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Poccniickmit rocyjapCTBeHHBIN I'yMaHUTapHBI YHUBEPCUTET
VIHCTUTYT BOCTOUHBIX KYJbTYP U aHTUIHOCTU

B pemaxumio xxypHaa «Bompocs! S35IKOBOTO pOJCTBa»



Ot pegakuumn

Y>xe B mpornjecce oAroToBKM MaTepuaJjioB K TeKylieMy HoMepy, 7 Mas 2023 1. yiiesn us >Xu3Hu
Bragumup AntoHOBMu /BI100, T/IaBHBIN peflakTop >KypHasia «Bompocs s3pIKOBOTO pofacTsa»
¢ MomeHTa ero ocHosaHus B 2009 r. PejakIiiOHHBIN COBET U peJjaKLMIOHHAas KOJLJIeIns XXypHaJjia
(87151 MHOTTIX U3 4JIEHOB KOTOPBIX Birasgumup AHTOHOBIY OBLI 6OJIBIIIE UeM ITPOCTO KOJLIera —
y4nTeNlb, BJIOXHOBUTE/Ib, IIOUYTU MJea bHbIIl OOpasel] JMHIBICTa-KOMITapaTUBICTa) ITPVHSIN
COBMECTHOE pellleHle IIOYTUTh IIaMATh BhIJIaIOIIerocs y4eHOIO CIellraJbHbIM ITaMsITHBIM HO-
MepoM, BBIITYCK KOTOPOIO IJIaHMpyeTcsl opraHn3osath B 2024 1.; 3/1ech JKe MBI, C pa3pelleHns
aBTOpa, IMyOJIMKyeM HeKpOJIOT, HaIlMCAHHBIN OJHUM U3 OJarojflapHBIX Y4eHUKOB Biragmmmupa
AnToHOBNYa — mpodeccopom 3arpedckoro yHusepcutera Mare Kamnosnuem.

From the editors

As the first materials for this issue of the Journal were being assembled, the sad news came in
about the passing, on May 7, 2023, of Vladimir Antonovich Dybo, the editor-in-chief of the
Journal of Language Relationship since its founding in 2009. The Advisory Board and the Edi-
torial Staff of the Journal, many of whose members saw Vladimir Dybo as so much more than
just a colleague — a teacher, an influencer, a near-perfect model of a classic scholar of histori-
cal linguistics — have decided to commemorate the passing of this eminent researcher with a
special issue in his memory, to be published some time in 2024. In the meantime, with the
grateful permission of the author, we offer an obituary written by one of the (informal) disci-
ples of Vladimir Antonovich, professor Mate Kapovic of the University of Zagreb.



Mate Kapovic

Vladimir Antonovi¢ Dybo (1931-2023): In memoriam

I first heard of Vladimir A. Dybo as a young student of
linguistics at the University of Zagreb, interested in his-
torical linguistics, sometimes in the early 2000’s, together
with the fascinating concept of accentual paradigms. In
those still early days of the Internet the now ubiquitous
book PDFs were still not a thing and it was often very dif-
ficult to obtain certain foreign books, especially if you
were just a student. Still, I managed to get a copy of
Dybo’s famous 1981 monograph'! from a professor and be-
came instantly enthralled with it. The wealth of data from
various Slavic languages and old manuscripts together
with reconstructions, footnotes, small print and tables
were captivating.

In 2005, now a young research assistant at the De-
partment of Linguistics, I organized a conference called
“International Workshop on Balto-Slavic Accentology”
(IWoBA) in Zagreb. Dybo was one of the accentologists to
show up at the conference and undoubtedly a star of the
whole gathering, though it was hard to describe him as star due to his humble and unassertive
demeanor. During the conference, a trip to the TrakoScan castle was organized, which is situ-
ated in the area of Croatia where the famous Bednja Kajkavian local dialect? (at the same time
very archaic when it comes to accentuation and very innovative when it comes to vocalism) was
spoken. Marc Greenberg and I even managed to record some dialectal material from a native
Bednja speaker who lived just below the castle during the excursion. Upon hearing of this, Dybo,
who himself used the Bednja accentological material in his works very often and was highly fa-
miliar with it, asked if he could listen to our recordings on the bus on the way back to Zagreb.

Next time I saw Dybo in person was in 2006 at the second IWoBA organized at the Uni-
versity of Copenhagen (and we continued to see each other regularly at numerous following
IWoBA conferences in various European cities). I gave him one of my early papers on accen-
tology (back then, authors still got article offprints) and he was kind enough to inform me the
very next day that he had already read it and praised the article. I also remember asking him
about the Moscow accentological school “new approach” in a coffee shop and he gave me a
lengthy and patient explanation of his views on the matter.

! AwiGo, Bragumup A. 1981. Cagsanckas axuernmorozus. Onoim peKoHCmpyKyuy CUCHeMol AKUEeHMHBIX napaouzm
6 npacaassiickom [Slavic accentology. An attempt to reconstruct the system of accentual paradigms in Proto-Slavic].
Mocksa: VMzgaTennctso «Hayka».

? Jedvaj, Josip. 1956. Bednjanski govor [Bednja local dialect]. Hroatski dijalektoloski zbornik 1: 279 —330.

} Cf. e.g. Hendriks, Pepijn. 2003. A Note on Stang’s Law in Moscow Accentology. Dutch Contributions to the
Thirteenth International Congress of Slavists, Ljubljana. Linguistics (SSGL 30): 107 —123.
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Vladimir Antonovic¢ Dybo (1931-2023): In memoriam

In 2006, on the recommendation of Dybo, I was approached by his former student and
long-time collaborator Sergei L. Nikolaev, to go on a dialectological-accentological excursion
to the famous Old Stokavian Posavina region* in Croatia. We went on three such excursions
(in 2006, 2007 and 2010) and Dybo himself, though already advanced in age, took part in 2007
and 2010 (together with other colleagues: Martina Perai¢, Marfa N. Tolstaja, Mikhail V. Oslon
and Aleksandra V. Ter-Avanesova). All three excursions were highly memorable and we
managed to record a lot of new material from Posavina (some of which is still unpublished,
unfortunately).

I was roommates with Dybo during one of our excursions and I have fond memories of
that. Dybo was a man of amazing energy — I remember one time seeing him around midnight
by his laptop reading something in the pdf of Pedersen’s comparative Celtic grammar.
Though energetic in this regard he was always calm — while Nikolaev and I, both tempera-
mental, would get into occasional heated discussions and even shouting matches about accen-
tology, Dybo remained calm at all times and offered his opinions serenely. He was also not
what the Germans would call Fachidiot — I recall a discussion at a balcony in Slavonski Brod,
where he, at my astonishment, tackled in detail various aspects of the value theory of labor.

Dybo was the most prominent scholar of the Moscow accentological school (abbreviated
as MAS). Dybo’s (and the MAS) methodology is first and foremost based on a thorough analy-
sis of data from a wide array of primary sources — including different Slavic languages, dia-
lects and old manuscripts with accentual markings®. Dybo’s works are thus typified by putting
forward huge amounts of evidence from a large number of Slavic sources — thus, even if one
would not always agree with Dybo, one could not only check the basis for his reconstructions
but also use the material to form one’s own conclusions. The reconstruction of accentual para-
digm distribution for specific words (i.e. ascribing the original accentual paradigm to every re-
constructed Slavic word) was also an important part of the said methodology. Slavic accent
was always analyzed within the frame of morphology® and word-formation, which was very
important for the reconstruction of the Balto-Slavic accentual system and for Dybo’s influen-
tial and ingenious valence theory”.

The already mentioned 1981 monography by Dybo is nowadays the classic reconstruction
of the Proto-Slavic (or Common Slavic — depending on one’s terminology) accentual system,
accepted by almost all researchers and probably the most cited work on Slavic accentology.
Most western accentologists, regardless on what they think about the earlier stages of

* Cf. Iv&i¢, Stjepan. 1913. Danasti posavski govor [The present-day Posavina dialect]. Rad JAZU 196 (I): 124—
254, 197 (II): 9—138. The dialectal material from this work was also often used by Dybo in his articles and books.

> Tn 2010 in Slavonia (Croatia), Dybo told a couple of us about his adventures in 1965, when he went from the
USSR to Yugoslavia (which was not always easy at that time) to look for Petreti¢’s Old Kajkavian manuscripts.
Later, he used that material in his works — cf. e.g. pp. 564—>565 in his 2000 monograph (4s160, Bragumup A. 2000.
Mopgororozusuposartivie napaduemamuieckue axuermrote cucmemul. Tunorozus u zeresuc, Tom I [Morphologization
of a paradigmatic accentual system. Typology and genesis. Volume I]. Mocksa: SI3bIKI1 PyCCKOI1 KyJIBTYPBI).

6 Cf. the indicative name of Lehfeldt’s monograph on the MAS approach to Slavic accentology: Lehfeldt,
Werner. 19931/20012. Einfiihrung in die morphologische Konzeption der slavischen Akzentologie [Introduction to the
morphological approach to Slavic accentology], Miinchen: Otto Sagner. In 2006, during the Cobenhagen IWoBA.
Dvbo provided all the participants with the draft of his overview of Lehfeldt’s monograph: Ar6o, Brannmup A.
2006. CpaBHUTEIBHO-UCTODMYECKAs aKIIEHTOIOTM, HOBBIN B3IJI: 110 moBody KHuru B. Jedenbsara 'Beegenue B
MOPQOTIOrMIecKyI0 KOHLIEIINIO caaBsaHcKol akientosorun’ [Comparative-historical accentology, the new look:
on occasion of the book of W. Lehfeldt “Introduction to the morphological approach to Slavic accentology™], Bo-
npocot A3viKo3HaHusL 2: 3—27.

7 Cf. also Dybo, V. A., S. L. Nikolayev & S. A. Starostin. 1978. A tonological hypothesis on the origin of para-
digmatic accent systems. Estonian papers in phonetics 1978: 16 —20.

xiii
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(Balto-)Slavic and Indo-European accentuation, in effect take Dybo’s reconstructions as a given
(almost as if they were themselves attested — like Old Church Slavic) and proceed from there
to try to connect the Slavic accentual system with the wider Indo-European frame. Dybo’s
other monographs? also remain very important and frequently referenced to, while the sheer
number of his papers on accentology is huge®. In a time when more and more linguists read
only in English, even the fact that almost all of his works were in Russian (except for a few
translations) was not a major hinderance.

The death of Vladimir A. Dybo is without a doubt a blow for the whole field of Slavic ac-
centology. After Stang’s (1900—1977) revolution, which started with Stang 1957, and the
early and important work by Dybo’s friend and colleague Vladislav M. Illi¢-Svity¢ (1934 —
1966) in 1963", it was Dybo who was undisputedly a towering figure in the field of
(Balto-)Slavic accentology for more than 60 years in the second half of the 20" and the begin-
ning of the 21t century (Dybo’s first article was published in 1958 and the last two in 2019).
Without Vladimir A. Dybo, the modern field of Balto-Slavic (but also Indo-European) accen-
tology would not look as it looks today. He was one of the founders of the field, he will be re-
membered dearly and his works will continue to be a valuable source and inspiration for fur-
ther generations of Slavic historical accentologists and linguists.

¥ Besides the already mentioned 1981 and 2000 monograph, there are two more done in coauthorship:
Aw160, B. A., T'. V1. 3amstuna & C. /. Hukonaes. 1990, Ocrosvl caasstckoi akuyenmorozuu [Basics of Slavic accentol-
ogy], Mocksa: Msparensctso «Hayka» and Apibo, B. A, I'. V. 3amamura & C. /. Huxomaes. 1993. Ocrosol
caassnckoi axyermorozuu. Caosapo [Basics of Slavic accentology. Dictionary]; Mocksa: V3szarenscrso «Hayxan.

? A full bibliography was put together by Mikhail Oslon: https://rromanes.org/pub/Dybo/Bbubrmorpadus
%20paboT1%20B.A.Ap160.pdf.

' Stang, Christian S. 1957. Slavonic accentuation, Oslo: I kommisjon hos H. Aschehoug & Co. (W. Nygaard).

" Vinma-Ceurrera, Brazmeras M. 1963. Mmennas axuenmyayus 6 6amuiickom u caassnckom. Cydvba axien-
myayuonnoix napaduem [Nominal accentuation in Baltic and Slavic. The fate of accentual paradigms], Mocksa: /13-
nateascTBo Akagemun Hayk CCCP (English translation: Illich-Svitych, Vladislav M. 1979. Nominal Accentuation in
Baltic and Slavic, Cambridge / London: The MIT Press).
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Andrey Nikulin

Ncleo Takinahaky de Formacao Superior Indigena — Federal University of Goias; nikulin@ufg.br

Lexical evidence for the Macro-Jé-Tupian hypothesis

The Macro-Jé and Tupian language families of Eastern South America have long been
thought to be distantly related, mainly based on morphological evidence. This article assem-
bles lexical evidence for the Macro-Jé-Tupian hypothesis. Reconstructed Proto-Macro-Jé and
Proto-Tupian forms are compared, with special attention to the distribution of the etyma in
each family, morphosyntactic behavior of the comparanda, and semantic and phonological
plausibility of the proposed etymologies. Although the total number of possible cognates is
very limited, the fact that they show recurrent sound correspondences renders the Macro-Jé-
Tupian hypothesis promising and worthy of further research.

Keywords: Macro-Jé; Tupian; comparative method; South American indigenous languages.

The goal of this contribution is to present lexical evidence for the hypothesis whereby the
Macro-Jé and Tupian languages are considered to be distantly related. Macro-Jé and Tupian
are two major language families of Eastern South America, whose geographic spread coin-
cides to a great extent. Both are present south of the Amazon River in what is now Brazil and
Eastern Bolivia. Northern Argentina, Paraguay, and (formerly) Uruguay are home to a few
peoples that speak Tupian languages of the Guaranian branch, though in the past two Macro-
Jé languages—Ingain and Kaingang—were spoken there, too. In addition, due to post-
Columbian migrations a few Tupian languages—Wajapi, Teko, Zo’e, and Nheengatu—, are
now spoken north of the Amazon River in French Guiana, Brazil, and Venezuela.

Sections 1 and 2 present the Macro-Jé and Tupian families, respectively, with an emphasis
on the state-of-the-art reconstructions of the respective protolanguages. Section 3 surveys the
extant scholarship on the Macro-Jé-Tupian hypothesis. The potential cognates are discussed in
section 4, and the respective sound correspondences are dealt with in section 5. Section 6 con-
cludes the paper. The provenance of linguistic data is indicated at the end of the paper, before
the list of abbreviations and the acknowledgments.

Throughout this article, I employ the Macro-Jé Alphabet (Nikulin 2020: 50-53) for recon-
structed forms of Proto-Macro-Jé and other Macro-Jé (proto)languages that lack an established
practical orthography. For Proto-Tupian and Proto-Cariban, the International Phonetic Alpha-
bet is used, except that */c/, *//, */¢/ are written as *r, *B, *e. Practical orthography is used for
contemporary or historically attested languages, when possible. In Munduruk, Yudja, and
Mondé forms, tone is indicated despite being unmarked in the respective practical orthogra-
phies (" for high tone, " for creaky voice; cf. Pinheiro et al. 2020); in Tupari, the stress position
is likewise indicated by means of an acute accent.

1. Macro-Jé

Approximately 35 languages are classified as Macro-J¢é, though only 12 of these (Karaja, Maxa-
kali, Laklano, Kaingang, Akwé-Xerente, Xavante, Panara, Pykobjé-Krikati, Canela—Kraho,
Apinajé, Mébéngokre, and Khisétjé) currently serve as the main means of communication in
the respective communities. Their classification is shown in Figure 1. Note that Southern Ka-
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maka is a cluster composed of three dialects or closely related languages (Menien, Kotoxo
Mongoy¢, and Kamaka proper); Core Maxakalian includes at least six varieties (Maxakali
Tikm@’tGn, Ritual Maxakali, Makoni, Pataxo, Pataxd-Hahahae, and Koropd); Southern Jé in-
cludes two languages, Kaingang (with its at least five dialects) and Laklano = Xokleng; Akuweé
includes four languages (Xavante, Akwé-Xerente, Xakriaba = Kréka, and Akrod); Northern Jé
includes ca. 7 languages (Kajkwakhrattxi, Khisétjé, Mébéngokre with its two extant dialects,
Apinajé, Parkatéjé, Pykobje-Krikati with its two dialects, and Canela-Kraho6 with its no less
than three dialects); Karaja has four dialects (Southern Iny, Northern Iny, Javaé, and Xambiod =
Ixybiowa); Chiquitano is composed of three dialects, or maybe three closely related languages
(Bésiro, Migueleno, and Eastern).

-2 ) Ja ff\o

Masakard
---- Kamaka —E . ) .
i Southern Kamaka

Krenak

i Trans- ;
Sdo Francisco ‘ Malalf
Maxakahan{

Core Maxakalian
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Southern Jé
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I ngain
Akuwé
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(Joyaz
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Grosso Rikbaktsa

Arikapd
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] _[ Djeoromitxi
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Figure 1. Macro-Jé Stammbaum (adapted from Nikulin 2020: 178)!

The only extant study that deals with the reconstruction of Proto-Macro-Jé phonology,
lexicon, and morphology is Nikulin 2020. In that proposal, 11 consonants (*/p m w tnr ciijk n/)
and at least 16 vowels (ffaa o83y yoouteééii/)—and possibly even more, as indicated
by subscript digits —are reconstructed for Proto-Macro-Jé. The maximal syllable was */CrVC®/,
where /°/ stands for the so-called echo vowel2 Complex onsets were composed of a peripheral
(labial or velar) non-continuant and a rhotic: */pr mr kr pr/. Underlying nasal onsets surfaced
as postoralized preceding an oral nucleus: */m mr n i n pr/ were thus pronounced as
*Imb mbr nd ny ng ngc] before oral vowels. For example, PMJ */mi;n°/ ‘water’ was likely pro-
nounced as *['mbini]. In Nikulin’s (2020) PMJ reconstructions, these allophonic realizations are
represented by means of the combinations *mb, *mbr, *nd, *nj, *ng, *ygr, as in *mbi;n°. Likewise,

1 The classification presented here differs from Nikulin 2020 in that Chiquitano is considered here a branch of
Macro-Jé rather than an outgroup. This change is motivated by the absence of clear innovations that would define
non-Chiquitano Macro-Jé languages as a clade. The labels in gray italics refer to scantly attested languages.

2 A reviewer has inquired whether postnuclear consonants followed by an echo vowel are syllabified as codas
or onsets. The answer depends on the level of analysis. On the surface, the echo vowel is indeed realized as a regu-
lar segment, with the preceding consonant syllabified as its onset (at least in some daughter languages). However,
the underlying status of the echo vowels is less clear. It may be argued that their occurrence is best represented by
a timing-related feature, whereby the release of the nucleus gesture is delayed until the release of the coda gesture.
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underlying */j/ surfaced as *[n] preceding a nasal nucleus, as in the genitive adposition
PM]J */-jak/ *[-ntk]. This allophone is represented as *7i in Nikulin’s (2020) PM]J reconstruc-
tions, as in *-7iik.

Proto-Macro-Jé was a head-final language. An important fact about its morphosyntax is
that PM]J stems were subdivided into two classes, known as relational and absolute stems. Re-
lational stems required their internal argument to be expressed immediately to the left of the
stem, either as a noun phrase or as a person index of the so-called internal series (one of *a- 2,
*i- BNCRF, *ta- 3CRF). Note that the internal series lacked dedicated first-person indices, and
pronouns were employed instead for expressing first-person internal arguments. Conversely,
absolute stems lacked an internal argument and thus were not capable of taking person indi-
ces. Nouns, verbs, and adverbs/adpositions were lexically specified either as absolute or as re-
lational; relational stems are indicated by means of a hyphen before the stem.

Another important division, which cross-cuts all relational stems, is whether their initial
segment was the thematic consonant */j/ followed by a vowel (class II stems) or not (class I
stems). The thematic consonant */j/ in class II stems was deleted upon the accretion of a person
index; the person indices, in turn, had special allomorphs in class II stems: *@- 2, *c- 3NCRF,
*t- 3CRF). Class I stems started with consonants other than */j/. It is tempting to analyze class II
stems as underlyingly vowel-initial (cf. Rodrigues 2012), but Salanova (2011) shows that the the-
matic consonant */j/ is best understood as a part of the stem in at least some Macro-Jé languages.

Proto-Macro-Jé roots are commonly monosyllabic, though some disyllabic roots can be re-
constructed as well. A frequent evolution pathway, especially common in Jé and Chiquitano,
is the fossilization of prefixes or incorporated roots, whose semantics cannot be identified with
precision at all times, at the left margin of stems, especially verbal ones. These fossilized ele-
ments have been variously labeled as formatives (Oliveira 2005: 82) or transitivity prefixes
(Nikulin & Salanova 2019: 539-540) in Jé studies, and as classifiers in Chiquitano studies
(Ciucci 2020).

One outstanding aspect of Proto-Macro-Jé phonology is the frequent occurrence of stem-
final consonants, which may be followed or not by an echo vowel. These consonants were of-
ten lost in many contemporary languages. Nikulin & Silva (2020) establish that three branches
of Macro-Jé are useful for reconstructing PM] codas. Maxakali (alongside other Maxakalian
languages) is particularly conservative regarding the place of articulation of Proto-Macro-Jé
codas, but not their manner of articulation or the echo vowels; synchronically, the language
distinguishes between four codas, symbolized as /P T C K/, which are underspecified for fea-
tures other than place of articulation (Silva 2015, 2020). Krenak is conservative in that it pre-
serves stops as stops and nasals as nasals in the coda position, but erstwhile alveolar codas
merge with velar ones (*-t, *-n > -k, -77), and erstwhile palatal codas become alveolar (*-c, *-71 >
-t, -n); echo vowels are not preserved. Proto-Jé preserves most PM] codas intact, but many of
them are lost in individual Jé branches, sometimes leaving traces such as vowel lengthening?
or morphophonological alternations. For the development of codas in other branches of
Macro-Jé, see Nikulin (2020: 158sqq.). Taking PM] codas into account is crucial for any at-
tempts at exploring the external connections of Macro-Jé, especially given the fact that most

3 This is a novel finding, not described in Nikulin & Silva (2020) or Nikulin (2020). More specifically, the na-
sal codas *-n and *-7i followed by echo vowels are deleted in the Goyaz branch with compensatory lengthening, as
in PCerr *pryn ‘road’, *-mbyn ‘tail’, *-mbén ‘liquid’, *-jarén ‘root’, *-ngdn ‘louse’, *maii ‘greater ema’, *-jwaii ‘tooth’,
*-kwaii ‘hole’, *-ygoni ‘wet’, *-ygréii ‘embers’ > Proto-Goyaz *pry:, *-mby: ‘penis’ (cf. *-jamby: ‘tail’), *-mbe:, *-jaré.,
*-ngo:, *-ma:, *-jwa:, *-kwa:, *-ygo:, *-ngro:. Note that in the Macro-Jé Alphabet echo vowels are unmarked in PCerr
reconstructions (by contrast, their absence is marked by means of an apostrophe). The vowel length is most consis-

tently reflected in Pykobjé-Krikati as documented by Pries (2008).
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Proto-Macro-Jé roots are monosyllabic. Evidently matches involving *C(r)VC structures are
more reliable for demonstrating common origin of languages than those involving *C(r)V
structures.

As shown in Figure 1 above, the Macro-Jé family is currently thought to include four first-
level branches. The Eastern branch includes Jé, Maxakalian, Krenak, and possibly the poorly
known Jaiké and Kamaka languages. These languages, except for a few Jé languages, are spo-
ken east of the Araguaia River. The Western branch includes several languages spoken west of
the Araguaia River: Rikbaktsa, Ofayé, and the Jabutian languages Djeoromitxi and Arikapu.
Karaja, spoken along the Araguaia River, and Chiquitano, spoken mostly in the Chiquitano
Dry Forest region in Bolivia and adjacent areas of Brazil, do not appear to form a clade with
any other Macro-Jé group. Therefore, I consider that a given form can be reconstructed for
Proto-Macro-Jé if its reflexes are present in at least two major subdivisions of Macro-Jé (East-
ern, Western, Karaja, or Chiquitano).

2. Proto-Tupian

The Tupian language family includes approximately 70 languages, of which ca. 45 serve as
primary means of communication in the respective communities. The subgrouping of Tupian

is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Tupian Stammbaum (based on Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 20-21)*

4 Nikulin and Carvalho’s (2022) proposal differs from a more conservative proposal by Galucio et al. (2015) in
that it posits a clade consisting of Tuparian and Arikém (based on three shared innovations involving Proto-
Tupian *# and *3), dubbed “Tuparikém”, and reinstates the so-called Eastern clade, originally proposed by Rodri-
gues (2005).
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For a significant period of time, the only attempt at a phonological and lexical reconstruc-
tion of Proto-Tupian had remained that of Aryon Dall’lgna Rodrigues, with an early version
thereof found already in Hanke et al. 1958. Its elements are presented in a significant number
of publications by Rodrigues and his students, with Rodrigues 2005, 2007 and Corréa-da-Silva
2010 being the most complete sources. Rodrigues’ proposal has been criticized for failing to
follow the principles of bottom-up reconstruction; for his overreliance on data of one single
branch, Tupi-Guaranian, and especially the Old Tupi language; for misrepresentation of pho-
nological facts of specific languages; and for positing typologically implausible developments
(Meira & Drude 2015: 290-291; Singerman 2018: 390-392; Nikulin & Carvalho 2019: 276-278,
2022, among others). Moreover, recent years have seen considerable progress in phonological
and lexical reconstruction of the protolanguages of individual Tupian branches, such as Proto-
Tupi-Guaranian (Carvalho 2022, 2023, forthc.; Carvalho & Birchall 2022); Proto-Mawé-
Guaranian (Meira & Drude 2015), Proto-Mundurukuan (Picango 2019), Proto-Juruna (Fargetti
& Rodrigues 2008, 2021; Carvalho 2019), Proto-Tuparian (Galucio & Nogueira 2012; Nogueira
et al. 2019; Nikulin & Andrade 2020), Proto-Tuparikém (Nikulin forthc.). Taking into account
recent progress in comparative studies of Tupian, Nikulin and Carvalho (2022) proposed an
updated reconstruction of the sound system of Proto-Tupian, with an emphasis on the vowel
system, though the reconstruction of Proto-Tupian consonants was also updated with respect
to Rodrigues’ (2007) proposal.

The inventory of Proto-Tupian onsets posited by Nikulin and Carvalho (2022) includes
*pmPBwtndrtcjkkkn?/ Of these, the consonant */t/ is rare but well-supported, while
the reconstruction of */3/ and */0/ is more dubious. The phonological and phonetic properties
of */k K k/ are a matter of speculation. PT */k/ yields velar reflexes in all branches; */K)/ yields
velar reflexes in all branches except Tuparian and Kepkiriwat, which reflects it as */2/ or zero;
*/k/ yields velar reflexes in Tuparian and Kepkiriwat, but */2/ or zero in other branches. Since
it is unclear whether */k// was actually articulated as a palatalized velar stop, I will henceforth
employ the ad hoc character */k/ for the character in question; I also replace */k/ with the ad hoc
character */k/ so as to avoid unwanted associations with ejective or uvular stops. Similarly to
Proto-Macro-Jé, the underlying nasals */m n n/ were articulated as postoralized *[mb nd pg]
before oral vowels; for example, */mac/ ‘snake’ was likely articulated as *[mbac’]. This is rep-
resented in Nikulin & Carvalho’s (2022) Proto-Tupian reconstructions (as in *mbacC), following
Moore and Galucio’s (1994: 124) representation conventions for Tuparian. No complex onsets
can be reconstructed for Proto-Tupian.

The inventory of Proto-Tupian codas includes only four possibilities: */P T C K/. The use of
small caps signals that these codas were underspecified for features other than place of articu-
lation, just like in Maxakali (Silva 2015, 2020). This is still the case in many daughter lan-
guages, such as Gaviao (Moore 1984: 230), Proto-Tuparian (Moore & Galucio 1994: 123), Saku-
rabiat (Galucio 1994: 998-992), Purubora (Galucio 2005: 170-171), Aweti (Drude 2009), Tupari
(Singerman 2016), and many other languages for which such an analysis has never been pro-
posed but is certainly possible. Major deviations from this pattern are found in Juruna, where
erstwhile codas are now syllabified as onsets of the following syllables, and in Karo and Mun-
durukuan, where codas now contrast for nasality. In both Karo and Mundurukuan, codas are
usually oral after oral vowels, and nasal after nasal vowels. However, nasal codas also occur
after oral vowels, mostly at morpheme boundaries (as is the case with two homonymous suf-
fixes in Mundurukt, -m ‘instrumental’ and -m ‘imperfective’; Picango 2005: 158-163), as a re-
sult of morphophonological processes (such as /-t-t/ — /-n/ in Karo; Gabas Jr 1999: 58-59), or
due to late vowel denasalization, as in Proto-Tupian *-ji:k > Proto-Mundurukuan *-diy ‘smoke’
(Picango 2019: 139). Karo is unique among Tupian languages in allowing oral codas after nasal
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vowels, as in -jakop ‘warm’ or -pit ‘beautiful’ (Gabas Jr 1999: 49), a fact unaccounted for by Ni-
kulin and Carvalho (2022).

Seven vowel qualities are reconstructed for Proto-Tupian: */a & i e i o w/. Each of them
had a nasal counterpart. This proposal differs from the traditional reconstruction in Rodrigues
2005, which posited only six vowel qualities (*/a i e i o u/), in having */a/ instead of his */o/
(and sometimes */e/), */i wi/ instead of his */i/, and */o/ instead of his */u/. There is evidence
that vowel length may have been contrastive; it is best preserved in the Tuparikém branch and
possibly in Sateré-Mawé and Mondé.

Mundurukuan, Juruna, Mond¢, and Karo languages are tonal, and there is evidence that
pitch accent may be contrastive in Makurap; in addition, lexically specified stress has been de-
scribed for Tupari and Akuntsu (see Nikulin & Andrade 2020: 286). This suggests that Proto-
Tupian may have also been a tonal language, but no attempts have been made at reconstruct-
ing its prosody.

A typical Proto-Tupian morpheme had one or two syllables, and morpheme-internal co-
das appear to have been rare (though existent, as in *jacCjo ‘armadillo’). Just like in Proto-
Macro-Jé, stems were subdivided into relational and absolute, with relational stems obligato-
rily taking a complement immediately to its left (signaled by means of a hyphen before the
stem), and absolute stems disallowing them?. The class of relational stems was further subdi-
vided into two classes. Class I stems started with consonants, took the allomorph *i- of the
third-person index, and did not require any thematic element when their internal argument
was expressed by means of a noun phrase. Class II stems, conversely, took the allomorph *c- of
the third-person index, and occurred with the thematic consonant *j- when their internal ar-
gument was expressed by means of a noun phrase (or a person index other than the third-
person one). The original configuration is most faithfully preserved in Makurap, Munduru-
kuan, and Sateré-Mawé.

Although the differences between Rodrigues’ (2005, 2007) and Nikulin and Carvalho’s (2022)
proposals are significant, the consequences of preferring one proposal over the other are
minimal for the purposes of establishing long-range connections with other families. This is so
because most differences are related to the manner of articulation of the consonants and to
specific vowel features, but the reconstructed forms are still quite similar across proposals, as
shown in Table 1.

‘to grind’ = ‘larva’ ‘arrow’ ‘leaf ‘to seize’ ‘door’ ‘armadillo’
Rodrigues *cek® *ek“ip *ep® *picik *ek“en *tajtu
Nikulin & Carvalho *-taK *akwip [ *-jokup | *aP [ *-jaP *-pitik | *ok-€T / *-jak-éT *iaCjo

Table 1. Rodrigues’ (2005, 2007) and Nikulin & Carvalho’s (2022) Proto-Tupian reconstructions

As shown in Figure 2 above, the Tupian family is currently maintained to include no less
than five first-level branches. The Eastern branch includes the Juruna, Mundurukuan, and
Mawé-Guaranian groups (the latter is further subdivided into Sateré-Mawé and Aweti-
Guaranian, and Aweti-Guaranian is in turn subdivided into Aweti and Tupi-Guaranian). This
branch reaches its highest diversity between the lower Madeira and the lower Iriri Rivers. The
Tuparikém branch includes the Tuparian and Arikém groups, which includes seven lan-

5 There were also pairs of relational and absolute stems, which some authors have analyzed as constituting
an inflectional paradigm. Examples include *-pi ‘foot (rel.)’ / *mbi ‘foot’ (abs.), *-ja:pe ‘path (rel.)’ / *pe ‘path’ (abs.),
and *-jaK ‘house (rel.)’ / *oK ‘house’ (abs.). I prefer envisaging such pairs as derivational.
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guages spoken in what is now the Brazilian state of Rondonia. The Mondé branch includes a
handful of languages spoken in Rondonia and in adjacent areas of the Mato Grosso state. The
Rama-Puru branch includes two languages, Karo and Purubord, both spoken in Rondoénia.
The extinct Kepkiriwat language was also spoken in Rondonia. The languages of the latter
four branches are therefore spoken in the same area, which facilitates lexical diffusion. I con-
sider that a given form can be securely reconstructed for Proto-Tupian if its reflexes are pre-
sent in the Eastern branch and at least one of the Rondonian branches (Tuparikém, Mondé,
Rama-Puru, and Kepkiriwat). If the Eastern branch lacks a cognate, the requirement is that re-
flexes be present in at least three branches. Cognate sets whose distribution is restricted to two
Rondonian branches (say, Tuparikém and Mondé) are likely to involve horizontal transmis-
sion. For example, one could technically reconstruct PT *-aka:T or *-aka:T ‘to bite’ based on
Karitiana -okoot, Paiter -dkar, and Salamay -dka:l, but given the absence of cognates outside the
Tuparikém and Mondé branches, this verb is unlikely to have existed in Proto-Tupian.

3. Macro-Jé-Tupian hypothesis

Possible external relations of Macro-Jé and Tupian are still debated. Both families have figured
in a number of partially overlapping long-range proposals, and even the limits of the Macro-Jé
family are not universally agreed upon. Macro-Jé languages have been linked to, or claimed to
include as a constituent branch, language groups such as Bororoan, Yaathé, Karirian, Purian,
Guato, and Oti (Guérios 1939; Davis 1968; Greenberg 1987; Rodrigues 1993, 1999; Ribeiro 2002,
2011; Ribeiro & Voort 2010; Martins 2009, 2011; Nikulin & Carvalho 2018; Silva forthc.). Other
long-range proposals have connected Macro-Jé to language families such as Cariban (Rodri-
gues 2000, 2009; Meira et al. 2010: 512-515; Nikulin & Carvalho 2018); Chibchan (Pache 2023);
Mapudungun and Katukina-Harakmbut (Adelaar 2008: 11); Mataguayan and Guaicuruan
(Viegas Barros 2005; Nikulin & Carvalho 2018), Payagud and Guachi (Viegas Barros 2005),
Zamucoan (Nikulin & Carvalho 2018), and even the putative Nostratic macrofamily (Aikhen-
vald-Angenot & Angenot 1992). Tupian has been most notably compared with Cariban (Rod-
rigues 1985, 2000, 2009; Meira et al. 2010: 512-515; Nikulin & Carvalho 2018), but also Boro-
roan (Nikulin & Carvalho 2018), Yaathé (Silva forthc.), Karirian (Ribeiro 2002; Nikulin & Car-
valho 2018), Mataguayan, Guaicuruan, and Zamucoan (Nikulin & Carvalho 2018). In addition,
the aforementioned families were thought by Greenberg (1987) to be part of a much larger
Amerind macrofamily, with Macro-Jé classified as a member of the so-called Ge-Pano-Carib
branch, and Tupian as a member of the so-called Equatorial subgroup of the Andean—
Equatorial branch.

This study, however, focuses on one specific proposal, whereby Macro-Jé and Tupian are
considered to be related to each other (though possibly also to other language families). Al-
though some lexical lookalikes have been identified already by Davis (1968: 47), the most
widely known claim on the possible relation of these two families is found in Rodrigues (2000,
2009), who proposes that Macro-Jé, Tupian, and Cariban are all ultimately related (note that in
Rodrigues’ definition the Macro-Jé family encompasses language groups such as Bororoan,
Purian, Karirian, Yaathé, and Guatd, whose inclusion is not supported by Nikulin’s 2020
study). The proposal has had a moderately positive reception in the scholarly community
(cf. Meira et al. 2010: 512-515; Ribeiro 2002: 41-42, 2011: 107-109; Nikulin & Carvalho 2018)
and sometimes goes by the label “TuKaJé”.

The evidence that substantiates the TuKaJé hypothesis is largely morphological and mor-
phophonological in nature. Most notably, Macro-Jé, Tupian, and Cariban share a pattern
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whereby stems capable of taking an internal argument — directly possessable nouns, postpo-
sitions, and at least some classes of verbs in at least some constructions — are subdivided into
two large classes, commonly referred to as “class I” (which typically includes consonant-initial
stems) and “class II” (vowel-initial stems). Class I stems do not undergo any alternations in
their paradigm, and they combine with the allomorph *i- of the third-person index in Proto-
Macro-Jé, Proto-Tupian, and Proto-Cariban. By contrast, class II stems are preceded by the
element *j- when they take an internal argument expressed by a noun phrase in its canonical
position (i.e., immediately to the left from the head), again in Proto-Macro-J€, Proto-Tupian,
and Proto-Cariban. This element has been variously analyzed as a so-called “contiguity rela-
tional prefix” (in works by Rodrigues and his students), as a “thematic consonant” (Nikulin
2020), or as the initial segment of the stem (Salanova 2011; Meira & Drude 2013, 2015). When
the internal argument is expressed by a third-person index, the latter takes the allomorph *c-
in Proto-Macro-Jé and Proto-Tupian (*0- in Proto-Cariban), and the element *j- is not present.
With other person indices, *j- may be present or absent depending on the language family and
the person. This is illustrated below in example (1) (Proto-Macro-Jé and Proto-Tupian recon-
structions are mine; the Proto-Cariban paradigm is from Meira et al. 2010). Note the out-
standing similarities in the person indices themselves, which are particularly strong between
Tupian and Cariban.

(I)  Proto-Macro-Jé =~ Proto-Tupian Proto-Cariban

class I *NP ngyn® *NP ngup ‘NP’s louse’ *NP C...
*i-ngyn® *i-17guLP ‘her/his louse’ *i-C...
*(0-)ngyn® *0-nguiP ‘my louse’ *u-C...
*a-ngyn® *e-1quLP ‘your louse’ *a-C...
*ta-ngyn® *to-nguiP ‘her/his own louse’ *t-C...
*u-ngyn® — ‘our (INCL) lice’ *ki-C..

class I *NP j-un® *NP j-ac ‘NP’s tooth’ *NP j-V
*c-u® *c-ac ‘her/his tooth’ *0-V...
*(0-)j-uni® *0-j-4c ‘my tooth’ *u-j-v.
*0-un® *e-j-ac ‘your tooth’ *a-j-V...
*t-un® *to-j-ac ‘her/his own tooth’ *t-V...
*U-j-ufi® — ‘our (INCL) teeth’ *k-V...

Another morphological similarity, identified by Ribeiro (2002: 41-42), involves the mor-

phology employed for converting absolute (unpossessable) nouns to relational (possessable)
ones in a subset of Macro-Jé and Tupian languages. In a few languages belonging to the Cer-
rado branch of the Jé group — Xavante, Akwé-Xerente, and possibly Panara — this is attained
by means of a prefix or an adposition whose Proto-Cerrado form may be reconstructed as
*-fiim- (> Xavante -nhim-/-nhib-/-nhi-, Akwé-Xerente -nim, Panara -ji-), as shown in (2).

(2) a. Xavante < Akuweé < Cerrado < Jé < Macro-Jé (Estevam 2011: 163)
dzeru — wa-nhib-dzeru-wawe

money 15G-PSSD-money-AUG

‘money’  ‘our plentiful money’

b. Akweé-Xerente < Akuwé < Cerrado < Jé < Macro-Jé (Xerente 2019: 77)
tka — T-nim=  tka
land  1SG-PssD=land

land’ ‘my land’

10



Lexical evidence for the Macro-Jé-Tupian hypothesis

c. Panara < Cerrado < Jé < Macro-Jé (Dourado 2001: 72)¢
inkwa — kje-méra ji  kwa
house I-rL PSsD house

‘house’  ‘our house’

As for the Tupian family, a likely cognate prefix, dubbed ‘indirect possession mediator’ in
Rodrigues et al. 2006: 23, is found in three major branches: Tuparian (Makurap -xep- ‘alienable
possession marker’), Mundurukuan (Mundurukt -e-, bearing high tone after noun phrases
and low tone after person indices), and Mawé—Guaranian (Sateré-Mawé -e-, or -he- after some
person indices; Aweti te- / -e-; PTG te(p)- / -re(p)-). I follow Rodrigues et al. 2006: 23 in recon-
structing its Proto-Tupian form as *-ep-. Its final *P is preserved in Makurap as well as in the
TG relational stem for ‘container’ (3i). It is deleted before consonant-initial roots in TG, and be-
fore all roots in Mundurukt, Sateré-Mawé, and Aweti. The Makurap, Aweti, and Tupi-
Guaranian reflexes suggest the reconstruction *jep- instead of *ep-. One may surmise that re-
flexes of *j- in the latter set of languages were inserted due to the fact that vowel-initial pos-
sessable (relational) stems are otherwise uncommon in Tupian. Some examples follow in 3.

(3) Makurap < Tuparian < Tupian (Braga 2005: 42—43)
a. -pia-t  — o=xe-pia-t
-liver-PssD  1SG=ALZ-liver-PSSD
Tliver’ ‘my liver (an animal’s liver belonging to me)’
b. xau — 0-xep-xau-t
flour-pssD  1sG=ALZ-flour-PSSD
‘flour’ ‘my flour’
Mundurukt < Mundurukuan < Tupian (Picango 2005: 259)
c. kobé — aydcit é-kobé
canoe woman PSSD-canoe

‘canoe’ ‘woman’s canoe’

d. nobino —  wuy-e-nobdnod

rifle 14+2-PssD-rifle

‘rifle’ ‘our (INCL) rifle’
Sateré-Mawé < Mawé-Guaranian < Tupian (Ribeiro 2010: 67, 85, 90, 91)
e. kui’a — uru-e-kui’a

bowl 1+2-PssD-bowl

‘calabash bow!’ ‘our (INCL) calabash bow!l’

f. sokpe — u-he-sokpe
clothes 1-pssD-clothes
‘clothes’ ‘my clothes’

¢ Dourado (2001: 71-72) claims that -j is only found in elders’ speech, and that the more common genitive
postposition (or rather a genitive noun in her analysis) is -jo, with cognates all across Macro-Jé (Ribeiro 2002, 2009)
that reflect Proto-Macro-Jé *-iiik (Nikulin 2020: 404). However, the very existence of Panara -ji is doubtful: all in-
stances of this form in the cited word are accompanied with the noun transcribed as koa by Dourado (2001: 71-72,
77), whose form is attested as inkwa /npwa/ [in’kwa] in more recent works (Bardagil-Mas 2018: 51). It is thus possible
that the combination -j7 kwa in Dourado (2001) is simply a phonetic variant, or even a mistranscription, of -jo inkwa.
More recent sources on Panara do not report the existence of -ji either.
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Aweti < Aweti-Guaranian < Mawé-Guaranian < Tupian (Drude 2011: 178)
g. ky — Mopot e-ky
ax Mopot  PSsD-ax

>

‘ax ‘Mopot’s ax’

Old Tupi < TG < Aweti-Guaranian < Mawé-Guaranian < Tupian (Barbosa 1956:

110-111)
h. mbetar-a —  te-mbetar-a
tembeta-REF PSSD-tembeta-REF
‘tembetd’ ‘one’s tembetd’
i uru-0 — aba  rep-uru-0
container-REF person PSSD-container-REF
‘container’ ‘indigenous person’s container’

Despite the morphosyntactic, semantic, and phonological similarity between the afore-
mentioned morphemes, Ribeiro’s (2002: 41-42) hypothesis is rendered less plausible than it
could have been by the very limited distribution of *-7i7m- on the Macro-Jé side of the compari-
son: its reflexes are only found in the Cerrado branch of the Jé group (or, if the alleged Panara
reflex is shown to be a ghost morpheme—as suggested in footnote 6—, in its Akuwé sub-
branch), and an entirely different postposition *-iiik is reconstructed in the same meaning for
Proto-Macro-Jé.

Finally, Rodrigues (2000: 101), Ribeiro (2002: 42), and Rodrigues et al. (2006: 34-35) point
out the similarity between morphemes of similar shape in some Macro-Jé languages (Xavante
-nhimi-, Akweé-Xerente -nmi- < Proto-Akuwé *-iiimi-) and in some Tupian languages (PTG un-
possessable *mbi-, possessable *te-mbi- / *-re-mbi-, with cognates in Aweti, Sateré-Mawé, and
possibly other branches, such as Tuparian), whose function has been variously described as a
patient nominalizer or an antipassive nominalizer. In both language families, it attaches to
transitive verbs (more specifically, to their nonfinite forms in the case of the Macro-Jé lan-
guages), and takes a possessor encoding the notional agent of the verb. This is unusual, since
in both language families it is typically the absolutive participant — and not the ergative one —
that shares the coding strategy with possessors of nouns. Cf. the illustrations in (4):

(4) a. Xavante < Akuwé < Cerrado < Jé < Macro-Jé (Estevam 2011: 330)
romhu-ri — wa-nhimi-romhu-ri
work-NF 1PL-NMLZ.ANTP-work-NF
‘work.NF  ‘our work’
b. Sateré-Mawé < Mawé-Guaranian < Tupian (Ribeiro 2010: 67, 71)
-koi — mi-koi
planty NMLZp-planty
‘toplant’  ‘plant (noun)’

c. Apyawa < TG < Aweti-Guaranian < Mawé-Guaranian < Tupian (Almeida et al.

1983: 35)

-’0 — xe-re-mi-"0-0)

eat 15G-PSSD-NMLZp-eat-REF
‘to eat’ ‘my food’

Once again, the Macro-Jé-Tupian comparison is undermined by the distribution of the al-
leged cognates on the Macro-Jé side, with reflexes being restricted to the Akuwé subbranch of
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the Cerrado branch of the Jé group. Prefixes with similar properties in other Macro-Jé lan-
guages, such as the Proto-Chiquitano inverse voice marker *-ij-, bear no formal similarity to
Proto-Akuwe *-7iimi- or to the Tupian forms.”

Regarding the lexical evidence, as mentioned above, Davis (1968: 47) identified ten simi-
larities between his own Proto-Jé reconstructed forms and Proto-Tupian reconstructions ex-
tracted from Hanke et al. 1958 as well as forms representing Guajajara, a Tupi—Guaranian lan-
guage of the Tupian family. Five of his cognate pairs — ‘liver’, ‘husband’, ‘foot’, ‘to eat’, ‘hand’ /
‘arm’ — are accepted as valid in this study, and are discussed in 4.1. The remaining five com-
parisons are rejected because of a mismatch in stem-final consonants, not always recon-
structed by Davis (1968) for Proto-Jé but identified in later comparative work (‘water’, ‘louse’,
‘head’, ‘path’, ‘one’). This is summarized in Table 2. The updated reconstructions are from Ni-
kulin 2020 for the Macro-Jé languages, whereas for the Tupian languages they are based on
Nikulin & Carvalho 2022. Guajajara forms have been checked against Harrison & Harrison’s
(2013) dictionary.

Rodrigues & Cabral (2010) make another attempt at identifying lookalikes involving
Macro-Jé and Tupian languages. These authors take it for granted that languages such as
Bororoan, Karirian, Purian, Yaathé, and Guaté are part of the Macro-Jé family (cf. Rodrigues
1999), a position not confirmed by more recent studies; as a consequence, multiple proposed
cognate sets do not include data of languages classified as Macro-Jé beyond reasonable
doubt. A serious shortcoming of Rodrigues & Cabral’s (2010) study is that they consider data
of contemporary Macro-Jé languages rather than reconstructed forms. Once the phonological
history of individual languages is taken into account, some problems in Rodrigues &
Cabral’s (2010) proposal become apparent. A case in point is their comparison of several Ka-
ingang forms containing f /¢/ with Old Tupi forms containing *p. Kaingang -fa ‘leg’, -for
‘full’, -for ‘thrown away’, -fo ‘pus’ (whence -fé-m ‘to suppurate’), -fyr ‘extremity’, -fir ‘skin,
bark’, -fi ‘to give, to lay’ are thus compared to Old Tupi -py ‘foot’, -por- ‘full’, -por- ‘to jump’,
-peu ‘pus’, -apyr- ‘tip’, -pir- ‘skin’, t-epy ‘payment, price’. However, as observed by Ribeiro
(2004a: 94, fn. 3), Kaingang f /¢/ is known to go back to a coronal consonant, reconstructed in
Nikulin 2020 as PSJ *0 < PJ *c < PM]J *c, which entails that the Kaingang-Tupian lookalikes
are fortuitous.

The absence of a phonological reconstruction of Proto-Macro-Jé has for long remained a
major obstacle in further entertaining the Macro-Jé-Tupian hypothesis. This gap has now
been filled (Nikulin 2020), as discussed in section 1. Furthermore, Nikulin and Carvalho
(2022) proposed a revision of the reconstruction of Proto-Tupian, as stated in section 2. We
are therefore now in position to compare reconstructed Proto-Macro-Jé and Proto-Tupian
forms.

7 The Proto-Chiquitano inverse voice marker *-ij- almost certainly goes back to a patient nominalizer, since
the Chiquitano verbs in the inverse voice encode their notional patient by means of suffixal person indices, remi-
niscent of those used for nominal predication (and not found elsewhere in the verbal paradigm), whereas their no-
tional agent is encoded by means of prefixes of the absolutive/genitive series. That way, I surmise that the Chiqui-
tano inverse construction (as in *a-ij-arapd-ta 2SG-INV-pour-F.3SGp ‘you pour it’) originated as a nominal predication
(‘it is your poured thing’). This is formally and functionally similar to the evolution of patient nominalizations in
the Tuparian languages, which currently employ erstwhile patient nominalizations in the object focus construction
(Galucio & Nogueira 2018). I do not discard the possibility that Proto-Chiquitano *-ij- is cognate with the Tuparian
(erstwhile) patient nominalizers: Wayoro, Akuntsu, Sakurabiat -i-, Tupari -y(’)-, Makurap -yi- (the correspon-
dences between these forms are not entirely regular, making it difficult to unambiguously reconstruct the Proto-
Tuparian form).
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Proto-Jé updated Proto-T.u[.nan updated form .
gloss . . or Guajajara . comparison status
(Davis 1968) reconstruction . . or reconstruction
(as in Davis 1968)
P " PJ *-mba < s PT *-pi?a,
liver ma PM] *-mibi PT *pia abs. *mbita accepted
PJ *-mbé,n’ < -
[ b) * * *_
husband mzen PM] *-mibi,n PT *men PT *-meT accepted
PCerr *1g0y’, PT *2u ‘water’; *-ngu rejected
‘water’ *1o PSJ *1g06j (irregular PT *igi ‘liquid’ (Tuparikém (coda mismatch +
correspondence) branch only) poor distribution)
] , . PJ *-ygén < -y . rejected
louse o PM] *-ngym°® PT gkio P gup (coda mismatch)
‘arm’ / I PJ *-pa ‘arm, o , PT *-pa,
‘hand’ pacarm’ | e < PMJ *-pa® PT *po ‘hand abs. *mba ‘hand’ accepted
PJ *-par < . . .
¢ > *. *. *_ *
foot par PMJ *-pir® PT *pi PT *-pi, abs. *mbi accepted
Guaj. -akag ‘head’ < rejected
O PJ *-krijj’ < . PTG *-2a-kik ‘head’ < | (coda mismatch +
3 > * * -
head ke, “kr PM] *-krijii® Guaj. karj PT *-2a ‘head’ + wrong morphological
PTG *-kiK ‘bone’ segmentation)
3 > * * * % . Guaj. u<
to eat ku, *kur | P] *-ku, < PM] *-ko, Guaj. -?u PTG *-2u < PT *-ko accepted
Guaj. pe / -rape < .
] , o PJ *pryn < . . % rejected
path pri PM] *pran® Guaj. pe PTG *P ¢ /* rape < (coda mismatch)
PT *pe [ *-ja:pe
one’ | *pici, picit | oot Pl Guaj. pitci m(izj‘z?];plitgz-p1§;1'~< rejected
pre,p PM] *-p(V)jet )-P *5 . té—c9p (multiple issues)

Table 2. Davis’ (1968) Jé-Tupian etymologies and their current status

4. Possible cognates

This section presents the lexical evidence for the Macro-Jé-Tupian hypothesis. Seeking to re-
duce the number of false positives, I adopt a stringent approach to cognate identification. In
order to qualify as a likely cognate set, the reconstructed Proto-Macro-Jé and Proto-Tupian
morphemes must show a full match between all consonants with respect to the place of articu-
lation (i.e., Proto-Macro-Jé labial consonants can only correspond to Proto-Tupian labial con-
sonants, and so on), whereas back vowels in one protolanguage are not allowed to correspond

8 Nikulin (2020: 369) reconstructs a palatal coda in this word (PM] *-paj ~ *-paj°), based on the Akuwé reflexes:
Xavante -pai-hi ‘arm’, -pa-nd [-pan:0] /-paj-do/ ‘arm’, Akwé-Xerente -pai-no ‘arm’. Note, however, that the palatal
coda does not show up in Akweé-Xerente -pa-krta // -pa-krda ‘arm’, nor is it visible in Xavante pa ‘creek’, -pa or wede-pa
‘branch, root’; Akwé-Xerente -pa or wdé-pa ‘root’. Therefore, the grounds for reconstructing a palatal coda in PM]
are rather weak.

° The reconstruction *petéC is shallower than Proto-Tupi—Guaranian: the reflexes of this form are only found
in a few Tupi—Guaranian languages, such as Tapiete pente, Mbya petei ~ tei, Ka’apor petei. This is likely a fossilized
derivative from the PTG root *pe (followed by *-(e)te ‘true’ and by a diminutive suffix). Most Tupi-Guaranian lan-
guages reflect different derivatives of *pe, such as *o-je-pe (with a 3 person active prefix *o- and the reflexive prefix
*-je-); see Schleicher 1998: 12-13.
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to front vowels in another protolanguage. Some slight deviations from this principle are duly
justified. At this stage, semantically shifted cognates are not considered. In what follows, I list
the Macro-Jé-Tupian lookalikes that satisfy the aforementioned criteria separated into four
groups: etyma that are clearly reconstructible both to Proto-Macro-Jé and Proto-Tupian (4.1),
etyma that are clearly reconstructible to Proto-Macro-Jé but have a deficient distribution in
Tupian (4.2), etyma that are clearly reconstructible to Proto-Tupian but have a deficient distri-
bution in Macro-Jé (4.3), and etyma that have a limited distribution both in Macro-Jé and Tu-
pian (4.4). 4.5 lists some lookalikes that are best interpreted as loans or accidental resem-
blances.

In what follows, rather than citing reflexes in all daughter languages to support the recon-
structed forms, I provide data from representative languages of each branch: typically Bésiro
for Chiquitano, Djeoromitxi for Jabutian, Maxakali for Maxakalian, Xavante for Akuwg,
Khisétjé for Goyaz, Kaingang for Southern Jé, Makurap or Wayor6 for Tuparian, Karitiana for
Arikém, Paiter for Mondé, Yudja for Juruna, Munduruku for Mundurukuan, Sateré-Mawé
and Apyawa for Mawé-Guaranian.

4.1. Good distribution in both families

3NCRF prefix: PM] *i- / *¢- : PT *i- / *c-

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstructions are from Nikulin (2020: 393, 423), who claims that *i- was
used with class I stems, and *c- with class II stems. The reflex of *i- are found in all Macro-Jé
branches, including Chiquitano (Bésiro i-), Western (Rikbaktsa i-, Arikapu i-, possibly also
Ofayé 3-), Karaja (i-), and Eastern (Xavante i-, Maxakali 7i-). The reflexes of *c- are found in at
least one Western language (Ofayé h-), in Karaja (t-/tx-), and in several Eastern languages
(Khisétjé s-, Xavante ts-), but possibly also in Chiquitano (Bésiro (-). The original distribution
is still clearly preserved in Karaja and the Akuwé languages,'® possibly also in Ofayé and Chi-
quitano.

The Proto-Tupian prefixes *i- and *c- are likewise used with class I and class II stems, re-
spectively. The original distribution is most clearly seen in the Mundurukuan and Mawe-
Guaranian languages of the Eastern branch (Mundurukt i-/y- and t-, Sateré-Mawé i- and h-,
Apyawa i- and h-/0-) and in one Tuparikém language (Makurap 0-/y- and t-). In the Tuparikém
branch, the prefix *i- is mostly preserved in all languages, with special reflexes before vowel-
initial roots in Tuparian (Makurap and Wayor¢ y-, Tupari s-/y-, Akuntsu t-/51-, Sakurabiat s-);
in Makurap, it was irregularly lost before consonants, thus yielding forms such as 0-tur-et
‘her/his spade’ or 0-kar-et ‘her/his body’ (Braga 2005: 51) instead of the expected *i-tur-et, *i-kar-
et. However, in all Tuparikém languages except Makurap the prefix *i- was also extended to
erstwhile class II stems, replacing *c- altogether. It is possible that the prefixes *i- and *c- are
also reflected in the Mondé languages, but I am unaware of a coherent account of their evolu-
tion in that particular branch of Tupian.

The reflexes of this person index are opposed to those of PM] *ta-, PT *ta- in some Macro-
Jé branches (Karaja, Western) and in some Tupian languages (Tuparikém branch, Sateré-
Mawé) in that the indexed argument has a disjoint reference with some other participant
(typically the subject).

10 The Akuwé languages have innovated by extending the prefix 7- (originally used with class I stems) to
most class II stems, resulting in the allomorphs Xavante 7ts-, Akwé-Xerente 7s- (instead of ts-/s-). The conservative
allomorphs ts-/s- are found, for example, in the perlative postposition (Xavante -dz0, Akwé-Xerente -z¢; third-
person form ts-6/s-0).
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‘meat, flesh’: PM] *it / *-nit : PT *ér / *-jeT

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction *-7iit is from Nikulin 2020: 407. The root is preserved in all first-
level branches of Macro-Jé, including Chiquitano (Bésiro n-{a}7ié-se), Western (Djeoromitxi -n7,
Rikbaktsa -ni), Karaja (de¢), and Eastern (Maxakali -yin, Khisétjé -nhi, Xavante -nhi, Kaingang -ni).
The reconstruction of the coda *-t is based on the evidence from the Trans-Sao Francisco lan-
guages, where Krenak -7iik preserves its manner of articulation (with the regular change from an
alveolar to a velar), and Maxakali -yin preserves its place of articulation. The correspondences
are regular. As for the absolute form *7, it is preserved only in the Maxakali compound in-mo-xa
‘the Inmdxa monster’, analyzed in Silva 2020: 184 as ‘the flesh going out’; it must be an archaism,
since *-7iit ‘meat’ has extra morphology — the ancient relationalizing prefix */-j-/ — compared to it.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is based on Proto-Tuparian *-1e727 (Nikulin & Andrade
2020: 296) and Proto-Mundurukuan *-én (Picango 2019: 137), with reflexes present in all lan-
guages of the respective branches (Wayoro -yéra, Munduruku -én, etc.); see Galucio et al. 2015:
253 for a selection. Proto-Tuparian shows a fossilized formative *-?a (originally a classifier for
spherical objects, but found in other Proto-Tuparian terms as well) and the relationalizing pre-
tix */-j-/, which surfaces as *-y1- before a nasal vowel. The correspondences are otherwise regular.

In Macro-Jé, the reflexes of *-7iit belong to class II in the languages of the Goyaz branch of
the Jé group, but to class I in the languages of the Akuwé branch of Jé (see Estevam 2011: 138
for Xavante) and in Karaja (see Ribeiro 2012a: 216 for an example). It must have originally be-
longed to the less productive class II. In Tupian, *-jéT must have originally belonged to class II,
as attested for Makurap by Braga (2005: 208; note that she uses the label “class I” for my class
II); other Tuparian languages have lost the distinction. Mundurukuan has apparently reana-
lyzed the erstwhile absolute stem *¢T ‘meat/flesh (unpossessed)’ as relational.

‘to stand’: PM]J *ja (nonfinite *-ja-m) : PT *-ja or *-2ap

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 398. The etymon is preserved in the
Western (Ofayé -xe? ~ -he?, possibly Rikbaktsa -sa ‘to start walking /a developmental mile-
stone/’), Karaja (nonfinite -Ima), and Eastern (singular only: Maxakali -xip, irrealis xihip;
Khisétjé ta, nonfinite -tim; Xavante dza, nonfinite -dzam; Kaingang jé, nonfinite jég) branches.
The correspondences are regular. The original finite form was lost in Maxakali, whose irrealis
form has been remodeled after the realis form (-xip < *-ja-m; the expected irrealis form would
be *xihi < *ja), and in Karaja, which now shows a suppletive finite form -iji of unknown origin.

The Proto-Tupian reconstructions correspond to two distinct etyma, which could be com-
pared to PM]J finite and nonfinite forms, respectively.

Proto-Tupian *-ja is preserved in two Rondonian branches, Tuparikém (as an auxiliary
only: Karitiana ty-so ‘IMPF:standing’, Sakurabiat ta-t ‘PRG.PRS:standing’, ta-a ‘PRG.PST:standing’)
and Rama-Puru (Karo -ja ‘to stand’, with a possible cognate in Purubora; Galucio et al. 2015:
258). The correspondences are regular. Note that Proto-Tuparikém can be reconstructed as hav-
ing a series of no less than three auxiliares contrasting for position only, as shown in Table 3. These
correspond to lexical verbs for ‘to sit’ and ‘to stand’ in Rama-Puru or other Tupian languages;
the term for ‘to lie’ is noncognate in Rama-Puru (*-mbop > Karo -mbop, Purubora -bop-a), but clear
cognates are found elsewhere in Tupian, as in Old Tupi tub-/-rub- ‘to lie.NF’ (Barbosa 1956: 305).

Proto-Tupian *-2iP is preserved in at least one Tuparikém language (Akuntsu -iP) and in
most Mawé—Guaranian languages (Eastern branch), such as Sateré-Mawé -’am ‘to go up’, Old
Tupi -am ‘to stand’, Kamayura -’am ‘to stand’, among many other cognates. The verb for ‘to
stand up’ in Mawé-Guaranian languages is evidently derived from this root: Sateré-Mawé
-poi’am ‘to stand up’, Old Tupi -puam ‘to stand’, Kamayura -uhwam ‘to stand’, among others.
The correspondences are regular.
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Proto- . .. Proto-
o Sakurabiat Karitiana Karo
Tuparikém Rama-Puru
AUX PRG (PRS/ PST) IMPF lexical verb lexical verb

Gabas Jr 1989: 16, Galucio

Galucio 2001: 58 | Rocha 2022: 239 ot al. 2015: 257-258

lying *jop to(o)p-0 / to-a ty-syp (*-mbopr) (-mbop)
sitting *jé yé-t [ y-a ty-ja *-ja -yd
standing *ia ta-t / ta-a ty-so *-ja -ya

Table 3. Tuparikém auxiliaries and Rama-Puru lexical verbs

In Macro-J§, the finite stem is reconstructed as absolute (uninflectable), and its nonfinite
counterpart is a class Il relational stem. This is clearly seen in the Khisétjé reflex: the finite stem
ta is absolute, and the nonfinite stem -tim takes the full set of the person prefixes (1 i-tam, 2 a-
tam, 3 s-am), where -t- is a thematic consonant. In Tupian, the morphosyntactic behavior of *-ja
and *-24P cannot be reconstructed with certainty. The former is reflected as an auxiliary in the
Tuparikém languages, where it combines with other morphemes (such as -t ‘present’ and -a
‘past’ in Sakurabiat; ty- ‘imperfective’ in Karitiana), whereas the Karo and Purubora reflexes
are only marginally attested in the available data. The latter is mostly known from Mawé-
Guaranian languages, where the reflexes are active class I intransitive verbs. Therefore, there is
a class membership mismatch between the PM] class II stem *-ja-m and the PT class I stem *-24P.

‘name’: PM] *-jet : PT *-jeT

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 405. The root is preserved in Karaja
(nii) and in many languages of the Eastern branch (Maxakali -xu-xet-’ax/-d-xet-’ax, Khisétjé
-nhinti, Xavante -nhitsi, Kaingang -jiji). In all these languages, the root is preceded by a prefix
whose PMJ shape is difficult to reconstruct: Karaja and the Cerrado languages point to
PM]J *-7ii-jet, the Southern Jé languages to *-ji-jet or maybe *-jy-jet, and Maxakali shows an al-
ternating pair of prefixes, whose choice depends on the syntactic context. The coda *-t is re-
constructed based on the correspondence between Maxakali /-t/ and Jé zero. The semantic
equivalents in Chiquitano (*-tsiri / *-iri), Ofayé (-xiré?), and Krenak (-unjak) show some super-
ticial resemblance to PM] *-jet, but are unlikely to be cognate due to lack of regular sound cor-
respondences.

Proto-Tupian *-jeT is preserved in most Tupian languages, including the Tuparikém (Ma-
kurap -xet, Karitiana -sat), Mondé (Paiter -Iéd), and Eastern (Sateré-Mawé -set, Apyawa ter-a /
-rer-a) branches; see Galucio et al. 2015: 261 for a selection of reflexes. The PT reconstruction is
based on the intermediate reconstructions, such as Proto-Mawé—Guaranian *-tet, or—in my
notation—*-ceT (Meira & Drude 2015: 294) and Proto-Tuparian *-jer (Nikulin & Andrade 2020:
295). The correspondences are regular, with the possible exception of probable exceptions in
the Juruna languages, such as Yudja -zi (the regular reflex of PT *-T is Yudja I /B/, not z).

In Tupian, the root is reconstructed as a class II relational stem. In Macro-J§, it is always
accompanied with derivational prefixes, and the inflectional properties of the bare root are
thus not recoverable.

‘father’: PM] *-jo,m : PT *-jop

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 401. The root is preserved in most
branches, including Western (Djeoromitxi hoftxi} ‘father’, -ro ‘father; male’, Rikbaktsa -zo,
Ofayé -xow ~ -xow ~ -xew), Karaja (34 person t-by), and Eastern (Canela—Kraho -xiim ‘male’,
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3rd person h-iim ‘father’, Kaingang -jdg). The Correspondences are regular, except that the
Ofayé reflex shows irregular vowels in Eduardo Ribeiro’s (9) and Sarah G. Gudschinsky’s (e) at-
testations. In addition, no traces of the coda *-m are seen in the alleged cognates in the Northern Jé
languages of the Trans-Tocantins subgroup: Apinajé -xiir, Mébéngokre djiinii or djiin-wa ‘father
(voc.)’, Kajkwakhrattxi and Khisétjé turé ‘father (voc.)’, though the Mébéngokre term for male —
3d person @-iim-ti-re — does show the expected -m. In Karaja and in the Northern Jé languages
of the Timbira branch, only the third-person form (PM] *c-0,m) is used in the meaning ‘father’,
though the Timbira languages preserve the uninflected form *-jo,m in the meaning ‘male’.

Proto-Tupian *-jop ‘father’ is preserved in most Tupian languages, including Kepkiriwat
(<xud>), Tuparikém (Wayoro -ndop, Karitiana -syp ‘father of a woman’), Mondé (Paiter -lob),
and Eastern (Yudja -pd, Kuruaya -lop, Aweti tup/-up, Apyawa tow-a/-row-a). The reconstructed
form is based on the intermediate reconstructions, such as Proto-Mawé—Guaranian *—tfup, or —
in my notation — *-cuP (Meira & Drude 2015: 293) and Proto-Tuparian *-jor (Nikulin &
Andrade 2020: 295). The correspondences are regular; Alves (2004: 180) documents Tupari
-hop, with an unexpected long vowel (symbolized by means of a grave accent in the practical
orthography), but the expected form with a short vowel is attested in Singerman 2018: 50.
There is also a homonymous stem PT *-joP ‘fish roe, pus’, whose reflexes have at times been
claimed to belong to the same etymology as *-joP ‘father’ (cf. Meira & Drude 2015: 293); its re-
flexes are found in the Rama-Puru (Karo -xop ‘dirt’, Purubora -toP ‘fish roe’), Mondé (Paiter
-I6b ‘pus’), and Eastern (Sateré-Mawé -sup ‘sperm’, win sup ‘fly maggots’, Apyawa ipira-ow-a
‘fish roe’) branches.

In both language families, the root is reconstructed as a class II stem, with the following
provisos. In Macro-J§, it appears to have shifted to class I in Ofayé (3 person 3-xaw ~ 3-xow in-
stead of the expected *h-aw ~ *h-0w; Oliveira 2006: 97; Ribeiro n/d). In Tupi-Guaranian, *tupr/
*-ruP belongs to the so-called subclass IIb, which includes a handful of kinship terms; it differs
from other class II subtypes in having a third-person form identical to the absolute one (*tup
‘her/his father’). It thus contrasts with nouns such as *-rup ‘fish roe’, whose third-person form
is reconstructed in my proposal as *0-uP (> Apyawa h-ow-a).

‘pus’: PMJ *-jo,w? : PT *-joP ‘fish roe, pus’

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 401. The root is preserved in the
Western (Djeoromitxi -ro ~ -rofo} ‘sap, pus, mucus’) and Eastern (Maxakali -xapa, Khisétjé -tu{ru/,
Xavante -dzub{rui} // -dzub{ru}, Kaingang {flo ‘pus’, {f}6-m ‘to suppurate’) branches. The corre-
spondences are mostly regular, except that the Akuwé reflexes show an unexpected palatal
coda in the utterance-medial allomorph *-jubruj. In addition, the PMJ coda *-w° is recon-
structed exclusively in order to account for the correspondence PJ *-P ~ Maxakali -pV. If the
Maxakali datum turns out to be noncognate, the PM] reconstruction can be updated to *-jo,p.
The Cerrado languages reflect a derived form, *-jup-r, which can be interpreted as an erstwhile
nonfinite form of the verb ‘to suppurate’. The Southern Jé languages reanalyzed the third-
person index *c- > *0- as a part of the stem (Ribeiro 2004a: 95).

Proto-Tupian *-joP ‘fish roe, pus’ is reflected in the Rama-Puru (Karo -xop ‘dirt’, Purubora
-top ‘fish roe’), Mondé (Paiter -I6b ‘pus’), and Eastern (Sateré-Mawé -sup ‘sperm’, win sup ‘fly
maggots’, Apyawa ipira-ow-a ‘tish roe’) branches. The correspondences are regular. At least in
Paiter, it contrasts with the nearly homonymous term for ‘father’ in having high tone (Bontkes
1978: 5), suggesting that the tonal contrast was also present in PT. In this study, I do not make
an attempt at reconstructing PT tone.

In both language families, the root is reconstructed as a class II stem, as evidenced by the
third-person forms such as Khisétjé s-u{ru} and Apyawa h-ow-a.
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‘tooth’: PM] *-juii®: PT *-jac

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 403. The etymon is preserved in all
Macro-Jé branches, including Chiquitano (e.g. Bésiro -sé’0), Western (Djeoromitxi hii, Ofayé
-xe:?), Karaja (juu), and Eastern (Khisétjé -twa, Xavante -’wa, Kaingang -ja, Maxakali -xox). The
reflexes in all daughter languages are regular, except that Xavante -’wa and Akwé-Xerente
-kwa unexpectedly lack utterance-medial allomorphs with a palatal coda (Xavante *-’wai,
Akweé-Xerente *-kwai), or at least such allomorphs have not been attested in the literature. Pos-
sibly the utterance-final allomorph, which regularly loses the underlying palatal coda, has
been generalized in the history of the Akuwé languages (see Nikulin 2017: 155-158 on utter-
ance-medial and utterance-final allomorphs in Akuwé). The palatal nasal coda followed by an
echo vowel is reconstructed based on the reflexes in the Maxakalian languages (Maxakali -xox
and Pataxo-Hahahae «teb, «-tdy», 'thoi>, «txdi point to a palatal coda), as well as in Krenak
(-jun, with n clearly going back to PMJ *7i or *7i°), Pykobjé-Krikati (-xwaa, with the long vowel
suggesting an erstwhile *-n° or *-7i°), and Ofayé (-xe:?, with the plural and diminutive forms at-
tested in Oliveira 2006: 79 strongly suggesting the presence of an underlying nasal coda).

Proto-Tupian *-jicC is preserved in all branches of Tupian, including Kepkiriwat (<nhain,
«<-nhai->), Tuparikém (Makurap -ydy, Karitiana -joj), Rama-Puru (Karo -ydy), Mondé (Zoro6 -jégj),
and Eastern (Munduruku -nily, Apyawa tijj-a/-rijj-a); see Galucio et al. 2015: 254 for a selection
of reflexes. The correspondences are completely regular, except that those Mondé languages
that preserve this etymon — Arud, Gavido, and Zoré — unexpectedly show a long front vowel
/€:/ as the reflex of PT *a.

In both families the stem is reconstructed as relational, class II. This is clearly seen in the
third-person (singular) forms, with no thematic consonant: Bésiro 0-0’0-xi, Karaja tx-uu,
Khisétjé s-wa < PM] *c-uii® Makurap t-dy, Munduruku t-iiy, Apyawa h-yjj-a < PT *c-ac (Ribeiro
2012a: 119; Santos 1997: 39; Braga 2005: 50; Picango 2005: 262; Almeida et al. 1983: 26-27).

‘to ingest’ = ‘to eat/drink’: PM] *-ko, : PT *-ko

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 410. Reflexes are found in most
Macro-Jé branches: Western (Djeoromitxi -ko ‘to eat’, Ofayé -ho ‘to eat something solid’), Karaja
(-ky ‘to eat grains’), and Eastern (Khisétjé -khu ‘to eat.rL’, Xavante -hu ‘to ingest.rL’, Kaingang
-ko ‘to eat, to use’). The correspondences are regular. Rikbaktsa -ku ‘to drink’ is viewed as a re-
flex of PMJ *-ko, in Nikulin 2020, but it could be alternatively considered cognate with Proto-
Goyaz *ij-ko (nonfinite *-ko-m) ‘to drink’ (> Khisétjé i-kho, -khom).

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is mentioned in passim in Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 16;
see Galucio et al. 2015: 256 for a selection of reflexes. The root is preserved in most branches of
Tupian, including Kepkiriwat (<-qu->), Tuparikém (Tupari -ko, Karitiana -’y), Rama-Puru (Karo
-’0, Purubora -?), and Eastern (Munduruku -’o, Apyawa -’0). The correspondences are regular.

In both language families, the root is a class I stem. In Old Tupi and possibly some other
TG languages, this verb is unusual in that it does not take the third-person accusative prefix io-
when finite (Barbosa 1956: 305). In the languages of the Cerrado branch of the Jé group, the verb
*-ku takes indices of the accusative series when finite (just like all monosyllabic canonical tran-
sitives), whereas its nonfinite form is *-ku-r’. Note that in almost all Tupian languages the re-
flexes cover the entire semantic domain of eating and drinking; in Macro-J¢, this is synchron-
ically the case in the Akuwé languages (compare Xavante -hu ‘to eat.PL’ and ¢-hu ‘to drink.pr’).

‘tree, tree-like object (leg, horn, bone)’: PM] *(-)ky;m°® : PT *(-)kup

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 409. The root is preserved in all first-
level branches of Macro-Jé, including Chiquitano (Bésiro -{tipalki ‘horn’), Western (Djeoro-
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mitxi ku ‘tree’, {mejku ‘horn’, Ofayé hawy ‘tree’, -hauy ‘horn’), Karaja (female speech koo, male
speech 00 ‘wood, horn’), and Eastern (Maxakali -kup ‘stick, bone, leg’, -ptox-kup ‘horn’, Khisétjé
kho ‘club’, -kho ‘grove’, Xavante -0mo // -u ‘horn’, Kaingang ka ‘tree’, -{ni}ka ‘horn’). The recon-
struction of a labial nasal coda followed by an echo vowel is based on the evidence from the
Akuwé languages (Proto-Akuwé *-komo // *-ku ‘horn’) and corroborated by Maxakalian, which
preserves its place of articulation. The correspondences are regular.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 31; see Galucio et al.
2015: 252 for a selection of reflexes. The root is preserved in all first-level branches of Tupian,
including Kepkiriwat (<quép>/«queb-> ‘tree, wood’, <-nécubd> ‘elbow’, «cli-imara> ‘leg garter’,
«Octipe> ‘stud’, <-mbatoquép» ‘index finger’, jadcupe> ‘maize cob’), Tuparikém (Makurap kup
‘tree’, -api-kup ‘horr’, Karitiana ’ep ‘tree’, -’ep ‘bone’), Rama-Puru (Karo ma-’ilp ‘tree’, Purubora
?iP ‘tree’), Mondé (Paiter ihb ‘tree’), and Eastern (Yudja epd ‘stick’, Munduruku ip ‘tree’, -’ip
‘tree/wood (classifier)’, Sateré-Mawé aria-’yp ‘tree’, -’yp ‘tree (of a concrete species), handle’,
Apyawa -’yw-a ‘leg, handle, tree (of a concrete species)’); see Galucio et al. 2015: 252 for a selec-
tion of reflexes. The correspondences are regular.

In both language families, the root occurs both as a class I relational stem and as an abso-
lute stem. It is thus reconstructed as relationally labile (i.e., the possessor is optional). Note the
closely matching semantics of the reflexes in Macro-Jé and Tupian: ‘tree’ is the most recurring
meaning, but ‘leg’, ‘horn’, and ‘bone’ are also attested across both families.

‘liver’: PM] *-mbad : PT *-pi(-) 2a | *mbi(-) 2a
The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 375. The root is preserved at least in
the Western (Djeoromitxi -bd, Rikbaktsa -py, Ofayé -¢a(h)), Karaja (maa), and Eastern (Khisétjé
-mba, Xavante -pa, Kaingang -tij-mé) branches. The correspondences are regular.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 32, where the element
*-?a is given as a part of the root. It is semantically and morphologically plausible to analyze
*-?a as a formative for spherical objects. The root is preserved in most first-level branches, in-
cluding Kepkiriwat (<-pid>), Tuparikém (Makurap -pia), Rama-Puru (Karo -pia, Purubora -bia),
and Eastern (Yudja -bi’4, Munduruku -psa, Sateré-Mawé -py’a/my’a, Apyawa -py’a-0/my’a-0);
see Galucio et al. 2015: 256 for a selection of reflexes. The correspondences are regular.

In Macro-Jé, the reflexes of *-mbd belong to class I. In Tupian, *-pé?a is reconstructed as a
relational class I stem, and *mbi?a as an absolute one; this combination is also known as class
Ib in Tupi—Guaranian studies. The erstwhile absolute stem *mbi?a is preserved in the Mawé-
Guaranian languages but was apparently lost in all other branches.

‘smoke’: PM] *-iiijdk : PT *-ji.K
The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 400. The etymon is preserved in the
Parand and Akuwé branches of the Jé groups (Xavante -nhidzé, Akwé-Xerente -nize, Laklano
neéjo, Kaingang nija) as well as in Karaja he-da (from héé ‘firewood’). The reconstruction of a
stem-final velar stop is supported by the Kaingang derivative nijig ‘to produce smoke’. Karaja
heda (Palha 1942: 25; Ribeiro 2012a: 105) is not the main term for ‘smoke’ in the modern lan-
guage, where wadasi ‘smoke’ is found instead.

Proto-Tupian *-jiK is preserved in most Tupian languages, including Kepkiriwat (<ia-in),
Tuparikém (Wayor¢ -yiing, Karitiana -jing), Mondé (Paiter mokdy-iii§), and Eastern (Mundu-
ruku -dig, Sateré-Mawé y-hig, Aweti taza-ting, Kawaiwete tata-sing); see Galucio et al. 2015: 259
for a selection of reflexes. The reconstructed form is based on the intermediate reconstructions,

such as Proto-Mawé-Guaranian *-t/i, or—in my notation—*-¢ik (Meira & Drude 2015: 294),
Proto-Mundurukuan *-diyy (Picango 2019: 139), Proto-Tuparian *-ni:K (Nikulin & Andrade 2020:
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296), with the reconstruction of a long vowel based on evidence from Tuparian languages,
such as Wayor6 and Sakurabiat. The correspondences between these forms are mostly regular.
The denasalization of *7 in Mundurukuan could be regular, as the sequence **d7 was banned in
Proto-Mundurukuan (Picango 2005: 173). So could be the second stage of the purported devel-
opment *ji > *ci > *¢7 in Proto-Mawé-Guaranian.!" Somewhat problematic are the alleged re-
flexes in the Juruna languages (such as Yudja -xi’d < Proto-Juruna *-fi-27). Nikulin and Andrade
(2020: 296, fn. 30) discuss several difficulties with the reflexes in individual Tuparian lan-
guages. Finally, an irregular reflex of PTG *-K is seen at least in the Apyawa form tata-xin-a
/tata-tGiT-a/.

Both in Macro-Jé and Tupian, the stem is reconstructed as relational, class II. This is clearly
seen in the third-person forms, with no thematic consonant: Xavante {i}ts-idzé < PJ *c-7j3,X
(Lachnitt 1987: 79); Munduruka t-ig < PT *c-z:K (Picango 2005: 320).

This comparison deviates from my stringent criteria in that the PM] sequence *j3 is not
matched to any PT segment. However, the fact that the PT form is reconstructed with a long
vowel makes the comparison somewhat more plausible: it is easy to imagine a contraction of
an *7jV sequence into *1..

‘feces’: PM] *-iiVt®: PT *-jVT

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 407. The etymon is preserved in Chi-
quitano (Bésiro -a’a) and in the Eastern branch (Maxakali -yon ‘feces, to defecate’, Khisétje
-nhin /| -nhini, Xavante -nhana). Note that in multiple Macro-Jé languages the reflexes of *-iV/t°
are polysemous and can refer not only to feces, but also to bowels (Mébéngokre, Parkatéjé,
Pykobjé-Krikati, Canela—Kraho, Xavante); in other languages, terms for ‘bowel’ or ‘small
bowel’ are derived from the respective root (Bésiro -an-terere, Mébéngokre -nhin kra, Parkatéje
-jin-kra, Pykobjé-Krikati -jehn cra, Canela-Kraho -jin kra, Akwé-Xerente -nnd hi-ré). The corre-
spondences involving the consonants are regular, except that the Xavante and Akweé-Xerente
reflexes unexpectedly lack utterance-medial allomorphs with a voiceless stop coda (Xavante
*-nhatd, Akwé-Xerente *-ntd), possibly due to analogy with the regular utterance-final allo-
morphs -nhana [-ndn3] / -nnd [-n°nd]. By contrast, the vowels across Macro-Jé show no regular
correspondence whatsoever. Maxakali 6 /Gi/ points to PM] *ii; Khisétjé i /i/ < Proto-Goyaz *7
suggests PMJ *7; Xavante a /3/ < Proto-Akuwé *3 can go back to PMJ *3 or *i. The Chiquitano
reflex shows a nasal vowel /a/ in the Migueleno and Eastern varieties; the Macro-Jé origins of
Proto-Chiquitano *4 have not been established yet, but it could technically be the regular reflex
of PM] *3 or *y.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is based on reflexes in the Tuparikém and Eastern
branches, including Wayord -yén (< Proto-Tuparian *-péT; Nikulin & Andrade 2020: 296),1
Karitiana jin (< Proto-Arikém *-yiT), Munduruku -niin (< Proto-Mundurukuan *-din; Picango
2019: 139), Xipaya -siina, Yudja und, and Sateré-Mawé -jun. Just like in Macro-Jé, many of its
reflexes either colexify ‘feces’ with ‘bowel’ (e.g. Wayoro -yén) or use derivatives of the root in
question in the meaning ‘bowel’ (Karitiana -jin-py, Munduruk -niin-pii < PT *jVT-pa). In addi-

1 PT *j normally yields Proto-Mawé-Guaranian *c (> Sateré-Mawé s, Aweti and PTG zero word-medially);
the reflex *¢ (> Sateré-Mawé h, Aweti t, PTG *t word-medially) is otherwise known to occur following an *i or a *C
by progressive palatalization. But the sequence *ci is not reconstructed for any Proto-Mawé-Guaranian morpheme
(at least in Meira & Drude 2015), and may have been subject to regressive palatalization in pre-Proto-Mawé-
Guaranian.

12 Tuparian has a similar root *-né:T (also *ki-pé:T) ‘ashes’, which, however, must be unrelated to *-néT ‘feces’
(pace Nikulin & Andrade 2020: 296), since its reflexes are documented with a long vowel in most daughter lan-
guages (Galucio et al. 2015: 259).
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tion, PTG *tar/*-riiT ‘black’ (*-iT in compounds, as in *-pi0-iT ‘black skin’) regularly corre-
sponds to Sateré-Mawé -jun ‘feces’. It is reflected, for example, as Apyawa -ron, -pi-on; Siriono
-r6 ‘muddy’, -i-s0 ‘dark’, etc. Despite the semantic discrepancy, the evolution ‘feces’ > ‘dirty’ >
‘black’ seems feasible. The correspondences involving the consonants are regular. However,
the vowels correspond in a unique way in this cognate set: Juruna and Mawé-Guaranian point
to Proto-Tupian *-joT, Mundurukuan to *-jaT, Tuparian to *-jeT, and Arikém to *-jiT.

In both families the stem is reconstructed as relational, class II. This is clearly seen in the
third-person forms, with no thematic consonant: Khisétje s-in // s-ini, Xavante ts-dna <
PM] *c-VT; Mundurukd t-iin < PT *¢-VT (Nonato et al. 2012: 7; Lachnitt 1987: 74; Picango 2005:
151). The fact that the vowel correspondences are highly irregular both in Macro-Jé and Tu-
pian can be possibly accounted for by reconstructing a low-frequency nasal vowel for both
protolanguages. The colexification of the meanings ‘feces’ and ‘bowel’, found in both language
families, renders the cognation hypothesis particularly plausible.

‘earth’: PM] *ygyN°: PT *kwmc

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 418. The etymon is preserved in the
Chiquitano (Bésiro ki-xi), Western (Ofayé hawé?) and Eastern branches (Kaingang ga). The
Ofayé reflex, not listed in Nikulin 2020, points to a nasal coda, as suggested by the plural
form ha:-fie and the allomorph hat-, found in compounds (Oliveira 2006: 79). PNJ *ngy’ ‘clay,
mud’ could be related, but the origin of the diphthong *y’ is unclear; the regular reflex of
PM]J *yN would be PN]J *3: or *4:. Karaja suu (underlying /0u/) does not appear to be cognate
with the aforementioned forms, since PM] *y is normally reflected as o0 /o/ in Karaj4; the re-
flex of PM] *1g in Karaja is presently unknown (but *gr is indeed regularly reflected as s /0/
in Karaja).

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 31. Its reflexes are
found in the Kepkiriwat (<cuita-a>, «<queitad>), Tuparikém (Makurap kux, Wayord kuy, Karitiana
ej), Rama-Puru (Purubora ?iC), and Eastern branches (Yudja etd ‘sand, beach’, Sateré-Mawé ’yi,
Apyawa yj-a).

In both Macro-Jé and Tupian, the reflexes of PMJ *1gyN° and PT *kuC are typically abso-
lute (unpossessable) nouns, though in some languages they are optionally possessed and be-
have as class I relational stems, as in Bésiro n-i-ki ma-monké-ka ‘Chiquitania’ (literally ‘the land
of the Monkodxi nation’).

‘arm’: PM] *-pa ‘arm, branch’ :
PT *-pa [ *mba ‘hand, vine-like’, *-pa-2a / *mba-2a ‘arm’

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction adopted here differs slightly from the one in Nikulin 2020:
369, where it is reconstructed as *-paj ~ *-paj°. Reflexes are found in most branches, including
Chiquitano (Bésiro -pa ‘arm, wing’), Western (Djeoromitxi {ha}pa ‘arm’, ku-{ra}pa ‘branch’, Rik-
baktsa -pa- ‘arm (in compounds)’, -{tsi}pa ‘arm’, -sara-pa ‘branch’, Ofayé -¢e ‘arm, wing’), and
Eastern (Khisétjé -hwa ‘arm, branch’, Xavante -pai-hi ‘arm’, -pa-né [-pan:0] /-paj-dd/ ‘arm’, Ka-
ingang -pé ‘arm’, ka pé ‘branch’). The only reason for reconstructing a palatal coda are the re-
flexes in the Akuwé languages: Xavante -pai-hi ‘arm’, -pa-né [-pan:0] /-paj-do/ ‘arm’, Akweé-
Xerente -pai-no ‘arm’. However, no palatal coda is found in Xavante pa ‘creek’, -pa or wede-pa
‘branch, root’; Akwé-Xerente -pa-krta // -pa-krda ‘arm’, -pa or wdé-pa ‘root’. Therefore, the
grounds for reconstructing a palatal coda in PM] are rather weak. The meanings ‘arm’ and
‘branch’ were probably colexified in PMJ *-pa, as shown by evidence from Jabutian, Rikbaktsa,
and Jé. The meaning ‘wing’, seen in Chiquitano and Ofayé, is probably innovative, since a dis-
tinct root for ‘wing, armpit’ is otherwise reconstructed (PM] *-jar°; Nikulin 2020: 399).
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The Proto-Tupian reconstruction *-pa / *mba is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 31. The cor-
respondences are regular. Reflexes are found in all branches of Tupian, including Kepkiriwat
(-mbo ‘CL:long’: cumbo> ‘my guts’, <uhembd> ‘my neck’, <boi uarumbéd> ‘anaconda’), Tuparikém
(Wayord mbo / -wo ‘hand’, Karitiana -py ‘hand’), Rama-Puru (Karo =pii’ ‘CL:cylindrical+small’,
Purubora -ba ‘CL:vine-like’), Mondé (Paiter -pd-be), and Eastern (Yudja -wd ‘hand’ < Proto-
Juruna *-bu-d, Mundurukt -pu ‘hand, finger; CL:vine-like’, Sateré-Mawé -po/mo ‘hand’, -po-"yp /
mo-"yp ‘arm’, Apyawa -pa-0 / ma-0 ‘hand’). The reflexes in languages such as Kepkiriwat, Karo,
Purubord, and Mundurukt clearly show that PT *-pa occurred not only as a body part term,
but also as a second element in compounds designating long, vine-like objects, such as vines
(PT *uitwi-pa), roots (PT *-ja-pa, Eastern branch only), and possibly threads, snakes, cords, fin-
gers, etc. The term for ‘arm’ is reconstructed as *-pa-?a / *mba-?a, whose second element appears
to be *-?a ‘head, CL:spherical’; it has known reflexes in Rama-Puru (Karo -pd-be ‘hand’, Purub-
ord -ba ‘arm’) and Eastern branches (Munduruka -pa ‘arm; CL:cylindrical+thick’ < Proto-
Mundurukuan *-pg; Picango 2019: 136). The reflexes in Mundurukuan clearly point to PT *V?a,
and the quality of the vowel that precedes the glottal stop is inferred based on the possible
morphological relation to *-pa/*mba. Unlike in Macro-Jé, Tupian shows a distinct root for
‘branch’, PT *-jand (Wayord kuw-angd ‘branch’, mbo-angd ‘wrist’; Karitiana -jongo ~ -jongo ‘arm,
branch’; Mundurukd -ddkii ~ -nikii ‘branch’; Apyawa -rakij-0 ‘branch’). There is also an alter-
nate candidate for the main term for ‘arm’, PT *-né, with reflexes in Kepkiriwat, Tuparian,
Arikém, Mondé, and Mundurukuan (compare also PT *-né-p# ‘armpit’).

In Macro-Jé, the reflexes of *-pa belong to class I. In Tupian, *-pa is reconstructed as a rela-
tional class I stem, and *mbas as an absolute one; this combination is also known as class Ib in
Tupi—Guaranian studies. In Kepkiriwat and Tuparian, the erstwhile absolute stem *mba > *mbo
‘hand (unpossessed)’ was apparently reanalyzed as relational, whereas Karo and possibly
some other languages have lost the allomorph *mba entirely.

‘foot’: PMJ *-par°©: PT *-pi [ *mbi
The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 370. Reflexes are found in the West-
ern (Rikbaktsa -pyry, Ofayé -¢ar) and Eastern (Maxakali -pata, Khisétjé -hwaj // -hwaji, Xavante
-para, Kaingang -pen) branches. The correspondences are regular.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 32. The root is pre-
served in all first-level branches, including Kepkiriwat («<-mbi> ‘leg’, <-mbitecaia> ‘heel’), Tu-
parikém (Makurap -mi, Karitiana -pi), Rama-Puru (Karo -pi-be’, Purubora -fi-be), Mondé (Paiter
-pi-pe), and Eastern (Munduruku -i, Sateré-Mawé -py/my, Apyawa -py-0/my-0); see Galucio et
al. 2015: 255 for a selection of reflexes. The correspondences are regular.

In Macro-Jé, the reflexes of *-pdr° belong to class I. In Tupian, *-p# is reconstructed as a re-
lational class I stem, and *mbi as an absolute one; this combination is also known as class Ib in
Tupi—Guaranian studies. In Kepkiriwat and Tuparian, the erstwhile absolute stem *mbi > *mbi
‘foot (unpossessed)’ was apparently reanalyzed as relational, whereas Arikém, Mundurukuan,
and some other languages have lost the form *mbi entirely.

This comparison deviates from my stringent criteria in that a PMJ coda is not matched to
any PT segment. However, the correspondences are otherwise recurrent, and the semantic
match is perfect; the rhotic codas in PM] are in any case infrequent.

‘to burn, to set on fire’: PM] *(-)py:k°® ~ *(-)pyw° : PT *-puk

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 371. The etymon is preserved in two
tirst-level branches of Macro-Jé, Western (Rikbaktsa -pok ‘to set on fire’) and Eastern (Maxakali
-puk ‘to burn (intr.)’, Canela—Kraho por, nonfinite -hpdoc ‘to burn (intr.)’). The correspondences
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are regular, including the sound change *-k > *-r in finite forms of intransitive verbs, typical of
the Cerrado languages (cf. Nikulin & Salanova 2019: 544). A difference in valency between the
Rikbaktsa verb and its Eastern Macro-Jé cognates is a problem for the comparison, though
hardly an insurmountable one. The uncertainty between the reconstruction of *-k° or *-y° is
due to the absence of a cognate in Krenak, the only Macro-Jé language that is known to pre-
serve the distinction (cf. Nikulin 2020: 159).

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 34. The etymon is pre-
served in three branches of Tupian: Tuparikém (Wayord -pugfa} ‘to cook’), Rama-Puru (Karo
-pik ‘to burn’), and Eastern (Mundurukt -pik ‘to burn’).

In all said languages, the verb is a relational class I stem, except for the finite form in the
Cerrado languages (finite intransitive verbs are absolute).

3CRF prefix: PM] *ta- : PT *ta-

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 253-260, 383. The etymon is pre-
served in Karaja (fa- with class I stems, ¢- with class II stems) and in two languages of the
Western branch (Rikbaktsa ta-, Arikapu ta-). The correspondences are regular.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 383. PT *ta- is pre-
served in the Tuparikém branch (Wayord te-, Karitiana ta-) and in at least one Eastern lan-
guage (Sateré-Mawé to-); a possible reflex with an unexpected vowel is also seen in the Rama-
Puru branch (Karo to-). The correspondences are otherwise regular. In addition, Mondé and
Aweti-Guaranian languages have 3CRF indices that point to PT *s- rather than *ta- (Aweti o-/w-,
Gaviao a-; Sabino 2016: 71-72, 146; Moore 1984: 30), a fact I am presently unable to account for.

In both language families, the morpheme in question is a third-person index which sig-
nals coreferentiality with another participant (typically the subject). In all languages where it
occurs, it can encode the possessor of a relational noun, but in some languages it can also en-
code the patient of a transitive verb or a complement of an adposition (as in Rikbaktsa), or else
the subject of a intransitive verb (as in Wayoro), or of a subclass of intransitive verbs (as in Ari-
kapt). In the latter use, the person index is taken to be coreferential with the noun phrase ex-
pressing the subject.

‘to give’: PM] *-iip : PT *-6P

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 422. Reflexes are found in most
Macro-Jé branches: Western (Djeoromitxi -6), Karaja (-6), and Eastern (Khisétjé -ngo, Maxakali
-hom). The labial stop in the coda position is reconstructed based on evidence from Maxakali
(-hom /-hapr/), Krenak (-um), and the nonfinite form found in the Akuwé languages (Xavante
-nh-om-ri). The correspondences are mostly regular, including the consonantal epenthesis in
onsetless stressed syllables in Maxakalian and Jé; however, the origins of the voiceless nasal m
in Krenak are unclear.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is mentioned in passim in Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 16;
see Galucio et al. 2015: 258 for a selection of reflexes. The root is preserved in the Tuparikém
(Tupari -om) and Eastern (Sateré-Mawé -um) branches. The Munduruku reflex -iim/-§-iim un-
expectedly shows an unrounded vowel /i/ (represented as i orthographically), but the
rounded reflex is found in the closely related Kuruaya (-m / -n-om; Galucio et al. 2015: 258).
The correspondences are otherwise regular.

In both language families, the root is vowel-initial, with no thematic consonant, and is
thus classifiable as class L. In the languages of the Cerrado branch of the Jé group, the verb *-go
takes indices of the accusative series when finite (just like all monosyllabic canonical transi-
tives), whereas its nonfinite form is a class II stem *-7i-0p-r’, with a thematic consonant and a
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suffix of nonfiniteness. Since the verb typically takes an inanimate theme, it frequently occurs
with a third-person index (PT *i-) in Tupian languages, which typically takes a consonantal al-
lomorph before a vowel-initial root.

‘to go up, to rise’: PMJ *-we(C) : PT *-we ()P

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is given as *-wi(C) in Nikulin 2020: 382, which is an unfor-
tunate typo (cf. Nikulin 2020: 148): PNJ *i can only go back to PM] *e. Reflexes are found in the
Western (Ofayé -wi, possibly Djeoromitxi {hu}wi) and Eastern (Khisétjé a-pi, nonfinite -td-pi-ri).
The correspondences are regular. The Northern Jé reflexes continue PNJ *a:-pi, nonfinite
*-jar-pi-r; the alternating prefixes *a:- (finite) and *ja:- (nonfinite), found in a number of intransi-
tive verbs, are of unclear origin, but they are clearly distinct from the antipassive prefixes *a-/
*ap- (finite) and *ja-/*ju- (nonfinite), which has a short vowel. The absence of clear cognates in
diagnostic languages, such as Maxakali, Krenak, Xavante, or Akwé-Xerente, makes it impossi-
ble to determine whether the Proto-Macro-Jé verb had a final consonant. If Maxakali -4-pep/-xu-
pep ‘to leave/arrive.SG’ is cognate, the PM] reconstruction can be amended to *-wep ~ *-wem?®,
but the semantic discrepancy renders the comparison uncertain.

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is based on reflexes such as Wayord -ngwep (< Proto-
Tuparian *-wepP; Nikulin & Andrade 2020: 299), Karitiana -haap ‘to rise (of the sun)’ (< Proto-
Arikém *-hi:p), Paiter -web-d ‘to swell’, and Aweti -tep (attested in Reiter 2011: 205). The corre-
spondences are regular except for the mismatch between the short vowel in Tuparian and the
long vowel in Arikém.

The class membership of Proto-Macro-Jé *-we(C) is difficult to determine based on direct
evidence: the Ofayé reflex is only marginally attested, whereas in other languages only a pre-
tixed derivative was preserved. In Tupian, the verb is a class I stem.

4.2. Good distribution in Macro-Jé only

‘hole’: PM] *-kuii® : Proto-Mundurukuan *-kdj

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 411. Reflexes of the bare root are
found in the Western (Djeoromitxi -kii) and Eastern (Maxakali -kox, Canela-Kraho kwa ‘well,
spring’) branches. In derivatives, such as the terms for ‘sky’ and ‘mouth’, it is preserved in
even more languages, as in Karaja (female speech biku, male speech biu ‘rain, sky’), Khisétjé
(-jajkhwa ‘mouth’), or Kaingang (janka ‘door’).

The Proto-Mundurukuan form, reflected in Munduruku as -kiiy /-k3j/ and in Kuruaya as
-kdj, is from Picango 2019: 136. It lacks known cognates in other Tupian languages. If it is
shown to be of Proto-Tupian original, its PT etymon must have been *-ka?ic, *-ka?ac, *_kaac,
*-ka?5C, *-na?dc, or *-na?ac. Two alternative candidates for the Proto-Tupian term for ‘hole’ are
*-kir?s and *-kaP, but both have their distribution limited to two Rondonian branches only.
The former has reflexes in Tuparikém (Tupari -apsi-kiim’e ‘inner ear’, -kiim’e ‘vagina’, Akuntst
-api-tep-kimd ‘inner ear’ with an irregular final vowel, Karitiana emd ~ emmd ‘pit’) and Mondé
(Paiter -fwa ‘hole, buttock’). The latter has reflexes in Tuparikém (Karitiana -’op ‘hole, channel’
and Kepkiriwat (<uapicap> /u-api-kapr/ ‘inner ear’)."?

In both Macro-Jé and Mundurukuan, the roots in question are relational class I stems.

13 Otherwise, each Tupian branch employs its own root(s) for the meaning ‘hole’: Makurap pun; Tupari
-du’am; Karitiana -’op; Karo -xdk ~ Purubord feK; Arud <hifiap»>; Proto-Juruna *-ku(-)d and *karapii; Sateré-Mawé -ka?a;
Proto-Aweti-Guaranian *-k“aT.
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It must be noted that PM]J *-kuii® shows similarity with yet another root, found in Mondé
only: Paiter -koy in goy-koy ‘pit’ (from gohy ‘earth’). This root cannot be cognate with Proto-
Mundurukuan *-kgj, and could in principle be equated, at least etymologically, with the direc-
tional suffix -koy ‘towards’.

‘ripe’: PM]J *-ndép® : Tupari -tep

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 390. The etymon is best known
for its reflexes in the Eastern branch (Maxakali tep-ta ‘banana’, Khisétjé -ndep-txi ‘red’, Apinajé
-nep ‘ripe’, Canela-Kraho -ntep-ti ‘ripe, red’), but a likely reflex is also found in the Western
branch (Rikbaktsa -{ne/ne ‘ripe’).

Tupari -tep is documented, for example, in Alves 2004: 257, 258. No cognates in other Tu-
pian languages are known. It can technically go back to a variety of forms, such as PT *-tep,
*-tap, *-ndeP, *-ndaP, *-deP, or *-doP. In many other Tupian languages, the concept ‘ripe’ is ex-
pressed by a reflex of *-woP ‘red, ripe’ instead: compare Wayoro -ngop ‘red, ripe’ (Nogueira et al.
2021: 103), Akuntst -kop ‘red, ripe’ (Aragon 2014: 104, 131), Paiter -6b ‘red, ripe’ (Bontkes 1978:
14), Yudja -upa ‘ripe’ (Fargetti 2001: 281-283), Munduruk -op ‘ripe’ (Crofts 1985: 99), etc. It is
possible that *-woP was primarily used a color term, whereas the highly hypothetical form PT
*-tep, *-toP, *-ndeP, *-ndaP, *-deP, or *-0aP could have been a dedicated term for ‘ripe’, ousted in
most daughter languages by reflexes of *-woP.

Both in Jé and Tupari the stem in question is a relational class I stem. Maxakali tep-ta is an
absolute stem, and Rikbaktsa -{nejne is an intransitive verb (the language no longer has a
class I/ class II distinction).

‘to kill’: PM] *-w1 : Karo -~wi

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 383. Reflexes are found in the West-
ern (Ofayé -wi ‘to shoot’), Karaja (-we- ‘to sting, to penetrate, to stab’), and Eastern (Ritual
Maxakali -mi-y, irrealis -m7 ‘to kill’, Maxakali -mi-y, irrealis -m7 ‘to make’, Khisétjé -pi, nonfinite
-pi-r1 ‘to kill.sG’, Xavante -wi, nonfinite -wi-r7 ‘to kill.sG’). The correspondences are regular. The
meaning ‘to kill’ is attested only in Ritual Maxakali and in most languages of the Cerrado
branch (singular only), whereas Ofay¢, Karaja, and spoken Maxakali all show deviant mean-
ings. Even the Cerrado languages Canela-Kraho and Pykobjé-Krikati do not use the reflexes
of PMJ *-wi as the basic verb for ‘to kill’; instead, they are used figuratively, e.g. as ‘to extin-
guish a fire’, ‘to kill by drowning (of water)’, ‘to suffocate’.

The Karo verb -w7 ‘to kill’ (Gabas Jr 1999: 48, 57) can technically go back to PT *-wi, *-wic,
*-wi, or *-wiC (note that PT *7 and *f merge in all Tupian languages except Juruna and Mawé-
Guaranian, whereas *C is deleted after a front high vowel in these languages; see the cognate
set for ‘heavy’ in 4.3). It is likely related to Purubora -wi ‘to kill’ (Galucio et al. 2015: 257), but
the absence of vowel nasality in the putative Purubord cognate is unaccounted for. Karitiana
-mi ‘to beat’ is technically comparable with Karo -w7 ‘to kill’, given that *m and *w merge as m
before nasal vowels in Arikém, but it could likewise be cognate with Proto-Tuparian *-mi
(> Tupari -m1 ‘to stab, to sting’, Sakurabiat and Akuntsta -mi ‘to kill’); in the latter case, the
Proto-Tuparikém form must be reconstructed as *-mi, thus showing no regular correspon-
dence with Karo -wi. Alternatively, one could reconstruct Proto-Tupian *-wi, *-wiC, *-wi, or
*-wiC based on reflexes in the Rama-Puru and Tuparikém branches and posit an irregular
sound change *w > *m in Proto-Tuparikém, Proto-Tuparian, or Proto-Core Tuparian. If such a
verb existed in Proto-Tupian, it was likely distinct from PT *-?aoka ~ *_Pa0ka ‘to kill, to beat’,
with reflexes in Kepkiriwat, Mondé, Mundurukuan, and Mawé—Guaranian, in that the latter
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prototypically referred to beating to death, whereas the former probably referred to killing by
stabbing or piercing (e.g. with an arrow), as suggested by the Tupari reflex.

In Macro-Jé€, the root is a class I stem. In the languages of the Cerrado branch of the Jé
group, its reflexes take indices of the accusative series when finite (just like all monosyllabic
canonical transitives), whereas its nonfinite form is PCerr *-wi-r’. Karo does not have a class
I/class II distinction.

4.3. Good distribution in Tupian only

‘bitter’: PT *-dap : PCerr *-ndap ‘sour, bitter’

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 27, with reflexes in the Tu-
parikém (Tupari -tép-’a ‘bitter’, -tép-’ut ‘sour’, Karitiana -taap) and Eastern (Munduruku -cuip,
Sateré-Mawé -nop, Aweti -lop, Apyawa -rap) branches, as well as possibly in Mondé (Paiter
-{pe}txdb). The correspondences involving the nucleus and the coda are regular. However, the
correspondence between Proto-Tuparian/Proto-Arikém *t and Sateré-Mawé n, Aweti [, PTG *r
is unprecedented: Proto-Tuparian/Proto-Arikém *t points to PT *t, Sateré-Mawé n suggests
PT *nd (allophone of */n/), whereas Aweti [ : PTG *r is not known to go back to any specific
PT consonant4. The Mundurukuan reflexes are uninformative, since *t and *nd are not other-
wise distinguished in Mundurukuan. I reconstruct *d for the correspondence in question and
assume that it was a low-frequency phoneme in Proto-Tupian, just like its apparent reflex /l/ in
Aweti. However, other solutions are also imaginable, such as the existence of a hypothetical
alternation between the allomorphs *-taP (relational) and *ndaP (absolute), with the subsequent
generalization of the former in Tuparikém and of the latter in Mawé-Guaranian.

The Proto-Cerrado reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 456. Reflexes include Akwé-Xerente
-twamj}t(a)pa/-{wamltap ‘bitter, sour’, Mébéngokre -nap ‘sour’, Pykobjé-Krikati -ntap ‘sour,
ripe’, and possibly Khisétjé -ndap // -ndawy ‘smooth’. The correspondences are regular. The
semantic reconstruction is not straightforward: there are other terms for ‘sour’ and ‘bitter’ in the
Goyaz languages, which are also quite old: Proto-Goyaz *-jwa ‘sour’ and *-j3 ‘bitter’ (< PJ *-jo¥
‘sour, salty’, *-ja,X ‘bitter’). If PCerr *-ndap is shown to be of Macro-Jé origin, its erstwhile form
should be reconstructed as PM] *-ndap® or *-nddp°'.

Both PT *-0aP and Proto-Cerrado *-ndap are reconstructed as relational class I stems.

‘to do, to say, to be like this’: PT *-ke : PS] *ké // *ke

The Tupian reconstruction is based on reflexes in the Tuparikém (Makurap -ke, Karitiana -’a),
Rama-Puru (Karo -’¢), and Eastern (Sateré-Mawé -’¢, Apyawa -’¢/-¢) branches. The correspon-
dences are regular, except that the Aweti—-Guaranian branch has innovated some irregular in-
flected forms: the third-person form is reconstructed as *e?i (rather than the expected **o-7¢),
whereas the second-person singular form is attested as e’i (rather than *e-’e) in Aweti and re-
constructed as *ere (rather than **ere-?e) in PTG. Although other forms are regular (PTG 1 *a-Ze,
142 *ja-2e, 143 *oro-?e, 2+3 *pe’j-¢), some daughter languages show extra irregularities, such as

14 ]t is conceivable that Aweti [ and PTG *r are the regular reflexes of PT *nd. Unfortunately, PT *ndo(:) ‘hill’
and *-ndok ‘to eat.INTR’ lack known reflexes in these languages, making it difficult to determine the evolution
pathways of PT *nd in the Aweti—-Guaranian branch.

15 Other Macro-Jé languages show noncognate forms for ‘sour’ and ‘bitter’: Krenak -ra ‘sour’, -fidngrok ‘bitter’;
Maxakali -xupydg ‘sour’, -xiiiy ‘pain, sour, bitter, spicy’; Karaja 3 tx-ubrére ‘sour’; Ofayé 3 h-afé ‘sour’, 3 3-xahta ‘bit-
ter’; Rikbaktsa -bui ‘sour’, -sikpia ~ -spia ‘bitter’; Proto-Jabutian *-jombi ‘pain; sour’, *-wawa ‘bile’ (whence Djeoro-
mitxi -wdwi-rii ‘bitter’) or Arikapt -oay ~ -way ‘bitter’; Proto-Chiquitano *dkor- ‘to be sour’, *picar- ‘to be bitter’.
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the nasalization *e > ¢ in the Apyawa forms d-’¢, xa-’¢, ara-’é or the analogical vowel raising in
Guarasugwe (éri, i-? instead of *ére, *é-?i), Kawaiwete (a-’i instead of *a-’e), or Kamayura (i-’i
instead of *e-’i).

On the Macro-Jé side of the comparison, one finds only PSJ *ké // *ke (the latter allomorph
appears utterance-finally due to a general process of vowel lowering), reflected, for example,
in Kaingang ke // ké ‘to do, to say’. This verb lacks known cognates elsewhere in Macro-Jé. It is
semantically close to its Tupian counterparts in that it is used both for actions and speech acts.
However, it cannot be a Tupian loan, since the only Tupian languages that have a velar relfex
of PT *k — Tuparian and Kepkiriwat — are spoken 1,500 km northwest from the Southern Jeé-
speaking zone. If it goes back to Proto-Macro-J¢, the protoform must have been *-ki(C).

‘white’: PT *-kiT : PCerr *-ka:
The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is based on reflexes in Rama-Puru (Karo -kiit), Mondé (Paiter
-kir), Eastern (Sateré-Mawé -kyt{’i}, -kyt{sig}), and apparently Tuparikém (Wayord -{yjir{a}
‘white’, though the main root for ‘white’ in Tuparikém is *-pa(:)K); see Galucio et al. 2015: 260
for more reflexes.

The Proto-Cerrado form for ‘white’ is reconstructed as *-ka by Nikulin (2020: 467), who
does not recognize the existence of contrastive vowel length in that protolanguage. However,
it is now clear that long vowels in Pykobjé-Krikati (and Canela-Krahd, whose long vowels are
however not so thoroughly documented) correspond to long vowels in Xavante, where they
are preserved utterance-medially only, as documented by McLeod & Mitchell (1977). There-
fore, long vowels must have existed in Proto-Cerrado. Xavante -’z /-?a:/ ‘white’ has an under-
lying long vowel, as seen in the example tsi’a hd pi’6 [si:?a: hd pi?d] /ci-?a: hd pi?0j/ ‘the chicken
(lit. white bird) is female’ (McLeod & Mitchell 1977: 107), and so does Pykobjé-Krikati -jacaa
/-jak"a:/ ‘white’. Other reflexes include Khisétjé -jakha, Mébéngokre -jaka, and Akweé-Xerente
-ka. The Northern Jé reflexes contain the element *-ja-, which could have historically been a
plural prefix. The updated Proto-Cerrado reconstruction is, therefore, *-ka:. No cognates else-
where in Macro-Jé are known, but no stronger candidates for the Proto-Macro-Jé root for
‘white’ are known either'e. If *-ka: is shown to be of Macro-Jé origin, its protoform can be re-
constructed as *-kaC° or as *-kidC°, with an unidentified coda.

In both language families, the term in question is a class I relational stem.

‘husband’: PT *-méT : PM] *-mbi,n (Eastern)

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 32. Reflexes are found in
the Tuparikém (Wayoro -men, Karitiana -man), Rama-Puru (Purubora -meT), Mondé (Gaviao
-met), and Eastern (Yudja -mend, Sateré-Mawé -men, Apyawa -men-a) branches. The correspon-
dences are regular.

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 380. Reflexes are found in the
Eastern branch only and include Maxakali -pit ‘male’, Khisétjé -mdjén // -mdjéni ‘husband’,
Panara inpin-pji ‘husband’, and Kaingang -mén ‘husband’. The correspondences are regular.

In both language families, the noun in question is a class I relational noun.

‘L: PT *o- : PCerr *wa

In Proto-Tupian, *o- is reconstructed as an absolutive/genitive first-person prefix, from which the
pronoun *0T is derived, just like the pronoun *éT is derived from the second-person prefix *e-.

16 Each Macro-Jé branch employs its own root(s) for this meaning: Krenak -jirum; PS] *kupri; Proto-Karaja *-kird;
Ofayé -kdé? and -gate?; Rikbaktsa -baraza; Arikapa -miw ~ -mio; Djeoromitxi -kinorii; Proto-Chiquitano *purusufii.
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It has reflexes in almost all Tupian languages. Before consonant-initial stems, it is reflected as
Kepkiriwat «u-», Makurap o0-, Wayoro6 o-, Karitiana y-, Karo o-, Purubord o-, Paiter o-, Yudja u-,
Mundurukt o-, Sateré-Mawé ufi}-, Apyawa wfe}- ‘1CRF’, among many other reflexes. Before
vowel-initial stems, it shows asyllabic allomorphs in some languages, such as Wayoro6 m(b)-/0-
(before rounded vowels) or Yudja w-/0-. In Mawé-Guaranian, it is unexpectedly reflected as
*ucC- rather than *u-. The TG reflex is only used anaphorically, particularly when a first-person
possessor on a noun or a first-person argument of a gerund of an intransitive verb is coreferen-
tial with some other participant. As for noncoreferential uses, it has been ousted by the clitic
*ice= in the TG languages.

The Proto-Cerrado pronoun *wa ‘I’ is reflected as Xavante wa hd, Akweé-Xerente wa (ha),
Khisétjé pa (topical) / wa (nominative), Mébéngokre ba, Canela—Kraho pa (topical) / wa (nomi-
native), among other reflexes. It is erroneously reconstructed as *waj’ in Nikulin 2020: 451,
where the palatal coda is claimed to have been present in the reconstructed form based on the
Akweé-Xerente reflexes waimeé ‘with me’, waité ‘mine’, mistakenly segmented as wai-me, wai-té.
Instead, the correct segmentation must be wa=i-me, wa=i-t¢, where i- is a first-person prefix pre-
ceded by the cliticized pronoun wa. Compare also the second-person forms kaimeé ‘with you’
and kaité ‘yours’, analyzable as ka=ai-mé, ka=ai-té, where ka is a pronoun and ai- is a second-
person prefix. Some Northern Jé languages show distinct reflexes of *wa when stressed (topi-
cal) and unstressed (nominative); at least in Khisétjé this is the expected consequence of the
conditioned split that affected PNJ *b.

Proto-Cerrado *wa has no known cognates in other Macro-Jé languages. If it is shown to go
back to Macro-J§, its original form can be stipulated to have been *1(C). Nikulin (2020: 187-193)
reconstructs a case paradigm consisting of PM] *ifi (first-person internal case pronoun) and *a
(tirst-person agentive case pronoun), but does not discard the possibility that the pronominal
case paradigm included even more cases. It is possible that Proto-Cerrado *wa reflects a PM] first-
person pronoun inflected for some other case, whose original function is yet to be identified.

‘to wake up’: PT *-pak : Proto-Jabutian *-pa

Proto-Tupian *-paK is reconstructed based on its reflexes in the Tuparikém (Wayord -{efpak),
Rama-Puru (Karo -{pelpak), Mondé (Paiter -pdki-té ‘to wake smb. up’, -pdk{o} ‘to be awake’),
and Eastern (Yudja -pak-, Apyawa -pik) branches. The correspondences are regular. The ele-
ments e- in Tuparian and pe- in Karo are, at least etymologically, intransitivizing and imper-
sonal passive markers, respectively.

The Proto-Jabutian reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 542. The root is preserved both in
Arikapu and Djeoromitxi as -pa. It is hardly borrowed from the neighboring Tuparian lan-
guages, since all Tuparian languages show the element e- found in Wayord. If the Jabutian root
is shown to be of Macro-Jé origin, the protoform can be reconstructed as *-pa(C), *-pa(C), or pos-
sibly *-pij(C). No stronger candidates for the Proto-Macro-Jé root for ‘to wake up’ are known?.

Both in Tupian and Jabutian the verb is a relational class I stem.

‘heavy’: PT *-patic : Maxakali -ptux

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 34. Reflexes are found in
most Tupian languages, including Tuparikém (Makurap -poti, Karitiana -pyti), Rama-Puru

17 Each Macro-Jé branch employs its own root for this meaning: Krenak -mrat ~ -mrok (intr.), -mray (tr.);
Maxakali -koxa-k, irrealis -koxa (tr.); PJ] *-rit° ‘to wake up, to look’ (intr.), cf. also PNJ *-mbra: (nonfinite *-mbra:-r) ‘to
wake up’ (tr.); Proto-Karaja *-e01-04 (intr., with the reflexive prefix *e0i-); Ofayé -xéré-ge / -xéhoé ~ -xéhoj; Rikbaktsa
-popo (tr.); Proto-Chiquitano *syto-pyr- (intr., from *-syto ~ *-siito ‘eye’).
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(Karo -pi’ti), Mondé (Paiter pati-ga), and Eastern branches (Yudja -padit-, Sateré-Mawé -potyi,
Apyawa -pooj). The correspondences are mostly regular, except that Wayor6 -pooti ~ -poti
(Nogueira et al. 2021: 105) has an unexpected variant with a long vowel; Munduruku -poxi
(Picango 2005: 264) has an irregular rounded vowel (unlike in the closely related Kuruaya);
and Karo -pi’ti (Gabas Jr 1999: 15) has an unexpected vowel in the initial syllable followed by a
glottal stop. In addition, the vowel of the final syllable has been attested as ¢ in the Juruna
branch (Yudja -padét-, Xipaya -padet-; Fargetti & Rodrigues 2008: 562), but at least the Yudja
form is mistranscribed in that source. The actual Yudja form is -padit-, as attested elsewhere
(Lima 2014: 28) and confirmed by native speakers.

On the Macro-Jé side, one finds Maxakali -ptux /-ptic/ ‘heavy’ (Silva 2020: 96), with the al-
lomorph -putux ocurring after consonants. It lacks known cognates elsewhere in Macro-Jé,
though technically it can be quite old, given that no other Proto-Macro-Jé term for ‘heavy’ can
be reconstructed'®. The hypothetical PM] form could then start with *pr, *m(b)r, *pVt, *pVn(d),
*pVr, *mbVt, *mbVn(d), *mbVr, *wVt, *wVn(d), or *wVr; the nucleus could be either *3, *y, or *yj;
the coda could be any palatal coda, with or without an echo vowel. It is unlikely that the
Maxakali form was borrowed from Tupian. Although Maxakali has a handful of well-known
loanwords from a Tupian language, these come from Old Tupi, or from a closely related vari-
ety (Ribeiro 2012b: 91). However, Old Tupi, just like all TG languages, does not preserve
Proto-Tupian *t as a stop, and has the form -posyi /-pasic/ ‘heavy’ as the reflex of PT *-patiC.
Such a form would have been borrowed into Maxakali as *-poxux */-pucic/, or perhaps as
*-pxux */-pcic/ (assuming a diachronic loss of unstressed /u/, as in -pxet ‘one’ and -ptox ‘head’;
see Silva & Nikulin 2021: 36). From a phonological point of view, non-TG Tupian languages
would be more suitable candidates, but all of these languages are spoken thousands of kilome-
ters west of the current Maxakali area.

<

to go’, ‘to come’: PT *-téP ‘to exit’, *-ZatéP ‘to arrive’
: PMJ *té (nonfinite *-té-m or *-té-n) ‘to go, to come’ (Eastern)

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction *-tépP ‘to exit’ is based on reflexes in the Tuparikém (Karitiana
-tam ‘to fly’) and Eastern (Munduruku -cém, Sateré-Mawé -tem, Aweti -tem, Kawaiwete -em)
branches. The Proto-Tupian reconstruction *-2atéP ‘to arrive’ is based on reflexes in the Tu-
parikém (Karitiana -otam), Rama-Puru (Purubora -aném-d), and Eastern (Mundurukua -ajém,
Aweti -{to}tem, Apyawa -{w/aem) branches. The erstwhile presence of PT *? is recoverable based
on the creaky voice in Munduruku. All TG languages show a fossilized element *w-, which is
likely to have originated in an active third-person prefix. The correspondences are regular for
both verbs. The former appears to have split into two different verbs in the Guaranian branch
of TG: *-0épr (> Tapiete, Mbya -€) and *-céP (> Paraguayan Guarani -s¢, Mbya -x¢ ‘to leave defi-
nitely’), with Mbya showing reflexes of both with different meanings. This is likely a result of
horizontal transmission between (pre-Proto-)Guaranian varieties. PT *t is otherwise known to
have two reflexes in Proto-Guaranian in the default position, which I reconstruct as *6 and *c,
but the conditioning environments for this purported split have not been established so far.

18 Each Macro-Jé branch employs its own root for this meaning: Krenak mukran ~ mukran; Proto-Goyaz *-pyti;
Proto-Akuwé *-piré: // *-piré; PS] *kuOy; Proto-Karaja *-kutie; Ofayé -wenca ~ -enca; Rikbaktsa -tsakyrik; Proto-
Jabutian *-kémij ~ *-kumij; Proto-Chiquitano *-aimi/*-iiimi. Despite the superficial similarity between the Maxakali,
Proto-Goyaz, and Proto-Akuwé forms, as well as between the PS] and the Proto-Karaja one, none of them are con-
ceivably cognate with each other because of lack of regular correspondences involving vowels.

1 Some authors have proposed that the distinction between these two consonants is quite old, and project
it to the Proto-Tupi—Guaranian (Carvalho 2022) or even Proto-Tupian (Rodrigues 2007) stage. Others assume
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The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 387. Reflexes are found in the
Eastern branch only and include Maxakali -niin (irrealis nii) ‘to come’, Krenak -niy (imperative
ni), Khisétjé the (nonfinite -thém) ‘to go/come.SG’, Xavante -nem ‘to go/come.DU’ (nonfinite
only), and Kaingang t7 (nonfinite -ig) ‘to go/come.DU’. The correspondences are mostly regu-
lar, except that the nonfinite form in Jé points to PM] *-té-m, whereas the realis/indicative
forms found in the Trans-Sao Francisco languages Maxakali and Krenak point to PMJ *-té-n.
In the Jé languages, the verb in question is used as the generic movement verb (the concepts
‘to go’ and ‘to come’ are distinguished by means of centrifugal and centripetal particles), re-
stricted to singular subjects in the Goyaz and Southern branches and to dual subjects in the
Akuweé branch. For plural subjects, the verb *mii; ‘to go/come.PL’ is used. In the Trans-Sao
Francisco branch, the opposition between the cognates of *t¢ and *mii; is not that of number,
but rather of direction: PJ *t¢ ‘to go/come.SG’ corresponds to *né-n (irrealis *né) ‘to come’,
whereas *mii; ‘to go/come.PL’ corresponds to *mii-# (irrealis *mii) ‘to go’.

The Tupian verbs are class I verbs. In Macro-J§, the finite stem is reconstructed as absolute
(uninflectable), and its nonfinite counterpart is a class I relational stem. The proposed match is
between the nonfinite stem in Macro-Jé and the invariable stem in Tupian; note that Tupian
does not have a systematic finiteness distinction in verbal stems except for a handful of verbs
in TG, which are usually referred to as irregular verbs (cf. Barbosa 1956: 305-309).

‘to arrive’: PT *-wwc ‘to go out, to arrive’ : PCerr *wdc, nonfinite *-wdc

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is based on reflexes in the Tuparikém (Karitiana -hej ‘to go
away, to abandon’), Rama-Puru (Karo -wily ‘to go out’, Purubora -wi ‘to go out’), and Eastern
(Yudja -wi ‘to arrive’) branches. The correspondence between the onset consonants and the
vowels is regular. The fact that Karitiana and Karo show a palatal coda, absent in Purubora
and the Juruna languages, remains unexplained. An identical correspondence is observed in
the Rama-Puru cognate set for ‘to wait’ (Karo -pily, Purubora -b#), suggesting that at least Pu-
rubora may have regularly lost the palatal coda after an <. The polysemy ‘to go out’ / ‘to arrive’
is common in the region, and is attested in languages such as Canela-Kraho6 (-cato) or
Maxakali (-xu-pep / -4-pep, singular only).

The Proto-Cerrado form is reconstructed as *wdj (finite), *-woc (nonfinite) in Nikulin 2020:
451 based on reflexes such as Khisétjé pdji (finite), -p6t (nonfinite) and Xavante wi (finite, singu-
lar only), -witsi (nonfinite, singular only). However, the reconstruction can be amended to *wdc
(finite), *-wdc (nonfinite). The Northern Jé languages show a regular lenition of the stem-final
stop in the finite form, yielding the reflex *b6j as opposed to the nonfinite form *-bdc (Nikulin
& Salanova 2019: 544). In the Akuwé languages, the finite form is reconstructed as *wi ‘to ar-
rive.SG’, but the loss of *-c is expected in the finite form, since finite forms only occur clause-
finally in Akuwé, and the utterance-final allophone of Proto-Akuweé */c/ is zero.?’ No cognates
in other Macro-Jé languages are known, but if *(-)wdc is shown to be of Macro-Jé origin, the re-
spective PM] protoform must have been *(-)wyc®.

The Tupian verbs are class I verbs. In Macro-Jé, the finite stem is reconstructed as absolute
(uninflectable), and its nonfinite counterpart is a class I relational stem.

that the distinction is a relatively recent innovation restricted to the Guaranian branch (cf. Schleicher 1998,
Meira & Drude 2015, Nikulin & Carvalho 2022). The existence of doublets such as *-0éP/*-céP ‘to leave’ suggests
that the distinction between *0 and *c cannot continue an ancient Proto-Tupi-Guaranian or Proto-Tupian oppo-
sition.

2 In the utterance-medial position, Proto-Akuwé */c/ surfaces as *cV, as in *-(")pécé ‘good’, *-puci ‘to leave.DU.NF’,
*-faci ‘to enter.DU.NF’. These stems surface as *-(")pé, *-pu, *-ja in the clause-final position.
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4.4. Limited distribution in both families

‘bat’: Proto-Goyaz *njép : PT *jumup (Kepkiriwat and Mondé)

Proto-Goyaz *njép ‘bat’ is reconstructed based on reflexes such as Khisétjé ntép-txi and Panara
{najnsépi (attested as <incép> in the early 20t century). The root lacks known cognates in other
Macro-Jé languages. Nikulin’s (2020: 463) comparison of Proto-Goyaz *njép ‘bat’ with Proto-
Akuweé *cibi // *ci:bi ‘tarantula’ must be rejected not only for semantic, but also phonological
reasons: the expected cognate of Proto-Goyaz *njép in Proto-Akuwé should have the form
**cipi /| **ci:bi (underlying **/cip/). Since there are no stronger candidates for the Proto-Macro-
Jé term for ‘bat’,?! it is possible that Proto-Goyaz *njép is a retention from the hypothetical
Proto-Macro-Jé form *njip°.

In Tupian, similar terms for ‘bat’ are found in at least two Rondonian branches, Kepkiri-
wat (jép>) and Mondé (Paiter lihb, Zord djip, among other reflexes; Proto-Mondé *nji:P). In Jodao
Barbosa de Faria’s notes, <e> or «¢> may stand for Kepkiriwat /i/, a sound transcribed by
Candido M. S. Rondon as «u> (compare Barbosa de Faria’s <queitad> and Rondon’s «cuita-a
‘earth’). Therefore, the Kepkiriwat term for ‘bat’ can be restituted as /jiP/ (/jeP/ is another pos-
sibility, but this does not correspond to Proto-Mondé *nji:P). A possible cognate in the Rama-
Puru branch is Purubora fip{¢} (Monserrat 2005: 16), though the morphological segmentation is
unclear. A much weaker candidate for the Proto-Tupian term for ‘bat’ is seen in the Tu-
parikém (Makurap waxariax, Wayord ngwaria, Tup wdri’a, Sakurabiat kwarisa, Karitiana asori,
Arikém /ojori/) branch and in Aweti (fati’a). However, the correspondences are entirely irregu-
lar: Core Tuparian languages point to PT *wari?a ~ *wari?a, Makurap to *wajari?ac ~ *wajaritac,
Karitiana to *wejari ~ *wejari, Arikém to *aiari ~ *aiari or the like, and Aweti to *wake?a. This
etymology plausibly involves extensive horizontal transmission rather than cognation.

It is unlikely that the similarity between Proto-Goyaz, Kepkiriwat, and Mondé forms is
due to contact. Note that the Goyaz languages are mostly spoken more than 1,000 km east
from the Kepkiriwat- and Mondé-speaking area. An exception is constituted by the west-
ernmost Goyaz languages, Kajkwakhrattxi (until the 20t century) and Khisétjé (until the
19t century), which used to be spoken in the Tapajoés River basin, some 300 km east from the
easternmost Mondé territory. However, Kajkwakhrattxi and Khisétjé are known to be new-
comers in that region; moreover, these languages characteristically reflect Proto-Goyaz *nj as
nt [°t/.

Both in Goyaz and Tupian, the term for ‘bat’ is an absolute stem.

‘to dig’: PM] *-kut (Eastern only) : Proto-Mundurukuan *-je-kot

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction, taken from Nikulin 2020: 411, is based on reflexes re-
stricted to the Eastern branch, such as Maxakali -kot, Khisétje -khwd (nonfinite -khwain), Laklano
ka ‘to dig’. The correspondences are regular, except that in the Northern Jé languages the finite
form (PN] *-kwd) was analogically remodeled based on the regular nonfinite form *-kw3-7i; the
expected reflex of the finite form would have been **-kwa (the sound change *wa > *wd nor-
mally takes place only in closed syllables).

The Proto-Mundurukuan reconstruction, taken from Picanco (2019: 137), is based on
Munduruka -je-kot and Kuruaya -de-kot ‘to dig’. This verb includes a middle voice prefix,
Mundurukad je- / Kuruaya de- (Gomes 2007). The root lacks known cognates in other Tupian

21 Each Macro-Jé branch employs its own root for this meaning: Krenak kiirjat ~ hiitjat ~ fiarjat; Maxakali xdinim;
PS] *k(r)ynOej; Proto-Akuwé *arobo; Karaja tyrehe; Ofayé ¢oktae? ~ ¢ektaj? (underlying /Ppontan®/ or the like);
Rikbaktsa byrizuk; Arikapu arokii; Djeoromitxi beretxe; Proto-Chiquitano *SyBijucy- (~ *si- ~ *su-).
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languages, however, there are no stronger candidates for the Proto-Tupian verb for ‘to
dig’?. A semantically close verb *-kaC probably rather meant ‘to plant’, as evidenced by its re-
flexes in Mondé, Juruna (also ‘to bury’), or Sateré-Mawé (Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 30); only
the Aweti-Guaranian languages show the meaning ‘to dig’, and even then usually in com-
pounds, such as Apyawa -’ywy-kaj (with a historically incorporated root ywy ‘earth’). There-
fore, it is quite possible that the Proto-Mundurukuan root *-kot is an archaism. The respective
Proto-Tupian form could have been *-ko(:)T, *-ko(:)T, or *-ngo(:)T. A possible semantically
shifted cognate, kohr{a} or kor-kor ‘to paddle’, is seen in Paiter. If the Proto-Tupian reconstruc-
tion is shown to be *-koT, Wayoré -pi-ot could be claimed to be a partial cognate (but see fn. 22).

‘to enter’: PJ *gé, (plural only) : PT *-ke ~ *-ke (Eastern)

The Proto-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 443. It is reflected as Khisétjé angré (nonfinite
-ngrét), Xavante ddza (nonfinite -dzatsi, dual only), Kaingang ge, among other reflexes. In fact,
the Cerrado languages show reflexes of three morphologically related verbs: *a:17gja (nonfinite
*-ngjac) ‘to enter.PL’, *-ygja (nonfinite *-ygjaii’) ‘to insert.PL’, and *-jangja (nonfinite *-jangjaii’) ‘to
wear.PL’. The correspondences are regular, except that the finite forms in Parkatéjé (akjéj) and
Canela-Kraho (acjéj) have been remodeled based on the nonfinite form; the expected finite
forms in these languages would be *akjé/*acjé or *akia/*aquij. Khisétjé ngr /ny/ [nga] is possibly
the regular reflex of PNJ */nj/, though no supporting examples are known. If PJ *ygé, is of
Macro-Jé origin, the respective protoform can be reconstructed as *11i,(C). No alternative can-
didate for ‘to enter.PL’ can be reconstructed. Its singular counterpart is reconstructed as Proto-
Macro-Jé *jp (Nikulin 2020: 400), based on reflexes in the Cerrado languages (*a;ja, nonfinite
*-jopr) and Ofayé -xoh. However, it is equally possible that the Ofayé verb is cognate with
Karaja -0 ‘to enter’, Djeoromitxi hu/-ru ‘to enter’, and possibly Arikapt -txuf{rii} ‘to enter’ (with
the unexplained element -rii). In this case, one should reconstruct PMJ *jy(C) ‘to enter.sG’. Rik-
baktsa -tsuk ‘to enter.sG’ shows no regular correspondence to the aforementioned forms, de-
spite being superficially similar.

In Tupian, the reflexes of *-ke ~ *-ke ‘to enter’ are only seen in the Eastern branch and in-
clude Munduruk -je-xé ‘to come home’ (with a middle voice prefix), Sateré-Mawé -(w)e-ke ‘to
enter’ (with a reflexive prefix), Apyawa -ke ‘to enter’, among other reflexes. In some TG lan-
guages, the verb shows a prefixal alternation between the finite and nonfinite stems. For ex-
ample, Old Tupi has the finite stem -ike, whereas in the nonfinite paradigm the class II stem
tetke (-retke, 3 s-eike) is found (Barbosa 1956: 307). Similar alternations affect several other *i-/*e-
initial verbs; I assume that the alternation in question originated as an absolute/relational al-
ternation, also found in pairs such as PT *ir7 ‘hammock (absolute)’ and *-j-ér7 ‘hammock (rela-
tional)’. If this turns out to be an archaism, one can reconstruct PT *-ike ~ *-ike (finite, absolute)
and *-j-eke ~ *—j—ek% (non-finite, relational) ‘to enter, to come home’, with the loss of the initial
vowel in languages such as Apyawa. This verb was in any case distinct from PT *-wuiP ‘to en-
ter’, with reflexes in the Tuparikém (Makurap -mum/-mu-a, Wayord -ngii-d, Karitiana -mem)
and Eastern (Mundurukt -6m ‘to enter’) branches?.

2 Each Tupian branch employs its own root for this meaning: Tupari -ay, Wayoré -pi-ot, Akuntsu -poro-ka,
Makurap -kix, Karitiana -yt, Sateré-Mawé -pan, Aweti -koy (from Proto-Tupian *-kaC ‘to plant’), PTG *-?ifi-koC (*ipi
‘earth’ is historically an incorporated object, and *-koC goes back to *-kaC ‘to plant’). The element -ot in Wayoré -pi-ot
could be cognate with Karitiana -yt, pointing to Proto-Tuparikém *-oT, but Nogueira (2019: 175) analyzes the Way-
ord verb as ‘to go inside’, where -ot stands for ‘to go’.

2 The Mundurukd reflex ¢ of PT *wul is not known to be regular, but a similar sound correspondence is seen
in Munduruku 6-’a (< PT *wi ‘ax’).
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In both language families, the finite verb appears to have been originally absolute (and
fossilized voice prefixes are seen in the Cerrado languages and in Tupian), and its nonfinite
counterpart is reconstructed as a relational stem (class I in J¢, class II in Tupian).

‘to pierce’: PCerr *-pdk (SG), *-japok (PL) : PTG *-puk

The Proto-Cerrado reconstruction is from Nikulin (2020: 446), who also considers the possibil-
ity that the singular stem had a distinct finite form *-por (preserved in Akuwé only), but note
that the alternation *-r (finite) / *-k (nonfinite) is otherwise normally found in intransitive verbs
only. Reflexes include Canela-Kraho -{jo}pdc ‘to gut’, -japdc ‘to pierce.PL’ and Xavante puru (fi-
nite), -pu’u // -pu (nonfinite) ‘to pierce.sG, to spill’, -dzapu’u // -dzapu ‘to pierce.PL’. No cognates
in other Macro-Jé languages are known, but no stronger candidates for the Proto-Macro-Jé
term for ‘to pierce’ are known either. If this root does go back to Proto-Macro-J§, its original
PM]J form can be reconstructed as *-pyk° ~ *(-)py 1 °.

On the Tupian side of the comparison, one finds Kawaiwete -fuk ‘to be pierced’, Apyawa
-pok ‘to bleed’, Old Tupi -puk ‘to have a hole, to break (intr.)’, pointing to PTG *-puk ‘to be
pierced’. If this root does go back to Proto-Tupian, its original PMJ form can be reconstructed
as *-po(:)K or *-mbo(:)K. Phonetically similar verbs in other Tupian languages, such as Sateré-
Mawé -puk ‘to swell’ or Makurap -pok ‘to beat, to kill’, are too semantically distant from the TG
verb, and are not considered to be cognate.

The Proto-Cerrado verb is reconstructed as transitive (class I), and the Proto-Tupian as in-
transitive (class I).

‘son’: Proto-Chiquitano *"-tsay
: Proto-Tuparian *-ja 7P or Proto-Mawé-Guaranian *-ca #T

On the Macro-Jé side, one finds Proto-Chiquitano *-tsay ‘son’, where *#s is a thematic consonant:
compare 1SG *i-tsay, 1+2 *ii-tsay, with the thematic consonant, and 25G *0-dy, 3sG *ay-sy without it.
Reflexes are seen in all Chiquitano varieties, such as Bésiro -sai. No cognates in other Macro-Jé
languages have been found, but it could in principle go back to PM] *-jay(C) or a similar protoform.

There are two similar forms in the Tupian languages. Proto-Tuparian *-ja?P ‘son, fraternal
nephew (male ego)’ has reflexes in all Tuparian languages: Makurap -xaup (also ‘sperm’),
Wayoro -ndaup, Tupari -ha’iip, Sakurabiat -taup, Akuntsu -taiP (Nogueira et al. 2019: 43; Niku-
lin & Andrade 2020: 295). It lacks known cognates in other Tupian languages, but could in
principle go back to PT *-ja?uiP or *-jakuiP; the former could be related to Proto-Chiquitano
*-tsay. In the Mawé-Guaranian languages, one finds reflexes of Proto-Mawé-Guaranian
*-ca?iT ‘son / fraternal nephew (male ego)’, reflected as Sateré-Mawé -sa’yr{u}, Aweti ta’yt/-a’yt,
PTG *ta?iT / *-ra?iT (Carvalho & Birchall 2022: 27). Unless it is related to Proto-Tupian *-kuT
‘child’, with reflexes in Tuparikém and Mundurukuran, it has no known cognates elsewhere
in Tupian. Its possible original PT form could be *-ja?iT, *-ja?uiT, *-jakiT, or *-jakuiT; the former
two could be technically related to Proto-Chiquitano * -tsay.

All the aforementioned forms are class Il relational stems. In Tupi-Guaranian, *ta?iP/*-ra?iP
belongs to the so-called subclass IIb, which includes a handful of kinship terms; it differs from
other class II subtypes in having a third-person form identical to the absolute one (*ta?iP ‘his
son/fraternal nephew’).

‘sour’: PJ *-joX ‘sour, salty’ : Karitiana -syk

The Proto-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 437. Reflexes include Khisétjé -twa ‘sour’,
Canela-Kraho -xwa ‘sour, salty’, Pykobjé-Krikati -xwa ‘salty’, Kaingang -{ka}ja ‘salty, sour’.
PN]J *ka:jwa ‘salt’ is likely related. No cognates in other Macro-Jé languages are known, but no
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stronger candidates for the Proto-Macro-Jé term for ‘sour’ are known either (see the discussion
under ‘bitter’ in 4.3). If this root does go back to Proto-Macro-J§, its original PM] form can be
reconstructed as *-juk (the stem-final velar stop can be recovered based on the Kaingang verbal
derivative -kaja-g ‘to become sour’).

On the Tupian side of the comparison, one finds Karitiana -syk ‘sour, to become sour’, at-
tested in Rocha 2011: 218. A possible cognate is Karo -{xa’}ydk ‘sour; to be drunk’, prompting
the reconstruction PT *-jok. The element xa’- in -xa’yok is plausibly a fossilized prefix with an
unclear meaning, also found in xa’kin ‘monkey (sp.)’, xa’wiit ‘thorn’, xa’wap ‘sun’, a’-xa’pe
‘bark’ (compare PT *-pe ‘bark, skin’); the nasal vowel 0 is unexpected, but parallels do exist
(Karo -yakop ‘hot’ < PT *-jakoP). Alternatively, the Karo form can also be compared to the final
syllable of Sateré-Mawé -jejug ‘sour’ (only the third-person form h-¢jug is in fact attested in
Ribeiro 2010: 58); this would account for the nasal vowel in Karo, but not for the stem-final k
(Karo *...yog would be expected). Karitiana -syk is also similar to Proto-Mundurukuan *-sak ‘to
be sour’ (Picango 2019: 138), but there are no regular correspondences between these forms,
and the similarity must be accidental. The hypothetical Mundurukuan cognate of Karitiana
-syk would be **-dak; note that Proto-Mundurukuan *s normally results from contraction, as in
*masik < PT *mani-?aK (possibly through the stages *mindjik < *mandi?ik).

Be it as it may, Karitiana -syk and possibly Karo -xa’yok can technically go back to PT *-jox.
The meaning ‘sour’ could probably be alternatively expressed by PT *-ati or *-jati ‘pain, to
hurt’ (Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 29), as is still the case in Tuparian (Makurap -xati, Wayoré -ati,
Tupari -asi); compare Yudja -xadi' and Xipaya -xadi ‘to become sour’, and possibly Arua tatiit>.
If the root *-jok coexisted with it, its semantics must have been more restricted.

‘sweet’: PM] *-jdii (Eastern) : Tupari -hoy

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 400. Reflexes are found in the Eastern
branch only and include Maxakali -xux-pex, Khisétjé -tdn // -tini, Xavante -dzei // -dze. The cor-
respondences are regular, except that the Canela-Krah6 and Pykobjé-Krikati reflex -xen shows
an irregular fronted reflex of the vowel *a (the third-person forms Canela-Krah6 h-an and
Pykobjé-Krikati h-yn are, however, regular).

Tupari -hoy ‘sweet’ is attested in Alves 2004: 179. No cognates are known elsewhere in
Tupian, but if this form is shown to go back all the way to Proto-Tupian, the respective proto-
form should be reconstructed as *-joCc. Each Tuparikém language shows a different root for
‘sweet’ (Wayoro -tui, Akuntsa -kon, Makurap <fan>, Karitiana -kowot /-kowt/), and other
branches of Tupian also show noncognate forms: Karo -pewit, Arud «¢iim», Proto-Juruna
*-etfikii (> Yudja -etxikii, Xipaya -etikii), Munduruku -kurikurii, Proto-Mawé-Guaranian *-cé?é
(> Sateré-Mawé -je’e, Aweti -e’¢, Apyawa ’e’¢, Old Tupi 3 s-e’¢ ‘sweet, salty’). Therefore, even
though the chances of Tupari -hoy to be an archaism are rather slim, there are no stronger can-
didates for the Proto-Tupian term for ‘sweet’ anyway.

The Proto-Macro-Jé stem is a class II relational stem, as seen in Khisétjé 3 s-dn // s-dni, Ca-
nela—Kraho h-an, Pykobjé-Krikati h-yn. Tupari has lost the class I/class II distinction, but
h-initial relational stems in that language typically go back to Proto-Tuparian (and Proto-
Tupian) class II stems.

4.5. Noncognate lookalikes or loans

‘flat’: Proto-Mawé—Guaranian *-pe.P and Ofayé -gi ?

The Proto-Mawé-Guaranian reconstruction is from Meira & Drude 2015: 293. Reflexes in-
clude Sateré-Mawé -pép, Aweti -pep (in moj-pep ‘flat snake’, tatu-pep ‘armadillo’, ywy-pep

35



Andrey Nikulin

‘ground’), Apyawa -pew-a, all meaning ‘flat’. No cognates elsewhere in Tupian are
known.?

The Ofayé term for ‘flat’ is very scarcely attested. Gudschinsky documents it only in com-
pounds (krej-¢i? ‘blind = eye-flat’; kono:r-¢i? ‘cockroach = ?-flat’) and states that the bare root
did not occur in her corpus, though her consultant did recognize the element -¢i? as a term for
‘flat’. Although Ofayé -¢i? is technically comparable to Proto-Mawé—Guaranian *-pe:P, I pro-
pose that it is more likely to be related to Maxakali -pex /-pek/ ‘flat’, attested in the compound
kot-pex ‘beiju = manioc-flat’ (Silva 2020: 260). The Proto-Macro-Jé etymon can then be recon-
structed as *-pek(°), *-pék(°), *-mbek(°), or *-mbék(°), with a velar coda that is not compatible with
the labial coda seen in Tupian.

‘to kill’: Ofayé -k3j 2, Proto-Chiquitano *ké 6j- ‘to kill, to die’, and Aweti -kijj

If the Ofayé and Chiquitano forms are indeed cognate, the Proto-Macro-Jé form can be tenta-
tively reconstructed as *-#3]. Since PMJ *k yields Ofayé h (Nikulin 2020: 108), one is forced to
reconstruct the initial consonant as *;7, whose development in Ofayé has hitherto remained
unknown. However, this proposal is not compatible with the idea that Ofayé houje? ‘earth’ is
cognate with Kaingang ga ‘earth’, as hypothesized in section 4.1. The vowel can be recon-
structed as *3 (the only PM] nasal vowel whose Ofayé reflex is unknown), and the coda can be
reconstructed as palatal based on Ofayé j and the Chiquitano third-person finite forms such as
Bésiro kdifi-o or Miguelefio kdofi-o. Note that Chiquitano shows pervasive patientive lability,
and the verb is used both for describing spontaneous death (with an absolutive subject) and
unnatural death (with an absolutive patient and ergative agent). A possible cognate in the
Eastern branch Maxakali is -kux ‘to finish’ (Silva 2020: 275).

Aweti -kijj ‘to kill’ (Sabino 2016: 56) is superficially similar to the aforementioned data.
This root is isolated within Tupian: the meaning ‘to kill’ is rather expressed by reflexes of
PT *-?aoka ~ *-2aoka ‘to kill, to beat’ in other languages of the Eastern branch. It cannot be a loan
from Ofayé or Chiquitano, because the Aweti live far away from the Ofayé (1,000 km to the
north) and the Chiquitano (800 km to the northeast), and there is no reason to suspect these
peoples have ever been in contact.

liquid’: PT * 2wt / *-j-wm and Proto-Jabutian *-y

The Proto-Tupian reconstructions are from Nikulin & Carvalho (2022: 30, 37). PT *?u was an
absolute noun (the basic term for ‘water’), whereas *-j-u was a relational class II noun, used in
compounds that denoted liquids. Reflexes are found in all branches, including Kepkiriwat

2% Gerardi et al. (2022, concept FLAT) propose a number of competing cognate sets involving terms for ‘flat’,
but none withstands scrutiny. Their cognate set 6281 includes Munduruk -sém ‘smooth’ (Crofts 1973) and reflexes
of an unrelated Proto-Mawé—Guaranian etymon *-#P ‘smooth’ (whence Sateré-Mawé -tym ‘smooth’; Ribeiro 2010: 63).
Gerardi et al.’s (2022) cognate set 6282 includes Karo xérat ‘smooth’ (Gabas Jr 1999: 22) and Kuruaya -korop, a term
obviously noncognate with Karo xérat and cognate with Munduruku -kérdp ‘smooth’ (Crofts 1973). Their cognate
set 6283 lists three cognate terms restricted to the Mondé branch (Gaviao fininiip, Mondé sinip, Surui-Paiter firip) as
well as an obviously noncognate Karitiana term -kjjkyn ‘smooth’ (Landin 2005: 15). Finally, Gerardi et al.’s (2022)
cognate set 6284 lists a form cited as Kamayura ojim — which is obviously a mistranscription of a root whose
third-person form is attested in Seki (2000: 413) as i-jym ‘it is smooth’ (ultimately a reflex of Proto-Mawé-
Guaranian *-#P ‘smooth’) — and Paraguayan Guarani -joja, which is ultimately derived from the verb -ja ‘to stick’
(< Proto-Tupi-Guaranian *-jaT) by means of a reciprocal prefix. Needless to say, the Kamayura and Paraguayan
Guarani forms given in Gerardi et al. (2022) cannot be cognate. This example is illustrative of the general careless
approach to etymology, morphological segmentation, and semantics in Gerardi et al.’s (2022) database, which un-
fortunately cannot be used as a reference source for comparative Tupian studies.
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(<di-i> ‘water’), Tuparikém (Makurap u ‘water’, Wayord u-gu ‘water’, Karitiana e ‘rain’, e-se ‘wa-
ter’, -se ‘liquid’), Rama-Puru (Karo i-x#i ‘water’, Purubora fi ‘liquid, chicha’), Mondé (Paiter ih
‘water’, Arud <endjatji> ‘tear’, <namdji> ‘milk’), and Eastern (Munduruku i-di-bi ‘water’, -di ‘lig-
uid’, Apyawa ’y-0 ‘water’); see Galucio et al. 2015: 258 for a selection of reflexes.

Proto-Jabutian *-y ‘liquid’ (Voort 2007: 159) is reflected as Arikapu -ii, Djeoromitxi -i. Chi-
quitano, Rikbaktsa, and Maxakali have remotely similar forms: Bésiro n-0-iyi-xi ‘its juice,
broth’, Rikbaktsa tsik ‘chicha’, tsik-/-tsik ‘liquid’ (cf. also -hik in pi-hik ‘water’), Maxakali -hep
‘liquid, blood’, but these are hardly cognate with Proto-Jabutian *-y. The Proto-Jabutian vowel
*y has no known Macro-Jé origin, suggesting that *-y is a likely loan from Tupian. It is how-
ever unclear why and how the absolute stem *?us (or its reflex in some specific branch of Tu-
pian) could have been borrowed as a relational stem in Jabutian.

‘louse’: PM] *-ygy:n° (Eastern only) and Proto-Core Mondé *giT

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is based on reflexes found in the Eastern branch only:
Maxakali -kut, Khisétjé -ngd, Xavante -’u, Kaingang -ga ‘louse, maggot’. It is erroneously given
as *ngy;t in Nikulin 2020: 419, but the Pykobjé-Krikati cognate -ncuu with its long vowel
shows that the protoform must be reconstructed with a nasal coda followed by an echo vowel.
The expected reflex of *-ygyn° in Xavante would be *-’0n0 in the utterance-medial position and
-’u in the utterance-final position, but the former is not attested in my sources on Xavante; I as-
sume it was ousted by the utterance-final allomorph.

On the Tupian side of the comparison, one finds Gavidao, Arud, and Zoro git (the Cinta
Larga term for ‘louse’ is not attested in the sources I am aware of). The stem-final consonant
matches the Macro-Jé forms, in stark contrast with all other Mondé and, more broadly, Tupian
languages, which uniformly show reflexes of Proto-Tupian *(-)yguiP (Nikulin & Carvalho 2022:
33): compare Paiter ¢ib, Salamay gip, Makurap gup, Wayoro -a-ngup, Karitiana ngep, Purubora
tip, Yudja kipd, Munduruku kip, Sateré-Mawé Jyp, Aweti -’a-kyp, Apyawa -kyw-a; see Galucio
et al. 2015: 252 for a selection of reflexes. I have no explanation regarding the outstanding simi-
larity between Proto-Core Mondé *¢iT and the Macro-Jé forms. It is of course possible, but also
undemonstrable, that an extinct branch of Macro-Jé that preserved the place of articulation of the
PM]J codas was present in the Mondé-speaking area during the period of the independent evo-
lution of the Core Mondé languages (i.e., after the split-off of Salamay, but before the differen-
tiation of Proto-Core Mondé into dialects), and Proto-Core Mondé could have borrowed the noun
*¢iT from the speculative Macro-Jé language. In any case, it cannot be cognate with PM] *-ygy,n°,
since the basic term for ‘louse’ both in Proto-Tupian and Proto-Mondé clearly had a labial coda.

The Macro-Jé noun is a relational class I stem. In Tupian, both relational (Wayoro, Aweti,
Apyawa) and absolute (Makurap, Karitiana, Yudja, Mundurukd, Sateré-Maw¢) reflexes are at-
tested, suggesting that the Proto-Tupian root was relationally labile.

‘neck’: PT *-woT and Proto-Cerrado *-mbut

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is based on reflexes in the Tuparikém (Makurap -wot-kup,
Wayoro -ngot-kup, Karitiana -hyt), Rama-Puru (Karo -ot kd’), and Eastern (Sateré-Mawé
-hut->yp, Aweti -tur-’yp, Apyawa -xor-a) branches; see Galucio et al. 2015: 255 for a selection of
reflexes. The correspondences are regular, except for the reflexes in the Siokweriat dialect of
Sakurabiat (-kut-kup instead of the expected *-kot-kup) and Akuntsu (-piT-kiP instead of the ex-
pected *-koT-kiP). The reflexes in the Tuparian languages, in Arikém (but not in Karitiana),
Sateré-Mawé, and Aweti point to the compound *-woT-kuiP.

The Proto-Cerrado reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 449. Reflexes include Khisétjé
-mbut /| -mburu, Panard imputi ‘nape’, and Xavante -butu // -budu, and the correspondences are
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fully regular. It could technically go back to PJ *-mbut® < PM] *-mbot°, but it is unlikely that the
root in question is old, given that there are two stronger candidates for the PM] terms for
‘neck’. PMJ *-ndo,fi ‘neck’ (Nikulin 2020: 388) is preserved in Chiquitano (Bésiro -t#, Miguelefio
-tit), Ofayé (-t0a?, underlying /-ton°/ ‘nape’), and Eastern (Kaingang -nunh). PM] *-jo(C)-cet ~
*-j0(C)-cek ~ *-jy(C)-cet ~ *-jy(C)-cet (Nikulin 2020: 401) is reflected as Karaja -loti and Rikbaktsa
-soik. Therefore, it is quite improbable that *-mbot® was the basic term for ‘neck’ in Proto-
Macro-Jé.
All the aforementioned forms (except Karaja -Ioti) are class II relational stems.

‘powder, paste’: PT *-j6 26P and Proto-Jabutian *-nii

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is based on reflexes in the Tuparikém and Eastern branches,
including Wayor6 -yoom ‘powder’ < Proto-Tuparian *-;16?20P (Nikulin & Andrade 2020: 296),
Yudja -umd < Proto-Juruna *-um-d, Munduruku -nom < Proto-Mundurukuan *-dom (Picanco
2019: 140), Aweti ywy-lu’um ‘dirt’, -enta-lu’um ‘rheum’, and Apyawa to’om-a/-ro’om-a ‘paste’.
The correspondences are regular, except that Aweti [ is not a regular reflex of PT *j > Proto-
Mawé—Guaranian *c.

Proto-Jabutian *-nii ‘pamonha, porridge, food’ is reconstructed in Voort 2007: 156, who
notes the similarity of this term with classifiers for ‘pamonha, flour’ in different unrelated lan-
guages of the Guaporé area. However, this noun is a reflex of PMJ *-7iii,(C) ‘food’ (Nikulin
2020: 403), whence Eastern Chiquitano -6’0, Karaja doo ‘solid food, such as fish, turtle or meat’,
Khisétjé -nho ‘food’, Xavante -nho ‘food’.

Despite the similarity in form and the fact that both Tupian and Macro-Jé comparanda are
relational class II stems, the semantic difference between the Proto-Tupian and Proto-Macro-Jé
forms renders the comparison unattractive.

‘thorn’: PM] *-iiin° ~ *-fit1° and Tupari -7

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is given as *-77(C) in Nikulin 2020: 406. Reflexes are found in
the Western (Djeoromitxi -ni ‘leaf’, Rikbaktsa -ni), Karaja (dée~de), and Eastern (Khisétjé -khra-nhi,
Mébéngokre mry-nhi, Apinajé -nhi, Pykobje-Krikati hum-jeeh, Akwé-Xerente -kra-ni) branches.
The Pykobjé-Krikati reflex with a long vowel suggests that the PMJ form ended in a nasal con-
sonant followed by an echo vowel.

Tupari -7 ‘thorn, grain’ (Alves 2004: 185) lacks known cognates in other Tupian languages.
It could technically go back to Proto-Tuparian *-p7 and PT *-ji(c) ~ *-ji(C) (the loss of *n before *7
is regular in that language; see Nikulin & Andrade 2020: 296), but it is unlikely that the root in
question is old, given that a different root *wo: ‘thorn’ (whence Wayord ngoo, Karitiana hy,
Sateré-Mawé hu, Apyawa xo0-0, etc.) can be reconstructed. Instead, Tupari -7 could be an Ari-
kapt borrowing. Munduruku -7 ‘CL:nuts’ (Crofts 1985: 313) is probably unrelated.

5. Regular sound correspondences

Now that 38 Macro-Jé-Tupian possible cognate sets have been identified (4.1-4.4; the data
from 4.5 are discarded), I proceed to examine the sound correspondences that recur in my
comparative corpus (5.1). Non-recurrent correspondences may signal that a given comparison
is spurious, and should be discarded over the next iteration. In section 5.2, I address the possi-
bility of identifying additional sound correspondences, which violate the constraints set out in
the preamble of 4 — notably the full match between the places of articulation of the onsets and
codas — but could nevertheless be regular.
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5.1. Main sound correspondences

In this section, I make an attempt at determining the sound correspondences between PMJ and
PT. In reproducing the data from the preceding section, I adhere to the following principles.

Whenever the data allow for multiple diachronic interpretations, I choose the option that
best matches the correspondence sets whose existence is independently established. For ex-
ample, the data of the Macro-Jé languages are insufficient to determine whether PM] *-we(C)
‘to go up’ contained a coda or not. In this section, this form is rewritten as *-wep ~ *-wem®, since
these are the only possibilities that can match PT *-we(:)P.

For PM]J and PT hypothetical reconstructions based on evidence from a single branch (4.2-
4.4), I employ the symbol # instead of the asterisk. For example, the hypothetical Proto-Tupian
ancestor of Proto-Mundurukuan *-kgj ‘hole’ can, in theory, be reconstructed as *-ka?ic, *-ka?ac,
*_kavac, *-kavac, *-na?ac, or *-natac. Of these, *_ka?ac is the option that best matches PMJ *-kuii®,
and it is reproduced in this section as PT #-kazic.

Table 4 shows the sound correspondences between PMJ and PT onsets. PM]J */c/ and */fi/
each occur only once in the corpus, hence it is unsurprising that the respective correspon-
dences are not recurrent. In the cognate sets for ‘arm’, ‘foot’, and ‘liver’, Tupian shows an al-
ternation between */p/ in relational stems and */m/ in absolute ones. Macro-Jé would appear to
have generalized the relational stems for ‘arm’ and ‘foot’, and the absolute one for ‘liver’. As
for the cognate set PM] *-ja-m ‘to stand (nonfinite)’: PT *-24P ‘to stand’, it may be significant
that PMJ lacks relational vowel-initial stems, and makes use of the relationalizing prefix *j-
when a vowel-initial root enters a relational stem (see section 3). See 4.3 for a discussion on the
root-medial correspondence in the cognate set for ‘smoke’.

Two non-recurrent correspondences are PM] */n/ : PT */k/ (‘earth’) and PM] */»/ : PT */k/
or */k/ (‘to enter’). Of these, the former could be due to an erroneous inclusion of PSJ *11ga ‘earth’
into the comparison; if it turns out to be noncognate, the PM]J term for ‘earth’ can be recon-
structed as *kyii° instead (with reflexes in Chiquitano and Ofayé), thus instantiating the recur-
rent correspondence PMJ *k : PT *k. Alternatively, one could surmise that historically PM] had
an alternation between relational */k/-initial stems and absolute */n/-initial stems (a similar al-
ternation is reconstructible for Proto-Tupian based on evidence from Sateré-Mawé and Mondé).
Note that PM] *ygy7i® ‘earth’ and #1gi, ‘to enter.PL’ (finite) are absolute and do not take pre-
tixes, whereas PM]J *-ko, ‘to ingest’, *(-)ky,m° ‘tree(-like)’, #-ki ‘to do, to say’, *-kut ‘to dig’, *-kun°
‘hole’, #-kin° ‘white’ all take absolutive or accusative indices (*(-)ky,;m° is relationally labile).

Table 5 shows the sound correspondences between PMJ and PT vowels (vowel nasality is
ignored at this stage). PMJ */3/ and */&/ occurred each only once in the corpus, hence it is un-
surprising that the respective correspondences are not recurrent. The cognate set for ‘feces’
presents insurmountable difficulties regarding the reconstruction of its nasal vowel in both
protolanguages: the correspondences are unique in both Macro-Jé and Tupian. In the cognate
set for ‘smoke’, Tupian could have contracted a disyllabic sequence into a long vowel, as sug-
gested in 4.3. The vowel correspondence in the term for ‘bat’ appears to be truly irregular; re-
call, however, that the reconstruction of PT *u in *jutP hinges on one’s interpretation of Bar-
bosa de Faria’s attestation of «&> in Kepkiriwat as an instance of /i/. If jép» is a representation
of /jir/ rather than /jir/, the cognate set for ‘bat’ instantiates the recurrent correspondence
PM]J *i : PT *i. The vowel correspondence in the term for ‘to pierce’ is unique; combined with
the discrepancy in the transitivity of the PMJ and PT verbs (transitive and intransitive, respec-
tively), this is a sufficient reason to discard the etymology.

Although oral and nasal vowels are not distinguished in the correspondences in Table 5,
there is a systematic tendency for PMJ oral vowels to correspond to PT oral vowels (28 examples),
whereas PM] nasal vowels correspond to PT nasal vowels (‘to go/come’, ‘to kill’, ‘smoke’,
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PM]J

PT

examples

*Ip/

*Ip/

‘arm’: PMJ *-pa ‘arm’ : PT *-pa / *mba ‘hand’
‘to burn’: PMJ *(-)py:1k° ~ *(-)pyy° : PT *-puk
‘foot’: PM]J *-par® : PT *-pi | *mbi

‘heavy’: PM] #-pVtV](°) : PT *-patic

‘to pierce’: PM] #-py1k°® ~ #-pyy° : PT #-poK
‘to wake up’: PM]J #-paK(®) : PT *-pak

*fm/ (*[mb], *[m])

*/m/

‘husband’: PMJ *-mbin : PT *-mér
‘liver’: PM] *-mbad : PT *-pi(-)?a | *mbi(-)?a

*Iw/

*Iw/

‘to arrive’: PMJ #(-)wy;c®: PT *-wwmcC
‘to go up’: PMJ *-wep ~ *-wem® : PT *-we(:)P
‘to kill’: PMJ *-wi : PT #-wi

It

It/

‘heavy’: PM] #-pVtV](°) : PT *-patic
3CRF prefix: PM] *ta- : PT *ta-
‘to go/come’: PM] *té [ *-té-m : PT *-tép

“n/ (*[nd],
no examples for *[n])

*/o/

‘bitter’: PM] #-ndap® : PT *-daP
‘ripe’: PM] *-ndép® : PT #-dep

*/c/

*/c/

3NCRE: PM] *c-: PT *c-

*/h/

*hil ¢11 *InD)

/il

‘bat’: PMJ #nfip° : PT *jup

‘father’: PM] *-jo,m : PT *-jop
‘feces’: PMJ *-aVt°®: PT *-jVT
‘meat (rel.)’: PM]J *-7iit : PT *-jér
‘name’: PMJ *-jet : PT *-jeT
‘pus’: PMJ *-jo,w°® : PT *-joP
‘sweet’: PM] *-jafi : PT #-joC
‘smoke’: PM] *-fifjok : PT *-ji:K
‘son’: PM] #-jayC : PT #-ja?wP or #-ja?wT
‘sour’: PMJ #-juk : PT #-jok

‘to stand’: PM] *ja : PT *-ja
‘tooth’: PMJ *-jufi® : PT *-jdc

K/

*/k/

‘to ingest’: PM] *-ko, : PT *-ko
‘tree(-like)’: PM] *(-)kyzm® : PT *(-)kwPp
‘to do, to say’: PM]J #-ki : PT *-ke

*[k/

‘to dig’: PMJ *-kut : PT #-koT
‘hole’: PMJ *-kuii® : PT #-kda2ic
‘white’: PM]J #-kdn® : PT *-kiT

*n/ (*[pg], no exam-
ples for *[p])

*/k/

‘earth’: PM] *ygyii®: PT *kumcC

*/k/ or */k/

‘to enter’: PM] #ygi, : PT *-ke ~ *-ke

0

0

‘to give’: PM] *-iip : PT *-6P
‘C: PMJ #u : PT *o-
‘meat (abs.)’: PM]J *it : PT *er

1l

12/

‘hole’: PMJ *-kuii® : PT #-kd?iac
‘son’: PM] #-jayC : PT #-ja?wP or #-ja?wT

‘to stand’: PM] *-ja-m : PT *-?dp

/)

‘smoke’: PM] *-fifjok : PT *-ji:K

Table 4. Sound correspondences between Macro-Jé and Tupian onsets
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PMJ PT

examples

‘to stand’: PM] *ja / *-ja-m : PT *-ja | *-?GpP
‘son’: PM] #-jayC : PT #-ja?wP or #-ja?wT
‘to wake up’: PM] #-paK(°) : PT *-pak

3CRF prefix: PM] *ta- : PT *ta-
‘arm’: PM]J *-pa ‘arm’ : PT *-pa / *mba ‘hand’
‘bitter’: PM] #-ndap® : PT *-daP

‘foot’: PMJ *-par® : PT *-pi | *mbi
‘liver’: PM] *-mbad : PT *-pi(-)?a | *mbi(-)?a
‘white’: PM]J #-kdn® : PT *-kiT

‘sweet’: PM] *-jafi : PT #-joC

‘to arrive’: PMJ #(-)wy;c®: PT *-wwmcC

‘to burn’: PM] *(-)py:1k® ~ *(-)py1y° : PT *-puK
‘tree(-like)’: PM] *(-)kyzm® : PT *(-)kwPp
‘earth’: PM] *ygyidi®: PT *kucC

‘son’: PM] #-jayC : PT #-ja?wP or #-ja?wT

‘to go up’: PM]J *-wep ~ *-wem?® : PT *-we(:)P
‘name’: PM] *-jet : PT *-jeT
‘to go/come’: PM] *té /[ *-té-m : PT *-tép

‘ripe’: PM] *-ndép® : PT #-0eP

3NCRF prefix: PMJ *i- : PT *i-
‘to kill’: PM] *-wi : PT #-wi
‘smoke’: PM] *-fifjok : PT *-ji:K

‘to do, to say’: PM] #-ki : PT *-ke

‘to enter’: PM] #ygi, : PT *-ke
‘husband’: PM] *-mbi,n : PT *-méT
‘meat’: PM] *7t / *-fiit : PT *éT / *-jéT

‘father’: PM] *-jo,m : PT *-jop
‘to ingest’: PM] *-ko, : PT *-ko
‘pus’: PM] *-jo,w® : PT *-joP

‘tooth’: PMJ *-juii®: PT *-jac
‘hole’: PMJ *-kuii® : PT #-kda2ic

‘to dig’: PM] *-kut : PT #-koT
‘to give’: PM] *-iip : PT *-6P
T: PMJ #u : PT *o-

‘sour’: PMJ #-juk : PT #-jok

non-recurrent

‘bat’: PM] #njip°: PT *jup

‘feces’: PM] *-iiVt®: PT *-jVT

‘to pierce’: PM] #-py1k° ~ #-pyy° : PT #-pok
‘smoke’: PM] *-ifjsk : PT *-jiK

Table 5. Sound correspondences between Macro-Jé and Tupian vowels
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‘meat’, ‘to give’, ‘feces’). An exception is constituted by four cognate sets which show a PM]
oral vowel corresponding to a PT nasal vowel (5).

(6) PMJ PT
a. ‘tostand’ *-ja-m *-2ap
b. ‘husband’ *-mbi,n  *-mer
c. ‘tooth’ *-juii® *-jac
d. ‘hole’ “kuii®  #-kazac

In all these cognate sets, the oral vowel in PM] is followed by a nasal coda. It is tempting
to assume that the respective Proto-Macro-Jé-Tupian etyma likewise contained an oral vowel
followed by a nasal coda, and that the vowel became nasal in Tupian by assimilating the nasal-
ity of the erstwhile coda. However, there are also several cognate sets which feature an oral
vowel followed by a nasal coda in PM]J, yet the PT cognate has an oral vowel (6).

(6) PMJ PT
a. ‘white’ #-kan® *JiT
b. ‘sweet’ *-jon #-joC
c. ‘tree(-like) *(-)ky,m° *(-)kwp
d. ‘earth’ *ngyi®  *kwc
e. ‘father’ *-jo,m *-jop

Even though the data are too scarce to warrant a firm conclusion, it is noteworthy that the
examples in 5 and 6 involve different vowel qualities: pre-PT *a and *e did undergo nasaliza-
tion to PT *4 and *¢ before an erstwhile nasal coda, whereas PT *#, *ui, and *o show no signs of
such a process.

In sum, 37 out of 38 candidates for cognate sets (with the exception of ‘to pierce’) show re-
current sound correspondences, or a reasonable explanation is available as for why the sound
correspondences are not demonstrably recurrent.

5.2. Additional sound correspondences

In the preamble of section 4, I defined the criteria for the cognate search as follows: (i) all PM]
and PT consonants are required to fully match in their place of articulation, (ii) correspon-
dences involving a back vowel in one protolanguage and a front vowel in another are disal-
lowed. Of course, it is perfectly possible that at least some sound correspondences between
PM]J and PT violate these constraints: cross-linguistically, it is very common for consonants to
diachronically change their place of articulation (or to be lost altogether), and for vowels to
diachronically change their backness value. Therefore, any cognates displaying such sound
correspondences remained undetected in my initial cognate search. Moreover, my criteria
rendered it impossible to detect any Tupian cognates for PMJ] stems with complex onsets
(*/pr/, */kr/, */mr/, */nr/), because they could not be matched to anything in PT, which lacks
complex onsets. This section explores the possibility of identifying cognates and sound corre-
spondences that were overlooked in 4 and 5.1 due to the stringency of my initial criteria.

5.2.1. PMJ complex onsets corresponding to PT simple onsets
I start by discussing a group of possible cognates that involve a complex onset in PM]J. At least
PM]J */mr/ corresponds to a simple onset */m/ without a rhotic in PT, as shown by the follow-

ing two examples.
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‘ashes’: PM] *(-)mbroy : PT *-mbok

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 381. Reflexes are found in the West-
ern (Arikapu pika-bri, Rikbaktsa poro ‘bamboo, salt’, Ofayé kitah /ktah/) and Eastern (Maxakali
putohok, Krenak proy ‘charcoal’, Khisétjé -mbro, Xavante -pro ‘foam’ in 0-dzai-pro ‘foam’, wede-
pro ‘coffee’, -dzadai-pro ‘saliva’, Laklano mld) branches. The correspondences are regular, ex-
cept that Kaingang mréj shows an unexpected final consonant, and Canela (and possibly other
Timbira varieties) has the relational allomorph -hpro instead of the expected *-mpro, which
must be a back-formation from the regular absolute allomorph pro.

The Proto-Tupian term for ‘ashes’ is not readily reconstructible (Nikulin 2020:60, fn. 47).
One promising candidate is PT *-mbok. It has semantically shifted reflexes in Tuparikém (Tu-
pari -{a}pok ‘foam’, -épa-pok ‘rheum’) and a variety of morphologically complex reflexes in the
Eastern branch: Xipaya -{pujbiik-a ‘ashes’ («-pupuka> in Nimuendaja 2013: 205), Kawaiwete
-Utmuk ‘powder’, Parintintin yvy-mu~{’}mbug ‘powder-like dust’. The preglottalization in
Kawaiwete and Parintintin points to PTG *-mbuk, a form that probably results from vowel
syncope and goes back to earlier *-?imbuk. The latter form is most clearly seen in the Proto-
Aweti-Guaranian compound *tat/a-?ipuk ‘ashes’ (literally ‘fire-powder’), as reflected in Aweti
taza-’ipuk ‘ashes’ and Ka’apor tat-imbuk. Quite surprisingly, TG languages other than Ka’apor
do not reflect PTG *tat-imbuk, but rather *tinimbuk: Kawaiwete tanimuk, Parintintin tanimbug
‘ember’, Apyawa tanimok-a, Old Tupi tanimbuk-a, Guarasugwe tanimi (with an irregular final
vowel), etc. Be it as it may, Proto-Aweti-Guaranian *-?ipuk appears to go back to a morpho-
logically complex form, where the element *-puk goes back to PT *-mbok, and the origin of the
element *?1- is unclear. PT *mb (underlying */m/) is reconstructed based on the Wayoro reflex
-{a}mbo ‘foam’, though the velar coda is unexpectedly lacking in that form.

‘snake’: PT *mbac and Proto-Jabutian *mrdj

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 31. Reflexes are found in all
branches except Tuparikém, including Kepkiriwat (<boi>, <boi-»), Rama-Puru (Karo may{gara},
Purubora man{ii}r), Mondé (Zor6 baj), and Eastern (Yudja hutd, Munduruku piiy-bu, Sateré-
Mawé moi, Apyawa maj-a). The correspondences are regular, except that the Aweti reflex moi
has an unexpected nasal vowel.

The Proto-Jabutian term for ‘snake’ is reconstructed as *mrdj in Voort 2007: 161 based on
Arikapu mray and Djeoromitxi meé. It lacks known cognates in other Macro-Jé languages; Rik-
baktsa pyryhyk displays some superficial similarity and could be partially cognate, though de-
tails of this etymology have not been worked out. However, no stronger candidates for the
Proto-Macro-Jé root for ‘snake’ are known either. It has been proposed that Proto-Core
Maxakalian *kdnd, Proto-Goyaz *kana, and Ofayé koni are cognate (Gudschinsky 1971: 12; Niku-
lin 2015: 287, 297), but these forms show no regular sound correspondences whatsoever.? If the
Jabutian root is an archaism, the PMJ form can be hypothesized to have been similar to *mr3d].

I have not succeeded at identifying other plausible cognate sets involving PMJ onsets of
the type *Cr. There is some similarity between PMJ *;rVn° ‘toucan’ (Nikulin 2020: 420;2¢ East-
ern only) and the second syllable of PT *jokaT ‘toucan’ (the reflexes in the Arikém languages

% Other Macro-Jé branches employ clearly noncognate root(s) for this meaning: Krenak rgran; Malali
«checheem>, <hdhim>; Proto-Akuwé *wa:hi (venomous), *amke (non-venomous); PS] *pan; Proto-Karaja *hemalald;
Rikbaktsa pyryhyk; Proto-Chiquitano *iSofo- ~ *iSofu-.

2 Nikulin (2020: 420) actually reconstructs *5rVt ~ *5rVn°, but the former variant can be excluded based on
the Timbira reflex, which has a long vowel.
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point to *jui?akar), but this comparison involves too many irregularities to be accepted. An-
other match that should be viewed as spurious is the comparison between Proto-Cerrado
*pram’ ‘blackfly’ (whence Canela-Kraho priam-re, pram-ti, Akwé-Xerente mram-ré; Nikulin
2020:447) and Proto-Tuparikém *meérép ‘fly’ (whence Makurap meéro{a}, Wayoro mirim{a}, Tu-
pari merémf{’a}, Karitiana mdrdm, etc.), which shows poor distribution in both language families
and non-recurrent sound correspondences.

5.2.2. PM]J palatal coda corresponding to PT zero

There are four pairs of Macro-Jé and Tupian cognate sets with identical or similar meanings
where the PMJ (PJ, PCerr) form has a palatal coda, and the Tupian comparanda lack a coda al-
together. It is thus possible that some kinds of palatal codas in the hypothetical Proto-Macro-
Jé-Tupian language were deleted in the phonological history of Proto-Tupian.
‘urine’: PM]J *-jac : PT *-j()

The Proto-Macro-Jé reconstruction is from Nikulin 2020: 400. Reflexes are found in Chiquitano
(Bésiro -#’#, not listed in Nikulin 2020) and the Eastern branch (Maxakali -xux ‘to urinate’,
Khisétjé -td, Xavante -dzé, Kaingang -jd-nh ‘to urinate’). Nikulin (2020: 400) also lists a putative
Karaja reflex, given as *-13, but the correct Proto-Karaja reconstruction must be *-ly ‘to urinate’,
whose reflex is attested e.g. in the form a-r-i-ly=kre ‘I will urinate (male speech)’ (Karaja et al.
2013: 5, for some reason with a transitive prefix i-). Proto-Karaja *y does not correspond to
Maxakali u /i/ or Proto-Cerrado *3, and *-ly is thus noncognate with the remaining forms. The
Chiquitano reflex shows complexities as well. In addition to the well-attested relational stem
*-i%%, there is also a similar absolute stem *ji?i-si ‘urine’, whose reflex is attested as «yiis> in the
18t century and as iii-rch in the Brazilian variety of Eastern Chiquitano (Santana 2012: 258). In
my field data, 0-y#’i-j (y-i’i-j?) is documented as an irregular third-person singular form of -#’
(thus ‘his/her/its urine’), but I concede that this may be a misanalysis on my part, and it is pos-
sible that y#’i-j could in fact be an absolute (unpossessed) term for ‘urine’ in Miguelefio as well.
Moreover, the 18%-century materials suggest that the relational stem for ‘urine’ takes a the-
matic consonant and thus has the shape *-c#?i (whence «zil> 0-z#’f ‘my urine’, <ozii> 0-z#’# ‘our
(INCL) urine’), which matches the data of other Macro-Jé languages but not of the contempo-
rary Chiquitano varieties (Migueleno ixh-£’# / iy-£’# ‘my urine (female / male speech)’, Bésiro
n-ixh-#t ‘my urine’).?”

The Proto-Tupian reconstruction is from Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 29. Reflexes are found
at least in the Tuparikém (Wayord -ndi-gu, Sakurabiat «ti>, Karitiana -si, Arikém «s1>) and
Eastern (Sateré-Mawé -sy, Apyawa ty-0) branches, with possible cognates in Rama-Puru and
Mondé. The sound correspondences are regular, except that the Sakurabiat and Arikém forms
(both attested in pre-modern sources only) show a long vowel, which does not match the evi-
dence from Wayoro, Karitiana, and Sateré-Mawé.

In both language families, the root in question is reconstructed as a class II relational stem,
except for the aforementioned complexities in Chiquitano. The palatal coda, reconstructed for
PM]J based on the Maxakali reflex -xux and the Southern Jé verbalized reflex (Kaingang and
Laklano jd-nh ‘to urinate’), has prevented this comparison from being cited in 4.2. The corre-
spondence between PMJ *3 and PT *i is, however, a non-recurrent one (though the only other
comparison that instantiates PMJ *3 is quite weak, being represented by just one language on
the Tupian side). If the Proto-Macro-Jé etymon of Maxakali -ptux ‘heavy’ — a possible cognate

7 I thank Luca Ciucci for bringing my attention to the 18"-century forms.
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of PT *-patiC — is to be reconstructed as #-pVt3J(°) (as opposed to #-pVtyJ(°) or #-pVtyJ(°)), one
could argue that the correspondence between PMJ *3 and PT *i is in fact the regular one,
whereas the similarity between PM] *-jdsi and Tupari -hoy could be spurious.

<

another, a’: PM]J *-niic ~ *-niizj ~ *-nil;j° : PT *-no

The Proto-Macro-Jé form is reconstructed as *-nii] in Nikulin 2020: 390 based on reflexes in
Karaja (-n6), Maxakali (-n6y), and Timbira (Canela-Kraho -hno, Pykobjé—Krikati -’no, Parkatéjé
-n0). Ramirez et al. (2015: 256) identify additional cognates in other Jé languages (Apinajé -ho,
Mébéngokre -’0, and Kaingang/Lakland i), a suggestion rejected in Nikulin (2020) due to ap-
parent phonological irregularities. However, it has since been established (Nikulin & Salanova
2022: 138) that the correspondence between Proto-Timbira */'n/, Apinajé /2/, Mébéngodkre /?/,
and Khisétjé and Kajkwakhrattxi /t"/ is a regular one, and that it goes back to a distinct seg-
ment of the protolanguage, despite being exceedingly rare in the lexicon. Therefore, Nikulin’s
(2020) criticism of Ramirez et al.’s (2015) proposal is invalid. Additional cognates are Khisétjé
and Kajkwakhrattxi -tho. I amend the PM] reconstruction to *-nii;c ~ *-nii;j ~ *-nii;j°. The voice-
less nasal */n/ has not been posited in earlier works on PM] phonology. I contend that positing
PM]J *n as an independent phoneme helps accounting for the otherwise inexplicable reflexes in
Southern Jé (*ii, with no onset), in the Karaja male genderlect, and in the Javaé dialect of Karaja
(-0; Ribeiro 2012a: 139-141). Therefore, PM] *1 must have been preserved in PJ (as well as in
PCerr and Proto-Goyaz) and Proto-Karaja. In PNJ, it evolved into *7 > Khisétjé and Kajkwa-
khrattxi /t"/, Apinajé¢ and Mébéngdkre /?/, Parkatéjé /n/, and Canela—Kraho and Pykobjé—
Krikati /'n/. It was independently lost in PSJ and in the male genderlect of Karaja (and in the
Javaé dialect). In Maxakali and in the female genderlect of Karaj3, it yielded n (underlying /d/).

The Proto-Tupian form has a limited distribution: it is preserved in two Rondonian
branches only, Tuparikém (Wayord -no ‘another’ < Proto-Tuparian *-n6; Nikulin & Andrade
2020: 306) and Rama-Puru (Karo -1n6 ‘one of’; Gabas Jr 1999: 30, 2013).

PT *-no is functionally identical to PM]J *-niic ~ *-nii;j ~ *-nii;j°, and the phonological simi-
larity is striking. Only the palatal coda, reconstructed for PM] based on the Maxakali reflex
-noy, has prevented this comparison from being cited in 4.2.

‘wet’: Proto-Cerrado *-ygoii : Akuntst -ko

The Proto-Cerrado form is given as *-#goj’ in Nikulin 2020: 473, reflected as Khisétjé -ngo and
Akweé-Xerente -koi // -ko, among others. This reconstruction must be updated to *-#gofi based
on the long vowel in the Pykobjé—Krikati reflex -ncoo (see fn. 2). No cognates in other Macro-Jé
languages are known, but no stronger candidates for the Proto-Macro-Jé root for ‘wet’ are
known either.?® If Proto-Cerrado *-#goii is a retention from Proto-Tupian, the original form
must have been *-1¢07i°.

On the Tupian side of the comparison, one finds Akuntsu -ko ‘wet’ (Aragon 2014: 138),
with no known cognates elsewhere in Tupian; even the closely-related Tuparikém languages
show noncognate terms for ‘wet’ (Wayord -txuup, Tupari -sim-’e, Makurap -wuyo, Karitiana
-sebok). No stronger candidate for the Proto-Tupian term for ‘wet’ is known.? If Akuntst -ko is
an archaism, the original form could have been *-ko, *-ko, or *-1go.

% Each Macro-Jé branch employs its own root(s) for this meaning: Krenak hifiot; Maxakali -pato; PS] *-paype
(the root is likely just *-pe; compare also Kaingang mrér ‘wet’); Proto-Karaja *-tuku; Ofayé «<pend»; Rikbaktsa -bibi
and -hord ~ -ho; Arikapu -ii; Djeoromitxi -boi and -bu; Proto-Chiquitano *pa?a-.

» Each Tupian branch employs its own root(s) for this meaning: Purubora i(-)paC (Monserrat 2005: 19), Paiter
siab, Munduruku -direm, Yudja -’iirii and Xipaya -siiru, Sateré-Mawé -’apuk, PTG *-akiPp.
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If the forms PMJ *-ngo7i° ‘wet’ and PT *-ko ~ *-ko ~ *-ngo ‘wet’ actually existed, they may
have been cognate. No parallels are known that would reveal the PT correspondence for
PM]J *0, the initial consonants correspond well, and the coda shows a mismatch that is pre-
cisely the object of discussion in this subsection.

‘water’ / ‘liquid’: Proto-Cerrado *5g6j” and and Proto-Tuparikém *-ygi ‘liquid’

The Proto-Cerrado term for ‘water’ is from Nikulin 2020: 473, where the apostrophe stands for
the absence of an echo vowel. It is reflected, for example, as Khisétjé ngd, Panara inkd, and
Xavante ui // u ‘still water’. Despite the striking similarity, it does not regularly correspond to
PSJ *1g0j ‘water’ (> Kaingang goj and Laklano goj): the former form points to PJ *1¢d;j°, and the
latter to *ygu,j, with a different nucleus and a different coda. Similar, but unrelated, are the
Proto-Akuwé€ noun *kaj // *ka ‘flowing water’ (< PCerr *wyj’ or *wyfsi ‘river, whence
Meébeéngokre by-ti-re ‘Xingu River’), the PCerr form *-ngo7i ‘wet’ (see above), and the Maxakali
noun kondg-kox ‘river’ (possibly from konddg ‘water’ and -kox ‘hole’). Maxakali -kux ‘riverbank’
is phonologically comparable with PCerr *1g0j” ‘water’, but a semantically closer cognate is
available, PNJ *{cafkac ‘riverbank’ (> Khisétjé sakhit // sakhdrd). I hesitate at deciding whether
PCerr *1g6j” ‘water’ and PS] *11g6;j ‘water’ should be considered cognate; in any case, these
roots are an innovation, since the PM]J term for ‘water’ is clearly reconstructible as *mbin°. If
PCerr *1g0j’ is a semantically shifted reflex of a PM] noun, its original form should be recon-
structed as *1gy,j or *ngy.j°.

On the Tupian side of the comparison, one finds Proto-Tuparikém *-7g¢ ‘liquid’, reflected,
among others, as Wayord -ngu ‘liquid’ and Karitiana -nge ‘blood’ (Nikulin & Carvalho 2022:
33). The Karitiana meaning is clearly innovative, since the closely related Arikém retains a
pan-Tupian root for ‘blood’ (<nhaé>, nyaé> < PT *-jous; Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 29). No cog-
nates in other Tupian languages are known, and the Proto-Tupian term for ‘liquid’ is recon-
structed as *-jus (Nikulin & Carvalho 2022: 30). If Proto-Tuparikém *-#g# is nevertheless a se-
mantically shifted reflex of a PT noun, its original form should be reconstructed as *-ngui.

Proto-Cerrado *17g0;’ is reconstructed as an absolute stem, whose relationalized equivalent
is *-ga-ng0j’ (> Khisétjé -kangd, Panara nanko / -ranko, Xavante -wa’u). Proto-Tuparikém *-ygi is a
relational class I stem. The palatal coda in Proto-Cerrado is reconstructed based on the
Xavante and Akweé-Xerente utterance-medial allomorphs, and it lacks a correspondence in
Tuparikém. The correspondence PM] *1g */n/ : PT *1g */n/ is unparalleled, but still imaginable,
and PMJ *y; does correspond to PT *u.

5.2.3. PM]J back vowel corresponding to PT *e

Nikulin (2020: 188-189) reconstructs the PMJ second-person pronoun (internal case) as *a, with
reflexes such as Ofayé e;, e-, Krenak ho-ti, Panara ka, and Kaingang 4. In addition, there is a
similar second-person index, reconstructed as having two allomorphs, *a- with class I stems
and *0- with class II stems (Nikulin 2020: 208-219). Its proposed reflexes are found in all major
branches, including Chiquitano (Bésiro a-/0-), Western (Djeoromitxi a-, Rikbaktsa a-, Ofayé o-/0-),
Karaja (a-/0-), and Eastern (Maxakali d-/0-, Krenak a-/h-, Khisétje a-/ng-/k-°° Panara a-/k-,

% Khisétjé k- (the expected reflex of PM] *(- before oral vowels, via *0 > *fi > *1y > *¢ > *k) no longer functions
as an inflectional marker: it was ousted by the allomorph ng- (originally found before nasal vowels only, as in
ng-inti ‘your name’ or ng-iimndat // ng-imnddrd ‘your wrist’), and forms such as ng-ahrd ‘to play with you’ and
ng-ajkhéré ‘you yawn’ —instead of the expected *k-ahrd, *k-ajkhéré —are found in Khisétjé. The allomorph k- is pre-
served in the triadic kinship terms k-dthéng // k-dthéngé ‘your son, who happens to be my relative’, k-dtot(-jé) //
k-dtéré ‘your mother, who happens to be my in-law (avoidance woman)’.
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Xavante a- /a:-/ ‘second-person honorific’). Both cognate sets show somewhat irregular reflexes
in some languages. The reconstruction *a ‘you’ does not account for the Southern Jé reflexes
(Kaingang 4, Lakland a ‘you’), which rather point to PM] *u; normally PM] *a yields PJ *a >
PSJ] *a > Kaingang ¢, Laklano 4. The reconstruction *a- ‘second-person index’ fails to account for
the reflexes in Ofayé (a- instead of the expected *e-; points to PM] *3- or *y-) and Krenak (a- in-
stead of the expected *o-; points to PM] *a-). It is important to note that person indices are un-
stressed in almost all Macro-Jé languages (Chiquitano is an exception), and the development
of unstressed PM] vowels is understudied. In any case, all reflexes of the pronoun and person
index point to a PMJ back vowel (be it *a, *u, *a, *3, or *y).

In Proto-Tupian, *e- is reconstructed as an absolutive/genitive second-person prefix, from
which the pronoun *€T is derived, just like the pronoun *6T is derived from the first-person
prefix *o-. It has reflexes in almost all Tupian languages. Before consonant-initial stems, it is re-
flected as Makurap e-, Wayoro e-, Karitiana a-, Karo e-, Purubord ¢-, Paiter e-, Yudja e-, Mundu-
rukt e-, Sateré-Mawé e-, Apyawa e- 2CRF’, among many other reflexes. Before vowel-initial
stems, it shows asyllabic allomorphs in some languages, such as Yudja I-. The Tupi-Guaranian
reflex is only used anaphorically, particularly when a second-person possessor on a noun or a
second-person argument of a gerund of an intransitive verb is coreferential with some other
participant. As for noncoreferential uses, it has been ousted by the clitic *(e)nde= in the Tupi-
Guaranian languages.

The possibility of linking the Proto-Macro-Jé second-person markers and the Proto-
Tupian index *e- was not considered in 4 due to the mismatch in vowel backness. Although
the sound correspondence is not recurrent, the cognation hypothesis is still plausible, since ir-
regular vowel changes are otherwise known to be common in grammatical morphemes (as
seen in the Macro-Jé cognate set discussed in this subsection).

6. Conclusion

In this article, I have assembled the lexical evidence supporting the proposed common origin
of the Macro-Jé and Tupian families. Despite their limited number, the matches analyzed in 4~
5 show recurrent sound correspondences that are hardly attributable to chance or to language
contact: they mostly involve basic vocabulary (including 19 items on the 110-item Swadesh
list: ‘meat’, ‘name’, ‘smoke’, ‘tooth’, ‘ingest’ = ‘to eat/drink’, ‘tree’, ‘liver’, ‘foot’, ‘burn’, ‘to give’,
‘to stand’, ‘earth’, ‘to kill’, ‘white’, ‘T’, ‘heavy’, ‘to go/come’, ‘ashes’, ‘snake’) and grammatical
morphemes, and multiple proposed cognate sets involve data from Macro-Jé and Tupian
branches spoken very far from each other (e.g. Jé and Karitiana). Moreover, the Macro-Jé-
Tupian comparanda often involve matching codas, but the Eastern branch of Macro-Jé—the
one that most faithfully preserves PMJ codas—is geographically removed from Rondonia,
where most (non-Tupi-Guaranian) Tupian languages are spoken. Therefore, the similarities
noted above can hardly result from language contact, and common genetic origin is the best
explanation available.

Further research will need to concentrate on the lexical reconstruction of Proto-Macro-Jé
and Proto-Tupian. In this article, I have proposed multiple hypothetical PM] and PT forms
based on reflexes in only one branch or language; I predict that some of these etymologies can
be further strengthened by identifying previously unnoticed cognates in the attested lan-
guages. As of now, relatively few Macro-Jé and Tupian etymologies are currently known. Ni-
kulin’s (2020) dissertation lists 188 PM] reconstructions, of which some are quite dubious, and
others involve reflexes in one first-level branch only. Although no comprehensive source on
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Tupian etymology exists so far, I am currently working on a Tupian etymological dictionary,
and my draft has 255 entries that involve reflexes in more than one first-level branch (includ-
ing compounds). It is certainly possible to reconstruct many more PMJ and PT forms.

Another direction for further research is to include other language families into considera-
tion. In my opinion, language families and isolates such as Cariban, Bororoan, Karirian, and
Yaathé are very likely related to Macro-Jé and Tupian, but a search for possible cognates in
these languages is complicated by the fact that Proto-Cariban, Proto-Bororoan, Proto-Karirian,
and pre-Yaathé do not have codas (except for the marginal coda *-j in pre-Yaathé; Silva
forthc.). If some or all of these languages are ultimately related to Macro-Jé and Tupian, it is
unclear whether Macro-Jé and Tupian codas should be matched to zero (under the assumption
that *C(r)VC-structures yielded *C(r)V in these languages), or whether Macro-Jé *C(r)VC-
structures and Tupian *CVC-structures should be matched to polysyllabic roots in other lan-
guages (under the assumption that *C(r)VCV-structures yielded *C(r)VC in Macro-Jé and Tu-
pian). This uncertainty leaves too much room for false positives at this stage of investigation.
Some other language families — notably Katukina-Harakmbut, Mataguayan, and Guaicuruan —
have comparable syllable structures with robust codas. Indeed, there are several promising
lookalikes with matching onsets and codas involving these families, as in PT *-kaT : Proto-
Mataguayan *-kd't- : Harakmbut -kot ‘to fall’; PMJ *(-)mbroy : PT *-mbok ‘ashes’ : Proto-Mata-
guayan *-md’k ‘powder’; PT *at/a ‘fire’ : Katukina ita, Harakmbut ’uta’ ‘firewood’ (but Proto-
Mataguayan *?itiy ‘tire’, with a uvular coda); Proto-Tupian *sK : Katukina hak, Harakmbut jak
/hak/ ‘house’; PMJ *-mbd : Proto-Tupian *-pi(-)?a/*mbi-?a : Katukina ma, Harakmbut -me’ ‘liver’.
If more of such matches are found and if regular sound correspondences are identified linking
the aforementioned languages, the Macro-Jé-Tupian hypothesis may turn out to be the tip of
an iceberg — quite possibly, the largest macrofamily in the Americas.
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Provenance of linguistic data

Unreferenced examples come from the following sources.

Akwé-Xerente Krieger & Krieger 1994

Akuntsa Aragon 2008, 2014

Apinajé Albuquerque 2012

Apyawa Almeida et al. 1983; Tenywaawi Tapirapé, p. c.; Yrywaxa Tapirapé, p. c.
Arikapu R. Ribeiro 2008; Arikapu et al. 2010

Arikém Nimuendaj1 1932; Rondon & Faria 1948
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Arua

Aweti

Bésiro
Canela-Kraho
Djeoromitxi
Eastern Chiquitano
Gaviao
Guarasugwe
Harakmbut
Ka’apor
Kaingang
Kajkwakhrattxi
Kamayura
Karaja
Karitiana

Karo

Katukina
Kawaiwete
Kepkiriwat
Khisétjé

Krenak
Kuruaya
Laklano
Makurap
Malali
Maxakali

Mby4a
Mébéngokre
Miguelefio Chiquitano
Munduruku
Ofayé

Old Tupi

Paiter

Panara
Paraguayan Guarani
Parintintin
Parkatéjé
Pataxo-Hahahae
Proto-Mataguayan
Purubora
Pykobjé-Krikati
Rikbaktsa
Sakurabiat
Salamay
Sateré-Mawé
Siriono

Tapiete

Tupari

Wayord

Yudja

Xavante

Xipaya

Zoro

Sekelj 1948

Sabino 2016

Parapaino Castro 2008

Grupp 2015

M. Ribeiro 2008

Fuss & Riester 1986

Moore 1984; Felzke & Moore 2019
Ramirez et al. 2017

Tripp 1995

Kakumasu & Kakumasu 2007
Wiesemann 2011

Camargo 2010

Seki 2000

Ribeiro 2012a; Karaja et al. 2013
Landin 2005, Rocha 2011; Storto 2019
Gabas Jr 1999

dos Anjos 2011

Weiss 2005

Rondon & Faria 1948

Nonato et al. 2012; Jamtho Suys3, p. c., Khawiri Suya, p. c.
Sekin/d

Costa 2002; Picancgo 2005, 2019

Alves Jr 2014

Sekelj 1948; Braga 2005

Silva & Nikulin 2021

Silva 2020; Silva, p. c.

Dooley 2006

Salanova, p. c.

own field data

Crofts 1985; Picanco 2005

Hanke 1964; Gudschinsky 1974; Ribeiro 2004b; Oliveira 2006
Barbosa 1956

Bontkes 1978

Bardagil-Mas 2018

Centurion Servin & Davalos Arce 2009
Betts 1981

Aratjo 2016

Silva & Nikulin 2021

Nikulin & Carol forthc.

Galucio 2005

Pries 2008

Tremaine 2007

Galucio 2001; Snethlage 2015
Galucio et al. 2015

Ribeiro 2010; Silva 2010

Gasparini & Dicarere Méndez 2015
Gonzalez 2005

Alves 2004; Singerman 2018
Nogueira 2011, 2019; Nogueira et al. 2021
Fargetti 2001; Chadawa Juruna, p. c.
McLeod & Mitchell 1977; Lachnitt 1987
Fargetti & Rodrigues 2008

Galucio et al. 2015
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Abbreviations

X /Y  Xis the utterance-medial allomorph, Y is the utterance-final allomorph
X} fossilized material (noncognate part for which cognation is not asserted)
X material cited verbatim after premodern sources

X:Y  XcorrespondstoY

Grammatical abbreviations: 1/2/3 = first/second/third person; ALZ = alienizer; ANTP = antipassive; AUG = augmen-
tative; AUX = auxiliary; CRF = coreferential; DU = dual; F = finite; IMPF = imperfective; INCL = inclusive; INV = inverse;
NCRF = noncoreferential; NF = nonfinite; NMLZ = nominalizer; PL = plural; PSSD = possessed; PRG = progressive; PRS =
present; PST = past; REF = referentializer; SG = singular; , = agent; p = patient; v = verb; NP = noun phrase.

Phonological abbreviations: C = consonant; ] = palatal consonant; K = velar consonant; N = nasal consonant; V =
vowel.

Language names: Guaj. = Guajajara (Tenetehara); PCerr = Proto-Cerrado; PJ = Proto-Jé; PM] = Proto-Macro-J§;
PN]J = Proto-Northern Jé&; PS] = Proto-Southern J&; PT = Proto-Tupian; PTG = Proto-Tupi-Guaranian; TG = Tupi-
Guaranian.
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A. B. Huxyaun. /lekcimdecKrie CBUJeTeNIbCTBa B I10Jb3Y MaKpO->Ke—TYIUIICKON TUIIOTe3EI

l'mriore3a 0 BO3MOKHOM JlaJbHEM POJCTBe IBYX KPYIHEMIIMX A3BIKOBBIX CeMell BOCTOUHOM
IO:xHOIT AMepuKy — Makpo-Xe M TYNMIICKOM — BBICKA3bIBAeTCs y>Ke JaBHO, B OCHOBHOM C
OIIOpOIL Ha MOPQOJIOrMIecKIe CXOXKAEHNS. B 9TO cTaThe IPUBOIATCA JIEKCUYECKIEe CBUTe-
TeJLCTBA B IIOJb3Y MaKpO->Ke—TyIMIICKONM Iurortessl. IIpn sTOM CcpaBHMBAIOTCS MMEHHO
npapOpMBl, BOCCTaHOBJIEHHEIE JIIs1 IIpa-MaKpo->Ke U IIpaTyIMIICKOTo s3bIK0B. Ocoboe BHU-
MaHUe yJeleHO IUCTpubyrum pedeKkcoB paccMaTpUBAeMBIX STMMOHOB BHYTPM Ka K/ oIl
ceMbl, MOpPOCUHTAKCUIECKIM CBOVICTBAM CpPaBHMBAEMBIX OPM, a TaKXKe CeMaHTUIECKOMY
7 (POHOJIOTMYECKOMY IIPaBJOIIOAOOMIO IIpeIaraeMbIX STUMOJIOIMIL. XOTs KOJMIeCcTBO BO3-
MO>KHBIX CXOK/JIEHMI He OYeHb BEJMKO, MEXJy HUMM yCTaHaBJMBAIOTCS PeryJIspHbIe 3ByKO-
Bble COOTBETCTBUS, YTO JeaeT MaKpO-XKe—TYNUICKYIO TMIIOTe3y IIpUBJIEKaTeJLHOM U JOC-
TOVIHON Ja/IbHENIIEer0 pacCMOTPEHM L.

Karouesbie caoBa: Makpo->Ke SI3BIKM; TYIMICKIE S3BIKM; CPaBHUTEIBHO-MCTOPUYECKUI Me-
TOJI; KOpeHHbIe s3bIKM IOKHOIT AMepuKuL.
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Studies in Yukaghir etymology II

This paper offers a number of additions and corrections to the corpus of etymologies pub-
lished in Irina Nikolaeva’s A Historical Dictionary of Yukaghir (De Gruyter, 2006). The focus of
the paper is on internal Yukaghir etymology rather than on search for loanwords or long-
range cognates.

Keywords: Yukaghir languages; etymology; historical linguistics; protolanguage reconstruc-
tion.

Introduction

This is the second paper in the series opened with Zhivlov 2022b, whose aim is to propose
new etymologies for words that were erroneously etymologized or not etymologized at all in
Irina Nikolaeva’s A Historical Dictionary of Yukaghir (HDY). Proto-Yukaghir and pre-Proto-
Yukaghir forms in this paper are reconstructed following my own revised version of Ni-
kolaeva’s Yukaghir reconstruction (Zhivlov 2022a). Unless noted otherwise, Kolyma Yukaghir
forms are cited after Prokop’eva & Prokop’eva 2021 and Tundra Yukaghir forms are cited after
Kurilov 2001.

1. K aranpaaj ‘mushroom (growing on earth)’

This word is analyzed in HDY (155-156) as a-ra:n-paj ‘mushroom (growing on earth)’ (lit.
‘naked woman’). This etymology implies that the word is a compound, whose second compo-
nent is K paaj ‘woman’. The first component is supposed to be the attributive form in -n of the
Kolyma stem aruo-, attested in K aruo-rie- ‘to be naked; to be bald’ (-7ie- is a proprietive suffix,
deriving verbs with the meaning ‘have X’ from nouns, see Maslova 2003: 122-124). This stem,
together with its Tundra cognate araw ‘naked’, is derived from Proto-Yukaghir *cawa ‘skin’
(> T sawa(n) ‘hide, skin’) with the negative prefix *e-, here regressively assimilated to the vowel
of the root (Zhivlov 2022b: 73). The change of word-initial *c- to -r- in compounding is regular.
The etymology proposed in HDY faces both phonetic and semantic difficulties. From the pho-
netic point of view, -a- or -aa- instead of -uo- remains unexplained. Semantically, ‘naked
woman’ looks quite arbitrary.

The clue to the correct understanding of this word lies in the fact that it designates specifi-
cally mushrooms growing on earth. As such, it is opposed to K saan paaj ‘mushroom, fungus
(growing on trees)’ (Nikolaeva & Salugin 2002: 85, 113). The latter form is transparently ‘tree
womar’, cf. already Jochelson (1926: 419): “The Yukaghir call mushrooms can-pai, i. e. tree-
girl”. K aranpaaj is thus to be understood as ‘not-tree-woman’. The change of initial K s-, T s-
(< PY *c-) to intervocalic -7- in compounds is regular, see above on araw ‘naked’.

This etymology provides us with one more example of the negative prefix *e- (Zhivlov
2022b: 73-74), here harmonized to a-.
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2. T asle ‘sibling born immediately after the speaker’',
T asl’ii- ‘to have somebody as a sibling born immediately after the speaker’

The sibilant T -s- ~ K -3- (< PY *-¢-) is quite rare word-internally in Yukaghir words, apart from
some verbal suffixes (HDY: 83). In the preconsonantal position we find variation -s/5L- ~ -rTL-
(where T is a voiceless stop and L is a lateral) in the following items: T kdsl’e(y) ‘burbot’,
S <kortle> ‘Quappe’ (Schiefner 1871: 379); K marql'uo ~ martl'uo ~ masl’uo ‘daughter’ from
K margqil” ‘girl’ and K uo ‘child’. Knowing this, we can propose that T asle goes back to an ear-
lier form *argle and is related to K argaa ‘near, at’ (postposition) (Maslova 2003: 268-269),
T arqaa lalime ‘sledge immediately following the first in a caravan of reindeer sledges’ (see
other cognate forms in HDY: 113). The semantic motivation here is obvious: both T argaa lalime
and T asle refer to something/someone immediately following another.

3. T <arugi-mer-ignu-> ‘stammer’

This phrase is attested only in Jochelson’s manuscript of the Tundra Yukaghir dictionary, en-
tries from which are included in HDY (170). It is to be interpreted as aruu-gi mer-ig-nu- ‘his/her
voice is tied’, where aruu-gi is T aruu ‘language; word; voice’ with the 3 person possessive suf-
fix -gi, and mer-ig-nu- is a form of an otherwise unattested verb with the verbal focus prefix/
proclitic mer-. This verb is derived from T ige- ‘to be tied; to stammer’> with the durative suffix
-nu- (Schmalz 2013: 125-127). Thus, there is no need to reconstruct a separate root *iyn-, sup-
plied in HDY with a question mark. Altogether, the following four entries in HDY can now be
united under a single Proto-Yukaghir root *ige- ‘to tie’ (Zhivlov 2022a: 52): *iy- ‘to sew’ (HDY:
170), *iye- ‘to catch’ (HDY: 170), *iyn- ‘to stammer’, and *in¢’s- ‘to sew; sinew’ (HDY: 174-175).

4. T ¢uore- ‘to catch fire; to appear (of burning embers)’

This verb is clearly related to T cuotej- ‘to let the fire flare up more strongly; to light (a ciga-
rette, a pipe)’, although HDY: 143 lists the latter under a separate reconstruction *¢é:ta- and
connects the former with K corga ‘glade, clearing; tundra’, K corga- ‘firm, hard’ (K forms cited
after HDY: 141). Despite the Russian gloss ‘3aropeTscs; mosBuThes ropsieMy yraio’ (‘to catch
tire; to appear (of burning embers)’), the example sentence in Kurilov’s dictionary (2001: 570)
shows that the subject of this verb is lacil ‘bonfire’: Eld’e mit lacil el ¢uorej? ‘Hy xak, mossuics
yroub [ropsmuii] B koctpe?’ (‘Well, didn’t burning embers appear in our bonfire?’, literally
‘Well, didn’t our bonfire acquire burning embers?’). Thus, this verb behaves exactly like other
verbs with the denominal suffix -re- ‘to acquire X’ (Schmalz 2013: 113). The verb T cuotej- ‘to let
the fire flare up more strongly; to light (a cigarette, a pipe)’ apparently contains the denominal
suffix -te- ‘to provide with X’ (ibid.) and the semelfactive suffix -j- (Schmalz 2013: 128-129). Cf.
for the same combination of suffixes T od’etej- ‘to moisturize; to wet’ from T od’e ‘dew; wet

" The original Russian gloss in Kurilov (2001) is ‘equHOyTpo6HEIit GpaT (MM cecTpa), pOAMBIIUIICS B CeMbe
HerocpecTBeHHO 3a ropopsmuM’. Nikolaeva (HDY: 113) translates this as ‘half-sibling born immediately after the
speaker’. While Russian edunoympobnuii ‘born by the same mother’ is normally applied to half-siblings, a look at
how this word is actually applied by Kurilov (2001: 58, 59, 239, 329, 335, 579, 604) shows that he uses it as a syno-
nym of podnoii in the sense ‘natural sibling’, as opposed to cousins.

?In the latter meaning with aruu ‘voice’ as a subject.
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place; drop; juice (of meat)’. The deriving noun *¢uo ‘burning ember’ is not attested as such,
but is preserved as a second part of compound in T laci-n+d ‘uo ‘burning ember’ and perhaps in
T jerpeje+d'uo ‘disk of the sun’. Now, it seems quite possible that T cuo(y) ‘iron’, also attested in
Omok as ce <Tue> ‘copper; iron’ (Matjuskin 1841: 121), is etymologically the same word, whose
meaning ‘iron’ developed from ‘burning ember’.

5. T elem ‘nothing’

This form functions as a preverbal particle in such expressions as T elem-gurilijer; ‘I don’t know
anything’ (Krejnovic 1982: 213), T elem-wietejer; ‘1 won't do anything’ (ibid.), T elemjuol ‘to see
nothing’, T elemkuriliil ‘to know nothing’. It is quite transparenly derived from T leme ~ neme
‘what’, K leme ~ neme ‘what’ with the negative prefix e- (Zhivlov 2022b: 73-74). This derivation
is not recognized by Nikolaeva, who reconstructs a separate etymon *dlem (HDY: 324). The
rest of the material adduced by Nikolaeva under *dlem is also undoubtedly cognate. Note that
K ulum ‘mad’, cited in HDY, is not found as an independent word in other sources, only as a
part of the expression ulum kude- ‘to go mad”, literally ‘to become nothing’ (Prokop’eva &
Prokop’eva 2021: 300; Nikolaeva & éalugin 2002: 72; Maslova 2003: 342, 399). The verb K ulum-
I’a- ‘mad; stupid’ (attested only in HDY: 324) is derived from K ulum with the inchoative suffix
-l’e- ‘become X’ (Maslova 2003: 205). Note that variants such as K <elu'lum-ku’de> ‘to run
mad; to go mad’ (Jochelson 1926: 321), K <olulum-k ude> ‘to become mad, insane’ (Jochelson
1926: 325), K <o Tlum-k ude> ‘to run, to go, become mad’ (Jochelson 1926: 336) contain a pleo-
nastic negative prefix. The derivation of K ulum-I'a- ‘mad; stupid’ from ‘nothing’ allows us to
explain previously unetymologized verb T leml’e- ‘to be tolerable, normal in terms of quality,
in terms of the intensity of the manifestation of smth.; to feel healthy; to be not the timid type’
as a parallel derivative from T leme ‘what’, literally ‘to be/become something’. This verb also
has a nominal correlate T leml’e ‘chief, superior; the authorities’.

6. T eluojerke ‘dry female reindeer’

This word is given in HDY (154) under the reconstructed root *el- 2 together with T elmelije
‘a bare (without vegetation) area on a hill; a flat terrain without holes or willows’, T elmelirie-
‘to be even, smooth (about a terrain overgrown only with grass)’. The sequence el- that these
words have in common is actually the negative prefix el-. The obvious components of T eluo-
jerke are the negative prefix and the word T uo ‘child’. The suffix -rke looks like T -rqa/-rke —
a suffix deriving names of quality from qualitative verbs (Kurilov 1994: 43—49), although here
its function is clearly different. Note the same suffix in a semantically close word T licuorke ‘fe-
male reindeer’. The element -je- looks misterious, since normally the suffix -je is deverbal (Ku-
rilov 1994: 10-18). However, there are other similar examples with the suffix -je, whose ap-
proximate meaning can be described as ‘having X’, where X is a noun denoting living beings.
The first is T riorquoje ‘female of a wild reindeer with a newborn calf; reindeer herd where
there are only calving females’, whose first two components are T #orgo- ‘newborn reindeer’
(see below) and T uo ‘child’. Another case is K <o’ye> ‘father’ (Jochelson 1926: 326), probably
derived from K uo ‘child’, a cognate of T uo id.’. One more example is T elniimije ‘orphan’ .

* Prokop’eva & Prokop’eva (2021: 300) also give a meaning ‘to turn sour (of milk)’, which developed directly
from ‘to become nothing’.
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Here el- is the same negative prefix we see in T eluojerke. The remaining part -riimi- is not at-
tested as a word for ‘mother’ or ‘parent’, but may be tentatively etymologized as consisting of
the reciprocal prefix 7ii-, sometimes used in kinship terms (Maslova 2007: 1854), and the oth-
erwise unattested Tundra cognate of K emej ‘mother’. Summing up, eluoje- would have meant
‘having no child’ and -rke was possibly added under the influence of T licuorke ‘female rein-
deer’. Finally, K olujorko, given in HDY: 326 under the reconstruction *olujargs, is a hapax, at-
tested as <osryjopkox> in but one text (Jochelson 1900: 70). Although the Kolyma word is trans-
lated by Jochelson as ‘(wild reindeer) male’, it is almost certainly cognate to T eluojerke, and the
meaning ‘male’ is most likely an error.

7. K kenkeraa ‘bucket’

This word is listed in HDY: 206 as kenko-ra: ‘amber’ (sic!)* with the following commentary
“[t]he cluster -nk- is atypical and indicates that the word may be a recent borrowing”. Indeed,
a similar form is attested in Ewen (Kolyma-Omolon dialect) kéyka ‘a big cauldron’ (TMS I: 450),
but given the absence of Tungusic cognates, it is certainly itself borrowed from Yukaghir. The
“suffix” -ra: derives names of various household utensils, such as ‘trough’, ‘rack’ or ‘pitch fork’
(Maslova 2003: 132-133). In fact, it is a postpound going back to K 3aa-I ‘tree; stick; firewood’,
with the regular change $§ > r between vowels. The atypical cluster -nk- points to a morphologi-
cal boundary. It seems probable that the word contains the suffix *-rka, which is attached to
qualitative verbs to form names of objects or concepts possessing the quality in question (see
Zhivlov 2022a: 49-51). The deriving root is K kenbe-, attested in K kenbune- ‘wide’, K kenbuben
‘width’, K kenbegedej- ~ kenmegedej- ‘to open, unfold’ (tr.), K kenbel es- ‘to spread out, to lay out,
to unfold; to flatten’. Thus, ‘bucket’ is a ‘wide/flattened thing’. The simplification of the cluster
on the morphological boundary follows the general rule: only the first and the last consonants
(in this case, -n- and -k-) are preserved.

8. T kise- ~ kiise-, K kise- ~ kisse- ‘to show’

Comparison of T kise- ‘to show’ with K kise- ‘id.” leads to a straightforward reconstruction of
PY *kice-. This reconstruction, however, does not account for the variants T kiise- ‘to show’ and
K kisse- ‘id.’. The geminate variant in Kolyma results from a recent syncope: Jochelson’s records
show both the simple variant kise- <kima-> and ‘long’ variants kicese- <xigdamra-> (Jochelson 1900:
104) and kises- <kimam-> (Jochelson 1900: 142). Nikolaeva explains this in the following way:
“[s]ome forms demonstrate the following phonetic changes: *kicase- > kicsa- > kissa- > kise-/kise-"
(HDY: 213). This scenario runs into chronological problems, since ‘simple’ variants kise-/kise-,
supposed to result from syncope, actually predate this syncope in Kolyma. Moreover, one of the
variants (<kiudmma-> and <ximdm->) must be secondary, and the variant with -¢- can be tentatively
explained by the influence of K kis- ‘to teach’ (s is an allophone of ¢ in Kolyma Yukaghir). The
variant <kimdam-> can be derived from <xima-> with the pleonastically added causative suffix -Se-.

It seems probable, however, that the PY form *kice- itself contains the same causative suf-
fix: words for ‘to show’ are typically causative formations in languages of Northern Eurasia
(Uralic, Mongolic, Tungusic, Itelmen, Nivkh). Since the root shape CV- with a short vowel is
impossible in Yukaghir, we must assume the loss of some consonant before the causative suf-

* The erroneous gloss possibly resulted from a confusion between English amber and Estonian dmber ‘bucket’.
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fix already in Proto-Yukaghir. Fortunately, we are able to identify this consonant thanks to the
unique forms K kigie-m ‘he showed’ and K kigie-c-u-m ‘he was showing’, cited by Krejnovic
(1982: 129). Since there are no other attestations of this verb, and it is suspiciously similar to
the well-attested K kigie- ‘to prick; to butt’, one would be tempted to doubt the authenticity of
these forms. Support comes from T kiise-, which can owe its vowel length to a loss of precon-
sonantal -g-, cf. T iire- ‘to tie’, derived from T ige- ‘to be tied up’.

Summing up, the Proto-Yukaghir verb *kice- ‘to show’ was derived from a root *kig- with
the causative suffix *-ce-. The velar stop was lost in this form already in the proto-language’.
Later, in Tundra Yukaghir a renewed causative form was created by adding the suffix -se- to
the root *kig-. This latter form gave T kiise-, which coexists with T kise- — a direct reflex of PY *kice-.

9. T liidej- (intr.) ‘to scatter; to disperse (of reindeer)’

This verb is adduced in HDY under the reconstructed form *linta-. The reconstruction with a
short vowel here, as in some other words®, is apparently based on an assumption that the sim-
plification of clusters “homorganic nasal + obstruent” caused compensatory lengthening of
a preceding vowel. However, many counterexamples can be cited, e.g., *jong- > K joyul ‘nose’,
T joyul ‘nose’ (HDY: 196); *monta- > K modo- ‘to sit’ (HDY: 276); *nongs > K noyo ‘sand’, T noyo
‘ash’ (HDY: 309); *nonta > K nodo ‘bird’, T nada ‘wolf (HDY: 309), etc. Thus, the long vowel must
be original here. Still, Proto-Yukaghir does not have roots of the shape (C)VVCC(V)-, i.e. roots
with a long vowel before a consonant cluster; thus, we can conclude that the verb liidej- has a
morphological boundary before -d- (< *-nd- < *-nt-). This is confirmed by the stem T liid"i-, the
iterative counterpart of liidej-, which can be analyzed as consisting of the root /ii- and the itera-
tive suffix -d’'i- (Schmalz 2013: 129-133). The stem liidej-, then, is composed of the root [ii-, the
non-iterative suffix -de- (Maslova 2003: 192-193) and the semelfactive suffix -j- (Schmalz 2013:
128-129). The same root lii- with the causative suffix -te- (Schmalz 2013: 152-156) is also found
in T liite- (tr.) ‘to share smth. with smb.; distribute, divide’. Another derivative from the root lii-
is T liitterej- (tr.) ‘to separate (reindeer from the herd)’, which contains the augmentative suffix -tte-
(Schmalz 2013: 164-165), non-iterative suffix -re- and semelfactive -j- (Schmalz 2013: 128-129).
An iterative counterpart of T liitterej- is T liittes-, where -s- is a causative suffix (Schmalz 2013:
152-156). T liite- and T liitterej- are given in HDY: 245 under a separate reconstruction *Ii:to-.

Summing up, instead of two reconstructions proposed in HDY — *linta- and *li:to- — we
can reconstruct the verbal root *lii-. Note that this is not a proper Proto-Yukaghir reconstruc-
tion, since no cognates are found in Kolyma Yukaghir, Chuvan or Omok. Still, it is possible
that this root was present in Proto-Yukaghir and was simply lost outside of TY.

10. K lomd’e ‘dew’

This word cannot be separated from K ljude- ‘to take off; to drop’, semelfactive K loudij-’
‘to fall; to go down; to descend (of fog)’, cf. a figura etymologica in K lomd’e l6udis ‘dew has

5 Loss of the velar stop before *-c- becomes more understandable once we recognize the secondary nature of
intervocalic *-c- itself. Word-initial *c regularly alternates with intervocalic *r, which means that intervocalic *c
must have been a cluster or geminate on the pre-Proto-Yukaghir level.

¢ E.g., *onca- > K 0:Za- ‘to drink’ (HDY: 330).

7 Given as l6udi- in Prokop’eva & Prokop’eva 2021: 151. The same source gives inflected forms like 1 sg.
loudide (< *loudij-je) and 3 sg. loudis (< *loudij-j), which show that the underlying stem is loudij-.
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fallen’ (Prokop’eva & Prokop’eva 2021: 147). Nikolaeva reconstructs two roots, *I’'omc’a/*lomja
(HDY: 248) and *low- (HDY: 250). The first is supported by the following data from her own
tieldwork: K I'omd’a ‘moisture, humidity’, K I'omd’a- ‘to shed hair, feathers’, K lomd u:- ‘hu-
mid, damp’ (HDY: 248). The palatal I’- is confirmed by K ['omd’oj ‘to shed hair, feathers’ in Ni-
kolaeva & Salugin 2002: 39 and by I'omd’ej ‘fade, lose color’® in Maslova 2003: 548. On the
other hand, Krejnovic (1982: 63) gives K Iémd’e ‘moisture’ with non-palatal /-, and examples in
Maslova’s grammar also have I- (Maslova 2003: 187, 509, 511). The variant with the palatal lat-
eral [~ is possibly due to assimilation to the following -d’-. Anyway, it should be secondary,
since Proto-Yukaghir word-initial *I'- regularly gives j- in Kolyma Yukaghir. Nikolaeva’s *ldw-
is supported by the following reflexes from her fieldwork: K loudu:- ‘to fall down’, K louda- ‘to
drop; to take off’, K lomdija ~ jomdija ‘precipice’ (HDY: 250). Nikolaeva notes that “[t]he alter-
nation -w- ~ -m- is irregular” (ibid.). In fact, the alternation is governed by the rule described in
Zhivlov 2022a: 51-53: pre-Proto-Yukaghir clusters of the type “obstruent + nasal + obstruent”
yield Proto-Yukaghir clusters “nasal + obstruent”, where the nasal has the same place of ar-
ticulation as the first obstruent in the pre-Proto-Yukaghir cluster. Thus, we can reconstruct a
pre-Proto-Yukaghir root *lop- ~ *Iop- ‘to fall, to drop’: K lomd’e ‘dew’ goes back to pre-PY *lop-
nca with the participle suffix *-7ica, while K loude- can be derived from pre-PY *lop-te- with the
non-iterative suffix pre-PY *-te- > PY *-de-, which did not contain a nasal. The original *p is
preserved before -¢- in K [6psii- ~ [0pcii- ‘to drop; to shed (leaves); to take off, remove’.

11. T riaal’uol- ‘to enter into a sexual relationship’

This verb is tentatively (under a question sign) derived in HDY: 283 from T #aajl ‘son-in-law,
daughter-in-law’. Apart from formal problems (-I’- vs. -j-), such a derivation looks utterly im-
probable in the Yukaghir cultural context, where certain relatives, including in-laws, were re-
quired to perform mutual avoidance: “Persons who are mutually "bashful" should not address
themselves directly to each other, or look into each other’s faces, or call each other by name or
by their term of relationship. ... A daughter-in-law should not look into the face of her father-
in-law or her husband’s elder brother, neither is a son-in-law allowed to look into the face of
his father-in-law or his mother-in-law” (Jochelson 1926: 76). Cf. the Tundra Yukaghir verb
naajci- ‘behave like a son-in-law or daughter-in-law; behave modestly, shyly, like a son-in-law
or daughter-in-law; perform mutual avoidance norms towards smb.’.

Another etymology can be suggested for T raal’uol- ‘to enter into a sexual relationship’.
If we suppose that this verb contains a fossilized reciprocal prefix #i-, we can derive it from
T al’uol- ‘to be melted’, cf. T al’aa- ‘to melt (of snow, ice); to warm oneself; to heat up (of a
house); to dissolve’. In this case, the literal meaning of T #aal 'uol- would be ‘to melt recipro-
cally’ or simply ‘to warm each other’.

12. T Aaarcuu-‘to be bad’, attibutive form riaarce
This Tundra verb and its various derivatives are compared in HDY to K rieréad-anil” ‘buttocks’

(HDY: 290), K #ierced-anil” <adpudz-anil> ‘vagina’ (Jochelson 1900: 158), as well as to T #erce(r)
‘buttocks’, which HDY erroneously glosses as ‘nasty’. The forms meaning ‘buttocks’ and ‘va-

® This gloss is apparently a mistranslation of Russian Autsmv, which means both ‘shed hair or feathers’ and
‘fade, lose color (of textile etc.)’.
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gina’ go back to a separate Proto-Yukaghir form *7ierca, which, in view of a different vocalism
and different semantics, has nothing to do with T raarce.

According to HDY, T #niaarée has “[a]n irregular long vowel in a closed syllable”. The irregu-
larity in question is morphophonological rather than simply phonological — long vowels in closed
syllables are perfectly possible both in Tundra and in Kolyma Yukaghir, but underlying roots
cannot have long vowels in closed syllables. Therefore, T #aarce should be morphologically seg-
mentable. It is tempting to compare T raarce with K erce in K erce ninierie- ‘to be unkind, bad (of a
persony)’, erce soromo ‘bad person, villain’, erced énmen- ‘bad (of a person), rude, quick-tempered’.
The only way these words can be related is if the Tundra word includes a fossilized reciprocal pre-
tix 71i-, the original meaning being ‘bad with respect to each other’. The modern Tundra Yukaghir
reciprocal prefix has an allomorph #iy- in prevocalic position, but this must be an innovation, cf.
the cognate Kolyma Yukaghir reciprocal prefix rie-, used both before vowels and consonants.

K erce is related to K eruu- ‘to be bad’, K eris- ‘to be bad, unsatisfactory, ugly’, K erulbe- ‘to
get worse (of mood, temper); to deteriorate, to become unusable’, and K erie- ‘to hate; to dis-
dain’. The latter word has a Tundra cognate erie- ‘to disdain; to be disgusted by smth.; to re-
ject’. Thus, we have a Proto-Yukaghir root *er- ‘bad’ with a lot of derivatives, at least two of
which go back to Proto-Yukaghir: PY “er-ca (K erce ~ T riaarce) and PY *er-ie- (K erie- ~ T erie-).
Now, Nikolaeva (HDY: 163) compares this root with Tungusic *er(e)-. This reconstruction re-
fers to the following forms: Ewenki erii ‘bad’, Solon erii ‘bad’, Ulcha erule- ‘to torment; to scold;
to oppress’, Nanai eril, erule ‘torment’, erule- ‘to torment’, Manchu eru-, erula-, erule- ‘to tor-
ment, to torture’, erun ‘torment, torture; execution’ (TMS II: 465-466). Doerfer (1985: 39) con-
siders all these words to be borrowed from Mongolic, cf. Written Mongolian eregiiii ‘torture,
torment, chastisement; capital punishment’ (Lessing et al. 1960: 321-322). There is no doubt
that Ulcha, Nanai and Manchu forms are Mongolic loans, since their semantics is the same as
that of the Mongolic original. Things are less clear with Ewenki and Solon forms. If these are
also borrowed from Mongolic, we have to assume that 1) the meaning shift ‘torment, torture’ >
‘bad’ occurred in Proto-Ewenic and that 2a) either this word was borrowed at an early stage
into Yukaghir languages, where the final -ii was reinterpreted as a Yukaghir suffix, after which
other derivatives were formed from the bare root “er-, or 2b) the resemblance with Yukaghir is
due to chance. Both options do not look very probable. The most simple solution in my view is
to separate the Ewenic forms from the Ulcha, Nanai and Manchu ones, and to consider the
former borrowed from Yukaghir and the latter borrowed from Mongolic.

13. T siamne- ‘to be wide (of a distance between the horns of a reindeer)’

This verb, given in HDY: 287 under the separate protoform *famna-, contains the suffix of
qualitative verbs -ne-/-na- (Schmalz 2013: 112). Verbs with this suffix typically have active in-
transitive counterparts with the suffix -gej-/-yaj-: T riori-ne- ‘to be yellow’ ~ T #oro-yoj- ‘to turn
yellow’, T sil-na- ‘to be dry’ ~ T silya-yaj- ‘to dry up quickly’, T wen-ne- ‘to be stretched’ ~
T wede-gej- ‘to stretch out, to expand’, etc. The active counterpart of T riam-ne- ‘to be wide (of a
distance between the horns of a reindeer)’ is T riaba-yaj- ‘to open (of door, etc.), to widen (of an
opening)’ (intr.), for which HDY: 287 reconstructs *1iampa-. Other words from the same root
are T riabal’es- ‘to open (of door, etc.)’ (tr.), T #iabacen- ‘to be excessively open (about the smoke
hole of the yaranga); be wide open; be wide (about horns sticking out in different directions)’.
Moreover, Kolyma cognates can be proposed: K #abol’e- ‘to be unbuttoned, to have unbut-
toned clothes’, K #abol'uot ‘being in a position with the head thrown back’. The Proto-
Yukaghir root can be reconstructed as *1amba-.
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14. T riarqajewlid’e ‘newborn reindeer’, T riorqomayil ‘coat made of newborn reindeer skin’

These words are compounds with the second components T jewlid’e ‘reindeer calf’ and T mayil
‘coat’ respectively. One more related item is T riorquoje ‘female of a wild reindeer with a new-
born calf; reindeer herd where there are only calving females’ (see above on the morphological
analysis of this word). The variable vocalism of riarqa- ~ niorqo- results from a relatively recent
change *o > a in Tundra Yukaghir, whose exact conditions so far remain unclear (HDY: 58-59).
Thus, the original form must have been r0rgqo-. Nikolaeva compares this word with Tungusic
*nar-gu- ‘new, fresh’, noting that “[t[he element -qo in Yukaghir may be a derivational suffix”.
A native Yukaghir etymology can be proposed for T #narga- ~ riorgo-. We can start with the
similarity of this stem with T riorqo ‘copper’. Of course, the name for ‘newborn reindeer’ can-
not go back to ‘copper’; instead, both are semantic specializations of a more general meaning.
T #orqo ‘copper’ goes back to pre-PY *#or-rka from the root of T riori-ne- ‘to be yellow’ and T
noro-yoj- ‘to turn yellow’ (Zhivlov 2022a: 50). The suffix *-rka is attached to qualitative verbs to
form names of objects or concepts possessing the quality in question (Kurilov 1994: 43-49;
Schmalz 2013: 106). Thus, the original meaning of T #orgo was ‘yellow thing’. The shift from
‘yellow thing’ to ‘copper’ is trivial. The connection of ‘newborn reindeer’ to ‘yellow’ is found
in Tundra Nenets, where the word tas°ko <racko> ‘newborn reindeer’ is apparently ralated to
tasyey® <raceir> ‘yellow’ and tasyexey® <racex»ir> ‘id.” (Teres¢enko 1965: 639-640). Moreover,
the same semantic connection is found in English, where fawn has a secondary meaning ‘pale
brown colour tinted with yellow’.

15. T riimojie- ‘to mix blood (though marriage)’

HDY: 301 lists this verb under a reconstructed form *ni:ma together with T elniimije ‘orphan’
(on which see above) and K <ni'mdietek> ‘mother’s younger sister, her younger female cous-
ins’ (Jochelson 1900: 239; Jochelson 1926: 71). In fact, T niimojie- is derived from T mojie- ‘to
touch; to stroke; to smear; to mix; to stir up; to rub oneself’ with the reciprocal prefix ri-. Cf.
Russian glosses: mojie- ‘cmemmats’ and rimojie- ‘cMemaTs(cst) (1o kposu)’, where Russian -c1 is
equivalent to Yukaghir 71i-.

16. T riiruon ‘separately; apart’, T riiruose- ‘to part (with someone); to get divorced’

These words are given in HDY: 317-318 under the reconstruction *7yr-, with a comment that
“[t]he stem shows back vowel harmony”. It seems reasonable to assume that 7ii- is a reciprocal
prefix here. Intervocalic -- can regularly go back to s-. If this assumption is correct, the words
in question are related to T suose- ‘to miss the target’, iterative T suoric-. Thus, ‘to part with
someone’ is ‘to reciprocally miss the aim’. The postposition T suode ‘except, apart from’ can
also be related.

17. T riiwien ‘different’
This form (Krejnovic 1958: 276) is given in HDY: 304 as niwie- ‘different’ (with erroneous n-)
under a reconstruction *niw- together with unglossed forms niwol, niuol from Jochelson’s un-

published Tundra Yukaghir dictionary. The etymology of T niwien could not be more evident:
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it is simply T wien ‘another, other’ with the reciprocal prefix 7i-. As for T niwol and niuol,
I would tentatively suggest that these forms are the same as T #iwal” ‘next to each other’ from
T wal” ‘near’ with the same reciprocal prefix. Of course, the absence of a gloss next to a form in
HDY means, in theory, that its gloss must be the same as that of the preceding word, but in
practice this is not always the case (Zhivlov 2022b: 71-72).

18. T <niuoletile-, niwoletile-> ‘to change’

These forms from the unpublished dictionary of Jochelson are given in HDY: 318 under the re-
construction *nywola-, supplied with a question mark. In fact, this word is attested in Kurilov’s
2001 dictionary as T riwal ‘itiil’e- ‘to do in exchange for something’. This verb is derived from T
niwalitii- ‘to exchange’, which in its turn is derived from T #iwal” ‘next to each other’, on
which see above.

19. K riuoduope ‘descendants’

This word, attested only in Jochelson’s materials (Jochelson 1900: 112, 114), is treated in HDY:
305 as etymologically isolated under a reconstructed form *#0:6-/*10:nt-. The final -pe is a plu-
ral suffix. The stem K #uoduo- is hard to separate from T uoduo ‘grandchild’. The latter form
can be easily analyzed as uo-d+uo ‘child’s child’, from T uo() ‘child’ with the attributive suffix
-d. The initial 71- in the Kolyma form needs an explanation. The only formally possible hypote-
sis is that 71- here is the reciprocal prefix. While its semantic function here is not entirely clear,
it is attested in other kinship terms, although only in terms denoting relations within a genera-
tion (Maslova 2007: 1854).

20. K poyoZzil ‘knee’

The comparison to K poyoyin ‘knee-long’ (HDY: 354), where -#in is a dative case ending, im-
plies that the root here is poyo-. While -I can be a suffix’, there is no nominal suffix -Z in
Kolyma Yukaghir. Therefore, the most probable hypothesis is that we are dealing here with a
compound. The second part of this compound can be identified as K goZile ‘cavity’ (Nikolaeva
& Salugin 2002: 76). The semantics make sense if we assume that the original meaning of the
compound was ‘knee pit’, cf. also K goZi-d+elbe ‘armpit’ (Nikolaeva & Salugin 2002: 76). In or-
der to get the attested form, we need to assume a haplology: *poyo+yozil > poyozil.

21. T gaadale ‘armpit’

This word is reconstructed in HDY: 379 as *gantala. The reconstruction with a short vowel can-
not be correct (see above on T liidej-). The word can be analyzed as a compound gaa-d+ale,
where -d is the attributive suffix and -ale is related to the postposition T al, K aal ‘below’. The
prepound gaa- is most likely related to K gaar ‘hide; bark (of a tree); skin’. Note that the -7 in
K gaar must be a suffix. Krejnovic (1982: 87) lists the following examples when -r in this word gets

9 Cf. K poyoZaaq ‘on one’s knees’ (Nikolaeva & Salugin 2002: 60).
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ousted by the attributive suffix: K ga-n+punbur ‘bed’ (K ponbur ‘sleeping mat’), K ga-n+murudu
‘fur stockings’ (K murudu ‘stockings’), K ga-d+ejmunde ‘half of a skin’ (K ejmunde ‘half’). The
same prepound gaa- can be found in two more words. One is K ga-d+uo ‘trousers with fur in-
side’, listed in HDY: 373 as ga:d-o: ‘leather trousers with fur inside’, with vowel length in the
first syllable. The second part of the compound here is K 0o ‘trousers’. Another example is
K ga-n+sogi <xancogi> ‘leather bag’ from the manuscript dictionary of Jochelson (HDY: 378).
This word literally means ‘leather bag’ and has K sdgii ‘bag, sack’ as its second part. The recon-
struction *gansa-, provided with a question sign in HDY, can be safely discarded.

K gaar is given in HDY: 379 under a reconstruction *ga:r/*qajr, where the second variant is
based on T gajr ‘skin from the head of an animal’ and MK -chdér-, -hér-'" (unglossed in HDY).
In fact, Kurilov’s dictionary (Kurilov 2001), which is supposed to be the source of all material
marked as T in HDY, does not have the word gajr ‘skin from the head of an animal’. It only has
T naacayajr ‘skin from the muzzle of an animal; facial skin’ — a compound with T raace(r)
‘face’ as the first member. It is not yet clear how the variants with aa and 4; are to be explained.

22. T saayare ‘side (the space located on the sides, edges of something; not the middle);
the left side of yaranga; South side’, T saayar ‘South’

HDY lists T saayare with an erroneous gloss ‘left side of a yurt; West’ under a separate recon-
struction *sa:yar/*sanqar. T -yar is a suffix of spatial adverbs (Schmalz 2013: 203). Thus, the root
here is saa-. It can be easily identified as the root of T saa-I ‘tree; forest, taiga’. For the Tundra
Yukaghirs the south side is obviously the side of taiga. Cf. T dawlaayar ‘north’, literally ‘sea
side’, from T ¢awul ‘sea, ocean’.

23. T sebul ‘tray for food (made from reindeer skins sewn to each other)’

This word is compared in HDY: 401 to K Sepid-i:¢a ‘top of a mountain’ and K sibil’, sebil” ‘win-
dow; door’. The comparison is both semantically and phonetically implausible. Krejnovic
(1982: 89) glosses T sebul as ‘mat for things’. The Tundra word is also found as the second part
of the compound T lugu+rubul ‘tray; mat for meat (reindeer skins sewn to each other)’, whose
tirst part is T lequ-I ‘tood’. Note the sound change *e-u > u-u in both parts of the compound
(Zhivlov 2022b: 78). HDY lists this word under a separate protoform *luyur-/*lunkur-'' (HDY:
252). Another compound with the same second component is T juddu+rubul ‘a board for cut-
ting fish or meat’. Its first part is T juddu- ‘to chop’.

T sebul has a rather transparent Kolyma cognate: K sobul ‘bedding (from plant material, of-
ten from larch branches or grass)’. The Proto-Yukaghir form can be tentatively reconstructed
as “cembul. Nikolaeva (HDY: 404) gives the Kolyma form as K $ébul, subul ‘branch of the larch
tree; bedding made of larch branches’ and compares it with T sebul from Krejnovi¢’s work, but

"% This is one more Old Tundra form in the MK wordlist. In Zhivlov 2022b: 72 T suggested that the presence
of both Tundra and Kolyma forms in the MK and MU wordlists results from borrowing. Now I think that these
lists simply are a mix of words from two Old Yukaghir languages — either because of code-switching by bilingual
informants, or because each list has words from more than one informant. Unfortunately, we do not have a “pure”
Old Tundra wordlist.

" Apart from T lugurubul, this entry also includes T lugumul from Jochelson’s unpublished dictionary. Since
this word is not glossed, it must presumably have the same meaning. This is doubtful, since it is phonologically
identical to T lugumul ‘aging, old age’.
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not with T sebul from Kurilov’s dictonary, although these are two attestations of the same
word. She further compares these words to Northern Tungusic *seg-/*sew- ‘to lay branches in a
yurt’. This comparison, although semantically attractive, is made impossible by the Tundra
Yukaghir forms, which require the reconstruction of word-internal cluster *-mb-.

24. T unumed'uo ~ unemed'uo ‘earrings’

This word is explained in HDY: 444 as “T unemed’-uo ear-ring [lit. ear’s child]” — a compound
of T unume(n) ‘ear’ and uo(y) ‘child’. Kurilov (2001: 486) gives only the variant unumed uo with
the second syllable -u- in the main entry, but the variant unemed uo with the second syllable -e-
is attested in example sentences (Kurilov 2001: 108, 174, 226), as well as in the compound
T mono-d+unemed uo ‘pendants of a fur cap’ (T mono(y) ‘headdress’). The variation in the sec-
ond syllable vowel is the same as in the word for ‘ear’: T unume(y) ~ uneme(r) (Krejnovic 1958:
279). The morphological segmentation proposed in HDY implies that -d" must somehow be a
variant of the attributive suffix -d. There are no other instances where the attributive suffix
takes the form -d’, and no known morphophonological process which could have caused such
a change. Note, however, that the Kolyma Yukaghir word for ‘earrings’ is unume ludul, liter-
ally ‘ear iron’ (K ludul ‘iron’). The Tundra Yukaghir word has the same semantic structure:
T unume+d uo, literally ‘ear iron’, cf. T ¢uo(y) ‘iron’. The voicing ¢ > d’ is regular in compounds,
cf. T ¢uul ‘meat’, but T al"ya+d uul ‘boiled fish meat as a dish’ (T al’ya(y) ‘fish’). There was also
a parallel form without voicing, attested as T <u'nemeco> ‘earring’ (Jochelson 1926: 327) and
preserved in two verbal derivatives in modern Tundra Yukaghir: T unumecuorie- ‘to have pen-
dants, earrings’, T unumecuore- ‘to acquire earrings’.

Language Abbreviations

K  Kolyma Yukaghir (Prokop’eva & Prokop’eva 2021)

MK Old Kolyma Yukaghir materials of Mueller/Lindenau (HDY)
MU Old Ust’-Jansk Yukaghir materials of Mueller/Lindenau (HDY)
S  Old Kolyma Yukaghir materials of Suvorov (Schiefner 1871)

T  Tundra Yukaghir (Kurilov 2001)
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M. A. 2Kusros. Viccnegosanus B 001acTy I0Karmpckoi srumostorymn 11

B Hacrosmeit cratbe IpejaraeTcs pAz JOIIOJHEHMIT 1 YTOYHEHNII K KOPIIyCy STUMOJIOTHIA,
onyosmxosannomy V. A. Huxonaesoit 8 A Historical Dictionary of Yukaghir (De Gruyter, 2006).
OcHoBHOM y1op czesaH He CTOJIbKO Ha IIOVICKe 3aVMCTBOBAaHUN MM KOTHATOB B paMKax
Ja/IbHErO CpaBHEHM:I, CKOJIbKO Ha COOCTBEHHO BHYTPMIOKAIMPCKUX DTUMOJIOTVAX.

Karouesvie crosa: IOKarmpcCKue sI3bIKYM; DTUMOJIOIVLT; CPaBHUTE/IPHO-MICTOPUYIECKOe SI3bIKO3Ha-
HIe, IIpasi3bIKOBasl peKOHCTPYKLIVISL.
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Hadza as Afrasian??

In this paper, I address the issue of the genetic affiliation of Hadza, the language of a tiny
tribe of Tanzanian hunter-gatherers, genetically separated from other groups of Homo sapiens
by some hundred thousand years and occupying the same area for over 50,000 years; the
language was formerly considered to be Khoisan because of its click-containing phonetic in-
ventory, but is now regarded as an isolate. The paper provides parallels from various Afra-
sian (Afro-Asiatic) languages, tied together through regular consonant correspondences and
fairly strict semantic criteria, to the extensive Hadza lexical material collected by American
linguists with the help of their Hadza collaborators; the parallels are drawn from the stan-
dard 100-item Swadesh wordlist (including the 50-item subset of the most stable items based
on the selection of Sergei and George Starostin) as well as from other semantic groups. The
author analyzes other explanations for these matches (such as accidental look-alikes; borrow-
ings into Hadza from neighboring and even geographically distant Afrasian languages;
common substrate), but concludes that the most plausible explanation is genetic affinity. The
position of Hadza within the Afrasian super-family is, according to lexicostatistics, more or
less equally close to the Omotic and Cushitic families; glottochronology dates the separation
between Proto-Hadza, Proto-Cushitic and Proto-Omotic to the turn of the 10-9% millennia
BCE when a group of Afrasian speakers presumably made it to Northern Tanzania and
passed on their language to the (presumably) formerly Khoisan-speaking Hadza ancestors.

Keywords: Hadza language; Afrasian languages; genetic affinity; sound correspondences;
lexicostatistics; etymology; lexical borrowing.

The Hadza people, a group of Tanzanian hunter-gatherers, are one of the most enigmatic peoples
in the world, genetically separated from other early Homo sapiens groups by about a hundred
thousand years (Tishkoff et al. 2007). They live close to the Olduvai Gorge, sometimes called
the “Cradle of Mankind”, and have occupied the same area at least since the beginning of the
Later Stone Age, 50,000 years ago or perhaps even longer. Exposed to powerful influences
from different cultures, confirmed historically, genetically and, what is particularly important for
our research, linguistically through many lexical borrowings, the Hadza have somehow held on
to their traditional way of life, preserving their astounding singularity in the midst of a rapidly
changing world. Only recently their culture, language and identity have become endangered.

Their language used to be considered Khoisan because of the presence of “click” pho-
nemes (Greenberg 1966). However, lexicostatistical analysis (Starostin 2013) did not confirm
the kinship with the Khoisan languages; for the most part, the language is today considered to
be an isolate?.

! In memory of my untimely departed beloved son Mikhail Militarev (Jan. 18, 2005 — Nov. 21, 2022) who not
only helped me with this investigation but whose deeply personal worry over every language and people that is
endangered has moved me to this study and whose essay (Militarev 2021) introduced me to the phenomenon of
the Hadza people.

This research has been supported by the Russian Science Foundation (Project No. 20-18-00159) with the In-
stitute of Linguistics of the Russian Academy of Sciences as the financing organization.

2 One should not pay serious attention to ludicrous assumptions about its status as a “first language”, even if
published in a highly respectable scientific journal (Pennisi 2004).
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The assumption of Afro-Asiatic affinity was first expressed by Derek Elderkin (1982) and
cautiously supported by George Starostin (2008)3. Some of the lexical matches suggested by
Elderkin and Starostin are convincing, but the proposed parallels with non-obvious consonant
correspondences (such as Hadza w vs. *f or Hadza h vs. *p) are not confirmed by my analysis.
However, further research by the author relying on the updated Afrasian etymological data-
base by Militarev and Stolbova and the Hadza lexicon by Kirk Miller et al. (2021)* has revealed
several hundred lexical matches between Hadza and all the Afrasian branches, showing regu-
lar and unsophisticated “one-to-one” correspondences in root consonants. Curiously, it turned
out that, other than the presence of nine clicks and such secondarily developed traits as weak
opposition of the dentals, lack of distinction between [ and r and between h and £, lack of post-
velars (uvulars) and a few other nuances (such as pre-nazalized plosives and affricates in
Hadza not postulated for Proto-Afrasian, and labialized velars in Hadza whose PAA status is
disputed), the Hadza system of consonants (Table 2) is very similar to the one that was first
outlined for Proto-Afrasian by Dolgopolsky (1973), further elaborated in the late 20th century
by Igor Diakonoff and his team® and, more recently, amended by several leading Afrasianists
(Table 1):

*p (7) >ep *h *f *m
*t *t *d *n
*c [ts] *c [ts] *z [dz] *s
*C [tS] *C [ts] *3 [dz] *$ *r
*¢ [tP] *C [tl] *S [s]] *1
*k *k *g *y
K (?) k() Tgh(?)

*b *Y

W) YT ()

*h *Q

*h *?

Table 1. The Proto-Afrasian consonantal system.

3 “It seems that the Afro-Asiatic hypothesis for Hadza is no less, and perhaps even more likely, than the
Khoisan one... None of this means that Hadza should be automatically assigned to the Omotic group; to do this, it
is necessary to have a more complete corpus of etymologies with established phonetic correspondences... In order
to somehow really move towards clarifying the "Hadza-Afro-Asiatic" problem ... it is necessary to conduct pre-
liminary lexicostatistical counts with other branches of the Afro-Asiatic family” (Starostin 2008; translated from
Russian). It might be claimed that all these perfectly fair conditions have been fulfilled by the present author.

4 To the best of my knowledge, the dictionary still remains in the status of unpublished manuscript since it
has not been yet tone-marked.

5 Diakonoff et al. 1992; cf. also Takacs 1999: 266-270. A specific feature of the Proto-Afrasian consonant sys-
tem, which is not preserved in most daughter languages, but best explains the consonantal peculiarities of them
all, is the pattern of three local consonant series each consisting of four consonants, represented by triads of a
voiced, voiceless and glottalized / “emphatic” affricate (with the lacuna of a voiced affricate in the lateral triad)
and a corresponding sibilant. The system is practically identical with that of Hadza; it goes without saying that,
while reconstructing the Proto-Afrasian consonantal system, we had no idea about the phonology of Hadza.
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p" p b (p") f
mph mb
th t d
nth nd

c [ts] 3 [dz] ¢ [ts’] s

nc n3

¢ [ts] 3 [dz] ¢ [t8’] S

n

¢ [t1] ¢ [tP] S [sl]
kb k g
pkh ng
khw k" g"
h/h w y
1/r m n n n" ?

Table 2. Hadza consonants (elicited from Sands, Maddieson, & Ladefoged 1996: 174).

Matches between lexemes from various semantic fields could be accounted for by borrow-
ing into Hadza (cf., for example, Elderkin 1978), chance coincidence, or genetic relationship.
However, mass coincidence or mass borrowing from diverse and geographically distant Afra-
sian languages by the Hadza, known for their permanent presence in the same area, do not
a priori seem like a realistic solution. To test the hypothesis of kinship, it would be required to
apply the lexicostatistical method, in the process of slowly transforming from ‘controversial’
into ‘semi-accepted’ by the linguistic mainstream®. It has been applied using the Swadesh 100-
word list compiled for Hadza by Kirk Miller (Miller 2021), also taking into account the anno-
tated list by George Starostin (Starostin 2012), as well as the 50-item wordlist of the universally
most stable words (Starostin 2010) as applied to the Afrasian Lexicostatistic Database, com-
posed by the author and connected to the Afrasian Etymological Database which allows to
etymologize the Afroasiatic lexemes from the lists.

The average percentages of matches obtained with languages across all Afrasian branches
both for the 50- and the 100-item wordlists (see below) do not produce the impression of ran-
dom numbers. In particular, the subsystem of most stable personal pronouns (T — ‘we’ —
‘thou’), a solid marker of linguistic kinship upon first approximation, is practically identical
with the Common Afrasian system, all but precluding the scenario of borrowings to Hadza
from various Afrasian languages (although some such cases are also elicited or tentatively
supposed) or by a common substrate, to say nothing of random coincidences. The least con-
troversial explanation is that "proto-Hadza" is an early offshoot of the Afrasian macrofamily in
Africa, superimposed on an unknown (most likely Khoisan) substrate.

Hadza 100-item wordlist: selected items with AA matches
Note: in accordance with the rules of the Swadesh-Starostin method in lexicostatistics,

only those words, both in Hadza and any Afrasian language, whose meaning fully coincides
with the meaning of the correlated item on the list are scored as positive matches (i.e. the

¢ The author belongs to that particular school of historical-comparative linguistics which considers a certain
percentage of direct matches in core vocabulary to be the most reliable criterion for establishing both the fact of
linguistic kinship and its degree.
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meaning in Hadza and the meaning in the compared AA language(s) must be identical). To
avoid confusion, each such word or a reconstructed form representing two or more languages
is preceded by the sign =.

Additional comparanda are adduced (after ‘< AA’) to demonstrate the reliability of the
given AA etymology; naturally, these do not add to the score.

Further conventional symbols are as follows: (1) ‘~’ simply means ‘compare’; (2) //’ is a
separator between the various AA branches; (3) ‘;’ is a separator between groups within the
same branch/family; (4) ‘0’ introduces bibliographic references to the sources.

1. ‘all’ wa?i ~ Omot. N.: =Basketo woyci, =Doko wayci (< way-t-) ‘all’ <AA *waf- ‘one, whole’:
Sem.: Arab. wfy ‘to collect, put together in one place’ // Berb. *yaw-n/t (<*yaws§-) ‘one’ // Eg.
(Pyr.) ws ‘one’ // Cush. S.: Ma’a we ‘one’, etc. 0 AADB 2873.

6. ‘bird’ t"it"i, titi7 ~ =Chad. *di?(di?)- ‘bird (gen.)’: W.: =Kiir dot, =Ngizim diita, etc., C.:
=Podoko di-ya, =Mofu diy-dn, E.: =Lele tidi, =Migama didii, =Mubi didiio, etc. <AA *di?(di?)- (k. f)
bird’: Eg. (Med.) idw ‘Art Vogel’ // Sem. *da?y(-at)- ‘bird of prey’: Hbr. da?a; Arab. da?y-at-, etc.
0 ADB 360. Cf. SED II No. 64.

9. ‘blood’ dt"a?md-, dtama [2at"amal® =AA *(?a-)dam- ‘blood’: =all Sem. (except Mandaic and
MSA) // =all Berb. (except Tuareg) // =Chad. *dVm- > t-dVm- > H/t-dVm-: W.: Angas toom, Bo-
lewa dom, Tsagu tiim-an, Bade ta-dém, etc.; C.: Tera tom // ¢ AADB 93; Stolbova 2016 #148.

10. ‘bone’ midla (Miller et al. 2021), mitl’a (Sands 2012: 5) =AA *mal/i¢c- ‘bone’: =Cush. C.
*nac- (<*mac-); =E.: HEC: Darasa, Burji mi¢¢-o; Yaaku moc-o; =S.: Dahalo mi¢¢-0° // =Omot. N.:
Mao (Sezo) malt-¢ 0 AADB 1269.

16. ‘come’ dza (in Miller et al. 2021: 1, commented: Bantu) =Chad. W.: Hausa z0, C.: Gidar
70 ‘to come’ <AA *3a?/w- ‘go (slowly), come’: Eg. (OK) izy ‘gol (alternately < *3V?-) // Berb.:
Tuat e-zzu ‘to march’, Mzab, Wargla zwa ‘to go’ (alternately < *3V?-) // Cush. E.: Dullay: Tsamai
zey- ‘g0’ O AADB 641; Takacs 1999: 176; Stolbova 2016 #788.

17. ‘die’10.

21. ‘ear’ fiatlapit*i (in Miller et al. 2021: 1, commented: <*fiats’ape ‘leaf’?1!) (met. < *hadadi
pi?) =Omot. N.: Ometo *Hayc- ‘ear’, Bworo aayc-e (cf. also S.: Ongota 235, has ‘hear’ and ‘leaf’)
<AA *h/hac- ‘leaf; ear’ ¢ AADB 1093.

23. ‘eat’ seme, simi =AA *sufVm- ‘eat’: =Eg. (BD) sfm ‘eat’ // =Chad. *sVm- ‘eat’: W.: Angas
sam, Sura sum; C. *sa/im- ¢ AADB 1252; Stolbova 2009 #258.

7 The other generic term for ‘bird’, tsiriiri ['tsili?ili] (for the symbol 1 see fn. 12) is likely a loan from Iraqw ¢irfi.

8 In addition to this match, Hadza "/t vs. AA *d (mostly with *? or § in the same root?) is confirmed by Hadza
‘bird’ 'it"i, titi vs. Chad. *di?(di?)- ‘bird (gen.)’ (above); Hadza tet"a?o vs. AA *(y)das- ‘know’ (#45); Hadza 2ut"ume-ko
vs. AA *da?Vm-/*?udum- ‘spear’ (below); Hadza bititi-bii ‘fierce’ vs. AA *(?V-)bVd- ‘crazy’ (below), etc.

9 Similarity between the Hadza and Dahalo terms made various authors suspect borrowing, but lack of other
known Dahalo loanwords in Hadza speaks against the idea of ‘bone’ (which belongs to the most stable part of the
core wordlist and is borrowed extremely rarely) to be the only word borrowed into Hadza from Dahalo.

10 Hadza misi (in Miller 2021: 1, commented: Dat[oga]?), cf. Chad. W.: S. Bauchi *mis- ‘die’: Kir muse, Polchi
misi, etc. 0 AADB 4274. In spite of a full coincidence, not scored (perhaps, super-cautiously). The verb, naturally,
evokes associations with *mwt, the main NAA (Sem.-Eg.-Berb.-Chad.) term for ‘die’, but there seems to be no other
cases of AA/Chad. *-ti > *-si in S. Bauchi. Stolbova’s position is ambivalent: the section on Chadic Phonological Re-
construction (Stolbova 2016) contains no -t > -s/§ transition, but in the Dictionary section, S. Bauchi *mis/si is in-
cluded into the entry *mV(wV)t- ‘to die’ (Stolbova 2016 #579 with the comment “all <*mV#)”.

1 Another comment (Miller et al. 2021: 184): “jj vs zz personal variation [between various speakers - AM]...
Starostin notes widespread connection between ‘ear’ and ‘leaf’ in African languages, thus perhaps hajjapitchi <
hazzape ‘leaf’ (perhaps historically meaning *ear), w[ith] sibilant assimilation of *zz > jj before tch (itself *iti >
itci??).”
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24. ‘egg’ usle-ko [?uteko] =Chad. *Say(3ay)- / *?i(n)s- ‘egg’: W.: Bolewa d-ins-a, Karekare
?ins-a, Gera is-a, etc.; C. *3/2ay(5/2ay)-: Mandara Say-a, Logone ?ens-e, Munjuk ez-e, etc.; E. *is/s-:
Migama d-éés-e, Mubi d-iss-6, etc. ¢ AADB 1028.

30. “fly’ (v.) pururu [pululu]®? ‘fly off, overhead’ =AA *pir- ‘to fly’: =Cush. N.: Beja fir, C.:
Bilin fir y-; E.: Saho fire, LEC: Dirayta fir-; Yaaku peri; S.: Ma’a puru // =Omot. *f/pir-: N.: Wolaita
pir-ad-, Gemu fir-, etc., Bworo pirap-; S.: Dime far // =Chad. W.: Kupto firo; C.: Gude pdr, Podoko
pararara, etc. // =Berb.: Semlal firri, Shawiya farfor, Siwa am-for, Ahaggar fara-t, etc. // =Eg. p?
(<*pVr) /] =Sem.: Tna. nifird; Mhr. farr, Soq. fer, etc. ¢ AADB 692; Stolbova 2016 #617.

31. “foot’-1 (also ‘leg’) a/uphukwa [2a/up"uk“a] =Chad. W.: Hausa kafaa (Abraham 1962); E.:
Kera kiamp-a ‘foot, leg’ (metathesis?; the comparison is quite vulnerable both phonetically and
semantically) <AA: Cush. S. *fank™-: Iraqw fuknoo, Burunge faanku ‘hoof’, Alagwa faanku ‘fleshy
part of foot or leg’, Dahalo funk- ‘to walk rapidly’.

‘foot’-2 asena-ko [?asenako] ‘toes (people or animals)’ (Miller 2013: 23), ‘foot, toe, hoof’
(Sands 2012: 3)'3 =AA *?a-sin- ‘foot, leg’: =Eg. (20 Dyn.) sn.wy ‘zwei Fiisse’ (less likely < ‘two’) //
=Chad. *?a-sin- ‘foot’: W.: S. Bauchi *?a-sinH-; C.: Higi-Nkafa sini, Banana asénii, etc.; E.: Mi-
gama ?dsin, etc. // =Cush. E.: LEC: Boni sa?in // Omot. N.: Dizi (Sheko) saanu ‘foot’ ¢ AADB 216.

32. ‘full’™ furu-ne ‘to be many, plenty, to be full’ =AA *§VpVr- ‘tull’: =Berb.: Zenaga tu-fur-t
// =Eg. (MK) §pr // =Chad. W.: Hausa (Katsina dial.) fil, far 0 AADB 2965.

33. ‘give’ kwe- ~ AA *ka?- / *?Vk-: =Berb. *2awk ‘to give’: Siwa us (<*ik), Fodjaha as, Zenaga
yaka // =Chad. C.: Gidar ki; E.: Sokoro dka ‘to give’ (Stolbova 2011 #11: *kV?Vw/y- ‘to bring,
carry’): 0 AADB 3651.

34. ‘good’ muta-na, mta-na'> =AA *mVt- ‘good’: =Chad. E.: Mubi mdé ‘good’ // =Omot. N.
*mVtt/d- ‘good’: Gofa mode, Koyra mode, Mao (Sezo) matti 0 AADB 4123.

36. ‘hair’ hadle ~ AA *(Ha-)¢/$Vw- ‘hair, feather’: Cush. S.: =Ma’a asu ‘hair’ (*¢ and *$ both
render § in Ma’a, according to Takacs 2011) // Eg. (Pyr.) sw.t 'feather' 0 AADB 1284.

37. ‘hand’ ukhwa-bii [2uk*"a-] (also ‘fingers’) ~ Sem.: =Akk. kat-u (< *kawas-t-) ‘hand’1® //
Cush. N.: =Beja kikw-i ‘hand, arm’ (Reinisch 1895: 139) <AA *kawif- ‘claw, fingernail, hand’: Eg.
(MK) kSh ‘(upper) arm, shoulder, elbow’ (<*kf-h with nominal class marker -, cf. Takdcs 1997)
// Chad. W.: Mburku kawi, etc.; E.: Mokilko kdok-e ‘claw, fingernail’ // Cush. E.: LEC: Konso kay-
aa, HEC: Darasa ke?y-a ‘claw’, Dullay *kof- ‘claw, nail, finger, hoof’ // Omot. N.: Oyda kak-a
‘palm of hand’, etc. ¢ AADB 2206.

42. ‘T ono [?0ono, 2ono-ko] =AA *2ani/u ‘T': =Sem. (except MSA) *2anV-kV // =Eg. ink, Copt.
(all) // =Berb. *nal/ikk /| =Chad. *(?a-)na(n)- // =Cush. *(?)ani // =Omot. *(?)inul/a ~ *(?)in-ta ~ *ta-
?ana (metathesis) ¢ AADB 2762.

12 In Miller et al. (2013), the symbol 1 conventionally stands for either r or 1 and may correspond to AA *r or
*I. The other term for ‘to fly’ quoted in Miller 2021 is hukwa, but in Miller et al. 2021: 220 it is translated as ‘to fly
away, take off’.

13 Both terms show the distribution of meanings as ‘upper part of foot’ and ‘lower part of foot’ (including
‘toes and hoof’), allowing both terms to represent the notion ‘foot’ in the list.

14 The other term for ‘full’ is a word with a click.

15 In Miller 2021, quoted as *mata- (Bantu), but in Miller et al. 2021: 302 commented as “Bantu -tana, but not
attested in neighboring languages” which makes borrowing from Bantu highly improbable. The synonym, Hadza
zzi’e [t5’i%e] ‘to be good, fine’ (Miller et al. 2021: 554), matches Omot. N.: *c/ca/uy-: Gimira (Bench) soy, (She) cea, sea
‘good' <AA *c/cu?- ‘good, sweet', but, in view of Iraqw (and Burunge) cuu? ‘(taste) sweet’ (<*c/cuu?-, AADB 3046),
the Hadza verb is suspicious as a possible borrowing from Iraqw and not scored.

16 With strictly regular consonant correspondences (Beja k < *k) and trivial semantic changes, it is one of the
examples of disregard by mainstream Semitologists of non-Semitic Afrasian comparative data: the Akkadian term
for ‘hand’ is still considered “of uncertain origin”.
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45. ‘know’ " tetha’o [tet"a?0] (also ‘understand’) =AA *(y)da$- ‘know’: = Sem. *yVdVs- (Akk.,
Ugr., Hbr., Aram.) // =Chad. C.: Mandara, Podoko diya // Cush. E.: =Saho-Afar *d/di/af- //
Omot. N.: =Bworo daa-n <AA: Cush. E.: LEC: Oromo yaada, Konso yaat- ‘think’; S.: Iraqw daf-ati
‘witchcraft, magic’, etc. // 0 AADB 3472.

46. ‘leaf’ fiats’a-pe (pl.) =AA *h/hac- ‘leaf’: Sem.: =Palest. Aram. hiis-; =Soq. hes (‘palm leaf’ in
PSem.) // =Cush. C. *h/hac- [/ =Omot. N. *Hayc-: Ometo, Chara *hayc-, Mao *y/wac/c- ¢ AADB
1093.

49. ‘long’ thas- [t"as-] =AA *tays- ‘long’: Chad. C.: =Daba t§im // Omot. N.: =Hozo -tis-ti //
Cf. Sem.: Arab. tys ‘grandir et avoir les cornes comme un bouc (se dit d'un petit de chevre)’ ¢
AADB 4265.

52. ‘many’ ?aso =Cush. S.: Asa -§a?i // =Omot. N.: Yemsa Soyo ‘many’ <AA *w/yasas- ‘big,
many’: Cush. S.: Ma?a -$a ‘very (much)’ // Omot. N.: Dizi (Maji) swe-t ‘all’ // Chad. W. *was/c-
‘swell’; E. *waHas/c- ‘swell, become bigger’: =Kujarke wdasa ‘many’ // Sem.: Arab. w/ys§ ‘be
spacious, big’ ¢ AADB 2002.

56. ‘mouth’ aqwani-ka [?awani-ka] (also ‘lip, beak’)!® =Omot. N. *waan- ‘mouth’: Chara,
Gimira, Yemsa, Kafa, Anfillo, Bworo, Mao (Ganza), (Sezo) waani <AA *Sawin- ‘tongue; (part of)
mouth’: Cush. E.: LEC: Somali San ‘cheek; inside of mouth next to cheek’; S.: Dahalo §én-a
‘tongue’ // (?) Chad. C. *fan- ‘tongue’: Tera yon-a, Fali-Kirya, Higi-Nkafa n-yan-3 // (?) Sem.:
Arab. finan- ‘muscle longitudinal de chaque coté du cou’) ¢ AADB 1822; cf. Stolbova 2019
#331a.

61. ‘nose’ intawe [2int"awe] =Chad. *?i/a(wa)ntilan- ‘nose’: W.: Hausa hdnci < *Hanti), Ankwe
wantin, Bolewa wunti, Karekare ?wantin, Kulere ?atondn, etc.; C.: Gisiga hatar;, Musgu ncir, etc.;
E.: Migama ?itin, Bidiya ?eteno, etc. ¢ AADB 3037. Cf. Stolbova 2016 #767a.

62. ‘not’ ukhuwa, ukuwa [2u'k"uwa, 2ukuwa] =AA *(?a-)k"ay- ‘not’: =Berb.: Ghadames ak,
Fodjaha ank // =Chad. *kway: W.: Sura ka, Miya kwa, etc.; C.: Mandara, Sakun ka, Musgu kai, etc.
// =Cush. *ka-: N.: Beja ka-; E.: Tsamai -kaka; S.: ITraqw -Vki // =Omot. *(?V-)kway: N.: Basketo
-kkaye, Bworo kdyay, Mao (Sezo) ke:we; S.: Dime ?ekai // Cf. Sem.: Akk. akii ‘destitute, weak,
powerless’, Arab. 2awk-at- ‘mal; malheur’ ¢ AADB 137.

63. ‘one’ itchdme [Rit"aame]® =AA *Sist(-an)- ‘one’: Sem.: =Akk. m. istén, f. iStiat, =Sab. §sitn
// =Chad. *sVt(-an)- ‘one’ (*sVt- in Stolbova 2016 #722): =C.: Mafa sta-d, Podoko tand, Mofu té-d,
Logone sayadiya (met. <*?istan), etc. // =Omot. N. *(H)ist(an)- ‘one’: Wolaita isso, ista, issino,
Yamma isson, Bworo issa, Dizi (Nao) isn, etc. ¢ AADB 2800.

64. ‘person’ unu [Punu] ~ AA *?a/inay(-n)- ‘man, person (also elder kin): =Chad. W.:
Pero niy-é, Ngizim nin ‘person’ // Cush. E.: LEC: =Rendille éneny-et ‘person’ // =Omot. S.
*2ani(n)-: Ari ang, Banna arni, Ubamer, Galila ayin-a ‘man, person’, Ongota ?in-ta ‘person’ ¢
AADB 1472.

17 Another term, zzahi [ts'ahi] know a person’, is not included as it is probably borrowed from Iraqw caah
‘recognize, understand’.

18 Miller et al. (2013: 29-30) wonder if *awa (mouth?) can be a common element of awanika and awati ‘up-
per lip, both vermillion and area of moustache & philtrum’, which they compare, following Elderkin and Starostin
to Rift *?afa ‘mouth’ and related Agaw and S. Omot. forms (in fact, < AA *2ap- ~ *pay- ‘mouth’ AADB 245). The
above comparison to AA *fawin- is valid only if 2awani- and ?awati- are not related.

19 With the comments (Miller et al. 2021: 54): “Maybe itchV- ‘alone, ?another’ plus msg -me?” and “Can we
get itchako ~ ’itchakoko for fem?”. The connections look very likely and resemble the AA structure (see, e. g., Ak-
kadian and Wolaita). The Hadza form is a metathesis <*ista-me: the t$ cluster is avoided in Hadza. Miller et al.
(2013: 54) also quote Qwadza itame ‘one’, which does not match AA *§is-tV-n- and does not seem to have any ety-
mology at all, but oddly looks somewhat similar to the Hadza term. Can it be a borrowing from Hadza? See a
somewhat similar case with ‘two’ in fn. 25.
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65. ‘rain’-120,

‘rain’-2 (verb) sa =Cush. C. *siw- ‘rain’ // Chad. C.: =Buduma ha (<*sa) ‘to rain’; E.: Sokoro
=was (met.) ‘rain’ <AA *sawi?- ‘rain’: Beja siiw ‘spurt’ // Omot. N.: Gimira so? ‘water’. AADB 3959.

67. ‘road’ yeke (also ‘way, path’) =Chad. E.: Kera kdkdy (redupl.) ‘road’ // =Omot. N.: Dizi
(Maji) kook, (Nai) kuu-t- ‘road’ <AA *kaw/y(k)- / *yVhk- / *hVwk- ‘go, walk, come; road’: Omot.
S.: Ari, Ubamer kay- ‘go, walk' // Sem. *yhk/*hwk: Aram. Off. yhk, Samaritan hwk ‘go, walk’, etc.;
Gz. hwk ‘stir, move’ // Berb. *?/yVkk- ‘come, go, walk’ ¢ AADB 3832.

71. ‘say’-1 1 (< *?2iy?)?' =AA *ya- [ *?iy- ‘say’: Cush. =C.: Bilin, Kemant y-; =E.: Saho iy-, Afar
-1y(y)-, LEC: Somali ii-, Dasenech y-, HEC: Sidamo i-, y-, etc.; =5.: Ma’a -yo, Dahalo 30-m- (<*yo-)
// =Chad. E.: Lele yad, Somrai yé // =Eg. (Pyr.) i 0 AADB 849.

‘say’-2 he (also ‘to tell’) =Cush. N.: Beja hay-; E.: LEC: Somali hay-, HEC: Darasa hiy-, Burji
hay-en- // =Omot. N.: Koyra, Kachama, Ganjule hii-, etc. <AA *hay/w- ‘say; speak, shout’: Sem.:
AKk. awil ‘speak’, Ugr. hw-t ‘word, statement’ // Eg. (Pyr.) hy ‘shout’ // Cush. S.: Dahalo hwayu
‘voice, noise’ O AADB 856.

74. ‘sit’ hama [hama] (also ‘stay, lodge’) =Cush. S.: Asa 2amim- ‘sit’ (*h > Asa ?, acc. to
Takacs 2011) <AA *hVm- ‘stay still (stand, sit, sleep)’: Cush. S.: Ma’a huma ‘stand’ // Chad. W.:
Gurunum yemmu; E.: Birgit 2ami ‘to sleep' ¢ AADB 3075.

76. ‘sleep’?? 2ase (also ‘lie’ Miller 2021) =Berb.: Audjila isa ‘sleep’ // =Omot. N.: Mao (Ganza)
So0- ‘sleep’ <AA *say?- / *?ays- ‘sit, sleep, rest’: Omot. N.: Dizi (Nao) asa ‘sit’ // Chad. W.: Hausa
saydayaa ‘take a rest’; C.: Zime-Batna s6?6 "to rest' // Cush. N.: Beja sa?, ?assa; E.: LEC: Arbore
siye, ElImolo asiya ‘sit' 0 AADB 2182.

78. ‘smoke’ 5’ikx’0 [t’ik"0] 2 =AA *¢/cVg® - ‘smoke’: Cush. C.: =Waag ¢ag-a (< Omot.?); S.:
=Dahalo foggw-a // =Omot. N.: Oyda ¢ugg-9, Kafa ¢ug-0, Anfillo ¢ug-o 0 AADB 1516.

79. ‘stand’ ikha- (also ‘to stop’) [2ik"a] =Omot. N. *?ik(k)- ‘stand (up)’ <AA *ka?/w- / *?Vk(k)-
‘rise, be high, stand (up)’: Chad. *kV?Vw- ‘rise’ (‘to go up; top’ in Stolbova 2011 #293) ¢ AADB 659.

80. ‘star’ ntsa-ko [ntsako], sa-ko =AA (t/wV-n-)cif(cif)- ‘star’: =Chad. *(ti-)ca(c)- ‘star’: W.:
Hausa tﬁgﬁniy—d (likely <*ta-cun-): C.: Zime-Batna ?iciii, Peve Cicu, E. *tisaw/y-: Lele tésé, Kabalai
tds-a, etc. // =Cush. S. *(ti-)ca(ca)$-:?* Iraqw cace§, Alagwa ticaf-oo, etc. // =Omot. *(wu-n-)cay(c)-:
N.: Male saci, wucaci, Chara wonc/3e-ta, etc.; S.: Ari (Banna) wonc-o ¢ AADB 4267.

82. ‘sun’ isho-ko (isho ‘sunlight’) [?ifoko] =AA *?a/is- ‘sun’: Berb.: =Ghadames isi (Berb.
*a/uss ‘day’) // =Chad. C.: Logone s3, Makeri si // =Cush. S.: Qwadza as-0 ¢ AADB 1622.

84. ‘tail’ zzaho [ts'aho] =Chad. *¢VH- ‘tail’: W.: Hausa wiiciy-aa (met.), Diri ¢iiw-a; C.: Masa
¢, Dzepaw cydw, etc. 0 AADB 3352; Stolbova 2009 #942.

85. ‘that’-1 (distal) *na =AA *nV/*?Vn ‘that’: =Eg. (PT) p-n (m.), t-n (f.), n-n (pl.), Copt. ne //
=Berb.: Ayr we-n, Ahaggar wi-n, Zenaga a-n, Shawiya wi-n, etc. // =Chad. W.: Kiir noo-ndy;

2 Also ‘water’. Compatible with AA *fa?- ‘flow, pour’ (AADB 991), but not scored because Proto-Khoe *t1,
Sandawe *fo ‘water’ probably fit better.

2 Miller et al. (2019: 44) also cite Dat. yi ‘say’, but if the idea of the Hadza-Afrasian kinship holds water, the
Afrasian origin of this verb seems more likely, given that verbs, especially belonging to the core vocabulary, are
usually not borrowed.

22 The other term for ‘sleep’ is a word with a click.

2 Cf. zzoko [ts'oko] and zzogd (acc. to Obst) [ts’ogo] ‘fire, campfire, coal from fire’ with the comment “Cf. pos-
sible cognates zziggo ‘smoke’...” (Miller et al. 2021: 558). In view of the meanings of zziggo-bee (pl.) ‘smoking fires,
streams of smoke’ and zziggo-ko ‘distant smoke’ (Miller et al. 2021: 555-6), the identification of the two terms, ‘fire’
and ‘smoke’ seems correct. The variation of velars (k/k/g) in oral comprehension (vs. *-g in AA) may be due to dis-
similation from ¢- in the Anlaut. It should be noted that there are alternative Khoisan matches (Proto-Khoe *cdo
and Sandawe *cwa).

2 Borrowing into Hadza from the reduplicated form in W. Rift seems unlikely.
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C.: Fali-Kirya ni-itd; E.: Ubi ?2a-n-am // =Cush. C.: Aungi d-n // =Omot. N.: Gofa in-ay-ssi, Dizi
(Nayi) ne-ds (m.), ne-yin (f.), (Hozo) za-yana O AADB 2880.

‘that’-2 *b- =Cush. N.: Beja ba- // =Omot. N. *bV-: Kafa ebi, Mocha ebe, Anfillo be-ni <AA *b-
demonstrative and locative pronoun: Cush. E.: LEC: Konsoid *-pa (<*ba) locative case ending //
Sem.: Mhr.,, Jib., Soq. bo ‘here’ ¢ AADB 3863.

86. ‘this’ *ha =AA *ha(y): Sem. *ha =Ugr., Aram., Arab. // Berb. =Ahaggar wah // Chad. =C.:
Sakun hayu, Logone ha-ma // =Cush. S.: Alagwa hee, Burungi ha, hi // =Omot. N.: Ometo *hay(-t)
0 AADB 3349.

87. ‘thou’-1 t"e (m.), t"eko (f.) =A *(?an-)tV ‘thou’: =Sem. *?antV // =Eg. (PT) nt-k // Berb.:
=Ghat ti-unti (f.) // Cush. =C. *2anti; =E. *?atu/i; S.: =Dahalo ?atta // Omot. N.: =Dizi *yeta; S.:
=Ongota 3aa-me/3a-nta (cf. AA *3V ‘this, that’) 0 AADB 2833.

91. ‘two’ pi'e, pie-(be) =AA *(hV)pV(p)- | *H/yV(m)p/b- (<*hVp-?) ‘two’: =Chad. W.: Hausa
bz’yﬁ, Sura bap, Fyer poo; C.: Mandara, Glavda buw-a, Peve hwob, Zime-Batna hot // =Cush. S.:
Qwadza (m)be-a* /[ =Omot. N.: Yemsa hep, yep, Mao (Bambeshi) ymb, Ganza mambu (redupl.)
/| Cf. Sem.: Arab ‘abb- ‘pareil, égal a..” 0 AADB 1967. Cf. Stolbova 2019: 198.

92. ‘walk’ haka (fiaka ‘go’, Petlhikwa ‘walk’) =AA *hw/yk- | *kw/yH- ‘go, walk’: =Sem.: Aram.
Off. yhk, Samar. hwk // =Berb.: Fodjaha yuke, Ahaggar akk, etc. // =Chad. E.: Lele katw // =Omot.
S.: Ari, Ubamer kay- ¢ AADB 1967.

93. ‘warm’-1 piti- ‘hot’, pitipiti ‘tepid’?.

‘warm’-2 ‘to warm (oneself by a fire)’ sifii [sihi] =Sem. *$Vhan- (likely <*sVh-an-) ‘(be)
warm, hot; warm oneself’: Akk. sahanu, Arab. shn, Gz. sahana, Tna. sdhani (all verbs), Jib. shan-
1n ‘warm, hot’ ¢ AADB 1871.

95. ‘we’ (inclusive) uni-bii [2uni-] =AA *nV-(h/k)n- / *nah- / *(hilan)a/in- ‘we’: =Sem.: *(?a)nahnu
~ *nah- /| =Eg. (Pyr.) n (dependent), (NE) inn (independent, Coptic anon), -n (oblique) // =Berb.
*nVkni [/ =Chad. W.: Pa’a hnaa (f.), tina (m.); C. *na(na); E. (all) // =Cush. N.: Beja hanin; C.
*(?yalin(n)a; E. (all) *?in-/ *nV(-n), S.: Iraqw aten, Ma’a nine, Dahalo napni // =Omot. N. *nu-/
*nuni O AADB 2005.

96. ‘what?’ akwi?a [?ak™i?a] =Chad. C.: Daba ki-n, Logone ywa-ni ‘what?’// =Omot. N.: Mao
(Hozo) ki-nda, (Sezo) ki-na, (Bambeshi) ki-misija (Blazek 2008) ‘what?’ <AA *k*ay- ‘what? who?’
0 AADB 2021.

97. ‘white’ pedla (petl’a- in Sands 2012) =Sem. *pays- (AA *pay¢-) ‘white’?.

98. ‘who? akwaza [2ak“adza] (<*?ak™-) ~ AA *k“ay- ‘what? who?’: Chad. C.: =Tera kiya
‘who?’ // =Omot. N.: Kafa ko-ni, Mocha ko, Anfilo ko-nne, Bworo ko-nni, Mao (Sezo) ki-nu,
(Bambeshi) kiya ‘who?” ¢ AADB 2021.

%5 Cf. Miller et al. 2021: 347: “Qwadza (m)bea does not seem to be Cushitic..., so if Qwadza bea is related to
Hz pie, the direction of loan is not clear, assuming it’s even a loan... Hadza itchame ‘1’ also similar to Qwadza
itame.” Note that there is an alternative source of borrowing -pii ‘two’ in the Bantu Nyaturu language spoken in the
Singida region of Tanzania (with matches in some more distant Bantu languages). See a somewhat similar case
with ‘one’ in fn. 18.

2% Cf. (not scored, of course) AA *fVt- ~ *wVfVt- ‘to process by heating’ (AADB 485): Sem. *wpt ‘to burn, cook,
make pottery’: Sab. wft ‘to burn’, Gz. wafata ‘to burn, cook, ignite’// Eg. (NK) fty (< OK *fdy?) ‘smth. referring to the
fabrication of metal weapon’, (Med.) wft ‘to drill, bore’ // Chad. W.: Hausa fyidd ‘to hit with smth. flexible’; C.:
Mada vid ‘to forge’, dvad ‘choffer, forger, percer’, Mafa vid- ‘forger, fabriquer’; E.: E. Dangla pddé ‘marteler le fer
rougi au feu, forger a chaud’ (Cf. Takdcs 2001: 593).

7 About the much-debated problem of relating Arab. 2abyad- ‘white’ either to Arab. bayd-at- ‘egg’ (with Sem.
and Chad. cognates) or Akk. pesii ‘white’ see SED I No. 43 and II: 338. For me, as a proponent of Semitic (and Afra-
sian) *p, the argument of the main term for ‘white’ coinciding in the two Semitic languages to some extent out-
weighs its apparent lack of Sem. and AA cognates.
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In the 100-item wordlist for Hadza, there are 17 words with clicks; 8 unequivocal or
highly probable loans from W. Rift (most likely Iraqw); one from Bantu; one from Dat.; three
items can perhaps be better explained as borrowings from Khoe and Sandawe. I rank all of
them as loans and, in accordance with Sergei Starostin’s method (Starostin 2000), remove them
from scoring — that is, the Hadza-Afrasian 100-item wordlist is reduced by 30 units while
augmented by 9 items representing full synonyms (‘bird’, ‘full’, ‘good’, ‘’know’, ‘to rain’, ‘say’,
‘that’, ‘'warm’, ‘'we’), i.e. 79 items remain for comparison, of which thirty find no matches in
AA, while 49 have matches in one or more AA languages which receive positive scores for
presumed affinity?.

Table 3 lists the percentages of matches between Hadza and the various subgroups of AA
on the 100- and 50-item wordlists.

As can be seen from the table, nearly all Hadza matches with different Afrasian groups
and individual languages show a higher percentage in the 50-item (more stable) wordlist than
in the 100-item wordlist. This is a strong argument for kinship. Of course, the table also shows
that not everything is so smooth. In addition to uneven distribution of the Hadza matches
with the individual Afrasian languages and groups closely related to each other,? there re-
main a number of hard-to-explain cases, such as an extremely low percent of matches with
Qwadza and Asa. Moreover, if the surge in some Hadza-Cushitic matches can be explained by
geographical proximity (undetected loans or influences?), a similar surge with some Chadic
languages is hard to explain by the same logic, to say nothing of several standalone and strik-
ingly similar Hadza-Chadic zoonym:s.

However, the average percentage of matches between Hadza and Afrasian in both lists
seems to imply kinship, with a higher proximity between Hadza and the Cushitic and Omotic
branches; this provides us with some grounds to hypothetically separate the Hadza language
into a third — alongside Cushitic and Omotic — subbranch of the South Afrasian branch of
the AA macrofamily.

At the same time, of course, it is impossible not to pay attention to the high percentage of
coincidences with individual Chadic languages (Tera, Mubi, etc.), which is not easy to explain.
Even more enigmatic is the coincidence, which is difficult to recognize as accidental, of such a
unique grammatical phenomenon as the infixation of -k- with the meaning of plurality, inten-
sity of action, etc. in both Hadza and some of the Chadic languages.

% Hadza-AA matches representing a common AA (like #42 T’) or at least a common AA branch root (like
#24 ‘egg’ in Chad.) are, of course, of much better quality than Hadza matches with a few isolate and disperse AA
terms (like #32 ‘full’). However, lexicostatistics is a quantitative method relying on a relative percentage of coin-
cidences; it must meet the requirements (at least in the Starostin version) of regular sound correspondences and
representative semantics, whereas the probability of some percentage of random lookalikes is the same when
comparing both related and unrelated languages. For comparison: lexicostatistics that I have applied to AA vs.
11 Nubian and to AA vs. 3 Kuliak languages on the basis of both 100- and 50-item wordlists shows no more
than 3% of matches, which is the level of random noise, excluding the possibility of kinship despite the fact that
in both Nubian and Kuliak languages there are quite a few loanwords from Afrasian outside the basic vocabu-
lary. The same result — no genetic affinity — is for the lexicostatistical comparison between AA and Sumerian, or
between AA and Elamite; both of these extinct West Asian languages have a lot of common areal lexical items
with AA, including non-Semitic Afrasian branches (which infer alia supports my theory of the Proto-Afrasian
Urheimat in West Asia.)

» E. g., in the 50-word list: 10 in Mashile vs. 3 in Dasenech; 11 in Iraqw vs. 5 in Burunge; 17 in Gemu vs. 6 in
Zaisse (Ometo); 20 in Chara vs. 9 in Mocha; very low percent in S. Omot. languages vs. 9 in Ongota; 14 in Ambharic
vs. 6 in Soddo; very low percent in MSA; 20 in Tera vs. 5 in Bachama; 0 in Masa vs. 13 in Peve, etc.
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Table 3. Percentages of Hadza matches with the various subgroups of AA.

80

100-word list

50-word list

Omotic:
N. Omotic (average) 11 14
Ometo (average) 8.5 12.5
Chara 12 20
Gimira (average) 6.5 10
Yemsa 10 11
Gonga (average) 9 13 (Kafa 17)
Dizoid (average) 6.5 12
Maoid (average) 11 17.5 (Bambeshi 20)
South Omotic 3 4

Cushitic:
Beja (after Reinisch) 6 12
C. Cush. (average) 9 (Bilin, Qwara 12) 15 (Bilin, Falasha 17, Waag 18)
E. Cush. (average) 6 9.5
Saho-Afar (average) 8 9
LEC (average) 5 7 (Diraita 10)
HEC (average) 6 10.5 (Burji 12)
Dullay (average) 5 12.5 (Tsamai 15)
Yaaku 4 9
S. Cush. 4 7
W. Rift (average) 4.5 (Iraqw 5) 7 (Iraqw 11)
Asa 1 0
Qwadza 2 3
Ma’a 6 9
Dahalo 8 17

Chadic:

West (average)

Central (average)

4.5 (Hausa 9)
5.5 (Tera 10)

9 (Hausa 14)
9.5 (Tera 20, Musgu 16)

East (average) 6 (Mubi 10) 11 (Mubi 17, Migama 16)
Berber:

North (average) 7

Zenaga 8

East (average) 7.5 12

Tuareg (average) 4.5 6.5
Egyptian 4 6
Coptic (average) 3.5 6
Semitic:

Akkadian 8 13

Hebrew 5 10

Aramaic (Syr.) 9 11

Arabic (Qur’an) 8 12

Ethiopian (average) 5 10

Modern S. Arabian 3.5 3




Hadza as Afrasian?

In Hadza (Miller et al. 2021: 7-8):

“kVp [Same as -kV- A.M.] (after first CV, echoes first V.) pluractional. (very common)
(1) on verbs: multiplicity of

(a) subject, esp. on intransitive verbs

(b) action, esp. on intransitive verbs with singular subjects

(c) object, esp. on transitive verbs with singular subjects....
(2) on nouns, adjectives:

(a) multiplicity of detail...

(b) greater or lesser extreme...”

In Chadic (Leger & Stolbova 2021: 42—45):

“The semantics of the Kupto verbs... suggest that there is an infixed pluractional morpheme -k-
in their basic... form... (42). In Maha: pluractional verbs kaay-dayo ‘to plant’ pl. kaky-dayo ‘to plant
many time’ ... weéen-dayo ‘to observe’ pl. wékn-dayo ‘to observe often’... (43). ‘FROZEN -K--
PLURACTIONAL VERBS IN THE ANGAS-SURA GROUP (44). MASS AND LIQUID NOUNS
WITH -K- INFIX

a. PCh *dVm- ‘blood’: P-AS *tVkVm (pl.) < *tVm (regular devoicing of initial Chadic *d-): ...Kofyar
tagam, Mushere tekem, Mwaghvul toydm, Ngas toom... (45).”

Glottochronology?, again applied according to Sergei Starostin’s version of the method?,
has yielded the turn of the 10%-9% millennia BCE as the time of separation between Proto-
Hadza, Proto-Cushitic and Proto-Omotic (vs. circa 10 300 BCE as the Proto-Afrasian time of
separation into SAA and NAA represented by Semitic, Egyptian and Berber-Chadic).

Non-basic lexicon matches

The abundance of matches in the non-basic vocabulary is also an argument in favor of rela-
tionship, if indirect. Below I list some of the best ones, grouped by various semantic fields.

I. Animals.

L.1. Ungulates.

I.1.1. Bovids and pigs.

Hadza biso-ko ‘wildebeest, gnu’ (Miller et al. 2021: 89) ~ AA *bus- ‘goat, bushbuck’: Cush.
E.: LEC: Oromo bus-aa ‘goat’; S.: Iraqw ba?as-a ‘bushbuck’ // Omot. N.: Bworo bush-aayd ‘Klein-
vieh’ // Chad. *bus- ‘he-goat’ ¢ AADB 4270; Stolbova 2019: #135.

Hadza geweda-ko ‘dikdik’ (Miller et al. 2021: 151) ~ AA *quday- ‘k. of bovid’: Cush. E.: LEC:
Oromo gad-am-sa ‘greater kudu’, Dirayta gad-an/m-sa ‘antelope’, HEC: Sidamo god-a ‘deer, ga-
zelle’; S.: Iraqw gwand-a, Alagwa gwand-o ‘ram’, etc. // Omot. N.: Zaisse gaid-é-endo ‘buffalo’ //
Chad. *ga/uday-: W.: Hausa gad-da, Ngizim gdd-uwa ‘duiker’, etc.; C.*¢Vday-: Zime-Batna gdday
‘buck’ // Sem. *gaday- ‘kid’: Ugr. gdy; Hbr. gadi; Aram.: Syr. gady-a; Arab. 3ady- ‘kid’, 3aday-at-
‘gazelle; petit de gazelle’ 0 AADB 2490; SED No. 76. Cf. Militarev & Nikolaev 2020 #1.13a.

% Another method that is at best recognized by the mainstream as “controversial”. My experience of using
glottochronology in Sergei Starostin’s version gives quite plausible results, especially with the Semitic family (in
which it is easier to find historical parallels to linguistic divisions), perhaps due to the ‘sharp’, one-time separation
of the speaking groups from each other, due to large distances preventing from immediate contacts, which "blur"
the picture of linguistic split as in the case of Slavic languages. The most convincing example of coincidence of the
proto-language split time in glottochronology with archaeological and genetic dating (and even with the ‘legen-
dary’ historical tradition) is the Ethiopian Semitic case (see Militarev 2023).

3 Yielding much more plausible proto-language split dating wherever these dates are verifiable extra-
linguistically.
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Hadza ndama ‘calf’ (Miller et al. 2021: 321)% ~ AA *dama?/y- ‘k. of bovid, antelope’: Cush.
E.: HEC: Hadiya damal-i¢¢o ‘antilope dekkula’ (with the fossilized -I suffix); S.: Iraqw dama?-
amo, etc., Asa domo-k, Qwadza damay-ituko ‘eland’ // Omot. N.: Male damm-a ‘calf (bovine)’,
Yemsa dum-a ‘antelope dekkula’ // Chad. *dVm-: W.: Mburku dumun ‘duiker antelope’; C.:
Masa dimi, Afade diimm-o, etc.; E.: Somrai demai, Tumak dom-a ‘sheep’ // Berb.: Tlit d-dmii,
Zenaga dami, Ahaggar e-demi, etc. ‘gazelle’ O AADB 2464; Militarev 2022 #32.

Hadza nja [ndza] ‘(Bohor) reedbuck’?® = minza (Miller et al. 2021: 328), both having AA
matches, obviously related to each other:

(a) Hadza n3a ~ AA *$/?i(n)3- ‘k. of smaller bovid’: Cush. *§i3- ‘k. of lesser bovid’: E. *§i3-
and *?i3-: Saho §id-oo, Afar ayd-i ‘sheep’, LEC: Somali id-o ‘flock of sheep’, Arbore ?izz-e ‘ga-
zelle’, Elmolo ?éd-i ‘goat’ // Sem. *$a/inz-/*?V3- ‘(she-)goat’: Akk. enz-u; Hbr. fez; Aram.: Off. fnz,
§z; Sab. fnz ‘goats’; Arab. fanz(-at)-; Jib. 22z, Soq. f0z ¢ AADB 2471. Cf. Militarev & Nikolaev
2020, #1.4a; SED II No. 35.

(b) Hadza minza ~ AA *ma-§i(n)3- ‘k. of bovid’: (?) Cush.: S.: Dahalo mdfad-e ‘female topi’3
// Omot. N. *miHi(n)z- ‘cow, bull’: Wolaita mizz-a, Yemsa mi3-a ‘cow’, Kafa min3-o ‘cattle’, Dizi
(Sheko) minz-a, etc.// Chad. *maHa(n)z- ‘k. of bovid; male-goat’: W.: Hausa maaz-o ‘harnessed
antelope’, Mburku maaz-u ‘antelope sp.’; C.: Logone miz-a ‘Antilopa hamariya’, Matakam muiz-
ak ‘he-goat’; E.: Barein miiz-o ‘0X’ // Sem. *miSaz-: Aram.: Jud. méSazz-¢ ‘goats’;35 Minean mS$z-y
(du.) ‘chevre’; Arab. mifaz- ‘chevre ou bouc® ¢ SED II No. 148; Takacs 2008: 156-157, 796;
AADB 2695; Militarev & Nikolaev 2020, #1.4b.3¢

1.1.2. Equids.

Hadza dongo-ko ‘zebra’® ~ AA *da(n)g“(-ay/r)- ‘k. of equid’: Cush. E.: Oromo (Bararetta
dialect) dongorr-a ‘donkey’; S.: Alagwa ndag“ai, Qwadza dagwagwai-ko ‘donkey’ (Dolgopolsky
1973: 275) ¢ AADB 3318.

1.1.3. Large herbivores®.

Hadza beggawu-ko [bek<’au-ko] ‘a bull elephant’ (Miller et al. 2021: 87)% ~ AA *bak"aw-*
‘bull, cow, large cattle’: Eg. (Late) bh ‘Buchisstier’ // Berb. *bakaw: Ayr, E. Tawllemmet e-bdydw
‘vieux boeuf', Nefusa byu ‘veau’ // Chad. W.: Hausa bakwda-né (pl. of bauna) ‘dwarf buffalo'

% Commented as [Sands; maybe Sukuma? identical to Swahili].

% Commented as [Isanzu nja, Sukuma njaa]. Could the perfect Hadza match with the AA terms imply a bor-
rowing from Hadza?

% d is usually considered to reflect only *d, but a few other cases of Dahalo 4 < *3/*3, including the present re-
flex in a triconsonantal root, do not seem to be haphazard.

% Oddly translated in some Aram. dictionaries as ‘from goats, goats-hair, horn, etc.’.

% Looks like a unique case of derivation with the prefix m- from *§i(n)3- ‘k. of smaller bovid’ as early as the
PAA level. With all the problems in each of the proposed roots, a rather rare combination of the radicals *§ and *3
makes chance coincidence highly unlikely.

% Commented in Miller et al. (2021: 130): Cf. Dat. digeeda ‘donkey’, < *dakee > pWRift *dakeetu ‘zebras’, sg
*dakeetiya; but Dat. itself perhaps from pWR *daqway ‘donkey’. Sandawe doro zebra’, dak’we ‘donkey’.

3 Cf. also a striking and hard-to-explain case: Hadza wezza’i-ko [“we'ts’a?iko] ‘hippopotamus’ (Miller et al.
2021: 506) ~ Chad. W.: Angas wii3ai, C.: Muskum wiizil ‘hippo’ (Blazek 1994: 201). The stunning similarity between
the Hadza and Angas forms (the Cush. terms quoted by BlaZek are hardly related) do not look haphazard. Can it
be an Angas loan in Hadza? A common substratum term? See also fn. 45.

¥ Dr. Sands (personal communication) suggested for this zoonym bek ahu-ko, the general term for ‘elephant’.

9 In the alternative notation, *bajaw-. A phonetically unique, if debatable, case: Hadza kx’ (in the version by
Miller et al.) neatly matches the hypothetical AA *k* or *j reconstructed by Diakonoff’s team on the evidence of a
very limited number of examples with *k in Berber, Chadic, most Cushitic and Omotic supposedly corresponding
to *h in Semitic and Egyptian (perhaps also k). Semantically, ‘elephant’ vs. ‘bull’ is normal.
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(Abraham 1962: 90); E.: Kera béke, Saba boko ‘cow’ // Cush. E.: Yaaku bahbah ‘small dikdik ante-
lope' O AADB 2593; cf. Stolbova 2021 #108.

Hadza rdsho [lo:fo] ‘rhinoceros’ (Miller et al. 2021: 400),% likely <*ros- ~ AA *wars-# ‘rhi-
noceros’: Cush. E. *wors- ‘rhinoceros’: LEC *wors-: Oromo worse-sa, Konso ors-ayta, Gidole,
Dirayta ors-ayt, HEC *wors-af-: Hadiya orsaf-ado, Burji wdrs-a, Dullay *wVrs-V§-: Gollango,
Harso orsaf-ado, Yaaku drse? // Chad. C. *warz-: Mbara wi(r)z-1, (?) Gidar wal$-ya (- <*-r and *Z >
§ influenced by 1?) ‘bull’ // Sem.: Eth. *hawris-** ‘rhinoceros’: Gz. haris, Tna., Tgr. haris, Amh.
haris, awraris O AADB 2529. Cf. Blazek 1994; Militarev and Nikolaev 2020 #3.7.

[.2. Predators.

[.2.1. Canines.

Hadza hadehade ‘wild dog’# ~ AA *Hayd- ‘dog’: Berb. *a-yd/di ‘dog’ (all except Siwa and
Aujila) // Chad. *hid-, hadd- ‘dog’: W.: Bolewa, Ngamo ?ada, etc., C.: Tera yida, Gudu hida, etc. //
Cush. S.: Ma'a idi?e ‘dog’ (hardly a Iw.) (met.) ¢ AADB 2939; Stolbova 2019 #116; Militarev 2022 #1.

Hadza biriri-ko [bililiko] ‘bat-eared fox’ (Miller et al. 2021: 89) ~ AA *ba(y)r- ‘k. of wild ca-
nine’: Cush. E.: Yaaku bari-e ‘jackal’ // Chad. E. *bar- jackal’: Migama bdor-u, Birgit bar-d, etc. //
Berb.: Shilh a-bayrr-u ‘renard’ (Nait-Zerrad 1998: 146) // Sem. *ba(r)bar- (redupl.): Akk. barbar-u
‘wolf’; Arab. babr- (pl. bubiir-) ‘espece de chacal qui conduit le lion sur la piste de la proie’ ¢ Cf.
PMasai *-barie ‘jackal’. AADB 1863. Cf. Militarev & Nikolaev 2021: #7.4; Takacs 2001: 22, 148.

Hadza gondera [gondela] ‘dog’ (not the main term) ~ Chad. *¢VHVd- ‘dog’: W.: Hausa
goo3iee (< *¢VHVd-); C.: Dghwede ¢de, Mofu gadéy, etc.; E.: Somrai do-gddi, Mokilko géde, etc.
<AA *qV(§)d-Vl/r- ‘k. of canine’: Sem.: Arab. 3afd-at- ‘loup’, 3adla?- ‘chienne’ // Cush. E.: Oromo
gedall-o jackal’ // Omot. S.: Ari gudri ‘hyena’ ¢ AADB 353; Stolbova 2016 #196.

[.2.2. Felines®.

Hadza mondo ‘a large male lion’ (Miller et al. 2021: 291)% ~ AA *mandaw- ‘k. of predator’:
Chad. C.: Afade maud-d ‘hyena’; E.: Mubi ?amdaw-ut ‘cat’ (isolated and disparate terms, not
quite reliable) // Sem. *mV(n)din- ‘a large wild cat’: Akk. (OB on) mindin-u (middin-u, mandin-u)
‘tiger (?)’; Arab. 2al-madin- (met.) ‘lion’ O AADB 4254; cf. SED II No. 151.

1.2.3. Hyenas.

Hadza uzame-ko [2udzameko] ‘spotted (laughing) hyena’ (Miller et al. 2021: 76) ~ Chad.
*zVm- ‘lion’: C.: Musgu zenim (met. < *zVm-n), Masa zimi; E.: Kwang zém-ki (cf. Muktele Zim-doli
‘leopard’)¥ ¢ Stolbova 2009 #499.

I.3. Rodents.
Hadza yondo, a general term for mouse, rat (Miller et al. 2021: 543)* ~ AA *?Pandaw-
‘mouse’: Cush. E. *?2andaw-: Saho andow-a, Afar andaw-aa ‘mouse, rat’ // Chad. C.: Mofu m-

4 Derivation from ro<ko>sho ‘stooped, ready to charge’ seems to be a folk etymology.

4 The reconstruction of *-§ (not *-¢) is based on the Mbara form alone.

# Initial /- absent in the other languages has to be explained; there is also Syr. hars-iim-a ‘proboscis; labia bo-
vis’ which matches the Eth. noun phonetically, but the chain of semantic shifts is hard to imagine.

4 Lycaon pictus, according to Dr. Sands (p.c.).

# Another case of striking and hard-to-explain resemblance with Chadic forms (see fn. 39): Hadza sigwazi,
sigwasi [sig“adzi, si'g"asi], an admirative name for seseme ‘lion’ (Miller et al. 2013: 419) ~ Chad. W.: Karekare
cdgdzdu, cdgdzaw, Ngizim 3dgdZdu ‘lion’.

% Compared in Miller et al. 2021: 291 to Burunge moondo 9ackal’, from pBantu *mondo. Semantically hardly
compatible, especially in a presumed borrowing.

¥ Cf. also Chad. W. *n-zVm- ‘griffon’: Bolewa n-zimo-ki, etc. (Stolbova 2009 #500). If related, the common
proto-meaning is ‘a scavenger’. Another peculiar Hadza-Chadic zoonym?
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andnw-dy, Gisiga m-onduw-arn, Muktele m-ddaw-d, Matakam m-udiw-a ‘rat’ ¢ AADB 285; Mili-
tarev & Nikolaev 2021: #7.2.

Hadza giririba-ko [gililiba?uko] ‘striped grass rat, or striped mouse’ (Miller et al. 2021: 153)
~ Chad. E.: Mokilko garb-6,% Mubi (met.?) gumbur-o ‘mouse, rat’ ¢ Jungraithmayr & Ibri-
szimow 1994.

Hadza wajjo [watfo], unidentified sp. mongoose (Miller et al. 2021: 503 after Sands) ~
AA *?V(n)éaw- ‘k. of smaller carnivoran or rodent’: Cush. C. *?i(n)éaw-: Bilin insuw-aa, Khamir
iecuw-aa, etc. ‘mouse’; E.: LEC *wawac¢- (met.): Oromo wawwac-oo ‘mongoose’ // Omot. N.
*2i(n)éaw- ‘rat’: Wolaita uca-a, Kafa ico-o, Bworo inc¢o-o, Gimira u¢/c, Dizi (Sheko) ii¢¢-o // Sem.
*2ay(n)saw-: Akk. (OB on) ayas-u ‘weasel’; Gz. fansaw-a ‘mouse, weasel’, Tna ?ancow-a ‘rat,
mouse’, etc. // (?) Berb. S. *-dVway: Ayr, E. Tawllemmet e-dowi ‘jerboa’ // Chad. W.: Hausa ciy-0
‘field rat’, Sayanchi aacd; C.: Musgu ausi ‘mouse’ ¢ AADB 379; SED II No. 26, Militarev &
Nikolaev 2021 #7.1.

I.4. Birds.

Hadza garaani® ‘heron’ (Miller et al. 2021: 150) ~ AA *gawir- and *garay- ‘heron, crane,
ostrich’: Cush. E. *garay- ‘ostrich’: Saho garaay, Somali goray, etc.; S.: Dahalo ngdra ‘crested
crane’ // Chad. C. *girw-: Mandara, Padukwo Zirrw-e, Uzam Zirw-e ‘ostrich’; E. *gawr- ‘heron’:
Kera giigur-i, Somrai gwdr-a // Sem. *§VgVr-: Akk. (OB) igir-ii ‘heron’, etc. ¢ AADB 1931; cf.
Militarev and Nikolaev 2021 #8.6.; SED II No. 29.

L.5. Reptiles.

Hadza jjowa- [t oa] ‘gecko’ (Miller et al. 2021: 230) [Cowa] ~ Sem. *Sitay- (< AA *ficay-) ‘k.
of lizard’: AKk. issii ‘gecko’; Arab. fiday-at- ‘sorte de lézard’ ¢ SED II No. 46.

Hadza miro ‘spitting cobra’ (Miller et al. 2021: 287) ~ AA *mayr- ‘k. of snake’: Cush. C.
*mVr- ‘snake’: Bilin mor-aaw-aa, Kemant mer-ewa, mir-dwaa, Aungi muri, etc. // Chad. W. *mir-
‘python’: Gwandara mér, Angas myirm, Sura, Ankwe mir, etc. 0 AADB 371.

I.6. Worms and insects.

Hadza duma-ko ‘a bug that plays dead’ (Miller et al. 2021: 131) ~ AA *dV(?)m- ‘k. of insect’
(see also *dVm- ‘worm’): Sem.: Akk. dim-i-tu ‘locust’, diman-u ‘insect’; Arab. dimm-at- ‘louse,
ant’ // Eg. (NK) dm ‘worm’ // Chad. W.: Hausa daman-a ‘the red velvety spider’; C.: Mofu da-
damiy-daw ‘k of locust’ ¢ AADB 2696; cf. SED II No. 69.

Hadza gaga [ga'ga] ‘grasshopper (general term)’ (Miller et al. 2021: 150) ~ AA: Sem. *giig-
‘spider; flea’: Aram. Syr. gowagay ‘aranea’; Gz. gug-a ‘flea’ ¢ SED II No. 77.

II. Body parts, functions and states

Hadza ?akwisiti-ko ‘sinew that runs along the spine and neck’ (Miller et al. 2021: 13) ~ AA
*kac/sw- ‘back with shoulders’: Cush. C. *kas- ‘shoulder’: Bilin kas, Khamir kesaa, Qwara kas; E.
*kas- ‘shoulder’: LEC: Konso has-ito, HEC: Burji kicéoo, Dullay: Gawwada hessé // Sem.
*kaliskalis- (redupl.) and *kVs?/w- ‘back, side or front part of the body (of a sheep?)’: Akk.
kaskas-u ‘soft part of the sheep's breastbone’; Arab. kus?- ‘derriere, partie postérieure d'une
chose; derriere de la téte’; Tgr. kasw-it ‘sheep's side’ // Chad. W. *kawis-: Ankwe kaesat ‘shoul-
der’, Sha ?akwes, Kulere kasdw, Daffo-Butura kungwisi ‘buttocks’; E. *kasy-: Kabalai kasi ‘back’,
Kera kasi, Kwang kédsi ‘shoulder’ ¢ AADB 1718; cf. SED I No. 152.

Hadza dushu ‘distended, big stomach’ (Miller et al. 2021: 131) ~ AA *dVs(-Vm/n)- ‘fat
belly’: Sem. *dasm/n-: Hbr. disin ‘fatness’; Aram. Jud. dosn-a ‘tat’; Arab. dsm ‘étre gras’ // Berb.

4 Cf. unda’unda [2unda?un'da] ‘hedgehog’ (Miller et al. 2021: 76), probably related.
# Note one more triconsonantal (!) Hadza-Chadic zoonym.
5% Can -ni be a fossilized suffix?
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*-dis- ‘belly’: Ghadames ta-dis-t, Ntifa a-dis, etc. // Chad. W.: Hausa diisas-a (pl.) ‘corpulent’ ¢
AADB 2555; SED I No. 60.

Hadza muguga ‘crop of a bird’ (Miller et al. 2021: 294) ~ AA mugaf- ‘head with the neck’:
Cush. N.: Beja mdge ‘neck; nape of neck’; E.: HEC: Burji muga ‘head’, Dullay: Tsamay muiigas-te
‘head’ // Berb.: Siwa ta-ma3a (<*mVga) ‘neck’, Timimun ta-mag-n-a ‘head’ ¢ AADB 3817.

Hadza shububu-bi ‘lungs’ (Miller et al. 2021: 432) ~ AA *ci/anp- ‘lungs’: Sem. *si/anp- ‘lung’:
AKK. sinib-t-u, sinip-t-u ‘part of sheep's lung’; pB Hbr. simpon ‘ramified blood vessel, artery;
bronchiae’; Gz. sanbu?, sambuf ‘lung’, etc. // (?) Eg. (MK) snb.t ‘breast of man, chest’; cf. (Gr.) snb
‘breath’ // Chad. C.: Gude atsemb-i; E.: Dormo kd-sibin ‘breast’ // Cush. *sanb- ‘lungs’: N.: Beja
samb-ut; C. *sanb-: Bilin sinb-ii, Aungi saamb-ii, etc.; E.: LEC: Somali sambab, Oromo somb-a, Ar-
bore sorib-ot, HEC: Sidamo samb-oo, etc. // Omot. N. *sVmb/p- ‘heart, lung’: Dawro Senfo ‘heart’,
Semp- ‘breathe’, Male sempi ‘soul’, Kafa somboo ‘lung’, etc. ¢ AADB 164; SED I No. 235. Cf. Ainu
*sanpe ‘heart’ and Sino-Tibetan *sin(V)b- ‘heart’.

Hadza zze’a [ts’e?a] ‘to shit’ (Miller et al. 2021: 552) ~ Sem. *tayV?- (t < AA *¢) ‘excrement,
excreta’ ¢ SED I No. 286.

Hadza boké, buki-ko ‘sick, a sick person or animal’ (Miller et al. 2021: 91) ~ AA *baw/yVk-
‘disease, illness’: Cush. E.: Afar biyak ‘illness’, LEC *buk- Somali buk-, Boni bus-i ‘become ill,
Oromo bokok- ‘swell (of stomach)' // (?) Sem.: Gz. bak, bok ‘scab, wound' // Eg. (MK) bt.w (<
*bVk-) ‘Bez. einer unheilbaren Krankheit’ // Chad. E.: Bidiya baak, pl. bakaw ‘attraper un rhume,
avoir de la fievre’ ¢ AADB 2623; cf. Takacs 2001: 353.

Hadza nkoro-ko [nk"oloko] ‘epilepsy’ (Miller et al. 2021: 330) ~ AA *kurVy- ‘altered state of
mind, ecstasy, trance, epilepsy’: Berb. Hgr. tid-karaww-at, Ayr i-kerker-ini ‘épilepsie’ (cf. E. Tawl-
lemmet a-tkar ‘possessed (by an evil spirit)” <*t-kVr?), Qbl. kerrer ‘faire des sorcelleries, des sor-
tileges’ // Eg. (Dyn. 22) k? (likely <*kur-) ‘soul’ // Chad. W.: Hausa kiirw-a ‘soul; ghost’ (Abra-
ham 1962), ‘the soul or personality which is supposed to leave a sleeper, returning when he
awakes’ (Bargery 1934; first compared to Eg. k¥ by C. Hodge), C.: Bura kir ‘the self; the will’;
Sem.: Arab. kry ‘sommeiller’, Tgr. karri beli ‘talk nonsense' (cf. sib kayar-it ‘soothsayers’) //
Cush. C. *?an-kir- ‘soul’: Bilin ?ankara, Qwara enker, Aungi enk- (*?ank-[ar] in Appleyard (2006:
126); all the comparanda starting with Oromo are incompatible); E.: LEC: Oromo e-keer-a
‘ghost’ 0 AADB 2700.

Hadza kumba-ne ‘to have a cold (stuffed nose, cough, sore throat)’ (Miller et al. 2021: 250) ~
AA *ka(m)b- ‘cold’: Cush. N.: Beja kanba, kamba; C. *ka/imb- ‘cold, be cold’; E.: HEC: Burji kabb-
‘become cold’ ¢ AADB 3838.

III. Varia.

Hadza ?ut"ume-ko ‘spear’ (Miller et al. 2021: 75) ~ AA *da?Vm- ~ *?udum- ‘spear’: Sem.: Akk.
(YB) da?imu // Chad. C.: Gude ?uduma, Fali-Jilbu wudumi, etc. 0 AADB 1918.

Hadza slaa [3a?a] ‘to love’ (Miller et al. 2021: 434) ~ A A *3a?/w- ‘want, wish, like, love’: Sem.
*8:.Vya?- (*5x based on Hrs. §) ‘wish, want, need: Aram. Jud. swy ‘to wish’, Syr. sowe ‘cupidus,
studiosus’; Arab. sy? (also shw and swh) ‘to desire, aspire, wish’; Amh. 3a, esa ‘to wish, want’;
Hrs. Sdwwes ‘want or need badly’ // Chad. C. *2V ‘be happy, loving’: Podoko Za ‘rejoice’, Muy-
ang Zayay ‘to like’, Mbara Za ‘cher (affection)’ // Cush. S. *3a?- ‘to like, love’: Iraqw, Alagwa 3aa?-,
Asa 3a?-at ‘to like’, Dahalo 3aw- ‘to love, like’ ¢ AADB 1962; Stolbova 2007 #396 (compared C.
Chad. to S. Cush.)5.

Hadza ts’ukuts’uku [cukucuku] ‘to smile’ (Miller et al. 2021: 560) ~ AA *¢VhVk- ‘to laugh’:
Sem.: Ugr. zhk, Hbr. Shk ‘to laugh’; Hatra shk ‘to laugh, smile kindly on so.’, Arab. dhk; Soq.

51 A Hadza borrowing from S. Cush. is unlikely; borrowing verbs is a rare phenomenon in AA.
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ddhak ‘to laugh’, etc. // Chad. *$VVk/k- ‘mock, laugh at’: W.: Ankwe swak ‘to exite, irritate,
entice’, Tsagu kaadd-n (met.) ‘to laugh’; C.: Daba 32k 3ok ‘to tease' 0 AADB 2348; Stolbova 2007
#334 (compared to Sem.).

Hadza bititi-bii [bititi:bi?] ‘fierce’ (Miller et al. 2021: 88) ~ AA *?VbVd- ‘crazy’: Sem.: Eth.
*?VbVd- ‘to be crazy' // Berb.: Mzab beddu ‘perdre la raison, €. fou’, Wargla a-beddiw ‘faible
d'esprit, idiot, fou’, Nefusa beddu ‘é. fou’ ¢ AADB 3769.

Hadza ihi’a ‘thing’ [?ifi?a] (Miller et al. 2021: 46)52 ~ AA *?ihi- ‘thing’: Eg. (PT) ih.t ‘thing’;
Chad. W.: Bolewa ?ya ‘thing’; C.: Hwona ?ya ‘thing’ ¢ AADB 1586; cf. Takacs 1999: 42.

Hadza akhana [ak"ana] ‘name’ (Miller et al. 2021: 11) ~ AA *kVnVy- ‘call by name’: Sem.:
AKk. kunnii ‘to treat a person kindly, to honor a deity’; Hbr. *kny (pi.) ‘to give so. a name of
honor’; Aram. Syr. kena? ‘give a name’; Arab. kny ‘donner un surnom a qqn.” // Eg. kny ‘call’ //
Chad. *kwa/un-: W.: Ankwe kun ‘tell’, Zar kwan ‘say’; C.: Logone kawiin ‘speech’ ¢ AADB 859.

Hadza okoiya-bii ‘whirlwind, dustdevil’ (Miller et al. 2021: 62) ~ AA *kiw/yVH- ‘wind, to
blow’: Sem.: Arab. kwh II ‘souffler pour allumer (le feu)’ // Eg. (Pyr.) thw (if <*kV?Vw) ‘wind, air’
// Chad. *kVwV(H)- ‘to blow (wind)’: W. Tangale kiu ‘blowing (wind)’, Miya kay ‘to fan’; C.:
Mulwi, Munjuk ki ‘to blow (wind)’; E.: Mobu kwe ‘souffler (vent)’, Ndam ?igd, Somrai kit ‘to
blow’ // (?) Cush. C. *kuy- ‘cloud’: Qwara kuya, Falasha kiiya 0 AADB 1580; Stolbova 2016 #411.

Hadza thimbothimbo [t"imbot"imbo] (redupl.) ‘dusk, twilight’ (Miller et al. 2021: 473) ~ AA
*(?V)tum- ‘darkness, night’: Sem.: Arab. ?tm V ‘devenir sombre, se couvrir de ténebres (se dit
de la nuit)’ // Cush. E.: Saho dum- ‘become dark’, LEC: Konso, Dirayta dum- ‘to set (of sun)’,
HEC: Hadiya tum-o ‘darkness’ // Omot. *fum- night’: N.: Male duum-i, Kafa tuum-o, Gimira
(Bench) tum-; S.: Ari duum-i.

Such examples could be significantly increased.

Analysis

Let us again list a number of arguments that would allow for a different interpretation than
the alleged Hadza-Afrasian affinity:

(1) Hadza-Afrasian matches (attested only in African branches of AA) with parallels in
non-Afrasian African languages from which these matches could have been borrowed by the
corresponding AA languages and Hadza independently;

(2) detected borrowings into Hadza from the neighboring non-Afrasian African languages
which, in turn, had earlier been borrowed from Afrasian;

(3) parallels that possibly go back to a much deeper chronological level than the one cor-
responding to the postulated Hadza affiliation with the Afrasian macrofamily, perhaps even
reflecting certain “universal” roots (such as #30 ‘fly’: Hadza pururu ~ AA *pir-, with similar
forms also attested in Kartvelian, North Caucasian, Sino-Tibetan, etc.);

(4) words in Hadza that meet both the phonetic and the semantic requirements of kinship
with AA while specifically having reflexes in South Cushitic languages (above all, Iraqw), other
cases of borrowing from which have been firmly established (the most etymologically challeng-
ing type of cases, making the choice between common origin and borrowing quite difficult);>

52 Cf. also Proto-Central Khoisan *xuu ‘thing’.

5 What is meant are not obvious cases, but those where differences in vocalism or word base structure or
shades of meaning may indicate a common origin rather than borrowing (in which the borrowed lexeme is more
often “copied” without changes).
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(5) words in Hadza that meet both the phonetic and the semantic requirements of kinship
with AA, but have "competing" matches in Sandawe and/or other Khoisan languages which
may be interpreted as substratum lexemes.

To me, it seems that genetic affinity with AA explains such a large number of matches
more plausibly (and economically) than even an unlikely combination of all these situations.
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Abbreviations

AA = Afrasian; Akk. = Akkadian; Amh. = Amharic; Arab. = Arabic; Aram. = Aramaic; BD = Book of the Dead; Berb.
Berber; Chad. = Chadic; C. = Central; Copt. = Coptic; Cush. = Cushitic; Dat. = Datoga; E. = East; Eg. = Egyptian; Eth. =
Ethiopian; Gz. = Gefez; Hbr. = Hebrew; HEC = Highland East Cushitic; Hrs. = Harsusi; Jib. = Jibbali; Jud. = Judaic
Aramaic; LEC = Lowland East Cushitic; Mhr. = Mehri; MK = Middle Kingdom; MSA = Modern South Arabian; N. =
North; NE = New Kingdom; OB = Old Babylonian; Off. = Official Aramaic; OK = Old Kingdom; PAA = Proto-
Afrasian; S. = South; Sab. = Sabaic; Sem. = Semitic; Soq. = Soqotri; Syr. = Syriac; Tgr. = Tigre; Tna. = Tigrinya (Ti-
gray); Ugr. = Ugaritic.

Transcription and transliteration

p = bilabial emphatic voiced stop; t = dental emphatic voiceless stop; d = dental emphatic voiced stop; d = voiced in-
terdental fricative (in Egyp., a conventional symbol conveying 3); ¢ = alveolar voiceless affricate [ts]; 3 = alveolar
voiced affricate [dz]; ¢ = palato—alveolar voiceless affricate [t5]; 5 = palato-alveolar voiced affricate [dZ]; s = hissing
emphatic voiceless fricative; ¢ = emphatic voiceless affricate; ¢ = palato-alveolar emphatic affricate; § = lateral voice-
less fricative; ¢ = lateral voiceless affricate; ¢ = lateral voiceless emphatic affricate; Z = lateral voiced sibilant; § =
voiced velar fricative (in Berb.); k or g = emphatic velar stop; y = uvular voiced fricative (Arabic “ghain”); i = uvular
voiceless fricative; h = pharyngeal voiceless fricative; § = pharyngeal stop (“ayin”); h = laryngeal voiceless fricative;
? = glottal stop (“aleph”, “hamza”); y = palatal resonant; 3 and 7 = conventional transcription symbols (in Egyptology).

Conventions for reconstructed proto-forms

V renders a non-specified vowel, e.g. *bVr- to read = “either *bar—, or *bir—, or *bur-".
H renders a non-specified laryngeal or pharyngeal.
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S renders a non-specified sibilant.
/ when separating two symbols means “or”, e.g. *?i/abar = “either *?ibar— or *?abar-".
() a symbol in round brackets means “with or without this symbol”, e.g. *ba(w)r— to read = “*bawr— or *bar-".
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A. 10. Muaumapes. Xanza — appasuiicKuii 3b1K?

B crathe paccMmaTpmBaeTcs BOIIPOC O IeHETMYeCKOM IIPMHaJJIeXXHOCTH XaJ3a, A3BbIKa Kpo-
IIIEYHOTO IIJIeMeH) TaH3aHUIICKMX OXOTHUKOB-cOOMpaTesell, TeHeTMUeCK OTJe/IUBIIerocs
oT apyrux rpynn Homo sapiens HeckoJbKO COT THICAY JIeT Ha3a/, ¥ 3aHMMAIOLero OJHY U Ty
xe Tepputopuio 6osee 50 000 seT; paHee SA3LIK CIMTAJICA KOMCAHCKUM 13-3a €0 (POHOJIOTH-
JeCKOTO MHBEHTaps, COJleprKalllero Tak Ha3blBaeMble «KJIMKCHI», HO Telleph paccMaTpUBaeTCsI
KaK M30/IMPOBaHHLINA. B cTarhe Kk obmIMpHOMY JIeKCMIecKkoMy MaTepuasy, COOpaHHOMY ame-
PUKaHCKMMM JUHTBUCTAMU C TIOMOIIIBIO X COTPYJAHMKOB-Xa/3a, IIPUBOJATCS Mapalienn U3
pasamuHbIX adppasuiickux (adppoasmaTcKux) sA3bIKOB, OCHOBaHHBIE HA YCTaHOBJEHHBIX aBTO-
POM peryJIIpHBIX XaZ3a-appasuiicKuX KOHCOHAHTHEIX COOTBETCTBMSIX U CTPOTUX CeMaHTuJe-
ckux Kputepusx. IIposogurcs cpaBHeHue CJIOB Xaj3a C IpejjaraeMbIMU apasuiicKuMn
napaIensMi U3 CTaHZAPTHOTO CTOCIOBHOro crmmcka Cpojemna (BKaiouas paspaboTaHHOe
Cepreem u 'eopruem CTapOocTUHBIMM HOJAMHOXeCTBO 13 50 IIyHKTOB HamboJee yCTOMIMBBIX
DJIEMEHTOB), a TaKXe M3 JPYIMX ceMaHTUYeCKUX IPyII. ABTOp aHaJU3UpyeT aabTepHaTHB-
Hple OODBSCHeHMS DTUX COBIIaJeHUii (Hampumep, caydaiiHble COBIAZeHNs; 3aiMCTBOBAHIL
B XaZl3a M3 COCeJHUX U JlaxKe TeorpapuyecKy yaaeHHbIX appasniicKuX S3bIKOB; 00LIMit cy6-
CTparT), HO MPUXOJUT K BEIBOZY, UYTO Hambosee IPaBJONOJOOHBIM OODbACHEHNEM SIBIAETCS

TeHeTI4ecKoe poICTBO. B cooTtBeTcTBUM C IIOJIYy9€HHBIMU JIEKCMKOCTATUCTMYECKUMMU JaHHbI-
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MH TIOJIOKEHIE XaZ3a B apa3MIilCKON MaKpoceMbe OKa3bIBaeTcsl B IIPMMEPHO OJVHaKOBOI
6JM30CTM K OMOTCKOM M KYIIUTCKOM CeMbsIM; IJIOTTOXPOHOJIOTUA JaTUPYeT pasfeeHue
MeXJy IPOTO-Xa/3a, IPOTO-KYIIUTCKUM U IIPOTO-OMOTCKUM s3bIKaMu pybesxom X-IX TbI-
CsIYeIeTUI O Hallell DPbl, KOrja rpyIma HOCUTe e HpaIO>KHoa(])pa3M171CKoro sI3bIKa, ITO-
BUAUMOMY, fobpanack go CesepHoii TaH3aHNMN M TIepesasta CBOM S3BIK IPeAIOI0KUTETbHO
KOVICAHOSI3BLIYHBIM IIpeJIKaM COBPEMEHHBIX Xa/3a.

Karouesvie crosa: xap3a s13bIK; adppa3uiicKie S3bIKY; TEHETIUECKOEe POJCTBO A3BIKOB; 3BYKOBBIE
COOTBETCTBYST; IEKCUKOCTATVCTIKA; DTYMOJIOINS; JIeKCIMYEeCKIIe 3aiMCTBOBaHSL.
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Why Hadza is (probably) not Afroasiatic:
a discussion of Militarev’s “Hadza as Afrasian?”

Problems with the lexical evidence used to posit Hadza as an Afroasiatic language are dis-
cussed. The failure to identify certain loanwords and the misanalysis of certain Hadza mor-
phemes are problems rectified by having greater familiarity with Hadza and its linguistic
contact history. Other problems are more general to the specific methodology employed. The
overly wide semantic range of meanings often allowed in establishing form-meaning sets in-
creases the likelihood of chance resemblances. The use of certain words that are likely ono-
matopoeic also reduces the impact of the proposed cognate sets. Ultimately, it is the lack of
regular, repeated sound correspondences between Hadza and Afroasiatic that makes the
proposal of their familial relationship unconvincing.

Keywords: language isolates; Hadza language; Khoisan languages; Cushitic languages;
Afroasiatic languages; Chadic languages; long-distance relationship.

1. Introduction

There have been three main linguistic genetic classifications of Hadza that have been pro-
posed: 1) linguistic isolate, 2) Khoisan language, 3) Afroasiatic language. There is currently a
mainstream acceptance among Africanists in labeling Hadza as an isolate (Sands 1998,
Giildeman 2014, Starostin 2012). Honken (2013: 20) states that “Hadza is currently regarded as
an isolate by nearly everyone”, though the Khoisan classification for Hadza continues to be
used by some researchers (e.g. Chebanne 2017, Elderkin 2014, Ehret 2013a). Suggestions that
Hadza has affinities to Afroasiatic have been made over time and include: Tucker (1966, 1967),
Elderkin (1982), Starostin (2008) and now Militarev (this volume).

In this paper, we review the evidence proposed by Militarev (this volume) but in the in-
terest of space do not include a critique of the similarities noted by Tucker (1966, 1967) and
Elderkin (1982). We argue that the arguments put forth by Militarev are not sufficiently con-
vincing proof of a linguistic genetic relationship between Hadza and Afroasiatic. We fail to see
evidence of regular, repeated sound correspondences; nor do we see a convincing number of
grammatical morphemes whose similarities suggest relatedness.

We provide examples of alternative analyses of many of the comparison sets, drawing
upon our extensive first-hand experience with Hadza (Sands, Harvey) and Cushitic languages
(Tosco, Mous, Harvey) as well as our knowledge of Bantu and Nilotic languages. First, our
knowledge of Hadza allows us to show that certain Hadza terms are incompatible with the
Proto Afroasiatic (AA) forms that Militarev has connected them to. In many cases, we provide
alternative citation forms and in some cases we disagree with his morphological analysis. Note
that our transcriptions fail to mark tone in many cases though tone is contrastive in the language’.

1 Jeremy Coburn (Indiana University) is currently researching tone in Hadza and we (Harvey & Sands) hope
to collaborate with him in producing a fully tone-marked Hadza dictionary (cf. Coburn et al. forthcoming). As
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Second, our knowledge of languages surrounding Hadza often allows us to identify loan
sources that provide better etymologies than the AA forms suggested.

Our critique also discusses the sound correspondences and semantic correspondences
proffered by Militarev, arguing that these do not meet the standard of evidence necessary to
conclude that Hadza must be an Afroasiatic language. Problems of morphological analysis,
semantic laxity and sound correspondences cannot be evaluated entirely separately because
these factors all interact. In many instances, only a portion of a Hadza root, or only a portion of
a reconstructed AA root are directly comparable yet no analysis is proffered to explain the dif-
ferences in the roots. We analyze many of these cases as simply being due to chance resem-
blance. Furthermore, we think that Militarev has underestimated the role of contact in con-
tributing to sets of similar words.

Given these methodological challenges of chance resemblances it is vital to restrict our-
selves in how to go about establishing cognate sets. One sound restriction would be to com-
pare only to solid reconstructed families. Militarev uses the impressive and extensive Afroasi-
atic reconstructions in an openly accessible database (available at the Tower of Babel website:
https://starlingdb.org/). Reconstructions by others at various levels of families and subfamilies
are not used nor cited in the article. In this contribution, we cannot assess the reconstructions from
his database and we can only work under the assumption that the cited reconstructions are
solid. Restricting the cognate sets to only reconstructed forms in (sub)families would reduce the
danger of chance resemblance. The amount of cognate sets would be reduced although pre-
sumably it would be possible to propose new (sub)family reconstructions for some of the sets.

2. Problems with the Data
2.1. Citation Forms

A multilateral comparison involving hundreds of languages necessitates the use of sources
that the author does not have first-hand experience with. This is not to say that such compari-
sons should not be done, rather, care should be taken to use the most recent and authoritative
sources on each language; sources cited should withstand scrutiny from specialists on those
individual languages.

For Hadza, Militarev uses a draft dictionary compiled by Kirk Miller (Miller et al. 2021);
we have this same draft dictionary but it has a 2013 date and has not been revised to 2021.
Miller et al.’s orthographic system has not been explained by Militarev, though he does pre-
sent phonetic transcriptions in some cases. Miller et al. represent ejectives with symbols for
voiced consonants (e.g. pedla ‘white’ (petl'a- in Sands 2012) (more properly cited as /pecfa-/);
jjowa ['tfoa] ‘gecko’) which might be distracting for readers.

Forms in this paper are modified from Miller et al. (2013) draft dictionary. We provide
phonemic transcriptions based on the system used in Coburn, et al. (2023). In some cases,
translations are provided based on our own Hadza research. We also refer to Peterson (2013)
because his plant and animal identifications have been made in consultation with biologists.

Just as the Hadza data cited leaves something to be desired, so too, the Afroasiatic sources
cited by Militarev are not always the most recent or authoritative. For a large part, the data on
individual languages are from old sources. For instance, Militarev primarily sources Somali

tone does not enter into the discussion of Afroasiatic comparanda, we will not discuss it further here, apart from
noting that it would need to be accounted for in any historical reconstruction.
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data from Reinisch (1902) rather than use Zorc & Osman (1993) & Dizionario Somalo-Italiano.
For Beja data, Reinisch (1895) is used rather than Wedekind et al. (2007).

It is not always possible for us to evaluate the data because the original sources (and
therefore, the phonological interpretations) are not always cited. For instance, a language
name Darasa is cited, without reference to the original source. This is an older, derogatory
name for the language that has been consistently referred to as Gedeo (or Gede'o) since the
1970s. We consider Wedekind’s Gedeo Dictionary (2008) and/or Hudson’s Gedeo-English In-
dex (1989: 229-265) of his Highland East Cushitic dictionary to be more authoritative sources for
this language.

More generally, it is evident that there are degrees of reliability using primary sources. In
particular, one needs to be hesitant to use words collected from languages that were no longer
comfortably spoken and for which the speakers had already shifted to another language. This
is the situation for the Cushitic languages Aasax, Qwadza, Yaaku. Unfortunately, adding to
lack of reliability, the earliest collections for these languages were done by non-linguists.

2.2. Alternative Morphological Analyses

There are a number of cases where words are cited without sufficient morphological analysis.
We present some cases where we disagree with Militarev on the identification of the mor-
pheme(s) in question.

#62 ‘not’ ‘ukuwa (more properly cited as /2uk"u-/ ‘to not exist’) ~ AA *(?a-)k“ay- ‘not’

Militarev glosses this form as ‘not’, whereas Miller (2013: 37-38) lists the forms [2uk"u] as
‘to not exist’, and [2uk™uwa] as ‘to lack’ or ‘to not have’. Not only are the semantics of Hadza
‘ukuwa different from the characterisation given in Militarev, but ‘ukuwa is morphologically com-
plex, formed of /2uk™u/, plus =4, a form of the copula. As such, the form to be used in comparison
would be /2uk™u/, which seems rather more different to the forms offered by Militarev here
(Proto-Afroasiatic *(?a-)k“ay- ‘not’, and the *kway forms of Proto-Chadic and Proto-Omotic.

It should also be added that the Iraqw suffix offered by Militarev here (written in his
work as -Vki, where the diaeresis on the a is unexplained), probably refers to the verbal nega-
tive suffix -Vkd. This can in turn be internally reconstructed in Iraqw to the lexical verb kadhh
[ka:h] ‘to be absent’, and itself cannot be given as cognate to the Proto-Cushitic reconstructed
prefix *ka- offered here.

#96 ‘what?’ akwiza and #98 ‘who?’ akwaza (more properly cited as /2aku-/ ‘which?’)

Militarev presents the forms akwi’a ‘what?’ and akwaza ‘who’ as morphologically simple,
when, in fact, both are morphologically complex. The form akwi’a [?ak"i?a] is formed of the in-
terrogative hadza aku [hadza ?aku] ‘person’, and ihia [?ihi?a] ‘thing’, (cf. Miller 2013: 8) and
could just as easily be translated as ‘which thing?’. The form akwaza [?ak™adza] is formed of the
same interrogative aku, and haza ‘person’, and could just as easily be translated as ‘which per-
son?’. As such, the form to be used in both comparisons would be aku.

This does not seem to challenge the forms offered as cognates (e.g. Proto Afroasiatic *k“ay-
‘what? who?’), but does weaken the overall argument — after all, the cognacy here rests on one
consonant, [k].

#34 ‘good’ muta-na, mta-na (more properly cited as /mtana ~ mutana/ ‘fine, good’)
While Miller (2013:177) presents this form as mut-ana?, it is unclear as to why Militarev
presents this form as multimorphemic muta-na in this way. At any rate, the form mutana (also

2 The diacritic after the stop indicates that it has been confirmed as being unaspirated.
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commonly heard as mtana) provides no evidence that it is (or was at any point in Hadza)
a multimorphemic form. We analyze this root as a Bantu loan, discussed below in Section 3.

2.3. Evidence from Internal Reconstruction

It appears to be the case that some body part words in Hadza feature a fossilized form of the
possessive enclitic =kwa (the 1st person singular possessive in contemporary Hadza).

This may possibly be the motivation for the presentation of #56 ‘mouth’ awani-ka
[2awani-ka], where the -ka is parsed from the rest of the word and disregarded in the offered
cognates (e.g. the Proto-Afroasiatic reconstruction *fawin- ‘tongue; (part of) mouth’). This
word is more properly cited as /2awanika-ko/. If ka is a separate morpheme, it would probably
derive from enclitic =kwa.

Where this fossilized =kwa seems to have been taken into account for ‘mouth’, Militarev
seems to have missed it in both #31 ‘foot, leg’ aphukwa [2ap"uk“a] or uphukwa [2up"uk™a], as well
as in #37 ‘hand’ wkhwa- [2uk™"a-] (and ‘fingers’ with the plural suffix -bii [bi?i], ukhwabii
[2uk*"a-bi?i]). For ‘foot, leg’, the form to be used in comparisons should probably be some-
thing like /2ap™u/ or /2up"u/, which differs rather greatly from the cognates offered. For ‘hand’
(and ‘fingers’), the form to be used in comparisons should probably be something like /?2ufiu/ -
again, entirely different from the cognates offered (e.g. the reconstructed Proto-Afroasiatic
*kawif- ‘claw, fingernail, hand’).

2.4. Imprecise Translations

‘thino’ losho (more properly cited as /lo:fo/ ‘sighting/hunting name for the rhinoceros’ (when
it is stooped and ready to charge)) ~ AA *wars- ‘thinoceros’

Militarev glosses this form as ‘rhinoceros’, but Miller (2013: 158) gives this form not as
‘rhinoceros’, but as the sighting or hunting name for the rhinoceros (the more typical name of
the rhinoceros in Hadza is tlhakate /c£"akate/). This distinction is crucial here, as these special
hunting names of animals in Hadza are not nouns, but verbs (see also Blench 2013a). In this
case, the source verb is /lofo/ ‘to stoop’. This would be consistent with other animal hunting
names, which often characterize the animal in some way (the hunting name for ‘ostrich’ comes
from a verb meaning ‘to puff up’, for example, and the hunting name for ‘baboon’ comes from
‘thirst’ (in reference to a baboon’s concave stomach)). In this case, the verb ‘to stoop’ would
seem to evoke the posture of the rhinoceros, especially its stance when about to charge. The
verbal nature of /lofo/ is further reinforced in that this term has no plural form. As such, any
comparison of the (verbal) hunting name for ‘rhinoceros’ /lofo/ with (nominal) words for
‘rhinoceros’ in Afroasiatic (e.g. reconstructed Proto-Afroasiatic *war$-) is misguided.

#32 ‘to be many, to be plenty, to be full’ furu-ne (more properly cited as /fucune/ ‘to be
many, to be plenty, to be a lot’) ~ *{VpVr- ‘tull’

The basic meaning of the Hadza root is ‘to be many’. The meaning ‘to be full’ is a secondary
one, and would not be used to refer to a full cup of water or a full belly (the verb /[0?a/ ‘to be full’
would be used in these cases). It appears that the Afroasiatic terms compared all mean ‘be full’
and not ‘be many’, but it is difficult to confirm this as the AA *§VpVr- ‘full’ root does not appear
in our searches of the StarLing Database. Unless it can be shown that a reconstructed AA form
shares the basic meaning ‘to be many’, we do not think the roots can be considered to be related.

There are additional issues with the comparison. Militarev presents this form as furu-ne.
Phonologically, it is important to note that Hadza does not feature the phoneme [r], and the
form actually has a tap/flap (thus: [furune]). Morphologically, the word furune (or furuni) is
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monomorphemic in Hadza, and though Miller offers the Iraqw and Proto-West Rift form
xooroo ‘crowd, community, people in group’ for comparison (Miller 2013: 83-84), there is no
evidence that the word can or ever could be analyzed as some morpheme furu and some mor-
pheme -ne in Hadza. As such, the form to be used in comparison ought to be furune [furune]
(or the alternative form furuni [furuni]). This makes comparisons with forms offered by Mili-
tarev (such as the reconstructed Proto-Afroasiatic *fVpVr- ‘tull’) rather less convincing.

The Hadza and Afroasiatic forms are not directly comparable because no analysis is pre-
sented explaining why the initial syllable is missing in the Hadza form. An AA *§ corresponds
to a (medial) Hadza glottal stop in #1 ‘all’. A medial AA *§ (AA *ma-fi(n)3- ‘k. of bovid’) ap-
pears to be deleted in Hadza minza (more properly cited as /minza/ [mindza] ‘reedbuck’). No
explanation is given as to why there might be different reflexes of AA *§in Hadza.

In addition to this, it has been argued that the voiceless labiodental fricative [f] is a recent
addition to the Hadza consonant inventory, and that most if not all Hadza words containing
[f] can be shown to be borrowings or mimetic (Harvey 2021). If this were the case, any com-
parison with Afroasiatic forms would be inapplicable.

2.5. Ma’a Data

There are languages that one should use with utmost care in building cognate sets. A prima
example is Ma’a / Mbugu. This language is known as a mixed language. Mous (2003) uncovers
how this “strange case of Mbugu”, as Goodman (1971) has put it, came about. Briefly, the lan-
guage is a Bantu language, with an extra parallel lexicon. This parallel lexicon has partly been
built consciously in an attempt to re-create a Cushitic language that was lost due to shift. The
extra lexicon shows words from two different Cushitic sources, from Maasai, from Taita Bantu
and manipulated words from the regular lexicon (Pare). Taking words from Ma’a / Mbugu re-
quires that one knows from which of the two lexica it comes and, if from the mixed parallel
lexicon, from which source. An additional challenge is that even the basic Pare lexicon con-
tains borrowings from Cushitic as all Bantu languages in the area do. No evidence from Ma’a
should be used to build a cognate set on; it can only be taken as additional evidence.

3. Lexical Sets Better Analyzed as Loans

A number of Militarev’s lexical sets arguing for an Afroasiatic membership of Hadza are better
analyzed as instances of loans from different languages and language families (especially Bantu,
Nilotic and West Rift Cushitic). As such, they are certainly interesting for the history of Hadza, but
they can hardly be taken as proof of genetic relationship. We expect that there may be more cases
of loans that we cannot yet confirm due to currently available, limited resources on languages such
as Ihanzu (Bantu) and Datooga (Nilotic), and the timing of the loans is not just of a recent date.

3.1. Bantu

#16 dza ‘come’

Hadza dza- < Thanzu dza

The Hadza term may be straightforwardly interpreted as a loan from the neighboring
Bantu language Ihanzu (Harvey 2019). The concept ‘come’ does colexify with ‘go’ in CLICS?
(Rzymski et al. (2019), so it is possible that an Afroasiatic term meaning 'go' might be related to
a term meaning ‘come’, yet the borrowing analysis is, in our opinion, the most likely scenario.
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There is a different Hadza root botf"o ‘come’ used in imperative forms that has no connection to
Afroasiatic (that we are aware of), though it can be plausibly linked to a similar irregular root
used in the imperative in Bantu languages (c.f. Ihanzu nzuu ‘come!’, or Swabhili njoo ‘come?!’).

Section 1.3.2. ‘large male lion’ mondo (more properly cited as /méndo/)

Miller (2013: 173) notes that this form is ultimately from a Bantu source. *mondo ‘tiger-cat,
serval’ (Bastin et al. 2002: 6665) is a form with distribution across northeast Bantu. This seems
to be more plausible than the cognates offered by Militarev.

Section 2 ‘epilepsy’ nkoro-ko (more properly cited as /nk"oro-ko/)
The word for ‘epilepsy’ in the neighbouring Bantu language Ihanzu is nkélo (Harvey
2019). Cf. also *kédo ‘heart’, with distribution across northeast Bantu (Bastin et al. 2002: 1889).

#34 ‘good’ muta-na, mta-na (more properly cited as /mtana ~ mutana/ ‘fine, good’)

As mentioned above, there is no synchronic (or diachronic) evidence for the morpheme
breaks in this word proposed by Militarev. From a semantic perspective, Militarev provides
the gloss for mutana as ‘good’ (adjectival), whereas Miller (ibid.) provides the gloss as both
‘good’ (adjectival) and ‘fine’ (adverbial). In fact, in the author’s work (Griscom and Harvey
2020), the use of mutana in an adjectival sense is absent, and only the adverbial sense is re-
corded. The root used for ‘good’ in an adjectival sense is nube- ~ nubi-.

Phonetically, a preponderance of words in Hadza beginning with prenasalized stops have
been shown to be borrowings from Bantu languages. Despite Militarev’s assertion to the con-
trary (fn. 15), it is highly likely that mtana or mutana also has a Bantu source.

Hadza minza ~ AA *ma-§i(n)3- ‘k. of bovid’ (more properly cited as /minza/ [mindza]
‘reedbuck’)

Even if we were to accept the dubious semantic correspondences between a wide-range of
cloven-hoofed ungulates: ‘cow’, ‘he-goat’, ‘female topi’®, etc. and Hadza minza ‘reedbuck’,
there is a very strong likelihood that the Hadza form is a loan, as is demonstrably the case for
many words which contain a prenasalized obstruent (cf. Elderkin 1978). Another word for
‘reedbuck’ /ndofeda/ (Peterson 2012) is also likely a loanword for the same reason.

Hadza ndama ‘calf’
This is from Cushitic (Nurse and Hinnebush 1993: 304), also borrowed into Bantu, and Hadza
must have gotten it from Bantu due to the prenasalized stop; cf. ndama ‘calf’ Sukuma, Swahili.

3.2. Nilotic

Hadza gondera ‘dog’ < gudeeda ‘dog’ in Datooga.

This is clearly a loan from Datooga gudé:d (Griscom 2019: 93). Note that the Hadza word is
not the most commonly used word for dog, /|"a?ano/, nor is it the second most commonly
used word /ti"ingi/.

3.3. West Rift (Southern Cushitic)
#80 Hadza ntsa-ko ‘star’ ~ AA *(t/wV-n)cis(cif-)

Militarev gives Iraqw cacéf as evidence for the Hadza form to be Afroasiatic. The Iraqw
root is ts’atsa’ (m) ‘stars’ (Mous et al. 2002); PWR *ts’its’afu (m) ‘stars, starlit sky’ (KiefSling &

3 To this list might be added Melo (Omotic) mintsd 'buffalo’ (Seibert & Caudwell 2002) and Shabo (isolate)
mijad ‘buffalo’ and mindsa ‘female cow’ (Kibebe 2015: 443)..

96



Why Hadza is (probably) not Afroasiatic: a discussion of Militarev’s “Hadza as Afrasian?”

Mous 2003) but an even closer cognate would be Proto West Rift tsaa?a-s (causative verb)
‘shine, shed light’. The initial nasal in Hadza reminds us of a Bantu class 9 noun class prefix
but there is no Bantu source in the vicinity with a similar word for ‘star’. It is possible that this
root came into Hadza from Cushitic via a Bantu intermediary.

Hadza slaa [5a?a] (more properly cited as /ta?a/) ‘to love’ ~ AA *3a?/w- ‘want, wish, love, like’

This root is indeed attested in Proto West Rift #a? ‘live, like, want’ (KiefSling & Mous 2003)
and we agree with Militarev that borrowing from West Rift cannot be ruled out. The sug-
gested cognates with Iraqw work equally well with Proto West Rift (Kiefdling & Mous 2003)
and there is very little current lexical transfer between Iraqw and Hadza. One should keep in
mind that it was only a few decades ago that the Iraqw moved into the vicinity of the
Hadzabe. It is not unlikely, however, that the speakers of Pre-Proto West Rift were in contact
with Hadza during their movements into Tanzania.

4. Problems with Semantic Correspondences

Semantic correspondences for alleged cognates are sometimes baffling. For instance, set #56
includes meanings as diverse as: ‘mouth’, ‘tongue’, ‘cheek’ and ‘muscle in the neck’. These are
all compared without further justification and we find these semantic correspondences to be
rather implausible. By allowing such wide semantic comparisons, Militarev increases the like-
lihood that chance resemblances occur.

We also call into question the semantic correspondences in set #74 which include diverse
meanings: ‘to sit’, ‘to stand’ and ‘to sleep’. These are all quite different things. While the corre-
spondence between ‘hand’ and ‘finger’ may be accepted, it still looks rare (cf. #37). The correspon-
dences in the second part of the paper between different types of animals are also concerning.

We would recommend that the types of allowable semantic comparisons be limited to the
prototypical types of semantic change mentioned in introductory textbooks on historical lin-
guistics or historical semantics (e.g. widening, narrowing, metonymy, etc.). It is not sufficient
to propose cognate sets based on two glosses occuring in the same semantic field. We do not
find it terribly plausible that a term for a gazelle or a ram somehow semantically changes
meaning to allow reference to a buffalo, or that terms for herons or cranes might somehow end
up referring to ostriches.

#1 is a typical example in many ways. We doubt that the correspondence between ‘all’
(Hadza) and ‘one’ (all the rest) is semantically plausible.

#1 Hadza wa?i ‘all’ (more properly cited as /wa?i-/ ‘all of X’)

The Hadza root wa?i- is not a noun and must take an affix.

The concept ‘all’ may colexify with ‘every’ or ‘many’ but does not colexify with ‘one’ in
any language in the CLICS?® Database of Cross-Linguistics Colexifications (Rzymski et al. 2019,
accessed 27 June, 2023)

#56 awani-ka ‘mouth’ (more properly cited as /?awanika-ko/ ‘mouth’) ~ AA *fawin-
‘tongue; (part of) mouth’

As discussed above in Section 2.3, we do not agree with the segmentation of the word into
a root awani-*. Besides our disagreement over the morphological segmentation, there is an is-

+ Miller internally reconstructs *?awa ‘mouth’ for Hadza based on /?awanika/ ‘lower lip’, /2awanika-ko/
‘mouth, beak’ and notes the similarity to Proto West Rift *2afa ‘mouth’. It is possible to internally reconstruct
*?awa-ni-k(w)a (along with *?2awa-ti ‘upper lip’) but not *awani.
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sue with the equivalence of the semantics. The concept ‘mouth’ colexifies with a number of
different concepts in CLICS® (Rzymski et al. (2019) including: ‘lip’, ‘tooth’, ‘beak’, ‘language’,
‘edge’, ‘door’, ‘face’, ‘chin’, ‘word’, ‘mother’, jaw’, ‘hole’, ‘throat’. We are dubious that the
concepts ‘mouth’ and ‘tongue’ (or ‘inside of cheek’) might be connected through semantic
change from a common meaning.

Hadza geweda-ko ‘dikdik’ (more properly cited as /géwéda-ko/ ‘dik-dik’)

The Hadza word is compared to Afroasiatic words for various ungulates including
‘greater kudw’, ‘buffalo’ and ‘duiker’. Dik-diks are tiny antelopes, very visually and function-
ally distinct from the kudu and the buffalo, one of the most dangerous animals on the conti-
nent. Although it is not impossible for a word to come to refer to different ungulates over
time, we are concerned that the great semantic laxity in such a comparison greatly increases the
likelihood that a chance resemblance may have occurred. The AA form *guday provides a
match for two of the three consonants in the Hadza root, but readers are left to imagine for
themselves how the two roots might be related through a series of sound changes. The sound
changes that would be necessary to connect the roots seem to us to be implausible and not
supported by other correspondence sets as a regular, repeated correspondence. The shape of
the Hadza root (especially the final da syllable) immediately bring to mind the possibility that
the word may be a Southern Nilotic loan®. The relatively poor documentation of Datooga lects
in the present day makes it impossible to conclude that the Hadza word could not be a loan.
Although not proveable at this time, we feel this alternative hypothesis is no more unlikely
than the one set forth by Militarev.

Hadza garaani ‘heron’ ~ AA ‘ostrich’ (more properly cited as /gara?ani-ko/ [gala?ani-ko]
‘black-headed heron’)

There is very little to semantically connect a heron with an ostrich other than the fact that
both birds have relatively long legs.

Hadza gaga ‘grasshopper’ (more properly cited as /gaga/)

There is very little to semantically connect a grasshopper with a spider or flea. This word
is best analyzed as a loan from the Bantu language Thanzu; the Ihanzu word for ‘grasshopper’
is ngaga (Harvey 2019).

5. Onomatopoeia

In this section, we discuss some sets that we feel are better analyzed as being due to onomatopoeia.

#6 Hadza t"it", titi ‘bird’ (more properly cited as /ti:ti-/ ‘bird’ (generic term for birds ex-
cluding ostriches)) ~ AA *di?(di?) ‘k. of bird’

#30 Hadza pururu ‘fly’ (v.) (more properly cited as /pucucu-/ ‘to fly off’) ~ AA *pir- ‘to fly’

Militarev compares the Hadza form garaani ‘heron’ with AA roots *gawir- and *garay-
‘heron, crane, ostrich’. We note that the Kanuri (Saharan) word garagdra ‘heron’ (Cytfer 1994: 88)
nicely matches the first CVC of the Hadza, presumably completely due to chance or to ono-
matopoeia. The Afroasiatic roots also only match an initial voiced velar, low vowel and liquid.

5 The Hadza root resembles Datooga géewéeda ‘shoe’ (Roland Kiefiling, p.c. 23 June 2023). Though the seman-
tics do not match, they are one of the most abundant antelopes in the area and the leather is quite likely used in
making shoes.
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The Hadza is specifically Ardea melanocephala ‘black-headed heron’ /gala?ani-ko/ (Peter-
son 2012: 2018), the term used when referring to the bird’s habit of swallowing snakes (or, the
name lomolo may be used when referring to its long neck, Peterson, op. cit.). Hadza does not
contrast r/l but it does contrast VV and V?V. None of the proposed cognates explain the lack of
a consonant corresponding to the Hadza glottal stop in this word. If the Hadza root is bimor-
phemic, it would be possible for the glottal to be part of a second root (*gala-*?ani-) but we
have no internal evidence for this. The proposed correspondence set is unsatisfactory both
from the standpoint of the phonological correspondences (which ignore half of the Hadza
word and the correct spelling of the Hadza) and from the semantic correspondence (which
equates herons and ostriches). If any two types of birds might be compared, then it is unsur-
prising to find at least one root with a voiced velar and a liquid in one of over a hundred pos-
sible languages. The fact that two different AA roots have been proposed is unsatisfactory as
well, as it introduces an indeterminacy in the historical scenario being proposed.

6. Evaluation of Selected Sound Correspondences
In this section, we discuss correspondences involving a subset of Hadza consonants.
6.1. Glottal stop

The presence of a glottal stop is not always noted in the orthographic representations cited by
Militarev though it is shown in the phonetic transcriptions (when provided). Glottal stops are
not merely phonetic in Hadza, but phonemic.

Glottal stops in Hadza roots have been compared to AA *? in several sets:

#41 ‘T’ ono [20no, 20n0-ko] (more properly cited as /20no-/) ~ AA *?ani/u ‘T

#31 ‘foot’ -2 asenako [?asenako] (more properly cited as /?asena-ko/) ~ AA *?a-sin- ‘foot, leg’

#9 ‘blood’ dt'a?md-, dtdma"[?at"ama] (more properly cited as /?at"amd/) ~ AA *(?a-)dam-
‘blood’

#64 ‘person’ unu [2unu] (more properly cited as /2unu/) ~ AA *?a/inay-(n)- ‘man, person
(also elder kin)’

#76 ‘sleep’ Zase (also ‘lie’) (more properly cited as /?ase/) ~ AA *say?- / *?ays- ‘sit, sleep, rest’

#71 ‘say’ -1 7(<*?iy?) (more properly cited as /?i:/) ~ AA *ya- | *?%iy- ‘say’

#79 ‘stand’ ikha- (also ‘to stop’) [2ik"a] (more properly cited as /?1k"a/) ~ AA *ka?/w | *?Vk(k)-
‘rise, be high, stand (up)’

#82 isho-ko (isho ‘sunlight’) [2ifoko] (more properly cited as /?ifo-ko/) ~ AA *?a/is- ‘sun’

At first glance, these sets might appear to be a sufficient collection to demonstrate a regu-
lar, repeated sound correspondence. But, it is necessary for all of the segments in roots to regu-
larly correspond, and not just a single segment. First, however, note that #9 ‘blood’ and #31
‘foot’ cannot be considered independent of each other as they appear to reconstruct to a single
morpheme *7a- in Afroasiatic. These correspondences are dubious, however, since there is no
evidence that these syllables are separate morphemes in Hadza. The corresponding segments
in #41 ‘I’ are not demonstrated to be regular and there are difficulties with comparing the gen-
erally restricted set of consonants that occur in pronominal systems with one another; the
small number of consonants that tend to be used greatly increases the likelihood of a chance
resemblance (Gordon 1995). Although we do not examine vowel correspondences in this pa-
per, those shown in these sets do not appear to be regular. We do analyze voiceless stops and
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fricatives and cannot consider the correspondences shown here involving these to be regular.
If only one segment in a word has a regular correspondence, the entire word cannot be pre-
sumed to be cognate.

We question the first impression that the /2/~ *? correspondence is regular.

There is no glottal stop comparable to AA *? in:

#33 ‘give’ kwe- ~ AA *ka?- / *?aVk-

No conditioning environment for this is discussed, nor is an explanation given to account
for the metathesis.

There also does not appear to be a segment in AA corresponding to the glottal stop in:

#24 ‘egg’ usle-ko [?uteko] (more properly cited as /2tte-ko/) ~ Chadic *Say(3ay)
#31 “foot’ -1 (also ‘leg’) a/uphukwa [2a/?up"uk“a]~ Cush. S. *fank®-; Kera kima-a ‘foot, leg’
(met.), etc.

There are a few cases where a Hadza glottal appears to correspond to a pharyngeal in AA *f:

#56 awani-ka ‘mouth’ (more properly cited as /?awanika-ko/ ‘mouth’) ~ AA *fawin-
‘tongue; (part of) mouth’

#52 ‘many’ 2aso (more properly cited as /24so-/) ~ AA *w/yasa$

#1 ‘all’ wa?i ~ AA *waf ‘one’

#45 ‘know’ tetha’o [tet"a2o] (also ‘understand’) (more properly cited as /tet"a?o/) ~ AA
*(y)das- ‘know’

63 ‘one’ itchdme [2itf"aame] (more properly cited as [?itf"a:me/) ~ AA *Sist(-an)- ‘one’

Since Hadza does not have a pharyngeal fricative, it might be presumed that such a sound
may have merged with the glottal stop. Also, the correspondence between Hadza ? ~ AA *§ in
#52 is only allowable if one presumes metathesis, yet no explanation is given to motivate the
metathesis. Furthermore, this analysis would not explain why other AA roots with *$ have no
corresponding glottal stop in Hadza, e.g.:

#23 ‘eat’ seme, simi ~ AA *sufVm-

#32 ‘to be many, to be plenty, to be full’ furu-ne (more properly cited as /furune/ ‘to be
many, to be plenty, to be a lot’) ~ *{VpVr- “full’

#80 ‘star’ ntsa-ko ~ AA *(t/wV-n)cif(cif-)

To summarize, we see irregular rather than regular, repeated correspondence sets involv-
ing the Hadza glottal stop. We do not see sufficient evidence to hint at a linguistic genetic rela-
tionship between Hadza and Afroasiatic.

6.2. Voiceless Stops

The distinction between aspirated and unaspirated stops (and other obstruents) in Hadza is
contrastive and regular sound correspondences should be established involving each type of
consonant.

Hadza /t"/ is compared with AA *d:

#9 ‘blood’ dt'a?md-, dtdma’[2at"ama] (more properly cited as /?4t"amé/) ~ AA *(?a-)dam-
‘blood’

#45 ‘know’ tetha’o [tet"a?o] (also ‘understand’) (more properly cited as /tet"a?o/) ~
AA *(y)das- ‘know’
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But #49 shows /t"/ is compared with AA *t, with no explanation proposed for this seeming
irregularity:

#49 ‘long’ thas [t"as-] (more properly cited as /t"as-/) ~ AA *tays- ‘long’
Hadza /t/ is also compared with AA *d:

#6 ‘bird’ t"iti, titi (more properly cited as /ti:ti-/ ‘bird’ (generic term for birds excluding
ostriches)) ~ AA *di?(di?) ‘k. of bird’

Hadza /t"/ and /t/ are compared with AA *d yet there is no comparable collapse (or alter-
nation) of voiceless (aspirated and unaspirated) labial and velar phonemes with their voiced
counterparts as shown by forms such as:

——— P
#30 ‘fly’ (v.) pururu (more properly cited as /pucucu-/ ‘to fly off’) ~ AA *pir- ‘to fly’
#91 ‘two’ pite, pie-(be) ~ AA *(hV)pV(p)- | *HIyV(m)p/b- (< *hVp-?) two’
h
— P

———k

#33 ‘give’ kwe- ~ AA *ka?- | *?aVk-

#92 ‘walk’ haka (haka ‘go’, Zetlhikwa ‘walk’) (more properly cited as /haka/ ‘to go’,
[RicMkwa/ ‘to walk, to go, to leave’)~ AA *k“VH- /| *HVk™- ‘go, walk’

#67 ‘road’ yeke (more properly cited as /jeke/ ‘path’) ~ AA *kaw/y(k)- / *yVhk- / *hVwk- ‘go,
walk, come; road’

S

#62 ‘not’ ‘ukuwa (more properly cited as /2uk"u-/ ‘to not exist’) ~ AA *(?a-)k“ay- ‘not’

#79 ‘stand’ ikha- (also ‘to stop’) [?ik"a] (more properly cited as /?ik"a/) ~ AA *ka?/w /
*?Vk(k)- ‘rise, be high, stand (up)’

We find it implausible that the stop series would not pattern together in a similar way.
A sufficient number of regular, repeated sound correspondences have not been presented for
the sets involving pulmonic stops to be convincing.

Since it is difficult to find repeated correspondences with any particular consonant, we
might instead compare consonants grouped into natural classes in order to detect correspon-
dence patterns that might otherwise fall below the level of significance. However, in grouping
together the voiceless plosives, we see that voiceless unaspirated and unaspirated velars and
labials pattern differently with respect to coronals; the coronals are posited to be cognate with
voiced stops in AA while the other stops are posited to correspond to voiceless plosives. Not
only is there no explanation for the contrast between aspirated and unaspirated voiceless stops
in Hadza, there is no explanation posited by Militarev to explain why the natural class of
voiceless stops does not pattern together. Grouping consonants together into natural classes is
one way to test the phonological naturalness of the sound correspondences proposed.

6.3. Fricatives

The only fricative with more than a few proposed cognate sets is /s/. The other sets involving
fricative cannot be said to show regular, repeated sound correspondences. (The sets involving
/1/ at least have one repetition without a contradictory sound correspondence, but only one of
these (‘to love’) reconstructs to AA and it is almost certainly a loan from West Rift (South
Cushitic)).
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f
#32 ‘to be many, to be plenty, to be full’ furu-ne (more properly cited as /furune/ ‘to be
many, to be plenty, to be a lot’) ~ *{VpVr- “full’
—_—1
#24 ‘egg’ usle-ko [?uteko] (more properly cited as /2tte-ko/) ~ Chadic *Say(3ay)
Hadza slaa [sa?a] (more properly cited as /fa?a/) ‘to love’ ~ AA *3a?/w- ‘want, wish, love, like’
—/
#82 isho-ko (isho ‘sunlight’) [?ifoko] (more properly cited as /?ifo-ko/) ~ AA *?a/is- ‘sun’
Hadza dushu ‘distended, big stomach’ (more properly cited as /dafu/¢ ‘distended stom-
ach (from malnutrition)’ also /dufu-ko/ ‘mole cricket’) ~ AA *dVs(-Vm/n)- ‘fat belly’
Hadza shububu-bi ‘lungs’ (more properly cited as /fububu-/) ~ AA *ci/anp- ‘lungs’
‘thino’ losho more properly cited as /lo:fo/ ‘sighting/hunting name for the rhinoceros’
(when it is stooped and ready to charge)) ~ AA *wars- ‘rhinoceros’
z ~dz’
Hadza uzame-ko [?udzameko] ‘spotted (laughing) hyena’ (more properly cited as
/2udzame-ko/ ‘spotted hyena’) ~ Chadic *zVm- ‘lion’

Hadza /s/ corresponding to AA *s is one of the few consonantal correspondences with
more than 2 examples. However, in many of these cases, there are elements in the AA forms
which have no correspondence whatsoever in the Hadza forms. For instance, there is no ex-
planation for the missing second syllable in Hadza sa "to rain’ compared to AA *sawi?- ‘rain’, or
of the difference in order of segments in Hadza ?ase ‘sleep’ compared to AA *say?-/?ays- ‘sit,
sleep, rest’.

#23 Hadza ‘eat’ seme- compared to AA *sufVm- ‘eat’

#31.2 Hadza [2asena-ko] ‘toes’ compared to AA *?a-sin- ‘foot, leg’

#49 Hadza thas- [t"as-] ‘long’ compared to AA *tays ‘long’

#52 Hadza 7aso ‘many’ compared to AA *w/yasas- ‘big, many’

#65 Hadza sa ‘to rain’ compared to AA *sawi?- ‘rain’

#76 Hadza 7ase ‘sleep’ compared to AA *say?-/?ays- ‘sit, sleep, rest’

#93 Hadza ‘to warm sifii- (oneself by a fire)’ compared to Semitic *sVhan- ‘(be) warm,
hot; warm oneself’

Hadza biso-ko ‘wildebeest’ compared to AA *bus- ‘goat, bushbuck’

Hadza 7akwisiti-ko ‘sinew that runs along the spine and neck’ compared to AA *kac/sw-
‘back with shoulders’

Militarev’s correspondence sets are curated to some extent. For instance, #17 Hadza misi
‘die’ is not scored even though it is similar to S. Bauchi *mis- ‘die’ and AA *mwt, because the
S. Bauchi form cannot be shown to be a regular reflex of the AA form, and the s~t correspon-
dence between Hadza and AA would also be irregular.

Despite Militarev’s attempts to show regular, repeated sound correspondences, we would
need to see an explanation of the vowel and approximant correspondences in these same
words to make sense of these as related forms.

¢ This word is a rare instance of a clickless word that appears to be synchronically related to another word in
Hadza with a click, i.e. /"ufu;/ ‘have a big/stretched stomach’ (Miller 2013). Also suspiciously similar is: /ff'ufu-ko/
‘navel and/or umbilical cord’, ‘fat critter with visible innards’ (such as some toads or crickets) (Miller 2013).

7 Note that although we prefer to consider that this root has a /dz/ phoneme, there is no contrast between /dz/
and /z/ in the language so it is possible to analyze this as a fricative.

102



Why Hadza is (probably) not Afroasiatic: a discussion of Militarev’s “Hadza as Afrasian?”

6.4. Central Ejective Affricates

Hadza distinguishes phonemes /t[/ and /ts’/ and there is no synchronic evidence or evidence
from internal reconstruction to connect the two phonemes. Militarev compares Hadza /tf/ to
AA *c and *¢, and Hadza /ts/ is compared to AA *¢c, *¢ and *¢. There is no explanation proffered
for the irregular correspondences. Looking at the sets below, we see other issues with the
comparanda. Evidence proposed based on central ejective affricates does not support the hy-
pothesis that Hadza is an Afroasiatic language.

In the cognate set #21 ‘ear’ /tf/ is connected to the Hadza phoneme /ts/ in set #46 ‘leaf’
(compared to AA *h/hac- ‘leaf; ear’). The Afroasiatic Database (AADB) provides two Proto-
Omotic reconstructions for ‘leaf’: *Hyac- (supported by forms Chara: yeca; East Mao (Diddesa):
yac-) and *Hways- (supported by: Koyra (Badditu, Amuru): wase; Ganjule: wase; Janjero
(Yamma, Yemsa): t-05a; Gimirra (Benesho, She): She aisi). Neither of these reconstructions
matches the Ometo reconstruction cited by Militarev: *Hayc-. Although there are a number of
similar-looking roots in Ometo languages, these do not contain ejectives: haytta (Wolayta),
hayda (Gofa, Dawro/Kullo), hayd (C'ancha) leaf’ (Alemayehu Abebe 2002: 8). Note that in many
of these languages, the same word may also refer to ‘ear’: haytta (Wolayta), hayda (Gofa, Gamo,
Dawro/Kullo), hayd (C'ancha) (op. cit.: 7). A correspondence in form and meaning between
‘(h)ear’/‘leaf’ cannot be presumed to be evidence of common inheritance. Not only can the
connection between ‘leaf’ and ‘ear’ occur in languages unrelated to Afroasiatic, as shown in
Figure 1, but colexifications may spread within a linguistic area, and be more indicative of ge-
ography than inheritance (Urban 2012, Campbell et al. 1986).

Language Family Form
Dera Afro-Asiatic kumo
Rasawa ura
Diyari Pama-Nyungan tharlpa
Ngamini Pama-Nyungan talpa
Wulguru Pama-Nyungan bina

Yandruwandha Pama-Nyungan thalpa

Figure 1. Colexifications for ‘leaf’ and ‘ear’ in CLICS® Database of Cross-Linguistics Colexifications (Rzymski et al.
2019, accessed 27 June, 2023)

The Hadza consonant /tf/ is proposed by Militarev to have a repeated correspondence
with AA *¢ in two words. In the word tfowa ‘gecko’, which is compared to the AA root *§icay-,
no explanation is given to explain why the Hadza word does not have a syllable preceding the
/tf/ to correspond to AA *¢. There is a similar problem with the other Hadza word containing
this affricate: watfo ‘slender mongoose’ (Peterson 2012: 216). The Hadza word is said by Mili-
tarev to correspond to AA *¢ in words with varied meanings (‘rat’, ‘mouse’, ‘weasel’, ‘mon-
goose’, ‘jerboa’). Hadza speakers distinguish between five species of mongoose (Peterson 2012:
216) and there is no sense in which these carnivores would be referred to as if they were mice
or rats. Furthermore, there is an initial syllable in most of the Afroasiatic forms (*?V(n)caw-)
that has no correspondence with Hadza.

In set #78 ‘smoke’, the AA *¢ consonant is connected to Hadza /ts/ rather than /tf/. No
explanation for the different correspondence is noted (compared to ‘gecko’ and ‘slender mon-
goose’), however, the AA form may alternatively be reconstructed with the *c consonant. The
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Hadza consonant /ts/ in the word ts'e?a- ‘to shit’ is also proposed to correspond to AA *¢, but
the same consonant in ‘to smile’ is proposed to correspond to *¢ (fs'ukuts'uku ‘to smile’ ~ AA
*¢Vh/Vk ‘to laugh’). No explanation is given for the irregularity of the proposed correspon-
dences. We are not convinced by evidence consisting of a single repeated sound correspon-
dence, especially when a set that violates the proposed regularity has also been proposed.

6.5. Lateral Ejective Affricates

Sets involving lateral ejective affricates do not show regular, repeated sound correspondences
though the comparanda here are quite striking and are deserving of some discussion.

Sets #10 ‘bone’ and #97 ‘white’ appear to show a single repetition of a sound correspon-
dence between the Proto-Afroasiatic sound *¢ and Hadza /c4/. For a sound correspondence to
count as evidence of a linguistic genetic relationship, however, a sound correspondence must
be both regular and repeated — linguists have not quantified the number of times a correspon-
dence must occur to count as evidence, but certainly, the difference between one occurrence
and two occurrences is not statistically significant. Furthermore, set #36 ‘hair’ shows Hadza
/cK’/ does not repeat this same correspondence with AA. In this set, /c£/ corresponds to *¢/§
and no explanation is proffered to account for the different correspondence.

#10 ‘bone’ midla (Miller et al. 2021), mitl’a (Sands 2012: 5) (more properly cited as /micA’a-/)
=AA *mal/ic- ‘bone’: =Cush. C. *nac- (<*mac-); =E.: HEC: Darasa, Burji mic¢-o; Yaaku moc-o;
=S.: Dahalo mi¢c-o' // =Omot. N.: Mao (Sezo) miilt-¢ ¢ AADB 1269.

#97 ‘white’ pedla (petl’a- in Sands 2012) (more properly cited as /pecAa-/) =Sem. *pays-
(AA *pay¢-) ‘white’.

#36 ‘hair’ hadle (more properly cited as /hacf’e-/) ~ AA *(Ha-)¢/$Vw- ‘hair, feather’: Cush.
S. =Ma'a asu ‘hair’ (*¢ and § both render § in Ma'a according to Takacs 2011) // Eg. (Pyr.) sw.t
‘feather’ 0 AADB 1284.

Using Ma'a to establish a sound correspondence is problematic as we explained above.
Both Egyptian (and Ma'a) have a rounded segment (w and u, respectively) that has no regular
correspondence with the Hadza front vowel. No other comparison sets with Hadza /c{/ are
proposed by Militarev. Two sets of corresponding sounds is not a high enough number to be
considered by us to be a ‘regular, repeating sound correspondence’; rather, this is more typical
of a chance resemblance or resemblance due to borrowing.

Even though the sound correspondence involving the sets ‘bone’ and ‘white’ is striking,
we must still ask whether or not one of these forms might be due simply to chance resem-
blance. Unrelated Kanuri (Saharan) has a form biil ‘white’ (adj.; Cyffer 1994: 212) which
strongly resembles the set, particularly when one considers that Kanuri does not have lateral
obstruents.

There is another Hadza root petla /pecfa-/ ‘to shine, glitter, gleam’ with a pulmonic (not
ejected) lateral affricate that is conceivably connected to /pecf{’a-/ ‘white’, though not through
any known synchronic alternation.

Even within Afroasiatic, it is unclear which forms the Hadza form(s) should be compared
to. Militarev connects Hadza to a Proto-Semitic form *pays- rather than to the Proto-Omotic
form. A Proto-Omotic form may have yielded reflexes without lateral ejective obstruents, e.g.
Yemsa bitfa ‘yellow’ (Aklilu Yilma et al. 2002: 26), Melo (Omotic) bo:ts ‘white’ (Siebert &
Caudwell 2002); botta (Wolayta), boda (Gofa, Dawro/Kullo), bud (C'ancha, Dorze) (Alemayeh
Abebe 2002: 12). Takacs (2011: 185-186) connects Proto-Omotic *boc to Semitic *byd (Arabic byd :
bada ‘to grow yellow’, bayyada ‘to make white’, etc.) and to Chadic forms such as Mafa-Mada
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*bad ‘white’, all derived from AA *b-¢ ‘white’ (which is comparable to the AA form *payc-
cited by Militarev). If the rounded vowels in Omotic might be due to coloring from the initial
labial, it is not out of the question, then, that Hadza might have borrowed a form with an ejec-
tive from the same type of source as ‘bone’.

Another issue with the sound correspondence proposed for ‘bone’ and ‘white’ is that AA
*¢ has also been proposed by Militarev to have other reflexes in Hadza: ts'ukuts uku ‘to smile’
(Miller et al. 2021: 560) is compared with AA *¢Vh/Vk ‘to laugh’. Even disregarding the seman-
tic differences between these two words, there is no explanation of the different sound corre-
spondence between this set and ‘bone’/‘white’ (not to mention different correspondences in-
volving Hadza /ts’/). If a word has a sound correspondence that is irregular and cannot be ex-
plained as a conditioned sound change, then it cannot count as evidence for a linguistic ge-
netic relationship.

7. Role of chance not fully evaluated

In this section, we discuss some comparison sets that raise the question of whether the simi-
larities are due to chance rather than common inheritance from Afroasiatic.

#31.2 asena-ko [?asenako] ‘toes’

The Hadza root /?asena/ is compared to AA *?a-sin- ‘foot, leg’. Some Chadic forms have
the initial syllable, but not the Omotic, Cushitic or Egyptian forms. The paper provides no ex-
planation of the presence or absence of purported ?a- prefix nor of its function in Hadza and
Afroasiatic. The second and third consonants of the Hadza root are also reasonably similar to
those in /s3nt"/ ‘foot’ in Northern Koma (Koman, Nilo-Saharan) (Bender 1971). We must stress
that even if Hadza were Afroasiatic, it is still possible for chance resemblances to occur, par-
ticularly when involving relatively high-frequency consonants such as /s/ and /n/.

#32 furu-ne ‘to be many, to be plenty, to be full’ (more properly cited as /fucrune/ ‘to be
many, to be plenty, to be a lot’)

The first part of the Hadza root is phonologically similar to English ‘full’, which reminds
us that resemblances due purely to chance may certainly occur.

Hadza uzame-ko [udzameko] ‘spotted (laughing) hyena’ (more properly cited as
/2udzame-ko/ ‘spotted hyena’)

The Hadza root is as similar both in terms of phonology and semantics to Kanuri (Saha-
ran) zazdrma ‘leopard’ (Cytfer 1994: 106) as it is to any of the Chadic forms proposed (*zVm-
‘lion’, etc.). None of the forms attempt to show a correspondence to the initial ?u- syllable in
the Hadza form.

It is not difficult to find two words in even a very short wordlist that have a single re-
peated sound correspondence that are roughly comparable to the correspondence sets that
Militarev proposes (i.e. where not all segments or even syllables have corresponding segments
or syllables). For instance, in comparing Hadza with the Nigerian language Akye® (Benue-
Congo, Plateau) (Decker et al. 2021), similar forms involving k ~ k include:

8 This language was randomly chosen for comparative purposes.
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Hadza Akye®

yeke- /jeke-/ ‘road, path’ Okée ‘road, path’
[?aku/ ‘what kind, which’ aké ‘what?’
/k"a|"a/ ‘to vomit’ kwé ‘vomit’
/kuku, k*ak"a/ ‘to dig with the hands’ kay ‘dig’

Even more pairs could be listed if the semantic correspondences were stretched. Addi-
tional similar forms could be added if we violate the k~k pseudo-correspondence. We are defi-
nitely not trying to claim that Hadza and Akye might be related; rather, that lexical similarities
occur due to chance quite often. This is especially true when the segment inventories and pho-
notactics of the languages are similar.

8. Discussion

Militarev’s proposal of Hadza as an Afroasiatic language (with or without a particularly close
connection to Chadic, Cushitic or Omotic) concerns itself with linguistic data but is not an
ecologically or historically-situated proposal. By this, we mean that there are no proposed
times or locations of a Hadza-Afroasiatic homeland. Although Militarev cites Ongota data to
support Afroasiatic etymologies, he makes no reference to Fleming (2006) and the reconstruc-
tion of prehistory proposed therein.

Militarev’s proposal raises many more questions than it answers. If Hadza is Afroasiatic,
then does that mean that Proto-Afroasiatic should not be reconstructed as a language of agri-
culturalists/pastoralists? If Hadza is more closely connected to Chadic than to other branches
of Afroasiatic, then did the Hadza people migrate southwards (e.g. in a scenario similar to that
proposed by Blench 2013b)? There is no explanation as to why foragers would migrate (or
why non-foragers would have resided further south at a time when there is no archaeological
trace of their habitation). It is unclear whether Militarev considers Hadza a separate branch of
Afroasiatic (similar to Fleming’s (2006) analysis of Onogota), a branch of Chadic, or other. Re-
gardless of which of these scenarios obtains, later contacts with Cushitic should be expected
and not treated as independent sources of evidence for Afroasiatic affiliation.

Early loans between Afroasiatic languages and Hadza (pre-dating contact with Proto
West Rift / Southern Cushitic) undoubtedly occur. We know that clicks occur in Dahalo, a
Cushitic language formerly spoken by hunter-gatherers, even though these consonants have
never been reconstructed for Cushitic or Afroasiatic, so the direction of borrowing need not be
assumed to be from Afroasiatic into Hadza but the reverse may also have occurred. Hunter-
gatherer groups existed throughout Kenya, Tanzania and SW Ethiopia and as people shifted
from a pre-existing language of foragers to an Afroasiatic language, they may have retained
vocabulary items, or acquired vocabulary items through later, continued contact with fora-
gers. Since obsidian found near Lake Eyasi (where Hadza is spoken) can be traced to Central
Kenya (Goldstein 2022), it is not outrageous to suggest that the area in which a Hadza-like
language was spoken may once have been much larger, or that Hadza people once traveled
more widely, especially following the wildebeest migrations northward. It is also quite likely
that some words may be shared by groups that are not directly connected but which were
connected through an intermediary language. Certainly, it should be unsurprising to find
Wanderworter shared by languages that today appear to have no contact at all.

° Forms cited are those of Kiguna village.
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Our alternate analysis is that 1) there are chance resemblances between Hadza and
Afroasiatic; 2) there are some loans from Afroasiatic into Hadza, 3) there are later loans from
Cushitic into Hadza; 4) there are Hadza (and Sandawe) loans into Cushitic. That borrowing
from preexisting groups into newcomer languages occurred is evident in more recent exam-
ples of borrowings from Hadza or Sandawe into Cushitic (see Ehret 2013b and Kiefdling &
Mous 2012). Early contact between Hadza and Afroasiatic is not sufficiently explored; even if
we entertained the notion that Hadza were Afroasiatic, there would still be a need to distin-
guish contact from inherited items.

It is hard to critique a paper that does not propose a concrete scenario. For example, #24
‘egg’ is compared to two different reconstructed Chadic roots, *Say(Say)- and *?i(n)s-, and the
path between these roots and the Hadza is not made explicit. #31 ‘foot’ is compared to forms
in Chadic, with metathesis, and to South Cushitic *fang®- (therein *fankw-) — both forms ignor-
ing the initial syllable 2aphukwa or 2uphukwa. There are three roots reconstructed with the
meaning ‘all’ in the Afroasiatic database (AADB) but none match the forms proposed to con-
nect to the Hadza form wa’i with that meaning.

In his discussion, Militarev suggests that Hadza may be parallel to Cushitic and Omotic as
a sub-branch of South Afrasian but continues to stress the striking similarities with Chadic.
The link with Chadic is probably more surprising and indeed tantalizing. It would be interesting
to attempt to develop that idea by comparing Hadza to Proto-Chadic. We have the impression
that Proto-Chadic is more often than Proto-Cushitic suggested in the proposed Hadza-Afrasian
cognate sets. Working with reconstructed languages rather than individual languages in these
proposals for cognate sets has the methodological advantage of reducing chance resemblances.

9. Conclusion

In this paper we have critiqued many of the lexical comparison sets proposed by Militarev to
provide support for a linguistic genetic relationship between Hadza and Afroasiatic. We argue
that some of these sets are better explained as being due to contact with other languages and
others may be discounted because they do not accord with a Hadza-internal analysis. Of the
sets which remain, none show more than two repeated, regular sound correspondences; this
falls under the level of proof needed to secure a label of relatedness. Given that Hadza has
many consonants, the number of lexical items with any one consonant or consonant type is
relatively low compared to languages with fewer consonants; this means that it is relatively
difficult for the language to have retained a large number of words with each consonant over a
great time depth. Just as it can be difficult to recognize old, phonologically-assimilated loans
from Latin, etc. in Basque and Berber (cf. Trask 1996, Kossmann 2013), so too, is it difficult to
recognize early loans in Hadza — particularly since the donor languages are not anywhere near
as well-attested as Latin. The challenge to prove that Hadza might be related to another lan-
guage is an attractive but daunting one. We hope that we have outlined some of the types of
errors that can befall the intrepid linguist willing to take a chance on exploring such little-
known ground.
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Bbonnu Cande, Maapmen Moyc, Maypo Tocxo, Dndpro Xapsu. Ilouemy xaz3a (ckopee Bcero) He
adpasuiickuii A3bIK: oTBeT Ha cTaThio A. I0. Mmmrapesa «Xazza — adppasmitcKmit A35IK?»

B Hacrosmem oTseTe Ha cTaThio A. Mumrapesa 00Cy>XAalOTCsA IpobIeMBbl, CBsI3aHHBIE C VIC-
IIO/Ib30BaHMeM JIeKCHMYeCKMX JaHHBIX JJI1 OOOCHOBaHMA adpas3MiICKOTO IPOMCXOKIEHM:
s3bIKa XafA3a. HekoTroprle 13 HMX, KaK, HallpUMep, HEKOPPEKTHBIN MOP(OTIOTNIecKil aHa-
JIN3 psifia CJIO>KHBIX (POPM ¥ HEOIIO3HAHHBIE 3aIMCTBOBAHIISI 113 COCeTHMX SI3BIKOB, JIETKO YCT-
paHMMBI IIpy GoJlee IIyOOKOM M3y9eHMM BHYTpPeHHeN CTPYKTYPHI M JMHIBUCTITIECKNX KOH-
TaKTOB Xaz3a. Apyrue ckopee CBs3aHBI C BHIOpaHHOI METOAMKON JCCIefOBaHMs; TaK, IIIpPO-
KMI pa3dpoc ceMaHTUKI CpaBHMBaeMBIX CJIOB YBeJU4MBaeT BePOSTHOCTb CIydalfHBIX COITOC-
TaBJIGHNI, PaBHO KaK U BK/IIOYeHle B CPaBHEHMe CJI0B, HOCAIIMX 3ByKOIIOpakaTe/IbHbIN Xa-
paxtep. I'taBHOI Hpo6J1eM0171, He O3BOJIIONIEN IIPU3HATh TUIIOTe3y JOKa3aTeJlbHO, TeM He
MeHee, cIe/lyeT CUMTaTh OTCYTCTBUE PEryJIAPHBIX U PEKYPPEHTHBIX 3BYKOBBIX COOTBETCTBUI
MeXJy XaJ3a 1 appasuilcCKuMM A3BIKaMIL.

Karouesvie caosa: siI3bIKOBBIE M30JIAATHL; XaZ3a SI3bIK; KOVCAaHCKMe SI3BIKU; KyIIMTCKIME SI3BIKU;
acl)pasmﬁCKme SI3BIKN; Ya/JCKMe SI3bIKNL; Ja/ibHee PO CTBO SI3BIKOB.
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How we could show that Hadza is Afroasiatic:
a response to Militarev’s “Hadza as Afrasian?”?

In this brief response to Alexander Militarev’s paper on the Afroasiatic (Afrasian) affiliation
of Hadza, I attempt to identify the major theoretical issues with his lexicostatistical analysis
of the similarities between Hadza and the various branches of the Afroasiatic family, explain-
ing why this analysis cannot be accepted as conclusive, and suggesting some steps that could
be taken in order to weed out insignificant evidence (e.g. more attention toward meticulous
step-by-step reconstruction of the proto-wordlists potentially involved in such a comparison).

Keywords: language isolates; Hadza language; Khoisan languages; Afroasiatic languages;
long-distance relationship; lexicostatistics.

Dr. Alexander Militarev’s paper, in which he presents a (seemingly) impressive amount of lin-
guistic evidence for the Afrasian (Afroasiatic) affiliation of Hadza, one of the most famous and
intriguing isolates on the African continent, is of immense interest to myself — not only be-
cause I, too, have been seriously involved for more than a decade in figuring out the genetic
and areal connections of Hadza on a lexical basis (Starostin 2008, 2013, etc.), but also because
the arguments laid out in Militarev’s paper have very wide-reaching historical implications.
Essentially, the paper could be interpreted as a specific case study in trying to answer a com-
plicated general question — is it possible at all, and if yes, how is it possible to convincingly demon-
strate the genetic affinity between a modern day linguistic isolate and an entire macro-family (= super-
family, phylum, etc.) of languages going back to the very limits (some might arque, even beyond the lim-
its) of the classic comparative method?

In fact, this particular case study is as perfect as it could ever be. On one side of the equa-
tion, we have Hadza, a language that clearly has no living relatives that would not be separated
from it by thousands of years (how many thousands — remains to be seen); has been first at-
tested no more than a hundred or so years ago (if we take something like Obst 1912 as the start-
ing point); and, because of the small number of speakers, shows very little, if any, dialectal variety,
making internal reconstruction based on dialectal comparison impossible. (Careful and detailed
study of the language itself allows for a little bit of internal reconstruction based on morphemic
analysis of its lexemes, as is shown in Sands et al. 2023 in this volume, but one should never
overestimate the potential of such a reconstruction). In short, we know almost nothing of the
linguistic history of Hadza, as compared to, say, an average Indo-European or an average Bantu
language, the chronological distance between which and its hypothetical distant relatives (e.g.
from other branches of “Nostratic” or “Niger-Congo”) can be easily and significantly short-
ened through proper historical reconstruction based on comparison with its close relatives.

' Despite my overall skeptical assessment of Dr. Militarev’s hypothesis, I would nevertheless wish to offer
my deepest gratitude to him for his painstaking research on lexical connections between Afroasiatic and its
neighboring language, providing plenty of food for thought and material on which to refine and rethink our
methodology of evaluating “far-reaching” hypotheses of language relationship.

Additionally, this response could not have been made possible without generous financial support (in 2023)
from the Basic Research Program at the National Research University Higher School of Economics.
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On the other side of the equation, we have Afroasiatic — one of the few “macro-family”
level linguistic taxa that continues to enjoy widespread mainstream acceptance, despite many
significant issues, such as the internal constituency of the taxon (e.g., with serious doubts cast
upon the inclusion of the Omotic branch, see Theil 2006), its internal classification, and multi-
ple disagreements on the right way to reconstruct Proto-Afroasiatic phonology and lexicon.
None of these problems, however, have managed to shatter the historical validity of Afroasi-
atic as a genetic unit; and no matter how old it is, how many Afroasiatic etymologies can be
considered established beyond reasonable doubt, or how many languages it actually contains,
there is — at least in theory — absolutely no reason to consider its current borders perma-
nently closed to the acceptance of new branches.

Furthermore, pace the concerns expressed in the final section of the response offered by
Sands et al. 2023, I cannot see any waterproof historical reasons to regard the Hadza-Afroasiatic
scenario as an a priori highly unlikely one. Militarev’s explanation proposes the situation of a
language shift, in which the Hadza people would adopt the (possibly more “prestigious”, un-
der historically obscure circumstances) language of their Afroasiatic neighbors; such an idea
not only explains why Hadza, as opposed to early Afroasiatic speakers, remain foragers rather
than pastoralists or agriculturalists, but is also relatively consistent with the African situation
as a whole, where numerous cases of similar language shifts, from the «Pygmies» to the more
geographically close ethnicities linguistically belonging to the South Nilotic group (Rottland
1982), have been detected. While I agree with Sands et al. that a more concise scenario,
grounded in ethnographic and archeological reality, would be welcome in this situation, I also
concur with Militarev that it makes little sense to spend time and effort on building up such a
scenario before the Hadza-Afroasiatic connection has been demonstrated on solid linguistic
ground. The question, then, is whether the connection has really been demonstrated, or, as
Sands et al. claim, the presented evidence is thoroughly insufficient for such a purpose.

When we postulate a linguistic scenario for the affinity between a linguistic isolate and a
macro-family, from a purely phylogenetic point of view there are two logical possibilities. One
is that the isolate may be a top level division of the macrofamily, i.e. historically the first
branch to split from the common protolanguage, or one of the first several branches in the po-
tential case of an original multiforcation. In the case of Afroasiatic, which Militarev currently
dates to (approximately) the 11th millennium BC (Militarev & Nikolaev 2020: 200), this would
mean approximately 12-13 thousand years of independent development (including phonetic
change and gradual cognate loss) for Hadza. Lexicostatistical calculations, be they carried out
according to the Swadesh formula (c = e?%, where ¢ = percentage of retentions, t = time
elapsed) or the revised Starostin formula (c = e0%), would in this case both agree that Hadza
could theoretically retain about 20% of its basic vocabulary (= 100-item Swadesh wordlist) in
this time interval, although, of course, (at least if we adopt Starostin’s method) the actual
number of items would be much smaller than 20 because of all the extra borrowings received
along the way (and also because at least a few of these items could be retained in Hadza, but
not in any other branch of Afroasiatic and therefore become technically unrecoverable as
genuine Afroasiatic legacy).

While 20% (give or take a few) could look like an impressive figure by itself, lexicostatis-
tics and glottochronology typically deal with pairwise comparisons; and the same formulae,
when applied to pairs of languages, naturally yield much smaller figures. Again, both in
Swadesh’s and Starostin’s formulae a period of divergence between two languages that is
equal to approximately 10,000 years translates into a figure of approximately 5-6% of matches
between the two (c = e028 for Swadesh, ¢ = e01¥ for Starostin); for 12,000-13,000 years of sepa-
rate development we should expect an even smaller number of matches. Glancing at Mili-
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tarev’s figures, one does indeed often find these kinds of values (around 5-6% of matches with
many random Omotic, Cushitic, Chadic, etc. languages), although there are occasional unex-
pected surges (on which I shall comment later) and equally unexpected drops (e.g. only 3%
with South Omotic and a measly 2% with Qwadza).

The problem is — how would a 5-6% amount of matches (remember that these are per-
centages; elimination of borrowings from the 100-item wordlist means that the actual number
of matches is even lower) be distinguishable from chance resemblance? Recent experiments
conducted, e.g., on the basis of data included into the Global Lexicostatistical Database, show
that 5-6% of accidental similarities between two unrelated languages is quite a realistic figure.
The only way to increase the significance of such pairwise comparisons, then, would be to
demonstrate that they are not pairwise, but N-wise, i.e. that Hadza regularly yields matches
with not just one, but several branches of Afroasiatic at the same time — and that in all such
cases, we are genuinely dealing with a solid lexical candidate for the Proto-Afroasiatic level.

Unfortunately, Militarev’s paper does not summarize specific numbers of three-way, four-
way, etc. matches between Hadza and the different branches or subbranches of Afroasiatic;
these have to be calculated by the reader based on the data he provides. However, while this is
not an impossible task, it is not quite clear whether it is a useful one, because it is not enough
to merely find look-alikes — it is just as important to demonstrate their reconstructibility. That
is, if a certain item in Hadza is lexicostatistically compared to a certain item in one or two
Chadic languages and a certain item in one or two Cushitic languages, it is of vital importance
to the comparison to be able to show that both in Chadic and Cushitic, the item in question has
a solid chance of reflecting the respective Proto-Chadic and Proto-Cushitic item.

To take one specific example of how this principle is undermined, let us look at the word
‘eat’ (Hadza seme ~ simi), which is compared by Militarev to two counterparts in Egyptian and
Chadic, both of which are marked with = (symbolizing exact lexical match). Upon first glance,
the parallel with Egyptian sfm ‘eat’ and Proto-Chadic *sVm- ‘eat’ may seem like an impressive
three-way consonantal match. However:

(a) the Egyptian word is by no means the original Egyptian basic word with this meaning.
It is not attested at all in Old Egyptian, and its first and most common meaning is rather ‘to
swallow’ (“schlucken lassen, hinunterspiilen lassen” in Hannig 2006: 2107), from which figu-
rative extensions to both ‘drink’ and ‘eat’ are occasionally encountered. Meanwhile, the basic
and most common equivalent for ‘to eat’ throughout the entire history of Egyptian and Coptic
is the verb wnm, which by no means matches Hadza (or Chadic, for that matter);

(b) the Chadic equivalent is put together from the data of two Western languages (Angas
and Sura) and a few more Central languages, clearly insufficient to ensure the Proto-Chadic
status of this item, much less in the basic meaning ‘eat’; in terms of semantics and distribution,
the ideal candidate for the status of Proto-Chadic ‘eat’ is the lexical root *ti/aw/?- (Stolbova
2016: 317), well represented in all the three major branches of that family in precisely the re-
quested meaning. Again, no match with Hadza.

From this point of view, Hadza seme ~ simi would be much better compared with, for in-
stance, Austroasiatic, where Ilia Peiros in his database reconstructs a hypothetical *sVm ‘eat’
based on Proto-Palaungic *som and Proto-Munda *3Vm (although the root is not attested in any
other branches of the family, it is at least quite safely reconstructible in this basic meaning to the
top level of Proto-Palaungic and Proto-Munda; cf. also *cuum ~ *cam ‘to eat’ in Shorto 2006: 364).

Just a few paragraphs away, we find Hadza furu-ne ‘to be many, plenty, full’ (not even the
most default equivalent for the meaning ‘full’ in Hadza itself) compared with Zenaga tu-fur-t
‘full’ (at least this item has a very slim chance of going back to Proto-Berber, given the isolated
status of Zenaga within this family); a single dialectal Hausa form (!) representing the entirety
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of Chadic; and a late Egyptian form §pr that is clearly not the most basic term for this notion in
Egyptian (it is mh, well attested at all stages from the Old Kingdom to Coptic). Below that is
the comparison of Hadza kwe- ‘to give’ with a small handful of Berber and Chadic forms
whose Proto-Berber and Proto-Chadic statuses are not assured in the least, let alone their
Proto-Afro-Asiatic antiquity. Meanwhile, from Peiros’ Austroasiatic database, compare *b(?)i:r
‘full’, with reflexes in Khmer and Vietnamese, and *?Vk ‘to give’, with the same monoconso-
nantal match as in the presented hypothetical etymology (the Austroasiatic comparison is, of
course, not to be taken seriously, merely to underscore how generally easy it is to find poten-
tial cognates in a significantly large pool of comparative data extracted from one family).

Admittedly, the author himself understands the issue at stake, adding in a footnote that
“Hadza-AA matches representing a common AA... or at least a common AA branch root... are,
of course, of much better guality than Hadza matches with a few isolate and disperse AA terms”.
The ensuing appeal to relative statistics, however, does not seem like a direct way to solve the
outlined problem. Even if it is true, as claimed by Militarev, that Hadza consistently yields
higher numbers of phonetic and semantic matches with various branches of Afro-Asiatic than
Nubian or Kuliak, genetic relationship is not the only possible explanation in this case; at least
some such surges may be caused by areal contact, and this is why it is particularly important
to analyze them closely in order to understand whether genetic inheritance from a common
ancestor is a more logical and economical reason for the matching.

This is where the second phylogenetic possibility comes into focus: namely, a specific
surge in matches between Hadza and one specific branch of Afro-Asiatic could hint at Hadza
being not one of the top-level branches, but rather a historical offshoot of some subdivision of
this macrofamily, such as Chadic or Cushitic. Indeed, were this actually the case, it might have
been easier to demonstrate the Afro-Asiatic affinity of the language isolate in question — sim-
ply because the absolute chronology of a “Hadza-Chadic” or “Hadza-Cushitic” taxon would
be smaller, and thus, we could expect a relatively larger number of cognates with better identi-
fiable phonetic correspondences.

Unfortunately, this possibility manifests itself in arguably the least useful way of all: ac-
cording to Militarev, Hadza does in fact show a slightly closer affinity with both the Omotic and
the Cushitic families of the macrofamily, but since Militarev’s own glottochronology has Cushitic
and Omotic splitting around the 10th millennium B.C. — barely a thousand years after the
primary split of Proto-Afro-Asiatic itself — this has hardly any phylogenetic or etymological
significance. Moreover, a slight increase in the number of matches between Hadza and “Cush-
Omotic” (a highly dubious taxon in itself, according to my own lexicostatistical calculations) could
be easily explained — at least in theory — by areal contact between Hadza and these branches,
both of which (especially Cushitic) are Hadza’s closest neighbors of all the Afro-Asiatic stock.

An additional observation about “the high percentage of coincidences with individual
Chadic languages (Tera, Mubi, etc.), which is not easy to explain” puts the entire comparison
in even higher jeopardy. Clearly, if Hadza is genetically related to Chadic, its lexicostatistical
matches must be with Proto-Chadic, not with individual Chadic languages. If there are more
such matches between Hadza and Tera or Mubi than there are between Hadza and Proto-
Chadic, such a circumstance may be explained in three ways:

(a) the respective Tera or Mubi equivalents (for instance, Mubi mdé ‘good’ = Hadza muta-;
Tera kiya ‘who?” = Hadza *?ak™-) do indeed go all the way back to Proto-Chadic roots with the
same basic meanings. In this case, credible etymological scenarios must be proposed to dem-
onstrate this, and explain why it is those roots and not the ones with wider distribution across
the Chadic continuum that should be projected back to Proto-Chadic. Until this has been done
to general satisfaction, such an explanation must be rejected;
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(b) the extra links with Tera, Mubi, etc. represent areal contacts between speakers of Hadza
and those of various subbranches of Chadic already after the split of Common Chadic into
several distinct lineages. This is quite implausible on geographical and historical grounds, and
would be nothing short of a miracle were it convincingly demonstrated;

(c) the extra links with Tera, Mubi, etc., are accidental resemblances. Given that, in abso-
lute numbers rather than percentages, what we are talking about here is, at most, 2-3 cases out
of 50, this is much less incredible than it might seem to the author of the hypothesis?.

Returning to the extra links with Cushitic and Omotic, Militarev’s occasional reasoning
against explaining these as results of borrowing feels equally unsatisfactory. Thus, when
commenting upon the striking similarity between Hadza mitl’a ‘bone’ and Dahalo micc-o id.,
he writes: “..lack of other known Dahalo loanwords in Hadza speaks against the idea of
‘bone’ (which belongs to the most stable part of the core wordlist and is borrowed extremely
rarely) to be the only word borrowed into Hadza from Dahalo”. However, if the Dahalo word
is indeed traceable back to Proto-Cushitic *mi¢-, this means that it is not necessarily Dahalo
that might have served as the source of the borrowing, but any other Cushitic branch or lan-
guage that was still preserving the lateral articulation of the affricate at the time of contact. As
for the argument about rare borrowing, consider the situation of the nearby Ethiopian isolate
Shabo (whose speakers are, in many ways, sharing the same conditions today as the Hadza) —
its basic lexicon is, to a large degree, autochthonous, but the small bunch (about 10% out of the
Swadesh 100-item wordlist) of recent borrowings from nearby Ethiosemitic, Omotic, and Surmic
languages does include ema-ka ‘bone’ «— Majang (North Surmic) sg. eme-nan, pl. eme-k ‘bone’,
implying that such a borrowing is not at all implausible in that region (Starostin 2017: 715).

In the end, arguably the only genuinely impressive piece of evidence that could tie Hadza
to Afro-Asiatic as a whole is probably the Hadza paradigm of 1t/2nd person pronouns, which
seems to be patterned along the same “N/I” principle as the majority of Afro-Asiatic: the op-
position of ono ‘I’ vs. t"e ‘thouw’ is comparable to Proto-Afro-Asiatic *2anV T’ : *(an-)tV ‘thow’ —
moreover, this seems to be a more or less exclusive isogloss between Hadza and AA, as the
other pronominal systems on the African continent all seem to follow significantly different
patterns. Considering that such pronominal paradigms are indeed among the most stable and
long-lasting «building blocks» of language, this, in itself, would be a fairly strong argument in
favor of the Afro-Asiatic roots of Hadza. Unfortunately, accidental paradigmatic matchings of
this kind do occasionally happen, and without any additional corroboration this single argu-
ment will probably be not enough to validate the hypothesis.

Note also that the pronominal argument, pace Militarev, does not extend to the 1st pl.
pronoun: Hadza inclusive ‘we’ uni-bii, compared by Militarev with Afro-Asiatic *nV(h)- ‘we’,
is to be morphologically analyzed as u-ni-bii, where -ni- is not a pronominal morpheme but
rather a suffixed marker of inclusivity — cf. u-bii ‘we (excl.)’, as well as the corresponding fe-
male forms o-bee (excl.), 0-ne-bee (incl.), clearly showing that the pronominal root here is *u ~ *o.
Accepting Militarev’s comparison is only possible if we decide that Proto-Afro-Asiatic *nV(h)-
is originally a reinterpreted marker of inclusivity — an extremely implausible decision based
on distributional grounds, and one that finds no support on properly Afro-Asiatic grounds.
Consequently, this “match” has to be rejected, like so many others.

2 To illustrate the possibility of chance resemblances, consider the following semantically exact and phoneti-
cally plausible “matches” between Ari (South Omotic) and Modern English: Ari de?- = ‘die’; Ari ?a:ni = ‘hand’; Ari
?i="‘T; Ari nazmi = ‘name’; Ari kay- = ‘go’; Ari wo' = ‘we’. Note that all of these words, with the exception of ‘go’, be-
long to the “ultra-stable” 50-item part of the Swadesh wordlist; and that a few more cases could be easily added by
setting up some simple phonetic rules (e.g. Ari se:n- = ‘stone’ if one sets up a perfectly plausible rule of initial clus-
ter simplification in Ari).
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How we could show that Hadza is Afroasiatic: a response to Militarev’s “Hadza as Afrasian?”

Of the non-pronominal comparisons, probably the only impressive match between a fairly
widely distributed and reliably reconstructible (in the required basic meaning) Afro-Asiatic
root and Hadza is the word for ‘blood’: Hadza dt"a?md- = AA *(2a-)dam-, which is also likely to
be the optimal candidate for ‘blood’ on the Narrow Afro-Asiatic (Semitic + Berber + Chadic)
level. The biconsonantal match is difficult to brush away as a mere accident (though, of course,
accidental biconsonantal matches are quite well-known in comparative linguistics), and im-
possible to explain as the result of contact with Cushitic or Omotic (since it is not attested in
precisely those branches). Even so, a hypothesis of Hadza-Afro-Asiatic relationship whose
only strong points — by “strong” I mean “etymological arguments resting on significant pho-
netic, semantic, and distributional evidence” — are confined to the 1st-2nd pronominal para-
digm and the word for ‘blood’ would be considered a shaky hypothesis indeed.

My own general methodological stance, on which I have written in detail in many previous
publications, is that we do not necessarily require some sort of “bulletproof”, 100% rigorous
evidence of genetic relationship in order to label some particular hypothesis of the latter as “pro-
mising” or “deserving of further investigation”; all hypotheses of genetic relationship can — at
least in theory — be ranged along a probability scale. Thus, even the staunchest opponent of
the Altaic hypothesis would probably have to admit that it is more likely for Turkic languages
to be genetically related to Mongolic or Tungusic than to, say, Niger-Congo — and not just for
reasons of geographic proximity, but for actual linguistic evidence as well (e.g. the remarkable
similarity in pronominal systems). For this reason, I do not rule out the Hadza-Afro-Asiatic
connection as impossible or implausible: a small part of the evidence collected by Militarev al-
lows for a genetic explanation. However, this is such a small part that even accepting the
Hadza-Afro-Asiatic connection as a “working” hypothesis can hardly be done before it is
clearly and explicitly shown that this evidence is statistically more significant than, for in-
stance, the evidence that links Hadza to the various “Khoisan” families, or, for that matter, any
other genetic lineage on the African continent.

In conclusion, I have to stress once again — as I have already done previously in another
critical assessment of the same author’s conception of Afro-Asiatic (Starostin 2021) — that our
current state of awareness on lexical data around the world, their internal connections and
their degrees of (both accidental or non-random) similarity, strictly prohibits to treat macro-
families like Afro-Asiatic the same way we would treat more shallow families like Indo-
European. A lexicostatistical comparison between a set of living Afro-Asiatic languages and
Hadza is about as useful as a comparison between a set of living Indo-European languages,
Finnish, and Turkish to confirm or refute the Nostratic hypothesis (to the best of my knowl-
edge, not even Sergei Starostin, to whose authority the author of the discussed paper con-
stantly refers, ever engaged in such comparisons, sticking instead to calculating matches be-
tween more or less reliably reconstructible Proto-Indo-European, Proto-Uralic, Proto-Turkic,
etc. etyma). The only truly meaningful procedure in this case requires, first and foremost, a
diligent and accurate preparation of lexicostatistical lists for all the reliably reconstructible
stages of the branches of Afro-Asiatic, removing all or most of the transparent innovations
from comparison as obvious sources of "noise" for any further external comparison — a pro-
cedure that, as some of the examples discussed above demonstrate, would certainly take a lot
of the Hadza-Afro-Asiatic comparanda proposed by Militarev out of the equation, but at the
same time could perhaps strengthen the validity of some of the others. Until such lists (ac-
companied with all the necessary etymological explanations) have been made available, lexi-
costatistical demonstration of the Afro-Asiatic affinity of Hadza (or, in fact, any other poten-
tially Afro-Asiatic language) is, almost by definition, impossible.
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I'. C. Cmapocmun. Kax MOXHO OBLIO OBl IIOKa3aTh, UTO XaJ3a — adppasuiCKmii sA3bIK (OTBET
Ha cTtatbio A. JO. Muinrapesa «Xajza — appasuiicKuii sSI3bIK?»)

B HacrosIeit craThe, Ipe/CTaB/AIOIIel COO0M OTBeT Ha runoTe3y A. Muinrtapesa 06 adppa-
3uiickoit adppuamanuy A3bIKa-M3014Ta XaJ3a, MPOBOJUTCS IIOMBITKA ONpeJeUTh ITaBHbIe
TeOPeTUKO-MeTO/0/I0TMIecKIe HeJloCTaTKM JIeKCUKOCTaTUCTUYeCKOro aHanmsa A. Mumra-
peBa 1 IoKa3aTh, II04eMy DTOT aHa/IM3 HeJb3sl CIMTATh JOKasaTeJbHBIM. B xauecTse KoHCT-
PYKTUBHOI aJbTepPHAaTUBLI U3J0KEHO, KaK MeTO/, UCIIOIb3yeMblll A. MuauTapeBbiM, MOXKeT
OBITH YCOBEpPIIIEHCTBOBAH /IS MOJTydeHus Oojee HaZeXHBIX M MCTOPUYECK!U JOCTOBEPHBIX
pe3y/IbTaToB; BasKHEMIIMM YCIOBMEeM TaKOTrO yCOBEPIIeHCTBOBAHMUs SIBJISETCS IIepexof OT
MCIIO/NIb30BAHMS JJaHHBIX KMBBIX S3BIKOB K METOJly OHOMAaCHOJIOTMYeCKOW PeKOHCTPYKIUN
100-C/TOBHBIX CTIMCKOB /11 ITPOMEXKYTOUHBIX ITPasS3bIKOBBIX COCTOSHMIT BHYTPU adppasuiicKoi
MaKpOCeMbI.

Kitouesvle crAo6a: SI3BIKM-MBOJIATHL; XaZ3a SI3BIK; KOVICAHCKME A3BIKM; a(pasuiiCKue SI3BIKIL;
JlajJbHee POJICTBO SA3BIKOB; IeKCMKOCTATICTHKA.
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Mucruryr muarsucruku PITY, Mocksa; lorentzmarina8@gmail.com

Kaaccupukanys BOCTOYHON BeTBU AM1aAeKTOB IpyIbl MuHb
VI peKOHCTPYKIIVSI ITPaBOCTOYHOMIMHbCKOIO
100-cA0OBHOTO CIIMICKAa

CraThs TIOCBsIIEHa JCCAeJOBAaHNMIO BHyTpeHHel Kaaccu(uKarmy BOCTOYHOMMHBCKOM IOJ-
TPYTIIIBI MUHBCKON BETBY CMHUTIYIECKON CeMbM Ha OCHOBAaHNM aHaIu3a ee 6a3MCHOM JeKCUKIL;
MIOIYTHO OCYIIeCTB/ISIETCS TIOMBITKA PeKOHCTPYMPOBATh IIPasA3bIKOBOE COCTOsHIE Ha MaTe-
puane 100-crosHOrO cimcka Csogerta. B pesyibTare aHann3a B BOCTOYHOMMHBCKOM 6asmc-
HOJI JIeKCMKe yJlaeTcs He TOJBKO BBIIENUTH SABHBIN CJIO aBCTPOA3MaTCKONM JEKCHKMU, HO U
000CHOBaTh BO3MOXKHOE CyIIeCTBOBaHIE apXalyHOTro cybcTpaTa B COBpeMEHHOM apeae
pacrpocTpaHeHus BOCTOYHOMUHBCKUX /[MaTeKTOB, OCTaBUBIIETO CIelbl (KaK MUHMMYM) Ha
JlekcyeckoM yposHe. Hopoe ¢uioreHeTnraeckoe epeBo IOJTBepsK/JaeT pacrpeseieHne Ha
JBe TpaZMUIVIOHHO IIPUHAThHIE MOoABeTBY (PYHMH M XOyTyaHb), OCHOBAaHHOE Ha (POHETUIeCKMX
KPUTepUAX, HO ¢ HeOOIBIINMM OTKIOHeHUsAMM. VlccaegoBaHue TakKe pacKphlBaeT B3aMMO-
OTHOIIIEHM s BOCTOUHOJ IPYIIIHI C AMaJeKTOM IyTsHb, IOATBePKas ero He3aBUCUMBIN (KaK
OT BOCTOUHBLIX, TaK M OT IOXKHBIX JMa/IeKTOB) CTaTyC BBUY OTCYTCTBISI OOIITMX MHHOBAITHIL.

Karouesvie crosa: nyaneKTONOTNS; JPeBHEKUTAMICKUIL SA3BIK; CpeJHEeKUTaliCKUIl A3BIK; MIHb-
CKMe JMasIeKThl; BOCTOYHOMMHLCKME IMaseKThl; JyuaseKT IIyTsHb; JeKCUKOCTaTUCTUKa; ba-
31ICHAs JIeKCHKa.

BBeaenmne

Hacrosmas paborta mocsslieHa IpobaeMaM JeKCUKOCTaTUCTUIeCKOTO aHa/In3a BOCTOY-
HBIX /IMaJIeKTOB Ipynnbl MuHB! CMHMTIYECKOV BeTBU CUHO-TMOETCKONM CeMbM, pacIpocTpa-
HEHHBIX Ha TeppuTtopuaAx nmposyHumi Oynssaup u Wkonsan (KHP), a takke Bo MHOTHX CcTpa-
Hax IOro-Bocrounoi Asumn. OHa mpezcras/sieT coboil JTOTMYeckoe IPOJOJIKeHNe IpeabIay-
jeil paboTel aBTOpa 110 MMHBLCKUM JuanekTaM (/Aopenry 2020), riaBHOM I1e/IbI0 KOTOPO SB-
JISLIOCh COCTaBJIeHIe aHHOTMPOBAHHBIX CIIMICKOB 0a3MCHOM JIEKCMKI Ha MaTepuaJjie Bcex Cyllle-
CTBYIOIIIVIX BeTBel IpynIibl MyHbL 1 IIOIBITKA OHOMacHOJIOTMYeCKOV PeKOHCTPYKIIUI aHaJ/Io-
TMYHOTO CIIVCKA JIJISI IIPAaMMHBCKOTO COCTOSTHMA.

Vlccnenosanne, ¢ OZHOI CTOPOHBI, ITOATBEPANIO MHOTOCIOMHOCTD JIeKCHMIecKoro (poHa
13y4aeMO A3bIKOBOV T'PYIIIIbI, B KOTOPOM, IIOMMMO IpeJCKa3yeMbIX Iapasijiesiei, reHeTnde-
CKI yHacCJ/Ie/JOBaHHBIX OT K/JIaCCHMYeCKOIo U MO3/JHe/peBHeKITalICKOTO sA3bIKa, ObIIM OOHapyKe-
HBI JIEKCeMBI, CKOpee XapaKTepHBbIe JJIsI paHHeJPeBHeKUTalCKNX JValeKTOB, a TakKXkKe IIOTeH-
I1/1a/IbHBIe 3aMIMCTBOBaHMs U3 aBCTPOa3MaTCKOV, aBCTPOHE3UVICKONM U Tal-KaJalCKO CeMeil.
Ognako pemmTh Bce HPOOJEeMBl, BO3HUKAIOIINE B XOJe JEeKCHMKOCTaTUCTINYeCKOIO aHa/au3a U
OCHOBaHHOII Ha HeM (PUJIOTEHETNYECKOI KIaccupUKaIMy MIUHBCKIX /I1aIeKTOB, B MICCIeJOBa-
HUI He yJjaJ0Ch, B IIEPBYIO ouepeb — BBIJY HEJOCTaTOYHOIO OObeMa MaTepuasa, OTOOpaH-
HOIO IO OT/IeJIbHBIM BeTBSIM MMHBLCKOM Tpymnbl. Bo MHOrOM IipesiBapuTe/bHasi peKOHCTPYK-
1M1 TPaMUHBCKOTO CIINMCKA, IPpUBeJileHHas B CTaTbe, OCTaeTCs HNPUOIM3UTEeNTbHOM, ITOCKOIbKY
He JICIIOJIb30Bajla B JIOJKHOM CTeIleHM «CTyIleH4YaThlii» IIPUHIIAIL, IIpeJIIo/Iarallmii mocie-
JoBaTeJIbHOE COCTaB/IeHe IIPOME>KYTOUHBIX CIIVICKOB JIJISI OTZe/IbHBIX BeTBell I y>Ke 3aTeM CBe-

! Tlogpobuyto kraccupukanmio cMm. 8 LACD 2012: 177-179.
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M. M. /lopenry

JeHre MX BOeJMHO /Il PeKOHCTPYKLIMHU OOIIeMMHBCKOTO COCTOSHMA. B oTAenbHbIX ciaydasx
HapyIlIeHue STOro IPMUHIIAIIa MOXeT (I10 KpaiiHell Mepe TeOPeTUYeCK) IIPUBOJNUTD K Hey4JeTy
apeaJbHBIX CBsA3el (HallpuMep, B3aIMHOe BJINSIHIE TepPUTOPUATbHO OM3KMX JIMa/IeKTOB, OT-
HOCSIITVIXCST K TeHeTMYeCKM pa3HBIM BeTBSIM), UTO, B CBOIO Ouepe/ib, MOXKeT IaryoHO cKa3aThCs Ha
0TOOpe «ONTUMaIbHBIX KaHAMUIAaTOB» JIJIs PeKOHCTPYKIINI ODOIIeMMHBCKOTO crmcka. PeansHo
ITOJIHOIIEHHBIN aHa/IN3 IIPaMUHBCKOTO COCTOSHMS BO3MOXKEH TOJIBKO IIPY HaIMUMI OT/Ie/IbHBIX
IIPasi3BIKOBBIX CIIVICKOB XOTs OBI IIO BCeM TeM MUHBLCKIM BeTBsIM, KOTOpPble Ha/le>KHO (T. e. 6e3
CyIIIeCTBEHHBIX IIPOTUBOPEUNII C OOIIENPUHATHIMY KIacCUPUKAUAMI U BHE 3aBUCUMOCTU OT
IIPUMEeHseMOTO MeToJla IIOCTPOeHNs JiepeBa) BbIJe/II0TCs Ha TeHeaJ0OTMYeCKOM Jiepese.

OnaHol1 13 6GecCrIOpHBIX U OJJHO3HAYHO (BHE 3aBMCMMOCTM OT BRIOpaHHOTO MeTo/ia U Ilapa-
MeTPOB) BbI/Ie/IIIOIINXCS BeTBell MOSKHO CYMTaTh BOCTOYHOMMHBCKYIO (MMHB/AYHCKYIO). OHa Obla
OTOOpaHa B KayecTBe I1IepBOIO 3BeHa JIJIs IIPMMeHeHMs] «CTyIIeH4aTOTO» MeTo/la PeKOHCTPYKIIUM
IIOCTOJIbKY, IIOCKOJIBKY OOHapy>KIBaeT HeKOTOpble YHMKaJbHbIe JIeKCUMYecKre OCOOeHHOCTH.
Tax, Bo Bcex s3pIKaX-IIOTOMKaxX 9TOM BETBU COXPaHSAETCS apXal3M paHHePeBHeKUTalICKOIO U
KJIaCCMYECKOIOo JipeBHeKuTarckoro (gaxee 1o tekcry — PAK n KAK cooTseTcTBeHHO) IIepnozioB
‘cobaka’ (K *k"™irn), KOTOpHIit HA MOMEHT pacrajia mpamMuHbcKoit obmrHocTn (II-IV BB. H.5.) yKe
OBl BhITECHeH (110 KpaliHell Mepe, B OOIIleHallIOHaIbHOM JIMTepaTypHOM s3bIKe) MHHOBATUBHOI
nexcemoit Ji] KAK *ko (4To MCKII09aeT BO3MOKHOCT €TI0 «BOCCTAHOBJIEHM» Ha OBIIeBOCTOU-
HOMIHBCKOM YPOBHE II0J, BAVSIHIEM JUTepaTypHOTO sA3bIKa). Y>Ke caM IO cebe HTOT (PaKT Mo-
>KeT IIOCTaBUTh I10J] COMHeHe CyIlleCTBOBaHNe MIHBCKOIO e/IMHCTBa KaK TaKOBOTIO U 3a/[yMaThCs
O BO3MO>KHOCTI 000CO0/IeHIsI BOCTOYHOMIMHBCKOTO TaKCOHA B CAMOCTOSATENIBHYIO JMaleKTHYIO
TPYIIIy y>Ke B KJIacCMYecKylO SI0XY (Hampumep, rje-Hnoyns B gnanasone [V-III . 1o H.9.).

Bo-Bropnix, Ha ¢uIOreHeTMYECKOM JlepeBe, ITOJIy4eHHOM B XO/ie IIepBOTO ®Tarla Halllero
VICC/IeJOBaHMs P IJIOTTOXPOHOJIOITMYECKOM aHaN3e JAaHHBIX C IOMOIILIO KOMIIBIOTEPHOI
cpeanl StarLing (puc. 1), 66111 OTMedeHBI HEKOTOPbIe CTPAHHOCTH, IIJIOXO COIJIACyIOIINecs C
YCTOSABIIMMMCS B3IVIAZaMi Ha apPuinalinio BOCTOYHOMMHBCKMX JuajiekTos. Tak, O/mkaii-
M POJCTBEHHIMKOM BOCTOYHOMMHBCKOJ BeTBU Ha JlepeBe OKas3asCs JMaseKT IIyTsAHb, 4TO
Ype3BbIlYaliHO COMHUTE/ILHO; IIPpU /JOOaBJIeHUN >Ke HeCKOJbKO MeHee HaJ/le>KHBIX JIaHHBIX II0
JuajekTaM JaTsHb U I0CU JIMasekT IIyTsSHb BOOOIIe BKII0YaeTcsl IJIOTTOXPOHOJIOIMYeCKM aJl-
TOPUTMOM BHYTPb BOCTOUHOI BeTBU (puc. 2). Pertenne nocses el mpo6/eMbl, BIIpoyeM, CJie-
JyeT OTJIOKUTD JIO TIOsIBIeHNsI O0Jlee TIOJPOOHBIX M HaJIeXKHBIX JIeKCMYeCKMX JaHHBIX I10 JIaTsSHb
1 10cu (O4eBMIHO, YTO Ha pe3yJbTaThl HETaTUBHO BJNsAET OOJIbIIIOe KOImdecTso JakyH B 100-
CJIOBHOM CITVICKe)?, TaK UTO B JJaHHOI paboTe Mbl CKOHIIEeHTPUPYeMCsl MCKIIOUNTeIbHO Ha pas-
pertieHny Ipo6./ieMbl B3aIMOOTHOIIIEHNIT MeK/ly BOCTOYUHOMMHbBCKUMM Jiia/leKTaMy U Iy TsHb.

VccneposaTesiMu GbLJIO HEOJHOKPATHO OTMEYEHO, YTO T.H. IIy-CsIHbCKas IIOATPYIIIIa,
BKJIIOYAIONiasl B cebs JualeKkTsl IYTsAHb U IOCSAHb, IpeJCTaB/sieT cOOOV OTAeNbHYIO «IIoTpa-
HIYHYIO» BeTBb, KOTOpas MMeeT OOIIie YepThl KaK C BOCTOUHBIMM, TaK M C IOKHBIMU JIVia/IeK-
TaMy MIHB, HO, COIJIACHO OOIIEIPMHATOMY MHEHUIO, STU JAMaIeKThl Ha YpoBHe (POHETUKI,
JIeKCMKIU U TpaMMaTUKM BCe >Ke OKa3bIBaIOTCs OJIM>Ke K I0XKHOI TpyIlle 1, CKopee BCero, OT-
JeJMINCh OT IOKHBIX /IMaJeKTOB, a y>Ke 3aTeM IHoIlaau IoJ BausHue BocTouHbIx (Cai 2006:
237-239). BugHo, ogHaKko, 4TO KaK MUHMMYM Ha YPOBHe II€pPBUYHOTO, «TPyOOro» JeKCUKOCTa-
TUCTUYECKOTO aHa/IM3a 9Ta KOHLENNs He HaXOAUT OJHO3HAYHOIO IOJATBeP KJeHI: U, CIeflo-
BaTeJIbHO, Hy>K/laeTcsl B OoJlee TIjaTeIbHON IIpOBepKe.

2 A naneKToI0IM OOBIYHO BBIAE/IAIOT DTU JUaleKThl B OT/IeIbHBIN «IIOTPaHIMIHBIN» y3eJ MUHBCKON BeTBY, TaK
KaK I13-3a CBOEro reorpapm4eckoro pacroJ0>KeHN!sI OHM HaXO/ATCS IIOJ, CYUIBHBIM BIMAHVEM OJHOBPEMEHHO IIeH-
TpaJ/IbHO, CeBePHOI, BOCTOUYHOI VI ITyCSIHBCKOM BeTBell, ITODTOMY JJIs1 TOYHOM KIaccupUKaIuy HeoOXOAMMO IIPo-
BOJUTH OYeHb TIaTeIbHBIN aHaIM3 Ha ypoBHe cyoauanexTos (Hou 2002: 240-241; Liu & He 1998: 383).
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K]IaCCI/ICl)I/IKaLII/IiI BOCTOYHOI BETBU /IM1aJIEKTOB TPYIIIbI Muub n PEKOHCTPYKINS ITPABOCTOYHOMIHBCKOTO 100-c/10BHOTO CrImcKa

MyTAHDb

PyamH
MuHB

OyumH

Dyqxoy

MyTAHb

HwHA3

HXKOYHMH

Puc. 1. KJIaCCI/Iq)I/IKaLII/Ifl BOCTOUYHOMMHBCKOV BETBU C BKJIIOUYEHMEM J1iajIeKTa ITYTSIHD.

Oyyxoy

HWRrA3

MuH —— L MyTAHb
HXKOYHKUH

[MyTAHb
[ataHb
Hocm

OyamH

(D'}'.JVH

Puc. 2. KJIaCCI/ICl)I/IKaLII/IH BOCTOUYHOMMHBCKOV BETBU C BKJIIOYEHUEM JI1aJIEKTOB IIyTsIHDb, JaTAHb U I0OCH.

A1 TOTO, 4TOOBI MaKCHMaJIbHO Ha/le>KHO OIpeJeINTh MeCTO BOCTOYHOMMHBLCKOTO TaKCo-
Ha BHYTpM (MM, BBUAY TaKUX YHUKAJIBHBIX apXall3MOB, KaK cobaka’, 6He) MIMHBCKOI OOIIHO-
CTHU, @ TaK>XKe YeTKO OIpeJieIUTh TPaHMIIbI BOCTOYHOMIMHBCKOTIO y3J1a ¥ YTOUHUTh BHYTPEHHIOIO
KJ1accupUKaIINIO BXOAIINX B HETO IMaIeKTOB, HEOOXOAMMO COCTaBUTh OOHOBJIEHHbIE U YTOU-
HeHHbIe CIIVMCKM 0a3MCHONM JIeKCMKM COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX [1aJeKTOB, pacIpOCTpaHEeHHBIX Ha
TeppuTopun nposyHINM Pyl3sgHE?, a TakKe IPOBECT OHOMAaCHOJIOTMYECKYIO0 PeKOHCTPYK-
LIMIO aHaJOTMYHOTO CIMCKa /I IPaBOCTOYHOMMHBLCKOTO COCTOSIHM (HAaIIOMHIUM, 4TO B HaIllen
npenblayIeli paboTe Takash peKOHCTPYKIMS — B IIpeiBapMUTeJbHOM IIOps/ike — IIpejJiara-
JIach JIMIIb JIJIsI OOIII@eMMHBCKOTO COCTOsAHM:, 6e3 JleTaabHOTIO yJeTa JaHHBIX Ha IIPOMeXKyTOd-
HBIX ypoBH:IX). [IpescTaBiisgercs, 4To moc/ie Toro, Kak COOTBeTCTBYIOIIUI aHaINU3 ITO3BOJINUT OT-
cedb OT PacCMOTPEeHMsI BCeBO3MOXKHBIE apeasbHble MHHOBAIMM, Ha OCHOBAHMI COIIOCTaBJIeHIs
ITOJIy4eHHOTO ITpacIycKa C JMaaekKToOM IyTSHb U C JPYTMMU MUHBCKMMM JyialeKTaMy MOXKHO
Oyzer czenaTh O0JIee yBepeHHbIe BLIBOJIBI OO MX TeHeTMYeCKMX M apea/IbHBIX CBA3SX.

IIpeapicTOpust BOmpoca

Ony0MKOBaHHBIe Ha HACTOSIINMII MOMEHT CTaTbM ¥ MOHOTpadum IO AMaXpOHNYECKUM
acrieKTaM BOCTOYHOMMHBLCKOM BeTBM, KaK ITpaBmJo, cPOKyCHMpOBaHBI Ha BOIIpOCAaX CpaBHU-
TeJIbHON (POHOJIOTUM, He y/ieJIsisl CyIleCTBeHHOTO BHUMAaHMs JTIeKCUMYeCKO peKOHCTPYKIUL.

IIpexxe Bcero HEOOXOAMMO OTMETUTH KpaTKNii 0030p HanboJjiee BasKHBIX OOIIVIX JIEKCH-
9ecKMX, (POHETMYEeCKMX, TOHAJBHBIX OCOOEHHOCTeN IIATY BOCTOUHOMMHBCKUX [1aJeKTOB

5B pa601y, K CO>KaJ/IeEHMIO, He yJaJ/IOCh BK/IIOYNTL JaHHBIE IIO BOCTOYHOMMHBCKUM JAMaJjJeKTaM IIPOBMHIVN
UKDII35H 13-3a OTCYyTCTBILSI HOleO6HbIX JICTOYHVIKOB.
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(pywxoy, Pyaun, wxssaH, Pyans, HMHAD) Ax. Hopmana (Norman 1977) Ha ocHOBaHUM JlaH-
HBIX, COOpaHHBIX aBTOPOM CaMOCTOSITEIBHO B X0OJle paboThl ¢ nHpopMaHTaM. B pabore Taxke
IpeJicTaB/IeH CIMCOK MHMUITMaNe 1 (pUHaIeNn A1 KaXKIOTO M3 DTUX AMaJeKTOB U IepeyeHb
422 0/1HOC/IOTOB; O/JHAKO aBTOp KOHIIEHTPUPYeTCs MCAIOUYMTENbHO Ha ONMCAaHUM JaHHBIX J1a-
JIEKTOB, 0e3 JleTaIbHOTO U3y4eHIsT (POHETVKU MU JTeKCHKI.

IlepBoit KpymHOIT pabOTOI, MMeIOIIIell OTHOIIeHNe K (POHOTOTMYEeCKOI MCTOPUU IMEHHO
BOCTOYHOMUHBLCKOTO pernoHa, spjsgercss MoHorpapusa A. Xuporoku (Hiroyuki 2018), ognako
OHa ITOJIHOCTBIO TIOCBsAIIeHa (POHOIOTMYECKON PEeKOHCTPYKIIMH T.H. JIMa/leKTa «IIpa-HUH/D» Ha
OCHOBaHMM HOBEMIINX, paHee He OIyOJMKOBAaHHBIX JJaHHBIX IO JMajieKTaM, pacIloI0KeHHBIM
B COOTBETCTBYIOIIIEM OKpYyTe (IX IJIaBHas OCOOEHHOCTb — COXpaHeHNe TepMUHaen -m/-p, -n/-t,
-n/k, -?). VlccrenosaHue poBOAMIOCh Ha MaTepuajie CJIOBHMKOB, COOpaHHBIX CAMIM aBTOPOM,
6e3 Mo ;pOOHBIX JIEKCMUYeCKIX KOMMeHTapleB, O/JHaKO OCHAIIIeHHbIX HeOO/IBIIINM KOJIMYeCTBOM
KOHTEKCTOB. ABTOp PeKOHCTPyHUpYeT He TOJBKO CUCTeMy MHMIIMaNeil u pudM, HO ¥ TOHAIb-
HYIO CHICTeMY BOCCTaHaB/IMBaeMOTO MM sA3bIKa; IIpYM DTOM, OJIHaKO, B paboTe HeT YeTKOIO 000c-
HOBaHI: TOM MJIel, YTO aHaIM3MpyeMble B Hell Ia/IeKThl JelICTBUTEeIbHO COCTaBJIAIOT e/[/HBIIA
«DKCKJIIO3UBHBIN» KJIacTep BHYTPU BOCTOYHOMMHLCKOJ BeTBIA.

Apyras pabota Toro >xe asropa (Hiroyuki 2020) mocssimena mncciefoBaHnio (pOHOJIOTUN
1 JIEKCUKI YeThIpeX BOCTOYHOMMHBCKIX AMaeKTOB (PYLIVH, IIOYHNH, (PpyaHb U IMMHHAHB, YTO-
ObI yTOUHNUTH BHYTPEHHIOIO KJaccu(pUKalMIO M3ydyaeMOoil BeTB); B Hell ke IpezcTaBieHa ¢o-
HOJIOTMYeCKasl PeKOHCTPYKINs (puHajIell BOCTOUHOMMHBCKOTO ITpasi3bika. B oT/ie1bHbIX crydasx
A. Xupoioku IpUBOJUT IIpUMePHI JIEKCUMIECKOI PeKOHCTPYKLIMHU C IIpUB/IedeHreM 00/IbIII0ro
KOJIMYeCTBAa CpaBHUTEIBHBIX JaHHBIX, OJHAKO CUCTeMHas PEeKOHCTPYKUNs JeKCUYecKMX CIIN-
CKOB JIJISI HETO He sIBJISIeTCsI IIEPBOCTEIIeHHO 3aJaderl.

NUcTounmkm n InmpeasapureabHast K[laCCI/I(l)I/IKaI_H/ISI

ITo cpaBuenuio ¢ paboroi Jopenr; 2020, B KOTOPOI UCIIOIb30BaNNCh JaHHbIE I10 J/alek-
TaM (PYIKOy, HUHJD, TYTSIHD, WKOYHNUH, PyauH 1 PyLH BOCTOYHOI BeTBH, J/IA 3aiad JJaHHOI
PaboTHI CIIMCOK MCCIelyeMbIX J1aJeKTOB ObLI 3HauMTeJIbHO paciipeH. Takke B Hell MCIIpaB-
JIeHBI HETOYHOCTHU M OT/ie/IbHbIe OIIMOKM 110 JJaHHBIM TeX JiMaleKTOB, KOTOpble y>Ke OBbLIN IIpo-
aHa/IM3UpoOBaHbl paHee. K cosxaseHnio, HacTosIas CTaThsl BCe paBHO He MOJKeT Y4YUTBLIBATh
JaHHBIe BCeX BOCTOYHOMMHBCKUX /IMaIeKTOB, ITOCKOJIBbKY OCHOBHBIMM MCTOYHMKAMM JIJIs CO-
CTaBJIeHMsI CITMICKOB CIy>KaT CIOBHMKH, a M3-3a OOJIbIIIell KOHIIeHTpally BHUMaHIs K U3y4eHIIO
JoHeTNKM U TpaMMaTUKH, YeM JIEKCUK!M, KOPPEKTHO U JleTalbHO COCTaBJIeHHbIe CIOBHMKM I10
MHOITM /MajeKTaM IIPOCTO OTCYTCTBYIOT. BBy STOro B HOBYIO JIEKCMKOCTATUCTUIECKYIO Oa-
3y 10 BOCTOYHOMUHBCKMM JVajJeKTaM U3 paHee He JCIIOIb30BaHHBIX BOIILIN Oa3VCHO-JIEeKCH-
Jeckue JlaHHbIe TOIBKO 110 JuasiekTaM (pyaHb, IOYHNH, IMHHAHD, Xy0911, CAHBITYHDb U LBIOY.

Bcero zis 11es1eit HacTosIIIETO MCCAeLOBAaHMSA y/1al0Ch, TaKUM 0Opa3oM, coOpaTh ITOJHO-
IIEHHbIe CIIUCKY 110 14 JuajiekraM BOCTOYHOMIUHBCKOV BeTBU (TabJmiia 1). B kauecTBe OCHOB-
HBIX MICTOYHMKOB JCIIO/JIb30Ba/ICh B OOJIBIIIEN CTelleH! CJIOBHMKU M B MeHbIIIell — CIOBapu.
CsesileHnsI 11O JManeKTy IyTsAHb B OCHOBHOM Oasmpylorcs Ha mcrouHuke Nakajima 1979, Ho
C HEeKOTOPBIMI YTOYHEHUSAMM, TIOYepIIHYyTHIMU U3 DIeKTpoHHoro ciosapsa Hinghwa Dialect
Digital Dictionary Project (Hinghua yuji) (https://hinghwa.cn/)*.

4 IToJIHOCTBIO B JAHHOII CTaThe CIIMCOK Ga3MCHON JIEKCHMKM II0 JUajIeKTy IyTsHb He IPUBOJUTCS, TIOCKOIBKY
JICITOJIb30BATh €TI0 JJIsl PEKOHCTPYKIIMM BOCTOYHOMMHBCKOTIO COCTOSHILS OBLIO OBl HEKOPPEKTHO; K TOMY K€ OH yKe
OBLI TIOJIHOCTBIO ONy0/IMKOBaH B pabore Jopents 2020.

120



K]IaCCI/ICl)I/IKaLII/IiI BOCTOYHOI BETBU /IM1aJIEKTOB TPYIIIbI Muub n PEKOHCTPYKINS ITPABOCTOYHOMIHBCKOTO 100-c/10BHOTO CrImcKa

Amnanexr Betsp Co%iiiieeill;oee VicTounuku JaHHBIX
I'yrsanb xya OyHnn GIN Chen & Li 1991; Lin 2002; Liu & He 1998
Hunps xya XoyryaHb NND Chen & Li 1991; Lin 2002; Liu & He 1998
ITnuHaHB Xya QyHUH PIN Hiroyuki 2020; Liu & He 1998
CanpLyHb Xya XoyryaHs XNC Hiroyuki 2018
®yanp Xya OyHnn FUA Lin 2002; Hiroyuki 2020; Liu & He 1998
QyauH Xya XoyryaHb FDN Chen & Li 1991; Liu & He 1998
Dywxoy xya QyHUH FCH Nakajima 1979; Li & Liang 1994; Liu & He 1998
PynuH xya OyHnn FQN Feng 1993; Hiroyuki 2020
Xy69i1 xya XoyryaHb HUB Hiroyuki 2018
Lsozy xya XoyryaHs JDU Hiroyuki 2018
Yanrs xya QyHuH CNL Lin 2002, Liu & He 1998
WxoyHMH Xya XoyryaHs ZHN Chen & Li 1991; Liu & He 1998
Moynuu xya XoyryaHb SHON Lin 2002; Hiroyuki 2020; Liu & He 1998
IOHTailt Xya QyHuH YNT Lin 2002; Liu & He 1998

Tabauua 1. IlepeueHh BOCTOYHOMMHBCKIIX [V IeKTOB, YAITEHHBIX B HAaCTOsIIIEN paboTe.

Hamnbosiee mmpoko pacIopoCTpaHeHHOV BHYTpeHHell KJaccu(puKaiiyerl MIHBIYHCKIX
AVIaJIeKTOB CUMTAETCS CXeMa, IIpejiaraeMast B «/lMHIBUCTIIECKOM aTjIace KUTAVICKUX JValeK-
toB» (LACD 2012). B arsace mpegaraiotcst Tpu (pOHETHMUECKUX KpUTepUs JJIs1 BHyTPEeHHEero
ZleJIeHVsI MUHBIYHCKON TPYIIIIEL Ha JiBe IIOABETBU — (YHUH VI XOY2YaHb:

— BCe CJIOBa BETBU X0l2yab, B KOTOPBIX IPUCYTCTBYeT MeAValb MU CIOTO00Pa3yIOIuii
IJTaCHBIN Y, B AMaeKTaX BeTBM yyHUH COOTBETCTBYIOT C/IOBaM C IJIaCHBIM 1, HAIIpuMep, PpyaKoy
& kyoz, KR hyons, Ho dbyans 18 kiua, KR hins w . n.;

— B BETBU X0y2yaHb pUHAIM MOTYT UMeTh pa3HyIO (POHETNUECKYIO peaau3aliio B 3aBM-
CMIMOCTHU OT TOHA, OZHAKO 9Ta OCOOEHHOCTh He IIPOCJIEeXXMBAETCs B BeTBU ¢yHuH. Tak, Hampu-
Mep, B Juanekte PywKoy PUHAID -i1] B BOCXOIAIEM TOHe (B&) IIPOM3HOCUTCS Oe3 M3MeHe-
Huit (5§ tins), HO MeHsIeTCsT IPU CIeAYIOIUX TOHAX: «TeMHbI» nagaomuii (F223) — $H tein,,
«cBeTabin» nagaomui (52%) — B teins, «remusiin» Bxogsmuin (FZA) — [ teifs, «CBETIIBII»
sxogsuit (5 N\) — 1§ ti?5;

— vacTh puHaJIell TpeThero JvHa (1o KaaccupuKauy cpeJHeKUTacKoil (pOHETHKM) B AMa-
JIeKTax X0yzyaHb MMeIOT IJIacHBIe 1, i TaM, Ihe AMaaeKTsl yHuH OOHapy KMBAIOT IJTacHLIE e, a:
JE dyasxoy liz, ryTsins lies, HUHID les, Gyans ley, 5 Gywxkoy khina, ryTsinb kiin,, Huapgs kiems, dy-
aub k'ein; (LACD 2012: 113-114).

Tem He MeHee, TIpy OTOOpe MPasI3LIKOBOTO KaHAM/aTa B Halllell OHOMAacCHOJIOTIeCKOIl pe-
KOHCTPYKIIUM MBI IIpeArodnTaeM He OIMPAThC allpMOPHO Ha JJaHHYIO KJaccupUKaIIUIO KaK
Ha YCTaHOBJIEHHBIN (aKT; CKopee, HA0OOPOT, HEOOXOAMMO IIpeABAPUTENBHO YOeJUTHCS B TOM,
paboTaeT s OHa Ha JIeKCIIeCcKOM Martepuase. TakuM 06pa3oM, B paMKaX peKOHCTPYKLIVIV MBI
He Oy/leM CTPeMUTLCS K TOMY, YTOOBI B COOTBETCTBUM CO «CTYIIeHJaThIM» IIPMHINIIOM BOCCTa-
HaBJIMBATh OTHEIBHO (POPMBI «IIpa-PYHIH» U «IIPa-XOYTYaHb».

Cienyer 1006aBNUTh, UYTO HEKOTOpBIE CyOAVAIEKTHI, JTOKAIM3MPOBaHHbIE BO3Je I. PyIiny,
®yaun, PyaHs, COIIacHO JJAHHOMY aTJacy OTHOCATCS K MY-CAHLCKOL BETBU, OJHAKO IIPU DTOM

5 IIpoTuBomIOCTaBIEHNE «CBET/IBIX» U «TEMHBIX» TOHOB B KJIaCCITYECKO KMTalCKOM (POHOIOIMNM KOPpeIpyeT
C IPU3HAKOM 3BOHKOCTH («CBeTJIbIe» TOHA) U IJIyXOCTHU («TeMHBIe» TOHa) y COOTBETCTBYIOIIEro HadaIbHOTO COTJIac-
HOTO (MHMLMAaJN).
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JaIeKThl, PacIioJI0KeHHble HellOCPe/ICTBeHHO B caMMX ®TUX IOpoJaX, BCe paBHO OTHOCATCSA
K MUHbBJYHCKOJ BE€TBI.

IIpu pabote c MCTOYHMKAMM IO HOBBIM BOCTOYHOMMHBCKIM JiMajieKTaM, He YYTeHHBIM B
pabote JAopen1; 2020, HeckoJIbKO OOOCTpuMJIACh ITpOO/IeMa pasrpaHMUeHNs] MeX/y pa3roBop-
HBIMU U JTUTepaTypPHBIMU BapyaHTaMM OT/Ie/IbHBIX CJI0B; OCODEHHO YacTO OHa IIPOsIBJIAETCs Ha
Marepuase JuaneKkToB YaH/®, IOHTall, (pyaHb, IIOyHUH M NMHHaHb. Hepejko B mcrouHmMkax
CMeIlMBaIOTCs JTUTepaTypHbIe I pa3rOBOpHbIe HOPMBI 6e3 KaKMX-1100 yKa3aHMIl Ha TO, 3aMe-
IjaeT JIM B XKMBOM, PasrOBOPHOM, CTUJINMCTUYECKM HeTpaJbHOM s3bIKe «HOBOe» JNUTepaTyp-
HOe YTeHMe «CTapoe» Pa3TOBOPHOe (CoXpaHsAIoleecs, HalIpUMep, KaK CTUIMCTUYeCK! Map-
KMPOBaHHLIN apxausm). Kak mpasujio, murepaTypHble 4YTeHUs B JMajeKTax, HOsBJISIONecs
10/, BJAMSHUEM IIPeCTU>KHOIO TOCY/JapCTBEHHOTO SI3bIKa, He BBHITECHSIOT Pa3rOBOPHbIE; OJHAKO
He JVICK/IIOYeHBl CUTyalluy, He OTpa’keHHble HalpsAMYIO B HaIllMX MCTOYHMKAX, B KOTOPBIX
COBpeMeHHBble HOCUTe/IU y>Ke INpeAIouMnTalOT MCIOJIb30BaTh JUTepaTypHOe YTeHUe BMecTO
PasroBOPHOTO — II0JOOHas ImpobyeMa MOXeT OBITh pellleHa TOJBKO IpU paboTe ¢ MHPOpP-
MaHTaMMU.

HarsagueiM mpuMepoM CMellleHNsl pa3TOBOPHBIX U JIMTePaTYPHBIX YT€HUI MOXKET CIy-
JKUTH JIeKceMa 'COJIb’, /I KOTOPOJ OCHOBHBIE MCTOYHUKM IIO PsIy AMaTeKTOB YKa3bIBaIOT
TOJIBKO JIUTepaTypHble uyTeHus (CNL sier)z, PIN sifjz, FUA si1j2, SHON Siet)2); OZIHAKO IPY IOJKJIIO-
YeH!M CBeJleHUI 13 JOIOJIHUTeIbHOTO nctounnka Liu & He 1998 obHapy>xuBatorcs u pasro-
BOpHBIe uTeHNs1: CNL sietjs, FUA sitjs, SHON siey)s, PIN siyjs. He pacrioaras ogHosHauHO nHQOpP-
Maljyell OTHOCUTe/IbHO TOIO, KaK peabHO B3alIMOJeNICTBYIOT DTU BapMaHThl Ha yPOBHe IOBCe-
JHEBHEero OOIeHNs, MBI BBIHYK/leHbl Mpuberatb K OJHOMY U3 JBYyX (POPMalMCTUIECKUX pe-
meHuit: (a) 1mbo cIero cae0BaTh 32 OCHOBHBIM MCTOYHMKOM, IIpejoiaras, 4To 6a30BbIM DK-
BIBaJICHTOM B COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX JUaseKTaX CAy>KaT JuUTepaTypHble 4yTeHms (M, TaKuM o0pa-
30M, IOMeYaTh MX B JIEKCMKOCTaTUCTUYECKO Oase KakK 3alMCTBOBaHNs, BBIKM/IBIBAS U3 I1O/]-
caeToB); (0) MO0 moc/Ie[oBaTENLHO 0O00IIATh JaHHBIE 13 00OVX TUIIOB MCTOYHUKOB (TaMm, Ije
OHM ecTb), pOopMaJbHO IIOMedasl 0ba BapMaHTa KakK B3alMO3aMeHIMble CMHOHMMEI (peaJibHo,
TaKMM 0Opa3oM, IIoJicyeT IIPOIeHTOB COBIIa/leHNII OyJleT BeCTUCh 10 pa3rOBOPHBIM YTEHMSM,
T.K. IUTepaTypHbIe BCe PaBHO OyJyT MapKMpOBaThCs KaK 3aMMCTBOBaHIA). UTOOBI MMeTh BO3-
MO>KHOCTD MCII0/Ib30BaTh OOJIbIlIee KOJIMYeCTBO JJaHHBIX, MBI Oy/leM B I1eJIOM IPU/epP>KIBaThCS
crparerny (0), 3a MCK/IIOUEHNEM TeX CJIydaeB, KOIjja «VICKOHHO-Pa3TOBOPHOEe» UTEHVe DKCILIN-
LIMTHO MapKMPYeTCs KaK CTU/IMCTUYeCK OKpallleHHOoe.

Pasymeetcs, 11 11esiell OHOMAaCHOJIOTMYECKO PeKOHCTPYKIIUMM 9Ta IIpobsema HepeJe-
BaHTHa, T.K. IIpM BBIOOpe IIPaBOCTOYHOMMHLCKOTO HKBUBaJIeHTa IIpeouTeHne B JI000M ClIy-
Jae OyJeT OT/laBaThCsl «Pa3TOBOPHBIM» (T. €. ICKOHHO BOCTOYHOMMHBCKIM), a He «JIUTepaTyp-
HBIM» (3aIMCTBOBAHHBIM) UTE€HMSIM. 3/1eCh OCTaeTCsl TOJIbKO IIpo6/ieMa KOPPeKTHOTO UCTOPU-
9YeCcKOTo pasrpaHMYeHNs] MeXK/y BapMaHTaMl, KOTOpas peIlaercs, Kak IIpaBuIo, Ha (pOHEeTH-
9JecKOM YpOBHe (pasHble CIOM JeKCUKM OTPaykalOT pasHble (IIOJ)CHCTeMBbl (POHETUIECKIX CO-
OTBETCTBUN).

MeTtoz0/10TMsI OHOMACHOJIOTUYECKON PeKOHCTPYKIIMM, IIpYMeHeHHas B JlaHHOM pabore,
B I1eJIOM OCTaeTCs TaKOM >Ke, Kak U B mpenpiaymein cratbe Jdopenn 2020, mosToMy cMbIcIa
IIOJIPOOHO OIMCHIBATh €e 3/leChb HeT (CM. OOIye IPUHIIUAIIBI PeKOHCTPYKIIMM ITPacIICKOB,
onucaHHble B paborax Kassian et al. 2010, Starostin 2019).

Bce npesHekmraiickume m cpejHekuTaiickue (oHeTHYecKue TPaHCKPUIIIUM ¥ PeKOHCT-
PYKLINH, UCIIOJIb3yeMble B HacTOsIIIel craTbe, NpuBoaTcs corsnacHo cucreme C. A. Crapoctn-
Ha (Crapoctun 1989). Kax u B pa6ote Jopeni 2020 1o peKOHCTPYKIMU OOIIIEMIHBCKOTO CO-
CTOSIHMS, B CTaThe TaKXKe MCIIOJIb30BaHbl JMaXpOHMYeckue (OpPMbI, CKOHCTPyMpOBaHHbBIE

122



K]IaCCI/ICl)I/IKaLII/IiI BOCTOYHOI BETBU /IM1aJIEKTOB TPYIIIbI Muub n PEKOHCTPYKINS ITPABOCTOYHOMIHBCKOTO 100-c/10BHOTO CrImcKa

I'. C. CrapoctunbiMm (110 cucreme, npeznoxeHHon C. A. CtapocTuHBIM) OT paHHepeBHeKN-
tavickoro (PAK) x knaccuyeckomy gpesHekutarickoMmy (KAK) u ganee K 11o3gHespeBHeKmUTal-
ckomy (ITAK) cocrosumsam (Starostin 2019). ITpaBocrouHOMUHBCKME (POPMBI, OTMEUYeHHBIe
3Be3I0YKOJi, pPeKOHCTPYMPOBaHbl JIMYHO aBTOPOM CTaTbll B COOTBETCTBUM C CETMEHTHBIMU I
CyIlpacerMeHTHBIMU Pery/IAPHBIMIU COOTBETCTBUSAMMU, XapaKTepHBIMMU JIJI1 BOCTOYUHOMMHBCKIIX
I11aleKToB; MOoJpoOHas Tabanila (POHETUIECKMX COOTBETCTBUII MeXAy MHMLMaIIMy, PpuHa-
JIMM UM TOHAMU Y4YUTBIBAEMBIX B HACTOSIIEM MCCIeJOBAaHUMU [UalIeKTOB IIPUBOANUTCI B OH-
JlaliH MPUJIOKEeHNN K CTaTbe, JJOCTYIIHOM Ha caiiTe >KypHasa «Bompochl s3bIKOBOTO poJCTBa»
(jolr.ru/jlr21/lorentz.zip).

Ci0Ba, moMedeHHBIe B CIIMICKaX CMMBOJIOM peIleTKn (#), B3sTHI U3 OIpesieIeHHBIX KOHTeK-
CTOB MJIM YCTOMYMBBIX COUETaHMII, BHYyTPU KOTOPBIX MMEIOT MeCTO TOHa/IbHbIe CaHJX!; B TaKMX
CIydasix TUMOJIOTMIECKN OKMIaeMBbIil TOH MOYKeT OT/JIMYAThCsI OT peasTbHO 3aPpUKCUPOBaHHO-
IO B ICTOUHUKE.

B Tex ciaygasix, Korza A1 TOTO MJIM MHOTO JMajekTa JekceMa oOHapy>KeHa TOJBKO B JIO-
IIOTHUTETBHOM UCTOYHUKE (CM. CITMICOK TaKMX MCTOYHMKOB B TaOunile 1), OH cIienmaabHO OT-
MedaeTcsl coKpaleHHO B ckobkax: Hiroyuki 2020 — (H), Lin 2002 — (LN), Liu & He 1998 —
(LH), Li & Liang 1994 — (LL).

IIpu paccraHOBKe MH/I€KCOB KOTHAIIMM MBI OOBeAVHseM 0a30Bblil OJHOCJIOT ¥ KOMIIO3M-
TBI, B COCTaB KOTOPBIX BXOJUT JJaHHBIN OJHOCJIOL, B OJHY I'PYIIIY, IIpM DTOM IpepUIupyeMsle
BapMaTHBHbIE KOMIIOHEHTHI OTJEJISIOTCS CUMBOJIOM (=), a cypdurupyeMmble — CUMBOJIOM (-).
B pamkax cTaHZapTHOTO JI€KCMKOCTaTUCTMYEeCKOro obcueTa JaHHBIX, OCHOBAaHHOTO Ha IIPUH-
LIMIIe DTUMOJIOTMIECKOTO COBIaZleHIsI KOPHeBOIl MOp¢eMBbl, OHOCIOTU U JBYCI0TU (MHOTO-
CJIOTM) 3aCUMUTHIBAIOTCS KaK JIEKCMKOCTAaTUCTUYeCKNe COBIIaJeHNs, Tak KaK BapyaTUBHbIE KOM-
IIOHEHTEHI B JBYCJIOTaX, KaK IIPaBIJIO, BBIIIOIHSIOT JUIIh (PYHKIINIO CHATIS JIEKCIIeCKOI OMO-
HUMMIMY, a B OTJEJIBHBIX (CBSI3aHHBIX) KOHTEKCTaX MOTIYT I IIPOCTO OITycKaThcsA. TeM He MeHee,
IIOCKOJIBKY MH(pOpManms o MOppeMHOM COCTaBe TOM MJIM MHONM CJIOXKHOM OCHOBBI BCe JKe
MOXKeT OBITh B OTZHEJBHBIX CAydasX peaeBaHTHONM I KiaaccupuKaluy, Ipu ITyOIMKarium
CIIIICKOB MBI BCe >Ke CTpaTuuuupyeM HaO/IOJaeMble BapMaHThI, BBIJE/SAA OCHOBBI, pacIIy-
peHHbIe 3a cyeT BapMaTUBHBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB, B OT/leJIbHbIe IO/ATPYIIIILI (HallpuMep, ‘yXo’: a —
{H-} FCH nais, a.1 — {B-[} FON nis-(k)ians).

BosbmmHcTBO J1ekceM, IIpeTeHAyIONIMX Ha CTaTyC IPaBOCTOYHOMMHBCKOTO (flasiee — T1BM)
DKBUBaJIEHTa TOro may mHoro 3Hadenns us 100-cimoBHOro crmcka CBojieliia, OCHaIIeHbl DTU-
MOJIOTMYeCKUMI U (POHETNYeCKMMY KOMMEHTapUsAMY, OOOCHOBBIBAIOIINMI COOTBETCTBYIO-
muit BeIbop. VIckmioueHne — ciydau, KOTAa BCe MM IOZAABJISIONIee OOJIBIIIHCTBO BOCTOUYHO-
MIHBCKIX pepIeKCOB OTpakalOT OAVH M TOT >Ke JpeBHeKUTalCKUI STYMOH.

CpaBHI/ITeAbeIf/l CITMCOK 0a3MCHOV 21€KCUKIM BOCTOYHOMMHBCKIX AVa1eKTOB

1) «all/Bce»: {#{} FCH tou;, HUB tus, XNC tus, JDU tus, FQN tu; (H), SHON tu; (H), FUA tou; (H),
PIN tu; || T1BM {#F} *tuy

Ocuosnoit KAK kopens # *krdj co 3HaueHneM ‘Bce’ O4€BU/HO OBLI BHITECHEH MHHOBATIB-
ubiM kopaeM TTAK #B *4d yxe Ha OBIIEMUHBCKOM YPOBHE; OH K€, TIO-BUVIMOMY, COXPAHSETCsT
1 Ha IIBM yposHe (Starostin 2019: 171-172; Aopeny 2020: 131).

2) «ashes/meniea»: a) {{KK~KJfk} FCH hui=u; (LL), GTN xuois=ui, NND x@ys=xui, ZHN
huaiz=u;, FDN xuo0iz=xus, CHL xui=ui, FQN u0is=u;, YNT uoiz=ui;, FUA huis=u;, SHON xuois=u;; a.1)
{7%} HUB xuy, JDU hu; || 1BM {K 4k} *huis=hu,
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Crapoiit KAK xopens K *maj 8 dopme ogHOCIOra He 3apUKCHPOBAH HU B OJJHOM VCTOY-
Huke 110 BM, xpome ciosaps Hakagsumel, rae gaetcs popma FCH hui; 7K} (Nakajima 1979: 10;
Starostin 2019: 165).

[To maHHBIM cia0Bapsi QYWKOYCKOro juanekra K hui; mepejaer 3HaueHue ‘U3BECTH,
a xomno3urt {*KIK} hui=u; — ‘nemnex’ (Li & Liang 1994: 145-146). BaxxHo 106aBUTH, YTO B jua-
nexte FQN K huoi; Takke nepenaer snauenue ‘nssects’ (Feng 1993: 170). Anamormunas -
(bopMaL{M;I JJIsL DTOM JKe JIeKCeMBbl yKasbiBaeTcsl A. XupoIoKu Jjis1 XNC, FUA (Hiroyuki 2018:
320; Hiroyuki 2020: 645).

B cnosamke AunHbs XaHBINDH 110 JMaekTaM FCH, CNL, FON, YNT, FUA, NND, SHON, ZHN, FDN
cI0Ba ‘mener’ HeT, 3aTO O6Hapy>KuBaetcst 6uHoM ‘KHK, KOTOpBIIT A1 BCeX AUaNeKTOB MapKu-
pyeTcst co 3HaueHureM HLRIK ‘3oia st yaoOpeHmir’, mpu 9TOM BTOPOI MepOrandUIecKui
3HaK 3ameneH (Lin 2002: 40). Meporinduuecknit 3Hak Hk (CK xow), ncrons3yeMsiit 4t 3ammcu
BTOPOTO CJIOTa, B IMTEPaTypHBIX MaMATHUKAX OTCYTCTBYeT; BIIepBbIe OH YIIOMIHAETCs B Cpeji-
HekuTaiickom ciosape pudm Lsuons (4£#8) Kak pernmonanpHOe CJIOBO B YCKMX JMAJIEKTax.
Opnaxo neporaud K mpoJoKaeT UCIIOIb30BaThCs I [Tepeiaull IHHOBATUBHOIL JIEKCEMBI.

PeKOHCTPYKIINIO TIepBOTO cjIora cM. HrpKe (‘fire/oronr’).

Msr npepmonaraeM, uro KAK 9TuMOH 0BT 3aMeHeH Ha IIBM ypOBHe C ITOJIVMICEMUYHBIM
3HaueHMeM ‘3oJia/meniesr’ (rmockospKy KAK TepmmHaim ¢ KOHeYHBIM *-j OOBIYHO peann3yIoTcs
B BM ¢ KoHeuHbIM -i, T. e. 3adukcupoBantsle GopMmbl He MoryT orpaxkars KAK K *m3j). Ha
TIBM ypOBEHb B CTaTyCe OCHOBHOTO DKBMBAJIEHTa BRIHOCUTC GuHOM { KK} *huiz=hui, BBugy To-
ro, 9YTO B OOJIBIINMHCTBE S3BIKOB-IIOTOMKOB 3a(pMKCHpPOBaHa MMEHHO OMHOMUaabHasl dpopma.
YceyeHne MHMIIMAIM Yy BTOPOTO CJOTa B OOJIBIIMHCTBE JIMaJIeKTOB SBJAETCS 3aKOHOMEPHOI
0CODEHHOCTBIO, BBI3BAHHON (POHETUUYECKMMM M3MEHEHMAMMU B MMHBJIYHCKUX JMajeKTax Ha
CTBIKE CJIOB (CM. ®TMIMOHBI ‘OTOHB’, ‘00JI1aK0’ ‘XOpoIMit’, B KOTOPBIX MHNUIINMAJb h- B OZHOCIOX-
HBIX JIEKCeMaX XOPOIIIO COXPaHIEeTCs).

3) «bark/kopa»: FCH tshius=phui, {ff i} I| 1BM {18 ¢} *tshius=pruiz

CioBo ‘kOpa’ PpuUKCHpPyeTCs TOJNBKO B JuasnekTe FCH, OJHAKO, VICXO/S U3 JJaHHBIX BHEIIIHETO
CpaBHeHIsI, MOXKHO IIPeJIIONIOXKNTE, 9YTO U Ha [1BM YpOBHe, KaK B JPYIMX MUHBCKUX JMaTeKTaXx,
TaKKe ObLT IpeacTasieH 6uHoM M8 i (Aopent 2020: 131), 6yks. ‘nepesa-koxa’. O doHeTmye-
CKIIX OCOOEHHOCTSIX DTIX KOPHell CM. HI>Ke KOMMEeHTapul K STMOHaM ‘JlepeBo’ 1 ‘KoxKa'.

4) «belly/xusor»: {IZfit~2£} FCH pus=los, GTN pu?s=lus, NND poks=lus, HUB pue=lus, XNC
po?e=lous, JDU pu?s=lus ZHN pu?s=lus, FDN pu?es=lus, FQN pu?¢=lo,, CHL pus=los, YNT pu?e=los, FUA
puke=lus, SHON pu?s=los, PIN puke=tus | T1BM {lE/it} *puke=tus ~ *puke=lus

ITo Bcer MUHBIYHCKON BETBU BUJIHO CJIOKEHUe JByX JiekceM — apxamunoit Il KAK *puk
u uuHosaTusHOI it KAK *dd ¢ oBIIIM 3HaYeHIeM “KVBOT . Ciepyer 106aBUTh, 4TO it mosBs-
eTCs TOJIBKO B ITO3/IHeXaHbCKMX JIUTePaTyPHBIX ITaMATHUKAX, ITPeJIIONI0KUTENIbHO C MCXOJHBIM
3HaueHneM “Kkenysok (Starostin 2019: 167). HemocpeacTrseHHO 3HaueHne “KMBOT B JUTepaTyp-
HBIX [TaMSITHIMKAX IIOSIBJLSIETCSI TOJIBKO ¢ orioxu TaH. B amasexre FQN y siekcemst JIT takske coxpa-
HSIeTCS! 3HAYeHNe KeJayz0K’, HO He B asToHoMHOI dpopme gt ton,=tos (Hiroyuki 2020: 707).

/JlaHHbIe TTOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO TEPMUHAJD -k B 1ekceme I} *puk B GosbIMHCTBE V1AI€KTOB He
COXpaHIJIach, a TpaHCPOPMIPOBaIach B TOPTaHHYIO CMBIUKY, UTO, BEPOSITHO, BBI3BAHO CaHZXM
Ha cTbIKe c/10B. OffHaKo clejlyeT IPMHMUMATDL BO BHMMaHIeE, 9TO B TpeX (POHeTUIeCK! apXaluHbIX
ImajekTax NND, FUA, PIN cOXpaHseTCsl TepMUHaJIb -k, 9TO JOKa3bIBaeT IIPUCYTCTBIE DTOI Tep-

¢ CorstacHo ganHeiM Macklay & Baldwin 1898: 334, pasroBopHBIM BapuaHTOM [T CJIOBa ‘Tierier’ B PydKoy-
CKOM /yiajleKTe SIBJIAeTCs IMEHHO huy, a hui; — jurepaTypHBIM. BO3MOXKHO, BapuaHT, Ipe/iCTaBIeHHbI B MICTOY-
Huke Hakagsumsl, ommboues.
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MUHaJIV Ha [Ipasi3bIkoBOM yposHe. HarigeHHsi1 B guaiektax HUB, XNC, JDU ogHocor i Takke
dukcupyercs ¢ TepMuHaibio -k (puk;), aro moaTsep>kgaeT Hamry rurnotesy (Hiroyuki 2018: 316).

JlaHHBIe TakKKe ITOKa3bIBaIOT JTIOOOMBITHYIO acCCMMIJIALINIO Ha CTBIKe JBYX MopdeM, B pe-
3yJIbTaTe KOTOpOU nHnnmans - 8 Mopeme Jit: mepexoanrt 8 I-, uro npescrasisier coboit crre-
111pIIecKy BOCTOYHOMMHBCKYIO 4epTy. AKuTaHu XpoIOK! B CBOell paboTe 110 JuaaeKkTy IIpa-
HIH/I® OIMCBIBaeT HEKOTOPhIe M3MEeHeHNs B IIOTOKe peuyl MHUIIMAIN BTOPOTIO CJIora: TaK MHU-
unanm t-, th-, 0- Bo BTopoM ciiore GpOHETIECKN peann3yIoTcs Kak [-, eciu 1ocie IepBoro cIo-
ra uzet ropranHas cmbraka (Hiroyuki 2018: 27); mo-suamuMomy, STOT 3aKOH aKTyaseH U I
OOJIBIINMHCTBA OCTaJbHBIX BOCTOYHOMMHBCKMX J1aleKToB. TeM He MeHee, B CIIMCKaxX CJOB I10
MMHBAYHCKUM JAMajneKkraM, cocrasaeHHbIX AuHb (Lin 2002: 59), obHapy>KeHbI IpUMepPhl OTCYT-
CTBUSL TAKOTO (POHETMIECKOTO M3MEHEHMsI Ha CTBIKE CJIOB, Harpumep: GTN pu?~=tys {1}, FDN
pu?e=tus {i)11}. Manoynorpeburensusiit ognocor It B amanekrax HUB tous, XNC t0s Tak>Ke co-
xpanstieT uHunuans - (Hiroyuki 2018: 472).

I3 comocraBieHns BcexX DTUX JJaHHBIX MOXKHO clieslaTh BBIBOJ, YTO, XOTS aCCUMMJLAIINS
IIPOM30IILJIa He ITIOBCeMeCTHO, Ha I1BM ®Tame rnepexoy; “t- — *I- B 110/JoOGHOTO pojja KOHTeKCTax
y>Ke HaJaJsICs XOTsI OBl Ha yPOBHE OT/e/IbHBIX TOBOpOB. I1o 9TOI mpuymHe MbI IIpe/iiaraeM BOc-
CTaHaB/IMBaTh Ha IIBM ypOBHe /i1ajleKTHOe BapbuposaHue *pukes=tus ~ *puke=lus.

5) «big/60abmor»: { K} FCH tuais, GTN tuais, NND tuds, HUB tuos, XNC tude, JDU tuos, ZHN
tuoe, FDN tuas, FQN tuas, CHL tuais, YNT tuais, FUA tos, SHON tuas, PIN tuais I| TTBM { K} *tuais

6) «bird/mrTmiza»: a) {~/I\} FCH tseu,, NND tsipus, FDN tseus, FQN tseu, CNL tseus, FUA? tsos,
SHON tseus, PIN tseus; a.1) {/[N[F~%[F]} GTIN tsipus-ians, ZHN tsis-ens, YNT tsius-ians, HUB tfius-ians,
XNC tgius-iang~tgius-uany, JDU teius-uans | TIBM { &} *tseus

ITo Bcent Bupgumocty, crapbii KAK sTumon B *tiw, HEeCMOTPsI Ha HeperyJ/sipHOe pa3BuUTie
MHMLMaAN *t- — fs- BMeCTO COXpaHeHNs JeHTaJbHOIO COIJIACHOTO Ilepef CTapbIM JIOJIIUM
IJIaCHBIM, CTAaOM/IBHO HPOJIO/IKaeT MCII0Ib30BaThCsl B MUHBAYHCKUX JuanekTax. [Togobnas cu-
Tyalusl HaOJ/IIOZlaeTcsl M B OCTa/IbHBIX JMajieKTaX MUHBLCKOM rpymmsl (cMm. Adopent 2020: 132).
MpI cKIOHSeMCsl K pealbHOCTH STUMOJIormdeckon casu Mexay KAK stumonom n BM sex-
CeMoI1 IO pAAy HpudMH. Bo-11epBrIX, TOH 1 (pUHAJID JaHHO JIEKCeMBI PETYJIIPHO OTpakaloTCs
BO Bcex BM nmasextax. Bo-BTOpBIX, Hepery/IsIpHble I3MeHeH!s MHUIMA/IN y CJI0Ba MNTHUIA’ 3a-
JuKCcHpoBaHBI IO BCEMY CMHUTUYECKOMY apeaisy (Cp. abCOTIOTHO Hepery/IAPHYIO HOCOBYIO
VMHUIMAIb B COBP. MaH/JapMHCKOM 1id0). B-TpeTbix, HUKaKMX yOeIuTeTbHBIX aJlbTepHATUBHBIX
STUMOJIOTII JI/I1 MUHBCKOII JIeKCeMBI ‘TITUIIA’ Ha JaHHBIII MOMEHT He OOHapy>KeHoO.

[To-BUAMMOMY, BBIJY HEOUEBMIHOCTU DTUMOJOrMueckon cssizu Mexzay & CK tew
u MuHbcKUMU dopMamy, ‘iTuna’ B MUHBCKOIT opdorpaduu yacro 3anucsiBaercst 3qakamu JIU
(KAK *crit) ‘korr’ n & (KAK *tek) ‘opun u3 mapsr’, mogo6paHHBIMU IO TPUHIUITY (pOHETH-
Jyeckoll (1 cemaHTHM4YecKkon) 6msoctu (Aopentr 2020: 133).

B nmanexrax GIN, ZHN, YNT 6a30BbIM DKBMBAJIEHTOM 3HaueHIs TITUIIQ’ OKa3bIBAeTCs JBY-
CJIOKHBIN BapuaHT ¢ AUMMUHYTUBHBIM cypPurcoMm [F (CK kén) ‘cpiH, pebeHOK’, KOTOPBHIIL B JIN-
TepaTyPHBIX KUTACKUX MaMsATHUKAX OTCYTCTBYeT M IOSIBJIAETCS TOJBKO B CpeJHEeKUTalCKIX
crosapsx. Hopman n Mbsii caurtaroT, 94TO 9Ta JeKceMa Oblla 3aIMCTBOBaHa M3 aBCTpoOasyaT-
CKUX s3BIKOB, IJle OHa JJOCTaTOYHO IIMPOKO pacIpOCTpaHeHa: Cp. KXMepCKUIl koun, MOHCKUI
kon, ©6py koon, woHr kheen u ap. (Norman & Mei 2000: 486). Yrorpebenne storo cydpdpuxca
TaK>Ke 3aMeueHO B IO>KHOMMHBLCKUX juanekTax (JAopenry 2020: 132-133). Tem He MeHee, cy/s
10 OrpaHNYeHHO AMCTPUOYLMM JaHHOTO BapMaHTa, OH IIpe/CTaBJIseT COOO0 apealbHyIO VH-
HOBaIIMIO, U1 Ha IIBM ypOBeHb CjIe/yeT BBIHOCUTDL OJHOCIOXHYIO popMy *tseus IpoJoJKa-

7 XMpOIOKI yKa3blBaeT IJIs1 Juanekra pyaHb popmy #H tfite-jivys ~ tfisjivys (Hiroyuki 2020: 674).
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romyo KAK 5 *tiw c HeperyJIsIPHBIM pa3BUTHEM MHNIIMaIN (TOYHee, HeperyJ/sspHbBIM COKpa-
IIJeHIeM JIOJITOTHI IJIaCHOTO, 00YC/IOBUBIIIETO IalaTaln3alinio).

7) «bite/xkycaTe»: {FZ~iX} FCH kas, HUB kas, XNC kas, JDU kas, FQN kas, SHON kas (H), FUA kas (H),
PIN kas || TIBM {I%} *kas

Mz Hab1I0ZaeM 37ech JIEKCMIECKYIO 3aMeHy y>Ke Ha OOIIeMIMHBCKOM YPOBHe, TaK KaK HI
OJIVH 113 DKBIMBAJEHTOB 6a30BOIO 3HaYeHusl ‘Kycarts’, rpejcrasiaeHHsix B KAK rekcrax (# “n'et,
Wi *dac), He mpejcTaBieH B u3ydaeMbIx auajekrax (Starostin 2019: 171; Aopenry 2020: 133). Ha-
IPSIMYIO CBsI3bIBaTh 3adpuKcupoBaHHble GOPMBL ¢ HoJlee O3 HeN (XaHbCKON) MHHOBaLyein Y
(KAK *y"raw) Tpyano mo asym mpuuuHaM: (a) JOTOJHUTENbHBIX TpuMepos paszsutus KAK
vHNIMaam “n( ")- B yHMITMAB k- B MUMHBCKUIX JVaJeKTax He obHapy>keHoO; (0) JlekceMa % OoTHO-
cuTCs K TOHaIbHOT Kareropun [ (Bocxomsiuit TOH), B TO BpeMsl Kak HAIlM JaHHbIE OTpa-
KaIOT TOHAJIBHYIO KaTeropuio 2 (mazaiomyii TOH) IO BCeil MUHB/LYHCKOT BETBIL.

ITo muenuio A. Illrocciepa, MUHbBCKas OCHOBAa MOJKeT MMeTh TaliCKOe IIPOMCXOXK/eHNe,
cp. cuaMckuit k*iaus, Tmo-ait ceeus, mao k*iaus, pyoit kiaou n gp. (Schuessler 2007: 560; 110 jaHHBIM
Li 1977: 199, 201 pexoncrpymupyercs *giau.C).

8) «black/uépHubiit»: {5} FCH ui, GTN ui, NND u;, HUB U3, XNC 3, JDU U3, ZHN ui, FDN 1oy,
FQN 13, CNL u1, YNT uy, FUA ouy, SHON uy, PIN w | T1BM {55} *ws

basossiit KAK stimon 7% *mak, ouesnpHo, samenmiicsa yxe B [IM Ha MHHOBaTUBHBIN KO-
peHb 5 *24 (C MCXOZHBIM 3HaYeHMEM ‘BOpOHA’) U C HPOM3BOJHBIMIU 3HAYEHMSIMU ‘TeMHBI,
yepHbIIL’; ciaenos crapoit KAK ocHoBEI He oOHapy>keHO HI B 0gHOM JuasekTe (Starostin 2019:

162; Aopeniy 2020: 133).

9) «blood/kpoBb»: {lil} FCH haiks, GTN xei?;, NND x&t;, HUB xgt;, XNC hek;, JDU het;,
ZHN Xety, FDN xe?7, FQN he?s, CNL haiky, YNT hei?;, FUA heiky, SHON heky PIN xeiky | r1BM {IfI.} *het;

10) «bone/kocTb»: {'F'} FCH kouks, FON ko?s SHON ko?s (H), FUA ko?6 (H), PIN ko?s, HUB kote,
XNC kote, JDU kot | TIBM {5} *kots

Hemnocpe/icTBeHHO C/10BO ‘KOCTB B psjie MICTOYHMKOB OTCYTCTBYeT, IIPU HTOM KOpHeBas
Mopdema ‘KOCTh OUeBIAHO BXOAUT B COCTaB cioBa ‘pebpo’: MFlFH FCH le?: pe2 vus, CNL leiz pe;
ouks, FQN loy?; teus 0%, YNT loy?; pes oufs, GTN leiks pes ouks, FDN le?s pe> ko?s; HEE FUA pex ouks,
NND pe; ok7, SHON pe; ko?s (Lin 2002: 57).

TaxuM 06pa3om, OTUeT/IMBO BUIHO, YTO IIO KpaliHeil Mepe Kak KOpHeBasi MOp(deMa cTa-
poiit atumoH 1 KAK *kwat coxpanstercst Bo Bcex BM uasnekrax. Vndopmanmy o BO3MOXHOM
3aMeIlleHNnN ero B 6a30BOM 3HaueH!M KOCTh KaKUMH-TO IPYTMMMU OCHOBaMMU B MIMEIOIINXCA Y
Hac JJaHHBIX TaK>Ke HeT.

11) «breast/rpyap»: a) {-L>/F5H} FON sini=pani=thau,, YNT sipp=pan:=thau,, GIN sin=pan:;=nau,
(LN), FUA simj=marn;=nau,, SHON sin=nan;=thau,, ZHN Oin;=nan;=nau: (LN), FDN 0in=kan;=nau,
(LN), a.1) {-0>Jif} FCH Bi1-pani, CNL sini-nan;, NND Oim;-man; || r1BM {-0>iF 88} *sin;=nan;=nau,

Pedaexcor KAK ocHoss il *on 8 BM anasexrax He o6Hapy>keHbl. BmecTo Hee Habo/a-
eTCsl MeTOHMMMJecKas MHHoBaTVBHas ¢popma ‘L TEH, Gyks. ‘TooBa ceplia 1 medeHIr’, UM ee
cokparteHHslit BapuanT ‘L, OykBs. ‘cepalie u IedeHn’, KOTOPHIil, BEPOSITHO, SIBJISIETCSI BTO-
PUYHBIM COKpallleHneM TpexciaoxkHom ¢popmsl (Starostin 2019: 166; JAopenn 2020: 134). B imu-
TepaTyPHBIX KUTAVCKMX IaMATHMKAX BTO COYeTaHMe IIOABJAETCS TOJBKO HadMHas C DIIOXU
Cyn, 1mbo B OyKBaJAbHOM 3HaueHMH ‘cepjlie M IledeHb’, JMOO B IIePeHOCHOM ‘UyTKOCTD, JIC-
tuHHbIe yyscTBa’ (HYDC VII: 376).

KAK xopens ‘{» *sam ‘cepplie’ peryJsipHO peann3yercs B AyajeKTaX MUHBJIYH KakK Sii
C «TeMHBIM» poBHBIM TOHOM ([Z°F*). Ha crbike riepBoit u Bropoit Mmopdem, Bocxogsieir K KAK
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KOPHIO I *kan ‘neueny’, HPOMCXOAUT aCCUMMJISILNS, B pe3y/IbTaTe KOTOPOI IJIYXO¥ BeJISIPHBIN
k- B MHMIIMA/IM BTOPOTO KOPHS IIepexXOJUT B Ha3abHBIN M-, -, 1j- TIOJ, BAVSIHIEM Ha3aJIbHON
TepMmuHauu nepsoro Kopus (Hiroyuki 2018: 29). (B cooTBeTcTByIOIIEl OJHOCTOXKHOI JIeKceMe
MHNMIMAIb k- COXpaHseTCs; CM. HIDKe pa3bop JieKceMBbl ‘TiedeHb’). AHaJIOIM4YHAasl CUTyallVs
C accMMIJIALeN HabIoaeTcs u y nocaefHeir MmopgeMsl ‘ronosa’ KAK Y8 *d"0, rme B OOJIb-
IIMHCTBEe IIpeJCTaBJIeHHBIX IIPMMepOB MHNIIMAb - pa3BuBaeTcs B 71- 110J] BAMAHIEM Hasajlb-
HOVI TepMMHAaJ/IX BTOPOrO KOMIIOHEHTa.

ITockobKy B OOJIBIINMHCTBE A11aJeKTOB IIpe/CTaBjleHa TPeXCIOXKHas, a He JBYCJI0KHas
OCHOBA, MBI IIpeJiIIo/IaraeM, 4To JIByC/IO>KHas BO3HMKAET y>Ke Ha YPOBHE OTJe/IbHBIX J/aIeKTOB
KaK pe3y/bTaT pa3rOBOPHOIO COKpallleHNUs U IIpejJaraeM BBIBECTM Ha IIpaypoBeHb (POpMy
{0 5R} *sini=nani=nau, (accummamposaso — *sini=kan=thau.).

12) «burn/>xxeunb»: {}#} FCH Oiui, GIN sipu;, NND sipu, HUB Oiaus, XNC Oius, JDU sipui, ZHN siug,
FDN sieu;, FQN 0iuj, FUA Oiu; (H), SHON sipu; (H), PIN seu; || IIBM {JE} *siouy

Mps1 koHcTaTHpyeM (dakT Jgekcndeckoir 3amensl KAK artumona % *ban — £ KAK *pew
y>Ke Ha OOIIEMUHBCKOM ypPOBHE IO IIPUYMHE OTCYTCTBUSL DTUMOHA 3% *ban BO BCeX BETBSIX
Mumns (Starostin 2019: 167; Aopeniy 2020: 134).

13) «claw (nail)/moroTe»: a) {#&§ '} FCH tsieni=naks;, GTN tsiens=ka?s, NND tsins=kas (LN),
FDN tsins=ka?s, FUA tsins=ka?s (H), SHON tsein=ka?s (H), PIN tsiens=nake HUB tfin&=pap;, XNC
tginz=napy, JDU tgine=napy, a.1) FON {F% Hl} ts"ius=tsiens=na?s | 11BM {5} *tsins=kaps

Drtumon JI *cri?, nepegaromuil nckomoe 3Hadenne B KAK, He BcTpedaeTcss B MUMHBCKOM
rpymiIle; Ha IIBM ypOBHe, KaK U B APYTMX MUHBCKIUX BETBSIX, BMECTO HETO IIpeJicTaBjIeHa MHHO-
BatuBHas JekceMa KAK H! *krap ‘rBeppas obos1ouka, manuups, mut’ (Starostin 2019: 168; /lo-
pen1r 2020: 134-135). JanHble ITOKa3bIBaIOT, 4TO YIOTpeb/IAeTcsl OHa MCK/IIOYMTEeIbHO B COCTaBe
O1HOMOB, Mpy4YeM B OOJIBIIMHCTBE CJAy4daeB pacIIMpsIOMINM HIeMeHTOM sBjsieTcs MopdeMa
*t$i13, KOTOPYIO — C HEKOTOPBIMI OTOBOPKaMI — JOIYCTUMO Bo3BoanTb K KAK ocHoBe 15 *kij
‘mmasery’.

ITocnennss nmeer B BM amanexTax u «OOBIMHBIN» pedIieKc ¢ Hy/IeBOIl TepMIHAJIBIO, Cp.
COOCTBEHHO DTUMOH ‘Tasery: FCH HifE tshiens 3ais, CHL tshiens 3ais, YNT tsiens 3ais, GTN tsiens
3ais, FQN F-HE45 ts"iuz 3iens tsais (Lin 2002: 59) « I1BM *tsais. V3-3a CTOJIb 3HAUNTENIBHOTO pac-
XOXK/JIeHUs ¢ MOp(deMOIli B cocTaBe CIO’KHOV OCHOBBI HOTOTH’ IOCJIeIHIOIO IIpU neporandde-
CKOJ1 3aIlMICK JyaJeKTHBIX (POPM JacTo IepejaloT yepe3 meporand = *tdny ‘1ajOHDB’; OJHAKO
®TO CKOpee 4HCTasl YCJIOBHOCTB, 3a KOTOPOI He CTOUT DTUMOJIOTMYEcKasl peaabHOCTh, IIO-
ckoibKy KAK ¢unans *-dy He naet 8 BM guanekrax pediiekc -irj; K TOMy >Ke MaJOBEePOSITHBIM
IIpe/ICTaBJIsIeTCsl CeMaHTIYeCKOoe pa3BUTHe TIOKPOB/IMaHUMPD JaJloHn’ — 'HOTOTDH (B OT/IMYNe
OT TIaHIMPA MaabLa’).

YuauTeiBasi, 4TO MHUILINAL *fs- M BOCXOJSIIUI TOH, IIPUCYIIIUe IIepBOMY CJIOIY (B Juasek-
Tax FCH 1 SHON «TeMHbI/» POBHBIT TOH [Z°F* MOr IpOsSBUTHCSI B pe3y/IbTaTe TOHAIBHBIX CaH-
IX11), IIOJHOCTBIO COBIaZalOT C OCHOBHBIM BM ‘majbiieM’, MOXKHO JOIIyCTUTH Ha IIBM ypOBHe
passutue *tsins=kaps < *tsijs=kaps c HeperyApHOI (KOHTEKCTHO ODOYC/IOBJIEHHOI?) Hazalmn3a-
nuen TepmuHay. UTto KacaeTcs BTOPOro KOMIIOHEHTa, TO 37eCh HaJIleXKHO BOCCTaHaB/IMBAETCs
TepMMHaJIb “-p II0 JaHHBIM JMaJeKToB HUB, JDU, XNC. ¥Yke 1ocsie pacnaja BM obmiHoctn B
psAzne nuanekTos (FCH, FQN, PIN 1 ZIp.) 3alyCKaeTcCsl IIPOIecC acCUMWISILuu *tsiys=kaps —
*tsins=nape.

14) «cloud/o6aako»: a) {Z£} GTN xun,, NND xon,, HUB xon,, XNC hon,, JDU hon,, ZHN xonj,
FDN Xxun,, FQN hun;, SHON xun; (H), FUA houn, (H), PIN xoun, (H); a.1) {Z£#} FCH un»-tshais || TIBM
(&£} *hun,
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15) «cold/xoa0aubiit»: a) {F€} FCH kan,, GTN kan,, NND kan,, HUB kan,, XNC kan,, JDU kan,,
ZHN kan,, ZHN kan,, FDN kan,, SHON kan, (H), FUA kan, (H), PIN kan (nceno), b) {/#~i&} FCH
tsheins, GTN tshins, NND tshins, HUB tf"ins, XNC gins, JDU tfhens, ZHN tsheny, FDN tshins, FQN tshins,

PIN tshin, || TIBM {Z€} *kan, u {#} *tshin,

Bo Bcex gmasnexrax, Kpome FQN, IIPeICTaB/IeH He TOJIBKO apXxanmdHbiii kopens & KAK *gan,
HO ¥ MHHOBaIMOHHBI KopeHsb i KAK *shénh, ueTkyio cemaHTI4IeCcKyIO pasHUIy MeXy KO-
TOPBIMM YCTaHOBUTL He yjaeTcs. Ba>kHO OTMeTHUTh, 4TO MOJOOHbIE CHMHOHMMMYHBIE ITapbI
BCTPeYaloTCs U B OCTaIbHBIX BeTBAX JyaseKTHo rpymmsl (Aopenty 2020: 135).

Nexcema jf *shénh, cormacuo cegenusam n3 ciaosaps pudm «LI3u oub» HiH, 6b11a yoT-
pebuTeIbHON B IOXKHBIX perroHax Uy u Y, HO B JUTepaTypHBIX MaMATHUKAX He BCTpedaeTcs.
(Brpouewm, corstacHo mHeHmio /x. Hopmana, 3apuKcrpoBaHHOe B IUTepPaTypPHOM IMaMATHMKE
V B. 1.9, tHERHTEE «[Iumo cuHpIoN» peaxoe ciaoso CK | g:hz_'z"iiy ‘XOJIOZHBIIT, TIpe/ICTaBJIseT CO-
6o rpaduueckyio pasHonuch £, cM. Norman 1983: 207-208). BeposTHo, Ta OCHOBa IIpej-
CTaBJIsIeT COOOI apeasbHYIO MHHOBAIIUIO, HO Ha I1BM ypOBeHb OHa BBIHOCHUTCSI BIIOJIHE YBepeH-
HO Kak CTapblil CMHOHUM GoJiee apXxanyHoro & *kan,.

16) «come/tipuxoautb»: {3} FCH liz, GTN li2#, NND lex#, HUB leip, XNC IEi, JDU leis, ZHN leof,
FDN li>#, FON li;, FUA lei, (H), SHON liz (H), PIN le, II riBM {3} *li,

17) «die/ymupatsb»: {#t} FCH Ois, GTN sis, NND sis, HUB Ois, XNC Oeis, JDU sis, ZHN sis, FDN sis,
FOQN sis, FUA 0Ois, SHON sis, PIN si; | TIBM {#L} *si3

18) «dog/cobaka»: { K} FCH khien;, GTN kheins#, NND khens#, HUB kPEns, XNC khens, JDU kPens,
ZHN krens#, FDN krens#, FQN khens, CNL kheins#, YNT kheins#, FUA kheins#, SHON khens#, PIN khEin;
I iBM { R} *khens

PogmoBoit TepMuH /151 Tlepejjauy 3HadeHus ‘cobaka’ R KAK v, XapaKTePHBII TOJIBKO
anst KAK n PAK, yriorpe6JsieTcst BO Bcex JyajeKTaX MUHBJYH U SIBJIAETCS MCKIIOYNUTeTbHOM
OCOOEHHOCTBIO JJaHHOI BEeTBM, TaK KaK B OCTaJIbHBIX BETBAX MCIIOJIb3YyeTCs MHHOBATUBHAS JIeK-
cema Ji) KAK *ko, BO3MOYKHO, MICXOJHO 3aIMCTBOBAHHAsI 13 IOSKHBIX SI3BIKOB 51 0603HAYEeHIs
BIJIOB COOaK, MpUMeHNMBIX B ractpoHoMunm (Starostin 2019: 169-170; Aopenty 2020: 136). Cire-
JyeT J00aBUThb, YTO Ha IIpeJIIoIaraeMblii MOMEHT pacliajia mpaMuHbckoi obmuoctu (II-IV .
H.9.) cioBo A *ko® B JIUTepaTypPHOM KHUTalICKOM SI3BIKe Y>Ke BBITECHIJIO U3 YIIOTpeO/IeHNs CTa-

pyIo ocHosy K *k"in.

19) «drink/mmaTe»: a) {&} FCH sie?;, GIN sia?;, NND sia?;, ZHN sie?;, HUB 0ie?;%, XNC GiE?,
JDU ¢ie?7, FDN sia?;, FQN sia;, CNL sie?;, YNT sie?s, FUA siek;, SHON sia?;, PIN see?7; b) {¥} FCH
tshyoke | TIBM { £} *siak;

KAK stumon i *2dm ‘nuty’ B TpebyeMoM 3HadeHUM He IposiBisieTcst B BM guanekrax u,
O4YeBI/JHO, OBLI paHO BBITECHEH ITOJIMICEMIYHBIM KOPHEM & KAK *lok co 3HaueHMAMMU ‘ecTr’,
‘iute’, ‘Kyputh’. IlogobHOe ejyHeHMIT 3Ha4eHMI ‘©CTh’ UM ‘IUTL SBJAETCS OOIeMMHBLCKON
MHHOBAIIVell 1, BePOATHO, IIPOMU3OIILIO IO/ BAMSIHIEM COCeIHNX WKyaH-TallCKUX SI3BIKOB, Ile
DTN 3HAYeHIsl BBIpaskaroTCsl OJJHOM 1 ToM Xe jiekcemolt (Starostin 2019: 170; Aopenry 2020: 136).
[Tpu TOM, OJIHAKO, CTapast J1ekcemMa i BO Bcex MUHBCKUX [JMaJeKTax KpOMe [IeHTPaIbHON BeT-

8 /JaHnHas Jexcema BIepBbIe IIOABJIAETCA B MMCbMEHHBIX TekcTax B V-III BB. 0 H. B. 1 3aMelllaeT crapyio oc-
HOBY K y>xe B Hagase snoxu Xaus (I B. 5o u.5. — II B. 1.9.; Starostin 2019: 169-170).

° Axurann Xupoioku (Hiroyuki 2018, 2020) BMecTO 7 TOHOB BBI€e/Is€T BO BCeX BOCTOYHOMMHBCKUX JMaTeKTax 8
13-3a pacllellIeHNs] «CBeTJIOro» IlaJaloliero TOHa (F5%) na Bka u 5%b s pesy/bTaTe TOHAJIBHBIX CAHIXI.
N3 coobpaskeHnt 95KOHOMHOCTY MBI B JaHHOM paboTe OCTaBJIsIeM CUCTeMY U3 7 TOHOB.
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BU pasBMBAaeT MMeHHOe 3HaueHue Kiy ‘pUCOBBIT OTBap, PMUCOBBIL CYI’, HapuUMep: FCH ays,
GTN ay3, CIMDHBCKUI ans, I3HbOYCKWUI aif]3 U1 JIp. (Hiroyuki 2018: 538; Cheng & Li 1991: 25).
HakazsnmMa B KadecTBe OCHOBHOTO TIJIaroJia ‘UTh’ sl PyU>KOYCKOTO JaleKTa yKa3bIBaeT
nexcemy M ts"yoks ¢ JOTIOMHUTENIBHBIM 3HAUEHNEM ‘OTXJIEOHYTH; IIOTATMBATE , BOCXOJSIIYIO K
XaHbCKOMY KOPHIO *fwat (3aI/ChIBAeTCS TaKKe Kak #X) ‘IUTh, €CTh, OTXJIEOHYTh, MOTATUBATE
(Nakajima 1979: 141; Schuessler 2007: 198). /lu u /1511 yKa3plBalOT STOT KOPeHb B KauecTse CU-
HOHVIMMYHOI1 OCHOBBI UCKJIIOUMTE/IBHO [JJI 3HaueHMs ‘TIMTL, Ta’Ke OTMedasl JIOIIOTHUTeIbHOe
3HaueHMe ‘nuTh OosbimmMu riaotkamn’ (Li & Liang 1994: 55, 405). Dra ocHOBa Tak>Ke IINPOKO
IIpeJcTaBleHa B 10XHOU, UeHMPAADHOU, UOHDEIHLCKOU, uiao-ussHckou Bersax (Aopewnn 2020:
136); Tem He MeHee, Ha BM ypoBHe OHa BBIIVISAIUT KaK O4eBUHAsl CeMaHTI4YecKasl MHHOBAIINA.

20) «dry/cyxom»: {£i~ #E~} FCH tai, GTN tai, NND tai, HUB ta?;, XNC tai, JDU tai, ZHN tay,
FDN taj, FON taj, CNL tai, FUA ta;, YNT ta;, SHON ta; | TIBM {£E} *ta;

KAK sTtuMoH ¥z *Qtan, 1o Bceil BUAMMOCTH, ObLI BHITECHEH MHHOBATUBHBIM KOPHEM *fa
yxe Ha I[IM ypoBHe, Tak Kak OH He IIpeJCTaB/JeH HI B OJHOM JyajJeKTe M3ydaeMoll AyaleKT-
Hou rpymmsl (Starostin 2019: 162; Aopenty 2020: 137). ITpu 3anmcy aHHOM JIeKCeMBbl Yallie Bee-
TO UCIOJIB3yI0TCs uepornauduaeckue 3uaku £ wm M, kotopbie 06b1YHO TIEpEAAIOT CeMaHTH-
Ky ‘TOpeJIblil’, IIpY STOM HeIOCpeJICTBeHHO CJIOBO ‘TOpeJIblil’, BOCXOJsdllee K JJpyToMy KOPHIO,
TaK>Ke 3alllChIBaeTCsl TUM 3HaKOM: HUB ffiaus, JDU tgivu; (Hiroyuki 2018: 306).

A. IToccep npezmnosiaraeT, YT0 MUHbCKasI JIeKceMa ‘CyXoir sIBJIAeTCs 3aIMCTBOBaHUEM U
STUMOJIOTMYECKN CBs3aHa C IIPaBbeT-MBIOHICKMM KOpHeM *traw C TeM >Ke 3HauyeHMeM
(Schuessler 2007: 308); ybeguTeIpbHBIX STUMOJJOTMYECKMX TUIIOTE3, B paMKaxX KOTOPBIX CIOBO
MOIJIO OBl OOBSICHATHCS KaK MCKOHHO KITACKOe, HeT.

21) «ear/yxo»: a) {H} FCH naie, GTN 1jis (LH), NND neis (LH), HUB neis, XNC nEis, JDU neis, ZHN
nes (LH), FDN Dnis, CNL neis, a.1) {F-[Fl} FQN nis-(k)ian,, YNT pij-ians, PIN nEs-ians, a.2) {H-#£} Fua
nies-10s, SHON nig-10; | TIBM {H-} *njie

KAK stumon H *n'3 YBEpPEHHO COXpaHseTcs BO Bcell BM BeTBU, HO B HEKOTOPBIX CIydasx
pacmupsieTcst o craryca 6mHoMa. Tak, B Aumanekre FQN BTOPBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM SIBJISETCS
(k)ian, — CK [# *kén ‘pebeHOK’ (cM. KOMMeHTapuit K ‘mTuile’). B AByx apyrux gmanexkrax FUA
v SHON ymorpe6sercs mopdema CK # ldw ‘kopsuna’, KOTOpas B JIMTepaTypHBIX aMATHU-
Kax BCTpedaeTcs TOJIbKO HauMHasl ¢ droxu TaH.

Cienyer 1006aBUTh, YTO y JAHHOTO CJIOBA BO BCeX JMajieKTax eCcTh JUTepaTypHOe YTeH!e
1i3 ¢ Bocxogsmum toHoM () (Liu & He 1998: 489-490). Vicxoas U3 DTUX JAaHHBIX, MBI TIPE/I-
IloJ1araeM, 4TO JUTepaTypHble YTeHUs B AmaneKkrax GTN, NND, ZHN o ucrognuky Chen & Li
1991 ykasaHbl BMeCTO pa3roBOpPHBIX, U MCHpaBsgeM 110 ucTouHuky Liu & He 1998. Becbma Be-
POATHO Tak>Ke, YTO U IIO AMasekTaM HUB, JDU yKa3aHbl JIMTepaTypHble YTeHISI BMEeCTO pasIo-
BOPHBIX.

22) «earth/zemas»: {iF~%~1} FCH thuy, GIN thu,, NND thouy, HUB thou,, XNC tho,, JDU thouy,
ZHN tho,, FDN thu,, FQN thup, CHL thu,, YNT thu,, FUA thu,, SHON thuy, PIN tho, || TIBM {#8} *thu,

3nech HamuIO Jekcudeckas samena: KAK + *thiq — % (KAK *E'3) (a) ‘tiuna’; (6) ‘(HeBbI-
MOIIIeHHas1?) Jopora’ Kak Ha ITIBM ypOBHe, TaK I Ha OOIIIeMIHBCKOM ypoBHe cM. (Starostin 2019:
172; Aopeniy 2020: 137-138), Tak Kak BO BCeX IpMUMepax IPUCYTCTBYET 2AYXasl IIpUbIXaTe/IbHasl
VHNIMA/Ib B COYeTaHNI CO BTOPLIM TOHOM, YTO YKa3bIBaeT Ha Ha/lM4le 360HK0ll IIpUbIXaTe b
HOJ MHMIIMa/IM Ha I1BM ypoBHe. B IOKHBIX 11 BOCTOYHBIX JMajleKTaX 9Ta JeKceMa OOBIYHO Ile-
pelnaeT 3HaueHMe ‘TIVMHIHAs 3eMJLST .

B xavecTBe OCHOBHOTO MepPOrIM(PUIECKOTO 3HaKa JJIs 3aIllVICH DTOTO CJIOBa MCIIOJIb3yeTCs
KAK # *La ‘rpsi3b, r1MHa; jopora’, a Takke MHorza Berpevaercs 3Hak KAK *hi ‘3eMILsT.
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23) «eat/ecTb»: { £} FCH sie?;, GTN sia?;, NND sia?;, HUB Oie?;, XNC GiE?7, JDU gie?;, ZHN sie?y,
FDN sia?7, FQN siaz, CNL sie?;, YNT sie?s, FUA sieky, SHON sia?7, PIN see?; || I1BM [} *siaky
CwM. 1excudecknii pazoop BhIIIe (‘TIUTE’).

24) «egg/stitro»: {JF} FCH louns, GTN louns, NND louns, HUB 1ons, XNC 1ons, JDU 1ons, ZHN 1ons,
FDN lons, FQN lons, CHL louns, YNT lons, FUA louns, SHON lons, PIN louns | 1BM {511} *lons

25) «eye/raas»: { H ¥k} FCH meyks-tsiuy, GTN mei?e-tsiui, NND mu?7-tsiu;, HUB mity-tfiug, XNC
muky-t¢iuy, JDU mit-teiug ~ muky-tgiu;, ZHN mi?s-tsiug, FDN mu?s-tsiu;, FQN me?,-tsius, CNL meis-
tsiuy, YNT mei?s-tsiui, FUA miky-3ius, SHON mu?i-tsiu, PIN muky-tsiug | 1iBM { H 2k} *muks-tsiug

KAK stumon H *muk ‘ria3’ crabmapHO COXpaHSIETCsS BO BCEX MUHBJYHCKUX JUaleKTaXx,
HO B paciumpeHHoi1 5o 6uroma dopme (¢ momornsio mopdemsr KAK E *fo Sxkemuyskmna’.

HeoObrqyHOIT 0COOEHHOCTBIO ITpeCTaBIeHHON OCHOBBI SIBJISIETCSI HEperyJIsIpHOe pa3BUTHe
KAK riacHoro *u B riiacHble BepXHero nogbeMa -i, - B 6ospmmHcTBe BM guanextos. A. Xu-
POIOKM OTMedYaeT, 4TO IOJI00HOe HeperyJApHOe pa3BUTHe HabJIoJaeTcs U B JPYTUX CIOBaXx,
cozepxamux Mmoppemy ‘rias’. OH pacrpegesser sce pedaeKcsl Ha 4 TPYIIIBL U IPUXOJUT K
BBIBOJY, YTO (POPMBI, KOTOpbIe UMeIOT PpUHaMM -i?, -Ui, -i, -ik, He BOCXOJAT K IPaMIHBCKOMY;
1P BTOM, OJJHAKO, /I/I TOTO, YTOOBI IIOHATH MX IIPOVCXOK/IeHNe, JaHHBIX SIBHO HeJJOCTaTOYHO
(Hiroyuki 2020: 811-816). Cor.racie ¢ TakM BBIBOJOM IIpeZIIOIaraeT HesICHOe ¥ HeYKOHOMHOe
pellleHne, TpeOyIoIIee 1100 3aIMCTBOBAaHNII 113 HEM3BECTHBIX CyOCTPaTOB, MO0 IOCTYINPO-
BaHIle MHOTOYVC/JI€HHBIX JUIITHIX CYIITHOCTel C CeMaHTUKOII ‘Tsia3’ Ha IIBM ypoBHe. MBI Bce ke
IIpeJIlouNTaeM CIMTATh BCe IlepedricJeHHble (POPMBI MICKOHHO POJICTBeHHBIMU, B IIpejBapu-
TEJIBHOM IIOpsI/iIke OOBSCHAS Hepery/spHble BapbUpPOBaHMSA B (PUHAIAX aCCUMMISTUBHBIMU
nporieccamu. Ctout orMeruts, 9to B BM ananekrax cama sekcema KAK Zk *fo “xemuysknna’
nmMeeT jg8e popMsl: 1) ¢ puHaIBIO U0 ~ u B aBTOHOMHOM yrioTpebenun (Hiroyuki 2018: 512),
2) c puHaIBIO iU B CIOBe ‘TyIa3’.

26) «fat/>xmup»: a) {I} FCH pui,, GIN puiz, NND puiz, HUB poi,, XNC poiz, JDU pois, ZHN pui,
FDN puiz, FQN puoi; CNL puiz, YNT puoiz, FUA p@i,, SHON puiz, PIN puiz, b) {&} FCH ko: | 11BM
{iE} *puiz

Buzno, uto KAK stumon & *kadw 13 Bcex AMaleKTOB OTpa’kaeTcsl TOIbKO B FCH; ®TO 3a-
CTaBJIsIeT IIPeAIIOJIOXKIUTh, YTO OH OBLI BhITeCHeH Ha I1BM yposHe Jyiekcemort KAK il *baj ¢ ana-
JOTMYHBIM 3HadeHueM (Starostin 2019: 164). Xupoioku oTMedaeT, 4TO DTa JeKceMa MOXKeT
YIIOTPeOJISATLCS KaK KMBOTHBIN JKUP’, TaK M ‘TOJICTBIN’ I10 OTHOIIEHMIO K yesoBeky (Hiroyuki
2018: 358).

Ms! ipeznosaraeM, 94To B PyI>KOyCKOM JyajiekTe STUMOH ‘E ko; OBLT BOCCTAHOBJIEH IIOJ
BJIVISTHUEM JINTEPATYPHOTO SI3BIKA B KauecTBe CHOHMMA K 6a3oBoit tekceme A *puis.

27) «feather/mrepo»: a) {7} NND moz# (LN), HUB md, XNC mdy, JDU mdz, ZHN moz# (LN), FDN
moo# (LN), FQN mo2ff (LN), CNL moz# (LN), YNT mo2# (LN), FUA mdz# (LN), SHON mo# (LN), PIN
mdy; a.1) FCH ys-mou; {*}&} I rBM {F&} *mo,

VIckomoe c10BO IO OCHOBHBIM MCTOYHMKaM BM Jjlekcuky B aBTOHOMHOM yHnoTpebieHnn
3aMKCHPOBAHO B OIpaHMYEHHOM 4YNCIe AKuanekTos FCH, HUB, XNC, JDU, PIN. JlaHHBbIe /I OC-
TaJIbHBIX JIAJIEKTOB B3STHI U3 MHOTOCJIOXHOII JTeKceMbl %Ll ‘Mmerenka u3 mepres meryxa’
(Lin 2002: 41); B HOJIHOCTBIO aBTOHOMHOM YIIOTpeOJIeHNUM B DTUX AMajeKTax CJIOBO He 3apuK-
CHPOBaHO.

KAK »tumon 2P *w(r)i caMOCTOSATENIBHO He MCIIOIB3YeTCs, HO COYeTaeTcsl C IOIMCeMId-
ueiM kopHeM KAK & *m"aw ‘mepcrs, iepo, Bosocs! Ha Tese’ B pamkax 6unoma P& n uckio-
yuTe bHO B AuasekTe FCH (Aopenn 2020: 138). B ocranbHbIX AMaieKkTax Ipy Hepejadn JaHHO-
ro 3HayeHust yrorpebsercs Toapko oaHocaor KAK & *m'aw. Kak ormedaer A. Xuporoku,

130



K]IaCCI/ICl)I/IKaLII/IiI BOCTOYHOI BETBU /IM1aJIEKTOB TPYIIIbI Muub n PEKOHCTPYKINS ITPABOCTOYHOMIHBCKOTO 100-c/10BHOTO CrImcKa

nexcema KAK & *m"qw coxpamsier cBOO monmceMmnaHOCTS 1 B MUHbCKUX Auastekrax (Hiroyuki
2018: 306, 508). CienyeT 106aBUTD, YTO OHA TaK’Ke OTAENBLHO YIIOTPEO/IIeTCS B U10HbE6IHLCKOL U
T0)KHOU BETBSIX.

28) «fire/oroun»: {*K} FCH huis, GTN xuois#, NND x@ys#, HUB huais, XNC hays, JDU heys ZHN
huais#, FDN xuois#, FQN huis#, CHL xui>#, YNT uois#, FUA huis#f, SHON xuois#, PIN xois || T1BM {/k} *huis

29) «fish/pwi6a»: {fi} FCH Dy2, GIN 1Yy2, NND D@y, HUB 1nAiy, XNC 1@y, JDU n@y2, ZHN nouy,
FDN Diz, FON iz, CNL 12, YNT y2, FUA D@z, SHON 1y2, PIN noez || TiBM {£} *ni>

30) «fly/aerare»: {Ji¢} FCH puii, GTN puoi;, NND p@y1, HUB puoii, XNC puii, JDU p@yi, ZHN puis,
FDN pueii, FQN puoii, CNL puii, YNT puii, FUA puoii, SHON puois, PIN poi: Il T1BM {J1&} *puis

31) «foot/HOTa»: {IX~#X} FCH khai, GTN kha;, NND kha;, HUB kha;, XNC kha;, JDU kha;, ZHN khas,
FDN khaj, FON kha;, CNL kha;, YNT kha;, FUA kha;, SHON kha; Il TIBM {5} *khay

KAK stumon /& *cok 611 BhITecHeH uHHOBaTiBHEIM KopHeM R KAK *k"raw y>xe Ha 06-
IIeMUHLCKOM ypoBHe (Starostin 2019: 171; Aopenty 2020: 139). OcHosa i TOJIKYeTCSI B CJI0OBape
«[IToB®HB 113€113bI» KaK ‘TOJIeHb’, HECKOJIBKO pa3 BCTpedasCh B TeKCTaX KJIaCCUIeCcKOTO IepuroJa.

32) «full/moambin»: a) (W~} FCH muans, SHON muans (H), FUA muans (H), PIN muans,
FQN muarns, HUB mans, XNC mans, JDU mans; b) {J&} FCH tiens, HUB tiems, XNC tims, JDU tims |
BM {iM} *muan;

MInpoxoymorpedumsii KAK xopens #i *ley, oueBnaHo, ObLI BBITECHEH Ha OOIIEMIHB-
CKOM YpOBHe, TaK KaK He OTMe4YeH HU B OJIHOM M3 BeTBeil rpyrnnsl Muns (Starostin 2019: 170;
Aopenry 2020: 139).

B nannbix 1o BM Berpevatorcst gsa cunonnma: il (KAK *man) u & (CK tien). VinnosaTus-
HBIl KOPEHD ¥ *Man HadMHaeT BCTPedaThcsl B IUTePaTyPHbIX AMATHUKAX HA9MHAs C XaHbCKO-
ro niepuoga. AnsreprHatusHas jsekcema CK JH tien, oueBngHO, He MMeeT HI HIPSIMOIL CBSI3U C
MeporanpuIecKkM 3HaKOM, KOTOPBIM 3alllchiBaeTcs, Hu napasiesnein B KAK Texcrax; nepor-
¢ mogo0paH MCKIIOUYUTETBHO 13-3a (POHETMUECKON CXOXKeCTH C jiekceMoil. MBI mmpeamoiia-
raeM, 4TO JJaHHOE CJIOBO MOXKeT OBITh CBSI3aHO C WKyaH-TalICKUMI (pOopMaMM, CM. TaliCK. tem,
JYHIKOY tim, 1io-an lim u ap. (*tlim.A cornacno Li 1977: 118). Ciesyer 106aBUTh, 4TO DTOT KO-
peHb TakKe 3apUKCUPOBaH B 10XkKHOU U UoHb6aHbCKOT BeTBsX (Aopenty 2020: 139).

Ha IIBM yposeHns 13 AByX KaHAMJATOB YBEPEHHO BBIBOJMUTCS TOJBKO M *muars, TTOCKOJIb-
Ky, B oriavie ot CK JH tiems, OH MMeeT IMIMPOKYIO AUCTPUOYIINIO 11 OJHO3HAYHO OIIO3HAETCSI
KaK MICKOHHO CMHUTIYeCKas JleKceMa.

33) «give/aaBatTb»: a) {’Z.} FCH khayks, GTN khei?s#, NND khi?;#, HUB khi?e#, XNC khitef, DU
khi?#, ZHN khe?7#, FDN khi?7#, FON khog, CHL khoyks, YNT khy?7#, SHON khy?7#; b) {#%) FUA tsinuf;
c) PIN khuais# || T1BM {Z.} *khyts

Baszossin gt KAK tekcros stumon Bl *lid He coxpaHsieTcst HU B OJHOM U3 COBPEMEHHBIX
MMHBCKUX AMajnekTos (Starostin 2019: 168; Aopenn 2020: 139-140). Ob6razaroniuii HanboIee
mpokon gucrpubynuen kopets 2, (KAK *k"at; na KAK yposHe 3HaueHne — ‘pocuts’), 1o
Becelt Bugumocty, yHacaegosaH oT KAK smoxu (HYDC I: 760). B ki1acciuecknx Tekcrax, Haum-
Has C 91I0XM XaHb, BCTPeYaeTcst mponssogHas ot nero ¢popma *k'at-s (— KAK *k"aé) ‘masary’
(Schuessler 2007: 422), ogHakO MMHBCKIE (POPMBI C DTUM >Ke 3HauUeHMeM BOCXO/AT Herocpe-
cTBeHHO K *k"at, uTO 3acTaBisger Ipe/IIoNI0XNUTh, uTo Ha IIM ypoBHe 3HaueHMe pou3BOJHOTO
rjarosia ‘JaBaTh’ IIepelio Ha OCHOBHOI IJIaroJl ‘IPOCUTE’, 1 TIBM HacJelyeT 9Ty OCOOEHHOCTb.
Cp. moreHUManbHbIe CHMHO-THMOeTCKMe KorHaThel, mpusogumble A. Iioccrepom (Schuessler
2007: 422): tumbOy kett ‘nepenasaTh, JOCTaBIATLH , KaHaypu ket, Txebop ket ‘maBaTh’ — ecsu TU
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CJIOBa JeVICTBUTENIBHO STUMOJIOIMYECKM POJACTBEHHBI KUTAMCKMM, MBI, BO3MOXKHO, MMeeM
3/1eCh JieJI0 C aHaJIOTMYHBIM (He3aBMCUMBIM) CEMaHTNUECKIM CIBUTOM.
DTUMOJIOTVSI JTOKAJIBHBIX MHHOBAIINI b) 11 €) OcTaeTcst HesSCHOI.

34) «good/xopommit»: {{f} FCH hos, GTN x23, NND X03, HUB X025, XNC hos, JDU hos, ZHN x03,
FDN X03, FQN ho3, SHON x03 (H), FUA hos (H), PIN x03 | 1BM {#F} *hos;

35) «green/3eaeHslit»: a) {4k} FCH luok;, HUB luo?7, XNC lu?;, JDU lu?;, FQN luoy, SHON lye?;
(H), FUA lu?7 (H), PIN loy; b) {75} FCH tshan, HUB tshan:, XNC tfhans, JDU tshani, FUA tshar (H), SHON
tshan; (H), PIN tshan; | TIBM {#%} *luok; u {7} *tshan:

B MuHbAyHCKOI BeTBM MCIIOJIB3YIOTCs JiBa KOPHs CO 3HadeHUeM ‘3e/IeHblil’: Oosiee apXa-
nunas tekcema KAK F *s"¢n, o6osznauaromasn IIUPOKNIL CIIEKTP XOJIOJHBIX OTTEHKOB OT 3eJie-
HOTO, CHMHEro, TO1y6oro 0 ceporo u yepHoro, u 6osiee uHHOBaTMBHas1 stekcema KAK %k *rok,
Iepejaolias VCKIIOUNTETbHO 3HaueHNe ‘3ejIeHBliI’, HO IIPY DTOM B KJaCCHMYECKMX TeKCTax
IpuMeHsieMasi, KaK IIPaBIJIO, AJIsI ONMCaHMsI MICKYCCTBEHHO OKpaIlleHHBIX IIpe/IMeTOB.

Au Kynyn u Asa FOriakan mpunmckBaioT aekceme %k [1ok; B GydKOyckoM guanexkre oc-
HOBHOe 3HadyeHNe ‘TI03e/IeHeBIllee JUII0’, a HeIIOCPeICTBeHHO 3HadyeHNe ‘3esIeHblll’ YKa3blBaeT-
Cs1 TOJIBKO JIUISL T £$a1j;, OJHAKO OCTasIbHBIE MCTOUYHVUKY 9Ty MH(POPMAIINIO He TIOATBEP>KAAIOT
(Li & Liang 1994: 37, 193). Ilpu sTom and¢ysHas ceMaHTNKa Y CJI0BaA H *ts"ary: B MMHBIYHCKIX
J1ajeKTax TakKe COXpaHsAeTCs, [I0HTOMY JieKceMa MOJKeT MCIOIb30BaThCs [ Ilepejaunl Japy-
TX OTTEHKOB XOJIOJHOTO CIIeKTpa, Harpumep, a1 yepHoro (Li & Liang 1994: 37). A1006011bIT-
HO, 4TO B JIeKceMe ‘Maill, 3eseHast gpacouan’ #k5 UCIIOJIb3yeTcsl MMeHHO Jekcema KAK &k *rok
(Hiroyuki 2018: 72, 164; Nakajima 1979: 33). Tem He MeHee, IIOCKOJIBKY Y€TKOI 1 yOeamTe s b-
HOJ MHPOPMALINU O CeMaHTUUYECKUX Pa3/INIMAX MeXAY STUMMU JByMs OCHOBaMM MCTOYHMKI,
KakK IIpaBUJIO, He IpPeJOoCTaB/IAIOT, MPUXOAUTCS BBIBOJUTL 00e OcHOBHI (*luok; m *ts'an;) Ha
IIpaypOBEHb B KaUeCTBe «TeXHIIECKIIX» CUHOHVIMOB.

36) «hair/Boaoce: a) {§H% ~ §H#%} FCH thaup=uoke, GTN thau,=muo?s, NND thau,=u?s, HUB
thau=udts, XNC tha=ute, JDU tha=ute, ZHN thau=u?s, FDN thaur=puo?s, FQN thau,=huo?s, FUA
thaz=wu?s (H), SHON thau=puo?s (H), PIN than=moke; b) {#EE} FON thau=mo. I 1BM {FHZE}
*thauo=puts

KAK »TumoH %% *pat ‘BOJIOCH CTaBMJIBHO COXPAHSETCSI BO BCEX MUHBIYHCKIX JMaJIeKTaXx,
HO TOJIPKO B COCTaBe KOMIIO3UTa SH%:, Tae niepssiit komioHeHT — KAK 8 *d"6 ‘rosrosa’. VIHo-
IJja BMECTO 3HaKa %5 *pat MCIIO/Ib3yeTCsl OMOHMMMYHBIN 3HAK gl *pat (‘HauMHATD, BBIXOJUTE);
IIPUYMHBI TAaKOJ 3aMeHbI OCTAIOTCSI HeSICHBIMI.

B nmanexre QpymuH, Kpome BBIIIIEYKa3aHHOTO CJI0Ba, TakKKe YIOTPeOJIseTcs ero IOHBIN
cuHoHuM {83} thau,=mo; (6yKB. ‘IIEpCTh TOIOBEI’), KOTOPHIN HIMPOKO PaclpoOCTPaHeH B Jpy-
TUX BeTBAX Ipynnbel Munb. Bo3MOXHO, OH IOSIBMJICA I10J, apeasbHbIM BJIMAHMEM COCeJHero
JuajieKkTa IyTsAHb, B KOTOPOM MCHOJIb3YeTCsl MCKAIOUUTENIbHO BapUaHT ‘IIepcTh roossr (/o-
penir 2020: 140).

Ha nipaypoBeHb Hazie>kHO BHIBOAUTCS 6UHOM SHEZ *thau,=puts, Ha CIeAyIOIINX OCHOBAHISIX:
1) mepBbIT KOMIIOHEHT ‘TOJIOBa’ CTaOMJIBHO COXPAHSIETCsI BO BCeX JuaseKkTaX, 6e3 OTKIOHeHUI
B POHETMYECKMX COOTBETCTBUAX; 2) BTOPOJ KOMIIOHEHT ‘BOJIOCHI’ B OOJIBIIIMHCTBE JMasieKTOB
XOTsl M yTpauMBaeT MHUIIMANb Ha CTHIKE CJIOB, KAK HTO OOBIYHO ITPOMCXOAMUT B MMHbBYHCKIX
JuajekTaX, HO cOXpaHeHNe MHHUIIMaIM B JuajekTax FCH, FDN, FQN /OKa3blBaeT ee BBIBOJM-
MOCTb Ha [1BM ypOBeHb; 3) TepMMHaJ/Ib *-f BOCCTaHaB/IMBaeTC 110 JMaleKTHBIM JlaHHBIM A. Xu-
POIOKH, B KOTOPBIX OHA PeryJyIsIpHO COXpaHseTcs (CM. aHa/IOTMYHbIe IIPUIMepPHI ‘KPOBB’, ‘KOCTB’).

Oco60 BbIJIeIAIOTCA BapMaHThl B inajaekTtax GIN 1 PIN, I/le IpOM30IIe/l Hepery s pHbI
Ilepexo/; MHUIMaIM BTOPOTIo cjora p— .

132



K]IaCCI/ICl)I/IKaLII/IiI BOCTOYHOI BETBU /IM1aJIEKTOB TPYIIIbI Muub n PEKOHCTPYKINS ITPABOCTOYHOMIHBCKOTO 100-c/10BHOTO CrImcKa

37) «hand/pyka»: {T-} FCH tshius, GTN tshius, NND tshius, HUB tf"ius, XNC tf*ous, JDU gius, ZHN
tshius, FDN tshius, FQN tshius, CNL tshius, YNT tshius, FUA tshieu;, SHON tshius, PIN tshius | TIBM

{ ? }*tShiU3

38) «head/roaosa»: {JH} FCH thauy, GTN thau,, NND thau,, HUB thauy, XNC thau,, JDU thau,, ZHN
thau,, FDN thauy, FQN thau, FUA thau,, SHON thauy, PIN thauy | TIBM {¥H} *thau,

39) «hear/capmmaTb»: {EE~HE} FCH thian; FQN thian;, HUB thien;, XNC than;, JDU than;, FUA
thien; (H), SHON thian; (H), PIN thian; | T1BM {3} *thian,

Crapsit KAK stumon [# *mon He coXxpaHmMics B BOCTOYHOMIMHBCKUX JMaleKTaX U ObLI
BoitecHeH Jsiekcemoit KAK H# *A¢y emte Ha ITM ypoBHe, Tak KakK B OCTaJbHBIX BETBSIX TPYIIIIBI
Muns on Toxxe He 3adpukcuposat (Starostin 2019: 169; Aopentr 2020: 141).

40) «heart/ceparte»: {13} FCH Oini, GTN sin:#, NND Oim:#, HUB Oimi, XNC Oim, JDU simj,
ZHN Oini#, FDN Oini#, FQN sin;, CNL sin:#, YNT sini#, FUA sim;#10, SHON sin;#, PIN sin; |l TIBM {:[»}
.

S1m1

41) «<horn/por»: {ffi} FCH koyke, GIN kay?s, NND koeks, HUB koeks, XNC koeks, JDU koeks, ZHN
koeuke, FDN ke?s, FQN kee?s (H), FUA koe? (H), SHON koe?s (H), PIN koe?s | T1BM {f} *koyke {#}

42) «I/s1»: {#} FCH nuais, GTN nuais, NND uas, HUB uas, XNC uas, JDU uas, ZHN uas, FDN uas,
FQN nuas, CHL nuis, YNT uois, FUA nos, SHON nuas, PIN uais I TIBM {3} *nuais

43) «kill/yousatb»: {fl ~ ¥§ ~ %} FCH thair!l, GTN thai,, NND thai,, HUB thair, XNC thai,, JDU
thaip, ZHN thai,, FDN thai,, FQN thai, CHL thaip, YNT thais, FUA thaip SHON thai, || TIBM {A1]} *thaiz

BM ocHoBa *t"ai, yHac1es0BaHa OT OOIIeMIHBCKOTO coctosiHust; B [IM ®Ta ocHOBa BbITeEC-
uuta KAK stumon #% *srat (Starostin 2019: 163; Aopenrs 2020: 141-142).

brrno mpeniokeHO JBe BO3MOKHBIX STMMOJIOIMM MHHOBATUBHOTrO KOopHs. OfgHa M3 HUX
BBLABUHYTA /K. HopMaHOM, KOTOPBIiT cuMTaeT MUHBCKIII KOpeHb ITpon3BoHbM oT KAK 1ex-
cemsl ¥ *E"ah ‘yripaBisiTh, perynmposats’ ¢ IPOU3BOJHBIMY 3HAUEHSIMU “AVCTUTh, OYMIIIATH,
ybusath, 3apesath (Norman 1979: 179-181). Dra runoresa comMHUTe/IbHA BBy HEOOBIYHOCTH
CeMaHTIYeCKOIl JepuBaliuy ‘peryampoBaTh’ — ‘3ape3arb, yOMBaTh' U HEPeryJIPHOCTU pa3BU-
i KAK ¢unamm *-oh (c magaionmM TOHOM) — -ai (C POBHBIM TOHOM!) B MIHBCKUX /JM1asIeK-
Tax. Veporimdudeckne 3HaKy, UCIOAB3YIOMIMECS /I 3allICH JaHHOTO CJIOBa, BEPOSITHO, OBI-
7N TIOI0OpaHbI MICXOZsI 13 (POHETMYECKOTO CXOZCTBA.

BoJjiee ybenuTe1pHOM BBIIVISIAUT JpyTasl 9TUMOJIOINS, BeiBuHyTas JsH CsAoXxya, 110 KOTO-
poOJi MUHbBCKas JIeKceMa ‘yOuBaTh Oblla 3alMMCTBOBaHa M3 Tail-Ka/alCKUX S3BIKOB B OOIIIe-
MIHBCKIII IIEPUOJ, CM. ‘YMepeTh’: WKYyaHCK. tdi;, Aail tai;, IMHbrao daii, AyHCK. tai;, MyJ1ao taii,
cyit taiz, n tau;. OH Tax>Ke NPUBOAUT BO3MOKHbIE TTapasljleJIN B A3bIKaxX MA0-50: IISTHbIYH MO
tas ‘youtr’, tuas ‘ymepeTs’, 94yaHb-IIIHb JSIHBMSAO tuas ‘yOUTH, tuds ‘yMepeTn’, MEHUK (510) tais
‘youry’, tais ‘ymepeTs’, 6s10MMUHD A0 tais ‘youTsy’, tais ‘CMepTh, yMepeTh’, U B aBCTPOHEe3UIICKIX
sI3BIKAX: aMIC pataj ‘youts’, OyHyH matad ‘ymepeTr’, aliBaHb matsay ‘yMepeTn’, AaTCKUIL taify
‘ymepets’ u gp. (Deng 1994: 39), xoTs1 HemocpeAcTBeHHas CBsA3b MX C MUHLCKUMU popMaMu
COMHUTeJIbHa (CKOpee OHM MOIYT OTpa’kaTh ApeBHIE apeasbHble CBI3J B aBCTPUYECKOM pe-
TMOHe MU Ja’ke BOCXOJMUTH K BII0Xe O0IIeaBCTPUYeCcKOro e/[HCTBa).

Buemmsia stumonornsa Asna Csoxya BRIJIAAUT yoeauTeapbHee, 4eM BHyTpeHHsA k. Hop-
MaHa, OJJHAKO CTPaHHBIM OCTaeTcs (PaKT 3aMMCTBOBAHIA HEIIePeXOJHOTO IJarosa yMupars’

10 Akutanu XMpOIOKH yKasbiBaeT popmy Oeiy; Ay auaexTa pyans (Hiroyuki 2020: 625).
1 M. Hakajsnma ykasbIBaeT JJiA JJaHHOTO CJIOBa MCK/IIOUMUTETBHO 3HaueHMe ‘pasfie/iblBaTh’, IPU DTOM Bce
IIpoYne MICTOYHMKY YIIOMUHAIOT 3HaueHne ‘yousats’ (Nakajima 1979: 23).
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KaK IIepexOIHO-Kay3aTHBHOTO 'yOMBATh IPU OTCYTCTBUM COOTBETCTBYIOIINX (POPM B TaVICKMX
ucTOuHMKax. TeM He MeHee, OYEBIM/IHO, UTO JPYIMX KaHANMJATOB HA craTyc Ipa-BM stumona
'yOmBaTh’ HeT.

44) «knee/xoaeno»: a) {FIEIH ~ B ILIH} GTN khaj-us-lauy, ZHN khas-lus-laus, FQN khas-tus-
thauy; a.1) {#LJH:FH} FCH khai-Bus-thaus (LL), FDN khai-pu?e-laus; a.2) NND khaj-ote-thau, {#3FH FH},
XNC khaj-ute-thau, {#Z5H); a.2.1) JpU {EEH} khots-thauy; a.3) HUB {#ZHH} khai-lauy; a.4) {HREHHT}
PIN kha;-lau,'2-zgike Il T1BM {#ZALEH} *khas-lus-laus ~*khas-lus-thaus

KAK atumon & *sit ‘KoeHO, cie/ibl KOTOPOTO OTCYTCTBYIOT B COBPEMEHHBIX MUHBCKVX
IuaneKkTax, ObLI BBITECHEH TpexMOp(peMHBIM KOMIIO3UTOM ellle Ha OOIIeMMHBCKOM ypPOBHe
(Starostin 2019: 165; Aopenyy 2020: 142). VinnosatusHas sekcema X (KAK *khaw) ‘roseny
B OOJIBIIIMTHCTBE MUHBJIYHCKMX JMa/JeKTOB COCTaBJIsIeT OCHOBY MeTa(opbl, OyKBaJbHO O3Ha-
yalolen ‘Tososa Xupora rojse’n’. OJHako caefyeT OTMeTUTh, UTO IIUPOKO pacIIpoCTpaHeH-
HBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM ¢ ceMaHTHKON >kusoT sasercst it KAK *da (mpu sToM accummisiims
IIPOM30IIlJIa He PaBHOMEPHO), M TOJIBKO B Ayajekrax FCH m FDN NCIIOIB3yeTcs jekcema J§
KAK *puk, neporauduyaeckue 3Haku IpU HTOM BapbUPYIOTCs, OYEBUIHO, M3-3a CeMaHTIJe-
CKOI1 6,1130CTH (CM. pa3bop JIeKceMBbl SKUBOT).

Tpexc10KHBIT KOMIIO3UT C OyKBaJbHBIM 3Ha4eHIEM ‘TOJIOBa KOCTU rojieHn’ (B KOTOPOM,
TaKM 0Opa3oM, MopdeMa KIBOT 3aMeHseTcs Ha MopdeMy ‘KOCTh’) OB OOHapY>KeH TOJIbKO
B 3-X iajiekTax (CM. a.2), Ipu TOM B guajiekte XNC neporind H KOCTh 3aMeHsIeTcsl Ha 3HaK
& (KAK *kMit ‘merepa, oTBepcTie’), Tak Kak 06a ¢10Ba sIBISIOTCS IIOYTH [TOJHBIMY OMOdOHa-
mu (cM. Hiroyuki 2018: 593 1 cMm. pa3bop sekceMsl ‘KOCTh). B nquanexre HUB (a.3) mpejcraBsiieH
IIPOCTO GMHOM ‘TOJI0Ba HOTI. YHuKanbHbi Komnonent KAK #fi *cit ‘kosenue 6ambyka, yser,
3BeHO’ IIpe/CTaBjeH B AmajeKkre PIN, IZle BCe CJIOBO JOJKHO OyKBaJbHO II€PEBOAUTHCA Kak
‘3BEHO T'OJIOBBI TOJIEHI .

OrtzenbHO ciefyeT MOAYEPKHYTh CUTYallMIO C aCCUMILIALIVEN VMHULMAMN B KOMIIOHEHTe
‘rosrosa’ (KAK BH *dho), xoTOpast oTaM4aeTcst OT CiIydasl, OIVCAHHOTO PaHee: acCUMILLSIIVS
*T- — |- MOXeT IIPOVCXOAUTD, eCaU HPeABIAYIINII CJIOT OTHOCUTCS K ‘TeMHOMY TOHY (Hiro-
yuki 2020: 61, 189). BripoueM, Kak BUIHO M3 HaIlMX JaHHBIX, DTO IPaBMUJIO He YHUBEPCAILHO:
Tak, B Anajgekrax FCH, NND, XNC COOTBeTCTBYIOIIel acCMMIIAIINN He HabmogaeTcs. Vexozs us
BCEro BBbINIeCKa3aHHOIO, MBI IIpejilaraeM BOCCTaHABJIMBATh TPeXKOMIIOHEHTHBIN BapuaHT IIBM
{58} *kras-lus-lau, ~ *khar-lus-thau, ¢ jyiaIeKTHBIM BapbUpPOBaHIEM Ha IIpaypOBHE.

45) «know/3HaTb»: a) {/\f#} NND petr-lyn,, FUA poke-lion,, HUB pyte-tyon,, XNC pite-tyon: ~
pyte-tyon,, JDU pute-tiony; a.1) {& /\ ~ fi# /\} GIN e=pei?;, CNL es=pai?s, YNT e/=pei?s, PIN es=peike
(tono); a.2) {/\f#} ZHN pi?s-iany; a.3) FCH paike'3; b) (Bt ~ 15} FDN xieus-si?7; b.1) {BE2K} FON
hieux-liz; b.2) {EE15} SHON xieus-1i% | TIBM *pets

KAK ocHosa %1 *tre, oueBuHO, IepecTajia OBITH Oa3MCHOI Ha [IBM ypOBHe, TaK KakK He 3a-
¢duKcupoBaHa HI B OIHOM U3 A3BIKOB-TIOTOMKOB JJaHHOI BE€TBI.

B MuHBIYH OTUeT/IMBO IPOCIEXMBAIOTCA JBa KOPHs, KOTOpble 00pa3yioT OMHOMBI C pas-
HBIMI KOMITOHeHTaMu. Hambosiee mmpoko pacmpocTpaHeH KOpeHb a), He MMEIOIIUI CBI3K
C KUTaCK/MMU JIUTepaTypHbIMU dKBuBaseHTaMu. /J:x. Hopman u L. Msi1 niosararor, 4yro srta
JeKceMa Oblja 3aIMCTBOBaHa M3 aBCTPOA3MaTCKUX SA3BIKOB, IIPUBOJSA B KadeCTBe CpaBHEHI
BbeTHaMCK. biét ‘y3HaBaTh, 3HaTh’, ‘TloHnMaTh (Norman & Mei 2000: 487). (Vepornmduaecknit

12 /l1s1 BTOPOTO CJIora yKa3aH PeruCcTpOBBIN TOH 11, KOTOPEIN, BEPOSATHO COOTHOCHUTCS C TOHOM 2 («CBETJIbIN
posublit» [5F; Hiroyuki 2020: 660).

13 HakaZsuMa yKasplBaeT JJId JJaHHOTO CJIOBa VICKIIOUMTEIBHO 3HadeHMe ‘y3HaBaTh’, OJHAKO COIJIACHO JaH-
HBIM 13 McToYHMKOB Li 1995, Lin 2002, c/I0BO MeeT U cTaTUYeCKOe 3HadYeHue ‘3HaTh .
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sHak J\ (KAK *prét ‘BocemMp’), KOTOPBIM 3aIlNCHIBAETCS JaHHAs OCHOBA, ITOJOOpPAH VMCKIIOUN-
TeJIBPHO I10 KpUTepUIo POHETUIECKOI OJIM30CTH).

Hanbosiee 4acTOTHBIMM pacIIMpPSIIOMIMMY KOMIIOHEHTaMM JJIs1 3aIMCTBOBAHHOTO KOPH:I
B BM ananekrax sistiores mopdemsr a.l) *es, koropas poactsenna kopuio CK f# yidj ‘mous,
yMeTh’, 3apuKcpoBaHHOMY ¢ s1ioxu Tan, u a) *tior,, Bocxogs1as, 10 Bcell BUAMMOCTH, K JIeK-
ceme 1% KAK *dirwan ‘nepenasats’ (Schuessler 2007: 288).

Apyras, MeHee IMIMPOKO pacripocTpaHenHas ocHosa (b) B (KAK *péw) ‘sHats’ 6eper Hava-
70 B gyckoM aunanekre KAK co 3HaueHmem ‘3HaTh, TIOHMMATDL U TaK>XKe BO BCeX CAydasX BCTpe-
JaeTcsI TOJAbKO B coctaBe 61HOMOB (Schuessler 2007: 536). Tak, B guasekTe FDN pacIImpuTeieM
siBysieTcst Kopens i KAK *fak ‘3Hatn’. B ocTaIbHBIX juajeKTax BTOPOil KOPeHb pacIio3HaTh He
yZaeTcsl.

46) «leaf/avic»: a) {#:~%} FCH nuok;, GTN nye?7;, NND neks, HUB nia?;, XNC ny?;, JDU ny?;,
ZHN ny?7, FDN nie7, CNL luo?;, YNT nuo?;, FUA nik; (H), SHON nye?; (H), PIN nyo?; (H); a.1) FQN
tshius=nyo; {81} || TBM {#} *niok,

KAK stimon 1 *1"ap 6p11 3amenen unHoBatusHO gekcemon % KAK *neuk ‘kopa 6am-
Oyka, 11CThsl 6GamMbOyKa’ (BOCXOAUT, IO-BUAMIMOMY, K YyCKOMY Amasaekry, cM. Schuessler 2007:
448) Ha 0OIIEMIHBCKOM YPOBHE, TaK KaK He OOHapy>KeH HI B O[HOM I3 J11a/IeKTOB 13ydaeMOil
JM1aIeKTHO TPYIIIIBI B KauecTBe OCHOBHOTO cyoBa (Starostin 2019: 163; Aopenry 2020: 143-144).

47) «lie/aexatb»: a) {{#l} FCH tos, GTN td3, NND t0s, ZHN tos, FDN tos, FQN tos, FUA tos; a.1)
{87} SHON tos-as (H); a.2) {5Cf2]} PIN ouns=tos, XNC ces=tos; b) {H#l} HUB khony; ¢) JDU ceuns || T1BM
{131} *tos

B KAK s3pike ry1aros ‘iexxats’ 110X0 (PUKCUPYETCsI U MPaKTUIeCK! He OT/e/IAeTcs OT AN-
HaMIUYECKNX IJIarOJIOB ‘JIOKUTHCS, UATU crath (cM. Starostin 2019: 172-173), oqHako B MUHB-
CKMX JIMasieKTax JOBOJBHO oTueTamBo ¢gukcupyercs kopens ff] KAK *taw ‘nagats, nepesopa-
gnBatbes’ (Aopenty 2020: 144).

Pacmmpsronine mopgeMsl B fuanekrax PIN 1 XNC 1 JDU JleKkceMa (@utj; CO 3HaueHIeM ‘Ba-
JIUTBCS, JIOKUTBCS HA, MOJIaraThCsl HA' OYEBUHO POJCTBEHHEI APYT APYIY, OJHAKO MX STUMO-
JIOTUSI OCTAETCsI Hem3BeCTHOIT; neporauduuaeckuii 3uak 58 (KAK *¢an ‘masnka is 6esbst’) BHOBb
nofoopaH m3-3a QpoHeTmdeckoir cxoxkectn ocHos (Hiroyuki 2018: 178, 291). Dra >xe ocHOBa
BCTpedaeTcs B JuajeKkre GTN c Tem >Ke 3HadeHneMm (Li 2014: 53).

/IT000MIBITHO, YTO B AMasekTe HUB /s Hepejady MCKOMOTO 3HaYeHNs MCIIOIb3yeTCs JIeK-
cema il (KAK *k™wan) ‘criaty’; Takum obpa3oM, 3/iech IpeJcTaBIeHa ITOIMCeMILs ‘CIiaTh/IeXKaTh'.

48) «liver/rieuennb»: {If} FCH kani;, GIN kani;, NND kani;, HUB kan;, XNC kan;, JDU kan;, ZHN
kani, FDN kan;, FQN kan;, CHL kan;, YNT kan;, FUA kans, SHON kan, PIN kan; || riBM {1} *kan;

49) «long/aanuubin»: {{Z} FCH toun,, GTN tounz, NND ton,, HUB ton,, XNC ton, JDU ton,,
ZHN ton),, FDN ton,, FQN torn,, CNL tourn,, YNT tounp, FUA toun,, SHON ton,, PIN toun:ll 11BM {{=}
*ton:

50) «louse/Bommb»: {E\£}} FCH Oaiks-mos, GTN sei?¢-mds, NND sete-mos, HUB OEte-mos, XNC
OEte-mos, JDU seme-md3, ZHN sets-mOs, FDN sa?s-mos, FQN se?s-mos CNL seike-mos, YNT sei?e-mos,
FUA seike-mods, SHON s€26-mos, PIN sEike-mo; || TIBM {Hl BE} *sets-mo;

KAK stumon #\ *srit COXpaHsIeTCs BO Bcex guajekrax BM BeTsn, HO TOJBKO B pacIIypen-
Hoi1 /10 6uHOMa Popme (c momorpio KAK mopdemnr £t *ma ‘marp).

14 /laHHOe CJIOBO B MMHBIYHCKMX JMajeKTaX yIOTpeOJIsieTcsl MCKIIOUNTebHO s nepegaun pamuany (Hi-
royuki 2018: 548).
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51) «man/myxumuHa»: a) {LK{R} FCH touns=muoi-ngyn, GTN touns=muoi-ngyn:,
XNC ton=mui-(nceun.) ~ tceen,=mui-(noceurn.), ZHN tons=nui-nceur),, FDN tons=muoi-nen,,
FON tyns=muo;-nen,, YNT tayn~muo;-neyns, FUA touns=mui-ncen,, SHON ton;=muo;-neny,
PIN touns=mo;-nceny; a.1) {3L 7} NND tons=mu;, HUB tons=muo,!5, JDU ton,=mus; b) FCH nans-
noyn: {5 A\}; b.1) {55 7} CNL nanz-nais || 11BM {SLRAR} *tons=muo;-neen,

Crappin KAK stiimMon B *nam ‘My>KuMHa’ HaO/II0JaeTcs TOJIBKO B IBYX COCeJHIUX JMasekK-
Tax FCH, CNL, I7le OH B IIPMHIIVIIE MOT BOCCTAaHOBUTHCS IIOJ BJIVISTHUEM JINTEPATypPHOIO S3BIKA.
B o6omx ciydasix OH BXOAUT B cOCTaB KOMITO3MTa: B FCH'® BTOPBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM OKa3bIBaeTCs
KAK fi# *niin ‘genosex’ (ogpobuee cM. ‘person/denosex’), a B CNL — KAK F *kréé¢ ‘rpymma,
KJacc’ (MCXolHOe 3HaueHMe — ‘TpaHmua’, ‘pasgennTtenbHas auHus’). [Tpu sTom o scemy BM
apeasy pacipocrpanena octosa LK (KAK *drin pa; cxopHoe 3HaueHne — ‘My>K; My>K4MHa’),
OOBIYHO TAKKe pacIiypeHHas 3a cuetT Mopdemsl & *niiy ‘yenosex’.

B ¢onermyeckoM 11aHe Ba>KHO OTMETUTH aCCMMMJIAILIMIO Ha CTHIKE JBYX CJIOTOB Kak B
TpexcI0XXHOM Komrioaute KR, rie nHumans BToporo caora Ipespaniaercs B ryGHOIT HO-
COBOI1 M-, Tak 1 B 6uHOMe J 51, r1e oHa TpaHchopMupyeTcs B Ha3aIbHBII 11- VI 7]-.

52) «many/MHOTO»: a) {% ~ 7% ~ ffi ~ {ffi ~ {ff} FCH sas, GTN s&;, NND s&s, HUB O¢s, JDU Oes,
HUB s&, ZHN Se6, FDN ses, FQN s&6, CNL Ses, FUA 8&¢, SHON S&, PIN s&6; b) FUA {ifit} kuais I| TIBM *ses

B 6onpmumncTBe MuHbAYHCKMX AnanekToB KAK stumon % *tdj ObLI BBITECHEH IHHOBATUB-
HOI1 JIeKCeMOI1 HesICHOTO Itpoucxoxaennus. ITo ponernyecknm npmannam BM kopeHb HeBO3-
MO>KHO BO3BeCTH K XaHbckomy KopHIO f#§ (KAK *373j) ‘MHOKeCTBO’, Ha 4TO HaMeKaeT COOTBET-
cTByIoIas neporandudeckas 3anuck: 1) BM jsiekceMbl OTHOCATCA K TOHATBHOM TPYIIIE «TeM-
HBIT BXOAAIUI» (2 ), B TO Bpemst Kak c1oBO fff OTHOCHTCS K TOHAJIBHON KaTETOPUM «CBET-
abit poBHb» (%F); 2) mHMIMans s- (~ 6-) B BOCTOYHOI BETBU He MOXXeT BocxoanTts Kk KAK
vHnnmaan *3(r)- (Starostin 2019: 163). DTuMostorus KopHs kuai; U3 auanekra FUA TakKe OCTa-
ercst HesicHoIT (110 goHeTryeckuM npuunHam csectu ee K KAK sekceme i *kwajh ‘mpesocxo-
IUTDH’ He yJaeTcsl; caM 3HaK IOZ00paH BTOPUYHO 13-3a (POHETUIECKOTO CXO/CTBAa OCHOB).

53) «meat/msico»: {Al} FCH nyk;, GTN ny?7, NND ny?;, HUB nyuk;, XNC neky, JDU neks, ZHN
ngu?y, FDN nuz, FQN ny?7, SHON nu?; (H), FUA ng?; (H), PIN nyk; || TIBM { A} *niky

54) «xmoon/ayHa»: a) {H]} GIN npuo?;, NND not;, ZHN not;, FDN nuoy, CNL nuoky, YNT nuo?y,
FUA nuky, SHON nye?;, PIN nokz; a.1) { HJ%: ~ H 5%} FCH nuoks-luons, FON nuo?s-kuons; a.2) { H #5}
HUB not;-nes, XNC ndty-nes, JDU nety-ne; || 11BM {H } *nuot;

KAK H *pwat crabuasHO COXpaHSETCsI BO BCEX SI3bIKAX-IIOTOMKAX MIHBJYHCKON BETBIA,
4acToO pacHIMpsACh JO JByCJOra JAM0O0 3a cYeT IPUCOeVHeHUs Mopc])eMm ¥t (KAK *kwan)
‘cBeT, 6s1eCcK’ (MHOT/ZIA 3aIIMCHIBAETCS CXOJHBIM IIO ceMaHTHKe 3HakoM 5 (KAK *ranh) ‘ceer’),
100 3a CYeT DTUMOJIOTMIECKN HesICHOV MOp¢eMBI (3alMChIBaeTCs MeporandrieckKuM 3HaKOM
4 nd (CK nd) ‘TPyZAp’, HOJOOPaHHBIM IO IPUHIUITY (POHETIYECKOTO CXO/ICTBA).

55) «mountain/ropa»: {111} FCH Oan:, GTN san;, NND san;, HUB Oan;, XNC Oans, JDU san;, ZHN
san;, FDN sarn);, FQN san; (Oan, CNL san:#, YNT san:#, FUA san:#, SHON sam:#, PIN san; | T1BM {111} *san;,

56) «xmouth/por»: {%~W§} FCH tstuis, GIN ts'ys, NND tshoi, HUB tsuis, XNC t/huis,
JDU tshois, ZHN tshois, FDN tstuis, FQN ts'uis, CNL tshuois, YNT tsPuois, FUA tsh@is, SHON tshy,,
PIN tshuis | TIBM {5} *tstuis

15 A. XMpOIOK! yKa3bIBaeT PerucTpoBbIil TOH 34, KOTOPHIi, BEPOSATHO, COOTHOCUTCA C 2-M TOHOM («CBETJIBII
posublit» [5F; Hiroyuki 2018: 324).

16 B pywKOyCcKOM JAmaseKkTe Tak’Ke BO3MOKEH JIEKCMUYEeCKMII BapMaHT nar,-1ais, KaK U B Auajexre CNL; ode-
BIJJHO, 9TO CBA3aHO C apeabHBIM BavstHreM (Lin 2002: 50; Liu & He 1998: 512).
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Ocnosnoit KAK stumon [ *k"0, KoTOpbIit B JMTEpaTypHOM KUTAICKOM SI3bIKE MOKHO
cunTaTh 6A30BBIM TEPMMHOM BILIOTDH JIO Hadasa LIMHCKON SIIOXM, He IIpOC/IeXMBaeTcss HU B
OJIHOM U3 MUHBCKMX [J11aJeKTOB, IIOBTOMY MBI (PUKCUPYeM JeKCMIecKyIo 3aMeHy y>ke Ha [IM
yposHe (Starostin 2019: 169; Aopeniy 2020: 146).

JlaHHbIe ITOKa3bIBaIOT, YTO MHHOBATUBHOI JIEKCeMOII, BLITECHUBIIIEN CTapyIO OCHOBY, CTa-
n1a nekcema KAK B *AMwas, paHee OOO3HayvaBIlas ‘KJIIOB’; TAaKUM OOpa3oM, MBI HabJIOZaemM
TUIIMYHYIO J/I1 CMHUTIYECKOTO apeasa CeMaHTIIeCKyIo Jepusaunio ‘KiIos’ — ‘por’. Hepeznko
IJIs1 3aIlICU DTOTO CJIOBa M3-3a CEMAHTMYECKON CXOXKeCTU MCIIOb3YeTCs MepOoramduaecKuii
3Hak W (KAK *cwij) ‘KI10B’, KOTOPBIiT TaK>Ke BOCXOAUT K XaHbCKOMY TEPMIHY, HO C MHOM 9TU-
MOJIOTHE.

57) «name/mmsi»: a) {#} GTN miany#, NND mian,#, HUB mien,, XNC miEn,, JDU miern,, ZHN
mian,#, FDN mian,#, FQN mian,, SHON miar,, FUA miern,, PIN mian,; a.1) FCH mian-tseis {# 7} |
I1BM {#} *mian;

58) «neck/mesi»: a) {fZJH ~ 5% ~ fZ5]} GTN taus-uns, NND taus-ons, HUB tas-uns, XNC taus-
@n;, JDU taus-yns, ZHN taus-yns, FDN taus-uns, FUA taui-uns, PIN tas-uns; a.1) {JEH4 ~ I2#} FCH ta,-
aus, CNL taup-ouke, YNT taus-u?e, FON taus-ud?e a.2) {JEHK} FON taus-(p)Buo?z-tyy; a.3) {545}
SHON taus-lians | iBM {JGTH} *taus-un;

KAK stumon 48 *'én ‘mes’ cam 110 cebe He 3adpUKCMPOBaH HIL B OFHOIT U3 BETBEIT IPYIIIIbI
MuHp B KauecTBe OCHOBHOTO KOPHsI, HO IIPUCYTCTBYeT KaK pacIIMpuUTeNb B jAnanekrte SHON
(Starostin 2019: 170; Aopenry 2020: 147). VnHoBatusHast 1ekcema ffi *d"oh ‘mies’ Bocxoput K
1uckoMy caoBy snoxu Uyneio-xansro (VII-II BB. 1o H.9.) u, npeamnoaoxurensHo, 8 KAK
IepuoJ uMeeT OOJiee y3KOe 3HaueH!e ‘IIelHBIN II03BOHOK, T.K. ee YIIOTpeOIeHNe IIPOoCIeK-
BaeTCs B KOHTEKCTaX, CBsI3AaHHBIX C HemezyeHHON cMepTrio (Schuessler 2007: 216; Starostin
2019: 170-171).

Kax BuHO 13 HaIllMX JaHHBIX, KOPEeHb BCersia yIIOTpeO IsIeTCsT TOIBKO B COCTaBe KOMIIO3M-
TOB; B KauyeCTBe pacuuypuresent darne Bcero Boictymaior (a) KAK T *¢ron ‘miest (TolibHast
qacts)’ u (a.1) KAK & *kwat ‘kocts’ (cM. mogpobHbIil pazbop sTiMoHa ‘bone/xkocty’). Bo Beex
O6uHOMax HabJII0JaeTCsl yceueHre MHUITMAMIN BTOPOTO CJIOra, XapaKTepHoe [JIs MUHBCKUX JiVa-
nextos (Hiroyuki 2018: 36).

59) «new/HOBBII»: { T} FCH 0in;, GTN sin;, NND sin;, HUB 0in;, XNC 0inj, JDU sinj, ZHN siny,
FDN sin;, FQN sin;, FUA Oein;, SHON sinji, PIN sin; | TIBM {#7} *siny

60) «night/Houb»: a) {FHH ~ IEAH} FCH man;-muo;, GTN man,-muo;, NND marn,-mui, HUB
man,-nuo;, XNC marny-nu;, JDU man-nu;, ZHN marn;-mu;, FQN man;-muo;, FUA man,-muj, PIN
many-mos; a.1) {#EMEH} cNL lan,-muos-laus, YNT man,-muos-lauy; a.2) {{Ei#} FDN many-kuoy;
a.3) {F=[H]} SHON many-kan; | IBM {Z=H#} *man,-mu;

[I1poKo PacIpOCTPaHEHHBIT B KIACCUYECKU ITepuo 9TuMoH & *liah BbITECHEH MHHO-
Ballyell ellje Ha OOII[eMIHLCKOM YPOBHe, TaK KaK HI OJUH U3 SA3BIKOB-IIOTOMKOB He COXPaHILT
crapbiil KopeHs (Starostin 2019: 163; Aopenty 2020: 147). Bo Bceit MMHB/IYHCKOM BeTBU MCIIO/Ib-
syetcst Kopens = KAK *men ‘6pITh TeMHBIM’, KOTOPBINI B 9TOM 3HaueHNM GUKCUPYETCs yXKe B
KJIaCCMYeCKNX IMaMSITHUKAX; CceMaHTHYecKoe pas3BUTHe ‘TeMHBIII’ — ‘HOYb’ B MMHBIYHCKIX
JyajeKTax TUIIOJOTMYecK! eCTeCTBEHHO /I CaMBIX PasHBIX apeasos. Vleporimduaeckni
3HaK, MCIIOJIb3yeMBII JIJISl 3aIlMIC DTOTO KOPH:, BapMaTUBeH 1 YacTO 3alMChIBAeTCs C KJII0YOM
‘rnaz’ (f&).

B aBroHOMHOIT popMe 5TOT KOpeHs B BM amasekrax He MCIIOIb3yeTCs ¥ OOBIYHO BCTpeda-
eTCsl B JIBYXCJIOXKHBIX (peXke — B TPexCJOXKHBIX) KoMIo3nuTax. Yale Bcero pacmmupurenem
okasbiBaetcs Jjekcema Ml KAK *pa ‘Bedep’, KOTOpas HauMHaeT BCTpedaThCsA B JMTepaTypPHBIX
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namMsaTHMKax ¢ snoxu Xans (HYDC V: 729); nHnimans BTOporo cjiora B 9TOM KOHTEKCTe acCy-
MUJIMPYeTCs IpeJIIecTBYIOIell HOCOBON TepMUHaJIN.

61) «<nose/HOC»: a) {£:} FCH pheis, GTN phis, NND pheis, HUB phis, XNC phis, JDU pheis, ZHN pheis,
FDN phis, FQN pPes, CNL pheis, YNT phey; a.1) {#223 ~ 575} FUA phis-ceny; a.2) {4588} SHON phis-lauy;
a.3) {&:1h} PIN phis-us || TIBM {&4} *phiy

62) «not/me»: {{A ~ # ~ I} FCH me1, GTN ns#, NND ne#, HUB ns, XNC Ny, JDU ns, ZHN nef, FDN
ne#, FQN ni, CNL in:#, YNT in:#, FUA ne#, SHON 1ne#, PIN mD;, || TIBM *m; (~ *1)2)

Y CTONYMBBII INTEPATyPHBII DKBUBATeHT AN *pa 6bLI BEITeCHeH yKe Ha IIM ypoBHe KOH-
tunyantoMm f (KAK *ma) ¢ ucxogHO 3arpernTesbHO ceMaHTHUKOM ‘He Hajo, He' (Starostin
2019: 163; Aopeny; 2020: 148)Y7. PoneTnyeckmne pe(l)JIeKCI)I OTpULIATe/JIbHON YacTULLI BapbUpPY-
IOTCSI Ha CTBIKE CJIOB; 13-3a DTOTO BO3HMKAIOT (paHTOMHEIE IIpeJiCTaBIeHIsI 00 MCII0Ib30BaHUN
B Pa3roBOPHOI peuM STUMOJIOTMYECKM Pa3HBIX JIeKCeM, KOTOpble HauMHAIOT MapKUpPOBaThCs
pasHbIMU rpadguyeckumy 3HakaMmu. Hemmpeckasyemble TOHa/IbHBIE BapMalii B IIPVBeJeHHBIX
IpuMepax TakKKe CBA3aHbI C TOHA/JIBHBIMI CaH/XM, BBI3BAHHBIMM CBA3aHHBIM XapaKTepoM
Mopgemsl. Ha TIBM ypoBeHb JOIIyCTMMO BBIHOCUTDH (B KadecTBe JIOIIOJHUTENBHO pacipefe-
JIeHHBIX) 0Oa BapMaHTa — KaK MCXO/JHBIN C JJabMa/IbHONM MHUIIMAJIBIO /m/, TaK ¥ aCCUMUINPO-
BaHHBIN C MHULIAJIBIO /1)/.

Crour 106aBUTh, YTO OTPUIIAHME MOXKET CTATMBATBCA C IOCAeYIOIIM CIOBOM, 3aMeHsIsI

yHnImans sroporo ciaora: PIN B thian; — ANHE nansss ‘coapimatsy’ — ‘ve casimary’, € pa, —
A€ mays; ‘mognumMarses’ — ‘He mogHUMaThes”, A sois - M nois ‘cugery’ — ‘me cugery’ (Hi-

royuki 2020: 392-394; Hiroyuki 2018: 654; Liu & He 1998: 75).

Aust 3anmen yare Beero ucrions3yiorest 3 3Haka: 1) i (KAK *ma), 3a KOTOpbIM 1 B JiuTe-
paTypHOM sI3bIKe 3aKpeIrUIeHbl 3HaueHus ‘He Hajlo, He; He uMeTy’; 2) 1A —Bugon3MeHeHHsbI
rpadudecknit Bapuant mpocroro neporiauda A ‘ue’; 3) B — mogobpan ns coodbpaskenuii ¢o-
HEeTIYeCcKOI 0/IM30CTH, BIIepBBIe VICIIOIb3YeTCs B INTepaTyPHBIX ITaMATHMKAX HaulMHas C DIIO-
xu1 Mun 1 nepegaun 3sykonopaxanus (HYDC III: 356). Cp. ¢ Takum >Ke pa3BuUTieM KOTHa-
TBI U3 JIPYTUX JIMaJeKTHBIX TpyIIL: VY (IlaHxaiick. m;), 10 (ryanusxoy my), Xakka mz u gp. (LNT.
1o Schuessler 2007: 518-519).

63) «one/oauu»: a) {#j} FCH Ouoks, GTN sye?;, NND s@7, DU @y7, ZHN s0%7, FDN Suo;, FQN
Oyo7 (H), CNL sos#, YNT so?s#, PIN sekz, b) XNC git7, FUA sik#, SHON si?7 || T1BM {#]} *suok;

Vickonnoe uncantensnoe KAK — *?it ‘oqun’, mo-BMaAMMOMY, 3aMeCTUIOCh MHHOBATUBHOM
JIeKCeMOI1 BO BceM MIHBCKOM apeasie y>Ke Ha OOIIeMIHbCKOM YPOBHE, COXPaHssCh JUIIIb B CO-
CTaBe OTJe/IbHBIX YCTOMUMBBIX BhIpakeHun (Starostin 2019: 163; ZAopeniy 2020: 149).

DTUMOJIOTHYEeCKOe ITPOMCXOXK/eHe DTOTO cjIoBa HescHO; Hrail mpejriosaraer BO3MOX-
uyio ces3b ¢ AK kopuem ¥ *dok ‘opmuoxnit; yankaasssnt’ (Ngai 2015: 213), ogHako pas3sutue
*d- — *s- mepeJ MICKOHHBIMU JOJITMMU IJIACHBIMU JIJII MMHBCKMX JIM1a/J€KTOB HepeTry/IIpHO.
[Ipu ycnosuy OpuHATAS CIIOPaIMYecKOro coKpalleHms Joarotel (*dok — *dok — IIM *30k —
BM *suok), uto B HMpMHI[UIIE JOTMIHO IJIsI CTOJb YaCTOTHOTO YMCAUTETBHOTO, STUMOJOIVL
npuemiema. (Vepormmduuecknit 3HaK %, TpaHCKPUOUPYIOIINIT JaHHOE CJIOBO, KaK pa3 MIMeeT
CK uTeHme c I/1acHBIM TpeThero AsHa 30uk, Bocxogsiiee Kk AK *dok).

dopwma, mpezcraseHHas B JraaeKTax XNC, FUA, SHON, BpsIZ I MOXKeT OTpa’kaTh 0a30BbIIi
KAK sTtumon — *?it ‘oaun’, Tak KaK Ha/[e>KHBIX IIPYIMEPOB Ha BO3MOXKHOCTD Pa3BUTIS *7- — ¥s-
He OOHapy>KeHO; BIIpoYeM, JPYTUX el OTHOCUTEJLHO ee BePOSITHOTO IIPOVICXOXK/AEeHIs TaK-
>Ke HeT.

17 B HexoTOpBIX BM simasexTax 9TOT >Ke KOpeHb IepefaeT IIpejMKaTUBHOe 3HaueHune ‘He umeTs’ (Hiroyuki
2020: 696).
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64) «person/ueaoBex»: a) {{} FCH noyn., GIN neyn,, NND ncen;, HUB noeun,, XNC ncen,
JDU neeur),, ZHN ncer, FDN neny, FON nery, CNL loyn,, YNT neyn,, FUA ncerz SHON nemnp, PIN
noeny; b) {Ff} FON tens (H), FUA teins (H), PIN teins | TIBM {{&} *ncen;

KAK stumon A *nin B Munbckon BeTBu BbitecHsiercst uanosanyen f= (KAK *niy), nexon-
HO = ‘3emJiefiesiel], KpecTbaHMH (Starostin 2019: 163; Aopeniy 2020: 149-150); a1 3anicy MUHD-
CKOTO €JIOBa OBBIYHO MCITOJAB3YeTCsl 3HAK, PACIIMPEHHBIN 3a cueT Kiaoda ‘venosek’ (fi%). B ym-
TepaTypHOM sI3bIKe pacllliIpeHHOe 3HaueHle ‘JesJoBeK’ y DTOrO CJI0Ba He BCTpedaeTcs], HO, Kak
orMmeuaeT Ixoy Parao, B KayecTse MeCTOMMeHM: 1-To /iMIla 9Ta JeKcema BCTpedaeTcs B CTUXO-
TBOopenuu sroxu IOxupix aunacrmit (420-589 rr.) «Ilecust Lzbr-e» (T #K; nur. mo Norman
1983: 208). Hopman u M»ait oTMe4alOT aHaJIOTMYHOE JCIIOJIb30BaHMe JJaHHOM JIeKceMBI (‘Kpe-
CTBbSHIH — 'UeJIoBeK) Takke cpejau Amanekros rpymmsl Y (Norman 1983: 208; Mei 2015: 123).

A1 Tpex JuasleKTOB, OIMCAHHBIX B MccaeJoBaHny XMUPOIOKM, TakXKe IIPUBOJSUTCA IOJI-
HBIVI CMHOHMM b) HemsBecTHOTO Mponcxoxkaenns (Hiroyuki 2020: 649).

65) «rain/aoxap»: {i} FCH huds (LH), GTN xus, NND xus;, HUB Xxuoe, XNC hues, JDU hus,
ZHN xus, FDN huos (LH), FQN huds, CNL huos, YNT huos, FUA hue, SHON ue (LH), PIN huos (LH) |
11BM {F¥} *hus

KAK stumon M *whd ‘po>xap’ cTabuaIbHO COXpPaHsIeTCsl B COBPEMEHHBIX JajIeKTax, OJHaKO
IIpM DTOM YacTO HaOJIOJaeTcs cBOOOJHOe BapbUpOBaHUE JIUTEPATYPHOIO M PasrOBOPHOTO
greHnit. B ncrounnke Liu & He 1998: 481482 o6a BapmaHTa 4eTKO pa3rpaHMUMBAIOTC, IIPU-
yeM «JIuTepaTypHble» (POPMBI, KaK IpaBU/IO, UMEIOT BUJ i3 VJIM Y3 C BOCXOZSIIUM TOHOM
(L), no B IPYTUX UCTOYHMKAX CUTyalus 6osee xaotuyHa. Tak, 41 guanekra FCH Hakazasn-
Ma yKasbIBaeT JUTepaTypHOe YTeHue; sl Anuanekta FDN UsHp u /Au TakKe ZalOT TOJIBKO JIN-
TepaTypHOe 4TeHIe; TO JKe caMoe JIJIsl J1aleKToB PIN, SHON 1 FQN y XupOIOKu (Nakajima 1979:
4; Chen & Li 1991: 12; Hiroyuki 2020: 616). Bo3aM0O>HO, 9TO CBsI3aHO C TeM, UYTO «JIUTepaTyp-
HOe» YTeHle B MUHB/JIYHCKIX J1aleKTaX XapaKTepHO JJIs HeKOTOPBIX YCTOYMBBIX COYeTaHNIA,
TaKuX, KaK, Harpumep, ‘uzer foxnaw’: &R ~ [ FCH toun, 1ys, CNL toun, nys, FQN ton, 1ys,
YNT touw; ys3, GIN touns ny. m 1. g. (Lin 2002: 33).

66) «red/xpacHsi»: {A1} FCH @ynz, GTN @ynz, NND cenz, HUB ceun, XNC cen, JDU ceuny,
ZHN ceur), FDN enp, FQN @1n,, CNL @y1),, YNT @y1n),, FUA cerjz, SHON o1, PIN ceun: | T1BM {41} *oyn,

Ocuosnoint KAK stumon 75 *khiak ‘KpacHbl’ B COBPEMEHHBIX MUHBCKIX /JVAJEKTaX He
BCTpeyaercsi, T.K. yke Ha [IM ypoBHe oH 6bL1 BoiTecHeH nuHoBaumen 4L (KAK *¢on), peaxo
BcTpevamnomerics B KK Tekcrax, HO akTMBHO MCIIOJb3yeMON HaumMHas C IHepuoja XaHb
(Starostin 2019: 169; /lopenry 2020: 150).

67) «road/aopora»: a) {$3%} FCH tuos, GTN tuos, NND tus, HUB tu0s, XNC tus, JDU tus, ZHN
tus, FDN tuos, FQN tuos, CNL tuds#, YNT tuos#, SHON tyes#; b) {#%} FCH lous | T1BM {33} *tuos

[To Bcemy BM apeasy B 3HaueHuu ‘gopora’ MCIIOJNb3YeTCs JyaleKTHas VHHOBAIys JH18
(CK do), no-sugumomy, mopdosorndeckn casizantas ¢ KAK ocHosoit i *Ehi ‘opora’, HO OT-
JINYAIOIIAsICS OT Hee Ha/iudyeM MaJaroero ToHa.

B amanexre FCH, IOMIMO 9TOrO, B KaueCTBe CMHOHIMaA TakKe VICIIOIb3YyeTCs JIUTepaTyp-
HOe 3auMcTBOBaHue % lous, Bocxozsee K KAK B *rah ‘mopora, mmyTy’.

68) «root/kopensn»: a) {f} HUB kyni, XNC kyni, JDU kyni, FON kyni, FUA ken: (H), SHON
kyni(H), PIN kyns; a.1) FCH tsus=kyn: {8}, GIN tshius=kyn: II iBM {#R} *kyn:

KAK stumon /N *pén He IIPOCJIEXKNBAETCsS HU B OJTHOM U3 IMa/JIEKTOB T'PYIIIIHI Muus, mo-
CKOJIBKY OBLT BbITeCHEH MHHOBaTUBHBIM KOopHeM KAK i *kin emje Ha 061ieMuHbCKOM ypoBHE

18 Vlepornududeckuit 3HaK ¥ 3a mpejenraMn cpeJHEKUTAICKIX CIOBAapell He BCTPedaeTcsl.
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(Starostin 2019: 166-167; Aopent 2020: 150). CiaesyeT oTMETUTH HepeTyJ/IsipHOe pa3suTue Qpu-
Hauy, T.K. KAK *-an 06sraHO oTpaskaercs B BM gmanexrax kak -ouy ~ -un ~ -or. IIBM ¢punans
*-yn pesyabrat paszsutist uz KAK -*-on, *-an, *-dn.

69) «round/xpyrasun»: {[El} FCH ien,!, FQN ien;, HUB ieny, JDU iny, XNC in; || 11BM {[E]} *ien,

70) «sand/mecok»: {¥»'} FCH Oaii, GTIN sai;, HUB Quoi, XNC Ouds, JDU suoi, FQN Oua;, FUA 001
(H), SHON sua; (H), PIN sai; | TIBM {¥)} *sai;

71) «say/cka3zaTe»: a) {ifiati} FCH kouns-uas, GTN kouns-uas, NND kons-uds, HUB kons-nuos,
XNC kons-nuos, JDU kouns-nuos, ZHN kons-uds, FDN kons-uas, CNL kouns-uas, YNT kouns-uas,
FUA kuns-wos, SHON kons-uag; a.1) {7#} FQN kons, PIN koun;, | T1BM {7} *kons-uas

B MUHBCKUX [M1aeKkTax, Kak 1 BO BCEX CMHUTUYECKNX SI3bIKaX, 3Ha4eHusI ‘CKa3aTh’ U ‘TOBO-
PUTL pa3rpaHMIUTD JOBOJLHO TPY/HO; BBUAY HeXBAaTKI JaHHBIX (OCOOEHHO KOHTEKCTOB) Y Hac
HeT TBep/i0ll YBepPeHHOCT! B TOM, UTO BCe IIpeJCcTaBJIeHHbIe DKBMBAJIEHTHI OTPakalOT MMEHHO
OJJHOKpaTHOe 3HaveHIe ‘CKa3aTh’.

B m060M cirydae 04eBNMIHO, YTO HYM OJVIH MUHBCKUII IVajJeKT He COXpaHseT B 3HAYeHNI
‘ckazaty’ KAK stumon Fl *wat (Starostin 2019: 172; Aopenn 2020: 151). I'/taBHOI MHHOBaIIVET
BHyTp1 BM apeasia okasbiBaeTcst GUHOM A i, [IepBbIIi c10r KoToporo BocxoauT K KAK & *kron
‘00BACHATD, AMCKYTUPOBaTh’, a Bropoit — k KAK Al tghraé ‘peun; rooputs’. VIHora Bcrpeya-
€TCsl TaK>Ke IIPOCTON OJHOCIOKHBIN BapUaHT i *koms.

72) «see/BuaeTb»: a) {I.} FCH kiens (LN), SHON kiens (H), PIN keins, HUB kens, XNC kins, JDU
kins; a.1) {F 5.} FQN k"ans=kiens (niens), FUA ans=nins (H), PIN ans=peins; b) {#t#} SHON ons-tye?,
(H) | IBM {}} *kiens

B cioBapsix u cIOBHMKAX IO AuanekraM MuHb, KaK IpaBUIo, IIJIOXO pa3rpaHNMIMBaIOTCS
3Ha4eHNs ‘BUJETH U ‘CMOTpPETH’; MBI CTapaeMcs IIPUBOANUTH JIeKCeMBI, COOTBETCTBYIOIIIe MaH-
JApUHCKOMY IJIaroJIy = jian ‘BUZI€TH’, HO B TaKOM BIJle OHI 3apVIKCMPOBAHLI JNIITh B OTPaHU-
YEeHHOM KOJINYECTBE JV1aIeKTOB.

B aBroHOMHOM yniorpebennn pediekcs crapoit iekceMsl b, *kénh HabogaoTes B mec-
TU JyajeKkTax; Ipu 9ToM XUPOIOKM OTMeYaeT, YTo B AyaaeKrax HUB, XNC, JDU OHa MO>KeT OBbITh
pacmmpena 0 6uHOMa ¢ nomoinpio ocHoBbl KAK % *khanh ‘cmotpersy’: HUB ans=nens, XNC
an=ring, JDU k'an;=nins (Hiroyuki 2018: 355). B ocraimpnubIX Amanekrax GUKCUPYETCS TOJbKO
®TOT JBYCJIOKHBIN BapMaHT, IIpideM abCOIIOTHO Be3J/le Ha CThIKe MopdeM MMeeT MeCcTO acCu-
MULISILIVSL.

73) «seed/cemsi»: a) {¥f ~ -} GIN tsis, NND tsis, ZHN tsis, FDN tsis; a.1) FCH tsymi-tsi, {1} |
IIBM {¥°} *tsis

B Bocrounommmbckoit Betsu KAK stimon f# *t07 ‘cems’ mpociesKuBaeTcst TOIBKO B Jua-
JexTe FCH, IJle OH paclIMpeH 3a cyeT JOIOJHUTEeTbHOTO KOPH: T (KAK *cd) ‘cbiH, peGeHoK,
1moToMcTBO’. Bo Bcex ocTa/pHBIX /ManeKTax 3HaueHMe ‘ceMs’, HallpOTUB, IlepefaeTcsl MMEeHHO
IIOC/IeJHUM KOPHEM, 3alliChIBasICh MHOIA KakK ff C JOIOJHNUTENBHBIM KII0YOM ‘puc (B JuTe-
paTypHOM sI3bIKe DTOT MepOIIN( BCTpedaeTcs TOJIBKO B I103//HeCpeJHEBeKOBBIX MaMATHMKAX).
CeMaHTHUeCKNIT IIlepexo], ‘ChIH, peOeHOK — ‘ceMs’ B I1eJIOM JOCTaTOYHO XapaKTepeH [ CU-
HUTUYECKOIO apeaJa.

Cyzas no auctpudyrum pediekcos, Ha [1BM ypOBHe OCHOBHBIM DKBMBaJI€HTOM 3HaueHII
‘ceMst’ y>Ke OBLI OZHOCIOr |- *£Si3, XOTsI HA DTOT II€PEXO0/] MOIJIO ITOBJAMATH €r0 IIepBOHAYaIb-

1 /lu 1 /s yKasblBAIOT st ofHocsora [H ier, sHaueHne ‘cobupaThbest BMecTe’; caMo 3HaueHMe ‘KpyTJiblit’ Ie-
penaetcs Tpexciorom [FEIEkFk ienr-30u1-30u; (Li & Liang 1994: 156).
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HOE JICIIO/Ib30BaHMe B COCTaBe JBYCIora 1 J; ¢ Ipyroi CTOpPOHBI, COXpaHeHNe er0 KOHKPETHO B
PyITKOyCcKOM JAmajeKkTe MOXKeT OBITh pe3y/bTaTOM apXamsaumy (BJAMSHUS JUTepaTypHOIO
SI3BIKA).

74) «sit/cuaern»: {A2} FCH Ouois, GTN sois, NND $dys, HUB 00is, XNC B0is, JDU s0is, ZHN $Dis,
FDN s0is, FQN S0is, FUA 805 (H), SHON s0is (H), PIN s0is | IIBM {4} *s0is

75) «skin/koxa» {J7} FCH phuiz, GTN phuoiy, NND phuis, HUB phtuoi,, XNC phuiz, JDU phuiz
ZHN phuiz, FDN pruei,, FQN phuoi#, CHL phuiy YNT phuois, FUA phuoiz, SHON phuois, PIN phoiz |l
BM { ¢} *phuiz

KAK »tumoHn J§ *pra ‘koxa (desioBeka)’ 6bL1 3aMeHeH MHHOBaTUBHOI Jekcemon % (KAK
*b'aj) ‘ko>ka (KMBOTHOTO)’ ellje Ha OOIIIEeMIHBCKOM YPOBHe, TaK KaK He 3a(PMKCUPOBaH HU B OJI-
HOJl U3 BeTBell; IPaKTUYECKV BO BCEX MCTOYHUKAX CJIOBO ¥ MCIOJIB3YeTCs MCKIIOYUTENHHO
JJIs OTIMICaHMs MMEHHO YeIoBe4ecKol KOXKM, a He IIKYPhI >KMBOTHOTO (Starostin 2019: 165; /lo-
penir 2020: 152).

76) «sleep/ciatb»: {llfl} FCH ktuons, GIN ktups?, NND kPons, HUB khons, XNC khons,
JDU kMons, ZHN kMons (LH), FDN khuns (LH), FQN khons, CNL khouns, YNT khouns, FUA khun,?!, SHON
khuns, PIN khons I T1BM {Hi} *khons

3/lech HaIMIIO JIeKCHMYecKasl 3aMeHa Ha obileMuHbckoM yposHe: KAK A *thdjh22 ‘J1e-
xath, ciaty’ — il *k"wanh, T.K. crappiil STUMOH He COXPAHSETCS HU B OJHOM 113 COBPEMEHHBIX
SI3BIKOB-TIOTOMKOB (Starostin 2019: 171; Aopenry 2020: 152). VMunosanyst Hl *khwanh, BePOSITHO,
npezCcTaB/sIeT coboit pesyabTat cemanTudaeckoro casura ot KAK W *k"wanh ‘ycrars, yromurs-
CsT’; TIepBble YIOTpeO/IeHNs JaHHOTO CJI0Ba (PUKCUPYIOTCS TOJBKO B ITaMATHMKaX KOHIIA I[VH-
CKOI1 DIIOXM M OTMedeHBI Kak guasnekTHsle popmel (HYDC VII: 1222).

77) «small/Maaenbkuin»: a) {#f{} FCH nouns, GTN nouns#, NND nons#, HUB nons, XNC nons,
JDU nons, ZHN nons#, FDN nomns (LN), FQN nons (H), CNL nouns, YNT nouns, FUA nouns; b) {4} FDN
ses#, FQN ses, SHON s&4, PIN s&q | TIBM {{} *nons

Crapoiit KAK strmon /N *sew, TI0 BCell BUAMMOCTY, OBLT BHITECHEH MHHOBamuein Ml ‘mo-
nogoi, HexxHbIn' (KAK *nwanh) y>xe Ha TIBM ypOBHe, TaK KaK OH COBCEM He IIPOC/IeXX/BaeTcs B
MMHBAYHCKOM BeTBU (Starostin 2019: 163-164; /openiy 2020: 153); TakuM 06pa3om, oTMedaeTcst
CeMaHTNMYEeCKNI CABUT ‘MOJIOLON, HEKHBIT — ‘MaJIeHbKIIT .

ITomumo sTOTO, B 1TesioM psge BM amaekTos TakkKe paclpocTpaHeH KOpeHb, BOCXOJ -
it K KAK 4l *séh ‘Meskuii, KpoueaHslit; TOHKUIT, HO B iyajieKTax FDN, FQN sIBJISIETCSI CUHO-
HIMOM 0e3 KaKIX-1100 CBeJJeHMII O pa3HMIle MeXy MeXAY JByMs JeKceMaMIA.

78) «smoke/apim»: a) {/#} FQN ini;, FUA ein; (H), SHON ien; (H), PIN in;; a.1) FCH huis=ien;
{KHEH TiBM (I} *in,

Apxamunbin KAK sTuMmon  *hun B BM nuanexrax BCTPEYaAeTCs TOJIbKO B Y3KOCHeLa/ -
3UpOBaHHOM 3HaueHuM ‘ABIM OT Tpyoku (Lin 2002: 96; Li & Liang 1994: 138); ogHako 6a30BbIN
okBuBaseHt M *in; ‘gpim’ Taxoke yHnacinegosas ot KAK cocrostamst (Starostin 2019: 167-168).

2B pguazekTe TIyTSAHb JIeKCeMa MOKET TakKKe YIOTpeOJAThCA B pacliMpeHHON 1o OGuHOMa ¢opme
{AERR} khouns-min;, rne Bropoit komnonent Il = KAK *min ‘sakpsiBath r1asa, coH, cuaty’ (Liu & He 1998: 564; Li
2014: 105).

21 XupoIOKU yKa3bIBaeT Jisl guajekra ¢pyaHs Gpopmy 170ouls o «CBeTIbM» Hagaomum tonoM (K525 Hiroyuki
2020: 632).

2 Crepyer OTMETUTSH yioTpebeHue tekceMsl EA 1nguo; B 3HageHnu ‘criats’ B GyUsKOyCKOM AMaJIeKTe 110 JaH-
HbIM coBaps XIX B., 0HAKO, BEPOSITHO, y>Ke KaK CTU/IVCTUYECKN MapKIPOBAHHBIN apXanu3M, T.K. B KauecTse 6azo-
BOTO pa3TOBOPHOTO 9KBUBAJIEHTa yKa3biBaeTcst ocHoBa Ml k'uoys (Macklay & Baldwin 1898: 548).
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79) «stand/cTositb»: {f ~ 1)} FCH khies, GTN khies, NND khies, HUB khies, XNC khiEs, JDU khies
ZHN khies, FDN khias, FQN khias, CNL khies, YNT khies, FUA khes, SHON khias, PIN khes || 11BM {14}
*khies

KAK 5TUMOH 3. *rap ‘CTOATH BBITECHsETCS MHHOBarueir 1 *k"é (mcxogno — ‘croars Ha
npImoukax’) y>xe Ha IIM ypoBHe, T.K. CTapblil STUMOH He 3apUKCUPOBaH HI B OJHOI U3 BETBEI
(Starostin 2019: 169; Aopenry 2020: 153). /lekceMa yaIllie BCero 3alychlBaeTcs PeJKUM Mepor-
nduueckuM 3HaKOM {4}, BriepBble 3apUKCUPOBAHHBIM B 3HAYEHUN ‘CTOSITH’ TOJIBKO B CJIOBape
«I'yanpions» (1007 1.).

80) «star/3Be3aa»: a) { KA} GTN thier=nini, NND then;=nin;, HUB thien;=nin;, XNC thin;=nin;,
JDU then;=nin;, ZHN thien;=nin;, FDN thien;=sin;, FQN (thien:)=sini, CNL thien;=nin;, FUA thin;=nein;,
PIN thien=nins; a.1) {/£} FCH 0in;, YNT sin;, SHON sin; Il I1BM {K A} *thien;=nin,

KAK stumon £ *shéy ‘3Be3pa’ cTabMIbHO COXpaHsIeTCs BO BCeM BOCTOYHOM apeaJie, Jalre
BCETO B pacCIIMpeHHON o 6uHoMa ¢opme, BTopoit komiioneHT koropoit KAK K *#in ‘He6o’.
Ha crpike c/10B MHUIIMAIL BTOPOTO KOPH:A s- 3aKOHOMepHO accumumaupyertcs B n- (Hiroyuki
2020: 323).

81) «stone/kameHb»: a) {f1} HUB 0ia?;, XNC 0Oy?;, DU sy?;, FUA tfhi?; (H), SHON sye?; (H),
PIN s@1; a.1) {4198} FCH Buok,23-thau,, FON syor-thau, (lauz) || T1BM {f1} *siok;

KAK »tumon f1 *diak oueBuzpHO coxpansercs B BM BeTBI, XOTsI BO MHOTUX CJIOBapHBIX VIC-
TOYHMKaX BXOXK/eHIe ‘KaMeHb' OTCYTCTBYeT, 4YTO HPUBOJUT K HeM30e>XKHBIM JaKyHaM. VIHorza
OCHOBa pacIIMpsAeTcs 0 OMMHOMa C IIOMOIIBIO YacTOTHOTO cyddukca 5H (KAK *dho, mexomHo
‘ToJ10Ba’), TOYHO TaK >Ke, KaK 9TO IPOMCXOAUT B IUTEPaTyPHOM s3BIKe.

B amanexTte FUA oTMeueHO Hepery/isipHOe passutue uHnuumamm ([14K *3- — tfi-); mpume-
POB, IOATBEPK/AAIOIIMX BO3MOXKHOCTh Takoro passutus, HemHoro (ITAK ~] *4ak ‘IIOJIOBHUK,
garmka’® — SHON fs'ia?; ‘aepriak, KoBIr, PIN tsher; ‘uepmak, koBur’; cp. rakke [TAK 5} *3ek-
Ihwan '6yabDKHUK — ZHON tstyks-lons 'Gymsoxauk’ (Hiroyuki 2020:180; 407; Lin 2002: 39), Ho
CJIOBO BCe >Ke He XOTeJOCh ObI cuMTaTh STMMOJIOTMYECK! OTJIMYHBIM BBUJY PeTryJIAPHOTO pas-
BUTIS OCTaJIbHBIX KOMITOHEHTOB ((pMHaIb, TOH).

82) «sun/coanne»: { H 78} FCH lik;%*-thauy, GTN ni?s-thau,, NND nik;-thau,, HUB nit;-thau,, XNC
nig-aup, JDU nit;-thau,, ZHN ne?7-thau,, FDN ni?7-thau,, FON ni?z-thau; CNL ni?7-thau,, YNT ni?s-thau,,
FUA niz-lau,, SHON nij-thauy, PIN niky-thau, | 11BM { H 88} *nit,-thaus

Crapsiil KopeHs [ *nit coxpamsercs 10 BceMy MUHBCKOMY KOHTMHYYMY, OfHako B BM
AViaJeKTax BCeIZa pacLInpseTcs 4O OMHOMa ¢ oMOIIbIo pogykrusHoro cybdukca (KAK 5H
*d"0 ¢ UICXOHBIM 3HaYeHMEM ‘TOJIOBA’).

83) «swim/miaaBate»: a) {il7K} FCH Oius-tsuir, GTN sius-tsys (LN), NND Oeu,-tsys (LN), FDN
Oiuz-tsuis (LN), FQN siuz-tsuis, CNL sius-tsuis, YNT siup-tsuois, FUA siuz?5-3is; a.1) {ilN¥} ZHN seu.-
than, (LN), SHON siu-than,, XNC Oeu,-lam,26 || T1BM {JH7K} *siup-tsuis

Crapsiit 9TuMOH Jif *lu He cOXpaHseTcss B BOCTOUHON BETBU, BBITECHSSICh MHHOBaLueln i
(KAK *I"u) ¢ 61mM3KOI ceMaHTHKOIL, KOTOPasl HAdMHAET BCTPEYaThCsl yKe B TEKCTaX KJaccude-
ckoit sroxm (Starostin 2019: 164). DTOT Xe KOpeHb paclpOCTpaHeH U Cpelyt MUHLbHAHDCKUX

% Haka/jznMa yKa3bIBaeT PerucTpOBBI TOH 3, KOTOPBIN, CKOpee BCero, COOTHOCUTCA C TOHOM 7 («CBETJIBIN
oIt FEN).

24 CM. IpeAbIIyIIyIO CHOCKY.

» /luHp XaHBIIIDH YKa3bIBaeT [l AuajleKkTa pyaHb peTucTpOBLIil HoMep 21, 4To MpeAIIoI0KUTeNbHO COOTHO-
CUTCSL € TOHOM 2 («CBETJIBII poBHBLIT» [5F; Lin 2002: 68).

2% /lekceMa TaKoKe yroTpebJsteTcs B 3HaueHMM ‘MbIThesa’ (Hiroyuki 2020: 356).
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nuanekTos (JAopenn 2020: 154). Bo Bcex ciyyasx jiekceMa yIOTpeOJIsIeTcsl TOJIbKO B JIBYCJIOXK-
HOI1 (popMe; B MOJAB/IAIONIEM YIC/Ie JUaTeKTOB pacIIMPUTeIbHBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM BBICTYIIaeT
KAK 7K *twdj ‘Boja’ (cM. pa3bop JieKceMbl ‘BoJia’), HO B JIBYX JiMajieKTax IIpeJicTaBIeH albTep-
HaTyBHBII KoMIToHeHT — KAK J& *['gm ‘nyunna’, ‘Ge3aHa’.

84) «tail/xBocT»: a) {£} FCH mui,, GTN muois, NND m@ys, HUB mais, XNC m@ys, JDU mays,
ZHN muais, FDN mueis, YNT muois, FUA muis, PIN mois; a.1) {E{¥ ~ B} FQN muis-lieus, SHON
muois-liug; a.2) {8} CNL muis-mui; | 1BM {&} *muis

85) «that/Tor»: a) {iiT} CNL his, YNT hys, SHON xays?, PIN xas; a.1) {# & ~ 1§/} FCH hir-eike?,
GTN xiag-ie?s, HUB Xas-lie2s~xeis, XNC has-GiE?s, JDU has-Gie?s, FUA heiks; a.2) {8 & ~ 7 — %)}
NND xaZs-sokr-ie?s, FON hys-syoi-tsias; a.3) {8} ZHN xais-ite; a.4) {FFf ~ 7 &} FDN xiz-koi |
IIBM {4 £} *his-tsieks

KAK stumon ¥ *pdj ‘ror’ BhITECHsIETC yoKe Ha obmeMuubckoM yposHe [TAK auanexrnoii
uHHOBanuen - *hé (Starostin 2019: 171; Aopeny; 2020: 154-155), koTopast 6bl1a XapakTepHa
IJ1s apeasa K BOcTOKy OT Anussl B snoxy Hlectn aunactuin (220-589 rr.; Mei 1999: 8). Muorga
IIPM DTOM JIEKCEMa ITPOJIOJIKAET 3allMChIBATHCS 3HAKOM [, OCTABIEHHBIM JIJIs1 HEe U3-3a CBOEN
MCXOJHOM MEeCTOMMEHHOM CeMaHTUKI.

/JlaHHBIe TTIOKa3bIBaIOT, YTO Yallle BCeTrO KOpeHb pacIIupseTcs 3a cdeT CYeTHOIO CJI0Ba, BOC-
xogsimero k KAK nexceme & *tek ‘opmu (13 mapsi)’. VIHorza oHo e (110 aHATIOTUU € JIUTEpPa-
TYPHBIM 5I3bIKOM) 3amuchiBaercs Apyrum rpaduaecknm sHakom — fiil (KAK *kajh ‘mrryka’). Ha
CTBIKE CJIOB MHUIMAIh CYETHOTO CI0Ba, KaK IIPaBIUJIO, BHIIIAJAeT, XOTs OTJesbHble (POHeTIIe-
CKI apXaudHbIe J1aleKThl, Takue, Kak CNL 1 YNT (cM. gorr. npumepsl B Hiroyuki 2018: 374), ee
COXPAHSIOT. BcTpeuaroTest Takoke Tpexc/IOXKHbIe coueTaHms (a.2), e Cd4eTHOMY CJIOBY ‘OJVIH 13
napsl’ mpezniectsyer uncantensuoe ‘ogur’ (KAK & *30k, cm. Bbiie ‘one/ogur’).

86) «this/sToT»: a) {iEff ~ IE& ~ ) FCH tsir-eiks (tsuiz), GTN tsiag-ie?s, FUA tseiks, HUB
tsas-lie?s~tfeis, XNC tfas-gie?s, JDU tsas-gie?s; a.1) {Ilk ~ i&} CNL tsis, YNT tsis SHON tsias, PIN tsks; a.2)
(B & & ~ 3 — %} NND tsa?s-soke-ie?s, FON tsies-syoi-3ias; a.3) {i& —} ZHN tsais-ite; a.4) {iEflil} FDN
tSi3-kOi4 I TIBM {E%} *tSi3-tSiek6

IIpexncrasienHsre Bo BcemM BM apease ¢popmsbr ouesngHo He MoryT Bocxoauts K KAK s1i-
MoHy I *c"é (ocHOBHas J1eKceMa /151 BRIpaskeHIs BJIVKHETO JIeVIKCIICa), HO, BEPOSITHO, CBSI3a-
Hel ¢ CK sTMOHOM ¢d "DTOT, PpUKCUpyeMOM B TpeOyeMOM 3HaueHNM HaunHas ¢ sroxu [Latn
aunactuit (Aopenry 2020: 155; Starostin 2019: 169). B nozgne-CK 510 MecronMeHnne 3anuceiBa-
eTCsl 3HAKOM I (crienmasbHbll rpadpyuecKitil BapMaHT, IPUIIeAIINIT Ha CMeHy GoJlee paHHe-
My &); B MUHBCKOJ TPAHCKPUIILIAM Yallle BCEro MCIIOIb3YeTC sl OH JKe, HO MOXKET TaKKe BCTpe-
4aThCs Kak 7, Tak u M (moc/ieiHmit — MCKII0UNTENbHO U3-3a CEMaHTIIECKOI BIM30CTH).

Mectonmenne 4acto pukcupyercst B OHOMMaIbHON PpopMe; HarboIee MIPOKO pacpo-
CTpaHEeHO B KayecTBe BTOPOro KOMIIOHeHTa cueTHoe cioBo & (KAK *tek) ‘opun (13 mapsi)’. Ha
CTBIKe MOp(deM MHMIINMAIb BTOPOTO C/I0Ta B psijie AMaaeKTOB allOKOIMpPYeTCs; MHOTAa HabIio-
JaeTcs MOJHOe CTsDKeHNe B OJHOCIIOT, KaK B AyajekTax FUA 1 HUB. B efuHCcTBeHHOM ciydae
3aMeueH BapMaHT C albTepPHATUBHBIM cueTHbIM c10BoM a.4) fiil (KAK *kijh ‘mrryka’).

B nmanexrax NND, FQN (a.3) 1 ZHN (a.4) oOHapy>KeHO JiBe pacIIUpIOMX MOpQeMBI C CeMaH-
TUKOV ‘OJMH’, Pa3HbIX II0 CBOEMY IIPOMCXOXK/EHUIO: B IIepBOM c/iydae mcrosbsyercs & (KAK
*30k; cM. pa3bop JlekceMbl ‘OJMH’), BO BTOPOM — JieKkceMa, Bocxoammasn Kk KAK — *7it ‘oqun’.

27 A. XUpo1Ku B Ka4ecTse CHHOHMMA /ISl IIOYHUHCKOTO JAMaJleKTa YKa3blBaeT JeKceMy i fsyoy; ee mpoucxo-
KJIeHMe 1 ceMaHTIM4ecKas crieniduka ocraiorcs HesscHeiMu (Hiroyuki 2020: 683).

2 M. Hakagsuma Taxcke pUKCUpyeT CMHOHMMMYHYIO GopMy hui,, KOTOpas, IO BCell BUAMMOCTH, IIpeJCTaB-
J1set coboit crspxenue u3 7 [H tsi; uoi, (Nakajima 1979: 262; Liu & He 1998: 548).
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87) «thou/TeI»: {J%} FCH n@s, GIN nys, NND nys, HUB nys, XNC nys, JDU nys, ZHN nys, FDN nis,
FQN nys, CNL lys, YNT nys, FUA nis, SHON nys, PIN nys || 11BM {{%} *nys;

KAK »tumon ¥4 *n"d crabmapio coxpamnsiercss B BM BeTBu. DTOT ke KOpeHb IIIMPOKO pac-
IIPOCTPaHeH B 10KHbIX U UoHb6aHbCKUX AnaneKkTax (Aopenty 2020: 156).

88) «tongue/s3b1k»: a) {M 15} FCH tshuis=liek;, HUB tshuis=lets, XNC tfhuis=lits, JDU gys=lets,
FQN tshuis=(s)lie?;, CNL tstuii=liek;, YNT tshuoii=lie?;, FUA tshis=lik;, SHON tshy,=tsie?;, PIN
tshuis=zeiks; a.1) {7} GTN sie?;, NND set;, ZHN siky, FDN siey || T1BM {# 75} *tshuis-liet;

KAK »tMoH F *lat ‘a13bIK’ CTaOMIIBHO COXPaHSIETCS 110 BCEMY MUHBCKOMY KOHTUHYYMY,
OJJHaKO 4Jallle BCero BCTpedaercs B pOpMe a), pacIIMpPeHHON O OMHOMa C IIOMOIIBIO KOMIIO-
nenra % (KAK *A'"was) ‘por’ (cm. ‘mouth/por Bime; Aopenr 2020: 156).

89) «tooth/3y0»: a) {5k ~ Mk} GTN tshys=is, NND tshis=is, HUB (tshy) tshuis=is, XNC gys=eis,
JDU 6ys=i3, ZHN tshis=i3, FQN tshuis=khis, FUA tshis=is, SHON tshy,=kPis, PIN tshus=is; b) {7 t5) FDN
pa,-khis, FCH nais, CNL nais, YNT nais, FQN nais | TIBM {F5 &5} *tshuis-khis

KAK stumoH w5 *thd ~ *k"32° ‘3y0’ (IpuMeHsieTCsl KaK K JIOASIM, TaK U K >KMBOTHBIM;
Starostin 2019: 169) npexcrasien Bo Bcex BM amanexkrax, HO TOJIBKO B COCTaBe BapMaHTOB,
pacIIMpeHHBIX JI0 JIBYCJIO0XKHOIO coCTOsIHM:A. Hanbosiee yacTOTHBIM paciiupuTeseM OKa3blBa-
ercst % (KAK *A"was) ‘por’ (cm. Bbimme ‘mouth/por’); mpu 9TOM BbINIaZieHNE TIYXOIl ITPU/bIXa-
TeIBbHON MHUIMan k- BO BTOPOM CJIOTe OKa3bIBAETCS PETy/LIPHBIM B CIydae, ecau uHaIb
IIepBOTO CJIOTa OKaH4MBaeTcs Ha riacHbii (Hiroyuki 2018: 29).

B Heckosbkux guanekrax cM. (b) KAK #5 *k"3 Takxe obpasyer 6unom ¢ KAK 7F *nra ‘3y6
JKMBOTHOTO’ (CI0BO OBLTO McxozHO 3amMcTBoBaHO B KAK 13 aBcTpoasmaTcKumx sA3BIKOB C JIC-
XOZHBIM 3HaueHMeM ‘OVBeHB’, ‘3y0 >KMBOTHOTO’, ‘K/IBIK B XOJie TOPTOBBIX OTHOIIIEHMII I 3aKy-
IIOK u3zennit u3 Kkoctu cesepHbIM Kuraem, cM. Starostin 2019: 169; Norman & Mei 2000: 475).
B gernIpex Amaiektax 5Tu JBa KOPHs CTATMBAIOTCS B OGHOCIOT /ai3, Ha YTO OJHO3HAYHO yKa3bl-
BaeT TepMuHaab -i (Norman & Mei 2000: 480). Mb1 mpejIiosaraem, 4To B TaKOM CTSI>KeHUU
«JIEKCUYECKIIT» aKIIEHT CMeI[eH Ha OCHOBY 4~ *rd.

90) «tree/aepeBo»: {8} FCH tshius, GTN tshius, NND tsheus, HUB tfhius, XNC gius, JDU tfreus,
ZHN tsheus, FDN tshius FQN tshius#, CNL tshiug#, YNT tshieu #, FUA tshius#, SHON tshius#, PIN tshius |l
IIBM {45} *tshius

91) «two/asa»: {W} FCH nans, GIN lans#, NND lans#, HUB lans, XNC lans, JDU lans, ZHN lans#,
FDN lans#, FQN lans#, CNL lane# (LH), YNT lane# (LH), FUA lane# (LH), SHON lane# (LH), PIN lans |
11BM {y} *lans

92) «walk (go)/marm»: {Z} FCH khos, FON khies#, HUB khy@s, XNC khyas, JDU khios, FUA khey
(H), SHON khy@y (H), PIN khoey || TIBM {2} *khay

93) «warm (hot)/ropstamii»: a) {#\(2)} FCH iek;, GIN ie?;, NND &t;, HUB et;, XNC it;, DU ety
ZHN i?7, FDN ie;, FQN ie?;, SHON ie?; (H), FUA i?,-(nceuno) (H), PIN eiks-(nceno); b) {* =~ %} HUB
kony, JDU kony, XNC kony, FUA koun-(neeun) (H), PIN koun,-(ncenp) II riBM {#4} *iet; 1 11BM *kon,

B MuHBAYHCKUX JMajieKkTax CyIecTByeT JBa Pa3HBIX KOPH: JJid Ilepejady 3HadeHs
‘ropstamit’; Kak mpasuiio, yHacaegosaHHb1 oT KAK stumon £ *net mcrions3yercs B code-
TaHUM C IIOTOJIOM, a aJbTePHATUBHBIN KOpeHb “kon, (C HesICHOM DTUMOJIOTMEeN) OOBIYHO Xa-
pakTepusyeT ‘Topsume’ OObeKThl. B saHHON cuTyanuy MBI BBIBOJMM Ha IIpaypoBeHb 0ba
KOPH:I B Ka4eCTBe «TeXHIUIeCKIX» CUHOHVMOB.

2 ,Z',K PEKOHCTPYKIVI MHUITMAAM HEOAHO3HAYHa; MMHDbCKYE AMaJTEKThL CTaOUIBHO OTpa’karoT BapMaHT C 3a/-
HEesI3bIYHBIM COIJIaCHBIM.
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Ormetnm, yto BHYyTpu BM Habm0zaeTcss yeTkoe JleKCyeckoe IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBIeHe Me-
K/Iy 3HaUeHVSIMU ‘TeILIBIT U ‘TOPSYMIT: B 3HA4eHUM ‘TeIIBI’ YIIOTPeO/IAI0TCs POPMBI, BOC-
xogsmue k KAK BE *non (SHON nows (H) ~ th2-neeno (H), HUB nons, XNC nens, JDU nens, FUA noun;
(H), PIN noun; (H)). /IIl060IIBITHO, 4TO 9Ta K€ OCHOBA B HEKOTOPBIX AMaJeTKaX MOXKeT CIY>KUTb
pacipuTesieM B cocTabe OMMHOMa ‘Topsumit’ (T. e. ‘TOpAunit’ = ‘TOpAYMI-TeILIbIN).

94) «water/Boga»: {7K} FCH tsuis, GTN tsuis, NND tsuis, HUB tfys, XNC tfoys, JDU tgys, ZHN
tsuis, FDN tsyis, FQN tsuis, CNL tsuis#, YNT tsuois#, FUA tsis, SHON tsys, PIN tsuois || T1BM {7K} *tsuis

95) «we/mpb»: a) (A ~ K& A} FCH nuaii-kos-neyn:*, GTN nuais-ou?s-neyn,, NND uas-
ko?e-neyn,, HUB uas-koe?s-nceuns, FON nuas-kos-nen, CNL nuois-os-loynz, PIN uais-us-nceny; a.l)
{F M5} ZHN ues-lez, FUA nor-&, PIN uais-(z)ez; a.2) {FAFF ) HUB uas-tfe;-nceun,, XNC uas-tfez-noeny,
JDU uas-tse-nceuno; a.3) {FIR} FDN ues-neny; a.4) {5} FQN nene-(k-)nai; a.4.1) (IR K} YNT
nanz-nai-neyny; a.5) {FiH %K &} SHON uas-tsiz-kas-nen, Il M {F %1} *nuais-ko?e-noen, u {FAF}
*nuais-tse,

B xsaccuueckux Tekcrax 9TuMoH X *1"dj coBmernan B cebe ceMaHTHKY €JUHCTBEHHOTO U
MHO>KEeCTBEHHOI'O YMCIa. B MMHBIYHCKUX JuajeKTax 3Ta MopdeMa COXpaHsAeTCsl, OZHAKO Ipu
repefaue 3HauYeHUs ‘MBI’ OHA BCETZa PacIIMpsIeTCs 3a CUeT pa3/IMIHBIX CydPUKCaIbHBIX DIle-
MEHTOB.

[upe Bcero B 9TON (PYHKIUM UCIIOIb3YeTCsE MOPQEMHAsl TIOCIeI0BATENBHOCTD a) 51
(KAK *kak-niin), 6YKB. ‘Ka>KAbIl 4eJOBEK’; pexe BCTpedaercs: BapuaHT a.3) 6e3 mopdemsr
*kak ‘xaxgpnr’. Eme ogHa BOo3MOXKHas cypdukcaabHas MopdeMa —M3BECTHBI C XaHbCKOTO
BpeMeHI MapKep MHO>KeCTBEeHHOTO 4ucja % (KAK *3rdj) ¢ MCXOZHOM CeMaHTHUKOM ‘TpyIlIa,
KaTeropuis, CBePCTHMKY, TOBapUINY , MHNUIIVAIb KOTOPOJI aCCUMIIMPYETCsI Ha CTBIKe OCHOB. B
Avasekrax HUB, XNC, JDU (cM. a.2) 9TOT cy(pPUKC BCTYIIaeT B COYETAHIE C BBIIIEYTIOMSHYTOI
Mopdemoit i *niin ‘aenosex’.

Haxkonen, emje ognHmMm mnokasaresreM MHOXKECTBEHHOCTU (a.4) MOXKeT CIy>KUTb Mopdema
K (KAK *krd) ‘mom, ceMbs’, KOTOpast TAKKE MOXKET co9eTaThest ¢ & *niln ‘aenosex’ (a.4.1), (a.5).

OueBnyiHO, 4TO Ha I1BM ypOBHe 3Ha4yeHMe ‘MBI BBIPA’KaJOCh TOII >Ke KOpHeBOil Mopde-
MOJi, 4TO U ‘s’, HO OJJHO3HAYHO BOCCTAHOBUTH OA30BBIN /I HTOIO XPOHOJIOIMUYECKOrO DTalla
cyddukcanpHbIl pacmmpuress He yaaercs. Kak «rexumdaeckne cHoHNMbI» Ha [IBM yposens
MO>KHO BBIBECTU JBe JeKceMbr: {18} *nuaiz-kots-neen, u (A} *nuais-tse,.

96) «what/aro»: a) {& ~ 1+E} FcH OiekA1-noke, HUB 0i2;-nds, XNC (its)-nd?s, JDU (Gite)-no?7;
a.l) (& ~ BFE ~ BE ~ # B} ZHN mi2-no?, FQN miesnos, FUA mi;-noks, SHON nij-nog; a.2)
(W€ ~ EE} NND no?,-nd?%, HUB Nd2-Nds~Nd2-Ndo; FDN N0s-N0os, YNT N0s-N02%, PIN (Nd1)-ndy; a.3)
{#-E ~ 11-E} FCH Oienx-noke, CNL sien,-no?s; a.4) {6} GIN sias-no2632 | 1BM {1L-E} *mii-no?s

KAK stumon 1 *ghdj OBLI yTpauyeH ellle Ha OOIIeMMHLCKOM yPOBHe, TaK KaK He coxpa-
HIJICSI HU B OJJHOM U3 BeTBel COBpeMeHHBIX S3bIKOB-ITIOTOMKOB (/lopen1r 2020: 158). Bmecro He-
ro 8 BM ncrnoss3yiorcs sa 6MHOMa, IIPOMCXOXK/eHIe 1 pa3BUTIe KaXK/JOTO 13 KOTOPBIX JIOC-
TaTOYHO IIPOOIeMaTUIHO.

ITepsoiit koMrioHeHT 6unoma fiE (a), reorpaduyueckn OrpaHNYEHHOIO IIEHTPAIbHBIM
apeasoM npoBuHIMY PyI3sHB, HECMOTPsA Ha MeporanpUIEcKyl0 TPaHCKPUIIIINIO, HEBO3-

% Mo panubiM Matepuanos Chen & Li (1991: 114) B pywkoyckom auasiekte ucroabsyercs popma K nay-
na;, koTopyio Hakagsuma (Nakajima 1979: 261) cuntaeT 5KCKIIO3MBHOIA.

%1 M. Hakaz3uMa yKaspIBaeT PeTMCTPOBBIN TOH 3, KOTOPBIN, BEPOSITHO, COOTHOCUTCS C TOHOM 7 («T€MHBIN
Bxogsuit» 5 A ; Nakajima 1979: 262).

%2 B #ByX a/JbTepHATMBHBIX MCTOYHMKAX JJIS AUAJIEKTa IYTsHb YKa3blBaeTCs OZHOCAOXHBI BapuaHt (W)
no? (Lin 2002: 75; Liu & He 1998: 548).
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MO>KHO STUMOJIOTMYECKN OTOXKJECTBJIATh C IepPBHIM KOMIIOHEHTOM xoporro mssectHoit CK
BOIIPOCUTeTbHOIT JiekceMbl 113 Fim-mwid “a1o?’ (sriepsbie 3aduKCMpOBaHa B ITPOU3BEIEHNN
14 «Cyrpa nmomocra miecroro narpuapxa», VII-VIII BB. u.9; cm. HYDC I: 1101) us-3a Hamu-
gy B HeM ¢uHanm *-t. (Ocobo ciemyeT oTMeTUTh POPMY Sids- B iuanekre GTN, KoTopas 13-3a
CBOEeJI TOHAJIBHOI XapaKTePUCTUKI He MOXKET OBITh STMMOJIOTIMYECKU TOXK/eCTBeHHOI KOPHIO
*sit, HO IpM DTOM TaKKe He MMeeT MOHATHON »TuMosornu.) OFHaKO MMEHHO HTOT KOMIIO-
HeHT, CKOpee BCeTo, IpeJcTaBlaeH B popMax IPyIHIsl a.3; JOIyCTMMO ero IIPOHMKHOBeHIe B
AuajekTsl FCH 1 CNL y>Ke U3 INTepaTypHOTO A3bIKa.

Bropoit KoMIIOHEHT ®TOro ke 6GMHOMa T *no?% ‘Beruy’ (yc/10BHO 3ammchIBaeTcsl 3HaKOM
“IMCTUK TpaBbl’, OTOOPaHHBIM IO HPUHINITY (POHETNYeCKON CO3BYYHOCTH) He MMeeT VICKOHHO
KUTarcKoit sTuMoIornu. He mckIioueHo ero 3anMcTBOBaHIe U3 aBCTPOA3NATCKUX SI3BIKOB, Cp.
Takye (poHeTHIecK! 0/M3K1e (POPMBEI B OaXHapMIeCKOl BeTBH, Kak OYHOp na:w, LIeHTPaIbHbIN
posom no: (Shorto 1995: 553).

CpaBHMUTEIFHO 4acTo TakKe Bcrpedaercst ouHoM 1., B koTopom nepsas ekcema 1, (CK
md) MOXeT ObITh yceuerHoit popmoii craporo KAK xopust ¥ *m’at ‘Bemp’, kotopast cama 6He-
peT Ha cebs PYHKIIUM BOIIPOCUTETBHOTO MecTouMeHus1. /I 3armcy 9Toi Mop¢deMbl UCTIOb-
gyercs nesbii psg 3uakos: (a) B (CK mwd, cyddukc BOIPOCUTENBHBIX U yKa3aTEIbHBIX Me-
croumenuin); (6) Wé (CK ni, koneunas gactuia); (8) # (CK 7sak ‘rakoir’, ‘GbITh ITOXOXKUM Ha’),
cm. HYDC III: 312; IX: 328.

Haxownern, nHorga sonpocurtesbHOE MeCTOMMeHNe 00pasyeTcs IIPOCTO U3 peAyIlIMKaIl I
nekcemsl G ‘semp’ (a.2).

TaxuMm 06pa3oM, 0OBeJUHAIONINM BCe IepedlcIeHHble BapMaHThI 5IeMeHTOM OKa3bIBaeT-
cs1 MopdeMa BTOPOTIO CJI0Ta *12% ‘Belllb’, B TO BpeMs KaK IIepBBIil CJI0T BapbUpyeT OT AMajieKTa
K AuaaekTy. Yaursisas, 4To aBycior 15 mMor pacripocrpaHuTsest u3-3a BAMSIHNS IUTEpPATyp-
HOTO $I3bIKA, JIOTMYHO PEKOHCTPYMpOBaTh Ha [1BM yposHe popmy {1E} *mi-no?s.

97) «white/6eabwi»: {1} FCH paks;, GTN pa?;, NND pa?;, HUB pa?s;, XNC pa?l;, JDU pas, ZHN
pa?s, FDN pay, FQN paif, CNL pai#, YNT pas#, FUA pas#, SHON pa?-#, PIN pai Il 11BM {H} *pak;

98) «who/kTo»: a) {J&f ~ K AN} FCH taks-neyn., GIN teyn:, NND tis-nen,, ZHN tceuns, FON
tie;-nen., CNL ter-loyn., YNT tii-neyn., FUA teens; b) {ER ~ MF{Z} FDN nos-nens, HUB noeun,®,
XNC ncens, JDU no?e-nceunp~nceuns, PIN neens; b.1) {E-EE} SHON ni;-no2-nen, || 11BM {JiK{#}
*ti;-ncen, u IIBM {1} *no2-ncen,

KAK stumon *dwaj ‘kT0?” (Starostin 2019: 164), He nipescTasieHHsli B BM nuanexrax,
samenstercs Ha asycaor i A (CK tiej-non). IlepBblit 13 ByX KOMIIOHEHTOB 37€Ch — BOIIPOCH-
TenpHOe c10Bo Ji (CK tiej), Buepsbie 3adpMKCMpOBaHHOE B JUTEPATYPHBIX IaMSTHIKAX Hadu-
Hast ¢ sroxu TaH, a BTopoii — yke m3BecTHast HaMm JekceMa fi& KAK *niy ‘wenosex’. B psize
I11a/1eKTOB JIBYCJIOT CTATMBAETCs B OIHOCIOXKHBIN BapMaHT.

B npyrom xomrmosure b), KOTOpPBIiT TaK)Xe CpaBHUTEIBHO YaCTO VCIIOIb3YeTCsI B MUHbIYH-
CKUX JMajIeKTax, Bbljle/IseTCs IepBblii KOMIIOHeHT £ *no?% ‘Bemp’ (cM. Bhie ‘what/uto’). bu-
HoM Gff Taxke MOXKeT CTATUMBATLCA B OJHOCIOL; IIOMUMO BTOTO, B AuajiekTe SHON Habroza-
eTcst TpexclIoxkHasi ¢popMa, paciimpeHHas 3a cder BorpocurenpHoro crosa L (CK md, om.
BhIIIIe ‘wWhat/4T0’).

Vcxopst n3 cBsizm Mexzly jtekcemaMnu ‘who/kto’ m ‘what/uto’, Mbl mpezmnosaraeM, 4to
dopmbI, MapkupoBaHHbIe MHIEKCOM (b), cKopee Bcero MOSIBMINCH IIOJ BJINMSHMEM JIeKCeM

¥ Ans ayajnexTa Xy0sil B JaHHOM c0Be XMPOIOKM YKa3bIBaeT PETMCTPOBBIN TOH 52, KOTOPEIN, BO3MOKHO,
cleflyeT OTHOCUTD K TOHA/IbHOM KaTeropum 4 («TeMHBIN HaJalonuii» Fz ).

3 XMpOIOKI yKasblBaeT PerucTpOBBIN TOH 53, KOTOPHIil, BEPOsITHO, COOTHOCUTCS C TOHOM 4 («TeMHBIN Ia-
Jaomuin», [4).
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‘what/ato’. TTockonbky popmer (a) {JEME} *ti-nen, u (b) { TR} *no?s-nen, umeroT cMernanuyo
AVCTPUOYLIMIO, IX MOKHO BBIBECTU Ha IIPAyPOBEHb B KaUeCTBE TEXHUYECKUX CHHOHUMOB; O/I-
HaKO CTOUT Y4eCThb, UTO IO KpaltHeli Mepe Teopermdeckn Gpopmsl u3 rpymms! (b) Morin pas-
BUTBHCS BTOPUYHO 10 aHAJIOTUN C COOTBETCTBYIOIIMI HEO/IyIIIEeBIeHHBIMY MECTOVMEHVSIMIL

99) «<woman/>xeHmmua»: a) {{Eff ~ B} NND tsomemus, HUB tfims=muos, XNC
tgins=mus, JDU tgims=mus; a.1) {{f{EHRE ~ & EHR} FDN tsons=muo;-nen,, SHON tsy@ri=muos;-
neny; b) {lF & ~ #m2L N} GTN xus=nys-noeyn,, ZHN Xus=nys-neeyn, PIN Xxu;=nys-ncens b.1)
{Z ¥} FCH nye-y5%; b.2) {ZZ F'} FCH ny1-ais®, CNL nyi-ais; ¢) {54 IR} FON tsyi=nen-nen,, YNT
tsyi=nyen.-nyen,; c.1) {##{} FUA tsii=nion. | 1BM {FEIR{R} tsy:=nyon,-nceyn. u IBM
{ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%} *hu5=ny3-noey132

Hamm ganHbIe OTpa’kalOT TpM pas3HBIX KOPHS Ha TeppUTOpUM pacapocTpaHeHnss BM
JVasexToB, BKIodasa apxanunsiii KAK kopenn 2 *nrd “xenmnmua’ (b), KOTOPBIN, KaK IIPaBUIoO,
yIIOTpeOJIsIeTCsl B cOCTaBe KOMIIO3UTOB, IIpUYeM dYallle BCerO B CBsA3Ke C IpedUImpOBaHHBIM
KOMITOHeHTOM B *b3 (1mcxomHO — “KeHa, cymnpyra’). B kauecTBe TpeTbero KOMIIOHEHTa OOBIYHO
soicryniaer KAK R *niiy ‘aesoBex’, HO MHOIJZA BMECTO HEIO MCIIOIB3YETCsl JeceMaHTU3UPO-
BauHbl1 cybuxce T (KAK *cd) ‘cor, pebeHok’ n nekcema 5t (KAK *kréc) ‘rpanurija — rpymia,
KJIacc’, Ijje B 000MX CIydasix IPOMUCXOAUT acCUMIIALNNS Ha cThike MopdeM. Kopens npenmy-
IIJeCTBEHHO YIIOTPeO0JIseTCsl B LIeHTPaIbHOM 1 CeBepPHOI YacTsIX MpoBUHIIUY DyII3sHb.

Apeas pacripocrpanenns KAK kopns *md ‘Math’, C ZJOCTATOUHO JIOTMIHBIM CeMaHTIUe-
CKUM cBUTOM (‘MaTh’ — “KeHIMHA’), OTpaHMYeH PeMMYIeCTBeHHO CeBepOM ITPOBMHIINM
®yizsnap. [Tpedukc, obpasyromuit KOMIIO3UT € JaHHBIM KOpPHEM, HabJII0/aeTcsi, KpoMe BOcC-
TOYHOI, TaKXKe B NYCAHbCKOU U B 10KHOU BETBSX; KaK IIpaBUJIO, OH O0Opa3yeT TEpMIHBI POJICTBA
u reHjiepHble jekceMbl. CornacHO MHeHNIO JyH WKyHCHI, npeduKc (s)a- sABIsIeTCs peJIUKTOM
sI3bIKa JPeBHeTro rocyJapcrsa MUHB-I09 U MMeeT KOPpesATH B AMalTeKTax MsAO-510, WKyaH
U Ip., OJHAKO JOCTOBEPHO OTCJIeAUTDH MCTOPUIO €TO MOSBAeHNUs B MMHBCKUX AMajJeKTax 3a-
TpyaHunuTensHo (Dong 1993: 102). ExuHoro, ctporo puKCMpOBaHHOIO MepOraIN(pUIecKoro 3Ha-
Ka JJIs1 9TOTO ITpeduKca He CyIeCTByeT; BCe DKBMBAIEHTHI ITI0JO0paHbI 110 NPUHITUITY (POHeTH-
geckoro cxocrsa. CyppukcoM B laHHBIX KOMIO3UTax, Kak 1 B caydae ¢ KAK L& *nrd “xen-
1IMHa’, BBICTYIIAET JIeKceMa fi *niin ‘uesosex’.

Haxkownen, tperuit xopens (c¢) poacrsenen CK ocHose i nan ‘zesymika’, 3adumkcuposaH-
HOJl HauMHas ¢ ®1oxu TaH; OH Tak’Ke MOXKeT OOpa3OBBIBAaTh KOMIIO3UT C PEIMKTOBBIM IIpe-
bukcom u ¢ cybduxcom £ *niy ‘yenosex’. COrIacHO JOIIONHUTENBHBIM JAaHHBIM I10 VICTOY-
HUKY Liu & He 1998 »Ta ocHOBa nMeeT caMylo IIMPOKYIO ANCTpubynuio B BM apease, Oyayun
TaKkXKe IIpeZCTaB/IeHa B CIeAyIOmuX guanekrax: {if JR 1R} JAsaHbUBsH tsy=nYer,-no1),, MUHBIIVH
tsy1=nyon,-nonz, TyTAHDb tSY1=nYyoy,-noyr,, INHHAHD SY=nYyo12-1ne1,, J0I0aHb tsy=nyen,-nen; (Liu
& He 1998: 512). Bugno, 4To JaHHbIe IO JUaseKTy I'YTSAHb M IMHHAHb PacXOJATCs C TeMU, KO-
TOpBI€e IIpe/ICTaBJIeHbI B HAIIIMX OCHOBHBIX MICTOUHMKAX.

ITockOIBKY AMCTPpUOYLIVA Pa3IMIHBIX STMMOHOB I10 TeorpapuyecknM apeajaM U BeTBAM
HOCUT JJOCTaTOYHO XaOTUYHBIN XapakTep, Ha IIBM YpOBeHb B KadecTBe «TeXHIIEeCKMX» CUHO-
HVMMOBCJIElyeT BBIHOCUTH TPEXCIOKHbIe OCHOBBI i AR *hus=nys-neyn, u @ IRIR tsyr=nyon.-

neeym;.

% JanHas ¢popma (IIpeAIoI0KITeNbHO) MOABIIACE B (PYIKOYCKOM /JMaleKTe IOJ, BAVAHNEM JIUTepaTypHO-
IO sI3bIKa.

% Am XynyH B cBoeM cioBape 10 QyI>KOYCKOMY AMaNeKTy yKa3blBaeT TakKe CHHOHVMMMYHBIN BapMaHT
FEURME tsyi=neyn,-neyy, ¢ momuceMUYHBIM 3HaYeHneM keHiyHa, xeHa’ (Li & Chen 1994: 334). BoaMoxHO, 9TO
yKa3bIBaeT Ha COCYIIIeCTBOBaHIE JBYX KOHKYPUPYIOIINX OCHOB.
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100) «yellow/xearsiit»: {¥} FCH uonz, GTN uon NND umn,, HUB uon;, XNC umn, JDU 0Dy,
ZHN uny, FDN uon,, FQN uon#, CNL uon:#, YNT uon:#, FUA wun, (H), SHON uon#, PIN oun;, || T1BM
{¥) *uon,

101) «far/aaaexo»: {i£} FCH huons, GTN xuons, NND xuns, HUB xuons, XNC huns, JDU huns,
ZHN xuns, FDN xuons, FQN huons, FUA huns (H), SHON xuons (H), PIN xouns | TIBM {i#} *huons

102) «heavy/Tsixeaswi»: {H} FCH toyns, GTN toyns, NND toens, HUB tceuns, XNC toens, JDU
toeuns, ZHN toeuns, FDN tens, FQN tcens (H), FUA tceuns (H), SHON tcens (H), PIN toens | TIBM {E}
*tcens

103) «near/6ansko»: {if} FCH koyns, HUB keens, XNC kens, JDU kens, FQN kans, FUA kens (H),
SHON kyms (H), PIN keens | T1BM {1} *kecens

104) «salt/coab»: {Ei}37 FCH siens (LH)38, GTN sins#, NND sims, HUB Oiem,, XNC 0im,, JDU simy,,
ZHN sims, FDN siens, FQN sieny, CNL siens (LH), YNT siens (LH), FUA sins (LH), SHON siens (LH), PIN
sins (LH) | 11BM {6} *siens

105) «short/koporkwmit»: {}} FCH tays, GTN tois, NND teys, HUB tais, XNC t@ys, DU tays, ZHN
teis, FDN tois, FQN tois#, FUA teis, SHON t0is, PIN tois || TIBM {5} *tois

3zech MBI IIOCTYJIMPYeM JIEKCHMUeCKyIO MHHOBAILIMIO y>Ke Ha OOIIeMMHBCKOM YpPOBHE, T.K.
Kopenb He BocxoauT K KAK srumony #i *twin (mpumepos Ha otpaxenue KAK ¢unamu *wan
Kak *-0i, OUeBUHO, HET).

106) «snake/3mes»: a) {14} HUB laus=lie;, XNC laus=ligz, JDU lauz=lie,, FON los=sia1 (3ia1),
CNL laui=lie;, YNT lau;=lie,, FUA lau;=e,, SHON laui=siay, PIN lau,¥=se,; a.1) {Ii¥} FCH Oie,, GTN sie;,
NND sie,, ZHN sie,, FDN sia | T1BM [ 1¥} *laui=sie,

107) «thin/Toukmin: {##} FCH pok;, HUB p2?7, XNC po?7, JDU po?7, FQN poi(H), FUA po?7 (H),
SHON pd?7 (H), PIN po1 |l 11BM {##} *poks

108) «wind/BeTep»: {il} FCH hun;, GTN hun:#(LN)%, NND xun;#(LN), HUB xuni;, XNC hun;,
JDU huni, ZHN xun:#(LN), FDN xun:#(In), FQN hun:#, CNL hun:#, YNT hun:#, FUA hun:#, SHON
xun#4, PIN xun; | 1BM { &} *hun,

109) «<worm/gaepssik»: a) {JE¥5} NND kau,=ons, HUB kauo=uons, XNC kaur=en;, JDU kaui=yns,
ZHN kaz=yns, FDN kauy=ons, CNL kas=uns, YNT kaui=uns, FUA kax=uns, SHON kaux=xons; a.1) {7 15/}
FCH nauns, GTN nies=ouns, PIN mis=ouns; a.2) FQN {Z:15]} khino=n¥yn; | 1BM {#%15]} *kau,=ons;

®opMbI TpyIIIIEL (a) BHEIIHE HAIOMUHAIOT ABYCI0KHBI KAK atumon Wil *khu-Edn ‘pmo-
KZI€BOJI YepBB’, HO HUKAK HE MOIYT ObITh BBIBEJEHDBI 113 HEro (POHETMYECKI; OTCI0/ia MOXKHO
cliesaTh 3aKJIIOYeHIe, YTO COOTBETCTBYIOIIMIT JBYCIOT MOT MMETh VICKOHHO HECHHUTIYECKOe
IIPOVICXO>K/IeHYe U TTapaJlIeJIbHO (He3aBJCUMO) 3aMIMCTBOBATLCS 3 HEM3BECTHOTO MCTOYHIIKA
kak B KAK, tak n B MuHbckue auanextsl. KOCBEHHO Ha 9TO MOIYT HaMeKaTb VI BapWaHTHI,

% bonpmmHCTBO BM /i1a1eKTOB MMEIOT JuTepaTypHOe yTeHne: FCH sier);, CNL sietj,, GIN siet);, PIN sitj;, NND
simy, FUA sitj;, ZHN Oin,, SHON siet),, FDN siey), (Liu & He 1998: 481-482).

% /lekceMa B PyU>KOYCKOM JMasieKTe yKa3aHa COIJIacCHO JaHHBIM cOopHuKa Liu & He 1998: 481, Tax xak B oc-
HoBHOM MctouHuke (Nakajima 1979: 45) ykaszaHo jmutepatypHoe uyteHue Gier),.

% XMpPOIOKM yKa3blBaeT PEeruCTPOBLIN TOH 44, KOTOPBIN, CKOpee BCero, COOTHOCUTCH C TOHOM 2 («CBETJIBIN
posuslit» [5-1; Hiroyuki 2020: 675).

% /lyab XaHBIIDH yKa3blBaeT PeriCTPOBbIl HoMep 44, KOTOPbIiT, BEpOsATHO, COOTHOCUTCS C TOHOM 1 («TeMHBIN
poBHblit» [2F; Lin 2002: 33).

4 AHasiormyHas CUTyalus, CM. CHOCKy 39.
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HpeﬂCTaBJIeHHBIe B no;[rpyrmax a.l u a.2, HepBbIIZ CJIOT B KOTOprX OTJINM9aeTcCs OT nepBoro
cJIora B OCHOBHOM BapMaHTe; 9TO MOKeT OBITh OTpa’keHyeM IpeduKcaJlbHOM BapMUaTUBHOCTI
B ICTOYHIIKE (I/ICTO‘IHI/IKaX) 3aIMCTBOBaHIII.

110) «year/roa»: {#£} FCH nienz, GIN nieny#, NND niny#, HUB nien,, XNC niny, JDU nin,, ZHN
niny#, FDN nieny#, FQN nien,, CNL liens (niens)#, YNT nienx#, FUA nien.#, SHON nien.#, PIN nien; |
IIBM {%F} *niens

Anxaans

Comnocrasaenne KAK 6a3oBoii 1ekcuku n GpopM, peKOHCTpyupoBaHHBIX A1 I1BM, moka-
3biBaeT 63 ciydas (57%) HeCOMHEHHOIO coBHazieHMsl KOopHeBbIx Mopdem. ITommmo sroro,
11 IIBM pexoHCTpyKImil IIPOJOJIKAIOT MO3/JHeJpeBHEKNUTANICKIe MHHOBALIVM, ITOCTEIIeHHO
samectusire KAK »ksuBasenTsr HaunHas ¢ snoxu Xaas (II B. 1o v.9. — III B. H.9.): ‘Bce’ TIAK
# *ta — TIBM #B *tus; ‘xeuw’ TIAK & *$jew — TIBM J8& *sivuy; ‘toymenit’ TIAK i *man — TIBM i
*muars; ‘xopormuit’ IAK & *haw — TIBM 4F *xos; ‘Tonosa’ TAK 58 *dtgw — TIBM UH *tiau,; ‘cibl-
rate’ TAK #8 *thign — 1BM HE *thian;; ‘kpacusiir’ TIAK AL *ywon — TBM 4L *oyn,; ‘koka’ TIAK 7
“ble — TIBM [ *phuis; ‘mepeso’ TIAK 18 *3two — TBM 18} *tstius; ‘nea’ TIAK WY *Ihdn — TIBM W *lays;
‘uatit’ % *kho — 1BM 2 *klo,.

Jaiee, aHa/IN3 OTYET/IMBO IIOKa3bIBaeT, UTO B OOJIBIINMHCTBe caydaes, korjga IIBM ortkio-
HsAeTCsA OT s3blKa nucbMeHHbIX naMsaTHUKOB KAK u 114K, on Haciesyer obieMuHbCKIE MH-
HOBalMu (0OIIeMyHbCKIe POPMBI, BBUAY psfia IIpo0/eM ¢ nX (pOHeTIecKol peKOHCTPYKIIN-
ell, IPUBOAATCA HIKe C II03/HeIpeBHEKUTalCKIIMI, a He COOCTBEHHO IPaMMHBLCKUMM dTe-
HIUSIMU):

* ‘Kycatp’: TIM I *}/ﬁw — TIBM % *kas

* ‘yepHBIT’: [IM & *20 — IIBM 5 *uy

e ‘vorote’: M ! *kgp — 11BM 5 H *tsins=kaps

e SemuLs’: IIM 3 *d"6 — TIBM 8 *thu,

e ‘vora’: TIM % *k"aw — 11BM I *k'a;

* ‘naBatp’: M ‘Z, *k"it —TIBM ‘Z. *k'yts

e ‘yéusary’: 1M A| *d"ai — 11BM A *thai,

e ‘kos1eno’: IM B *k"aw — 1iBM B IR *Khas-Tus-laus ~ *Kras-lus-thaus

o “1mucT’: TIM % *rauk — TIBM % *niok;

e ‘nexxary’: IIM {3 *ta — T1BM 15| *to3

* ‘por’: TIM % *¢Mwas — T1BM W *tshuiy

o ‘mesr: M I *d"ow — 11BM JEIH *taus-ur;

* ‘aoup’: M & *miey — rBM BEHH *man,-mu;

o ‘ue’: M i *mwo (*nwo) — MBM *m; (~*1)2)

e ‘onur’: IIM %] *30k — I1BM % *suok,

* ‘yesioBeK’: TIM & *ndun — I1BM & *neen;

* ‘ckazaTy’: TIM & *kon v & *wdj — TIBM &k *kons-uas

e ‘criarp’: TIM il *k"wan — 1iBM HA *khors

* ‘crosiTy’: IIM 11 *k"jé — TIBM 1ij *k'ies

* ‘TOT’: IIM #F *hé — TIBM i *his-tsieks

* ‘9TOT: TIM %% *cji — IIBM 18 & *tsis-tsieks

* ‘KTO’: TIM JiIR *taj-naun — IBM JIRIR *tii-naen, u TIBM BI& *nots-neern,

e ‘kopoTkuit’: IIM £ tueis —~IIBM K *tois

* ‘gepBaKk’: TIM 1] *iin — 1M MEH| *kaus=ons

149



M. M. /lopenry

YzAanoch BBIABUTD JIUIIb TPU cHeu¢puUIeckyt BOCTOUHOMIHBCKIIE MHHOBAIIUM, HE MIMeIO-
e nipsameix aHasnoros Hu 8 KAK/TIAK, au B CK, Hu B [IM:

e ‘memen’: KAK K *maj — TIBM KMk *huis=hu;

e ‘MHOTO: KAK % *tdj — IIBM *s&g

e ‘MaseHbKIIT: /N KAK *séw — TIBM Wil *nons

Enuncrsennsim caygaem BHyTpu 100-cioBHOTO crimcka, korga IIBM stumon npogokaer
HenocpezictseHHO KK stumMon, «munys» ITAK cocrosiHne, okaspiBaeTcs y>ke yIIOMIHaBIIIasl-
cs1 BbIIIe JlekceMa ‘cobaka’ (KAK K *"in — TIBM *ken3). OueBUZHO, UTO DTOTO apTryMeHTa
HeJIOCTaTOYHO /JI1 TOTO, YTOOBI BBHIIEJNATh BOCTOYHOMUHBLCKIE SI3BIKMI B OTZENbHYIO BETBb.
Ckopee MO>XHO OBLJIO OBl IIpeJIIO/IaraTh, 4TO ‘cobaka’ yHacsie0oBaHa BM BeTBbIO OT Hen3BecT-
HOTO HaM «JJOMMHBCKOTO» I1aJIeKTHOTO CyOcTpara, KOTOPHII HEKOTOpOe BpeMsI COCYIeCTBO-
BasI C HocuTeAMu BM A3BIKOB Ha TeppUTOPUM COBpeMeHHON HMPOBMHIIUY PyII35HD; BO3ZMOXK-
HO, KaKle-TO JOIOJHNUTEIbHbIe apTyMEeHTRI B IIOAJeP>KKY DTOM ITMIIOTEe3b YAACTC IOTYIUTh B
xoZie OoJiee TTyOOKOTO M3ydeHNs KaK 0asMCHOI, TaK M KyJIbTYPHON JIEKCMKM MIUHBIYHCKOI
BETBIA.

besycoBHBIT MHTepec BBI3bIBaeT HEOOJIBIIION CJIOV MHpPeAIoIOXKUTeIbHO aBCTpoasyaT-
CKOI JIeKCUKM (cM. ‘cyXxoir’, ‘3HaTh’; AMMMHYTUB ‘peOeHOK, ChIH B COCTaBe JIByC/Jora ‘cems’
" Jp.), CylllecTBOBaHNe KoToporo ormedeHo yxe /:x. Hopmanom (Norman 1991). Kpome sT0-
ro, B 6a3MICHOI JIeKCMKe MUHB/YHCKIX JIMaIeKTOB Tak>Ke IIPpOCIeKMBaIOTCs 3a/iMCTBOBAHILS U3
Tall-KaJaliCKOll ceMbl, HallpuMmep: ‘KycaTh’, ‘yomsary’, ‘TiostHBIIN . BripoueMm, nepeuncieHHbIe
3aMIMCTBOBAHMS HE SIBJISIIOTCS MICK/IIOUUTEJIbHBIMU JJISI BOCTOUHBIX JAJIEKTOB: TakK, JIEKCeMBbI
‘KycaTp’, ‘cyxoir’, ‘yOmuBaTh’ IpPOCIEXMBAIOTCS II0 BCEMY MMHBCKOMY apeasy, a ‘TIOJHBI U
‘3HaTH’, HapsAy C JUMUHYTUBOM ‘pe0eHOK, ChIH’, IIpeJiCTaB/IeHbl TakKe B I0KHON BeTBU (/lo-
penrr 2020: 166). Takum obpaszoM, 5T PpOPMBEI MOXKHO BOCCTaHaBJIMBATh /I IIPaMUHBCKOTO
COCTOSIHMSI M CUMTATh MX CBUJETENLCTBOM B ITOJIB3Y TECHBIX KOHTAKTOB C HEKUTaeA3bIIHBIMIU
HOCHUTeJISIMU ellle /IO pa3/iesieHNs IPaMIHBCKOTO Ha OT/ie/TbHbIe BeTBI.

OrtzenbHO MepedncaInM OCHOBHBIE 3aMeHBI B KOHKpeTHBIX BM Amasekrax, OTAeIsIOmux
nx ot IIBM cocrostam:t:

o PIN: ‘uro’ {(MB-E G E} (no)-noy ‘masary’ kuaisk; ‘nexxars’ {5E15]} ouns=tos

e XNC: ‘mexxaty’ {73} ees=tos; ‘omun’ {#&)} ¢it,

e SHON ‘Bugers’ |G} ons-tye?s; ‘opun’ { %]} si?;

e FUA: ‘maBatp’ {$%} tsino#; ‘oque’ {#]} sik#

e JDU: ‘IexXXaTh’ @uys

e HUB: ‘at0’ {#f€ ~ B &} no?s-nornote-noy

e FDN: ‘uto’ {#f-& ~ &} nos-nos

e NND: ‘uto’ {8 ~ B} not-no?s

e YNT: ‘uto’ {MF-E ~ E-E} nos-no?s

Hoseriiiee reneasornyeckoe JlepeBo0 BOCTOYHOMIUHBCKOIN BeTBU (puc. 3), IOJIy4eHHOe I10-
cJle BKJIIOYEeHNs JIOITOTHUTENIbHBIX IMaleKTOB U UCIIpaB/IeHNs psija OIINMOOK B CIIMCKaX, B Iie-
JIOM MOJTBEp>K/JaeT paclpefeseHrie KOHKPEeTHBIX J1aJeKTOB 10 BeTBAM (PYHUH M XOYIyaHb,
npegaoxenHoe B LACD 2012, 3a uck/aiodeHueM J1aJeKTOB INMHHAHb M YWKOYHMH, KOTOpPbIe
OKa3bIBAIOTCsI BKJIIOYEHHBIMU B IIPOTMBOIIOJIOXKHEBIE BETBU; JeJICTBUTENbHO, IMHHAHb, HAIIpU-
Mep, OOHapy>KIBaeT KaK oOIye MHHOBaluM ¢ GyHMH (‘desIoBeK’), Tak I C XOyTryaHsb (‘J1eXaTs’).
OueBnzHO, 4TO, BBUAY HEM30€KHBIX CTAaTUCTIYECKUX ITOTPEIIHOCTeN Ha CTOJIb OJM3KOM YpOB-
He PO/ICTBa, BOIIPOC YTOUHEHNsI KIaccupUKauy 9THUX J1aleKTOB JOKeH Oy/ieT pelaThcs Ha
3HAYNTEeJBHO OOJIbIIIeM KosMJecTse MaTepuasia (Kak MUHUMYM Ha 200-CTOBHBIX CIICKax Oa-
3MICHOM JIEKCUKIU).
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VIHTepecHOI 0cOOEHHOCTBIO CTal (PaKT, YTO HEIIOCPEeACTBEHHO AVa/IeKT HUH/D He BOIIes
B T.H. «KJIacTep HMHZ®» (110 A. XupOoIOK1), 06pa3oBaHHLIN Juajekramy HUB, XNC, JDU. AHa1n3
IIOKa3bIBaeT, YTO AMasaeKT HUHJID JeKCMIecKy OJVpKe K JuanekraM (PyIuH U LMIOYHUH, 4eM K
TpeM /JiiajiekTaM, paclpOCTpaHeHHBIM B OKpecTHOCT:X I. Hunas 1 onmcanneiM B pabortax Xu-
porokn. KiroueBbIM paszessaioniuM 91eMeHTOM B HallleM Caydae OKa3bIBaeTcs JeKceMa ‘KTO’:
B ~ WBE HUB nceuns, XNC neens, JDU no?s-naeur, Ho NND Ji{# tis-nen, (oHa xe conmxaer aua-
JIEKT HUHJI® C TYTSIHD U WKOYHUH: GIN toyr;, ZHN teeurs). HampoTus, eyHCTBEHHON DKCKIIIO-
3MBHOM M30IJIOCCON MEXK/y /IMa/JleKTOM HUHJ® U (eIMHCTBeHHBIM M3 «KJacTepa HUH/D») Jua-
JIEKTOM XyO®I1 OKa3bIBaeTcs JeKcema ‘uTo’ W& ~ ©-&: HUB no?-n24 ~ n2%-120, NND 1237-127%;
BIIpOYeM, OHa Ke IIpejicTaB/IeHa U B JAuanekrax FDN (10s5-10s) u YNT (nos-no?s). Ilomumo sroro,
J1aneKkT Xy0oil MOoKa3blBaeT OJHY DKCKIIO3MBHYIO MHHOBaUMIO (k"ony ‘1exkaTp’); TakKe CTOUT
obpaTuTh BHMMaHIE Ha JIOOOIBITHYIO M30IJIOCCY ‘JIeXKaTh MeXXJy I13I0/ly, IMHHAHb VM CSIHb-
1yHB: JDU @u1j3, PIN 5¢{8] ouns=tos, XNC @s=tds, 13-3a KOTOPOIT IMaJIEKT MMHHAHb, CKOPEe BCETO,
IepeMecTI/ICs 13 BeTBU (PyHMH B XOoyryaHb. HakoHell, cp. JekceMy ‘TeIlIblir’, KOTOpasl OKa3bl-
BaeTCs COeVHSAIONINM 3B€HOM MeXXK/y AMaaeKTaMiy Xy0sii, 310y, CHBLYHDb 1 ¢pyaHb: HUB kony,
JDU kon,, XNC kon,, FUA kout-(nceutyp). Bce 9To ToBOpUT B 110/IB3y TOTO, YTO KJIacTep Xy0si —
CSAHBIIYHb — II3I0Jly JIeVICTBUTEIbHO He sABJISAeTCs OJVDKaiIUM PO/ICTBEHHIKOM JiajiekTa coo-
crBeHHO . Hunao.

- yTaHb

®yaHb

Pywxoy

MuHB

PyumH
[yTAHb

L]

YkoyHWH

LoyHuH

\_{ HuHA2

PyanH

MNuHHaHL

CAHbLYyHb

Xy631

.Usroay

Puc. 3. TekyIee reHeaJOrmJecKkoe JepeBO BOCTOYHOMMHBCKUX [J1aleKTOB IO AaHHBEIM 100-CJIOBHBIX CIIVICKOB
(sxmouas z. ITyTsaHp Kak «outlier»).

Y4ureiBas, 4TO OCHOBHBIE pacxoxkjeHms BHyTpu 100-c10BHOTO crmcka mo gmuajJekram
IIPOXOJSAT MO JVHUM OPOPMJIEHNs «IJIaBHOV» KOPHEBOI MOp¢eMBbl pa3JINIHBIMU IpePUIn-
pyeMbIMU v CyPpPUIMPyeMBIMI «pacIIVPUTEISIMI», B KauecTse JOIIOTHUTENIbHOTO DKCITe-
pUMeHTa OBLIO PeIleHO IOCTPOUTD albTepHATUBHOE /IepeBO, B KOTOPOM JIeKCEMBI C OJIHUM I
TeM >Ke IJIaBHBIM KOPHeM, HO pasjJnJaloliuecs BCIIOMOTaTeIbHBIMM MopgeMaMu, MapKIpo-
BaJIICh OBl pa3HBIMI, a He OJHMMI ¥ TeMU >Ke MHJeKcaMI KOTHaI[UM, KaK ec/Iy Obl OHM IIpe]-
CTaBJIS/IM COOOII IIOJHOLIEHHbIe JIeKCuecKre 3aMeHbl. Pe3ysbTaTel TaKOro IIOJcyeTa, HaMe-
PeHHO MJYIIero Bpa3pes C IOCTyJaaTaMM KJIacCUMIecKol JeKCUMKOCTaTUCTUKY, IIpUBeJleHbl H-
xe (puc. 4).

Kak BuaHO, Ipyu TakoM HO/XOZle BHyTpeHHee paszjesieHNe Ha BeTBU (PYHMH U XOyTyaHb
HapyIllaeTcsl HAMHOTO CIUJIbHee, YeM JilepeBo, IpeJcTaBleHHoe Bbile. PakTiyeck Ha HOBOM
JlepeBe OCTAIOTCs JIMIIb TPU YCTOMUYMBBLIX KJacTepa: (a) Xy0si1, CAHBITYHD, 11310[y; (0) I'yTsHB,
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WKOYHIUH; (B) HUH[®, QyAnH. XOTsA STOT pe3ysbTaT U MPUXOANUTCA CUUTATh HETaTMBHBIM, OH
IIO3BOJISIET ClieIaTh BaKHOE IIPEeAIOIOXKEeHNe OTHOCUTENbHO TOTO, YTO MCIIOJIb30BaHUE Tex
VI MHBIX «paclIipuTeieil» B Xo/e TpaHcPOpMaIuy JIeKCUMIeCKON CHCTeMBI IIJIOXO ITOJXOANUT
B KayecTBe apryMeHTa /JIs1 TeHeTU4IecKoil Kaaccudukanum (1o KpaiiHeil Mepe, IIpUMeHUTe Ib-
HO K KUTaVCKUM JajeKTaM) — peaJbHO OHO MOXKeT OTpa’kaTh KaK apeaJbHble CBA3M, TaK U
He3aBJCUMO IIPpOTeKaloI/e «TOMOILJIacTUIecKre» IpoLeccel. Bripouem, sTa rumoresa, 6esyc-
JIOBHO, Hy>K/JlaeTcCsl B JJasIbHeliIIel aipobalii Ha paclIpeHHOM MaTepualie.

LoyHuH

@yLMH

DyaHb

MuHs |

MUHHaHB

Dyuxoy

CAHbLYHb
Xy63it
Liatoay

[yTAHDb

YxoyHWUH

HuHA

®yanH

Puc. 4. <<AJII)TepHaTI/IBHOE>> TéHea/JIOrM49eCcKoe JepeBO BOCTOYHOMIIHBCKNX AVAJEKTOB C pa3/INMYHbIMU MHAEKCaMU

KOorHanuu AJj1s1 OZHOKOPEHHBIX, HO paBHOMOp(I)EMHI)IX JIeKCeM.

ComocraBaeHue ¢ IIYTSIHbCKVIM AVIAA1€KTOM

Bpliie 6BUIO YIIOMSIHYTO, YTO OTAENBHBIN BOIIPOC COCTABJSAIOT B3aMMOOTHOIIEHVISI ITy-
TSHBCKOTO /IMa/IeKTa C MUHBAYHCKUMU JUaJeKTaMu, IIOCKOJIbKY Ha OBIIEMMHBCKOM TeHeaJIo-
IMIECKOM JIEPEBe OH PeryJ/LIPHO BKAMHMBAJICSA B BOCTOUHYIO BETBb. /JIsl Hava/Ia TepedncInm
Iy TSIHBCKYE JIEKCEMBI, COBIIAJAIONIe C OOUIEMUHbCKUMM* MHHOBAIMAMM, YTOOBI DKCILIN-
IIUTHO TOATBEPANTD OTHECEHNE ITyTSHBCKOTO JMaleKTa K COOCTBEHHO MMHBCKON BEeTBU. Buj-
HO, 4TO COBIIA/IEHMI C OBIIIEMUHBCKIM JJOCTATOIHO, YTOOBI OTMECTH JTIOObIE COMHEHSL:

e ‘xycaTn’: ’% kos (cp. TIM FZ *paw)

o ‘yepHbll’: 5 01 (cp. [IM 5 *20)

o ‘nororn’: &8 EH tshins=lin;=nos (cp. IIM H' *kap)

o 3emus: t thou, (cp. TIM % *d"6 u 8 *ndj)

e ‘Hora’: i ko (cp. TIM # *k"aw)

e ‘masaty’: ‘Z, keks*® (cp. [IM 2. *k"it)

e ‘caprmars’: B thie; (cp. TIM HE *tien)

#2 PeKOHCTPYKLVS OOIEMMHBCKOTO COCTOSIHIA B3sATa 13 cTaTbu Jopenty 2020.
# Haxa/i31Ma yKasblBaeT PErUCTPOBEI TOH 3, KOTOPEIN, BEPOATHO, MOXKET COOTHOCUTBCS C 6-M TOHOM («TeM-
Hb1iT BXogsmumin» B2 ; Nakajima 1979: 193).
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‘yousars’: il tai, (cp. [IM A1 *d"ai)

o ‘xosteno’: Bk k'vi-pole-thaus* (cp. TIM 2 *k"aw)

o ‘et 3 niaus (cp. TIM % *auk)

o ‘mexarn’: 8N tor-xax (cp. TIM 18] *taw)

o ‘por’: W tshuiz (cp. TIM W *cjwij)

o ‘mes’: JEEH taur-ly; (cp. TIM i *d"ow)

o ‘noun’: W5HEs ak;=mas-li> (cp. TIM K *mien u 8% *2om)

o ‘opmn’: & foks (cp. IIM % *30k)

o ‘yesosex’: & nan; (cp. IIM 1R *naun)

o ‘ckasaTv: #fan konjs-uos (cp. [IM & *kon u & *waj)

o ‘cnars’: {fl K'un; (cp. TIM i *k"wan)

o ‘croaTy’: 1 Kty (cp. [IM 4 *k"jé)

o ‘ror’: 1 haeks*-keir (cp. TIM #F *hd)

o ‘oroT’: I tsekst-kei, (cp. [TM %% *cji)

OJHaKO MPU COMOCTABJIEHUN MYTSAHbCKUX (POPM € BOCTOYHOMMHBCKMMU MHHOBAIVISIMU
COBITafleHNI1 OOHapy>KeHOo He OBLIO, Cp.:

e ‘mHOro’: BM *s¢s, HO myTsinb 75 feis;

e ‘masnennkuir’: BM B *nons, Ho mytsiab Al Feks.

[Tomumo storo, apxausm ‘cobaka’ (KAK K *k™in) B myTsSHbCKOM JMaseKTe TakxkKe OTCyT-
CTBY€T, 4TO MO>KHO CYUTATh JOTIOJHUTETBHBIM CBU/ETENBCTBOM O HEIPUHA/IEXHOCTI €ro K
MMHB/YHCKOI BETBIA.

B TO >xe BpemsI Iy TSHbCKUIT MAIeKT He Pa3/ie/sieT U I0KHOMUHbCKIE MHHOBALIUM, CP.:

e ‘ms1c0’: FOM bak;, Ho niytss K neeks;

o ‘mes’: IOM %8 ams, Ho nyTsas NGER tauz-ly:.

HanpoTtus, HEMHOTOUMC/IEHHbBIE DKCKIIO3UBHBIE MHHOBALIMI CKOPEE SIBJLIIOTCS BECOMbBIM
apTYMEHTOM /51 BBIZIeJIeHNSI IVIaJIEKTa Iy TSHb B HE3aBUCUMYIO BETBb:

o ‘kr0’: myTsHb [T IR~FFR hy-nan,;

* ‘4epBK’: IYTAHb NiAU=CR3.

Takum 06pa3oM, Kak MUHUMYM Ha OCHOBaHMM aHaim3a 100-CJIOBHOTO CITMCKA ITyTSIHb-
CKUII IaIeKT He TIOKa3bIBAeT HUKAKON crierudpuaeckorn 611M30CTI HU K BOCTOUHO-, HU K H03K-
HOMUHBCKOI BETBM, YTO TOBOPUT O HEOOXOAMMOCTU BBIIEIEHUS €0 B OCOBYIO IMOATPYIIITY
MUHBCKOI KIazbl. BO3MOXHO, Kakue-To 60Jiee ToUHbIE KIacCPUKAIIMOHHBIE BHIBOIBI YIaCTCs
IIOJIyIUTh IIPU PACIIMPEHNN MaTepuaa aHam3a Kak MUHUMYM 10 200-CIOBHBIX CITUCKOB.
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