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Chapter 1

Introduction

The subject of the present book is the origins of the Slavs, the most
numerous group of peoples in Europe. The question immediately arises,
why the Slavs should be separated out from the other Europeans.
Anybody even superficially acquainted with the history of Europe knows
that the Slavs do not represent any racial, cultural, or linguistic entity.
And even today, although their majority is included directly or indirectly
in the Soviet block (the only exception is the Slavs of Yugoslavia), they
do not represent any such unity. To speak about the “Slavic race” (in
terms of physical anthropology) is as obvious a nonsense as to speak
about, for example, a Germanic, Romance, or other race, referring to
groups based primarily upon criteria of historical-comparative linguistics.
Equally empty is the term “Slavic culture.” There is no such thing in the
sense of a set of beliefs, values, customs, habits, etc., common to all the
present-day Slavic peoples. And it is also doubtful whether such a
common culture could be discernibly posited even for earlier periods in
the history of the Slavs, at least on the level of the upper classes. So the
cultural “community” of the Slavs seems to be a phenomenon that
belongs to their prehistory, and only its vestiges can be traced in the
folklore of the historical Slavic peoples. Thus we are left with language
as the only objective feature which can be used for the definition and
identification of the Slavs among other peoples. Of course, there is no
longer one Slavic language, just as there is no one Germanic, Romance
(neo-Latin), Celtic, etc., language. But there is an obvious genetic
relationship between the present-day Slavic languages, which strikes any
person acquainted with one or more of them who is trying to learn and
understand others. Such an obvious genetic relationship between
languages (for some examples, see p. 12) proves their common origin and
ultimately the common origin of their respective societies (ethnic groups),
which use these languages, although we must be aware that the historical
continuity and identity of a language does not necessarily imply the
historical continuity and identity of the original speakers of that language.
A language can spread from its original speakers to the original speakers
of other languages, and after a period of bilingualism it can ultimately be



8 CHAPTER ONE

adopted by the latter as their only language. This relative “autonomy” of
language with respect to its original (native) speakers is a very significant
socio-cultural fact, which accounts for the lack of coincidence between
language and physical race, and also, to a lesser extent, between language
and culture.

These general remarks are indispensable in order to understand the
problem of ethnos and ethnicity. For it is language, culture, and race that
are relevant for the determination of ethnos as a separate category among
other social categories (such as classes, religious organizations, etc.).
There is no doubt that the separation of the Slavs from other European
peoples rests ultimately upon their historically distinct ethnicity. To grasp
this distinctive ethnicity of the primary, i.e., prehistorical and early
historical, Slavs is the main task of the present book. But first we should
attempt to determine, if not define, the differentia specifica of ethnos
among other social categories. The task is not easy, as is no task
concerning not purely abstract concepts but concrete historical
phenomena. It even seems paradoxical that this question still remains
open to discussion and final definition, despite, or perhaps because of an
impressive revival of ethnicity which has been taking place in recent
times, i.e., after the second world war.!

There is a time-honored intellectual tradition that whenever we wish
to understand more profoundly the meaning of a concept, we examine
the origin and primary signification of the corresponding term, i.e., we
simply reach for its etymology. In our case, then, we should examine the
primary meaning of the Greek term ethnos: Gr. (t0) €vog (neuter -eo-
stem) means according to Chantraine (1970: II,315) ‘groupe plus ou
moins permanent d’individus, soldats, animaux’ — ‘nation, classe, caste,
sexe, peuple étranger, barbare’, Ta &€vm (pl.) ‘les Gentils’ (New
Testament). Its derivative is Gr. 6Bvetos ‘étranger’; “le sens originel est
appartenant a I’ &vos par opposition au <yévos, donc proprement
‘étranger a la famille’.”

From among the above meanings, that of a separate people, especially
foreign people, ‘tribe’, seems to prevail. So there is no doubt that the
term €vos was used in Greek to denote a separate group of people,
connected internally by close ties which were easily identifiable to
external observers. The biblical use of &wvm is instructive in this
connection. Now, what is the etymology of the word &vos in Greek?
Without entering into the details of the historical phonology of Greek, we
can simple state that the word represents a prehistorical form *syedhnos,
a neuter noun derived from the PIE adjective *syedho- ‘one’s own’
(actually its primary meaning was ‘one’s own affine’). The existence of
such an adjective is supported by, among others, Ol svadhi (f.) ‘Eigenart,
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Gewohnheit, Heimstétte’ (notice especially the last meaning!); for details
see Chantraine, loc. cit., and Pokorny, 883. Here we can only mention
that from a similar adjective *syebho-, with the -bho- suffix, some IE
ethnica, like *Svobéne = Slovéne ‘Slavs’ and Suébi ‘Swabians’, have been
derived (see the discussion of these ethnica on p. 293). One is entitled to
reconstruct for Proto-Indo-European two adjectives: *suedho- and
*suebho- ‘one’s affine’, both derived from the same basic PIE radical
element *s(y)e- ‘apart, aside’, etc. (for details see again p. 294).

All this would indicate that the primary meaning of ethnos (PIE
*syedhnos), the meaning present in the minds of the speakers of
prehistorical Greek, was ‘community of (one’s own) affines’, i.e., ‘the
community of people tied by intermarriages’. Now it is quite well known
to anthropologists that besides consanguinity ties, those of affinity are the
oldest and the most basic ties underlying any human society. Actually no
human society is imaginable without a system of affinity ties whose
“node” is constituted by marriage, which in its turn is based upon an
“exchange of women” between men (cf. Levy-Strauss). In view of this,
any further research into the problem of the primary meaning of ethnos
raises the following question: what are the conditions which enable
people to enter affinity relations (through exchange of women for
marriage, and eventually through subsequent reciprocal obligations
between two families entering into such a relationship)? It seems to be
obvious that the first and fundamental condition is the ability to
communicate in the same language, i.e.,, there must be a common
language used by the respective parties. (The question whether this is
always the same language as is used in the everyday life of the respective
parties does not interest us at this point.) The second condition is the
very concept of marriage, and of consanguinity and affinity stemming
from it and from its main product, the progeny. Of course, the
institutions of marriage and family, the phenomena of birth and
maturation, the practices of initiation preparing young generations of the
two sexes for mature life and its duties, etc., all that constitutes the
essence of any organized social life and culture, require a common set of
more or less clear ideas in the minds of the people who are involved in
the respective social activities and relations. In modern terms we could
say that a set of common cultural values is necessary for the functioning
of basic affinity and consanguinity relations. There is no need to
elaborate here on the religious aspect (in a very broad sense of the word)
of all the above socio-cultural phenomena and their sometimes quite rich
symbolism. Both in the minds and behavior of the persons involved, this
symbolism represents a kind of common “language” used and understood
by the members of a given group within which the basic affinity and
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consanguinity relations hold. So the ethnos (*suedhnos), conceived as a
community tied by affinity relations (actual or potential), usually implies a
common language and a common set of cultural values. Among the
latter, those referring to basic duties and rights of affinity and
consanguinity and to corresponding religious ideas and symbols seem to
be indispensable. In other words, ethnos was an organic social group
characterized by a common language, a common kinship system, and a
common spiritual culture. As we see, such external aspects of social
groups as biological race and material culture are not important here.
This does not mean that they should be neglected: ethnography and
history know numerous instances of ethnic groups which are distinctly
characterized by a determinate biological race and original material
culture. But the former, as an automatic result of sexual relations and
heredity, is independent of human consciousness, and the latter, as a set
of technical devices, spreads easily across the boundaries of languages
and spiritual cultures, so they seem to play only a secondary, additional
role in the maintenance and transmission of ethnic identity, i.e., the
identity of language, basic social structure, and spiritual culture, is the
crucial problem here. This transmission requires the participation of the
consciousness and will of those involved, whereas the transmission of
racial (biological) features is independent of consciousness and will.2
This is the reason why language and culture groups do not overlap with
biological-racial groups, although relatively isolated and stabilized
societies (ethnic groups) usually manifest well-definable biological (racial)
features, i.e., they represent characteristic types of populations which can
be distinguished from others at least by a different ratio of the same
(common) racial elements.

The above considerations, which started from the etymological
meaning of the Gr. &vos (*syedhnos), enable us to establish the essential
components of ethnos: language and spiritual culture, the latter
connected with a determinate social structure. These components seem
to be relevant at any stage of the cultural development of ethnic groups.
On the lowest level we are dealing with the kinship system and the
respective religious-mythological symbols, plus concomitant rituals; on a
higher level the appearance of statehood and universal religions causes
additional complication. But the two essential features of any ethnic
group, a separate language (or dialect) and a characteristic spiritual
culture, seem to be present in the overwhelming majority of cases. To be
sure, we can find ethnic groups which do not speak a separate language
or dialect of their own, but such cases are rare and rather exceptional,
and even then a historical study usually reveals an earlier period in the
life of a given ethnic group when it used its own separate language or
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dialect (e.g., Hebrew in the case of the Jews, Cakavian in the case of the
Croatians, Irish [Gaelic] in the case of the Irish, etc.). This close
connection between language and spiritual culture is obvious: language is
a system of conventional (i.e., socially established) signs, through which
the communication (transmission of information) between individuals
within a social group takes place. A central part in the transmission of
information is played by the transmission of traditional knowledge (in the
broadest sense of the word), which represents the experience
accumulated by the previous generations and which allows for the
continuity of society and culture. The most essential values of that
traditional knowledge are transmitted in the language used in the
everyday life of the family (whatever its size and structure). The practice
of the Catholic Church was symptomatic: in spite of the preservation of
Latin as the language of liturgy and theological literature, the ethnic
languages have been used since the first missions for creed, confession,
and prayer, i.e., in order to transmit the most basic values of the religion.

Of course, the analysis of the basic meaning of ethnos, which has
elicited the essential features of ethnicity, does not suffice to answer all
the complex questions concerning larger ethnic groups, especially those
resulting from federations of nuclear tribes and from state organization.
Here one can only mention the distinction between “nationality” and
“nation”, to which I will devote some remarks in the following
paragraphs. In any case, the phenomenon of ethnos strikes the student of
the history of Europe as probably its most stable feature. In order to
obtain an idea about this phenomenon, one need only take a look at the
ethnic map of Europe a thousand years ago and now: the ethnic
boundaries have not changed radically, in most cases they have preserved
their basic lines from the tenth century A.D. with some insignificant
shifts. And we should remember that during the last thousand years
Europe experienced great political changes and upheavals, especially in
its main continental bulk, having witnessed the birth and fall of great
empires.

This phenomenon of the amazing permanence of ethnic groups and
boundaries in Europe, the fact that it is ethnicity that since the romantic
cult of nationality has become the universally recognized principle of
international politics (experiencing its apogee as “national self-
determination” at the peace conference in Versailles in 1919, but
undoubtedly declining at the Potsdam conference in 1945)—should be
sufficient reason for scholars to investigate the origins of the historical
ethnic groups in Europe.

For the purpose of more general classification, the numerous and
diversified ethnic groups of Europe can be combined into higher entities
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on a historical-linguistic basis; in this way the basic intuition about the
role of language in the determination of ethnic identity is obviously
manifested. The most numerous ethno-linguistic group of Europe is the
Slavs. There is no question as to their common linguistic origin (the
problem of biological race is irrelevant here) and ultimately as to the
common origin of their oldest pre-Christian cultural traditions. The
obvious kinship of the present-day Slavic languages strikes everybody, not
just the professional linguist. One can say that the Slavic languages are
much more conservative (i.e., slower in their historical change) than other
languages of Europe, e.g., Germanic. Some examples should suffice:

Pol. czlowiek ~ Russ. éelovék ~ S-C covek ‘man’
(p) ludzie  ~ ljudi ~ ljudi
glowa ~ golova  ~ glava ‘head’
reka ~ rukd ~ ruka ‘hand’
2y¢ ~ zit’ ~ Ziveti ‘live’
umrze¢  ~ umerét’ ~ umreti  ‘die’
etc.
Eng. man ~ Germ. Mensch, Mann ‘male person’
(pl) people ~ Leute
head ~ Kopf (etymologically: Haupt)
hand ~ Hand
live ~ leben
die ~ sterben (etymologically=Eng. starve)

But the very fact of the obvious linguistic kinship of the Slavic peoples in
Europe provides only a very general and broad framework within which a
great diversity can be observed, reflecting the quite complex
ethno-linguistic differentiation of these peoples as a result of their
history, at least during the last millennium.

Let us take a brief look at the contemporary Slavic peoples in Europe.
In order to obtain a clear picture with sharp contours, I will apply the
following criteria in the presentation and classification of the present-day
Slavic peoples: statehood, religion, alphabet, and literary language. The
problem of statehood (present and/or past) seems to be particularly
significant, because the awareness of even a short period of political
independence plays an important role in the formation of national
identity, i.e., in the formation of modern ethnicity par excellence.

The present-day Slavic peoples are usually divided into the three
following groups: West Slavic, East Slavic, and South Slavic. This
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division has both linguistic and historico-geographical justification, in the
sense that on the one hand the respective Slavic languages show some old
features which unite them into the above three groups, and on the other
hand the pre- and early historical migrations of the respective Slavic
peoples distributed them geographically in just this way. Of course, the
later political and cultural history of the Slavs very often strengthened the
primary division. But this problem does not lie within the scope of our
considerations.

I will start this survey with the West Slavic group, then move down to
South Slavic, and complete the review with the East Slavic group. ' This
sequence tends to reflect the West European geographic-cultural point of
view, since it is the Western Slavs, rather than the two other groups, who
have been intimately related to West European cultural history, and it
was the Southern Slavs who first came into contact with the Christian
civilization of the Byzantine empire.

A. The Western Slavs.

The most numerous West Slavic nationality — the third most numerous
among the Slavs in general and the second most numerous among those
Slavs who have a long tradition of statehood (i.e., after the Russians and
Ukrainians, or the Russians, respectively)—is the Poles (Polacy).
According to the 1977 census they number 34,527,900.3 Of course, this
amount does not reflect the sum total of Poles in the world, i.e., those
living abroad, in diaspora, e.g., in the adjacent countries like the U.S.S.R.,
where according to official statistics (1970) the number of Poles was
1,167,000 (almost half of them in the Wilno region, divided between
Soviet Lithuania and Soviet Byelorussia), or in the United States, where
they number about 3,000,000, etc. The geographical region which has
been continuously occupied by the Poles overlaps with the Vistula and
Odra (Oder) basins in Central Europe, the geopolitical core of historical
Poland. The independent Polish state has existed since 966 A.D. (the
year of christianization), with a gap between 1795 and 1918. Since 1945,
i.e., since the Soviet victory in World War II, Poland has been a Soviet
satellite. Ninety-five percent of Poles are Roman Catholics; they use the
Latin alphabet, adjusted, of course, to their native language, and have an
unbroken literary tradition stemming from the fourteenth century. In
Polish some of the best works of Slavic poetry have been written by Jan
Kochanowski in the sixteenth century and by Adam Mickiewicz in the
nineteenth century. In connection with the Polish Lithuanian Union
(Rzeczpospolita Obojga Narodéw, 1569-1795), which encompassed vast
East Slavic territories (i.e., White Ruthenia [Byelorussia] and the
Ukraine), Polish became the language of the upper classes and higher
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civilization in that part of Europe, and obvious proof of its influence can
still be seen in Ukrainian and White Ruthenian (Byelorussian).

The second West Slavic nationality is the Czechs (Cesi—9,655,000
according to the 1977 census). Their original habitat represents the most
congenial geographical region an ethnic group can dream of: the
so-called “Bohemian Basin”, enclosed by the Sudetes, the Ore
Mountains, the Bohemian Forest, and the Moravian Heights, with the
inclusion of the transitional region of the Morava River in the east. This
geographical location has acted as a stronghold during the turbulent
history of the Czech people, surrounded on three sides by the gradually
expanding German element. The beginnings of the Czech state go back
to the year 895 (?), with a gap from 1620 to 1918. It should be
emphasized, however, that for most of its history the kingdom of
Bohemia constituted a part of the so-called Roman Empire (of the
German Nation), and in the fourteenth century it was even the
flourishing center of that loose political body. After 1918 the Czechs
formed a common state with the Slovaks (and the Sub-Carpathian
Ruthenians), Czechoslovakia. ~After World War II Czechoslovakia
became another Soviet satellite in Central Europe.

Since the last quarter of the ninth century (874?) the Czechs have
been Roman Catholics. As a result of Hussitism (the religious-national
movement initiated by Jan Hus at the beginning of the fifteenth century)
and the Reformation, a significant percentage of the Czechs became
Protestants. The Czechs use the Latin alphabet. Since the orthographic
reform introduced by Hus, a variety of this alphabet with characteristic
diacritical marks adjusted to the needs of the language has been in use.
The literary language began in the thirteenth century, flourished in the
fifteenth, and after the decline between 1620 and the beginning of the
nineteenth century it experienced an impressive renascence.

The Slovaks (Slovdci — 4,564,000 according to the 1977 census) inhabit
the mountainous region between the Western Carpathians and the
middle Danube River in Central Europe. They have never had their own
state (except for a brief period between 1939 and 1945, when they
separated from Czechoslovakia and became a satellite state of Hitler’s
Germany). From the beginning of the tenth century until 1918 Slovakia
was a part of Hungary, with whose history it is closely linked. After 1918
the Slovaks joined the Czechs in a common state called Czechoslovakia,
which was restituted after World War Il. Most Slovaks are Roman
Catholics, their christianization being connected with the Moravian
mission of Cyril and Methodius (863-885); they use the Latin alphabet.
Since the middle of the nineteenth century they have had their separate
Slovak (slovensky) literary language.
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The smallest West Slavic nationality is that of the Lusatian Sorbs
(Serbja), or simply Lusatians (from the name of the country, fuZica
[Lusatia]). Their numbers in 1961 were estimated at 120,000, but in 1976
at only 50,000. They still dwell in the Spree River basin, extending north
of the Sudetes parallel to the border between East Germany and Poland.
Their main center is the city of Bautzen (Budysin). The Lusatians do not
have any statehood tradition; since the tenth century they have belonged
to Germany (to Saxony; their northern branch, the Lower Lusatians,
belonged to Brandenburg). Christianized at the end of the ninth century,
they were, of course, Roman Catholics until the Reformation; now most
of them are Protestants. They use the Latin alphabet and have, in spite
of their insignificant numbers, two different literary languages based upon
two different dialects: Upper Lusatian and Lower Lusatian (the primary
center of the latter is the city of Cottbus [ChoSebuz]). These literary
traditions reach back to the sixteenth and the seventeenth centuries for
Lower and Upper Lusatian, respectively.

B. The Southern Slavs.

The Southern Slavs are the most diversified group among the Slavic
nationalities; this situation reflects the very complicated and turbulent
history of Southeastern Europe.

Ahead of the rest one should mention the Serbs (Srbi), the most
numerous and politically the most active South Slavic nationality
(8,652,089 according to the 1971 census). Their main bulk inhabits the
Morava River basin south of the Danube-Sava confluence, with enclaves
stretching north towards the Pannonian plain and west towards the
Adriatic, reaching the coast in Montenegro. From 1189 they had their
own state, the kingdom of Serbia, which lasted until the ultimate Turkish
conquest in 1459. In 1816, after three national uprisings in the preceding
years, Serbia regained political independence, first as a principality and
then as a kingdom under her own dynasty. Since 1918 the Serbs have
lived in a common state, called Yugoslavia, with the Croatians,
Slovenians, and the nationally unrecognized (until 1944) Macedonians.
After World War II Yugoslavia was transformed, under Communist rule,
from a monarchy into a federal republic. The Serbs have been Orthodox
Christians since the end of the ninth century. They use the Cyrillic
alphabet and have quite a long and complex literary tradition. At the
time of the Old Serbian kingdom they used Old Serbian, based upon
Church Slavonic. Since the middle of the nineteenth century they have
used a new literary language based upon the Stokavian dialect common
to the Serbs and to the majority of the Croats (hence the language is
called Serbo-Croation [srpskohrvatski]). In discussing the literary
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traditions of the Serbs, one cannot neglect to mention their oral epic
poetry, a unique phenomenon in the Slavic world. This poetry,
concentrated on the theme of the fatal battle with the Turks on Kosovo
Polje (1389), stimulated the popular imagination and feelings for
centuries and contributed significantly to the preservation and
development of national awareness.

The Croatians, or Croats (Hrvati), the second largest national group in
Yugoslavia (4,526,782 according to the 1971 census), are by language and
origin closely related to the Serbs, but by their history and culture they
are far from them. They inhabit two quite different, although
geographically connected regions: the Dalmatian coast of the Adriatic as
far south as Boka Kotorska (Bocca di Cattaro), and the region between
the Sava and Drava rivers, called Slavonia, as far east as the Fruska Gora
mountains, with some enclaves in western Bosnia and Hercegovina. The
Croatians have a very old tradition of statehood: between 925 and 1102 a
separate kingdom of Croatia existed with native kings, which was
eventually incorporated into Hungary. But it should be emphasized that
within Hungary the Croatians enjoyed a kind of provincial autonomy.
Since 1918 Croatia as a part of Yugoslavia has shared the fate of that
state.

The Croatians, christianized during the second half of the ninth
century, partly in connection with the Moravian mission of Cyril and
Methodius, are Roman Catholics. Since the fifteenth century they have
used the Latin alphabet. Originally, however, under the influence of
Church Slavonic they used the Glagolitic alphabet, which is the script of
the oldest Croatian documents. Their literary tradition is very old,
reaching back to the twelfth century. Between the twelfth and the
sixteenth centuries a separate Croatian literary language based upon the
Cakavian coastal dialect developed, in which some of the best works of
Slavic Renaissance literature were written in the sixteenth century. Later
on, after a period of disunity of the literary language when various
dialects were used, the Croatians accepted a common literary language
with the Serbs called Serbo-Croatian (see above). But it should be noted
that the unity of this common language is not absolute. Not only is the
external graphic form different (the Croatians use the Latin alphabet, the
Serbs the Cyrillic), but there are also significant differences in vocabulary
and phraseology between the two national varieties of Serbo-Croatian (or
Croato-Serbian), which reflect different cultural traditions, that of
Belgrade, the capital of nineteenth century Serbia, and that of Zagreb,
the capital of Croatia.

Besides the Orthodox Serbs and the Roman Catholic Croatians, there
is another ethnic group in Yugoslavia which uses Serbo-Croatian as its
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literary language: these are the so-called Bosnian “Muslims” (Mus-
limani), treated after World War II officially as a separate nationality.
They number 1,729,932 (according to the 1971 census) and dwell
compactly in Bosnia and Hercegovina, i.e., geographically in the basins of
the Bosna, Vrbas, and Una rivers, in the very center of Yugoslavia. Their
separate ethnic character and status is a result of the history of the
region. Namely, from the end of the twelfth century until the Turkish
conquest in 1463 there existed a separate Bosnian state (Kingdom of
Bosnia). The allegiance of its population to Christianity was undermined
by the influential Bogomil (Slavic Manichean) heresy, and after the
Turkish conquest the Slavic nobility of the country accepted Islam. Since
1918 Bosnia and Hercegovina have been a part of Yugoslavia. The
Bosnian Muslims now use the Latin alphabet and the Croatian, rather
than the Serbian, variety of Serbo-Croatian.

The Slovenians (Slovenci—1,678,032 according to the 1971 census),
the third South Slavic nationality officially recognized in the kingdom of
Yugoslavia (1918-1945), inhabit the Upper Sava and Upper Drava basins
in the Eastern Alps and Northern Istria, with some enclaves extending
across the Yugoslav-Italian border westward (the vicinity of Trieste) and
across the Yugoslav-Austrian border northward (the vicinity of
Klagenfurt). They do not have any tradition of separate statehood,
having constituted a part of Austria all through their history until 1918.
In that year their mountainous country, Slovenia, became a part of
Yugoslavia, and since then the Slovenians have also shared the fate of
this state. They were christianized in the second half of the ninth century,
to some extent in connection with the Moravian mission, and are Roman
Catholics. They use the Latin alphabet and their literary tradition
reaches back to the sixteenth century.

The Macedonians (Makedonci—1,194,784 according to the 1971
census), officially the youngest South Slavic nationality, since they were
recognized only as recently as 1944, inhabit the Vardar Macedonia
region, i.e., the Vardar River basin in the very center of the Balkan
Peninsula, with some enclaves stretching south to Greece (the vicinity of
Kastoria and Florina). In their origin and language they are closely
related to the Bulgarians, although the history of their country very early
detached them from political ties with medieval Bulgaria. They do not,
however, have a tradition of separate statehood, except for the period of
the so-called “Samuil’s Tsardom”, also known as the “West-Bulgarian
Tsardom”, at the turn of the tenth and eleventh centuries. The
Macedonian Slavs, undoubtedly the oldest Slavic stratum in the Balkans,
also remained for the longest time under Turkish dominion (until 1912).
In 1918 Vardar Macedonia was incorporated into Yugoslavia, but the
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Macedonians were not recognized as a separate nationality. Official
recognition came only in 1944, by the Yugoslav Communists, and since
that time Macedonia has constituted an autonomous republic within
Yugoslavia.

The Macedonians have been Orthodox Christians since the end of the
ninth century. They use the Cyrillic alphabet. Their primary literary
language was Old Church Slavonic, based upon the dialect of the
Macedonian Slavs from the vicinity of Salonika in Northern Greece and
codified for ecclesiastic use by the Slavic apostles Cyril and Methodius
(862). An impressive religious literature flourished in this language using
the primary Slavic alphabet, the Glagolica (Glagolitic), invented by St.
Cyril, during the tenth and eleventh centuries in Macedonia, with its
center in the city of Ohrid. However, Modern Literary Macedonian,
codified ultimately after 1945, is based upon the west Macedonian living
folk dialect and has nothing in common with the tradition of Old Church
Slavonic.

The Bulgarians (Bslgari*—8,727,771 according to the 1975 census) are
the only South Slavic nationality whose very origins are connected with
the conquest of the Lower Danube region of the country by the Turkic
Bulgars (also called the Proto-Bulgarians). This happened in the second
part of the seventh century and brought about the organization of the
Old Bulgarian State (679). Thus the Slavic Bulgarians owe the
beginnings of statehood and their ethnic name to a foreign Altaic tribe.
But it should be emphasized that the Turkic Bulgars, not very numerous
from the beginning, were soon slavicized, and the Old Bulgarian
Tsardom, which in the ninth and tenth centuries controlled most of the
Balkan Peninsula north of Greece, was ethnically a Slavic state. The
Bulgarians occupy the northeastern half of the Balkan Peninsula, i.e., the
plain between the Lower Danube and the Balkan Mountains, the Marica
River basin and the Rodope Mountains south of the Balkan range, and
the Struma River basin in the west—roughly the territory of ancient
Thracia. They no longer reach the Aegean Sea. Having the oldest
statehood tradition among the Southern Slavs, they were also the first to
succumb to the Ottoman Turkish onslaught at the end of the fourteenth
century. After five hundred years of the Turkish yoke, under which the
Bulgarians were reduced to the peasant class, they regained
independence as a result of the Russian-Turkish war in 1877-1878, and
since that time have existed politically first as the Kingdom of Bulgaria
(until 1945) and then as a People’s Republic, a satellite of the Soviet
Union.

The Bulgarians were christianized in the ninth century. They are
Orthodox Christians and use the Cyrillic alphabet. Their primary literary
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language was Old Church Slavonic (see above) in its eastern Old
Bulgarian variety. The capital of the Old Bulgarian Tsardom, Preslav,
was a very important center of ecclesiastic-literary activity in the tenth
century. It is there that the Cyrillic alphabet, i.e., the Greek alphabet
adjusted to the needs of Old Church Slavonic, was introduced and
replaced the Glagolitic alphabet. Modern Literary Bulgarian, which is
typologically far removed from Old Church Slavonic, was codified in the
second part of the nineteenth century.

C. The Eastern Slavs.

The three East Slavic nationalities, the Russians, the Ukrainians, and
the White Ruthenians (this term is preferable to the misleading
“Byelorussians”), are relatively more uniform linguistically and culturally
than the other Slavic groups. This stems from the fact that their ethnic
differentiation came about rather late compared to that of the Western
and Southern Slavs. It did not take a discernible shape until after the fall
of the Old Kievan Rus’ caused by the Mongol (Tartar) invasion in the
first half of the thirteenth century. Thus, when the other Slavs were
already politically and culturally differentiated, i.e., between the tenth
and the thirteenth centuries, the Eastern Slavs still remained in a kind of
political-cultural and linguistic unity, which delayed their ethnic
differentiation. This accounts for the fact that until the end of the
nineteenth century the simple folk (peasants) of these three already
separate nationalities called their respective languages “russkij”, with an
adjective derived from the collective Rus’ (=Kievan Rus’). This adjective
is misleadingly translated as “Russian”, causing, of course, a great deal of
confusion in the understanding and interpretation of historical
documents.

The Russians (Russkie —129,015,000 according to the 1970 census)
inhabit vast spaces of the East European plain from the Gulf of Finland
in the west to the Ural Mountains in the east, from the White Sea in the
north to the Sea of Azov, Caucasus, and the Caspian Sea in the south,
concentrating in the Volga and Don basins. They transcend the Ural
Mountains into Siberia and along its southern belt reach the Pacific
Ocean. It should be noticed, however, that in the regions between the
Volga River and the Ural Mountains the Russian population is quite
densely interspersed with Uralic and Altaic peoples. The beginnings of
Russian statehood are connected with the Kievan Rus’, which was
organized in the middle of the ninth century (856-860) by Scandinvian
merchant-warriors (Varangians or Rus’) along the waterway joining the
Gulf of Finland southward along the Volkhov and Dniepr rivers with the
Black Sea. This impressive although not very cohesive political organism
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unified all the Eastern Slavs, and its center, Kiev, was located in what was
later to become the Ukraine.

The Mongol invasion in the first half of the thirteenth century
destroyed the Kievan Rus’ and created conditions for two historical
phenomena decisive in the further development of the Eastern Slavs: on
the one hand the Grand Duchy of Muscovy, primarily a colonial
peripheral principality within the late Kievan Rus’, began to grow rapidly
in spite of Tartar control, until the ultimate overthrow of this control
(officially in 1480), while on the other hand the Polish-Lithuanian
federation managed to incorporate most of the territory of the primary
Kievan Rus’ (i.e., the whole Dniepr basin or in other words White
Ruthenia [Byelorussia] and the Ukraine). This latter fact had to entail an
inevitable conflict between the Grand Duchy of Muscovy (later the
Russian Tsardom) and the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth
(Rzeczpospolita), since Muscovy considered itself the only legitimate
successor to the heritage of the Kievan Rus’. But before this long
conflict, which lasted for about three centuries, ended with the fall of the
Polish Commonwealth in 1795, the Eastern Slavs of the Ukraine and
White Ruthenia—living within the political institutions of the
Rzeczpospolita and under the strong influence of western culture
represented by the prevailingly Roman Catholic Polish and polonized
gentry —began to develop into two separate nationalities: the Ukrainians
in the south and the White Ruthenians in the north. It is necessary to
underline the fact that this dichotomy reflects the internal division of the
Rzeczpospolita into the so-called Polish Crown and the Great Duchy of
Lithuania as the two components of the Union.

The Russians have been Orthodox Christians since the official
christianization of the Kievan Rus’ under Vladimir the Great in 988.
After the fall of Constantinople, Muscovy even considered itself the
spiritual and political center of Orthodox Christianity, the “third Rome”.
It should be noted that two generations of Communist rule, in spite of the
ideological and administrative fight against religion, have not eliminated
Orthodox Christianity from the life of the Russian people. In connection
with the Orthodox Christianity adopted by the Kievan Rus’ in its Church
Slavonic form, the Russians use the Cyrillic alphabet. The beginnings of
their literary language reach back to the Kievan period, whose greatest
work is the Primary Russian Chronicle (“The Tale of Bygone Years”)
compiled at the beginning of the twelfth century. It should be noted that
the literary language of that period, common to all Eastern Slavs, was
based upon Old Church Slavonic, and was only gradually impregnated
with original East Slavic features and elements. This intimate symbiosis
of the two types of elements has ultimately brought about the
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predominance of the native Russian element and produced Modern
Literary Russian. In Russian some of the greatest works of world
literature were written in the nineteenth century (e.g., by Leo Tolstoy,
Fyodor Dostoyevsky, etc.).

The Ukrainians (Ukrajinci—40,753,000 according to the 1970 census)
inhabit the Lower Dniepr basin roughly south of the Prypet’-Desna Line,
most of the Dniestr basin, and Sub-Carpathian Ruthenia, located at the
southern foothills of the Eastern Carpathians. The term “Ukraine”
(‘borderland’) was primarily a geographic designation and referred to the
eastern part of the country, i.e., east of the Boh River. It was extended to
include all the regions occupied by the Ukrainian people only in this
century, as was the ethnic term “Ukrainian” itself. Before the twentieth
century the Ukrainians called themselves Rusyny (Ruthenians), especially
in the west, in Galicia, the cradle of modern Ukrainian nationalism. The
Ukrainians did not succeed in forming and maintaining their own
statehood, except during the brief period of the Duchy of Galicia
(Halycyna) in the thirteenth and the first half of the fourteenth century
on the southwestern outskirts of the Ukrainian territory, and also during
the turbulent Cossack war period in the second half of the seventeenth
century, when the political center of the Ukraine was in the Dniepr
region. The history of the Ukraine is closely related to the history of
Poland (see p. 13), and the development of modern Ukrainian national
awareness cannot be understood except against the background of
Polish-Ukrainian and Russian-Ukrainian relations.

Stemming from the Kievan Rus’, the Ukrainians were Orthodox
Christians until the end of the sixteenth century, when the so-called
Brzes¢ Union was constituted and the East Slavic Uniate Church
(popularly called “Greco-Catholic”) was founded. The Union, however,
only split the Ukrainians into two parts, the Uniate (Catholic) and the
Orthodox. In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries the Uniates were
basically the Western Ukrainians (in Poland). The incorporation of the
West Ukraine (Galicia) into the Soviet Union in 1945 destroyed the
Ukrainian Uniate Church. In connection with their religion, the
Ukrainians retained the Cyrillic alphabet. As far as the tradition of their
literary language is concerned, the Ukrainians have every right to claim
the Kievan Rus’ period, even more than the Russians do, for simple
geographic reasons. The limited use of a kind of literary Ukrainian never
ceased, even during the prolonged period of Polish cultural and linguistic
domination. Modern Literary Ukrainian, however, was codified only in
the nineteenth century on the basis of the Poltava dialect in the East
Ukraine (the so-called left-bank Ukraine, i.e., beyond the Dniepr). In
comparison with Literary Russian, Literary Ukrainian is free of
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traditional Church Slavonicisms.

The White Ruthenians (Belarusy—9,052,000 according to the 1970
census) inhabit the Upper Dniepr basin and the adjacent Upper Dvina
and Upper Niemen basins, i.e., historical White Ruthenia (Belarus’).
They do not have any tradition of separate statehood, although it should
be noted that the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, which formed a close
Union with Poland in 1569 (see p. 13), was ethnically White Ruthenian,
the Lithuanian ethno-linguistic element there being an insignificant
minority. Thus, indirectly, up until its polonization® in the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries, the Grand Duchy can be considered a White
Ruthenian state.

The White Ruthenians, who gradually crystallized into a separate
ethnos only after the fall of the Kievan Rus’ within the political organism
of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, were primarily Orthodox Christians,
but later, after the Brzes¢ Union (see above), most of them became
Uniates. When after the fall of the Polish Commonwealth at the end of
the eighteenth century the territory of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania was
incorporated into Russia, the russificatory czarist policy cancelled the
Church Union and forced the White Ruthenian population back to the
Russian Orthodox Church. But a significant number of the White
Ruthenians preferred to switch to Roman Catholicism, especially in the
western part of the country (Minsk), which in most cases brought about
their linguistic polonization. It should be emphasized, however, that
there are Roman Catholic White Ruthenians who maintain their White
Ruthenian national awareness. In connection with the primary Orthodox
or secondary Uniate Christianity, the White Ruthenians use the Cyrillic
alphabet. In the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth century
the Catholic White Ruthenians also used the Latin alphabet.

The literary tradition of White Ruthenian extends back to the
thirteenth century. A kind of semi-artificial White Ruthenian chancellary
language was used until the end of the seventeenth century as the official
language of administrative and legal documents in the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania. Being virtually a mixture of Church Slavonic and White
Ruthenian, with a constantly increasing number of Polish elements, it
could not become the basis of Modern Literary White Ruthenian. The
latter, based upon the living vernacular, began in the middle of the
nineteenth century and was ultimately codified only in this century. In its
vocabulary and phraseology it shows the strong influence of Polish, a fact
which distinguishes it sharply from Russian.

As language is an essential component of ethnic identity, the
classification of languages cannot be without significance for the
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classification of ethnic groups. It is necessary to make some clear
distinctions, since not all linguistic classifications are relevant here. Only
genetic linguistics provides us with useful criteria for the classification of
ethnic groups. In order to understand the essence of these criteria and to
be somehow prepared for a productive reading of this book, the reader
should become familiar with some basic concepts of compara-
tive-historical (i.e., genetic) linguistics which underlie the genetic
classification of languages.

The languages of the world can be compared in two different respects:
either phonemic similarities (more or less perceivable) between their
vocabularies (in a broader sense, i.e., including also morphemic
components of words) attract our attention, or the similarities between
their abstract grammatical categories and rules organizing the elements of
their vocabularies into higher entities (phrases and sentences) do so. In
the former case, one can say, we are interested in the “lexical substance”
of languages, and in the latter in their “grammatical form” (“entelechy”).
The former approach creates  comparative-historical or genetic
linguistics, the latter—typological linguistics. =~ These two kinds of
linguistics have different objectives and different methods, and should not
be confused; especially their cognitive results should be understood as
belonging to two different levels of the phenomenon “language”.

Needless to say, only the first kind of linguistics, comparative-historical
(or genetic) is relevant for ethnic studies. There is an obvious logical
connection here: ethnic groups are ultimately creations of history, which
means that their study and understanding requires historical research.
Consequently, only comparative-historical study and research into their
languages can tell us something about their origins and past development,
whereas typological linguistics, being ex definitione ahistorical, is in this
respect useless.

But let us ponder for a while the most important concepts of
comparative-historical linguistics. In a logical sequence reflecting the
discovery procedures of comparative-historical linguistics, we should start
from the notion of regular phonemic correspondences between the
languages compared; this is the fundamental concept upon which the
whole structure of phonetic laws (Lautgesetze), linguistic kinship, and
linguistic family has been built. These correspondences do not even have
to represent easily perceivable phonetic similarities, but they must be
regular, i.e., repeated in a sufficient number of cases where the conditions
of the phonemic environment are the same, e.g., Eng. two ~ Pol. dwa,
Eng. ten ~ Pol. dziesigé, etc. In the first case we have the correspondence
t ~ d, in the second ¢t ~ 7 (written dzi-): this difference is conditioned by
the fact that in the second case the primary Slavic d-, followed by the
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front vowel e, was palatalized into Z. Of course, as the above examples
indicate, we compare words (or morphemes) which are still comparable
semantically, although the relations may be quite loose, due to the
sometimes radical semantic changes that words undergo in the history of
languages. It is important to realize that the phonemic correspondences
between the languages compared become more obvious, i.e., represent
quite easily perceivable phonetic similarities, the older (earlier) the stage
of the respective languages. Thus, there is more similarity between
Gothic (4th century A.D.) and Old Church Slavonic (9th century A.D.)
than between New English and Polish; compare, e.g., Goth. taihun ‘ten’
and OCS desgte. The regular phonemic correspondences between the
lexical elements of compared languages cannot be accidental, provided
that they are represented by a sufficient number of basic words and
grammatical morphemes, such as declensional and conjugational suffixes
or desinences, etc. So the idea of a common origin of the respective
languages suggests itself quite obviously. Such regular phonemic
correspondences enable us to posit and to reconstruct a common source,
the “protoforms” from which the historically attested forms of the
compared languages have developed. In this way the idea of a common
prehistorical language, the “protolanguage” (Ursprache, langue commune,
Russ. prajazyk, etc.), whose descendants are the languages compared, has
originated. Only the languages for which such a protolanguage can be
reconstructed are genetically related and form a “linguistic family”. As
long as linguistics is unable to reconstruct a protolanguage, the respective
languages, despite some correspondences, cannot be treated as belonging
to one and the same family, ie., as stemming from a common
prehistorical source. This point is very important because of linguistic
(lexical) borrowings, which always take place between languages of
different origins if there is any kind of contact between them. If there are
a great many borrowings from language A in language B, this may create
the impression that both are genetically related, i.e., that they belong to
the same family. But a closer historical-comparative scrutiny is usully
able to distinguish between the lexical elements really inherited by the
two languages from a common protolanguage (“mother-tongue”) and
those which have been borrowed from one to the other.

A classical example can be taken from English. As is well-known,
English belongs genetically to the Indo-European languages, within which
its direct ancestor (its “mother”, not its “grandmother”, as it were) is
represented by Proto-Germanic. On the other hand, Latin also belongs
to Indo-European. So between English and Latin there are many regular
phonemic correspondences which occur in words and morphemes
inherited by both langugages from their ultimate common source,
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Proto-Indo-European. For example, Lat. unus, duo, tres, etc. ~ Eng. one,
two, three, etc.; Lat. pater, mater, frater, soror, etc. ~ Eng. father, mother,
brother, sister, etc.; Lat. ager, ovis, etc. ~ Eng. acre, ewe, etc. But on the
other hand we have a multitude of words in English which show a striking
similarity, sometimes almost identity, with some Latin words, but which
do not represent the correspondences established above for Latin and
English, e.g., paternal, maternal, fraternal, etc. Their original English cor-
respondences are fatherly, motherly, brotherly, etc. These words are bor-
rowings from bookish Latin, which has never ceased to influence the Eng-
lish language since the introduction of Christianity to England. The num-
ber of Latin borrowings in some styles of English (e.g., philosophical and
scientific) is so impressive, that if one were restricted only to the lexical
material contained in such texts, one could get the impression that Eng-
lish is a neo-Latin, i.e., Romance language. Take for example such a
sentence:

Comparative-historical linguistics involves numerous complex

questions related to the origins and evolution of individual

members of respective linguistic families.
In Latin (for etymological purposes):

Linguistica comparativa et historica involvit numerosas com-

plexas quaestiones relatas ad origines et evolutionem individua-

lium membrorum respectivarum familiarum linguistiarum.

As we see in the above English sentence, all the “full words”, i.e.,
those referring to definable phenomena of reality, are of Latin origin.
Only the grammatical morphemes (e.g., the plural endings of nouns,
personal endings of verbs, etc.) and “empty (function) words”, i.e.,
prepositions and conjunctions, are of Anglo-Saxon (Germanic) origin.
The latter have been directly inherited from Proto-Germanic, the
mother-tongue of English, whereas the former represent loanwords
acquired by English during its history from bookish Latin, a language
which, although remotely cognate to Anglo-Saxon, was basically foreign
to the native speakers of primary English. The above genetic relationship
between the analyzed vocabularies could be presented thus:

Proto-Indo-European

Latin . Proto-Germanic
‘1’ N \ I-atm boo
Romance Languages Anglo-Saxon (OEng.)

English
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The above examples taken from the history of English vocabulary, in
which the grammatical elements, i.e., endings and empty words, show
their Anglo-Saxon (Germanic) origin, whereas the full words represent
loanwords from Latin, are important and instructive because they prove
that the genetic identity of a language, in our case the Germanic
character of English, is established on the basis of the etymology of the
grammatical elements of the language. Consequently, there may be
languages whose genetic ties can be proven almost exclusively by their
grammatical elements showing common origins, whereas their
vocabularies, i.e., full words, may be overwhelmingly of various and
foreign origins, i.e., not stemming from the same common source
(protolanguage) as the respective grammatical elements. This fact is very
significant: it proves the closeness of grammar (as a finite set of
morphemes and empty words) as opposed to the openness of lexicon (as
an infinite set of full words). Of course, the comparative-historical study
of languages takes account of the fact that in spite of the openness of
lexicon and its susceptibility to foreign influences (borrowings), one can
establish a layer, a core of lexicon, which in most languages manifests a
remarkable immunity to foreign “pressure”, remaining genetically
unchanged. Numerals, pronouns, basic kinship terms, verbs denoting
basic activities of the human body, etc., belong here, although it is not
easy to give a universal list, since the history of languages, reflecting the
history of peoples, is full of special and sometimes rare events and
accidents; e.g., the impregnation of English with Romance, i.e., French
elements, as the result of a very special historical event, the Norman
conquest, and its political, social, and linguistic consequences. Without
that conquest English would undoubtedly have remained more Germanic
in its vocabulary and would resemble German in this respect.

Regular phonemic correspondences between the grammatical and
lexical morphemes (in that order of significance) of the compared
languages become, as we have seen, the basis for the reconstruction of an
earlier common stage of these languages, the protolanguage. The
procedure of reconstruction is not always simple, since we may lack some
intermediary stages or an entire language of the family that disappeared
without leaving any vestiges. So in the process of reconstruction we also
take into consideration some suggestions of general phonetics and
linguistic insights acquired through the study of historical languages.
These suggestions and insights guard us against unjustifiable hypotheses
and allow us to posit “protoforms” which have a high degree of historical
probability. For example, for Eng. father, Lat. pater, Gr. matfip, and
Sanskr. pitd (the stem pitar-), the PIE form *patér or *pHtér (where H = a
laryngeal consonant) has been established; for Eng. ten (Goth. tathun),
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Lat. decem, Gr. 8éka, Lith. desimt, OCS desets, and Sanskr. dasa, the PIE
*dek’'mi; for Eng. eat, Lat. edo, Gr. (fut.) &dopau, Lith. édi (OLith. édmi),
OCS -éms (3.pl. -édets), and Sanskr. ddmi, the PIE *edmi ‘I eat’, etc.

Having established a sufficient number of protoforms from which the
forms of historical languages can be derived, we trace “vertically” the
changes which in prehistorical times took place between the
reconstructed forms of a protolanguage and those of historical languages,
and in this way we arrive at the formulation of the historical laws of
phonemic change (the Lautgesetze of nineteenth century linguistics). The
“laws”, as their very attribute “historical” clearly indicates, are not
universal (thus in this respect they should not be confused with the laws
of natural sciences!); their validity is limited in space and time, since they
refer not just to certain languages, but to these languages at a
determinate period of time. That they may reflect some universal
tendencies of human language as such is a different problem, which does
not undermine their basic historicity. Some examples should suffice to
illustrate the point. One of the best is the palatalization of velar
consonants (k, g h/x) before front vowels (i.e., the vowels of the i-e type).
Observing the respective linguistic facts, one can say that the change of
velars into corresponding palatals in this position (ie., k, g x = & 2 ),
well conditioned by the articulatory movements of our speech organs and
reflecting phonetic adjustment (assimilation between speech sounds),
represents a universal tendency of human language phonetics. But this
tendency is manifested only in certain languages and at certain times.
For example, the primary sequences of the k + i/fe type underwent
palatalization into ¢ + i/e in English (i.e., in Old English), but they
remained unchanged in German; cf. Eng. chin ~ Germ. Kinn, Eng. churl
(OEng. ¢eorl) ~ Germ. Kerl, etc. A similar relationship can be observed
between Slavic and Lithuanian, cf. Russ. detjre ~ Lith. keturi ‘four’, Russ.
Ceredd, ‘row, herd’ ~ Lith. kefdZius ‘shepherd’, etc. The palatalization of
velars into the corresponding palatals before primary front vowels in
English and Slavic affects, however, only older words, i.e., those inherited
from Proto-Germanic or Proto-Slavic, respectively, or borrowed from
foreign languages at a very early historical period. Later sequences of the
k + i/e type, whatever their origin (e.g., with secondary front vowels),
remain unchanged, however, cf. Eng. keep, kick as opposed to cheap,
chicken, etc., Russ. kerosin ‘kerosine’, kefir ‘kefir’ as opposed to celovék
‘man’, dest’ ‘honor’, etc.

Schematically, the Lautgesetze operating within a linguistic family can
be presented in the following way:
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It should be emphasized that the Lautgesetze are virtually without
exceptions, i.e., that the phoneme a of language 4 becomes the phoneme
b of language B in all the inherited morphemes or words in which the
phonetic conditions (environment, stress, etc.) are the same. The alleged
exceptions are usually accounted for either as borrowings from other
dialects or languages in which a given phonemic change did not happen,
ie., for which different Lautgesetze hold, or they are the results of
so-called morphological analogy, which took place in a given language
after the phonemic change represented by the respective Lautgesetz
ceased to act. For example, a morphological analogy representing the
“uniformization” or “levelling” of the noun-stem accounts for the
removal of the consonants ¢, z s, stemming from the second PSI.
palatalizaion of velars, in the Russ. paradigms rukd ~ ruké, nogd ~ nogé,
muxd ~ muxé, etc., instead of ORuss. ruka ~ rucé, noga ~ nozé, and
muxa ~ musé, etc.

Having reconstructed a protolanguage for a group of historical
(attested or documented) languages, i.e., having proven their genetic
relationship (linguistic family), we are entitled to raise the following
question: ~ what is the ontological status of such a reconstructed
protolanguage, e.g., Proto-Indo-European in the case of IE languages?
This question is not without serious epistemological implications:
ultimately the whole study of IE antiquities, or the antiquities of any
ethno-linguistic group conceived as a linguistic family, depends on the
answer to this question. Here at the very beginning I must state
clearly—and this also obviously follows from the very title of the
book —that I take a decisively realistic approach to the problem of
protolanguage and reject the idealistic concept, according to which the
reconstructed forms are only convenient and economical symbols or
graphic devices which represent in a synthetic abbreviation regular
phonemic correspondences between the respective languages. So, for
example, the reconstructed PIE form *k’mitém ‘hundred’ would represent
only a synthetic abstract formula expressing a whole set of regular
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correspondences between Lat. centum, Gr. (€)kxatév, Goth. hund, Lith.
Simtas, OCS s»to (with an irregular » instead of *¢), Avestic satam, Sanskr.
Satam, etc. Of course, such a minimalistic concept of reconstructed forms
is ultimately agnostic, since it renounces any realistic interpretation of the
remarkable fact of regular phonemic correspondences between the
compared languages, and transforms historical-comparative linguistics
into a formal game. But on the other hand, the assumption that the
reconstructed forms represent a kind of prehistorical reality must be
accepted with the caveat that they are only approximations open to
corrections suggested by new discoveries or by deeper insights into the
language provided by general linguistics. In this respect the history of the
development of IE comparative linguistics in the nineteenth century can
by quoted as an interesting and instructive example (see H. Pedersen:
The Discovery of Language).

The above statement that the reconstructed forms appoximate
prehistorical reality should be understood as saying that at a period of
prehistorical time there was a language, in this case a protolanguage of
some linguistic family, whose forms could be imagined with the help of
the reconstructed forms. This imagination has, however, an abstract
intellectual character; we reconstruct only the most relevant features, the
distinctive ones, which somehow played a role in the later development of
the individual languages of the given family. This means that the
reconstruction of a concrete linguistic substance, i.e., the phonic
substance, is impossible and even irrelevant. For example, we do not
know what the phonetic realization of the PIE voiced aspirate stops (the
mediae aspiratae) *bh, *dh, *g’h, *gh (or *gth) was, but we mark their
voiced character (i.e., b, d, g, g) because this feature is relevant in the
further development of many historical IE languages, such as Sanskrit,
Avestic, Baltic, Slavic, Germanic, etc., (cf. *bhero ‘I carry’: Sanskr.
bharami, Lith. beriit, OCS berg, Goth. baira, etc.) and it accounts best for
the respective phonemic correspondences between the IE languages (e.g.,
Sanskr. bharami ~ Gr. pépw ~ Lat. fer6 ~ Goth. baira ~ Slav. berg, etc.)

If a reconstucted protolanguage was a highly probable prehistorical
fact, actually the only reasonable hypothesis to explain the regular
phonemic correspondences observed between certain historical
languages, then it could not exist in a socio-geographical vacuum. It must
have been spoken by a certain group of people at a certain time and
place. In this connection the problem of a proto-ethnos and its primary
habitat (Urvolk and Urheimat) arises and acquires a legitimate place
within the historical human sciences.

We cannot get involved in the methodological discussion of these
problems here in the introduction. It is the aim of this book to analyze
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and explain these problems concretely with respect to the Slavic
languages and peoples. However, in order to avoid misunderstandings,
one aspect of the relation language ~ people should be emphasized: these
terms are relatively independent, in the sense that people can deliberately
and consciously change their primary inherited language and replace it
with another, foreign, learned one, i.e., they can stop using their own and
adopt the foreign one. Such a change usually takes place through the
intermediary of bilingualism. As a simplified example, take a situation
where of three generations, the oldest still speaks only its native language
A, the middle generation is bilingual, speaking the native language A and
a foreign language B, but the youngest generation deliberately abandons
language A and speaks only language B. In this way in the span of three
generations of a social (or ethnic) group we witness a change of language.
For the time being the concrete social and cultural conditions under
which such a change of language takes place are irrelevant, although they
must exist for the switch of language to occur. Now, when reconstructing
the linguistic prehistory of a people, only very rarely can we obtain any
indirect indications that something like a switch of the primary language
took place. These are the cases when we speak about a foreign
substratum (see p. 60) in the history of a linguistic family. So the ways in
which a linguistic tradition was transmitted in the prehistorical past may
sometimes be quite complicated. We must take into account two
fundamentally different possibilities: either there is an uninterrupted
transmission of a language from generation to generation within a given
community without the interference of a foreign language, i.e., without
bilingualism; or a given language is first learned and used as a secondary
language within a community with another native language, and then
during some generation it becomes the only one and is further
transmitted as such, subsequently acquiring the status of a native
language. ‘

In this way we can formulate the phenomenon of linguistic inheritance,
which has nothing to do with biological inheritance. For the former the
flow of linguistic substance is determined by the consciousness of the
speakers, who can reject the original native language of their community
and adopt a foreign one primarily belonging to another community; for
the latter the flow of the biological substance is independent of the
consciousness of those involved, since it is an automatic result of their
sexual life. Of course, the transmission of culture has basically the same
features as the transmission of language. When speaking about the
linguistic ancestors of a group of people who use a certain language, we
have in mind those people whose linguistic substance (“core” lexicon and
grammatical morphemes) still prevails in the language of this group,
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regardless of any biological (racial) or even cultural ties between the two
groups of people. So, for example, the English and the Bengalis have
remote common linguistic ancestors.

Any research into the origins of the Slavs must start with the statement
of their obvious membership in the IE linguistic family. This very fact
immediately suggests the main direction of ethnogenetic studies, namely
that the Slavs should be considered in the framework of other peoples
which speak IE languages, and their historical ties with these peoples
should be traced. But how do we know that the Slavic languages are
Indo-European? Linguistic kinship is not always obvious; sometimes it
takes quite complicated and difficult historical-comparative analysis to
prove that a given language belongs to a certain family. Consider, for
example, the story of Armenian within Indo-European. In the case of
Slavic languages, however, we are very lucky. In the first place, they are
all so obviously related to each other that they could even be treated as
various dialects of one “Slavic” language, were it not for sharp historical,
political, and cultural differences among the Slavic peoples, which have
conditioned the crystallization of separate national Slavic languages on
the basis of dialectal entities. Furthermore, because of the rather
conservative character of these languages they provide simple material
for comparison with other IE languages. Some examples should suffice.
(Contrary to the scholarly practice which compares the oldest
philologically attested forms of cognate languages, here for the sake of a
popular presentation and in order to illustrate the above statements, the
following present-day IE languages of Europe will be compared: from
Slavic —Polish, from the other IE languages—English and Italian, three
languages which occupy quite remote positions from each other on the
European continent).

Polish English Italian
dwa two due
trzy [t3y] three tre
dziesig¢ [ZeSenc) ten dieci

Other numerals are less recognizable as cognate elements, although they
stem from the same IE source, e.g., cztery ~ four ~ quattro, etc.

matka (OPol. macierz) mother madre
brat brother fratello
siostra sister sorella

Other kinship terms are also related, although their identification is not
so obvious, e.g., Pol. corka ~ Eng. daughter. The corresponding word is
lacking in Italian, which continues another Latin element, figlia, from Lat.
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filia, etc.
oko eye occhio
ucho ear orecchio
nos nose naso
serce (simplified from  heart cuore

*serdce)

sta¢ (pres. stoje, etc.)  stand stare
siedzie¢ sit sedere

(Polish -¢ and Italian -re are suffixes of the infinitive.)
Compare also the suppletion of the two roots in the verb ‘be’:
jest ‘is’ : byt ‘was’ is : be (subjunctive) é ‘is’ : fu ‘was’

Even if there was no other IE language preserved in the world and if
we knew nothing about the history of the above languages, examples like
those quoted above would suffice to hypothesize a genetic relationship
between Polish, English, and Italian, and to attempt to formulate some
phonemic correspondences, e.g., Pol. d/dZ ~ Eng. t ~ Ital. d, as illustrated
by dwa, dziesi¢c, siedzie¢ ~ two, ten , sit ~ due, diece, sedere, etc.

But as I mentioned earlier, in order to prove genetic relations
convincingly, we must use as much as possible the oldest attested
material, i.e., the oldest texts, since languages evolve (develop, change)
with time and their earlier stages are obviously closer to their common
source (protolanguage) than their later stages. Thus, instead of Polish,
English, and Italian, we should use the corresponding examples from Old
Church Slavonic, Gothic, and Latin, all of which represent the oldest
philologically attested languages of the respective IE branches: Slavic,
Germanic, and Italic. If we do this, we will see that the degree of
similarity between the compared languages is much greater, and that the
regular phonemic correspondences which have been blurred in the
modern languages are much easier to recognize at that older stage. The
corresponding examples are as follows:

OGS Gothic Latin
dvva twai duo

trije preis [Oris] tres
desetb tathun [teehun] decem
Cetyre fidwor quattuor
mati (mater-) the corresponding word mater

unused, replaced by dipei
bratrs bropar frater



INTRODUCTION 33

sestra swistar soror

duiti (dwster-) dathtar the corresponding
word not used,
replaced by filia

oko (oles-) dugo (dugin-) oculus

uxo (uses-) duso (dusin-) auris

noss unattested in Gothic nasus

sredbce [srdece] hairto (hairtin-) cor (cord-)

stoja-ti stand-an (perf. stop) std-re

sédé-ti sit-an sedé-re

jests : bysts no traces of the est : fuit

- suppletion *es- : *bhii-
in Gothic

But the above examples also show that in spite of the relatively early
chronology of the linguistic material compared, there already occur in it
some cases of specific lexical changes, e.g., the replacement of the
undoubtedly Com. Germc. *modar (IE *mater-) by dipei in Gothic, or
that of IE *dhug(h)ater- by filia in Latin. Such examples are instructive
since they prove that linguistic change is a universal phenomenon and the
only thing which varies in this respect is its relative speed and extent.

So there is no doubt that the Slavic languages can be shown to be
members of the IE linguistic family without any complicated
methodological procedures. Of course it is not enough to state this fact
in general terms. Any scientific study of the comparative grammar of
Slavic against the IE background requires more detailed and precise
analysis and an explanation of all the aspects of the genetic relationship
which holds between Slavic and its ultimate prehistorical source,
Proto-Indo-European. This is, however, a complex task involving the
reconstruction of gradual prehistorical stages through which Slavic
developed before it appeared in its early historical form, Old Church
Slavonic. I will discuss some aspects of this prehistorical evolution in
later chapters of this book, when tracing the gradual crystallization of the
Slavs within the IE family of languages and peoples.

Studying the history of the Slavs, we are struck by their relatively late
appearance on the historical stage, practically in the sixth century A.D.,
when they invaded the Balkan provinces of the East Roman (Byzantine)
Empire en masse. At that time they were clearly identified by Byzantine
authors as a separate and uniform ethnic group, Sclaveni in Latin and
ZkAhoPnyoi in Greek. The question is to what extent they were still
ethnically and linguistically uniform, i.e., undifferentiated, and where
were their early historical strongholds, from which they expanded.
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Everything indicates that the impressive sixth century expansion of the
Slavs, not only southward to the Balkans, but also westward to Central
Europe (they reached the Elbe-£aba by the year 600 A.D.), started from
the regions located north of the Carpathians, roughly speaking on the
territory of present-day Poland, and the adjacent western half of the
Ukraine. It is there that we should look for their late prehistorical
habitat, which, of course, does not say that this was their oldest primary
abode, where they were formed as a separate ethno-linguistic entity. But
this is the first step in our retrograde investigation into the prehistorical
location of the Slavs. It is significant that at least the ancestors of the
Southern Slavs, who undoubtedly expanded to the Balkans from
Pannonia and Dacia (i.e., the central Danubian basin), seem to have
followed the route which was most probably taken by the ancestors of the
Hellens (Greeks) twenty-five centuries ago. The main routes of ethnic
migrations and expansions in the Old World have not changed for
millennia. This fact also indicates that the Slavs seem to be the youngest
group of IE peoples, in the sense that they must have remained longer
than any other IE group near the primary habitat of the Indo-Europeans.
These circumstances explain the relatively conservative character of
Slavic, although, as we will see, they are not the only conditions
supporting linguistic conservatism in the IE world. These circumstances
can also be used as a strong argument for the Indo-European character
of Slavic, in that Slavic preserves many essential features of primary
Indo-European better than other IE languages of Europe, with the
exception of Baltic, particularly Lithuanian.

So we can formulate the three questions which will direct our
investigation in the following chapters: when, where, and under what
conditions did the Slavs form a separate ethnos within the IE peoples?
This is the main topic of this book, which I will attempt to elaborate, first
using linguistic data and methods, and then, if possible, supporting them
with historical data and methods. Archaelogy and physical anthropology
are deliberately excluded from the following considerations.
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Slavic (Proto-Slavic) within the
Indo-European Linguistic Family

Having established the membership of Slavic in the IE linguistic family,
we should now determine its position within this family more precisely.
As any linguistic family, IE can be traced back to a prehistorical period
for which a kind of common language, in this case Proto-Indo-European,
is reconstructed. But the concept of a protolanguage is a historical
concept, ie. it should be treated dynamically as the period of
prehistorical development preceding the appearance of the historically
attested individual languages of a given family. In other words, between
the remote time of a real linguistic unity, in our case early PIE, and the
time of the first separate historical languages, in our case Hittite, Vedic
Sanskrit, Avestan, Homeric Greek, Latin, Gothic, Old Church Slavonic,
Lithuanian, etc., we should posit a prehistorical period of gradual
dialectal differentiation of PIE, which ultimately brought about those
attested early historical IE languages. Dialectal differentiation is a well
known process in the history of any language occupying a large territory,
and late PIE was no exception in this respect. That it must have been
quite extended geographically is best shown by the wide range of early
historical IE languages, reaching from India in the East to Britain in the
West. Now, in view of the above we should pose the following question:
what was the dialectal differentiation of late PIE, or what was the
geographic and historical pattern of the dissolution of the primary PIE
linguistic unity. This question is motivated by the fact that between some
early IE languages there are closer ties, i.e., phonemic, morphemic, and
lexical correspondences, than between others, which indicates that they
stem from some prehistorical IE dialects. So for the late PIE period we
can try to establish characteristic dialectal differences which continued in
early historical IE languages.

As is well known, the problem of genetic relations between groups of
separate IE languages has a long history. The first model proposed for
the presentation of these relations was the Starmmbaumtheorie (the
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theory of the genealogical tree), formulated by A. Schleicher in the 1860’s
under the spell of the biological sciences. This model, or rather
metaphor, presented the genetic relations between languages in the same
way as the genetic relations between human beings coming from the same
common ancestors are usually presented, e.g.: (see Chart 1 on page 37.)

However, there is no doubt that the actual relations between these
languages were more complicated than this schematic tree shows. The
Schleicherian Stammbaumtheorie was critized by linguistic geographers
who studied the territorial differentiation of living languages. They
noticed relations between the dialects of national languages which could
not be accounted for as simply the specific continuation of common
protoforms. Rather they had to be regarded as the result of the
geographic spread of linguistic innovations which had originated at a
point within a given linguistic territory and then expanded, owing to an
ethno-linguistic continuum existing on this territory.

The experience of dialectology suggested a new interpretative model
of the genetic relations between languages, the Wellentheorie (‘wave
theory’) formulated by J. Schmidt. According to this model, linguistic
innovations in a language or group of closely related dialects which cover
a larger territory spread from a central point like the waves in a pool
aroused by throwing a stone: the farther from the original center, the
weaker they are, and they die out on the periphery. This fact explains the
peripheral archaisms of a linguistic territory. Of course, we can have
different “innovation centers” on a linguistic territory simultaneously or
successively, which means that the waves of linguistic change arising from
them may cross each other (or intersect), bringing about quite a
complicated net of isoglosses. In view of this the separation of individual
territorial dialects as linguistic facts must be based upon clear bundles of
isoglosses. The wave-theory proved to be very useful in linguistic
geography and dialectology but it is not sufficient in historical-com-
parative linguistics because it neglects such important social and historical
facts as migrations, conquests, demographic shifts (such as those
connected with the history of colonization), etc., which complicate the
simple mechanics of the linguistic waves.

So the only realistic approach seems to be a combination of the two
interpretative models (or rather models of presentation), the
Stammbaum-model and the wave-model. This means that on the one
hand we derive common features of related languages from a common
prehistorical source (the “ancestor”, mother-tongue, etc.), and on the
other hand we accept secondary territorial ties and reciprocal
interference between dialects and languages which are not directly
related. In the first case the Stammbaum-model can be applied, and in
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the second the wave-model.

CHAPTER TWO

presentation was applied by T. Milewski (1968:42-43, 51-53).
Milewski condenses his views clearly, I will simply quote appropriate
paragraphs from his essay with corresponding diagram:

Von dem so umrissenen Ausgangsgebiet erfolgten neue
indo-européische Expansionen in allen Richtungen, was zur
weiteren sprachlichen Differenzierung fiihrte. In diesem Pro-
zeB kann man eine bestimmte GesetzméaBigkeit feststellen,
die auf dem Gegensatz zwischen Randgebiet und Zentrum
beruhte. Dieser Gegensatz hatte zwei Aspekte.

Einerseits lagerten sich die Dialekte der Randgebiete auf
den neueroberten Kolonialgebieten der nichtindoeuropa-
ischen Bevolkerung auf, die in diesen bei der Ubernahme der
Sprache der Eroberer weitgehende Verinderungen durch-
fihrte. Im Bereich der Phonetik war die Lautverschiebung
am bezeichnendsten. Die nichtindoeuropéische Bevolkerung
beseitigte die in ihrer eigenen Sprache nicht vorhandene
Opposition stimmhaft : stimmlos in den {ibernommenen
Dialekten oder ersetzte sie durch die Opposition stark :
schwach, wie schon oben gesagt wurde. Im Bereich der
Morphologie erfolgten weitgehende Vereinfachungen, der
Verlust selten gebrauchter und komplizierter Kategorien. Im
Bereich des Wortschatzes war die massenhafte Ubernahme
von Ausdriicken des Substrats kennzeichnend. Typisch
hierfiir ist das Hethitische der Keilschrifttexte, in denen von
1500 Grundwortern nur 20% der Worter indoeuropdischer
Herkunft, dagegen 80% Entlehnungen aus den Sprachen des
asianitischen Substrates sind. AuBerdem sind fast alle von
den Hethitern gebrauchten geographischen . Namen und
Personennamen ebenfalls nichtindoeuropéischer Herkunft.

Der Gegensatz zwischen Zentrum und Randgebiet
beschriankt sich jedoch nicht ausschlieSlich auf die Ein-
wirkungen des Substrats. Er geht tiefer. Die vom Zentrum
ausgehenden Prozesse sprachlicher Neuerungen werden in
den Randgebieten und den noch weiter entfernten
Kolonialgebieten teilweise oder ganz gehemmt und erreichen
nicht mehr die Grenzen der Sprachfamilie. Wéihrend das
Zentrum den eigentlichen Typus der Sprachfamilie weiter
entwickelt und in dieser Hinsicht progressiv ist, bleiben die
Randgebiete hinter dieser Entwicklung zuriick und bewahren
auf diese Weise einen weit ilteren, archaischen Zustand.

A kind of synthetic approach and

Since
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Dieser Gegensatz ist im indo-européischen Raum im Bereich
der Phonetik und Morphologie deutlich sichtbar.
(Milewski, 1968, 42-43)

Die Ergebnisse unserer Erwagungen lassen sich
schematisch folgendermaBen zusammenfassen.

NORDLICHES ~ RANDGEBIET

WESTLICHES
RANDGEBIET

1w
PROTOITALISCH

3N
BALTISCH-

OSTLICHES
RANDGEBIET

10
TOCHARISCH

ILLYRISCH—
2SW | MESSAPISCH

SUDWESTLICHES \ORE -
RANDGEBET

DAKISCH
MYSISCH

THRAKISCH-ARMENISCH

ANATOLISCH
/LUWI-HETHI-
TISCH /

SUDLICHES RANDGEBIET
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Alle fiinf Sprachgruppen der ersten Welle (1), und zwar
die germanische im nordlichen Randgebiet (N), die
tocharische im o&stlichen Rangebiet (O), die anatolische
(luwi-hethitische) im siidostlichen Randgebiet (SO), die
pelasgische (vorgriechische) im stidwestlichen Randgebiet
(SW) und schlieBlich die protoitalische im westlichen
Randgebiet (W) fiihrten die Lautverschiebung durch und
gehdren zum Kentumtypus. Bei der FEinordnung der
pelasgischen Gruppe gehen die Meinungen auseinander.
Manche rechnen sie zum Satem-, andere—was mir
wahrscheinlicher scheint—zum Kentumtypus. Die Lautver-
schiebung tritt in den genannten Sprachen in zweierlei
Gestalt auf. Im Tocharischen und Protoitalischen fiihrte sie
zum géinzlichen Schwund der Opposition stimmbhaft
stimmlos, in den {ibrigen Gruppen wurde diese Opposition
durch die Opposition schwach : stark (b : p = p : P) ersetzt.
In der anatolischen Gruppe blieb diese neue Opposition
unveréndert, im Pelasgischen ging sie in die Opposition
nichtaspiriert : aspiriert (p : P = p : ph) iber, im
Germanischen nahm sie die Gestalt der Opposition
VerschluBlaut : Reibelaut (p : P 2 p : ph 2 p : f) an. Im
Germanischen tritt auBerdem die Lenierung (Vernersches
Gesetz), die das zweite Stadium der Lautverschiebung
darstellt, auf. Die Gruppen der zentralen Sprachen (3)
dagegen, und zwar die nordliche baltisch-slawische (N), die
Ostliche indoiranische (O), siidostliche dakisch-mysische
(S0O), westliche illyrisch-messapische (W) Gruppe, weisen
absolut keine Spuren einer Lautverschiebung auf und
gehdéren—mit Ausnahme der illyrisch-messapischen —zum
Satemtypus. '

Die Sprachgruppen der zweiten Welle (2), und zwar die
thrakisch-armenische auf dem siidostlichen (SO), die
griechisch-mazedonische auf dem siidlichen (S) und die
italisch-keltische auf dem westlichen (W) Randgebiet
nehmen eine Mittelstellung zwischen den Sprachgruppen der
ersten Welle, auf die sie sich auflagerten, und den zentralen
Gruppen ein. Die thrakisch-armenische Gruppe fiihrte zwar
die Lautverschiebung wie die Randgebietssprachen durch,
gehort aber gleichzeitig dem Satemtypus —wie die zentralen
Sprachen—an. Die griechisch-mazedonische Gruppe gehért
zu den Kentumsprachen wie die Randgebietssprachen, im
Griechischen erfolgte auBerdem der Ubergang der uride.
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stimmhaften Aspiraten bh, dh, gh—durch Beseitigung der
Stimmhaftigkeit —in ph, th, kh, was eine Erscheinung ist, die
der Lautverschiebung &hnelt, die jedoch—wie in den
zentralen Sprachen —nicht durchgefiihrt wurde. Gemeinsam
ist der italisch-keltischen Gruppe und den Randgebiets-
sprachen die Zugehorigkeit zur Kentumgruppe und eine
Reihe von Erscheinungen, die im Zusammenhang mit der
Lautverschiebung stehen, wie der Schwund von p im
Keltischen und die Lenierung im Keltischen und Italischen.
Dem Zentralgebiet néhert sie sich in Hinblick auf das Fehlen
einer vollen Lautverschiebung.

~ (Milewski, 1968, 51-53)

As we see, Milewski’s scheme represents not so much the actual
dialectal differentiation of primary IE (PIE), but rather the process of the
prehistorical split (dissolution) of primary IE, entailed by population
movements (migrations, conquests, etc.). Of course, this process
continued and deepened previously existing prehistorical dialectal
differences. But, as stated above, we are interested in the dialectal
differentiation of PIE prior to the ultimate split of the PIE unity, i.e.,
somewhere about the year 3000 B.C., if we agree with those scholars
(e.g., Milewski) who consider the third millenium B.C. the period of the
dissolution of PIE.

So we should try to establish or reconstruct the oldest dialectal
differentiation of PIE prior to the period of its dissolution, which was
undoubtedly connected with a great expansion of the Indo-Europeans.
Here I would like to remind the reader that the main dialectal differences
usually consist of phonetic, phonemic, and lexical phenomena. The
grammatical phenomena play a rather marginal role, since too many
grammatical (i.e., morphological and syntactic) deviations break the
linguistic unity of dialects and create serious problems in communication.
In such a case we could speak about the boundaries between individual
languages, rather than between dialects of the same language.

In this connection I would like to use another scheme of the PIE
dialectal differentiation, which was proposed, quite incidentally, by
Kurylowicz in his L’apophonie en l'indoeuropéen (1956: 166-7). According
to this view the oldest dialectal isoglosses dividing the PIE linguistic
territory are, in the order of relative chronology, as follows:

1.) Kentum : satem, i.e., k, g, gh, and k¥, g% gh in the West are opposed
to k), g, gh and k, g gh in the East. Actually, the geographical
distribution of the two dialect-groups is somewhat simplified since
Tocharian, geographically the most eastern IE language in historical
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times, and Hittite, the most southeastern, both belong to the kentum
group. For our purposes, however, we can neglect this fact and the
prehistorical background of migrations and demographic shifts which
caused the peripheral position of Tocharian and Hittite.

2.) European : Asian (i.e., Aryan) vocabulary is reflected first of all in
the innovative agricultural terminology of the European branch
(Tocharian and Hittite are included here!), whereas the Aryan branch
either completely lacks the correspondences or has them represented on
an archaic preagricultural (pastoral?) semantic level.

3.) North European undifferentiated vocalism 6 (rather 5) : South
European differentiated vocalism a : 0. Since the dialectal development
of PIE vocalism is closely related to the fall of the laryngeals (2 or H), we
must make some indispensable clarifying remarks here.

Namely, Kurylowicz proposes the following primary PIE vowel system,
existing in the laryngeal epoch:

©) W
e o0 (rather J)
Then in connection with the fall of laryngeals, which took place after the
separation of Aryan (or Pre-Aryan), we have the following subsequent
differentiation:

a.) European (except Hittite) H, i.e., 5, merged with H,,, + & (3) :
Aryan 2 = i, e.g., *patér, *H,0g'0H = Lat. pater, ago, Germc. (Goth. and
Olc.) fadar, akan : Sanskr. pitd, djati, etc.

b.) North European 2 merged with H,,, + ¢ (3) and with J (3),
resulting in 2 : South European 2 merged only with H,,, + 6 (), resulting
in a, but the primary J remained as g, e.g., Germc. (Goth. and Olc.)
faBar, akan, ahtau (< *ok’tou), as opposed to Lat. pater, ago but octo, etc.
It should be added that in South European the long 4 vocalism appeared
also from H,, + o0 and from the contraction of & + H,,! before
consonants and in word-final position. Thus the appearance of the
vocalism a characterizes the South European dialects of PIE in
contradistinction to North European, where the fall of the laryngeals did
not entail the differentiation of the primary 6 (3) into & : 4. In view of
this, after the fall of the laryngeals in North European we ultimately have:

2{Hy,,+d)o6=5andH,,, +0)0+H, 0=

i.e., the system:

N
TR ~{4

v

which obviously underlies the historical development of Germanic and
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Slavic, whereas for Baltic (Lithuanian and Latvian) we must accept a
prehistorical differentiation between a : 0 (where o continued the primary
PIE g, 0 + H,, and e + H, in archaic lexicalized examples); cf., e.g., Goth.
bropar, doms (=Eng. doom), Olc. sét n. (=Eng. soot) and Lith. brolis,
broterélis but ditlona ‘bread’, stodZiai ‘soot’, all from PIE *bhroH ter,
*dhoH,mo- || *dhoHnoH - (the verbal root *dheH,- ‘put’), *sod(i)o-.2

These changes, including also the disappearance of 5 in word-middle
and word-final syllables, entailed characteristic North European
transformations of the primary IE apophony, particularly of the old
relation full grade ~ zero grade (cf. J. Kurylowicz, 1956: Chapter V, § 24).
Completing this digression I should also emphasize that by the satem
group I understand (after J. Kurytowicz, 1956: 356-64) those PIE dialects
in which the primary system of the so-called gutturals, consisting of the
palato-velar series k, g, gh and the velar series k, g gh, has been
preserved, whereas in the kentum group it underwent a transformation
into k, g gh (depalatalized!) opposed to k% g% gh* (innovatively
labialized!). Thus the relatively later assibilation, etc., of the palato-velars
in the satem languages, e.g., Lith. Siritas, Zarmbas, Slav. ssto, zpbs, Ol
Satdm, jémbha-, etc., is a secondary change, which only indirectly proves
the primary situation.

Below are some typical examples of the satem ~ kentum
differentiation. (See Chart 3 on the next page)

After all the above remarks I can now present the PIE dialectal
differentiation according to Kurytowicz in the following diagram:

kentum I satem I

Germanic Balto-Slavic

Illyrian | “Proto-Albanian”?
I

Celtic Thraco-
Greek Armenian Aryan
Italic
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Note that in the above diagram Hittite and Tokharian have been
omitted since they are irrelevant in our discussion.

The above diagram can be supplemented by other isoglosses
representing some morphological (e.g., North European case desinences
with -m as opposed to those with -bA- in other PIE dialects) and lexical
phenomena. I will devote to this problem the following paragraphs of
this chapter. Here it suffices to state that the diagram based upon
Kurytowicz’s presentation has significant advantages over the previous
ones. It undoubtedly reflects the oldest dialectal differentiation of PIE,
and it can easily be projected on the map of Eastern Europe, if we agree
that it is somewhere there that we should look for the oldest habitat of
the Indo-Europeans.

The position of Slavic within Indo-European is shown clearly in the
above diagram. Exactly speaking, as long as we have in mind the
situation of the primary IE dialects about the year 3000 B.C., we should
rather speak about Pre-Slavic, i.e., that PIE dialect from which in the
course of time the later Proto-Slavic (Common Slavic) and subsequently
the historical Slavic languages developed. As we see, Pre-Slavic, closely
connected with Pre-Baltic (Balto-Slavic on our diagram)—about this
connection we will speak later on—belongs to the North European
dialectal group, within which it has as its neighbor or “partner”
Pre-Germanic. Pre-Illyrian and Pre-Albanian we can neglect in this
context because about the former we do not know enough and about the
latter our knowledge is quite controversial, although recent contributions
of E. Hamp prove its close relations to Balto-Slavic. So the main problem
seems to be the substantiation of the membership of Slavic in the North
European dialectal group or zone within late PIE. Of course, this zone
was from the very beginning divided into the kentum (western) area and
the satem (eastern) area. Postponing the analysis of common North
European lexical elements (innovations?) to the next chapter, let us
nevertheless list some phonological and morphological features which
could be assigned to the Germanic-Baltic-Slavic dialectal zone (cf.
Lehr-Sptawiriski, 1946: 32-33, and Kurylowicz, 1957: 74-81).

1.) The metathesis of the syllabic function of sonorants in the primary
clusters -rn-, e.g., Goth. drunkum, ‘we drank’, OCS krenoti (*krint-)
‘deflectare’, Lith. krintiz idem < *CrpC but Ol kpntati etc. < *CnC.

2.) The case desinences with -m- as opposed to those with -bh- in
other IE languages, e.g., the dative pl. Goth. nahtim (= NHG Nichten),
Lith. naktims, OCS nostems but Ol naktibhyah, Lat. noctibus; of course,
the same element appears in the instr. pl. and sg., cf., e.g., OCS nostemi :
Ol naktibhih, OCS potems : Gr. -du(v) (e.g., Homeric Binéu ‘by force),
etc.
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3.) The demonstrative pronoun based upon the particle *ki, e.g.,
Goth. Dat. sg. himma (daga) = Germ. heute ‘today’, OCS ss, si, se, Lith.
8is, Si.

4.) The numerals 10-100 represent a syntactic construction consisting
of the names of units and tens, e.g., Goth. preis tigjus, Lith. trys désimtys,
OGS trije desete | tri deseti ‘30°, etc., whereas in other IE languages these
are compounds, e.g., Lat. triginta, Gr. 1puakovTa, etc.; in this connection
the North European innovation for the numeral ‘1000° — *uisk’mtia —
should be mentioned (see below).

5.) A parallel formation of the intransitive verbs in -ne- and the
transitive (causative) ones in -ei-, which is found only in Germanic and
Slavic, e.g., Goth. usgeisnan ‘sich entsetzen’ ~ usgaisjan, its causative,
OCS uZasngti s¢ idem ~ uZasiti, etc. There are also some special
derivational correspondences between Germanic and Baltic, such as the
common formation of the numerals ‘11°, ‘12’ (Goth. ainlif, twalif ~ Lith.
vieniiolika, dvylika), which, however, we can omit in this connection.
Special North IE lexical correspondences will be discussed in the next
chapter.

This view about the close dialectal relations between Pre-Balto-Slavic
and Pre-Germanic is corroborated among others by W. Porzig in his
synthesis “Die Gliederung des indogermanischen Sprachgebiets” (1954),
where he clearly states:

Die Beziehungen des Germanischen zum baltisch-slavischen
Raum bewegen sich im allgemeinen auf dem Gebiete der
natiirlichen Umwelt und einfachster Wirtschaftsformen. Nur
die gemeinsamen Worter fiir ‘Gold’, ‘tausend’, ‘herrschen’
bekunden eine hohere Entwicklung des wirtschaftlichen und
staatlichen (sic/) Lebens. Sie gehoren alle drei in den
gemeinsamen Neuerungen des Germanischen, des Baltischen
und des Slavischen. Es war eben eine Auswirkung der mehr
entwickelten Wirtschaft, daB sich solche Woérter einheitlich
iiber ein groBeres Gebiet verbreiteten.

Alle Nachbarschaft zwischen dem germanischen, dem
baltischen und dem slavischen Sprachgebiet und sprachlicher
Austausch unter ihnen steht trotz namentlich von Hirt
geduBertem Zweifel fest. Das Germanische hat engere
Beziehungen zum Baltischen und Slavischen als zu
irgendeiner anderen Sprache auBerhalb der Westgruppe.
Nur dem Lateinischen steht es offensichtlich niher. Es
unterscheidet sich demnach von den anderen Angehdrigen
der Westgruppe, die alle nur geringe spezielle Beziehungen
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zu Ostlichen Sprachen haben.
(Porzig, 1954: 147)

The above views of W. Porzig, written seventeen years before a special
monograph by Ch. Stang devoted to Germanic-Balto-Slavic lexical
correspondences (see below), coincide with the views of the latter. Thus
the prehistorical North European dialectal zone within late PIE
(whatever its precise chronology) seems to be well substantiated.

Now we should pass to the highly controversial problem of the
so-called prehistorical Balto-Slavic linguistic unity.  First, before
answering the question of whether such a “unity” —a kind of Common
Balto-Slavic as an intermediary proto-dialect from which the historical
Baltic and Slavic languages developed —existed at all, let us objectively
enumerate all the prehistorical linguistic changes which are shared by
Baltic and Slavic but are unknown in other IE languages, and which can
therefore be treated as common Balto-Slavic innovations, originating in a
prehistorical epoch when the linguistic ancestors of the Balts and Slavs
maintained close socio-linguistic contacts after having broken their ties
with the other IE dialects (sometime between 2500-1000 B.C.?). We
should emphasize here the phenomenon of common linguistic
innovations, not the common preservation of linguistic archaisms
inherited from the PIE epoch, because only the former prove a period of
common dialectal Balto-Slavic development. = And as historical
dialectology instructs us, the spread of common innovations in a linguistic
territory requires a demographic continuum and an easy socio-cultural
exchange between the respective population groups. So, depending on
the kind and quantity of the prehistorical Balto-Slavic linguistic
innovations, we can reconstruct the character of the social ties between
these two ethno-linguistic groups in prehistorical times. The list of
common Balto-Slavic innovations is arranged in the order of relative
chronology (see Szemerényi, 1957: 97-121; Kurytowicz, 1957: 79-113;
Stang, 1966: 17-21).

1.) The palatalization of all the consonantsby j: C+ [+ V=C +V
(for details see Kurylowicz, 1957: 88-91).3

2.) The split of PIE 1, /, m, n into the sequences irfur, il/ul, im/um, injun
with the vocalism u primarily only after velars, e.g., OPrus. curwis ‘ox’,
PSL. *ksrve (cf. Pol. karw) related to B-S *karua-, i.e., Lith. kdrvé, PSI.
*korva (cf. Pol. krowa, Russ. koréva, S-C kriva, etc.); the phonetically
conditioned distribution of ir/ur etc. was later, already in the prehistorical
epoch, obscured by secondary morphological levellings so that ultimately
in the same morpheme we can have ir ~ ur, the former being a regular,
morphologically productive treatment, the latter occurring only in
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derivationally isolated (unproductive) formations, e.g., PIE *grHt6- = B-S
*girta-, from which Lith. girtas ‘drunk’, PSl. *2%erts (cf. OCS poZrets, Pol.
Zarty, etc.) ‘devoured’, an old past passive participle ~ PIE
*erH-dhlo/dhro/tlo- = B-S *girdla- and *girtla-, from which PSL. *gardio
(cf. S-C grlo, Pol. gardlo, Russ. gérlo, etc.) ‘throat’ and Lith. gurklys
‘goiter’, etc.; cf. Gr. BapaBpov ‘chasm’ (‘Abgrund’); both B-S words are
derived from the PIE verbal root *gerH- ‘swallow,’ attested among others
by Lith. gerint, gérti ‘drink’, PSl. *2%erg, *2erti (cf. OCS poZerg, pozZréti, Pol.
pozre, pozreé, Russ. poZni, poZrdt’, etc.) ‘devour’, Ol girdti, grnati ‘swallow’,
Gr. BBpwokw ‘devour’, Lat. vordre idem.

3.) The development of long diphthongs (diphthongs with a long first
component) as a result of the fall of the laryngeals in PIE and early B-S
sequences of the type VRH+C (VRa + C), thus VRHC = VRC (where R
=} u, r, , m, n, and H = laryngeal). For example, PIE *g’enH-to/ti- B-S
Zénta-//Zénti- from which Lith. Zéntas ‘son-in-law’, Slav. zete idem (cf. Pol.
zigé, Russ. zjat’, S-C zét, etc.); PIE *bherHg'oH,-= B-S bérZa-, from which
Latv. bérza, Lith. bérZas (m.!), Slav. *berza (cf. Russ. beréza, Cz. bfiza, S-C
bréza, Pol. brzoza, etc.) ‘birch’; for comparative IE material see
Trautmann, 370, 32.

4.) The B-S retraction of the primary IE stress from word-middle short
vowels onto the preceding long vowels and as the result of this
retraction —the appearance of a pitch distinction (long rising : long
falling) within initial syllable containing long vowels; then the shortening
of the primary long diphthongs, i.e., the passage of */RC = VRC. These
changes ultimately produced—also through morphological analogy
— pitch distinctions of the following type:

PIE *g’ombho- (cf. Gr.yépdos ‘wedge-shaped bolt’, Ol jémbha-
‘tooth’) = B-S *Zamba- from which Lith. Zarnbas ‘edge’, PSI. *20bs ‘tooth’
(cf. Russ. zub, gen., zitba, S-C zib, gen. zitha, etc.), but PIE
*g'enHto-//*g’enHti- (cf. Gr. youpuPpbs ‘son-in-law’, Lat. gener, gen. -i, Ol
jamatar- idem, although the connections are not regular since the B-S
word undoubtedly underwent the influence of the verb *g'enH;- ‘to
know’) = B-S 2énta-//*Zénti-, from which Lith. Zéntas ‘son-in-law’, PSI.
*2¢te idem (cf. Russ. zjat’, gen. zjdtja, S-C z¢ét, gen. zéta, etc.).

Other examples: PIE (kentum) *ghordho- (cf. Pokorny, 444 s.v.
gherdh- ‘umfassen, umziunen, umgiirten’) = B-S *garda- from which
Lith. gafdas ‘pen, corral’, PSl. *gérds ‘fort, town’ (e.g., Russ. gdrod, gen.
goroda, S-C grad, gen. grada, etc.), but PIE (kentum) *korHyo- (cf. Gr.
kepa(f)6s ‘horned’) = B-S karua- ‘cow’ from which Lith. kdrve, PSIL.
*kérva (e.g., Russ. koréva, S-C kriva, etc.).

5.) Common B-S changes in vocalic apophony (vowel gradation),
especially the lengthening of the PIE @-grade (represented in B-S by i/u in
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the primary diphthongal roots), thus B-S i/lu — 7/i, e.g. PIE *dhus-, *kup-,
*uid- lengthened into B-S dis-, kip-, yid- in *dusetel, *kipétei, *yidetei,
from which Lith. diaséti ~ Slav. dysati, Lith. kapéti ~ Slav. kypéti, Lith.
pa-vydéti ‘envy’ ~ Slav. vidéti (see Kurylowmz 1957: 96-97); then the
lengthening of the root vowel (open syllable!) in the iterative verbs with
the B-S suffix -dje, e.g., Lith. siipoju, siipoti ‘rock’ ~ Slav. sypajg, sypati
‘pour’ from the basic durative B-S *supd, *supti, etc., and ultimately the
lengthening of the root vowel® in the primary athematic verbs *bheg-
‘run’, *ed- ‘eat’, *sed- ‘sit’, *sek- ‘cut’: thus B-S bégmi, édmi, sédmi, sekmi,
etc., from which Lith. bégu, bégtz Slav. *bégo (Russ. begit), *békti (Russ.
dial. bec’, Pol. blec, etc) Lith. édu ( +émz), éstz ~ Slav. (OCS) jamp, -émb,
jasti, -ésti; Lith. sédu, sésti ~ Slav. (OCS) sedg, sésti; Lith. jsékti ‘engrave’,

issékti ‘carve’ ~ Slav. (OCS) sekg, s&iti; for comparative IE material see
Kurytowicz, 1957: 106-107.

The above phonemic and morphophonemic innovations of
Balto-Slavic are arranged in the order of their relative chronology. This
point is relevant because the relative chronological ordering enables us to
determine the beginnings of the prehistorical common Balto-Slavic
development, ie., the separation of Balto-Slavic from the other IE
dialects. As the above list indicates (suggests), that development began at
the time when the PIE dialects still preserved laryngeals, i.e., undoubtedly
before the year 2500 B.C., terminus ad quem we can speak about a
relative unity of PIE dialects. The most obvious proof of this chronology
is the development of *RHC = i#aRC and *VRHC = VRC in Balto-Slavic.
So the separation of Balto-Slavic from the other PIE dialects started
before the ultimate dissolution of the PIE linguistic unity and continued
after the year 2500 B.C. in the later period of the relative isolation of
Balto-Slavic from the other IE dialects or languages (2500-1000 B.C.?).
How long that common B-S period or dialect lasted is difficult to say.
Some clues could be provided by the comparative analysis of Baltic and
Slavic vocabularies, about which see Chapter 3.

Now we should move on to the list of common Balto-Slavic
innovations in morphology, including both derivation and inflection. In
this connection, however, I would like to quote a statement by
Kurylowicz (1957: 112-113) in which this outstanding indo-europeanist
evaluates the relative significance of phonological and morphological
evidence for prehistorical relationship (i.e., genetic relations) between
languages: “Therefore we are inclined to consider the changes discussed
under II-IV [i.e, all the above changes 1-5 in my presentation] the
strongest arguments for the B-S linguistic unity. First of all the
palatalization of all the consonants (by ) and the characteristic change of
accentuation can be regarded as those innovations which clearly
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separated both linguistic groups from the neighboring IE languages, much
as the so-called “consonant shift” did for the Germanic group. The
agreement in the semantic change of this or that morpheme, the
extension or limitation (including disappearance) of the use of some
morphemes, common formation of new suffixes through the integration
of the old ones—are, undoubtedly, also desirable and useful arguments,
supporting the thesis about the B-S unity, but their importance recedes
before that of the points presented above.”

What follows is simply a list of Balto-Slavic morphological innovations
repeated after Stang (1966: 18-20, 10-12).

1.) The suffix -ima- (ie., PIE -imo-) in verbal-abstracta, e.g., Lith.
piesimas ‘drawing’ ~ Slav. pisemo ‘writing’, etc.

2) The suffix-iba in abstract nouns, e.g., Lith. ganyba ‘Hiiten,
Weiden’, Latv. draudziba ‘Gemeinschaft, Freundschaft’ ~ Slav. *gonsba
(cf. Russ. gon’bd ‘Jagd, Galopp’), druzeba, etc. This suffix is highly
productive in Balto-Slavic.

3.) The complex suffixes -é-ja-, -a-ja- (i.e., IE -é-jo-, -d-jo-) in nomina
agentis, e.g., Lith. artéjas ‘tiller’ ~ Slav. *ortaje (cf. OCS ratajv) idem,
continuing the type represented by the Greek mounts, etc.; Lith. siuvéjas
‘Schneider’ ~ Slav. *$svéjs (cf. ORuss. $véj) idem, etc.

4.) The suffix -ika- (i.e., IE -iko-) also in nomina agentis, e.g., Lith.
siuvikas ‘Schuster’ ~ Slav. *$svsce (cf. Russ. $vec, Pol. szewc, etc.) idem,
etc.

5.) The suffix -it(i)ja- (i.e., IE -it(i)jo-) expressing ‘belonging to’ and
‘diminutiveness’, e.g., Lith. siunytis ‘little son’ ~ Slav. *otroditjs “little boy’
(cf. OCS otrocisty), etc.

6.) The suffixes: Lith. dial. -injkas, Slav. -sniks, e.g., Lith dial
arklinykas ‘stableman’ ~ OCS dlsZbniks ‘debtor’, etc., correspond to each
other semantically, but because of the standard Lith. -ininkas and Latv.
-nieks in the same function the formal correspondences are not
completely clear.

7.) The verbal type in *-auje- in the present tense and *-aud- in the
past (or infinitive), e.g., Lith. keliduja ‘he travels’ : keliavo ‘he travelled’ ~
S-C kupujé : kiipova (i.e., PSl kupujets ‘he buys’ : kupova ‘he bought’),
etc.

8.) The past tense (praeteritum) in *-@, e.g., Lith. pifko ‘he bought’
(pres. perka) ~ Slav. aor. pesa (pres. piets), etc.; this type of past is more
productive in Baltic than in Slavic.

9.) The praeteritum in *-¢, which in Baltic completely replaced the
primary s-aorist, and in Slavic is found in the imperfect forms of the type
vedé-axs from vede-ts, etc., e.g., Lith. véde (pres. véda), etc.

Actually we can speak about a common Balto-Slavic pattern of present
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versus preterit stem dichotomy with the utilization in the latter stem of the
same suffixes (-, -€). In this case the Slav. imperfect of the bsra-axs type
should be compared with the Lith. past of the pifko type, like vedé-axs
with véde, etc. Of course, that common B-S preterit later underwent a
secondary morphological transformation in Slavic toward the imperfect
or aorist, cf., e.g.,aorist bera : imperf. bsra-ase, etc. (cf. A. Vaillant, 1966:
46-47, 66-67).

10.) The innovative form of the oblique cases of the pronoun
‘T —*mel/an- (IE *me/on-) generalized from the genitive, e.g., Lith. gen.
mangs, dat. mdn, acc. mané, instr. manimi, loc. manyjé ~ Slav. mene,
dat.-loc. mené , instr. manojo; here also the innovative gen. pl. of ‘we’
*nosom can be quoted: Lith. miisy (instead of *niisy or rather *miiosy) ~
Slav. nass, etc.

To the above morphological B-S innovations we can also add some
listed by Szemerényi (1957: 97-123), namely:

11.) The compound declension of the definite adjective utilizing the
same IE pronoun *jo- as a kind of postpositive article, e.g., Lith. géras :
geras-is, gera : gero-ji ~ Slav. dobrs : dobre-jb, dobro : dobro-je, dobra :
dobra-ja, etc.

12.) The extension of the oblique cases of participles (present active
and past active masculine and neuter) by the stem suffix -ja- (IE -jo-),
e.g., Lith. gen. sg. néSancio, acc. sg. nésantj, etc. ~ OCS gen. sg. nesosta,
acc. sg. nesgsty, etc., both from B-S nefantja-; Lith. gen. sg. nésusio, acc.
sg. néusi ~ OCS gen. sg. ness$a, acc. sg. nessds, etc., both from B-S
nesusia-, etc.

13.) The formation of the comparative with the complex suffix *-¢jos-,
e.g., Lith. geridus-iasS (actually the superlative) from géras ~ Slav. staréjs
(neuter staréje, oblique and feminine staréjss-) from stars (as the OCS
example shows, Slavic has generalized the zero vocalism of the suffix:
-€jbs- from IE *-¢jos-).

14.) The replacement of the PIE demonstrative pronominal
nominatives *so//*sa by *tos//*ta, e.g., Lith. tas//ta ~ Slav. ts//ta.

Common B-S innovations in the vocabulary are treated in Chapter 3.

In the above survey I have omitted innovations affecting either only
one lexical item (although semantically important), such as the
characteristic transformation of the present tense of the verb
*do-‘give’,which in PIE was*di/e-deH,-mi, etc.: *di/e-dH,-me- etc., and
which in Balto-Slavic shows the paradigm *do(d)mi, *dosi, *dosti,
*do(d)me, *doste, *dodinti (cf. OLith. duosti ~ OCS dasts, etc.) — and
innovations common only to Slavic and to a part of the Baltic languages,
such as the often quoted replacement of the primary IE genitive sg. of
the o-stems by the form of the ablative, which connects only Slavic and
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East Baltic (Lithuanian and Latvian), e.g., Lith. diévo (nom. sg. diévas) ~
Slav. diva (nom. sg. divs, attested in ORuss.); but OPruss. preserves the
primary IE desinence *-s(i)o, e.g., OPruss. gen. sg. deiwas (nom. sg. deiws,
deywis): for the primary situation cf. OI gen. devasya: abl. devat, etc.

Stang considers these (partial) agreements between Slavic and only
East Baltic or West Baltic (Old Prussian) older than common
Balto-Slavic innovations, i.e., innovations including all the Baltic
languages. I do not see any convincing argument for this view (cf. Stang
1966:12). In any case one point is worth emphasizing here: the special,
characteristic innovative correspondences between Slavic and East Baltic
(Lithuanian and Latvian) are more numerous than those between Slavic
and Old Prussian. Prussian seems to take a peripheral (western) position
within Balto-Slavic (cf. its vocabulary with Germanic connections, Stang,
1966: 12-13).

The rich evidence of common B-S innovations presented above
strongly supports, I think, the hypothesis about a prehistorical B-S
dialectal period or zone. This practically boils down to the acceptance of
a kind of prehistorical B-S dialect from which both the historical Baltic
and Slavic languages can be derived. Of course, that prehistorical B-S
dialect was never completely uniform, as is the case with all larger
dialects, i.e., those which cover a large territory. Then we should also
remember that already in the prehistorical epoch Balto-Slavic underwent
a split into the Baltic (internally quite differentiated: West —East) and
Slavic halves, ie., Proto-Baltic and Proto-Slavic. When that split
occurred is difficult to say, since we have no extralinguistic historical
evidence about the life and development of the respective tribes. The
linguistic evidence drawn from the old differences between the Common
Baltic and Common Slavic cultural vocabularies, which seems to suggest
quite an early split between the Balts and the Slavs (i.e., the Proto-Balts
and the Proto-Slavs), will be discussed later. As far as historical evidence
is concerned, I would call the reader’s attention to the Scythian invasion
of the Pontic steppes (i.e., the southern part of the present-day Ukraine)
about the year 700 B.C. This important historical event undoubtedly
caused great demographic shifts in the adjacent (northern and western)
territories, comparable to those triggered in the thirteenth century A.D.
by the Mongols. Thus I am inclined to see in the Scythian invasion and
the subsequent population movements on the Balto-Slavic territory the
cause of the ultimate split between the Proto-Balts (or Eastern Balts?)
and the Proto-Slavs. The former started moving westward towards the
Baltic Sea along the Dvina and Niemen rivers; the latter also began to
move in the westerly direction, but following a more southern route,
across Wolynia toward the Vistula basin. In this way the two groups, or
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rather the main bulks of the Balts and the Slavs, were separated from
each other by the Prype¢ marshes.

After all that I subscribe to the following statement by Szemerényi
(1957: 120, §24): “In spite of the strictures just quoted, I feel that the
reader would like to see at the end of this long survey a catalogue raisonné
of those features which, in my view, decide the question in favour of the
theory of BS unity, and against Meillet and his present-day followers.
The most important innovations, which cannot be ascribed to chance or
“parallel” development and thus prove a period of common language and

life [author’s emphasis], are as follows...” (The known list of fourteen
innovations, with all the lexical innovations quoted under one point [sic!],
follows.) ~

Anybody who has an opportunity to study Lithuanian and Old Church
Slavonic against the comparative background of other older IE languages
(such as Latin, Greek, Gothic, Avestan, Sanskrit, etc.) is undoubtedly
impressed by the high degree of “conservatism” of these two languages.
This linguistic conservatism consists in the preservation of the essential
features of PIE phonology and the essential features of PIE morphology,
not to mention the preservation of the basic IE vocabulary. Limiting our
examples to the North European dialectal group, i.e.,
Germanic-Baltic-Slavic, we can substantiate the above statement with the
following selected facts:

1.) The preservation of the PIE opposition between voiceless and
voiced obstruents with the elimination only of aspirates, i.e., PIE *p, *b,
*bh, *t, *d, *dh, *k’, *g’, *g'h, *k, *g, *sh 2 B-Sp, b, t, d, $, %, k, g. This
situation is sharply opposed to that of Germanic, where owing to the
so-called Lautverschiebung the PIE pattern *p : *b : *bh, etc., was
replaced by f: p : b, etc., e.g.,

PIE ~ B-S: Lith., OCS ~ Gothic
*trejes ~ *trejes:  trys, treje ~ Dbreis ‘three’
*duo ~ *d(u)uo: du, dsva ~ twai ‘two’

*dhugatéer ~ *duktér:  dukté, desti  ~ dadhtar ‘daughter’

This fact is very important: together with the preservation of PIE *s,
which only under some conditions passes into § in Lith. and x ~ § in Slav.,
it accounts for the survival of the primary IE consonantal skeleton of
words and derivational suffixes in B-S, e.g., PIE *nebhos, gen. *nebheses
‘cloud’, etc. (cf. skr. nabhah, gen. nabhasah, etc.) ~ OCS nebo ‘sky’, gen.
nebese, etc. ~ Lith. debesis (with the shifting of this type of stem to the
i-declension), but Greek védos, gen. védeos, etc. Germanic, e.g., OHG,
preserved the traces of the -es stems only in the plural: lamb-ir ‘lambs’,
where -ir < *-es-a, etc. Thus OCS nom. pl. nebesa, Russ. nebesd, Pol.
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niebiosa, etc., preserve the PIE consonantal skeleton of the stem with
only slight changes: *nebhes-a, etc., whereas Greek already shows a more
altered shape: védea, védm, etc.

2.) In order to realize the conservatism of B-S morphology, it is
sufficient to take a look at some nominal paradigms, e.g., the stems in -u
(the noun *siznus ‘son’):

PIE Lith. OGS Goth.
N  sinus sanus syns sunus
A sinum stiny syns sunu
G  sanous sinais synu sunaus
D  sanouei stinui synovi sunau
I sunumi (dial.)  s@numi synsmeo 0
L  sunou sanigjé synu 0
V  sianou stunai synu sun(a)u

Notice the number of cases in B-S: besides the so-called “grammatical”
cases (the first four) there are still the instrumental and locative, lacking,
e.g., in Gothic (the remnants of the instrumental are still attested in
OHG, OSax., and OE).

The conservatism of Balto-Slavic within the IE linguistic family has
been noticed and emphasized by many scholars, e.g., in the well-known
book Kultur, Ausbreitung und Herkunft der Indogermanen (1913) S. Feist
clearly states:  “Manche ihrer Sprachgebilde stimmen mit den
erschlossenen indogerm. Grundformen genau liberein: lit. gyvas ‘lebend’,
ésti ‘ist’, russ. pekii ‘koche’, sémend, ‘Saaten’, novd ‘Neuigkeit’ [sic!], usw.
Einzig unter allen indogerm. Sprachen hat die baltisch-slavische Gruppe
den indogerm. Wortakzent haufig an der urspriinglichen Stelle und (im
Litauischen) in seiner alten Gestalt (als musikalischen Akzent...)
erhalten. Der Wortschatz ist zum gréBten Teil in beiden Sprachgruppen
identisch und auch die Entlehnungen aus fremden Sprachen
(vornehmlich dem Germanischen) sind zumeist dieselben. Nennenswerte
Neuerungen hat weder die slavische noch die baltische Gruppe
eingefiihrt: sie sind die konservativsten aller indogerm. Sprachen....” (S.
Feist, 1913: 454).

The above statement, even with all due corrections and attenuations,
nevertheless reflects the basic truth about B-S, which cannot be denied.

Of course, there is a clear difference between the degrees of
conservatism of Baltic and Slavic (if we compare, for example, Lithuanian
with Old Church Slavonic). The relatively more conservative character of
Lithuanian phonology is recognizable at first glance, e.g., in the vowels
the preservation of j,u ~ whereas in Slavic we already have the ‘jers’ (s,
3); the preservation of ii ~ Slav. y; the preservation of the sequences eN,
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iN, aN, uN before stops ~ Slav. ¢, ¢; the preservation of the primary
sequences er/l, ar/l + C ~ Slav. metathesis and/or polnoglasie, etc.; and
the most important for the reconstruction of the primary B-S inflectional
morphology —the preservation of word-final -s, dropped in Slavic in the
prehistorical epoch. All these archaic features of Baltic (as illustrated by
Lithuanian) allow us to interpret historically, i.e., to derive Slavic forms
from Baltic, not vice versa, which led the two Russian scholars V. V.
Ivanov and V. N. Toporov (1961) to a simplified statement that Slavic
(Proto-Slavic) could be treated as a descendant of Proto-Baltic.

The problem of a relative evolutionary conservatism of separate
dialects or languages within a given linguistic family, which emerges in
connection with the position of Balto-Slavic within Indo-European, is
very important: it concerns not only the linguistic history of the given
language family, but also its ethnic history (including prehistory), and
particularly the genesis of separate ethnic groups within a given linguistic
family. Methodologically, however, we should clearly distinguish two
different aspects of “linguistic conservatism” as opposed to “linguistic
innovatism”. These two aspects reflect two different aspects of language
as such, namely: the lexical substance and the grammatical form. By the
former, as was formulated in Chapter 1, I understand the whole inventory
of morphemes, both lexical and grammatical (e.g., PSI. *ortajs, OCS ratajo,
etc. ‘tiller’, divided into the root or-, cf. orjg, orati, etc. ‘till’, the suffix -taj-,
the desinence -b, etc.). By the latter I understand the system (i.e., closed
set) of grammatical categories and the system of formal techniques
applied to express these categories (e.g., the nominal cases expressed by
desinences, etc.). Now, it is obvious that a language may be conservative
or innovative either with respect to its lexical substance or its grammatical
form, or with respect to both. The substantial conservatism or
innovatism, which ultimately consist in the amount of phonemic change
which the main bulk of morphemes undergoes (including here also the
preservation or elimination of a significant portion of basic vocabulary), I
propose to call “genetic” conservatism or innovatism. The formal
conservatism or innovatism, which ultimately consist in the preservation
or transformation (including elimination) of primary grammatical
categories and the formal techniques of their expression, I propose to call
“typological” conservatism or innovatism. = When discussing the
conservatism of Balto-Slavic in comparison with other IE languages, and
that of Slavic in comparison with Baltic, we should specify what kind of
conservatism we have in mind. For a language (of course always with
respect to other languages of the same family and their common source,
Ursprache) may be genetically very conservative and typologically
innovative, or vice versa, genetically very innovative but typologically
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conservative; a language may also be conservative or innovative in both
respects. These distinctions are essential for the understanding of
linguistic evolution and for any extralinguistic inferences, especially those
concerning ethnic prehistory, we can make on the basis of linguistic facts.

Of course, in order to characterize a concrete IE language from the
standpoint of conservatism or innovatism as defined above, we must
know (i.e., reconstruct) not only the set of basic lexical and grammatical
morphemes of PIE (Ursprache) but also the set of PIE grammatical
categories, i.e., the linguistic type which PIE represented. The latter task
is not easy, since there is the inherent danger of a vicious circle in the
whole procedure. But if the main ancient IE languages, such as Greek
(Homeric), Latin (archaic), Sanskrit (Vedic), Avestan (older) agree on a
grammatical point, e.g., the use of cases, we can be relatively sure that
such an agreement reflects the situation prevailing at least in late PIE.

As we have seen, the linguistic conservatism of Balto-Slavic, especially
with respect to Germanic, has chiefly a genetic character, i.e., it concerns
first of all the preservation of the phonemic shape of the primary IE mor-
phemes with only slight changes. On the other hand, Slavic (i.e.,
Proto-Slavic in its later period) shows a striking degree of genetic inno-
vatism with respect to Baltic. The question is whether Slavic is also typo-
logically innovative with respect to Baltic. The answer to this question
would require a detailed grammatical study, calling for a separate book.
Here I will mention only some phenomena which indicate that the
problem is not so simple. In the system of verbal tenses, for example,
Slavic (e.g., OCS) seems to be more conservative than Baltic (e.g.,
Lithuanian) since it preserves the old IE aorist (both asigmatic and sig-
matic) and continues in a remodeled form both the old IE category of the
imperfect (influenced clearly by the sigmatic aorist) and that of the
resultative perfect (e.g., from vedp we have OCS asigmatic aorist veds,
sigmatic véss, remodeled imperfect vedéaxs, remodeled compound perfect
velo jesms, etc.). Baltic (Lithuanian), however, seems to have simplified
the primary IE (i.e., late PIE) past tense system, showing only the
so-called Baltic praeteritum, which as a whole is substantially a Baltic
innovation, although it can be treated functionally as the continuation of
the PIE aorist. Besides that, Baltic (only Lithuanian) also has a relatively
young formation of praeteritum frequentativum (denoting habitual actions
in the past), which can be treated functionally as a continuation of the
PIE imperfect. In the words of J. Otrgbski, “Present and future have
been preserved, but IE imperfect, aorist, perfect and pluperfect have
been lost and the corresponding forms have been replaced by a peculiar
Baltic “praeteritum”, and a “praeteritum frequentativum” so characteristic
of Lithuanian has been introduced” (Otrgbski, 1956: 111, 179), e.g., from
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the verb vedit we have in Lith. the praeteritum vedZiaii (the stem védé =
Slav. vedé- in vedé-axs, etc.) and the praeteritum frequentativum vésdavau,
etc.

But in the nominal system, Baltic seems to be typologically more
conservative than Slavic. I mean here the syntactic use of the cases,
especially the use of the genitive and prepositionless locative. But against
a deeper comparative-historical background the above impression proves
to be illusory. From the standpoint of historical IE linguistics the use of
an adnominal genitive as a relational modifier (among other things as
possessive, etc.) instead of a denominal adjective (the latter being so
characteristic of an older stage of Slavic, in OCS), is an innovation, not an
archaism in Lithuanian. Thus OCS césarestveje nebeswskoje is typologically
older than Lith. dangaiis karalyst¢ (= Gr. 7 Baoiela T®V oVpavdY =
Lat. regnum coelorum = Eng. the kingdom of heaven); for the whole
problem see E. Fraenkel, 1928: 89-102, and J. Wackernagel, 1908:
137-146.

The prepositionless use of the locative can also be treated as such only
from a synchronical standpoint; historically the Lithuanian locative
represents in most cases a coalescence of the primary locative with the
postposition *en ‘in’. This means that Lithuanian used primarily the
postpositional phrase locative + ‘in’, not a pure locative (for details see
Ch. Stang, 1966: 175-232). The problem of the new Lith. locative coming
from the coalescence with the postposition *en is closely related with the
emergence in the Baltic languages (Lith., Latv.) of the so-called localistic
cases, which represent the primary pattern Noun + postposition.
According to Stang (1966: 228-229) the following system of these cases
can be established for older Lithuanian:

Allative Adessive

Illative Locative
e.g, galvosp (i) galvdip (i)

galvon galvojé

which etymologically represent: Allative —Gen. + pi, Adessive —Loc. +
pi, lllative — Acc.+ n(a), Locative —Loc. + *en. It seems highly probable
that this innovative system of localistic cases in Lithuanian (and in
Latvian) was copied from the Finnic languages’, although in these
languages the system is more consistent, since it contains also the
negative counterparts of the above cases, €.g., in Suomi-Finnish there are:
Ablative with respect to Allative, Abessive with respect to Adessive, and
Elative with respect to Illative. In view of the above remarks about the
relative conservatism or innovatism of Baltic and Slavic within the IE
languages, we should rather formulate a cautious statement on this point,
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namely: the notorious conservatism of Baltic (especially Lithuanian) is
best reflected in its phonemic system or development, which renders the
phonemic shape of Baltic (Lithuanian) morphemes very archaic, closer to
the posited PIE than the shape of the corresponding Slavic (OCS)
morphemes. This fact, however, does not mean that Baltic (Lithuanian)
is also conservative in other respects. For example, the use of the
genitive and the development of localistic cases are undoubtedly
innovative features of nominal morphology in this language, in
comparison with Slavic (OCS), which in this respect shows rather a
striking conservatism.

But in this way we reach a point at which we should ask an important
and difficult question: what are the reasons for linguistic conservatism or
innovatism in the history of the IE languages? Of course, we should
remember that it is not sufficient to speak about the conservatism or
innovatism of a language in general terms; we must always specify in what
respect a given language is conservative or innovative (as was proposed
above). For example, the development of localistic cases, belonging to
the grammatical form of a language, suggests a foreign influence in
Lithuanian, namely that of the Finnic languages. It is also probable that
the early elimination of relational (denominal) adjectives and their
replacement by nominal genitives in the function of adnominal modifiers
(cf. contemporary Lith. Lietuviy kalbos ZodZiy daryba8, etc.) could be
traced to the same foreign influence (Finnic). I would include here also
the use of the genitive of personal pronouns instead of the corresponding
possessive pronouns (e.g., mano namas ‘my house’, literally ‘house of
mine’, musu tievyné, ‘our fatherland’, literally ‘the fatherland of ours’, cf.
Slav. mojb doma, nase oteCostvo, etc.). Briefly, I would like to raise here
the problem of a foreign linguistic substratum as a frequent cause of
structural, typological changes in languages. It is understandable that we
are allowed to resort to the substratum hypothesis only under two
conditions: 1.) if the typological changes in a given langage cannot be
explained satisfactorily in terms of its independent internal development;
and 2.) if we have either sufficient historical and philological information
about a foreign language acting as a substratum, or we can at least
presuppose it indirectly on the basis of prehistorical facts, etc.

The substratum hypothesis has been used to explain the diversification
of IE languages, i.e., the historical split of Proto-Indo-European, by many
scholars. One of the most typical examples in this respect is the
hypothesis of Sigmund Feist about the origin of Germanic (1924: 88-89
and 91) in a chapter with the characteristic title: “Das Germanische
keine direkte Fortsetzung des Indogermanischen”, from which the
following statements deserve quotation:
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Das Germanische steht zu Beginn seiner Uberlieferung in
einem so weit entwickelten Stadium, wie es die indischen und
iranischen Dialekte oder das Griechische erst im Laufe vieler
Jahrhunderte ihres Sprachlebens erreicht haben, als
Rassenmischung oder Ausbreitung der Sprache iiber weite
Gebiete ein schnelleres Tempo in ihre Entwicklung gebracht
hatte. Dieser Zustand wére bei den Germanen schwer zu
erkldren, wenn die indogermanische Grundsprache bei ihnen
eine ungestorte Fortentwicklung ohne eine Kulturumwilzung
oder eine Rassenmischung bis zur Zeit der V6lkerwanderung
genommen haben sollte. Und noch ein Unterschied bliebe
bei dieser Sachlage auffallend. Im Germanischen gibt es eine
ganze Anzahl Wérter, die keinerlei etymologische Verkniip-
fung mit dem indogermanischen Sprachgut finden, das uns
aus den Schwestersprachen bekannt ist. Schatzungsweise
habe ich den Umfang des nicht etymologisierbaren deutschen
Sprachguts auf ein Drittel des gesamten Wortschatzes
berechnet. Besonders auffillig ist, daB sich ein groBer Teil
der germanischen Ausdriicke fiir das Seewesen und damit
Zusammenhingendes in den anderen indogermanischen
Sprachen nicht wiederfindet:

See, Segel, Nachen, Kahn, Kiel, Spant, Bord, Brise, Hafen,
Damm, Reede, Ebbe, Sturm, Zeit (Gezeiten), Fels, Klippe,
Strand, Geest, Laich, Netz, Reuse, schwimmen, Stange, Steuer,
usw.

Ebenso haben fast alle Fischnamen (mit Ausnahme von
Lachs und vielleicht Wal) keine auswirtigen Entsprechungen.
Isoliert sind innerhalb des Germanischen zahlreiche
Pflanzen-, Vogel- und Tiernamen.... Man braucht eines der
etymologischen deutschen Worterbiicher neueren Datums
(Fr. Kluge, H. Hirt-Weigand, R. Loewe) aufzuschlagen, um
auf jeder Seite solche nicht etymologisierbare Woérter zu
treffen.

(S. Feist, 1924: 88-89)

and then:

Wir koénnen aus allen angefiihrten Griinden
(Akzentwechsel, Verfall der Flexion, fremder Einschlag im
Wortschatz) einer solchen Annahme nicht zustimmen [i.e.,
that “das Germanische der Nachkomme des Indogerman-
ischen in seiner Urheimat wéire und die Germanen als reine
Indogermanen angesehen werden miiSten”]. Wir werden uns

59
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fir die genligend begriindete Ansicht entscheiden, daB3 die
Prigermanen in vorgeschichtlicher Zeit eine indoger-
manische Mundart ibernommen, sie mit einem bedeutenden
Einschlag ihres einheimischen Sprachguts durchsetzt und den
freien musikalischen Akzent der Ursprache durch ihren
eigenen, an die erste Wortsilbe gebundenen Starkton ersetzt
haben.?

(S. Feist, 1924: 91)

In my opinion the non- or pre-IE substratum in Germanic could be the
megalithic culture of the North Sea (i.e., its people!).

In this connection see also Feist’s earlier remarks (1913: 480-485),
where the so-called first Germanic consonant shift (Lautverschiebung) is
also listed among the changes due to a foreign non-Indo-European
substratum.  Closer to our times Ernst Pulgram (1957: 239-252)
emphasized the role of a substratum in the diversification of IE
languages. But it should be noted that we do not need to limit the
concept of substratum to a foreign non-IE language (or languages): we
may also deal with an IE substratum, i.e., an older IE language or dialect
influencing a younger one which supersedes it in the concrete historical
development of a country or region (e.g., Celtic and Latin in Gaul, etc.).
Since, however, the term “substratum” is sometimes used quite vaguely, I
will attempt to define it more precisely in a way useful for the
understanding of corresponding linguistic processes.

Thus in the following, by a linguistic substratum A I understand a
language that has been spoken in a country or region since before the
arrival of another language B (superstratum). This means that two
different ethnic groups are involved here, one native, another immigrant
or, as seems to be more common in such cases, conqueror. The result of
the coexistence of the two ethnic groups and their languages is usually
bilingualism: the speakers of language A endeavor to speak language B
and vice versa. If for political, social, or cultural reasons the primary
population ultimately abandons their native language A and switches to
language B, learned practically in the course of everyday contacts, then
we usually observe some characteristic changes in the new variant of B
used by the descendants of the native speakers of A. These changes are
caused by the transfer to language B (superstratum) of some structural
patterns of language A (substratum), which is an inevitable phenomenon
connected with bilingualism. The whole process could be presented in
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the following formula:
Aa | Bb = Ba

where: A4 = the lexical substance of 4 (substratum)

a = the grammatical form of A

B = the lexical substance of B (superstratum)

b = the grammatical form of B
In the above formula the phonemic features of the two interacting
(interfering) languages are neglected, although in this respect we also
observe some influence of A upon B, expressing itself, for example, in the
elimination or reinterpretation of the phonemic oppositions characteristic
of B according to the patterns prevailing in A, etc.

As we see, the. basic condition for the structural influence of A4
(substratum) upon B (superstratum) is bilingualism, and the vehicle of
this influence is calques linguistiques in the field of grammar (morphology
and syntax). In this process, which is ultimately a psycholinguistic
phenomenon that takes place in the minds of the speakers of A who are
trying to speak B, language A (substratum) turns out to be structurally
dominant, and language B (superstratum)—structurally recessive. What
remains from the latter is its basic lexical substance, but its grammatical
form undergoes a change as it is adjusted to the structural patterns of the
substratum. Thus, we have the preservation of the genetic substance and
the genetic identity of B but a change, sometimes radical, of its
typological identity. In this way the diversification within a linguistic
family proceeds.

Of course, the external, socio-cultural, and political circumstances
which bring about the abandonment of A on behalf of B by the primary
population of the native speakers of A, and the numerical relations
between the two groups of native speakers are of great importance for
the understanding of the above processes. Unfortunately, for the
prehistorical period we have no direct data concerning the basic social
context of the relation substratum : superstratum. But much can be
inferred by analogy with some historical instances of the substratum :
superstratum relationship.

Limiting ourselves to the field of Slavic languages we can call attention
to the undeniable fact of a Balkan-Romance substratum in the
southeastern branch of the South Slavic languages (Bulgarian,
Macedonian, and the Serbian dialects of the Prizren-Timok region, the
so-called Sop or Torlak dialects). As is well-known, this substratum,
which should be identified with an earlier stage of Rumanian (including
here Arumanian as well), has acted for centuries upon those Slavic
languages and dialects, gradually transforming their grammatical form in
such a way that now they only genetically belong to Slavic; typologically,
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however, they join Rumanian and, to a lesser degree, also other
languages of the so-called Balkan linguistic league (Sprachbund). This
gradual process of the “balkanization” (or rather “romanization”) of
Bulgarian, Macedonian, and southeastern Serbian dialects was caused by
the slavicization of large groups of the autochthonous Balkan-Romance
population, which the Slavs had encountered south of the Danube after
their invasion of the Balkan Peninsula. Simply, the natives of the land
gradually learned Slavic and through the process of bilingualism
impregnated it with the structural features of their original Romance
dialect. So the Slavic (Bulgarian, Macedonian, and southeastern Serbian)
used by them became qualitatively different from the Slavic used by the
primary invaders and settlers. Everything seems to indicate that this
process of balkano-romanization of the respective South Slavic dialects
and languages was completed by the sixteenth century. This means that if
we consider OCS of the tenth-eleventh centuries as the model of the
primary Slavic linguistic type, then the above process of typological
transformation caused by the slavicization of the Balkan-Romance
population took at most about five hundred years. It is, however, striking
that in spite of the significant and deep structural influences (e.g., the
characteristic limitation or complete loss of nominal declension, the
postpositive article, the replacement of the infinitive by subjunctive
clauses with da, the reduplication of the oblique cases of personal
pronouns and of definite nominal objects by pronominal clitics, etc.), the
lexical influences of Balkan-Romance in the southeastern branch of
South Slavic are insignificant: some terms connected with sheep breeding
and landscape.

This puzzling phenomenon could be explained by the relatively low
level of culture represented by the Balkan-Romance population with
whom the Slavs came in contact after their invasion of the Balkans. The
old Roman city and villa life was destroyed; the survivors of the
Latin-speaking population (descendants of old Roman veterans!)
withdrew to inaccessible mountain regions, where they experienced an
economic and cultural regression, switching from agriculture to
pastoralism, etc.; all this created conditions under which the
Balkan-Romance rural population did not have anything culturally
attractive to offer the Slavic newcomers and settlers. So the number of
lexical borrowings from Balkan-Romance could not be large. It is
interesting that the opposite situation can be observed in Rumanian
(Daco-Rumanian), which in its turn underwent, especially in Walachia, a
strong influence of Slavic substratum. Here not only were some
characteristic features of Slavic grammatical form, especially in the system
of compound verbal tenses and moods, introduced into the Rumanian
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language, but also whole lexical microstructures such as agricultural
terminology (see Z. Gotab, 1970: 5-18 and 1976: 297-309; S. B. Bernstejn,
1948: 80-127, E. Seidel, 1958: 141-173; G. Mihaila, 1958: 52-62).

I have elaborated on this point because it seems to provide quite an
instructive model for the reconstruction and understanding of the
prehistorical phenomena of substratum, bilingualism, and subsequent
structural changes in the languages of ethno-linguistic superstrata, which
ultimately can account for the historical diversification of a linguistic
family. I would like also to emphasize the importance of the analogy of
the Slavic expansion in the early medieval epoch (500-800 A.D.) for the
reconstruction and understanding of the IE expansion in prehistorical
times: both linguistic expansions represented infiltration and migration
(cf. Pulgram, 1956: 411-417) and both proceeded in general from the east
towards the west and south (as far as Europe is concerned). Taking into
account the unchangeability of the natural routes of migration and the
unchangeability of the primitive means of transportation (foot, ox-cart,
horse) for thousands of years, we can imagine the prehistorical expansion
of the IE dialects, mutatis mutandis, analogically to the expansion of the
Slavic peoples and dialects between 500-800 A.D. This point to my
knowledge has not been raised by scholars studying the expansion and
differentiation of the prehistorical IE dialects in Europe, and it deserves
serious attention since the Slavs, being the last IE peoples who expanded
into Central and Southeastern Europe in the historical epoch, provide us
with the only verifiable analogy and model for the reconstruction of
similar ethnic and linguistic movements in the prehistorical past. Thus it
would be illuminative to try to compare the early historical differentiation
of the Slavic peoples and dialects, conditioned by their migration and
geographical spread, with the hypothetical differentiation of the
prehistorical IE dialects, conditioned by their geographical spread. I will
come back to this problem later after a discussion of the lexical
connections between Proto-Slavic and other IE dialects.

Now, returning to the problem of non-IE substrata as causes for the
prehistorical differentiation of PIE, and limiting ourselves to the North
European branch of PIE (Germanic—Balto-Slavic), we can make the
following statements: The western part of the North European dialectal
group (Germanic) seems to have undergone the influence of a non-IE
ethno-linguistic substratum in the new country: Southern Scandinavia,
Jutland, and the adjacent coastal regions of continental Europe. The
eastern part of that dialectal group, Baltic, seems to have undergone
some influence of a Finnic ethno-linguistic substratum in the regions
adjacent to the Baltic Sea after its split with Slavic. The rest of the North
European dialectal group, Slavic, which in the primary geographical
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distribution of the group occupied a more southern position (for details
see below) seems to be relatively free from any influences of a
prehistorical non-IE substratum. On the contrary, many facts indicate
that in Proto-Slavic we should rather take into account a secondary
influence of an IE substratum, which among other things strengthened
some archaic IE features, especially in Slavic conjugation. This is a
hypothesis which I will try to substantiate in the following pages.

The observation of relatively recent historical developments in South
Slavic (Bulgarian, Macedonian, and the Torlak dialects of Serbian) has
shown that the verbal system (conjugation) of these languages has been
particularly sensitive and receptive to the structural interference of the
Balkan-Romance substratum. On the one hand we have the preservation
of the old past tenses (aorist and imperfect) in these langauges, and on
the other hand the development of a new perfect with the auxiliary ‘have’
(Mac. imam) + the (formally) passive participle, exactly according to the
Romance model: dixi : dicebam : habeo dictum (cf. Arum. 723" : zacedm" :
am z3s3). So in Macedonian, which is the most balkanized South Slavic
language in this respect (the only one with the category of the new
resultative perfect imam kaZano = habeo dictum, etc.), we have the
following system of past tenses (if we neglect the category of “auditive”):
aorist kaav, 3 sg. kaZa; imperfect kaZuvav, 3 sg. kaZuvase; perfect imam
kazano, etc. Besides that the future tense is expressed by a very old
calque linguistique of Balkan-Romance and/or (colloquial) Byzantine
Greek: ke kaZam, which indirectly continues the OCS xostg kazati
(literally ‘I want to say’ — ‘I will say’), a construction known not only in
these South Slavic languages, but also in literary Serbo-Croatian and in
all Balkan languages (Albanian, Modern Greek, and Rumanian). These
are the facts which can be easily traced in their gradual development
during the historical period, ushered in by the settlement of the Slavs in
the Balkans and the subsequent Slavo-Romance, etc., bilingualism. What
I want to emphasize here is the cumulation of substratum influence in the
verbal system of the respective South Slavic languages. This influence, as
we have seen, worked in two directions: toward the preservation of those
categories which were common to Slavic and Balkan Romance, and
toward the development of new categories, which had existed in Balkan
Romance but were unknown to Slavic.

Now, using the South Slavic phenomena as a historical parallel we
turn to the prehistorical past, to the period when the linguistic ancestors
of the Slavs (Pre-Slavs) within the late PIE dialectal community
(2500-1500 B.C.?) were gradually moving towards their early historical
settlements (western Ukraine, see p. 183), loosening more and more their
contacts with the Balts. We can justifiably raise the following question:
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what IE dialects or languages of the East European area could possibly
influence the Pre-Slavic verbal system in such a way that it became quite
different from that of Baltic? As mentioned above, Baltic (Lithuanian)
shows no traces of the IE asigmatic (thematic) or sigmatic aorist, whereas
Slavic not only does, but proves that in an earlier prehistorical epoch (at
the stage of Pre-Slavic?) the sigmatic aorist must have even been quite
productive in it, since the aoristic element -s- = -x- was used in the
formation of a new Slavic imperfect (aorist byxs ~ béxs : imperfect béaxs,
etc., see the excursus below!). This is undoubtedly a conservative feature
of Proto-Slavic, which distinguishes it sharply from Baltic and also from
Germanic (that is, from the remaining North IE dialects!) and brings it
closer to those IE languages which have preserved the sigmatic aorist:
Latin (in the so-called s-perfect) vehd — véxi, Greek Aéyw — é\eta,
Avestan vaz- — va$- [cf. Bartholomae, 1961: 1386], Sanskrit vah- —
dvaksam, Tokharian [in the so-called s-perfect] camp ‘pouvoir’ — 3rd sg.
perf. campis (see van Windekens, 1944: 272).

On the other hand, the PIE perfect has been lost in Slavic completely
(like in Baltic but unlike in Germanic) and replaced by a periphrastic
construction consisting of the PIE verbal adjective in -lo- + the auxiliary
‘be’ (PIE *es-//*bheuH-), e.g., Gr. dépkopon — 8édopka : OCS vizdp —
vidéls jesms, etc. This PSl. morphological innovation must have been
relatively early, since the so-called [-participle (resultative) already in Old
Church Slavonic functions only as a predicative within the compound
verbal forms (perfect, pluperfect, conditional, and futurum exactum),
although in Proto-Indo-European, being an adjective, it could and should
function also as an attribute (cf. the traces of this situation in the Com.
Slav. deverbal adjectives seméls ‘daring’, tepls//topls ‘warm’, ob(v)ils
‘abundant’, zeréls ‘ripe’, etc.). But what is relevant in this connection is
the fact that besides Slavic only three other IE languages have made use
of this verbal adjective in creating new compound verbal forms:
Armenian with its perfect consisting of the past participle in -eal and the
auxiliary ‘be’, e.g., cneal em ‘je suis né’ (cf. Slav. rodils s¢ jesms), Umbrian
(an Italic dialect) with its futurum exactum consisting of the participle in
-lu + the auxiliary ‘be’, e.g., apelust ‘impenderit’, entelust ‘intenderit’,
‘imposuerit’ (*apendlo-esti, *entendlo-esti), see W. Thomas, 1952: 9, and
K. Trost, 1972: 46, and Tokharian with its verbal adjective in -I or -lle
used mostly with the auxiliary ‘be’ and showing modal functions either of
“necessity” or “possibility”, which depends on the underlying inflectional
stem of the verb: present or conjunctive (for details and examples see W.
Thomas, 1952: 12). It should, however, be noted that whereas in
Armenian the PIE lo-adjective has been transformed into a perfect
participle (with passive meaning in the case of transitive verbs), in
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Tokharian it still remains an adjective, but is so closely connected with
the verb that it takes over the verbal syntax and shows predominantly
passive meaning. Especially significant is the use of the second
l-participle (i.e., derived from the conjunctive stem) + the present copula
as future (cf. the situation in Umbrian!), with the conjunctive copula as
the conjunctive mood and with the imperfect copula as irrealis (i.e.,
conditional); for details see W. Thomas, 1952: 28.

Of course, the most striking similarity exists between the Slav. and
Arm. periphrastic perfect. But there is also an important difference in
the syntactic pattern of the transitive perfect between Slavic and
Armenian: the Slav. form is active and personal, whereas the Arm.
construction is possessive and impersonal (see E. Benveniste, 1966:
176-186), e.g., z-gorc gorceal € nora ‘he has accomplished a work’, literally
‘operam factum est eius’, where the agent is conceived as possessor and
consistently expressed by the genitive (nora), but the patient appears as a
regular direct object (accusative with the preposition z-). This construc-
tion of the perfect in Armenian stems from the passive meaning of the
participle in -eal and has probably developed from the passive type of
periphrastic perfect similar to the Latin hostis mihi occisus est instead of
hostem occidi. The syntactic transitivization of that older passive type in
Armenian has been entailed by the regular transitive construction of the
primary IE synthetic perfect. The whole development is perfectly
explicable in terms of inherent IE constructions, i.e., we do not need here
any Caucasian influences, once we realize that the resultative perfect is
conceived as “possession” and uses regular possessive constructions (in
Armenian the type aliquid est mei ‘something is mine’, etc.).

I have elaborated on the subject of the Armenian perfect because
etymologically, though not syntactically, it is so closely related to the
Slavic perfect. The fact that the participle in -I- is active in Slavic but
passive in Armenian may be conditioned by the preservation of the IE
verbal adjectives in -to-, -no- with passive meaning (the opposition nesls :
nesens, jels : jets, etc.) in Slavic, whereas in Armenian those verbal
adjectives disappeared and the formal opposition active : passive within
participles has not developed.

The etymological identity of Slavic and Armenian periphrastic perfects
is not the only old common feature in the verbal systems of these two
languages. If we keep in mind the starting point of our discussion, namely
the basic difference in the system of past tenses between Baltic and
Slavic, of course against an IE background, then a general pattern of the
development, including here the identity of substantial elements (concrete
morphemes and inflectional types), will again bring Slavic closer to
Armenian. Namely Armenian has: an aorist, imperfect, and perfect (+
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pluperfect). Of these the aorist represents two types: radical and with the
formant -¢-; the radical type continues the PIE thematic aorist or imperfect
just like the Slavic asigmatic aorist (e.g., Arm. elik ~ Gr. &we < *e-lik¥et
~ Slav. Cete < *kitet, etc.). In this connection it is worthwhile to quote
Meillet: “En effet ’'arménien, ayant constitué un imparfait indepéndent
de limparfait indo-européen, a pu affecter a I’emploi d’aoriste les
anciennes formes d’imparfait; c’est ce qui s’est passé en slave o, un
imparfait nouveau ayant été créé, I'imparfait padii d’un verbe pads'®,
pasti ‘tomber’ a pris 'emploi d’aoriste” (Meillet, 1936: 114). The Arm.
imperfect is a characteristic innovation of this language. But here again
we observe interesting parallels (or etymological identity?) with the Slavic
imperfect. The inflection of the Armenian imperfect suggests that it is a
compound form consisting of the present tense stem + the imperfect of
the verb ‘be’. Meillet writes: “Mais ce qui appelle I’attention, c’est le -i-
qui se retrouve presque a toutes les personnes: bere-i ‘je portais’ a
I'aspect d’'une forme composée comme I'imparfait vieux slave nesé-axs ‘je
portais’; si ’'on se souvient que le subjonctif bericem a, au moins en
apparence, I’aspect d’un composé (v. §90), on est tenté de voir dans -i, -ir,
etc., des formes d’un prétérit de ‘étre’; * répondrait 2 homerique Ta, skr.
asa, Cest-a-dire a lancien parfait [but cf. G. Klingenschmitt: Das
altarmenische Verbum,L. Reichert Verlag, Wiesbaden, 1982, p. 15 — ZG];
la 3™¢ personne *-y-r aurait un aspect particulier parce qu’elle reposerait
sur une ancienne forme monosyllabique d’imparfait *ést, cf. skr. dh, gr.
fis). L’emploi du théme du présent avant un ancien prétérit du verbe
étre est un fait quon constate, mais qu’il est malaisé d’expliquer, 2 peu
prés comme les premiers termes des formes composées analogues des
autres langues, lat. legé-bam, v. sl. nesé-axs, got. nasi-da, etc.” (A. Meillet,
1936: 126).

In view of the above we can suspect that the Armenian imperfect
(whatever the exact primary pattern of its construction) and the Slavic
imperfect represent the same or a very similar prehistorical archetype, a
kind of compound with the imperfect of the verb ‘be’ as the second
component. To be sure, the origin of the Slavic imperfect: bara-ase,
vidé-aSe, vedé-afe, mol'a-afe (*moljé-ase) is disputable. Some scholars,
such as Meillet above, see in it an old compound with an imperfect of the
verb ‘be’ (e.g., T. Lehr-Sptawiriski, 1959: 83), others see a synthetic,
specifically Slavic formation (e.g., J. Kurytowicz, 1950: 119-125, and A.
Vaillant, 1966: 66-68). I think that the parallels of Armenian and Latin
(legebat, amabat, etc.) support rather the former view. In this connection
one could imagine the development of the Slavic imperfect in the
following way:

a.) The PIE imperfect of the verb *es- ‘be’ with the syllabic augment,
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i.e., *esm, éss, ést, etc. (see O. Szemerényi, 1970: 289) was preserved in
Proto-Slavic (or Pre-Slavic as that part of Balto-Slavic from which
Proto-Slavic later developed). Incidentally, it is well-known that the verb
‘be’ used as an auxiliary very often preserves an exceptional archaic form,
cf., e.g., Pol. dial. bych, bychmy, etc., with the aoristic -x- instead of the
Standard Pol. bym, by§my, etc. This PIE imperfect underwent the
influence of a thematic imperfect of the PIE type *uedhe-t, preserved in
Slavic as the asigmatic aorist (OCS vede, etc.): so instead of the primary
PIE *ésm, *éss, *ést, etc., early Proto-Slavic introduced the forms of the
type *ésom, *éses, *éset, etc.

b.) From the period of Balto-Slavic dialectal innovations, Proto-Slavic
inherited the preterits in -@, -€: bsra, vidé (2-3 persons sg.) which on the
one hand were influenced by the old sigmatic aorists of the type daxs,
déxv (*do-s-om, *dhé-s-om, etc.), becoming themselves aorists, but on the
other hand were combined with the imperfect of the *ésom, etc., type
(transformed in Proto-Slavic regularly into *jaxs, with an analogical s —
x) to create primarily a kind of iterative preterit: bsra + jase, vidé + jase,
etc.ll After “univerbation” and establishment of the imperfect function
through opposition to the aorist function of the forms bera, vidé, etc.,
these new agglutinated imperfects beraaSe, vidéase (l.sg. beraaxs”
vidéaxs), etc., provided a model for the derivation of the imperfect from
any verb, e.g., OCS xoZdaaSe, mol'aase, i.e., *xodj-éaSe, *modlj-éale, etc.
This whole hypothetical development suggests that the verbal (tense)
system of early Proto-Slavic (or Pre-Slavic) was quite complicated and
rather heterogeneous. So, for example, from a verb like vedog, vedesi, vesti
we have the following old IE tense formations: the sigmatic aorist véss
(*uédh-s-m), the asigmatic-thematic aorist (old IE imperfect) veds (2-3 sg.
vede) from *yedhom, etc., a new Slavic imperfect vedé-axs, etc., based
upon an older Balto-Slavic preterit *vedé (*uedé-t) combined with the
thematized IE imperfect of the verb *es- : *ésom, etc.

Such a situation suggests rather a transitional dialect, developing along
a linguistic boundary in which two different systems are combined in a
characteristic way. It looks as if a Proto-Balto-Slavic dialect moved south
and was learned by a population speaking another IE dialect with the
preservation of the IE sigmatic aorist, the IE asigmatic-thematic aorist or
the imperfect, and with an iterative compound preterit using the
imperfect of the verb *es-. Perhaps also the new periphrastic perfect
based upon the lo- participle was used there. It is highly probable that a
remote prehistorical ancestor of Armenian or a dialect close to it could
be suggested.

As is well-known, Armenian belongs genetically (together with
Thracian) to the South European branch of the satem languages. Of
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course, it split from the rest of the IE dialects of Europe very early, and
having migrated to Asia Minor, underwent there a very strong influence
of non-IE languages (Caucasian?). This is first of all reflected in its
vocabulary, which contains only 743 words of IE origin (see G. R. Solta,
1960: 9, footnote 2). But in spite of the “substantially” so remote
character of Armenian, even more striking are the traces of its
prehistorical dialectal contacts with the North IE languages
(Germanic/Baltic-Slavic). In this connection it is worth quoting the
results of the monograph by G.R. Solta, 1960, devoted to the
etymological analysis of the IE stratum in the Armenian vocabulary from
the standpoint of its relations to separate groups (prehistorical dialects)
of IE languages. The list of words shared by Armenian with Baltic and
Slavic:

A.) Armenian-Baltic:
Arm. gort ‘Frosch’ ~ Latv. warde
last ‘Nachen’ ~ Lith. lazda ‘Stecken’
ezr ‘Rand, Grenze’ ~ Lith. eZ¢ ‘Feldrain’
varem ‘ziinde an’ ~ Lith. virti, OCS veréti ‘kochen’
gatt ‘heimlich’ ~ Latv. wilt ‘betriigen’
aud ‘Schuh’ ~ Lith. aiitas (cf. S-C obuca)
k‘eni ‘Schwester der Frau’ ~ Lith. svainé
es ‘ich’ ~ Latv., OPruss. es
B.) Armenian-Balto-Slavic:
Arm. gifer ‘Nacht’ ~ Lith. vakaras, OCS vecers
glux ‘Kopf® ~ Lith. galva, OCS glava
olok* ‘Schienbein’ ~ Lith. iolektis, OCS laksty
geljk ‘Driise’ ~ East Lith. géleZuonas, OCS Zléza
lakem ‘lecke’ ~ Lith. laki, CS locg
C.) Armenian-Slavic:
Arm. argand ‘Mutterleib’ ~ OCS grods ‘Brust’
eri ‘Bug der Tiere’ ~ OCS rito
ger ‘fettleibig, plump’ ~ OCS Zirs “Weide’, Russ. Zir ‘Fett’
kotr ‘Zweig, Stamm’ ~ CS golsja
elevin ‘Zeder’ ~ Russ. jalovec “Wacholder’
isk ‘wahr, wirklich; ‘aber’ ~ OCS ists ‘wirklich, echt’
tartam ‘langsam’ (also ‘schléfrig’) ~ Slav. drémati ‘schlafen’
(“interesantes Parallelismus”)
trtum ‘traurig’ ~ Slav. *derméti ‘traurig sein’ (in S-C dial.
drmljeti, Berneker, 1924: 256)
ut ‘Weg’ ~ Slav. ulica
(cf. Solta, 1960: 469-471).
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The above facts, plus a recent analysis of Armenian within
Indo-European, enabled E. A. Makaev to formulate the following
statement about the position of Armenian: “The amount of exclusively
Armenian isoglosses is significantly smaller than that of ‘group isoglosses’
encompassing it, which speaks clearly about the central location of
Armenian among remaining IE languages” (E.G. Tumanjan, 1971: 8).

My hypothesis about the movement of Pre-Slavic (as a part of the
Proto-Balto-Slavic dialectal group) in a southerly direction, or rather
southwesterly as we will see later, is clearly supported by the etymological
analysis of the different dialectal strata of the IE vocabulary in
Proto-Slavic. To this problem the next chapter of this book has been
devoted. However, before getting involved in the analysis of the very rich
lexical material, I would like to emphasize some more general points
which usually escape the attention of those Slavists who are too much
oriented towards the historical development of the Slavic languages, i.e.,
towards the historical differentiation of the primary Common Slavic
linguistic unity. In this respect it has been customary among Slavists to
start from the conventionally reconstructed Common Slavic forms which,
for example, in the vocalic system actually reflect the stage of OCS
(except for the non-metathesized sequences *ort-, *olt-, *tort, *tolt, *tent,
*telt); so, of course, instead of the OCS razumas, lakoms, grads, glava,
sréda, mléko the forms *orzums, *olkoms, etc., have been reconstructed.
Such a procedure is somehow justified only if we are interested in the
historical development of the Slavic languages. But if we want to
understand the prehistorical development of Slavic, i.e., its gradual
emergence from Common Indo-European (PIE) with all the implications
of this development for the ethnic prehistory of the Slavs, we must be
aware that Proto-Slavic also had its own history, which means that we can
and should reconstruct different and successive stages of Proto-Slavic. A
great achievement in this respect is the book by G. Shevelov (1965). The
realization of different stages in the development of Proto-Slavic, the very
fact that we can speak about Proto-Slavic as a separate IE dialect or
language only at a determinate and rather late time, is important and
sometimes decisive for the solution of problems concerning prehistorical
contacts (e.g., borrowings, etc.) between individual IE dialects or
languages. So in my further discussion I will often be obliged to speak
about different stages or epochs in the development of Proto-Slavic.
Here, for the purpose of a general orientation I will distinguish the
following three epochs in the prehistory of Slavic, using as a criterion
purely linguistic (internal) changes within the PSl. phonemic system:

1) Early Proto-Slavic (which could also be called “dialectal
Balto-Slavic”, meaning here that dialectal branch of Balto-Slavic from
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which Proto-Slavic developed); this is the period before the
monophthongization of the diphthongs with a simple quadrangular vowel
system:

1

x

O &k

(Note that the purely Baltic system at that time must have had an
asymmetrical structure:

I

x
i

® a

because it made a distinction between a : o, Lith. mote : diioti, etc.) This
is also the period before the first palatalization of the velars by the
following front vowels (but not by j: this latter seems to have palatalized
all the consonants already in Balto-Slavic, cf. Kurytowicz’s hypothesis
above). So for that Early Proto-Slavic period we should reconstruct
forms like *keaeloyoikos = Late Proto-Slavic felovéks, *gend = Zena,
*xidlos = *3udls, etc. Of course, word-final consonants at that stage were
still preserved.

I) Middle Proto-Slavic (which from a purely linguistic standpoint,
i.e., as far as the internal linguistic changes are concerned, represents
already a “Slavic” stage par excellence, separate from Baltic): this is the
period characterized by the monophthongization of the diphthongs and
its consequences, the appearance of the nasal vowels and the
dissimilation between the new *z, from *ou J au and the old i, which
passed into y, e.g., EPSL. moux3 = MPSI. miix5 : EPSL. mixis = MPSL.
mysi, etc. Among the consonants the first, the “third”, and ultimately the
“second” palatalizations of velars took place and the morphophonemic
alternationsk ~ & ~c,g~%2~3z, x ~ § ~ s’12 were established. The
Middle Proto-Slavic period was rather short compared with the preceding
period, but it was very unstable, loaded with rapid changes, which
condition was undoubtedly related to the extensive migratory movements
of the Slavic tribes during and after the great migration of peoples
(400-600 A.D.).

III.) Late Proto-Slavic (some changes of this period are still Common
Slavic, i.e., their results are identical in all Slavic languages, but some
already have a dialectal character, i.e., their results are different in
different groups of Slavic languages): this is the period of the ultimate
qualitative differentiation of vowels previously differentiated only
quantitatively. Thus, *I'=i:s % =y:» *e =€&:¢ *> = a: o0, and we
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obtain the system which is familiar to us through OCS. This is the period
of the elimination of the sequences *ort-, *olt-, *tort, *tolt, *tert, *telt (in
traditional presentation, although for the sake of exactness we should
reconstruct rather *ort-, *olt- and *tort, *tolt, etc.; certainly the latter
situation should be reconstructed for South Slavic and Czecho-Slovak
*¢ordy = grads, *golvd = glava, etc.). These sequences, the last
strongholds of closed syllables in Proto-Slavic, were changed by
metathesis or polnoglasie, resulting in a clear dialectal division of Late
Proto-Slavic into the two and three dialectal zones: South : North (in
connection with the development of word-initial *ort-, *olt-), and South
+ Central : North-West : East (in connection with the development of
the groups *tort, *tolt, etc.).

As can be seen from the above sketchy presentation of the three
stages in the development of Proto-Slavic, the Early PSI. lasted very long,
probably until the first centuries of the Christian era. Such an absolute
chronology can be established on the basis of the Germanic loanwords in
Proto-Slavic, strictly speaking on the basis of their phonetic treatment in
Proto-Slavic. Most of these loanwords are of Gothic origin, and we know
from historical sources (Jordanis, etc.) that the Goths reached the
prehistorical Slavic territory, or rather the lower Vistula basin, about the
birth of Christ. More extensive contacts between them and the
prehistorical Slavs and subsequent linguistic exchange (reciprocal
borrowings) began undoubtedly a little later, when the main bulk of the
Gothic population moved southeast across the Slavic territory towards
the Black Sea: this migration took place in the second half of the second
century A.D. Of course, there were earlier contacts between the
Proto-Slavs and other East Germanic tribes pouring from Scandinavia
across the Baltic Sea towards the Odra basin; first of all we should
mention the Burgundians and Vandals'3, who settled for a time in what is
now Pomorania, Great Poland (Wielkopolska), and Silesia. But the
number of pre-Gothic loanwords in Proto-Slavic is much smaller than
that of Gothic words.

The most striking phenomenon in the treatment of the Germanic
loanwords in Proto-Slavic, with respect to our periodization of
Proto-Slavic, is the palatalization of the Germanic sequences K + E
(velars plus front vowels) and i(n)K [i(n) + velars] according to the three
Proto-Slavic palatalizations: e.g., Germ. *geldan = LPSl. *%eldg, *Zelsti
(OCS zZledg, Zlésti ‘pay off’), Germ. *helma- (Goth. hilms) = LPSI. *elms
(OCS sléms) ‘helmet’, Goth. kaisar = LPSl césafp (idem in OCS)
‘emperor’, Goth. gabigs = LPSI. gobszp (idem in OCS) ‘abundant, rich’,
Germ. *kuningaz (cf. Eng. king, NHG Konig, etc.) = LPSI. ksnezp (idem in
OCS) ‘prince, ruler’, etc. Especially important are the cases like *2eldg,
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*elms, since they prove that at the time of their borrowing the first
Proto-Slavic palatalization of velars was just acting.

So everything indicates that about the birth of Christ and still in the
first and second centuries A.D. Proto-Slavic (actually Early Proto-Slavic)
represented a very conservative IE dialect with a phonology that was still
Balto-Slavic in its basic features. Only in morphology (inflection) and
vocabulary can we assume differences which already distinguished the
Proto-Slavic of that time clearly from Baltic (or prehistorical Baltic
dialects). It would be rewarding and illuminating to reconstruct the
concrete PSI. forms of that epoch. Such reconstruction would help us to
understand the possibility of easy linguistic contacts and exchange
between, for example, Early Proto-Slavic and the Iranian dialects of the
Scythians and Sarmatians, with whom the Proto-Slavs were coterminous
for at least a thousand years (700 B.C.-300 A.D.). This last point is
especially important because, as we will see later, the number of common
Slavic-Iranian elements in vocabulary (whatever their origin and
interpretation) is impressive.

In order to illustrate the relative ease of switching—in that ancient
epoch —from Proto-Slavic to Iranian and vice versa, almost as from one
dialect to another, I will quote some typical words and paradigms which
can be reconstructed for Proto-Slavic and Iranian (North Iranian) of that
time, about 500 B.C, ie. the time when Nevpoi, undoubtedly a
Proto-Slavic tribe (see below), dwelt in the Western Ukraine and were in
a federation with the Scythians (cf. Herodotus).

PIE *bheudh- ‘be awake’

EPSL. Avesta

Present Present
*beeud>m(i)! ‘watch’ baodami ‘sentio’
*heeudaexxei baodahi
*haeudeeti baodati
*beudaemos baodamahi
*heeudeete baodaBa
*baeudonti baodonti

Aorist (Sigmatic)

Aorist (Sigmatic)

*beeu (t)som? *bao(t)som
*lb;aeu (t)ss *Zao (t)s
*baeu(t)st *bao(t)st
*baeu(t)somo(s) *bao(t)s(a)ma
*baeu(t)ste *bao(t)sta
*baeu (t)sint *bao(t)sat
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1.) OCS bljudy, etc.
2.) OCS bljuss, etc.

We could further add here a primary IE imperfect derived from the
present stem which in Slavic became the asigmatic (thematic) aorist in
opposition to the new compound imperfect (see my remarks above), e.g.,

PIE *ueg’h- ‘transport by vehicle’

EPSI. Avesta

*yaezom (OCS *vezs) *vazom

*uaezaes (OCS veze) *vazo (<*vazah)
*yaezeet (OCS veze) *yazat
*uzezomo(s) (OCS *vezomsy) *vazama
*yaezeetae (OCS *vezete) *vazatd

*yzezont (OCS *vezg) *vazan

It should be noted that in connection with some phonemic changes
many PIE phonemes became identical in (Balto-)Slavic and Iranian, e.g.,
the voiced aspirates lost their aspiration and became plain voiced (bh, dh,
gh = b, d, g), the primary satem palatals became dentals (*k, *¢, *¢'h
through the intermediary of *, *2, *h = s, z), etc., which brought about
very similar or identical phonemic shapes for many words; e.g., EPSL
*-yxezdm(i), OCS vezp ~ Avesta vazami, EPSL *snoigaeiti, or later
*snoiZeeiti, OCS snéite ~ Avesta snaéZati, EPSL. *20vom(i), OCS zovg ~
Av. zavami, etc.

Let us now compare a nominal paradigm, e.g., an o-stem masculine
noun:

PIE *bhago- ‘alloter’

EPSI. Avesta
Singular Singular

N.  bogos ‘God’ N.  bago (*bagah) ‘God’
A.  bogom A.  bagom
G. =Abl G.  bagahya
D. bogdi D.  bagai
L bogomi L baga
L.  bogoi L.  bagaya
Abl. bogit Abl.  bagat
V.  boge! V. baga!

The Avestan examples are quoted after Reichelt, 1909, and
Bartholomae, 1961, 2nd ed.



SLAVIC WITHIN INDO-EUROPEAN 75

So, as we see, there was a high degree of phonetic and grammatical
similarity between Early Proto-Slavic and the North Iranian dialects of
the Scythians, which we can somehow imagine or reconstruct using the
language of Avesta as a model. About the lexical similarity between
Slavic and Iranian there will be a special exposition in the next chapter.
The above remarks have been presented in order to enable the reader to
realize that in the Early Proto-Slavic period, before most of the
characteristic phonemic changes of Slavic took place (i.e., those of the
Middle Proto-Slavic and the Late Proto-Slavic periods), we can still treat
Slavic as a conservative IE dialect, somehow taking an intermediary
position between Baltic and Iranian probably not only linguistically, but
also geographically.



Chapter III

The Stratification
of Proto-Slavic Vocabulary

After having established the position of Slavic within Indo-European
on the basis of its phonemic and grammatical features, we can raise a
legitimate question about the relations which connect the Slavic
vocabulary with the vocabularies of other IE languages. Of course, what
is relevant are the correspondences that can be established between the
inherited IE elements of the Slavic lexicon (which means that obvious
prehistorical loanwords from adjacent IE languages are excluded) and
such elements of other IE languages. In other words, we face here the
problem of different Proto-Indo-European dialectal elements of the
Proto-Slavic vocabulary which reflect different prehistorical contacts and
ties between the linguistic ancestors of the Slavs and their IE neighbors.
The term stratification used in the title of this chapter thus has both a
geographical and a historical character. For there is no doubt that what
we call Proto-Indo-European represents a long period of a prehistorical
development starting with a relatively uniform linguistic system, which in
the course of time through gradual dialectal differentiation resulted in the
historically attested deeply differentiated IE languages of the ancient
epoch (ca the year 2000 B.C.). Now, the problem is whether the
successive prehistorical dialectal changes and corresponding dialectal
zones concerning the PIE vocabulary were reflected in the inherited IE
vocabulary of Proto-Slavic. A careful comparative analysis of the Slavic
vocabulary against the IE background provides an affirmative answer to
this question. This answer also contributes to the precision of the
position of Proto-Slavic within the IE linguistic family or, if we approach
it dynamically, to the understanding of the crystallization of Proto-Slavic
within Indo-European. It also bears on the controversial question of the
oldest prehistorical habitat of the Slavs.

The experience of historical-comparative linguistics indicates that the
lexical substance of a language is a relatively unstable element which
easily undergoes exchange with or replacement by the lexical substance of
other languages. This is especially true about more peripheral parts of
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the lexicon, but there is always a core in the vocabulary of every language
which virtually resists foreign influences, since at this point the very
identity of the language and its ethnos seems to be at stake. Here belong:
basic kinship terms (concerning the nuclear family), names of body parts,
pronouns, numerals, prepositions, names of the main elements and
phenomena of nature, names of the main processes of the human
organism, and so forth. But we should also remember that reciprocal
borrowings between genetically related dialects whose speakers
understand each other without special difficulties are more frequent than
between really foreign languages, i.e., whose speakers do not understand
each other without learning the other’s language. This latter point is
essential for an understanding of the prehistorical dialectal isoglosses
within late Proto-Indo-European.

So, in the following pages an attempt will be made to reconstruct
different IE dialectal layers in the Proto-Slavic vocabulary and to
translate the spatial relations into chronological ones.

The first layer which we can reconstruct is connected with the oldest
dialectal differentiation of Proto-Indo-European, namely the division into
the kentum and satem dialects. In order to avoid any misunderstanding, I
would like to remind the reader that the kentum : satem division is
interpreted here in accordance with Kurylowicz’s presentation (see the
preceding chapter). The satem dialects are viewed as conservative, i.e.,
preserving the primary PIE distinction between the palatal set k', g’ g'h,
and the velar set k, g gh with a subsequent assibilation of the former set,
whereas the kentum dialects are viewed as innovative, i.e., depalatalizing
the palatal set and adding labialization to the velar set, thus: X, g, gh =
k g ghand k, g gh = k% g4 ght.

There is no doubt that Proto-Slavic basically belongs to the satem
branch of Indo-European, in spite of numerous kentum elements in its
vocabulary which come from prehistorical times. The evidence for the
original satem character of Proto-Slavic is provided by the most
conservative parts of its vocabulary: pronouns, numerals, names of body
parts, etc. As an illustration some examples can be quoted here: PIE
*k’mtom = PSl. ssto (instead of the expected *seto, cf. Lith. Siritas), PIE
*dek’m = PSL desgtys (extended by the -t- suffix), PIE *ok'to(u) = PSL
osmp (transformed according to the ordinal osms, which in its turn is
based on sedms ‘the seventh’), PIE *eg’hom ‘I’ = PSI. azs (cf. Lith. as,
etc.), PIE *k’ei- ‘this’ = PSL ss, si, se (cf. Lith. $is, 3§, etc.), PIE *k’rd-
‘heart’ = PSI. *serdsce (cf. Lith. $irdis, etc.), PIE *g'ombho- ‘cutter’ = PSI.
zgbs ‘tooth’ (cf. Lith. Zarabas, etc.), PIE *pg’huH-ko- = PSl. jezyks (cf.
OPrus. insuwis, etc.). Also very instructive are the examples like koza
‘goat’ and its derivatives: koZa ‘skin’, koZuxs, ‘fur-coat’, *azeno (in ORuss.
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jazeno) ‘skin, fur’ (primarily ‘goat’s skin), all of them representing
ultimately PIE *ag'a ‘goat’ (cf. OI aja ‘goat’, Olr. ag ‘he-goat’, etc.) and
showing a regular satem treatment of the primary *g’, as opposed to
*korva (Lith. kdrvé) ‘cow’, *ksrvs ‘ox’ (in OPol. karw and OPruss. kurwis)
from PIE *k'orHua-//*k’rHuo- with an obvious kentum treatment of the
primary *k’. In view of the very archaic character of goat breeding (the
goat was probably domesticated earlier than the cow), such examples
further support the membership of Proto-Slavic as originally in the satem
group.

The problem is whether, in addition to “regular” satem-forms, i.e., with
s, z from *k’, *g’ ¥ *¢’h, there can be found in Slavic forms which show the
kentum treatment of the corresponding IE palatals, i.e., with k (or later
¢/c), g (or later Z/z) from *k, *g’ ¥ *g’h. Such forms, if not explicable by
special phonetic laws, must be treated as loan-words from some
prehistorical kentum dialects with which the linguistic ancestors of the
Proto-Slavs were in contact. I have devoted a special article to this
problem (Gotgb: 1972), the results of which I will simply summarize here.
In that article I presented 47 words with the kentum treatment of PIE k’,
g, gh for which there is positive evidence in other satem languages,
chiefly in Aryan (but sometimes we have also kentum : satem doublets in
Slavic!). Of course the above list of satem words could be easily
extended. For example, a quick look at some basic words I took for the
sake of testing resulted in 61 obvious satem items. So everything seems to
indicate that the oldest (deepest) layer of Slavic words clearly represents
a satem dialect of PIE. Only among later layers does one discover kentum
borrowings. This would prove that the linguistic ancestors of the Slavs
belonged primarily to the eastern, i.e., satem zone of PIE. Such an
assumption harmonizes well with the old correspondences between Slavic
and Aryan. A later shift of the Pre-Slavs westward brought them into
closer contact with the PIE kentum dialects. This hypothetical fact can be
illustrated by such lexical pairs as: *zords : *gords; zeto : svekry, svekrs;
koza : *korva, etc. (for more examples, see below)

Before I proceed with the presentation of the respective material, I
would like to mention further steps which will be taken in this chapter.
Namely, after presenting the so-called old kentum elements in
Proto-Slavic, I will discuss the very controversial problem of the old
lexical connections (correspondences) between Proto-Slavic and Iranian,
or in a broader framework: between Balto-Slavic and Indo-Iranian
(Aryan). The old ties of Slavic with (Indo-)Iranian can be considered as
proof of the more eastern orientation of the original Proto-Slavic
vocabulary. As we will see, the problem is open to discussion. The next
point under consideration will be the so-called North-West
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Indo-European  vocabulary (established by A. Meillet) which
encompasses Italo-Celtic, Germanic and Balto-Slavic. In this field some
new data will be quoted, showing old lexical connections of Slavic with
Italic (Latin). Then we will move to the problem of the North European
vocabulary common to Germanic and Balto-Slavic, or Baltic and Slavic
separately. Here again some new data will be quoted. The last point of
our discussion will be represented by the Balto-Slavic innovative
vocabulary, which, of course, can only be attended to without any
pretense of its exhaustive treatment. At the end of our survey, an
attempt will be made to point out some typical Proto-Slavic lexical
innovations which prove already purely Slavic linguistic creativity. At the
end of each particular paragraph, I will try to draw from the semantic
analysis of respective words some extralinguistic conclusions concerning
the social and cultural prehistory of the Slavs, and their probable
geographical location at a given time.

Let us start with the kentum elements in Slavic. Words will be quoted
in the Proto-Slavic form (according to the traditionally accepted late
Proto-Slavic shape one finds in the etymological dictionaries of Berneker,
Machek, Stawski, Sadnik-Aitzetmiiller, and Vasmer). If a given form is
identical with an attested OCS word no asterisk is used. In order not to
repeat dictionaries the exemplification is quoted very sparsely, the reader
being referred to appropriate sources.

L) *bergg, *berkti ‘guard, preserve’, e.g. OCS brégo, bréiti (attested
only with the negation ne), Russ. beregii, beré¢’, etc. (cf. Bern. 49, Vasm.
1. 153): Pokorny 145 derives this verb from the root *bherg’h- from which
also *bergs (see below) is derived.

2.) *bergs ‘shore, slope’, e.g. OCS brégs, Russ. béreg, Pol. brzeg, etc. (cf.
Shev. 143) - Arm. berj (satem form) ‘height’; for details see Pokorny 140.

3.) *borgs ‘the roof on four poles covering a stack’, e.g., Pol. brég, Ukr.
oborih, gen. oboréha, etc. (cf. Bern. 73, Vasm. 1. 153): an old apophonic
derivative from *bergg; cf. also Gallo-Rom. (Rhaeto-lllyr.) barga
‘gedeckte Strohhiitte.’

4.) braga ‘malt, thin beer’ (Bern. 80, Vasm. 1. 205), attested only in
East Slavic; for details, see Golab 1972: 64 and Pokorny 137.

5.) *brokati : *bresati ‘throw, etc.’ (the form with the satem s means
basically ‘scrape’, except for Russ., e.g., Russ. brokdt’ brosdt’, etc., cf.
Bern. 93); for discussion see Shev. 142 and Gotgb 1972: 55-56 where as
Proto-Slavic, the forms *braknoti; *bresnoti are posited.

6.) *bergs ‘den, cottage, tent’ attested only in Czech: brh (cf. Bern. 49
under *bergo and Vasm. 1. 153 under beregii); an old apophonic derivative
of *bergo, with an exact correspondence in Germanic: *burgs e.g., Goth.
bauirgs f. cons. stem ‘city’, etc.
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7.) cévalcéve (*koiud/koiuis) ‘tube, pipe’ (cf. Shev. 143, Bern. 128), e.g.
OCS cévenica ‘Nopa, fistula’, Pol. cewa ‘tube, pipe’, etc. — Lith. Seiva,
Saiva, Latv. saiva, satem forms (cf. Traut. 301, Pok. 919-920).

8.) derda (*kerdha), ‘row, herd’, e.g. OCS ¢réda, Russ. Ceredd, Pol.
trzoda (from czrzoda), etc. — Ol $§ardha- m., Sardhas- n. ‘Herde, Schar’,
Awv. sarada- n. ‘Art, Gattung’, etc. (for details, see Gotab 1972: 53).

9.) *Cerms/uxa ‘bird cherry’ or ‘wild garlic’, e.g., Russ. cerémuxa, Pol.
dial. trzemcha (from czrzemcha), etc. (see Shev. 142) — *serms/uxa, e.g.,
S-C sremus, Sloven. srems$a, etc.; a similar variation between kentum and
satem forms occurs also in Baltic (cf. Traut. 128-9).

10.) ceSg, Cesati (*kesjo, *kesati) ‘scrape, comb’ (cf. Bern. 151-2, Staw.
I, 120, Vasm. IV 349) attested in all Slavic languages, e.g., Russ. cesi,
Cesdt’, Pol. czesze, czesaé, etc. For the discussion about the derivation of
the verb in question from *k’es- (cf. Pok. 586), see Gotab, 1972: 64.

11.) gladsks ‘smooth’ (cf. Shev. 142 quoted in connection with *Zslts),
attested in all Slavic languages; derived from the same root *g’hel(3)- (cf.
Pok. 429) as the verb *gledjo, *gledéti (see below).

12.) *gledjo, *gledéti ‘look’, e.g., Russ. gliadét’, in OCS only the iterative
gledati is attested, similarly in Pol.: -glgdaé, etc.; the palatal *g’h is well
attested, e.g., Lith. Zeliu, Zélti ‘grow green’ (the primary meaning of the
root is ‘glanzen, schimmern’ or as an adjective ‘gelb, griin, grau’ etc. (see
Pok. 429); for a detailed discussion, see Gotab, 1972: 57.

13.) gnejo, gniti ‘rot, decay’, attested in all Slavic languages (cf. Bern.
413) — *2néjo, *znéti ‘smolder, rot’, e.g., Russ. dial. znét’, znéju (cf. Vasm.
I1 101); Briickner mentions Russ. znijat’ (SEJP 655 under zndj). If these
are really two dialectal kentum and satem variants of the same root, then
we should posit PIE *g’hen-, with the extended form *g'hnei-, *g’hneiH-
(?) (cf. Pok. 437).

14.) gnojb ‘dung’, attested in all Slavic languages (cf. Bern 314) — znoje
‘heat, sweat’, also in all Slavic languages (cf. Vasm. II 101); old apophonic
derivatives from the above verbs.

15.) golobe ‘pigeon’, attested in all Slavic languages (cf. Bern. 322,
Vasm. L. 432-3): the word belongs to the IE root *g’hel(s)- treated above
under gledjo, etc.

16.) *gorditi “fence in, build’ (cf. Bern. 330), e.g., OCS graditi ‘build’,
Russ. gorodit’ ‘fence in’, Pol. grodzi¢ idem; an old derivative from *gords
(see below).

17.) *gordja f. (*gordje m.) ‘fence, wall; building material’ (cf. Bern.
330), e.g., OCS grazde m. ‘ Hiirde, stabulum’, Russ. goréZa “Zaun’, Pol.
grédza ‘Damm’, Cz. hrdze ‘Lehmwand, Gartenmauer, Damm’, etc.; an old
derivative from *gords (see below).

18.) *gords ‘fortified, fenced-in settlement’ (cf. Shev. 142), attested in
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all Slavic languages, e.g., OCS grads ‘town, city’, Russ. gérod ‘town, city’,
Pol. gréd ‘castle’, etc. — *zords ‘kind of wooden construction’, known
only in Russ. and Byeloruss., e.g., Russ. dial. zoréd (old-acute!). The
identical variation between kentum and satem forms occurs in Baltic:
Lith. gafdas ‘corral’ : Zdrdas ‘kind of wooden construction’; for a detailed
discussion, see Gotab, 1972: 57-8.

19.) gose ‘goose’ (cf. Shev. 143), attested in all Slavic languages, e.g.,
Pol. ges f., Russ. gus’ m., etc. — In Baltic there are only satem forms, e.g.,
Lith. Zgsis idem; but there is also Ukr. dial. interjection dzus’ (see
Rudny¢kyj, 773-4).

20.) *gvézda ‘star’ (cf. Shev. 143), attested in all Slavic languages, e.g.,
Pol. gwiazda, OCS ‘zvézda, Russ. zvezdd, etc. — Baltic correspondences
show the satem form: Lith. 2vaigzdé, Zvaigidé, etc.; cf. Gr. ¢oiBos
‘shining’ and Osset. aevzist//avzesta ‘silver’ < OOsset. *zveste (see Vasm.
I1, 85-86).

21.) *gybljo//gybajo, gybati iterative from *ga/b]noti ‘bend’ (cf. Bern.
373), e.g., OCS pré-gybajo, -gybati ‘beugen’, Russ. gybdt’ iter. ‘biegen’, Pol.
dial. giba¢ idem, etc. — zybati ‘rock, swing’ (cf. Sad.-Aitz. 338, § 1150 and
Vasm. II 109), only in OCS and East Slavic, undoubtedly two kentum and
satem variants from the PIE root *gheub(h) (cf. Pok. 450 under
g’heub(h)- ‘biegen, biicken, bewegen’).

22.) *jegola (< *iguld) ‘needle’ (cf. Bern. 423, Vasm. II 115), attested in
all Slavic languages, e.g., OCS in the derivative igslins adj., Russ. igld, Cz.
jehla, etc. — Pokorny (15) posits *aik’-// ik, *aig'u-; a regular satem form
of the root is represented in Baltic, e.g., Lith. iéfmas ‘Bratspiess’
(*aik’mo-), etc.; see Golab, 1972: 65.

23.) kamy, gen. kamene ‘stone’ (Shev. 143), attested in all Slavic
languages, e.g., OCS kamy, gen. kamene, Russ. kdmen’, Pol. kamier, etc.
— In Baltic, there are two forms (kentum and satem), e.g., Lith. akmué
‘stone’: aSmenys ‘edge’; in Indo-Iran. only satem forms, e.g., Ol dsman-
‘block of rock’, Av. asman- ‘rock’.

24.) kats ‘hangman’ (primarily ‘killer, enemy’), West Slavic only, e.g.,
Pol. kat; probably an old vyddhi derivative from kotiti (see below).!

25.) kléto “closet’, etc. (Shev. 143), attested in all Slavic languages, e.g.,
OCS kléts ‘Kammer, Zelle, Behausung’, Russ. klet’ ‘store-room’, etc. —
Baltic *$lita- ‘aus liegenden Holzern gemachter Zaun’, e.g., Lith. 16th
cent. $lités plur. f. ‘ladder’, etc. (cf. Traut. 309); many correspondences in
kentum languages, e.g., Gr. k\oia ‘Hiitte’, Gallo-Rom. cléta ‘Hiirde’, etc.
(cf. Pok. 601); for details, see Gotgb, 1972: 59.

26.) kleco, klgcati (klgknoti) ‘kneel’ (cf. Bern. 514, Vasm. II 259 under
kljakat’), attested in all Slavic languages, — *slecg, *slecati (*slgknoti), in
West Slavic only (?), e.g., Pol. Slecze¢ (3 sing. Slgczy) ‘pore (over)’, Cz.
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dial. slecet ‘bother somebody with request, wait for a gift, long for
something’; derived from the same PIE *k’lei- as klong (s¢) kleti (s¢) (see
below); for details, see Gotab, 1972: 65.

27.) kloniti ‘bend’ (Shev. 142), attested in all Slavic languages, e.g.,
OCS klonjg, kloniti ‘neigen, beugen’, Russ. klonjii klonit’ idem, Pol.
kionig, kioni¢ idem, etc. — sloniti ‘lean’, e.g., Church Slav. slonjg sg, sloniti
se ‘acclinari’, Russ. slonjii, slonit’ ‘lean’, Pol. stoni¢ si¢ idem, etc.; for a
detailed discussion see Gotgb, 1972: 60. We are undoubtedly dealing
here with the PIE *k’lei-, from which the basic klbng (s¢), kleti s¢ is
derived (see 28).

28.) klvng (se), kleti (s¢) ‘swear’ (the primary meaning is ‘to bow to the
ground and touch it with the hand when swearing’), attested in all Slavic
languages (cf. Bern. 525, Vasm. II 259), e.g., OCS kleng, kleti ‘fluchen’,
klong se, kleti s¢ ‘schworen’, Russ. kljanii(s’), kljast’(sja) (with a secondary
orthographic -ja- in the present) idem, Pol. kin¢ (si¢), klgé (si¢) idem, etc.
— Baltic *lejo//sleino (?), ‘lehne an’, e.g., Lith. $lieju, slieti, Latv. sleju and
slienu (sic!), sliet, etc. (see Traut. 308).

29.) koljg, *kolti ‘stab and split’ (Bern. 551, Vasm. II 296), attested in
all Slavic languages, e.g., OCS koljg, klati ‘stechen, schlachten’, Russ.
kolji, kolét’ ‘stechen, schlachten;spalten, hacken’, Pol. kolg, k#6¢ // kiuje,
khuc ‘prick, sting’, etc. Baltic also shows a kentum form, e.g., Lith. kalz,
kdlti ‘schlagen’ (mit Hammer, Axt), schmieden’, etc. (cf. Traut. 114). To
be sure, the satem correspondences of this basic verb are not attested, but
judging from the lack of labialization in kentum languages, e.g., Lat.
percello ‘schlage zum Boden, zerschmettere’, Gr. kehot = &0ha ‘wood
ready for use’, etc., which is expected in the primary *kel- according to
Kurylowicz’s theory — we can posit here an *k’el-, etc. (cf. Pok. 545); for
a detailed discussion see Golab, 1972: 66. The root *k’el(H)-, etc. is very
productive in Balto-Slavic: *kdlda, *koltiti, (?), *kols, *kolss, *ksltati,
*koliny, *koly, *koléjo, cf. Bern., from among which particularly *kélda (<
*kolHda) ‘trunk’ is an old formation.

30.) kopyto ‘hoof’ (Bern. 565, Vasm. II 320), attested in all Slavic
languages — Ol Saphd-, Av. safa- idem; the details of word formation are
not clear.

31.) *kérva ‘cow’ (Shev. 143), attested in all Slavic languages, e.g.,
Church Slav. krava, Russ. koréva, Pol. krowa, etc. — Pruss. sirwis m.
‘Reh’; etymologically ‘horned’ (*k’(e)rHuo-, etc.; cf. Pok. 574-6); this is a
classical example of a kentum word in Balto-Slavic: Lith. kdrvé ‘cow’.

32.) *korvajs ‘horn-shaped ritual wedding cake’ (cf. Bern. 577, Vasm.
IT 332), unknown in West Slavic, e.g., Russ. korovdj, S-C kravaj, gen.
kravdja, etc. — an old derivative from the same basis as *kdrva.

33.) kosd 1 ‘scythe’ (Shev. 143), attested in all Slavic languages — OI
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$asati ‘cut’, Sastrd- n. ‘knife, dagger’ (cf. Pok. 586 under *k’es-).

34.) kosd 11 ‘head-hair’ (Bern. 580, Vasm. II 344), attested in all Slavic
languages, an old apophonic derivative from cesg, desati (see above).

35.) kosnoti ‘touch’ (Bern. 581, Vasm. II 346), unknown in West Slavic
if we abstract from its probable expressive derivative koxati (se);
etymologically connected with ¢eSg, desati (see above).

36.) kotiti ‘throw down, overthrow’ (Bern. 591, Vasm. II 209 under
katdt’), e.g., Russ. kact, katit’ (with a secondary a from the iterative
katdt’), ‘wiltzen, rollen’, Sloven. prekotiti ‘umwaltzen, umstossen’, Cz.
kotiti ‘umwerfen’, etc., etymologically identical with PSL. kotiti s¢ ‘Junge
werfen’ (see Bern. 583 under kots 2) — Ol Satdyati ‘haut zusammen, wirft
nieder’: PIE *k’at- (cf. Pok. 534) whose meaning should be posited not as
‘fight’, but rather ‘throw’ (a boomerang, spear, etc.); for a detailed
discussion, see Gotab, 1972: 67.

37.) kotora/kotera ‘discord, fight’ (Shev. 143), the word is known only
in OCS and East Slavic, e.g., Russ. dial. kotord, etc. OCS also has the
derivative kotorati s¢ ‘streiten, kdampfen’, etc. Nominal formations are
known in other IE languages, e.g., Cymr. cadr (*katro-) ‘stark’, MHG
hader ‘Zank, Streit’, and a clear satem form in OI: $dtru- ‘Besieger, Feind’
(Pok. 534); cf. kotiti.

38.) krops ‘boiling water’ (cf. Bern. 623), attested in all Slavic
languages (often with the prefixes u-, 0-); it probably belongs to the root
represented by OI Srapdyati ‘kocht, brit, rostet’, in other IE languages,
e.g., Gr. kepavvupy ‘mische’, etc.; for a detailed discussion see Goltab,
1972: 68.

39.) kropiti ‘sprinkle’, attested in all Slavic languages — OI Srapdyati,
etc. (cf. above): the semantic development would be “stir a liquid when
cooking it’ — ‘sprinkle’, etc. Perhaps we should include here
*kropiva/[*kopriva ‘nettle’ (cf. Vasm. II 366 under krapiva).

40.) *kotja ‘cottage, house’, only South Slavic and Ukr., e.g., OCS
kosta ‘Hiitte, Zelt’, S-C kiiéa ‘House’, Sloven. kéca idem, Ukr. kica
‘Schweinestall, Koben’, etc., undoubtedly derived from kots (see below)
as an old vpddhi formation, primarily denoting a house with corner poles
.

41.) kors ‘corner’ (Bern. 602, Vasm. II 422, Staw. II 2 (1961) under
kat), attested in all Slavic languages, e.g., Pol. kgt, gen. kqta, Russ. kut,
gen. kutd, etc. — Latv. sits ‘Jagdspiess (if from Balt. *$int-), Gr. kovtég
‘Stange, Staken, Spiess’, etc. (cf. Pok. 567 under *k’ent-): the primary
meaning of Slav. kot might be ‘a pole used for construction’, etc.

42.) kuna *‘bitch’ — ‘marten’ (Bern. 644 and esp. Mosz., 1957:19), the
primary meaning ‘bitch’ is preserved in the Kashubian kuna; attested in
all Slavic languages, e.g., Russ. kund, S-C kiina, etc. Lith. has kidune,
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Latv. caiine, OPruss. caune (Baltic *kaunjd//keunid, cf. Traut. 122). Itis
probably an old vyddhi derivative from *k'un- ‘dog according to the
following pattern: *k’un- ‘dog’ —» *k’ound ‘dog’s, canine’ like *diy- ‘sky’ —
*deiy6s ‘celestial, god’ (cf. Kurytowicz, 1956: 151); for the regular satem
treatment of *k’un- in Baltic, cf. Lith. $ué (< *k’'uon), etc.

43.) *kury (kurev-a) ‘whore’ (Bern. 651, Vasm. II 423, Mach. 249), in
the latter form attested in all Slavic languages, already in Serb. Church
Slav. kursva. The best etymology seems to be the one proposed by
Martynov (1963: 208-9), who compares the word with Gr. kiUpiog
‘powerful, lord’, OI §ira- ‘strong, hero’, Av. sira- idem, all from *k’euH-
‘swellen, etc.” (cf. Pok. 592). In this connection *kury (*kouris) would
simply mean ‘mature, grown up woman’; for details see Gotab, 1972: 69.

44.) kvérs ‘flower’, attested in all Slavic languages (in the South and
East cvéts), e.g., OCS cvéts, Pol. kwiat, etc.: an old apophonic derivative
(*kuoito-) from the verb *kwetg, *kvisti (see below) — svéts ‘light’,
attested in all Slavic languages, e.g., OCS svéts, ‘light’, Pol. swiat ‘world’,
etc., represents a satem variant of the former, i.e., PIE *k'yoito-; see also
the basic verb svetéti, svs(t)noti, quoted in 45 below.

45.) *kwotg, *kvisti (*kvetéti) ‘bloom’ (Bern. 657, Vasm. IV 292, Mach.
251, Sad.-Aitz. 221 § 97), attested in all Slavic languages, usually in
different, secondary forms, e.g., OCS pro-cvetg, -cvisti, Russ. cveti, cvesti,
OPol. 3. sing. kwcie, kwisé, etc.; a clear kentum variant of the PIE root
*t'yei-t- ‘leuchten, hell, weiss’ (cf. Pok. 628); Baltic shows a similar
variation between the kentum and satem forms:  Latv. kvitu, kvitét
‘limmern, glidnzen’: Lith. $vitéti ‘fortgesetzt hell glanzen’, etc. (Traut. 147,
310) — swoteti svo(t)npti ‘shine’, e.g., OCS svetéti (s¢), Russ. Church Slav.
(12th cent.) svenuti, etc.; a satem variant of the root *k'uei-t-.

46.) *ksrdo//*ksrds ‘herd, flock’ (Bern. 666, Mach. 233 under krdel’),
known only in S-C, Slovenian, and Slovak, and from there in the Ukr. and
Pol. Carpathian dialects, e.g., S-C kid//kfd, older kido, etc.: a reduced
grade of *Cerda (see above).

47.) *kermas ‘food, forage’ (Shev. 143, Bern. 668), attested in all Slavic
languages, e.g., OCS krema//kremlja, Russ. korm, gen. k6rma, etc. — Lith.
has the basic verb with a clear satem treatment: Seriii, $érti ‘feed’ (Traut.
302-3); a nominal derivative with the suffix -men attested in Arm.
serm(n) ‘Same’ and Lith. Sefmens//Sefmenys m. plur. ‘Begrabnismahl’,
etc. (cf. Pok. 577); here also belongs an obvious derivative *karmiti ‘feed’,
known in all Slavic languages.

48.) *ksrve ‘ox’, attested only in OPol. and Pol. dial. karw, and in
OPruss. kurwis: a derivative from the same basic root as korva (cf.
above); a clear kentum ~ satem variation is represented in OPruss.:
kurwis ‘ox’ ~ sirwis ‘roe’ (cf. Shev. 142).
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49.) *melko ‘milk’ (Bern. II 33, Vasm. II 645, Sad.-Aitz. 269 § 527),
attested in all Slavic languages, e.g., OCS mléko, Russ. moloké, Pol.
mleko, etc. — *melzivo ‘beestings, colostrum’, e.g., Slovenian miézivo,
Russ. molézivo, etc. (cf. Vasm. Lc.) and the basic verb *mslzg, *melsti
‘milk’, e.g., Russ. Church Slav. malzu, mlésti, S-C nuizem, miisti, etc. (cf.
Vasm. lc) show a clear satem treatment of the primary PIE
*melg’-//melk’-; for a detailed discussion see Gotgb, 1972: 70.

50.) mogg, *mokti ‘can’ (Bern. II 67, Vasm. II 635, Sad.-Aitz. 270 §531,
Mach. 303), attested in all Slavic languages, e.g., OCS mogg, mosti, Russ.
mogi, mo¢’, Pol. mogg, méc, etc. — probably an old perfect from PIE
*meg’(h)- ‘big’ (‘powerful’?), cf. Walde-Pokorny II, 258, e.g., Av. mazant-,
OI mahdnt-, Alb. - math, madhi, etc.; for a detailed discussion see Gotab,
1972: 70-2, and also Stang, 1972: 37-8.

51.) *mokts ‘power’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g., OCS mojts,
Russ. mo¢&’, Pol. moc; an obvious derivative from the above verb.

52.) *molka ‘swampy ground’, etc. (Bern. II 72, Vasm. II 645); this
form seems to be South Slavic and Slovak, e.g., S-C mlika, etc.; but
related derivatives are known also in North Slavic, e.g., ORuss. molokita,
etc.; probably related to *melko (see above).

53.) *praskurs/[pras¢urs ‘great-great-grandfather, forefather, ancestor’
(cf. Trub., 1959: 72-3), e.g., ORuss. prascurs ‘great-great-grandfather’ but
also  ‘great-great-grandson’, OPol.  praskurzg¢ (sic!), praszczur
‘great-great-grandson’,  MPol. praszczur ‘ancestor’, OCS prasturs
‘pronepotis filius’, prasture idem. If from PIE *pros-k’euHro- (cf. Gr.
kpuos ‘lord’, OI $dvira-, ‘strong’ §iira- ‘hero’, etc. see Pok. 592), then we
would have a clear kentum treatment of the k- as opposed to the regular
satem treatment of similar sequences in other cases, namely:
*pros-k’elouHro- = praséurs/|praskurs, but *tis-k'mtia- = *ysetjii (OCS
tysgsti, etc.) ‘thousand’. This word would be derived from the same basis
as *kury (cf. above).

54.) puga ‘the wide end of an egg’ (Shev. 142), attested only in Russ.
and Ukr. — piizo ‘belly’, attested in Russ., Byeloruss. and Ukr.; there is
also Pol. pyza ‘big dumpling’; for details see Gotab, 1972: 61-2.

55.) svek(s)ro ‘husband’s father’ (Shev. 143, attested in all Slavic
languages, e.g., Russ. svékor, gen. svékra, etc.; Trautmann (295)
reconstructs a kentum form *syekura- opposed by a satem treatment in
Lith. $éfuras, Ol §vdsura-, Av. x¥asura- idem., PIE *syek’uro- ‘lord of the
opposite moiety’ (?) (cf. also Mach. 487).

56.) svekry ‘husband’s mother’ (Shev. 143), attested in all Slavic
languages, e.g., OCS svekry, Russ. dial. svekry, Russ. svekrév’, OPol.
swiekry, S-C svekiva, etc.: *suek’ri- ‘lady of the opposite moiety’ (?) —
satem treatment in OI $vasni-, Arm. skesur, etc. (cf. Traut. 296); the same
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etymology as svek(s)rs.

57.) Zely, gen. Zelsve ‘turtle’ (Vasm. II 41 under Zelvdk, Mach. 593
under Zelva), attested in most Slavic languages, e.g., Russ. Church Slav.
Zely, gen. -sve, S-C Zélva, Pol. z6tw, gen. zétwia, OPol. gen. 26twi, etc. —
IE *g’heli-, cf. Gr. xé\vs; probably the same root as in *2lts (cf. below);
there is also an isolated Russ. Church Slav. satem (?) form zelvs (sic!).

58.) *%lts ‘yellow’ (Shev. 142), attested in all Slavic languages, e.g.,
Church Slav. Zlsts, Russ. Zéltyj, Pol. z6#ty, etc. — the same root is
represented by a regular satem form zelens ‘green’, cf. Lith. Zelin, Zélti
‘grow green’, etc.; see gledéti, etc. in 12 above.

59.) *%vrde ‘perch’ (Shev. 142), attested in most Slavic languages, e.g.,
OCS Zredb, Russ. dial. Zéred’, Pol. zerdZ, etc.: a zero-grade form of the
PIE base *g’herdh- treated under *gords.

As we see, there are 59 words which can be considered kentum
elements with a high degree of probability, i.e., old borrowings from
kentum dialects in early Proto-Slavic or even Balto-Slavic, since most of
them also have correspondences in Baltic. From among these 59 words
some 14 should be eliminated: they have close correspondences only in
the North-West IE languages (Italo-Celtic and Germanic), therefore they
can represent a later stratum of either North-West IE or even North IE
vocabulary (cf. below). These 14 words are as follows: *bergg, *bergs,
*borge (?), *braga, *brokati (?), *bergs, gladvks, gledéti, kamy, *melko,
*mogg, *mokts, *molka, puga. So we are left with 45 old kentum words in
Proto-Slavic.

Now it will be interesting to establish some semantic groups to which
the above kentum words belong, because in this way we can obtain insight
into the cultural (and ethnic?) prehistory of the Slavs. First of all we have
some terms referring to cattle breeding: *Cerda, *kopyto, *korva, *kotiti
s¢, *kordo, *ksrmwv/a, *kermiti, *ksrve; then some terms referring to
wooden constructions: *gords, *gorditi, *gordja, kléty, kots, *kotja, *Zerdv;
there are also some names of tools: céva, *jsgala, kosa, and some social
terms: *kury (kursva), praskurs/[praséurs, svekry svek(s)rs; in the latter we
can also include: kleti (s¢) and kotora. It should be remembered that in
the above list mainly the kentum words which cannot be suspected of
belonging to a later North-West IE stratum have been quoted.

The fact that 40% of these kentum words represent important cultural
words seems to suggest close socio-cultural relationships between the two
ethnic layers of the early Proto-Slavs: a kentum and a satem tribe. The
former could be considered as substratum, the latter as superstratum.
We can imagine that the satem superstratum (moving from the east?)
ultimately absorbed the kentum substratum, but as is the case in such



STRATIFICATION OF VOCABULARY 87

situations, the language or dialect of the ethnic superstratum was
impregnated with some elements of the substratum language or dialect.
An instructive example of a similar phenomenon in relatively recent times
is provided by the Polish language of the rural gentry and the urban class
which was developing since the sixteenth century east of the Bug and San
rivers on original Ukrainian territory: it absorbed many words of the
Ukrainian substratum with their phonemic characteristics, and
transmitted them to Standard Polish (e.g., the words with typical East
Slav. polnoglasie like czereda, czerep, czeremcha, etc., or with k instead of g
like hotota, hulaé, hozy, the latter even with the East Slav. # instead of the
West Slav. dz, etc.). So it is probable that a kentum tribe was absorbed by
the satem core of the early Proto-Slavs, most probably moving from the
east. As the semantics of the words analyzed above indicates, that
kentum tribe lived by cattle breeding and farming, dwelt in fenced-in or
fortified settlements (*gords) with highly developed wooden architecture,
etc. Such a situation would correspond well to the so-called Lusatian
culture which flourished on the present-day Polish territory between
1300-600 B.C., although I think that in many cases this chronology of
kentum elements in Proto-Slavic would be too late.

In this connection we can also ask the following question: does the
internal linguistic reconstruction allow us to establish a relative
chronology of the kentum elements in Proto-Slavic? In the article
mentioned above, I suggested three chronological strata for these
elements in (Balto-)Slavic, namely:

1.) The oldest from the period of the PIE ethno-linguistic unity (?) or
close dialectal ties: the most imporatant evidence would be the presence
of a given kentum word in Indo-Iranian. This case seems to be
represented by a B-S *gardas and PSI. *2brds (from *girdis) with their Slav.
derivatives and by Indo-Iran. *g(h)rdha- (cf. Ol grhd- ‘Haus, Wohnstitte’,
Av. gorada- ‘Hohle als Behausung daevischer Wesen’, an older meaning
“Haus, Wohnung’ attested in Finno-Ugric loanwords from Iranian, e.g.,
Vot. gurt, Zyr. gort, etc.). Other cases which can be included here with
some reservations are: Cesati, kosa II, kosnoti, perhaps mogg, *mokte, if
really from *meg’h-. Another piece of evidence would be the presence of
a given word in Baltic: here, e.g., may belong *kdruad-, *kerda-, *kurua-,
*kurda-, i.e., PSl. *korva, *¢erda, *korve, *ksrds.

2.) The middle stratum from the period of that North West European
dialectal formation or zone comprising Italic, Celtic, Germanic, and
Balto-Slavic, which is represented by a set of characteristic lexical
elements (see below). That transitional dialectal zone may have lasted
until the first part of the second millennium B.C. It is difficult to decide
which of the kentum elements in Proto-Slavic belong to that period. An
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indication would be an exact correspondence between a Slavic word and
an Italo-Celtic one. See the fourteen words quoted above on p. 86.

3.) The latest from the period of the PSI. migration towards the west,
which most probably started from the Middle Dniepr basin and gradually
occupied the Vistula and Odra basins. The time of this prehistorical
migration, or rather this gradual expansion should be connected with the
appearance of the Scythians in the Pontic steppes (the back wave of the
North Iranians?). Historical data indicate that the invasion of the
Scythians took place somewhere around the year 700 B.C. In my opinion
it was an important event which caused a large demographic upheaval in
Eastern Europe (like the invasion of the Huns later). Consequently, the
ethno-linguistic ties between the Proto-Slavs and the Proto-Balts were
ultimately broken, the former moving more to the west and starting to
occupy the Vistula basin, the latter moving more to the northwest and
occupying the Niemen and Dvina basins. This newly acquired PSI.
territory located in the Vistula and most probably Upper Odra basins was
not empty. It was quite well populated by an agricultural population, the
bearers of the so-called Lusation culture. Everything seems to indicate
that they were not Germanic tribes. The alternative is that they belonged
or were quite closely related to the Italo-Celtic group. Some scholars,
e.g., W. Porzig (1954), would see in them Illyrians or rather their
ancestors, others the so-called prehistorical Veneti. In any case, they
spoke a kentum dialect with obvious western lexical innovations. I think
that many kentum words in Proto-Slavic are due to this substratum.?

But the most convincing internal evidence of the high antiquity of
some kentum elements in Proto-Slavic (and Baltic) is the continuation of
B-S long diphthongs coming either from the PIE sequence VRH+C? or
from VRC with a morphological (vyddhi) lengthening which, if accented,
appear with the so-called old acute (rising) pitch, e.g., *korHua = B-S
*karua: Lith. kdrvé, PSl. *kérva, (Russ. koréva, S-C kriva, Cz. kriva);
*krHma = PSL. 1. *kiirm3, 2. *kérma (the old acute seems to be indicated
by Russ. kérmlja, S-C coll. kimad ‘die Schweine’, krme ‘Schwein’, Sloven.
kima; the PIE root is *k’erH-); *bhorghos = PSl. *bérgs (the old acute
seems to be indicated by Ukr. o-borih, g. o-boréha); *molka = PSL
*mélka (the old acute seems to be indicated by S-C mldka, Sloven. midka,
Slovak and Cz. mldka); *kontja = PSl. *kot’a (the old acute seems to be
indicated by S-C kiiéa, Sloven. kéca; it is a derivative from *kontos = PSI.
kots, etc.).

Cases like the above prove that the words in question come from the
B-S period, i.e., from that prehistorical stage in the development of Baltic
and Slavic when the two linguistic groups were not yet separated and
formed a kind of closer dialectal area after the dissolution of
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Proto-Indo-European somewhere in the third and second millennium
B.C. Thus some kentum elements in Balto-Slavic or in Slavic only must
have been borrowed from a kentum dialect practically still in the late PIE
period. Such a hypothesis seems to be plausible if we agree that the
kentum : satem differentiation (i.e. K% : K opposed to K : K’ = K : §/S,
etc.) was the oldest dialectal differentiation of Proto-Indo-European and
divided the primary IE territory into the West (kentum) and the East
(satem) leaving aside of course the peripheral kentum dialects: Hittite
and Tokharian. In this connection the linguistic ancestors of the Balts
and the Slavs, i.e., those PIE satem tribes whose dialects developed later
into Balto-Slavic, etc., could represent a relatively younger wave of
migration moving. from the east in the wake of other IE migrations
undertaken by earlier kentum tribes, i.e. by the linguistic ancestors of the
Celts, Italics, Teutons, etc. It is highly probable that some of those earlier
IE tribes settled down on their way westward and were subsequently
absorbed by a new satem wave coming from the east. In this way they
acted as a kentum substratum with respect to the satem superstratum
represented by the newcomers from the east. I venture the hypothesis
that the population of the late Tripolye culture? in the western Ukraine
(the end of the third millennium B.C.) was a kentum substratum absorbed
by the satem ancestors of the Slavs. I emphasize here the satem ancestors
of the Slavs rather than those of the Balto-Slavs because first, the number
of kentum elements is higher in Slavic than in Baltic (cf. Shevelov, 1965:
144), and secondly, the undoubtedly more conservative or archaic
character of Baltic in comparison with Slavic seems to prove the lack of
any significant earlier IE substratum in the linguistic prehistory of the
Balts. Such an hypothesis is also well supported by the geographical
distribution of the Slavs and the Balts in the late prehistorical and early
historical periods. The Proto-Slavs most probably occupied primarily the
Middle Dniepr basin, from whence they expanded quite early westward
across the Bug river to the Vistula basin, whereas the Proto-Balts
occupied primarily the Upper Dniepr basin, from whence they also
expanded at a quite early period towards the Baltic Sea. Of course, this
geographical distribution of both the ethno-linguistic groups will be
discussed and substantiated in one of the following chapters. For the
time being, we can hypothesize that the Proto-Slavs seem to be the
descendants of a satemized earlier kentum population of the northern half
of the so-called Tripolye culture. That earlier kentum agricultural
population could in its turn represent some indoeuropeanized descendants
of the oldest non-IE ethnic layer of the primary Tripolye culture. This
“double” IE stratification (or even triple, if we agree with the already
expressed hypothesis about a “Pre-Armenian” substratum in
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Proto-Slavic) of Slavic in contradistinction to a rather “monolithic”
character of Baltic is reflected also in the sharp differences concerning
the agricultural terminology of these two languages (which will be
discussed at a later point in this chapter).

In connection with the above facts and considerations concerning the
problem of kentum elements in Proto-Slavic, it is appropriate to quote the
views of two outstanding Polish scholars who devoted special books to
the problem of the ethnogenesis of the Slavs: they are T.
Lehr-Sptawiniski with his book O pochodzeniu i praojczyZnie Stowian (On
the Origins and Primary Habitat of the Slavs — 1946), and K. Moszy1iski
with his book Pierwotny zasiqg jezyka prastowiariskiego (The Primary
Geographic Scope of Proto-Slavic — 1957). Regardless of deep
differences between these two authors (the former a linguist, and the
latter an ethnologist) concerning their methods and ultimate results, they
both emphasize the mixed character of Proto-Slavic in the sense of two
different IE strata that are retrievable in that language. Lehr-Sptawiniski
(I.c. 100) presents the hypothetical expansion of the so-called “Lusatian”
culture carried by the prehistorical Veneti eastward to the Vistula basin:

But since the Lusatian culture did not reach further east
into the territories which later constituted the core of
settlements of the Baltic tribes, a simple conclusion follows:
that the linguistic transformation caused by the “Lusatian”
invasion of the western half of the old Pre-Balto-Slavic (i.e.
undifferentiated Balto-Slavic) complex was tantamount to the
splitting of this complex, and to the separation of the
Proto-Slavic linguistic group. The remaining half of the
earlier Pre-Balto-Slavs, untouched by this invasion,
afterwards developed separately along previously marked out
lines and formed a separate Proto-Baltic linguistic group,
which in the course of time split into several smaller
subgroups corresponding to the individual Baltic peoples...
This lack of a second IE linguistic “admixture” explains the
much more conservative character of Baltic linguistic
development compared to Slavic and the closer connection
(compared to Proto-Slavic) between the general type of the
Proto-Baltic linguistic structure and that of PIE. We can also
relate to that period the beginnings of a separate Baltic
toponymy in the territories extending from the Narew River
eastward into the Oka basin. On the other hand, in the
western part of the old Pre-Balto-Slavic (i.e. undifferentiated
Balto-Slavic) territory, which was encompassed by the
“Lusatian” expansion, the toponyms defined by us above as
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“Venetic” began to appear at that time.

Moszyfiski (l.c. 18, etc.) devotes a whole chapter to the “mixed”
character of Proto-Slavic and refers to a later formulation of the problem
by Lehr-Sptawiriski in which the latter mentions the kentum elements in
Slavic as evidence of an additional IE stratum in Proto-Slavic:

The Slavic languages, which are heterogeneous in
character, contain among others a number of elements
stemming from the kentum stratum of this mixture, which was
obviously much thinner than the satem stratum. ... Thus, first
of all, the above stratum of kentum lexical ingredients in the
vocabularies of the Slavs and the Balts being clearly
non-Germanic in its character, indicate that there existed at
one time in the vicinity of the Slavs and Balts an IE
non-Germanic language which eventually died out. Since,
however, the death of a language (except for completely
small and primitive tribes) is most frequently tantamount to
its assimilation (absorption) by another language, we also can
assume that this kentum non-Germanic language, which was
neighbor of the Slavs at one time, was eventually assimilated.

(l.c. 20)

Now we can move to the eastern part of the PIE dialectal zone, to the
satem languages par excellence, i.e. the Aryan or Indo-Iranian group.
From the very fact that Slavic manifests its basic satem character, we can
draw a hypothetical conclusion that it will also show many old lexical ties
with Aryan, or al least with the Iranian branch of the Aryan languages.
Such an hypothesis was ventured quite a few years ago; in the books by T.
Lehr-Sptawiniski and K. Moszyriski mentioned above in that respect we
actually find some interesting facts.

First of all, Lehr-Sptawiiiski attempted to establish the number of old
lexical correspondences (in terms of PIE dialectology) between
(Balto-)Slavic and the other dialectal groups of Proto-Indo-European,
mainly Germanic on the one hand and Aryan on the other. Using the
comparative dictionary of IE languages by Walde, be obtained the
following results: Slavic-Germanic correspondences — 187, Slavic-Aryan
correspondences — 100. But Moszyiiski questions the conclusions which
are drawn directly from these statistics. Namely, in his opinion, the
Germanic vocabulary is much better known, and in Walde’s dictionary
the Germanic word index fills sixty-five pages, whereas the Aryan
vocabulary is less well-known (especially the Iranian), and in Walde’s
dictionary takes up only twenty-seven pages. Against this statistical
background, we should indeed wonder that the number of Slavic-Aryan
correspondences is so high. Undoubtedly a better knowledge of Iranian
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vocabulary would increase the number of Slavic-Iranian correspondences,
which, incidentally speaking, seems to have taken place recently. In this
connection it is characteristic that Moszyriski devotes an entire chapter of
his book to this statistical interpretation (l.c. 77-81). Consequently we
venture the hypothesis that the actual number of Slavic-Aryan correspon-
dences at least equaled, if not surpassed, the number of Slavic-Germanic
correspondences.

The problem of Slavic-Aryan, and particularly Slavic-Iranian lexical
correspondences, has been discussed by many scholars during this centu-
ry. As one of the first, J. Rozwadowski with his article written in 1908,
and published in 1914-15 can be mentioned. One of the recent scholars,
O. N. Trubadev with his critical essay of 1967 is worthy of special note.

Following is a condensed, critical review of all the relevant examples
found in the pertinent literature. The data-core has been taken from a
very useful article by A. A. Zaliznjak (1962), and supplemented on the
one hand by an older source, namely H. Arntz (1933), (whose valuable
contribution is not included in Zaliznjak’s bibliography), and on the other
by recent publications (O. N. Trubacev, 1967; E. Benveniste, 1967; Z.
Gotab, 1969, 1972, 1975). The list of words in question is, of course,
critically checked against the comparative IE background provided by J.
Pokorny’s dictionary.

However, before quoting the relevant examples, it is necessary once
again to emphasize that we should attempt to make a clear distinction
between words which represent prehistorical dialectal Slavic-Aryan or
Slavic-Iranian correspondences and those which can be treated as
prehistorical borrowings from Aryan (chiefly Iranian) to Slavic, although
in individual cases judgment may be difficult. Especially in cases when we
deal with seemingly purely semantic calques linguistiques of Iranian in
Slavic a difficulty appears. Nonetheless, obvious or quite transparent
borrowings, such as those which show phonemic and/or morphological
features of Aryan (mainly Iranian), are treated in a separate chapter of
this book. Therefore, in order to realize the entire scope of prehistorical
Slavic-Aryan, and especially Slavic-Iranian contacts, both in the sense of
prehistorical dialectal relations within late Proto-Indo-European and in
the sense of prehistorical relations between already individualized
ethno-linguistic groups, one should compare the results of this paragraph
with the results of the appropriate paragraph in the chapter on the
reciprocal lexical borrowings between Proto-Slavic and the neighboring
languages.

The words which are listed and analyzed below are tentatively divided
into the four following groups: 1. words common to Balto-Slavic and
Aryan; 2. words common only to Slavic and Aryan; 3. words common to
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Baltic, Slavic and Iranian; 4. words common only to Slavic and Iranian
(schematically: BS-A, S-A, BS-I, S-I). Such a distribution seems to reflect
a different relative chronology of the prehistorical linguistic contacts
between the respective ethno-linguistic groups.> It is obvious that the
first group of words (common to Balto-Slavic and Indo-Iranian)
represents the oldest stratum from the period of the PIE dialectal
community in Eastern Europe, i.e. before the separation of the Aryan
tribes and their gradual movement across the Caucasus and around the
Caspian Sea (?) to Asia. The last group of words (common only to Slavic
and Iranian) represents the youngest stratum from the period of the split
of the PIE dialectal community in Eastern Europe, probably when the
already loosened linguistic contacts between the ancestors of the Indians
and the Iranians enabled the latter to develop some characteristic
features of their own. Or maybe it is even from a relatively later epoch
when a “back-wave” of the Iranians, namely the Scythians, appeared in
the Pontic steppes, and again entered into close relations with the
Proto-Slavs. It is from that time (starting about 700 B.C.?) that some
semantic borrowings (calques linguistiques) most probably came into
Slavic from Iranian, e.g., bogs, divs, nebo, slovo, etc., and of course, the
obvious lexical (“material”) borrowings which are treated in a separate
chapter.

Group 1: Aryan ~ Balto-Slavic

1) avé adv., e.g. OCS (jlavé ‘kund, deutlich, offenbar’, and its
derivative (j)aviti ‘zeigen, offenbaren’, known in all Slavic languages (cf.
Bern. 34) — Lith. ovyje ‘im Wachen’ (Traut. s.v. aui-), Ol aviy adv., Av.
avi§ adv. ‘offenbar, vor Augen’ (cf. Pok. 78 s.v. au-, auéi- ‘sinnlich
wahrnehmen, auffassen’ and Zal. 36).

2.) (j)azeno ‘skin, leather’ attested in Church Slavonic azno, jaz(s)no
‘corium detractum’ (cf. Stawski 1974: 167) — Lith. oZinis adj. ‘goat’s, OI
ajina- n. ‘Fell’, all derivatives from PIE *ag- ‘Ziegenbock, Ziege, cf. Ol
ajd- m. etc. known only in EIE (cf. Arntz 37, Bern. 35, Traut. 22 s.v. aZja-,
azina-, Pok. 6-7).

3.) bez(s) prep. with gen. ‘without’, e.g. OCS bez with gen. ‘ohne,
known in all Slavic languages (cf. recently Stawski, 1974: 218-219) —
Latv. bez prep. with gen. and nominal prefix ‘ohne’, Lith. bé idem, OPruss.
bhe prep. with acc. idem, OI bahih(-s) adv. ‘draussen, von aussen,
ausserhalb von’ (with abl.), cf. Arntz 33, Traut. 28, Pok. 112-113, s.v.
b(h)eg’h-.

4.) dads//kads ‘smoke’ and Caditi//kaditi causative verb, the first variant
attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. Russ. ¢ad, gen. ¢dda, Pol. czad usually
with the meaning ‘smell of burning’, S-C ¢ad m. ‘smoke, steam,’ etc. (cf.
Stawski, 1976: 105-106) — OPruss. accodis (*at-codis) ‘Rauchloch’, OI
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kadru- ‘brown’, other sure correspondences are unknown (cf. Bern. 133,
467, Arntz 36, Pok. 537 s.v. ked- ‘rauchen, russen’; Trubadev, 1977: 9
considers kads the primary form and cdads the result of an expressive
palatalization).

5.) *&%ms ‘black’, e.g. OCS crons ‘schwarz’ known in all Slavic
languages (cf. Bern. 169-170) — OPruss. kirsnan idem, OI krsna-
‘schwarz’ (cf. Traut. 134, Pok.583, Porzig 167).

6.) Cotg, cisti ‘count’; ‘read’; ‘regard, esteem,” e.g. OCS Cotg, Cisti
‘zihlen, lesen; ehren, verehren’, known in all Slavic languages, usually in
the primarily iterative form Citati, Citajo (cf. Bern. 174 and Stawski, 1976:
206-208) — Balt. forms with the initial mobile s-: Latv. skietu, $k’ist
‘meinen’, skaitu, skaitit ‘zahlen’, Lith. skaitad, skaityti ‘zihlen, lesen’ (the
two latter forms representing the primary iterative have an exact corre-
spondence in Ukr. dial citdtysja ‘bother, ponder for a prolonged period’),
OI cétati(*keite-ti) ‘hat acht auf etwas, nimmt wahr’, Av. ¢ikibvd ‘iiber-
denkend, iiberlegend’: only Balto-Slav. and Aryan show the extension -t
in this root (Traut. 135, Pok. 637, Zal. 36).

7.) griva ‘mane’, e.g. Church Slav. griva, Russ. griva, S-C griva, etc.,
known in all Slavic languages (cf. Bern. 352) — Latv. griva ‘Delta,
Flussmiindung’, a clearly metaphoric meaning, OI griva- f. ‘Hinterhals,
Nacken’, Av. griva- f. ‘Nacken’ (Traut. 98-99, Pok. 475, Porzig 167).

8.) *klésng, klésnoti ‘clench, clasp’ (with tongs, pincers, etc.) and old
derivatives of this root: *kléSa, klésca (i.e.*kiéstja) ‘tong’, *kl&S¢s m. ‘tick’,
e.g. Cz. s-klesniti, s-klesnouti ‘zusammendriicken, -legen’ (iista, zuby),
Russ. dial. klesti (*klésti) ‘driicken, pressen’; etc., Church Slav. klésta f.
“Zange’, Russ. kles¢i plur. ‘Zange, Kummetholz; Vorderzihne der Tiere’,
etc., the noun is known in all Slavic languages; Russ. kles¢ m., Ukr. klis¢,
Pol. kleszcz, etc. ‘“Zecke’ (cf. Bern. 516-517) — Lith. kilise f.
‘Krebsscheren’, Ol klisnati ‘quélt, belastigt’, klifyaté ‘wird gequilt, leidet’,
klésa- m ‘Schmerz Leiden, Beschwerde’; the PIE verbal root *kleik’- is
Aryan and Balto-Slav. only (cf. Pok. 602, Traut. 137 and Arntz 35).

9.) *kySa —> *kySoka ‘stomach, belly’ — ‘gut’, North Slavic (?)
dialectism, e.g. Polab. k'oisa (¥diss) ‘Niere’, Russ. Church Slav. kisvka
‘stomach’, Russ. kiskd ‘gut’, Pol. kiszka idem, etc. (cf. Bern. 679, Stawski,
I1, 2, 174-175, Vasm. Il 242) — Lith. kasys, Latv. kisis, kiisa ‘weibliche
Schamhaare’ (*kuk’i- or kik’si-), Lith. kiadsis ‘Ei, Hode’, kdusas ‘grosser
Schopfloffel’, Latv. kaiss ‘Schiissel, Kochlsffel’, OI kuksi- m. ‘Bauch,
Mutterleib, Hohlung’, k6§a- m. ‘Behilter, Schatzkammer, Scheide’; most
probably Balto-Slav. archetype *kiik’sid/a- (cf. Arntz 40, Pok. 953 s.v.
(s)keu-k’-).

10.) *karns ‘mutilated’ (especially about ears, nose, limbs), attested in
most Slavic languages, e.g. Church Slav. krens ‘verstiimmelt am Ohr, an
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der Nase’, Russ. kornyj ‘von kleinem Wuchs, kurz’, S-C kin, f. kina
‘splitterig’, Cz. kmniti ‘verschneiden’, etc.; this adjective seems to have
played an important role in animal husbandry terminology (cf. examples
in Bern. 669 and Vasm. II 330) — Latv. dial. kuorns ‘taub’, besides Latv.
kurls, Lith. kuftias, kurlas idem (Balto-Slav. *kurna-, cf. Traut. 146), OI
kimd- ‘verletzt’, karnd- ‘stutzohrig’, Av. karona- ‘taud’, Osset. kur-, kul-,
k‘ul- in words denoting handicaps (cf. Slav. compounds with *k»rno-!) e.g.
kur-zf-ceeg ‘having a short neck’, etc. (cf. Zal. 38 and Pok. 938 s.v.
(s)ker(s)- ‘schneiden’ where the PIE *kf-né- ‘abgeschnitten’ is
reconstructed, the archetype underlying Slavic, Baltic and Aryan forms).

11.) ote-I¢ks ‘remnant’, attested in OCS ofsléks ‘das Ubrige, der Rest’
and ol¢ks from *otléks attested in ORuss. oléks dial. Russ. dlek ‘upper
part of bort’, i.e. wild bees’ nest’, Ukr. olik, BRuss. olék — Lith. at-laikas
‘Rest’, OI atiréka- m. ‘Uberbleibsel’, all of the above words are
derivationally and semantically identical: *et(i)-loik%0-% although the root
and the type of noun are common PIE (cf. Bern. 710, Vasm. III 134,
Traut. 155, Pok. 669-670, and Porzig 167).

12.) *paZa//*paxa//*paxy (paxsv-) ‘armpit’, attested in Cz. paZe ‘arm’,
Slovak podpazie ‘armpit’, ULus. podpaZa idem, and in Russ. paxd ‘armpit’,
Ukr. paxd//jpaxvd, BRuss. paxvd, Pol. pacha idem; in other Slavic
languages and in Russ. also paxs m. — Latv. paksis ‘Hausecke’ (sic!), OI
pdksa- m. ‘Schulter, Flugel’, paksas- n. ‘Seite, Achsel, Hilfte’, pajasya- n.
‘Bauchgegend, Weichen’; whether Lat. pectus n. ‘Brust’ belongs here is
disputable (cf. Meillet 745), but there is a correspondence in Tokharian;
Pok. 792 reconstructs *pog-, *pok-s- (cf. Vasm. III 220 and Arntz 38).

13.) paz-duxa ‘armpit’ in this form (with -d-) is preserved only in
Sloven. pazduha, in all other Slavic languages there is continuation of a
simplified pazuxa, e.g. OCS pazuxa ‘Achselhohle, der gekriimmte Arm’,
Russ. pdzuxa, Pol. pazucha, etc. — East Latv. pazuse from *paduse under
the influence of borrowed pazuka (?), Ol dog- n., m., gen. dosndh
‘Vorderarm, Arm, unterer Teil des Vorderfusses bei Tieren’, Av. daos- m.
‘Oberarm, Schulter’; the Balto-Slav. words contain the prefix *po(s)- “at,
with’ (cf. Vasm. III 186-187, Traut. 64, Pok. 226, s.v. dous-).

14.) *porss ‘breast’, used normally in the dual *persi and attested in all
Slavic languages, e.g., OCS presi, Russ. plur. pérsi, Pol. piers, piersi, etc. —
Lith. (Zem.) pirys plur. ‘anterior pars pectoris equini’, Ol pdrsu- f.
‘Rippe, gebogenes Messer’, Av. parasu- f. ‘Rippe’, parasu- m. ‘Rippe,
Seite’, Osset. fars ‘Seite, Strich, Gegend’ (Vasm. III 245, Traut. 220, Pok.
820, Zal. 38).

15.) sive ‘gray’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. Russ. Church Slav.
sive ‘dunkelgrau’ (referring to horses), Russ. sivyj ‘blaulich graw’, etc. (cf.
Vasmer III 617) — Lith. $jvas ‘weiss, schimmelicht’ (mostly referring to
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horses), OPruss. sijwan ‘grav’, OI S§yavd- ‘schwarzbraun, dunkel’
(especially about horses), Av. sydva- ‘schwarz’: PIE archetype
*K'iyo-//*k’iéyo- (cf. Traut. 306, Pok. 541, and Porzig 166).

16.) *saletv f. ‘bristle’, the continuation of this form or its derivative
*ssCetina known in all Slavic languages, e.g. Polab. sacét, Russ. §&et’, f.
$Cetina, Sloven. $c¢ét f. ‘Biirste’, etc. (cf. Vasmer IV 505) — Lith. sukos f.
plur. ‘Kamm’, Latv. suka ‘Biirste, Pferdestriegel; Hechel’, etc. (cf. Traut.
309-310 s.v. Suka-),Ol $itka- m., n. ‘Stachel eines Insekts, Granne des
Getreides’, Av. sika- f. ‘Nadel’ (cf. Pok. 626 s.v. k’ii- ‘spitz, Spiess’ under
which, however, Balto-Slav. words are not quoted; cf. also Arntz 37, who
derives Aryan and Balto-Slavic words from the root of Ol $vdricaté ‘6ffnet
sich, tut sich auf’, i.e. from PIE *k’yek//*k’uenk-//*k’'uk- according to Pok.
629; the derivatives of the latter, e.g. Ol ucchvankd- m. have the meaning
‘das Aufklaffen, Liicke, Scherbe’ etc.; here the Slav. salets is quoted by
Pokorny).

17.) *=8¢s (i.e. *tvskjo-) ‘empty’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g.
OCS sty ‘leer, nichtig, eitel’, Russ. t65¢ij ‘leer, niichtern; mager, hager,
dinn’, Pol. czczy (OPol. tszczy) ‘leer, niichtern, eitel’, etc. (cf. Vasm. IV
31) — Lith. tid¢ias ‘leer’, Latv. tuks, tuksa f. ‘leer, ledig, arm, niichtern’
(Balto-Slav. *mustia- according to Traut. 333 from PIE *us-sk’-tjo-) OI
tucchd-, tucchyd- (*tus-sk’o-, tus-sk-io-) ‘leer, dde, nichtig,” Afghan tas
‘leer’ (cf. Pok. 1085 s.v. teus- ‘leeren,’ tus-sk’o-, -sk’-jo- ‘leer’: the
underlying verb of the *tus-sk’o type attested by Av. tuson ‘sie verlieren
die Fassung’ and Baluchi tusag, etc. ‘verlassen werden’ seems to be
continued by Slav. *fsknoti, e.g. Church Slav. sstesngti si ‘to feel
irritation’, etc. Cz. stesknouti se impers. ‘to feel melancholy’, stesknouti si
‘to complain’, ‘to pine for (something or someone); cf. also Arntz 36).

Group 2: Aryan-Slavic

1.) *barz(d)s ‘fast, rapid’, known in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS brazo
adv. ‘rasch, schnell’, Russ. borzyj ‘schnell, rasch’, etc.; borzdj idem, type of
dog, Pol. bardzo adv. ‘sehr’, dial. ‘schnell’, etc. The forms with -d-
(*borzdys) are attested in ORuss. borzdyj, borzdo, BRuss. bérzdy and in S-C
derivative brzdica = brzica ‘Stromschnelle’ (for details, see Bern. 109-110,
Vasm. I, 194, Traut. 40 s.v. burzdu-, Stawski, 1974: 427, Trubadev, 1976:
135, 137-138). The etymology for this word is highly controversial; the
closest correspondence seems to be Lith. burzdis//bruzdus ‘beweglich’
which Pokorny quotes under *bheres- ‘schnell’, and compares it among
others with Lat. festino ‘beeile mich, beschleunige’, a denominal from
*ferstio(n)- ‘Eile’, etc. (Pok. 143). But the simplest correspondence
(formally) would be Arm. barjr ‘hoch’ (*bhyg’hu-), Av. baraz- ‘hoch’ as the
first component of compounds, otherwise barazant- idem, OI brhdnt-
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‘gross, hoch, erhaben, hehr’; there are, however, also Celtic and
Germanic correspondences. In view of the fact that the latter have their
Slavic counterparts showing a kentum g (from PIE *g’h), e.g. *bergs
(quoted in the preceding paragraph), the equation PSI *bsrzs = PIE
*bhrg’hu-, supported by Aryan and Armenian, would indicate here a
regular satem continuation of the PIE word in Slavic having close,
although not exclusive ties with the Aryan East; the semantic passage
‘high’ > ‘rapid’ was probably conditioned by the application of the
adjective *bhyg’hu- to river rapids (where the water runs down from a
grade, cf. in this connection S-C brzica ‘rapids’). In such a case, of course,
the forms with -d- and their Baltic correspondences should be kept apart;
their eventual contamination with *barzs would be a later process. In
connection with all of the above, *barzs cannot be considered as a special
case of Slavic-Aryan lexical ties, although it deserves mention in this
context (for IE material, see Pok. 140, for the Aryan correspondences,
Zal. 36). It is also worth mentioning that Fraenkel, I, 57 s.v. briatigzti,
briauzgii suggests the derivation of Lith. burzdiss//bruzdiis and Slav.
*berz(d)s from PIE *bhreus- ‘brausen, wallen, rauschen, hervorquellen’,
cf. Pok. 171).

2.) Custe ‘reverence, honor’, known in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
Costs ‘Ehre, Verehrung, Rang, Stand, Feier’, Russ. ¢est’ ‘Ehre’, Pol. czesé
idem, etc. (cf. Bern. 173) — OI ¢itti- f. ‘Denken, Einsicht’, Av. ¢isti- idem:
an obvious old derivative from the verb Cstg, Cisti quoted in the first group
(of Aryan ~ Balto-Slav. correspondences); Zal. 36.

3.) gajo, gajati ‘shout’, only in ORuss. gaju, gajati ‘caw, croak — OI
gayati/[gati ‘singt’; cf. also Toch. A. kak, B kika (reduplicated from *0d-)
‘er rief” (Pok. 355 s.v. gé(i)-: go(i): gi- ‘singen, rufen, schreien’; cf. Zal. 37).

4.) gatajo, gatati ‘divine, tell fortunes,’ attested in South Slavic e.g.
Church Slav. gataju, gatati ‘dunkel in Ritseln sprechen, wahrsagen’, Bulg.
gdtam ‘divine, tell fortunes’, gdtkam se ‘gebe ein Ritsel auf’, S-C gatam,
gdtati ‘wahrsagen, hexen,’ etc. and in OPol. gata¢ ‘converse, deliberate’ —
the etymological basis of this verb seems to be Aryan *gatha- f., i.e. OI
gathd- ‘Gesang, Vers’, Av. gabd- ‘Lied religiésen Inhalts’, which is derived
from gdya-ti ‘singt’ (see above); the Slavic verb seems to share with the
Aryan noun a characteristic religious-magical connotation (cf. Bern. 296,
Trubacev, 1979: 105, Pok. 355, and Zal. 37).

5.) *golds ‘hunger’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS glads,
Russ. gélod, Pol. glod, etc.: an old o-grade derivative from *2sldéti (see
below) — OI gdrdha- ‘Gier’, Av. garada- adj. ‘gierig’, hastig’ (the latter
corresponding to OI grdhra- idem, not to the noun gdrdha- as Pok. 434
seems to suggest and Zal. 37 repeats; there is a different etymology in
Trubalev, 1979: 199-200; cf. Bern. 320, Pok. 434, and Zal. 37).
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6.) xuds ‘meager; bad; poor’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
xuds ‘klein, gering, diirftig, schlecht, maissig’, Russ. xuddj ‘schlecht,
schlimm, iibel; mager, hager’, Pol. chudy ‘mager, hager; armselig’, etc. (cf.
Bern. 405) — OI ksodh-uka- ‘hungrig’, an obvious derivative from
ksudhyati ‘hungert’ (cf. Machek, 164, Pok. 625) or OI ksudrd- ‘Klein;
niedrig, gemein’, comparative ksodiyas- from the verb ksbdati ‘stampft,
zermalmt’ (Pok. ibid. and Arntz 37).

7.) xyba ‘error, lack, deficiency’ and its derivatives xybiti and xybati ‘err,
miss’, etc., attested im most Slavic languages, e.g. Ukr. xyba ‘Mangel,
Fehler’, xybyty, xybdty ‘mangeln, fehlen, irren’, but the latter also ‘zweifeln,
unschliissig sein’, Sloven. hiba ‘Gebrechen, Fehler’, hibati ‘tadeln’, Cz.
chyba ‘Zweifel’, chybati ‘zweifeln, schwanken’, chybiti ‘nicht treffen,
fehlen’, Pol. chyba ‘Fehler, Mangel, chybaé ‘schaukeln; sich riihren,
bewegen’, chybi¢ ‘fehlen, verfehlen; missraten’, etc. — OI kgiibhyati,
ksobhyaté ‘schwankt, zittert, ksobha- ‘Schwanken, Erschiitterung’, Av.
x3aob- ‘in Aufregung geraten’ (cf. Bern. 412, Pok. 625, Zal. 37: the PSIL.
noun represents the archetype *ksiubha).

8.) jedrs ‘strong’ and its derivative jedré ‘nucleus, kern’, in plur.
‘testicles’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. OCS jedro adv. ‘schnell’
(secondarily from ‘strongly’), Bulg. édar kriftig, tichtig, kernig’, S-C jédar
‘voll, kraftig, stark’, Russ. dial. u-jadrét’ ‘stark werden, sich kraftigen’, etc.;
Russ. Church Slav. jadro ‘nucleaus, testiculus’, Russ. jadré ‘Kern, Kugel,
Granate’, Pol. jgdro ‘Kern’, plur. jgdra ‘Hoden’, etc. (cf. Bern. 455-456) —
Ol indra- ‘stark’, Indra-, Av. Indra-, the name of one of the trinity-gods,
cf. also Ol indriyd- n. ‘Kraft, Vermogen’ and ‘semen virile’ (for the latter,
see Slav. jedra ‘testicules’): the stem with a nasal infix, *i-n-dro-, is known
only in Aryan, Slavic and in Baltic hydronyms (cf. Pok. 774 under *oid
‘schwellen’ and Zal. 37).

9.) ka(n) prep. with dative ‘towards’, attested in all Slavic languages,
e.g. OCS ks ‘zv’, Russ. k(0), S-C k(a), Pol. k, ku, etc. — OI kam after
personal datives as dativus commodi, after abstract datives as dativus
finalis, similarly in Av. kam (cf. Bern. 568, Pok. 515 and Zal. 34); but
there is a different interpretation in Etymologicky slovnik jazyki
slovanskych I (1973), p. 105, where k» is derived from ks-de ‘where’.

10.) Mara ‘demon of death’, attested in Ukrainian, Bulgarian, Polish,
and Czech folklore, e.g. Ukr. Mard, Bulg. Mdra, Pol. Marzana, Cz.
Mafena, etc. (cf. Moszyniski, 1957: 87 and Gotab, 1967: 779-780) — OI
mdra- m. ‘death, pestilence’ Mara- ‘Death personified, demon of darkness
and evil’; a common Aryan-Slavic viddhi derivative from *moro- ‘death’
(cf. Porzig, 166, and Pok. 735).

11.) nis¢e (*nistio-) ‘poor’, attested in OCS nite ‘arm, niedrig’, Russ.
niscij, Ukr. ny$¢yj, S-C nist and OPol. niszczotny — Ol nistya- ‘foreign’
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derived from nih ‘outside’ (cf. Vasm. III, 77).

12.) -nszng, -nwznoti and niZg, nizati ‘pierce’ (with nail or needle, etc.),
attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. OCS pro-nazngti ‘durchbohren’,
venesti/fvenszngti  ‘(hin)einstecken’, OCz. pronznuti, venzmiiti, Russ.
(morphologically transformed) pronzit’, vonzit’, -nZi, etc. and Russ. nizdt’,
nizii ‘thread, string’, S-C nizati, nZem idem, Pol. nizaé, niz¢ idem, etc. —
Ol niksati ‘durchbohrt’, Av. naéza- ‘Spitze’, i.e. *neig- (?) (cf. Arntz 40,
Sadnik, 275, § 580, Machek, 329 s.v. miZ, Vasm. III, 73, 80). PSl. noz
‘dagger’ > ‘knife’ is most probably connected with the above verb.

13.) ovs, ova, ovo ‘this’, known in most Slavic languages, e.g. OCS ovs
‘dieser’, ORuss. ovyj = étot, tot, Pol. 6w, owa, owo, ‘that’, S-C dvaj, ova,
ovo ‘this’, etc. — OI, Av., OPers. ava- ‘jener’ (cf. Vasm. III, 116, Pok. 73
and Zal. 33).

14.) péssks ‘sand’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS pésaks
‘Sand, feiner Kies’, Russ. pesék, Pol. piasek, etc. — Ol parnsii-, parmsukd-
‘Staub, Sand’, Av. pgsnu- idem, i.e. PIE *pé(n)s- (cf. Vasm. III 249-250,
Pok. 824 and Zal. 37).

15.) pisks ‘germ of a feather’ (on a nestling), only in Czech pisk (cf.
Machek 368), a possible connection with *piskle, e.g. Pol. piskle, Cz.
piskle, Russ. pisklénok ‘nestling’, although the influence of the verb
*piScati/piskati ‘squeal’ is obvious in the latter; — OI picchd- n.
‘Schwantzfeder’, PIE *p(e)isk’o- (?) (cf. Arntz 38, after Walde-Pokorny
II, 11).

16.) *perkajo, *perkati//*perkajo, *psrkati ‘rut’ (especially referring to
goats) and its derivative *percsy//*perks ‘he-goat’, attested in S-C preati se
(with a secondary c¢ according to the third palatalization of velars, or
expressive) ‘coitum appetere’, Sloven. prkati ‘sich begatten’, Bulg. parca se
3rd sing. idem, Cz. prkati ‘to smell like a he-goat’; S-C pré, gen. pica
‘he-goat’, also ‘ram’ known in all South Slavic languages from which it
penetrated into Rum., Alb., and MGr. (cf. Skok, III 28); indirectly in the
derivative *po/oriiti se, e.g. Cz. prciti se, Ukr. péréyty sja, and *pe/ark-ot,
*po/vrk-ot-ina, e.g. Pol. park, parkot, Cz. prk, prkotina ‘goat’s odor’, etc. (cf.
Briickner, 396, Machek, 392); probably an old pastoral term; — OI
upa-parcana- n. ‘Begattung’ (Arntz 42).

17.) sans (u-stem!) ‘dignity’, attested only in OCS and ORuss. — OI
sanu- n. ‘Gipfel, Oberfliache, Hohe’; this is questionable because of the
limited spread of the word, more probable (?) is a Proto-Bulgarian
(Turkic) origin (cf. Sadnik-Aitzetmiiller, 297, §784, Traut. 250, Vasmer
I11, 555, and Arntz 37).

18.) Sibajg, Sibati ‘throw, whip’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g.
OCS sibati, -ajo ‘geiseln’, Russ. $ibdt’ ‘throw, beat’, §ibkij ‘fast’, S-C sibati,
Sibam ‘whip’, etc., Pol. szybki ‘fast’, etc. — OI kgipdti ‘wirft, schleudert,’
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caus. ksépdyati, ksiprd- ‘schnell’ (cf. *$ibsks in Russ. $ibkij, Pol. szybki), Av.
x$viwra- ‘schnell’, flink, gelaugig’ = OI kgiprd-, i.e. PIE *kseip/b- ‘werfen,
schwingend schleudern’ (cf. Vasm. IV, 435, Pok. 625, Bartholomae 563,
and Arntz 37).

19.) Sujb ‘left’, attested in OCS $ujb ‘link’, ORuss. suj» idem, Sloven. $ij,
f. $uja idem; elsewhere in the derivatives: e.g. Ukr. $iijbi¢ (*Sujb-bocs) ‘on
the left side’, S-C Suvak ‘lefthanded person’, etc. — OI savyd- ‘link’, Av.
haoya- idem (cf. Vasm. IV, 484, Pok. 915, Arntz 36 and Zal. 37); it is
worth noticing that the adj. ‘left’ and ‘left-handed’ (cf. OCS sujica) play a
very important role in magical, religious, and legal symbolism.

20.) *Surejb ‘wife’s brother’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. CS
Sure, Surins, Russ. $irin, plur. Sur’jd, Bulg. Sirej, S-C $ara, $ur(j)ak, plur.
Stirevi, OPol. szurzy, etc. (for the reconstruction of the primary form
*Suryjo, see Vaillant, II (1958:71). It is usually compared with OI syald-
‘Bruder der Frau’ and both are derived from PIE *sié(w)r(i)o- (?), cf.
Vasm. 1V, 488, Traut. 261, Pok. 915, and Arntz 37. If the above
etymology is true, then *sjéuro- could be treated as a derivative of the
verbal root *siéu-, *sii- ‘sew, i.e. bind’ (cf. Pok. 915 s.v. sji-) and a
semantic parallel with OI bandhii- ‘relative’, Gr. (Homer) mevBepés
‘wife’s father’, later also ‘son-in-law, brother-in-law’, both words from PIE
*bhendh- ‘bind’, will be obvious (cf. Buck, 124). There are, however,
some doubts concerning this etymology. Namely: if we accept Vaillant’s
convincing reconstruction of this noun as an old -ijo- stem, i.e. a primary
adjective, then Surgje could be interpreted as parallel to Germanic
*swehura- (OHG swager, NHG Schwager) — a vyddhi adjective from
*swihura- (Goth. swaihra, OHG swéhur, NHG Schwdiher) — also as a
vrddhi derivative *k’éurijo- from *k’iiro- ‘lord’. The only distinction would
be in the older type of viddhi in the latter case (cf. Kurylowicz,
L’apophonie...152), so: *k’iro- (or *k'uHro-) ‘lord’ (respectful title of
future father-in-law) > *K'éurijo- (or *k’euHrijo-) ‘lord’s (son)’; in
connection with the latter, notice the old acute in the PSI. $iirsjs!

21.) *tslks ‘interpreter’ and its derivative *felkujo, -ovati ‘interpret’,
attested only in East Slavic and Macedo-Bulgarian, e.g. OCS tloks
‘Dolmetscher’, tlskovanije ‘Erklarung, Interpretation’, ORuss. tolks
‘interpretation’ and ‘interpreter’, Russ. tolk ‘sense’, tolkovdt’ ‘interpret,
explain’, Bulg. tslkitivam idem, etc. — Ol tarkdyati ‘vermutet, sinnt nach’,
tarka- m. ‘“Vermutung’; other connections are uncertain (cf. Vasm. IV, 71,
Sadnik-Aitzetmiiller, 319, §976 and Arntz 39).

22.) *vertens//*verten’s ‘a measure of length’ (applied to land, etc.),
attested only in BRuss. dial. Vereceri, Ukr. dial. vereten’, Bulg. (N. Gerov)
vréten and OSerb. vreten — Mitanni-Aryan aika-vartana ‘eine Runde (der
Rennbahn)’, Ol vartana- n. ‘das Drehen’ (cf. Moszyfiski, 1957: 95-97, Pok.
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1156).

23.) “ver(t)me¢ *‘turn’ > ‘time’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g.
OCS vrémg, ORuss. veremja Russ. vrémja (from OCS), Ukr. véremje ‘good
weather’, S-C vrijéme, OPol. wrzemig, etc. — OI vdrtman- n. ‘Radspur,
Bahn’ (also metaphorically); for an interesting semantic analysis of Slav.
*vertmg ~ Ol vdrtman- cf. Moszyfiski, 1957: 95-97 (cf. Vasmer I, 361, Pok.
1156 and Zal 37).

24.) *%ldjo, -isi, Zeldéti ‘be thirsty, thirst for, desire’, attested in Serb.
Church Slav. Zledéti, Russ. Church Slav. Zvldéti, S-C Zidjeti ‘desire, strive’
(cf. Vasm. 1, 430 s.v. gélod) — OI gfdhyati “ist gierig, verlangt heftig’ (cf.
Pok. 434 and Zal. 37); see also *golds ‘hunger’, quoted above.

Group 3: Iranian ~ Balto-Slavic

1.) dars m.//¢ara f. ‘magic, sorcery, witchcraft’, attested in all Slavic
languages, e.g. OCS plur. m. dari “Zauber’ (cf. daro-déjs ‘Zauberer’), Russ.
Church Slav. ¢ars m., ¢ara f. ‘Zauber’, Russ. &ry plur. f. idem, Pol. czar,
usually in plur. czary idem, Cz. ¢dr m., &dra f., usually in plur. &ry idem,
S-C dar f., Sloven. &ra f. idem — Lith. kéras m. ‘Zauber’ and Av. &ara- f.
‘Mittel, Hilfsmittel’, NPers. ¢ara ‘Mittel, Hilfe, List’ from the root kar-
‘machen’ (cf. Bartholomae 444), with a quite frequent semantic
development ‘action’ > ‘magic action’, etc. (see Pok. 642). Because of
the phonemic (long €) and morphemic (@-stem) identity of Slavic and
Iranian forms, the relation between them is closer than between the
Slavic and Lithuanian forms. (Bern. 136, Vasm. IV, 317, Traut. 127, Pok.
641-642).

2.) kupa//kups ‘heap’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS kups
‘Haufen’, Russ. kipa idem, Pol. kupa idem, S-C kiip ‘Haufen, Schober;
Versammlung’, kiipa//kiipa ‘Haufen’, etc.; in ULus. and LLus. kupa
means ‘Hiigel’ (!) (cf. Bern. 646) — Lith. kaiipas ‘Haufe’, kiiopa ‘Gruppe,
Haufen (Volkes)’, Latv. kuops m. kudpa f. ‘Haufe’; OPers. kaufa-, Av.
kaofa- m. ‘Bergriicken, Hohenzug’ (*koupho-); in this form and meaning
attested only in Iranian and Balto-Slavic, but for the latter two Baltic
forms should be reconstructed: *kaupa- m. and *koupa- m.//*koupa- f.
(cf. Traut. 138, Pok. 591 s.v. *keu-p- b. and Zal. 38).

3.) mésto ‘place, dwelling place (?)’, attested in all Slavic languages,
e.g. OCS mésto ‘Ort’, Russ. mésto idem, but ORuss. mésto among others
‘settlement’, Pol. miasto ‘Stadt’, this secondary meaning being a
loan-translation from German, similarly Cz. mésto ‘Stadt’: misto ‘Ort’, S-C
mjésto ‘Ort’, etc. — Lith. maistas” ‘Nahrung’, undoubtedly a secondary
meaning with respect to the basic verb: Balt. *minto ‘wohne’ (cf. Traut.
185), Av. maébana- n. ‘Aufenthaltsort fiir Menschen und Gétter,
Wohnung, Haus’ (cf. Bern. II, 51, Vasm. II, 608, Pok. 715 and Zal. 38).
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4,5.) niksto, niceto ‘nobody, nothing’, e.g. in OCS, ORuss. also niks,
Sloven. ni¢, etc.: attested in all Slavic languages — Lith. niékas ‘niemand,
nichts’, Latv. niéks ‘nichts’, Av. naédif ‘keiner’, naédit ‘nichts’: this
compound with the particle *nei- is only Balto-Slav. ~ Iranian (cf. Vasm.
II1, 75, Traut. 195, Zal. 34, Arntz 35 and Pok. 757).

6.) rite f. ‘podex’, attested in ORuss. rite ‘hoof’ (?), Serb. Church Slav.
rite, S-C rit, gen. riti, Cz. fit’, Pol. rzyé — Lith. rietas m. ‘Oberschenkel,
Dickbein; Lende (des Menschen); Schweineschinken’, Latv. rieta f. ‘Bein’,
Pehl. rit ‘podex’; but also Arm. eri, gen. ervoy ‘Bug, Schulter von Tieren’
(Vasm. III 486, Traut. 242 s.v. réita-, Arntz. 39, Pok. 863 and Zal. 38). In
South Slavic rititi s¢ (perf.), ritati s¢ (imperf.), ‘kick’ (about animals) which
would indicate the primary meaning of the noun as ‘rump, crupper’ (cf.
Skok III, 147).

7.) sire ‘orphan’, attested in all Slavic languages, at least in the
derivative sirota, e.g. OCS sirs, adj. ‘verwaist’, Russ. siryj, sirotd, Pol.
sierota, etc. — Lith. Seirys m. ‘Wittwer’, Seiré f. ‘Wittwe’, Av. saé ‘verwaist,
Waise’, according to Bartholomae 1547, “kein selbstandiges Wort. Es ist
aus einem Komp. losgeschélt, wo saé... sich zu Ksl. sirii verhalt wie dorazi-
zu darazra-” Notice that the continuation of PIE *orbho- ‘orphan’, i.e.
PSL. *orbs, means in Slavic ‘serf’ (Vasm. III, 627, Traut. 301 and Zal. 38).

8.) svets ‘sacred, holy, saint’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
svets, Russ. svjatdj, Pol. swigty, etc. — Lith. $veritas idem, with many
derivatives, e.g. 3vésti, $vencin, -Ciaii ‘heilig-feiern; (ein)weihen, opfern,
widmen’, OPruss. Swente- in toponyms and Av. spanta- ‘heilig, sanctus’.
This important magical-religious term represents a common element of
the two groups of languages and is a derivative of the verbal root
*k’eu(H)- ‘schwellen’, extended by -(e)n-: *k’yen-: so *k’uento- would
have primarily the meaning ‘exubérant, gonflé de force’ (according to
Benveniste, 1969: II 183-4), then specialized in the religious sense.
Latvian has preserved the basic verb svinét, svinu, -éju ‘feiern’, with many
derivatives, e.g. svinibas plur. ‘Feier,” etc., but not the corresponding
adjective: Latv. svéts is borrowed from Russ. svjat-6j. The meaning of
Latv. svinét is, of course, secondary. A semantic parallel to its
development can be provided by Lat. magnifico, -are (from magnificus) ‘to
prize highly, esteem greatly’ (Plaut), ‘glorify’ (in ecclesiastic Latin) and
Pol. wielbi¢ (from *wielba ‘power’) ‘worship’. The primary, non-religious
meaning of svets is preserved in the Slavic personal names *Sveto-pslks
(Pol. Swigtopetk, Russ. Svjatopolk), *Sveto-vits (“Svantevitus”, a deity of
the pagan Baltic Slavs on the island Rugia — Riigen). The connection
between spanta-, svets and $veritas on the one hand and the Germanic
*hunsla-, e.g. Goth. hunsl ‘Opfer’, on the other is disputable (for the
details, see Vasm. III, 585, Fraenkel, II, 1041-1042, Benveniste, 1969: 11,
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183-4, and Pok. 592: the latter unnecessarily posits a separate *k’'uen-
‘feiern, heilig(en), p. 630, where the Iranian and Balto-Slavic words are
quoted; Zal. 38).

9.) véte ‘council’ and its derivatives *vétje ‘diet’, vétiti ‘deliberate’ (?),
attested at least by the derivatives in most Slavic languages, e.g. ORuss.
véte = NRuss. sovet, dogovor ‘council, agreement’, OCS véts = Gk. Boul1j
‘Beschluss, Ubereinkunft, Pakt’, véite ‘Versammlung (um zu beraten)’,
ORuss. véce idem, Pol. wiec, OPol. wiece idem, etc. OCS véstati -ajo
‘sprechen, verkiinden’, Russ. otvétit, otvecdt’ ‘answer’, Pol. obiecaé
‘promise’, etc. — Lith. dial. vaiteni ‘richte, bestimme’, OPruss. waitiat
‘reden, sprechen’, Av. vaéb- ‘gerichtlich feststellen’, vaéfa- f. ‘gerichtliche
Feststellung’ (Vasm:. I, 305, Traut. 339, Zal. 38).

Group 4: Iranian ~ Slavic

1.) bogs ‘God’, attested in all Slavic languages — OPers. baga- m.,
younger Avesta baya- m. idem, in older Avesta bavya- n. ‘Anteil, Los’,
especially ‘giinstiges Los, Gliick’; for a detailed discussion of this most
important Slavic-Iranian correspondence undoubtedly representing a
calque linguistique of Iranian upon Slavic, which assigned a new, special
meaning ‘God’ to the old inherited Slav. bogs ‘good fortune’, see
Trubadev, Etimologija 1965, 25-28; for other IE parallels of the semantic
development ‘alloter’ > ‘God’, cf. V. Pisani: Der Gott als ‘Verteiler’ und
armenisch astuac, in Lingue e Culture, 1969, 257-269 (Vasm. I, 181-182,
Zal. 34).

2.) *bolgs ‘good, blessed, blissful’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g.
OCS blags, ORuss. and dial. bélogo adv., Pol. blogi, etc.; a very important
term in Church Slavic religious terminology which usually renders Greek
€¥-; besides that, the derivatives *bolZiti, *bolgati, e.g. OCS blaZiti ‘selig
preisen’, S-C bldZiti ‘besanftigen’, Cz. blahati ‘lobpreisen; from the latter
Pol. blagaé, instead of a rare OPol. blogaé ‘flehen’, etc. — Usually
compared with Av. barag- ‘willkommen heissen; huldigen’ (Bartholomae
945), barag- f. ‘religioser Brauch, religiose Form, Ritus’ (ibidem 957)
whose IE etymology is uncertain. The comparison with OI Bfhas-pdti-
‘lord of prayer or devotion’, name of a deity in whom Piety and Religion
are personified’ (cf. Monier-Williams 737) is disputable; perhaps we are
dealing here with the PIE base *bheleg- ‘glanzen’ (cf. Pok. 124), but in
such a case the OI form would not belong here. Pokorny does not
mention these Aryan words in his dictionary at all, but he quotes Slav.
*bolgs under *bheleg-. If we accept that PIE *bhel-(e)g- ‘shine’, etc., as
the source of the above Slavic and Iranian (not Old Indian!) words, then
the semantic development could be imagined as follows: *bholgo- ‘shiny,
bright’ (cf. OI bhdrgas- ‘strahlender Glanz’, Latv. balgans ‘weisslich’)
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changed to ‘good’ because of the opposition to ‘dark’ > ‘bad, evil’ (the
latter semantic change is quite common); the religious meaning of the
verbs *bolZiti, *bolgati would be already derived from the secondary
meaning of the adjective ‘good’, etc., and would mean primarily ‘placate’
(a deity, supernatural power, etc.); for the latter, cf. Pol. udobrucha¢
(from dobry ‘good’) ‘coax into a good temper’, etc. In this whole semantic
development ‘shiny, bright’ > ‘good’, etc. as opposed to ‘dark’ > ‘bad,
evil’, etc. — the old dualistic “world-view”, so characteristic of Mazdeism,
seems to be expressed. (Bern. 69, Vasm. I, 188, Pok. 124, Zal. 34).

3.) brejo, briti ‘trim, shave’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. Russ.
Church Slav. briju, briti ‘scheren’, Russ. bréju, brit’, S-C brijem, brijati, Cz.
briju, briti ‘shave’, etc. — Av. brdy-, only with the prefix pairi-: 3rd plur.
pairi-brinanti ‘ringsum schneiden, be-, verschneiden’, OI bhrindnti ‘sie
versehren’; cf. also Thrac. (?) Bpuh@v ‘Barbier’. Slavic and Iranian show
semantic identity, in other IE languages the meanings of the verbs
derived from this root (*bhréi-, *bhri-) are more remote (cf. Bern. 94,
Vasm. |, 213, Pok. 166, Zal. 34).

4.) divs ‘demon’, directly attested only in ORuss. divs and Ukr. dyv, but
as the first component of the compounds divo-Zena, etc., it occurs also in
other Slavic languages (cf. Z. Golab, 1975: 151-159); its derivative divejs
‘wild’ (from the primary meaning ‘belonging to the realm of demon(s)’, cf.
Gotab l.c.) is Com. Slav. — Av. daéva-, OPers. daiva- ‘Damon, Unhold,
Teufel: a specific Iranian semantic change of the PIE *deiuo- ‘God’,
which together with baga- = Slav. bogs “revolutionized” the inherited PIE
religious terminology in Slavic (Bern. 202, Vasm. I, 512, 513, Stawski,
1979, 111, 225-226, Trubadev, ESSJa, V, 35, Zal. 34).

5.) *derZg, -isi, *derzati ‘hold’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
dreZati, Russ. derzdt’, Pol. dzierzeé¢, etc. — Av. draZaite ‘hilt, hat an sich,
mit sich; fithrt’; in other IE languages the forms derived from this base,
i.e. *dheregh-, are different (cf. Bern. 258, Vasm. I, 503, Trubadev, ESSJa,
V, 230-231, Pok. 254, Zal. 34).

6.) gojb ‘state of peace and prosperity’ (as opposed to that of war and
death), attested in ORuss. goj ‘pax, fides, amicitia’, Old S-C goj, gen. gdja
‘Friede’ (usually in the expression mir i goj), Sloven. goj, gen. géja ‘Pflege’
and OCz. hoj ‘Fiille, Uberfluss’, i.e. NCz. ‘dostatek, blahobyt’ (cf. Machek
136) — Av. gaya- m. ‘Leben, Lebenszeit, Lebensfiihrung’ and OI gdya-
‘Haus und Hof, Hauswesen’; the OlIran. meaning seems to be closer to
the Slavic than to the Olndian one; in addition, the noun, whose
archetype is PIE *géjo- ‘life’ from the verbal root *gej(H)- (traditionally
*glej(2)-), is not attested outside Slavic and Aryan (Bern. 319, Vasm. I,
427, Machek 136, Pok. 467-468, Zal. 38).

7.) kajo (se), kajati (s¢) ‘punish, make someone repent; repent
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(reflexive)’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS kajati s¢ ‘repent’,
Russ. kdjat’sja idem, Pol. kaja¢ si¢ idem, but Russ. okdjat’ ‘blame,
reproach’, S-C kdjati ‘revenge’, Sloven. kdjati ‘blame, reproach’, etc. —
Av. kay- ‘vergelten, biissen’ also ‘richen, strafen’, depending on syntactic
constructions (cf. Bartholomae 464); the verbal root *k¥ei- (according to
Pokorny 636) is known in many IE languages, but in the above case, the
forms and meanings of the respective verbs correspond exactly to each
other only in Slavic and Iranian (Bern. 469, Vasm. II, 216, Pok. 636-637,
Zal. 35).

8.) kots, kotecw ‘a kind of wooden shelter’, etc. attested, especially the
derivative, in most Slavic languages, e.g. Church Slav. kotecs ‘cella’, Russ.
koty, kotcy plur. m. ‘Fischwehr, Fischzaun, Gatterfang’, Pol. kojec, old
kociec, gen. kojca, old koé¢ca ‘Hiihnerkéfig; Abteilung im Stall’, Cz. ko,
kotec ‘Bude, Kram’, S-C dial. kot, gen. kota “ein Kleiner Stall fiir Limmer,
Zicklein, Hihner’, etc. — Av. kata- m. ‘Kammer. Vorratskammer; Keller’,
NPers. kad ‘Haus’ (Bern. 588, Vasm. II 351, Zal. 35). But it also might be
an Iranian loanword in Slavic (see Chapter 6).

9.) nebo, gen. nebese ‘sky; heaven’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g.
OCS nebo, gen. nebese ‘Himmel’, Russ. nébo, plur. nebesd (borrowed
from OCS), dial. nébo idem, Pol. niebo, plur. niebiosa idem, etc. — Av.
nabah- n. ‘Himmel’, plur. ‘Luftraum’ the semantic development of PIE
*nebhos- ‘cloud’ > ‘sky’ is characteristic of Slavic, Iranian and Hittite
(nepis = nebis?) only (Vasm. III, 53, Pok. 315, Zal. 35).

10.) *ob-aciti ‘watch, see’, a West PSI. dialectism, preserved only in
Pol. obaczy¢, baczy¢ ‘see, watch’ — Iran. *abi-axSaya-, e.g. Av. aiwyax3aya-
from PIE *obhi- ‘around’ and *0k- ‘eye’ (Trubalev, Etimologija 1965:
45-46).

11.) *pitvajg, *pitvati ‘cut with a blunt knife’, a West PSlav. dialectism,
e.g. Pol. dial. pitwa¢ ‘cut with a blunt knife’, etc. — Av. poibwa-, intensive
of *paibwa- ‘crush’ (Trubadev, Etimologija 1965, 62-63).

12.) pisg, -efii, pesati ‘write’, attested in all Slavic languages with the
same meaning, e.g. OCS pesati, piSg, -esi, Russ. pisdt’, pisu, pifes, Pol.
pisaé, pisze, -esz, etc.; Lith. piesin, piésti ‘mit Kohle Linien ziehen,
zeichnen, malen, schreiben’, OPruss. peisdi ‘sie schreiben’ (probably a
semantic borrowing from Polish) — OPers. ni-pita- ‘niedergeschrieben’,
ni-pistaniy inf. ‘schreiben’; the semantic development of the PIE *peik’-
‘paint’ > ‘write’ is restricted to Slavic, Iranian and Tokharian, but the
primary meaning is still preserved in Polish pisanki ‘painted Easter eggs’
(Vasm. III, 266, Pok. 794, Traut. 210-211, Zal. 38).

13.) radi postposition after genitive ‘because of’, attested in East and
South Slavic, e.g. OCS radi and radema: ovogo radi, Russ. rddi: &egé rddi,
S-C radi: radi ¢ega (the latter word order is innovative), etc. — OPers.
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rddiy (loc. sing. of an i-stem) idem and in the same construction: avahya
radiy = ovogo radi ‘because of this’; here both linguistic groups use the
noun *rodhi- in the same way; for the etymological connections in Slavic
and other IE languages, see the verb raditi//roditi ‘take care of’ etc. in
OCS and rdditi ‘do’ in S-C (Vasm. III, 430 under radét’, Pok. 59, Zal. 31).

14.) slovo, gen. slovese ‘word’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
slovo, gen. slovese, Russ. slévo, gen. sléva, Pol. stowo, gen. stowa, etc. —
the exact semantic correspondence found only in Av. sravah-, whereas in
other IE languages PIE *kleyos has preserved its primary meaning
‘fame’, e.g. Ol §rdvas-, Gr. k\éos, etc. (Vasm. III, 673, Pok. 606, Zal. 35).

15.) *sorms ‘shame’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. OCS srams,
Russ. sérom, OPol. srom, etc. — Av. ffarama- m. ‘Scham(gefiihl vor)’,
Pehl., NPers. $arm, Osset. &fsarm idem; Iranian correspondences are
semantically identical with Slavic, whereas Germc. forms, e.g. Olc. harmr
‘Betriibnis, Kummer, Harm, Krénkung’ are remote (Vasm. III, 724, Pok.
615, Zal. 35).

16.) steps ‘steppe’, only East Slavic, e.g. Russ. step’ f. — Iran. tap- ‘flat’,
cf. Osset. (Digor.) tapzen: PIE *(s)tep- ‘to be flat, even, low’ (Trubadev,
Etimologija 1965: 39).

17.) *ssdorvs ‘healthy’ (etymologically ‘like a good oak’), attested in all
Slavic languages, e.g. OCS sadravs, Russ. zdorévyj, Pol. zdrowy, etc. —
OPers. duruva-, Av. dr(u)va- ‘gesund, heil: the same semantic
development in Slavic and Iranian of the derivatives from PIE *deru-
‘oak’ > ‘tree’; cf. also OI su-dni-h ‘gutes Holz’ suggesting the PIE
nominal base *su-doru- for the PSl. adjective (vpddhi) (Vasm. II, 20, Pok.
214, Zal. 36).

18.) tajo, -efi, tajati ‘melt’ (intrans.), attested in most Slavic languages,
e.g. ORuss. tajati, taju, S-C tdjati, tdje (3rd sing.), Pol. tajaé, taje, etc. —
Osset. t‘ajun idem (Vasm. IV, 30, Pok. 1053, Zal. 36).

19.) tggnoti ‘pull’ and the causative toZiti ‘make pull’ > ‘make heavy’,
etc., the basic verb attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS -tggnoti in
ss-tegnoti ‘zusammenschniirren’, etc., ss-tgZiti ‘bedriicken, bedréngen’,
toZiti ‘zagen, sich &ngstigen, bedriickt sein’ (the meanings of the two latter
verbs are obviously secondary), Russ. tjanit’ ‘pull’, tuzit’ I = OCS toziti,
tuZit’ I1 = natjagivat’, Pol. ciggng¢ ‘pull’, etc. — Av. causative Banjaya-
(Gang-) ‘ziehen, Bogen spannen’, Osset. t‘yndzyn ‘ausdehnen’: Iranian
represents the closest semantic and formal correspondences of Slavic
(Vasm. 1V, 139, 115, Pok. 1067, Zal. 36).

20.) *trevajo, *trevati ‘last, endure’, only West Slavic, e.g. Pol. trwad,
trwam, etc. — Awv. taurvaya- ‘Gberwinden, bewiltigen’ (from Iran. *jva-)
and Ol tirvati ‘Uberwiltigt, besiegt’: a common PIE base in -u, i.e. *teru-,
as opposed to *er(3)-, *trd- connects here West Slavic with Iranian (for
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geographic reasons, Ol tiirvati can be omitted); in other Slavic languages,
the root trd- is used, e.g. S-C trdjati, etc. (Pok. 1074, Trubadev,
Etimologija 1965: 58-60).

21.) *volss ‘hair’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS vlass, Russ.
volos, Pol. wlos, etc. — Awv. varasa- m., n. ‘Haar der Menschen und Tiere,
meist Kopfhaar’, MPers. vars idem (Vasm. I, 342, Pok. 1139, Zal. 36).

22.) %orziti ‘augur, divine; cast spells (?)’, attested in most Slavic
languages, e.g. Russ. voroZit’, Pol. wrézyé, Sloven. vraZiti ‘do harm by
magic’, etc. — Ormuri waZ (< *warz-) ‘cast spells’, cf. Osset. warz- ‘to
love’: this correspondence is questionable because of the continuation of
two different “gutturals” in the root: PSl g = # from PIE *g(h) and
Iranian z from PIE * g’(h). In addition, the PIE source is uncertain
(perhaps *yer-g-//*uer-g’h- ‘drehen’, or *yerg™- ‘wirken, tun’, etc. (cf. Pok.
1154 and 1168, Vasm. I, 353, and Zal. 36).

23.) zols adj. ‘bad, evil’ (the moral connotation seems to be basic),
attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS zsls, -a,-0, Russ. zloj, zldja, zlée,
Pol. zly, zla, zle, etc. — Av. zitrah- n. ‘Unrecht, Trug’, OPers. ziirah idem,
NPers. zir ‘falsch; Liige’, Osset. ziil ‘crooked, wry’, @vzeer ‘bad’; there are
also correspondences in Baltic: Lith. atfilas, atZilus ‘schroff, hart,
unh{fflich, unbarmherzig, etc., jZilas ‘lastig, unverschamt, grob’
(Trautmann 372 reconstructs Balto-Slav. Zula- ‘schief; bdse’), but they
seem to be deprived of a clear moral connotation so characteristic of the
Slavic and Iranian forms (Vasm. II, 99, Pok. 489, Zal. 36).

24.) *Zelds, *Zeldica ‘freezing rain, etc’, attested in OCS Zlédica
‘gefrorener Regen’, Sloven. Zled f. ‘Glatteis’, Ukr. oZeléda ‘Regen mit
Schnee, Eis auf Baumen’, Pol. 2#6d? f. ‘Schneeregen, Glatteis’ — NPers.
Zala (< *Zalda) ‘Hagel, Reif’; there is also a correspondence in Homeric
Gr. xéhafo ‘Hagel’, but it represents another (reduced) vocalic grade
(*ghlad-), see Pok. 435 s.v. *ghelad- and Zal. 36.

25.) *Zvrg, *Zurti ‘sacrifice’, attested in OCS and ORuss. only: OCS
2org, Zroti, ORuss. Zorg, Zereti; the Baltic correspondences show an older
meaning ‘praise’, e.g. OPruss. girtwei ‘loben’, Lith. girin, girti ‘loben,
riihmen’, Latv. dzifuds, dziftiés ‘sich rithmen’ — Aw. gar-, in the present
tense only with prefixes: aibi-garante ‘preisen, lobend einstimmen’, OI
gmati, grmité ‘singt, lobt, preist, kiindigt an’, etc.; in Slavic and Aryan this
root seems to have been used especially with a religious connotation, cf.
e.g. Av. gar- f. ‘Lob, Preis; Loblied’ (Bartholomae 512-513), Osset. Digor.
argawun ‘hold a church service’, etc. (cf. V.I. Abaev, Istoriko-étimologi-
Ceskij slovar’ osetinskogo jazyka, 1 (1958), 65); in this connection the
Slavic-Aryan, and especially the Slavic-Iranian semantic correspondence,
acquires significance (Vasm. II, 63 s.v. Zrec, Pok. 478, Zal. 36).

The above presentation of the old special lexical correspondences
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between (Balto-)Slavic and (Indo-)Iranian requires additional remarks
and some general, hypothetical conclusions. First, the statistics: as we
are aware, common Balto-Slav. and Aryan correspondences are
represented by 17 words among which we cannot find any important
social or cultural term, excepting perhaps Slav. ¢etg, Cisti ‘count’ > ‘read’.
Common Slavic and Aryan correspondences amount to 24 words among
which there are already several socially and culturally important entities:
Cesto ‘honor’, gatati ‘divine’, Mara ‘demon of death’, nis¢s ‘poor’, Suje ‘left’
(also used symbolically and magically), Sursje (?) ‘wife’s brother’, tolks
‘interpreter’, *vertens, *ver(t)me¢ both of these primarily measures of
length (?). Common Balto-Slavic and Iranian correspondences are
represented by only 9 words, among which one should underline the
following socio-cultural terms: ¢ars ‘magic’, sire ‘orphan’, svets ‘holy,
sacred’, véts ‘council’. Finally, common Slavic-Iranian correspondences
amount to 25 words, among which the number of important socio-cultural
terms is impressive: bogs ‘God’, bolgs ‘good, blessed’, divs ‘demon’, goje
‘state of peace and prosperity’, kajati ‘punish’, pesati ‘write’ (?), *sorms
‘shame’, zals ‘bad, evil’, *2rti ‘sacrifice’. The sum total of the above cor-
respondences is 75 (including some questionable ones); among them
those excluding Baltic are represented by 49 words (24 Slavic-Aryan, 25
Slavic-Iranian). Against these statistics, the 26 correspondences with
Aryan (17 with Indo-Iranian, 9 with Iranian only) in which Baltic
participates (always in the company of Slavic) seem to have an obvious
significance. Of course, here we can add several special lexical corre-
spondences between Baltic and Iranian noted by Trubaéev (Etimologija
1965: 12-15), i.e. those which do not include Slavic. There are 10 such
words (counting only the convincing examples), which will bring the
number of all the Baltic-Indo-Iranian correspondences to 36 (17
Balto-Slavic ~ Indo-Iranian, 9 Balto-Slavic ~ Iranian, 10 Baltic ~
Iranian): thus we obtain the ratio 75: 36. It should also be emphasized
that among the examples of special Baltic ~ Iranian correspondences
quoted by Trubaclev, one cannot find any significant socio-cultural terms,
although among them there are such important words as Lith. mieZys
‘barley’ ~ Iran. maiz- ‘to sow seed’ (rather questionable etymology), Lith.
diona ‘bread’ ~ Iran. dana- ‘grain’ (Ol dhand- idem), Lith. sviestas
‘butter’ ~ Av. x$vid- ‘milk’. These facts would indicate that there were
some prehistorical direct contacts between Baltic and Iranian, but they
seem to have been rather limited in time and space, and basically
independent of the contacts between Slavic and Iranian. Trubadev even
suggests the region where such contacts could have taken place: the Sejm
river basin, since it is there that some (probably) Iranian and Baltic
hydronyms are found in close proximity (cf. V. N. Toporov and O. N.
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Trubaéev, 1962: 231 and maps 2 and 3).8

Trubadev’s great merit (in the quoted essay in Etimologija 1965)
undoubtedly lies in his calling our attention to those Baltic-Iranian corre-
spondences — and in general, to the possibility of direct prehistorical
contacts between Baltic and Iranian (or rather betwen the linguistic
ancestors of these two IE groups). But I cannot subscribe to his radical
critique of the most special Slavic-Iranian correspondences accepted in
traditional linguistic literature and presented above. He simply rejects
most of them, retaining only bogs, kots (interpreted as a borrowing),
obaciti, pitvati, stepw, trevati. The justification for this purge is that the
discarded words have correspondences outside of Slavic and Iranian (the
author does not say whether he means cognates in Baltic and Old Indian
only, or in other IE groups as well, and does not analyze each item
separately). From among the remaining (Balto-)Slavic ~ Indo-Iranian
correspondences he rejects: aveé, Cotg,//Cisti, gajati, gatati, *goldas, jedrs,
pésvks, Sujb, *ver(t)mg on the same basis. He even rejects such a
characteristic Slavic-Iranian correspondence as radi, trying to argue that
it is an independent PSI. innovation well substantiated by Slavic lexical
material, and by the semantic-syntactic parallel délja ‘because of’: délo,
délati, etc. 1 should confess that Trubadev’s arguments do not convince
me. So I have preserved the words which he eliminated, leaving for a
future discussion their ultimate fate (cf. Trubadev, l.c. 21-24).

So, as the facts seem to suggest, we cannot doubt the special relations
between Slavic and Indo-Iranian in prehistorical times. It is difficult to
tell what was the concrete socio-cultural background of these relations,
since the only cue we have is the semantics of the words in question. Let
us again take a look at their semantics, trying to arrange the words in
question into respective semantic groups.

A. Religion and magic

1. boge 4. dive 7. nebo 10.*vorziti
2. *bolgs 5. gatati 8. svets 11. *2orti
3. &ars 6. Mara 9. Sujo
B. Morality, law, social relations and functions
1. Costo 6. siro
2. gojv 7. *sorm»
3. kajati s¢ 8. Surejp (?)
4. niscey 9. véts

5.sans (?) 10. zol»
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C. Health, parts of the body, some organic features and functions

1. *barzs 8. *pazduxa
2. *golds 9. *persi

3. xuds 10. rite

4. ¥jedrs 11. *sadorve
S. *ksrns 12. trevati
6. kySeka 13. *Zuldéti

7. paza/lpaxa

As we can see, there are thirty-four words belonging to three
important semantic spheres; they represent 45% of all Slavic ~
(Indo-)Iranian correspondences. Such a ratio proves that there were
undoubtedly close social and cultural ties between the linguistic ancestors
of the Slavs and those of the Aryans or Iranians. Whether these ties
could be interpreted as a federation or alliance between the respective
tribes is open to discussion. In any case, the semantic character of Slavic
~ (Indo-)Iranian lexical correspondences is striking, and more indicative
of the cultural prehistory of the Slavs within the IE peoples than the later
(younger?) correspondences between (Balto-)Slavic and Germanic (see
below).

Now, as far as the number of kentum elements on the one hand, and
that of common Slavic ~ (Indo-)Iranian on the other is concerned, they
seem not to be far apart (59 or (45): 75 including Baltic, but 49 excluding
it). But we should remember Moszynski’s opinion quoted above: the
number of Slavic-Iranian correspondences which is so high being based
on our present knowledge of the Iranian vocabulary would undoubtedly
increase if we knew this vocabulary better. The ratio between kentum
elements and Slavic ~ (Indo-)Iranian correspondences (59/47: 75/49)
seems to reflect very well the geographic position of the IE dialect from
which subsequently Balto-Slavic and later on Proto-Slavic developed,
namely: that IE dialect occupied a rather central position near the old
isogloss which split the primary IE territory into the satem East and the
kentum West, and in this connection at the very beginning of its existence,
the dialect under discussion absorbed some kentum elements.

Having reviewed the prehistorical ties (correspondences) between
Slavic and (Indo-)Iranian vocabularies, which seem to prove the deep
“rootedness” of Slavic in the eastern, satem subgroup of the old IE
dialects, let us now turn westward, to the IE North-West. This dialectal
zone was established by A. Meillet (1908) on the basis of some old lexical
correspondences connecting Italic, Celtic, Germanic, Baltic, and Slavic —
but not found in Indo-Iranian, Armenian, or Greek. It is worth
mentioning that this North-West IE lexical area recently has been
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supported by the Italic ~ Celtic ~ Germanic ~ Balto-Slavic core of PIE
tree names (cf. P. Friedrich, 1971).

What follows is a list of such words attested in Slavic. In order to
indicate their western character, I shall limit myself to quoting only the
Latin or Celtic correspondences of these words — simply repeating
Meillet’s material, which the author has grouped into several semantic
categories.

Agricultural terms

1. OCS séti ~ Lat. serere (sévi) ‘sow’

2. OCS séme¢ ~ Lat. sémen ‘seed’

3. OCS zreno (*zerno) ~ Lat. granum ‘grain’

4. OCS braseno (*borseno) ~ Lat. far (farris), farina, Umbr.
farsio, ‘cereal-derived food’

5. OCS léxa ~ Lat. lira ‘furrow’

6. OCS ablvko ~ malifera Abella (a city name in Campania)
‘apple’

7. OCS prase (*porsg) ~ Lat. porcus ‘pig’

8. OCS bobs ~ Lat. faba ‘bean’

9. OCS maxs ~ Lat. muscus ‘moss’

10. OCS bodg ~ Lat. fodio ‘dig’ (in Slav. ‘pierce’)

11. OCS ovess (cf. Russ. ovés) ~ Lat. avéna ‘oats’

12. To these agricultural terms listed by Meillet we can add
PSL. *polsa ‘strip of arable land’ as attested, e.g. by Russ.
polosd, Church Slav. plasa, S-C (Cakavian) plasd and Pol.
plosa; it has an exact correspondence in MLG falge, OE fealg
= NE fallow etc., i.e. PGermc. *falgs, and in Gallic olca
‘Pflugland’ (from which French ouche ‘gutes Ackerland’): all
these words presuppose NW Indo-European *polka//polk’a
belonging to the same stratum as Meillet’s examples above.
The lack of correspondence in Lithuanian is characteristic
(Vasmer II1, 315 and Pokorny 850 and 807).

Names of birds and insects

13. OCS drozds (*trozds) ~ Lat. turdus ‘thrush’

14. OCS osa ~ Lat. vespa ‘wasp’

15. OCS srvSens (*svrSenv) ~ Lat. crabro (*k’rHsron- Pok.
576) ‘hornet’

16. OCS gnézdo ~ Lat. nidus (*nizdo-) ‘nest’

Names of trees

17. OCS jelaxa (but Pol. olcha) ~ Lat. alnus ‘alder’
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18. Com. Slav. *ilems/*ilema, e.g. Russ. ilem, gen. il’ma, etc.
(Vasm. II 126, Bern. 424) ~ Lat. ulmus ‘elm’
19. OCS iva ‘kind of willow’ ~ Ir. eo ‘yew’

Technical terms

20. OCS kujo ‘forge’ and its derivative kyjs ‘hammer’ ~ Lat.
cudo ‘pound’, inciis, gen. inciidis ‘anvil’

21. OCS sekg ‘cut’ and its old derivative sekyra ‘axe’ ~ Lat.
secd, seciiris idem

22. OCS pletg ~ Lat. plecto ‘plait, braid’

23. OCS stits (*$¢its) ~ Lat. sciatum (*scoitom) ‘shield’

Words for social relations

24. OCS gostv ‘guest’ ~ Lat. hostis ‘stranger, enemy’ (we
should also include here Slav. gospods and Lat. hospes, gen.
hospitis from IE *ghost(i)-pot(i)s ? ‘host’)

25. OCS dlvgs ~ Olr. dliged ‘debt’ (cf. Stang, 1972: 69)

26. OCS viadg (*voldg) ‘rule’ ~ Lat. valeo ‘be strong’

Miscellaneous

27. OCS brada (*borda) ~ Lat. barba ‘beard’

28. OCS gladsks ~ Lat. glaber ‘polished, smooth’ (Eng. glad
belongs here; cf. kentum elements above)

29. OCS golote, Zlédica (*Zeldica) ~ Lat. gelu and glaciés ‘ice’
(but see *Zelde among Slavic-Iranian correspondences
above): this correspondence is illusory and should be
eliminated (see Pok. 365-366 s.v. gel(3)- ‘kalt, frieren’).

30. OCS truds ‘Miihe, Anstrengung’ ~ Lat. trudo ‘push’

31. OCS sévers ‘north’ ~ Lat. caurus (*k’é¢/ouero-, Pok. 597)
‘north wind’ -

32. OCS véra ‘faith’ ~ Lat. vérus ‘true’

33. OCS manogs ‘numerous’ ~ Ir. menicc ‘abundant’

34. OCS morje ~ Lat. mare (plur. maria) ‘sea’ (Eng. moor
belongs here).

(The actual number is 35 since we eliminate golots, etc. but count
separately sekyra and gospodb.)

To the above list compiled by Meillet we can now add the following
words proposed by J. Safarewicz (1967, actually in 1964), and Trubacev
(1966). I am quoting only certain examples, having rejected typical cases
of Wurzeletymologie and controversial cases. J. Safarewicz concentrates
on verbs common to Slavic and Italic (Latin), which in most instances also
include Baltic and Germanic correspondences. These verbs are not
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always attested in all the languages under consideration, but they can be
easily retrieved by a correct etymological analysis of the nouns and
adjectives derived from them.

1. OCS img, jeti (*jomg, etc.) ‘take’ ~ Lat. emo, emere ‘buy’, but the
primary meaning ‘take’ is still preserved in the compounds: ad-imere
‘take away’, ex-imere ‘take out’ (Safar. 268).

2. OCS slaby ‘weak’ ~ Lat. labor, labi, etc. ‘glide, slide, fall down’
(Safar. 268).

3. ORuss. skoble m. ‘scraper’ ~ Lat. scabere ‘scratch’, cf. also Trub.,
1966: 156 (Safar. 269).

4. OCS po-vrezg, -vrésti, (*-verzg, *-versti) ‘tie up’ ~ Lat. urgére ‘push,
press, drive’, Stang, 1962: 63 doubts this because of semantic
discrepancies (Safar. 269).

5. OCS steljo, stolati ‘spread’ ~ Lat. latus ‘wide’, arch. stlatta (sic!) <
*stlata ‘genus navigii latum magis quam altum a latitudine sic appellatum’
(Safar. 269).

6. -OCS na-cCeng, -Ceti ‘begin’ ~ Lat. recéns, gen. recentis ‘newly
coming, fresh’, an old nomen agentis re-cen-t-s; no correspondences in
Baltic and Germanic; but see Ol kanin- jung’, Av. kaine, kaini-, kainin-
‘Médchen’, Gr. kowvés ‘neu, unerhort’, Pok. 563 s.v. ken- 3. (Safar. 269).

7. Pol. trgci¢ ‘knock, jostle’, Rus. trutit ‘strangle, knock’, etc. (cf. Vasm.
IV, 111) ~ Lat. truncus subst. ‘the stem or trunk of a tree’, as an adj.
‘maimed, mutilated, cut short’; as the Lith. correspondences indicate,
namely: trenkin, trefikti ‘hit with a resounding blow’, iterat. trankai,
trankyti, the Slav. verb is derived from *tronkto- = trgte (cf. OCS trots
‘Wache, Schar’, ORuss. fruts ‘multitude’ with obviously secondary
meanings), Safar. 269.

Trubadev has analyzed the old handicraft terminology in Slavic, i.e.
terms referring to weaving, carpentry, pottery and smithery, against the
IE background and has arrived at some very important conclusions.
Before I quote these conclusions, I shall list all the words for which
membership in the so-called North-Western vocabulary has been
convincingly demonstrated in his book.

1.) *brove (< *brews), e.g. Cz. biev, gen. bivi ‘gang plank, footbridge’ but
ORuss. bervs ‘fence’, etc., and the derivative breveno, e.g. OCS brsveno
‘Balken’, Pol. bierwiono idem, etc. (cf. Vasm. I, 209 s.v. brevné) ~ Germc.
*bruwjo ‘bridge’, e.g. Olc. brii, OE. bruggia, OHG. brucka, etc., Gaul. briva
(*bhréyad). In spite of some difficulties in the reconstruction of the PSL
form, we seem to have here an old technical term with the basic meaning
‘beam’, and a secondary meaning ‘footbridge’ (cf. Pok. 173), Trub. 159.

2.) *dely//dbly, gen. *delsve//dblsve, attested only in Russ. Church Slav.
delva//delvy//dbly//dply, gen. dblve ‘kind of barrel’, etc., and in Bulg. délva
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‘big earthen jug’ ~ Lat. dolium ‘large earthen vessel’, OE tala ‘pot’;
according to Trubalev (see his long discussion l.c. 241-251) ultimately
from PIE *del(3)-, i.e. *del(H)-, whose primary meaning ‘spalten, snitzen,
kunstvoll behauen’ (cf. Pok. 194) developed into ‘plait, wreath’ from
which a further specialization occurred in the terminology of pottery
(Trub. 241-243).

3.) *gorns, e.g. in its primary meaning ‘kiln’ used in all East Slav.
languages (Russ. gorn, etc.) ~ Lat. furnus ‘baking oven’ (in other IE
languages the primary meaning ‘glow, fire’ is preserved, e.g. Olc. gorn
‘fire’, etc.); Trub. 195.

4.) *gornidlo, e.g. Russ. Church Slav. garnilo, Russ. gomilo ‘furnace’ ~
Vulg. Lat. *furniculum, reconstructed on the basis of Ital. fornello ‘oven,
kiln,” Span. hornillo idem, French fourneau idem, etc.; ultimately dial. IE
*g¥hynitlo- (Trub. 195).

5.) *gornsce, a derivative of *gerns, e.g. Pol. garniec, Cz. hrnec, etc.
‘pot’; cf. also the derivative of the latter *garnscar’s ~ Lat. fornix, gen.
fornicis ‘arch, vault’; the primary meaning ‘vault of pots’ in connection
with a primitive kiln technique; ultimately dial. IE *gh¥nik(o)- ? (for
details see Trub. 197-199).

6.) *gornscar’s, derived from *gernascs, e.g. ORuss. gamucars, Russ.
gonddr, Pol. gamcarz, Cz. hrnciF, S-C dial. gréar, etc. ‘potterer’ ~ Lat.
fornicarius, derived from fornix, whose medieval meaning ‘debauchee’ is
secondary, influenced by fornix ‘vault’ > ‘cave of debauchery’, etc. (for
details see Trub. 200).

7.) kladivo ‘small hammer’, e.g. Cz. kladivo, Sloven. klddivo, S-C (Kajk.)
kladivo, only Czech-Slovak-Slovene ~ Lat. gladium ‘short sword’ <
*kladiyom (for *kl- = gl- cf. clousia = gloria), both from dial. IE *klddiyo-
related to Slav. *kolda, Lat. clades (the latter from PIE *kel(2)-, *kla(d)-
‘schlagen, hauen’ according to Pok. 545), Trub. 361-365.

8.) kostra//*kostrs, e.g. Russ. kostrd ‘rough bark used for spinning’ and
kostér ‘pile of firewood’, with many derivatives in other Slav. languages ~
Lat. castrum (usually in the plural castra ‘military camp’) whose primary
meaning seems to have been not ‘dugout’ (i.e. shelter), etc. as Trubadev
speculates (starting wrongly from PIE *kes- ‘kratzen, kimmen’, cf. Pok.
585), but since both words (Slav. and Lat.) are obviously derived from
PIE *K’es- ‘schneiden’ (cf. Pok. 586) castrum would mean primarily
‘abgeschnittenes Stiick Land’; for a similar semantic development see
East Slav. sé¢, namely Russ. se¢’ f., Ukr. si¢ f. ‘fortified camp of ZaporoZ’e
Cossacks’, also as Ukr. place name Si¢, from sékg, *sékti ‘cut’ (cf. Vasm.
III, 615): therefore dial. IE *kostro- (notice kentum form in Slavic!) could
originally mean ‘result of cutting’, etc.; no correspondences in Baltic and
Germanic (Trub. 83-85).
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9.) kose//kosel’s (not *kosls as reconstructed by Trubadev), e.g. Russ.
ko3, koSél’, gen. koseljd, etc.: kosv is known in all Slav. languages, the
forms with -(e)l- limited ~ Lat. qualus (< *quas-lo-, cf. dimin. quasillus)
idem; no correspondences in Baltic and Germanic (Trub. 163-164).

10.) *molts, e.g. OCS miats ‘hammer’, Russ. mélot, Pol. miot idem,
etc.; the primary meaning ‘flail’, as an old derivative of this noun, *moltiti
‘thresh’, indicates ~ Lat. malleus ‘hammer, mallet’, especially ‘the axe
used for slaying animals offered as a sacrifice’, marculus ‘hammer’: the
former from *mal-to-(?), the latter from *mal-tlo-; both the Slav. and Lat.
words represent a dial. IE derivative of *(s)mel(5)- ‘zermalmen, schlagen,
mahlen’ (cf. Pok. 716); no correspondences in Baltic and Germanic
(Trub. 357-360).

11.) paze and its derivative paZs, e.g.: Russ. paz ‘groove’, Pol. paz,
Sloven. paz idem, besides Sloven. paZ m. ‘wooden wall’, etc. ~ Lat.
com-pages f. ‘joint’ and many correspondences in Germanic, e.g. OHG
fuoga, NHG Fuge, etc.: all from PIE *pag’-//*pang’- ‘festmachen’, cf. Lat.
pango, etc. (Pok. 787-8); the special technical meaning connected with
carpentry seems to be characteristic of North West IE vocabulary (Trub.
158).

12.) sé¢ivo, e.g. ORuss. ‘tool for cutting or chopping’ (Vasm. III, 615
‘topor’, i.e. ‘hatchet’) known in South Slavic, e.g. S-C sjé¢ivo ‘hammer’
(sic!), etc. unknown in West Slavic ~ Lat. secivum fibum est, quod
secespita secatur”; in view of the productivity in Latin and Slavic of the
suffix -i4o-, and in connection with the whole set of parallel derivatives of
*sek- (sékg ~ seco, sekyra ~ securis, sé¢ivo ~ secivum) the above corre-
spondence between Slavic and Latin is significant; no correspondences of
this noun are found in Baltic and Germanic (Trub. 151).

13.) *stative, primarily an adjective, secondarily substantivized, e.g. Pol.
staciwa n. plur. ‘frame of a loom’, Ukr. statyva idem, S-C dial. stative f.
plur. ‘loom’, etc. ~ Lat. stativus adj. ‘standing (still)’, stativa n. plur.
‘permanent camp’; no correspondences in Baltic and Germanic (Trub.
123).

14.) tesld//tesl6, e.g. Russ. tesld, teslé ‘carpenter’s adze’, known in all
Slavic languages ~ Lat. télum ‘missile, dart, javelin’, etc., OHG dehsala
‘Queraxt’, Olc. pexla f. idem, OIr. tal (<*tokslo-) ‘axe’; we are dealing
here with a dial. North West IE *tekslo/a-//*tek’slo/a- ‘carpenter’s axe’ (cf.
Pok. 1058 s.v. tek’p-), Trub. 152.

The above lexical correspondences between Proto-Slavic and the
North-Western IE languages (Italic, Celtic, Germanic), and particularly
those between Proto-Slavic and Italic have recently been corroborated
and supplemented by the very illuminating research of V. V. Martynov
(1978).  Since Martynov’s methodology represents a significant
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improvement and the results of his research are an important
contribution to the problem of the ethnolinguistic prehistory of the Slavs
(i.e. their ethnogenesis), I consider it worthwhile to quote some of his
statements, and to present his list of examples. However, this does not
mean that I subscribe to the tenor of his extralinguistic, i.e., prehistorical,
conclusions.

But first let us start with Martynov’s working hypothesis and
methodology:

So we consider Slavic-Italic linguistic relations in the
context of Slavic glottogenesis, which is presented in the
following way. As a result of the invasion by the Italic
peoples into the western area of the “Proto-Baltic” (i.e.
Balto-Slavic, Z.G.) linguistic massive about 1200 B.C., with
the appearance of (the so-called) Lusatian culture in this
region, the Proto-Slavic language began to crystallize as a
separate entity. One should separate its formative process
into two periods: before the beginning of Slavic-Iranian
lexical relations, and after. When we speak of the
prehistorical Slavic-Iranian linguistic relations, we have in
mind the invasion by the Scythians in the fifth century B.C.
into the region where Proto-Slavic was being formed.
Consequently, the first period of this formation of
Proto-Slavic encompasses approximately the time from 1200
to 500 B.C. In the second period of the formation of
Proto-Slavic (i.e. after 500 B.C.), Slavic-Germanic linguistic
contacts began. (Martynov, l.c. 8)

It is obvious that the whole hypothesis concerning the prehistorical
formation of Proto-Slavic has been borrowed from T. Lehr-Sptawiriski
(1946), as Martynov clearly acknowledges himself. Doubtless from the
standpoint adopted in this book, we see a clear case of circulus vitiosus.
Linguistically we are unable to decide whether there was any invasion of
the Italic peoples (perhaps a better term would be Pre-Italic peoples) into
the early Proto-Slavic (or rather Pre-Slavic) linguistic territory, or
whether the linguistic contacts in question were the result of the close
proximity of the two ethno-linguistic groups. What ultimately matters is
that the methodology of the author has proven successful. In essence,
this method can be boiled down to the following statement by the author
himself:

If it is true that the glottogenesis of the Slavs was
determined by the Italic migration into the Western
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Balto-Slavic area, then consequently we should expect the
appearance of Balto-Italic synonymous pairs in the PSI.
vocabulary, similarly (analogically), as there exist in English
pairs of synonyms of Anglo-Saxon and Old French origin. In
these cases when one of the synonyms does not oust the
other, a kind of semantic correlation is established between
them of the type of English sheep (Anglo-Sax. scéap) ...
mutton (OFrench mouton) ... (... sheepskin but mutton chop
)

A close scrutiny of PSl. vocabulary should reveal Baltic
and Italic ingredients between which a similar semantic
correlation exists. A Slavic synonymous pair is considered to
be a maximally satisfactory criterion for Baltic and Italic
ingredients if one of its components has obligatorily Baltic
and, possibly, other IE parallels (correspondences, Z. G.),
and the other — only an exact Italic parallel (correspon-
dence, Z. G.) (Martynov, l.c. 9)

Now, operating with the above “working hypothesis” and method,
Martynov was able to identify the following synonymous pairs in the PSI.
vocabulary whose first components represent old common Balto-Slav.
elements, whereas the second components stem from Italic. From among
his thirty-two examples, I will quote only the twenty-one that he considers
maximally certain:

1.) *berns ~ *déts ‘child’, the former attested indirectly, e.g. in S-C
bréna ‘pregnant’, zabrénjiti ‘become pregnant’ (referring to ewes), has an
exact correspondence in Lith. bérnas ‘Jingling, Knecht’, etc. (but there is
also Goth. barn n. ‘Kind’!), the latter commonly attested in all Slavic
languages in the secondary forms *déte (e.g. Pol. dziecig, Russ. ditjd, S-C
déte, etc.) can, however, be reconstructed on the basis of such collective
forms as Russ. detva, Pol. dziatwa, etc. as a primary u-stem which corre-
sponds exactly to Lat. fétus, gen. -iis ‘bearing, bringing forth; offspring,
brood’ (Martynov, l.c. 12).

2.) bsrna ~ *rydlo ‘snout’, the former attested only in South Slavic and
Slovak, e.g. Bulg. barna ‘lip’, etc., has an exact correspondence in Lith.
burna ‘lip’, etc., the latter attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. Russ.
rylo, S-C rilo, ULus. rydfo, according to Martynov is, against the accepted
etymology, not a derivative of ryti ‘dig’ + the suffix -dlo, but has a corre-
spondence in Lat. rostrum ‘snout, pig’s snout’ (*réd-tro-m < rodere
‘gnaw’):  Italic *rod-tro-m was borrowed by the early Proto-Slavs as
*rizdlo, i.e. later rydlo, with replacement of the West IE suffix -tro- by the
PSI. -dlo and of Italic long closed o by early PSI. 4, i.e. historical y. (For
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details, see Martynov, l.c. 11-12, where, however, there is some confusion
concerning the suffix.)

3.) desns ~ pravs ‘right’, the former, attested in OCS and in all South
Slavic languages, has exact correspondences in Lith. désinas, Ol ddksina-
and Olran. dasina-, the latter, known in all Slavic languages, (in the south
with the meaning ‘straight’), has an exact correspondence in Lat. pravus
‘crooked; perverse, wrong’, whose negative meaning in Latin is a result of
the influence of the “inverse” semantic system of the augurs, in which the
primary Italic pair *prayos ‘right, straight, etc.”: *laiyos ‘left, crooked,
etc.” acquired the opposite meanings. According to Martynov, the
primary, i.e. early PSl, pair desns : krive confronted the new Italic pair
*prayos : *laiyos (pravs : lévs), which entailed subsequent lexical changes
in Slavic (for details, see Martynov, l.c. 15-16). But in the whole process
of semantic changes of that microsystem, no mention is made of PSI. suj»
‘left’, which as we know has old connections with Indo-Iranian.1?

4.) gosb ~ gosers ‘goose’, the former attested directly or indirectly in all
Slavic languages, e.g. Pol. ges f., Russ. gus’, etc., is an old kentum element
in Slavic (cf. Lith. Zgsis), otherwise known in appropriate forms in most of
the old IE languages, the latter, attested in Pol. ggsior, Cz. houser, Sloven.
gosér, Bulg. géser ‘gander’, has an exact correspondence in Lat. (h)anser
‘goose’ (PIE *g’hansero-) and represents an Italic element in Early
Proto-Slavic. It is possible that Italic *ghansero- entering into a regular
semantic correlation with the inherited Balto-Slavic *2ansi- (note the
vestige of this noun in the Ukr. goose-call dzus’, dzus’) caused the
generalization of the kentum word-initial g- in PSL. gose (for details, see
Martynov, L.c. 17-18).

5.) gonati//goniti ~ pasti ‘make graze’, the former attested in all Slavic
languages, e.g. OCS ganati, Zeng, -esi and its iterative goniti, etc. ‘drive,’
represents an inherited PIE verb and has exact correspondences in Baltic,
e.g. Lith. giAiti ‘drive’, but the iterative ganyti ‘make graze’, the latter,
attested also in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS pasti, pasg, -esi ‘make
graze’, etc., has an exact correspondence in Lat. pdsco, -ere. Martynov,
on the basis of some vestiges of the pastoral meaning of goniti in Slavic
assumes that it was ousted later by the Italic pdsco. In this connection, he
interprets Slav. pastyr’s (as in OCS) ‘shepherd’ as an old Italic element
exactly corresponding to Lat. pastor (Martynov, l.c. 18-9).

6.) *gerdlica ~ golpbs ‘pigeon’, the former attested in most Slavic
languages, e.g. OCS gralica, Russ. gérlica, Pol. gardlica, etc. ‘columba
turtur’, has an obvious etymology (a derivative of *gsrdlo ‘throat’ or
perhaps ‘goiter’ as the Lith. correspondence gurklys indicates), the latter,
known in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS golpbs, Russ. gélub’, Pol. goigb,
gen. golebia, etc., ‘pigeon’ has the only correspondence in Lat. columbus,
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columba, which as a word formation is well rooted in that language (see
palumbus, palumba, palumbis, palumbés ‘wild pigeon’). In this
connection, golpbs is most probably an old Italic element in Slavic
(Martynov, l.c. 19).

1.) *gordlo ~ glvts ‘throat’, the former attested in all Slavic languages,
e.g. OCS grslo, Russ. gorlo, Pol. gardlo, etc. ‘throat’, is an old derivative
from Zerg, *Zerti ‘swallow’ > ‘devour’ and has an obvious correspondence
in Baltic, e.g. Lith. gurklys ‘goiter’, gurklé f. ‘throat’, etc.; the latter,
attested e.g. in S-C gt ‘throat,” Sloven. golt idem, Bulg. géltsk//glitka,
Russ. glot, glot6k, Cz. hit, Slovak hit ‘gulp’, has an almost exact correspon-
dence in Lat. glitus 1. ‘throat’ (?), 2. ‘gulp’ (the only difference is in the
quantity of the root-vowel: Slavic is short < *i, Latin long, but the
primary shortness can be reconstructed for Italic). In Slavic and Latin
there are also corresponding verbs derived from the above noun: PSI.
glotati, glatiti, poglstiti (e.g. OCS poglutati, -ajo ‘swallow up’, ORuss.
glotati, S-C gutati, etc. ~ Lat. gliitio, -ire idem), Martynov, l.c. 20.

8.) jara ~ léto ‘favorable season, time of crops, late spring, summer’,
the former also found in the variant jare and others attested in most
Slavic languages, e.g. Russ. Church Slav. jara and Bulg, jara ‘spring’, S-C
jdra ‘summer heat’, Ukr. jar’ ‘spring’, OCz. jé¥ idem, etc., has correspon-
dences in Lith. jore ‘spring greenery’!! and in many other IE languages,
e.g. Olran. yars ‘year’, Gr. dpa ‘time, season, spring, season of crops’,
Goth. jer ‘year’, etc.; the latter is known in all Slavic languages with the
meaning ‘summer’, and has an exact correspondence only in Lat. laetus
adj. ‘abundant’ (referring to crops), ‘favorable’ (referring to natural
phenomena), ‘beautiful’; see also laetitia ‘abundance of crops’ (these
meanings quoted by Martynov seem to be archaic in Classical Latin). In
this connection, Martynov interprets PSL. */éto verme ‘favorable season,
season of crops’. This attractive etymology, however, represents some
difficulties: léto shows the primary acute (see S-C ljéto, Cz. léto, Russ.
immobile stress léto), which in the case of its provenience from Italic
*laitos is inexplicable (see Pok. 652). In my opinion, léfo comes rather
from PIE *loi-to-m ‘profit (from the land)’ > ‘harvest’ > ‘time of harvest’,
etc., for which see Olc. lod f., n. ‘Ertrag des Bodens’, lid n., OF lad n.
‘Grundbesitz’, etc. (Pok. 665 s.v. lé(i)- ‘gewihren, Besitz’, medium
‘erwerben, gewinnen’); Martynov, l.c. 21-22.

9.) ¥jars ~ agns ‘lamb’, the former is reconstructed for Proto-Slavic
from such words as Russ. jarka, Pol. jarka, Sloven. jarka ‘young ewe’, etc.
and seems to have an exact correspondence in Lith. jéras ‘lamb’, Latv. jérs
idem (although Baltic obviously represents PIE *éro- ‘lamb’, see Traut. 70
and Pok. 326, whereas Slavic shows a contamination between *éro- and
*jora ‘spring, summer’ treated above); the latter, reconstructed from such
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words as OCS agnscs, Bulg. agnec, S-C jdgnjac, Cz. jehnec, etc. ‘lamb’, has
a transparent correspondence in Lat. agnus and Gr. &pvés (*&Bvos)
‘lamb’. It seems that the Italic word ousted the inherited Balto-Slav.
*jars, restricting it to secondary uses (for details, see Martynov, l.c. 22 and
Berneker 446-447).

10.) komons ~ kobyla ‘horse’, the former attested e.g. in ORuss.
komons, Cz. komori, and indirectly in OPol. komonika and North Slavic
komonica, is ingeniously interpreted by Martynov as representing a
condensation of Balto-Slav. *kamanas asvas ‘bridled horse’ (cf. Lith.
kdamanos ‘bridle’, kamanoti, kamanioti ‘to bridle’ and asva ‘mare’); the
latter, known in all Slavic languages in the meaning ‘mare,” according to
Martynov, comes from Italic kabo (cf. Lat. cabo, gen. -onis ‘horse’)
extended by the suffix -la in Proto-Slavic (Italic long closed o is treated in
early Proto-Slavic as & =y, cf. pastor > pastyr’s, etc.); Martynov, l.c. 24.

The above treatment of cabo by Martynov as an old Italic word is
mistaken. Ernout and Meillet (1939 edition) have cabo, -6nis m. ‘cheval
hongre’ (sic!) and clearly indicate that it is a glossary word, most probably
a contamination of caballus and capd//capus ‘capon’. But caballus itself is
of unknown foreign origin in Latin and in Greek (Hesychius: kaB&AAns’
¢pyéms imrmos). There is even a hypothesis that the ultimate source of
caballus may have been an ethnicon referring to some East European
people known for their skill in horse breeding and especially horse
gelding (see Fr. cheval hongre, i.e. literally ‘Hungarian horse’ and Pol.
watach ‘gelded horse’, literally ‘Walachian’, etc.). Whether Slav. kobyla is
somehow connected with caballus remains doubtful. So the above
Slavic-Italic correspondence does not have sufficient historical
justification, and should be removed from the list (but cf. p. 168).

11.) kots ~ ggals ‘nook, corner’, the former, attested in its respective
forms in all Slavic languages, e.g. Pol. kgt, gen. kqta, Russ. kut, gen. kutd,
etc., is, perhaps, genetically connected with OPruss. pokiinst ‘cover,
protect’'?; the latter, also attested in its respective forms in all Slavic
languages, e.g. OCS ¢gals, Pol. wegiet, gen. wegla, Russ. iigol, gen. ugld,
etc., has the closest correspondence in Lat. angulus, and is most probably
an Italic element in Proto-Slavic (Martynov, l.c. 25-26).

12.) *kslks ~ bedro ‘hip’, the former, attested in South Slavic, e.g.
Bulg. kslk, S-C kiik, Sloven. kolk ‘hip,” has correspondences in Baltic, e.g.
Lith. kalsé (*kulkse), kulsis (*kulksis), but according to Trautmann 145
from PIE *klk//*klk*-; the latter, known in all Slavic languages, has a close
correspondence in Lat. femen, femur, gen. feminis, femoris ‘hip’, and
supposes a transformation of the primary Italic heteroclitic stem in n/r
(*bhed-men/er-) in early Proto-Slavic (cf. e.g. Berneker 47-48, Martynov,
l.c. 26-27).
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13.) kyjp ~ *molte ‘hammer’, the former, attested in all Slavic
languages, usually with the meaning ‘stick, club’, although the meaning
‘hammer’ is known in Russian, Bulgarian and Slovenian, has an exact cor-
respondence in Baltic, e.g. Lith. kigjis ‘hammer’, which allows the
reconstruction of the latter meaning as primary Balto-Slavic; the latter
(i-e. *molts), which has been discussed on page 115 of this chapter, has a
correspondence in Lat. malleus (*malteus), and represents an Italic
element (according to Martynov) in early Proto-Slavic (cf. Martynov, l.c.
28).

14.) mésgco ~ luna ‘moon’, the former, attested in all Slavic languages,
e.g OCS mésgcv, Russ. mésjac, Pol. miesigc, etc., ultimately represents the
PIE name of this celestial body, see Lith. ménuo, gen. ménesio, ménesies,
Gr. p1v, Lat. ménsis, Ol mas, etc.; the latter (luna) known in most Slavic
languages, e.g. OCS luna, Russ. lund, Pol. funa, etc. also in the meaning
‘light, reflection of light in the sky’, although the meaning ‘moon’ is well
attested in OCS, Russ., Bulg, S-C, OCz. and OPol., has its exact corre-
spondence in Lat. liina ‘moon’ and undoubtedly represents an Italic
element in early Proto-Slavic (*louksnd = luna), Martynov, Lc. 30. (The
regular PSI. form from PIE *Jouksnd would be *luxna, cf. daxnoti from
*dhusnou-tei, since the noun was known in Baltic, cf. OPruss. lauxnos
plur. ‘stars’ (cf. Traut. 152), but the lack of ks = x, etc. seems to be
additional evidence of the Italic origin of this word in Proto-Slavic).

15.) moka ~ *borseno ‘flour’, the former, attested in most Slavic
languages, e.g. OCS moka, Russ. mukd, Pol. mgka, etc., has very close
correspondences in Baltic, e.g. Lith. minklé ‘dough’ (from minkyti ‘knead’
which also underlies PSI. mgka, i.e. *monk-a), and in other IE languages,
but not in Italic; the latter, known in South and East Slavic (but also in
Lusatian), e.g. OCS brassno ‘food’, Russ. bérosno ‘rye flour’, etc. has an
obvious correspondence in Lat. farina (< *farsina) ‘flour’, and is an Italic
element in Proto-Slavic, which in a characteristic way has competed with
its older synonym moka (for details, see Martynov, l.c. 31-32).

16.) *persts ~ *palecy ‘finger’, the former, attested in most Slavic
languages, e.g. OCS prusts “finger’, Russ. perst, Cz. prst, has exact corre-
spondences in Baltic, e.g. Lith. pifitas ‘finger’, and seems to be an old
Balto-Slav. innovation; the latter, known in all Slavic languages, e.g. Russ.
pdlec, Pol. palec, S-C pdlac, etc., with the more specialized meaning
‘thumb’ in Czech, Slovak and South Slavic, which should be reconstructed
as the primary PSI. meaning of this word, has an exact correspondence in
Lat. pollex, gen. pollicis (*polik-), and is an old Italic element in early
Proto-Slavic (Martynov, l.c. 34-35).

17.) soxa ~ *vidla ‘pitchfork’, the former with the primary meaning
‘type of pitchfork’ attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS soxa, although
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in North Slavic it occurs as well with the meaning ‘primitive wooden
plough’, has old correspondences in Baltic, e.g. Lith. Saka ‘forked
branch’, $aké ‘pitchfork’, and other IE languages, e.g. Goth. hoha
‘plough’, OI $akha ‘branch’; the latter known in its respective forms,
frequently in the plural, in all Slavic languages, e.g. ORuss. vila, plur.,
Russ. vily, Pol. widly, S-Cvile, etc., should be reconstructed as plurale
tantum *i-dla ‘hooks’ and related through Italic *yidla (*uei-dhla) to Lat.
fibula ‘buckle, clasp’, especially ‘an iron clasp fastening beams together’
(Martynov, l.c. 35).

18.) stare ~ mators ‘old, mature’, the former, attested in all Slavic
languages, has an obvious correspondence in Lith. stéras ‘thick, big,
strong’ and Germanic, e.g. Olc. storr ‘big, strong’, etc., which would
indicate the primary meaning in Proto-Slavic ‘big, strong’; the latter, also
attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. OCS mators ‘old’, Bulg. mator
‘healthy, strong, mature, old’, Russ. matéryj ‘big, strong’, OCz. matorny
‘mature’, etc. with meanings hesitating between ‘big, strong’ and ‘mature,
old’, has almost an exact correspondence in Lat. matirus ‘ripe’, and is
most probably an Italic element in early Proto-Slavic (Italic *mdtoros =
PSI. mators), which brought about the semantic shift of stars : ‘big, strong’
> ‘old’ (Martynov, l.c. 36).

19.) tesla ~ sekyra ‘hatchet’, both words are known in all Slavic
languages, the former also with neuter gender: teslo (e.g. Russ. teslo,
Sloven, téslo, etc.), with a clear specification of tesla//teslo as ‘carpenter’s
adz’, and have been discussed above under the North West IE lexical
stratum in Proto-Slavic (p. 112 and 115 of this chapter), but according to
Martynov, the former is an IE archaism with correspondences in Baltic,
e.g. Latv. teslis, Lith. tasiklis, and other IE languages as a derivative from
PIE *tek’p- ‘das Holzwerk des geflochtenen Hauses zusammenfiigen’
(Pok. 1058); the latter, however, because of the exact correspondence in
Lat. seciris (note: Slavic sekyra with the primary e but sékg, etc. with the
secondary €) is an Italic element in early Proto-Slavic (Martynov, l.c.
36-37).

20.) voditi ~ snubiti ‘to marry a woman’, the former, known in all
Slavic languages in the expression voditi Zeng (or rather vesti Zeng) has the
meaning ‘to marry a woman’ (cf. Lat. uxorem ducere) and is an IE
archaism with exact correspondences in Baltic, e.g. Lith. vésti (a woman)
‘to marry’, etc. and in other IE languages, also showing such characteristic
derivatives as Lith. vedys ‘bridegroom’, OI vadhii- ‘bride, young wife’, etc.;
the latter, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. ORuss. snubiti, S-C
snitbiti, Cz. snoubiti, OPol. snebi¢ in the meaning ‘to betroth’ has an exact
correspondence only in Italic, e.g. Lat. nibo, niibere ‘to marry, to be
married to’ (referring to a bride), ‘to give in marriage’, with many
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derivatives. The primary early Italic form *snoubho should have resulted
in Slavic *snubg, *snuti, the actual form snubiti seems to be an iterative or
rather a denominal verb, perhaps derived from an Italic noun of the type
of Lat. pronibus, proniba ‘matchmaker’ (cf. OPol. dziewo-sigh
dissimilated from *dziewo-sngb and this from *dévo-snubz). Anyway, this
Slavic-Italic correspondence seems to support Martynov’s hypothesis
about the Italic origin of the word in early Proto-Slavic (Martynov, l.c.
37-38).

21.) zede ~ goms ‘oven, hearth’ (primarily ‘potterer’s kiln’), the
former, reconstructed from its vestiges in Slavic languages, e.g. OCS zsd»
‘dwelling, roof’ (Sadnik-Aitzetmiiller: “Mauer, Dach’), S-C zad, gen. zda
m. ‘stone-wall’, ORuss. zeds ‘clay’, etc. (derivatives from *2idjo, zedati,
OGS ziZdg, zvdati ‘build’), has correspondences in Baltic, e.g. Lith. Zidings
‘hearth’, etc., which indicate that the noun was connected primarily with
pottery. The latter, which is known in most Slavic languages (directly or
through its derivatives), e.g. Russ. gorn “kiln’, etc. (see the discussion of
PSI. pottery terminology on page 114 of this chapter) has an exact formal
and semantic correspondence only in Lat. fornus//furnus and, as Trubadev
has proven, represents the prehistorical Slavic-Italic ties, which in this
case are interpreted by Martynov in terms of the Italic penetration into
the early Proto-Slavic territory (Martynov, Lc. 39-40).

The above list of maximally certain Italic elements in Proto-Slavic is
truly significant, although it should be kept in mind that some of them
have been noticed previously as evidence of prehistorical dialectal
contacts between early Proto-Slavic and Italic (e.g. *borsono, golobs,
*gerns and its derivatives, *molts, sekyra). What distinguishes Martynov’s
approach is his insistence on the synonymous pairs composed of an old
Balto-Slav. element and a new Italic one with subsequent semantic
changes caused by the confrontation of these elements. The other
distinctive feature of Martynov’s approach is his hypothesis that the
lexical elements representing special Slavic-Italic correspondences are
simply the result of the penetration of Italic words into early Proto-Slavic,
or rather Pre-Slavic (in the sense of the western zone of the common
prehistorical Balto-Slavic dialect). This point, which practically boils
down to prehistorical borrowings from Italic is in some cases well
substantiated phonemically, e.g. the substitution of early PSL i (=y) for
Italic 6 [g]: pastor > pastyr’s, *rédtrom > *rydlo, etc. But in other cases
we can only state a correspondence in terms of prehistorical IE
dialectology. In summation, however, Martynov’s hypothesis regarding
the penetration of Italic lexical elements into early Proto-Slavic (or
Pre-Slavic) seems convincing, and combined with Truba&ev’s views on the
special, old ties between PSI. (excluding here Baltic!) and Italic technical



124 CHAPTER THREE

(handicraft) terminologies compels us to reconsider the traditional views
which bind too closely Slavic to the eastern zone of the PIE dialects (i.e.
Baltic and Indo-Iranian). But, Martynov’s extra-linguistic hypothesis that
the Italic elements in Slavic which distinguish it so sharply from Baltic are
due to the conquest of the Pre-Slavic tribes by some Italic tribes cannot
be proven by linguistic arguments. This hypothesis has been borrowed
from archeology (the appearance and “expansion’ of the so-called
Lusatian culture), in which, however, the very direction and chronolgy of
the expansion of the so-called prehistorical cultures is a matter for
controversy. In view of a general prehistorical movement of the IE
peoples from Eastern Europe west and southward, it is more plausible
that the Italic elements (e.g. kentum elements) penetrated early
Proto-Slavic from the dialects of those Italic tribes which in their
movement to Italy “slowed” their migration somewhere in Central
Europe and were found there by the early Proto-Slavs who were moving
gradually from the east. We may be dealing here with a rather banal case
of lexical borrowing in the contact (border) zone of two neighboring
peoples. We can quite easily imagine the following process: some tribes
of primary Balto-Slavic origin (“Proto-Baltic” in Lehr-Sptawiiiski’s and
Martynov’s terminology) moving from the east to the west, e.g. from the
central Dniepr basin towards the Vistula basin, most probably along the
park-land zone, came into contact with some Italic tribes concentrated in
the Vistula and Odra basins. This contact led first of all to a
cultural-linguistic exchange, and later, perhaps, to the ultimate absorption
of the Italic tribes by the expanding Proto-Slavic tribes. The traces of
these ethno-linguistic processes are represented, among others, by those
elements of PSL vocabulary which have correspondences in Italic, but
lack them in Baltic. The ethnogenic process presented in this way cannot
be forced into a simple scheme of the relationship between a
superstratum and a substratum. History, as we know it, is by definition
always richer than any sociological scheme. The spread of a prehistorical
culture does not necessarily prove the migration and expansion of its
original founders. In the border zones we constantly observe borrowings
and imitations, which in their turn spread towards the center of a given
area if only the social contacts between its inhabitants are sufficiently
close and frequent. Moreover, whatever may have been the social
conditions under which a gradual socio-cultural and linguistic integration
of the primary early Proto-Slavic element (moving from the east) with the
Italic element (in the second millennium B.C. still remaining in the
Vistula basin) developed — the linguistic results of this process are
clearly visible in the PSl. vocabulary. They provide one of the important
arguments for a relatively early split of the so-called Balto-Slavic linguistic
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unity, i.e. for the differentiation of the primary Balto-Slavic complex into
Proto-Baltic and Proto-Slavic.

The sum total of Slavic words belonging to the so-called (North-) West
[North in parentheses since not all of the words discussed have corre-
spondences in Germanic] IE vocabulary is, as we see, seventy-six.
However, from this number we should deduct those words which have
been quoted twice under various headings, namely *borSeno, *gsrns,
*molts, and the kentum-elements gladsks, golpbs mentioned at the
beginning of this chapter; thus we obtain 76 - 5 = 71. This number is
close to the sum-total of Slavic ~ (Indo-)Iranian correspondences (75
including Baltic/49 excluding it). I think that this fact should be
emphasized. Of course, the semantic significance of Slavic ~ (North-)
West correspondences seems to be lesser than that of the correspon-
dences between Slavic and (Indo-)Iranian. Most of the former are
technical terms related to material culture: there are no religious terms
among them. From among social terms we can quote only six: *dalgs
‘debt’, gospods ‘lord’, gosts ‘stranger, guest’, pravs ‘right’ (in connection
with its juridical significance), snubiti ‘betroth’, *voldg ‘rule’ (but we must
also remember that the relationship of the latter to Lat. vales is rather
doubtful). This situation seems to indicate that the contacts between the
IE ancestors of the Slavs and the North-West IE tribes (or dialects) — in
Meillet’s terminology — were, to be sure, old but rather external,
consisting probably of economic exchanges. In this connection, I shall
quote  the conclusions drawn by Trubadev from his
comparative-etymological analysis of PSI. handicraft terminology. One
should add that these conclusions are based not only on Slavic ~
North-West IE correspondences, especially Slavic-Latin ones, but also on
very specific Slavic-Germanic correspondences, which will be discussed in
a separate paragraph below. Trubacev’s conclusions (l.c. 392-393) read
as follows:

Emphasizing that the etymological parallels or identities
presented above are considered in principle as representative
of a lexicon which goes back to the epoch of dialectal
Proto-Indo-European, i.e. which reflects to a significant
degree early Proto-Slavic and Pre-Slavic relations, we
assume, moreover, that the facts presented here speak for
themselves. @ The number of common, old Balto-Slav.
innovations (neologisms) is minimal, based, as we have
explained, on a sufficiently large corpus of old terminological
groups... . We hope that this material will attract the
attention of linguists who periodically return to the
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Balto-Slav. problem. Refraining from further classifications,
we will only repeat that this material indicates in itself the
probability of an old orientation of the Slavs, not towards
contacts with the Balts, but towards the more western
Indo-Europeans. The linguistic community with the latter in
the domain of terminology is so intensive and serious that we
are compelled to admit the existence of an old
Central-European  cultural zone which comprised
prehistorical Germanic, Italic, and Slavic dialects (or a part of
the latter) but did not include Baltic dialects; community with
the latter might have taken place later. A later inclusion of
the Slavs in the zone under consideration (let us say, after
Balto-Slav. union), is, in our opinion, less probable.!® This is
also contradicted by the formation of terminology in Baltic
which developed along paths completely different from Slavic
in the corresponding thematic groups.

In the final section of this chapter, I will try to show that Trubadev’s
idea (hypothesis) about a Central-European cultural zone derives
additional support from the old dialectal (including lexical) isoglosses and
from the geographical distribution of the corresponding ethnographic
facts on the Polish linguistic territory (and partly on the Ukrainian
territory as well). This is the phenomenon of the so-called rubiez
etnograficzna established by K. Moszyiiski. But before that we should still
discuss the problem of the North IE vocabulary as reflected by Germanic,
Baltic, and Slavic correspondences.

In the preceding chapter we mentioned some phonemic and
morphemic features which characterize the prehistorical North-European
dialectal zone of Proto-Indo-European, i.e. the zone including later
(historical) Germanic, Baltic, and Slavic languages. But, as usually is the
case with dialectal phenomena, we can also find in this zone many
common prehistorical lexical phenomena, the so-called North-European
lexical dialectisms.!* Most of these lexical dialectisms undoubtedly come
from a time when the linguistic ancestors of the Slavs, Balts, and Teutons
dwelt close to each other, as a group of neighboring tribes somewhere in
Eastern Europe, probably in the third millenium B.C. So we may be
dealing here with the so-called areal phenomena: a word formed in one
dialect, let us say, in Pre-Germanic or Pre-Balto-Slavic, could penetrate
other dialects of the zone because social contacts (e.g. barter trade
between the respective tribes) made this possible.

The problem of the North European lexical dialectisms in question has
been recently treated in a special study by Chr. Stang (1972). What
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follows is a critical survey of Stang’s material with supplements from
Cemodanov (1962) and Trubadev (1966) whose books did not reach
Stang’s attention. Facts of Slavic will often be illustrated with additional
data from Berneker’s, Vasmer’s, and other dictionaries.

The special lexical correspondences among Germanic, Baltic, and
Slavic (henceforth Germc. ~ Balto-Slav.) should be divided into three
subgroups: 1. Germc. ~ Balto-Slav., i.e. words common to all three
linguistic groups; 2. Germc. ~ Baltic, i.e. words common to Germanic and
Baltic only; 3. Germc. ~ Slavic, i.e. words common to Germanic and
Slavic only. It is obvious that for our purposes the second subgroup is not
important, and can be omitted. So we shall review words common to all
three linguistic groups, and those common to Germe. and Slavic only.

1. Germc. ~ Balto-Slavic

1) *oldi(ji) ‘boat’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
al(s)di(ji)//ladi(ji), ORuss. lodbja, Cz. lod’//lodi, S-C lada, etc. — Lith.
aldija/leldija ‘Einbaum, Kahn’, Norw. dial. olda ‘grosser Trog, oft aus
einem ausgehdhlten Baumstamm’, etc. < PGermc. *aldon (Stang, 13).

2.) bléjo, bléjati ‘bleat’, attested in East and South Slavic, e.g. Russ.
Church Slav. bléju, bléjati, Russ. blejdat’, S-C bléjim, bléjati, etc. — Latv.
bléju, blet, MLG bl&jen idem (Stang 15).

3.) bledg, blesti ‘err’ and its old derivatives: bloditi iterative, blods
‘mistake, error’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS bledg, blesti
‘irren, Hurerei treiben’, bloditi ‘irren’, blpds ‘Hurereri’, Russ. bludit’
‘irren, schweifen’, blud ‘Unzucht’, OCz. blésti “faseln’, Cz. bluditi ‘irren’,
blud ‘Irrtum’, Pol. bigdzi¢ ‘irre gehen’, bigd, gen. bledu ‘Irrtum’, etc. —
Lith. blisti//blgstis ‘triibe, dunkel werden’, blandyti(s) ‘umherschweifen;
sich verfinstern’, blandis ‘unrein, triib, diinster, dunkel’, etc., Goth.
blandan sik ‘sich vermischen’, blinds ‘blind’, etc.; correspondences in
other Germc. languages, e.g. Eng. blend, blind, blunder, etc.; the basic
meaning of the causative verb was probably ‘zusammenriihren, triiben,
unklar machen’ (Stang 15).

4.) *blesCo, -ifi, *bleSCati and its derivatives: bliskati//bliscati and
blss(k)noti ‘shine, gleam’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
blestg, -i%i, blestati and iterative bliscajo, bliscati se ‘glanzen’; Russ. Church
Slav. bled¢u, blescati (sja) and blesnuti (sja) ‘glinzen, blitzen’; Russ. blesci,
blestét’; blistdt’; blesniit’ ‘glanzen strahlen; blitzen’; OCz. bls¢u sé, blicieti sé
‘glanzen, blitzen’, Cz. blesknouti ‘blitzen’, etc. — Lith. blyskéti ‘funkeln,
schimmern, glanzen’ and blyksti, blyskad, blyksti ‘bleich werden’, Olc.
blikja, ‘blinken, glinzen’, OE blican, OHG blihhan idem, etc.; PIE
*bhleig’-, *bhleig™-sk’e- (cf. Bern. 63, Traut. 34 s.v. blaiska-, Palome, 1972:
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51, etc., Cemodanov, 84).

5.) *bolzeno, *bolzina ‘thick board, beam’, attested only in Russ. dial.
bélozno ‘dickes Brett’, Sloven. blazina ‘Dachbalken, Querbaum des
Schlittens, Rungstock’ but also ‘Kissen, Matratze, BrettpfiihI’ and Kash.
blozno ‘das die Schlitten verbindende Querholz’ — Lith. balZiena(s)
‘Langsbalken an der Egge, am Wagen’; ‘biegsame Querstange zur
Verbindung des Aufsatzes auf dem Schlitten, Krummholz, etc.’, corre-
spondences also in Latvian and Old Prussian; OHG balko ‘Balken’, Olc.
bljalki ‘Balken’, etc.; PIE *bholg-, in Balto-Slavic contaminated with
*bholg’h- ‘Balg’ (for details, see Stang 14 and Bern. 70).

6.) cél» ‘whole, healthy’ attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS céls
‘heil, gesund; ganz, unversehrt’, Russ. celyj, Pol. caly, etc. — OPruss. kails
‘heil?’, kailustiskan ‘Gesundheit’, Goth. hdils, Olc. heill, OHG heil, OE hdl
‘heil, ganz, gesund’; correspondences in other IE languages show remote
meanings, e.g. Gr. kothv' 170 kah6v Hesychius (Stang 25).

7.) cemers ‘Nieswurz’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. ORuss.
Cemers//Cemers ‘Nieswurz’, Russ. ¢émer ‘Kopfschmerzen’, cemerica
‘Nieswurz’, S-C ¢émer ‘Gift, Teufel’, OPol. and dial. czemier, czemierzyca
‘Nieswurz’, etc. — Lith. plur. kemerai ‘Alpkraut, Wasserdost’ (not
mentioned by Stang and Trautmann, but attested by Berneker 142),
OHG hemera, NHG dial. hemern ‘Niewswurz’ (Stang 16).

8.) *¢smel’s ‘humblebee’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. Russ.
dial. ¢mel’ (standard Russ. Smel’), gen. ¢meljé ‘Hummel, Erdbiene, Pol.
czmiel, trzmiel idem, Sloven. ¢meélj idem, etc. — Lith. kamane
‘Mooshummel’, correspondences in other Baltic languages, e.g. OPruss.
camus ‘Hummel’, OHG humbal, Norw. dial. and Swed. humla; cf. also
Eng. humble-bee'> (Stang 26).

9.) *dergajg, *dergati ‘pluck’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g.
Russ. dérgat’ ‘zupfen, reissen’, Pol. dziergaé, dzierzga¢ ‘kl6ppeln, schlingen,
kniipfen; bendhen, besticken,; riffeln’, S-C drgati ‘reiben, wetzen, wiirgen’
(but Berneker quotes this as Sloven.!) — Lith. dirginti ‘bewegen, riitteln,
erregen, aufbringen, reizen’, MLG tergen, targen ‘reissen, zerren’, MHG
zergen ‘ziehen, zerren, drgern, quélen’, OE tergan ‘zerren’ (Stang 19).

10.) doba ‘opportunity’ (?), attested in all Slavic languages, except for
OCS where there are only derivatives based on a secondary verb podobiti
‘passend, gleich machen’, e.g. podoba ‘Zier’, etc.; Russ. déba “Zeit,
Stunde’, Pol. doba ‘Zeitpunkt, rechte Zeit; voller Tag von 24 Stunden’,
etc. (for details see Berneker 203-204) — Lith. daba ‘Natur, Art und
Weise, Charakter’; the same in Latvian, Goth. gadaban ‘passen’, actually
‘sich ereignen, eintreffen’ (Pok. 233 s.v. *dhabh- ‘passend fiigen,
passend’); correspondences in other Germc. languages, e.g. OE gedéfe
(*ga-dobja) ‘passend, mild’, etc. (Stang 17).
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11.) drggs ‘club, stick’, attested only in South and West Slavic, e.g.
OCS drggs ‘Holz, Kniittel, Stock’, Pol. drgg ‘Stange, Stab, Stock, etc.; —
Lith. drangas ‘dicke Stange’, Olc. drangr ‘spitzer, aufrecht stehender
Stein’, drengr ‘edler und tiichtiger Mensch, Junger, unverheirateter Mann,
Diener’ (cf. Pol. chiop jak drqg!); Stock, Stange’, etc. (Stang 19).

12.) drugs ‘companion’, also as the pronominal adjective ‘other’,
attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS drugs ‘Freund, Gefihrte’, as
pron. adj. ‘anderer, zweiter’, Russ. drug, plur. druz’jd and drugéj, S-C driig
and drigi, etc. — Lith. draiigas ‘Freund, Kamerad’, known also in Latvian
and Old Prussian; in Germanic the basic verb is preserved: Goth. driugan
‘Kriegsdienst leisten, zu Felde ziehen’, but OE dréogan ‘ausfiihren,
aushalten’, etc.; the military meaning of the verb in Gothic is secondary,
according to Stang, the primary meaning was ‘eine harte kollektive Arbeit
ausfiihren’; Balto-Slav. *draugas is an obvious old derivative of the verb
preserved in Germanic (Stang 19-20).

13.) *dvlbg, *del(b)ti//*dsl(b)ti, ‘delve, carve’, attested in most Slavic
languages (often in the secondary form *dblbajo//*dslbljg, *dblbati), e.g.
S-C diibem, diipsti ‘aushohlen’, Russ. dolbdju, dolbdt’ and dolbljii, dolbit’
‘meisseln, stemmen, hacken’, Pol. dlubie, dlubaé¢ ‘meisseln, hohlen,
stochern’, etc.; there is also a PSl derivative of this verb:
*del(b)t6//*dol(b )16, attested e.g. in S-C dlijeto ‘Meissel’, Russ. doloté and
Russ. Church Slav. dlato idem, Pol. dléto idem, etc. — OPruss. dalbtan
‘Durchschlag’ = PSL. *dol(b)to, OHG bi-telban ‘begraben’, OE delfan
‘graben’, etc.; here also can be included Lith. delbti ‘die Augen
niederschlagen’ (Stang 17 and Berneker 250-251).

14.) gads ‘reptile’, attested in all Slavic languages, often in the
secondary meaning ‘vermin’, e.g. OCS gads ‘Kriechtier, Gewiirm’, Russ.
gad ‘Reptil, Amphibie, ekelhafter Mensch’, Pol. gad ‘Reptil’, dial.
‘Schlange, Gewiirm, Lause’, etc.; cf. also the Pol. verb zadzi¢ sie ‘Ekel
empfinden’, with the primary vocalism *¢ — Lith. géda ‘Schande’, OPruss.
gidan ‘Scham’, MHG quat ‘bose’, OE cweéd ‘schlimm, bdse’, NHG Kat, Kot
‘Unrat, Schmutz’, etc. (Stang 21 and Berneker 289).

15.) *gleZg, *gleziti, attested only in Bulg. glézja (perf. participle glezil)
‘verziehe, verzirtele’, ie. ‘coddle, pamper’ — Lith. glefnus ‘zart,
schwichlich’, Olc. klgkkr ‘soft, flexible, LG klinker ‘weak’: Palomé 1972:
51 etc. reconstructs PGermc. *klegkwan- from PIE *gleg-//*gleng’-
(Cemodanov 84).

16.) globiti ‘join by wedge’ (?), attested in South and West Slavic, e.g.
S-C uglobiti ‘einfiigen, einstecken’, zglobiti ‘zusammenlegen, fiigen’, Pol.
dial. globi¢ ‘ein Fass mit Reifen beschlagen; einen Keil einschlagen’, old
‘driicken, zusammenfiigen’, etc.; Trubadev in E’timologiéeskij slovar’ slav.
jaz. 6, 131 s.v. globa among others ‘a kind of pole’, treats the noun as
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primary, derived from a reconstructed verb *glebg, *gle(b)ti ‘dig, press’,
although globiti may be simply an old iterative (cf. vedp > voditi, etc.) —
Lith. glébti ‘umarmen, in die ausgebreiteten Arme nehmen’, there are cor-
respondences in Latvian and Old Prussian; Olc. klafi ‘Kloben, Joch fiir
Kihe’, OHG klaftra = NHG Klafter ‘wood cord’; Stang reconstructs
*gle/obh- with long vocalism ¢ in Baltic and Germanic (Stang 22,
Berneker 305, Trubaéev Etimolog. slov. slav. jaz. 6, 131-134).

17.) grebg, *gre(b)ti ‘dig, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
grebg, greti ‘rudern, graben’ (the first meaning is obviously secondary,
conditioned by the primitive method of rowing, cf. Vasmer I, 454), Russ.
grebu, gresti ‘rake; row’, OPol. grzebe, grzes¢, NPol. grzebie, grzeba¢ ‘graben,
wiihlen, scharren’, etc. — Latv. grebju, grebt ‘schrapen, aushohlen, mit
dem Grabstichel eingraben’, Goth. graban ‘graben’, OHG graban = NHG
graben, etc. (Stang 24). It is worth noting that an old derivative grobs
‘grave’ is common to Slavic and Germanic, cf. Olc. grof ‘Hohle, Grab’,
OHG grab, NHG Grab, etc.

18.) greda ‘bar, beam’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. Russ.
Church Slav. grjada ‘Balken’, Russ. grjadd ‘Beet; Gang, Reihe, Streifen’
(secondary meanings!), S-C gréda (acc. grédu) ‘Balken’, Pol. grzeda
‘Stange, Hiihnerstangte; Beet’, etc. — Lith. grindis f. ‘Dielenbrett;
Bretterbeleg des Fussbodens, Fussboden’, correspondences are also
found in Latvian and Old Prussian; Olc. grind ‘Heck, Rahmen, Gestell,
Gitterwerk’, OHG grintil ‘Riegen, Balken, Deichsel’, OE grindel ‘Stange,
Stab, Riegel’ (Stang 24).

19.) grobs ‘crude, coarse’, attested in most Slavic languages (with
various secondary meanings), e.g. OCS grobs ‘Idiot, ungelehrt,
ungebildet’, Russ. gnibyj ‘rasch, roh, grob’, Pol. dial. greby ‘runzelig, herb,
rauh, widrig’ but Standard Pol. gruby ‘dick, stark, grob’, etc. — Lith. grubti
(3rd sing. pres. grurba) ‘erstarren, steif, rauh, uneben, holperig werden’
and grubus ‘rauh, steif, uneven, holperig’, OHG grob (Stang 24).

20.) gruda ‘clod of earth’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g.
Church Slav. gruda ‘Erdscholle’, Russ. gnida ‘Haufen (Steine), Stoss
(Holz)’, S-C griida ‘Klumpen, Schneeball’, Pol. gruda ‘Klumpen, Scholle’,
etc. — Lith. gristi (3rd. sing. pres. gritdZia,-da, 3rd. sing. past -dé, -do)
‘stampfen, zerstossen, dréngen, hineinpressen’, gridas ‘Korn’, Latv. griist
(1st. sing. pres. -Zu, past -du) ‘stossen, stampfen’, grids//graids ‘Korn’,
Olc. grautr ‘Brei, Griitze’, grjét ‘Gestein’, OHG grioz = NHG Griess; here,
of course, belongs Eng. grout(s). The basic Balto-Slav meaning was
probably ‘lump, clod’, in the verb ‘make lumps, clods’ (Stang 24-25).

21.) (j)esens ‘autumn’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. S-C jésen,
Russ. ésen’, Pol. jesieri, etc. — OPruss. assanis ‘Herbst’ (according to
Berneker and Trautmann may represent esenis), Goth. asans ‘Erntezeit’,
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OHG aran, arn, amét ‘Ermte’, Olc. gnn ‘Arbeit, Bemiihung, etc. (Stang
25 who, however, does not quote OPruss. assanis); but see also another
etymological interpretation of (j)esens, etc. by Martynov in the sixth
chapter of this book, in the paragraph discussing PSl. loanwords in
Germanic: so the example is questionable.

22.) (j)u(Ze) ‘already’ (Germ. ‘schon’), attested in all Slavic languages,
e.g. OCS (j)uZe ‘schon; noch’, but also a simpler form without the particle
Ze: (j)u: ne (ju ‘noch nicht’, Russ. u%é, Pol. juz idem, etc. — Lith. jaii
‘schon’, Latv. jau idem, Goth. ju idem (for details, see Stang 25 and
Vasmer IV, 151).

23.) Kladg, klasti ‘put, lay’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
kladg, klasti ‘laden, legen’, Russ. kladi, klast’ ‘legen’, Pol. klade, klas¢
idem, etc. — Lith. kloti, 3rd sing. pres. kldja ‘hinbreiten, ausbreiten
iberdecken’, known in Latvian, Goth. afhlapan ‘beladen’, OHG, OE
hladan = NHG laden, NE lade, etc.: the three linguistic families share
the common PIE basis *kla-//*kl>- (i.e. *kleH,-//*kl5-); cf. Stang 29-30.

24.) kliknoti > klicati (klic¢g, etc.) ‘shout’, attested in most Slavic lan-
guages, e.g. OCS kliknoti (perf.) and klicati, kli¢p, etc. (imperf.) ‘schreien,
rufen’, Russ. kliknut’, klikat’, klicu idem, OCz. klicéti, kli¢u ‘schreien’ —
Lith. klykti, 3rd. sing. pres. klykia, past klyke besides klikti, 3rd. sing. pres.
klifika, the former ‘kreischen, laut schreien’, the latter ‘plotzlich
aufkreischen’ (cf. Trautmann 136), OE hli ‘zuschreien’, MLG li(h)en
‘sagen, melden’ (Stang 29).

25.) *kl'uk-, i.e. *kl'u¢s ‘key, hook’ and its derivatives, e.g. kl’uditi, etc.,
attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS kl’u¢s m. ‘Schliissel’, kl’uciti
‘schliessen’, kl'uditi s¢ ‘zusammenpassen, iibereinkommen, sich ereignen’,
Russ. kljuc, gen. kljucd ‘Schliissel’, za-kljucit’ ‘verschliessen’, Pol. klucz
‘Schliissel’, etc. — There are verbal root correspondences in Baltic and
Germanic, e.g. Lith. kliiati (3rd. sing. pres. klifva, past kliivo) ‘hingen
bleiben, anstossen an’ and many secondary meanings, klidutis ‘sich
zusammenfiligen, aufeinanderpassen...dicht anschliessen, etc.’, with
dental extensions of the root: kliudyti ‘anstossen, treffen, anhaken,
hindern’, correspondences in Latvian, Olc. hljéta (hlaut, hlotinn) ‘als
seinen Teil, Anteil bekommen, etc.’, OE hléotan ‘cast lots, obtain by lots,
get a share, etc.’, OHG hliozan = MHG losen, ‘erlosen, zaubern’, etc.; the
basic meaning of the root *kleu- was probably ‘das Anhaken,
Anschliessen’ or ‘Umschliessen’, then ‘Héngenbleiben’, etc. (for details,
see Stang 29).

26.) kuca ‘heap’, attested only in East and West Slavic, e.g. Russ. kiica
‘Haufen, Heuschober’, Pol. kuczki (plur.) ‘kleine Haufen’, etc. — Lith.
kaiikas ‘Kobold, zwerghafter Erd- or Hausgeist, Beule, Geschwiir’, with
correspondences in Latvian and Prussian, Goth. hauhs ‘hoch’, Olc. hdr
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‘hoch’, haugr ‘Anhohe, Higel’, OHG hoh, OE héah = NHG hoch, NE
high, etc. (for details, see Stang 27).

27.) *kuprs ‘rump’, attested only in East and West Slavic, e.g. Russ.
kupér//kupr ‘Biirzel’ (but Vasmer II, 420 also gives the meaning ‘small
hill’), Pol. kup(e)r ‘Biirzel; Hinterer’, etc. — Lith. kupra ‘Hocker, Buckel,
gekrimmter Riicken’, kaipras ‘Hugel, Berg, OE hofar ‘Hocker,
Schwellung’: a common feature of the above languages is the extension
-ro/a of the root *koup- known elsewhere (cf. Slav. kupa discussed under
the Slavic-Iranian correspondences), Stang 31.

28.) lapa ‘paw’, attested only in East Slavic, Polish and Slovenian, e.g.
Russ. ldpa ‘Pfote, Tatze’, Pol. #apa ‘Klaue, Tatze’, etc. — Lith. lépa
‘Pfote, Tatze, Klaue’, Latv. lépa//ldpa ‘Pfote’, Goth. lofa ‘flache Hand’,
Olc. l6fi ‘Innerseite der flachen Hand’; from lapa > lopata ‘shovel’, etc.
(Stang 23).

29.) *leviti ‘give way, yield, etc.’, attested only in Ukrainian and Czech:
Ukr. livyity ‘nachgeben, nachlassen’, Cz. leviti ‘nachlassen, lindern’ — Lith.
liduti(s), 1st. sing. pres. liduju, lidujuos ‘authoren’, Latv. lait 1st. sing.
pres. lauju//latinu (Trautmann 161) ‘erlauben, gestatten, zulassen,
einrdumen’, l'aiitiés ‘aufhoren, nachgeben, sich hingeben’, with a corre-
spondence in Prussian, Goth. léwjan ‘verraten’, galéwjan ‘hingeben,
Uberlasen, verraten’, OE l&wan ‘verraten’; the primary, basic meaning
was probably ‘lassen, fahren lassen’, etc. (Stang 32).

30). lézg, lésti ‘crawl’, attested in all Slavic languages, often with
secondary meanings, e.g. OCS vezlézg, -lésti ‘hinaufgehen, besteigen’,
Russ. lézu, lezt’ ‘kriechen’, S-C u-ljezem, -ljesti ‘hineingehen’, Pol. collog.
lezg, lez¢ ‘shuffle, lumber’, etc. — Pruss. lise ‘kriecht’, Latv. léZat
‘rutschen’, lézétiés ‘mit einem Schlittchen vom Berge fahren’, more
remote correspondences in Lithuanian (cf. Trautmann 161), Olc. ligr
‘low’, MHG lage ‘flat’, etc. (Cemodanov 84, Palome, 1972: 52-53,
Pokorny 660 s.v. *lég’h-//*Iag’h- ‘am Boden kriechen, niedrig’ and Vasmer
II, 476-477 where also Gr. Aax0s ‘low’ is quoted!).

31.) *lecv ‘string, running knot’, attested only in Cz. lé¢ ‘Netz,
Schlinge’, Polab. lgc ‘Kriimme’ and indirectly in S-C (sixteenth century
glagolitic text) lecka ‘Schlinge’, Sloven. léc¢ka idem: an obvious derivative
from PSl. *lekg, *lekti ‘bend and stretch’, attested in most Slavic lan-
guages, e.g. OCS s»-lgkg, -lesti ‘krimmen, niederbeugen’, na-legkg, -lgsti
‘spannen (den Bogen)’, etc. — In Baltic only the verb has correspon-
dences, e.g. Lith. lenkinn, lefikti ‘beugen, neigen, biegen’, etc. (cf.
Trautmann 159), but in Germanic there are close correspondences of the
noun le¢s: Olc. lengja f. ‘Riemen’, OE I6h (*lanha-) idem (Cemodanov
82). So this example would qualify rather for the Slavic-Germec. corre-
spondences.
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32.) *ledo//*lgda ‘clearing, fallow piece of land’ (?), attested in most
Slavic languages, e.g. Russ. ljadd ‘Neubruch, Rodeland’, BRuss. ljddo
‘Neuland’, Bulg. léda ‘Aue, Bergwiese’, Cz. lada//lado ‘Brache’, etc. —
Pruss. lindan ‘Tal’, Goth. land ‘Land, Gegend’, common in Germc. lan-
guages, cf. also Swed. dial. linda ‘Brachfeld’ (for details, see Stang 33).

33.) libive ‘meager, lean’, attested, with some secondary meanings, in
all Slavic languages, e.g. Church Slav. libive (libévs) ‘Aemés, gracilis’,
Russ. dial. libivyj ‘schwach’, OCz. libivy//libévy ‘mager’, etc. — Lith. liebas
‘mager, diinn’, ldibas ‘schlank, hager, diinn’, OE léf, OSax. Iéf (gen. lébes)
‘schwank, schwichlich, krank, matt’ (PIE *l¢ibho-), Stang 32, but see also
Berneker 716 and Trautmann 154.

34.) lomiti ‘break’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. OCS lomiti
‘brechen’, Russ. lomit’, S-C lomiti, OPol. fomi¢ idem, etc. — Lith. limti,
3rd. sing. pres. limsta intrans. ‘einknicken, brechen’, laminti ‘zerkniillen,
zerknittern’, but also ‘zdhmen, zureiten (Pferde)’, lémti ‘bestimmen,
bescheiden, bescheren’, correspondences in Latvian and Prussian, OHG
lemmen ‘lahmen, schlagen’, OE lemian idem, ‘zihmen (ein Pferd)’ [cf.
Lith. meanings], Olc. lemia ‘schlagen; hindern’, etc.; in addition, not
“umlauted” Germc. *lam-: OHG lam= NHG lahm, OFE lame = NE
lame, etc.; the traces of e-vocalism in ULus. lemi¢ ‘brechen’, é-vocalism in
S-C lijémati ‘schlagen’ (Stang 33, for details, Trautmann 162, Berneker
731 and Pokorny 674).

35.) *lots ‘linden bast’, attested only in East Slavic and Polish, e.g.
Russ. dial. lut ‘Bast, Lindenrinde’, Pol. fet ‘Gerte’, etc. — Lith. lenta
‘Brett, Tafel, Platte’ (the connection is questionable), OHG linte ‘Linde,
Schild’, OE, Olc. lind ‘Linde’, cf. also NHG dial. lind ‘Bast’ (Stang 34-35,
see also Pokorny 677).

36.) l'udsje plur., l'uds collect., attested in all Slavic languages, e.g.
OCS ljudvje ‘Menschen, Leute’ (actually ‘simple folk’, cf. ljudins ‘Mann
aus dem Volke, Laie’), Jjuds ‘VolK, Russ. ludi ‘Menschen, Leute,
Gesinde’, ljud ‘Volk’, Pol. ludzie ‘Menschen, Leute; Dienstboten’, lud
‘Volk, etc. — Lith. lidudis ‘(gewohnliches) VolK’, Latv. l’audis m. plur.
‘Leute, Menschen’, OHG liut m. ‘VolkK, liuti ‘Leute’, OE Iléode
‘Menschen’, Olec. ljdr (plur. in -ir!) ‘VolK’: in all three linguistic groups
the same form of the plur. is found: *leudhejes (Stang 32).

37.) a) *margajg, *margati ‘twinkle, blink’, attested only in East Slavic
and Polish, e.g. Russ. morgdt’, -dju ‘blinzeln, zuchen’, Pol. mrugaé (sic!)
idem, but murga ‘lout, boor’, etc. — Lith. mirgéti 3rd. sing. pres. mirga,
past. -&jo ‘aufleuchten und wieder erloschen, funkeln, glitzern, blinken’,
with a correspondence in Latvian, Olc. myrkr ‘dunkel’ (Eng. murky
belongs here); notice that in Balto-Slavic ir//ur (PSL. or/sr) represent PIE
*r.
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b) *murknoti ‘grow dusky, dark’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g.
OCS mreknoti ‘dunkel werden’, Russ. mérknut’ idem, S-C mrknuti idem,
Pol. zmierzchngé sig (with a secondary ch) ‘grow dusky, dark’, etc.; besides
this basic verb there is also an old nominal derivative *morks ‘darkness:
OCS mraks, Russ. dial. mérok, Pol. mrok, etc. — Lith. mérkti, 3rd. sing.
pres. mérkia, past -¢ ‘die Augen schliessen’, etc.; in Germanic Goth.
maiirgins, Olc. morginn, myrginn, OHG morgen, etc. ‘Morgen’ most
probably belong here. (Stang 36-37; Pokorny 734 s.v. *mer(2)g¥- quotes
not only Balto-Slav. and Germc., but also Greek and Albanian correspon-
dences, e.g. Gr. &uopBés ‘dunkel’, i.e. for PSL. *merg-, and 733 s.v.
*mer(2)k-, i.e. for PSl. *merk- he reconstructs the following meanings:
‘flimmern, vor den Augen flimmern; sich verdunkeln; Zwielicht’).

38.) nave ‘dead’, attested in Church Slav. and ORuss. navs ‘der Tote’
(traces in Russ. dialects: nav’//ndv’e//ndvej, cf. Vasmer III, 35), OCz. ndv,
gen. ndvi ‘Holle, Jenseits’, Sloven. navje n. ‘Seelen der ungetauften
Kinder’ — Lith. nove ‘Bedriickung, Qual, Tod’, Latv. ndve ‘Tod’, Pruss.
nowis ‘Rumpf’, Goth. naus, nom. plur. naweis ‘Toter’, Olc. ndr ‘toter
Mensch, toter Kérper’ (Stang 39).

39.) ol» ‘kind of beer’, attested in Russ. Church Slav. and ORuss. ol»
oikepa, Sloven. ol gen. dla//ola (an old u-stem!), with traces in other
Slavic languages, e.g. Bulg. olovina ‘malt’ (?), etc. — Lith. alis ‘Bier’, cor-
respondences in Latvian and Prussian, Olc. ¢l (dat. glvi) ‘Bier’, OE ealu
(oblique eolod) ‘Bier, Schmauss’ (Stang 13).

40.) osa > osina, osika ‘aspen’, attested in the basic form in Pol. osa,
Cz. dial. osa, ULus. wosa, LLus. wosa//wésa, elsewhere the derivatives in
-ina, -ika — Lith. apusé//épusé ‘Espe’, Latv. apse, Pruss. abse (primary
Balto-Slav. *apsd-, cf. Trautmann 11), OHG aspa ‘Espe’, Olc. gsp with an
obvious metathesis of ps > sp (of course Eng. aspen belongs here) Stang
13.

41.) pestv ‘fist’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. Church Slav.
pests ‘Faust’, Russ. pjast’ ‘flache Hand, Mittelhand’, S-C pést//pést ‘Faust’,
Pol. pies¢ idem, etc. — OHG fiist, OE fyst (PGermc. *funsti-) ‘fist’; a
possible Balt. correspondence is Lith. kimsté, Latv. kumste idem through
metathesis from *punksté: the ultimate source of all these words is PIE
*ppk¥sti- a derivative of the numeral *penkte ‘five’ (Stang 42).

42.) predg, presti ‘spin’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS predo,
presti ‘spinnen’, Russ. prjadi, prjast’, Pol. przede, przq$¢ idem, etc. — Lith.
sprésti, 3rd. sing. pres. spréndZia, past -dé ‘(Finger) spreizen, spannen’ (and
many secondary meanings), Latv. spriést, 1st. sing. pres. -Zu, past -du
‘strecken, spannen, messen, etc’, OE sprindel ‘Vogelschlinge,
Spannhaken’ (no traces of the basic verb in Germanic, but the noun has
an exact correspondence in PSl. *predlo ‘jenny’(?), e.g. Cz. prddlo, Sloven.
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prelo, etc., even semantically, since its technical meaning according to
Trubacev L.c. 92-94 is prjalka ‘spinning jenny’; Stang 54 and Trubadev L.c.).

43.) prego, *prekti ‘stretch’ > ‘harness’, attested in all Slavic languages,
e.g. OCS vo-pregg, -presti ‘anspannen, anschirren’, Russ. prjagi, prjad
‘vorspannen, spannen’, S-C sprégnem, sprééi ‘spanne zusammen’, Pol. s-,
za-prze¢gng, -przqc ‘harness together, harness’, etc. — Lith. sprefigti “...in
einen engen Zwischenraum pressen, dréngen, driicken, (ein)klemmen,
...spannen, (einen) Riemen anziehen’, etc. with correspondences in
Latvian, OHG springan ‘hervorspringen, hervorspriessen’, etc., OE
springan ‘laufen; hervorbrechen, etc.’, Olc. springa ‘springen, bersten,
hervorspringen, etc.’; to the intransitive meaning of the Germc. verbs see
S-C prézati se (*prezati s¢) ‘vom Schlaf aufspringen’; to the meaning of the
Balto-Slav. *sprengo ‘spanne’ (Trautmann 278), see also OHG springa
‘Falle’ (Stang 43 s.v. progs and 53 s.v. sprefigti).

44.) puga ‘blizzard’, attested only in Russ. dial. pugd ‘Schneesturm’ but
with close correspondences in Latv. piiga ‘stossweiser Wind, Windstoss’,
Lith. paga ‘Schneestrum, -gestober’, which however may be a Russ.
loanword, and in Olc. fiika ‘treiben, stieben’ (the basic verb!), snjd-fok
‘Schneegestober’ (Stang 43).

45.) raZe ‘rye’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. ORuss. ra25, Russ.
roz’, gen. rZi, OPol. rez, gen. rZy, S-C raZ, gen. rdzi, etc. — Lith. rugiai plur.
m., Latv. rudzi plur. m., Pruss. rugis ‘Roggen’, (Baltic stem *rugja-, Slav.
*rugi-), Olc. rugr (i-stem), OE ryze, OSax. roggo = NHG Roggen (Stang
46).

46.) *sadja ‘soot’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. OCS saZda
(according to Vasmer III, 544), Russ. sdZa, Pol. sadza, etc. — Lith. siiodys
m. sing., séodZiai m. plur. ‘Russ’ (but there is a fem. plur. sdodZios corre-
sponding to Slav. fem. in -a, Trautmann 273), Olc. sét, OE s6t = NE soot,
etc. ‘Russ’ (Stang 56).

47.) *skrebg, *skre(b)ti//*skrobl’g, *skrobati ‘scrape’, attested in most
Slavic languages (in West Slavic the vocalism skrob- prevails), e.g. Church
Slav. oskrebg, Russ. skrebu, skresti ‘schaben, kratzen’, Pol. skrobie, skroba¢
idem, etc. — Latv. skrebét ‘kratzen’, skrabt ‘meisseln, schaben, striegeln,
schrapen’, Lith. skrebéti, 3rd. sing. pres. skréba ‘rauschen, rasseln’
(obviously secondary meanings), Olc. skrapa ‘kratzen, schaben’, OE
screpan ‘kratzen’ (NE scrape from Scandinavian), MHG schrapfen
‘striegeln’ (Stang 49).

48.) *skubg, *sku(b)ti ‘pluck’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g.
Church Slav. skubg, skupsti, ‘vellere’, Russ. dial. skubi, skust’//skupsti
‘zause, rupfe’, Pol. older and dial. skub¢, skusé and skubig, skubaé ‘pluck’,
S-C skitbem, skipsti ‘rupfen’, etc. — Lith. skabti, 3rd. sing. pres. skurniba,
past skizbo ‘anfangen sich zu beeilen, etc.’, skibinti ‘beschleunigen’, Latv.
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skubindt, ‘antreiben’, Goth. af-skiuban ‘verstossen’, OHG scioban = NHG
schieben, Olc. skiifa ‘schieben, stossen, (of course Eng. shove belongs
here); for the semantic shift ‘shove’ > ‘scrub, rub’, which seems to
characterize Slavic, see Norw. skubba ‘reiben, scheuern’ from the same
root, Pokorny 955 (Stang 50).

49.) slabs ‘weak’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS slabs
‘schwach’, Russ. sldbyj, Pol. staby idem, etc. — Lith. slabti, 3rd. sing. pres.
slariba ‘schwach werden’, sldbnas//slobnas ‘schwach, kraftlos’, OHG slaf
= NHG schiaff, Olc. slappi ‘schwacher Mensch’; basic verbs in Goth.
sléepan = NHG schlafen and in OE slé&epan = NE sleep, etc.; but see also
North West IE vocabulary (Stang 50).

50.) smagajg, smagati ‘whip’, attested only in East Slavic and Polish,
e.g. Russ. smagdju, smagdt’ ‘schlagen, peitschen’, Pol. smagam, smaga¢
‘peitschen, geisseln’, etc. — Lith. smdgti, 3rd. sing. pres. smdgia “peitschen,
schlagen, (etwas schweres) werfen, etc.’, OE smacian ‘streicheln, klopfen’,
Swed. smacka ‘mit dem Munde schnalzen’, dial. ‘schlagen, werfen’ (Stang
51).

51.) smola ‘pitch’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. Serb. Church
Slav. smola &odaktos, Russ. smold ‘Harz, Pech, Teer’, Pol. smota idem,
etc. — Latv. smefi ‘Kien, Harz’, Lith. smélti, 3rd. sing. pres. -Ista, past -lo
‘sich beschmieren, triibe, matt werden’, LG smelen ‘langsam und
rauchend brennen’, etc. (Eng. smell obviously belongs here); there is also
the Slav. verb smalztz (an old causatlve") e.g. Russ. smdlit’ ‘ansengen,
Ubelriechendes verbrennen’, Pol. smali¢ * versengen’ (Stang 51, but see
also Pokorny 969 where MIr. smal, smol, smiial f. ‘Feuer, Glut, Asche’ is
quoted).

52.) smykajo, smykati (s¢) ‘whisk’ trans., ‘crawl, creep’ intrans, attested
in most Slavic languages, e.g. OCS smykati s¢ (-ajg) ‘sich dahinschleppen’,
Russ. smykdt’sja ‘kriechen’, Pol. smyka¢ si¢ ‘sich schleppen’ (but smykaé
‘pluck, whisk’); there is also Slav. smukati, e.g. Pol. smukaé ‘streifen’,
Sloven. smiikati intrans. ‘whisk’ (i.e. move rapidly here and there) — Lith.
smukti, 3rd. sing. pres. smufika ‘(ab)-gleiten, -rutschen, langsam sinken,
wohin schliipfen’ and smaiikti, 3rd. sing. pres. -kia, past -ké ‘(Blatter,
Beeren u. dgl) mit streifender Handbewegung abreissen, -rupfen,
-zupfen, etc’, with correspondences in Latvian, Olc. smjiga ‘sich
schmiegen, durch eine enge Offnung eindringen’, OE smiigan ‘schliipfen,
kriechen’, MHG schmiegen: North IE *smeuk-, another variant is
Balto-Slav. *meuk- (PSl. *muwkngti), see Trautmann 189 s.v. munko
‘entgleite’ (Stang 51).

53.) stars ‘old’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS stars, Russ.
stdryj, Pol. stary, etc. — Lith. stéras ‘dick’, Olc. stérr ‘gross’, OLG stori
‘gross, berithmt’, etc. (Stang 55).
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54.) stobors ‘column-like pole’, attested only in South Slavic and Old
Russian (?), e.g. Serb. Church Slav. stobors ‘Saule’, S-C stobor idem, etc.
— Lith. stabaras ‘trockener Baumast, etc.’, dial. stébaras, Dan. staver
‘abgeschnittener, behauener Ast’, Norw. dial. stavar ‘Baumstumpf’, etc.
PGermc. *stabura-//stabara- (Stang 54).

55.) stoZers ‘stack-pole’ and stogs ‘stack’, attested in most Slavic lan-
guages, e.g. ORuss. stoZers/-ars ‘Schutzpfahl eines Heuschobers’, S-C
stoZzer ‘Tennenpfahl’, Cz. stoZar ‘mast’, etc. and Church Slav. stogs
‘Heuhaufen, Schober’, S-C stog, Pol. stog, etc. — Lith. stagaras ‘dirrer,
verdorrter (Kraut-, Pflanzen)stengel, -strunk; diirrer (Baum)ast’, OE
staca = NE stake, OHG stecho ‘Pfahl, Stecken’, OSwed. staki ‘Pfahl,
Leuchter’, etc. and Olc. stakkr ‘Heuschober’ (of course Eng. stack
belongs here, too): Balto-Slav. shows a common suffix *-e/oro- while
Germc. has *-e/on- (Stang 54).

56.) stréla ‘arrow’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS stréla ‘Pfeil,
Geschoss’, Russ. streld idem, S-C strijéla ‘Pfeil, Blitzstrahl’, Pol. strzata
‘Pfeil’, etc. — Lith. strela//strelé ‘Pfeil’, Latv. stréla ‘Geschoss, Pfeil,
Streifen, Wasserstrahl’, OHG strdla ‘Pfeil’ (in NHG Strahl is ‘ray’), OE
stréel’ ‘Pfeil’'® only West Germc. (Stang 55).

57.) *stslbs (stvlba) ‘pole, post’, attested in this basic form only in East
and South Slavic, e.g. ORuss. stalbs, Russ. stolb, gen. stolbd ‘Siule,
Pfeiler’, Church Slav. stlsba ‘ladder, staircase’, kA\ipa&, S-C stiba ‘ladder’,
Bulg. stalb//stlbb ‘Pfeiler’, etc. — Lith. dial. stulbas ‘Pfosten, Pfahl ...
Saule, Pfeiler’, Latv. stulbs ‘Pfosten; Schienbein, Wade’, Olc. stolpi
‘Pfosten, Saule, Pfeiler’, MLG stolpe; besides *stalbs there is a variant
*stalps in Slavic (Stang 56).

58.) serebro ‘silver’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS ssrebro,
ORuss. serebro, Russ. serebré, S-C srébro, Pol. srebro, etc. — Lith. siddbras,
with correspondences in Latvian and Prussian (in the latter siraplis,
sirablan), Goth. silubr, OHG silabar, OE seolfor, etc.; the word is most
probably of non-IE origin, and underwent various assimilations and
dissimilations in the above languages (Stang 47).

59.) *$Cerba//*s¢erby; *skerbe ‘notch’; ‘worry’ (?), attested in most
Slavic languages, e.g. Russ. §¢erbd ‘Riss, Liicke, Schramme, etc.’, Sloven.
$¢fba ‘Scharte’, Pol. szczerba ‘notch’, szczerb m. idem, etc; OCS skrobb
‘Triibsal, Kummer, Sorge’, Russ. skorb’, S-C skrb idem, but Pol. skarb m.
‘treasure’, etc.; also in Slavic there is the basic verb for the latter noun:
*skvrbeti, -bl’g, -isi ‘be sad, afflicted’, etymologically ‘to be cut, bitten’, e.g.
OCS skrsbéti ‘betriibt sein’, Russ. skorbét’, skorbljii, S-C skrbiti, etc., which
seems to represent an old intrans. stative of a basic trans. active verb
attested in Baltic and Germanic (see below!) — Latv. $kifba ‘Ritze,
Spalte’, Lith. skurbé ‘Gram, sorrow’, Lith. skefbti, 3rd. sing. pres. -bia, past
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-bé ‘tief einschneiden, etc.’, skufbti ‘in Elend sein’, Latv. skurbt
‘ohnméchtig, beduselt werden’, OHG scirbi = NHG Scherbe, scarbon ‘in
Stiicke schneiden, zerschneiden’, OE sceorfan ‘schneiden, beissen’ (Stang
49, see also Trautmann 266, and Vasmer III 650-651).

60.) *tcgoks//*t¢Zoks ‘heavy’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g.
OCS tgZokn ‘schwer, gefahrlich’ (the older, primary form is still
represented by o-tggac-iti ‘beschweren’), Russ. tjdzkij, S-C téZak, Pol.
cigzki, etc. — Lith. tingis ‘trdge, faul, langsam in der Arbeit’, Olc. pungr
‘schwer’ (Stang 58).

61.) *tysetji//*tystji ‘thousand’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g.
OGS tysesti/ftysosti f., Russ. tysjala, S-C ti3uca, Pol. tysigc m., etc. — Lith.
tikstantis, Latv. tikstudts, Pruss. tisimtons f. acc. plur. (the closest corre-
spondence of Slavic), Goth. pisundi, OHG thidsund, OE biisend, etc.
(Stang 59; for the reconstruction of the primary form, see E. Hamp,
Papers from the IX Regional Meeting of the Chicago Linguistic Society,
1973, 172-178).

62.) veblica ‘worm’, attested only in North Russian: véblica — Lith.
vabalas ‘Kifer’, Latv. vabale//vabals idem, OHG wibil ‘Kornwurm, Kifer’,
OE wibba ‘Rosskifer’ (Stang 60).

63.) vifo ‘swamp-grass’, attested only in ORuss. vi$s ‘Sumpfgras’,
Sloven. vi$ m., f. ‘Schilf, Riedgras’, OPol. wisz idem — Lith. viksva ‘langes,
hartes im Sumpf wachsendes Gras, Riedgras’, Pruss. wissene ‘Porsch,
ledum palustre’, OHG wisa = NHG Wiese, Olc. veisa ‘Sumpf, Pfiitze’,
etc.; Vasmer I, 325-326 quotes also Norw. dial. vi(e) ‘besom’ (metelka,
verxuska rastenija) (Stang 63).

64.) *oldg, *volsti ‘rule’, attested, often in secondary forms, in most
Slavic languages, e.g. OCS viadg, viasti // vladéjo, -éti ‘herrschen’, ORuss.
volodéti, S-C vlddati, Cz. vladu, vldsti, OPol. wlodaé, NPol. wlada¢ (-ta-
from Czech influence), etc. — Lith. veldéti, 3rd. sing. pres. vélda//-i
‘besitzen, regieren, etc.’, valdyti ‘(be)-herrschen, regieren, lenken’, with
correspondences in Latvian and Prussian, Goth. waldan ‘walten’, Olc.
valda ‘walten, herrschen’, OE wealdan = NE wield, etc. (Stang 61-2).

65.) vosks ‘wax’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS vosks, Russ.
vosk, gen. véska, S-C vdsak, Pol. wosk, etc. — Lith. vaskas ‘Wachs’, Latv.
vasks/[vaska idem, OHG wahs, Olc. vax, OE weax (Stang 61).

66.) *vulgs(kv) ‘moist, wet’ besides *vblgnoti ‘become moist’ and *volga
‘moisture’; the adjective is attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. Russ.
Church Slav. valgaks ‘feucht’, Russ. vélgkij, OPol. wilgi, Cz. vihky, etc.; the
verb is found in Pol. wilgngé, Cz. vihnouti, Russ. dial. vélgniit’, and Sloven.
od-volgnoti (sic!, see Machek 570), the noun in OCS vlaga, Russ. voléga,
S-C vldga, Sloven. vidga, Cz. vidha — Lith. vilgyti ‘an-, befeuchten, nass
machen’, vilgti, 3rd. sing. pres. -sta ‘feucht, nass werden’, with correspon-
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dences in Latvian, among others the adj. vilgans and valgs ‘feucht’, OHG
welk ‘feucht, welk’ (Eng. arch. verb welk ‘fade, wither’ belongs here too),
Stang 63.

67.) *velnd ‘wave’, attested only in OCS vibna ‘Welle, Woge’, Russ.
volnd, Bulg. velnd, Cz. vina, OPol. weina — Lith. vilnis ‘Welle, Woge’,
Latv. vilnis, OHG wella = NHG Welle (Germc. ~ Balto-Slav. *un-; see
also the basic verb with the vocalism *yJ- in OCS wvalati (s¢) trans. ‘in
Wallung bringen’, intrans. ‘von den Wellen hin und her geworfen werden’
and Goth. wulan ‘wallen’), Stang. 63-64. .

68.) *zolto ‘gold’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS zlato, Russ.
zbloto, Pol. zloto, etc. — Latv. zélts ‘Gold’, Lith. Zéltas ‘golden, blond’,
Goth. gulp ‘Gold’, Olc. gull, OHG, OE gold, etc. (a common Germc. ~
Balto-Slav. feature is the same suffix -to, i.e. PIE *g’he/ol-to- and
*¢’h]-to-), Stang 64.

69.) Zaba (*geba) ‘frog, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. Russ. Zdba,
S-C Ziba, Pol. zaba, etc. — Pruss. gabawo ‘Krote’, OSax. quappa ‘Quappe’
(i.e. ‘eel-pout’), MLG quabbe ‘feuchte Masse’ (for details, see Stang
20-21).

70.) Zale ‘grief and its verbal derivatives Zaliti, Zalovati; the noun is
attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS Zale ‘Grabmahl’, Church Slav.
Zals ‘Schmerz, Mitleid’, Russ. Zal’ (in impersonal predicatives) ‘it is a pity’,
etc., S-C Zdo used predicatively as in Russ. Zal’, Pol. zal m., gen. -u ‘regret,
grievance, etc’, also used predicatively, etc. — Lith. gela ‘heftiger
Schmerz’ and the basic verb gélti, 3rd. sing. pres. gélia, past gélé ‘stechen,
wehtun (physisch und psychisch)’, with correspondences in Latvian and
Prussian, OHG quéllan ‘Schmerzen erleiden, sich abmartern’, quala
‘Pein’, etc.; against Stang’s opinion the connection with Slav. Zeléti ‘wish,
desire’ (cf. OCS) should be rejected (for details, see Stang 21 and Vasmer
11, 40).

71.) *Zegnz-ica//-ul’a, etc. ‘cuckoo’, attested in ORuss. Zegazica, Russ.
dial. zegzica, Zegozilja, Cz. ZeZhule, Pol. giegiétka — Lith. geguzé
‘Kuckuck’, with correspondences in Latvian and Prussian, Olc. gaukr
‘Kuckuck’, OHG gouh: Balto-Slav. *gegu-, ie. PIE *gheghug-,
(reduplicated root), Germc. *gauk- (i.e. PIE *ghoug’-, simple root), Stang

72.) Zidg, Zvdati ‘wait’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
Zidg//Zvdg, Zvdati ‘warten, erwarten’, Russ. Zdu, Zdat’, OPol. zdaé, etc. —
Lith. geisti, 3rd. sing. pres. geidZia, past -dé ‘wiinschen, begehren,
verlangen’, Latv. gaidit ‘warten, harren, erwarten’, Pruss. géide °‘sie
warten’, OHG, MHG git ‘Habgier, Geiz’ (Stang 21).

73.) z¢ls ‘vehement’, zélo ‘very’, attested only in OCS zélo ‘sehr,
gewiss’, Church Slav. z¢ls ‘heftig’, ORuss. arch. zel6 ‘very’, BRuss. do zela
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idem, Sloven. zel6, OCz. zielo — Lith. gailus ‘beissend, wiitend, scharf,
etc.” gailas ‘heftig, Latv. gails ‘wohlliistig; schlank, etc.” — OHG geil
‘mutwillig, ausgelassen’; see also Goth. gailjan ‘erfreuen’ (Stang 21,
Vasmer II, 92).

II. Germc. ~ Slavic

1.) béditi ‘force, compel’, attested in most Slavic languages, in West
Slavic usually indirectly through the noun béda ‘need’, e.g. OCS béditi
‘zwingen’, Russ. bedit’ ‘Leid antun’ but po-bedit’ ‘besiegen’, u-bedit’
‘Uberzeugen’, S-C bijediti ‘slander’, po-bijéditi ‘win’, OPol. biedzi¢ sig
‘wrestle, struggle’ (but in toponyms Pobiedziska ‘the place of victory’), etc.
— Goth. baidjan ‘zwingen’, Olc. beiBa ‘um etw. bitten’, OHG beitten
‘dréngen, fordern’ (Stang 14-15).

2.) bléds ‘pale’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS bléds, Russ.
blédyj, S-C blijed, Pol. blady, etc. — OE blit ‘blass, bleich’, etc. (Stang 15).

3.) blvknoti ‘fade’, attested only in Russ. bléknut’ ‘bleichen,
verschiessen, welken’, Ukr. bléknuty and Pol. blakngé (a in the root under
the influence of blady) — Olc. bligja ‘watch intensively’, etc. (Cemodanov,
lc. 79).

4.) bols ‘pain’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. OCS bols m. (sic!)
‘Kranker’, Church Slav. bols f. ‘Krankheit’, Russ. bol’ f. ‘Schmerz’, but
dial. m. ‘Kranker’, S-C bol m. ‘Schmerz’, Pol. b6l m. idem, etc. — OHG
balo ‘Verderben, Ubel’, Olc. bol, dat. bolvi ‘Schaden, Ungliick’, OE bealu
idem (NE bale belongs here), etc. There is also a correspondence
between the Slav. verb boléti, 3rd. sing. pres. bolits (e.g. OCS) ‘krank sein,
Schmerz empfinden’ and Goth. balwjan ‘martern’, etc.; the Germc. noun
represents PIE *bholu-, the Slav. — PIE *bholi- (Stang 15).

5.) bors (u-stem) ‘pine, pinewood’, attested in most Slavic languages,
e.g. Russ. Church Slav. bors, plur. borove ‘Nadelwald, Fichtenwald’, Russ.
bor ‘Fichtenwald, S-C bor ‘Fohre, Kiefer’, Pol. bér, loc. w boru ‘Wald’, etc.
— Olc. borr, dat. borvi ‘Baum’ (poetic), OE bearu ‘Wald’, OHG baro
‘Hain, Wald’; the Germc. noun represents also a u-stem (Stang 15, but
see also Martynov’s views about the possible borrowing of the Germc.
word from Slavic in Chapter VI, in the paragraph on the Slavic-Germanic
lexical exchange).

6.) *borvs ‘castrated hog’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. Russ.
bérov ‘Borg, verschnittener Eber’, S-C brav ‘Schafvieh’, dial.
‘verschnittenes Schwein’, Pol. dial. browek ‘gemisteter Eber’ — OHG
barug, barh ‘verschnittenes Schwein’, OE bearh, bearg, Olc. borgr: the PSI.
form stems from *bhoru-, and the PGermc. from *bhoru-ko- (Stang 15).

6a.) brézgnoti, etc. look under obrézgnoti, etc.
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7.) *buxngti ‘swell’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. Russ. biixnut’
‘anschwellen, schwellen’, S-C na-buhnuti ‘anlaufen, anschwellen’, Kash.
bucha ‘Stolz’, etc. — MLG bis ‘Aufgeblasenheit, schwellende Fiille’,
biisen ‘schwelgen’, Norw. dial. baus ‘stolz, ungestiim, hitzig’ (Stang 16, see
also Berneker 97-98).

8.) bystrs ‘quick’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS bystrs
‘schnell, verschlagen’, Russ. bystryj ‘schnell, scharfsichtig’, S-C bistar ‘klar’
(cf. bistrica as a frequent hydronym), Pol. bystry ‘reissend, schnell’, etc. —
Olc. bysja ‘mit grosser Gewalt ausstromen’, Norw. dial. busa
‘hervorstiirzen’: PIE archetype for Slavic *bhiis-ro- (Stang 16, see also
Berneker 113).

9.) *berdo ‘sharp-ended tool for pressing the weft’, the meaning ‘hill’,
common in South Slavic, seems to be secondary, attested in all Slavic lan-
guages, e.g. Russ. bérdo ‘weaver’s reed’, S-C brdo, Pol. bardo, etc. —
PGermc. *burpa-//*burda- as proven by NHG Borte ‘ham’, Eng. board,
etc.: PIE *bher- ‘sharp’ (Trubacev 1966: 130-131).

10.) *¢up(r)s//*cubs ‘tuft’, the former attested only in East Slavic and
Serbo-Croatian, e.g. Russ. dial. cup, cupr ‘Schopf, S-C ciipa idem
(referring to hair) — Olc. skiifr ‘Quaste, Biindel’, skauf ‘Quaste’, OHG
scoub ‘Garbe, Strohbund’, OE scéaf idem, etc. (Stang 17, see also Vasmer
IV, 384).

11.) daviti ‘strangle’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS daviti
‘wiirgen, erwiirgen’, Russ. davit’ ‘driicken, pressen, wiirgen’, S-C ddviti
‘wirgen’, Pol. dial. dawié, Standard Pol. dfawi¢ idem, etc. — Goth.
af-dauips ‘geplagt, gehetzt’ from *af-dojan (PGermc. *-dowjana) the
causative to PGermc. *daujana ‘sterben’: for the latter see Olc. deyja
‘sterben’, OSax. dojan, and of course NE die, etc. (Stang 18).

12.) drobiti ‘crush, crumble’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
drobiti ‘zerreiben, zerbrechen’, Russ. drobit’ ‘zerstiickeln’, S-C drobiti
idem, Pol. drobi¢ ‘klein machen, zerbrdckeln, zerstiickeln’, etc. — Goth.
gadraban ‘aushauen’, Olc. draf ‘Abfall, Brocken, Staub’ (cf. Russ. drob’
‘Bruch, Bruchteil, Schrot’), drafna ‘sich (in kleine Teile) auflesen’; but
there is also Lith. drebénas ‘“Trimmer’ with an e-vocalism corresponding
to Russ. drebezg ‘Scherbe, Triimmer’ (Stang 20; see also Berneker 226).

13.) *dwZZp (if from *duzg-jo-) ‘rain’, attested in all Slavic languages,
e.g. OCS dvZdb, Russ. dozd’, S-C dazZd, Pol. deszcz (phonetic spelling!), etc.
— Norw. dusk-regen ‘Staubregen’, Swed. regn-dusk idem, Norw. dusk
‘feiner Regen’, dysja ‘fein regnen, herabrieseln’, etc. (Stang 20).

14.) *éstéja (*éstoje, *éstv) ‘orifice in the oven’, attested only in Sloven.
istéje plur. f. ‘orifice in the oven’, OCz. niestéjé plur. f. ‘hearth, door in the
oven’, NCz. nistéj, ULus. nés¢ ‘hearth, opening in the oven, oven’, LLus.
jesce, jeséeje idem — PGermc. *essjo, attested by NHG Esse ‘furnace in a
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smithy, hearth’ in IE terms the PSl archetype is *éd-t-¢ja, etc., the
PGermc. archetype is *ed-t-ja (this is a new etymology by Trubadev, 1966:
315-320).

15.) glums ‘joke’ (?), attested directly or through the intermediary of
the verb glumiti in most Slavic languages, e.g. OCS bezs gluma ‘bestindig),
Russ. glum ‘Scherz, Spott’, S-C glimiti se ‘scherzen, gliima ‘Scherz, Spiel’,
Pol. dial. glum ‘Misshandlung, Missachtung’, etc. — Olc. glaumr ‘Lirm,
Getose, Jubel’, OE gleam ‘Munterkeit, Jubel’; there is also an Ic. verb
gleyma ‘ausgelassen sein, vergessen’ = PSL. glumiti (Stang 22-23).

16.) gneto, gnesti ‘press’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
gneto, gnesti ‘driicken, pressen’, Russ. gnetd, gnesti idem, S-C gnjétem,
gnjesti ‘kneten, dringen, klemmen’, Pol. gniote, gnies¢ ‘driicken, kneten’,
etc. — OHG knetan ‘driicken, kneten’, Olc. knoBa ‘kneten’ (of course
Eng. knead from OE cnedan belongs here), Stang 23.

17.) gols ‘naked’, also ‘bald’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
gols ‘nackt, bloss’, Russ. golyj, S-C go, f. gdla, etc., Pol. goly, etc. — OHG
kalo ‘kahl’, OE calu = NE callow; but there is also Latv. gals ‘eisglatt’,
gale ‘diinne Eisdecke’ (Stang 24).

18.) grobs ‘grave’, attested in most Slavic languages, an old derivative
from the verb grebg, gre(b)ti ‘dig’ (see above), e.g. OCS grobs ‘Grab’,
Russ. grob, gen. gréba, S-C grob, gen. groba, Pol. gréb, gen. grobu, etc. —
Goth. graba (n-stem) ‘Graben’, Olc. grof ‘Hohle, Grab’, OHG grab =
NHG Grab, OE grf = NE grave. (Berneker 353).

19.) grote ‘arrow-, spear-head’, attested only in older Russ. grot
‘Wurfspiess’, Pol. grot idem, and also ‘Pfeilspitze’, Cz. hrot ‘Spitze’ —
MHG grit ‘Grate, scharfe Spitze’, NHG Grat, Grite ‘edge, fishbone’
(Stang 24, see also Kluge 268).

20.) isto, plur. istesa ‘kidney’, attested only in OCS isto, plur. istesa
‘Niere’, Russ. Church Slav. jestes¢ nom. dual ‘Hoden’, and Sloven. ob-ist
f. ‘Nlere — Olc. eista ‘Hode’ (Stang 25).

21.) kamy, gen. kamene ‘stone’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g.
OCS kamy, -ene, Russ. kdmen’, S-C kdmen (but also kdmi), Pol. kamien,
etc. — Olc. hamarr ‘vorstehender, steiler Felsen rundlicher Form;
Hammer’, OHG hamar = NHG Hammer, OE hamor = NE hammer, etc.
(Stang 25; see also under kentum elements above).

22.) *klens ‘maple’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. Russ. klén, gen.
kiéna ‘Ahorn’, S-C kién//kljén//kan, Pol. klon, etc. — Olc. hlynr ‘Ahorn’,
OE hlyn, NHG dial. lehne, lenne; in Slavic and Germanic the same stem
variation *klen- ~ *kn- is found (Stang 28-29).

23.) *kobuce ‘kind of falcon’, attested chiefly in East Slavic, e.g. Russ.
kébec, gen. kébca ‘Bienen-, Wespenfalke’, and South Slavic, e.g. S-C
kobac, gen. kopca ‘Sperber’, and Pol. kobiec ‘Art Falke, Bienenfalke’ —
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OHG habuh ‘Habicht’, Olc. haukr (of course Eng. hawk belongs here),
for details see Stang 30. It should be noted that in Polish there are also
the forms kobuz and kobz (*kobuzs//*kobwszs) that seem to be more
closely related to the Germc. archetype *habuka- (see Berneker 535).

24.) *kogetv ‘fang’, attested only in East Slavic, e.g. Russ. kdgot’, gen.
kogtja ‘Klaue; Fang des Raubvogels; gekrimmte Eisenspitze’, and in
ULus. kocht ‘Dorn, Stachel’ — OHG haké ‘Haken’, OE haca//héc = NE
hook, etc. (Stang 30).

25.) kozvls ‘he-goat’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS kozsls,
Tpdryos, Russ. kozél, gen. kozld ‘Bocksleder; Hebebock, etc.’, S-C kozao,
gen. kozla (Stokavian and very rare), kozlac, gen. kozaoca, etc. ‘Arum’ (a
plant), Pol. koziot, gen. kozla ‘Ziegenbock’, etc. — Goth. hakuls, Olc.
hokull, OHG hachul ‘Mantel’ (Cemodanov l.c. 80, see also Vasmer II 277
what particularly connects Slav. and Germc. words is the -lo- suffix).

26.) kroms ‘loom’ (?), kromiti ‘fence in with boards’ (?), attested only
in Russ. krémy plur. ‘Webstuhl’, zakromit’ ‘mit Brettern umstellen’, Ukr.
pry-kromyty ‘béndigen’, Pol. po-s-kromi¢ ‘hemmen, bandigen, missigen’ —
OHG (h)rama ‘Rahmen, Gestell’, OE hremmian ‘einengen, behindern’
(here also Goth. hramjan ‘kreuzigen’ belongs), Stang 31 and Berneker
622).

27.) krogs ‘circle’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS krogs
‘Kreis’, Russ. krug ‘Kreis, Zirkel, runde Scheibe’, S-C krig, Pol. krqg, gen.
kregu, etc. — Olc. hringr ‘Ring’, OE, OHG hring, etc.: Slavic represents
the primary o-vocalism, Germanic e-vocalism (Stang 30-31).

28.) lés» “forest, wood’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS éss
‘Wald’, Russ. les, gen. lésa ‘Wald; Holz als Material’, S-C lijes ‘Wald,
Holz’, Pol. las ‘Wald’, etc. — OE I&s, gen. leswe ‘Weide’ (for details see
Stang 32).

29.) lo¥s ‘bad’, attested only in South Slavic, e.g. S-C 16§ ‘ungliicklich’,
Bulg. lo§ ‘schlecht, iibel, schlimm, hisslich’, etc. and in Russ. dial. losij
‘schlecht’” — Goth. lasiws ‘schwach’, OE lysu (*lusiwa-) ‘schwach, falsch,
libel, bose’, etc. (disputable according to Stang 34).

30.) luds ‘“foolish’, attested in most Slavic languages, often indirectly
through the verb luditi, e.g. Church Slav. luds ‘toricht’, Russ. lud ‘Narr’,
S-C lad *nérrisch, toricht’, Pol. ludzi¢ ‘tauschen, triigen, etc.’, etc. — Goth.
liuts ‘heuschlerisch’, usluton ‘irre fithren’, OE lot ‘Betrug’, OHG lioz
‘lignerisch’, etc. (Stang 34).

31.) lyko ‘bast’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. Russ. lyko ‘Linden-,
Weidenbast’, S-C liko, Pol. #ko, etc. — PGermc. *auha- (rather
*lauho-?): NHG Lohe ‘tan’; this is a new etymology rejecting the
connection of Slav. lyko with Lith. linkas, and relating it to lucs, luna,
etc.; but there is also Gr. NoGooov (*loukjom) with a similar meaning
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(“belaja cast’ drevesiny™), Trubaev 1966: 164-66.

32)) kg, Irgati ‘lie’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS Is2g,
Isgati ‘lugen’, Russ. Igu (old LZu), Igat’, S-C laZem, lagati, Pol. &¢, {gaé, etc.
— Goth. liugan ‘liugen’, Olc. ljiiga, OHG liogan = NHG liigen (Eng. lie, of
course, belongs here), etc.; Slavic shows the IE vocalism *lugh-, Germanic
*leugh- (Stang 35).

33.) majg, majati ‘tire’, attested only in Russ. mdju, mdjat’ ‘ermiiden,
erschopfen, plagen’ and Bulg. mdja ‘verzogere, store’ — OHG muoen
‘miihen’, Goth. af-mauibs ‘ermiidet’, etc. Slavic and Germanic show the
stem in -je, i.e. PIE *moje- (Stang 35).

34.) méls ‘sandbank’, attested only in East Slavic, e.g. Russ. mel’, gen.
méli ‘Sandbank’, and West Slavic, e.g. Pol. miel f. — Olc. melr ‘Sandbank’,
Swed. dial. mjdg (*mjalg) ‘Sandhiigel, hohes Flussufer’: between Slavic
and Germanic there is only a root-connection (Stang 36).

35.) meéniti ‘mean’, attested in OCS méniti ‘meinen, glauben,
erwahnen, halten fiir, gedenken’, Ukr. po-minyty ‘denken auf, vorhaben’,
Pol. mieni¢ ‘nennen, erwdhnen’, OCz. mieniti ‘meinen’, Sloven. méniti
‘meinen, glauben, dafiirhalten’ — OHG meinen ‘etwas im Sinne
haben...meinen; sprechen, behaupten’, OE m&nan ‘verkiindigen, klagen’
(= NE mean), etc. (Stang 36).

36.) *medlo > *medlica ‘brake for flax, etc.’, attested chiefly in North
Slavic, e.g. Russ. (dial.) mjalo, mjalica ‘brake’ (especially for flax and
hemp), Pol. migdlica and Mac. melica, etc. — Olc. mgndull ‘handle of a
handmill’, MHG mandel ‘roll, wad: PGermc. *man-bla-//man-dla-
(Trubacev, 1966: 69-72).

37.) mogg, *mokti ‘can’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
mogg, mosti, Russ. mogii, mo¢’, S-C mogu, moéi, Pol. moge, méc, etc. —
Goth. mag ‘kann’, OHG mag, OE maz = NE may, Olc. md (infinitive
mega); there is a complete formal and semantic agreement between the
Slav. and Germc. verbs, whereas the Balt. corresponidences differ either
formally (e.g. Latv. mégt ‘vermogen, taugen, gewohnt sein’) or
semantically (e.g. Lith. magéti ‘gefallen, angenehm sein, etc.’), Stang 37.

38.) *mokt ‘power’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS mosty
‘Macht, Stiarke’, Russ. mo¢’, S-C moé, Pol. moc, etc. — Goth. mahts
‘Macht, Kraft’, OHG maht, Olc. mdtt (of course Eng. might belongs
here); Stang 37-38.

39.) mob ‘moth’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. Church Slav.
mols £. ‘Motte’, Russ. mol’ f., S-C moljac (*mol-j-scw), Pol. mél, gen. mola,
etc. — Goth. malo ‘Motte’, Olc. molr (Stang 37).

40.) *malniji ‘thunderbolt’ (?), ‘flash of lightning’, attested in South
Slavic, e.g. OCS milsnii (i.e. *mioniji) ‘Blitz’, S-C miinja, in East Slavic,
e.g. Russ. mélnija, and in Polab. mduria — Olc. Mjolinir “Thors Hammer,



STRATIFICATION OF VOCABULARY 145

Blitz’, myln ‘Feuer’ (?): Slavic represents the stem *mjn-, Germanic
*meln- (Stang 37).

41.) msnoge ‘numerous’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
manogs ‘viel’, Russ. mndgij, S-C mndgo, Pol. mnogi, etc. — Goth. manags
‘mancher, viel’, OHG manag, OE manig = NE many (for details see Stang
39, see also North-West IE vocabulary above).

42.) *nakovs//nakova etc. ‘anvil’, attested in ULus. nakow, Cz.
(Moravian) ndkova, LLus. nakowa, S-C nakovanj m., Sloven. nakovenj
(the latter two from *nakov-sn’s); in other Slav. languages, the
continuants of PSL. *(na)kovadlo occur, e.g. OCS nakovalo, etc. —
PGermc. *anahaya-: OE anhéaw, MHG anehou, anhau; see also Lat.
inciis, gen. incidis which may have provided a model for Slav. and Germc.
words (Trubacev 1966: 348-349 and 352, 355-356).

43.) *obrézgnoti//*obrezgnoti, brézgs ‘turn sour’, ‘sour taste’, attested in
Russ. Church Slav. obrézgnuti//obrezgnuti ‘sauer werden’, Russ. dial.
obréznut’ ‘sauer werden von der Milch’, Ukr. zbrésknuty idem, Pol.
obrzazgnqgé//obrzyzgng¢ idem; besides that, Cz. bfesk ‘herber Geschmack’,
Pol. brzazg idem — Norw. dial. brisken ‘bitter, herb’, briskna, bresna ‘sauer
werden’ (Stang 40).

44.) odre ‘wooden platform (serving as a bed, etc.)’, attested in most
Slavic languages, e.g. OCS odrs ‘Lager, Bahre’ (but odrsce ‘kleines
Gestell, Rost’), Russ. odr (dial. odér) = loZe, S-C odar, gen. odra idem, Cz.
odr ‘post, wooden scaffold, etc.” — Olc. jadarr (*eBaraz) ‘Rand, obere
Zaunstange’, OE eodor ‘Hecke, Zaun’; ‘Wohnung, Fiirst’, OHG etar =
NHG dial. Etter ‘Zaun, Rand’, etc. (Cemodanov, l.c. 81, see also Pokorny
290 s.v. edh- “Zaunstecken, Zaun aus Pfahlen’).

45.) *olbodbv//elbeds ? ‘swan’, attested in most Slavic languages, the
former e.g. in Pol. fabedZ, S-C ldbud, Sloven. lab{d, the latter e.g. in Russ.
lébed’, Sloven. dial. lebéd, Bulg. lébed, etc. — OHG albiz, elbiz ‘Schwan’,
Olc. dipt (plur. elptr, dlptir): the Germc.-Slav. word is derived by means of
the suffix -d- from PIE *albho-, see Lat. albus, ‘white’ (Stang 31).

46.) *olss ‘moose’, attested only in North Slavic, e.g. Russ. los’, gen.
l6sja, Pol. 10§, etc. — Olc. elgr (plur. -ir) ‘Elch’, OE eolh, OHG élaho,
NHG Elch (which has been borrowed by NE as elk/): both the Germc.
and Slav. words represent PIE *olki-//*olk’i- (Stang 33-34).

47.) *ogre/e ‘pimple, (skin) maggot’, attested in most Slavic languages,
e.g. Russ. iigor’, gen. ugrjd, ‘Finne, Mitesser’, Bulg. vagoréc ‘Made, Larve’,
S-C uagrk idem, Pol. wggr ‘Finne, Mitesser’, etc. — OHG angar
‘Kornmade’, NHG Engerling ‘Maikéferlarve’ (Stang 40).

48.) *pasmen-, i.e. *pasmg > pasmo ‘part of skein of thread’, attested
in all Slavic languages, e.g. Russ. pdsmo, pdsmeco, pdsmenka, S-C pasmo,
Pol. pasmo, etc. — PGermc. *fapma- : OHG fadum = NHG Faden, OE
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fedm ‘the width of one’s extended arms’ = NE fathom; Pokorny 824
quotes also Olc. fadmr ‘Umarmung, Klafter, Faden’; the PIE archetype
for Slavic is *pot-smen-, for Germanic *pot-mo- (Trubadev 1966:
102-103).

49.) *porms ‘ferry boat’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. Russ.
porém ‘Fahre’, S-C pram, Pol. prom, etc. — OHG farm ‘Nachen, Fahre’,
Olc. farmr ‘Last, Fracht, Biirde’; the basic verb is preserved in Germanic,
e.g. Goth. faran ‘wandern, ziehen’, farjan (= Eng. ferry) ‘fahren, schiffen’,
etc. (Stang 43).

50.) *predajg, *predati/lpre(d)neti ‘spring’, attested in East and South
Slavic, e.g. OCS ves-prenogti ‘emporfahren, sich erheben’, Russ. prjaddt’
‘hiipfen, springen’ (vos)prjdnut’ ‘aufspringen, sich erheben’, S-C prédati
‘sich fiirchten’, prénuti se ‘aus dem Schlaf auffahren’, etc. — Olc. spretta
‘springen’, ME sprenten ‘springen’ (NE sprint also belongs here), etc.
(Stang 43).

51.) progs ‘grasshopper’, attested only in OCS progs ‘Heuschrecke’ and
Russ. prug idem; for an internal Slav. motivation see S-C prézati se ‘vom
Schiaf aufspringen’ (i.e. *prezati imperf. to preg(ng)ti, see above) — OHG
houuespranca literally ‘hey-hopper’, MHG spranke, sprinke ‘Heuschrecke’:
the Germc. nouns are obvious old derivatives from Germc. springan =
Slav. preg(no)ti, etc. (Stang 43).

52.) rebro ‘rib’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS rebro, Russ.
rebré, S-C rébro, Pol. zebro (dissimilated from rzebro), etc. — OHG ribbi,
rippi ‘Rippe’, OE ribb, Olc. rif, etc. (Stang 44).

53.) sedra ‘coagulated liquid’, attested only in Church Slavic sedra,
‘geronnene Fliissigkeit’, from which is derived Russ. sjadra, and in S-C
sédra ‘Kalksinter’, Cz. sddra ‘Gips’ — Olc. sindr ‘Sinter, Schlacke, Abfall
von Eisenfunken’, OE sinder, OHG sintar (Stang 46).

54.) svjajo, sejati and *singti ‘shine’, attested only in South and East
Slavic, e.g. OCS sijajo, sijati ‘leuchten, glidnzen, strahlen’, Church Slav.
sinuti, S-C sjati, Russ. sijdt’, etc. — Goth. skeinan ‘leuchten, scheinen’, OE
scinan = NE shine, OHG skinan = NHG scheinen, etc., all from PIE
*sk’ei- (Stang 47-48).

55.) snops ‘sheaf’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS snops,
Russ. snop, gen. snopd, S-C snop, gen. snopa, Pol. snop, etc. — OHG
snuoba ‘Binde’, snuobili ‘kleine Kette’ (Stang 52, see also Pokorny
974-975 s.v. *snép-, *sndp-, *snap-, probably to the verbal root (s)né-
‘zusammendrehen’).

56.) *solvs ‘sallow’ (as an adjective), attested only in East Slavic, e.g.
Russ. solovéj ‘gelblichgrau, isabellgelb’ (referring to horses), Russ.
Church Slav. slavo-odije = séro-ocije etc. — OHG salo, salower
‘dunkelfarbig, triibe’, OE salu = NE sallow, etc.: Slav. and Germc. show
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the same stem-formation *solyo- (Stang 52).

57.) stado ‘stud’, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. OCS stado
‘Herde’, Russ. stddo, S-C stido, Pol. stado, etc. — Olc. st65 ‘Stutenherde’,
OE stéd = NE stud, OHG stuot idem, NHG Stute ‘mare’; the primary
meaning in Slavic seems to have been also ‘herd of horses’, i.e. ‘stud’
(Stang 54).

58.) -stegnoti ‘knot, tie (by stitching)’, attested only in Church Slav.
ostegnoti ‘kniipfen’, Russ. zastegmiit’ ‘zuklopfen’ and stegdt’ ‘steppen,
ndhen, peitschen, schlagen’, Cz. pFistehnouti = Russ. pristegnut’ (in other
Slavic languages there are only nominal derivatives from this verb) —
OHG stehhan ‘stechen’, Goth. stakins, acc. plur. 7& oTiypato: the
root-form *steg- seems to be Germano-Slavic in contradistinction to
*steig- in other IE languages (Stang 55); see also Vasmer III, 751).

59.) sténa “(clay, stone) wall’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS
sténa ‘Wand, Mauer’, Russ. stend ‘Wand’, S-C stijéna ‘Felswand, Fels,
Stein’, Pol. §ciana ‘Wand’, etc. — Goth. stains ‘Stein’, Olc. steinn, OE stan
= NE stone, etc. (Stang 55).

60.) stogs ‘stack’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. Church Slav.
stoge ‘Heuhaufen, Schober’, Russ. stog, gen. stéga, S-C stog, gen. stoga,
Pol. stég, gen. stogu, etc. — Olc. stakkr ‘Heuschober’ (with correspon-
dences in contemporary Scandinavian languages); Eng. stack is borrowed
from Scandinavian; the primary meaning was ‘die Stange, um welche der
Heustapel konzentriert ist’ (Stang 54-55); see stofers above.

61.) *sverdsls drill, borer’ (primarily a kind of “piercing weapon” like a
dagger, etc.), attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. Church Slav. svradsls
‘Bohrer’, Russ. svérdel//sverls, S-C svidao, gen. svidla, Pol. swider, gen.
$widra (from an expected *$wi(e)rdziel, gen. *$wi(e)rdta), etc. — OHG
swért = NHG Schwert, OE sweord = NE sword, Olc. sverd: the primary
meaning of the Germc. *swer-8a- is ‘stechende Waffe’ (see Pokorny
1050); in spite of Stang’s doubts caused by the semantic difference
between Slavic and Germanic, a genetic relationship of these words can
be accepted if we admit that a primary ‘piercing weapon’ (a kind of
dagger) became a tool (cf. the etymology and functional change of the
Slav. noZs from ‘dagger’ (weapon) > ‘knife’ (tool)), Stang 57.

62.) *$¢irs ‘clear’, attested only in North Slavic, e.g. Russ. $¢iryj ‘richtig,
echt, wahrhaft, aufrichtig’, Cz. ciry ‘lauter’, Pol. szczery ‘rein, lauter,
aufrichtig’ — Goth. skeirs ‘klar, deutlich’, Olc. skirr ‘rein, klar’; Eng. sheer
belongs here, too (Stang 58).

63.) vabiti ‘lure, call’, attested in all Slavic languages, e.g. OCS vabiti
‘unterdriicken’ (&v8pamodilewv) [sic!]'? Russ. vdbit’ ‘locken, rufen’, S-C
vdbiti, Pol. wabi¢, etc. — Goth. wopjan ‘laut rufen, ausrufen’, Olc. depa
‘rufen, schreien’, OE wépan = NE weep, etc. (Stang 60).
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64.) *vekts ‘thing’, attested only in South and West Slavic, e.g. OCS
vests ‘Sache, Ding, Materie, Natur’ (Russ. ves¢’ borrowed from OCS), Cz.
véc (sic!), etc. — Goth. waihts f. ‘Ding, Sache’, Olc. véettr f. “Wesen, Wicht,
Geschopf, etc.’, OE wiht f. ‘Wesen’, (NE nought < OE nd-wiht!), etc.
(Stang 63; see also E. Hamp: OCS vests, in G. Cohen, ed. Comments in
Etymology, Vol. VIII, 15 (1979), p 2-3).

65.) véxa ‘a strawbundle on a pole’ (used as a signal), attested in most
Slavic languages, e.g. Russ. véxa (not vexd quoted by Stang) ‘Ackerpfahl,
Strohwischstange, etc’, OCz. viech, Cz. vich ‘Strohwisch’, vécha
‘strawbundle’, Pol. wiecha idem; Sloven. véha ‘stalk and leaves of
cultivated plants’ and Russ. véxa seem to indicate a PSI. old acute from a
long diphthong: *uoisa — Olc. visir ‘Knospe, Keim, Spitze eines
Gewichses’, Norw. veis f. (*waiso-) ‘stalk’, dial. vise ‘Spitze, Biichsel’; see
also Norw. visk = NHG Wisch, etc. (Stang 63 and Vasmer I, 308).

66.) *vérba//*vorbs (?) ‘reel, warp’ (?), attested only in Russ. voréba
‘Zirkelschnur’, voréby ‘Zwirnmiihle, Garnwinde’, vérob ‘Haspel’ — Olc.
varp ‘Netzwurf; Kette eines Gewebes’, Norw. dial. varp ‘Kettengarn,
Aufzug; Netzwurf, OHG warf = OE wearp = NE warp: the Germe.
words are derived from *werpan (Goth. wairpan, NHG werfen, etc.)
‘throw’ (Stang 64).

67.) valati (volajo, -e5i) ‘wave’, attested only in OCS valati s¢ (-ajg, -€3i)
‘von den Wellen hin und her geworfen werden’, Church Slav. valati ‘in
Wallung bringen’ (from which Russ. Church Slav. vidjat’(sja) ‘move, roll’
comes) and in Cz. vidti (vigji, etc.) ‘wave, roll’ — Goth. wulan ‘waller’,
etc.: because of an exact formal and semantic correspondence between
Slavic and Germanic, the prehistorical dialectal IE relationship seems to
be highly plausible (Stang 63-64 under Lith. vilnis ‘Welle, Woge’, see also
Vasmer I, 327 and Pokorny 1142-1143).

The above list, undoubtedly, is not exhaustive. I tried to include in it
all the words which in the available literature (first of all in Stang’s book)
have been treated as representing either certain or highly probable Baltic
~ Slavic ~ Germanic correspondences (“sichere oder wenigstens
durchaus wahrscheinliche ... Sonderworter”, Stang 77). In this connec-
tion, one should add that according to Stang’s statistics, the sum total of
the above correspondences amounts to 188 (68 occur in all three lan-
guage groups, 66 only in Baltic and Germanic, and 54 only in Slavic and
Germanic, which gives a number of 122 for words common to Slavic and
Germanic). My statistics, as presented in the preceding pages, where 17
words selected from the lists of Cemodanov and Trubagev have been
included, show 139 prehistorical Slavic-Germanic correspondences.

But I am inclined to increase this number. As mentioned earlier, there
are words in Stang’s book which are marked with a crosslet, indicating
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that the correspondence is uncertain. From among such words the
following eleven can be considered highly probable:

1.) -glebéti (OCS uglvbéti, -bljg, -isi ‘stecken bleiben’, etc.) ~ OHG
klebén ‘kleben an’, etc. (Stang 22, with some unsubstantiated semantic
doubts).

2.) gods (OCS gods ‘Stunde, (passende) Zeit’, etc.) ~ Goth. gops, gods
(stem goda-) = Eng. good, etc. (Stang 23-24) [correspondences in Baltic]

3.) nozdri (OCS nozdri plur. f. ‘Nasenldcher’, etc.) ~ MLG noster =
NHG Niister, etc. [also correspondences in Baltic] (Stang 39).

4.) n'uxati, n’usiti (Russ. njuxat’ ‘riechen, schniiffeln, umbherspiirren’,
etc., S-C njiliti idem) ~ Goth. biniuhsjan ‘auskundschaften’, etc. (Stang
40). -

5.) *polzs and its basic verb *pelZg, *pulzati (Russ. péloz ‘Schlittenkufe’,
S-C plaz ‘Pflugsohle’, Pol. ploza ‘Schlittenkufe’, etc. and OCS pléZg, plezati
‘kriechen, schleichen’, etc.) ~ OHG félga = NHG Felge, etc. (Stang 43
and Vasmer III 314, 309).

6.) *rycati (more basic than rykati quoted by Stang; OCS rykati, -ajo
‘briillen’, but Pol. ryczeé, ryczg, -ysz, etc.) ~ OHG ruhen (< *ruhjan), etc.
(Stang 46) [also correspondences in Baltic]

7.) snovati, snujo (Russ. snovdt’, snujii ‘hin und her laufen, anzetteln
(beim Weben), Aufzug anlegen’, etc.) ~ Goth. sniwan ‘eilen’, but Olc.
sniia ‘wenden, drehen, winden, flechten’, etc. (Stang 51-52).

8.) stolo (OCS stols ‘Sitz, Schemel, Thron’, etc.) ~ Goth. stols ‘Stuhl,
Thron’, etc. (Stang 55) [also correspondences in Baltic]

9.) selati, soljg, -esi (OCS sslati, sal’g, -e5i ‘senden’, etc.) ~ Goth. saljan
‘darbringen, opfern’, but Olc. selja ‘iiberliefern {ibertragen, verkaufen’,
etc. (Stang 56).

10.) *sverbéti, 3rd. sing. -ite (Russ. sverbét’ ‘jucken’, S-C svrbeti, Pol.
Swierzbie¢, etc.) and an old derivative *svorbs (OCS svrabs ‘Kritze’, Russ.
svérob ‘Jucken; dial. ‘Kritze’, etc.) ~ Goth. af-swairban ‘abwischen’, Olc.
sverfa (svarf, sorfinn) ‘feilen’, etc. [also correspondences in Baltic] (Stang
57).

11.) vedro (OCS vedro ‘schénes Wetter’, Russ. védro idem, etc.) OHG
wetar = NHG Wetter, etc. (Stang 61).

In such a case, the sum total of Slavic-Germanic correspondences with
a relatively high degree of probability will rise to 150, which is quite an
impressive number in comparison with, for example, 75 (49) Slavic ~
Indo-Iranian correspondences. (But I must remind the reader of
Moszyfiski’s opinion regarding these statistical data).

Such a relatively high number of Slavic-Germanic lexical correspon-
dences is undoubtedly not only conditioned by the simple circumstance
that we possess better and richer collections of Germanic words than, for
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instance, those of Iranian, from which to choose respective material, but
also by the relatively younger (in prehistorical terms) — i.e. closer to the
historical epoch, character of Slavic-Germanic dialectal contacts within
late Indo-European. Actually, we should speak of Pre-Slavic ~
Pre-Germanic contacts. These contacts could have still been being
maintained about the year 2000 B.C. (?), probably simultaneously with
more intimate Balto-Slavic contacts. It is also probable that many of the
Slavic-Germanic correspondences which exclude Baltic are due to the
so-called “Venetic” (kentum) substratum'® absorbed gradually by both,
the Proto-Slavs moving from the east and the Teutons (Proto-Germanic
tribes) moving south-east from Scandinavia and Jutland, which obviously
occurred in a relatively younger epoch. This hypothesis would explain
why the Teutons, from the oldest times, have called the Slavs “Veneti”
(*Vinida-: Winden, Wenden, etc.). However, there is a more detailed
discussion about this ethnicon in the chapter devoted to the primary
habitat of the Slavs.

A semantic analysis of the Slavic-Germanic lexical correspondences
has been done by Stang in a separate chapter of his book (70-78) and
some general conclusions are drawn in the last chapter (79-82). I can
only quote these conclusions in extenso (omitting the Baltic-Germanic
correspondences):

Hier ist erstens zu bemerken, dass die intimeren Elemente
der Sprache, Pronominalstimme und Partikeln ... in unserer
Sammlung vollig fehlen, Wenn man die gemeinsamen
Nomina und Verba betrachtet, fallt in die Augen, dass
Worter fur religiocse Begriffe und Worter abstrakten
Charakters, die einer hoheren Gedankenwelt angehéren, fast
nicht vorhanden sind. Auch Verwandschaftswérter kommen
auf unserer Liste nicht vor. Einige gemeinsame Namen fiir
Korperteile kommen vor, aber nicht sehr viele. Die Worter,
die Pflanzen, Tiere, Boden, Naturerscheinungen bezeichnen,
sind in unserer Sammlung verhéltnismissig zahlreich, nicht
aber besonders charakteristisch. Sie zeugen von alter
Nachbarschaft, legen aber von der natiirlichen Beschaf-
fenheit oder von der geographischen Lage der alten
Wohnplitze kein klares Zeugnis ab. Uber spezielle
Beriihrungen auf dem Gebiete der Landwirtschaft geben die
balt.-slav.-germ. Sonderworter wenig Auskunft. Man merkt
sich aber das Wort fiir “Roggen”: lit. rugiaf, ksl. rsZ», ano.
rugr. Die Verbreitung des Wortes hingt wohl mit der
Verbreitungsgeschichte dieser Getreideart zusammen ... Die
Worter, die soziale Erscheinungen bezeichnen, sind nicht
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zahlreich, dafiir aber wichtig: “Dorf” (balt.-germ.), “gewdhn-
liches Volk”, “Arbeitskamerade” — “Gefolge”, urspriinglich
wohl auch  “kollektive  Arbeit ausfithren”, sind
bedeutungsvolle soziale Begriffe, die durch gemeinsame
balt.-slav.-germ. Worter ausgedriickt sind. Dazu kommt
vielleicht noch das Wort fur “Einernten, strenge Feldarbeit.”
Verhiltnismissig viele Ubereinstimmungen finden wir auf
dem Gebiete der technischen Kultur. Man findet Bezeich-
nungen fiir eine Reihe von Gegenstinden aus Holz, seltener
aus anderem Material. Es handelt sich oft um primitive
Gerite, Stocke, Stibe, Stangen, ausgehohlte Baumstimme
usw. ... Die meisten balt.-slav.-germ.- Gemeinwdrter technischer
Natur sind Bezeichnungen fiir einfache Gerite und Gegenstinde
aus Holz.... ... Gleichzeitig mit dem gemeinindoeuropéischen
und nordwestlichen technischen Vokabular haben also die
drei Sprachgruppen eine Reihe von gemeinsammen Wértern
aus dem Gebiete der primitiven Handwerkskultur, die nicht
anderswo zu finden sind. Dies deutet auf eine nahe
Verbindung zwischen den Tragern der betreffenden
Mundarten im Kleinen, in den einfachen Verhiltnissen des
taglichen Lebens, was wohl auf geographischer Nihe und
aktiver Nachbarschaft beruhen muss. Man kann nach
formellen Kriterien nicht feststellen ob diese Worter ilter or
junger sind als diejenigen, die zum “nordwestlichen
Vokabular” gehéren. Die von uns behandelten
Sonderworter, die einfache Gerdte und Werkzeuge
bezeichnen, beweisen natiirlich keinswegs, dass die Vorlaufer
der slavischen, baltischen und germanischen Vélker zur
gegebenen Zeit im Ganzen eine besonders primitive
materielle Kultur hatten, geschweige denn eine primitivere
Kultur als die {ibrigen ieur. Stdimme. Sie zeigen nur, dass auf
diesem speziellen Gebiete, wo es sich um die einfachen
Gerdte und Gebrauchsgegenstinde des tiglichen Lebens
handelt, eine besonders intime Verbindung zwischen den
Vorlaufern der baltischen, slavischen und germanischen
Volker bestanden hat.*)”

The footnote: “Ungefihr die Hélfte der “technischen” Wor-
ter sind balto-slavo-germanisch. Es verdient vielleich er-
wahnt zu werden, dass auf diesem Gebiete die speziell
balto-germanischen Ubereinstimmungen erheblich
zahlreicher sind als die slavo-germanischen (ich zéhle 10: 3)”

151
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(Stang 79-81).

The latter statement deserves special attention. It seems to support
Trubadev’s observation about the orientation of the younger (?)
Proto-Slav. technical terminology towards the Italo-Celtic world. It also
suggests that the contacts between the Pre-Balts and the Pre-Teutons
lasted longer than those between the latter and the Pre-Slavs. I am
inclined to connect these phenomena with a hypothetical northern route
of migration of the Pre-Teutons from Eastern Europe to Scandinavia (see
below).

In connection with the supplementary material of Cemodanov, and
particularly that of Trubadev, we should ask the following question: to
what extent does this material strengthen or weaken the conclusions
reached by Stang? The answer seems to be simple: they strengthen
Stang’s conclusions. Eleven out of seventeen words are technical terms
belonging to weaving (*bsrdo, *medlo, *pasmen-, *predlo), blacksmithing
(*éstéja, *nakovs), carpentry (odrs, *Zorde) and others (*laty, *lecy, lyko).
Here I would like to again refer the reader to the general conclusions of
Trubadev already quoted above in this chapter. Leaving aside the
relative chronology of the prehistorical contacts and cul-
tural-terminological exchange between the respective ethno-linguistic
groups, which is open to discussion, we must say that the orientation of
the PSI. handicraft terminology towards prehistorical Central Europe
(Germanic ~ Italic ~ Celtic) underlined by Trubadev, i.e. Slavic ~
Germanic ~ Italic ~ Celtic correspondences in this domain with the
exclusion of Baltic, induces us to modify the statement by Stang which
was formulated in the footnote quoted within his conclusions. It seems
probable that there were two epochs in the prehistorical Slavic-Germanic
lexical contacts: an older epoch, when the cultural-lexical exchange was
spreading across the whole Germanic ~ Balto-Slavic (i.e. North IE)
dialectal zone, and a younger one, when the Teutons on the one hand,
and the Proto-Slavs on the other, came into closer cultural-lexical
contacts with the early Italic and Celtic tribes dwelling in Central Europe,
while the Balts were left aside. Here again, I should underline the
possibility of the so-called “Venetic” substratum absorbed by both the
Teutons and the Proto-Slavs, and acting as a “propagator” of some of the
cultural terms.

The last problem left to our consideration is the problem of the
prehistorical Balto-Slavic lexical correspondences, i.e. those words which
are common only to Baltic and Slavic. Here we touch upon the
hypothesis of the so-called prehistorical Balto-Slavic linguistic unity
which, as is known, has been accepted by some scholars and rejected by



STRATIFICATION OF VOCABULARY 153

others. I think that the whole discussion is suffering from the lack of
clearly defined terms; the very term “unity”1® belongs here. Of course, I
cannot enter into a discussion of the prehistorical linguistic contacts
between the Proto-Slavs and the Proto-Balts in this paragraph. There is
no doubt that they were close and multifarious, and must have lasted
longer than the contacts between any of the other dialectal groups of late
Indo-European (except those between Iranian and Indian, which
practically can be treated as two dialects stemming from the same source:
Aryan). The sum of common innovations pertaining to all levels of lan-
guage: phonemic, morphological, syntactic, and lexical is so impressive
that we can even try to reconstruct a kind of Proto-Balto-Slavic as an
intermediary dialect between Proto-Indo-European on the one hand, and
Proto-Baltic and Proto-Slavic on the other. In this connection,
Proto-Slavic (strictly speaking, late Proto-Slavic) can basically be derived,
at least as far as the phonemic form is concerned, from Proto-Baltic?0,
which proves the more conservative character of the latter. All these
facts are quite well known. Also important is the relative chronology of
the common Balto-Slavic innovations. Some of them must have
originated in a very remote epoch of the first dialectal differentiation of
IE (about the year 3000 B.C.); e.g. the so-called split of the IE syllabic
sonorants *;, ¥, *m, *p into *ir/ur, *ilful, etc. must have taken place still
in the “laryngeal” stage of IE since R+H+C = iR/uRHC and then we
obtain consistently long diphthongs of the type IR/iR after the fall of
laryngeals (see p. 47-48). Thus, there is no question that the linguistic
ancestors of the Balts and Slavs have experienced a long prehistorical
period of close linguistic (which ultimately means ethno-cultural) contacts
or relations starting from the PIE epoch, and extending far beyond the
final dissolution of the PIE linguistic community. Of course, any precise
chronological boundaries are impossible. The fact that, in addition to
striking innovations, we also observe deep differences, e.g. in the
development of tense systems and some parts of vocabulary,?! between
Baltic and Slavic seems to indicate that the prehistorical dialectal
complex evolving towards a kind of Com. Balto-Slavic ceased to exist at a
time (the end of the second millennium B.C.?), and the ancestors of the
Balts on the one hand, and those of the Slavs on the other, loosened their
earlier contacts and began to develop independently. It is difficult to say
what were the external socio-historical circumstances conditioning that
separate development. The most probable seem to be demographic shifts
connected with prehistorical migrations, which in their turn were caused
either by the external pressure of foreign tribes, or by the internal
pressure of a growing population unable to subsist in the old regions of a
primitive extensive and semi-migratory agriculture. That we should take
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seriously into account such mass population shifts at the level of primitive
prehistorical agriculture seems to be proven by deep differences in the
basic agricultural terminology between Baltic and Slavic (to which a
separate paragraph will be devoted below.)

But let us return to our special subject: the lexical correspondences
between Baltic and Slavic. Since 1923, we have been in possession of a
useful comparative study of Baltic and Slavic vocabulary, namely R.
Trautmann’s Baltisch-Slavisches Worterbuch. This dictionary contains
more than 1,600 entries. No doubt, the number is impressive. But we
must remember that the author has included in his book not only the
obvious Balto-Slavic innovations which do not have exact lexical corre-
spondences in other IE languages (e.g. Lith. galva ~ PSL. *golva ‘head’,
Lith. ranka ~ PSl. roka ‘hand’, Lith. rdgas ~ PSl. rogs ‘horn’, Lith. geleZis
~ PSL. Zelézo ‘iron’, Lith. liégpa ~ PSI. lipa ‘linden’, etc.), but also many
North IE words which were discussed in the preceding paragraph, and
many common archaisms which are irrelevant for the problem of the
so-called Balto-Slavic linguistic unity. (e.g., see the examples under *aki-
‘eye’, Traut. 4, *ausi- ‘ear’, Traut. 18, *ndsi-, *nasa- ‘nose’, Traut. 193,
etc.) In this connection it should be noticed and stated emphatically that
the Balto-Slavic dictionary by Trautmann requires a careful analysis from
the standpoint of real Balto-Slavic innovations, either formal
(derivational) or semantic. Only after having separated such words, will
we be able to estimate their actual number and judge their semantic
significance, which will be indispensable for the reconstruction of the
ethno-cultural prehistory of the Balts and the Slavs.

As yet only F. Stawski, a well-known Polish etymologist, has attempted
an analysis of the substantives contained in Trautmann’s dictionary. The
results of his work have been published as a short article in Donum
Balticum (1970: 501-506). The statistical data from this article are
particularly worth mentioning, and are quoted as follows:

Das Wortmaterial Trautmanns umfasst drei klar und
proportionell voneinander abgesonderte Hauptgruppen: I
Das indogermanische Erbe, II Die Gruppe von Substantiven,
die nur in den slavischen Sprachen oder nur in den
Baltischen Sprachen bezeugt sind, III Baltisch-slavische
Neuerungen.

I. Das indogermanische Worterbe bildet etwa 265
Substantive (also ungefidhr 30% des Ganzen), davon sind 201
Worter — Grundworter, etwa 64 — Derivate.

II. Gruppe von Substantiven, die nur in den slavischen
oder nur in den baltischen Sprachen bezeugt sind, is durch
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die 334 Schlagworter (ungefahr 37,5%) vertreten, davon sind
214 Grundworter und 120 Derivate enthalten. Die Mehrheit
bilden die nur baltischen Substantive: 181 (davon 111
Grundworter, 70 Derivate).

III. 289 Substantive bilden baltisch-slavische Neuerungen
(32,5%), davon 195 Grundworter und 94 Derivate. (Stawski,
1970: 502)

Der iiberwiegende Teil des untersuchten Wortmaterials
geht selbstverstiandlich auf die erebten Wurzeln zuriick, die
auf dem Grund des Baltisch-Slavischen oder durch spezielle
Suffixe, oder aber auch durch andere morphologische Mittel
(der spezifische Ablaut, Reduplikation), zuletzt durch
spezielle semantische Veranderungen modifiziert wurden...
(Lc. 505).

Stawski quotes all the Balto-Slavic lexical innovations and classifies
them semantically. It is striking that the largest group (124 words) refers
to nature (flora, fauna, landscape, weather, etc.). Words which the
author classifies as referring to social life represent only a very small
number (27). We can quote all of them (in the reconstructed form used
by Trautmann): 1. méira- ‘Friede’, 2. $loya- ‘Ruf, Ruhm’, 3. yeina-
‘Ursache, Schuld’, 4. wada-: yadd- ‘Fihrer, Fihrung, 5. drauga-
‘Geféhrte’, 6. yarga- ‘Feind’, 7. $ventika- ‘der Heilige’, 8. dausija-, duasia-
‘Atem, Seele’ (why is this included in the social vocabulary?), 9. aldija-
‘Kahn, Schiff” (why is this included in the social vocabulary?), 10. maina-:
maind- ‘Tausch’, 11. brunjas ‘Brunne’, 12. barni- ‘Zank, Streit’, 13. gintla-:
gindla- ‘Waffe, 14. lanka- ‘Bogen’, 15. kalkala- ‘Schelle’, 16. dauda-
‘Pfeife’, 17. gerba- ‘Stiick, Los’, 18. yainika- ‘Kranz’, 19. dalja- ‘Teil’;
kinship terms: 20. baba- ‘altes Weib’, 21. brali- nickname for brater, 22.
maldenika- ‘Kind’, 23. seseréna- : sesréna- ‘Schwestersohn’, 24. striiju-
‘Alter’, 25. Seima- : Saimja-, Saimija- ‘Familie’, 26. yaika- ‘Knabe, Knecht’,
27. Zénta- : Zénti- ‘Schwiegersohn’.

However, we must add some critical remarks to Stawski’s analysis.
First of all, he does not separate the so-called North European dialectal
elements, and therefore he includes in the Balto-Slavic innovations
substantives such as aldija-, drauga- which have etymological correspon-
dences only in Germanic, and which represent, according to Stang, an
older dialectal IE layer in Balto-Slavic. He also unnecessarily includes in
his list an obvious Germc. loanword: *brunjas (see Trautmann 38). This
approach is justified by Stawski’s method: he compares and analyzes
separate, individual words, and not word-families. There is also no
historical analysis of the relative age of the Balto-Slavic innovations;



156 CHAPTER THREE

some of them are undoubtedly quite recent formations (copied in
Lithuanian from Slavic, e.g. §ventika-: Lith. $ventikas ‘Geistlicher’ ~ OCS
svetecw, etc. ‘Heiliger’). Of course, such recent “innovations” are
irrelevant for the whole problem of Balto-Slavic prehistorical “unity”.
But it should be emphasized that Stawski’s attempt has provided us with a
useful basis for further study of Balto-Slavic relationships in vocabulary.

Within Balto-Slavic lexical innovations, we should look first of all for
those which pertain to the primary agricultural, technical (handicraft),
religious-magical, social, and legal terminologies, since these are the most
important aspects of ethnic life in which the relative unity of an ethnos
should be reflected. Needless to say, Balto-Slavic awaits a systematic,
comparative study from this standpoint. We already know today that the
two linguistic groups show deep differences in several of these fields. It is
commonly known, for instance, that the basic religious terminology, first
of all the terms for ‘god’ and ‘demon’, have developed differently in
Baltic and Slavic. The former linguistic group basically preserves the
primary PIE words (Lith. diévas ‘God’: vélnias ‘demon, devil’)?2, the latter
introduces characteristic formal and semantic changes (bogs ‘God’: divs
‘demon’) common to Slavic and Iranian (see above). This fact alone
would suffice to cast doubt on any closer socio-cultural ties between the
prehistorical Balts and Slavs; as is well known, a common religious cult
and ritual is a very important and essential feature of primary ethnic
unity, whether it is a tribe or a tribal federation, etc. But there are also
significant differences in agricultural and handicraft terminology. The
latter phenomenon has been emphasized by Trubadev in connection with
his research (see the statement quoted above). As far as agricultural
terminology is concerned, we will now analyze some words in order to
illustrate the fact that in this important, virtually basic field of a primitive
economy, the number of common Balto-Slavic innovations is insignificant.
In this connection, a hypothesis of an early dissolution of the so-called
Balto-Slavic linguistic unity can be ventured.

Assuming that the prehistorical peoples of the parkland (and forest)
areas of Eastern Europe subsisted mainly by agriculture, we can
hypothesize that the agricultural terminology in the languages of their
descendants represents a very archaic layer reaching back into deep
antiquity. In view of this hypothesis, the etymology of the basic
agricultural terms in Slavic and Baltic (mainly Lithuanian) acquires a
special significance. In the etymological analysis of such terms, the
following three questions must be answered: to what extent do the terms
under investigation represent common IE archaisms (i.e., words inherited
by Balto-Slavic from an earlier IE period and commonly preserved), to
what extent can they be proven as being common Balto-Slavic
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innovations (i.e., formed in the prehistorical period of close
ethno-linguistic relations between the ancestors of the Balts and the
Slavs), and ultimately, to what extent can they be treated as separate,
independent innovations in Baltic and in Slavic. There is no need to
repeat that the central problem in this context — and a decisive one for
the relative chronology of the so-called Balto-Slavic unity — is the fact of
common Balto-Slavic innovations.

Following is the list of basic agricultural terms whose lexical
counterparts in Baltic and Slavic have been investigated in the present
paragraph: 1. ‘to plow’, 2. ‘to sow’, 3. ‘to reap’, 4. ‘to thresh’, 5. ‘to grind’,
6. ‘cultivated/arable field’, 7. ‘furrow’, 8. ‘garden bed’, 9. ‘seed’ (of grain),
10. ‘bean’ (faba), 11. ‘pea’, 12. ‘millet’, 13. ‘barley’, 14. ‘wheat’, 15. ‘oats’,
16. ‘rye’, 17. ‘grain’ (cereals), 18. ‘plow’, 19. ‘plowshare’, 20. ‘hoe’, 21.
‘sickle’, 22. ‘flail’, 23. ‘handmill’.

For the sake of conciseness, the examples will be quoted only from
Lithuanian and Old Church Slavic in the case that the respective words
can be treated as Com. Baltic and Com. Slavic; in the case that they
cannot be thus treated, examples from other Baltic and Slavic languages
will be used. The IE correspondences and reconstructed forms are
quoted in more difficult instances in order to substantiate the etymology
of the respective words.

1.) Lith. aria, drti ~ OCS orjo, orati; a common archaism (Traut. 13).

2.) Lith. s&ju, séti ~ OCS séjg, sé(ja)ti; a common archaism (Traut.
253).

3.) Lith. pjduju, pjduti : OCS Zenjg, Zeti; Lithuanian continues PIE
*péujo, see Lat. pavio, -ire ‘schlagen, stampfen’, etc. (Buck 507, Pok. 827),
Slavic represents PIE *gthen(s)- (i.e. *ghen(H)-) ‘schlagen’ (Pok.
491-492) specialized in the agricultural meaning, whereas Baltic has
preserved this verb in an older nonagricultural function, namely Lith.
ginu, ginti ‘wehren’ (Traut. 85).

4.) Lith. kulin, kulti : OCS miastg, miatiti (i.e. *moltjp, *moltiti) and
Church Slav. vrexg, vrésti (i.e. *vorxg, *verxti); the Lith. verb is a cognate
with Slav. koljg, *kolti (OCS klati), and the Slav. verbs do not have
etymological correspondences in Baltic, although Latv. vdrsms ‘Haufen
Getreide’ contains the root *yers- = PSl. *verx-; as far as Latv. malti
‘shake slightly’ is concerned, it seems to be a Slav. loanword. It is worth
emphasizing that *yers- represents an old IE agricultural term (see Hitt.
uarSija- ‘grind grain’ and Lat. verro ‘sweep (grain after threshing?)’; Vasm.
[, 302, 255, Pok. 1169.

5.) Lith. mala, mdlti ~ OCS meljg, miéti (i.e. *melti); a common
archaism (Traut. 168).

6.) Lith. dirvd : OCS n’iva; the Lith. word is most probably a derivative
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of deru//dirin, difti//dirti ‘(zer)reissen, priigeln, schinden’ (see Fraen. I, 97),
thus its primary meaning would be ‘clearing’ (Russ. derevnja, i.e.
*dervenja, with the so-called secondary polnoglasie ‘village’ may be an old
borrowing from Baltic, see Vasm. I, 501); Com. Slav. *njiva, without cor-
respondences in Baltic, has, however, a “match” in Gr. ve.és f. (*neiyo-)
‘Feld, Flur’ (the latter meaning from the primary ‘Niederung’, see Buck
490, Pok. 313, Moszy1iski, 1957: 74).

7.) Lith. vaga (in Szyrwid’s dictionary translated by Pol. ‘brézda’) :
OCS brazda (i.e. *borzda); the Lith. word indirectly represents an IE
archaism, namely a derivative of the root *uegth- (see OPers. dd-avajam
‘ich stach aus’) from which the name of ‘plowshare’ in the IE languages of
Europe stems (see Fraen. II, 1179 and Pok. 1179-1180, where an excellent
equation between OPruss. wagnis ‘Pflugmesser’ and Gr. (Hesychius)
o6dvig is also quoted); PSL. *borzda seems to be an innovation with
etymological links to Gr. *¢&pw ‘spalte, zerstiickele’, papéw ‘pfliige’,
$apos n. ‘Pflug, Pfliigen’, which ultimately comes back to PIE *bher- 3
‘mit einem scharfen Werkzeug bearbeiten, ritzen, schneiden...’ (Pok.
133-135); this root is, of course, continued by PSI. borjo s¢, *borti s¢ (OCS
brati s¢) ‘to fight (with weapons)’. It is interesting, however, that *borzda
has old correspondences in Baltic: Lith. birZis f. ‘Ackerfurche’, Latv. birze
‘Saatfurche’, which are derivatives of the Balt. verb *be/irz-ti (Latv. befzt
‘reiben, scheuern’) representing PIE *bher- 3 with the extension -g’(h), i.e.
Balt. Z : thus the PSI. *borzda could be interpreted as a derivative with the
vocalism o and the suffix -dha from that extended root, and the extension
itself would be a Balto-Slav. innovation.

8.) Lith. lys¢ (only in Lith. and OPruss.) ~ OCS léxa; a common
archaism (Traut. 163).

9.) Lith. sekla (a new derivative of séti), sémens//sémenys m. plur. ‘Saat’
(the old term) ~ OCS séme; the two latter words represent a common
archaism (Traut. 253-254). In this connection, it is worth mentioning that
the PIE agricultural term *g’tHno- ‘seed of grain’ in Lithuanian (Zirnis)
and Latvian (zifnis) has acquired the secondary specialized meaning ‘pea’
(Traut. 372, Pok. 391).

10.) Lith. pupa (but OPruss. babo identical with Slav. boba!): PSI.
*bobs (Pol. bob, etc.); the Lith. word is a derivative of the verb *paup-ti,
Latv. paupt ‘swell’ (see Pok. 848), the Slav. word, however, is an old
element of the so-called North-Western IE lexicon discussed above (see
Lat. faba, etc., Pok. 106).

11.) Lith. Zirnis m. : PSL. *gorxs (Pol. groch, Russ. goréx, S-C grih, etc.);
the Lith. word represents a semantic specialization of PIE *¢rHno- (see
above), the Slav. word, however, has etymological connections not with
Lith. gafSas ‘ein Kraut’, garfva//gdrsva ‘Saukraut, Giersch’, as it is generally
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accepted, but because of semantics, with Gr. kéyxpos ‘Hirse, Korn’
(dissimilated from *gher-ghro-) and with Lat. furfur (i.e. *for-for-) ‘der
Balg, die Hiilse des Getreides und der Hiilsenfriichte’; it may represent a
viddhi derivative of the verbal root *gher-s-: Ol gharsati ‘reibt’ (notice that
a pea is husked by rubbing it between two palms); Traut. 79, Pok. 439 s.v.
gher- 2. and Vasm. 1, 444.

12.) Lith. séra : PSL. proso (in this form found in all Slavic languages)
and *bsre ‘Panicum miliaceum’ (e.g. Pol. ber, gen. bru, Ukr. bor, gen. bru,
S-C bar, etc.); the Lith. word is most probably an old derivative of s&ti
‘sow’ (see Schrader I, 504) [The similarity of Lith. séra to Mordv. siro,
surd is accidental; see A. Joki, 1973: 60.] The Slav. words in their turn
have etymological connections with Gr. mepkvés ‘dunkelfleckig’ and OI
prsni- ‘gefleckt, bunt’ (Vasm. II1, 378-379 and Pok. 820 s.v. perk’-, prek’- 2.)
on the one hand, and with the verbal root *bher-3 mentioned under
*borzda (see Bern. 110) on the other. In connection with the latter, *bars
could be interpreted as a PIE adjective in -u with zero-vocalism (bhy-u-)
secondarily substantivized. We have semantic parallels of such a
development in the case of *gorxs from *ghers- and *pwSeno from *paxati
(see below).

13.) Lith. miéZai m. plur. (Balt. *maiZja-; Latv. maize ‘bread’, in
Fraenkel’s dictionary without an etymology (sic!), also belongs here) :
PSL. %¢c¢omy, e.g. Russ. Church Slav. jacemy, Pol. jeczmier, S-C jéémen,
etc.; the Balt. word corresponds, in my opinion, to PSI. *mézga, i.e. PIE
*moig’h-ska (see Bern. II, 54-55 and Vasm. II, 593), a derivative of the
verbal root *meigh- ‘wet, moisten’: thus the primary meaning of Balt.
*maiZja- would be ‘a pulp of moistened barley’ (cf. Eng. mash which
etymologically also belongs here, see Pok. 713), then ‘barley’, similarly as
in Slavic *psSeno *pefenica ‘grain ground with a pestle’ > ‘wheat’; in this
connection, Trubadev’s identification (Etimologija 1965: 12) of the Balt.
word with Iran. maiz- ‘to sow’ is questionable, particularly since the Iran.
word itself requires an etymological explanation. The Slav. name of
barley, represents, in my opinion, an archaic derivative, a primary nomen
agentis, *nk-men-, of the PIE root reconstructed by Pokorny (l.c. 45), as
*ank-, *ang- (i.e. *Hyenk/g-?) ‘biegen’; so the primary meaning of the
word would be ‘sprout’, which finds support in the derivatives of this root
in other languages, e.g. OI ankurd- m. ‘junger Spross, Schossling,
originally ‘Keimspitze, gebogener Keim’, Norw. dial. ange (*ankon-)
‘Keim, Zacke’, etc. (see Pok. 45-46).

14 a.) Lith. kvieciai m. plur., b.) Zem. piarai m. plur. ‘Winterweizen’ ~
PSL. *pyrs and *pyro (e.g. Russ. Church Slav. pyro, S-C pir, etc., but Pol.
perz, Cz. pyr and Russ. pyréj with a changed meaning ‘Triticum repens’,
which is a result of abandoning the cultivation of this cereal and of its
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secondarily growing wild, see Moszyfiski, Kultura ludowa Stowian 1, 232);
the first Lith. word is most probably a North Germc. loanword (Goth.
hvaiteis, Olc. hveiti, etc., Fraen. 1, 326), the second represents (together
with the Slavic word) a common archaism (Traut. 232 and Pok. 850 s.v.
*pi-ro- ‘Korn-/frucht/). Slav. *peSenica, as, for example, in OCS, must be
a late and characteristic innovation; it is a transparent derivative of
*meSeno, past pass. part. of *pexati ‘stamp’; but it is interesting that
*nefeno (e.g. Pol. pszono, Russ. pSend, etc.) in most Slavic languages has
the meaning ‘cracked millet, millet groats’, which would indicate that
millet was primarily the most popular cereal of the Slavs (for etymological
parallels of Slav. *pas-en-o, see Vasm. III, 417).

15.) Lith. aviZos f. plur. ~ PSl. ovess (e.g. ORuss. ovsss, Pol. owies,
etc.); a common archaism (Traut. 21).

16.) Lith. rugiai m. plur. ~ PSL ras (e.g. ORuss. ra2s f., OPol. rez, gen.
rZy, etc.); a common North IE dialectism with correspondences in
Germanic, e.g. Olc. rugr (an i-stem), OE ryze, etc.; perhaps Thrac. Bpt{a
(*urughia) ‘Emmerhorn, Roggen’ belongs here, too (Traut. 246 and Pok.
1183).

17 a.) Lith. gritddai m. plur., b.) javai m. plur. : PSL. Zito (e.g. OCS Zito,
S-CZito, etc.; in Pol. and Russ. with a secondary meaning ‘Secale
cereale’); the first Lith. word is a transparent derivative of griisti,
griidZiu//griidu ‘stamp’ and has correspondences in Germanic, e.g. Olc.
grautr ‘Brei, Griitze’, OE grit = NE groats, OHG gruzzi = NHG Griitze;
Baltic and Germanic show here a common semantic development,
whereas Slavic seems to have preserved the primary meaning of IE
*ohroudol/a-, i.e. PSl. gruda, ‘Klumpen’, etc. (Traut. 99, Fraen. I, 173,
Vasm. I, 463); the second Lith. word is an IE archaism with correspon-
dences in Greek: le(1)& ‘Spelt’, even in Aryan: OI ydva- m. ‘Getreide,
Gerste, Hirse’, Av. yava- m. ‘Getreide’, and with some traces in East
Slavic, e.g. ORuss. ovins ‘Getreidedarre, Riege’, etc. (Fraen. I, 192, Vasm.
I1I, 113, Pok. 512). The Slav. name of grain is, of course, an obvious
innovation based on the verb Ziti ‘live’; parallels of this type of semantic
derivation can be found in many languages, e.g. OPruss. geits ‘bread’ (acc.
geitin,geitan), which, if it is not a borrowing from Slavic, may represent a
common innovation (see Traut. 82 s.v. géita-), Lat. victus ‘food’ (from vive,
-ere), which in Arum. §iptu has already the meaning ‘grain’, etc. (Traut. 82
and Vasm. II, 57).

18.) Lith. drklas ‘primitive wooden plough’ ~ PSl. *ordlo (e.g. OCS
ralo, Pol. radlo, etc.); a common archaism (Traut. 13).

19.) Lith. lemeZis//lameZis m. ‘holzernes Pfluggestell an dem die
Pflugschar angebracht wird’ (undoubtedly a secondary meaning), but
Latv. lemesis ‘Pflugschar’ (the primary meaning) ~ PSl lemess (e.g.
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Church Slav. lemess, Pol. lemiesz, etc., but Bulg. leméZ!); this word may
be a common Balto-Slav. innovation, although there are some difficulties
in the reconstruction of a common archetype (*lemesja-?); at any rate, in
Slavic it has a transparent etymology: a stem in -es extended secondarily
by -jo derived from the verb *lem-ti (see Lith. lémti, lemin ‘figen,
bestimmen, bescheiden’ and S-C iterat. lijémati, i.e. *lémati, ‘schlagen’; in
addition to this in Slavic, there is only the old iterat. lomiti ‘brechen’).
The hesitation of the form in Baltic and the secondary meaning of the
word in Lithuanian suggest rather that it is a borrowing from Slavic
(Bern. I, 700, Fraen. I, 354, Vasm. II, 480, and Pok. 674).

20.) Lith. kaplys//kaplis m., kaplé f. : PSl. motyka (e.g. OCS motyka,
Pol. motyka, etc.); the Lith. word is an obvious derivative of kapéti
‘hacken, spalten, hauen’ (= Slav. kopati) [cf. Pol. kopaczka ‘hoe’.] But the
Slav. word, mistakenly interpreted as a borrowing from Vulg. Lat.
mattiuca ‘club’, refers to one of the most archaic agricultural tools, deeply
rooted in the traditions of Slavic folklore (see E. Gasparini, 1973: 37-43)
and therefore it cannot be a borrowing from Vulgar Latin. Moreover,
the borrowing from Vulg. Latin is phonologically impossible as one
should expect PSl. *motjika from mattiuca, i.e. OCS *mostika, Pol.
*mocyka, Russ. *mocika, etc.: motyka is rather an archaic IE agricultural
term (extended in Slavic by the suffix -yka) with correspondences in Latin,
Old High German (a gloss: medela ‘Pflug’), Greek: péoxn SikeAa
(Hesychius), and in Old Indian: matyd- n. ‘Egge’ or ‘Kolben’, mati-kyta-
‘geeggt’ or ‘gewaltzt’ (Vasm. II, 665 and Pok. 700).

21.) OLith. piitklas (contemporary meaning ‘saw’), NLith. pidutuvas,
but Latv. sirpis (a Slav. loanword?) and izkapts, an obvious derivative of
iz-kapdt ‘hew, cut out’ (= Lith. -kapoti, Slav. -kopati) : PSl. serps (e.g.
ORuss. surps, Pol. sierp, etc.); the Lith. words (and OPruss. piuclan) are
transparent derivatives of the verb piduti ‘mow’ (see above), but the Slav.
word seems to be an IE agricultural archaism with correspondences, e.g.
in Gr. é&pmwm ‘Sichel’ and Lat. sarpio//sarpo, -ere ‘beschneiteln,
abschneiteln’, etc. (Buck 508, Traut. 260, Vasm. III, 609-610 and Pok.
911-912, who even reconstructs PIE *serp- ‘Sichel, krummer Haken’).

22.) Lith. spragilas, kiltuvas, Latv. sprigalis, spriguols : PSl. céps (e.g.
Pol. cep, Russ. cep, S-C cijep, etc.); the Balt. words, according to Fraenkel
(II, 877), are derivatives of the verb represented by Lith. spragéti
‘...platzen, bersten, knallen, knarren’, and the Lith. kaltuvas — a
derivative of kulti ‘thresh’ (see above); for the PSL céps one should
reconstruct *(s)koipo- and compare it with Gr. okoimos ‘die
Grundbalken, auf denen die Ziegel ruhen’, also ‘Topferscheibe’, okimwv
‘Stab’, Lat. scipio idem, etc., which indicates the primary meaning ‘split
branch, stick’ (Bern. 125, Vasm. IV, 299 and Pok. 922).
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23.) Lith. girnos f. plur. ~ PSIL. *Zerny, gen. -ave (e.g. OCS Zrony, -sve f.
and Zrenove m., OPol. Zzarnow, Russ. Zérmov, etc.); a common archaism
(Traut. 89, see also Palomé, 1972: 53).

Let us now recapitulate the results of this etymological survey of basic
agricultural terms in Baltic and Slavic. Among the 23 notions discussed
above, 9 are expressed by common archaisms: these are the activities
‘plow’, ‘sow’, ‘grind’, ‘the “objects” ‘garden bed’, ‘seed’, ‘wheat’, ‘oats’,
‘plow’, ‘handmill’; 13 notions are expressed by unrelated words from
among which the majority represents independent formal or semantic
neologisms separate in each linguistic group (Lith. kvieciaf, a Germc.
loanword, also belongs here). Only 2 notions ‘rye’ (Secale cereale) and
‘plowshare’ are expressed by common neologisms. But the former
(*rugia-//*rugi-) has an exact correspondence in Germanic and belongs to
the North IE lexical innovations, the latter (*lemesia-) may be a Slav.
loanword in Baltic. Thus no certain Balto-Slav. neologism is left among
the basic agricultural terms.

I think that this situation is symptomatic. It seems to prove that the
prehistorical ethno-linguistic contacts between the Balts and the Slavs, or
the so-called Balto-Slav. “communicative unity” (Verkehrsgemeinschaft)
ceased to exist in the very remote past, at the stage of very primitive
agriculture, which explains why 40% of common Balto-Slav. agricultural
terms are IE archaisms preserved in these two linguistic groups.

That the ethno-linguistic split between the Balts and the Slavs took
place at that primitive stage of culture is, among others, proven also by
the characteristic semantic change which affected the PIE term *g’rHno-
‘seed (of grain)’ in East Baltic, namely: Balt. *#frna- means in Lithuanian
and Latvian ‘pea’ (Pisum sativum and others). This change acquires its
significance in connection with the prehistorical fact that the pea belongs
to the oldest cultivated cereals in Eurasia at the stage of the so-called
“hoeing agriculture.” This semantic specialization in East Baltic seems to
indicate that at the time when it took place, the pea was the most
common cereal (grain), grain par excellence, at least among the ancestors
of the Eastern Balts. It is also probable that the preservation of the
primary general meaning of PIE *g’rHno- in Old Prussian (syrne f. ‘Korn’)
was due to the Slav. (Polish?) influence.

Obviously, I do not intend, nor do I feel sufficiently prepared, to
analyze the whole traditional vocabulary of the Balt. and Slav. languages
in a similar way. But even a superficial glance at some “semantic fields”
suffices to convince one that the Baltic, and particularly the Lithuanian
vocabulary is in general more archaic, or rather, more conservative than
the Slavic vocabulary. Many good examples are provided by the pastoral
terminology, which in Baltic has preserved a very archaic character. For
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example, Lith. piemué m. ‘shepherd’, pieméné f. idem ~ Gr. wowpijv, Lith.
pienas, Latv. piéns ‘milk’ ~ OI pdyas n. ‘(Lebens)saft, Wasser, Milch’, Av.
payah n. ‘Milch’, paéman- n. ‘Muttermilch’, etc., Lith. pyti (pyju//pyniit)
‘become “lactiferous” (referring to cows)’, etc. ~ OI pydyate, pdyate
‘strotzt, schwillt’ (Fraen. I, 585 and Pok. 839 s.v. pd(i)- ‘Vieh weiden,
hiiten’, and 793-794 s.v. pej(3)- ‘fett sein, strotzen’). Slavic shows traces
of the latter root in OCS pitéti ‘ndhren, erndhren’ and pista ‘Speize,
Nahrung, Uppigkeit’, both from PIE *pitu- ‘Trank, Speise’. In connection
with these archaisms of the pastoral terminology in Baltic, we should also
mention the preservation of the PIE name for horse, *ek’'uo-, in this
linguistic group: OLith. a$va, esva ‘mare’. As is well known, in Slavic
even the vestiges of that name have not been preserved. Here we should
also recall the results of the semantic analysis of the innovative
Balto-Slav. substantives performed by Stawski (see above). Namely:
among 289 common innovations, only 27 terms belong to vocabulary that
can be defined as “social”. It is a strikingly small number. Therefore, if
the so-called “Balto-Slav. communicative unity” existed, then this event
must have taken place at a relatively low level of culture, i.e. without a
higher tribal organization, common war expeditions, common religious
beliefs and rituals, etc. Such a stage fits into the picture of the culture
which is usually reconstructed for the PIE epoch around the year 3,000
B.C.

In view of the above facts, a statement by J. Rozwadowski, formulated
in 1912 in the essay mentioned earlier, deserves to be quoted:

Thus the following pattern of the development of
Balto-Slav. linguistic relations can be assumed with a high
degree of probability:

1.) The period of primary community (prawspélnosé)
lasting probably into the third millenium B.C;

2.)) The period of a split and separate linguistic
development, somewhere in the second and first millennia
B.C.; of course, it is impossible to delineate more precisely its
chronological limits — that period could have begun a little
earlier or later, it could have lasted a little longer or shorter
time;

3.) The period of new contacts and neighborhood, which
started more or less about the time of the birth of Christ, and
has lasted until today. (Rozwadowski, l.c. 24)

After the split between the Pre-Balts and the Pre-Slavs, their linguistic
ancestors began to live separate ethno-linguistic lives, and an
independent development of the two linguistic groups began; the Balts,
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already dialectally differentiated into the western (Old Prussian) and
eastern (Lithuanian and Latvian) branches — preserving the more
archaic character of their language(s) on the one hand, and the Slavs, i.e.
Proto-Slavs, moving quite rapidly in the direction of the characteristic
changes which ultimately produced the linguistic stage reconstructed as
the so-called Common Slavic, i.e. late Proto-Slavic. Needless to say, this
reconstruction is substantially facilitated by Old Church Slavonic, which
represents a stage in the second half of the ninth century A.D., and is
quite close to late Proto-Slavic, in spite of some dialectal South Slavic,
and particularly Macedo-Bulgarian, features.

It is difficult to determine when the characteristic Proto-Slavic
linguistic development began. Such a development must have been a
result of the loosening — and ultimately breaking — of closer ethnic (i.e.
social and cultural) contacts between the linguistic ancestors of the Slavs
and those of the Balts. According to J. Rozwadowski, this happened
sometime between the third and second millenia B.C. But the
comparative historical grammar of Slavic languages studied against IE
background seems to indicate that Proto-Slavic preserved quite an
archaic or conservative character until the birth of Christ. In its essential
phonemic features, it was not different from, at least, East Baltic: e.g. the
preservation of the basic quadrangular vowel system

i U
& (€) 5 (a)

and also of the diphthongs, and the velars were still unchanged before
front vowels and probably before [j], etc.

But this archaic phonemic system could already have been
accompanied by quite an innovative morphological system and by many
lexical changes stemming from different geographical and cultural
conditions, and from ethno-linguistic contacts with other IE groups
(Iranian, “Venetic”, etc.). So we can imagine a gradual development of a
characteristic Proto-Slavic (PSl.) lexicon starting somewhere already in
the second millennium B.C. In this way we reach the subject of PSI.
lexical innovations.

As we have seen, Trubadev discovered some very interesting old
lexical ties between Slavic and West IE languages (Germanic, Italic, and
Celtic) in the technical terminology, which do not encompass Baltic. This
fact seems to indicate a different “geographical orientation” (i.e. different
areal ties) of Slavic in comparison to Baltic. Undoubtedly, at about the
same (prehistorical) time Slavic started to develop its own, characteristic



STRATIFICATION OF VOCABULARY 165

words using the preexisting (i.e. inherited) material (i.e. roots and
derivational suffixes). = Of course, at the present stage of our
comparative-historical knowledge of Slavic vocabulary, it is impossible to
give even a sketchy list of PSL words that could be considered
prehistorical Slavic innovations with respect to other IE languages. For
we do not as yet possess a complete reconstructed PSI. dictionary. Three
such dictionaries are, however, in preparation: in Cracow, edited by F.
Stawski; in Moscow, edited by O. N. Trubacev; and in Brno (Bern),
edited by S. Ondrui. The first two have published already initial
fascicules or volumes (see the bibliography), and can be used as a source.
But we possess many etymological dictionaries of individual Slavic lan-
guages from among which that of Russian, by Vasmer, and that of Polish,
by Stawski, are particularly valuable because of the rich comparative IE
material. Of course, there are also well known general Slavic
etymological dictionaries by Miklosich and Berneker (only until mors)
which provide the basic ground for any comparative-historical study of
the Slavic lexicon. This situation enables us to separate some PSI. lexical
innovations.

A general evaluation of Proto-Slavic vocabulary from the standpoint
of IE, as is well known, was given by A. Meillet in the last chapter of his
book Le slave commun 492-517, second edition, in a new printing in 1965.
Some of the author’s remarks concerning the preservation or the
treatment of Common IE lexical elements are very instructive, although
Meillet seems to imagine the Common IE vocabulary and its cultural
system of reference stemming far too much from a model of the ancient
IE civilizations of India and Greece (see, for example, his statement “Le
vocabulaire slave indique la conservation d’une vie patriarchale sans prestige,
et sans trace  ancienne d’une organisation sociale plus large que
Pagglomération familiale... Ainsi le slave garde beaucoup du vocabulaire
indo-européen, amputé de quelques-uns des termes les plus caractéristiques
de la civilisation aristocratique indo-européenne. Mais il présente les mots
indo-européens qu’il conserve sous des formes en grande partie remaniées.”
l.c. 497).

But Meillet also admits a separate prehistorical period in the
development of Proto-Slavic vocabulary and culture: “Ce qui marque le
mieux Dexistence d’un certain vocabulaire de civilisation créé en slave méme,
c’est le fait qu’on trouve a I’époque historique des composés ou des dérivés
d’allure entiérement slave, mais qui ne sont plus analysables ou dont la
formation n’explique plus le sens: ainsi clovéks ‘homme’, nevésta ‘jeune
mariée’, otroks ‘enfant, esclave’, sredobolja ‘parent’,...(1.c. 500).

Lexical examples like those above quoted by Meillet can be multiplied.
Their etymology, for example, that of ¢lovéks (*Celovéks//*Cvlovéks) and
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that of sradobolja (*ssrdobolja) can shed some light on some interesting
aspects of PSI. culture. There is no place to undertake such a task. I will
mention only that the obscure term *serdobolja, or rather perhaps
*sredobolja, attested only in OCS and ORuss. seems to have nothing in
common with *serdece ‘heart’ and boléti ‘suffer’ (this would be a typical
“folk etymology”), but if dissimilated from a primary *sredo-borja could be
connected with an archaic IE term *k’red- ‘trust’ (Ol $rad-, Lat. cred- in
crédo from cred-do, etc.) and interpreted as ‘trust-bearer’, i.e. as the IE
archetype *k’red-bhor-ja, etc.?

To be sure, we can quote a long list of typical PSI. lexical innovations
without any special investigation. For instance, some of these words are
discussed in a paragraph of Vstup do porivnjal’no-istoryénoho vyvéennja
slov’jans’kyx mov (ed. O. S. Mel’ny¢uk, Kiev, 1966: 526-530).

What follows is an illustrative list of the most common examples
quoted in OCS form if attested, otherwise in the reconstructed PSI. form.
Since the etymology of the following words can be easily checked in any
Slavic etymological dictionary, I will restrict explanatory remarks to only a
few cases.

A. Social terms (besides those quoted by Meillet)

1.) braks (*borks or perhaps *beraks) ‘wedding’ (primarily limited to
OCS and its underlying dialect, see Trubadev, 1959: 147).

2.) Celjads ‘domestic servants, including one’s own children’.

3.) kara, attested in Serb. Church Slav., etc. ‘punishment’ (derived
from koriti ‘scold, denounce’).

4.) kaZg, kazati ‘show, tell, etc.’ (the primary meaning is ‘pronounce in
public, announce’?).

5.) koriti ‘scold’ (a more general meaning in Proto-Slavic seems to have
been ‘humiliate’), hence kara ‘punishment’, see Vasm. II, 320-321).

6.) plemg¢ ‘generation, tribe’ (probably a secondary transformation
through the “folk etymology” of PIE *pleHdh-men- whose first
component would correspond to Gr. mAn8bs, mA\fifos n., Lat. plebs).

7.) pols ‘half, side, region; sex’ (the primary meaning seems to have
been ‘moiety’, i.e., that of a tribe or a tribal settlement, which accounts
for the basic meaning ‘community’ of this stem in West Slavic, e.g. Polish
spotek, spoleczny, spoleczeristwo, etc.

8.) *potvbéga, attested in OCS porvpéga, podsbéga, etc. ‘divorced wife’,
i.e. ‘a wife sent back to her family’ (undoubtedly a compound of *pots =
Lat. potis, etc. ‘lord, husband’ and béga from bégg, *bégti ‘run away’).

9.) rods ‘kind, origin, birth’ (the most general meaning in Slavic lan-
guages ‘kin’, replacing PIE *g’enos).
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10.) s¢brs, attested in ORuss., modern Russ. sjabér, gen. sjabrd, etc.
OSerb. sebrs, etc.; the basic meaning seems to be ‘neighbor, member of
the same community’, as, for example, in ORuss., see Vasm. III, 824.

11.) sods ‘judgment, court’, and its derivatives:

12.) soditi ‘to judge’

13.) sodiji (spdija) ‘judge’

14.) Sure (Church Slav.), Surins (ORuss.), etc. ‘wife’s brother’; PSL
*Sursjb (for the etymology, see Trubadev, 1959: 138-139, but in my opinion
this is probably a regular satem-word whose root is identical with that of
the kentum-forms kury, gen. kursve and *pras-kurs//*pras-éurs, i.e. the PIE
archetype would be *k’éurijo-, etc.; for details, see page 100 of this
chapter). ~

15.) svobodal//(sloboda), the latter, e.g. in Serbo-Croat., ORuss., and
Slovak, ‘freedom’; in this connection, it should be mentioned that the
ethnicon Slovéne from an older *Slobéne//*Svobéne, see Ptolemy’s
2ovoBmnvot, belongs here, of which a more detailed analysis is presented
in Chapter Five of this book.

16.) svobods indecl. adj. ‘free’ (probably transformed from *svo-pote,
see Av. x'aépatay- ‘er selber, selbst’, Bartholomae 1860-1861, under the
influence of svoboda: so in Slavic we would have another vestige of PIE
*poti-, besides gospods and *potebéga, again a Slav. ~ Iran. correspon-
dence.

17.) toste ‘wife’s father’.

18.) tedta (*te$¢a) ‘wife’s mother’.

19.) velemoZa ‘prince, ruler’ (a compound of vel-gjp ‘great, big’ and
mogg ‘can’).

20.) velyjo ‘great, big’ (probably connected with veléti ‘order,
command’).

21.) vladyka (*voldyka) ‘ruler, commander’.

22.) vojevoda ‘military leader’ (cf. OHG herizogo, NHG Herzog, Gr.
oT1paTnyés which represent the same semantic and derivational pattern,
but not necessarily the model for the Slavic word).

23.) vojins (vojb) ‘warrior’.

24.) vojona, attested in Russ. Church Slav., etc. ‘war’.

25.) vojeska ‘army’ (the last three words derived from the IE verb
*uejo, see Lith. veju, vyti ‘chase, etc.’, represented by OCS po-vi-ng-ti
‘subjugate’).

26.) venuks, attested in ORuss., etc. ‘grandson’ (a PSI. derivative of IE
*an(ou)- ‘old man, ancestor, old woman’, etc., see Lat. anus, gen. aniis
‘old woman’; for comparative IE material, see Pok. 36-37).

27.) zakons ‘law’ (of course, this means ‘customary law’, an old
derivative of za-¢sng, -Ceti ‘begin’, so etymologically, this is ‘principle’, i.e.
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‘principium, what is at the beginning (of social order)’, etc.).
28.) Zvreco ‘priest’ (a PSl. derivative of Zerg, *f%rti ‘sacrifice, a
characteristic Slav.-Iran. correspondence in religious terminology).

B. Names of some animals

29.) byks, attested in Russ. Church Slav. and all Slavic languages, ‘bull’
(for a recent etymological attempt, see Gribble: Linguistics 113 (1973), p.
53-61).

30.) kobyla ‘mare’ (probably ko-byla, with prefixal ko-, treated in my
etymology of komons, see below).

31.) komons, attested in ORuss., Ukr., and Czech, ‘battle horse’ (see
my recent etymological attempt, according to which komons stems from
PIE *k’omo- ‘hornless’, see Pok. 556, thus another kentum element in
Slavic).2

32.) kon’s ‘horse’ (derived from the latter, i.e. *komnjo-).

33.) kura, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g., Russ. kiira, S-C kiira,
Cz. koura, etc. ‘hen’.

34.) kurs ‘rooster’.

35.) lisy//(lisica) ‘fox’.

36.) medvéds, attested in Church Slav. and all Slavic languages, ‘bear’
(a classical example of a PSl. euphemism: *medhu-édis, replacing a
primary IE word prohibited by hunters’ taboo).

37.) pvss ‘dog’.

38.) vols ‘ox’.

39.) zajece (early PSl. *z3jinkos), attested in Church Slav. and in all
Slavic languages, ‘hare’.

40.) *z9brs, OCS form attested by Byzantine Greek {6pBpos, but
historically known only in North Slav., e.g., Russ. zubr, OPol. zgbr,
contemporary Pol. zubr (but in toponyms of the Zgbrzyce, etc. type a
regular continuation of the original nasal vowel), ‘Polish bison’.

C. Words referring to some elements of landscape, both natural
and cultural, and to nature in general.

41.) césta, unknown in North Slav., except for Czech, ‘road’.

42.) *dorga, attested in most Slavic languages, e.g. Russ. doréga, Pol.
droga, Cz. drdha, etc. ‘road’; the primary meaning ‘(small) valley’,
preserved in Serbo-Croat. and Sloven. (see Bern. 212).

43.) dvZdv (*dvZZp) ‘rain’.

44.) mosts ‘bridge’.

45.) oblaks (*ob-volks) ‘cloud’.

46.) ostrove ‘island’ (undoubtedly on a river, because of the clear
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etymological meaning ‘circum-fluence’, etc.).

47.) pol’e (i.e. *polje) ‘plain, field’.

48.) réka ‘river, stream’.

49.) toca, in OCS ‘torrential rain, blizzard’, but in Russ. ‘cloud, storm,
rain’ and in Pol. ‘rainbow’, etc.; thus the primary meaning was probably
‘storm cloud’ (see Vasm. IV, 129).

50.) zarja//zorja ‘light (in the sky), aurora’ (but cf. Lith. Zara idem).

51.) *2erdl6, e.g. Church Slav. Zrélo ‘spring, source’, Russ. Zerelo
‘opening, outlet, etc.’, Ukr. (d)Zerel6 ‘spring, Pol. Zrédto idem, etc.

The above group of PSI. lexical innovations can be treated as a sample
of PSI. “lexical creativity”, i.e. the lexical creativity of the Proto-Slavs
stimulated by the specific conditions of their prehistorical environment.
For there is no doubt that changing conditions of life, both in the sense of
the natural environment and the socio-cultural one, present the speakers
of any language with new semantic-lexical demands which must be met.
The whole problem boils down to the necessity of expressing new ideas
that are indispensable for social communication under the new
conditions. There exist several ways of satisfying this necessity or rather
this need. First of all, the old inherited words can be semantically
adjusted to the new conditions, i.e. they may change their meanings: this
seems to be a very economical way of maintaining the flexibility of a
lexicon. But the condition that enables such a semantic readjustment of
an old word to a new communicative requirement is the disappearance of
the old idea (whose carrier the given word has been). This is, however,
not a very frequent case because the old ideas, reflecting old conditions,
experiences, beliefs, etc. never disappear suddenly and completely. They
live in the cultural tradition of every ethno-linguistic group. This
preservation and transmission of old conditions, experiences, beliefs, etc.,
i.e. old ideas, is especially characteristic of the preliterate societies whose
whole spiritual culture is continued by oral tradition. Moreover, we know
that such societies change very slowly and only rarely are faced with
sudden socio-cultural upheavals requiring deep semantic readjustments
of their traditional vocabularies. So it seems that this path in the
development of vocabulary does not play a significant role in prehistory,
although it would be very interesting and rewarding to show such
semantic changes in the inherited IE vocabulary of Proto-Slavic. They
would prove, for instance, which socio-cultural changes took place in the
life of the Proto-Slavs after they had begun their separate ethnic
development, etc. For example, the fact that PIE *patér ‘father’ (as
chieftan of an extended patriarchal family) disappeared in Slavic and has
been replaced by a derivative of PIE *atta ‘daddy’ (PSL. *ofecs)?, an
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obvious nursery word, seems to suggest that the authority and formality
of the primary patriarchal system must have been somehow weakened
among the Proto-Slavs. This suggestion agrees well with recent
arguments of E. Gasparini, who attempts to prove some matriarchal
features in the primary Slavic culture.

The second way of adjusting the vocabulary of a language to the new
requirements of changing life is simply derivation of new words, which, of
course, uses inherited lexical morphemes, combining them into new
words according to existing derivational (or word-formational) patterns.
This way seems to play the principal role in the prehistorical development
of slowly changing and relatively isolated languages or ethno-linguistic
groups. If a language under investigation belongs, as Proto-Slavic does,
to a well-known and extensively studied linguistic family whose protolan-
guage is reconstructed — then we have a chance to separate such new
words (lexical innovations with respect to the reconstructed common
stock of the protolanguage), and in this way we also obtain the possibility
of reconstructing the corresponding changes in the life conditions (both
natural and cultural) under which such lexical innovations originated.
The list of PSI. words quoted above in most cases seems to belong to this
category.

The third way for a language to make lexical adjustments to the
requirements of changing life is simply to borrow from foreign languages.
Lexical borrowing from foreign languages usually presupposes direct
contact between the speakers of the respective languages. These may be
contacts “en masse” between whole ethnic groups, or only between some
individuals belonging to the two groups. In the first instance, the
phenomenon of bilingualism may develop, i.e. a sufficiently spread
knowledge and wusage of the two languages by the ethnically
heterogeneous population in areas of close territorial and social contacts
(e.g- ethno-linguistically mixed settlements or settlements of two separate
ethno-linguistic groups, but located so close together that social contacts
are everyday occurences, etc.). In the second case, bilingualism, if it
occurs, has an individual character and seems to be insignificant for
socio-linguistic processes. Whether a lexical borrowing spreads under
conditions of bilingualism or not, is relevant for the semantics of the
borrowing (see the important insights and contributions of Martynov in
this respect in his book on the Slavic-Germanic lexical contacts, which are
discussed in the appropriate chapter of this book). Bilingualism also
produces so-called calques linguistiques (loan-translations). A separate
chapter of this book is devoted to obvious foreign borrowings in the PSL
vocabulary, and is entitled “The Slavs and Neighboring Peoples”. As the
title itself indicates, the analysis of loanwords is the main source of our
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knowledge of the type of prehistorical relations between the Slavs and
other peoples of that part of Europe where the Slavs lived and spread
out.

However, in the present chapter we have been interested in and
concerned with the different dialectal IE strata in the PSl. vocabulary.
Having completed our analysis, we should attempt to translate the spatial
relations represented by different layers of dialectal IE words in
Proto-Slavic into corresponding chronological relations. In this way we
may obtain some insight into the relative chronology of the gradual
crystallization of the Proto-Slavs within the IE peoples of prehistorical
Europe, their changing geographical location, and their prehistorical
culture. -

Let us recapitulate briefly the general results of the preceding
paragraphs in terms of a probable chronological sequence of successive
dialectal IE layers in the PSI. vocabulary:

1. Satem.
2. Kentum.
a) older, including Baltic.
b) younger, excluding Baltic.
3. Eastern, i.e. Balto-Slavic ~ Aryan correspondences.
a) older, including Baltic
b) younger, excluding Baltic
c) the youngest, containing Slavic ~ Iranian correspondences
only.
4. North-West Indo-European, i.e. Balto-Slavic ~ Germanic ~ Italic
~ Celtic correspondences.
a) older, including Baltic
b) younger, excluding Baltic
c) the youngest, containing special Slavic ~ Italic correspon-
dences.
5. North Indo-European, i.e. Balto-Slavic ~ Germanic correspon-
dences.
a) older, including Baltic
b) younger, excluding Baltic
6. Balto-Slavic
7. Proto-Slavic (innovations).

Some of the above layers seem to overlap, at least partly; e.g. satem
and eastern, younger kentum and NW Indo-European. Other layers are
difficult to chronologize (of course, in relative terms), e.g. younger
kentum, to some extent younger eastern, and particularly the youngest
eastern, younger NW Indo-European, and particularly the youngest NW
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Indo-European (i.e. special Slavic ~ Italic correspondences), also younger
N Indo-European (i.e. special Slavic ~ Germanic correspondences).
Nevertheless, the diagram on page 173 can be proposed.

Some explanations to the diagram:

1.) The lexical layers representing various dialectal zones within
Proto-Indo-European are ordered in a hypothetical chronological
sequence: the oldest are at the bottom, the youngest at the top.

2.) The absolute dates on the left have only a very general orientation
value: they have been suggested by prehistory and history. It is
important to emphasize that they denote terminus ad quem a given layer
developed, but they do not reveal anything about the beginning of that
layer. For instance, there is no doubt that the Balto-Slavic lexical
innovations started much earlier than the year 1000 B.C., some of them
before 2000 B.C.

3.) The depth of individual layers reflects the number of words
belonging to it. Only in the case of Balto-Slavic, the depth has been
reduced at least three times for technical reasons. The indented lines
indicate that the number of words has not been established. It should
also be added that the depth of the Balto-Slavic layer is tentative: I
counted substantives and multiplied them by 2, assuming that all the
remaining parts of speech make up the other half.

When we take a look at the diagram of dialectal IE layers in the PSI.
vocabulary, one thing appears quite clearly: the older layers are thinner
than the younger ones, and the former represent similar depths. But the
Balto-Slavic ~ Germanic layer (both parts) already has a total of 150
words, i.e. roughly twice as many as the previous layers. And Balto-Slavic
has at least 600 words. These statistical differences between the older
and the younger strata of the PSI lexicon undoubtedly reflect their
chronological depth, that is, the great antiquity of such layers as kentum,
eastern and NW Indo-European, although, as we have seen, not all
elements of the same stratum have to come from the same remote period.
We should also remember that the very concept of older and younger
lexical layers is purely relative: it concerns not so much the terminus a
quo but rather the terminus ad quem, in other words, the so-called
younger layers represent those dialectal contacts which lasted longer,
reaching the relatively “younger” times. This is obvious in the case of
Balto-Slav.



STRATIFICATION OF VOCABULARY 173
A Diagram of the Lexical Stratification of Proto-Slavic

— - ‘
Chronology Number of
(termini ad PSl. innovations words
quos)
500 B.C.?
700 B.C.? Slavic-Germanic (on “Venetic” substratum?)
Balto-Slavic innovations +600
Slavic-Germanic (on “Venetic” substratum?) 66 (+6)
1000 B.C.
Balto-Slavic ~ Germanic layer 73 (+5)
(Balto-)Slavic ~ Germanic ~ Italic ~ Celtic layer | 71
2000 B.C. (North-West IE)
Slavic ~ (Indo-)Iranian layer 49
Balto-Slavic ~ Indo(-Iranian) layer 26
younger kenfum elements 14
older kentum elements 45
3000 B.C.
old satem elements

For a linguist concerned with ethnic prehistory, however, a semantic
analysis of the successive strata of PSl. vocabulary is of decisive
importance. In this respect what have been our conclusions? Among the
old kentum words, there are nine terms connected with cattle-breeding,
six terms connected with wooden architecture, three names of tools,
seven terms referring to social life, that is, twenty-five words referring to
culture rather than nature. Among the Slavic ~ (Indo-)Iranian words,
eleven terms refer to religion and magic, nine terms — to morality, law,
and social functions, and ten terms — to health, parts of the body, and
organic functions: thus, we have thirty words connected with some very
important aspects of life. Here we should especially underline the twenty
terms belonging to the religious and social sphere of life. Among the NW
Indo-European words we have some old agricultural terms (11), very few
social terms (5), no religious terms (sic!), and a lot of technical terms.
This latter fact is very significant. Among the N Indo-European words
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there is a general lack of religious terms, very few social terms (drugs,
Pudrje, *voldg); the overwhelming majority are technical terms referring
to simple objects and tools made of wood.

A similar semantic analysis of Balto-Slavic words would require a
separate chapter. For example, I attempted to show that in the basic
agricultural terminology there are very few common Balto-Slav.
innovations (actually only one: *lemesja-). According to Stawski, among
the 289 innovative Balto-Slav. substantives 124 terms refer to nature
(flora, fauna, lanscape, weather, etc.), only 28 terms refer to social or
rather socio-cultural life (including weapons and musical instruments);
from among which at least four should be eliminated as irrelevant or
actually belonging to the North Indo-European lexical stratum — thus we
have at most 24 socio-cultural terms out of 289 substantives! To be sure,
there are among them some important concepts: ‘enemy’, ‘peace’, ‘fame’,
‘deal’, ‘family’, ‘nephew’, ‘son-in-law’, etc.

It is striking that in the two first (oldest) layers (kentum and Slavic ~
(Indo-)Iranian) the number of social terms (here also including religious,
etc. terms) is relatively the highest (44 : 7, 75 : 20), while in the later
layers the number of such terms is insignificant (76 : 5, 150 : 3, 289 : 24).
In these later layers from among the words referring to culture, the
technical terms seem to be the most numerous (e.g. among Balto-Slav.
innovations 81 terms according to Stawski refer to “human work”).

This semantic distribution of words belonging to the five old layers of
Proto-Slavic vocabulary is significant. It seems to indicate that the basic
social institutions and corresponding ideology were formed in a very
remote epoch when the ancestors of the Slavs still remained within the
dialectal configuration of late Indo-European. On the other hand,
everything points toward close ethno-cultural ties with the Aryan and
especially the Iranian group of IE dialects. Of course, we should not
imagine those different dialectal ties reflected in Proto-Slavic vocabulary
as a simple chronological sequence starting with the satem-kentum
exchange and ending with the Balto-Slav. Verkehrsgemeinschaft. The
actual sequence of ethnic contacts and demographic shifts, which
ultimately underlie any ethnic contacts, was undoubtedly more
complicated. Can we reconstruct that sequence and its chronology? 1
think that some lines of the prehistorical development in question still
remain sharp.

First of all, among the kentum words we were able to distinguish older
and younger elements, which seems to suggest that the linguistic
ancestors of the Slavs twice entered into closer contact with some kentum
dialects (or tribes). The first time this probably happened was still in the
late PIE epoch (about 3000 B.C.) within the PIE dialectal zone — in
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which they lived close to the kentum : satem isogloss. The period of that
contact could have lasted rather long in connection with a gradual
movement of the Pre-Slavs and Pre-Balts in a western direction, which
must have brought them to the territories previously occupied by the
kentum dialects. From that period stem the kentum elements which are
common to Slavic and Baltic, e.g., (in Balto-Slav. terms) *karud-, *kerda-,
*garda-, etc. The second close contact with the kentum dialects took
place relatively late; it seems to have involved only the Proto-Slavs,
already a separate ethnic entity, and some kentum people hypothetically
called Veneti somewhere in the Vistula basin, and was connected with an
obvious westward movement of the Proto-Slavs. The Proto-Slavs were
being pressed in this direction by the Iranian nomads (the Scythians) of
the Pontic steppes (about 700 B.C.). The hypothetical Veneti people
were at least partly absorbed by the Proto-Slavs: hence a new stratum of
kenutm elements in Proto-Slavic that has correspondences in NW
Indo-European dialects, e.g., kotiti (s¢), kotora, golgbs, etc.

The prehistory of Slavic-(Indo-)Iranian ties should also be divided into
two epochs: older and younger. In the older epoch which can still be
located within the IE dialectal period (+ before 3000 B.C.), the linguistic
ancestors of the Balts and the Slavs must have had direct territorial
contact with the ancestors of the Aryans so that common terms could
spread in both groups, i.e., in the pre-Balto-Slavic dialects and in the
pre-Aryan dialects, then the pre-Balts moved away (in a northwesterly
direction towards the Upper Dniepr basin), while the pre-Slavs seem to
have remained for some time at least in territorial contact with the
Northern (Iranian) branch of the (pre-)Aryans: hence appeared the old
Slavic-Iranian word correspondences. But in connection with a general
migratory movement of the (pre-)Aryans in a southeasterly direction to
Iran and India, these pre-Slavic ~ (pre-)Aryan (especially pre-Slavic ~
(pre-)Iranian) contacts were broken. This took place somewhere before
the year 2000 B.C,, since around that year the Proto-Indoaryans arrived
in Northern Iran (see M. M. Winn, The Journal of Indo-European Studies,
Vol. 2.2, 1974: 133 ff.). But after some 1300 years the back wave of
Iranian nomads, who adapted horses for riding and developed a high
level of horsemanship, appeared in the Pontic steppes (reaching as far
north as the Upper Don and Upper Sejm basins!). Thus the second,
younger, but more prolonged period (* until the arrival of the Goths in
the third century A.D.) of close ethno-cultural and linguistic exchange
between the Proto-Slavs and the Northern Iranians began. From that
period a characteristic set of Slavic-Iranian correspondences in religious
terminology (bogs : dive = bavya- : daéva-, etc.) has emerged.26 Of course,
it is impossible to separate the older layer of Slavic-Iranian correspon-
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dences (from the epoch before 2000 B.C.) and the younger one (from the
epoch 700 B.C. - 300 A.D.). But we must be aware of that. In the older
layer we are dealing rather with late IE dialectal correspondences, in the
younger one — with a kind of semantic readjustment of inherited IE
words by the Proto-Slavs to their etymological correspondences in
Iranian on the basis of close ethno-cultural ties (a kind of tribal
federation — if not Iranian domination, see Herodotus’s description of
the northern neighbors of the Scythians, the Nevpot and the Bouvdivol).

The problem of the so-called North-West IE layer in Proto-Slavic,
which, as we have seen, comprises chiefly old European agricultural and
technical terms, is very interesting. First of all, we should remember that
the technical terms (Trubadev’s handicraft terminology) do not have any
correspondences in Baltic, which clearly indicates that in this respect
Proto-Slavic participated in the so-called Central European cultural zone
(Italo-Celtic, Germanic, Slavic). How can we explain this phenomenon?
I think that we are again dealing here with two epochs of dialectal
contacts: an older one from which chiefly stems agricultural terminology
(these terms usually have correspondences in Baltic), and a younger
epoch, from which the handicraft terminology comes. The former epoch
belongs to the dialectal IE period (still probably before 3000 B.C.), the
latter represents the period of a later linguistic and cultural exchange
between the Proto-Slavs, who were at least geoghraphically separated
from the Balts, and the Central European tribes — Italic, Celtic,
“Venetic”, and ultimately, Germanic. This period of exchange could have
begun around 2000 B.C., and become particularly intensive during the
second, and especially the first millennium B.C., when the Proto-Slavs
were moving westward and ousting or absorbing the “Veneti”.

Here I would like to repeat the hypothesis already expressed in the
course of my earlier analysis — that some characteristic correspondences
in the technical terminology between Slavic and Germanic may be due to
the fact that both the Proto-Slavs and the Proto-Teutons seem to have
absorbed the hypothetical kentum tribe of “Veneti”, who in the second
millennium B.C. separated the two IE groups from each other. Of
course, it would be tempting to connect the “Veneti” with the so-called
Lusatian culture (1300-600 B.C.). In any case, the lexical correspon-
dences between Slavic, Italic, Celtic, and Germanic should be treated as
an example of a common cultural terminology spreading across dialectal
or linguistic boundaries in connection with the development of a cultural
zone of intensive economic exchange (primitive metalurgy, barter trade,
etc.). Baltic, which at that time was already located north of Prype¢, and
in the Upper Dniepr basin, did not participate in this hypothetical
cultural zone, but Slavic (whose core at that time probably was located in
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Volynia and in the adjacent regions) had close ties with the Central Euro-
pean cultural zone, which included contemporary Poland, Bohemia, and
southern Germany. It is striking that the north-eastern boundary of this
hypothetical cultural zone seems to overlap with the so-called rubiez
etnograficzna in Polish territory (see J. Czekanowski, 1957: 385-391,
especially the map on page 386). By this term is understood a bundle of
lines marking the range of different objects from the historical and
prehistorical folk culture — for example, the southwestern range of the
so-called duha and socha, etc., the eastern boundary of the so-called
Lusatian culture in the first millennium B.C., and the northern boundary
of the so-called Thracian culture in the same millennium, etc. This rubiez
parallels, roughly speaking, the axis formed by the Prype¢ and the lower
Bug rivers, usually running south and southwest of these rivers. In this
way most of ethnographic Poland and the western Ukraine (exactly
speaking, the greater part of Volynia, the whole of Ru§ Czerwona (Red
Ruthenia) and Podolia are separated from the historical territory of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania, which comprises ethnographic Lithuania and
Byelorussia. It has been noted that the ethnographic-prehistorical
boundary under discussion overlaps with an old botanical boundary in
this part of the European continent, namely between the north-eastern
zone of evergreen (coniferous) woods and the southern and western
zones of parkland. This coincidence between old botanical and cultural
boundaries on the one hand, and old lexical isoglosses within
prehistorical IE dialects on the other, is worth emphasizing. It seems to
prove that ethno-cultural and linguistic contacts have followed the same
geographical pattern ultimately conditioned by the natural landscape.

Let us pass on to the North European stratum (German-
ic-Baltic-Slavic). We can, and should admit that at least some of the
lexical correspondences in question originated in the epoch of IE dialects
around 3000 B.C. This supposition seems to be supported by other old
linguistic features connecting the North IE dialects, in both phonemic
and morphological developments (see above). For example, the numeral
‘1000* (*task’mtia-) belongs here. But the dialectal ties, i.e., the close
territorial neighborhood among the corresponding IE tribes
(Pre-Teutonic, Pre-Baltic, and Pre-Slavic), which made the spread of
lexical innovations possible, was undoubtedly prolonged into the next
(IIT) millennium B.C., probably until around 2000 B.C. At this time, the
ancestors of the later Teutons moved westward, ultimately reaching
southern Scandinavia and Jutland.

But there are also special Germanic ~ Slavic lexical correspondences
without parallels in Baltic. They must be treated as probably younger.
Technical terms are especially characteristic among them. My contention
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is that they appeared in the two linguistic groups as the result of a
common West IE substratum (“Venetic”?), absorbed gradually by both
the early Teutons (or Pre-Teutons) and the early Proto-Slavs (or
Pre-Slavs) sometime in the first half of the first millennium B.C.

As we have seen, the problem of the so-called Balto-Slavic linguistic
unity, etc., or rather, as Bernstein proposed, Verkehrsgemeinschaft still
remains one of the most controversial problems of comparative IE
linguistics. However, the numerous lexical correspondences between
Baltic and Slavic, coming from a prehistorical epoch, are an undeniable
fact, and foremost among them are an impressive number of common
lexical innovations. This phenomenon, together with many specific
Balto-Slavic innovations in the phonemic and morphological
development of these languages, must be accounted for in historical
terms. I think that the concept of Verkehrsgemeinschaft is very productive
in this respect. If we agree that two adjacent tribes sharing a long common
border, and speaking very similar dialects had an exchange of goods and
services, then we must accept a kind of common vocabulary enabling them
to communicate. Such a common vocabulary referring to things and
activities involved in exchange could be a result of the expansion — by
imitation — of the lexical innovations formed in either of the respective
dialects. For example, the Balto-Slavic word *ranka- ‘hand’ (Lith. ranka
~ OCS rgka, etc.) has a transparent etymology in Baltic, because in Lith.
the basic verb renki, rinkad, rifikti ‘gather’ is still preserved, while in
Slavic it remains unmotivated. So we could hypothesize that it represents
a lexical innovation which originated in Proto-Baltic and then spread to
Proto-Slavic at the time of the Balto-Slavic Verkehrsgemeinschaft. Note
that ‘hand’ plays a very important role in the primitive social (especially
legal) symbolism. In this respect, it would be quite interesting and
rewarding to check which of the common Balto-Slavic innovations still
have an etymological motivation?’ in only one of the branches or lan-
guages in question.

But the question that is central to the whole problem of Balto-Slavic
ethno-linguistic relations in prehistorical times is the chronology of these
relations. I have quoted above the views of J. Rozwadowski about a
prolonged prehistorical period of ethno-linguistic separation between the
Balts and the Slavs which accounts for deep differences in the
vocabularies of the respective languages. [ propose the following
chronology regarding this: the linguistic ancestors of the Balts and the
Slavs formed a close dialectal group within late IE before 3000 B.C. This
group had as immediate neighbors the ancestors of the Teutons
somewhere in the west or north-west, and the ancestors of the Aryans
somewhere in the east or south-east. Such a configuration of the
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respective late IE dialects probably lasted until the first half of the third
millennium B.C. But during the second half of that millennium, decisive
population shifts (migrations) seem to have taken place: the pre-Teutons
moved westward, the pre-Aryans south-eastward, leaving the ancestors of
the Balts and the Slavs as an isolated group which now entered a period
of common Balto-Slavic innovational development known as the
Proto-Balto-Slavic period.® How long it lasted, we do not know. But in
order to create such an impressive number of common Balto-Slavic
innovations, it had to have lasted for a relatively long time, probably deep
into the second millennium B.C. or even longer. In any case, in the first
half of the next millennium, when the Proto-Slavs entered into closer
ethno-linguistic relations with the Iranian Scythians (about 700 B.C.), the
ties with the Proto-Balts were already severed.  Thus typical
Slavic-Iranian lexical correspondences and obvious Iranian loanwords in
Slavic do not find counterparts in Baltic. In any case, when the eastern
Slavs had begun moving northward into the Upper Dniepr basin after the
middle of the first millennium A.D., and similarly, when the western
Slavic tribes had settled (much earlier) in the Lower Vistula regions —
they encountered the Balts as a completely separate, different group of
tribes with whom a Verkehrsgemeinschaft was no longer possible. A
period of at least 1500 years of separate cultural and linguistic
development without any significant cultural exchange between these two
dialects (primarily so closely related) was sufficient to transform them
into separate languages. Of course, in order to account for that
dissolution of the Balto-Slavic Verkehrsgemeinschaft, we must take into
consideration the primary geographical location of the respective peoples
and their subsequent shifts. This problem will be discussed in the next
and last paragraph of this chapter, which is entitled: The hypothetical
geographic distribution of IE dialects in the fourth through the third
millennium B.C. and its successive changes.

In order to facilitate the presentation of the problem it will be useful
to apply a technical device. If we accept the East Ukrainian and South
Russian steppes with adjacent park-land and forest belts reaching north-
ward as far as the Upper Dniepr and Upper Oka, and with enclaves ex-
tending southward towards the Kuban and Terek rivers, and eastward be-
yond the Volga — as the prehistorical habitat of the Indo-Europeans in
the fourth millennium B.C. (see J. Mallory 1973), then we shall have a
concrete geographical basis onto which we can project a diagram of the
prehistorical IE dialects proposed by J. Kurylowicz (1956: 166-171)). As
a result, we shall obtain a schematic map (Chart 4, p. 186) on which a line
separating the steppe zone from the forest zone should be added. This
map, if read and interpreted carefully, tells us all the relevant things
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about the prehistorical movements of the separate IE peoples, and in this
respect, about the gradual formation of the Slavs, i.e., their ethnogenesis.

First of all, the North IE dialectal group encompassing the ancestors
of the later Proto-Teutons, Proto-Balts, and Proto-Slavs® could occupy
only the northern part of the above demarcated IE habitat, i.e., the forest
and park-land areas extending east of the Upper Dniepr, south of the
Upper Oka, across the Upper Don towards the lower Volga, but not
reaching it. On the basis of the later expansion and historical distribution
of Germanic, Baltic, and Slavic on the one hand, and on the basis of old
linguistic ties between these three branches of IE on the other hand, we
can assume that the distribution of the respective IE tribes and dialects
(i.e. Pre-Germanic, Pre-Baltic, and Pre-Slavic) in the fourth millennium
B.C. within the northern area of the primary IE habitat was as follows:
the ancestors of the Teutons dwelt in the north-west of that area between
the Upper Dniepr and the Upper Oka, the ancestors of the Balts
occupied a more eastern or south-eastern position towards the Upper
Don basin, the ancestors of the Slavs dwelt in the south-east of the area
in direct contact with the Pre-Aryans who were concentrated along the
Lower Volga (notice the old Iranian name of this river: P&, see
Rozwadowski 1948: 256). The southern group of IE dialects occupied, of
course, the steppe regions of what is known as the historical Ukraine.
Such a location for the early IE dialects and respective tribes in the
fourth millennium B.C. acccounts (in a simple way) for the directions of
their later expansion (marked on the map with arrows).

Now, if we look carefully at the map, we see that the Pre-Teutons had
only one route westward: the northern, along the Niemen and Dvina
Rivers towards the Baltic Sea. Obviously, this is the same route which
was taken later on by the Proto-Balts, and in historical times by the
Eastern Slavs (the Byelorussians). But an important question arises: how
did the Pre-Teutons reach Jutland and Southern Scandinavia, where they
were ultimately transformed linguistically into Proto-Germanic people?
There are two possible routes: one along the southern coast of the Baltic
Sea (roughly speaking, this is the way of the later Prussians), another
across the Gulf of Riga and the northern Baltic Sea, which are, of course,
frozen in winter. Probably both routes were used. That northern route
of the Pre-Teutons moving westward is the only logical consequence of
the geographical location of the North IE dialectal group within the IE
habitat in the fourth millennium B.C.3

The southern route to the west was taken by the ancestors of the
Celtic and Italic tribes together with some smaller groups like those of the
Proto-Illyrians and “Veneti”. The two routes were separated from each
other by the Prype¢ marshes. Of course, there was still a south-western
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route to the Balkans: this was taken by the ancestors of the Greeks,
Armenians and Thracians. All these migrations to the west, i.e., to
Central and South-Eastern Europe probably took place between 3000
and 2000 B.C. And it is striking that the above geographical pattern of
the prehistorical IE migrations overlaps in its essential features with the
late prehistorical and early historical migrations of the Slavs, if we agree
that the oldest habitat of the Slavs (Proto-Slavs) was in the Middle
Dniepr basin (roughly speaking, where the Pre-Italo-Celtic group is
located on our map). So, the Western Proto-Slavs moved westward,
north of the Carpathians into the Vistula and Upper Odra basins, from
where they later turned southward to Moravia and Bohemia; the
ancestors of the Southern Slavs took probably a route across the Central
Carpathians to Northern Pannonia, and from there by two different ways:
a western one, between the Danube and the Alps, and an eastern one,
across Transylvania, they invaded the Balkans. It is possible that the
route between the Eastern Carpathians and the Black Sea was also used
by some tribes belonging to the eastern branch of the Southern Slavs (i.e.,
by the ancestors of the Macedonians and Bulgarians).

But let us return to the prehistory of the North IE dialectal group.
After the emigration of the Pre-Teutons towards the Baltic Sea, etc., and
that of the Pre-Aryans towards Iran (across Turkestan and the
Caucasus?), which ultimately happened around 2000 B.C., the ancestors
of the Balts and the Slavs who remained in their primary habitat isolated
from the rest of the IE peoples, since the ancestors of the Italics, Celts,
Greeks, etc. also left the territories of the present-day Ukraine, —
entered the period of a separate linguistic development, known as the
“Balto-Slavic epoch” (2500 - 1000/700 B.C.?), which was a simple result
of their having stayed in the old habitat. It does not mean, however, that
the Pre-Baltic and Pre-Slavic populations were remaining motionless in
the once occupied territories. It was simply impossible economically in
connection with a primitive extensive agriculture which exhausted the soil
and periodically required new arable land. Thus we should also assume
some movements and geographical shifts of the Pre-Balts and Pre-Slavs,
which probably started before 2000 B.C., mainly as gradual shifts of a
primitive agricultural population. = After the emigration of the
Pre-Teutons, the Pre-Balts took over the territories vacated by the
former, and oriented their expansion towards the Upper Oka and Upper
Dniepr basins, and then towards the Niemen and Dvina rivers.

In this connection, it is worth mentioning that the hydronym Oka
seems to indicate a kentum origin (i.e., Pre-Teutonic). Namely, if we
agree with M. Vasmer (III: 127), who derives it from IE *ak’ya ‘water’
(see Lat. aqua, Goth. ahva, etc., and the hydronyms Osva, A$va3! on the
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Byelorussian and Lithuanian territories) — then Slav. Oka instead of
*Okva, which would be a regular borrowing from a kentum *akuyda, could
only be interpreted as a hypercorrect form of some kentum people of the
region (the remnants of the Pre-Teutons?) trying to speak a kind of satem
Balto-Slavic.

While the ancestors of the Balts were gradually occupying the Upper
Oka and the Upper Dniepr basins, their primary south-eastern neighbors,
the ancestors of the Slavs, were also moving gradually westward along the
line separating the northern forest zone from the southern steppe zone,
i.e., they were taking advantage of the so-called park-lands, which were
most favorable for a primitive agriculture. This natural botanical line,
which in the region which interests us here, has a distinct south-western
direction, inevitably led them towards the Middle Dniepr basin south of
Kiev and across the Dniepr towards what is known as historical Volynia
and Podolia. In this way they ultimately occupied the regions inhabited
earlier by the Pre-Italo-Celtic group. This probably happened during the
second millennium B.C. All this time the ancestors of the Slavs were in
the Verkehrsgemeinschaft with their northern neighbors, the ancestors of
the Balts. Thus, for that period (2500-1500 B.C. at least) we can use with
full justification the term “Balto-Slavic epoch”, and for the dialects of the
respective tribes the term “Proto-Balto-Slavic group.” The ultimate break
between the Proto-Baltic and Proto-Slavic halves of the Proto-
Balto-Slavic Verkehrsgemeinschaft could take place only when the center
of the Proto-Slavic tribal community had been established west of the
Middle Dniepr in Volynia3%: this seems to have happened not earlier
than around 1000 B.C. In this final separation between the Proto-Balts
and the Proto-Slavs, the Prype¢ marshes must have played a significant
role. To be sure, during all these migrations and population shifts, whose
causes might be both internal (natural population increase and
subsequent demographic pressure) and/or external (the invasion of
pastoral nomadic tribes), there was never complete desertion of a region
by its earlier inhabitants — some groups usually remained on the spot.
Consequently, the newcomers encountered the old inhabitants, who were
gradually absorbed. Such a situation accounts for a linguistic interference
between the dialects of the newcomers (superstratum) and those of the
old inhabitants (substratum). In the case of cultural differences between
the two groups of population, the interference of vocabulary may be
especially significant.

As can clearly be deduced from our map, the Pre-Slavs in their
movement westward settled the territories previously inhabited by the
Pre-Italo-Celtic group of the IE kentum tribes. Here they undoubtedly
met some remnants of that population. This hypothetical situation can
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account for many kentum elements in Slavic, and perhaps also for some
old lexical ties between Slavic and Italo-Celtic. In this connection, we
should emphasize the fact that the territories west of the Dniepr
subsequently occupied by the Pre-Slavs belong to the zone of the
so-called Tripolye culture, the oldest agricultural society in this part of
Europe (already by the fourth millennium B.C.). Originally this culture,
so far as we can judge, was not Indo-European in the ethno-linguistic
sense, but undoubtedly it underwent a linguistic indoeuropeanization
(3000-2000 B.C.?) in connection with the general westward movement of
the primitive Indo-European tribes (Pre-Italo-Celtic and Pre-Greek).
The Pre-Slavs who during the second millennium B.C. took over the
northern part of the indoeuropeanized Tripolye region could become to
some extent the successors of the old agricultural traditions rooted in this
region because some groups of the primary Tripolye population survived
biologically, changing only their language (for the anthropological
background of these processes, see W. K6¢ka. 1958: 89-94). It seems
highly probable that the absorption of the remnants of the
indoeuropeanized Tripolye population by the Pre-Slavs and their
geographical separation from the Pre-Balts, after a long period of a
common development of these two groups, finally created the conditions
under which the Pre-Slavic part of the Balto-Slavic Verkehrsgemeinschaft
was transformed into the linguistically and ethnically separate
Proto-Slavs. In this connection, we should also emphasize a parallel fact
concerning the Balts and their language: namely the generally accepted
more archaic (conservative) character of the original Baltic culture (e.g.,
the role of the horse!) and of the Baltic languages, much closer to what
we reconstruct as Proto-Indo-European than Slavic (compare, for
example, Lithuanian and Old Church Slavic) — is probably due to the
relative lack of any significant impact of a culturally superior ethnic
substratum upon the Pre-Balts. They simply seem to have spread and
settled in forest areas practically uninhabited or only sparsely inhabited
by primitive Finnic hunters and fishermen.

Thus we can accept that about 1000 B.C., a separate Proto-Slavic
ethnos with a language at least lexically different from Baltic, began to
exist.

Let us now turn our attention to the contacts of the Pre-Slavs with the
Aryan East. Undoubtedly, the oldest contacts reach as far back as the
fourth and third millennia B.C.,, when the Pre-Slavs occupied the
south-easternmost position within the North IE dialectal complex. A
great number of words (40%) common to Slavic and Aryan, which come
from that time, also occur in Baltic. But, as we have seen above, there is
a whole set of words characteristic of Slavic and Iranian, especially in
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religious and moral terminology (e.g. the pair bogs : divs), which must
have come from a later period, most probably from the first part of the
first millennium B.C. At that time the “back wave” of Iranian nomads,
the Scythians, appeared on the Pontic steppes and came into contact with
the sedentary Proto-Slavic population (Nevpoi = *Nervi ‘people’ and
perhaps Bouvdivo. = *Bydini ‘tribesmen’, attested by Herodotus, see Z.
Gotab, 1974). This contact lasted until the arrival of the Goths in the
Ukraine (+/- 300 A.D.) and left distinct traces in the culture and
vocabulary of the Proto-Slavs. Of course, in the present chapter we are
interested in such lexical elements which cannot be interpreted as direct
material borrowings from Iranian, as, for instance, words with an initial x-
instead of PIE *s-: xotéti, xroms, xvala, *xvors, *xyrs, etc. (see Z. Golab,
1973) — we are interested in those words which the Proto-Slavs, together
with the Iranians, inherited from Proto-Indo-European, but to which a
characteristic new meaning borrowed or copied from Iranian was
assigned (“semantic borrowing”), as in the pair bogs : dive quoted above.
Special attention should also be paid to the contacts of the Pre-Slavs
with the Italo-Celtic West and the Germanic North, which are
represented by two linguistic strata: the so-called northwestern and
northern.  The oldest Slavic words showing correspondences in
Italo-Celtic and Germanic undoubtedly come from the period of
Proto-Indo-European community when the ancestors of the Slavs and the
Balts were in direct contact with the kentum dialects owing to their
location along the kentum — satem isogloss (the fourth and third
millennia B.C.). Later on the number of such words increased (especially
those which are common to Slavic and Italo-Celtic in technical
terminology, according to Trubadev) first of all as a result of occupying by
the Pre-Slavs in the second millennium B.C. the indoeuropeanized areas
of the Tripolye culture (the west-bank Ukraine) previously inhabited by
the ancestors of the Italics and Celts. And here we must underline
another important phenomenon: the technical terminology — that of
pottery, weaving, blacksmithing, e.g., *gorms ~ fornus and their
derivatives, stativa ~ stativa, kladivo ~ gladius — seems to indicate the
existence of a prehistorical Central European zone of intensive
cultural-linguistic contacts and exchange which encompassed Proto-Italic,
Proto-Germanic, and Proto-Slavic dialects with the exclusion, however, of
Proto-Baltic. Such a zone is postulated by Trubacev. At a later stage it
overlapped with the so-called “Lusatian culture” (1300-600 B.C.). We
have noticed in this respect a characteristic fact: the eastern border of
that zone, demarcated on the basis of lexical elements (with the exclusion
of Baltic!) overlaps with the so-called “ethnographic frontier” (rubiez
etnograficzna) on the Polish territory, established by K. Moszyriski.
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In the formation and continuation of the Central European cultural
zone in question, an important role should probably be assigned to the
hypothetical “Veneti”, a kentum people who before their final ousting, or
rather absorption by the Proto-Slavs some time in the second half of the
first millennium B.C., dwelt on the territory of contemporary Poland.
The north-western part of these “Veneti” could also have been absorbed
by the Teutons, which accounts, perhaps, not only for the transfer by the
latter of this ethnicon to the Slavs (see Tacitus’s Venedi, Ptolemy’s
Ovevédaur, Jordanis’s Venethae//Venethi, Germ. Wenden//Winden, etc.),
but also for a number of common kentum and other words occurring in
Slavic, Germanic, and Italo-Celtic, or in Slavic and Germanic only.

So combining the stratification of Proto-Slavic vocabulary from the
standpoint of PIE dialectology with the geography of hypothetical
Indo-European migrations, we have obtained a synthetic picture which
sketches the prehistory of the formation of the Slavic ethnos within the
family of Indo-European peoples.
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BLACK SEA



Chapter IV

The Problem of the Primary Habitat
of the Indo-Europeans

First we should formulate precisely what should be understood by the
term “primary habitat” (Urheimat, praojczyzna, prarodina) of the
Indo-Europeans. There are two elements involved here: 1.) a
determinate geographical region, and 2.) a determinate ethnos, ie., a
group of people speaking a prehistorical language which we presuppose
and reconstruct as a common source of all historically attested IE
languages, the so-called Proto-Indo-European. Regardless of all the
objections and doubts with respect to the very concept of an Ursprache, it
nevertheless remains the only realistic hypothesis which makes historical
and cognitive sense out of the comparative studies on genetic relations
between languages. And since no language exists in a social vacuum, i.e.,
every language is an instrument of communication within a social group
— natural (Gemeinschaft), e.g. a tribe, or artificial (Gesellschaft), e.g. the
international association of esperantists — the acceptance of a
protolanguage (Ursprache, prajezyk, prajazyk) entails the acceptance of a
prototribe, protoethnos (Urvolk, pralud, pranarod). But again any ethnos
lives in a more or less limited territory, here including vast areas of
nomadic peoples.

So the problem of reconstruction of the primary habitat of a
protoethnos is not deprived of an historical, cognitive sense. An excellent
parallel can be provided by a retrospective history of the Romance
languages, which cover an impressive area today: South-Western
Europe, a part of South-Eastern Europe, and two-thirds of America. Of
course, we know that the expansion of Spanish and Portuguese in the
New World is a relatively recent phenomenon (since the end of the
fifteenth century), but the expansion of Latin in Mediterranean Europe
and ancient Gaul, triggered by the expansion of the Roman empire, is at
least sixteen centuries older, and can be traced only owing to the
preservation of written historical sources which have witnessed the
political career of the city of Rome. Ultimately as the protolanguage from
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which all Romance languages have developed, i.e., the common source of
their lexical substance, we reach Latin, the language of Rome and of its
immediate vicinity, Latium. The protoethnos which used this language
(Latin) as its native means of communication was a tribe of primary
Romans (Latini) before the political expansion of the city of Rome to
other regions of ancient Italy. Thus, the size of the protoethnos and its
protocountry is, in this particular, but very instructive case, surprisingly
small in comparison not only with the impressive present-day area of
Romance languages, but also in comparison with the area where Vulgar
Latin was spoken in the late imperial epoch (e.g., Italia, Hispania, Gallia,
Illyria, Moesia, even Africa). Notice that Vulgar Latin was not only a kind
of koiné, but also a native language for large groups of population
descended either from Roman colonists or from the local tribes which
had abandoned their primarily different languages and had accepted
Latin as the means of communication within their communities.

I repeat: the history of Latin and the Romance languages is very
instructive, and, in spite of different specific political and cultural
conditions, under which these languages and respective peoples have
developed, it can be treated as an example enabling us to understand
mutatis mutandis the possibilities of the prehistorical development of
Indo-European languages, starting with the hypothetical Proto-
Indo-European language.

In connection with the analogy of Latin sketched above, we can
distinguish between the oldest retrievable habitat of the Indo-Europeans,
a region where Proto-Indo-European was spoken as a still relatively
uniform language by a relatively homogeneous tribe or tribal federation
of the Proto-Indo-Europeans — and their younger prehistorical habitat
resulting from their expansion, i.e., a region where Proto-Indo-European
was spoken as an already dialectally differentiated language by different
tribes, either direct descendants of the earlier Proto-Indo-Europeans, or
the descendants of other, originally non-IE tribes, which had undergone
linguistic indoeuropeanization (whatever the social mechanism of this
process may have been). For we must remember that the expansion of an
ethnos rarely takes place in a demographic vacuum. Usually it is
connected with conquest, especially when the expansion is rapid; a slow
expansion may simply be the result of infiltration. We should also take
into account the possibility of an expansion based on the tribal
federations of linguistically different groups in which the language of the
leading tribe gradually and peacefully takes over: here the cultural
superiority (at least in some domains) of the leading tribe may be decisive
(see, for instance, the so-called royal Scythians mentioned by Herodotus).
Thus, whatever the social mechanism of the oldest, prehistorical
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expansion of the Proto-Indo-Europeans and their language, we should
distinguish at least two stages (or two epochs) in the development of the
Proto-Indo-European habitat. The oldest is early PIE, which by
definition must have been rather restricted, and the younger one is later
PIE, which, being the result of expansion, must have been relatively
extended.

Having clarified these basic concepts, let us attack the problem itself.
Here the reader should be reminded that the author of the present book
uses exclusively linguistic evidence for the solution of the problem of the
primary habitat of the Proto-Indo-Europeans. This approach may not
bring very precise answers (in the geographical sense), but it has the
advantage of homogeneity, i.e., answering the question of the primary
habitat of an ethno-linguistic group with ethno-linguistic arguments. Any
archeological and anthropological (in the sense of physical anthropology)
arguments here must have only an auxiliary character, and for the time
being we are not interested in them.

First of all, we can use the lexical evidence to simply answer the
following question: what kind of landscape can be reconstructed on the
basis of Common Indo-European vocabulary (by CIE vocabulary we
understand here words which are present — or have been preserved —
in the main branches of IE, i.e., in Indo-Iranian (Aryan) and in European,
and which in their derivational structure show an archaic character). In
the same way we can proceed to climate, flora, and fauna. At the end we
should ask about natural (primitive) economy as it can be reconstructed
from similar lexical evidence. Let us answer these questions one by one.

1. Landscape

More than forty years ago, W. Brandenstein (see bibliography) made a
successful attempt at a reconstruction of the landscape of the oldest PIE
habitat on the basis of respective vocabulary. Here I shall quote his
conclusions and illustrate them with some examples:

Wenn wir den indogermanischen Wortschatz auf die
erdkundlichen Sinnbezirke hin durchmustern, so finden wir
mehrere umfangreiche Bedeutungsfelder. Eines davon weist
auf eine erhebungsreiche und felsdurchsetzte Gegend hin.

Die Worter dieses Bedeutungsfeldes gehoren so gut wie
ausschliesslich der friihidg. Zeit an; in dieser Zeit waren also
die Idg. gezwungen, sich eine solche “Terminologie” zu
schaffen, d.h. der Zwang, solche Realitdten zu unterscheiden,
fithrte notwendigerweise dazu, den begrifflichen und natiirlich
auch sprachlichen Apparat dafiir auszubilden. FEin zweites
frithidg. Bedeutungsfeld beschaftigt sich mit der Steppe und
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ihren Eigenheiten. Es handelt sich somit beim frihidg. Raum
um eine gebirgige felsdurchsetzte Steppe. Diesen Bestimmungen
widerspricht auf das stirkste ein anderes reich entwickeltes
Bedeutungsfeld, das auf eine sumpfige Gegend hinweist.
Doch 16st sich dieser Widerspruch sofort auf, wenn wir
bemerken, dass dieses Bedeutungsfeld im friihidg.
Wortschatz so gut wie keine Wurzeln hat, hingegen zur
Giénze erst in spdtidg.  Zeit geschaffen wurde, weil eben die
Notwendigketi hiefiir erst durch die Eigenart des spatidg.
Raumes herbeigefiihrt wurde. (l.c. 31)

This fundamental discovery by W. Brandenstein is the basis of his
hypothesis about die erste indogermanische Wanderung which separated
the ancestors of the European branch of the Indo-Europeans from the
Asiatic, i.e., Aryan branch: the European branch moved from the primary
stony and mountainous steppe to a relatively marshy area. How this
should be interpreted in terms of Euro-Asian geography seems to be
quite simple (see below).

Let us quote some old terms! referring to mountains, hills, rocks,
stones, etc., with special emphasis on Slavic correspondences (if any):

1.) eros n. ‘etwas das hervorsteht, Erhebung, anhéhe’: Gr. 8pog n.
‘Berg’, in other IE languages there are only indirect traces, e.g., OI rsvd-
adj. ‘hoch’ (Brand. 32, Walde I, 137, Pokorny 328);

2.) *uersmp ‘Anhohe’: Ol vdrsman- n. ‘Anhdhe, Hiigel, Oberstes,
Spitze’, Gr. ‘éppa n. ‘Klippe, Sandbank, Hiigel’; B-S shows the formation
*ursu-, i.e., Lith. virSiis ‘das Obere, hochste Spitze’, OCS vraxs (loc. vraxu!)
‘Oberstes, Gipfel’, which was primarily an adjective, etc. (Brand. 32,
Walde I, 267, Pokorny 1151-1152);

3.) *kaiur-t, *kaiyn-t (gen. *kjunés?) n. ‘Grube, Kluft’: OI kévata- m.
‘Grube’, Gr. kafata 6pUypata Hes.; only in Ol and Gr. (Brand. 32,
WaldeI 327, Pokorny 521);

4.) *kakud- ‘gewclbter Gipfel: Ol kakiid- ‘Kuppe, Gipfel’, Lat.
cacumen ‘Spitze, Gipfel’ (analogically to aciimen), Germ. *hagu- probably
in OFries. heila ‘Kopf’ from *hagila- < *hagula-; this noun is quoted
under the root 2. keu-, keus- as a reduplicated formation *ka-kud- (see
Pokorny 588); Balto-Slavic seems to continue other derivatives of this
root of the type *kouko-, *kouka-, etc., i.e., with a guttural extension:
Lith. kaiikas ‘Beule, Eitergeschwiir’, kaukara ‘Hiigel’, Russ. kii¢a ‘Haufen’
(known also in Czech and Polish, see Berneker 637) and Carpathian
oronym Kycera, Kic¢era (Pol. Kiczora) undoubtedly from *kiikera similar to
Lith. kaukara (Brand. 32, Walde I 371, Pokorny 588-589);

5.) *g¥eris m. ‘Berg: Ol giri-h m. ‘Berg’, Av. gairi- idem, Gr. Se.pés
(Hes.) ‘Hiigel’ (from *g¥erjo-?), Alb. gur ‘Felsen, Stein’ (*gteri-), Lith. giré,
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giria “Wald’ (see the same semantic change in SSlav. gora!), OCS gora
‘Berg’; no correspondences in Italo-Celtic or Germanic (Brand. 32,
Walde I 682, Pokorny 477-478 s.v. gler-, gior-);

6.) *bhystis f. ‘Gipfel, Zacken’: OI bhystih f. “Zacke, Spitze, Kante,
Ecke’ = Germ. *bursti- in Olc. burst f. ‘Borste, Dachfirst’, etc; Slav.
*berstjo- = *barsce in Russ. bors¢ ‘Béarenklau’ (Heracleum Sphondylium),
Pol. barszcz, etc. (see Berneker 109) with a secondary meaning; Lat.
fastigium  (*bharsti-) ‘Spitze, Gipfel, Abdachung’ belongs here, too
(Brand. 32, Walde II 131, Pokorny 109);

7.) *bhergh m. (sic!) ‘steilabfallender Berg’ (Pokorny reconstructs
*bherg’hos):  Av. baraz ‘hoch’; ‘Héhe, Berg), Arm. berj ‘Hohe’, Cymr.
(Welsh) bera ‘Haufe’, etc., Germ. *berga- in Olc. bjarg and berg, OHG,
OSax. berg ‘Berg’, OE beorg ‘Hohe, Grabhiigel’, etc.; here also Goth.
baurgs f. ‘Stadt, Turm’, OHG burg, etc. ‘Burg’ = Awv. baraz-, ie., IE
*bhyg’h- whose primary meaning in Germanic was ‘befestigte Hohe als
Fluchtburg’; Slav. *bergs in OCS brégs ‘Ufer, Abhang’, S-C brijeg ‘Hugel,
Ufer’, Russ. béreg idem, Pol. brzeg ‘Ufer’ (in dialects ‘Abhang’), etc.; the
Slav. word represents the kentum treatment of *g’h; there are no
correspondences in Lith. (Brand. 32, Walde II 172, Pokorny 140-141);

8.) *ak’, gen. *ak’nés n. ‘scharfkantiger edler Stein, der fiir Werk-
zeuge geeignet ist’ (Pokorny 19-21 reconstructs *ak’en-, *ak'er-, *ok’er-
and the heteroclitic paradigm *ak’-r-, *ak’-n-es): Ol asdni-h ‘Pfeilspitze,
Geschoss’, Gr.&xawva ‘Spitze, Stachel; Langenmass’, Gr.&kwv, -ovtog
(for Gr. -ovos after participles) ‘Wurfspiess’, etc., Lith. Zem. asnis
‘Schneide, aufkeimende Saat’; OI dsri-h ‘Ecke, Kante, Schneide’, Gr.
&xpos ‘spitz’, Gr. &xpov, &xpa, &xkpLs ‘Spitze, Berggipfel’, Lat. dcer, dcris,
-¢ (OLat. dcra, -um) ‘scharf’, Lith. asris, astris (OLith. astras), OCS ostrs
idem (see also Russ. (dial.?) osn ‘sting; blade’ (Vasmer III, 162) and OCS
osla “Wetzstein’, known in most Slavic languages) (Brand. 32, Walde I 28,
30, Pokorny 19-21 s.v. ak’, ok’- ‘scharf, spitz, kantig’ and ‘Stein’);

9.) *ak’'mon? m. ‘(gewdlbter) Felsblock’: Ol asman- n. ‘Stein, Himmel’
(als Steingew6lbe), Av. asman- m. ‘Stein, Himmel’, Gr. Gkpwv ‘Amboss’,
Gr. éxpwv 6 ovpavéds; Lith. dsmens m. plur. ‘Schneide’, akmué, -efis m.
‘Stein’; Slav. has a metathesized (?) kentum form kamy, gen. kamene,
‘Stein’, similarly Germ.: ONorse hamarr ‘Stein, Klippe, Hammer’, OHG
hamar ‘Hammer’, etc. (Brand. 32, Walde I 29, Pokorny 19, Gotab 1972);

10.) *ondy, gen. ndnés n. ‘Stein, Fels’: only in OI ddri- ‘Stein, bes. zum
Somaschlagen gebrauchter’; ‘Fels, Berg’; MIr. ond, onn, gen. uinde (stem
*ondes-) n. ‘Stein, Fels’ (Brand. 32, Walde I 181, Pokorny 778);

11.) *karkaros (reduplicated) ‘steinhart’> OI karkara- ‘rauh, hart’ =
Gr. képkapor Tpaxeis Hes.; here among others Goth. (and Germ.)
hardus (with the -t suffix) ‘hart, streng’ and Gr. Hom. kpact0s “stark’ which
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because of kp&Tog n.//k&pTos ‘Stirke, Kraft’ represents PIE *kptu-; the
latter is continued by Slav. *%rstve, e.g. RussCS. crestvs ‘solidus, fest’,
Russ. ¢érstvyj, Pol. czerstwy, etc., instead of *¢ertve undoubtedly influenced
by adjectives like &ests, dists, prosts, etc. (Brand. 32, Walde 1 354, Pokorny
531-532, Berneker 171);

12.) *karnos m. ‘Stein’: a reconstruction based only upon Olr., Cymr.,
Bret. carn ‘Steinhiigel, Steingrab’, and Av. ¢aBru-kar(a)nam ‘Ohrgehénge
mit Schmucksteinen’ (Brand. 32, Walde I 354 f., 31, Pokorny 531-532, see
above);

13.) *korka ‘grobes Gerdll: Ol Sarkard ‘Gries, Kies, Gerdll,
Sandzucker’, Gr. kp6km, kpokéAn ‘Kieselstein’ (Gr. kpok- after kpékw
‘schlage’); no correspondences in other languages (Brand. 32, Walde I
463, Pokorny 615);

14.) *k’orkela ‘feines Gero6ll, Gries’ (see above);

15.) *pelos n. (Pokorny 807 reconstructs *peli-s-, *pel-s-) ‘Fels: Ol
pasand- m., pasyd- ‘Stein’ (from *pars- = PIE *pels-), Gr. wé\\a* Nitog
Hes. (*né\oa), OHG felis m., felisa f. (*felis-) ‘Fels’, Olc. fjall, fell n.
(*pelso-) idem (Brand. 32, Walde II 66, Pokorny 807);

16.) *laur, gen. l(a)unés n. (Pokorny reconstructs *eéu-: Ilou-)
‘(plattiger?) Stein’: Hom. A&as, gen. A&os ‘Stein’ (“Ausglelchung von
urspriingl. *\MiF as: A&F a(o)os n.”) etc., Att. hardpar, Ton. Aordpm “in Fels
gehauener Weg), etc.: the latter based upon the stem *\af ap; Alb. lere,
-a ‘Gestein, Felssturz’ (*ldua); correspondences also in Celtic; the
Iranian toponym Luri-stan belongs here, too; (Brand. 32, Walde II 405,
Pokorny 683);

17.) stei- ‘spitzig wie ein kleiner Stein’ (Pokorny reconstructs (s)tei-
‘spitzig’, st(o)i-lo- ‘Spitze’): Av. staéra- ‘Bergspitze’, Gmwaf \ey., taéra-
‘Bergspitze, Gipfel’, Lat. stilus ‘Spitziger Pfahl, Stiel, Stengel’; only in
these languages (Brand. 33, Walde II 612, Pokorny 1015).

The above survey, in which only the correspondences from the main
IE languages and Slavic have been quoted, helps us to understand
Brandenstein’s contention. It is important that from among the
seventeen words posited for PIE by Brandenstein, eight (respectively
nine) — +/- 50% — are preserved in Slavic (*verxs, kuca, *Kycera, gora,
*barics, bergs, ostrs//*osns, kamy, *Cbrstvs); only one of them, *barice,
represents a significant semantic change, the remaining continue,
basically, the primary meaning. This evidence cannot be neglected; it
seems to prove that the ancestors of the Slavs did not lose the lexical
tradition stemming from the earliest PIE epoch, which in its turn suggests
that the ancestors of the Slavs must have stayed for a relatively long time
near the oldest habitat of the Indo-Europeans. Of course, the Slavic
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correspondences quoted above show morphological transformations,
according to innovative and productive tendencies characteristic of
Slavic, e.g., the heteroclitic stems, so characteristic of the oldest lexical
layer of IE, have been completely removed from Slavic, although such
vestiges as ostrs ~ *osns should be underlined.

2. Climate

Here the situation is quite obvious: the terms referring to ‘winter’,
‘snow’, ‘spring’, ‘summer’, etc., are Common IE and represent very
archaic types of word-formation. They indicate that the climate of the
oldest habitat of the Indo-Europeans was moderate and continental. In
this connection, it is worthwhile quoting again some data from
Brandenstein’s book. (The forms are “modernized” after Pokorny!) But
before that, let us repeat his conclusions:

Im Raum der Friihidg. herrschte Steppenklima, d.h. ein
kontinentales Klima. Die Sommer waren heiss mit ewig
blauem Himmel und trocken, die Winter kalt und
Schneereich, von Stiirmen begleitet. Dies weist wiederum
auf die Steppe hin. Dabei ist zu beachten, dass die vier
Jahreszeiten deutlich voneinander verschieden waren und
auch unterschieden wurden. Wir diirfen daher den friihidg.
Raum nicht allzuweit nach dem Siiden verlegen, sondern nur
in die “subarktische” Steppe! Dafiir spricht auch die
Tatsache, dass im Tagesverlauf die Ubergsinge zwischen hell
und dunkel deutlich ausgeprigt waren, was bekanntlich in
stidlichen Gegenden nicht der Fall ist. (Brand. 44)

1.) *kniyos n. ‘Eiskruste’> Gr. 10 kpvos ‘Frost’ (*kpivoos?), Olc.
hriésa, hraus ‘schaudern’, OHG (h)roso, (h)rosa ‘Eis, Kruste’, OFE hriise
‘Erde, Grund’, Latv. kruvesis, kruesis ‘gefrorener Kot’, Lith. at-kriisti, pret.
-krusai ‘wiederaufleben, von Erfrorenem’; and without the extension -s-
probably Norw. dial. ryggja ‘schaudern’; I would also include here Slav.
*kra, as a singular back-formation from an expected *kry, which was
interpreted as plur.,, e.g., Russ. (old) kra//ikra, ‘Eisscholle’, Pol. kra, idem.,
Cz. kra ‘Klumpen’, etc. (see Berneker 424 s.v. ikra 3), in spite of a quite
widespread hypothesis connecting this kra (allegedly jokra) with *jskra
‘Rogen’; ‘Wade’ (see recently Vasmer II 126); the semantic connection
between the underlying *kreu(s)- : *kri- ‘dickes, stockendes Blut’ and its
derivative *kreus-, *krus- (for Slavic *kri-!) ‘Eis’ is given by Walde (I 479)
and Pokorny (621) through the intermediary of ‘Kruste’ “uspriingl. von
Eis oder Wundschorf” (Brand. 44, Walde I 479, Pokorny 621-622);

2.) *gheimp n. ‘Wintersturm (“etwas, das treibt und Geschosse
schleudert”): Ol héman loc. ‘im Winter’, Gr. xeipa n. ‘Winter,
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Wintersturm, Kilte’, yepdv m. ‘Wintersturm, Winterwetter, Winter’,
Alb. Geg. dimén m., Tosk. dimér(é) ‘Winter’ (old acc. *g’hei-men-m-), B-S
*eimd- (from *2eimnad) in Lith. Ziema, OCS zima, etc. ‘“Winter’, Hitt.
gimmanza ‘Winter’ = Ol hemantd-h m. ‘Winter’ (Brand. 44, Walde I 546,
Pokorny 425);

3.) *¢’h(i)iom, gen. ghimos ‘Instrument des winterlichen Treibens, d.i.
Schneefall’: Av. zya f. ‘Winter’ (acc. zygm, gen. zimo), Arm. jiun ‘Schnee’
(= *g’hijom), Gr. xudv, xué6vos ‘Schnee’, Lat. hiems, -is ‘Winter’,
correspondences also in Celtic, e.g., OCymr. gaem, etc., and Germanic,
e.g., Olc. goi f., g f., goi-manadr ‘der Monat von Mitte Februar bis Mitte
Mirz’, etc. (go- < *gio-); Brand. 44, Walde I 547, Pokorny 425-426;

4.) *snigths f., gen. snigthos ‘Schnee’ Gr. acc. vida ‘Schnee’, Lat. nix,
nivis idem, Ir. snige n. “Tropfen, Fliessen’, Cymr. nyf ‘Schnee’; besides that
the PIE archetype *snoigthos is also continued in: OI snéha- ‘Schnee’,
(reconstructed on the basis of Prakrit sineha-) Goth. snaiws, OE snaw,
etc., Lith. sniégas, OCS snégs, etc., everywhere ‘Schnee’ (Brand. 44,
Walde II 695, Pokorny 974);

5.) *sneigtheti ‘es schneit’: Av. snaéZa- ‘schneien’, Gr. veidper (vider)
‘es schneit’, Lat. nivit idem, and the nasal present ninguit, Ir. snigid ‘es
tropft, regnet’, etc., OHG, OE sniwan ‘schneien’, etc., Lith. sniéga, snifiga’
‘es schneit’, infinitive snigti; Slav. *snéZits (e.g., S-C snijéZi) ‘es schneit’ is a
secondary denominative from snégs (Brand. 44, Walde II 695, Pokorny
974);

6.) *tajeti (or *aiti) ‘taut, schmilzt’> Osset. thayun ‘tauen, schmelzen’
= OCS tagjets ‘schmilzt’, Arm. t‘anam ‘benetze’ (aor. t‘aci); ‘werde feucht’
(aor. t‘acay); in other languages with different extensions, e.g., Lat. tabeg,
-ére ‘schmelzen, hinsiechen’, Gr. Dor. Taxw, Attic THikw ‘schmelze’; the
Germanic verbs are derived from the base in -u, i.e., *tdu-: *tou-: *ii-, e.g.,
Olc. peya, OHG douwen, deuwen ‘tauen, zu schmelzen anfangen,
zergehn’, OE dawian (*pawon) = NE thaw ‘tauen’, etc. (Brand. 45,
Walde I 701, Pokorny 1053-1054);

7.) *uesy n., gen. usnés ‘Fruhling: OI vasan-td- m. ‘Frihling’ (like
heman-td- ‘Winter’, see above!), Av. varyi loc. ‘im Frihling’, Gr. €ap,
€apos (*Feoap) ‘Frihling’, Lat. vér, véris n. idem (with a long € from *iér
‘Jahr’), Olc. var, Sw. vdr, Dan. poet. vaar idem (with a long € as in Latin),
Olr. errach (from *ferrach < *yesr-adko) ‘Friihling, etc., Lith. vasara,
vasara ‘Sommer’ ('), OCS vesna, ‘Friihling, etc.; ultimately derived from
the verbal root *aues- ‘leuchten’, e.g., Ol ucchdti, Av. usaiti (*us-sk’éti),
Lith. adsta ‘es tagt’ (Brand. 45, Walde I 311, 26, Pokorny 1174, 86-87);

8.) *sem-, gen. s,més, with the d-extension s,md-, and also an r-stem:
*s,m,r- (according to Pokorny 905) ‘Sommer’: Ol sima f. ‘Halbjahr,
Jahreszeit, Jahr’ (= Arm. am), Av. ham- ‘Sommer’, Olr. sam- (*semo-)
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and samrad ( *s,mo-roto-), etc. ‘Sommer”, OHG sumar, OE sumor m.,
Olc. sumor n. ‘Sommer’; no correspondences in Greek and Balto-Slavic;
the noun shows obvious traces of heteroclisis r/n, see, e.g., Gall. samonios
‘Sommermonat’ (Brand. 45, Walde II 492, Pokorny 905);

9.) esen- : *osen- (with traces of heteroclisis -n/r-, see Pokorny 343)
‘Erntezeit, Sommer: Gr. Hom. 6ndpa ‘Sommersende, Erntezeit’ from
om- + *&(o)apa ‘aetas quae sequitur *1av *ddpav, i.e., 76 Bépos, Goth.
asans f. ‘Ernte, Sommer’, etc., OPruss. assanis ‘Herbst’, ChSI. Jjesens, Russ.
Osens, etc. idem (Brand. 45, Walde I 161, Pokorny 343); Brandenstein
tries to reconstruct an early PIE heteroclitic stem esemy, gen. *smnés
‘Sommer’ > late IE ‘Erntezeit’ whose morphological structure would be
parallel to that of dxpdv ~ Hammer (see l.c.).

As we see from the above examples, the names of the three seasons
‘winter’, ‘spring’, and ‘summer’ (the latter split secondarily into ‘summer’
and ‘autumn’) can be established as early PIE (all heteroclitic stems!).
Slavic has preserved all of them (zima, vesna, (j)esens) with the shift of
the primary esen- ‘harvest time, summer’ to ‘autumn’ caused by the
neologism /éfo ‘summer’, which according to my opinion meant primarily
‘gain from land, crops’ > ‘harvest, harvest time’, and then ‘summer’; for
this new etymology, see Pokorny’s material under 2. l&(i)- ‘gewihren,
Besitz’; med. ‘erwerben, gewinnen’ (Lc. 665), e.g. Gr. Aatpov n. ‘Lohn,
Sold’, Olc. I68 f., n. (*lo(i)td/o-?) ‘Ertrag des Bodens’, OCS Iét», instr.
létejo as a predicative with jests ‘licet’, Lith. lieta ‘Sache, Angelegenheit’
borrowed from Latv. lieta ‘Sache, Zubehér’ and with another suffix, Lith.
ldima ‘Gluck’; of course, Slav. léto (see Russ. léto, S-C ljéto) < loito ‘gain,
profit’. In this connection, it should be mentioned that the semantic
change ‘harvest’ > ‘summer’ is quite well-known, see, e.g., ChSl. Zetva
(etymologically ‘harvest’) rendering both Greek Oépos ‘summer’ and
Bepuopés ‘harvest’, similarly Goth. asans, etc. (see Buck, 1949: 1015).

So Slavic has not suffered any radical change in this microsystem of
primary IE seasonal terms, which would indicate the absence of any
significant changes in the climatic conditions under which the primary
Indo-Europeans and the primary Slavs were living. In contradistinction
to this situation, Germanic has abandoned the old IE term denoting
‘winter’ (= ‘snowy winter’) and replaced it by a neologism wintrus (e.g.
Goth.), etc. which probably means etymologically ‘wet season’ (see Buck,
1949: 1014). Such changes as this one in Germanic seem to prove
climatic changes, i.e., indirectly, great prehistorical migrations of a given
ethno-linguistic group from one climatic zone to another.

3. Flora
It is characteristic (according to Brandenstein, l.c. 63) that PIE did not
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possess any special term denoting a dense primeval forest (“dichter
Urwald”); what can be reconstructed for the oldest retrievable stage of IE
languages (including the Aryan and the “European” branch) are rather
the words referring simply to ‘a wood’ (“Wald, Geholz, Baumgruppe”) as a
group of trees. There are only two PIE words which can be quoted in
this connection:

1.) *uenom ‘Wald, Geholz”: Ol vdna- n. ‘Wald’, Goth. winja f. ‘Weide,
Futter’ (a ja-derivative), OHG winne, Olc. vin f. ‘Weideplatz’, etc.; in
Slavic, the adverbs OCS vsns, Russ. von, OPol. wen, etc. ‘outside’
(referring to direction) and OCS vené, Russ. vne, Cz. vné, etc. ‘outside’
(referring to location) — belong here: the first represents the old accus.
*uném, the second the old locative *undi (see OI vdne ‘in the wood’);
Brand. 63, Walde I 259, Pokorny 1147, Vasmer I 328, 348.

The semantic change that we observe in Germanic would prove the
primary meaning of the word as simply ‘thin wood, a group of trees’: “es
handelt sich bei diesem Wort um einen sehr schiitteren Wald oder um
eine Bauminsel, da das Wort im Germ. zur Bezeichnung der Weide
verwendet wurde und bekanntlich der schiittere Wald beim Kleinvieh
sehr beliebt ist.”

2.) *drumos ‘Geholz, Baumgruppe’: OI drumd- m. ‘Baum’, Gr. Hom.
SpUpé n. plur. ‘Wald’, later 8popés (with secondary length from 8pts),
OE trum adj. ‘fest, kraftig, gesund’ (*drumés), Slav. *drems in Russ. drom
‘thicket, uprooted trees’ (not “Urwald” as Pokorny quotes!), Bulg.
dribmka ‘bush’, Sloven. drmd$ca (from *drems/*drema contaminated by
*¢e§¢a, see Russ. das¢a ‘thicket’?); Brand. 63, Walde I 804, Pokorny
214-216, Vasmer I 541,

Even in later PIE (after the separation between the Aryan and the
“European” branches), the increase in words referring to the concept
‘wood’ as a collection of trees is insignificant. This would mean that
‘forest’ did not play any important role in the primary natural
environment of the Indo-Europeans.

According to Brandenstein, the following tree-names can be
established for early PIE — here the material can be quoted chiefly after
P. Friedrich, who devoted a separate book (1970) to the problem of PIE
tree-names:

1.) *ueitos m. and *yeitis f. ‘biegsames Wassergewéchs’, probably
‘Weide’; OI vetasd- n. (Pokorny 1122 also quotes veta- m.) ‘willow, rod,
switch’, Av. vaétay- ‘willow, switch’, Gr. oloos (from /otTvos?) ‘a kind of
willow’, Fitéa ‘willow, a shield woven of willow shoots’, Lat. vitis ‘grape,
tendril, shoot, willow’, Ir. féith ‘fiber, cord’ (*veiti-), Olc. vibir or vidir
‘willow’, OE widig ‘withy, willow’, OHG wida = NHG Weide; probably
Arm. gi with the secondary meaning ‘juniper’ also belongs here; Lith. vyfis
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‘willow, switch’, Zil-vitis ‘willow’, Slav. *vite in OCS vite ‘res torta in
modum funis’, Russ. vit’ idem, Pol. wi¢ f. ‘long switch, tendril, especially of
willow’, OPol. wici plur. ‘a bundle of willow switches used as the sign of
levy in mass’, etc. (Brand. 65, Walde I 224, Pokorny 1122, Friedrich 55-56,
Vasmer I 322). The etymology of *yeitos, *yeitis, etc. is obvious: it has
been derived from the verbal root *yei(3)- ‘drehen, biegen’ (Pokorny
1120) whose meaning well reflects both the characteristic features of the
tree and its practical use.

2.) *deru n. (Pokorny also has *doru-) ‘Holz, hergerichteter
Baumstamm, Nutzholz (?)’; the semantic development to ‘oak’ is
according to Pokorny secondary, and intermediated by the meaning
‘useful wood”: OI ddru-, gen. droh n. ‘Holz’ (according to Pokorny, but
Friedrich ‘species of pine, block, piece of wood’), Av. dauru-
‘Baumstamm, Holzstiick, Waffe aus Holz, etwa Keule’, Hitt. taru ‘Baum,
Holz’, Gr. 86pv ‘Baumstamm, Holz, Speer’, but 8p¥s, gen. 8pvés ‘Eiche,
Baum’, probably Lat. larix ‘Larchenbaum’ from an IE Alpine dialect
(*dyik-s?) with the Sabine substitution of I- for d- as in lévir from
*daiyer-, lingua//dingua and lacrima//dacruma; Middle Welsh (Cymr.)
derwen ‘Eiche’, etc.; with the underlying stem *dreu- in Germanic: Goth.
triu n. ‘Holz, Baum’, Olc. tré, OEng. tréow = tree, etc., Alb. dru f. ‘Holz,
Baum, Stange’, but the old es-stem, drush-k ‘Eiche’; B-S *derya- ‘Baum’:
OCS drévo, Russ. dérevo, Pol. drzewo, etc. Lith. collect. derva f.
‘Kienspan; Pech, Teer, harziges Holz’, etc.; the zero-vocalism stem *dru-
underlines PSL. *drsva: OCS drsva, Russ. drovd, Pol. drwa, etc. ‘Holz’;
the very alternation (apophony) *deru-//*doru-, *dreu-//*drou//*dru- and
numerous derivatives of this stem prove its antiquity; for details of
semantic development, see Friedrich 140, etc. (Brand. 65, Walde I 804,
Pokorny 214-217, Friedrich 140, etc.).

If the meaning of *deru-, etc. was really ‘useful wood’ (like that of Slav.
*dreva) then it is possible to etymologize this PIE noun as derived from
the verbal root *der-, “heavy basis” *dera-, *dré- ‘schinden, die Haut
abziehen, abspalten, spalten’ (see Pokorny 206) well attested in most IE
languages (e.g., OI dar- ‘bersten machen, spalten, sprengen’, Gr. 8épw
‘héute ab, schinde’, Goth. ga-tairan ‘zerreissen, zerstéren’, OCS derg,
derati ‘reissen, schinden’, etc.); the derivational pattern would be the
same as that of *pék’u-, gen. *pek’ués ‘das Geschorene, Wolltier, Schaf’
then ‘Kleinvieh, Vieh’ from the verbal root *pek’- attested in Gr. mékw
‘kdmme, schere’, Lith. pesu, pésti ‘rupfen, an den Haaren zausen’ (see
Pokorny 797).

3.) *dhanu- ‘elastisches Nutzholz, Bogenholz’; because of this
meaning, Brandenstein suggests larch — attested only in Ol dhdnvan- n.,
dhénu- m., dhdnus- n. ‘Bogen’, dhanvana- m. ‘ein bestimmter
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Fruchtbaum’ and in OHG tanna ‘Tanne, Eiche’ (*danwo); Brand. 65,
Walde I 825, Pokorny 234; Friedrich does not mention it.

4.) *perktos* (Pokorny 822 reconstructs *perk¥us) ‘Eiche’: OI parkati-
‘heiliger Feigenbaum’, Mind (a New Indian dialect) pargai ‘Steineiche’,
Lat. quercus f. ‘Eiche’, Celt. Hercynia silva ‘das deutsche Mittelgebirge’
(from *Perkunid, older *Perk®unia), Goth. fairguni n. ‘Gebirge’, etc. (this
is interpreted as borrowed from Celt. *Perkunia), OHG fercheih
‘Speiseeiche’, Olc. fjorr ‘Baum, Mann’, OE furh, Olc. fura f. ‘Féhre’,
OHG forha ‘Kiefer’ (the latter three come from the zero-vocalic *prk¥-).
OLith. Perkiinas ‘Donnergott’ = Olc. Fjorgjynn idem (whose tree was the
oak), NLith. perkiinas ‘Donner’, Slav. (ORuss.) Peruns ‘Donnergott’,
peruns (e.g., in Russ. and Pol.) ‘Donnerkeil, Blitz’ (the Slavic forms were
undoubtedly transformed by folk etymology or taboo, adjusting the
primary *perkyns to peruns from perg, perati ‘to strike’); Friedrich still
quotes Alb. Peréndija, peréndi ‘God’ and Hitt. perunas ‘clift” (for the
similar semantic development of this IE word, see Celt. Hercynia, Goth.
fairguni, etc. quoted above); Brand. 65, Walde II 47, Pokorny 822-823,
Friedrich 133, etc, the latter with very interesting mythological
connections; see also Vasmer III 246-247;

5.) *pitu-deru ‘Saftbaum, Harzbaum’, i.e., ‘Kiefer’ as the tree richest in
resin, hence only in individual languages the abbreviated form *pitis
‘Fichte’ originated, etc.. Ol pitu-daru ‘eine Fichtenart’, actually
‘Harzbaum’ (Pokorny thus, but Friedrich ‘a kind of pine, or fir, or
resinous tree’) and an abbreviated form pit ‘Fichte’ in Pamir dialects, Gr.
miTus ‘Fichte’, i.e. ‘spruce’ but also ‘pine’ (see Friedrich), Lat. pinus, -is
(= *pit-s-nus) ‘Fichte, Fohre, Kiefer’, Alb. pishé (< *pit-s-ia) ‘Fichte,
Kienfackel’ (Brand. 65, Walde II 74, Pokorny 794, Friedrich 34, etc.).
Pokorny derives *pitu- from the verbal root *pej(s)-, *pi- ‘fett sein,
strotzen’ and interprets the primary meaning of this noun as ‘Trunk,
Speise’ (see, e.g., OI pitii- m. ‘Saft, Trunk, Nahrung, Speise’, Lat. pituita
‘reiche Feuchtigkeit, Schnupfen’, etc.), then ‘Harz’ from which
*pitu-deru-, etc. as a ‘resinous (coniferous) tree’. This etymology could be
supported by a semantically parallel etymology of Slav. *smerk-//*smork-
(see ORuss. smer¢ ‘spruce, larch’, Vasm. III 686) if the latter stems from
*smorkati ‘blow one’s running nose’ (see Vasm. III 691): thus
*smerk-//*smork- ‘a tree with “snots”, “icicles” of resin’.

6.) *bhag'6s ‘Birke’: Ol bhirjé- m. ‘eine Art Birke’, Osset. bdirz
‘Birke’, Lat. farnus (*fdr[a]g-s-no-s, primarily an adjective) ‘Esche’,
fraxinus (*bh ag™-s-ends) idem, OHG birihha (*bherag-ja), OE beorc,
birce, Olc. bjork (*bherag’a) ‘Birke’, Lith. bérZas m., Slav. *bérza in Russ.
beréza, Pol. brzoza, Cz. biiza, S-C bréza, etc. idem (Brand. 65, Walde II
170, Pokorny 139, Friedrich 26, etc.) The tree has undoubtedly been
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called this for its shining white color (i.e., the color of its bark) since the
etymology of its name is obvious: it is derived from the verbal root
*bherag’-, *bhrég’- ‘glanzen’ attested, for example, in OI bhrdjate ‘glanzt,
strahlt’, B-S *brésk- (*bhrég’-sk-) in Lith. bréksta, brésko, bréksti
‘dammern’ (referring to the dawn), Slav. *brésks ‘Morgenddmmerung’, in
Pol. brzask, Cz. bresk, Sloven. brésk, etc. (for details, see Friedrich l.c. and
especially his remarks about birch as “a female virgin symbol for many
Indo-Europeans for over five thousand years” (l.c. 27)).

Since we are dealing here with the problem of the oldest linguistically
retrievable habitat of the Indo-Europeans, we can neglect the names of
other trees which appear only in the European branch of IE, i.e., after
the splitting off of the Aryan branch. What was the geographical range of
the above species (*yeitos ‘willow’, *perktos ‘oak’, *pitu- ‘pine’ or ‘spruce’,
*bh rag'os ‘birch’) at the time for which we still can accept the existence
of a PIE linguistic community, i.e., in the fourth millennium B.C.?
According to a presentation of the problem by P. Friedrich, who has used
the results of recent paleobotanical research (see his bibliography), the
situation was as follows:

For central and eastern Europe during the Atlantic the four
main considerations are as follows. First, the natural
boundary between the forest and the /forest-/ steppe of the
Russian plain was established during the mid-Holocene,
probably the early Atlantic. Second, the southern line of this
forest-steppe extended about two hundred miles north of the
Causasus, merging with the northern forest line somewhere
just east of the Volga; presumably a narrow deciduous belt
continued eastward to the central Asiatic uplands. Third, the
north German plain /and also much of what today is Poland/
was significantly warmer than today, and the entire east
European area enjoyed a moister and essentially temperate
climate. Fourth, the arboreal attributes of the great river
systems of “southern Russia” are important for this paper
and have been vividly summarized by Nejshtadt /1957, p.221/:
scattered but often large forests and groves of pines and
hardwoods /oak, linden, willow, hornbeam, maple, beech,
alder, hazel/ were found along the southern Bug and the
Dnieper, and similar mixtures grew along the Don and Volga
all the way to the Sea of Azov and the Caspian Sea. In sum,
from the foothills and steppe north of the western side of the
Caspian westward through what is now the Ukraine and
northwestward into the north German plain there ran a fairly
continuous and fairly homogeneous ecological zone — by
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and large one of temperate climate, open plains, and mixed
hardwood forests. I assume that it was precisely in this east
European area during the Atlantic period that speakers of
Proto-Indo-European were distributed in a block of dialects
about three hundred miles wide and five hundred or more
miles long: the area may have been only a third as large, but
in any case probably included the central and eastern
Ukraine. Subsequently, during the last of the late Atlantic
and the first part of the Subboreal, the speakers of at least
three dialects /Celtic, Italic, and Germanic/ entered, crossed,
or occupied central Germany and adjacent areas to the west,
south and north.
[P.Friedrich, 1970: 15-16/
It is important that Friedrich’s results do not contradict the
conclusions drawn from the analysis of the oldest PIE tree-names by
Brandenstein, who says:

Wir finden im frithidg. Wortschatz ein biegsames
Wassergewichs /d.i. eine Weidenart/, ein elastisches Nutzholz
[Lérche/, die Eiche, einen Harzbaum /Kiefer, den wohl
harzreichsten/ und die Birke. Wenn wir diesen Baumbestand
mustern, so féllt uns vor allem auf, dass spezifisch europa-
ische Baume wie Buche, Esche, Eibe, Ulme, Haselnuss und
Ahorn fehlen. Hingegen finden wir gerade jene Béaume, die
den Rand der Steppe bilden, insbesondere aber solche, die in
den Bauminseln der Steppe anzutreffen sind, wie etwa die
Birke. Diese ist aus pflanzengeographischen Griinden
besonders wichtig, da sie unter den frithidg. Bdumen am
weitesten nach dem Siden geht. Da sie aber den 50.
Breitegrad nicht {iberschreitet, weist sie die Frihidg.
abermals in die nordliche Kirgisensteppe. Von besonderer
Bedeutung ist die Eiche /Stieleiche/, da sie zwar noch im
Ural, aber nur bis zum 57. Langengrad, in den Waldinseln
der Steppe nur noch zwischen Samara und Orenburg
vorkommt. Selbst wenn wir annehmen, dass dieser Teil der
Steppe erst im Laufe einer Westwanderung und im jiingsten
Abschnitt der frithidg. Zeit erreicht wurde — worauf
hinzuweisen scheint, dass die Eichel noch nicht bekannt war
— , verbietet die Eiche doch auf jeden Fall den friihidg.
Raum allzuweit im Osten /etwa ausserhalb der bergigen
Steppe/ anzusetzen. Anderseits verbietet das Fehlen der
Fichte /Pinus silvestris/, mehr als hochstens einen Breitegrad
Uber die Linie Orenburg-Samara hinauszugehen. Fir die
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Festlegung der Westgrenze ist es von Bedeutung, dass die
Linde fehlt, die in der siidrussischen Steppe bis zur unteren
Wolga vorkommt.

Bei allen pflanzengeographischen Ansitzen ist noch zu
beachten, dass sie auf Grund der heutigen Verhiltnisse
erfolgten; vor 5000 bis 6000 Jahren sind die Grenzen
unbedingt etwas weiter nach dem Osten hin gelegen
gewesen, da damals die Austrocknung noch nicht so weit
vorgeschritten war. Betrichtliche Verschiebungen ergeben
sich dadurch jedoch nicht /sicher nicht mehr als um etwa 100
bis 200 km/. ...

Wesentlich mehr Baumnamen zeigt die spatidg. Zeit. Es
tauchen mehrere Weidengattungen auf, was auf sumpfiges
Geliande hinweist, Die Linde weist auf das Land westlich von
der Wolga, Esche und Spitzahorn westlich vom Ural, die
Haselnuss westlich von der siidrussischen Steppe, die Buche
westlich von der Linie Konigsberg-Karpathenostrand /die
Buchengrenze lag vor 5000 Jahren natiirlich etwas weiter
Ostlich; etwa Riga-Kijew-Karpathenostrand/. Die Fichte hat
ihre Stidostgrenze in einer Linie ungefihr von Moskau bis
zum Karpathenostrand was den spatidg. Raum im Siidosten
noch etwas stérker einengt.

/W. Brandenstein, 1936: 64-65/

The only difference between the two authors is that Friedrich
concentrates more on the habitat of the European branch of IE,
somehow neglecting the hypothesis of “die erste indogermanische
Wanderung.” Since this hypothesis plays a central role in the whole
reasoning of Brandenstein, and stems from linguistic evidence exclusively,
we should add here other relevant arguments on its behalf. These
arguments concern the prehistory of IE agricultural terminology.

It has been mentioned that typical agricultural terms such as, e.g., ‘to
plow’, ‘to sow’, ‘to grind’, ‘seed’, ‘plow’, ‘quern’, ‘arable field’, and
‘furrow’ are restricted to the European branch of IE, i.e., they do not
have any etymological correspondences in the Aryan branch (“Asiatic”)
or, if they have correspondences in Aryan, these show a more primitive
(older) general, not specialized agricultural meaning. To this category of
words we can also add the name of the pig as a typical animal and the
oldest domestic animal of primitive farmers.

Let us take a brief look at the words in question:

1.) *ar(3)- ‘pfligen’, e.g. Gr. &pbéw ‘pfliige, ackere’, Lat. aro, -are idem,
etc. (attested only in the European branch, including here Armenian and
Tokharian (!); cf. Pokorny 62 and the chapter about the stratification of
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PSI. vocabulary above).

2.) *sé(i): *sai: *si-, etc. ‘ein Wurfgeschoss entsenden, werfen’ and
‘sden’ (according to Brand. 27 and Pokorny 889), e.g.: with the first
meaning Ol sdyaka- m., n. “‘Wurfgeschoss, Pfeil’, etc. séna ‘Wurfgeschoss,
Wurfspiess; Schlachtreihe, Heer’, etc., with the second meaning Lat. sero
(*sis0), -ere, sévi, sdtus ‘séen, bepflanzen, hervorbringen, zeugen’, etc. (for
more comparative material see information above in the chapter on the
stratification of PSI. vocabulary). The semantic development of this
verbal root towards a technical agricultural term is characteristic of the
European branch of IE, and can represent a classical example of what
Brandenstein formulates in a separate chapter of his book as “Die
Bedeutungsgeschichte als wichtiges chronologisches Mittel der
kulturgeschichtlichen Auswertung”. In this connection it is worth quoting
his remarks on the semantic evolution of the verbal root in question:

Wiederum ist die Richtung der Bedeutungsentwicklung
eindeutig: man kann wohl das Auswerfen des Samens mit
dem Entsenden von Geschossen vergleichen: das
Umgekehrte ist nicht mdglich, dass mann namlich zur
Bezeichnung des Wurfgeschosses eine Ableitung des
Verbums “sden” beniitzt. Wenn daher das Altindische
diesen Verbalstamm lediglich® in der Bedeutung “werfen”
aufweist, wahrend die anderen idg. Sprachen einheitlich und
ausschliesslich die Bedeutung “sien” haben, so hat eben das
Ai. den sonst allgemeinen Wandel zu “sien” nicht mehr
mitgemacht! Abermals zeigt sich das Indoiranische als die
Sprache, die sich zuerst abgetrennt hat, wihrend die Einheit
der librigen Sprachen die Entwicklung dieses Wortes weiter
fiihrte und obendrein die alte Bedeutung vollstindig verlor!

3.) *mel(3)-: *mlé- ‘schlaff, weich machen’ and ‘mahlen’ (according to
Brand. 27; Pokorny 716: “zermalmen, schlagen, mahlen, speziell Korn”),
e.g: Ol mynati ‘zermalmt, mahltS, miirnd- ‘verwelkt, schlaff” and
‘zermalmt’, Gr. pOMw ‘mahle, zerreibe, zermalme’, Lat. molo, -ere
‘mahlen’, etc. (for more comparative material see information above in
the chapter on stratification, etc.). Again — according to Brandenstein,
lL.c. — OI shows the older, unspecialized meaning ‘schlaff, weich machen’,
whereas the European branch indicates the semantic change towards
specialized agricultural meaning ‘mahlen’, which would prove that the
split of Aryan took place before the semantic specialization of the verb in
question.

4a.) *sémen- ‘Same’, e.g., Lat. sémen, OHG samo, OCS séme, etc. (cf.
Pokorny 889 and see also above in the chapter on stratification, etc.); it is
a clear derivative from *sé(i)-, etc., unknown in Aryan.
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4b.) *g’'fnom ‘Reibefrucht, Korn’ (this meaning is reconstructed by
Pokorny 390-391), but it is actually attested in the specialized agricultural
meaning ‘Korn’, i.e., corn of grain in the “European” languages only: Lat.
granum, OIr. gran, Goth. kaiirn, etc., Lith. Zirnis ‘Erbse’ (!), Slav. *zerno in
OCS zrono, Russ. zernd, Pol. ziarno, etc.; its correspondence in OI, the
participle jumd-, jimd-, means simply ‘gebrechlich, abgelebt, abgenutzt,
etc.” and again represents an older, “pre-agricultural” PIE meaning of the
word under discussion, undoubtedly derived from the root *g’er(s)-
‘morsch, reif werden, altern’, e.g., Ol juryati, jiryati ‘wird gebrechlich,
morsch, altert’, Gr. yépwv (yepovt-), ‘Greis’ (old part. praes.), Slav. zeréti
‘reifen’, etc.

5.) *aratrom ‘Pflug’ (of course, a primitive one, i.e., ‘colter’) a typical
agricultural term of the European branch, derived from the root *ar(3)-
(see above) e.g., Arm. araur (*aratrom) ‘Pflug’, Gr. &potpov idem, Lat.
aratrum (with @ from arare) idem, etc. (for more comparative material see
information above in the chapter on stratification, etc.).

6.) *girauo(n), *g¥mi- (reconstruction according to Pokorny 476)
‘Miihle’ (actually ‘a primitive handmill, quern’), but an older meaning ‘a
heavy stone’, preserved as in the above cases in OI where gravan- m.
‘Stein zum Somapressen’ (for examples see above in the chapter on
stratification, etc.). The noun is derived from the root or adjectival stem
*gler-, *glera-, *glerou- ‘schwer’, represented among others by OI guri-
‘schwer, wichtig, ehrwiirdig’, Gr. Bap¥s ‘schwer’, Lat. gravis ‘schwer,
gewichtig’, etc. Brandenstein asigns a special significance to the semantic
development of this word in the two branches of IE, summarizing his
analysis in the following words: “im Altindischen hat das Wort lediglich
die urspriingliche Bedeutung: Stein zum (Soma-)pressen!  Das
Altindische is demnach bei diesem Stand der Entwicklung aus der
indogermanischen Sprachgemeinschaft ausgeschieden. Die nichste Stufe
der Entwicklung zeigt das Armenische, wo unser Wort die Bedeutung
“Miihlstein” hat. In allen underen id. Sprachen, also den sogenannten
“europdischen” Sprachen hat das Wort neben der Bedeutung
“Miihlstein” tiberall auch die Bedeutung “Miihle” (Brand. 27).

7.) *ag'ros, the meanings of this word according to Brandenstein are
‘freie Flur, Gefilde’, but also ‘Acker’, e.g., OI djra- m. ‘Flache, Flur,
Gefilde (ohne Beziehung auf Ackerbau), Gr. d&ypés ‘Feld, Land (im
Gegensatz zur Stadt)’, Goth. akrs etc. (in all Germanic languages, e.g.,
NHG Acker, Eng. acre, etc.) ‘Acker’, Arm. art idem (-¢- unexplained!):
the semantic development from ‘Ort, wo das Vieh hinausgetrieben wird,
Weide’ to ‘Feld, Acker’ is obvious; it is supported on the one hand by the
older non-agricultural meaning of this IE word in OI and by the Gr.
adjective &ypros ‘im Freien wachsed, wild’, and on the other hand by its
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transparent etymology as a derivative from *ag’o ‘treiben’, e.g., OI djati
‘treibt’, Gr. ayw ‘fiihre’, Lat. ago ‘treibe, fiihre’, Olc. aka ‘fahren’, etc.;
parallels of similar derivation can be found in NHG treiben > Trift, Pol.
wygoni¢ ‘drive out (cattle)’ > wygon ‘village pasture’, etc. (Brand. 28,
Walde II 37, Pokorny 4, 6). Here again Aryan has preserved the older,
non-agricultural but pastoral meaning of the term! The semantic
development from ‘open space, where cattle are driven to graze, pasture’
to ‘arable, cultivated field’ is also supported by the historical evolution of
human economy.

8.) *perk’'om (Pokorny reconstructs *prk’a) ‘Kluft, Riss in der Erde’
and ‘Ackerfurche’, e.g., Ol pdrsana- m. ‘Kluft, Abgrund, Einsenkung’, this
“preagricultural” meaning is also preserved in Lith. pra-pefSis ‘Blinke in
Eis’, pra-paf$as ‘Graben’, but in other IE (“European” branch) languages,
this word already shows a specialized agricultural meaning: e.g., Lat.
porca ‘Furche im Acker