/ABHO CA0HO, IIOCKOABKY, O 4YeM MBI y>Ke YIIOMIHAAM, CeBepO-BOCTOK VIpaanaum u cesepo-
3anag bpuranum mpeacraBasan coboil B Iepuod HauuHasg c pyOeska Hallleil 9pbl 0COOYIO
«I1AaBUABHYIO» A3BIKOBYIO M 9THMUYECKYIO 30Hy. OD 9TOM mepuoje cOXpaHUAOCh He TaK MHOTO
HaJe>XHBIX CBUAETeAbCTB, OJHAKO y>Ke ceifldac 40CTaTOYHO O4YeBUAHO, YTO TpaAMIIMIOHHAs JC-
TOpUs «TOoAean3anum» coppementon Illoraanaun, HaumHamasca SKOObI AUIIbL B V B. C 3a-
ceseHns npaananamu Jaa Pruaapl, B 3HaUMTeAbHON CTelleH! yIIpoOIllaeT MCTHHHOE IOA0Ke-
HIe Belllell. boaee Toro, B 04HOI 13 HegaBHUX padoT 110 TOoMY Boripocy (cM. [Campbell 2001:
290]) nipeaaaraetcs ellle 0oaee paguKalbHOe pelleHre Ipo0AeMbl: IIOTAaHACKOe HaceleHle
SBUAOCH He TOABKO IIPOJOAKeHNeM MPAAHACKUX KOAOHMCTOB, IyCTh Aake U 0oJlee paHHUX
IIepMOAOB, HO OTYaCTU IOTOMKaMM IIPOTO-IIPOTOIONAeA0B, 3aCeAsSBIINX 3allaJHble paliOHbI
MMotaananmn.

Tak uTo >xe «kaaccupuKanys KeAbTCKIX A3BIKOB»? Kak, BO3MOXKHO, CAUIIIKOM Pe3KO ITn-
mret 06 ®ToM I1. Pacceaa, «reopernyeckyt MOKHO IIpeAIIOA0KNUTh, YTO BCe CyOIpyIIIbl KeAbT-
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CKUX SI3BIKOB IIPOMICXOASAT HEIOCpeACTBeHHO OT OAHOTO IPOTOSA3bIKA, a 0AM30CTh OTAEABHBIX
SI3BIKOBBIX YepT BHYTPM AaHHBIX CyOTIpYIIII IIPOM30IILla B pe3yAbTaTe KOHTaKTOB MeXAYy HOCH-
Tteasmm» [Russell 1995: 17]. D10, KOHEYHO, HE COBCeM Tak, HO Ha (pOHe CKa3aHHOTO CTAHOBUTCS
Bce 0OJee COMHUTEABHBIM Je>Kallluil B OCHOBe KaAaccuduKalmuy 4ucTo PpoHeTHIecKuil Ipu-
3HaK (paBHO KaK M APYTOJi IIpM3HaK — pa3BUTe I1.-e. CAOTOBBIX COHAHTOB, CPOPMYAUPOBAHHBIN
B padorax K. X. HImuara [Schmidt 1978 —1980; 1988; 1992]). Ocobyio poab HauMHAIOT MCIIOA-
HATDb 1 OCOOBIN BeC I0AYJaloT yKe 4icTO Mop¢oAoriyecKe N3MeHeH!s, Ae>XKalljiie B OCHOBe
pasjeaeHns] KeAbTCKUX A3bIKOB Ha «KOHTMHEHTaAbHbIe» M «OCTPOBHBIE», a €AVHCTBEHHO Ha-
A€KHBIM (?) KpuTepueM AAsl COCTaBAeHIS KeAbTCKOIO «ApeBa» OKa3bIBalOTCsA AaHHbIE IA10TTO-
XPOHO/AOTUN.

Harreln maee IOCTOSIHHBIX «KOHTAKTOB» (IlepeKAMKAIOIIeICsl C TUIIOTe3011 «KYyMYASITUB-
HOJ» KeabTusauuu bpuranckux ocrposos — cMm. [Waddell 1991]), kazaaoch 6b1, mpoTHBOCTO-
ut teopusa Ax.Kyka o cymecrsosannu B Keaesnom seke B l'aaao-bpurrcko-I'oiiaeanckonn
30He HeKOero OOIeKeAbTCKOTO KOJiHe, IIOHSATHOIO BCeM 1 OKa3bIBaBIIIero ollpejeeHHoe (B OC-
HOBHOM (OHeTIIecKoe) BAUSIHIE Ha gaHHBIe sA3BIKU (cM. [Koch 1992]). Ho oco6oro nmportuso-
peuns MBI 34eCh He BUAVIM: B AI000OM cAydae McTopudeckas (pOHOAOTHA OKa3blBaeTCsl 30HOM,
HanboJee 3LIOKON M HalMeHee IIPUTOAHOM AAs BbIpaBHMBAHNS KPUBBIX BeTBell KeAbTCKOTO
SI3BIKOBOTO ApeBa.
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The most obvious phonological distinction between the two main branches of Celtic lan-
guages (Goidelic and Brittonic) involves the outcome of the unvoiced labiovelar */k¥/. In
Goidelic it was delabialized in most environments and merged with /k/, but in Brittonic it
became fully labialized and yielded /p/. This basic difference, proposed by John Rhys in
1882, has given rise to the unfortunate terms “P-Celtic” (Welsh, Cumbric, Cornish and Bre-
ton) and “Q-Celtic” (Irish, Scottish and Manx). The Continental Celtic languages (Gaulish,
Lepontic and Celtiberian) show some fluctuations in regard to this sound, and it is highly
probable that they represented allophonic variants of Proto-Celtic *q for a very long time (in
spite of the depth of divergence of Proto-Celtic — appr. 1200 BC according to glottochro-
nological calculations). Toponymic and ethnonymic data of later periods (400 BC — 400 AD)
demonstrate that the variants of this sound were acoustically similar to the speakers, espe-
cially within the zone of their prominent contacts — West of Scotland and North-East of Ire-
land. We therefore presume that this most important element of Celtic historical phonology
cannot serve as a distinctive principle in the construction of the tree diagram of Celtic lan-
guages and only makes more obscure the scheme of their development.
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Some Berber Etymologies VI'

The article continues the author’s general research in the field of Afro-Asiatic comparative
linguistics, concentrating on new Afro-Asiatic etymologies for Berber roots with initial *m-.
More than 50 new comparisons are presented.
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Introduction

The purpose of my series ‘Some Berber Etymologies’ is to gradually reveal the still unknown
immense Afro-Asiatic heritage hiding in the Berber lexical stock, which has been little ex-
plored from this standpoint.

The first part of this series of papers, containing miscellaneous Berber etymologies, was
published very long ago (Takacs 1996). My possibilities in this first part were strongly limited
by the rather small collection of lexical sources at my disposal at that time (a list of addenda et
corrigenda is planned to follow in a later issue of this series). Recently, I have prepared the sec-
ond, third, and fourth parts as well, containing a rich collection of new etymologies for Berber
lexical roots with initial *b-, *b-, and *f- resp.,2 which primarily reflect my research on the sec-
ond and third volumes of the ‘Etymological Dictionary of Eqyptian’ (abbreviated as EDE),® with a

1 This paper was presented at the 4. Bayreuth-Frankfurt-Leidener Kolloquium zur Berberologie, 21-23
September 2006, Frankfurt am Main.

2 A selected list of Berber etymologies with initial *b-, *b-, and *{- (partly discussed herein) has been present-
ed at the international conference ‘2. Bayreuth-Frankfurter Kolloquium zur Berberologie’ (Frankfurt am Main, 11-13
July 2002) with the title “Notes on the History of Proto-Berber *b-, *b-, *f- in an Afro-Asiatic Context’. But — due to lack
of space and strict page limitations — it was impossible to publish the full collection of 170 lexical comparisons
with all details and references (only a brief summary of the presentation) in the proceedings of the Frankfurt-
Bayreuth conference (2003 issue of the ‘Frankfurter Afrikanistische Blitter’). Therefore, 1 decided to use the
opportunity in this paper to propose the original material dealing with the Berber lexical roots with initial *f- in
full details and length. I plan to publish the further collection of my new Berber lexical comparisons in the
subsequent parts of ‘Some Berber Etymologies’. The preceding issues of the series were published as follows: ® The
Origin of Ahaggar h in an Afro-Asiatic Perspective // Chaker, S. & Zaborski, A. (eds.): Etudes berbéres et chamito-
sémitiques. Mélanges offerts a Karl-G. Prasse pour son 70¢ anniversaire. Paris & Louvain, 2000., Editions Peeters. Pp.
333-356. ® Some Berber Etymologies II: Berber Lexical Roots with *b- // Lingua Posnaniensis 45 (2003), 93-119. e
Some Berber Etymologies III: Berber Lexical Roots with *b- // Nait-Zerrad, K. & Ibriszimow, D. & Vofen, R. (eds.):
Nouwelles études berberes Le verbe et autres articles. Actes du ‘2. Bayreuth-Frankfurter Kolloquium zur Berberologie’. Berber
Studies vol. 8. Koln, 2004., Riidiger Koppe Verlag. pp. 191-204. ® Some Berber Etymologies IV: Berber Lexical Roots
with *f- // Studia Etymologica Cracoviensia 10 (2005), 173-201. ® Some Berber Etymologies V: Berber Lexical Roots
with *m-. Forthcoming.

3 This research was carried out partially during my research fellowship at Frankfurt (Institut fiir Afrikanische
Sprachissenschaften) in 1999-2000 and 2002, which was facilitated by a grant from the Alexander von Humboldt
Foundation (Bonn). I express my utmost thanks to the Humboldt Foundation as well as to my professor in
Frankfurt, Herrmann Jungraithmayr, the prominent Chadicist, for his invaluable help and support.
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much more extensive lexicographical apparatus on cognates in Afro-Asiatic daughter lan-
guages. As for the present part, to a large extent it relies on the results of my ongoing work on
the third volume of EDE (analysis of the Eg. lexical stock with initial m ).* The numeration of
the lexical entries continues that of the first part of this series.

Berber *m-

* 242, NBrb.: Mzab a-mi ‘1. écraser, triturer, 2. malaxer” [Dlh. 1984, 125], Wargla a-mi ‘écraser,
comprimer, compresser’ [Dlh. 1987, 202] ||| HECu.: Burji mo?- ~ mo- ‘to break (intr.)’, mo-
‘to be broken (e.g. wood)’ [Sasse 1982, 146; Hds. 1989, 149-150] ||| NOm.: Koyra me?- ‘to
break (intr.)’ [Hyw. apud Sasse] ||| ECh.: Bidiya mii ‘piler, tamponner’ [A] 1989, 99],
Mahwa Vm-y: mi-n [VN ending -n] “driicken’, né miyé ‘ich driickte’ [Jng. 1978, 38; 1981,
56] < AA *m-? ~ *m-y “to crush, pound” [GT].

* 243. SBrb.: EWIm. & Ayr a-mad ‘1. cueillir (produits végétaux comestibles etc.), 2. ramasser
(bois de chauffage; produit sauvage qqch.), 3. arracher, lever (racines, arachides, pommes
de terre etc., a la moisson)” [PAM 2003, 520] ||| HECu.: Kmb. & Sid. mid- ‘to cut crops,
reap’ [Hds. 1989, 46].

® 244. NBrb.: Shilh a-mud ‘semence’ [Jst. 1914, 121] | Izdeg a-mud, pl. i-madd-en ‘(graine de)
semence’ [Mrc. 1937, 130, 233] ||| SLECu. *mid- [Black]: Orm. mid-ani ‘grain’ [Black] =
mid-an ‘grain (growing, harvested, or food)" [Gragg 1982, 285], Konso mid-a & Gidole
mic-a ‘edible leaves’ [Black], Som. midé ‘fruit’ [Abr. 1964, 179] (LECu.: Black 1974, 218) |
HECu.: Gedeo (Darasa) mid-a ~ mi’r-a ‘grain, cereal, crop’ [Hds. 1989, 72]. Irreg.
alternation -d- ~ -d-. From AA *m-d ~ *m-t [GT].
NB: Cf. also HECu. *mutt-i’r- “to sprout’ [Hds. 1989, 141] vs. Sid. mud-é ‘sprout’ [Hds.] | Orm. mut-a ‘sprout,

blade (crop)’ [Gragg 1982, 295] = mutt-e ‘sprout’ [Hds.].

® 245. SBrb.: Ayr a-mad ‘nourrir de la rancune contre, étre faché contre’, caus. Sumad ‘vexer,
facher, agacer, irriter’ [PAM 2003, 524] ||| Ar. madda ‘1. faire souffrir qqn., 2. affecter qqn.,
lui causer de la peine, 3. faire du mal, piquer, picoter’ [BK II 1118] ||| NOm.: Yemsa me?-
[-?- <*-¢-reg.] ‘beleidigen’ [Lmb. 1993, 362] < AA *m-¢ ‘to hurt, vex’ (or sim.) [GT].

* 246. NBrb.: Mzg. i-mtittu ‘tempe’ [Taifi 1991, 445] || SBrb.: Hgr. é-med, pl. i-medd-en ‘tempe
et région zigomatique: tempe et partie de la joue qui est immédiatement audessus de la
tempe entre la pommette et 1'oreille’ [Fcd. 1951-52, 1163], EWIm. & Ayr a-mdad, pl. i-
madd-an ‘tempe’ [PAM 1998, 210] ||| LECu.: Orm. madd-1 ‘cheek’ [Gragg 1982, 273; Hds.
1989, 39], Orm. (Borana, Orma dials.) madd-1 ‘the cheeks, temples’ [Strm. 1987, 362] |||
CCh.: Muyang a-mid ‘chin’ [Rsg. 1978, 225, #131] < CCh. *m-d “chin’ [JS 1981, 70B]. Irreg.
alternation -d- ~ -d-. From AA *m-d ~ *m-t [GT].

NB: The derivation of the Mzg. form < i-metti ‘larme’ (Taifi 1.c.) may rather be merely a Volksetymologie.

® 247. NBrb.: Mzg. i-metti ‘pleur, larme’ [Taifi 1991, 445], Izdeg i-metti ‘larme’ [Mrc. 1937, 153],
Zayan & Sgugu i-mti ~ i-metti ‘larme’ [Lbg. 1924, 568] etc. (NBrb.: Bst. 1890, 62-63;
Biarnay 1917, 90) || WBrb.: Zng. Vn-d-w: é-ndaw-an (coll. pl.) larmes’ [Ncl. 1953, 227] ||
SBrb.: Tadghaq & Tudalt a-mott ‘tears’ [Sudlow 2001, 281] ||| HECu. *indidd-o ‘tears of
eyes’ [Hds. 1989, 149] < *imdidd-o [GT] [|| NOm.: PMaoid *?amt- (?) [GT] > Hozo amt-i &

+1 express my gratitude to the OTKA (Hungarian National Scientific Research Fund, project nr. D 45976) for
supporting my work over vol. III of the Etymological Dictionary of Egyptian in 2003-2007.
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Sezo hamic(1) ‘tear of eye’ [Sbr.-Wdk. 1994, 17, #25] ||| WCh.: Pero muddi ‘tear (lacrima)’
[Frj. 1985, 42]. Irreg. alternation -d- ~ -d-. From AA *m-d ~ *m-t ‘tears’ [GT].
NB: The derivation < titt ‘eye’ (Taifi l.c.) may be merely a Volksetymologie.

® 248. SBrb.: EWIm. a-mdur & Ayr a-ndu/or ‘déchirure, fente, félure’ [PAM 2003, 525] |||
HECu. *matar- ‘to cut branches, prune’ [GT after Hds. 1989, 46] < AA *m-t-r ‘to cut, split’
[GT].

® 249. NBrb.: Mzg. a-mes ‘1. enduire, 2. oindre, 3. frotter une chose contre une autre’ [Taifi
1991, 435], Izdeg a-ms ‘enduire’ [Mrc. 1937, 34], Zayan & Sgugu a-mes ‘frotter une chose
contre une autre’ [Lbg. 1924, 567] | Mzab a-mas ‘masser, essuyer fortement, frotter’ [Dlh.
1984, 122], Wargla a-mas ‘frotter, essuyer fort, masser’ [Dlh. 1987, 197] || SBrb.: Ghat a-mes
‘effacer, Oter I'empreinte’ [Nhl. 1909, 154], EWIm. é-mmas ‘effacer, gratter, décolorer’ [Ncl.
1957, 571] = EWIm. & Ayr a-thas ‘essuyer, effacer’ [PAM 2003, 555] ||| Sem.: JNAram. msy
‘to wipe, clean’ [Sabar 2002, 226] || Mhr. mosi ‘reiben’ [Miiller, not in Jns. 1987] || ES *mss
‘to rub’ [GT] vs. Gurage mvasa “to rub” [Lsl. 1979 111, 432-3] (ES: Lsl. 1982, 54; Sem.: Miiller
1981, 401) ||| LECu.: Afar musu€e [ext. -¢] ‘to be peeled, scraped sore’ [PH 1985, 172] |
HECu.: Sid. missiga [ext. -g] ‘to rub with the hands’ [Gsp. 1983, 234] ||| CCh.: Lamang
mas-a [mdso] ‘einreiben’ [Wolff 1972, 198] | Glavda mas “to anoint’ [RB 1968, 63]. Cf. also
Sem. *mhs [ext. *-h-] “to rub’ [GT] > Ar. mahasa ‘frotter avec force’ [BK II 1066] || Tigre
mahasa ‘to wipe” [LH].
NB: C. Brockelmann (1932, 811) affiliated Brb. *a-mes ‘frotter’ [Bst.] with Ar. massa ‘toucher” [BK II 1101] =

‘beriihren’ [Brk.], which is semantically dubious.

* 250. NBrb.: Mzg. msus ‘étre fade, insipide’ [Taifi 1991, 435] ||| Ar. msy: masa I ‘3. amaigrir,
exténuer etc. (se dit de la chaleur qui fait maigrir les bestiaux)” [BK II 1108].

e 251. SBrb.: Ayr o-msok ‘étre habitué a qqch. de bon” [PAM 2003, 558] ||| ECh.: Bidiya musak
‘s’habituer, s’accoutumer’ [A] 1989, 101].

e 252, SBrb. *Vm-s-w: Ayr a-thdso ~ e-masi & EWIm. e-maswi ‘puits, point d’eau’ [PAM 1998,
557] ||| CCh.: Gisiga mesatiti, Balda masaua, Holma macoa ‘Bach, Fluf’ (CCh.: Str. 1922
23, 126).

® 253. NBrb.: Zemmur ta-mésas-t ‘rotule’ [Lst. 1918, 4] ||| LECu.: Afar masayya (f) ‘joint of
body’ [PH 1985, 158].
NB: Cf. also Qbl. a-messas “fesse’ [DIt. 1982, 520].

* 254. NBrb.: Mzg. Vm-z: mmuz ‘étre tardif (culture, fruit, labour), étre dernier-né, naitre
tardivement’ [Tf. 1991, 450] ||| Ar. mazaSa V ‘3. trainer en longueur et rester longtemps a
faire qqch.” [BK II 1125].

® 255. SBrb.: Ayr mdg-at ~ mdgdy ‘avoir les levres noires, étre noir (bouche d’animal)’ [PAM
2003, 526, 528] ||| ECh.: Kwang maguwa (f) ‘soir’ [Jng. 1973, 44] | EDangla maako &
WDangla maako (f) ‘le soir, crépuscule” [Dbr.-Mnt. 1973, 192].
NB: Cf. also LECu.: PSam *mugdi ‘darkness’ [Heine 1978, 69/91] = Omo-Tana *mugd- ‘Dunkelheit’ [Sasse
1981, 155] affiliated by H.-J. Sasse (l.c.) as areal parallel with Kuliak: Ik moku ‘Nacht'.

® 256. SBrb.: EWIm. & Ayr mdgg-at ‘faire du bien a, bienfait, bonne nouvelle, grace, volonté de
faire des bienfaits’ [PAM 2003, 526] ||| SCu. *magah- ‘to treat well, behave properly
toward’ [Ehret]: Iraqw magah- ‘to take care of’ | Qwadza magah-am- ‘to be good” (SCu.:
Ehret 1980, 342, #7).
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e 257. NBrb.: Zayan & Sgugu muka ‘chouette’ [Lbg. 1924, 569] ||| ECh.: Lele migi ‘un oiseau:
rapace nocturne’ [WP 1982, 62].

e 258. SBrb.: EWIm. & Ayr a-maka ‘grand taureau castré’ [PAM 2003, 534] ||| SOm.: Ari mek-
& mayk" ‘buffalo’ [Bnd. 1994a, 146], Dime meké [Sbr.] = méke [Flm.] ‘bull’ [Bnd. 1996 MS,
1, #22].

* 259. Brb. *m-y-r ‘étre grand, vieux, notable’ [Dolgopolsky]: cf., e.g., NBrb.: Wargla a-myar
‘ancien, vieux, notable du clan, de tribu, anciens chefs’ [Dlh. 1987, 193], Qbl. u- ~ i-myur
‘1. étre grand, grandir, 2. étre considérable en proportion ou valeur’, a-myar ‘1. homme
agé, 2. vieillard, 3. beau-parents, (pl.) les anciens, témoins de la tradition” [DIt. 1982, 508],
Irzhen a-mvyar ‘vieillard, notable’” [Picard], Ait Mgild a-myar ‘old person, leader of
performers, head of tribe’ [Harries 1974, 224] || EBrb.: Gdm. o-mq r ‘1. étre 4gé, ancien, 2.
étre notable’ [Lanfry 1973, 214, #1019] || SBrb.: Hgr. a-myar ‘homme grand (d’age, de
situation dans sa famille ou dans la société)’, i-myar ‘étre grand (de dimensions, d’age, de
position sociale)’ [Fcd. 1951-2, 235, 237] (Brb.: Bst. 1890, 316; Dlg. 1967, 7, #3). Related to
CCh.: PLamang *m-I-h [-]- < *-r- poss.] ‘old” [GT, cf. Biichner 1964, 41-42; Wolff 1971, 65,
69, 71; Mkr. 1987, 279] || ECh.: Bidiya murak ‘vieillir, s'user’, murko ‘vieux, ancien, agé’
[A] 1989, 101] via metathesis?

NB: Or any connection to Ar. mahara I ‘5. élargir qqch. a force de se mouvoir dans l'intérieur’, ya-mhtr- ~
yu-mhir- ‘long, allongé, trop long’ [BK II 1072]?

* 260. NBrb.: Mzg. a-mum ‘1. maigrir, étre maigre, chétif, anémié, dépérir, 2. s’amenuiser,
s’étioler” [Taifi 1991, 399], Zayan & Sgugu a-mum ‘maigrir, s’affaiblir, dépérir’ [Lbg. 1924,
565] || SBrb.: EWIm. u-mhrharh, Ayr i-rharh ‘2. étre nain (membre du corps) [PAM 1998,
2171 ||| Sem.: Hbr. mam ‘spot, blemish, injury (physical, moral)’ [KB 556], JPAram. mam
‘ritual defect’ [Sokoloff 1990, 295], Samar. Aram. mum ‘blemish, defect, wicked” [Tal 2000,
456], Mandaean muma ‘fault, defect, injury, infirmity, spot, blemish’ [DM 1963: 261] | cf.
Ar. (< Can.?) mum- ‘1. petite vérole, 2. pleurésie’ [BK II 1168] ||| ECh.: Dormo mam
‘schwach’ [Lks. 1937, 91] ||| Eg. mm.tj “als schmahende Bez. des Apophis’ (LP hapax, Wb II
59, 2). From AA *m-m “1. to have some deficiency (?)" [GT].

* 261. SBrb.: Ayr e-tham, pl. e-thdrrh-dn ‘épaisseur de corde etc.” vs. EWIm. a-mam ‘ligoter,
étre ligoté¢’ [PAM 2003, 541] ||| Eg. *mm.t (?) > Cpt. (L) MO(O)ME “‘Ader’ (KHW 92).
NB: J. Osing (NBA 321, 866, n. 1381; KHW 518) explained the Cpt. word from *mé?mh < *métrh(j) < *mémf(j)
via met. (cf. Fecht 1960, §206), in which he saw a prefix *ma- form of Eg. mtj (*matj) > (S) MOYT ‘Ader,
Band, Sehne’. Improbable.

* 262. SBrb.: EWIm. & Ayr ta-mmom-t, pl. ta-hmome-en ‘1. fruit m{r de tddant (juteux), 2. jus
de ce fruit (tres sucré, sorte de miel végétal), 3. sucre végétal en gén.” [PAM 2003, 541-2] |||
Eg. mjm.t ‘eine offizinell verwendete Pflanze’ (Med.: Pap. Ebers 93:1-3, Wb II 42, 15) =
‘eine unbekannte Pflanze (die Blatter miien saftig sein) (WADN 220) = ‘eine Pflanze,
deren Blatter Saft enthalten” (Edel 1970, 23-24, §11).

NB1: The Tuareg word is explained by K.-G. Prasse (PAM l.c.) from Brb. *t-hammim-t ‘miel’.
NB2: Any connection to Ug. mm (?) ‘an oil-yielding substance’, zt-mm ‘oil of mm’ [Gordon 1955, 289, #1121]?

® 263. NBrb.: Sus a-mun ‘gros poisson comestible’ [Dst. 1938, 225] || SBrb.: EWIm. & Ayr e-
man “poisson’ [PAM 1998, 218; 2003, 543], Tudalt & Tadghaq e-man ‘fish’ [Sudlow 2001,
271] < Tuareg *1-manahan (sic) [Prs. 1974, 145] < PBrb. *é-manah [PAM 2003, 543] ||| WCh.:
Goemay min ‘a species of fish” [Srl. 1937, 140] || CCh.: Kotoko-Logone munan ‘Mor-
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myrops deliciosus (Leach) [Lbf. 1976, 20, §14] | Musgu-Puss menan ‘Mormyrops

deliciosus (poisson)’ [Trn. 1991, 105].

NB: V. Blazek (2000 MS, 13, §69) compared the Brb. word with Akk. (u)miinu ‘Larve, Raupe’ [AHW 673],
Syr. ?amiina ‘sp. lizard’ [Zimmern: < Akk.] as well as distant parallels like Dravidian *min(u) ‘fish’
[DED #4885], Uralic *menV ’sp. fish’ [FUV 99], and (pace MIt. 1991, 260) also IE *meni- ‘sp. fish’ [IEW
731]. K.-G. Prasse (PAM 2003, 543), in turn, equated Brb. *m-n with Eg. rm ‘fish’, which is
phonologically unacceptable.

* 264. NBrb.: Mzab mannaw (m), mannaw (f) ‘quelques, plusieurs’ [Dlh. 1984, 120] || WBrb.:
Zenaga men (pl. of min) ‘jemand, unbestimmte Leute’ [Zhl. 1942-43, 101, #1] || EBrb.:
Gdm. mennaw (m), mennaw-et (f) ‘quelques, un petit nombre, un petit groupe’ [Lanfry
1973, 214, #1016] ||| Sem.: Akk. (not in aAK, nA) manman (aB), hence assim.: mamman ~
mamma ~ mammu (n/spB) ‘(irgend)jemand, wer auch immer’, manama, ass. mannama ~
manamma ‘irgendjemand, wer auch immer’, (nA) memeéni ~ mimi/éni ~ menimeni
‘lemand(en), (irgend)etwas, irgendein’, (nA, n/spB) mamman(n)u ‘irgendjemand vor,
mimma [from *min(u)-ma] ‘irgendetwas, alles’ [AHW 600-2, 644, 653] || Ug. mn(m)
‘who/whatever’ [Gordon 1955, 289, #1129a-1130] = mm [*mnm(n)] ‘irgendjemand’ [WUS
#1586] = mnm ‘any(thing), all (that)’, mnmn ‘anyone, someone’ [DUL 563], JAram. of TM
ma(®)n ‘1. irgend jemand, wer, aliquis’ [Levy 1924 III, 5] || OSA: Qtb. mn ‘he who,
whoever’ [Ricks], Sab. mn ‘whosoever’ [SD 86], Ar. man ‘1. celui qui, tel qui’ [BKII 1154] ||
ES: Gurage: Muher & Gogot & Soddo & Selti & Zway mannam, Ennemor maniya etc.
‘any(one), whatever’, followed by ‘man’ it means ‘whoever, either’ (Gurage: Lsl. 1979 III,
407) ||| Eg. mn ‘der und der’ (since PT 147a, Wb II 64, 65) = ‘such-a-one’, fem. ‘such-and-
such a thing’ (Grd. 1916, 182) = ‘so-and-so, someone’ (FD 107) = ‘ein bestimmter, der und
der’ (NBA) = ‘so and so, certain’ (DLE I 216) = ‘(Herr) Sowieso, ein gewisser Mann (als
Ersatz des Namens), einer’ (AWb I 528) > Cpt. (B) -MaN ‘ein gewisser’ (KHW 94) = ‘une
certaine personne/chose’ (DELC 114) ||| CCh.: Mada mana ‘untel (xy), nom que 1'on se
donne a soi-méme (quand on rapporte les propos de qqn. qui mentionne notre nom)’
[Brt.-Brunet, 187] | Sao mena ‘was, irgendwas’ [Duisburg 1914, 44] || ECh.: Kera ké-man
(pron.) ‘jemand, etwas’ [Ebert 1976, 68] | Somray mani ‘chose (coll.)’ [Jng. 1978a, 205]
(orig. *’something’?). From AA (interrog., rel., indef.) pronoun base *m-n [GT].

Lit. for Eg.-Sem.: Holma 1919, 38; Ehret 1995, 300; Skn. 1995, 33.

* 265. SBrb.: Hgr. min ‘sans’ [Fed. 1951-2, 1207] ||| LECu.: Dasenech man ‘1. not, 2. there is not’
[Tosco 2001, 516], Rendille menye ~ minye ‘nicht, aufier, abgesehen von (nachgestellt)’
[Schlee 1978, 140, #771] = ménya ~ minya ‘(is it) not so?’, ménye ~ minye ‘is not (as usual),
is not (just) as normal (but ...)" (appears to negate the normal, expected interpretation of a
situation’ [PG 1999, 223] ||| WCh.: Angas-Sura *man-(t)a(p) ‘do not!” [Takacs 2004, 240-1]:
Angas man ~ man-tak (so, -k) ‘1. do not, don’t, 2. lest’ [Ormsby 1914, 208, 313] = man ~
man-ta ‘the negative imperative: don’t, let not’ [Flk. 1915, 241] = man ~ man-an ~ man-tan
‘einleitende Partikel im negativen Subjunktiv der 2. Personen mit der Postposition kat’
[Jng. 1962, 24] = man-tan ~ man-te ‘don’t’ [ALC 1978, 35], Kofyar man ‘never’ [Ntg. 1967,
26], Goemay man (with negative is used in giving orders) [Srl. 1937, 134] = man ‘do not’
[Hlw. 2000 MS, 21].

* 266. NBrb. *mun ‘se réunir, accompagner’ [GT] attested in Shilh mun ‘accompagner’ [Jst.
1914, 143] = mun ‘se réunir’ [Dst. 1938] = mun ‘to accompany’ [Aplg. 1958, 61] = mun
‘accompagner qqn., aller avec, se réunir’ [Mntsr. 1999, 176], Tazerwalt mun ‘begleiten,
mitgehen mit, iibereinstimmen in, zusammenkommen’ [Stumme 1899, 210] | Mzg. mun
‘1. accompagner, escorter, faire escorte, aller de compagnie avec, 2. fréquenter, cotoyer,
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3. s’accorder, se rassembler, se réunir, se grouper’ [Taifi 1991, 419], Mgild mun ‘to go

together, accompany’ [Harries 1974, 240], Zayan & Sgugu mun ‘aller de la compagnie

avec qqn., ta-mmun ‘compagnie, réunion, société’ [Lbg. 1924, 569], Izdeg mun

‘accompagner’ [Mrc. 1937, 12] | Rif mun ‘s’unir’ [TIm. 1998, 110], Botiwa Vm-n ‘se réunir’

[Bst. 1890, 318] = Botiwa & Iqrayen mun ‘se réunir’ [Brn. 1917, 93], Temsaman ta-mun-t

‘compagnie, société’ [Brn.], Iznasen mun ‘se réunir’, ta-immun-t ‘réunion, constellation’

[Rns. 1932, 384] | Qbl. ta-yemmun-t ‘constellation” [NZ] (NBrb.: NZ 1998, 144, §140) |||

ECh.: Lele mané “aller avec une femme’, man ‘aller avec une femme, avec un homme’ [WP

1982, 60]. From AA *m-n “to join so., accompany’ [GT]?

NB: This Brb.-Ch. root presumably derives from AA *m-n ‘to attach firmly’ [GT], cf. NOm.: Wolayta min-t-
‘to glue’ [Lmb.], Dache min-is- ‘to glue’ [Lmb.] ||| Ch. *m-n “to stick firmly to sg.” [GT]: WCh.: Hausa
manna ‘to gum on to, affix to’, manné ~ manne ‘to stick to’ [Abr. 1962, 654-5] || CCh.: Mafa man- ‘to
attach’ [Brt.-Bléis, 226], Matakam mana ‘attacher’ [Mch. 1953, 157] || ECh.: Somray men ‘1. toucher, 2.
coller’ [Jng. 1993 MS, 44], perhaps Tumak min ‘appuyer’ [Cpr. 1975, 84] (lit. ‘to stick to’?) | WDangla
miine ‘attacher solidement’ [Fédry 1971, 130].

* 267. WBrb.: Zng. a-man ‘lame’, a-man ta-ztz ‘fil, lame, (de la) hache’ [Ncl. 1953, 202] ||| Sem..:
Ar. myn: mana ‘2. labourer la terre’, man- ‘soc de la charrue’ [BK II 1175] = myn ‘furchen,
spalten’ [GB 420] = myn ‘to cleave, plough’ [Honeyman apud KB 577] = myn ‘pfliigen’
[Erman] = mwn (!) ‘pfliigen’, man- ‘Pflugschar’ [Vcl.], Yemeni Ar. mwn I: man (impf.
yimiin) ‘to take care by watering and ploughing (of land)" [Piamenta 1990, 474] ||| Eg.
mnj.tj (det.: man with hoe) “Art Ackersmann’ (NK, Wb II 77, 6-7) = ‘cultivator” (Grd. 1911,
6*; DLE I 218) = “Erdhacker’ (Vcl. 1953, 373) = ‘Feldhacker’ (Seibert 1967, 116, n. d) = “ein
Ackersmann (auch im Stall tatig)” (GHWb 338), which is most probably a nomen actoris
(.fj) from a hypothetic *mnj ‘fendre la terre’ (Brugsch) = “piocher’ (Baillet) = ‘die Erde
aufhacken’ (Erman) = ‘to hoe the ground’ (Goodwin) [|| SCu.: Ma’a -manye “to prepare soil
or ground for planting’ [Ehret 1974 MS, 44; 1980, 154, #16] ||| CCh.: Bura mura [r < *n] ‘a
native hoe” [BED 1953, 145].

Lit. for Eg.-Ar.: Erman 1892, 111; Clc., #199; Vcl. 1953, 373—4; 1958, 376.

* 268. NBrb.: Shenwa a-mnar, pl. i-mnar-en ‘montant vertical de la porte” [Lst. 1912, 147] ||| Eg.
mnj.t [reg. < *mnr.t] ‘Pflock an dem das Schiff am Land festgemacht wird, 2. als Werkzeug
zum ‘pfahlen’ (als Strafe), 3. als Pfahl an welchen der zu Strafende gebunden wird” (OK,
Wb 1I 72-73) ||| WCh.: PAngas *maner ‘pillar’ [Takacs 2004, 267]: Angas maneer ‘a prop,
pillar (of a house)” [Flk. 1915, 242] = maneer (K) ‘pillar of house” [Jng. 1962, 25] = maner
‘pillar’ [ALC 1978, 35].

NB: A prefix *ma- form of AS *na,r identical with AS *na,r ‘top’ (q.v.)? Cf. esp. Angas maneer (prefix ma-)
(K) “top’, ka maneer ‘on the top’ (ka ‘on’) [Jng. 1962].

® 269. NBrb.: Mzab & Menaser i-mar ‘temps, moment’ [Bst.] | Bugi i-mir ‘temps, moment’
[Bst.] || WBrb.: Zng. mer ‘étre’, i-mir ‘temps, moment,, merei ‘continuer, étre
continuellement’ [Bst.] = e-mer [unexpected -r] ‘sein” [Zhl. 1942-43, 104, #32] (Brb.: Bst.
1890, 313) ||| Ar. marr- ‘2. fois’ [BK II 1083] ||| LECu.: Saho & Afar mar ‘1. die Zeit
zubringen, leben, bleiben, wohnen, 2. sein (esse) (dient mit dem Inf. zum Ausdruck des
Durativs)” [Rn. 1886, 883; 1890, 270] = Afar mare ‘to live, continue’ [PH 1985, 164], Som.
mar ‘time’ [Abr. 1964, 173-4] ||| ECh.: Bidiya mar ‘rester’ [A] 1989, 97]. All borrowed from
Ar.?

® 270. NBrb.: Wargla ta-mmar-t, pl. ti-mmar-in ‘1. partie de l'intestin, boyau, tripe, 2. petite
outre servant de barette, 4. pl.: les diverses parties de I'estomac des ruminants: bonnet,
feuillet et caillette’ [Dlh. 1987, 194] ||| MSA: Sqt. mer (mher), pl. mirehor ‘ventre, intérieur
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de n'importe quelle chose” [Lsl. 1938, 251] = m(h)er [Jns. MS apud SSL] = meér [Nakano] =
\mrr ‘ventre’ [SSL], Sqt. of SAbd-el-Kuri mher ‘ventre” [Miiller], Sqt. of Qalasniya mher /
méyri / mirohor ‘ventre” [Lonnet 1993, 52], Qadhub meher, pl mirahor [SSL], Nogedh
me?r [SSL] (MSA: SSL 1991, 1466) ||| PCu.-Om. *ma/urd- ‘Innereien (entrails, internal
parts, inside, offals)’” [Lmb.] = *mark- > *mar¢- vs. *marS- [GT]: ECu.: Orm. mar’umman ~
mar?iman ‘Darm’ [Lmb.] = (Borana, Orma, Wellega dial.) marrumani ‘stomach, guts,
intestines” [Strm. 1987, 365] = (Borana) marrima(ni) ‘guts, intestines’, marrumani ‘guts,
intestines, stomach, entrails’, cf. mora ‘stomach of cow, fat around the stomach’ [Strm.
1995, 208, 210], Konso marg-ina & Dirayta mark-ina ‘bestimmter Teil des Darmes’” [Lmb.],
Mossiya mark-ina ‘Darm’ [Lmb.], Arbore merd-e ‘Darm’ [Lmb.] | Gollango mar<imm-e (f),
pl. mar‘imm-ine ‘Darm, Eingeweide’ [AMS], Gawwada marSime ‘guts’ [Black 1976, 229] =
marqgine ~ marSine ‘Darm’ [Lmb.], Dobase marSimm-e (pl.) ‘Geddrme’ [AMS], Tsamay
mirma¢ ‘intestines’ [Sava 2005 MS, 257] (Dullay: AMS 1980, 175, 212) ||| NOm.: Wolayta
marac¢-iya ‘Darm’ [Lmb.] | SEOmt. *marac-iya ‘Darm’ [GT] vs. Zergulla marete ‘guts’
[Sbr. 1994, 15] (Cu.-Om.: Lmb. 1993, 348-9; 1993, 105; LS 1997, 465). Cf. Ongota mérSaméte
‘intestines’ [Flm. 1992, 212].

* 271. NBrb.: Iznasen ta-miri ‘moonlight’ [Rns. 1932, 386] || SBrb.: Hgr. &-mmar, pl. &-mmar-en
‘chaleur rayonnée (du soleil, du feu, d'un corps en combustion)’, cf. d-sammer, pl. i-
summar ‘rayons de soleil chauffant doucement’ [Fed. 1951-2, 1223], EWIm. Vm-r: a-sissa-
mmear ~ d-sesse-mmar, Ayr i-sasse-mrar ‘rayon de soleil chauffant doucement, chaleur
du soleil en temps froid’” [PAM 1998, 221; 2003, 541] ||| ES *’mr ‘hell sein, strahlen’
[Rundgren 1963, 181-3]: Geez ?amir ‘sun, day, time’, Tigre ?ammara ‘to be bright’, Gafat
aymoard ‘sun’, Gurage imir (with dial. vars.) ‘sun’ etc. (ES-Agaw: Lsl. 1982, 6; 1987, 26;
1988, 91; cf. DRS 24) ||| Agaw (< ES?) *?amar- ‘1. morning, 2. tomorrow’ [Apl. 1991, 23;
1994, 3; 1984, 39]. Cf. also NAgaw: Bilin amar ‘klar, licht sein/werden” [Rn. 1887, 30]. From
AA *m-r ‘light’ [GT].

¢ 272. NBrb.: Zayan & Sgugu Vmrs: a-matas, pl. i-matas-en [-s < *-§ reg.] ‘averse, forte pluie’
[Lbg. 1924, 566] ||| Ar. mars- ‘2. terre que la pluie vient de tremper et dont les parties
terreuses sont emportées par le torrent’, ?al-marsa’u ‘sol qui abonde en végétation,
couvert d’herbes” [BK II 1091].

e 273. SBrb.: perhaps EWIm. & Ayr ta-mrok ~ ta-mharak ‘1. marque de propriété faite au fer
rouge, 2. fer a marquer, fer rouge’ [PAM 1998, 222] ||| Eg. m3t [reg. < *mrk] ‘Granit (und
zwar zumeist der rote, auch der schwarze) von Elephantine” (OK, Wb 1II 34, 3-16) = “eine
Steinart: Blutstein oder Haematit’ (Ebers 1895, 12) = ‘general term for granite, esp. the
common red variety” (Harris 1961, 72-74).

NB1: As confirmed by K.-G. Prasse (p.c., 6 August 2006), the Tuareg form is not a French loan (not indicated
as such in PAM l.c. either) but rather ‘it should be a genuine Tuareg word, although it seems to be an
isolated word with no other words akin to it of the same root’.

NB2: This isogloss may eventually be a metathesis of AA *m-k-r ~ *m-k-1 ‘red” [GT]: Sem. *mkr ‘to be red’
[GT]: AKk. (aA, jB) makrii ‘rot’ [AHW 590] || Syr. mkr ‘schwarz sein’ [Brk. apud Clc.] || Ar. makira ‘étre
rouge’, makr-, pl. makiir- ‘terre rouge avec laquelle on marque en rouge’, mumtakir- ‘marqué de terre
rouge’ [BK I 1138] = makira ‘to be red’, IX “to be red’, makr- ‘red (noun), red chalk’ [Ember] ||| Eg. mkrr
‘zwischen schwarz und weiss als Farbenbezeichnung einer Holzart genannt’ (GR, Wb II 163, 5) ||| CCh.:
PMusgu *m-k-1 ‘red’ [GT]: Musgu mékelé (m), makalai (f) ‘rot, braun’ [Krause apud Miiller 1886, 400 &
Lks. 1941] = mekelé ‘rot’ [Lks. 1937, 142] = mekele ‘weifs’ [Decorse apud Lks. 1941, 67] = mekele ‘rouge’
[Mch. 1950, 37], Kaykay mékélé ‘rot” [Sgn.-Trn. 1984, 26], Puss mekele (m), makalay (f), pl. makalakay
‘rouge’ [Trn. 1991, 104] | (?) Masa bakal [irreg. b- < *m-?] ‘rot’ [Lks. 1937, 99].
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NB3: For Eg. m3t ~ Sem. *mkr see Alb. 1918, 230, #48; Ember 1930, #3.b.45, #10.a.12, #22.a.21; Clc., #622. V.E.
Orel & O.V. Stolbova (HSED #1717) combined Sem. *mkr directly with LEg. mkrr.

* 274, Brb. *m-1 “to show’ [GT]: NBrb.: Shilh mél ‘montrer” [Jst. 1914, 143] = mel ‘montrer,
indiquer, renseigner’ [Jordan 1934, 92] = ml ‘to direct, conduct, show’ [Aplg. 1958, 61],
Shilh-Tazerwalt m'l ‘zeigen’ [Stumme 1899, 209], Menaser mel ‘dire’ [Bst.], Wargla mal
‘(ra)conter, indiquer, faire part’ [Dlh. 1987, 188], Sened emmel ‘dire’ [Prv. 1911, 110],
Shenwa emmel ‘indiquer’ [Lst. 1912, 147] | Qbl. mel ‘indiquer, faire savoir, faire part’ [DIt.
1982, 497], Zwawa imela (aor.) ‘indiquer, montrer’ [Bst.] = mel ‘indiquer” [Brn. 1917, 92] =
mel “indiquer’ [Blf. 1910, 219] | EZenet *m-1 ‘dire’ [GT]: Sened a-mmal [Lst.], Djerba a-mal
[Lst.], Nfs. é-mel ‘dire’ [Bgn. 1942, 288; 1931, 274] = s-mal [Lst.] = mel ‘parler, dire,
indiquer’ [Bst.] || EBrb. *m-1 ‘dire” [GT]: Siwa u-mmal ‘dire’ [Lst.] = a-mel ‘parler’ [Bst.],
Sokna a-mmoal [Lst.] (EZenet-EBrb.: Lst. 1931, 226) || Zenaga a-melli ‘parler’ [Bst.] || SBrb.:
Hgr. a-mel ‘indiquer’ [Fcd. 1951-2, 1188], Kel Ui a-mel ‘to say’ [Bst.], EWIm. & Ayr a-mal
‘1. indiquer, nommer, 2. informer de, 4. décrire, 5. dire’ [PAM 1998, 215; 2003, 536],
Tadghaq & Tudalt a-mal (imper.) ‘to praise, confess, explain’, a-mal ‘to explain’ [Sudlow
2001, 144] (Brb.: Bst. 1883, 310, 336; 1890, 78, 317; Rns. 1932, 387) < AA *m-1 ‘3. to show, 4.
say’ [GT] = *mVl- ‘to speak, call’ [HSED], cf. Sem.: (?) Ug. mll “to speak (?)" or ‘honey (?)’
[Watson 1996, 709-710], Hbr. mll piel ‘reden, sprechen” — milla(h) ‘Wort, Rede’ [GB] |
Aram. (Old, Jewish, Official) mll pael ‘to speak’” [DNWHSI 645], Samaritan Aram. mll pael
‘to speak, say, talk” & “speech’ [Tal 2000, 473], Mandaean mll I “1. to speak, talk, 2. show
forth, appear’ [DM 1963: 273] || Ar. mll IV & ml? IV ‘diktieren’ [Kautzsch] = mll ~ mlw IV
‘dicter qqch. a qqn.” [BK II 1141, 1153] (Sem.: GB 426, 431) ||| LECu.: Afar mallowa ‘to
discuss sg. and come up with a solution” [PH 1985, 162] ||| CCh.: Hide (Htk.) malaymala
‘étre montré’ [Egc. 1971, 217], Logone malahé ‘zeigen’ [Nct. in Lks. 1936, 107; JI 1994 1I,
293], cf. CCh. *m-1 “to show’ [JS 1981, 227C] || ECh.: Bidiya melya, pl. meley ~ meléeliye ‘1.
mot, 2. histoire, 3. querelle, affaire, probleme’, cf. milay ‘étre sage’ [A] 1989, 98-99],
EDangla maliya (f) ‘I'histoire, le coute’ [Dbr.-Mnt. 1973, 193] | Mubi melél “discuter’ [Jng.
1990 MS, 33].

NB: For Aram.-Brb. see HSED 392, #1814. Note that L. Kogan (2005, 522-3, #10) considers the relationship of
common Aram. *mll ‘to say’ vs. Ar. mll as ‘possible, but hardly certain’, yet is inclined to compare Geez
ta-mahlala ~ ta-mahlala ‘to beseech, supplicate’ [Lsl. 1987, 335], which is, however, evidently to be
treated as a distinct root both on semantic and phonological grounds.

* 275. Brb. *a8-mVI ‘se diriger vers’ [Ksm.] > NBrb. *a-mal “arriver a” [Ksm.]: Qbl. mel ‘arriver a,
échoir’ [DIt. 1982, 495] = o-mal “arriver a’ [Ksm.] || WBrb.: Zenaga a-mo3 [3 reg. < *1] ‘se
diriger vers’ [Ncl. 1953, 209] = a-rhiy ‘se diriger vers’ [Ksm.] || SBrb. *a-mal ‘étre dans un
lieu’ [Ksm.] (Brb.: Ksm. 2001, 93-94, n. 7) ||| Eg. m3€ [reg. < *ml€] ‘6. (since NK) richtig
gehen: fahren, (herbei)kommen’ (Wb) = ‘6. aufbrechen, sich auf den Weg machen, 7.
fahren (e. Schiffes), usw.” (GHWbD) = “to go straight, lead” (Edfu, PL 395) < AA *m-1-[?] (?)
with a semantic dispersion seen e.g. with the reflexes of IE *reg- ‘gerade (richten),
(st)recken’ [IEW]?

NB1: Cf. Olndic fjyati ‘streckt sich, eilt (Pferd)’, raji- ‘sich aufrichtend, gerade’, Av. raz- ‘(gerade) richten,
ordnen’, rasnu- ‘gerecht’, Lat. reg0 ‘gerade richten, lenken, herrschen’ > dirigo etc. IEW 854-7).

NB2: As pointed out by M. Kossmann (2001, 93 & 94, n. 7), WBrb.: Zenaga a-rhiy || NBrb.: Qbl. o-mal may be
etymologically related with Hgr. e-mel * étre dans un lieu’, which have been compared (below) with
LEg. m3€ “place’, which would imply an eventual connection of both Eg. m3¢ roots.

* 276. SBrb.: Hgr. e-mel ‘étre dans un lieu’ [Fed. 1951-2, 1187], Ayr & EWIm. a-mal ‘étre dans
un lieu’, e-mel “existence, occurence (dans un lieu)’, EWIm. a-se-mal, pl. i-se-mal ‘1. lieu,
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emplacement, place, 2. lieu de résidence, domicile’ [Alj. 1980, 127; PAM 1998, 215; 2003,

535-6], Tadghaq & Tudalt o-mal ‘1. to arrive, 2. be (in a place)’ [Sudlow 2001, 149] ||| Eg.

m3° [< *ml¢] ‘lieu, place’” (LP 1x, GR 5x, Meeks 1994, 203—4, #7) — Dem. m3€ ‘Ort, Platz’

(DG 149, cf. Polotsky, ZAS 67,1931, 7, fn. 5) — Cpt.: (SALBF) M4, (S) Maa-, (F) Mg, Mi, (B)

Mal, (BF) MOY (m) ‘1. place (in gen.), 6. part, district’ (CD 153a) ||| LECu. *mel- [< *maSl]- <

*malS-?] ‘place’ [GT]: Saho mel-a ~ mel-a “Wohnort eines Stammes, Stammsitz eines

Tribus’ [Rn. 1890, 265], Afar mel-a ‘Stammsitz/-ort eines Tribus, Aussiedlung’ [Rn. 1886,

881] | PSam *mel [Heine 1978] vs. *meél [Heine 1982] = *méla [Lmb.]: Boni mel ‘Platz, Ort’

[Sasse 1980, 99; Heine 1977, 291], Rendille mel ‘place’ [Heine 1976, 219] = mel ‘Ort, Stelle,

Platz’ [Schlee 1978, 140, #769] = méle (f) “place’ [Oomen 1981, 70], PSomali *mel ‘Platz’

[Lmb. 1986, 445] > Som. mél ‘Ort, Platz, Wohnsitz’ [Rn. 1902, 294] = mél ‘place’ [Abr. 1964,

177] (Sam: Heine 1978, 69; 1982, 121; Lmb. 1986, 210, 328; LECu.: Rn. l.c.) ||| CCh.: Mada

mla ‘lieu, endroit’, cf. mlam ‘lieu, endroit, monde, place, temps, époque, saison’ [Brt.-

Brunet, 184], Muyang moldn ‘place’ [Rsg. 1978, 304, #533] (unless < *ma-lam) || ECh.:

perhaps Kera mélé ‘to place” [Pearce 1998-99, 67].

Lit. for Eg.-AA: Takacs (EEC). Th. Obenga (1993, 285, #7) has already referred to the common origin of OEg.
bw & (SAB) ma & Rendille mél, but he believed Rendille -1 to be an ‘additional element’ (not part of the
root).

NB1: As pointed out by M. Kossmann (2001, 93 & 94, n. 7), Hgr. e-mel * étre dans un lieu” may be
etymologically related with WBrb.: Zenaga a-miy ‘se diriger vers’ || NBrb.: Qbl. o-mal ‘arriver a’, which
have been compared (above) with Eg. m3¢ ‘to direct (or sim.)’, which would imply an eventual
connection of both Eg. m3€ roots. For the semantic shift cf. IE *re§- ‘gerade (richten), (st)recken’ > i.a.
Olndic rdjas- & Av. razah- ‘Raum’, Latin regio ‘Richtung, Gegend’, vs. Olndic raji- ‘sich aufrichtend,
gerade’, Avestan raz- ‘(gerade) richten, ordnen’, rasnu- ‘gerecht’, Latin rego ‘gerade richten, lenken,
herrschen’ > dirigo6 etc. (IEW 854-7).

NB2: For the compensatoric lengthening in ECu. *meél- < *maSl- see Takacs 2000. L. Reinisch (1902, 294)
considered LECu. *mel- a nom. loci *ma-[w*]il-, derived from ES *w¢l ‘to spend the day’. This is hardly
so. The *-¢- is not reflected in LECu.

* 277. EBrb.: Gdm. -mol ‘vanter’ [Lanfry 1973, 209, #997] || SBrb.: Hgr. a-mel ‘2. louer: faire
d’éloge de’ [Fed. 1951-2, 1180] ||| HECu.: Sid. malala ‘to admire, be surprised’, malale
‘(obj. of) admiration’, mala(?)lo ‘1. wonderful thing, miracle, 2. astonishment” [Hds. 1989,
220-1]. From AA *m-1 “to praise” [GT].

NB: For the semantic shift ‘to boast” < ‘to praise’ cf. HECu.: Sid. morke (f) ‘boasting, bragging’ [Gsp. 1983,
2371 ||| ECh.: Kera mirgi [-rg- < *-rk-] ‘griifen’ [Ebert 1976, 82] = mirki ‘to greet’ [Pearce 1998-99, 67].

* 278. SBrb.: Ayr. malay ‘faire ensemble une course en luttant de vitesse (chacun cherchant a
devancer I'autre etc.)’ [PAM 2003, 538] ||| Sem. *mlk: Ar. mlq VIII ‘2. échapper a qqn.” [BK
I1 1150] || ES: Tigre malqa ‘to run round about, leave without permission’, Tna. mallaqwa
‘to escape’ (ES: Lsl. 1982, 52) ||| LECu.: Orm. mulliiga ‘to slip through, escape’ [Gragg
1982, 294] ||| WCh.: Dera malak ‘quickly” [Nwm. 1974, 129] < AA *m-l-k “to run (away)’
[GT].

* 279. NBrb.: Mzg. a-mellay ‘bon’ [NZ] | Mzab ta-mella ‘charme, harmonie, galbe, belle
appearence’ [NZ] | Qbl. Vm-I: a-mellay ‘bon, misérocordieux, compatissant, clément’, ta-
mella-(t) ‘bonté, misérocordieuse, pitié, compatission, grace’ [NZ] || SBrb.: Hgr. ta-mella,
pl. ti-mell-iw-in ‘bonté, misérocordieuse, bonté tendre et compatissante ...” [Fed. 1951-2,
1191], Ayr i-mal ‘étre bon’, to-mmol-t, pl. to-mmol-an ‘bonté, bon qualité, beauté’, ta-mol-
t, pl. td&-mol-en ‘jour faste (jour heureux, de triomphe)” [PAM 1998, 215-6; 2003, 536] (Brb.:
NZ 1998, 143-4, §139) ||| ES: Tigre malmala ‘to be beautiful’ [LH 108] ||| NAgaw: Bilin
milmil-1 (f) ‘schon, grazids (nur auf Madchen und Frauen angewendet)’ [Rn. 1887, 270] |||
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CCh.: Kotoko mola ‘sweet, pleasant’ [Bouny 1975, 27, #446]? From AA *m-1 ‘good” [GT].

AP: Meroitic *ml(e/o) ‘bon’ [Meeks 1973, 12].

NB1: The etymology of the Tigre root has been disputed. (1) LH (l.c.): ~ Ar. malih- ‘beautiful’, while (2)
Leslau (1982, 51): ~ Tna. malmalé ‘to choose” > malmul “preferred, of beautiful appearence’.

NB2: K. Nait-Zerrad (l.c.) erroneously compared also Hgr. a-mel ‘louer, faire d’éloge de’ [Fcd. 1951-2, 1180],
which certainly reflects a distinct root, cf. above

* 280. WBrb.: Zenaga o?-mu33it [-33- < *-1l-] ‘enfanter, accoucher’ [Ncl. 1957, 220] ||| LECu.:
Som. ummul- & Baiso umul- ‘to give birth (of women)” [Hbr.-Lmb. 1988, 68] = Som. umul-
vs. Baiso ummul- ‘to give birth’, umule ‘to beget’ [Hyw. 1979, 74, 120] || SCu.: Ma’a milo,
pl. va-~ “child” [Tucker & Bryan 1974, 193] = wa-milo ‘Kinder’ [Copland 1933-34, 244, fn.
5] ||| NOm.: NMao mimelti ‘partorire’ [Grt. 1940, 356], Sezo I mim¢lii & Sezo II malmala
‘to bear a child” [Sbr.-Wdk. 1994, 10, #113]. From AA *m-1 ‘to give birth” [GT].

e 281. EBrb.: Gdm. to-mall-iw-In (pl.) ‘bandes d’étoffe étroites et longues (dans I'aménagement
de l'alcove nuptiale, elkubbet, ces bandes constituent un parement horizontal qui fait
jointure entre la couverture de l'alcove et les tentures qui violent 1'alcove sur les cotes)’
[Lanfry 1973, 210, #999]: perhaps cognate with Eg. mnj.t ~ mn.t ‘(Substantiv)” (1st IMP 2x:
Urk. I 294, 296, Wb 1I 76, 8) = “*Amtsinsignien, *Schal, Band (des Min)’ (AWb I 531), cf.
also mn.(w)t ‘shroud (?)" (CT VI 190d, AECT II 180-1, spell 575, n. 15) = ‘bandelettes,
linceul (?)" (AL 78.1723) = "*Leichentuch, Bandagen’ (GHWD 337-8) =“?" (DCT 168)?

* 282. SBrb.: EWIm. te-mmolei ‘circoncision’ [Ncl. 1957, 571] ||| Sem.: Hbr. mll II qal & mwl qal
‘beschneiden’, mula(h) ‘Beschneidung’ [GB 404, 430-1] = mwl & mll qal “to circumcise’
[KB 555, 594] ||| LECu.: Afar mole “to shave (se raser)” [PH 1985, 170]. From AA *m-1 ‘to
cut off, shave (?)" [GT].

* 283. SBrb.: Hgr. he-melmel ‘étre rouge et brillant comme un tison: étre rouge et éticelant (feu,
métal en fusion ou chauffé au rouge, un brasier, objet embrasé, soleil levant ou couchant
...)" [Fed. 1951-2, 1197] ||| CCh.: (?) PMasa *mbal [Masa *mb- reg. < *m-] ‘to rust’ [GT]:
Zime-Dari mbal ‘1. (se) rouiller, 2. teindre, colorer (en rouge)’ [Cooper 1984, 17], Lame
mbal ‘1. se rouiller, 2. teindre, colorer’ [Scn. 1982, 309].

* 284. EBrb.: Gdm. ta-mulla ‘traquet, petit oiseau noir a turban blanc (qui siffle comme le
merle)’ [Lanfry 1973, 211, #99] || SBrb.: Hgr. m{ila-mftila ‘nom d’une espece de motteux (ar.
bu-bessir): un petit oiseau a corps noire, a queue noire et blanche, a dessus de la téte
blanc’ [Fed. 1951-2, 1194] ||| CCh.: Kotoko moslla ‘francolin (bush-fowl), perdrix’ [Bouny
1975, 22, #344]?

NB1: Ch. de Foucauld and J. Lanfry (Il.c.) derive the Brb. term from Brb. *m-1-1 ‘white’.

NB2: Cf. also Eg. mn.t ‘Schwalbe’ (OK, Wb 1II 68, 2) ||| WCh.: Tangale nalenale [p- < *m-?] ‘swallow’ [Jng.
1991, 113]?

* 285. NBrb.: Izdeg a-mlelli ‘vertige’ [Mrc. 1937, 262] | Qbl. mmel ‘2. faire tres mal (point
douloureux), 3. souffrir de’ [DIt. 1982, 496] < AA *m-I-1 ‘to suffer, be weak’ (or sim.) [GT]:
Sem. *mll ‘to wear away’ [Bmh.]: (?) Hbr. mll qal “to wilt, wither’ [KB 593] = “to languish’
[Gray], JNAram. (< Ar.) mallul ‘sorrowful, painful’ [Sabar 2002, 219] | Ar. mll I ‘s’ennuyer
de la conduite’, V ‘étre harcelé¢’ [Fagnan 1923, 165] = II ‘ennuyer, fatiguer, rebuter,
dégotiter, désenchanter, désenivrer’ [Beaussier] = ‘to be ill with fever, ill-tempered’ [KB] =
‘to be weary, faint’ [Alb.] || MSA *mll ‘to be tired” [GT]: Jbl. mell ‘to be fed up, despair of
finishing sg. with so.”, emlél ‘to tire, make so. fed up’, mil¢l ‘sickening person’ [Jns. 1981,
171], Mhr. mal “to be fed up of sg./so.”, malél ‘sickening person (poet.), sickness (poet.)’
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[Jns. 1987, 265] ||| Eg. mn [< *ml?] ‘krank sein, leiden’ (OK, Wb II 66-67) = ‘1. to be ill,
suffer (Med.), 2. be troubled about (Lit. MK)’ (FD 107) ||| ECu.: Dullay: Tsamay malal ‘to
be sick, tired” [Sava 2005 MS, 247], Harso & Dobse malal- ‘1. schwach werden, 2.
zusammenbrechen (Mensch), 3. nicht kénnen” [AMS 1980, 174] ||| CCh.: (?) Musgu millik
‘Schmerz’ [Rohlfs in Lks. 1941, 67] || ECh.: Sokoro mdle ‘ermiiden’ [Lks. 1937, 36].

* 286. NBrb.: Mzab a-mul, pl. i-mul-en ‘1. créte (supérieure, d'un coq, etc.), 2. marque de
couleur en ligne sur le nez, le menton, le front’ [Dlh. 1984, 118]: cf. AA *m-] “hair’ [GT] >
perhaps Eg. mjw (mj.w?) ‘Frisur (?)" (NE, Wb II 42, 10) = ‘Frisur’ (GHWDb 325) provided
Eg. mj- <*ml- ||| WCh.: Mupun mool ‘hairy’ [Frj. 1991, 38; Takacs 2004, 250: isolated in AS]
|| CCh.: Mafa mamalay ‘touffe de poils an poitrail d'un bélier" [Brt.-Bléis, 226] || ECh.:
Sokoro mulin “Haarbtischel” [Lks. 1937, 36]?

NB: The Sem. parallels are dubious: Aram. mé/ila ‘1. a lock of wool, woolly substance, 2. fine wool, 3. a cloak
of fine wool’ [Jastrow 1950, 773] = “Wolle” [Levy 1924 III 101] and MHbr. mélat ~ melet & Aram. mélat ~
melta ‘1. (lock of) wool, down, 2. cloak of fine wool’ [Jastrow 1950, 773] are explained by Jastrow (ibid.)
from Vmll nifal “to be compressible, soft’, while Levy (l.c.) prefers a borrowing from Greek (cf. NGreek
paAn, paAiov and OGreek paAAog ‘touffe de cheveux, de poils” derived in Boisacq 1916, 606 from the
IE heritage). Note that Akk. (m/spB) mali ‘schmutziges, verfilztes Kérperhaar’' [AHW 597] = ‘“unkempt
hair’ [CAD m1, 173] is clearly unrelated, being a derivative of lu??{ ‘beschmutzen’ [AHW 565].

* 287. EBrb.: Fodjaha a-ml ‘1. bastone per battere il grano o 1'orzo, 2. pestello” [Prd. 1961, 300]
||| Eg. m3w.t [reg. < *mlw.t] ‘Stab, Stock, Stange, Schaft (des Speeres)’ (OK, Wb II 27, 9-10).

* 288. NBrb.: Mzab mula¢, pl. i-mulé-an [¢ < *k reg.] ‘rejeton de palmier-dattier non séparé du
tronc, du pied de sa mere’ [Dlh. 1984, 116] ||| Ar. mulg- ‘datte sauvage’, >umlag- ‘sorte
d’arbrisseau semblable au cypres et qui croit dans le désert’ [BK II 1143] ||| Eg. m3t.t [reg. <
*mlk] ‘Art Gewachs, Art Baum’ (PT 1440e: M, Wb II 34, 23) = ‘mandrake (a sweet, palatable,
mildly astringent herb growing in the Delta or imported from foreign lands)” (Dawson 1933,
133-5 followed by FD 103) = ‘sehr wahrscheinlich ein Gestrauch mit dem Namen Calotropis
procera mit seinen Doppelfriichten” (Edel 1969, 11-13, d; cf. Edel 1981, 49) = ‘a plant of
fragrant smell: sodom apple tree’ (Borghouts 1971, 93, #160, cf. also 245) = ‘le calotrope, le
Bed el-Ossar des Arabes, au lait particulierement caustique employé comme dépilatoire (est
incomestible)” (Aufrére 1986, 10) = ‘Oschur, Apfel von Sodom (Calotropis procera): eine Art
Strauch mit grofsen, steifen, rundlichen, blau bereiften Bldttern und viel Milchsaft’ (GHWb
322; AWD 1 506) ||| Bed. melitk ~ belitk ‘Dattel’ [Rn. 1895, 48, 169] = beliik ‘dates us. in
conglomerate mass’ [Rpr. 1928, 161], NBisharin multk ‘1. Dattel, 2. Gummi’ [Hess 1918-19,
223] || LECu.: Som. mulog [-g < *-k] ‘eine Gattung Baum mit eflbaren Friichten’ [Rn. 1902,
295] ||| WCh.: Angas-Sura *mwalak ~ *mwayalak ‘tree sp. yielding rubber (lit. the ‘sticky’?)’
[Takacs 2004, 257]: Angas mwalk ‘1. the Hs. dafara tree (its sap is used in making anything
sticky, e.g. as a binding ingedient of a sort of cement)’ (cf. Hausa daafaaraa ‘a vine, Vitis
pallida, from whose root a gum is obtained forming an ingredient of the cement’, Abr. 1962,
165) [Flk. 1915, 249] = mwalk = Hs. dafara ‘a tree (lit. ‘sticky’)’ [Jng. 1962, 27], Mupun mulak
[mu- weakened < *mwva-] ‘climbing tree: Landophia awarensis’ [Frj. 1991, 38], Kofyar
mwagdlak [< *m“ayalak, secondary epenthetic *-y-?] ‘edible fruit’ [Ntg. 1967, 27].

NB1: Netting (l.c.) rendered the Kofyar word with Hausa chiwa (so!), which may be identical with Hausa
¢iiwo ‘a climber which yields a good rubber and has also edible fruit’ [Brg. 1934, 166] = ¢iiw66 ‘types of
climber yielding rubber (Landolphia owariensis, L. florida’ [Abr. 1962, 149]. From PAA *m-l-k ~ *m-l-g
‘tree with sticky fruit or yielding gum resin’ [GT].

NB2: The underlying PAA root might have signified a tree with sticky fruits. Noteworthy is a possible
ancient (PAA?) association inherited in NBisharin as ‘gum’ vs. as the milky juice issuing from
Calotropis procera in Eg.
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* 289. SBrb.: Hgr. meluw-et ‘scintiller: briller vivement (d'un éclat tremblant, des étoiles, des

éclairs, d'un feu, d’un objet de métal poli ...)", melumelu ‘miroiter: réfléchir la lumiere en
produisant des reflets tremblants” [Fcd. 1951-2, 1191], EWIm.-Ayr maloww-at “scintiller’,
partial redupl. mealowlow (EWIm. also msalulu) ‘miroiter, refléter de la lumiere’, full
redupl. malowmoalow ~ moelumsalu ‘miroiter longuement’, EWIm. e-maldawlaw, pl. a-/i-
maldwlaw-an ‘mirage’, ta-mildw-t ‘brillement, éclat, chose brillante’ [PAM 1998, 217;
2003, 541], Tudalt & Tadghaq malowlow (impr.) ‘to shine, be lit up’ [Sudlow 2001, 196] |||
(?) Eg. m3w.t [if < *ml.wt] ‘die Strahlen der Sonne, ihr Glanz" (XVIIL,, Wb II 28, 1) = “rays of
light” (FD 103) = ‘Strahlen der Sonne, Strahlenglanz, Glanz (a. Objekte), Licht’ (GHWb
319) ||| HECu.: Dasenech (Galab) muli¢, pl. mualli ‘bright’ [Sasse 1974, 421] | Burji
milil-i ‘lightning” [Ss. 1982, 144] = milil-é ‘lightning (in sky)” vs. milil-i ‘lightning to earth’
[Hds. 1989, 92: isolated in HECu.] ||| NOm.: Kachama malél-o ‘rainbow’ [Sbr. 1994, 18] ||
SOm.: Hamer melela ‘bright, shiny’ [Flm. 1990 MS, 13] ||| WCh.: perhaps PAngas
*maplaxm (?) or *melem (partial redupl.?) ‘star’ [Takacs 2004, 240] | Dera méli ‘lightning’
[Nwm. 1974, 130] = m3li ‘Blitz’ [Jng. 1966, 10] = méli ~ mili [Mkr.], Gera perhaps melkimbi
‘Blitz" [Mkr.] || CCh.: perhaps Mwulyen malwtlkédo (compound?) ‘lightning’” [Kraft
1981, #115] | Buduma malayi “éclair’ [Gaudiche 1938, 23] = amoli “éclair’ [Souley 1993
MS, 92] || ECh.: Mokilko ?imila ‘to lighten” [Lks. 1975, 223] = (t)imila ‘briller (par ex.
éclairs)’ [Jng. 1990, 112]. AP: Nilo-Saharan *mél ‘to glare, shine” [Ehret 2001, 281, #117];
Songhay meli ‘Blitz’ ~ Mande: Mende melomelo, Bobo mbla ‘Blitz’ (Songhay-Mande: Mkr.
1989 l.c.).
Lit.: Mkr. 1987, 239; 1989 MS, 18, #1 (Songhay-Mande-WCh.-Mwulyen-Burji); Takacs 1995, 106, #4 (Eg.-Brj.).
NB: It is difficult to pass any judgement on the etymology of some further Chadic terms for ‘lightning” with
an unknown third radical, cf. WCh.: Pero mala¢ [*-s?] ‘lightning’ [Frj. 1985, 41] || CCh.: Buduma haw
amelasi ‘es blitzt’ [Lks. 1939, 133]. For Pero-Mwulyen.-Burji see Mkr. L.c.

* 290. NBrb.: Qbl. ta-maw-t ‘regard, attention’ [DIt. 1982, 527] ||| perhaps Eg. m (non-encl.
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part.) ‘1. siehe’” (OK, Wb II 4-5, cf. also AAG §612-3) = ‘etwa ‘siehe’ imperativischer
Bedeutung’ (Czermak 1931, 46) = ‘(possibly an obsolete imper. meaning) behold!” (Grd.
1957, 178, #234; FD 100) = ‘siehe (hier)’ (GHWb 370) ||| HECu.: Hdy. mo?- ~ mo?- ‘1. to see,
2. look (at), 3. visit’ [Hds. 1989, 130, 294] = mo?- ‘to see’ [LS 1997, 312] | Baiso mu-t- [pass.
-t-] “to be seen, appear’ [Hbr.-Lmb. 1988, 131] ||| WCh.: Sha may ‘to see, sehen’ [Jng. 1968,
7, #57; 1970, 287] = Sha & Mundat may ‘to see’ [Seibert 2000 MS, f092] | Bole-Tangale
*mayu ‘to see’” [Schuh]: Tangale me “to see’ [Schuh] = meyi ‘to look at/after, perceive, take
care of, be aware of, attend to, regard’, and esp. mo ~ m¢ “see! there you are!” [Jng. 1991,
120-1], Tangale-Billiri moy- ‘to see’ [JI 1994 I, 145], Bole moy- ‘inspizieren’, moyy-
‘erwarten, warten auf’ [Lks. 1971, 137], Karekare maayu ‘to see” [Schuh] = mayaw “to look
at, examine, look for, search’ [Alio 1991 MS, f093—4] = mai- ‘to see’ [Jng./]I] = mayaw [IL],
Bele modo-(ko) ‘to see” [Schuh 1978, 152], Ngamo moy- ‘to see’ [Schuh] = moi- ‘sehen’ [Jng.
1963, 3] = moyi “to see, look at” [Alio 1988 MS, also in JI] = moy ‘1. to see, 2. think” [Ibr.
2003 MS, 7], Kwami moyay ‘sehen’” [Leger 1992, 28; 1993, 172], Dera moi ‘to wait for’
[Nwm. 1974, 130] = mo- ‘erwarten’ [Jng. 1966, 11] = mdi, mdy- ‘to wait’ [Kidda 1991 MS, 9]
(GT: orig. ‘look forward to’?), Maha moy- ‘to see’ [Leger/JI] (BT: Schuh 1984, 217) || CCh.:
Buduma mo ~ mo ~ me “to see’ [Lks. 1939, 119] = me [Lks./JI] = &m? [Cyffer] || ECh.: Kera
mi “‘warten’ [Ebert 1976, 81; so also Pearce 1998-9, 67] (Ch.: JI 1994 11, 284-5).
NB1: Cf. also the isogloss of ECu. *maS- ‘to look’ [GT]: Afar maSaye ‘to expect, look at’ [PH 1985, 158] |
Dullay: Harso & Dobase ma®S-ad- ‘1. schauen, nachpriifen’ [AMS 1980, 173].
NB2: A further developed meaning of the same AA root is attested in WCh.: Kulere ma ‘denken’ [Jng. 1970,
353] | Ngamo moy ‘1. to see, 2. think’ [Ibr.] || CCh.: Mafa maya ‘intelligence, maniére, savoir-faire’ [Brt.-
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Bléis, 236] || ECh.: Bidiya moy ‘penser, réfléchir, se souvenir’ [A] 1989, 100] | EDangla moyé ‘sich
erinnern’ [Ebs. 1987, 81].

NB3: Areal parallels: Nilo-Saharan *(-)mo ‘eye, face’ [Bnd. 1994b, 1160, #25; 2005, 101, #148] vs. Nilo-Saharan
*ma ‘to pay attention, be on the lookout” [Ehret 2001, 277, #99] ~ PCKhoisan *mii ‘to see’ [Baucom 1972,
26] (for Khoisan cf. also Planert 1905, 115, 119, 174; Wandres 1918-1919, 27-28; Ehret 1982, 174).

* 291. NBrb.: Mzg. Vm-w: a-mawa ‘mobilier (ensemble de meubles), 2. fait de transporter, d’un
lieu a un autre, des choses les unes apres les autres’ [Taifi 1991, 445] ||| Eg. mj “apporter’
(GR: Dendera VIII 65:4, AL 78.1654) = ‘to bring’ (PL 410).||| NOm.: Kaffa mih ‘tragen’ [Rn.
1888, 317] = miy ‘portare indosso’, caus. miz3 ‘caricare, porre il carico a ...", miy-0 ‘carico’
[Crl. 1951, 470, 476], Mocha miya-yé ‘to carry on the back’, miv-o ‘load’ [Lsl. 1959, 39, 43] (||
WCh.: Saya moi ‘to carry’ [Csp. 1994, 44] || CCh.: Hurzo mia “apporter’ [Mch. 1953, 174:
isolated in MM]. From AA *m-y ~ *m-w (?) “to carry’ [GT].

NB1: A redupl. of the underlying AA root may be reserved in Eg. mm ‘to transport (cattle)” (1t IMP, FD,
q.v.).

NB2: This AA root should be separated (contra Reinisch 1.c.) from NAgaw *maqv- [Apl. 1989] = *mVy»-T- ‘to
carry (on the shoulders)’ [Apl. 1991] = NAgaw *mati (sic) [Conti Rossini]: Bilin mug-r ~ muqv-r ‘tragen’
[Rn.] = maq™-r- = mix*-r- [Apl. 1991], Qwara mo-t ~ me(i-t ~ mafi-t (refl.) ‘tragen eine Last’ [Rn. 1885,
96], Hamir (Hamtanga) miGi-t ~ m{-t ‘tragen, sich aufladen” [Rn. 1884, 390] = maw-t/r- [Apl. 1989] =
moaw-r- ‘to carry’ [Apl. 1991], Qemant mo-t “porter, lever’ [CR 1912, 234] = may¥-t- ~ may»-t- [Apl. 1989]
= miyv-t- ‘to carry’ [Apl. 1991] (Agaw: Apl. 1989 MS, 16; 1991 MS, 3) || LECu.: Rendille meh, pl. mehah
‘load’ [Heine 1976, 218] ||| ECh.: Kera moké ‘etwas Schweres hochheben’ [Ebert 1976, 82] | Bidiya mog
‘aider qn. a porter un lourd fardeau’ [A] 1989, 99]. From AA *m-Q ‘to carry’ [GT].

* 292. NBrb.: Demnat a-mwad ‘taureau, taurassin’ [Rns. 1932, 384] ||| NOm.: Koyra (Baditu)
mayd-o ‘bue’ [CR 1929, 62] = mayd-o ‘bull’ [Hyw. 1982, 219], Haruro mayd-o ‘bue’ [CR
1937, 655] ||| ECh.: Birgit maadd (m), maadi (f) ‘taureau’ [Jng. 2004, 356] < AA *m-w/y-d
‘bull’ [GT].

¢ 293. NBrb.: Mzab mawal, pl. i-mawal-an ‘1. roseau, 2. baguette de roseau ou de palme, 3.
p.ext. tringle de bois ou de métal’ [Dlh. 1984, 125] ||| ES: Amharic mala ‘kind of grass or
reed’, Geez ma?ilu = Amh. ¢afrogg ‘low-growing bush which is used like a brush in
washing large crocks” (ES: Lsl. 1987, 324) ||| Eg. m3.t [reg. < *mr.t] ‘das Rohr des Schilfs’
(OK, V., Niuserre, Weltkammer, Wb II 6, 11) = “joncs’ (Bissing 1955-6, 333) = ‘tige” (AL
78.1595) = “*gemeines Schilfrohr (Phragmites communis syn. Phragmites australis)’
(GHWb 313; AWD I 494) ||| LECu.: Oromo-Borana mella ‘a papyrus-like reed, found in
swampy areas’ [Strm. 1995, 209] ||| NOm.: Haruro maylé ‘canna’ [CR 1937, 655] ||| WCh.:
Angas-Sura *mil ‘high grass or reed sp.” [Takacs 2004, 248]: Angas miil ‘a very coarse
grass, used for making ‘zena’ mats’ (= Hs. gamba ‘the grass Andropogon Guyanus’, Abr.
1962, 202) [Flk. 1915, 245] = miil (K) ‘name of grass used for making pagan harp (Hs.
molo)” (cf. Hausa mo606106 ‘three-stringed guitarre’, Abr. 1962, 677), mil (K) ‘very coarse
grass, straw, used also for making harp’ [Jng. 1962, 26], Kofyar miil ‘1. reed, 2. plucked
reed instrument (molo)” [Ntg. 1967, 26], Goemay mil ‘kind of very high grass” [Srl. 1937,
139]. From AA *m-w/y-1 ‘reed” [GT].

NB: Does HECu.: Kmb. mulu®la (?) ‘ensete tree trunk’ [Hds. 1989, 58] perhaps also belong here?

* 294. SBrb.: EWIm. & Ayr rhaymady ‘attacher solidement (selle etc.)’ [PAM 2003, 570] ||| Eg. mj
‘Mumienbinde (ob richtig?)” (LP, Wb II 41, 10) ||| ECh.: Migama maday-ané (m), pl. maay-
igee ‘ceinture de femme’ [JA 1992, 105]. The etymology of CCh.: Gisiga ma®i ‘Biindel’
[Lks. 1970, 127] || ECh.: Somray ma ‘nouer, attacher avec une corde’ [Jng. 1993 MS, 42;
1978, 186] is uncertain (rather < *m-H?).
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NB1: L. Lesko (1972, 46, n. h) interprets the name of the god mj in CT 292b (B1L, B2L, B1C, B2P, hapax, DCT
160: not translated) as ‘Mummy-wrapper’ (or alternatively ‘Equalizer’), although R.O. Faulkner (AECT
I1I 134, sp. 1041) sees in it a var. of 3j < 3r ‘Oppressor’ (CT ibid.: vars. B13C, B4L, B2Bo).

NB2: Perhaps here belongs also NOm. *may?- ‘to dress” [GT] (NOm.: Alm. 1993, 9; Sbr. 1994, 12; LS 1997, 476).
Note that M. Lamberti (LS Lc.) derived the NOm. forms from an old *mak- ‘to dress, cloth’, but, aside
from the uncertain Agaw: Qwara mak ‘a kind of clothing’, there is no proof for the shift *? <*k in this root.
He (LS l.c.) equally falsely compared NOm. *may?- with Bed. ma?wad ‘das Alltagskleid, Leibtuch’ [Rn.
1895, 162], which is a late loan-word from Ar. miwaz- ‘habit de tous les jours’ < \Swz [BK II 4071].

* 295. WBrb.: Zenaga a-maya ‘trombe précédant la tornade’ [Ncl. 1953, 203] ||| perhaps Bed.

meé ~ mi ‘Hagel” [Rn. 1895, 161] = mi ~ mi? ‘hailstone’ [Rpr. 1928, 213] || SCu.: Ma’a ma
‘blasen” [Mnh. 1906, 312] (unless identical with Ma’a ma ‘schlagen’) ||| WCh.: Ngizim
mama ‘coldness, the harmattan, cold season” [Schuh 1981, 110] || CCh.: Hina mii, Musgoy
(Daba) mbii “Wind’ (CCh.: Str. 1910, 460) || ECh.: Mokilko maayé ‘wind’ [Lks. 1977, 224] =
maayé ‘vent, air’, cf. moyoyo adj. ‘frais, froid’ [Jng. 1990, 135]. From AA *m-y ‘(cold)
wind’ [GT]. Cf. also Takacs 1999, 107, #33 (Eg.-Hina-Mokilko).
NB: Whether Dem. mj ‘Wind’ (hapax, DG 151:3) = ‘vent’ (Cenival 1987, 4) is cognate is highly dubious. W.
Spiegelberg (followed by Erichsen, DG l.c.; Cenival l.c.) derived it from Eg. m3¢.w ‘(richtiger) Wind’
(since MK, Wb) = ‘bon vent’ (Cenival), which, in turn, originated in Eg. m3€ ‘richtig’ (Wb, q.v.).

* 296. SBrb.: EWIm. & Ayr e-mdy ‘1. conte merveilleux, 1égende, 2. conte en l'air, fable (destiné

a tromper qqn.), pl. i-mayy-dn ‘fantaisies, hallutinations, fantasmes’ [PAM 2003, 569] |||
Eg. *mjh.t (?) — Dem. mjh ~ mjh (f) “‘Wunder” (DG 153) = mjh3.t “‘wonder, amazement’
(Dem. Pap. BM 10507, 1:9, Smith 1987, 168) — Cpt.: (S5) Mo(€)I2€, (AL) Ma€Ize, (ALF)
Mal2€e, (F) Maizl, (A) Ma2e, (Az) Mazele (m, rarely f) ‘wonder” (CD 211b; CED 99) =
‘“Wunder’ (KHW 89) ||| HECu.: Sid. maha ‘1. to do the job of a sorcerer, a wizard, 2. divine,
prophesy” [Gsp. 1983, 219].

NB: K.-G. Prasse (PAM l.c.) explained the Tuareg word from PBrb. *é-mdhdy compared with Akk. Gmu

‘dragon’, Hbr. ?émim (pl.) ‘géants préhistoriques’, Ar. ?aym- ‘diable’. Semantically dubious.

* 297. NBrb. *Vm-y-g: Qbl. a-mayeg, pl. i-muyag ‘un coté du visage, joue et machoire’ [DIt.

1982, 528] ||| HECu.: Kmb. moki (-ta) ‘cheek’ [Hds. 1989, 333] ||| WCh.: Hausa mukaamukii

~ mammuke ‘lower jaw’, pl. mukaamukai ‘the upper and lower jaws” [Abr. 1962, 682] <

AA *m-K “part of the face between cheek and jaw’ [GT].

NB1: Due to phonological reasons, Kmb. moki cannot be a reflex of HECu. *bok-o (Kmb. m- # HECu. *b- &
Kmb. -k- # HECu. *-k-).

NB2: The second PAA radical is not yet fully clear. The three various branches point to three various PAA
phonemes: AA *-g (NBrb.) vs. AA *-k (HECu.) vs. *-k (Hausa).

* 298. SBrb.: EWIm. a-myay ‘griller (des grains de céréales) dans leur épi encore vert, 2. étre
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grillé’, hence a-mayoy, pl. i-mdyoy-an ‘grains grillés encore verts (de céréales) [PAM

1998, 230; 2003, 569], Tadghaq & Tudalt a-mayay ‘grilled grains (eaten only when the first

millet heads are harvested)” [Sudlow 2001, 286]: both phonologically and semantically

perfect match of Eg. m®q “Art Spiess oder dhnlisches Gerdt zum Braten” (XVIIL., Wb II

50, 1) = “Grillspiefs (bei dem Aufstellen des Feuerbeckens)” (Junker 1941, 117) = ‘roasts on a

spit, kebabs, orig.: a spit’ (Edfu, PL 416-7). Note that Brb. *y <*< is reg. (cf. Vcl. 1992).

NB1: Noteworthy is AA *m-w-k ‘to burn (or sim.)’ [GT] (var. root to the hypothetic AA *m-°-k?): ES *mwq
‘to be warm, hot’ [GT] vs. Geez maqaqa ‘to burn, sting (e.g. a medicine), burn the throat, cauterize’, Tna.
maqmaéq béld ‘to burn (pepper)’, Gafat moqa ‘to heat’ (ES: Lsl. 1979 III, 414; 1982, 52; 1987, 355, 375) |||
NO;n.: éEOmt. *muk-o ‘ashes’ [Bnd. 2003, 82, #3 followed by GT]: Ganjule muk-o [Sbr.] = muk-a/5
[Brz.], Kachama (Gatsama, Haruro) muk-o [Sbr.] = mug-o [CR 1937, 653] = muk-a/5 [Brz.], Koyra muk-o
[FIm. 1990, 27] = uk-o (sic) [Sbr.] = muk-a/3 [Brz.], Zayse muk-o [Sbr.] = muk-a/3 [Brz.], Zergulla muk-o
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[Sbr.] (SEOmt.: Sbr. 1994, 11; Brz. 1995, 27, §2) ||| CCh.: Muskum a-muk [prefix a-] ‘cendre’ [Trn. 1977,
19]. The underlying AA root might have contained medial *-w- instead of ayin. The CCh. isogloss
*muk- ‘ashes’ [GT]

* 299. SBrb.: EWIm. & Ayr a-myar, pl. EWIm. i-myar-an, Ayr a-myar-an ‘pensée, reflexion’
[PAM 1998, 230; 2003, 570] ||| LECu.: Som. miy(y)ir ~ mir ~ mur (f) ‘Verstand, Klugheit’
[Rn. 1902, 300], Arbore mariy-add- ‘to discuss’ [Hyw. 1984, 384] | Orm. mari?-adda ‘to
plan, discuss’, mari ‘plan’ [Gragg 1982, 280] ||| NOm.: Gimira-Benesho mar ‘hypothesis’
[Wdk. 1990, 107] < AA *m-~(y)-r ‘2. to think’ [GT].

Abbreviations of languages

(A): Ahmimic, (A,): ‘Subahmimic’ (Asyutic), aA: altassyrisch, AA: Afro-Asiatic (Semito-Hamitic), aB: altbabylonisch,
aAK: altakkadisch, Akk.: Akkadian, Amh.: Amharic, Amr.: Ait Ammart, Aram.: Aramaic, Ass.: Assyrian, (B): Bo-
hairic, BA(ram.): Biblical Aramaic, Bab.: Babylonian, Bed.: Bedawye (Beja), BH(br.): Biblical Hebrew, BM: Bura-Margji,
Bqy.: Ibogqqoyen, Brb.: Berber, Ch.: Chadic, Cpt.: Coptic, CT: Egyptian Coffin Texts, Cu.: Cushitic, Dem.: Demotic, E:
East(ern), ES & Eth.-Sem.: Ethio-Semitic, Eg.: Egyptian, ESA: Epigraphic South Arabian, Eth.: Ethiopian (dynasties),
(F): Fayyumic, Gdm.: Ghadames, GR: Ptolemaic and Roman period, Grg.: Gurage, H: Highland, Hdy.: Hadiyya,
HECu.: Highland East Cushitic, Hgr.: Ahaggar, Hrs.: Harsusi (Harstsi), IA(ram.): Imperial Aramaic, IE: Indo-
European, JA(ram.): Jewish Aramaic, jB: Jungbabylonisch, Jbl.: Jibbali or Shahri (Shawri, Shsri), Kmb.: Kambatta, L:
Late, L: Lowland, (L): Lycopolitean, LECu.: Lowland East Cushitic, Lit.: literary texts, LE(g.): Late Egyptian, lit.: lit-
erature or literary, LL: lexical list, LP: Late (Third Intermediate) Period, M: Middle, mA: mittelassyrisch, Mag.: Magi-
cal, Mat.: mathematical papyri, mB: mittelbabylonisch, Med.: medical texts, MEg.: Middle (Classical) Egyptian, Mhr.:
Mehri, MK: Middle Kingdom, MSA: Modern South Arabian, Msq.: Masqan, Mzg.: Tamazight, N: New, N:
North(ern), nA: neuassyrisch, nB: neubabylonisch, NBch.: North Bauchi, NE(g.): New Egyptian, Nfs.: Nefusa, NK:
New Kingdom, Nsl(m).: Taneslemt, O: Old, (O): Old Coptic, OA(ss.): Old Assyrian, OEg.: Old Egyptian, OK: Old
Kingdom, Om.: Omotic, Omt.: Ometo, Orm.: Oromo, OSA: Old South Arabian, PBH(br.): Post-Biblical Hebrew, Phn.:
Phoenician, PT: pyramid texts, Pun.: Punic, Qbl.: Qabyle, Qtb.: Qatabanian, rel.: religious, S: South(ern), (S): Sahidic,
SA: Saho & Afar, Sab.: Sabaean, SBch.: South Bauchi, Sem.: Semitic, Sgr.: Ait Seghrushen, Sid.: Sidamo, Snh.: Sen-
hazha, Som.: Somali, spB: spatbabylonisch, Sqt.: Soqotri, Syr.: Syriac, Tna.: Tigrinya, Trg.: Tuareg, Ug.: Ugaritic, Ulb.:
Ulbarag (Urbarag), Urg.: Ait Uriaghel, W: West(ern), WIm(d).: Tawllemmet, Zng.: Zenaga.
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A Phylogenetic Interpretation of the Comparative Method*

The Comparative Method is the central tool for classifying languages. Languages are
classified according to their genealogical (genetic) relationships. This method is analo-
gous to cladistics in biology. In the paper it is claimed that both methods are not just
analogous, furthermore both are based on the same basic assumptions. These assump-
tions are (1) monophyletic origin and (2) evolutionary development of species/languages. It
will be argued that the assumption of monophyletic origin is not valid in respect of lan-
guages, while an evolutionary account of language origin and development is not part
of the Comparative Method and the associated tree model. So, a methodologically based
criticism on Comparative Method and the tree model will be presented.

In the first part of the paper both accounts will be compared and the basic assump-
tions of them will be made explicit. In the second part of the paper some arguments
against the monophyetic origin and development of languages will be given. It will also
be discussed why an evolutionary account on language change is necessary for the in-
terpretation and philosophical coherence of the Comparative Method and the tree
model. But, as will be claimed at the end, such an evolutionary account is not compati-
ble with the monophyly assumption, which results in a clash between both assump-
tions. A certain solution of this clash will be given, which results in skipping the mono-
phyly assumption. This has consequences in respect of classification are now valid and
which tools can be used for classifying languages.

Keywords: Cladistics; Comparative method; Language evolution; Tree model

1. Introduction

The Comparative Method is the central tool in historical linguistics for historical recon-
struction and also classifying languages. A classification done with the Comparative Method
is called a genetic classification. The result is that languages are arranged in language family
trees. This means that languages are classified according to their genealogical relationships?
and are interpreted as being in relation of child- or sisterhood to other languages. Such a way
of classifying entities is called phylogenetic classification in biology; a classification by genealogi-
cal relationships. In linguistics it is sometimes also called a phylogenetic classification
(cf. Whinnom 1971).

11 would like to thank Axel Biihler, Stefanie Schulze, Hakan Beseoglu, Adrian Czardybon and Daniel Schul-
zek for their helpful comments.
2] will use the terms genealogical and genetic classification interchangeably throughout this paper.
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Several authors claim that the Comparative Method is analogue to biological cladistics
(Platnick & Cameron 1977; Atkinson & Gray 2005), but it has never been explicated what this
analogy really means. It is a further claim of Platnick & Cameron that both methods, cladistics
and Comparative Method, are not only analogue, but furthermore that cladistics is the funda-
mental approach to all historical-genealogical sciences. However, there is not merely one
cladistic method in biology; there are several rivaling interpretations of it. In Platnick & Cam-
eron’s view the Comparative Method is analogue to a certain interpretation of cladistics,
namely the phylogenetic cladistics of Willi Hennig (1950, 1984).

The aim of this paper is to argue that Platnick & Cameron’s claim is correct. Additionally I
want to make explicit which basic assumptions are underlying such a cladistic approach. I will
argue that there are two basic assumptions, which are inherent in biological cladistics as well
as in the tree model associated with the Comparative Method. These assumptions are first, the
monophyletic origin of species/languages and second, the evolution of species/languages. After
arguing in favor of these assumptions, I will discuss their consequences in respect of lan-
guages. As a result of this discussion it shows up that the assumption of monophyletic origin
is inadequate. This leads to the view that the tree model, which is intimately connected with
the Comparative Method, cannot be used for an adequate representation of phylogenetic rela-
tionships of languages because languages do not necessarily evolve in a tree like pattern.

The argumentation in this paper is not directed against the Comparative Method, but
against the tree model. As far as both are connected, the criticism also applies to the Com-
parative Method. I will use the terms Comparative Method and tree model synonymously and re-
strict the Comparative Method only to classifying aspects. Historical reconstruction, a further
use of the Comparative Method, will not be dealt with. This paper is oriented towards the
methodology of historical and classifying linguistics.

The paper is structured in the following sections. Section 2 is a short illustration of Hen-
nig’s cladistics. Section 3 shows the analogy between cladistics and the Comparative Method.
In section 4 the basic assumptions of cladistics are discussed and it will be shown that they
also hold for the Comparative Method. Problems regarding a phylogenetic interpretation of
the Comparative Method, mainly based on the basic assumptions, will be discussed in sec-
tion 5. At the end I will give a conclusion.

2. Cladistics

Platnick & Cameron (1977) point out that entities in biology and historical linguistics are clas-
sified in the same way. The phylogenetic relationships between these entities are used to classify.
Both methods, cladistics and the Comparative Method, are not only analogue in these respect,
they also use the same theoretical terms. This will be explicated in the following two sections.

In biology, species characters are used for classification. These characters can be taken
from a wide range of data, e.g. morphological, genetic, ecological, behavioural, molecular or
certain other data. But not every piece of data, which means not every character, can be used
for inferring phylogenetic relationships. Only homological characters are relevant for such a clas-
sification. Homological characters are characters shared by different species due to common
ancestry. The character state can be unchanged or changed in respect of the character state of
the common ancestor (Hennig 1984: 37, Mayr 2003: 232). In one species the character can be
unchanged, while in the other species it changed in a certain way. For example the shape of
wings of certain birds can be changed or unchanged in respect of the shape of the ancestor
species of them. What is only relevant, is that the changed or unchanged characters are inher-
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ited from a common ancestor. Central to this approach is a comparative definition of relation-
ship, which is defined in the following way (cf. Hennig 1984: 19): A species A bears a closer phy-
logenetic relationship to a species B then to any species X, if A and B are descendants of a stem species
which is not also a stem species of X. This means that two species are in a phylogenetic relation-
ship if they share a common ancestor and there is no third species, which shares an ancestor
with one of them but not the other. If two species share an immediate common ancestor both
are called sisters of each other.

Homologous characters indicate that there is a certain phylogenetic relationship between
two species. But it is not possible by using homologies to decide whether two species are sis-
ters of each other or if it is a farer relationship. This problem will be solved by introducing
certain types of homological characters.

According to the cladistics only those homologous characters which constitute evolution-
ary novelties can be used to reconstruct phylogenetic relationships. Homologous characters
which are evolutionary novelties are called apomorphies. A character state that occurs in de-
scendants of a species, but not in the species themselves, is called an apomorphy. It is a new
characteristic feature of that character derived by independent evolution of the descendant
species. The counterpart to this is called plesiomorphy, which is an unchanged character state in
respect of the homologous character of the ancestor. Both terms describe the feature charac-
teristic of a certain character in respect to the feature of the ancestor.

Apomorphies indicate the former split of a single species into daughter species. To a cer-
tain point t in time a species X splits up into two or more separate populations. By time there
will be no further contact between the descendants of X, which means that they will evolve
independently of each other. By losing contact, gene flow interrupts and the descendants of X
will evolve independently of each other. Changes cannot be transmitted anymore between the
now separated populations. The occurrence of an apomorphous character indicates that there
is no more contact between two populations because otherwise the same novelty would show
up in both of the populations and not only one of them. Therefore an apomorphy indicates
that a splitting off of a species into two or more daughter species occurred, and the species are
now separated from each other.

To know which characters are apomorph and which are plesiomorph is not enough to get
the right classification. This merely gives the basic idea of cladistic classification, but much
more is needed to get the right topology of a certain family tree. However I do not want to dis-
cuss this topic in detail; the aim is just to outline the basic ideas of cladistics.?

The terms homology and apomorphy are central to infer phylogenetic relationships between
species. Apomorphous characters indicate a splitting off and such splits are represented in
family trees. Each branch in such a tree represents a species, while every node stands for a
splitting event. This means that the temporal beginning and the extinction of species are repre-
sented by the nodes at both ends of the branch. It is the process of branching which is repre-
sented in family trees.

There is a certain restriction on cladistic classification. According to Hennig every valid
phylogenetic group needs to be a monophyletic group. If all and only all descendants of one
single stem species are grouped together, this group is called a monophyletic group. Two species
which stand in the relationship of sisterhood form a monophyletic group together with
their stem species and their own descendants. For illustration a species tree is shown in fig-

3 There is much debate about character weighting and algorithms to calculate the right trees, in biology and
also in linguistics. But all these debates are focused in certain frameworks, like cladistics. This is the reason why I
skip these discussions.
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ure (1). Species A is the stem species of the group, whereas B-G are descendants of A. B and C
are daughters of A and D-E and F-G are daughters of B resp. C. If A and all its descendants are
classified together, such a classification is called monophyletic. Also B, D and E on the one side
and C, F and G on the other side form monophyletic groups. If for example only A, B, D and E
are grouped together, such a classification would be called paraphyletic, the stem species would
not be grouped together with all of its descendants. A third type of classification is called poly-
phyletic and would be a grouping of e.g. E and F, two species without an immediately direct
ancestor. In respect of cladistics, every valid classification needs to be monopyhletic, which is
not the case for non-cladistic approaches, such as the one of Mayr (2001). So, this concept dis-
tinguishes cladistics from other approaches and it is a quite central theoretical term. Mono-
phyly will be discussed in more detail later.

D E F G

A

Figure 1: Species tree. Species are indicated by letters.
A is the stem species, while B-G are descendants of A.

While apomorphies are employed to indicate a splitting off of species, it cannot be used to infer
monophyletic groups. A criterion to call a set of species descendants of a single ancestor is needed.
In cladistics such a criterion are characters which are shared by the stem species of a monophyletic
group and all its descendants. Such characters are called synapomorphies. They are shared by all
members of the whole group of which X is the stem species and they are derived characters from
this stem species. So a synapomorphous character is an evolutionary novelty of the stem species of
the group. For the descendants of this stem species the character is plesiomorph.* On the one hand
synapomorphies count as an apomorphy of the stem species and on the other hand they count as a
criterion for the identity of the whole group. So synapomorphies indicate a line of descendant with
common origin. Mammary gland and body hair are two examples of synapomorphies; they are
important synapomorphies for the group of mammals. They showed up in the stem species of
mammals and every mammal species shows some reflex of these characters.

This is a rather short description of phylogenetic cladistics, but it is sufficient for the aim
of this paper. It is not important to get the method in full detail; the aim is only to illustrate the
basics of the method so that the analogy to Comparative Method can be seen.

3. Comparative Method
The Comparative Method is the central tool in historical linguistics, which can be used for

two different purposes. In the following I will mainly concentrate on the aspect of classifying
languages and will say not anything relevant about the reconstruction of languages.

4+ This does not mean that the character feature cannot change in the single species, but the existence of the
character is a common feature of the stem species and all its descendants.
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The Comparative Method is based on two hypotheses (Jeffers & Lehiste 1979): the first
one is called relatedness hypothesis and the second one regularity hypothesis. The relatedness hy-
pothesis states that obvious similarities between forms belonging to different languages can
only be explained by assuming that these languages descended from a common ancestor.
While the regularity hypothesis expresses that related forms of two languages are not isolated,
rather there are regular processes of sound change which affected a larger set of items. With
these assumptions it is possible to reconstruct the stem form, if you can retrace the outcome of
regular sound changing processes to the underlying common form. The regularity assumption
is quite important, but it only captures sound changes and not every kind of language change.
Both hypotheses together point out why it is reasonable to postulate genealogical relationships
between languages: there exist regular similarities between different languages, which can
only be explained by postulating a common ancestor of these languages.

A central concept in respect of genealogical relationship is regular correspondence. 1t is pos-
sible to define a regular correspondence as a not accidental phonetic/phonological and seman-
tic similarity between forms in different languages. According to Roger Lass (1997) regular
correspondences in languages with a common ancestor are called cognates. So, if there are
regular correspondences between genealogically related languages, these are called cognates.
The linguistic term cognate is equivalent to the biological term homology; both indicate certain
similarities between forms in entities of common origin (cf. Altmann 1976, Lass 1997).

A justification for a claim of common descent of two languages is the possibility of recon-
structing their common ancestor. Lass states: “[...] in linguistics the only solid definition of
homology is ‘regular correspondence’, which is itself justified only by the possibility of recon-
struction” (Lass 1997: 163). In linguistics regular correspondences are justified by the possibil-
ity of reconstructing the common ancestor of the languages, which show these correspon-
dences. A reconstruction of proto-forms in linguistics can be used to justify a hypothesis of
phylogenetic relationship between two or more languages (Lass 1997: 130, Dixon 1997). 5

In Comparative Method, subgroups are established in the same way as in cladistics. Lass
writes: “Taxa are defined [...] by shared replicable apomorphies, not vague plesiomorphies.
An apomorphous character can only be defined relative to an earlier, primitive one. And this
means a reconstruction” (Lass 1997: 167). Shared innovation means nothing more than synapo-
morphie, an innovation of the stem species, shared by all the descendants of that species. So in
linguistics and cladistics the same criterion is used. Greenberg (1957: 49) is consistent with
Lass’ statement: “The problem of subgrouping [...] is the recognition of the existence of a set of
common changes to a particular subgroup”. Lass explicitly uses the term synapomorphy, while
the term shared innovation is more widespread in historical linguistics (cf. Dyen 1953, 1973)¢.

This is quite enough to demonstrate the analogy between the Comparative Method and
cladistics. The central term of both methods is homology, respectively cognate. One important
characteristic is the use of synapomorphous characters and not the use of all cognate charac-
ters to classify languages. As in cladistics, cognates demonstrate a relationship between lan-
guages, but sole cognates do not indicate how close this relationship is. Lass (1997: 167) states
explicitly that only shared apomorphous and not plesiomorphous characters can be used for
classification. Aikhenvald (2001: 167) writes: “If a number of languages within a given family
share retentions to the proto-language this does not require a period of shared development
and does not constitute for subgrouping”. This only means that plesiomorphous characters do

5 There are also certain criteria for justifying homologies in biology (cf. Remane 1956)
¢ See also Chrétien (1963) for a short historical overview of the use of shared innovations for subgrouping in
historical linguistics
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not indicate a common origin of two languages, they can be accidental or the result of bor-
rowing. But certain changes in different languages, for example a change from Proto-Indo-
European (PIE) /p/ to /f/ in the Germanic languages, like in the Germanic consonant shift, can-
not be attributed to accident and are only explained as a synapomophy of the stem languages
of the Germanic branch. All Germanic languages inherited the changed forms, where a PIE /p/
was replaced by /f/, from their common ancestor Proto-Germanic.

If two languages do not share innovations, inferring a common phylogenetic history of
these languages it is not allowed. This is typical of a cladistic point of view and distinguishes
this method from other approaches of classification in biology, for example Mary’s (2001)
evolutionary systematics, in which both apomorphous as well as plesiomorphous characters
for classification are used.

4. Basic assumptions

There are two basic assumptions underlying the cladistic approach of Hennig. In this
chapter, I will discuss these assumptions and show that the same assumptions are underlying
the Comparative Method as well. The assumptions are 1. monophyletic origin (or monophyly as-
sumption) and 2. evolutionary development. Both assumptions will be discussed separately, in
two different subsections.

4.1. Monophyly assumption

The monophyly assumption expresses the requirement that every valid classification only
consists of monophyletic groups. In most accounts of the Comparative Method no require-
ment analogue to monophyly is explicitly stated. But I will demonstrate that this assumption
also underlies the Comparative Method.

The term monophyly is in contrast with polyphyly and paraphyly, as discussed in section 2.
In Hennig’s view only monophyletic groups are valid for phylogenetic classification. But ac-
cording to David Stamos there are two different interpretations of monophyly. On the one hand
there is Hennig’s view that a classification is monophyletic iff it includes a stem species and all
and only all of its descendants. On the other hand there is a “‘weak’ interpretation which states
that every species has a single origin (Stamos 2003: 271). The “weak’ interpretation focuses on
the assumption that every biological species has only one ancestor. But this is just a convention
(Stamos 2003: 309) and not valid for every biological species, for example there exist more than
700 naturally occurring plant hybrids (Judd et al. 2002).

A

Figure 2: Species tree.
Species H is a hybrid species of their ancestors E and F.
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Hybridization is a process of mixing different species so that they get a common off-
spring. In figure 2, the same species tree than in figure 1 is shown, beside that species H, a hy-
brid of E and F, is included. It is shown that hybrids are descendants of at least two different
ancestors. McDade (1992: 1330) captures the problematic case of hybrids in the following
terms: “Cladistic methods presuppose divergent evolution and cannot give the correct phy-
logeny for hybrids, which by definition have reticulating histories”. By hybridization two
phylogenetic lines converge together, so a hybrid does not come into existence by splitting off of
the stem species into descendants. Furthermore hybrids are the result of converging different
phylogenetic lines together. It is often claimed, for example by Hennig and Mayr, that hybridi-
zation does only occur in very limited cases between zoological species. But Arnold (1997)
shows that hybridization is much more common than it has often been thought in biology.

As far as I know, there are only two uses of the term monophyly (Holden & Gray 2006: 23;
Pagel & Meade 2006: 177) in historical linguistics. Some linguists write about the development
of languages in terms, which seems to be equivalent to the weak interpretation of monophyly.
Leonard Bloomfield (1933: 298) for example writes: “When we say [...] that a resemblance
between languages is due to relationship, we mean that these languages are later forms of a
single earlier language.” Beside such statements, the monophyly hypothesis is implicit in the
arrangement of languages in language family trees. Every language in such a tree is shown to
be the descendant of a single ancestor. In graph theoretic terms this means that every node in
such a family tree has a single parent node (Warnow et al. 2006: 80).

Finally, the assumption of monophyletic origin shows up in the way how mixed lan-
guages are treated. Such languages have more than one ancestor and so it is reasonable to call
them language hybrids. According to Thomason and Kaufman (1988) mixed languages cannot
be genetically classified. An example of this would be the language Ma’a (or Mbugu), which
seems to have a Bantu grammar and a Cushitic lexicon (Goodman 1971). Ma’a does not fit the
definition of ‘linguistic descent” which is given by Ringe et al., based on the work of Thomason
& Kaufman: “A language (or dialect) Y at a given time is said to be descended from language
(or dialect) X of an earlier time if and only if X developed into Y by an unbroken sequence of
instances of native-language acquisition by children” (Ringe et al.: 2002: 63). This means that
languages which do not originate or develop in an unbroken sequence of native-language
acquisition do not have linguistic ancestors because they did not descend from a certain
language.

The reason for this claim is the following. Thomason & Kaufman argue that there needs to
be an uninterrupted transmission between two languages if one of them should be called the
descendant (changed later form) of the other one. Languages with an interrupted transmission
cannot be called changed later forms of a certain ancestor. Such an interrupted or imperfect
transmission results for example when a language is acquired in a different way than by na-
tive-language acquisition (Thomason & Kaufman 1988: 9f.). The mixing of two languages, for
instance caused by cultural pressure of a dominant group which results in bilingualism and
shift in language use, would be an imperfect transmission. The new language, the mixed one,
was not continuously acquired by children and changed via this transmission process. The
mixing was a result of changes in the adult language. So, if two languages converge to a single
language, this cannot happen via native-language acquisition, it happens by introduction of
certain forms of a language X into an already acquired language Y of adult speakers.

A language needs to show reflexes of its genealogical origin in all it parts, according to
Thomason & Kaufman’s view. So, a mixed language such as Ma’a does not show such reflexes
of one language in all its parts. Rather Ma’a shows in lexicon reflexes of Cushitic languages
and in grammar of Bantu languages and this is the reason. This is the reason why one cannot
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say that there is a single ancestor of Ma’a, because different subsystems show reflexes to dif-
ferent languages. This demonstrates that there is an assumption of monophyletic origin un-
derlying the view of genealogical relationships of languages.

As shown, the assumption of monophyletic origin is relevant both in biological and lin-
guistic classification. In both disciplines mixed types, mixed languages or biological hybrids,
are excluded from classification or are called ‘bad” types. Arnold (1997: 13) states: “[...] all of
the [species] concepts require “good” species not to hybridize and because this restriction re-
flects the underlying view that reticulate evolution is undesirable because it interferes with the
process of divergence”. Hybridization yields reticulate evolution and this is not compatible
with the requirement of monophyletic origin. As hybridization interferes with the view of lan-
guage origin by divergence, such languages are said to be genealogically unrelated. But, as
Stamos said, the origin of a single ancestor is only an assumption and needs not to be valid for
every species or every language.

4.2. Evolutionary development

After explaining the relevance and consequences of the monophyly assumption in respect
of languages, I want discuss now the second assumption of cladistic classification, which is the
theory of evolution. Mark Ridley explains why evolutionary theory is a basic assumption of
cladistics: “If species did not originate in a branching hierarchy, there would be no phyloge-
netic hierarchy, and the philosophical coherence of cladism would be lost” (Ridley 1986: 86).
The branching hierarchy is a result of biological evolution, so the evolution of species is neces-
sary for such a branching order. Without evolution, there would be no branching, which
means that no splitting off species would occur.

Other classification methods, for example phenetic ones, need not presuppose evolution.
For such accounts it is irrelevant if species evolve or not. There is an interpretation of cladistics
called transformed cladistics (e.g. Platnick 1979), which state that evolution is not a necessary re-
quirement for classification. In this account it is not possible to decide whether a character is
apomorphous or plesiomorphous. To state that one character is apomorphous is nothing
more than to mention that the respective character shows up in an evolutionary novel way.
So if one uses terms like apomorphy or synapomorphy, one needs an evolutionary theory, if
not, it would be impossible to interpret this terms in an adequate way (Ridley 1986: 89). You
cannot call a character an evolutionary novelty, if you do not presuppose evolution. There-
fore, evolution is a basic assumption of cladistics in two ways: first, in cladistics the classifi-
cation criterion is the splitting of species into daughter species, which is an evolutionary
process; second, the theoretical terms of cladistics can only be interpreted for the back-
ground of evolutionary theory.

The Comparative Method also uses the splitting of languages as criterion for classification
(Nakhleh et al. 2005a). Thus the evolutionary process of branching is also presupposed in his-
torical linguistics. If languages did not evolve and if there is no branching of languages into
daughter languages, the tree model would be philosophically incoherent.

It was shown in section 3 that the Comparative Method and the cladistic approach share
the same theoretical terms. As far as I know, Roger Lass is the only who uses explicitly terms
such as apomorphy, plesiomorphy and synapomorphy in historical linguistics. But as also shown in
section 3, it is irrelevant if the theories differ in terminology. What is relevant is that the con-
tent of the theoretical terms is the same. As cladistics and Comparative Method classify enti-
ties in the same way, it is warrantable to call the Comparative Method a cladistic method, like
for example Platnick & Cameron (1977), Pagel (2000), Atkinson & Gray (2005) do. This is the
reason why I guess that the theoretical terms share the same content.
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Furthermore, both methods share the same underlying basic assumptions. So the main
point to capture is that the only reasonable interpretation of the Comparative Method is a
phylogenetic interpretation. It follows, I guess, that it is also reasonable to claim that one needs
an evolutionary theory of language change to interpret the Comparative Method.

5. Problems for the basic assumptions

As was shown in the last three sections, the Comparative Method is analogue to phyloge-
netic cladistics. Central is that both accounts share the same basic assumptions. Some prob-
lems which are based on the basic assumptions will be discussed in the following section.

At the end of the last section I claimed that an evolutionary theory of language change is
necessary for the interpretation of the Comparative Method. There are different evolutionary
theories of language change, for example Croft (2000, 2006) bases his account on David Hulls
(1988) generalized evolutionary theory. While Ritt (2004) uses Richard Dawkins (1989) concept
of selfish genes and constructs a similar account for language change. Both accounts on lan-
guage change make different assumptions in respect of the evolution of languages, so they are
not equivalent.

Ritt does not say much about classification of languages and compatibility between his
evolutionary theory and the Comparative Method. Croft (2000) otherwise claims that the
evolution of languages does not proceed in a tree-like pattern, but is reticulate. He explicitly
states that his evolutionary account on language change and the tree model are not compatible
because of the reticulate pattern of language evolution.

One process that is included in evolutionary accounts of language change and excluded
by the Comparative Method is borrowing. There are different types of borrowing between lan-
guages and in its simplest case it describes the borrowing of a certain character from one lan-
guage into another one. The biological equivalent to this is horizontal gene transfer. Jannig &
Knust (2004) say about horizontal gene transfer that it is the transfer of genetic information
between two individuals of the same generation. This type of transfer contrasts with the trans-
fer of genetic information between parent and offspring. The transfer of genetic information
between parent and offspring is vertical gene transfer because they do not belong to the same
generation and it occurs be natural reproduction. In analogy borrowing can be called horizontal
transfer of linguistic material between languages.

Wigele (2001) states that horizontal transfer in biology can be problematic for cladistics,
because it might obscures phylogenetic relationships. But according to Wagele horizontal gene
transfer is quite rare and so a minor problem which will raise no doubts concerning the ade-
quacy of cladistics. According to his view, horizontal transfer leads only to minor mistakes in
the reconstruction of phylogenetic relationships.

In cladistics only vertical relationships between species are regarded. Horizontal connec-
tions need to be excluded, because they violate the monophyly assumptions. So, hybridization
or borrowing, as in the case of languages, cannot be captured in a tree-like model. The reason
is that these trees only show one evolutionary path and this one is indicated by the vertical
relationships between species or languages. But in the case of mixture there is more than one
evolutionary path, which connects a species or language with several other species or lan-
guages (cf. Holden & Gray 2006).

There are differences between the borrowing of single forms and a mixing of languages as
in the case of Ma’a. Chappell (2001) for example discusses hybrid relative clause construction
in Sinitic languages, where one language uses the type of relative clause construction of a dif-
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ferent language. Is the term hybrid adequate to describe such phenomena as Chappell does or
would it be better to call it (grammatical) borrowing? This leads to the question which are the
problematic cases in respect of the monophyly assumption.

I presume there is a fuzzy border between hybridization and borrowing, both are proc-
esses which lead to the same result: they mix different phylogenetic lines in a single outcome.
The only difference lies in the amount of mixture. In the case of borrowing, there may be only
a few characters (lexical forms or grammatical constructions) that are borrowed. The borrow-
ing of a single feature can be seen as the extreme on the one side of the continuum. On the
other side of the continuum, there are cases like Ma’a, in which languages of two different
families are mixed together. The question is where to draw a line in this continuum to separate
the problematic and the unproblematic cases from each other. A radical view would be to state
that every single case in the continuum is a problematic one. On the other side, it would be
also radical to consider only mixed languages and pidgins as problematic cases. Extreme bor-
rowing would according to such a view be unproblematic. It is the case that extreme borrow-
ing is a controversial case.

Bryant et al. (2005) discuss the case of the huge amount of borrowed lexemes in English and
state that English needs to be separated from other Germanic languages in phylogenetic trees.
English lost some of its similarities to the Germanic languages because of its extreme borrowing.
These borrowings are conflicting signals, which indicate contradictory relationships between
languages, in this case Romance and Germanic languages. It is not possible to decide which one
of several languages is the unique ancestor of a certain language. In such cases no unambiguous
family tree can be reconstructed and the evolutionary history needs to be described as a reticu-
late process. In Comparative Method this conflicting signals are ignored because borrowed
characters are excluded from the analysis. But most analysts assert that English is a Germanic
language (e.g. Thomason & Kaufman 1988). That the data are not as clear as the tree model indi-
cates is shown by accounts like the one used by Bryant et al. However there are also conflicting
signals in Australian languages (Dench 2001), Sinitic languages (Chappell 2001, Hamed & Wang
2006), African languages (Heine & Kutewa 2001; and the literature to Ma’a / Mbugu as a much
debated mixed language, for example Greenberg 2005; Thomason 1983, Goodman 1971, Mous
2003). The reason for the existence of conflicting signals are extreme borrowing and dialect con-
tinua. So not only the extreme cases like mixed languages and pidgins are problematic for the
assumption of monophyletic origin, also for example Bantu languages (Holden & Gray 2006;
Marten 2006) are problematic and English could be a problematic case as well.

Beside the mentioned cases, Arnold says the following about the biological importance of
hybridization: “[...] whether hybridization events are widespread or rare for a given species or
species complex is not necessarily predictive of the degree of evolutionary importance”
(Arnold 1997: 24). It is not important whether English is a problematic case or only mixed lan-
guages are, everything that is relevant is that hybridization and borrowing are naturally oc-
curring phenomena of language evolution.

A differentiation between the origin and the development of languages need to be drawn.
It is quite a difference if one speaks about reticulate origin or reticulate development of lan-
guages, such as Thompson (2002b) does. Borrowing and shift-induced inferences are processes
of reticulate development. They influence an existing language and change its lexicon or
grammar. These are neither exotic nor rare casis (Thomason 2002b: 20). But the origin of en-
tirely new languages by such processes is a rare outcome, according to Thompson. I guess she
is right. The frequency of reticulate development seems to be much higher than the frequency
of reticulate origin. The drawn distinction is analogue to the distinction between hybridization
and horizontal transfer. Hybridization in biology is the creation of a new species, whereas
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horizontal transfer may be caused by viral transmission. Nakhleh et al. (2005b: 800) say about
hybrid speciation that in this case two lineages recombine to create a new species. In the case
of horizontal transfer only (genetic) material from one lineage is transferred to another lineage,
but this happens without merging two phylogenetic lines into one.

For biological analysis this means that species phylogenies and gene phylogenies are not
identical, whether horizontal transfer occurs. There is a discrepancy between the history of the
species and the history of the genes (Nichols 2001). The same happens in respect of languages
as soon as reticulate processes are at work. Horizontal or reticulate processes and hybridiza-
tion result in evolutionary histories, which cannot be adequately represented by trees. This
means that not only reticulate origin, which is hybridization, is a problematic case for a cladis-
tic method, but also reticulate development.

Critics could now replay that it does not really matter if there are single cases of horizon-
tal transfer between two languages. They could ask: Do single occurrences of borrowing really
show that the evolution of languages cannot be adequately represented in a tree-like model?
The answer is yes and there are different reasons for this. First of all, language contact is not
rare, so there is not only a single occurrence of borrowing. But should there be languages
which borrowed only a very small fraction of features (lexicon or grammar), they would be the
exception, not the norm. But more relevant is that the evolutionary history of a language is the
sum of the evolutionary history of its parts. It is not the case that there is a certain entity called
language which has an independent history of its parts. So, if a language developed in a re-
ticulate way, but did not originate in a reticulate way, it would also be non-monophyletic and
it could not be captured adequately in the tree-model. As a replay against the mentioned crit-
ics I would raise that reticulate origin and reticulate development are both problematic cases
for the Comparative Method and the associated tree model.

Before finishing this section, I want to discuss a certain claim raised by Sarah Thomason.
In a paper about creoles and the concept of ‘genetic relationship” Thomason says that: “A
claim of genetic relationship is not a generalized statement of historical connectedness, but
rather a quite specific technical claim that a genetic hypothesis meets the rigorous criteria of
the Comparative Method” (Thomason 2002a: 103). According to an evolutionary view, a claim
of genetic relationship is more than a technical claim. The statement that two languages are
genetically related is a statement with a certain historical content. It does not only mean that a
hypothesis meets the criteria of the Comparative Method, it also means that languages evolu-
tion occurred in a certain way. To claim that two languages are genetically related is the claim
that language evolution was branching and not reticulate; that no hybridization occurred; and
also that in the process of evolution that languages shared a common ancestor. This is a claim
with historical content, which can be right or wrong.

6. Conclusion

In this paper I followed the claim of Platnick & Cameron and others that the Comparative
Method is a cladistic method. I explicated what this claim means in respect of the Comparative
Method, mainly regarding the basic assumptions of cladistic method. The second part of the
paper was a critical evaluation of the basic assumptions, which I will summary as follows:

1. The assumption of monophyly, which means the assumption of tree-likeness, is inti-
mately connected with the Comparative Method. There are a lot of cases of single languages or

whole families which are stated not to fit the requirement of the monophyly assumption.
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2. The second basic assumption of cladistics is problematic for the Comparative Method.
An evolutionary theory of language change needs to integrate horizontal relationships be-
tween languages, which is in conflict with the monophyly assumption.

Haspelmath’s statement that “nobody ever claimed that family trees capture all historical
relationships — they are intended to show relationships among languages that go back to a
common ancestor” (Haspelmath 2004: 214) can be regarded as an argument against my view.
According to him and many other representatives of Comparative Method, contact-induced
changes should not be reflected in family trees, only language internal motivated changes.
Surely, one needs to decide which aim a phylogenetic classification should serve. On the one
hand it should be a natural classification of languages (Hempel 1965, 1969), and on the other
hand it is used to investigate the evolutionary origin and development of languages. There is
no need to connect these aims with an a priori assumption of tree-likeness. Hamed & Wang
say: “There is indeed a tree-like signal, but it can be overlapped by conflicting signals which
cause the hierarchical signal to fade and become ambiguous. Therefore, one should rather
question how to justify that the tree model is adequate for a particular set of languages, and
what alternative representations may be used” (Hamed & Wang 2006: 31). If Haspelmath is
right in claiming that family trees should only represent genealogical relationships, it is a fur-
ther question whether these relationships are monophyletic in every case. In the framework of
the Comparative Method genealogical relationships are by definition monophyletic, but there
are doubts if this is empirically adequate.

I agree with the claim of proponents of the Comparative Method that cognates need an
explanation. Because of their regularity they are quite special, but borrowing on the other
hand is not rare (Pagel 2000: 392). Borrowing is a natural process in the development of lan-
guages and to get a right picture of the evolution of languages, it is necessary to integrate this
natural process into phylogenetic analysis. As Hamed & Wang say, cognates produce a tree-
like signal, but borrowing results in conflicting signals. It would be wrong to concentrate on
only one of them, what is needed is an approach which can combine both signals. There are a
few accounts in biology to handle conflicting signals, some of them are also used in linguistics
(e.g. Bryant et al. 2005; Hamed & Wang 2006).

The main point I want to raise is a critical comment on the Comparative Method. Ac-
cording to my analysis, there is a dilemma facing this method. On the one hand an evolution-
ary approach of language change is needed for interpreting the theoretical terms of Compara-
tive Method. On the other hand this approach is not compatible with the monophyly assump-
tion. The only reasonable solution is to abandon the monophyly assumption, but this would
mean that the concept of linguistic descent explicated by Thomason & Kaufman and Ringe et
al. is not adequate anymore. An explicitly evolutionary theory of language change is needed to
underpin phylogenetic analysis and classification of languages and it is necessary to bring
both, the evolutionary theory and the approach to classification, in harmony with each other.
This would be the only possible solution to the dilemma, and it would be reasonable because
the assumption of monophyly is only a convention, as Stamos said, and can be deleted if it is
not adequate.

I guess that such a critic, as presented in this paper, is necessary if one wants to argue in
favor of new phylogenetic methods which are sometimes used in linguistics like NeighborNet
and so on. It is not just enough to present a new account on the phylogenetics of languages, it
is necessary to show why such an account is reasonable. According to my view, new accounts
a necessary because of the deep theoretical problems of the Comparative Method and the as-
sociated tree model.

126



JENS FLEISCHHAUER. A Phylogenetic Interpretation of Comparative Method

Surely, my criticism raises questions about the status of classification of languages. The
focus is on capturing phylogenetic relationships and not on using genetic relationships to get a
unique assignment of languages into distinct classes. I would state that such an assignment
would be quite artificial, and would not capture any relevant linguistic insights and so it is not

a natural classification in the sense of Hempel.

Reply to Jens Fleischhauer

The analogy between the classification of languages
and biological objects has been repeatedly observed
for a long time, but this is exactly what it remains: a
mere analogy. The levels of abstraction in objects clas-
sified by biologists and linguists differ significantly,
therefore the classification systems are also different.

It is evident that out of these two the biological
classification is primary, whereas the linguistic one
was constructed later in accordance with the form-
er's pattern. Therefore, a short outline of the history
of the biological nomenclature seems to be of im-
portance.

The ‘Systemae Naturae’ by Carl Linnaeus (1758) is
considered to be the seminal work for the biological
nomenclature. The Systemae have introduced the Ge-
nus + Species binomial classification system. However,
Amphibia, Reptilia, Pisces and other taxa are much older
than that. Exactly one hundred years before the book
by Linnaeus has appeared, the scientific knowledge of
the 17th century has been summarized in the ‘Orbis
sensualium pictus’” by Jan Amos Komensky. In this
book, the category of Amphibia comprised not only the
species ‘frog’, but also the crocodile, the turtle, the ot-
ter and the beaver who all live in two kinds of envi-
ronments alternately, thus being amphibious.

The list of Reptilia represented in the Orbis sensu-
alium pictus seems, at first glance, to better correspond
with the modern views: out of eleven species men-
tioned there, only the scorpion was later reclassified
as Arachnida, and the salamander was transferred to
Amphibia; the rest of them remained being classified as
reptiles. Today we find the Draco and Basiliscus genera
among the scaled reptiles, but these are not the species
which were referred to as Reptilia by the 17th century
science. According to Komensky, ‘Draco, serpens alatus,
halitu, Basiliscus oculis «...> necantens’ [KomeHckuit

Vladimir Belikov

Moscow State University

1941: 79], i.e. the “winged dragon” who kills with his
breath, whereas the basilisk kills with his gaze. The
illustrations supplied to the first edition correspond
with this description fully.

What changes brought the 18th century? Taxonomy
started to note the structure of the organisms, not just
their appearances. Linnaeus considered the lack of
molars (dentes molares nulli) to be one of the most
characteristic features for referring a given species to
the class of Amphibia (which according to him in-
cluded both the reptiles and amphibians). In the sub-
sequent 19th and 20th centuries, however, the external
appearance attracted less and less attention: the liz-
ards were considered to be more close to crocodiles
than to snakes, yet it is with the latter that they are
united within the same taxon. The most important
point, however, was that the scientists have long since
stopped accepting anything on the basis of mere trust:
to include an organism into the system, the researcher
had to see it with his own eyes and to analyze either
the entire specimen or at least its significant fragment.

However, the taxonomic tree has begun to be inter-
preted as a genealogical one only after Darwin, and
even then the scholars were far from consensus.

In Linnaeus’ taxonomy, living objects were divided
into two kingdoms: Animals (6 classes) and Plants (24
classes). By the second half of the 20th century, the
structure was work out in detail and became more
complicated. New kingdoms of Bacteria and Fungi
were singled out from Plants; then it appeared that
some of the Fungi should be more correctly placed
among Protozoa, which had been classified among
Animals, while still another opinion excluded Protozoa
out of Animals and joined them with some Algae
(formerly a part of Plants) into the new kingdom of
Protista, etc. The clarity and the strict order of the up-
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per taxa were ruined. ‘Some authors make an attempt
to find a way out of this situation by increasing the
number of kingdoms (up to 13), but this compli-
cates and hardens the classification’, so an
anonymous but, most probably, a prominent sys-
tematizer wrote around twenty years ago [Cucrema
opranmn3mos, 1989: 578; spacing is mine — V. B.]. Just
like that: the right classification is the one that's more
simple, enough said.

In the late 20th century, the readability of genomes
allowed for the first time to construct the genealogical
classification of living objects on a really objective ba-
sis. It transpired, among other things, that sparrows
are more closely related to crocodiles than lizards.
This fact is almost impossible to believe, yet it cannot
be easily refuted. One can hardly think of more objec-
tive data on genetic relationship than molecules that
codify inherited information.

Thus, for already several hundred years the biolo-
gists have been forming up the classification of living
objects based on objective observation of tangible en-
tities. Human individuals differ, but it is quite easy to
step over these differences and to construct an invari-
able image of Homo sapiens sapiens, as well as — since
recent times — to define the level of its relationship
with the extinct Homo sapiens neanderthalensis, to prove
that the chimpanzee is more closely related to man
than to gorillas, etc. Within our species, the analysis of
the mitochondrial DNA and Y-chromosomes allowed
to start dealing with genetic relationships of various
populations. All this is based upon an objec-
tive foundation.

Compared to this, what is the work object of lin-
guists? Everyone speaks Russian (English, etc.) a little
bit differently. Is it so hard to reveal a common invari-
ant from these idiolects, to compare objective Slavic
invariants (Russian, Bulgarian, Polish, etc.) with each
other, with other Indo-European ones, etc.?

Comparative linguists work with the core lexicon
— a very distinctive characteristic of the language that
changes slowly through time. Phonetic laws have
been discovered upon the birth of comparative lin-
guistics. This seems to be a close analogy to inherited
information in biology. But words are double-sided
items: the laws of development of their external shape
are well known (although particular cases of devia-
tions are so numerous!), but we can only guess, to be
honest, regarding their semantic development, so that
certain etymologies differ in their level of probability.
The 100-item wordlists are a good analogy for ge-
nomes, and the requirement that every word there
represent an exact semantic correspondence to the
standard is not accidental: in this way we can exclude
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problems of poorly formalized semantics. But it is no
secret that the choice of an equivalent of a certain item
in a well described language is sometimes arbitrary.
Genetically modified organisms are an artificial phe-
nomenon, whereas a loanword on the Swadesh list is
a phenomenon that is quite habitual and often hard to
identify.

The reality behind the divergence of living objects
is quite simple — a trend towards splitting emerges
within parts of a population that used to be joined;
then, starting from a certain moment, two or more
new populations appear instead, and their further
contact will be exclusively within the framework of a
food chain.

Contacts between languages may become stronger
or weaker, may arise from scratch: this is common
knowledge, yet essentially just a metaphor. People
contact in different ways, including verbal communi-
cation (which can be bilingual), but languages them-
selves never contact with each other. Languages
are abstract entities that cannot be seen or heard per
se. Only texts, as a result of activities of language
mechanisms, receive a “material embodiment”.

By ‘consuming’ various incoming texts, a human
being in his or her babyhood activates the inborn
ability to analyze and generate other texts that will be
appropriate in specific communicative situations. This
ability transforms itself into an entity which we call
communicative competence, which is more than mere
knowledge of words and grammatical rules.

Texts of the same type (mutually understood ones)
are provided by individual text generators of the same
type. The invariant of such generators is a particular
language: Russian, English, Chinese, etc. The non-
professional views on what these invariants really
represent are obscure, just since their direct observa-
tion is impossible.

Linguists themselves do not fully realize the struc-
ture of any particular language either, but at least they
have learned that these are sign systems. In the proc-
ess of researching upon them, they compile diction-
aries and grammars which are considered ‘incarna-
tions’ of these particular languages.

It is these, more ‘tangible’ objects, that serve as raw
material for the specialists in comparative linguistics.
Sometimes a scholar has to deal with inaccurate de-
scriptions which are impossible to doublecheck, in
which case one needs to reinterpret them on the basis
of any accessible information and common sense. The
‘basilisks killing with their gaze’ and the ‘salamanders
living in the fire’ are, fortunately, met rather rarely in
the raw data that are used by comparative linguists;
however, various mistakes in interpreting poor qual-



JENS FLEISCHHAUER. A Phylogenetic Interpretation of Comparative Method

ity descriptions are quite possible. Dealing with 100-
word lists where five or ten inaccuracies are present,
one can expect rather sad consequences for the classi-
fication.

When analyzing complex cases of mixed languages,
with more than one possible ancestor language, an
interrupted language tradition is usually mentioned.
In Jens Fleischhauer’s article, the language of Ma’a
(Mbugu) is described in certain detail as such having
‘a Bantu grammar and a Cushitic lexicon’. It is argued
that Ma’a cannot be considered as the descendant of a
single language because its history does not fit the
most important criteria: ‘an unbroken sequence of in-
stances of native-language acquisition by children’.
The lack of historical sequence is posited on the basis
of the analysis of synchronic comparison between
lexicon and grammar. Comparative linguists always
treat lexicon as a priority, but the Cushitic character of
that language is not that simple: its non-Bantu part
corresponds to different groups of the Cushitic
branch, which made Viktor Porkhomovsky suppose
that it is “‘more grounded to refer Mbugu to Bantu’
[ITopxomosckuit 1982: 254]. In Ma’a grammar ‘a nota-
ble proximity is found with Asu and Shambala’ [ITop-
xomoBckuit 1982: 215]. To what extent the Bantu part
of its lexicon is homogeneous is not yet clear, how-
ever, it is necessary to remember that no less than
seven items in its 100-word list ("bite’, ‘come’, ‘dog’,
‘heart’, ’know’, ‘rain’, ‘small’) originate from Maasali, a
Nilotic tongue [Thomason 1997: 475—476].

Is that enough to suggest that a homogeneous lan-
guage tradition for Ma’a has been interrupted at some
stage? The answer is negative. To make such a sug-
gestion on reasonable grounds one should know the
historical circumstances of the heterogenization of its
lexical development. One can add that it is unlikely
that they will ever become known. Bilingual commu-
nication competence is rather specific, and serious
mutual influence of languages can be possible within
an uninterrupted communicative tradition as well.

During a linguistic expedition to the village of
Lyozhdug in the Komi Republic in 1968 I gained from
my Izhma informant a written story of a fishing inci-
dent, when a teal duck with an attached ring got en-
tangled in the nets. The last sentence was as follows:
CHUMUMIM KOALUOCI U YSHAUMIM, 41O HUPOKDIC SUMYTL-

mama Ppanyuavir. (The underlined morphemes are
identical to Russian ones; the English equivalent will be
something like Takeoff-tim ring-se and findout-tim that
teal-ys spend-winter-toma France-yn). In this case of com-
pound bilingualism the speaker retained the grammar
of one language intact but used it to “wrap up” the
lexicon of the other language, freely and unconsciously.

A scholar linguist would call such a phenomenon a
code-mixing, however, the ‘division of codes’ is a re-
searcher’s abstraction. There was a certain communi-
cation mechanism in the mind of the speaker which
generated texts of different types depending on the
addressee. He has never communicated with mono-
lingual Komi speakers, and with monolingual Russian
speakers he would have simply said Crsaiu xoavio u
Y3HaAu, umo wupok 3umosar 6o Ppanyuu (‘“We took the
ring off and learned that the duck had spent the win-
ter in France”). But if all the participants of a particular
communicative act were bilinguals, he would freely
vary synonymous Russian and Komi lexical items:
cHAmb/60coM b, Y3HAMb/MEOHbL, 3UMOEAMb/MBETbIHDL.

There was no interruption in the transfer of the
communicative tradition in that village fourty years
ago: all local Izhma people talked like that. The quota
of the etymologically Russian lexical items used
within a particular act of communication depended on
the age-group of speakers: the younger, the greater. It
is true that communicative conflicts between the old-
est and the youngest people could emerge occasion-
ally, but such conflicts are regularly encountered un-
der certain social circumstances even in monolingual
environments (e.g., in modern Russian).

Not all bilingual cultures make an accent on the
“purity of language”. This happens not only in every-
day communication, but in specially constructed texts
as well. The examples are numerous, I'll give only
one, an extract from a Russian Gypsy folk song! [Illa-
roBaa 2007: 289], its Russian translation below:

Ail my, mapropu, 0a He Aomaiics,
M> nxanaea dyit aaéa — cobupatics.
Ada mapnopu na 3adviana,

Mba nxardém aasopo — ckadoiana.

Atl movl, MOAOJeHbLKAS, 04 HE AOMATICS,
Al cxaxcy déa caoéa — cobupaiica.
Ima MoA0dYKA He 3A0A6aAAICD,

Sl cKasan cAo6Uo — codparacy.

Within one stanza we find two pairs of synonyms:
Russian imperatives in the first two lines (re Aomaiica

1 As an example from the other end of the literature
genre axis, I would mention the poetic genre of wakan
renku in medieval Japan, which alternated lines in
Japanese and Chinese. In this case, of course, we speak
about a specific type of elite bilingual communication,
but there are examples when “naturally” mixed liter-
ary texts are generated in the environment of mass bi-
lingualism as well.
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‘don’t be shy, don’t be opposed to my suggestion,
don’t hesitate’, cobupaiica ‘make up your mind, come
on’), and their Gypsy preterit counterparts in the other
two (na 3adviana ‘did not hesitate’, ckadviana ‘made up
her mind’). It is significant that the text, being bilingual,
is nevertheless monocultural: the addressee of the first
two lines is a Gypsy girl, which is seen from the stage
of the poem: wampuuya pozoxumxo ‘a matted tent’.

It is also worth mentioning here that, in biological
systematization, one usually resorts to similar or same
principles when identifying higher taxa; such similar-
ity is usually lacking in the genealogical classification
of languages. In some survey works done on the
world’s languages, macrofamilies such as Nostratic
and Sino-Caucasian are adjacent to such superphyla
as Gé-Pano-Caribbean and Indo-Pacific. All these taxa
are hypothetical; however, while the former are sup-
ported by well-grounded hypotheses, today are being
refuted mostly by those who did not take the proper
time to examine the argumentation behind them, the
latter rather remind the classification of living objects
in the 17th century.

It is quite natural to draw a boundary with regard
to the place of habitat: some fish species can only live
in fresh water, others live in the sea, so we divide
them all into two groups. It would be logical to start
the description of the latter with a phrase like ‘Piscium
marinorum maximus est balaena (cetus) [KomeHckmit
1941: 87]. The translation might be ‘the biggest sea fish
is the whale’. In fact, Latin balaena (cetus also) is not
just “‘whale’. It is applied to any ‘sea monster’, which
could be a shark or a whale, or for the late Roman pe-
riod even the Leviathan as well.

From the point of view of the ethnotaxonomy, there
is nothing wrong in the existence of a ‘whale fish’. The
Hawai'ians, for instance, apply the word i’a (quite ap-
proximately, ‘fish’) to both “large fish”, such as
whales, and “smaller” ones, such as oysters.

Natural sciences have already learned, a long time
ago, to stay away from such “obvious” groupings. It is
high time for the comparative linguistics equally to
learn to stay away from the ‘super-mega-unions’ built
on ethnotaxonomic principles, which are roughly de-
fined as ‘it is perfectly clear that ...’or ‘I know for cer-
tain that ...’

Reply to Jens Fleischhauer

Jens Fleischhauer’s article deals with one of the most
important aspects of historical-comparative linguis-
tics, namely, genetic classification of languages. The
author’s goal seems to be a general comparison of the
methods that are used to classify objects in biology
and comparative linguistics. Such methods certainly
have much in common, since in both cases the classifi-
cation is based on historical relations of the classified
entities — living species in biology and languages in
linguistics.

Both methods distinguish between homologies and
analogies. In biology, homologies are represented by
different structures that go back to the same original
structure of the ancestor species (e. g. human arms
and birds” wings, or the “ritualistic” feather-cleaning
among different species of ducks), whereas analogical
structures are ones that are similar in aspect but have
developed independently of each other (e. g., the 00-
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TekaeMmas body shape common for fish, ichthyosaurs
and dolphins; the singing of birds and human lan-
guage). In linguistics, one can define as homologies,
for instance, etymologically equivalent words or parts
of words in related languages. Typical homologies are
Latin g, Greek 7, and Russian u in the word ‘4’ (Latin
quattuor, Greek téooapeg, Russian wemuvipe), or perfec-
tive forms with the auxiliary verb ‘have’ in English
and German (it must be noted, though, that the author
only adduces related lexical cognates as “homolo-
gies”). A basic criterion for recognizing “homologies”
in words is the presence of regular phonetic corre-
spondences. In contrast, “analogies” in languages rep-
resent coincidental resemblances, e. g. Quechua 7iuka
‘I’ : Tocharian A 7iuk ‘I (fem.)’.

The general principle of building a genealogical
tree is also common: the later the separation of the
common ancestor, the closer the languages (or spe-
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cies) are related. Both in linguistics and biology the
genealogical tree is primarily based on shared inno-
vations (in biology called apomorphies), while com-
mon archaisms (plesiomorphies), inherited from a
more remote ancestor, are not taken into considera-
tion. An innovation that originated in the ancestor it-
self and is inherited (at least to some extent) by each
single descendant is called a synapomorphy (of
course, for all the descendants themselves this feature
will be plesiomorphic). For Germanic languages, for
instance, a typical synapomorphy is the First Conso-
nant Shift.

Separation of a species or an ancestral language is
usually understood to be brought about by a separa-
tion of populations. The joint group of an ancestral
species or language with all of its descendants in biol-
ogy is called ‘monophyletic’. The group that joins an
ancestral species with only a part of its descendants
yields a paraphyletic classification; one that joins spe-
cies or languages that do not share an immediate
common ancestor is known as polyphyletic. Both in
biology and linguistics the prevailing opinion is that
the only correct classification is a monophyletic one.

Such a classification may adequately reflect real
historical development of entities only in the case
when said development represents only divergence, i.
e. when the species (or languages) cannot acquire any
features from neighbouring species (or languages). In
biology, according to the author, this is reasonable,
since cases of ‘hybridization’ between species are so
scarce that they do not necessitate a shift of the cur-
rent working theory. In linguistics, however, the
situation is quite the opposite, since languages easily
borrow both lexicon and grammatical models from
one another, while in extreme cases of particularly
intensive contacts we may witness the formation of a
new language that has more than one ancestor —
something that directly contradicts the monophyletic
demand.

The author raises the complex question of what ex-
actly are the relations between the tree model for lin-
guistic relationship and actual language history.
Normally, comparative-historical linguistics strives to
exclude contact-induced phenomena from its scope —
thus, in newer models of glottochronology borrow-
ings are not taken into account already on the initial
stage of calculations. However, as noted by ].
Fleischhauer, borrowings on all levels of the language
system are a natural phenomenon for almost any dia-
lect. One can distinguish between different degrees of
contact influence; thus, the author notes cases which
he calls ‘extreme borrowing’ (such as English, satu-
rated with Gallicisms), while even more intense influ-

ence can lead to the arisal of new ‘mixed’ languages
from pigins (such as Ma’a with its Cushitic lexicon
and Bantu-like grammar). The borrowing of gram-
matical elements is being treated by the author as ‘re-
ticulate development’ which he distinguishes from
network (i. e. mixed) origin — encountered much less
frequently, as he writes. He also correctly notes that
the tree-type model serves well only for those lan-
guages whose history represents an unbroken vertical
transmission of the language from generation to gen-
eration by fully competent speakers.

Tree-type models are also problematic in the case of
dialectal continua, when closely related languages
‘mutate’ into one another over a chain of intermediate
idioms that are hard to assign to any one particular
node on the genealogical tree.

It should, however, be noted, that the problems
listed by J. Fleischhauer have already been considered
in comparative linguistics, including Russian sources
such as [bypaak, Crapoctun 2005: 55-82, 129-170].
Thus, it is well known that dialectal continua not only
exist, but also have a tendency to ‘regroup’, so that
dialects that were once classified as belonging to one
areal group can, after certain historical changes, be
placed into a different one. Such is, e. g., the situation
with certain formerly Northern Belorussian idioms
that are now counted as Northern Russian [beankos
1989]. The Old Novgorod dialect, formerly not be-
longing to either South, East, or West Slavic, eventu-
ally became a dialect of Russian [Huxoaaes 1988,
1989]. A similar regrouping happened in Turkic, cf.
“the presence of Karluk, Kypchak, and Oguz dialects
of Uzbek that underwent certain common processes,
despite the fact that genetically they belong to differ-
ent subgroups of Turkic” [Ae6o A. 1996: 28]. Like-
wise, there have been discussions of different ways to
deal with such situations within the framework of the
tree-type model. A. B. Dolgopolsky, for instance, sug-
gested abandoning any attempts to classify closely
related languages into subgroups altogether. A. V.
Dybo, on the contrary, considers it possible to con-
struct a genealogical tree for such languages, admit-
ting, however, that different classificatory standards
(depending on the innovations taken into account) can
yield different trees; the main task of the researcher is
then to understand which of the resulting trees re-
flects the most archaic situation.

It should be noted that such ‘reticulate evolution’ is
also encountered in biology [Mopaanckuit 2001: 68].
Closely related species can (in natural conditions as
well as in captivity) mate with each other and even
give fertile offspring; this has been attested, e. g., for
multiple species of macaques and some species of ba-

131



Discussion Articles / AucKyccuoHHEIe cTaTby

boons [Byrosckas, ®aitnbepr 1993: 100-102 ¢ awurt.].
Situations where two obviously different languages
‘transmorph’ into each other through a chain of in-
termediate dialects also find their analogies in biology.
Thus, populations of the great tit form an unbreaking
continuum from Western Europe to the Far East, or, to
be more precise, two unbreaking chains, one of which
goes through temperate forests and the other one
through Persia and tropical forests of India and Indo-
china. In each two adjacent populations, the species
can mate with each other, but on the Amur river,
where the two chains meet once again, tits from the
northern chain cannot mate with those from the
southern one (they are respectively called Parus major
major and Parus major minor) [Mlopaanckuii 2001: 68].

Reticulate evolution (regrouping of dialects) con-
firms with the principle of language transmission
from competent speakers to their children; neverthe-
less, it is still difficult to reconcile it with the tree-type
model.

We also know the conditions under which dialectal
continua can be subject to such evolution. This is pos-
sible only with closely related languages each of
which lies within a zone of ‘potential intelligibility”’
with its neighbour [Bypaak, Crapoctun 2005: 62, 156—
162], since ‘bilingual situations make it hard for the
speakers to be fully competent in both systems with-
out mixing them up’ [Aanatos 1997: 111]. Likewise, in
biology reticulate evolution is only possible for those
neighbouring populations whose members can pro-
duce fertile hybrids. Moreover, it cannot be excluded
that the initial stage of evolution both in biological
species and in languages always has a reticulate na-
ture, with the ‘tree” observed only after natural selec-
tion or historical and cultural factors have led to the
extinction of some part of the populations, with the
others forming distinctly different entities.

The biological part of the article contains a certain
number of flaws. Apart from not mentioning the pos-
sibility of reticulate evolution among subspecies and
closely related species, Fleischhauer says nothing
about the fact that allopatric formation of subspecies
(divergence of species caused by geographical separa-
tion of populations) can, to some degree of probabil-
ity, alternate with sympatric formation, when repre-
sentatives of the same species, through different ap-
proaches to the exploiting of natural resources, can
eventually give rise to several different species inca-
pable of mating between themselves. Basically, the
cladistic approach to classification, dealing with the
splitting of one ancestor into several descendants
rather than mere separation of one entity from another
through branching, suits the needs of linguistics better

132

than those of biology. Languages evolve constantly,
regardless of whether they diverge into several de-
scendants or not — differences between Old and
Modern Greek are hardly any less significant than
those between Latin and Italian or Spanish. If the an-
cestral language does split, all of its descendants
evolve at generally comparable rates (especially if one
chooses basic lexicon as the primary criterion, as is
done in glottochronology). In biology, however, spe-
cies can remain quite stable for extremely long periods
of time — e. g., the tadpole shrimp (Triops cancriformis)
that has been practically unchanged for the last 200
min. years [Mopaanckmit 2001]. This means that sepa-
ration of certain populations with subsequent forma-
tion of a new species does not necessarily imply the
loss of the ‘elder’ species or its transmutation into a
qualitatively new entity, as the cladistic method
would suggest. Well-argumented criticism of the
cladistic principle in biology has been widespread in
Russian science for quite a long time already [ITpnn-
ummsl... 1989]; in the West, however, this approach
still remains fashionable.

There are also certain misses in the comparative part
of the article. Passages that deal with the construction
of the genealogical tree do not mention the glottochro-
nological methodology of S. A. Starostin (even though
an officially published English translation of the princi-
pal work on this methodology [Starostin 2000] does ex-
ist). This approach includes, among other things, a way
of filtering out phenomena that are due to contact be-
tween closely related languages [Bypaak, Crapoctua
2005: 164]. Fleischhauer says nothing about the meth-
odology of separating borrowings from inherited strata
in the language [Bypaak, Crapoctuu 2005: 72-79], even
though such separation allows for a much more precise
application of the monophyletic principle — although,
under the condition of particularly intensive contacts
between languages, the dating of their divergence can
be made somewhat more archaic [bypaak 2000; Byp-
aax, Crapoctun 2005: 67]. One thing that is straight-
forwardly incorrect is inclusion of common archaisms
(‘plesiomorphies’) among those units that are subject to
borrowing.

The work states that a theory on the relations be-
tween inheritance and borrowing in language history
is highly desirable; those wishing to get acknowl-
edged with such a theory can be pointed towards
works by V. I. Belikov [beankos 1989, 2006], with a
detailed and well-grounded classification of language
contacts, as well as the handbook on comparative lin-
guistics by S. A. Burlak and S. A. Starostin [bypaak,
Crapoctns 2005: 55-82] and the article [bypaax 2007],
where influence of contact factors on the historical de-
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velopment of languages is also discussed, and the tree
model for language groups is deemed useful. It
should be noted that creole languages — ones that do
not, in fact, fit well within the tree-type model — are
encountered unfrequently and have enough systematic
and well recognizable differences from non-creole lan-
guages to be excluded from the tree-type model [Byp-
aax 2008]. It is also likely that proper conditions for the
formation of creoles are forming only on ‘advanced’

stages of social development, characteristic exclusively
of relatively modern times (A. Davletshin, p. c.).

Despite all this, I have read the article with interest,
since any kind of publication dealing with issues of
comparative-historical linguistics that have not yet
been elaborated to everyone’s satisfaction should be
welcome, not to mention publications that also at-
tempt to deal with the solution of similar problems in
evolutionary biology.

Reply to Vladimir Belikov and Svetlana Burlak

Vladimir Belikov and Svetlana Burlak express some
quite interesting comments on my paper. Some of
them I want to discuss — especially those that high-
light the discrepancy between our views. I want to use
this reply to put stress on some points of my paper
that I consider as central.

In my paper I compare the comparative method
and phylogenetic cladistics to explore the statement
that there is an analogy between both methods. Be-
likov states that the analogy is merely an analogy,
while my conclusion is that both are identical in
methodological respect. So, I claim that it is more than
just an analogy since both methods work in the same
way. Based on this, I agree with Platnick and Cam-
eron’s claim that comparative method is a cladistic
method. This also means that both face the same
methodological problems.

Belikov claims that the classifications in biology
and linguistics are different, because there are differ-
ences in comparability of objects in both disciplines.
This is how I interpret his statement that “the level of
abstraction in objects classified by biologists and lin-
guists is quite different”. I do not want to claim that
biological and linguistic objects (e.g. species and lan-
guages) obey the same evolutionary regularities.
Comparability of objects in the domains of biology
and linguistics seems often to be assumed. If one uses
biological methods to analyze linguistic data (e.g. Bry-
ant et al. 2005, Hamed & Wang 2006), one presup-
poses that assumptions inherent in the biological
methods apply well to linguistic objects. It is relevant
to make a comparison between the domains of biol-
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ogy and linguistics if one wants to apply a method
from one discipline in another discipline. But in my
paper I neither compare the objects in the respective
domains, nor do I transfer a method from biology into
linguistics. All I do is to compare two methods and
state that both share the same assumptions (mono-
phyly and evolution). The argumentation merely re-
lies on a comparison of the methods, it does not cling
to a comparability between the respective objects clas-
sified in biology and linguistics. Just in facing the
methodological problems, it is necessary to take the
objects classified into account. To test if the basic as-
sumptions of the methods hold, one has to take a look
on the objects (species and languages) themselves. But
this does not means that the objects have to be com-
pared, they can separately violate the assumptions.

As should be clear (at least now), I do not want to
defend cladism. My aim is to present methodological
reasons against the view that an a priori assumed tree-
model is adequate for representing language relation-
ships. This should not mean that the monophyly as-
sumption is wrong in any case, but that it has to be re-
jected as a solid basic assumption. That is also the rea-
son why I do not discuss ,the methodology of separat-
ing borrowing from inherited strata in the language”,
as Burlak says. It may be right that such an approach
would allow a more precise application of the mono-
phyletic principle. But again, I guess the discussion of
the basic assumptions of cladistic methods shows that
there is a problem with an a priori presumption of
monophyly. For my argumentation it would not bring
any new into the discussion in considering Starostin
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(2000). Starostin takes language divergence and genea-
logical trees as axiomatic, so his account faces the same
problems than any other account which assumes
monophyly. In my view it does not help to increase the
methodology for a more precise application of the
monophyly principle, the only reasonable solution is
the deletion of this as an basic assumption.

Burlak states that there are some flaws in the bio-
logical part of the paper. She mentions that I said
nothing about allopatric and sympatric formation of
subspecies. This is right, but I neither discuss specia-
tion nor compare models of speciation (divergence) in
biology and linguistics. In the light of my paper, the
way speciation or branching occurs is only relevant in
respect to those cases in which language origin is the
outcome of an hybridization event. There are a lot of
cases in which other models, analogous to an allopa-
tric formation of subspecies, describe the process of
language origin quite well. For my argumentation it is
only relevant to show that there are cases that do not
fit the branching model. I discuss such cases on two
levels: first, on the level of origin, second, on the level
of development. As Burlak states, a mixed origin is
rather seldom, but despite this, it occurs as a natural
process. There are such cases as mixed languages
(other than Ma’a, there are still more cases regarded as
mixed, cf. the discussion in [Matras 2003]), creole lan-
guages and dialect continua, so they have to account
as conflicting with the monophyly assumption. The
cases of the second type deal with (extreme) borrow-
ing and areal features. Burlak and Belikov question
the first cases, in saying that Ma’a can be reanalyzed
in terms of unbroken transmission, while Burlak says
that creoles are quite different from non-creoles. This
difference justifies dealing with them in dissimilar
ways. Given that Ma'a and creoles can be seen as
controversial and, as such, not very well supporting
my claim, there are also dialect continua and the sec-
ond type of cases like ‘extreme borrowing’ or hori-
zontal transmission of areal features as further prob-
lematic cases. Maybe Burlak and Belikov won’t accept
some of this cases, because they belong to the ‘do-
main’ of language development and not language ori-
gin. One could state that only language origin and not

language development is relevant for classifying lan-
guages. As I argue in the paper, if one needs to rely on
an evolutionary approach of language change, one
needs to take account of the full evolutionary history
of languages and cannot purely focus on language
origin. An evolutionary account of language change, I
argue, is one of the basic requirements of comparative
(cladistic) method.

Maybe Burlak and I differ in respect of what should
be grasped by the comparative method: “merely’ lan-
guage origin or language development as well. I focus
on the second alternative, which is why I do not dis-
cuss speciation or methods like glottochronology. If
one accepts the basic assumption of monophyletic ori-
gin of languages, it would be quite important to refine
your methods to improve your data base, so that it fits
the monophyly assumption much better. But if one
rejects this assumption, methods that improve your
data so that it better fits the tree model do not seem to
be so important any longer. Nevertheless, this makes
the distinction between inherited and non-inherited
language features not any longer superfluous.

The conclusion of my paper is that there is a di-
lemma in respect to the basic assumptions of the
method. Both of the basic assumptions cannot hold
together, but it is only one of them (monophyly) that
can be abandoned. This means that procedures of
analyzing relationships between languages should not
take the tree-likeness as axiomatic. One cannot grasp
the evolutionary process underlying the development
and origin of languages if one puts languages into a
certain model, namely a tree-model, if this model does
not fit the historical development of the languages.
The comments of Burlak and Belikov mostly lead into
the direction of reanalyzing data and improving the
methods, so that it could be said that the languages, if
they can be genetically classified, eventually fit the
monophyly assumption or no longer present any evi-
dence against it. The main point of my argumentation
was that one needs to take account of language evolu-
tion for the philosophical coherence of the method.
But language evolution is reticulate, and the conflict
that arises from this can only be solved by putting the
monophyly requirement aside.
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B pamMkax mcTopmdeckoi AMHIBUCTUKY SI3BIKM, KaK IIPeAIIChIBaeT CpaBHUTeAbHO-MCTOpUde-
CKUII MeTOJ, KAaccupUIMPYIOTCA Ha OCHOBaHUM VX TeHeTYeCKOIO POACTBa. AHAAOTMYHLIM
MHCTPYMEHTOM B O11010TUI BEICTyIIaeT KAadUCTHKa. B craThe yTBep>KAaeTcs, 4TO O110A0TH-
YeCKIIT U AMHTBUCTUYECKIIT METOABL HE TOABKO aHAAOTMYHBI, HO 1 OCHOBAHBI HA OAHMX I TeX
>Ke MCXOAHBIX IToaoxkeHsIx: (1) MoHOoMAeTHIecKoe IIPOMCXOXKAeHUe; (2) DBOAIOIMIOHHOE
pasBuUTMe BIUAOB M SI3LIKOB. YTBEpP>KAAeTCsl TaKKe, YTO IOAOXKeHIe O MOHO(IAETIIeCKOM
HPOVICXOXKAEHNN IIPUMEHUTeABHO K A3BIKaM HEBepHO, a DBOAIOLIMIOHHOe OOBsCHeHMe IIpo-
VICXOXKAEHVISI VI Pa3BUTHSL SI3bIKa He SABASETCS MHTETPAABHON YacThIO CPABHUTEABHOTO MeTOJa
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U CBA3aHHON C HUM «APEeBEeCHOI» MOJeAablo. VIcxoas 13 5TOro, BHICKA3bIBACTCS Pslj, METOA0-
AOTMYECKV OOOCHOBAHHBIX KpUTMYECKUX 3aMedaHMII OTHOCUTEABHO HPUMEHEHMUs K S3BIKO-
BOMY MaTepuaaly TaKoi «ApeBeCHON» MOAEAN.

OCHOBHBIM BBIBOAOM CTaThbll MOXKHO CYMTaTh TO, YTO DBOAIOIIIOHHOE OObsCHeHMe pas-
BUTHUA SI3bIKAa HECOBMECTMMO C IIOAOKEHIEeM O er0 MOHO(UAETUYECKOM IIPOVCXOXKAEHNI;
AAsl paspelleHNs BO3HUKAIOIEero MpOTUBOpeYns OT II0CAeAHerO IOAOXKEeH CAeAyeT OTKa-
3aTbci. DTO, B CBOIO OUepeAb, OyAeT MMeTb BaXKHBIE II0CAeACTBIL KaK A5 OLIEHKU A0CTOBEp-
HOCTH MMEIOITUXCs Ha CeTOAHAIIHIUIN AeHb A3BIKOBBIX KAaccupUKaIuii, Tak 1 4451 pa3paboT-
K1 60.4ee TOUHBIX MeTOAMK KAacCuUKAIIUN B OyAyIIieM.
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In Hot Pursuit of Language in Prehistory.

Kirill Babaev

Russian State University for the Humanities

Essays in the four fields of anthropology. In honor of Harold Crane Fleming.

By John D. Bengtson (ed.)

Amsterdam / Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 2008. XXIV + 476 pp.

The volume under discussion was published in hon-
our of Harold Crane Fleming, a distinguished veteran
anthropologist with deep specialisation in linguistics
and language prehistory. His particular passion in this
domain have been African languages, on which he
published a great number of significant papers fol-
lowing his long term trips to Ethiopia, working
mostly, though not exclusively, with Chadic, Omotic
and Cushitic languages. Through his studies, Harold
Fleming has always emphasised that only a complex
interdisciplinary approach can lead us to uncover the
prehistory of humankind — a task he has always been
working upon in person.

The book is a solid attempt to vindicate this very
approach. It contains a collection of articles written by
specialists in various fields of anthropological studies
— including genetics, archaeology, linguistics, cul-
tural studies and human biology. The lifetime idea of
Harold Fleming, therefore, is well reflected here: to
bring together people who can answer questions on
deep human past multiplying knowledge of several
interconnected disciplines and creating a synergy to
boost the progress. A great endeavour, indeed.

The collected papers are divided into five major
blocks in an attempt to follow the disciplinary princi-
ple: African Peoples; African Languages (synchronic
studies); African Languages (classification and pre-
history); Languages of Eurasia, Oceania, and the
Americas; and Human and Language Origins. How-
ever, some inconsistencies may be noticed: papers on
genetics are placed into the first and final sections,
while issues of mythology are discussed in parts I and
IV. This is probably done on purpose, to strengthen
the impression that all humanities are interrelated and
cannot be easily classified.

We will go through the materials one by one in the
order they are presented, focusing more on linguistic
studies as the present Journal implies.

Genetics and genogeography have recently become
an important part of prehistoric studies, and pioneer-
ing experiments of L. Cavalli-Sforza (1991) and his
followers to link genetic data with cultures, ethnicities
and languages are gaining substantial popularity. One
of them is carried out in Shomarka Omar Keita’s arti-
cle “Geography, selected Afro-Asiatic families, and Y-
chromosome lineage variation: an exploration in lin-
guistics and phylogeography”. The author deals with
Y-chromosome genetic data of various ethnic groups
of Afro-Asiatic (or Afrasian) language speakers. As it
turns out, many of the ones that are located in Africa
belong to the same haplogroups — which, therefore,
may confirm their common origins. The author claims
to find the same traces in Semitic data to back the the-
ory of the African origins of Afrasians; however, this
does not seem evident. There are further doubts re-
garding links with Berber genetic data, which, ac-
cording to earlier discoveries, lies closer to Eurasian
stocks than to African ones.

The article by Christy Turner named “A dental an-
thropological hypothesis relating to the ethnogenesis,
origin, and antiquity of the Afro-Asiatic language
family: peopling of the Eurasian-S.Asian triangle IV”
considers traits of dental morphology of Homo
sapiens fossils to resolve the same problem: the origi-
nal homeland of Afrasian language speakers. Con-
trary to the previous author, the author supports the
idea of Near Eastern origins of Afrasians, namely the
Natuf archaeological culture of the region. In the light
of the latest reports (Militarev 2009), this relation
seems promising. Sadly, the author’s phrase ‘the hy-
pothesis of non-African origins of Afro-Asiatic finds
support in the fact that the Semitic branch ... is the
most important in terms of number of speakers’ (p. 18)
does not withstand serious criticism.

Daniel McCall describes the phenomenon of the
calendar 7-day week in the culture of ancient civilisa-
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tions in his “African weeks”. He turns to a well-
known parallel between the 7-day week in the ancient
Mediterranean, originating from Babylon, and the
same tradition among the Akan people of Ghana. An
amazing migration of the cultural custom is suggested
by the author to have emerged due to the gold cara-
van trade across Sahara which lasted for thousands of
years between the Mediterranean and the ‘Gold
Coast’, the homeland of the Akan. The author analy-
ses possible correspondences in the names of the
weekdays between European cultures and this remote
African one.

“Gender distinction and affirmative copula clauses
in Zargulla” by Azeb Ambha is the first article of Part I
of the book. It provides an insight into the problem of
gender marking in one of the Omotic languages: sur-
prisingly, the old opposition of masculine and femi-
nine is reinterpreted as neutral / emotional shading of
the copula. Typologically, this kind of development is
a rare case, worth being studied on a wider range of
data, and a nice example of how the Afrasian gender
system has eroded in Omotic.

Another synchronic study is contained in “Riddling
in Gidole” by Paul Black, who finds and classifies
rules of building popular riddles in two East Cushitic
languages of Ethiopia: Gidole and Konso.

The longest paper of the volume, “A lexicostatisti-
cal comparison of Omotic languages”, is written by
Vaclav Blazek; it opens the third part of the book. This
is a serious and detailed analysis of the subject, con-
taining both a retrospective review of the existing re-
constructions of Proto-Omotic and the author’'s own
estimates. Blazek adduces two of the most recently
established and reliable systems of phonetic corre-
spondences between the Omotic languages (one by L.
Bender and the other by M. Lamberti & R. Sottile), as
well as the language tree diagrams of Omotic built by
H. Fleming and L. Bender. Based on the Swadesh 100-
word lists for fourty Omotic dialects, the author sug-
gests his own version of the language diffusion chart,
which amends Bender’s tree in some details without
changing the whole picture. A good corpus of recon-
structed Proto-Omotic roots for the Swadesh list is en-
closed. The author concludes that the breakup of the
Proto-Omotic language community took place ca.
7,000 years ago.

Christopher Ehret's contribution to the volume is
entitled “The primary branches of Cushitic: seriating
the diagnosis sound change rules”. The basis of the
study is the comparison of the reconstructed phone-
mic systems of Proto-Cushitic and its core branches:
common innovations are considered to reflect the
structure of the proto-language’s dialectal diffusion.
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Unfortunately, no examples are presented to support
the reconstructions, which are mostly taken from ear-
lier works of the author. The author concludes that
there was a common phonetic innovation in East and
South Cushitic, and another one common for Beja and
South Cushitic. The latter, according to the author,
may suggest a Beja-South Cushitic node in the internal
classification of the family.

The issues of phonetic and morphological devel-
opment in Chadic languages are discussed in Herr-
mann Jungraithmayr’s “Erosion in Chadic”. He de-
scribes a very intriguing, but still poorly studied, issue
of the difference in development speed between vari-
ous languages of the same stock. Indeed, some lan-
guages of the group / family always seem more pro-
gressive, while others are rather conservative. The
process of language change and proto-language sys-
tem destruction is called erosion by the author, who
then analyses it for Chadic. Based on this criterion, he
proposes to divide the languages of the family into
three basic groups: ‘Old Chadic’, preserving much of
Proto-Chadic in its phonetics and morphology; ‘Mid-
dle Chadic’, showing significant shifts; and ‘New
Chadic’, the most progressive and innovative lan-
guages which have reduced or dropped much of their
prehistoric shape. It is interesting to see that some
languages may be archaic in preserving vowels and
progressive in consonantism, or vice versa. The issue
clearly deserves deeper research, with a discussion of
the reasons for different rates of language change
which, in our opinion, should include external lan-
guage contacts as one of the main drivers of the lan-
guage change.

Philippe Biirgisser (“On Kunama ukunkula “elbow”
and its proposed cognates”) not only addresses the
etymology of this body part lexeme in one of the Nilo-
Saharan languages, but also gives some lexical corre-
spondences to strengthen the possible relations be-
tween Nilo-Saharan and two isolate languages of the
region, Shabo and Kadu. Further on, pros and contras
of the two existing Proto-Nilo-Saharan reconstructions
(by L. Bender and C. Ehret, respectively) are analysed.
The author’s view is that Bender’s sound correspon-
dences are poorly worked out, and that both versions
are not strict enough due to far-fetched semantics,
which is entirely true. However, one of the author's
further statements — ‘I don’t share Ehret’s faith in the
existence of exceptionless sound laws’” — is something
that we can hardly accept. Exceptionless sound laws
are not a matter of faith, but rather a basic principle of
comparative linguistics; observed deviations from a
postulated rule are usually due to other rules, some-
times still waiting to be discovered.
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“The problem of pan-African roots” by Roger
Blench is a collection of lexical comparisons between
the four language macrofamilies of the continent
made by the author in the recent years. Blench has de-
fended the Niger-Saharan hypothesis of genetic rela-
tions between the two sub-Saharan African language
families, and the extension of this analysis towards
pan-African lexical correspondences seems logical.
However, we should be cautious about the material
presented: the number of languages of Africa is so
huge (over 1,500 in Niger-Congo alone) that finding a
‘suitable’” shape of word with a close semantic mean-
ing, as Blench does, may not seem reliable. To avoid
mere coincidences, one needs to compare proto-
language forms (carefully reconstructed in advance)
rather than data from one or two languages of a fam-
ily. Otherwise, the studies of deep (and global) ety-
mologies may be easily discredited from a methodo-
logical standpoint.

Part IV of the book opnes with an excellent paper
by Allan Bomhard, “Some thoughts on the Proto-
Indo-European cardinal numbers”, that will be inter-
esting for everyone familiar with the Indo-European
reconstructions. It appears that, although the issue has
already been studied for two centuries, there is still
room to grow. Bomhard recalls and supports some
earlier hypotheses on the origins of the numerals, e. g.,
he backs the original meaning ‘four’ for the root
*Hok’to-, whose dual form *Hok't0 is commonly known
to have meant ‘eight’. He also considers the original
Indo-European word for ‘two’ to have been *do-, with
Anatolian evidence, and explains the traditional
*duwo- / *dwo as a Caucasian loanword. Thus he is able
to interpret Indo-European *de-kmt ‘ten’ as <
‘two-hands’. At the same time, there is no explanation
in the paper for what particular reasons the Proto-
Indo-Europeans (including Proto-Anatolians, if we re-
call Luwian tuwa- ‘two’) needed another word for
‘two’, if they already had one. Also, why is the ‘Cau-
casian’ *dwo- so similar in phonetic shape with the
original **do-? It would be much more logical to sup-
port another theory here (Gamkrelidze & Ivanov
1984), namely, that the initial sound of Indo-European
*dvo- was actually a kind of a labiodental phoneme re-
flected as *d- (Irish do), *dw- (Latin bis ‘twice’) and *w-
(Tocharian A wu) depending on the particular Indo-
European dialect. In this case, borrowing of this form
into Caucasian sources, such as Proto-Circassian
*t’q"*a mentioned by Bomhard, would be no surprise.

Juha Janhunen’s “Some Old World experience of
linguistic dating” deals with long-range comparison
hypotheses of the language families of Northern Eura-
sia. The classification of Eurasian proto-languages is

given according to their time depth. The author is re-
luctant to admit Altaic as a family of languages, but
mentions that some arguments in favour of the
Nostratic (Eurasiatic) and Ural-Altaic theories are ‘dif-
ficult to take distance from’. The question, as Jan-
hunen rightly puts it, is the method. The Etymological
dictionary of the Altaic languages (EDAL 2003) con-
tains almost 3,000 items, while for Proto-Uralic no
more than 200 roots can be recognised. The reason is
the assumption that a word can only be considered
Proto-Uralic if it is found in both Fenno-Ugric and
Samoyedic languages, though the latter are quite
scarce in number. However, the binary approach to
Indo-European (or Indo-Hittite) as falling into two
major nodes of Anatolian and Narrow Indo-European
will substantially decrease the number of Proto-Indo-
Hittite roots. Will that make all the remaining roots of
Pokorny not Proto-Indo-European?

John Bengtson, the Editor of the volume, presents a
well-structured analysis of the recent advances in the
long-range studies of the two hypothetical macrofa-
milies of Eurasia: Nostratic (Eurasiatic) and Dene-
Caucasian (“The languages of Northern Eurasia: in-
ference to the best explanation”). It is the typological
and phonetic differences between these families that
are the subject of the paper, and a summary chart is
given following the analysis. The author concludes that
a binary scheme of the deep prehistoric language diver-
sification in Eurasia is the best explanation to date.

The work by Michael Witzel, called “Slaying the
dragon across Eurasia”, concentrates on the mytho-
logical story widespread in both the Old and the New
Worlds: the evil dragon being killed by the hero. The
value of mythology for reconstructing human prehis-
tory has always been high for Indo-Europeanists
(Puhvel 1993; Mallory 1991), and the dragon story, in
particular, was also under close scrutiny (Watkins
2001). Witzel goes further to compare similar images
and myths about dragon slaying from China, India,
Egypt, Mesopotamia, Japan etc., and makes compari-
sons with Maya (Kekchi) mythology as well, pro-
longing and deepening the comparison on both the
cultural and the linguistic level.

One of the early scholars dealing in long-range lan-
guage comparison, Alfredo Trombetti, is paid homage
in the article by Jonathan Morris (“Trombetti: the fore-
father of Indo-Pacific”). The author reestimates Trom-
betti’s works dedicated to the issues of genetic rela-
tionship between Andamanese, New Guinean and
Australian languages, called the Indo-Pacific hypothe-
sis. Both Trombetti and his fellow countryman Ric-
cardo Gatti compiled a large number of proposed
cognates, many of which are quoted in the paper.
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More lexical items are presented from Trombetti’s in-
teresting 1923 work on possible correspondences be-
tween Dravidian and Australian.

Jane Hill, in her “Otomanguean loan words in
Proto-Uto-Aztecan maize vocabulary” touches upon
the issue of maize domestication in North America
and Mesoamerica and proposes that the terms for its
cultivation in Proto-Uto-Aztecan were actually bor-
rowed from neighbouring Otomanguean. One of the
more convincing arguments is built around the initial
consonant alternations in Uto-Aztecan lexical items, an
isolated phenomenon in this family, yet quite produc-
tive in and typical of Otomanguean. Some observations
are made on the possible homeland for Uto-Aztecan.

The article by Larry Lepionka (“Historical inter-
pretations of geographical distributions of Amerind
subfamilies”) gives a detailed description of prehis-
toric migrations of language families which arose after
the breakup of the Proto-Amerind language commu-
nity. The basic classification of Amerind, upon which
the author is relying, is presented in (Ruhlen 1987)
following the late Joseph Greenberg. Various geo-
graphical, social and historical typologies are drawn
upon to reconstruct the prehistory of the people’s dis-
solution over the vast territory of the American conti-
nent, which makes the paper a good example of inter-
disciplinary synergy advocated in this volume.

Stephen Zegura, in his “Current topics in human
evolutionary genetics”, emphasises the most actual
trends in modern genetics, including the origins and
geographic migrations of early Homo Sapiens, the
chimpanzee connection, and the origins of human
language.

The last topic is also the subject of the contribution
by Philip Lieberman (“A wild 50,000-year ride”), who
deals with the development of speech anatomy of
Homo sapiens. He names a collection of features
which allowed the human being to pronounce basic
vowel sounds, and notices that the earliest recorded
signs of the ability to pronounce vowels like [a], [i]
and [u] go back to nearly 50,000 years back, but not
earlier. So, this seems a natural chronological bound-
ary for long-range comparative linguistics as it finds
itself at the very end (or, rather, the beginning) of the
road to the prehistory of language.

Another view on this issue is contained in Ofer Bar-
Yosef’s article “Can Paleolithic stone artifacts serve as
evidence for prehistoric language?” This is a view
from the archaeological standpoint, and it analyses the
level of mutual comprehension within human society
in the Paleolithic era. The author suggests that the
methods of stonework and similar techniques used to
draw similar patterns on stone may confirm that, by
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that time, the society was well organised with the use
of language. This ‘archaeology of language’, as the
author puts it, is, without a doubt, an important area
for further investigation.

The origins of human language are further re-
garded in the works of George van Driem (“The origin
of language”) and Paul Whitehouse (“Some specula-
tions on the evolution of language, and on the lan-
guage of evolution”). The former presents his forth-
coming monograph ‘The Language Organism’ de-
scribing the theory of language origins and evolution
through history. A similar problem is raised by P.
Whitehouse: what did early languages look like? The
author makes a few decent comparisons with child lan-
guage, probably the best model for studying the early
developments of human language as a whole. There is
also an attempt to build a chronology of language de-
velopment, definitely a great endeavour itself.

Two authors, Alain Matthey de I'Etang and Pierre
Bancel, share authorship of the two last articles of the
volume. They concentrate on proposed global ety-
mologies of the two kinship terms, mama and papa,
and their derivatives. There are two well known views
on their origins, and most mainstream linguists con-
sider them banal nursery terms, the easiest a baby can
pronounce when acquiring speech. However, the hy-
pothesis of their ancient origin in the human proto-
language is also widely discussed (Bengtson & Ruhlen
1994). The second article, “The millennial persistence
of Indo-European and Eurasiatic pronouns and the
origin of nominals”, attempts to derive the personal
pronominal roots widespread in Northern Eurasia,
namely *mV- ‘I’ and *tV- ‘thou’, from these very pre-
historic kinship terms. This raises doubts, and not
only because of the lack of comparative linguistic evi-
dence presented, but also from a typological point of
view. Such an origin of the pronominal paradigm
(from lexemes meaning ‘father’ and ‘mother’) is never
found in the world’s languages, though we may find
derivatives of sibling terms used as polite pronouns in
some Asian tongues, cf. Viethamese anh ‘thou’ <‘elder
brother’, etc. (Babaev 2009). Still, the claim of the an-
cient Nostratic (Eurasiatic) origins of the two men-
tioned personal pronouns is beyond any doubt (Ba-
baev 2008).

Overall, the collection of articles we have reviewed
seems to have achieved its goal: to demonstrate a syn-
ergetic effect of interdisciplinary approach for the re-
search of the human past. This display of interdisci-
plinary knowledge is all the more impressive if its
presentation is unified by being dedicated to a single
person who has devoted his life to the study of human
prehistory — Harold Fleming.
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In a recent publication titled “Proto-Japanese: Issues
and Prospects”, Frellesvig and Whitman revise the re-
construction of proto-Japanese, which they define in
the opening line as (1:) “the reconstructed language
from which all later varieties of Japanese descend.”
Reconstructions proposed by various specialists in the
field are organized in four subject areas: I phoneme
inventory, II use of dialects, III accent and IV morpho-
syntax. The methods that are employed are internal
reconstruction, especially applied to Old Japanese and
dialect comparison, including the varieties of the
Ryukyus. Incorporating some references to Korean
parallels in passing, external comparison is limited to
an absolute minimum. The primary goal of this book
is described as (2): “to present new research which
advances our understanding of pJ”.

In the present review article I will argue that al-
though this volume gives a clear overview of recent
research and presents a state-of-the-art analysis of
certain important issues in the field, the primary goal
could have been reached more successfully. This is
due to the fact that the editors have chosen to leave
out a valuable source of information that may acceler-
ate our understanding of proto-Japanese, namely the
historical comparison of Japanese with the other Al-
taic languages. In what follows I intend to give some
indications of how external comparison can shed light
on the reconstruction of proto-Japanese, by creating
new insights and by supporting the insights devel-
oped in this volume. But the significance of the com-
parative method in this context also goes the other
way around: the reconstruction of proto-Altaic be-
comes less problematic as our understanding of proto-
Japanese advances. When we intend to crack the ge-
netic code of Japanese, we should not only examine its
offspring, but also its ancestors.

1. Proto-Japanese issues

The four subject areas into which the book is or-
ganized may seem somewhat forced: Whereas seg-
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mental and suprasegmental phonology, morphology
and syntax refer to the various areas of reconstruction
— sound, form and structure, — dialect comparison is
one of the methods employed in the reconstruction.
Since proto-Japanese is defined as the ancestral lan-
guage of all Ryukyuan and mainland Japanese varie-
ties, any contribution ideally takes dialect comparison
into account.

The reader will notice a relative imbalance when it
comes to the various areas of reconstruction: six
chapters deal mainly with phonology, three with
morphology and one with syntax. Chapter four on the
uses of Ryukyuan deals mainly with phonology, but
peripherally reviews two issues that bear on the re-
construction of p] morpho-syntax. Given the emphasis
on sound and accent reconstruction, it will come as no
surprise that the cutting-edge work is found in this
field. Most notable in this respect is chapter one, on
the seven vowel system by Frellesvig and Whitman
and six, on the accent system for disyllabic nouns by
Shimabukuro.

Basing their arguments on their joint research over
the past ten years, the results of which were prelimi-
narily published in 2004, Frellesvig and Whitman
challenge the widely accepted hypothesis that pJ con-

*

sisted of only four vowels (%, *a, *u, *2). They
strengthen the case for adding two mid vowels (*e, *0),
a reconstruction that is supported by the Ryukyuan
evidence reviewed by Serafim in chapter four. They
further argue for the reconstruction of an additional
high central vowel (*i). Their hypothesis deals only
with short vowels, leaving out pJ long vowels, which
are commonly thought to be reflected in low pitch in
EM].

Building on his doctoral dissertation (2002) on su-
prasegmental reconstruction, Shimabukoro then nu-
ances this widespread idea that low register in EM]
directly corresponds to vowel length in pJ. He argues
that the low register forms reflect original long or
short vowels in the initial syllable, whereas the high
register forms reflect only short vowels. He finds that
the original distinction in vowel length is reflected in
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Ryukuan, namely in the Shuri and Nakijin accentual
subclasses 2.3-5a and 2.3-5b. He convincingly argues
against Matsumori’s analysis of the pR accent system
presented in chapter 5.

In agreement with Shimabukuro, Vovin in chap-
ter 7 supports the correlation between the low regis-
tered accentual subclasses 2.3-5 a and 2.3-5b and
original vowel length. He proposes that the remaining
distinction between low and high register goes back to
an original voice distinction at the so-called “pre-
proto-Japanese” level. Puzzling is not only Vovin's
reference to an undefined stage of pre-p] (144, 153),
presumably in reference to Japanese before it arrived
in Japan. The reader may be more perplexed by the
question, why the ancestral register distinction is
traced back to voice and not some other feature. The
answer is simple: external comparison with Altaic
(Vovin 1995). However, since Vovin (2005) has re-
cently closed the Altaic debate with a negative an-
swer, voice distinction here appears as a deus ex ma-
china. Although not mentioned by the author, the cor-
relation between pJ pitch and Altaic voicedistinction
has been proposed earlier by Kortlandt (1993).

Vovin's reconstruction of voice distinction in pre-pJ
is incompatible with Unger’s hypothesis in chapter
two that p] had voiced obstruents /*b, *d, *g, *z/ which
lenited and are reflected in OJ as /w, y, @, #-s/. Chal-
lenged by the Chinesecharacter data in Miyake (1999),
Unger revises the classical lenition theory, proposed
by himself and Ramsey (1972) and adopted by Martin
(1987). The lenition of p] *¢ > @ plays an important role
in this idea.

The three chapters on morphology all study the
form, function and occurrence of verbal morphemes.
In chapter three Onishi explains patterns of dialect
distribution between eastern and western Japan. What
is new is his calculation method for the time at which
the radiation of certain morphological elements in
western Japanese reached the natural boundary of the
North and Central Japan Alps. But, unfortunately, it
does not work. The calculation is based upon the as-
sumption that the radial diffusion of linguistic items
occurs at a constant speed and that Kinai is — and has
always been — the center for radiation. Both assump-
tions are unlikely and explain the unrealistic outcome
of the calculations. For the radiation of negative suf-
fixes, the method calculates that the form reached the
boundary of the Alps in 480 BC which implies, carry-
ing Onishi’s formula further, that it started to spread
from the Kinai center in 761 BC. These dates cannot be
reconciled with the chronology proposed at several
instances in the volume, for instance (98): “It is widely
thought that Japanese languages entered Japan ...

with the carriers of Yayoi culture,.. (...300BC...)” and
(156): “If the Japanese proto-language indeed arrived
in Japan together with the Yayoi culture,..”

In chapter 8 and 9 Whitman and Frellesvig each
give their viewpoint on the origin of the bigrade verb
classes. Although Frellesvig proposes some changes to
Whitman’s hypothesis, both scholars are basically in
agreement that the bigrade classes originate in the
grammaticalization of an ancestral form of the verb e-
‘get, obtain, be able to’. This is a “new” idea because it
breaks with the more common hypothesis presented
by Unger (1977: 131) and adopted by Martin (1987:
672) that a formant with causative-passive connota-
tion -(C)i- is involved, but it is built on an “old” pro-
posal by Yoshida (1973:85-86). Whereas the bigrade of
OJ puka- 'be deep’, for instance, would be derived in
the first way according to Unger and Martin, Whit-
man would derive it in the second way.

(1) *puka- ‘be deep’ + -(C)i (consonant deletion) >
*pukay (contraction) > puke-'deepen’

(2) *puka- ‘be deep’+ e- (vowel raising) > *pukay
(contraction) > puke- ‘deepen’

Whitman’s account of the origin of bigrades is con-
sidered to be (178): “One of the most exciting recent
advances in our understanding of earlier Japanese”
and (179): “...superior to previous reconstructions”,
but it is not without problems. His analysis contains a
formal as well as a functional contradiction. From a
phonological perspective the above derivation is in
conflict with his own chronology of sound changes
proposed in chapter 1 (40), where the contraction of
falling diphthongs is thought to precede mid vowel
raising. The second obstacle is in the proposed path-
way of grammaticalization. Whitman's cross-linguistic
insight (165) that “Typological parallels become rele-
vant here: while passives derived from inchoatives
and causatives derived from passives are robustly attested
across languages inchoatives derived from passives or
causatives are not” is in conflict with the results of
Haspelmath’s (1990: 49) typological research: “And
note that there is again unidirectionality: a causative
can become a passive, but to my knowledge there is no
evidence for a case of a passive becoming a causative” [em-
phasis added in both citations].

The volume concludes with the sole contribution
that attempts to reconstruct aspects of p] syntax.
Building on his doctoral dissertation on complemen-
tation, Wrona compares the distribution and function
of the O] nominal form in -aku and the adnominal
verb form. He argues that the O] adnominal form
originated as a marker of clausal modifiers of nominal
heads, and developed as a marker of complementa-
tion in cases where the nominal head was dropped. If
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reference was made to Serafim’s contribution in
chapter 4 where it is shown that kakari-musubi is re-
constructable for p] and not only for “pre-OJ”, the
conclusion (213): “...it is difficult to say how the ex-
clamative [and kakari-musubi] usage of the Adnominal
form developed diachronically” could have sounded
somewhat less inconclusive.

2 Altaic prospects

The scholarly background of this book is set by two
large scale reconstructions of proto-Japanese, one by
Martin (1987) and one by Hattori (1978-1979). Mar-
tin’s “The Japanese language through time” is a mile-
stone in the reconstruction of proto-Japanese seg-
mental and suprasegmental phonology and lexicon.
Inflectional morphology and syntax are underrepre-
sented vis-a-vis the other areas of reconstruction. Un-
fortunately the present volume does not succeed in re-
storing the balance for morpho-syntax. Whereas Mar-
tin mainly employs internal reconstruction, except for
the accentual data, Hattori's “Nihon sogo ni tsuite” is
concerned with Ryukyuan dialectal comparison.
However, it can be remarked that these authorities of
the reconstruction of proto-Japanese both took an ac-
tive interest in the external comparison of Japanese
with Korean and the Altaic languages during their ca-
reers.

Admitting that (123) “When actually working on
the reconstruction, we need to work in a bottom-up
fashion,..” and that (146) “external evidence should
never take precedence in explaining internal data”, to
give priority to internal evidence is wise, but it is un-
wise to ban external evidence. External comparison
can shed light on the p]J reconstructions. It will help us
to see the driving forces behind the changes in a larger
perspective. Ideally internal and external evidence
should be used in tandem. When we want to unravel
the genetic code of Japanese, we should not only ex-
amine its offspring, but also its ancestors.

The editors justly emphasize the importance of in-
ternal reconstruction and dialect comparison in the re-
construction of proto-Japanese. It is not justifiable,
however, to reduce the usage of external evidence to
an absolute minimum. Our own contribution to the
Workshop on proto-Japanese in Copenhagen in 2003,
on which this volume is based, for instance, was de-
clined on the motivation that the methodology had to
be limited to internal reconstruction and dialectal
comparison only. Although we respect this decision,
we also regret it.

In our opinion, it is inappropriate to picture any re-
liance on the historical comparative method as (146)
“falling into a Moscow Nostratic trap”. First of all, it is
possible to apply the classical historical comparative
method on Japanese without any reliance on the tech-
niques of the Moscow school of comparative linguis-
tics and still reach the conlusion that Japanese is an
Altaic language (Robbeets 2005). Second, the use of
the term “trap” — a trick that is intended to deceive
someone — is rancorous. Although one may be scep-
tical of long-range comparison, it is unprofessional to
accuse scholars that take a different approach in their
scientific work of deliberately misleading the public.
Such emotional attitudes to difference in opinion are
counterproductive to progress in our field.

In the remainder of this review article I intend to
give some indications of how the historical compari-
son of Japanese with the Altaic languages can
strengthen the case for the majority of proposals made
in this volume.

2.1 Seven vowel system

Under the assumption of a four vowel system,
some words with O] -e-, or -ye- with so-assumed
diphtongal origins in p] and some words with OJ -i-
show an “irregular” correspondence to pA *-e-. Under
the seven vowel system, the correspondences in ta-
ble 1 can perhaps be explained by mid vowel raising
(p] *e > ye > i). Proto-vowels between rackets are re-
constructed on the basis of external comparison only.

Table 1. Correspondence of OJ -e-, -ye- or -i- with pA *-e-

Japanese Korean

Turkic

Tungusic

Mongolic

OJ negwi- ‘appease,
pray’, pJ *nenki-

MK neki-, nyeki- ‘con-
sider’, pK *neki-

Evk. rieke- ‘intend, de-
mand’, pTg *reke-

WMo. neke- ‘demand’,
pMo. neke-

OJ ki- ~ kyes- *(make)
wear’, pJ *ke-

WMo. kediir- “wear
(clothing)’, pMo *kediir-

OTk. ked- “wear (cloth-
ing)’, pTk *ke:d-

OJ we ‘bait’, p] *we

Evk. be ‘bait’, pTg *be

OTk mey ‘bird-seed’,
pTk *ben

] ketu ‘butt, rump’,
pJ *ketu

Evk. gedimuk ‘back of the
head’, pTg *gedimuk

WDMo. gede ‘back of the
neck’, pMo *gede

OTk. kedin ‘behind’,
pTk *ke:(d)

OJ sir- "’know’, pJ *s(e)ra-

WDMo. sere- ‘notice,
sense’, pMo *sere-

OTk. sez- “perceive’,
pTk *se:r2-
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Whereas the majority (42) of words with OJ -u- cor-
respond to MK -wu- and can be traced back to pA *-u-
in Robbeets (2005a: 368-370), there are about twenty
etymologies where words with non-final O] -u- corre-
spond to MK -wo- and reflect pA *-o0-. There is also one

etymology with final OJ -wo- and one with non-final
OJ -wo- reflecting pA *-0- (2005: 370). Correspondences
such as those in table 2 can probably be explained by
mid vowel raising (p] *o > wo > u).

Table 2. Correspondence of OJ -u- or -wo- with pA *-o-

Japanese Korean

Tungusic

Mongolic Turkic

MK “kwol(oy) “valley,

’ 9 *
O] kura ‘valley’, p] *k(o)ra deep hole’, pK *kol.

MMo. gol (SH), yol ‘river
(valley), centre’,
pMo *gol

OTk. gol ‘valley’,
pTk *ko:l

OJ nure-'get wet’,
pJ *n(o)ra-

WMo. nor- ‘soak, be wet’,
pMo *nor-

OJ yuru ‘loose, lax, slow’,

pJ *y(o)ru

WMo. doru ‘weak, fee-
ble’, pMo *doru

Tk. yor- ‘tire, tired’,
pTk *yor-

OJ suk-'dig up earth’,
pJ *s(o)ku- *soko-

Evk. soko- ‘scoop’, pTg

OJ ywowa- ‘weak’,
pJ *y(o)wa-

Ma. jobo- ‘suffer, be
poor’, pTg *jobo-

WDMo. joba- ‘suffer’,
pMo *joba-

It can further be noted that the seven vowel system
opens new perspectives on Arisaka’s law and vowel
harmony in Jap., as mentioned by the authors of chap. 1.

2.2 Double origin of OJ /g/
Whereas it is generally agreed that the voiced ob-
struent OJ /g/ reflects a contraction of a nasal with a

following voiceless velar obstruent (< pJ *nk), Unger
argues that it additionally reflects a velar nasal pJ *7.
In support of this hypothesis we can refer to a merger
of cognates that reflect a velar cluster (table 3) and
cognates that reflect a velar nasal (table 4) in the Altaic
etymologies for words with OJ -g- (Robbeets 2005a:
349-350, Robbeets 2005b).

Table 3. Correspondence of OJ -g- with pA *-Ck-

Japanese Korean

Tungusic

Mongolic Turkic

OJ pagi ‘lower leg, shin’, MK pal ‘“foot’ MK

Evk. xalgan ‘foot’,

MTK. balag “trouser leg/,

pJ *panki poll’arm’, pK *palh ‘limb” | pTg *palgan pTk *balak
OJ pag- ‘strip off’, p] Evk. hegde-1i:- ‘tear off’,
*panka- pTg *pegde-

OJ tagir- ‘flow rapidly’,

Ev. jalki- ‘be agitated

WDMo. dargil ‘rapid cur- MTXK. talya ‘sea undula-

pJ *tanki- (sea), pTg *jalki- rent’, pMo *dargil tion’, pTk *talga
Table 4. Correspondence of OJ -g- with pA *--
Japanese Korean Tungusic Mongolic Turkic

Mod. ] mugo- ‘cruel’,
pJ *munka-

MMo. mun (SH) “dis-
tress’, pMo *muy

OTk. buy, mun ‘suffer-
ing’, pTk *buy

O] toga ‘blame’, p] *tanka

WDMo. dongud- ‘blame’,
pMo *doygud-

OTk. yoy “accusation’,
pTk yoy

MK twong-kul- "be

’ 1 *.
J toguro ‘coil’, pJ *tankura round’, pK *foy

pTg *tonol

Evk. tonollo ‘rotund’,

2.3 Loss of final *-m in accent class 2.5

Vovin links the origins of accent class 2.5 of disylla-
bic nouns with a unique low-falling pitch, limited to
the Kansai dialects, with the loss of the final conso-
nant pre-pJ] *-m. He relates the nominalizer pre-p] *-m
in verbal adjectives denoting colors (such as in OJ awo
2.5 ‘blue/green’ < *awo- ‘be blue/green’ + *-m) with the
Korean nominalizer MK -m (such as in MK chwu-m
‘dance (n.)’ < MK chwu- ‘dance (v.)” + -m). Contrary to
his view in 1994, Vovin now believes that (146): “The

limited attestation within Japanese in this case ...
points more to a borrowing scenario from some vari-
ety of Old Korean to CJ than to common genetic in-
heritance.” Against the limited attestation within
Japanese we can remark that color terms in some
Ryukyuan languages are nominalized with final
nasals, e.g. Yonaguni aun ‘blue’ and that Ryukyuan
preserves a deverbal nominalizer *-m, e.g. in Shodon
Yubyiim tyi ‘I hear that he calls (or will call)’ and
Yuddm tyi ‘I hear that he called” (Martin 1970: 128-131).
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Against the borrowing scenario it can be noted that an
(ad)nominalizer *-m(A) is attested not only in Korean,
but across the Altaic languages. In the Tungusic lan-
guages we find evidence for a deverbal (ad)nominal-
izer *-mA, frequently lexicalized in color terms such as
in Evk. bagdama ‘white’ from bagda- ‘become white’
(Benzing 1955: 1038). Mongolian has the nominalizers
*-m and -mA such as in MMo. qurim ‘feast’ from quri-
‘come together” or in Mgr. gurma ‘plaited hair’ from

guru- ‘plait’. Turkic has the nominalizers *-(X)m and
*-mA such as in OTk. yarma ‘crack’ and OTk. yarim
‘half’ from yar- ‘split (open)” (Erdal 1991: 290-300;
316-320).

2.4 Voice distinction as a source for register

Vovin proposes a correlation between pre-p] voice
distinction and vowel length with p] register and the
MJ accent classes as summarized in table 5 below.

Table 5. Correlation voice, vowel length and register in Japanese

pre-pJ voiced initial voiceless initial
short V (CVCV) pJ low register (2.3-5b) pJ high register (2.1-2.2)
long V (CV:CV) pJ low register (2.3-5a) pJ low register (2.3-5a)

Vovin adds an interesting remark (154): “All words
belonging to subclasses 2.3a-2.5a are reconstructed
with long vowels in the first syllable. Theoretically,
they could have voiced onsets as well, but we simply
have no evidence for that.” This is indeed a good ex-
ample of a case where internal reconstruction or dia-
lectal comparison cannot provide evidence, but where
external evidence holds the key to the solution. The

majority of cognates reflecting voiced initial stops in
TEA correspond to Japanese words that belong to the
accent classes 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5, thus supporting the cor-
relation between Altaic voice and Japanese register.
Whereas table 6 shows the correspondence for bimo-
raic nouns, table 7 illustrates the correspondence for
verbs and verbal adjectives with initial low pitch

(B-type).

Table 6. Correspondence of Japanese accent classes with pA voice distinction for bimoraic nouns

Accent Japanese Korean Tungusic Mongolic Turkic
23 (B) OJ padi ‘shame’, Khal. balci- ‘shame
’ pJ *panti (tr.)’, pMo *balci-
23 (B) O] taka ‘"height’, Evk. dag- ‘cross over’,
’ pJ *taka pTg *daga-
, , " Evk. durun “pattern, WNMo. diiri ‘“form,
23 O] tura "face’, p] *tura design’, pTg *duru-n outlook’, pMo *diiri
24 OJ kata ‘shoulder’, WDMo. yar "hand’, OTk. gari‘arm’,
’ pJ *kata pMo *gar pTk *kari
25 (B) OJ paya ‘early, al- MK polo- “early” MK Even baj ‘early’, OTk baya ‘recently’,
’ ready’, p] *paya spolo- ‘fast’, pK *pala pTg *badi pTk *ba(d)a
O] tara “angelica tree’, , , . Na. dara: ‘reed’,
2.5 pJ *ara MK tal ‘rush’, pK *tal pTg *dara
25 O] toga ‘blame’, WDMo. dongud- ‘blame’, | OTk. yoy “accusation’,
’ pJ *tanka pMo *doygud- pTk yoy
Table 7. Correspondence of Japanese accent classes with pA voice distinction for verbs and adjectives
Accent Japanese Korean Tungusic Mongolic Turkic
B QOJ kupasi- ‘be beauti- MK kwo - po- ‘be beau- WDMo. yuwa ‘beauti-
ful’, pJ *k(o)pa- tiful’, pK *kopa- ful’, pMo *goba
B OJ tomo-si ‘scarce’, MK - tu-mul- ‘be rare’, WMo. démii- ‘be
pJ *t(H)m(i)- pK *timili- scarce’, pMo *domii-
B OJ pur- ‘wave, shake’, Evk. bul-‘caress, WNMo. biili- ‘stir’,
pJ *puru- stroke’, pTg *bul- pMo *biili-
s, . Ma. giri- ‘cut’, OTk. gir- ‘break,
- * -
B OF kir- "cut’, p] *kira pTg *giri- scrape’, pTk *kir-
B OJ kom- ‘be crowded’, Ma. gemu ‘all’,
pJ *kama- pTg *gemu
P Ev. goy-, gowjo- ‘hunt’, OTk gov- ‘hunt’,
- * -
B O] kop- ‘beg’, p] *kop pTg *gob- pTk *kob-
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2.5 Source of the bigrade verb classes

In addition to the phonological and semantic prob-
lems with Whitman and Frellesvig’s new hypothesis
discussed above, external comparison supports the
traditional analysis that the origin of the bigrade verb
classes goes back to a formant with causative-passive
connotation -(C)i-. The Japanese formant has a parallel
not only in the Korean, but across the Altaic languages
(Robbeets 2007). Korean has a causative-passive suffix
K -ki-, -hi-, -i-, MK - ki-, ~Gi-, -hi-, -i- (< pK *-ki-) such
as in MK "wolm- ‘move (intr.)" -> MK wolm - ki- ‘move
(tr.) and MK elk- ‘tie (tr.)’ -> MK el - khi- ‘get tied (intr.)’
(Martin 1992: 221-225, 623). In Tungusic we find a
causative pTg *-ki:- with reflexes Ma. -gi-, Evk. -ki:- ~
-gi-, Even -k(i)- ~ -g(i)-, -ni-, -i-, Ud. -gi-, Na. -()i-
(Benzing 1955: 1070) such as in Evenki ulap- ‘get wet
(intr.)” > ulapki:- ‘make wet (tr.)’ (Vasilevi¢ 1940: 93,
Nedjalkov 1997: 230). In Mongolic and Turkic we find
verbs meaning ‘do, make’ with the same shape, such
as MMo. ki- /| WMo. ki- and OTk. kil- and many con-
temporary reflexes. Functionally this etymology re-
flects a universal pathways of grammaticalization,
whereby a causative verb ‘do, make” develops into a
causative formant and finally ends up as a fientive
and passive marker. Although we lack conclusive in-
ternal evidence for an initial velar in Japanese (p]
*-(k)i-), velar elision before a high front vowel is spo-
radically attested in other stages of Japanese (e.g. OJ
taka-ki for ] taka-i "high’).

2.6 Adnominal forms used as finite predicates
Wrona wonders (210): “These usages [exclamative/
kakari-musubi: Adnominal forms as finite predicates]
are not directly relatable to any relative construction.
The exclamative usage has been argued to be similar
to noun-final sentences (Yamada 1990 [1913]), but
there is little evidence of a diachronic connection”.
From a typological perspective, however, insubordi-
nation (the conventionalized main clause use of mor-
phologically subordinate forms) is a frequently ob-
served diachronic process (Evans 2008). From a fac-
tual perspective, a connection between adnominal
forms and finite predicates can be observed in
Ryukyan and in the Altaic languages. In Shodon, for
instance, adnominal forms derived with -un (e.g.
yuby-uin tyu ‘the person who does / will call’) can also
enter sentence-final predication (Yuby-iin ‘he calls, he
will call’) (Martin 1970: 128-131). The same observa-
tion goes for the other Altaic languages: the participle
or adnominal verb form is primarily used in relative
constructions, but secondarily it can take over the
function of finite predication. This has been noted be-
fore by a.o. Ramstedt 1952: 85-86, Poppe 1955: 557,

Kormusin 1984, Gorelova 2002: 478. Insubordination
is a shared structural property of the Altaic languages,
which is not necessarily due to genealogical retention.
The pathway of grammaticalization can be explained
by the fact that participles are verbal adjectives which,
like other adjectives in Altaic, readily assume nominal
tasks, i.e. they can be heads of noun phrases (e.g. OJ
taka- “high” and O] taka 2.3 ‘height’). In addition, there
is a tendency to use noun-final sentences across the
Altaic languages, for instance when the Korean nomi-
nalizer -m is used as a sentence-final suffix in the
documentary style of written Korean (e.g. Onul-un
swuep-i eps-um [today-TOP class-NOM not.exist-NML]
‘No class today.” Martin 1992: 887 / 254).

3 Conclusion

The recent publication “Proto-Japanese: Issues and
Prospects” by Frellesvig and Whitman is an attempt to
reconstruct proto-Japanese, the common ancestor of
all living and historically accessible varieties of Japa-
nese. The main emphasis of the reconstructions is on
segmental and suprasegmental phonology. Since most
of the issues raised in this book have been published
elsewhere, the book is more successful in giving an
overview on recent scholarly thinking than in pre-
senting new research.

Although we have three tools at our disposal to
gain information about the ancestral language,
namely internal reconstruction, dialect comparison
and external comparison, the editors have chosen to
restrict themselves to the first two. The incorporation
of Ryukyuan evidence is a noteworthy feature of this
volume. However, disregarding external evidence, in
our opinion, the editors leave out a valuable source of
feedback. The scholarly background of this book is
framed by the monumental work on Japanese recon-
struction by Martin and Hattori, scholars who — not
surprisingly — took an active interest in the external
comparison of Japanese with Korean and other Altaic
languages. In the present review we have shown how
comparison with these languages could shed addi-
tional light on the main issues in the book.

In spite of this methodological weakness, the book
remains an important contribution to the field with
cutting-edge work on the proto-Japanese vowel sys-
tem and on the accent system for disyllabic nouns. As
promised in the title, the volume raises many valuable
issues, but, in our opinion, the compatibility of the
findings with the Altaic evidence is the most impor-
tant prospect. One can gain more by applying external
comparison than one can lose by denying it.
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Past Human Migrations in East Asia:
Matching archaeology, linguistics and genetics.

IO. Cupx, C.B. Kyaranda
(MactutyT BocTokoseaenus PAH)

Alicia Sanchez-Mazas, Roger Blench, Malcolm D. Ross, Ilia Peiros and Marie Lin (eds.).
Routledge, London and New York, 2008, XXXII + 426 pp.

Periensupyemast KHura BKAIO4YaeT, IIOMUMO BBeAEHIs
M HEKpOAOrop Oe3BpeMeHHO VIIeAINX OT Hac
C.A. Crapoctnna n Carocn Xopan, 20 crarteii, KOTo-
pile mM3jaream IIPeAIIOYUTAIOT Ha3bBaTh IlaBaMI.
Ona sBasercsa npogoaxenuem coopumka «The Peo-
pling of East Asia: Putting together Archaeology, Lin-
guistics and Genetics» (ed. by Laurent Sagart, Roger
Blench and Alicia Sanchez-Mazas), BbiIIeAriero ms
IevyaTy TpeMs rojaMI paHee.

B obmmpHOM BBeseHmy, HammcanHoM Pogsxepom
Baenuem, Maakoamom Poccom u Aamcmenn Canuec-
Macac (Roger Blench, Malcolm Ross, and Alicia San-
chez-Mazas) n osaraasaennoMm «Methodological is-
sues: linking genetic, linguistic and archaeological
evidence», oOcy>kaaeTcs mpoOaeMaryka ycCTaHOB/e-
HUS CBA3EM MeXAY AUHIBUCTUKON, apXeoAOIMem u
TeHeTUKOI dYeloBeKa. ABTOPHI IIOAYEPKUBAIOT, YTO
HaJe>XAbl Ha CO3AaHNe AAS UICCAeAOBaHNS IIepBOOLIT-
HOM UCTOpHUM CyllepHayKu, codeTaiolleii B cebe ap-
X€0A0TUIO, CpaBHUTEeABHO-MCTOPMYECKOe A3BIKO3Ha-
HIUe U TeHeTUKY, MAAI030PHBL. MeToabl U JaHHEIE Ka-
SKAOM M3 Ha3BaHHBIX AVICIMIIAWH Pa3ANYHBL, U OHH,
YTO OCODEHHO Ba’KHO, IPeAOCTaBASIOT He3aBUCUMEIE
apIryMeHTHI B I10AB3Y TeX MAM MHBIX rumore3. C 9TuM
MOKHO COTAaCUTLCS, HO C HEKOTOPBIMM IO paBKaMM.
HemnocpeacTseHHO COeAVHNTH I'€HETUKY C AMHIBIICTHU-
KO M BIIPSMD e4Ba AM BO3MOXKHO, HO BOT IIPOBOAMTD
y>XKe B IIpoIiecce PeKOHCTPYKIIMMU IPas3bIKOBOIO DTH-
MOHA AMHIBO-VICTOPMKO-DTHOAOTMIECKOe ICCAEe]0Ba-
HIIe MOXXHO U HY>KHO. DTO II03BOANAO0 OBl HE MeXaH!U-
YecKM COIIOCTaBAATL JaHHbIe Pa3AMYHBIX O0.JacTeil
3HaHIA, HO M3BAeKaTh U3 UX KOMILIeKCHOTO PacCcMOT-
peHus HOBYIO MH(OPMALNIO, YaCTUIHO IIPeosoleBast
OTPaHIMYEHHOCTb Ka’kAOTO U3 BUAOB ICTOYHUKOB.
CoOcTBeHHO, Ha DTy MBICAB HABOAWUT U YIIPEK aBTOpaM
«AaTarickoro stumoaormdeckoro caosapsi» (EDAL),
PEKOHCTPYUPYIOIIIUM A4Sl MPaaATaiiCKOro Ha3BaHIA
psAa KyAbTYPHBIX pacTeHUIi, TOTAa KaK 3eM/ejearie
Ha TeppUTOpUM IIpeAlloJaraeMoli aATaicKoil IIpapo-
AVHBL TIO apXe0A0THMYeCKUM JAAHHBIM BO3HMKaeT 3Ha-
YUTeABHO IO3’Ke pacraja mnpassbika. Jeao 3aech He B
TOM, 4TO aBTOpaM CAOBaps OBLAO AeHb KOIaThCA B ap-
X€0A0TUYeCKOl AuTeparype, Kak ItoJaraioT baewy,

Pocc u Canuec-Macac (ctp. 9), — 4TOOLI yCTaHOBUTD
IIpeAlioJaraeMoe BpeMs 3apOKAEHUS 3eMAeAeaus B
TOM AV MHOM peruoHe, O0ABIINX ycuAuUil He Tpeby-
eTcs, — a B TOM, YTO B IIpoljecce peKOHCTPYKIINUM, BU-
AVIMO, CAeA0BalA0 OBl y4ecTh JaHHEIE CMEXKHEIX AVC-
LIMIIAMH ¥, BO3MOXKHO, HECKOABKO CKOPPEeKTHPOBaTh
IPasI3bIKOBYIO CEeMaHTHKY.

Ty xe mpoOaeMy cuHTe3a AaHHBIX AMHTBUCTUKM,
TeHeTUKM M apXeoAOTUM IPUMeHUTEeAbHO K TeppuTO-
pun Kuras (c Tuberom) paccmatpusaer u baenu B
cratbe «Stratification in the peopling of China: How
far does the linguistic evidence match genetics and ar-
chaeology?» (ctp. 105—132) (coOcTBEHHO, BBOAHAs
9acTh CTaThV/TAaBBl JOCAOBHO BOCIIPOM3BOAMT HEKO-
TOpble HaIMCaHHBIe UMM IlaccaXku BBeJeHUs — cp.
nepsyle ab3anbl Ha cTp. 3 u 105). BHauase on pucyer
COBPEeMEeHHYIO AMHIBUCTUYECKYIO KapTHHY B O3Ha4eH-
HOM apeae. KpymHeiimeil MO 4MCAy TOBOPSAIINX
34ech SBAAETCA CUHO-TUOeTCKas ceMbs, SA3BIKU KOTO-
poIl pacmpocTpaHeHsl Takxe B bupme, Henaze u ce-
BepO-BOCTOUHEIX parioHax VIHaum. Xorsa ona aocra-
TOYHO YeTKO OTAMYAeTCsA OT APYIUX, YCTaHOBUTL ee
BHyTpeHHee 4/JeHeHle KpaliHe cA0>HO. l'oasanackuii
avursuct XK. san Apum (George van Driem) aaxe ot-
Ka3bIBaeTCsl OT MOAEAU TeHeaA0TM4eckoro Apesa Cu-
HO-TMOeTCKMX (B €0 TepMMHOJAOIMM  THOeTo-
OMPMAaHCKIX) SA3BIKOB, MPUBOASA BMECTO DTOTO CyTy0o
reorpapuuecKyio Moaeab «OIaJaloNIuX AUCTHEB», Ie
A3BIKY, IO O0IeMy MHEHMIO IpMHaAJAeXalue K 04-
HOI TI0ATPYIIIIe, PacIOA0XKEeHbI PsIAO0M, HO HUKAKMX
HPeAIOAOKEeHIUI OTHOCUTEABHO JaAbHeNINeil Kaac-
cnduKanuy STUX MOATPYIINI He BhICKaskBaercs. ITo
MHeHu1o Ban Jpuma, Takas Mogeab agexsaTHO OTpa-
>KaeT HhIHeIITHee COCTOsHMe HAIMX 3HAHUIL.

B nenrpaapHOIl 1 1oro-zamagHoit dactu Kuras (a
TakKe 4acTUYHO 3a ero Ipejeaamu, Ha VInaokuraii-
CKOM MOAYOCTPOBE) pacIpOoCTpaHeHa CeMbs XMOHI-
MIeH, AU M:A0-510. baeHy moaaraer, 4TO cembs Ta
pacrazach AOCTaTOYHO AABHO, a COBpeMeHHas OTHO-
cuTeabHas OAM3O0CTD ee s3BIKOB BTOPMYHA, ITOCKOABKY
OHM SABASIOTCS pe3yAbTaTOM pacliaja AUIIL OAHOTO U3
OTBETBAEHUIT APEBHEN CeMbl, TOr4a Kak Ipodue OT-
BeTBAEHI BHIMEPAIL.
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Hezaaexo ot 1oxubIx rpanun; Kuras pacrpocrpa-
HeHBl Tal-KajalicKye ¥ aBCTpOas3MaTCKue SI3BIKY, Ha
ceBepe I Ha 3allaje — aATalicKue U MHAOeBpOIIeli-
CK11e (CapBIKOABCKMI M BaXaHCKMUIA).

Kak ormeuaer baeHd, conocTaBuTh C AMHIBUCTIYE-
CKMMM OOIIHOCTAMHU apXeoAOTMJecKue KyAbTYPHI
CA0XHO, TeM 0oaee uto Teppuropust Kuras apxeoao-
TM9ecKy IU3ydyeHa HepaBHOMepHO. I'eHeTmyeckue ke
pasamyansa oOycAOBAEHBI CKOpee TreorpapuyecKuMu,
4eM AMHIBUCTMYeCKUMU aKTopaMy, 4TO HeyAVBMU-
TeABHO BBMAY TECHBIX KOHTaKTOB MeXXAY HOCUTEAIMMU
Pa3AMIHBIX A3BIKOB.

B HecKkOABKMX CTaThsIX pacCMaTpUBAIOTCs BOIIPOCHI
paHHero 3emaedeans BocrouHoil Asum, rae B Ha-
CTosIIIee BpeMsl Pa3BOAST BCErO TaKle 31aKl, KaK pUC
(Oryza sativa) 1 ABa 40BOABHO OAM3KMX BUAA 3€pHO-
BBIX, XOTA M OTHOCAIIMXCSI K Pa3HBIM poJaM: IIPOCO
(Panicum miliaceum) 1 aymmns3a (Setaria italica).

Aopuan @®yazep, Aun yns u Dmma Xapsu
(Dorian Q. Fuller, Ling Qin, and Emma Harvey) B cra-
The «Evidence for a late onset of agriculture in the
Lower Yangtze region and challenges for an archaeo-
botany of rice» moguepxmsaioT, 4yTO CaelyeT IIPOBO-
AUTD pasamdue MeXXAy KyAbTUBAIlMeil, TO eCTh 4ea0-
BEYECKOIl AesATeAbHOCTHIO, Y AOMeCTUKaIiell, TO eCTh
MOp(dOAOIMIeCKUM U3MeHeHueM pacreHuit. /ome-
CTMKaluM AOAKHa Oblaa IIpeAIlecTBOBaTh CTaAVd
IIpeAOMeCTMKAIIMOHHON KyabTusanym. Eme 40 Haua-
Aa AOMeCTHKaluuy AI0AM MOIAM B OOABIINMX KOAIJe-
CTBax CoOMpaTh IA0ABI AMKOPACTYIIVX PacTeHUIi, O
KOTOPBIX OHM MOTAM IIPYM DTOM OIIpejeAeHHBIM oOpa-
30M 3a00TUTBCS (HaIIpUMep, yAadssl COPHAKU 1 T.IL.).

B mmocaeanee Bpems og 3eMaeaeaneM (agriculture)
OOBIYHO MMEIOT B BUAY MMEHHO KyABTMBAIIUIO AOMe-
CTUITMPOBaHHBIX pacTeHuit. OnpeseanTs apXxeoAoru-
YecKy Hayalo 3eMAeAeAVis] B 9TOM ITIOHMMaHUU HeJer-
Ko. B craTpe gomecTmkamus M Hadalo 3eMAeAeANs
paccMaTpuBalOTCs IIPUMEHUTEABHO K PUCY.

B 80-x rT. mpomiaoro Beka Hayaao BO3AeAbIBAHNA
puca B Bocrounoit Asum cBsA3BIBaAU C apXeoa0rnde-
CKOJM KYABTYPOI X®MYAy, paclIpOCTPAHEHHON IOJKHee
yCTbs SIHII3BI Ha TEPPUTOPUM COBPEMEHHOI IIPOBIH-
nun Wxenzsan 8 VI-V Teic. 40 B.5. IIpu packonkax
XDMYAYCKIX IOCeAeHNI ObLAM OOHApPY>KEHBI OCTATKI
puca, B OCHOBHOM MSIKIHA C HEKOTOPBIM KOAMIECTBOM
3epeH. Puc couan KyapTypHBIM I OTHECAU K IIOABUAY
(Tounee, rpyme copros) Oryza sativa indica (6oaee
103/HMe MaMATHMKM Ha Teppurtopun Kurasa coaep-
>KaT B OCHOBHOM OCTaTKI APYroro nogsuaa, Oryza sa-
tiva japonica). B 90-x rogax pucosrie 3epHa ObLaM 00-
Hapy>KeHBI IIpY PacKOIKaxX KyAbTYypHI IIPHTOYIIAHDL B
cpeaHeM TedeHUM SIHI3EI (ITpoBUHLNS XYHaHD) B CAO-
SX, AATUPYEMBIX pajuoKapOOHHBHIM MeTOJOM BpeMe-
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HeM 0K040 6500—6000 2eT 20 H.9. DTO BpeM:I U CTaAN
CYMTaTh Ha4aloM JOMeCTUKaumuy puca B Bocrouwnoii
Aszyn. OaHako, IO MHEHUIO aBTOPOB CTaTbM, HU B
KyABType IISHTOYITIaHb, HU B KyABTYpe XoMYyAy AoMe-
CTUITMPOBaHHEIX 31aKOB He ObL10. B apease KyabTypn
X9MYAy AeMCTBUTEABHO COOMpaau M KaKMM-TO IpU-
MUTUBHEIM CIIOCOOOM MOAOTHAM MeTeAKM AMKOopac-
tymero puca (Oryza rufipogon) n Aeaaay IOIIBITKA
€ro BBHIpAIIMBaTh, HO A0 AOMECTMKAIVY (U Pa3BUTI
puca Oryza sativa japonica 13 AMKOpacTyIIero BIja)
AeA0 AOIA0 HaMHOTO mo3xe. Puc u gyymusa B cpea-
HeM TedeHMM SIHIBBHI OBLAM AOMECTUIIMPOBAHHI B
KyABbType Jach B cepeduHe V TEHIC. 40 H.D. Y J0MeCTHU-
IIMPOBaHHBIX 31aKOB 3epHa CO3peBaloT 0oee 1AM Me-
Hee OJHOBpPeMeHHO Ha BCeM pacTeHuu, 1 youpars Ta-
KM€ 3/aKM MO>KHO BIIOJHE CO3PEeBIIUMM. Y HeJoMe-
CTULMPOBAHHBIX 3€pPHa CO3peBalOT HePaBHOMEPHO,
JacTh y>Ke cOo3peBaeT U OCHIIIAaeTCs, a 4acTh OCTaeTcs
He/03peBIIIeit, 1, YTOObI YMEHBIINTD IIOTepH, ypoXKaii
IPUXOAUTCsE cOOMpaTh, Koraa 0oAbIIas yacTh 3epeH
emle He nocreaa. [Ipu ToM B rocaeaHmne gHMU co3pe-
BaHM:A 3epHa BBITATMBAIOTCA M 3aTeM YTOAIAIOTC.
DTO 3HAYUT, YTO Yy HEAO3PeABIX 3epeH OTHOIIeHUe
AJAVIHBI K IITPUHe BHIIITe. 1o MHEHIIO aBTOPOB CTaTh,
TOT paKT, 4TO ApeBHMUIT puc ¢ Teppuropun Kuras ne
COOTBETCTBYEeT HIU ITPOIOPIIUAM AMKOTO MECTHOTO pH-
ca, Hu nponopryam puca O.S. japonica, mpmbanka-
sck B 9TOM oTHOIIeHuH K pucy O.S. indica (koTopomy,
0JHaKO, He COOTBETCTBYeT II0 pasMepy 3epeH, Jaxe
IIpy TIONIpaBKe Ha OOyTAmBaHUe), OObACHAETCA MMeH-
HO TeM, UTO 3epHa coOMpaau HeA03PeABIMIL.

Aopan Carap (Laurent Sagart) B cratbe «The ex-
pansion of Setaria farmers in East Asia: a linguistic and
archaeological model», HaIIpoTUB, He MPOBOAUT pas-
AUYMs MeKAY KyAbTHUBaIMell u gomecTnkanyeir. ITog
AOMecCTUKaIlMell OH sABHO UMeeT B BUAY BKAIOUYEHIe
ele AMKOPACTYIIMX BUAOB B KyasTypy. CoraacHo emy,
BBIpaIllMBaHMe KyABTYPHOIO pIca Hadaloch OKOJO
7000—6500 zeT 40 H.®. B CpejHell 4yacTy OaccelfHa
SIHII3BI, @ HEMHOI'MM I1033kKe, 0Koa0 6500 aeT A0 H.D., B
AoauHe XyaHX® MOSBIAACh KyAbTypHAas 4yMU3a.

ITo muenmio Carapa, uymMu3a 0blaa BBeAeHa B KyAb-
TYpy 3eMJeJeAbllaMIU Ha cpeAHell SHII3BI BCKOpe IT0-
cJe TOTO, KaK OHU HayaAM BLIpaImBaTh puc. M3 sroit
004acTy 9acTh MX MUTpHUpOBala B AOAMHY CpejHero
TedeHnsa XyaHX3, TAe MMeIOTCA apXeoAOTHMJecKie Ha-
X0AKM puca n yymusbl. OgHaKo, ITOCKOABKY KAMMAT
Ha XyaHX® X0J0J4Hee U Cyllle, 4eM Ha SIHII3BI, YyMusa
poAuAach AydIiie, 4eM puUC, ITIOSTOMY TIOCTEIIeHHO PUC
OblL4 €10 BEITECHEH.

M3 obaactu cpegHero TeuyeHus XyaHX® BO34eAbIBa-
TeAu 9yMU3Bl PaclpOCTPaHIANCh Ha BOCTOK M ABUHY-
AVICh 110 TOOePesKbIO K YCThIO SIHII3HI, TAe BCTYIUAN B
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KOHTAaKT C HOCUTEASIMU KyABTYPLI XOMYAY M HECKOAb-
KO 0ozee MO34HeN KyAbTYpHl Maussa0aH. Jazee oHu
ABUHYAVICh Ha ITI0Depe’kbe COBpeMEHHON HPOBNMHITUN
Dy1135Hb, OTKyJa 4YacTh MX Iepelpasmaach Ha Taii-
BaHb U I10J0>KJJAa HadalAo aBCTPOHe3MiIiaM. SI3BIKu
Ke OCTaBIIIIXCS HA KOHTUHEeHTe BhIMepAl, BepOsITHO, B
HavaJe HaIllell 9PBl, U O HUX IPaKTUIECKV HITIeTro He
U3BECTHO.

Carap aeTaabHO paccMaTpuBaeT AuBepcudUKaInio
aBCTPOHE3MIICKIX A3BIKOB Ha TariBaHe, oOpalljas, B 4a-
CTHOCTM, BHIMaHIIe Ha pa3BUTHeE UMCAUTEABHEIX 5 —
10. Tlo ero MHeHMIO, y aBCTpOHe3MUiiIleB, IlepeOpas-
myxcs Ha TaiiBaHb, CyIIeCTBOBaAM CaMOCTOSITeAbHbIe
YyCAUTEeABHbIE TOABKO OT €AVHUIIBI A0 IIATH (IpUdeM
AAd 9ucAa 5 MMeA0Ch OTAeAbHOe CA0BO, He CBsI3aHHOe
C CYIIIeCTBUTEABHBIM «pyKa», KOTOpOe B OOABIIINHCTBE
COBPEMEHHBIX S3BIKOB BBITECHMAO MCKOHHOE 4YMCAN-
TeApHOe — Cp., Halpumep, Oyruiickoe lima «pyka» u
«IISITH»). UncanTeapHsre oT 6 40 10 mOABMANCH y>Ke Ha
TariBane 1 ObLAM OOpa3oBaHbl a4AUTHBHBEIM, CyOTpak-
TUBHBIM VAU MYABTUILAMKATUBHBIM criocobom. OHM
IlepejaloTCsl B Pa3HBIX SI3BIKAaX CeBepo-3arasHoi JacTu
Taiipans coueTanmamu 5+1, 5+2, 2x4 u 1.11. DTa Teopus
U3J0KeHa KakK B pelleH3upyeMon KHure (cTp. 146—
150), Tak 1, Goaee AeTaabHO, B cTaThe [Sagart 2004].
OHa, 04HaKO, BEI3BIBAET Ps14 BOIIPOCOB.

IToMuMoO TOrO, 4TO B TAaDAMIIE UMCAUTEABHEIX OT 5
240 10 BcTpedaroTcsl HEKOTOpBlE HETOYHOCTHU (HAIIpM-
Mep, aTasabckoe oOo3HaueHMe uncaa «10», Ipuu, Boc-
XOAUT K aBCTPOHE3UIICKOMY *pulug, a B Tabanie 5TO
He OTMeyeHO), ecay HpuHATHL Teopuio Carapa, Ipu-
AeTcsl CdUTaTh, YTO IIOCAe BO3HMKHOBEHIs ODO3Hade-
HUI YMCAUTEABHBIX OT 6 20 10, T.e. mo KpaiiHen Mepe
K IIpaMaAaiCKO-IOANHE3UVICKOMY BPeMeHN, DT 4uC-
AUTeAbHBIe IlepecTtaay OBITh COCTaBHBIMU U Ilepeja-
BaTbCSl BBIIIEYIIOMSHYTHIMK criocobamy. Ha camom
Jeze 4ucaa oT 6 40 9 mepejaroTcs agzAUTUBHEIM CIIO-
coboM, Harpumep, BO MHOIMX s3bIKax MeaaHe3nm.
IlpaBaa, B 3HaYeHUM «AeCATb» TaM dallle IIpUMeHseT-
Cs  CAOBO, BOCXOAdAIlee K IIPaaBCTPOHE3UIICKOMY
*pulug, 0AHAKO B psje SA3BIKOB, B YJACTHOCTH, B I0XKHON
yacty Banyaty, pedaexca *pulug Het, 3aTO IpUMeEH:-
eTcsA MyABTUIIAMKATUBHEIN cIIocob oOpa3oBaHIs AaH-
HOTO YMCANTEABHOIO: HalIpuMep, Ha s3bIKe HI'YHa (O-B
Ddare) «10» — ruelima (M3 rua «apa» U lima «IIITH»).
AAAUTUBHBI CIIOCOO MCIIOAB3YyeTCs B (PUANIIINH-
CKOM s3BIKE MAOHIOT (MAOHTOTCKOE CAOBO «AeCSITh»
HaM He M3BeCTHO). B MazalickoM s3BIKe UMCANTEAB-
Hele 8 1 9 06pa3oBaHbI CyOTPaKTUBHEIM CIIOCOOOM.

Carap cumTaeT aBCTPOHE3MIICKYIO ¥ CHHO-TUOeT-
CKYIO SI3BIKOBBIE CeMbU T'eHeTH4YecKM POACTBEHHBLIMI,
obOpasyomumMnu MakpoceMbo. OCHOBHas1 Macca JaH-
HBIX B ITIOAAEP>KKY DTOM IMIIOTe3hl Oblaa UM IIpuBeje-

Ha B cbopHuke «The peopling of East Asia». I3 cuno-
TnbeTcKuX s13p1K0B Carap oTMeJaeT B OCHOBHOM ApeB-
HeKMTalCKiie KOpHM, peske MPUBOAUT MaTepuaa Apy-
TUIX CUHO-THOETCKUX sI3BIKOB. COIIOCTaBAATH aBCTPO-
He3MICKIe KOPHU, B OCHOBHOM /BYCAOXHEIE, a MHO-
raa u 0oaee AAWHHBIE, C OAHOCAOXHBIMU CUHO-
TuOeTcKuMM Heaerko. Carap, MeXAy MpodnM, pasje-
AsdeT ApeBHeKMTaliCKie KOpHM Ha ABa THIIA, HO He
IPUBOAMUT MX XapaKTePUCTUKM, AaKe IIPeAIIoA0KU-
TeAbHO. COBEpIIIeHHO HEsICHOM OCTaeTcs IOCTyAU-
pyeMasi UM CBsI3b DTUX TUIIOB KOPHeil ¢ IpeJrocae-
HIM CAOTOM aBCTPOHE3UIICKOTo KopHA. Carap yKasbl-
BaeT Ha HEKOTOPHe TOYKM COIIPMKOCHOBEHMS B
MOpQdOAOIUM aBCTPOHE3MIICKMX W CUHO-THOETCKIUX
SI3BIKOB, HAIpyuMep, MH(QUKCH, HO IIOCKOABKY CUHO-
TUOETCKUIT KOpPeHb OAHOCAOKHBIN, OOIee IIPOMCXO-
>KAeHMe CMHO-TMOeTCKMX MH(UKCOB 1 MHQUKCOB aBC-
TPOHE3UICKIX, BCTaBAsSEMBIX B IIPeAIIOCAeAHNIA CAOT,
BBI3LIBA€T COMHEHIAS.

Ho ecam renermdeckoe poACTBO aBCTPOHE3MIICKIX
SI3BIKOB C CMHO-TUOETCKIMU He MOKET CUUTAThCs A0-
Ka3aHHBIM, IIpeJCTaBAseT MHTepec OTHOIIeHue abo-
purenos TaiiBaHsA (BceX ®THMYECKNX TPYIII, IO KOTO-
PBIM UMEIOTCSI COOTBETCTBYIOIINIE AAaHHBIE) K UyMU3€e U
puCy: B TO BpeMs Kak I10ceB 1 cOOp YyMM3LI COIIpO-
BOXKAAIOTCA PUTyalaMy, B OTHOIIIEHUM plca HUKAKMIX
puTyaaos He mposoanTtcs. IToxoxxe, 4To 9ymMmsa y HUX
6oaee apeBHee KyAbTypHOe pacTeHne, yeM puc. Takoe
I10A0>KeHNe MOI10 BO3HUKHYTb, eCA IIpeAKI aBCTpo-
He3UIIIeB MPUILAN Ha TariBanp u Ha MaTepuKOBOe
nobepesxne kK 6eperam TailiBaHLCKOIO IIPOANBA C CeBe-
pa matepuxosoro Kuras.

Comunrearna uges Carapa O IPOMCXOXKAEHUU
Tan-Kajavmckom cemby s13bIKOB. OH CcYmMTaeT, 4TO DTa
IpyIa BXOAUT B COCTaB aBCTPOHE3UIICKOM CeMbU U
BOCXOJMT K aBCTPOHe3MIIlaM, IpOAeAaBIINM MOp-
CKoe IIyTelrecTsue ¢ TariBaHs Ha IOTO-3allaAHEBL Oeper
Kwuras, negaszexo or BretHama. Boaee BeposATHO, 9TO
KaKasi-TO 4YacTb aBCTPOHE3MIICKMX S3BIKOB Oblaa
pcrapocTpaHeHa Ha obepeskbe MaTepukosoro Kuras
U JOBOABHO CIABHO BBIpa’KeHHbIE aBCTPOHEe3UIICKIe
YepTHl Tal-KaAalCKUX A3BIKOB BBI3BAHBI KOHTAKTaMI C
HyuMHu. Jpyras BO3MOKHOCTB: aBCTPOHE3UIICKIE W
Tau-KaJayicKue sI3bIKM HaXOASATCS B OTAAA€HHOM reHe-
TIYecKoM poAcTse. Bo3MOXKHO 11 apeaabHOe BAMSHIE:
Tamn-KajalcKye s3bIKU IOIaAl B apea, Iie BCe A3bI-
KM, XOTSl IeHeTMJeCKM U HepPOACTBEHHBIEe, SBASIOTCS
CAOTOBBIMM ¥ TOHAABHBIMMU (B TalICKOM s3BbIKe OYSIHI,
IpaBJa, COXPaHMUANCH ABYCAOKHbIe KOpPHeBbIe C/10Ba,
HO TOHBI Pa3BUTH U TaM).

ABCTpOHe3MIICKIe A3BIKI YKe JaBHO 00be AMHAAM C
aBCTPOA3NaTCKUMM B OOIIYIO aBCTPUYECKYI0 MaKpo-
ceMblO. B HacTosIIIEe Bpemsi Teopisl aBCTPUYECKOTO
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eAMHCTBa paspabarbiBaeTcsl, B yacTHOCcTH, /. Pugom
(L. Reid). Yuntsisas Teopuio Carapa o CBsA3M aBCTPO-
HE3UICKMX A3BIKOB C CUHO-TUOETCKMMM, OH B KHUTE
«The Peopling...» goryckaeT 60aee IMMPOKOe TUIIOoTe-
TUYECKOe eAMHCTBO, O00beAMHsAIOINee aBCTpoasuaT-
CKIe, aBCTPOHE3UIICKMe W CUHO-TUOeTCKMe S3BIKIL.
/o6onertHo, uto C.A. CTapOCTUH TakKe CYMTal BO3-
MOXKHBIM TOBOPMUTL 00 OTAAaA€HHON TIeHeTHYecKoi
CBsI3M CMHO-KaBKa3CKOM 1 aBCTPUIECKOI MaKpoceMeli.
B penensupyemoit KHure He TOBOPUTCA 00 aBCTpIrde-
CKOII MaKpoceMbe, a 00 aBCTPOa3MaTCKMX S3BIKAX KO-
POTKO YIIOMSHYTO TOALKO B PacCMOTPEHHON CTaThe
baenya. On oTMedaeT, YTO U3 BCEX A3BIKOBBIX CeMeli,
IIpe/cTaBAeHHBIX Ha Teppuropym Kuras, asctpoasu-
aTckas M3ydeHa Hauboaee caabo.

Cratess Maakoama Pocca (Malcolm Ross) «The in-
tegrity of the Austronesian language family: from
Taiwan to Oceania» IpeasaraeT AeTaAbHBII 0030
1po6aeMbl BHYTpeHHeil KaAacCupUKaIlMM aBCTpOHe-
3MIICKUIX S3BIKOB, a TakKXXe MeTOA0AOTMYecKMil paslea
«Kak AMHTBUCT OPMUXOAUT K POAOCAOBHOMY APEBY»,
IIpe/Ha3HaYeHHHII B OCHOBHOM A/s HeCITeIIMaACTOB.
B crarpe Pocca, xak B 604bIIIeii YacTyi COBpeMeHHBIX
cxeM BHYTPeHHell KAacCMpUKalMM aBCTPOHE3UICKMX
SA3BIKOB, 38 OCHOBY B3fATO POAOCAOBHOE ApeBo, BIIep-
BpIe onyoamkosanHoe P. baacrom B 1977 roay u 3Ha-
YUTeABHO NepepadoTaHHOe KaK UM caMUM (OCOOEHHO
B pabote Blust 1999), Tak u Poccom. Moaudunmpo-
BaHHOE aBCTPOHE3UIICKOe IeHeaAOrndeckoe JpeBO, B
DTOI cXeMe BKAIOuYalolllee TOAbKO PeKOHCTPyUpyeMble
IIpasA3bIKY, BBITASAUT TaK:

[TpaascTpones3niickuii (BepIinHa pepa)
\?
ITpamaaaiicKo-IIOAMHe3UIICKII'
N3
ITpanenTpaabHO-BOCTOYHO-MaAaliCKO-
TIOAVIHE3UICKI
v N
IIparo>xHOXaAbMaxepcKo- ITpaokeaHmiicKiz?

3arraAHOHOBOTBUHEVICKIII

1K mpamaaalicko-TIOAMHE3UIICKOMY MOXeT BOCXO-
AUTDH HeOIIpeJe/eHHOe 4YMCAO TPYIII 3allagHOaBCTPOHe-
SUIICKUX SA3BIKOB.

2B cxeme baacra 3a mpalieHTpaAbHO-BOCTOUHO-MaAaii-
CKO-TIOAVHE3UICKIM CAeAyeT ellle OAWH Ipas3blK —
IpaBoCTOYHOMAaJaricko-roannesniickuit. CoraacHo baa-
CTy, IPal0>KHOXaAbMaxXepCKO-3aI1a4HOHOBOTBIHEVICKII 1
NPAOKEeAHUIICKUI SBASIOTCA ITOTOMKaMM IIPaBOCTOYHO-
Maaaricko-roannesniickoro. Oanako Pocc cunraer cy-
LIeCTBOBaHIEe I0CAe4HEro Ipas3blka Malo JAOCTOBep-

HBIM, IIODTOMY B Haley cxeme IIparo>XKHOXaabMaxXepCKO-
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ITo mosogy BHyTpeHHel Kaaccudukanuy GopMos-
CKIX SI3BIKOB BBICKA3bIBaAMCh pasHble MHeHu:A. Pocc
(cxema Ha ctp. 170) BEIgeaseT 9 TpymII POPMO3CKUX
SA3BIKOB, HO caM oTMmeuaeT (cTp. 175), uro ecam Taii-
BaHb AeVICTBUTEABHO OBIA IIpapOAMHOIN aBCTPOHE3NII-
CKIX SI3BIKOB, TO CBSI3M MEXAY €ro s3bIKaMM TPYAHO
OIlpeAeANTh BBUAY UX AOATOBPEMEHHOIO B3alIMOJEeli-
crsua. Hago ao6aButh, uyto cxema Kaaccudpuxarmm
a3pikoB  TaiBana, npegaoxenHas baacrom (1999),
IIOYTH IIOAHOCTBIO OCHOBaHa Ha 3BYKOBBIX COOTBETCT-
BILSIX M TOABKO B OTA@ABHBIX CAyJasiX IIpUB/AeKaeT AeK-
cudeckre Kopuu. Ho aocratouno am 445 BbAeAeHN:
SI3BIKOBBIX TPYIII OJAHMX 3BYKOBBIX COOTBETCTBUI?
Beap uncao ¢poHeM B A3bIKAX OIPaHNYEHO HECKOABKU-
MU AeCSITKaMIM, B TO BpeMs KaK 4YMCAO AeKCUIEeCKMX
91€MEHTOB OTPOMHO.

Maps IMeitpoc (Ilia Peiros) B cratpe «The Formosan
language family» Ha MaTepmase AeKCMKOCTaTUCTUKU
kaaccupuiupyeT GOPMO3CKIe A3BIKM B KauecTBe OA-
HOI1 ITPYIIIBI, IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBAsIeMOl HepOPMO3CKUM
(Non-Formosan) kak g4pyroii Ipymniie, OXBaThIBaroIeln
BCe CyILeCTBYIOIIVIe aBCTPOHE3NIICKIIe S3BIKI BHE OCT-
posa Taisaub. Ilpasza, n Ileiipoc He 3aTparusaer
AEKCUYEeCKOTr0 COCTaBa BHE CTOCAOBHOro cricka CBo-
Adema («CBogemressl» ca10Ba GOPMO3CKIX SI3BIKOB Aa-
HEI B BIIAe IIPUAOYKEHNS K CTaThe).

Ilertpoc oTMeyaeT, YTO UM He Hall4€HO HU OAHOTO
00CTOsITeAbCTBa, IPOTUBOpEeYaIero ToMy, 4ro ¢op-
MO3CKIe SI3BIKM COCTaBASIOT eAUHYIO IPYIILy aBCTpo-
HEe3UIICKIX S3BIKOB, B YeM C HUM CAeAyeT COTAacUThCSI.
ComHeHMs BO3HMKAIOT B CBA3M C yTBep>KJAeHueMm (cC.
193), yto Murpauus IrpymIiibl aBCTPOHe3UIiIleB, TOBO-
puBIINX Ha IpadpopMosckoM, Ha TaiiBaHb, MMeBIIas
mecTo 0k0a0 4500 aeT Hasaa, He MMeaa HIJYero ooIe-
IO C ABVKEHMMM M3 MaTepuKoBoli Bocrounoit Asun
B OCTaJbHBle 001acTV aBCTPOHE3MIICKOro mmpa. Jo
CUX IIOp OOBIYHO CUMTAAM, YTO ABCTPOHE3UIILIBI OT-
npasuanchk Ha PuannnuHel, a orTyda B ViHgoHesmo,
Oxkeanmio u T.4. uMeHHO c TaiiBaHs, oTMedast IIpuU
9TOM, YTO apxeoAormdecku Maaaiickuii apxurieaar u
Apyrue 061acTy pacceAeHNs aBCTPOHE3UIIIEB MMEIOT
0oapIre 00IIIero C BOCTOYHOM, YeM C 3allajHON YacThIO
Tarsana. C Apyroit CTOpPOHBI, B IIOAB3Y TIHUIIOTE3LI

3aI1a4HOHOBOTBMHEVICKUI 1 IIPAOKEAHMIICKUIT COeAVHe-
HBI IIPEpPBIBUCTON AMHMEN C IpaleHTpaabHO-BOCTOYHO-
MaJarcko-roanHe3uiickuM. Hago a400aBuTh, 4TO U UH-
HOBaLIM, ollpedeAasiomniye nocaeauui, Pocc cunraer me-
Hee A0Ka3aTeAbHBIMM, YeM Te, KOTOPbIe OIpPeAeasIoT Je-
TBIpe OCTaAbHBIX IIpas3blka IPUBOAMMOI cxeMbl. Takum
00pa3oM, He MCKAIOYEHO, 4TO IpParoXKHOXalbMaxepcKo-
3ar1agHOHOBOTBUHEVICKUI U IIPAOKEAHUIICKUI BOCXOAST

HENOCPeACTBEHHO K IPaMaAaliCKO-TIOAMHE3UICKOMY.
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ITeitpoca Bpoge OBl CBUAETEABCTBYeT «apTyMeHT I1aH-
roanHa». Jeao B ToM, uto pedaekcs ITAH *gaRom
«IIQHTOAMH» eCTh B s3bIKax TaiBaHsa m Maaaiickoro
apxuIleaara, Toraa Kak Ha 0oapIreit yact @uaAnImH
(3a mckaroueHueM cepepa /lycoHa) IaHIOAMH He BO-
AUTCS, U ecau Obl HOCUTEeAU MaAalCKO-IIOAMHEe3N-
CKUX SI3BIKOB Ilepes 3aceaeHueM Maaaiickoro apxu-
Iejara AOCTaTOYHO AOATO >KMAM Ha OuannnuHax,
OHM AOAXKHBI ObLAM OBl yTPaTUTh COOTBETCTBYIOIIee
CA0BO.

Kaaccudukanus TaiBaHBCKUX A3BIKOB pPaccMaTpM-
BaeTcs 1 B cratbe IToaa Au JKouprys (Paul Jen-kuei Li)
«Time perspective of Formosan Aborigines». On cun-
TaeT, YTO BHaJyaJle OT 001medpOPMO3CKOTO OTAEANAC
IIpeAOK s3bIKa pyKal, 3aTeM — IIpeAOK IIOYCKIUX A3BI-
KOB, IT0CA€ Yero MpejoK Ipodnx pOPMO3CKUX s3BIKOB
pacnazcs Ha CeBepHYIO, I0>KHYIO M BOCTOYHYIO IPYIIIILI

BoraTriin apXeoAOTMYeCKUil MaTepuasd, Bpose Obl
CBUAETeABbCTBYIOIINII O pacceAeHUM aBCTPOHEe3UIAIIeB
c TaiBans, cogepxutca B cratbe I[Iutepa beaasyaa u
Dycedno Aucona (Peter Bellwood and Eusebio Dizon)
«Austronesian cultural origins: out of Taiwan, via the
Batanes Islands, and onwards to Western Polynesia».
ABTOpPHI MCCAEAYIOT apXeoAoTndyecKye CBUAeTeALCTBa
pacceAeHns HoOCHUTeAell HEOAUTUIECKUX KyABTYp C
TaitBansi Ha CesepHble OuANIIIMHLL. ABTOPEI CUMTa-
IOT, 4TO pacnpocTtpanenne B Konne III — II TeIc. 20
H.9. KpacHO} IIOAMBHON KepaMMKH (IIOYTU IIOAHO-
CTLIO cMeHuBIIel Ha TaliBaHe KepaMIUKy C BepeBOY-
HBIM M Pe3HBHIM OpHaMEeHTOM) M COOTBeTCTBYIOIIei
MaTepuaAbHON KyAbTYpH B psge paitonos TariBam:,
Ha Puannmmnax, B Cabaxe (bopueo), Bocrounoii u-
AOHe3Uy, ocTpoBHON Meaanesun (KyapTypa /lammra)
n 3amnaguoin Iloamuesun (Tonra, Camoa) oTpakaer
MUIpalluyi  HOCMTeAeil  MaAaliCKO-TIOAMHE3MIACKIX
SI3BIKOB.

B cBsasu ¢ npoGaemoit OTHOCUTEABHON CKOPOCTU
UM3MEeHeHNs S3BIKOB IIpeJcTaBAseT MHTepec CTaTbs
®pancya JKakcona (Frangois Jaquesson) «The speed of
language change, typology and history: languages,
speakers and demography in North-East India»
(cTp. 287—309), B OCHOBHOM IIOCTPOEHHAas Ha MaTe-
puaae cuHo-THOeTcKMUX s3bIKOB Cepepo-BocrouHoix
Muavm. AsTop cpaBHUBaeT ABe OOAbINNE TPYIIIILI CH-
HO-TMOETCKMX SI3BIKOB/AMaA€KTOB: AMAaJeKTH TaHM B
mrate ApyHadaa-ITpagem u A3p1ku Hara B mraTte Ha-
raleH/ U CeBPHOI yacTu Imrata MaHmIyp, a Takke B
IpUrpaHNIHEIX parioHax bupmsr. [1aemena tann oou-
TaIOT IAaBHBIM 00pa3oM B pPeAKO HaceAeHHON obaac-
THU, TIOYTU AWIIIEHHOW KPYIIHBEIX IleHTpoB. OHmM pas-
OpocaHEI B BIIAe MeAKUX I'PYIII, HO He M30AMPOBaHbI.
HuxTo He mbITaacs yTBepAUTH TOT LAY MHOM AUAAEKT
B KayecTBe O0IIIero fA3biKa Ha CKOALKO-HUOYADL 3Ha4u-

TeABLHO TeppUTOPUM, IIODTOMY AMAAEKTEl TaHMU OCTa-
AUCh B3aumMomnoHuMmaeMmbiMu. Hara >xe oburaror He-
604bIIUMY TIA€MeHaM! (3aHUMAIOIIMMIY, KaK IIpaBu-
210, OAHY AePeBHIO) B MaJAeHbKMX AoanHax. VIx gepes-
HIU A0 TIOKOpEeHNs aHIAM4aHaMM OBIAM PacIiOA0>KeHbI
Ha BepIIMHaX TOp MAM XOAMOB U CUABHO yYKPeILAeHBL.
ITo cpasmenmio c¢ Ttanu, Volksgeist Hara HeckoabKO
VHOJI: OHM He A100T 4y>kakos 1 40 XIX Beka maemeHa
JacTo BOeBaAM MeXAy coDOolf, a MHOTUe IIpeAlpUHI-
Maau TrpabuUTeAbCKMe IIOXOABl Ha IOAKOHTPOALHYIO
aHrAM4aHaM TeppPUTOPUIO. DTa «MCKYCCTBEHHAs! M30-
AALNsA» CIIOCOOCTBOBAada TOMY, UTO A3BIKM Hara CUAb-
HO pa3oIlANCh, B TOM uucade 1 B 0a30BOM AeKCHKe.
CootserctseHHO JKakcoH BBIBOAMUT oOOIriee IIPaBIAO:
S3BIKM HapOAOB, pa30OpOCaHHBIX Ha OOIIMPHEIX PeAko
3ace/eHHBIX TePPUTOPUAX, MEHSAIOTCI MejJeHHee, a
S3BIKY TyCTOHACeAEHHBIX PallOHOB OBICTpee.

AATalickuM A3BIKaM B pelleH3UpyeMOoM CcOOpHMKe
OTBeAeHO CpPaBHUTEABHO Malo MecTa. B ymomsmyToii
cratbe baeHya mMeeTcs COOTBETCTBYIOIIUIT pasjea
(ctp. 112—116), B KOTOPOM AaeTcs KpaTKuIii 0030p DT-
HOAVMHIBUCTUKYM aATalicCKuX Hapogos. Baenu mnposo-
AUT paszandyie MeXXAy MaKpOaATarCKOM U aATaiiCKOu
MakpoceMbaAMu. IlocaeaHsst BkalOYaeT TYHIyCCKUe,
MOHTOABCKME U TIOPKCKME S3BIKM, a B MaKpoaaTali-
CKYIO BKAIOYEHBI TaK>Ke KOPEeMCKUIL U SATIOHCKUIA.

B cratee Pos DHapio Mmazepa (Roy Andrew
Miller) «Comparing Japanese and Korean» paccmar-
puBaloTCa MpoOJeMBl TeHeTHJecKoil IpUHaAAesKHO-
CTU SIIOHCKOTO M Kopeiickoro. OH OTZaeT A0/AXKHOe
HeAaBHO BRHIIIeAIleMy TPeXTOMHOMY BDTHUMOAOInYe-
ckoMy caoBapio aartaiickux A3pikoB C.A. Crapoctuna,
A.B. Api60 n O.A. Myapaka, B KOTOPOM COAEP>KUTCS
AeTaAbHbI aHAAU3 AVHIBUCTUYECKUX JAaHHEBIX, CBUAe-
TEeABbCTBYIOIIMIX O TOM, YTO KOPEMCKUI U SAIIOHCKUI
BXOAAT B aATaliCKOe AMHIBICTUYIECKOe e AMHCTBO. Bme-
cTe ¢ TeM Muaaep Jaet KpaTkuii 0030p 6oaee paHHIX
IIOIILITOK CBA3ATh DTU A3BIKU C aATalickumu. Aaraii-
CKIe KOPHU KOPeICKOro OTMeyaAlch He pa3 U Oblan
AOBOABHO yOeauteabHo obocHosaHbl I. Pamcrearom
(Ramstedt 1950). C smoHCKUM IT0A0KeHue ObL10 0o-
Aee CAOXHBIM, U BBIXOJ, aATaliCKOIO CAOBapsl 3Ha4U-
TeABHO YCUAUA TIO3UIIMM CTOPOHHMKOB BKAIOUEHIIs
SITIOHCKOTO B aATalICKyI0 MaKpPOCEMBIO.

B my6amxyemoit nmocmeprto crathe C.A. Crapoc-
tnHa «Altaic loans in Old Chinese», BBeaeHue K KOTO-
poii HanincaHo Varveit Ieitpocom, npusoautcs 6oaee
50 ApeBHEKUTalICKUX CAOB, KOTOpPbLIE €CTh OCHOBaHIL
CYMTaTh 3aMMCTBOBAHMSIMMU U3 aATaliCKUX S3BIKOB, I10-
CKOABKY OHU He MMeIOT CHO-TUOeTCKOM STUMOAOTHUML.
B aaraiickoM COOTBETCTBYIOILIME CAOBa AydIlle IIpea-
CTaBAeHBl B BOCTOYHOM apease, T.e. B KOPEIICKOM,
SIITOHCKOM M TYHIYCO-MaHBUKyPCKOM.
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Isuna IOans, Xanp Lzsupanus u Pogxep baenu
(Jing Yuan, Han Jian-lin, and Roger Blench) B craTne
«Livestock in ancient China: an archaeological per-
spective» HallOMMHAIOT, 4TO B ApeBHeM Kmurae cyie-
CTBOBAAO IIpeACTaBAeHNe O IATU CeAbCKOXO3JCTBeH-
HBIX KyABTypax M IIIeCT! BuAaxX AOMalllHell >KIMBHOCTI.
K 1mocaeaneit OTHOCMAMCH A0IIaAU, KOPOBEL, MEeAKUIA
poraThbIii CKOT, CBUHBM, coDakmu 1 Kypsl. OnpeseanTs,
HpuHaAAeKaT AM JICKOIIaeMble KOCTU >KMBOTHBIX J0-
MeCTULIMPOBAaHHLIM BUAAM, MOXKHO CAeAyIONINMU
crocobamu: 1) ecan 1oa0Bo3pacTHasI CTPYKTypa CTa-
Aa, ompejeaseMass MOPQOAOTMIECKUM aHAAM3OM U
IpoMepaMM KOCTHBIX OCTaTKOB, OTAMYAETCS OT OXKU-
JaeMoOil Yy AVKHUX >KMBOTHEIX, pedb MOXKET UATH O
INPUPYUEHHBIX U/VAM AOMAIIHUX OCOOsX; 2) BHe3all-
HOe IOsBAeHMEe paHee He M3BeCTHOTO B 4aHHOM apea-
Ae BuAa OOBIYHO SBASETCA Pe3yAbTaTOM Ky/AbTYPHOIO
BAVSHISA; 3) 3aXOpOHEeH!e KIMBOTHEBIX B 4e10Be4eCcKIX
rorpeGeHIsAIX IOApa3yMeBaeT, UYTO OHU OBIAU 0A4O-
MaIllHeHbl (9TOT Te3MC IPeACTaBAsJeTCS COMHUTeAb-
HBIM — M3BeCTHBI, HallpuMep, 3aXOpOHeHNU:A B MOIU-
ZAax 3Meli); 4) aHaANU3 panyoHa, YCTaHaBAMBAaeMOIO Ha
OCHOBaHUI COAep>KaHM B KOCTSAX CTaOMABHBIX M30-
TonoB CB® 1 N'3, 1103B0AsIeT OTAEAUTh AVKUX >KUBOT-
HBIX OT AOMAIIHIX, a aHaAu3 MUTOXOHAPMAAbHOM
AHK, n3paeyenHo 13 KOCTell, 4aeT IpeAcTaBAeHIe O
HPOVICXOXKAEHNN OJOMAIITHEeHHBIX BUAOB. ABTOpPHI
IIPUXOAAT K BBIBOAY. YTO IIEPBBIM OJOMAaIITHEHHBIM
>KMBOTHBIM Ha Tepputopun Kuras Oblaa, BUAMMO, CO-
Oaxka. KocTHbie ocTaTku coOak HallAeHbI Ha I10CeA€HI
HanpwkyaHroy B nmposuHoum X031 B CA0AX, AaTU-
pyeMeix cepeaunoit IX — nagaaom VIII ToIC. 20 H.3.,
IpydeM IIpOMephl pacIoA0XKeHs 3y0OB Ha HIMKHeN
YeAICTU CBUAETeALCTBYIOT O CyIIIeCTBEeHHEIX M3MeHe-
HILIX TIO CPaBHEHMIO C MX AMKMM IIPeAKOM, BOAKOM.
Bropoit 6r12a ogoManiHeHa cBUHbA. CBUHEBIE YeAI0CTH
¢ 3ybamMM, AeMOHCTPUPYIOIIUMY HeAOpa3BUTHE DMa-
AN, XapaKTepHOe 445 AOMAIIHIX 0cobeit, OOHapyKe-
uel B Kyaxymso B mposymHIMy WKSH3AHL B CAOAX
koHna VII — VI Teic. 40 H.5. KopoBbu KOCTAKM packKo-
nansl B IanbpTaiicel (mposmMHINMA X®HaHb) B CAOSX
sropoit moaosyssl III Teic. 40 H.5. IIpuMepHO K TOMY
>Ke BpeMeHN OTHOCATCS M IIepBble HaXOAKM MeAKOTO
poraroro ckota. Koctu aomiagu sriepsble BCTpeyaioT-
cs1 B AHbsHe (IIpOBMHLNMA X®HaHb) B cA0:AX KoHIa I
TEIC. 40 H.3. [IprMepHO K TOMY >Ke BpeMeHM MO>KHO
OTHECTU U Hayalo KypOBOACTBA. ABTOPHI BLIAEASIOT
ABe MOJeAM JAOMeCTHMKAIMM >KVBOTHBIX B JApeBHEM
Kurae: 1) mocrereHHOe OgOMalllHMBaHMe IIOCPeACT-
BOM AOATOTO B3aMIMOAENICTBUS C AVIKMMM IIpeAKaMM
AOMAIITHNX KUBOTHBIX — MMEHHO Tak Oblda A0MeCTU-
LMpOBaHa CBMHb; 2) II034Hee BHeJpeHNe OJoMalll-
HEHHBIX >KMBOTHBIX M3 APYTOIO permoHa Oaarogap:
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0oOMeHy M KyABTYPHOMY B3alIMOAENCTBUIO — TakK B
CpeJHee TeueHIe I HI30Bb: SIHII3EI ITOITaAa AOIIaAb.

K oto0it pabore npumsikaer crarbs L Cioo0ums,
Xanp zsanpanns, Poaxepa baenua, Dasapaa Pere n
Oausre Anorra (Xue-bin Qi, Han Jianlin, Roger
Blench, J. Edward Rege and Olivier Hanotte) «Under-
standing yak pastoralism in central Asian Highlands:
mitochondrial DNA evidence for origin, domestica-
tion and dispersal of domestic yak». ABTOpEI cOOpaan
oOpasunr muroxonapuaapHoit AHK 428 axos us 29
nonyasnuii, passogumsix B Kurae, Byrane, Hemaze,
Muaun, Iaknucrane, Keipreiacrane, Monroaun u Poc-
cun. Bplao BRlA€2€HO TpU IOIyAsSLIMM SIKOB, BOCXO-
AAITUX K Pa3HBIM IIpeAKaM IIO MaTepMHCKON AMHUIH,
0/HAKO, 10 MHEHUIO 1CCAel0BaTelell, Bce OHU BOCXO-
AAT K e AVHON IIOIyAsSLINY, OAOMAaIHEeHHO mpubanu-
3uTeapHO Ha pyOexxe IV — III TeIC. 40 H.®. I4e-TO B
BOCTOUHBIX paiioHax Ilyinxait-TubeTckoro Haropsosi.

l'eneryyecknii Marepmaa IcCCAeAyeTcsl U B psge
apyrux crareit. Aancus Canuec-Macac, AioaMuaa
Ocumnosa, JKan-Mumean JjoryxoH, Jdopan Carap un
Ocreaaa IMoaonu (Alicia Sanchez-Mazas, Ludmilla®
Osipova, Jean-Michel Dugoujon, Laurent sagart, and
Estella S. Poloni)s pa6ore «The GM genetic polymor-
phism in Taiwan aborigines: New data revealing re-
markable differentiation patterns» mccaezosaam 00-
pasubl KPOBU IIpeACTaBUTE/Aell BOCBMU TallBaHbCKIX
aBCTPOHE3MIICKMX DTHOCOB M CPaBHMUAU MX C oOpas-
IlaMy, cOOpaHHBIMU CpeAM APYTUX HapooB Bocrou-
Hoit u IOro-Bocrounoit Asunu IToayuennsie pesyanra-
TBL CBUAETEABCTBYIOT, 4YTO abopureHsl TaiiBaHsI B
cpeaHeM paBHO yJadeHbl IeHeTUJdecK! OT XMOHI-
MUEH/Ms0-50, Tau-Kajail, IOXKHBIX KUTANIeB U aBCT-
poasnaTtos. Bce Haceaenme IOro-Bocrounoit Asum,
BK/AIOUasl TallBAHbCKMUX U OOABIIIMHCTBO BHETAllBaHb-
CKHIX aBCTPOHe3MUIiIleB, OKasblBaeTcsl OAMKe K KuTali-
naMm n3 IOxHoro I'yanayHa, Torga Kak TaliBaHLCKIe
KNUTainsl (MUHBHAHD) OArpKe K (PyI3sHbLIAM U KU-
tavaM Lzsuacy, XyHanu u gaske CerayaHn.

B crartpe Dpuxu Xareabepr, Meppes Kokca, Byan-
¢da Indenxédeas n Mena Ppeiima (Erika Hagelberg,
Murray Cox, Wulf Schieffenhével, and Ian Frame)
«A genetic perspective on the origins and dispersal of
the Austronesians: Mitochondrial DNA variation from
Madagascar to Easter Island» paccmarpusaercs pac-
npejeAeHNne ranAoOTUIIOB MUTOXOHApuaasHon /JAHK
Cpeay aBCTPOHEe3MUIICKMX HapOAOB. ABTOPEHI IIPUXOAAT

3 Tak B opurnHaze, IIpudeM B Apyroii cTaTbe C y4acTu-
eM TOro >Ke aBTopa MMl HallcaHo NpaBuabHO. PeaakTo-
pBl BOOOIle He MOTPYAUANUCh CBeCTM HalllCaHlUe MMeH
BOeAUHO: TaK, uMs XaHb LI3s1HpAMHB IIepegaHO B OAHON
cratbe Kak Han Jian-lin, a B gpyroiit kak Han Jianlin.
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K BBIBOAY, UTO BTO pacHpeeieHye CBUAETeAbCTBYeT O
pacrpocTpaHneHny HaceaeHu:A u3 Bocrounoit Asum Ha
Tarisanp 1 Maaarickuit apxmresar ¢ HocAeAyIoIM
TECHBIM B3aIMOAENICTBIEeM, ToTrda kak Hosas I'sunes
OKa3BIBeTCsl CpaBHUTEABHO W30AMpOBaHHOI. /i060-
IIBITHO, 9YTO 0K00 20 IPOLeHTOB MalaracuiileB HeCyT
B cebe Tun muroxoHapmaasHoi AHK, xapakrepHslit
AAsl TIOAMHE3UIIes U, BUAMMO, Oepymmii Hadal0 Ha
Tarisane, HO oTcyTcTByIoIMii Ha bopneo, oTKyza
IPOVICXOAVAN IIpeAKI MaJaracuiilies.

Crusen Jancunr, Tateana Kapadert, Axon Hlon-
deavaep n Marika Xammep (J. Stephen Lansing, Tatia-
na M. Karafet, John Schoenfelder, and Michael F. Ham-
mer) B ctaThe «A DNA signature for the expansion of
irrigation in Bali?» mccaeaosaan reHeTmueckue map-
Kkepsl 505 My>K4nH-OaAMiiIeB B CBA3Y C MCCAeA0BaHU-
eM IIPONCXOXAeHMs CcyDakop — oObejUHEeHUIl Kpe-
CTBSTH, TI0AH30BABIIIXCST BOAO 113 OOIIEr0 MCTOYHMKA.
BrICOKIIT YpOBEHDb reHeTHYecKoro gperidpa B cybakax,
TaK >Ke KaK 40KaAbHas IPUBA3aHHOCTh IaTPUANHIA-
>Keil ¥, B MEHbIIIeN CTeIleHUM, MaTPUAVHUAKEN I1OKa-
3BIBAIOT, YTO VMPPUTALIVIOHHBIE CUCTEMBI CO3JaBaAVICh
«CHM3Y» UM He OBLAM, BOIIPEKM pacIpOCTpaHEeHHOMY
HpeACTaBAeHNIO, pe3yAbTaTOM AeATeAbHOCTU IIeH-

TpaAbHOM BAacTH (B II0OCAe4HEM CAydae CTPyKTypa Ha-
ceaenus Oplaa OB O0Jee pa3MBITON, a OTIIOYKOBaHIe
HOBBIX IIOCEAEHIIT OT CTapbIX U TeHeTUYeCckKUi gpeid
Ob1411 OBI MeHee BRIpa>keHHBIMII).

[ToaBoas wmrorM, OTMETMM, UTO CTaThU COOPHUKa
BecbMa HepaBHOIIeHHBLI ¥ 4acTO IIpOTHMBOpedar ApyT
Apyry. EcTb B HMX U IpsMBble OIIMOKI: TaK, AOCTOIHO
CO>KaAeHNsl, 9YTO aBTOPBl U3AAHMS, TAe ITOMeIlleH Hek-
poaor C.A. CrapocTuHa, He yYUTEHIBAIOT, 32 MCKAIOJe-
nuem V. Tleiipoca, pyHAaMeHTaAbHEIX ITOIIPABOK, BHe-
CEeHHBIX ITOKOMHBIM B IA0TTOXPOHOAOIMYECKYIO MeTO-
auky M. Cpogema. B kuure nHeognokpatso (crp. 4, 9,
237) yTBEep>KAaeTcCs, 4TO I10TTOXPOHOAOTMs OCHOBaHa
Ha COMHHUTEALHOM IIOCTyJAaTe O IIOCTOSHHOM CKOPO-
CTUM U3MEHeHNUs CAOB T.H. OCHOBHOTO CIIMCKa, TOTAa
kak CrapoctuH yDeAMTeAbHO IIOKa3ad, YTO pacraj
OCHOBHOTO CITMCKa YCKOpseTCsA IO Mepe «CTapeHus»
CAOB U, HAIIpOTUB, 3aMeAAseTCs 110 Mepe BhIIlaJeHus
U3 CIJCKAa MeHee yCTOMYMBEIX CA0B. TeM He MeHee,
pelleH3upyeMas KHHUTa IIpeACTaBAseT MHTepec TeM,
YTO BBOAUT B HAYYHBINI 0OOPOT OOABIIIOE KOAMIECTBO
HOBBIX MaTepMaaoB, OTHOCSIIMXCA K AONMCbMEHHO
UCTOPUM OAHOTO W3 APEBHUX KYyAbTYPHBIX O4Yaros,
Bocrounoit Asumn, u 1o-HOBOMY UX MHTepIIpeTUpYeT.
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Language Classification: History and Method.
By Lyle Campbell and William J. Poser.

Cambridge University Press, 2008. IX + 536 pp.

Before discussing the merits and shortcomings of the
monograph under review, it should be stressed that
its title may be somewhat misleading for the general
reader, not well-versed in linguistic intricacies. First of
all, in the context of the publication, “language classi-
fication” is mostly limited to the issue of genetic classi-
fication — 1i. e., classifying languages depending on
their being or not being descended from a common
ancestor, as opposed to, e.g., typological classifica-
tion, which groups languages together depending on
degrees of similarity as perceived in some of their
elements, regardless of the origins of these similarities
(inheritance, borrowing, or independent develop-
ment).

Second, for the purposes of this particular volume,
“classifying” languages is primarily understood as
“demonstrating genetic relationship” between two or
more languages or language groups (we may call this
external classification), rather than estimating the de-
gree of relationship between languages in an already
well-established language group (internal classifica-
tion). This is an important point, because in compara-
tive linguistics, issues of internal classification are just
as frequent and hotly debated (sometimes even more
so) as those of external classification. The former,
however, do not form the major object of Campbell &
Poser’s monograph, which is essentially preoccupied
with the question of “yes or no?” rather than with is-
sues of degree; thus, in section 5.2, dedicated to the
Hittite language, the authors only deal with how Hit-
tite was shown to belong to the Indo-European family,
and not with the relative position of Hittite within
Indo-European — a problem which is still occassion-
ally debated even as of today.

The basic goal of Campbell & Poser’s book, then, is
to provide a reliable answer to the very first question
on its very first page: “how are languages shown to be
related to one another?” A preliminary reply is found
on p. 4: “throughout the history of linguistics the cri-
teria... included evidence from three sources: basic
vocabulary, grammatical evidence (especially mor-
phological), and sound correspondences”. The rest of
the book can be roughly divided into three parts: (a)
supporting the historic veracity of this claim (chapters
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2 to 6, which serve as a basic overview of the history
of comparative linguistics); (b) demonstrating the in-
trinsic correctness of this claim by showing how prac-
tically all other types of criteria can be misleading in
establishing genetic relationship (chapters 7, 8 and 10);
(c) assessing several proposed, but controversial hy-
potheses of genetic relationship on the basis of the es-
tablished criteria (chapter 9, as well as chapter 12 that
deals with the issue of “Proto-World").

Obviously, the question of criteria used to establish
genetic relationship should, and does, lie at the very
heart of comparative linguistics as a science. Given
that Campbell & Poser’s monograph is essentially ori-
ented at a scholarly reception rather than the general
public at large (I would probably define its primary
target audience as linguists with but a passing interest
in historical linguistics, as well as non-linguists with a
serious interest in human prehistory, e. g. professional
archaeologists or geneticists), one may ask the question:
“Why do the very foundations of this branch of science
still have to be discussed and defended more than a
hundred years after its inception?” (provided we take a
very restricted view of historical linguistics as a science
and count its birth from the emergence of the Neo-
grammarian model in the 1870s, rather than from the
work of William Jones in the late 18th century).

As a comparative linguist myself, I would probably
give two interconnected reasons: (a) a steady decline
in popularity of comparative-historical linguistics as a
whole, starting approximately from the beginning of
the 20th century and resulting in a serious lack of
knowledge about it even among linguists, let alone
specialists in other, only indirectly related, disciplines;
(b) the emergence, against this background, of a veri-
table swarm of “theories” and “hypotheses” about the
history of language as a whole or of individual lan-
guages and language groups, that have little, if any-
thing, to do with science, yet, quite frequently, find
unexpected popularity among non-specialists and
amateurs — if properly advertised and brightly pre-
sented. These points are not explicitly stated in the
book, but I have no doubt that both of these opinions,
especially the second one, are shared by both of its
authors. The necessity of having a reasonable, for-
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malized, well-defined set of tools that would permit
the researcher and the student alike to separate true
historical linguistics from the realms of fantasy is
equally well realized by all of us.

The devil, as usual, is in the details. The authors
expose their principal target of critique already on that
very same first page of the introduction: these are the
so-called “long-rangers”, proposing “distant linguistic
kinship such as Amerind, Nostratic, Eurasiatic, and
Proto-World”. A lengthy, 10-page list of “hypothe-
sized distant genetic relationships” is adduced at the
end of the book, with the authors themselves admit-
ting that these hypotheses “are not all of equal qual-
ity”; indeed, they range from solid theories deserving
scholarly attention to joke-level comparisons, and it
would be useless (and even cruel!) to expect the
authors to present us with detailed evaluations of all
of them.

Nevertheless, the main culprits, as perceived by the
authors, are quickly and easily identifiable, as they are
mentioned far more frequently than anyone else in the
critical sections. First and foremost, this is the late J.
Greenberg (principal mastermind behind the Amer-
ind, Eurasiatic, and Indo-Pacific hypotheses) and
some of his followers who continue to operate based
on his method of “multilateral”, or “mass” compari-
son, such as M. Ruhlen. Second, this is the So-
viet/Russian tradition of macrocomparative research
as originated by the late V. M. Illich-Svitych, author of
the “Nostratic” hypothesis, and continued by many of
his disciples and followers. (It should be noted,
though, that the amounts of critique directed at these
two “schools” of comparative thought are quite dis-
proportionate: scourging of the “Greenberg-Ruhlen
direction” occupies at least twice, if not thrice, the
space devoted to scourging of the Russian side.) Dis-
tant language relationship theories that are not di-
rectly connected to the “Greenberg legacy” or to the
“Illich-Svitych legacy” occupy very limited space and
are taken mostly from a purely historical perspective
(e. g., a brief account of the Ramstedt/Poppe tradition
of Altaic linguistics on p. 235-241).

Chapters 2-6 (pp. 13-161) of the book, as I already
mentioned, formally represent a brief overview of the
main successes of comparative linguistics. They are
more often than not well-written, informative, and
even entertaining, with a lot of research on the early
prehistory of the science and details that are certainly
not common knowledge even among those specializ-
ing in it. However, most of this overview really serves
one purpose: to be able, on the basis of it, to answer in
the negative to the following question: “Has anyone
ever succeeded in proving genetic relationship on the

basis of something other than grammatical evidence
and sound correspondences?” (I take “proving genetic
relationship” here to mean “presenting evidence in
favor of a theory of genetic relationship that would
make said theory accepted by the scientific main-
stream”).

It is not difficult to guess that the authors, at the
end of this section, remain convinced that the answer
is, indeed, a steady “no”. And, from a formal point of
view, they are correct: I do not know any such theo-
ries myself. Even such proposed language families as
Khoisan, Nilo-Saharan, and Australian, which used to
find a lot of support from specialists, as correctly indi-
cated to the authors, are now put more and more into
doubt by mainstream linguists for the very same rea-
sons — seeming scarcity of evidence from grammar
and comparative phonology.

But obviously, “majority votes” and historical
analogies alone cannot by themselves disprove the
validity of either “mass comparison” or other ways of
assessing linguistic evidence in a historical context.
Cases when “the majority” has, in the long run, been
proven wrong, abound in the history of science; like-
wise, the very fact that a certain task has, in the past,
always been performed according to a set standard of
rules, does not necessarily mean that there cannot
possibly exist a different standard by means of which
it can be performed with equal (or even grander!) suc-
cess. This issue — that “traditional” comparative
methodology is right not because it is “traditional”
but because it is, well, right — is addressed in Chapter
7. This is where the real problems start.

On the surface, many, if not most, of the arguments
presented in this chapter look perfectly reasonable. It
essentially functions as a set of “warnings” and “fil-
ters” constructed by the authors in order to separate
convincing evidence for language relationship from
unconvincing evidence or “non-evidence”. Numerous
obstacles are listed that hamper, or should be consid-
ered as hampering, the work of the “long-ranger”.
First and foremost among them is the issue of bor-
rowing and language contact, coming in the form of
lexical resemblances, sometimes even within the basic
vocabulary (7.2.1), subsystems of phonetic correspon-
dences (7.3), and grammatical features (7.4); addi-
tional problems include lax semantic demands (7.6),
onomatopoeia (7.7), sound symbolism (7.8), possibility
of chance similarities (7.11), and even direct mistakes
in analyzing material — erroneous morphological
analysis (7.14), neglect of language history (7.15) and
spurious or invented forms (7.16).

The authors list multiple examples of cases where
these factors either have or could have contributed to
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reaching unwarranted, premature, or even downright
wrong conclusions on the part of the researcher (with
the lion’s share of such examples culled from works
by J. Greenberg and M. Ruhlen). Unfortunately, al-
most all of the arguments they make in this section
suffer from one fatal flaw: they represent a broad,
over-generalized approach to the problem that refuses
to deal with it on a more detailed level, or at least
specify the degree to which this particular problem
may render useless a certain piece of work. In addi-
tion, many of these problems are characteristic not
specifically of work on long-distance relationship, but
of all kinds of comparative research.

For example, in p.7.15.2 (“Neglect of known his-
tory”), it is correctly stated: “Another related problem
is that of isolated forms which appear similar to forms
from other languages with which they are compared,
but when the known history is brought into the pic-
ture, the similarity is shown to be fortuitous”. One ex-
ample from Greenberg’s work on Amerind is quoted,
with a few others later adduced in Chapter 9. Should
we infer that ignorance of language history is an al-
most obligatory ingredient in all, or most, works by
“long-rangers”? All the authors can say about this is
that such mistakes are “not uncommon in proposals of
distant language relationship” (p. 209) — a phrase that
is essentially meaningless, since it is unclear which
particular works on distant language relationships
have been shown to be useless or even anti-scientific
on the basis of this criterion. (It should also be kept in
mind that for some researchers, “neglect of known
history” of languages sometimes equals “neglect of
what I, or mainstream specialists, presuppose about
history”, and it is not uncommon to confuse the two.)

Another type of “over-generalization” of problems
consists of the authors’ frequent calls to drop from
consideration not merely particular pieces of potential
evidence that raise doubt for a variety of reasons, but
whole blocks of evidence. Let us take, for instance, sec-
tion 7.7 (“Onomatopoeia”), the main point of which is
formulated as follows: “Onomatopoetic forms may be
similar because the words in different languages have
independently approximated the sounds in nature,
and such cases must be eliminated from proposals of
distant genetic relationship, since the similarity may
be explained by onomatopoetic mimicry rather than
inheritance from a common ancestor” (p. 196).

This statement only looks reasonable before one
gives it a second thought — and comes to the inescap-
able conclusion that it could be completely right if and
only if certain words and notions in the world’s lan-
guages turned out to be fully exempt from the arbi-
trariness principle of the linguistic sign. One example
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will suffice here (technically speaking, it refers to sec-
tion 7.9, “Nursery forms”, rather than 7.7, but, since
both deal with violations of the arbitrariness principle,
this is not significant; similar examples can be easily
drawn from “proper” onomatopoeic lexicon as well).
It is well-known that the word for “mother’ all over
the world tends to be represented by roots containing
a labial nasal consonant (usually of the ma-type), from
Indo-European *matér to Chinese ma and Bantu *-mdd.
Since this is by far the most widespread “world” root
for mother, and since it is sound-symbolic, an argu-
ment that brings together ma-type words from differ-
ent language families will not be seen as important for
the task of proving their relationship. But what about
the negative argument — languages that do not have
*ma for mother, yet agree in having a different root for
the same notion, even if it, too, is sound-symbolic?

Such is, for instance, the case with Altaic, where the
main word for ‘mother’ is currently reconstructed as
*ép'a, reflected as Japanese haha, Mongolian ebei, and
Turkic apa — all specifically indicating the female
rather than the male parent. Certainly, one could object
that the *pa-type form represents the “nursery lexi-
con” as well, and, furthermore, cases of pa-type words
meaning ‘mother’ rather than the more common
meaning ‘father’ can also be found in non-Altaic lan-
guages (e. g. in Telugu the word appa refers to both
‘father’ and ‘mother’). Presenting this argument as
“crucial” for the Altaic hypothesis would be errone-
ous. But in the context of other pieces of pro-Altaic
evidence, it is much more reasonable and economic to
explain this situation as the result of a one-time
meaning shift from ‘father’ to “‘mother’ in Proto-Altaic
— rather than the curiously independent “nursery re-
genesis” of *pa ‘mother’ rather than *ma ‘mother’ in
Turkic, Mongolic, and Japanese.

In other words, instead of simplifying the task and
bluntly rejecting everything that even vaguely looks
like “onomatopoeia”, “nursery words”, “sound sym-
bolism” — and the scope of these groups, if one
wishes hard enough, can be extended to contain half
or more of any individual language’s vocabulary — it
is essential to approach the issue as a complex one, in
which it is important to distinguish between “telling”
types of possible cognations and irrelevant ones. Not a
hint at such distinctions can be culled from Campbell
& Poser’s monograph.

In section 7.2 (“Lexical comparisons”), the authors,
agreeing with the “long-rangers” usual claim that
“basic vocabulary is more resistant to borrowing”,
warn against the universality of this rule, explaining
that “some things in ‘basic vocabulary’ seem quite
subject to borrowing or lexical replacement” — a
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claim which, to the best of my knowledge, not a single
“long-ranger” has ever argued with. There have cer-
tainly been cases in long-range comparison when bor-
rowings in the basic lexicon have been mistaken for
signs of relationship (e. g., the situation in Tai-Kadai
languages, where multiple borrowings from Chinese,
including a significant chunk of the basic lexicon, have
for a certain period of time contributed to the perse-
verance of the erroneous “Sino-Tai” theory). But at the
same time, historical-comparative linguistics is old
enough to have procured quite a few useful methods
to filter out these cases — including statistical tests;
procedures of establishing special “sub-systems” of
phonetic correspondences for borrowed lexical strata
as opposed to “genuine” systems of correspondences
(the issue is briefly mentioned by the authors on
p- 174); and considerations of geographic proximity
(e. g., it would be at the very least odd to insist that
Proto-Turkic *bir ‘one’ has been borrowed from Proto-
Japanese *pita id. or vice versa).

It would, therefore, be refreshing to see, in section
7.2, a straightforward list of conditions under which
similarities and correspondences observed in the basic
lexicon can be deemed relevant and significant in a
proposal of language relationship, and, likewise, a list
of types of situations in which such similarities and
correspondences rather hint at a situation of secon-
dary contact. No such conditions are given; instead,
the reader merely gets a “warning sign” — basic lexi-
con, too, can be borrowed (hardly a surprise for any-
one with even a minimum amount of expertise in the
field).

Actually, the very definition of “basic lexicon” is
terminologically used by the authors of the book in a
different way from, for instance, representatives of the
Moscow school of comparative linguistics, and, I dare
say, numerous other researchers as well. For the latter,
in its most specialized usage, the “basic lexicon”
means little more than the highly “compressed” 100-
word version of the original list proposed by Morris
Swadesh, which, it seems, has for the most part stood
the test of time as truly representing some of the most
stable items of the lexicon of any particular language;
furthermore, even within the 100-wordlist attempts
have been made, first by Aharon Dolgopolsky, then
by Sergei Yakhontov, and finally, on a more strictly
statistical basis by Sergei Starostin, to separate its ele-
ments into generally “more stable” and “less stable”
parts.

For Campbell & Poser, however, “basic lexicon” is
something much more amorphous — clinging to the
mostly “intuitive” understanding of the term (p. 166:
“basic vocabulary has been understood intuitively to

contain terms for common body parts, close kin, fre-
quently encountered aspects of the natural world, and
low numbers”), they proceed to make good use of it in
passages like the following one: “For example, Ud-
murt (Votyak, a Finno-Ugric language) borrowed
many items of basic vocabulary from Tatar (Turkic),
terms for ‘mother,” ‘father,” ‘grandmother,” ‘grandfa-
ther,’ ‘brother/sister, ‘elder brother,’ ‘elder sister,’
‘“uncle,” ‘strong,” ‘healthy,” ‘deaf,’ ‘blind,” ‘sick,” ‘ill-
ness,” ‘love,” ‘land,” ‘people,’ ‘person,” ‘cool,’ etc.”
(p. 174, with references). Of all these words, only one
— ‘person’ — forms part of the 100-wordlist, around
90% of which otherwise has reliable Fenno-Ugric par-
allels. Obviously, the more uncertain and imprecise
one makes the limits of “basic lexicon”, the easier it
becomes to underestimate its importance. I do not
mean to say that the authors have invented a particu-
lar usage for the term “basic lexicon” — many people
use it in different ways — but here they have in-
tentionally chosen the broader one that least suits the
purposes of scientific long-range comparison.

An equally muddled approach is seen in section
7.19, dedicated to the issue of pronominal evidence for
genetic relationship hypotheses. Taking to task the
alleged claim that “pronouns are rarely borrowed”,
the authors proceed to demonstrate, on pp.213-214,
that “this common perception is nevertheless a mis-
conception”, by citing examples and references that
show how personal pronouns can indeed be borrowed
from one language into another. And yet, this par-
ticular demonstration does not in the least shatter the
idea that “pronouns are rarely borrowed” — on the
contrary, it proves it. My impression is that the authors
have taken great pains to accumulate a near-complete
list of exceptions — which still covers but an absolute
minimum of the world’s languages. It would have
been understandable if their point were to disprove
the statement that “pronouns are never borrowed”,
but, to the best of my knowledge, no “long-ranger” or
“short-ranger” has ever stated anything like that.

Furthermore, even the examples of borrowed pro-
nouns that are given constitute a hodge-podge of en-
tirely different situations. English they is, indeed, a
Scandinavian borrowing, but this is a 3rd person pro-
noun, not a 1st or 2nd one, and 3rd person pronouns
are usually omitted from the discussion on stability
(cf. the Shevoroshkin quote that the authors cite above
which only mentions forms like ‘I', ‘me’, ‘thou’,
‘thee’), since they are, indeed, less stable overall (and,
for that reason, omitted from the Swadesh 100-
wordlist). Indonesian saya ‘I’ is, indeed, a borrowing,
but in the language it coexists peacefully, as a polite
form, with the inherited Austronesian aku; situations
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like these are plentiful, especially in East Asia, and
whenever they arise, it is usually easy to separate the
new “polite” form from the old inherited one.

It is hardly a coincidence that the majority of exam-
ples come from various case studies of “Amerind”
languages, where issues of borrowing are frequently
merely suggested rather than stated with certainty,
due to insufficient historical treatment of available
data and lack of proper reconstruction. E. g. it is said
that “Thomason and Everett... argue that Piraha has
borrowed a majority of its pronouns”, but, while such
an argument is indeed presented, the paper in ques-
tion very clearly states that “we can’t prove that the
pronouns in question are innovative in Piraha; and we
have no evidence (yet) of other borrowings in Piraha
from Tupi-Guarani” [Thomason & Everett 2001].

Still later, they write: “There are also a number of
documented cases of borrowed pronouns in Native
American languages. For example, Miskito borrowed
its independent personal pronouns from Northern
Sumu in relatively recent times: Miskito yay ‘I' (cf.
Sumu yan), man ‘you’ (cf. Sumu man) (Hale 1997:
154)”. The actual paper by Hale, however, does not
state this as a fact, like Campbell & Poser do, but
rather as a cautious hypothesis — “the entire set of
Miskitu independent pronouns could have been bor-
rowed from Sumu” [Hale 1997: 154] — speculatively
derived from the likely suggestion that the third per-
son pronoun (Miskitu witin) is probably borrowed
from Northern Sumu (Twahka dialect) witin. Even
then, it must be kept in mind that Miskitu and Sumu
are closely related languages within the Misumalpan
family (something the authors do not explicitly tell
their readers), and at the very best we could only
speak of the Miskitu pronominal forms being influ-
enced by Sumu forms rather than borrowed from
Sumu.

In one case at least, the situation has advanced to
the level of topsy-turvy. Quoting a survey work on
Papuan languages, the authors write: “Warembori (an
isolate in Papua New Guinea) has borrowed its pro-
nouns: “the first- and second-person singular are
transparent Austronesian loans, with even the inclu-
sive-exclusive distinction being taken over [Foley
2000: 392]”. Given the extreme rareness of the situa-
tion, I was tempted to verify it; surprisingly, the com-
plete quotation turned out to be as follows: “The iso-
late Warembori (Donohue 1999) exhibits extensive
borrowing from Austronesian in basic vocabulary
such as kin terms, body parts, and even pronouns. All
except (italics are mine — G. S.) the first- and second-
person singular are transparent Austronesian loans,
with even the inclusive-exclusive distinction being
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taken over”. No traces of this “all except” can be
found in Campbell & Poser’s quotation, which is a
pity — given that, even under considerable lexical
pressure from nearby Austronesian languages,
Warembori still retains the original forms for ‘I and
‘thou’, this is an excellent argument for these forms as
representing the most stable and reliable, albeit small,
layer of the lexicon.

The second part of Campbell & Poser’s argument
— taking to task the statement that “shared pronoun
patterns defy chance” — completely escapes this par-
ticular reviewer’s understanding. The central point in
this part of the discussion is formulated as follows:
“Patterned grammatical material can constitute strong
arguments for genetic relationship if nothing else ac-
counts for the shared patterns, but that is often not the
case in pronominal paradigms. It is well established
also that pronominal systems seem to be subject to
analogical reformations, and are also dominated by
tendencies towards iconic symbolization, as other de-
ictic markers are” (p. 214). It is not explained why, and
whether indeed, “that is often not the case”, with not a
single actual example to the contrary offered by the
authors. It is equally unclear how the first sentence in
this quotation ties in with the second one. For in-
stance, the 1st p. sg. pronoun in Old Turkic is ben, in
Evenki is bi; the 2nd p. sg. pronoun in Old Turkic is
sen, in Evenki is si. Where is the “analogical reforma-
tion” or the “iconic symbolization” responsible for
this pattern match? If my understanding of the his-
torical concept of “analogy” is clear enough, “anal-
ogy” works towards making objects more similar to
one another, not vice versa; and, although cases of
pronominal endings being reshaped due to analogy are
not unknown, I have yet to hear of a single case where
a 1st or 2nd pronoun stem has contributed towards re-
shaping the other member of the opposition.

Likewise, although vague references to “iconic
symbolization” of pronouns do crop up every now
and then in literature (the authors provide several ref-
erences), no respected specialist so far has managed to
present a convincing argument on why personal pro-
nouns in the world’s languages should, due to some
non-arbitrary process, look the way they look. At best,
we usually agree that pronouns tend to be short and
not to incorporate particularly strongly marked pho-
nemes and sound clusters, which is understandable
given their exceptionally high frequency. But this is
the threshold at which reasonable arguments end —
yes, the 1st person pronoun does feature the phoneme
m in many corners of the world, but why does it have
to be m and not n, or k, or t (all of these variants are
also encountered with different levels of frequency),
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remains unaccounted for, certainly not within the
framework of any “phonosymbolic” theory. Much less
does “phonosymbolism” account for shared patterns,
such as M/T, M/S for Nostraticc Z/W for Sino-
Caucasian, K/M for Austric, and N/M for Amerind
(or, at least, substantial parts of Amerind, see below).

In short, the entire argument on pp. 214-215, in my
opinion, only goes to show that the “pronominal
paradigm” argument in favor of long-distance genetic
relationship remains stronger than ever, since there is
very little to offer in opposition to it, apart from vague
theoretical speculations on “analogy” and “phono-
symbolism” that have precious little basis in fact. This
does not mean that issues of genetic relationship can
be considered settled based on pronominal evidence
alone. For one thing, as the authors correctly point out,
there is always the negative argument: pronominal
systems can be reshaped, losing the original similar-
ity. Chances for the reverse — acquiring accidental
similarity to an originally non-related system — also
exist, but are much smaller, especially if we are deal-
ing with several identical cases at once; an M/T-type
similar paradigm can be attributed to chance if it is
met in one language family in Eurasia and one other
language family in America, but, obviously, the situa-
tion is different when said paradigm is observed to
characterize many language families in Eurasia and
few, if any, language families in America. This, how-
ever, merely implies that lack of pronominal evidence
should not immediately be taken to signify lack of re-
lationship — whereas existence of paradigmatic/pat-
tern-type pronominal evidence immediately warrants
at least further serious testing of the hypothesis. It
goes without saying that if pronominal evidence con-
stitutes the only attractive evidence for language rela-
tionship, this is not good for the hypothesis. But cases
where successful hypotheses have been developed
based on pronominal evidence alone are unknown
to me.

The authors fare somewhat better in their subsec-
tion (7.19.1-3) on the proposed “Amerind” pronomi-
nal pattern N/M, mixing the usual theoretical argu-
ments with more convincing statements like “What-
ever the explanation for the frequency of ‘first-person’
n, and for the recurrence of ‘second-person’ m, it will
not do to look only at American languages which
contain them, ignoring the many American tongues
which lack them and the numerous non-American
languages where they are attested” (p.222). This is a
fair warning against over-generalization of an issue,
and one that warrants a closer look at those “parts” of
“Amerind” that are indeed characterized by the N/M
pattern as opposed to other parts of it that exhibit dif-

ferent characteristics. However, this is an entirely dif-
ferent problem from the ones discussed above: its in-
vestigation may, in the end, lead us to exclude some
branches from “Amerind”, but it is not at all certain to
undermine the importance of pronominal paradigms
for taxonomy purposes.

One section at least of Chapter 7 (7.2.2, “Glotto-
chronology”) clearly shows that the authors have a
rather poor understanding of the state-of-the-art on
this topic in comparative linguistics. Glottochronology
was invented as a method already more than half a
century ago, and has since gone through a large num-
ber of refinements and modifications; multiple vari-
ants of it have been tested, some more successfully,
some less, yet not a single word on the history of the
method can be found in the discussion on it (less than
one page long) in Campbell & Poser’s book.

Perhaps the biggest mistake the authors — along
with some of their colleagues in other publications —
make is to assume that glottochronology par excellence
is an independent method, opposed to “standard” his-
torical-comparative linguistics rather than comple-
menting it. Only such an assumption can account for
their description of the method: “...glottochronology
does not find or test family relationships, but rather
just assumes them... In the application of glottochro-
nology the basic vocabulary of any two (or more) lan-
guages, related or not, is compared and similar words
on the core vocabulary list are checked off” (p. 167).

It is true that some lexicostatistical calculations have
been performed that way, but neither the father of the
method, Morris Swadesh, nor the scholar who has ar-
guably contributed the most to its further develop-
ment, Sergei Starostin, would have ever agreed with
such a definition of it. In Swadesh’s earlier — and ar-
guably best — works, glottochronology was primarily
a method for internal classification and dating the di-
vergence of languages whose relationship had already
been established through conventional means of histori-
cal-comparative linguistics. (His later works some-
times contain violations of this principle, which
should not disqualify the principle itself). For
Starostin, who was the first to apply glottochronology
to hypothetical macrofamilies, glottochronology could
serve as a definitive indicator of relationship — but
only if compared words are deemed cognate based on
previously suggested regular correspondences rather than
mere similarity; in other words, glottochronology
merely goes to show that the proposed system of cor-
respondences is not bogus, since it works on the com-
pared languages’ basic lexicon. Campbell & Poser are
correct in saying that glottochronology “assumes”
rather than finds language relationships; but, for some

163



Book reviews / Penjensun

reason, they refrain from saying that correctly applied
glottochronology does not “assume” relationship out
of nothing, but involves a lot of hard work based on
traditional methodology; and glottochronology cer-
tainly does “test” relationship, checking whether or not
this methodology has been applied in the right way.

More “semi-truth” emerges when the authors cor-
rectly state that “all its (glottochronology’s — G.S.) ba-
sic assumptions have been challenged” — but fail to
mention that some of the ‘challenges’ have led to con-
structive emendations of the method which improve
its performance on virtually all testable cases
[Starostin 1999]. They also bring up the issue of how it
is impossible to use glottochronology to establish or
confirm deep level relationship due to large lexical
losses in modern languages — but, again, fail to men-
tion that some proponents of glottochronology have
offered to substitute reconstructed proto-languages
for modern languages, showing that the proportion of
shared lexics on the 100-wordlist drastically increases
that way, overcoming the time barrier (e.g. Proto-
Germanic obviously shares more common items on
the list with Proto-Slavic than modern Russian with
modern English; likewise, the percentage between
Proto-Indo-European and Proto-Uralic is notably
higher than between any living Indo-European and
Uralic language, etc.). It is not that these counter-
arguments are, in turn, unassailable; it is simply that
they are ignored, and glottochronology is treated ex-
actly the same way as if nothing new whatsoever in
this field had been offered since the works of Swadesh
in the 1950s — a position that looks undeservedly
condescending in the light of numerous works on the
issue.

Thus, for some reason, [Starostin 1999], a work with
a detailed exposition of the new approach towards
glottochronology, is never mentioned in this section,
although it is present among the references. (Granted,
it would be somewhat odd, in the light of the main
points of section 7.2.2, to discuss a work where it is di-
rectly stated that “...a thorough comparative historical
analysis of the language data should precede any lexi-
costatistical or etymostatistical study, which will in
any case be complementary to rather than a substitute
for, comparative work” [Starostin 1999: 47]). Nor do
the authors make any references to the papers in [Ren-
frew, McMahon, Trask 2000], a volume that shows
glottochronology, in a wide variety of forms, is still
very much alive.

After all the caveats in Chapter 7, the authors then
proceed from theory to practice, dedicating Chapter 9
to their “Assessment of proposed distant genetic rela-
tionships”. Basically, it consists of their selecting sev-
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eral of the more popular proposals on the issue and,
one by one, discarding them through a meticulous
application of all said caveats. Not all hypotheses are
given equal attention, and many are left without at-
tention at all (e. g. Dene-Sino-Caucasian), but I do not
see this as a major problem, since, given the set of cri-
teria, it is more than likely that not a single “macro-
relationship” hypothesis will ever be able to escape
the elaborate set of filters as positioned by the authors.

A detailed “assessment of the assessment” will in-
evitably turn this review into a small monograph by
itself. Therefore I will refrain from commenting on
those of the authors’ criticisms that do not directly re-
fer to my own area of interests or methodological
preferences; namely, all of the criticisms directed at
hypotheses that have to do with Greenberg and “mass
comparison”, such as Amerind and Indo-Pacific. As a
representative of the Moscow school of comparative
linguistics, I hold no definite opinion on these sug-
gested groupings; I concur with the authors in their
conclusions that they have not been successfully dem-
onstrated (although sometimes, perhaps, for different
reasons), which should not, nevertheless, prevent the
true researcher from ignoring the evidence presented
by Greenberg and others — rather than abandoned, it
should be gradually brought more into accordance
with the classic comparative method, a procedure that
may, in the end, either verify or decidedly overturn
Greenberg’s conclusions. Ridiculing “mass compari-
son” is an easy and grateful task, but acknowledging
the method as an important first step in establishing
genetic relationship would, I believe, be much more in
line with the traditional understanding of science.

I will concentrate in more detail on the authors’
“dissection” of Altaic and, most significantly,
Nostratic — the cornerstone of Russian macro-
comparative linguistics, both chronologically, since II-
lich-Svitych’s Nostratic dictionary happened to be the
first ever example of an etymological dictionary of a
linguistic macrofamily, and methodologically, since
Nostratic was the first macrofamily claimed to have
been established the exact same way as the more “tra-
ditional” and “younger” language families.

The authors’ “assessment” of Altaic (pp. 235-241) is
hardly an independent evaluation of the theory, but
rather an attempt of a brief summary of the main-
stream consensus on this macrofamily. Around a third
of this little chapter simply narrates the history of the
Altaic hypothesis, albeit with significant gaps — thus,
the recently published three-volume Etymological Dic-
tionary of the Altaic Languages [EDAL] does not even
deserve a mention (the work is found among the ref-
erences in the end of the book but is not in any way
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linked to the text). Another third discusses the “typo-
logical” argument in favour of Altaic (i. e. that com-
mon features, such as vowel harmony, agglutination,
etc., can be taken as indicative of genetic relationship
among the various subbranches of Altaic) — as if, at the
present stage of discussion, this argument were still
relevant: yet hardly any serious work by any Altaicist
in the past fifty years has been known to place ty-
pological arguments above other, more important ones.

To be fair, the authors recognize the primary prob-
lems for Altaic in other spheres, most importantly
“extensive lexical borrowing across inner Asia”
(p. 236). Since [EDAL] is not referred to, the authors
apparently ignore the solutions presented therein to
distinguish borrowed layers of the lexicon in Turkic,
Mongolic, and Tungusic languages from inherited
ones — although, coincidentally, these solutions look
not unlike the ones used to distinguish borrowed and
inherited lexicon in Indo-European languages, as de-
scribed by the authors on p. 174 (namely, identifying
“sub-systems” of phonetic correspondences that work
on the cultural rather than basic lexicon and thus indi-
cate later contact). The issue of borrowing in Altaic is,
of course, far from being completely resolved even to
the satisfaction of pro-Altaicists, much less anti-
Altaicists, but the position taken on it by the authors is
unquestionably biased towards the latter.

Let us now see what the authors have to say about
Nostratic. First of all, it turns out that they have very
little new to say about it: the entire section dedicated
to the subject (9.4) is essentially a reprint, with minor
corrections and major omissions, of [Campbell 1998].
This is, of course, not a criticism in itself; but it means
that most of the argumentation flaws detected in that
earlier paper have safely made it, with no amend-
ments, into this larger monograph. The basic principle
is the same: go through the existing Nostratic ety-
mologies in Illich-Svitych’s dictionary, with an em-
phasis on Indo-European and Uralic material (partly
because for many specialists the “Indo-Uralic” part of
the hypothesis has always seemed the most attractive
one, partly because L. Campbell’s knowledge of Uralic
data exceeds that of the data from other branches of
Nostratic), and, one by one, “strip away” dubious
pieces of evidence that do not agree with the rigid
system of criteria presented in Chapter 7. As shown
by the examples on pp. 252-263, virtually all the evi-
dence in favour of an inherited connection between
Indo-European and Uralic displays some sort of
problem — and, for those reasons, the hypothesis is
labeled “unconvincing”.

Major problems that the authors find with Nostratic
in general, and “Indo-Uralic” in particular, are clus-

tered in seven groups that they expose early on for the
reader’s convenience. These are (a) “descriptive”
forms; (b) questionable cognates; (c) sets with only
two families represented; (d) non-corresponding
sound correspondences; (e) short forms; (f) semanti-
cally non-equivalent forms; (g) diffused forms. I will
briefly consider all these problems together with some
of the illustrative examples on pp. 252-263.

(a) “Descriptive” forms. As has already been men-
tioned above, “descriptive” or “expressive” forms
should not be excluded from any hypothesis of rela-
tionship, provided they fit within the proposed sys-
tem of correspondences. Besides, “descriptive” turns
out to be a fairly vague notion. Out of Illich-Svitych’s
original 378 etymologies, Campbell labels 42 as “de-
scriptive” — including such words as *kola ‘round’,
*$Eku ‘water’ and *-ka ‘diminutive suffix’. What makes
*-ka ‘diminutive suffix’ in any way more “descriptive”
than, for instance, the diminutive suffix *ja (Ne 151,
not listed by the authors) is a question that is probably
bound to remain unanswered.

The “descriptiveness” of *fEku ‘water’ has escaped
me for a long time until I reached the following expla-
nation much later in the book, on p. 379, where it is
discussed in the context of the “global etymology”
*aq'wa ‘water’: “The similarity of sound suggests to
many the imitation of the sound of swallowing water,
a nursery form, or of the gurgling of running water”.
Apparently, I am not one of the mysterious “many”,
so, in regard to the Nostratic forms only, I feel entitled
to ask — if *fEku represents the “descriptive” layer in
so-called Nostratic, meaning that the word, due to
onomatopoeic reasons, could have independently
arisen as both Afro-Asiatic *fg(w) and Indo-European
*fiek- (the two major parts of the equation in Illich-
Svitych’s comparison), how is it that in both of these
families we only find it as ‘water’ (rarely as ‘rain” and
‘drink’), but never as ‘gurgling of running water’ or
‘sound of swallowing water’? In other words, is it not
a clear-cut case of letting our imagination run a bit too
wild? After all, with just a small extra touch of per-
missiveness, we could easily label half of the words in
the world’s languages as “descriptive” or “sound-
symbolic”. In short, this argument should be com-
pletely discarded, and the reasonable bits of it incor-
porated into “non-corresponding sound correspon-
dences”.

(b) Questionable cognates. Questionable cognates
are, in fact, characteristic of every single hypothesis of
language relationship, long- or short-range. The issue
of whether they should or should not figure in early
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stage comparisons is a debatable one. However, as
long as they are clearly perceived as questionable, do
not constitute the bulk of basic lexicon comparisons,
and are accompanied by a reasonable explanation of
why they are questionable rather than impossible, I do
not see a problem with this. It should also be remem-
bered that even within questionable etymologies,
there are frequently parts that are less questionable
and those that are more so, so a single question mark
next to a certain form should not immediately be
taken as a sign to discard the entire etymology once
and for all.

(c) Sets with only two families represented. This
short section contains a gross misrepresentation of II-
lich-Svitych’s work. The authors write: “One of Illich-
Svitych’s criteria was that only cognate sets with rep-
resentatives from at least three of the six families pro-
posed as members of Nostratic would be considered
as supportive of the hypothesis”. This is followed
with a supposedly illustrative quotation from an Eng-
lish translation of one of Illich-Svitych's articles. The
authors then go on to state that “134 sets from the 378
involve forms from only two families. That is, 35 per-
cent of the forms are questionable on IS's own
grounds”.

In reality, Illich-Svitych never suggested anything
of the kind. The text that the authors are referring to is
subtitled “A Probabilistic Evaluation of the Simila-
rities in Question”, and specifically proposes that we
limit ourselves to cognates represented in at least
three families for the purposes of this probabilistic evalua-
tion — but certainly not when compiling an etymo-
logical dictionary of Nostratic. Furthermore, it looks
like the authors did not bother to consult the Russian
original of the publication, which (unlike the brief
English translation in [Shevoroshkin 1989]) is follo-
wed by 32 pages of comparative tables [IS 1971: 6-37]
that include 149 lexical and grammatical morphemes,
only 2 of which accidentally are represented by re-
flexes found in only 2 subbranches of Nostratic, and
more than half are represented in more than 3. Of
course, in Illich-Svitych’s own view, these tables must
have constituted the strongest evidence for Nostratic.
But in no way does this surmise that parallels found
only in two branches are not supportive of the hy-
pothesis — just the same way as it would be wrong,
for instance, to call Indo-Greek or Slavic-Germanic
isoglosses “unsupportive” of Indo-European.

(d) Non-corresponding sound correspondences.

This can be an occasional issue even in properly con-
ducted macro-comparative research — although the
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same could be said of just about any language family
(it would probably not be a stretch to say that at least
half of all accepted Indo-European etymologies suffer
from “non-corresponding sound correspondences” in
at least one branch, and that’s putting it rather
mildly). A small percentage of forms that deviate from
regular correspondences should probably be permis-
sible in any such hypotheses, provided there are rea-
sonable explanations for these deviations and also that
there be no other problems with the forms.

Nevertheless, violation of sound correspondences is
always painful, and it is therefore quite reassuring that
all of the examples provided by Campbell on p. 248 as
indicative of the problem are, in fact, examples of “non-
non-corresponding sound correspondences”.

Thus, three of them deal with violations of stop cor-
respondences in Indo-European: Nostratic *banta ‘to
tie, bind’ yields Indo-European *bhendh- instead of the
expected *bhent-, Nostratic *bi¢a ‘to break’ yields Indo-
European *peis- instead of *bheis-, and Nostratic *biiKa
‘to bend’ yields Indo-European *bheug- / *bheugh- in-
stead of *bheuk-. However, any seasoned Indo-
Europeanist would have immediately understood
what is so wrong about the expected forms *bhent-
and *bheuk-: they simply could not have existed in
Proto-Indo-European, as they defy the laws of Indo-
European phonotactics, in which root sequences of
“voiced aspirated — voiceless” were strictly prohib-
ited. “Violations” of sound correspondences are thus
in perfect accordance here (and in quite a few other
etymologies) with the inner laws of Indo-European.
(Somewhat harder to explain is Indo-European *peis-,
where one has to assume a different development in
the period preceding loss of affricate: * bi¢n — *bheic-
— *peic- — *peis-).

Coincidentally, all of these cases are specifically
commented upon in Illich-Svitych’s own dictionary,
rather than Kaiser & Shevoroshkin’s set of translated
reconstructions, which seems to have been the
authors” main (if not only) source of knowledge on
Nostratic etymology. Had it been otherwise, the
reader would perhaps have been saved from being
forced to decipher the meaning of the bizarre Afroasi-
atic phoneme #'(#?) (sic/) in the following phrase: “in
**banta ‘to tie, bind’, with Afroasiatic bn (sic!; should
really be bnt — G.S.) and Indo-European **bhendh
‘tie’... the Afroasiatic reflex of Nostratic **t should be
H(2)...” (p. 248).

As it turns out, the graphic sequence t!(#)? is indeed
present in the translation of V. Dybo’s comparative
phonetic tables [Dybo 1989: 114] which the authors
had access to. Unfortunately, the figure 1 in this edi-
tion is simply a misprint for a dot representing glot-
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talic articulation — and the figure 2 refers to a foot-
note (!) on the same page which explains the reasons
for variability between glottalic ¢ and simple t in ob-
served Afroasiatic reflexes of Nostratic roots with **f.

By all means, it is lamentable that correspondence
tables should come with misprints, but it is even more
lamentable that the original — misprint-free — cor-
respondence table in [IS I: 147] has not been consulted,
from which it would have been obvious that Afroasi-
atic bnt is a perfectly regular and expected reflexation
of Nostratic *banta. As for the Afroasiatic phoneme
ti(#?), it makes its appearance twice on one page (Illich-
Svitych is further castigated for comparing Dravidian
kudd- ‘small’ with Afroasiatic q(w)t) — making me
wonder how it was possible not to check the corre-
spondence tables more closely, given the obvious
oddity of the notation.

Further down the line it is written: “a brief look at
Nostratic forms beginning in **p reveals that both the
Indo-European and the Kartvelian forms arbitrarily
begin with either *p or *b, but this is not regular sound
change and is not sanctioned by the standard com-
parative method”. This does not look good for
Nostraticists, but it looks even worse for at least some
of the more conservative Turkologists and Dravidolo-
gists, who have for ages battled with “sporadic voic-
ing” of initial voiceless stops in numerous languages
and in numerous stems in the concerned families,
without, however, daring to discard the correspond-
ing etymologies; apparently, all of them have been in
the wrong, since “this is not sanctioned by the stan-
dard comparative method”. In reality, the problem is
limited to a tiny handful of etymologies with initial *p-
and correspondences in Indo-European and/or Kart-
velian, where the correspondences are violated maybe
two or three times (sometimes representing variation
within daughter languages, e. g. Nostratic *palga ‘foot’
— Kartvelian perg-/berg-). This is hardly a serious
problem.

Closing out this list of “non-corresponding corre-
spondences” are two further observations: (a) “For
Nostratic **71 the Indo-European box lists both y and
n-, but an examination of the forms beginning with **#
shows that it is arbitrary when the postulated Indo-
European cognate has *y and when *n” and (b) “The
**d of (174) should be reflected by Uralic t instead of
the 6 that occurs in the Uralic form listed”.

For (a) the true situation is such that Indo-European
cognates have *y in 3 cases and *n in one case; it may
be that this case (Nostratic *#1ida ‘to tie, bind” — Indo-
European nedh- id.) shows a sporadic irregularity, or it
may be an incorrect etymology, but most importantly,
in [IS II] it is explicitly stated that all examples of

Indo-European *y occur before mid and back vowels,
whereas *n may have been the regular reflexation be-
fore front ones. So, the “arbitrariness” of the issue is
either false, or seriously exaggerated.

As for (b), this is a straightforward error on behalf
of the critic. Nostratic kiida ‘male relation” yields
Uralic kiidii ‘wife’s husband, husband’s or wife’s bro-
ther’ on a perfectly regular basis, because intervocalic
-t- is regularly reflected by Uralic -0, not -t-, and this
time not even a misprint in the phonetic tables in
[Dybo 1989] can save things, because there is none.

So much for violation of sound correspondences: I
have specifically bothered to comment on all of the
authors’ examples here because this is the most seri-
ous accusation one can present against a hypothesis of
relationship, and, as can be seen quite clearly, all of
the criticisms without exception fall into three catego-
ries: (a) statistically insignificant quibbles, (b) misun-
derstandings, (c) errors (on behalf of the critics, not Il-
lich-Svitych). It does not help matters, again, that the
Nostratic etymological dictionary itself was never
even once consulted, with Kaiser and Shevoroshkin’s
brief summaries of Illich-Svitych’s work substituting
for the real thing. Does one criticize Indo-European
etymology by looking through the brief List of Indo-
European Roots in The American Heritage Dictionary of
The English Language?

The sober truth, of course, is that Illich-Svitych, a
professional comparative linguist who was raised
firmly within the rigid Neogrammarian tradition of
Indo-European, simply could not imagine an ap-
proach to language comparison that would disregard
or neglect the establishment of regular phonetic corre-
spondences. Some of these correspondences may be
questionable in that they are not represented by a sta-
tistically significant number of examples (these are the
areas of Nostratic etymology that require further
scrutiny), but virtually none of them are violated
during the presentation of material, and those few
that are are always commented upon. Any criticism of
the “classic” Nostratic model from this angle is inar-
guably bound to fail.

(e) Short forms. It is true — and inevitable — that
some of the compared forms are monoconsonantal,
including grammatical markers, pronouns, etc. So? On
p- 252, some of the most “basic” comparisons are dis-
carded, one by one, by the authors in more or less the
following way:

“‘1": Uralic mi... “‘we’: Uralic mi... These forms for
‘first person’ are short...”

““thou’: Uralic ti... This, too, is a short form”.

“‘who, what’: Uralic *ke-... “this is a short form’”...
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...and so on, continued on pp. 254-255 with a dozen
more examples of “short” forms, put under doubt for
no other reason than being “short”. Short they may be,
of course, but the important thing is not that each sin-
gle one of them is short, but that every additional link
between them and their Indo-European equivalents
(or equivalents from other branches of Nostratic) pro-
gressively decrease the possibility of all this being due
to simple chance. Taking this evidence one stem after
another as if they did not constitute part of a single
system simply will not do. With equal success we
could have taken the classic comparison of the Indo-
European verbal paradigm and “destroyed” it in the
following way: “Sanskrit -mi = Greek -mi — this is a
monoconsonantal ending, possibly due to chance, in-
volves a nasal; Sanskrit -si = Greek -si — monoconso-
nantal ending, possibly due to chance; Sanskrit -ti =
Greek -ti — short form, possibly due to chance; acci-
dentally similar forms can be found in other lan-
guages”, etc.

Overall, this is essentially a non-argument. Not all
of these “short form” comparisons are of equal qual-
ity, but as long as the correspondences work, none of
them should be discarded from consideration.

(f) Semantically non-equivalent forms. The fact
that, out of 378 original etymologies, the authors
“count 55 forms (i. e. 16 percent) which involve com-
parisons of forms in the different languages that are
fairly distinct semantically”, in my opinion, is by itself
almost enough to vindicate the Nostratic theory. I se-
riously wonder if the number of entries that are fairly
distinct semantically in Pokorny’s Indo-European dic-
tionary can be ground to a halt at 16 percent. Exam-
ples given by the authors further show that they have
a truly draconic understanding of “semantic distinc-
tion”, if they feel uneasy about equivalencies like ‘day’
and ‘bright, light" or “hardened crust’, ‘crust’, ‘scab’.
The only example in the given group that might cause
eyebrows to be raised is ‘lip/mushroom’ (Nostratic
*kanpa ‘soft outgrowth’) — but all doubts will be dis-
sipated when one considers the Indo-European part of
the etymology, represented by the root *gemb- that, in
Slavic languages, yields *goba ‘mushroom’ and ‘lip” (in
Ukrainian, for instance, even today the word guba has
both meanings) [IS I: 291-2].

Again, the authors are taking the easy way out: in-
stead of assessing the semantic comparisons offered
by Illich-Svitych (as well as other long-rangers) from
the point of view of semantic typology, they introduce
a rough binary opposition of “identical / non-identical
meaning”. Earlier, in p.7.6 (“Semantic constraints”),
they have already warned against excessive semantic
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permissiveness, correctly observing that “the greater
the semantic latitude permitted in compared forms,
the easier it is to find phonetic similarity, albeit for-
tuitous similarity, between compared forms”. Yet it
has not been mentioned explicitly that comparative
linguistics cannot be done properly without allowing
for semantic shift — a process that no language with
even a very short history is free of — and that, in as-
sessing the strengths and weaknesses of the evidence,
we cannot simply lump every pair of compared items
into one of two categories — “same meaning” and
“different meaning”. For Campbell & Poser, there
seems to be no difference between a comparison like
“day : light”, involving a simple and very common
semantic shift, “lip : mushroom”, involving a rare, but
typologically observed semantic shift, and (to invent
an example on the spot) “rhinoceros : tablecloth”, in-
volving a virtually impossible semantic shift. All of
these are simply “semantically non-equivalent”.

(g) Diffused forms. This is the final argument: eve-
rything that cannot be explained away by the preced-
ing factors has to be attributed to “borrowing” or,
when direct and simple scenarios of borrowing are
hard to construe, “areal diffusion”. The usual formula
here is that parallel so-and-so between Indo-European
and Uralic has been “identified” as a “loan” or “prob-
able loan” (p. 249), although the manner of this “iden-
tification” remains obscure, because most quoted
sources (A. Joki, K. Rédei and others) do not so much
“identify” anything as simply suggest that, since the
items in question look similar, they are probably loan-
words. Of course, the burden of proof, as usual, lies
here on those that suppose genetic relationship: they
are supposed to prove their point, and are looked at
with suspicion until they have, so to speak, jumped
through all the hoops, whereas those in favour of an
“areal” explanation only have to say “possible bor-
rowing” in order to achieve credibility.

One joint example of two items, I believe, will suf-
fice to demonstrate why this position should be unac-
ceptable. For the comparison between Uralic *wefe and
Indo-European *wed- ‘water’, the authors themselves
admit that “it is one of the more attractive cases for
the hypothesis” (p.254), not forgetting, however, to
add that “some identify this as a loanword”. Likewise,
for the comparison of Uralic *nimi ‘name’ and Indo-
European *(h)nom- id. they also say that “this set... is
frequently identified as a loanword” (p. 253). One of
the quoted sources for both cases is [Rédei 1988], a
detailed account of known borrowings from Indo-
European languages into Uralic at several chronologi-
cal stages of development of both families.
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Since both of the Uralic forms clearly represent
Proto-Uralic, and, likewise, both Indo-European forms
represent Proto-Indo-European (even Proto-Indo-Hit-
tite, if one agrees with the special status of Anatolian
languages within Indo-European), it is clear that these
“borrowings” have to be attributed to the oldest layer
of borrowings from one family into another (Rédei
presumes the direction to have been from Indo-
European to Uralic and not vice versa, but this is not
really relevant for my purpose here). How many are
there? Rédei acknowledges seven [Rédei 1988: 651-
654]. Seven easily “identified” old borrowings from
one proto-language into another that include words
for ‘name’ and ‘water’.

Certainly, cases where the word for ‘name’ has
been borrowed are known; likewise, for the word
‘water’; likewise, cases where two or more random
items on the 100-wordlist have been borrowed from a
single source. But in most, probably even all, such
cases borrowing of such basic items has only become
possible due to a concentrated “bombardment” of the
recipient language by lexical items from the donor
language — “bombardment” which, obviously, begins
with a large number of technical and cultural terms. A
situation under which two ancient languages “meet”,
exchange terms for ‘name’, ‘water’, ‘give’, and ‘sinew’,
and then part company borders on the ridiculous, and
at least requires extra proof.

Rédei’s own assessment of the situation is as fol-
lows: “Die Zahl dieser Worter ist so klein — insge-
samt sieben, — dass sie eben aus diesem Grunde nicht
ernstlich als Beweise fiir die indouralische Verwand-
tschaft in Frage kommen konnen” [Rédei 1988: 647].
But, once one considers the issue more thoroughly, it
is exactly the fact that there are only seven such words
that begs for a genetic relationship rather than contact
explanation. If Indo-European and Uralic are related
within the larger Nostratic phylum, with Proto-
Nostratic tentatively projected for some 12,000 years
BP, we should not expect a large number of forms,
even in the proto-languages, that would be very close
both phonetically and semantically. We do, however,
have a large set of Indo-Uralic comparisons that have
non-identical meanings or non-identical phonetic
shapes (which, however, still show correspondences)
— hard to explain as borrowings, but easy to explain
as reflecting original relationship.

On the other hand, if what we are dealing with is a
situation of intense linguistic contact between the two
languages, we should be able to witness much more
than seven parallels; a language that borrows ‘name’
and ‘water’ from its neighbour, as evidenced by all
reliably attested historical precedents, should have

much the same relations with him as Japanese and
Chinese, or English and French, or Brahui and Hindi.
A stark contrast is seen here with the attested, and
generally undisputed by the supporters of the
Nostratic hypothesis, contact lexicon between Fenno-
Ugric and Indo-Iranian languages, which includes but
one item from the 100-wordlist (*Sorwa ‘horn’) amid
numerous instances of cultural lexicon (high order
numerals like ‘hundred’ and ‘thousand’; ‘honey’, ‘to
milk’, ‘pig’, ‘calf’); all of these suggest a very sensible
contact scenario, within which even the word for
‘horn’ fits perfectly (borrowed along with other cattle-
related terms). No such easy scenario can be con-
structed for the earlier “contacts” between Proto-
Uralic and Proto-Indo-European, and, I dare say, no
such scenario need be constructed.

Given that no researcher seems to place under
heavy doubt the similarity between the Indo-
European and the Uralic words for ‘name’ and ‘wa-
ter’, and given that the attribution of this similarity to
borrowing goes directly against all reliable evidence
we have of the nature of the borrowing process, these
two comparisons alone would have been enough to
justify (at least) Indo-Uralic as a serious proposal,
worthy of further investigation as a basic working hy-
pothesis. The fact that this is not happening cannot be
attributed to anything but bias.

When it comes to discussion of material, etymology
after etymology, the presentation is rife with errors,
misprints, and misrepresentations of the original text,
similar to the ones already mentioned above.

For instance, on p. 255 the Uralic collective suffix
-la, tentatively traced back to a similar-sounding
Nostratic morpheme, is put into doubt: “here again
one suspects that IS’s reconstruction has been too
heavily influenced by the Finnish forms, since Finnish
-la is a derivational suffix meaning in some forms ‘di-
minutive, but mostly with the meaning ‘place of’
presumably the source of IS’s gloss of a collective
locative”. But nowhere in his work does IS suggest a
“collective locative”, and, in fact, the corresponding
dictionary entry does not even have any Finnish forms
(!); the tentative parallel includes Mari -la and Selkup
-la [ISII: 14].

There is no such Dravidian form as *kw-a ‘stone” in
the dictionary (and never could be, since roots with
such structure are unknown in Dravidian), the real
form is Kartvelian (p. 258).

On the same page, Illich-Svitych is taken to task for
comparing Indo-European *bher- ‘storm’ and Uralic
*purki- ‘snow flurry’, with the latter form “unjustifia-
bly segmented to leave out the ki portion”. In [IS I:
189], however, clear and numerous evidence is pre-
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sented for a basic Uralic form *pura- ‘to snow; snow-
bank’, from which *purki- is easily derived (and even
if it is not, the root *pura- alone can suffice for the
comparison).

On p. 259, Uralic *koja ‘fat’ is denied cognacy with
Indo-European *qweih®- ‘to live’ — for semantic and
phonetic reasons. The semantic connection between
‘fat’ and ‘live’ is well-known in semantic typology
(without having to go far, consider Russian xup ‘fat’,
usually derived from xumo “to live’); as for phonetics,
for some reason, the authors expect Indo-European to
have palatal *k*- here — “before the front vowel” “by
IS’s correspondence sets”, but the vowel is not a front
one, it is a back labial one, as seen in Uralic. This is a
misunderstanding of Illich-Svitych’s rule, according to
which Nostratic *KO-, *KU- — Indo-European *K“e-.
The correspondences are perfectly regular.

On p. 260, the authors make use of another mis-
print in Kaiser & Shevoroshkin’s materials, disquali-
fying the Nostratic root *kiini ‘wife, woman’ because
its Turkic counterpart has been erroneously glossed as
Uralic. But the Turkic / IndoEuropean comparison is
faultless, and there is also a solid Afroasiatic parallel
that is not mentioned.

On p. 261, the parallel between Uralic *kara ‘thorn,
conifer’ and roots such as Indo-European gher- ‘thorn,
branch’, Dravidian *kar(a)- ‘thorr’, etc., is put in doubt
because the authors, taking the Uralic root to repre-
sent Rédei’'s *k&rs ‘willow species’, doubt the seman-
tics. But the actual comparison, as clearly seen in [IS:
226], does not involve this root, but rather Finnish kara
‘thorn, wooden nail’, karahka, karas ‘young fir-tree’,
Nenets xarv ‘larch’, etc. No semantic problem what-
soever, unless we are prohibited from comparing
‘thorn” and “fir-tree’.

On the same page, we read: (for example No42)
“K&S (Kaiser & Shevoroshkin — G. S.) give no Uralic
form and have only two families represented, Indo-
European “ken- ‘be born,” “‘young’, and Dravidian *kan-
‘give birth.” K&S discuss problems in vowel corre-
spondences in this set. IS (211) **K'anV ‘to give birth’
has three representatives, but he indicates that the first
consonant and all the vowels are questionable”. How-
ever, K&S do not discuss any vowel correspondence
problems in the set; on the contrary, they use it to il-
lustrate the regularity of correspondences. Also, from
examples like these it becomes apparent that the
authors misunderstand the meaning of capital letters
in Illich-Svitych’s Nostratic reconstructions: they seem
to think that capital letters indicate irregularities in
correspondences, but in reality they usually indicate
cases when several variants of the reconstruction are
possible because the form is not found in important
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“diagnostic” languages. Thus, Illich-Svitych’s K- is
supposed to mean “either k- or 4- since the root is not
found in Kartvelian”; as representing a correspon-
dence between Afroasiatic gn- ‘to bear’, Indo-
European *ken- ‘to be born; young’ and Dravidian
*kan- ‘to bear’, it is absolutely not questionable. Nor is
the vowel.

These examples can be multiplied, but overall, I
believe, this should give a general picture of how
trustworthy the “assessment” of Nostratic in the
monograph under review really is. To be fair, the
authors do quote a few really weak sets, but their
elimination from the material would not seriously re-
duce the evidence. Over-generalized and oversimpli-
fied approaches to methodological issues discussed in
Chapter 7; transparent bias in favour of a non-genetic
solution even when the latter is more economic and
reasonable; and an odd disdain for primary sources of
material — all of this contributes to the predictable
conclusion: “we do not accept the Nostratic hypothe-
sis... we seriously doubt that further research will re-
sult in any significant support for this hypothesized
macro-family” (p. 264).

Concluding this section, I can only say that I find
Chapter 9 of the book to be its weakest part after
Chapter 7, particularly in its criticisms of macro-
hypotheses in Eurasia. With Amerind, as has already
been mentioned, the situation is different: here the
main target is Greenberg, and since it is generally
much easier to criticize “mass comparison”-based
theories, and also since both authors of the book are
acknowledged Americanists and obviously feel safer
in these waters, this section is arguably written in a
more reasonable manner. Amerind, unlike Nostratic,
is a problematic grouping, primarily because very lit-
tle historical work (in comparison to languages of
Eurasia) has been done on these languages, and the
basis for argument is much wider. Still, as long as one
does not wish to insist that Amerind has been
“proven” by Greenberg beyond a reasonable doubt,
there is equally no sense to consider Amerind “dead”,
as some Americanists informally do, nor are there any
reasons to ignore Greenberg’s data, provided it has
been properly purged from errors.

Speaking of errors, throughout the whole section
on “Amerind” (as well as other sections) little or no
distinction is made by the authors between errors that
invalidate Greenberg’s points and errors that are in-
significant in comparison. On pp. 270-271 Greenberg
is taken to task for mistakenly labeling languages
based on the locations where they are, or were, spo-
ken, instead of their true names (e. g. ‘Papantla’ in-
stead of “Totonac’, etc.). This is not good, of course,
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but unless the quoted forms themselves are incor-
rectly quoted, or unless the idioms in question are
mistakenly assigned to the wrong language group-
ings, how is this relevant to the actual comparisons?
Or consider this: “Under the set labeled ‘kill" Green-
berg listed Choctaw ile ‘do,” together with Hitchiti ili
‘kill" (both Muskogean languages), but the ‘do’ of the
Choctaw gloss is a scribal error (cf. Proto-Muskogean
*illi “kill’); Kimball believes the source of the erroneous
‘do’ is a misreading of the abbreviation for “ditto”
used by Greenberg” (p. 274). If this is indeed so, it is a
funny misprint, harmful for those that will want to
use Language In The Americas as a primary source of in-
formation (which — and here I fully concur with all of
Greenberg’s critics — should not be done), but cer-
tainly harmless for the Amerind hypothesis. Not so
with multiple mistakes in stem segmentation, indi-
cated by Campbell & Poser; but since detailed statis-
tics on the proportion of “mistakes that invalidate the
comparison” to “mistakes that are not crucial to the
comparison” (or even “mistakes the correction of
which make the comparison better”) are missing, it is
impossible for me to reach a definite conclusion on
whether Greenberg is “essentially right” or “essen-
tially wrong” on the matter, and so will it probably be
for everyone else with an unbiased approach to it.

One point that seems to constantly escape the de-
tractors of Greenberg and his methodology is that
there is only one possible way to make “Amerind”,
“Indo-Pacific”’, “Nilo-Saharan” and other macro-
hypotheses founded on “multilateral comparison”
make a steady retreat from the sphere of both scien-
tific and popular discourse, never to return again: that
is, to present better alternatives to Greenberg’s classi-
fication. It does not suffice to demonstrate, no matter
how neatly this is done, that Japanese fits Greenberg’s
criteria for “Amerind” just as nicely as, say, Quechua
(pp. 276-279), since, regardless of this demonstration,
the evidence linking Japanese to Altaic rather than
Amerind is stronger both in terms of quantity and
quality; in fact, it is exactly our a priori conviction that
Japanese is definitely not Amerind (a conviction based
on analysis of evidence, of course, not just “common
sense”) that makes the authors’ test on the “Amerind-
ness” of Japanese so believable. And this conviction is
in no small part due to the fact that the history of the
Japanese language, as well as that of the other Altaic
languages, is much better studied than the historical
relations between various subgroups of “Amerind”.

In other words, instead of wasting endless amounts
of time on “deconstructing” the research of Greenberg
— indeed, what could be easier and safer than picking
on someone else’s mistakes? — it would have been far

more productive (although, of course, much more
time-consuming) to concentrate more Americanists’
efforts on the proper historical-comparative treatment
of available Native American linguistic data; the
amount of available reconstructions for the area is,
even today, absolutely minimal compared to Eurasia
(or, arguably, even Africa), and, until more proto-
languages for relatively small “subgroups of Amer-
ind” are successfully brought back to life, and both
their internal and external connections are reestab-
lished based on the comparative method, there will be
no alternative to “Amerind”, and not even a hundred
guides on methodology will make the hypothesis ob-
solete. The same goes for “Indo-Pacific” and the rest.

Chapters 10 and 11 drift away from lexically-based
long-range hypotheses and, instead, dedicate space to
criticisms of several theories on linguistic prehistory
that build on typological or areal data, such as J.
Nichols’ attempts to go beyond the comparative
method by using methods that correlate language
structure with geographic zones, or R. Dixon’s theory
of “punctuated equilibrium”. For the most part, I con-
cur with the authors’ views on these theories, as well
as their conclusion: “The approaches discussed in this
chapter... are flawed, both in conception and in exe-
cution. They afford no new insights which are reliable.
They... divert efforts away from more productive lines
of investigation. Indeed, there is still much work to be
done and much to be learned from the application of
the traditional techniques, especially the comparative
method” (p.329). Given that, as has just been men-
tioned above, so many language families around the
world still lack a proper comparative treatment — for
no reasons other than purely technical: a lack of inter-
est and manpower — it makes sense to ask just how
much we are really entitled to going “beyond” the
comparative method when we are so very far from
reaching its borders.

The last substantial chapter again returns us to is-
sues of multilateral comparison, with a detailed cri-
tique of “Proto-World” as primarily espoused by M.
Ruhlen and J. Bengtson in their works, mostly dating
to the 1990s. There is little need to comment on it
heavily, since the authors’ argumentation about why
this hypothesis cannot be convincing is essentially the
same as in their earlier treatment of Greenberg's
lesser-scale theories, and my earlier comments thus
apply to the discussion in Chapter 12 as well.

I will, therefore, limit myself to discussing just one
of the “global etymologies” picked upon by the
authors, in order to illustrate both what, to me, seems
unjust about their criticisms and what I find reason-
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able. On pp. 368-370 they discuss the “Proto-World”
word *kuna ‘woman’, found in [Bengtson & Ruhlen
1994: 306], choosing it as a representative of the
“strong” cases of the hypothesis, with the following
observations and conclusions:

(a) Bengtson & Ruhlen are accused of “ignoring
vowels entirely”: “the target in general is a CVC(V)
form where differences in the vowels among the lan-
guages compared are ignored”. Furthermore, they
also violate their own consonantal requirements: “For
the ‘K’ velar-like sound, any of the following fits: k, k’,
g q % h w b,z ?, ¢ For the final consonant, ‘N’, any of
the following fits: n, v, m, 4, w, 2, and &, among others.
Even matches to ‘KV” alone seem acceptable. How dif-
ficult could it be to find words matching this broad
phonetic target by accident?”

It has always been a great puzzle to me why, in so
many works critical of long-range research, the critics
cannot resist the temptation to overstate their case.
While I cannot pretend to being a great fan of the mul-
tilateral comparison method, it is crystal clear to me,
from looking at page 306 in [Bengtson & Ruhlen 1994],
that the situation with this comparison is much more
complicated than the way Campbell & Poser make it
look. For starters, wherever possible, Bengtson & Ruh-
len adduce proto-language reconstructions, and it is
clear (although, unfortunately, not stated explicitly in
the preface to the etymologies) that, when a recon-
struction is available, it is the reconstructed form that
they pay primary attention to and not its descendants.

Thus, to the general reader, not well-versed in the
reconstructions of various proto-languages, Campbell
& Poser’s indication that Bengtson & Ruhlen’s *kuna
‘woman’ involves compared forms with initial z- or b-
may seem like the death sentence — it is not enough
that they can take any KVNV-like form, they can take
any zVNV-like form as well, or any bVNV-like form!
But this is wrong. The only such forms found in the
etymology are Old Church Slavic Zena and Old Irish
ben — both of which are well-known to be regular de-
scendants of Proto-Indo-European *g“en, which, in-
deed, is one of the main compared entries in this
global etymology. The forms have been adduced only
because Bengtson & Ruhlen — and, I presume, Camp-
bell & Poser as well — have no doubts that the initial
consonants in them go back to a velar. Note that when
Bengtson & Ruhlen start quoting “Amerind” data —
for which only a tiny handful of intermediate recon-
structions are available — they never even once devi-
ate from initial velar or uvular consonants, being quite
cautious in areas which lack sufficient exploration.

Similarly, the statement that “differences in the
vowels are ignored” is also, for the most part, untrue.
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The etymology brings together such forms as Proto-
Afro-Asiatic *k(w)n ~ *knw, Proto-Indo-European
*g“en, Proto-Turkic *kiini, Proto-Caucasian *q(w)inV
(Proto-Dagestan *qonV): all of these reconstructed
forms show either a labial vowel or a labiovelar con-
sonant (which is highly likely to have developed out
of a labial vowel, especially in families like Afro-
Asiatic and Indo-European, where vocalism has, for
the most part, assumed an auxiliary morphological
function). Among the various “Amerind” forms given
without reconstructions, approximately 2/3 confirm to
the same pattern, as well as 3 out of 4 tentative re-
flexations in Australian. Only Proto-Eskimo-Aleut
*2ax(i)na and two small groups of Indo-Pacific and
Austroasiatic forms do not follow this tendency (note,
though, that the latter two are honestly marked with a
question sign).

(b) Campbell & Poser also write: “As for the glosses
accepted which allow a form of this vague
phonological shape to be selected as a match, all of the
following are encountered among the forms listed in
support of the ‘woman’ global etymology: ‘wife,
‘woman,” ‘lady,” ‘mother,” ‘female’ (of any species),
‘spirit of dead woman,” ‘girl,” ‘daughter,” “maiden,’
‘daughter-in-law,” ‘small girl,’ ‘young woman,” ‘old
woman,” etc.”

Leaving alone the issue that all of these semantic
shifts are well-attested and completely unsurprising
among the world’s languages, we will agree with the
authors that this variation really constitutes a prob-
lem. Nevertheless, the true scope of it remains unclear
from the way they present this list of meanings. Close
analysis of the etymology in question shows that (a)
all of the Eurasian reconstructions share the meaning
‘woman’ or ‘wife’ (the semantic equivalence of ‘wo-
man’ and ‘wife’ in Eurasia is a very common thing,
with the two meanings more often represented by one
common stem than two different ones); (b) in “Ame-
rind”, ‘woman’ is easily the most widespread mean-
ing (18 glosses), followed by ‘mother’ (10 glosses), and
‘girl’ (9 glosses); other meanings are much more rare
(‘daughter-in-law’ is met only one time, ‘young
woman’ — twice, etc.).

Given these details, instead of simply turning down
all of the etymology, it may be prudent to dissect it
into a “tighter” and a “laxer” part. The “tighter” part
would involve entries from Afro-Asiatic, Turkic, Indo-
European, and Caucasian, all of which are represented
by reconstructions, share the meaning ‘wife/woman’
with no significant deviations, and the phonetic shape
*KUN- / *K*VN-. The “laxer” — and, therefore, more
dubious — part of it would constitute Austroasiatic
(only one form with a somewhat different phonetic
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shape), Indo-Pacific (poor representation, phonetic
deviation, meaning ‘mother’ in half of the given
forms), Eskimo-Aleut (different phonetic shape), and
Australian (poor representation, widely different
meanings, including ‘spirit of dead woman’). Some-
where in between lies the “Amerind” data — too dif-
ficult to assess because too few reconstructions are
available; nevertheless, parts of it, especially the South
American forms such as found in Macro-Ge, for in-
stance, produce a much better impression (tighter
phonetics and semantics) than their North American
“counterparts”.

If we discard the “laxer” part of the equation, we
will be left without a “global” root: its Australian and
Indo-Pacific connections will be gone, its American
“presence” cut seriously short, and as for African par-
allels, it did not have any to begin with. The rest of it,
however, bound far more tightly in every respect, will
have to be taken more seriously by specialists. In par-
ticular, limiting ourselves to “tighter” parts of the data
makes Campbell & Poser’s joke comparisons with
Spanish forms like conyuge ‘wife, spouse’, cusiada ‘sis-
ter-in-law’, china ‘girl, young woman’, etc., useless, as
they would obviously have to be counted as belong-
ing to the “laxer” part — less reliable phonetics, more
widely divergent meanings, and, above all, no recon-
struction.

The bottomline here is that there might be plenty of
wheat hidden in the chaff of “global etymologies”, if
one is willing to take up the task of separating the
two. But once again, none of this is evident from
Campbell & Poser’s assessment. Being too intent on
dismantling the notion that lexical evidence can tell us
something about “Proto-World”, they fail to notice
that there are quite a few other interesting things that
it may be able to tell us. I, like most members of the
Moscow school of comparative linguistics, prefer to
retain an agnostic position on the issue of “Proto-
World”, believing that only time — and a lot of hard
work — will be able to tell us whether it existed or
not, and if it did, whether it can be inferred from ex-
isting data. But “Proto-World” is one thing, and ac-
cumulating lexical evidence about potential large
macrofamily groupings — such as, e. g., ‘Borean’, the
current “working codename” for a supposed super-
superfamily uniting the four large macrofamilies of
Eurasia (see [Gell-Mann, Peiros, Starostin 2009] for
more on this issue) — based on realistic phonetic and
semantic criteria with respect to known and recon-
structed history of the families in question is another.
Unfortunately, Campbell & Poser refuse to distinguish
between the “permissive” and the “restrictive” ap-
proaches to such comparisons, thus discouraging the

potential scholar to engage in any of these activities
regardless of their nature.

Bringing this (already overlong) review to its end, I
must say that Language Classification: History & Method
more or less justifies the History part of its title, yet
could do a lot better with the Method part. Positive as-
pects of the book include the narrative of Chapters 2-6
(stripped from its teleology), recounting the history of
historical linguistics; the successful defense of the
comparative method from newer (or older) concurrent
theories in Chapters 10-11; and the debunking of
various misconceptions on the historical development
of language in Chapters 8, 12 and a few other places.

All of these things, however, are only tangentially
related to the main purpose of the book: an announce-
ment, for both the scholarly world and the general pub-
lic, that all research — without a single exception — on
long-distance relationship among the world’s languages
carried out so far has been equally or almost equally
useless. (I say “without a single exception”, because the
authors’ “optimistic note” on “successful cases of dis-
tant genetic proposals, cases which were once contro-
versial, but which have come to be established to the
satisfaction essentially of all” on pp. 400402 is essen-
tially a joke: none of the families listed there, from Sino-
Tibetan to Uralic to Uto-Aztecan, etc., approach the time
depth usually attributed to even Altaic, let alone
Nostratic, Amerind, etc.). This is achieved by first set-
ting up an elaborate system of filters (Chapter 7), much
more rigid than the ones usually set up for shorter-
range hypotheses, and then testing it on a few known
hypotheses — with all the cards marked in advance.

In regard to the reader who has no special interest in
historical linguistics, that purpose may be achieved.
However, those for whom historical linguistics is a pro-
fession will be certain to notice the many flaws of
Chapters 7 and 8, such as over-generalization of issues,
a preference for binary answers to much more compli-
cated questions, incorrect understanding of proposed
methods (e. g. in the section on glottochronology), in-
ability or unwillingness to distinguish between stron-
ger and weaker parts of a given hypothesis, and some-
times even condescending ignorance of source material,
leading to mistakes in data presentation.

It is (arguably) clear to most specialists working in
long-range comparison that Nostratic (or Amerind, or
“Proto-World”) cannot be demonstrated the exact
same way as people have demonstrated Indo-
European (or Dravidian, or Semitic); evidence for
these families is harder to extract, and the relationship
is anything but intuitively obvious. More scarce, that
is, but still plentiful — so much so that the natural
question to ask is “what is the necessary minimum to
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demonstrate it?” Had Campbell & Poser tried to come
up with a detailed answer to this question, the work
under review might have been infinitely more valu-
able. Yet not only do they not attempt to answer it,
they do not even ask it. Instead, the prospective re-
searcher, according to their guidelines, is basically
stuck with no options — either the hypothesis is made
to look as strong as Indo-European (in actual reality
— stronger than Indo-European, with even the slight-
est breaches of regularity or potentially “sound-
symbolic” parallels frowned upon), or it will be la-
beled “unconvincing” and discarded. In other words
— a classic case of “damned if you do, damned if you
don’t”, with no intermediate options; hardly the
healthiest of possible attitudes towards a branch of
linguistic science.

By now, it should have already become clear that
neither “mass comparison” a4 la Greenberg, nor the
more conservative approach of the “Nostratic school”,

advocating for careful use of the comparative method
on larger time depths, can be eradicated by concen-
trating exclusively on the weak spots of these theories;
and it is no longer reasonable to indiscriminately label
the ranks of their supporters as far-reaching roman-
tics, opposed to the sober realism and rigor of the true
professionals in the field. Such a dividing line may
have existed a century ago, but clinging to it today is a
hopeless anachronism. Just as the more serious “long-
rangers” always base their work on historical studies
of “short-rangers”, approaching them critically, but
with respect, so is it high time that the “short-rangers”
started paying more attention to what goes on in the
long-range field as well, and approaching its theories
from a less biased standpoint than the usual “this
must be wrong”. Unfortunately, Language Classifica-
tion: History & Method postpones this objective
evaluation, since one of its purposes is to discourage
scholars from any such attempts. This is regrettable.
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Africana Linguistica. Vol. XIV. 2008.
Tervuren: Royal Museum for Central Africa.

The volume under review is focused exclusively on
Bantu languages, which, so far, remain undoubtedly
the most well-studied family of all language stocks in
Africa. Seven articles in this volume, published both
in English and French, concentrate on phonetic, mor-
phological, and syntactic aspects of synchronic de-
scriptions of certain Bantu tongues. Some diachronic
implications are also present, and will be specifically
emphasised in the present review. Each article con-
tains abstracts in English and French.

The volume opens with an article by Maud Devos:
‘The expression of modality in Shangaci’, which gives
a systematic description of the modality markers and
their usage in a minor Bantu language of Mozam-
bique, spoken by about 2,000 people and classified as
a variety of Makhuwa (group P30 of the Bantu refer-
ential classification) influenced substantially by Swa-
hili, the regional lingua franca. The typological basis
for the analysis is the work by van der Auwera &
Plungian (1998), which gets some valuable support
from the author's own research. It is shown that Shan-
gaci uses both analytical constructions and inflectional
markers for building possibility and necessity mean-
ings. Semantically, the language differentiates be-
tween participant-internal, participant-external, deon-
tic, and epistemic modality. Of these, the participant-
internal modality is not a part of the grammaticalized
modal system, but is rather built by a derivational
marker. All around the system, markers can overlap, i.
e. the same forms or constructions can mark either ne-
cessity and modality depending on the context. Thus,
most markers have multiple uses. From a diachronic
perspective, it is important to note that the author
traces the processes of grammaticalisation which led
to the formation of the current modality system in
Shangaci.

Boniface Kawasha makes a comparative analysis of
relative clauses of several zone K and L Bantu lan-
guages in ‘Relative clauses and subject inversion in
Chokwe, Kaonde, Lunda and Luvale’. The author

Kirill Babaev

Russian State University for the Humanities

demonstrates that the canonical rule of SVO word or-
der is not always followed in those Bantu tongues
which have independent relative markers. In Chokwe
and Luvale, where relative markers are indeed inde-
pendent, the inversion of verb-subject takes place in-
stead in non-subject relative clauses. Moreover, it is
emphasised that the prefixed relative elements of
Lunda and Kaonde have, in fact, shared diachronic
similarities with the independent particles of Chokwe
and Luvale: the former have become bound to the verb
in the process of grammaticalisation. The origins of in-
dependent relative markers in the two latter tongues
are old demonstrative pronouns which added a relative
function to their original anaphoric and deictic ones.
This caused the elimination of the prefixed relative
markers in several languages of zone K of Bantu.

‘Nine vowels and ATR vowel harmony in Lika, a
Bantu language in D.R. Congo’ by Constance Kutsch
Lojenga touches upon a rather rare vowel structure
found in Lika (known also as Ki-Lika, usually treated
as a zone D language). It is well known that Proto-
Bantu is usually reconstructed with a ‘7V’ system of
vocalism (Hyman 2003, Schadeberg 2003), where *i
and *u were represented in +/-ATR! pairs (having had
*r and *v counterparts, respectively). However, Lika is
one of the smaller groups of Bantu languages with a
nine-vowel system. In this language, e and o also have
their -ATR counterparts. The +/-ATR vowel harmony
is extremely widespread in Lika: it appears in both in-
flectional and derivational markers and the root itself,
if the following suffix is +ATR. In her conclusion, the
author raises the interesting question of the origins of
the 9-vowel system in Lika and some other adjacent
tongues in the region, which might well reflect a con-
tact influence.

Yolande Nzang Bie presents ‘La dérivation causa-
tive dans les languages bantu du groupe A70" [‘The

1 ATR: advanced tongue root position, a phonetic
feature commonly used in Benue-Congo languages.
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causative derivation in the Bantu languages of group
A70’], a work that includes morphological data from
four languages of this north-western Bantu group:
Eton, Ewondo, Ntumu and Atsi. The origins of causa-
tive markers in Bantu have enjoyed particular atten-
tion in a number of recent papers, and a few hypothe-
ses were suggested. However, as the author shows,
the most convincing is the Proto-Bantu origin of the
two causative markers in A70: -a- / -e- should go back
to Proto-Bantu *-j- which denoted causative, while the
“long” causative suffix -VI- / -IV- must originate from
*-id-. The problem is that this latter is reconstructed as
having had an appellative meaning, and the author
tends to show that typologically, such a “marginal”,
as the author calls it, development is not uncommon.
This is indeed true and can be shown on a number of
Benue-Congo languages.

The article by Birgit Ricquier & Koen Bostoen (‘Re-
solving phonological variability in Bantu lexical re-
constructions: the case of ‘to bake in ashes”) is quite
important for the methodology of historical linguistics
in general. It not only deals with the reconstruction of
a particular cultural term of the Proto-Bantu vocabu-
lary, but also raises a more general question of homo-
phonous roots with almost synonymic semantics re-
constructed for Proto-Bantu. Indeed, a liberal ap-
proach to lexical reconstruction always leads to
inflation of the number of roots attributed to the
proto-language, whereas it is sometimes possible and
even necessary to examine similar vocabulary entries
more closely so as to merge them into one proto-
language item. This problem is widely discussed in
relation to the Indo-European etymological dictionary
by Pokorny (1959) and many other dictionaries of this
kind. In the latest corpus of Bantu Lexical Reconstruc-
tions (Bastin & Schadeberg 2003-2009) many syno-
nyms can also be found and reanalysed. One of them,
‘to bake in ashes’, is present in four osculant forms:

*bumb- (found in language zones A, H), *dumbik-
(zones F, G, ], M, P, and S), *-bumbik- (zone E) and
*-gumbik- (zones D, ]J). They vary in either the initial
consonant or the impositive suffix *-tk-. The author
presents a solid analysis proving the existence of only
one Proto-Bantu root *-bumb- ‘to bake in ashes’” and
finding some external Benue-Congo correspondences
for it. This is a good example of how both the external
and internal comparative analysis can straighten the
etymological dictionary.

Frank Siedel’s ‘The hodiernal past domain and the
concept of recentness in Yeyi’ analyses functions and
semantic meanings of past tenses in Yeyi, the Bantu
language of group R41. The system is a rather compli-
cated one: Yeyi not only has hodiernal and prehodier-
nal past tenses, but also distinguishes a perfective / im-
perfective opposition for hodiernal. A number of sam-
ple narrations from native speakers are given, and the
whole semantic system of differentiating between re-
centness and non-recent events is explained in graphs.

Finally, an interesting morphological development
is analysed by Mark Van De Velde in his ‘Un cas de
changement phonologique par réanalyse morpho-
nologique en éton’ [‘A case of phonetic change out of
morphonological reanalysis in Eton’]. In this tongue,
the possessive adjective of the 1st person singular
ends in -amo in noun classes 1 or 3, but -ama in all
other classes. This difference is explained by the
author as a morphonological reanalysis: it is shown
through numerous morphological examples how the
original a is represented by o. The prosodic rules also
contribute to the reanalysis of the form.

Overall, the volume upholds a high level of lin-
guistic analysis and data presentation. It must be said,
however, that limiting the range of publications to
only those dealing with languages of the Bantu family
seems a far more modest approach than Africana Lin-
guistica can easily allow itself.
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WucruryT a3pxkosnanns PAH, Mocksa

No 1-2

ITepsr1it HOMep >XypHada OTKpBIBaeTCsl HeOOABIIUM
ouepkoM Xapaabaa bropsanga (H. Bjorvand), mocs:-
IIIeHHBIM IIpobeMe STHMOAOTUU aHTAMIICKOTO CAOBa
ale “sa5, tuBo’ (The Etymology of English ale, pp. 1-8),
MMeEIOIIeTo IapaAleAy IpaKTUIecK! BO BCeX repMaH-
CKHX sA3bIKax. ABTOp IIpejJaraeT BMeCTO pacIpocTpa-
HeHHOJI cCpeAu TepMaHICTOB 3TuMoaorny ITokopHoTO,
BO3BOZAIIEIO Bech Iy4oK JAeKceM K IIpoTorepM. *alup-
< *alu- ‘ropwkuii, kucasiir’ (IEW 33), cooTHOCAIIMMCS
TakKe C aat. aliimen ‘KBacusl, APyryio IpoTodopMy.
CootHeceHMe ¢ PUHHO-YTOPCKUMMI JaHHBIMU ((PUHCK.
olut, act. 0lu), KOTOpPHIE ABASIOTCA PAHHUMU M.-€. 3a-
MMCTBOBAHVISIMM, II03BOAAET aBTOPY cAeAaTb BBIBOJ,
9TO «00O3HAUeHNe IMBa BOCXOAUT K ABYM Pa3HBIM
dopmam craporo 1seroooboszHaueHus *olu-/*olut- c
OOIIIMIM 3HAYeHMeM ‘CBeTABINA, SIPKUIA, KpaCHOBaTbIIZ’»
(p. 4). BoiBegenHbli UM u.-e. ®TMMOH — *Hjolii-t. B
cTaThe TaK>Ke 3aTparmpaeTcs IIpodaeMa AaTUPOBKU U
A0KaAM3alyy PaHHUX KOHTaKTOB IIPOTO-TepMaHIIeB ¢
¢unnO-yrpamu. Takum obpasomM, oOo3HaueHuUe IMBa
COOTHOCHUTCS C J.-e. 0DO3HaYeHMAMU >KUBOTHEIX, CBO-
AVIMBIX K IIBETOBOMY IIPM3HAKY (PKeATHIVI, KPAaCHBI), K
n.-e. *el-/*ol- (0a€HB, 210Ch U IIPOY.)

Pabora b. Meca (B. Mees, Chamaliéres snie66ic and
‘binding’ in Celtic, pp. 9-30) B 0CHOBHOM IIpeACTaBAs-
eT co0oIl1 IT0AeMUKY ¢ uccaejosanneM k. Dcka (J. Es-
ka. Remarks on linguistic structures in a Gaulish ritual
text // Indo-European Perspectives. JIES Monograph 43,
2002), mpeAa0>KMBIINM paccMaTpMBaTh CBUHIIOBYIO
Tabamuky us Illamaanepa (l'aaamsa) ve kak defixio, a
Kak A1000BHOe 3akamHaHye. COOTBETCTBEHHO, CMeHa
IpeArioAaraeMol IIparMaTHKM TeKCTa BbI3BaJa M HO-
BYIO MHTepIIpeTanuio ero otaeapHbix ¢opm. Tak,
snie@Bic BO BTOPOI CTPOKe TaDAMIKY DCKa IIepeBOAUT
Kak «u Ham». b. Mec nmpeazaraer BepHYThLCs K CTapOt
OIleHKe IIparMaTHUKI TeKCTa ¥ BUAETb B HeM IIPU3HIB K
«I10A3eMHEIM OoTaM» 1 >KelaHMe IPOKASICTh MMeHO-
BaHHBIX B Tabamuke aut. CooTBeTCTBeHHO, ¢dopMa
snie@BOic orleHMBaeTCsI UM KakK raaroAbHasl, HO B OTAM-
4ye OT CBOUX IIPeAIeCTBeHHIKOB OH BUAUT B Hell He
IIpe3eHC, a MMIeparus, oOpasosaHHbl oT OK *sni-
‘cBA3BIBATE M «IepdeKTuBHOro cydpduxca» -tHre
(p- 13) — «u mycTh TBHI COBCeM MX CBsDKeIb!» B crarne
TaKXXe JalOTCsA VHTEpPecHble ITapaAleAu C BaAAWii-
CKOMl " APEBHEMPAAHACKON AEKCUMKOI CeMaHTude-

CKOTO TI0Asl «KAATBa, 3aKAVHaHMe, IIpejpedeHue,
IIPOKAATHE>.

Kearrckas tema npogoaxkaercs u B cratoe B. Caii-
epca 00 ucroxax obpasa marepu I'penjgeast n3 OOMEI
Beosyavp (W. Sayers, Grendel’s Mother and the Celtic
Sovereighnty Godess, pp.31-52). Asrop oOparmaer
BHJMMaHIe Ha TO, 9YTO MaTh MOHCTpa I'peHjeas B mo-
9Me HMKAK He OIlMCaHa, 3aTO HeOAHOKPATHO Ha3hIBa-
eTcsl 4yBCTBO, KOTOpOe OHa BBI3BIBAeT — gryre ‘yxkac .
CorocraBaeHne ¢ MHOTOYMCAEHHBIMM  ONVICAHMAMM
ApeBHENpPAAHACKON OOTMHI BAACTH, IPeACTaIoIiei B
MOHCTPYO3HOM 00AMKe U TakKe BBI3bIBAIOIIeNl gridin
‘yKac, OTBpallleHne’, I03BOAsJeT eMy IPeATIoAOXKUTh
OOIITHOCTh ITPOVICXOKAEHNUsSI MOTUBOB 1, 0oJee TOTO,
PEKOHCTPYMPOBATh CKPHITHIN XPUCTUAHCKUM (pAepoM
APEBHeaHTAMIICKOTO TeKCTa AeXKalllMii B OCHOBE CIO-
>KeTa KOH(PAMKT MeXAy 3aKOHHOI 1 He3aKOHHOM BAa-
CTBIO Haj JaHaMU. B KauecTBe 0AHOV U3 IIpearioao-
SKUTEABHBIX STUMOJOTUII MMeHU camoro I'peHjaeas
Caitepc mpegaaraeT cOOTHeceHMe C Ap.-upa. grindell
‘HO, TIeCOK Ha AHe', HO TaK’Ke B KauecTBe IepeHOCHO-
IO 3Ha4YeHIsT — ‘y»Kac, 4poxKb, xaoc'. COOTBETCTBEHHO,
APp.-aHIA. gryre U Ap.-UPA. grainl OH CAUTAET OAHOKOPEH-
HBIMH (K 11.-e. *gher- 2 ‘TepeTs, nameapdaTs’ IEW, 439).
[TpoGaeme AoKaaAM3aIuy IIPOTO-TEPMAHCKON «IIpa-
POAUHEBI» KaK Ha KapTe EBpOIE, Tak M BO BpeMeHM
TTOCBSIITIEHO OCHOBaTeAbHOE MEKAVICITUIIAVHAPHOE YIC-
caeposanne M. Pudxmua (M. J. Rifkin, A Spatial
Analysis of Neolitic Cultures throughout Eastern,
Central, and Northern Europe in Relation to Proto-
Germanic, pp.53-81). Kpome crapmiero yxe Tpaau-
IIMOHHBIM COYeTaHMs! AUMHTBUCTIIECKOTO U apXeoao-
TYeCKOTO TI0AXOA0B K IAyOOKOI AMaxpOHUMU, aBTOP
IIpUBAeKaeT AAs MCCAeA0BaHUA He TOABKO JaHHBIE Te-
HEeTUKM M COCTaBa KpPOBU HOCHUTeAeli TepMaHCKMUX AMa-
AEKTOB (UTO TOXKe ITOCTeIIeHHO CTaHOBUTCA «OOIINMM
MeCTOM»), HO U 0COOYI0O MEeTOAMKY BEePOATHOCTHOTO
HaHeceHMs A0Kyca Ha KapTy (GIS — Geographic Infor-
mation Systems), paspaboranHoro ESRI (Economic
and Social Research Institute, California). M. Pu¢gxun
OTTaAKMBaeTcsa OT Tpy4os M. ['mmbyTac, coOpaHHBIX B
nsganun M. GIMBUTAS, The Kurgan Culture and the
Indo-Europeanization of Europe (1977) u ee Teopuu, co-
T1aCHO KOTOPOI IPUMEPHO A0 CepeAuHHI 3 TEHIC. 40
H. 9. cesep U 3ama/ EBpOIIEI 3aHMMalo HaceaeHUe, B
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KOTOpOM mpeoOJajgala MaTpUAMHEIHAs CucTeMa
poacTBa (1 KOTOpOe IOoYMTal0 OOTMHIO-MAaTh), KOTO-
poe IpaKkTUIecKu He 3HaA0 HU OPY>KIS, HU AOIIaAl,
3aHIMaA0Ch B OCHOBHOM COOMpPaTeALCTBOM, OXOTOI 1
IPUMUTUBHBIM 3eMAeAeANreM U IIOYTU He U3TOTOBAs-
20 kepamuku. ITocremenHo (Tpems mocaeaoBaTeAb-
HBIMM, HO YA€HMMBIMM BOAHAaMM) C BOCTOKa B EBporry
CTaau IPOABUIATLCS ITACTyXM-KOUEBHMKIU MHAOEBPO-
HENIIBI, KUBIIVE I10 IIaTPUAMHENHON CUCTEMEe, Mac-
KYAMHHO-OPMEHTUPOBaHHEIE, XOPOITIO BOOPY>KeHHEIe
U AaBHO AOMeCTUIIMpOBaBIIyMe Aomajb. Hacesenme
«cTapoit» Eppomnl 010 He TOABKO 3aBOEBaHO IIpU-
ImeApllaMy, HO U MHAOEBPOIIeU3MPOBAHO MMM (4TO,
KaK MBI IIOHMMaeM, B 4YacTHOCTM, BHIPA3MAOCh U B
CMeHe A3BIKa, OCTaBMUBIIIETO 3aMeTHLIN CAel B sA3BIKax-
IIOTOMKaX COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX 1.-€. AUaJeKToB). B ua-
CTHOCTH, TAaBHBIM «KaHaJAOM», II0 KOTOPOMY ABMIa-
AUICh UHAOEBPOIIeNITE, OBLAM 30HBI cesepHOTrO Ilpm-
JepHOMODBA 1 3aTeM — ycThe /HecTpa (B paboTe aa-
10TCs HoapoOHbIe KapTel). ComocraBus Teopuio I'mm-
OyTac ¢ gpyrumMu TeopusaMmu (B ocHoBHOM, A. Xoricae-
pa — A. HAUSLER, Zur Problematik des Ursprungs der
Indo-Germanen. BAR International series, 2004), a Tak-
>Ke 3a103KMB B 0a3y AaHHEIX GIS Bce cBugeTeabCTBa O
HallAeHHBIX Ha Teppurtopun Bocrounoit Espornr ap-
XeoA0ruuecknx obbekTax, M. Pudkun mpmxoaut x
BBIBOAY, UTO IepBble KOHTaKThl MHAOEBPOIIeiIes ¢ Ha-
cesaeHueM crapoii EBpoIbI MMea0 MecTo ceBepHee, B
paitone Ilpumary, u Heckoabko mo3aHee. OTTyAa, 11O
€ro MHEeHMIO, IlAeMeHa WUHAOeBpOIlelilleB HallpaBu-
AVICh Ha CceBep U cepepo-3amag u npuMepno s 2800 r.
40 H. 3. Ha TeppuTtopunu Oraanaun 3aa0x1au ocHOBY
IIPOTO-TePMAaHCKOI pachl, ABASIONIell coboii cMerre-
HIUe AOMHAOEBPOIIeiCKOTO HaceAeHMs M HEeCKOABKIX
BO/AH MHAOEBPOIENCKIX IepeceseHles. B cBoux BEI-
BOAaxX OH OIIMpaeTcs TakKe Ha TOT (akT, YTo, coraac-
HO JaHHBIM OMO/JOTMYECKOi CTaTUCTUKM, MMEHHO B
paitone 1o>xHO0V CKaHAMHaBMY Haubo.1ee JacTo BCTpe-
YyaeTcsl OTpUIlaTeAbHbIN pe3yc-paKkTop, YTO SABAAETCs
PeAMKTOM TeHeTUYeCKMX OCODeHHOCTell J40MHAOeBPO-
nevickoro HaceaeHms. CTaThbs cHaO>XKeHa MHOTOYIIC-
AeHHBIMU KapTaMy ¥ MaTeMaTH4ecKIMHU pacdeTaMI.
CosepiieHHO MHOIN MOAXOA K OAM3KOI B 4eM-TO
npobaeme mu3aokeH B pabore B. DBaaxeka «Ort
Hlasiixepa Ao Crapoctuna» (V. Blazek, From August
Schleicher to Sergei Starostin: On the development of
tree-diagram models of the Indo-European languages,
pp- 82-109). B Hayaae craTby BOCIPOM3BOAUTCS CXe-
Ma-«ApeBO» POACTBA WHAOEBPOIENCKUX  A3BIKOB,
npegaoxxenHas eme Asrycrom Hlasiixepom B 1860 r.
U, eCTeCTBeHHO, ellle He BKAIOYaiolas B ceDs aHaToO-
amiickue AshIKu. Kak HarasAHO IOKasbIBaeT aBTop,
IIpMEpPHO B TaKOM 3Ke BU/Je «ApeBo» MHAOeBpOIIeli-

178

CKMX SI3BIKOB CYINIeCTBYeT B AMHIBUCTMYECKON Tpaau-
IIMM BOT y>Ke DoJee CTa IATUAECATHU €T, AUIIb B He-
3HaYUTEABHOJ CTEIIeH! YTOUHAACH U ITOYTHU HEe MOAU-
¢unnpy:ce. Tak, u y Bsu. Be. IBanosa n T. B. Tam-
Kpeanaze, n y Dpuka Xsmmna (HAMP E. The Pre-Indo-
European Language of Northern (Central) Europe //
When Worlds Collide: The Indo-Europeans and the Pre-
Indo-Europeans. Ann Arbor, 1990), u B paborax, mc-
IIOAB3YIONIUX HOBYIO METOAMKY KOMIIBIOTepPHOI 00-
pabortku gaHHbIX (RINGE D., WARNOW T. and TAYLOR
A. Indo-European and computional cladistics // Trans-
actions of the Philological Society 100/1, 2002) otaean-
HBIM «PyKaBOM» BUCAT aHaTOAMIICKUE SA3BIKHU, 3aTeM
BBIAEAAIOTCA TOXapCKMe, HeM3MEeHHBIM OKa3bIBaeTcs
0AM3KOe POACTBO S3BLIKOB BHYTPU UHAO-UPAHCKOI
MIOATPYIIIIEL, TIOCTYAMPYeTCAd HaAu4dye ITOATPYIIT —
0aATO-CAaBAHCKOI U UTaA0-KeAbTCKOI (XOTs I0CAeA-
Hee 1451 KeABTOAOTOB JABHO y>Ke SABASETCS I03aBue-
pamHuM aaeM!). Heckoabrko oco6o Ha »ToM QOHE BHI-
TASAUT KAaccuUKaIms NHAOEBPOIIEICKMX S3BIKOB B.
l'eopruesa (GEORGIEV V. Introduction to the History of
the Indo-European Languages. Sofia, 1981), xoTopsiit
00BeAVHILA TOXapCKIIe SA3BIKM C 6aATO-CAABAHCKMIMMU I
repMaHCKMMH B OAHY «CeBepHYIO» IIOATPYIIILY, a Tak-
Ke BKAIOUIA B CBOIO CXeMY AUTYPCKMIA, ITeAacrcKuii u
Apyrue A3BIKM «COMHUTEALHON IIPUHAAAEXKHOCTI».
ObrpeaunseT Bce KAacCUPUKAIMI MHAOEBPOIIEVICKIIX
S3BIKOB, KaK OIMCaHHBIE, TaK U He OINMCaHHBIE aBTO-
POM, U OTCYTCTBMe KaKuX-AMOO YeTKUX KpuTepues
AAsl OoIpejJeAeHNUs JaTUPOBOK paclada TIPyHIl yxKe
BHYTPU CEMBIL.

Onucannas B. baaxekom Mertoauka paOOTHI
C. A. CrapoctuHa 0Oplaa pa3paOoTaHa UM B TedeHMe
MHOTMX JA€T M II0AydnJa HeKoe HpeaBapUTeAbHO-
OKOHYaTeAbHOe OQoOpMAeHMe B XoAe paboTH Haj
K0AAeKTUBHBIM IIpoekToM B Canra-®e (Workshop on
the chronology in linguistics, Santa Fe 2004). basupyio-
Ijascsl Ha MeTOAMKe AeKCUKOCTaTHCTUYecKoil obpa-
OOTKM S3BIKOBBIX AAHHEIX, IpeAA0>KeHHOi erje M.
CBoaeroM, HO 3HaYUTEALHO YCOBEPIIIEHCTBOBAHHOI B
paborax C. A. CrapoctuHa, HOBas KaaccudpuKamms
VH/0eBPOITeIICKIX S3BIKOB, BO-TIEPBEIX, II03B0As5eT OT-
HOCHTEABHO TOYHO YCTaHOBUTH AaTUPOBKU T AyOUHEI
pacIiaja IoATpyIIl, a, BO-BTOPLIX, Aa€T BO3MOXKHOCTD
HaKOHeI] ITOKOHYMUTh C OTAEABHBIMM MAAIO30PHBIMU
ITOACeMBSAMI AMHIBUCTUYECKON Tpaauryu. Tak, Kak
nnokasaHo B pabore B. Baaxeka, pacnag mMHAOEBpO-
IeJICKOM ceMbM JaTupyercs IpumepHo 4670 1. a0
H. 9., TaK >Ke AeTaAbHO (U1 O4eHb HarasiaHo!) B pabore
IIPOCAEXKMBAETCI U BblA€/A€HIEe U JAaAbHENINNII pac-
Ia, 1.-e. MUKpO-ceMell (MHAO-MpPaHCKOI, aaeo-Haa-
KaHCKOJ, POMAaHCKO}, repMaHCKoil M 1ipod.). Ilpm
sToM B. Baaxxex mpuaep:kmpaeTcss 04HOI U TOM Ke
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CTPOroil METOAMKM U3A0KEHIS MaTepuaja: B Hauyale
IIPUBOAMTCS HECKOABKO TPAAUIIMOHHEIX «AepeBheB», a
3areM HomeraeTcsa Hosast cxema CrapocTuHa c TOY-
HBIMIU AaTUPOBKaMM U 3HAYUTEABHBIMU YTOUHEHUAMMU
U Aa>ke IlepecTaHOBKaMM eT0 OTAeABHEIX «BeTBeil».

B o >xe Bpems pabora B. baakeka siBasiercs maamo-
CTpauMeil pa3sBUTHS M COBEpIIeHCTBOBAHMSA MeTOAa
IA10TTOXPOHOAOIUM B CBeTe IpojoaxeHus uaeit Cra-
pocTiHa 00 M3MeHeHUM ITOCTOAHHOTO Ko9¢ uITeHTa
A C TedeHUeM BpeMeHI U O Pa3HOM CTeIleHM yCTONIM-
BOCTU JAeKCceM OCHOBHOTO cIiucka. Tak, 1o3Boaus cebe
o0paTuThcsl K JaHHBIM parMeHTapHO 3apUKCHUPO-
BaHHBIX MEPTBBIX A3LIKOB, aBTOp IIpeAJaraeT yIuThI-
BaTh BCe AOIIeallie A0 Hac CUMHOHMMEI, BHE 3aBUCU-
MOCTH OT «Da30BOCTM» MX A€KCHIECKOTO cTaTyca (CM.
p- 103-104). Hosoit MeToauke B pabore B. baaxkeka
II0Ka IT0ABEPIANCH TOABKO CAABSHCKIE A3BIKY, YTO He
IIprBeA0 K OCOOEHHBIM W3MEHEHNAM POACTBEHHBIX
CBsI3eM BHYTPM CaMOM CeMbM, HO 3aTO CUABHO «OMO-
A104110» ee: TaK, pacIa/, o0IlecAaBsaHCKOI OOIIHOCTY,
Aatupyemseiii CrapocTunbeM npuMepso 130 1. H. 3., y
baakeka momagaer Ha 520-600 1T., TOr4a Kak oTraeae-
HUe, HarpuMep, 6ea0pyCcCKOro OT YKpanHCKOIo, COOT-
BeTCTBEHHO, gaTupyercs yxe He 1390, a 1630 1T. (cM.
roapobHee — cxeMsI Ha p. 102).

HebGoapmas padora M. IImpca (M. Pierce. Vowel
Epenthesis vs. Schwa Lexicalization in Classical Ar-
menian, pp.111-120) mocsAIIeHa OTA€ABHEIM IIPOIIEC-
caM MCTOpMJecKoi (POHOAOTUY APMIHCKOTO A3BIKA M
HEOAHO3HAYHOCTH MX MHTepIIpeTalyy B COBPeMeHHO
AVHTBUCTHKE.

B samerke M. Xyapaa (M. Huld. Albanian gogél
and Indo-European “acorn’, pp.121-128) npeaaaraercs
VHTepIIpeTanus HeMOTMBUPOBAHHON STUMOAOIUM
aabaHcKoro obosHaueHus Xeayas: K m.-e. “Haig- +
*9v|A-0- , OyKB. ' ayOOBEIiT XeayAn . [To MHeHUIO aBTO-
pa, cA0BO “KeayAb’, BOCXOAslllee, B CBOIO odepeab, K
0AHOMY M3 U.-e. obo3HaveHnit Ayba (*g*/A-), co Bpe-
MeHeM IproOpeao BTOPUYHOE 3HaueHNe — ‘TOJ0BKa
IleHrnca’, B pe3yAbTaTe Jero COOCTBeHHO HOTaHMIecKoe
o0o3HaueHNe I0TPe00Bal0 BTOPUYHON AePUHULIIIL.

3apepiiaeT BHIIYCK Ooabmtas pabora PpaHCHCKO
Ajapagoca «IlaHOpama MHAOEBPOIENICKONM AMHIBIUC-
TUKI Ha4dMHas ¢ cepeauHnl 20-ro0 BeKa: ycIexm M 3a-
croit» (Fr. Adrados. A panorama of Indo-European
Linguistics since the Middle of the Twentoeth Cen-
tury: Advances and Immobilism, pp.129-153). Ctars
B OCHOBHOM IIOCBsIIleHa 0030py COOCTBEHHEIX padoT
3a yKasaHHBI IepuoJ ¥ BO MHOTOM HOCUT AMYHBIN

Xapaxrep.

No 3-4

Bropoit srityck >xypnHaaa 2007 roga B OCHOBHOM IIO-
CBAIIIEH Pa3HBIM acIleKTaM MHAOEBPOIIeCKO MuO-
AOTUI B MX YaCTHBIX IPOSABAEHMAX U B 3HAUUTEALHOM
CTeIleHU COCTOMT M3 MaTepualoB KOHQpepeHIUn
«[aybunnsle KopHu nosectsoBanus» (The Deep His-
tories of Stories), koTopas mpoxoamaa B DAuHOypre
28-30 asrycra 2007 roga. I'aaBHOIT TeMoil 1 3ajadeit
KOoH(pepeHIN ObLA TOUCK MHAOEBPOIENICKMX TI0BeCT-
BOBAaTeABHBIX (POPMYA U OTAEABHBIX CIOXKETHBIX Dae-
MEHTOB, BLIABASI@MBIX IIPM IIOMOIIU COIOCTaBAeHIIA
TPaAUILIMOHHBIX IIOBECTBOBATE€ABHLIX >KaHPOB Pa3HBIX
Tpaaunuit. OcoOblit MHTEpec IIPeACTaBAsLAO OIMCAHIe
U yTOYHeHMe «HallAeHHOI» He TaK JaBHO YUeTsepToii
$ysaKIIUN
Aas Tex, KOTO BTO MOXKeT 3aMHTePecoBaTh, MBI IIPU-

AiomMe3naesckoit (TpUKCTep/>KeHIIMHa).
BOAVM CIIMICOK COCTaBASIOIIVX HOMep paboT:

N. J. ALLEN. The Heimdall-Dyu Comparison Revisit-
ed, pp. 233-248.

J. SHAW. A Gaelic Eschatological Folktale, Celtic Cos-
mology and Dumézil’'s “Three Realms”, pp.249-
274.

H. NEALE. Iblis and the Threefold Death Motif in a
Medieval Persian Hagiography, pp. 275-284.

K. BEK-PEDERSEN. A myth in Folktale Clothing,
pp- 285-296.

A. PETROSYAN. The Indo-European *Hner(t)-s and the
Danu Trtibe, pp. 297-310.

D. A. MILLER. Legends of Hair: Tracing the Tonsorial
Story of Indo-European King and Hero, pp. 311-
322.

M. MAGDOLINA-TATAR. The Myth of Macha in Eastern
Europe, pp. 323-345.

V. KRYUKOVA. Gates of the Zoroastrian Paradise,
pp- 345-356.

D. BUYANER. The Myth of the Bridge of Separator: a
Trace of Shamanistic Practices in Zoroastrianism?,
pp- 357-370.
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YeTsépThle uTeHms
namatu C. A. Crapoctuna

27—28 mapra 2009 roga nog srugoi VucruryTa BOC-
TOYHBIX KyAbTyp U aHTmaHocTu PITY mpoman Yer-
BépTrie urtenusa naMmatu C. A. Crapoctuna. OTKphiBas
UYrenns, aupexrop mHcrutyra V. C. CMMPHOB yII0-
MSIHY4 O AOCTVKEHIIX B 004acTi CpaBHUTEABLHOTO
SA3LIKO3HAHMS C MOMEHTa IIpOBeAEHIs IIPeABbIAYIITIX
Urenuit, B TOM 4licAe U BBIXOA IIEPBOTO HOMepa XXyp-
Haaa «Bompocs! A3BIKOBOTO POACTBa».

OOmine BOIPOCH CPaBHUTEABHOIO S3BIKO3HAHILA
65141 3aTpoHYTH I'. C. CTAPOCTMHBEIM B A0Kaage «Te-
KyIllee COCTOsIHMe IIpoeKkTa ,DBOAIOIMS sA3bIKa” —
AOCTIDKEHNSI ¥ IIpoDAeMBl». 3ajadeil IIPOeKTa, IIO
caosam I. C. CrapoctmHa, sBAsIeTCA He TOABKO IIO-
IT0AHeHIe DAeKTPOHHOI OubamoTexu 1 6a3bl JaHHBIX,
pa3paboTKa IIPOMEKYTOUHBIX PeKOHCTPYKIIUII B OT-
AeABHBIX S3BIKOBBIX CEMbsX, HO M pa3paboTKa OITH-
Ma/AbHOI CTpaTerMy IIpeACTaBAeHMs I10AYYEeHHBIX
AannbIX. Tak, mpusHaanio B CIITA rumoressr o poact-
Be S3BIKOB Ha-AeHe M eHMCENICKUX, IIpeAa0>KeHHOI
y>Xe AaBHO (B ToM uncae u B pabotax C. A. Crapoctn-
Ha) B KaKOJ-TO Mepe CIIOCOOCTBOBAAO U APKOe Ipea-
CTaB/AeHNe BBIBOAOB, CA€AYIOIINX U3 DTON TUIIOTe3Hl, B
paborax D. Baiiapr (E. Vajda)!, rae aemoHcTpuposa-
A0Ch POACTBO KYAbTYPHOJ A€KCUKU Ha-JeHe I KeTCKO-
TO sI3BIKA.

ITo muenmio I'. C. CrapocTiHa, BO MHOTMX CAYy4YasIX
MCIIOAB3YEeMBI 4451 YCTaHOBAEHMs S3BIKOBOIO POACT-
Ba TPaAWUIIMOHHBI CTOCAOBHBIN CIIMICOK SIBASIETCA MU3-
AVIITHIM; MHOTIVE A€KCEMEI B HEM SIBASIIOTCS] HEYCTOI-
YUBBIMM, OBICTPO «BBIMBIBAIOTCA». OTOpPOCUB «I110-
xme» caosa, I. C. Crapoctun cocraBna 50-cA0BHEIN
crmcokK u3 35 ca0B + 15 «TecTOBBIX e4VHUIL», D01ee yc-
TOMYMBEIX, YeM OcTaabHble. [To Takoit cucreme OBLAO
IIpOBEepeHbl TeHeTHYecKue CBI3M MeXAy adpukaH-
CKUMU A3BIKAMU. DTOT DKCHEPUMEHT II0Kas3ad, 4TO
50-CAOBHBIN CIIMCOK MOXKET JaBaTh 00Jee TOYHbIe U
COBepIIIeHHbIe Pe3yAbTaTEhL.

1VAIDA E. A Siberian link with Na-Dene languages
(uaf.edu/anlc/docs/vajda-2008.pdf).

H. IO. Yexonadckas

Russian State University for the Humanities

TpaauuyoHHO 3HaAUNTeABHOE MeCTO Ha KOH(epeH-
IV 3aHMMAaAM BOIIPOCH MHAOEBPOIIEVICKOIO M HOCT-
parudeckoro sspiko3HaHmsA. A. C. KACBSIH B goKaage
«AHATOANIICKNE AeKCHYecK/e M30AATH U UX HOCTpa-
TIUYeCcKUe IapalleAn» pa3padoTal AAs OTAEABHBIX
AE€KCeM XEeTTCKOTO sI3bIKa, He MMEIOINX HaAEKHBIX
MHA0EeBPOIIeMCKIX COOTBETCTBUI, DTMMOAOIMUM Ha OC-
HOBe APYIUX HOCTpaTMYECKMX A3BIKOB. B dacTtHOCTM
(ocHOBBIBasICh Ha COOTBETCTBUMM HOCTpaTtud. *z —
n.-e. ), A.C. KacpsH mpeas0Xma COIOCTaBAeHIEe
XeTTCKOM OCHOBEI *alwanza- ‘KOAAOBCTBO' ¢ Ipaad-
Tarick. *zidlVbi ‘id.’, xeTTck. ekt- ‘ceTs’ ¢ mpaypaabck.
*$iktV ‘maectn’, aartaiick. *zakti ‘IMHOBKa, IoAyIKa
U P4 APYTUX MHTEPeCHBIX MHTepIIpeTaIliii.

[TpobGaemsl mMcTOpUM MHAOMPAHCKMX A3BIKOB pac-
CMaTpMBaAuCh B g0Kaagax B. A. Ap60, A. 1. Korana,
IT. B. bamapuna, C. B. Kyaaanasr. B. A. AHBO pac-
CMOTpeA JaHHBIE aKIIeHTOAOIMH S3BIKOB INMHA U Ja-
MeAan (4apAcKasi ceMbsl A3BIKOB), KOTOpbIe MOIYT IpO-
AUTh CBET Ha OOIEeMHAOEBPOIENCKYIO aKIIeHTHYIO
CuCTeMy — IIpeXKJe BCero TaM, Ide AaHHEbIe IIHA pac-
XOAATCS C APeBHeMHAMICKUMI.

A. V. KOTAH npeaa0>Xmna BHUMaHUIO yJaCTHMKOB
aoxaag, «K Borpocy o s3bIKe HecaHCKpUTCKUX ¢ppar-
MeHTOB NamATHuKa Mahianayaprakds’a. Panamii xami-
MUPU UAU IO34HUI artabxpanma?». B paborax I. D.
I'pupcona mostuyeckne ¢parMeHTLHl B 9TOM TeKCTe
OblAM MpU3HAHBL OAHMM M3 PaHHUX IIaMATHUKOB
IpUHaAJAeKallero K AapAcKol TpyIIle MHAOMpaH-
CKUX SI3BIKOB sA3bIKa Kammupu. OgHaKO ecTb MHOIO
OCHOBaAHUI COMHEBAThCSI B TAKOM BBIBOAE: B YACTHO-
cri, B sA3bike Mahanayaprakdsa ecTb HeCOMHEHHbIe
HpVIMePBl HEKAIIMMUPCKOTO (POHETUIECKOTO Pa3BU-
Tusa (Hanpumep, bhaji nmpu ap.-uHA. bhrajate, Ho cp.
KaIIMMUPCK. brazun). Mesxay S3BIKOM PYKOIIUCH U
APEeBHEMHAVMIICKUM OTCYTCTBYIOT —CHCTeMaTidecKre
¢JoneTIIeCKME COOTBETCTBUS, XOTA B HEM, CyAsd IO
BCEMY, AeCTBUTE/BHO HAANYECTBYIOT OTAe/AbHEIE
KaIlIMMPCKIe DAeMEeHTHI KaK B AeKCUKe, TaK 1 B MOp-
doaorun. SAswx Mahinayaprakisa aAydire Bcero ompe-
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AGAUTDH KaK TMOPUAHBIN AUTEpaTypHBIN SA3BIK THUIIA
arrabxpaHia.

B aokaaze C. B. KYA1AHABL Ob1411 OYepyeHbI OCHOB-
Hple (oHeTHJIecKre OCOOEHHOCTM CKU(CKOIO SA3BLIKa,
OTANYAIOIINE €T0 OT MUAMIICKOTO, ApeBHeIepCUuACKO-
IO U APYTUX APEBHUX MPAHCKUX SA3BIKOB M AMaAeKTOB
(HampuMep, COOTBeTCTBIE OOITeNpaHCK. d — CKUQCK.
I, obmenpanck. nt — ckudck. d). D1 3aKOHOMEPHO-
CTU AO/AKHBEI IIOMOYDL BBIYAEHMUTh COOCTBEHHO CKU(-
CKIe MeHa U Ha3BaHIs B TeKCTaX, CO3JaHHLIX Ha Apy-
TUX APEBHMX A3BIKaX (B JACTHOCTM, APEeBHETPEIeCKOM).

IT. B. BAIIAPMH («O KaBKa3CKOM CyOCTpaTHOM AeK-
CHKe B TMASHCKOM SI3BIKe») IIPeJA0KIUA psJ, Ilapaie-
el MeXXAy AeKCUKOM KaBKa3CKMX U MPAHCKUX SA3BIKOB
(HammpuMep, oOrmienpaHCK. *¢ap ‘AeBEIil’ U IpaceBepo-
kaBKasck. *¢HapV(-1V) ‘idem’, cp. caHckp. ¢apa, obie-
upaHcK. *kabk- ‘kypomarka’ — IIpaceBepOKaBKa3CK.
*GeGVbV, cp. Taxke apMm. kakav u apyrue). ITo mue-
HUIO aBTOpPa, 3aMMCTBOBAaHI U3 IIpaceBepOKaBKa3CKO-
IO B IIpaHAOMPAHCKUIT MOTAU OCYIIIeCTBAATLCA yepes3
IIOCPeACTBO BOCTOYHOKABKA3CKMX SA3BIKOB; IIPU DTOM
HeAb3s VICKAIOUNTD U 3alIMCTBOBaHIL Yepe3 XyppuTo-
ypapTCKue s3BIKM, XOTsA OCHOBHas Macca XYppUTO-
YPapTCKUX 3alMCTBOBAHUII B MHAOMPAHCKUX SA3BIKAX
OTHOCHTCS K D0Jee TI03JHeMY IIepHoay.

C. I'. BOAOTOB B aokaage «Homo nostraticus man
9JeA0BeK pPacKauMBAIONIUIICI» PACCMOTPea STUMOAO-
TUIO PYCCKOTO CA0Ba «4e40BeK», KOTOpOoe, KaK IIpaBu-
210, UHTepIIpeTUpyeTcs KaK cAoXKeHue 13 *¢olo u *vékv
C pPa3dAMYHON MHTepIIpeTanyell ceMaHTUKN 00oux
naemeHToB. C. I'. B0A0TOB Ipeaa0Kiua BepHYThCSI K
npeaaoxkenHol emé A. berjiienbeprepom n A. ®uxkom
STUMOAOTUM, CBA3BIBABIIEl «JeAOBeK» C Ap.-Tped.
TAAAGE, TAAAQKY] «OTPOK», «Ae€Ba», «CAy>KaHKa».
Omnmpasce Ha JaHHBIE Pa3HBIX CAABAHCKUX U OaATHii-
CKMIT SI3BIKOB, AOKA2AUUK CBA3aA DTy A€KCeMY C OCHO-
BOJI1, 00O3HayYaIOIIell «CTOATh MPAMO — MPUCAYKU-
BaTb», «CTOATH Ha 3a4HNUX Aarlax».

C. A. KPb0B B coobmennn «CUHTaKCHIeCcKue pas-
PsAABL CAOB B A€KCUYECKON Oase PyCCKOTO sA3bIKa» pac-
ckazaa o pa0oTe, BEIIIOAHEHHOI Ha OCHOBe paspado-
TaHHOro npu HemnocpegcrseHHoM ydactum C. A. Cra-
pocTiHa mporpaMMHOro obecriedenns Starling. C mo-
MoIIbIo 6assl Starling ObLAM ITpopaboTaHBI CHMHTAKCH-
yeckne rnomMetsl B caoBape Okerosa; Bcero ms 64346
craTeil 06110 BeigeaeHo 10336 ¢ TakuMu IIoMeTaMu, Ka-
CaIOIMMIICS KaK YIIPaBAeHMs IAaroAoB, TaK M APYTUX
CHHTaKCUYeCKMX cBsi3ell. B Oyaymiem »Ta pabora Mo-
>KeT CIIoCOOCTBOBATh COCTaBAeHNIO «CHMHTaKCIMIECKOTO
CA0Bapsl PyCCKOTro sI3bIKa», aHalormaHoro «[pammarn-
YecKOMY CA0BapIO PyCCKOTO s3bIKa» A. A. 3aan3HsiKa.

B aokaage T. A. MMXANMAOBOM Obpla0 pa3obpaHo
¢dysximonuposanne aadasnura B OecIMCbMEHHOM

oOIlecTse Ha IpuUMepe TaK Ha3bIBAeMOIO KeAbTCKOIO
«aaTeHckoro aadasura». [To muennio T. A. Muxariao-
BOI, 3HAYKM Ha KepaMUKe M KeAbTCKMX MOHeTax AJa-
TEHCKOTO Ileproja He sABASIOTCA aAdaBUTOM Kak Ta-
KOBBIM, M IIOIBITKU IIPOYeCTh UX (IpeAllpUHUMAB-
mmmecs, B 4actHocty, lO. Ileriaaepom) sBasioTcs
HeagekBaTHEIMI. CKopee BCero, IIOAOOHBIE 3HAYKN
IpeACTaBAsAIOT cOOOM AMIIb MMUTAIMIO aadpasuTa —
KaK C Marm4ecKuMU IeAsIMU, Tak U C [1eAbI0 IIOBBIIIIe-
HIs CTaTyca BAajeAblia IIpejMeTa.

B aoxaaze C. A. SILIEMUPCKOTO — «O BO3MO>KHBIX
CBA3SX CEBEePOIMIIEHCKOIO C APYIMMM MEpPTBRIMU
sspikamMu CpeauseMHoMoOpckoit Esporbr» Obla pac-
CMOTpeH KPYIHEeNMIINi ITaMsATHUK CeBePOIMLIEHCKIX
AuaaekToB — Tak HasbiBaeMmasi «Creaa u3 Hosuaa-
pBl». ABTOp IIpeAIpUHAA IOMIBITKY HaliTH KaK AeKCH-
Jyeckue, Tak ¥ MOp¢OAOTmyecKyie COOTBeTCTBUS A
CA0B U3 DTON HaAUMCHU (B KOTOPOI I1OCAeA0BaTeAbHO
IPOBOANTCS CAOBOJAE/€HIe) B U3BeCTHBIX TUPPEHCKIX
(3TpyccKMX) maMATHMKaX.

Bompock! mctopum ypaabcKmx sI3BIKOB paccMaTpi-
Baauch B gokaagax IO. B. Hopmanckoit n M. A. Xus-
aosa. 10. B. HOPMAHCKASI mpogeMOHCTpUpOBaja CBou
BBIBOABI IO IIOBOAY PEKOHCTPYKIINMH IIPariepMCKOTO
BOKaAM3Ma, KOTOpble M3A0KeHBl B HeCKOABKUX eé
nyoankamysax. B monorpagpum M. Teiicaepa? Obrao
II0Ka3aHO HaAu4ye B IIpaliepMCcKOM IIOABVMKHOTO yAa-
peHnsa. DTo yjapeHMe COXPaHMAOCh B KOMM-A3bBUH-
CKOM aunaaekrte. PakTopamy, BAUSIONIMMI Ha pasBU-
TIe BOKaAM3Ma IIepBOIo CA0Ta, ABASIIOTCS, 10 MHEHUIO
IO. B. HopmaHckoit, kKa4ecTBO I1aCHBIX BTOPOIO CA0Ta
U KOHCOHAHTHOE OKpY>KeHMe, IIpeXkAe BCero Haaudue-
OTCYyTCTBMe TlaJdaTaAu3allii: DTOT IpHU3HaK Tpebyer
AOIOAHUTEABHOTO MccaeaoBanms. M. A. JKMBAOB («He-
KOTOpHBle YTOYHEeHNsl K PeKOHCTPYKLMI IpallepMCKO-
IO BOKaAM3Ma») IPejAOKIUA CBOIO MHTepIIpeTaljuio
Pas3BUTUA TAacHBIX B IIPaIlepMCKOM, KOPPeKTHpPYIO-
IIyI0O CUCTeMy IIpallepMCKOTO BOKaAmu3Ma, IIpeaao-
>KeHHyIO B TpyAax V. B. Aprtknua. Tak, HeT HeoOXo-
AUMOCTI BOCCTaHaBAMBATL AAs IIPallepMCKOIO raac-
HBle *e m *¢: oDe mpejlioaaraeMble raacHbele JaioT B
YAMYPTCKOM U KOMHU OAVMHAKOBBIe pedAeKCHl, KOTO-
pble ompeAeAsiOTCs IOCAeAYIOIIUM COTAacHBIM: BTa
3aKOHOMEepPHOCTh Oblaa IIPOAeMOHCTpUpOBaHa B AOK-
Aaje Ha 604BIIOM KOAUYECTBE IIPYIMEPOB.

BompocaM mcTopum ceMUTCKMX S3BIKOB OBLAU IIO-
cpsmeHsl 4okaaasl A. IO. Muanrapésa, O. B. Croa-
oosoii, /. E. Korana, a takxxe A. B. Anbo u O. A.
Myapaxa.

2 GEISLER M. Vokal-Null-Alternation, Synkope und Ak-
zent in den permischen Sprachen. Wiesbaden: Harras-
sowitz, 2005.
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A. I0. MUAUTAPEB B Aokaade «KapTmna >KusHM
HEOAUTUIECKOTO JeaoBeka 1 oOmiectsa B Ilepeanerr
Aszym 1o mpaadppasuiicKoil AeKCuKe» pacckaszad, ITo
Ha AaHHBII MOMEHT MO>KHO BOCCTAaHOBUTEL 0ozee 2500
KOpHell Ipaadpasmuiickoro s3biKa, 13 KOTOphix 500—
1000 oTHOCATCA K KyABTYpPHOI AeKcuke. XOT:A adpa-
3MIICKasl SI3BIKOBas OOIIHOCTH IlepecTasda CyIIecTBO-
BaTh O0oaee 10 TLICAY AeT Hazad, A4S He€, IO MHEHMIO
aBTOpa, MOXHO BOCCTaHOBUTL MHOTIUE TEPMUHBI U3
obaactu 3emaeaeans (‘cesars’, ‘Traxats’), CKOTOBOACTBA
(ps14 TepMMHOB, 6€3yCcA0BHO 00O3HAYAIOIIIX AOMaIlTI-
HIX JKMBOTHBIX); TEPMUHBI, OTHOCSIIMECS K SKUAUIILY
(‘aBepr’, ‘kppima’, ‘aectHmiia’), a TakXKe yKasbIBalo-
Iye Ha coluaabHOe paccaoeHue (‘6orad’, ‘pad’). Ects
TakKe JeKCeMBI, yKashIBaloIlyie Ha HaaAudue OIlpe-
JAeAeHHBIX BTIYECKNX IIpeAcTaBAeHMII ('Xopommmit,
‘A0Kp’), a TakKe OTHOcsAmMecsa K cdepe Marum u
peaurun.

O. B. CTOABOBA paccMoTpeaa HOCTpaTHMYecKue I1a-
paaaean X AeKCUKe OXOTHI M phI00AOBCTBA B CEMUTO-
XaMUTCKIUX sA3bIKaX (JaCTMYHO 9Ta IpodaemMa y>ke Obl-
Ja paccMOTpeHa B OAHOIN M3 IIyOAMKaIuii asTopa)’.
B aokaage Gplaa caesaHa ITOIIBITKA HAWTU HOCTpATH-
yeckie rapaajean K TakKuM JdeKceMaM, Kak ‘ayk’, ‘a0-
BymIKa’, ‘Konbé’, ‘cTpeaa’ (HampuMep, corlocTaBAeHNe
IIpaceMUTO-XaMUTCKOTO *(11)ks- « A0BUTB» C ypaAbCKUM
*kiicV- «ceTh, CMAKM» U APYTUMU HOCTPaTUIECKUMMU
KOPHAMMH).

/1. E. KOrAH («ba3oBb1ii ca0Baph CeMUTCKIUX A3BIKOB
U TUIIOAOTHSI AeKCUIECKUX CXOXKAEHUI») IIPOAOAKIUA
TeMy BHYTpeHHell TeHeTHJecKoil KAacCpUKaInm ce-
MMUTCKUX S3BIKOB, HadaTyl0 B APYIuX ero paborax:.
AHaAMBUPYsS CTOCAOBHBIA CIIMCOK A4S CeMUTCKUX
s1361K0B, /1. E. Koran BbIgeasieT «TpMBMaAbHbIE COXpa-
HeHUs» (AeKCeMbl B OTA@ABHLIX s3bIKaX, KOTOpLIe sB-
ASIIOTCSL TOYHBIMU (POHOAOTMYECKUMU U CeMaHTIJe-
CKMMM COOTBETCTBMAMMU ITPAC@MUTCKMX) M ITOKa3bIBa-
€T CTeleHb MX COXPaAHHOCTU B OTAEABHBIX CeMUTCKIX
si3b1Kax (oT 51 B gpeBHEeBPeNiCKOM A0 23 B COKOTPM).
IIpn ®TOM MOXHO BHIAEANTDH clienududecKne In30-
r10CCH A4S IeHTPaAbHOCEMUTCKOM (eBpelicko-apad-

3 STOLBOVA O. Vocabulary of “Fishing” and “Hunt-
ing” in Chadic and Hamito-Semitic // Studi Afroasiatici.
XI Incontro Italiano di linguistica Camitosemitica.
Pavia: FrancoAngeli, 2005. P. 29-41.

4+ KOGAN L. Common Origin of Ethiopian Semitic:
The Lexical Dimension // Scrinium: Revue de patrologie,
d’hagiographie critique et d’histoire ecclésiastique. T. 1.
2005. P. 367-396; KOGAN L. Lexical Evidence and the
Genealogical Position of Ugaritic (I) // Babel und Bibel:
Annual of Ancient Near Eastern, Old Testament, and
Semitic Studies. Vol. 3. 2007. P. 429-488.
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CKO-apaMeliCKOil) M IIpaxaHaaHelCKOll (eBpeiicKo-
YTapUTCKOI1) TeHeaA0IM4ecKoi OOIIHOCTIL.

O>XMBAGHHYIO AUICKYCCHIO CPeAl yJaCTHMKOB KOH-
¢epeniium Br3Baa A0Kaag A. B. AbIBO 1 O. A. MYAPA-
KA «KapTBeabcko-ceMHUTCKMe ITapaAdeau B CTOCAOB-
HOM crucke». Kak oTMedeHO aBTOpaMI, A€KCUKa CTO-
CAOBHOTO CIIMCKa KapTBeALCKUX S3LIKOB 3a4acTylo He
HaxoAUT yOeANTeAbHBIX COOTBETCTBUIL B APYIUX HOCT-
paTHyYeCcKNX sA3bIKaX; II0O9TOMY MMU Oblaa IpeAIpIHI-
Ta IOMBITKA COIOCTaBUTH Oa30BYIO AeKCUKY CeMMUT-
CKIX U KapTBeABCKMX SI3BIKOB. B ®TOM OTHOIIIeHNN
DKCIIEPUMEHT aBTOPOB OKa3aACs MHTEPeCHBIM, XOT:
0OABIIMHCTBO YJYaCTHMKOB ¥ TOCTell KOH(epeHIUN
HPUIIAU K BBIBOAY, YTO Ha JaHHBIII MOMEHT MaTepual
paspaboTaH HeAOCTaTOYHO (B OCOOEHHOCTM BTO Kaca-
erca npegaoxensoit O. A. MyapakoM TabaAMITHI ce-
MUTCKO-KapTBEAbCKIIX COOTBETCTBMIIL).

Bompockl adppuKaHCKOTO SI3BIKO3HAHMA OBLAML 3a-
TpoHYTH B AoKaadax K. B. babGaesa u B. @. Borapuna.
B. @. BHAPVH 1peacTaBia 0030p CICTEMBI BOKaAM3Ma
B Pa3AMYHBIX TpYIIIIaX S3bIKOB CeMelCTBa IOKHBIX
MaHnJe. ITo MHeHMIO 40KAaA4MKa, BOKAAN3M IIpasi3bIKa
Ob12 OAVKe BCEro K TOMY, YTO HabAl0AaeTcsl HBIHE B
SA3BIKax Iypo m sayps. B. ®@. Beigpun ormeTna cemnu-
¢Juueckne TpyAHOCTH, BO3HUKAIOIINME B JaHHOM CAY-
Jyae IpM PeKOHCTPYKIIMM IIPas3bIKOBOM CHCTEMBI: Ha-
Audue B sI3bIKaX MaHAe CTOIIHOTO CTPOsl C TeHAEHIIMeil
K CTSDKEHMIO BHYTPM CTOI, KOI4a COTJacHbBIe OKa3bl-
BAIOTCSl HEYCTOMYMBLIMI M PE3KO BO3pacTaeT BANIHIE
IAacHBIX APYT Ha APYyTa; BO3MOKHOCTD CTSIKEHIS ABYX
CTOII B O/HY; BANAHNE Ha BOKaAU3M TOHOB (HaIIpu-
Mep, CBEpXBBICOKOTO TOHA); HEYCTOMYIMBOCTb IIpM3Ha-
Ka HazaapHOCTH. /OKAaA4MK ITOAYePKHYA HeoOX0Au-
MOCTb IIpM PEKOHCTPYKIMHU OOpaliarh BHMMaHUE He
TOABKO COOCTBEHHO Ha (pOHETUUYECKNII, HO U Ha IIPO-
COAIeCKNI (PUTMIYECKIIL) CTPOI SA3bIKa.

B aokaage K. B. BABAEBA OblAM pacCMOTpeHHI IIpO-
61eMBl PEeKOHCTPYKIUU MOP(OAOTUN CeMbM HUTIep-
KOHIO Ha IpuMepe e€ OTACABHONM BeTBU — SA3BIKOBOI
ceMpu OeHy»-KoHro. Kak Ipasmao, cucremMa MecTo-
MMeHUI A5 GeHy»-KOHIO BOCCTaHaBAMBAEeTC sl Ha OCHO-
Be CIICTeMBI OaHTy, TAe IPOCAEKMBAETCs YeThIpe cepun
MeCTOMMeHUN (CyObeKTHbIe, OOBEKTHLIE, IT0CECCHBHEIE
U He3aBUCUMBle MecTouMeHns). OAHaKO, Kak ITOKa3aal
K. B. babaeB, BocCTaHOBUTH YeTBIpe CEpUI MecTOMMe-
HUI Ha YpOBHe OeHy®»-KOHTO HeBO3MOXKHO — IIpocCae-
SKMBAIOTCSl TOABKO ABe cepuu (CyOBLeKT U He-CyOLexT).
ITpu ®TOM CyOBEKTHBIE MECTOMMEHNs CYIeCTBOBaAM B
BlIA€ MEeCTOVMMEHHEIX IIPpeIKCOB (COXPaHUANCH B SI3bI-
Kax OaHTy U1 HEKOTOPEIX APYIUX); TOABKO IIO3JHee OHI
OBLAV BBITECHEHEI HE3aBVICHIMBIMI MECTOVIMEHVIIMIA.

E. B. KOPOBMHA 1 A. B. KO3bMIH mpeaaoxxnan
«AAbTepHaTUBHbBIE peIIeHUs AAd AeKCUKOoCTaThde-



UYetséprrre urenns nmamatu C. A. CrapoctuHa

CKMX CHUCKOB TIOAMHE3UIMCKUX SI3BIKOB». I/IsyquI/Ie
IMOAVMHE3UIICKUX TEKCTOB ITOKAa3bIBaeT, YTO BbI60p CA0B
A5l COCTaBA€HIISI CTOCAOBHBIX 11 APYIVIX CIIVICKOB SIB-
AsIeTC  CAO>KHOM l'IpOG/leMOIZ. MHOI‘Aa I1oAmceMaH-
TYIHOCTD CAOB 3aTpyAHs]ET VX OAHO3HAYHOE BKAIO4YEe-

HIe B CITMCOK (TaK, OAHIM CAOBOM MOTYT 0OO3Ha4aTh-
cs1 ‘Kopa’ u ‘Koka’, ‘peida’ u ‘yoursiii (Bpar)’, ‘cemsa’ u
‘cepane’). Aas orbopa AekceM Hy>KeH TIIJaTeAbHBIN
aHaAM3 C OTCeMBaHMeM BO3MOXKHBIX 3aIMCTBOBAHMIL 1
y4€TOM BHEAMHIBUCTIYECKUX PaKTOPOB.
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