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Eugene Helimski t
Institute of Finno-Ugrian and Uralic Studies, Hamburg University

S-singulatives in Ket*

The paper focuses on an interesting aspect of synchronic and historical morphology of the
Ket language and its implications for the reconstruction of Proto-Yeniseian. Based on relic
evidence, it is suggested that the component -s" in some Ket nominal stems should be ana-
lyzed as a desemanticized singulative marker, possibly still productive at an earlier time
stage; internal and external evidence for this hypothesis is presented and discussed.

Keywords: Yeniseian languages, Ket language, fossilized morphology, singulatives.

To the memory of Sergei Starostin

1. Introduction

An etymological comment to Yen. *oksi (~ x-) ‘tree’ (Ket oks’, pl. a’g; Kott atce, atci, pl. ak, ax, ax)
in Sergei Starostin’s Comparative Vocabulary of the Yeniseic Languages reads as follows:

The form of the plural in this case goes back undoubtedly to Proto-Yen. *xa’q ‘trees, forest’ (q.v.). If so, it can
be assumed that Proto-Yen. *xoksi developed from the original compound *xa’g-sV or *xa'q-xusa, lit. ‘tree sin-

gle’ (a similar compound being present e.g. in *de-s ‘eye’, etc.). (Starostin 1995: 198)

The idea of decomposing some Yeniseic stems with singling out the morpheme *-s(V) with
singulative meaning can be found, explicitly or implicitly, also in several other entries of this
vocabulary, see s.v. *de-s ‘eye’, *pa (> Ket has’) ‘time (= occurrence)’, *xu-sa ‘one’ (Starostin 1995:
220, 244, 306).

The analysis suggested by Starostin differs from the treatment of the pair oks’ — a’g in
many earlier (and later) publications. They are often mentioned as merely suppletive — pre-
sumably unconnected — stems, on a line with ke’ ‘person, man’ — de ‘men, people’ (Kreino-
vich 1968: 82; Vall, Kanakin 1985: 13). T. I. Porotova also views them as suppletive, adding a
comment according to which the last consonant in 0-g-s (= 0’ks)) must be a verbal marker of
state corresponding to German ist (sic! — “ryaroJpHBIN IOKa3aTeJb COCTOSHIS, COOTBETCT-
ByloInii HeMenkomy ‘ist’”) which is absent in plural as long as it denotes a singular state
(Porotova 1990: 48).! In the publications by H. Werner one can find both a mention of supple-

* This paper must have been written in 2005 or 2006 and was intended to be published in a volume dedicated
to the memory of Sergei Starostin that was being planned in the USA, but has never been completed. The paper
was accessible on the internet as a pdf-file with some technical shortcomings — namely, most special symbols
were missing. Here they were restored and checked against the published sources; also, a handful of missing ref-
erences have been added. This publication is a part of the project on publishing the etymological legacy of Eugen
Helimski (RFH project No 14-04-00496a). — Valentin Gusev.

1 See fn. 4 on backgrounds of this peculiar comment.
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Eugene Helimski

tivism (Werner 1997a: 68) and classifying o'ks’ — a’g under a big group of words in Ket in
which the opposition singular : plural is manifested through a consonant alternaion and/or an
epenthesis (Werner 1995: 89-90). His comprehensive Yeniseic dictionary contains no state-
ments concerning the kind of relationship between lo'ks” and 24’g (and even no reference from
the latter entry to the first one), see VW]JS 1: 86, 2: 50.

It has been known since Castrén’s times that the category of number in Yeniseic (both in
Ket with Yug and in Kott) abounds in irregularities; using a plural suffix (-1 or -n, with pho-
netically and lexically determined distribution) is a typical, but by no means the only way of
differentiating between singular and plural forms. I would dare to assert that the numerous
treatments and materials published in the last decades, including a special monograph by
Porotova (Porotova 1990), added a lot to listing such irregularities but, as long as explanations
and attempts at formulating at least some rules are concerned, did not contribute much to the
classical presentation by Castrén (1858: 16-25) and to solving the problems discussed by Krei-
novich (1968: 79-83), Toporov & Civjan (1968: 235-241). With its intriguing yarn of forms, the
Yeniseic category of number challenges linguists with one of numerous riddles posed by these
typologically unique languages.

Addressing only one aspect of this riddle, I am going to show in this paper:

— that one of the factors responsible for the complicated sets of number forms in Ket
(and in Yeniseic in general) consists in superimposing and intermingling of two oppo-
sitions, singular vs. plural and general vs. singulative, the first one being inflectional
and the second one — primarily at least — derivational;

— that, in accordance with the assumption made by Starostin, *-s(V) (Ket mostly -s’) can
be viewed as a diachronically, and partly also synchronically, productive suffix of
singulative forms.

Notes: (1) The structure of the Yeniseic languages makes the differentiation between
morpheme borders and word borders, resp. between synthetic and analytic forms, between
derivation and word compounding, between suffixes and final elements in compounds emba-
rassing, and probably — diverting from the practical issue of orthography — not obligatory.

(2) Ket and other Yeniseic forms are quoted in this paper mainly (unless otherwise indi-
cated) after Werner’s VW]JS, partly also from Porotova’s SKS. The phonetic notations are
therefore only partly unified (not more than in these sources). It is regretfully impossible to
systematically differentiate between very phonetically exact transcriptions, characteristic of
Werner’s own records (these transcriptions usually contain the marking - for prosodic types),
and less reliable records which he quotes in VWJS along with his own, as well as between re-
cords in which differing graphic/transcriptional systems are used. Under these circumstances
it is superfluous to comment on many minor details of phonetics which can result from
dialectal or individual variation as well as from the peculiarities (and quality) of transcription.

2. de's’-singulatives in Ket

The notion of singulatives is by no means new in Yeniseic linguistics. This term has been ap-
plied to a large group of compounds in Ket which include a noun (usually denoting sub-
stances, masses, foodstuffs, natural phenomena) as their first component and the word (suffix)
des’ (‘eye’) as the second one, cf. el ‘berries’ — e:ldes’ ‘(a single) berry’ (VW]JS 1: 258 — 3¢,
Se:l'des’), qo: ‘hail’ — go:des” ‘hailstone’, etc., see Porotova 1990: 65-66. In her analysis Porotova
stresses that (a) there are nouns which form both plural forms and singulatives, cf. hanay
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S-singulatives in Ket

‘sand’ — han'anan ‘sands’ — hundes’ (VW]S 1: 338 — hin‘aydis’) ‘sandstone, a grain of sand’; (b)
singulatives can have plural forms of their own, cf. go:des’ay ‘hailstones (= hail)’ — it is reason-
able to keep both these properties of de's-singulatives in mind when dealing with presumably
older s-singulatives.

It can be added that in several cases Ket sources quote a de's-singulative as “singular” and
the form without this element as “plural”, cf. Toporov, Civjan 1968: 237 or the entry Pak. gon-
des, go:nde:s’, pl. gon ‘Omucepuna, 3padok // bead, pupil (of the eye)’ in SKS.

In the following the productive and transparent category of de's-singulatives is left aside.
It can be thought, however, that it arose as a functional replacement of a similar category
which, in the course of time, lost its productivity and transparency.

3. Data on s-singulatives

3.1. The Ket pair 0'ks’ — a’g, or one of its members, has the following attested correspondences
in other Yeniseic idioms: Yug (Sym Ket) 'oksi and 20’y ‘trees, forest, wood’, Kott atéi ‘Baum’,
aun ‘fepeBo’ (cf. also aumxaa ‘sepinHa’, aunmdaH ‘Kopenr’) and ax (ag, ak, ax) ‘Baume, Wald’
with plural agan (! — see below), ak ‘zposa, sec’, Arin oTmm ‘gepeso, jsec’, OTHINA ‘ZlepeBo’
(cf. also omramox ‘Bepmmna’) and oo ‘zposa, sec’, Pump. hochon ‘sylva, arbor’ (cf. also
chégon in chégon-dypun ‘folium’), see Castrén 1858; Helimski 1986; Starostin 1995: 198, 295;
VWIS 1: 86, 2: 50 (for the sake of precision, data from older sources are quoted here with their
original spellings and translations).

I believe that the reconstructions suggested by S. Starostin and Werner need both a pho-
netic and a semantic refinement. First, the proto-form for a’q (Starostin: *xa’q, Werner: *a’g)
should not contain an internal glottal stop, the latter being a phonetic (or prosodic) segment
automatically appearing in Ket and Yug monosyllables with primary consonantal Auslaut (see
Helimski 2000).2 Second, the basic meaning of this word should be preferably reconstructed
not as plural ‘trees’ (Starostin: ‘nepesns’, Werner: ‘Baume’ > ‘Wald’, ‘Holz’), but rather as gen-
eral (substance name) ‘wood, chopwood, firewood’.? This is confirmed also by numerous ver-
bal derivatives such as Yug dyat ‘Holz besorgen, Vorrédte an Holz anlegen’, Ket ag...vet ‘Holz
haben’, dRasej ‘Holzvorrite anlegen’, Kott agat"ign (Nom. act. agat) ‘hauen’.

3.2. The element -5’ is present in the singular form and absent from the plural form not
only in the pair dks’ — a’g, but also in at least three or four further stems, all belonging to ar-
chaic strata of the Ket (Yeniseic) vocabulary. These are as follows:

o Ket%'e’s, pl. s ‘mcrennuna // larch’, Yug 2sée’s, pl. 1sej (the SKS quotes also Yug plural
forms with the plural marker -7 added to either s¢’s or sej: Sym §eeir, Vor. ses7). Further
Yeniseic counterparts can contain different suffixal elements: Kott $ét, pl. sat, Arin ¢it,
Pump. tag. Cf. also a derivative or compound in which a CV-variant of this stem seems
to occur: Ket 25'¢%, pl. s'éyn’in ‘Sitz aus Edeltannehzweigen // seat made of larch twigs’,
Yug 2s¢7, pl. sényn’iy (the suffixal or second part is -j, pl. (-7-)niy < (-n-)jin, as in 2u¥, pl.
iinpn'en ‘cradle’, 2qa’j, pl. qann’in/ ginn'en ‘steep bank, hill’, %27, pl. kéyn'in/ kénn'en ‘bell’).

2 Also in recent Russian loanwords: Ket s47 ‘tea’, I'e’s ‘forest’, ho’p ‘priest’, me’t ‘copper’, me’t ‘honey’ (< Russ.
uail, Aec, non, medv, mMeo).

% Note the misunderstandings which arise from the somewhat inadequate choice of translation equivalents.
For example, it is customary to translate Ru. depeso simply as ‘tree’, though in numerous contexts — statistically,
perhaps, even more frequent — it means ‘wood’ and denotes material rather than a natural object.
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o Ket 2qu’s’, pl. 2qu’y ‘mom, aym // house, nomad tent’, Yug 2xu’s, pl. 2xu’n, Kott hils, pl. huy,
Arin -k'us,-kus, Pump. -kut (hukut), see WVJS 2: 140 with the comment: “Nach der Plu-
ralbilding lafst sich ein altes Kompositum vermuten” (NB: Pump. t is the regular con-
tinuation of Yen. *s > Ket s’).

o Ket 2ti's, pl. 21’y ‘kamens // stone’, Yug 2¢i'’s’, pl. 2¢a'y, Kott §5, pl. Sen, Arin ges, Pump.
kit (Werner in VW]JS 2: 85 tends to view the forms in Arin and Pump., with pl. not at-
tested, as unrelated to 2ti’s").

o Ket 2e’s/2qil’s, pl. gér'en ‘mecuanast ormens // sandbank’, Yug 2x¢’s, pl. xédin (this ex-
ample belongs together with the rest of this group if 2qe’s'/2qi’s" < 2qe’ds’/?qi’ds’, which
probably cannot be proven).

Besides, the same relationship between number forms is attested in several dozen com-
pound words with one of the above stems as the second component: (SKS) Kel. il'oks’, pl. il'ag
‘menika // wood splinter’, Kel. bog"tis, pl. bogtan ‘kpemens // flint’, Kur. bangus, pl. banguny
‘semJ/sIHKa // dugout’, etc. etc.

3.3. It can be argued that in the above cases the “pure” stem (without *-s or the plural
marker *-77) denotes substances: wood (4’g), larch wood (s'e'(j)), stone (ti-), possibly also river
sand (ge(d)-), while the “singular” form denotes a unit of this substance (tree, larch tree, rock,
sandbank), and the “plural” form with a formal plural marker -y several or many such units
(stones = rocks, sandbanks). A similar relationship can be assumed also for gu-, possibly ‘home,
dwelling place’, its single unit being a house, a tent. This semantic analysis is further sup-
ported by the fact that the unmarked “plural” forms can build plural forms of their own: Kott
dgan (‘forests’), Yug (Sym) s'eein (it can be supposed — but not checked any more, since the
dialect is by now extinct — that this plural form actually meant ‘larch forests’, as distinct from
Isej ‘larches, larch forest’).

By the way, the above observations discard the popular but superficial and groundless
comparisons of Yeniseic words for ‘house’ and for ‘stone’ with German *xiis- (> house) and
with Turkic *tas, correspondingly.

3.4. The following Ket and Yug examples serve as further attestations of the element -s (-s’)

and its function:

o Ket 'ok, pl. ks'in (Yug ok, pl. dksin) ‘sterlet’. The unusual plural marking (-sin instead
of -n) finds a reasonable explanation if we assume that !0k is a general noun denoting
sterlet as a fish species, its singulative (which is even attested in SKS — not in VWJS —
as Kel. oks) denotes a sterlet as a single specimen belonging to this species, and Jksin is
the plural form to this singulative.

o Ket gik, pl. giksen (and 'girien) ‘FulBweg // footpath, track’ (cf. also the compound
bulgik, pl. billgiks'en ‘Fuispur // footprint(s)’, Yug biilxik, pl. biilxinirn). Here again it is
possible, hypothetically expanding the dictionary data, to assume that the form 'gik
denotes a footpath/track as a sequence of footprints, its non-attested singulative 'giks’ —
a single footprint, and among the two plural forms giksen refers to a plurality of foot-
prints (left e.g. by the same animal) and to a plurality of footpaths/tracks (left by sev-
eral animals).

o Ket 'quk, pl. quksen’ (SKS: qugsay, the author’s field materials from Kellog [1993]:
quks’en), Yug xuk, pl. xuksin / xiunin [/ 3xun ‘hole’. The case appears to be very similar
to the previous one, with some kind of — at least original — differentiation between
and a hole/perforation in general and a single aperture.
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o Ket Kel. tits’ ‘one generation’, a derivative from Pak. ti’t ‘root’ (SKS: 241).

e Ket Sul. tans’ ‘money, rouble’, a derivative from 2t4% id.; the data as presented in dic-
tionaries permit to assume that the meaning ‘money’ was primarily associated with the
form 2ta’y, and the meaning ‘rouble’ (= ‘a unit of money’) with its s-derivative (and it
cannot even be excluded that this distribution is preserved, at least in dialects). On the
other hand, 2t must be, according to VW]S, etymologically identical with 2ta’
‘stones’ (see above): this suggests a scenario of formal and semantic differentiation
between the archaic s-singulative 2ti’s’ and the innovative t1ys’ (in which the function of
the plural marker - is not “recognized”).

o Ket ujs, 1jis’ ‘birch-bark laid under a baby’, a derivative from 2u%j ‘cradle’ (with pre-
sumable basic semantics ‘a piece of cradle’).

o Ket 'uwl's’/ul's, pl. ul'sen ‘a big water basin (sea, long and wide river, the Yenisei)’, a de-
rivative from 'ul’ ‘water’ (with presumable basic semantic ‘a unit of water, water as a
single whole’).

4. Discussion

As is clear from above, it can be assumed that a number of nouns in Ket — first of all, words of
general meaning (denoting substances, masses, groups) — must have been able to participate
in a binary opposition, functioning both as general nouns (with the ability to form singula-
tives) and as singular nouns (with the ability to form plurals). Since several such nouns dem-
onstrate the same property in Kott (or have exact correspondences of their s-singulatives in
other, poorly attested, Yeniseic languages), this duality must have existed in Proto-Yeniseic.

Further development led in some cases to the reinterpretation of former singulatives as
singular forms opposed to plural forms (especially if the shorter stem with general meaning
was not preserved); in many other cases s-singulatives were perhaps lost or ousted by
de's-singulatives, so that the abovementioned examples are only scanty relics from the past.
Still, it is hardly realistic to believe that the opposition “general : singulative” was ever as de-
veloped as to be comparable with the opposition “singular : plural” and to be an inflectional
category rather than a productive derivational model. In any case, this development contrib-
uted to the formation of the present situation in Ket: “In gewissen Fallen ist die Pluralbildung
immer noch ein Grenzfall zwischen Morphologie und Wortbildung” (Werner 1997b: 102).

The (historical) morphological analysis of number forms suggested in this paper stands
relatively close to the one by Kreinovich (1968: 81-82), who saw in the pairs 2qu’s’ — 2qu’,
24i’s" — 2ta’y, %5'e€’s” — 1s'e;j the opposition of a singular suffix -s’ vs. plural suffixes -7 and -j.
Werner criticized Kreinovich’s approach as unacceptable; this was made on several occa-
sions — and with varying argumentation. One of his alternative versions says that -s” has
nothing to do with the category of number: it belongs to the original root, and the consonant
alternation finds its explanation in historical derivation and historical phonetics (Werner
1995: 87). However, there are examples indicating that the stem-final consonant -s" can be
well preserved before plural markers (‘ke's, pl. kasn ‘burbot’; 2ki’s’, pl. kisen ‘leg’), which pos-
sibly led him to another explanation which, in my opinion, does not differ much from Krei-
novich’s approach:

In der Tat har man es in solchen Fillen in der Regel mit historischen Komposita zu tun, bei denen sich in
Plural nur die Pluralform des ersten Kompositionsgliedes bewahrt hat; vom zweiten Kompositionsglied ist

in der Singularform nur ein konsonantischer Rest iibrig geblieben, der den Eindruck eines Reliktelements
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macht, welches E. A. Krejnovic¢ als Marker des Singulars deutete. [...] Worter mit dem Reliktelement -s
(jug. -s/-3) in der Singularform. (Werner 1998: 51, 52; similarly: Werner 1997b: 99)

Indeed, even the fact that the s of the singulatives is in some examples attested as part of
the stem in all Yeniseic languages (e.g. in Ket 2qu’s’, Yug 2yu’s, Kott hii§, Arin -k'us, Pump. -kut
‘house’) does not yet prove that it was always a suffix and not an independent word. It was
already mentioned above that the structure (and history) of Ket makes the differentiation be-
tween derivation and word compounding — and even more, between “synthetic” and “ana-
lytic” forms in inflection — often problematic, and, in any case, hardly productive. The fol-
lowing pair of examples illustrates this thesis, but can possibly also shed some light on the
connections — if not on the origin — of s-singulatives:

(a) Ket Kur. 3geryet, pl. génden ‘chief, boss’, a compound consisting of “gi ‘big (in attribu-

tive function)’ (pl. 4gin) and %e¢’t ‘human being, man’ (suppletive pl. 2de’y ‘people’)

(b) Ket “gis’ ‘big (in non-attributive function)’ and #qds’, pl. giysin ‘chief, boss’, where -s’

(pl. -s'in), usually treated by Werner (1998: 39) and other representatives of the Tomsk
school as the so-called “predicative suffix”, is added to *qi instead of %ke’t.

Note that in (b), as well as in (a), the plural formes are double marked — the first adjecti-
val component is in both cases supplied with the plural suffix -77. This means that, historically
at least, 4gds’ must also be viewed as a compound word.

The label “predicative suffix”, introduced by A. P. Dulzon (1968) for the element -s" in
non-attributive forms of adjectives, numerals, participles etc. which play an extremely impor-
tant role in Ket grammar (as well as its counterpart -se/-si, pl. -sin in the grammar of Kott), is
misleading. The predicative function is only one (maybe the most important or the most fre-
quent) function of the forms with this suffix, which occur, however, whenever an adjective etc.
is used independently, without belonging to an attributive syntagm?*. This accounts also for
the fact that substantivized adjectives (like 4gis’ ‘chief, boss’) and participles are systematically
marked with this suffix.

Can it be that the suffix of non-attributive forms -s’and the singulative suffix -s’ are of the
same origin? I am not going to immerse here into details of this issue, but already the postpo-
sitive use of one in English with nonattributive/substantivized adjectives and participles (a / the
big one, a [ the standing one) makes such a historical connection extremely probable.

Abbreviations

Local varieties of Ket: Kel. — Kellog, Kur. — Kurejka, Pak. — Pakuliha, Sul. — Sulomaj.
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E. A. Xermmcknii. CUHTY/ISITUBBL Ha -5 B KETCKOM SI3BIKE.

CraTbs HOCBsIIEeHa JTIOOOIBITHOMY acleKTy CMHXPOHHON U MCTOPIIecKoil MOPOIOrUN KeT-
CKOTO $3bIKa, MMeIoIleMy Ba’kKHOe 3HaueHIe /JIs IPaeHICeliCKol peKOHCTPYKIyy. OCHOBBI-
BasICh Ha IMapafUrMaTUYeCcK/X XapaKTepUCTUKaX psfia apXanmdHbIX pOpM, aBTOp IIpeJIiosa-
raeT, 4TO DJIEMEHT -5°, 3apUKCUPOBaHHBIN B HEKOTOPOM KOJIMYECTBE KETCKIX VIMEHHBIX OCHOB,
cleyeT aHaJIM3MpOBaTh KakK JleceMaHTU3MPOBaHHBIN IIOKa3aTesb CUHIY/IATUBA, MO-BUAM-
MOMYy, Oo0JIaaBIINII IPOAYKTMBHOCTBIO Ha O0JIee paHHNX DTarlaX PasBUTI KETCKOTO s3BIKa.
B craTpe mpuBoAsATCA M MOZPOOHO OOCY>KIAIOTC BHYTpeHHNE VI BHEIIHNe JaHHbIe, TaK VN
MHaJe OJTBepKAaoIIye 9Ty IUIIOTe3y.

Karouesvie caosa: EHMcerickue A3BIKM, KETCKMIT A3BIK, 3aCTBIBIIAsA MOPQOJIOTN, CUHTYIATUB.
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Historical phonology of Proto-Northern Je*

This is the first paper in a planned series on the historical phonology of Macro-Jé languages.
The Jé languages constitute the largest and the most diverse family within the Macro-Jé
stock; for this reason, all comparative Macro-Jé studies depend heavily on Jé data. However,
the only attempt at a systematic reconstruction of Proto-Jé phonology and lexicon (Davis
1966) has been severely criticized in subsequent works (Ribeiro and Voort 2010, Nikulin
2015b). In this paper, I propose a reconstruction of the proto-language of Northern Jé, the
largest branch of the family.

Keywords: Jé languages, Macro-Jé languages, language reconstruction, comparative method.

1. Jé family

The Jé family! comprises ten extant languages, all of which are spoken in Brazil, and approxi-
mately four extinct, poorly attested languages (one of which was spoken in the Misiones prov-
ince of Argentina and in the extreme east of Paraguay). Preliminary lexicostatistical calcula-
tions and the distribution of sound changes, lexical and morphological innovations point to
the following phylogenetic structure of the family:

Cerrado?
Northern Jé
Panara? (PAN)
Core Northern Jé
AMT: Apinayé (Apinajé, APl), Kayapo (Mébéngokre, KAY), Timbira (TIM)
Tapayuna (TAP), Suya (Kisédje, suy)
Central Jé: Xavante (XAV), Xerénte (XER), Acroa (1), Xakriaba (1)
Southern Jé
Ingain (1)
Kaingang (KGG), Xokléng (XOK)
(?) Jeiko (1)

*1 am grateful to CAPES (Coordenacao de Aperfeigoamento de Pessoal de Nivel Superior) for providing a
scholarship to carry out the present study.

1 Traditionally the term ‘family’ is used in South American linguistics to refer to low-level phyla (roughly
equivalent to the term ‘group’ in European linguistics), while deeper phyla are commonly referred to as ‘stocks’
(roughly equivalent to ‘families’ in European linguistics).

2 This phylum has been previously called Amazonian Jé (Ribeiro and Voort 2010: 549) and Northern Jé (Rami-
rez, Vegini and Franga 2015: 261); the latter source inappropriately treats what we call Northern Jé as if it were
a dialect continuum of a sole language (“Proper Jé”). The choice of the term Amazonian Jé is infelicitous, since
the geographical distribution of these languages corresponds much better to the region of Cerrado than to the
Amazon.

3 Called Southern Kayapo in older sources.
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Of these, Timbira is actually a dialect continuum with at least six divergent dialects: Py-
kobjé, Ramkokamekra, Kraho, Apaniékra, Para Gavido (Parkatéjé), Krikati. Kaingang is
subdivided into five dialects: Parand, Central, South-Western, South-Eastern and Sao Paulo
(the latter is considered an independent language in some sources). Minor dialectal differ-
ences have also been described for Kayapd as spoken by the Kayapd and Xikrin ethnic
groups.

A comprehensive overview of the state of affairs in comparative and synchronic studies in
Jé is offered by Rodrigues (2012).

All data are cited using UTS (Unified Transcription System), based on the IPA with minor
differences and currently used as the default standard for the Global Lexicostatistical Database
(http://starling.rinet.ru/new100)*. Broad phonetic transcription is preferred over phonemic rep-
resentation or practical orthography with the exception of Timbira, for which a normalized
supradialectal phonemic representation (Nikulin 2016b) is used. The data used in this paper
are extracted from the following sources:

Panara: Dourado 2001, Bardagil-Mas et al. 2016, Lapierre et al. 2016a

Apinayé: Oliveira 2005, Ham et al. 1979

Kayapo: Costa 2015, Jefferson 1989, Stout and Thomson 1974, Salanova
2001, Salanova p.c.

Pykobije: Sa 1999, Amado 2004

Ramkokamekra: Popjes and Popjes 1971

Kraho: Miranda 2014

Apaniékra: Alves 2004

Parkatéje: Araujo 2016, Ferreira 2003

Tapayuna: Camargo 2010, Rodrigues and Ferreira-Silva 2011

Suya: Santos 1997, Nonato 2014, Guedes 1993

Old (late XVIII-early XX century) sources cover some Southern Kayapd, Kayapo, Timbira
and Xavante dialects which are now extinct. The most remarkable of them are:

a) the dialect of Southern Kayap6 once spoken in Paranaiba and Tridngulo Mineiro,
unique in that it retained *r (*» > y before back vowels in the dialect of Vila Boa, which
apparently evolved into Panara) (Vasconcelos 2014);

b) the variety of Xavante recorded by Ehrenreich (1895), peculiar in that it had undergone
the sound changes *c > 0, *-kw- > -yw- and *r >y, w, 0, r (Nikulin 2015a: 27-29);

c) Timbira varieties called “Menren” and “Krao” and the Kayapo variety called
“Gorotiré” by Loukotka (1963), where r is found in place of earlier */ (in modern
Timbira h is found, whereas in Kayap0 it yielded ? or disappeared) (Nikulin 2015a:
25-27).

Akroa-Mirim, Xakriabd, Ingain and Jeiké data are limited to low-quality wordlists. They
might eventually turn out to be important for further comparative Jé studies (at least Xarkiaba
and Ingain show some interesting phonological retentions); however, their data are not taken
into account in the present series.

4 Since back and central unrounded vowels do not contrast in any Jé language, back unrounded vowels
a, ¥, ut, are written here as 3, s, # in order to facilitate the reading.
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2. Overview

The first and only work dedicated to the reconstruction of Proto-Jé phonology is (Davis 1966).
Davis considers data from five languages (Apinayé, Timbira, Suya, Xavante and Kaingang)
and proposes a reconstruction of the Proto-Jé phonological system. Even though he recognizes
that Kaingang and Xokléng are the most divergent members of the family, he does not attempt
to postulate any phonological differences between Proto-Jé, Proto-Cerrado and Proto-Northern
Jé. He reconstructs a system of 11 consonant phonemes, 9 oral and 6 nasal vowel phonemes.
He also reconstructs 112 lexical items, whose distribution varies from Northern Jé to Jé (in my
terminology). Davis’ reconstruction relies on false cognates, especially when it comes to Ka-
ingang (cf. 35, 55, 59, 86, 100) and fails to account for many sound correspondences, treating
many developments as unexplained splits. Other shortcomings in Davis’ work include listing
multiple unrelated roots under one etymology (cf. 49) and absence of systematic treatment of
Jé morphophonology (e.g. relational prefixes, long verb forms, utterance-internal allomorphs
in Xavante). The correspondences postulated by Davis are presented below as Tab. 1-2 (the no-
tation is modified for Apinayé, Timbira, Xavante and Kaingang to match UTS).

Table 1. Proto-Jé consonants according to Davis (1966).

PJ API TIM SUY XAV KGG
. w~hw ~7p,
P P P hbeforerp p-b/m-~w P
* t t Lt t~d/n, 0beforew | t "d/n,r
*c ¢, 0 before w c-, - tyn c~3~y, ?beforew | y 4"in coda
" T T ?, h (_a), sometimes | k, "g, @ word-
k k k-k k-k u, w (#_a), 0 (C_C) | finally
mo | m/" m/p m p~b/m _Zn/m’p’_g /=,
*n nl/"d nlt n t~d/n "d/n,t
W A ¢ h -n n ¢3/n -y yn,
v/’ n/k U ? n/'g k
*w w w w w, 0 0,-n
*r r rnn r 7, 0(C_a) [, -n
. ¢, 3/n, h, 0 word- ¢y h0(C)n
z [Py hy 5y finally (0
Table 2. Proto-Jé vowels according to Davis (1966).
PJ API TIM | SUY XAV KGG PJ API | TIM | SUY | XAV | KGG
*a a a a a a, & *a P & e a I3
*3 3,eala0 |taa|e&aalad *7 7 F a 7
*i i i i 2 i i1 e *0 3 3 0 0 i, d
*2 o) o) ) o) & * il il il il il
*o0 0 0 0 u ? *e é & éec|é &
*u u u u u u *7 7 7 7 7 7
*e £ € € e e
*e e € e e € &l | e
*1 i 1 1 i 1
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The reconstruction by Davis has been heavily criticized, notably by Ribeiro and Voort
(2010) and Nikulin (2016a). However, an alternative detailed description of Proto-Jé phonology
has never been proposed to date.

Many stems in Cerrado languages have two allomorphs: one is used when the word imme-
diately follows its syntactic dependant, another is found in non-contiguous position. The differ-
ence between these allomorphs usually affects the initial consonant or the initial syllable. In syn-
chronic descriptions it is practically useful to treat these alternating segments as independent
morphemes (‘relational prefixes’, as described by Rodrigues (1952, 1953, 2010 [1981]). In com-
parative work, however, it is more appropriate to consider entire stems for the following reasons:
(a) bare (prefix-less) roots do not occur; (b) the shape of the prefixes is very diverse in individual
languages and this diversity can be traced back to PNJ and further; (c) in some instances the pre-
fixes are fossilized and no longer segmentable. Henceforth the stems containing relational pre-
fixes will be notated as follows: “non-contiguous allomorph / = contiguous allomorph”.

All verbs in Jé languages can be nominalized (so-called ‘long form’). Since the allomorphy
of the nominalization suffix is lexically determined, I systematically provide both the finite
(‘short’) and the nominalized forms of the verbs when this information is available. This is no-
tated as follows: “short form(-nominalization suffix)”. Whenever the addition of the suffix causes
alternations to the stem, both forms are written separately: “short form / long form”.

Finally, in most Jé languages words may surface differently in utterance-final position. In
Northern Jé languages the differences are restricted to the presence of echo vowels and are not
written out. In Central Jé the differences are sometimes very noticeable (cf. XAV tu // ndmd
‘belly’) and not entirely predictable; both allomorphs will be systematically written out sepa-
rated by a double slash. In Southern Jé languages the vowels of certain roots are affected. I
have shown that this phenomenon was present in PS] and involved lowering of oral close-mid
and open-mid vowels in final open syllables with an optional continuant coda (Nikulin 2015b).
In the daughter languages (Kaingang and Xokléng) this process was obscured by a number of
sound changes. PS] syllables containing low, high or nasal vowels, as well as syllables with a
nasal coda, were not affected. For roots that match said conditions, I systematically mark
whether they were subject (#) or prone (?) to this phenomenon.

3. Proto-Northern Jé

3.1. Syllable structure and echo vowels.

The maximal syllable structure of most Northern Jé languages is CRVC, where R is a lig-
uid or a glide. An interesting phenomenon found to a varying extent in all Core Northern Jé
languages is the existence of so-called echo vowels. Echo vowels (EV) occur after the coda con-
sonants of final (stressed) closed syllables, mostly in utterance-final position. Their quality de-
pends on the vowel in the syllable nucleus (Vi) and on the syllable coda:

Apinayé: EV =V, (i after palatal -¢; Oliveira 2005: 78-79: 191
i in finite verb forms only after -ar;
suppressed in non-finite verb forms)

Kayapo: EV=V,(iif Vi=e0~uif Vi=o; Stout and Thomson 1974
iafterd" 4% iif Vi=a;
i after -¢ if Vi is not rounded)
EV =V, (iif V1 =4, 3, 2 in non-finite verb Salanova 2001
forms, a in nouns), only if the coda is r
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Ramkokamekra: EV =V, (i if V1 =a) Popjes and Popjes 1971
Kraho: EV =V, only if the coda is r Miranda 2014
Tapayuna: EV =V, Camargo 2010: 100-101
Suya: EV =V, (i/iif Vi=a or after m, n, y if V1 is oral; Nonato 2014: 129

7in some words following én;
i occurs after coronals and # elsewhere)

Echo vowels are sometimes manifested as a final i in Panara, but Core Northern Jé lan-
guages appear to be much more conservative in this respect. Apparently word-final echo vow-
els were present in all PNJ stems ending in a consonant, except for non-finite verb forms
(hence different outcomes in Apinayé and Kayap¢ and a different correspondence in Central Jé,
see below). Thus the presence of echo-vowels was marginally phonemic or quasi-phonemic in
PNJ. It should be noted that they may have been suppressed in utterance-internal position for
prosodic reasons. In most cases, its quality must have been identical to the quality of the sylla-
ble nucleus vowel. The dissimilation with 2 was apparently operative already in PNJ and per-
sisted in Apinay¢, Kayapo, Ramkokamekra and Suyd; i must have surfaced after palatals and
voiced post-nasalized codas.

Several rhymes may be optionally analyzed as a sequence of a vowel and a glide (followed
by an echo vowel) or a sequence of two vowels. These will be treated in the Vowels section.

Syllable-initial clusters involving a liquid (CR) always have a labial or a velar onset in all
Northern Jé languages (except for Tapayuna and Suyd, where hr, hl < *pr). It is practically use-
ful to treat them as independent onsets for our purposes.

Syllable-initial clusters involving a glide (Cw, Cy; in some languages y yielded a fricative)
have a much more restricted distribution: Cw sequences occur mostly before a or 9 (Pykobjeé 4,
Suya o, Panara o, #), whereas Cy sequences are relatively frequent only before e (Pykobjé 7). For this
reason, the glides are better analyzed as parts of raising diphthongs (like Chinese medials). Note
that the glides still do interact with the syllable onsets in some cases (while plain vowels do not).

In Core Northern Jé languages final syllables are stressed, except certain suffixes (which
might be better nalyzed as clitics for this reason). This stress pattern can be securely traced
back to PNJ.

3.2. Onset.

Many voiced consonant phonemes had two allophonic realizations: one surfaced in oral syl-
lables, another in nasal syllables (the syllable nasality was, and still is, governed by the nucleus
vowel). This system is maintained in Apinayé and Kayapd, Tapaytna and Suya with minimal
changes. The following pairs of PNJ consonants occurred in complementary distribution: *m ~
b, *n ~*"d, *n ~ *"¢. In addition, *nn did not contrast with any other voiced palatal (*y, *"d, and
*4,5). Since the allophony in question undeniably existed in PNJ (it is paralleled by very similar
phenomena in other Jé languages as well as in related Maxakalian, Krendk and Jabuti language
families), I chose to represent these allophones in my reconstructions. See Tab. 3 for the summary.

Major differences between Davis’ reconstruction of PJ onsets and my reconstruction of
PNJ onsets include the reconstruction of a voiced stop series and of a richer set of palatal con-
sonants (four phonemes, five allophones).

5 Except for one very specific environment (namely, before a secondarily nasalized vowel), in which a mini-
mal pair involving *d, and *11 is attested, see 3.3.
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Table 3. Onset consonants in Northern Jé languages.

PNJ PNR API KAY TIM TAP suY
VI p p p h*, bt hw, ht
*pr py, pr¥ pr pr pr hr hl
ot t(*ty > ¢) t(*ty > ¢) t(*ty>c) [t(;t; ;)éi’ tzy(:tl; @
*t S 2,0 2,0 h (*tw > w) t S
Sy |k k s kaey | O
*kr ky, ket kr kr k', kr$ kx k(") k*
v | : : : e
*db s (*di > ti) ¢ 3 c t t
g g k k
*m m m m m m m
“mr mr mr mr r
*n n-, =r- n n n n n
R E 1t n y I n
|k U U n-"g U U
e |y nr nr r nr '8

L ey
B ’ " il (E”bym> 5-Y) rzy( ~er§)
*or | "py, "prt "br mr [m]pr nr "bl
*d "t "d n [n]t "d~n "d
[ s 5 n [nle 't (- "d) 't (- "d)
g |k '8 U [yl '8 'S
*or | Tky, ket "or nr [m]kr "oy "ol
A B Z y y 5~y Y-y~
* y rt r r r r r
*w v w w w w

Notes: 1 Before rounded vowels. { Before front vowels. § In unstressed syllables.

Major differences between Davis’ reconstruction of PJ onsets and my reconstruction of
PNJ onsets include the reconstruction of a voiced stop series and of a richer set of palatal con-
sonants (four phonemes, five allophones).

3.2.1. Panara. Non-trivial developments in Panara include:

e *>y before back vowels (did not affect the southernmost dialects of Southern Kayapo):
PN]J *ka="gro ‘warm’ > PNR =/3=ky;
PNJ *r5 ‘tlower’ > PNR iy3;
PN]J *kr5 ‘head’ > PNR iky3;
PN]J *cip=kra / *nip=kra ‘hand’ > PNR si=kya / yi=kya;
PNJ *kri ‘cold’ > PNR ky#;
PN]J *cara / *yara ‘wing, feather’ > PNR saya ‘tlight feather’;
PN]J *ka"bro ‘blood’ > PNR =r3pyu;
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PN]J *kukriti ‘tapir’ > PNR kyiti;

PN]J *ro ‘anaconda’ > PNR yo-ti;

PNJ *pro(-r) ‘to cover’ > PNR pyo-ri;

PN]J *"bro-ti ‘Genipa americana’ > PNR pyu-ti, etc.

This change did not take place before front vowels:
PNJ *kré(-r) ‘to eat’ > PNR kré;
PNJ *=kre ‘house’ > PNR ku=kre;
PNJ *kri ‘short (of height), child’ > PNR ku=kri, etc.

e There are reasons to suspect that PNJ (and Proto-Cerrado) *k in unstressed syllables was
phonetically voiced, at least before *a (this is still the situation in Apinayé and Tapayuna;
the reflexes are distinct in Central Jé). Panara seems to corroborate this hypothesis:

o  *ka [ga] > n3 in unstressed syllables before prenasalized consonants with subsequent
flapping of # in intervocalic position:
PNJ *ka="gro ‘warm’ > PNR n3="kyo / =r3="kyo;
PN]J *ka"bro ‘blood’ > PNR n3="pyu / =r3"pyu;
PN]J *kan3 ‘blood’ > *ka"g3 > PNR n3k3;
PN]J *tu=ka"ga ‘lazy’ > PNR s=wa"ka, etc.;

o  “*ka[ga] > a in unstressed syllables before voiceless consonants:
PNJ *kad,3t3 ‘cotton’ > PNR asati ‘cord’;
PNJ *katuwdi ~ *katwa ‘mortar’ > PNR asud ‘pestle’;
PNJ *kapri ‘sad’ > PNR apri-pe;
PNJ *kapr5t§ ‘turtle’ > PNR apy3n, etc.;

o *ku>1iin unstressed syllables before voiceless consonants:
PN]J *kut# ‘fire’ > PNR is#;
PNJ *kukritf ‘tapir’ > PNR iky#t;
PNJ *kubé ‘barbarian’ > PNR ipé;
PNJ *kiimtimi ‘capybara’ > PNR intir, etc.

e Voiced stops (both plain and prenasalized) underwent devoicing. Intervocalic prenasal-
ized stops seem to have nasalized preceding vowels. In case of monosyllabic roots 7 was
added word-initially (probably for prosodic reasons, as proposed by Lapierre et al. 2016b):
PNJ *"ba ‘liver’ > PNR 7"pa;

PNJ *"bitf ‘sun’ > PNR I"pit1;
PN]J *"ds ‘eye’ > PNR 1"to, etc.

e Since CCC onsets are not allowed in Panara, such PN]J clusters were simplified:
PN]J *"grwd ~ *"gruwa ‘moriche palm’ > PNR "kwa ~ kwa-.

e A sole example of PNJ *#r is available, in which 7 disappears:
PNJ *1773C3 ‘toucan’ > PNR y3-kwekwe, y3-sa.

It is unclear whether the phonemes g and w existed in Proto-Northern Jé or whether they
emerged in Proto-Core Jé after the split of Panara.
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3.2.2. Apinayé, Kayap6 and Timbira. These languages are relatively conservative phonol-
ogically.

172

PN] *$ yielded ? or disappeared in Apinayé¢ and Kayapd (the distribution is not clear); the
Timbira reflex is h (0 before w):

PNJ *4 ‘seed’ > API  ~ 7%, KAY 2%, TIM hi;

PNJ *to ‘leaf, bodily hair’ > API o, KAY 20, TIM ho;

PN]J *kuti ‘fire’ > API kuvi, KAY kuwi, TIM kuhi;

PNJ *twa / *=dywa ‘tooth’ > APL wa / =Cwa, KAY wa / =3wa, TIM wa / =cwa;

PNJ *katuwa ~ *katwa ‘mortar’ > API kauva ~ ka?u ~ kaurii, KAY kawa, TIM kahuwd, etc.

Another development that affected all these languages is the affricatization of PNJ *ty
(API, KAY ¢, TIM ¢), though only one example is currently known:
PN]J *tyete ‘to burn’ > API Cete, KAY Cet / Ceré, TIM cet.

The voiced stop series remains unchanged in Kayapd; in Apinayé and Timbira all of them
were devoiced (which is probably why Davis does not reconstruct it for PJ):

PN]J *biti ‘only’ > API pi¢, KAY bit, TIM pit;

PNJ *bs ‘forest’ > API pa, KAY bs;

PNJ *boti ‘to arrive’ > API poy, KAY boyc, TIM poy;

PNJ *kad,3t3 ‘cotton’ > API kacats, KAY ka33t, TIM kac3t;

PN]J *twa / *=d,wa ‘tooth’ > API wa / =¢wa, KAY wa / =3wa, TIM wa / =cwa;

PN]J *ga ‘thou’ > API ka, KAY ga, TIM ka;

PN]J *ga / *t3-r / *dy3-r ‘to fry’ > API=ka / =3r ~ =ar, KAY =¢a / 33-r3, TM ka / h3-r3 / c3-r3.

In Kayapo voiced prenasalized consonants became fully nasal. This has no consequences
for the phonologic representation, since nasal and prenasalized consonants were allo-
phones already in PN]J (as well as in PJ] and probably in PM]). However, in some excep-
tional cases the nasality propagated to the following vowel:

PN]J *"bra(-r) ‘to walk’ > KAY mra(-yn);

PN]J *ka"bro ‘blood’ > KAY kamro ‘blood’, kamro ‘spleen’;

PN]J *"da(-r) ‘to bite’ > KAY na(-yn).

One case of nasality assimilation is attested:
PNJ *yud"i ‘hummingbird’ > KAY nuyd," (instead of expected *yuyd").

After prefixes ending in -m (< *m, *p) in Kayapo *(")d, > y:

PN]J *am=dy0 ‘rat’ > KAY am=yo;

PN]J *am=d,i ‘bumblebee’ > KAY am=yj;

PN] *=m="dga(-r) ‘to chew, to gnaw’ > KAY =m=yd / =m=yd-n, etc.

PN]J *"d, sometimes yield my through analogy:

PN]J *"dop"dyopo ‘itchiness’ > KAY myomyop (analogy with the next syllable);

Proto-Core Jé *pi="duwd / *pi="dws-r ‘to put vertically.PL’ > KAY pi=myuws | pi=myo-rs
(analogy with Pu=m=yuw3 | 2u=m=y9-r3 < *tu=m="duwdi / *tu=m="dws-r).

All instances of *rw were subject to metathesis in Apinayé and Timbira; interconsonantal
w was removed in Timbira. In some cases the metathesis was blocked in Timbira via
vowel epenthesis:
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Table 4. Velar k and k" in Timbira lects. Cases with variation or unexpected reflexes are shadowed.

PN] Common TIM Kraho Ramkokamekra Pykobjé
*go ‘water’ /ko/ ko ko ku
*'org ‘paca’ [kca/ kra kla kea:
*orwa ~ *"gruwi ‘moriche log® | /keowd/ keow ~ K"cow klowa keow
o3 ‘yard’ /k3/ ke k3 k"a: (irreg.)
*or3 ‘dry’ /kc3/ kee ~ ke k"13 (irreg.) kco
*ka"gro ‘warm’ [kakeo/ kakeo ~ kak" — kakro
*ore ‘sing’ [kce/ kee ~ ke kle kee
oo ‘pig’ /kco/ kco k"lo (irreg.) keu: ~ K"eu:
*"gokon (PAMT) ‘squash’ /ko?k"5n/ ku?k"on ~ ku?kon | — ku?k"dn
*oa ‘thou’ /ka/ ka ka ka
*k3 ‘skin’ /kh3/ khe kb3 kb
*kra ‘offspring’ /k"ca/ kira ~ kra kMla kPra
*kre ‘hole’ /K ce/ kce ~ kre k"le k"ce
*kéné ‘stone’ /K"en/ k"én k"en k"en

PNJ *ruwa / *rws-k ‘to descend’ > AP vro / vri, TIM wr9 | wra-k;

PN]J *"grwa ~ *"gruwa ‘moriche palm’ > API "gura, TIM krowd ‘moriche log’;
PN]J *krwsts ‘beak’ > API kvrots, TIM krot;

PNJ *rwo-4i ‘rib’ > API vri-2i, TIM wr9?-hi.

e PNJ *yris preserved in Apinayé and Timbira; for Timbira, only two examples are available,
in which 7 disappears (note that no cognates outside Core Jé have been identified for any
other words containing *5r in Proto-Core Jé):

PNJ *17/5C5 ‘toucan’ > API 11r3yn, KAY 1r3t, TIM 3;
PAMT *tinr5t5 ‘sprout’ > APLin 5t3, TIM hir3t.

e Voiced prenasalized stops were devoiced in Timbira; the prenasalization was lost except at
morpheme boundaries. Lapierre et al. (2016b) took this as evidence to group Timbira and
Panara against other Northern Jé languages; however, the innovations shared by Core
Northern Jé and not shared by Panaré clearly outnumber the number of features common
to Timbira and Panara.

e In most Timbira varieties there are two contrasting voiceless velars: k and k" (5S4 1999: 52—
53, Popjes and Popjes 1971: 9, Miranda 2014: 30). This opposition is not rendered consis-
tently in the transcriptions, which points to a considerable degree of variation already in
Proto-Timbira. Apparently this opposition survives mainly in Pykobjé and Ramko-
kamekra, whereas it is obsolescent in Krah6 and non-existent in Apaniékra and Parkatéje.
Timbira k" goes back to PNJ *k in stressed syllables, while Timbira k goes back to PNJ *"g,
*¢ and *k in unstressed syllables. A non-exhaustive list of Timbira etymologies illustrating
this situation is provided in Tab. 4.

3.2.3. Tapayuna and Suya. These two share some important innovations that suggest that
these languages are very closely related (Rodrigues and Ferreira-Silva 2011):
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e debuccalization of *p (TAP h*, SUY hw) and further delabialization in complex onsets:
PN]J *pa ‘arm’ > TAP h*a, SUY hwa;
PNJ *purii ‘field’ > TAP, SUY hulii;
PN]J *prd ‘wife’ > TAP hr3, SUY hl5;
PNJ *pri ‘road’ > TAP hri, SUY hli, etc.

e affricatization and optional prenasalization of PNJ *y (non-phonemic):
Proto-Core Jé *ysts ~ *y3t3 ‘sweet potato’ > TAP yard ~ 3ard ~ "3ard, SUY y3r3 ~ "y3r3 ~ 33r3, etc.

e alveolarization of PNJ *4, and *"d, (TAP t and "t ~ "d, SUY t and "t ~ "d):
Proto-Core Jé *tude / *=dude ‘bow’ > TAP tute, SUY sute / =tute;
PNJ *a=d,3 / *d,3-r3 / *$3-r3 ‘to enter’ >SuUY a=t3 / t3-13 / s3-13;
PN] *=da / *dd-m / *$d-m ‘to stand’ > SUY =ta / td-m / sd-m;
PN]J *kadswa ‘salt’ > TAP kat“a, SUY k"atwa;

PN] *=dwa / *two-r | *diws-r ‘to bathe’ > SUY t"w9 ~ tws;
PN]J *ka"de ‘star’ > TAP ka"te-¢i ~ ka"de-Ci, SUY kite-Ci;
PNJ *"d,i ‘mother’ > TAP "ti-re;

PN]J *'da / *"da-r ‘to bite’ > TAP kii=ta, SUY "ta;

PNJ *"dio / *"dyo-r ‘to hang’ > suy "to / "to-10;

PN]J *"depé ‘bat’ > TAP "tewé, SUY "dewé;

PN]J *"domd,opo ‘itchiness’ > TAP "do"dowo, etc.

e affricatization of PNJ *t before *t (TAP ¢i, SUY ¢i):
PN]J *akati ‘day’ > TAP agaci, SUY akaci;
PNJ *=ti ‘augmentative’ > TAP =(i, SUY =i, etc.

Individual straightforward developments in Tapaytna and Suya include:
e PNJ *t>TAP{, SUY t"
PNJ *tepé ‘fish’ > TAP fewé, SUY t"ew;
PN]J *kato / *kato-r ‘to leave / to be born’ > TAP kafo, SUY kat"s / kat">-15;
PNJ *tiki ‘belly’ > suy t"iki, etc.

In one case, one can suspect Kayapo or Suya influence in Tapaytna:
PNJ *tiki ‘black’ > TAP tig#, SUY t"iki.

e PNJ*>TAPt, SUYs:
PN]J *4# ‘seed’ > TAP t4, SUY si;
PNJ *twak3 ‘coati’ > TAP toak3, SUY swak?;
PN]J *kuti ‘fire’ > TAP kuti, SUY kwisi;
PN]J *$3k3 ‘hawk, bird’ > TAP t3¢3, SUY s3k3, etc.

e  PNJ *b>TAP w/m (per nasality), SUY p, w (in unstressed syllables?):
PNJ *b5 ‘grass’ > TAP m0, SUY p3;
Proto-Core Jé *bs ‘forest’ > TAP w3, SUY p3 ‘grass, bush’;
PN]J *b3-bi ~ *b3-bi ‘corn’ > TAP w3-ti ~ mo-ti, SUY w3-Si;
PNJ *boti ‘to arrive’ > SUY payi / poro;

¢ Note that Guedes (1993) systematically writes y and yw where other authors write hr and hw.
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PNJ *<bi / *bi-r ‘to kill’ > SUY pi / pi-1i;

PNJ *ba “1SG.NOM, 1INCL.ABS’ > TAP wa, SUY pa ~ wa;
PN]J *bsr-ti ‘pepper (tree-seed)’ > TAP w3y-t4;

PNJ *bi / bi-r ‘to ascend’ > SUY pi;

PNJ *bi / bi-r ‘to take’ > TAP w4, SUY pi;

PNJ *bimd ‘father’ > TAP m3m3, SUY pams, etc.

The suggested distribution is violated in PN]J *biti ‘only’ > suY wiri ‘always’, if the comparison
is correct. In isolated cases TAP, SUY w is found as an irregular reflex of other PN]J stops:

PN]J *(a=)ka"st3 ‘night’ > TAP a=gawar3, but SUY (a=)ka"bs13;

PN]J *"bed,"T ‘honey’ > TAP wey, but TAP "bey-ti ‘bee’, SUY "beni;

PN]J *pid,i ‘one’ > TAP, SUY witi;

PN]J *pi- ‘verbal prefix with unclear meaning’ > SUY wj-.

e  PNJ *mr >TAP r; PNJ *'br > TAP nr, SUY "bl; PN]J *kr > TAP ky, SUY k(")4; PNJ *5r > TAP 1y,
suYy ”g/z;v PNJ *"gr > TAP "gl{, SuY "qu:
PNJ *mriimii ‘ant’ > TAP rifwil / riim-;
Proto-Core Jé *"bri ‘animal, game’ > TAP nr#, SUY "Dl
PNJ *"bro-ti ‘Genipa americana’ > TAP nro-ci;
PNJ *ka"bri ‘heron’ > TAP kanri;
PNJ *kra ‘offspring’ > TAP kxa, SUY k"a;
PN]J *kukriti ‘tapir’ > TAP kukyiri, SUY kuk(").air#;
PNJ *nr3nyr3 ~ *nr3 ‘green’ > TAP yrenre ~ yre ‘blue, green, yellow’, sUY "gua"qia-ni ‘yellow’;
PN]J *"qre ‘egg’ > TAP "gke, SUY "guc;
PN]J *"¢roto ‘Pleiades’ > SUY "g.oro;
PN]J *"¢ro ‘to warm up’ > TAP ka="¢r0 ‘warm’, SUY "q.o, etc.

e PNJ">TAP "0 ~m, PNJ "d > TAP "d ~ n:
PN]J *"ba ‘liver’ > TAP "ba ~ ma;
PNJ *"biti ‘sun’ > TAP "bir ~ miri;
PNJ *"de ‘giant otter’ > TAP "de ~ ne;
PNJ *"da ‘rain’ > TAP "da ~ na;
PN]J *"do ‘eye’ > TAP "do ~ no, etc.

e PNJ Cw>T1AP C"
PN]J *kadywa ‘salt’ > TAP kat“a;
PNJ *kwsrs ‘manioc’ > TAP k¥ ar3;
PN]J *twa ‘sour’ > TAP t“a-Ci, etc.

e  PNJ *ky >TAP ¢, PNJ *ty > TAP ¢, SUY s, PNJ *"by > TAPy ~ 5 ~ "3, SUY m3:
PN]J *kye ‘thigh’ > TAP C¢;
PN]J *tyeteé ‘to burn’ > TAP Ceré, SUY seré;
PN]J *"byed"i ‘husband’ > TAP yeré ~ eré ~ "Seré, SUY m3eni, etc.

e In two words PNJ *k disappears in Tapaytna; in both cases, the root is preceded by the
same prefix (TAP tu- < PNJ *fu):
PNJ *tu=ka"de ‘medicine’ > TAP tu=ane, SUY su=ka"de;
PN]J *tu=ka"ga ‘lazy’ > TAP tu=énga.
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e According to Nonato (2014), " and k" contrast with ¢ and k in Suya. This contrast is not
recognized by Santos (1997) and Guedes (1993). Even throughout Nonato’s recordings the
contrast is inconsistent (e.g. i=t"&-mé ~ i=té&-m& ‘my going’). As demonstrated above, SUY t"
more often goes back to PN]J *#, whereas sUY t usually goes back to PNJ *4. I was not able
to find any similar correlations for suy k" and k:

PNJ *kuked,"i ‘agouti’ > suy kuk"ent;
PNJ *twak5 ‘coati’ > sUY swak3, etc.

Note that TAP k is realized as [g] in unstressed syllables (this is reflected in my transcription) and is
aspirated before back vowels (this is not reflected in my transcription). This is likely to be a reten-
tion from PN]J. However, this does not seem to be related to the aspiration contrast in Suya. Further
studies are needed to determine the status of the contrast in question in Suya as well as its origins.

e PNJ *¢g>suyk (might have also happened in Tapaytna but the words in question are not
attested in available sources on that language):
PN]J *ga ‘25G.NOM’ > SUY ka;
PN]J *ga / *3-r | *d3-r ‘to fry’ > SUY ka;
PNJ *qu ‘1INCL.NOM’ > SUY ku, etc.

e In several isolated words, PNJ *kr > TAP, SUY k (Guedes: ¢) before front vowels:
PN]J *kri ‘village’ > sUY ki (Guedes: ¢i);
PNJ *kriti ‘pet’ > TAP, SUY kirf;
PNJ *kré ‘parakeet’ > TAP kxe¢, SUY ké (Guedes: cé);
PNJ *kriti ‘grasshopper, cricket’ > TAP kyit-Ci ~ kit-¢i.

Given that this irregular process affected different words in Tapaytna and Suya, it must have
taken place after their split. Note that in other words satisfying these conditions PNJ *kr devel-
oped normally:

PNJ *kre ‘hole’ > TAP ke, SUY kue;

PNJ *kri (/ *kri-r ?) ‘to sit.PL’ > suy kui, etc.

e  Apparently rw-like clusters are not tolerated in Tapaytna:
PN]J *"¢rwa ~ *"gruwi ‘moriche palm’ > TAP "gruwii;
PN]J *krwoys Amazon parrot’ > TAP kxstky s;
PNJ *akrwots ‘cashew’ > TAP akxoy-ti.

3.3. Nucleus.

Northern Jé languages typically have large vowel inventories and little to no vowel allo-
phony. I assume that PNJ vowels have been most faithfully preserved in Kayapé and Common
Timbira. The correspondences are summarized in Tab. 5. Of these, *ii and *4 were not phone-
mic, and *9 and *¥ were very rare. *ye and *iyd, as well as *wa and *uwd, were frequently in
variation, whose nature is yet to be discovered.

e ¥ (~*f) and *a were allophones of PNJ *u, *i and *a before nasal codas:”
PN]J *d,iimii ‘father (vocative)’ > PNR sil, KAY 3iin, TIM cilm ~ cil, TAP tu-re;
PNJ *tiimil ‘old’ > PNR =til, API tiimii, KAY tiim, TIM tiim, TAP filmil, SUY tiimi;

7 The marginal status of these phonemes in Kayapd has already been noted by Salanova (2001: 24).
g p yap y y
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Table 5. Vowels in Northern Jé languages.

PNJ PNR API KAY TIM TAP suYy
*

a a a a a a a
*) o) o) o) o) o) o)

*

€ £ £ I3 I3 £ I3
*3 3 3,9 3 3 3 3
*0 0 0 0 0 0,9 (y) 0, w9 (_Y)
*e e e e e e e
*,

9 3 9 9 9 F] 9
*u u u u u u u
* i i i i i i
*i i i i i i i
*wa wa wa wa wa at wa
*uwd Uud ~ urit uwa uwd uwi
*w9 w3, Wi, U w9 w9 w9 9l w9
*ye Ly3(?) Ze, et ye, et ye, et et et
*1yd 9~ za ~irl iyd iyd iyd
*a 3~any a~a a a a~¢e 5
o . . - . ~ .

3 3 3 0 3 0 3
*€ & & é & é &
*3 5 F] 3 5 e ]
*7 7 7 7 7 7 7
*i il il i il i il
X7 4 5. g I g g g

i i~iy i i i i f

Notes: T The onset becomes labialized. $ The onset becomes palatalized (see 3.2.).

PNJ *kiimtiimil ~ *kiimtimi ‘capybara’ > PNR intin, KAY kuniim, TIM kiimtiim, TAP kofiin ii ~
ko[ﬁwft, suY kutiimiz,

PNJ *kiimii ‘smoke’ > API kilmii, KAY kiim, TIM kiim, SUY kusi=kiimi,

PNJ *mriimii ‘ant’ > APL mriimii, KAY mriim, TIM priim, TAP riiwi;

PNJ *niimii ~ *nimi ‘who’ > API ndms (older speakers), namd (younger speakers) ‘another’,
KAY piim (Xikrin), pib" (Kayapd), TIM yiim, TAP pimd, SUY piimis,

PNJ *bimd ‘other person’s father’ > API pim3, KAY bdm, TIM a=pam, TAP mémé, SUY pdms;

PN]J *=da / *da-m / *d-m ‘to stand’ > PNR 83 ~ sa:1j, API¢a / ¢a-m ~ ¢a-r, KAY 3a / 3a-m [ a-m, TIM
ca / ca-m | ha-m, SUY =ta / td-md | sa-ma;

PNJ *tama / *ﬂdmﬁ ‘chin’ > API jomad, KAY ama, TIM hama;

PN]J *tama-to / *nama-to ‘beard’ > API ndm3, KAY ama-?0, TIM hama-ho, TAP tam-to.

e Examples of PN]J *9 (outside the diphthong *w9):
PNJ *toti ‘hard’ > PNR tati, API tayc / tayt, KAY toyc, TIM toy, SUY turil (tors ?);
PNJ *t9 / *dyo ‘bitter’ > AP19 /9 yd" / ¢9, KAY 9, TIM h9 / c9, TAP t;
PNJ *"buwd / *"bo-r ‘to cry’ > API "bu-r ~ "bud / "bo-r, KAY mud / mo-rg, SUY "bs-13;
PNJ *kude ‘bad smell’ > KAY ku3s, TIM kucs, TAP kuta;
PN]J *kur9 ‘smooth’ > API, TIM kurs.
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The same correspondence is attested in a number of roots whose distribution is limited to Ap-
inay¢, Kayapd and Timbira:
PAMT *"bo / *"bo-d," ~ *"bo-r ‘to carry’ > API "bo / "bo-yd," ~ "bo-r, KAY =ms9 / m9o-yd," ‘to grab’,
TIM p9 / p9-d" (may be related to PNR "pi-ri ‘id.’);
PAMT *tapro / *yapro ‘to insult, to dishonor’ > API aprs / yaprs, KAY apro / yaprs, TIM apro /
yaprs ‘to name’;
PAMT *pr9 ‘corn husk’ > API pro ‘feather’, KAY pr9, TIM pro ‘corn husk / feather’;
PAMT *tubsb"s ‘deep’ > API upsms, KAY ubsb™;
PAMT *k9 ‘bad smell, fish smell’ > API, TIM ko, KAY k9, etc.

In one case the daughter languages disagree on the exact quality of Proto-Core Jé vowel: KAY
y3t, TIM y3t, SUY y3r3 ~ "y3r3 ~ 33r3 ‘sweet potato’ point to Proto-Core Jé *yst3, whereas API Zot9
and TAP yard ~ 5ard ~ "5ard ‘id.” reflect PNJ *yots.

e The sole reliable example of PNJ *#is:
PNJ * / *ti~r / *ni | *pi-r ‘to sit.SG> > PNR sicy ~ i/ pi, APLjii / jii-r, KAY jif | jpi-rf, TIM hi [ hi-r /
yi/ yir, SUY =pi/ st/ pi-lf.

e The alternation between *ye and *iyi can be exemplified by the following etymologies

(note that the sequence *ry is regularly simplified to *y):

PN]J *kriyd / *kye-r ‘to raise’ > PNR ky3-ri (?), KAY kriyd / kye-ré.

PN]J *kukiyi | *kukye-r ‘to ask’ > PNR i"ky3-ri (?), API kukZa / kukZe-r, TIM kuk"iyd ‘to search’,
SuUY kuk"iyd;

PN] *kokiydi / *kokye-r ‘to split’ > PNR kye-y ‘to cut’ (?), APIkokZe ‘to pick, to lift’ (?), KAY kokye
~ kokiy3 / kokye-ré (Xikrin: -o-), TIM kok™ye / kok™ye-d";

Proto-Core Jé *a=kiyi / *a=kye-r ‘to yell, to argue’ > APl a=kiri / Za=kZe-r, KAY a=kiys ~ a=kya /
33=kye-ré, TIM a=k"ye / a=k"ye-r, a=k"iyi ~ k"iyi ‘angry’, suy a=k"iyd;

Proto-Core Jé *"¢iyid / *"qye-d," ‘to enter.PL, to put into a deep container.PL’ > API "gye /
"eye-yd", a="gye / ya="qye, KAY =niyd / =nye-yd,", a=nye-y, TIM a=kye-y, SUY a=nye / nye-1¢;

Proto-Core Jé *=riyd ~ *=yeté / *yet ‘to hang.PL’ > APIa=yeté / yet, KAY a=riy3d, SUY =yeré / a=yet,
sariyd / yariyd.

In some other cases no such alternation is attested:

PN]J *kye / *kye-d" ‘to drag’ > PNR kr3-ri (?), APLkZe / kZe-d", KAY kye / kye-d", TIM k"ye / k"ye-d";

Proto-Core Jé *kakye / *kakye-d" ‘to scratch’ > API kakZe, TIM kak"ye / kak"ye-d", suY kak(")e-ni;

PAMT *takye / *yakye / *takye-d" ‘to look for water’ > APl akZe / ZakZe / akZe-d" ‘to open a hole’,
TIM hakye / yak"ye / yak"ye-d" ‘to fetch water’;

Proto-Core Jé *kiyi ‘fire pit’ > APIkiri ~ ki3, TIM k"iy;

PNJ *kye ‘thigh’ > API kZe, KAY kye, TIM k"ye, TAP Ce;

PN]J *"byed"i ‘husband’ > API "bZeyd,", KAY myed", TIM pyed", TAP "Seré, SUY m3eni;

PNJ *tyeté ‘to burn’ > PNR titi, API Ceté, KAY Cet / Ceré, TIM cet, TAP Ceré, SUY seré.

The distribution, if it ever existed, must have been obscured by numerous paradigmatic
analogies (which seem to have operated to a lesser extent in Kayapo). *iyd is restricted to open
syllables, *ye is found both in open and closed syllables. It is possible that originally *ye was
found exclusively in closed syllables.
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e The alternation between *wa, *w9 and *uwidi can be illustrated with the following examples:

Proto-Core Jé *kruwid ~ *krwa ‘arrow’ > API krua, KAY kruwa, TIM kruwd, SUY kawa;

PNJ *"¢rwa ~ *"gruwd ‘moriche palm’ > PNR 7"kwa ~ kwa-, APl "gura, KAY yrwa, TIM krowd
‘moriche log’, TAP "gruwi, SUY 1.awa;

PNJ *katuwd ~ *katwa ‘mortar’ > PNR asud ‘pestle’, API kauvs ~ ka?u ~ kaurii, KAY kawa,
TIM kahuwd,

Proto-Core Jé *ruwd / *rwo-k ‘to descend’ > AP vr9 / vri, KAY ruwad ~ rws9 / rwo-k, TIM wr9 | wro-
k, suy Jws / lwo-ks;

PNJ *dwa / *twse-r / *dws-r ‘to bathe’ > PNR sw3-ri, API cwa | wa-r, KAY 3uwa / wo-r | 3w9-r,
TIM cwa / w9-r / cws-r, SUY tws ~ t"ws, etc.

The medial -w- was (and still is) prohibited in syllables with labial onset. The following exam-
ples should be understood as result of elision of *w in the aforementioned environment:
PN]J *"buwd / *"bo-r ‘to cry’ > API "bu-r ~ "bud / "bo-rs, KAY mud / mo-rs, SUY "bo-rs;
Proto-Core Jé *pi="duwd / *pi="dws-r ‘to put vertically.PL’ > API="5w9 / ="5ws-yd,", KAY pi=
m=yuwa | pi=m=y9-r9, TIM pi=cw9 / pi=cws-r | =m=c9 / =m=c9-r, SUY wi=ntws / wi=ntw9-I13.

Once again, the original distribution of these nuclei is obscure. *uwdi and *wa are restricted to
open syllables, whereas *ws9 is found both in open and closed syllable. I assume that originally
*w9 was restricted to closed syllables; in open syllable, *uwi and *wa would have occurred in
free variation. This is corroborated by other cases of alternation in individual languages, such
as TIM kwa / kws-r ‘to take.PL’.

e Since Proto-Northern Jé vowel inventory was very rich (no less than 15 monophthongs
and 2 diphthongs were phonemic), there was little space for allophony. That is why in
most cases the reflexes of PNJ vowels in modern languages are quite straightforward (ma-
jor shifts have occurred in some Timbira varieties after the split of Proto-Timbira, see (Ni-
kulin 2016b)). However, several poorly understood splits have taken place in individual
languages, notably PNJ *3 > API 3, 2 (Nikulin 2015a: 13):

PN]J *a"b3d" ‘piranha’ > APIa"bsns;

PNJ *=i3 ‘basket’ > API ka=va;

PN]J *k3 ‘skin; breast’ > API ka;

PNJ *k3r3 ‘to whistle’ > AP1 kard / k3r;

PNJ *pst3 ‘southern tamandua’ > API patd, pst-re, p3t-ti, etc.

Their phonemic status is demonstrated by Oliveira (2005: 66—67). In most cases, a is found in
phonetically open syllables, while 3 is usually found in phonetically closed syllables (includ-
ing long verb forms, in which echo vowels are typically absent). The issue is further compli-
cated by the fact that Apinayé s may be realized as any of these in free variation: [3, 9, 9].

e Irregular nasalization in Kayapo has been treated in 3.2.2.

e The reflexes of PNJ *ws in Panard are uncertain. w3 is found in verbs (e.g. PNJ *tw9-r /
*diwo-r ‘to bathe NMLZ’ > PNR sw3-ri) but is not attested in nouns:
PNJ *kwsrs ‘manioc’ > PNR kwi;
PN]J *"dw9od"f ‘snail’ > PNR pari="tu;
PNJ *tweb™ ‘fat’ > PNR tiimd, etc.
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e [ have already discussed possible irregular vowel splits (especially *3 >0 ~a; *i > i ~ #) in
Suya (Nikulin 2015a: 12-14). However, the analysis in question was based on Guedes’s
data. Once Santoss and Nonatos recordings are taken into account, the problems dis-
cussed in the cited work are no longer valid: these authors consistently record s where
Guedes writes 0 ~ 2 and i where Guedes writes i ~ 1.

e In the proto-language of Tapaytna and Suyd, PNJ *o > *(w)9 before y:
PNJ *boti ‘to arrive’ > SUY payi / poro;
PN]J *kukoyi ‘monkey’ > TAP kuk“ay, SUY kukwsyi.

e In extremely rare cases the medial -w- is found before front vowels. These words have no
known cognates outside Core Jé (like the words having w in the onset position):
Proto-Core Jé *kwed,"i ‘bird, feather’ > API kveyd," ‘bird’, KAY kweyd," ‘bird’, TIM kuwed" ‘bird’,

TAP t3=qwey ‘feather’, etc.

3.4. Coda.

Except for syllables whose rhymes go back to PN]J *iyi or *uwd in PNJ, the codas of mod-
ern Northern Jé languages reflect PNJ codas. The reflexes sometimes differ phonetically de-
pending on whether the coda was followed by an echo vowel (in utterance-internal position)
or not (in utterance-final position, long verb forms in any position). These differences are
noted here for Tapaytna and Suyd, where they are absolutely regular and systematic. For
other languages they are written out as long as they are phonemic. See Tab. 6-7.

Basic correspondences can be illustrated with the following examples:

PNJ *tepé ‘fish’ > PNR fepi, APl tepé, KAY, TIM tep, TAP fewé, SUY thewé;

PNJ *"bitf ‘sun’ > PNR 1"piti, AP1 "biti, KAY mit, TIM pit, TAP "birf ~ mirf, SUY "birf;

PNJ *toti ‘hard’ > PNR tati, API tayc / tayt, KAY toyc, TIM toy, SUY turii (tord ?);

PN]J *"beti ‘good’ > PNR 1"pe, API "bec, KAY mec, TIM pey, TAP "bey- ~ mey-, SUY "bert;

PNJ *$3k3 ‘hawk, bird’ > PNR sa, API 3k-ti, KAY 3k, TIM h3k, TAP t3¢3, SUY s3k3;

PNJ *tob™ ‘flour, powder’ > API cob" // omd, KAY ob™ / 50b", TIM hob" / ¢ob™;

PNJ *t3b" ‘raw’ > AP t3b" // t3m3, TIM t3b", SUY t"3mi;

PN]J *"byed"i ‘husband’ > API "bZeyd,", KAY myed", TIM pyed", TAP "Seré, SUY m3ent;

Proto-Core Jé *tod"i ‘armadillo’ > API tod" // tond, KAY, TIM tod", TAP for0, SUY m3ent;

PN]J *"bed,"i ‘honey’ > PNR na=peyn, AP "beyd,", KAY meyd,", TIM ped,”, TAP wey, "bey-ti ‘bee’, SUY

"beni;

PN]J *kukoyi ‘monkey’ > PNR 7ko:, API kukoy, KAY kukoy, TIM kuk"oy, TAP kuk*“ay, SUY kukwsysi;

PNJ *purii ‘field’ > PNR pu:, APIpur, KAY purii, TIM pur, TAP hurii, SUY hulii;

PN]J *'diwi ‘field’ > PNR 1"tui, API "divi, KAY ni, TIM [n]tuwd, TAP, SUY "diwi.

Cf. also PNJ, Proto-Core Jé or PAMT *kopo ‘fly (insect)’, *tip=kop3 / *nip=kop3 ‘claw, nail’,
*"gepé ‘bat’, *rop3 jaguar’, *tyeté ‘to burn’, *kotd ‘cicada’, *kukritf ‘tapir’, *kubitf ‘howler monkey’,
“butii ‘neck’, *keté ‘not’, *kad,3t3 ‘cotton’, *weté ‘lizard’, *p3t3 ‘southern tamandua’, *yot3 ‘sweet
potato’, *tutii ‘pigeon’, *ka"bst3 ‘night’, *t3=koto / *nd=koto ‘chest’, *"groto ‘Pleiades’, *"boti ‘to arrive’,
*"hoti ‘courbaril’, *teti / *deti ‘to deceive’, *peti ‘to make’, *kaki ‘cough’, *tiki ‘black’, *kudeké ‘veir’,
*tiki ‘stomach’, *ka"breké ‘red’, *poko ‘to ignite’, *koko ‘wind’, *atikf ‘forest surrounding the village’,
*pe-k ‘to fart’, *ti-k ‘to die’, *ta"ba-k / *ya="ba-k ‘to lister’, *rwo-k ‘to descend’, *"baki ‘scorpion’, *tw9b"t
‘fat’, *"b3d"l ‘macaw’, *a"b3d"T ‘piranha’, *$34,"1 / *d30"T ‘sweet’, *yud,"i ‘hummingbird’, *kwed,"i ‘bird,
feather’, *kuked,"i ‘agouti’, *rod,"1 ‘grugru palm’, *bayi ‘snake sp.’, *'d,3yi ‘woodpecker’, *roro ‘termite’,
*b3r3 ‘tree’, *kwsr ‘manioc’, *pari ‘foot’, *teré ‘Euterpe sp.’, *atord ‘tinamou’, *ka"beré ‘Turu palm’, etc.
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Table 6. Coda consonants in Northern Jé languages after non-nasal vowels.

PNJ PNR API KAY TIM TAP TAP SUY SUY
(internal*) | (final*) | (internal) | (final®)

P pt p p p p wV p wV
*t t t, ycts t, yct t t % t Vit
b ti ye, t¥ ¢ y y y y, t¥ y, (V#
*k 0 k k k k gV k kV, kit
*p" b" b" b" m mi
*d" a", ya" d" d" % n ni
" 7 ya" n ar n ni
Y y n y y y yr
*r Lt r 'V ri$ y AT 1V yt 1V, yit
*w i w 0 wi wV p wV

Notes: 1 Internal = in the middle of an intonational phrase, final = immediately preceding a pause. { After a.
§ After i. # In long verb forms. { After 3. $ After 4, in long verb forms also after 5 or o.

Table 7. Coda consonants in Northern Jé languages after nasal vowels.

PN]J PNR API KAY TIM . TAP .TAP . SUY .SUY
(internal®) (final®) (internal®) (final®)
*t "t "t t n nV
*% "¢ ¢ y n nVv
*k "k "k k k
*m 0 m m m m mV, wV m mV
*n n n n nVv, rV n nVv
*n nn n n n ni
Y y 0 0 y y
* r, n¥ r v v

Notes: t Internal = in the middle of an intonational phrase, final = immediately preceding a pause. 1 After ¢, 7.

Except in long verb forms, where much variation with *z and *r is attested, the examples
are not very numerous. No secure etymologies with a nasal nucleus followed by *p are known,
though this syllable pattern might have existed, cf. KAY dp / i0p ‘elbow’ of unknown origin. The

most reliable etymologies are:
Proto-Core Jé *pr3t5 ‘to run’ > API pr3"t3, KAY pr3"t, SUY hl5n3;

v

Proto-Core Jé *titi ‘sister’ > API t3"¢, KAY t0"¢ ‘brother’, TIM t3y, SUY t"3n3;
PN]J *kat3k5 ‘firearm’ > PNR at3, API kat3"k3, KAY kato"k, TIM kat3k;
Proto-Core Jé *k3k5 ‘lizard’ > API k3"k5, KAY k6"k, TIM k"5k, TAP kok-¢i;
PNJ *kéné ‘stone’ > PNR kicy (?), AP1kéné, KAY kén, TIM k"én, TAP kéné, TAP k"éné;
PNJ *tini / *nini ‘faeces’ > PNR i/ yi, API?ini / pini, KAY in / pin, TIM hin / yin, TAP tiri;
Proto-Core Jé *kin3 ‘articulation, knee’ > API k3n), KAY kon, TIM kin, TAP kird, SUY k"n3;

PNJ *kaprin3 ‘turtle’ > PNR apy3n, API kaprin3, KAY kaprin, TIM kapr3n, TAP kahrém-Ci,

SUY kahl3-Ci;

PN]J *kutdyi ‘worm, blind snake’ > API kutdy, KAY kuto, TIM kut3, TAP kufoy;

PNJ *73r5 ‘Attalea speciosa coconut’ > API r3r5, KAY 51, TIM 73;
Proto-Core Jé *tiri ‘alive’ > API firi, KAY tin, TIM tir, SUY "7
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3.4.1. Notes on echo vowels.

1. The syllables containing the nucleus “a must have contained a high unrounded echo
vowel. This is still the case in some Kayapo and Timbira varieties as well as in and Suya
(Stout and Thomson 1974, Popjes and Popjes 1971, Nonato 2014: 129). This vowel must
have triggered palatalization of *t (in Apinayé and Kayapo) and of *r (in Tapaytna and
Suya):

PN]J “krati ‘base, stem, lower part of the body’ > API kratd ‘waist, leg, beginning, medial

part of along object’ ~ kray¢ ‘wall, stem, stalk’, KAY kray¢ ‘trunk, stump, pelvis’ (cf.
SUY k'aari);

PN]J *pari ‘foot’ > TAP h*ay, SUY hwayi (cf. KAY pari);

PN]J *"ba / *"ba-r ‘to know’ > *"ba / *"ba-ri > SUY "ba / "ba-yi (cf. KAY ma-ri);

PN] *kapa / *kapa-r ‘to pull out’ > *kapa / *kapa-ri > SUY kapa-yT.

Note that the same echo vowel must have existed in syllables with the vowel *;, but in this

case it triggered palatalization only in Apinayé:

PNJ *biti ‘only’ > API pi¢, but KAY bit (cf. TIM pit, maybe SUY wiri ‘always’);

PNJ *kriti ‘pet’ > API kriti ~ kric, but KAY krit (cf. TAP, SUY kiri);

PNJ *=dji / *ti-ri | *di-ri ‘to put’ > SUY =ti / si-i / ti-1i (ct. KAY =3i / 5i-ri), etc.

This does not necessarily suggest that the echo vowels of these two groups of words were
phonetically distinct: it is common for palatalization to be blocked when the consonant is both
preceded and followed by palatalizing vowels (this is precisely what happens in languages
like Paresi (Brandao 2014: 46)).

2. There are numerous reasons to believe that PNJ long verb forms did not contain echo
vowels, as it happens today in Apinayé (Oliveira 2005: 191). They are listed below.

e Although echo vowels are present in Kayapé long verb forms, they are chosen in a spe-
cial way for syllables whose underlying rhyme is 3r or or. While in nouns with these
rhyme the echo vowel is [i] (b3ri ‘tree, horn’), in long verb forms it copies the nucleus
(aks-r3 | yaks-r3 ‘to cut’). This suggests that these words did not rhyme at an earlier
stage.

e The correspondences in Central Jé languages are different for nouns and long verb forms
ending in PNJ *r. Compare the following pairs:
PNJ *pa / *pa-r ‘to finish, to kill’, Xavante pa / pa-ri ‘to finish, to erase’;
PN] *pari ‘foot’, Xavante para ‘id.’.

What matters here is not the quality of PNJ echo vowel but its presence or absence. The Proto-
Cerrado forms of these words would have been *pa / *pa-r ‘to finish’ and *pard ‘foot’ (the dis-
similation seems to have occurred in the independent history of PNJ).

e Some Suya alternations are explainable if we assume that the echo vowels were sup-
pressed in PNJ long verb forms:
SUY poyi / pot ‘to arrive’ < *boti / *bot < *boti / *bot;
SUY =yeré / a=yet ‘to hang.PL’ < *=yeté / *yet, etc.

The depalatalization of PNJ *$ through suppression of an echo vowel is attested in API tayc /
toyt ‘hard’.
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It is uncertain whether this phenomenon affected PN]J long verb form suffixes other than
*r. As a preliminary solution, I reconstruct forms like PNJ *té&-m ‘to go.SG’, *k3-m ‘to drink’,
*pe-k ‘to fart’, *ti-k ‘to die’, *ta"ba-k / *ya=ba-k ‘to listen’, *rwo-k ‘to descend’ (with the unproduc-
tive suffixes *-m and *-k also found in a handful of other verbs). However, it has not been
proven conclusively that these particular suffixes occurred without an echo vowel. The same
applies to the productive suffix *-.

4. Conclusion

For the first time, a phonological reconstruction of Proto-Northern Jé has been proposed. Some
issues still remain to be clarified, including:
— the emergence of long vowels in Timbira;
— the status and sources of syllable-final glottal stops in Timbira and preaspiration in
Apinayé (Oliveira 2005: 78);
— the status and sources of the k / k" opposition in Suy4;
— the status of stem-initial alternations of palatal consonants and *¢ (*4 in nasal sylla-
bles), first observed by A. P. Salanova (p.c.);
— the status and sources of word-initial unstressed syllables without an onset.

Now that a reconstruction of PNJ is available, we are in position to proceed to the recon-
struction of Proto-Cerrado and, subsequently, Proto-Jé and Proto-Macro-Jé. The importance of
such intermediate-level reconstructions as demonstrated, e.g., by S. Starostin (1999), cannot be
underestimated; ignoring this stage has led to absence of reliable reconstructions of Proto-Je,
which in turn makes further comparative studies in Macro-Jé impossible.

I am planning to propose a reconstruction of Proto-Jé in a forthcoming article.
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A. B. Huxysnmn. Vicropmyeckas poHeTHKa CeBepHOI BeTBY CEMbBI JKe.

Cratbs sABJsIeTCS IIePBOIL B IJIaHMPYeMOil aBTOPOM Cepuu ITyO/IMKaluii IO MCTOPUYeCcKOil
JoHOOTUN A3BIKOB IOKHOAMEPUKAHCKON MaKpoceMblu MaKpo-Xe. ITocKOTBKy B paMKax
BTOI MaKpOCEMBJ CaMO¥ OOJIBIIION U Pa3HOOOPa3HOI CeMbell SIBJISTIOTCSI COOCTBEHHO S3BIKI
>Ke, CpaBHMTe/IbHBIE MCC/IeloBaHNs 10 MaKpo-Ke B IIepBYIO ouepelb 3aBUCAT OT CTeIIeH!U JIC-
TOpMYECKOI 06pabOTaHHOCTU JaHHBIX II0 CeMbe JKe; IIPYU DTOM eAMHCTBEeHHas M3BecTHasI Ha
CeTOJHA TIOMBITKA CUCTEMHON PeKOHCTPYKIMM (POHOTOTMYECKO CUCTEMHI M JIEKCUIeCKOTO
mHBeHTaps npa-xe (Davis 1966) mogsepriach 06CTOsATeILHOM KPUTHKE B 1IeJIOM pszie paboT
(Ribeiro and Voort 2010, Nikulin 2015b). B HacTos1I€l1 CTaThe ITpejIaraeTcsl IPOMeKyTou-
Has peKOHCTPYKIIM JJIs1 IIpaceBepHOTO Ke, IpesiCTaB/IAIOIero KpyIHeIIyio 13 BeTBell ce-
MBI Ke.

Katouesvie caosa: A3BIKM 3K, SBBIKM MaKpO-3Ke, SI3HIKOBas PEKOHCTPYKLMS, CPaBHUTEIBHO-
VICTOPUYECKUIL METOZ,
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Initial *sp- in Hittite and sip(p)and- ‘to libate’ *

The Proto-Indo-European source of Hittite Sip(p)and- ‘to libate’ has been the subject of much
discussion, due to its implications for the treatment of initial clusters of sibilant plus stop in
Hittite and potential implications for the much larger question of the status of the verbal
category of the “perfect” in Anatolian: was the perfect, which in the oldest non-Anatolian IE
languages expresses an attained state, inherited also in Anatolian and lost there, or is it an
“Indo-Hittite” feature, i.e.,, a common innovation of “Core Indo-European”? Derivation of
Sip(p)and- from a PIE reduplicated perfect *s(p)e-spond- has justifiably been rejected on formal
and functional grounds, but improvements in our understanding of the outcome of PIE *sp-
in Hittite, as well as recent innovative proposals regarding the phonology of reduplication
and its status in PIE verbal morphology call for a reconsideration of the issue.

Keywords: hi-conjugation, Indo-Hittite, Proto-Indo-European perfect, reduplication.

At the colloquium honoring Holger Pedersen in Copenhagen in 1992, Bernhard Forssman
proposed that the Hittite stem Sipand- ‘libate; consecrate; offer’ reflects a PIE reduplicated per-
fect stem “spe-spond-, while its rarer OH variant iSpand- continues a root present (published as
Forssman 1994). This account was not favorably received by the Anatolian specialists present
upon its initial presentation, and it has subsequently with rare exceptions met mostly with re-
jection: e.g., Kassian and Yakubovich 2002: 34-5; Jasanoff 2003: 78, note 39; Tischler 2006: 1058
(with further literature); Kloekhorst 2008: 405; and Yakubovich 2009. Positive endorsements
known to me are by Schulze-Thulin (2001: 384), LIV2: 577, and Hoffner and Melchert (2008:
27), the last of which elicited a renewed rejection by Yakubovich (2010a: 151).

All of those who have rejected Forssman’s derivation of sipand- have explicitly or implic-
itly assumed that sSipand- and iSpand- represent alternate spellings of a preserved initial clus-
ter /sp-/. This was also the interpretation I adopted in Melchert 1994: 31-2, although with
considerable misgivings. We have learned a great deal more about the fate of initial *sp- in
Hittite in the last twenty years, and I have for some time believed that the gist of Forssman’s
account of Sipand- must be correct (hence the cautious reference in Hoffner and Melchert
2008: 27), but still outstanding formal and functional problems that I could not solve pre-
vented me from asserting this in print. The time has now come for a complete review of the
matter.

As has never been disputed, the development in Hittite of initial sequences of *st- and *sk-
is consistently i5t- and iSk- respectively: istanta(i)- ‘linger, be late’ < *stehy- ‘stand’, i$tu(wa)- ‘be-

* I am much indebted to Jay Jasanoff for making available to me the text of his forthcoming paper on the PIE
perfect in advance of its formal publication and to Ryan Sandell and Sam Zukoff for extensive advice regarding
the history of reduplication patterns. The standard disclaimer applies here with particular force, and I am solely
responsible for any errors in the application of these authors’ views to the case at hand.
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come known’ < *steu-, iskalla- ‘slit, tear’ < *skelH-, iskar- ‘prick, stick’ < *sker-. This is also the
most common result for *sp-: iSpai- ‘be satiated’ < *speh(i)-, ispant- ‘night’ < *(k*)sp-ént-, ispar-
‘spread out, strew’ < *sper-, isparre- ‘kick, trample’ < *sperH- (on separation of the last two see
Kloekhorst 2008: 406-9), ispart- ‘escape’ < *sperdh-.

However, we now have solid evidence for two additional though rare outcomes of *sp-.
The first is preservation as /sp-/, where the presence of a synchronic cluster is crucially indi-
cated by alternate spellings with $a-, se-, si-: Sa/e/ipe/ikkusta- /spe/ikusta-/ ‘pin, needle’ (see now
CHD S: 397 for attestations). As seen by Poetto (1986: 52-3), Neumann (1987: 282), and Kimball
(1999: 108-9), this word clearly reflects a virtual *sp(e)ik-us-to- to the enlarged root *speig/k-
‘sharp, pointed’ seen in English ‘spike’, Latin spica ‘ear (of grain)’, etc. The second rare result is
anaptyxis of a vowel u: Suppistuwara- ‘adorned with appliqués, decorations’, Suppistuwari- ‘ap-
pliqué, decoration’. The meaning is now assured by the occurrence of the i-stem noun in the
Hurro-Hittite Bilingual, KBo 32.14 ii 43 (see Neu 1996: 81 and 146). However, the popular
etymology (already Neu 1970: 68) as a compound ‘brightly shining’, allegedly consisting of
Suppi- ‘ritually pure’ and istu(wa)- ‘become known’ makes no sense whatsoever either semanti-
cally or formally. Hittite Suppi- means ‘ritually pure’, and there is no basis of any kind for a
sense ‘shining’. Nor is the role of the purported second member ‘become known’ in a com-
pound allegedly meaning ‘brightly shining’ explained (see the justified doubts of Kloekhorst
2008: 791).! This derivation also cannot account for the alternate form ispisduwaras in KUB
42.64 Vo 2, which cannot be dismissed as a scribal error, since is-pis-du-wa-ra- does not re-
motely resemble su-up-pi-is-tu-wa-ra- visually or aurally.

The decorations attached to a copper cup (thus in the bilingual) and the gold and silver
adornments added to clothing may well have been shiny (for the latter see refs. in Tischler
2006: 1198), but they were also more fundamentally stuck or stitched onto their respective ob-
jects.2 We are thus surely dealing with a derivative of a different form of the PIE root *spei-
‘pointed, sharp’ seen already above in /spe/ikusta-/: the sense of /supistwara:-/ was ‘appli-
quéd’, decorated with something ‘stuck on’ (for the semantics compare the history of English
‘stick’ and ‘stitch’ and German stechen). Note, however, that at least one Hittite speaker knew
this word in a form with the regular treatment of *sp- as isp-.

I had already recognized the existence of these two examples in Melchert 1994: 32, but
found them as exceptional and inexplicable as sipand-. It is now clear, at least to me, that these
forms do fit into a well-known Hittite pattern: they show the two regular results of prehistoric
*sm-: (1) preservation; (2) u-anaptyxis. The first treatment is shown by Hittite Sa/e-me-en-zi, sa-
am-na-an-zi ‘withdraw; relinquish’ where (pace Kassian and Yakubovich 2002: 12) the alternate
spelling of the singular stem clearly shows synchronic /smen-/ (thus with Oettinger 1979: 104,
Kimball 1999: 117, and CHD S: 120), in an ablauting root present *smén-, *smn-énti, even if the
root etymology remains uncertain (thus also Kloekhorst 2008: 714-15).

There are now three examples for the treatment with anaptyctic -u-, which is quite real
(contra Kloekhorst 2008: 782-5):

(1) summittant- ‘axe’ < virtual *smit-ént- ‘(the) cutting (one)’ (already Knobloch 1956: 67,

Kimball 1999: 199 et al.);

1 As per Kloekhorst (2008: 790), despite its clear behavior as an inherited word — an ablauting adjective —
Hittite suppi- ‘ritually pure’ has no clear cognates or etymology. Unfortunately, the attractive comparison with
Umbrian sopa/supa and interpretation as ‘taboo’ (Watkins 1975) is very doubtful: see the extended critique by
Weiss (2010: 358-83).

2 I know of no basis for the meaning ‘animal representation or icon (usually of metal)’ adopted by Yakubo-
vich (2009: 548, note 5). In any case, the word definitely does not contain suppi- ‘ritually pure’.
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(2) sum(m)um(m)ahh- ‘unite, make one’ < *sm- ‘one’ + -uman- ‘belonging to’ + factitive -ahh-
(Rieken 2000: 174, modified by Hoffner and Melchert 2008: 60);3

(3) first plural enclitic possessive -summali- < *s-mé- < aphaeresized *ns-mé- (Rieken 2002:
414-15).4

As emphasized by Rieken, the change of initial *sm- > summ- with anaptyxis and gemina-
tion is a genuine Hittite sound law. She herself (2002: 408) left open the question of its precise
conditioning versus that of the preservation as /sm-/. However, the contrast between $a/emen-
< *smén- and enclitic possessive summali- < *sme- suggests that the different outcomes are con-
ditioned by the accent: namely, that initial *sm- was preserved immediately before the accent
but developed to *summ- when the following syllable was unaccented. We cannot be as certain
about the accent in summittant- and Sum(m)um(m)ahh-, but their morphological structure is
more than compatible with supposing that the accent stood farther to the right than the origi-
nal initial syllable.

Rieken (2002: 408) reasonably derives Hittite iSmeri- ‘bridle, rein’ < *s(hy)mér-, but if the
root etymology (to *seh>- ‘bind’) is correct, as it surely is, this example does not prove a devel-
opment of *sm- > ism-, since it is more likely that it was the *sh, that led to i5h- (as in iShanittar-
‘relative by marriage, as per Rieken 1999: 283—4). The resulting unsyllabifiable *i$hme- was
then reduced to isme-. Pace Kloekhorst (2008: 394) nothing requires that the verb iShamai- ‘sing’
reflect a zero-grade *shym-; it may easily continue full-grade *shoem-, as he himself assumes for
the noun ishamai- ‘song’.

We may now return to the matter of the Hittite treatment of initial *sp-. The observed vac-
illation is now explainable. Pre-Hittite language learners were faced with two models for how
to treat *sp-: since it consisted of sibilant plus voiceless stop, they could follow the model of
*st- and *sk- and add a prothetic i-; however, since *sp- also consisted of a sibilant plus labial
stop, speakers could also follow the model of the other sequence of sibilant plus labial stop,
namely *sm-, and according to the position of the accent, either preserve the sequence or insert
an anaptyctic -u-. Although m generally behaves as a sonorant in older Indo-European lan-
guages (that is, as a continuant), one must not forget that in articulatory terms it is also a stop.
It is thus not unreasonable that Hittite speakers did not show absolute consistency in their
treatment of initial *sp-, where *p belonged both to the class of labial stops and to the class of
voiceless stops.

The dominant practice for most lexemes was to follow the model of the other voiceless
stops and add a prothetic vowel i-. Contra Melchert 1994: 32, Kimball 1999: 110-11, Kassian
and Yakubovich 2002: 33-5, and Yakubovich 2009: 545-7, there is not the slightest justification
to doubt the linguistic reality of the prothetic vowel in i5T-, as assumed by Kronasser (1966:
48-9), Eichner (1975: 98), Oettinger (1979: 416-17), Kloekhorst (2008: 61), and others. First of
all, the alternations in personal names from the Old Assyrian texts of the Colony period cited
by Yakubovich (2009: 546) not only all involve *sp-, as he admits, but show exactly the same
variation as we have seen in Suppistuward- ~ i$pistuwara-: Su-pu-da-ah-$u vs. Is-pu-da-ah-$u, Su-
pu-na-ah-$u vs. I§-pu-na-ah-$u, Su-pu-nu-ma-an vs. I§-pu-nu-ma-an. I emphasize that we find no
spellings in these names of the type tSa-pu- or +Si-pu-, which is what we would expect were

3 Since the word is hapax, the objection of Kloekhorst (2008: 784) that the word does not show geminate spell-
ing for either of the two -mm- is not compelling.

+] am not persuaded by Rieken’s two proposed examples of the change *-sm- > -summ- in morpheme-internal
position. Hittite Sumanzan- (sic!) means ‘(bul)rush’ and has basic single -m- (see Melchert 2004: 129-31); CLuvian
te/isSummal/i- ‘(unfired) clay cup’ contains the Luvian suffix -umma/i- also seen in annarummal/i- ‘powerful’.
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we facing alternate spellings for /spu-/.> These names actually further confirm that the varia-
tion in the Hittite appellative is genuine: /sup-/ vs. /isp-/. Note that the scriptio plena of the
stem vowel in Suppistuwara- ‘appliqué’ suggests that the accent was not on the vowel follow-
ing the initial *sp-, and therefore the treatment supp- beside isp- fits the pattern for Summ- <
*sm-. Unfortunately, there is no independent evidence for the position of the accent in the per-
sonal names or in $a/e/ippel/ikkusta- ‘pin’, but nothing stands in the way of supposing that the
names reflect original accent beyond the first syllable, while the appellative was /spékusta-/
like /smén-/.6

Kimball (1999: 110) cites as “very convincing” my own argument (Melchert 1984: 110) that
the Hittite adjective ishaskant- ‘blood-shot, blood-stained’ must reflect a compound *ishan-
skant- with the participle of iske/a- ‘anoint, smear’, thus showing that the i- of iSke/a- must be
purely graphic. The argument is not at all compelling, however, since nothing precludes that
the compound was formed in pre-Hittite before the addition of the prothetic i-. In any case, the
overlooked new example i-is-ke-ez-[zi] in the fragment KBo 34.243:3 (Ritual of Zarpiya) now
excludes both my etymology and that of Rieken (1999: 402), approved by Kloekhorst (2008:
402), which start from *(p)s-ske/o- and *sg®)-yé/6- respectively.” The plene spelling (which
would be entirely unparalleled for the prothetic vowel) appears to require a return to the ety-
mology of Oettinger (1979: 327), despite the semantic difficulties associated with the root
>('(]’11)61'57’11-.

The first two arguments adduced by Kassian and Yakubovich (2002: 33) against the reality
of the prothetic i- in isT- are also without foundation. Their statement that the prothetic vowel
is always spelled i- is correct, but their claim that is-/es- alternations are frequent in cases with
etymological *i- is patently false: Hitt. iskis- ‘back’, cognate with Grk. ixy(ov) ‘loins’ (a quite
certain equation, pace Kloekhorst 2008: 402) is spelled exclusively with is-, while isha- ‘owner;
master, lord’ < *hies-h»-0- with regular raising of pretonic short *e to *i (see now on this word
and its etymology Nussbaum 2014: 244-5) is also spelled exclusively with is-, with the single
exception of the totally aberrant form es-hé in the NS copy KBo 3.34 i 25, a copyist’s error that
has no probative value.® Their second point, that the prothetic vowel is never spelled with
plene as i-is-, makes no sense, since we would expect the prothetic vowel to be unaccented and
thus never lengthened.” The further argument adduced by Yakubovich (2009: 546, note 3) is
also less than compelling. He claims that the HLuvian form sa-ma-ra/i-ka-wa/i-ni (URBS) for the
city appearing in Hittite cuneiform as YRVI$-mi/e-ri-ka- shows that the Luvians learned this city
name through the Hittites with /sm-/, since Luvian had eliminated all cases of initial *sC- in
their own language. There are two problems here: first, to my knowledge we know only that
Luvian eliminated initial *s+stop by deletion of the sibilant (e.g., HLuvian (*261)tapai vs. Hittite

5 One could, of course, argue that the empty vowel used in the spelling for /sp-/ merely copied the following
real /u/ vowel, but the evidence from Hittite appellatives for the reality of u-anaptyxis argues decisively against this.

¢ The spelling of the “ethnic” suffix -uma(n)- with plene, as in Whi-i§-tu-u-ma-a§ (KBo 23.99 i 19), provides
some indirect support for an accent */Spunéman-/ at least in the one personal name.

7 Contra Kloekhorst (2008: 402), the inflection iskezzi, iSkanzi must be older than that of iskiyazzi, since the in-
flectional type in -e-/-a- in base verbs is recessive in Hittite, while that in -ye-/-ya- is notoriously productive. Thus
Rieken’s etymology is excluded also on this basis.

8 Contra Kloekhorst (2008: 390) the form e-es-ha-as-si-is is very unlikely to belong to this word (see Otten 1961:
130-1) and is irrelevant. There is thus no basis for appealing to the sporadic New Hittite change of is- to es- (see
further below.)

° The claim of Kloekhorst (2008: 61) that the prothetic vowel cannot be identified with the Hittite phoneme /i/
because it fails to undergo the New Hittite lowering to -e- is also false, since Yakubovich (2010b: 309-15) has made
compelling arguments that the very sporadic change of e > i in New Hittite is not a regular sound change.
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istapi ‘blocks up’). I am not aware of any evidence that tells us the fate of initial *s+sonorant.
Second, even if Luvian had no native words with initial *sR-, the argument is not probative.
There is no way to exclude that the Hittites adapted the name *Sme/iriga- in their fashion with
prothetic i-, while the Luvians dealt with the initial *sm- by anaptyxis of an -a-. The Luvian
form may easily be read as /Samariga-/.

We are thus left with Sipand- alternating with ispand- as the only basis for doubting the re-
ality of the prothetic i- in isT-. But we have now seen that this orthographic alternation cannot
possibly be interpreted to stand for /spand-/, despite the assertions of Kassian and Yakubovich
(2002: 33-5) and Yakubovich (2009: 547-8). We now know how a preserved initial /sp-/ was
written where it existed, and as we would predict, it is expressed by alternation between sa-
pV-, Se-pV- and Si-pV- in Sa/e/ipe/ikkusta- ‘pin, needle’. Given that Sip(p)and- is spelled several
hundred times with absolute consistency as $i-(ip)-pa-an-t/d°, it is not credible that this spelling
stands for /sp-/. The first syllable of the word must be read as /si-/.

Possible additional evidence for the reality of a stem /sipand-/ comes from HLuvian and
Lycian. Yakubovich (2009: 555) cites the suggestion of Hajnal (1995: 133—4) that HLuvian
(CAELUM.*286.x)sd-pa-tara/i-i-sa (KARKAMIS A 2+3, §17a) might mean ‘libation priest’ and
reflect an earlier */sVpentero/i-/ also continued by Lycian hppiiterus, which is a professional ti-
tle or institution.!® It is now clear that Lycian hpp- must be derived from a prehistoric *sVp-
(contra Melchert 1994: 304-5), and the HLuvian may be read /sapandaris/. For Yakubovich
(2009: 556) these forms attest a hybrid Luvo-Hittite creation *sapantalli- ‘pertaining to a liba-
tion’ that underwent rhoticism in Luvian and was then borrowed into Lycian. The last step is
pure speculation, and the very different morphology of hppiiterus- argues rather for a native
Lycian word that is at best a root cognate with the Luvian. That the verbal stem is not attested
in Luvian or Lycian (thus far!) is not a compelling argument against a Proto-Anatolian stem
*sepond- that led by regular phonological developments to sipand-, */sapand-/, and *hppiit-. 1
must emphasize, however, that I place no weight on this argument, since the meaning of the
Luvian is not fully assured, and that of the Lycian is based entirely on the putative etymology.

Kassian and Yakubovich (2002: 33) and Yakubovich (2009: 547) argue that one cannot in-
terpret the first vowel of the Old Hittite/Old Script spelling Si-pa-an-t/d-° as real, because this
could only imply a reading /siband-/, and voicing of the stop in this environment cannot be mo-
tivated by any known Hittite sound change. This argument reflects a fundamental methodologi-
cal fallacy and a profound misunderstanding of how orthographies devised by and for native
speakers work. Such orthographies cannot be compared to the International Phonetic Alphabet.
Native speakers know how the words of their language are pronounced and also the grammar
that predicts where they will occur, and writing systems (especially those used by a small elite)
need only give just enough clues for another native speaker reader to successfully identify the
word intended. Examples like the Anatolian hieroglyphs for Luvian and Linear B for Mycena-
ean Greek show just how much information can be omitted! Many factors determine spelling
practices in a given tradition: aesthetics (important in the Anatolian hieroglyphs used for public
inscriptions), convention, convenience, and above all simply imitation of one’s teachers.

The Hittites knew that /sipand-/ contained a voiceless labial stop; there was no compulsion
to indicate this in a word that occurred hundreds of times in Old Hittite ritual texts. Since the
first vowel of si-pa-an-t/d-° has to have been linguistically real, Yakubovich’s attempt (2009:
550-55) to motivate a Luvian-influenced anaptyxis into the non-existent /spand-/ is beside the
point, but he does raise the legitimate question of why, beginning in Middle Hittite, the spell-

10 For a similar independent interpretation of the HLuvian word and comparison with the Hittite hapax 5a-
pa-an-ta-al-la (KBo 31.8+17) see Giusfredi 2010: 123-4.
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ing $i-ip-pa-an-t/d°- was introduced and in fact became the dominant orthography. Here the in-
creasing role of Luvian native speakers among the Hittite scribes may well be the responsible
factor. The Luvian-speaking scribes surely learned fairly quickly the general Hittite scribal
practice of distinguishing intervocalic voiceless from voiced stops by -VC-CV- versus -V-CV
spellings. It would be entirely natural if they chose to apply this to what seemed the unmoti-
vated exception of Si-pa-an-t/d-°. 1 stress, however, that this scenario is by no means necessary.
Since, I must insist, the word was pronounced /sipand-/ from the beginning of attested Hittite,
a senior scribe could have decided at any time that the exception should be eliminated and a
new standard spelling be adopted. A number of changes were made in Hittite spelling prac-
tices from Old to New Hittite, and this is merely one of them.

I may cite as a parallel for the non-writing of a geminate stop in Old Hittite versus its ex-
pression in later manuscripts the example of /tarsikke-/, the older iterative of tar- ‘say’. In Old
Script we find only tar-si-kdn-zi and tar-Si-ke-ez-zi in KBo 22.2 Ro 8 and Vo 4, but in Middle
Script tar-si-ik-ke-mi (HKM 46:27) and tar-si-ik-ke-si (KUB 14.1 Ro 34), and in New Script copies
of Old Hittite texts tar-si-ik-kdn-zi (KBo 3.1 ii 33 and 3.16 iii 14).

Whatever the motivation may have been for the introduction of the spelling si-ip-pa-an-
t/d°-, the absolutely fixed spelling with initial si- excludes the reading /spand-/ for Old Hittite,
and since there is indeed no way to motivate a voicing of the labial stop, $i-(ip)-pa-an-t/d°- must
be interpreted as /sipand-/, while the rarer variant i$-pa-an-t/d-° stands for regular /ispand-/.
The problem then becomes: how do we account for the existence of these two stems and ex-
plain their attested shape and use?

The source of the stem ispant- is straightforward: it may continue a PIE root present of the
he-conjugation *spénd-ei, *spénd-nti ‘libate’, yielding regularly attested iSpanti, iSpantanzi
(Jasanoff 2003: 86) — but see below for an alternative account. An ablauting root present
*spénd-, *spnd- (Forssman 1994: 102) would also lead to iSpant- phonologically, but such a re-
construction is morphologically incompatible with a Hittite hi-verb root present. That the
hi-inflection of ispand- is secondary after Sipand- (LIVa: 577) is unlikely. Other Hittite root
mi-presents standing beside reduplicated hi-presents show no such influence: wekzi beside
wewakki ‘demands’.

Forssman (1994: 103) proposed to derive $ipand- from a reduplicated stem *spe-spond-,
*spe-spnd-, assuming a full reduplication of the initial *sp- of the root and differing simplifica-
tions leading to Hittite Sipand- and Old Latin spepondi. The need to assume a complicated dou-
ble dissimilation for Hittite whereby the first *p but the second *s was lost has undoubtedly
been one of the reasons for the widespread rejection of Forssman’s account.

However, there is now a growing consensus that the history of reduplication in Indo-
European should be understood very differently, namely as an inherited synchronic process
whose operation is subject to renewal (whatever theoretical approach one takes to its descrip-
tion): see the extensive argumentation of Keydana 2006, followed by Byrd 2015: 118-21 and
others. Furthermore, one should in reconstructing the PIE state of affairs follow the standard
procedure of giving most weight to isolated archaisms that cannot easily be motivated as in-
novations. On this basis, following already Brugmann 1897: 40—41(!), Keydana (2006: 107),
Byrd (2015: 120) and others argue on the basis of non-productive forms like Latin present sisto
‘(cause to) stand; stop’, Grk. totnut ‘stand’ plus Avestan hi-staiti ‘stands’ and Olrish se-scaind
‘jumped’ that the PIE reduplication pattern with roots in initial *sT- was *sV-sT-.1!

1 Hittite Sis$h(a)- ‘order, decide’ may also be a relic reflecting *si-sho- to the root *seh- ‘bind’ (thus Kloekhorst
2008: 758-9; cf. tentatively already Melchert 1984: 153, note 125). For the original stem as $ish(a)- see the MH/MS at-
testations cited by Kloekhorst and the CHD S: 450-51.
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This means that we may suppose that the PIE reduplicated stem behind Hittite Sipand-
was *se-spond-, *se-spnd- (also considered as an alternative by Schulze-Thulin 2001: 384). These
preforms will in terms of vocalism lead regularly to attested $ipanti, Sipant/danzi, with regular
raising of pretonic short *e to i (see Melchert 1994: 101) and lengthening of the accented short
*0 to Hittite 4 in the strong stem (spelled plene a few times, as in KBo 17.11 iv 4&14, OH/OS).

What remains to be accounted for is the deletion of the second *s of the preform *sespVnd-.
Once we regard changes in productive reduplication patterns as reflecting renewal of a syn-
chronic process, there are (at least) two ways to account for the loss of *s in this context. The
tirst may be formulated in terms of pre-Hittite constraints on the syllabification of consonants.
Synchronically, an [s] in contact with another consonant at a syllable boundary appears to be
treated as ambisyllabic in attested Hittite: note spellings such as ti-is-Sa-kin-zi ‘they (usually)
step’ (IBoT 1.36 iv 30) beside usual ti-is-kdn-zi for [tis.skan.tsi] or wa-as-sa-pa-an ‘garment’ be-
side wa-as-pa-an for [was.span] (see Bernabé Pajares 1973: 4467 and passim; Melchert 1994:
150-52). However, we have compelling reasons to think that at an earlier prestage of Hittite
there was a constraint against [s]+stop as a syllable onset.

For word-initial position, of course, the evidence is the development of the prothetic i- be-
fore *sT-. As argued above, this was undeniably the regular treatment of such initial clusters.
The (thus far) unique exception of /spekusta-/ ‘pin’ was “licensed” only by the pressure of pre-
served /sm-/ with [s] plus labial nasal stop. Addition of the prothetic vowel naturally enabled
a prehistoric syllabification *[is.TV-]. Evidence for the same prehistoric constraint on [sT] in
medial onsets is furnished by the pattern of anaptyxis in marked imperfectives with the suffix
*ske/o-, where a vowel was inserted between a preceding consonant and the *s or in the case of
coronals between the *s and the *k: appiske- ‘take’, akkiske- ‘die’, but tarsikke- ‘say’ (see Melchert
2012: 179-80). Once again, the anaptyxis solved the prehistoric synchronic syllabification prob-
lem, permitting *[ap.pis.kV-], *[ak.kis.kV-] and *[tar.si.kV-].1? I emphasize that the forms with
anaptyxis became underlying representations by the time of attested Hittite, leading by then
surely to phonetic realizations [ap.pis.skV-] etc.

We may therefore assume that likewise there was a stage at which pre-Hittite (arguably
Common Anatolian) *sespVnd(V)- could no longer be syllabified as *[se.san.d(V)—], just as the
word-initial *[spd/én.d(V)-] of the nominal stem PUSispanduzzi- ‘libation’ and its derivatives
could not be syllabified (likewise in the hxe-present if it existed at this point). In this case, solv-
ing the problem in the former by anaptyxis, producing *[se.sV.pVn.d(V)-] beside the new
[is.pd/én.d(V)-] with prothesis, would have seriously disrupted the formal relationship of
words that were in semantic terms transparently related. A simpler alternative solution was to
resyllabify *[se.spVn.d(V)-] as *[ses.pVn.d(V)-].

However, there is now reason to believe that the syllabification *[ses.pVn.d(V)-] might it-
self have been problematic. Zukoff (2014: 272-5) has argued for a context-sensitive version of
the well-known Obligatory Contour Principle that prohibits identical adjacent segments. Zu-
koff proposes that there was also operative in early Indo-European an OCP-SYLLABLE (OCP-
o) constraint: “Assign one violation mark * for every syllable that contains identical seg-
ments.” 13 If we assume that this constraint also applied at some stage of pre-Hittite (or Com-
mon Anatolian), then it would have prohibited the syllabification *[ses.an.d(V)-], which

12 For the assumption that intervocalic voiceless stops spelled double were geminates that closed the preced-
ing syllable see Melchert 1994: 18 with references and also Kloekhorst 2014: 545-6 (with a different phonological
analysis).

13 For an extensive discussion of OCP effects in PIE and its descendants (including but not confined to OCP-0)
see Sandell 2016, who also duly notes (2016: 146) the notorious exceptionality of PIE *ses- ‘sleep’ and its reflexes.

193



H. Craig Melchert

would have been solved by deletion of the s in the syllable coda.'* If loss of the coda consonant
led as expected to compensatory lengthening, producing a virtual *[se:.pVn.d(V)-], the pre-
tonic long vowel could have been shortened in time to undergo the specific pre-Hittite change
of pretonic short *e to i. Compare Hittite hippara- ‘serf’ (or sim.) < *h.épor-6- (Eichner 1973: 72).15

Hittite Sipand- may thus be derived by regular phonological developments from a redu-
plicated stem *se-spond-, *se-spnd-, and I stress again that its absolutely fixed i-vocalism cannot
be plausibly explained by any other means. There remains, however, the question of whether
such a reduplicated stem is a viable source for the Hittite verb in its attested use. One of the
few supporters of Forssman’s original proposal, expresses doubts: “Ist ein altes Zustandsper-
fekt semantisch sinnvoll?” (Kiimmel in LIV 577, note 5). Yakubovich (2009: 547) also rea-
sonably protests that there is no discernible functional difference between attested sipand- and
ispand- (cf. also Kloekhorst 2008: 406). I myself previously looked in vain for any such contrast
in usage.

I now believe that such a venture failed because we based our search on false premises.
A perfect with the standardly assumed value of an “attained state” hardly fits the usage of the
Hittite verb, which is clearly eventive: ‘libate’, secondarily ‘consecrate’ (by pouring a libation
over), then by metonymy ‘offer X (to a deity)’ and by syntactic change ‘worship (a deity) with
X’: see CHD S: 384-95. I had supposed that the reduplicated stem belonged to what I regarded
as the small class of iterative-durative perfects, such as *we-w(o)rt- ‘roll, revolve’ (on such a
meaning for at least some instances of Vedic vavart- see Kiimmel 2000: 462ff.). But I could find
no clear traces of an iterative-durative or even processual value for sipand-.

Jasanoff (forthcoming) has now argued that the “attained state” value of the perfect in
Core Indo-European is an innovation and that the classical “perfect” originates in a redupli-
cated hye-aorist of the shape *Ce-CdC-, *Ce-CC-, whereas the few “perfects” that show iterative
semantics reflect rather reduplicated h.e-presents of the form *Cé-CoC-, *Cé-CC-.'¢ Hittite
wewakk- ‘request’ (repeatedly) and mema/i- ‘speak’ are direct reflexes of the latter category. By
this scenario, *se-spond-, *se-spnd- would have been a reduplicated hze-aorist and should have
referred to the act of libating not as an activity (which would have been expressed by the hze-
present), but as a single telic act.’”

If one examines all thirty-plus instances of sipand- in Old Hittite/Old Script, one finds that
it is consistently used in such a fashion. It is used to refer to the act of libating once at a par-
ticular “station”, such as in front of the window (KBo 17.11+ iv 23) or to the hearth (KBo 17.19

4 One may compare typologically for a similar “repair” the Sanskrit weak perfect stem sed- ‘sit’ < *sé-sd- and
more broadly other Sanskrit weak perfect stems of the shape CeC- as well as long-vowel preterite formations in
Germanic and Celtic: see Schumacher 2005: 601-5, Zukoff 2014: 274, and Sandell: 2016: esp. 142-3 and 156-7.

15 Zukoff (2015) has now refined his account of Indo-European reduplication patterns in terms of what he la-
bels the POORLY-CUED REPETITION PRINCIPLE: “A CVC sequence containing identical consonants (C,VC,) is dis-
preferred, due to repetition blindness; it is especially dispreferred if one or both of the consonants lack phonetic
cues which are important for the perception of its presence (in contrast to zero) in the speech signal.” For reasons
he sets forth, this principle applies especially to the second fricative [s] in a sequence #sVsT-. Since this newer for-
mulation will also handle the case of Sipand- < *se-spond-, 1 forego extensive discussion here and refer interested
readers to Zukoff’s own presentation, available online.

16 While verbs of the latter class have mostly been assimilated to the true “attained state” perfects in the at-
tested languages, Jasanoff stresses that in the oldest Greek their separate origin is still betrayed by a different plu-
perfect inflection.

171 do follow LIV 577 and others, against Jasanoff forthcoming, in supposing that the concrete meaning ‘li-
bate’ of Greek and Hittite is original, from which already in PIE developed the secondary sense ‘pledge, dedicate’
(in the middle ‘pledge, dedicate oneself’).
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ii 11). It alone (never iSpand-) is used with specification of how many discrete times one per-
forms the act of libating: ‘once’ (KBo 17.11+ iv 33, KUB 43.30 ii 11&15 and often), ‘twice’ (KBo
20.1019), ‘three times’ (KUB 43.30 ii 14), ‘seven times’ (KBo 25.127 ii 25). It alone is attested in
the telic sense ‘consecrate’ a sacrificial animal or other object (KBo 17.36+iii 9 and 17.33+ i 14).
Finally, it may be used of worshipping a deity (in the accusative) by libating into a bowl (KBo
25.61 Vo 9).

Trying to determine whether the stem ispand- has a synchronically distinct sense and
whether its absence in the contexts just cited for Sipand- is systematic or merely due to chance
is made extremely difficult by the very small number of examples, especially of examples with
full context. Aside from the “Ritual for the Royal Couple”, which uses only iSpand- in its at-
tested portions (see Otten and Soucek 1969: 97), there are a mere handful of other attestations,
either in Old Script or later copies. However, the examples in KBo 20 ii 5&6 (OH/OS), where
ispanti ‘performs a libation’ occurs in the immediately context of hinga ‘bows’ is strongly remi-
niscent of that of KBo 25.104 ii 12-13 (OH/OS?), where we read LUGAL-u$ dKuwassas
USKE[N...] Sipanti. Similarly, the phraseology [... ]x 2 ekuzi [...hu]ppari ispant[i] ‘drinks two
[...] libates into a bow!’ (KBo 25.51 i 18-19; OH/OS) hardly differs from that of hiippari Sipanti
(KBo 25.61 Vo 9; OH/OS) cited above.

It therefore seems extremely unlikely that the stem iSpant- has any different sense syn-
chronically from that of sipant-. Both refer to libating conceived as a single telic act and to the
other telic meanings derived from that. By the oldest attested Hittite iSpant- survives only as a
marginal variant of sipant-. In fact, one may reasonably ask: does the very rare verbal stem
ispant- continue a genuine prehistoric present stem at all, or is it merely an analogical creation
based on the nominal forms PUQispanduzzi- ‘libation’, PYSiSpanduzzi(y)assar- ‘libation vessel’,
and PUSispantuwa- ‘libation vessel’? Of course, if one opts for the latter interpretation, then one
must ask in turn what the basis was for the nominal stems, which appear to be deverbative.

As to PUSispanduzzi- (from which PYSiSpanduzzi(y)assar- obviously is further derived), if
one looks at the class of Hittite nouns in -uzzi-, some are indeed undeniably deverbative,
formed to synchronically existing verbal stems: e.g., XUSannanuzzi- ‘(part of a) harness’ <
annanu- ‘train’, kuruzzi- ‘cutting tool’ < ku(e)r- ‘cut’. Others, however, appear to be rather
deradical, being derived from forms of the respective roots whose existence in pre-Hittite as
verbal stems is dubious: e.g., ishuzzi- ‘belt, chain’ < *s(e)ho- ‘bind’ (but all verbal forms are
based on i$hi- < *shiei-), tuzzi- ‘camp; army’ < *dh(e)h:- ‘place’ (whereas the present stem of the
verb is dai- with an *-i- suffix).’® The nominal stems PUSispanduzzi- and PYSispanduzzi(y)assar-
are thus not probative evidence for a genuine pre-Hittite verbal stem iSpand-. The stem
ispanduzzi- may be a primary derivative from the root *spend-. It is true that PUSispanduwa- is
hypostasized from the verbal noun (thus with Carruba 1966: 23, note 35), but precisely in this
case there are also a number of spellings as PUCS)sipanduwa- (see CHD S: 396). In this noun,
then, the variant iSpanduwa- may be analogical, just as in the other verbal forms.

I therefore must conclude that evidence for a pre-Hittite present stem of any kind is less
than compelling. A hse-conjugation present *spond-ei, *spénd-nti may well have existed, but its
existence must be based on other evidence (see Jasanoff 2003: 78 on Greek omévdw ‘pour, li-
bate’ and Latin spondeo ‘vow’). The fundamentally telic senses of the Hittite verb $ipand- are in
any case fully compatible with the proposal that it continues a reduplicated he-aorist. With
due revisions, then, the much maligned derivation suggested by Forssman more than twenty

18 The primary meaning of tuzzi- is ‘camp’, as shown by the derived verb tuzziya- ‘encamp’. One must with
Kloekhorst (2008: 908) insist on this etymology of Carruba (1966: 23, note 35). There is no connection with western
Indo-European *teuta-.
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years ago may be upheld. However, one must not overlook that the functional side of the sce-
nario presented here, following Jasanoff, has implications for Indo-European dialectology that
are diametrically opposed to those of Forssman’s original formulation: by the present account
Hittite sip(p)and- reflects a PIE reduplicated aorist whose development into an “attained-state”
perfect is a common innovation of “Core Indo-European”.

Ilya Yakubovich
Philipps-Universitdt Marburg; sogdiana783@gmail.com

Response to C. Melchert *

It is appropriate to begin this response by thanking
H. Craig Melchert for submitting the paper under dis-
cussion to the Journal of Language Relationship. Given
the fact that the main claim of this paper radically con-
tradicts the views expressed earlier by two editors of
the journal, Alexei Kassian and Ilya Yakubovich, the
publication of this piece in our journal is obviously
conducive to resuming the discussion on this contro-
versial topic. I hope that our readers will benefit from
comparing different approaches to interpreting Hittite
cuneiform spellings.

In the first part of the response I will dwell on Mel-
chert’s specific claims pertaining to the Hittite verbal
stem spand- ‘to libate’. It is my intention to demon-
strate that its analysis offered immediately above is
fraught with so many complications and arbitrary as-
sumptions that it cannot be acceptable as a viable hy-
pothesis regardless of the broader considerations that
have motivated it. The second part of the response
turns to a more general issue of how the Anatolian
cuneiform reflects the evolution of consonant clusters
in the Hittite language. I have to acknowledge here
that Melchert’s new approach is internally consistent
and has some advantages over his older views. This
prompts me to present an alternative account of how
$pand- may have evolved within the history of Hittite,
which largely accommodates Melchert’s contempo-
rary interpretation of Hittite orthography but strives
to avoid the pitfalls of his etymological analysis.

* This reply is subject to the usual disclaimers. I am grateful
to Alexei Kassian and H. Craig Melchert, whose comments to its
first drafts led to the overall improvement of my argumentation,
and to Stephen Durnford, who has kindly agreed to improve my
style. My work on this piece was conducted within the frame-
work of the project “Digitales philologisch-etymologisches Worter-
buch der altanatolischen Kleinkorpussprachen (RI 1730/7-1)” funded
by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft.
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1. The readers must first be reminded about the na-
ture of the controversy. The Old Hittite texts display a
number of forms that contain the reflexes of the Indo-
European root *spe/ond- ‘to libate’ (LIV,: 577-578).
These forms can be divided into two groups display-
ing the cuneiform spelling beginning with is-pa- and
Si-pa- respectively. Their distribution in Old Hittite /
Old Script texts is illustrated in the Table 1 below,
which is taken wholesale from Kassian & Yakubovich
2002: 34. It is easy to see that the the third-person
forms of the base verb display the variants beginning
with both #-pa- and $i-pa-, with a preference for the
first variant, while the rest of the attested forms show
exclusively the spelling i5-pa-. It is worth mentioning
that the spelling $i-pa- was generalized for all the finite
forms by the Middle Hittite period, but the nominal
derivatives iSpantuzzi and iSpantuzzijasSar retained the
spelling is-pa- throughout the history of Hittite (Yaku-
bovich 2009: 549).

The controversy concerns the question whether the
forms listed in the Table 1 are ultimately derived from
one verbal stem or from two. According to the view of
Kassian & Yakubovich 2002, which is also maintained
in Yakubovich 2009, the variants i§-pa- and Si-pa- re-
flect different graphic renderings of the same word-
initial cluster /sp-/, which cannot be unambiguouly
represented in cuneiform script. In this we followed a
tentative suggestion expressed in Melchert 1994: 31.
For Melchert (ibid.), the issue was not fully settled, be-
cause he could not think of a plausible reason why the
two different graphic conventions were adopted in the
instance of the root spand- ‘libate’, but not for render-
ing the other roots with etymological *sC- clusters,
which all consistently adopt the spelling 5-CV-. Kas-
sian and Yakubovich (2002: 34) were bolder in defend-
ing the same interpretation, because we thought that
we had a solution to this problem. According to the
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Table 1: spand- ‘to libate’ and its derivatives in Old Hittite

Spand- ‘to libate’

prs. 1 sg. isSpantahhife: 6x
prs. 3 sg. iSpajanti: 8x
prs. 3 pl. iSpantanzi: 1x
prs. 3 sg. iSpanzaskizzi: 1x

*Sipantahhi/e: not attested
Sipdjanti: 27x

Sipantanzi: 7x
*$ipanzaskizzi: not attested

ispantuzzi ‘libation vessel’

nom.-acc. sg. ispantuzzi: 7x
dat.-loc. pl. ispantuzzias: 2x

*$ipantuzzi: not attested
*Sipantuzzias: not attested

iSpantuzzijassar ‘libation vessel’

nom.-acc. sg. iSpantuzzijassar: 11x
acc. sg. ispantuzijassaran: 1x
acc. pl. iSpantuzzijassarus: 1x

hypothesis proposed in Kassian 2000 and elaborated
in Yakubovich 2009: 549-549 (with fn. 6), the innova-
tive spelling si-pa-(a)-an-ti ‘libates’ arose as an instance
of graphic disambiguation with i§-pa-an-ti ‘in the
night’ and later spread to the other forms belonging to
the paradigm of the same verb. The gradual generali-
zation of a spelling pattern from the most frequent
form of the paradigm to the rest of it appears straight-
forward. This solution is cited with approval in Gius-
fredi 2014: 186-187, who also points out that the dis-
ambiguation never spread to the nominal derivatives
of Spand- ‘to libate’, because they are always accompa-
nied by the determinative DUG ‘vessel’ and thus
could not be taken for the derivatives of iSpant- ‘night’.
At the same time one has to acknowledge that a hy-
pothesis of graphic disambiguation between lexemes
in a dead language is normally not amenable to inde-
pendent verification in view of its irreducible charac-
ter. It can only be falsified, for example, by demon-
strating that the phenomenon is not merely graphic,
and / or replaced with a superior account.

Quite a different view is entertained in the paper to
which I am now responding. It is argued there that
only the Old Hittite spellings with i$-pa- reflect the
etymological stem *spand-, whereas their counterparts
beginning with $i-pa- continue the pre-Hittite redupli-
cated stem *sispand- < *sipand-. Melchert acknowledges
his inability to trace the synchronic difference between
the two stems within the paradigm of the finite verb.
This prompts him to advance a tentative hypothesis
that the variant is-pa- had originally been restricted to
the non-finite forms and only secondarily spread to
the finite paradigm in Old Hittite. The reason why the
reconstructed stem distribution became skewed in

*Sipantuzzijassar: not attested
*Sipantuzijassaran: not attested
*Sipantuzzijassarus: not attested

Old Hittite only to be restored in Middle Hittite re-
mains unclear under such an analysis, even though
one must acknowledge that one cannot always predict
the direction of analogical change.

A more serious flaw of the proposed alternative is
that it neither simplifies the account for the spelling i-
pa-(a)-an-ti ‘libates’ nor increases its value for the the-
ory of writing. Melchert acknowledges that according
to Sturtevant’s rule the expected reading of /sipanti/
would be si-ip-pa-(a)-an-ti, the form that is regular in
New Hittite, but rare in Middle Hittite and completely
unattested in Old Hittite / Old Script texts. He also
concedes that **/sibanti/, the expected reading of OH.
Si-pa-(a)-an-ti, cannot be derived from /sipanti/ by
known sound laws. Thus Melchert essentially concurs
with the observation of Kassian and Yakubovich 2002
that the form si-pa-(a)-an-ti is graphically irregular. His
account for the observed irregularity is, however, dif-
ferent and considerably more generic:

Kassian and Yakubovich (2002: 33) and Yakubo-
vich (2009: 547) argue that one cannot interpret
the first vowel of the Old Hittite/Old Script spell-
ing si-pa-an-t/d-° as real, because this could only
imply a reading /siband-/, and voicing of the
stop in this environment cannot be motivated by
any known Hittite sound change. This argument
reflects a fundamental methodological fallacy
and a profound misunderstanding of how or-
thographies devised by and for native speakers
work. Native speakers know how the words of
their language are pronounced and also the
grammar that predicts where they will occur,
and writing systems (especially those used by a
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small elite) need only give just enough clues for
another native speaker reader to successfully
identify the word intended. (p. 191)

In its application to the Hittite cuneiform, this
statement logically implies that Sturtevant’s rule can
be randomly violated in each and every case where
this does not lead to the confusion of lexemes. Given
the far-reaching character of this implication, it is not
fully clear to me whether the citation above should be
taken literally or perceived as a rhetorical device. At
any rate, I stand by the description of Sturtevant’s rule
in Hoffner & Melchert 2008: 35, where it is regarded as
a consistent pattern. To be sure, it can be violated by
occasional simplified spellings, but I am aware of no
instances where such violations would be generalized
for any frequent form or lexeme. Therefore the excep-
tional orthography si-pa-(a)-an-ti remains fully ad hoc
under Melchert’s analysis.

The final vulnerability of the new hypothesis con-
cerns the way /sipanti/ is derived from the alleged re-
duplicated formation. Here Melchert begins with the
stem *sespo/end- and postulates its subsequent devel-
opment to *sépo/end-, which supposedly reflects a uni-
versal constraint on the identical segments belonging
to the same syllable. No Hittite parallels are, however,
cited for such a development, while the forms of the
Hittite root se/as- ‘to sleep’ represent patent counter-
examples. The last difficulty is implicitly acknowl-
edged by Melchert (p. 193, fn. 13), but the change
*sespo/end- > *sépo/end- is nevertheless called regular!
This is arguably the first occasion in the history of
Anatolian studies where optimality-theoretical con-
straints are invoked not as a metalanguage for the
empirically proven sound laws, but rather in order to
overrule the available empirical evidence.

To illustrate the potential dangers of such a practice
it is enough to mention that one of the prominent
markedness constraints within the framework of Op-
timality Theory is the constraint on closed syllables.
This constraint came to be top-ranked, for example, in
Old Church Slavic, where a number of processes con-
spired in order to trigger the law of open syllable.
Does this suffice to claim that any coda simplification
on the morpheme boundary, whether regular or not,
can be now licensed for ancient Indo-European lan-
guages with reference to the sudden prominence of
such a constraint at the point when the respective
morphological derivation has taken place? For exam-
ple, one could use such an assumption in order to ar-
gue that Hitt. tézzi ‘says’ goes back to an earlier *térzi,
a putative singular counterpart of taranzi ‘they say’,
while e.g. kuerzi ‘cuts’ reflects a later analogical devel-
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opment. I doubt, however, that Melchert or any other
mainstream Indo-Europeanist would subscribe to
such a radical break with the traditional comparative
method. While it is true that reduplications have a
particular propensity to periodical renewals due to
their iconic character, this has little to do with the as-
sumed change *sespo/end- > *sepo/end-, which is ap-
plied to the preexisting reduplication template accord-
ing to Melchert’s own analysis. Naturally, if one as-
sumes that the attested Old Hittite forms of Spand- ‘to
libate’ reflect just one stem, the need for such an ir-
regular development simply disappears.

Summing up, I claim that the proposed phonetic in-
terpretation of the alternation between is-pa- and $i-pa-
in the paradigm of Spand- ‘to libate’ is inferior to its
graphic interpretation on three independent counts.
First, it cannot account for the dynamics of distribu-
tion between the two stems. Second, it operates with
an ad hoc violation of Sturtevant’s rule. Third, it im-
plies a phonetic scenario that contradicts the known
sound laws. The first problem can be regarded as
merely complicating the proposed analysis, but prob-
lems two and three plainly render it untenable, par-
ticularly when taken together. It remains to be seen
what the considerations that prompted Melchert to
give up his original analysis of the stem ‘to libate’ are.

2. Melchert’s new interpretation of the spelling
variation in Spand- ‘to libate’ represents a consequence
of his second thoughts on the development of initial
sC-clusters in the history of Hittite. Melchert’s old
view on this topic are tentatively put forward in Mel-
chert 1994: 31-32, while his change of opinion is al-
ready clearly expressed in Hoffner & Melchert 2008:
27. Nevertheless, since Melchert proposes a very de-
tailed explication of his new stance, I will generally
follow his most recent line of presentation in my fur-
ther discussion.

The development of initial clusters in Hittite was a
matter of much controversy in the twentieth century
(see references in Melchert 1994: 31, and above p. 187 ff.
with ref.). But an important contribution to the debate
on the wake of the new millennium consisted of two
articles that focus on this precise issue, namely Kavit-
skaya 2001 and Kassian & Yakubovich 2002. The first
paper invokes the theory of syllable structure in order
to advocate the view that the spelling i5-CV- for ren-
dering such clusters always reflects phonological real-
ity, thus implicitly taking issue with the stance of Mel-
chert 1994 and anticipating certain assumptions of the
present paper by Melchert. Curiously enough, this
theoretically informed piece of work is not cited by
Melchert above, possibly because Melchert’s own analy-
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sis focuses on the structure of Anatolian cuneiform
rather than on cross-linguistic generalizations about
syllable structure. The second paper dwells on ortho-
graphic issues and argues, following the observations
of Melchert 1994, that the spelling is-CV- for etymo-
logical sC-clusters represents a graphic convention.
Melchert rejects several claims advanced in Kassian &
Yakubovich 2002, naturally grouping some of them
together with his own dated views.

The logical starting point of Melchert can be formu-
lated as follows. The main graphic indicator for a syn-
chronic consonant cluster is the presence of irregular
spelling alternations, such as those characterizing the ini-
tial signs of sa/e-me-en-zi ‘withdraws’ or sa/e/ippe/ikkusta-
‘pin’. In Kassian & Yakubovich 2002, such alternations
were taken as instances of schwa insertion followed
by schwa-harmony (e.g. [sa*me:ntsi] ~ [se*me:ntsi]).
This interpretation, however, is not compelling, as
pointed in de Vaan 2003: 285 with reference to a simi-
lar “harmony” in Mycenaean Greek orthography,
which clearly has a graphic explanation.! Further-
more, the data collected in Kassian & Yakubovich
2002 indicate no statistically significant correlation be-
tween the alternations of the Sa/e-me-en-zi type and the
plene spellings of the type 5a-(a)-li-ga ‘touches, defiles’,
which are surely indicative of vocalic epenthesis (cf.
Kavitskaya 2001: 275, fn. 11). On the methodological
level, Kassian & Yakubovich 2002 did use irregular
spelling alternations in order to recover consonant
clusters in some other instances (e.g. za-as-ki- / zi-ki-
for /tske-/, on which see below). Therefore it appears
fair to invoke the same principle in the case under dis-
cussion. So far the critique of Melchert can be re-
garded as internally consistent.

If Sa/elippelikkusta- and similar alternations reflect
scribal uncertainty in dealing with word-initial conso-
nant clusters, then cases like iSpant- ‘night’ must re-
flect something else. Hence the next claim by Mel-
chert: prothesis in i8-CV- clusters is phonetically real.
An independent argument in favor of this hypothesis,
which is not directly mentioned by Melchert, is the
broad agreement between the relevant conventions of

1 To be sure, there is a significant difference between the Hit-
tite and Mycenaean conventions. In Hittite, it is the a-vowel that
is usually inserted in writing for rendering the etymological
clusters “obstruentt+resonant”, except for the cluster *tr-, where
e-vowel is inserted (Kassian & Yakubovich 2002: 12-21). At least
in some of these cases, the epenthesis is also phonetic, as indi-
cated by occasional plene spellings. In Mycenaean, on the con-
trary, the “dummy” epenthetic vowel normally replicates the
vowel that is pronounced in the relevant syllable, e.g. du-ru- for
/dru-/, do-ro- for /dro-/ etc. (Melena 2014: 111-112). Deviations
from this practice represent exceptions (Melena 2014: 113).

the Old Assyrian and Hittite cuneiform. Decksen 2007
reviews evidence for the spelling is-CV- in Anatolian
appellatives borrowed into Old Assyrian. Thus Old
Ass. iSpuruzzinnum (3x) ‘roof batten’ cannot be sepa-
rated from Hitt. iSparuzzi- ‘rafter’, itself possibly a de-
rivative of Hitt. iSpar- ‘to spread, strew’. Old Ass.
ishiulum (1%, perhaps a commodity) may refer to a
physical object used for binding rather than a written
treaty, but this is hardly a compelling reason to doubt
its connection with Hitt. ishai- /ishija- ‘to bind’, the
base of Hitt. iShiul- ‘treaty’. Finally, given that nasals
before stops are not reflected in writing in Old Assyr-
ian orthography, Old Ass. iSpadalum (3x, a commod-
ity) can be either a derivative of iSpant- ‘night’, or per-
haps that of the root spand- ‘to libate’, which is treated
in this paper.? Kassian & Yakubovich 2002 and Kloek-
horst 2008 concur in reconstructing consonant clusters
in the roots under discussion.

The root etymologies offered in this paragraph are
admittedly speculative, especially given the fact that
in two of the three cases we cannot determine the se-
mantics of the nouns involved. But if scholars are
right in seeing here Hittite loanwords of Indo-Euro-
pean origin, structural considerations would strongly
plead for reconstructing *sC- in iSpuruzzinnum, iShiulum,
and iSpadalum. The morphemes iSpur-, ishi-, and iSpad-,
all segmentable with a reasonable degree of confi-
dence, are unlikely to reflect Indo-European disyllabic
roots beginning with i, which vindicates its status as
the prothetic vowel. One may argue that two largely
independent cuneiform orhographies were unlikely to
adopt the same default device of i-prothesis for ren-
dering word-initial etymological sC- clusters unless
there was some phonetic substance behind it.

The data above need to be reconciled with the syn-
chronic alternation between word-initial i5-pu- and su-
pu- in the Old Assyrian transliteration of Hittite per-
sonal names, which were adduced in Yakubovich
2009: 546. Melchert (p. 189) treats the cases of §u-pu-
da-ah-$u vs. I§-pu-da-ah-$u, Su-pu-na-ah-$u vs. I§-pu-na-
ah-§u, and Su-pu-nu-ma-an vs. I$-pu-nu-ma-an as recur-
rent instances of genuine phonetic variation. Although
this claim derives a degree of support from the over-

2 The first interpretation is maintained in CAD (I/]): 257a,
where the meaning ‘lodging’ is assigned to the noun under dis-
cussion, since it is mentioned together with the donkey food.
The editors of the CAD were, however, familiar only with one
occurrence of ispadalum, whereas its two additional occurrences
apparently tip the scales in favour of its interpretation as an
object (Dercksen 2007: 36). Can it be some sort of libation ves-
sel, or alternatively a chamber pot (vase de nuit)? Cf. Luv.
(CAELUM.*286.x)sa-pa-tarali-i-sa ‘libation-priest’ and its discus-
sion in Yakubovich 2009: 555-556 vs. Melchert, p. 191 above.
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whelming lexical distribution of the two variants in
later Hittite (see below), the data above demonstrate
that in the Colony period we are still dealing with free
variation, which in turn strongly suggests that this
variation was subphonemic. What it means in practice
is that the Hittite speakers of the Colony period tar-
geted the phonemic representation /sp-/, and were
possibly even able to render it accurately in thorough
pronunciation, but optionally implemented either
prothesis or epenthesis in spoken forms, perhaps de-
pending on personal idiolects. The only logical alter-
native to the proposed solution would be to assume
that the Assyrian scribes encountered two different
Hittite dialects, which were characterized by phono-
logical prothesis and phonological epenthesis respec-
tively, whereas the later dialect of Hattusa represents
a sort of koine that drew upon both of them. In the ab-
sence of independent evidence for such dialectal divi-
sions, the hypothesis of free subphonemic variation
must be preferred as more economical. In a sense, this
is the same kind of logic that prompts Melchert to ac-
cept free graphic variation in Sa/e/ippe/ikkusta- ‘pin’
and similar cases, as opposed to postulating unat-
tested Hittite dialects.

Melchert plausibly hypothesises that the Hittite *sp-
clusters represented an arena where two different
strategies of breaking *sC- clusters were in competion
with each other. One was the i-prothesis, typical of the
“ststop” clusters, the other one was the u-epenthesis,
which characterized clusters “s+labial” (or perhaps
only those of them that had /u/ in the first syllable).
But if one assumes that both strategies were allo-
phonic in a particular environment in the Colony pe-
riod, the simplest solution is to assume that they were
always allophonic at the same historical period. In
other words, the source of Old Assyrian ishiulum was
phonetically ['sxiu:l], or something similar, but pho-
nologically /sxitl/. Naturally, the Hittite loanwords
into Old Assyrian reflect the Akkadian phonotactics
and therefore the prothetic vowel must have ac-
quired there the phonological status. They also ap-
pear to have generalized i-prothesis before *sp- at the
expense of u-epenthesis, if the available occurrences
of iSpuruzzinnum and ispadallum have enough proba-
tive force.

So much for the situation in the Colony period (20—
18t centuries BC). Moving to the Old Hittite / Old
Script corpus (15" century BC), one can observe the
ongoing lexicalization of different processes affecting
the etymological *sp- clusters. If one follows Mel-
chert’s new phonetic interpretation, one encounters
here numerous instances of stable i-epenthesis, e.g.
ispant- ‘night’, stable preservation of the original clus-
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ter in sa/e/ipe/ikkusta- ‘pin, needle’, and overwhelming
u-epenthesis in suppistuwara- ‘decorated (vel sim.)’. In
phonological terms, this situation can be, in principle,
interpreted in two different ways. On the one hand, it
is possible to argue that we observe here an emerging
orthographic convention, which manifests itself
through the selection of one phonetic variant per lex-
eme merely for purposes of writing. According to
such an approach, the treatment of clusters in Old Hit-
tite orthography would not be indicative of the actual
evolution of language. On the other hand, the stan-
dardization of lexical representations may reflect the
development of spoken Hittite, in which case one has
to conclude that prothesis and epenthesis were well
on the way to acquiring phonological status by the 15t
century BC. Since there is no independent evidence
for the subphonemic character of these processes in
later Hittite, in this reply I will pursue the second so-
lution, which also appears closer to Melchert’s own
views.

One must, however, stress that the phonological
prothesis and epenthesis discussed here do not repre-
sent mechanical consequences of universal constraints
on syllable structure, contrary to what is asserted in
Kavitskaya 2001. On the one hand, the diverse reflexes
of the etymological sp-clusters strongly suggest that
both phonological processes spread by way of lexical
diffusion. On the other hand, as shown in Kassian &
Yakubovich 2002, there is evidence for even more
complicated initial clusters, which are nonetheless
synchronically reflected in Old Hittite orthography.
The best example is the verbal stem za-a5-ki- alternat-
ing with zi-ik-ki- and zi-ki- in the meaning ‘to put
(around)’ (Kassian 2002: 136, cf. Yates 2016: 169 fn. 16),
the imperfective derived from dai-/tiya- ‘to put, place’
which can only represent /tske-/. Furthermore, there is
enough morphological evidence to argue that zaskarais
‘anus’ and zashai- ‘dream’ synchronically contain the
clusters /tsk-/ and /tsx-/ respectively (cf. Kloekhorst
2008: 700, 875, Hoffner & Melchert 2008: 47). One
needs a vivid imagination in order to build up a hier-
archy of universal syllabic constrains that proscribes,
for example, word-initial /sk-/ but accommodates
word-initial /tsk-/.?

3 This is not to deny the hypothesis that the universal con-
straints were quietly at work behind the scene as the evolution
of Hittite clusters took its particular course. But one is unlikely
to acquire a reputation like that of Sherlock Holmes if one begins
with invoking the fallen nature of human beings (or the inherent
injustice of capitalism) as a motivation for a particular crime. On
a more positive note, it is worth pointing out that the Proto-
Anatolian word-initial initial *sC- clusters appear to have re-
ceived differential treatment not only in Hittite but also in Lu-
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It is under the prism of this observation that one
has to approach the development of the verb spand- ‘to
libate’ in the history of Hittite. If different strategies of
cluster simplification spreading by way of diffusion
were competing for the etymological sp-clusters in
Old Hittite, it is perfectly possible that none of them
had yet been generalized in pronunciation for certain
lexical items. This is, in fact, more or less what is ar-
gued by Melchert in the instance of suppistuwara-,
which is once attested in the shape is-pis-du-wa-ra-
(KUB 42.64 Rev. 2). The only reason that appears to
preclude Melchert from extending the same type of ex-
planation to the variation between i$-pa- and si-pa- in
Spand- is that the strategy of i-epenthesis appears to be
otherwise unattested with the etymological sp-clusters.

Nevertheless, i-epenthesis has been claimed for other
Hittite clusters involving a combination “s+stop”.
Thus Kloekhorst (2008: 808) plausibly argues that
/tské/a-/ ‘to put around’ began to develop epenthesis
already in Old Hittite, as the spelling variant zi-ik-ki-,
to become standard in the later period, would appear
to suggest. One also encounters 1sg.prs tar-si-ik-ki-mi,
whose stem reflects the imperfective of tarn(a)- ‘to let
(offy’, in the Old Hittite / Old Script corpus (Kassian &
Yakubovich 2002: 34). In the later period epenthesis of
the same type becomes common in other imperfective
forms formed from roots ending in coronal stops, e.g.
az-zi-ik-ki- /atsiki-/ from ad- ‘to eat’, ar-Si-ik-ki- /arsiki-/
from arr- ‘to wash’.# But the stems ending in labial and
velar stops implemented a different strategy of attach-

vian. As Melchert (p. 190-191) justly points out, we have suffi-
cient evidence for Luv. */st/ > /t/, but not for the analogous de-
velopment in clusters containing velar stops. In fact, Rieken
(2010: 657) has plausibly argued that Luv. *sk evolved into [(k] in
the verb sa-ka-ta-li-sa- [fkantalif:a-] ‘to provide with decorations,
make shine’. Rieken’s interpretation of the Anatolian hieroglyph
<sa> as a designated syllabogram for rendering the sound [f] is
also conducive to taking Luv. (CAELUM.*286.x)sa-pa-tarali-i-sa
‘libation-priest’ as [[pantaris], or something similar. Note, how-
ever, that a different development can be observed in Luv.
parri(ya)- ‘to spread’ vs. ispar- ‘to spread, strew’ (Melchert 2014:
504) and Luv. part(a/i)- ‘leg (of animal)’ vs. Hitt. ispart- ‘to jump,
escape’ (Oettinger 2015: 271-272). Therefore I continue to believe
that Luv. (CAELUM.*286.x)sa-pa-tarali-i-sa represents a loan-
word from Hittite.

¢ Note, however, that even for the Middle Hittite period one
can still confidently reconstruct the (optional) lack of epenthesis
between the Hittite verbal roots ending in coronal consonants
and the imperfective sk-suffix. Cf. such forms as az-za-ki-tin
HBM 17 Rs. 43 (MS), Si-pa-an-za-kin-du KUB 40.56 + KUB 31.88+
Rs I 7, 12 (MS). See Kassian & Yakubovich 2002: 37-38 for addi-
tional synchronic evidence from Old Hittite. The claim that
“there are examples to show that prehistorically there was epen-
thesis in all sequences of VC-ské/d- except those in Vs-ské/d-”
(Melchert 2012: 179) is not illustrated with empirical data and
therefore can be disregarded for the time being.

ing the imperfective suffix /-ské/a-/, e.g. Sa-an-hi-is-ki-
from sanh- ‘to seek’, 3pl.prs ap-pi-is-kin-zi from epp- ‘to
seize’ (see Kassian & Yakubovich 2002: 33-37 for more
examples). It is remarkable that Darya Kavitskaya,
who otherwise frequently argues for direct applica-
tion of phonological constraints, essentially accepts
here a spread by diffusion. She claims that “[a]fter the
zikke- form was created, one can hypothesize that the
analogical extension of this form to other dental stems
took place” (Kavitskaya 2001: 283).5

If the epenthesis in /tské/a-/ could influence the ep-
enthesis in /arské/a-/, there are no reasons to a priori
exclude the hypothesis that the same process affected
the stem /spand-/. To be sure, this is a non-trivial
claim, because it extends the diffusion of i-epenthesis
beyond the morphological domain for which it has
been demonstrated, but its additional target is an iso-
lated lexeme. One can, however, point out that the u-
epenthesis in the etymological sp-clusters likewise ap-
pears to be restricted to sSuppistuwara- ‘decorated (vel
sim.) and Suppistuwara- ‘decoration (vel sim.)’. A pos-
sible explanation for the rarity of the two strategies is
that the productive process of i-prothesis encroached
upon both of them within the domain of word-initial
clusters “st+stop”. In the instance of u-epenthesis, the
onomastics of the Colony period is conducive to re-
constructing its productive character within a limited
domain of sp(u)-clusters. It is therefore perfectly pos-
sible, although not provable, that certain additional
clusters “ststop” also exhibited optional i-epenthesis
before the cuneiform was adapted for writing Hittite.t

5 The most recent brief discussion of i-epenthesis in Hittite
imperfectives known to me, namely Yates 2016: 169-170, strives
to account for it within the framework of the Optimality Theory.
This discussion, however, does not go quite to the heart of the
matter, because it fails to refer to the faithfulness constraint(s)
that interact with the Sonority Sequencing Principle. In my opin-
ion, of utmost relevance here is the No Breaking constraint,
which prohibits splitting the phonological units of the input rep-
resentation. As already pointed out in Kassian & Yakubovich
2002: 43, albeit in different terms, the difference between the
derivations /apskV-/ — [ap:iskV-] and /atskV-/ — [ats:ik:V-] lies
in the fact that /ts/ is a Hittite phoneme, whereas /ps/ is not. The
derivation /atsk-/ — [ats:ik:-] satisfies both the Sonority Sequenc-
ing Principle and No Breaking constraint at the cost of violating
a lower-ranking principle “align epenthesis with morpheme
boundaries”. Such an explanation may not, however, be applied
to the case of /arskV-/ — [arsik:V-] (as opposed to [ar:iskV-]) and
similar cases, which must, therefore, be explained as an imita-
tion of /atskV-/ — [ats:ik:V-] and similar cases. Since the process
under discussion involves a proportion between the underlying
ad phonetic representations, it is more appropriate to define it as
diffusion of epenthesis rather than analogy.

6 The change in the phonetic treatment of *sC-clusters finds a
typological parallel in the history of Persian. Thus it is usually
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Naturally, we would have to assume that at the point
when i-prothesis, i-epenthesis, and u-epenthesis had
been in competition with each another, all the three
processes had been subphonemic.

Now it is possible to compare the predictions of my
new hypothesis with those of Melchert. I see the varia-
tion between the spellings is-pa- and si-pa- in the forms
of Spand- ‘to libate’ as a vestige of free allophonic al-
ternation, of a kind that I also reconstruct behind
spelling variations I5-pu-da-ah-$u and Su-pu-da-ah-$u in
Old Assyrian. For Melchert, the forms iSpand- and
Sipand- reflect two different stems, so the opposition
between them must be phonological. I submit that si-
pa-(a)-an-ti and similar spellings provide a straight-
forward argument for preferring my analysis. The
seeming violation of Sturtevant’s rule in this form,
dismissed by Melchert as a random phenomenon, in-
dicates that the phonological representation of the
root was still /spand-/ in Old Hittite. It probably be-
came /sipand-/ in the Middle Hittite period, after the
phonetic variant ['spa:nd-] came out of use in finite
forms, although the conservative scribal tradition re-
tained the spelling $i-pa-(a)-an-ti for a while. Eventu-
ally, however, it was replaced with the predictable si-
ip-pa-(a)-an-ti, which again fully conformed to Sturte-
vant’s rule. The likely sociolinguistic reasons for this
orthographic reform were discussed in Yakubovich
2009, and I hope that the assumption of a real pho-
netic epenthesis can only make this account more
credible. Two additional advantages of the proposed
account over the reduplication hypothesis of Melchert
consist in avoiding synchronic suppletion and irregu-

assumed that the default strategy in processing the Iranian lex-
emes was epenthesis, as in Pers. setire ‘star’, but the recent
loanwords undergo prothesis, as in Pers. estudyo ‘studio’ (cf.
Windfuhr & Perry 2009: 428). Note, however, that even today
some Persian native speakers implement a combination of pho-
netic prothesis and epenthesis while learning the pronunciation
of English clusters “s + stop” (Jabbari 2011: 242, Table 2).

lar dissimilation *sespo/end- > *sepo/end- (compare the
previous section).

At the same time, the hypothesis of i-epenthesis
comes at a considerable price when compared with
the graphic disambiguation hypothesis, which was
advocated in Kassian & Yakubovich 2002. Beside the
necessity of assuming the arbitrary spread of i-
epenthesis from [ts'ke:/a:-] to [s'pa:nd-], one has to
reckon with the loss of direct motivation for the dis-
tribution of graphic variants in the Old Hittite para-
digm of spand- ‘to libate’. To be sure, a broad explana-
tory account still remains possible. If the phonetic
process of i-epenthesis were spreading by way of lexi-
cal diffusion before the i-prothesis was generalized
across the board, one might argue that it initially af-
fected the 3sg form [sipa:ndi] in conformity with the
general tendency of diffusional sound changes to tar-
get first the most frequent forms [Labov 1994: 483].
The subsequent spread from 3sg to 3pl, but not to 1sg,
stays within the pool of trivial analogical patterns. But
the assumption of graphic disambiguation between i-
pa-an-ti ‘to libate’ and is-pa-an-ti ‘at night’ would have
an advantage of immediately restricting its scope to
the specific form where it happens to be most fre-
quently observed. On the other hand, the scenario of
Kassian & Yakubovich 2002 complicates the account
for the New Hittite spelling $i-ip-pa-(a)-an-ti and is
rendered more problematic by new suggestive evi-
dence for the phonetic character of i-prothesis, as ar-
gued earlier in this section.

Summing up, the accounts in terms of graphic dis-
ambiguation and phonetic epenthesis remain viable
alternatives, the selection between which will ulti-
mately depend on the broader question of what hap-
pened to etymological sC-clusters in Hittite. I am now
leaning toward the phonetic explanation, but I do not
consider the issue fully settled. But whichever of these
two solutions one prefers, there is no need to assume
that the variants iSpa/ant- and Sipa/ant- historically re-
flect two different stems.
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Response to C. Melchert

Kperir Meruept. HauaspHBI K1acTep *sp- B XeTTCKOM sI3BIKE U IJIaroJ sip(p)and- KepTBOBaTb .

CraTbs IOCBsIeHa MeXaHU3MY PasBUTUS U3 IPaUH0eBPONeliCKOrO0 MCTOYHMKA XeTTCKOM
¢opmsI §i(p)pand- ‘coBepiaTs BO3MAHNE . DTa TeMa OCTAeTC JOCTaTOYHO IIPOTUBOPEUNBOIL
BBIJIy TOTO, YTO OT pellleHNs JJaHHOTO BOIIpOcCa CyI[eCTBEHHO 3aBMCUT He TOJBKO PeKOHCT-
PYKLMs pa3BUTHS HauaIbHBIX COUeTAHMIA BUJA «CBUCTSIINIA + CMBIYHBIN» B XeTTCKOM S3BIKe,
HO U OllpezieleHNe CTaTyca IJIaroJIbHOM KaTeropun «Iep@eKTa» B aHaTOJMICKMX sI3BIKaX —
6p1mu 1 popMel TTepdekTa (KOTOphIe B JpeBHENINX HeaHaTOMMIICKUX U.-€. SA3BIKaX BBIpa-
>KaJI 3Ha4eHMe JJOCTVKeHIs TOTO MJIM MHOTO COCTOSHMA) YHac/Ae0BaHbl U 3aTeM yTpadeHbl
B aHATOJMIICKUX A3BIKAX, VI Ke UX cIeJlyeT CUUTaTh, B paMKaX «MH/0-XeTTCKOI» TUIIOTe3bl,
oOIell MHHOBaIlell Ha ypOBHe UHIOEBPOIIENICKOro «iazapa»? IlombiTka BhIBeCcTM (POpMY
Si(p)pand- w3 peayIIMITMPOBAHHOTO M.-e. TlepdeKTa *s(p)e-spond- B cBOe BpeMs OBLTa CIIpa-
Be/IVBO OTBEPTHYyTa IO I[eIoMy pAny popMaibHbIX U (YHKIIMOHAIBHBIX ITPUYNH; OJHAKO,
YUYUThIBas JOCTUTHYTHIN IIPOrpecc B U3ydeHUn pedIeKCoB M.-€. *sp- B XeTTCKOM, a TakXKe psj
HOBEINNX TMIIOTe3 OTHOCUTENBHO (POHOTOTMYECKON IIPUPOILI PeyIINKALINY I €e POJIN B
1.-e. TJIaTOJBHOY MOPQOJOINI, MBI HaXOJWM BeCKUe OCHOBaHM:A BHOBb BEPHYTECA K DTOMY
BOIIPOCY.

Karouesvie carosa: hi-cripsixeHme, MHIOXeTTCKas TMIIOTe3a, ITPaMHIOEBPOIeNCKuil mepdexT,
peayILIMKaIA.
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Towards Proto-Niger-Congo: Comparison and Reconstruction,

Paris, LLACAN, September 1-3, 2016

The 2 Niger-Congo Congress was held by the re-
search unit “Languages and cultures of Sub-Saharan
Africa” (LLACAN) in Paris on September 1-3, 2016 as
a follow-up to the first Congress, also held in Paris four
years earlier. Despite the fact that J. Greenberg’s origi-
nal hypothesis is now more than fifty years old, the ge-
netic reality of the Proto-Niger-Congo phylum contin-
ues to have a somewhat hypothetical status, and thus,
the main stimulus for organizing the previous Congress
was a rather ambitious idea to make a significant ad-
vance in the reconstruction of Proto-Niger-Congo
within a foreseeable timespan through the combined ef-
forts of Africanists from different parts of the world. At
the conclusion of the first Congress it was agreed that
such events should be held on a regular basis every
three or four years. Another outcome of scientific col-
laboration during and after the congress would be a
collective monograph (provisionally titled “Compara-
tive-historical studies in East Benue-Congo” and edited
by John Watters) that will be released in the near future.

The 2n Congress was opened by Mark van de
Velde, present director of LLACAN. The initial ses-
sions concerned the Niger-Congo phylum as a whole,
and the rest consisted of presentations on individual
families within Niger-Congo, more or less grouped
together by the degree of genetic affiliation between
the languages concerned. Addressed issues included
comparative and historical studies as such, as well as
typological studies without any major conclusions on
diachrony. Historical presentations referred to various
language levels: segmental phonology, tonology, gram-
matical and semantic reconstructions. Regrettably,
several planned participants were unable to attend the
event, but all submitted abstracts and other materials
remain available online at the website of the Congress
(http://llacan.vif.cnrs.fr/nigercongo2/index.html).

Generally following the chronological order, first,
we will briefly describe the presentations that concen-
trated on specific issues of the Niger-Congo macro-
family, and then outline the various reports on par-
ticular branches of Niger-Congo.

One of the most exciting disputes concerned the
possible stem/root structure in Proto-Niger-Congo.
Two polemical proceedings that succeeded one an-
other represented drastically different points of view.
Roger Blench (McDonald Institute for Archaeological
Research / University of Cambridge) developed Kay
Williamson’s original suspicion, based on Ijoid data,
that the canonic Proto-Niger-Congo root structure was
possibly not disyllabic (according to Blench, this point
of view may be suspected of a “Bantu-centric” bias),
but trisyllabic CVCVCV. These originally triconsonan-
tal roots subsequently underwent erosion in most
branches, although Ijoid and Dogon languages (as the
first Niger-Congo outliers) still show evidence of the
initial state. Another argument in support of this is
that the three-syllable root structure provides an ex-
planation for front/back vowel alternation between
the Niger-Congo subfamilies.

An alternative view was presented by Konstantin
Pozdniakov (INALCO — LLACAN). Using statistical
tools, he came to the conclusion that the most com-
mon Proto-Niger-Congo root structure was monosyl-
labic. In order to identify possible later derivational
strata, calculations were carried out separately for
verb and noun stems. Taking into consideration all the
meso-level language families, the speaker successively
addressed three questions: the nature of the initial and
final phonemes and the number of syllables, with the
consolidated results leading to suggest a monosyllabic
biconsonantal CVC structure.

In their joint study Dmitry Idiatov and Mark Van
de Velde (LLACAN — CNRS) determined to what ex-
tent it is justified to postulate labial-velar stops in
Proto-Niger-Congo upon analyzing the lexical fre-
quency of labial-velars in languages of Northern Sub-
Saharan Africa. After putting the frequencies on the
map, it was discovered that they constituted two eas-
ily recognizable high labial-velar frequency clusters
(Coastal West Africa and Central Africa) and perhaps
one less prominent cluster (South-Eastern Mali and
South-Western Burkina Faso). Taking into account the
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typological rarity of these consonants, the areas seem
likely to be pockets of retention of the original state
rather than zones where independent innovation
should be suggested. On the other hand, since labial-
velar phonemes are atypical for the basic lexicon and
tend to be used in the expressive part of the vocabu-
lary, such as ideophones or property words, and also
because their distribution is mostly restricted to stem-
initial position, it was assumed that it was unlikely for
Proto-Niger-Congo to have labial-velars. The main
trigger for the emergence and spread of these pho-
nemes was C-emphasis prosody, partial manifestation
of which is stem-initial consonant lengthening and
strengthening. The authors also cautioned against
properly unfounded reconstruction of labial-velars in
intermediate language units.

Larry Hyman (University of California, Berkeley)
verified the general assumption about the presence of
two level tones in Proto-Niger-Congo. The starting
point for the survey was an intention to figure out
how far it is possible to extend the regular correspon-
dences between the existing tonal reconstruction of
Proto-Bantu and reconstructions of higher level
groupings which include Bantu. Only verbal stems
were considered and only for those languages where
root tone characteristics are not a part of verb mor-
phology (TAM, negation, etc.), so as to deal as far as
feasible with relics of inherited lexical tones. A further
goal was to find out more about Niger-Congo verb
structure by considering the verb extensions and their
tone patterns. The major findings are that there is no
evidence for reconstructing more than two register
tones; verb extensions had their own inherent tone
features.

A first attempt at a modern phylogenetic classifica-
tion of Niger-Congo was made by Jean-Marie Hom-
bert (Laboratoire Dynamique du Langage, CNRS —
Université Lumiere Lyon 2), Rebecca Grollemund and
Simon Brandford (Evolutionary Biology Group, Uni-
versity of Reading). The input consisted of 100-item
wordlists belonging to the basic vocabulary for a
sample of languages from different Niger-Congo
families; cognate sets allegedly were identified by
manual evaluation. However, data sources and qual-
ity were not always clear, and, more importantly, nei-
ther was the scoring scheme for cognate detection,
making it hard to evaluate the usefulness of the new
scheme for further Niger-Congo studies.

One of the distinguishing features of Niger-Congo
was the existence of a nominal classification system.
Several of the presentations were devoted to its traces
in descendant families, including a survey conducted
by Robert Hepburn-Gray (University at Buffalo, SUNY)
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that presented an overview of Niger-Congo noun
class agreement systems, taking into account a num-
ber of parameters of cross-language variation, such as
type of agreement targets, or number of distinct posi-
tionally conditioned realizations of the class markers;
it seems, however, that the modest size of the sample
and the employed methodology remain insufficient to
make any far-reaching conclusions. Ronald Schaefer
(Southern Illinois University) reviewed types of sub-
ordinated arguments in Niger-Congo branches, dis-
tinguishing between sentence-like, infinitival and
truncated complements (nominalisations). Two major
tendencies are represented within Niger-Congo: to
mark indicative, subjunctive, and conditional clauses
differently, or to make no distinction between any of
them. Unfortunately, this report suffers from the same
problem as the preceding one.

An important task for Niger-Congo studies is to
precisely delineate the boundaries of the phylum.
Thus, for instance, because of limited data sources and
a number of typological shifts in their history, the
status of the Kadu (Krongo-Kadugli) languages had
long remained contentious. Under one hypothesis,
they were associated with Niger-Congo (within Kor-
dofanian, or as a different branch), under another,
they were included with Nilo-Saharan. An additional
benefit of George Starostin’s (Russian State University
for the Humanities / Russian Presidential Academy)
ongoing reclassification of Greenberg’s Nilo-Saharan
phylum was that it supplied new evidence for Kadu’s
non-Niger-Congo affiliation. The revised classification
was established by means of lexicostatistics combined
with traditional comparative-historical method in-
volving step-by-step reconstruction (moving from
first-order proto-languages to higher levels of classifi-
cation) of the most stable subset of Swadesh list items
(for detailed description, see G. Starostin 2013). The
findings show that the basic lexicon of Kadu lan-
guages shows far more significant phonetic similari-
ties with Nilo-Saharan (specifically, Central Sudanic,
since Nilo-Saharan as a valid taxon remains even
more problematic than Niger-Congo), and that there is
no lexical basis whatsoever to group them together
with Niger-Congo.

Turning now to reports on individual (smaller)
language groups and families, Sandro Capo Chichi
(Université Paris VII-Paris Diderot / Laboratoire de
Linguistique formelle) revised the function of the
noun suffix -7 in Proto-Gbe. Previously it was under-
stood as marking compounds, diminutives, nouns
similar to underived base, and instruments (Capo
1991). According to Capo Chichi, the affix is one of the
complementarily distributed variants along with na-
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sality of terminal vowel, and both of them served as
nominalizer for marking loanwords with structures
uncommon for Proto-Gbe.

The Kwa languages demonstrate great diversity in
the design of their class systems from residual to quite
elaborate (the Guang and the Ghana-Togo Mountain
languages). As the classes are attested in genetically
remote Kwa branches and have external parallels in
other Niger-Congo families, Maria Konoshenko and
Daria Shavarina (Russian State University for the
Humanities) came to the conclusion that Proto-Kwa
had a fully-fledged class system with canonical Niger-
Congo class marking on nouns and agreement. They
identified the main strategies of noun class attrition,
comparing them with the generalizations formulated
for other families. Almost the same issue, but from a
different angle, was addressed by Ines Fiedler (Hum-
boldt-Universitdat zu Berlin). She described the Kwa
class system in terms of gender (cf. Glildemann 2000)
and proposed refinements for the already existing re-
constructions of Kwa subgroups.

Further related to general classification issues,
Tucker Childs (Portland State University) offered mo-
tivation for establishing Mel as a group separate from
Atlantic proper, and suggested an internal reclassifica-
tion of the family, indicating major clusters: Temne-
Baga, Bolom-Kisi and Gola as a single language
branch. The rest of the report dealt with the recon-
struction of definite markers for various Mel sub-
groups, whose distribution supports current views on
the internal classification of Mel.

Guillaume Segerer (LLACAN) raised the issue of
universality of the basic vocabulary among languages,
building on the case of Joola. Joola (Bak < Northern
Atlantic), a cluster of languages spoken in Lower
Casamance, Senegal, exhibit minor differences in
phonology and morphology that reflect their close re-
lationship; however, low cognacy percentages in lexi-
costatistical calculations contradict this assumption.
The speaker highlighted the most stable and most un-
stable items in the Swadesh list, comparing them with
the ones proposed in S. Starostin 2007 and Holman et
al. 2008, and outlined the main lexical replacement
strategies, among others, taboo for words used for
people’s names after their death.

Another talk specifically tackled the Southern sub-
branch of the Mande family. These languages are gen-
erally assumed to have isolating morphology, yet
their pronominal systems are rather elaborate, with
multiple pronominal series differing morphologically
and syntactically. Valentin Vydrin (LLACAN —
INALCO) presented scenarios for the proliferation of
the pronominal series and his own reconstruction of

the Proto-Southern Mande pronominal system. De-
spite a series of innovations and complications of the
system that took place in recent times, the proto-
system itself was rather intricate as well, including,
among other things, a clusivity opposition for both
dual and plural numbers.

Lynell Zogbo (University of the Free State / Abidjan)
attempted to determine whether a separate adjective
category could be reconstructible for Proto-Kru. Given
that the class does not exceed 6-20 items, is not par-
ticularly homogenous within itself (some adjectives
pattern like verbs, others like nouns) and Western and
Eastern Kru differ in models of noun class agreement,
she concluded that even though the category did exist,
it was modest in scope.

Jeffrey Heath (University of Michigan) discussed
verbal inflection in Proto-Dogon, particularly the issue
of stem-gradation, which enables to draw parallels be-
tween Dogon and other Niger-Congo families.

A significant contribution to the description of sev-
eral underexplored Adamawa lects was made in the
course of fieldwork trips undertaken in 2012-2014 by
the Faculty of Asian and African Studies of St. Peters-
burg State University. In their joint report Anastasiya
Lyahovitch and Alexander Zheltov (St. Petersburg
State University) presented the main results of the
survey. For the languages under consideration the au-
thors compared their pronominal systems as well as
numeral systems and copulas, with further discussion
on the implications that this could have for the inter-
nal classification of the family. Ulrich Kleinewilling-
hofer (JG-Universitat Mainz) drew attention to several
languages within the Samba-Duru subgroup of Cen-
tral Adamawa that still preserve the original nominal
class system, while most other Adamawa languages
have reduced or even lost it; the established tentative
reconstructions for Central Adamawa bear clear simi-
larities to the noun system earlier proposed for Gur.

On the Benue-Congo side of things, a further report
by Bruce Connel (Glendon College, York University)
focused on tonological reconstruction in Mambiloid
(Northern Bantoid). Modern Mambiloid languages
appear to have three to four contrastive tones, yet the
absence of regular tonal correspondences in their sys-
tems imply that they are rather innovative. The
speaker suggested a two-tonal system for Proto-
Mambiloid and, using individual daughter languages
as case samples, illustrated the evolution from two-
level tone systems to polytonal ones.

Demola Lewis (University of Ibadan, Nigeria) used
several algorithms for automated classification, such
as the Automated Similarity Judgement Program and
the Sound Correspondent Recognition Program, to
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North Edoid languages. For source data, she used the
Leipzig-Jakarta lists of basic vocabulary, a recent al-
ternative to the Swadesh list (with 62 overlapping
items), compiled by Martin Haspelmath and Uri
Tadmor in the course of their cross-linguistic investi-
gation of borrowings in the world’s languages (cf.
Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009). Oyetayo Bankale (Uni-
versity of Ibadan, Nigeria) proposed a new model of
stem-initial consonant (the most stable position within
the morpheme) inventory for Proto-West Benue-
Congo, although his reconstruction would seem to
deal more with phonetics rather than phonology.

Two presentations concerned the Ekoid languages,
a small Southern Bantoid subgroup. The Ekoid group
proper is often discussed in conjunction with its clos-
est relative, a single language Mbe. During the first
stage of divergence, the common ancestor of the Ekoid
languages split into Proto-Ndoe and Proto-Bakor-
Ejagham, which in turn subdivided into the Bakor and
Ejagham clusters. John Watters (SIL International)
presented a reconstruction of the Proto-Ekoid-Mbe
noun class system. Noun class prefixes and concord
markers of Mbe and all the proto-languages of Ekoid
subgroups were matched with those reconstructed for
Proto-Bantu; the results revealed that despite several
transformations and mergers, Proto-Ekoid-Mbe had a
relatively well preserved noun class system, since all
Bantu classes (except for 13 and 18) have correspon-
dences in Ekoid-Mbe. Continuing the Ekoid subject,
Galina Sim (Institute of Linguistics, Russian Academy
of Sciences) proposed a hypothetical segmental inven-
tory for Proto-Ekoid, specifically dwelling on some
controversial topics such as the voiceless/voiced ob-
struent split in Proto-Ndoe, which should rather be
regarded as an innovation than an archaism. An over-
view of the Lower Cross speech forms spread in
Akwa Ibom State of Nigeria and their suggested clas-
sification was presented by Emmanuel Akaninyene
Okon (University of Uyo, Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria).

Both talks given by Jacky Maniacky (Royal Mu-
seum for Central Africa, Belgium) addressed the is-
sues of semantic reconstruction in Bantu. An auto-
mated likelihood-based statistical model was devel-
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oped by Rebecca Grollemund, Simon Branford, and
Mark Pagel (Evolutionary Biology Group, University
of Reading). It allows to align cognate sets phonemi-
cally and detect sound changes by evaluating prob-
abilities for each node in the graph and choosing the
most probable scenario. The model was applied to the
Proto-Bantu material and enabled to automatically de-
tect some sound changes that actually took place.

Investigations of particular Niger-Congo branches
not only lay down the groundwork for prospective
Niger-Congo reconstruction but also to a certain ex-
tent supply possible scenarios that could have taken
place during earlier stages.

The final chord took the shape of two general dis-
cussions moderated by Konstantin Pozdniakov and
Larry Hyman. Following the conference, the first
meeting of the newly formed Adamawa languages
working group was held with the goal of focusing re-
searchers’ efforts on this least well explored branch of
Niger-Congo. Nevertheless, many problems in Niger-
Congo reconstruction still remain to be resolved, and,
hopefully, all the initiatives will in fact result in fruit-
ful cooperation and further progress in our under-
standing of African prehistory.
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C. B. Kysnanga [Sergei Kullandal.

Crugor: asvik u amrozeries [The Scyths: language and ethnogenesis].

M.: Yumsepcurer Amutpna [Toxapckoro, 2016. 215 c.

Monorpadus C.B. Kysranasl mogsoauT HEKOTOPBIN
UTOT IIMKJIy paboOT aBTOpa, IOCBSIIEHHBIX BOIIpOCaM
ckndcekoro A3pka. Ckudckme uMeHa cOOCTBEHHBIE I
collMa/JbHblE TEPMUHBI SBJISIOTCS Ba’KHBIM MCTOYHU-
KOM He TOJIBKO /ISl JIMHIBYICTOB, HO U JJI ICTOPUKOB.
Ha ocnose nx stumonornsauuu A.C. Paesckuii, pas-
BuBast ujeu B.JI. AbGaepa (1949: 242—-243) u D.A.
I'panToBCcKOTO (1960: 7—9), mocTpoms crenuduye-
CKYIO KOHIIENIINIO O XapaKTepe CKM(CKOTo obIIecTsa
U ero KapTuHe mupa. Hampumep, 5 mMeHax Tpex Jie-
reHjapHBIX Opartbes, JAnmokcas — Apnokcaa — Ko-
Jlakcas (COOTBeTCTBeHHO, *ripa ‘TOphI’ 110 aHAJOTUM C
HaszpaHueM Pureiickux rop, *apra ‘Tayboxmit’, *x‘ar
‘comHIE’) OH BUAeN OTpa’keHMe IIpejCTaBIeHUil O
Tpex Mupax: BepXHero — HeDecHOTIO, CpeJVHHOIO —
HaJ3€MHOTO U HUKHEro — II0AI3eMHBIX BOJ. Psiy oTn-
MOJIOTM3AIINIi, B TOM 4YMCJIe U IIpUBEJeHHas BBIIIE, He
MIMeJIN II0J; COOO0M JOCTAaTOYHBIX OCHOBAHMIT 11 HOCVLIN
CHeKyJIATUBHEIN XapakTep!. OpHaKo ®TH IMIIOTE3bI
JIeTIM B OCHOBY TPaKTOBKU psifa MpeIMeTOB MaTepu-
aJbHOM KyJBTYPBI, CBA3AHHBLIX C KyJbTypaMu CKUp-
CKOI'0 KpyTa I IO3JHee ITOTy4MIN paclpocTpaHeH1e B
cpele CIIeLaINCTOB IO CKI(CKOI apXeOIOIUA.

Ha ocHoBanmm anaamsa cKmncKOro oHOMacTHKOHA
B HayKe JO CUX IIOp TOCIOACTByeT MHEHIe O YJCTO
TUIIOTETUIECKOM pasjieleHn CKUGPCKOTo U capMar-
CKOIO A3BIKOB. B OTeuecTBeHHOJI HayKe HZaHHas ycTa-
HOBKa Oplia cpopmuposaHa paboramu B.J. Abaesa,
ITIOHMMABIIIEIO I0J, CKUQCKUM A3BIKOM «OOIlee Ha-
3BaHIe I BceX CK(O-capMaTCKUX Hapeunii U TOBO-
POB, KOTOpBIe CylllecTBOBalM Ha Teppuropun Ilpu-
yepHOMOpb: B iepuog, ot VIII—VII BB. 10 H.5. 10 IV —
V BB. H.9.»? 1 OTKa3aBILETocs OT pasfiejeHns ckudg-
CKMX UM capMaTCKMX MMeH COOcTBeHHBIX. CXOXUX yc-
TaHOBOK IIPUAEP>KMBAIOTCA 1 BelyIlue 3allaJHble

1 Paescknmit 1977. CM. ux KpUTHUKY B pelieH3UpyeMOil MOHO-
rpadgum (c. 119—120).

2 Abaep 1949: 147. DTOJit TOUKM 3peHUs YUEHBIN IpULepKu-
BaJICsI B TEUEHIE BCEV CBOEN JKU3HMU.

npanuctsl (M. Maripxogep u P. IlImurr). Takum 06-
pasoM, Mo 3aMeJaHMIO aBTopa, cKUQCKNUIL B ITOHUMa-
HIM YIIOMSHYTBIX YY€HBIX SBJIAICA «KOHIJIOMEPaTOM
Ppa3HOBpeMeHHBIX (POHETUMYECKIX SIBJIE€HUI, XapaKTep-
HBIX /I/I1 Pa3HBIX HOJTPYIII MPAHCKUX SA3BIKOB» (C. 5).
ApXeoJIoTy 4YacTO OTOXKJECTB/ISIOT ITOHATUA «CKUp-
CKUII» U «MPAHCKUID».

K.T. Burgax Brniepssle IpejIoXua (poHeTUIecKe
KpuUTepum pasjeneHns CKuQpCKoro M capMarcKoro.
CampM BakHBIM U PepeHINpyONIUM ITPU3HAKOM
CTaJI0 pas3BUTHE B JBYX sA3BIKaX IIpaMpaHCKOro *d, ot-
PasMBIIIerocs Kak | B ckipcKOM U KaK d B CApMaTCKOM.

Perjensupyemas MoHorpagus COCTOUT U3 Tpex
rias. IlepBas mocesmena npeasicropun cKugos 1 OT-
KpBIBaeTCsl aHaJM30M BOIIpOCa IIpapOANMHBI WMH/OU-
pan1ieB u upanies. Ccplrasch Ha psf 3aMIMCTBOBaHIIA
B NIpapUHHO-YTOPCKUII S3BIK, JeMOHCTPUPYIOIINIA
¢JoHeTnuecKMe Tepexodbl, XapaKTepHble [/ MHIOU-
PaHCKOTO, a He [/Is IparpaHCKoOro (OTCYTCTBUeE Iepe-
X0ZoB *s > h, ks > x5), aBTOp IpejJaraeT JIOKaJIn30-
BaTb IIpapOJVHY UHAOUPAHIIEB B 30HE, KOHTAKTHON C
TOIZJAIIIHUM IIpO>KMBaHMeM (UHHO-YIPOB, He CJMII-
KOM JaJeKo OT TaéXHoI 30HBL I[IpexmnomnosxeHue o
II03/IHEM IIepexofe *s > *h Il MPaHCKUX, TTO3BOJISIO-
Ijee BUJETh B HapoJe, KOHTaKTUpOBaBIIeM ¢ GpIHHO-
yrpaMm, He MHJOAapyeB, a UPAHIIEB, BbIBUTABIIEECs C
60-X roz10B IIPOIILJIOTO BeKa HeKOTOPBIMU M3BECTHBIMU
MpaHNICTaMM, TaK ¥ He HAIIlIO ZOCTaTOYHOTO 0OOCHO-
BaHm (c. 17). C apyroit CTOPOHBI, M3BecTHas IUIIoTe3a
E.A. XenmMcKoro o HekoeM He OCTaBUBIIIEM IIOTOMKOB
MH/I0apUIICKOM A3BIKe KaK OO0 MCTOYHVKE DTUX 3aUM-
CTBOBaHNII, CKOpee IpuUMeHuMa K Oosiee IO3ZHEMY
IJIaCTy 3aIMCTBOBAHHOII JIEKCUKIL.

Konrtaktnposaan ¢ nHZOMpaHIIaMI TaK>XKe HOCHUTe-
JII TIPaBOCTOYHOKABKa3CKOTO (IIpaHaXCKOIO) sA3bIKAa U
KapTBeJbl. IToTeHIIMalIbHBIM 3aMIMCTBOBaHIAM U3 Ce-
BEpPOKaBKa3CKMX A3BIKOB OBLTO ITOCBAIIEHO HECKOTIBKO

crarteri C.B. KynangsrP. B penlensupyemoit MoHorpa-

3 Kysmanga 2012; Kullanda 2014.
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¢un aprop 0060OIIAeT BBIBOJABI DTUX ITyOJIVMKAIIMIA.
Ommpasics Ha Hepery/LIpHBIe Ilepefaun psjga pediiek-
COB B MHZIOAPUIICKUIX U MPAHCKIUX SA3BIKAX, OH I1OJIaraeT,
9YTO TOBOPUTH O €AMHOBPEMEHHOM 3alMCTBOBAHMIU Ce-
BepOKaBKa3CKOJ JIEKCUKY He ITIpeICTaB/IsIeTCs] BO3MOXK-
HBIM. DOJIBIIIMHCTBO COIIOCTaBIEHUI IPeACTaB/LAIOTC
BITOJIHE Yy/lauHBIMM, HaIlpuUMep, QKIVAKNG ‘Tepcui-
CKUI1 Med’, DTUMOJIOTUN KOTOPOIO /IO CUX IIOp He Ipej-
JIarajaoce, U3 mpasax. “fighki- “xeneso’, *nekV ‘HOX*.
Brisesenne gp.-unz. gandharvd n asect. gandarafa- u3
IOTEeHIIMaIbHOTO IIPaHaXCKOTO CJIOBOCIOXKeHus “kanat
‘MaJsIbuMK, IOHOIIIA; MOJIOZiell, yjasely + *kiri ‘maiika,
OaHga’ He BBIIVIIAUT CTOJIb >Ke HageKHoU. CI0XKHOCTD
JIOKa/IM3aIiuy HOCUTEJIEN KapTBEJIbCKUX UM BOCTOYHO-
KaBKa3CKIX SI3BIKOB B 3—2 TBIC. IO H.D. HE II03BOJISIET
JaTh OJHO3HAUYHBIN OTBET Ha BOIIPOC O JIOKaIM3aIuN
MHJOMpAHILIEB, XOTs HaIlpalllBaeTCs BBIBOJ, 00 MX
MPOJBYKEHNN C PaHHEMHJOeBPOIIeICKO IIpapoau-
Hbl yepe3d KaBkaz B mcTOpmdecku 3acBuzeTelbCTBO-
BaHHBIE MecTa nx oburtaHus. HesicHO, Kak 9T gaHHbIe
YBS3BIBAIOTCA C PMHHO-YTOPCKUMY KOHTaKTaMM.

C zpyroit cTOpOHBI, BOCTOYHOKABKa3CKME 3alMCT-
BOBaHISI IPOJOJIKAIOTCA UM OTJENIBHO B BOCTOYHO-
MpaHCKue sA3bIKN. HamnparmsaeTcst JTOrMYHBIN BBIBOJ,
YTO IIOC/IeJHME MOLJIM 3alMCTBOBATh Psif JIEKCEM B
Ipoljecce cpoero AsrKeHus uyepes Kaskas Ha Vpan-
ckoe Haropse 1 ganee B Cpegnroio Asuio. DTOT apry-
MEHT ABJISETCS eIlle OJHUM JIOBOJOM B IIOJIB3Y JBU-
>KeHIs1 TpanpaHnIies yepes3 Kaskas.

C.B. Ky/1anza mosiaraeT, 94To BOCTOUHBIE MPAHIIbI
Hacessn obacts Hipkuero ITososkesa. Aprymenra-
MM 1 TaKOTO IIPeJIIOJOXKEeHMs CAY>KUT aBecTHii-
ckuit TuapouuM Rayhd, Toxpaectsennsiin P& Krasays
ITronemess u upenTuguUUUpylomuiics c¢ Bosroii, a
TakKe yIIOMIHaHMe 606poB (600pMX), M3 YbMX LIKYP
cocTouT obsaueHue apectuiickort 6orunu Apgsu Cy-
pBl AHaXuUTHI, MeXJy TeM Kak B Amy-Japse n Coip-
Jlapbe 9TH JKUBOTHbIe He OOMUTAIOT.

CenapaTHble KOHTaKTBI COOCTBEHHO CKM(CKOTO
MpOCaeUTh He yaaeTcsa. PUHHO-TIepMCKIe NPAaHU3MBL,
Kotopele B.JI. /IBITKMH cuMTan 3aMMCTBOBaHMSAMU U3
IOTO-BOCTOYHBIX MPAHCKMX S3BIKOB Ha OCHOBaHMU Ha-
JI9MA B HUX O3BOHUYEHNS MHTEPBOKAIBHOTO *-§- B -Z-,
MOTYT JIeMOHCTPUPOBATh COOCTBEHHO (PUHHO-TIePMCKOe
O3BOHYEHIE.

Bropas rraBa mocpdAmeHa CKUQCKOMY A3BIKY U
KyJIbType. AHaIM3MUPYs apXeosIordecKe MaTepualsl,
MapKepsl IPOJBVKEHMsI HOocuTenel CKU(CKOM KyJb-
TYpBl, aBTOpP HPUXOAUT K BBIBOAY, YTO HOCUTEIN
cKUQCKOI MaTepuaabHON KyJABTYPHl MPUILIN U3

4 ABTOp He IPUBOJUT Ha CTPaHMUIIAX MOHOTpaduUM UX ITOTHO-
TO CITMCKa, OTCBL/Iasl K BBIIIE IUTUPYEMBIM CTaThIM.
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IMpnapasps, OTKyza IPOMCXOAUT camasl 3HauMTeIb-
Hasl 9acTbh KaTeropuii aprepakTos.

OcCHOBHYIO YacTh BTOPOJI IJIaBbl COCTaB/IsIeT CKUp-
cxuit riaoccapuit (c. 41—96). AHannsupys Bce n3BecT-
HBle HayJHBIE TUITOTE3HI IT0 KaXK/[0¥1 KOHKPETHOI JIeK-
ceMe, aBTOp IpeJsaraeT psf HOBBIX BDTUMOJIOIMIA.
Amnanua 60/IbIIero Ync/Ia pa3dbupaeMbIX STUMOHOB /IO
CHX IIOP CITY>KUT IPeJMeTOM OCTPOII IOJIeMUKIA.

B kxonme cioBHMKa aBTOP peKOHCTPyUpyeT He-
CKOJIKO DTUMOHOB, He 3aMKCUPOBAHHBIX B IINCh-
MEHHBIX IIaMATHUKAX: *gauuarga STHOHUM, **Oarmi
‘Buz gepesa’, **malaxa (?) ‘capanua’, *paraBu- ‘romnop’,
*rafana- ‘pemens, Bepeska’. OgHako malax ckopee Bce-
ro OBLIO 3aMMCTBOBAHO U3 sA3BIKA THUIIA COIZMIICKOTO
(rze oHO, mpaBia, He 3apUKCUPOBAHO, HO Ile, C APY-
rOJi CTOPOHEI, CJIOBa JI/Is capaH4M ITOKa He Haii/[eHo)
MM 6aKTPUIICKOTO.

[TpeanonoxeHne aBTOpa, 4TO COTJAUIALIBI MOTJIN
MCII0/Ib30BaTh rpaduaeckuii aamved (I) Aasa mepegaun
3ByKa O (Ha TOM OCHOBaHNIM, YTO B IIEPEHATOM CO-
IAUIIIaMI apaMelickoM KypcuBe daaem U peui He pas-
JMYaIuch, a Admed B COTAMIICKOM VICIIOTIB30BasICsA
TOJILKO B 3aMIMCTBOBAHIX 38 OTCYTCTBMEM TaM 3BYyKa )
(c. 98) suieHoO OCTAaTOYHBIX OCHOBaHMUIA. ['MItoTe3a o
CyIIIeCTBOBAaHMM COTJMIICKOIO JMaseKTa, Ije CyIecT-
BOBaJ mepexoy O > I, mpejcrasisercsa 6osee 060CHO-
BaHHOJI, TeM 0o0Jiee, YTO JaHHBIN TUMIIOTETUYECKIIL CO-
TAVIICKUI IMaIekT pas/esseT 9Ty OCOOeHHOCTD C I0TO-
BOCTOYHBIMM MPAHCKMMM sA3BHIKaMM. Jaxke ecan
IPeJIION0XUTh, YTO ILIACT IOTeHIMaJbHBIX COTJINIA-
CKIMX 3alIMCTBOBAHWUII B IEPCHACKOM Ha CaMOM jeJe
npuilesa 13 6aKTPUIICKOro, JJIs CyIecTBOBaHIs IIO-
JOOHOTIO Jya/IeKTaIbHOIO Iepexo/ia B COTAUIICKOM OC-
TaeTCsl JOCTaTOYHO OCHOBaHUI (UCIIOIb30BaHMe [ JIJIst
obo3HaueHNs1 CIIMpaHToB § 1 0)°.

TpeTpsl r1aBa COJEP>KNUT XapaKTePUCTUKY OCHOB-
HBIX (POHETMUECKIX OCOGEHHOCTEeN CKI(CKOTO A3BIKA.
Beren za K.T. Butuakom, C.B. Ky/tanza Tpakryer Bce
cIyday IOsIBIeHusA cKuCKoro [ Kak oTpa’keHue BOC-
TOYHOMPAHCKOIO § 1, COOTBETCTBEHHO, O0IIenpaHCKO-
ro *d. Ilepexog B 0 ocymectsuics K VIII B., o yem cBu-
JIeTeIbCTBYIOT, C OJJHOM CTOPOHBI, acCUpMIicKas 1 Ba-
BUJIOHCKas Ilepejlada caMOHa3BaHMsA cKUQOB asguza,
asguza, iskiizaia a c gpyroy, — rpedeckas ZkvOar <
*Skuba. VI3BecTHa M Ilepesiaua ceMUTCKOTO d yepes Te-
Ty B IpeYecKuX TeKCTax.

5 Pazbop mpuMepoB CM. HILKE.

¢ Cp., ognako, ucciezgosanue I1.5. Aypre n V.C. fIky6oBnua,
IZle IeMOHCTPUPYETCs, YTO BCe JIOKa3aTe/IbCTBa HalUYNs JIaM-
GJau3Ma B ITOCTY/IMPYEeMOM COTZUIICKOM /IMa/leKTe MOXKHO IIe-
PeMHTepIIPeTNPOBaTh, @ MICTOYHIKOM 3a/IMCTBOBAHILS JIeKCeM ¢ [
B TIEPCUJICKOM SIBJISIETCS He COTAMIICKMIL, a 6akTpurickuit (Lurje,
Yakubovich forthcoming).
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DTOHOHUM YXKOAOTOL SIBJISIETCS OoJiee ITO3LHell I1e-
peznadeit n orpaxaeT nepexoz 6 > I (*Skula). C gpyron
CTOpOHEI, 9THOHUM YkVOal, cormacuo C.B. Kyirange,
HaIJLIZHO IeMOHCTPUPYET DBOMIONUIO (POHEMBI, 060-
3Ha4YaeMOli TeTOil: IepexoJ, U3 IpUJbIXaTeJTbHOIO B
cnupaHT. VI3 ®TOro, IojaraeT asTOp, cilelyeT, 4UTO
IepBLIMU CO CKM(paMM ITO3HaKOMIIUCH He MOHUMIIDI,
¢ XoTopbiMU uMen jeso xutenn I[lepegneit Asun, a
JOpMIALIEI, T.e. HaceJeHMe BajkaHckoro rosyocTposa
(ecam TOJBKO STHOHMM He IIONaJ K IpekaM uepes
Jpaxuiickylo mepenady, 4TO IpejCTaBisieTcs OoJiee
BEpOSTHBIM).

I'mmoreza o TakoM Ilepexojie CHUMaeT MpobJemMy
o0bsicHeHNs | B rpedecknx rnepejadax CKUPCKIX MMeH
BBIJIy IIpeo0JajiaBIlero B MPaHCKMUX A3bIKaX poTa-
umsma. C Jpyroit CTOpOHBI, OHa 3acTabjsgeT Iepe-
CMOTpeTh PsJ CTapbIX TPaKTOBOK, CBS3aHHBIX C CO-
LIMOJIMHIBUCTUYECKOI obsacTeio. Hampumep, ums
IMoupioaAog, Berpevaromneecs B saurpagpuxe Kprima
u TaMaHCKOro IoJIyoCTpoBa, TPaAUIIMOHHO CINTAeTCs
¢purnitckum. C.B. Kynianga rnpeamnonroxmn, 910 9To
ckuusupoBaHHas popMa MMeHN OOCIIOPCKOTO Ijaps
INepucana (Iloworoddnc).

ABTOp moOJIaTaeT, YTO JaHHBIN IIepexof SBJIAETC
OOIIeTeHeTMYeCKUM JIJIs1  I0TO-BOCTOUHBIX MPaHCKIUX
a3pikoB. CormmacHo A.V. DaenbmaH, MaTepuasl s3bIKOB
lungykyia, rae M3MeHeHMe POCaesXKIBaeTcs B Hypu-
CTAHCKMX ¥ Jap/CKUX s3BIKaX, JeMOHCTpUpYyeT ape-
aJIBHEBIN XapakTep 9TOro mnepexoga. OgHaKo, COrJIacHO
pany uccaegosanmii (IT.O. Iepsé, A.M. Koran), aT0
siBJIeHNne B sA3bIKax Bocrounoro I'muzaykyina moskeT
OOBACHATHCS BVSAHMEM MpaHCKux sa3pikoB. C.B. Kyur-
JaHJa CCBLTAETCS Ha 3aMMCTBOBAHUA U3 IOTOBOCTOY-
HBIX MPAHCKUX SI3BIKOB B JIpeBHeMHIUIICKIIL: ITepezada
TonloHnMa baktpms (asect. Bax0i-) xax Baxlika, lipi
‘IucbMO’ IIpU 3arlafHOMPaHCKOM dipi (KyJa jlekcema,
BOCXOJAITasl K IITyMepcKOMy, IloIajna depe3 akkKaj-
cxmit man ®aaMmckmit). OJHaKO Hy>KHO 3aMeTUTD, YTO
UHAUMCKUIL MaTepuas JeMOHCTpUpPYeT He I0ro-BOC-
TOYHBIEe VPAHNM3MBI BOOOIIle, a 3aMIMCTBOBaHI 13 Oak-
Tpurickoro (de Blois 2013, 269).

Bropoit XapakTepHOV 0COGEHHOCTBIO CKU(CKOI
¢onernxuy, cormacio C.B. Kyinange, Asisercs nepe-
X0/, Haya/lbHOTO *XS- B CHOMJIIHT, 4TO IlepejaBasioch
cuzmoil B Tpedeckon rpaduxe. B oramane oT sTOIO, B
CcapMaTCKOM *X§- coXpaHsJICsA U IlepefaBajics Ipede-
ckoit kxcu. Ha ocnosanmum storo C.B. Kynnanga orka-
3bIBAeTCA OT Haxo/sllell IMOAJep>KKYy y psAjga coBpe-
MEHHBIX YYeHBIX IMIIOTe3e O CapMaTCKOI aTpuoOyIun
rieMeHu caeB 1 Beaey 3a b.H I'pakoBbIM BUAUT B HMX
ck1QOB.

/1T000OTIBITHO OOBSICHEHNE aBTOPOM IIepeboOeB ITe-
pesauy MpaHCKUX MMeH COOCTBEHHBIX C DTMMOJIOTH-

YecKVM HadaJbHBIM X$- B aCCUPUIICKOM, DJIaMCKOM U
rpeyeckoil nepejauax (Tumna accup. kd-as/kas-ta-ri-tu <
X3aOrita, Tpeu. Eatpdnng (emurpaduy.) < *xSaOrapa-
rpu 91aM. sa-tar-pa/ba-nu < XsaOrapana, Tped. CATOATING
< *x$a0rapa-). TlojoOHBIE HECOOTBETCTBMS BBI3BAHBI
pasan4yeM B IPOM3HOIIEHMN CaMUX MpaHIeB (Oco-
6eHHO Ha (pOHe TOTO, YTO TPEKM B OCTAIBHBIX CIyJasX
pasanyany MpaHcKue x$- m s/s-). Ilpaktudecku Bce
MMeHa, cofep Kalljie IIOJOOHbIe IIepebon, OTpa’kaoT
ocobeHHOCTM MuUAMIicKoi ¢oHeTukn (Or BMecTO Ip.-
nepc. ¢). VckiodeHnem sBjsIeTCs IepBas 9acTh MMe-
HH, 3apUKCUPOBAHHOTO B apaMelicKoil rpaduke Ha
axeMeHmzCKou oymre us Temno sshmr < xSaga (cormac-
HO B. Xunny). Ilpu 9TOM nepexoy, *x$- > s He ObL1 Xa-
paKTepeH /I 3allaJHBIX MPAHCKUX SI3BIKOB (MIUIWIA-
CKOTO U JIpeBHENePCUACKOTO). ABTOp OOBSICHIET BTU
nepezauy oTpaxkeHneM ckudcekoit ¢ponetuku (obie-
upaHckoe *Or OTpakaeTcs B IpeueckmuX Ilepejadax
CcKIQCKUX VIMEH KaK Tp). DTOT MPOILIecC MOT OBITH BBI-
3BaH BJIVAHIEM KOUEBOTO CKI(QCKOIO djIeMeHTa Ha Me-
CTHOEe MUJUTICKOe HaceJIeHNe.

CJI03KHOCTD IpefACTaB/sIeT cobOil OOBICHEHNe UH-
TepPBOKAJIBHOTO -(-, TOSBJIAIONIErocs B psle UMeH. AB-
TOp IOJIaTaeT, YTO B JaHHBIX DTMMOJIOTVIX MBI IMeeM
JleJIo ¢ OTpakeHueM He -d-, a nt- > d. Pagy 91010 OH ITe-
pecMarpuBaeT TpaAWMIIMOHHEIe DTUMoJornm: Madveg
"3 *mantu- ‘COBETHUK, ITpaBUTeL’, IPU OOIIEITPUH-
TON ®TUMOJIOIVN *madu- ‘Mex’, Audadoxol us *a-mantu-
ka ‘e mMeromme mpasuTesell’, IpU OOIIEIIPUHATON
sTumostorun *amadaka ‘ceIposIAIBI U3 Ama ‘CBIpON’ U
ad ‘ecty’. C Zpyrovi CTOPOHBI, IO MHEHUIO aBTOpa, CO-
JeTaHMe *nd- coxXpaHsIOCh Kak B TvddvOvpoc, comoc-
TaB/AsAeMOM C JpeBHernepcuickum Vidafarnah- bexu-
cryHckoit Hagmmcu. IlociesHee mepejaBanoch IIO-
rpedeckn Kak Tvtadéovng / Tvradoévng.

VHTepecHa B ®TON CBs3M TpPaKTOBKAa IMIPOHMMaA
IMovtikA&nng, TpasuLUMOHHO 0ObsACHIeMOro Kak ‘IlyTs
(panti) pp16®1 (kapa)’. Bo-iepBbIX, -nt- < *-n0- MOIIO He
rnepexoiuTsh B d. Bo-BTOpBIX, IMIPOHMUMEI He 06:13a-
TeJILHO MMeJIU CKU(CKOe ITPOVCXOKIEeHNe: CP. HIKE O
HaszpaHuu Jona Tavaic (camu ckudsl, coraacHo ITin-
Hmio Crapmemy, HassiBam JoH Crtncom).

CorsacHo rumortese apTopa, *$ gano ckmudckoe 0,
BOITpeKN OOITieMy ZJIs1 BCeX ITPOYMX BOCTOUHEBIX MpaH-
ckux s. Ilocnennmit pediekc oTpakeH B Iepejade
MaccareTckux ImmMeH. MaccareTckoMy MMeHU COOCT-
BeHHOMY y Ieposora YLmaQyamiong cooTBecTByeT
ckudckoe XmapyarnelOng. CiremyeT 3aMeTUTh, YTO
BTOT Iepexo]; OTpa’keH B IMeHaX C BJIeMeHTOM Ttelong.
QacMep IpeAp0oXIUI BAUSHNE I'PEYeCKOro sIeMeHTa
-meiOneg- y I'epogora. C.B. Kysranga mosaraer, urto
DTO BJINMSHIE He MOLJIO OBITh PelalonM ¥ IPUBOANUT

B IIpuMep IIOTeHIVaJ/IbHbIe CKI/I(l)I/ISMI)I B OCETMHCKOM
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TuIa feeret ‘ronop’ < *parabu < *parasu, rae 0 MOABLA-
eTcsl 6e3 BCAKOTO I'PeuyecKoro IocpezcTsa (Ipu OXKu-
JJaeMOM OCETMHCKOM Pa3BUTUU *$ > 5).

DTHOHUM OLOAUATAL COMOCTABAAETCA C Jp.-UHI.
§is- ‘OCTaBJIATD; BBIJIEJIATH M TPaKTyeTCs Kak ‘OTKJIO-
HMBIINeCs, yjaausinecs’. ABTOp NPUBOJUT DKCTpa-
JIMHTBUCTUYECKNIT 0BOJ, — coobmieHne I'epogora o
«ckmngax, OTIOXKUBIIMXCA OT LapCcKUX CKuQOB»,
SKMBIIMX K BOCTOKY OT MeoTunl (A30BCKOTO MOp:).
Ogpnako ¢ucamarel xumm B IlpuyepHomopre. DTo
reorpadpuaeckoe HECOOTBETCTBME aBTOpP OODBACHIET
IlepeMelrieHrieM CKUQCKUX IJIEMEH Ha IIPOTKEHUU
III B. 1o H.5. (ymoMnHaHMe ¢rcaMaTOB BCTPEYAETCA B
pexpere IIpororeHa, IIpeJIIOIOXKUTENIBHO KOHIIA DTO-
I'O CTOJIeTHS).

Ocobb1i1 cityyait pasBuUTH *$ B CKUCKOM JIeMOH-
CTpUpyeT psAJ MMeH OOXKecTB. Bo-miepBLIX, ®TO MM
ckudcekoro AnosnoHa *Foltdovgog, BTOpyIo 9acTs Ko-
TOPOTO aBTOp IIpejJjaraeT CBA3LIBAaTL C MJa/0aBecT.
silr (<*$uah-) ‘yTpo’ mau us *$iira ‘CUIBHBIN, MOTYYMIT .
Tperuit  »1emenT uMeHm AdpoiuTtsl YpaHUn
AQFuniaoa aBTOp BO3BOANT K *d8d- ‘Hagexza’. Ecim
CYUTaTh, 9TO UM OAUUATADAG COLEPKUT BO BTO-
POI1 YacTy OCHOBY *i-sad- ‘BoccesiaTh, BJIacTBOBATh’, TO
OHO TOKe JeMOHCTPUPYET HeTUIINYHOE I CKUPCKO-
ro passutue *s. B atux caygasx C.B. Kymranza noia-
raeT, 4TO JaHHbIe MMeHa MOIJIV BOMUTU B CKI/I(l)CKI/IIZ u3
JPYTOro apMIiICKOTO s3bIKa. TakuMm IIOTeHITMa bHLIM
JICTOYHMKOM OH CYMTaeT MEOTCKUI VIV CMHJCKUIL.

PexoHCTpyKIIMsA HEKOTOPBIX (OHEM IIPeIIoIOKM-
TeJIbHA, B CBSI3M C OTCYTCTBMEM HaJe>KHBIX IIPUIMEPOB,
Harpumep v < *x,

C.B. Ky/utanza mcxoguT U3 MpeIIOChLIKN CYIecT-
BOBaHNS €JUMHOTO CKM(CKOIO sA3bIKa, YbM (OHeTIYe-
CKI1e OCOOEHHOCTH B OJJMIHAaKOBOII CTeIleHN HalllJIi OT-
pa’keHUe B MHOA3BIYHBIX Ilepefiadax: I'peyeckoli, ac-
CUPUIICKOM, MUJMIICKOM, aBeCTUIICKON 1 Ipod. Mex-
Iy TeM, OoJlee peasIbHON IIpeJCTaBseTcs TMIoTe3a O
CYIIIeCTBOBAaHUM pAJa CKUPCKNUX I1aTeKTOB, KOTOpPbIe
MOIJIM MMeTh pas3ndHble (POHeTHIecKre OCOOeHHO-
ctu. Tem Goslee, YTO aBTOp aHAIM3MUPyeT HE TOJBKO
JUaIeKT «Lapckux ckudgos» (3apUKCUPOBAHHBIL Y
psAlla TpedecKuX aBTOPOB), KOTOPLI MOTI IIpefcTaB-
JIATH CODOI KOJHE, HO M JaHHbIe IpedecKoil SImrpa-
¢uxu ITpuyepHOMOpDI.

Cxudceknit Matepuan QUKCHPOBAJICA B TPeUecKom
rpaduke Ha IIPOTS’KEHNM HECKOIBKIX BEKOB, HAauHas
ot 'epogora (V B. 10 H.9.), B IpMYepPHOMOPCKOI DIIN-
rpapuxe (V—II B. 10 1.9.), y Ayknana (II 5. 0.9.) u I'e-
cuxusa (V B. H.3.)7. Ilpu sTOM cCmcrema mnepegadn

7 Mt yIIOMVHaeM MCK/JIIOYUTEJbHO JaTUPOBKY MaTepuaia,
IIPpUBOJAMMOTO aBTOPOM.
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ckudcekori poHeTMKN BujomMsMeHstacs. Hampumep,
nepexof *d > | psx MPaHUCTOB CBA3LIBAJI MCKIIOYN-
TEJIPHO C JUaJeKTOM «IJapcKux ckudgos». Briepssle 06
obmieckndcKux Ipoleccax 3aroBOPMJI,  KaxKeTcs,
tosbko K.T. Butuaxk.

Jlaneko He Bce rpedyecKye aBTOPLI MMean O cKud-
CKOM $I3bIKE TOYHEIE IIpe/ICTaB/IeHNs. 1UIT0I0TNIeCcK)
mobas nepesada pOHETHKI MHOSIZBIYHBIX IMEH 4acTo
TPeIINT HETOYHOCTAMM U TMIIEPKOPPEKUVIIMY, JTasKe
IIpY YCIOBUY, YTO IlepesilaTYMK B HEKOTOPOI CTeIleHn
BJIa/I€€T JJAHHBIM SI3BIKOM.

DTO BMIHO IIO TUIEPKOPPEKUVSIM B Ilepejade
cK1(]CKOTO BOKaIM3Ma B IIPUBOAUMOM aBTOpPe JIEKCU-
koHe. KapTuna ycaoxHsAeTcs, ecau MBI JOIycKaeM
HaJIm4aue psjia AManekToB B caMOM CK(CKOM. B cBsa3n
C DTUM He VMCK/IIOYaeTCs U CIIopasudecKoe pasandHoe
OoTpa’keHue OJHUX U TeX Ke pedIeKcoB.

[IpuuATas aBTOpOM IMIIOTE3a O €JUHOM CKU(PCKOM
sI3bIKE, @ He pAfa CKUQPCKUX A1aJeKTOB, KOTOpPble MOTI-
JU UMeTh pasinduHble (OHETUIEeCKUe OCOOEHHOCTH,
IIOpO>KJaeT HeOOXOAVMOCTh PEeBU3UN Psifia STUMOJIO-
rmii. Hanpumep (ecim paccmarpmpaTh HpUMepbl C
CaMOTO Hadvasa IJIoccapyst), ®THOHUM Auddoxol Tpa-
JUILIVIOHHO STUMOJIOTM3UPOBAJICA KakK *dmddaka ‘cprpo-
AU’ U3 ama ‘ceipoi’ u ad ‘ecty’ (o B. Tomarexy).
C.B. Kysnanza mpejiaraeT BO3BOANUTDL JieKceMy K *a-
mantu-ka ‘He MMelOlIMe IIpaBuTeNel’, OT *mantu-
‘lpaBUTEIH’ WJIN JaXke BUJETb B HeM He CKU(CKUI
»THOHNM. Bossegenne AAOYEHY (ums n3 Panaro-
pym) K *hada-uxsan- ‘Gorateiii 6bIKamMm’ (STUMOJIOTVA
C.P. ToxracveBa) TakKke He IIpUHUMAaeETCs, T.K. “d ZOJIK-
HO 6bL10 nTeperitu B [. B aToM sTiMone C.B. Kysranzga
IpezlaraeT BUJETh 3aIMCTBOBaHIe 13 KaKOIO-TO MpaH-
CKOTO $I3BIKa, I7le He IIPOM3O0IILIO JaHHOTO Iepexosa.

Criopaayaeckne xoebaHns pedrexcaIiuy MOXKHO
IpocaeUTh Ha IIpuMepe 0. B paHHMX rpeyecKnx Ite-
pesavax oHa oTpaxkaeT O (B LwvOal < *Skuda), a B
OOJIBLIIIMHCTBE DTUMOHOB COOTBETCTBYeT O < *$ (Hampu-
Mep, AOVoac n3 *asu- ‘GpicTperir’). Takke TeTa moss-
JIIETCS B OTpakeHuu kiaacrepa -st- (060) BoouoBévng /
BapvoOévne < “bauru-stina ‘mecrto, [rge BozuTCcA]
600p’ (IIpM 5TOM aBTOp He IPUHUMAET IIpejlaraeMylo
A. Jloma ®TMMOJIOTHIO, [IOIyCKalollylo “varu-Oana-,
*varaus-Oana- ‘noriMa [pexu] Bapy’). Hakoner, scrpe-
JaeTcs CAydall COOTBeTCTBUs O- ~ f- B KOMIIO3UTe
TvdaOvpoog. Anst maHHOTO KOMIIO3UTA IpPelJIOXKeH
PsZL STUMOJIOIM3aNii, HO HU OJHA U3 HUX He IIpej-
roJlaraeT oTpa’keHue TeThl BO BTopoM asemenTe. C.P.
ToxracreB Ha ®TOM OCHOBaHUM II0JIAraeT, YTO UM He

BOCXOJUT K JIMaIeKTy HapCcKIX cKuQpos®.

8 TTompobHee O pa3/IMIHBIX TUITOTe3aX STUMOJIOTU3ALIAN DTO-
TO IMEHU CM. pelleH3upyeMyIo MoHorpaduio (c. 66—67).
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OrzenpHas 9acTh IJ1aBbl IOCBAIEHa BOIIPOCY IIO-
TeHIMaTBHBIX CKIU(]U3MOB KaK B JIPEBHUX MPaHCKIX
SI3BIKAX, TaK M B Pa3IMYHBIX s3BIKAX OJIM3JIeXKaIIlX
pernonos. CorsacHo mHenmio I1. /lexoka u A.M. Ay-
6011KOTO, K CKM(CKOMY CI0Bapi0 OTHOCKUTCS JeKceMa
farnah-/x"arnah- (MaHaIVL HOXKECTBEHHOTO CBeTa, CUM-
BOJIM3UPYIOIIEro BePXOBHYIO BJIAcTh). OOIIenpuHsATOM
TUIIOTE30M SBJAETCA IpeJIloNoXeHne, 4To ¢opMma
Xarnah- TIepBUYIHA U ABJIAIACH OOIIEMPAaHCKUM ITOHS-
THeM, IIPU TOM, YTO HadaIbHOE X°- HAIlIO OTpakeHne
TOJILKO B aBeCTUIICKOI JiekceMe x‘aranah. B mociennue
JecATuIeTys IOoJAydmaa pas3BuTHe IMIIOTe3a O Iep-
BugHOCTU POPMHI farnah- M o ToM, 4TO popMa C Ha-
YaJIbHBIM X°- SBJISIETCSI Pe3y/IbTaTOM 3aMIMCTBOBAHIA I
runepkoppexuun. C.B. Kyiranza He npusHaer oTHe-
ceHus farnah- K ckupCcKoMy CI0BapiO Ha TOM OCHOBa-
HUL, 9TO IIepexof p > f Iepes IJIacCHBIM BCTpedaeTcs B
CapMaTCKOM U OCETMHCKOM, HO He CBOICTBEH CKUQ]-
CKOMy (Hapsgy c paHHecapMmaTckuM!). ABTOp Takke
He HaXOJUT JOCTaTOYHBLIX OCHOBaHMII B ruriorese A.M.
Aybotckoro o cknudckoM nepexoge *ti > 0i (Ha OCHO-
BaHUU Tpex JpeBHerepcuzcKux cjaos: duvarfi- ‘mop-
TUK, KOJOHHaza’, skauOi-/SkauOi- ‘cnabblil, GemHbIINT,
*Qigra(ka)- ‘4ecHOK’) m3-3a OTCYTCTBUSA HaJe>KHBIX
IIPUMepPOB JJIsI TaKOTO Ilepexoja. SIpkuMm npumepom
ITOTeHLMaNbHOTO cKuduU3Ma B MUIUICKOM ABJIAETCS
STHOHUM Skudra, BCTpedaoOIMiica B IpeBHeIIepCu/-
CKMX HaJIMCIX [0 OTHOLIEHNIO K ¢paKuiiiiaM, KOTo-
PBII  MOT TIPOM3OMTH OT CaMOHa3BaHMA CKUQOB
(*Skuda). VimeeTcss m Apyroil mpuMep Iepefady BOC-
TOYHOMPAHCKOrO § coueTaHueM 3yOHOI + r: MUIMII-
ckoe *Baxtri- (mpm asect. Bax6i-). C.B. Kysnanga noa-
raeT, 4TO 7 B OTUX IpUMepax SBJIAETCs DIIEHTe301 I
Iepejauy Crenyn@UIecKkoro BOCTOYHOMPAHCKOIO IIle-
JIeBOTO §, a He MICKOHHBIM COTJIaCHBIM®.

Hirxe mpuBezeHsl cIyyan IOTeHITMAIBHBIX CKMp-
CKMX 3aMIMCTBOBaHMUIL, IIOCTY/IPYEMBIX aBTOPOM. /lex-
CMKa TEKCTOB aBeCTUIICKOTO KOpIIyca JIeMOHCTpUpYeT
passutue *s > 0 Hapsagy c oXujaembM s (gaeOu- Ha-
pAny ¢ gaésu- ‘Kypyasbii’ (Smt), aifi-Oira- ‘moryine-
CTBEHHBIIT' HapsAy C Sira- ‘CUJIBHBIN, Moryanii’ (SmrT),
ana-saxta/anaOaxta ‘TOT, 4eil CPOK eIlle He IpolIens
(Bugesnar) u T.4.); X§ > s (satar ‘BiacTUTENb’ BMECTO
*xSatar); sr > Or (Oraotah- ‘IOoTOK’ BMecTO *sraotah-). Otu
JIy0JeTsl M 3aMeHBl M37laBHa OOBACHAINCL KaK pe-
3yJIBTATBI CMeEIeHNs Pa3HBIX AMaTeKTOB, BEPOATHO, B
yCTOABIIMXCSL Ky/abTOBEIX dopmynax (C. Buxanzep).
ITonbITKy OOBACHUTH MX BIVSAHNMEM JpeBHeNepCup-
ckoro C.B. Kystanza He npuHnMaet. I'1aBHBIM apry-
MEHTOM SBJISIETCSL TO, YTO IIOMMMO Ilepexoga *$ > 0

° B cOBpeMeHHOI MpaHUCTHKe, BIIPOYEM, BCTPEYalOTCA MU
IIPsIMO IIPOTMBOIIOIOKHEIE cyk/eHus (de Blois 2013).

VMHBIX IIPU3HAKOB JpeBHeIepcrcKoii (pOHeTUKM OHU
He 0OHapy>KMUBAIOT.

ABTOp gesaeT IpejIIOOXKeHNe O CyIlecTBOBaHUM
cKQCKMUX 0ObeAVHEeHMI, 06pa3oBbIBAaBIINX CUMOMO3
c MeoTaMu 1 KobaHIlaMi. B 0kasaTe/1bCTBO DTOTO OH
corocrasAeT 3THOHMM Malital / Mawwtal / Mamtat
c asecT. maet/0-/mit/0- ‘mpebbIBaTL, MPOXKUBATL B
cMbIciae ‘KopeHHbIe kutean’. C Apyroil CTOpPOHBI, aB-
TOp CYMTaeT MEeOTCKOM JIeKCeMy M3 3HaMEeHUTOTO MU-
TaHHMIICKOro TpakTata Kukky/m ya-Sa-an-na ‘Gerosoii
KpyI’, BO BTOPOM CJIOTe KOTOPOIl OTpa’keH He MHJOA-
purickuit pediekc *h, a ero MHAOMPAHCKNUI BapyaHT
*2h. Orciofa ciefyeT IIpelIIoIoXKeHye, YTO apUy MOT-
JIVI COCTaBJIATH IIpaBsIINII CI0J MEOTCKOTO OOIIlecTsa.

Meoram u cunzam C.B. Kymranza ompepenser
0cobyio posb B 9THOreHese IIpuuepHOMOpCKUX CKu-
¢oB, Kak apmiickoMy (HO He HMpaHCKOMY) Hapo#y,
npoxusasieMmy B Ceseprom ITpuuepnomopre. Ha To,
9TO MeOTHl M CHMHZBI Kak HacejneHue Cesepo-3amnaj-
Horo KaBkasa Moru puHagIexxarb K caMOCTOATE Ib-
HOVI BETBU apMIICKUX SA3BIKOB, IO MHEHMIO aBTOpa,
yKasblBaeT psJ KOCBEHHBIX IIPM3HAKOB. Bo-TiepBELIX,
®TO pa3o0paHHbIEe BBIIIIE MMeHa CKUQPCKUX OOXKeCTs,
KOTOpBIe JeMOHCTPUPYIOT HETUIIMIHOE JJIA CKIGCKO-
ro passutne *$ >s. CUHIOB, e/ BO3BOAUTH VX STHO-
HIUM K apuiickoMy *sindhu- ‘pexa’, 4To JJOJKHO JaTh B
mnpaHckux *hindu, ckudpl MOIIM Ha3bBaTh WHAAMU
(4TO M 3acBMjIETEIBCTBOBAHO pyKommcsaMM Tpyza le-
POZOTa, XOTs U3faTe I UCIpaB/AoT Tvdol Ha Livdol).
CumM6Omo3 9TMX KyJAbTYp cO CKMQCKOIL IO OljeHKe aB-
TOpa JeMOHCTPUPYET P 0COOeHHOCTell MaTepuab-
HOI KyIbTYpHI [IprraepHOMOPCKIX CKIOB.

C.A. CrapocTuH peKOHCTpyupoOBasl /s BOCTOYHO-
KaBKa3CKoOro JiekceMy *vél0i- ‘BOIIOK, Oypka, cumras
€ro 3aMMCTBOBaHMEM M3 KaKOTO-TO MH/OMPaHCKOIO
sI3BIKa (Cp. aBecT. varasa ‘BoJIOC’, Op.-uHJ. vdlda- ‘iober,
BeTBb’). PoHeMa *6 BoccTaHaBIMBAIACh MM TOJIBKO JIJIST
HEeCKOJIBKIIX BOCTOYHOKABKA3CKMX MpadopM, KOTOpEIe
He OTHOCHJINCH K McKOHHOM sekcuke. C.B. Kynranga
IIoJ1araeT, 4YTO OHa SIBJLIETCSI MapKepOM 3alIMCTBOBaHU-
eM 13 ckudckoro. OH oTMedaeT, uTo O perysspHa I/t
npeBHernepcujckoro n ckudekoro. OgHaAKO IpesoK
JPEBHEIIePCUJICKOTO He JIeMOHCTPUPYeT pa3BUTHs *§ >
0, OCKOJILKY ZipeBHeniepcnyickas ¢popma HasBaHus Ac-
cupun AQura ykasblBaeT Ha TO, YTO BTO Ha3BaHMe OBLIO
3aMMCTBOBaHO C §, KOTOPBLIiT y>Ke IT03Xe Ieperesn B 0.
JlaHHOe IpeJ;IIOJOXKeHMe BBHIIJIAIUT BecbMa IMIIOTe-
TUYHO: JlaXKe eC/IM ITOJIHOCTBIO IPUHAThH apryMeHTa-
LMIO aBTOpa II0 IOBOJY IPO06JeMaTUIHOCTU JpeBHe-
IePCUJICKOTO MCTOYHMKA, CJIOXKHO MCXOJUTDL U3 TIO0JIO-
JKeHIsI, 4TO Ilepexof, *§ > O OBLT XapaKTepeH TOJIBKO
JULS JIBYX SI3BIKOB U He TIPeJTIONIOXKITD, 9YTO MOTJIN OBITh
U MHBIe A3BIKY, ITe IIPOVICXO/UJI IIOJOOHEIN IIepexo/,.
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O cBs13u ¢ 3anajgHoKaBKasckumu, coriacio C.B.
Kynnange, ropoput cknudckoe *sana ‘BUHO’ U3 3ar1aj-
HOKaBKa3cKoro *s(*)ana ‘cMopopuHa; BuUHO'. OHO ke
IPVCYTCTBYeT B OCETMHCKOM s&n | sene ‘BuHO’ (B.J.
Abaes moJiaraj, 4TO IepexoJ ObLI IPOTUBOIIOJIOXK-
HBIM — 13 CKUCKOTO B CeBepPOKaBKa3CKIe).

/lMHTBUICTIYECKUI MaTepuas (TeM 0oJiee He BIIOJI-
He HaJle>XXHbINI, 0COOeHHO B ciydae ¢ *vél0i-) He ABJLA-
€TCA OCHOBHBIM pellaiomuM ¢aKTopoM, IIOATBEp-
SKaIOIIUM CBI3U CK(OB ¢ Hapojgamu cesepHoro Kas-
Kaza. OfHaKO JaHHBIE CBA3U ITOATBEP KJEHBI PIOM
HaJe>XHBIX apXeOJOTMYEeCKIX JaHHbIX, 11 BaKT, ITO ce-
BepOKaBKasLlbl OBLIM TECHO CBA3aHBI C KyJbTypaMu
ckCKOTO KpyTa, He CTaBUTCSA I10]] COMHEHIE.

Psig HabaogeHuin MOXKET CBUAETeJIbCTBOBAThH B
IIOJIb3y KOHTAaKTOB cKu(os ¢ ¢ppakuitnamu. Pag Pppa-
KMICKMX IIJIeMeH (caiiy, caTphl) MMeIOT MpaHCKIe Ha-
nMmeHosaHusa. CoracHO psjy ucciejnosateseir, 06
DTUX KOHTAaKTaX CBUJETeJbCTBYeT STHOHMM LkUOal,
KOTOPBIIT MOT IIONACTh K IpeKaM depe3 PppaKUiICKYIO
nepeziady. YIIOMSHYTBHIN BbIIle 9THOHUM Skudra, 1io-
TeHIMaIbHBI CKM(U3M B MUANUIICKOM, BCTpeJaeTCs B
JpeBHEIepCUICKIX HaIICAX 10 OTHOIIEHNIO K gpa-
KMIIIaM ¥ MOT IIPOM3OMTH OT CaMOHa3BaHM: CKIQOB.

C.B. Ky/tanza taxke paszesser runotesy I. Xosn-
Ilepa 0 KOHTaKTaX cKU(CKMX I1JIeMeH C ellje OJHUM, He
MHIOUPAHCKUM, MHJ0eBPOIIEIICKUM CyOCTPaTOM, A3bI-
KOM, B KOTOPOM IIPOMCXOJWIO OIJTyIIeHMe 3BOHKUX U
o3BOHUeHNe Imyxux: HasBaume Jona Tavaic (ITME
*dhn- ‘6exxatp, Teur’), umsa 6oxectBa Tafuti (ITVE
*dhyp- ‘TOTOBUTDL pUTYaILHYIO IIHUIITY’).

B mpmioxxeHny aBTOp JaeT IlepedeHb M KPaTKyIO
XapaKTepUCTUKy OCHOBHBIX apXaudecKMX CKUQCKIX
IaMATHMKOB (Bcero 16 00beKTOB), cofep>Kalliyx BeIu
6JIM>KHEBOCTOYHOTO IIPOU3BOJCTBA.

B xonne MoHorpadunu momelieH ykasareab CJIOBO-
¢opM Kak ckuCKOro, Tak U IPOIMX A3BIKOB, 3aTparu-
BaeMBIX B TEKCTE, UTO 3HAUYUTENBHO YIIPOIIIaeT IIOUCKU
HY>KHOTO T1acca’ka.

Ananmusupys ckugCKuil A3BIKOBOM MaTepuas, MC-
cllefioBaTesIb HeM30eXKHO CTaJIKMBAeTCA C PAJOM allb-
TEPHATUBHBIX ®TUMOJOTM3ALUII U TPYJHOCTHIO B
IpeAIOYTeHNM OJHOM M3 HMX. Psj ajbTepHaTHMBHBIX
CKU(DCKUX DTUMOJIOTUI TOPOXKJaeT OCTPYIO MOJIEMU-
Ky B Kpyrax CrelmaIncTos (cM., Harpumep, VBaHank
2009; Kymranga 2011a; On ke 20116). IToxoxurens-
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HOJ CTOPOHO pabOTBHI SIBJISIETCA OCBellleHNe BeeX Ha-
YUHBIX TEOPUI1, HAPaOOTaHHBIX YIEHBIMU IO KaXKJOMY
5TuMoHy. OHa Bps1J, JIM ITOCTaBUT TOYKY B BOIIpOCE BT-
HoTreHe3a CKI(OB, HO, 0E3yCIOBHO, CTaHET IIeHHBIM
IIOACIIOPbEM /I BCEX MHTEPeCyIOIUXCA CKU(PCKUM
A3BIKOM.
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The volume under review is dedicated to various is-
sues of historical syntax and syntactic reconstruction.
The book is a collection of contributions resulting
from the workshop “Syntactic change and syntactic
reconstruction: new perspectives” held at the Univer-
sity of Zurich in September 2012.

In terms of linguistic reconstruction syntax has al-
ways been less investigated than phonology, lexicon
or grammar. In the second half of the 20t century re-
search on diachronic syntax began to take its place in
the field of historical linguistic studies, Indo-European
as well as historical linguistics in general (inter alia,
Lehmann 1974, 1976, 2000; Faarlund 1990; Bauer 1995,
2000; Crespo & Garcia Ramoén 1997; Devine & Stephens
1999; Baroddal 2001; Hewson & Bubenik 2006; Luraghi
2010; Barddal & Eythdrsson 2012; Ferraresi & Goldbach
2008; Ferraresi & Liihr 2010; Harris & Campbell 1995;
Lightfoot 1979, 1991, 1999, 2002a, 2006; Longobardi
2003; Batllori et al. 2005; Roberts 2007; Jonas et al. 2012).
Unfortunately, the usual trend in historical syntax is
that the research is conducted under different frame-
works, with almost no exchange of data or methods.
This results in very little consensus in academic spheres
on important theoretical and practical issues concern-
ing syntactic reconstruction. Meanwhile, scholarly in-
terest in syntactic change and reconstruction is growing,
since this territory is largely uncharted and could pro-
vide researchers with a lot of additional information on
language relationship and contacts, as well as historical
migrations in the history of civilization. With syntax
constituting one of the essential layers of language
structure, linguistic reconstruction can hardly be com-
plete without considering syntactic change.

The very feasibility of such a reconstruction, though,
is still under discussion. The obvious reason is that
basic syntactic units are freely generated and not
memorized, and vary in many more ways than pho-
nemes, morphemes or lexemes. Therefore, they are
hard to compare in different languages; it seems im-
possible to determine with any certainty which con-
struction is etymologically older, and to reconstruct
the previous stages according to the principles of the
comparative method, which imply regular correspon-
dences between linguistic units.

The book under review contributes to the under-
standing of historical syntax as a discipline of com-
parative historical linguistics. Carlotta Viti (University
of Zurich) opens the discussion with general notions
on the nature of historical syntax in the article “His-
torical syntax: problems, materials, methods, hypothe-
ses”. Historical syntax is presented here as an emerg-
ing field of comparative linguistics; mechanisms of
syntactic change and feasibility of syntactic recon-
struction are discussed, as well as the general rele-
vance of the volume for current studies in historical
syntax. The author summarizes her introduction with
a representative (but not exactly comprehensive!) list
of references on previous research in historical syntax,
about 8 pages in length. The bibliography, however,
somehow lacks in fastidiousness: the names of A. Meil-
let, J. Wackernagel and K. Brugmann, M. Swadesh,
C. Watkins and W. Lehmann, W. Labov, P. Kiparsky,
J. Roberts and A. Garrett, whose influence on histori-
cal syntax and syntax theory cannot be overestimated,
go along with dubious works on time depth in histori-
cal linguistics, such as Gray & Atkinson (2003), Ren-
frew et al. (2000), Longobardi & Guardiano (2009). The
former two use phylogenetic methods to measure dis-
tances between cognate words, with ambitious, but
not always reliable conclusions on prehistoric migra-
tions; the latter focuses on building genealogical trees
based on a list of syntactic parameters (see detailed
discussion in Molina 2016). The aim of the introduc-
tory paper, though, is not to discuss the quality of the
research, but to introduce the general problems of the
field and present the most prominent perspectives of
its development.

The chapter on syntactic change opens with a paper
by Ekkehard Konig (Free University of Berlin & Uni-
versity of Freiburg), “Manner deixis as source of
grammatical markers in Indo-European languages”.
The main part of this paper focuses on the quite ne-
glected aspect of relative demonstratives and their
role in the process of grammaticalization, resulting in
the development of new grammatical categories. The
author discusses the well-known change from exo-
phoric to anaphoric and cataphoric meaning, and also
gives examples for cases of propositional anaphors,
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developed from deictic words, as well as comparative
markers, adverbial connectives, quotative, exclama-
tive and approximative markers. He specifically looks
into the semantic categories of ‘manner’, ‘quality’ and
‘degree’ (< Proto-Germanic *swa). In particular, he
shows that Germanic languages lack a clear differen-
tiation between the three categories mentioned above
(Germanic and Romance languages are the ones in fo-
cus here). Konig claims to be using the comparative
method for his study, taking a theoretical approach
rather than a descriptive one. The general syntactic
processes are reconstructed “on the basis of compara-
tive evidence, synchronic observations of possible
forms, and patterns of polysemy” as well as on the ba-
sis of theoretical information known about grammati-
calization of demonstratives — the macro-processes of
grammaticalization, observable in a variety of lan-
guages. The deictic particles of ‘manner’, ‘quality’,
‘degree’ are taken as a starting point for all further
processes concerning other demonstratives.

By means of semantic analysis the author demon-
strates on the examples of modern languages (English,
German, Italian), as well as on ancient and proto-
language material (Latin, Old German), the possible
ways of semantic change from exophoric to anaphoric
meaning, from anaphoric to connective, from cata-
phoric to quotative (the latter is typologically sup-
ported with data from African languages, via Giilde-
mann 2008). One of the major construction types is the
meaning change from an endophoric determiner to a
comparative marker with further development into a
relative marker (see also Haspelmath 2012; a detailed
discussion of manner deictics in comparative con-
structions across languages is given in Konig 2013).
The last change seems to have almost no support from
linguistic material — still, Kénig shows some Old
Saxon / Old Low German examples (p. 54) that sup-
port this process, providing a perfect candidate for the
reanalysis of comparative markers as relative markers:

(1) sulike gesidosso he im selbo gecos

Such companions as he himself chose
‘Such companions as/that he chose for himself...’

(Heliand text, 9th century, cf. Brandner & Brauning 2013:138)

The main result of the paper is that, as suggested
by the material, “demonstratives of manner, of quality
and of degree are a highly relevant source for proc-
esses of grammaticalization”. However, the author
stresses the preliminary character of this idea, and
points out that it demands further research.

Frans Plank (University of Constance) begins his
paper “Time for change” with a reference to physics,

218

astronomy and geology, lamenting that historical lin-
guistics cannot offer the same exact timing for its
milestone events, as is given for the Big Bang or the
time of Earth emerging, in order to model the evolu-
tion of typological diversity in languages. He puts
forward the idea that the time needed for a change
(‘time-stability’) should be a direct object of study. The
basic measuring unit for such a study might be one
generation, or one instance of acquisition of a language.
Plank claims that the absolute dating of changes in
syntax is possible quite deep in time, if relative chro-
nologies of changes are traced (p. 66). He also sug-
gests that for some items of lexicon the time for
change goes slower than for others, being incredulous
at the idea of glottochronology: “The glottochronologi-
cal constant has been so decisively discredited, and
the identification of cognates has proved so formida-
ble or indeed impossible a task without an in-depth
expertise in the histories of the languages concerned,
that one can only marvel at the recent surge of neo-
glottochronological enthusiasm and its gullible recep-
tion in high-profile science journals and the general
press” (p. 70). It should be remarked that, as far as
“neo”-glottochronology is concerned, Plank seems to
only be acquainted with the well-publicized works of
the Gray & Atkinson group (mentioned above with
respect to the article of Carlotta Viti), whose methods
were certainly let down by the poor quality of input
lexicon material and, consequently, even poorer output
results of dating. In fact, Plank confesses this in his own
words: “Only one characteristic recent paper shall be
mentioned, owing to its exceptional misproportion be-
tween rhetorical flourish and phylogenetic sophistica-
tion on the one hand and historical linguistic substance
on the other: Greenhill, Atkinson, Meade & Gray
2010”. Different modern approaches to glottochronol-
ogy, such as represented, e.g., in the project “The
Global Lexicostatistical Database” (G. Starostin 2011-
2016), are not taken into account by Plank in his paper.

As for his own ideas on time change, Plank sug-
gests that there is a theoretical minimum for an elemen-
tary syntactic change, which takes three generations:

— individuals innovate;

— variation appears in the speech community;

— whole speech community follows the innovators.

According to the author, the loss of dual number in
Attic Greek took precisely that minimum time, while
in other languages this process took much longer: Old
English is just one example, with over 600 years, or
25+ generations, for the change to take effect. Different
changes, therefore, demand different spans of time.
Plank advocates the idea that there is a list of possible
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parameters for change, such as abruptness/gradual-
ness, simple or complex innovation, social diffusion of
the society, and so on (7 categories suggested in the
paper): “Change should be rapid, reaching completion
within the minimum span of three generations, if all is
easy: simple actuation; abrupt transition; Neo-gram-
marian mode of implementation; elementary change;
discernible, high-profile difference; decisive individu-
als; small, homogeneous, well-connected community”.

One particular case is investigated, namely, the
grammaticalization of the local adposition ‘at’ from
the noun ‘dwelling, home’. The aim of this case study
is to determine the length of time for this change, and
to compare its pace between several languages where
it has occurred. Relevant instances are French chez ‘at’
from Late Latin casa/chiés; Swedish, Danish, Norwe-
gian hos ‘at’ from Old Norse hus; Icelandic and Faroese
hja ‘at, next to, by, with; of’ from Old Norse hién ‘fam-
ily, household’; and late Pali g¢ ‘at; of’ from Prakritic
Indo-Aryan geha. The author shows that this change
took approximately the same time (about 400 years
= approximately 16 cycles of acquisition) to be com-
pleted.

The second part of the book, given over to issues of
syntactic reconstruction, opens with a paper contrib-
uted by Thomas Smitherman (University of Bergen),
called “Reconstructing non-canonical argument struc-
ture for Proto-Indo-European: methodological ques-
tions and progress”. The paper discusses methodo-
logical issues that have arisen over the investigation
into the likelihood that oblique subject constructions
in Indo-European languages are inherited from Proto-
Indo-European. A four-year project, Indo-European
Case and Argument Structure in a Typological Per-
spective (IECASTP, led by Johanna Barddal, Univer-
sity of Bergen, in 2008-2012), had attempted to apply
the comparative method to syntax, which allows
Smitherman to discuss the difficulties encountered by
the researchers.

As a starting point, he assumes that a syntactic re-
construction may be less reliable compared to a lexical
one, but the reason for that is an extra layer of com-
plexity — it should be based on a thorough recon-
struction of phonetics, phonology, morphology (with
complete understanding of allomorphy), formal and
semantic aspects of lexicon. There are certain formal
approaches to description of syntactic constructions,
and a syntactic reconstruction of a language might
look like an inventory of its possible constructions.
IECASTP attempted to provide an example of how
formal representations might work for PIE syntactic
reconstructions (see Barddal & Smitherman 2013).
These representations include reconstruction of predi-

cates (as heads), all separate word forms, cases, se-
mantic roles of arguments and argument structure of
the predicate, which constitute a kind of construction
grammar. This grammar can, indeed, be used as for-
mal means to compare syntactic units. As described in
the paper, the approach is rather close to dependency
grammar, which has been actively used in treebanks,
including ones for ancient languages (see below on
Dag Haug and the PROIEL project). It certainly helps
to enforce uniformity and provide an instrument to
make comparisons on syntactic level; still, this does
not necessarily mean that a certain syntactic construc-
tion in Latin has the exact same meaning as, say, in
Hittite, which marks the weak point of this approach.
The author does not, however, insist on generaliza-
tions on the current level of historical syntactic studies:
theoretically-determined interpretations, according to
Smitherman, should only be attempted “after the em-
pirical data have been examined, after comparisons
between languages have been conducted”.

The project has succeeded in gathering lists for
predicates with argument structures, in which oblique
subjects appear, from the oldest languages of Indo-
European branches: Old Icelandic, Old High German,
Middle High German, Gothic, and Old Russian; Latin,
Ancient Greek (Homeric to Early Koiné), Old Church
Slavonic, Old English, and Old Swedish, Sanskrit and
Hittite (partially). For each predicate a PIE etymology
was drawn where possible (phonetic reconstruction is
based on laryngeal theory, under the assumption of
three laryngeals and no vowel-initial morphemes). If a
predicate is supposed to be an early borrowing into
one IE branch from another (like some German bor-
rowings into Common Slavic), it is not counted on the
level of Indo-European etymological comparison.

Study of argument roles for the predicate involves
analysis of the semantics of affixes and preverbs.
Some verbal affixes are assumed to have aspectual
values (like -ske- in Hittite); preverbs in some IE lan-
guages might evolve from postpositions or deictic ad-
verbs, which could determine the case of arguments.
Semantic transfers in verbs are also checked. IECASTP
guidelines identify common semantic correlations as
being linked to a single PIE predicate: e.g., burn — be
angry or suffer an uncontrollable sensation; bend/twist
— be confused/be in pain; eat/consume — be over-
come; be light/heavy — have it easy/difficult, etc.

The preliminary results are as follows. Roughly 200
cognate sets in 2+ branches, and 90 sets in 3+ branches
(Baltic and Slavic are not counted separately) have
been analysed for the etymology of verbs and their
polysemy, case frames and distribution of oblique
subjects. The working hypothesis is that “late PIE had
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a contained, probably unproductive or barely produc-
tive realm of semantic alignment within a generally
Nominative-Accusative language”. According to the
author, this ensues from patterns of use of the argu-
ment structure to accommodate polysemy, recurrent
throughout many branches.

Basic methodological problems concern early bor-
rowings between branches; areal contacts, with simi-
lar argument structures on some cognate predicates;
comparison of non-cognate like word classes, e.g.
comparing Latin deponent forms (with *-r), Greeco-
Aryan (*-o0i), Slavic or Old Norse neo-formations in-
volving the reflexive pronoun. Another important
problem is whether to reconstruct sememes or forms
— if several forms have the same or almost the same
meaning, should they be considered separately or not?
Smitherman does not give any clear answer in his ar-
ticle. He suggests that focused diachronic frequency
studies should be conducted in the case of specific
sememes for oblique subject construction in Indo-
European. A controlled test should be invented that
could play the role of a Swadesh-type wordlist for
syntactic constructions, before we could claim with
any certainty what semantic alignment there was in
PIE. Summing up, he argues that a reconstruction of
oblique subject constructions for PIE is possible,
though the use of the Comparative Method for syntax
certainly needs further review and refinement.

The next paper of the book under review is “An
approach to syntactic reconstruction” by Ilja A. Serzant.
It is primarily devoted to the methodological discus-
sion of how to reconstruct syntactic patterns. The au-
thor distinguishes between two types of inquiries into
diachronic syntax: stage reconstruction and etymo-
logical reconstruction (p. 117). He focuses on the sec-
ond one and argues for a methodology based on the
principles of the Comparative Method, where all fac-
tors other than inheritance should be excluded by the
reconstruction process: “Typologically quirky, idio-
syncratic features are better reconstructable than typo-
logically ordinary ones”. Serzant applies his method
to the development of the independent partitive geni-
tive (IPG) from Proto-Indo-European into Baltic and
Russian, and finally into North Russian dialects, to
show that this feature was indeed inherited from PIE
and how it changed from PIE.

The method crucially relies on typologically idio-
syncratic properties of every pattern to be recon-
structed. For example, morphological properties, as
regards their phonetic/phonological realization, are
typologically idiosyncratic. The more idiosyncratic
properties are found to correlate across comparanda,
the higher is the probability of the reconstruction.
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Since (syntactic) categories never remain the same
through time, syntactic reconstruction deals rather
with clusters of properties that mutate through time:
certain properties may persist while others may dras-
tically change or get lost and new ones can be ac-
quired. The author emphasizes that “superficially
similar constructions may in fact have quite divergent
underlying syntactic structures at different develop-
mental stages”.

A grammatical category, therefore, is treated as a
list or as a cluster of properties, with each subgroup
analyzed separately. There are four types of profiles
for the analysis — lexical, semantic, morphological
and syntactic ones: “Profiles of the category can be es-
tablished in the course of synchronic analyses at every
particular stage where data are available”. The recon-
struction of the morphological and lexical profiles on a
proto-stage can be carried out by means of the Com-
parative Method. However, “the degree of probabil-
ity” depends on “the number of idiosyncratic proper-
ties” inherited from the respective proto-language on
the basis of the Comparative Method (Ivanov 1965:
185). It is only the Comparative Method, applied cor-
rectly, that helps to get rid of borrowings in the mor-
phological profile, excluding typologically dominant
correlations or correlations that are due to language
contact. The syntactic and semantic profiles have to be
explored for typologically quirky properties in order
to individualize the reconstructed pattern against the
typological background and thus claim sufficient
probability. The following ranking of profiles repre-
sents their relevance for determining etymologically
cognate categories across related languages (ranked
from most to least crucial):

morphological profile > lexical profile > syntactic profile >

semantic profile

Speaking about the IPG and the changes it underwent
from PIE to Baltic and East Slavic, Ilja Serzant dis-
cusses first the morphological and lexical profiles of
the construction. The inheritance of morphology and
lexicon from PIE to Baltic/Slavic languages was thor-
oughly proven in previous studies. The difference be-
tween the genitive in Baltic/Slavic and in PIE is seen
by Serzant, particularly, as loss of all morphological
difference between ablative and genitive throughout
the singular in the former, “while the latter still dis-
tinguishes these cases for one specific NP type,
namely, the o-stems”. On the lexical level, it is impor-
tant that there are reconstructible lexemes that oc-
curred in the construction. Derivational means that
are part of the lexeme should not be glossed over,
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“because different morphological derivations, espe-
cially with verbs, may be linked to distinct syntactic
patterns, e.g. causatives vs. simplices or denominal vs.
deverbal predicates are known to trigger distinct syn-
tactic patterns”.

The semantic profile is described on p. 134 as a list
of possibly inherited functional properties for which
values are drawn for PIE and Baltic/Slavic. The com-
parison exhibits a number of particular changes in the
partitive genitive though its development:

— ability to quantify over the host constituent or

over the whole clause,

— sensitiveness to adverbs quantifying the situa-

tion (VP),

— sensitiveness to verb-prefixal quantifiers,

— invoking the meaning of a temporality (‘for some

period of time’) with transfer verbs,

— ‘one’ as a possible value of the implicit (head)

quantifier,

— combination with verb negation,

— interaction with aspectuality,

— decreased referentiality,

— discursive backgroundedness,

— gradual loss of the partitive function; prevalence

of the pseudo-partitive function,

— partitivity constraint,

— partial loss of the differential object marking.

The syntactic profile consists of five properties: se-
lection restrictions on NPs marked by the IPG (e.g.
mass vs. count nouns), selection restrictions on verbs
with subject IPG (e.g. existential vs. unergative), ver-
bal agreement with subject IPG, coordination with
otherwise case-marked NPs, positional restrictions.

Thus, morphological and lexical profiles provide a
relatively high probability for the assumption of ety-
mological relationship between the IPG of Baltic and
Slavic languages and the same structure in PIE, recon-
structed on the basis of ancient IE languages such as
Sanskrit, Avestan and Ancient Greek. After the analy-
sis of syntactic properties, the author argues that the
IPG in Baltic and Slavic (Russian) languages may be
analyzed as a syntactically independent partitive genitive,
governed by an implicit pronoun, for which the term
pro is used, thus assuming the existence of an implicit
head for this construction. The author reminds us that
there is no restriction on syntactic position for the IPG
in ancient IE languages, which is another reason why
he argues for the implicit pronoun assuming case and
position in the clause. The same concerns singu-
lar/plural of verbs in the partitive constructions — it is
the pro which assumes number and person and be-
comes visible due to its ability to be the controller in

the subject position triggering verbal agreement. He
argues that this implicit pronoun (zero head) in Baltic
and Russian became even less visible in the morpho-
syntax and, comparing with PIE, retained only a weak
ability to coordinate with accusatives and, partly,
nominatives (triggering the default third singular neu-
ter/non-agreeing form). Finally, in those instances
where some North Russian varieties allow for the
agreement ad formam with the IPG subject, the implicit
pronoun may be considered to be lost entirely and the
former dependent genitive NP acquires direct access
to verbal agreement. The general development of the
IPG, thus, can be summarized as: explicit head (de-
pendent partitive genitive) —> “pro” (PIE/ ancient IE
languages) —> “PRO” (Baltic/Russian) —> null (some
North Russian subdialects).

The next paper, “Anatolian syntax: inheritance and
innovation”, was contributed to the volume by An-
nette Teffeteller. It is dedicated to three interrelated
topics in the syntax of Anatolian languages: the issue
of argument structure, the putative split-ergativity,
and the development of subject clitic pronouns. Actu-
ally, Annette Teffeteller is reproducing here her own
talk at the VIIIth International Congress of Hittitology
in Warsaw in 2008, where it was received with rela-
tively little enthusiasm; the problems encountered
there remain largely unsolved in the paper, which se-
riously restricts its usefulness for future discussion on
historical syntax.

In two areas concerned with subject reference, Ana-
tolian languages display unique syntactic features.
First, there is a third-person enclitic ‘subject’ pronoun,
marked for gender, common and neuter, restricted to
a particular class of verbs (intransitives only, pre-
dominantly statives). Second, there is a suffix used
with neuter nouns when they occur in correlation
with the subject of a transitive verb. Both are topics
with a long history of discussion, and for both there is
still no consensus as to their origins. Unfortunately,
the author adds no new information to the discussion.
Her analysis of Anatolian data in the paper is largely
restricted to Hittite material, and the examples are
mostly not Teffeteller’s own, but have been taken
from other works, such as Melchert 2011. She laments
that the most prominent syntacticians working in the
field of Anatolian languages tend to use generative
syntactic theory (see, for example, Hoffner & Melchert
2008:406; Sideltsev 2011), where subject pronouns are
treated as null subject. Teffeteller suggests using an-
other framework for Hittite, borrowed from the re-
search on North American languages, according to
which personal endings of verbs might be considered
as verbal subject markers, i.e. incorporated pronomi-
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nal elements (Jelinek 1984). Nouns, NPs, and inde-
pendent pronouns in this case are considered as ad-
juncts, regardless of whether they are found outside
or inside the clause. The verb thus constitutes a com-
plete minimal clause in itself. However, the author
gives no clear reasons why this concept should be
used instead of the more widespread concept of null
subject. Teffeteller argues that “the absence of gram-
matical agreement markers (null subject) is a typologi-
cally rare phenomenon”, with reference to Siewierska
1999, and that the generative framework only works
for modern European languages. This sounds rather
strange, since generative syntax has been tested many
times on languages outside of the Indo-European fam-
ily, and, actually, is now widely used in typological
research on the world’s languages.

As for the problem of ‘ergativity’ in Hittite, this is
an old discussion, in which the specific Hittite ‘erga-
tive’ suffix -ant- (added to neuter nouns if they are
subjects) is sometimes viewed as derivational, and
sometimes as inflectional, with a special ‘ergative’
case in the Hittite noun declension paradigm (see re-
cently, inter alia, Melchert 2011, Yakubovich 2011,
Goedegebuure 2013). Annette Teffeteller traces this
discussion in detail, listing all the arguments pro and
contra, and may be safely referred to as a source for
the most recent references on the question.

In the chapter “Historical syntax and corpus lin-
guistics” the most prominent projects of annotated
corpora for historical languages are represented. The
opening paper is by Dag Haug from the University of
Oslo, the leader of PROIEL, a unique public on-line
resource for syntactically annotated corpora of ancient
languages, built in the framework of universal de-
pendencies (UD). He argues in the paper for the ad-
vantages of using parsed corpora (treebanks) for re-
search in historical linguistics.

One important example is basic word order. Raw
statistical data on word order in Ancient Greek differs
between researchers (see p. 189 for figures on word
order in Luke/Acts, according to various authors). The
author points out an important question of historical
syntax: if we cannot agree even on the raw facts, how
can we settle such questions as what (if any) basic
word order there was in Ancient Greek, or to what ex-
tent it was influenced by Semitic? Another thing is
that the results of the research should also be replic-
able by other scholars, and it is only the corpus ap-
proach that could help us achieve this.

Initially, PROIEL had developed a parsed corpus of
the Greek New Testament as well as several of its
early translations into other languages (Haug &
Johndal 2008; Haug et al. 2009). The paper in question
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focuses on the description of the oldest part of the pro-
ject. However, it should be mentioned here that, as of
now, the project not only contains data from Ancient
Greek (New Testament, Historia Lausiaca, Herodotus:
Histories, Sphrantzes: Chronicles), but also from
Church Slavonic (Codex Marianus, Codex Supraslien-
sis, Codex Zographensis), Classical Armenian (New
Testament, Koriwn), Gothic (The Gothic Bible), and
includes a list of sources in Latin, Old English, Old
French, Old Norse, Old Russian, Portuguese and
Spanish.

The author argues that “a treebank does not in itself
define the actual assumptions of research based on it,
but it defines the set of possible assumptions that a re-
searcher can make using it”. There are several ways to
avoid pre-assumption. Phrase structure based corpora,
such as the Penn Treebank (actually, the family of
corpora from the Linguistic Data Consorium at the
University of Penn), use a much flatter phrase struc-
ture than any practitioners of theoretical phrase struc-
ture grammars assume, thereby avoiding many con-
tentious decisions. The other option, which was cho-
sen in the PROIEL corpus, is to use a dependency-
based analysis, where grammatical relations, such as
subject, object, and adverbial, are taken as primitive.
Being on the team of linguists and programmers that
work on the standards of Universal Dependencies,
Dag Haug could have hardly made a different choice.
Unfortunately, syntactic annotation in the UD scheme
treats the syntax of the world’s languages as if no lan-
guage-specific features existed in the first place (anno-
tation of language-specific relations as subtags of ex-
isting universal tags does not help much). For exam-
ple, one problematic issue with UD is clitics, with
their specific syntax.! Another problem is the very ab-
sence of any assumption in treebanks — in fact, this
framework gives the researcher no proper explanation
of syntax. However, in terms of pure data PROIEL,
with its standards of merely building an improved in-
strument for search, so far remains the best, if not the
only, means of applying statistical methods to the ma-
terial of early IE languages.

The paper of Prof. Dr. Rosemarie Lithr from Hum-
boldt-University of Berlin (“Traces of discourse con-
figurationality in older Indo-European languages?”)
concerns the relationship between information struc-
ture and syntax on the material of Old Indian, Ancient

1 Joakim Nivre, University of Uppsala, another member of
the UD team, informed me in a pers. comm. during his lecture
on Universal Dependencies in Moscow, Yandex campus, 20
April 2016, that he had no proper guidelines for annotating, for
instance, Hittite subject enclitics.
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Greek and Hittite, languages with the documented
discourse-configurational word order fopic — focus —
verb. There are many deviations from this word order
in the early IE languages. As in the case of a preceding
predicate noun in Old Indian, the sequence topic — fo-
cus can be inverted. Similarly, a shifting topic may ap-
pear at the end of a clause if the first/initial position is
taken by a contrastive focus. The positions of contras-
tive focus are shown in the paper on examples from
Ancient Greek and Hittite.

Regrettably, Prof. Liithr does not take into account
the works of Petra Goedegebuure (2013, 2014), who
specifically discussed the types of foci in Hittite and
their positions in the clause. This shortcoming of the
article under review might be partially explained by

its being presented for the first time in September 2012.

Still, at the time when the reviewed volume was ed-
ited, the abovementioned papers of Goedegebuure,
specifically the one concerning focused noun phrases
(2013), had already been published and should have
been known to Prof. Liihr. Actually, she presents here
the preliminary results of her own project in Hum-
boldt-University on word order corpus research in
early IE languages. The project took around eight years,
was finished in 2015 and has been discussed in several
workshops of 2015 and 2016. One presented result is
that the marked word order OSV, closely connected
with the position of focus, in Hittite appears in 50% of
all involved material.? Unfortunately, the corpus itself is
not in the public domain, and there is no way for an in-
dependent check. Our own Hittite material (letters and
instructions), when subjected to corpus-based analysis
of the distribution of OSV, demonstrates rather low
values — around 15% (Molina 2015). The author sum-
marizes the paper with the notion that the position of
information-structural entities in the old IE languages is
inherited from PIE, and that only Greek has demon-
strated in the study an innovation specified as “the
postverbal new-information focus position”, triggered by
the verb moving into the middle position. As has al-
ready been said, all the details leading to this assertion
should be independently double-checked on corpus
material, which strongly demands historical corpora
made for the research to be opened for the public.

The chapter concerning corpus research for histori-
cal languages is continued with the paper “Studying
word order changes in Latin: some methodological
remarks”, contributed by Lieven Danckaert (Ghent

2This information was made public at the Workshop “The
precursors of Indo-European: The Indo-Hittite and Indo-Uralic
hypotheses”, Leiden University, June 2015, and was later dis-
cussed personally with Prof. Liihr.

University). He argues that “a linear string of Latin
words can correspond to more than one syntactic
structure”, and offers a detailed case study on the of-
ten discussed OV/VO alternation in the history of Latin
(from 1% c. BC to 6 c. AD). The author postulates mul-
tiple positions for the object in the Latin clause and
demonstrates that “the objects in three different posi-
tions are all to be interpreted in a different way”. Two
hypotheses are formulated for languages that display
variable OV and VO ordering: one, that the choice be-
tween possible word orders is influenced by the variety
of different usage-based factors, such as information
structure, weight and complexity of the object, but the
factor itself should not have much influence on the syn-
tactic position of direct objects. Second, quantitative re-
sults that emerge from a study that only takes into ac-
count syntactically non-ambiguous environments pro-
vide a more accurate characterization of the syntactic
changes that took place during the evolution from
Latin towards the (early) Romance languages. The
case study presented in the paper took into account at
least 20 clauses with an auxiliary, with a transitive non-
finite verb and an overt direct object for each period
and source, “in order to be sure that the calculation of
the average values of VO and OV is based on sufficient
amount of tokens and thus provides a reliable esti-
mate”. Surprisingly, the statistical data demonstrated
that no statistically significant rise of VO could be spot-
ted, in strong contrast with what is commonly assumed.

Anna Bonifazi’s article is titled “Problematizing
syndetic coordination: Ancient Greek ‘and’ from Hom-
er to Aristophanes”. It discusses the interpretation of
three particles, te, kai and dé, which function as coor-
dinators with the general meaning ‘and’ in Archaic
and Classical Greek. Bonifazi focuses on discourse
phenomena that cause syntactic distinctions between
these particles. She demonstrates that multiple words
with the meaning ‘and’ reflect a specific communica-
tive need: for example, te may pragmatically imply
shared knowledge, or may indicate a certain genre,
while kai between two conjuncts may be used to indi-
cate a conceptual unity. Overall, summarizes Bonifazi,
the range of usage for fe, kai, and dé encompasses a
continuum between connective and adverbial functions.

The last paper in this chapter concerns epigraphic
corpora: “What role for inscriptions in the study of
syntax and syntactic change in the old Indo-European
languages?”, by Francesca Dell’Oro. She regrets that
scholars who deal with syntactic problems, especially
of a theoretical nature “tend to dismiss inscriptional
records of early IE languages as being ‘not useful’ or

3%

‘too difficult to investigate’”, — although this asser-

tion would seem unfair if one takes into account cer-
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tain cases of thorough investigation of epigraphic
sources by Indo-Europeanists, it is indeed true that
syntactic research rarely looks into inscriptions for in-
put data. The paper provides a lot of examples from
Greek epigraphics, including ones containing syntac-
tic errors that help to reconstruct certain syntactic pat-
terns, but also contains a series of rather commonplace
assertions, such as “it is not easy to investigate prob-
lems of syntactic change or syntactic reconstruction on
the basis of epigraphic material”.

The final chapter, concerning questions of historical
syntax and linguistic contact, contains two papers
based on non-Indo-European material. One of them is
a case study of Guinea creole languages (“The Gulf of
Guinea creoles: a case-study of syntactic reconstruc-
tion”) by Tjerk Hagemeijer; the other is “Syntactic di-
versity and change in Austroasiatic languages” by
Mathias Jenny. Upon first sight, both seem to concern
issues that are only tangentially related to the main
focus of the volume, but in fact they offer a wider un-
derstanding of the problems of syntactic reconstruc-
tion, discussing material that usually remains un-
touched by mainstream researchers in the respective
fields. The first article shows that creoles may consti-
tute fertile ground with respect to the reconstruction
of syntax, given a high degree of structural identity
between sister languages and the fact that many
shared syntactic properties, such as discontinuous
sentence negation, must have been inherited and dif-
fused from the protolanguage. The second one looks
into the syntactic diversity of Austroasiatic languages,
where historical data are available only for a small
number of units, and seeks possible explanations for
the development of this diversity. Two main factors
seem to trigger syntactic change, namely, reanalysis
and contact influence from neighboring languages,
and insights drawn from languages with lengthy re-
corded histories could help to understand the devel-
opment of languages with no historical data.
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