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Preface

In November 2012, Nikolai Yakovlevich Merpert, a well-known Russian archaeologist and specialist in ancient
cultures that are frequently associated with Proto-Indo-Europeans, was to turn 90. His birthday was to be cele-
brated not only by his immediate colleagues, but by comparative Indo-European linguists — the “archaeologists of
language” — as well. Vyacheslav Vsevolodovich Ivanov, member of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Professor at
the University of California, Los Angeles, and head of the Institute of World Culture at Lomonosov Moscow State
University, took up the initiative in forming the Organizing Committee of an interdisciplinary round table, whose
chief target would be to re-evaluate the location of the Indo-European homeland in space and time. It is well
known that this problem has acquired an additional dimension in recent decades: the results of archaeological ex-
cavations and linguistic reconstruction can now be checked against the data of genetic analysis. Unfortunately, this
new approach failed to provide an automatic solution to the long-standing problem of the Indo-European home-
land, and in some respects, as it turned out, has only further complicated matters. The accumulated material re-
quires interdisciplinary discussion and some sort of common strategy, or at least a common metalanguage. Such
was the main goal of what had originally been planned as an honorary Round Table “Indo-European Homeland
and Migrations: Linguistics, Archeology and DNA”.

Nikolai Yakovlevich unexpectedly passed away on January 29, 2012, at which point his honorary Round Table
has become a memorial session. It has been decided that the participants would convene at the Russian State Uni-
versity for the Humanities under the patronage of the Centre for Comparative Linguistics. We would like to ex-
press our gratitude to Efim losifovich Pivovar, President of the University, for his support of our initiative, and for
his assistance in providing accommodation, organizing meals and coffee-breaks for the participants of the round
table, supplying technical equipment, and many other small details that greatly facilitated the organization of this
event. It should also be mentioned that our Round Table was organized in conjunction with another memorial
gathering “Archaeological Investigations in North Mesopotamia and North Caucasus Steppe Regions”, which was
held at the Institute of Archaeology of the Russian Academy of Sciences and focused on the archaeology of north-
ern Mesopotamia and Northern Caucasus, the main areas of N. Y. Merpert’s academic activity.

The Round Table “Indo-European Homeland and Migrations: Linguistics, Archeology and DNA” generated
animated discussions, some of which continued long beyond the official schedule. Moderating this event was a
challenging task. However, it all shows that the search for common ground in the debate on the Indo-European
homeland was a timely enterprise. While the format of the Journal of Language Relationship makes it impossible
to publish all the contributions to the Round Table, we hope that the papers included in this volume are illustrative
of the panoply of opinions on the time and place associated with the Proto-Indo-European community, and that
the participants of the debate have made one more step in the direction of understanding each other’s views.

On behalf of the Organizing Committee,
T. A. Mikhailova & I. S. Yakubovich

IIpeaucaosue

B HO:A6pe 2012 roga Hukosaio SIkosiesnay MepriepTy, M3BeCTHOMY OTE€UECTBEHHOMY apXeOJIOTy M CIeIVaiCTy
10 KyJIbTypaM, 4acTO IIPUIMCHIBAEMBIM JPEeBHUM MHZOeBpoIleiillaM, JOJKHO ObLI0 ucroaxutbest 90 jer. Ot-
I1pa3/HOBaTh eTo I00MIeli TOTOBMJIMCH He TOJIBKO ero HerocpeICTBeHHbIe KOJLJIeTy, HO U UcTopuku JpeBHero Mmupa
U «apXeOJIOTU SI3bIKa» — JIMHIBUCTBI, 3aHMMAIOLIMeCs] MHA0eBPOIIelicKOo peKoHCcTpyKuuet. [To maunnaruse aka-
pemuka PAH, npodeccopa YHusepcurera Joc-AngKeneca u gupekropa VIHCTUTyTa MUPOBON KYJIBTYPHI IIpU
MI'Y Bsuecnasa Beesosogosuya ViBaHoBa ObLI CO3/laH OPTKOMUTET CIT€IIMAIbHOTO MEXKIVCIIUIIINHAPHOTO KPYT-
JIOTO CTOJIa, IOCBAIIEHHOIO HOBOMY OCMBICJI€HMIO BO3MOZKHOMNM JIOKaIM3alluU MPapOAMHbI MH/O0eBPOIIeiles B
IpocTpaHcTBe 1 BO BpeMeHn. Kak M3BecTHoO, 3a mocjaegHme JecaTUIeTs JaHHas MpobjieMa oboratuach HOBbIM
MIO/IXOJIOM K ee pellleHMIO: JaHHbIe apXeOJOTUH M JTMHIBUCTIYECKON PeKOHCTPYKIIUI MOT/IM OBITh COITOCTaB/IeHBI C
MarepuajaMy TeHeTH4eckoro aHannusa. Ho, yBbl, kak oKa3a/och, HOBBINM IIO/IXOJ He IIPpUBeJ] K aBTOMaTUYeCKOMY
peleHnio pooIeMbl MH0eBPOIIeiiCKON ITPapOANHEL, a CKOpee BLIABIII JOIOTHNUTeIbHbIe CJIOKHOCTH, CBsI3aHHbIe

xi



Preface / ITpeauciosue

¢ ee pemenneM. HakorieHHbII MaTepuas TpeOyeT KOIeKTUBHOIO OOCY>K/ieHNs M IIOIBITKM BBIpaboTaTh KaKylo-
TO OOIIYIO CTpaTeTuIo, MAM XOTs OBl OOIIMII MeTas3hK. VIMEHHO TaKOBOI Obla OCHOBHAS 1e/b, Pajyl KOTOPOM U
OBLIT OpraHM30BaH IIPUYPOYEHHBIN K I00MJIeITHOM JaTe KpyT/Ibii cton «[IpobieMa mpaposuHbI MHIOEBPOIIeiIes».

29 auBapsa 2012 roga Huxonas SIkosnesnda He crano. Ho HaydHBIX IIIaHOB ®TO He M3MeHMIO0. Kpyr/biii cron
namsatu H. SI. Mepniepra 6b110 penteHo nposectu 8 PITY nog srugoit Lentpa Kommapartusucruku. Obpariennue
K pextopy PITY E. . [InBoBapy ¢ mpocs60ii 0 cOJelICTBII B OpTaHM3alyy KOH(pepeHIIUN BCTPETIIIO TIOJIHOE I10-
HUMaHMe, 1 ceifdac MblI I10JIb3yeMcsl cJIydaeM BRIpasuTh OJarofapHocTh agMuHucrpauuu PITY 3a momoms B pac-
CeJIeHUM MHOCTPaHHBIX YJaCTHMKOB KOH(epeHITNH, OpraHu3auio obeJ 0B, YaenuTuii, obecreuyeHne ayjiuTopun
TeXHIYEeCKMMU CpeiCTBaMIM M MHOTOE JIPYTroe, YTO OOBIYHO KasKeTCsl IPaKTUYeCcKy He3aMeTHBIM, HO JIOXKUTCS TSIK-
KM OpeMeHeM Ha TIeun opraHmsatopos. CirefyeT TakKe YIIOMAHYTH, UTO HAI KPYIJIBI CTOJI ObLI CKOOPJMHM-
POBaH ¢ IpyTruMM IaMATHBIM MepoIpusATHeM — 3acefaHueM «Apxeosorndeckue ucciaegosanus CepepHoir Meco-
noramuu u CepepHoro Kaskaza», mposogusiumcst B Vincruryre apxeosiornu PAH 1 mocpsIeHHBIM apXeoJ10Tu-
4ecKuM TeMaM, pa3BuUTie KOTOphIX B Poccum 66110 TecHo cBsizaHo ¢ uMmeHeM H. 1. Mepnepra.

Kpyrasii crosn mpoxo i 6ypHO, JUCKyCCUM 3aTATMBA/INCD, BECTU 3aceflaHue MHOTa ObLIo TpyAHO. Bee 91O MO-
KasbIBaeT, OJHAKO, YTO 3ajada OOCYK/eHMs MHJOeBPOIeNicKOll papoAuHLl Oblla BechMa CBOeBpeMeHHO. XOTs
¢dopmar xypHasza «Borpocsl A3BIKOBOIO POJCTBa» He ITO3BOJIMJI HaM OITyOJIMKOBaTh BCe JIOKIalbl, IpeJCcTaBIeH-
HBIe Ha KPYIJIOM CTOJIe, MBI HajleeMcsl, COOOIIIe s, BKIIOYeHHbIe B HaCTOSIINII HOMepP, XOPOIIO MJLIIOCTPUPYIOT
pas3bpoc MHEHMI IO BOIIPOCY O MecTe I BpeMeH! CyIIleCTBOBaHN: ITParH/[0eBPOIIeIICKOTO A3BIKOBOTO COOOIeCTBa.
Taxsxe xoTes10ch OBl BHIPA3UTh HaJeXKy, YTO YYaCTHUKM JMCKYCCUM CMOTJIU YCABIIIATD APYT ApyTa.

Ot oprkoMuTeTa KpyIJIOro CToa:
T. A. Muxaiirosa u V. C. Sxybosuy

Xii



David W. Anthony
Anthropology Department, Hartwick College (Oneonta, New York)

Two IE phylogenies, three PIE migrations, and four kinds of steppe
pastoralism

This paper defends and elaborates a Pontic-Caspian steppe homeland for PIE dated broadly
between 4500-2500 Bc. First I criticize the Bouckaert et al. phylogeny, rooted in Anatolia,
published in Science in August 2012. Then I describe archaeological evidence for three mi-
grations from the Pontic-Caspian steppes into neighboring regions, dated to 4500-2500 sc,
that parallel the sequence and direction of movements for the first three branches in the
Ringe phylogeny (Ringe, Warnow and Taylor 2002) of the Indo-European languages: 1. Ana-
tolian, 2. Tocharian, and 3. a complex split that separated Italic, Celtic, and perhaps Ger-
manic (Germanic could be rooted in two places in their phylogeny). Each of the migrations
I described is suggested by purely archaeological evidence, unconnected with any hypothe-
sis about language. They are dated about 4400—4200 sc for branch 1, 3300-2800 sc for 2, and
3000-2800 sc for 3. These three apparent prehistoric movements out of the Pontic-Caspian
steppes match the directions expected for the first three splits in the Ringe phylogeny, and
the directions of later movements are plausible given the Ringe sequence and the known
later locations of the daughter branches. The parallel between the archaeological sequence
and the linguistic sequence, each sequence derived from independent data, is argued to add
archaeological plausibility to the hypothesis of the Pontic-Caspian homeland for PIE. In ad-
dition, recent archaeological research on steppe economies and diets shows that it is mis-
leading to regard “steppe pastoralism” as a single undifferentiated economic category.
I suggest that we can link the three earliest periods of outward migration from the Pontic-
Caspian steppes with particular kinds of pastoral economy in the steppes. I provided a brief
characterization of four different kinds of steppe pastoralism relevant to Indo-European
migrations.

Keywords: Indo-European origins, pastoralism, migration, language trees, wheeled vehicles,
horseback riding.

On September 11 and 12, 2012, a two-day international conference was held at the Russian In-
stitute of Archaeology and the State University of the Humanities in Moscow. The first day
featured papers by archaeologists presented in honor of Nikolai Merpert, a giant figure in
Russian archaeology and an important archaeological influence on me, and on all who today
discuss Indo-European origins in relation to the archaeology of the Pontic-Caspian steppes
(Merpert 1974). The second day’s papers were largely by linguists, about the Indo-European
languages, with a few papers by Indo-European-oriented archaeologists.

My paper was a defense and elaboration of a Pontic-Caspian steppe homeland for PIE
dated broadly between 4500-2500 Bc. I described archaeological evidence for three migrations
from the Pontic-Caspian steppes into neighboring regions, dated to this period, that parallel
the sequence and direction of movements for the first three splits in the Ringe phylogeny
(Ringe, Warnow and Taylor 2002) of the Indo-European languages. Each of the migrations I
described is suggested by purely archaeological evidence, unconnected with any hypothesis
about language. Whether they represent language spreads is of course a separate question. But
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three apparent prehistoric movements out of the Pontic-Caspian steppes match the directions
expected for the first three splits in the Ringe phylogeny, and the directions of later move-
ments are plausible given the Ringe sequence and the known later locations of the daughter
branches. The parallel between the archaeological sequence and the linguistic sequence, each
sequence derived from independent data, was argued to add archaeological plausibility to the
hypothesis of the Pontic-Caspian homeland for PIE. In addition, recent archaeological research
on steppe economies and diets shows that it is misleading to regard “steppe pastoralism” as a
single undifferentiated economic category. I suggested that we could link the three earliest pe-
riods of outward migration from the Pontic-Caspian steppes with particular kinds of pastoral
economy in the steppes. I provided a brief characterization of four different kinds of steppe
pastoralism relevant to Indo-European migrations. These subjects, sufficiently ambitious for a
short paper, are briefly elaborated below.

But I should also address a dispute about the Indo-European homeland that emerged at
the Moscow conference, related to a paper published in Science by Bouckaert et al. (2012) two
weeks before the conference started. This paper suggested another, competing parallel be-
tween archaeological evidence and a second, different phylogeny for the IE languages, with a
much deeper origin in time, rooted in Neolithic Anatolia. The co-authors of the 2012 Science
paper included Q. D. Atkinson and R.D. Gray, who had initiated this approach to the study of
Indo-European origins (Gray and Atkinson 2003), adding a geographic mapping component
and additional data and refinements in 2012. In both the 2003 and the expanded 2012 study
they used models derived from the biological study of the phylogeny, origin and spread of vi-
ruses as the method for understanding the phylogeny, origin, and spread of the Indo-
European languages. They concluded that the PIE ‘virus’ originated, under almost any re-
weighting of the components in their model, in Anatolia about 7000-6000 sc. The most in-
triguing aspect of their solution was that it emerged from a quantified biological model inde-
pendently of the archaeological evidence suggesting that the Neolithic farming economy had
spread into Europe from Anatolia about 7000-6000 Bc.

The Anatolian virus

The apparent parallel between archaeological and hybrid bio-linguistic evidence in Bouckaert
et al. 2012 seemed to support Renfrew’s (and others’) hypothesis that the Indo-European lan-
guages originated in Anatolia, differentiating through geographic isolation following the mi-
grations that carried agricultural economies from Anatolia to Europe during the 7t—6t millen-
nia Bc. Neolithic population movements from Anatolia into Europe are documented by ancient
DNA from the first farmers and their cattle, and archaeobotanical evidence from their crops
(Deguilloux et al. 2012; Scheu et al. 2012). This event is much simpler and more obvious archaeo-
logically than the three-phase archaeological parallels that I compared with the Ringe phylogeny.

A steep increase in explanatory complexity is inherent in moving Indo-European origins
away from the spread of agriculture. No other prehistoric population movement is marked so
clearly and accepted so unanimously by archaeologists. The steppe-homeland and the Anato-
lia-origin hypotheses differ not only in time and place, but also in the complexity of their asso-
ciated social explanations. Farmers’ languages often have spread with agriculture, replacing
hunter-gatherer languages in a wave-like process driven by demographic advantages
(Bellwood and Renfrew 2002). A later spread from the steppes, in contrast, requires a sociolin-
guistic explanation involving waves of language shift among long-established agricultural
communities, in the absence of empire, in a context of squabbling and competing small-scale
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Copper Age and Bronze Age tribes arranged in shifting alliances. The mechanism driving later
waves of language shift through such a complex social matrix is not obvious, but it must have
happened, if the steppe homeland hypothesis is correct. And it must have depended little if at
all on demographic advantages, as no obvious demographic advantage can be assigned to
any particular region or culture in the Copper and Bronze Ages. Language shift on anything
like the required scale would have to result from sharp differences between Copper and
Bronze Age language communities in social prestige and the resonance of power publicly as-
sociated with particular political alliances or particular ways of life, such as the age-old con-
trast between the farmer or the herder. The alliances that attracted the most followers, perhaps
at times of social unrest, spoke Indo-European languages. This is quite a different social
mechanism from the demographic advance of Neolithic pioneer farmers. The differences in
‘when’ require differences in ‘where’ and ‘how’. And of course the two models are incompati-
ble. One of them, at least, must be wrong.

In an earlier publication (Anthony 2007: 79-80) I dismissed the Gray and Atkinson 2003
iteration of their argument because their chronology, retained in 2012, required that the period
of PIE unity ended, and the differentiation of the daughter branches began, about 6000 sc. This
chronology is incompatible with internal evidence contained in the PIE vocabulary referring to
wheeled vehicles. The invention of the wheel-and-axle principle and the first wheeled vehicles
are solidly dated by radiocarbon after 4000-3500 Bc, a very reliable and well-studied external
fact (Bakker et al. 1999; Fansa and Burmeister 2004; Anthony 2007). The presence in undiffer-
entiated PIE (with the possible exception of Anatolian, which might have separated before
wheels were invented) of a developed vocabulary for wheeled vehicles indicates unavoidably
that PIE (post-Anatolian) remained undifferentiated after wheeled vehicles were invented, or
after 4000-3500 Bc. Atkinson’s online comments about this chronological problem in March
2004 suggested that since most of the wheeled-vehicle vocabulary is based on IE roots — most
of it was not borrowed from a non-IE language — the daughter languages could have inde-
pendently chosen the same IE root to designate wheels after they were invented, a suggestion
repeated by Paul Haggerty at the Moscow conference.

I find this proposal not just unconvincing, but surprising. It requires a remarkable degree
of psychic unity between the dispersed daughter languages, leading them to independently se-
lect the same IE roots to refer to a wide range of newly-introduced wagon parts (two shared
roots for wheel, one for thill, one for axle, and a shared verb meaning to go in a vehicle). Moreover,
these five (a minimal count) PIE roots must have survived in an unchanged and increasingly ar-
chaic phonological form, not once, but in each daughter branch, from Proto-Indic to Proto-
Celtic, unaffected by the distinct phonological systems evolving around them, making the PIE
phonological root available to all of the daughter communities three millennia after they had
split, when wheeled vehicles and axles finally were invented; and all of these constraints must
have affected only the wheel vocabulary — other inventions that occurred after the IE dispersal,
things like spoke, iron, or glass — were named very differently in the various dispersed daughter
languages. This argument was never really articulated; it was and remains a dismissive wave of
the hand, more confusing than enlightening. But even in rough hand-waving form, it seems to
require suspension of the rule that the relation between word and thing is arbitrary, one of the
basic postulates in linguistics; replacing it with a unique and frankly amazing series of parallel-
isms that constrained both the creation of new words and the retention of phonological archa-
isms, and acted in this extraordinary way only with the wheel vocabulary.

The date of the Neolithic agricultural dispersal is an insuperable obstacle to accepting it as
the vector for the differentiation of PIE into its daughters. Anatolian Neolithic farmers could
not have had wheeled vehicles; the speakers of PIE did. The first farmers probably dissemi-
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nated some variety of Afro-Asiatic, Hattic, or Caucasian languages, non-Indo-European lan-
guage families known to have been present in Anatolia in antiquity.

At the Moscow conference Paul Haggerty from the Max Planck Institute in Leipzig pre-
sented a defense of Bouckaert et al. and its Anatolian homeland hypothesis. He welcomed the
paper as a definitive science-based rejection of the steppe theory of Indo-European origins.
Haggerty argued that Bouckaert et al. presented “the data” in a quantified and objective man-
ner, that their chronological and geographic conclusions were strongly supported under the
thousands of different iterations that generated them, and that, in spite of small flaws in their
phylogeny, it would be irresponsible to reject such a strongly supported quantitative argu-
ment drawn from linguistic data across the Indo-European languages, in favor of an impres-
sionistic steppe-origin theory that he admitted he had never liked.

I argued that the Anatolian geographic root in Bouckaert et al., the new element that mer-
ited publication in Science, was made inevitable by three constraints in their model: first,
Anatolian was the first and oldest branch to split in their phylogeny; second, the Anatolian
languages were assigned a priori to Anatolia by their mapping constraints, which did not per-
mit any language to be mapped outside its known range (also limiting Celtic to the British
Isles); and third, the mechanism of spread was a series of short-distance random walks con-
strained only to avoid sea crossings, and assuming that the world was otherwise a flat plane
with no geographic barriers. On this plane, the modern geographic distribution and number of
Indo-Iranian languages pulls the optimal origin point to the south, under an assumption of in-
cremental random movements as the mechanism of spread; and the greater difficulty assigned
to sea crossings makes a center north of the Black Sea less likely than Anatolia, south of the
Black Sea; and again, Anatolian a priori was assigned to Anatolia. I thought that the Anatolian
root was the product of their methods.

Our minor debate in Moscow was simultaneously and subsequently upstaged by a much
more widely disseminated series of online essays that began to appear on September 4, 2012, one
week before the Moscow conference began, at the website Geocurrents (http://geocurrents.info),
created by Stanford University’s Martin Lewis, a geographer, and Asya Pereltsvaig, a linguist.
This series of web posts, as of this writing in November 2012, contains 30 referenced articles,
each with a different criticism of Bouckaert et al., presenting a new flaw or error every 2-3 days
for two months. Rarely has a Science paper been exposed to such a withering and wide-
ranging barrage of point-by-point criticisms from a professional source. A few titles convey
the tone of the series: “The malformed language tree of Bouckaert and colleagues”, “Atkin-
son’s nonsensical maps of Indo-European expansion”, “103 errors in mapping Indo-European
languages” [five separate posts], “The misleading and inconsistent language selection in
Bouckaert et al.”, “The hazards of formal geographic modeling”, “Absolute dating and the
Romance problems on the Bouckaert/Atkinson model”, “Shared innovations are more impor-
tant than shared retentions”, “Linguistic phylogenies are not the same as biological phyloge-
nies”, “Do languages spread solely by diffusion (no)?”, “The consistently incorrect mapping of
language differentiation in Bouckaert et al.”, “Mismodeling Indo-European origin and expan-
sion: Bouckaert, Atkinson, Wade, and the assault on historical linguistics”, and, following the
same chronological argument I articulated, “Wheel vocabulary puts a spoke in Bouckaert et
al’s wheel”. Even if you do not agree with every point, it is difficult to retain any faith in the
Bouckaert et al. model after reading these 30 detailed, incisive essays, many of which present
important and persuasive insights.

The Bouckaert et al. paper was badly received not just by Geocurrents and its commenters,
but also at Language Log, where some of the Geocurrents essays were cross-posted and dis-
cussed by readers. Critics argued that significant parts of the linguistic and mapping data that
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entered the Bouckaert et al. model contained or were based on errors, and both the virus-
based, random-walk, diffusionistic model of expansion and the chronological assumptions
that guided its pacing also were either riddled with errors (in the dates assigned to “known”
language splits, which determined the chronology) or were inaccurate for modeling language
shifts and expansions (in reference to the virus-based model). Haggerty’s defense of Bouckaert
et al. in Moscow was conceived before these criticisms appeared and did not address them.

I think that the underlying intellectual problem that makes us lean in such different di-
rections is a disagreement about the reality of PIE as a language community. James Clackson,
in his textbook on Indo-European linguistics (Clackson 2007), warned that reconstructed PIE is
like a constellation seen from the earth: it is composed of pieces and parts that might be of
quite different ages and distances away from us in time, so in a sense is an illusion created
only when we put the pieces together into one entity that never existed. This view of PIE per-
mits it to float in various different times simultaneously, with none of its pieces (like the wheel
vocabulary) anchored to any specific time or place. Some linguists take Clackson’s constella-
tion analogy to heart and are very reluctant to treat PIE as an entity that actually existed any-
where except in our own clever heads. In Moscow, Haggerty denied that any meaning could
be attached to any reconstructed PIE root, even the root for ‘axle’, reconstructed as *h,eks- by
Mallory and Adams (2006), and retaining the meaning ‘axle’ in cognates in Indic, Baltic, Slavic,
Germanic, Italic, and Greek. Since the meaning ‘axle’ is attached to every cognate in six
branches, that meaning is the most economical one that can be attached to the PIE root; in-
deed, it is difficult for a reasonable person to imagine how the same meaning could have be-
come attached to each cognate, including ancient ones, except by shared inheritance from PIE.
Haggerty, however, insisted on a minimalist definition of PIE, lacking any meanings, its cog-
nates reduced to strings of phonemes floating in imaginary time like Clackson’s constellation,
and therefore of little interest to archaeologists who study real things.

Clackson’s constellation is, however, a bad analogy in a good book. Unlike a constellation,
which has no effect on anything real, there must have been an actual language, PIE, ancestral
to the daughter IE languages, whose regular derivation from that language is demonstrable by
the comparative method. We can debate what we mean by “that language”, but the debate it-
self is caused by the fact that we can see different parts of PIE through several different evi-
dentiary lenses (syntax, morphology, vocabulary, poetic conventions, mythology) while any
constellation disappears as soon as the observer moves. Clackson did not actually suggest that
PIE never existed independently of us observers (as with the constellation), but only that it
had a dynamic evolutionary character, with earlier and later parts, only a few of which we are
able to sort out, which is a very different kind of problem. Clackson’s principal disappoint-
ment with what we know about PIE is that it is difficult to confidently identify stages in the
evolution of PIE verbal morphology or nominal conjunctions, which many linguists have tried
to detect. But he also believed that other things in PIE can be dated. Grammar, he said, cannot
be dated, “...since it is not clear how one can date a feature such as a casemarker or verbal
paradigm, although it may be possible to assign some absolute dates to items of material cul-
ture, such as wheels [my emphasis] or the terminology for spinning wool.”

Linguists are disappointed in evidence like this only because they are not archaeologists.
Archaeologists are eager for even small scraps of textual evidence, including the fragments of
grammar and vocabulary that Clackson found disappointing. But Clackson simultaneously
recognized that some elements of PIE can be tied to real-world facts and dates. We can use
these pieces as chronological anchors. PIE is tied to the real world through material objects like
wheeled vehicles and domesticated sheep that appeared in Europe and Asia after specific
times, well-dated by radiocarbon dates, and that is no illusion.
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In the end, it is the reconstructed PIE vocabulary that is the entire reason for an anthro-
pologically-oriented archaeologist such as I am to pursue Indo-European origins. If an archae-
ologist found a 1000-word vocabulary inscribed on a tablet from a time and place so remote
that no written language was known there, his/her discovery would be regarded as an exciting
window into a society previously known only through the labored interpretation of its burial
mounds and pottery. That is more or less how I regard the possibilities contained in the recon-
structed PIE vocabulary, with the added interest that this was a language that generated
daughters that were adopted from China to Scotland during the Copper and Bronze Ages, pe-
riods we know very well archaeologically. We are already studying the social and economic
changes that accompanied the Indo-European expansion; we just haven’t looked at the ar-
chaeological data from that perspective. This is because we don’t know where to look, and we
have rarely tried to look for regional waves of cultural shift towards new symbols of power
and prestige that align with the political and cultural institutions referenced in the PIE vo-
cabulary. The possibility of a fruitful conjunction between archaeological and linguistic evi-
dence therefore is compelling in this case, but it will require archaeologists to accept recon-
structed linguistic data into analyses of Bronze Age cultural and political dynamics. Their re-
luctance to do so reflects real concerns: the political misuses of the past that such an accep-
tance might encourage, as well as their uncertainty about the reality of reconstructed roots.

But all sources of evidence about human history are partial, fragmentary, and difficult to
interpret. Artifacts are not particularly eloquent about many important aspects of human be-
havior, and ancient texts are partial, class-biased, gender-biased, sometimes retain anachro-
nistic characters and expressions, and are interpreted differently by different trained readers.
The reconstructed PIE vocabulary shares many of the same problems, but that does not dis-
qualify it as a source of information about the past. If we can narrow the chronological focus
for PIE to about 4500-2500 Bc and the geographic focus to the Pontic-Caspian steppes, then the
reconstructed vocabulary can be useful as a guide to behaviors that might not be expressed, or
might be expressed in a puzzling way archaeologically. To give just one example on the cul-
tural side, Clackson’s 2007 textbook contained a long and fascinating discussion of the vo-
cabulary for family relations in PIE, which he reviewed in the manner of an ethnographer and
concluded that “they” were patrilineal in inheritance rules and patrilocal in residence rules for
married couples, a long-known feature of PIE life. Archaeologically, most Yamnaya burial
mounds in the Volga-Dnieper steppes were built over the graves of adult males. Clackson also
discussed the implications of the fact that PIE-speakers placed people in the same grammatical
category as domesticated animals, while wild animals were discussed in a different category.
Archaeologically, wild animal bones are very rare in Yamnaya grave sacrifices or settlements.
On the political side, mortuary feasts and celebrations associated with the burial under kur-
gans of exceptional individuals are documented in Yamnaya and earlier Pontic-Caspian
steppe archaeology, and these might align with the reconstructed PIE vocabulary for feasting,
gifts, songs of praise, guest-host relationships, and patron-client relationships. The recon-
structed PIE vocabulary is the prize, and we should not be distracted from it by pessimism
about the limitations of linguistic evidence. We can assign more than 1000 roots to PIE, and we
have only begun to use them to understand the people who spoke them.

The Ringe et al. phylogeny and migrations out of the Pontic-Caspian steppes

I accept the Pontic-Caspian steppe homeland for Proto-Indo-European, and a date for PIE
(post-Anatolian) in the late fourth and early third millennia sc, see Fig. 1. The strongest geo-
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Fig. 1. The Proto-Indo-European homeland and the first three migrations,
paralleling the phylogeny of Ringe ef al. 2002

graphic indicator is the fact that PIE and Proto-Uralic were geographic neighbors; they shared
core-vocabulary roots (name, water) and even pronoun paradigms. Proto-Uralic was a lan-
guage of forest-zone foragers, unfamiliar with domesticated animals except dogs. The sharing
between PIE and Proto-Uralic, which is well documented by both Uralic and Indo-European
linguistic specialists (Koivulheto 2001; Janhunen 2001, 2000; Kallio 2001; Ringe 1997; Salminen
2001), suggests a PIE homeland bordering the forest zone. PIE also exhibits borrowings with
Caucasian language families, particularly with a language ancestral to Kartvelian, suggesting
a location adjoining the Caucasus (Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1995). The Pontic-Caspian steppes
lie directly between the Caucasus and the Uralic forest zone, a plausible and even probable lo-
cation for PIE given these internal clues from shared loans and/or inheritances with neighbors.
The additional constraints that PIE speakers were familiar with herding, agriculture, and
wagons (shown in PIE vocabulary) and with honeybees and horses (Carpelan and Parpola
2001) and that the daughter branches must have differentiated many centuries before 2000 sc
(shown by Anatolian, Greek, and Indic inscriptions in the 2"d millennium sc) limits PIE to a
window of time (maximally 4500-2500 Bc) and geographic location (in the Pontic-Caspian
steppes between the forest zone and the Caucasus west of the Urals). Does the archaeology of
this region show evidence for migrations outward?

Here I point to archaeological evidence for three migrations, or more accurately periods of
out-migration, from the Pontic-Caspian steppes that can be seen as corresponding with the
first three branching events in the phylogeny of Ringe et al. (2002). The Ringe et al. phylogeny
was based on the application of quantitative methods derived from cladistics, like Bouckaert
et al., but included phonological and morphological traits, in addition to shared cognates, and
was overseen by an Indo-European historical linguist. The parallel between predicted (by
Ringe et al.) and observed directions and sequence of movement provides archaeological sup-
port for the Pontic-Caspian steppe homeland hypothesis, in addition to the advantages that it
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is in the right place (between Proto-Uralic and Proto-Kartvelian, with honeybees and horses)
at the right time (after wheeled vehicles were invented), with actual wagon burials as part of
its material culture.

To be explicit, the first three splits in the Ringe et al. phylogeny are 1. Anatolian, 2. To-
charian, and 3. a complicated root that engendered Italic and Celtic, and possibly Germanic,
the root of which remained unresolved in the Ringe et al. phylogeny. Germanic showed some
archaic traits that suggested a phylogenetic root at about the same time as Italic and Celtic, but
also exhibited other traits that suggested a later rooting, at about the same time as Balto-Slavic.
Archaeologically, an earlier root would seem to match the archaeological evidence better. If
the PIE homeland was in the Pontic-Caspian steppes, root 1 should be reflected in a migration
that began in the Pontic-Caspian steppes and moved into or toward Anatolia. Root 2 should
detach in a migration to the east, toward the Tarim Basin, where Tocharian was later spoken.
Root 3 should be a complex series of movements to the west, from the steppes into Europe,
toward regions that could plausibly have been connected later with Celtic, Italic, and Ger-
manic origins. Pre-Italic, Pre-Celtic, and pre-Germanic should not be conceived as languages
but rather were regional phases in language evolution, possibly millennia of language evolu-
tion for Pre-Germanic, preceding the later formation of Proto-Italic, Proto-Celtic, and Proto-
Germanic. Archaeological migrations matching these requirements are identified below.

I should note that after the third split in the Ringe et al. phylogeny, Proto-Indo-European
can no longer be said to exist. Pre-Italic and Pre-Celtic might have shared some areal linguistic
similarities prior to the formation of Proto-Italic and Proto-Celtic, but the phylogeny suggests
that regional and geographic isolation between these branches began soon after the migrations
that separated them from late PIE. After these movements occurred, PIE differentiated into
daughter languages in Anatolia, SE Europe, the Pontic-Caspian steppes, and central Europe
that were largely isolated from each other through geographic separation and were quickly
altered by interaction with regionally distinct substrate languages outside the steppes. It is
impossible to connect all of the branching events in the Ringe et al. phylogeny with archaeo-
logical migrations out of the PIE homeland because after the third branching event the PIE
language community no longer existed, and the homeland was a distant memory — perhaps a
place referenced in songs and folklore, but essentially forgotten.

1. The first split in the Ringe et al. phylogeny is Anatolian. To arrive in Anatolia from the
Pontic-Caspian steppes, the direction of movement should have been south, through either
southeastern Europe or the Caucasus. The oldest archaeological evidence for a post-Neolithic
migration from the Pontic-Caspian steppes into neighboring regions is a movement into
southeastern Europe about 4400-4200 sc, linked chronologically and geographically with the
sudden abandonment and burning of hundreds of tell settlements in the lower Danube valley
and eastern Bulgaria about 4400-4200 sc, with associated rapid changes in pottery, metal-
lurgy, mortuary customs, ritual figurines, and other behaviors (Fig. 2). During the same period
Balkan copper bracelets, beads, and rings were obtained by small-scale steppe elites in the
lower-Dnieper and middle Volga steppes, seen in graves at Skelya, Novodanilovka, Petro-
Svistunovo, and Khvalynsk, among others; and a chain of similar copper-rich graves, equipped
with similar shell beads and flint blades and bifacial lanceolate points, extended through the
Dniester steppes (Koshary, Kainari) to Suvorovo in the lower Danube steppes and onward to
eastern Bulgaria (Devnya), with a separate path of movement extending into Transylvania
(Decea Muresului) and eastern Hungary (Csongrad) (Telegin et al. 2001; Rassamakin 2002). One
of the richest of the intrusive cemeteries, a cluster of five well-outfitted burials, was discovered at
Giurgiulesti, at the southern tip of Moldova, north of the Danube delta (Bicbaev 2009). A horse
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Fig. 2. The first migration, 4200-4000 sc, of the Suvorovo-type immigrants

into the Danube valley, Transylvania, and the Dobruja

was sacrificed above the grave of an adult male armed with gold-trimmed javelins at Giurgi-
ulesti. A human bone gave a date of 44904330 sc (Ki-7037, 5560 +80 BP).

While it is difficult to identify the role of the Suvorovo-type steppe migrants in the col-
lapse of agricultural tell settlements in Balkan Thrace and the lower Danube valley (primary
cause? after the fact?), it is clear that steppe people of the Suvorovo type moved into the lower
Danube valley and eastern Bulgaria at about the same time as the collapse, probably bringing
horses with them. The total number of intrusive cemeteries is not large, but the subsequent pe-
riod saw the adoption of a more mobile, less settled economy particularly in the Balkan up-
lands, where no settlements of any kind can be identified for 500 years after the collapse of the
tell societies. The new pastoral economy, probably using horse-mounted herders who could
manage two times larger herds than pedestrian herders, was familiar and well-suited to the
immigrants from the steppes. At this moment of wrenching change for the local people, the
immigrants’ familiarity with social mechanisms for managing social relations at a distance,
such as patron-client and guest-host relationships, and their promotion of these relationships
at public feasting events featuring praise poetry for the sponsor of the feast (all indicated in
PIE roots), gave them the ability to absorb local people into a system suitable for a more mo-
bile, pastoral economy. Pastoral institutions for maintaining social relations at a distance, cele-
brated at boastful public feasts, could have been a vector for language shift.

The Cernavoda 1 culture that followed the abandonment of the tells in the lower Danube
valley, together with the archaeologically undocumented shepherds who grazed their sheep
on the abandoned tells in the Balkan uplands between 4200-3500 Bc, could have been the dis-
tant antecedents of the Anatolian branch, the first split in the Ringe et al. 2002 phylogeny. They
would have spoken a language detached from an early chronological stage (a millennium ear-
lier than the next split) and a western geographic dialect in the evolution of PIE, consistent with
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Fig. 3. The second migration, 3300-2800 Bc or later, of the Afanasievo-type immigrants
into the western Altai Mountains.

the multiple archaisms retained uniquely in the Anatolian branch. Note that this migration is
dated before wheeled vehicles were invented, perhaps the reason why Anatolian uniquely
lacked the shared wheel vocabulary of later PIE. Troy I had a material culture closely linked to
Balkan cultures such as Ezero, and the Anatolian branch could have become isolated in Anatolia,
initiating the shift from Pre-Anatolian to Proto-Anatolian, with the movement of some Balkan
people to the Troad during the Troy I era, 3000-2600 Bc.

2. The second split in the Ringe et al. phylogeny is Tocharian, requiring the second
movement to depart from the Pontic-Caspian steppes toward the east. Tocharian retained PIE
roots in its wheeled-vehicle vocabulary, and in other ways shared the innovations that defined
all post-Anatolian IE languages, so the migration that separated Pre-Tocharian speakers from
regular contact with the main body of PIE speakers must have occurred after wheeled vehicles
were invented, probably after 3500 sc. The second archaeological migration from the Pontic-
Caspian steppes meets these criteria, Fig. 3. A much-argued but widely accepted migration
did occur, going from the Caspian-Ural steppes eastward across Kazakhstan to the western
Altai Mountains about 3300-3000 Bc (disregarding some earlier dates, now regarded as
anomalous), creating the intrusive Afanasievo culture in the western Altai. The Afanasievo
migrants seem to have introduced a pastoral economy, wheeled vehicles, horses, and an ac-
companying new social order into mountain meadows formerly occupied by ceramic-making
mountain foragers, some (many?) of whom probably were absorbed into the Afanasievo cul-
ture. Afanasievo material culture exhibits typological, ritual, and economic parallels with
Yamnaya, including Yamnaya kurgan grave types, a typical Yamnaya burial pose, Yamnaya-
Repin ceramic types and decoration, and sleeved axes and daggers of specific Yamnaya types
(Kubarev 1988; Chernykh, Kuz’minykh and Orlovskata 2004: Fig. 1.4). The Ural-Altai connec-
tion seems to have been maintained at least sporadically after 2800 Bc, because typological in-
novations in the western steppes including later sleeved axe types and MBA Catacomb-style
ceramic censers appeared in late Afanasievo graves in the western Altai. The Afanasievo culture
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could have represented the antecedent population for the Tocharian languages later spoken in
the Tarim Basin, an argument articulated by Mallory and Mair (Mallory and Mair 2000).

3. The third split in the Ringe et al. phylogeny is the departure of groups that would later
engender Italic and Celtic, and perhaps Germanic, a branch with an unresolved root. This
complex movement should flow from the Pontic-Caspian steppes to the west, perhaps divided
into southern (Italo-Celtic) and northern (Pre-Germanic) streams. It should be dated later than
the Tocharian migration, although since these two migration streams flowed from the eastern
and western margins of the PIE language community, they probably spoke different regional
dialects of PIE, so some of the linguistic differences between them (supporting their chrono-
logical split) could have been partly geographic-dialectical, or synchronic, rather than entirely
chronological-developmental, or diachronic. The third cluster of archaeologically documented

migrations meets these complicated criteria, Fig. 4.
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The southern stream was the Yamnaya-culture migration into the Danube valley and the
Balkan uplands of Bulgaria, dated about 3000-2800 Bc. The migrants probably came from the
Bug-Dnieper-Azov steppes, and targeted the lower Danube valley and Bulgaria, in one direc-
tion; another series of movements pushed farther up the Danube to the middle Danube valley
in eastern Hungary, where thousands of intrusive Yamnaya kurgan graves are assigned to this
event (Ecsedy 1994), contemporary with late Baden/Cernavoda III. The rare ceramic gifts in
these graves were largely derived from local Cotsofeni traditions, typical of a culture centered
in the strategic Iron Gates passes, which seems to have been integrated with the Yamnaya
immigrants. Pre-Celtic and Pre-Italic might have emerged from dialects spoken during this se-
ries of migrations, but after the movement started, about 3000 sc, it would be perhaps 1500
years before the probable formation of Proto-Celtic (in Austria?) or Proto-Italic (in Italy?). Pre-
Celtic was not a language but rather designates a phase of language history, unfortunately al-
most unknown, bridging PIE and Proto-Celtic, lasting for at least 1500 years. Proto-Celtic can
be regarded as a language, the reconstructable language immediately ancestral to the Celtic
languages, and presumably was spoken about 1500-1000 Bc. In each daughter branch there
was a Pre-phase of varying lengths. We should not expect to be able to track the intervening
steps in convenient language-coded pottery types.

The northern stream in this third migration moved a shorter distance but was more obvi-
ously and thoroughly integrated with a local agricultural population, the village farmers of the
late Tripol’ye CII culture north and east of the Carpathians. At the mouth of the Dniester in
the coastal steppes, dagger-holding patrons were buried under Usatovo-culture kurgans in the
Dniester steppes. Tripol’ye CII people seem to have lived in the Usatovo settlement, and very
similar people lived far up the Dniester, where the settlements that made fine Usatovo pottery
styles (Brynzeni III) were located (Anthony 2008; Patokova et al. 2009). But Usatovo cemeteries
exhibited a hierarchy in which some people were buried in flat graves with poor grave goods,
like the cemeteries near the Tripol’ye settlements just upriver in the farming zone; and others
were buried under Yamnaya-style kurgans with rich gifts of arsenical bronze weapons and
fine painted Tripol’ye CII pots. The Usatovo culture probably was the product of a group of
steppe warriors becoming patrons of late Tripol’ye clients, beginning about 3300 Bc, a century
or two before the Yamnaya migrations into the Danube valley. Tripol’ye CII groups might
well have shifted to the speech of their Usatovo patrons, making Tripol’ye CII groups a vector
for the spread of IE languages (pre-Germanic?) up the Dniester into Poland, where there are
many indications of contact between pre-Corded Ware (Zimne, Gréodek Nadbuzny) and Tri-
pol’ye C II communities before 3000 Bc (Klochko and Kosko 2009). Through this geographic
path, where many interpenetrating cultural influences can be seen archaeologically, IE dialects
from the steppes could have been adopted in Poland, eventually becoming a pre-Germanic ar-
ray of languages in the northern European plain.

What was the social mechanism for inter-cultural accommodation in these episodes of con-
tact? Mobile steppe pastoral societies, documented archaeologically, must have developed a social
and political infrastructure to manage mobility and social relations at a distance, and the recon-
structed PIE vocabulary suggests how they did it. The great increase in mobility that occurred in
the Pontic-Caspian steppes at the opening of the Yamnaya period, about 3300 calBC, probably re-
sulted from the initial combination of ox-wagons with horseback-riding, which greatly increased
the potential geographic range and productivity of pastoral economies. Increased mobility is
seen archaeologically in the disappearance of settlements in large regions where thousands of
kurgan cemeteries are known, and by the appearance of some kurgan cemeteries in the inte-
rior steppes, outside major river valleys. This shift in living patterns and economy (see final
section, economy 2) cannot have happened without social effects. The PIE vocabulary suggests
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that Yamnaya groups recognized mutual obligations of ‘hospitality’ between guest-hosts, a re-
ciprocal relationship (*ghos-ti-). This institution redefined who belonged under the social um-
brella, extending protection to non-kin who might be moving through others’ pastures. It would
have been very useful first as an adaptation to mobility in a pastoral economy, and later as a
way to incorporate outsiders as people with clearly defined rights and protections, as it was
used from The Odyssey to medieval Europe (Kristiansen and Larsson 2005: 238).

Steppe societies already recognized differences in rank and prestige, probably the beginning
of the patron-client system suggested by PIE vocabulary for leaders and followers, and for gifts
and the institutionalized praise of gifts. Beginning rather suddenly in the Eneolithic, when they
first acquired domesticated cattle and sheep from neighboring (Afro-Asiatic?) farmers, Pontic-
Caspian steppe societies made funerals into a theatre of social and political competition, particu-
larly for community leaders, who were buried with multiple cattle, sheep, and horse sacrifices;
elaborate costumes of exotic ornaments, including copper rings and beads; and weapons, in-
cluding polished-stone-headed maces or axes, as at Khvalynsk on the Volga and Nikol’skoe on
the Dnieper. The new public theatre continued into the EBA Yamnaya period, expressed in the
construction of a kurgan, the sacrifice of domesticated animals, deposition of symbolic parts of
the animals in the kurgan ditch and in the grave, and (presumed) feasts using the remainder of
the carcass. PIE contained a vocabulary related to gift-giving and gift-taking that is interpreted as
referring to potlatch-like feasts meant to build prestige and display wealth (Benveniste 1973: 61—
63; Mallory and Adams 1997: 224-225; Markey 1990). The public performance of praise poetry,
animal sacrifices, and the distribution of meat and mead were central parts of the performance.
Calvert Watkins (1995: 73-84) identified a special kind of song, the "praise of the gift' in Vedic,
Greek, Celtic and Germanic, and therefore almost certainly in late Proto-Indo-European. Praise
poems proclaimed the generosity of a patron and enumerated his gifts. These performances were
both acclamations of identity and recruiting events through which the language of power might
be learned first as songs sung over free food and drink. But equally likely, the PIE vocabulary
suggests, was that the patron’s language was learned from a more unsettling institution: roaming
war-bands of youths who were initiated into manhood by going raiding for livestock and/or
women, the famous PIE institution of the Mannerbiinde, or Kouros (Falk 1986; Kershaw 2000).

Guest-host institutions (egalitarian), patron-client institutions (hierarchical), wealth and gen-
erosity, the threat of violence from seasonally active war-bands, and a new, more productive
herding system probably brought prestige and power to the identities associated with Proto-
Indo-European dialects after 3300 sc. The institution of oath-bound obligation between the strong
and the weak and the guest-host institution extended those protections to new social groups.
These mechanisms made it possible for a patron to accept and integrate outsiders as clients with-
out shaming them or assigning them permanently to submissive roles. Patrons were themselves
clients of other patrons. Praise poetry at public feasts encouraged the patrons to be generous, and
validated the language of the songs as a vehicle for communicating with the gods who regulated
everything. All of these factors taken together suggest that the spread of Proto-Indo-European
probably was more like a franchising operation than an invasion. Although the initial penetration
of a new region (or ‘market’ in the franchising metaphor) required an actual migration from the
steppes and military confrontations, once it began to reproduce new patron-client agreements
(franchises) its connection to the original steppe immigrants became genetically remote, while the
myths, rituals, and institutions that maintained the system were reproduced, in the proper
words, down the generations.

Each of these three episodes of migration is suggested by dated archaeological evidence.
The sequence and direction of apparent prehistoric movements out of the Pontic-Caspian
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steppes and into neighboring regions can be matched with the first three splits in the sequence
and direction of movements suggested by the Ringe phylogeny, which adds weight to the hy-
pothesis of the Pontic-Caspian homeland for PIE. A Pontic-Caspian PIE homeland is plausible
archaeologically, and also is consistent with internal linguistic evidence for wheeled vehicles,
an environment with horses and honey bees, and loans between PIE and Proto-Uralic.

Four Kinds of Pastoralism

In the final part of this paper, I address the organization and content of Pontic-Caspian steppe
economies during the period of interest for understanding the expansion of the IE languages.
It is necessary to move beyond arguments about the homeland in order to understand the
speakers of Proto-Indo-European as people rather than as icons. We cannot understand the
process of linguistic expansion until we understand how the societies that spoke PIE were or-
ganized economically.

Between 1995 and 2001 Dorcas Brown and I, with colleagues from Samara, directed the
Samara Valley Project. The Samara River flows westward into the Volga from the southern
slopes of the Ural Mountains through the northern edge of the steppe zone. Nikolai Merpert
excavated a final Bronze Age settlement at Suskanskoe near Samara early in his career, and he
was a mentor for Igor Vasiliev, whose energetic and ambitious excavations redefined the ar-
chaeology of the middle Volga region. We started our project working with Vasiliev, and
when he passed the command to his students, we were lucky to work with Pavel Kuznetsov,
Oleg Mochalov, and Aleksandr Khokhlov. Our project was designed to investigate the role of
agriculture in Bronze Age pastoral economies in the Samara River Valley. We produced some
original archaeological evidence that can be combined with other recent studies to suggest that
there were four distinct kinds of pastoralism in the middle Volga steppes (Anthony et al. 2005;
Anthony et al. forthcoming).

1. In the Eneolithic the population buried at Khvalynsk and one other cemetery had a
minimal reliance on domesticated animals in their daily diet, which was strongly based on
fish, according to new evidence obtained from stable isotopes in human bone (Fig. 5). But do-
mesticated animals were 100% of the food sacrificed in funeral rituals at the Khvalynsk ceme-
tery, dated about 4500-4200 Bc, where sacrifices of a minimum 29 cattle (22.3%), 85 sheep-goat
(65.4%), and 16 horses (12.3%) were concentrated principally in or near graves containing in-
dividuals with elite ornaments and stone maces (Agapov 2010). (These numbers add the fauna
reported by Agapov for Khvalynsk II with the fauna in the original zoological reports from
Khvalynsk I, only partly included in the Agapov report.) Horses were grouped with domesti-
cated cattle and sheep in graves that contained no obvious wild animals, so horses might have
been domesticated.

In the Dnieper Rapids region, elite individuals like Dereivka grave 49 showed stable iso-
topes that might suggest a diet containing more domesticated animals and less fish than oth-
ers (Lillie et al. 2012: 86). We have previously suggested that the earliest and first domesticated
animals in the western steppes might have been used more as an elite currency for feast-
hosting and ritual-hosting than as a principal source of daily food (Anthony 2007: 220, 225;
Anthony and Brown 2011: 138). The Eneolithic diet probably depended to a large extent on
fish, and was significantly different isotopically from the diet that characterized Bronze Age
pastoralists in the middle Volga steppes beginning with Yamnaya. In Ukraine, unlike the
middle Volga steppes, some Eneolithic pottery contains imprints of wheat, barley, and millet,
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Fig. 5. Stable isotopes of >N and *C in human bone in individuals from the Eneolithic through the LBA
in the middle Volga steppes. The Eneolithic diet was significantly different from the Bronze Age diet.
The EBA, MBA, and LBA diets showed no difference in stable isotopes

although the numbers are very small (Kotova 2008: 124-125); and stable isotopes in human
bone are more variable than in the middle Volga region and show less reliance on fish. So in
the Dnieper steppes, domesticated animals might have been more important in the daily diet,
while in the Volga steppes domesticated animals were used principally in a new field of social
competition between elites. During the Suvorovo/Skelya era, intense exchange in high-
prestige copper goods between the Pontic-Caspian steppes and the Varna-period cultures of
southeastern Europe ended about 4300-4100 Bc with a migration into the Danube valley from
western Ukraine and the extinction of tell settlements in that region. The migrants might have
been mounted on horses but had no wagons and might have regarded domesticated animals
largely as status and ritual symbols in a growing field of political competition revolving
around public feasting.

2. About a thousand years after the collapse of the tell cultures in the Danube valley, at
the start of the Early Bronze Age (EBA) about 3300 Bc, the population in the middle Volga
steppes adopted a new, entirely pastoral economy, probably stimulated to do so by the inven-
tion of wheeled vehicles (Merpert 1974). Wagons made portable things that had never been
portable in bulk — shelter, water, and food. Herders who had always lived in the forested
river valleys and grazed their herds timidly on the edges of the steppes now could take their
tents, water, and food supplies to distant pastures far from the river valleys. The wagon was a
mobile home that permitted herders to follow their animals deep into the grasslands and live
in the open. Yamnaya communities dispersed across the interior steppes, building kurgans in
places that earlier had been almost useless economically. Significant wealth and power could
be extracted from larger herds spread over larger pastures.
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A nomadic form of steppe pastoralism appeared with the first wheeled vehicles and
horseback riding (for which there is clear evidence at contemporary Botai in Kazakhstan) in
the EBA. The archaeological expression of the first age of equestrian, wagon-aided pastoralism
was the Yamnaya horizon, which extended from the Dnieper to the Ural Rivers, the first cul-
tural horizon to spread across all of the western steppes and perhaps an economic vector for
the spread of PIE across the western steppes.

Again in this period, as in the Eneolithic, Yamnaya herding communities west of the Don
River (eg, at Mikhailovka on the Dnieper) were occasionally tethered to small fortified settle-
ments where some agriculture has been found. It was probably these western Yamnaya com-
munities that migrated into the Danube valley and central Europe. The departure of Pre-
Anatolian-speakers from SE Europe into Anatolia could have been a reaction to the arrival of
this new wave of steppe immigrants.

But eastern Yamnaya communities in the Volga-Ural steppes left no evidence of settle-
ments or cultivated grain and they seem to have lived in wagons — a Bronze Age form of
pastoral nomadism not articulated with farming. Yamnaya individuals in the middle Volga
steppes had no caries in their teeth, dental health not seen among bread-eaters. Yamnaya sta-
ble isotopes do not suggest millet in their diet (Fig. 5 above). The daily diet for the middle
Volga Yamnaya population probably depended entirely on domesticated animals, probably
principally sheep and goat products, according to stable isotopes. After this new pastoral diet
was established, its isotopic signature did not change throughout the Bronze Age, not even in
the Late Bronze Age when the Srubnaya population settled in permanent settlements.

3. In the Late Bronze Age (LBA), beginning about 1900 sc, previously mobile pastoral
communities in the middle Volga steppes and across the Eurasian steppes settled down in
permanent homes near marshes, during a climatic period of arid, cold conditions when river-
ine marshes became smaller. This settling process was assumed to be connected with the
adoption of agriculture and the spread of a new agro-pastoral settled economy
(Ostroshchenko 2003). However, the cause of the settling process might have been climate
change and competition for good winter pastures near marshes, which became so important
that herding groups settled near large marshes rather than leaving them open to be claimed by
others. Again, as in earlier periods, the LBA Srubnaya settlements west of the Don exhibit
some evidence for the cultivation of millet. But in spite of a large flotation effort designed to
recover charred grains (Popova 2007), we found no evidence for agriculture at the excavated
Pokrovka-Srubnaya settlements of Krasnosamarskoe or Kibit in Samara oblast, dated 1900—
1700 Bc, and Diaz del Rio et al. (2006) found no evidence of agriculture at the Srubnaya mining
settlement of Gorny, nor did Lebedeva (2005) find any evidence of agriculture in flotation ex-
periments at 11 other Srubnaya settlements in the Volga-Ural steppes. Srubnaya settlements in
this region were occupied permanently, year-round, but there is no evidence of agriculture at
14 Srubnaya settlements tested with flotation.

Hundreds of charred seeds of Chenopodium and Amaranthus were recovered from Srub-
naya settlements at Krasnosamarskoe, Kibit, and Gorny. The daily diet in the LBA depended
on domesticated animal products and perhaps wild seeds, probably very similar to the EBA
Yamnaya diet. Paleopathological analysis by Eileen Murphy of 297 skeletons from the Sam-
ara region shows that the teeth of the Bronze Age population, EBA through LBA, had no
caries — like the teeth of hunters-gatherers — and were quite different from farmers’ teeth.
There was no difference in diet-related dental pathologies or in dietary stable isotopes be-
tween the era of mobile pastoralism (EBA & MBA) and the era of settled pastoralism (LBA).
The LBA Srubnaya economy in the middle Volga region did not include agriculture, and was
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not agro-pastoral, as has been assumed, but instead was an unexpected combination of pas-
toralism and wild seed gathering. Probably the Sintashta economy, just earlier than Srubnaya,
was non-agricultural as well. The late MBA/LBA steppe populations that probably spoke
Proto-Indo-Iranian and early Iranian would have known of agriculture — Srubnaya people in
Ukraine raised a little millet, and the markets that received the copper from the Srubnaya
mines around Kargaly were in agricultural regions — but Sintashta and eastern Srubnaya
people rarely if ever ate bread themselves.

4. The final phase in Eurasian pastoralism was the era of nomadic pastoralism that began
in the Iron Age and continued through the Medieval period. In Lebedeva’s flotation experi-
ments (Lebedeva 2005), the average frequency of charred cultivated grains in flotation samples
from 36 Srubnaya settlements was 0.06 grains per 10 liters of floated soil. In Final Bronze Age
samples (1200-800 Bc) the frequency increased to 2.7 grains per 10 liters, and the grains in-
cluded wheat (emmer, T. dicoccum, and bread wheat, T. aestivum) and barley, not just millet
(Lebedeva 2005: 66). The Iron Age settlements (after 800 Bc) she sampled, in the Kuban pied-
mont, Crimea, and the upper Don forest-steppe, yielded 40 grains per 10 liters of soil, an in-
crease of almost 15 times over the Final Bronze Age and 80 times over the Srubnaya samples.
Surprisingly, the age of Iron Age pastoral nomadism was also the age of agriculture. The con-
sumption of grain might have become common in many parts of the Eurasian steppes only
during the era of pastoral nomadism, thought to represent the antithesis of agriculture. Mur-
phy’s (2003) paleopathological study of Iron Age nomad skeletons at the cemetery of Ay-
myrlyg in Tuva in the Altai Mountains documented significantly more caries among nomadic
Saka and Hunnic Iron Age herders in the Altai, who almost certainly regularly ate bread, than
among the settled Late Bronze Age herders of the Samara Valley, who didn’t.

In the middle Volga steppes recent flotation campaigns connected with the excavation of
Medieval nomadic sites found that the pastoral nomads of the Golden Horde cultivated millet,
rye, and wheat (Nedashkovskii 2009), unlike the sedentary LBA people of the same region;
and Scythian-era pits dated 300-200 sc on the lower Donets contained the seeds of cultivated
hulled barley (Hordeum wvulgare) and broomcorn millet (Panicum miliaceum), together with
seeds of Chenopodium album, which the authors noted could have been a food, not a weed
(Motuzaite-Matuzeviciute, Telizhenko and Jones 2012). The authors suggested that Scythian
nomads occasionally cultivated plots of grain in the riverine floodplains of the steppe zone.

In some parts of the Eurasian steppes, bread was an Iron Age novelty that only became
widespread with the rise of pastoral nomadism, which was closely articulated with agricul-
tural communities at the edges of the steppes, from the upper Don and the Kuban piedmont to
the Talgar settlements in the piedmont of the Tien Shan (Chang 2008). It appears that Iron Age
nomads chose to eat bread, not because they needed it — their Bronze Age ancestors had sur-
vived very well without it — but because farming was adopted as a major source of food in
and at the edges of the steppes only in the Final Bronze (1200-800 Bc) and Iron Ages (after
800 Bc). Iron Age nomads ate bread because they liked it, not because they needed it, and they
obtained it from local agricultural settlements like those tested by Lebedeva, or they grew it
themselves.

In each era we investigated we found surprises that we did not expect. Steppe economies
have been stereotyped, and these stereotypes have retarded our understanding of the evolu-
tion of Eurasian pastoralism and the economic dynamics of the Indo-European expansion. In
my view, the most significant spread of Indo-European languages was connected with migra-
tions number 2 and 3 and economy number 2, the Yamnaya-era expansions. Yamnaya social
groups seem to have been nomadic, often lived in wagons, and moved in significant numbers
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into the Danube valley and toward the Carpathians. This was not an invasion as we under-
stand that word, but rather a search for new clients by would-be patrons who were seeking to
start new franchises that perhaps would carry their name. The adoption of wagon transport
across Europe after 3500 Bc encouraged the spread of new, mobile economies, necessarily
based more on animal herding than agriculture, and the Corded Ware horizon was their mate-
rial expression across much of the northern European plain. Yamnaya societies inherited well-
tested political and social structures to integrate communities across geographic distances, and
these institutions and the language in which they were encoded were adopted in many parts
of Europe with the new mobile economy.
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A. B. DHTOHMN. /Be mH0eBpONerickue (GUIOTeHN I, TPU ITpanHA0eBPOITelicKIie MUTPaIIUI I
YeThIpe TUIIA CTEITHOTO CKOTOBOJCTBA.
ABTOp, nepepabarbiBasi HEKOTOPbIe TpaJUIMIOHHbIEe IIOJOXKEeHNs], BRICTYIIaeT B 3aIUTy JIO-

KaJIm3anmm I/IH,[IOQBpOHer/ICKOI?I IpapOAMHbI B IIPMYEPHOMOPCKUX CTEITSIX (KypraHHa;I TUIIO-
Tesa). B Hauaste cTaThM KpUTHKYyeTCs reorpadudeckas Mogens Bouckaert et al. 2012, corac-

20



Two IE phylogenies, three PIE migrations, and four kinds of steppe pastoralism

HO KOTOPO MH/I0eBPOIIeicKasl IIpapo/yiHa IoMelaercs B AHaTomo. Jajee aBTOp ONMCHI-
BaeT apXeoJIOTMJecKue CBIJIeTeIbCTBa TpeX IIpeAIioaraeMbIX MUTPAIIMOHHLIX BOIH U3 CTe-
Ieit B coceiHue pernonsl B rmepuoy 45002500 rr. 1o H. 9. IIpu 9TOM yKazaHHEBIe BOJHBI COOT-
BETCTBYIOT TPeM IIEPBBIM pasfe/eHIsIM I'eHeaJOrMIecKoro Jepesa 1.-e. CeMbY COIJIacHO ¢u-
JoreHuny, pejaoxxenHoit B Ringe, Warnow, Taylor 2002: (1) oTzesieHne aHaTOJIMIICKOI IPyII-
1bl, (2) OT/le/IeHne TOXapCKOM I'PyIIIbl, (3) OT/eseHne UTaaniCKOM, KeJbTCKOM 1, BO3MOKHO,
repMaHCKOI1 rpymil. ITockobKy Tpy MuUrpaiyoHHble BOTHBI IIOCTYIMPYIOTCS MCKIIOINTeIbHO
Ha apXeoJIOTMYeCKNX JaHHBIX, COBIIaZleHle He3aBICYIMBIX BBIBO/JIOB JIMHIBUCTVIKIL Y apX€OIOTUN
SIBJIIETCS] JIOTIOTHUTEBHBIM apTyMEHTOM B II0JIb3Y CTeITHOM JIOKaIM3al[ui 1.-e. IIpapO/VHEL
B zaBepmieHne aBTop 0OCy>KZaeT HEKOTOpble HOBENIINe apXeoJoInmdecKue JaHHbIe, IPOJI-
BalOIIIVe CBeT Ha 00pa3 >KM3HNU 11 OCOOEHHO /J1eTy obuTareJel crerei Toro pemenn. Ha cero-
JHSIIITHUI JIEHb MOYKHO BBIJIEJIUTh HECKOJIBKO DKOHOMUUECKMX TUIIOB CTEITHOTO CKOTOBO/ICTBA,
U aBTOp IIpe/IIoaraeT CBsA3b MeXKJy IeprojaMi TpeX JpeBHeMIINX MUTPail 1 pa3JIndHbl-
MI yCTaHOBJIEHHBIMY THUIIaMM CKOTOBOJYECKON DKOHOMUKI. Bcero aBTop KpaTko Kacaercs de-
TBIpe TaKMX THIIa, PeeBaHTHBIX, II0 €T0 MHEHMIO, J/Is1 PeKOHCTPYKLINMN VICTOPUM ITPanH/0eB-
pormeriies.

KAitouesole caosa: MHIOEBpOIIelicKas IIpapojNHa, CKOTOBOJICTBO, MUTPaLL, JpeBecHas KJjac-
cuduKanus A3BIKOB, KOJIeCHas II0BO3Ka, e371a Ha JIOIIaJ.
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Genetics of Indo-European populations: the past, the future*

We describe our experience of comparing genetic and linguistic data in relation to the Indo-
European problem. Our recent comparison of the genetic variation with lexicostatistical data
on North Caucasian populations identified the parallel evolution of genes and languages;
one can say that history of the populations was reflected in the linguistic and the genetic mir-
rors. For other linguistic families one can also expect this similarity, though it could be
blurred by elite dominance and other events affecting gene and lexical pools differently. In-
deed, for Indo-European populations of Europe, in contrast with the Caucasus case, the par-
tial correlation indicates a more important role of geography (r = 0.32) rather than language
(r=0.21) in structuring the gene pool; though high pair correlation (r = 0.67) between genet-
ics and linguistics distances allows using the lexicostatistical data as good predictors of ge-
netic similarity between populations. The similarity between genetics and linguistics was
identified for both Y-chromosomal data (populations are clustered according to their lan-
guage) and mitochondrial DNA (populations are clustered according to their language
group). In general, we believe that there is no single genetic marker definitively linked with
the expansion of Indo-European populations. Instead, we are starting a new research project
aiming to identify a set of markers partially linked with separate Indo-European groups, thus
allowing partial reconstructions of the multi-layer mosaic of Indo-European movements.

Keywords: gene pool, Indo-European populations, Y-chromosome, correlation between ge-
netic and linguistic variation.

The Indo-European problem from the genetic point of view

Genetics and linguistics are very different branches of science and humanities; the only over-
lap between them is population. Any language exists within a population which speaks it
across generations; any gene pool exists within a population which reproduces it across gen-
erations. However, the nature of language and the nature of the gene are so different that no
direct comparison of language structure and genetic structure makes sense. The only possibil-
ity for comparisons lies in the population history, because both linguistics and genetics try to
reconstruct this history from language structure or genetic structure.

One should not expect that population histories told by genetics and linguistics coincide;
one might expect that both genetics and linguistics tell something truthful about population
history. Keeping this in mind, we briefly describe our experience of comparing genetic and
linguistic data, particularly in the case of Indo-European populations.

* This work has been supported by The Presidium of RAS programs: “Molecular and cell biology”, “Funda-
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Discrepancy between genetic and linguistic data

Hungarians are a good example of the crucial discrepancy between linguistic and genetic data.
Linguistically they belong to the Ugric group, which allows to hypothesize migration from the
Trans-Ural region (where other Ugric-speaking populations could be found) to the Middle-
Danube (or Great Hungarian) plain [Szij, 2005]. Historical records about the Magyar invasion
which gave rise to the Hungarian state strongly support this hypothesis. Genetic (and other
anthropological) data show, however, that the Hungarian gene pool has almost nothing in
common with the Trans-Uralic gene pool, but is very similar to the gene pools of its closest
neighbor populations of the Balkans and East Europe [Czeizel et al., 1991; Semino et al., 2000;
Bogacsi-Szabo et al., 2005; Tomory et al., 2007; Csanyi et al., 2008]. So, linguistics and history
tell that the migration took place, while genetics tells that it did not. Shall one conclude that
either genetics or linguistics tells a completely wrong story? In this case — certainly not. It is
generally accepted that Magyars (Hungarians) were strong enough to mix with the previous
population of this region and make them speak the Hungarian language, but they were not
numerous enough to make a recordable contribution to their gene pool. This is the well known
pattern of elite dominance model: invasion with language change, but without a change in the
gene pool. Thus, genetics provided some information about the relative numbers of migrants,
which was missing in the data of other sciences. Combining linguistic, historical and genetic
data, one can reconstruct the population history in more details than when lacking even one of
these sources. To conclude, the discrepancy between linguistics and genetics might yield use-
ful information on population history.

Coevolution of genes and languages

Without a doubt, coinciding results of linguistic and genetic studies could tell even more
about population history; finding such examples is always pleasant for researchers. Our
study on North Caucasian populations [Balanovsky et al., 2011] provided the best fit pub-
lished to date. We studied the Y-chromosomal variation among 10 ethnic groups (populations)
speaking North Caucasian languages and compared this genetic variation with lexicostatisti-
cal data on these languages. The 11t population studied was Iranic-speaking Ossets. The
linguistic part of this study was performed by A. V. Dybo and O. A. Mudrak, while the ge-
netic team included a number of researchers, with major contributions from O. P. Balanov-
sky and Kh. D. Dibirova.

To clarify the genetic terminology used here, the haplotype defines concrete Y-chromo-
somal lineage and haplogroup signifies a large group of haplotypes that have a common origin.
Haplogroups are therefore like branches on the family tree of humankind, while haplotypes
are leaves. One haplotype originates from another due to mutation. Our study was performed
on both levels: the level of haplogroups and the level of haplotypes.

At the level of haplogroups, four independent methods were used for comparing genetic
and linguistic data.

First, the dendrogram that shows the interrelations of gene pools was compared with the
dendrogram that represents language splits. Both dendrograms virtually coincided.

Second, genetic boundaries were identified, subdividing the meta-population of the Cau-
casus into regional gene pools. These genetic boundaries coincided with linguistic boundaries

(between Dagestan and Nakh speakers; between Nakh and Iranian speakers; between Iranian
and Abkhaz-Adyghe speakers).

24



Genetics of Indo-European populations: the past, the future

Table 1. The correlation between genetic, linguistic and geographic distances between populations (data on the
Y-chromosome).

Type of the correlation | Correlated parameters North Cau'casmn Int?o-European popu
populations lations (from Europe)
Pair correlation Genetics and linguistics 0.64 0.67
Pair correlation Genetics and geography 0.60 0.70
Partial correlation Genetics and linguistics (geography 0.34 0.21
held constant)
Partial correlation Genetics and geography (language 0.21 0.32
held constant)

These two methods revealed an excellent correlation between genetics and linguistics. But
correlation does not necessarily mean a causal link: it may also mean that both systems de-
pend on a third one. This third underlying factor could be the geography. To explore this pos-
sibility, genetic distances, linguistic distances and geographic distances between the same set
of Caucasian populations were computed, and correlation between these distances was calcu-
lated [Balanovsky et al., 2011]. Table 1 shows that the correlation between genetics and geo-
graphy (r=0.60) was almost as high as the correlation between genetics and linguistics
(r=0.64). When partial correlations were computed (a statistical method to exclude influence
of the third factor), the correlation between genetics and linguistics became noticeably higher
(r =0.34) than the correlation between genetics and geography (r = 0.21). This indicates that the
linguistic structure itself correlates with the genetic structure, rather than that both simply de-
pend on the geographic structure.

The fourth method to be applied was an estimation of the genetic variation between North
Caucasian populations, grouped in two different ways. The linguistic grouping meant subdi-
viding the populations into Dagestan, Nakh, Iranian, and Abkhaz-Adyghe groups. The geo-
graphic grouping meant subdividing the same populations into West Caucasian, Central Cau-
casian and East Caucasian groups. The genetic variation between linguistic groups (0.27) was
twice as high as the genetic variation between geographic groups (0.15). One should conclude
that linguistic relationship is a more important factor than geographic vicinity for structuring
the gene pool of North Caucasian populations.

At the level of haplotypes we found many haplotype clusters present in one population
but absent or rare in all the other populations. These population-specific clusters were dated
using the molecular clock approach. These dates estimate the time when the given popula-
tion split from the related populations. The crucial point is that glottochronology also pro-
vides dates of language splits, which are the same as the splits of populations of speakers.
Therefore, we have this unique possibility to compare genetic dates of population events and
the linguistic dates of the same events. These dates mostly coincided, as described in details
in [Balanovsky et al., 2011]. Thus, we identified a parallel evolution of genes and languages
in the Caucasus.

To explain this coevolution we suggested the following model. The Caucasian populations
originated from a common root (proto-population) that split into daughter populations which
went on to occupy different parts of the Caucasus; there they later split into “granddaughter”
populations, and so on. These population events also caused the split of languages, so that the
tree of population splits became the tree of the North Caucasian linguistic family. These
population events also allowed each population to accumulate its own specific clusters of
haplotypes. In other words, the model implies that population history was reflected in two
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mirrors — the linguistic and the genetic one. Because (i) this population history in a moun-
tainous region was not too strongly blurred by migrations and (ii) both “mirrors” were based
on an extensive dataset and analyzed by adequate methods, both reflections coincided.

The important conclusion is that in other regions of the world and other linguistic families
one can also expect a similarity between genetic and linguistic data. However, even providing
this similarity exists in nature, to see it in research data three important conditions should be
met: (i) genetic analysis is done properly; (ii) linguistic analysis is done properly; (iii) the
population history did not include elite dominance or other events that are visible in one “mir-
ror” but not visible in another.

This is why we have included here this brief description of the study of North Caucasian
populations here: for the Indo-European case, it provides the basic model and comparison
point. However, one could hardly expect that Indo-European populations followed this model
with the same precision as those in the North Caucasus.

Correlation of genes and languages

We do not expect that the history of Indo-Europeans followed the same clear model as that of
the North Caucasians. It is therefore even more interesting to apply the same methodology to
the IE case. So far, we have performed only one, but the most important kind of analysis — the
correlation analysis of genetic, linguistic and geographic distances between the Indo-European
populations of Europe. (We did not include Indo-Iranian populations because the Indian gene
pool is much too different from the European one). This kind of analysis had already been per-
formed earlier, in 2000 [Rosser et al., 2000], where it was found that both correlations are about
r=0.3. Twelve years later we repeated this analysis using a dataset that was ten times as large
(Table 1). We found correlations that were twice as high (0.67 between genetics and linguistics
and 0.70 between genetics and geography). In contrast with the case of the Caucasus, the par-
tial correlation indicates a more important role of geography (genetics and geography r =0.32,
while genetics and linguistics only r = 0.21). However, the high pair correlation with linguistics
(r=0.67) allows to use the statistical data as good predictors of genetic similarity between
populations.

Of course, the single correlation coefficient does not tell much about the Indo-European
homeland or their migrations. To study them from the genetic point of view, we should take a
look at the overall gene pool structure.

Indo-European gene pool:
the obvious geographic patterns, the hidden language parallels

Genetic studies of the Eurasian populations resulted in a general agreement on the main pat-
terns of the gene pool. It became clear that populations at the extremes of the Indo-European
area have little in common genetically (like Western Europe vs India, or Scandinavia vs Arme-
nia). Moreover, in many cases IE-speaking populations are genetically similar to their geo-
graphic non-IE neighbors; for example, French and Spaniards are genetically similar to Basque
[Martinez-Cruz et al., 2012; Behar et al., 2012], Russians to Finnish speakers [Balanovsky et al.,
2008], and Indian IE speakers to Dravidian populations [Kivisild et al., 2003]. Therefore, one
might suppose that the elite dominance model had worked many times throughout the history
of Indo-European populations.

26



Genetics of Indo-European populations: the past, the future

PORTUGALS
[ ]

AR \TALIANS SARDINIANS
Gr,. AUSTRIANS @ ROMANIAN BASQUES
ATALL ANS GRM.q ENGLSH @ FRENCH @ SPANIARDS
NI swiss GERM@N
swepes @O @)NORWAY

@ ALBANIANS
CZEcii RUSSIANS' SLOVENIANS

SLOVAKS POLES
BULGARIANS ~ CROATIANS, ﬁ&smms
LT

UKRAINIANS UANIANS @ SICILIANS

ROMANIANS
[ ]

®
HUNGARIANS

(O ESTPNIANE
BYELORUSSIANS

e
\ Aromuns @ BALTIC

GREEKS@ 6r1.© UKRAINJANS
. = ---...........,,.. : PG

P1 P7ﬂ%
i P8
POLES P3M;

pa M.~

LATVIANS

Figure 1 (adapted from Balanovsky et al., 2008). Genetic Figure 2. Genetic relationships between European popu-
relationships between European populations (data on lations (data on mitochondrial DNA). It can be seen that
Y-chromosome). Populations of different ethnic groups populations tend to cluster together according to their
are marked by signs of different color and shape. It can language group.

be seen that populations cluster together according to

their language.

On the other side, on the smaller geographic (and linguistic) scale a similarity between
genetics and linguistics begins to appear. For example, Indian populations are genetically
closer to the populations of Iran than to any other. Another example is that West and East
Slavic populations form a genetic continuum across their large area (Figure 1), which coincides
with their linguistic similarity while contradicting the large geographic distance between then.
All these examples were based on the Y-chromosome which generally provides the clearest
pattern. However, data on mitochondrial DNA led to similar conclusions. For example, Euro-
pean ethnic groups form genetic clouds according to their linguistic grouping (Figure 2), though
the pattern is less clear compared with the Y-chromosomal results. All of these draw a very
complicated picture of genetic-linguistic interrelations among IE populations and demand
more detailed studies; one of the possible future studies is described below.

Genetic data on Neolithization of Europe

The most elaborated theory, explaining the spread of Indo-European languages across Europe
and the formation of the European gene pool, links both events with Neolithization. The main
pattern in the European gene pool is gradual change from the southeast (Anatolia, then the
Balkans) to Northwest Europe [Cavalli-Sforza et al., 1994]. This pan-European genetic trend
was first shown on classical genetic markers and was confirmed multiple times by other ge-
netic systems. This geographic trend demonstrates a wonderful correlation with the archeo-
logical map of the gradual distribution of farming across Europe. This allowed to develop the
“demic diffusion model”, which states that farming populations (growing in numbers much
faster than hunter-gathering groups) spread from Anatolia, and that each generation of farm-
ers migrated further until they reached the geographic limits of the European subcontinent.
Each generation mixed with autochthonous hunter-gatherers, and the initial Near Eastern
gene pool gradually dissolved. This (geographically gradual) dissolution resulted in the gene
pool gradient that was found in European populations [Ammerman & Cavalli-Sforza, 1984;
Cavalli-Sforza et al., 1994]. Many researchers believe that these farmers were Indo-Europeans,
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Figure 3 (adapted from Haak et al., 2010). Map of genetic distances between the first Neolithic popula-
tion of Europe and present day gene pools (data on mitochondrial DNA). A genetic distance map plots
genetic distances from a single selected population (reference population) to all populations of the
mapped area. It is the researcher’s choice to select the reference population. This map plots genetic dis-
tances from the first widespread Neolithic culture in Europe (Linear Band Ceramic) to the present day
populations of Europe and Near East. The location of the studied ancient population is shown by the
asterisk.

and that, therefore, the spread of farming, the spread of Indo-European languages and the
formation of the present-day European gene pool were three consequences of the same popu-
lation history.

This elegant theory was predominant among geneticists in the 1970s and 1980s. But in the
ensuing two decades it was generally rejected, since new data on mitochondrial DNA demon-
strated that the European gene pool has a Paleolithic rather than Neolithic age [Richards et al.,
1996; Comas et al., 1997; Torroni et al., 1998]. Of course, the “out-of-Anatolia” trend in the
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European gene pool was still a stable fact, but it was reinterpreted as the result of a Paleolithic
rather than Neolithic migration into Europe (both migration waves entered Europe through
Anatolia and the Balkans). The spread of farming also remained a stable fact, but it was re-
interpreted as a result of “cultural diffusion” (spread of farming technology without the ac-
companying spread of farmers themselves) rather than demic diffusion.

Recently, our study on ancient mitochondrial DNA [Haak et al., 2010] provided direct
data on ancient DNA and its comparison with data on modern DNA by means of a geographi-
cal map of genetic distances. The data on ancient DNA were from the early Neolithic Euro-
pean site, while the modern DNA data covered the entire Europe and Near East (Figure 3). It
was found that the gene pool of the early Neolithic farmers was drastically different from the
modern European one, but showed close affinities with the modern (and probably ancient)
Near Eastern gene pool. One may conclude that the direct migration of farmers from Anatolia
to Central Europe did indeed take place (as stated by Ammerman and Cavalli-Sforza), but that
their gene pool was subsequently dissolved among autochthonous European populations. This
is, therefore, a compromise between “demic diffusion” and “cultural diffusion” models. Of
course, we do not know whether this pattern of Neolithization of Europe was indeed linked
with the spread of Indo-Europeans; however, we do know that no one has so far suggested a
better theory, and there are no reasons to abandon it.

The “genetic Indo-European” marker: myth or reality?

Since the 1990s, human population genetics mainly used two genetic systems: mitochondrial
DNA and Y-chromosome. Within these systems, a number of haplogroups was discovered,
many of which have clear patterns of distribution across the Earth. It became very popular to
link the spread of every haplogroup with certain population events (like back migration to
Africa [Cruciani at al., 2002], Mesolithic recolonization of Europe from Mediterranean refu-
gia [Torroni et al., 2001; Rootsi et al., 2004], spread of Islam [Eaaswarkhanth et al., 2010], and
many others).

It is more hard, however, to find a good “candidate” haplogroup that would mark the
Indo-European expansion. It was stated many times (mainly on Internet forums, but also in
some research papers) that Y-chromosomal haplogroup Rla could be the “Indo-European
marker”. Using both published data from available literature and our own unpublished data
(523 populations worldwide altogether), we have constructed the gene geographical map of
the distribution of this haplogroup across Eurasia (Figure 4). The map shows that (in agree-
ment with the possible link with Indo-European movements) this haplogroup is widespread in
Central and East Europe, in West Central Asia (where the genetic legacy of Iranic-speaking
Scythians has survived) and in North India (particularly in the upper castes). However, the
low frequency of this haplogroup in West Europe is in disagreement with the possible link
with Indo-Europeans. The frequency in West Europe, Armenia and Anatolia (typical Indo-
European areas) is as low as in Mongolia, which certainly was not a part of the Indo-European
area. The highest frequency of this haplogroup is found in East Slavic populations, which
stimulated some nationalistic activists to go as far as to claim the origin of all Indo-European
populations from Russians, and insist that present day Russian people carrying the Rla hap-
logroup are the most direct descendants of “Proto-Indo-Europeans”. This marginal “theory”
could hardly be called science. But the haplogroup Rla is indeed very interesting as a possible
marker of at least some episodes of the history of IE populations, such as their substitution by
Turkic speakers in West Central Asia.
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Figure 4. Map of distribution of the haplogroup R1a-M198 (data on Y-chromosome).

The main problem of such an interpretation lies in genetic data on the date and place of
origin of this haplogroup. The date is too old, and the place is too far to the East to fit any hy-
pothesis on the IE homeland that is currently being discussed by linguists and archeologists.
The date is problematic (like every genetic date) and could easily change in the future. But the
most reliable method to estimate the place of the haplogroup origin (the gradient of genetic di-
versity within the haplogroup) shows that haplogroup Rla initially spread from India rather
than in the opposite direction [Underhill et al., 2010; Sharma et al., 2009; Sengupta et al., 2006].

There are other haplogroups that could mark the spread of some Indo-European
branches. For example, we found the haplogroup G1-M285 to be widespread in the Kazakh
clan of the Argyns, who could be descendants of IE-speaking Saks, assimilated by groups of
Turkic speakers in the 1st millennium ap. The same haplogroup is also spread in some Iranic-
speaking and Armenian-speaking populations, which might indicate either a common origin
or intensive contacts between these populations (Figure 5).

In general, we believe that the “Indo-European marker” does not exist, simply because the
first population to speak Proto-Indo-European must have possessed a spectrum of haplo-
groups which were shared (or identical) with its sister and neighbor populations that spoke
other languages. It is unlikely that a mutation occurred exactly at the time when the first
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Figure 5. Map of distribution of the haplogroup G1-M285 (data on Y-chromosome).

Proto-Indo-European phrase was spoken. The mutations that occurred earlier must have been
shared between IE and neighboring non-IE populations. The mutations that occurred later
must have been specific for only a subset of IE populations. And this, in turn, defines the pos-
sibilities for future studies.

Possibilities for future studies

At first the progress of population genetics was mainly due to the development of new
concepts, approaches, and methods. Although experimental data were, of course, an impor-
tant component of this discipline, the driving force was the theory. Leading researchers of the
first period (Sergey Chetverikov, Theodosius Dobzhansky, Alexander Serebrovsky, Ronald
Fisher, Samuel Wright and others) and, later, Masatoshi Nei arrived at their discoveries
through intellectual, rather than experimental, means. In the “post-Lysenko renaissance” of
human population genetics in Russia, linked with the name of Yuri Rychkov (and, simultane-
ously, the seminal work of Luca Cavalli-Sforza and his colleagues in Europe), the research was
already based on creating databases of human genetic variation; however, the analysis of this
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experimental data, its interpretation and conclusions were still based on the development of
new concepts, methods, and ideas.

The present day situation in human population genetics is completely different. The prog-
ress in experimental methods of DNA analysis in the last 10-20 years (from RFLP analysis to
STR analysis to direct sequencing to next generation sequencing, with the “third generation
sequencing” expected in the very near future) was so fast that, unfortunately, scientific pro-
gress became a technically driven rather than intellectually driven process. Every 3-5 years a
new type of genetic systems becomes available. And each kind of these markers has features
that look very promising. For example, the non-recombinative nature of mtDNA allowed the
possibility of genetic dating; Y-chromosome allowed to trace paternal lines that allow for pos-
sible comparison with genealogies and clan ancestry legends; multiple SNP panels allowed the
full coverage of the genome which seems to solve the problem of biased representation of
analyzed loci.

However, rapid change of the genetic systems also created “scientific fashion”. A new
type of markers would become popular simply because it was fashionable, rather than due to
any really important advantages. Even worse is the fact that studies, dealing with previous
type(s) of markers, often meet problems with being published in prestigious journals, only be-
cause these markers are “out of fashion” rather than because of the studies themselves. This
creates a paradoxical situation in which the most widely cited papers that make global conclu-
sions are often based on weak datasets and small sample sizes. This is because publishing in a
prestigious journal is possible when the marker is still “in fashion”; but at that particular time
the accumulated dataset is still relatively small. And after many researchers have worked with
the marker and accumulated a large dataset from all over the world, the marker is already
“out of fashion”, so that the papers based on these datasets cannot reach a high citation level.

It seems that, in order to reach its full potential in contributing towards solving the Indo-
European problem, human population genetics needs to combine the data on all types of
markers which are (and were) widely used in population genetic studies. Moreover, it is nec-
essary to switch back to the “theoretical” style of research, since the problem itself is more
complicated than simply tracing historical migration. Many geneticists in different countries
could work in these directions. Below we provide an overview of the concrete project which our
team plans to perform in the nearest three years. It is based on two (rather than “all”) genetic
systems. It also includes only one new and two older analytical methods. And it certainly does
not pretend to “employ the full potential” of genetics in contributing towards Indo-European
studies. However, we hope that it might represent an important step in this direction.

Although there is no single genetic marker that could be definitively linked with all Indo-
Europeans, there could be sets of genetic markers, partially linked with some Indo-European
branches. The more genetic markers we take into consideration, the higher are the chances that
such “sub-Indo-European” markers might be identified. The present day genetic techniques
allow this approach. For medical genetic purposes, hundreds of thousands of polymorphic
markers were found in the human genome. The method of “genetic chips” provides the possi-
bility to check for presence or absence of these numerous markers in the individual DNA
sample. Using this technique we plan to perform the following five-step study.

Step 1: Six population pairs will be genotyped by 130000 genetic markers; each popula-
tion pair includes the IE population and its non-IE neighbor. These pairs are: Russians and
Karelians, Ukrainians and Nogais; Ossets and Adyghe; Armenians and Georgians; Tajiks
and Turkmens; Pomiri and Kirghiz. Three additional pairs are also planned in collaboration
with foreign laboratories: French and Basque; Iranians and Syrians, Brahmins and Dravidian
populations.
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Step 2: The genetic markers that are typical for IE populations but not for their non-IE
neighbors will be identified. We do not expect to find markers that will be present in all IE
populations and absent in all non-IE groups. We do expect to find markers that are frequent in
groups of IE populations but rare in their non-IE “couples”. For example, we hope to find
markers that are present in Tajiks, Pomiri and Ossets (Iranic group) but absent among their
non-IE neighbors.

Step 3: Maps of spatial distribution of these markers will be created, and statistical analy-
sis of their frequencies will be performed. The results will be interpreted in terms of the
population history of Indo-European branches under study, including their migrations, ad-
mixture and differentiation.

Step 4: The formal correlation analysis will be performed between matrices of genetic,
lexicostatistical and geographical distances between Indo-European populations. Although the
“pan-IE” analysis might be non-informative, we expect novel results from analysis at the level
of different branches of the IE family, particularly Balto-Slavic and Iranian ones.

Step 5: Out of all the types of genetic markers, Y-chromosomal haplogroups have the
highest level of inter-population differentiation and, therefore, have the maximum power to
distinguish between populations. This is particularly true when large haplogroups, spread
over vast areas, are subdivided into sub-haplogroups with geographically restricted areas. We
plan to follow this approach with the aim to better trace migrations and reconstruct at least
some parts of the multi-layer mosaic of Indo-European movements.
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HIS MHJ0eBPOIIeICKUX IOy IAIIMIL: IIPOIILIoe 1 OyayIliee.

[Ipescrap/ieH OIBIT CpaBHEHM s FeHeTUYEeCKUX VM JMHTBUCTUIECKMX JaHHBIX B CBA3Y C MH/0eBPOIIeNICKOIA
npobsemaTukoil. Hamle cpasHeHMe TeHeTMYeCKOro pasHOOOpasNs U JIeKCUKOCTaTUCTUYECKMX JJaHHBIX
II0 ceBepOKaBKa3CKMM ITOITY/IALINMAM BBIABIJIO Mapasljel3M B DBOJIOIMN TeHOB I sS3BIKOB; MOXKHO CKa-
3aTh, UTO IOIYJ/IALIMOHHAs UCTOPUS OTpa’kaeTcs B JMHIBUCTUYECKOM U reHeT4eckoM 3epkanax. i
JPYTUX JTUMHIBYCTHYECKMX ceMell MOXKHO OXKIJaTh TaKOIO JKe CXOJICTBa, XOTsS OHO M MOXKeT OBITh MCKa-
JKEHO COOBITUAMM «JOMMHMPOBAHUSA DIUTHE» U IPYyIUMU (PaKTOpaMM, MO-pPasHOMY BIVIOMIMMU Ha
reHHbIVT QOH/ U Ha JeKcudeckKuii GoHA. V1 pelicTBUTeNBHO, A1 MHAOEBPOIIeNCKIX oy aruii Espo-
IIBl, B OT/IM4Me oT KaBKa3za, yacTHbBIe KOppe ALy BBIIBIIIN OOJILIIYIO POJIb reorpadudeckoro (r = 0.32),
9geM JMHTBUCTIYIeCKOTO akTopa (¥ =0.21) B cTpyKTypupOBaHUM TeHO(OH/a; HO TPV STOM OOJIBITIAL
napHas xoppeanus (r = 0.67) MexXy TeHeTIeCcKMMM U JIMHTBUCTUYeCKMMM pacCTOSHMUSAMM T103BOJIIeT
MCII0/Ib30BaTh JIEKCUKOCTaTUCTUYeCKHe JlaHHbIe ISl IIPOTHO3a IeHeTUYeCKOro CXO/CTBa MeXK/y IIOITy-
asauaMy. CXOACTBO TeHeTMUIeCKMX U JIMHIBMCTMYECKUX JAHHBIX BLIABIEHO Kak II0 Y-Xpomocome (I1o-
IyJISIUM KIACTePU3YIOTCS II0 S3BIKY), TaK U 10 MuToxoHApuanasHoi AHK (momysaium knacrepusy-
I0TCS 1O IIPMHAJJIEXKHOCTH K S3BIKOBON Ipymie). B 11ejoM, MbI camTaeM, 4TO He CyIIecTByeT OJJHOTO Te-
HeTIYeCcKOTO MapKepa, BIIOJIHe CBA3aHHOTO C paccejeHMreM UHJoeBpoIelies. Bmecto aToro, Mel Haum-
HaeM HOBBIN ITPOeKT, HallpaB/eHHBI Ha BBLABIEHUE IPYIIl MapKepoB, YaCTUYHO CBI3aHHBIX C OT/e/Ib-
HBIMM TPyIIIIaMU MHZOeBPOIIeNleB, 4TO IO3BOJIUT PeKOHCTPYUPOBATh HEKOTOPbIe 4acTX MHOTOC/ION-

HOI MO3aMKU MHJOEBPOIIeICKIX MUTPaLIIA.

Katrouesvle cro6a: reHOPOHT, MHIOEBPOIIENICKIIE TTOMYJILINY, Y-XpOMOCOMa.
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Indo-European zoonyms in Afroasiatic perspective*

The main purpose of this contribution is to serve as a summary of such zoonyms as might be
common for Indo-European and Afroasiatic, to define them from the point of view of zoo-
logical classification and to compare them to cognates with other Nostratic branches. The re-
sults of this comparison are important for the discussion on the beginnings of animal do-
mestication in the Fertile Crescent, the area that is currently singled out by some researchers
as the most probable Afroasiatic homeland.

Keywords: Indo-European, Afroasiatic, Nostratic, zoonyms, linguistic reconstruction, animal
domestication.

The present study intends to focus on bilateral Indo-European [IE] / Afroasiatic [AA] com-
parisons in the field of zoological terminology; however, it is also useful to consider the wider
context of Nostratic! in general. Within the corpus of 30 analyzed zoonyms, promising cog-
nates in other Nostratic language families are distributed as follows: 9-11 in Dravidian, 8-9 in
Kartvelian, 8-9 in Altaic, 3 in Uralic (and 3 in Elamitic), 19-22 in total, i.e. 5 of the cognates are
attested in at least one of these four families.

The present mini-glossary of 30 Indo-European zoonyms with more or less promising
Afroasiatic counterparts illustrates the share of the Indo-European domesticated species: cani-
dae: ‘dog’ (1x); equidae: ‘ass’, ‘foal’ (3x); suidae: ‘pig’ (1x); caprinae: ‘goat’, ‘buck’, ‘kid’ (5%);

*The present study was carried out thanks to a grant from the The Czech Science Foundation (GACR),
P406/12/0655.

11t is necessary to explain the terms that are employed here. The key term, “Nostratic”, was coined by Holger
Pedersen for the macrofamily that included Indo-European and hypothetically related language families: Afroasi-
atic (which, at that time, consisted only of Semitic and, occassionally, Egyptian), Kartvelian, Uralic, Altaic. Albert
Cuny and, as late as the 1980s, Allan Bomhard limited their ‘Nostratic’ comparisons only to Indo-European and
Afroasiatic. Only in the 1960s V. Illi¢-Svity¢ and A. Dolgopolsky returned to the wider model of Pedersen. Ac-
cepting the bilateral comparisons of Burrow (Dravidian / Uralic) and Menges (Dravidian / Altaic), they added
Dravidian to the family and formulated the first pattern of regular sound rules between the reconstructed proto-
languages. Their reconstruction of Nostratic consonantism was, for the most part, based on correspondences be-
tween Indo-European and Afroasiatic. On the basis of preliminary lexicostatistical testing (operating only with
Semitic), Sergei Starostin excluded Afroasiatic from Nostratic. Later, operating with representatives of all Afroasi-
atic branches, George Starostin confirmed the comparable time depth of Afroasiatic and the common ancestor of
five language families called Eurasiatic after J. H. Greenberg (Indo-European, Uralo-Yukaghir, Altaic, Chukchee-
Kamchatkan, and Eskaleutan, although the position of Chukchee-Kamchatkan remains highly controversial),
namely, ~ 12 millennia. The contemporary “New Moscow Nostratic school” reserves the term Nostratic for these
Eurasiatic families, plus Kartvelian and Dravidian. Their disintegration is dated to ca. 13 500 Bc by George
Starostin. I have no better figures at my disposal and so I accept these results as a first approximation (with the ex-
ception of the position of Omotic and the dating of the separation of Nostratic and Afroasiatic to around
20 mill. Bc). As to the ambiguous taxonomical terminology, I differentiate “Micro-Nostratic” without Afroasiatic in
the sense of the new Moscow school from “Macro-Nostratic” that includes Afroasiatic, in the sense of the old Mos-
cow school. In agreement with the older tradition, I use the term “Nostratic” as an equivalent of “Macro-Nostratic”.
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ovinae: ‘sheep’, ‘ram’, ‘lamb’ (3x), bovinae: ‘cow, ‘bull’, ‘calf’ (4x), i.e. 17 zoonyms, compared
to 13 names for (apparently) wild animals, namely, pisces (2x), amphibia & reptilia (3x), aves
(2x), rodentia (1x), viverridae & mustelidae (2x), felidae (2x); cervoidea: ‘stag, deer’ (1x).

Some of the analyzed Afroasiatic cognates of Indo-European designations of domesticated
animals show semantic variation between both domesticated and wild animals, even within
the same branch or subbranch:

e Cushitic: Beja bok ‘he-goat’ vs. Highland East Cushitic *bookk- ‘wild pig’; Qwadza ba’uko
‘bush duiker’ (#20);

e Chadic: Chip diguyn; Mofu dakw ‘goat’ vs. Geruma dugai ‘antelope duiker’; Masa duka
‘gazelle’ (#21);

e Semitic *gady- ‘kid, goat’ vs. East Cushitic *¢adam- ‘antelope kudw’, but Sidamo godanné
‘sheep, lamb’ (#22);

e Cushitic: Somali ari, eri ‘sheep or goat’, Burji ardy ‘sheep’; Iraqw ari ‘goat’ vs. Semitic
*Parwiy- ‘gazelle, mountain goat’ (#25);

e Egyptian “w.t ‘small cattle (goats or sheep)’ vs. Bade aiwa ‘gazelle’ (#26);

e Cushitic: Bayso worab ‘he-goat’, Burji wdrbi ‘ram’ vs. Oromo worabo ‘gazelle’ (#27);

e Chadic: Kulere war ‘he-goat’ vs. Hausa wariyya ‘gazelle’ (#27);

e Semitic *tdwar- ‘steer, bull’ vs. Cushitic: Dullay *sawr- ‘antelope dikdik’, cf. also Arabic
tawr ‘antelope bubalis’, besides ‘bull’ (#30).

Of these 8 cases 7 represent caprinae & ovinae, and 1 represents bovinae. The vacillation
between designations of wild and domesticated species probably indicates the archaic situa-
tion at the very beginning of domestication practices. It is symptomatic that only caprinae and
ovinae were domesticated as the first mammals (naturally, excluding the dog), according to our
present knowledge — around the 11th mill. Br.; these were followed by suinage (10.5 mill. p)
and bovinae (10 mill. Bpr), all of them in the Fertile Crescent (Zeder 2008, 11598), which is a good
candidate for being the original homeland of Proto-Afroasiatic. The first traces of morphologi-
cal markers indicating crop domestication in the same area are dated to the 11t mil. Bp,?> while
the beginning of plant management should be dated to at least ca. 12 000 Br (Zeder 2008,
11599). New technologies of food production could stimulate growth of the population, which
may be identified with speakers of the Afroasiatic protolanguage, and, subsequently, its dis-
integration into two protobranches: Northwest, represented by the ancestors of Semitic, Egyp-
tian, Berber, and Chadic, and Southeast, represented by the ancestors of Cushitic, Omotic, and,
hypothetically, also Elamitic and the pre-Sumerian substratum (Blazek 1999, 52-54). Thanks to
pastoralism, which was introduced one millennium later, migrations to distant territories be-
came possible as well. The archaeological data that imply such a scenario show a high correla-
tion with the linguistic results of two scholars that have independently applied the “recali-
brated” procedure of glottochronology to the Afroasiatic macrofamily, Alexander Militarev
(2005) and George Starostin (2010). They have obtained more or less the same tree-diagrams,?
despite operating on the data of 100- and 50-item wordlists respectively.

2E.g., in Abu Hureyra (Syria) rye (Secale cereale), lentils, and (possibly) wheat are attested from the beginning
of the 11t mill. Bp (http://archaeology.about.com/od/athroughadterms/qt/Abu-Hureyra.htm).

3 The only exception is the position of the Omotic branch. According to A. Militarev, the Cushitic and Omotic
branches formed one “superbranch”; similar conclusions were reached by Bender and Zaborski on the basis of
common morphological isoglosses. The deviant position of Omotic in the model of G. Starostin should be ascribed
to extremely strong influences of substrata and adstrata (G. Starostin himself tends to regard many of the exclusive
Cushitic-Omotic isoglosses as a result of areal ties and convergent development, p.c.).
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Afroasiatic (°= G. Starostin 2010; M = A. Militarev 2005)

o ntema
—9500 -8500 -7500 —6500 -5500 divergence

_____________________________ Omotic
114 7605 (-6.965/-5.36M)

=7 870M Cushitic
(=6.545/-6.51M)

Semitic
(-3.805/—4.51M)

Afroasiatic

=7 710° Egyptian

-8 960M (Middle: -1.55)

Berber*

-7 2508 _5 9905 (-1.485/-1.11™)

710 -5 890 Chadic
(-5.135/-5.41M)

On the other hand, the date of disintegration of the Indo-European protolanguage is ap-
parently younger (calculated as approximately 4670 sc by Sergei Starostin and 4340 sc by
George Starostin, i.e. comparable with the age of disintegration of Semitic according to Mili-
tarev. The time period of 6 millennia from the beginning of animal domestication to the disin-
tegration of Indo-European would be quite sufficient to acquire this practice via cultural diffu-
sion, especially if the Indo-European homeland were located in the Near East (East Anatolia?),
i.e. in the neighborhood of Semitic; in the earlier periods, this diffusion could probably also
have involved other branches of Afroasiatic before their migrations to Africa through the Sinai
(Chadic, Berber, Egyptian) or through the Arabian Peninsula (Omotic, Cushitic).

As has already been mentioned, contemporary archaeological data confirm that the first
steps towards the domestication of sheep and goats were taken in the Syro-Palestinian region
ca. 11 mill. Bp; during the following millennium, this was followed by domestication of pigs
and cattle. It is probable that at that time the area in question was occupied by speakers of the
early Afroasiatic dialect continuum, whose disintegration began ca. 12 mill. Br. This means that
in the Afroasiatic protolanguage there were no terms for domesticated animals (with the pos-
sible exception of ‘dog’), but only for wild animals, some of which were domesticated later. But
it is only as pastoralists, breeding domesticated animals, that the Afroasiatic-speaking people
would be able to migrate to their historical sites in Africa. On the other hand, in the Indo-
European protolanguage there are zoonyms that, with very high probability, designate do-
mesticated animals. The fact that they correspond to their Afroasiatic counterparts in agree-
ment with the phonetic rules established by the authors of the Nostratic theory implies that
common heritage is a more likely explanation here than borrowing (especially if there are
identified phonetically corresponding cognates in other Nostratic branches as well). Lexical
borrowings are more probable in cases of irregular phonetic correspondences, cf. especially
#21, #22. As for the other domesticated animals, discussed above, it is far more likely that they
were adopted by Indo-Europeans from their Afroasiatic neighbors.

*+ According to my analysis, the disintegration of Berber should be dated no earlier than the 7t cent. sc. There
is a strong argument for this rather late dating in the form of Phoenician loans that show up in all known branches
of Berber (Blazek 2010).
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Pisces

1. IE *d"¢"uH- ‘fish’: Armenian jowkn ‘fish’ (Olsen 1999, 130-31); Greek ix00g, gen. -Vog id.;
Lithuanian Zuwvis, Latvian zuvs & zivs id., Prussian suckis, ac. pl. suckans ‘tish’ (Pokorny 1959,
416-17); Slavic *zvveno > Polish (d)zwonko ‘a piece of fish’, Russian zvend id. (Smoczynski 2003,
106-08: from the adj. *zvv-env ‘of fish’).

AA *dag-/*dug-: Semitic *d[a]g-: Ugaritic dg ‘fish’, dgy ‘fisherman’ or a ‘name of a fish-
shaped being, ‘triton” (DUL 267-68); Hebrew dag ‘fish’ (with the variant d’g in Neh. 13,16), pl.
daga, cf. further dayyag ‘tisher’ (*-ww-), diigah ‘fishing’ (DRS 216); Jewish Aramaic dg ‘fish’ (HJ
240), Yudeo-Palestinian Aramaic dagogita ‘fisherman’s barque’ (DRS 216), maybe also Amharic
Jug ‘paquet de poissons liés ensemble’ (ibid.). ||| East Chadic: Mawer doo, pl. doogin ‘fish’,
Tumak dod, pl. dodndn id. (Caprile 1971, 53), Ndam do, Gabri dol id. (Gaudefroy-Demombynes
1907, 298); cf. also Tumak diigan ‘anguille’ (Caprile 1975, 54, 56) and Kera dogroy ‘Fischart’
(Ebert 1976, 41).

Cf. Altaic: Mongolian *Sigasun ‘fish’ | | Middle Korean -thi ‘fish’ (EDAL 477).

Lit.: Illi¢-Svity¢ 1971, #67: Semitic+IE+Mongolian.

2. IE *meni- ‘sp. fish’: Gr. paivn (> Latin maena), pawvic ‘ein kleiner Seefisch’, Slavic *monv,
Russian menv etc. ‘Aalraupe’; perhaps Old High German muniwa, Old English myne, English
minnow ‘Elritze, ein Fisch’ (Pokorny 1959, 731)

AA *mlu]n- ‘tish; lizard’: ?Semitic: Akkadian (u)minu ‘Larve, Raupe’ (AHw 673), Syrian
‘amiina ‘sp. lizard’ (Zimmern 1915, 52 assumed Akkadian > Syrian) ||| Berber: (North) Sus
amun ‘sp. fish’ || (South) Iulemidden emdin (Alojaly), Adghaq emaon, Taneslemt amon ‘fish’
(Prasse 1974, 145: proto-Tuareg *i-manahan; Militarev 1991, 260: Berber + IE). The semantic dif-
ference is comparable with German Raupe vs. Slavic ryba ‘fish’.

Fenno-Ugric *menV ‘sp. fish’ (FUV 99; SKES 347-48) | || Dravidian *min(u) ‘fish> (DEDR
4885) ||| Altaic *manu(k‘V) ‘sp. fish’: ?Turkic *banak- > Yakut majayas ‘white-fish’ || Mongo-

Neen

Modern Korean megi ‘catfish, wels, horned-pout’ | | Old Japanese munagji ‘eel’ (EDAL 903).

Amphibia & Reptilia

3. IE *gweb"- “frog’: Old Saxon quappa, quappia, quappo ‘Aalquappe’, Middle High German
quappe, quape, kobe, German Quappe, Dutch kwab(be) ‘Quappe, Kropf, Wamme’; Prussian gabawo
‘Krote’; pre-Slavic *geba ‘Krote’ > Old Church Slavonic Zaba, Russian Zdba, Serbo-Croatian Ziba
(Pokorny 1959, 466).

AA *kub(b)- ‘toad’: Cushitic: (East) *kub- > Harso, Gollango hup-e; Konso kup-aata id.; ? Burji
kéop-i id., if not borrowed from Koyra (Sasse 1982, 117) | | | ? Omotic: (North) Koyra koppe id.

Cf. Dravidian *kapp- ‘frog’ (D 1224: I-11I, VI, VII?)

4. 1IE ?*mHol-/?*moHI-: Armenian motéz ‘lizard’; Old Saxon, Old High German mol, German
Molch ‘salamander’ (Kluge 1999, 566).

AA *mula®- ‘lizard’ > Cushitic: (East) Afar mullufit (Reinisch); Somali mula’, muluf,
Rendille muliih id. (Heine 1978, 91) | | | Berber: (North) Beni Menacer mulab id., Kabyle of Jur-
jura imulab ‘Algerian lizard’ (R. Basset, Journal Asiatique 1885, 174) ||| Chadic: (West) Hausa
mulwa ‘a short thick snake’ || (Central) Kobochi malwaa, Nzangi malawd, Holma malwé ‘cha-
meleon’ (Striimpell). Takacs (Studia etymologica Cracoviensia 1[1996], 147) adds Egyptian (Greek
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period) mnh in k3-mnh ‘Schildkréte’ (Wb. V, 96), which may be seen as a particularly attractive
cognate for East Cushitic *mul*-.
Cf. Kartvelian *mxul- ‘lizard’ (Fahnrich 2007, 307) | | | Dravidian *malarnku ‘eel’ (DEDR 4737).

5. IE *serp-: Vedic sarpd- m. ‘snake’ vs. sdrpati ‘schleicht, kriecht, geht’; Greek éometov ‘kri-
echendes Tier’, ablaut. lesb. O0gmetov ‘Tier’ (*syp-) vs. €omw ‘schleiche, gehe’, ¢omUlw
‘schleiche, krieche’; Albanian gjarpén ‘snake’ (*serpeno-); Latin serpens ‘snake’ vs. serpo ‘krieche,
schleiche’ (Pokorny 1959, 912).

AA: Semitic *Sarap- ‘kind of creeping creature’: Hebrew Sarap ‘Earaph serpent’; Mehri sref
‘Tausendfiissler’ (SED II, 279-80, #215).

Aves

6. IE *Howoi-s nom. : *Howei-s gen. ‘bird’ (Schindler, Sprache 15, 1969, 144-67) > Armenian
haw and Latin avis ‘bird’, Greek aietog ‘eagle’ < *awyetd-, cf. aipetoc - aetdc . [Tegyaiot. (He-
sych.), etc. (Pokorny 1959, 86).

AA *awy-/*ayw-/*waly]*-: Semitic: Syriac ya™a ‘avis quadem, pterocles al. coturnix’; Tigre
wi'e ‘sorte de passereau’ (SED 1I, 312, #243: *wV*-) | | Egyptian fw’ ‘ein Vogel’, fjw ‘Graukranich
— Jungvogel / Grusgrus juv.” (WPS 211).

Cf. Kartvelian *ixw- ‘wild duck’: Georgian ixvi ‘duck’, xv-ir-ik-a ‘a kind of wild duck’, Me-
grel ixvi-n3i id. (Fahnrich 2007, 217) ||| Altaic: Tungus *awuldunga ‘sp. duck’; Old Japanese u
‘cormorant’ (EDAL 278).

7. IE *Hser-(n-): Hittite & Palaic haras, gen. haranas ‘eagle’; Greek 6ovic ‘bird’; Old Irish
ilar/irar ‘eagle’ (metathesis from *arilo-?); Old Norse ari ~ ¢rn id.; Old Prussian arelie; Old
Church Slavonic orolv id. (Pokorny 1959, 325-26; Greppin, EIEC 173).

Semitic *yar-(an-): Akkadian eril ~ arii ‘eagle’, urinnu ‘eagle’; Old Aramaic fr ‘bearded
vulture’, Jewish Aramaic ‘ar ‘sp. of eagle’; Arabic yaran-id. (SED II, 59, 131).

Cf. Kartvelian *orb- ‘eagle’ (Klimov 1964, 150) | | | Dravidian *eruvay ‘sp. kite’ (DEDR 818).

Lit.: Illi¢-Svity ¢ 1967, 352: Semitic+IE. Bomhard 2008, 695: IE + Dravidian.

Rodentia

8. IE *muHs- ‘mouse’: Vedic miis- m. ‘mouse, rat’, Persian mii§ ‘mouse’; Armenian mu-kn
‘mouse, muscle’; Greek pvg (Lvog, pov after g, Vog, OV) ‘mouse’; Albanian mi ‘mouse’; Latin.
miis m. ‘mouse’; Old Norse, Old English, Old Saxon, Old High German miis ‘mouse’; Old
Church Slavonic mysb f. ‘mouse’ (Pokorny 1959, 752-53).

AA: Semitic *Hu8um-: Akkadian usummu, later summu ‘bandicot rat’, Eblaite u-Su-mu-um;
?Arabic sim ‘rat’ and or sayham ‘porc-épic’ ||| Chadic: (Central) Mofu-Gudur séhwem ‘musa-
raigne’, Logone uhsemi ‘rat’ (SED 11, 278-79, #214).

Felidae

9.1E *singho—: Vedic sirithd- m. ‘lion’ / sirithi f. ‘lioness’, Kashmiri sah, siih m. ‘tiger, leopard’,
simifi f. ‘tigress, leopard’; Waigali s7 ‘tiger’ (Turner 1966, #13384; EWALI II, 727); Armenian in3,
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inc, gen. -ow ‘leopard’; Tocharian *si(n)sike ‘lion’ > A $isik, B secake (Adams & Mallory,
EIEC 350).

(i) AA *camik/y/h-: Cushitic: (Central) Awngi saarniy ‘leopard’ (Wedekind 1995, 14) =
sandy id. (Beke), Damot sdnah id. (Conti Rossini 1905, 178; he recorded Awngi sanih ‘lion’),
Kunfal sanki ‘leopard’ (Cowley 1971, 103). Glottalization of the initial is probably stimulated
by the third radical y/h. It must be mentioned that Agaw *; is a regular continuant of
Cushitic / Afroasiatic *m. || (East) Kambatta samaaga ‘leopard’ (Hudson 1989, 91); Yaaku
sunqai, pl. sunqaimo’ ‘lion’ (Heine 1975, 129). Note that Yaaku s- can reflect East Cushitic *s-,
*s-, *z- (Sasse 1976, 135, 137; 1d. 1979, 33); this means that the Yaaku word could alternatively
be derived from the protoform B. | | | Omotic: (North) Mao Sanka ‘leopard’ (Grottanelli 1940,
373); Seze sanki ‘leopard’ (Siebert & Wedekind 1994, 14) ||| Chadic: (Central) Bura tsiyi,
Ngwaxi tsini ‘lion” (Kraft II, 53, 83); Masa zimi, Musgu senim ‘lion’ (JI,, 227) = zenim id. (Lukas
1937, 143) || (East) Kwang semki & sémgi ‘lion’ (JI,, 227) = zémki id. (Lukas 1937, 97) |||
Egyptian (from the Pyramid Texts) shm.t ‘l1owenkopfige Gottin’, Old Coptic cayut (Wb. IV,
250).

(ii) AA *3i(n)g-(um-): ?Semitic: Arabic zimgil ‘leopard’ (Steingass 1988, 462) = ‘sorte de
panthere’ (DRS 744), perhaps from *zimgin and further from *zingim? ||| Cushitic: (East)
Highland East Cushitic *zaguum- ‘leopard’ > Tembaro zigumd, Hadiyya, Sidamo daguun-co
(Leslau 1980, 120) ||| Chadic: (West) Gera juyguma ‘leopard’, ?Pero coangmi id. (Kraft I, 74,
111), Karekare zigan, Tsagu zagan id. (JI, 222) | | (Central) Chibak zing’é (Hoffmann 1955, 122)
= dzunay (Kraft II, 63) ‘lion’, Mafa jongwaya ‘leopard’ (Kraft III, 147).

Lit.: Dolgopolsky 1975, 18: IE+AA.

10. IE *stib-yo- > Slavic *stvbjv ‘wild cat’ > Church Slavonic stvblv, Old Polish (1472) step,
later zdeb & zdbik, today zbik.

AA *37b- ‘wolf, jackal, hyena, lion’ > Semitic *di’b- > Akkadian zibu, zibui ‘jackal, vulture’,
Hebrew za'eb ‘wolf’, Aramaic of Palmyre d’b, Jewish Aramaic deba, Syrian di9ba, Arabic di’b
‘wolf, jackal’, Mehri diyd:b (Nakano), Jibbali dib, Soqotri dib ‘wolf’, Geez za’b & zab’ ‘hyena’, Ti-
gray zob’i id., Amhara Zob id. (SED I1I, 105, #72; Leslau 1987, 630; Cohen 1970f, 324) ||
Cushitic: (East) Highland East Cushitic *dzoobba ‘lion’ > Kambatta zoobba, Hadiya hoobba, Si-
damo dobb-icco, pl. dobbe (Hudson 1989, 92) = doobba, Tembaro zobbé-cco, Alaba zobe-cco, Qa-
benna zoobbdo id.; cf. also South Omotic parallels (perhaps borrowed from Highland East
Cushitic): Baka zab id., Galila zob(ba), Hamer zobo, Karo zobo, Dime zop (Bender) ||| Egyptian
(Pyramid Texts) z?b & zb ‘jackal’, besides dyby-w ‘wolves, jackals, hyenas’, cf. also d-b plus the
ideogram ‘ackal’ in the Coffin Texts (Vycichl 1958, 383) ||| Chadic: ? (West) Ngizim jibda
‘civet cat’ (Schuh) | | (East) Migama jdbiyd ‘hyena’ (Jg), Bidiya jebeyge id. (Alio & Jg).

Cf. Dravidian *civ(v)arnki ‘leopard, lynx, hyena’ (DEDR 2579) |11 Altaic: Turkic *jébke
‘wolverine’ (Rasanen 1969, 195) || Mongolian *3eye-ken > Written Mongolian 3egeken, Khalkha
3éx(en), Buriat zégen, Kalmyk zégan ‘wolverine’ (EDAL 389).

Lit.: Blazek 1992, 20-21.

Viverridae & Mustelidae
11. IE *Howis-(-yo-/-elo-): ?Greek aiéAovpog ‘(wild) cat’; Irish fial ‘Frettchen’ (*wiselo-); Ice-
landic visla, Old English weosule, wesle, Old High German wisula ‘weasel’; without the [-suffix
Germanic *wis(j)o > Old High German wiessa, Old Frankish > Old French voisson ‘pole-cat’; cf.

Vulgar Latin vissio ‘Furz, Gestank’ (Pokorny 1959, 1134).
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AA *[h]awyas-: Semitic */hayyas-: Akkadian ayyasu/ayasu ‘weasel’; Amhara ay(a)f ‘mouse’
| I'l (Central) Musgu (Lukas) ausi ‘mouse’ (SED 1II, 40).

12. 1E *mel-: Latin melés ‘badger’; Slavic: Kashubian malc id. (Machek 1968, 225)

AA *mlu]ly-: Egyptian (Old Kingdom) m?j ‘lion” (Wb. II, 11) || Berber: (South) East
Iulemmiden molli, pl. mollitin ‘sp. of leopard’ ||| Cushitic: (East) Afar molta ‘lioness’ |11
Chadic: (West) Kariya miil leopard’; Angas mulut id. | | (Central) Ngala mali ‘hyaena’ | | (East)
Sokoro melaa ‘cat’, Nancere meli ‘lion’, Lele miling, Kabalai mlana ‘lion’ (JI, 222, 227; EDE III,
37-38).

Further related to Kartvelian *mal- ‘fox’ (Klimov 1964, 125) ||| Altaic: Written Mongolian
malur ‘wild cat’ | | Tungus: Manchu malaxi ‘wild cat; steppe hare’ (EDAL 900).

Lit.: Blazek 1992, 17-18.

Canidae

13. IE *fc(u)wé(n)/*fcun- ‘dog’: Vedic $va & S$uva, gen. siinas, ac. $vanam ‘dog’, Avestan spa,
ac. sg. spanam, gen. pl. siinam id.; Armenian Sown, gen. $an ‘dog’, besides skund ‘puppy’; Hittite
kuwas, gen. kuwanan, Hieroglyphic Luwian suwani- ‘dog’ (Hawkins 2000, 153, 629); Greek
KOwV, gen. kuvog ‘dog’; Albanian samé ‘dog’s excrements’ < *l%ygz—mo— (Orel 1998, 393), shak(é)
‘dog, bitch’, if not borrowed from Iranian, cf. Middle Persian sak < Iranian *suaka- (Orel 1998,
406-07); Latin canis ‘dog’, canes ‘bitch’; Old Irish. cii, gen. con, Welsh ci, pl. cwn, Breton, Cornish
ki ‘dog’ < *kwo; Gothic hunds, Old Icelandic hundr, Old English hund, Old High German hunt
‘dog’; Lithuanian suo, gen. susis, Latvian suns, Prussian sunis ‘dog’, besides Latvian suntana ‘big
dog’; Tocharian AB ku ‘dog’ (Pokorny 1959, 632-33; Adams 1999, 179).

AA “*kun-/*kuwan- ‘dog’: Berber-Guanche: Gran Canaria cuna ‘dog’, Tenerife cancha &
cuncha ‘dog, puppy’ (Militarev 1991, 256) ||| Omotic: (North) Ometo-Yemsa *kan-, Gonga
*kunaan, Gimira-Dizoid *kyan- id., Mao & Ganza kana (Bender 1990, 602) | | (South) Dime kene,
Galila kani id. | | | Chadic: (West) Fyer kweéy ‘dog’; ?Warji iyana; ?Bade wiinayd id. || (Central)
Gamergu [Benton] kénee id. | | (East) ?Sokoro kiiyo / kuwi; Dangla kanya; Jegu kany, Birgit kdjan
id. (JI. 106-07).

Cf. Uralic: Saami-Permian *kiijnd ‘wolf’ (Illic-Svityc¢ 1971, 361, #238: AA+IE+Uralic).

Equidae

14. IE *kHyer- ‘ass’: Vedic khara-, Ashkun xar, Avestan xara-, Khotanese khara- ‘ass’,
khadara- ‘mule’ (*khara-tara-), Khwarezminan xar, Middle Persian xar, Sogdian yry, Yaghnobi
xar(ak), Pashto xar, Ossetic xaraeg, Kurdic ker etc. ‘ass’; Albanian kérr m., pl. kérra ‘donkey, ass,
foal’ (Orel 1998, 183).

AA: Semitic: Sheri gérah m., gerhét f. ‘Esel’ (Bittner, SAW 179, 1915, 27, 39) = East & Central
Jibbali kérdh ‘donkey’ (Johnstone 1987, 235 connected it with Mehri kareh ‘hornless; shave-
headed’) ||| ? Cushitic: ? (North) Beja hare ‘camel’ (Roper) || (East) *har(r)- ‘donkey’ > Saho
her-a ‘female donkey’; Oromo of Wellega harr-ee ‘donkey’, Konso harr-eta, Dirayta harr-et id.;
Harso har-icce, Dobase, Gawwada, Gollango harr-e ‘ass’; Burji harr-ée id. (Sasse 1979, 39; 1982,
92-93) |l Omotic: (North) Wolayta har-iya, Gofa haare, Gamo, Dorze, Cancha, Kullo hare
‘donkey’, Malo, Dache, Zayse hare, Kachama haarre id. || (S) Ari harra id. (Lamberti & Sottile
1997, 398).
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15. IE *muk-: Greek pvxAog ‘he-ass’ (*mukslo-); Latin miilus ‘mule’ (*mukslo-), cf. dim.
muscellus ‘young he-mule’; Old Russian mwvskv ‘mule’ (*muksko-); Slavic > Albanian mushk id.
(Adams & Mallory, EIEC 34).

Cushitic: (North) Beja meek c., pl. mik ‘donkey’ (Roper) = meek c., pl. mak ‘Esel’ (Reinisch).
There are interesting (areal?) parallels in the Ethiopian region: Geez makeba’ ‘mule’ and /or
me’ekebe® ‘mare’ (Leslau 1987, 324, 339) | | Cushitic: (East) Oromo: Borana, Orma, Waata moc-0o0
‘a male donkey’ (Stroomer) ||| Omotic: (North) Kafa mace ‘horse’ (Habte Mikael) = maaco
‘cavallo’ (Cerulli) = maaco ‘Pferd, Maultier’ (Reinisch), Mocha mico ‘horse’ (Leslau).

16. IE *poHI-/*peH;l-: Greek mwAog ‘foal, filly’; Albanian pelé ‘mare’; Germanic *folan- > Old
English fola, Old Saxon & Old High German folo ‘foal’ (Mann 1984-87, 973).

Semitic: Akkadian puhalu ‘male animal, stud’, of ‘ram, bull, stallion, elephant, duck’ (CDA
277); Ugaritic phl ‘ass, jackass, stallion’, phlt ‘mare’; Arabic fahl, pl. fihal, fuhil, fihalat ‘stallion’
(DUL 668; Steingass 1988, 777).

Cf. Dravidian *ivuli ‘horse’ (DEDR 500), originally perhaps ‘onager; Equus hemionus’, the
only equid native to South Asia, whereas the horse (Equus caballus) was introduced into South
Asia after 2000 sc (McAlpin 1981, 147). Possibly related to Middle Elamite lakpilan ‘horse’, if
this word is derivable from the compound *laki-[i]pilan, parallel to German Reitpferd, where the
first component corresponds to Elamite laki- ‘to travel’ (BlaZzek 1999, 64: Dravidian + Elamite).

Suidae

17. 1IE *suH;- ‘pig, sow’: Avestan hii (gen. sg. for *huuuo) ‘Schwein’; Greek 0g, 06g, ac. Ov
m. ‘Eber’, f. ‘Sau’, besides ovg, ocvdg id..; Albanian thi ‘Schwein’; Latin siis, suis ‘Schwein’, Um-
brian sif ‘sues’, sim ‘suem’; Gaulish *su-tegis ‘Schweinestall’ (Meyer-Liibke 1935, # 8492); Old
Icelandic syr, Old English, Old High German si ‘Sau’; with *-en-/*-on- extension: Latvian
suvens, sivens ‘Ferkel’; Tocharian B suwo ‘pig, hog’ (*suw-on-); further the derivative *suH;eino-
‘swine’ (*‘pertaining to a pig’): Latin adj. suinus = Old Church Slavonic svinb, besides the sub-
stantivized forms in Gothic swein, Old Icelandic suin, Old Saxon, Old High German swin
‘Schwein’; Prussian seweynis ‘Schweinestall’; Old Church Slavonic svinija ‘Schwein’; Tocharian
B swaiiana misa ‘Schweinefleisch’; (Adams, Mallory, Hansen, EIEC 425; Pokorny 1959, 1038-39).

AA *éaw’- ‘sheep’/pig’/‘meat’: Semitic *3Saw’-: Akkadian su’u ‘sheep’; Ugaritic § ‘ram,
sheep’; Phoenician § ‘sheep, one of a flock’; Arabic 54’ ‘brebis’, coll. Sawa"; Sabaic s;h ‘sheep’ |||
Egyptian (Middle Kingdom) $?y ‘pig’ (Wb. IV, 408) ||| Chadic: (West) Kariya Siwi, Pa’a suwi;
Zem 3au; Ngizim Suwdi ‘meat’ | || (Central) Glawda énw; Hidkala énwi; Zime-Batna cew id. |||
(East) Lele sii; Barein suu; Mokilko séy; Jegu suut id. (SED 11, 281-82, #217).

Cf. also Kartvelian *esw- ‘(wild) pig’ (Fahnrich 2007, 152).

Note: The semantic difference between ‘pig’ and ‘meat’ is reconcilable, cf. Greek o&Q¢,
gen. oapkog ‘flesh’ vs. Old Irish torc ‘boar’ (LIV 656).

Cervoidea

18. IE *Hiel(y)-en- ‘stag, deer’: Hittite aliyan- ‘roe(buck)’ (Puhvel, HED 3, 139); Armenian
etn, gen. etin ‘hind’; Greek Homeric éAadog ‘stag; hind’, cf. Mycenaean e-ra-pi-ja ‘pertaining to
deer’, further ¢éAAGG ‘young of (red) deer, fawn’, éveAog - veBodc (Hesych.) < *elenos; Gaulish
ELEMBIV ‘month-name from the Calendar of Coligny, perhaps devoted to ‘deer”, Welsh elain
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‘hind’, Breton élan id. < *elani, Middle Irish ell ‘herd’ < *elna; Old Lithuanian elenis ‘elk, moose;
red deer’, Lithuanian élnis ‘elk, moose’, élné, dlné ‘hind’, Latvian alnis ‘elk’; Prussian alne ‘Tyer’,
correctly probably ‘deer’ or ‘hind’; Old Church Slavonic jelenv ‘deer’, lani ‘hind’ < *olni; To-
charian A vyil, B yal ‘gazelle’ (Adams & Mallory, EIEC 154-55).

AA *iyal-: Semitic *ayyal- ‘stag, deer’: Akkadian ayalu ‘stag, deer’; Ugaritic ‘ayl ‘deer’, ‘aylt
‘hind’; Phoenician yl ‘stag’, Hebrew ‘ayyal ‘fallow deer’, ‘ayyala ‘doe of a fallow deer’; Old
Aramaic yl ‘deer, stag’, ylth ‘hind’, Judeo-Aramaic ‘ayyala ‘hart’, ‘ayyalta ‘hind, roe’, Syriac ‘ayla
‘cervus’, ‘aylata ‘cerva’, New Syriac éld ‘hart’; Arabic iyyal ‘bouc de montagnes, cerf’; Sabaic !
‘mountain goat, ibex’; Jibbali ayydl ‘Steinbock’; ?Geez hayyal ‘ibex, mountain goat’ | | | Cushitic:
(East) Somali eelo ‘a kind of gazelle’;, Gollango yiilo ‘Wasserbock / Kobus defassa’, Harso
yilicakké ‘Grimms Ducker / Sylvicapra grimmia abyssinica’ (Amborn, Minker, Sasse); Kambatta
elliénti ‘antelope nana’ (Cerulli) || Dahalo ‘ééle ‘hartebeest’ || (South) Gorowa eletemo ‘bush-
buck’ | I'| Chadic: (East) Kabalai yile ‘antelope’ (SED 11, 3940, #25; Skinner 1984, 35-36).

Cf. Dravidian *ilar-/*iral- ‘stag, deer’ (DEDR 474) | | | Altaic *¢IV(-k'V) ‘deer’ (EDAL 501).

Lit.: Ili¢-Svity¢ 1, 272-73, #135 (following Trombetti): Semitic + IE + Dravidian + Altaic.

Caprinae

19. IE *b"ug- ‘he-goat’: Romani buzni ‘goat’; Avestan biiza ‘he-goat’, Persian buz ‘(he-) goat’;
Armenian bowz ‘lamb’; Middle Irish bocc, Welsh bwch, Cornish boch, Breton bouc’h ‘he-goat,
buck’; Old Icelandic bukkr, bokkr, bokki, Old English bucca, Old High German boc ‘he-goat’
(Pokorny 1959, 174). Cf. also Slavic *bvzv/*buzv/*byzvje ‘alder / Sambucus’ together with
Lithuanian biioZé ‘reed-mace / Typha latifolia’ and Latvian bouze or buozu kuoks ‘gekappter
Baum im Walde’ which may continue IE *b"ug- ‘he-goat’, judging by the frequent metaphors in
botanical terminology inspired by ‘(he-)goat’: Greek aiyivn, Latin Caprifolium, German
Geissblatt, Russian Zimolost, or Nogai (the Turkic language from the Caucasus) eski tal ‘Sambu-
cus’, i.e. ‘goat’ willow’ (see Blazek 2002, 201-04).

AA: Cushitic: (North) Beja bok m., pl. bik ‘he-goat’ (Roper) = book m., pl. bak ‘Bock, Ziegen-
bock’ (Reinisch 1895, 46 and Leslau 1987, 91 supposed a Beja source for Geez bahak®, bahkw
‘male of cattle, ram, billy goat’ | | ?(East) Kambatta bookkiccu, pl. bookkita, Hadiyya boonkekicco,
pl. bonke’e ‘wild pig’ (Hudson 1989, 113) || (South) Qwadza ba’uko ‘bush duiker’ ||| Chadic:
(Central) Mafa 6i(w)ook ‘goat’ (Schubert) and /or Hurzo bdbak, Muktele bahé (Rossing) id. |||
? Berber: Ahaggar abag’ug’ ‘young ram’, Tullemiden abbegug ‘ram’.

Cf. Elamitic bakemas ‘intermediate (female) goat’ (Hallock 1969, 673); it may be a com-
pound of the Elamitic word for ‘goat’ and Sumerian mas, mads ‘he-goat, kid, gazelle’. Further
Altaic: Turkic *bugu(-ra) ‘male deer/elk/camel’; Written Mongolian bojir ‘male elk’? (EDAL
1102).

20. IE *dig?h- ‘goat’: Ishkashim dec ‘goatskin bag’; Armenian tik ‘Schlauch aus Tierfell’
(*Ziegenfell’); Palaeo-Balkanian (Illyrian by Blumenthal) diCa - al€ . Aaxwveg (*dighia), cf. Al-
banian dhi ‘she-goat’ (*deiga); Old High German ziga ‘Ziege’, with hypocoristic gemination Old
English ticcen, Old High German zicki, zickin ‘Zicklein’; further Norwegian dial. tikka sheep’
(Pokorny 1959, 222; Adams & Mallory, EIEC 229: *diks, gen. *digds).

AA *dig-/*dug-: Omotic: (North) Koyra deggele ‘goats’, Oyda doge ‘large antelope kudu’ |||
Chadic: (West) Chip diguny ‘goat’; Geruma dugai ‘antelope duiker’; Warji dakai-na id., Diri adaki,
Tsagu dogan id. | | (Central) Mofu dakw ‘goat’; Masa duka ‘gazelle’ (Skinner 1984, 21).

Cf. Kartvelian *dag- ‘goat’ (Fahnrich 2007, 124).
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21. IE *ghaid- ‘(he-)goat’: Shughni gidik ‘ram’ < *gaidika- (Paxalina 1983, 170); Latin haedus
‘Bockchen, junger Ziegenbock’; Gothic gaits, Old Icelandic geit, Old English gat, Old Saxon get,
Old High German geiz ‘goat’ (Pokorny 1959, 409); maybe Slavic *Zimolzte & *Zimvlza > Russian
zimolost & Polish zimotza ‘lonifera’, originally a compound of *¢"aid- ‘goat’ & *melg- ‘to milk’
(Trubacev 1960, 84; Id. apud Vasmer II, 55-56). There is also an additional variant:

IE *¢id"yo-: Germanic *kidja- ‘kid’ > Old Norse kid > English kid, Old High German f.
kizzi(n), German Kitze id. (Hoad 1986, 252).

AA *gad- > Semitic *gady- ‘kid, goat’ > Akkadian gadii, Ugaritic gdy, Punic gd’, Hebrew g«dj,
Aramaic gadyad, Arabic gady (DRS 100) ||| Cushitic: (East) Oromo of Borana gadamsa ‘antelope
kudu’ (Stroomer), Burji gadama id., Sidamo godanné ‘sheep, lamb’ (Hudson) | | | Chadic: (West)
Hausa gadaa ‘antelope duiker’; Gera gadere ‘bushbock’; Ngizim gaduwa ‘antelope duiker’
(Skinner 1984, 20) or

AA *kid-/*kayd-: Berber *yayd- ‘kid’ > (East) Siwa iyid ‘ram’, Sokna iyid ‘kid’ (Laoust) ||
(North) Kabyle iyid id. (Dallet) || (South) Ayr & Iulemidden eydyd (Alojaly), Ahaggar eydyd
id. (Prasse) || (West) Zenaga igédi id. (R. Basset); further cf. such Semitic forms as Akkadian
nagidu(m), Hebrew noged, Syrian nuqdo ‘shepherd’, Arabic nagad ‘sheep of weak race’ and
Omotic: (North) Kafa, Mocha giddo ‘shepherd, herdsman’ (Leslau) — cf. Militarev 1990, 49.

Cf. Dravidian *kat-/*kit- ‘male of sheep or goat, he-buffalo’ (DEDR 1123).

Note: IE *d does not regularly correspond to either AA *d or Dravidian *f. For this reason
[li¢-Svity¢ (1964, 4) identified here a Semitic (AA?) loan in IE.

22. IE “kapro- ‘he-goat’: ?Vedic kdprth- m., kaprthd- m. ‘penis’; Khotanese kaura ‘sheep’,
Kurdic kaur, Awrami kawri ‘lamb, sheep, ram’, Persian kahra ‘kid’; Greek wdmpog ‘boar’, also
oug kamog; Latin caper, gen. capri ‘he-goat, buck’, plus new f. capra ‘she-goat’, caprea’ ‘roe’,
capreolus ‘roe-buck’, Umbrian kabru, kaprum ‘caprum’, cabriner ‘caprini’; Gaulish *cabros ‘buck’
(Bertoldi, Revue Celtique 47, 1930, 184-96) according to Gallo-Romance *cabrostos ‘Geifsblatt, Li-
guster’, further Old Irish caera, gen. caerach ‘sheep’, Welsh caeriwrch ‘roe-buck’, Gaulish tribal
name Caeracates, besides Celtic *gabros ‘buck’, *gabra ‘she-goat’, continuing in the Gaulish
place-name Gabro-magos (Noricum) *‘buck’s field’, Old Irish gabor, Welsh gafr m. ‘buck’, {. ‘she-
goat’ (with *¢- perhaps after IE *¢"aido-?); Old Nordic hafr ‘Ziegenbock’, Old English hafer id.
(Pokorny 1959, 529; Bailey 1979, 65; Delamarre 2001, 82, 146).

AA: Cushitic: (East) *korb-: Oromo korbessa ‘billy-goat’, Konso xorpayta id., Burji korbaysi,
korp’aysi, pl. korbéena id., Sidamo korbeesa, Gedeo korbeessa ‘goat’ < Oromo? (Sasse 1982, 118),
?Hadiyya kobira ‘buffalo’ || Dahalo kérrofe ‘male lesser kudu’; Asa kubararok ‘male antelope
dikdik, kubarari ‘antelope dikdik’ (Ehret 1980, 246) | | | ?Chadic: (Central) Buduma kaaber ‘bull’
(Lukas) || (East) Tumak kawar ‘sp. antelope’ (Skinner 1984, 24-25).

Cf. Altaic: Turkic korpe ‘new-born lamb’; Mongolian *kirbe ‘new-born lamb’ (EDAL 826).

Note: The only regular correspondence is between Celtic *gabro- and AA *karb-/*kabr-.

23. IE *skogo- ‘goat’: Vedic chiga- m. ‘buck’, chaga- f. ‘goat’, Ossetic Digor szgz, Iron szg
‘goat’, Wakhi cey ‘kid’ (Abaev 111, 58); Middle High German schege ‘goat’.

AA *¢ik-: Omotic: (North) Zayse ciega ‘goat’ ||| Chadic: (West) *¢ikan- (Stolbova 1987,
193): Warji ¢itcana ‘he-goat’, Miya cdngu id., Pa’a acdka ‘goat’, Tsagu sangén id. (Skinner);
Bokos sikyen id. (Jungraithmayr) | | (Central) Wandala ¢éké id. (Lukas) | | (East) Sumray cdrné
id. (Lukas).

Cf. Kartvelian *cik- ‘goat’ > Georgian cik-an-i ‘kid’, Megrelian bi-cik-e ‘goat’ (Fahnrich
2008, 5-6).
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Ovinae

24. IE *Hier-(i-): Old Indic areya- ‘ram’; Armenian erinj ‘young cow’, oroj ‘lamb’; Greek
éoudpoc ‘young goat/buck’; Latin aries, gen. -etis, Umbrian acc. sg. erietu ‘ram’; Old Irish eirp
Ziege, Hirschkuh’ (Pokorny 1959, 326; Irslinger, NIL 233-35).

Semitic *arwiy-: Akkadian arwiu, arwii ‘gazelle’; Eblaite a-wi-um /arwiyum/ ‘goat’; Arabic
wrwiyyat, pl. ‘arwa ‘mountain goat’; Sabaic rwy-n pl. ‘mountain goat, ibex’; Mehri ‘ari ‘goat’ || |
Cushitic: (East) *aray-: Somali ari, eri ‘sheep or goat’, Burji ardy ‘sheep’, Yaaku erer ‘antelope’ | |
(South) *ari: Iraqw ari ‘goat’, Burunge pl. ara id. (SED 11, 26-28).

Lit.: Bomhard 2008, 593-94: AA + IE + Kartvelian *ar¢w- ‘chamoix, ibex’ (Fahnrich 2007, 38).

25. IE *Hzewi- ‘sheep’: Vedic dvi- ‘sheep’, Wakhi yobc ‘ewe’ < *qvi-¢i-; Armenian awdik
‘sheep’ : hoviw ‘shepherd’; Cuneiform Luwian hawi-, Hieroglyphic Luwian hawa/i-, Lycian
xawa- ‘sheep’; Greek Oig, Argolide acc. pl. ofwvg ‘sheep’; Latin ovis ‘sheep’, Umbrian uvem
‘ovem’; Old Irish 6i ‘sheep’; Old Norse a@r ‘ewe’, Old Saxon euui etc., Gothic awistr ‘sheep-cote’;
Lithuanian avis, Latvian avs ‘sheep’; Slavic *ovvca ‘sheep’ < *owika; Tocharian B a,.w, pl. awi
‘sheep’ (Wodtko, NIL 335-39).

AA *aqwy-: Egyptian (Old Kingdom) fw.t ‘small cattle (goats and sheep)’ (Wb. I, 170-71)
| I'l ?Cushitic: (North) Beja ay, dy, ey £., pl. éeya ‘Ziege’, eyda-t-éega ‘Ziegenhirt’ (Reinisch 1895,
37 who connected it with Tigre ‘dyet ‘Ziege, Zicklein’). It is perhaps compatible with some
Cushitic parallels: (East) Burji aydan-e ‘gazelle’ (Sasse 1982, 29) | | (South) Qwadza a'ato ‘sheep’
(Ehret) |11 Chadic: (West) Ngizim ayu, Gashuwa Bade aiwa ‘gazelle’; Tangale (h)ayay id.
(Skinner 1984, 15).

Cf. Dravidian *a(v)- ‘cow’ (DEDR 334)?

Lit.: Mgller 1909, 105: Egyptian + IE.

26. IE *urH.én- ‘ram, lamb’: Vedic sran- m. lamb’, nom. sg. irad, acc. sg. tiranam, urabhra-
m. ‘ram’; Middle Persian varak ‘ram’, Persian barra (*varnak) ‘lamb’; Armenian garn, gen. garin
‘lamb’; Greek dorjv, gen. dovog ‘lamb’, Cretan Faor)v; Tsakonian vanna, from Laconian apviov
‘lamb’, Homeric moAvgonvec ‘having many lambs’, doveldg ‘ram’; Latin reno ‘Tierfell als
Kleidung, Pelz’ < Germanic *yrénon-; Tocharian B yriye ‘male sheep’ (Pokorny 1959, 1170;
EWALI I, 225-26: *urHen-, *urHin-; Adams 1999, 519).

AA: Semitic *wa'r-/*war'-: Hebrew ya‘dra ‘kid’; Arabic ya'r ‘kid’, yara® ‘youngs of wild cows’
(< Aramaic?); Tigre ware ‘mountain-goat’ | | | Cushitic: (East) Saho wayrhele ‘Soemmering’s ga-
zelle’ (Vergari); ?Oromo awaro ‘barren kob (small antelope)’ or with the b-suffix worabo ‘ga-
zelle’; cf. also Bayso worab ‘he-goat’; Gollango orpo ‘ram’; Burji worbi id. (Sasse 1982, 190) ||
Omotic: Male wari ‘goat’ ||| Chadic: (West) Hausa wariyya ‘gazelle’; Montol, Gerka ur ‘he-
goat’; Kulere war id.; Gera wariya ‘gazelle’; Dera wéré ‘ox’ || (East) Lele ore ‘goats’ | | | ?Egyp-
tian r ‘goat’ (SED II, 317-18; Skinner 1984, 25).

Note: AA * would correspond to IE * Ha3, but the reconstruction of *H; (~ AA *) is not
obligatory before *¢ (Lex Eichner).

Bovinae
27. 1E *g*oHu- ‘cattle/cow/bull’ (m.-f. nom. sg. g“ous, gen. g*ous (& g*ouos?), acc. g+om, loc.
gtout): Vedic gauh m.-f. ‘cattle’ (= Avestan gaus id.), gen. goh (= Avestan gaus), dat. give (= Av-
estan gave), loc. gdvi (= lat. abl. sg. boue), acc. gam (also disyllabic, like Avestan ggm); nom. pl.
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gavah (= Avestan gavo), gen. pl. gdvam (= Avestan gavgm), acc. pl. gah (= Avestan gd < *gt0s, cf.
Doric Bac); Hittite *kuwau- ‘cow’: nom. sg. GUs-us, acc. sg. GUsun, Cuneiform Luwian
wawal/i-, Hieroglyphic Luwian BOSANIMALya/i-wa/i-, Lycian wawa-, uwa- ‘cow’ (Kloekhorst 2008,
507); Armenian kov ‘cow’; Greek Attic fovg m.-f. ‘cattle, cow’, acc. fovv, Doric Bwg, acc. v,
gen. Bo(F)og, etc; Latin bos, gen. bovis m.-f. ‘cattle’ (< Osco-Umbrian lw. for Latin *vos; the
original Latin continuant may be preserved in vacca, parallel to Celtic *boukka); Umbrian bum
‘bovem’ (*¢#om), bue ‘bove’, Oscan in Buivaianiid, Volscan bim ‘bovem’; Old Irish b6 f. ‘cow’
(<*bdu < *g¢ous), gen. arch. bou, bdu, later bdo, bd, in Brittonic with velar extension: Old Welsh
buch, Welsh buwch, Old Cornish buch, Breton buc’h ‘cow’ (*boukka); in compounds e.g. Gallo-
Romance bo-tege (*g*ou-tegos) ‘Kuhstall’ (Meyer-Liibke 1935, #1229a), besides *bovo-tegos in Old
Breton boutig, Welsh beudy ‘Kuhstall’; Old High German chuo, Old Saxon, Old Swedish ko
(<acc. sg. *kon < *gtom), Old English, Old Frisian cii, Old Icelandic kyr ‘cow’ (*kiiz < g"ous); Lat-
vian guovs ‘cow’, dimin. guotina; Slavic *govedo ‘cattle’; Tocharian A ko ‘cow’, pl. kowi, B kau, obl.
pl. kewin; A kayurs, B kaurse ‘bull’ < *gtou-urso-, cf. Vedic vfsan- ‘bull’ (Pokorny 1959, 482-483).

AA: Egyptian (Pyramid Texts) k7 ‘bull’, Old Coptic ko id. (Wb. V, 94) ||| Cushitic: (Cen-
tral) *kow-a (Appleyard 2006, 39) > Qwara kuwa, Awngi kiwa ‘bull’ ||| Chadic: (West) Bolewa
kwo ‘bull’ || (Central) Glawda, Gava, Wandala kawa ‘bull’ (Orel & Stolbova 1995, 306, #1399)
| | (East) Kajakse k"iya, Masmaje kih, Mubi ki ‘cow’, Zerenkel ki id., Kujarke keja ~ kitjo id. (JL,
93; Lovestrand 2012, 51).

Cf. Uralic *kewe: Livonian kéu, kév ‘Stute’ ( > Latvian kéve); Saami (Inari): kieyv ‘Rentier
weiblichen Geschlechts’, (Ter) kiev id., (Kildin) kievo®@ ‘wilde Rentierkuh’; Mator keibe; Taigi
kéibe ‘Stute’ (UEW 152).

Note: Illi¢-Svity¢ (1964, 3—4) saw the Bolewa and Central Cushitic forms as cognates to
Egyptian gw ‘sp. bull’ and Kaffa gail, goo; he proposed an AA source for the IE term. But Cen-
tral Cushitic *k- does not correspond to Egyptian g-. For the same reason Egyptian gw cannot
be a cognate of IE *¢“oHu-, unlike K?.

28. IE *por(w/stH)i- ‘young bull, calf: ?0ld Indic prthuka- m. ‘Rind, Kalb, Tierjunges’; Os-
setic firt'on ‘Vieh, grossere vierflissige Haustiere’, Armenian ort‘, -ow ‘calf, young deer’ <
*prthu- < *prHip-tu- (Olsen 1999, 108); Greek mooic, moptag, mogtic ‘Kalb, junge Kuh’; Welsh
erthyl ‘abortus’; Old High German far, farro, Old English fearr, Old Icelandic farri (*farz-) ‘Stier’,
further Middle High German verse, German Firse ‘junge Kuh’ (Germanic *firsi, gen. *fdrsjos), in
compound form cf. Old English héah-fore, English heifer (Pokorny 1959, 818).

AA *par(r)- ‘bull’ > Semitic *parr-: Akkadian parru ‘lamb, young sheep’, parratu ‘female
lamb’, cf. also parum ‘ein Rind’ (AHw 834, 836), Ugar pr ‘young cattle’, prt ‘young cow’, He-
brew par ‘bull, bullock, steer’, para(h) ‘cow’, Jewish Aramaic par’ta id., Syrian par-o0 ‘ewe lamb’,
Arabic farr ‘calf’, farir, furar ‘lamb, wild calf, young gazelle’, Mehri for ‘bull’ (Aistleitner 1965,
159-60; Klein 1987, 522; Fox, Zeitschrift fiir Althebraistik 11[1998], 20; he separates it from the
word *par(a)’- ‘onager’) || Chadic: (Central) Margi fiir ‘buffalo’ (Hoffmann), Kilba fur id.
(Meek) I'I'| Egyptian (Middle Kingdom) pry ‘Bezeichnung des Kampfstiers’ (Wb. I, 526). Orel
& Stolbova (1995, 418, #1950) mention an isolated form in Mbara (Central Chadic): faray ‘bétail,
dot’, i.e. ‘bride wealth’ (Tourneux, Seignobos & Lafarge 1986, 260).

Further cf. Kartvelian *pur- ‘cow’ (Fahnrich 2007, 445) ||| Dravidian *pori ‘bull’ (DEDR
4593).

29. IE *steuro-: Avestan staora- ‘large cattle (horse, camel, ass, bovine)’, Khotanese stiira-
‘large cattle, horse’, Khwarezmian ‘scwr /stor/ ‘large animal’, Buddhistic Sogdian ‘stwr, Yagh-

nobi s'tir ‘sheep, ram’, Ossetic Iron stur, Digor (2)stor ‘cow & bull’, Shughni satir, Munjan
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s’tur ‘large cattle’, Sarykoli staur ‘yak’, Middle Parthian (Tumshuq) ‘stwr, Middle Persian stor
‘draught animal, horse’, Persian sutor, Kurdic hastur, (h)istir, estir, estor ‘horse’; Gothic stiur m.
‘calf, young steer’; Old High German stior, Old English stéor, Old Icelandic stiorr ‘steer’
(Pokorny 1959, 1010; Bailey 1979, 434; Abaev III, 155-56).

AA *Cawar-/*Caraw- ‘bull, steer’: Semitic *tdwar-: Akkadian siru(m) ‘Stier’; Eblaic su-lum
[torum/ ~ [tirum/ = Sumerian GU,.TUR ‘(Jung-)Stier’; Ugaritic tr, pl. trm ‘bull; epithet of II’;
Phoenician Owp ‘divine steer’; Hebrew $or ‘ox, bull’; Samalean $wrh ‘cow’, Old Aramaic swr
‘bull’, Swrh ‘cow’, Official Aramaic of the Persian empire twr, status emphaticus twr’, Biblical
Aramaic pl. tor-in, Jewish Aramaic tor, status emphaticus tor-a ‘ox, bull, steer’, pl. tor-in, status
emphaticus tora(y)ya, West Syriac tawr-a, East Syriac tor-a id., Mandaic taura ‘bull, ox’; Arabic
tawr, pl. tiwarat, tiyarat, tiyar, tirat, tiran ‘bull’, also ‘antelope bubalis’, tawrat ‘cow’; Sabaic twr,
tr, pl. twr(m/n) ‘bull(-statuette); divine epithet’, Qatabanian, Minean twr ‘bull, steer’; Mehri
tawr ‘bull; big, stupid blundering strong fellow, brave but useless man’, Harsusi tawer, pl.
hetwéret ‘bull’; Geez sor, also sor, pl. ‘aswar(at) ‘ox, bull’, Tigre sor ‘ox’, Tigrinya sor ‘castrated
goat’ (SED 1I, 307-10) I || Egyptian (Old Kingdom) s? ‘taurillon’? (Meeks 1977[80], #3325) |||
Cushitic: (East) East Cushitic: Tsamay sawr-o, Gollango sawr-6 & sayr-6 ‘antelope dikdik’ (Am-
born, Minker & Sasse 1980, 221; Blazek 2003, 7-12: Semitic+Egyptian+Cushitic).

Note: IE *tauro- ‘bull’ (Pokorny 1959, 1083; Abaev I, 390-91; Bailey 1979, 132) looks as a di-
rect borrowing from Semitic *tdwar- ‘bull, ox, steer’; cf. Illi¢-Svity¢ 1964, 3.

30. IE *tel- ‘calf’: ?Armenian tfaj ‘child’; Lithuanian telias ‘new-born calf’, Latvian tels ‘bull-
calf’; Slavic *tele, pl. *telete ‘calt’ (Mann 198487, 1375-76).

AA *taly- > Semitic *talay-: Hebrew tala ‘lamb’, Aramaic talya id., Arabic tala" ‘young of an
animal’, Sabaic tly ‘yearling lamb’, Geez tali ‘goat, kid’, Tigre tel ‘goat’, Harari tay ‘sheep’
(Leslau 1987, 590) | | | Cushitic: (East) *dal- ‘to beget’: Bayso faltu idaado f. ‘sheep’ : idaado ‘ewe’;
Sidamo dala/tala ‘she-donkey’ (Sasse 1982, 123; Hudson 1989, 52) | | | ?Berber: Iullemiden a-del
‘tout jeune veau’ (Nicolas 1957, 59), but other records and relatives are without the emphatic 4:
Iullemiden of Udalan & East Iullemiden edill, pl. iddlin ‘calf (newborn to three months)’ (Sud-
low 2009, 29; Alojaly 1980, 22); Ahaggar éhedel ‘veau de lait’ (DRB 329); Hausa taliyo ‘young
animal following its mother’ (Bargery) is borrowed from Arabic taliyat ‘one who follows’ (SED
11, 298-99).

Cf. Elamite tila ‘calf (Hinz & Koch 1987, 329); Altaic *+¢lV: Turkic *Tel ‘to put the kid or
calf to a different milch-ewe or cow; a kid or calf sucking two milch-ewes or cows’; Written
Mongolian tiliige(n) ‘last year’s lamb’ (EDAL 1415); Dravidian *tal- ‘to shoot, sprout’, cf. Kota
tayl ‘breed of cattle’ (DEDR 3131).

Lit.: Illi¢-Svity¢ 1967, 359: Semitic+IE+Dravidian+Altaic.
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B. BAAKEK. VIHIOeBpoIIelicKie Ha3BaHUs JKMBOTHBIX B adpa3MIiiCKOI IIePCIIeKTUBE.

B craTpe IIPUBOANTCSI Ha6op JIEKCMYeCKIMX Hapaﬂﬂeﬂef/}, OTHOCIAIIMXCA K obsactu I[I/IKO]Z nu
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53



Vaclav Blazek

54

BJIe4eHUeM Ja/IbHeMIX COTIOCTaBAeHMII U3 APYIuX BeTBell HOCTPaTUYeCcKOM MaKpOCeMBI.
BrIBOZIBI, KOTOpBIE MOXKHO C TOV MJIM MHOJN CTeIIeHBIO BepPOSITHOCTU M3BJIeYb M3 aHaIU3MU-
pyeMoro MaTepuasa, MMEIOT 3HaueHue s OOIell AVICKYCCUM O Hadajle >KMBOTHOBOJCTBA B
obsactu ITnogopoaHoro moaymeciana — apeasa, KOTOPBIN pAAOM McCIefoBaTe el CauTaeT-
cs1 HanboJIee ITOZXO/AIINIM KaHIMAaTOM Ha Ipapo uHy adppasniicKo A3bIKOBOI CeMBIL.

Karouesvie cAo6a: MHZOEBPOIIENICKIe A3BIKY, adpas3MifCKue A3BIKM, HOCTpaTHJIecKue A3BIKH,
Ha3BaHUs JXMUBOTHBIX, IMHIBUCTIYECKAs PEKOHCTPYKITNs, OJlOMalIHIBaHMe.
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Languages, DNA, relationship and contacts

In this paper, language contacts are classified according to their results that can be observed
by means of historical and comparative linguistics. Various types of bilingual contacts and of
anguage shift are discriminated; they differ in the way they affect vocabulary, grammar an
language shift are discriminated; they differ in th y they affect bulary, g d
phonetics. These differences are connected with the demographic situation; thus, looking at a
language that underwent contact influence, one can say what type of contact could have
produced such results. Such information about prehistoric communities can help to reconcile
linguistic evidence with archaeological and genetic data in order to produce a more detailed

picture of the history of peoples and their languages.

Keywords: language relationship, language contacts, language shift.

In the beginning of the 20 century, Gustaf Kossinna (Kossinna 1911) put forward the hy-
pothesis that material culture correlates with language and ethnicity, which is now known to
be wrong (see e.g., Kuz’menko 2011). Ethnic identity need not fully correlate with either lan-
guage or with genetic features, although there are, indeed, numerous cases of such a coinci-
dence. There have been numerous attempts to reconcile linguistic data with archeological and
genetical evidence (see especially Blench & Spriggs 1997, 1998, 1999a, 199b): e.g., Yu.
Kuz’menko in his recent book about early Germans considers Werner’s law in Proto-Germanic
as one of the traces of contacts between ancient Germans and Finno-Ugrians, corresponding to
archaeologically documented contacts between Neolithic cultures of Northern Europe and the
Pit-Comb Ware culture and genetically documented peoples having Indo-European hap-
logroup Rla and Uralic haplogroup N (Kuz’menko 2011). But in many cases it is not so easy to
coordinate linguistic, genetic and archaeological data. P. Forster and C. Renfrew (2011) argue
that Y-chromosome is a good predictor of language relationship, but there are some deviating
cases, e.g., “in Greenland, where both the mtDNA ... and the language today are nearly pure
Eskimo, while half the Y chromosomes are European ... evidently from contact with male
European whalers over the centuries” (Forster, Renfrew 2011: 1391 with further references).
There are historically known migrations that remain invisible to archaeological and/or genetic
methods — the Dorian invasion, thought to be the cause of destruction of the Mycenaean cul-
ture, is not traced archaeologically until the Xth century BC; Hungarians, being migrants from
the Trans-Ural region, do not differ genetically from the neighboring peoples of Central
Europe (Balanovsky et al. 2013); Saami, despite having parallels with Siberian peoples in my-
thology (Beryozkin 2008), dermatoglyphics (Khit’ 1983: 81; 1991: 65) and some cultural fea-
tures (Gurvich 1968, Simchenko 1976: 255-261), show almost no genetic relations to Siberian
populations: there is only one “Saami-Siberian” genetic marker, mitochondrial haplogroup Z,
and its frequency in Saami is diminishing — only about 1% remains (Balanovsky 2008); ge-
netic data contradict the hypothesis (based on linguistic data) of prehistoric Indo-European
migrations into Hindustan (Sengupta & al. 2006, Sahoo & al. 2006, Sharma & al. 2009, Un-
derhill 2009, Metspalu & al. 2011). I. Peiros supposes that “a direct correlation between [the
linguistic and archaeological] accounts is theoretically impossible and the sole link between
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them is the community itself” (Peiros 1997: 155). Thus, the question arises whether compara-
tive linguistics can recover additional information about prehistoric communities.

Comparative linguistics produces genealogical trees, but a pure “tree-like” structure of
languages’ history can be observed only when a group of people comes to uninhabited territo-
ries and nobody else comes there after them — and this does not happen too often. Thus, the
main part of languages’ history is the history of language contacts (reflecting ethnic and cul-
tural contacts). When linguists construct genealogical trees of language families, they some-
times imagine language contact as a short process during which a language obtains several
loanwords from another language; and the main task is to separate them off from indigenous
words to establish true cognates. But language contacts may be of various types, and accord-
ingly produce different results that can be noticed by comparative linguistics, genetics, ar-
chaeology and comparative mythology, with the difference depending on the type of contact.

Literature on language contact is abundant (see, e.g., Thomason & Kaufman 1988, Sankoff
2001, Trudgill 2011). This research mainly deals with grammatical change. Discussion topics
include such issues as whether grammar reveals genetic relationship better than vocabulary (it
does not; see Thomason & Kaufman 1988), and whether, as a result of contacts, it becomes
more simple (Trudgill 2004; McWhorter 2005), or more complex (Nichols 1992), or neither (be-
cause “simplification at one structure point is likely to be offset by complication at another”
Thomason 2008: 3). In this paper, I will not discuss these topics; I am going to concentrate upon
those aspects of language contacts that can be observed by historical and comparative linguis-
tics and classify language contacts according to their results in surviving languages, genes,
myths and archaeological cultures. “Language U” (and, respectively, “people U”, “culture U”)
will designate the language that undergoes contact influence but survives; “language I’ (and,
respectively, “people I”, “culture I”) is the language that is the source of influence.

The first type of language contact can be called a “shallow” contact. It is the type that has
already been described — leading to several loanwords in language U, and nothing more.

A subtype of it may be called a “xenophobic” contact: speakers of the language U do not
know and do not want to know the language I, considering language U to be the only
“authentic” human language; it follows that all loanwords from language I must be inter-
preted in terms of language U. For example, Russian sepcmax ‘workbench’ is a loanword from
German Werkstatt; in German, it consists of Werk ‘work’ and Statt ‘place’, but in Russian, it is
reanalyzed as if it were derived from the word eepcma ‘verst (a measure of distance)’ with the
suffix -ak. Similarly, Eng. woodchuck ‘a marmot, Marmota monax’ does not chuck wood — this
word comes from Cree (Algonquian) otchek or Ojibwa otchig ‘marten’. There are lots of such
loanwords in Chinese, e.g., %[5 ying gué ‘England’, lit. “a heroic land”.

This type of contact appears when the speakers of language U “feel negatively about bi-
lingualism or are too attached to monolingualism” (Cook 2008: 138).

When languages undergo such contacts, no grammar interference occurs, and basic vo-
cabulary is not affected: Russian has no traces of German grammar, and there are no words of
German origin in the Russian Swadesh 100-word list. Neither does English show any traces of
Algonquian grammar, and not a single word in the English Swadesh 100-word list comes from
Algonquian.

In such cases, loanwords are restricted to certain technology, local environmental or eth-
nic peculiarities. In material culture, there will be some imports from I, or some technologies
borrowed from the culture I. For example, Russian joinery has borrowed many tools (as well
as many terms) from German.

If a language (and a people, respectively) undergoes a contact of this type in its history,
the linguist will have to deal with several examples of folk etymology (violating regularity in
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phonetic correspondences), a mythologist and a geneticist may see some minor admixture of I
material to U material (or no admixture at all), and an archaeologist will find some imports
from I culture to U culture.

The next group of types involves bilingualism. A considerable part of the U people
(maybe all of them) are bilingual, knowing both U and I languages, but in their everyday life
they are able to make extensive use of U. In this case, language U retains its basic vocabulary
but acquires many lexical borrowings in the cultural sphere. When such a contact situation
endures for a long time period, a mechanism is formed that makes it possible to incorporate
any language I word into language U: each phoneme of language I receives its own substitute
in language U, thus forming a system of regular phonetic correspondences. If the languages
are closely related, there will be a higher percentage of mutually retained archaisms, and ex-
amples of “phoneme-to-phoneme conversion” may occur (see Burlak, Starostin 2005: 63).

Such might have been the case with the word for ‘king’ in Slavic languages: it was bor-
rowed from Germ. Karl (the name of Charlemagne, 742-814) and yielded Bulg. xpdaam, Serb.
kpdn, Pol. krél, Rus. xopoav, as if it were a Slavic word of Proto-Indo-European origin. Some-
times, words are only partly converted, causing irregularities in phonetic correspondences.
E.g., the Tocharian A word warpiske ‘garden’ is borrowed from Tocharian B werpiske ‘id.’; the
root vowel is converted (A a ~ B e is a phonetic correspondence of great frequency), whereas
the suffix is borrowed in full, so that even the final e (which is always dropped in original
words of Tocharian A) is preserved. When the languages under contact are closely related,
loan-translations (showing the same regular phonetic correspondences as the inherited words)
can occur. An example of this can be seen in Siouan languages: the name for distilled spirits is
Ponca ppé.de-ni, Kansa ppé:je-ni, Osage hpé:te-ni etc., as if it were inherited from Proto-Siouan
‘fire’ + ‘water’, though “of course the Siouan-speaking peoples did not have distilled liquor
until post-contact times, and the compound came about either through parallel innovation,
based on the properties of the liquid, or through contact with Algonquian-speaking peoples to
the east who had a similar compound (equally non-reconstructible) from which the Siouan
could easily have been loan-translated. It could even represent a back-translation by whites of
the Algonquian pattern” (Rankin 2003: 193).

There are two types of bilingual situation, depending on whether there are mixed settle-
ments or not. When there are no mixed settlements, the U people are able to use language U in
their everyday routine, their children are introduced to the standard variant of U, and I is ac-
quired as a second language. But competence in the second language affects the skills of
speaking the first one (Cook et al., 2007). As V. Cook notes, “French and Spanish learners of
English have their voice onset time affected by their knowledge of English, so that to some
extent they have a single system they use in both languages. English speakers of Japanese use
aizuchi (nodding for agreement) when talking English (Locastro, 1987). Experiments with
syntax have shown unexpected effects on the first language from knowing a second language.
Hartsuiker et al. (2004) found, for instance, that hearing passives in one language increased
their production in using another” (Cook 2008: 232). Therefore, not only lexical, but also some
phonetic, semantic and grammatical borrowings may penetrate into language U, although
they would never be numerous and profound. For example, many Russians know English and
use many words of English origin: dxutcuwt (< jeans), komnvromep (< computer), desaiic (< device),
axcxatosusrotil (< exclusive) and so on, but none of these bilingual speakers tend to replace basic
Russian words with their English equivalents. In grammar, minor interference can be ob-
served: there are some derivatives with the suffix -ing, e.g., unmeprem-I1M®unz from IN1MP (an
abbreviation of naesoii uneecmuyuonnviii gornd ‘unit investment fund’), and sometimes con-
structions with a prepositional noun attribute, not marked for case (instead of using an adjec-
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tive or a noun in Genitive case in postposition, see Levontina 2010: 208-216) are used. In Veps,
a language in contact with Russian, the verb meaning ‘to separate from smb.” began to be used
with Comitative case (and not with Ablative or the like) as a result of influence on the part of
Russian paccmamocs ¢ kem-A. ‘to separate from smb.” (Rus. ¢ means ‘with’, and not ‘from’).

In such a situation, the material culture will be mixed, since all the technological inno-
vations of I will have spread to U, but the people U will retain some peculiarities (head-
dresses, ornaments, mortuary rites and so on) of symbolic rather than utilitarian nature (cf.
“deep” and “surface” representations in the terminology of I. Peiros, see Peiros 1997: 156).
For example, English-speaking Russians use computers and wear jeans, but are buried ac-
cording to the customs of the Russian Orthodox church. Archi people, speaking the Archi
language (Lezgic group) and contacting with the Avar language (Avar-Andic group), have
borrowed many elements of dress from Avar people, but retained the chuhta — an aboriginal
women’s headdress.

The geneticist, in such a situation, may see a minimal (or even zero) admixture of I; like-
wise, the myths will also mostly belong to U.

In the situation of mixed settlements, the contact situation changes considerably. Proba-
bly, the only possibility for a non-dominant language to survive under these circumstances is
to be claimed an important marker of ethnic identity and to be valued accordingly. For exam-
ple, in Kupwar (a village in the Sangli district, Maharashtra, India) Kannada language
(Dravidian family), Urdu and Marathi (Indo-Aryan group of the Indo-European family) are all
spoken, and such a multilingual situation has already lasted for several centuries (Gumperz &
Wilson 1971). J. J. Gumperz and R. Wilson have studied this case at length and found out that
traces of grammar interference in all the three languages are abundant: word order principles,
semantics of gender, means of expression of indirect speech, clusivity, agreement and many
other elements of grammar have converged to a great extent; in many cases, it is possible to
translate a sentence from one language into another “by simple morph for morph substitu-
tion” (Gumperz & Wilson 1971: 155), and even a few grammar markers are borrowed. At the
same time, lexical borrowings, though numerous enough, are almost fully restricted to the
cultural sphere; basic vocabulary is not affected. The sociolinguistic setting underlying this
language contact situation is the following (Gumperz & Wilson 1971): at home, people speak
only one home-group language, and each language group (being also a culture group) “has its
own neighborhood” (Gumperz & Wilson 1971: 153). Thus, language is a marker of the com-
munity, and to address the speaker of a different language in one’s own language “would be
tantamount to saying I consider you a potential member of my home and friendship group”
(Gumperz & Wilson 1971: 153). Naturally, each group has its own religion (Kannada speakers
are Jains, Urdu speakers are Moslems and Marathi speakers are untouchables), and religious
rituals are conducted in the language of the corresponding group; dress is also one of the
group markers.

In this case, each language is undergoing influence (language U) and at the same time is
the source of influence (language I) for the other languages.

As a result of such contact, the linguist will find a language with inherited basic vocabu-
lary, lots of borrowings in the cultural sphere (showing regular phonetic correspondences)
and a grammar that cannot be traced back to the protolanguage. The geneticist and the com-
parative mythologist will find some admixture of I material to U data. The archaeologist will
find a settlement with different types of mortuary rites in the same chronological horizon.
Such may have been the case in Khaznidon (Northern Ossetia), where there are burials of two
types: in the edgewise position (kurgan 2, burial 1) and in supine position (kurgan 5, burials 2
and 4, see Nikolaeva 2011: 407, 414-416).
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When a community uses language as an ethnic marker, even closely related languages can
survive. If the community practises exogamy, there may be gender differences in genes and
material culture. A good example of such a situation is the contact between the Waimaha
(Bard) and Tuyuka languages of the Tucano family (Vaupes river, South America), studied by
Jean Jackson (Jackson 1974). These Indians can marry only those whose native language is not
the same as their own. Thus, they endeavor to keep their language pure: “I would shame the
longhouse if I learned to speak Bara with Tuyuka words”, said one of the Bara women to Jean
Jackson (Jackson 1974: 63). In such a longhouse there are about 20 families, all the men are of
the same ethnic group and the same language, while all the women are from different ethnic
groups and may speak different languages. The Tucano language serves as a lingua franca.
Myths have some motifs in common, for example, L22 according to Yu. Beryozkin’s catalogue
(Beryozkin n.d.): an evil spirit comes to people that are sleeping and takes their eyes out; then
blinded people turn into monkeys (in the traditions of the other neighboring ethnic groups,
blinded people do not turn into monkeys).

The next group of types consists of various kinds of language shifts.

The “acculturation model” (Cook 2008, Gardner 2007) depends to a great extent on lan-
guage attitude, namely, whether it is considered to be of value to maintain (a) “cultural iden-
tity and characteristics” (Cook 2008: 141) including language and (b) “relationships with other
groups” (ibid.) When people answer “yes” to the second question and “no” to the first one, it
is a prerequisite (or, maybe, even the prerequisite) for a language shift. Even mixed families
may fail to ensure a language shift, as it is in the case of Bara and Tuyuka discussed above.

There are different types of language shifts depending on how numerous the speakers of
the winning language are, how long it takes to completely switch from the original language
to the winning language, and to what extent the standard variant of the latter is available. The
winning language, in this case, must be labeled “U” because it survives and undergoes contact
changes, while the original language is “I” since it is the source of the influence.

Let us first consider a language shift to a majority language. Here, language U, spoken by
a large group of people, is subjected to the influence of language I, which is either the lan-
guage of the power elite, or the language of a small aboriginal population. In both cases, the
people U are obliged to know language I (at least to a small extent), but are able to use lan-
guage U in most situations. The people I value the knowledge of language U, and its standard
variant is available for them. So, if the contact lasts long enough, they are able to learn most of
the grammar of language U, but retain several lexemes that have no equivalents in language U
(either the names of local flora, fauna, landscape details etc., or words that are necessary for
dealing with the ruling establishment); native speakers of language U also tend to use these
words (without inventing huge periphrastic constructions to name the corresponding objects).
As a result, language U will acquire several borrowings in cultural vocabulary; if the contact
situation lasts long enough, regular phonetic correspondences will be observed in these bor-
rowings, but if the language shift is rapid, regularity will be violated.

In such a case, traces of grammatical interference are minimal, and basic vocabulary is not
affected. Genes and myths will be mostly U with some admixture of I elements (although
later, frequencies of the haplogroups may change as a result of genetic drift). Material culture
will be mixed, since people U will have to adjust to either new local or new social conditions;
most of it, however, will stem from U.

However, in the case of a shift to the minority language, the situation changes drastically.

Sometimes it happens that the linguistic minority is dominant, which leads to all the peo-
ple of the region switching to its language (U). Naturally, the standard variant of U is not
available for the majority of people I, so many of them acquire the language U from imperfect
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speakers. O. Dahl speaks about “suboptimal” language transmission (Dahl 2004: 110, 200) in
such situations.

In this case, it matters to what degree this lect is imperfect. Those who study second lan-
guage acquisition mention that there is a typical sequence in which the elements of language
are learned (see, e.g., Cook 2008): isolated words and formulae arrive first, then comes gram-
mar, and, lastly, phonetics. As an example, V. Cook cites “Henry Kissinger, forever sounding
German” (Cook 2008: 135). This is significant, because it predicts which mistakes in language
U will be transmitted to children from parents who do not know language U well enough.
Thus, “there are different degrees of suboptimality” (Dahl 2004: 110).

As for the expected sequence of learning different grammar elements, there are some works
that study the sequence of learning English, showing that it does not depend much on the first
language of the student (Cook 2008: 25-27 with the works she cites, esp. Hannan 2004), but
much less is known about the sequence of learning grammar elements of other languages.

Empirical observations show that more transparent constructions are learned more ea-
gerly than less transparent ones (cf. O. Dahl’s opinion that mature language features “are
highly prone to being filtered out in suboptimal language acquisition”, Dahl 2004: 207). But
what would be considered more transparent depends on the properties of the first language:
for example, definiteness is transparent for speakers of Germanic languages, but absolutely
obscure for Russian-speaking people; gender is quite transparent (and easily penetrates over
the course of language contacts) for Indo-Aryans and Dravidians, but obscure for Finno-
Ugrians. Regular models (irrespective of their being syntactic or derivational) are learned
more effectively than irregular ones.

As a rule, the more an element of the second language looks like some similar element of
the first language, the more quickly it is learned, thus having the better chance to pass from
one language to another even if the contact is short. When languages are closely related, they
have much in common, but even in distantly related (or totally unrelated) languages there
may be similarities (including chance similarities), and they are learned more easily, e.g., the
first English grammar morpheme learned by Spanish speakers is the plural marker -s (Cook
2008: 25), similar to the Spanish plural marker -s. Even when a pidgin is created, it may con-
tain an element that is linked to both languages — lexifier and substrate: e.g., in Russenorsk
there is a preposition pd that is similar (in form as well as in meaning) both to Norwegian pi
and Russian no (cf. Broch & Jahr 1981; 1990, Perekhval’skaya 2008: 1999-201). In West African
Pidgin English there is a quotative construction of the type king i tok sey, yu don kom ‘the king
said: “You have come™ (Hopper & Traugott 2008: 216); this construction may have been
translated literally (i.e., “calqued”) from Akan se/si ‘that complementizer, quotative say’; or,
possibly, represent a direct borrowing of Akan se (ibid.), but the word sey looks very much like
English say, so that one might suggest the same situation as in the case of Russenorsk pi.

When the degree of suboptimality is exceptionally high, contact is short and the standard
variant of language U soon becomes unavailable, a “radical creole” (see Belikov 2006), or
“abrupt creole” (see Thomason & Kaufman 1988) will arise. Since most of the elements of lan-
guage U that people I got to learn were restricted to words and certain formulae, it shares the
main part of the basic vocabulary with its lexifier (e.g., in Tokpisin, more than 80% of the
Swadesh 100-word list have an English origin, see Belikov 2009: 65-66), but grammar and
phonetics are totally different. Such formulae as “who is that” are considered to be single
words: e.g., in Tokpisin the formula who’s that became the word for ‘who’ (husat; cf. also Tok-
pisin wanem ‘what’ < Engl. what name).

Such contact situations are extremely rare, since the conditions that can produce them are
very specific (see Burlak & Starostin 2005: 64-68): there must be a short contact period with a
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highly prestigious language without mixed families and mixed settlements, so that the stan-
dard variant of that prestigious language is never fully available, and at the same time there is
no possibility to switch to another language, the standard variant of which is available. Such a
situation would be impossible in the Paleolithic period; historians say that the proper condi-
tions for the formation of creole languages could not have arisen earlier than the arrival of the
complex chiefdom stage (A. Davletshin, p. c.).

A creole language can be recognized by comparing its 100-word list with the lists of its
lexifier and the other members of the lexifier’s group (Burlak 2008). If several languages are
normal descendants of a proto-language, the words in their 100-word lists are replaced ran-
domly, so that a word present in only one language of its subgroup may have cognates among
the descendants of the protolanguage outside this subgroup. E.g., Swedish words that have no
Danish equivalents may find cognates in Germanic languages outside the North Germanic
subgroup, and these cognates are distributed randomly, cf. buk ‘belly’ = Germ. Bauch (but not
Engl. belly), lif ‘leaf’ = Engl. leaf (but not Germ. Blatt), smd ‘small’ = Engl. small (but not Germ.
klein), stjert ‘tail’ = Dutch staart (but not Engl. tail and Germ. Schwanz). However, creole words
that have no equivalent in the lexifier language will never have cognates in the other lan-
guages of the lexifier’s group, because the creole language differs from all of them (1) by the
words that distinguish the lexifier language from the other languages in its group and (2) the
words that distinguish the creole language from its lexifier.

When, already after the creolization (or without it), the standard variant of the U lan-
guage becomes available, a post-creole (post-pidgin, respectively) continuum develops (see,
e.g., O’Donnell & Todd 1980). Thus, the situation becomes similar to “dialect regrouping”
(see below).

If the contact lasts longer, speakers of I have time to learn not only lots of words, but also
some grammar of language U, although not completely.

If there are mixed families where one of the parents is a native speaker of language U,
children, in their sensitive period, are introduced to (a) the standard variant of language U
spoken by one of the parents, and (b) the substandard variant of language U spoken by the
other one (sometimes, however, even both parents may speak the substandard variant of lan-
guage U, if neither of them comes from the ethnic group U). Other children, whom they may
play with, are mostly from such mixed families, and thus know the substandard variant of U.
Hence, such children become native speakers of an imperfect language.

The phonetics of this lect will differ very much from the one of standard U, because (a)
pronunciation is the most difficult part of the second language acquisition and (b) the phonet-
ics of the first language is affected by competence in the second one (see above); my own expe-
rience testifies that even a week of intensive communication with people that exhibit a sub-
standard form of pronunciation may suffice for words to begin to be stored in memory in sub-
standard sound forms. When the sound system of language I differs considerably from the
sound system of U, phonetic correspondences between Proto-U and the resulting lect will be
regular but odd, cf. Arm. erku < PIE *duo ‘two’ (for information on prehistoric contacts of Ar-
menian, see Diakonov 1985), Hung. valy < PU *ode ‘year’, Hung. bogyo < PU *pola ‘berry’, Toch.
A es < PIE *omso- ‘shoulder’; in Japanese, the syllable structure of Altaic was totally rear-
ranged. In order to provide absolutely irregular phonetic correspondences, the population
must be extremely small (as it was on the Norfolk island where the Norfuk creole language
arose, see Belikov 1998: 56 for details).

In the case of language shift to the minority language, some phonemes or phonological
oppositions may be lost, as were, for example, the oppositions between voiced and unvoiced,
aspirated and non-aspirated consonants in Tocharian; in the opposite case, when language U
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is the majority language, it tends rather to acquire additional phonemes and oppositions, as
did Sanskrit, by adding the cerebral series of consonants (originally from Dravidian) to the
Indo-European heritage.

The language that results from the shift to the minority language will not necessarily be
simplified, because, in mixed families, the Primary Linguistic Data (primary linguistic input)
will include phrases spoken by the native U-speaker, and this is a means to acquire a consid-
erable part of the U grammar. When a child acquires a language he/she does not learn all its
elements by heart, but rather constructs the grammar of his/her native language (see, e.g., Slo-
bin 1971). This may seem paradoxical, but fragments of phrases produced by non-native
speakers can make children reconstruct (or even construct) the whole rule. E.g., if a child
knows that in the language that he/she is acquiring there are no agreement markers and the
word order is NAdj and GenN (‘sheep’ + ‘black’ means ‘black sheep’ and ‘friend’s’ + ‘sheep’
means ‘friend’s sheep’), he/she can easily deduce that ‘friend’s’ + ‘sheep’ + ‘black’ must mean
‘friend’s black sheep’, but even if both attributes appear in the same position (e.g., ‘black’ +
‘sheep’, ‘friend’s’ + ‘sheep’), the entire rule is also deduced unequivocally: ‘friend’s’ + ‘black’ +
‘sheep’ (because ‘black’ + ‘friend’s’ + ‘sheep’ would be ambiguous). This could, perhaps, be the
reason that underlies the structure of creole languages, where the first generation of native
speakers has little opportunity to hear long phrases that are governed by systemic rules.

Thus, the minority language that has been influenced as a result of shifting to it, will not
necessarily be simplified, since children acquiring language are able not only to maintain
complex features but also produce them (Dahl 2004; Trudgill 2011). It does not mean that all
these complex features must be inherited from language U and may not be constructed de
novo. E.g., when a non-Indo-European people learned an Indo-European dialect (which would
later become a Proto-Tocharian), they managed to acquire a substantial part of verbal mor-
phology (although the 2 and 3 Sg present tense endings -t and -s respectively are hardly trace-
able directly back to PIE *-si and *-ti), but nominal declension was completely rebuilt. There
are highly irregular, even suppletive verb paradigms in Tocharian, and some parts of these
suppletive paradigms are not of Indo-European origin, e.g., Toch. A kilk ‘he/she went’, nas
‘he/she is’ (cf. yis ‘he/she goes’ < PIE *i-, ses ‘he/she was’ < PIE *s-). Maybe a similar situation
took place in the Hittite Empire when Luvians did not master Hittite completely, and this may
have been the reason of clitic reduplication in New Hittite (Yakubovich 2009).

In such a language, there will be a few basic words retained from language I (even be-
longing to the most stable half of the 100-word list); that, in fact, will be the words that (maybe
by mere chance) managed to be more frequent than their synonyms of U origin. Pronouns are
not infrequently retained in just such a way: e.g., when Polynesians of the Niuafo’ou island
switched from their indigenous language (belonging to the Nuclear Polynesian group) to the
Tongan language (belonging to the Tongic group, another branch of the Polynesian languages;
see Collocott 1922, Dye 1980, Belikov 1989: 49), they retained their personal pronouns ‘we
[excl.]’, ‘you [du.]’, ‘you [pl.]’ (and some other basic lexemes); maybe this was also the case
with the Tocharian first person pronouns — Toch. A nds (masc.), 7iuk (fem.), Toch. B 7i$ (masc.,
fem.) — which can hardly be traced back directly to Proto-Indo-European *eghom or *m- (nei-
ther does the Tocharian A gender opposition). Also, some basic meanings will not be ex-
pressed by inherited roots, but rather derived (e.g., Toch. A klots, B klautso ‘ear’ does not go
back to PIE *aus- but is derived from PIE *kleus- ‘to hear’, thus meaning something like ‘hear-
ing device’; Toch. A ‘bird’ is salat [u, literally jumping animal’). A similar case might be be-
tween Sumerian and Hurro-Urartian, although it is not known exactly whether a Hurro-
Urartian tribe switched to Sumerian, or vice versa, a para-Sumerian ethnic group switched to
Hurro-Urartian (Kassian, forthc.)
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Summing up, in the case of a shift to the minority language the resulting language U ac-
quires a lot of loanwords, even in basic vocabulary; likewise, some basic words may be re-
placed by derivatives, phonetic correspondences are odd, grammar interference is abundant.
Genes, however, are expected to be mostly I, cf. e.g., the situation with Hungarian and Hun-
garians: the Hungarian language belongs to the Finno-Ugric family while the Hungarian peo-
ple share the most part of their genetic material with neighboring Slavic peoples. “It is gener-
ally accepted that Magyars (Hungarians) were strong enough to mix with preceding popula-
tion of this region and make them speaking Hungarian language, but they were not numerous
enough to make recordable contribution into their gene pool. This pattern of invasion with
language change but without change in gene pool is called elite dominance model” (Balanovsky
et al. 2013). Material culture will be mixed (U traits will prevail).

It should be noted that, although the results of both types of language shift are often
called “substrate”, these “substrates” may actually have different natures.

An intermediate case is the Greek language: there are a few loanwords in its 100-word list
(oeAnrpvn ‘moon’, EavOog ‘yellow’) as well as some derivatives (0pOaApog ‘eye’), some odd
phonetic correspondences (PIE *s-, *i-, *u- > Gr. h-, PIE *-m > Gr. -n), many loanwords in the
cultural sphere (OdAaooa ‘sea’ and many others), but the Indo-European grammar is preserved.

The last type of contacts may be called dialect regrouping. It may also occur between
closely related (mutually intelligible, “obviously related”, see Burlak & Starostin 2005: 19) lan-
guages. When speakers of both dialects are numerous, there are mixed settlements and mixed
families, and nobody cares to keep his/her language pure and different from the other one, a
koiné is composed (which may later split into another group of dialects). This koiné includes
both vocabulary (even basic vocabulary) and grammar forms from both sources. Myths, genes
and material culture will be common. An example of such contact is the history of North
Slavic (the language of Medieval Novgorod) and Standard Old Russian. The northern branch
separated from the Common Slavic in times preceding the second palatalization, it had its
own NSg marker e in the *0-declension instead of Common Slavic *» and several other peculi-
arities. But in the Middle Ages it began to converge with Standard Old Russian, and the re-
sults of this can be seen not only in Novgorod but in Moscow as well: in Modern Russian,
there are multiple grammatical forms of North Slavic origin (see Zalizniak 2012; forms ances-
tral to Modern Russian are shadowed):

Novgorod Standard Old Russian
N Sg 20pode 20podv
Gen Sg Yy cecmpro Y cecmpol
Loc Sg 6 3eMATL, HA KOHTL 6 3eMAU, HA KOHU
Nom PI MOTb KOpPOETD MO1L KOpOGbL
Nom Du d6a ceaa 0616 ceAro
Imp Sg HOMOZ1 1OMO3U
Imp PI eestime seseme
3 Sg Pres 6ese esentb
Ger 6e3s 6e3a

Such a situation, when grammar forms are acquired from both sources in equal measure,
cannot be described either as “borrowing” or as “language shift”; this is a real convergence.
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This type of evolution, obviously, is quite common not only in linguistics but also in biology,
where subspecies and closely related species can diverge, then hybridize, then diverge and
hybridize again and so on (Iordanskiy 2001: ill. 10). But it must be specified that both in lin-
guistics and in biology only closely related forms can evolve in such a way. In fact, there is
nothing surprising about it: individuals of the same species, as well as individual variants of
the same language can mix, and this ability is lost only when languages have become mutually
unintelligible and species have acquired some mechanisms of pre-zygotic or post-zygotic iso-
lation, and both processes require time.

Naturally, it should be noted that the described types are not rigid: they may evolve, so
that one type may change into another, and one population may pass through several con-
tacts of different types. Thus, Sanskrit shows that during the original contact period it was a
majority language: no borrowings in the 100-word list, multiple loanwords in cultural vo-
cabulary, several loan phonemes, PIE phonetic inventory and grammar mainly preserved;
this agrees with the hypothesis attributing early Indo-Aryan presence to the Gandhara grave
culture (see Mallory 1989): around 1900 BC, many Punjab settlements became deserted, so
that the people of the Gandhara grave culture, appearing one century later in the Swat val-
ley, were likely to form a linguistic majority. On the contrary, modern Indo-Aryan languages
show traces of being minority languages: cf., e.g., the odd phonetic correspondences be-
tween Lahnda sijjh and Sanskrit suvar, surya- ‘sun’, Hindi akh and Sanskrit dksmi- ‘eye’; both
Hindi and Lahnda have several loanwords in their 100-word lists, and their grammar differs
much from the Sanskrit (resp. PIE) one. At the same time, for instance, Russian on its way
from Proto-Slavic to modern times had undergone various contacts, but was never a minor-
ity language, and it retains more grammar elements from Proto-Slavic (and the phonetic cor-
respondences are trivial as well).

I believe that it is possible to define particular language elements that can shed light on
the prehistoric demographical situation by means of comparative linguistics. And this, in turn,
would help to reconcile linguistic, archaeological and genetic data and produce a more de-
tailed picture of the history of the peoples and their languages, and, maybe, make it possible to
localize the Proto-Indo-European homeland.
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C. A. BYP/AK. SI3BIKM, TEHOM, POJICTBO VI KOHTAKTHI.

B crartpe IIpOM3BOAUTC K]IaCCI/I(l)I/IKaLU/I}I SI3BIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB Ha OCHOBAaHMM TOIO, KaKuie
pasin4ms MOKHO YCMOTPETh B UX pe3yJbTaTaX CpeACcTBaMU CPaBHUTEJIbHO-VICTOPMYIECKOIO
SI3BIKO3HaHWMSI. BI)IZ[GJ'I}IGTC}I HECKOJIPKO TUITOB OMJIMHIBAJIBHBIX KOHTAKTOB U SI3BIKOBBIX CJIBU-
TOB; OHM Pas3jINM4aloTCs I10 BJAVITHNMIO, OKa3blIBa€MOMY MMM Ha CJIOBApb, TpaMMaTMKy " (1)OH€-
TUKY IIOABEPIIIMXCI MM SI3BIKOB. Takum o6pa30M, BT B COBPEMEHHOM JsI3bIKe C/1e[bl TOIO
VIJIVT MTHOTO TUIIa KOHTaKTOB, MOJKHO C/ZIeJIaTh BBIBO/I O TOWM DTHOJMHIBUCTUYECKON cuTyanuu,
B KOTOpOI7[ DTOT KOHTAKT ITPOMCXOAII. Takoro poda I/IHq)OpMaL[I/I}I O JOMCTOPUYIECKUX 061_[16-
CTBaX MOJKET IIOMOYb YBi3aTb JIMHIBMCTYECKNME JaHHbIE C apXeOJOIMYeCKMI U reHeTmde-
CKUMMU, OJI5I TOTO YTOOBI IIOJIy4UTDb 6o1ee AeTaJIbHYIO KapTUHY CTOPUIM HapOJOB I MX SI3bIKOB.

Karouegvie caosa: s13p1KOBOE POACTBO, JA3BIKOBBIE KOHTAKTHI, SI3BIKOBO CIBUT.
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Language and archeology: some methodological problems.
1. Indo-European and Altaic landscapes

The article is the first part of a larger work that represents an attempt to systematize our
ideas on the natural environment and material culture of the Proto-Indo-Europeans. It is
based on a more or less complete selection of reconstructed words from the appropriate se-
mantic areas and on their comparison with a similar selection performed for a proto-
language of similar time depth, whose speakers evidently inhabited a territory that was not
in contact with the Proto-Indo-European one — Proto-Altaic. In this part, only the words that
belong to the semantic field of landscape terms are analyzed. The main conclusion is that the
hypothesis of a steppe environment is more applicable for the Proto-Altaic population,
whereas for Proto-Indo-Europeans a mountainous region seems more appropriate. As for
the water bodies, for Proto-Indo-Europeans we should suppose the existence of a sea (or of a
very big lake), and for speakers of Proto-Altaic, the existence of very big rivers with season
floods.

Keywords: Indo-European homeland, Altaic homeland, Worter und Sachen, semantic recon-
struction, proto-lexicon.

In order to reconstruct the phylogenetic tree of a language family, it is essential to understand
what the human language is in general, and how the individual languages could be classified
as nodes on one phylogenetic tree. Language may be considered a semiotic system that con-
sists of signs and relations between signs, and serves to transmit information within a com-
munity; it is independent of individual speakers, and it has the property of changing over
time. As a rule, the language sign is a two-sided entity that includes both “semantics” and
“text”. The link between the semantic side and the textual side is arbitrary, conditioned by
the tradition of each individual language. Therefore, any homogeny between the textual
sides of the words (morphemes, signs) and the same meanings in two different languages
(which is what linguists often observe in practice) needs an explanation. If the homogeny in-
volves large sets of words, random coincidence is statistically unlikely. For this reason, the
basic assumption of comparative historical linguistics is that these multiple homogeneous
coincidences indicate that any such pair of signs represents two different reflections of one
proto-sign.

The matches between the textual sides should not be necessarily exact (literal); most often,
two sets of words in two languages can be deduced from a third (hypothetical), “deep”, form
of the words through the application of regular phonetic rules. These “deep” forms, coupled
with their meanings, are considered as proto-signs, which allows for their historic interpreta-
tion. Namely, we believe them to have been integral constituents of a proto-language that is re-
flected in both of the recent languages. But if such a proto-language existed, there must also
have been a certain community of speakers that used this proto-language for communication.
This raises the question of what kind of people this community included, where it was located
and how it functioned.
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It is quite reasonable to try and find any facts from other historical disciplines that could
verify the existence of such a community. However, in doing that, one should not forget about
the basic meaning of the term “Proto-Indo-Europeans” — a hypothetical ethnos that used to
speak the reconstructed Proto-Indo-European language, which is pretty much all that we de-
finitively know about it. Consequently, it is the linguistic part of the information that shall get
priority in our research by definition.

Since most of human history lies outside the boundaries of historical records, our only
possibility of retrieving lost knowledge lies in the comparison of the results of archeological
excavations with the data of our linguistic reconstruction. As far as interdisciplinary coopera-
tion is concerned, this comparison involves two types of problems. The first one is that the cor-
relation between any particular archeological culture and any particular protolanguage cannot
be established directly: there is no reason to think that the area occupied by this culture was
inhabited at the time by speakers of only one language. Consequently, talking about, e.g., an
“Indo-European archeological culture”, generally makes little sense. The other part, of a more
subjective and technical nature, is that, unfortunately, interaction between these two disci-
plines is often belated, so that the archeologists build their models on fifty-year-old linguistic
data, and vice versa.

However, in some cases we can state that the presumable speakers of a particular proto-
language could (or could not) be the subjects of a particular culture or inhabit a particular
area. This can be established by analyzing the reconstructed lexical corpus, with a simple as-
sumption: we expect that if a word that defines, e.g., a ‘plough’, is reconstructible for a proto-
language, then the speakers of this language could talk about ploughs and, therefore, possess
them.

Now the reconstruction of the proto-lexicon involves not only the reconstruction of the
phonetic shape of the word or stem, but also the reconstruction of the word’s meaning(s).
When reconstructing the phonological aspects of the lexical entities, we have strict criteria that
help us distinguish between genetically conditioned and typologically conditioned features. In
the case of semantic reconstruction, these criteria are far more obscure. In general, linguists are
guided by vague ideas of semantic similarity; at best, they rely on typologically similar cases
of semantic change that are historically attested for different languages. Thus, the reconstruc-
tion of the so-called “world picture” for any proto-ethnos often places the researcher on shaky
ground. It is clear that such work (traditionally defined as studies in Wérter und Sachen) should
be more productive if the material were to be organized typologically. But any such typology
should be founded on compatible data sets. If we produce a “proto-cultural reconstruction”
for, e.g., Indo-European, it does not become more convincing by features that reveal any simi-
larity with the “world picture” of “archaic peoples”, regardless of whether we are talking of,
e.g., the Bushmen (San), the aboriginal Australians, or “of the Shoshonies and Blackfeet”. On
the contrary — if we do not see any differentiating features, it is highly probable that what we
have before us is not a reconstructed “world picture” that is specific for Proto-Indo-Europeans,
but a general set of typologically natural archetypes, constructed in accordance with the per-
sonal beliefs of the researcher.

For some years already, we have been working on the reconstruction of Proto-Altaic cul-
ture, using the reconstructed Proto-Altaic vocabulary. Now that, with the publication of
EDAL, we have at our disposal at least two more or less fully and reliably reconstructed proto-
lexicons for two similarly dated proto-languages (65" mill. Bc for Proto-Altaic, 5—4t mill. Bc
for Proto-Indo-European), it becomes possible to compare these proto-lexicons with particular
attention to the semantic areas that are most diagnostic for the proto-homeland and proto-
culture of both of these hypothetical ethnic groups.
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Of the two, the problem of Indo-European proto-homeland and proto-culture has a long
tradition. Today, three hypotheses on the IE proto-homeland are most popular: the Northern
Black Sea steppe area (validated in the works of M. Gimbutas and endorsed, among others, by
P. Friedrich, D. Q. Adams, ]J. P. Mallory, D. W. Anthony), the Balkans or Carpatho-Balkan area
(validated by a number of Hungarian archeologists and, in Russia, by I. M. Diakonoff, V. A. Sa-
fronov), and the Anatolian area (supported by V. V. Ivanov, T. V. Gamkrelidze, C. Renfrew).
Since the Proto-Altaic reconstruction is much younger, there is currently but one hypothesis
on the Proto-Altaic homeland, suggested by G. Ramstedt and supported by K. H. Menges —
one that is in agreement with the very name of this language family.

The basic works that are used below, as concerns the Indo-European side of the study, are
lF'amkpemnaze & Visanos 1984, Schrader & Nehring, Benveniste 1970, WP (and the database
created by S. L. Nikolaev on the basis of this dictionary?), Pok., Friedrich 1979, Renfrew 1987,
and Adams & Mallory 1997. The main source on Altaic material is EDAL; apart from that
source, we also consult some older works on Altaic linguistics, such as the series of papers by
Leningrad scholars, led by V. I. Tsintsius, that analyze fragments of the Common Altaic cul-
tural lexicon (published in such series as OC/AAS, VMIODAS, AD). Cf. also my own paper
A. Ap160 1997.

Reconstruction of semantic features in a proto-language may be formalized if we consider
the variability of the meanings of individual reflexations as a kind of polysemy (analogous to
polysemy within one language or one small group of closely related languages), and then
work with this polysemy by comparing it with the common ways of semantic derivation that
are attested in synchronic semantics.

Naturally, our definition of “proto-lexemes” will be restricted to non-derived words? or
such derivatives as can be reconstructed for the proto-language and cannot be explained as
having been separately derived in some daughter languages after a productive pattern®.

Reconstruction of lexical items that are relevant for the proto-culture involves a number of
problems concerning the semantic description of the so-called “encyclopedically loaded” se-
mantic fields, or “lexics of concrete lexicon”. It should be noted that, when working on the en-
tities of an encyclopedically loaded semantic field, the semantic description that is appropriate
for historical studies can be obtained if we divide the semantic features that structure the field
(or a lexical microsystem within the field) into “functional” ones and “formal” (or “topo-

1 http://starling.rinet.ru/cgi-bin/response.cgi?root=config&morpho=0&basename=\ data \ ie\ piet&first=1

2 The types of derived words that may, however, be included in the procedure of semantic reconstruction for
substantive entities were defined in A. 4160 1996: 29; these include diminutives (diminutive affixes are almost al-
ways semantically “empty”, working almost exclusively as stem-building morphemes), substantivated adjectives
and locative names. Such reflexations can usually be identified with primary names.

3 For this reason, we do not consider such words from Mallory & Adams 2006 as, e.g., *mldho/eh,- ‘clay’ (e.g.,
OE molde ‘sand, dust, soil’ [NE mould], Grk mdlthé ‘modelling mixture of wax and pith’, Skt mrd- ‘clay, loam’), since
they are derived (by means of heterogeneous suffixes) from the verb *mel- ‘to grind’. The second word from Mal-
lory & Adams 2006 to denote ‘clay’ (*tkwrehyyot- > Olr cré ‘clay’, Lat créta ‘chalk’, Toch A tukri and Toch B kwriye,
both ‘clay’) is rather a term for pottery material, not for a type of landscape. No PIE landscape term can be seen in
the connection between OE swelle ‘slope, rise in land’ and Toch B sale ‘mountain’, since, contra Mallory & Adams
2006, neither of them can be traced back to PIE *swelno- ‘slope’. The PToch form, according to Adams 651, can be
reconstructed in two ways: a) *sw’ile < PIE *swelo-, probably related to Germanic *swel- ‘to swell’, which is pro-
posed as the formative stem for OE swelle, but not with the same suffix; b) *s’ilwe, from a putative PIE *selwo- and
connected with Latin silva ‘forest’ (with dialectal -i- for -e-). The majority of stems, considered below, can be recon-
structed as noun stems (often as root nouns) for PIE, and their suffixal extensions in different languages can be
interpreted as adjectival or diminutive ones.
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graphic”) ones. The words whose meaning contains “functional” elements are the basic points of
the semantic structure of the field, while their “topographic” capacity and types of regular poly-
semy define the direction of semantic shifts undergone by other words of the field.

As an example, among the different names for ‘dwelling’ one often finds two types of
names for ‘house’. Those with a functional value mean not only ‘a certain type of building’,
but also ‘locus of the subject’. These words show a regular polysemy: ‘house’ — ‘the house-
dwellers’ — ‘the family living in the house’. It is clear that such words are basic for the field,
generally more frequent and better revealing the tendencies of semantic evolution within their
particular semantic field (such as English house, Russian dom). Other words (such as English
cottage, Russian xuxuna) serve to denote only specific types of buildings and do not have such
polysemy. The main problem in reconstructing the semantics of the “encyclopedically loaded”
words is to reconstruct the “topographic” features, since the functional features are generally
preserved or can be traced in the evolution of the lexical field, while the “topographic” ones
may be simply replaced along with changes in the surrounding environment, so that, in order
to trace them, we have to use indirect evidence (e.g., one can suggest the presence of a rectan-
gular type of dwelling if the language had a regular polysemy between ‘inner angle’ and ‘a
part of the dwelling’).

Another point is that it is important not only to choose the “diagnostic” proto-words that
are the most relevant ones for the problems involved, but to consider the full scope of available
etymological evidence in all thematic fields, which permits us to compose a complete picture
of the lifestyle shared by the speakers of the proto-language.

Below I list an example of a group of “proto-words”, prepared for the procedure of se-
mantic reconstruction. This is the comparison of two fragments of Proto-Indo-European and
Proto-Altaic systems of landscape terms.*

Landscape

Indo-European

Altaic

“Earth as place” — “earth as soil”

PIH *dg’hom/*dg’hem ‘earth, soil, territory, earth sur-
face’: Hitt. tékan ‘territory, soil, earth surface’, dagan,
tagan ‘down, to the earth’, HLuw takamia ‘Erde’, Luw.
tijammi id.; OInd. ksah, gen. jmdh, ksmdh ‘earth, soil,
habitation place’, Avesta zJ, gen. zamo, acc. zqm, loc.
zami ‘earth, soil, territory’; Grk. x0wv, -ovdc f. ‘earth,
soil, country’, Slavic *zem—jﬁ; *zem-v ‘earth, soil, country’;
Baltic *em-id f. ‘earth, soil, country, world’; Latin hum-us,
-i/-iis . (/m.) ‘soil’, humilis ‘low’; Tokhar A tkam, B kem
‘soil, country, earth surface’. WP I 662, Pok. 414-416,
WH 1 654, Buck 16, Kloekhorst 858-862, Adams 192,
MA 174. # ? Nostr. *DVG- ‘earth’, PA *t7igo, Kart *dig-,
Drav *TuiK- MCCHJI 342, OCHZI 1, 220.

“Earth as place”

PA *nalV ‘earth, country’: PT *jalay ‘open treeless
place, steppe, glade’; PNM *nalai ‘wide, vast’; PTM *na
‘earth, dry land, field’; Kor. *nard(h) ‘country’. # Nostr.:
Dr. *nel- ‘earth’ (DED 2913).

PA (East) *miot7 ‘earth, dry land’: Kor. *mut ‘dry
land’; PJa. *mita (~ -u-) ‘earth’.

PA (West) *rier-(k)a ‘earth, floor’: PT *jer ‘earth as
world, earth surface, territorium’; PNM *3irgi ‘litter of
grass or leaves; doormat’; PNTM *#ierke ‘earth, world;
place under the hearth’.

PA *miigda ‘earth; place’: PCT *bodun ‘people’; PM
*mu3i ‘territory, province’; PTM *megdi / *mugdi ‘step
precipitous bank’; Kor. *mat(h) ‘place, enclosed place,

4 For a detailed overview of problems usually encountered in the semantic reconstruction of landscape terms,

see Tousicroin 1969, Hesckast 1977.

The illustrative external cognates are adduced according to references; if any reference lacks, the comparison

originates from the Nostratic database made within the Tower of Babel project, mostly by S. A. Starostin,

G. S. Starostin, S. L. Nikolaev and me. See http://starling.rinet.ru/cgi-bin/main.cgi?root=config&morpho=0
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Indo-European

Altaic

PIH *wedn-/*udn- ‘earth, soil, territory’: Hitt. utne- n.
‘country, village’, Armenian getin ‘soil’ Martirosian
2006; Grk. (?) ovdag, -eog n. ‘soil, earth surface’;
Eda-Ppog (*wedn-) n. ‘floor, soil, earth surface’ WP 1 254,
Buck 17-18, Beekes 373.

PIE (Celt-Ital) *téres- ‘earth, soil, territory’: Latin terra
f. ‘earth, soil, country, world’, terrestris, -e ‘placed on the
earth’, terrenus, -a ‘earthen’; Oskish teer[tim], teriim ‘ter-
ritorium’, teras ‘terrae’; Celtic *téros-, *téres- ? > Olrish tir
n. ‘district’; Breton tir ‘earth, dry land, soil, country,
world” WP 1 737, WH 1I 636, 694, Pok. 1078-1079 (de-
rived from *ters- ‘trocknen’). # Nostr *tV¥’V ‘earth, dust’,
PA *t'or’e ‘soil, dust’, Kart *mfwe[r]-.

PIE *mag(’)h- ‘earth, soil, place’: OInd. mahi f. ‘world,
soil’; Celtic *mag- > Gallic Arganto-magus; Olrish mag
‘plain earth, unworked field’; Cymr. ma ‘place’ WP 1I
257, Pok. 709. # Nostr. *magV ‘earth’, PA *miigda, (?) Ur
*maye. MCCHI 342.

PIE *tolH-/*telH-/*tlH-(m)on ‘earth, soil, plain place’
OInd. talima- n. ‘building yard)’; Armenian thal ‘place,
district’, thatar ‘earthen’; Slavic *tvlo, Baltic *tal-u- c.
‘floor, bottom, lower part’ (OLith. Patulas ‘Gott des un-
terirdischen Reiches’, Lith. tilés f. pl. “wooden decking
on the bottom of a boat”; OPrus talus ‘Fussboden des
Zimmers’ V. 207; Patollus or Potollos ‘Gott des unterirdi-
schen Reiches’); Latin telliis, gen. -iiris f. ‘earth, dry land,
soil, country, world’; Celtic Olrish talam, gen. talman
‘soil, earth surface, territory” WP I 740, Pok. 1061, MA
174. # Nostr. *talV ‘level ground’, PA *t‘ale MCCHZI 355.

“Bad earth”

? PIE (Eur.) *mak(’)- ‘sandy soil, marsh’: Germanic
*mox-a- m. ‘sandy soil’, Celtic *m[a]k-ni- > Olrish main
‘marsh, peatbog’; Olrish macha ‘plain earth” WP II 226
(“unsicher”). Differently in Pok. 699-700. # Nostr.
*mVKV ‘hill, bank’, Ur. *mike MCCHZI 371.

yard’; Pla. *mdti ‘street, quarter’. # ? Ur. *midke ‘hill’
(MCCHJI 371).

“Earth as soil” — “bad earth” (“sand”, “marsh”,
“salt marsh”)

PA *t'ore ‘earth, soil, dust’: PCT *to¥ ‘dust’ (OT iizi
tuman turdi, asra toz turdi “The fog was hanging above,
The dust was rising below”); PNM *tor-tag ‘soot, flying
dust’; PTung *turV ‘earth as soil, territory, world’; Kor.
*tiri ‘field, steppe’, PJa. *tara ‘dirt’.

PA *sigfi ‘earth, sand; marsh’: PT *siar ‘(salt) marsh’;
PM *sirayu ‘soil, dust’; PITM *siru- ‘sand’; Kor. *hirk
‘earth as soil’; PJa. *situ ‘marshland, fen, swampy soil’.

PA *maro ‘sand, cobble-stone soil, marsh’: PT *bor
‘soil, clay, chalk’; PNM *mara- ‘salt marsh’, PNTung
*mar- ‘moor, marsh’; Kor. *mor(y)di ‘sand’, mamdra-
‘coarse, cobble-stone soil’; PJa. *mana-n-kua ‘sand’.

PA (West) *kiumo ‘sand, earth’: PT *Kum ‘sand’; PM
*kumaki ‘earth as soil; powders’; PTung *kiime ‘seashore,
beach; barrow’.

PA (West) *kia3urV ‘sand, salt marsh, earth’: PT *Kgjir
‘sandy, mellow soil; soil; pebble; pebbly; salt marsh’;
PM *ku3ir ‘salt marsh’; PNTung *kujur- ‘to cover with
ground; to bury’.
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Indo-European

Altaic

“Sand — pebble” (+ “sandbank, beach”)

PIE *k(’)ag(’)hl- ‘pebble’: Grk. kdxAng, -nkoc ‘Stein,
Kiesel’ m. ‘pebble in river-bed’; Germanic *xagl-a- m., n.
‘hail” WP I 338, Pok. 518.

PIE (Eur.) * g’eis- ‘gravel, sand’: Baltic *jeis—r—{f f., -a-
c., *3is-r-a- c. ‘gravel, coarse sand’; Germanic *kis-a- m.,
n., *kis-il-a- m. ‘gravel, sand’ WP I 553, Pok. 356. #
Nostr. *kwiswV ‘sand’: Alt. *kiasurV ‘sand, steppe, earth’
EDAL 693-694; Ur. *kO¢V ‘Sand; sandige Stelle’ UEW
226; Kart. Georg. ken¢- ‘pebble’ (cf. Georg. kvisa, Svan.
kwise ‘sand’ ?); Drav. SDr *kesar- (*-i-) ‘mud, mire’ DED
2020. Blazek 1992 135; ND 954, 990a, 1103; A. Dybo 2005.

PIE (GA) *K’ork-/*k’rk- ‘pebble’: Olnd. sarkara- m.,
Sdrkara f. ‘pebble, gravel; granulated sugar’; Grk. kookn,
KQOKAAN f. ‘smoothed pebble on a seacoast’” WP I 463,
Pok. 615, Buck 51, MA 547.5

PIH *pe(n)s- ‘sand, pebble’: Hitt. passila- c. ‘pebble’,
(?) passu-, pissu- ‘stone block’; OInd. paritsii- m., pansuka-
n. ‘sand, dust’; Avesta pgsnu- ‘dust, sand’; Slavic *pés-vkv
‘sand’ WP II 68, Pok. 824 (deriv. from *pes- ‘blasen’; this
could explain sporadic nasalisation but is not quite sat-
isfactory from the semantic point of view), Kloekhorst
650, 652, MA 499.

? PIE *psabh- ‘sand, pebble’: Grk. pappo-c f. (/m.),
Papp-n f. ‘sand’, Pripo-c £. ‘pebble’; Latin sabulum, -1 n.
‘sand, pebble’, sabuld, -onis m. ‘coarse-grained sand,
gravel’ WH II 458. Differently in Pok. 145-146, MA 499.

? PIE *samHdh- ‘sand’: Armenian awaz ‘sand’; Grk.
apaBo-¢ f. ‘sand’; Germanic *samd-a- m., f. ‘sand’ Frisk
184, Buck 1.215. Differently in Pok. 145-146, MA 499.

“Ore”

PIE *woHr-/*owHr- ‘ore, ore-bearing soil’: OInd. valu-
ka- f. ‘sand’, Germanic *aur-a- n., m.; *iir-a- n. ‘iron sand,
ore’ Orel 437; Latin urium, -1 n. ‘gob’; Celtic Olrish #iir
‘earth, clay’; Tokhar A waryaric, B warafice ‘sand, gold
dust’ Adams 578, differently Mayr. EWA 2, 547.

Many names for different types of stones:¢

PIH *haek(’)ho-mon, *ka-mon (< *keh,-mon-) ‘stone, rock’:
Hitt. aku- c. ‘stone’, akuwant- ‘stony’; Olnd. dsman-
‘stone, rock; firmament, cloud’; Avesta asman- ‘stone,
sky’, OPers. asman- ‘sky’, Grk. &kpwv, — ovog m. ‘an-

PA (West) *tap’o(rV) ‘earth as soil, dust’: PT *topra-k
‘earth as soil’; PM *toyur- ‘soil; dust’; PTung *tap- ‘clay;
to soil’.

“Sand — pebble” (+ “sandbank, beach”)

PA (East) *3ajk'V ‘pebble’: PTM *Saxar(a) ‘pebble’;
Kor. *¢jaka- ‘pebble; mother-of-pearl’.

PA *sdjV ‘pebble; shallow place’: PT *saj ¢ shallow
place with pebbles; arroyo with pebbles; wadi; river’;
PNM “*sajir ‘river-bed, pebble’; PTung *saj- ‘sandy
mound’; Kor. *sai-m ‘spring, shallow well’; Pla. *sdi
‘sandbank’.

PA *dl’i ‘sand, clay’: PT *aAu > PCT *asu ‘red clay’,
PM *ele(r)-sii ‘sand, pebble’; PTung *al- ‘dirt; bight’; PJa.
*1sd-, *isud ‘shore, coast’.

PA (East) *iyu ‘sandbank’ PTM *(x)ina ‘sand or peb-
ble on the riverbank, sandbank; spit’; Kor. *ja ‘reef, rock
in a sea’; PJa. *ia ‘bay’.

A single name for stone:
PA *tj(il’i ‘stone’: PT *dial’ ‘stone’; PM *Cilayu ‘stone’;

PTung *Sola ‘stone’; Kor. *torh ‘stone’; PJa. *(d)isi ‘stone’.

5 According to MA, the argument against the IE origin in this and many other cases is that “there are compa-

rable forms in non-IE languages, so this is probably a substrate word”. Naturally, without any specific hypotheses

that speak strongly in favor of borrowing, this argument does not need to be taken into consideration.

6 See also MA 547-548.
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Indo-European Altaic

vil’, Slavic *kamy, gen. -ene, Baltic *ak-mo (*ak-men-es)
‘stone’; Germanic *xam-ar-a- m.; *xam-al-; *xum-VI-
‘stone, rock, hammer’; Celtic Gallic acaunum ‘rock, cliff,
lump, block’. WP I 28, Pok. 18-22. The variability of re-
flexations could be caused by the contamination of two
stems, presumably *akmon/r- ‘stone’” and *k’em-er/n-
‘sky, cloud’ (cf. Hitt. kammara- c. ‘Wolke, Dunst, Qualm,
Rauch’ Tischler 472-473, Germ. *xim-in-a-, *xim-il-a- m.,
Celt. Gael. cwmwl, Bret. koumoul, Corn. comol ‘cloud’ —
here rather than borrowed < Lat. cumulus ‘heap’ [Dif-
ferently in Pok.]).

PIE *glewH- ‘round stone, lump’: Olnd. glau- m.
‘round lump’; ? Slavic *gly-b-a ‘lump’; Germanic *kliuw-
an- m., n., -0(n-) f; *klunj-a- n. ‘round stone’; Celtic
Olrish glo-snathe, glao-snathe ‘plummet’. WP I 612, Pok.
363 (sub *gel- ‘round’).

? PIE *twrd-/*tword- ‘hard stone, quartz; hard as
quartz’: Grk. ododwo-v n. ‘name of a precious stone,
jewel’, ‘Sarder, Karneol’; Slavic *tvordv(jv) ‘hard’; ? Bal-
tic > Lith. tvirta-s ‘fest, stark, hart’ (acute because of
Winter’s law; -f-secondarily), Germanic *[S]wart-
‘quartz’ WP 1 747 (differently in ®acmep and Pok. 1101,
Beekes 1308 (derived from &odelc)).

? PIE *k’eHil- ‘stone, rock, stone flag’: Olnd. gila f.
‘stone, rock, cliff’; Armenian sal ‘stone flag, anvil’ WP 1
454, Pok. 541-542 (from k’é(i)- : k’6(i)- : k’a(i)- ‘to sharp-
en’), Mayr. EWA 2, 640 (“Nicht aufgekldrt”). # Nostr.
*kEIV ‘stone’, Kart *kI-, Drav *kal-.

PIE *lep- ‘stone, rock’ Grk. Aémag n. ‘nude rock,
cliff’, Aemawo- ‘rocky, cliffy’; Latin lapis, gen. -idis m. (/f.)
‘stone, jevel’ (< *I,p-ed-s), Umbric abl. vapere ‘throne’ WP
11 431, WH 1 761, Pok. 678, Beekes 848 (“Mediterannean
borrowing”).

PIE *Hond-/*Hnd- ‘stone, rock’: OInd. ddri- m. ‘stone,
rock, mountain’; Celtic *ondes-: Mlrish ond, onn, gen.
uinde ‘stone, rock’ Pok. 778, Mayr. EWA 1165, MA 547.

PIE *pels-/*pls- ‘stone, rock’: OInd. pasana- m., pasi f.,
pasya- n. ‘stone, rock’; Iranian Pashto pargd ‘stone, rock’;
Grk. méAAa f. ‘stone’; Germanic *filz-d- n., *filis-a-;
*fulVs- ‘rock’; Celtic *plso- > Olrish all, gen. alle ‘rock,
cliff’ Pok. 807, MA 548, Mayr. EWA 2, 125, Beekes 1168
(“Pre-Greek™).

PIE *steh,i-(n-) ‘stone, pebble’: Grk. ot f., otiov n.
‘pebble’; Slavic *sténa ‘stone, rock, wall’; Germanic *stai-
n-a- m. ‘stone’. WP II 610 f., Pok. 1010-1011 (as deriv.
from stdi- ‘to condense, press together’, which is se-
mantically unlikely), Beekes 1405.

PIE *¢’hwerzd-, *¢’herzdw- ‘sharp stone, gravel’: Avest.

zarstva- n. ‘stone’; Grk. xéooog (att. xéppoc) f. ‘Festland’,

7 The rule of regular depalatalization before resonants in Balt. and Slav. (MA 547) does not work, cf. Slav.
*ostrv < ¥os-r-, Balt. *ac¢-r-u- id., Lith. sldpia- ‘nass, feucht’ etc.
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Slavic *guursta, *quorsto, *Zvrstvd, *grostvd, Baltic *Swifzd-
a- c., -ia- c., -id- f. ‘gravel’; Latin pl. herna, gen. -orum
‘stones, rocks’ (*¢’hers-no-; sabin. nach Serv. Aen.) WH 1
643, Beekes 1626, Fraenkel 1328, Pok. 445446 (as deriv.
from *g’her- ‘starren’, which is semantically unlikely).
PIE *lehyw- (léu- : lou- Pok.) ‘stone’: Gr. hom. Aaag,
‘Stein’
*ANpac; Adpafo]oc n.), att. Aaag und Aac m., Gen.

Gen. Aaog (Ausgleichung von urspriingl.
Aaov usw.; hom. AatyE, Pl A&'[yysg f. ‘Steinchen’
(wohl mit Suffixtausch fiir *Aaiyx-, vgl. kelt. *liyank-)
[Differently by Beekes 817, MA 547: Myc. ra-e-ja ‘of
stone’and Cypr. la-0-se show the lack of F]; koataiAewg
‘hartfelsig’ (*-AnFog); att. Aevw ‘steinige’ (éAevoONV),
Aevotrjo ‘Steiniger’ (aus *Anvo-, idg. *léus-); ablaut.
(*laus-) Aavotrio m. ‘Steinarbeiter’ > ‘miihselig, elend,
mit Steinen belegter Hausgang’; neben dem -ag-St. ein
-ap-St. *Aapap als Grundlage von att. Aavoa, ion.
Aavgn ‘in Fels gehauener Weg, Gasse’, Aavgov -
HéTaAAOV aQYyvEov apa ABnvaioc Hes., Berg Name
Aavgeov; Alb. leré, -a ‘Gestein, Felssturz’ (*lau.rd), Celt.
*liyank-, < PIE. *leyank- ‘stone’. WP II 405, Pok. 683,
Matasovic 242 (*lehju-s, Gen. *lhyw-os).

Flat part of relief: “plain earth” — “uncultivated
earth” —
PIE (Eur.) *k()aito- ‘forest, uncultivated earth, pas-

“free space™®

ture’: Germanic *xdid-i-z f. ‘uncultivated earth, pasture’
Orel 154; Latin bii-cetum ‘(cow) pasture’; Celtic *kayto-
‘wood’. WP 1328 f, Buck 47, Pok. 521, Matasovic¢ 198.

PIE (Eur.) *londh-/*Indh- ‘free land, heath, steppe’:
Slavic *lgda, *l¢do, *lgdja ‘waste ground, clearing over-
grown with trees’; Baltic *lind-a- n. ‘valley’; Germanic
*land-a- n.; ‘place, field’ Orel 235; Celtic *landa ‘open
land, pasture, steppe’ WP II 438, Pok. 675, Trautmann
157 (from lendh- ‘Lende; Niere’, semantically unlikely),
Matasovic 232.

PIE *wen-/*wn- ‘outside, forest, field’: Olnd. vina- n.
‘forest, tree’; Avesta vana- ‘tree’, MPers. van, NPers. bun
‘tree’; Slavic *vvnv ‘outside’; Germanic *win-jo £., *wun-
jo f. ‘meadow’ WP 1258 (differently in Pok. 1146-1147).

PIE *ghaw- ‘space around the village, waste land’:
Arm. gavarr ‘Landstrich, Gegend’; Grk. xdoc, -eoc/-ouvg
n. ‘unbeschrinkter Raum, Luftraum; weite Kluft,
Schlund’; ‘Chaos’; Germ. *gau-ja- n., -jo f., -jan- m.
‘country, environment’ Orel 128. WP I 465, Pok. 449 (as
deriv. from ghéu- : $ho(u)- : hou- ‘to yawn, gape’ which
is sem. unlikely). # Nostr. PA *kéba(rV) ‘field, steppe’ 749.

Flat part of relief: hilly steppe. “Plain earth” —
“steppe” — “eminence”

PA *kéba(rV) ‘field, steppe’ PM *keyere ‘open field,
steppe, waste ground; taiga; wlderness’; PNTung *keber-
‘meadow, tundra, plain earth’; PJa. *kdpi ‘a valley be-
tween mountains’

PA (West)
plain earth (as opposition to gol ‘valley’ and diag ‘moun-
tain’); PNM *¢oli-d ‘region dotted with lakelets’; PTM
*Culbi- ‘hill, mound’.

*¢oli ‘steppe’s PCT *¢ol ‘desert, steppe,

PA (West) *kiare ‘plateau steppe, eminence’: PT *Kir
‘plateau, eminence, hilly steppe, desert; a single moun-
tain; mountain top; plain earth; edge, bank’; PM “kira
‘mountain ridge’; PTung *xiari- ‘talus, precipice’

“Plain earth” — “open space” — “unpopulated
space”

PA *biogo ‘place, open place’: PNM *buji- ‘far off, un-
populated (place)’; PTM *biga ‘field, steppe’, Pla. *pia
‘room, place; surroundings’.

PA *pala ‘plain earth’: PT *(h)ala-n ‘open place, glade,
meadow, plain earth, hills on the plain’; PTM *pala-n
‘glade, plain place; floor’; Kor. *par(h)- ‘fields, mead-
ows’; PJa. *para ‘field, plain earth, steppe’.

8 PIE *rowa- ‘to open’ > ‘free space, plain earth’: Avesta ravah- ‘space, room’, ravas-carit- ‘free’; Germanic

*rim-a- m., *raum-a- m. ‘space, room’; Latin ris, riiris ‘country, village, field’; Celtic Olrish rde, roi ‘plain field’
(*rowesia), ré ‘space, room’ (*réwid); Tokhar A, B ru- ‘to open’. WP 11 356 f., WH II 454, Pok. 874 — this is apparently

a group of separate derivatives.
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PIE *pol-/*pel-/*pl- ‘field, plain earth’: Armenian hot
‘soil, earth, field’; Slavic *pol-j-e; *pol-n-ina ‘field; waste
ground’; Germanic *fel-d-a- n., m. Orel 97, *ful-d-o(n-) f.,
Orel 117 ‘plain earth, field, pasture’, *fal-on- f. (> OSwed
fala ‘Ebene, bes. baumlose; Heide’) WP 1II 61; Pok. 805—
807 (together with pela-, pla- ‘wide, plain’; but these re-
flexes have no traces of *-H-). # Nostr. PA *p'ala ‘field,
level ground’, Drav. *pal- ‘plain, valley’.

PIE *dhon-(w-) ‘plain earth, wild place’: Ind. dhdnus-
n., dhdnvan- m., n. ‘desert, arid land’; dhinu-, dhanii- f.
‘sandbank, sandy shore’; Germ. *dan-jo f., *dan-ja- n.,
etc. ‘den, forest dale’; VLat. danea ‘area’. WP 1 853, Pok.
249 (together with dhen- ‘surface of hand’).

Valley

PIH *Har- ‘valley, vale, dale; grotto; swamp’: Hitt.
hari- c. ‘valley’; Armenian ayr ‘Spelunke, Grotte’; Baltic
*ar-mo (-men-) c. ‘swamp, marsh’. Tischler 172-173.

PIE *ank(’)o- ‘meadow, valley’ Grk. dyxog n. ‘Berg-
schlucht, Felsental’, Germanic *ang-io f.; *ang-ia- n.;
*ang-r-a- m. ‘meadow’ Orel 19. WP 1 60 £, Buck 28.P I 60,
Pok. 45-47 (sub ank-, ang- ‘to bow’).

PIE *dholo-s: Iranian *dara- / darna- ‘ravine, valley’,
Celtic *dold ‘meadow, dale’ (Wels dol ‘valley, meadow’),
Germ. *dal-a- n., m., *dol-, *dalj-a- m., n., *dal-jo(n-), ?
*dil-jo(n-) f. (ON dalr ‘valley’, NE dale, OHG tal, Goth
dals, Eng dell (*dhol-yo-), Slav. *dolv (*dhol-u-) ‘valley,
under side’, WP 1 864, Pok. 245-246, MA 618, DCISI 11
344-345, Beekes 551, Matasovic 103.

PIE *lonko/d-: Baltic *lanka (Lith. lanka ‘valley, river-
meadow’, Lett. laiitka ‘low long flatland’), Slavic *loka
‘gulf, valley, meadow, marsh’, Preromanian (Celt.?)
*lanka ‘depression, bed of a river’ (< *lonkd), Tocharian B
lenke “valley; cleft’. WP II 435, Trautmann 159, Pok. 676—
677, Adams 3043, MA 618.

Meadow

PIE (Eur.) *wongh- ‘meadow, field’: Baltic *wang-u- c.,
“wang-a f., *wang-it-ii ‘meadow, field’ (OLith. vanga
‘Acker’, Lett. uddzite ‘kleiner Bach; sumpfige Stelle im
Wald’, OPrus. Wangus ‘Dammerau’; Kur. > Lett. vaiiga
‘feuchte Wiese mit hohem Gras’); Germanic *wang-a- m.
‘meadow, field” Pok. 1149 (Germ., sub ye-n-gh- ‘to be
bent’).

PIE (Celt-Ital) *prat- ‘meadow, hillock’: Lat. pratum, -1
n. ‘Wiese’, Celt. *rat- > MlIr rath, raith f. ‘Erdwand, Erd-
bank’; MCymr. bed-rawt ‘Grabhiigel, Grab’, Cymr.
beddrod m. ‘Grabhiigel, Grab’, Bret. bez-ret ‘Begrabnis-
platz, Friedhof’. WH II 358.

PIE *louk- ‘woodless field, lawn, glade’: OInd. lokd-
m. ‘free, open space, world, place’; Baltic *lauk-a- m.

PA (West) *tile ‘open place’: PM *tala ‘steppe, open
place’; PTM *talgi- ‘far from the shore, open sea; quiet
sea surface’ # MCCHJI 355 (PIE *tels-).

Valley

PA *goblu ‘valley’: PCT *Kol ‘river valley; ravine’; PM
*qowl ‘river, river valley; center’; PManch *gola ‘middle
of river bed, valley between mountains’; Kor. *kor ‘val-
ley’; PJa. *kura ‘deep valley’
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‘field; woodless place in a forest’;, Germanic *ldux-0 /
*laug-0 f. ‘lawn, glade’; Latin liicus, -i m. ‘sacred grove’,
Oskish liivkei ‘in 1acd’, ? Tokh. A lok, B lauke ‘far’ WP 11
408, WH 1 828; Pok. 687-690 (sub leuk- ‘to shine’).

PIE *poyHw-a ‘meadow’: Grk. att. tda, ep.-ion. moin,
dor. motar ‘Gras, Kraut, Rasenplatz’, aus *mowpa; Balt.
*poywa > Lith. pieva (1) f. ‘meadow’ WP II 72, Pok. 793
794 (sub pei(a)-, pi- ‘fat, milk’), Beekes 1214. # To IE *poi-,
Nostr *pVnV ‘to graze’ MCCHA 354, OCHA1 3, 106-111.

If we interpret the variability of the meanings as polysemy within a language family, cer-
tain definite differences between Altaic and Indo-European may be observed. Thus, it appears
that the type of polysemy that is quite familiar for us (“earth as place” — “earth as soil”) is
characteristic of Indo-European languages, but significantly less so for the Altaic languages,
where the meaning “earth as soil” is often connected with such meanings as “bad soil”,
“marsh”, “sand”, “salt marsh”. On the other hand, the Altaic languages have another series of
words meaning “sand”, related to the meanings “pebbles” and “shallow place”, and this word
group has an exact semantic analog in the Indo-European languages. While there is only one
name for “stone” in the Altaic languages, we find many names for different types of stones in
Indo-European (which brings to mind the well-known story about the lack of a general name
for “snow” in Eskimo and the diversity of specific names for different types of snow). Almost
obligatorily figuring among the meanings related to the sense of “flat place, plain” in various
Altaic groups is the meaning “hill, mound, mountain” — something that would be quite
atypical of Indo-European languages. Common words meaning “meadow” as a clearing in-
side a wood exist in PIE but are absent in PA. This means that the ideas of the corresponding
landscape objects must have been significantly different for speakers of Proto-Altaic and
Proto-Indo-European.

Let us now try to demonstrate, as completely as possible, the sets of landscape terms that
are reconstructible for PIE and for PA.

Mountainous terrain

Indo-European

Altaic

Mountains

PIE *¢“hir- [*¢“hior- ‘mountain’: Pllr *gari-, Ind. giri-
m. ‘mountain’, PIran. *gari- ‘Berg’, Grk. dewpdg, -adog,
kret. dnoac f. ‘Anhdhe, Bergriicken’ (Hes.), dewpa
‘mountain range’ (Pind.) (< *¢“hir-ya-); Booéac ‘Nord-
wind’ (< *¢g*hior-), Alb. gur ‘Felsen, Stein’ (*g“.ri-); Slav.
*oord (*g“ar-d) ‘mountain > mountain forest’, Balt. *qur-
a- > Lith. gura-s ‘Bergvorsprung’, *gir-ja ‘forest, tree’ WP
I 682, Pok. 477-478, Buck 25, 48, MA 270, Beekes 227,
311, OCU I, 191-192. # Nostr. *¢“VrV ‘mountain, hill’,
PA *kuri, Ur *kurs, Kart *gora, Drav “*kur- (*-d-).
Crapoctus 2007, 804.

? PIE *mon-(ti-) ‘mountain’: Plran. *mnti- > Av. mati
‘Vorsprung des Gebirgs’, Ital. > Lat mons, -tis m. ‘Berg,
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Cliffs

PA (West) *kadV ‘rock’: PCT *K(i)aja ‘rock’; PM *kada
‘rock’; PTM *kada- ‘rock’.

PA (West) *bajV ‘rock’: PCT *bAjéir ‘hill, foot-hill; out-
ness’; PNM *baji-¢a ‘rock’; PNTung *baj- ‘rock, cliff’

PA (East) *pdk'o ‘rock, cliff: PSTung *pakta ‘hill,
mound; precipice; sand bank’; ? PKor *pahdi ‘rock’; PJa
*paki ‘steep rock’.

Hills, slopes

PA *tiijpe ‘top of a mountain’: PT *depé ‘hill, top’; PM
*dobu / *dobe ‘hill’; PTM *diij- (~ *diib-) ‘shore; mountain
top; taiga region’; PJa. *(d)ipa ‘rock, cliff.



Language and archeology: some methodological problems

Indo-European

Altaic

Gebirge’, Celt. *monijo- > Olr -monid; Cymr mynydd,
Corn meneth, Bret menez ‘Berg’ WP 1I 263, Pok. 726 (sub
*men- ‘to tower’), MA 270, Matasovic 277.

PIH *peru-(n-) ‘mountain top’: Hitt. peru-na- (piruna-)
c. ‘Fels’ (Friedrich 167), perunant- ‘rocky’, pirwa- ‘bes-
timmte Art von Felsen (auch als Gottheiten)’ (Friedrich
170); Ind. pdrvata- m., parvati-, parvatf f. ‘mountain, hill,
rock’; paru- m. ‘mountain’, Av. paurvati- ‘mountain’;
Tokh. ? A parem ‘rock, stone’. MA 547. # Nostr. *pVrV
‘mountain, top’, PA *p(élre ‘top, mountain top’, Kart
Georg. prialo ‘step rock’, Drav *par- ‘pebble, gravel’;
*par- ‘rock, stone slab’.

PIE (Eur.) *kaln- ‘narrow passage’: Slav. *koln-vcv ‘ra-
vine, narrow passage between mountains’; Lat. callis, -is
m. ‘schmaler Bergpfad, Triftweg, Gebirgstriften’. WP I
356, WH I 140, Pok. 524, CCJI 10, 140.

PIE *¢eHup-/*¢Hup- ‘cave, den, mines’: Grk. yomm f.
‘den, vulture’s nest’ (Hes.), Slav. *Ziipa ‘salt mine;
grave’; Germ. *kuf-én-/*kof-én- m. ‘cove, cave’ Orel 222.
WP 1 555, ®acmep 2, 65-66, Beekes 292 (“European sub-
strate words”). # Nostr *kop'a ‘hole, empty’, PA *kobii
‘hollow, cavity’, Ur *koppa, Kart *kwab-. OCH 1, 232—
233, MCCH:I 358.

PIH *kolHn-, *kolHm- ‘top, hill, rock’: Hitt. kalmara-,
Luw. kalmaha- ‘Berg’; Grk. xoAwvog m., koAwvn f.
‘Hiigel, Anhohe, Stein-, Grabhiigel’; ? koAodpwv m.
‘Gipfel, Spitze, Hohepunkt® statt *koAadov auf Grund
eines *kolp-bho-s)’; Balt. “kaln-a- ) c, *kalw-d 1) f.
‘mountain’; Germ. *xall-u- c., *xull-i- c.; *xulm-a- m., -an-
m. ‘stone, rock’ Orel 157; Ital. Lat collis, -is, abl. colle/colli
m. ‘Hiigel, Anhohe’; columen, (jiinger) culmen, -inis n.
‘Hohepunkt, Gipfel, First’ [Celt. *kluka: Olr., Ir., Gael.
cloch ‘stone, rock’, — non-IE borrowing in Matasovic¢
210]. WP 1433, WH 1197, Pok. 544, Buck 23-24, Beekes
742, MA 270 (as deriv. from *kelh;- ‘rise, stand’).

Hills, slopes

? PIE (PGA) *tung“- ‘hillock’: Ind. turiga- m. ‘eleva-
tion, height, mountain’; tunga- ‘prominent, lofty, high’
Mayr. KEWA 1, 508 (“Nicht iiberzeugend erklart”);
Grk. tOppo-¢ m. ‘mound, burial mound, grave’ Beekes
1517 (“Pre-Greek/Mediterannean word” because of
Corcyr. topog). WP 1 706. Or Greek = Lat. tumulus
‘earth-hill’, Arm. tumb ‘landfill, earthen wall’, Celt.
*tumbo- ‘excrescence, hill’ (Matasovi¢ 394); if so, PIE
*tum-bh-, not related with Ind. See Pok. 1072 (all from
*teHw- ‘to swell’).

PIE *k(’)onHm-/k(’yneHm- ‘slope, mountain forest™
Grk. kvnué-¢ m. ‘Berghang, Bergvorspur, Bergwald’
Beekes 723; Germ. *xamm-a- m. ‘mountain forest, fenced
land’ WP 1 460, Pok. 613-614.

PA (East) *tidu ‘elevation’: PTM *didii (~ 3-) ‘mountain
ridge’; PKor *tutdn ‘hill, elevation’; PJa. *tutimi ‘dike’.

PA (West) *dion($)e ‘slope, bank’: (?) PT *jan ‘side’,
PNM *den3i ‘terrace (between the steppe and the river
bank)’, PTung *dunse ‘dry land, coast; wood, taiga’.

PA (East) *anta(gV) ‘hill, slope’: PTM *antaga ‘slope of
a mountain’; PKor *antak(h) ‘hill’; PJa. *antuma ‘East’ #
PIE *ant- (MCCHSI 354).

PA biosd-gV ‘woodless mountain slope’: CT *basig
‘field’; PNTung *bosoga ‘northern slope’; PJa *basdi
‘early rice’.

PA *biuge ‘slope, hill’: ? PT > Oghuz *bdgiir ‘mountain
slope’; PNM *biyeriig ‘mountain slopes, hill’; PTung
*buga(n) ‘hill, mound’; ? PKor *pahéi ‘rock’; PJa *ba ‘hill,
hillock’.

PA *k‘uri ‘hill, cliff’: PCT *Korum ‘rock, cliff, heap of
stones’; PNM *kiir ‘precipice, rock’; PTM *xuré ‘moun-
tain, rock’; PKor *kordy ‘embankment, boundary’; PJa
*kurua ‘dike, boundary’. # PIE *g“er- (WP 1, 682).

PA (West) *sira ‘hill, high mountain’: PT *sért ‘moun-
tain ridge’; PNM “*siro- ‘rock, high mountain’; PTung
*sirk- ‘small hillock, cape’.

PA ik ‘hill: PNM *(h)ukaya ‘hill; PTM *(x)uKu-
hill’; PJa *béka “hill’.

PA (West) *jﬁr’lu ‘pit, ravine’: PT *7jn ‘pit, lair’; PNM
*oni ‘defile, gorge’; PSTung *usii ‘small river, brook’.

To cross mountains

PA *al’a ‘to cross (a mountain)’: PCT *(i)dA- ‘to cross
(a mountain); to surpass’; PM “alu- ‘on the other side;
far away’; PTM *ala- ‘to cross (a mountain); mountain
pass’; PJa “asu ‘steep bank, precipice’. # PIE *al- ‘other
side’ (MCCHSI 372, OCHSI 1, 274-275).

PA *dapa ‘to cross (a mountain)’: PM *daba- ‘cross (a
mountain)’; PTM *dab- ‘to cross (a river)’; PJa *dama
‘mountain’.
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PIE (Eur.) *sledh- ‘gentle slope, valley’: Balt. *sle(d)-
n-a-, *sled-n-u- adj., *slé(d)-n-id f. (2), *slé(d)-sn-a- adj. (1),
*sle(d)-sn-a- adj. ‘flat, low (about a terrain); valley’,
Germ. *sladan (n) ‘valley’. Orel 348; Fraenkel 829.

PIE *ro(H)y-n-/w-/k- ‘elevated stripe of land, sand-
bank’: Ind. renii- m. ‘dust, sand’, Iran. *rai-ka- ‘sand’
(Mayr. EWA 1, 459); ESlav. *rénv ‘Sandbank’ (Vasm. 3,
470); Balt. *roiw-a f., *riw-a f., -id f. (Lith. rieva (4) ‘Riff,
Steikluft, Fels, Klippe, Hiigel’; Lett. rive, r7va ‘erhhter
Streifen’) Fraenkel 692; Germ. *rai-n-a-z m., *rai-n-o(n-)
f. ‘boundary, strip of land, ridge’ Orel 296; Celt. *royno-
‘route, road, mound’ Matasovi¢ 316. WP II 343, Pok.
326-332 (sub *er- : or- : r- ‘to move’).

Water landscape

Indo-European

Altaic

Water-meadows, swamps

PIE *selo/es- ‘water-meadow’: Ind. sdras- n. ‘lake,
pond, pool’ Mayr. EWA 2, 708; Grk. éAoc n. ‘feuchte
Wiese, sumpfige Niederung, Marschland’, éAelog ‘pa-
lustris’ Beekes 415; Slav. *selo n. (b) ‘ploughed field;
soil, country’ @acmep 3, 596, Derksen 444 (but not to
Lith. sala f. 4 ‘island’ etc.!) WP II 507; Pok. 901; MA 370
(+ Wels heledd ‘meadow along the river’ < *sel-iya).

PIE *pa(H)lw- ‘clay, mud, morass’: Ind. palvala- n.
‘pool, small tank, pond’ Mayr. EWA 2, 104; Grk. mnAog
Hes., Dor. maAdc m. ‘Lehm, Ton, Schlamm, Kot, Mo-
rast’” Beekes 1186 (“without convincing etymology”);
Balt. *pal-ia- f. ‘Sumpf, Moor’ Fraenkel 1, 532; Lat. paliis,
gen. -idis f. ‘stehendes Wasser, Sumpf, Pfiitze’ WH 2,
243 (Alb. piit ‘Wald’ borrowed from Balk.-Rom. *padiilem
< Lat. paliidem, Orel AlbD 353). WP II 55, Pok. 798-801
(sub *pela- ‘full’) # Nostr. *pVIV ‘wash, flow’, PA *p'ole
‘wet, succulent; grass, plant’, Ur. *piilks.

? PIE *il-u- ‘silt’ (rather ‘mud’): Grk. _[/\ég, -Vog f.
‘Schlamm, Kott, Morast’ Beekes 589; Slav. *jilv ‘bog, silt,
mud’ Derksen 211 (*jvlv); Balt. *l-u- (1) adj. > Lett. ils
‘very dark’. WP I 163, Pok. 499, MA 370-371. # Nostr.
*nelV ‘earth’: PA *nalV ‘earth, land’; Drav. *niél- ‘earth’
(DED 2913). A. As160 2000.

PIE (Eur.) *balH- ‘marsh’: Slav. *bol-no-je n. (a) ‘low
meadow’ Derksen 53; Balt. *bal-d f. ‘Morast’ Fraenkel 1,
30, Germ. *pol-az ‘pool’ Falk & Torp 151, Orel 293 (Celt.
Ir poll, pull; Cymr pwll < Germ.?). WP II 176 # Nostr.
*palV ‘swamp, marsh’, PA *bidlu ‘dirt, mud’. MCCHSI
331, OCHJI 2, 97-98.

PIE (Eur.) *bholHt-om ‘marsh’: Slav. *bolto n. (a)
‘swamp’ Derksen 53; Balt. OPrus. *balt-an ‘marsh’ (in
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Water-meadows, swamps

PA *t'ena ‘lowland’: PCT *tEy ‘pond’; PTM *téy ‘low-
land; wide lake’; PJa *tani ‘valley’.

PA (West) *nékn ‘lowland, water meadow’: PNM
*nigu ‘water-meadow’; PTM *nek-te ‘lowland’.

PA (East) *miisV ‘swamp, pond’: PNTung. *miisa
‘grassy marsh’; PKor *més ‘pond, swamp’.

PA *lepu(-nV) ‘swamp’: PNM *lobku ‘marshy ground’;
PTM *lebé(n)- ‘swamp, marsh’; PKor *nip(h) ‘swamp,
marsh’; PJa *niima ‘swamp, marsh’.

PA *kuti ‘bog, marsh’: PCT *Kiite(re) ‘bog, marsh’;
PTM *kuta ‘bog, pond’; PJa *kutai ‘bog, marsh’.

PA (West?) *tét'o ‘swamp, water pool’: PCT *TAdgun
‘a big river’; PTM *detu ‘swamp, mossy meadow’; PJa
*da(n)ta ‘backwater’.

PA *sipe ‘swamped ground, swamp vegetation’: PNM
*siber ‘swamped forest’; PTM “sibe ‘horse-tail, swamped
ground where it grows’; PJa *simpa ‘turf’.
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toponyms, Toriopos 1, 189, MaZziulis 1, 132); {Lett. Balates
kalns ‘Sumpfberg’ < Slav.}; Germ. *puld-r m.: ONord.
poll-r m. ‘runde Bucht, Teich’, MDutch polre, polder m., f.
‘polder; dijk’; Dutch polder ‘Marschland’ (> EFris. polder
‘Marschland’) De Vries 427; Alb. balté f. (< *balta, NP1
neu.), Balt. m. ‘swamp’ (> Rum. baltd ‘swamp’, Middle
Greek BaAtoc) Orel AlbD 15-16; near can be Illyr. *balta
‘Sumpf’, Lat. blatea f., ‘Kotkliimpchen’, ODalm. balta
‘Sumpfsee’. WP II 176, Pok. 118-120 (mixed).

PIE (Eur.) *k()woin- ‘marsh’: Germ. *xwain-6 ‘swampy
field’ Orel 197, *xwin- id. Falk & Torp 86; Lat. caenum, -1
n. ‘Schmutz, Schlamm, Kot, Unflat’ WH 1, 132; Celt. Olxr.
coennach ‘Moos’ WP 1 469, Pok. 628 (sub k’uei- ‘dirt’).

PIE (Eur.) *dhong™- ‘bog, marsh’: Balt. *dang-a f. ‘bog,
marsh’ (> Lett. dafiga ‘kotige Pfiitze, weiches morastiges
Land’, length because of Winter’s law); Germ. dank(w)-0
f., ‘bog’ Orel 68. WP 1 851, Pok. 247-248 (sub *dhema- ‘to
smoke’).

PIE (Eur.) *pan- ‘mud, slush, morass’: Balt. *pan-ia f. >
OPrus. pannean ‘Moorbruch’ Maziulis 3, 217; Germ.
*fan-ja-n n. ‘fen, marsh, mud’ Orel 92; Celt. MIr an
‘Wasser’, enach ‘swamp’; Gaul anam ‘paludem’. WP II 5,
Pok. 807-808, MA 370-371.

Shore

PIE *aHperos ‘river bank, sea shore’: Grk. fmeiog,
dor. amewog f. ‘Ufer; Festland’; Germ. *oferaz, *oferan
‘bank, shore’ Orel 290; Arm. apn ‘shore’. WP I 48, Pok.
53, MA 343.

? PIE (GA) *dhisn- ‘sand-hill, dune’: Ind. dhisnya- m.
‘a heap of earth covered with sand on which the fire is
placed” Mayr. KEWA 2, 103, Mayr. EWA 1, 792; Grk.
GLLg, gen. Owog (*dhisn-s, *dhisn-os, see Sihler 216) m./f.
‘Haufen; Sandhaufen (am Meere), Diine, Gestade’
Beekes 596 (“Without explanation”). WP I 835 f (differ-
ently in Pok.).

PIE (Eur.) *dhiin- ‘coast, (dry) land’: Balt. *diin-ia- c.,
*dun-ia f. ‘silt’ Fraenkel 1, 109; Germ. *din-o f., *din-az
m. ‘hill, dune’ Orel 80. Pok. 263 (sub *dheu- ‘to blow’) #
Nostr. *dVwnV ‘shore, land’, PA *diona.

Water, wave

PIH *weHr-/uHr- ‘water, moisture’: Luv. war- ‘water’
(warsa is a form of nom.-acc. sg.) Melchert CLL 257; Ind.
varl f. pl. ‘streams, rivers’; vdr, vari n. ‘water’; Avest.
vairi- m. ‘See’; var- ‘Regen’, Pers. baran ‘rain’; Arm. gayrr
‘Sumpf, Schlamm’; OPrus wurs < *iras ‘Teich’ Maziulis
I 271; Germ. *waron, *waraz m. ‘liquid, water; sea’;
Orel 451; Celt. ? MlIr feraim ‘giesse’, ferad ‘Feuchtigkeit’;
Cymr gweren ‘liquamen’; Tokh. *wir ‘Wasser’ (Adams
577). WP 1268, Buck 3, 45, Pok. 80, MA 636. Probably it

Island

PA *biik'e ‘tall island’: PCT *biik ‘wood/hill/meadow
on the river bank’; PM *buka ‘hillock, canal’; PTM *biiKa
‘island’; PKor *puk ‘heaping of earth’; ? PJa *baka ‘hill’.

PA *$iumi ‘island; forest’: PCT *simek ‘forest on the
river bank’; PTung *Sumi ‘foreland, shallow place; tus-
sock’; PKor *sjam ‘island’; PJa *sima ‘island’. # Nostr.
*swajmV ‘marsh’: Ur. FU *sajms ‘Vertiefung, Senkung
(mit einem Teich od. Bach)’ UEW 457. A. Dybo 2005.

PA *siumnu ‘island, shallow place’: PNM *sinaya- ‘is-
land; bend of river’; PTung *sumnyi ‘tussock (in a
swamp)’; PJa *sind ‘sand’.

Shore

PA *biéro ‘bank, rift’: PCM *borgija ‘river rift; hill,
mound’; PTM *bir[u]-kan ‘precipice; mountain’; PKor
*pird ‘bank’.

PA *giru ‘shore; road’: PT *Kirgak ‘shore, edge’; PTM
*airi ‘shore, riverbed’; PKor *kirh ‘road’.

PA *pire ‘bank, steep bank’: PM *her-gi ‘steep bank’;
PNTung *piri ‘steep (slope, bank)’; PJa *pi(n)ti-pa ‘bank’.

PA *sap‘i ‘shore’: PCT *sep ‘duct, river branch, bay’;
PSTung *sapsV ‘bank, shore’; PJa *sipa ‘tide’.

Water, wave

PA *mitiri ‘water’: PM *mdéren ‘river’; PTM *mu ‘wa-
ter’; PKor *mir ‘water’; PJa *mi(-n-tii) ‘water’.

PA (West) *siuba ‘water’: PT *sib ‘water’; PM *usu
‘water’. # PIE *sew(a)-, PK *sw- (MCCHI 341).

PA (East) *lat'd ‘wave’: PSTung *lata ‘wave, storm’;
PJa *nantd ‘open sea’.

PA (West) *calu ‘wave, to overflow’: PCT > Oghuz
*dalga ‘wave’; PM *dolgi-yan ‘wave’; PNTung *3al- ‘to
overflow, to wave’. # PIE *sol- ‘to flow’.
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should be distinguished from ? PIH *HewH- ‘to be wet’:
Hitt. heu- ‘Regen’ (Tischler 238); hu-r-nai-/-ija- (1), hu-r-
nu- (I) ‘besprengen, befeuchten’, Pal. huwarninai ‘be-
sprengt’ (Tischler 305-306); Ind. avatd-, avatd- m. (Yew-n-
t-) ‘a hole, vacuity in the ground’, avdni- f. ‘stream,
river, bed of a river’; Grk. &vavgoc ‘wasserlos, von
Béchen’ Balt.: Lith. jdura, pl. -0s (1) ‘Moorgrund, Sump-
fland’ Fraenkel 1, 198; Germ. *au-r-a-z m. ‘wet soil;
ocean’ Orel 29, *ii-r-a-n n. ‘drizzling rain, mist, fog’ Orel
437, Lat. arinari ‘tauchen unter Wasser’, urinator
‘Taucher’. WP I 268 f, Buck 37, 45, Pok. 78-81. MA 636
(tuHr-, Balt. + Thrak. iuras ‘name of a river’) or MA 539
(Ind. avata + Latv. avuots ‘spring’).

PIH *we(n)dh- ‘water, wave™ Friedrich 249-250, Ad-
ams 511, WP I 252, Pok. 80, MA 636 # Nostr. PA *udV
‘rain’, Ur. wete, Drav. ¥jed- ‘water’ MCCHJI 334. Or to
PA *untu ‘whirlpool, tide’?

PIE *welom-/wlHm-, *win- (<*wlm-?) ‘wave’: Ind.
irmi- m., f. ‘wave, billow’; Avest. varami- ‘Woge, Welle’;
Slav. *vvlna, Balt. *wiln-i- (2), -jﬁ f. ‘wave’; Germ. *walmi-
z ‘well; boiling’; *wello- f. (< *welna), *walla-z m. ‘wave’
Falk & Torp 269, Orel 444; ? Tokh. B yolme ‘pond, pool’
(Adams 513 with doubts); ? B lafie ‘flood’ (Adams 547).
WP 1298, Pok. 1140-1142, MA 637 (uncertain).

?? PIE *bhang- ‘wave’: Ind. bharnga- m. ‘wave’ (Mayr.
KEWA 2, 461, classic Sanskrit, = bharngd- ‘das Zerbre-
chen’; no traces in Turner CDIAL), Balt. *baig-a (2) f. >
Lith. banga ‘Welle, Woge, Regenguss’ WP II 149 f

? PIE *k(’)iim- ‘wave’: Grk. xoua, -atog n. ‘wave, bil-
low’ Beekes 848; Germ. *xiim-a-n > ONorse hiim n. ‘See,
Meer’ (poet.) n. De Vries 266 (or to hiim ‘Dunkelkeit’),
Holthausen 132; ? Lat. cumulus, -1 ‘Haufe; Menge; Ho-
hepunkt’ (cf. Ov. cumulus...immanis aquarum) WH 1,
307. WP I 365, Pok. 592-594 (sub *k’eya- ‘to swell’) #
Nostr *kUmV ‘sand, thin snow’: PA *kiumo, Ur. kums
MCCH?I 362.

To flow

PIE (GA) *dg“her- ‘to flow, to flood’: Ind. ksdrati ‘to
flow, stream; to melt away, perish’, ksara- ‘melting
away, perishable’; n. (L) ‘water’; Plran. *gZar-/xSar- ‘to
flow, to pour’ DCM 3, 295-296; Arm. jur, Gen. jroy
‘Wasser’ (*dg“horo-); Grk. Att. $pOelow (*PpOeouw; Lesb.
$O€pow, Ark. $pOMow), Dor. pOalpw (O-grade) ‘richte
zugrunde’; dpBoga ‘Verderben, Vernichtung’; ‘Vermis-
chung oder Verreibung der Farben’, cvu¢d0OeigecOat
‘zusammenstromen’; see also Beekes 1569-1570. WP 1
700, # Nostr *tUKV ‘to flow, pour’: PA *tinke, Kart.
*tkor-?

To flow

PA *iak7 ‘to flow; basin’: PT *iak- ‘to flow’; PTM *iaKu
‘swamp’; PJa *ika-i ‘pond’.

PA *giaru ‘wave, stream’: PNM *gori-ka ‘small river,
rivulet, stream’; PTung *quru-ki ‘reach (of river); whirl-
pool’; PKor *kjdr ‘wave’.

PA *untu ‘whirlpool’: PNM *undu- ‘to burst, whirl (of
water); fountain, well’; PTung *onda- ‘to rise (of water);
water’; PJa *nntu ‘whirlpool’.

PA *Curka ‘swift stream, current’: PNM *dargil ‘rapid
current’; PNTung *Surku ‘rapid, swift stream; fairway’;
PJa *taki ‘swift current, waterfall’

° For a new interpretation of the traditionally reconstructed set of roots *wed-, *wet-, *und-, see V. Dybo 2002,

413-415, 468.
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PIE (Eur.) *sol- ‘to flow > island’: ? Ind. salilim ‘Meer,
Meerflut’” Mayr. KEWA 3, 448; Balt. *sal-q f. ‘island’,
*sal- to flow’ (Lith. sala ‘Insel’, dial. sdlti ‘fliessen’; Lett.
sala ‘Insel, Holm, eine Hohe im Morast’; OPrus. salus
‘Regenbach’ Maziulis IV 55-56); Lat. nsula £. ‘Insel’. WP
11 452, Pok. 899 (sub *sel- ‘springen’). ? Here maybe as a
loanword from an IE language (cf. Georgiev VS), Grk.
odAoc m. ‘unruhige Bewegung des Meeren, Wogen-
schwall; Ankerplatz, Reede’. WP II 454; Pok. 879-880,
with irregular s-; nach Frisk II, 670, Beekes 1303-1304
vorgriechisches Word; Lat. salum (and salus Ennius)
‘unruhiger Seegang, hohe See; Meer’ WH 2, 471 (with
Germ. as Wasserschwall etc.; but this is impossible, be-
cause *swa- > sua- in Latin! If the form of Ennius is pri-
mary, it may be a loanword from Greek, thus acc. to
Beekes); cf. WP II 454. ? *sel- (Germ. *$il-3- > OEngl.
seolod ‘See’); # Nostr. *calV ‘wave’: PA *¢alu ‘wave, to
overflow’ EDAL 391-392; Drav. *cal- ‘well, spring’ DED
2367.

PIH? PIE (Eur.)? “ak™ ‘water (flowing): Hitt. ?
akukal(la?)- or akutal(la?)- ‘Waschbecken’ (Tischler 11—
12); Germ. *dxw-0 ‘river, stream’ f. Orel 5; Lat. aqua f.
‘Wasser, Wasserleitung’. WP I 34 £, Buck 29, 35, 42. Pok
23, MA 636 (h.ek¥eh,-) # Nostr. *SEku ‘water’, PA *idka
‘liquid, flow’ or *uku ‘wet, wash’, Drav. SDr. *ik
‘swamp’ or *uk- ‘spill, pour’ MCCH:1 334, 347, OCHA1 1,
275-276. [two roots]

River

PIH *Hap- ‘water, river’: Hitt. hap(a)- ‘Fluf’, Pal
hapnas, Luw. hapinni- (Tischler 159-160) (MA — to
*h,eb(h)- ‘river’); Inlr. *ap-/*ap- f. ‘water, river’ DCVI 1,
311; ? Greek toponyms Ivwmnéc, Aowrndg; Balt. *ap-id f. >
OPrus. ape ‘Fluss’, ap-us ‘Brunnen’ Maziulis 1, 86-87,
89-90; Lat. amnis, -is m./f. ‘Fluss, Strom, (dicht.) Stro-
mung, Wasser’; Tokh. A, B ap ‘water, river’ (Adams 44).
WP I 46, Buck 30, Pok. 51-52, MA 636 (h.ep- / h.ep-) #
Nostr. *VpV ‘water’, Ur *iptV (Redei 83) ‘mososogne’,
Drav NDr *op- ‘become wet’. Or ? PIH *hab(h)- ‘river’:
? Hitt. hap(a)- ‘Fluf’ etc.; Celt. *ab-on Matasovi¢ 24-25
(< PIE *h.ep-hson, so related to PIH *Hap-), Lat. amnis
‘river’. Pok. 1, MA 486, Buck 1.36.

? PIE *danu- ‘river’: IIr *danu- (Ind. danu- n. “fluid,
drop, dew’, Av danu- f. ‘Fluss, Strom’; Osset. don
‘Wasser, Fluss’) DCVII 3, 450-451; Wels donwy ‘a river
name’ (*danew-yos), Lat < Celt Danuvius ‘a river name’.
Pok. 175, MA 486; WP 1763 (< *da- ‘to flow’).

Spring, well
PIH*q"ela- ‘to boil over’: Hitt. kweluwana- (kuluwana-)
‘Waschbecken’ (Tischler 604); IIr. *gal-/*jal- ‘to drip,

PA (West) *orusi ‘river, to flow’: PT *6rs, *6rsen ‘river’;
PM *urus- ‘to flow’. # MCCHJSI 341: PIE Heur- / Hwer-,
PK ywar-.

River

PA *amu ‘big river, big basin’: ? PCT *umar ‘big river’;
PNM *ama-n ‘fold, valley’; PTM *amu- ‘lake; big river’;
PKor *omi ‘land sink, pool’; PJa *umi ‘sea’. # Cf. Dr. *am
(Tamil am, am) ‘water’ (DED 187).

PA (East) *k‘éba ‘river, bay’: PTung *xebe ‘bay; lake’;
PKor *kdi ( < *kabi) ‘inlet, estuary’; PJa *kdpa ‘river’.

PA *iuger’V ‘river’: PCT *iigii¥ ‘small river’; PM *iijer
‘flood, inundation’; PTM *uwgé(r)- ‘wave, stream’; PKor
*johir ‘shallow place’; PJa *ura ‘bay, coast’. # ? PU *uwa
MCCHSI 334.

PA (West) *3iolu ‘river bed, stream’: PT *jul ‘stream,
brook, fountain’; PM *filga ‘river bed, ravine’; PTM
*3ila- ‘swift (not freezing) river current, ice-hole’.

Spring, well
PA *biujri ‘well, spring’: PNM *biirii-dii ‘spring’; PTM
*bira ‘river’; PKor *ii- ‘well’; PJa *bi ‘well’.
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ooze, trickle’, Sanskrit jald- n. ‘water, any fluid’ DCVII
3, 152-154; Grk. paAaveiov n. ‘Badstube, warmes Bad’
Beekes 195 (“Pre-Greek™); Germ. *kwellan- ‘to gush, to
drop’ Orel 227. WP 1 690, Pok. 471-472 # Nostr *kiiti
‘pond’, PA *k'oli, Ur. *k[d]tV, Drav. *kUJ- MCCHSI 352,
OCHI 1, 305-306.

PIE *bhrew-eHr/*bhru-Hn-os (Gen.) ‘spring (of water)’:
Arm. atbiur, atbeur, gen. atber ‘Quelle’ Martirosian 32-33
(*bhrewr); Grk. ¢poéap, -atog ‘well, spring’ (*bonfpao-,
-atog, hom. ponata, dpoeiata) Beekes 1590 (*bhreh;-ur);
Germ. *brunn-6(n-) f. ‘spring, well’ Orel 58. WP II 167,
Buck 44, Pok. 144, MA 539 # Nostr., PA *biujri ‘well,
spring’.

? PIE *alm-o0s ‘spring’: OInd. arma- ‘Brunnen’ Mayr.
EWA 1, 120, ? Toch. B alme ‘spring (of water)’, vrddhi
Toch B yolme ‘Teich’ (Adams 55-56). MA 539 (*h.elmos,
*h.elmos).

PIE *k(’)rosn- ‘stream, spring’: Grk. aeol. wpdvva,
dor., arkad. koava, ion. korjvn ds. (> att.) ‘source, foun-
tain’; kQouvvdog m. ‘spring’ Beekes 777; Germ. *xrazno
‘tide, wave’ Orel 185; Alb. kriia ‘spring, fountain’ Orel
AlbD 198 (< *krana < *krasna). WP 1 488, Buck 44. MA
539 (*krsneh, *krosno-/eh, only Greek — Germanic) #
Nostr. *kara ‘flood, spring’, PA *k‘ara.

PIE (Eur.) *bhog- ‘brook, stream’: Slav. *bdg-n-o
‘marsh’, *Bagiy ‘name of a river’ ®acmep I, 102, Derksen
33 (not taking into account the Winter’s law effect);
Germ. *bak-iz m. ‘stream’ Orel 33; Celt. *bogla > MIr biial
‘fliessendes Wasser’. WP II 187, Pok. 161 (the long
vowel in Slav. is due to the Winter’s law).

To move across

PIE *terH-, *tra- ‘to move across’: [Hitt. tarhu- ‘be-
siegen, bezwingen, {iberwinden’ is not here according
Kloekhorst 835-837]; Ind. tdrati, tirdti, titarti ‘to pass
across, cross over’; tdra- ‘carrying across or beyond’, m.
‘crossing, passage’; tardni- ‘moving forwards, carrying
over’; tdras- n. ‘energy, progress; ferry’; tirthd- n. ‘Furt,
Tranke’ (*tftho-);*tiirthd- in Prakr. tiha- ‘Ufer’, Dard. tirt
‘Furt’ (> Wakhi turrt Crebun 368); Iran. Avest. tar- ‘hi-
niibererlangen iiber’, prs. titar-, taraya-, ptc. vi-torata-;
tarantd- m. ‘Meer’; OPers viyatarayama ‘wir tiberschrit-
ten’; ModPers. gu-dar ‘ford’, Bal. tarag, tharay ‘umwen-
den, umkehren’ Mayr. EWA 1, 630-632; [Grk. Toavr|g,
toavog ‘klar vernehmlich, deutlich’ probably not from
here, Beekes 1499]; Lat. intrare ‘hineingehen’, extro, -are
‘Uber etwas hinausgehen’. WP 1728, Pok. 1074-1075.

PIE (Eur.) *b(h)red(h)- ‘to wade, to jump over’: Slav.
*bresti ‘to wade’, *brodv ‘ford’; Balt. *brid- (breiid-a-)
‘to wade’, *brad-s-l-a- ‘ford’; Alb. *breda ‘to jump, to
spring’ Orel AlIbD 34. Fraenkel 58, Schr-N I 167 #
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PA *binilo ‘to soak, to gush forth’: PCT *bulak ‘spring,
well’; PNM *bilka- ‘to issue from the ground, to over-
flow’; PTM *bilkii- ‘to splash, swash’; PKor *puri- ‘to
soak, make wet’; PJa *purs ‘bath’. # PIE *bhleu- (WP 2,
213-214).

To move across

PA *tiuge ‘ford, bridge’: PNM *tuguj ‘brow, gang-
way’; PTung *tiigde- ‘to cross a bridge; sb. bridge, log’;
PJa *tu ‘ford’.

PA (East) *t'olV ‘bridge, crossing’: PTung *tul- ‘to
wade; to cross (a mountain ridge)’; PKor *iri ‘bridge’.

PA *ol’a ‘ford, shallow’: PNM *(h)olam ‘ford’; PTM
*ola- ‘to ford, wade’; PJa *isd- ‘shallow’.

PA *k'opiira ‘bridge, crossing’: PCT *kipiir ‘bridge’;
PM “koyiirge ‘bridge’; PTM *xupuru ‘rift (in river);
bridge’; PJa *kdpdrd ‘shallow, sandy place in a river or
on its bank’.

PA (East) *bét'a / *p'éda ‘sea, ford’: PTM *pede- ‘to ford,
cross over’; PKor *patq, *pdrﬁr ‘sea’; PJa *bdtd ‘sea; to
ford’.
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Nostr. *bVrdV ‘ford’, PA *béta/*p'éda, Kart. *bo(r)d-, Drav.
*pad- MCCHJI 332.

? PIE *telat- ‘bridge, ford’: ? Ind. tirthi- n. ‘ford’ (if
not from *terH- ‘to move across’); Balt. *tilt-a-s ‘bridge’.
Fraenkel 1094 (differently in Pok.), Schr-N I 167,
Manua-Ceutera 1963, 74.

PIE (Eur.) *bhérle]w-, *bréw- ‘wooden flooring, deck-
ing, bridge’: Slav. *brovv-no ‘beam, bridge’ Derksen 67;
Germ. *brow-o, *bru-g-jon- ‘bridge’ Orel 58; Celt. *brewa
> Gaul. briva ‘Briicke’. WP II 207, Pok. , Schr-N I 167. #
Nostr.: Ur. *pora ‘raft, float” UEW 395. MCCHJI 332.

PIE *pont-/*pent-/*pnt- ‘way through obstacles, way
through water space’: Ind. pdntha ‘way, path’; pathas- n.,
pathis- n. ‘spot, place; (L.) water’; Avest. pant, instr.
pada ‘Pfad, Weg; Raum, Stelle’ Mayr. EWA 2, 82; Arm.
*fon-i- > hun (i-St.) ‘Furt, Weg’ Martirosian 422-426; Grk.
névrog m. ‘Meer, hohe See’, matog m. ‘Weg, Pfad’
Beekes 1221; Slav. *potv ‘way’ Derksen 417, Balt. *pint-[i]-
> OPrus. pintis ‘way, road’ Maziulis 3, 281-282, Vima-
Ceutery 1963, 149; Germ. *fend-anan- denom. vb. ‘to
find’ Orel 99; Lat. pons, -tis m. ‘Briicke, Steg, Priigelweg
durch Siimpfe, Verdeck, Schiffstabulat’ WH II 336; ? Celt.
*fanssd ‘trace’ > Olr. és ‘Spur’ Matasovi¢ 121 (< *pnt-teh,);
? Tokh. B -pinte as a putative PIE *pnth,-6- ‘one per-
taining to the way’ Adams 19. WP II 26; Pok. 808-809;
Benveniste 1954.

Still water

PIE *ag’her- ‘lake’: Grk. Axéowv, -ovtoc ‘FL. der Un-
terwelt’, axeoovoia ‘marshy waters’ (Hes.) Beekes 182;
? Arm. ezr, PL. *ezer-a (*n.) ‘edge, bank’ Martirosian 247-
249; Slav. *e/ozero, *ezerv ‘lake’ Derksen 148, Trub. 6, 57,
59 (but the suggested connection with Slav. *¢zv ‘dam,
fishing basket’ is doubtful because of different vowel
quantity); Balt. *ejer-an ‘lake’ n. Fraenkel 125, Maziulis
1, 104 (but the suggested connection with Balt. *e3-ja, -id
f. ‘border’ is not obligatory). Pok. 291-292; MA 343
(*hieg’herom without Greek and Arm.).

? PIH *woHp-: *wop-/*up ‘basin’: Hitt. wappu ‘river
bank’ Kloekhorst 958 (“no good etymology”); OInd.
vapi ‘pond’ (Mayr. KEWA 1II 188: to vdp- ‘to throw, to
sow’); OCSI vapa ‘lake, marsh, pond’ ®acm. 1, 125; ?
Lith. @pé, Lett. upe ‘river’ (the short u is unclair). Pok.
1149, MA 343, 636-637 (uncertain).

PIE *lakw- ‘lake, pond’: Grk. Adkkog (*Aaxvoc) m.
‘Wasserloch, Zisterne; Teich, Grube’ Beekes 827 (*lkw-);
Slav. *loky ‘pool, swamp, pond’ Derksen 284; Balt. *lek-
men-id f., *lak-men-a f. ‘pool’ Fraenkel 352-353 (differ-
ently); Germ. *lagii-z ‘sea, lake’ Orel 231; *ldx-0, *ldx-az
‘sea, pool, swamp’ Orel 232; Lat. lacus, gen. -iis (/ -7) m.
jede trogartige Vertiefung, See; Brunnentrog; Kufe;

Shallow place

PA “*niala ‘shallow, shallow place’: PCT *Al- ‘shal-
low; wave’, PNM *naliyur ‘pool; overflowed plain’;
PTung *niala ‘overflowed place; shallow’; PKor *ndrd
‘ford; ferry point’.

PA “*siégu ‘shallow, shallow place’: PCT *sig ‘shal-
low’; PM *siya-r ‘sediments’; PTung *sigi-n ‘ice-hole’;
PJa *su1 ‘shallow place, sandbank’.

PA *sdjV ‘pebble; shallow place’: PT *saj ¢ shallow
place with pebbles; arroyo with pebbles; wadi; river’;
PNM “*sajir ‘river-bed, pebble’; PTung *saj- ‘sandy
mound’; Kor. *sii-m ‘spring, shallow well’; PJa. “sdi
‘sandbank’.

PA (East) *inu ‘sandbank’: PTM *(x)ina ‘sand or peb-
ble on the riverbank, sandbank; spit’; Kor. *ja ‘reef, rock
in a sea’; PJa. *ia ‘bay’.

Still water

PA *k0li ‘lake, basin’: PT *[k]él ‘lake’; PNM *kiijil-sii
‘island in a river, shallow place in a river’; PTM *xule-
‘canal, duct; whirlpool’; PKor *kardm ‘lake, big river’. # ?
PIE *g“el- ‘quellen, Quelle’ (WP 1, 690); PU *k[i]{V; Drav
*kul a (MCCHSI 352, OCHJI 1, 305-306).

PA *najrV ‘lake, river’: PM *nayur ‘lake’; PTM *nidru
‘lake; swamp’; PKor *naih ‘river’. # OCCHI 2, 89.

? PA (West) *5adé (~ *3édd) ‘pond, pool’: PNM *3ada-
yai ‘pond, pool’; ? PJa donté ‘backwater’.
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Grube’; lacina f. ‘Vertiefung, Senkung; Loch, Grube;
Lache, Weiher’; Celt. *loku ‘lake, pool’ Matasovi¢ 243.
WP 1II 380, Pok. 653, MA 343 (without Balt.). # Nostr.:
Ur. *lake ‘ bay, low ground’” UEW 234, 683.

PIE (Eur.) *lam- ‘hollow filled with water’: Slav.
*lamv ‘pit, flooded meadow’ DCCA 14, 26, Derksen 268
(to *lomiti ‘to break’); Balt. *am-a (1?), *lam-a- ‘hole, den,
pit’ Fraenkel 385 (to laminti etc.; doubtful because of
different vowel quantity); Lat. lama f. ‘Lache, Morast,
Sumpf” WH I 753. WP 1II 385, Pok. 653-654. # Nostr.
*laHm[u] ‘swamp’, PA *lamo ‘sea, wave’, Ur. *lampe
‘pond’, Kart. *lam- ‘silt, dampness’, Drav. *nam ‘damp-
ness’. MCCHJI 331, OCHJI 2, 29-30.

PIE *tenHag- ‘hole under the water’: Grk. tévayoc n.
‘shallow place’ Beekes 1466; Balt. *ting-a > Lett. tigas pl.
‘Tiefe zwischen zwei Untiefen’. WP 1 724, Pok. 1067,
MA 343 (tenh,g-/ tnh,g-).

PIE (Eur.) *lindh- ‘reservoir’: Germ. *lindo ‘spring,
pool, wave’ Falk & Torp 244, De Vries 357; Celt. *linda
‘lake’ Matasovic¢ 239-240. WP 1I 438, Pok. 675.

Sea

PIE *moHr-/*mj-/*m,r- ‘sea, lake’%: Ind. mira- m. ‘the
sea, ocean; (L. also) limit, boundary’ Mayr. KEWA 2,
644; Iran. Ossetic mal < *mari-, *maryo- ‘deep still water,
deep place in a bassin; fig. a giant quantity of fluid’ A6.
I 68-69; Slav. *morje ‘sea’ Derksen 325; Balt. *mar-i,
*mar-id, *mar—jzf f. ‘sea; harbour’ Maziulis 3, 110; Germ.
*mariz, *marin ‘sea, lake’, *marisk-a-z m. ‘marsh’ Orel
261, *mor-a-z m., n., *mor-i-z ‘marsh, lake, sea’ Orel 274;
Lat. mare, -is n. ‘Meer’; Celt. *mori ‘sea’ Matasovic¢ 277.
WP 1II 234, Pok. 748, MA 2, 503 (*mori; + Arm. mawr <
? *maru ‘marsh’, but see Martirosian 447 — not here).
# Nostr. *mird ‘wet’, PA mji’tri ‘water’, Kart. *mar-, Drav.
*mar- MCCHJI 334, OCHJI 2, 60-61.

? PIE *¢’wop- (~ -bh-) ‘sea’: Arm. cov ‘Meer’ Martiro-
sian 141; Germ. *kwa][f]-a- > ON kaf, OSwed. kwaf ‘Mee-
restife’ n. De Vries 296 (= kaf ‘untertauschen’). WP I 637,
Pok. 465-466.

[PIH *g’rei- ‘to spread’ > ‘big water surface’: Hitt.
karaitt-/karett- c. ‘flood, inundation’ Kloekhorst 440
(*¢’roi-t- / *¢’rei-t-); Ind. jrayati ‘stlirmt an, lauft an’,
jrayas- n. ‘Ungestiim, Lauf, Flullauf’; Av. zrayah-, OPers.
drayah- ‘See, Meer’, MPers. zray, ModPers. darya ‘sea,
big river’ Mayr. EWA 1, 606. WP I 660, Pok. 401 (“Nur

To overflow, deep water

PA *dala ‘deep place’: PT *dal- ‘to sink’ > *dAluj
‘ocean’; PTM *dala(n) ‘inundation, stream’; PJa *dara
‘sea bottom, deep place’.

PA *t0le ‘deep water’: PCT *tolku- ‘to beat (of waves);
wave(s)’; PNM *tiilki-n ‘rising water’; PNTung *tolgu-
‘deep place close to the bank; whirlpool; backwater’;
PKor *tor ‘ditch’; PJa *tara ‘backwater, deep water’.

PA *k‘ara ‘to overflow, flood’: PCT *KAr- ‘to over-
flow’; *KArim ‘ditch’; PNM *kargi- ‘overfall, rift’; PTung
*xarba ‘shallow place, shoal; shallow; ebb-tide’; PJa *kita
‘tide, ebb-tide; beach, bay’.

PA  (West) *tial’ke ‘to PCT
*d(i)aA(#)- ‘to overflow’; PNM *¢algi- ‘to splash, over-

splash, overflow’:
flow’; PTung *tilka- ‘to splatter, overflow’.

PA *0k'e ‘deep place, place far from the shore’: PT
*0kii ‘hole in ice’; PNTung *(x)uK-t- ‘ice-hole; river rift’;
PJa *aki ‘open sea’.

PA *amo ‘basin, wave’: PNM *namug ‘marsh,
swamp’; PTM *lamu ‘sea; wave’; PJa *nami ‘wave’ # PIE
*lam-, PU *Lampe, PD *namV, Georg. lam- (MCCH/I 331,
OCHEHI 2, 29-30).

10 Cf. T'amkpenupase & Vsanos 1984 673; the Hittite form marmara-, mammara- only means ‘a type of land-

scape’ (Friedrich 137, Tischler 3, 140-141), so it is not necessarily a reflexation of this root; if so, the more probable

proto-meaning is ‘sea’: European — Indo-Iranian, cf. Sanskrit mira-, mird- ‘sea; boundary’ (cf. Mayr. II 644), Osset.

*mal < *mari-, despite l'amkpenngse & Vpanos 1984 673 not ‘stagnant water’, rather ‘deep place in a bassin; a giant

quantity of fluid’, cf. mal of blood etc., see A6. II 68-69.
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indoiranisch”). The term for ‘big water surface’ is, how-
ever, not PIH, cf. different affixes in Hitt. and Inlr.]

[PIE *sal-s ‘salt’, *sal-d- ‘salty’ > ‘sea’ in separate IE
languages: Arm. at ‘Salz’ (i-St.), att ‘salt-mine, salt land’
Martirosian 24; Grk. aAg, Gen. aAdc m. ‘Salz’, f. ‘Salz-
flut, Meer’ Beekes 74-75; Slav. *solv ‘salt’, *soldvkv
‘tasty, sweet’ Balt. *sal-i- ‘salt’, *sal-d-u- ‘sweet’ MaZiulis
4, 42-43; Germ. *sal-t-a-n ‘salt’, *sal-t-a-z adj. Orel 316,
*sul-t-jo ‘saline, sea-water’ Orel 385; Lat. sal, gen. salis m.
‘salt’; Umbr. acc. salu ‘salem’; Celt. *salano- ‘salt’; Mlr
sdal, gen. saile ‘Meer’ Matasovi¢ 319; Tokh. A sile, B
salyiye ‘salt’ Adams 678. WP II 452, Pok. 878-879, MA
498 (but variants with the long vowel should be ex-
plained by the lengthening in the nominative form of
the root stem; see Maziulis IV 42-43, V. Dybo 2002, 443—
444) # Nostr. *salV ‘salt’, Ur. *sal3 (sala) ‘salt’ UEW 750,
Drav. *(s)alam ‘salt marsh, salty’ DED 299].

PIE (Eur.) *k(’)ap-n- ‘sea bay, harbour’: Germ. *xab-an
n. ‘sea; haven’ Orel 147 (from *xabjanan ‘to hold up’);
Celt. Ir. citan (*kapno-) ‘(See-)Hafen’. Buck 37, 39, Pok.
527-528 (from PIE *kap- ‘to grab’). # Nostr. *kVpV ‘rift’,
PA *k'op‘ira ‘rift (in a river), bridge’, Ur. *kups ‘wave’
UEW 676.

Foam

PIE *(s)poyHmn- (or rather *(s)poHymn-, cf. Balt.; see
in detail V.Dybo 2002, 389) ‘foam’: Ind. phéna- m.
‘foam’ Mayr. EWA 2, 204; Ir. *faina-ka ‘foam’ DCVIS 111
44; Slav. *péna A ‘foam’ Derksen 397; Balt. *spadin-ia (1) >
*spain-ia (Hirt’s law) ‘foam’ Fraenkel 1 858, Maziulis IV
128; Germ. *faim-an n. ‘foam’ Orel 90; Lat. spima f.
‘Schaum, Gischt’ (*spoima) WH 1I, 580. WP II 681, Pok.
1001.

Salt

[PA *Ciober’V ‘salt; bitter, acid’: PT *dir ‘salt’; PM
*dabusu ‘salt’; PTM *Sujar- ‘bitter, acid’; PKor *¢jar-
‘salty’; PJa *tird- ‘hard, bitter’. # Dr. *suvar ‘salt, brack-
ishness; salty’ (DED 2674)].

Foam

[PA *k'6p'i ‘to foam’: PT *kép- ‘to foam, to swell’; PM
*koye- ‘to foam, swell up’; PTM *xapu- ~ *xopu- ‘foam’;
PKor *kaphiim ‘foam’].

[PA *iijba “foam’: PM *ibil- ‘to flow (of milk from the
udder at the time of sucking)’; PTM *(x)ob- ‘to get cov-
ered by foam; foam (on water)’; PJa *awa ‘foam’].

Based on these juxtapositions for a number of proto-lexical microsystems, the following

conclusions can be proposed.

The peculiarities of the landscape-related lexicon in both families are as follows. First of

all, the steppe must be excluded from the regions potentially inhabited by Proto-Indo-
Europeans.! Some relatively high mountains with many kinds of rocks and sharp or big
stones are present.’> Some of these mountains are covered by forests. There are words for nar-
row passages, canyons, precipices, mines and caves, foothills, valleys and dells, meadows in

" When I say — more or less arbitrarily — about the “Proto-Altaics” and “Proto-Indo-Europeans”, each of
these labels surmises a big human community whose members are territorially and culturally related: hypothetic
ethnos-speakers of the Proto-Indo-European language, reconstructed for the initial period of its disintegration into
separate groups of languages, and, likewise, hypothetic ethnos-speakers of the Proto-Altaic language, recon-
structed for the same period. The contrastive list of Proto-Indo-European and Proto-Altaic thesauri in selected
thematic areas is still preliminary; conclusive results will be obtained upon systematic application of semantic re-
construction to all the subgroups of related languages.

12 Cf. the identical conclusion, reached on different grounds by I'amkpennze & Vsanos 1984.
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forests and on the river-banks. The rivers have fords and are definitely smaller than their
Proto-Altaic counterparts (there is no semantic variation between “river” and “sea”; nota bene
that the only trace of the name of flood is GA; the lower Danube?); cf. here the noticeably
weaker function of fish in the Indo-European economy (expressed in a substantially smaller
number of terms for fishing tools, fish body parts and fish species — see the example below).
But they could have lived near a sea or a big lake with sandy banks!.

In Proto-Altaic, the landscape was represented by names of not very high mountains, low-
pitched slopes, foot-hills (also with rocks and gravel). They had a number of verbs meaning
“to cross mountains.” The canyons, valleys and steppes are present, the steppes being of a
rather arid and dusty type. There are many terms for small, quick-flowing rivers with shallows
and rifts, but we also know words for big rivers as well. The reflexes of those words reveal se-
mantic variation: in some daughter languages they mean “big river”, while in the others the
meaning is “sea”. We may talk about islands and floods. Floods, from my point of view, may
rather indicate big rivers with seasonal floods. We still do not have a reliable reconstruction with
the undisputable meaning of “sea”. The Tungus-Manchu name for sea can be traced back to a
common name for wave, while the common Korean and Japanese forms originally meant
“ford”. The same development is found, for example, in Ancient Greek, where the correspond-
ing word is historically explained as a development of the original meaning “aquatic way”.

Fishing tools

Indo-European

Altaic

PIE (Eur.) *sait- ‘rope, cord, cord for catching, net™
Slav. *sétv ‘snare, net’ Derksen 448; Balt. *sait-a- ‘rope,
cord’ Fraenkel 756; Lat. saeta f. ‘Borste; Angelschnur’.
WP II 463, Pok. 891-892 (*sey- ‘tie’ (but *a is unclear)). #
Nostr. *[§]VtV ‘rope, string’: PA *sit'V (~ z-, §) ‘bands
tied to sacrifices’ EDAL 1262; Ur. FW *s/sitV ‘binden,
befestigen’ UEW 762; Kart. Georg. sit- ‘woollen thread’;
Svan stran- ‘twist, twist a rope’ (in ND 2233). A. Dybo
2005.

?? PIH*hekt- ‘net’: Hitt. ekt- ‘hunting net’, Luv.
aggati- ‘catch-net’ Kloekhorst 235-236 (to OHG jagon ‘to
hunt’, PIE *jek-); Ind. dksu- ‘net’ Mayr. EWA 1, 42 (to dksi
‘eye; net’s cell’), Grk. diktvov, Myc. de-ku-tu- ‘fishing
net’ Beekes 335-336 (Pre-Greek). MA 2, 393 (“d- as in
‘tear’”).

? PIE (GA) *pork’- ‘fish-net, noose’: Arm. ors ‘hunt,
catch’ Martirosian 544 (to *york-os ‘roe’); Grk. mégkog
m. ‘Art Fischernetz’ Beekes 1222. WP II 44 # Cf. PA
*pirVk'V ‘rope, lasso’.

PIE (Eur.) *wadh- ‘fish net: Slav. *vodv;, *nevodv
‘dragnet’ ®acm. 3, 55-56; Balt. *wad-a-, -u- .
Zugnetz; Fliigel eines Zugnetzes’ Fraenkel 1177; Germ.

‘grosses

PA *t'6bru ‘catching net’: CT *Tuiak ‘trap’; PM *towr
‘net, cage’; PTung *turku- ‘to get caught (in a trap, net)’;
PKor *tirachi ‘basket’; PJa *tiiri ‘fishing’.

PA*agna ‘net’: PCT *ig ‘net’; PNM “ayo-ga ‘leading
string in net’; PTung *anga ‘net (for catching fish under
ice)’; PJa *ami ‘net’, OJa ama ‘fisherman’, cf. *am- ‘to
knit’.

PA (West) *nable ‘net, fish-trap’: PT *jilim ‘fishing net’;
PTung *nalba ‘fish-trap, crib’.

PA (West) *iuyi ‘to weave (nets), net’: PNM *(h)dye-si
‘fishing net’; PTung *inyi- ‘to weave net’.

PA (West) *tukV ‘fishing dam, fishing net’: PT *Tug
‘dam, fish-trap’; PNM *togsija ‘bird net, fish net’;
PSTung *tuki- ‘to fish by a stake net in a narrow channel’.

PA *qoli ‘a k. of tool for water-hunting’: PM *gol-mi
‘net’; PTung *goli ‘net for big fishes’; PJa *kurtri ‘arrow
for shooting sea-birds or for catching fish’.

PA *bé ‘bait’: PCT *be-y ‘bait, bird-seed’; PTM *be
‘bait’; PJa *bdi ‘bait’.

PA *i’bi ‘fish bait: PNM *(h)ilbeye-siin ‘fish bait’;
PTM *ilbi ‘bait; plummet, sinker’; PJa *i(1)sa-r- ‘to fish’.

13 Cf. Tamkpemmuase & Vsanos 1984: 673-674; they are definitely right that the IE names for ‘sea’ could origi-

nally be the names for some big and deep lake, but the existence of names for ‘salt basins’ derived from the IE

name for ‘salt’ in a number of IE languages is not necessarily proof of the fact that Proto-Indo-Europeans must

have known salt lakes or seas. Cf. the similar conclusion in MA 498.
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*wadiz ~ wadon ‘fishing line; dragnet’ Orel 438 WP I 255,
Pok. 1, 78.

[PIE (Eur.) *rét- ‘sieve, net’: Balt. *rét-ia- ‘sieve’, *ret-
tik-a- ‘thin net’ Fraenkel 724-725; Lat réte, -is n. ‘Fisch-,
Jagdnetz’ WP 1142, Pok. 332-333 (sub era- ‘rare’)].

PIE *g(’)ribh- ‘fisching basket’: Grk. yoidog, yoimog
m. ‘fishing basket’ Beekes 287 (Pre-Greek); Germ. *krib-
jon-, *krubbon ‘crib’ Orel 222. WP I 593, Pok. 385-390
(sub *ger- ‘to wind’).

[PIE (Eur.) *nad- ‘fish-net, fishing basket’: Germ. *nat-
jan n. ‘net’ Orel 281-282; Lat. nassa (*nad-ta or *nad-sa) £.
‘Fischreuse, aus Binsen geflochtener Korb mit engem
Hals, aus dem die Fische nicht wieder entkommen
konnen’ WH 2, 145, MA 336 (with *ned- knot). Rather
different derivatives from *nod- ‘knot’].

[PIE *ankos ‘hook’, see Pok. 45-46, WP 1 60, MA 2,
272, rather is not specialized for PIE as fishing hook].

On the whole 1 reliable PIE term for fishing net, 1 re-
liable Eur. term for fishing net, 1 reliable Eur. term for
fishing basket, 1 reliable Eur. term for a fishing tool.

On the whole 2 reliable PA terms for fishing net, 2 re-
liable PA terms for bait, one reliable PA term for a fish-
ing tool; 3 reliable Western Altaic terms for fish traps.

We can also see that a substantial part of landscape environment terms can be recon-
structed only for the later stages of PIE. The set of terms that is reconstructed for PIH is hardly
telling: PIH *dg’hom/*dg’hem ‘earth, soil, territory, earth surface’; PIH *wedn-/*udn- ‘earth, soil,
territory’; PIH *pé(n)s- ‘sand, pebble’; PIH *hsek(’)h.-mon,*ka-mon (< *keh-mon-) ‘stone, rock’;
PIH *Har- ‘valley, vale, dale; grotto; swamp’; PIH *peru-(n-) ‘mountain top’; PIH *kolHn-,
*kolHm- ‘top, hill, rock’; PIH *weHr-/uHr- ‘water, moisture’; PIH *we(n)dh- ‘water, wave’; PIH
*Hap- ‘water, river’; PIH*g"ela- ‘to boil over’; ? PIH *woHp- ‘basin’. Nonetheless, even in this
case we see mountainous terrain entering the picture.

Alb — Albanian
Arm. — Armenian
Av — Avestan

Bal. — Baluchi

Balt. — Baltic

Bret. — Breton
Celt-Ital — Celto-Italic
Corn. — Cornish
Cymr. — Cymrish
Dard. — Dardic
Drav — Dravidian
ESlav. — East Slavic
Eur. — European
GA — Greek-Aryan
Gael. — Gaelic
Georg — Georgian
Germ. — Germanian

Abbreviations

Grk. — Ancient Greek
Ark. — Arkadian
Att. — Attic
Corcyr. — Corcyrean
Dor. — Doric
Ion. — ITonic
Lesb. — Lesbian

Hitt. — Hittite

Ind. — Indian

Iran. — Iranian

Kart — Kartvelian

Kor. — Korean

Kur. — Kursh

Lat — Latin

Lett. — Lettish

Lith. — Lithuanian

Luw. — Luwian

MIr — Middle Irish

MPers. — Middle Persian
Nostr — Nostratic

NPers. — New Persian
ODalm. — Old Dalmatian
OInd. — Old Indian

OIr — OId Irish

OLith. — Old Lithuanian
OPrus — OId Prussian
Osset. — Ossetic

OSwed — Old Swedian

PA — Proto-Altaic

Pal. — Palaic

PCT — Proto-Common Turkic
PIE — Proto-Indo-European
PIH — Proto-Indo-Hittite
PIIr — Proto-Indo-Iranian
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PIran — Proto-Iranian PT — Proto-Turkic VLat. — Vulgar Latin

PJa. — Proto-Japanese PTM — Proto-Tungus-Manchu

PM — Proto-Mongolian PTung — Proto-Tungussic

PNM — Proto-North Mongolian Rum. — Rumanian # — supposed external relation

PNTung — Proto-North Tungussic Slav. — Slavic [...] — The reconstructed stem

Prakr. — Prakrit Tokh — Tokharian does not belong to the con-

PSTung — Proto-South Tungussic Ur.- Uralic sidered semantic area
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A. B. AHEBO. SI3bIK 11 apXeoJsIorus: HeKOTOpble MeToJio1ornmdeckue rmpobaemsr. 1. ITpanngoes-
pomerickas U IpaasTaiickas JaHradpTHas TePMUHOIOTIA.

Cratbs npefcTaB/isieT cOOOI IepByIO YacTh pabOTEI, B KOTOPOI ITPOBOJAUTCS MOIBITKA CUC-
TeMaTU3UPOBaTh HaIllM IIPeJCTaBJeHNsI O IIPUPOJHOM OKPY>KeHUM ¥ MaTepuaIbHOM KYJIb-
Type IpauH0eBpOIIeNilleB Ha OCHOBaHMM, BO-TIEPBLIX, MaKCUMalbHO ITOJIHOM BBHIOOPKHU pe-
KOHCTPYMPOBAaHHOM JIEKCUKI COOTBETCTBYIOLIMX CeMaHTUJecKux objiacTeil, BO-BTOPLIX, ee
COITOCTaBJIEHNsI C TaKOM >Ke BBIOOPKOII, CIeJTaHHOI JIJIs IIpas3blKa CXOJZHO BPeMeHHOM TJIy-
OMHBI, HOCHTeIN KOTOPOTO JBHO OOUTa/IN Ha TEPPUTOPUM, He KOHTAKTHOM C MHJOeBpOIIeli-
CKOJl NpapoJuHON — [JIs IIpaajTalickoro. 3zech IpelcTaBjleHa JeKCUKa, CBA3aHHAs C
nangmadToM. OCHOBHO BBIBOJ, 3aK/II0YaeTCs B TOM, YTO M3 JBYX pacCMOTPEHHEIX ITpaek-
CMKOHOB Ha CTeIIHOe IIPUPOJHOe OKPY>KeHHe yKa3blBaeT CKopee ITpaasTaiiCKuil; IIpanHoeB-
POIIelicKII yKa3hIBaeT CKOpee Ha FOPHYIO MeCTHOCTb. UTO KacaeTcs BOZHBIX OOBEKTOB, JI/LS
IIPaMH/0eBPOIIeIICKOTO OKPY>KeHUs CjeJyeT IIpejliojararh Hajauuue MOops (MIM OYeHb
6o.pII0TO O3epa), a [Jisd IpaaTaliCKoro — Haludle OueHb OOJIBIINX PeK C Ce30HHBIMU pas-
JIUBaMIU.

KAitouesole caosa: mHZOEBpoIeNickas IIpapoJyHa, ajTalickas IpapojHa, MeTOJ, CJIOB U Be-
1Iell, CeMaHTUYeCKasl peKOHCTPYKITVL.
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Poccuiicknit rocyjapcTBeHHbIN I'yMaHUTapHbI yHIuBepcuteT (Mocksa)

AuaaexTHOe 4YaeHeHVe IPanHA0eBPOIIeiCKOTO
10 aKIIeHTOAOTUYEeCKMM AaHHBbIM

PesynpTaThl akileHTOJOTMYECKUX MCCIeJOBaHMI, IPOBOSMBIIMXCS B paMKax MocCKOBcKoi
AKIIEHTOJIOTUYECKOM IIKOJIBl B Te€YeHUEe MOCAeJHUX AeCATUIETUIN, MO3BOJISIOT 3aKJIIOUUTh,
4TO MH/OeBpOIIelickas OOIIHOCTh (BO3MOXKHO, 3a MCKIIOUYeHNEeM aHaTOJMIICKOM TIPYIIIIbI
SI3BIKOB) I10 TUILY aKLIeHTHOJ CICTEMBI IlepBOHavYaIbHO pa3fe/iiaach Ha JBe OOJIbIIIe 30HBI:
YCJIOBHO CeBepo-3alla/iHyIo I I0ro-BocTounylo. Cesepo-3anaHbIl aKI@eHTHBI TUIT BBITJIAAT
apXanMyHBIM, a IOTO-BOCTOYHas CHCTeMa OObsACHIMA KaK pe3yJsbTaT MHHOBATHMBHOIO yIIpoIlle-
HILS1 TIpeJIIecTBoBaBIIell cucTeMbl. MOXKHO CBsA3BIBAaTh DTy KAPTMHY C TUIIOTe3011 BTOPMYHON
GasIKaHCKOI IpapOoJMHbEI MH0eBPOIIeiiIieB, IIpeaIoaras, 9YTo IepeaByDKeHIe TPeKo-apuii-
1IeB K BOCTOKY M X IIepexoJ; K OTTOHHO-CKOTOBOJYECKOMY OOpasy >KM3HU, BKIIOYAIOIIeMY
MHOTOYMC/I€HHbIE MEXBb3bIKOBbIe KOHTAKThI, IIPUBEAN K YIIPOIIEHUIO CTapOM aKLeHTHON
CUCTEMBI CJIOXKHOTO MapajurMaTuieckoro Tura.

Karouesvie caosa: HAOEBpOIIeNicKas aKLeHTOIOTHs, MHI0eBpOoIIelicKas papoJyiHa, eBpoIiel-
CKII HEOJIUT, €BPOIIeNICKUI DHEOINT.

Mccneposanust B 001aCTV CIABSIHCKOM, OQJITUIICKON 1 6aITO-C/IaBIHCKON CpaBHUTEIbHO-JICTO-
pUUECKOl aKIIeHTOJOTUM IpUBeaN K PeKOHCTPYKIINM OalaTO-CAaBsSHCKOV aKIIeHTYallMOHHOM
CHICTeMBI, KOTOpas OKa3asJlach OPTaHM30BAHHOM KaK napaduzmamuveckas akueHmHas cucmema.
Tunonormaeckoe cpaBHeHIe DTOV CUCTEMBI C JPYTMMU aKI[€HTYallMIOHHBIMI CUCTeMaMM SI3bI-
KOB C Pa3HOMECTHBIM yJJapeHIeM IIO3BOJIMJIO BBIEeIUTD TUII ITIOJOOHBIX aKI[eHTyallVIOHHBIX CHIC-
TeM, KOTOPBIM 1 OBbLIO JaHo 5T0 HazBaHUe (Dybo 2009: 21 —24; Ari60 2011e: 67 —84).

ITon cucmemamu napaduemamuveckozo axkueHma VAN NApaouzMamuieckumu aKyeHmHbMu
cucmemamy ITOHUMAIOTCSI B MOCKOBCKOJ aKI[€HTOJIOTMYECKOII IIIKOJIe TaKue CHCTeMBI, KOTO-
pble XapaKTepU3yIOTCSI JBYMs MM HEeCKOJBKMMM TUIIaMU IIOBeJeHNs aKIleHTa 6 CA06e, VIMe-
HyeMBIMM aKIJeHTHBIMM TUIIaMU MU aKLIeHTHBIMU (aKIIeHTYallIOHHBIMM) TTapagurMamMu (a.Il.),
10 KOTOPBIM pacIIpesie IsIIOTCS 6e CA06A COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO SI3bIKa CIeAyIOIIIIM 00pa3oM.

1. B kopmyce HenpoM3BOJHBIX OCHOB BBIOOP aKIIeHTHOTO Tuma (aKueHmHou napaduzmot)
JJIs1 KaKJJOTO CJIOBa He IIpe/iCKa3blBaeTCsl KaKoM-11mb0 nH(popMaIiner, 3akII04eHHOI B popMe
MM B 3HAYeHUU DTOTO CJIOBA, a ABJIAETCS IMPUCYIINM JJaHHOMY CJIOBY TPaJUIIVIOHHO.

2. B xopmyce mpoM3BOJHBIX OCHOB BBIOOP aKIIEHTHBIX TUIIOB OIIpe/ie/iAeTcsl aKIIeHTHBIMU
TUNAMU (AKUEHMHOIMU NApaduzmami) IPOU3BOJAIINX OCHOB (OOBIYHO C COOTBETCTBYIOIEN
IIOIIPaBKOIl Ha CI0BOOOpa3oBaTeIbHBIN TUII). B Oa/nTO-C/IaBsSIHCKOM BTa MOIpaBKa OIpezesis-
JIach PelecCMBHOCTBIO MJIN JJOMMHAHTHOCTBIO cy(pukca.

['arosibHas1 aKkileHTHas CUCTeMa B DTHUX S3BIKaX OOBIYHO ITOCTpOeHa IOJOOHBIM Ke obpa-
30M: pasJMJHble IJIaroJbHBle KaTerOpuu Mpy DTOM paccMaTpMBAIOTCA KaK IPOU3BOJHBIE IO
OTHOIIIEHMIO K IJIaTOJIbHOM KaTeTOPIM, ITI0JI0XKEeHHON B Hada/I0 OIVCaHNs.

Taxum obpasoM, 6aaTO-CIaBsSHCKAs aKIJeHTHas CUCTeMa CyIIeCTBeHHO OTJIMJaeTcs OT TO-
IO, YTO yJaBaJ0Ch YBUJETh U3 CPaBHEHII JPEeBHEeMHIUIICKOTO U TPeYecKOro S3BIKOB U CpaBHe-
HIS TIEPBOTO C pedpyieKcaMM IJIaro/JIbHOM aKIleHTyalMi IIpOTOorepMaHCKOro. ['J1aBHBIM KOHCT-
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PYKTUBHBIM BDJ€MEHTOM 0a/JITO-CIaBsIHCKON IIPOCOAMYECKOl CUCTeMBbl OKaszaJach KOpHeBas
MopdeMa: OT ee IPOCOAMIECKOTO XapaKTepa 3aBIICeI0, KaKOIl aKIIEHTHBIN TUII BEIOEPET CJI0BO
1 J11000e TIPON3BOJHOE C JJAaHHBIM KOpHeM: OJJHI KOPHM (JOMMHAHTHbIE) He JOMyCKalu CABUIa
aKIleHTa CO CBOErO CJIOTa VM COXPAHSIM HaKOPEeHHOe y/lapeHne BO BceX c10BodpOopMax U IIPOn3-
BO/IHBIX (€C/IM TOJBKO KaKue-1100 crieranbHble poOHeTMIecKre 06CTosATe IbCTBa He BhI3bIBa/Il
DTOT CABUT), ApyTrue (pereccuBHble) — IIO3BOJISIN CABUTU aKlleHTa, eC/Iy 3a HUMU CIe/l0BalIn
MopdeMsl (cypPUKCH MM OKOHYaHHUA), XapaKTepU30BaBIIMecs IPOCOSMIeCKIMI 0COOeHHO-
CTSIMU, XapaKTepHBIMMU JJIs1 KOpHell IIepBOTO THIla (T.e. JOMMHaHTHEIE).

Benuiickas u apeBHerpedyeckas aklleHTHbIE CHCT@MBI OTHOCATCS B 3HAYMTeNbHOIM Mepe K
CUCeMam KamezopuarvHozo axkuerma. B s3pIKax KaTeropmaJbHOTO aKlleHTa aKIleHTHbIe TUIIBI
BBIOMPAIOTCSI B 3aBMCMMOCTM OT JIEKCMUYECKON, TpaMMaTU4YecKoll MM JeKCMKO-TpaMMaTude-
CKOI1 KaTeropmum OcHOB. Tak B BelliiCKOM Ipe3eHTHbIe OCHOBHI I 1 IV kyaccos BeIOMpaloT He-
IOJBIKHOe HaKopeHHOe yaapenne, VI n X kjiaccop — Heno/sr>kHOe HacyddukcaabHOe yjia-
penne, a mpesentHble ocHOBEHI 11, 111, V, VII, VIII u IX BeIOMpaIOT MOABVOKHBIN aKIIEHTHBIN THII C
yZapeHueM Ha OKOHYaHIM U Ha BJIEMeHTe, HeIIOCPe/ICTBeHHO ITpeIIeCcTBYIOeM OKOHIaHUIO, I
9Ta aKLleHTHasl CJIBI>KKa OOyC/IOB/IeHa CTYIIeHbIO abJayTa B CJIOTe DIeMeHTa, IPeAIIeCcTBYIOIIero
OKOHYaHMIO; B I'PeYeCKOM ITOJBVIKHBIN aKIIeHTHBIN THUII BLIOMpPAIOT aTeMaTuUdecKyie KOpHeBble
MMeHa. DTO >Ke OOBIYHO IIpeJIioIaraeTcs 1 JJI BeJUIICKOTO (XOTS B BeJUIICKOM HaO/IIOfaroTCs
PeMKTBI U HeIIO/IBVM>KHOTO aKIIeHTHOTO TUIIAa Y KOPHEBLIX aTeMaTH4ecKiX nMeH). B remaTtuue-
CKIX VMMeHaX KaK B IpeyeckoM, TaK U B BeJMIICKOM ITOJBVKHBIV aKLIEHTHBIN TUII OTCYTCTBYeT,
OHM BBIOMPAIOT HEIIOJBVKHBIE aKIleHTHBIE TUIIBI C KOJIOHHBIM ylapeHueM. To >ke oTHOCUTCA K
-i- 11 -U-OCHOBaM. DTO pas/nune 0aJTO-CIaBsSIHCKOM U IPeKO-apUIICKO aKIIeHTHBIX CUCTeM MOT-
JIO OB OBITH BOCIPUHATO KaK CBU/IETENbCTBO UX reteporeHHoct (cp. Kurytowicz 1958), ognako
y>XKe B CaMOM Hadaje CpaBHUTEJIbHO-MCTOPUYECKNX MCCAeJOBaHUl B 00JacTU aKLeHTOJIOTUU
ObLT 3aMeYeH psJ, COOTHOIIEHUI M COOTBETCTBUI, YKa3bIBaBIIIMX Ha T€HeTUUYEeCKYIO CBA3b DTUX
crcTteM. DTU COOTHOIIIEHNsI O9eHb 4eTKO onucan Pepannang ge Coccrop, paKkTUIecKn BKIIOUNB
0aNTUIICKYIO aKIIeHTOJIOTUMIO B MH/IOeBPOIIeliCKoe CpaBHUTEIbHO-MICTOPUYECKOe S3bIKO3HaHMe.
A 3atem Vlnnma-Ceutera (1963) mokasasn reHeTMYeCcKoe TOXKIECTBO aKIJEHTOJIOTMYECKMX MaTe-
puaios, 0Opa3yIoIMX 9T COOTHOIIeHM:. /leslo B TOM, UTO /iBe I'peKO-apUIICK/e aKIleHTHbIe
CHUCTeMBI (TpedecKast 1 BeJMIICKas1) COXPaHAIOT CJelbl CTapOro IapaZzurMaTu4eckoro COCTOSHIAS
B BIJIe JIBYX aKIIeHTHBIX TUIIOB HEIIPOM3BOJHBIX MIMEH, TeHeTUYeCK! TOXKEeCTBeHHBIX JBYM TU-
IIaM aKILEeHTHBIX MapaAnIM OaslTo-CaaBsHCKOro. HekoTopoe OTK/IOHEHMe B BeAMIICKOM OBLIO
o6psacHeHo C. /1. Hukonaessim (OCA Crosaps: 53 —74) n muoit (Ap160 2011b; 2011c, 2011d).

Habmrogenns Haj napaZgurMaTdecCKMMH aKIIeHTHBIMU CICTeMaMI IIOKa3bIBaIOT, YTO OHU
B XO/le MICTOPUYECKOIO Pa3BUTI IPOABJIAIOT TeH/JeHIINIO ITpeobpa3oBaHIs B KaTeropua/jibHble
aKIIeHTHBIe CHCTEeMBI [IOCPeCTBOM TeHepalu3aly OIlpesieIeHHbIX aKIIeHTHBIX TUIIOB B OIIpe-
JeJIeHHBIX KaTeropusax ocHoB. Caydaes IMPOTUBOIIOIOXKHOTO IIpoIjecca II0Ka He OOHapy>KeHO.

Vccnenosanne mpoTOrepMaHCKON aKIIEHTHOM CUCTeMBI B IJIaroJie Iokasajo ee rHapajur-
MaTUYeCcKNII XapakTep. DTO Ha/le>KHO JJOKa3aHO [JIs IJIaroJIOB C KOPHAMM Ha HeIlyMHbIe (CM.
Aw160 2010), a mpasuao Kiyre rmoarsep>k/jaeT mapajurMaTuiecknii BBIOOP aKIIeHTHBIX TUIIOB
JJIs1 TJIaroJIOB C KOpHAMM Ha myMHble (cM. Dybo 2011; Api6o 2011a). Takum obpaszom mporo-
repMaHCKas aKIleHTHas CIICTeMa I10 CBOell OpTaHM3aliy OKa3alach 3HAYUTeNbHO OoJee O/Im3-
KOJ K 0a/ITO-CJIaBAHCKOM, YeM K I'peKO-apUIICKON. EfMHCTBeHHO, YTO ee 00beINHseT C TPeKo-
apUICKOM, 9TO, IO-BUAMMOMY, KOJOHHBIV XapaKTep aKILEeHTHBIX ITapajiIrM.

[TapagurmMaTiyeckast opraHmu3anus akIeHTHOM CUCTeMBI IJIaroJjia B KOpPITyce IepBUYHBIX
IJ1ar0JI0B C KOPHAMM Ha HeITyMHBIe OOHapy>keHa I B KeJIbTO-UTaJIUICKUX sA3bIKaX. COOCTBeH-
HO, C yCTaHOBJIEHIs DTOTrO (pakTa M Hadasach IepecTpoiiKa Oaa1TO-CaaBAHCKON aKIleHTOJIOTH-
JyecKoll peKoHCTpyKumu. B 1961 rozy s omy6./mmkosan paborty «CokpaliieHne JOIroT B KeJIbTO-
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,Z‘,I/IaJIeKTHOQ YJIEeHeHIe HpaI/IH,Z[OQBpOHeiICKOI‘O I10 aKII€eHTOJIOTNYEeCKUM JaHHBIM

UTaJNICKMX S3bIKaX U ero 3HauyeHue JJIs1 0a1TO-CIaBsSHCKON ¥ MH/I0eBPOIIeliCKO aKIIeHTOJI0-
run» (Ap160 1961). B Helt MHe yzanoch ITOKa3aTh, 9TO 44 MMeHaM, y KOTOPBIX MHJOeBpOIIeli-
CKIe JJOJITOTBI COXPaHAIOTCs Kak JIOJITUe B JIaTBIHU U B KeJIBTCKUX SI3bIKAaX, COOTBETCTBYIOT MMe-
Ha C yJapeHueM Ha KOpHe, TO eCTh Ha COOTBETCTBYIOIEeV MHIOeBPOIIeVICKON JOJITOTe, B sI3bI-
Kax, COXpaHMBIIIMX MH0eBPOIeIICKII pa3HOMECTHBI aKI[eHT 1M ero pedJieKchl; a 42 MMeHaM,
B KOTOPBIX MHJOEBPOIIENICKIEe JOITOTHl COKPATU/INCh U IIPe/CTaB/IeHbl B TaTBIHU 1 B KeJIBTCKUX
sA3bIKaX KaK KpaTKye, COOTBETCTBYIOT B sI3BIKaX, COXPaHMBIIMX Pa3HOMECTHBIN MHJOeBpOIeli-
CKIII aKIIeHT MM ero ped/IeKCH], IMeHa ¢ KOHeYHBIM yapeHneM (T.e. MHOeBPOIIeliCKIe JJOITO-
TBI HAXOJWJ/INCh B IIpelyZlapHOM IosioKeHnn)!. B jononHenne x 1w s ripuses 17 uMeH c co-
XpaHeHeM JIOJITOTHI B JIATBIHM U B K€JBTCKIUX SI3bIKaX, Y KOTOPBIX B 0AJTO-CIABIHCKIX COOTBET-
CTBUAX OBLJIO HAKOPEHHOe yJlapeHue, a B JpeBHeMH/IMIICKOM V1 IpedecKOM ObIIIO KOHeJHOoe.

Sl oTMeTILI, 9TO aKIIEeHT B 0aJITO-CIaBIHCKOM «OOBIYHO OOBSCHSIOT KaK 0aITO-CIaBIHCKYIO
VMHHOBAIIMIO, BOHMKIIYIO B pe3yJjbTaTe OTTATMBAHUA yJapeHIsl Ha IIpe/IIecTBYIOMNIl aKyTH-
poBaHHBIN cIOT (3aKOH XupTa—MuKkkossl). JdaHHoe comocTas/ieHue, IMo-BUAMMOMY, MCKIIO-
JaeT TaKoIo pojia 00bsICHeHne». B 17aHHOM ciydae 51 He OoTBepras 3aKOH XMpTa?, s COMHeBasICs
B TOM, YTO 5 NpuMepoB Ipynmbl A (TouHee 4, Tak Kak ILATBI — -n-IIpudacTie) J0CTaTOYHO,
9YTOOBI IIepeHecTy 3aKOH XMpTa Ha KeJIbTO-UTaaAnicKuii. YTo KacaeTcs: OCTalbHBIX MMeH (-fo- 1
-t1-OCHOBEI), TO UX OapUTOHe3a MOTMBIPOBaach aKIIEHTHON ITapaJUIMOIl IJ1aroJ0B, OT KOTO-
pBIX OHM OBLIM OOpasoBaHbl. B pasobpaHHOM MaTepmasie ObLIO 7 -fU-OCHOB C COKpallleH/eM
JOJITOT, KOTOPBIM COOTBETCTBOBA/IM CYyIIMHBI OAITO-CIaBAHCKIX IJIar0JI0B IO/BVIKHON aKIIeHT-
HOJ TapajuIMbl, U 7 -t-OCHOB C COXpaHeHUeM [JOJITOT, KOTOPBIM COOTBETCTBOBAIM CYIIMHBI
0a/ITO-C/IaBAHCKIX IJ1ar0JIOB HEIIO/BIDKHON OapUTOHMPOBAHHON aKIIEHTHOV ITapaJUIMBbl; OBI-
70 TakKe 12 -f0-OCHOB C COKpallleHUeM /OJTOT, KOTOPBIM COOTBETCTBOBAIM -to-IIpUYacTs
0aITO-C/IaBAHCKMX IJIarOJI0B IOABVIKHOM aKIIEHTHOM IapaanrMsel, u 13 -fo-OCHOB ¢ coxpaHe-
HIeM JIOJTOT, KOTOPBIM COOTBETCTBOBaIN -to-IIpMJacTisl 6aaTO-CIaBsSHCKUX IJ1ar0/I0B HeIo/-
BIIDKHOI OapUTOHMPOBAHHON aKIIeHTHOI mapajgurmel. He perrtas mpo6eMbl BOSHUKHOBEHIL
pasImumnii B aKIleHTOBKe DTUX MMeH s PacCYMTBLIBaJ HOJIYYUTh OOBbsACHEHUE JIBYX aKI[@eHTHBIX
MapajgurM 06asTo-CIaBsAHCKOTO Iyarosa: «Ha ocHOBaHUM BBIIIEN3I0KEHHOTO MOXKHO JyMarTh,
YTO VMCTOKM OCHOBHBIX aKIIEHTOJIOTMYECKUX OCOOEHHOCTEeN 0aJsITO-CJIaBSHCKOTO TJaroJjia HaJlo
JICKaTh He B COCTOSIHUM, 3aCBI/IeTeIbCTBOBAHHOM B JPEeBHEMHIUIICKOM, a B (paKTe BKIIOUEHIL B
IapaJurMy IjaroJja /iByX pasaMdHbIX 110 MeCTY yJapeHIs KaTeropuil OTIJIaroJIbHBIX MMeH (-to-
U -t1~-OCHOB), KOTOPbIe ITOCTY>KIJIV OCHOBOJ OpraHM3auy aKIIeHTHBIX ITapaJuIM IJarosa; oc-
TaJIbHBIe (POPMBI BBICTpaMBaINCh y>Ke 10 aKIleHTHOI IapagurMme» (Jpi6o 1961: 33 —34).

B TakoMm OOBsACHEeHMM CKIaJbIBAaHNS IJIAaTOJBHBIX aKIIEHTHBIX IapaJUIM He OBLIO TOIja
HIYero HeBepOATHOTO. ba/iTo-c1aBsHCKMe aKIleHTHbIe HapaJUIMBel IJ1aroJja sBHO OT/INYasIiCh
OT TJTaTOJBHBIX aKIIeHTHBIX TUTIOB JpeBHenH miickoro. Vonac Kasmayckac B csoeit «Lietuviy
kalbos istoriné gramatika» (Kazlauskas 1968) o6bsacHs1 9TO OT/IMYMe 6e3yAapHOCTLIO PUHUT-
HBIX (POPM MHAOEBPOIIENICKOTO IJIaroja B OIpejie/IeHHBIX MO3UIIVIX, IIePeHOCs B MHI0eBPO-
IeMICKII 0COOeHHOCTM (PUHUTHBIX (POPM JpeBHeMHAMIICKOro riaaroja. OCcTaHOBMBIINCL Ha
DTOM OOBACHEHNM, S 3aKIIovasl: «AHaaMU3 NPUIMH OOpa3oBaHN JABYX aKLIEHTHBIX HapajurM
OTIJIAaTOJIBHBIX -tU- U -t0-OCHOB B pacCMOTPEHHOI BBIIlle TIPyIIIe MHJOEeBPONeNCKIUX SI3BIKOB
MOKeT OBITh IIPOM3BeJleH JUIIIb Ha 0OJiee OOIINMPHOM MaTepuase, 4eM Marepuall, IIpejcTas-
JIEHHBIIT B JaHHOM cTaThe» (160 1961: 34).

! ITpu paccMOTpeHMM JOJIIMUX CIOTOBBIX COHAHTOB KaK COKpaIlleHHbIN pedpieKe TpaKTOBaluch -ar-, -al- (< *-i-,
*-I-), Kak pedrexc, COXpaHUBIINI MHAOEBPOIIETICKYIO JOITOTY TPAKTOBANUCh -, -1d- (< *-f-, *-[-).

2 Op. Kopraranar ommubaercs, yreepxzasn: «On the basis of the Italic and Celtic material Dybo rejects this
law...» (Kortlandt 1981: 6).
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[To-BuauMomy, 9TO 3ak/ar0deHne u nooyamao B. M. Vnnnma-Csuteida OTKIMKHYTBCA Ha
MOIO paboTy crarberi «K MCTOJIKOBAaHMIO aKIJeHTYaIlMIOHHBIX COOTBETCTBUI B KeJIbTO-UTaINI-
CKOM I 0asITO-C/IaBAHCKOM (O ,,BTOpoM Iipasuie Ap160“)» (Vaama-Ceutsra 1962). OH nosHO-
CTBIO IIPUHSJ OCHOBHOJ pe3yJbTaT MOETroO MCCIelOBaHMs: COKpallleHle B KeJIbTO-UTaJINiICKOM
VMH/IOEBPOIIENCKMX JOJIOT B HpeJylapHOM IIOJOXKEeHUM M COXpaHeHMe MHJOeBPOIIeCKUX
JOJITOT TIOJ, yAapeHueM, a Te Clyday, B KOTOPBIX KeJbTO-UTaINIICKOe HaKOPEeHHOe ylapeHue
COOTBETCTBYeT 0a/ITO-CJAaBAHCKOMY M PacXOJUTCs C I'PeKO-apUIICKUM KOHEYHBIM yJapeHueM,
IIOIIBITA/ICSI OOBSICHUTD 3aKOHOM XMPTa, PaCIIPOCTPAHNUB €0 Ha KeJIbTO-UTAJINICKUIL. DTOT 3a-
KOH JIO CUX IOP ITO3UIIMOHHO He ompejiesieH. Ecin ero orpezenTh Kak epeHoC y/JapeHns Ha
IIpe/IIIeCTBYIOINII aKyTUPOBaHHBIN CJIOT, TO BCe IMEHA C COKpaIlleHHBIMIU MH/I0€BPOIIEIICKI-
MM JJOJTUMU IJIaCHBIMU JIOJ/IKHBI OBV TTOJBEPTHYTHCS DTOMY 3aKOHY.

Onmpasicy Ha pa6oty bondante (Bonfante 1934 —1935) 1 Ha cOOCTBeHHbIe 1CCIe/JOBAHILS B
obstactu saTbiickux yHTOHanuit (Vmmma-Ceutera 1961), B. M. Vinanma-CButhid criyckaeT Ha
OasnTO-C/IaBAHCKMIL, a 3aTeM Ha 0asTO-CIaBSIHCKO-KeIbTO-UTAJUIICKUI YPOBEHD JiBe JIaTHIII-
CKIe MHTOHAIIUM, BOCXO/IMe K OalTo-caaBIHCKOMY akyTy (T 1 ), peKOHCTpyupys (pakTu-
9ecK! JJIS1 3aIlaJHOTO MHIOEBPOIIeICKOTO TPV MHTOHALMM JOJTUX CIOTOB: 1. mupKyMdQIexc,
2. BocxosyIo () 1 3. IpephIBUCTYIO (IOMaHyI0). DTUM OH 06ecIieqnBasl O3UIINIO JIeiICTBIAS
3aKOHa XMpTa: IepeHOC yAapeH!:s IIPOMUCXOANI Ha IPeAIIeCcTBYIOIIUI JOITUI CJIOT C BOCXO-
Js11ell MHTOHalMel 1 He IMPOMCXO/MJI Ha CJIOT C IIPepBIBUCTON MHTOHaIMe. DTO OblI cMe-
JIBIVI IIPaBUJIBHEIN X0/, BeJb IIpaBMJIO DH/3eIMHA OUYeHb XOPOIIO II03BOJIAeT OTINYATh «IIOJ-
BYKHBIN aKyT» OT «HEITOJBVIKHOTO aKyTa», HO €r0 MHTepIIpeTalls KaK pe3y/bTara Iporecca
OTTATMBAHNA y/ApeHNs Ha IIPeJIecTBYIOINII CJIOT HaTaAK/MBAeTCsd Ha MacCy HeOOBSICHUMBIX
ciy4aes: mildks, ifgtﬁki, lieliks v TOl06HBIE HEe MOTYT OOBSICHATLCS OTTSKKOM yJapeHNs, Tak KakK
IlepBOHavya/IbHOe y/lapeHle HaXOM/JI0Ch Ha KOpHe, Jla U B cayvasx jailndkds, planika n mono6-
HBIX OCTaeTCsl HesICHBIM Ha KaKoIl CJIOT OHO HepeTAINBaIoCh U [oYeMy COXpaHsAIach IJ1aBHasd
MHTOHAIVA.

Certuac MBI IpMHIMaeM [iBa TUIIa aKyTa, JOMMHAHTHBIN akyT (aKyT, [IOCTPOeHHBIN Ha BbI-
COKOTOHAJILHOM CJIOT€) U PelLleCCUBHBIN aKyT (aKyT, IIOCTPOEHHBIN Ha HU3KOTOHAJIbHOM CJIOTE).
Ho g Toro, 4to6s! 00bsACHUTDL Bee PaKThl, B KOTOPBIX KeJbTO-UTaJIUIICKNII TI0 MecCTy yjape-
HILST COTJIaCOBAJICA C DAITO-CAABAHCKUM U IIPOTUBOPEUII TPEKO-apUIICKOMY («BTOpOe IIpaBu-
710»), B. M. Mnina-CeuUThIay HY>KHO OBLIO OOBbeJMHNUTH OapUTOHMUPOBAHHLIE -t0- U -t1-OCHOBBI
C HEMOTVBUPOBAaHHBIMIU VIMEHaMU, KOTOpPHBIe TIOAXO/AT MO/, BTO «BTOPOE IPaBIJIO», a DTOMY
Mellla/Iy TepMaHCKMe -to- 1 -t1-OCHOBBI, KOTOpbIe ITOKa3bIBaM JiBa aKIleHTHBIX TuMa (bapuro-
HMPOBaHHBIN 11 OKCUTOHMPOBAHHBIN) TaK >Ke, KaK KeJIbTO-UTATUIICKUI, IIPU TOM, UTO TepMaH-
CKII1 He OOHapy>KIBaJ HUKaKMUX C/Ie/I0B JIelCTBIs 3aKoHa XupTa. Vninma-CBUTeId MOIBITaACs
OCIIOPUTh MOIO TPAKTOBKY STUX MMEH KaK MOTHUBMPOBAHHBIX aKLIEHTHBIMM IapajurMaMu
MIPOM3BOJAIINX IJIar0JI0B, HO yCTPaHUTh (aKT, YTO B TePMaHCKOM /IBa aKI[eHTHBIX TUIIa OTIJIa-
TOJTBHBIX ITpIJIaraTeJbHBIX Ha -t0- (OKCUTOHHEBIN M OapUTOHHEIN), eMy He yaloch. B gansHer-
I1eM s Ipe/icTaBua 12 repMaHCKUX OapUTOHMPOBAHHBIX IPUYACTUIL U -to-TIpUIaraTeIbHBIX 1
12 okcuMTOHMPOBAHHLIX; Y 9 U3 HepBON TPyl YCTaHABAMBAETCS CBA3b C OaITO-CIaBsSHCKON
HeTIO/IBV>KHOM aKIIeHTHOI NapajurmMoi, y 8 13 BTOpOIl IPYIIIb — CB3b C 6aITO-CIaBAHCKOM
IIO/IBVKHOM aKIleHTHOM napaanrmoi (Aei6o 2011a).

B. M. Mnnma-Ceuthd mpoJoKaa paboTaTh B 001aCTV OaITO-CIaBAHCKON aKIJeHTOJIOIMI
U O4eHb CKOpPO yOeam/ICsI, 9TO IOCTaBJIeHHas IIpob/IeMa TaK IIPOCTO He peIlaeTcs, U y>XKe OT-
TUCK CBO€I1 CTaThby HOJlapy/I MHe C Ha/inuchio: «Bosojie oT packassierocst atopa». Pesyiibra-
TOM DTOM JAVUCKYCCHI OBLIO HEKOTOPOE yBeJNJYeHNe 4lC/Ia KeJbTO-UTAINIICKIX IIPUMepPOB, B
KOTOPBIX MOXKHO YCMOTpeTh JielicTBue 3akoHa XupTta. Jobasuance: 1. ap.-upi. dth ‘Furt, offe-
ner Raum’ (< *id-tu-s); cp.-sasr. adwy f. ‘Bresche, Durchgang, Liicke’, Gper. ode, oade f. ‘Offnung
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im Zaum fiir Vieh oder Wagen’ ~ cias. *idto n. ‘cras’ (11.-cj1aB. @To n. ‘agmen’; pyccK. Anal.
sgmeo ‘Zug, Schwarm Fische’; 6our. simo ‘cras (mtum)’, cxps. jito ‘Herde, Zug (von Tieren, Vo-
geln)’); Ho np.-ung. yatim ‘Gang, Weg, Fart’, mpu st jdju, jat ‘reiten’. beuin noggep>kaHsl B
9TOM TOJIKOBAHMI: 2. JIaT. granum : UpJ. gran; 3. nar. faqus (mpu rped. ¢pnyog; 4. ap.-Basl.
di-auc ‘BSUTBIN, HEOBICTPBIL (IpU Ip.-MHA. asuh, rped. wkVG); 5. j1aT. clavus ‘3anop’ (Ipu rpeu.
Jopud. kAQ(g). Ornano upJ. ldn ‘monHsr’, Basl. llawn (adpranckmii oATBEpANI OapUTOHE3Y
9TOTO IIpUJIaraTeIbHOIO).

ITpono/xkeHne AMCKycCuy OCyIIeCTBIIOCH JBajlaTh JeT CiycTs, korga @pegepux Kopt-
JaH/T TO3HAKOMIUI aHIJIOS3BIYHOTO YMTaTes sl C BBIBOJAMM M MaTepuajoM Moell pabOTH B
cratbe «More Evidence for Italo-Celtic» (Kortlandt 1981). Vxe co crateu @p. Koprianzga
rpobseMa ObliIa ITlepeHeceHa B 00J1aCTh JTapMHTAIUCTUKIL. XOTA BO BCeX IIpUMepax peds IIia O
JOJITOTe TJIaCHOTO M O ee COKpallleHII, BOIIPOC TPAKTOBAJICA KaK «BBIIAJa/l JIV JIAPYUHIAJ I1e-
pez CJIOTOM C yZapHBIM IJIaCHBIM U IIepecTaB/IsA/ICS U OH VI He IepecTaBJIsIcs, Korja yja-
peHIe CTaBIIOCh Ha CIeAYIOIINIA CJIOT».

B Moeil1 paboTe, K cOKajlleHMIO, Ha OYeHb MaJeHbKOM MaTepuase (MeHbIIle ITOIyTopacTa
OCHOB) OBLJIa IOKa3aHa aKIIeHTHAs CHCTeMa fA3BIKa C MapaJUrMaTidecKM BBIOOPOM aKIeHT-
HBIX TUIIOB, Y>K€ 3HauMTeJbHO IPOJBMHYBIIETOC B HaIlpaBJeHNN K KaTeropyaabHOMY BBIOO-
py: 1. renepann3anysi KOHEYHOTO yAapeHNUs B 00pa3oBaHUsIX ¢ cypdpukcaMn Ha -k-; 2. TeHepa-
au3anus HacyPpPpuKcaabHOIO yAapeHns B IsIarojax ¢ cypdukcom -i-; 3. TeHepaamsanms Ko-
HEYHOTO y/lapeHNs B KeJIbTCKIX TepyHAMBAX; 4. TeHepaaIn3anysi KOHEYHOIO y/JapeHIis B KeJIbT-
CKUX MIPUYACTIAX Ha -1j0-, IpY COXpaHEHNM! pe/IMKTa JBOVICTBEHHOCTM aKIIeHTHBIX TUIIOB (Ip.-
upJ1. snithe). Eif mpoTUBOIIOCTaBJIAIC pa3bop, HACKOJIBKO STU BBIBOJBI COIVIACYIOTCS C BBIABI-
HYTBIMI JIaPMHTQJIUCTCKUMM TIPeAI0KEeHNUAMU. DTU 2unomemuueckue IpejI0KeHNs BEICTyIIa-
JI B KaueCTBe MePBI MCTUHHOCTIA.

B Moel1 repMaHUCTIIUECKOT pabOTe, ITO-BUJUMOMY, JOCTATOYHO SICHO OBLIO ITOKa3aHo, 4YTO
BCe JIapMHTaIMCTCKIe oObsicHeHMs 3akoHa XoubiiMaHa (Verscharfung) 1o/ KHBI OBITH OTOPO-
IIIeHB], a VICTMHA JIEKNUT B JaBHO MpeJI0KeHHOM MIKKO/IOM (Ha TUIIOJOTMYeCKIX OCHOBaHU-
sIX) OO'BSCHEHNN, KOTOPOe MOATBeP>KJal0T 0aITO-CAaBIHCKIE aKI[eHTOIOTYeCKIie CpaBHEeH
(Aw160 2007). BnpoueM, Moe BTOpOe IpaBUJIO ObLIO IMPOUTHOPUPOBAHO, TO €CTh COXpaHeH!e
JOJITOTHI He CBA3BIBAJIOCH C OAPUTOHE30I1, Jja U COKpallleHle pacCMaTpMUBAIOCh KaK CIIOpaiu-
JyecKoe sBJeHIe, U MHOT/Ia YKa3blBaa0Ch Ha IIpeIOKeHHOe MHOM IPaBIIO. AKIIEHTOIOTI4e-
ckue compkenns (rocte @p. Kopriangra), Kak IpaBuio, He IPUBOAATCS, 0aaTO-CIaBsIHCKIE
OCOOEHHOCT! OOBIYHO OOBACHSAIOTCA 3aKOHOM XHMpTa, OYeHb YacTO OKCUTOHe3a OOBbsCHAeTCs
IIOCTOSIHHOIM (?) yZapHOCTBIO cydpduKca -to-, HeKOTOpBIe McCaejoBaTeNN CYUTAIOT, YTO Bee -f-
cypdukcel yaapHbl (-tu- u -ti-). Tak obcrout neno B AByx Oospiux pabortax CxpeliBepa
(Schrijver 1991 u Schrijver 1995). To ke BriedatyieHne OT psja Apyrux pabor (cyrybo keabTo-
JIOTMUYECKYIO JTUTepaTypy s He CMOT IIPOCMOTpPETH B ITOJTHOM oO0beMe). Ha orOpaceiBanme ped-
JIeKCOB -ar- u -al- (< -f- u -I-) st otBetn B Ap160 2007, MOTY /J06GaBUTH JIMIIb, YTO OUYEHb CTPAHHO
BBITJLJUT OTOpachIBaHIe OCHOBHBIX COTV>KEHUII V1 3aMeHBI X KOPHEBBIMI STUMOJIOTVIAMIA.

B Hacrosimee BpeMs auckyccus npogospkaercs. Viccaegosatean pa3aennanch Ha He TIpU-
HUMaIOIIVX IIpeJI0’KeHHOe MHOJI IIPaBIJIO ¥ MPUHUMAIOIINX 9TO MPaBUJIO (IIO-BUIUMOMY,
B OCHOBHOM, KaK CIIOpaZdecKoe COKpallleHne B IIpefygapHOM 1osoKeHnn). Ho B xoze anc-
Kyccuy MaTepuas ysenndusaeTcs. He nmpuanMaromme mpasmao cobupaior matepual, dpakx-
TUYECKN IMOATBepXAalommuii mapagurmarndecknii spioop. Tak 30 mpuMepos, IpUBOAMIMBIX
Isaac’oM, TIO €er0 MHEHMIO OIPOBEPraloIINX IPaBUJIO COKpaIljeH!s, JOCTaTOYHO TOYHO COOT-
BETCTBYIOT «BTOpOMYy IipaBuiay». Otopocus mou (1 Ilegepcena!) pediekcel cOKpalljeHHBIX
*-1-, *—!_— > -ar-, -al-, ucciefoBaTe/ 3aMeHIIN UX Ha -td-, -ld-. B ®T0I1 rpynme Hab/0aeTcs pag
JIOOOMIBITHBIX TpUMepoB. VI3 Hux Hanbo/Iee MHTepeCHHI:
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1. kexnT. *gndto (cp.-amn. ygnat judge, magistrate’, ‘sHaTOK, Cyabs’; np.-up. at-na-bot, cp.-
BaJLT. az-na-voud ‘knowing’) — \gnehs- ‘erkennen’ Il Trslinger 2002; Isaac 2002: 28 (< *§nhs-té-);

2. xesbT. Ap.-upa. mrath n. ‘Betrug, Verrat’, sasi. brad ‘betrayal’, ‘npesarenncrso, nsmena’
~ mp.-upn. marnaid ‘betriigt’; ap.-umzp. mynati ‘zermalmt’ — merh, ‘gewaltsam packen, zer-
driicken’ Il Irslinger 2002: 271; Isaac 2002: 28 (< *mrha-té-); Pok.: 735—736; LIV2: 440;

3. KesbT. Ap.-upJ. rath m, n. ‘Gnade, Tugend, Geschenk’, Bai. rhad ‘grace’, ‘6;1arocK/10H-
HOCTb, MUJIOCTE; JIp.-MHJ. pg’nfiti ‘gibt, schenkt, spendet’, nat. paro, -are ‘bereiten, erwerben’;
np.-upan. ebarth-i ‘wird es gewahren’ — \perhs- ‘verschaffen’ Il Trslinger 2002: 272; Isaac 2002: 28
(< *prhs-t6-); Pok.: 816 f.; LIV,: 474;

4. kenvT. Ap.-up. srath m. ‘Gras, Rasen, Tal, Grund’, Bann. ystrad ‘valley’; ap.-ung,. stg’m'iti
‘breitet hin’; rpeu. otdovOUL ‘breite aus, streue’ — Vsterhs- ‘hinbreiten, ausbreiten’ |l Irslinger
2002: 275; Isaac 2002: 28 (< *strhs-t6-); Pok.: 1029; LIV2: 599;

5. kennT. *frasna ‘part’, ‘wacts, jos’: Ap.-upa. rann f. [a]; gp.-Baj. rann ‘share’, ‘gacTs, jg0-
AT, cp.-Ba. ranm, rann f. — \/perh3- ‘bear, provide’ | Matasovi¢ 2009: 138 —139 (< *prhs-snéh.-
‘gift, share’ ); Pok.: 817.

CXOZHBIN TUIT COKpAIIIeHNs JOJITOTO MBI HAXOAVIM B CJIeJYIOIIeM IIpuMepe:
6. xestsT. *fotlo- ‘drink, act of drinking’: ap.-upur. 61, 6ol n. — \pehs(i)- ‘trinken’ | Matasovi¢
2009: 137 —138 (< *pehs-tl6- > *potlé- > *potlo-); LIVa: 462; Pok.: 839—840.

Bce Tpu cyddpukca, mpecrasieHHbIe B JaHHBIX ITPOU3BOJHBIX (CyOCTaHTUBMUPYIOMINIA -f0-3,
-snd-, -tlo-) — JOMIHaAHTHBIE, BCe KOPHM PeIjeCCUBHBI MM MOTYT OBITh TAaKOBBIMU: 1. KOpeHb
\/gnehs— ‘erkennen’ — OOBIYHO JJOMMHaAHTHBIN, HO BCTpeYaeTcs U pellecCuBHOe YIoTpeb ieHne;
2. xopenb Vperhs- ‘verschaffen’ (B 1Byx ocHoBax) — perteccusHsiit; 3. Vsterhs- ‘hinbreiten, aus-
breiten’ — pereccusHbIL; 4. \/pehg(g')— ‘trinken’ — pereccuBHBIIL; 5. 111 yCTaHOBJIEHN aKIleHTya-
IMOHHOI BaJIeHTHOCTY KOpHsI \merh, ‘gewaltsam packen, zerdriicken’ Het Matepuana. B ocHo-
BaX C aKyTMPOBaHHBIMI PeLIeCCUBHBIMI KOPHAMU IPY JOMMHAHTHBIX cydPuKkcax B 6aaTO-C1a-
BSIHCKOM ITPOMCXO/MJIa METaTOHMA (KOPHM CTaHOBVUINCH JOMIHAHTHBIMI, a «PelLleCCHBHBIN»
aKyT 3aMeHJICS «JJOMUHAHTHBIM» LIMPKYMQIIeKcoM). YiapeHue Ipy 9TOM CTaBIJIOCh Ha BTO-
PUYIHO IOMMHAHTHOM KOPHEBOM cJIore. /0 MeTaTOHNI yapeHe, KOHEYHO, TPV PelleCCBHOM
KOpPHe CTOsJI0 Ha JOMMHAHTHOM cyd¢ukce. Ho Bcs mpobiema B TOM, Korja IpoM3oOIlLIa dTa
MeTaTOHM:. B BeAMIICKOM B CJI0Bax C pereCCMBHBIMY KOPHSAMU U C JOMMHAHTHBIM Cy$PUKCOM
-tlo- yapeHne CTOUT Ha KOpHe. DTO 3HAYUT, YTO METAaTOHMS B MHAOEBPOIIENICKOM IIPOM30IILIa
paHbIIle, 9YeM 13 HETO BBIJeIN/ICSI MHAoUpaHCKnil. ClefoBaTeIbHO, B KeIbTCKOM Cy(prKcalb-
HOe y/JlapeHIie B STUX OCHOBaX MOIJIO CTOSITH JIUIIb B TOM CJIydae, eCJI OH BBIJENVIICS U3 MHJO-
€BPOIIENICKOTO 3HAUUTEIBHO PaHbIlle MHIOMPAHCKOTO, Jia U, TIO-BUVIMOMY, paHbIIIe BCell IPeKo-
apuiickoi1 rpymmsl. OueBngHO, OyZeT 60Iee OCTOPOXKHBIM, €C/IV MBI IIPYIMeM, 9YTO METaTOHIL B
ITOJOOHBIX OCHOBAX y>Ke IIPOM3OIILIa M Pe3KO BOCXOJSAIINII aKIIeHT Ha MeTaTOHM3VPOBAHHOM
KOPHEBOM CJIOTe BBI3Ba/l MeTaTe3y COueTaHUI -ar-, -an- > -¥i-, -nd- 1 COKpalleHue -0- > -0-.

B BegmiickoMm nMeroTcst OCHOBHI ¢ cydpdukcoMm *-tlo- 1 ¢ yaapeHneM Ha 3ToM cypPpukce; HO
9TO OCHOBHI C IIEPBUYHO JOMMHAHTHBIMU KOPHSAMM, B KOTOPBIX yZapeHUe C JOMIHAHTHOTO
KOPHsI OBLJIO CABMHYTO Ha CJIeAYIOIIUI JOMMHAHTHBIN CyPPUKC, HTO SABIEHIE MOXKHO MCTOJI-
KOBaTh KaK IIPOIlecc IepeIBICKeHNIs yapeHns ¢ Hadala BHICOKOTOHAIBHOI I1aTPOPMEI Ha ee
KOHelI. /l0KaJIbHOCTB HTOTO Ipoliecca IoKa3aHa MHOIO Ha MaTepuasie Jap/CKOro s3bIKa IIIIHA,
COXpaHUBIIIETO JPeBHEMHAUIICKII pa3HOMECTHBIN aKIleHT. B 9ToM s3bIKe B OJ00HBIX popmax

3 CydpuKc OTIIaroIbHBIX IIpUIIaraTeJIbHbIX -f0- PerleCCUBHBIN U ITOABVKHOCTD MX aKLIEHTHON MapaUrMBl I,

COOTBETCTBEHHO, OKCITOHE3a B I‘pEKO-apI/II?ICKOM BO3HUKJ/IN 13-3a JOMUHAHTHOCTY OKOHYAHUIA.

98



,Z‘,I/IaJIeKTHOQ YJIEeHeHIe HpaI/IH,Z[OQBpOHeiICKOI‘O I10 aKII€eHTOJIOTNYEeCKUM JaHHBIM

9TO NepeJBI>KeHNe He IIPOM3OIIIO: BCe TaKie OCHOBBI B HEM MMeIOT HaKOpeHHOe y/japeHNe.
Takoe >ke 1oJI0KeHMe B JapJCKUX S3bIKaX JaMeln, Ixalypa 1 MaiiaH.

Nccnenosanne C. /1. Huko/iaeBbIM pasindnii B paciipe/ie/IeHNI aKIleHTHBIX TUIIOB BeJuii-
ckux u rpedecknx nepsudHbix nmeH (OCA CiroBaps: 53 —74) ripuBesio K yCTaHOBJIEHUIO ITO3U-
LIMI1 DTOTO aKIIeHTOJIOTMYeCKOTo ITpollecca, 3Ha4MTeJbHO CMECTHUBIIIeTO paclipe/ie/ieHle aKIleHT-
HBIX TUIIOB B BeJMIICKON aKIIeHTHOI crcTemMe 1 (paKTIIeCcKy CIOMAaBIIIero CUCTeMy Iapajnurma-
TIYEeCKOIo BbIOOPa B CIOBOOOpa30BaHMUM U B IJIarOJIbHON crcteMe. Moe mcciiefiloBaHne pasHOMe-
CTHOIO aKIleHTa B IIyIITY IIOKa3aso CJeJjbl TOMOTeHHOCTU MPaHCKOV CUCTEMBI C OaITO-CIaBsH-
ckoi1. I[lepBianoe cocTostHMe MH/I0aPMIICKOI aKIIEHTHO CMCTEMBI JJOCTaTOYHO ITOJTHO PeKOHCT-
pyupyeTcs Ha MaTepuaJjie JapACKIX M HypPUCTaHCKIX S3BIKOB, COXPaHMBIIX MHIOMPAHCKIIL pa3-
HOMECTHBII aKIIeHT 1M ero pediekcsl 1 peaukrsl, cM. Apioo 2011b, Anibo 2011c, As60 2011d.

B pesysprare aKiieHTOJIOTMYeCKOTO aHa/IM3a, TaKUM OOpa3oM, MBI B OIIpe/ileIeHHOM OTHO-
IIIeHN BO3BpalllaeMcsl K YJIeHeHNIO MH0eBPOIIelICKOI A3BIKOBON TepPUTOPUH, IIPOBe/IeHHOMY
A. IllnevixepoM. BriziesiszeTcst apxamdeckasi ceBepo-3ariaiHast 00/1acThb: 0aITO-C/IaBIHCKIU, Tep-
MaHCKII, KeJIbTO-UTaJINIICKIIL, — ¥ MHHOBAIIMOHHAasI I0T0-BOCTOYHAs: MHAOUPAHCKIIL, Ipeye-
CKUI 1, BO3MOXKHO, JPYIVe S3BIKM, OT KOTOPBIX B HACTOsIIlee BpeMs OTCYTCTBYeT aKI|eHTOJIOTN-
yecknii MaTepuaJ. JIHTepecHO OBLIO ObI IIOHATHL MECTO aHATOJIMIICKON TPYIIIBI, HO IO CUX IOP
peJIeBaHTHOTO /15 aKILIeHTOJIOTMYeCKIX COIIOCTaBIeHIII MaTepHasla 3[1ech TakKe He I10Jy4eHO.

Uto KacaeTcsl TOTO, KaK MOIJIO CJIOXKUTBCA TaKoe JleJleHue ISl «BHYTPeHHUX» MH0eBpo-
IIeTICKVIX SI3BIKOB, OOPaTUMCS K ZOCTYITHBIM I POKOMY YUTATEII0 apXeO0I0TMIECKIM JaHHBIM.

Bpocaercs B ri1aza HameTuBIIIeeCs B eBPOIIENICKON apXeOoJOIUM BblJesIeHne JIByX TeHeTU-
9JeCKI CBSI3BIBAEMBIX «OJIOKOB» apXeOJIOIMIeCcKIX KyJIAbTYp, B OIIpe/ie/IeHHBIX CIyJasX paccMmar-
pUBaeMBIX KaK XPOHOJIOTMYECK/e IIeOYKM I'eHeTUYeCK! CBA3aHHBIX apXeOJIOTMYeCKUX KYJ/Ib-
Typ. Hanboiee perurespHO opranusarus sTux «0J0K0OB» jekaapupyercsa B kaure B. A. Cad-
poHoBa «JVIHjgoespornerickue npapoanHel» (1989); HO ykazaHue Ha CBA3M STUX KyJbTYyP MBI Ha-
XOJUM U B paboTax APYyIuX MccaefoBaTeslen.

I. bIoK, KOTOPBINI MOKXHO, HPeJIIOJ0KNTENIbHO, CBA3aTh C CeBEPOKABKAa3CKOM S3BIKOBOI
cembein (cM. Kapry 1).

1. Crapueso — Kpum — Képém — Kapanopo (Bropas1 1o1oBiHa 6-ro — IepBasi I10J10BU-
Ha 5-TO TBIC. 1O H. ®. — 4-e TBIC. JIO H. 9.).

2. KynpTypa JMHEHO-JIeHTOYHON KepaMUKH (5-e ThIC. O H. 9.; B JIECCOBBIX 0O0JIACTAX Ha
6oupitoM mmpocrpancTse [moutn 1600 kM B gamHy 1 okoso 1000 kM B mmpuny] ot bearpaga no
bproccens n or Peitna 1o Bucist n Anecrpa [3axBaTbiBaeT Takke Yexoc10BaKIIo, TEPPUTOPUIO
I'epmannn n IOxubple Huzgepianssl]; B 11o3zHeM nepuo/ie IjieMeHa JMHeTHO-IeHTOYHO Ke-
pamuku 3anumMasn yactb @pannum [[laprokcknin 6acceitn] n PyMbIiHuio [ceBepo-BOCTOK cTpa-
Hbl 1 Banaxuio]. O reHesuce KyJIbTypbl JIMHEIHO-JTEHTOYHOM KepaMukn A. /1. MoHraiT numer
creayiomee: «ITo Mmepe nsydeHns KyJabTypbl JMHENHO-I€HTOUHON KepaMUKM U YCTaHOBJIEHIAS
ee Mneproamu3aluy BO3HMKIAa MBICIb O €€ TeHeTUYeCKON CBA3M C KyJIbTYpOU CTap4eBO-KPUIIL.
Ho »T0 6BLI He TOT HapoO/, KOTOPBIN co3Jas Te/aan Ha bankaHax, Tak Kak (pOPMEI ITOCeTeHNIT
KOpPeHHBIM 00pa3oMm paszanyaiorcsa» (Mownrair, 1: 224). Ho mocine m3snoxkeHMs! HO3UIINU
I'. Yaitibga oH 3aHMMaeT 6oJiee pelnTeapHyIo no3unuio: «l'opasgo 6osee pemmTenbHO, YeM
Yaiiib/y, TOBOPAT O CBA3AX KyJIbTYPBI JIMHEMHO-JIEHTOYHOV KepaMUKIU C KyJIbTYpOil KEpELI Jpy-
rue yccaeposarean. PopMbl KepaMMKM — COCYZBI JIJIs HOILIIeHNA Ha CIIVHe, Yalllyl Ha HOXKKaXx,
IIapOBUJHBIE COCY/IBI U T. I, CIIOCOOBI OpHaMeHTaIluM, COCTaB IJIMHBI U ITOBEPXHOCTh COCY/IOB
DTUX KYJbTYP O4eHb cXOIHBI. CXOACTBO TpaAUIIUN BUJHO U B HEKOTOPBIX IIMHSAHBIX (PUIypKaxX 1
rpaBIOpax Ha cocy/ax (M300paskeHNs JIOJel, JBOVHBIX CeKMUP), ¥ B IOJMPOBAHHBIX KaMEeHHBIX
opyausx. Bee 9To cBueTeIbCTBYeT O FeHeTUMYeCKUX CBA3X KyAbTyp» (Monrait, 1: 229 —230).
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Kapta 1 (nur. no: Vcropus Espomsl, 1: 670). Heommtusanus Esponsr — kowerr 7-ro, 6-e u 5-e ThIC. /10
H. 9. OCHOBHBIE KYJIBTYPHI U KYJIbTypHO-MCcTOpMYeckue oomHoctu. 1. OcHOoBHas KOHIIeHTpaIs IaMsIT-
HMKOB KyabTypsl [Hacceit. 2. TTaMATHMKM M IpyIIIbl HaMATHUKOB IIPOTOHEOINTa U JOKepaMI4ecKoro
HeosnTa. 3. Apean KyJbTyphl KepaMuku mMmipecco B 3anagHoMm CpenmsemHoMopbe. 4. Teppuropus
pacapocrpanenns Ky absTypsl Cacco-®ropano. 5. Apean KyabTypsl Crentunesnto Ha Curpmann. 6. Tep-
puTopus pacrpoctpaHeHns KyasTyp IIpoTtoceckno u pagy>kHoit kepamuku. 7. Teppurtopus pacrpo-
CTpaHeHM:l I03JZHEMEe30INTIIECKON KyIbTyphl DpTebéiie. 8. Apeas JHeIIpo-JOHELKON KyJbTYpPHI C
paitoHamMu HauOOJIbIIel KOHIeHTpaluy MaMATHUKOB. 9. PacripocTpanenne MaMsSTHUKOB C KepaMIKOM
Cardium 8 IO>xnH01 UTamm. 10. PacnipocTpaHeHne MaMATHUKOB PacIMCHON KepaMyku tuia Martepa.
11. Apeas maMATHMKOB OyTO-JHECTPOBCKOM KyJabTypbl. 12. Teppuropus pacrpocTpaHeHMs IaMATHU-
KoB KyapTyphl Xazxuaap VI. 13. Teppuropus pacipocTpaHeHns MaMsATHUKOB KyJabTypbl UaTtan Xeéii-
oK. 14. Heonmntnueckne namsatauku Kpeima. 15. Pacnpocrpanenne naMsaTHUKOB ¢ kepamukon Car-
dium B IOrocnasun. 16. Teppuropusi pacrpocTpaHeHns Ky/IbTypHO-UcTopudeckoit obriHnocr Kapano-
Bo I — Crapueso — Képém — Kpumr. 17. I'panuiis apeasa Ky/JIbTyphl JIMHENHO-TEHTOYHON KepaMMUKI
¥ HamOOJIbIIIas KOHIIeHTpalyis ee IIaMATHUKOB. 18. 3arasHas1, ceBepHas 1 BOCTOYHAs I'PaHMIIB apeasa
KyJIbTypHO-ncTOpmdeckoit obmuoctu Kapanoso I — Crapueso — Képém — Kpum.

ITosgume BapuaHTHI KyJIbTYPBI JMHEIHO-JIEHTOYHOM KepaMMKIU: >KesIe30BCKas KyJbTypa
[Bocrounast Asctpus], KyapTypa anbgeénns [or Mapora u Bgosb Tucel gocturaetr Bocrounoin
Ciosakun] L xyapTypa 610KKa [OykoBoropckasi, Bfos Bepxneir Tucsr B ropax biokka s Cesep-
Holt Benrpun n 8 Bocrounoit Cirosaknu]; KyabTypa Tich [6acceitn Tucer].

3. KyabTypa Hako1b4aTO-1€HTOYHONM Kepamuku (teppuropusa Yexnmu, Cpegnenn I'epma-
Hym 1 Cutesuy; BapMaHThI: XMHKeIbIIITeIIHCKasl, HUepIITeTHCKO-Tell/le/iboeprckas U pécceH-
cKas KyapTypsl) (rmocsae 4000 r. 10 H. 3.).

4. Tpunonnsckas KyapTypa (IIpaBobepesxnas Ykpanna, Mogosa, B PymMbpiHIM HasbIBaeTCs
KyabTypont Kykyrenn); pannnii stan (4000 —3600 r. g0 H. 5.) — nocenenns: /yka Bpy6esern-
ka1, Aenxosny, Cononuens! I u I, @nopermrter, bepnameska u gp. (ITognecrposbe), CabaTnHOB-
Ka I, Anekcangposka (I1o6y:xbe). «IIpomcxokgeHne AMCKYCCMOHHO; B OCHOBE — HeOJIUTHJe-
CKIe IIJIeMeHa, Cpe/ii KOTOPBIX 0cO0asl poJIb IpMHAa/IeXKala HOCUTe/IM Ky abTyp bosn, Kepeur n
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EBspona B 4-M TbIC. 10 H. 3.
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Kapta 2 (umt. mo: Yarng 1952: 456, ¢ HesHaunTe IbHBIMMI MONpaBKamny). 1. PaHHeMmHOIICKas IMBIU/IN-
sanus. 1. 3anagHoaHaTtomiickas Ky abtypa. Il PanHekukrazgckas Kyabrypa. IV. PaHHes 1agckas KyJib-
Typa. V. Pannemakegonckas KyabTypa. VI. Kyasrypa Bunua (sBapnap-mopasckas KyasTypa). VIL Kyib-
typa Tuccer. VIII. Kyasrypa Aenzen. VIlla. Kyasrypa HakosnbuatoneHnTounon kepamukn. IX. Kyabry-
pa I'ymempuumsr. X. Tpunonnsckas kyiabrypa. XI. Ky6anckas xyaprypa. Xla. Cremnbie KyanTypsl (?).
XII. Kyasrypa soponkosugubix Kyokos. XIII. Kyasrypa I cunminiickoro nepuoga. XIV. KyanTtypa can-
mukese. XV. Kyuaprypa oc-muiabsapec u ee orsersiaenus. XVI. Kyasrypa xopraiio-taronua. XVIa. Mu-
xesnbcbeprekast Ky aprypa. XVIL Kyasrypa Iacceit. XVIIIL Yunamumixuickas Kyastypa. XIX. Kyabty-
pa 6uuappa. XIXa. Yucranckas Kyabtypa. XX. /lecHble Ky/IbTypbl € IpebeHIaThIM OpHaMeHTOM.

Aunenno-renmounoil kepamuxu» (bpeit & Tpamm: 251). OgHUM 113 KOMIIOHEHTOB (POPMUPOBAHIA
TPUITOIBCKOM KYyJBTYPHI sIBMJIACh TakKKe Oyro-JHecTpoBckas KyabTypa (cM. bpeit & Tpami: 41).
T. C. Ilaccek n E. K. UepHplll 01HaKO BOOOIIIe He CBA3BIBAIOT TPUIIOIbCKYIO KYJAbTYPY C KYJIbTY-
POI1 JIMHEITHO-IEHTOUYHOM KepaMMKH, CIUTasl ee IIpeJIIecTBYIONINI DTall — «I0XKHO-OYTCKYIO»,
COOTBETCTBYIOIIeN HeIIOCPEe/ICTBEHHO KyJ/IbType KEPEI, a paHHee Tpumosbe BO3BOJAT K KyJIbTY-
pe 00sH, COOTBeTCTBYIOIeN «KOHIy Bunua A» (cMm. Ilaccex & Yepnspi 1963: 39).

3aTeM cefbl KyJIbTYp, KOTOpble MOXKHO OBLTIO OB OTHECTU K JJaHHOMY OJIOKY U CBA3aTh C
IpeJIIecTBYIONMY, Ha Tepputopun Esporsl He nipociexxusaliorcs. Ilo-sugumomy, ux nepe-
KPBLIM MM TpeobpasoBa/in Ky IbTypbl, OTHOCSIINECS KO BTOPOMY OJIOKY KYJIBTYP.

II. BJIOK, KOTOPBINI MO>KHO, IIPeIOJIOKUTEIbHO, CBA3aTh C MHOEBPOIEICKON S3bIKOBOM
cembell (CM. KapTy 2).

1. Kynprypa Bunua (Bapgap-mMopaBsckas) — € CepeIMHbI 5-TO TBIC. JIO H. 9. /O CePeJVHbI
4-ro TBIC. 1O H. ®. (II0 OJHUM JaHHBIM) MM JO HepBO YeTBepTy 3-TO ThIC. (IO APYTUM JaH-
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HBIM), pacipocTpaHeHa 3a baakaHckiM XpeOGToM OT JomHB MopaBbl 10 OKpauH JyHalCKIX
JI€ccoBBIX paBHMH 0.3 benrpaza.

2. Alenzpen (4-e Toic. 10 H. 9.; Cpennee IlogyHasbe n 3anagHas yacth KapmaTckoro 6ac-
celfHa, BKIIO4Yas Mexxaypeure Casol 1 Jpasbl Ha 1ore n Cnie3nio, Ma/iono/pIny Ha cesepe).

3. KyspTypa BOPOHKOBUJHBIX KyOKOB (TOYHee, KyJbTypHas 00JacTh pacIpOCTpaHeHMs
BOpPOHKOBMAHBIX KyokoB). 3000 r. 1o H. 3. — 1800—1600 rT. 10 H. ., 10 ApyrUM JaHHBIM 3350 T.
7o H. 9. (Ha cepepe — 10r CkanamHaBckoro roayocrtposa [IOxnasa HIserns], Ha BocToke —
IOro-3ana/iHas rpannia AnTeel u 3anaz benopyccun, Boapas u 6acceitn byra. «9ta KyabTypa
... MOKeT OBITh HOJIpa3fiesieHa Ha yeTelpe rpynisl: 1) cesepuyio — B danum n IOxnoi IIse-
uny; 2) sanaguyio — B Huzgepnangax n cesepo-sanazgnon yactu OPI; 3) Boctounyio — 8 I'AP,
IToapmre, sanagupix obsaactax CCCP; 4) 10xHyi0 — B 1oro-soctounon yactu OPT, Yexun n
1oro-3anagaeix oosactsax CCCP» (Mownrarirt, 1: 273).

4. Kyabrypa maposugHeix am¢op. Bropas nosnosnuna 3-ro Teicsiyesnerns 1o H. 9. (Ha 3a-
majsle — ob6JacTh 3aane-Dap061 1 Xadesrs, B nerTpaabHol yactu OPT, Ha cesepe 1o banTnmii-
ckoro mop: Mexay IOTnanzaueit u 6acceitnHom Hemana, Ha 1ore 10 PyMbIHUM 11 Ha BOCTOKe JIO
Bospman n Ilogommn. «KynbTypa TecHO cBs3aHa € KyJIbTyPOU 60poHKO6UIHVIX KYOKOS W ULHYPO-
601 KepaMukoll, XOTs XapaKTep DTHUX CBA3eN JJO CUX IIOp He yrouyHeH» (bpen & Tpamir: 284).
«Pa3nmyaior Tpu rpynmnel NaMITHUKOB KyJIBTYPHI IIapOBUIHBIX aMop: 1) BOCTOYHYIO, IIpO-
cruparomtyiocsa or Cpegnero Juenpa no npubaatuiickux obsacreit Ioasmm (31ech OTKPHITO
oxoJ10 170 mmorpedabHBIX ITaMATHUKOB 1 0K0JIO 40 TIoceieHnit); 2) Cu/Ie3cKylo, IIJIOXO U3ydeH-
HYIO U M3BeCTHYIO IJIaBHBIM OOpa3oM I1O TUIIMYHOM KepaMMKe CO IITaMIIOBaHHBIM I IITHYpO-
BBIM OpHaMeHTOM; 3) 3aIla/IHyI0, U3BeCTHYIO O 150 OTKPBITHIM IIOTPeOEeHNSAM U HeCKOJbKIM
roceseHnsAM» (Monranr, 1: 278 —279).

5. KyspTypa HIHYpOBOI KepaMMKM, WM KYJIbTypa OOeBBIX TONOPOB. PaamoxapOoHHEIE
JaThl MOsIBJIEHNs KyIbTYp C 00eBbIMU TOIOpaMM Ha cesepe Esporinbr 2485 + 320 u 2245 + 120 rr.
J0 H. . DTU KyJIbTYPbl 3aHUMaIN TPOMaJHYIO Tepputopuio ot Boarn go Pertna n ot ®unian-
avm n ¥0xxnoi Ckanannasun jo Iseriiapun (cM. Kapty 3).

BaskHeiimme pa3HOBU/IHOCTY Ky IBTYPhI IIIHYPOBOI KepaMUKI:

1) Caxco-TiopuHrckas KyJ/IbTypa IIHYPOBOJ KepaMUKU U psif, POJCTBEHHBIX el KYJbTYp B
Cpepnneit Espone. Cakco-TIOpMHICKas KyJbTypa Oblla pacHpocTpaHeHa B OacceliHe 3aajle, K
10ro-BocToKy oT llentpanpnoit Yexmm m x 3amazy ot Peitnckoit obsactu n LlenTpaspHOii
[Isenapumn. I'. Yanag HasbIBaeT ee «K/J1acCM4ecKol»; K Ton xapakrepucruke A. /1. Monranr
JaeT npumedanne: «Temepp «KaacCcuecKUMM» KyIbTypaMI ITHYPOBOI KepaMMKM Ha3bIBAIOT
HECKOJIBKO TPYIIN, paHee OTHOCUBIIUXCA K CaKCO-TIOPMHICKON: COOCTBEHHO CaKCO-TIOPVHI-
CKYIO, BEPXHEJIY>XUIIKYIO, ODOTeMCKYIO, MOPaBCKyIO, I0KHOTE€PMAHCKYIO, 3allaJHO- U CeBepo-
mBenapckyio» (Monranr, 1: 323). «BuHa 3aBMCMMOCTD STON KYJBTYPhI OT KYJbTYPEI IIapo-
BUAHBIX aMop. ... Hauano xyastypsr gatupyercs 2200—2100 rr. 0 H. ®., MCIe3HOBEHIE —
1900—1800 rr. 510 H. ®. 11, BEPOATHO, CBA3aHO C MOSIBIEHIEM YHETUIIKON Ky/JIbTYpbl OpOH30BOTO
BeKa, OJJH/M I3 KOMIIOHEHTOB KOTOPOI MOIJIM CTaTh IZIeMeHa KyJIbTYPbl IIIHyPOBOI KepaMu-
kn» (Monranr, 1: 281 —282).

2) Kysnprypa 310ta B Ilosbiie: paion 6oJbmion msaydussl p. Bucael. Hazsana mo mo-
IMJIBHMKY y MecTeuka 3sota 6113 Cangomupa B IO>xnoi1 [Mosbie; gatupyercs 2200—1700 rr.
JO H. 9.

3) Kyprypa mnuyposoit kepamuku FOro-Bocrounoir Ilpubantukn. «CsoeobpasHast KyJ/Ib-
Typa IIHYpOBOI1 KepaMuKu cyiectsosasa B IOro-Bocrounoii Ilpnbantuke, ee nasoisann Haff-
kiistenkultur 8 I'AP mum xyastypoir JXyneso (Rzucewo) B Ilosblnte (1o rmoceseHunIo B je/pTe
Bucisr). X. A. Moopa HasbIBaeT 5Ty KyJbTypy BUCJI0-HeMaHCKOM. Cpelyt yueHBIX HeT eJ[ITHOTO
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Kapra 3 (nut. mo: Monraiit, 2: 51). EBpormna B nepBoii I10J0BIHe 2-TO THIC. 10 H. 9. ApXeoJorniecKue
KyJBTYpPHL. 1: KyJIbTYpBI IMOYHO-TpebeHYaTOl KepaMUKI; 2: KyJIbTYpPHO-ICTOpMUYecKas 06/1acTh IIHYPO-
BOJI KepaMIKI U HOEBBIX TOIIOPOB; 3: PaTbIHOBCKAs; 4: BOJIOCOBCKAs; 5: MPUIHEIIPOBCKas; 6: KaTaKOMO-
Hasg; 7: 3alalHOAaHATOJIMIICKAsl O0JacTh KyJIBTyp CpejHEero OPOH30BOTO BeKa; 8: cpejHEeMMHOVICKAs;
9: cpepnessnanckast; 10: kactenydbo; 11: KOJTOKOMIOBUAHBIX KyOKOB; 12: pacripocTpaHeHne MeTaanTide-
CKIX coopy>KeHmit; 13: anlenHuHcKas; 14: nosazga; 15: pemezesnio; 16: aapTreriM — MOH/J3ee — By4yezoJ;
17: 6ybanu-xym; 18: xatsan; 19: Tocer; 20: Buten6epr; 21: BaTuHa; 22: IIMHa — ITHeKeHOepr; 23: MOHTeO-
py; 24: ynetuiikas; 25: Cennl — Yassl — Maphbl; 26: Ponrr; 27: joc-Muiibsipec U nanbMesa; 28: cpesHe-
MakeJoHcKast; 29: cpeiHeKIKIazcKasl.

OrzenbHBle KYJABTYPBI, BXOZAIIME B 001acTh IIIHYpoBoii Kepamuku. 30: cakco-TropuHrckast; 31: 3ioTa;
32: oaMHOYHBIX ITOrpebenmis; 33: ofgpckast; 34: TaZbeBUIHBIX TOIIOPOB; 35: BUC/IO-HeMaHCKast; 36: HIDK-
HepelHCcKas KyJbTypa KyOKoB; 37: BepXHepeliHcKas Ky IbTypa KyOKoB; 38: IITHypOBOii KepaMMKu 3aria/l-
HOW YKpaMHBI.
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MHeHIs1 00 apeasie 9TOM KyabTypbl. OJHI MccaezoBaTe N CUUTAIOT, uTo B Bocrounoin Ipn-
OasTVIKe KNI I7IeMeHa KyIbTYPhl OOeBBIX TOIIOPOB, He CBsI3aHHBIE C BUICIO-HEMaHCKOM IPYyII-
IIO¥1, JpyTHe CYUTAIOT BUCIO-HEMAHCKYIO (KYLIeBCKYIO) KYJbTYPY M KYJbTYpPBl OOEBBIX TOIIO-
poB Ha TeppuTtopun Antsel, Aarsun, DctoHnn u CPUHIAHINN UL pa3HBIMU OTBETBIEHUIMU
OJIHOI1 U TOM >Ke KyJAbTypbl» (Momnraitt, 1: 282). «B Bocrounoi ITpubantuke rieMeHa 60eBbIX
TOIIOPOB IIPOHNUKJIN He BO BCe 00J1aCTy, 3aHATHIE OXOTHIYbe-phI00I0BYecKMY IIeMeHaM. Kak
u B Jpyrux obsactsax Bocrounoit Espomnsl, Te u fpyrue obuTtaam B CMeXKHBIX, HO pa3HbBIX paili-
onax. Kpome Toro, B npezgenax Dcronun u CUHAAHIUN IJIeMeHa O0eBBIX TOIIOPOB He CyMeJn
COXpPaHUTDb CBOV KYJbTYPHBIE TPaJUIIMU M K KOHITY 2-TO ThICSAYeIeTIs JJO H.D. PaCTBOPUJINCH
cpean mectHoro HaceseHns. B IOro-Bocrounoir sxe Ilpubantuke oxoTHMdIbe-pbIOOIOBUECKasT
KyJIbTypa IOJIHOCTBIO McYe3JIa C IOsIBIeHIeM IIJIeMeH IITHypOBoi KepaMukn» (Monraiir, 1: 283).

4) Kyaprypa oguHOUHBIX nnorpebernit B daunu, PPI' nu Hugepranzgax; B Jdanun KyasTypa
60espIx TOnOpos nosssgercs: okoso 2000 r. 1o H. 9. ITocereHns 11o4T HEM3BECTHHI.

5) llIBegcko-puHCKas Ky/AbTypa JaAbeBUAHBIX TOIOPOB. /lafbeBUIHEIX TOIIOPOB KYyJIbTY-
pa — cocTaBHas YacTh CeBEePHBIX KYJIbTYP OAMHOYHBLIX norpedenmit; 5 IIserun, Ouniangnm,
Ha bopHX0/IbMe 11 BOCTOUHBIX JaTCKMX OCTPOBaXx.

6) KyipTypa KyOKOB C yTOJIIIIEHHBIM JHOM (HVDKHepelHCKasl KyJIbTypa Kyokos). Kyoku c
YMOAUWEHHOIM OHOM XapaKTepU3YIOTCA pacIIMpPAIONINMCS TOPIOM, S-00pa3HbBIM HpopuieM 1
IJIOCKUM YTOJIIEeHHBIM JHOM. «CocCy/ibl YKpalllaauch ULHYpPOGbM OPHAMEHMOM, OTIIedaTKaMu
3yO4YaToil JIONaTOYKM W/IM HacedKamy (IpM IIOMOINY PBIOHBIX KOCTOYEK), IpMHaAJIeXKaan
KyJIbType, /i1 KOTOPOM TUIIMYHBI O/IMHOYHBIE 3aXOPOHEeHNs B IPYHTOBBIX sAMax WU IO KYp-
2aHAMU, VICTIOIb30BaHMe 00e6blX mMonopos. DTN MPU3HAKU TOBOPST O TOM, YTO KyJbTypa HpeJ-
CTaBJIsIeT COOOI rOJIJIaHJCKYIO BeTBb IIMPOKO PacIpOCTpaHeHHOTO KOMILIeKCca UlHYpo6otl Kepa-
MuKU — OOEBBIX TOIIOPOB MJIN KYJIBTYP 00UHOUHDLLX nozpebenutl. ... Pagmoyriepo Hblil aHaIn3
nospoJrster gatuposath Kiy.n. 2500—1900 rr. go H. 9.» (bpent & Tpamir: 127). Kyastypsr ogn-
HOUHBIX ITOrpeOeHnII — «O0Iee Ha3BaHNE IIPUILIBIX KyJbTyp, HOsABUBIINXCA B CeBepHOI
I'epmannmy, a Takke B CkanauHasuu B 11o3zHeM Heounte (2500 —2000 rr. 7o H. 3., cM. Boporiko-
6udHvIX KYOK06 KyAvmypa). Obps mpesycMaTpuBasl UHZYMALUI0 TIOJ, KYpzaHoM VIV B HEM, MHO-
r1a B sAMe MM Jomuke Mepmevix. DTOT 00p:AJ, Tak >Ke KaK MCII0/Ib30BaHMe KaMeHHBIX 00e6bLx
mMonopos ¥ KepaMMKM, YKPaILIeHHON UHYPObIM OpHAMEHMOM, CBA3bIBaeT Ky abTypbl O.II. ¢ or-
POMHBIM KOMIIIEKCOM IITHYpPOBOI KepaMIKI-OOeBBIX TOIIOPOB, KOTOPBIN B CB O4epesb MHO-
TMMU YIEeHBIMI BBIBOJUTCS M3 IOXKHOPYCCKMX KyPIaHHBIX KYJIbTYp (cM. Kybku ¢ ymoaujenvim
onom)» (bpeit & Tpamm: 180).

7) GaTbsIHOBCKAs U P:AJ, POJCTBEHHBIX eli KyabTyp Ha Tepputopun CCCP. Pacipocrpane-
Ha B IIeHTpe eBpolelickoil Tepputopun Poccun, HazBaHa IO MOTMJIBHUKY Yy JepesHU PaThi-
HOBO fIpociaBckoit obs1acTy; 1-a 100BMHA 2-TO THICSYEIeTHs /10 H. 9., U3BeCTHa B OCHOBHOM
10 MOTUJIBHUKAM.

PaccmoTpenne reorpadpuieckoro pacrpejeneHns KyabTyp, KOTOpble MBI aTpUOynpyeM B
JaHHOM cCJlyyae KaK MHJOeBpOIlelicKue, IPUBOJUT K BBIBOJY, 4TO IToOepexbe bantmiickoro
MOpsI OBLIO 3aHATO MHAOEBPOIIENIIaMI eIlle B IepUOJ KyJbTYpbl BOPOHKOBUIHBIX KyOKOB,
KyJIbTypa IIHYyPOBOJ KepaMMKI 3HAUUTEJIbHO pacliupseT 5Ty TePPUTOPUIO, HO KaKUX-I1100
NPUHIUIIMAJBHBIX TePPUTOPMAIbHBIX M3MEHEeHUI B pa3MellleHle MeCTHBIX BapMaHTOB He
BHOCUT. CaMBIM Ba>KHBIM MOMEHTOM B BTOM paclIMpeHUN IIpe/ICTaBIsAeTCs paclipocTpaHeHe
VH/I0eBPOIIeNIeB Ha BOCTOUHYIO Tepputopmio ITpmbantnkm, Tak Kak IIO CBUJETENIBCTBY ap-
X€0JIOTOB C HTOTO BpeMeHM Ha DTOI TepPUTOPUM He yCMaTpUBaeTCs CKOJIBKO-IMO0O0 3Hadu-
TeJIbHBIX IIepeJBVKeHNIT HaceaeHUs 1 cMeH KyJabTyp: «[loxanyii, Hanbosiee aprymeHTIpOBa-
HBI C apXe0JIOTMYeCcKOl TOUKM 3peHIs JoKa3aTeIbCTBa TeX YUeHbIX, KOTOPble OCHOBBIBAIOT CBOMU
BBIBOJIbI Ha TOM, 4TO Ha Tepputopun fOro-Bocrounoit Ilpubantukm co speMeHn cyIiecTsoBa-
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HILS TIJIeMeH IIHYPOBOI KepaMIKI IO BpeMeHM UCTOpUYecKX 6a1ToB He HabJ110/ja/10Ch Cylile-
CTBEHHBIX INepeJBU>KeHNI Hace/JeHNs, KOTOpble HapylIM/au Obl IIpeeMCTBeHHOCTh Pa3BUTI
KyJabTypbl» (Monraiit, 1: 286). V3 sTOTO C/1esyeT paHHsAs JOKaau3anus (CO BpeMeHM KyJIbTYpPbl
BOPOHKOBIJHBIX KYOKOB) 0a/ITO-C/IaBSIHCKOTO UM ITPOTOT€PMaHCKOTO SI3BIKOB Ha ITOOepesKbe
banTuiickoro Mops 1 pacxoxk/eHne X B Iepuo/, KyJIbTyphl ITHYPOBOM Kepamukn. barrocia-
BSIHCKO-TepMaHCKOe S3bIKOBOe eJJMMHCTBO ITOJTBeP K/AaeTcs X 3Ha4MTeJIbHON OJM30CThIO B 00-
JIaCTY IJIaTOJIbBHOV CHCTEMBI U, IIO-BUJUMOMY, TOXK/JECTBEHHOCTh aKIIeHTHOM CUCTeMBI IJIaro-
708 ¢ kopHsaMmu | ki1acca (kopHn Ha HemymHBIe), cM. Api60 2003: 157 —159. O sHauntespHOM
pacipeHny TeppuUTOpUM O6aJITUIICKUX /MadeKTOB Ha BOCTOK, BO3MO>KHO, CBJ3aHHOM C JIBU-
JKeHIeM Ha BOCTOK KYJIBTYPBI IIHYPOBOM Ke€pPaMUKI, IO-BUJUMOMY, CBUAETENbCTBYIOT Oall-
TUIICKIe 3aMIMCTBOBaHM:A B BOJIKCKO-(PMHCKUX A3bIKaX, cM. CepebpeHHnKos 1957.

Ecii mcxoauTh U3 IpesicTaBJIeHHOM BhIIIe pacK/IaJKi HeOJUTUIECKUX Y DHeOAUTIUIeCKIX
apXeoJIOTMYeCKMX KYJbTYp M COIOCTaBUTh MX JAThl C INIOTTOXPOHOJOIMYECKMMU JlaTaMy OT-
JeJIeHns MHJO0eBPOIeNCKMX SA3BIKOB, TO aHAaTOJIMIICKON TPYIIIle BOODIe HEeT MecTa Ha KapTe
EBpomnbl: Bpemsl OTIIa/ileHns XeTTCKOTO SI3bIKa OT MHI0eBPOIIeICKOTO onpesesaeTcs Kak 4880 r.
Jo H. 5.4 CorIacHO ®TOM AATMPOBKE OH II0 JI0O0V COBpeMEeHHOV KOHIENIIUN IIPapOAVIHEI IH-
JOeBPOIIeNICKIX SI3BIKOB [JOJIKeH OBbLT OTJeIUTLCS OT MHJoeBporieiickoro emte B Ilepesnneir
Aszun. Bpems otieneHns ToxapcKol IpyIIibl onpee/sercs Kak 3880 1. 0 H. 9. Mo>kHO 65110
OBl CBA3aTD DTy IPYIIIY C KyJIbTypoii /leH/ibess, HO 9Ta KyJAbTypa JIe>KUT Ha TeppUTOPUHN, OT KO-
TOPOJ OTXOZAT U Ha KOTOPYIO Hac/JIaMBaIOTCs JIPyINe «MHJOeBpOIIelicKe» KyJIbTypbl, IIODTO-
My TPY/JHO CBS3BIBaTh C 9TOM TeppUTOpUeEN IIpOllecc M30AINN KaKoi-1100 MHAOeBpoIIei-
ckou rpynmnel. HampammsaeTcs gpyroe npearioiosKeHne: 9TO TPUIIOAbCKas KyJAbTypa, OJHUM
13 KOMIIOHEHTOB ee Oblja KyJabTypa bosH, KoTopasl paccMaTpUBaeTcsl KaK OTBeTBJIeHMe KYJ/Ib-
Typel Bunua (cm. Mownraiir, 1: 241 —242), npasja B OCHOBe TPUIOJILCKONM KYJBTYpPHI JIeXKasa,
KaK ITpe/Io/araloT KyJbTypa JMHEHO-JIEeHTOYHOM KepaMUKI MM KyJbTypa KEp€Il, OTHOCHK-
MBIe I10 Halllell cXxeMe K OJIOKY, CBA3BIBAeMOMY C CeBepOKaBKa3CKOJ sA3bIKOBOM CeMbell, HO BeJlb
BCe MHJ0eBpOIIelicKIe COOOIIecTBa Ipy KOJIOHM3auy EBpomns! O/KHBI ObLIM HacJauBaThCs
U acCCUMILIMPOBATh WJIM aCCUMILINPOBATHCA, OOBEAUHSACH C DTUMMI «CeBepPOKABKa3CKIIMII»
TpyIIiaMy M pas3phiBasi CBA3M C POJCTBEHHBIMU MHJOEBPOIIeNcKMMU. VI3 ocTa/IbHBIX IJIOTTO-
XPpOHOJIOTMYECKNX JaT obpalaeT Ha ceOs BHMMaHNE AAaTHPOBKa pacIafeHsl MeXXAy UHIOU-
paHCKMM, 6aJTO-CIaBIHCKIM, TepMaHCKUM U uTanuiickum: 2840 —2480 1r. 10 H. 9., — KOTOpast
MO>KeT TaKKe ITOKa3bIBaTh B OIIpe/leJIeHHON CTeIleHM KaK JaTMPOBKY O0OCOO/IEHNs I'PYIIIBI
CeBEPHBIX MH/JOEBPOIIeIICKMX S3bIKOB OT IOJKHBIX I'PYIII (TepMaHCKMUIL M JIATUHCKUI OTJeJ/ISIO0T-
cs1 oT Hux B 2840 1. 10 H. B., banTo-caaBsAaHCKNI B 2720 I. 1O H. 9.), TaK U OT/e/eHNe [JeHTpa/Ib-
HOJVI TPYIIIBI MH/JOEBPOIIEIICKMX S3bIKOB OT CEeBEPHON M IOXKHOM TPYyII (TaK IparepMaHCKAI
«OTe/IAeTCsI» OT JAaTUMHCKOTO B 2480 T. 10 H. 3., a rpeyecKuii OT aadbaHcKoro B 2760 r. 10 H. .).
Takas zaTMpoBKa XOpPOIIO COOTHOCUTCS € IIPOILIECCOM PacIpPOCTpaHeHNs Ha CceBep KyJIbTYpPhl
BOPOHKOBMIHBIX KyOKOB 11 KyJIBTYPHBIMI IIpOIIeCCaM, ITOCIeIOBABIIIMI 3a HIIM.

IIpencrapiiseTcs, 4TO MOKa BTO BCE, UTO MOKeT JlaTh I10JJOOHOe CONOCTaB/IeHIe s3bIKOBBIX
MaTepyaIoB U INIOTTOXPOHOJOTMYECKMX JAaTMPOBOK C apXeOJOTMYeCKONM KapTOl HeoJuTa U
sHeosnTa EBponel. VIMEHHO B 5TOT nepuoJ, MpONUCXOANUT BbIJje/IeHV e OCHOBHBIX MH/IOeBPOIIel-
CKIX CeMeJICTB U DTOT IIPOIIecC BIIOJHE MOXKeT ObITh CBsA3aH C eBPOIIeICKON apXeoI0rMIecKoin
KapTol. Besakoe gpyroe paccMoTpeHne BEIHY>XKJaeT IIepeHeCTy IPpOoLiecc pacliaZieHuns MHI0eB-
POIIeNICKOTO IIpasi3bIKa 3a Ipefesasl EBpOIBI, 4TO CBSI3aHO C psIAOM HEYJO00CTB, KaK MaTepu-

4+ I'moTTOXpOHOIOTMYeCKe JaTUPOBKM 3/1eCh M HIUKe JalOTCs TI0 CIMCKaM, COCTaB/JIeHHBIM B paMKaX IIpOeKTa
UccaejoBaHuil JanbHero pojcrsa noj pykosozcrsom C. A. CrapoctuHa 1 06paboTaHHBIM KOMITIBIOTEPHOI IIpO-
rpammoit Starling: cm. mogpo6Ho http://starling.rinet.ru/.
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aJbHBIX, TaK U TEOPeTUYEeCKNX: OTCYTCTBME apXeoJOIM4eckoil KapThl, HEOOXOAMMOCTh OObsIC-
HUTD €JIVIHCTBO ajJipeca Ilepe/IBV>KeHIs y Y>Ke pas/ie/IeHHBIX COOOIIeCTB U 10/,

MO>KHO IIpesIIoIOKUTD, 4TO OIIpe/ie/IeHHOe 3HauYeHMe JIJIsI Pe3KOTO YIIPOIeHNs aKIeHT-
HOJI CUCTEMBI I'PEKO-apUIICKOV TPYIIIbI MMeJ BBIXOJ, HOCKUTEJIEeN IOrO-BOCTOYHBIX SI3BIKOB B
crenb. HaceieHne 10ro-BOCTOYHOV I'PYIIIBI IIEPEILIO K OTTOHHOMY CKOTOBOJZCTBY, UTO YBeJIN-
YIJIO IIO/IBVKHOCTD, PacIIMpUIO Ppa3HOSA3BIKOBbIE KOHTAKTBI, YTO YCKOPMJIO M3MEHEeHNe SA3bl-
Ka, pa3pyun/ao U yIIPOCTIIO TOHKIE IIPOCOJUIECKIE CYCTEMBI.
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V. A. DYBO. Dialectal variation of Proto-Indo-European in the light of accentological research.

Advances in research on Indo-European accentology, made by the Moscow Accentological
School in the last decades, allows us to formulate the following conclusion: the Indo-
European community (with the possible exclusion of the Anatolian languages) appears to
have initially been divided by the type of its accent systems in two large areas, the first one
situated in the Northwest and the second one in the Southeast. The Northwestern accen-
tological type seems to be more archaic, while the Southeastern system is apparently the re-
sult of an innovative reduction of the former. This conclusion may tentatively be linked to
the hypothesis of the “secondary Balkan homeland”, assuming that such factors as the
Greek-Aryan drift to the East and the transition of the speakers to the semi-nomadic lifestyle,
as well as multilingual contacts, might have collectively caused this simplification of the
formerly complex paradigmatic accent system.
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T. B. I'amkpeaudse

rpyBI/IHCKa}I akKaZzeMILT HayK

Bau. Be. Meatios
Kamdopamitckuir yausepcuret (Joc-AHmKeec)

Vraoesporierickas ImpapoaviHa ¥ pacceaeHne MHA0eBpOIIenIies:
II0ABeKa MCCAe AOBaHUI 1 OOCYy X AeHM

Cerozns npo6ieMa MHZOEBPOIENICKOI PapOJUHEI He IIoTepsa CBOel aKTyaJIbHOCT U OC-
TaeTcsl CTOJb >Ke JMCKYCCMOHHONM, KaK M Ha MOMEHT BbIxoja MoHorpagum Iamkpennsise,
VBanos 1984. C yyeTOM HOBBIX JAHHBIX, HAKOIIMBIIMXCS 3a IIOCTAeJHNIE TPU JecITUIeTIs
(B TIepBYIO OYepe b KacaroIIIXCsl A3BIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB), MBI IIpeJIaraeM YTOYHEHHYIO JT0Ka-
JIM3allIO palioHa IepBOHAYaIbHOTO pacce/eHUs MH/IOeBPOIIeIIeB: HECKOIBKO I0T0-BOCTOU-
Hee TOTO apeasia, Ifie MBI IIOCTYJMPOBaIN ee TpUILaTh JeT Hazag. C Hallell cero/Hs;IIHeN
TOYKM 3peHIsl, OHa pacliojIarajach B I0r0-BOCTOYHON AHaToauy M cebepHoyt Cupuu, Helo-
Cpe/CTBeHHO K ceBepy oT Ili1osoposHOTO Nosrymecsiia, 4To IO3BOJIIeT, Cpelyl IIPoJero, oob-
SICHUTH JpeBHeINe 3aiiMCTBOBAHMS U3 IIPaH/I0eBPOIIEIICKOTO s3bIKa B CEMUTCKIE, KapT-
BEJIbCKIIE VI BOCTOYHOKaBKa3CKIe SI3BIKI. BMecTe ¢ TeM, XpOHOJIOTUS JaHHBIX 3a/IMCTBOBaHUI
He I103BOJIsIeT NoAgep>Kath rurnotedy K. Pendpro 06 ngenTndukanmum npanHizoeBpoIieiies
C IIepBBIMU 3eMJIefiesbllaMu Ha Tepputopun Esporsl. Ckopee Bcero, MHZOEBPONENIIBI HOsI-
BIJIVICH Ha €BPOIIEVICKOM KOHTHuHeHTe IosdgHée. C HMMU OBLIO CBA3aHO PacIpOCTpaHeHe
JPYTUX MHHOBAIINIL, a8 IMEHHO: CKOTOBO/ICTBA U1 B OCOOEHHOCTI KOHEBOJICTBa.

Karouegvie caosa: MHJOEBPOTIEVICKIME SA3BIKYM, CEMMUTCKME SA3BIKM, KaBKa3CKUe SA3BIKM, MHJOeB-

porierickas mpapoANHa, MUTPAIiUY, CKOTOBOJCTBO, 3eMJIefie INe.

IIpobyeMa MeCcTOHaXOXK/IeHMsI MHAOeBPOIIeIICKON MpapOAMHEl (HadaIbHOTO IIeHTpa pacIpo-
CTpaHeHNs1 paHHUX JMaJeKTOB IIpalH/0eBPOIIeIICKOTO A3blKa) ¥ PaHHUX DTAIIOB pacceIeHIs
VX HOCUTeJIelI-UH/I0eBPOIIeillieB JaBHO MHTepecyeT IIpeJcTaBuTe el pasHbIX HayK — OT JIMH-
TBICTOB, KOTOPBIE IPeXK/Je BCer0 yCTaHaB/IMBAIOT XapaKTep pOJCTBeHHBIX OTHOIIEHUN U CTe-
IIeHb OJIM30CTU APYT K JPYTY SA3BIKOB DTOI CeMbM, /10 ICTOPUKOB, apXe0J/IOTOB, aHTPOII0JI0IOB,
B IIOCJIeIHMEe TOJbl TakKXKe I'eHeTMKOB, BKIIOUMBIIUXCA B OOCYKJeHIe TOIO, KaKyl0 KapTUHY
paHHell MH/0eBPOIIeICKO MPeAbICTOPUI MOXKHO BOCCTaHOBUTDL. MBI XOTUM OXapaKTepuso-
BaTb BOIIPOCHI, HAXOJAIIIMeCs B HacTosIIlee BpeMsl B LIeHTPpe BHIUMaHIs yIeHBbIX.

CoBpeMeHHOe COCTOsIHMe IIpOOJIeMBI, B YaCTHOCTH, PacCMOTPeHMs ITPOCTPaHCTBEHHO-
BpeMeHHLIX PaMOK paclpOCTpaHeHNs MHJoeBpoIleles 110 Espasun, onpejessercs npex/ie
BCEro HOBBIMU 3HAYMTEJIbHBIMMU JOCTVKEHVSIMI B M3Y4eHUM CaMBIX paHHMX IMCbMEHHBIX CBU-
JeTeIbCTB O JAPEeBHUX MHI0eBPOIIeCKIX sA3bIKax. OTAelbHbIe CI0BA HTUX SA3BIKOB OOHAPY>KEeHBbI
B jokyMeHTax XX—XVIII BB. 0 H. . Ha CTapOacCMPUIICKOM /IMaIeKTe aKKa/JCKOIro (CeMMUTCKO-
TO) sI3bIKa 13 TOPTOBBIX KOJIOHMII B gpesHeir Manon Asun (Aratoanmn) (Tischler 1995; Derck-
sen 2007; VBanos 2008; Ivanov 2007a; 2008). B crapoaccupuiickux Tekcrax (Bcero mx HaieHO
okoJ10 23000) oTpakeHbl MeHa OOIOB, JIMYHBIE COOCTBEHHBIE MIMEeHa U HEKOTOpble TePMIHBL,
3aMIMCTBOBaHHBIE 13 SI3BIKOB MECTHBIX >KUTeJIell, KOTOpble OTHOCKUJINCH K JIBYM Pa3HBIM MH/O-
eBPOIIeVICKUM TPyIIlIaM — CeBepPHOAHATOJMIICKON (K Hell IpMHaJJIeXXal U IpeJCcTaB/IeHHbI
1103/1Hee OOJIBIINM YMCIOM KAMHOIMCHBIX TeKcToB XVI—XIII BB. 10 H. . T/1aBHBIN OpUIINa/Ib-
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HBIVI S3BIK XeTTCKON MMIIEpUIN — XeTTCKUI, MM «HeCcUilckuil», KaK ero Ha3bIBaJy CaMU X€TTHI
110 uMeHu ropoga Hecvl, accupuiickoro Kanuuia) 1 10>KHOQHaTOIMIICKOM (K HEl OTHOCUTCS 3a-
CBI/IETEIbCTBOBAHHBII HECKOJIBKO OOJIee MO3THMMY KIMHOIVICHBIMU ¥ VMepOrIUPUIECKIMA
JOKyMEeHTaMM AY6UllCKUll A3BIK, Ha KOTOPOM BO BTOpoOI1 moyosuHe II Teic. 0 H. 9. TOBOpPUIA
OCHOBHasI 4acTh JKMTeJIell I0JKHBIX U 3allaZiHbIX obsactert AHaTtomn). B mociesHme rogsr mme-
Ha /IByX IJIaBHBIX Ty3€MHBIX OOTOB OOHapy>KeHBI B JOKyMeHTaX M3 apxeosormdeckoro cios II,
Jatupyemoro XX B. 0 H. 9. (Kryszat 2006; Ivanov 2008).

OauH 13 HUX Ha3bIBaJICsA MMeHeM, KOTOpOe B CTapOacCUPUIICKON KIMHOIMCHU IlepejaBa-
n0chk Kak Ni-pid-as. Beipaskenue i-na sa Ni-pd-as ‘Bo Bpems 6ora Nipas’ yKasbplBaeT Ha pUTyaJl, 3a-
HUMABIINIT B OBIITelT CIOKHOCTU HECKOIBKO JIHeil. Berpeuaercs Takske mpusornenue i-na E Ni-
pd-as ‘B Xpame 6ora Nipas’, oTMedaeTcsl UM eTo >Kpelia. M YIIOMUHAaeTCs IIPUCYTCTBIe Ty3eM-
Horo nap:a Kannma (riasnoro ropoja »rou yacty Masioit A3umn) Ha IIpa3JHIKe B 9TOM Xpame.
Mms 6ora Ni-pd-as 000CHOBAaHHO CpaBHMBAIOT C ITO3JHENIINM JpeBHeXeTTCKUM hnepis ‘Hebo’.
Ho naubosee TouHOe cOOTBETCTBME XapaKTepy IJIaCHBIX B DTOM Ty3eMHOI JpeBHeaHaTOJINII-
ckoll popMe HaxXOJUTCS B MepOranPUIecKoM JTyBUIICKOM ti-pa-sd ‘He00’ (IMcbMeHHas Irepe-
Jlaya CJI0Ba, IIPOM3HOCUBIIIETOCS Kak [tipas]), B KOTOpOM HaOJ/II0laeTcs U M3MeHeHe HadalbHo-
rO COTJIACHOTO *n- > d-/t-, cXOHOe C MPONCIIEIINM B POJCTBEHHOM IHIOEBPOIIENICKOM CIOBe
B BOCTOYHO-0a/ITUIICKMX 3bIKaX — JIMTOBCK. debesis ‘06/1ak0’, maThIIICK. debess ‘He60’. K mep-
BOHa4yaJIbHON OOIIeMH/J0eBpoIelickoil (popMe CyIecTBUTeIbHOTO *nebhos BOCXOIUT U Ipacia-
BSIHCKO€e Ha3BaHIe 00OKeCTB/IABIIIerocs Heba, OTKy/la PyCccK. He0o, Hebec-a, PO/ICTBeHHOe CaHCK-
putck. ndbhas ‘obiaxko, TyMaH’, ApeBHerpeueck. vé(dog ‘006/ako’, JaTMHCK. nebula ‘Tyman’,
IpeBH.-BepX.-HeMellK. nebul, apeBH.-aHIIMiICK. nifol ‘TeMHsbIT’ . Vleporanduaeckuit JTyBUICKIIA
MEeCTHBIN HajexX ti-pa-si ([tipas-i], Tae -i — IOKa3aTesb JIOKaTUBa), KAMHOMIVICHBIN JyBUICKA
tap-pa-si-i ‘Ha HeO€’ cOBITa/laeT C IMTOBCKUM [JMaIeKTHBIM debesij, 11epKOBHOC/IaBIHCKIM HEBECH
U pyccK. Hebecu ¢ Ha HeGe’ M OT Hero MOYTU YTO He OTJMYABIIMMCS JPeBHeXeTTCKUM KJIMHO-
IIVICHBIM ne-e-pi-si. B c1aBsAHCKOM U B JipeBHeaHaTOJIMIICKOM COBIA/alOT U JpyTryie GpOPMEI CJI0-
Ba (B TOM 4lC/Ie pOJUTENBHBIN IaJjeXX MHOXKeCTBEHHOIO 4lCJa — CpeJHeXeTTCK. ne-pi-Sa-an,
CTapOC/IaBAHCK. HERECh, IJIe -'h BOCXOJUT K COYETAaHMIO «IJIACHBIN ILTIOC HOCOBOM COTJIACHBIN»,
pycck. tebec), m ero Mmdosornyeckoe 1 (puandeckoe (CBsI3aHHOe C DKOJIOTVEN) 3HadyeHNe
(coxpaHeHHBINT B aHATOIMICKUX M 0alTO-CIaBIHCKMX S3BIKAX VMCXOJHBIN CMBICT ITO3BOJISET
MPeJIIOIOXKIUTh, 9YTO €T0 U3MeHeHNe B APYTUX JuaJeKTaX MOIJIO OBITh CBA3aHO C Ilepece/eHN-
eM B 00J1acTy C MHBIM KIMMaTtoMm). JpesHsisa Mudosiorndeckas (PyHKIUA CI0Ba, BePOATHO, elrje
3aMeTHa B caMOIl JipeBHell XeTTCKON HaJAImcy AHUTTHI, IJje IIpejIo IaraeTcs OTTeCHeHNe STOTO
6oxectBa (Goedebuure 2007: 41; Vsanos 2010: 30).

Vimsa apyroro BakHeMIIero TyseMHOro 6ora B nepuoJ cios Il — Perwa ocraercs (B oT1n-
gyye or 6ora Heba) cyiiecTseHHBIM 1 BO BCe IO3JHENINNe IepHo/ibl ICTOPUN JpeBHeaHaTo-
JUIICKON peanruu. B HammcaHHBIX MECTHBIMM KUTEIAMU CTapOACCUPUIICKIX TEKCTax caoes |
u II mmeHa, cogepskamue 5TO IIpo3BaHue 6ora Perwa, mpuHazAIe>XXaT CaMBIM ITOYMTA€MBIM JIVI-
1aMm, Kak Pe-ru-wa na-si-ir Ka-ni-i$ ‘Perua, samutank Kannma’. IToxosxee nms 6ora BcTpedaeT-
Cs1 B apXaMYHBIX XeTTCKMX IepedlncIeHMsIX OOTOB, cJaBy KOTOPBIM IOIOT «meBIbl KaHmima».
PozcTBeHHBIE C/IOBA, KaK XeTTCK. pert(na)- ‘CKasa, yTec, IJabpiba’ (B TOM 4mcIe M CKaja — Marh
KaMeHHOIO 4yJIOBUINla YJUIMKYMMM B XeTTCKOM IIepesIOKeHUM XyppUTCKOTro Mudga), CaHCK-
pUTCK. parvata- ‘Topa’, MO3BOJIAIOT YJOCTOBEPUTH IIepPBOHAYAJbHYIO CBSA3b aHATOJIMIICKOTO
MMeHM Oora ¢ KaMHsAMU M CKaJlaMM Kak aTpuOyTamMu pauHI0eBpoIneiickoro 6ora I'\poma min
I'po3b1, K KOTOPOMY BOCXOAMT JMUTOBCKOE MM aHaJIOTMYHOrO 6ora Perk-un-as, perk-unija ‘rpo-
3a’, ;pesHencaaHjckoe Fjorgyn ‘maTh 6ora I'poma’ u. mpaciassiHckoe nms 6ora I'poma, mpo-
JOJIKaBIeecs B ipeBHepYyCccKoM [lepynv. B claBAHCKMX A3BIKaX CIOBO OTHOCUTCS M K KaMeH-
HBIM OPYAMsAM Oora, KOTOopble OH mIBEIpsieT ¢ Hebec (VIsanos, Tormopos 1974). Ciioso nepyrot B
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DTOM CMBICJIE JJOJITO COXPAHSIOCh B sA3bIKe KIacCudyecKoil pycckoit mossun. C npuseeHHbIMI
JIUTOBCKUM ¥ JJpeBHEUCIaHACKIM CYIIeCTBUTETBHBIMI, B KOTOPBIX 3a KOPHEM ClIeJoBasl Cy(-
Jukc *-iini-, CXOTHO U CJIaBSHCKOe HaMeHOBaHIe MecTa 11oJ Hosropogowm Ilep-vitio (13 *Per-
iini-), rae »Kcneanuys mokoyHoro Cezosa HaIllla OCTaTKU CBATHAUINA Oora [lep-yna. Xerr-
ckui1 6or Pirwa- (Perwa), Kak 1 IpanMH/J0eBPONENCKIIT 1 0alTO-CAaBIHCKIUIT OOT C pOJCTBeH-
HBIM MMeEHeM, CBsI3aH C KOHAMU, KOTOPBIe Be3yT erO KOAeCHUlUY B COOTBETCTBYIOIINX MU(IIO-
9TUYeCKNX TeKcTax. Ho B aHaTOMMITCKMX TpaauIVsX TPV COXpaHEHUM JpeBHero MMeHN 0ora I
HEKOTOPEIX €T0 CeMaHTIYeCKMX CBA3el (CO CKajJaMM, ¢ KOHSAMU) yTpadMBaeTCsl ero IepBOHa-
JaspHas QPYHKIU KaK Oora rpossl. B 9Toit pyHKIMM yKe B JpeBHeaHAaTOIMIICKOM JAMaseKTe
BpeMeHI CTapOacCUPUIICKIX KOJIOHMIL, a 3aTeM U B XeTTCKUX M B JYBUIICKUX TEKCTaX, BBICTY-
I1aeT CJI0BO, KOTOpOe HeKOIJa OBLJIO OJHMM M3 DIMTETOB 5TOoro oora kak «[lobegnress». Co-
XPpaHNJICS B HEM TOJBKO CyPpPUKC, HATIOMIUHAIOIINII O JpeBHeM MMeHN bora (Kak B TUIIOJIOTH-
YecKl CXOJHOM Jp.-Tped. KeQa-UV-Ol ‘TIepyHbI, TpPOMOBLII yaap’). Berpeuaronieecs B crapoac-
CUPUIICKIX TEeKCTaxX JApeBHeaHATOIUICKoe mmMsa 6ora I'possr Tarhunu ob6pa3oBaHO OT DTOTO
JpeBHero sImTeTa C IOMOIIbIO cydpdukca -n-u-. JpepHexeTTcKoe Jororpaduyeckoe Harmuca-
aue @ISKUR (B camoit gpesHent Hagucu AHUTTH IM-un-ni ‘6or I'poMa’, COOTHOCHMBIIA C «He-
6oM», HazBaHIe KOTOPOI'O PacCMOTPEHO BBIIIIe) IepejjaeT STOT APEeBHMUIT SIINTeT, YNTaBIINUIICT
Kak Tarh-unni M COOTBETCTBOBABINMII JTyBUIICKOMY Tarhunt-, aHaTOJMIICKOMY IJarony tarh-u-
‘mobexxaTh’!, M MHAO-UpaHCKOMY *tr-v-ant- ‘MOTy4unii, HoOe U Te/IbHBIIN .

B coOGCTBEHHBIX JMYHBIX MIMEHax JApeBHEeAHATOJIMIICKOTO HacCeJeHIS CTapOacCHpPUIICKUX
KOJIOHII COXpaHseTCs TakKe apXadeckKuil OOIeH/I0eBpOIIeiCKIi TUIT 06pa3oBaHMs cOOCT-
BEHHBIX MMeH (Harpumep, Saptani-a-niga ¢ mpeITIoNIOKUTe TbHEIM 3HaUeHeM 7-51 cecTpa’ W
7 cecrep = ILneaasr’, Puhvel 19912 cp. conocras/asieMoe ¢ 9TUM MMeHeM HalliCaHMe ‘e/[HCTBa
u3 cemn’ PVILVII BI B xeTTckmx criickax GOTOB) M Ha3BaHMil MecT (Harpumep, Sa-ld-ah-$u-a
TekcTe rojeHnmesckon kosteknyy I'MMI 1554, fInkosckas 1968, No64, crpoka 16, cp. koMm-
MeHTapum Tam Xxe: 27, 166, 225; cp. Te ke OCHOBBI ¢ Apyrumu cypdukcamm B xeT. sall-(i)- +
hass-atar ‘apckuit pok’) MOCPeACTBOM CJIOXKEHMS JBYX IMEHHBIX OCHOB, CBA3BIBA€MBIX COeJI-
HITEJBHBIM TeMaTUIeCKUM IJIACHBIM *-0- > aHaTOJMICK. -a- (CPp. pOJCTBEHHOE *-0- B CJIOXKHBIX
UMeHax Tuma jap.-pycck. Ceam-o-caasv, ap.-rped. KAe-o-mdtoa, ap.-repMm. cr.-pyHmnd. hlew-d-
gdstiR). DTOT TUII CIOBOCIOXKEHUN MPUHAJJIEKUT 0COOOMY JpeBHEeMY aHaTOJMIICKOMY [Juia-
JeKTy (YCIOBHO Ha30BEM €rO «JMaleKT *-0-»): OH OTJMYaeTCs OT ITO3/HENIIero COCTOIHUS
I PeBHEXeTTCKOIO, JIYBUIICKOTO U JPYTUX CeBEPHBIX M IOJKHBIX aHATOJIMIICKUX MHIOEBPOIIeNi-
CKIX S3BIKOB. B HIX c/10BOC/IOKeHe Teps1JI0 CBOIO JPeBHIOI0 poJib (OCOOEHHO B CI0BOOPa30-
BaHII) U IIPY STOM IOJHOCTBIO MICYe3 TUII CJIOXKEeHNsI ¢ COeJMHUTEeNIbHO r1acHoi. Ero ciep
MO>KHO BIJIeTh TOJIBKO B y>Ke Hepas3JOKMMBIX JAPeBHeXeTTCKUX CIOXKHBIX CI0BaX, KakK men-i-
hhanda ‘(Ha)pOTNB, TIepesi, IO HaIpaBJIeHNIO K < men-(i/a) ‘1uno, meka’ + -a < -*o- + hand-a
‘B CTOpOHY’ (ApeBH:s popMa HallpaBUTEAbLHOIO HajeXa-IupeKTuBa OT hant- ‘lepefHss CTO-
poHa, J1063).

1O cBsI3M DTOTO MHAOEBPOIENICKOTO TepPMIHA C STPYCCKMM B KOHTEKCTe JpeBHeMasI0a3MIiICKOrO IIPOVCXOK-
JIeHMs1 DTPYCKOB Cp. JIUTepaTypy, 0bo3peBaeMyio B cratbe Vsanos 2011: 77—79.

2B 1o/1b3y MpeAIIoNIoXKeH sl O TOM, YTO B DTOM JpeBHeaHaTOIMIICKOM CJIOBOCTIOXKEHUN BUJIEH CJe]] JpeBHe-
MHIOEBPOIIEICKOV acTPOHOMMYECKON Te€PMIHOJIOTUM, MOXKeT TOBOPUTEH CpaBHEHUe C JaT. septem 7’ (= Ap.-aHar.
Saptam) B septen-trion(es) ‘cozsesnm(s1)’, septen-trio maior ‘bonpmas Measeanmna’, septen-trio minor ‘Masnast Measeanma’.

3O JpeBHOCTHM CJIOXKEHMII C TaKMM IIOCJIeJHUM DJeMEeHTOM CBUJeTeJbCTBYeT Ha3BaHIe JpeBHero ropoja
Purus-handa, HO B HeM HeT COeJVMHMTEIBHOTO IJTACHOTO (IIepBBIN DIeMEeHT MOKeT OBITh IPOooOpPa3oM DTHOHUMA
IIPyCCOB, apXalYHOCTb KOTOPOTO Ha OCHOBAaHMMU APYIVX JaHHEBIX Ipenmonoxui B. H. Toropos, u mosromy BaskeH
JJIs1 IpO6JIeMBl 0a/ITO-aHATOIMIICKIX JVaIeKTHBIX CBS3el).
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B ToM ke npeBHeM «JuaneKTe *-0-», 0 KOTOPOM MBI 3HaeM TOJIBKO IIO ero cjIejlaM B CTapo-
aCCUPUIICKUX TeKCTaX, apXandecKuil TUII JpeBHeaHaTOJIMIICKUX JKeHCKMX COOCTBEHHBIX MMeH
IIpe/iCTaBJIsIeT COOOI CJIOBOCIOXKEeHUe ¢ IocaeHell (BTOpoil) OcHOBO -ne/ik/ga-; B coOoTBeTCT-
BUM C YHOMSIHYTBIMHU BBIIIE JPEeBHUMU IIPUHIIUIIaMV VMHIOEBPOIIeICKOIO CJIOBOCIOXKEHIS
repeJ; 9TOM OCHOBOV BBICTYIIAJIO COeJVIHUTEIbHOe *-0- > -g-. 3a IIepBOM MMEHHOV OCHOBOIN
crefosan rpymma Mopgos -a-nig/ka. OcHOBa CyIIeCcTBUTETBHOIO, B JpeBHeaHaTOJMIICKOM
«JynaaeKTe *-0-» BBICTyIaIOIIas Kak nika, B JpPeBHEXeTTCKOM OTpa’keHa KaK 1egd- «CecTpa,
KpOBHas POJCTBEHHUIIA €90 B €TI0 IIOKOJIEHNUW», JIYB. -Niyd-, OHAa IIPUHAJJIEKUT K apXalYHbIM
OOIIIMM DJIeMeHTaM aHaTOJIMIICKOTO (JPeBHeXeTTCKOIO U JIyBUIICKOTO) cioBapsl (C BO3MOXKHOI
HOCTPaTUYeCKOM DTUMOJIOTHEN, O YeM HIDKe), C DTHOJOTMYECKOV TOYKM 3PeHMUs JOIlyCcKalo-
VX MHTepIIpeTaliio paHHel CUCTeMBI POJICTBa 10 TUITY OMaxa-Kpoy.

OTkpsITHE TaKNX APeBHMX (PparMeHTOB MHJOEBPOIIEIICKOI pedl, COXpPaHEHHBIX B CTapo-
acCUPUIICKUX TeKCTax, IIpeJcTaB/sgeT cCO00M YacTh pe3yIbTaTOB IIMPOKO IIPOBOAVMMBIX MCC/Ie-
JOBaHUII CTApMHHBIX TeKCTOB 13 Masoit Asun. B HacTosIiee BpeMs OKa3blBaeTCs BO3MOYKHBIM
pacImMpuTh U JOCTATOYHO /jaJeKO OTOJBMHYTHh BIJYyOb ITPOILIOrO Kak /JJaBHO 3aHMMAaBIIYIO
yuaeHbplx (Gamkrelidze 1970) ncropmio ogmMHHaZAIIAT SPEBHUX MHIOEBPOIIETICKUX AVAJeKTOB
Mautoin Asuu — ceBepHOAHATOJMIICKMX (XeTTCKOTO, ITalaliCKOro, OT4acT «JuajieKkra *-0-»* u
JIMJMIACKOTO, 3aHMMAIOIIX 0CO00e IIPOMEeXXYTOYHOe MeCTO Cpely /IByX IPYIII aHAaTOJIMUIICKIX
SI3BIKOB) U I0>KHOQHATOJMICKMX (JIyBUIICKOTO B KIMHOIIMCHOM M MepOoTrIn@uUIecKnx BapraHTax
U1 HEIIOCPeJCTBeHHO K HeMY BOCXOJSIIMX SA3bIKOB aHTUYHOIO BpeMeHU — JIMKUIICKOTO U CTa-
HOBSIIIIerocsl OTYaCTy ITOHATHBIM MUJIMIICKOTO, a TaK>XKe C TPY/JOM Jemu@pyeMoro Kapuickoro
U COBCEM MaJ/IO M3BECTHBIX CI/IeTCKOTO U MUCUUIICKOTO), TaK U paMKI MCTOPUYECKUX CBIJe-
TeJbCTB 00 MHJ0eBPOIIEeNICKMX A3bIKaX B I1eJI0M.

Anaroaniickue si3piku II—1 ToIC. 20 H. 3.

ceBepHbIe (BOCTOUHLIE): ITpomesxyTOouHBI IOKHBIe (3aI1aHble)

TUI centum «IUAJIEKT *-0-» ¢ pasmmuaneM *k’ u *k

XEeTTCKU (HeCUIICKII) JINAUCKUI JIYBUMCKUI KJIMHOIIVICHBIN
HaxancKumn JIYBUICKII MeporandpuiecKuia

JIMKUCKUI (A)
muniickuii (Bb)
KapUIICKUI
CUJEeTCKU

MICUIUTICKITA

CeBepHO- 11 I0>KHOQHATO/IMIICKIE SA3BIKM Ie/IBIM PSJOM CYIeCTBeHHBIX IpaMMaTIU4YecKIX 1
3BYKOBBIX ((POHOIOIMUECKIX) YePT OTANYIAIOTCSA OT BCeX IPYTIUX MHIOEBPOIIETICKUX J11aIeKTOB.
Bpem: pasgenenns ceMby POJCTBEHHBIX A3bIKOB MOXKHO OIIpe/lesIsATh MeTOJaMI IJIOTTO-
XpoHoJioruu: Kak nokasas Cyogert, Temir usmeHenns 6asnucaoro ciaosaps (100 mum 200 campix
yIIOTpeOUTeIbHBIX CJI0B, B OCHOBHOM COXPaHAIOIINXCs IPU Iepexoje OT CTapIIero IOKoJe-

+Tlo OTHOLIEHMIO K DTOMY JUaNeKTy CyllecTByeT TPYJHOCTh pasTpaHIYeHNs IPOCTPaHCTBeHHEIX U BpeMeH-
HBIX XapaKTepPUCTUK: 110 OTPa’KeHUIO JPeBHMX BeJLSIPHBIX U IlajgaTaJbHbIX eT0 MOXKHO OTHEeCTH K TUILY centum, HO
JIEKCHYeCKe 9JeMEHTHl I0KHOAHATOMMIICKOTO BuJa (Kak B JIPeBHEXEeTTCKON HaJIMCK Laps AHMUTTH TOINOHUM
URUSg-Ia-ti-wa-ra < *sal-a-tiw-ar-: XeT. Sall-(i)- ‘Dapckuit, BeauKni®' + -a- < *-o0- + nayB. Tiwar- < *tiw-at- ‘6or ConHua’ =
XeT. Siwat- ‘leHp’) MOTYT yKa3blBaTh Ha Ha/lM4ue TaKOTO CJIOBOC/IOKeHNs I B paHHeM IpeJIllecTBeHHUKe JTyBUIiCKO-
TO, MMeBIIIeM JIPYTYIO crcTeMy (OHEM.
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HIL K JeTsIM) MO/ JaeTCsl TOUHOMY JIEKCUKO-CTaTUCTIIecKoMy orpejiesiennio. CoraacHo IJ10T-
TOXpoHoJI0rMueckuM BprancaeHnsAM C. A. CTapocTuHa, OCHOBaAaHHBIM Ha 5-IIPOLIEHTHOI (a He
14-nnponientHoI1, Kak y Cyozella 1 IPsAMBIX €ro IpoJoJ/KaTe ieil) KOHCTaHTe M3MeHeH:I Oa-
sucHoro ciosaps (Crapoctun 2007), um 6sL1a rmosydeHa B 2004 . HOBasi KapTIHa paciiaja MH-
JOeBpOIIeNCcKOro Ipasspika. OHa corsiacyercs B TOM, UTO KacaeTcsl COOTHOIIEHMs XeTTCKOTO U
BCeX aHATOJIMIICKNUX, U C BRIBOJAMI MHOIVX JAPYIUX IHOCJAeTHUX PabOT IO MHIOEeBPOIIEeNICKOM
auanexkrosorun. [To 9TuM HOBBIM JJaHHBIM OT/ie/IeHNe XeTTCKOIO OT APYIMX MH0eBPOIeICKIX
S3BIKOB IIPOM30ILIO OKOJIO 4670 I. 10 H. 9. (I JIyBUIICKOTO ¥ COOTBETCTBEHHO ITpar0>KHOaHa-
TOJIMIICKOTO MOXKeT OBITh HPeJIIOI0KeHO MHOe HeCKOJbKO 0oJlee I03/[Hee BpeMs, HO TOYHOe
oIlpejieieHNe 3aTPyAHIAETCS OTPaHNYeHHBIM HaOOpOM M3BECTHON JIEKCUKI, Cp. JAeTaabHo Iva-
nov 2001). Mexzy BpemeHeM OTJeJIeHIsI XeTTCKOTO OT JPYTUX /IMa/IeKTOB MH/0eBPOIIeIICKOTO
Ipas3blKa U SIIOXOM JIPeBHeXeTTCKUX TeKcToB XVI B. 0 H. . HPOIILIO IPUMEPHO 3 THICAYM
aet. OcTabHble SA3BIKM IIPOJOJIKAIN pa3BMBaThCA KaK eJMHOe IieJl0e BILJIOTH JIO BblJeIeHNs
13 Hux nosjgHenmyx auanekros (ITopuur 1960) HaunHasA ¢ mpaToxapckoro (OT/eIbHBIMU JIeK-
CHYeCKMMM M30IJI0ccaMM cOIVpKaroerocs ¢ aysmiickum). Ho mHble gmanekTHbIe pasanuns
JpeBHee, 4yeM BpeMs pacliajla MHJOEBPOIIeVICKOTO Ipas3blka M 00pasoBaHMs ITO3JHENIINX
JVaeKTHBIX TPYII (KaK BOCTOYHOMH/IOeBPOIIelicKast) U/ A3BIKOBBIX COIO30B /IMaeKTOB (Kak
aHaTOJIMIICKIE) — MBI BUJVM UX pe3y/IbTaThl y>Ke B CAaMBblll PaHHMII HepPUOJ, JOCTYIIHBIN s
ucciesoBanus. K uncny Takmx gpesHenmmx pOHOJIOIMYECKNUX Pasandnil MpUHa/IeKUT U30-
IJ10Cca, TI0 KOTOPOI JMaleKTsl ThIa centum (1aTmHCKas (popma IMCIUTeIBHOTO ‘CTO’, B KJac-
CMYeCKO JIaTBIHM ITPOM3HOCKBIIerocs Kak [kentum]) orimyarorcs oT guanekToB TuMa satom
(TpeBHEMpaHCKasl aBecTMIiicKas popMa TOTO >Ke UMCAUTEeIBHOTO). DTa M30IJI0CCa IIPOXOIUT
BHYTPY BOCTOYHOMHIO€BPOIIeIICKIX A3BIKOB, OT/Ie/Iss JJpeBHerpedeckmil sA3bIK (TUII centum) OT
apMSHCKOIO M MHJO-MPAaHCKMX (TUI satom).

B nmanekrax Tuma centum — ceBepHO-aHATOJMIICKUX: «JUajeKTe —O-», XeTTCKOM, IIa-
JIAVICKOM, JIMJWVICKOM, 3alaJHO-VH/IOEBPOIEeNCKIUX: KeJbTCKUX, UTAAUICKUX, B TOM 4YucC/Ie
JaTMHCKOM, a TaKXKe TepMaHCKMX, UJIMPUIICKUX, B YaCTHOCTH, MeCcarlCKOM; BOCTOUHOMH/O-
€BPOIIENICKOM /IpeBHeTpedYecKkoM, MaKeJOHCKOM, (PPUIMIICKOM, Ha KOTOPOM TOBOPWU/IM Ha
bankanax n morom B Mason Asum, u B u3secTHOM B Boctounom Typxkecrane Toxapckom —
COXpaHseTCs JipeBHee IIPOTMBOIIOCTAaBIeHNEe Be/LIPHBIX pOoHeM Tuia *k u s1abMOBesIpHBIX
Tuma *k¥ IpU yCTpaHeHMy TajaTaabHbIX pOHeM Tura *k, B IpanHI0eBpOIeiickoM TPOTUBO-
CTOSIBIINMX /JIBYM HEPBBIM TUIIaM; TOI/la KakK B JMajeKTaxX KJIacCHMUecKoro Tuia satem — BOC-
TOYHOMHJ0eBPOIIeVICKIX MHO-MPAHCKUX (BOCTOUHO- I 3allaZlHO-MPaHCKOM, MeCOIIOTaMCKOM
apMIICKOM, HYPUCTAHCKOM, Jap/ICKOM, MHJO-apUIICKOM) U apMSIHCKOM, a TakKXe B OasTo-
CJIaBSIHCKMX, a/J0aHCKOM M POJICTBEHHBIX eMy ITajgeobaTKaHCKuX (ppaKUiICKOTO THUIIa — CO-
XpaHseTCs ApeBHee IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIEHNE Be/IPHEIX (pOHEM Tulla *k U ImasaTaabHBIX (POHEM
Tuma *k, usmensionuxcst B agpPppuKaTH U MOTOM GPUKATUBHEIE, TIPY TTOYTH MOTHOM yCTpa-
HEHN! J1a0MOBe/ISIPHBIX TUIa *k“, a B I0’KHO-aHAaTOJMICKIX — JIYBUIICKOM, JVMKNIICKOM, Ka-
PUIICKOM — COXpaHseTCs JpeBHee IIPOTUBOIIOCTaB/IeHe Be/APHBIX poHeM Tumna *k u masa-
TanpHBIX poHeM Tuta *k, usmensiomuxcs B apdpukate u motoM GpUKATUBHEIE, U JpeBHee
IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBIeHNe BeJIIpHBIX poHeM Tura *k u mabmosenspHbIX Tuna *k*. Takum obpa-
30M B I0’KHOAQHATOJIMIICKOM COXPaHAIOTCS, KaK OTYaCT! B apMIHCKOM U B aJ0aHCKOM IIO IM-
norese Ilesepcena, ciaeanl POHOTOTMUECKOIO ITPOTUBOIIOCTABACHM BCeX TpeX Ipymm (Be-
JIIPHBIX, TaJaTaIbHBIX U Ja0MOBE/APHBIX) POHEM, BOCCTaHABIMBAEMOTIO JIJIsI CAMOTO paHHe-
IO COCTOSIHUS, XOTA B I0>KHOAHaTOJMIICKOM, KaK M B APYIUX JMajeKTax satom, maataabHble
¢oHeMBI 1 MEeHAIOT CBOI (POHETHIECKUI XapaKTep, MpeBpalasch U3 CMBIYHBIX B apPpuka-
TBI 1 PpUKATUBHbBIE, @ MHOTHE CJI0Ba C JIabMOBeIPHBIMU IIPUMHMMAIOT HOBBIN O0JINK, yCTpa-
HAS 9TU (POHEMBI.
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OTkpbITHE pasaIndus MeXKy ceBepHOaHaTOIMIICKMMU U I0>KHOAHATOIMIICKUMU S3bIKaMI
110 DTOI M30IJNOCCe, KaK U OOHapy>KeHMe centum-HOTO XapaKTepa TOXapCKMX s3bIKOB VII—
VIII BB. H. 9. B Kurtaiickom Typkecrane, cyIiecTseHHO MeHsIeT IIpe/iCTaBjIeHNie 00 TOI CTOpOHe
ITPOLLIOTO MHAOEBPONEVICKNX JUaleKTOB. Hu B 0JHOM 13 1anlekToB JpeBHss KapTUHa He CO-
XpaHeHa IOJTHOCTBIO. MHOTMe JIMHIBNUCTHI IOJIaraly, 4YTO IepBOHadaJlbHOe IPOTUBOIIOCTaBIIe-
HIle DTUX TUIIOB OBLIO CBA3aHO C IIPOCTBIM reorpapuuecKM pa3Me>keBaHleM BOCTOYHBIX I
3amajHpIX JManekToB. CoBpeMeHHOe COCTOsAHME HalllMX 3HaHUI CKOpee TOBOPUT B IOJb3Y
IIpe/IIONOXKeHNs, YTO pas3BUTME IO TUITy centum HaO/IIOZaeTcs B s3bIKaX Ha nepudepnn
(MapruHa/JIbHBIX) — KeJIbTCKUX, TOXapCKMX, CeBePHO-aHATOJIMIICKIX®, YTO II0 3aKOHOMEPHO-
CTSIM, BBIABJICHHBIM apea/IbHOM JIMHIBYCTUKON, TOBOPUT B IIOJIb3y COXPaHEeHM B HIUX apXau3Ma
(B yacTHOCTH, B OTCYTCTBUU JBVKEHI I1ajlaTalbHBIX B CTOPOHY apppuKaT 1 CIIMPaHTOB).

B 1y ®noxy, korga Ha Tepputopun Masoi Aszun mpejcTaBaeHbl JjBe MHTEHCUBHO JIPYT C
IPYroM KOHTaKTMpoOBaBlMe (1 Osarozapst AJIUTEIbHOMY MHOIOBEKOBOMY B3alIMO/IEICTBUIO
obOpasoBaBIle B KOHIIe KOHIIOB e/IMHBIN aHaTOJMIICKII SI3BIKOBOI COI03), HO pas/InJyaronyecs
10 TOJIPKO YTO OIIVMCAHHON paHHeN M30IJI0CCe U 110 HeKOTOPBIM JIPYIVM IIPU3HaKaM IPYIIIIbI
SI3BIKOB — CeBepHO-aHaToJuiickass 1 10kHas (Ivanov 2001), mmucbMeHHBIE CBUIETENIbCTBA O
JPYTUX MHJJOBPOIIeNICKMX JMaeKTaX OTHOCATCA TOJIBKO K JIBYyM apeajiaM, HeIloCpeJCTBeHHO
NpUMBIKaOINUM K Masoit Asun: Ha 3anajie K MUKEHCKOMY JpeBHerpedeckoMy B I'periuy 1 Ha
Kpure, a Ha BocToke x MecornoraMckoMy apuiickoMy, pyHKIIMOHIpPOBaBIIeMy (BMecTe C He-
VH/I0eBPONENICKUM XyPPUTCKMUM, corsacHO OTKpuituio V. M. Apsaxonosa n C. A. CrapocTuHa
POJCTBEHHBIM CeBepO-KaBKa3CKUM A3bIKaM) B KauyecTBe OJHOTO M3 IJIaBHBIX SA3BIKOB BEPXYIIKI
HacesIeHU:A B rocyfapcrse Murtannu B ceepHoit Cupun. MecornoTaMckmil apuiiCKuil M3BecTeH
II0 CJI0BaM M CJIOBOCOYETaHMAM B XeTTCKOM TpakTaTe O KOHeBOJcTBe MuTaHHmMila Kukkym,
HaliZIeHHOM B apXIBe B XeTTCKOI1 cToinile Xarrycace (boras-Kae), n mo mmenam 60ros B xeTT-
CKO-MUTaHHUIICKOM TOCYy/JapCTBEHHOM JOTOBOpPEe B TOM >Ke apXxuse. /lpeBHerpedyeckuii 1 Meco-
IOTaMCKMII apUIICKUiA (OAVH U3 PaHHUX MHIOUPAHCKUX /MaJeKTOB, OIM3KUI K MHIO-apuii-
CKOMY) OTHOCATCsI K BOCTOYHOMH/IO€BPOIIEVICKON I'PYIIIIe /IMa/IeKTOB, KyJa BXOAUT U JIpeBHe-
apMSHCKUI S3BIK, JOCTaTOYHO paHO PacHpOCTpaHeHHBIV B TOM >Ke apease, CyJs IO MHOTO-
YJICJIEHHBIM 3aMIMCTBOBAHMAM B HEM U3 XyPPUTCKOIO U YPapTCKOIO (KOTOPBIN IIPOMUCXOSUT U3
CpaBHUTEJIBHO I03/IHETO XypPUTCKOIO AuasekTa). Bocrouno-mnjoesponeiickie sA3bIKI IO CBO-
eil IJ1arOJILHOM CHUCTeMe VM HeKOTOPBIM JPYIMM IpaMMaTHYeCcKM OCOOeHHOCTSIM O00pas3yioT
OTJIMYHYIO OT IPOYMX POJCTBEHHBIX JVae€KTOB IPYIIIY.

Ko Bpemenn nucpMeHHOI pUKcauy MHI0eBPOIIeCKUX A3bIKOB BO II ThIC. 0 H. ®. BHyTpHU
BOCTOYHOMH/IOEBPOIIEIICKIIX S3BIKOB CBSI3M OBLIM pa3OpBaHbI TAKMM 00pa3oM, UTO centu-HbIln
JpeBHerpedeckmuil sA3bIK OKasaJCs Ha 3amaje — B I'penmm, Kyza 1O JaHHBIM apXeoJIOTUM U
muursuctuku (Carruba 1995) ero HocuTe/M BEPOSATHO IepeceVINCh B IIpeJIIecTBOBaBIIeM
TeICAYeseTun 13 Masoit A3un, a OJMU3KNUIL K satam-HOMY TUITy (IIO pa3BUTUIO JIpeBHMX IaJja-
TaJabHBIX B apPpuKatsl 1 GpUKATUBHBIE) I0KHOAHATOJMMCKNI (IO JAHHBIM TOIIOHUMNU U

> MapruHa/bHOe ITOJIOXKeHHe JIJIsl CeBePHOaHaTOIMIICKOTO MOKHO ITPeJII0I0XKUTh IIPU I0T0-BOCTOYHOM IIpH-
YPOYeHUM UHJ0eBPOIIeliCKOI MpapOANHbI — CYIIeCTBeHHO BOCTOUHee 1/Iu Io>kHee AHaTouu (1o lamkpennase —
Vpanosy B oTiimune ot Pendpio, cm. Huke). Ho Tonosiorus (abcrpakTHas cXxeMa OTHOIIEHUI MeXK/Y /JiuaieKTaM,
KOTOPYIO Temeph IMPOOYIOT OIMcaTh M MeTOoJaMU KJIaJUCTUKU, BRIPaOOTaHHBLIMM B OMOJOIMM) BHYTPU PaHHEro
MHJI0eBPOIIeICKOrO Ipas3blka HYXK/JaeTcsl B CHelMasbHBIX MccaefloBaHMAX. B dacTHOCTH, pesy/bTaThl pabOThI
Ecuna, mokasasniero 3aBuciumMocTsb MCIe3HOBEHNS -7 B XeTTCKUX TJIArOMbHBIX pOPMAX OT aKI[eHTyalliu, HO3B0JIIeT
BEPHYTbCs K CXOJHBIM IpeAno/ioxKeHnsaM PopTyHaToBa O CBA3M MCUE3HOBEHMs DTON (POHEMBI C yapeHUeM UM
TOHOM. TeM caMbIM BO3HMKAIOT HOBbIe BO3MOXKHOCTU MCTOJIKOBAHU: OTHOLIEHNUI MeX/y AMaleKTaMi, B IJ1arob-
HBIX (MeZMOIIaCCHBHEBIX U ITepPeKTHBIX) OKOHUAHIIX KOTOPHIX CYIIeCTBeHHO Hammdye (BO3MOXKHO KaK apXamsma)
MM OTCYTCTBUE MOp(a, BEIPa’kaeMOoro IOCpeiCTBOM COYeTaH!sI DTOI (POHEMBEI C JPYTUMIA
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MMPOIOIMUECKNX TePMIHOB BEPOATHO OBIBIINMIA JPEBHUM CyOCTpaTHBIM SI3BIKOM HaceseHMNs
I'peniun) pacnipoctpanmiaca Ha Bocroke B Manont Asum, rge ob6pasoBasl s3BIKOBOV COIO3 C
centum-HBIM CeBepHOAHATOJMIICKUM. B pesy/ibTaTe mpouciesieil «pOKMPOBKI» — IlepeMe-
HBI MeCT OOMTaHNs — HOCUTeJIeN JpeBHerpedyecKoro 1 I0>KHOAHAaTOINIICKIX s3bIKOB OBLIN pa-
30pBaHbI CBA3M MEXK/Y I'PedyecKiM U JPYTUMMU BOCTOYHO-MHOEBPOIIeICKUMU A3bIKaMI. DT
repeMelleHns IIpejaIoaraioT M1UpoKoe MCIOIb30BaHMe BOJHOIO TpaHCIIOpTa (XOTs Hepe-
xo4 n3 Maoit Asun B I'perinio n o6paTHO GBI BO3MOXKEH U IO Cyllle JJo 00pa3oBaHUs TPO-
JIMBOB Ha 3a00JIOUEHHBIX MecTaXx Ilepelllelika, IIOTOM YHMYTOXKEHHOro). Yepe3 TeICA4y JIeT
pacrpocTrpaHenue 3anagHo-nHAoeBponenckux (Iloprur 1960; «jpeBHeeBpONecKIX» 10 Tep-
MuHoJsornu Kpao) sA3b1koB Ha 3arnaz EBpomsl 11 MHO-MPpaHCKUX U TOXapCKMUX S3BIKOB Ha Boc-
TOK IIpe/jI1ojIaraeT MCI0Ab30BaHNMe KOJIEeCHBIX ITOBO30K, 3allpsI>KeHHBIX KOHAMMU (Cp. HIKe 00
9TOI IIpobIeMe).

Ha npotsoxkeHnn ciezyionei ThICAYN JIeT 9Ta ceMbs A3BIKOB pacIpocTpaHuIach oT bpu-
TaHCKIX OCTpOBOB Ha 3amaje 1 CxaHguHasum Ha cepepe 10 CunbnssaHa (Bocrounoro Typke-
CTaHa) Ha BOCTOKe I Ha 1ore j10 VHa.

M3 oTjenpbHBIX BeTBell MHAOEeBPOIIeICKOI CeMb A3bIKOB K KOHIY aHTMYHOTO BpeMeHU U B
HayvaJsle CpeJIHIX BeKOB HalOOJIBIIIer0 pacIpOCTpaHeHNs JOCTUTIN CpeJHePaHCKIe s3bIKIA.

BepositHo, uTO ABMIKeHMe Ha BOocTOK B ompe/ie/leHHbIN IIepuo/, ceslaao UPaHCKNe A3bIKI
OCHOBHBIMI He TOJbKO I/ Cpeznneit Asun u Oygymero Bocrounoro Typkecrana, HO u /s
erre 6oJiee OOIIMPHON 00J1aCTU K BOCTOKY U CeBepy (A3BIKOBBIE TEKCTEI B HTUX apeasax ITOKa
He Hall/leHbl 3a uckIoueHneM Bocrounoro Typkecrana). ITocrenenno, ojnako, 13 9Tux obJac-
Tell MpaHCcKue (1 Apyrue MHIOeBPOIIelICKIe, B YaCTHOCT!U, TOXapCKle) SI3bIKI BBITeCHEHBI IIpU
IJByKeHnH ¢ BocToka KuTaiiiies 1 KOUeBHMKOB — TIOPKOB U1 MOHTOJIOB.

Kaknmy nyTsamm coXmaach coBpeMeHHas 1 0oJiee paHHsSA KapTUHA pacIIpOCTpPaHEHILs
VH/I0eBPONeNCKIX A3bIKOB? OTKy/la MOIJIO HayaThCs IBUKEeHMe 1 KaKOBa MOTIJIa OBITh MCXO/I-
Hasl TeppUTOPUS MPapOAMHLI, Ha KOTOPOI 00MTalIM HOCUTENIN IIParH/[0eBPOIeIICKOTO S3bIKa
epey; ero pacrazioM Ha pybexke VI u V Toic.? PaccMotpum Bees 3a cxemoit Masutopu 1997
(kapra 1) MozenMn «IpapOAMHBI» — TEPPUTOPUN PacHpOCTpaHEHUs [UaaeKTOB MHAO0eBpPO-
IIeJICKOTO IIpasi3blKa, IOCJIe pasfieleHns BeTBeil KOTOPOTO ITOCTeIeHHO OCYIeCTBMJIOCh X
JBVDKeHre 1o Espasum.
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Kapra 1. A: cesepo-eBporeiickasi Mozesb; B: 105kHO-aHaTOIMIICKas Mogenb Pendpio; C: neHTpaIbHO-
eBpoIericKas Mogeb; D: BOIKCKO-ypaabcKas MOJIeb.

ITepBas n3 yeTwipex (1o kaaccupukaryuy Ms1opu) OCHOBHBIX aJbTe€pPHATUBHBIX MO/ie-
JIell SIBJISIeTCSl TOM, KOTOpasl B IepBOHa4YaJbHOM Buje OblIa TPaAWMIIMOHHON JAJIs IIpe>KHel
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IIIKOJIBI MHJI0eBpOIIencTuKN. B Hell peus mia o Teppuropuy, skiaiodaoniein Cesepnyio I'ep-
MaHMIO (®Ta MOJieJb ObLIA IIpelsIOXKeHa JO BBLABIEHN: (PaKTOB aHATOIMIICKUIX M TOXapPCKUX
SI3BIKOB, C KOTOPBIMM €€ TPYJHO COIJIacoBaTh /I paHHero nepuogja). B npyrux mogesax cxoz-
HOTO THUIIa PeKOHCTPyKIus Besa Bcaex 3a llpagepom k 6osee BocTouHON Teppurtopun Boc-
TOYHOI EBpomnel (0IHO BpeM:l B II0JIb3y DTOM JIOKaIM3allUy IIPapOAVHLI IPUBOJUINCH JlaH-
HbIe O MaCCOBOCTM OCTaTKOB Jomaau B Jepenske Ha JHernpe, HO e/JMHCTBEHHBIV KOHCKIII de-
pert co ciejjaMu sKOOBI OT YIUJI Ha 3y0ax OKasaJICsl HeBepHO JaTupoOBaHHBIM). B mocieznnee
BpeMsI MHOITIe YMAIOT O eIrle OOJIbIlle OTOABMHYTON K BOCTOKY ApeBHeypa0-BOIKCKOI Ipa-
poAuHe, MpuUypaduBaeMoil K HaxogkaM B Apkaume-Cunramire (cp. puropses 1999; Vsanos
2004), meicTBUTENIBHO BaXKHBIM JIJIs BCENl IPOOJIeMBI, HO TOXKe OTHOCUTEIBHO OOJIee TTO3/JHIM,
11, HaKOHell, IpeJ1okeHHo1 Pendpio (oTuactu B passutne Mmojenu I'amkpennase — JIsanosa)
JAoKaau3anuy npapoanHsl B IOro-Bocrounoit AnaTomu (C 9TUM OBLI CKJIOHEH COTJIACUTHCS B
KOHIIe TtojieMnky ¢ 'amkpennase — ViBanossiM Takke u V. M. AbsakoHoB); nosaHee Pendpio
1 /JpsAKOHOB paccMaTpuBain I0r balkaH Kak BO3MOXKHOe yTOUHeHUe »Toi Mozean. Perdpio
IIpUHMMAaJI BBIABUHYTBHI aBTOpamu KHuru I'amkpennzase — Vsanos 1984 tesmc 06 oTtHOCH-
TeJIbHO IIO3JJHEM BpeMeHl) ITPOHMKHOBEHNs HeOJIUTUIeCKNX JOCTV>KEeHMI B CeJIbCKOM XO3Sii-
cree B EBpomnry. Cxo/iHas1 TOuKa 3peHM:s BBICKa3blBaeTCs U B APYIMX HOBenIux paborax (Bou-
ckaert et al. 2012). Ho ycranasamBaemast 1o IJIOTTOXPOHOJIOTUY JIEKCUKO-CTaTUCTIYeCKas JaTa
pacriazia mpasseika okos10 5000 et 0 H. 9. okasvieaemcs 0oree 1030Hetl, YemM HAYAA0 NPOHUKHOGe-
HUS Pe3yAbmamos HeoAumuueckoi pesoonun B Espory. Otges1bHble JOCTUXKEHNS U CBA3aHHbIe
C HUMU CJIOBa MOIJIM OBITh YCBOEHBI JJO MacCOBOJ MH/OeBpOIeM3aluy 3allaHeIX obJacTeit
Espomnl. [TosToMy oTnagaer m ocHOBaHMe /I IPUYypPOYeHNUs HPpapOJAMHEL K 3analy AHaTo-
JINU, a He D0Jiee BOCTOUHBIM I IO3KHBIM O0JIACTSIM.

BosbmMHCTBO paccMOTpeHHBIX BapMaHTOB IIpejlo/araeT IpOJBIKeHNe MHIOeBpoIlel-
ues B Cpezanioio Asmio u VMuguio c 3anaga. Ho B mociegnee spems Hukons npeamnosoxmia
obpartHoe HampasseHne nepecenenns n3 Cpeaneit Asum (CoramaHnsl, 110 6J1130CTU OT Apab-
CKOTO MOps, Ijje beHsenucT u pyrue mpaHmucTsl BUJeN JPeBHIOO KOJIbIOe b upanies B Eran
Vez, asect. Airiianam Vaejo ‘apuiickuii mpocrop’). Ilepecenenns n3 Cpeaneir Asun (BO3MOXKHO
CBsI3aHHBIE C PacTyIleil apUJHOCTBIO) eJBa JM MOTYT ObITh OTHECeHbl K paHHeMY BpeMeHN.
CxogpHble BO3pa’keHMs MOIYT OBITh CAeTaHBl U IIO IIOBOJY YacTO Telleph BBICKa3bIBA€MBIX
IIpe/II0I0KeHNIT OTHOCUTEILHO aBTOXTOHHOCTY MH0apues B Vnanmn.

Kasxzas 13 nipuBejeHHBIX MOJlesIell ¥ X MHOTOUMC/IeHHBIX BAapMaHTOB COOTBETCTBYeT O/-
HOMY I3 OTHOCHUTE/IbHO ITO3/IHMX DTaIlOB pacceeHNs, HO He BBhIJep>KMBaeT IIPOBePKU JIEKCH-
KO-CTaTUCTUYECKON JIMHIBXCTIYECKON XPOHO/IOTMeN pacHaja Ipas3blKa ¥ apXeoJI0IM4eCKuMU
U TeHeTMYeCKUMH JJaHHBIMM O MYTAX M BpeMeHM IlepecesieHNs OTJesbHBIX OoJiee TpeBHUX
TPYIII, TOBOPMBIINX Ha MH/JOEBPONENCKIUX JMaJeKTaX, ! X BePOATHBIX IIpe/IIecTBeHHIKOB
(cp. Taxxe Capponos 1989).

Ciesyer M3yuynTh HO3JHENINE TeHJeHUIUN pacce/leHls], B 4aCTHOCTM, B KOHTeKCTe pac-
CMaTpMBaeMOJl HIUXKe XPOHOJIOTUM MCIIOIb30BaHMs KOHel 1 KOJIeCHBIX ITOBO30K KakK CIiocoba
IepecesIeHNs, 9YTO O3BOJIIET AaTUPOBaTh Hanbo Iee JaabHIe YT MUTPpali Ha BOCTOK I Ha
3ariaji BpeMeHeM CyIIleCTBeHHO OoJiee ITO3/IHMM, 4eM OT/ie/leHIe CeBepHO- U I0>KHOaHaTOINA-
CKIX, a 3aTeM U TOXapCKMX sA3BIKOB. KakeTcs BO3MOIKHBIM /IS TIEPBBIX CTOJIETUI IIOC/Ie pac-
Iajia IpasA3blka JyMaTh O pas/ie/IeHNI pOJCTBeHHBIX IMaJeKTOB, Ha KOTOPBIX TOBOPAT B COCe/l-
HIIX TOPHBIX U IIpeJITOPHBIX pallOHaX C 3aTpyJHEHHOM KOMMYyHUKanuein. IIpu pekoHcTpykinm
NIPUYMH IlepecesieHNs Hapsy ¢ collMabHBIMU JeMorpaduyeckumu pakropamMy — IOCIe/CT-
BUSIMI Pe3y/IbTaTOB HEeOJUTUYECKON PeBOIIOLMM ¥ BOZHUMKHOBEHIS ITPOU3BOJSAIIETO XO35i-
CTBa — CJIeJlyeT YYUTBIBATh M TaKue DKOJIOTMYecKne, Kak M3MeHeHMe bacceliHa obOpa3oBaBIlle-
rocst YepHoro Mops (IMPKyMIIOHTUIICKUIA XapaKTep TeppUTOPUI PaclpOCTpaHeHUsT MH0eB-
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poreiiiieB mpu obcyxaeHmAx nopdepkusan H. SI. Mepnept®), a Tak’ke IOBBIIIIEHNe apU/HO-
CTU Cpe/lHea3NaTCKOIo apeaJia.

JoKIaumKy IIpe/IIOKIUIN (BIepBble B Jokaaze B Mockse B 1972 1., 3aTeM B cepun crartein
u B kunre ['amkpemnasze — Vsanos 1984, Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1990; 1995; Gamkrelidze 1990;
1994) noxanmsanuio npapoanHbl Ha bimknem Bocroke Ha croike coBpemenHoi Cupun, 10To-
sBocTtouHol Typrium n ceseproro Vpaka (0113KO K IPOCTPAHCTBY MeXIy o3epaMu Ban u Yp-
M), DTa MOJie/Ib COIIOCTaBJISeTCs C IOTO-3allafHO-aHaTO/IMIICKOM, HeCKOJIBKO I103/lHee IIpe/i-
J0xeHHoI Pendpro.

PaccmaTrpuBast JOBOJBI, BbIIBUTaBIIIMeEC 3a IIOC/IeHIE YeTBepTh BeKa 3a U HPOTUB ceBe-
PO-MeCcOITOTaMCKO-0/IV>KHEBOCTOUHON TEPPUTOPUM HpapoiuHBI MHjoeBponelines (lIBaHoB
2004; Ivanov 2007), ciepyeT mpesk/e BCero OTMeTUTh MCKIIOUNTeIbHOe 3HaYeHMe I ee JJoKa-
3aTeJIbCTBA IIPOOJIEMBI ITPAsI3BIKOBLIX 3aMIMCTBOBAaHMIAL. VlccaeoBaHMs TOCIe IHIX HECKOIBKIIX
necatuaetuir (ocobenno I'. A. Kinmnmosa n C. A. CrapocTuHa) MHOTO czieslaly JJIsl BBLSICHEeHU:
MacCCOBOTO XapaKTepa 3aIMCTBOBAHWII, CBUJETEIbCTBYIOIINX OO MHTEHCHBHBIX KyJIbTYPHBIX
KOHTaKTaX HOCHUTeJIell NH/I0eBPOIIeliCKOTO IIpas3blKa C UX COoce/lsIMIU, TOBOPUBIINMMI Ha IIpa-
SI3BIKAX OKPECTHBIX ceMell SI3bIKOB- ceBepO-KaBKa3CKOIl (B 9TOT paHHUI HepuoJ, BKIIOYaBIIel
u xyppurckuit s13pik CepepHoit Cupun 1 o5ToMy 6e3yC/I0BHO paclpOCTpaHeHHON He TOJIb-
Ko Ha KaBkase, HO U CyIIIeCTBeHHO JaJbllle Ha IOr0-3ara/ OT 3aKaBKas3bs), KapTBEJIbCKON U
CEMUTCKO.

Tumnosormyeckne comocrasieHNsI IPaKapTBEIbCKOTO C IIPanH/I0eBPOIeVICKIM ObLIN 00-
Jiee yeM I10JIBeKa HasaJ, IIpeJJIo’KeHbl B coBMecTHOI pabote I. Mauaapuann n T. lamkpenng-
3e U pa3BUTHI B MOCJAEAYIOIMNX McCaefoBaHsIX. VIHpoeBponerickue (11.-e.) 3aIMCTBOBAHILI B
KapTBeabckoM (Kimmmos 1994, 1994a%), 8 nocaeayiomux padorax CrapocTuHa OT/ie/leHHble OT
IIpe/IIoIaraeMbIX HOCTPATUYECKNX DIeMEHTOB, KOTOpble MOIJN OBITh YHac/IeJOBaHBI, BKIIO-
4aloT TaKMe CJI0Ba, KaK: KapTBeJbCK. ankes- ‘pbIOOIOBHBIN KPIOYOK > IPY3UHCK. ankes-i : U.-e.
*ankos- > aka ‘KpIOK /s JIOMIazAM B IIOBO3KE’, CAaHCKPUT. ankd- ‘KpIOK’, Ap.-Tped. ayKUAOG ‘co-
THYTBHIIT, JIaT. Uncus, Ap.-aHrJ1. angul; KapTBeJabcK. *tel- ‘MOpOCcéHOK’ : m.-e. *tel- ‘Mosiozoe Xu-
BOTHOE’; KapTBEeJIbCK. *145X0- ‘OBIK JJIsI SKepTBHI' : M.-e. ukwso- ‘0K’ (Klimov 1998: 195—196).
3HauMTe/JbHOE YMCIO TaKUX CJOB OTHOCUTCA K CeJbCKOXO3SAMCTBEHHON TepMuHoorun. Vu-
JOeBPOIIeIICKO-CeBepOKaBKa3CKye obIne KyJabTypHbele TepMmunbl, ndydennsle C. A. Crapoc-
TuHBIM (Crapoctun 2007), BKIIOYAIOT TaKMe MMeHa JOMAIIIHMX >KMBOTHBIX, KaK CeB.-KaBK.
*fif[n]cwi ‘nomanp’ : m.-e *hekwo- (Cp. Tak>Ke CXOZACTBO AMaJeKTHBIX 0OO3HaUYeHMII XepeOeHKa,
ceB. KaBK. *farne u m.-e. *polo-s, 1 HEKOTOPBIX JPYTUX KOHEBOJUECKIX TePMIHOB, 3aIMCTBOBaH-
HBIX 13 OJJHOV CeMbU B JIPYTYIO, KaK ceB.-KaBK. *gwilV ‘koHp’, coroctaBumoe c sar. caballus ‘pa-
6oyasi J011ab’ U BEPOATHO POJICTBEHHBIMI (pOpMaMI B peBHerpedyeckoM 1 xeTTckoMm, Ivanov
2002; 2007); ces.-kaBK. *2¢j3wé ‘Koszen’ : m.-e. *(H)aig’- ‘koser’; ces.-kaBK. *wHarfwa ‘cBUHBA :
n.-e. *porko- ‘lopoceHoK’; ces.-KaBK. *bhifwi ‘MenKuit ckot’: m.-e. *peku- ‘cKOT’; HazBaHM MIPO-
IYKTOB, MI3TOTOBJISBIIVIXCS U3 SKMBOTHOBOJUECKVIX MaTepyaoB — ceB.-KaBK. *Awahni ‘mepcry’ :

¢ H. 5I. MepmiepT, cBeTJI0i1 ITaMATH KOTOPOTO MBI, KaK I JpyTue aBTOPBl HOMepa, MOCBIaeM Hallly CTaThlo,
OTMeuaJI, YTO JpeBHe3eMJIe/le/IbuecKue KyIbTyphl paHHe0aIKaHCKOTO apeasa B V THIC. 1O H. . OOHaPY>KIBAIOT Be-
POSITHOE BJIVSIHME aHATOJIMIICKOTO CeIBCKOTO X03sricTBa. OHM OIlepeskaloT B pa3BUTUN IIPOU3BOJAIIEN PKOHOMU-
K11 OoJlee ceBepHEIe IIEHTPaIbHO- 11 BOCTOYHOEBPOIIeVICKIIe TPYIIIIbI HaceleHNs, JOCTUTaloIie COITOCTaBUMBIX yC-
I1eXOB TOJILKO B cIefylonieM Teicsiaenerun (Mepnept 1988: 27; Vpanos 2004: 54 1 mpumeu. 39).

7B paHHeM KapTBeJIbCKOM MOXKHO Pa3JNIUTh OTHOCHUTEJIBHO OOJIee IO3HMIL CION CJI0B, MMEIOIIIX MH/0eB-
pOIIeTicKIe COOTBEeTCTBIS BpeMeH! T10C/Ie YTPaThl JTapMHIaAbHBIX, 1 00Jlee JpeBHII, B KOTOPOM e€CTh COOTBETCTBILS
MH/I0eBPOIIeVICKMM JIapMHIaIbHBIM. YacTh C/10B IOC/IeiHel IPYIIIIBI C TOYKM 3peHNs HOCTPaTIIeCcKOTO CpaBHeHN s
MOXKeT OBITh OTHeCeHa K IIpaHOCTpaTudeckoMy Hacreauio. B paborax CrapocTuHa 9Tu c/10Ba OT/ie/IeHbl OT 3Ha4M-
TeJIPHON TPYIIIBI OOIIVIX JPeBHMX 3aMIMCTBOBaHNIA, SAB/LIOMIXCs beccriopubiMy; Visanos 2004: 66; Ivanov 2007.
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n.-e. *Hu(9)l(o)na; pacrennst — mpaces.-KaBK. *2¢qV ‘BuHOrpaznas josa’ : u.-e. *(H)ag- ‘irona’,
ceB.-KaBK. *iwVgabV / *fiwVbagV ‘Buji 31aK0B > oBec’ : m.-e. *(H)auig ‘Opec’; Opyus — ceB.-KabK.
*YHwVrV ‘menpHHUIIa, >KepHOB’: n.-e. *Qweran ‘“KepHOB’; ceB.-KaBK. *ni¢o ‘HOX, cepIr’: M.-e. 1si-
‘mew’. OpukaTusHas poHeMa § B XYPPUTCKOM MMeHH Jomaan esso u apdpukara *¢ (> $) B
dopmax apyrux cebepo-KaBKa3CKMX SI3BIKOB COOTBETCTBYET MHOEBPOIIeVICKOMN IlajaTaJbHOI
cMBraHOIT *k, cTaBimeit apdppukaToit *¢ 1 MOTOM PPUKATUBHOM §/s B MHAOEBPOTIENCKIX /IMa-
JAexTax tuna satam. CxozpHble poHeTUUYECKMEe M3MeHeHNs IpeJiCTaBJeHbl B JPYTUX 3alMCTBO-
BaHIIX, coOOpaHHbIX CTapocTrHBIM. OH HPeAIIoaoXXNI, YTO OHI OOJIBIIIeN JacThIO 3aIMCTBO-
BaHBl U3 IIpaceBepO-KaBKa3CKOTO MJM ero JuajekTa B IIpauHJoesporieiickuii. Turosormnye-
CKIe BBIBOJBI OTHOCHUTEIBHO BEPOSTHBIX 3aKOHOB 3BYKOBBIX M3MEHEHUII CKOpee TOBOPST 00
OOpaTHOM HaIlpaBJIeHU!U 3alIMCTBOBAHMII: B TaKOM CJIydae B DTOT IIepMOJ y>Ke OCYIIeCTBJI-
JIOCh MI3MEeHeHNe IajJaTaabHbIX B apdpuKaTel 1 PppuUKaTUBHEIE TT0 TUITy satam®. Ho B mo6om
ciydae akT 3aIMCTBOBaHII HECOMHEH 11 OJJHO3HAYHO OIlpe/ie/iseT BepOsATHOe MeCTOIOI0XKe-
HUE UHJ0EBPOIIEVICKON IIPpapOJVHBI PsIOM C IIpaceBePOKaBKa3CKOIL.

KynpTypHble TepMMHBI, KOTOPBHIMU OOMEHMBAINCh JpeBHIE Hapo/bl, TOBOPMBIIME Ha
Ipas3blKaX 9TUX ceMell, ITOKa3bIBalOT, YTO OHU BXOJUJIN B 00J1aCTh OBICTPOIO paclpocTpaHe-
HI JJOCTVIKEHUI HeOIUTUYEeCKON TeXHUYECKON 1 SKOHOMIYEeCKO peposionum. Bmecre ¢ tem
Ka>KeTCsl BO3MOXXHBIM IIOCTaBUTh BOIIPOC O TOM, 4TO HapPsAAYy C APYIMMN OpUIMHAMU (B 4acT-
HOCTH, DKOJIOTMYECKMMM) MIMEHHO pe3Koe yBeJMdeHNe BO3MOXKHOCTel IPOMU3BOJAIIEro Xo-
351/ICTBA BeJIO K JeMorpadpuuecKOMy B3PBIBY, CIIOCOOCTBOBaBIIEMY HEOOXOAVMMOCTU ITOVCKa
HOBBIX TeppuTOpuit 1 Murpanuam. OcoOblil MHTepecC [/ MCCAel0BaHIs ITPOOJIeMBbl CIIOCOO0B
IepeceyeHNs IIPeJCTaBIsI0T Ha3BaHNsI, OTHOCAINECS K TPAHCIIOPTY, B 9aCTHOCTM, KOJIECHO-
My: XeTTcKoe hurki- = Toxapckoe A wirk-int- COOTBETCTBYeT BapMaHTy C satem-HBIM OTpaKe-
HJIeM IaJaTaJbHOTO VM ITOTepell HadaIbHOTO JIAPMHIAJIBHOTO B MEePOTINPIIeCKOM JYBUIICKOM
(CURRUS)wa/i+ra/i-za-ni-na, BUH.II. MH.4. ‘KOJIeCHULT’ . PO/ICTBEHHBIN 3aMIMCTBOBaHHBIN TEPMIH
huluga-nn-i ¢ XyppUTCKUM IOCTIIO3UTUBHBIM apTUKIEM -11i BCTpedaeTcsl B CTapoacCUpUIICKIX
TeKCTax Haydasa 2 THIC. JJO H. 9. U ITO3/JHee B XeTTCKMX TekcTrax. OH 3aMMCTBOBaH 13 UCTOYHINKA,
ob1r1ero ¢ ces.-KaBK. *hwalkw- > 4af0K0I00CK. aBapcK. hork- ‘IOBO3Ka’, akcK. harkw ‘och Koseca
Tesern’, 3am.-KaBsK. *kw:a > azibIT. kwa ‘ToBO3Ka’ (B 9TOM C/Iydae CJlelbl pasBUTIL 110 TUILY satom
€CTh B IO’KHOAQHATOJIMIICKOM, a He B CeBepO-KaBKa3CKOM, VM MCTOYHUK 3alIMCTBOBAHUS CKOpee B
IOCJIeTHEM).

B mocmeprtHo Haneuarannon cratee C. A. CrapocTiHa cOOpaHO 3HAYMTETbHOE KOJIMYeCT-
BO BepOATHBIX 3aMMCTBOBaHMII 13 MHJOeBporerickoro B cemutckuit (Crapocrtun 2007: 821 —
826, 0 BO3MO>KHBIX yTOYHEHMX CP. B KOMMeHTapum Tam xe: 895). B kauecTBe nnpumepa ere oj-
HOTO KYJbTYPHOTO 3aMIMCTBOBaHNs MHJOEBPOIIeIICKOTO CI0Ba B CEMUTCKOM MOXKHO PaccMOT-
peTh MHIOeBpoIIelicKkoe HazBaHMe ‘3eMun’ *dheg’hom> xeTTcK. tekan, pop.. tagnas®, Toxap. A
tkam. Dta ocHOBa BXOAMUT B TaKue aHATOJMIICKMe MMeHa OOroB, KaK XeTTcK. Dagan-zipa ‘myx
3emu’ (OyKBaJIbHO «3eMJIsI KaK JMYHOCTb»). OH BepOATHO Oblla 3alIMCTBOBaHa B (3allaji-

8 IIpasna, CrapocTus (B ycTHOV dopMe) BO3PasU/I, UTO STOT TUITOJTOTHMUYECKUIT apTyMeHT (Masas BeposT-
HOCTb M3MEeHeHIs CIMpaHTOB 1 adpPppuKar B I1aJaTaJn30BaHHbIe 3a/lHesI3bIYHbIe CMBIYHEIE) IMeeT CUIY IIpU pas-
BUTUM B paMKaX O/JJHOJ sA3BIKOBOI TpajuIINM, a B paccMaTpUBaeMOM clydae MBI MMeeM [IeJI0 C 3aMeHOI Ipu 3a-
VIMCTBOBAaHMM M3 CeBePOKaBKa3CKOTO OTCYTCTBOBABIINX B MH/OEBPOIIETICKOV (pOHEeTIIecKoi crcTeMe apdppmkar
Ha HanboJlee CXOZHEBIe U3 MMeBIIMXC POHeM, T. e. Ha ITanaTaansosaHHble (Kysranga 2008: 674).

° B KIMHOIMCHOM JTyBUIICKOM *¢’h 1C4e3J10 U CJI0BO IIpeBpaTUIOCh B tiya-. B 6o/ee nmoszaHux ueporanduye-
CKMX JIYBUICKUX JJOKYMEHTaX CHPUIICKO-IOXKHOAHATOIMICKMX KHA3eM MX IMCITBI CTUIM30BaIM TeKCTHI KakK OBl B
nyxe HoJiee peBHel MMIIEPCKOI XeTTCKOM TpaAuIlY, YeM BepOATHO OOBACHAETCS IepeHATHe I3 XeTTCKOro ¢op-
MBI takam-i «<3eMJIs1», He OTBevaloIIell 3aKOHaM JIYBUIICKON UCTOPIIecKoil (POHETHUKIL.
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HO-)CeMUTCKUI, I/le UCIIOAb3yeTcs B KauecTBe uMeHn 6ora Dagan'®. CTOUT OTMETUTD,UTO DTO
’Ke MHJOeBPOIIelICKOe Ha3BaHIMe ‘3eMJr’ OBLIO 3alIMCTBOBAHO B IIpaKapTBEJbCKUIL, I7le COOT-
BETCTBYIOIIIMIe CJI0Ba MCIIOJIb30BaINCh B 3HAYeHUM ‘TI0j0pofHas (depHas) nousa’ (Klimov
1998: 41).

PaccmoTpes ceMuUTCKIe CI0Ba, B JPeBHNUI IIep1O/] 3aIMCTBOBaHHbIE 13 MH0eBPOIIeIiCKO-
ro, C. A. CtapocTuH IpUXOANT K BEIBOZY: «MBI IMeeM /eJIO 3/1eCh C 3aIMCTBOBaHISIMI 100
U3 IIPaHaTOJIMIICKOTO, JIMOO U3 MCYe3HYyBIIIel BeTBM MHJO0-XeTTCKoro» («we may deal here ei-
ther with the loans from proto-Anatolian or from an extinguished branch of early Indo-
Hittite», Ctapoctun 2007: 825). OH cunTan HamboIee BePOSITHBIM OObsCHEHUEM 3alfMCTBOBa-
HUJ DTOTO PpOJia M3 MHIOEBPOIIEICKOTO B CEMUTCKUN, KapTBEJIbCKUI U CeBepO-KaBKa3CKUM
IpuypodyeHne MH/0eBPOIIeliCKOil ITpapoAuHbl K cesepy JpesHero bimknero Bocroka B gyxe
Halllell TMIIOTe3bl M CXOJHBIX BBIBOZOB A. b. Jonromnosbckoro (tam ke: 825—826 u 819; cp.
Dolgopolsky 1988)1.

BszanmogencTse paHHMX [MaJeKTOB MNPas3bIKOB MHIOEBPOIICVICKON, CeMUTCKOM, KapT-
BEeJIbCKOJ 1 CeBepOKaBKa3CKOIl ceMell MpuUBeao K 00pa3oBaHMIO MOAOOMS A3BIKOBOTO COIO3a,
obJ1afaroIero KpoMe o0IIero caoBaps KyJbTypHbIX 3auMcTBosaHmit (Ctapocrun 2007: 256 —
264, 289—358, 806—826) psagom ¢goHOJOIMIeCKN U rpaMMaTndeckn cXogHeix yepT (I'amxpe-
auzze, Visanos 1984; Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1995; Gamkrelidze 1995; 2006; I1sanos 2004: 46 —47
C JaJIbHEeIIIIeN IUTepaTypoii).

Korzga Oputa BBIABMHYTA IMIIOTe3a O OJIVDKHEBOCTOYHON JIOKAIM3allMM IIPapOJVHEL, ee
KPpUTUKI OOpalljaaM BHMMaHMe Ha TO, 4TO IpejIoaraeMoe BpeMs U MeCTO CyIlleCTBOBaHM
VH/IOEBPOIIEIICKOTO Mpas3blKa OJM3KO K 30He APEeBHENINNX MIChbMEHHBIX KYJIbTypP U IIOSTOMY
MO>KHO OBLJIO OBI K/IaTh OTpaykeHUsI COOTBETCTBYIOIINX (aKTOB B HaMATHMKaX MCbMEHHOCTM.

B Hacrosimee BpeMst MOXKHO C OOJIBIIIENT OIIpe/ie/IEHHOCTBIO IIPUBECTYI HEKOTOPBIE JaHHBIE
»TOTO poja. I[Ipexxie Bcero To yKazaHHBIE BBHIIIE MHIOEBPOIeNiCKIe DIeMeHTHl B CTapoaccu-
PUIICKUX TeKcTaX. Benmknit mpanmuct XeHHUHT IIPeIOI0XKII, YTO HPpeJKU MCTOPUIECKUX TO-
Xap — 0co00I1 BeTBU MH/[0eBpOIIelilieB — COCTaBJIsIN IPaBsIIyIO JMHACTUIO Hapo/ia KyTHeB.
Kyrtuiickne nemena sroprianchk 8 Meconorammio okoso 2350 —2200 r. 1o H. ». B pa6ore, Ha-
IMCAHHON IIOC/Ie HaIllell COBMEeCTHOM KHUTHM, MBI pa3Buim nujeio XeHHuHra. OH onmpascs
IJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM Ha COJIVDKeHMe JpeBHeOIV>KHeBOCTOUHBIX STHOHNMMOB Guti u Tukri, ¢ oz-
HOJI CTOPOHBI, LIEHTPpaJIbHOA3MaTCKIMX HAaMMEHOBAHUI «KYy4aHCKOWU» M «TOXapCKOW» SI3bIKO-
BBIX Tpy1IL, ¢ gpyroir'? (Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1990 —1991). KyTuiickue B1aibIkyt IIpaBuIN ya-
cThi0 Mecomoramuu.

0 unoTesa 06 ®TOM 3aMMCTBOBaHMM OblJa BbICKa3aHa ITOYTY OJHOBPEMEHHO HECKOJBLKMMM YYEHBIMHU, CM.
Singer 2000. O 6ore Dagan 8 Cupym cm. Feliu 2003; Crowell 2001. K umcy ceMUTCKUX CIOB, ITPeIIONOXNUTETEHO
COIIOCTaBJIIEMBIX C DTUM MMeHeM 6ora (cM. o ero stumosiorun Renfroe 1992: 91—94), nmpuHagieXXuT Ha3BaHUe
‘pIOBI’ *dag-, KOTOpOe TOXKe He MMeeT KOPHEeBOM CeMUTCKON STUMOJIOTUM M MOXKeT ObITh COIIOCTaBJIEHO C IIpanH-
zoesporerickuM *d"g"u- (Starostin 2007: 823, No 575; 06 9TOM cpaBHEHUM CM. TaM >Ke: 762). Y 9TOro c1oBa Takast
Ke aKIlecCUBHAsA CTPyKTypa («crmpanT bpyrmanna», cMm. lamkpemnase, VBanos 1984; Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1995;
VBanos 2007: 344—366), kak y HasBaHuA 3emyn. CeMaHTMIecKas CBsI3b MMeHN (Oora) 3eMJM M pLIOBI BO3MOXKHA
Cy/id IO pacIpOCTPaHeHHOCTU MOTMBA (B TOM 4YMC/Ie JpeBHeNMH/[0eBPOIIeliCKOIo) puld KaK >KMBOTHBIX I10/I3€MHO-
ro Mupa.

' B KauecTBe aJbTePHATUBHOTO OOBACHEHN:, KOTOpOe eMy CaMOMY He Kazasloch HageXHBIM, CTapocTnH yIo-
MMHaJ JOMyIeHNe TaKUX CpeJCTB Ilepe/BU>KeHIs 110 MOPIO, KOTOphIe cjieslalu Obl BO3MOXKHBIM KOHTaKT paHHero
CeMUTCKOTO C IPYTUMMU A3bIKOBBIMIU CEMbSAMU. DTa TMIIOTe3a IT0Ka He HaXOAUT apXeoJI0TMYeCcKOro MOATBePK/JeHNA.

12 Cp. no3uTuBHOe NpUHATHe ruroTe3sl XenHnHra: Thomas 1985: 14—17. B cBoeii cratee 1965 1. 0 ToXapax
Kak «the first Indo-Europeans in history» XeHHUHT IpeJII0I0XIII, YTO ApeBHee IIPOU3HOIIEHNe KUTallCKOro Ha-
3BaHUA 102-1ku = Yuezhi (= KydyaH = Toxap) MOXKeT OBITh IPUOIU3UTETPHO BOCCTAHOB/IeHO Kak *Gu(t)-ti u mpesrio-
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B nosn3y mpenriosioxkeHns: XeHHMHIa MOXKHO IIPUBECTU HEKOTOPble BO3MOXKHBIE DTUMO-
JIOTUV VIMEeH KyTuiicknx napeii (cp. l'amkpenngse, Isanos 1989; Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 2006).

K 6osee panHeMy nepmojiy OTHOCSTCS TeKCTBI U3 TOpo/ia D0JIbl, B KOTOPBIX €CTh TOIIOHMU-
MBI U JTMYHBIe IMeHa MHJoeBpoIleiickoro npoucxoxaenns (Visanos 2004; Ivanov 2007); I'enn6
OTHOCIJI MH/JOEBPONENCKII K YMCIY SA3BIKOB DOJIBL.

CorylacHO TMHIOTE3€, BBHIABMHYTON YUTTaKepoM, B JpeBHENMIINX IpeJKIMHONNCHBIX IJIN-
HAHBIX Tabsmukax 13 HOxxHoi MeconnoramMmun co 2-i1 mos1oByuHbI IV ThIC. 0 H. 9. IpeJcTaB/IeHo
HECKOJIBKO JIeCSITKOB (ecam He OOJIbIIe) CJI0B apXadecKOro MHAOeBPOIIeVICKOTO [JyaeKTa
(Whittaker 1998; 2004). HexoTopble 13 STUMOJIOINIA, IPe/IIOKeHHBIX YUTTaKepoM, IIpe/iCcTaB-
JIIIOTCSL BEPOATHBIMM, HarmpuMmep, hurin ‘open’ (3acBUIeILCTBOBAHO yKe B IITyMEpPCKOM CJIO-
BapHOM cIicke B D611e, A 11/620), ToXXecTBeHHOe XeTT. hara-n-, Lp.-rped. 6pvig's. HekoToprie
IpeJIioaraeMble TpaMMaTIIecKie YepThl «eBPPaTCKOrO» MH/0eBPOIIEVICKOTO A3bIKa ITOATBEp-
KJAIOTCS PAZIOM Mapasiiesieil: yroTpebieHne KOHeyHOTo cydpdukca -f B KOHIIe MMEeHHBIX GpOpM
CXOJJHO C OKOHYaHMeM CpeJHero pojia MMeH B JNUAUICKOM U B HEKOTOPBIX MH/OeBPOIeCKIX
MeCTOMMEHHBIX popMax; posab cyPppukca -u- B «eBPPpaTCKIX» IpuIaraTeJbHBIX HalTOMIHAET
TaKyIO >Ke aHaTOJINIICKO-0anTuiickyio nsoraoccy (Puhvel 1982; Erhart 1995; Gusmani 1968).

CorylacHO 9TUM IIpe/II0JI0KEeHNAM, 3a/I0/IT0 IO JOKYMEeHTUPOBaHHBIX MH/I0eBPOIIeICKIX
JIMeH U CJIOB B cTapoaccupuiickux Tekcrax pyoeska III u II TeicsiaesneTniz, 0 KOTOpBIX peds IILIa
BBIIIIe, CyIIeCTBYIOT IMITIOTeTHYeCKNe CJae/bl IIpeObIBaHsA HOCUTe el MHJ0eBPONeCKIX Jua-
JeKkToB Ha biivokaem BocToke ernie B IByX peAIIeCcTBYIOIINX ThHICTYEIeTIAX.

BrLsiBieHno 6oJiee paHHUX HEPUOJOB IIPeJbICTOPUN IIPaMH/0eBPOIIeICKOIO A3bIKa MO-
JKeT CIIOCOOCTBOBATh €r0 CpaBHEHMe C POJCTBeHHBIMI HOCTpaTUMUeCKMMU SI3bIKaMI. DTa HOBas
obJ1acTh SI3BIKO3HAHM:, OCHOBaHHas B Hamlell crpade B. M. Mimuem-CsuthryeM, ycIemHo
pas3BuBaeTCs. YIIOMSHYTOE BBIIIIE XeTTCKOe CJI0BO hant- ‘TiepeiHss CTOPOHa, JIOO’ KaK Ha3BaHIe
yactu Tesa (‘16a, Hoca, mpodua ania’) *H(o)nt- MMeeT COOTBETCTBIS He TOJBKO B JIPEBHIX
MHJ0EBPOIIeICKUX A3bIKaX, HO U B YpaJbCKOM ((PUHHO-YIopcK. *orééa ‘1006’) n adppas3niickom
(opeBHeernmeTckoM, 4To oko.10 80 J1eT Haza/J, IIpeII0I0KII TeHnaIbHbIN 6esymer; Poppep, u
4JaJiICKOM) U BO3BOJUTCA K JPEBHENIINM DIeMeHTaM XeTTCKOM U MHJO0eBPOIelCKON JeKCUKU
HOCTPaTUYeCKOIO MPOUCXOXKIeHN:A. B kauecTse Jpyroro rpumMepa MOXKHO Ha3BaTh IIpUBe/leH-
HYIO BBIIIIE JpeBHeaHaTOIMIICKYIO OCHOBY, ODO3HaJyaBIIyIO POJCTBEHHMILY B IIOKOJIEHUI ego.
IlepesaBaBimiicss B XeTTCKOV KJIMHONIMCU HeCJBOEHHBIM HaIl/iCaHMeM MHTepPBOKaJbHOTIO
CMBIYHOTO -¢/k- MHZOEBPOIeNCKIII 3BOHKII IPUAbIXaTeIbHBIN 3aJHES3BIIHBIN B JTYBUIICKOM
ycdesas: XeTTCK. anna-nega- ‘ABOIOPOJHAs cecTpa’ COTBETCTBYeT JIYBUIICK. anna-niya-[mi] (mep-
Bas IIOJIOBMHA CJIOXKEHNS IIpeJCTaBsgeT COOOV aHaTOIMIICKOe MM «MaTbh» B HECBI3aHHON
dopme nyBUIICK. ann-i, OTBeYaroIee OHOMAaTOIIOYTUYEeCKUM (pOopMaM «JeTCKUX» MMeH POJCT-
Ba B IPYTUX SI3BIKAX), XeTTCK. neg-na ‘opar’ — JyBUIICK. nana-sr-i ‘cecTpa’: K COOTBETCTBYIOIIle-
My JYyBUIICKOMY Ha3BaHMIO cOJMHIa — OpaTta MM cecTpbl — IPpUCOeVHeH MOCAeJHIIT DJie-
MeHT, 00O3HadalolNilI B MHJOeBpoIelickoM >XeHIIUHy. CiefoBaTeIbHO, MCXOJHas OCHOBA,
0/1M3Kast K XeTTCKOM 1 K popMe B «JuaaeKkTe *-0-», BOCCTaHaBIMBAeTCs /1A IIPaaHaTOIMIICKOTO
(MM, ecay cYMTATh JBa aHATOJIMUIICKMUX $I3bIKa, IJe OHa IIpejcTaBjeHa, PasHBIMU MHOEBPO-
MeICKMMU JyaleKTaMiu, TO U JIJis IIpasi3blka, U3 KOTOPOTO OHU IIPOMCXO/AT). DTa ObIIjeaHaTo-

JIOKUTEIBHO CBSI3aHO C MMeHeM KyTues ‘Guti’. Ograko kurasicknit oTHoHuM H X Mor 3By4uats n *ngi wat-tiég, Tak
4TO 9TO JomylieHue XeHHMHra ocraercs criopaeiM: Mallory and Mair 2000: 281 —282; cMm. gasee: Hill 2004; Liu 2001.

13 C 9TOM TOUYKM 3peHNs HeKOTOphIe IT0/J0OHbBIe COOTBeTCTBIA, KOTOPEIe MBI B Halllell KHure (BCje/ 3a Jpyru-
MM aBTOpaMm) paccMaTpuBaIM KakK Ky/JIbTypHbIe CI0Ba, OOIINMe y ITyMepCKOrO C MHJOeBPOIMEeNCKUM U MHBIMU
SI3BIKAMM, MOTYT CUUTAThCsl M3HAYaIbHO MHIOEBPOIIEVICKUMH «eBPPATCKUMI», CP. O HIYMepcK. GIGIRA ‘KOJIeCHU-
na’ Whittaker 1998: 144; Frayne 1992: 21.
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JIMIICKasi OCHOBA BOCXOJUT K HOCTpaTmdyeckomy: Yom IpejaoXmya BO3BOJIUTL ee K MHJO-
ypaJIbCKOMY, COIIOCTABJISIA C BEHTEPCK. 10 M JPYyTUMI (PUHHO-YTOPCKUMU ¥ CaMOJVUIICKIMU
Ha3BaHMAMM “KeHIINHBI'; 60/lee TOYHOe COOTBETCTBIe OOHapy KMBaeTcs B alTalickoM *nek’V >
TYHIYCO- MaHBWKYpPCK. *neku ‘Miajimmii poJCTBeHHMK (cecTpa, OpaT) > HermzaabcK. HIXYH
‘IBOIOPOJHBIN MJIaAIINiI Opat, JBOIOPOJHAs MJIAJIas cecTpa, IJIEMSHHUK, IUVIEMAHHUIIA,
OpaT mam cecTpa My>Ka MM >KeHBI, MJIaJIIle TOBOPSIIero; MAAIINI, MIajmas’, JpaBui. nag-
‘Muagmas keHIMHa' < HocrpaTtud. *nVkV. Ciosa ¢ HOCTpaTM4eCKMMM DTUMOJIOTUAMMU, OTCYT-
CTBYIOIIE B JPYTUX MHAOEBPOIIEIICKUX SI3bIKAaX, MOTYT CIMTATLCSI OCOOBIMU apXal3MaMI aHa-
TOJIMIACKOTO IpajiajeKkTa UIN JBYX IpajyaleKTOB- CeBepHO- 1 I0JKHO-aHaTO/INIICKuX. B gaH-
HOM CJIyyae BepOsATeH U CeMaHTIUeCKII apXau3M, ITO3BOJISIONINI IIPeAII0I0KIUTh OTpakeHne
B Ha3BaHIM MJIa/IIlIell pOJICTBEHHMIIBI TUIIa POJICTBA, MO3JHee Mcye3alollero Min nepecrpan-
BaIOIIerocs (YTO BJIEK/IO ¥ M3MeHeHNe TEPMIHOJIOINH POJICTBA).

Mo>kHO paccumThIBaTh Ha 3HauMTeJbHOE pacIIMpeHye HalllMX 3HaHUII O caMOM paHHeM
Iepuo/jie CyIlecTBOBaHIS MH/I0eBPOIIeIICKOTO Mpas3blka Ha OCHOBE HOCTPaTMYeCKOIO CpaBHe-
HILS C APYTUMM Ipas3blkaMll BHYTPU TOJ Ke MaKpoceMbu',

A comnocrasleHNs IPUBEJEeHHBIX BbIIIe BBIBOJOB, MOATBEPIK/JAIOIINX S3BIKOBBIMMU 3a-
VMMCTBOBaHUAMM PaHHUI CPOK PeKOHCTPYKLIMMU CBsA3ell MeXJy Ipas3blIkaMU M MX HOCUTeJIs-
M, C IaHHBIMIY apXeOJIOTUH ¥ TeHETUKM (@ Tak>Ke BO3MOKHO U CpaBHUTEIBbHON MUQOIOTUN B
ayxe pab6or IO. E. bepesknna) Ba>kHBI ITpeXK/[ie BCero XpOHOIOTMYecKre COO0paskeHNs.

IIpn ananmse Ha MaTepuase pa3HBIX COBPEMEHHBIX MOy AN COOTHOIIEHUS JTMHIBIC-
TUYEeCKNX JJaHHBIX C TeHeTYecKMHU obpaliaeT Ha ce0s1 BHMMaHIE BO3MOXKHOCTb ¥ HEOOXO 11~
MOCTb BBIJIe/IEHIS Pa3HbIX XPOHOJIOTMYeCKMX c10eB. [Tpy cMHXpOHHOM CpaBHEHUM BBIABJISETCS
3HaYMTeJbHOE CXO/ICTBO TEPPUTOPMAIbHO CMEXKHBIX TPYIIIT HaceIeHMs.

Taxme BBIBOJBI MOMYJISIIMOHHON Te€HETUKN HAaIlOMMHAIOT ODOOIIeHUs apeajbHON JIVH-
rBUCTUKI. 11 GOpMYJIMPOBKM BpeMeH! Hadaja paboT IIO JUIBUCTUYECKON reorpadpuu, 1o
KOTOpo11, ABurasch ot Ilapmka 10 Prma, MOXKHO OOHapy>KUTh CXOJCTBO Ka’KJOTO U3 BapMaH-
TOB POMAHCKOU Pedy B JBYX COCeIHMX HaceJeHHBIX ITyHKTaX, BEpOATHO COIIOCTaBJIeHNe C aHa-
JIOTUYHBIMI JAHHBIMU O T€HeTNYeCKIX OCOOEHHOCTSIX MOMYJIALINIA, KMBIINX JOCTAaTOYHO JJOJI-
IO I10 COCe/ICTBY JIPYT OT jpyra. Tumosiorndecknre corocTabBIeHIsI BCeX A3BIKOB MIUPa, BKIIOYeH-
Hpix B WALS 2005, nosTBep>k/1al0T BepOATHOCTh OOpa3oBaHIs JMHIBUCTUYECKUX 30H, XapakK-
TePUBYIOIIMXCs HaIMYMeM OJJHMX M TeX Ke IIPU3HaKOB, B reorpadpuueckyt CMeKHBIX apeasax.

Ot Takoro posia 00beAMHeHN T TUIIa «SI3BIKOBBIX COI030B», CPOPMUPOBABIINXCS B OTHOCH-
TeJbHO OJIM3KOe BpeMs Ha COCeJHUX MJIM CMEXKHBIX TEPPUTOPUAX, OTIMIAIOTCS CXO/CTBA S3BI-
KOB, IIPOMICXOJAINMX U3 JMaJeKTOB OJHOTO Ipas3bikal®. Ilpm mccaesoBaHmum «KOSBOIIOINI»
SIBJIEHUI, MI3y4aeMBbIX B JIMHTBUCTUKE I B TeHeTHKe, Jle/lallCh IOIIBITKU IIPSIMO COOTHECTH pe-
3yJIbTaThl CPaBHUTEIbHO-MCTOPUYECKOV PEKOHCTPYKIIMM IIpoliecca pacliajia Ipasi3blKOB C Kap-
TUHOV TeHeTNYeCcKOoI IpebICTOPUM TeHOMOB COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX TPy HacejaeHu:'®. B pabo-
Tax IIOC/Ie/IHeTO BpeMeH! IIpeob./1aZiaeT MOAX0/, MpeJIIoIaraoninuii BO3MOXKHOCTHU IIOCIeyIO-
I1ero (4acTo HeOJHOKPATHOIO) CMeIlleHIs Pas3HbIX B XPOHOJIOIMYEeCKOM OTHOIIeHUMU IPYII.

14 B cBs3M ¢ OOCY>K/leHMeM MeCTOHaXOXK/eHMs IIpapOJMHEl OTMeTUM, YTO JJid HpauHjgoespomnerickoro V-
ma-Ceutery, Kak 1 Josarononasckuii (Dolgopolsky 1988), momertai ee Ha bxaem Bocroxke.

15 Ku. H. C. Tpyberikoit 6b11 IepBbIM, KTO IIONPOOOBaI IPUMEHUTH TIOHATHE SA3LIKOBOTO COI03a A MHTEep-
IIpeTaIny CXOJCTB (B 9aCTHOCTH, (POHOJIOTMYECKUX) MHOEBPOITEIICKOTO ITpas3hIKa C Ipas3bIkaMy reorpadpidecKu
6M3KUX ceMeli.

16 Cp. runoTe3y o csasy rartornma Y-AHK Rlala (M17) c magoeBpomneiiiamMy, BEICKa3aHHYIO B paboTe Zerjal
1999 u pa3BuTYyIO U 0O6CY>XZaeMyIO B 3HAUMTETHHOM 4YIiCIe paboT, B TOM 4uc/Ie 1 Ha (pOHe ITMPOKMX COITOCTaBJIe-
HUI C TMHTBUCTUYECKMMIU ¥ apXe0I0TUUeCKMMI JJaHHBIMIL.
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Tem11bl BeposTHOI reHeTYeCKOol (B IIPUHIINIIe Ype3BblualiHO Me/IJIeHHOI, XOTsI 1 3aBUCAIIei
OT TaKMX BHEITHNX (aKTOPOB, KaK BUPYCHI) U JVHIBUCTUYECKOI DBOMIOLNN (BO BCIKOM CIydae,
TOJ, KOTOpas U3MepuMa MeToJaMM IJIOTTOXPOHOJIOTUI) COBepIleHHO pasandHbl. 3a 10000 et
ocHOBHas 4acTh 6aszucHoro (100- mam 200-cI0BHOTO c10Baps) MOXKET M3MEHUTLCS CaMbIM pa-
JUKaJIbHBIM 00pas3oM, a raIJiorpaMMBbl He ITOKaXKyT CTOJIb CyIIeCTBeHHBIX IlepeMeH. Bompoc
OTHOCHUTE/ILHBIX TeMIIOB Pa3BUTI:, U3ydaeMblll oTdacTu Bees 3a CyozerieM M B Jyxe cTa-
TUCTUYECKOTO I10/IX0/la, BBIJIe/IAIOIIero caMble yIIoTpeOuTeIbHbIe c10Ba (cp., Hampumep, Pagel
et al. 2007), B oueHb MaJION CTEIIeHM BBIACHEH IO OTHOIIEHMIO K JPYTUM YPOBHAM s3BIKa KPO-
Me 0a3MCHOTO cl0Baps. BHyTpu Jlekcukm cyimiecTsyeT JJisl MHOTUX IPYIII S3BIKOB ITOUTH CTa-
OuapHAS 9acTh, B OTJIMYME OT 0OA3VICHOTO CJIOBaps BBIydMBaeMas He B paHHEM /IeTCTBe U IIO-
DTOMY He ITOJBep>KeHHas JeKCMKOCTaTUCTUYeCKM 3aKOHOMepHocTsAM. OHa CBs3aHa C HEKO-
TOPBIMU YepTaMI HacJlelyeMOV KyJIbTYPHBI U B CJlydae ee HeIIpephIBHOTO pa3BUTIS MOXKeT Ha-
CJ1eJIoBaThCA JJIMHHBIM Ps/JOM ITOKOJEHUI B3POCABIX TOBOPAMMX! (K M3y4eHHBIM IIpUMepam
COXpaHeHI:s1 TePMIHOB Ha MPOTS>KEeHNUN 5 ThICAY JIeT OTHOCUTCS, HallpuMep, JeKCUKa OIlNca-
HIJ COJIHEYHOTO U JIYHHOTO 3aTMEHMII B CceBepo3allaJJHOKaBKa3CKMX s3bIKaX M B XaTTCKOM).
AMUTeNIbHOCTD Mepefiadn OJHNX U TeX Ke POHOTOTMYECKNX COOTHOIIIEHUI SMIMPUIecKU 00-
Ien3BecTHa. B KauecTse M3y4eHHOTO IpuMepa COILIeMCA Ha CUCTeMbl (POHeM IIbITaHCKMX
JUaIeKTOB, yepe3 IPaKpPUThl BO3BOJAVMBIX K JpeBHEMHUIICKOMY, T. €. IIO4TY HeM3MeHHBIX Ha
HNPOTsKeHUM OOJIbIlle IOJIyTOpa THICAYM JIeT'S, IIpy OTPOMHOCTU 4lC/Ia 3aMCTBOBaHUIA, OT-
pakaloIyx IOocaeyIoIye KOHTaKThl C JpyruMy sA3bikamiy. KakeTcss BO3SMOKHBIM U COXpaHe-
HIJle MHOTUX I'paMMaTM4ecKux 4epT (OT4acTu DTO MccaejoBaHO MopreHcTbepHe B paboTe 00
MH/IOeBpOIIe3Max COBpeMeHHBIX SI3BIKOB). boilee speranbHOe M3ydeHMe cTelleHM M3MeHYMBO-
CTM Ppa3HBIX YPOBHeIl sI3bIKa MOIJIO OBl IIOMOYb I B COITOCTaBJIEHMAX C MOJIEKYIIPHBIMU Yaca-
MI: XOTs X popMasibHas CTPYKTypa O/IM3Ka K IJIOTTOXPOHOJIOTUH, PeaabHble TEMITBI Pa3Bl-
TS Y €TO IIPUYMHLI BeCbMa pas/INyuHBbI.

Kpowme Toro, yacto Hab10/1aeMBblll IIepexo]] BCeTO HaceIeHIsI Ha APYTON S3BIK (4TO HeOJ-
HOKpaTHO Ipoucxojuao B Eppore B ncropmyeckoe BpeM:!® u mpejrionaraeTcs JJas JOUCTO-
pUI) COOTHOCUTCS He C DBOJIIOIMENl JpeBHero reHoMa 13-3a OTJe/IbHBIX MyTalllii, 8 CO CMEHOI
BCero Habopa HpU3HaKOB. XPOHOJIOIMYecKas CJI0KHOCTh COITOCTaBJIEHMII BBIAB/AETCA U P
CpaBHEHI! HJIEMEHTOB MaTepuaJbHON U TYXOBHOI KYJBTYPBI, OOHapy>KIBAaeMBIX apXeoJ/IoTa-
M (a TaKKe MCCIe/joBaTe/IsIMI CpaBHUTEIbHOV MUQOIOTUM ¥ CMEXKHBIX 0bJ1acTeil KyJabTyp-
HOJVI aHTPOIIOJIOTNN), C IMHIBUCTUYECKIMHI U TeHeTUYeCKMMI peKOHCTpyKImamMu?. B kauectse

17 VI3 XOpOILIO U3YyYEeHHBIX B MHOeBPONENCTHKe (PaKTOB DTOTO poja COLLIeMCs Ha TaK Ha3blBaeMbIl «MHO0-
€BPOIIeNICKII TTODTUYECKII A3BIK». B IpeBHeMHAMIICKOM 11 aBeCTUIICKOM, C OIHOJ CTOPOHBI, B PaHHEM JlpeBHerpe-
YecKoM, C JPYrol, COXPaHM/IOCh OUYeHb DOJIBIIIOe YMC/IO CIOB U CIOBOCOYETaHMII DTON IpeAIIosaraeMoi ocooo
Pa3HOBUIHOCTHU («PedeBoro JKaHpa») PEKOHCTPYUPYeMOTrO BOCTOYHOMH/0€BPOIIeNICKOTO Ipasi3bhlKa.

18 O moATBepX/IeHNM DTOM JOCTaTOYHO JJaBHO YCTaHOBJIEHHON JMHIBUCTUUIECKON JaThl HOBBIMU IeHeTHde-
CKUMM [AHHBIMM O Haydajle OTZAeJeHIs HOCUTEeJeN MPaLbITaHCKOrO OT TOBOPMBIIMX Ha IPYIUX CpesHe-MHIO-
apuiicknx guanekrax okosno 1500 et Hasaz cp. Mendizabal et al. 2012.

1 B TakMX XOPOIIIO M3yYeHHBIX CIydasX, KaK CMeHa KeJbTCKUX, 3alaJHO-TepMaHCKUX, CKaHAWHABCKUX U PO-
MaHCKIX 9I€MEHTOB B SI3bIKOBOI MCTOpUU AHIJINM, OOHapYy>KMBAeTCs U ellle OJHa TPYSHOCTb: HacJauBalOTCs JPYT
Ha Jipyra ®JeMeHThl CUCTeM, M3HayaJbHO POJCTBEHHBIX (SIPKO BBHIPA’KEHO DTO sIBJIE€HME B COOTHOIIEHWUM JipeBHe-
NepCUJCKUX U MUIUCKUX DI€MEHTOB B MCTOPUNU IIePCUICKOTO A3bIKa, BOCTOYHO U IOKHOCAABAHCKAX — B MCTO-
pMM PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa 1 T.[.).

2 B xauecTse Har/sIJHOTO MpuMepa MOXKHO IIPUBECTU ITOJHOe OTCYTCTBYE apXeOJOTUYeCKIX JaHHbIX O JIpeB-
HeMIleM MOPCKOM TPaHCIIOPTe IIPU BEPOATUM €TI0 PeKOHCTPYKLINMM /I O4€Hb PaHHErO BpeMeHM 110 TeHeTUIEeCKIM
coobpa>keHUsIM U IIPU CIIOPHOCTU OOJIBIIMHCTBA BO3MOXKHBIX JIMHIBUCTUYECKMX CpaBHEHMII, IIpeJIioiaralommx
BEPOATHOCTb PEKOHCTPYKIINH, HallpUMep, OOIeMHI0eBpOIIeliCKOTO Ha3BaHIs Cy/fHa, CXO/JHOTO C CEMUTCKIIM.
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IpuMepa, BaXKHOTO /i1 Halllell TeMBbI, OTMeTUM YIIOMSHYTOe Bblllle HecoBIlaJieHue IpejIoia-
raemMoll apXeoJIOTMYecKOi JaTUPOBKI IPOHMKHOBEHII HeOIUTUIeCKOI pesosionun B Espory
U COOTBETCTBYIOIINX JaHHBIX O Ha3BaHUAX IIpe/IMeTOB, C Heil CBiA3aHHBIX. [TooTOMY BBIBOAEI,
dopmymmpyemere B HacTosIIIIee BpeM:I (Cp. O JOBOJAX B II0JIb3Yy aHATOIMUIICKOTO IIPUYPOUEHILI
npapoannsl Gray, Atkinson 2003; Bouckaert et al. 2012), octaioTcs moka ruIoTeTM4eCKIMIA.

VckarounTeIbHBIN MHTEpeC IIpe/iCTaB/IeT CpaBHUTEeIbHOE M3ydeHe TeHOMa TUPOJIbCKOTO
«JIeJIsTHOTO YeJsioBeKa», rorubirero B Asxbriax okos10 5 300 et Hasaz, (T. e. B IIepuo/i, COOTBETCT-
BYIOLLIUI 110 JIMHIBUCTMYECKOMN IIIKaJIe IIO3JHUM DTaraM pacriaZa IIpanHJOeBPOIeCKOro I1o-
cjle OT/le/leHNs IIpeJKOB XeTTCKOIO M JyBuiickoro). Ilpesrionaraercs, 4To HanbOIBIIYIO 6JIM-
30CTh OOHAPY>KMBAIOT TallJIOTPaMMBI, XapaKTepuU3yIOIye COBpeMeHHBIX xuTeneit CapAnHUN.
ITockopKy mpezriosaraeTcsl MICKOHHOe POJICTBO DTUX HOcaeHUX (M yacTu obutaresnen Kop-
CHUKI, BXOJSIIMX B Ty >Ke TeHeTH4ecKyIO TPYIIy) C JpeBHUM TpaHCAIbIIMIICKIM HaceJIeHueM
(Keller et al. 2012), xakeTcs BOSMOXKHBIM COIIOCTaBJIeHMe C aHAJOTMYHBIMU JJaHHBIMU O TUP-
PEHCKIUX s3BIKaX STUX >Ke MecT EBporbl, B TOM umcie 00 aJIbIUIICKOM PETCKOM S3BIKE (CM.
6ubmorpaduio n obcyxgenue B Visanos 2011: 94—95), pojcTBeHHOM capAMHCKOMY Cy0-
CTPaTHOMY, CKOpee BCero, HeMHJOeBpOmencKoMy. I'eHeTnky, musydasime «JIe/sIHON» T'eHOM,
I10J1aral0T, YTO OH OTHOCUTCS K IOCJI€HeOIUTUIeKOMY 3eMJle/leTbueCKOMY HacesJIeHUIo, IIpe/-
CTaBJeHHOMY B DTO BpeMs M HeCKOJIbKO Io3aHee B bosrapum u B B Illseniu (Sikora et al. 2012)
U CyIIeCTBeHHO OTJIMYHOMY OT COBpPeMeHHOTO HaceJeHUs KOHTMHeHTaabHoM Eppomnsl. Ho He-
IIepEeHOCUMOCTB JIAKTO3BI y B3POC/JIOTO, OTpa’keHHasl B TeHOMe «JIeJsTHOTO YesI0BeKa», MOIJIa OBl
yKas3plBaThb M Ha TO, YTO C JPEBHMMM HOCUTE/ISIMMU HeOJUTUYEeCKOIO CKOTOBOJICTBa OH HeIlo-
Cpe/ICTBEHHO TeHeTUJeCKN He OBLI CBs3aH; O/IM30CTh K OJIV>KHEBOCTOUHBIM JaHHBIM, IIPEeAIIO-
JlaraeMasi y 9TPYCKOB I STPYCCKOIO s3bIKa, 10 OTHOIIIEHUIO K COIOCTaB/IsIeMbIM C HUMU CODOCT-
BEHHO TUpPPeHIlaM U TMPPEeHCKUM JMajeKTaM He BbIsIBJeHa. B cBeTe ®TuX HOBBIX IMIIOTE3 Be-
POSITHO, YTO Haya/I0 IPOHMKHOBEHIISI HeOJIUTIUYEeCKUX JOCTIKeHnit B EBporty Morio ocyiecrt-
BJIATBCA OTYACTU JOMHIOEBPOIIeICK/M Hace/IeHleM OTJeJIbHBIX ee JacTeil, Ha KOTOpoe I103]-
Hee HaCJOMJINCh MH/I0eBPOIIeNIIbl, YCBOMBIINE HEOJUTUUECKYIO TEXHIKY B IIOJTHOM oObeMe.

CoepyHeHne JIMHIBUCTNYECKIX U apXeOJIOTMYeCKIX BHIBOJOB C TeHeTUYeCKMI I103BOJIAeT
IIpe/III0IOKUTD, YTO 3a PaHHIUM BpeMeHeM pacllaZia MH/J0eBPOIIeliCKOIo Ipas3biKa, KOrja Ho-
CUTe/IV OTZeJbHBIX /IJa/JeKTOB eIlle KN 10 COCeZCTBY APYT OT Jpyra (MHOTJa B TPYJAHBIX yC-
JIOBMAX TOPHOV MECTHOCTH, CIIOCOOCTBOBABIIMX paszJie/leHNI0 UM 000COO0JeHMIO OT/e/bHBIX
TPYIIII), ¥ MOLJIM IIPOUCXOAUTL MOPCKIe MUTPaLlM Ha KOPOTKIE pacCTOSHN:A (HalpuMep, Jy-
suies u3 I'periun 8 Manyio Asuio), ciaesyer BpeMs Oojiee aKTUBHBIX IIepeMellleHNil, KOTo-
PBIM CIIOCOOCTBYET OBJIafieHVie HOBBIMI BIJAaMM TPAaHCIIOPTa — KOHSMM M IIOBO3KaMIU. 37ech
MHOTO HOBOTO YTOYHEHO B IIOC/Ie/JHee BpeM:I.

B nomepe xypnana Science or 6 maprta 2009 r. rpymnmna y4yeHBIX, BK/IIOYalOnias AJiekces
Kacnaposa (JIHcTutyT ncropun MartepuaabHoOi KyabsTypsl, CI10), mepsooTkpsisaTesst boraii-
ckoit KyapTypsl CesepHoro Kazaxcrana Bukropa 3aitbepra (KokueTaBckmil yHUBepcuUTeTe) I
pAJ APYTUX CHelMaauCTOB U3 HaydHbIX IeHTpoB AHrany, ®panuum n CHIA (B wactHOCTH,
Oucen, gaBHO yXe mcciegosasinyio boraiickne rmocenenns, Olsen 2006a, b, c), onybnkosata
CTaTbhIO, M3JIaralolyIo MocaeJHIe pe3yAbTaThl MX MHOTOJIeTHUX uccaesopanmuit (Outram et al.
2009). OHn npuUXOAAT K BBHIBOAY, YTO JOMIaAb Oblia ojomariHeHa B CesepHoMm Kasaxcrane
0k0J10 3500 r. 10 H. ®. (4TO Ha THICAUY JIET YJPEBHIET DTOT IIPOIeCC B OTINYME OT XPOHOJIOIUH,
paHee IIpeJIIOIaraBllelics B paboTax DHTOHM, JaBHO IpeAIIoa0XKuBIIero borait kak gpesHee
MeCTO OJJOMalllHMBaHU: JIOIIaAy; /i1 XBaJbIHCKa, I/le M3BeCTHbI KOHCKME >KepTBOIIPMHOIIIe-
HIIS1, MHOIJA IIpeJljlaraeTcs eme 0oJiee paHH:AA JaTUPOBKa, TOrJa Kak KaanbpoBaHHasA pajano-
KapboHHas xpoHosoruA Jepeusky, posb Jo1Iajeil B KOTOPOI COIIOCTaB/Ma C yCTaHaBJIMBae-
Mot i1 boras, Terieps mpub/m>keHa K GpOH30BOMY BEKY).
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OrtkpsiTie /15 KyabTypsl boras ob60cHOBLIBaeTcsl coBIajieHeM TpeX pe3y/IbTaToB pasHo-
IO poJia UCCaeOBaHNUIL: BO-TIEPBBIX, M3yUeHNe KOCTSKOB KOHell 13 9TOTo apeasa y>Ke B Ha3BaH-
HOe BpeM:l yKa3blBaeT Ha M3MeHeHIe, JlesaBlllee >KMBOTHOe 0oJiee IMPUCIOCOOJIEHHBIM K JC-
I10JIb30BAaHMIO YeJIOBeKOM. B ®TOM OTHOIIeHnM KOCTSIKM OJIIKe K TeM, KOTOpble JaTUpPYyIOTCs
OpOH30BBIM BEKOM M OT/JIMYAIOTCS OT COOCTBEHHO AMKOTO TapIiaHa (equus ferus ferus), o6s1acts
pacrpocTpaHeHns KOTOPOro Oblla (O ero BRIMMpaHMs) O/IM3Ka K 9TOM >Ke TeppUTOPUN.
Bripouem, He ycTaHOBJIEHO, MOXKHO JII TOBOPUTH O F'eHeTUYECKOM OT/JIMYUM OOTalICKMX KOHeil
OT TaplaHa, IIO9TOMY IIpobJjieMa COOTHECeHUs C HpeJliojaraeMblM OJHUM (II03/Hee OTpa-
SKEHHBIM B Y XpOMOCOMeE) MJIV pa3HbIMU (IIPeJII0JI0KeHHBIMI 110 MUTOXOHApuaabHou JHK)
reHeT/YeCKMMI TPOTOTUIIAaMI OJOMAIIHeHHO JIOIIaJy OCTaeTcs IoKa OTKpbIToi. Camo 110
cebe pas/muye KOCTHOM CTPYKTYPBI JUKUX TapHaHOB M 60TaliCKIX KOHEel MOXKeT OObsCHAThCS
He TOJIBKO OJIOMalllHMBaHIeM, a ApyruMn (pakTopaMm (Ha 4TO y>Ke paHbIlle obpalriaaa BHU-
MaHue Mapina /leBuH, canTasiast, 4To B bortae, Kak 1 B mpub1M3UTeIbHO CUHXPOHHOI Jepe-
uBKe Ha /lHeIlpe, pedb 1/leT CKOpee BCero O MacCOBON OXOTe Ha JIOIa/ell Kak O IJIaBHOM IIpe/-
MeTe ninuTaHusA). [losToMy ®TOT apryMeHT BaskeH He caM I10 cebe, a B COe/IIMHeHUN C JPYTUMIL.

Bo-BTOpbhIX, aBTOPHI CTaThy (Kak paHee DHTOHM U €TI0 COaBTOpPhI — B oTianmune ot M. /e-
BIH, C HUM II0JIEMU3MPOBaBIIIell B cepuy paboT, yTBep>KaBINX AMKUIL XapaKTep 0OTaliCKIX
KOHel1, 110 ee MHEHUIO CIYKUBIIMX [/ HUINYM, a He JJIs e3]bl) I10JaraloT, 4To B JJOCTaTOYHO
OOJIBIIIOM YMCIe caydaeB MOXKHO ITpeJIio/iaratsh Jedopmaluio 3y00B U JleceH KOHell, Bhl3BaH-
HYIO yaAuiaMy (HalijleHHble YacT! YIPsDKM Je1alnch U3 Kocrein), cM. puc. 1. IIpu orcyrcrsun
apXxeoJIOTMYeCKNX CJIeJJOB IIOBO30K B TaKOM CJIydae ITpe/irioJlaraeTcsl BepxoBast e3fia.

Puc.1. Ciepl M3HOCA Ha BTOPOM IIPeIKOPEHHOM 3y0e HIKHeI uesTIoCTU JIoIIaju 13 packonok s borae.
Cpean coBpeMeHHEBIX JIOIIa/Iel Takye IapaiielbHble II0JOCKU BCTPeYaloTCsl TOJALKO Y SKMBOTHBIX, J0JI-
roe BpeM:I IPOXOUBIINX B YIIPSIKIL.

BospaskeHns1, mpejriosaraiomniye IaToJOrMyecKue MPUIMHBL JedopMaruy, OTIajaioT,
ec/IM sBJIeHNe BCTpedyaeTcsl JJOCTaTOYHO YacTo. BmecTe ¢ TeM He BIOJIHe MCKIIOYEHO BBHICKA3BI-
BaBIIleecsl paHee TOI1 Ke /leBUH JONyllleHne, 4To JedopMalys IPpOouCcXouia Ipu IouMKe (C
IIOMOIIIBIO JIaCCO) M IIePBMYHOM OOBe3XKaHUM JIOIIaJell, KOTOphle IIpUpydalich, HO ellle He
0/]OMaIIHMBAINCE (MX IIOC/Ie TIOMMKM MOTJIM Jiep>KaTh B CTOM/IaX, OJJHO 13 KOTOPLIX Hali/leHO B
Borae). JonomHuTe IbHBIN KOCBEHHBIN JI0BOJ, B I10JIb3Y IOC/IeIHErO NUCTOIKOBaHNs OCHOBAaH Ha
JOIYIIEeHNM, YTO K O/JOMallIHeHHO JIOIIaJy OTHOIIIeH)e OCHOBAHO Ha JacKe, a IpY Haya/lb-
HOM MPUPYYEHU!U BO3MOXKHO B OoJjpIIelt cremeHu Hacuime. Ho mpupydyenme MOXKHO pac-
cMmaTpuBath (1o M. /leBH) KaK paHHUII 9Tall, IpeAIIecTBYIONIN OJOMalIHBaHUIO.

B-TpeTpux, yzasoch ycraHOBUTDL Halmume CJIeI0B SKMBOTHOTO >KMpa (KOOBLIBEro MOJIOKA)
Ha (4 B) CTeHKaX HallIeHHBIX B 9TOM apeasie cocy/j0B. IHaue roBopsI, MOKHO BOCCTAHOBUTD JIJIA
DTOTO BpeMeHM yIIoTpebjieHre KyMbica B uily. B cBsAsu ¢ paccMaTpuBaeMoll HIKe BO3MOXK-
HOCTBIO COIIOCTaB/I€HNsI C MH/I0eBPOIeIICK/M Ha3BaHMeM JIOIIaJy CTOUT 3aMeTUTD, YTO OT HTO-
IO ITOCJIe/IHETO B JPEeBHEIIPYCCKOM s3bIKe OBIIO 00pa3soBaHO Ha3BaHMeE KOOBLIHETO MOJIOKa (BO-
rpoc ocsemtaercs B Cirosape npycckoro sa3spika B. H. Toroposa: Tormopos 1975). Ilpunnmast, og-
HaKO, TMIIOTe3y O JIOIIaJM KaK IIpesK/e BCero MCTOYHMKE NI, JOIIyCTUMO CYUTaTh, YTO JJOUTDH
MO>KHO I TPUPYYEHHYIO (HO eIlle He 0/JOMaIlIHeHHYIO) KOOBLIY, COJlep>KaBIIyIOCs B CTOILIE.
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Kpome sTmx Tpex OCHOBHBIX HaIlpaBJIeHNI MCCIeJOBaHNs, CyMMUPOBAHHBIX B ITOC/IeJHEN
pabote OJiceH 1 1pyTruX, MOKHO TaK>Ke 0COO0 OTMETUTH OOCY>K/AAIOIIYIOCA B psjie ee IIpesIe-
CTBYIOIIMX ITyOJIMKAaIIUI 3HaUMMOCTD CJIeJI0B YAOOPpeHNs IIOYBBl KOHCKMM HaBO30M, 4TO OBLIO
Ba>KHO [/ OCEJJIOTO Ipes3eMJIe/IeIbueCKOTO Hace/IeHMs IToceJeHun boraiickoim KyabTypbl.
Koncknit HaBo3, ckopee BCero OT JIOIIa e, COAeP>KaBIINXCs B CTOMIAaX MM 3aTOHaX, OTpaykeH
U B OCTaTKaxX KpBIII >Xuanil. Ho 1 5ToT aprymeHT coBMeCTuM ¢ KapTMHON HadaJbHOTO HTaria
NPUPYIEHIS JIOIIA[IA.

Kyasrypa botas Obta opmentnposana Ha somagb. Ilpesxxge Bcero mpm 10001 MHTEp-
IpeTanuy IpuBeJeHHbIX (PaKTOB OCTaeTCs B CiJle OeCCIIOPHBIN IepeBec KOHCKMX KOCTeil (OKO-
710 99% ob1ero 4ncIa HalIeHHBIX B boTae OCTaTKOB KMBOTHBIX) I BEPOSITHOCTh — IIPU €AM-
HIYHOCTY IIpMIMepa — MacCOBBIX KOHCKMX JKepTBOIIPUHOIIIEHNI B ITIOrpebaslbHOM 00psije (Ha-
ITOMIHAIOIINX, KaK M PsIJ JPYTUX 4epT KOHeBOAIECKOI KYJAbTYpHl, O0s1ee mo3aHion CHHTAIITY
C eBpasUICKMMM U MHJOMPaHCKMMU HapaiensaMmu). KapTuHa mcrionb3oBaHns JIOMaAHOTO
MsICa B IINIITy OCOOEHHO OTYeT/IMBO BBICTYIIAeT B Hall/[eHHBIX B boTae siMax [/1s1 ero XpaHeH!s.
CwMm. puc. 2.

Puc. 2. borait. SIMa g1 XxpaHeHst KOHMHBL. OCTaTKy KOCTe JIOIIaAy

KaskeTcst BOBMOXKHBIM paccMaTpMBaTh JBa BapMaHTa TMIIOTe3bl OTHOCUTENBHO POJIN JIO-
maam s KyasTypsl boras. CuibHBIN BapMaHT M3JI0XKeH B IocaesHel ctaTbe OJICeH U coas-
TOPOB, Ipe/NoJaralIX oJOMallIHUBaHNe Jomaau yXe B cepefuse IV Toic. 10 H. 9. C1abblit
BapMaHT (B JyXxe IMpeXXHUX pabor M. /leBuH) nipearnoaraeT /s ®TOIO BpeMeHI 1 MecTa (Kak
BO3MO>KHO 1 IS lepenBKM) paHHIII DTall MacCOBOIO IIpUpydeHNs JoIIajel, cofep>KaBInX-
Cs1 B CTOJTAX U MICTIOJIB30BABIINXCS JIsI JOEHIS U B IINIIY; BO3MOXKHO, UYTO MX JIOBUJIM U OOB-
e3>KaJjiy, a ITIOTOM IIOMeIllaay B 3arOHbI U CTOILIA.

Bce ocHOBHBIE BBIBOABI SBJISIIOTCSI OTYACTV KOCBEHHBIMM, HO MX COIJIACOBaHMeE JejiaeT Bbl-
CKa3blBaeMyIO TUIIOTe3Y B JIByX 9TUX BapMaHTaX BepOATHOI. PaccMOTpuM BO3MOXKHEIE ee Cle/-
CTBVISI, YIUTBIBASI, YTO JaJbHENINe MCCIeOBaHIs MOIYT 3aCTaBUTh AaTh IpeAIIOuTeHNe Of-
HOMY 13 BapMaHTOB.

Boraiickast Ky/abTypa HeOOBIYHA TeM, UYTO OHA IIpeACTaB/IsIeT cOOOV BKpallJeHIe OCeIbIX
npe/i3eMJieles1blieB, MCII0Ib30BaBIINMX KOH: (IJI1 elbl I 00be3KaHUsA UM — IO CUJIBHOMY Ba-
PMaHTY TUIIOTE3Bl — [JIS €3/[bl), B OT/IM4YME OT KOYEeBBIX HAPO/OB CTeIN. DTO TOBOPUT B IOJIB3Y
MIPUIILJIOTO XapaKTepa HaceJIeHMNs.

OpHako cys 110 Ipe//IO’KeHHBIM Ha OCHOBAHMM COXPaHMBIIIXCS YepeIioB peKOHCTPYKIIN-
SIM C TOYKM 3peHns PU3NIecKol aHTPOIOJIOINI HaceIeHe CKopee HOCMIIO (IJeHTpa/IbHO)a3!-
aTCKMUI XapakTep (IJIs COIOCTaBJIeHNs MOXKHO PUBJIeYDb SIBHO €BPONEeON/HBIN TUII, BBIABJICH-
HBIJ Ha BOCTOYHOTYPKECTaHCKIX MYMMSX CKOpee BCero TOXapCKOIO MJIM MPaHCKOTO IIPOMCXO-
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KJEHIS; ISl YTOUYHEeHNS Iy Tell ITepece/leHNsI COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO 9THOCA Ba>KHBI KaK YCTaHOB-
neHHble D. bapbep 3amagHble aHAIOTUM CIIOCOOAM M3TOTOBJIEHIIS TeKCTUIBHBIX M3/Ie/INIi, Hali-
JDEHHBIX Ha MyMIX, TaK UM IIPOBOAVIMBIE MCCIeJOBaHUS T€HEeTMYEeCKOTO COCTaBa HaceJIeHI
AJrTaiickoro Kpas 1 Xakacun).

A1 IOIBITKM OTOXK/eCTBIeHNs boTaricKoi Ky IbTypsl ¢ JPYIVIMU STHOJIVHIBUCTUIECKI-
MM ODIITHOCTSIMI, IO BpeMeHN K Hell OJM3KIMI, Ka’KeTCsI BaKHBIM cOoCTaB cTafa. Kurenn bo-
TaMICKMX ITOCeIeHNMII 3Ha/IM TOIBKO JBa BJa JOMAIIIHMX KMBOTHBIX — JIOIIagb 1 cobaky. Kon-
TPacT C COCTAaBOM CTa/ja BCeX M3BECTHBIX MH/0EBPOIIENICKIIX HapOoJOB pasuTeaeH. CBUHbBSA MOI-
Ja OTCYTCTBOBATh y HEKOTOPBIX U3 HUX IO PEJNUIMO3HBIM (M B KOHEYHOM CueTe DKOJIOTHYe-
ckuM) npuanHaM. Ho gpyrue pomMarniHme >KMBOTHBIE BCeTZa IpUCyTcTBoBan. Ecau mpezrmo-
JIOKUTH, 9TO 3/1eCh Iepe]; HaMI TPpyIIIa MH/OEeBPOIIeiiIleB, yTpaTUBINNX IIepBOHAaYaIbHBIN CO-
CTaB CTaZla, TO BO3HUKAeT TPYAHEIIas: XpOHOJIOIMIecKas IpobeMa — KaKOB PUOIM3UTe Ib-
HBIJI BO3MOJKHBII CPOK /IJIA TaKOM IlepeMeHHl U B 4eM ee mpuumuer? Oommuit suz botas c
OOJIBIIMMY ITPOMEXKYTKaMI MEXJY ZOMaMI COBMECTUM C MJeell ITOCeTeHIs, JXUBYIIETO JIC-
IIO/Ih30BaHMeM KUBOTHBIX. HO cTazo 0OBIYHOIO MH/0€BPOIIEeNICKOTO U JApeBHeOIVKHEBOCTOU-
HOTO TUIIA OTCYTCTBYET.

KakoBeI pyrye STHOJIMHIBUCTIYECKIE TPYIIIIEL, B 9TO BpeM:s BO3MO>KHEIe 17151 CeBepHOro
Kaszaxcrana? Corsnacno nccnegosanuaMm A. I1. Aynp3ona no xapakrepy JpeBHUX TMJPOHMMOB
JTOTIOPKCKOe HaceseHue ObLIO 10 A3bIKy eHuceiickum (JAynapzon 1962, 1968a, 6; 1970). PunHO-
YTOPCKIIe TPYIIIBI I HAXOAVBIINECS C HUMU B MHTEHCUBHOM KOHTAKTe VMPaHIIBI OTHOCATCS K 0O-
Jiee MO3JHIM OOUTATe/ISIM STUX M DOJsIee I0XKHBIX paiioHOB. OTMedeHHOe OJICeH U JPYTUMMU UC-
CJIeoBaTeISIMI CXO/ICTBO TUIIOB SKIJINIIY C apeaioM IO3JHeIIell MeTa IOIIaBUTeIbHO KYJ/Ib-
Typbl CHHTaIITH-ApKanMa He 00513aTeIbHO HY>KHO MHTePIIPeTHpOBaTh B IyXe UPAHCKOTO IpU-
ypOUMBaHI:1, IIOTOMY YTO BOIIPOC 1 J/1s1 CMHTAIITHI IIOKa OcTaeTcst OTKpBIThIM (I'puropres 1999).

Ecim pomycTuTh BO3MOKHOE €HMCelicKoe HacesleHue s boTaiickoil KyJbTyphl, KakKue
BepOSITHBI JIMHIBUCTUYecKre peKoHcTpyknun? CornacHo pexoncrpykuun C. A. CrapoctuHa,
npaeHucerickoe *ku?s ‘koHb,1omans’ (o Beprepy < *ku?t/*ku?s) oTpakeHO B KeTCK. ku?5, MH.4.
kusn ‘xoposa’, 1orck. ku?s, Mu.4. kusn ‘1omanr’; kujgit kepebeHOK’, KOTCK. hus, MH.4. hucan; gus;
acc. pengus, pen-kus ‘KobsLna’; hus, his ‘KoHb’, apMHCK. kus ‘KOHD’; qus; quse ‘KOOBLIA’; pinii-kuce
‘KOOBIIa’, MyMITOKOJIBCK. kut ‘kOHB, KOObLTA’; kus ‘konp’ [=10rck.]. C. A. CrapocTuH moJarai,
4TO KOTCK. hucana, acc. xucay, hucanu ‘ysfedka’ mpejcTaB/IsAI0T IIPOU3BOJHBIE OT TOTO JKe CJIOBa,
HO oOpalrja/l BHMMaHMe Ha OCOOeHHOCTM KeTCK. I0.-uM0barckK. kuvay, MH.Y. ku:ndanan ‘y3nedka’,
apmHCK. gonda id. (< *ku?s-bay?) (Crapoctun 1982). I3 npezanoxxenHsix CTapOCTUHBIM COJIVIKe-
HIUII B IIpeJielaX IIMPOKO ITOHMMAaeMON MaKpOCeMbI IIpeJCTaB/IAeTCsI OCOOEHHO 3aMedaTeib-
HBIM Oypymacku *Qus. /i IpacHO-KaBKa3CKOTO OH BOCCTaHABJIMBAJ *gwaseé > ceB.- KaBKa3CK.
*ewase; (cMHO-TNOeTCK. >) TNOeT. r-god ‘KobObL1a’. KaskeTcs: BO3MOIKHBIM IIPeAOI0XKeHNe, 9TO C
STUM EHMCeVICKMM Ha3BaHMeM CBSI3aHO BOCCTAHAB/IMBaeMOe ITpalHI0eBpOIIeliCKoe Ha3BaHMe
koust *(hi)ekwo- > vepors. myBuiicK. a$uwa-, CAHCKPUT ava- ‘JTOTIAzL’; aBeCTUIICK. aspd-, CT.-
JUTOBCK. asva (popMbl AuanekToB satem); Toxap. b yakwe (mpumep ymnorpebaenus: yakwe
pikulne ‘B ron nomann’ G-Su34.1), Toxap. A yuk, nat. equus, Ap.-aHII. eoh, MUKeHCK. Iped. i-4o-
>romep. (mmog (cp. Gamkrelidze 1994; Ivanov 2002; Kullanda 2010). ®opMsl AmaieKkTos cen-
tum coBmazaloT C ApeBHeeHNCeVICKIM Ha3dBaHMeM Jomaan. Pasamdne KacaeTcs IepBoTo CI0Ta,
B OTHOIIIEHNV KOTOPOTO I'pedecKNil OTIMdaeTcs OT APYTIUX JMadeKTOB: CIe]] 3a/iMCTBOBaHILA??!

2B cpasu ¢ 9TUM obcTosATebcTBOM B. Braxkex mpeamosoxmi, Beaes 3a Haaprom, uto B ITpaeHMceiickom
CYIIIeCTBOBAJIO CIOXKHOE CJI0BO *ix-ku’s “Kepebelr’, pedekc KOTOPOro Mbl BUANM B KOTTCKOM ig-hu$ ‘id.’, rue ig
‘camerr’, hus ‘KoHB’. BBUy IIpOo3padHOil BHYTpeHHell CTPYKTYPhlI €HMCeICKOTO CJIOBa OH CUYMTaeT ero BepOSTHLIM
MICTOYHMKOM MHJOeBporierickoit popmsl (Blazek 1998: 26 —27).
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Kpowme Toro, B MHZ0EBpOIIelicCKOM KOHEUHBII COTJIACHBIN *-§ MHTepIIpeTUpOBaH KakK (iekcus B
pesyJibTaTe IIepPeOCMBICIeHN: U IepepasIoKeHN sl 3alIMCTBOBaHHO OCHOBBI B IIpeJesax Ipa-
nnjoesponerickoir Mopgosorun. CTapocTuH cuymMTaa BO3MOXKHBIM Ha/Iudye ITpaeHMCercKIX
3aMIMCTBOBAHNII B MHJOEBPOIIENICKOM (J4acTh MX OblTa BIlepBble OTKpHITAa JyJIb30HOM). DTY
BO3MO>KHOCTb OH He pa3 B pasroBopax o0Cy>KzaJl IO IOBOJy Ha3BaHU: «Cle3bl» (13 eHMcell-
CKOTO «BOjia + IJ1a3a», TUIIOJOTUIECK) BepOSITHOIO).

[Ipesmoaraercs, 4To MUTpaLiy MHIOEBPOIIeiieB OCYIeCTBIIAINCh B OCHOBHOM HOCpe/-
CTBOM KOJIECHBIX IIOBO30K, B KOTOpPBI€ BIPATaINCh JIONIIaAM; B BOEHHBIX HPeJIPUATIAX IJIaB-
HYIO pOJIb UTpasiu 6oeBble KoJecHUIIB. COOTBeTCTBEHHO MCTOPMS DTUX TPAHCIIOPTHBIX CPesICTB
U CBsA3aHHBIE C HUMM BOIIPOCHI, TaKe, KaK OJOMallIHMBaHNe JIOIIaJy, 3aHs/IM BHUMaHIe MHO-
TMX y4eHbIX. XOTs OOIero MHeHms JOCTUYDb He yJasnaoch, cPOpMYIMpPOBaHbI JBe MPOTUBOIIO-
JIOKHBIe TOYKM 3PEeHIsI, BLIOOp MeXKJy KOTOPBIMU B JlajJbHeNIIeM OIlpeje]NT HallpaBieHle
ucciesoBanuit. Ilepsas 13 Hux cps3aHa IJ1aBHBIM 0Opa3oM ¢ paboramu Jssuzga DHTOHN (An-
thony 2007). OH mpuMBIKaeT K TOMy Te4eHIIO, KoTopoe Bcaes 3a M.I'mmbyTac (B cBoio ouepess
pasBuUBaBIlIell TOUKY 3peHus, 3aJoJro /1o Toro obocHosbiBabiyiocs llpagepom) mckano xo-
ap10ens mHAoesporeres B CesepuoM IlpudyepHOMOpBE. DHTOHI CBOM YCMINMA CHadasla
COCpeZloTOUNM/I Ha MCCIe/JOBaHIY MHOTOUYMC/IeHHBIX OCTaTKOB KOHell B /Jepeuske Ha /JHerpe,
IJie OH U CJIeJIOBaBIIINe 3a HUM y4deHble BI/e/IN CIe/lbl JPeBHero IieHTpa KOHeBOoAcTBa. B pabo-
Te, BBI3BaBIIIell OYpHYIO I10JIeMIKYy, DHTOHM IIpOOOBaJl MOKa3aTh, YTO Ha 3y0ax O/JHOTO KOHS U3
JepeuBKu MOKHO BUJETh C/Ie/lbl IIOBPesK/IeHNI1, HaHeCeHHbIX JeioBeKoM. Ilosinee, mocie ot-
KPBITHS ellje OOJIbIIIero KoJINJecTBa KOCTHBIX OCTaTKOB Jomazeill B borae 8 Kasaxcrane, DHro-
HJ CKJIOHMJICS K TOYKe 3PEeHIs, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOI ApeBHEeMIIYI0 00/1acTh OJOMAaIlHVBaHI
JIoIIaZy M paHHel BepXOBOI e3/bl Hy>KHO nckath B CepepHoMm KaszaxcraHe, e Ha 3y6ax MHO-
TMX KOHeN eMy BUJSTCSI aHaJOTMYHBIE CJIeJbl TPyOOoIl gpeccupoBKu. Pa3BuTime »TOI TOUKMU
3peHmus M OCYIIeCTBJIEHO B O0Cy>XJaeMbIX Hopenmux Tpyjax. OTseprast BBIBOJBI DHTOHH,
Mapma Jesnn cuntaer Bosmkcko-Kazaxcranckme crenu B IV m III Teic. 70 H. 9. obnacTaMu
OXOTHI 3a JIOIIaZbMM, HO He ux ozoMantHusanms (Levine 2003). /leBuH yyacTByeT B OOJIBIION
KOJLJIEKTMBHOM paboTe ¢ reHeTMKaMIU IO BBIABJIEHHUIO CJIeJJOB OJOMAITHMBAHNA I1OCPeCTBOM
MeTO/IOB MOJIeKy IApHOI 6uoorun (Jansen et al. 2002). YcranosieHo, 4TO JIomIa/Ab ObLIa O/0-
MaIlTHeHa HeCKOJIPKO pa3 B Pa3HBIX MecCTaX. B 9ToM, B 4aCTHOCTH, MOXKHO BU/I€Th OMOJIOTIYe-
CKOe COOTBeTCTBIME JIMHIBMCTMYECKOMY BBIBOJIy O Ha/IM4MU He MeHee JIByX JIPeBHUX eBpas3uii-
CKMX Ha3BaHUII JOIIAJ: OJHOTO, OOIIero y MHIOEeBPOIIeNICKOIO *(hl)elhcwo—s C EeHMCeMCKUM
*-qu?s ¥ 3aMMCTBOBAHHOIO C M3MeHeHMeM IajaTaJbHOTO B CEeMUTCKUII U BEpPOATHO B CeBepO-
KaBKa3CKMII (CM. BBIIIE), U JPYIOTO, 3aIMCTBOBAHHOTO W3 CUHO-TUOETCKOro *kumrang? B
ajaTaiickue (SI. *uma ¥ MOHTI. *mgrin) ¥ B HEKOTOpble MHJOeBpOIlelicKue (aHIJI. mare?® ¢ cooT-
BeTCTBMAMMU B JPYIVX TePMaHCKIX SI3bIKaX U B KeJIBTCKOM) SI3BIKU. JaThl MHOTOKPaTHOIO OJ0-
MaIlIHMBaHMs JIeXKaT B MHTepBaJe MeXJly HadaJloM HeoJnTmdeckon pesosonyu (9000 rer go
H. 9.) 1 TeM nepuozom okoso 2000 jeT 1o H. 9., KOrja O pUTyaJbHOM 3aXOPOHEHU OJOMalll-
HEHHOI1 JIOIIaJyl BMecTe ¢ KOJIeCHUIIel TOBOPUT Haxo/Ka B Ky/1pType CuHramTsl. Bee mccie-
JoBaTe/IU IIpOOJIeMBbl, BKJIIOUas M IpeJcTaBUTe el IIPOTUBOIIOI0XKHBIX B3IJIAZ0B Ha Hadyasb-
HBIN IIepHOoJ, OJJOMAITHUBAaHMs, CXO/ATCA Ha TOM, 4TO HaunHas ¢ pyoesxa III—II TeicaueneTnii

2 3KaHrKkyHr hrang; narranu (Mandatu) Hrang; naxyau rhang; paHrkac rhang; KaHaypu rang; napMus, day-
JaHrcy, OpsHICK rang; Ap.-TuO. (AyHXyaHCKMe PYKOIMCHU) rmang; MIpanoso-OMpMaHcK. *mrang (> mraang, naxy
i-mu); BUHIIO (AManeKT xukaypu) guumrang (Matisoff 2004).

% Hanmdne B TepMaHCKUX s3BIKaX CI0Ba, COOTBETCTBYIONIETO BOCTOYHO-a3MaTCKMM Ha3BaHVIAIM JIOIIA/u, ObI-
JIO OJHVM U3 JTMHIBUCTIYECKUX OTKpbITUiI /lertonniia. @opma, 6m3Kast K MCXOJHON CHMHO-TIOETCKO, MOIJIa Jedb
B OCHOBY CJIaBSHCKOTO 3aMIMCTBOBaHIs, IIPeCTaBJIEHHOTO B JP.-PYCCK. KOMONL > KOHD.
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OJIOMAaIITHEHHBIN KOHb B COU€TaHUM C KOJIECHO ITOBO3KOM 1 KOJIECHMIIEN, B KOTOpbI€ OH BIIpP:-
raeTcs, ¢ yZIMBUTEIbHON OBICTPOTON pacmpocTpansaercs 1o Bcelt Espasum ot Esponsr go Ku-
Tas 1 npoHukaet B Erumner. /s Hayaia 9TOro IopasmUTe bHOIO 110 OBICTPOTE U BCEOOIITHOCTU
Ipoliecca B Hay4HOI1 JUTepaType HOCAeJHIX JeT OTMe4YaloTCs JjBa CBI/leTe/IbCTBa: M300pake-
HIS KOJIECHUI] Ha IedaTsIX U3 CTapOacCUPUICKIX JOKyMeHTOB B KaHuime, 4To MOXXHO coIoc-
TaBUTh C POJBIO JIOIIAAY B HAUMHAIOIINXCS HECKOJIBKUMM BeKaMM II03Ke JPeBHeXeTTCKUX U
JYBUIICKUX TEeKCTaX, B TOM 4ICJe U B CBA3U C KyJIbTOM OOCY>K/aBIlerocs spiile ooxxecrsa [lep-
Ba, M300pa>kaeMOro Ha JIOLIa/y, U 3aXOpoHeHMe B Ky/abType Cyunramrtsl. [Tockosbky 1niocies-
HsSL 4acTo (HO He 00s3aTesbHO) cBA3bIBaeTcs ¢ mHAoupaHuamy, a 8 Kanume (Gokgek 2006)
JICIO/Ib30BaHMe KOJIeCHUI] (BePOsITHO B COYETAaHMM C KOHAMM, XOTSI DTU IIOCAeJHIEe PeKOHCT-
PYUPYIOTCs TOJIBKO IO KOCBEHHBIM JIaHHBIM) MOJKHO COOTHECTM C MEeCTHBIM HaceseHUeM, IO-
BOPUBIINM IIO-HECUIICK), B ODOMX Caydasx JOIyCTMMO IIpeJIioJjaraTrh, 4TO pPaHHUE CBUJe-
TeJIbCTBA ITOSBJIEHNS OJJOMAaIIHeHHBIX JIOIIa el BMecTe ¢ KOJIeCHUIJaMI BCTpedaloTCs TaM, Ije
eCTh CyIeJibl MHAOeBpoteities. /s 60/iee OTHOTO U3YYeHNs BTOM IIPOobJIeMBl OOJIBIIIOe 3Ha-
YyeHye MOTIYT MMeTh HeJlaBHUe OTKPBITHA pyKosojumon /px. byddesnaTti apXeosornyeckomn
DKCHeAUIINY, UCCAeAYIONell ApeBHeXypPpUTCKyIo croaniy Ypkemn (MoszaH) B ceBepO-BOCTOU-
Hoyt Cupum HemozlazeKy OT TYpeliKOM M MpaKcKoil rpaHuil. Bo gsopre, gatnpyemom XXII B.
JO H. ®., Hal{/[eHO OYeHb 3HA4UTeIbHOe YVICJIO MUHNMATIOPHBIX (PUIYPOK JIOMIaZiell UV 300J10-
rMyecky OJM3KUX TUIIOB DKBUJOB. 110 OlleHKe crielnaancToB M300paskeHns OTHOCATCS K O/10-
MaIrHeHHO1 jomaau. I1o xpornosnorun oun 6/m3ku K rnedatsam n3 Kannmra. Ocobslit mHTEpec
Ipe/iCTaB/IsIeT OTHOCAIIAsACA K HeCKOJIBKO 0oJiee paHHeMY BpeMeHU CKYJIBIITypa IOJIOBBI JIO-
magu. Takme m300paskeHNs BCTPEUAIOTCs B HECKOJIBKIX KyJIBTYPHBIX LIEHTPaX BTOPOI IIOJIO-
suHbI Il 1 Havaa II Teic. 10 H. . K HuM oTHOCHTC B Mapruane 6poH30BOe HaBepllne B Bije
roJIOBBI Jiomazu B I'oHyp-zene. KaskeTcss BOSMOXKHBIM COOTHOCUTH TaKOIO poOJia U300paskeHs
C y>Ke IIpOMCIIeJIINM O/lOMallIHMBaHNueM. B Ypkelrte MOKHO iymMaTh O €ro BpeMeH!, 0JIM3KOM
K cepeaune III Teic. 10 H. 9. /laHHBIe O KOHEBOJCTBe B YpKellle IIpeJCTaBIsAeTCs 1ie1ecoodbpas-
HBIM COIIOCTaBUTh C (paKTaMM, CTaBIIMMU M3BeCTHBIMU O Mapruane. B Mapruane, rae ozo-
MamHuBaHMe s pyoexka III u II Teic. 0 H. 9. J0Ka3bIBaeTCsl KpOMe YIIOMSIHYTOTO HaBepIIs
OOpsIIOBBIM 3aXOpOHEHMeM >KepeOeHKa U HaxOJKOJ PO>KKOB, MCIIOIb30BaBIIMXCA P Tpe-
HIHTe JIOIIa/lel], IIpe/iIo/araeTcs paHH:s JaTa HadaJa oJoMallIHyBaHusA. XOT: (B OT/IM4Me OT
MutanHu cepefuiHbI CIeAYIOIIero ThICAYeneTs) B YpKelle (Kak 1 B IIMCbMEeHHBIX JpeBHexXyp-
PUTCKMX TEeKCTax) JOCTOBEPHBIX JaHHBIX O CMMOMO3€e XYPPUTCKOTO C apUIICKUM [JUaJIeKTOM B
cdepe KOHEBOJUECKOI JIEKCUKM ITOKa He OOHapy>kKeHO, O KOHTaKTe XyppPUTOB C KOHEeBOJaMI,
TOBOPMBIIVMM Ha OJHOM U3 AMalIeKTOB satan, BO3MOXKHO CBUJETEeJIbCTBYeT caMO IpeJIIoJia-
raeMoe XyppMUTCKOe HasBaHIUe JIOLIaJM esse, 3aMMCTBOBaHHOe M3 Takoro jguanexkTa (Ivanov
2002; VBanos 2004; cp., ogHaxo, runnotedy A. Muinrapesa u I'. Ctapocrtuna, Crapoctun 2007:
879, 4.a.1). Takum 06pas3oM IepeuncleHre paHHIX [IeHTPOB KOHeBO/CTBA, CBA3bIBA€MBIX C VMH-
JoesporienaMu (IpeoJI0XKUTeNIbHO IPeUMYIeCTBeHHO MHOMPaHIlaMU-apUsAMI), MOXKHO
IIOCTPOUTH B TaKOM HPUOIM3UTETBHOM XPOHOJIOTMYECKOM IOpPs/Ke: JpeBHeXyppUTCcKas CTO-
auia Ypkell, crapoaccupuiickuii Kanui ¢ aHaTOMMICKUM (IpeBHeXeTTCKUM U JTYBUIICKIM)
HaceJIeH1eM, [JIs1 KOTOPOIo JByMsI BeKaMI MO033Ke JJOCTOBEPHO MCII0JIb30BaHNe OOeBbIX KoJlec-
HUL BMecTe ¢ KOHAMM, CuHTamTa (Ije ecTh OCHOBaHMs IIpeJIloiaraTh MpaHCKUI CIOM Hace-
nennst), Mapruana (I'oHyp), 47151 KOTOPOI IpeJIION0KeH TakKe JpeBHeapUIICKII (MPaHCKIIA)
mtact HacesneHus (Visanos 2004). HeckopkuMu BeKaMI paHbIlle BO3MOXKHOE CBUJETeIbCTBO
VH/I0eBPOIIeIICKOTO Ky IbTa JIOIIa// MOXKHO Ipeol0XuUTh B D06se. Cpely BLI3BaBIINX MHTe-
pec 06pa3oB OIAUTCKMX MICEM eCTh OJHO, YIIOMMHAIOINee KHs3sl coceqHell 00J1acTy, HO-
CUBIIIETO UMs Zizi; BO3MOXKHO, OHO 0Opa3oBaHO OT TOTO Ha3BaHMsA KOH:, KOTOpOe 13 MH/0eB-
pOIIeNicKOro AuaseKkTa saton ObLIO 3a/MIMCTBOBAHO B CEMUTCKME SI3BIKU M B ITyMepcKmit. /lud-
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Hble MIMEeHa, BKJIIOYaBIllle TaKoe MM: JIOIIaZ¥, M3BECTHLI B Pa3HBIX JPEBHUX MHJOEBPOIIei-
CKIX TPpaJMIIVIX.

Ecam HanecTn Ha KapTy TakK MM MHade CBA3aHHBIE C MHJIOEBpOIeNIlaMI MecTa, Ije JJisl
DTON paHHEeN MOPbl OTMEYAIOTCs MpsAMbBIe MM KOCBEHHBIe C/IeZbl OJJOMaIllHMBaHM: JOIIazu,
ee JICIIOIb30BaHNsl B COYeTaHIM C KOJIeCHUIIel, ee KyJ/IbTa I ee (CKYJIBITYPHBIX) N300paskeHNn ],
TO MO>KHO yBUJETh, UYTO HanboJjiee paHHIEe 13 TOJbKO UTO IepeuricaeHHEIX (D01a, Ypkenr, Ka-
HUII) TPYHIIMPYIOTCA BOKPYT CUPUIICKO-MaJOa3UICKO-aHAaTOIMIICKOrO apeana. /lomaznn B
9TON Yactu EBpasnu He o0s3aTebHO JOKHA ObLIAa OBITH OJlOMAIlTHEHa (TOJIBKO) MH/O0EBPO-
nerriamu. I1o TMHIBMCTUMYECKMM JIaHHBIM Ha 9Ty POJIb MOIJIN ObI ITpeTeHI0BaTh, HallpuMep, 1
HOCHUTeNN pacHpocTpaHeHHbIX Ha ceepe CpejHelt A3um eHMCENCKMUX [JMaleKTOB, OTKyJa
JpeBHee HasBaHle MOIJIO IIPOHUKHYTDH B IIpamHJoeBponerickuii. Ho oTkyza 651 HM mpUIILIO
9TO HOBIIECTBO B 0OJacTh boTas—XBasnbiHCKa—depenBKy, MHIOEBPOHIENIIBl OBICTPO U YC-
IIeITHO ero BHepu/an (ObITh MOXKET, yCOBepIIIeHCTBOBAB BhIBeJleHNe OIlpe/ieIeHHBIX II0po/, KO-
Hell 1 CIIOCODOB VX TPEHMPOBKM, YeM CJIaBU/IMCh MeCOIIOTaMCKNe apuiIel 13 MmuTaHHN).
CkitazibIBaeTcs Ipe/icTaBjIeHNe, YTO I10CIe OCBOeHN:I JIOIIa/iell 1 KOJIEeCHBIX IIOBO30K I KoJIec-
Huy Ha py6esxe III u II TeIC. 10 H. ». HEKOTOpPHBIE IPYIIIEI MHAOEBPOIIEIIIIEeB CTaIN PacIpocTpa-
HATBCA C OOJIBIIION CKOPOCTBHIO U3 IIpe/iIioIaraeMoil HaMH IIpapo/IMHBI Ha BOCTOK: Ha ceBepe B
Cunramre-Apkanme, Ha 1ore — B Mapruane. Ho ocraercs Borpoc: a Kak Ilepe/iBUTraanch 1H-
JOeBpOIeNIIbl 0 9Toro? JOCTOBepPHBIX JJaHHBIX 00 MCIIO/Ib30BaHUI MH/OeBpOIeiIiaMi Ofl0-
MaIlIHeHHBIX Jomagen g0 cepeaunsl Il TeicaueneTns nmoka Het. Ilpearionoxkenue o TOM, 4TO
OCHOBHBI® PaHHNME MUIPalMI MHJOEBPOIENIIeB OCYIIeCTB/ISINCh C IIOMOIIBIO elle IMPUMMI-
TUBHBIX KOJIECHBIX ITOBO30K, B KOTOpBIe BIIPATAINCh OBIKM, He Ka’KeTCs ITPaBJOIIOJOOHBIM.
IIpepcraBisieTcst BepOSTHBIM, YTO Ha/|e>KHBIX CYXOITyTHBIX CPe/ICTB OBICTPOIO IlepelBIUKeHNs
Ha OOJIBbIIINE PacCTOSHUA y MHIOEBPOIIeNlleB B IIepuoJ, OJIM3KUIL K pacHaly UX HpassblKa,
elre He OBLJIO, HO IIMPOKO IIPUMEHSICS BOJHBIM TPaHCIOPT (B 4aCTHOCTM, B IPUYEPHOMOP-
CKOM «IIMPKyMIIOHTUIICKOM» apeaJie).

DTOMY BBIBOJlYy He IIpOTMBOpedYaT M JaHHbIe, Kacalolyecs MCTOPUM KOJEeCHBIX ITOBO3OK.
Hambosee npesHmMe 13 HUX, U3BeCTHBIE B SIMHOM Ky/abType Eppasun IV Teic. 10 H. 9., erlle He
MOIJIM OBITh JOCTaTOYHO MOOMJIBHBIMU /IS IIpe/iIio1araeMeIX 6o bimx murpanuii. Kak u mmo
OTHOIIEHMIO K JIOIIAAM, 3a IIeprOZOM IOATOTOBUTEABHBIX P00, KoTopere B III THIC. O H. .
OCYIIIeCTB/IANNCh B OCHOBHOM B Hpefesax bimknero Bocroka, okoHuYaTe/bHBIN ycIlex OBLI
JOCTUTHYT TOJIBKO K Hauauy I Teic. 1o H. ., TIOC/Ie Yero HauMHaeTcsl TpuyM@paabHOe IIeCTBIe
©0eBoI1 KOJIe CHUITBI U ee MUPHOTO aHaJ/Iora 1o Espasumn.

K nepnogy, xorga mH0eBpOIIeNIIbl y>Ke Hadall MCII0Ib30BaTh KOJIeCHbIe IOBO3KU U JIO-
Iajb A1 3alpsOKKU U I Hae3JHUYecTBa, OTHOCATCS IlepeMelleHs] KOUeBHIKOB Ha 00JIb-
mne paccrostHus. IlpezcrapiisgeTcs CylleCTBeHHBIM pasTpaHMYeHle 9TON U IIpe/IIecTByIoIen
BIIOX, HO BMeCTe C TeM MeX]y HUMU He IIpephIBajach IIPeeMCTBEHHOCTb. Y XeTTOB, KOTOpbIe
CKOpee BCero IepemMecTI/INCh K IIEHTPY U Ha ceBep AHaToMu B OOJIee ITO37Hee BpeMs, K DTO-
My Hepuozly y>Ke OBLIM KOJIeCHble IOBO3KM, 3allpsikeHHble KoHaAMU. Ho mx 6osee panHHee
paccesenne o Masoit A3uy MOIJIO IPOU3ONTH ellle B IIepUo/, CpaBHUTEIbHO MeJ/IJIeHHOIO
JBVDKEHUS 110 CyIlle, OTYacTU OJHOBPEMEHHOTO C MOPCKMMIU IlepeceieHnsaMu Jysuiines. Pe-
KOHCTPYKUIMS TPexXThICSYe/IeTHeTO Ieprojia 9TOM paHHel JOIIMCbMEeHHON HpebICTOPUI MH-
JOeBpOIIeNIeB Ipe/CTaBlIsgeT 3ajady KOMILJIeKCa HEeCKOJIbKMX HayK, COTPYJHMYECTBO KOTO-
PBIX IpejIo/araeT CTPOINil KOHTPOJIb BO3MOKHOCTY CMHXPOHM3AUI VX JaHHBIX ¥ TOYHOTO
cobJI0/leHNns BpeMeHHBIX rpaHuil. Ilpejcrosinee obcy>k/jeHne Npu3BaHO IPOJIUTH CBeT Ha
®TOT BOIIPOC.

Bossparnasce K OIjeHKe B CBeTe M3BeCTHBIX Tellepb JaHHBIX IMIIOTe3bl, BBIJBUHYTOM HaMU
40 neT Ha3aJ, MOXKHO IIPU3HATD, YTO IIPUypOYEHNEe IIpapOAVIHbI MHIOeBpoIennes K Mecomno-
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TaMuM WM 61M3K0M K Hell yactu Jpesnero birokuero Bocroka (Bo3MOKHO, 60Jee 105KHOIA,
yeM HaM MpeJCTaB/sJ0Ch) KaXkKeTCs BecbMa BEepPOSITHBIM (OCOOEHHO OJarofiaps OTKPBITUIO
OoJIbIIIOrO YNcIa JpeBHUX 3auMcTBoBaHmit). Ho nmociennue apxeosornmyeckne OoTKpLITIS, KakK
uccnegoBanus 'onyp-ZJene skcrieguiment B. V1. Capuannan, n jaibHeiiInee usydeHne apeasa
CunTamTel — ApKanMa, MOTYT BHECTM CylleCTBeHHble YTOUHeHMs B IIpe/IIOJIOKeHHble HaMI
paHee IIyTM MO3JHENIINX MUTpalUil BpeMeH! IIOC/Ie OBJaJeHNs KOJeCHBIMM IOBO3KaMU I
OJIOMaIlTHeHHBIMI JIOIabMU. B yacTHOCTH, GOJIee OTYeT/IMBO BBIABJIATCA IO3/HeNIIas PoJib
Maprunancko-bakrpuiickoro xommiekca (BMAC) n Cunramrsi-ApKanMa, O KOTOPBIX MBI pac-
I1oJIara/jiy TOJAbKO PaHHMMMU ITyO/IMKalIMAMM BpeMeHM ITOJATOTOBKM K IedaTy Halllell KHUIM.
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Tamaz GAMKRELIDZE, Vyach. Vs. IVANOV. Indo-European homeland and migrations: half a century of
studies and discussions.

The problem of the initial place from which the original Indo- European dialects spread over Eurasia
has been studied by several generations of scholars. Few alternative points of view have been proposed:
first an area near the North Sea (in the works of some scholars of the border of the 19* and 20* centu-
ries), then the North coast of the Black Sea (an old idea of Schrader revived by Maria Gimbutas and her
followers) or an area closer to the more eastern (Volga-Ural) parts of Central Eurasia. 40 years ago we
suggested first in a talk at a conference, then in a series of articles and in a resulting book (published in
Russian in 1984) that the Northern part of the Near East (an area close to North-East Syria and North
Mesopotamia) may be considered as a possible candidate for the Indo-European homeland; similar
suggestions were made by C. Renfrew and other scholars in their later works. Recent research on these
topics has brought up additional evidence that seems to prove the Near Eastern hypothesis for the time
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that had immediately preceded the dispersal of the Indo-European protolanguage. Indirect evidence on
the early presence of Indo-Europeans in the areas close to the Near East can be found in the traces of
ancient contacts between linguistic families in this part of Eurasia. Such contacts between Proto-Indo-
European and Proto-Kartvelian have been suggested in the work of T. Gamkrelidze and G. Mach’ava-
riani more than 60 years ago. The following studies have established a number of important loanwords
from Proto-Indo-European in Proto-Kartvelian. Particularly interesting discoveries in this field were
made by the late G. A. Klimov. He has found many new common elements of the two families in addi-
tion to a relatively long list in our joint work. The main difficulty in interpreting the results of his in-
vestigations is connected to the problem of a possible common Nostratic origin both of Proto-Indo-
European and of Proto-Kartvelian. If these two linguistic families were originally cognate, then some
part of the correspondences found by Klimov and other scholars might be traced back to the early pe-
riod of Proto-Nostratic (more than 10 000 years ago). Only those words that were not inherited from this
ancient time are important as a proof of the later presence of Proto-Indo-European in the area close to
the Proto-Kartvelian (to the southwest of the Transcaucasian area in which the latter spread in the his-
toric time). In our book, published in 1984, we suggested some common terms shared by these lan-
guages, explaining them as possible traces of later Indo-European (probably Indo-Iranian) migrations
through the Caucasus.

The study of this problem has been enriched through the recent research on Proto-North Caucasian.
S. L. Nikolaev and S. A. Starostin have compiled a large etymological dictionary of this family, further-
ing the comparative studies started by Prince N. S. Trubetzkoy. Starostin has gathered a large collection
of the terms of material culture common to North Caucasian and Indo-European. They include many
names of domestic animals and animal body parts or products of cattle-breeding, plants and imple-
ments. In a special work on this subject Starostin suggested that all these terms were borrowed in the
area of the Near East to the South of Transcaucasia in the early 5" mil. BC. Although we still use the tra-
ditional term “North Caucasian”, it is not geographically correct even if applied to such living lan-
guages as Abkhaz and to the extinct Ubykh (spoken originally at the southern part of the South-West
Transcaucasian area). Since both Hurro-Urartian and Hattic (two ancient dialects of this linguistic
group) were spoken in the regions to the South of Transcaucasia already in the 3¢ mil. BC, it becomes
possible to pinpoint the homeland of the whole family (which at that time was not North Caucasian) in
the same area close to the supposed Proto-Indo-European and Proto-Kartvelian homelands.

The fricative § in the Hurrian name for ‘horse’, e$$a, and an affricate *¢ (> §) in the forms of the other
North Caucasian dialects correspond to the Proto-Indo-European palatal stop *k’ that has become an af-
fricate *¢ and then a fricative § /s in the Indo-European languages of the satam type. Similar changes are
present in the other borrowings discussed by Starostin. He supposed that the common words discov-
ered by him were mostly borrowed from Proto-North Caucasian (or from a dialect of it) into Proto-
Indo-European. The opposite direction of borrowing from an Indo-European dialect of a satam type can
be suggested due to the typologically valid laws of sound change. But no matter which direction of the
borrowing should be chosen, the existence of these loanwords is beyond doubt. They clearly point to
the location of the Indo-European homeland.

In our monograph we suggested that several words shared by Semitic and Indo-European (such as
the ancient term for ‘wine’, Hittite wiyana-) can be considered Proto-Indo-European borrowings (as dis-
tinct from the rest of the most ancient old Semitic or Afro-Asiatic loanwords in Proto-Indo-European).
S. A. Starostin suggested that a large number of (mainly West) Semitic words that did not have corre-
spondences in the other Afro-Asiatic languages had been borrowed from Proto-Indo-European. He
came to the conclusion: “the original Indo-European (Indo-Hittite) homeland was somewhere to the
North of the Fertile Crescent from where the descendents of Indo-Hittites could have moved in two di-
rections (starting with early 5% millennium BC) to the South where they came into the contact with the
Semites, and indeed could have driven a part of them further to the South, and to the North (North-
East) whence they ultimately spread both to Europe and to India”. The interference of the early dialects
of Proto-Indo-European, Proto-Semitic and Proto-Kartvelian to which the early Proto-“North” Cauca-
sian can be added might have led to the formation of a sort of linguistic zone (Sprachbund) that not only
shared many words pertaining to a new farming economy, but also had several phonological and
grammatical features in common.
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After we had published our hypothesis on the Near Eastern homeland of the Indo-Europeans, sev-
eral scholars asked us why, at a time when writing had already been invented, there were no written
documents testifying to the presence of Indo-Europeans in these areas. It seems that now there are sev-
eral possible answers to the question. The great specialist on Iranian, W. B. Henning, who had worked
for many years on the problem of the name of Tocharians, suggested in a posthumous article that their
early ancestors were Gutians who had invaded Mesopotamia in ca. 2350 —2200 BC. In an article written
after we had already published our book, we have developed Henning’s idea (based mainly on the
etymological links of Near Eastern Guti and Tukri and Central Asian names of corresponding Indo-
European Kuchean and Tocharian ethnic groups), also paying attention to the possible explanation of
some names of Gutian kings preserved in Sumerian texts. Recently it has been suggested that an un-
known “Pre-Sumerian” language, reconstructed on the basis of the phonetic values of many cuneiform
signs, was an archaic “Euphratic” Indo-European dialect spoken in Southern Mesopotamia in the sec-
ond half of the 4" mil. BC. According to this hypothesis, the phonetic values of approximately one hun-
dred of the early signs that are different from the Sumerian ones go back to the Euphratic words. A
large number of Anatolian personal names (of a very archaic Indo-European type) have been found in
the Old Assyrian texts from trade colonies in Asia Minor. The continuation of the excavations in Kanish
that have yielded more than 23000 cuneiform tablets has made it possible to discover in them many
Anatolian Indo-European names and loanwords. The Old Assyrian documents in Kanish are encoun-
tered in the archaeological levels II and Ib dated by the first centuries of the 24 mil. BC (on the base of
the recently found lists of eponyms); they precede Old Hittite texts for ca. 250 years. At that time the
two Anatolian groups of dialects — a Northern (Hittite) one, displaying centum dialect features, and a
Southern (Luwian), partly similar to the satam languages — were already quite distinct.

From the very beginning, the idea of the Indo-European homeland in the Near East was connected to
the discovery of a possible link between the appearance of speakers of Indo-European dialects in
Europe and the spread of the new farming technology. This trend of thought has been developed in the
archeological works of Sir Colin Renfrew. Subsequent attempts to support this hypothetical connection
were made by comparing genetic data on the time and space characteristics of the European popula-
tion. The farming terms common to Indo-European and other linguistic families discussed above show
that the innovations were not restricted to one group of languages and were transmitted and exchanged
between different ethnic formations. The area of the interference of these families coincides with the
kernel of the rising farming in the Near East. That process of global (multilingual and multicultural)
change had led to the diffusion of the results of the Neolithic revolution. The main directions of this dif-
fusion coincide with the trends of the Indo-European migrations, but the new objects might have been
introduced earlier than some of their Indo-European names and the latter might precede the coming of
those who coined the terms.

The spread of Near Eastern innovations in Europe roughly coincides with the split of Proto-Indo-
European (possibly in the early 5" mil. BC), but some elements of the new technology and economy
might have penetrated it much earlier (partly through the farmers close to the Tyrrhenian population as
represented 5300 years ago by the genome of the Tyrolean Iceman). The diffusion took several thou-
sand years and was probably already all over Europe ca. 3550 BC. At that time Indo-European migra-
tions were only beginning. The speakers of the dialects of Proto-Indo-European living near the kernel of
the technological revolution in Anatolia should have acquired the main results of this development.
The growth of farming economy in Europe became more active with the split of the proto-language and
the dispersal of the Indo-Europeans. The astonishing scope and speed of that process were afforded by
the use of the domesticated horse and wheeled vehicles. The Indo-Europeans did not have to be pio-
neers in this field, but they were probably skillful in spreading other peoples’ innovations. Recent work
on the Botai culture of North Kazakhstan makes it possible to suppose a contribution of the Proto-
Yeniseian people to the development of horse domestication. For approximately fifteen hundred years
serious preparatory work on horse domestication and the use of wheeled vehicles had been going on in
different parts of Eurasia. Then, almost suddenly, the results are witnessed. On the border of the 3¢ and
2nd mil. BC both of these important innovations appear together, usually in a context implying the pres-
ence of Indo-Europeans: traces of Near East-type chariots and the ritual use of the horse are clear in
(probably Ancient Iranian) Margiana (Gonur), we see chariots on the Anatolian type of seals in Kanish;
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Hurrian sculptures and other symbols of horse abound in Urke$ as if foretelling the future Mespo-
tamian-Aryan and Hurrian excellent training of horses in Mitanni (as later in Urartu). One of the first
examples of the sacrificial horses used together with chariots in an archaic ritual was found in Sin-
tashta; the following studies of the cities of the Transuralian Sintashta-Arkaim area made it clear that
some Indo-European (and maybe Iranian as well) elements were at least partly present there.

The movement of Indo-Europeans to the north of the Caspian Sea in the northeast direction docu-
mented in the Sintashta-Arkaim complex led them much farther to the Altai-Sayany area where recent
genetic investigations found traces of a Caucasoid element. Another Indo-European group moving in a
parallel eastward direction using the South Silk Road caused the presence of a similar anthropological
group among the population of Central Asia. It may be supposed that the Caucasoid anthropological
type of the Iranian and/or Tocharian population of Eastern Turkestan, attested in the mummies recently
found there as well as in the contemporary images of the native people, should be considered as the re-
sult of these migrations from the West to the East. The problem whether the boats played a role compa-
rable to that of chariots at the time of early migrations is still to be decided by maritime archaeology. It
seems that before the efficient use of chariots and horses, long-term mass movements were hardly pos-
sible. The first changes in the geographical position of separate dialects, e.g. when the Anatolians sepa-
rated the Greeks from the rest of the East Indo-European group (that included the Armenians and Indo-
Iranians), were caused by rather small-scale migrations close to the original homeland in the Near East.

Keywords: Indo-European languages, Semitic languages, Caucasian languages, Indo-European home-
land, migrations, cattle-breeding, agriculture.



Sergey Kullanda

Institute of Oriental Studies (Moscow)

Early Indo-European social organization and the Indo-European
homeland

The homeland of a language family can be tentatively located with the aid of data on lin-
guistic contacts, material culture, genetics, etc. Consequently, the current paper discusses the
evidence that points to the specific traits of Proto-Indo-European social structure. It seems
likely that the latter was based on age-sex stratification that had evolved into the varna sys-
tem among the Indo-Iranians. Since age-sex stratification was particularly viable among cat-
tle-breeding pastoralists, the search for the Indo-European homeland should focus on such
mobile semi-sedentary cultures.

Keywords: kinship terms, age-sex stratification, cattle-breeding, varnas.

It is generally agreed that the homeland of a language family can be located with the aid of
data on linguistic contacts, material culture, genetics, etc. In the light of this, I seek to evaluate
the evidence pointing to the specific traits of Proto-Indo-European social structure.

Elsewhere, I have argued that early social organization of mankind had been based on
age-sex stratification. Since I have already dwelt at length on this issue in (Kysranga 1998;
Kullanda 2002), here I will confine myself to the broad outline of my arguments.

Analysis of Indo-European kinship terminology implies that Proto-Indo-European society
was characterized by age-sex stratification (Hocart 1928; Idem 1937; Kullanda 2002). There are
about twenty PIE etyma regarded, in accordance with the meaning of the majority of their re-
flexes, as kinship and relationship-by-marriage (affinal) terms. The reconstructed PIE kin-
shipterm system is therefore usually divided into two subsystems, i. e., 1) consanguineous or
blood-kinship terms and 2) affiliation or relationship-by-alliance terms. In doing so, however,
one imposes on the society whose language one is trying to reconstruct one’s own perception
of kinship, notwithstanding conflicting evidence. Thus, PIE *b"réhster is traditionally included
into the blood-kinship term subsystem with the meaning ‘(consanguineous) brother’. It is,
however, at the same time traditionally considered a designation of any male member of the
community/extended family belonging to the ego’s generation, and rightly so (MIOCOSI 11
[1973]: 438-439; Tpybaues 1959: 58 ff.; Benveniste 1969/1973, I: 213-214 [English version: 170-
171]; Szemerényi 1977: 23-24; I'amkpennzsze u Vsanos 1984/1995: 764 [English version: 666]).
Nevertheless, the obvious discrepancy is tacitly ignored.

Moreover, by this approach morphologically uniform (in this case, formed with the aid of
one and the same affix) terms are separated, while morphologically dissimilar ones are
brought together. Meanwhile, ‘the analysis of intrinsic subsystems discriminated on the basis
of shared formal linguistic traits is far more effective than that of artificial subsystems distin-
guished on the basis of one’s arbitrary perception of the outer world’ (IToszgmskos 1989: 96).

Let us try to follow the above maxim and distinguish the intrinsic subsystems of PIE “kin-
ship terms,” if any. The first such subsystem to immediately attract one’s attention is that of
the social terms formed with the aid of the suffix *tér, which Emile Benveniste regarded as a
classifier for the lexical class of kinship terms (Benveniste 1969/1973, I: 212 [English version:
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171])%. There are five such terms, namely: *phster (its traditionally reconstructed meaning is
‘father’), *méhater (‘mother’), *b"réhater (‘brother’), *d"ughster (‘daughter’) and *hpiénhoter (‘hus-
band’s brother’s wife’). The reflexes of these terms and none other are invariably formed with
the aid of the relevant suffix in all the subgroups of Indo-European language family.

We shall begin the analysis of these five terms with PIE *phater. It is true that all of its re-
corded reflexes (not counting derivatives) mean ‘father’. However, historical evidence does
not allow one to reconstruct the same meaning for the prehistoric etymon, even with certain
modifications.? First and foremost is the polysemy of Latin pater. Even in such an idiom as
pater familias this word cannot be interpreted as a mere kinship term, since familia either in-
cluded freedmen and slaves or just meant ‘slaves of one master’ (Mommsen 1881: 60). Moreo-
ver, Latin pater also meant, without any amplifications, ‘senator’ (usually in the plural — patres).
As one of the Latin etymological dictionaries puts it, the term ‘does not indicate physical pa-
ternity which is rather implied by parens and genitor. Pater has a social significance.”

Let us leave the term *phytér for the time being and turn to PIE *b"réhatér. As mentioned
above, this etymon has been universally recognized as denoting not so much blood kinship as
belonging to a large social group, usually assumed to be the extended family.

Let us turn now to the feminine terms. The survival of reflexes pertaining to either group
membership or power and headship is less likely here, since men were invested with power
and took more active part in social activities in historically recorded early Indo-European so-
cieties. Yet even in this case such reflexes can be traced.

Thus, Latin mater, a reflex of PIE *méhyter, “conveys, like pater, an idea of respect ... and is
added to the name of a goddess... to honour her (Terra mater); the idea of maternity is not nec-
essarily implied in the appellation: Vesta mater.”

The majority of reflexes of PIE *d"ughytér mean ‘daughter.” At the same time, as Benveniste
(1966: 34-50) has convincingly shown, Old Persian *duxc¢i, surviving as Elamite du-uk-5i-is and
meaning, like the cognate Middle Persian duxs, ‘princess’, eventually goes back, together with
Armenian (borrowed from Middle Persian) dsxoy (queen), to PIE *d"ugh.ter.* In Oscan inscrip-
tions the reflex of the etymon under consideration, fu(u)trei (dat. sg.), signifies a goddess of the
circle of Ceres, probably Proserpine (Lejeune 1968: 72-73). This etymon also connotes author-
ity/headship and thus cannot be treated as a mere kinship term.>

The last PIE etymon formed with the aid of the relevant suffix is PIE *hyiénhter. It is re-
constructed on the basis of the following reflexes: Old Indian ydtar-, Pushtu yor, Armenian ner,
Greek (Homeric) plural eivatégeg (it must be noted that the Greek word was used almost ex-
clusively in the plural; the singular évdtno appears only in late inscriptions from Asia Minor
— cf. Chantraine 1999: 323), Latin janitrices (re-interpreted after the feminine Nomina agentis of
the genetrix type and recorded only in the plural), Lithuanian jenté (gen. jenters), Russian

1 Moreover, according to Benveniste, it is “the suffix of kinship par excellence” (« le suffixe de parenté par ex-
cellence ») (1969/1973, I: 255 [English version: 205]).

2 Such as, for instance, Vater, Haupt der Grofifamilie, according to Julius Pokorny.

3 « Ce qu’indique pater, ce n’est pas la paternité physique, qui est plutdt indiquée par parens et par genitor.
Pater a une valeur sociale » (Ernout et Meillet 2001: 487).

+ Szemerényi (1977: 20, note 67) refutes the derivation of Old and Middle Persian as well as Armenian words
from PIE *d"ugh,ter. However, in doing so he does not proceed from any linguistic considerations, but rather from
his own conviction that such incompatible (from the point of view of the modern person) meanings simply cannot
go back to the same etymon.

5 « I1 [Ce mot]comporte, comme pater, une idée de respect... et s’ajoute au nom d’une déesse... pour I’hono-
rer (Terra mater), et sans que I'idée de maternité soit nécessairement impliquée dans I’appellation: Vesta mater »
(Ernout et Meillet 2001: 389).
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jatrov’. All those words mean ‘husband’s brother’s wife’. However, as Szemerényi (1977: 92)
rightly pointed out, the plural ‘wives of brothers’ may be reconstructed as a proto-language
etymon as well.

Thus, what can be reconstructed here is a cluster of PIE words whose reflexes became
mainly kinship terms and which were formed by means of an identical suffix. The relevance of
the suffix in question can be inferred from the fact that it was attached in certain languages to
those kinship terms that were originally formed otherwise®. Said cluster comprises four paired
terms, which can be grouped on the basis of either gender (two masculine, i. e., *phater and
*bréhater, and two feminine, i. e., *méhotér and either *dhughztér or *hyiénhyteér) or relative age
(two terms for seniors, i. e., *phztér and *méhyteér, and two for juniors, i. e. *bréhyter and either
*dhughztér or “hyiénhster), as well as one feminine term that has no counterpart. Judging from
the meaning of their reflexes, all these terms originally denoted membership of groups rather
than individual positions. Moreover, certain reflexes of these terms pertain to authority and
headship.

The reconstructed semantics would adequately describe a society that was, from the point
of view of its members, regulated by age-sex stratification. «Competent» (that is, judging by
ethnological parallels) married men are divided into juniors and seniors. The latter, judging by
the reflexes meaning ‘father’ and the inevitable ethnological parallels, are those whose so-
cial/classificatory children passed the initiation rites. Men’s age grades have their exact female
counterparts. It seems that, as is the case with men, women whose children passed the initia-
tion rites are considered seniors. In addition, there also exists an age grade for girls who have
reached puberty and are therefore entitled to marry (or have already married). It can be sur-
mised that, due to the alleged dislocality of early marriage, both they and the wives of their
classificatory brothers stay with their respective exogamous communities after getting mar-
ried. In this case, members of the two groups of married men (juniors and seniors) and of the
two groups of married women from the same exogamous community would have been not
spouses, but siblings to each other, while their spouses would have lived in another commu-
nity. Although the existence of an “odd” term for women seems to be indicative of such a
situation, the latter assumption remains, of course, a mere conjecture.

Such a classification understandably includes only competent society members enjoying
the socially active period of life. It leaves aside the non-initiated children, old men and women
who have outlived the socially active life period, and initiated youths who have not yet won,
through martial achievements, the right to get married. The markers for these groups were
therefore unlikely to be formed by means of the suffix *-ter and consequently have not been
discussed above. Let us see if later social institutions, such as the varna system, can be traced
back to the alleged age-sex stratification.

To study the origin of the varna system, one has to look into Indo-Iranian and even Indo-
European prehistory. Besides the famous Purusasitkta story (RV X, 90, 11-12), Vedic texts pro-
vide very little information on the matter. They imply, however, that the kshatriya social class,
charged with warring and political power, bears traces of the age class of young men. Thus,
the Vedic Indra, a king and warrior par excellence, is depicted in the Rigveda as an unaging

6 One can cite in this respect Sanskrit jamatar, nanandar and ndptar, which replaced the earlier form ndpat. Yet
another example can be found in Persian where, as in French, post-tonic syllables were dropped. As a result of the
loss of endings, Old Persian pitar-, matar-, bratar-, duxtar- became Middle Persian pit, mat, brat, duxt. A simulacrum
of the old form had been, however, concocted by means of a new suffix added to the shortened form, hence Mod-
ern Persian pidar, madar, bradar, duxtar. By sheer analogy, the word pus ‘son’ (< pu¢a) underwent similar suffixation
and became pusar (Benveniste 1969: 256 [English version: 206]).
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(ajuryd) youth (yivan) and mdrya. One can, without stretching the point, trace these meanings
to a protolanguage etymon marking membership in an age-sex group of young warriors. In
this connection, the description of Indra and the Maruts in the Rigveda is of particular interest.

The Maruts in the Rigveda are youths (yivanas and mdryas) mentioned exclusively as a
group ($drdha, gand or vrata) without any individual characteristics. They were born simulta-
neously (sakdm jajiiire [1, 164, 4]; sakdmni jdtﬁh [V, 55, 3]), they are of the same nest (sdnilah [I, 165,
1; VII, 56, 1], neither senior nor junior and middle (té ajyestha dkanisthasa udbhidé ‘madhyamaso...
[V, 59, 6]) (for more details see Wikander 1938: passim).

According to the Rigveda, the Maruts are szimtapanﬁ [VII, 59, 9], that is, as Renou (1962: 46)
puts it, born of the total burn, nés de la briilure-totale. However, since the prefix sam- (here in the
vrddhi form with a long vowel, sam-) implies the action of several agents, one is entitled to in-
terpret the word sanitapani as “those who passed through a common ordeal by fire”, being an
integral part of initiation rites.

A very interesting mention of Indra as a merchant (vanij) in the Atharvaveda (indram ahim
vanijam codayami, “I incite Indra the merchant” — XV 15, 1) that, at first sight, seems to be
contradictory to his image of the war chief is in fact quite in keeping with it. Archaic trade was
closely related to warring — suffice it to remember the Vikings who were both warriors and
traders. This ambiguity was reflected in Indo-European languages where words meaning ‘war
booty’ (Sanskrit lotra), ‘gain, profit’ (Latin lucrum) and ‘pay’ (German Lohn, etc.) go back to the
same protolanguage etymon (Benveniste 1969: I, 166-169; I'amkpennzse, Visanos 1984: 740).”7 A
classic case of this situation is the image of Wodan, the Germanic war god who was at the
same time the protector of trade and in this capacity was identified with Mercury, the god of
commerce in Roman mythology. As a result, the day of Mercury in Romance languages
(French mercredi, etc.) became the day of Wodan (Dutch woensdag, English Wednesday).

Judging by ethnographic materials, a child becomes a young warrior at fifteen or sixteen.
Certain, quite instructive, passages from early and traditional narrative sources can be cited in
this connection. Thus, according to the Avestan Hom Yasht, during the golden age of Yima
“looking fifteen-year-olds strolled about father and son...” (panca.dasa fracaroiOe pita puOrasca
raodaesuua... — Y. IX, 5). ‘Fifteen-year-old’ here clearly means something like ‘being in his
prime.” There is a strikingly similar description of a band of adventurers in a Russian epic:
“Volkh himself is fifteen // and all his men are fifteen-year-olds” (Kupma Aannros 2000: 73).
Indian iconographic tracts also imply that the age of sixteen is the prime of life: “celestials are
also to be represented as youths of sixteen summers” (dvirastavarsakarasca tatha karya divaukasah)
(Citrasutra 38, 7 apud Chitrastitra 1978: 143, 173; see also Citralakshana III, 142)8.

I think that the presented materials enable us to trace the Kshatriya varna to the age-class
of young warriors. Unfortunately, we have almost no information on the relation of the other
two primary varnas to age-sex classification in Indian tradition; but in this case, we may be
aided by Iranian tradition as well. Thus, according to a Scythian legend or myth recorded by
Herodotus (IV 5-7), the Scythian progenitor, Targitaos, had three sons: Lipoxais, Arpoxais,
and the youngest (vewtatoc) Colaxais. As the youngest brother succeeded in getting hold of
sacred objects fallen from the sky, the elder brothers ceded the royal power to him. The story
goes that “From Lipoxais originated those Scythians who are called the clan (yévoc) of Au-
chatae; from Arpoxais, those called Katiari and Traspians; from the youngest the kings called
Paralatae.” (Ibid., 6.) (cf. Dumézil 1930; Benveniste 1938). Evidently, the social position of the

7 M. Mayrhofer, however, held that Sanskrit lotra was not cognate with the other above-mentioned words
(EWAia 3: 449-450).
8] am indebted to V. V. Vertogradova who drew my attention to these texts.
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three brothers had nothing to do with seniority, otherwise the second son would have become
the ancestor of kings. Neither can it be a mere error on the part of Herodotus, since in an inde-
pendent Iranian tradition, that of the Middle Persian Bundahisn, it is the youngest son of Zar-
dusht that becomes the ancestor of the warriors, resp. kings, while the eldest son is the ances-
tor of priests, and the second son is the ancestor of agriculturalists (Grantovskij 1960: 13-15).
Moreover, parts of a system cannot be separated arbitrarily. If one of the social classes was re-
lated to an age class, the other two probably had the same origin. The next step in the inter-
pretation of the Scythian genealogical legend, i. e. a correlation between its social interpreta-
tion and the hypothesis of W. Brandenstein [Brandenstein 1953: 183 sqq.] that Scythian yévea
had originally meant age groups, was taken by E. Berzin. He held that among early societies
“prevailed the division in three main age-classes corresponding to the essential social func-
tions: 1) young warriors; 2) mature men, householders and producers of material goods; and
3) old men who performed cult duties... Thus age-classes became varnas.” [bepsun 1986: 46).

Unfortunately, Brandenstein’s and Berzin’s works contained, besides reasonable guesses,
a lot of far-fetched assumptions and outright errors,” hence the sceptical attitude towards
them. Nevertheless, the above-discussed data allow us to revisit the hypothesis of the age-sex
origin of the varnas.

Thus, it seems likely that the Kshatriyas were originally warlike youths, the Vaishyas
were mature men that ceased to be warriors par excellence and were charged mainly with
farming and animal husbandry, and the Brahmans belonged to the age-class of elders per-
forming priestly functions. It is all the more probable since there are mentions of age-sex clas-
sification in Vedic literature. Thus, the word vdyas ‘vigour, strength’ in certain contexts means
‘a stage of life.” One can cite such passages from the Rigveda as “passing through one life pe-
riod (vdyas) after another” (vdyo-vayo vicardantah) [VIII, 55. 4], “[Soma] circulates through life
stages” (pdri... vayamsi... yati) (IX, 9. 1) or “when thou [i. e. Agni] growest old establishing one
life stage after another, / thou goest circle-wise changing thy outlook” (viyo-vayo jarase ydd
dadhanah / pari tmana visuriipo jigasi) (V, 15. 4), etc.

It is likely that Agni and Soma here personify the movement of human beings through life
periods; when an age-group reaches the limit of the socially active age it leaves the system of
age-classes and is substituted by a new group that assumes its name, that is, the circle-wise
movement mentioned in the above-cited passages takes place. As to the age-grades in Vedic
tradition, it is worth noting that in the S’atapatha Brahmana (XIL, 9, 1, 8) one encounters the
word vdyas meaning approximately ‘the active life, vigorous age’ and -vayasad ‘life period’ in
such compounds as pirvavayasi-, madhyamavayasi- and uttamavayasi- meaning the first,
middle and last stage of life respectively. Let us cite this very instructive passage: “There are
three sacrificial cakes, for this life (vdyas) of man (piirusa) consists of three parts. It is his life
that [adhvaryi] wins for him by [means of] those [cakes]. The early life (pirvavayasd) [he
wins] by that of Indra, the middle [part of] life (madhymavayasd) by that of Savitar, and the
last [part of] life (uttamavayasdi) by that of Varuna. Having won the life from Death in the se-
quence [of its periods and] deities [yajamana] makes it immortal” (trdyah purodasa bhavanti /
tredhavihitam va idam pirusasya vdyah / vdya évasyd taih spruoti / purvavayasamévaindréna /
madhymavayasdr savitréna / uttamavayasdm varunéna / yatharipimevd yathadevatdr viyo mrtyoh
sprtvamytan kurute).

° Thus, Brandenstein argued that Scythian yévea were related to the Tripolye farmers (the descendants of the
elder brother), the bearers of the battle-axe culture (the descendants of the second son) and the Scythians proper
(the descendants of the younger brother), which does not seem very plausible. Berzin posited that Indo-Europeans
were mounted warriors while horseback riding was not widespread even in the Indo-Iranian epoch, etc.
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All these and many other facts can only be explained as the result of the evolution of an
age-stratified society, all the more so since linguistic analysis is indicative of the existence of
age-sex stratification in the Proto-Indo-European community.

The obvious social-cultural implication of this conclusion is that age-sex stratification un-
derlay the classificatory and individual kinship patterns and may therefore have been the first
stage of social evolution. Yet while the remnants of age-sex classification had survived in a
number of the recorded Indo-European traditions, it was among the Indo-Iranians that it
evolved into the varna/pistra system. What circumstances, then, could have been favourable to
the formation of such a system? Age-sex stratification has been particularly viable among
pastoralists, and, more specifically, among those pastoralists who are not exactly nomadic but
not quite settled cattle-breeders, such as the Maasai, Gikuyu, Oromo and other peoples of East
Africa, the classic area of age-sex stratification. The same kind of economy was common to the
Indo-Iranians, the only difference being the use of the horse. They also regarded cattle as their
main wealth and raided their neighbours to drive their herds away: one may recall such Vedic
notions as, for instance, gavydnt ‘desirous of cattle/battle’, gavyii ‘id.” and gavya ‘desire for cat-
tle.’10 Cattle also played an important role in their spiritual life as evidenced by the Avestan
notion of the soul of the cow, gaus uruuan-. Looking for such cattle-breeding cultures would
hopefully narrow the focus of the search for the Indo-European and the subsequent Indo-
Iranian homeland.
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C. B. Kva1AHAA. Cornma/ibHas opraHusalys paHHIX MHIOeBPOIIeiilleB 1 MH/0eBpoIIericKast
IpapojANHa.

ITpapoanHy S3LIKOBOM CeMbU OOBIYHO MIIYT I10 JAHHBIM SI3LIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB, MaTepua/b-
HO KyJbTypbl, TEHETUKM U T.II. ABTOp Ipej/araeT MCIIOJb30BaTh JJIs DTON Ieau CBufe-
TeJbCTBA 00 OCOOEHHOCTSX COIMAIbHOM CTPYKTYpPHI HpanHJoesporeiines. EcTh ocHOBaHM:A
IpesrioIaraTh, 9YTO ®Ta CHUCTEMa OCHOBBIBAJach Ha ITOJOBO3PACTHON CTpaTU(UKAIINI, DBO-
JIOLIMOHMPOBaBIIeil y MHJOUpaHIes B cucTeMy BapH. ITockobKy mo/ioBo3pacTHOe JeieHne
obIriecTBa IIpeXkjie BCEro XapaKTepHO [Jis IOJBMKHBLIX IIOJYOCeJILIX CKOTOBOJOB (OpOMO,
Macau u Jp.), KyJbTypa HOCKTeJIell MpaMHJOeBPOIIelickoro, BUAMMO, oblajana TeMu Ke
JepTamIL.

Karouegvie caosa: TEPMIHBI pOACTBa, II0JIOBO3paCTHaI CTpaTI/ICl)I/IKaL[I/I}I, CKOTOBO/ZCTBO, BapHBbI.
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Twenty-first century clouds over Indo-European homelands

This paper presents the respondent’s general comments to some of the papers of the seminar
on the “Indo-European Homeland and Migrations: Linguistics, Archeology and DNA”
(Moscow, 12 September, 2012). It briefly examines three homeland models (Neolithic Anato-
lia, Near Eastern and Pontic-Caspian) in terms of their ability to address the issues of Indo-
European phylogeny (the separation of Anatolian from the rest of the Indo-European lan-
guages) and the dispersal of agricultural terms across the Indo-European world.

Keywords: Indo-European homeland, Indo-European phylogeny, Indo-European agriculture.

In 1900 William Thomson, originally from Belfast and better known as Lord Kelvin, delivered
a famous lecture titled ‘Nineteenth-Century Clouds over the Dynamical Theory of Heat and
Light’ in which he identified two ‘dark clouds’ that hung over the then clear skies of physics:
the failure of science to recover evidence for the aether and its inability to explain black-body
radiation. I had already thought of employing this to structure my own comments before I re-
ceived the abstracts for this symposium. So I was delighted to see that in the very beginning of
T. Gamkrelidze and V. Ivanov’s paper that they allude to the Anatolian god Ni-pd-s which
they suggest is cognate with Sanskrit nibhas, Greek néphos, etc, i.e., ‘cloud’. We are met here at
a symposium to honour the work of Nikolai Merpert whose own research on the Pontic-
Caspian steppe contributed so much to discussions of the origins and dispersal of the Indo-
European languages (Merpert 1961; 1965; 1974). A number of the papers delivered at this
symposium concern the Indo-European homeland problem and the particular role the Pontic-
Caspian steppe may have played within our understanding of the dispersal of the Indo-
European languages. For this reason I think it is appropriate that, like my far more eminent
Belfast predecessor, I deal with what I perceive to be some of the ‘clouds’ that obscure any of
the solutions to the Indo-European homeland problem. And to clarify how serious I think the
issues are, I emphasize that I have in mind a dark Russian myua and not a white fluffy ooaaxo.
Like Lord Kelvin I will limit my discussion to two clouds although if I wanted to prolong the
metaphor in earnest I could obscure the skies with as much toxic aerial obstruction as we
might associate with the atmosphere of Venus.

The speakers at this symposium can generally be seen to support one of the following
three ‘solutions’ to the Indo-European homeland problem:

1. The Anatolian Neolithic model. This has been most popularized in the works of Colin
Renfrew (1987). It sets Indo-European origins to the Anatolian Neolithic and argues that the
spread of the Indo-European languages was part and parcel of the spread of agriculture
through Europe in a demographic “wave of advance”. Since its original presentation it has
been modified a number of times to deal with some of the more serious criticism directed to-
wards it. The revised model (Renfrew 1999) still argues for a movement of farming popula-
tions from Anatolia into the Aegean and Balkans extending through central Europe along the
Danube drainage (the Linearbandkeramik) and also around the western part of the Black Sea
where it carried agriculture and Indo-European languages to the steppelands. The northern
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and Atlantic peripheries of Europe are regarded not so much areas of migrant colonization as
areas of local acculturation to the new economy. The spread of Indo-European languages into
Central and Southern Asia was explained originally by way of two alternative models: a Plan
A that saw the Neolithic economy spread eastward from Anatolia towards India (thus the In-
dus Civilization might be regarded as Indo-European) or Plan B that explained the Indo-
Iranians in terms of a much later migration of Bronze Age peoples from the Asiatic steppe-
lands southwards into the territory of southern Central Asia and the Indus. Renfrew eventu-
ally abandoned Plan A for Plan B, however, a recent and much publicized solution to the
homeland problem by Bouckaert et al (2012), and partly supported by Paul Heggarty at this
symposium, appears to argue for a variation of Renfrew’s original Plan A, i.e., a homeland set
in Anatolia at the beginning of the Neolithic (7th millennium BCE) with essentially symmetri-
cal expansions both west into Europe and east into Asia, although these are not necessarily
tied to the initial expansion of farming.

2. The Near Eastern model. The major proponents of this model are the linguists Tamaz
Gambkrelidze and Vyacheslav Ivanov (1984) who have been provided with detailed archaeo-
logical support by Stanislav Grigoriev (1999; 2002). Here the homeland is set south of the Cau-
casus, and Indo-European expansions are set somewhat later than presented in the Anatolian
Neolithic model (the spread of farming is not a critical element of the Near East model). A
distinctive feature of this model is that the ancient European languages (Balto-Slavic, Ger-
manic, Celtic, Italic) are all derived from a Bronze Age migration east of the Caspian through
Central Asia. This in effect has created the notion of a secondary homeland located north of
the Black and Caspian seas. Another possible variation of this model may be seen in Leonid
Sverchkov’s (2012) recent book on Tokharian and, more generally, Indo-European origins in
Central Asia.

3. The Pontic-Caspian model. This homeland model, developed in a large number of pub-
lications by Marija Gimbutas (e.g., 1991, 351-401) and most recently and extensively argued by
David Anthony (2007), locates the homeland in the steppe and forest-steppe regions between
the Dnieper and the Volga during the period ¢ 4500-3000 BCE.

While there are numerous issues raised by all potential solutions, I wish to simply illus-
trate two of the problems, one primarily linguistic and the other archaeological, that constitute
‘clouds’ over any of the solutions.

Cloud 1: Linguistic Phylogeny

One of the primary tests of the validity of any model of Indo-European origins is whether a
solution can account for the phylogeny of the Indo-European languages (Mallory 1997a, 103).
In general, archaeologists have been given almost a free hand here because of the lack of
agreement among linguists as to the precise shape of the Indo-European family tree and how
it should be modeled in space and time. While Indo-Iranian may certainly be seen as a valid
subgrouping and Balto-Slavic is certainly a concept embraced by the overwhelming majority of
linguists, Graeco-Armenian or Italo-Celtic are areas of considerable debate. So also are some of
the broader constructs such as Graeco-Indo-Iranian (with or without Armenian). The position of
Tokharian with respect to any other language is similarly a major battleground between those
who see it as an orphan, peripheral to the rest of Indo-European, and those who wish to associ-
ate it with any number of European (Greek to Germanic) branches. But by and large linguists
are agreed on the relative position of one branch: Anatolian was the first language to separate,
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either within the framework of Proto-Indo-European or as the co-ordinate half of Indo-Hittite.
The essential argument as it is normally presented is that Anatolian lacks a considerable number
of features that would characterize Brugmanian Proto-Indo-European (aorist, perfect, subjunc-
tive, optative, etc.; Fortsom 2004, 155) and, therefore, its links with an earlier continuum must
have been severed before Proto-Indo-European (or the rest of the Indo-European languages) de-
veloped in common. This can essentially be explained in one of two ways:

1. The ancestors of the Anatolian languages migrated from the homeland of the proto-
language before it developed common Indo-European features. In this model, Anatolian
would have preserved an archaic structure while the ancestors of the rest of the Indo-
European languages still remained together and evolved later stages of Proto-Indo-European.

2. The ancestors of the Indo-European languages migrated from the homeland of the
proto-language. Here it is Proto-Indo-European that moves off to innovate while, presumably,
Anatolian was left in the homeland to preserve its archaisms.

Obviously we could complicate matters further by proposing a homeland from which
both the ancestors of Anatolian and (Proto-)Indo-European migrated in different directions
but this would hardly be likely and it would have little bearing on the following discussion.

If we apply this test to the three homeland models, we can see how each attempts to sat-
isfy this requirement.

Pontic-Caspian. In this model the linguistic ancestors of Anatolian are seen to depart earli-
est from a homeland north of the Black Sea where they pass through the Balkans (Mallory
1989: 241; Anthony 2007: 259) and, by the beginning of the Bronze Age (depending on which
archaeological scenario one wishes to invoke) they enter Anatolia to settle and eventually
dominate local non-Indo-European populations such as the Hatti. Later, within the Pontic-
Caspian homeland, Brugmanian or mature Proto-Indo-European develops. Subsequent mi-
grations carry ancestors of most of the European languages into central and northern Europe
while ultimately the linguistic ancestors of the Greeks and Indo-Iranians disperse both west
and east during the Bronze Age. These later migrations would also include the ancestors of the
Phrygians and Armenians, two other language groups that occupied Anatolia but cannot be
regarded as ‘Anatolian’ in the linguistic sense. Whatever the archaeological merits of this ar-
gument, this homeland does account for the division between Anatolian and the other Indo-
European languages.

Near Eastern. Although the supporters of this theory may differ in detail, they are at pains
to provide a model that allows Anatolian to develop independently of the rest of the Indo-
European languages who can evolve together. For example, in Grigoriev’s model, the ances-
tors of the Anatolians move from Anatolia into the Balkans while there are subsequent linguistic
developments in eastern Anatolia that can account for the shared development of the other IE
languages (Grigoriev 2002: 354-357, 412—415). Later, Anatolian relocates back to Anatolia during
the Bronze Age while the ancestors of the Greeks (at least some of them) may have made their
way through the Caucasus and into the Balkans. Thus this model also meets the minimal re-
quirement of explaining the first element of Indo-European phylogeny, the separation of Anato-
lian from the rest of Indo-European although the subsequent movements of the other IE lan-
guages appear far more complicated than those proposed in the Pontic-Caspian model.

Anatolian Neolithic. In Renfrew’s (1999) revised model (Plan B), Anatolian remains within
the homeland while the rest of the Indo-European languages disperse into Europe which

would again permit Proto-Indo-European to evolve separately from Anatolian and Phrygian
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and Armenian could later ‘return’ to Anatolia. As for the Asian languages, this model is not
significantly different from the Pontic-Caspian model. This model then also provides a possi-
ble spatial solution to the initial break-up of Indo-European.

On the other hand, the recent hypothesis of Bouckaert et al (2012) deals with the split be-
tween Anatolian and the other Indo-European languages in a very different way. It appears to
situate the homeland (and Proto-Anatolian) in Anatolia. With Anatolian emerging in the cen-
tre, the European Indo-Europeans (ancestors of Greek, Latin, etc) disperse westwards into
Europe through the Aegean and Balkans and the Asiatic Indo-Europeans (Indo-Iranians)
move eastwards towards the Indus, i.e. there is a symmetrical ‘big bang’ from a homeland
identical to the later historical seats of the Anatolian languages. It seems to me that there is no
attempt whatsoever to deal with the division between Anatolian and the other Indo-European
languages that, according to the authors’ own chronology, arise millennia later. Particularly
noticeable is that this model appears to situate the ancestors of Greek in Greece to the west of
Proto-Anatolian and the ancestors of Indo-Iranian far to the east of Anatolian thus preventing
both branches from sharing the 2500 years of common development that is required by this
model’s own chronology and phylogeny. How is one to explain parallel linguistic innovations
both to the east and west of the region assigned to proto-Anatolian? The statisticians who de-
vised this model seem to require some form of mutual contact at a distance, one of the
stranger aspects of quantum theory that Einstein once dismissed as Spukhaftige Fernwirkung.

It is difficult to see how one can resolve this problem without either revising the model so
that all the rest of the Indo-European languages are ejected in a single direction from Anatolia
or creating a complexity of movements within Anatolia. The first solution is indeed the one
that Renfrew adopted in his revision that appears to be contradicted by the Bouckaert model;
the second solution is more difficult to imagine as the time depth involved would appear to
anchor the model with the spread of agriculture to Greece in the 7% millennium BCE (and
hence force the ancestors of the Indo-Iranians into the same process if they must evolve along
with the Proto-Greeks?) or disassociate the Greek movements from the Neolithic to a later pe-
riod (the Bronze Age?) which will still require one to somehow connect their putative devel-
opment with the Proto-Indo-Iranians. One might try to employ Robert Drews’ (1988) ingen-
ious chariot model with the spread of Greeks and Indo-Iranians set to ¢ 1600 BCE and linked
to chariot warfare but this would bring Bouckaert’s entire chronology of the Indo-European
languages into total disarray. In short, this is the one model that does not seem to address the
only feature of Indo-European phylogeny that has near universal support.

There is naturally an alternative view of Anatolian that does not support its relatively
great antiquity but rather explains its absence of features found in other IE languages as
‘losses’. As these are generally explained by losses occasioned by the impact of a non-IE sub-
strate on Anatolian within Anatolia itself, this alternative model can hardly support the notion
that the Indo-European homeland was within Anatolia.

While I have concentrated on a single element of the Indo-European family tree, the ab-
sence of a fully fleshed out and agreed phylogeny is a serious detriment to evaluating the
various homeland models. The interface between the evidence of comparative linguistics and
the (pre)historical sciences of archaeology or ancient DNA analysis is already fragile enough.
The one way in which the linguistic evidence should be able to converse with that of archae-
ology is in its ability to provide some broad structural patterning of the evolution of the differ-
ent Indo-European branches against which the various archaeological solutions might be
‘tested’. Without a commonly agreed phylogeny we will always lack an essential key to evalu-
ating the competing hypotheses.
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Cloud 2: Agriculture

The second cloud involves lexical-cultural data that can be ground-proofed with the evidence
of archaeology. All models cited above acknowledge that the Proto-Indo-Europeans possessed
an economy based on domesticated livestock and domestic cereals. Earlier models such as
those developed in detail by Wilhelm Brandenstein (1936) that suggested a marked dichotomy
between arable Europeans and pastoral Indo-Iranians (or Tokharians) cannot really be sus-
tained (Mallory 1997b) and despite a considerable number of differences there is still a sub-
stantial amount of shared agricultural vocabulary between European and Asian languages
(Table 1 and 2). While the lists of cognates can certainly be criticized in certain specifics and
they may well be an over-optimistic summary, I fear that there would still be a sufficient as-
semblage of words to indicate that both Europeans and Asiatic Indo-Europeans shared inher-
ited words for both livestock and arable agriculture (if someone can prove they did not, this
would make things easier for many of the homeland models). Thus, any solution to the
homeland problem must be able to explain how we can recover cognate terms associated with
farming from Ireland to India. We can again see how each model deals with this requirement.

Table 1: Words for domestic fauna found in at least one European and one Asiatic (Indo-Iranian, Tokharian)

language.
*q"0u- ‘cow’ *ha0wis ‘sheep’ *b"ugo- ‘he-goat’
*(h)eg"- ‘cow’ “wohyén- ‘lamb’ *h,eg0- ‘he-goat’
*wokeh,- ‘cow’ *moiso- ‘sheep, fleece’ *sus ‘pig’
“uk(*)sen- ‘ox’ *aig- ‘goat’ *pdrko- ‘piglet’

Table 2: Words associated with agriculture found in at least one European and one Asiatic language.!

*ses(i)0s ‘+ grain’ “meig"- ‘+ grain’ *seh;- ‘sow’

*yéwos ‘+ grain, ?barley, *haeksti- ‘awn’ *wers- ‘thresh’
?wheat’ *haérehy- ‘weed/ rye’ *pelo/eh,- ‘chaff’

*¢rh,noém ‘+ grain’ *alu- ‘esculent root’ *melhy- ‘grind’

*§"resd"i- ‘+ grain, ?barley’ *keres- ‘millet’ *peis- ‘grind’

*b"ars ‘+ grain, ?barley’ *pano- ‘millet’ *hoel- ‘grind’

*d"ohynéh,- ‘+ grain’ *kapos ‘field’ *srpolehy- ‘sickle’

*drhxwehy- ‘+ grain’ *haérhsyelo- ‘plough’ *q“réh,won ‘quern’

*hoed- ‘+ grain’ *¢"el- ‘plough’,

*hoelb"it- ‘+ grain, ?barley’ *hsekéteh,- ‘harrow’

Anatolian Neolithic

Renfrew’s Plan B which involves the spread of agriculture from Anatolia to Europe and then
around the Pontic-Caspian to the eastern steppes and south into Iran and India can theoreti-
cally explain the distribution of the inherited agricultural lexicon although its transmission
from the Balkans to the European steppelands is extremely problematic (Mallory in press:a). If
one accepts a transmission to the steppelands, then Renfrew’s theory in so far as the Indo-

1 The list of cereals is based on that published in Mallory 1997b and on the unpublished manuscript of Vaclav
Blazek’s ‘On Indo-European “barley”” which the author generously permitted me to see.
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Iranians and Tokharians are concerned is essentially the same as that of the Pontic-Caspian
model and will share the same deficiencies of the steppe model (see below).

The model of Bouckaert et al (2012), if we ignore for the moment the problem of the phy-
logeny of Indo-European, appears at first glance to be the simplest way to explain spatially
why Indo-Iranians shared the same names for livestock and arable agriculture as Europeans,
i.e., arable agriculture was carried both east and west from a single Anatolian centre. It is
when we look deeper that problems begin to arise. If the time depth of their solution is ac-
cepted, then we can presume that the first expansion of the Indo-European languages was as-
sociated with the initial spread of agriculture. The likely primary source for this would be
eastern Anatolia/north Syria from which it probably expanded westwards across Anatolia
(Mallory 2009). The problem with respect to the agrarian vocabulary arises when one consid-
ers its eastern expansion as, according to the authors of this model, the later dates for the
emergence of the various sub-branches, including Indo-Iranian, occurs so much later that it is
“unlikely that agriculture serves as the sole driver of language expansion”. Even if one did not
accept the chronology of their model, one could argue on other grounds that the eastern ex-
pansion of Indo-European from Anatolia should be set later than the initial spread of agricul-
ture. If, for example, the Indo-Iranians were to be associated with the earliest appearance of
agriculture in their respective territories, then one might expect Iranian to derive from either a
source in the Zagros or south-Central Asia (Jeitun?) while the early Neolithic site of Mehrgarh
in Baluchistan is certainly more proximate to the Indus than any other. It is difficult to imagine
that all these Neolithic ‘hearths’ shared the same language (Eastern Anatolia and Mehrgarh
are situated nearly 2500 km apart!). Moreover, as we move south or east from the Anato-
lian/north Syrian source of agriculture we pass through regions that were, at least in historical
times, occupied by speakers of Hurrian, Semitic, Sumerian and Elamite, all non-Indo-
European languages. It seems very plausible that the entire region between eastern Anatolia
and the Indus was occupied by non-Indo-European language families during the earlier Neo-
lithic. Therefore, at least two of the sources of agriculture could be independent of one another
linguistically thus rendering it nearly impossible to see how the eastern source could have
spoken the same language as those stemming from Anatolia. And if the Indo-Aryans took
their vocabulary from the region of their occupation and the Iranians did the same, then how
could both have shared a common line of development as Indo-Iranian languages? In sum,
even with an Anatolian origin we would be left with a model that requires that the Iranians,
Indo-Aryans or all the Indo-Iranians to be explained by some form of major language shift.
This is indeed the problem for both the Near Eastern and the Pontic-Caspian models and, fol-
lowing the logic of this analysis, the Bouckaert model appears to be in the same boat. All of
these models apparently require the Indo-European languages (including their attendant agri-
cultural vocabulary) to be superimposed/adopted by at least several major complex societies
of Central Asia and the Indus. If one accepts this conclusion then a significant portion of the
Indo-European world cannot be explained by agricultural expansions, even among those who
support an early Neolithic homeland in Anatolia. And if one is forced to accept language shift
over a series of complex societies in Asia, how can one argue that only the spread of agricul-
ture could explain language shift among less complex societies in Europe? In any event, all
three models require some form of major language shift despite there being no credible ar-
chaeological evidence to demonstrate, through elite dominance or any other mechanism, the
type of language shift required to explain, for example, the arrival and dominance of the Indo-
Aryans in India.

It might be noted that while the Bouckaert model does not appear to be able to associate
Indo-Iranian expansions with the initial spread of agriculture into southern Asia, such a
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model does at least provide an uncontested line of a cultures practicing arable agriculture
from the homeland to Iran and the Indus. The Near Eastern model, of course, can also claim
the same for connecting the homeland with Iran and the Indus although it is encumbered by
a logistically very difficult explanation of the languages of most of Europe (see below). But
all theories must still explain why relatively advanced agrarian societies in greater Iran and
India abandoned their own languages for those of later Neolithic or Bronze Age Indo-
Iranian intruders.

Near Eastern and Pontic-Caspian models (including Renfrew’s Plan B)

The critical issue for these models is that while any and all of them could explain the distribu-
tion of domestic animal names, there are serious problems involved with the spread of arable
agriculture. As Anthony remarks in this symposium, there is really no serious evidence for ar-
able agriculture (domestic cereals) east of the Dnieper until after c 2000 BCE (see also Ryabo-
gina & Ivanov 2011; Mallory, in press:a). This means that there is also no evidence for domes-
tic cereals in the Asiatic steppe until the Late Bronze Age (Andronovo etc). From the perspec-
tive of the Pontic-Caspian model, the ancestors of the Indo-Iranians and Tokharians should
not cross the Ural before ¢ 2000 BCE at the very earliest. Hypotheses linking the Tokharians to
earlier eastward steppe expansions associated with the Afanasievo or Okunevo cultures of the
Yenisei or Altai (Mallory and Mair 2000) become very difficult if not impossible to sustain (as
long as there is no evidence of arable agriculture in these cultures) as Tokharian retains ele-
ments of the Indo-European agricultural vocabulary. Of course, it should be emphasized that
sites of the Afanasievo and Okunevo cultures are overwhelmingly burials that hardly provide
the context in which one expects to recover the remains of domestic cereals; moreover, there is
no evidence that any of these sites have been excavated in such a way that the recovery of
seeds is likely. On the other hand, domestic cereals have been recovered from the site of
Begash in the Jungghar mountains at dates of ¢ 2300 BCE (Frachetti 2012) although this site is
not connected (so far as we know) with the steppe trajectory of sites (Afanasievo, Okunevo).

If this were not bad enough, it is also difficult to map the agricultural vocabulary across a
Pontic-Caspian homeland within Europe itself. Main elements of the scheme suggested by
Nikolai Merpert in 1977 still appear to be valid in current models of the evolution of steppe
cultures involving an east (Volga-Ural) to west (Dnieper) cultural trajectory but if there was
little or no agriculture east of the Dnieper, then how can we describe the eastern archaeologi-
cal cultures of the Don (Repin), Volga (Khvalynsk) or the entire Don-Ural region (Yamnaya) as
Indo-European if they lacked arable agriculture? That the steppe populations exploited wild
plants such as Chenopodium and Amaranthus is well known and while this might explain the
ambivalence of some of the cereal names to reflect a specific cereal type (rather than just
‘grain’) we would still need to explain why the semantic variance among cognate words is
largely confined to ‘wheat’, ‘barley’ and ‘millet’ as if at least one of these was the original ref-
erent (and not some wild grain). All of the above problems would also be inherent in Ren-
frew’s revised version of the Anatolian homeland model that requires the eastern Indo-
Europeans (Indo-Iranians, Tokharians) to pass through the Pontic-Caspian steppe.

Conversely, the Near Eastern model, that requires the ancestors of the ‘ancient European’
languages to wander through Central Asia, cannot place the ‘Europeans’ north of south Cen-
tral Asia before c 2000 BCE at the earliest. This is going to render the Indo-Europeanization of
most of Europe a far more recent phenomenon than most would expect or accept. It would
detach the Indo-Europeanization of central and northern Europe from such cultures as the
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Corded Ware horizon that in almost every way imaginable would appear to be archaeologi-
cally, spatially and culturally a part of the Indo-European world. More importantly, it creates
a ‘bottle-neck’ for the Northwest (?) Indo-European languages dated to about 1500 BCE where
they all should have passed from east to west across the Pontic-Caspian and on into Europe.
To propose a common secondary home and time depth for Balto-Slavic, Germanic, Celtic and
Italic so late leaves hardly any time at all to explain the phylogeny of the European languages
and how they arrived in their historical seats. If supporters of this model sought an escape
route from the situation they seem to have created for themselves, one might possibly propose
the route north through the Caucasus to explain not only Iranians (at Sintashta in Grigoriev’s
account) but the rest of the Europeans. However, this is hardly without problems as well as
one must also explain how the ancestors of most of the European languages managed to pass
through the Caucasus without leaving a trail of European languages.

If there are any lessons to be learned, it is that every model of Indo-European origins can
be found to reveal serious deficiencies as we increase our scrutiny. One is reminded of Daniel
Kahneman’s observation:

“It is the consistency of the information that matters for a good story, not its completeness. Indeed, you will
often find that knowing little makes it easier to fit everything you know into a coherent pattern” (Kahneman
2011, 87).

The problem here, of course, is that over time we have come to know more and more and that
our earlier, simpler and more alluring narratives of Indo-European origins and dispersals are
all falling victim to our increasing knowledge. We have obviously moved on from the time
when Nikolai Merpert first published his analyses of the role of the steppelands within the con-
text of the Indo-European homeland but it is evident that we still have a very long way to go.
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