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Once more on the language of the documents from Niya
(East Turkestan) and its genetic position

The language of the documents found in the Southeast of present day Xinjiang, mainly in the
Niya oasis, is usually reckoned among the Middle Indo-Aryan languages. Some scholars,
however, believe it to be a possible ancestor of certain Dardic dialects. In the present article
an attempt is made to resolve this controversy, and to establish the exact position of the Niya
Prakrit in the Indo-Iranian group. The author concludes that the language in question can by
no means be classified as Dardic, though in the past its speakers may have been neighbors of
the Dards.

Keywords: Indo-Aryan languages, Dardic languages, language classification, historical pho-
nology, Northwestern Prakrit, Niya Prakrit, East Turkestan, Kroraina kingdom

The language of the administrative documents discovered in East Turkestan, on the territory
of the erstwhile kingdom of Kroraina, chiefly in the Niya oasis?, is usually considered a Mid-
dle Indo-Aryan language?. At the same time, some scholars hypothesize that it may be ances-
tral to certain Dardic dialects. In the past, when the Dardic group was mostly regarded as a
subbranch (or several subbranches) of Indo-Aryan, these two viewpoints did not seem to be in
conflict. Recent research has, however, shown that the Dardic languages cannot be classified
as Indo-Aryan but should rather be regarded as a separate branch of the Indo-Iranian group
(Kogan 2005). In the light of this fact, it must be recognized that the two above-cited hypothe-
ses concerning the genetic affiliation of the Niya Prakrit are mutually exclusive, and the issue
still remains unsolved. In the present article I shall make an attempt to establish, at least in a
first approximation, the position of the Niya Prakrit in the genealogical classification of the
Indo-Iranian languages. This task can hardly be carried out without a thorough analysis of ar-
guments adduced in favor of each of the two competing theories.

Soon after the discovery of the Niya documents their language was recognized by Stein as
Middle Indo-Aryan (“Prakrit”)3. Detailed research on the subject was initiated later by the
British Indologist and Dravidologist Thomas Burrow. In a special paper dedicated to this
problem (Burrow 1936), he managed to show that the Niya Prakrit shares a number of com-
mon phonological and morphological isoglosses with three Indo-Aryan forms of speech,
namely, the language of the Kharosthi manuscript of the Buddhist poetic text Dhammapada®,

' The kingdom of Kroraina was known as Shanshan to the Chinese. Its territory covered the chain of oases lo-
cated on the southeastern rim of the Taklamakan Desert (now in the Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region of
China). Niya was the westernmost oasis, bordering upon Khotan, another powerful kingdom of the area. Docu-
ments representing the official language of Kroraina were discovered in the early 20* century by the renowned
British archaeologist, historian and traveler Sir Aurel Stein. All of them were written in the Kharosthi script and
date back to the 3t century AD.

? For this reason, it is often called the Niya Prakrit.

®See, e.g. Stein 1904.

* This language is usually called the Gandhari Prakrit. The manuscript of Dhammapada was discovered near
Khotan at the close of the 19t century by an expedition led by the French geographer Dutreuil de Rhins. Until re-
cently this text had been the only available specimen of Gandhari, but since the 1990s multiple new manuscripts
were found in Pakistan and Afghanistan. For their overview, see Salomon 2006.
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the language of king Asoka’s edicts found at Mansehra and Shahbazgarhi (now in northwest-
ern Pakistan), and the language of later Kharosthi inscriptions discovered in the northern part
of the Indus valley as well as in the areas west of the Indus, including the present-day Af-
ghanistan. The last of these languages shows the greatest resemblance to the Niya Prakrit, and
is, possibly, most closely related to it. The reason for such a conclusion is the presence of a sig-
nificant number of shared innovations, both in phonology (the development of certain old
consonant clusters, e.g. 71j > 71, st > th, -ms- > -mts-, sr > s, -tv- > -p-, s5v > $p, -sm- > m, and the leni-
tion of intervocalic single consonants®) and morphology (the nominative singular in -e®).

The language of Asoka’s inscriptions, too, possesses certain features, common with the
Niya Prakrit?, but some of them are shared retentions, and thus cannot be relevant for genea-
logical classification. Common phonological and morphological innovations also exist (e.g. r >
ri, ru; sy > s; infinitive in -anaye; indeclinable participle in -ti) but are relatively few in number.
Moreover, the Niya documents, being 600 years younger than Asoka’s edicts, reflect in some
cases a more archaic linguistic state in comparison with the latters. It means that the language
of these documents can in no way be the descendant of the northwestern inscriptional Asokan
Prakrit.

As for the Gandhari Prakrit, the situation there seems to be far from clear. In this lan-
guage, there are many instances of irregularity in phonological development, the same Old
Indian phoneme or phonemic sequence often displaying different reflexes in the same posi-
tion®. Burrow (1936) attributed this fact to the influence of the Indo-Aryan dialect in which
Dhammapada was originally composed. Since this dialect remains unknown to us, Burrow’s
conjecture can be neither proved nor disproved. One should also bear in mind that the Gand-
hari Prakrit, like some other Middle Indo-Aryan literary languages, can to a great extent be an
artificial construct, obtained from Sanskrit by applying certain historical phonological rules,
which, in practice, were not always strictly observed°.

On the basis of the above-mentioned phonological and morphological isoglosses, Burrow
concluded that the area where the language of the Niya documents had originally been spo-
ken was situated west of the Indus, presumably in the area of Peshawar. The spread of this
language as official in East Turkestan must, in his opinion, have taken place in the 1-34 cen-
turies AD under the Kushan Empire, of which the Kroraina kingdom was a remnant'!. This
conclusion seems to be the most plausible one at the current state of our knowledge.

However, it was Burrow who had created some confusion in the historical study of the
Niya Prakrit. In the above-cited article he argued that “most of the phonetic peculiarities of
this dialect reappear in the modern Dardic languages”, and “a few of the phonetic develop-
ments are particular to Torwali” (Burrow 1936: 434). The first of these two statements is simply
wrong and misleading. Modern Dardic languages differ considerably from each other as re-

® For further details and examples, see Burrow 1936.

® In the Niya Prakrit there are clear historical traces of this nominative ending, though in most cases it was
replaced by the accusative marker -a (Burrow 1936).

" For a complete list and analysis, see Burrow 1936.

8 Cf. the preservation of the clusters -rt-, -rth-, -rdh-, -rs-, -lp-, -ly-, -ts- in Niya vs. their simplification in Asokan.

® For examples, see Burrow 1936.

It should be noted that in modern literature Gandhari and Niya are often considered as two varieties of the
same Prakrit (see e.g. Hock, Bashir 2016). Historical phonological facts, however, clearly show that this view is
wrong, and the frequent use of the umbrella term “Northwestern Prakrit” for both languages is hardly warranted.

" On Kushan influence in East Turkestan see e.g. Millward 2013. It is believed by some scholars that the Ku-
shans did not rule the region directly, and their overlordship lasted for only a few decades in the 1s-2nd centuries
A.D. (Hitch 1988). Their impact on the local culture was, however, very great.
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gards historical phonology, and the whole set of sound changes, listed by Burrow, is by no
means peculiar to all of them. As for the “phonetic developments”, common for Niya and
Torwali??, the scholar specifies only three of them, namely:

1) sv > $v (cf. Niya Svasu, Torwali si ‘sister’, OIA svasr- id.);

2) $v > $p (ct. Niya aspa, OIA asva- ‘horse’; Niya speta, OIA Sveta- ‘white’; Torwali pais (<
*$pasit), OIA Svasrii- ‘mother-in-law’);

3) sm > m (cf. Niya amahu ‘our’, Torwali mo ‘we’, OIA asmabhyam pers. pron. 1 Pl Dat).

It is worth noting that changes 2 and 3 on this list show exact or approximate parallels in
many languages of the area. The development of OIA $v to sp (< PII *su) is typologically simi-
lar to the process that affected the same Proto-Indo-Iranian consonant cluster in Iranian, where
it has changed to sp in most languages, including Avestan’®. The reflex of OIA intervocalic
-sm-, identical to that in Niya, is not infrequently found in New Indo-Aryan (cf. Hindi ham,
Gujarati, Romany ame, Bengali amra, Assamese ami, Oriya ame, Nepali hami ‘we’, Hindi hamara,
Gujarati amarii, Romany amaro, Nepali hamro ‘our’). Both these historical phonological phe-
nomena, being geographically widespread, can hardly be diagnostic for genealogical classifi-
cation.

There is, however, a more important reason to consider the close affinity of Torwali to
Niya improbable. The Torwali language belongs to the Kohistani subbranch of the East Dardic
branch of the Dardic group. Glottochronological calculations, recently performed for this
group'4, indicate that the split of Proto-Kohistani dates back to the 3 century A.D., i.e. to the
very period of time in which the extant texts from Kroraina were written. It means that the
Niya Prakrit may theoretically belong to the Kohistani subbranch, if at all, only as its proto-
language. But there is strong evidence against such an assumption. None of the three above-
mentioned phonological changes can be postulated for the Proto-Kohistani state, since certain
Kohistani languages show a totally different development for all the three old clusters just dis-
cussed. Cf,, e.g., their reflexes in Indus Kohistani: *sv > s (sazii ‘nephew, sister’s sun’ < *svasrka-);
*$v > § (Sur ‘father-in-law’ < *$vasura-), *-sm- > *-s- > z (za pers. pron. 1 P1 Obl < *asmad-).

It should thus be recognized that no true historical phonological isogloss, which could
give us a reason to classify the language of the Niya documents as Dardic, has been found so
far. Nevertheless, the problem of genetic relations between the Niya Prakrit and the Dardic
group is far from being solved. The most proper way to clarify this issue is, no doubt, to ana-
lyze the behavior of the language under study in those cases where Indo-Aryan and Dardic
show divergent development. The extant material allows us to detect three such cases, i.e. the
reflexes of the Proto-Indo-Iranian syllabic *r, voiced aspirates, and certain Proto-Indo-
European consonant clusters with initial velars. Each of these phonological processes will be
discussed at some length below.

The usual Niya reflex of the Proto-Indo-Iranian syllabic *1, and the usual correspondence to
the same phoneme in Old Indo-Aryan, is ri: grihasta ‘householder’ (cf. OIA grhastha-), ghrida
‘clarified butter, ghee’ (cf. OIA ghrta-), dritha ‘seen’ (cf. OIA drsta-), prithivi ‘earth’ (cf. OIA
prth(i)vi-), prichati ‘asks’ (cf. OIA prcchati), krita ‘done’ (cf. OIA krta-). Isolated cases of the
change *r > ru have also been noted (cf. pruch- ‘to ask’). Not infrequently the old syllabic *r is

" Torwali is a Dardic language spoken in the upper reaches of the Swat valley in Northwestern Pakistan.
'3 Cf. also the change § > s in most Iranian languages.
" See Kogan, Vasilyev 2013; Kogan 2016.
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written unchanged: rna ‘debt’ (cf. OIA rna-), krta ‘done’ (cf. OIA krta-), grha ‘house’ (cf. OIA
grha-), mrda ‘dead’ (cf. OIA myta-), prchati ‘asks’ (cf. OIA prcchati)'s. Burrow (1937: 2) has rea-
sonably assumed that the preservation of *r in the latter series of examples is a purely ortho-
graphical phenomenon, and that the respective Kharosthi character, in reality, conveys the se-
quence ri or ru. This hypothesis is strongly supported by the fact that the same words may
have two different spellings (cf. krita and krta; prichati and prchati).

In a number of cases the syllabic r is vocalized: kisamnae ‘to plough’ (cf. OIA krsati
‘ploughs’), kida ‘done’ (cf. OIA krta-), prahuda ‘gift’ (cf. OIA prabhrta-). The retroflexization of
dentals after the resonant seems to be a regular process in such examples, which is most likely
connected with another one, namely the change of an intervocalic dental into retroflex accom-
panying the loss of r in the initial consonant cluster (cf. Niya padi = OIA prati ‘towards,
against’). It means that the vocalic reflex of the syllabic r can in certain instances be the result
of some specific development of an earlier 7i- or ru-like reflex'¢. E.g. prahuda ‘gift’ could have
evolved from prabhrta- through the intermediate stages *prabhruda and *prabhuda, the cluster
bhr being simplified to bh due to dissimilation.

No unquestionable instances of syllabic r vocalized in word-initial position have been
found in the Niya documents thus far. The only form where this sound change can be sup-
posed to have taken place is anahetu ‘because of the debt’, but this example is very doubtful.
As Burrow (1937: 74) has pointed out, the initial element ana- should not necessarily reflect the
older rna- ‘debt’, but could be the extended form of the negative prefix an-1”. In the latter case
the meaning should be ‘without cause’ (cf. hetu ‘cause’). Such an interpretation is by no means
excluded by the context’® and, at the same time, seems to be preferable from the viewpoint of
historical phonology, because, as has already been noted, the continuant of rna- is attested in
the Niya Prakrit as yna.

In the light of all these facts, the phonemic sequence “r+vowel” should be considered as
the most probable reflex of Proto-Indo-Iranian syllabic *r in the language of the Niya docu-
ments. Such a development is very frequent in Indo-Aryan and, as stated above, characteristic
of Northwestern inscriptional Asokan Prakrit. In Old Indian the syllabic *r had, in all probabil-
ity, already been pronounced with postvocalization. This fact follows not only from the tradi-
tional pronunciation of the corresponding written character as i or ru in the modern declama-
tion of Sanskrit texts but also from interchangeability of r and ri in certain lexemes (cf., e.g.
kymi- and krimi- ‘worm’). In New Indo-Aryan languages 77 is the usual reflex of OIA r in the
initial position: Sindhi richu, Punjabi ricch, Hindi rich, Gujarati rich, Marathi ris, Garhwali, Ku-
mauni r7kh, Romany r# ‘bear’ < OIA rksa-; Lahnda rinn, Punjabi, Hindi, Nepali rin, Oriya rina,
Marathi, Garhwali rin, Konkani rina ‘debt’ < OIA rna-; Lahnda rijh- ‘to be allured, to be
amused’, Nepali, Oriya rijh- ‘to rejoice’, Hindi r7jh- ‘to be enchanted’, Gujarati, Marathi rijh- ‘to
be pleased’ < OIA rdhyati ‘prospers’').

In Dardic the development of Proto-Indo-Iranian *r is different. Although there are sev-
eral examples of ri- and ru-type reflexes (cf. Kalasha krizna, Kashmiri kruhun ‘black’, OIA
krsna- id.; Kashmiri prich-, prich- ‘to ask’, OIA prcchati ‘asks’; Phalura drhistu (< * dristu) ‘seer’,

' For more examples see Burrow 1937.

' Naturally, it cannot be ruled out that a number of Niya words with vocalization are borrowed from some
other Indo-Aryan dialect, as per Burrow 1937: 2.

Y This secondary (“extended”) negative prefix ana- is attested in Prakrit.

'8 The respective document reports that a woman, perhaps a female slave, was carried off anahetu, which can
be understood both as ‘because of the debt (of the woman’s owner)’ and as ‘without (apparent) cause’. It is re-
markable that Burrow himself ultimately preferred the translation “without just cause” (Burrow 1940: 143-144).

9 Cf. rdhati ‘increases, prospers, succeeds’. The form ydhyati is attested in Panini’s Dhatupatha (Turner 1966: 117).
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OIA drsta- id.), they may well reflect a relatively recent phonological process, known as
“Dardic metathesis”. This process consists of the transposition of 7 from non-initial consonant
clusters to the position after the initial consonant, leading to the formation of a new cluster?:
Kalasha krum, Tirahi, Phalura kram, Shina krom, Bashkarik Aam (A < *kr) ‘work’, OIA karman- id.;
Pashai draet, Kashmiri drot ‘sickle’, OIA datra- id.; Kashmiri tram ‘copper’, OIA tamra- id.
As for those lexemes where the “Dardic metathesis” has not taken place?! and those positions
where it was impossible (particularly, word-initially), we find clear traces of the change *r >
*ir, *ur: Pashai é¢, Shumashti, Gawar-Bati, Sawi, Shina 7¢h, Kalasha i¢, Phalura i¢, Bashkarik ich,
Torwali 15, Indus Kohistani ich ‘bear’ < *ircha-, cf. OIA rksa-, Av. arasa-, Persian xirs id.; Tirahi
wura, Kalasha hifa, Gawar-Bati hira, Phalura, Sawi hiro, Shina hiru ‘heart’?, cf. OIA hrdaya-,
Av. zarabaya- id.; Bashkarik mur, Katarqalai muy, Phalura muyo ‘died’ < *mrta-2. It is quite rea-
sonable to consider this development as an original Proto-Dardic phenomenon. It separates
the Dardic languages from the Indo-Aryan family and makes them similar to the Iranian,
Nuristani, and most non-Aryan Indo-European languages, where old syllabic r also yields
phonemic sequences with an initial vowel (Edelman 1986: 33-34; Kogan 2005: 22-25).

* % %

Proto-Indo-Iranian and Proto-Indo-European voiced aspirated stops are usually preserved in
Indo-Aryan, but they lose aspiration and merge with their voiced unaspirated counterparts
in Dardic, Iranian and Nuristani. The situation in the Niya Prakrit is in certain respects un-
clear, because the original picture was obscured to a great extent by extensive contact effects.
The language under study, being official in the kingdom of Kroraina, was most probably not
native to the great majority of its people. Their mother tongue, as Burrow has demonstrated,
may well have been some local form of Tocharian?$, which did not distinguish between aspi-
rated and unaspirated, or between voiced and voiceless consonants (Burrow 1935). The influ-
ence of this vernacular resulted not only in the adoption of loanwords but also in frequent
scribal errors reflecting phonological interference. One of them was the confusion of aspirates
and nonaspirates (cf., e.g. savata and savatha ‘oath’, cimnita and chimnida ‘cut’, gasa and ghasa
‘fodder’, grida and ghrida ‘clarified butter, ghee’, divasa and dhivasa ‘day’, dita and dhida ‘given’,
baga and bhaga ‘share’, buma and bhuma ‘land’, biti and bhiti ‘second’??).

It should be noted, however, that in the intervocalic position reflexes are much more regu-
lar than word-initally. In particular, the old voiced aspirates almost always change to h be-
tween vowels: lahamti ‘(they) receive’ (cf. OIA labhante), parihasa ‘claim’ (cf. OIA paribhasa-),
prahuda ‘gift’ (cf. OLA prabhrta-), gohomi ‘wheat’ (cf. OIA godhiima-), ahuno ‘now’ (cf. OIA adhuna),

% For more details see Morgenstierne 1947. Besides Dardic, this phenomenon is also attested in some Indo-
Aryan languages, e.g. in Northwestern Asokan and Gandhari Prakrits, and in the dialects of Lahnda and Hindko.
Crucially, it is not characteristic of the Niya Prakrit.

?! One of the reasons why this sound change did not occur in a number of lexemes may be the fact that it
could have yielded certain consonantal groups, such as hr or mr, which are quite uncommon in a number of
Dardic languages.

2 Tirahi, Gawar-Bati, Phalura, Sawi, Shina r, Kalasha 7 < *rd.

2 Bashkarik r < *r < *rt, Katarqalai, Phalura r < *rt.

* Since it is certainly not identical to any of the two known Tocharian languages (Tocharian A and Tocharian
B), it is often called Tocharian C.

% For more examples, see Burrow 1937: 9-10. The above-cited forms dhivasa (cf. OIA divasa- ‘day’), dhida
(cf. OIA datta- ‘given’) and bhiti (cf. OIA dvitiya- ‘second’) clearly show that the confusion of the two series in the
Niya orthography could manifest itself not only in the irregular absence of historical aspiration, but also in graphic
aspirates in lieu of etymological non-aspirates.
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lahu ‘light (adj.)’ (cf. OIA laghu-). On the contrary, the old voiced unaspirated stops never un-
dergo this change. In most cases they are either preserved or develop into fricatives: agachati
‘comes’ (cf. OIA agacchati), nagara ‘town’ (cf. OIA nagara-), bhaga® ‘share’ (cf. OIA bhaga-), pada
‘foot’ (cf. OIA pada-), udaga ‘water’ (cf. OIA udaka-), paribujisatu ‘you will understand’
(< *paribudhya-, cf. OIA paribodha- ‘reason’). Isolated cases of devoicing are also attested: utara
‘belly’ (cf. OIA udara-).

The evident distinction between the intervocalic reflexes of aspirates and non-aspirates
does not allow us to include the Niya Prakrit into the Dardic branch, where the merger of the
two series seems to have taken place already in the protolanguage?. Of special interest in this
respect is the behavior of the Proto-Indo-Iranian bifocal voiced aspirated affricate *ji (< PIE
*gh, *qvh in the palatalizing position). It changes to & in both Old Indic and in the language of
the Niya documents, whereas in Dardic it loses aspiration: Niya dahita ‘burnt’, OIA dahati
‘burns’, Torwali daz-, Indus Kohistani daz-, Katarqalai daza- ‘to burn (tr.)’, Kashmiri daz-, Pha-
lura, Sawi daj-, Shina daz- ‘to burn (intr.)’ < PII *dajh- < PIE *dheg*h-; Niya nihamiiitavo ‘should
be killed, should be stricken?2®’, OIA hanti, nihanti ‘strikes, kills’, nihata- ‘slain’, Prakrit nihanai
‘strikes, throws’, Hindi nihan- ‘to strike, kill’, Kashmiri bizan- ‘to thrust something down (e.g. a
pole into a hole)’? < PII *jhan- ‘to strike, kill’ < PIE *g*“hen-.

* % %

The Proto-Indo-European consonant clusters *ks and *k’s behave differently in different
branches of Indo-Iranian. In Old Indian they have merged into ks, whereas in Iranian the dis-
tinction between them is preserved, and their reflexes are *xs and *s respectively. In Proto-
Dardic the situation is somewhat similar to the Iranian one: no merger of the two consonantal
groups has taken place, the development being *ks > *¢h®, *k’s > *¢h (Kogan 2005). The same
historical phonological processes affected the PIE clusters *tk and *tk’, in which the voiceless
Brugmann spirant *p was reconstructed in the past®. The former cluster reflects in Iranian and
Dardic exactly like *ks and the latter exactly like *k’s. In the Niya Prakrit, on the other hand,
there seems to be only one correspondence to OIA ks irrespective of its origin: chietra ‘field’ (cf.
OIA ksetra- ‘field, land, regior’, ksayati ‘lives, resides’, Av. $0i%ra- ‘region, district’, Saéiti ‘re-
sides’ < PIE *tk’ei- (*k’pei)3* ‘to settle’), -chira ‘milk’ (cf. OIA ksira-, Av. xsira-* id.), dachina
‘right’ (cf. OIA daksina-, Av. dasina- id. < PIE *dek’s-34), rachisyati ‘(he) will guard’ (cf. OIA
raksati ‘guards, protects’, Khotanese parssa ‘antidote’ < *pati-rayxsa- (Bailey 1979: 233-234) < PIE
*alek-s-), sichatu ‘learn! (Imp)’ (cf. OIA $iksate, Siksati ‘learns, studies’, Av. a-sixySant ‘not learn-
ing’), vrcha ‘tree’ (cf. OIA vrksa-, Av. varasa- < PIE *ylk’s-0-%).

% Following Burrow, I employ the letter ¢ to transcribe the voiced velar fricative.

?" In several Dardic languages, e.g. in Torwali and Indus Kohistani, there are voiced aspirates of secondary
origin. Their appearance is most probably a result of Indo-Aryan influence (Kogan 2008).

% 1f < *ni-han-, and not < *ni-khan- (Burrow 1935: 671).

# Kashmiri bizan- < PII *abhi-jhan- (Kogan 2005: 35).

% Possibly at the earliest stage of Proto-Dardic the reflex was *k§ or *ks, but later this cluster changed to the
voiceless retroflex aspirated affricate ¢h, regular continuants of which are found in all the Dardic languages.

%! In Pokorny’s dictionary (Pokorny 1959) they appear as *kp and *k’p respectively.

% Pokorny 1959: 626.

¥ Although the PIE prototype of this word is still unclear, the cluster x§ in Iranian points to a plain velar *k
in the proto-form.

¥ Pokorny 1959: 191.

% Mayrhofer 1996: 572.
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The actual pronunciation of the Kharosthi letter that is traditionally transliterated as ¢/
remains a controversial issue. Sten Konow (1936: 610) was of the opinion that it conveyed the
retroflex affricate ¢h. If this hypothesis is true, it will mean that in many cases the Niya Prakrit
is remarkably alike to Dardic as regards the behavior of the above-mentioned Proto-Indo-
European clusters. The greatest similarity is to the languages of the East Dardic subbranch,
where Proto-Dardic *¢h (< PIE *k’s, *tk’) acquires postalveolar articulation in most positions.
Being similar, these two phonological changes are, nevertheless, not identical. As I have dem-
onstrated in my recent book (Kogan 2016), retroflexization of the original palatal *¢h in East
Dardic has failed to take place before the historical short vowel of the final syllable. The lan-
guage of the Niya documents, however, does not show any deviation from the general pattern
in this position (cf. vrcha ‘tree’ < PIE *ulk’s-0-%7).

Another hypothesis concerning the phonological nature of the Kharosthi c/i affirms that
this character might have represented the unchanged cluster ks (Burrow 1937: 18). If Burrow's
interpretation holds water, then the Niya development of PIE *ks, *k’s, *tk, *tk’ should be con-
sidered as identical to the Old Indian one.

The facts analyzed above suggest the conclusion that no historical phonological features that
are peculiar to Dardic as opposed to Indic can be found in attested Niya material. In those
cases when the development in the two branches differs, the Niya Prakrit always follows
Indo-Aryan, which means that there is no reason to classify this language as belonging to the
Dardic group. Nevertheless, it shares a few apparent lexical isoglosses with Dardic, which de-
serve a special discussion. These are Niya patama ‘back’ (cf. Kashmiri pot ‘hinder, subsequent’,
pati ‘after’, Shina phatu, Indus Kohistani pato, Torwali pat ‘behind’, Bashkarik, Pashai pat ‘after’,
Gawar-Bati pata ‘behind’) and Niya jamdu- ‘snake’3® (cf. Shina jon, Phalura jhandura, Indus Ko-
histani zan, Torwali jan, Gawar-Bati ziant, Shumashti zit ‘snake’, OIA jantu- ‘offspring, crea-
ture; insect, worm’).

The first of these two etyma is also present in Nuristani (cf. Ashkun pater, Waigali patai ‘af-
ter’) and probably in Iranian®. As for the New Indo-Aryan languages, it is found only in a few
of them, namely in certain Pahari dialects (cf. Bhalesi patte ‘behind’, Bhidlai pettio ‘hinder’)4.
Both Bhalesi and Bhidlai are in contact with Kashmiri, a language of the Dardic group. This
implies a high probability of borrowing from Dardic into Indo-Aryan, and it can be assumed
without additional complications that a similar process might have taken place in the Middle
Indian period and affected some early form of the Niya Prakrit.

The second of the above-mentioned isoglosses seems to be disputable. The actual meaning
of the Niya word jamdu- is not firmly established. Harold Walter Bailey (1948: 332) translated
it as ‘snake’, pointing out that it corresponds to Khotanese $aysdi with the same meaning in a
text dealing with the 12-year animal cycle. On the other hand, Burrow (1937: 92) preferred to

% This letter is similar to the letter for ch, differing from it only by the presence of a cross-bar above. This
cross-bar usually functions in the Kharosthi script as the sign of gemination.

¥ Secondary cerebralization in the Niya word is highly improbable because, as has already been shown, this
process was always accompanied by vocalization of the syllabic 7.

% The word is attested in the genitive plural form jamdunanca.

* Turner (1966: 436) compares all the above-cited Dardic and Nuristani words with Av. paiti ‘towards;
against; back; with’ (< Proto-Iranian *pati).

* The etymology of Kumauni patir ‘after, beyond’ remains unclear, and this word can thus hardly be consid-
ered a secure cognate of the Dardic forms listed above.
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translate jamdunamca as ‘worms’. If Bailey’s interpretation is the correct one, we can postulate
a Niya-Dardic semantic parallel. It may, however, represent a result of either language contact
or homoplasy, because the semantic change ‘worm’ > ‘snake’#! is typologically quite frequent
(cf., e.g. in New Indo-Aryan: Dogri kira, Kului kida ‘snake’ < OIA kita- ‘insect, worm’).

The two isoglosses just analyzed show that although the Niya Prakrit does not belong to
the Dardic group, its speakers during a certain period of time may have been neighbors of the
Dards. This conjecture agrees well with Burrow’s conclusion that the region where the lan-
guage under study was originally spoken included the Valley of Peshawar, which is located
immediately to the south of the Dardic-speaking area.

* % %

Another important issue arising in connection with the language of the Niya documents is its
relation to the modern languages of South Asia. Given that its phonology and morphology do
not display any features that cannot be derived from Old Indian, it can hardly be doubted that
the Niya Prakrit should be classified together with the Indo-Aryan branch. Its exact position
within this branch is, however, far from being clear. Certain historical phonological isoglosses
bring it closer to the languages of the North-West, i.e. to Sindhi, Lahnda, Punjabi and West
Pahari dialects. Cf., e.g. the development of old consonant clusters with initial nasals: Niya 7ij >
mii (gamiiavara ‘treasurer’ < OlA gaijavara-*?), Sindhi 7ij > 7i (pifiaro ‘cage; ribs’ < OIA parijara-,
pifijara- ‘cage; skeleton’); Niya nd, ndh > mn (bhimnati ‘splits’ < OIA bhindati, bamnanae ‘to bind’
< OIA bandhati ‘binds’), Punjabi, Lahnda, West Pahari nd, ndh > nn, nnh (Punjabi cannan ‘san-
dalwood’ < OIA candana-, Lahnda, Punjabi, Chameali bannh- ‘to bind’ < OIA bandhati ‘binds’).
The data, however, are too scanty to be conclusive.

The scarceness of material is also a major obstacle to lexicostatistical analysis. The
Swadesh list for Niya contains more than 40 lacunae, which renders any calculations inexpe-
dient, because the resulting tree, in all likelihood, will not always properly reflect the real pic-
ture of genetic relations. The most conspicuous peculiarity of this incomplete list is the large
proportion of archaisms unknown in later Indo-Aryan. They include such lexical items as
utara ‘belly’ (< OIA udara-), mahamta ‘big’ (< OIA mahant-), krisaga ‘black’ (< OIA krsna-), sune
‘dog’ (< OIA $van-/sun-), asiya ‘mouth’ (< OIA asya-), pamtha ‘road’ (< OIA pantha-), sigata ‘sand’
(< OIA sikata-), udaga ‘water’ (< OIA udaka-), veyam ‘we’ (< OLA vayam), $peta, Spedaga ‘white’
(< OIA sveta-). All these words were used in "Swadesh meanings" in Old Indic, but none of
them is preserved, at least with the original semantics, in New Indo-Aryan languages®. The
only probable classifying lexical isogloss detected in the Swadesh list is Niya rataga ‘red’
(cf. Punjabi, Lahnda, Hindko ratta, Sindhi rato, Marwari ratau, Gujarati ratii, West Pahari
(Kotgarhi) ratto ‘red’ < OIA rakta(ka)- ‘colored, dyed’). As should be evident from the examples
cited, this isogloss brings the Niya Prakrit closer to the languages spoken in the west and
northwest of the Indo-Gangetic Plain as well as in the adjoining Himalayan areas.

Thus, both phonological and lexical facts suggest that the region from which the Niya
Prakrit was brought to East Turkestan was situated somewhere in the Northwestern part of
the Indian subcontinent, in the basin of the Indus River. The phonological and morphological
isoglosses analyzed by Burrow, as well as possible loanwords from Dardic, point to areas im-

! As noted above, the meaning ‘worm’ is attested in Old Indian.

* In Sanskrit this word represents an Iranian borrowing (Burrow 1934).

* The only exception is the word for ‘water’, preserved in Sinhalese (diya < OIA udaka) but completely lost in
continental Indo-Aryan.
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mediately west of the Indus as the most likely original homeland of the Niya speakers. Never-
theless, given the natural limitations of our corpus, this last hypothesis should be considered
as the likeliest option among several possible alternatives.

Abbreviations for language names

Av — Avestan; OIA - Old Indo-Aryan; PIE - Proto-Indo-European; PII - Proto-Indo-Iranian
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A. WM. Kozar. Eme pas o s3bike foxkymenTos u3 Hust (Bocrounsrit Typkecran) u ero renerude-
CKOM TIOJIOXKEHUM

SI3BIK JOKYMEHTOB, OOHapY>KeHHBIX Ha IOT0-BOCTOKe HbIHenTHero CUHBIIZAH-YITypCKOTO aB-
ToHOMHOTO parioHa Knrasi, riasHsiM 00pa3oM, B oasuce Hust, 06b19HO paccMaTpuBaeTcsl Kak
cpesHeMHIUICKIIL. B TO ke BpeMs psaj umccaeoBaTesell CAUTaeT €er0 BO3MOXKHBEIM IIPeJKOM
HEKOTOPBIX JJapACKUX S3BIKOB. B HacTOsIIIel cTaThe JeslaeTcsl IOIBITKA pa3pelnTh 9TO IIPo-
TUBOpeuNre U YCTaHOBUTL TOYHOe ITOJIOXKeHMe MIpakpurTa u3 Hus BHyTpuM mHIOMpaHCKOI
SA3BIKOBOI OOITHOCTU. ABTOp IPUXOAMT K BBIBOJY, YTO JAHHBIN A3BIK HUKOUM 0Opa3oM He
MOXKeT OBIThL OTHEeCeH K JJapZCKOI IPYIIIe, XOTs B IIPOIIJIOM €TI0 HOCUTEIU MOTJIN SBJIATLCS
cocesi MM JapZOB.

Karouesvie crosa: mup0apuiickue A3BIKY, JapjcKue s3BIKY, KIaccuuKaIus A35IKOB, CTOPU-

yeckas OHeTNKa, ceBepo-3allafHbIN IpakpuT, mpakput u3 Hus, Bocrounstit TypkecraH, ro-
cyzapcrso Kpopaiina.
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Heterograms in Hittite, Palaic, and Luwian context

The cuneiform, as the primary means of written communication in the kingdom of Hattusa,
was used to record texts in Hittite and other languages functioning within its borders. The
peculiarity of the Anatolian cuneiform was the written use of the Sumerian and Akkadian
lexemes alongside phonetic spellings. Such written units usually, but not always, corre-
sponded to the specific lexemes of the matrix language of the text, and we will refer to them
as heterograms. This paper presents a comparison of cuneiform texts in Hittite, Palaic, and
Luwian with the focus on the frequency and function of heterograms.

Keywords: cuneiform writing, Hittite language, Luwian language, Palaic language, heterograms

1. Sociolinguistic setting

The cuneiform first made its way into Anatolia early in the second millenium BC along with
textiles, tin, and other exportable goods brought to the peninsula by the Assyrians who ex-
panded there a large network of merchant colonies. In order to keep track of their trading op-
erations and maintain contact with the homeland, Assyrian merchants could not dispense
with using writing (Bryce 2005: 21). Archeological excavations performed at the sites of the an-
cient trade activity unveiled a substantial number of clay tablets inscribed with Old Assyrian
cuneiform, which have preserved for us the oldest examples of Anatolian personal names and
toponyms. Surprisingly enough, Anatolians themselves were reluctant to borrow and use for
their own purposes the writing system to which they were exposed on the regular basis; this is
why the start of literacy among the indigenous population dates back no earlier than to the
reign of the Hittite king Hattusili I or some time shortly before it (Weeden 2011: 382). The Hit-
tites adopted the Mesopotamian cuneiform script in its Old Babylonian form and, as is agreed
among most of the scholars nowadays, at first only used it for writing Akkadian, the language
of scribal culture and international communication. The earliest attempts of transmitting the
Hittite language in writing, as is believed by some, could have been made even centuries later
(van den Hout 2009: 95, but see also Archi 2010). Writing in Hittite did not cease until the col-
lapse of the kingdom of Hattusa and the abandonment of its capital (modern Bogazkdy), where
the bulk of the Hittite corpus comprising thousands of cuneiform documents had been kept.

Despite its prestigious status of the main chancellery language in the kingdom of Hattusa,
Hittite was by no means the only language spoken within its borders. The territory of the Hit-
tite heartland including Hattusa was previously occupied by the speakers of Hattic, a lan-
guage isolate that remained in limited use as ritual language after most of the Hattic popula-
tion was assimilated by the Indo-Europeans. Although there is evidence that small Hattic-
speaking groups still existed even in the New-Hittite period, these were Indo-European lan-
guages pertaining to the Anatolian group that shaped the linguistic landscape of Late Bronze
Age Anatolia; apart from best attested Hittite this group also included Palaic and Luwian.

The former is currently believed to have been spoken in the north of Anatolia on the terri-
tory of the region of Pala mentioned in the Hittite laws. The significance of Pala as well as that
of its language was evidently in decline throughout the course of the second millenium. It is
assumed that the primary use of Palaic in Hattusa pertained to spiritual practices since all at-
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tested text fragments in that language are found in Hittite ritual descriptions. The question
whether Palaic remained a living language during the last centuries of Hittite kingdom is still
open for discussion (Kassian, Shatskov 2013: 98). Palaic was written in the same form of cunei-
form script as Hittite.

Luwian, on the contrary, being spoken in the center and south of the peninsula at the
dawn of Hittite kingdom was expanding its territory into the regions of Kizzuwatna (south-
western Anatolia) and north-western Syria. The growth of Luwian-speaking population in
Hattusa during the second half of the second millennium BC led to the state of Hittite-Luwian
bilingualism in the capital and, subsequently, to the predominance of Luwian in everyday
communication while Hittite maintained its positions in bureaucratic milieu (Yakubovich
2013: 107). Luwian fragments mostly consisting of transcriptions of magic incantations are
found in cuneiform transmission in Hattusa archives and they are much more numerous than
Palaic fragments. During the last centuries of the Hattusa kingdom Luwian texts was also re-
corded in the indigenous Anatolian hieroglyphic script. The preserved Luwian hieroglyphic
texts of this period consist of monumental inscriptions honoring the Hattusa rulers and their
achievements.

This paper is primarily devoted to the studying the adaptation of the Mesopotamian cu-
neiform script for writing in Hittite, Palaic, and Luwian, with the focus on the frequency and
function of heterograms. After introducing the notion of heterogram (Section 2) I turn to their
use in Hittite, Palaic, and Luwian texts (Section 3, 4, and 5 respectively). The discussion of the
generalizations that follow from the preceding survey is provided in Section 6.

2. Notion of Heterogram

The history of Mesopotamian cuneiform presents in itself an interesting case of interrelation
between the spoken and written forms of language. The cuneiform script was most likely in-
vented for writing Sumerian, the dominant cultural language of the southern part of Mesopo-
tamia in the second part of the third millennium BC. In the course of subsequent several cen-
turies, the script was slowly developing into a complex system involving the use of logograms
(literally, ‘word-signs’) and phonetic graphemes, each standing for a certain syllable. The use
of logograms in the Sumerian writing was twofold: on the one hand, they could be deployed
as signs for lexemes of the spoken language, on the other hand, they could function as deter-
minatives pointing to the semantic category of a lexeme they accompanied in the text. The pic-
tographic character of cuneiform signs gradually wore off and their shapes became more
abstract (Gelb 1963: 69).

In the middle of the second millennium BC the cuneiform script was adapted for writing
the Akkadian language, which gradually took over the status of lingua franca in the region
from Sumerian. The speakers of Akkadian borrowed the bulk of Sumerian logograms along
with the phonetic syllabary and employed them for writing corresponding Akkadian lexemes.
There is limited evidence for the occasional pronunciation of logograms in Akkadian context
with their Sumerian values (Weeden 2011: 5-7). This suggests that the script and the language
for which it had originally been designed could not always be differentiated in the minds of
the literate people at the time.

Some logograms were borrowed into the Akkadian writing with their Sumerian phonetic
complements. In addition, certain grammatical morphemes of Sumerian, e.g., the plural mark-
ers HL.LA and MES, could attach to logograms and stand for Akkadian functional categories.
As a result, Akkadian texts abounded in Sumerian word-forms, which were frequently ex-
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tended by syllabically written Akkadian complements. Formally, it would not be completely
correct to proceed with referring to Sumerian word-signs in the Akkadian context as logo-
grams. Instead of postulating a simple bipartite relation between signifiant and signifié for
word-signs and the corresponding Akkadian lexemes, as would be appropriate for the use of
logograms in Sumerian texts, it this case one should also not forget the role of the Sumerian
language as the probable mediator. Following the terminology of Igor Diakonoff (see e.g. Dia-
konoff 1967: 69), I will refer to cases such as Sumerian logograms in Akkadian context as het-
erograms. A heterogram can be defined “as a sign or combination of signs that reproduce in
writing a segment of A as a part of a text composed in B where A and B are two distinct lan-
guages and one can reasonably assume that the segment in question did not exist in the spo-
ken language B” (Kudrinski, Yakubovich 2016: 55).

As a result of adapting the Akkadian cuneiform for writing Hittite, yet another system
came into being, which made use not only of syllabograms and Sumerograms but also of Ak-
kadian word-forms written syllabically, that is to say Akkadograms. For example, the Hittite
noun ishas ‘master’ could be written either syllabically or using the Sumerogram EN (Sum.
‘master’) or using the Akkadogram BELU (Akk. ‘master’). The Sumerograms are traditionally
rendered with capitals in the Roman transliteration of Hittite texts, while Akkadograms are
indicated with italic capitals. One also encounters mixed writings such as BELU"A-u3 ‘mas-
ter. PL-ACC.PL’, which is the Akkadographic rendering of the stem with Sumerographic plu-
ral marker and Hittite inflectional ending. Similarly to the case of Sumerograms employed in
Akkadian writing, there is evidence pointing to the occasional pronunciation of Sumerian and
Akkadian elements in Hittite writing in their source languages. As a result, the use of the
Mesopotamian cuneiform deployed by the Hattusa scribes for writing Hittite presents even a
more complicated picture from the semiotic viewpoint than the Akkadian cuneiform.

Alongside Akkadian nouns and verbs, Akkadian prepositions also made their way into
Hittite writing and were employed to mark the syntactic role of heterographically written
nouns. Thus, the preposition SA signifies that the following heterographic noun is a genitive
modifier or a free-standing genitive, ANA stands before a dative or allative argument, etc. De-
terminatives kept being employed in Hittite texts in order to indicate the semantic class of the
adjacent nouns they. Thus, the determinative D (DINGIR) accompanied deity names, e.g.,
PISTAR ‘(goddess) Istar’, while URU stood before city names as in YWWHATTI ‘Hattusa’.

Mark Weeden in his influential study of heterograms in Hittite texts came to the conclu-
sion that the Akkadian language played a crucial role in Hittite scribal culture. According to
Weeden, in the situation of dictating or writing a cuneiform text in Hittite, Hattusa scribes
used a special form of professional jargon heavily impacted by Akkadian. Sumerian, on the
other hand, was not as important as Akkadian and Sumerograms were either used as logo-
grams to write Hittite lexemes or read in Akkadian (Weeden 2011: 359). Furthermore, Weeden
argued that the Hattusa scribes were conscious of the fact that the primary function of their
script had been writing in Akkadian and it influenced the way the Hittite texts were written
(Weeden 2011: 382).

It is interesting that cuneiform text fragments from Hattusa in Palaic and Luwian also
contain some, albeit few, heterographic writings. Unlike Hittite texts, cuneiform renderings of
Palaic and Luwian were not shaped by strict orthographic conventions and, therefore, the use
of heterographic writings in Palaic and Luwian context depended more on the decision of a
particular scribe. Its comparison with the situation in Hittite could yield insights on the role
that the heterograms played in Hittite scribal culture and their specific functions. Ultimately,
this can shed light on the differences in how Hittite, Palaic, and Luwian were presented in
writing.

240



Heterograms in Hittite, Palaic, and Luwian context

3. Heterograms in Hittite context

The heterograms in Hittite texts were traditionally thought to have been always pronounced
in Hittite. Thus, for example, in the earliest account on the script and grammar of the freshly
deciphered Hittite language, Hrozny (1917: vi) claimed that both Sumerograms and Akkado-
grams were normally read by the Hittites in their own tongue. Although later Friedrich (1940:
2) in his influential Hethitisches Elementarbuch did not exclude the possibility that Akadograms
could be pronounced in Akkadian, the idea that the heterograms mainly served as labels for
Hittite lexemes dominated the field for a long time. The scholars drew upon the fact that many
of them carried Hittite phonetic complements, which clearly pointed out to the underlying
Hittite forms. Nevertheless, certain inconsistencies in the phonetic complementation of Sumer-
ian and Akkadian forms made their way to Hittitological literature (see, e.g., Hoffner and Mel-
chert 2008: 22). Thus, the complemented heterographic writing A-BU=YA-an-na-as-za in the ex-
ample below is presumed to correspond to the Hittite form attas$=mis=nas=za (or simply at-
tas=nas=za if one presumes the Hittite enclitic possessives to be extinct by the New Hittite pe-
riod) while the phonetic complements indicate otherwise:

(1) A-BU=YA-a=n-na-as=za nMur-si-li-is 4 DUMU.HLA
father=POSS.1SG=1PL.ACC=PTCL Mursili.NOM.SG 4 child.PL
mHal-pa-§u-lu-pi-in "NIR.GAL-in  mHa-at-tu-$i-li-in
Halpasulupi. ACC.SG Muwatalli. ACC.SG Hattusili. ACC.5G

DINGIR.MES-IR-in=na DUMU[(.SAL-an)] ha-a$-ta
Massanauzzi. ACC.5G=& daughter. ACC.SG generate.PST.35G

‘My father Mursili raised us, 4 children: Halpasilipi, Muwatalli, Hattusili, and Massanauzzi
the daughter.” (KUB 1.1 obv. i 9-11, see Otten 1981: 4)

The complementation -an-na-as-za on the Akkadographic form suggests that the scribe
dictated it in Akkadian, not in Hittite. In a similar fashion, the phonetic complements on
BE-LU-us-$a-an in (2) preclude the pronunciation of this string as Hitt. iShas=san and suggests
that the Akkadogram was pronounced in Akkadian.

(2) BE-LU-u=$-$a-an BE-LI=YA  am-me-el A-NA E=YA
lord=PTCL lord=POSS.1SG 1SG.GEN ALL  house=P0OSS.1SG

IGL.HI.A-wa har-ak
eye.NOM.-ACC.PL hold.IMP.2SG

‘O lord, my lord, keep your eyes on my house.” (HKM 52 25-26, see Hoffner 2009: 195)

Occasional erroneous writings indicate that the Hattusa scribes could sometimes use the
Sumerian readings of Sumerograms in dictation; such are, e.g., the forms BA.US instead of
BA.US ‘he died’ or S5GU.ZA instead of S5GU.ZA ‘chair’.

Weeden (2011) showed that the evidence for the ambiguous nature of Sumerograms and
Akkadograms in Hittite texts was not limited to the examples of inconsistent phonetic com-
plementation or scribal errors. In addition, the influence of Akkadian on the use of heterograms
was apparent in those cases where the Akkadographically written verbs in Hittite context featured
Akkadian argument structure or semantics nuances that make them distinct from the corre-
sponding Hittite verbs (see Weeden 2011: 356). The Hittite language, in turn, also influenced
the Akkadian writing, which could lead, among other things, to the inconsistent use of feminine
gender (Hittite lacked the opposition of masculine and feminine genders featuring only com-
mon/neuter gender distinction) or to the occasional Hittite word order in heterographic phrases.
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The Sumerian and Akkadian languages mostly featured right-branching syntactic con-
structions, where the dependents (e.g., attributive adjectives or possessor nouns within a noun
phrase) normally followed their heads. Thus, in the example below, the nominal modifier
KUR VRVHA-AT-TI ‘of the land of Hattusa’ is placed after its head noun LUGAL ‘king’:

(4) LUGAL KUR URVHA-AT-TI
king land Hattusa

‘The king of the land of Hattusa.’

Hittite, on the other hand, features, as a rule, the inverse left-branching word order. Thus,
in (4) the modifiers kas and tantukesnas precede its head noun DUMU-as.

(3) ka-a-as ta-an-tu-ke-es-na-as DUMU-as
DEM.NOM.SG.C mortality. GEN.SG child. NOM.SG

‘This mortal (lit. ‘this child of mortality’).” (KUB 7.5 obv. i 8, see Hoffner 1987: 272)

It was traditionally assumed that all the deviations from the Hittite left-branching pattern
in heterographic writings should be regarded as reflecting the result of graphic inversions
aimed at replicating the word order of Sumerian and Akkadian documents (see Hoffner and
Melchert 2008: 273). Nevertheless, one can show that at least in some cases the word order in
heterographic phrases reflected the word order in underlying spoken utterances.

Hittite syntax featured a number of elements that always take the same syntactic position.
Such are, e.g., sentential clitics, which always follow the first word-form in a clause, as in (5).
The clitics in question are the quotative particle =war, unaccented pronominal forms =a$ and
=mu, and the locative particle =kan, which all follow the connective =nu functioning as the first
element of the clause and support for the clitic chain.

(5) nu=wa-r=a-as=mu=kdn BA.US
PTCL=QUOT=3SG.NOM=15G.DAT=PTCL die.PST.3SG

‘And he (my husband) died on me.” (KBo 5.6 rev. iv 5, see Giiterbock 1956: 96)

Some non-sentential clitics also adhere to certain syntactic positions. For example, as the
intraclausal connective enclitic particle =(y)a (assimilating to the preceding consonant and
doubling it) normally occupies the position after the first element in the coordinated syntactic
constituent. Thus, in the following example =(y)a > =la is placed after the dependent genitive
noun within a noun phrase:

(6) nam-ma=za zi-ik mTar-ga-as-sa-na-al-li-i5 tu-el Z1-[an tlu-el  E=KA
then=PTCL 2SG.NOM Targassanali. NOM.SG 25G.GEN soul-ACC.SG 25G.GEN house=POSS.25G
tu-el=la LUAMA.A.AT=kin ma-ah-ha-an us-ke-$i
25G.GEN=& housemate=PTCL when regard.PRS.25G

‘You, Targassanali, when you have regard for yourself, your house and your loved
one(s)...” (KBo 5.4 obv. 24-25)

If the hypothesis that the underlying word order in heterographic writings does not differ
from the typical Hittite word order, then the clitic placement in combinations with hetero-
grams should not differ from the ordinary patterns of clitic placement. Nevertheless, in some
cases the combinations of sentential and non-sentential clitics and heterographic writings trig-
ger the unusual positions of clitics. Thus, sentential clitics can be hosted by the clause-initial
head noun of a complex noun phrase:
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(7) ANSE.KUR.RA=wa SA 'WUSBAR tu-u-ri-an hlar-ta?]
horse=QUOT GEN weaver harness.PRF.35G
‘He had harnessed the horse of the weaver.” (KUB 28.88 (=Bo 778) + Bo 6910 rev. 17,
Werner 1967: 70)

In the example above, the noun phrase ANSE.KUR.RA SA LUUS.BAR occupies the first
position within a clause. If the underlying word order in this noun phrase followed the Hittite
left-branching pattern, i.e., with the dependent element preceding its head, then the sentential
clitics would have attached to the noun modifier, which would have been the first wordform
in a clause, rather than to the head noun, which should have taken the position after its de-
pendent. The position of the quotative clitic =wa shows that the head noun is indeed the first
wordform within a clause: this leads one to conclude that the underlying word order in this
case follows the Sumerian/Akkadian syntactic pattern rather than the Hittite one.

Similar examples are found with non-sentential clitics. Thus, in the example below the
particle =(y)a attaches to the head noun within the noun phrase, which means that this head

noun should be the first element within the noun phrase and that its dependent noun follows
the head:

(8) ma-a-an=za ASAHLA-n=a k[(a-ru-ii-i-li-in)] $ar-ra-an-zi
if=PTCL field.PL-ACC.SG=& old.ACC.SG divide.PRS.3PL
‘And if they divide old land...” (KBo 6.2 rev. iii 10-11 + dupl. KBo 6.3 rev. iii 12-13, see
Hoffner 1997: 64)

Such placement of =(y)a points to the underlying Sumerian/Akkadian word order and
speaks against the hypothesis that right-branching syntax in writing in this case can be ex-
plained as the result of a graphic inversion. These facts lead one to conclude that the jargon of
Hattusa scribes was heavily influenced by the Sumerian or Akkadian syntax. Neither should
one exclude the possibility of occasional code-switching (see Kudrinski 2016 for other exam-
ples and detailed analysis).

Normally it is assumed that the main function of heterograms in Hittite context was ab-
breviation. At least in the case of the Sumerograms it is true that most of them would take less
space on a tablet than the corresponding Hittite lexemes (see Marquardt 2011: 116-117). It is
not, however, clear if the same also applies to the Akkadograms, most of them, just as the Hit-
tite forms, were written with multiple syllabograms.

On the other hand, one can show that in some cases the heterograms did not merely rep-
resent the corresponding Hittite forms but were employed to convey some additional layer
meaning, which otherwise would have been left unmarked in written transmission, or for the
purpose of morphological disambiguation. Thus, the Akkadographic prepositions, which
were normally used to mark the syntactic function of heterograms, could occasionally be em-
ployed to disambiguate the homonymic forms of Hittite inflected nouns. Thus, in the example
below, the Akkadographic preposition ANA indicates that the Hittite noun halpiiti of unknown
meaning is employed as the indirect object rather than subject (the nominative and dative
form of this noun are homophonous).

(9) A-NA [hal-]pu-u-ti ma-a-an(-)ha-an-d[a] ma-a-al-di
DAT ?.DAT.SG as chant.PRS.35G

‘As he chants before(?) halputi...” (KBo 25.112 obv. ii 14’-15’, Neu 1980: 191)

In the next example, the Akkadogram ANA helps to determine the case and number of the
syllabographically written Hittite noun LUMESgsusalas. The Hittite case ending -a$ could denote
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nominative/genitive singular and every oblique case in plural. The Akkadogram ANA makes
it possible for a reader to parse the word-form in the example above quickly and unequivocally.

(10) ANA LUMES-§y-3a-a-la-as
DAT  cult functionary. DAT.PL

‘For the asusala-functionaries...” (KBo 17.36 rev. iii 4’, see Neu 1980: 123)

In a similar way, heterographic plural markers could sometimes be employed to disam-
biguate the syllabically written Hittite wordforms for number. One frequently encounters such
writings with Hittite neuter nouns exhibiting homonymy in singular and plural nominative
forms, e.g. wastul"'A ‘sins’.

In certain cases, the heterograms were employed for the disambiguation of semantic
rather than morphological oppositions. Thus, the writing Earzana- ‘inn, brothel’ in some cases
apparently corresponded in speech to the free-standing genitive noun phrase arzanas, which
was derived via head noun ellipsis from the noun phrase arzanas per ‘inn, brothel’, lit. ‘house
of porridge’ (Yakubovich 2006: 44-45). It means that in the writing farzana- the Sumerogram E
‘house’ was employed to specify the meaning of the noun arzana-, which otherwise would
simply mean ‘porridge’. Unlike other determinatives, which normally classify the lexemes ac-
cording to their meanings but do not resolve any ambiguity, the Sumerogram E in this case
disambiguates the homophones and thus enhances the transparency of written communication.

4. Heterograms in Palaic context

Heterograms are only used in a small number of Palaic text fragments. There were no ortho-
graphic conventions regulating the written transmission of Palaic, and therefore the use of
heterograms in Palaic context essentially depended on the will of a particular scribe.

The restricted inventory of heterograms used for writing Palaic clearly distinguishes the
text fragments in that language from the cuneiform documents in Hittite. Both the number of
different heterograms standing for spoken Palaic wordforms and that of different determina-
tives are reduced; only the determinatives LU, MUNUS, URU, and DINGIR are found. This
fact should be of no surprise since the Hattusa scribes likely possessed very limited compe-
tence in Palaic, which would not allow them to understand the semantics of most lexemes that
they encountered in the dictated Palaic texts. Furthermore, it is indicative that all the occur-
rences of determinatives are attested with either proper nouns (e.g. URVLi-ih-zi-i-na, KBo 32.18
obv. i 14’) or lexemes that have direct correspondences in Hittite, which are written with the
same determinatives (e.g. Wmayanza ‘senior’, KBo 32.18 rev. iv 10’ or MUNUStgwananna ‘(royal ti-
tle)’, KBo 19.152 obv. i 177 among other occurrences). Both Palaic and Luwian cuneiform texts
lack verbs in heterographic transmission.

In a stark contrast with Hittite texts, the Palaic lexemes are never recorded Akkado-
graphically. The number of Sumerograms standing for Palaic forms is also small. Let us take a
quick look at each of them.

The Sumerogram A.A could be employed in Hittite context for writing the noun muwa-
‘power’, as well as in rebus writings of proper names with the same phonetic value, e.g.
mMIZRA-A.A for Mizramuwa (KBo 4.12 obv. 6). In KUB 35.165, the only Palaic fragment where
we encounter A.A, it also has the phonetic value [muwa], being employed in the form
A.A-ntan standing for muwantan ‘powerful (acc.)’. It is, therefore possible to conclude that di-
rect phonetic correspondence between the Hittite and Palaic morphemes provided motivation
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for the heterographic writing in this case. The scribe could have employed the Sumerogram
simply for its phonetic value; it is important that such use of heterograms did not require
much knowledge of Palaic.

The use of the Sumerogram ID ‘river’ in Palaic context could also be due to an etymologi-
cal match between Palaic and Hittite. In Hittite texts, ID was also in use with the meaning
‘river’, while the simplest Hittite word for ‘river’ was hapa-. There are, however, additional
Sumerographic writings such as [D-ni (KUB 17.8 iv 23) and ID-anna (KUB 53.14 iii 14), where
the phonetic complements are rather pointing to something like hapana-. There also exist com-
plete phonetic spellings of the latter lexeme, namely happana KUB 58.50 iii 2, and hapana
Bo 6980 7 (Kloekhorst 2008: 295). This is reasonably close to the Palaic word hapna- ‘river’
(fD—an-asv KBo 19.153 rev.? iii 18, ID-a$ KBo 19.154 10’). Again, the use of the heterogram is
mediated by the formal similarity between the Hittite and Palaic lexemes.

The use of the Sumerogram GIR for Palaic hastra- ‘dagger’ is more difficult to account for,
since there is no known Hittite phonetic reading for this lexeme. Nothing precludes us, how-
ever, from advancing a hypothesis that, as in the other two cases, the Luwian and Hittite lex-
emes for ‘dagger’ were similar.

In all the attested instances, the Sumerograms employed in Palaic context are supplied
with Palaic phonetic complements. In the absence of Akkadian prepositions, which served as
grammatical markers attached to heterographic forms in Hittite texts, scribes had no other op-
tion than to explicitly mark the endings of Sumerograms.

The Palaic fragment in KBo 19.152 obv. i is duplicated by KBo 19.153 rev.? iii. The former
tablet is a Middle Hittite composition while the latter one dates back to the New Hittite period
and constitures the text where the most of the heterograms attested in Palaic context are
found. This leads one to the conclusion that the use of heterograms in the New Hittite tablet
likely reflects the intention of its scribe to spare time while copying the older manuscript. It is
also possible that the scribes who wrote down Palaic did not consciously decide to use hetero-
grams but employed them automatically when copying phonetic combinations for which were
accustomed to use Sumerograms in Hittite context.

A doubtless example of using a heterogram for abbreviation is Palaic KLMIN ‘ditto’ (see,
e.g., KUB 35.165 rev. 11’- 13’). This Sumerogram is functionally identical to the repetition sym-
bols in modern stenographic records.

5. Heterograms in Luwian context

Heterograms in Luwian context are much more frequent than in Palaic; most of the longer cu-
neiform Luwian passages contain at least some heterogams. The inventory of heterograms
employed for writing Luwian is also considerably larger, for both determinatives and logo-
grams, and comprises more than a hundred different items. The use of determinatives in cu-
neiform Luwian appears to be no less frequent than in Hittite written records; this is undoubt-
edly due to the fact that the Hattusa scribes must have had high proficiency in Luwian, some
of them even being native speakers of this language, which enabled them to categorize Lu-
wian lexemes according to their semantic values.

Given the increased frequency of heterographic writings in cuneiform Luwian fragments
compared to that in Palaic written records, it appears to be even more significant that the free-
standing Akkadograms are fairly rare. Occurrences of Akkadian elements in Luwian context
are mostly restricted to mixed writings (DINGIR-LIM-as KUB 35.54 obv. ii, UD-MI.HI.A-ti
KUB 35.45 obv. ii 9). Akkadian prepositions are never used except for the context below:
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(11) a=ta a-[ap-pla DINGIR.MES-an-za SA
PTCL=3SG.NOM.N back god.PL-DAT.PL GEN
EN SISKUR par-ra-an ni-[is]  a-u-i-ti
lord ritual before PROHIB come.PRS.35G
‘Let it not come again before the gods of the ritual patron’ (KUB 35.54 obv. ii 39’-41’,
Starke 1985: 67)

In this case the Akkadographic preposition SA was used in order to point to the syntactic
relation within the noun phrase DINGIR.MES-anza SA EN SISKUR ‘gods of the ritual patror’.
This noun phrase is quite frequent in Luwian fragments, but the possessive relation between
the head and dependent is otherwise marked with Luwian phonetic complements or using the
Akkadian possessive constructions with the head noun in the status constructus form (see, e.g.,
KUB 35.54 obv. ii 13). The exceptional writing with the preposition SA in KUB 35.54 can be
due to the end of the line after DINGIR.MES-anza, which prompted the scribe to underscore
the unity of the noun phrase.

As a consequence of the nearly absent Akkadographic prepositions, most of the Sumero-
grams employed as logograms in Luwian context bear Luwian phonetic complements, which
explicate the endings of the underlying Luwian forms and, thus, to their grammatical proper-
ties. Nevertheless, in some cases the phonetic complements could be dropped. This could
happen, for example, when a heterogram was written next to a noun modifier endowed with a
Luwian phonetic complement:

(12) a=wa=ti zi-in-za ID.TURMES=KU-NU a-ah-ha t[i-...]
PTCL=QUOT=35G.DAT.RFL DEM.ACC.PL.C river.little. PL=POSS.2PL.  away

‘And away from these little rivers...” (KUB 35.89 17°, Starke 1985: 228)

(13) a=ku-wa  a-pi-in-za LUMESNAGAR  ti-w[a-ta-an-du]
PTCL=QUOT DEM.ACC.PL.C carpenter.PL bring.IMP.3PL

‘And let them bring those carpenters...” (KBo 29.25 rev. iii? 12’, Starke 1985: 226)

Occasional refraining from double case marking within noun phrases was probably a
conscientious strategy aimed at writing Luwian in an efficient way and saving time and space
on a tablet. One can find similar examples in Old Hittite ritual texts, where phonetic comple-
ments could sometimes be omitted on the second coordinated noun within a sequence. These
examples above date back to the Old Hittite period when the orthographic conventions for
writing Hittite were only developing. It may be not accidental that a similar technique was used
for writing Luwian, the language that had no orthographic norm in cuneiform transmission.

(14) PUTU- DIéKUR=ya me-e-mi-is-ki
Sun-god-DAT.SG Storm-god=& speak.IMP.25G
‘Speak to Sun-god and Storm-god...” (KBo 17.3 rev. iii 5, Neu 1980: 15)

(15) ta ~ LUGAL-i MUNUS.LUGAL=ya ta-ru-e-ni
PTCL king-DAT.SG queen=& tell.PRS.1PL

‘And we tell the king and the queen...” (KBo 34.121 5’, Neu 1980: 10)
Phonetic complements on heterograms could also be omitted if the respective wordform
was a part of a right-branching possessive construction. The use of such constructions in Lu-

wian text fragments was limited to few combinations (EN SISKUR ‘ritual patron’, LUGAL
KUR VRVHATTI ‘king of Hattusa’, PU AN ‘Storm-god of heaven’).
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Occasionally heterographic writings could be used to disambiguate the semantics of the
underlying Luwian lexemes. Thus, e.g., the possessive adjective lilahi(ya)- ‘of mountain-
dwellers’ in most cases is written with the determinative LU ‘man’. In one context, however,
this adjective is accompanied by the determinative DINGIR ‘deity’. The determinative here
plays a crucial role in conveying the meaning of utterances disambiguating the reference of
possessive adjectives. This is similar to the way heterograms could sometimes be employed for
semantic disambiguation in Hittite texts (see Section 3).

(16) PLu-u-la-hi-in-za-as=tar hu-u-up-pa-ra-za ku-in-zi hi-i5-hi-ya-an-ti
of.Lulahi. ACC.PL=PTCL  belt. ACC.PL REL.NOM.PL bind.PRS.3PL

‘Those who tie the belts of Lulahi(-gods)...” (KUB 9.31 obv. ii 24, see Starke 1985: 53)

Another instance of semantic disambiguation in Luwian fragments concerns the use of
Sumerian plural markers with heterographically written possessive adjectives. In some case
forms of Luwian possessive adjectives, the number of possessor could not be expressed
phonetically, in which case the Sumerian plural markers could be deployed for grammatical
disambiguation (see, e.g. KUB 35.48 obv. ii 15 SISKUR.HI.A-$i-in EN-an ‘patron of the rituals’).
In other cases, the disambiguation may be lexical (see, e.g. KUB 35.88 rev. iii 15 IGL.HL.A-za
GIG-z[(a)] ‘eye disease’). In the last case, the Sumerian plural marker serves to stress the lexical
meaning of the noun ‘eye(s)’, since IGI could also denote certain other lexemes in the Anatolian
cuneiform, e.g., the Hittite adverb menahhanda ‘opposite’ (written 1GI-anda). When IGI con-
veyed the meaning ‘eye’, however, it was always written with HI.A in Hittite and Luwian texts.

As in Palaic, the Sumerogram KL.MIN ‘ditto’ is also found in Luwian passages, which in-
dicates that abbreviation was an important function of heterographic writings in Luwian context.

6. Discussion

Palaic and Luwian cuneiform text fragments feature major differences in the use of hetero-
grams in comparison to Hittite texts. Thus, Sumerograms are employed less frequently in Lu-
wian and even more rarely in Palaic contexts, while Akkadograms are rare in Luwian and
completely absent in Palaic.

The restricted use of heterograms in Luwian and Palaic texts could be due to the genre
peculiarities of the respective fragments. These are mostly the transcriptions of magical incan-
tations or ritual invocations, which remained untranslated in Hittite texts, because it was cru-
cial for these utterances to preserve their original spoken form in order to exhibit power. The
excessive use of heterograms was likely to introduce ambiguity and obscure the original form
of the text, which was unacceptable when it concerned magic and ritual practices.

It is the (near-)absence of Akkadograms in non-Hittite cuneiform texts that appears to
provide us with the most indicative insight on the differences between heterograms of Sumer-
ian and Akkadian origin. Sumerograms must have been perceived by the Hattusa scribes as
belonging to the core inventory of the Mesopotamian cuneiform script and, unlike Akkado-
grams, being neutral with respect to the language of writing. As argued by Mark Weeden, the
Hattusa scribes did not exhibit such proficiency in Sumerian as they did in Akkadian. There-
fore, their overall awareness of the connection between Sumerian and Sumerograms must
have been significantly lower in Hattusa than the awareness of the connection between Akkadian
and Akkadograms, most of which were likely pronounced in Akkadian in the scribal jargon.

Hittite was virtually never written without the use of Akkadograms, because the Hittite
writing was the direct descendant of Akkadian scribal culture and developed as a result of the
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adaptation of Akkadian orthographic conventions to the need of recording Hittite utterances.
It is likely that the process of dictating and especially reading Hittite texts usually involved
some traits of Hittite-Akkadian code-switching. Palaic and Luwian, on the other hand, were
not connected to the Akkadian scribal culture to the same degree, as they were not literary
languages in the context of cuneiform literacy and did not develop stable orthographic con-
ventions. This could be the reason why Palaic and Luwian text fragments, unlike Hittite texts,
feature predominantly Sumerograms. Another reason for this could again be the intention to
introduce as little ambiguity in the texts as possible. If the use of Akkadograms was in fact
connected to the code-switching in scribal jargon, the Hattusa scribes could consciously dis-
pense with this practice when writing magical incantations out of the fear that they would lose
their power.

The different frequency of heterograms in Palaic vs. Luwian fragments was likely due to
the fact that Hattusa scribes possessed different competence in Palaic vs. Luwian. Palaic was
obviously less known if at all understandable to the scribes, while Luwian must have been a
native language for many of them. The use of heterogams in Palaic texts was essentially lim-
ited to the cases when the meaning of Palaic forms could be extrapolated from Hittite.

Finally, the analysis of heterograms in Palaic and Luwian context gives us some insights
regarding the general functions attached to heterographic writings in the scriptoria of Hattusa.
Sumerograms in Palaic and Luwian text fragments appear to be used mostly for abbreviation
purposes. Nevertheless, a limited number of examples show that they could also serve for
grammatical or lexical disambiguation and thus make it easier for a potential reader to process
cuneiform writing. More examples of the same kind can be found for heterograms in Hittite
context.
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Maxcum Kyoputcruii. TeTeporpaMMBbl B XeTTCKIX, TTaJaliCKMX U TYBUIICKIX TEKCTax

Kimuonmcp 6bp171a OCHOBHBIM CpeaCcTBOM MMICbMEHHO KOMMYHMKallVI1 B IIapCTBe XaTTYCI)I u
JMICITIOJIb30BaIach JJIsI 3aIllMICYI TEKCTOB Ha XEeTTCKOM U JPYTUX S3bIKaX, KOTOpbIe q)yHKLU/IOHI/I-
poBain B €ro Impejenaax. Oco6eHHOCTHIO JAaHHOTO ITMCbMa ABJISIJIOCH TO, YTO, IIOMIMMO (1)OHe-
TNYECKUX HaH]/ICaHI/If/I, B TEKCTE VCIIOJIb30BaIVICh TaKXKe HIyMepCKNre 11 aKKaJCKle JIEKCEMBI,
KOTOpbIE OOBIYHO (XOT}I n He Bcer/:[a) obo3Hava/u COOTBETCTBYIOIINIE IIO CMBICTY JIEKCEMBI
sI3BIKA TeKCTa. Takue €IVHNIIBI ITMICbMa MBbI 6y,z[eM Ha3pIBaTh rereporpaMMaMIL. AaHHaf[ CTa-
Ths1 IIOCBANIEHa CPpaBHEHNMIO KIMHOIIVICHBIX TEKCTOB Ha XE€TTCKOM, JIyBI/HZCKOM U HaJIalfiCkKOM
SI3bIKaX; IJIAaBHBIM 06pa30M, Hac 6yﬂeT HTEepecoBaTb 4acToTa yHOTpE6JI€HI/I}I 48 (l)yHKI_H/II/I re-
Teporpa(l)mquKI/lx HaIlMcaHUM.

Kitouegovle cAo6a: KIMHOINICD, X€TTCKUI SI3BIK, JYBMICKMII S3BIK, ITAJaliCKUIl A3BIK, TeTepo-
rpaMMBbl
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Toward the reconstruction of Proto-Algonquian-Wakashan.
Part 3: The Algonquian-Wakashan 110-item wordlist

In the third part of my complex study of the historical relations between several language
families of North America and the Nivkh language in the Far East, I present an annotated
demonstration of the comparative data that was used in the lexicostatistical calculations to
determine the branching and approximate glottochronological dating of Proto-Algonquian-
Wakashan and its offspring; because of volume considerations, this data could not be in-
cluded in the previous two parts of the present work and has to be presented autonomously.
Additionally, several new Proto-Algonquian-Wakashan and Proto-Nivkh-Algonquian roots
have been set up in this part of study. Lexicostatistical calculations have been conducted for
the following languages: the reconstructed Proto-North Wakashan (approximately dated to
ca. 800 AD) and modern or historically attested variants of Nootka (Nuuchahnulth), Amur
Nivkh, Sakhalin Nivkh, Western Abenaki, Miami-Peoria, Fort Severn Cree, Wiyot, and Yurok.

Keywords: Algonquian-Wakashan languages, Nivkh-Algonquian languages, Algic languages,
Wakashan languages, Chimakuan-Wakashan languages, Nivkh language, historical phonol-
ogy, comparative dictionary, lexicostatistics.

The classification and preliminary glottochronological dating of Algonquian-Wakashan
currently remain the same as presented in Nikolaev 2015a, Fig. 1'. That scheme was generated
based on the lexicostatistical analysis of 110-item basic word lists? for one reconstructed
(Proto-Northern Wakashan, ca. 800 A.D.) and several modern Algonquian-Wakashan lan-
guages, performed with the aid of StarLing software?. Etymologies for the overwhelming ma-
jority of the 110-item wordlist entries have been established based on the list of regular sound
correspondences as suggested in Nikolaev 2015a, §3; whenever those correspondences are
generally satisfied, we surmise that the respective items represent results of genetic diver-
gence, rather than diffusion and borrowing occurring already after the disintegration of the
original Proto-Algonquian-Wakashan.

The third publication in this ongoing series is presented in the form of an annotated dem-
onstration of the comparative data that was used in lexicostatistical calculations; since this
presentation sometimes demands detailed comments on various aspects of historical phonol-
ogy that take up too much space, it could not have been included in the previous two publica-
tions on the subject.

Certain improvements to the ongoing work on PAW and PNA reconstruction have been
produced during the preparation of the present work; consequently, a few differences from
Nikolaev 2015b are to be encountered. These are consistently marked in the main body of the

! None of these glottochronological dates should be accepted as incontestable facts; undoubtedly, certain de-
tails will be liable to change as the material of all the other Algonquian-Wakashan subgroups (primarily Quileute
and perhaps also Kutenai) is added to the comparison. Current datings should be understood as reflecting a
highly approximate temporal scale for language divergence.

2 The standard 100-item Swadesh wordlist with 10 additional words for the purpose of more accurate classi-
fication and dating of the cognate languages.

3 StarLing for Windows v. 2.5.3 (computerized system for multilingual database processing; copyright
1985-2005 by Sergei Starostin; http://starling.rinet.ru).
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work with the abbreviation “cf.”, e. g.: PAW *m’a:whV = *ham’wV ‘to eat, bite’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b,
#234), reflecting the fact that in Nikolaev 2015b this root was reconstructed as *m’a:hV = *ham’V.

The following new PAW and PNA rooots have been added: PAW *k’a:xkV (~ k’, g) ‘all, every’;
PAW *w’adVxE ‘sky, cloud’; PAW *mi:- ‘food, fish; to eat’; PAW *q“0:KtV ‘tull’; PAW *na:kV (~ g)
‘mountain’; PAW *¢’ik’*V (~ d) neck’; PAW *tokV = *?20tkV (~ k’) ‘skin, hide’; PAW *?V- ‘demon-
strative stem’; PAW *qV (~ ) ‘interrogative stem’; PAW *?Ay ‘interrogative stem’; PAW *hV3V
~ *?Vh3V ‘tail (of quadruped)’; PNA *tu(:)swV (~ o) ‘to burn (tr.)’. Conversely, the roots PNA
*x“a = *hax™V ‘name’(Nikolaev 2015b, #389), PAW *pE:sV = *?E:psV ‘one’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #281)
and PNA *tOyV?wV ‘to burn (tr.)’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #345) have been eliminated as non-existent.

In the main body of the wordlists, language forms and their meanings that are relevant for
lexicostatistical calculations, are given in bold print. They include: (a) reconstructed forms for
Proto-North Wakashan (glottochronologically dated to ca. 800 AD)%; (b) Southern Wakashan —
Nootka (Nuuchahnulth); (c) Nivkh — Amur and Sakhalin; (d) Algonquian — Western Abenaki,
Miami-Peoria, Fort Severn Cree; (e) other Algic languages — Wiyot and Yurok. All data on lan-
guages from groups (b-e) have been taken from sources recorded over the 19th and 20th centuries.

All the data are given in etymological order: etymologically different roots are listed un-
der separate numbers in round brackets — (1), (2), etc. The symbol e is used to separate lan-
guage families, whereas A is used to mark different root variants within the same family. The
equation symbol (=) indicates that the root allomorph is used exclusively with possessive pre-
fixes; the hyphen (-) is used to separate any other morphemes (regardless of their degree of
productivity in the given language).

In protoforms the tilde symbol (~) denotes alternately possible variants of reconstruction,
rather than an actual alternation in the protolanguage. If reconstruction of two (rarely three or
more) protophonemes in the same position is possible, alternate variants are given in round
brackets. Many PAW roots are represented by “inversed” allomorphs *CVCV and *?VCCV
(more rarely, *hVCCV). Where present, reconstructed allomorphs of this type are divided by
double tilde (=).

Latest results of lexicostatistical calculations between all these languages, reflecting per-
centages of lexical cognacy, are adduced below in Table 1 (for the revised 110-item wordlist)
and in Table 2 (for the revised 50-item wordlist).

Table 1. Percentage of lexical cognacy between Algonquian-Wakashan languages (110-item wordlist)

Nootka l@::ll(lli S;E};ilfln ,‘/A\f;;iﬁ Miami Cree Wiyot Yurok
North Wakashan 33% 15% 16% 9% 12% 11% 19% 17%
Nootka 12% 13% 10% 12% 12% 9% 15%
Amur Nivkh 89% 19% 18% 12% 14% 23%
Sakhalin Nivkh 18% 17% 15% 16% 22%
Western Abenaki 56% 61% 27% 27%
Miami-Peoria 67% 35% 30%
Cree (Fort Severn) 34% 25%
Wiyot 36%

4 Since Proto-North Wakashan is considerably younger than Proto-South Wakashan, composition of a 110-item
proto-wordlist for this branch is justified and not very difficult. In the case of Nivkh, since there are only two recorded
dialects of this language, their binary comparison will not lead to plausible reconstruction of a separate Proto-Nivkh
wordlist. Procedures for reconstructing the Swadesh wordlist for Proto-Algonquian, Proto-Algic, and Proto-Wakashan
involve too many difficulties; at present, only data from separate attested languages may be considered satisfactory.
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Table 2. Percentage of lexical cognacy between Algonquian-Wakashan languages (50-item wordlist)

Nootka g:;i S;E&il}iln ys«:;earlz Miami Cree Wiyot Yurok
North Wakashan 37% 21% 19% 11% 14% 9% 20% 18%
Nootka 10% 11% 10% 10% 9% 9% 12%
Amur Nivkh 90% 27% 23% 17% 12% 20%
Sakhalin Nivkh 25% 21% 19% 14% 19%
Western Abenaki 66% 67% 36% 36%
Miami-Peoria 67% 46% 36%
Cree (Fort Severn) 47% 37%
Wiyot 55%

ETYMOLOGIZED 110-ITEM WORDLISTS FOR ALGONQUIAN-WAKASHAN LANGUAGES

1. ALL®

(1) PAW *K’a:xkV (~ k’, g) ‘all, every’ > PW *k’u:xk- > PWS *¢’u:ck- > Noo. ¢’u:ck ‘all, every-
thing’ e PA *kahk-el-aw- > FSCr. kahk-ifi-aw ‘all, every’.

(2) PNA *¢ek’E (~ *¢’, g, q°) ‘all, whole’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #83) > PN *chik- > NiA. sik(-m),
NiS. sik(-m) ‘all’ ® PAlg *¢-ey-ak- (~ kh, k’) > PA *Cya:k- ‘all, completely’ > MiPe. ce:k-i ‘all’.

(3) PA *mes- ‘all, whole’ > WAD. mes-i ‘all’.

(4) Wi. 2ar-aw- ‘all’.

(5) Yu. ?ik-i ‘subsequent occurence, all’ (cf. ?ik-0?f ‘always’).

2. ASHES

(1) PNA *pVI-ayV-k’*E ‘ashes’ (Nikolaev 2015b #300) e PNi *phling (~ *p) > NiA,,
NiS. phliyg, pliyg ‘ashes’ ® PAlg *p(el)enekw- (~ ph, kh) ‘ashes, dust, powder’ > PA *penkw- >
WAD. sskkwetai-pekwi (lit. “fire dust”); MiP. pinkw-i; FSCr. pihk-ot-e:w ‘ashes’. See EARTH,
SAND.

(2) PAW *mE: ‘flame, fire’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #220) > PAlg *me-hs- ‘fire, firewood’ >
Wi. bac-aw-itk ‘ashes’. See FIRE.

(3) PWN *G»an- ‘ashes (of a fire)’ > Kw. G*“n-i?, Oo. G“n-i, Hei. G*n-di, Hai. G*n-¢?.

(4) PWS *A’int- > Noo. 2’int-mis ‘ashes’ (also Dit. A’idt-ibs ‘ashes, dust’).

(5) Yu. pont-et ‘ashes’ (cf. panc-ac ‘dust’, panc-ah ‘be gray (deer)’, ponc-ec ‘gray deer, white
deerskin’).

3. BARK (OF TREE)®

(1) PAW *xe:rg“A ~ *ge:rx“A ‘bark (of tree)’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #397) > PWN *xa:k"- ‘bark of
tree’ > Kw., Oo., Hai. yk’*-m, Hei. yk’“-m.

(2) PWS *c’ag- > Noo. c’ag-mis ‘bark of tree’ (also Dit. c’ag-abs ‘bark of tree; scab’).

(3) PNi *oym ~ *oxm > NiA. oym, o:m, NiS. ogm ‘bark of tree’.

(4) PAlg *=lakw-, *<lekw- ‘tree bark’ > Yu. =ark-ec, w-erk*-ec; PA *wa=lak- > WADb. wa-lak-a;
MiPe. a-lak-i:hk-w-i; FSCr. wa-riak-e:sk ‘bark of tree’.

®No data for PNW.
¢ No data for Wiyot.
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4. BELLY

(1) PAW *?Vta:gA ‘belly, abdomen’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #40) > PW *ta:k- > PWN *tok-
‘belly’ > Kw. Oo. tk-’i, Hei. tk-’i ‘belly’, Hai. tk-’i ‘belly, abdomen’ ® PWS *ta(:)¢- > Noo. ta:é-a
‘belly’ (also Dit. tac-> ‘belly, stomach’, Mak. hi-tak-"itqi ‘belly’) o PAlg *?ata:y-, *?etay- ‘belly,
stomach’ > Wi. tay-ad-a?l ‘one’s belly’.

(2) PNi *5(=)im > NiA., NiS. yim ‘belly’.

(3) PAlg *=o0:d-, *=ad-, =ed- ‘belly, body’ > Yu. =ey-ah ‘belly, stomach; PA *=o:t-ay- ‘belly’ >
MiPe. m-u:t-ay-i ‘stomach, belly; pouch’ and PA *=at-ay-, *-ac-y-, *-ec-y- ‘belly; whole body’ >
FSCr. mi=st-at-ay ‘(big) belly, stomach’.

(4) PA *-takes-y- ‘guts, intestine’ > WADb. =lakes-i ‘belly’.

5.BIG

(1) PNA *p’i:lV (~ e:) ‘big’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #305) > PNi *pil- ‘big’ > NiA. pil-a-, NiS. pil-d,
pil-a ‘big; grown up’ ® PAlg *pel- > Yu. pel-, pl-, popol- ‘big’.

(2) PWN *-ka:s ‘big, mighty, holy’ > Oo. -kas, Hei. -kas, Hai. -kas id., Kw. -kas ‘really’.

(3) PWS *?i:x*> Noo. ?i:h ‘big’ (also Mak. ?i:x*-, Dit. ?i:x).

(4) PAlg *keyt-, *keyc- ‘big, much’ > PA *ke?t-, *ke?¢- ‘big’ > FSCr. kihc-i- ‘big’.

(5) PA *me?t- ‘big’ > WAD. mss-i; MiPe. mehs-i- ‘big’.

(6) Wi. dat- ‘to be big, large’.

6. BIRD (SMALL, SINGING)

(1) PAW *¢’i:q’"A*c’Vieqg’™A ‘bird (small)’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #77) > PWN *c’asq*- (~ ¢) ‘any
small songbird’ > Kw. c’asq“-dna, Hei. c¢’sq*-, csq®- ® PAlg *cuck’- > Wi. ciick-is, Yu. c'uc’-is
‘bird (small, generic)’

(2) PAW *3i:pV ~ *3i:;pV ‘bird (small)’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #417) > PNi *cev-rq > NiA. cev-rq,
NiS. tev-7q ‘bird (small)’ e PAlg *c-ey-ep- (~ ch, ph) > PA *si:;p-e:hs-y- ‘bird (generic) >
WAD. ssip-ess ‘bird (generic)’.

(3) PAW *po:lV = *20:lpV ‘large bird’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #290) > PAlg *pel-e:yw- > PA *pel-e:hs-
‘bird (small?)’ > FSCr. pirni-e:s-i:$ (with two diminutive suffixes) ‘bird (generic)’.

(4) PW *ma:t- ‘to fly’ > Noo. ma:ma:t-i ; ma:t-iq ‘bird (small, generic)’. See FLY.

(5) PA *pinc-i?l- ‘to fly into’ > MiPe. pihc-it-a ‘small bird (sparrow size)’.

7. BITE”

(1) PAW *m’a:whV = *ham’wV ‘to eat, bite’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #234) > PW *m’a:- >
Noo. m’a ‘to bite’ (cf. the same root in PWS *ma:-k- ‘to close teeth’) e PA *ma:-kw- >
FSCr. ma:-kw-am-e:-w TA, ma:-kw-aht-am TI ‘to bite’. See EAT.

(2) PAW *g’an3V ~ *can3V (~ ¢, s) ‘to eat, bite’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #315) > PNi *haz- > NiA.
jaz- (haz- ~ az-), NiS. jaz-d ‘to bite, to dig one’s teeth’.

(3) PAlg *-(?)ap-, *-(?)ep- ‘by tooth, to bite, eat’ > Wi. -ap- ‘to bite’, see EAT.

(4) PA *sak- ‘to hold fast' > WAD. sak-a- ‘to bite’.

(5) MiPe. si:hs- ‘to bite, pinch’.

(6) Yu. teykel-ew- ‘to bite’.

8. BLACK?®
(1) PWN *c’u:t- ‘black’ > Kw., Oo. c’ut-a, Hei. c’iit-a, Hai. c’ut-la.
(2) PNi *piw- > NiA. piu-la-, NiS. piw-d, piw-la ‘black’.

7 No data for PWN.
8 No data for Wiyot.
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(3) PA *-hkat-, *-htk- ‘charcoal; black’ in PA *ma=(h)tk-ansye:w- ‘charcoal; black’ > WAD.
m-kk-as-aw-i ‘black’; *ma=hkat- ‘black’ > MiPe. ma-hk-at-e:-(w)- ‘black’, FSCr. ma-hkat-e:-
w-is-iw ‘to be black’; PA *(h)kat-k- ‘charcoal; black’ > FSCr. kahk-it-e:-w-a:-w ‘black’.

(4) PAlg *wenli?a:yw- ‘coals, charcoal’ > Yu. [a?2y-, lo?0y- ‘embers, coals; black’.

(5) Noo. tupkuk ‘black’.

9. BLOOD

(1) PAW *?2arV (~ i) ‘blood’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #2) > PWN *?al-k*- ‘blood; to bleed’ > Kw.,
Qo., Hai. ?l-k®-a, Hei. ?/-k*-a  PNi *=ar > NiA. y-ar ‘blood’.

(2) PAW *¢’ii:xA = *?ii:c’xA ‘sap, blood’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #81) > PNi *choy ‘sap, tar, blood’ >
NiS. chox ‘blood’ ® PAlg *=ck-o?w-, *<tk-o?w- ‘blood’ > Wi. k-a?w-ik, =atk-a?w-ik ‘blood’;
PA *me=sk-w- > FSCr. mi=hk-o ‘blood. See RED.

(3) PAW *p’akV (~ i) ‘red; blood’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #302) > PAlg *pak-, *pek- ‘to be bloody,
red’ > Yu. pek-oy(e)k ‘blood’; PA *pak-at-kan- > WAD. pak-ak-kan ‘blood’, PA *ni:-pek- >
MiPe. ni:-hpik- ‘red; blood’. See RED.

(4) PWS *xis- > Noo. his-mis ‘blood’.

10. BONE

(1) PAW *xo0:ck’E (~ ¢, s, 5) ‘bone’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #398) > PW *xa:xg- > PWN *xa:xq-
‘bone’ > Kw. yaq, Oo. xa:q, xa:x, Hei. xdyx, Hai. ya:x.

(2) PAW *Vg’(“)E = *VIg’(*)E ‘bone, gristle’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #213) > PAlg =tk- >
Wi. =atk-ad-at, Yu. =atk-a? ‘bone’; PA *we=tk-an- ‘bone; pit’ > WADb. o=sskk-an, MiPe. =hk-an-i,
FSCr. 0-sk-an ‘bone’.

(3) PWS *hamu:t > Noo. hamu:t ‘bone’ (also Dit. habu:t id.).

(4) PNi *5(=)anyif > NiA. y-irf, NiS. y-anyif ‘bone’.

11. BREAST (FEMALE)

(1) PAW *nowV = *2onwV ‘to suck; breast’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #246) > PWS *2anma ‘breast; to
suckle’ > Noo. ?inma ‘breast, milk, sucking milk’ (also Mak. ?ada:b(a) ‘breast, milk, sucking
breast’, Dit. 2ama-s ‘breast, milk, breastfeed’) ® PNi *mo-c (cf. *mo-mo- ‘to suck’) > NiA. mo-c
‘female breast’ e PAlg *new- ‘breast milk’, *new-on- ‘to suck (milk) > Yu. new-on ‘breast,
nipple, tit, breast milk’; PA *no:-n-, *no:-n-sy-, *-[njo:-n- ‘to suck’ > WADb. no-s-ow-o-kan ‘fe-
male breast’, MiPe. nu:-n-a:-kan-i ‘female breast, udder’.

(2) PAlg *-(e)s-en- ‘breast, nipple’ > Wi. =3s-ad ‘breast, nipple’.

(3) PWN *3a:m’- ‘breast; to suck at the breast’ > Kw., Oo. zam’-a, Hei. zim’-a, Hai. zam’-a.

(4) NiS. mink ‘female breast’ — if not from*nim-k with metathesis, see (2).

(5) FSCr. ci:ci:s ‘breast; baby bottle’.

12. BURN TR.?

(1) PNA *tu(:)swV (~ o) ‘to burn (tr.)’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #345)1° > PNi *thuv- > NiA.
fuv- (th-), NiS. fuv-nt ‘to burn (tr.)’ ® PAlg *tuw- ‘to burn (tr.)’ > Wi. tu(w)- ‘to burn’ (e. g., kita
ta tuw-dn-i?l ‘perhaps it is burned out’, referring to a canoe). See FIRE, SMOKE.

(2) Yu. tye?w- ‘to burn’ (e. g., tye?w=ol=o0k’ ‘I burn (trash, brush, etc.)’).

(3) PA *sa:kw- = *eskw- > MiPe. sa:kw- ‘to burn (tr.)’; FSCr. iskw-a:s-am TI ‘to burn sth.’.

(4) WAD. ccek(a)-, cek(a)- ‘to burn (tr.)’.

(5) Noo. m’u ‘to burn (tr.)’.

° No data for PWN.
10Yu. tye?w- ‘to burn’ has been excluded from this comparison.
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13. CLAW, NAIL

(1) PAW *t’2:k"E ~ *k’*:t’V ‘nail, claw; peg’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #354) > PNA *#’i:k’*-Eni- ‘nail,
claw’ > *PNi *tok-(a)n > NiA. tik-1, NiS. tak-(a)ni ‘claw, fingernail’ e PAlg *-tk-an-(¢-ey-),
*-Ck-an-(¢-ey-) ‘claw, finger-, toenail, hoof’ > Wi. w=atk=an-, w=atk-an-ay- ‘nail’, Yu. =atk-e-t-ey
‘nail, fingernail, toenail, claw’; PA *=tk-an-s-y-, *=sk-an-s-y- > WADb. =kk-a-s ‘claw, nail, hoof’,
MiPe. =i-k-a-s-i: ‘fingernail (of animal or human)’, FSCr. mi=sk-a-s-iy ‘finger-, toenail,
claw, hoof’.

(2) PWN *c’am-c’am- ‘fingernails’ (cf. *c’am- ‘finger(s)) > Kw. c’'mc’m-xc’ani?, Oo.
c’me’m-xsk’ana, Hei. c’nic’mi-Gmi.

(3) PW *k’at- > PWS *¢’at-ac’a ‘finger-, toenail’ > Noo. ¢’at-¢’a ‘finger-, toenails’ (also Mak.
¢at-a:¢’(a), Dit. &at-ac’).

14. CLouD

(1) PAW *w’adVxE ‘sky, cloud’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b: #11) > PA *watk-w-iw- ‘cloud’,
*-[w]atk-w- ‘sky’ > FSCr. wask-o ‘cloud’ A PAW *?2i:lV-w’adVxE ‘cloud, cloudy’ (Nikolaev
2015b: #11) > PWS *fi:-w’ax- ‘to get cloudy’ > Noo. #i-w’ah-mis ‘cloud’ (also Mak. #i:-way-
‘to get cloudy’, Dit. ti-wax(-k)-, Noo. ti-w’ah- ‘cloudy’) ® PNi *l-ax > NiA., NiS. l-ax ‘cloud’ ®
PAlg *a:l-adek-w-, *a:l-edewk-, *al-edwk-w- ‘cloud; shadow’ > PA *al-etk-w- ‘cloud’ > WAD.
ass-okk-w ‘cloud; the sky’, men-ass-okk-w ‘isolated cloud’; MiPe. a:t-k-w-atw-i ‘cloud’.

(2) PAW ?2VwO:nV (~ n) ‘cloud, fog’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #54) > PWN *?an- ‘cloud’ >
Kw. ?n-w-i, Hei. ?n-11.-i, Hai. ?n-u-¢ ‘cloud’.

(3) PAlg. *lop-t-, *lop-c-, *lep-t- (cf. Yu. lohp-i?t ‘clouds gather, it is cloudy’) > Wi. lapt-a?w-,
lapc-a?y-, Yu. lept-en-ok ‘cloud’.

15. CoLp™!

(1) PAW *A’i:rgE ‘cold’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #208) > PA *tahk-, *tehk- ‘cold, cool’ > WAD. ttekk-,
MiPe. tahk- ‘cold’, FSCr. tahk-is-iw Al ‘to be cold, cool, to cool off’.

(2) PWS *m’at- ‘cold’ > Noo. m’at-uk ‘cold’ (also Mak. bat-, Dit. bat-a:1).

(3) PNi *civ- (~ *t-) > NiA. tiv-la, NiS. tiv-d, tiv-la ‘cold’.

(4) Yu. sa:w- ‘cold’ (e. g., sa:w-el-ek’ ‘T'm cold’, sa:w-onc-ek’ ‘I cool sth. off’, etc.)

16. COME

(1) PW *Gi:- ‘to move; come’ > PWN *Gi:- ‘to come’ > Kw. Gi-la, Oo. Gi-na, Gi-ana,
Hei. Gi-na ‘come?, Hai. G-an’a-k™ ‘to come’.

(2) PA *py-a:-I*py-e:- (*py- ‘hither’ + zero-root ‘to go’) > WAb. pa-iy-6 Al ‘he comes’; MiPe.
pya:-; ESCr. pe:-Ci-:t-oht-e:w Al ‘to come’.

(3) PNi *phra- > NiA. phra-, pra-, NiS. phia-d ‘to come, arrive, come near’.

(4) Noo. hin- ‘to come’.

(5) Wi. 2uw- ‘to come’.

(6) Yu. nes (nesk*-) ‘to come, arrive, return’.

17. DIE12

(1) PAW *#2’AbV (~ p’) ‘to die’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #255) > PA *nep- ‘to die; sleep’ > MiPe.
nep-e- ‘to die, be dead’, FSCr. nip-iw ‘to die’.

(2) PNA *mo:ryV (~ m’) (Nikolaev 2015b, #227) > PNi *mu-, *muj- > NiA. mu-, NiS. mu-d
‘to die, perish, disappear’ (cf. NiA. muj-i-, NiS. muj-vu-d ‘sick, to become sick’) ® PAlg *ma:hy-

11 No data for PWN and Wiyot.
2 No data for PWN.
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‘to die’, ‘to kill’ > Yu. moy-k- ‘to die’; PAlg caus. *mah[y]-t- > WAb. mac-c-in-a, mac-c-ihl-a
‘he dies’ (secondary medio-passive).

(3) PWS gax- ‘to die; dead’ > Noo. gah- ‘to die’ (also Mak. gax- ‘to die, become numb’, Dit.
qax-siA- ‘to die’, Noo. gash-‘dead, broken down, beaten, kill’).

(5) Wi. d-ak» ‘is so, looks so, seems so, happens so, dies’ (tabooing).

18. DOG

(1) PAW *g’%inV ‘dog’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #316) > PWS *¢’in-iA(-¢) > Noo. §i-t-¢-, {in-i:Z ‘dog’
(also Mak. q’i-A¢-, g’id-i:A ‘dogwood’) ® PNi *qan-1 > NiA. gan (-, G-), NiS. qan-y ‘dog’.

(2) PAW *w’a:yV ‘to bark (dog); dog’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #383) > PWN *w’a:-c- ‘dog’ >
Kw. w’a-s-a, He. w’a-c- id., Hai. w’a-c- ‘dog or any other quadruped’ e PAlg *way-'3 >
Wi. wdy-ic ‘dog’.

(3) PNA *2aLVmV (~ d, m’) ‘dog’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #1) > PA *atem-w- ‘dog’ > WAD. alem-oss,
MiPe. alem-w-a, FSCr. atim ‘dog’.

(4) Yu. c’is-ah ‘dog’.

19. DRINK

(1) PW *n’a:q- > PWN *na:q- ‘to drink’ > Kw., Oo., Hai. nag-a, Hei. nig-a ‘to drink, to swal-
low a liquid’; PWS *nag- > Noo. nag-ai ‘to drink’ (also Dit. dag-5iA id.).

(2) PAlg, PA *men-, -[m]en- ‘to drink’ > Wi. w-ad-ac-it ‘3 Sg. drinks sth.” (cf. ta?-mad-ac-i?
‘water’, Yu. men-ok“-olum-ek’ ‘I swallow, gulp down’); PA > MiPe. men- ‘to drink sth.,
FSCr. min-ihkw-e:-w ‘to drink’.

(3) PNi *ta- > NiA. ra- (t-, d-), NiS. ra-(n)d ‘to drink’.

(4) WAD. kokatossmo Al ‘he drinks’.

(5) Yu. Pahsp- ‘to drink’.

20. DrY (ADJ.)

(1) PNA *Ci(:) (~ e[:]) ‘to dry’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #82) > PNi *che- ‘dry, to dry’ > NiA. che
‘dry’ ® PAlg *ce(:)- (~ ch, ¢, ¢h) > Yu. ce-?I- ‘dry’.

(2) PA *pa:nkw- ‘dry’ > WAD. pakkw-s- ‘dry’, FSCr. pa:hkw-a:-w II ‘to be dry, be dry land’.

(3) PAlg *ba:?t-, *ba:?c-, *be?c- ‘dry’ > Wi. bac- ‘dry’ (e. g., bac-ad ‘3 Sg is dry’, etc.); PA *pa:?t-,
*pa:?s- > MiPe. pa:hs-i- ‘be dry (as by heat or the sun)’.

(4) PWN *lomx»- ‘dry’ > Kw. Imx“-a ‘to be dry, to dry; thirsty’, Oo. Imx*-a ‘dry (enough to
be ironed)’.

(5) PW *xams- ‘dry’ > Noo. hapc ‘dry, free of wetness’.

(6) PNi *ghaw- ‘dry, to dry’ > NiS. ghaw ‘dry’.

21. EAR

(1) PAW *hA:#’V = *?AhdV ‘ear’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #142) > PAlg =ehd-(I-), *=ah3-(r-) ‘ear’
Wi. =atb-a-I-ik, Yu. cp(ey)-a?-r ‘ear’; PA *=ht-aw-ak- ‘ear’ (cf. suff. *-eht- ‘by ear’) >
WAD. =tt-aw-ak-w, MiPe. =ht-aw-ak-i ‘ear’, FSCr. o=ht-aw-ak-ay ‘her/his ear’.

(2) PAW *no: to hear’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #244) > PNi *no-s > NiA. no-s ‘ear’.

(3) PAW *?amE-1V ‘ear’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #221) > PNi *m-la > NiS. m-la ‘ear’.

(4) PW *p’asp’ay- ‘ear’ > PWN *p’asp’ay- ‘ear’ > Kw. p’spy-"u, Qo. p’sp’i-tu, Hei. p’sp’i-2i,
Hai. p’sp’i-u; PWS *p’ap’i-?i:- > Noo. p’ap’i:- ‘ear’ (also Mak. p’ip’i-?i:, Dit. p’ip’i-2(i:)).

13 Cf. PA *[wlay-, =ay- ‘dog’.
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22. EARTH

(1) PAW *®AK“V =~ *hAZK*V ‘earth’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #92) > PW *c’ag®- > PWN *cag-,
*caq-, *39q"-, *c’aq*- ‘earth, soil’ > Kw. zq“-a ‘earth, soil, etc.’, Oo. cq’-ms ‘soil’, Hei. c’q’-ms
‘soil’, Hai. cq“-al’s ‘muddy road’ ¢ PWS *c’ak’™- > Noo. c’ak’-umc ‘earth, dirt, dust’ e
PAlg *he:¢k-, *hatk-, *heck- ‘earth, land’ > Yu. tk-et ‘land, ground, clay, dirt’ (cf. hetk- ‘on land,
in the mountains’); PA *atk- ‘earth, land’ > MiPe. ahk-ihk-iw-i ‘earth, soil, ground, land’;
FSCr. ask-iy ‘land, earth, country’.

(2) PAW *m’e: = *Pe:m’V ‘earth, land’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #238) > PNi *mi-f > NiA., NiS. mi-f
‘earth, soil, place’.

(3) PNA *pVl-anV-k’E ‘ashes’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #300) > PAlg *p(el)enekw- (~ ph, kh) ‘ashes,
dust, powder’ > PA *penkw- > WAD. pekw-i ‘earth, soil, sand, dust’. See ASHES.

23. EAT

(1) PAW *m’awhV = *ham’wV (cf. PA *amw- ‘to eat’; cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #234) > PW *ham’w-
> PWN *ham’- ‘to eat’ > Kw. hm-sa, Oo. ham-x?id, Hei. hm-sa id.; PWS *haw’- > Noo. haw’-a
‘to eat’ (also Mak. ha?-uk™id.) ® PA *mo:h- > WAD. moh-a TA ‘to eat’. See FisH.

(2) PAW *mi:- ‘food, fish; to eat’'* > PAlg *mi:- > Wi. bi-w- ‘to eat; food, fish’; PA *mi:-
‘to eat, food’ > WADb. mi-c-c-i Al, mi-c-i TI, MiPe. mi-I-c-i- ‘to eat’, FSCr. mi:-cC-iw Al+o
‘to eat (sth.)’. See FIsH, MEAT.

(3) PNA *ni: (~1’) ‘to eat’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #253) > PA *5i- > NiA. ini- (1ii-), NiS. iri-d ‘to eat’.

(4) PAlg *(?)ap-, *-(2)ep- ‘by tooth, to bite, eat’ > Yu. n-ep- ‘to eat’ (cf. k“oy-p-ey-ok’ ‘I eat
slowly’, te?np-ey-ok’ [te?np- < *ten-?p-] ‘I eat too much’, etc.). See BITE, TOOTH.

24. EGG

(1) PAW *qalV = *2aqlV ‘egg, fish egg’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #308) > PWN *goalx- ‘egg’ >
Kw. glx-m’in, Oo. glx-m’i, Hei. qlx-n’in, Hai. gl-ym.

(2) PAW *1’ii:yV ‘egg’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #274) > PNi *yoj-eq > NiA. yoj-(e)q, NiS. yoj-q ‘egg’.

(3) PNA *2a:wV (~ w’) ‘egg, brood’ (Nikolaev 2015b #21) > PAlg and PA *w-a:w-, *-a:w-
‘egg; round’ > WADb. w-ow-an ‘egg’; MiPe. w-a:w-i ‘egg (of bird or turtle)’; FSCr. w-a:w
‘egg’. See ROUND.

(4) Noo. n'u¢’-ak ‘egg’ (also Mak. duc’-ak®, Dit. dué-ak id.).

(5) Wi. wasad-a?l Pl. ‘her/his eggs’.

(6) Yu. 2wayt ‘egg (of bird)’.

25. EYE

(1) PAW *?A:sV ‘face’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #4) > PWN *G-as- ‘eye’ > Kw. Gy’aGas, Oo. GiGigs,
Hei. qgs, Hai. GGs; PWS *qas- > Noo. gas-i: ‘eye’ (also Mak. gas-, Dit. arch. gas-i?).

(2) PAW *1’%e:(wV) ‘to see, look’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #256) > PNi *na-x > NiA., NiS. ra-x"
‘eye’. See SEE.

(3) PAlg *=li:n- ‘eye’ > Wi. =alid, Yu. =elin ‘eye’; PA *=Sk-[l]i:n-Sekw- ‘face, eye(s)’ > WAD.
=ss-i-sekw ‘eye, face; mask’, MiPe. =hk-i:n-sikw-i, FSCr. mi-sk-i:-Sik ‘eye’.

26. FAT (N.)
(1) PNA *yOk™A (~ 11, q*, X) ‘fat, grease’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #265) > PNi *5ox > NiA., NiS.
oy ‘fat, lard’.

14 This new root has been separated from PAW *m’awhV = *ham’wV (Nikolaev 2015b, #234).
15 Cf. similar suffixal derivative in PWS n’a-¢- ‘to look’ < PW *n’a-k-.
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(2) PAlg *w(-ey)-el- ‘fat’ > Wi. du=wal-dkh*-a?l-ow ‘my (animal’s) fat’, Yu. wel ‘fat’;
PA *wi:l-en-w- > MiPe. wi:l-in-w-i ‘fat’.

(3) PAlg *pem-ey- ‘grease, oil’'® > PA *pem-y- > WAD. -pem-i ‘fat’; FSCr. pim-iy ‘grease,
fat, oil’.

(4) PWN *7’a:-s ‘fat, grease, oil, blubber’ > Oo. A’a-?s ‘animal fat, etc.’, Hei. A’4-s(-) ‘oil,
grease, fat’, Hai. A’a:-s ‘animal fat, etc.’.

(5) Noo. Zagq-mis ‘fat, grease, oil’.

27. FEATHER

(1) PAW *mixE = *?2imyE ‘hair, feather’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #226) > PAlg *m(-ey-)ek-w- >
PA *mi:k-w-an- > WAb. mik-w-en ‘feather, quill, pen’, FSCr. mi:k-w-an ‘feather’.

(2) PAW *Aii:g’V ~ *A’ii:cV (~ q’) ‘skin, fur’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #203) > PAlg *lo:g-, *ro:g-,
*reg- ‘skin, feather’ > Yu. re?-n-oh ‘feather’.

(3) PWN *¢’alk- ‘feather(s)’ > Kw. c’lc’lk ‘feathers’, Oo. c’ac’lk-"a ‘to get feathers’, Hei. c’lg-m
‘long feather’, Hai. ¢’Ic’lk ‘feathers’.

(4) PNi *tup-r > NiA. tup-r, NiS. tup-7 ‘feather(s), down’.

(5) Noo. {iya:t ‘feather’.

(6) MiPe. ahsawa:nkatia ‘(large) feather’.

(7) Wi. wal-, -owal- ‘feather’ (in wat-wal-at ‘(swallowing) feather’, ?al-awal-ap-ti? ‘what
kind of feathers’).

28. FIRE!”

(1) PAW *?ayV(-k’*E) (Nikolaev 2015b, #19) > PW *?an- ‘tire’ > PWS *?an-a(:)k” > Noo. 2in-k*
‘fire, burning’ (also Mak. 2ad-a:k*, Dit. ?ad-ak ‘fire’).

(2) PAW *mE: ‘to flame, fire’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #220) > PAlg *me-hs- ‘fire, firewood’'s >
Wi. ba-s; Yu. me-c ‘fire’. See ASHES.

(3) PNA *tu(:)swV (~ 0) ‘to burn (tr.)’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #345) > PNi *thuy-r > NiA. thuy-r,
thu:-r, NiS. thuy-7 ‘fire’. See BURN, SMOKE.

(3) PA *eskw-et- ‘fire’ (cf. PA *sa:kw- = *eskw- ‘to burn’) > WAD. sskkw-et-a, MiPe. kot-e:w-i,
FSCr. isk-ot-e:w ‘fire’. See BURN.

29. FisH

(1) PAW *3u: ‘fish, salmon’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #420) > PNi *cho > NiA. cho (s-), NiS. cho
‘fish’.

(2) PAW *mi:- ‘food, fish; to eat’ > PW *m’i:- > PWN *mi:- ‘fish (esp. salmon)’ > Kw. me,
Hei. mi-z, Hei. mi-d, Hai. mami-a ® PAlg *mi:- ‘to eat, food’ > Wi. bi-w-i? ‘food, fish’. See EAT.

(B) PAW *m’a:whV = *ham’wV ‘to eat’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #234) > PW *ham’w- ‘to eat’ >
PWS *haw’- > Noo. ha?-um ‘fish, food’ (cf. ha?-uk ‘to eat’). See EAT.

(4) PNA *IOnmV (~ I’, n’, m’) ‘salmon, trout’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #194) > PAlg *nam-, *nem-
‘trout, sturgeon; fish’ > Yu. nep-e?w-is ‘fish (generic)’'; PAlg *nam- > WAb. nam-as ‘fish’.

(5) PNA *ga:yV ‘salmon, trout’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #109) > PA *ken-, *kiko:n- > MiPe. ki:hkon-
e:hs-a; FSCr. kin-os-e:-w ‘fish (generic)’.

16 Cf. Yu. pem-ek’ ‘I cook’.

17 No data for PWN.

18 Cf. PA *me-hi- ‘firewood’.

19 Yu. -p- by analogy with *nep- ‘water’, *n-ep- ‘to eat’.
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30. FLY (VB.)

(1) PAW *n’0:lV ‘to fly’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #249) > PAlg *-[n]a:l- > Yu. -ol- ‘to fly’ (e. g.,
s-ol-ek’, wen-o?om-ol-ek’ ‘I fly’, etc.); Wi. -al-, -ar- ‘to fly’ (e. g., tal-al-dl-it ‘she is flying around
(there)’, kaw-ar-ar-35-it ‘they start flying around in a flock’, etc.); PA *pem-i?l- ‘to fly along’ >
WAD. pem-il-6-k 11 ‘it flies’; FSCr. pim-in-a:- ‘to fly’.

(2) PW *ma:t- > PWN *ma:t- ‘to fly’ > Kw. mat-, Oo. mat-la, Hei mat-li; PWS *mat- >
Noo. mat- ‘to fly’.

(3) PNi *pij- > NiA. pij-, NiS. puj-d ‘to fly’.

(4) MiPe. ampahwi- ‘to fly’.

31.Foor

(1) PAW *¢%i:¢”V foot’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #117) > PW *¢“i:g“i: ‘foot, leg, flipper’ > PWN
*qu:gvi:- ‘foot, leg’ > Kw. gug*“y-"u, Oo. g“ug®i, Hei. ¢“1g"i, Hai. guig™i.

(2) PAW *¢i:t’V(-IV) ‘foot, leg, flipper’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #86) > PAlg *-cit(-t-) ‘foot’? >
Wi. huw=elit-a?l ‘her/his foot’; PA *=sit- ‘foot’ > WAD. =sit ‘foot (body part)’; FSCr. mi-sit
‘foot, paw’. See TAIL.

(3) PNA *?VE’KE (~ g, X) ‘foot, leg’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #39) > PNi *y=acx > NiA. y-icx,
NiS. y-acx ‘foot, leg’ ¢ PAlg *-tk-a:t-, *-Ck-a:¢- ‘foot, leg’ > Yu. =ack-ah ‘foot’; PA *=tk-a:t-2' >
MiPe. =hk-a:t-i ‘foot’

(4) PWS *AisA- ‘foot, leg, flipper’> Noo. iisi-iq-, Zisi-in ‘foot, flipper, paw’ (also Mak.
Ai?is¢-aq-, Ai?isc-id(-a) ‘foot, feet, leg, fish tail, whale fluke’).

32. FULL

(1) PAW *pii:sV ‘tull’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #267) > PA *mo:s-k-en-, *-[m]as-k-en- ‘full’ >
MiPe. mo:h-k-in-ec-i:- Al ‘to be full’, FSCr. sa:k-ask-in-e:p-e:w ‘to be full (of liquid)’.

(2) PAW *g“0:KtV ‘full’ > PWN *qru:t’- ‘full’ > Kw. qut’-a, Oo. q“ut’-a, Hei. g“it’-a,
Hai. gut’-a ® PAlg [*koht-], *kohc- > Yu. kohc- ‘full’ (in kohc=ew=et ‘to be full’, etc.)

(3) PNi *char- ‘full, to fill’ > NiA. char- ‘full’.

(4) PNi *ta-ta- ‘whole, entire, to care’ > NiS. ta-ta-d ‘full’.

(5) Noo. cuma: “full’.

(6) WAD. pessan- ‘full’.

(7) Wi. -esw- ‘to be full’.

33. GIVE

(1) PAW *c’O:y™V = *20:y*3V (~ ¥%) ‘to give’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #95) > PW *c’u:- ‘to give’
PWN *c’u:- ‘to give’ > Kw. ¢, Oo. c’u-a, Hei. c’u-d ® PA *?0(:)3- > Yu. 20? ‘to give’.

(2) PNA *me: = *Pe:xmV (~ m’) ‘to give’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #225) > PNi *kh-im-, *im-kh- >
NiA im-y-, ima-, im- (kh-im-, x-im-), NiS. im-y-d ‘to give’ ¢ PAlg *mi:- = *-a:m-, -am- >
Wi. -ab-, -ab- ‘to give’ (e. g. ?-ac-ab- ‘to give it to’, yac-ab-um ‘I give to smbd.’, etc.); PA *mi:-I-
(cf. Wi. bi-l- ‘to divide and distribute’) > WADb. mi-I- ‘to give (sth.)’; MiPe. mi:-I- ‘to give
(to him)’; FSCr. mi:-ri-e:-w TA ‘to give (sth. to so.)’.

(3) PWS *-ay-i: ‘to give’ > Noo. hin-i: ‘to give’ (also Mak., Dit. hid-i:).

34. GOOD
(1) PW *?i:k- ‘good, fine’ > PWN *?i:k- ‘good, nice, well, fine, causing satisfaction’ > Kw.,
Oo., Hei, Hali. ?ik.

2 PA *-sit- and secondary *-AiA- in Wi. -elit ‘foot’.
21 Cf. suff. *-esk-, *-ehk- ‘by foot or body’.
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(2) PW *Auit- ‘good, even’> Noo. iul ‘good, pretty’ (also Mak. Aut-(u:) ‘clean, good’,
Dit. Aut ‘good, pretty’).

(3) PNi *nama- > NiA nama-, NiS. nama-d ‘good, perfect, industrious’.

(4) PAlg *ko:c-, *kec-22 > Wi. kuc ‘good, well’.

(5) PA *wal-, *wel- > WAb. wal-i, ol-i- ‘good’.

(6) PA *melw- ‘good, fine, beautiful’ > FSCr. minw- ‘good’.

(7) MiPe. nah(i)- ‘good’.

(8) Yu. skew-, sku- ‘good, well’.

35. GREEN?

(1) PAW *q“a:1V ~ *c"i:1V (~ 1) ‘blue, green’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #325) > PNi *qala- > NiA qala-
‘green, unripe’.

(2) PAW *g’°omV (~ q*) green’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #319) > PNi *qon(c)-r ‘green’ > NiS. qoyc-r
vala-d ‘green’ (with PNi *val ‘colour’).

(3) PAlg *wark-, *werk- ‘green, verdure’® > PA *wask-, *wesk- ‘green, raw’ > WAD. asskk-
asskk-w-i ‘green’; MiPe. ihk-ip-an- 11 ‘to be blue/green’; FSCr. osa:-wask-os-iw Al, osa:-
wask-w-a:w 1I ‘to be blue-green’.

(4) PW *ti:x“-, *tu:x“- ‘evergreen; bile’ > PWN *ti:x- ‘green’ > Kw. tix-a ‘hemlock leaves,
leaves of evergreen’, Oo. tix-sm ‘green rock’, Hai. tix-sdu ‘green, yellow’.

(5) Noo. kist-aq ‘green, pale’.

36. HAIR (HEAD-)

(1) PAW *hapV(-1V) ‘hair (body, facial)’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #145) > PW *hap- ‘hair (body, fa-
cial) > Noo. hap, hap-sy’up ‘hair’ (also Mak. hap- ‘hair, fur’, Dit. hap-a:b-?ub ‘hair’) e
PAlg =(ey-)ep-I- ‘hair’ > Wi. =ip-1; Yu. ?lep- (a metathesis) ‘hair’; PA *=i:?}- > MiPe. =i:l-ihs-i ‘hair’.

(2) PAW *mixE = *?imxE ‘hair, feather’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #226) > PNi *n=amx > NiA y-iyg,
NiS. y-amx ‘head hair, animal hair’. See FEATHER.

(3) PNA *?0:¢k’E ‘head, face’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #36) > PAlg *=a:tkw-, *=etkw- ‘head, hair’ >
WAD. =tep-kkw-an ‘head hair’.

(4) PW *-gi: ‘head’” > PWN *-gi: ‘head, top of head, hair of head’ > Oo. -(:)-gi(-a),
Hei. -(:)-gi-(a), Hai. -(:)-qi-(a).

(5) PA *=pi:w- ‘plume, down, short feather’ > FSCr. mi-pi:w-ay ‘hair’.

37. HAND

(1) PAW *di:mVG“E (~ g’*) ‘arm, hand’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #103) > PNi *tamk > NiA timk,
NiS. tamk ‘hand, arm’.

(2) PAW *n’OLK(*)V (~ 1’) ‘arm, hand’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #250) > PA *=netk- ‘arm’ > MiPe.
=nehk-i ‘hand; fingers’.

(3) PAlg *=(e)?s- ‘hand’ > Wi. =é?s; Yu. cew-es ‘hand’; PA =?t-en-ty- > WAD. =el-t, =el-c-i
‘hand’; FSCr. mi-c-ih-c-iy ‘hand, foreleg of animal’.

(4) PWN *ha:y’a:-su: ‘hand’ > Kw. hay’asii, Hei. hdy’dsu, Hai. hay’asu, ha?isu.

(5) Noo. k*ik*ink-su ‘hand’.

2 Also PA *kes-y- ‘good’.

B PA *wel- > Mic. wel-apit-ay ‘I have good theeth’, etc.

2 No data for Wiyot and Yurok.

25 Also Yu. ?wesk-(k)a:p’ ‘crab grass, green’, 2wesk-em ‘crab grass, cut and dried’.
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38. HEAD

(1) PAW *hii:xE ‘head, nape’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #155) > PWN *hi:x- ‘head’ > Oo. hix-t’i,
Hei. hix-t’1, Hai. hix-t’i id., Kw. hix.-t’i ‘fishhead’.

(2) PAW *t’ig”E ~ *tig”E ‘head’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #353) > PW *t’ux*-, *t’'ug- ‘head, forehead’
> Noo. t'uh-c’iti (also Mak. tuyx-u:c’id(a), Dit. ux™- ‘head’).

(3) PAW *¢’i:1’k’E = *?i:1°C’kK’E “(fish, animal) head’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #94) > PNi *conc-r >
NiA coyr (z-, 3-); NiS. coy-r, coyy-7, copqg-r ‘head’?*.

(4) PNA *?0:¢k’E ‘head, face’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #36) > PAlg *=o:¢k- > Yu. m-otk*-oh ‘head’.

(5) PAlg *=temp- ‘head, brain’ > Wi. w-atb-3(?)t ‘head’; PA *=temp- ‘head, brain’ >
WAD. =tep ‘head; bowl of a pipe’; MiPe. =ntep-ik-an-i ‘head’.

(6) PAlg *we=?t-ekw-a:n-, *-st-ekw-a:n- ‘(tish) head’ (cf. Yu. to:-k-un ‘tish, salmon head’) >
FSCr. mi-st-ikw-a:n ‘head’.

39. HEAR%

(1) PAW *ma?V = *?am?V ‘to hear’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #221) > PNi *mi- > NiA mi-, NiS. mi-d
‘to hear, listen’ ® PAlg *-o(:)?m-, *-0?m-, -e?m- ‘to hear, understand’ > Wi. k-an-i?m-il ‘to hear’;
Yu. k-o(?)m- ‘to hear; understand, feel’; PA *ne-o:m-t-, *pe-em-t- > WADb. n-o-t-a- ‘to hear’;
MiPe. n-o:n-t-am- TI ‘to hear, understand’; FSCr. p-e:h-t- ‘to hear’. See EAR.

(2) PAW *no: ‘to hear’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #244) > PW *na:- > Noo. na-?a(:) ‘to hear; feel, per-
ceive’ (also Dit. da-?a: ‘to hear, understand’, Mak. da-?a: ‘to hear, perceive, sense’). See EAR.

40. HEART?8

(1) PAW *2epV ‘heart’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #13) > PNi *5=if > NiA., NiS. y-if ‘heart’.

(2) PAlg *=tek“l-, *cek“r- ‘heart’ > Wi. w-atw-ihl ‘her/his heart’; Yu. cek”s ‘heart’ (cf. tek“s-a?r
‘heart of salmon, uvula’); PA *=te:h- > MiPe. =te:h-i ‘heart’; FSCr. o=te:h-iy ‘her/his heart’.

(3) Noo. tim’agsti ‘heart; mind; brain; spinal cord; pithy core of any tree’.

(4) WAD. =lawdkan ‘heart’.

41. HORN

(1) PAW *wi:LV ‘horn’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #377) > PWN *wai- ‘antler, horn’ > Kw. wA-m, wA-ag,
Oo. wA-m, Hei. wA-m;, Hai. wA-’ag ® PA *wi:t-, *wiwi:t- ‘horn’ > MiPe. =wi:wi:la ‘horn, antler’.

(2) PAlg *=a:n-, *=en- ‘head hair, horn(s)’* > Wi. =ad-ad ‘horn’.

(3) PNi *murk-i > NiA murk-i, NiS. murk-i ‘horn’.

(4) PA *e:sk-an- ‘horn’ > WAD. asskk-an ‘horn, antler’; FSCr. e:sk-an ‘antler’.

(5) Noo. ma:t ‘horns’.

(6) Yu. s?ec-oh ‘horn(s); wedge’.

42.1

(1) PAW *1V ‘I; we (excl.)’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #254) > PW *nu:- ‘I, we’ > PWN *nu:-g*a: ‘I’ >
Kw., Oo. nu-g“a, Hei. nii-g“a, Hai. nii-g*a ® PNi *1i > NiA., NiS. 7ii ‘I’ ® PAlg *ne?- (pref.) ‘I, me,
my’, *ne-?il-a ‘T > Wi. yi(-1) ‘I’ (cf. du- ‘1 Sg possessive prefix)’; Yu. ne-k(i?); PA *n-i:l-a >
WAD. n-i-a ‘I, me, mine’, MiPe. n-i:l-a ‘I, me’, FSCr. n-i:si-a ‘I’. See WE.

(2) PWS *si-y’a: ‘T’ > Noo. si-y’a ‘T’ (also Mak. si-ya:, Dit. si-y’a).

% In Nikolaev 2015b, #94 PAlg *-a:ck-w-, *-eck-, *-etk- (~ ¢h, kh) ‘head’ [PA *-etkw-, -esky- (suff.) ‘head’,
Yu. m-otk®- ‘head’] were erroneously grouped together with PAW *¢#:’k’E = *?4:1°C°k’E ‘head’; I now think that
they should instead be grouped with PNA *?0:¢k’E ‘head, face’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #36).

% No data for PWN.

2 No data for PWN.

» Also PA *=a:n- ‘head hair’.
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43. KILL

(1) PAW *xVIV = *2VIxV ‘to kill’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #400a) > PWN *?alx- ‘to kill, murder,
beat up’ > Kw., Hai. 2/x-a, Hei. 2[x-a ® PNi *kh-u- > NiA iy- (kh-u-, x-u-), NiS. iwy-d ‘to kill’.

(2) PAW *’AbV (~ p’) ‘to die’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #255) > PAlg *nep- ‘to die’, caus. *nep-I-
‘to kill’ > PA *ne?-I- > WAD. nih-1-a TA ‘to kill (so.)’ A *nep- ‘to die’ > caus. FSCr. nip-ah-e:w
TA ‘to kill so.’. See Die.

(3) PWS *gax- ‘to die; dead’ > Noo. gah- ‘to die; kill, cause to die’ (also Mak. gax- ‘to die,
become numb’, Dit. qax-siA- ‘to die’, gax-sas?p ‘to kill, beat up’).

(4) MiPe. ankih- ‘to kill (him)’.

(5) Wi. diy-ab- ‘to kill’.

(6) Yu. caus. sam-at- ‘to beat, kill’.

44. KNEE

(1) PAW *x V1tV (Nikolaev 2015b, #401a) > PWN *-xt-a:m’u: ‘knee’ > Kw., Hei., Hai. -(:) xt-am’u
e PA *=ket-ekw- ‘knee’ > WAD. =k-ket=ekw; MiPe. =h-kit-ikw-i-a ‘knee’; FSCr. o=kit-ik ‘het/his
knee, knee joint’.

(2) PAW *p’igE ‘knee’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #304) > PWS *-p’ig-a > Noo. 2a?ap-p’iq-a ‘knee’
(also Dit. -p’ig id.) ® *pix- > NiA. pix (v-, b-), NiS. pix-t-i ‘knee’.

(3) Wi. =a?l-aw-al ‘knee’.

(4) Yu. ?a2:k-at ‘knee’.

45. KNOwW

(1) PAW *k%e:mV ‘to know, understand’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #177) > PW *xam-3 > PWS
*xam-up- ‘to know’ > Noo. ham-up ‘to know, recognize’ (also Noo Ky. ham-i:p id., Noo. caus.
him.- ‘to show’, Mak. yab-up ‘to know, recognize (a person)’, Dit. yab-up ‘to know, recognize’)
* PNi *him-, *khim- > NiA jajm- (him-), jim- (khim-, xim-), NiS. jajm-(n)d ‘to know, under-
stand’ ® PAlg *ko(:)m- (~ kh) > Yu. kom- ‘to know, feel’ (e. g., kom-c-um-ek’ ‘I know’, etc.).

(2) PAW *hOx V-tA:k*V ‘to know how’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #35) > PAlg *ka:tkw-, *ketk(w)- >
Wi. kak*- ‘to know’; PA *ketk- ‘know, recognize’ > MiPe. kihk-eli:-, FSCr. kisk-e:riim-e:w
TA ‘to know’.

(3) PA *wa:w-, *waw- ‘to know’ > WAb. waw- ‘to know, learn’ (e. g., waw-alt-a ‘to know
(in general), be knowing’, waw-k-a ‘to know how to dance’, etc.).

46. LEAF

(1) PAW *pVlanq’A ‘leaf, flower’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #299) > PNi *phlayk > NiA. phlayq ‘leaf’
o PAlg *P(el)aK-w- ‘leaf’ > PA*-pak-w- > WADb. wani-pakw, MiPe. mihsi-pakwa (Mi.),
ka:ki-pakwa (Pe., Wea.) ‘leaf’.

(2) PAW *mi: (~ i, ii:) ‘leaf, berry’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #224) > PWN *mi:- ‘leaf, blossom’ >
Kw. mame-m’a ‘leaves, blossoms’, Hei. mim-iaxAawa ‘leaves (of any plant)’.

(3) PNA *?Eni:pV (~ 1’) ‘leaf, flower’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #16) > PA *ani:p-y- > FSCr. ani:p-i:y
‘leaf’.

(4) PWS *A’ag- ‘to grow; to sprout’ > Noo. 1’ag-apt ‘leaf; bush; branch; plant’.

(5) PNi *com-r > NiS. com-7 ‘leaf, flower’.

(6) Wi. 2awiyadak ‘plant, grass, weed, leaf’.

(7) Yu. ka:p’- ‘leaf, leaves, greenery, brush, grass, the wild; to gather greenery’.

3 No data for PWN.
31 Cf. Quil. yab- ‘to know how’.
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47. LIE (ANIMATE OBJECTS) 2

(1) PAW *ti:hV = *2i:htV (~ e:) ‘to lie’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #210) > PAlg *-eht- > Wi. ta-tik*-1-il
‘Pm lying down’, caus. kawa-tu-sap-t-is ‘I'm laying them straight’, etc. (tik”- ‘down’; sap-
‘in the same way’); PA *-eht-, *-ehs- ‘to lie, fall’ > WADb. pap-is-ew-oc-em-o Al ‘he lies’; FSCr.
pim-is-in Al ‘to lie, recline’.

(2) PWN *k»al- ‘to lie somewhere, lie down (said of animate beings)’ > Kw. k¥l-g,
Oo. k*l-a, Hei. k“]-d id., Hai. k*l-zuét ‘mattress’.

(3) PNi *por- > NiA. por- (b-), NiS. poz-d ‘to lie, lie down’.

(4) Yu. 2oytkes-ek’ ‘I lie (down)’.

48. LIVER

(1) PAW *g“onwV ~ *q“onwV ‘liver, bowels’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #334) > PWN *g"am(-s)-
‘liver’ > Oo. ¢’“mms, Hei. g’“nis.

(2) PAW *tiy(“)V ‘liver, gall’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #341) > PNi *thi-w-s > NiA. thiu-s, NiS.
thiw-s ‘liver’.

(3) PAW *r’a:g’A = *2a:r’q’"A (~ a:) ‘liver’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #338) > PAlg *=tkw-en-, *=tkw-an-
> Wi. =atw-ad, Yu. =atk-un ‘liver’; PA WAD. =skw-en, MiPe. =hk-on-i, FESCr. o-sk-on ‘liver’.

(4) Noo. 2’im’a(:)q ‘liver’.

49. LONG

(1) PAW *¢il’V (~ a) (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #113) > PWN *gol’-t- ‘long’3® > Kw. gl-t-a,
Qo. gl-t, Hai., Hei. g/-t ® PNi *kil- > NiA. kil-a-, NiS. kil-d ‘long’.

(2) PAlg *ken-ew- ‘long’ > Yu. kn-ew- ‘long, tall’; PA *ken-w-, *kaka:n-w- ‘long’ > WAD.
kwen-i id., MiPe. kin-w-a:- 11, FSCr. kin-os-iw Al, kin-w-a:w 1I ‘to be long’.

(3) Noo. y’a(:)q ‘long, high’.

(3) Wi. dan-at-a?w 3Sg is long’ (cf. dan-at-ad ‘3Sg is large’).

50. LOUSE (HEAD-)34

(1) PAW *hi:rxk’E ‘louse’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #149) > PW *G=i:xk- ‘louse’ > PWN *G-i:x-
‘louse’ > Kw., Hai. G-i-n, Oo. G-i:-n-, Hei. G-i-na (cf. *G-ix- ‘to have lice, lousy’); PWS *g-i¢- >
Noo. g-i¢-in ‘louse’ (also Mak. g-i¢-, g-i¢-id(a), Dit. g-ic-id) » PAlg *ihkw- ‘louse’ > Wi. ik»
‘louse’, Yu. m-ohk-oh ‘head louse’; PA *ehkw- > WAD. akk-em-6; MiPe. at-ehk-am-a ‘louse’,
wa:p-ihkw-a ‘louse, lice’; FSCr. ihkw-a ‘louse’.

(2) PNi *amrak > NiA. amrak ‘head louse’.

51. MAN®

(1) PAW *?ii:tOq’“E (Nikolaev 2015b, #38) > PNi *utk- > NiA. utk-u ‘man, husband’.

(2) PAW *be:k“E ~ *pe:g"E ‘person’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #62) > PAlg *na:-pe:;yw-, *ne-pe:yw- >
Yu. pey-ak ‘man, mal, all-grown-up person’ (cf. pey-it ‘male’); PA *na:-pe:w- ‘man, male’ >
FSCr. na:-pe:w ‘man’. See PERSON.

(3) PW *kap- ‘man, husband’ > PWS *¢ap-k*-, *Cakup- (metath.) > Noo. éakup ‘male, hus-
band, man’ (also Mak. ¢ap-x“-, éakup, Dit. cap-x*-, ak®up ‘male, husband’).

% No data for MiPe. or Noo.

3 Cf. PWN *gal- in Kw. gl-i?stnd ‘to turn over lengthwise (said of salmon, small animal)’.

3 No data for NiS.

% NiS. azmac ‘man’ is borrowed from TM *simac- ‘to have an affair with somebody else's wife’, *asimacu
‘womanizer’.
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(4) PA *elenyiw- > MiPe. aleni-a ‘man’. See PERSON.

(5) PWN *wi:s- ‘man, male’ > Kw. wis-m ‘male’, wis-a ‘small boy’, Hei. wis-m ‘male’,
Hai. wis-m ‘man, male’.

(6) WAD. sanopa ‘adult male, man, husband’.

(7) Wi. ku?w-il ‘man, Indian, person, human, creature, people’ (cf. ku?w- ‘to live’). See
PERSON.

52. MANY

(1) PWN *q’i:- ‘much, many’ > Kw., Oo. g’i-nm, Hei. q’i-nm, Hai. q’t-nm.

(2) PWS *?2ay- > Noo. 2ay-a ‘many’ (also Mak. ?ay-, 2ay-a- ‘many, much’, Dit. 2ay-, 2ay-i:q
‘alot’).

(3) PNi *les > NiA., NiS. les ‘many; enough’.

(4) PA *me?t- ‘big’ > WAD. mss-al-i ‘many, much’.

(5) Wi. kac- ‘many, much, a lot’.

(6) Yu. ten- ‘many, much, a lot’.

(7) MiPe. wi:hsa ‘much, a lot, great amount’.

(8) FSCr. mihce:t, misce:t ‘many, a lot, a good number’.

53. MEAT

(1) PAW *di:®V ~ *di:c"V (~ id:) ‘meat, flesh’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #101) > PNi *#ju-7 > NiA. cu-s
(3-), NiS. tu-7 ‘meat’.

(2) PAW *mi:- ‘food, fish; to eat’ > PW *mi:- ‘fish, fish meat’ > Noo. bi:-c ‘meat’ (also
Mak. bi:-c-i: ‘meat’, Dit. bi:-c ‘meat, flesh’). See EAT, FisH.

(3) PNA *yiwV (~ y’, 3, w’) ‘body, intestines; flesh’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #404) > PA *=i:-yaw-
‘meat; body’ > WAb. w-i-o0-ss, MiPe. w-i:-yo:-hs-i ‘meat’, FSCr. w-i-ya:-s ‘meat, flesh’.

(4) PWN *2al3- ‘meat, flesh’ > Kw. ?/z-i, Hai. ?]z.

() Yu. napaw ‘meat’.

(6) Wi. ¢ecac ‘meat’.

54. MOON

(1) PAW *I’u:n’3V (Nikolaev 2015b, #197) > PWN *n’u:?s-i: ‘moon, month’ > Oo. n’u?s-i,
Hei. n’us-i ® PNi *loy (< *loy3-) > NiA., NiS. loy ‘moon’.

(2) PNA *kin3V (~ g, X) ‘sun, moon’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #161) > PAlg *k(-ey)-ech- > PA *ki:s-
‘sun, moon, month; day, sky’ > WAD. kis-oss ‘moon, sun, luminary’; MiPe. ki:ts-w-a ‘sun,
moon; month’. See SUN.

(3) Noo. hupat ‘sun, moon, month’. See SUN.

(4) Wi. dacow-alayalak*i ‘moon’ (dacow- ‘night’). See NIGHT.

(5) Yu. won=ewsley ‘moon, sun’ (won- ‘up’). See SUN.

(6) ESCr. tipisk(a:w)i-pi:sim ‘moon’ (litt. “night sun”). See SUN.

55. MOUNTAIN

(1) PAW *ya:kV (~ g) ‘mountain’ > PW *nuk- > PWN *nak- ‘mountain’ > Kw. ng-i;
PWS *nuc- > Noo. nuc-i: ‘mountain’ (also Mak. di¢-i?i;, Dit. duc-i? id.) ® PAlg *makw- (~ kh) >
Yu. mak-»-at ‘mountain, peak, hill’, mak-»-am-ak” ‘mountain’.

(2) PNi *chir > NiA., NiS. chir ‘mountain’.

(3) PA *wat-y- > WADb. wac-o ‘mountain, hill’, MiPe. ac-iw-i ‘hill, ridge, mountain’,
FSCr. wac-iy ‘hill, mountain’.

(4) Wi. k»as ‘hill’.
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56. MOUTH?3¢

(1) PAW *m’a:whV = *ham’wV ‘to eat’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #234) > PNi *am-k, -x% >
NiA. iy-g ‘mouth, beak’, NiS. am-x ‘mouth’. See EAT.

(2) PWN *sams- ‘mouth’ > Kw., Hai. sms, Oo. smms, Hei. stis.

(3) PAlg *=tl- ‘mouth’ > Wi. =al-ul, Yu. =al-ut ‘mouth’; PA *=t-o:n- > WADb. =t-0-n ‘mouth’,
MiPe. =t-u:-n-i ‘mouth, beak’, FSCr. o=t-o0:-n ‘her/his mouth’.

57. NAME

(1) PAW *?VKkIV ‘to name’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #42) > PW *-kt- ~ *-kA- ‘name(d) >
PWN *-(x)i-a: ‘named, called’ > Kw. -(x)A(-a), Oo. -A(-a), Hei. -(x)A(-a), Hai. -A(-a); PWS *-gt- >
Noo. =gi(-a) ‘call, name(d)’ (also Mak. -(k)-a(:) ‘having as name’, uqu-q#(-a) ‘one’s name is ...,
Dit. -k*a-gt ‘call, name(d)’) ® PNi *gha > NiA., NiS. gha ‘name’.

(2) PAlg *w-, *=ew, *w(-ey-)-en- ‘to name’, *=w- ‘name’3 > Wi. w-an- ‘to mention by name’,
Yu. w-ey-en-ek’ ‘I call, name’ AYu. =ew ‘name (n.)’; PA *wi-n- ‘to name’ > WAb. wi-s-w-o6-
kan, MiPe. =wi:-n-s-o:-n-i ‘name’. FSCr. wi:-n-e:w TA ‘to name so.’.

58. NECK®*

(1) PAW *g’“i:yV ‘neck’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #333) > PWN *g"™u:- ‘neck’ > Kw. q’uq’u-n’i,
Oo. g”*ugq’-n’i, Hei. g’*uq’*-un’i, Hai. q’uq’*-ni ® PA *<kwe:y-aw- > FSCr. mi-kway-aw ‘neck’.

(2) PAW *¢’ik’*V (~ i) neck’ > PWS *c’ik’“-am(a)c > Noo. ¢’ik’-umc ‘neck’ (also Mak. c’ik’*-a:bas,
Dit. ¢’ik’™-a:bx) ® PAlg *=skw- ‘neck’ > Wi. (Pu)w-asw-itk-ad-a?l ‘her neck’; PA *-tkw-e:-kan- >
MiPe. =hkw-e:-kan-i ‘neck’.

(3) PAW *k’“onsV ‘neck’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #187)% > PNi *qhos > NiA. ghos (x-),
NiS. ghos ‘neck’.

(4) Yu. pah, paht-un ‘neck’.

59. NEw#!

(1) PAW *c’t:wV (~ &) ‘new’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #79) > PW *c’u:- ‘new, fresh’ > PWN *c’u:-,
*c’a- ‘new’ > Kw. cx-as ‘new (mat or blanket)’; Oo. c’u-ta, Hai. c’ii-ta ‘fresh (said of food)’; PWS
*c’u-s- > Noo. c’u-s.-uk ‘new’ (also Mak. c’u-s-tk-, Dit. c’u-s-tuk id.) ® PNi *chju-7- > NiA. chu-z-,
NiS. chi-r-d ‘new’ ® PAlg *ci:-, *ci- (~ ch, ¢, ¢h) > Yu. ci-?n, ca-?an ‘new’.

(2) PAlg *we:3g-, *we3g- ‘new, young’ 42 > PA *we:sk-, *wesk- > WADb. wsskk-i ‘new, young,
raw, fresh’; MiPe. we:hk-i- ‘new, young’; FSCr. 0sk-i ‘new’.

60. NIGHT

(1) PAW *taxA = *?atx A (Nikolaev 2015b, #339) > PWS *?at - ‘evening, night’ > Noo. 2ath-i:
‘night’ (also Mak. ?atyi:-yu?u:, Dit. 2atx-iy id.) ® PA *-etk- ‘evening, night’ > WAD. tep-okk-w
‘dark time of the night (later than evening)’; MiPe. tip-ehk-i ‘night’; FSCr. tip-isk-a:w II
‘to be night, be dark’ (*tep- ‘dark’).

3% The Noo. data are lacking.

% A deverbative with the agentive suffix -k/-x, cf PNi *hil-k, -x ‘tongue’ from *hel-[h]el- ‘to lick’.

% The PAW root PNA *x“a = *hax*V ‘name’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #389) does not really exist.

% No data for WAD.

4 Some of the reflexes of the newly reconstructed PAW root *c’ik’™V (~ i) ‘neck’ were previously mixed with
reflexes of the PAW root *k’*onsV ‘neck’ (the second form*?onsk’“A is erroneous).

4 No data for Wiyot.

2 Also Yu. wa?-ay-ay- ‘young’.
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(2) PAW *1i:g"E ~ *nid:g“TV night’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #251) > PAlg *neyt-, neyc- ‘night;
dark’# > Wi. dac-aw-; Yu. nahsc-ew-en ‘night’.

(3) PWN *Ga:n-u: ‘night’# > Kw., Oo. Gan-uA, Hei. Gin-uiA, Hai. Gan-uA.

(4) PNi *wirk > NiA. urk, NiS. i7k ‘night’.

61. NOSE

(1) PAW *we:q“E (~q™) ‘nose, cape’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #373) > PNi *wix > NiA. vix, NiS. ux ‘nose’.

(2) PAW *g%esV = *heq“sV ‘mouth, nose, throat’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #326) > PA *=kwel- ‘nose’
> FSCr. o=kot ‘his/her nose, its beak’.

(3) PWN *x*am- ‘nose’ > Oo. x“m-aq, Hei. x*m-dq, Hai. xum-aq.

(4) PWS *nic- > Noo. nic-"a ‘nose’ (also Dit. dic-’id.).

(5) PA *=¢ya:t- ‘nose’ > WADb. =cél ‘nose, nostril’.

(6) PA *=tki:w-an- > MiPe. =hkiw-an-i ‘nose, bill (of a bird)’.

(7) Wi. tath-ad ‘nose’.

(8) Yu. =ap’-a?n ‘nose’.

62. NOT#

(1) PAW *k’i: ‘negative stem’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #168) > PW *k(*)’i-, *-ik(*)’ ‘not’ > PWN
*k’-i:-, *k’-u:- ‘no, not’ > Kw. k’-i ‘no’, k’-i-w- ‘no, not, none, nil, non-existent’; Qo. k’-i: ‘no’,
kK’-i-w- ‘not’; Hei. k’-i-a ‘no’, kK’-u-w- ‘not’, Hai. k’-u ‘no’, k’-u-s ‘not the case, non-existent’;
PWS *-k* > Noo. hi-k, wi-k ‘not’ ® PAlg *ka-, *ke- ‘no, not (negative stem)’ > Wi. ka-, ka- ‘no,
not (negative preverb)’; Yu. ke-, ki-, ko- ‘no, not (negative stem)’.

(2) PA *mo:- ‘negative stem’ > MiPe. mu:-h¢i ‘no, not’; FSCr. mo-wa:¢ ‘no, not’, mo:-#ia ‘no,
not (negative marker for independent verbs)’.

(3) WAD. 6ta ‘no, not’.

63. ONE

(1) PAW *71°a ‘one’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #257) > PW *n’a-m > PWN *n’a-m-, *m’a-n- ‘one; alone’
>Kw. n’-m-, Oo., Hei., Hai. m’-n- ® PNi *7(i)- > NiA., NiS. 7(i)- ‘one’ ® PAlg *ne-kwet-, *ne-kwec-
‘one’4 > Wi. ku(?)c, Yu. koht/c- ‘one’; PA *ne-kwetw- > WAD. ne-kwec-i; MiPe. n-kot-i ‘one’.

(2) PWS *c’a- ‘one’ > Noo. c’a-w-a:(k) ‘one’ (also Mak. c’a-w-a:-, c’a-w-i:-, c’a-w-u:-, c’a-k-w-
a:2ak®, Dit. c’a-w-a:?k id.).

(3) PAlg *pe:r-, *pe:l- > PA *pe:s-47, *pe:l- > FSCr. pe:y-ak ‘one’.

64. PERSON

(1) PAW *be:k“E ~ *pe:g“E (Nikolaev 2015b, #62) > PNA *n’a:-be:k"E ~ *1’a:-pe:g“E ‘person’
(Nikolaev 2015b, #62) > PNi *#i-vy-n > NiA. ni-vx, NiS. ni-vy-y ‘person; Nivkh’ ¢ PAlg
*na:-pe:yw-, *ne-pe:;yw- > Yu. pey-ak ‘man, mal, all-grown-up person’*. See MAN.

(2) PW *-a:s- ‘person’ > PWN *-g-a:s, *-G-a:s ‘person’ > Kw. -Gas, Oo., Hei., Hai. -g-as
‘person; fellow; PWS *qu:?-as > Noo. qu:?-as ‘person, Indian, adult, man of worth’ (also Mak.
qut-ac-, que-as-, qu:?-as ‘husky person, man of worth’, Dit. qu:?-as ‘man, Indian’).

(3) PA *elen-y-iw- > FSCr. inin-iw ‘person, Cree person, aboriginal person’. See MAN.

# Also PAlg *n-ey-eyt- > PA *ni?t- > Men. na-ni:2t-ak-en-a:k-w-at ‘night is falling’.
# Cf. Oo. Gan-ita, Hei. Gdn-ita, Hai. Gan-éta ‘to have supper’.

% No data for Nivkh.

% A compound, cf. PA *kwet-ak- ‘other’ and PA *na-w-at- ‘first’.

¥ The root PAW *pE:5V = *?E:psV ‘one’ (Nikolaev 2015, #281) does not really exist.
% Cf. pey-it ‘male’.
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(4) Wi. ku?w-il ‘man, Indian, person, human, creature, people’ (cf. ku?w- ‘to live’).
See MAN.

(5) WAD. pemowsowinno ‘a living person, a person’.

(6) MiPe. mihtohse:nia ‘human, person, Indian’.

65. RAIN

(1) PWN *y’u:g»- ‘rain; to rain’ > Kw. y’1ig"-a, Hai. y’ug“-a ‘rain’.

(2) PWS *m’iA- > Noo. m’iZ- ‘rain’ (also Mak. biA-, Dit. biA-a:).

(3) PNi *lix > NiA. léx ‘rain; weather’, NiS. lix ‘rain’.

(4) PAlg *-phe:?w > Wi. pha?w- ‘to rain’; Yu. ten-pew-e?t ‘it is raining, rain, storm’.
(5) PA *so:k- ‘to pour, soak’ > WAD. sok-el-6n 1I ‘it rains’.

(6) PA *kem-iw-an- ‘to rain’ > FSCr. kim-iw-an II ‘to rain’.

(7) PA *pe:t-, *pe:s- ‘slowly’ > MiPe. pi:t-il-a:n- I ‘it rains’.

66. RED

(1) PAW *p’akV (~ i) ‘red; blood’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #302) > PNi *par- > NiA. pas-la-,
NiS. par-d ‘red’ PAlg *pak-, *pek- ‘to be bloody, red’ > Yu. pek-oy-, pak-ay- ‘red’. See BLOOD.

(2) PAW *c’ii:xA = *?ii:c’xA ‘sap, blood’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #81) PAlg *=ck-o?w-, *=tk-o?w-
‘blood’ > PA *me-sk-w- ‘red’ > WADb. me-kk-w-i; MiPe. me-hk-w- ‘red’; FSCr. mi-hk-w-a:w 11
‘to be red’. See BLOOD.

(3) PW *A’ix- ‘rusty, red, buff colour’ > Noo. 1’ik ‘red’ (also Mak. A’ix-, Dit. A’ix-uk id.).

(4) PWN *1’a:g- ‘red’ > Kw., Oo. A’ag*-a, Hei. A’aq*-a, Hais. A’ag-.

(5) Wi. say-a?w ‘it is red’.

67.ROAD

(1) PNA *5OlyV (~ 1°) ‘path, road’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #266) > PAlg *mey-e:- > PA *my-e:- >
MiPe. mi:-w-i ‘road, trail’; PA *mye:-hkanaw- > FSCr. me:-skanaw ‘road, path’.

(2) PW *t’ax- ‘path, trail, way’> PWN *t’ax- ‘pathway, trail, way’ > Kw. t’x-la, Oo., Hei. t’x,
Hai. #’x-Is; PWS *t’as- > Noo. t’as-i: ‘road, trail, doorway’ (also Mak. ’as-(i:) ‘trail, road, door-
way’, Dit. t’as-i: ‘trail’).

(3) PNi *ci-f> NiA. ti-f (z-, d-), NiS. ti-f ‘road, path, way, trail’.

(4) Wi. watal ‘road, trail’.

(®) Yu. la: ‘road, way’.

(6) WAD. owti ‘path, trail, road, street’.

68. ROOT

(1) PAW *¢VIVyip’V, *¢’VIVyip’(-a:tKE) (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #97) > PW *A’u:p’-ak(*) ‘root’ >
PWN *2'u:p’-k*- ‘root’ >Kw. AX’up’-k, Oo. A’uk’*p, Hei. A’uk’“p, Hai. A’up’-k; PWS *A’up’-ac >
Noo. Z'up’-ac root’ (also Mak. A’up’-ac id., Dit. A’u:?b-a¢ ‘roots for basket making’) ® PNi *vizl-ix
(metathesis of *zilv-ix) > NiA., NiS vizl-ix root’ ® PAlg *=dlayep-, *=dlayep-i:t(a)k- (~ th, kh) ‘root’ >
Wi. 2u-wa-lap-itk-a?l, u-lap-itk-a?l ‘roots’; Yu. 2wa-?lp- ‘root(s)’ (also fwo-?tp-’e?y ‘angelica root’,
fwa-?tp-itok ‘root, willow root’); PA *wa=t(y)ap- > FSCr. wa-tap-iy ‘root’ A PA *we=tye:p-itk-,
*we=tye:p-isk-,*we=tye:p-isk- ‘root’ > WAb. wa-capp-kk-w ‘plant root’; MiPe. a-¢i:p-ihk-a ‘root
(of a plant)’.

69. ROUND

(1) PAW *kOIxV ~ *k’Olk’V ~ *k’“i:Ik’V ‘round, roundish’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #162) > PWN
*kalx- ‘round, circular’ > Kw. klx-a ‘round, circular, wheel, round thing, etc.’, Oo. klx-a ‘circular
(an opening)’.
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(2) PNA *2a:wV (~ w’) ‘egg, brood’ (Nikolaev 2015b #21) > PA *w=a:w- ‘egg; round’ > MiPe.
w-a:w-i- ‘round’; FSCr. w-a:w-iy- ‘to be round, circular, disk-like’. See EGG.

(3) PNi *pulk- > NiA. pulk-u-, NiS. pulk-u-d ‘round’.

(4) PA *pet-ek- ‘behind; around’ > WAD. pet-ek-w- ‘round’.

(5) Noo. cax” ‘round’.

(6) Wi. 2iw- ‘to be round’.

(7) Yu. yahp-ah ‘to be round’ (cf. Yu. yohp- ‘in a circle’).

70. SAND

(1) PAW *3°0OmbV (Nikolaev 2015b, #320) > PW *q’up- ‘sand’ > PWN *gq’ap- ‘sand’ >
Kw. g’b-¢"is ‘sandy beach’, g’b-ilis ‘broken shells’, Hai. q’p:q’b-is ‘sand’; PWS *q’up- > Noo.
fup-x-imc, Sup-x-aq” ‘sand’ (cf. Sup-x-aqak ‘sandy’) ® PNi *gom-r > NiS. gom-7 ‘sand’.

(2) PNA *pVlI-anV-k’™E ‘ashes’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #300) > PA *penkw- ‘ashes, dust, powder’ >
WAD. pekw-i ‘sand, dust, soil, earth’. See ASHES, EARTH.

(3) PAlg *le:k-, *lek- ‘sand’ > Wi. latkak ‘sand’ (perhaps < *lok-atk ‘sandy place’, cf. Yu. ri:k-"ew
‘shore, sandbar’); PA *le:k-aw- > MiPe. ne:k-aw-i ‘sand’; FSCr. rie:k-aw ‘sand, fine gravel’.

(4) PNi *may (~ a) > NiA. mayx ‘sand’.

() Yu. ca-:l (ca?-alk-, ca-:lk-) ‘sand, beach’.

71.SAY

(1) PNA *di = *?idV ‘to say, tell’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #100) > PNi *it- > NiA. it-, NiS. it-t
‘to say, tell, speak’.

(2) PW *wa:- ‘to say’ > Noo. wa:(-})-, wa-wa: ‘to say, speak’ (also Mak. wa:(-})-, Dit. wa:-
‘to say’).

(3) PAlg. *he-, *h- ‘to say’ > Wi. /-, Yu. h- ‘to say’; PA *0- > WAD. it-@-a TI ‘to say’,
FSCr. it-@-e:w TA ‘to say to so.’, it-J-w-e:w Al ‘to say’, MiPe. i-J- ‘to say’.

(4) PWN *n’i:k- ‘to say, tell’ > Kw., Oo., Hai. n’ik id., Hei. n’x:n’-ki ‘to say repeatedly’.

72.SEE

(1) PAW *1’e:(wV) ‘to see, look’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #256) > PW *na:- ‘to see, look’ > Noo.
n’a:-csa- ‘to see’ (also Mak., Dit. da-¢-, Noo. n’a-¢- ‘to look’) ® PNi *n-di- > NiA. i(n)-di- (n-vi-),
NiS. i(n)-di-d (n-7i-d) ‘to see; find’# e PAlg *ne:(w)- ‘to see’ > Yu. ne-w- ‘to see’; PA *ne:- >
MiPe. ne:- TA ‘to see’. See EYE.

(2) PAlg *wel- ‘to see, choose’* > Yu. wal- ‘to see’.

(3) PWN *du:q*- ‘to see, look’ > Kw. duq®“-la, Oo. duq*-la, Hei. diiqg*-14, Hai. diig*-la.

(4) PA *wa:p-, -[w]a:p- ‘white, light; eye, look; to look, see’ > WAD. pas-op-i ‘to see, be able
to see’; FSCr. wa:p- ‘to see’. See WHITE.

73. SEED5!

(1) PAW *#Vg’(¥)E = *?V1g’(“)E ‘bone, gristle’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #213) > PA *we=tk-an- ‘bone;
pit’ and PAW *mi: (~ d., ii:) ‘leaf, berry’ 224 > PAlg *m(-ey-)en- > PA *men-, *mi:n- ‘berry’ > PA
*wetkan-i-men- ‘seed, pit’ > WAD. sskkan-i-men ‘seed’; MiPe. ahkan-i-min-i ‘seed (of a fruit,
in the middle)’; FSCr. ohka-ta:-min ‘seed, nut, pit’. See BONE.

(2) PNi *xem > NiA., NiS. xem ‘seed, grain’.

# Cf. the suffixed forms PNi *7-u- ‘to look, watch’, *#ia-x ‘eye’; PA *na-t- ‘to seek, hunt’.
5 PA *wel- ‘to choose’.
51 No data for PWN, Noo., Wi., or Yu.
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74. SIT

(1) PAW *t’i:q’"V ~ *ti:g’*V ‘to sit’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #350) > PNi *thiv- > NiA. ifp- (thiv-,
iv-), NiS. ifp-t (thiv-) ‘to sit; sit down’.

(2) PW *k’“a:-, *k¥a:- > PWN *k’*a:- ‘to sit’ > Kw. k’a-la ‘sitting, to be seated, meeting’,
Oo. k’a:-1a ‘sitting, a marriage ceremony’, Hei. k’i-la ‘sitting, a marriage ceremony’, Hai. k’™a:-Ia
‘sitting’; PWS *k“a- > Noo. k*a- ‘to sit’ (also Mak. k“a- id., Dit. k“a- ‘to sit down’).

(3) PAlg *-ap?- ‘to sit’, *-i:p?- ‘to put’® > PA *-ap-, *-ep- > WAD. l-ap-i ‘to sit’; MiPe. ap-i-
Al ‘to be located, sit’; FSCr. ap-i- ‘to sit, stay in a place’.

(4) Wi. tam- ‘to sit’.

(5) Yu. rek’i:n ‘to sit’.

75. SKIN>3

(1) PAW *tokV = *20tkV (~ k’) ‘skin, hide’ > PW *tuk- (~ d-) > PWS *tuk®- > Noo. tuk*-aq
‘skin, hide’ (also Mak. tuk“-aq id.) ® PAlg *=tak-, =atk-, =ack- ‘skin’ > Wi. w-atk-ay ‘skin’;
Yu. 2w-as, 2w-ask-un ‘skin’; PA *=tak- > WADb. ma-tak-en ‘hide, skin’.

(2) PAW *Aii:q’V ~ *A’ii:cV (~ q’°) ‘skin, fur’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #203) > PAlg *lo:g-, *I(-ey-)eg-
‘skin, feather’>* > PA *-lo:k- (~ 1) ‘hide, skin’ > MiPe. =lu:k-ay-i ‘skin’. See FEATHER.

(3) PNA *?VyrV ‘skin (of animals), scale’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #41) > PAlg *=ayl-ak-, *=eyl-ek-,
*=ayr-ak- ‘skin, shell’5; PA *-a?l-ak-, *-e?$-ak- ‘skin, scale’ > FSCr. m=is-ak-ay ‘skin (animal,
person, tree)’.

(4) PW *A’i:- ‘skin (of fish, animal, human)’> PWN *2’i:-s- ‘skin (of fish, animal, human,
fruit)’ > Kw. , Hei A’i-s, Qo. A’i:-s, A’is, Hai. A’i:-s.

(5) PNi *hal (~ 2)% > NiA. hal ‘skin (of human); body’.

76. SLEEP

(1) PAW *k’0:1V = *20:4k’"A (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, 188) > PWN *k’a:t- ‘to sleep’ > Kw. k’af-a,
Hei. k’dt-a, Hai. k’at-a ® PNi *gho- > NiA. gho-, NiS. gho-d ‘to sleep’ ® PAlg *-i:tkw- ‘to sleep,
dream’ > Wi. n-itw- ‘to sleep’?.

(2) PAW *’AbV (~ p’) ‘to die’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #255) > PA *nep- ‘to die; sleep’ >
MiPe. nep-a:- Al ‘to sleep’; FSCr. nip-a:w Al ‘to sleep, be asleep’.

(3) PWS *wa?ic- > Noo. we?ic ‘to sleep’ (also Mak., Dit. we?ic).

(4) PA *kaw- ‘to prostrate’ > WADb. kaw-i Al ‘to sleep’.

(5) Yu. ckey-ek’ ‘I sleep, I am asleep’.

77.SMALL

(1) PW *2am- > PWN *?am- ‘small’ > Kw. ?m-¢?, Oo. ?m-i, , Hai. ?m-¢ id., Hei. 2dm-dy’nxi
‘youngest child in the family’; PWS *?ap-a:s- > Noo. 2ap-a:s- ‘small’ (also Mak. ?ap-a:s ‘nice,
cute’, Dit. 2ap-a:s ‘nice’).

(2) PNi *mac-ki- > NiA. mac-ki-, NiS. mic-ki-d ‘small’(cf. *mac-u- ‘to diminish’).

(3) PA *pizw- ‘small piece’ > WAD. piw-i ‘small, fine, thin’. See THIN.

2 Also Yu. -ip-’- in skew-ip’-ak’ ‘I put in order’, etc.

5 No data for NiS.

5 Also Yu. re?-n-oh ‘feather’, r-ey-o? ‘feather, feather for display (as in headband), morning feathers (in brush
dance)’.

% Also Yu. sl-ek-* ‘clothes [a single set]’, etc.

% PNi *h- < *qh-, cf. the Yukaghir borrowing *ghal- ‘bark, scales’.

5 Also Yu. -if ‘sleep, dream’.
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(4) PA *apeHt-, *apeHs- > MiPe. apihs- ‘narrow, small’; FSCr. apihc¢-i ‘small, little, midget’.
(5) Wi. bakt ‘small’.
(6) Yu. ceyk- ‘small; narrow (flat things)’.

78. SMOKE 8

(1) PNA *tu(:)swV (~ 0) ‘to burn (tr.)’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #345) > PNi *thu-f > NiA. thu-f (¥-),
NiS. thu-f ‘smoke’. See BURN, FIRE.

(2) PW *g“a:yx- ‘smoke, to smoke’ > PWN *k»a:x- ‘to smoke (said of fire or chimney)’ >
Kw. k*ax-a, Hai. k*ax-; PWS *4"is > Noo. g*is ‘smoke’ (also Mak. g4"is- id., g“is-ac’is ‘stove pipe’,
Dit. q"is-a: ‘smoke’).

(3) WAD. peketa ‘smoke’.

(4) MiPe. a:hkoli ‘smoke’ (cf. PA *¢i:p-a:hkw- ‘to cook).

(5) Wi. bi?wad ‘smoke’.

(6) Yu mera: ‘smoke’.

79. STAND

(1) PAW *Aa:- ‘to stand’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #199) > PW *Aa:- > PWN *Aa:- ‘to stand’ >
Kw. Aa-fa ‘standing, to be upright’, Aa-x™- ‘to stand (largely, but not entirely, limited to hu-
mans), upright’, Hei. Ad-x*-lil ‘to get up, get out of bed, to volunteer’, Hai. Aa-x*-lit ‘to get up,
get out of bed’; PWS *Aa- > Noo. ia-ki:s ‘to stand’ (also Mak. Aa- ‘pole-like object is erect’,
*Aa-ki(:)s- ‘to stand (human)’, Dit. Aa- ‘stick-like object stands up’, Aa-kis(sA)- to stand’).

(2) PNA *ga:p’V ‘to stand’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #111) > PNi *kap-r- > NiA. kip-r-, NiS. kap-r-d
‘to stand; stand up’ ® PAlg *qa:p- (~ ph) ‘to stand’ > Yu. -0-?20p ‘to stand’; PA *-ka:p-, *kap- >
WAD. kop-o Al ‘he stands’.

(3) PA *ni:p- ‘to stand’ > MiPe. ni:p-aw-, FSCr. ni:p-aw- ‘to stand’.

(4) Wi. -a?-w-, -a?-y- ‘to stand’.

80. STARY®

(1) PNA *?20:1k“E (~ g%, X*) (Nikolaev 2015b, #33) > PNi *uny-({)r > NiA. uny-r, NiS. uny-ir
‘star’ ® PA -a:nkw- ‘star’ > WAD. al-akkw-ss; MiPe. al-a:nkw-a; FSCr. wac-ahk-os ‘star’.

(2) PW *Fa:w- > PWN *t'u:- ‘star’ > Kw. t’ut’u, Oo. t’ut’u-a, Hei. £’1it’u-?a id.r’, Hai. *ut’u-2a
‘North Star’; PWS *fa:w- > Noo. t’at’u(:)-s ‘star’ (also Dit. t’a:’aw-a?si? id., Mak. t’a:w-isa:bac
‘stars’).

(3) Yu. ho:y-ec ‘star’.

81. STONE

(1) PNA *piLV-IVK’(“)E (~ a) ‘stone suitable for making tools’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #287) >
PAlg *peletk-% > Wi. ptatk ‘rock, stone’.

(2) PW *t’i- ‘stone weight’ > PWN *ti:-s- ‘stone’®! > Kw. t’i-s-m ‘stone, rock, ore’,
Oo. t’i-s-a ‘to weight with a stone’, Hei. t’i-s-m, Hai. t’i-s-m ‘stone, rock, ore’; PWS *#’i- > Noo. t"i
‘(big) stone’ (also Mak. #’i-di:¢ ‘rock’ €2, Dit. #’i-dick™ ‘stone, rock’).

(3) PNi *pax > NiA. pax (v-, b-), NiS. pax ‘stone’.

% No data for FSCr.

% No data for Wiyot.

60 Also Yu. petk-of ‘pebbles, gravel’; PA *-a:-petkw-, *-petkw- ‘stone; metal’.
6t Cf. PWN *#’i:- ‘dead weight, ballast’.

62 Cf. Mak. ti-x2casiA ‘weight’.
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(4) PA *a?s-en- ‘stone, rock’ > WAD. ass-en ‘stone’; MiPe. ahs-en-i ‘rock, stone’; FSCr.
as-in-iy ‘stone, rock’.
(5) Yu. ha?a:y ‘rock’.

82. SUN©3

(1) PNA *kin3V (~ g, X) ‘sun, moon’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #161) > PNi *kher(3) > NiA. khey (x-),
NiS. khey ‘sun’ o PAlg *k-ey-ech- ‘sun, moon’ > PA *ki:s- ‘sun, moon, month; day, sky’ >
WAD. kis-o0ss ‘sun, moon, luminary’; MiPe. ki:t-s-w-a ‘sun, moon; month’. See MOON.

(4) FSCr. pi:sim ‘sun; month’. See MOON.

(2) Noo. hupat ‘soon, moon, month’. See MOON.

(3) Yu. won=ewsley ‘moon, sun’ (won- ‘up’). See MOON.

83. SWIM

(1) PAW *ma:rV (Nikolaev 2015b, #222) > PWN *ma:t- ‘to swim’ > Oo. mat-la, Hei. mat-,
Hai. mat-la ® PNi *mra- > NiA. mri-, NiS. mra-d ‘to swim (human, animal), bathe’ ¢ PAlg
*-[m]o:l- > Wi. -ul-; Yu. -ur- ‘to swim’.

(2) PWS *sus- > Noo. sus ‘to swim’ (also Mak. sus-, Dit. sus-a:).

(3) PA *-a:tak- ‘swim’ > FSCr. pim-a:tak-a:w Al ‘to swim; to wade’.

(4) WAD. takkassmi Al ‘to swim’.

(5) MiPe. -i:¢ime: Al ‘to swim’.

84. TAIL

(1) PAW *hV3V = *?Vh3V ‘tail (of quadruped)’ > PWN *has- (~ ¢) ‘tail (of animal) > Oo.,
Hei. he-’xdi id., Kw. he-’xsdi? ‘tail of an animal or fish’ ® PAlg *=ech-, *=eth- ‘tail of quadruped’
> Wi. w-ath- ‘tail’; PAl *=s-o0:w-, =s-w- ‘tail (of quadruped)’ > MiPe. =n-su:-y-i ‘animal’s tail
(not a bird’s tail)’; FSCr. o=sw-ay ‘tail’.

(2) PAW *1’a:gE (~ k’) “tail’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #270) > PNi *nok-i > NiA. yak-i, NiS. yak-i ‘tail’.

(8) PAW *¢’ak’E = *2a¢’k’E ‘tail of fish’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #93) > PA *we=sek-w-an- id. > WAD.
0-sok-en-a ‘tail’.

(4) PAW *¢i:t’V(-1V) ‘foot, leg, flipper’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #86) > PWS *sit- > Noo. sit-’a ‘tail’.
See Foot.

(5) PAlg *=at- ‘bird’s tail’ * > Yu. =at-ay ‘tail’.

85. THAT®

(1) PAW *yV- ‘demonstrative stem’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #412) > PWN *ya:- ‘that’ > Kw y-x-(a)
‘that’, Hei. yd ‘that over there’, Hei. ya-x-f ‘thus’; PWS *ya:- > Noo. ya: ‘that, there’ (also Dit. ya:
‘that’, Mak. ya:t, ya(:)-t ‘there’).

(2) PAW *?V- ‘demonstrative stem’ > PNi *a- > NiA. a-3, NiS. a-u-d, d-hu-d ‘that (distant,
but visible)’.

(3) PAW *gV ~ *¢™V ‘demonstrative stem’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #108) > PAlg *kV- > Wi. k-u-;
Yu. k-u- ‘that’. See THIS.

(4) PA *an-, *-en- > WAD. n-a (anim.), n-i (inanim.); MiPe. i:n-a:n-a (anim.), i:n-i:n-i
(inanim.); FSCr. an-a (anim.), an-i-ma (inanim.) ‘that’¢.

6 No data for PWN and Wiyot.

¢ PA *w=at-an-y- ‘bird’s tail’.

65 No data for PWN.

6 This form also contains the PA morpheme *mV-, see THIS.
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86. THIS

(1) PAW *gV ~ *¢*V ‘demonstrative stem’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #108) > PWN *ga:- ‘this (near
speaker)’ > Kw., Hai. ga, Oo. ga, ga:, Hei. gd ® PAlg *kV-> Yu. k-"i- ‘this’. See THAT.

(2) PAW *dV ‘demonstrative stem’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #107) > PNi *t-wié- > NiA. ti-3,
NiS. tu-d ‘this’.

(3) PAW *y’V ‘demonstrative stem’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #412) > PA *yV- > WAD. yo ‘this
(inanim.)’. See THAT.

(4) PAW *w’V ‘demonstrative stem’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #386) > PAlg *wV- > Wi. w-u- ‘this’;
PA *wV->WADb. w-a ‘this (anim.)’; FSCr. a-w-a (anim.) ‘this’.

(5) PW *x(¥)V-, *-x(¥)- (cf. PNW *x“a- ‘this [near you]’) > PWS *2a-x > Noo. 2a-h ‘this’.

(6) PA *an-, *-en- > MiPe. o:n-a:n-a (anim.), o:n-i:n-i (inanim.) ‘this’. See THAT.

(7) PA *-mV > FSCr. 0:-ma (inanim.) ‘this’. See THAT.

87. THOU

(1) PAW *kV ‘you (sg.), thou’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #164) > PNi *chi > NiA., NiS. chi ‘you sg.’ ®
PAlg *ke?- (pref.) ‘thou, thee, thy’, *ke-?il-a ‘thou’ > Wi. k-hil; Yu. k-"el ‘you sg.’; PA *k-i:l-a >
WAD. k-i-a; MiPe. k-i:l-a; FSCr. k-i:fi-a ‘you sg.’.

(2) PW *su:-, *-u;s- > PWN *su:-, suff. *-u:s ‘you sg.’ > Kw. suff. -(u)s ‘you’, su-?m
‘you indeed’, Oo. g-su-?m id., Hei. suff. -su, -cu, -iis ‘you’, g-su-2dm ‘you indeed’, Ha. yx“-su,
suff. -su, -s ‘you’; PWS *su(:)-, *-us- > Noo. su-w’a ‘you sg.’ (also Mak. su-wa:, pref. sut-, suff.
-su:, Dit. su-w’a (indep.), suff. -su-k*, -2as, -cu-y ‘you sg.’).

88. TONGUE

(1) PAW *hi:tV (~ e:) ‘tongue; to lick’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #148) > PNi *hil-k, -x > NiA. hil-x,
NiS. hil-k ‘tongue’ (cf. *hel-[h]el- ‘to lick’) ® PA *=e:t-al- > WAD. =il-al-o ‘tongue’, FSCr.
ot-e:ri-ari-iy ‘her/his tongue’.

(2) PNA*?::ptV ‘lip, tip of tongue’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #31) > PAlg *=i:pt- > Wi. =it, Yu. =ipl
‘tongue’; PA *=i:t-an- > MiPe. =i:l-an-i ‘tongue’.

(3) PW *k’ul-m- > PWN *k’al-m- tongue’®” > Kw. , Oo., Hai. k’l-m, Hei. k’l-n1; PWS *¢u-p- >
Noo. ¢’u-p ‘tongue’.

89. TOOTH

(1) PAW *Gi:gE ‘tooth, fang’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #123) > PW *gi:k- > PWN *gi:k- ‘tooth, teeth’
> Kw. gigi, Oo., Hei. gik, Hai. gig; PWS *kik- > Noo. ¢ici¢-i ‘tooth’ (also Mak. ¢i¢-, Dit. ¢ic-i?(i:)).

(2) PAW *xEcV = *?ExcV (~ s) ‘tooth’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #388) > PNi *n=ays > NiA. y-iys,
NiS. y-ays, y-ayz-ir ‘tooth’.

(3) PAlg *=(ey-)ep-et-8 > Wi. =ap-t ‘tooth’; PA *=i:p-et- > WAD. =ip-it, MiPe. =i:p-it-i, FSCr.
w-i:p-it ‘tooth’. See BITE, EAT.

(4) Yu. =arpet ‘tooth, teeth’.

90. TREE®

(1) PAW *3ig“E (~ k) ‘tree’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #416) > PW *suk- > PWS *suc- > Noo. suc-'as
‘tree’ (also Mak. suc-, suc-’as, Dit. suc-"as) ® PNi *ciy-r, *cxa-r > NiA. tiy-r (z-, d-), NiS. chxa-7 ‘tree’.

(2) PAlg *-a:?-, -i:?- > Wi. =dt-i? ‘wood, stick, tree’; Yu. tep-o: ‘tree’ (with suff. -o? ‘tree, stem’).

7 PWN *k’al- ‘to lick’, cf. PWN *k’al-g- ‘to lick’.
68 Cf. PAlg *-(?)ep- ‘by tooth, to bite, eat’.
¢ No data for PWN.
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(3) PA *=(e)?t-ekw- > FSCr. mi-st-ik ‘tree’.

(4) PA *apans- ‘tent-pole; squared timber, rafter’ > WAD. apas-i ‘tree, a woody plant large
enough to contain firewood’.

(5) PA *aht- ‘tree 270 > MiPe. aht-aw-a:n-i ‘tree, wood; stick’.

91. Two

(1) PAW *me: ‘two’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #219) > PW *ma:-7' > PWN *ma:-?1 ‘two’ > Kw., Oo.,
Hei. ma-?t-, Hai. ma-t- ® PNi *mi, *me > NiA., NiS. mi-, me- ‘two’.

(2) PAW *n’i- ‘two’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #408) > PAlg *ni-3-, *ni-d-, *n-ey-i-3- > Wi. di-t,
Yu. ni-?- (also no-?-, na-?-) ‘two’; PA *nyi:-s- > WAD. ni-s; MiPe. ni:-$-w-i; FSCr. ni:-$-o ‘two’.

(3) PWS *2aAa > Noo. 2aia ‘two’ (also Mak. 2aA(a), Dit. 2aAa).

92. WALK (GO)7?

(1) PAW *wi (~ e) ‘to walk, go’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #375) > PNi *vi- > NiA. vi-, NiS. vi-d
‘to walk, go’; PA *we-hi- > WAD. -0-ss-a, -0-ss-a, -a-ss-a, MiPe. -ohs-e: ‘to walk’.

(2) PW *ya:-7 ‘to move, step’ > Noo. ya:-c-uk ‘to walk, go, proceed’ (also Dit. ya-c-
‘to walk on, go (on), nudge with foot’;).

(3) PWN *tu:- ‘to walk’ > Oo., Hai. tu-a, Hei. tu-d.

(4) Wi. 2al- ‘to go, walk’.

(5) Yu. hey- ‘to go, walk, travel, dance’.

93. WARM

(1) PAW *k“i:x“V ‘warm, hot’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #176) > PWN *k*u:x*- ‘warm, hot’ >
Oo. k*ux®-a, Hei. k"iix*-a, Hai. kux"-la id., Kw. kux*-la ‘mild weather’.

(2) PW *A’u:p- ‘to heat up’ > PWN *A’u:p- > Noo. i’'up-a: ‘warm, hot’ (also Mak. A’up-,
A’ub-, Dit. A’up-).

(3) PNi *tak- > NiA. tik-la-, NiS. tak-t ‘warm’.

(4) PAlg *k(-ey-)et- ‘hot’ > PA *kes-y-, *ki:s-y- ‘hot, warm’ > WAD. kes-ap-es-o Al ‘he is
warm’, kis-op-att-a Il ‘the water is already warm’, etc.; MiPe. kis-a:p-ihk- ‘hot, warm’; FSCr.
kis-is-ow- ‘to be warm’.

(5) Wi. was- ‘warm; to heat’.

(6) Yu. hewom- ‘warm’.

94. WATER

(1) PAW *w’e:pV ‘water, liquid’7# (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #3847%) > PWN *w’a:p- ‘water’ > Kw.,
Hai. w’ap ‘water’, Kw., Oo. w’ap-a, Hei. w’ip-a, Hai. w’ap-la ‘to dilute, to water down’.

(2) PAW *hak’”E ~ *k’“ahE = *?ahk’”E ‘to drink; water’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #144) > PW *k™“a-,
*k’a- > PWS *¢’a-76 > Noo. ¢’a-2ak ‘water’ (also Mak. ca-2ak®, Dit. ¢’a-?ak ‘water’).

(3) PNi *chay > NiA., NiS. chax ‘water’.

70 Cf. *aht-a:py- ‘bow’, “tree ?+string”.

7t Cf. PWN *ma-t- ‘twin(s)’.

72 No data for FSCr.

73 Also PWN *ya:- > Kw. ya-la ‘keep on going’.

74 The same root in PAlg *-[w]a:p- (~ ph) > Yu. suff. -op- ‘water, liquid’; PA *-[w]a:p- ‘liquid, water’.

75 Pace Nikolaev 2015b, #384, Yu. pa?-ah actually belongs to a different root — PAlg *nepi?- ‘water’; conse-
quently, the root variant PAW *pe:w’V has to be eliminated.

76 Cf. Dit. ¢’a-y’awa: ‘always get water’.
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(4) PAlg *nepi?- > Yu. pa?-ah ‘water’; PA *nepy- > WADb. nepi ‘water, liquid, sap’;
MiPe. nipi, FSCr. nipiy ‘water’.
(5) Wi. 2u?l ‘water’.

95. WE (EXCLUSIVE)

(1) PAW *1aV- ‘I; we (excl.)’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #254) > PW *nu:- ‘I, we’ > PWN *nu:-?k»
‘we (excl.)’ > Kw. -nu-2x%, Oo. -nu-k*, Hei. -n-tk®, Hai. -nu-k™s PWS *nu:-, *ni:- > Noo. ni:-w’a
‘we’ (also Mak. du-wa:-du:, Dit. du-w’a) ® PNi *ni-n > NiA. #ii-y, NiS. #ii-n ‘we (excl.)’ e PAlg
*ne- ‘we (excl.) > Wi. 2i-nd-d, Yu. ne-k-ah ‘we’; PAlg *n-i:I- > WADb. ni-on-a, MiPe. n-i:l-u:n-a,
FSCr. n-i:ni-an-a:n ‘we (excl.)’. See 1.

96. WHAT

(1) PAW *3V (~ ¢) ‘interrogative stem’ > PW *qV- (~ ) > Noo. ?2a-q-i- , 2a-q-aq ‘what’ e
PAlg *ke:- > PA *ke:-kw- > WAD. ka-kw-i, ka-kw-ess-a MiPe. ke:-tw-i; FSCr. ke:-kw-a:n ‘what?’.

(2) PAW *¢“V ‘interrogative stem’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #118) > PAlg *kw- > Wi. k*-d-t-wa
‘what?’; PA *ke:-kw- > WAD. ka-kw-i, ka-kw-ess-a MiPe. ke:-tw-i; FSCr. ke:-kw-a:n ‘what?’.
See WHO.

(3) PNA *tV ‘interrogative stem’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #346) > PNi *thi-, *thu- > NiA. si-3,
NiS. 7u-d ‘what?’ e PAlg *ti:- > Yu. ti(?)- ‘what?’.

(4) PW *m’a:- ‘interrogative stem’ > PWN *m’a:- ‘what?’ > Kw. m’a, m’a-s, Oo. m’a, m’a:-s,
Hei. m’a, m’a-s, Hai. m’a-s.

97. WHITE””

(1) PW *A’i:s- > ‘white, white hot’ > Noo. 1’ic ‘white’ (also Mak., Dit. A’is-).

(2) PWN *m’u:q»- ‘white, discoloured, bland, stale’ > Oo. m’ug“-a, Hei. m’ig“-a,
Hai. m’ng*-a id., Kw. m’ux*“-sm ‘grey-haired’.

(3) PNi *ghon-u- > NiA. ghon-u-, NiS. ghon-u-d ‘white’.

(4) PA *wa:p- ‘white, light; eye, look; to look, see’ > WADb. wop-i, MiPe. wa:p- ‘white’,
FSCr. wa:p-a:w II ‘to be white’. See SEE.

(5) Yu. munc- ‘white’.

98. WHO

(1) PAW *¢“V ‘interrogative stem’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #118) > PW *?a(n)-g(*)- > PWN *?a(n)-g*a:
‘who?’ > Kw. ?n-¢“a, Oo. ?a-g“a, Hei. ?4-¢“a, Hai. ?n-g“a ‘who ?’; PWS *?a-¢- > Noo. ?a-¢é-a(q)
‘who?’ (also Mak. 2ac-aq, Dit. 2ac-(aq)) ® PAlg *kw- > Wi. k*-i-twa, Yu. k-"i, k-u ‘who’. See WHAT.

(2) PAW *?Ay ‘interrogative stem’ > PWN *2an-g*a: ‘who?’ > Kw. ?n-¢“a, Hai. ?n-¢“a ‘who ?°
* PNi *an > NiA. ay ‘Who, where’.

(3) PAW *na = *2anV ‘interrogative stem’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #241) > PNi *na- (~ a) > NiS. na-r
‘who’ ® PA *-e:n-, -an- > WAD. aw-an-i ‘someone; who?’, MiPe. aw-e:n-a, FSCr. aw-e:n-a ‘who’

(4) PAW *wV = ?VwV (~ w’) ‘interrogative stem’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #381) > PA *aw- >
WAD. aw-an-i ‘someone; who?’, MiPe. aw-e:n-a, FSCr. aw-e:n-a ‘who’.

99. WOMAN

(1) PAW *LinV-k’(*)V = *2ity V-k’(*)V (Nikolaev 2015b, #209a) > PW *tuk- > PWS *tuc-sma’s >
Noo. tu:c-sma ‘female, woman’ (also Mak. tu:c-sm(a), Dit. tu:c-sma) ® PNi *fang > NiS. faye
‘woman’ ¢ PAlg *2atkw-, *2etkw- (~ kh) ‘woman, female’ > FSCr. iskw-e:w ‘woman’.

77 No data for Wiyot.
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(2) PWN *Gon- ‘female, woman, wife, daughter, girl’ > Oo. Gn-m, Hei. Gn-nj, Hai. Gn-m id.,
Kw. Gn-m ‘wife’.

(3) PNi *umg-u > NiA. umg-u ‘woman’.

(4) WAD. pehanem ‘woman, wife’.

(5) MiPe. mitemohsa ‘woman’.

(6) Wi. kabuc ‘woman, women’.

(7) Yu. wencok”s ‘woman’”.

100. YELLOW 80

(1) PNi *evrg- > NiA. evrg-, NiS. evfq vala-d ‘yellow’.

(2) PA *wes- ‘yellow, brown’ > WAb. wis-ow-ik-, FSCr. os-a:w- ‘yellow’.
(3) MiPe. u:ns-a:w- ‘yellow’.

(4) Noo. hicp’igak ‘yellow’ (litt. “like excrements™).

(5) Yu. ta:nep, tinp- ‘to be yellow’.

101. FAR

(1) PWN *x*i:ss-, *qvi:ss- ‘that direction, far, on the far side, far away (in time or space)’
>Kw. g“is-ala, Oo. x“is-ala, Hei. x“is-dld, Hai. ywis-ala.

(2) PWS *su:-81 > Noo. -su(:) ‘far’.

(3) PNi *thi- > NiA. thi-la-, NiS. thi-d ‘far’.

(6) PAlg *wa:yl-aw-, *weyl-aw- ‘far away’ > Wi. #-dw-ik ‘it’s far away’; PA *wa:?l-aw- >
FSCr. wa:ri-aw ‘far, distant’.

(7)) PAlg *no:?-aw- > Yu. nu:?-w ‘far away’; PA *na:-w- > WADb. né-w-i ‘far, long’.

(8) PA *pel-aw- ‘tar’ > MiPe. pil-w-i ‘far away, far off’.

102. HEAVY

(1) PWN *G*i:- ‘weighing heavy’ > Oo. G"i-uk®, Hei. G"i-uk" id., Hai. G"i-ug“as ‘weight
(of a person, etc.)’.

(2) PNi *per- > NiA. per-la-, NiS. per-d ‘heavy’.

(3) PA *kwes-ekw- > FSCr. kos-ikw- ‘to be heavy’.

(4) Noo. k*atyi:k ‘heavy’.

(5) WAD. ttekkw-ikw- ‘heavy’.

(6) MiPe. kah¢-ok(w)- ‘heavy’.

(7) Wi. lay- ‘heavy’.

(8) Yu. pke?y- “heavy’.

103. NEAR®2

(1) PAW *ma: ‘near’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #215) > PNi *ma- > NiA. ma-, NiS. ma-d ‘near’.

(2) PW *n’a- ‘near’ > PWN *n’a-x"a:- ‘near, close’ > Kw., Oo. n’-x“a-la, Hei. n’-x“d-ld, Hai.
n’-x"-a:-la; PWS *n’a- > Noo. na-t ‘near’.

(3) PAlg *Cek-, *t-ey-ek- ‘close, near’ > Yu. ck-*a?-ak’ ‘near’; PA *Ci:k- > MiPe. Ci:k-a ‘near;
almost’.

(4) PA *peHs- ‘to touch; near’ > WAD. pass-ot-a ‘near’, FSCr. pes-o¢ ‘close by, near’.

78 Cf. Quil. -siba ‘wife’.

7 Cf. Yu. wentok“s ‘female (animal or bird)’.
% No data for PWN and Wiyot.

81 Cf. Quil. sawa ‘to go far’.

8 No data for Wiyot.
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104. SALT(Y)

(1) PW *dum- ‘salt water’ > PWN *dam- ‘saltwater, sea’ > Kw. dm-xs, Oo. dm-?xs,
Hei. dm-xs, Hai. dm-ks; Noo tup-'at ‘saltwater’ (also Mak., Dit. tup-’at).

(2) PNi *hap- > NiA. hap-la-, NiS. hap-t ‘salty’.

(3) PA *Si:w- ‘strong taste (sour/salty)’ > WADb. siw-an, FSCr. si:w-ah-am ‘salt’.

(4) PA *wi:nk- ‘sweet, tasty’ > MiPe. wi:hk-ap-a:k-an-i ‘salt’.

(5) Wi. phdkal- ‘salty (water)’.

(6) Yu. Pewp-oh ‘salt water, Pacific Ocean’.

105. SHORT#?

(1) PAW *¢’VK*V (~ k’*) (Nikolaev 2015b, #96) > PWN *c’ak*- ‘short’ > Kw. c’k*-a, Oo., Hei.,
Hai. ¢’k o PAlg *tatkw-, *¢ackw-, *tetkw- ‘short’ > Yu. tk*- ‘to be short’; PA *tatk-, *tahk-, *cahk- >
WAD. takkw-; FSCr. ¢ahkw- ‘short’.

(2) PWS *n’i:c- > Noo. n’izc ‘short’ (also Mak. di:c’-a(qg)).

(3) PNi *phx-ag- > NiA. p(h)x-aq-, NiS. phx-aq-t ‘short’.

(4) MiPe. ehkw- ‘short’.

106. SNAKE

(1) PAW *g’"inV ‘snake, snail’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #332) > PA *ken-e:p-ikw-8* > MiPe. kin-e:p-
ikw-a, FSCr. kin-ep-ik ‘snake’.

(2) PWN *si:t- ‘snake’ > Kw., Oo. sit-m, Hei. sit-m.

(3) PW *xi:- ‘to craw]’ > Noo. hi:-yi ‘snake’.

(4) PNi *uml- > NiA. uml-ak, NiS. uml-ay(a) ‘snake’.

(5) PA *atko:k- ‘snake’ > WAD. sskkok ‘snake, worm’. See WORM.

(6) Wi. 2a?rac ‘snake’.

(7) Yu le?y-es, ley-es ‘snake’.

107. THIN®

(1) PNi *nok- > NiA., NiS. nok-la- ‘thin, narrow’.

(2) PA *pizw- ‘small piece’ > WAD. piw-i ‘small, fine, thin’. See SMALL.
(3) PA *mya:l- ‘bad’ > MiPe. mya:I- ‘thin’.

(4) PA *pap-ak-, *pep-ak- ‘thin, lean’ > FSCr. papak- ‘thin’.

(5) Noo. ?anik-it ‘thin’ (cf. 2anik-s ‘in length’).

(6) Yu. mes- ‘thin, narrow, slim’.

108. WIND86

(1) PAW *layVwV ‘wind; to blow (wind)’ (cf. Nikolaev 2015b, #192) > PW *yu:- ‘wind’ >
PWN *yu:- ‘wind, draft’ > Kw. yo-la, Oo. yu-ala, Hei. yu-dla, Hai. yu-ala; PWS *yu(:)- > Noo.
yu-?i ‘wind blowing’ (also Dit. yu- id., Mak. yuyu:-gsi:s ‘North Wind’) ® PNi *Ia > NiA., NiS. la
‘wind’ ¢ PAlg *lo(:)yew-, *ro(:)yew- ‘wind, to blow’# > Yu. ro:-k” ‘wind’.

(2) PA *ata:m-, *atam- ‘breath’ > WAD. alom-ss-ekk ‘wind’, MiPe. ala:m-ihs-en- 1I ‘it is
windy’.

% No data for Wiyot.

8 PA *kenw-e:p-ikw- ‘snake’ has -w- by analogy with *kenw- ‘long’.
% No data for PWN and Wiyot.

% No data for FSCr. and Wiyot.

87 Also PA *lo:w- ‘to blow (wind)’.
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109. WORM38

(1) PAW *x“O:nV ~ *nO:x™V ‘bee’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #393a) > PA *(a:)mo:-hs- > MiPe. mu:-hs-i-a
‘insect, worm, bug’.

(2) PAW *k’%ilVyV (~ 2) ‘worm’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #185) > Yu. 2yek*t ‘maggot, worm’.

(3) PNi *chxev-r > NiA. chxev-r, NiS. chxev-7¥ ‘worm’.

(4) PA *atko:k- ‘snake’ > WAD. sskkok ‘snake, worm’. See SNAKE.

(3) Noo. titk-'umc ‘any worm, including the mussel worm (Nereis vexillosa)’ (cf. titk
‘to jerk, pull fast’).

110. YEAR®

(1) PAW *2inV ‘year, season’ (Nikolaev 2015b, #10) > PNi *arn1 > NiA., NiS. a# ‘year’.
(2) PA *li:k- ‘to grow; give birth; loosen’ > WAD. lik-at-en ‘it is a year’.

(3) Noo. -q?ich ‘year’.

(4) Yu. lok (loks-) ‘to be a year’.

(5) MiPe. kihkatwi ‘year’.

Language abbreviations and sources

Dit. — Ditidaht (Nitinaht), acc. to Fortescue 2007.

FSCr. — Fort Severn Cree, acc. to MacKenzie 2005.

Hai. — Haisla, acc. to Linkoln, Rath 1980 and Fortescue 2007..

Hei. — Heiltsuk, acc. to Linkoln, Rath 1980.

Kw. — Kwak’wala (Kwakiutl), acc. to Linkoln, Rath 1980.

Mak. — Makah, acc. to Fortescue 2007.

Men. - Menominee, acc. to Hewson 1993 and Oleg Mudrak’s comparative Proto-Algonquian database (ms.).

MiPe. — Miami-Peoria, acc. to Baldwin, Costa 2005.

Mic. — Micmac (Mi’kmagq), acc. to Oleg Mudrak’s comparative Proto-Algonquian database (ms.).

NiA. — Amur Nivkh, acc. to materials in Oleg Mudrak’s comparative Nivkh database nivget.dbf (ms.).

NiS. — Sakhalin Nivkh, acc. to materials in O. Mudrak’s comparative Nivkh database nivget.dbf (ms.).

Noo. — Nootka (Nuuchahnulth), acc. to Stonham 2005.

Oo. - Oowekyala, acc. to Linkoln, Rath 1980.

PA - Proto-Algonquian, acc. to Aubin 1975; Goddard 1974, 1979, 1982; Hewson 1993; Proulx 1984a, b, 1989, 1991,
1992, 1994,

PAlg — Proto-Algic, acc. to Proulx 1984a, b, 1991, 1992, 1994°.

PAW - Proto-Algonquian-Wakashan, acc. to S. Nikolaev’s reconstruction.

PNA - Proto-Nivkh-Algic, acc. to S. Nikolaev’s reconstruction.

PNi — Proto-Nivkh, acc. to S. Nikolaev’s reconstruction and based on materials in Oleg Mudrak’s comparative
Nivkh database nivget. dbf (ms.).

PW - Proto-Wakashan, acc. to Fortescue 200792,

PWN - Proto-Southern Wakashan, acc. to Fortescue 2007.

PWS — Proto-Northern Wakashan, acc. to Fortescue 2007 and Linkoln, Rath 1980.

8 No data for PWN, FSCr., or Wiyot.

% No data for PWN, FSCr., or Wiyot.

% With the following elements of transliteration: *9 = *; *xk, *xp = *tk, *tp; *ck, *¢p > *sk, *sp.

o1 Several PAlg roots have also been added by myself in accordance with Paul Proulx’s rules of reconstruc-
tion. I interpret the PAlg phonemes that Proulx denotes as *T, *K, *L, *C, *C as voiced consonants (*d, *g, *1, *3, *3).
Proulx’s *s which only occurs in clusters is reinterpreted by myself as the voiced fricative *y; it is reflected as PA *?,
Wi. @ and Yu. s (< *r < *y). This PAlg phoneme corresponds to velars in other Algonquian-Wakashan languages.
The “normal” PAlg velar glide *1* does not occur in consonantal clusters.

2 ] have added several PW roots according to M. Fortescue’s rules of reconstruction. The same applies to
PWN and PWS.
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Quil. — Quileute, acc. to Powell, Woodruff 1976.

WAD. — Western Abenaki, acc. to Day 1995.

Wi. — Wiyot, acc. to Teeter, Nichols 1993 and Proulx 1984a, b, 1989, 1991, 1992, 1994.
Yu. - Yurok, acc. to Robins 1958 and Proulx 1985.
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C. 4. Huxoaaes. K pekOHCTPyKUIMM aJTrOHKMHO-BAKaIlICKOTO Irpassbika. Y. 3: AJroHKMHO-
Bakamickuii 110-c1I0BHBI CITMCOK.

TpeTbst 9yacTh KOMILIEKCHOTO MCC/AeJOBaHMUs, ITOCBSIIEHHOTO OOOCHOBAHMIO aJTOHKUHO-
BaKaIlICKOJ CeMbM S3BIKOB, B KOTOPYIO, IIOMMMO HECKOJIBLKMX SI3BIKOBLIX TpyInn CeBepHOII
AMepuKky, TakxKe BKJIIOYaeTCsl HUBXCKUIL SI3BIK, IIpeZCTaB/IsieT co00i aHHOTUPOBAHHYIO [ie-
MOHCTPAIIMIO CPaBHMUTEIBHO-UCTOPUYECKMX JaHHBIX, MCTIOJL30BaHHBIX IPU JIEKCUKOCTaTH-
CTUYECKUX TI0JcdeTax MeX/y s3bIKaMIU DTOM IMIOTeTUYeckoi ceMbu. ITOCKOIbKY JIeKCUKO-
CTaTUCTUYECKUI MaTepuas HY>KJaeTcs B IOJPOOHOM MCTOPUYECKOM KOMMeHTapuu, U3 CO-
obpaxkeHnit o6beMa OH He MOT OBITh BKJIIOUEH B IpeAbIAylIue JBe JacTy MCCAeJOBaHMsL.
IToMuMo 9TOrO, B JaHHO YaCTH MCCIeJ0BaHMs TaKXKe IIpYBeileHbl PeKOHCTPYKIIUU I psja
HOBBLIX ITpaajITOHKMHO-BAaKaIICKUX ¥ ITPaHMBXCKO-aJTOHKMHCKUX KOpHeN. B jsekcukocraTn-
CTUYeCKUX IIOoJcdeTax 3aJeiiCTBOBAHLI CleJyIOoIlye s3bIKM: ITpaceBepHOBaKaIlICKUil (IIpu-
MepHasl IJIOTTOXpOHOJIOIMYecKas JaTa pacnafa — oK. 800 r. H. ».) u 3anmcaHHbie B XIX-XX BB.
SI3BIKM HyTKa (Hy4aXHYyJIT), HUBXCKUI (AMyPCKIUIL M caxaJMHCKMI AMasIeKThl), 3aaZHbll abe-
Hakl, Maliamu-nieopust, Kpu u3 @opt CesepHa, BUILOT 1 IOPOK.

KiroueBrre ciioBa: aJaroHKIMHO-BaKalIlICKe SI3BIKV, HUBXCKO-aJITOHKMHCKVE A3BIKNM, aJJrmie-
CKII€ SI3BIKM, BaKalllCKIVEe SI3bIKV, 9YVIMaKyM-BaKaIllCKIIe SI3bIKI, HUBXCKU SI3BIK, UICTOPpMYIECKast
q)OHETI/IKa, CpaBHI/ITeJIbeIIZ CJIOBapb, IEKCMKOCTAaTUCTIIKA.
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/1eKCMKOCTaTUCTUKA HOBOI/IHAO&pI/If/iCKI/IX SI3BIKOB:
B3rasaA 1101€BO1ro AMHIBUCTa!

JaHHas my6IMKaIus IpesCcTaB/sieT coboii HeKOTophle coobpaykeHn:st o ctatbe A. V. Korana
«Genealogical classification of New Indo-Aryan languages and lexicostatistics» 5 N214 «Bo-
IIPOCOB SI3LIKOBOTO POJCTBa». ABTOpP BbICKA3bIBaeT psij MPeJJOXKeHUI IO MCIpPaBIeHMIO
crckos Csogenta, mipesicrasaeHHbx A. V. KoraHoM, Ha OCHOBaHMM JJaHHBIX MCTOPUYECKOI
(oHETHKHU ¥ CeMaHTMKM MHJOAPUIICKUX A3BIKOB B I1€JI0M, a TakKXKe aHaIM3UPYeT CIIMCKIU
SI3BIKOB XMHJV, O€HTa/ Iy, Opus U KyJIYH, COTIOCTaBJIASI MX CO CBOVMIM ITOIeBRIMY JJAHHBIMU 1
CBeJIeHMSIMU U3 cI0Bapeli u koprycos. [loc/ie BHeceHIsI Ipe/IIOXKEeHHEIX UCIIPaBIeHNii aBTop
COIIOCTaBJIAET JlepeBbs, IIOCTpOeHHbIe IporpaMMoit Starling Ha ocHOBaHMM ITepBOHAYaIbHBIX
U MCITpaBJIeHHBIX CIIMCKOB. VI3MeHeHNs He OueHb 3HAYMTEbHBI, OJHAKO IOBBIIIAIOT JOCTO-
BEpHOCTD Pe3yJIbTaToB, a KPOMe TOTO, ITOKA3hIBAIOT, YTO JalbHelilIlee CIIpaBIeHNe CIICKOB
MOXKeT cJleJlaTh JlepeBO 3HAYUTeJbHO 00JIee TOUHBIM.

Karouesvie crosa: JIEKCUKOCTAaTUCTUKA, MHﬂoapMﬁCKMe SI3BbIKH, KIIaCCI/ICl)I/IKaLII/I}I SI3BIKOB, IVIOT-
TOXPOHOJIOIN:I, I10JI€Basl IVMHIBUCTNIKA, KOPITyCHasI JIMHIBVICTNKA, MICTOpIYeCcKasl (bOHeTI/IKa

B 2016 romy B Nol4 «BompocoB sA3BIKOBOTO poOjicTBa» BbiILIa cTaThsa A. V. Korana
«Genealogical classification of New Indo-Aryan languages and lexicostatistics». ApTop cTrpont
reHea/IOTMYecKoe JpeBO MHJO0apPUICKUX S3BIKOB HAa OCHOBAHUM JIEKCUKOCTATUCTUKI IIO CTO-
coBHBIM crickaM Cpogienia. OcHOBHBIE TeOpeTUYecKye MOJIOKeHMs CTaTby ObLIN JJaBHO MHe
3HaKOMBI U3 JIOKJIa/I0OB aBTOpa, OJHAaKO 3aMeyaTe]bHOIM OCOOHHOCTBIO JaHHON ITyO/IMKalum
SBJISIETCSL BeCchbMa OOIIMpPHOe HpMJIOXKEeHNe, cofiepKalllee caMM CTOCJIOBHBIE cIucku 1o 35
sI3bIKaM, BKJIIOYasl IIPOCTaBIeHHbIe JJIs1 KasKI0TO CJI0Ba MHIEKChl DTUMOJIOTMYeCKOl KOTHaIUM.
Macmtab mocraHOBKM 3a/ja4l Brieyat/igeT — (pakTUIecK pedb UJeT O MOIBITKe OKUHYTh MH-
JOapUIICKe SA3BIKM B3IVIAZOM C BBICOTHI ITUYBETO I10JI€Ta, ¥, KOHEYHO, IIpM peaan3aliun Ta-
KOJ1 IJI00a/IbHON 3a/lauy Hen30eKHbI OT/ie/IbHbIe HeJJOYETHl ¥ HeTOYHOCTH. VIMeHHO 1mosToMy
s cUMTal0 HeOOXOAVMBIM JOIIOJIHUTL MaciiTabHylo maHopamy A. V. Korana pesysbraTaMn,
IIOJIy4eHHBIMI Ha YPOBHe I10JIeBOIi paboTel. Xouy BeIpa3uTh OiarogapHocts A. V. Korany sa
IpejiocTaBjieHre MHe (paiiia Jjs mporpaMmsl Starling, B KOTOpOM OH COCTaBJIsIJI CBOM CITMCKI,
E. B. KoposuHoit 3a momoIns B IIOCTpOeHUN JiepeBbes U paboTe ¢ mporpammorntr Starling,
IO. B. Masyposois, E. A. Penxosckoit n A. B. Ap160 3a 11eHHBIE pelaKTOpCKIe 3aMedaHis.

3azauda, 3a KoTopylo B3sica A. V1. Koran, MHe, Kak I10/IeBOMY JIMHIBUCTY, IIPe/CTaBIsAeTCs
HEOXBaTHOM B paMKax ofHoU crarbm. [losTOoMy saHHas crarhs 3ajymaHa Kak Hada/Jo cepun
cTaTteil O CTOCJIOBHBIX CITVMCKaX MHAOApUIICKUX A3BIKOB. Cpasy oTMedy, YTO MO IIpe/iCTaBIeHIs
O MeTOJVKe Hay4yHOIO MCC/IeJOBaHMsA He IpeJIosarailoT HU BO3MOXKHOCTU ITOJYYUTDh «IIpa-
BIJIBHBIN» CTOCJIOBHBIN CITMCOK, I10JIb3YSICh TOJBKO CJI0BapéM, HM BO3MOKHOCTH MOJIY4YNUTh €TI0
OT KaKOIO-TO OJIHOTO, IIyCTh MjeaabHOro, mHpopmaHTa. /10001 CINMCOK, MOJyJeHHBIN U3
eJMHCTBEeHHOIO MCTOYHMKA, TpebyeT jajbHeilInell 00s13aTebHO 00pabOTKM 1 IPOBEPKU —
Ha JPYIMX HOCUTeJISX, Ha KOPIIyce TeKCTOB, Ha JAPYIux caoBapsx u np. Takum obpasom, Tia-

! Pabora BhIIIOJIHEHA YacTUYHO I1pu nogjaepxke POOV, mpoexr 16-34-01040 «['pammaTiyeckoe omnucanme u
CJIOBaph MHA0APUIICKOIO sS3bIKa Ky LTyr», 2016-2018 rr.
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A. C. Kpsuriosa

TeJIbHBIV aHaINU3 BceX TpuanaTy mATu crmnckos A. V. Korana — 3afzaya Ha MHOTO JIeT, B JlaH-
HOI1 Ke CTaThe OCHOBHOE BHIIMaHIe OyZeT HallpaBJIeHO Ha CAeAyIOIe CITVICKIL:

1) xmHAM — S3BIK, M3YYaBIINIICS MHON B YHIBEpPCUTETE B TeUeHIe IIIeCTN JIeT, a HbIHe OC-
HOBHOII SI3BIK-IIOCPeJHUIK /IJIs TIOJIEBBIX MCCIeJOBaHMIT Hatelt rpymmel B Viaanm. Xots
y MeHsI HeT CTOCJIOBHOTO CIIMCKa, 3allMICAaHHOTO HEeINOCpeJCTBeHHO OT MH(OPMaHTa,
51 CAUTa0 BO3MOXKHBIM ITpoBepuTh cnmcok A. V. Korana Ha ocHOBaHMM CTaTUCTUKU
xopiyca Hindi Web 2013 (hiTenTen13), cogep>kartiero okos1o 351 MJIH c/I0B;

2) OeHraayM — A3BIK, CTOCJOBHBIN CHMCOK KOTOPOIO C YU6TOM KOHTEKCTOB U CTUMYJIOB Ha
XVMH/JU U aHIJIMIICKOM OBLT 3amucaH MHOM OT ogHoro nmHdopmanra B 2016 roxy. I[Tpu
IIpOBepKe CTOCJOBHMKA OeHraIn OBLI MCIIO0ab30BaH KopIryc Bengali Web (BengaliWaC),
coziep>karmmii 6osee 11 mutH cios. Kpome Toro, 1monaio6m1ach mposepka 1o psijly TOJKO-
BO-/IBYsI3BIUHEBIX c10Bapel (http://www.english-bangla.com/, lockyTtos 1974, Ghosh 2011);

3) opmst — S3BIK, CTOCJIOBHBIN CIIMCOK KOTOPOTO Tak>Ke ObLT 3ammcad MHo B 2016 rogy.
Pacxo>xJeHnst B CIMCKaX IIPOBEPEHBI C ITOMOIIBIO TOJIKOBO-IBYS3BIYHBIX CJIOBapert
(Tripathy 2015, Biswal 2015), o To/1koBO-4eThIpéxsa3praHOMY caoBapio (Praharaj 1931-
1940), a Taxxe 1o kopmycy Goldhahn 2012 u3 30 TeicaY npe/10KeHNIT; OJHAKO P
coB 3 cimcka A. V. Korana B KopIryce IpocTo OTCYTCTBOBaJI, M MX M3y4eHue IoTpe-
6oBasIO OOJIHUTEIBHOM ITpoBepKu. OTCyTCTBIE OOIeOCTYIIHOTO OOIIIMPHOIO KOPIIy-
ca OpMsl KOMIIEHCHPYETCs TeM, UTO DTOT S3bIK 00J1a/jaeT YHUKAIbHON MICEMEHHOCTBIO;

9TO JlaJI0 MHE BO3MO>KHOCTb JIOIIOTHUTEIbHO MUCII0Ib30BaTh craTuctuky Google?;
4) xymrynm — crociaosHble crmcku coopansl E. M. lllysannnkosoit 8 2013 rogy B Kyiy ot
11T MHQPOPMAHTOB. B ganpHeliieM 6osiblast 4acTh JIEKCUKM OblIa IIpOBepeHa HaMU
B Xo/ie nosiepoit pabotsr 2014, 2016 1 2017 1.
IToMuMO 9TUX CINCKOB, B paMKax CTaTbU XOTeJOCh ObI OOCYJUTh HEKOTOPble MOMEHTHI,
ob1me 11 MHJ0apUIICKMX SI3BIKOB B 11€JIOM — CTeIleHb MX MCC/Ie/JOBaHHOCTM, OCOOeHHOCTH
CeMaHTMK!U U UCTOPUIECKOi (POHETUKI.

OOmye criopHbIe MOMEHTBI
OcHOBHOI1 BOITPOC, 110 KOTOPOMY 51 He COIJIacHa C aBTOPOM CTaTbll, — DTO CTeIleHb JCCJIe-

JOBAHHOCTY VMHJOaPUIICKUX S3BIKOB B HACTOSIINI MOMEHT. /eICTBUTENBHO, /I «OOIBIIIIX»
CTaTyCHBIX SI3BIKOB (XMH/M, OeHra/jay, Hellaau M T.II.) y>Ke CO3JaHbl OOIIMpHbIE CJI0BapU U

2 PagymeeTcs, BO3MOYKHOCTH JIJIsl MICTIOIb30BaHM sl MHTePHET-TTOMCKOBIMKOB OYeHb OTpaHI4YeHBl, ITopobHee 06
9TOM CM., HanipuMep, beukos 2016. OgHako IpuUBOJUMEIe B HacTosAIel craThe mpumepsl u3 Google csa3aHbI ¢
MIOTIBITKaMM TIOIYYUTh TOpa3/io 60/1ee TOUHYIO MHPOPMAIINIO, YeM OTIIdNe B YIIOTPeOUTeTbHOCTH BYX CMHOHM-
MMYHBIX CJIOB OJJHOTO U TOTO JKe sI3bIKa Ha IOPsJOK MM HecKoIbKO nopsakos. [Ipuunna, mo kotopoit Google ne
3arpy>kaeT Bce pe3yJ/IbTaThl IOMCKA, KaK M TOT (paKT, UTO YNMC/JIO pe3yabTaTOB IIOMCKA SABJAETCA JUIIL IPUOIU3N-
TeJILHO OLIeHKOM, HeOJHOKPaTHO O0CY>K/Jalach B pa3JIMIHbIX IyOJMKAIUAX B ceTu. UTo KacaeTcsl DKCIepuMeHTa
¢ Yandex, rokasbIBaioIiero abcyp/Hble pe3yabTaThl JJIA 3allpOCOB «6 YKpauny», «Ha Yikpauny» u «Yipauny», To
IIpU TIOBTOpeHuN sKcrepumenTa B Google pesyapTaThl OKasaanch HEIPOTHBOpeunBeIMU. IlepsoHavatbHas Mpo-
BepKa CTOCJIOBHBIX CIIMCKOB XMH/M, OeHTa/Ii ¥ Opus IIPOBO/MIach HaMM Ha OCHOBaHMM cTatuctuku Google, Ho ero
IeperpopepKka Ha KOpPITycax IMpaKTHMYecK! He M3MeHNJa pe3y/abTaT (HamboJee 3HaUMTeNbHbIe M3MEHEHM: ITpe-
TepIiesl pe3yJabTaT IPOBEPKM CIIMCKA OPHUs, YTO, BEPOATHO, OODLACHIETCS HeJOCTaTOYHBLIM OO0BEMOM KOPIIyca).
DTO cBU/ETENLCTBYeT O TOM, UTO unciaa craTucTuky Google Bcé ske He IOHOCTBIO CIyYaifHBI, @ OTPaskaioT HeKO-
TOpy10 peanbHOCTh. [TosTOMY, mpusHasast apryments! B. V. Bennukosa 0 HeBO3MOXKHOCTHU MCIIOIb30BaTh ITOMCKO-
BUKM B KayecTBe TOHKOTO MHCTPpyMeHTapus, MBI BCE >Ke CdMTaeM BO3MOKHBIM B HEKOTOPBIX IIpefiesaX OIMpaThCst
Ha HMX JJIs ITOJy4eHUs JaHHBIX O SI3bIKaX, MMEIOIIUX XapaKTepHYIO IMChbMEHHOCTh, HO He MMEeIOIINX IIO/JTOTOB-
JIEHHOTO JIMHIBUCTaMM KOPITyca JOCTaTOYHOIO OObEéMa.
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rpaMMaTHKM, U3ydeHa ucropmudeckas ¢gonosorus. OJHako aBTOp pacIpoCcTpaHseT H9TO I10JI0-
>KeHMe Ha Bce 35 S3BIKOB, KOTOphIe BXOJST B ero 6a3y, uro B KopHe HesepHO (Kogan 2016: 233).
Ilo GOMBIIMHCTBY MasIbIX MHOAPMUIICKMX SI3BIKOB B JIy4IlleM cJIydae JOCTyIeH HeDOJIBIIOoN
ouepK, U aZleKBaTHOCTh ®TOTO O4YepKa 4acTo coMHHuTesabHa. KpoMe TOrO, Jake KaueCTBeHHOe
oIlViCaHMe, ec/IN B 3ajlady aBTOpa He BXOJUJI COOp CTOCIOBHMKA, MOXKeT HeBOJILHO BBECTU B 3a-
Ory>KIeHne Tex JccaefoBaTe iell, KOTOpble IMOIb3YIOTC UM KakK ncrogHukom. Tak, b. IT. Maxa-
raTpa B IIpeANncI0BUM K odepKy Kysutyu M. P. Panranatxu rosoput o ToM, 4to nHpOpMaIus
II0/Ty4eHa OT e/IMHCTBEHHOTO HOCHUTeJIs, Yb€ MeCTO KUTeIbCTBa He yKazaHo (Ranganatha 1980:
16). Ilpm comocraseHnM C I10JIeBBIMU JaHHBIMM HalIllell 1ccile/joBaTeIbCKO IPYIIIBL B 9TOM
ouepke (IIOMMMO MHO>XeCTBa OIIMOOK U YIIPOIIeH!IT) O4eBU/IHO CUJIbHOE BIVSIHNE JTIeKCUKU U
rpaMMaTHUKN XUHIY. DTO MOXKeT OOBbICHATLCSI OCOOEHHOCTSIMM HOCUTEIS WJIN JKe crienydude-
CKOI1 HaIlpaB/JIeHHOCTBIO VCCIeOBaHNs, CBSI3aHHOIO C IIepeIllChIO HaceIeHIs, C sI3BIKOBOI IO-
auTukoi VIngum B 11eJ10M 1 € 3aflaueli YKpeIIeH sl ITpecTyikKa XMHAM B YaCTHOCTY (YIIOMSIHYTOe
IIpeJyCA0OBIe B 3HAUUTEJBbHON CTEeIleHM IOCBAIIEeHO BO3pacTalolmieMy BIMSHMIO XMHIM Kak
daxTopa oobenuHenns Harun). ['opasgo 6os1ee mogpobHa 1 TouHa rpammaruka M. P. Txakypa,
HOCHUTEJIST KYJLIYU U BBIZAIOIIErocs JIMHIBUCTa, HanucaHHasa Ha xuHau (Thakur 1975). Ho, Bo-
IIepBbIX, OHa IOpa3/lo MeHee JOCTYIIHa, BO-BTOPBIX, He CO/Iep>KUT CA0Bapsi, IODTOMY U3BJede-
He 6a30BOI JIEKCUKM U3 Heé IOTpeOoBaIo OB ITOIHOM pocrmcy eé Tekcra. OfHaKO 1 B DTOM
KHITe MOKHO HalIT! MHOXKeCTBO HeTOUHOCTell. Tak, B MH/J0/IOTMYeCcKOl TpaAuluu K ToBopam
KyJUIyU OTHOCSIT BHEIITHNI VI BHYTPEHHMI CUPA/KM, U 9Ta >Ke MHPOpMalNs YIIOMIHAETCI B
kaure Txakypa (Txakyp 1975: 129). Hamre moBepXHOCTHOe IOJI€BO€ 3HAaKOMCTBO C DTUMU
UYIOMaMI TOBOPUT O JJOCTaTOYHO CMJIBHOM VX OTJIMYMI OT KYJLIYM IIO CYIIeCTBEeHHBIM CTapbIM
nsorsoccaM. Tak, HampuMep, MHPOPMaHTHI CUpaZ>XK! JlaBa/iu JMYHOe U IPUTsKaTeIbHOe Me-
CTOMMEHISI IEPBOTO JINIla eAMHCTBEHHOIO Yucia ham-, mhar- (a He as-, asar-), ‘ione’ khech BM.
chet, ‘myxa’ makh- Bm. mach-.> B rpaMmarnke Takke 0OHapy>KMBaIOTCs CyIlleCTBEeHHbIE pacxo-
JKZIeHIsl, TaK 4TO He COBCeM SICHO, HaCKOJIbKO IIPaBOMEPHO CUMUTaTh UX JuajaeKTaMy KyJLTyI.
ITo Bcelt BUAMMOCTH, IlepBOHayYa/bHas TaKCOHOMU:A JlaBajach B 3HAYMTEJbHONM CTelleH!U II0
aZMVHICTPATUBHBIM TPaHUIIAM, U K KyJUIy! OBLIV OTHECEHBI BCe TOBOPHI KHsDKecTBa Kyiry.

Ta >xe mpobJiema cBsI3aHa M C MMOMOM XMMayasll, CTOCJOBHBIN CIIVICOK KOTOPOIO BXOJUT
B 6a3y A. V1. Korana. Hassanne «xmmadannm» OTHOCUTCS K Pa3/IM4YHBIM MH/OAaPUIICKUM UIMO-
MaM, pacrpocTpaHéHHpIM B ImTate Xmumadasi-IIpagem. X. XeHJpuxceH, KHUIOM KOTOPOTO
A. V. Korax norp30BajIcs AJIs1 CO3JaHUsI CIIVICKOB, XapaKTepu3yeT X1Madaan CAeAyOmuM o0-
pasoMm: «Himachali embraces the following dialects counting from the south and the west:
Sirmauri, Jaunsari, Baghati, Kyonthli, Kotgarhi, Koci, Mandeali and Kului» (Hendriksen 1986: 3).
M. P. Txaxkyp BK/IIOYaeT B TOT CIMCOK Takxke dyaMbeann u 6xagpasaxu (Txakyp 2012: 12-20).
Bcé T0 — gocraToyHO CMIBHO OTJIMYaloLecs JPyT oT gpyra uanoMsl. B cratee A. V. Korana
B KayecTBe MCTOYHMKaA CTOCJAOBHMKA XMMada/all yKasblBaloTcsl Hocurtean sA3bika (Kogan 2016:
239), ogHAKO He JJaHO COIIMOJIMHIBUCTUECKIX CBEeJEHIIT 00 DTUX HOCUTEJISIX — MBI He 3HaeM, B
KaKIX HacesJ€HHBIX ITyHKTaX OHM POJMJINCH U BBIPOC/IM, HACKOJIBKO XOPOIIO 3HAIOT SI3BIK, Ha
KaKIX S3bIKaxX IPerMYIIeCTBEHHO OOIIAIOTCs B ITOCIeIHNE TObl U T. II. TakuM ob6pa3om, MBI
He MO>KeM OBITh YBepeHBHI Jla’ke B TOM, O KaKOM IJJOMe MJIM UAMOMax UET peyb.

ITockoJibKy onmcaHms MaJsIbIX HOBOMHJIUIICKMX SI3BIKOB OCTaBJ/IAIOT >KeJsaTh JIy4Ilero, ro-
BOPUTL O TOYHOCTU MX MCTOpuYeckoi (pOHeTUKU Takxke He Ipuxoanutcs. Hanpumep, B 91Tn-
MoJiornmdeckom ciosape Tépnepa (Turner 1969-1985) comep>kurcsa 8 (Bocems!) mpumepos n3
Kysuiyn. I1aBHoe, 4TO XxOTesoch OBl CKasaThb B pasfese «3aMedyaHMsl OOIIErO XapakTe-
pa»:Ipexje 4eM IIOJCYUTBIBATh JE€KCUKOCTAaTUCTUKY, Ha/lo IIOHATD, J€KCUKOCTaTUCTUKY 4ez0

3 Tlopgpobree o 3HaueHnu tyx oramdnii cM. Hendriksen 1986: 192.
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A. C. Kpsuriosa

MBI IIOACIUTBIBA€M, OLEHUTH AJOCTOBEPHOCTb IMCTOYHIIKA. B cIy4dae MaJIbIX I/IHILO&pMIZCKMX
JI3BIKOB B®Ta 3aJa4da Tpe6yeT npe>xje BCero IT0JIEBBIX I/ICCJIe‘Z[OBaHI/Iﬁ 1 3aIlOJTHEHNSI JIaKYH B
oImcaTe/JIbHOM JMHIBUCTHKE.

3aMedyaHMsI K CEeMaHTHUKe

B nanHOM paszesie cobpaHBI 3aMedaHIsl, OTHOCSIIMECS K OCOOEHHOCTSIM CEMaHTUKI MH/O-

aprICKMX SI3BIKOB. /leKCUKOCTaTUCTUKA mpejariojiaraeT COIoCraBJa€HINE CJI0B C OJVMHAKOBBIMU
SHa4YeHMsIMY, OJHAKO Ha ITPpaKTUKe B CTOCJIOBHBIE CIIVICKI 3a4acCTylO IIOIIaZalOT CJIOBa C pas-
HbIMV 3HAQYEHVISIMIY, COIIOCTABJISITh KOTOPBIE HEIIPABOMEPHO. Ha HEKOTOpPbIE 13 TaKMX «OITaCHbIX
MeCT», XapaKTePHbBIX /I I/IHﬂoapI/IﬁCKI/IX SI3BIKOB, XOTEJIOCh OBl O6paTI/ITb BHIIMaHIIE.

1. Sab, sare n nx napasiean B JPyTux A3bIKax BO3BOJAATCA K OJJHOMY KOPHIO, STUMOJIOTHS

obosHaueHa ogHuM u teM ke Nel (Kogan 2016: 239). B ciosape Tépnepa »1o aBe pas-
HBle DTUMOJIOTUM SArva U sdrd, KOTOpble OTJMYAIOTCS M Ha IIPaMHIO0eBPOIIeliCKOM
ypoBHe. B s13b1ke XHIU (M BO MHOTMX JPYTUX S3BIKaX) B JIeMICTBUTEIbHOCTY IIpeJCTaB-
JIEHBI U IIMPOKO YIIOTPeOJIAIOTCA 00a DTU KOPHS, C COXpaHEeHMeM CeMaHTIIeCKOTO
pasamaus sab ‘omnis’ u sara ‘totus’. Ho B kaxxzawiin n3 crmckos A. V. Korana nomasn
JIMIIb OAVH U3 KopHeit. Ilompaska:* go6aBsieM B CTOCJIOBHBIN CIMCOK XVMHJAM CJIOBO
sard, npucsaubaemM No581 emy u ero mapaJsienam B gpyrux a3bikax (PTH sare, HNK
sare, GJR sara, LHD sara, KOT saro, HIM sare, PRY sare, BN] sari). Boob1e rosops1, mipa-
BIJIBHO OBLTIO OBl IIPMCBOUTH OTZE/NbHBIM 3HaueHAM ‘omnis’ 1 ‘totus’ pasHble HOMepa;
IIocjelHee, OfHAaKO, (haKTMIecKy IpeznosaraeT pacuipenne 100-cJIOBHOTO CIINCKa,
9TO BBIXOJUT 3a paMK! 3a/lad HACTOSIIIeN CTaThIL.

B mngoapuiickux si3pIkax OOBIYHO ITpeJICTaBIeHO JBa IIePexXOHBIX IJ1aroJia, COOTBETCT-
BYIOIIMX aHIJIUIICKOMY burn (Hanipumep, kyyu dzalna u p"ukina). Oauu us vux o6o-
3HavaeT JIelICTBIe, 11eJIbI0 KOTOPOTO SBJISIeTCs BBIJe/IeHNe cBeTa UM Tellla, APyroi —
YHIUUYTOXKeHNe obbeKkTa. B HekoTopbIx si3piKax B cnmckax A. V. Korana npegcrasieHst
ob6a »Ty r1aroJa, B Apyrux — toapko oguH (Kogan 2016: 241). Kak 1 B mpeasiayiiem
cllydae, MMe0 OBl CMBICJA yUNUTHIBATh 0Da 3Ha4YeHMs IIOJ, PasHBIMM HOMepaMl, HO
pacIIpenne Crcka — oTjebHasl 3a/1a4a.

Otumonsl heart’ u ‘liver’ B MHIOapMIICKUX SA3BIKaX JOBOJIBHO HeyCTOMYMBEL. B VHgum
pacIpocTpaHeHO BereTaplMaHCTBO, IIOYTOMY Ha3BaHUS BHYTPEHHNX OPTaHOB 3HAKOMBI
ITOYTY VICK/JIIOYUTENBHO BpadaM U, KaK IIPaBILIO, SBJISIIOTCS CAHCKPUTCKIMI 3aIMCTBO-
BaHMSIMIL. [Ipy mOMBITKE MCKIIOYNTH 3aMIMCTBOBAHISI BEINKA BEPOSTHOCTDH IOTYIUTD
CJIOBO, O3HavalolIlee cep/ille He KaK aHaTOMIIEeCKIIT OpraH, a Kak BMeCTMJINIIe KU3HNI
VLIV 9yBCTB.

‘All’ vs ‘full’. B 6osbmom Kosmdectse s3bIKOB 3HaueHne ‘full’ mpezacrasieHo AByMms
cirosamn ¢ stumostorysamy Ne31 un Ne32 (Kogan 2016: 244). DTo cBsI3aHO C HaandueM
IBYX He BCeTJia XOPOIIO pas3JINMIMMBIX 3HAa4eHNII ‘HaIlOJHeHHBII 4eM-1100 (0 cocyle,
KOHTeliHepe)’ 1 ‘IieJIblil, 3aBepIIEHHBIN’, BTOpOe 13 KOTOPBIX cOMKaeTcs: ckopee c all
‘totus’, 1 He TOJIXKHO HPUCYTCTBOBaTh B crucke B 3HaueHyn ‘full’. Ilepsoe cBs3aHO €
KOpHeM bhar-, BTopoe — ¢ KopHeM piir-. [lompaBka: /151 BceX CINCKOB, B KOTOPBIX
IIpeJcTaBJIeHbl 00a KOpH:, yAalseM CIOBO, Bocxogisilee K Ap.-uHz. pira (PTH piira,
HNK pura, GJR piro, DGR pira, RA] pur, GUJ piri, ASS pur, AWD purhar, KUM purro,
HND pira, DKH pira, PNJ pira, LHD pira, SND piiro, MAR pura, BNG pura, KOT puro,
HIM piira, MND piira, GRH piiru).
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5. B mH0apuitcKuXx s3bIKaX, KaK IPaBIUJIO, pa3/IndaloTcs CJI0Ba 51 00O3HAYeHNs Ien I
ropsa. IIpu sToM Hepesko Ha c10BO neck (mres) MHGOPMAHT MOXET JaTh CIOBO, 000-
3Havaroee rop.Jio. To, uro B crincke CBoJelra colep>KUTCs TOJABKO CJIOBO neck, — ciy-
9JalfHOCTh, HO IIOCKOJIBKY (pOopMyJa IOAcYETa pa3pabarbiBaiach MMEHHO [/ HTOTO
CIINICKa, CIefyeT ero MpuAep>KuBaTbCA. MeXXIy TeM B CIINCKe XMHAM /ISl 3HaueHMs
‘neck’ faHo gala ‘rops0’, a He gardan ‘mes’, B TO BpeMsl Kak /s OeHraaim cutyamus oob-
patHas (Kogan 2016: 249). O 60/bIIMHCTBe A3BIKOB, CBeJJeHNsI 110 KOTOPBIM He Tak JIer-
KO IIPOBEPUTH, MBI HE MOXXEM C YBEPEHHOCTBIO CKa3aTh, KaKOe 13 JIByX 3HaUYeHMII I10-
I1aJI0 B CITMCOK.

B paszene «3aMedaHNs K ceMaHTMKe», TaK/IM O0pa3oM, MBI BHOCUM B CIIMCKM 29 M3MeHe-

HI, BJVASIOIINX Ha II0JCYETHI.

3amMedaHII K STUMOAOTMSIM

JaHHBIT pasjesn COOep>XXUT 3aMeYaHIs, CBsI3aHHBIe C HAIIMMM TEeKYIIUMM 3HaAaHUAMU U
IIpe/ICTaBJIeHNIMI 00 UCTOPUY MHAOAPUIICKIX SI3BIKOB B 1I€JIOM.

1. ‘Red’ lal B xuHAM 1 ero mapasieay B APYTUX SA3BIKAaX B CIIMCKAaX CIMTAETCA MCKOHHBIM
c1oBoM u umeet sTuMoIornIo No63 (Kogan 2016: 250). ITogpobHee 06 ®TOM rUmoTe3e mpouc-
xoxjenus lal uz gp.-ung. *lohila cm. (Koran 2005: 156). Ognako Hu *lohila, Hu ero mpousso/-
Hble He 3a(VKCUPOBaHLI B IPeBHEMHANIICKIX U CpeJHEMHIUIICKIX TeKcTax. B craTee TépHepa
(Turner 1969-1985: Ne 11168 *Iohila) mepedncasAIOTCs MPUMePhI TOJbBKO U3 Jap/CKUX U Hypu-
CTAHCKUX S3BIKOB UM OJHA (C BOIIPOCHUTEJNbHBIM 3HAKOM) Iapasiesab M3 CUHTalabckoro. Ilpm
DTOM HI B OJHOM U3 IIepeuliCJeHHBIX A3bIKOB KOPHEeBOro riacHoro 4 HeT. Cioso lal B mHzOa-
PUIICKUX SA3BIKaX IOSIBJIAETCA TOJBKO B CpeJHeBeKOBLIX HOBOMHAMIICKIIX TeKCTaX B TeX >Ke He-
CKOJIBKMX 3HAYeHUsX, B KOTOPBIX OHO VIIOTpeOJIAeTcs B COBPEMEHHOM XUHIU: PyOuUH,
‘KpacHblif' 1 ‘miobumsii, guts (Callewaert 2009: 1836). CirezyeT OTMETUTD, UTO B Cpe/jHEBEKO-
BBIX HOBOMHZAMIICKUX AMajeKTaX y>Ke paclanach JpeBHeMHANIICKas IajeXXHas CUCTeMa, HO B
TO Ke BpeMI elllé He OblyIa c(POPMIUPOBAHa CICTeMa I10C/IeI0T0B, I0OYTOMY CYIIeCTBUTeIbHOEe B
PO/ OIIpesiesIeHNs 3a9acTyIO COeIMHIETCSI C OIIpe/ie/IIeMBIM CYILIeCTBUTETbHBIM ITyTEM IIPO-
croro contosioxxenus. Cp., Hanpumep, panHue pykonucu Kabnpa:

rama  rasaina rasanda  casit (1)
Pama ampura BKyc  mnpobosarh-1SgPrae
‘mpo0Oy10 BKyC aMmpuThl Pambr’

ita mana  madira rahau nita cosai (2)
3/lech pasyM XpaM  KUTb-Impv Bcerza xopommit-Adv
‘37ech B XpaMe pa3yMa >KIMBU BCerja XOpouIo’

sata dala kavala  nivasiya (3)
IIeCTh JIEIIeCTOK JIOTOC OOUTAIOLINUIA
‘OOUTAIOIINIL B JIOTOCE C IIIECTHIO JIeIleCTKaMu’

asta kavala  dala bhitara (4)
BOCEMb JIOTOC JIETIECTOK ITPOMEKYTOK
‘MeXXJy BOCEMBIO JIOTOCOBBIMI JIeTIeCTKaMI’

kadali  kusama dala bhitara (5)
JIOTOC IIBETOK JIETIECTOK ITPOMEXYTOK
‘MeXX]Ty JIeTIeCTKOB I[BeTKa JIOTOca’
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B sT0i1 cutyarnum 3aTpyJHUTETBHO OTJINYUTD CYIIeCTBUTE/NIbHOe PYyOMH OT IIpuaraTe/ib-
HOTO 'PyOMHOBBIN, KPacHBIIT, 1 Jla’ke CJIOBOCOYeTaHIe OT KOMIIo3uTa Tumna tatpurusha. Ilo sceit
BUJVIMOCTY, MEHHO B DTOT Hepuoy repcusm lal (13 nepc. la’l ‘pyOuH’) 1 MOJydna pacipo-
CTpaHeHNIe B MHJOApMIICKUX sA3bIKaX. Tak Kak ropraHHas CMBIYKa He SIBJISIETCA XapaKTepHOI
a1 Hux (pOHEMOIi, OHa OblTa yTpadeHa. MOXKHO 3aMeTUTh, UTO OCHOBHBIE VICKOHHBIE IIBETO-
0003HaUeHNsT XMH/AN, KaK U OOJIBIIIMHCTBO JMICKOHHBIX 0OA30BBIX IIPIJIAraTe]bHBIX, SBJISIOTCS
U3MEHsAEeMBIMI U 3aKaHIMBAIOTCA B MCXOAHON (popMe Ha d: cp. kald “aépubiir’, pila “KénTsIir’,
hara ‘senénsnit’, nila ‘cvamit’, bara ‘6onbiioir’, chotda ‘mManenskuir’, thanda ‘xonopusnr’, sukha ‘cy-
XOiT’, bhard ‘IoJHEIN, piird ‘TIOHBIN, 1B, acchd ‘xopommnit’, nayd ‘HOBBIT, khard ‘crosmumir’,
patld ‘TOHKMIT’, HO cp. safed ‘Cenwlit’ < mepc., garam ‘Térbnr’ < mepc.> Takke CyIjeCTBeHHBIM
apIyMeHTOM B I10JIb3y IEePCUACKOTO IIPOVICXOXKIEHVL [al 1 eTo Mapasiieseil B JPYIMX s3bIKaxX
SIBJISIETCSI TO, YTO HU B OJJHOM U3 SI3BIKOB, B KOTOPBIX IIPOIIES IIepexof -1 > -, He 3apuKcupoBa-
Ha ¢opma ¢ -/, ogHaKO BeTpevatoTcst popMmsbl ¢ -I: cp. Kyaynu lal ‘Kpachslit’, HO phal ‘tuion’, ol
‘Kpyrablir’; opus lala ‘kpacuslir’, Ho phala ‘inox’, gola ‘msa’ (gol/gol ‘kpyrablir’, Oynydn abcT-
PaKTHBIM TeOMeTPMIeCKUM IOHATIEM, BUAVIMO, UMeeT AyO/eT-caHCKpuTHu3M). BeposiTHo, me-
pexoz -1 > - mpomén o pacnpocTpaHeHns nepcnuama lal B iapoapuiicknux ssvikax. Popmy loya
B JlyMaKl, BePOsITHO, CJleflyeT CuMTaTh ICKOHHOM U CBA3BIBATh C Jgp.-uHJ. lohita (Turner 1969-
1985: No11165 Iohita). Tlonpaska: npucsansaem lal n ero mapamrtensm (HND lal, DKH lal,
PNJ lal, DGR lal, SND lalu, GUJ lal, BNG lal, HIM lal, KUL lal, MND lal, ORY lal, AWD lal,
KUM Ial, ROM lolo, BR] lal, GRH lal, PRY lal, MAI lal, MEW lal, WGD lal, HNK lal, GJR lal,
LHD lal, RA]J lal, ASS lal, KOT lal) orpuiiareibHbIe HOMepa.

2. ‘Nail’ GUJ nakh, MAR nakh, BNG nokh, ASS nokh, HIN nokh, ORY nakha, a BO3MO>XHO, 1
pAZ UX IapaJijieseii B MeHee M3Y4eHHBIX S3bIKax, KoTopbIM npucsoeH No14 (Kogan 2016: 241),
cleflyeT MpU3HaTh CAaHCKPUTM3MaMH, a He IOTOMKaMM Jp-uHj. nakhd. VIntepsokaabHOe kh
BMeCTe C psZOM JPYTUX B3PBIBHBIX COIJIACHBIX B CpeJHEMHAMIICKIII ITIepuo, ocnadsieTcs B i,
3aTeM BOBCe Iicue3as B YacCTM SI3BIKOB, TaKMX KakK OeHraau u ryjxapartu (Masica 1991: 180-181,
204). XoTs Takoe pa3BUTIE B3PLIBHBIX COTJIACHBIX XapaKTePHO He IS BCeX CJIO0B, Al hakhd OHO
xopomro 3apUKCHPOBAHO (CM., HaIIpUMep, ero pedIeKChl B CTOCJIOBHBIX CIIMCKaX IeH/Kaou,
JakxyHy, Opajka, a Takke xuHau popmy nah ‘Horortpy’). CoxpaHeHMe MHTepBOKaJIbHOTO kh
BO3MOJKHO B KadyecTBe pe3y/bTaTa TeMMHALNM, HO B ®TOM CJydae HOBOMHAMIICKUIT pedeKc
JOJDKeH cojiep>KaTh MO0 reMMHATy, Ju0OO e€ caejbl B BUJe 3aMeCTUTEeJIbHOIO YAJIMHEHUS
rinacHoro (Masica 1991: 181, 187): nakha > **nakkha > **nakha. Cp. taxxe pedekcel mitkha ‘1uiio,
por’ (stumosorusa Ne 54). Ilompaska: g1 Bcex mapasieneir ¢ kh (GUJ nakh, MAR nakh,
BNG nokh, ASS nokh, HIM nokh, ORY nakha, WGD nokh, BN]J nak) samenum No14 na No-14.

3. ‘Mouth’> WGD mundo BN] mundo (Kogan 2016: 249) npucsoen No54 (ap-ung. miikha).
O ¢onetnxke Baram 1 GaHAXXapM MBI 3HaeM MaJio, OJHAKO 0oJiee BEpOSITHON IIpeCTaBIseTCs
CBA3Db 9TUX c10B ¢ mirdhdn ‘ronosa’ (Turner 1969-1985: Ne10247 miirdhdn)®. Cp. Tak>Ke KyMaOH!
mundo, nenyxaobu mund ‘rosnosa’. [lompaska: ImpucsanBaeM cjioBaM Barju u 6ang>kapy No554.

4. ‘Mouth’ BNG mukh, ASS mukh NEP mukh, KUM mukh (Kogan 2016: 249) cienyet nipu-
3HaThb CAHCKPUTU3MaMMI IO IIPUYNHe, U3J0XKeHHO B 1. 2 jjs nakh. Ilompaska: ais1 Bcex Ia-
pasieneii c kh samenum No54 na No-54.

5 BO3MOXKHBIMIM MICKTIOUEHUAMMN ABAAIOTCA bhari ‘Tsoxénniit’ un gol ‘kpyrasnt’. OgHako (poHeTHIecKuin 061K
00601X DTUX CJIOB IO3BOJISIET TPAKTOBATh MX KAaK CAHCKPUTCKNME 3aMMCTBOBAHMS. 3aMeTUM, YTO BTOPOe U3 HUX He-
OTJIMYMMO OT CYIeCTBUTEJIBHOTIO gol ‘Kpyr’, OT KOTOPOIO M Ipou3BeJeHo. BeposaTHo, TaKuM >Ke CIIoco60M Ipou3-
BeJieHo ldl ‘KpacHblit’ ot ldl ‘pyoun’.

¢ 3nech n ganee oTchlIKM K Turner 1969-1985 parorcst mo HOMepaM CIOBapHBIX CTaTell OHJIAH-BepCHH, a He
CTpaHUIL] KHUTH).
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5. HoBonnzoapuiickue cjioBa, BOCXOAAIIMe K Ip.-MH]. bfja ‘seed’ (Turner 1969-1985:
N09250 bija) yrpaTuiu j B uHTepBOKaIbHOI o3uninn. Crosa u3 criuckos A. V. Korana, coxpa-
Husmue j (Kogan 2016: 252), ciegyer npusHath caHckputusMamu. Ilompaska: npucsausaem
croBam ¢ coxpanennem j (HND by, DKH bij, GJR bij, LHD bij, SND b’iju, RAJ bij, BNG bij,
ASS biz, KOT bidz, HIM bij, KUL bejja, ORY bija, BR] bij, GRH bij, MAI bij, KCH bijj, BNJ bija)
OTpuIIaTeJIbHBIN HOMEP.

6. HoBomHgoapuiickue c10Ba, BOCXOJSINME K Jp.-UH[. Sirya/siriya yTPaTUIu B I€PBOM
ciaydae 1, Bo BTopoM Yy (Turner 1969-1985: No 13574 siira, Masica 1991: 169). CnenmoBarteipHO,
BCe CJIOBa, COXpaHMBINIMe U 1 1 i (KaK IIpaBUJIO, Ilepellle/illee B j), caejyeT IPU3HATh YaCTUYHO
afanTupoBaHHbIMI caHckpuTusMamu (Kogan 2016: 253). ITonpaska: mpucsansaem HND siiraj,
DKH siirij, PN]J siiraj, DGR siiraj, RAJ suiraj, GU]J siiraj, HIM siiraj, KUL surja, MND siiraj, AWD
suruj, KUM siiraj, BR] siraj, MAI suriij, KCH suiraj, MEW siiraj, ASS xuruz, GRH siiraj, BN]J
Surjyd oTpuIiaTeJIbHbIe HOMepa.

Vroro B aHHOM pas/e/ie BHOCUTCS 75 BAVSIONIVX Ha ITOJCYETHI M3MEHEeHII B CIIMCKIA.

IlonpaBKu K CIIICKY XMHAW

Xunan — oduimanbHelil A3bIK PecriyOnnky VIHaus B 11e10M, a Tak)kKe MHOTUX IIITaTOB,
BXOJSIINX B €€ cocTaB. Tak HasblBaeMasl «30Ha XMHJAM» B JIeICTBUTE/IbHOCTY IIpeJiCTaBJIsieT Co-
0011 OTPOMHBIN KOHTMHYYM Pa3ANIHBIX MAVIOMOB, KaXK/bIIl 3 KOTOPBIX CJIeJJOBajIO ObI BHO-
CUTh B «MJeaTbHyIO JeKCUKOCTaTUCTUIECKYyIO 0a3y» OTZAe/]bHO. /lMIIb HeMHOTIe U3 HUX yXKe
BHeceHbI B 0asy A.JI. Korana 6.sarojapst Mx cpaBHUTEJLHO BBICOKOMY CTaTyCy UM XOPOIIei
nsydyeHHoctu. I[Tpodne mMeroT cratyc MecTHBIX JuasneKToB xuHAu. OHaKO IepBOHada/bHast
JuaneKTHasl 6asza XMHAM — DTO OKOJIOJeIMIICKIe AMajaeKThl xapuaHu ¥ Kxapu oosm. [Tpn
DTOM Kak B JBys3bIuHble ciosapu (Platts 1884, bapxysapos 1972), Tak 1 B TOJTKOBbIE MJIN CUHO-
Hummdeckne (Kumar 1997, psajg untepHeT-c1oBapeit) BXOJUT JIeKCMKa CaMbIX PasHBIX JMajieK-
TOB, 3a4acTyIO 0e3 noscHAIIMX noMer. [loutn kaxxgoe c0Bo cTocI0BHUKa nMeeT 5-10 cuHo-
HMMOB. B cuy HM3KOII HOPpMMPOBaHHOCTM XMHJM, TaKue CJI0Ba MOIYT JIETKO BCTPETUTLCS B
IecHsAX U KMHOPUIbMAX, Xy/JOXKeCTBeHHON JnTepaType 1 Imybininctuke. B oToit curtyarum
TakTuka A. V. Korana mnsberaTh BKJIIOYEHN: B CIMCOK 3aMMMCTBOBaHMII IIpU HaIMUMU JIOOOTO
CIHOHIIMa, He IIPOTHMBOpeYallero NCTOpuIecKoil POHeTIKe, MOXKeT IIPUBECTN K BKIIOYEHNIO B
CTOCJIOBHBIN CIIMCOK CJIOB, IPUHAJJIeKaIUX APYTUM UOMaM, PacIloJIOKeHHBIM B 30He XVH-
U, U yIIOTPeOJISIOMMMCS TOJbKO Ha OrpaHnyeHHO Tepputopun. CaMbIM IPOCTBIM CIIOCO-
6oM oTCceub TaKMe JUaleKTU3MBbI OyJieT HPpUOIM3UTENIbHBIN [O/ICYET CpaBHUTEIBHOM YIIOTpe-
OUTETBPHOCTN CHMHOHNMMOB B KOpPIIyCe TEKCTOB. 3aIlpOChl BBOJVJIVICH INCBMOM JeBaHarapu.
OIBITHBIM ITyTEM YCTaHOBJIEHO, YTO OOJIee YaCTOTHBI HalllcaHsI 0e3 AMaKpUTUKI «HYKTa» I C
3aMeHOM JMaKpUTUKU «JaHApaObUHIY» Ha AMaKPUTUKY «aHycBapa», II09TOMY B DTUX ITyHKTax
MBI OTXOJUIM OT cJ0BapHOil opdorpadpum. B ciaydae 60bIIIOTO KOIMYECTBa CMHOHMMOB, KakK
IIPaBIJIO, MOXKHO BBIIEJINTHh OJVIH VIV HECKOJBKO HamboJjiee yIIOoTpeOUTeIbHBIX, TOIjla KaK y
OCTaJIbHBIX 4acTOTHOCTH HIKe B 10-20 1 60o1ee pas. Cpean 9Tux Hamboiee yIoTpeomTe TbHBIX
CJIOB MOKHO BBIOpaTh MICKOHHBIE, €C/IM OHU IpezcTaBaeHbl. TakuM o6pazoM HamMu ObLIN IPO-
BepeHbl HeCKOJILKO BBI3BABIIINMX Y HaC COMHeHIe ITyHKTOB 13 ciucka A. V. Korana.

1. ‘Blood’ lahui (Kogan 2016: 240) naét 3105 sxoxzaennit B Hindi Web 2013. OcroBHOe 65I-
TOBOe CJI0BO — mepcusM khiin (31537 BXxOK/eHUI1), OCHOBHOe MeJUITMHCKOe — CaHCKPUTU3M
rakt (16461 Bxo>xjeHne). VICKOHHBIX CJIOB COIOCTaBMMOI YaCTOTHOCTM HeT. Ilornpaska: BeI4€p-
KuBaeM lahii, fobaBJIsIeM IBa 3aIMCTBOBAHIIS.
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2. ‘Barth’, xak mpaBu/io, MMeeT MHOTO IIepeBOIOB I ceMaHTI4ecKIX ToHKocTell. He coscem
IIOHSATHO, IOYeMY U3 CIIMCKa XMHIU UCKIIOYeHO CI0BO mittl, apasiean KOTOPOIo HpeJcTas-
nensl B gpyrux sasbikax (Kogan 2016: 243). Hindi Web 2013 g dharti u mitti jaét conocrabu-
Moe 4nc0 BxoxgeHui (33698 n 24256 coorsercTBeHHO). IIpu ®TOM ceMaHTMKa ®TUX KOpHe
CYIIIeCTBEHHO pasjindaercs (He TOJIbKO B XMH/M, HO U B IpyTUX sA3bIKax) Ecim obpaTtnThes K Ta-
KOMY VCTOYHMKY SI3BIKOBON MH(pOpMaIny, Kak Brukumeans Ha s3bIKe XUMHAM’, TO MBI BUJUM,
4TO 3arpoc dharti mepeaipecyeT Hac Ha CTaTbhIO «IlJlaHeTa 3eMJIs», a 3allpoc mittl — Ha CTaTbIo
«I109Ba» (00e CTaThU O3arjaBJeHBl CAHCKPUTCKVMMI 3alIMCTBOBAHIISIMM, 32 KOTOPBIMU WZYT
IepedylcaeHns] CMHOHUMOB). /lelICTBUTe/IbHO, CeMaHTMKa 9TUX CJIOB HEeCKOJIBKO OT/IMYaeTcs,
U a/leKBaTHOe pellleHyie 9TOM HPpo0/IeMbl TpedyeT paclipeHns CICKa, YTO He BXOJUT B HaIlll
3aflaum (CM. pasges «3aMedaHus K ceMaHTHKe»). [lonpaBka: BK/Ito4aeM mittl B CIIMICOK XVHJ.

3. ‘Man’ B crimcke xungu (Kogan 2016: 248) nipencrasieHo ciosoM mard (8398 Bxosx geHMII
B Hindi Web 2013). bosee mociiejoBaTe/IbHBIM OBbLTIO ObI BKJIIOUEHIe ITpesK/e BCero HKBMBa-
nenTa admi (125042 BxoxxzeHnst). Pe3yipTaToB IO CIETa HTO HE U3MEHNT, TaK Kak 0ba BTI CJI0-
Ba SIBJIIOTCA 3aMMCTBOBaHUAMM. Ilonpaska: 3aMensieM mard Ha admi.

4. ‘Meat’ mpezcrasieHo TOJIbKO c10BoM gost (Kogan 2016: 248). Ograko 3ampoc mas gaét
8614 sxoxxzenurt B Hindi Web 2013, gost — 1127. go$t — HeCOMHeHHOe 3alIMCTBOBAHIE; MAS
MO>KeT OBITh KaK CAaHCKPUTCKIM 3alIMCTBOBAaHIEM, TaK VM MICKOHHBIM CJIOBOM. B gpyrux s3prkax
€ro napaJijiesIy IIMPOKO IIpe/ICTaBIeHbl I OTMedeHbl Kak McKoHHbIe (Ne124). TTonrpaska: 3ame-
HsieM gost Ha mas Ne124 B crivicke XMHJIL.

5. ‘Rain’ B crincke xunan — meh (Kogan 2016: 250). D10 c10BO MaI0M3BECTHOE, B CIOBAPSIX
BCTpeJaeTcs], HO, BEPOSITHO, IIONAI0 TyAa 13 KaKOro-TO JuajeKkTa (Hampumep, pai>kacTaHN).
Hindi Web 2013 gaér nas méeh 73 BXOXK/IeHMs, 94TO JJIsl CJIOBa U3 CTOCAOBHMKA XUH/U Y/AVBU-
TeapHO Maso. CaMBIM pacIpOCTPaHEHHBIM CJIOBOM JJISI OOO3HAYEHNS JOXKASI MOXKHO CUUTATh
nepcuaM baris (30702 Bxo>kJeHns); KOHKYPEeHTOB OH, BepOsATHO, He uMeeT. CTaThbsl B CJIOBape-
Tesaypyce (Kumar 1997) osarsasinena canckputuamoM varsa (14739 BxoxxgeHuin); cpegu 1epe-
YICAEHHBIX B CTaTbeé CHMHOHMMOB U3 MCKOHHBIX CJIOB CaMBIMM YIIOTPeOUTeNbHBIMMU CIedyeT
cantarts jal (63936 BXOK/eHIII, OCHOBHOe 3HaueHMe ‘Boja’), pani (166879, ocHoBHOe 3HaueHUE
‘Boga’) u barsat (11389, ocHOBHOe 3HaueHMe ‘Ce30H JOXJell’), OJHaKO B DTOM Clydyae OTCedyb
Ipyrue 3HadeHMs c10B MBI He MoxkeM. [lornpaska: youpaem méh, srmceiaeM baris u varsa c ot-
puIaTeIbHBIMI HOMepaMI.

6. ‘White’ B crimcke xunam ujla, citta (Kogan 2016: 256). 3arpoc 8 Hindi Web 2013 naét Ha Hux
495 n 148 Bxox/ieHni1 cooTBeTcTBeHHO. Kpome TorO, 1jld MMeeT OCHOBHOe 3HaueHue ‘SICHBIN, CUs-
1o, anctent’ . Hamnbosree yrorpebuTeIsHBIM 1 ceMaHTIYeCK) TOYHBIM U3 CI0B, O3HAYAIOIIIX
‘Oesplin’, sByIsIeTCs TepcusM safed (15588 Bxoskgennit). COrocTaBUMBIX 110 YOTpeOUTeIbHOCTI
c safed cios Het. [lorpaska: youpaem ujla, citta, BriiceiBaeM safed ¢ oTpuIiaTeJIbHBIM HOMEPOM.

7. ‘Woman’ B ciucke xunan aurat (Kogan 2016: 256) — 27553 BxoxxgeHns. /1ormyHO OBLI0O
Ob1 100aBUTH TakKe caHCKpuUTNM3MBI mahila (106114 Bxoxxzaenmit) n stri (56179 Bxo>KjgeHMUII).
3 Harrero moJieBoro oIibITa CKopee ciejyeT, 4To durat ©oJjiee 4aCTOTHO, YeM stri, B yCTHOM
yIoTpebjIeHny, ITO®TOMY MOJKHO IIPeJIOJIOXKUTD, UTO Stri HEeCKOJIbKO 4allle BCTpedaeTcs B
Hindi Web 2013 3a cyér Bo3MOKHOTO IpeobJajjaHns B Kopiyce ouiinaabHoro cruis. Ilo-
IpaBKa: foOasssieM mahild, 9TO He BINAET Ha Pe3yIbTaThl IIOJCIETOB, TaK KaK BCe ITepedric-
JIEHHBIE CJIOBa SIBJISIIOTCS 3aIMCTBOBAHUSIMIL.

Taxum obpasom, B pasgesne «llormpaskm K CIIMCKY XMHAM» MBI IIOCTYJIMpyeM 8 M3MeHe-
HI, BJMSIOIINX Ha IIOCUETHI.

7 Pagymeetcs, peub nzET He 06 MCTOYHMKE HaydyHON MHpOpMaLMy, a 0 Bukumeany Ha SI3bIKe XMHAN KakK O
pecypce, KOTOpBIii peJJaKTUpyeTcs IIPeMMYIeCTBeHHO HOCUTE/IAMUA s3bIKa XVH/IN.
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Ilonpaskm K cIcKy OeHraau

Crnmcok 6enranu 6s11 T1oaydeH MHoI B 2016 rony ot ogHoit nHpopmanTtku. [lapasniensHo
duKkcupoBaCch €I0Ba Pa3srOBOPHOrO OeHray M «IIaZXy OXalla», CaHCKPUTU3UPOBAHHOIO
JUTEPaATYPHOTO SA3BIKA, YTO ITO3BOJINJIO OTCEATD YacTh CMHOHMMOB. Pacxo>XeHyis1 HaIero crim-
cka co cramckoMm A. V. Korana morpebosanm 0Oosiee TIIATETBbHOTO M3YYEeHMsS IIO CIOBAPsIM,
koprycy Bengali Web u psaay ncrounnkos B cetu Vintepner. Ilpennaraiorces cienyiomiye 1o-
npasku K crincky A. V1. Korana.

1. ‘All’. ITomumo sob ‘omnis’ (Kogan 2016: 239) B HalleM crucke Ipe/icTaB/eHbl iBa CUHO-
HUMa i ‘totus’ — Sara u puro. Ilepseiii, 1o c1oBaM MHQPOPMaHTKY, YIIOTPeOIsIeTCsl B OCHOB-
HOM C BpeMeHHbIMU Itepuozamu. Oba JocraTouHO XOpoIlo IipejcrasieHbl B Bengali Web
(3317 m 2680 BxoxzgeHmit coorBercTBeHHO). [lonpaska: BkIoyaem sara No581 u puro Ne32 B
CITVICOK.

2. ‘Cloud’ BNG barid Ne-2 (Kogan 2016: 241) mpu nnoncke B Bengali Web sganx 0 Bxosxzennii®.
B 10 ke Bpems megh, moaydeHHoe ot nH$opMaHTKH, Jaao 372. Ilonpaska: 3ameHseM barid Ha
megh (Ne-1). B mogcuérax Ta 3aMeHa poJ/iy He UTpaeT, Tak Kak megh — caHCKPUTU3M (CM. II. 2,
4 pasnena «3amMedaHNs K STUMOJIOTUAM»).

3. ‘Fire’ BNG agun No-4, B ciucke A. V. Korana o6o3HaueHHOe Kak 3anMcTBoBaHne (Kogan
2016: 244), scien 3a TéprHepom cumtaeM MCKOHHBIM c10BoM (Turner 1969-1985: No14198 agni).
CaHCKpUTU3MBI B O€HTaIbCKOM SI3bIKE OOBIYHO COXPaHSIOT CAaHCKPUTCKYIO opdorpaduio, HO
IIPOM3BHOCATCS IO OEeHTaJbCKUM IIpaBuIaM. Tak, B KadecTBe CJIOBa «IIIaAXy Oxallla» Hallla MH-
¢opmanTka gara ogni. Popma agun He BIIOJIHE SICHA, HO KA4€CTBO IJIACHOTO TOBOPMUT O €TI0 YAJIN-
HEeHIY, 9TO He II03BOJIIET CUUTATh CI0BO CaHCKpuTH3MoM. Ilompaska: mpucsansaem agun No27.

4. ‘Full’ BNG bhora Ne31 (Kogan 2016: 244) ssisercsa ciosapHoii GOpMOIi Ijaroja ‘Ha-
IIOJTHATH', 3aMEHNM €ro Ha IIOJyJ4eHHOe HaMM IIpuiiaratejabHoe bhorti, 4To, BIlpoueM, He
JOJIKHO OTPa3UTLCS Ha MO/ICIETaX.

5. ‘Hair’ BNG kes No185 (Kogan 2016: 245) naét 25 sxoxx/enuir B Bengali Web. Mos nn-
dopmaHTKa BMeCTO DTOTO cjioBa Bhilana cuHoHuM chul (551 Bxoxxaenne). [Tompaska: yansiem
kes, samensiem Ha chul Ne308 (Turner 1969-1985: Ne 4883 ciida).

6. ‘Liver’ BNG jokrit (Kogan 2016: 247) nudopmaHTKOI OBIJIO MapKUPOBAHO KakK «IajXy
Oxara», OBITOBOe HaIMeHOBaHMe — aHIJAUIU3M [ibhar (IIpeuMyIlecTBeHHO B KyJMHapUM).
B Bengali Web jokrit u libhar garot 22 u 40 Bxoxxzgennii, B Google 53700 1 556000 cooTBeTCTBEHHO.
ITonpaska: sob6asssieM libhar ¢ oTpuiiatebHBIM HOMepoM B criincok. Ha mozcuérsr sT0 nsme-
HEeHle He BJINsIeT, 00a CI0Ba SIBJISTIOTCS 3aIMCTBOBAHVISIMI.

7. ‘Many’ BNG bohu Ne51 (Kogan 2016: 248). Hamia nHdopmaHTKa Jasa ObITOBOe onek,
«mrajxy oxama» — procur. bohu paér 3560 Bxoxxzpenmit 8 Bengali Web, onek — 23201 Bxoxxze-
Hue. bohu TIpUCYTCTBYeT B OEHTaJIbCKOM S3BIKE B TOM UICJIe KaK IlepBas 9acTh CAaHCKPUTCKIIX
KOMIIO3UTOB-CAaHCKPUTU3MOB, OJHAKO Pa3/IN4IUTh CAHCKPUTU3M U MICKOHHOE CJI0BO IO (pOHe-
TUYECKOMY OOJIMKY B 9TOM CJIydae He IIpeJCTaB/IsIeTCsd BO3MOXKHBIM, IIO9TOMY bohu Kak camo-
CTOATEJIFHOE CJIOBO CIefyeT CYUTAaTh MCKOHHBIM. PopMa onek, HAITPOTUB, — OYEBNMAHBIN CaH-
CKpPUTHU3M. B CBsA31 ¢ BEICOKOI BCTPEYaeMOCTBIO MBI BCE JKe BKJIIOUMM €TrO B CIIVICOK C IIPUCBOe-
HueM No-1, XOTsI Ha ITOJCYETHI DTO He BJINSIET.

8. ‘New’ BNG nobo No57 (Kogan 2016: 249) 6bL10 MapKMpoBaHO MH(OPMAaHTKOM Kak
«Imazxy OxaIra», M ®TO He caydariHo. PoHeTHdecKnii O0JIMK DTOTO CJI0Ba He JaéT OCHOBaHMIA
CYUTATPH €r0 MCKOHHBIM. PopMa 1obI, HECOMHEHHO, IIPOUCXOANT U3 Ip.-UHJ. ndvd, OJHAKO II0-

8 XoTs coBapu U HOATBEP KAAIOT ¢10BO barid B 9ToM 3HaueHun, mpu rnoucke 3 Google cooTHOIeHMe MeX/Ty
barid m megh cocrasmio 98 x 2130000.
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TOMKOM /Ip.-UH[. n4vad, YIOBJIETBOPAIOIINM TpeOOBaHMAM UCTOPUIECKOI (POHETUK, B JEMCT-
BUTE/JIBPHOCTU SBJIsIeTCSl OeHrajbcKoe 1o ‘MJlazlmii, 4eTBeépThiii (0 pe6énke B cembe) (Turner
1969-1985: Ne6983 ndva, Ghosh 2011, Aockyros 1974). Cp. aHajmormussiii npumep: Turner
1969-1985: No10431 ydva ‘barley’ = Genraabckoe ja (B COBpeMEHHBIX CIOBapsIX JUTepaTypPHOIO
OeHraJbCKOTO sI3bIKa BTO CJIOBO IIpeJcTaBaeHo B gopme joi ‘oBéc’, cM. Ghosh 2011, JockyTos
1974). Vicxozs m3 9TUX coOOpaskeHNIt, celoBajo OBl IpUIIMCATh 1ob) OTpuUIlaTeIbHBIN HOMED;
HO B CIJIy ero HU3KOM yacTtoTHOCTH (241 BXxoxxgeHue B Bengali Web) M1 npeararaem mpocro
He BKJIIOUaTh €TO B CIIMCOK. B KauecTBe pa3roBOpHOTO CMHOHMMA 1obo Hallla MHpOpMaHTKa Ja-
na notun (13913 Bxosxaennit B Bengali Web) — ciioBo, o Bceit BUZMMOCTH, CBS3aHHOE C JP.-
UH/,. nilitana®, Mpolelee He BIIOJHE ITOHATHBIE (POHETNYECKNe VM3MEHEHNs; BEPOSITHO, ero
cleflyeT CUMTATh YacTMYHO aJalTUpPOBaHHBIM caHCKputuaMoMm . Ilompaska: mpuIchBaeM
nobo No-57, nobasiisteM notun ¢ No-1.

9. ‘Rain’ BNG badol Ne127 (Kogan 2016: 250). B namrem crimcke B KauecTBe OBITOBBIX CJIOB
nanel badol (101 sxoxzgenne B Bengali Web) u jol (893 sxoxxzenns). OcHoBHOe 3HaueHne jol —
‘BOZIa’, IO9TOMY IIPOBEPUTH YACTOTY €T0 YIIOTpeOIeHNs B 3HaU€HUN ‘TOXKAD 3aTPYJHUTEIBHO,
OJJHAKO BTO 3HadyeHMe IIPUCYTCTBYeT B OOJIBIIIMHCTBE ClIOBapeil. B ¢Bs3m ¢ Masoif yacTOTHO-
CTBIO badol BeposTHO, ciiesyeT f00aBUTD jol B CIIMCOK B KayecTBe BTOPOro caosa ¢ Ne319.

10. Bmecto ‘road’ BNG poth Ne-8 (Kogan 2016: 251) B Hamem crumcke 3Ha4UTCs IIepCU3M
rasta. Ans poth obnapy>xeno 8008 sxoxxzennii B Bengali Web, st rasta — 2390 Bxo>xaeHMI.
PasHuria He3HauMTebHA, I MBI MOXKeM JOOaBUTH rasta B KauecTBe BTOPOTO CJIOBa C OTpHUIIa-
TeJbHBIM HOMEPOM, 4TO, BITpOYeM, He JJOJIKHO IMOBINATDH Ha MO/ CIETEL

11. ‘Root’ BNG sikor Ne313 (Kogan 2016: 251) gaét 12 sxoxxaennit 8 Bengali Web. B nariem
crmcke ero Mecto 3aHnmaet mul (6143 sxosxgennst). [lompaska: 3amensiem Sikor Ha mul Ne259.

12. ‘Tail’ BNG langul Ne317 (Kogan 2016: 254) paét 0 BxoxzaeHuit 8 Bengali Web, a B
Google — okoso 2000. B namewm crnincke sHauntcs lej (141 sxoxxaenue B Bengali Web, oxoio
536000 B Google). Manast cTpedaeMocTs langul 1103BOJISIET €T0 UCKIIOYNTD, OHAKO B OHJIANH-
cloBape MBI HaxoguMm Qopmy lengur, Kotopas Takke mnpusojgutcst B Turner 1969-1985:
No11009 langild. Ota popma He BcTpedaetcst B Bengali Web, Ho B Google nmeet oxoso 50-80
TeICAY BXOX/eHuit. Popma lej BossoauTca K Turner 1969-1985: Ne10915 lasija. ITo Bceit Buau-
MoCTH, lafija u langild cBsA3aHBI Ha MIPaMHIOEBPOIIEICKOM YpPOBHe C IJIaroJIoM lerig ‘KadaThest,
KOTOPBIII IIpUBeJIEH B cTaThe T€pHepa. [Tonpaska: samensiem langul Ha lenguy No317, nobasis-
eM ciHOHUM lej Ne317.

13. ‘White’ BNG dhobol Ne267 (Kogan 2016: 256) B HamreM crncke orcytcrsyeT. Ciaegyer
OTMeTUTH, 4To dhobol 1o cBoemMy (pOHETYeCKOMY OOJIMKY — CaHCKPUTU3M. /eiicTBUTeTbHBIM
JoHeTueCKMM COOTBETCTBMEM Jp.-UH/. dhavala ‘Genblit, YUCTHIN siBJIAeTCsA OeHranbckoe dhola
‘6es1ont Macty, ceeTIOKOKMIT (cM. Turner 1969-1985: Ne6767 dhavald, a Tak’ke MyHKT 8 JaHHOTO
paszena o ‘new’ BNG nobo). Yunrsisast 910, dhobol cripaBe/inBo OBLJIO OBI IPUCBOUTDL OTPUIIa-
TeapHBIN HOMep. OznHako To, uTo B Bengali Web 510 c10oBO BeTpeuaetcs 1 pas, B TO BpeMs Kak
Sada v3 HamIero crimcka (Sada Tak>Ke SIBJISIETCSI 3aTOJIOBKOM CTaTh! B O€HTaIbCKON Bukuneaum o
6esoM 11BeTe) BcTpeydaercs 869 pas, MO3BOJIAET €ro BOBCe MCKIIOYNTh, 3aMEHNB Ha IepCcu3M
$ada c oTpUIIaTETPHBIM HOMEPOM.

14. ‘Woman' BNG meye Ne321 (Kogan 2016: 256): geiicTBuTeIbHO, JJOBOJBHO pacIpocTpa-
HEHHOe ¢10B0 (4302 BxoxxzeHms B Bengali Web), Ho ocHOBHOe ero 3Hauenune — ‘girl’, uro moz-
TBep>XZaeT, HaIIpUMep, CTaTbsA B OeHranbckor Buxumnepumn. Hamra mHdpopmaHTKa B KauecTse
OCHOBHOTO OBITOBOTO CJIOBa fasa mohila (2248 sxoxxgenuir B Bengali Web), crarss B Gernrass-

9 Cm. Turner 1931: http://dsalsrv02.uchicago.edu/cgi-bin/philologic/getobject.pl?c.1:1:5036.turner.1329326.
10 3akOHOMepHBII pedpIeKC Ap.-UHJ. niitana JOJ>KeH OBLI ObI BRITJALETH KaK **niian.
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cKol Buxkmmenu o yesoBeKke >KEHCKOIO IT0J1a O3arjabjeHa cJ0BOM nari (8533 BXOKZEeHUs B
Bengali Web), ograko oba »Tux c1osa cirefyeT C4MTaTh 3aMIMCTBOBAaHNAMU. TakuM oOpa3oM,
VICKOHHOTO CJIOBa JIJIs ITOHATUs ‘'woman' B 6eHraun HeT. [Torrpaska: 3ameHsieM meye Ha mohila u
nari c OTpuULIaTeJIbHBIMY HOMEPaMIL.

15. “Yellow’ BNG holode (Kogan 2016: 257): mpucyTcTByeT B HaleM crucke B popme holud,
DTO CJIOBO SIBJISIETCSI U 3aTOJIOBKOM CTaTbU O >KEJTOM IBeTe B OeHraabckoi Bukumegun. Kosn-
yecTBO BxoxKJeHui1 holode 8 Bengali Web — 12, B Google — okouo 167 Teicsy, holud B Bengali
Web — 263, 8 Google — okosio 1 muaanona 830 tercsra. OzpHako holud o6o3HavaeT Takke Kyp-
KyMY, PaclpOCTpaHEHHYIO MHANUIICKYIO IIPAHOCTD. I109TOMY BBISICHUTH OTHOCUTETBHYIO YIIOT-
pebuTeIbHOCTD HTUX JIBYX (pOpM 3aTpyJHUTENIbHO. BosMoskHas rorpaska: 3ameHsieM holode Ha
holud 6e3 3ameHsl HOMepa.

Uroro B pasgene «IlonpasBku K crimcKy OeHrasn» HaCUMTHIBaeM 9 M3MeHEeHUI, BIVSIIOIINX
Ha ITOJICUETHI.

ITommpaBku K CIICKy opust

CTOCIOBHBIN CHMCOK sI3bIKa Op¥st ObLI TTosTydeH MHOI B 2016 Tozy OoT oHOro MHpOpMaHTa.
K coxxanenmo, oo6pém kopmyca opus us Leipzig Corpora Collection, KoTOpbIli MHe yz1a/10Ch
HalTy, coctab/saeT scero 30 ThICAY HpelI0KeHUil, 1 MHOTue caoBa u3 cincka A. V. Korana B
HEM He IIpeJiCTaBJeHBbl, a CJI0Ba M3 MOeTO CIIMCKa IpejcTasieHsl ciabo. Ho 6iarogaps tomy,
9TO SI3BIK OpMsl 00JazlaeT YHUKAIBHOM IMCbMEHHOCTBIO, pe3yJbTaThl 3arpocos B Google c
O4YeHb BBICOKOI BEpOATHOCTBIO Oy/IyT OTHOCUTHCS MMEHHO K A3BIKY OpHs (B OT/IM4Me OT XUH/M,
B KOTOPOM 0a3oBast JIeKCMKa MOXKeT IpapiraecKyl COBITaIaTh C JIEKCUKOV HeIlasIl, MapaTX VIV
CaHCKPUTa, a TaK’Ke OeHIaJbCKOIo, bazoBasl JIeKCKa KOTOpOro Mo>KeT rpadpuieckyl COBIIAacTh C
accaMcKoI1). B cumy 9Tmx o0CTOSATENBbCTB MBI IIPUBOAMM CTaTUCTUKY U 110 Leipzig Corpora
Collection, 1 mo Google a1 Tex MyHKTOB CHICKOB, B KOTOPBIX MMEIOTCs CyIlleCTBeHHbIe pac-
xoxjenns. B cnmcke A. V1. Korana ciosa opusi HNPUBOJAATCA B CHCTeMe TpaHCIMTepaIivn.
4l jaro coBa B TPaHCKPUIILINY, TaK Ke, KaK 9TO cJielaHo B ero crucke bexraan. Takum obpasom,
TO, 4TO A. J1. Koran nepefiaét Kak a4 1 4, 5 iepefiaio Kak 2 11 4 COOTBEeTCTBEHHO.

1. ‘Ashes’ ORY chara No140 (Kogan 2016: 239): cioBapsAMM He IIOATBep>KJaeTcs, KakK U
HaIllMM CIIMCKOM (B oT/iMmuume oT paufisa Ne567). B xopmyce cioBo He mpejcrasieHo. B Google
CJIOBO ITpejicTaBIeHo c1abo (0koJ10 900 cChIIOK), BEpOsITHO, B OCHOBHOM, KaK BapMaHT Halllca-
Hyst char ‘HuaTOXHBIL . [IpunuceiBanne eMy 3HaueHNs ‘TIerienT’, MO-BUAVIMOMY, CBSI3aHO C Ka-
KIMM-TO U3 COYeTaHII, 0003HaYaloOIMIX YHUYTOXKEeHEe, B TOM YIIC/le COXKKeHNe JJO COCTOSTHIUS
neria. [Torrpaska: youpaem chara u3 crmcka.

2. ‘Bark’ ORY bakkala Ne328 (Kogan 2016: 239): corsiacHO cioBapsiM, cjejyeT TpaHCIUTe-
puposaTh Kak bakala.

3. ‘Breast’ ORY buku No297 (Kogan 2016: 241): 110 cioBaM Hailero nH(pOpMaHTa, OTHOCUT-
Cs1 K KJIACCMYEeCKOMY opuisl, B oTimdue ot chati No12, koropoe moATBep K/aeTcsl HalllM CIIN-
ckoM. B xopriyce buku He mpezcraBieHo, Torja Kak II0JydeHHOe HaMu OT uHpopmaHTa chati
nmeet 40 Bxoxxzenuit B xopnyc. B Google buku Bcrpedaercs okosio 600 pas, chati — okoJio
19 toICa4 pas. Ilonpaska: youpaem buku u3 crimcka.

4. ‘Cold’ ORY thanda Ne458 (Kogan 2016: 242): B Ha111 cricok He 1ionao. VMindpopmaHT gan
CaHCKpUTU3M [ito. ITo KomuecTBy BXOK/I@HUI B KOPITyC OHI BIIOJIHe cornocTtaBUMBI (39 u 94),
riortpasky B crincok A. V1. Korana He TpebyroTcsi.

5. ‘Come’ ORY ail- No181 (Kogan 2016: 242): nepdeKkTHas OCHOBa, B KOTOPYIO BXOJUT
CTaHJapPTHBIN HepPeKTHbIN cypPukc -il-. A BBIACHEHNs BOIIPOCa O MPOVCXOXKIEHNI OCHOB
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ds- M a- TpebyeTcs OT/eIbHOe JCCIeOBaHMe, BBIXOZIINee 3a paMKU Ileslell JaHHOJ CTaTbU.
ITosHoOM mapagurMel OT OCHOBBI 4- He obpasyercs. B ciosape Ilpaxapagka amib yroMu-
HaeTcsl O BO3MOXKHOCTM ynoTpebsenust ¢popM Tuna dila man aila (M mpodmx) sMmecTo dasila
(n mpounx) B mpomesmiem spemenn (Praharaj 1931-1940: http://dsalsrv02.uchicago.edu/cgi-
bin/philologic/getobject.pl?c.0:110.praharaj)''. OgHako o4eBnzAHO, 4YTO Hep¢eKTHLIN cypPuKC
crenyeT uckaounTh. [lonpaska: samensieM ail- Ha a-. Ha rogcyér sTa 3ameHa He BJIMSET.

6) ‘feather’ ORY palak Ne306 (Kogan 2016: 244): coriacHo cioBapio Biswal 2015: 870, 3nHa-
guT ‘nourishing, rearing up’. YkazaHue Ha 3HadeHMe ‘Tiepo’ HaxoAuM B caoBape IIpaxapapxa,
OJJHAaKO 37eCh TOBOPUTCS JIUIIb O AMATeKTHOM CJIOBe, PacIpOCTPaHEHHOM B COOOIIeCTBaxX
opus B MugHamnype B 3anmagHovi beHraanm, B OKpy>KeHI1 OeHraIosI36I9HOTO HaceeHus. B Toin
Ke cioBapHOI1 crathe IIpaxapax TojkyeT a1y popmy uepes cioso poro (Praharaj 1931-1940:
http://dsalsrv02.uchicago.edu/cgi-bin/philologic/getobject.pl?c.28:5159.praharaj.3504923). Oue-
BIJTHO, pedb O 3aIMCTBOBaHUM OeHrasIbckoro palok ‘mepo’. C10BO 13 Halllero crycka, Hepcusm
poro, moaTeep KAaercs ciaosapsimu opus (Biswal 2015: 818, Tripathy 2015: 326). Pacripocrpa-
HEHHOCTH €0 OIIeHUTh 3aTPYJHUTETBHO, TaK KaK OHO MMeeT (BepOsTHO, Dojee paclpocTpa-
HEHHBINT) OMOHUM — MecTouMeHue ‘pyroir’. B ciosape Ilpaxapajka OHO IpUCYTCTBYeT
TOJIBKO B TOJIKOBAHIIX, HO HE B 3aTr0JIOBKE CIOBApPHOI CTaThM, 3 Y€TO MOKHO IIPeATIONIO0KITb,
9YTO BTO CJIOBO SABJISIETCSI CAMBIM OOII[eM3BECTHBIM B JaHHOM 3HaudeHun. Ilompaska: 3amensieM
palak na poro (B Tpancautepanum A. V1. Korana — para) Ne-1.

7. ‘Foot’ ORY pa Ne30 (Kogan 2016: 244): nmosTBep>kzaercs cioBapém Ilpaxapaska, HO He
BCTpedaeTcs B KopIryce, a B Google HaxoauTcs Torpko 121 BXOXKieHue. pado 113 Halllero CIvcKa
naér 121 BxoxxgeHne B kopiryc u 35 Toicsta — B Google. pado — caHCKpUTCKOe 3aIMCTBOBaHIe,
HO JICKOHHBIE CJI0Ba COIIOCTABMMOJ JaCTOTHOCTM OTCYTCTBYIOT. [lompaska: 3ameHseM pd Ha
pado Ne-1.

8. ‘Full’ ORY bhari Ne31 (Kogan 2016: 244): corsacHo ciosapsam opus (Biswal 2015: 1204,
Tripathy 2015: 372, 437), umeet 3Hauenne ‘heavy’, Ho e ‘full’. IIpescraBieHHOe B HallleM CIIu-
CKe piird TIOATBEP>KIaeTcsl CI0OBapsIMI U BCTpedaeTcsa B Kopiyce 18 pas. [lompaska: youpaem
bhari n3 criiicka.

9. ‘Hair’ ORY culi Ne308 (Kogan 2016: 245): corsacHo ciaoBapio (Biswal 2015: 448), o6o-
3HaJaeT MCK/JIIOUMTeJbHO BepInuHy ropbl. Ha Toit >xe crpanuiie cM crarsio o culo ‘hair of the
head’, nmeromee Takxe 3HaueHns ‘crest of cock’, ‘top of a temple’, ‘thump of a bull’. B xopmyce
culo BcTpedaeTcs 2 pasa. B Hamewm crimcke Iipe/icTaBiIeHsI ABa cJIoBa: bal u cuti, mpu 9TOM BTO-
poe oTMeueHO MHPOPMAHTOM KaK CJIOBO MPUOPESKHOIO (OKOJIOCTOJNIHOIO) JUaleKTa, a Iep-
BOe — KaK CJIOBO 3amafHoe mun 1ieMenHoe. OgHako crosaps (Biswal 2015: 445) nepesogut
cuti xax ‘a tuft of hair’ (my4ok Bosioc, mpmuécka), a ciosaps (Tripathy 2015: 422) Tokyer hair B
OCHOBHOM uepe3 cJ10BO bal, BoBce He yrmoMmHas cuti. B kopmyce cuti Takke BcTpedaeTcs 2 pasa,
1o cpasHeHMIO co 119 pua bal. ITonpaska: 3amensem culi Ha bal No36.

10. ‘Heart’ ORY hrudaya Ne-5 (Kogan 2016: 246): c/10BO, COTJIaCHO CJIOBapsIM U CBU/I€Te Ib-
cTBy MHQOpPMaHTa CBA3aHHOe CKOpee C JyXOBHBIM IOHATHMeM. CepJlle B aHaTOMMIYECKOM
cMbicte — hrutpinds. Oba oHU ABIAIOTCS caHCKpuTu3MaMu. ITompaska: 3amensieM hrudaya Ha
hrutpindo 6e3 3ameHBI HOMepa.

11. ‘Meat’ ORY maesa No124 (Kogan 2016: 248): BeposiTHO, onledatka. Ilo ciosapsm u csu-
ZetenbcTBY MHPOpMaHTa — maso. Ilompaska: 3aMeHsieM maeésa Ha maso, Ha MOACIET 3aMeHa He
BJINISIET.

12. ‘Moon’ ORY candrama Ne-8 (Kogan 2016: 248): masoynoTpeOouTeIbHbIN CAaHCKPUTU3M
(2 BxoxzleHns B Kopiryce). B Hamem crmcke 3HaumTcs jonho, KOTOpoe Tak>Ke sIBJISETCs 3aro-

1 3nech u ganee orchlIKU K Praharaj 1931-1940 garorcst ruriepcchlKaMy Ha OHJIAMH-BEPCHUIO.
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JIOBKOM cTaTby O /lyHe B Bukumnenum na opns n f1a€t 14 BXoXXjeHni1 B KOpIryce. DTO CJIOBO OT-
cyrcrByeT B cratbe (Turner 1969-1985: No5301 jyétsmi), HO OYEBMJTHO, UTO DTO DTUMOJJIOTHUE-
cKasl apasiiens K jyotsna. [lonpaska: 3amensiem candrama na jonho Ne340.

13. ‘Round’ ORY gola Ne66 (Kogan 2016: 251): BeposATHO, omedartka. IIpuraratensHoe
‘Kpyrablil B ciosape (Biswal 2015: 370) mpuBoauTcst B IByX BapMaHTax HaImcaHuit: gol/gol, To
€CTb CyIIecTByeT U B popMe CaHCKpUTU3MaA, I B (popMe MCKOHHOTO cioBa. [Tonpaska: 3ameH:i-
eM gola Ha gol 6e3 3aMeHBI HOMepa.

14. ‘Say’ ORY bol- Ne70 (Kogan 2016: 251): mpu rioucke B ciosapHoit popme boliba naér 1
BxoxJeHne s kopiyc 1 okoso 300 B Google, uro Heconnoctasumo ¢ 30 BXOXKJeHUAMN B KOPITYC
u 42 teicsraamu B Google 1151 mpecTaBIeHHOTO B HallleM crmcke koh- Ne 69 B Toii xe popme.
ITorpaska: youpaem bol- u3 crimcka.

15. ‘Seed’ ORY bija No72 (Kogan 2016: 252): 110 ero (poHeTMYeCKOMY OOJINKY CIe/lyeT Cuu-
TaTh CaHCKpUTH3MOM (cM. Masica 1991: 180-181, Taxxe IyHKT 5 U3 pasje/a JaHHON CTaTbu
«3aMeuaHmsl K ®TUMOJIOTUAM»). B kopmyce »T0 c10BO flaér 7 BXOXJAeHMi. B Hamem crimcke
3HaumnTcsa mofiji (52 BXOXK/EeHM:A), 3aMIMCTBOBaHNUE U3 JPaBUIMIICKUX A3bIKOB (Burrow 1984:
#4639 Ga. (Oll.) majik). ITorpaska: ToMMO 3aMeHbI HOMepa bija Ha OTpUIaTeIbHBIN, JOOaBII-
eM mofiji ¢ OTpuULlaTeIbHBIM HOMEPOM.

16. ‘Sun’ ORY surya No-11 (Kogan 2016: 253): BeposATHO, pe3y/IbTaT OIINOOYHON TPaHC/INU-
Tepanun. B gelicTBUTeIBHOCTY BapMaHThI IIPOMU3HOIIEHNs, IIpuBeiéHHbIe B cioBape [Ipaxa-
pajxa — sirja, suruj, suraj, siurjya. B Hamem crmcke Tak>ke 3Ha4MTCA surjo. Ilompaska: 3aMeHs-
eM surya Ha surjo 6e3 3aMeHbl HoMepa — BCE DTO clle/lyeT CYMTaTh pasJINMIHbIM OOpa3oM ajarl-
TUPOBAHHBIMI CAHCKPUTU3MaMU (CM. IIYHKT 6 pa3ziesa «3aMedaHus K STVIMOJIOTUIM»).

17. “Tail’ ORY langula Ne317 (Kogan 2016: 254): u B cioBapsix, u B Kopiryce, u B Google Ha-
XOZUTCST TOIBKO B popme langula (12 sxoxxgeruit 8 kopiyc, okoso 100 sxoxzgernit B Google).
B namewm crmcke sHaunTcs lanjo (25 Bxoxxenuit 8 kopiyc, okoso 1000 sxoxgennit 8 Google).
ITonpaska: 3amensiem langula Ha langula, nobasssiem lanjo Ne317.

18. ‘Walk (go)’ ORY gal- Ne93 (Kogan 2016: 255): orcyTcTByeT B CjlOBapsX U, IIO-
BUJVIMOMY, SBJISIETCS Pe3yJIbTaTOM OIINOOYHON TpaHCANTepauuu CrenuduaeckKoro pejKoro
HayepTaHus cjaora cd ($) B nmucbMeHHOCTH opus. OObIYHOe ero HamucaHue — Ql, HO B ®TOM
peaKoM HadepTaHUM OH CXOJeH co ciaorom ga (©l). B gerictBuresnsHOCTM peub O Tiaarose cal-,
3a(pMKCUPOBAHHOM U B HallleM CIIMCKe. 3aMeTUM, YTO HTOT IJIarOJIbHBI KOpeHb IpesicTaB/IeH,
Hanpumep, u B xuaAN. Ho ynorpebienne KopHet ja- u cal- B xuHAN (KaK 1, CyAs IO CJI0OBap-
HBIM TOJIKOBaHMSIM, ji- U cdl- B Opus) CUJIBHO pasandaiorcsa. Eciy mepsslil ckopee MOXKHO CO-
OTHECTH C aHIVIMIICKUM g0 (‘MATH, yXOAUTH’), TO BTOPOIM — C aHIIMiickuM walk (‘xozuts, nepe-
asurarbest nemkoM’). ITosTomy corocrasiisaTh Mx MeXy coboit 6b110 661 HerrpaBoMepHo. I1o-
CKOJIBKY CeMaHTMYeCKUe COOTBETCTBUs cil- oTcyTcTBYIOT B crmckax A. V. Korana, He crour
BKJIIOYaTh HTOT IJIaroJ B CIIMCOK opusl, a 3HadeHne ‘walk (go)’ ciexyer yrounnts. [Tompaska:
yjaxsieM gal- U3 crimcka, MeHsAeM 3HaueHne ‘walk’ Ha ‘g0’ JJ1s1 BceX A3BIKOB.

Taxum obpasoM, B pasgene «llompaBku K CIMCKy Opusa» 9 M3MeHEHMII, BAMSIONINX Ha
ITOJICYETHI.

HOHpaBKI/I K CIIVICKY KYyAAYy

Crnmcok s13p1Kka KyJsunyn coctasied A. V. KoraHoM ¢ HOMOIIBIO rpaMMaTyeckoro odepka
M. P. Panranarxu, cojiep>Kalijero HamuooJiee HOJIHBIN CIOBHUK KYJIIyM Ha MOMEHT HallMCaHWs
cratben. ['opasno 6ostee nospobHast n JocropepHas rpammaTtika M. P. Txakypa cozep>xut 3Ha-
qUTeIbHOe KOIMYECTBO JIEKCHKI, HO BTa JIeKCKa He O0be/iHeHa B CJIOBaph, a pa3dbpocaHa 1o
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pasHBIM paszieslaM I'paMMaTHKH, 4acTo Oe3 IlepeBojia Ha XMHAU. B Hacrosee Bpems OoJiee
ITOJTHBIN, IepMOYecKy OOHOB/IIeMBIN CJIOBaph KyJIIYM MOXKHO HaliT! Ha caiiTe www.pahari-
languages.ru. OH BK/IIOYaeT JaHHbIEe U3 cI0Bapsl PaHraHaTXy U IOCTOSIHHO IOIIOTHSETCS JIeK-
CHKOI 13 TpaMMaTuKu TXxakypa 1 HalllMMM I10JIeBbIMMU JlaHHBIMU. COITacHO CIOKMBIIIEICS B
Halllell Hay4HO-JCC/IeJOBaTeIbCKON TPYIIe TPpaAUIINY, TPAaHCKPUIILV CIOB KYJUIyU JaéTcs
He B MHJoJI0oTn4ecKon Tpanckpumnmuy, a B MOA. CTOCIOBHBIN CINCOK A3bIKa KYJIIYM ObLI CO-
6pan B 2013 roay E. Kusaszesoit (IllysanHukosoit) oT sty mHpOpMaHTOB 13 AepesHn Harrap;
I103>Ke ceMaHTMKa MHOTHX U3 DTHX CJIOB OblJIa yTOYHEHa HaMMI B X0/jie paboT I10 cOopy caoBapsI
U KOpIIyca YCTHBIX TeKCTOB. Pazbepém Te cirydyan, Iie BCTPedalOTCs PACXOXKIEHNS CO CIIVICKOM
A. 1. KoraHa.

1. ‘Ashes’ B crincke A. V1. Korana He npezcras/ieHo. B HalleM cricke 3HaumTCs b":s. Tlo-
npaBka: go6as.stem b":s No489.

2. ‘Bark’ KUL khol Ne552 (Kogan 2016: 239): B Hamiem crucke otcyTcTtsyeT. Tpoe us msatu
1HQPOPMaHTOB Ha3BalM CJIO0BO lepaya. BoamoskHas ero stumosorus csasana ¢ (Turner 1969-
1985: 11114 lepya “plaster’). ITonpaska: 3amensiem khol Ha lepaya Ne490.

3. ‘Bite’ KUL kat- Ne8 (Kogan 2016: 240): mpe/icTaBieHO B HaIllMX CIMCKaX OT JBYX MH-
¢popmanTos. Taxke gB0e MHPOPMAHTOB IIpeiCTaBIIN KOPEHb k"a-, omua — fok- m opy — tsela-.
BrocuMm kopens k- No490, 3HaueHne KOTOPOTO GBLIO MO3Ke IOATBEPKAEHO NHpOpMaHTaMu
B XO/Jle Jla/IbHeli1Ier! paboThl.

4. TTomumo ‘black’ KUL kala No9 (Kogan 2016: 240), nBoe MH(OPMAHTOB TakXke Jajn
npuararejapHoe titta. Ilonpaska: fobasisem tfitta No450.

5. ‘Dry’ B criucke kyaunyn A. V. Korana nHe mpepcrasieHo. B HareM crimcke 3Ha9mTCs
Jukka. Ilonnpaska: go6assieM fukka No20.

6. Kpome ‘egg’ KUL anda No24 (Kogan 2016: 243), aBoe 13 Hammx MHQPOPMaHTOB Jaln
TaK>Ke DKBMBAJIEHT (anna — CJIOBO C He BIIOJHE SICHOI ®TUMOJIOTHEN; BUAVMO, ClIefyeT Cuu-
TaTh, YTO OHO OTHOCUTCSI K TOMY >Ke KOPHIO, HO C MeTaTe30il. B 9ToM cilyyae ero BHeceHMe B
CIIICOK He IIOBJIEYET 3a co0OM M3MEeHEeHMII IIpHU IIOACYETaX, a IpU JajbHeleil pabore co
CImcKaMM, BO3MOKHO, Oy/leT HaliJleHa OoJiee yjoBjeTBOpuUTeabHas sTumosorus. Ilompaska:
BHOCUM danna No24.

7. ‘Eye’ KUL hok"i Ne25 (Kogan 2016: 243): B HaieM CIIiCKe He IIpeACTaBIeHo. Bmecro He-
ro Bce nudopmanTsl Beiziasanu off"i. [lonpaska: 3amensiem hok"i na otf"i 6e3 3amMeHbI HOMepa.

8. ‘Fat’ B ciucke kysryn A. V1. Korana orcyrcrsyet. B Hamem criicke repcusm tsarvi. Io-
IIpaBKa: BHOCKM tSarvi ¢ OTpULIaTeIbHBIM HOMEPOM.

9. ‘Fish’ KUL machli No28 (Kogan 2016: 244): B HamleM CIICKe He IIpe/iCTaBIeHO. Bece nu-
¢opmanTel ganmm motsi. D10 Ke ciaoso HaxoauMm 1u y M. P. Txakypa. Ilompaska: 3ameHs1emM
machli Ha motsi 6e3 3aMeHBI HOMepa.

10. ‘Foot’ KUL per (Kogan 2016: 244): B HaIlleM CIIIICKe He IIpe/icTaBieHo. Tpu nHpopman-
Ta gamm dzo:ng (Tépuep 5082 jangha) u tpu — fa:y (Turner 1969-1985: No5428 tarka). ITommpas-
Ka: 3aMeHsieM per Ha dzo:ng Ne130 u fa:n Ne131.

11. ‘Good’ KUL bhala No184 n khara No554 (Kogan 2016: 245): B HameM cImicke He IIpej-
craBiensl. Yersipe nudopmanra gamu fob"la (Bepostao, Turner 1969-1985: No12532 subha)
n gsa — baka (momyctuMmsbl HeckosnbKo rurore3, Turner 1969-1985: 11345 wvarnya, 9145
bandhura mn 11191 vanka). OpHaxo B Xo/e 1MOJIeBON pabOTLI ITOCIEYIOIIUX JIeT CTajI0 sICHO, 4TO
ba:ka MoxHO ckopee nepeBectu Kak ‘beautiful’. ITonpaska: 3amensiem bhala u khara ua fob"la
No588.

12. ‘Head’ KUL sir Ne38 (Kogan 2016: 245): B Hammx crmckax He npezcrasiaeHo. Ciaenyer
3aMeTUTh, 4YTO eC/IM OBl TaKOe CJIOBO JEeVICTBUTEIbHO BXOAW/IO B CTOCJAOBHMK KYJLIYH, €r0 CJle-
ZOBaJIO OBl CYMTATh 3aMIMCTBOBaHMEM U3 XVMH/M, TaK KaK IIPaBU/JIbHBIM COOTBETCTBUEM Jp.-MH.
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$- B KyJutyu ssisietrcs [~. CiejopaTtesibHO, y ciosa sir (Turner 1969-1985: No12452 Siras) moxeH
ObLT OBI OBITH OTpUIIaTeIbHBIN HOMep. OgHaKo yeTBepo MHpopMaHTOB Jaau mundi. Ilonpas-
Ka: 3aMeHsieM sir Ha mundi No338.

13. ‘Heart’ KUL dil No-4 (Kogan 2016: 246) B HaIIIux CIiCKax He mpe/crasaeHo. Tpoe mH-
¢opmanros ganu kokyi (9Tumosiorns HesicHa). [Tonpaska: samensiem dil Ha kokyi N2666.

14. ‘Horn’ KUL singh Ne40 (Kogan 2016: 246): B Hammx crmcKax He IpezcrasiaeHo. Ecin
ObI OHO BXOJMJIO B CTOCJOBHBIN CIIVCOK KYJIIYM, €My CJIel0oBajao Obl IPUCBOUTH OTpUIaTeb-
Hp1l1 HOMep (cM. myHKT 12 ‘head” KUL sir). Opnako Bce Hamm mHQpopMaHTH jgaau fing. ITo-
IpaBKa: 3aMeHsIeM singh Ha [i:ng 6e3 3aMeHbl HoMepa.

15. ‘Kill’ KUL mar- Ne42 (Kogan 2016: 246) nan oguH 13 Hamux nHgopmaHTOB. YeTsipe
yesJ0BeKa Jaay 9KBMBalLeHT moka:- (mo-suaumomy, Turner 1969-1985: Ne10263 *mykna
‘damaged’). Ilonpaska: 1o6asisem moka: No444.

17. ‘Leat” KUL pottro No45 (Kogan 2016: 247): B Hammx crmckax oTcyTcTsyeT. Bece nudop-
MaHTHI BeIfann gpopmy potfa. ITompaska: 3amensieM pottra Ha potfa 6e3 3aMeHBI HOMepa.

18. ‘Meat’ KUL mas No124 (Kogan 2016: 248): nano ogaum u3 nHpopmaHTOB. YeTspe UH-
dopmanra ganu dopmy fik"a. TTo Beeit BugmmocTn, 910 niepcusm (13 niepc. fekdr ‘oxora, amdsp’),
HO (poHeTHYecKMe 3MeHeHNsl He cOBceM ITOHATHHI. I1osToMy Jyullle BHeCTU ero B CIIMCOK Ha
cay4dayt JaJabHeuInen pa6OTbI C HUM, eCJIM BCE >Ke 6y;[eT HalJeHa MCKOHHas sTumosiorns. I1o-
npaska: gobassem fik'a No-1.

19. ‘Moon’ KUL joth Ne340 (Kogan 2016: 248): c10BO, oslydeHHOe OT JBYyX MH(POPMAaHTOB.
Ognako ot aByx gpyrux nosaydeHo fa:nd (Turner 1969-1985: No4661 candrd). Kpome Toro, co-
riaacHo onucannio M. P. Txakypa 1 Hammm IOJIEBBIM JaHHBIM, B SI3BbIKe KyJLIYM HaOJII0/aeTcs
IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBJIeHe ABYX pAfoB adpdppukart, 1 caoBo u3 ciucka A. V. Korana tounee 0651710
Ol 11epesaBath Kak dzot". JanpHeriee udydeHne BOIpoca O IIPOUCXOXKICHNN JBYX psAfoB ad-
¢puKar B KyJUIyu, BOSMOKHO, IPUBEJET K TOMY, UTO CJIOBO #fa:nd MbI COYTEM 3aIMCTBOBaHMEM
U3 XVMH/Y, HO Ha JIaHHBI/I MOMEHT MBI He MOKeM C YBEePEeHHOCTBIO 9TO yTBep>KaaTh. [Tompaska:
3aMeHsieM joth Ha &ot", nobassIeM fla:nd Ne52.

20. ‘Mountain’ KUL pahad Ne53 (Kogan 2016: 248): B Ha1teM crimcke orcyTcrByeT. OT Tpéx
ua(pOpMaHTOB 6110 TOTydeHO c1oBo d'o:¢ (Turner 1969-1985: No5603 *dhokka). Onnako B Ka-
JyecTBe CTMMYy.JIa BbICTyHasa0 He mountain, a hill. Ilo HamuM gaHHBIM, [/ TIOHATHUA ‘mountain’
garre ucrnosb3yercs c1oso dzot (Turner 1969-1985: Ne5362 jhata “forest). Ilompaska: 3amMeHsIeM
pahad na dzot Ne632.

21. ‘Neck’ KUL kyadi Ne228 (Kogan 2016: 249): He ntogTBep>KJaeTcs HAIIMMU CIIMICKaMI.
Bce undopmaHThl gamm cI0BO mut'u, STUMONOIMS KOTOPOTO HesICHA. ¢Jld HEOJHOKPATHO
BCTpeudaeTcs B popMe ], 3HAUUT B TOM YUCIe U ‘TOPJIO’ (CM. IIYHKT 4 U3 pasfesa «3aMedaHusI
K CEMaHTUKe»); HO YTOOBI MCKJIIOYUTD 3HaUeHne ‘Iies’, TpedyeTcs: Oosee ITOAPOOHOe 1CCIeo-
BaHue cemaHTuKN. [Toripaska: 3amensiem kyadi ua mut'u No777.

22. ‘Sand’ KUL ret No67 (Kogan 2016: 251): neiicTBUTEIbHO, OBLIO IOJTBEP>KJEHO He-
ckospkuMu nHGopMaHtamn. OJHaAKO y ABOMX TakKe BCTpeTuaoch ballu. ITompaska: BHOCHM
ballu Ne68.

23. ‘Small’ KUL chotta Ne77 (Kogan 2016: 252): He ntogTBep>KaeTcs HAIllIMI CIIMICKaMI.
Bce nudopmanTsl gann ots"a (Turner 1969-1985: No2540 *occha). ITorrpaska: 3ameHsieM chotta
Ha ots"a Ne888.

24. ‘Tail’ KUL phunjit No84 (Kogan 2016: 254): He mo/TBep>K/laeTCsl HAIlIMMM CITMICKaMI.
Bce nndopmanter gamm licngda wm lizngdi (Turner 1969-1985: Ne11009 langiild). Ilompaska:
3amenseM phunjit Ha lizngda Ne317.

Vroro B pasgene «IlompaBku K CIIMcKy Ky/LTyn» 19 M3MeHeHM 1, BAMAIOMNX Ha ITOJCYETEL
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BeiBoabr

JaHHble, mpesictaBaeHHble B craTthe A. V. KoraHa, 6e3yc/10BHO, SIBJIAIOTCS Ba>KHeIIel oa-
3011 JJI TIOCTPOEHMsI HOBOJ KiIaccupUKanuy MHAOAPUIICKMX sI3BIKOB. HepmoueTsl, mepednic-
JIEHHbIe HaMI, JINIIIb YKa3bIBAIOT, B KAKOM HaIlpaBJIeHUN e€ cileyeT IIPOo/Jo/IKaTh. DTO, IIPeK-
Jie BCero, yTo4YHeHe CEMaHTVKI U MICTOPUYeCcKoil (POHeTUKH (TJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM, C eIbIO BBI-
SIBJIEHNs CAaHCKPUTU3MOB), YTO aKTyabHO JJISI BCeX A3BIKOB. /JIs OOJIBIINX S3BIKOB TaKXKe He-
obxoMMa IIpoBepKa JIEKCHKM 10 KOPITycaM U CJIOBapsIM, a /IS MalIbIX — COOpP JOCTOBEPHBIX
IIOJIEBBIX JIaHHBIX. B ciepyromien crarbe Mbl HajeeMcs coroctaBuTh crimckmu A. V. Korana c
IIOJIEBBIMI CHMCKaMM KyMaoOHM, MapBapu U 4xaTTucrapxu, coopanusiMu E. A. PeHKOBCKOIA,
a Tak>Ke IpOoaHa/JIM3MpOBaTh CIMCOK Hellalu. /1erko 3aMeTUTh, YTO KOJMYECTBO BAMAIONINX Ha
IOZCYETHl M3MEHEeHMI, ITOJYYeHHBIX MEeTOJOM aHa/ay3a IIO0 KOpIlycaM XOPOIIO M3Y4eHHBIX
SI3BIKOB, HE OUeHb BEJMKO — B KaXKJOM CIIMCKe OKOJIO BocbMu. OJHaKO /11 MaJION3y4eHHOTO
Ky/utyu 3Ta qudpa gocruria 19; u Hanbosiee MacCOBBIMU OKa3aJIVCh M3MEHEHIIs, CBsI3aHHEBIE C
OOIIIMM COOTBETCTBMEM 0a3MCHO JIeKCUKI TOMY, UTO MBI 3HaeM 00 MCTOpuYecKoil (poHeTHKe
MH/I0aPUICKNX A3BIKOB. ODIIIee 4McIO 3HAaYMMBIX AJIs ITojcuéta naMeHenunt — 149. Ilocmort-
puM, Kakoit >Pp@eKT OHM JjaIi.
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Puc. 1. Aepeso, moctpoenHoe 1o cruckam A. V. Korana B Starling (6yrcrpen 200 pas)'2

12 WPH 3gecs u maree ob6o3HadaeT TO Ke, 4TO B crathe A. V. Korana — KOT, oranune cszaHo ¢ 6071ee cTa-
Ppoii Bepcuert Gasbl.
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Puc. 2. Aepeso, nocrpoenHoe 1o crckaM A.V. Korana nmpu csejieHun y3/10B, pa3HuIIa MeX/y KOTOPEIMU COCTaB-

ssieT meHee 200 set (HPI/I HaCTpOIZ[KaX I10 YMOJIYaHMIO CBOJSITCA Y3JIbl, pa3HuIla MeX/Yy KOTOPhIMU COCTABJISIET Me-

Hee 150 serT).
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Puc. 3. JepeBo, mocTpoeHHOe I10 UCIIpaBeHHbIM criickaM (byTcrpen 200 pas).
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Puc. 4. JlepeBo, TIOCTpOEHHOE IO MCIIPABJIE€HHBIM CIICKaM IIpY CBeJ€HNM Y3JI0B, Pa3HMIla MeXIY KOTOPBIMU CO-
crasJisseT meHee 200 Jrer.

Mgl BUAMM, UTO JlepeBo CTajIo 0oJiee CKIOHHBIM K OMHApHOMY BeTBJIEHMIO; YBeJIMYMI0Ch
paccTosiHMe MeX/y y3JaMy, IIOYTH He OCTaJoCh y3JIOB C OolleHKol MeHee 1. B 1jesiom gepeso
CTayIo OOJIBIIIE COOTBETCTBOBATh reorpadpuueckomMy pasiesneHnio. Ilepsrni pacnaj 1 B mepso-
Haya/JbHOM, U B UCIIpaBJIeHHOM JlepeBe Je/IUT SA3BIKM Ha OCTPOBHYIO I KOHTMHEHTaIbHYIO BeT-
su. B nepese A. V. Korana (Puc. 1) BTOopoit ypoBeHb — OTZe/IeHe I0>KHOM I'PYIIIILI MapaTXy 1
KOHKaHl, a 3aTeM cJeJlyeT paclaj Ha TPU BeTBM, U3 KOTOPBIX OflHA — BOCTOYHAas IpyIlIia
(accamckuii, GeHraabCKMiL, Opusl), a JiBe APYyrux reorpadpudeckyt JpyT OT Apyra HeOT/eVMBI.
IIpu camanmum 6/1M3KO PpacIioOKeHHBIX Y3108 (Puc. 2) 9TOT 1tocieHnit y3es1, 0/JHaKo, CIyBa-
eTcst ¢ OoJslee MO3THUMI, OOpa3ys Hepa3JeIbHBIN KOHTMHYYM U3 II€HTPaJbHBIX VI BOCTOYHBIX
sI3BIKOB. B 06HOBIEHHOM slepeBe (Puc. 3) Ha BTOpOM ypOBHe pa3fesIsloTCs I0XKHasl, BOCTOYHas
U 1leHTpaJbHas Ipynsl. PaHHee oTJe/leHNe Barjy Ha TOM Ke YPOBHe, BUJMIMO, CBs3aHO C He-
JOCTaTOYHOM M3Y4eHHOCTBIO 9TOTO nanoma. Ha cienyronieMm ypoBHe OTAeISAIOTCS A3BIKM Jyia-
CIIOp — ILIBITAHCKUII U JIyMakl, a 3aTeM y>Ke ciaefyeT HeguddepeHIpoBaHHas reorpapuyeckin
LleHTpasibHas rpyniia. OueBn/[HO IOJIOXKUTeIbHBIM M3MeHeHIeM BHIIVISIIUT paciiaji BOCTOYHONI
BETBM Ha OpPMs U accaMCKO-OeHraiabcKyio. Ilpu cimsHmm OIM3KO PacIlONOXKEeHHBIX Y3JI0B
(Puc. 4) coxpaHSIOTCA He TOJBKO BOCTOYHAs M IOXKHas BeTBM, HO M BETBb «IIbITAHCKMII-
AyMaKIm».

CiesyeT moHMMaTh, 4TO HpeJJIOXKEHHOe [epeBO HU B KOeM Cllydae He MOXKeT CUMTaThCs
OKOHYaTeJbHBIM pe3yJIbTaTOM, TaK KaK IIpOBepKa CIIVCKOB JlajJeKa OT 3aBepIleHs. DTO JNIIb
MJLTIOCTpaIiyisl TeX M3MeHeHMI, KOTOpble MOXKeT IOBJIedb 3a cODOII TaKasl IIpoBepKa.

Ouenp BaxkHO, yTOo A. V. Koran Brepsble IIpesJIOKII JIEKCMKOCTATUCTUYECKYIO OCHOBY
I KnaccuuKauuy MHAOAPUICKMX SI3BIKOB, BHECsA CBEXXYIO CTPYIO B MHJIOJIOTMYECKYIO Tpa-
aunuio. BeposATHo, Ipu fasibHelIIeM yTOYHEeHIUM CIIMCKOB, O0/1ee TOYHBIM Oy/leT CTaHOBUTHCS
U JlepeBo, M OFZHAXKIBI, Oarofaps JeKCMKOCTAaTUCTIYECKOMY MO/IXOZY, ZOIIOTHEHHOMY I10JIe-
BBIMII U KOPIYCHBIMU MCCIeJOBAaHMUAMM, a TakKXKe yTOYHEHMeM MCTOPUYecKol (POHeTMKH,
B JaBHEM CIIOpe O TeHeaJOTM4ecKoll Kaaccu(puKaIuy MHAO0aPUIICKIX SI3BIKOB OyZeT HaKOHeIl
IocTaB/IeHa TOJKa.
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CokpameHus

ASS — accamckuit; AWD — aBagxu; BNG — 6enranm; BNJ — 6anaxapu; BR] — 6pazx; DGR — gorpu; DKH —
paxxuay; DUM — gymaxy; GJR — romxpu; GRH — rapxsamn; GUJ — rympxapaty; HIM — xumavann; HND —
xunaan/ypay; HNK — xvapgxo; KCH - kyrun; KNK — xonkann; KUL — xymryn; KUM — xymaonu; LHD — naxuza
(myabrann); MAI — mantxuan; MAL — manpausckmii (gxusexn); MAR — maparxu; MEW — mesatu; MND —
Mangeann; NEP — menann; ORY — opus; PNJ — nenaxadbw; PTH — morxoxapu; PRY — mapesa; RA] — pagxa-
crasu (MapBapu); ROM — pomann; SND — cungxu; SNG — cunraasckuit; WGD — sargn; WPH — kotrapxu;
Ap.-VIHJ. — JPeBHEeUHIUICKUIL
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bemmxos, B. M. 2016. UTo 1 Kak MO>KeT IOJYYUTh JIMHIBUCT 13 ONMPpoBaHHLIX TeKcToB. Cubupciuii Durorozuue-
cxui XKypraa 3: 17-34.

Aockyros, B. H.,, P. B. Banyesa, b. I'. ITosanckuii (o, pegakumeii E. M. brixosoir u H. bxoymuka). 1974. Caosapb
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Anastasiya Krylova. Lexicostatistics and the New Indo-Aryan languages: a field linguist's
perspective

In this paper, I present certain comments, objections, and addenda to Anton Kogan's article
«Genealogical classification of New Indo-Aryan languages and lexicostatistics», published
last year in the Journal of Language Relationship (14/4: 227-258). In particular, I introduce
several tentative corrections to the Swadesh lists that were compiled by Kogan, based on the
data of historical phonetics and semantics of the Indo-Aryan languages in general. I also
analyze in detail the lists for four languages (Hindi, Odia, Bengali, and Kullui), comparing
them with my own fieldwork data as well as data from other dictionaries and text corpora.
Upon correcting the lists, I compare the resulting genealogical trees (generated by StarLing
software) based on original and corrected lexicostatistical matrices. Although the differences
are not highly significant, they nevertheless improve upon the validity of the results and
demonstrate that further correction of the lists can increase the resulting tree's degree of
accuracy.

Keywords: lexicostatistics, Indo-Aryan languages, language classification, glottochronology,
field linguistics, corpus linguistics, historical phonetics
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Jay H. Jasanoff.
Prehistory of Balto-Slavic Accent.

Brill’s Studies in Indo-European Languages & Linguistics. Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2017. X + 268 pp.

Prof. Jasanoff’s new book constitutes a landmark in ac-
centological thought. It contains the first analysis of
Balto-Slavic accentual mobility, completely outside
the realm of and in opposition to the “Moscow Accen-
tological School,” that, unlike other comparable theo-
ries, pays special attention to the verb, not limiting it-
self to the noun. Given the unusual elaborateness and
complexity of the theory offered in the work under
review, it will probably be of use to reproduce here,
briefly but thoroughly (with extensive citations), some
of the ideas expressed in it. In order to avoid confu-
sion, I will break this review into two parts, keeping
the synopsis apart from my own comments, which are
referred to in the text by numbers in square brackets.

The question the book aims to answer is formulated
as follows: “how did the synchronic system(s) we see
in the attested B[alto-]Sl[avic] languages come about?”
(p. XI). According to the author, “the historical prob-
lems that engage the attention of professional BSI. ac-
centologists [...] mostly center on relatively late phe-
nomena in the individual languages, or in Baltic or
Slavic alone” and that is why “the historically aware
non-specialist who wants to learn in detail how Balto-
Slavic differs from the rest of the IE family, and how it
got that way, has few places to turn.” This lamentable
state of affairs is seen as a consequence of the fact that
“the hopelessly inadequate Neogrammarian approach
to BSL. accentuation was swept away over a half cen-
tury ago by Stang,” whereas the “major discoveries of
the Moscow Accentological School [...] have yet to be
incorporated into an acceptable historical synthesis.”
As to Kortlandt’s “detailed IE-based narrative,” it is
based on assumptions “that most Indo-Europeanists
find untenable,” while the “best recent book on the
prehistory of BSl. accentuation,” by Olander, albeit
“stimulating and immensely useful” is “not in the
end convincing.” It is precisely this “gap” that the
book sets out to fill (p. XI). More specifically, the main
point at issue is, as expected, the origin of Balto-Slavic
paradigmatic mobility. Before proceeding to the main
exposition, Jasanoff sets up a theoretical framework to
lean on in the further discussion. I will now outline
some of these preliminary points.

Vedic and Greek with “their stable, columnarly ac-
cented paradigms” differ drastically from the Balto-
Slavic languages with “a restlessly mobile accent
unlike anything elsewhere in the IE family.” The
“marked but not in principle unthinkable” idea of Bal-
tic and Slavic accent being old (first expressed by
Meillet) was “never attractive,” moreover, it “has lost
such appeal as it may once have had.” In fact, by now,
there are no “obstacles to an explanation of BSI. accen-
tuation on the basis of the traditional Vedic and
Greek-like system. Elaborating a theory along these
lines will be the goal of the present work” (p. 2). The
informed reader will note that this approach matches
the one taken by Kortlandt and Olander and is quite
unlike that of the “Moscow Accentological School”
(Dybo, Nikolaev et al. and now also e.g. Kapovic).

The latter approach is unhesitatingly dismissed as
containing a “fundamental error” (the Tonological
Hypothesis, see below) “that eventually undercut
some of the group’s most impressive achievements”
(p. 111, fn. 14). According to the author, the “modern-
day survival” of the theory tracing BSI. mobility back
to PIE is in part explained by what is known as “Tee-
ter’s Law” (“specialists in one or another branch of a
language family tend to overrate the archaism of that
branch’s most characteristic features”). Yet he dedi-
cates a paragraph to the actual disproof of this theory:
“it is scarcely possible, taking a larger view of the IE
family, to accept the idea that the ubiquitous mobile i-
and u-stems of Balto-Slavic could all have independ-
ently lost their mobility in Vedic, Greek, and Hittite (!),
while root nouns and a limited number of obviously
archaic suffixed consonant stems agreed in remaining
mobile in these languages. It is even more difficult to
believe that thematic (0-) stems, or the d-stems [...]
were mobile in the parent language,” since their ac-
cent curve in Balto-Slavic does not match that of the
“real” (i.e. consonant) stems in PIE (p. 112). [1]

The accentual system of PIE is presented as a fairly
well understood entity, easily deducible from Vedic
and Greek: among other things, “PIE had a mobile
word accent,” “made no distinction between contrast-
ing accent types” (so no phonological tones), distin-
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guished long and short vowels and could have but
one accent per word “the position of which was regu-
lated by a combination of lexical and morphological
factors.” Zero grade was formed by the loss of a “de-
accented” vowel. As to mobility, athematic nominal
stems displayed several accentual patterns intertwined
with PIE ablaut (“acrostatic A”, “acrostatic B”, “pro-
terokinetic”, “hysterokinetic”, “amphikinetic”, p. 5).
This system “ceased to be fully operational by the end
of the IE period” having given up most vowel alterna-
tions in the root (cf. a stressed zero-grade syllable in

3

*septni ‘7, p. 5, fn. 13). Some athematic verbs were
mobile, including the copula.

An outline of the main attested accentual systems is
given. For instance, in Vedic mobility is confined to
“uncompounded root-nouns” (acc. padam, gen. paddh
‘foot’) and “original acrostatic stems™ (ydkrt, gen. yakndih
‘liver’, p. 9), in Greek the situation is “much the same”
(p. 14), Hittite has some mobility “occasionally ob-
servable in consonant stems” (p. 16), and Germanic
may in fact display traces of Balto-Slavic-like mobility
in all nominal stems, but this is purely putative (p. 20).

In Greek and Vedic, thematic stems are always
immobile, thus displaying no paradigmatic mobility,
although “there is clear evidence of derivational mobil-
ity,” cf. Gk. témos ‘a slice’ (an action noun) vs. tomds
‘sharp, cutting’ (possessive adjective or agent noun).
As to the accentuation of suffixal derivatives in these
languages, Jasanoff remarks that it is “not a realistic
goal—and certainly not a necessary or desirable one in
the present context—to look for a complete, suffix-by-
suffix account of the accentuation of secondary
(and tertiary) derivatives in the protolanguage”
(p. 22). In Vedic, for instance, some suffixes appear to
be “dominant” (always stressed) and some “reces-
sive” (stressed like the derivational base), and others
“observe no consistent rules at all” (p. 23). Summing
up his take on PIE accent, Jasanoff terms his book’s
theoretical orientation “generative Neogrammarian-
ism,” according to which phonological (“Neogram-
marian”) rules produce outcomes that are constantly

o«

adjusted due to speakers’ “re- and misanalysis of the
relations among surface forms” (p. 29). Thus, analogy
is a fully systematic factor in the phonological evolu-
tion of language.

A separate chapter is dedicated to a synchronic de-
scription of the Balto-Slavic situation. In the discus-
sion on the various phonological tones, their distribu-
tion in accentual paradigms (AP), de Saussure’s Law
in Baltic, Dybo’s Law in Slavic, etc., it is noted that in
Proto-Slavic (but not in Lithuanian) a form “could also
have no underlyingly marked accent, in which case it
received a surface falling accent on its first syllable
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(*g0lvy, *vedy, etc.)”; such forms “‘donate’ their accent
to an adjacent enclitic or proclitic” (p. 45). The (ab-
sence of an) accent in such enclinomena (i.e. some
forms in the mobile AP c) is marked in the book with
the new symbol / 7/: *vody, *zimg,*q0lvg, and is referred
to as “left-marginal accent,” as opposed to “lexical ac-
cent” in non-enclinomena (the rest of AP ¢ forms and
all of AP a and b, marked with a vertical accent mark:
PSL. “Pre-Dybo’s Law” *Zéng (p. 55). This will be a cru-
cial distinction for the author’s theory (yet to be pre-
sented). Some attention is given to Latvian as well,
where a phenomenon analogous to Slavic “left-
marginal accent” is observed only on acute syllables
(whereas in Slavic acuteness in such cases is elimi-
nated by Meillet’s Law). It surfaces as Latvian “broken
tone” and is taken by Jasanoff to be the outcome of a
late accent retraction from a non-initial syllable (p. 65).
Old Prussian, although not playing “a major role in
accentological discussions,” nevertheless displays
some paradigmatic mobility in verbs (p. 67). An im-
portant point concerning Balto-Slavic phonology is
that acuteness is a purely Balto-Slavic feature associ-
ated with “a sted-like interruption of normal voicing”
(a view promoted by Kortlandt, p. 71). The entire
Balto-Slavic accentual system is characterized as “a far
cry from the late PIE system, where there was no
acuteness feature, no mobility in 4- and o-stems (and
little or none in i- and u-stems), and no mobility-
linked distinction between separate lexical and left-
marginal accent types” (p. 73).

The next important preliminary issue is the origin
of the acute intonation in Balto-Slavic. For Jasanoff,
acuteness appears on (1) “long vowels by post-IE
tautosyllabic laryngeal lengthening”; (2) “inherent long
vowels [...]: a) apophonic long vowels, as in Narten
ablaut [...] and vrddhi derivation [...], b) long vowels by
word-final compensatory lengthening before a lost *-s
or *-H (Szemerenyi’s Law) [...], ¢) long vowels by in-
ner-IE contraction at morpheme boundaries (e.g.,
o-stem nom. pl. *-0s < *-0-¢s)”; (3) lengthening by Win-
ter’s Law. On the other hand, “long vowels by post-IE
contraction across a laryngeal hiatus” yield extra-long
segments and hence circumflex (p. 74). Contrary to the
mainstream tradition, Jasanoff marks acuteness with
an underscore (e.g. BSL. acc.sg. *qalvan). The derivation
of the acute from apophonic long vowels is in sharp
contrast with the theory, ardently defended by Kort-
landt, that acuteness is yielded solely by vowel + la-
ryngeal combinations and Winter’s Law. It is further
observed that acute (long, i.e. bimoraic) vs. circumflex
(extra-long, i.e. trimoraic) in final syllables in Balto-
Slavic is paralleled in Germanic, e.g. PIE a-stem
nom.sg. *-eh, > BSL. *-4 (in Jasanoff’s notation) ~
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Go. -a < *-g, but PIE d-stem nom.pl. *-eh,es > BSI. *-ds ~
Go. -0s <*-0z (p. 77).

Also important is Hirt’s Law, whose “effect was to
draw a non-initial accent onto an immediately preced-
ing syllable containing a monophthong (including a
syllabic liquid or nasal) followed by a tautosyllabic la-
ryngeal”: *..CVHC,V ... = *...CVHG,V ... (p. 106), with
examples such as PIE *guriH-uéh, > BSI. *griva > PSI.
*griva ‘mane’ (cf. Ved. grivd ‘neck’) and PIE *d"uH-m6-
> BSIL *dﬁmu— > Lith. diimai ‘smoke’, PSL *diymo
(cf. Ved. dhiimd-). In some cases, though, the effect of
Hirt’s Law was leveled out, so *¢*iHuds > *¢iHuos —
giHuos ‘alive’. This happened because Hirt's Law had
regularly produced an impermissible combination of
forms, e.g. nom.sg. *¢iHuos (with “lexical accent”) but
acc.sg. giHuon (with “left-marginal” accent). It was this
difference alone that caused *giHuos to revert back to
*¢iHyds to make the paradigm fit the normal mobile
pattern. In other cases this reversion did not take place.
It was a matter of unpredictable lexical choice (p. 107).

Next, two existing “theories of mobility” are re-
viewed and assessed. The first one belongs to de Saus-
sure who assigned “a pivotal role to what we would
now call hysterokinetic consonant stems” and, by
“positing a retraction from medial syllable,” derived
e.g. Lith. acc.sg. ditkterj from a protoform *duktérin,
thus explaining bilateral mobility, which would then
be “analogically transferred to oxytone vocalic stems”
(p.- 108). “This theory amounts to three investigable
claims: (1) consonant-stem forms like Lith. dikterj
arose by retraction from *dukteérin; and (2) mobile
vowel stems correspond to historically oxytone stems
which (3) joined the type of dukté, ditkterj analogically.
In the long century since Saussure wrote, (2) has effec-
tively been settled in Saussure’s favor, while (1) and
especially (3) remain live issues” (p. 109). De Saus-
sure’s theory was further elaborated by Pedersen, who
attempted to make it more regular, converting it to a
“morphological sound law” feeding the massive anal-
ogy that brought about mobility in the other stem
types. Then “Meillet and Stang de-emphasized both
sound change and analogy [...] and saw mobility, at
least in i-, u- and a-stems, as a retention from PIE”
(p. 110). Oxytonicity was the source of mobility for
li¢-Svity¢, as well as for early Dybo and his col-
leagues (who then “developed a very particular doc-
trine on mobility, identifying the BSI. descriptive con-
trast between ‘dominant’ and ‘recessive’ morphemes
with a hypothetical tonal contrast that they then pro-
jected back to PIE,” p. 111, fn. 14, a “fundamental er-
ror” in Jasanoff’s view, see above). Be that as it may,
the link between oxytonicity and mobility is not an is-
sue for Jasanoff: “[i]n the highly contentious discourse

surrounding the origin of mobility, the etymological
identity of mobility and oxytonicity in nouns became
a sort of ‘fundamental theorem’ of BSI. mobility. We
will take it for granted in what follows” (p. 111, em-
phasis added).

The other theory is Olander’s, whose book “marks
a milestone in the discussion of the problem.” He
“takes the creation of BSIl. mobility to have been a
process by which some forms in oxytone paradigms,
but not others, lost their inherited accent and literally
became accentless” and claims that “a high pitch
(= accent) that stood on the last mora of a phonological
word was deleted” (p. 113). To achieve this, Olander
lays down some costly stipulations which still fail to
save the theory from some “embarrassing failures of
fit.” Besides, “Olander’s proposals have nothing con-
vincing to say about the neglected ‘other’ theater of
accentual activity in Balto-Slavic—the verb” (p. 115).

Now the actual presentation of Jasanoff’s own the-
ory of Balto-Slavic mobility begins. As he has pointed
out earlier, the existing theories are weak in what con-
cerns verbal paradigmatic mobility. It has been lost in
finite forms in Lithuanian, except a trace in the
nom.pl.masc. form of the present participle, cf. vedj
‘leading’, which not only preserves the accent of, but
actually continues the lost 3 pl. *vedanti (p. 127, fn. 45).
Another indirect trace of mobilty in Lithuanian is the
retraction (in some verbs) “from the left-marginally
accented 1 sg. onto a particle (is-, névedu, néveda, etc.).
“[T]he traditional lack of attention to verbs in the ac-
centological literature” is understandable, since “[t]he
data are less abundant and less transparent than in
nouns,” moreover, “East Baltic has no mobile finite
paradigm at all, and the Slavic facts were a hopeless
jumble until the work of Stang” (p. 116). It is now ap-
parent that “the locus of mobility in verbs in BSl. was
precisely in stems like *vede/o- (< *uéd’-e/o-), i.e., full-
grade simple thematic presents with stable accent on
the root, the so-called PIE “*béreti-type’. The final ac-
cent in oxytone verbal forms like PSl. *vedetv / Proto-
BSI. *vedeti, unlike the final accent in mobile nominal
forms like *ga_lw_'i or *siniis, could not have been original.
The genesis of the overall phenomenon of mobility,
therefore, was not simply a matter of retracting or de-
leting the accent in some ending-accented forms and
leaving it intact in others; there must also have been
some BSI. process that displaced the inherited root ac-
cent rightwards” (p. 116).

This is the gist of Jasanoff’s theory. He elaborates it
as follows: “[flrom a purely mechanical point of view,
a theory of mobility will have to contain two parts,
a ‘retraction module’ and an ‘advancement module.’
In nouns, the chief function of the retraction module
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will be to replace, in some forms only, a lexical accent
at or near the right edge of a word by a left-marginal
accent (e.g., nom. pl. *¢olHuéhes > *qalvas). In verbs,
the retraction module will replace an inherited initial
lexical accent—again, in some forms only—by a left-
marginal accent on a preceding particle (e.g., 1 sg. *ne
uéd'oh, > *ne veds)” (p.117). Thus, two phonological

(“Neogrammarian”) rules are formulated:

1. “Saussure-Pedersen’s Law” (“SPL”): “The PIE/pre-
BSl. accent was retracted one syllable to the left
from a word-internal short open syllable (#x; ... X, —
Xnet -« > #X1 ... Xn = Xnu1 ...). In the special case where
the syllable that received the accent was word-
initial it received a contrastive left-marginal con-
tour (fx1— Xz ... > #X1— X2 ...) ” (p. 122).

2. “Proto-Vasilev-Dolobko’s Law” (“Proto-VDL”) “In
phonological words of four or more syllables headed
by a left-marginal accent, the final syllable acquired
a lexical accent and the left-marginal accent was lost
(X1 — Xo— X3 ... Xt > #X1— X2 — X3 ... Xo#)” (p. 128).

As to the chronology, “[b]oth the retraction and ad-
vancement modules had to apply very early, since full

mobility was already in place at the time of Hirt’s
Law, which was earlier than the loss of laryngeals and
the rise of the acute : non-acute contrast” (p. 118).

The scope of these rules is threefold: non-derived
-0, -4, -1, and -u stems, derived nominal stems, and
verbs (as well as, additionally, some pronouns).
As follows from the formulations, both rules heavily
depend on syllable-count. The first one applies only in
forms with three or more syllables, and the second,
with four or more. Where the above (“Neogram-
marian”) sound laws fail to apply, analogical explana-
tions (apparently, “generative”) are recurred to, based
on parallel forms with more (or fewer) syllables. The
operation of the rules is exemplified on a number of
case forms of various stem types (Jasanoff gives -4, -i,
and -u stems together, while -0 stems, for which the
example PIE *yornos ‘crow’ is used, are treated sepa-
rately later) where the input is the end-stressed forms
(more precisely, forms stressed on the last syllable of
the stem). He begins with nom.sg. forms (“>” means
“became by sound change” and “—” means “became
by non-phonological process”, p. 133):

PIE post-SPL Proto-BSL Lith. Proto-SL
*golHuéh, > *oolHyaH > *oalvi > galva Il > *golva
*mntis > *mntis > *mintis > mintis Il — *kosto
*suHnuis > *syHnus > *siniis > sinus Il - *sgno

Here neither the “SPL” nor the “Proro-VLD” rules
aply, since there are no internal-word accents here.
Everything works out fine, despite the apparently di-
vergent Slavic forms, but “[t]he actual forms *kostv,

*sgnv are the segmentally identical historical accusa-
tives—a substitution also found in the o-stems”
(p- 133). Let’s now turn to gen.sg.:

PIE post-SPL Proto-BSL Lith. Proto-SL
*golHuyéh, es > *eolHyaHas > *galvis > galvds Il > *golvy
*mntéis > *mnteis > *minteéis > minties 1l > *kosti
*suHnéus > *suHneus > *stneus > sinaiis > Fsynu (?)

Here the 4-stem gen.sg. form poses a problem: “PIE
*-éh,es would have been subject to SPL, yielding a left-
marginal accent in Balto-Slavic” (p. 133). In any case,
“the normal g-stem forms, both in Lithuanian and

Slavic, have final accent, presumably under the influ-
ence of the i-, u-, and consonant stems (cf. Lith. duktefs
<*-res)” [...]. The acc.sg. forms are tougher:

PIE post-SPL Proto-BSI. Lith. Proto-SL
*gol Hyam! > *golHuin - *ealvin - gilvg? Il > *gdlvg
*muntim > *mntin - *mintin > mifiti Il > *kostv
*suHnum >  *syHnin - *siinun > siny Il > *synv

1«

<*-éh,m by Stang’s Law.”
2 “With analogical non-acute -g.”
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“Here for the first time, none of the three forms is
correctly generated by SPL, and the o-stem form (Lith.
vaing, PSL. *vérnv < *vdrnan) is “wrong” as well”
(p. 135). To remedy this problem a third rule is posited:
3. “Final *VN(C) retraction”: *..CoVCoVN(C)# =

#...CoVCoVN(C)¥ — “[t]he retraction of the accent

from final *-VN sequences was phonologically

regular” (but notice the new “=” symbol).

“The effect of final *-VN(C) retraction would have
been to take quasi-PIE *mntim, *suHniim, and *uorném
to *mintin, *sﬁnun, and *varnan, respectively. A seem-
ingly ad hoc rule of this type would ordinarily be a
costly expedient, especially since the facts to be ac-

PIE post-SPL+anal.  post-Proto-VDL/anal.
*oolHuéh,mos ~ — *golHuaHmos — — *golHuaHmos
*mntimos > *mitimos - *mntimos
*yornomos > *yornomos - *yornamos
*oolHuindmos — *QolHuinomos > *golHyinamos

The analogies in this table are numerous (e.g.
*¢olHyéh,mos should not undergo “SPL” since its
stressed syllable is closed). In fact, none of the three-
syllable forms obtain their stress phonologically (cf. PSI.
*vornomv instead of the expected **vérnomv). So they
must be analogical to the longer forms (such as Slav.
*golvonomv). This is the only mechanism whereby one
obtains the end-stressed longer case forms in non-
derived nominals: all of them must have been influ-
enced by longer derived formations (p. 150). [2]

We will now stop taking up Jasanoff’s derivation of
nominal case forms, but one final remark is in order.
have noticed that the table
*¢olHyindmos — *golHuinomos is analogical, not phono-

One will entry
logical. This outcome is predicted by Jasanoff: it is an
analogy to the non-derived items, so instead of
*qolHuinomos predicted by “SPL” (shift one syllable
left from a word-internal syllable) we get the “left-
marginal accent” like in e.g. uornomos (a three-syllable
form) (p.152). This analogical form influences the
non-derived items (as apparent from the table), so that
the very form thanks to which another form has
emerged is now itself analogically changed by it. [3]
This brings us to Jasanoff’s treatment of nominal
suffixal derivatives. Given the fact that non-derived
nouns were in Proto-BSl. either stem-stressed or end-
stressed, their derivatives somehow inherited this ac-
centual property (this accentual derivation mechanism
was an analogical BSl. innovation, p.177), hence all
derivatives of end-stressed nouns must have been

3 Jasanoff gives these forms in two tables; we will skip his
“post-SPL” column (in favor of his “post-SPL + analogy”) and
“Proto-VDL” (in favor or “Proto-VDL/anal.”).

counted for are deeply embedded morphologically
and thus potentially explainable by analogy. In the
present case, however, a phonological retraction from
final *-VN(C) is independently motivated by the left-
marginal accent of the acc. pl. [...] and the nom.-acc.
sg. of neuter o-stems” (p. 136). So this third rule is ap-
plicable to some more cases.

Let us skip the rest of the shorter case forms and
proceed directly to the longer ones, e.g. dat.pl.; here
the “Proto-VDL” comes into play, hence, along with
the above examples, a longer (derived) stem is given
(*golHuyinds, as in Rus. golovndj ‘of the head’), and, in-
stead of a u-stem, an o-stem (*y0rnos ‘crow’)?:

Proto-BSI. Lith. Proto-Sl.
> *gu_lvémas > -om(u)s [l > *dmvo
> *mintimas - -im(u)s I > *omo
> ‘*varnamas - -am(u)s Il > *-omb
> *_gmas > -am(u)s 1l > *omb

end-stressed. Derived nouns would mostly have con-
tained at least four syllables in some of their case
forms, so that, for example, from the nom.sg. forms
*golHuyinds (adjective), derived from *golHuéh, ‘head’,
and *suHnukés (diminutive), from *suHnis ‘son’, we
would get the following longer forms, subject to
“SPL”, e.g. gen.sg. *golHuinoHat < *-indhed and
*suHniikoHat < *-ukéh,ed. However, in reality we have
PSL. *gélvonv, fem. *golvona vs. *synvkv, gen. *synvka,
evidently behaving differently accentually (AP c vs.
AP b). Jasanoff explains this difference on the ground
of an arbitrary choice by the speakers: “SPL” had pro-
duced an impermissible pattern of “internal mobility”
that had to be resolved, so speakers “took a different
tack” in *golHuinoHat as opposed to *suHniikoHat: the
original *-inds was perceived as producing mobile de-
rivatives (by borrowing the “left-marginal” accent
from non-derived items), while *-ukds was arbitrarily
decided upon by the speakers as an end-stressed suf-
fix (by the way, Lith. pl.nom. suniikai is again analogi-
cal in lieu of *s@inukai). This is how some suffixes be-
came “dominant” and some “recessive” (p. 123). [4]

We now come to the verb, the centerpiece of Jasan-
off’s theory. As with nouns, the accentuation of the
PIE verb is given as known a priori. Thematic “*b'éreti-
type” verbs were always root-stressed. Such forms be-
came mobile in Balto-Slavic, and here is how: first,
mobility emerged only “in an initially-accented verbal
form with a preverb or preverbal particle, e.g., 1 sg.
*da-vedo < *do-uedoh,, 3 sg. *neé vezeti < *ne ueg'eti, 3 sg.
impf. *pa-dege < *po-degtiet” (“conjunct forms”, p. 185)
and then spread analogically to “absolute” forms
ousting their regular immobile accent. The derivation
is as follows (inferred from pp. 129, 185):
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PIE
1.sg. *(ne) uéd'oH >
2.sg. *(ne) uédtesei >
3.sg. *(ne) uédreti >
1.pL *(ne) uédemos >
2.pL *(ne) uédete >
3.pl. *(ne) uédonti >

But some verbs with obstruent-final stems are im-
mobile, e.g. *18z0, pddo (AP a); the long acuted vowel in
their roots precludes “SPL”, so immobility is predicted
correctly, and the non-acuted immobiles mogg and jodg
are “not historically thematic” (p. 189). Presents of the
“tudati-type” were suffix-stressed in PIE, so the outcome
of the combination of “SPL”, “Proto-VDL” and analogy
does not yield the desired outcome (mobility). Thus,
for example, 1 sg. supg, *grHo remain end-stressed, and
3 pl. *suponti, *¢rHonti do not undergo “SPL” because
their stressed syllable is closed. To explain mobilty in
this type Jasanoff proposes “thematic barytonization™:
“Prior to the operation of SPL and Proto-VDL, Pre-BSL.
*grHé/0- was remade to *gfHe/o-” (p. 191) and then under-
went all the expected changes just like the ““b'éreti-type”.
On the other hand, nasal presents, such as *b*und"éti,
come out immobile in Balto-Slavic. This, too, is explained
by “thematic barytonization”, so that *b'und"é/6- —
*bind’e/o-, the latter form not undergoing “SPL” since
its stressed syllable is closed. Similar logic is applied
to other types of verbs with obstruent-final roots.

A potential challenge for the theory is constituted
by verbs with vowel- and sonorant-final roots, which
can be either mobile or immobile. To these belong
(1) thematic (*b"éreti-type) presents (cf. mobile PSL
*berg ‘take’ vs. immobile *Zeng ‘chase’), (2) tuddti-
presents (cf. mobile *pdng ‘stretch’ vs. immobile *mong
‘trample’), (3) n(C)e/o-presents (cf. mobile ving ‘twist’
vs. immobile *diing ‘blow’), (4) ie/o-presents (cf. mobile
*orjo ‘plow’, *ddjo ‘give’ vs. immobile *Zvrjo ‘sacrifice’).
However, Jasanoff says, the problem is only apparent,
since most of these immobile verbs are not inherited
from PIE, but are in fact recent Balto-Slavic creations.
Some are secondarily thematized, e.g. *%eng, which
corresponds to Ved. hdnti and Hitt. kuenzi. So, “[w]hat
is clear is that the stronger the comparative evidence
for the thematic inflection of a given stem in PIE, the
likelier it is to be mobile in Slavic” (p. 189); in some
cases, mobility vs. immobility is unpredictable, but
this is “hardly surprising” (p. 194) because cases
“where Slavic fails to show mobility are unoriginal or
secondary,” although the analysis of some such cases
“must remain a task for the future” (p. 197).

Another challenge is Slavic verbs in *-i-, inf. -iti,
which can be mobile or immobile. To boot, the immo-
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PSI. “conjunct” “absolute”
*ne vedo — *vedo
*ne vedesi N *vedesi
*ne vedetb - *vedetd
*1ne vedemv N *vedemd
*ne vedete - *vedete
*ne vedotb - *vedotb

bile ones have two kinds of AP b. Jasanoff’s sound
laws and analogies predict immobility, e.g. *ne
prokéieti > *ne prosito (AP b, p. 209), where the “con-
junct” form was generalized (as in thematic verbs).
As to AP b,, the explanation given by Dybo et al. (dif-
ferent -i- morphemes had different valencies, and
hence tones) “is no explanation at all” (p. 211). Jasan-
off’s explanation is that AP b, analogically spread
from denominatives formed from oxytone nouns,
such as AP b *selo. The accent *seleie/o- > PSL. *selitv
‘settles’ (AP b,) is apparently analogical, since in other
cases a “barytonization” is expected (like in *genH-
eie/o- > zZeniti, AP by, p.216). To Jasanoff, AP b, is, in
fact, the same as AP ¢, which, in turn, is the result of
the analogical generalization of the “absolute form”
(and not the “conjunct” one, as expected). Sometimes,
though, the generalization of either the “absolute” or
the “conjunct” form was incomplete, which explains
poluotmetnost’ (cf. in some Old Stokavian dialects of
BCS lozi, but polozi). Similar explanations are proffered
for some other parts of the verbal system. [5]

After this lengthy summary, which in fact only cov-
ers a small subset of the numerous ideas laid out in the
book, I will now comment on some of them. First, a few
general remarks on the genre of Prof. Jasanoff’s work.
It does not aim to reconstruct any unknown linguistic
entity. The proto-language in question (PIE) is perceived
in this work as already reconstructed, hence known.
The task set out for the study would be properly
called “derivation”, viz. of the more complex attested
Lithuanian and the “quasi-attested” Proto-Slavic ac-
centual systems from the simpler one postulated for PIE.

[1] Under this approach, Balto-Slavic accentuation,
which is deemed a recent complication of the older
system, must be fully deducible from it. This view is
somewhat of an axiom for most Indo-Europeanists,
but it seems to be based on the idea that Balto-Slavic
mobility cannot be inherited because it is utterly dif-
ferent from “PIE mobility,” which is taken to be di-
rectly reflected in Vedic and Greek consonant noun
stems. Jasanoff mentions “gross differences” and
“endless disagreements of detail” between the two
types of mobility, including: (1) “the exclusive ‘bilat-
erality’ of BSIL. mobility,” (2) the fact that “[iln PIE de-
clension the nom. sg. and acc. sg. are strong cases [i.e.
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root-stressed], opposed to the gen. sg., dat. sg., and
instr. sg. (inter alia), which are weak [i.e. ending-
stressed],” whereas “in Balto-Slavic, the nom. sg. and
acc. sg. of non-neuters never agree except secondarily
(cf. Lith. galva, gdlvg; suniis, siiny; dukté, ditkterj; etc.),

and the gen. sg. and dat. sg. disagree everywhere ex-
cept in o-stems (cf. galvds, gdlvai; sunaiis, siinui; OLith.
dukteres, dukteri)” (p.112). Indeed, these differences
become apparent if one compares the accentual curve
of, say, Ved. pit{f ‘father’ with that of Lith. galva ‘head’:

Lith. Vedic
nom. galva = pita
gen.(-abl.) galvos = pitith
dat. gdlvai # pitré

Sg. , .
acc. gdlvg # pitdram
instr. gdlva # pitrd
loc. galvdi[p] ? pitdri
nom. gdlvos # pitdrah
gen. galvi = pitinam
pL dat.(-abl.) galvéms # pitfbhyas
acc. gdlvas # pitin
instr. galvomis # pitfbhis
loc. galvosit # pitfsu
nom.-acc. galvi # pitdrd
Du. | gen.-loc. pit(a)rds
dat.-abl-instr. | galvém # pitfbhyam

It is clear (1) that the Vedic curve is not “bilateral,”
but as to (2), the “endless disagreements” are a little
less obvious: for example, Ved. acc.sg. pitdram superfi-
cially seems different from Lith. gdlvg, but the accen-
tual status of the ending is clearly the same (it is un-
stressed). Moreover, the alleged contrast in nom.sg. is
fictitious: in galva the last syllable of the stem (*-¢hy)
bears the stress, exactly as in pitd (*pHter maybe <
*pHter-s). A more conspicuous difference in endings’
accentual status is dat.sg. (stressed ending in Ved. pitré

vs. unstressed in Lith. gdlvai). Indeed, there is no de-
nying that the curves do look different. But is this suf-
ficient grounds to deem them completely unrelated?
Note that the very comparison in question is flawed,
since the confronted stems differ in number of syllables.
If we compare one-syllable consonant stems, such as
Ved. pad ‘foot’, Gk. movg ‘id.” to Lith. sué ‘dog’ (~ Gk.
KkOwv ‘id.”) and then again to Lith. galva, we will see
that their accentual curves are almost identical (at
least in the forms with etymologically cognate endings):

(O) Lith. Lith. Vedic Greek
nom. Sud = galva = pad f((e]¥la
gen.(-abl.) *Sunés (sufs) = galvos = padds T0dOC
Se. dat. suni = gdlvai # p;{dé mtodi <
acc. sunj = gilvg = padam OO
instr. Sunin <*$un(i)o = gdlva # pada
loc. sunylje] = galvdi[p] = padi [*rtodi] — |
nom. Stines = gdlvos = padas TOdEG
gen. sunij = galvij = padam TTOOWV
pL dat.(-abl.) sSunimus = galvoms = padbhyds no(o)ol <—
acc. Sunis < *Sunins = gdlvas = [padas] piiras modag
instr. Sunimis = galvomis = padbhis
loc. *Sunistl = galvostl = patsii [*rto(o)oi]
Do nom.-acc. $uni < $uni = gdlvi ~ pada, padau node
gen.-loc. padds 0001V
dat.-abl.-instr. | Sunim = galvom = padbhyam TodoLV
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There are only two clear discrepancies between the
Lithuanian and Vedic paradigms: dat.sg. and instr.sg.,
but what is important is that in Lithuanian consonant
stems and 4-stems have exactly the same accentual
curve. Given that, even in Jasanoff’s framework, BSI.
consonant stems and their accentual curves are traced

back to PIE and are hence cognate with those in Vedic
and Greek, it would be plain out illogical to deny the
identity of the accentual curves of, say, Lith. galva and
Ved. pad.

Now let us compare the endings in *golHueh, >
galva and a consonant stem, say, *pods ‘foot’:

PIE PIE
nom. *pod-s = *eolHuyeh,-O (?)
gen. *ped-es/os = *golHuehs-es

S dat. *ped-ei = *golHuyehy-ei
& acc. *pod-m = *golHueh,-m
instr. *ped-eh; ?
loc. *ped-i = *golHuehy-i
nom. *pod-es = *golHuyehz-es
gen. *ped-om (Jasanoff: *-oHom) = *golHueh,-oHom
Pl dat. *ped-b"os (— *-mos?) = *golHueh,-mos
' acc. *pod-ns = *golHuyeh,-11s (?)
instr. *ped-b"i(s) (- *-mis?) = *golHuyeh,-mis
loc. *ped-su = *golHuyeh,-su
Du. nom.-acc. *ped-ih; = *golHuehy-ih;
instr. ? ?

In the above table we just reproduced Jasanoff’s re-
construction from his PIE “preforms” for galva and
used the standard PIE reconstructions from Kapovic
2017: 71 for consonant stems*. In *golHueh, the endings
follow -eh,- of the stem and contract with it. As can be
seen, the endings themselves (perhaps, save nom.sg.)
are exactly the same. This must mean that the accen-
tual curves of consonant stems (be it in Vedic, Greek,
or BSl) and a-stems (in BSl) do not warrant two dif-
ferent explanations®. What Jasanoff does (following
Kortlandt and Olander) is devise an extremely com-
plex and highly irregular set of rules to explain a triv-
ial identity of two paradigms.

That said, it should now be clearly seen that, given
the segmental identity of the endings in question, the

4 Some of Jasanoff’s endings require commentary: (1) a-stem
gen.sg.: “the theoretically expected PIE ending would have been
*-6l,5, but both Greek (agathés) and Lithuanian point to a laryn-
geal hiatus, suggesting that *-éh,s was replaced by *-éh,es in the
protolanguage” (p. 133); (2) d-stem instr.sg. -4 (acute) is to him
an irregular (?) apocope from -eh,mi: “Given the general parallel-
ism of i-, u-, and d-stems and the fact that i- and u-stems have
instr. sg.’s in *-imi and *-umi, it is hard to believe that Proto-BSI.
*ealvan could be anything but an apocopated form of *galvami <
*e0lHyaHmi” (p. 156); (3) gen.pl.: he insists on *-0Hom and not
*-om for all stem types (p. 151).

5 For more details see Api6o 2003: 146; Ao 2014: 36; Ka-
povic 2016: 200.
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only real mismatch is found in the accentual behavior
of dat.sg. *-ei. Therefore, “gross differences” and “end-
less disagreements of detail” in the accentuation of
mobile consonantal vs. d-stems are definitely an over-
statement. If they are the only foundation for Jasan-
off’s refusal to consider them together, the foundation
is a shaky one.

De Saussure’s original idea was that mobility in vo-
calic and 4-stems has emerged in analogy to mobile
consonantal stems, such as Lith. dukté ‘daughter’e.
According to his theory, the stress pattern was copied
from the mobile consonantal paradigm to the corre-
sponding case forms in originally immobile paradigms
of the other types. This scenario is, in and of itself,

6 But first, de Saussure needed to account for lateral mobility
in these consonantal stems, cf. gen.sg. (OLith.) dukteres, acc.sg.
ditkteri. To do that, he posited a retraction from the medial sylla-
ble, since he thought that the original accent was *duktérin on the
basis of Ved. duhitiram, Gk. Suyatéoa. This retraction rule was
later elaborated by Pedersen and is referred to as “Pedersen’s
Law.” The secondary lateral mobility of dukté was supposed to
have served as the source of analogy for other stem types.
As Dybo points out, had de Saussure looked for a source of
analogy in one-syllable consonantal stems, such as sud ‘dog),
he would not have been led astray by the imperfect correspon-
dences between the accent curves of Lith. dukté and Ved. duhiti
Ap160 2003: 152 and the entire problem could have been solved
right away.
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somewhat credible, when only consonantal and 4-stems
are compared: the curves are the same. Of course,
such a massive analogy would hardly be conceivable,
but let’s assume it is and take this reasoning a step
further. If it were a matter of just matching up the
slots in two paradigms and copying the stress case

form by case form, the material shape of the endings
would be of little importance. Thus, we would expect
all target paradigms, e.g. those of o-stems and 4-stems,
to behave in the same manner, just copying the accen-
tual curve from the source (consonantal stems). But this
is obviously not so. Let us compare the two curves:

Lith. o-stems Lith. a-stems
nom. varnas # galva
gen. varno # galvos

S dat. varnui = gdlvai
& acc. varng = gilvg
instr. varnit < *vaino = gilva
loc. varnie # galvdi[p]
nom. varnai # gdlvos
gen. varni = galvij
Pl dat. varndms = galvoms
' acc. varnils <*vainds =~ = gdlvas
instr. varnais = galvomis
loc. varn[uo]su = galvost

These curves are clearly not identical. However,
they only differ in cases where the endings are differ-
ent. Analogy cannot explain this. Jasanoff’s theory ig-
nores the well-observable fact that the same endings
tend to behave accentologically in the same way in
different stem types: e.g. all acc.sg. forms are encli-
nomena, having the same ending *-m (*-m); on the
other hand, gen.sg. galvos and vaino have different
endings (cf. gen.sg. *-ed vs. *-es in *yornoh,-ed and
*golHuyeh;-es, etc.), hence in no way should their accen-
tuation be expected to match (only loc.sg. may be
somewhat problematic).

Another important point deserves mention. In his
treatment of the accentuation of Vedic consonantal
stems, Jasanoff seems to ignore the existence of a
paradigmatic distribution among them. Unlike Greek,
Vedic has several immobile non-derived consonantal
nouns, e.g. $vd, gen. $tinas ‘dog’, *nd, gen. ndras ‘man’,
gduh, dat. gdve ‘cow’ and some more Ari60 2003: 138,
Kapovi¢ 2015: 212. In Greek all cognate nouns are mo-
bile, but in Lithuanian there is at least one immobile
one: nom.pl. durys (AP 2), gen. dury ‘door’ ~ PSL. dvorv
(AP b), corresponding to Ved. dvir- (which may be
mobile or immobile). Analogy could hardly ade-
quately explain this. However, immobile Ved. v, in
fact, corresponds to mobile Lith. sué ‘dog’, so one of
them may be secondary’. The fact remains, though,

7 We used sud in our tables above to show the mobile accen-
tual curve, because it has more attested segmentally archaic case

that mobility is not an immanent property of conso-
nant stems, and that definitely undermines the as-
sumption of a one-to-one link between stress and stem

type.

[2] Jasanoff (like Olander, but unlike earlier Kortlandt)
rejects the analogical scenario triggered by Pedersen’s
Law (but not Pedersen’s Law itself). He wants to pro-
duce a theory whereby mobility is explained phonol-
ogically, at least in part, unaided by implausible
wholesale paradigmatic analogies.

The predictive power of Jasanoff’s theory can be
evaluated by comparing the outcomes of his three
phonological rules with the corresponding attested
forms (for Lithuanian) or “quasi-attested” (for Proto-
Slavic). We give all same-paradigm forms (as pre-
dicted by the laws; “+” means that the law applies) ar-
ranged in a single table; correct vs. incorrect outcomes
are given in different columns. We only give 4- and
masculine o-stems?®:

forms (such as nom.pl. $unes). Even if mobility is secondary in
this noun, it makes no difference for the curve, since we could
have used e.g. dantis ‘tooth’ (corresponding exactly to Ved. dan,
gen. datds).

8 Refraining from taking up Jasanoff's derivations for the other
base types and genders, I will just note that some of his insights
(not directly relevant to the main issue) are very enlightening,
e.g. the “chain shift” whereby PSl. AP b neuters became mascu-

line, while AP b masculines acquired mobility (p. 165).
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g Lithuanian Proto-Slavic
PIE SPL | PVDL | -VN(C)
correct incorrect correct incorrect
nom. | *golHuéh, > gqalva Il *golva
n. d 2 1 0 0
e *oolHuéhses + > **odlvos Il ** o0l
at. olHuéh,ei dlvai olvé
dat *golHuéh + > l I *gol
acc. *golHuam > **oalva Il **g0lvg
instr. | ? (see below) — —
loc. *golHuéh,i > galvdi[p] Il *golve
nom. | *golHuéh,es + > gqdlvos Il *gdlvy
gen. | *golHuéh,oHom + + > galvij Il *golvp
dat. *golHuéh,mos (?)° > galvéms I *golvdmv
acc. *golHuds > **ealvas I **oolvly
instr. | *golHuéh,mis ?) > **ealvdmis Il *golvdmi
loc. *golHuéh,su ) > **galvdsu Il *golvdxwv
nom. | *uornds > **varnas Il *V0rn
gen. | *uorndhsed + > wvafno Il *vorna
dat. | *uornoi > “*varnui Il *pornil
acc. *wornom + > vaing Il *vérno
instr. | *uornoh; > **varni 10 Il —
loc. *worndt + > vafnie Il *vorne
nom. | *uornéi > varnai Il **varni
gen. | *uornéHom + > **varny I **00rns
dat. *wornomos + > **vafnams Il **v0rnomo
acc. *yornons + > varnus Il *vérny
instr. | *uornois > varnais I *vorny
loc. *uorndisu + > **varn[uolsu |l **00rnéxv

As we can see, the error rate is fairly high: about
half the forms are predicted incorrectly. In fact, the
predicted accentual curves do not even resemble the
attested ones. But these sound laws are not designed
to act flawlessly in all forms. Rather, they are meant to
have deformed the once-columnar stress and trig-
gered a large-scale restructuring of it. Where they do
apply and produce the “wrong” form, it is corrected
by a set of analogies. Conversely, in many instances
where they do not apply, the forms are altered by
“Systemzwang” (e.g. p. 157).

As an aside, one is tempted to ask: why does Jasan-
off formulate two separate phonological rules (retrac-

9 Despite the correct outcome, Jasanoff treats this and some
other developments as analogical (p. 152), to justify the massive
workings of analogy in other parts of the system.

10 This outcome superficially matches the correct form (with
de Saussure’s Law), but the laws also predict **kelmi (instead of
kélmu).

11 With de Saussure’s Law (regularly from *vafnds)
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tion: “SPL” and advancement: “Proto-VDL”) instead
of just one? Why not just say something like: “a word-
internal short open syllable loses its stress in words
with three syllables and is transferred to the last sylla-
ble otherwise”? It turns out that the number of sylla-
bles can change between the retraction and the ad-
vancement. This is how Lith. instr.sg. gdlva is ex-
plained: the inherited form *golHuéh,-h; was replaced
by *golHuéh,-mi, underwent analogical (!) “SPL”, then
(irregular?) apocope to *¢olHuaHm, and that’s why it
“resisted analogical Proto-VDL and remained bary-
tone” (p. 156). Needless to say, this sort of reasoning
raises numerous questions of methodological nature. 12

12 Jasanoff's two-layered sound law is in striking parallel to

«

Olander’s formulation: “..words originally accented on a final
short or hiatal structure became unaccented. Assuming that
short vowels had a high tone (accent) on the only mora, and
hiatal structures had a high tone on the last mora, we may say
that a high tone became low in the last mora of the phonological

word” (Olander 2009: 3). This lengthy “rule” is reducible to
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[3] Two kinds of analogies are at play in Jasanoff’s
derivations: one may be termed “systematic” (affect-
ing sizable groups of forms and treated as part of the
reconstruction “modules”), and the other, “individ-
ual” (repairing the wrong outcomes on a case-by-case
basis). The first one can be exemplified by the deriva-
tion of dat.pl. forms (see above for full derivations):
*oolHyaHmos, *mntimos, *uornamos instead of the regu-
lar *golHuaHmos, etc. by analogy to a longer
*oolHyinamos (a derived stem). Without attempting to
evaluate such cases statistically (they are much too
numerous), suffice it to say that this method has no
obvious advantages over de Saussure’s, Pedersen’s
(and others’) massive analogies.

Analogies of the second kind are even more abun-
dant, e.g. gen.sg. *galvds > Lith. galvds is said to have
replaced the regular *¢olHuyaHas by analogy to other
stem types. Interestingly enough, this is not the case in
gen.sg. *uornoHat > vafno, which therefore (!) “must be
original” (p. 143). Obviously, most, if not all, such ar-
bitrary explanations could apply virtually anywhere
and are of little value. A logical consequence of this
approach is the fact that no two segmentally identical
endings can, in this theory, yield different regular re-
flexes, hence one of the two forms, e.g. gen.sg. galvds
and nom.pl. gdlvos must inevitably be declared ana-
logical. Such and similar “bifurcations” should be pos-
tulated with caution, but here they are part of the
theoretical apparatus.

It is also worth noting that, for many case forms, in
order to obtain the right outcome by sound change,
bold assumptions are made. For example, PIE loc.sg.
*9olHuyéh,i is said to be disyllabic and escape retraction
because “syllable-final sequences of the form *-VHi/u-
were realized as *-VHi/y- in Balto-Slavic, thus blocking
SPL” (p. 137), yet loc.sg. *uorndi is considered trisyl-
labic (p. 143) in view of Gk. nom.pl. oikoi vs. adverb
(loc.sg.) oikoi ‘at home’ (p. 13). Without such ad hoc
adjustments, the sound laws would produce much
less than half of the desired outcome.

[4] Jasanoff’s treatment of nominal derivation is based
on two system-wide mutually independent non-
phonological changes. First, the PIE system got com-
pletely rebuilt: all suffixes became recessive (in the
BSI. sense), i.e. all derivatives of stem-stressed bases
were now stem-stressed, and those of end-stressed
bases were end-stressed (analogically?). Then the en-

a much simpler one: namely, that the last mora in a word-form
just loses its stress (Jasanoff notices this too, p. 113), but Olander
needs it in order to incorporate in it his ad hoc assumption on
the accentuation of hiatal structures in PIE endings, without
which his theory would fall apart.

tire set of suffixes got unpredictably split into reces-
sive and dominant ones. Just how is a mistery to
Jasanoff, but not quite: “It is unclear what made a
given suffix ‘opt’ to be dominant or recessive. In Slavic,
at least, there is a discernible tendency for noun-
forming suffixes (e.g., post-Dybo’s Law *-ina, *-ica,
*-vonikv, *-vstvo, *-ota) to be dominant and for adjectival
suffixes (e.g., *“vskv : *-vska, *“onv : *-vna, *-env : *-ena,
*“0vv : *-ova) to be recessive. But there are exceptions
in both directions” (p. 176, fn. 121). In reality, there is
no such discernible tendency. Here is the quantitative
distribution of the main reconstructed PSI. suffixes:
out of about 20 (both one-morpheme and two-
morpheme) noun-forming suffixes 12 or so are domi-
nant, and out of about 10 adjectival ones 5 are domi-
nant (Ap160 1981: 199). Some suffixes oscillate, so there
may be a tilt in one or the other direction, but “excep-
tions” is clearly not what we are dealing with here.
Hence, Jasanoff’s theory fails to account for the most
conspicuous trait of BSl. accentuation, the dichotomy
in the properties of derivational morphemes™®.

To Jasanoff, “métatonie douce” (i.e. cases where cir-
cumflex appears “instead” of the expected acute) is
again mostly a matter of analogy: it “spread as a deri-
vational marker to related nominal and verbal catego-
ries where it had no phonological basis” (p. 83), e.g.
stotas ‘stature’ : stéti ‘to step up’. The chaos and over-
whelming lack of motivation in derivatives brought
about by this conception of metatony is probably,
among other things, what prevents Jasanoff from at-
tempting to delve into the system of BSL (or PIE)
morphological derivation (see e.g. Huxosaes 1989 for
material and explanations, as well as Ab160 2014 for
metatony in Vedic and Greek).

[5] As we saw above, Jasanoff’s “Proto-Vasilev-
Dolobko’s Law” figures only once in the table for
nouns, since it applies only when four or more sylla-
bles are present (the only such form is *golHuéh,oHom),
though it is used extensively in verbal paradigms.
Hence, nouns and verbs are treated by Jasanoff in two
fundamentally different ways. It is easy to see why.
In Jasanoff’s conception of PIE, nominal stems could
be either root-stressed or end-stressed. An example of
the former, *uorneh, ‘crow’ > Lith. vdrna, PSl. *v6rna
requires no special treatment, since its stress remains
intact. Only end-stressed stems come out mobile, so,
logically, the needed phonological mechanism is mostly
provided by retractions. But the very dichotomy of

13 A similar theory of BSl. derivation is proposed by Kort-
landt, who explains dominancy by a complex set of very specific
retractions and Hirt's Law (Kortlandt 2009: 118). For criticism,
see Ociion, Punksasnyaroc 2011: 118.
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immobile (i.e. “barytone”) vs. mobile (i.e. “oxytone”)
nouns is not a problem for Jasanoff, since it is present
in Vedic and Greek and therefore must be assumed
for PIE. In the verb, however, no such dichotomy is at
hand in either Vedic or Greek. This makes Jasanoff’s
task trickier: he needs to derive two accentual para-
digms from one.

To him, PIE verbal accent depended solely on seg-
mental structure, cf. “uédteti vs. *supéti. Since mobility
is the desired outcome, the stressed syllable must be
medial, so, for “SPL” to work in the case of *uéd'eti,
another syllable (a particle or prefix) needs to be
added before the stressed one, which will also provide
the context needed for “Proto-VDL”. So far so good,
but not for *supéti, where Jasanoff has to arbitrarily
move the stress to the first syllable (“thematic bary-
tonization”). This yields mobility for most verbs of
these types, but not for all. Some immobile cases are
predicted correctly, e.g. pddo, inf. pdsti ‘fall’ (AP a),
where the stressed syllable is long (or closed by a la-
ryngeal), but a host of others remain completely unac-
counted for, to name a few: *pdsg, pdsti ‘graze’, *prédo,
présti ‘spin’, *qriyjzo, gryjzti ‘gnaw’, etc. These verbs are
declared to be analogical: “it is clear that morphology
has, so to speak, trumped phonology” (p. 188). It gets
even worse with sonorant-final stems, where mobility
and immobilty are represented more or less equally.
To explain away the divergent cases, he usually de-
clares them “unoriginal” (and hence uninteresting to the
Indo-Europeanist). But here Jasanoff acknowledges
his theory’s weakness more explicitly: “A full account
of the circumstances that determined whether a pre-
sent of the form *CVR-e/o- would come out mobile or
immobile in Slavic has yet to be written” (p. 189).

Jasanoff’s treatment of Slavic verbs in *-i-, inf. -iti
goes along the same lines. The distribution of AP b
and AP c is not explained but said to be the outcome
of some unpredictable split, even though accentual
inheritance is an obvious and fundamental property
of these verbs, which can in no way be due to analo-
gies (see Jammu 2016 for material and issues).
We should note, though, that Jasanoff’s explanation of
poluotmetnost’ (p. 214) is quite ingenious. All in all, it is
evident that Jasanoff’s theory does not really tackle
the issue of paradigmatic accentual distribution in the
Balto-Slavic verb (i.e. different accentual types within
the same morphological type), which he considers
secondary and unimportant.

In conclusion, I would like to remark that, despite
its imperfections, the theory laid out in the book un-
der review is highly interesting in many respects.
Building on an overtly “Indocentric” premise, shared
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by some other eminent scholars, it goes much further
than its recent predecessors. Kortlandt’s very intricate
theories, recently collected in Kortlandt 2009, while of-
fering astute solutions to some particular problems,
mostly fail to show the big picture. Olander’s theory
(Olander 2009) (termed “quite inadequate” by Kort-
landt 2007: 233), generally approved of but not ac-
cepted by Jasanoff, is not free from internal inconsis-
tencies (e.g. in that it rules out circumflex case endings
and has to use analogy to derive them, see Ocion
2010: 145). Neither of these theories, as Jasanoff points
out, has much to say about the verb. He himself at-
tempts to solve the same basic problem (i.e. that of
derivation and not of reconstruction), but, for him, the
verb is no less important than the noun. In fact, Jasan-
off’s approach to the noun is not too different from
Olander’s and comparable to it in predictive power.
However, Jasanoff meticulously and exhaustively ex-
plores the possibilities of accounting for the varie-
gated Balto-Slavic verbal stress based on the postu-
lated non-paradigmatic columnar stress assumed for
the PIE verb, setting up a valuable thought experi-
ment which yields, as should be apparent from the
above assessment, an unmistakably negative result.
It is simply unable to explain most of what goes on in
the Balto-Slavic system. Now we can clearly see that
Balto-Slavic stress cannot be traced back to the widely
accepted simplistic accentual reconstruction of PIE.
There are simply too many oppositions on the “receiv-
ing end,” so additional variables must be brought into
the picture. A complex interplay of some sort of accen-
tual properties of individual morphemes must have
been in place to give birth to the attested systems
(including Vedic and Greek). It is this realization that
underlies the “Tonological Hypothesis,” so rashly re-
jected by Indocentric accentologists 4.

This notwithstanding, Prof. Jasanoff’'s work is ad-
mirable in that it covers an astonishingly vast range of
issues, while faithfully adhering to a rigorous theo-
retical framework. Arguable as that framework may
be, the book will definitely prove of immense use to

14 Jt may be that part of the problem lies in a somewhat su-
percilious attitude of many “Western” scholars towards accen-
tological literature published in languages other than English,
German or French, particularly in (and not just on) Balto-Slavic
languages. Most of the copious accentological work published in
Russian is completely ignored by Jasanoff (e.g. the comprehen-
sive volume /p160 2000), not to mention the recent voluminous
ground-breaking study Kapovi¢ 2016 written in “BCS”, which,
by the way, contains a section (ibid.: 195) on BSIL. mobility with
much the same observations as presented in this review (but
with more detail). Note, however, that the English-language ar-
ticle Dybo, Nikolayev, Starostin 1978 on the “Tonological Hy-
pothesis” is not mentioned either.



JAY H. JASANOFE. Prehistory of Balto-Slavic Accent (2017)

its supporters and opponents alike. After all, it will
probably help clarify just how much of the debate
around the moot issues of Balto-Slavic and Indo-
European accentology really boils down to the opera-
tion of “Teeter’s Law.”
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