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John D. Bengtson?, Corinna Leschbert
*Santa Fe Institute, Evolution of Human Languages Project; palaeojdb@hotmail.com
tInstitute for Linguistic and Cross-Cultural Studies, Berlin; corinna.leschber@icloud.com

Notes on some Pre-Greek words in relation to Euskaro-Caucasian
(North Caucasian + Basque)

A “Pre-Greek” substratum underlying the Indo-European Greek language has been sus-
pected for a long time. There is no reason to suppose that there was only one “Pre-Greek”
language; the region where Greek was and is spoken may have been multilingual, with lan-
guages of diverse origins. In the following study a limited number of etyma are examined
that seem to bear witness to a widespread Euskaro-Caucasian language (or language family)
associated with the spread of agriculture out of Anatolia. Greek words like dxoaotl ‘mite’,
HaoTog ‘breast, teat’, B/uvotal ‘upper lip, mustache’, E0Aov ‘wood, timber’, and Yoxn
‘breath’ are basic and not likely to be cultural loans, and could reflect genuine relics of a
Euskaro-Caucasian Pre-Greek language. The examples discussed here are probably part of
a much larger subset that a thorough study of Furnée’s and Beekes’ total list of “Pre-Greek”
words might yield.

Keywords: Basque language; North Caucasian languages; Euskaro-Caucasian hypothesis; Pre-
Greek language; linguistic substrates.

A “Pre-Greek” substratum underlying the Indo-European Greek language has been suspected
for a long time. Recently Beekes (2010: xiv) reiterated his rejection of the ‘Pelasgian’ theory
(of an earlier Indo-European substratum underlying Greek) and preferred Furnée’s (1972)
“elaboration of Kuiper's 1956 study on Greek substrate words, which opened a new chapter in
the research of the field.” Beekes resumed that “Furnée’s book met with fierce criticism and
was largely neglected. In my view, this was a major mistake in Greek scholarship.” In his 2010
dictionary Beekes devotes ample attention to Pre-Greek, but the “comparison with Basque or
Caucasian languages has not been considered in this dictionary, as this is not my [Beekes’]
competence; it is likely that there are such connections, but this must be left to other scholars”
(Beekes 2010: xv).

One of the current writers had an early exposure to this topic in Nikolaev’s (1985) “North
Caucasian loanwords in Hittite and Ancient Greek” (in Russian). According to a current Mos-
cow colleague, “Ancient Greek dialects possess a number of North Caucasian loanwords, see
Huxkonaes, 1985 (some [of] Nikolaev’s connections are highly questionable, but some seem
probative)” (Kassian 2010: 404).

It seems that there is no reason to suppose that there was only one “Pre-Greek” language,
and that the region where Greek was and is spoken may have been multilingual, with lan-
guages of diverse origins. Georgiev (1937, 1941) proposed a Pre-Greek language that was
Indo-European of a satam type, with Lautverschiebung, and close to Thracian. At present Mi-
haylova (e.g. 2017) holds firmly with Georgiev’s model. Another hypothesis is that of Eric
Pratt Hamp (1983, 1985, 1989a, 1989b), also proposing an IE Pre-Greek language with Lautver-
schiebung and Lex Grassmann, but of a centum type (e.g., mboyoc ‘tower’). Besides the possible
IE sources and the Euskaro-Caucasian language proposed here, some of the Pre-Greek words
have other, non-IE origins: Semitic or Hurrian are primary candidates.! The time span is so

! Thanks to notes from V. Blazek (p.c. 09-06-2020).
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long that it is probable that there were many influences on the formation of the Greek lan-
guage, which will never be fully disentangled.

In the following study a limited number of etyma are examined that seem to bear witness
to a widespread Euskaro-Caucasian language (or language family) associated with the spread
of agriculture out of Anatolia (Ehret 2015: 90; BCR 453—460; Bengtson 2017b).2 Some of the ex-
amples coincide, more or less, with Nikolaev’s, as indicated. In general, these examples have
been selected so that (a) the Greek words are endorsed as ‘Pre-Greek’ (or probably non-Indo-
European) by Beekes, (b) there are putative North Caucasian cognates (updated to conform
with NCED, published almost a decade later than Nikolaev 1985), and/or (c) there exist puta-
tive Basque cognates (most of them as cited in BCR).

As a preface to this study a disclaimer should be issued, that the following list of putative
substratal words is preliminary, and it is not expected that all of the examples will eventually
prove to be substrate words. All readers are invited to put forth alternative explanations,
if these can be found.3

dxagt ‘mite’ / k0QLg ‘bug, bedbug, Cimex lectularius’: “I would rather think that k6o1g
is cognate [with axapt], as a substrate word, with prothetic vowel and /o inter-
change” (Beekes 49: 754). | North Caucasian: Avar k:ardi ‘mosquito’, Andi k’:.ara,
Tindi k:ara, Bagwali ¢’:ara id., Karata k’:ara ‘gadfly’, Chamali c’:ara id., Akhwakh k’:ara
‘ant, bug’, etc.; Bezhta kili ‘mosquito’, Hunzib kelo id.; Chechen gora ‘gadfly’, Ingush
gor id. < PEC * (kdra ~ *kira) (NCED 719). | Basque *kaia-/*karkai-: (G) karrakaldo
‘beetle’, karkarraldo, karkaraldo, kakalarro, (BN) karkamalo, (B, G, AN) kakalardo, (B) kakarraldo,
karkaraldo, (G, AN) kakalerdo, etc.; obviously many expressive changes have occurred.
§ Contrary to the note about axapi being substrate and cognate with k6ois, Beekes’
lemma on the latter word claims xoo1c is “identical with Ru. ko’ [f.] 'moth’, and tradi-
tionally analyzed as an old verbal noun from *(s)ker- ‘shave, split, cut’ seen in ... keipw
etc.” From a Sino-Caucasian perspective, cf. also Burushaski *kharii ‘louse’, Tibeto-
Burman *k(h)r[a]-n ‘mosquito’ (SCG 119-20).

&Awn ‘threshing floor, garden’ (Iliad), ‘halo’ (around sun and moon) ...; also ‘disk’ of the
sun or moon, or of a shield; &AAodw, dAotaw ‘to thresh, crush’ (Iliad); etymology un-
known (Beekes 78). | North Caucasian: Tindi =eli- ‘to thresh’; Bezhta =ol-; Batsbi arl-,
Chechen ar-, ‘to thresh’, era ‘threshing-floor; grain lying upon it’, Ingush ard- ‘to
thresh’; Archi iA (ac:as) ‘to thresh’, iA = it¢ ‘threshing; grain prepared for threshing’;
(with many derivatives) Archi Aorom = tforom ‘threshing board’;* Avar lol ‘threshing
board’, Andi loli ‘threshing; threshing-floor’, Tindi rali ‘grain ready for threshing’,
Karata lale ‘threshing’; Tsezi refa-y ‘threshing’, Hinukh rets, id., etc. < PEC *=VrEV

2 “I think the ancestors of the Basque people were the first European farmers, bringing agriculture from Asia
Minor. The first wave went along the north Mediterranean coast and I would seek its traces in Greece and Italy, plus
adjacent islands. The northernmost part of this wave was perhaps the Alpine region, where the tribal languages
Rhaetic and Camunic were located, probably related with Etruscan. Till the present time there are traces of Basque-
like toponyms and dialect words in Sardinia (V. Blazek, p.c. 09/12-13/2015; also quoted in BCR 453-54, footnote 4).

3 Cf. the disclaimer stated by Witzel in his study of a Central Asian substrate: “Naturally, not all words given
below will turn out be substrate words; any initial listing like the present one will be fraught with overcounting in
favor of non-IE origins, and also with unintended errors.” (Witzel 2015: 149).

¢ It may be more accurate (phonetically) to transcribe these Archi words as ik, kiorom, since the lateral affri-
cates in that language have velarized onsets, i.e. more like [k'], [k*], [g!], and in some East Caucasian subgroups of
eastern Dagestan (Lak, Dargwa, Khinalug, and most of Lezgian) the lateral affricates have become pure velars, [k],
[K’], [g], etc.; e.g. Lezgi rugun ‘threshing board’ < *riA:oma (NCED 52-55).
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‘to thresh’ (NCED 1031). | Basque *lafain ‘threshing floor’: (B, G, AN, L, Bzt, Z) lar-
rain ‘threshing floor’, (AN) larrein, (G) larran, (B) larren, larrin, (A) larrin, (R) larren,
(with expressive palatal) llarren, llarne id. (FHV 165, 195; A&T XIX 315, 316; EDB 262;
OEH; BCR Q.18). § East Caucasian has numerous derivatives, only some of which are
cited here. Archi Aorom = ttorom ‘threshing board’ (which resembles Basque *larain
‘threshing floor’) is said to be a derivative by metathesis < *A:iroma < Proto-Lezgian
*miA:0-ra (see NCED 1031-33). The PEC structure *=VrLV is the result of a common
transposition < Proto-Euskaro-Caucasian *rVEV ~ *£VrV. From a Sino-Caucasian per-
spective cf. Burushaski *daltd-n- ‘to thresh’ <*rVEV-n- (SCG 182).

avOowmog ‘man’ (Iliad); Mycenean a-to-ro-qo /ant"rok“os/. “As no IE explanation has
been found, the word is probably of substrate origin” (Beekes 106).> | Basque: *andere
‘lady; young lady; woman; wife’, (AN, G, BN, Z) ‘doll’, (Z) ‘queen bee; concubine’; var.
(Z) andére (modern andé ‘dame, demoiselle’), (G, AN, L, BN, Z) andre, (AN-Larraun)
anre ‘lady, young lady’, (A, B) andra, (B) anra, (B-arc) andera ‘lady; woman; doll’, (B) an-
drako, andreko ‘little woman; doll’; Aquitanian ANDERE (female name), ANDERE- (ele-
ment in female names); ANDERE, ANDERENI, ANDEREXSO (male names); ANDOS-, ANDOSS-
(element in personal names: ‘lord’?) (A&T III 865-67; OEH ANDERE, ANDRAKO; EDB 93).
§ Hugo Schuchardt, as reported by A&T, believed the original meaning was ‘young
woman’ (‘mujer joven’). Etymologists frequently mention Celtic parallels, such as
Middle Irish ainder, aindir ‘young woman’, Scottish Gaelic ainnir ‘virgin’, Welsh anner
‘heifer’, enderig ‘bull, ox’ < Old Welsh enderic ‘steer’, Breton ounner, onner ‘heifer’, etc.
Michelena, agreeing with Tovar, remarks that the Celtic word (reconstructed as
*andera) is not Indo-European but taken from the Iberian languages, that is, that
Basque andere does not represent a Celtic loan, but rather the opposite (OEH).® Ven-
nemann (1998) has compared Greek &vOpwmog with Basque andere, also bringing in
other Greek words and names with the components avdoa, avdgo-, and avOp- (see
further below about caAlapdvdea). Vennemann also cites possible substratal relics in
Romance and Germanic: Old French andre ‘woman’, French argot andrimelle ‘woman
or girl’, Occitan andra, landra ‘woman, prostitute’, Bolognese landra ‘slut’, etc. (some
forms appear to come from la andra, incorporating the article).” As to a possible alter-
nation between Greek avdp- and avOg-, Beekes (p. xxiii) mentions that Furnée “found
that the stops show variation between voiced, voiceless and aspirated, so that there
presumably was no phonemic distinction between voice and aspiration in the [Pre-
Greek] language.” Western Basque andrako, andreko ‘little woman; doll’, with the di-
minutive suffix -ko, is a rather close formal match to Mycenean a-to-ro-qo /antrok“os/
(see below about suffixes).

5 But cf. Garnier (2008): “... an inherited PIE compound *pd"-r-e-h;k“-0- («directed downward», whence
«earthling, earthman, earthwoman»).”

6 “pero seguramente tiene mas razén Pokorny al suponer que esta palabra en céltico no es indoeuropea sino
tomada de las lenguas ibéricas, es decir, que el vascuence aqui no representa un préstamo céltico, sino mas bien lo
contrario” (quoting Tovar).

7 Vennemann cites loans from Romance to Germanic in which the semantic link becomes ever more attenu-
ated, e.g. Middle High German landern, lendern ‘to walk about idle’, etc.; see Modern German schlendern ‘to stroll,
wander, amble, saunter, meander’ — seems to be related (in Pfeifer 1997: 1211-1212 a not very convincing solution).
Sch- in German often marks a negative connotation. Landern, lendern, etc., may be related to German Land ‘country,
countryside, land, ground’, which only has cognates in Germanic, Celtic, Slavic, and has been connected with a
hypothetical IE *lendh- ‘free land, heather, steppe’, Pfeifer 1997: 762-763.
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d0Kk0¢ ‘bearing beam’; d0kava ‘name of two upright beams constructed with a cross-
beam’ “Benveniste [1929] thinks that doxdg and dokava are PreGreek” (Beekes 345). |
Basque *tako, *tak-et: (B, G, AN) taket ‘stake, post’, (B, AN) taketa ‘stake, stick, rod’,
(B) tako ‘circular piece of wood’, (B-Markina) ‘piece’, (c) ‘wedge, block, chock, stopper’
(OEH; BCR Q.55). | North Caucasian: Adyge tig:a ‘stump, block’, Kabardian dag:a id.;
Chechen dug’i ‘log, beam’; Dargwa duk’i ‘log, beam’; Tabasaran duq’an ‘pole, small
beam’, etc. < PNC *dwiq(w)V ‘log, stump’ (NCED 408). § Nikolaev 67, no. 10. Cf. also
Bulgarian fok ‘a long board that is dragged on the ground to smoothen it; a four-meter
long board on which a man steps and it is dragged by oxen on the plowed fields to
crush the ground, thick board’. BER 8, 99 links it to tok!, which needs to be separated
from Slavic takv ‘current, flow, stream’ (acc. to Bernard 1982: 276); this would be an-
other Balkan manifestation of the Euskaro-Caucasian substratum (see also kaAlg,
KaAVPN ~ Bulgarian koliba, below). From a Sino-Caucasian perspective, cf. Burushaski
*ddko ‘stick, post’ (SCG 44). The Basque word is probably the source of Spanish taco.®

Cédvoog ‘west wind’; personified in the Iliad; Mycenean ze-pu:-ro; Beekes wavers be-
tween a derivation from IE *hsieb’- ‘futuere’ and “... Pre-Greek, with PG *a turning up
as ¢ after the palatal *4v?” (Beekes 499). | North Caucasian: Andi sibiru ‘autumn’,
Akhwakh c:oro ‘autumn’ / c:ibero ‘winter’,® Tindi c:ibar ‘winter’, Karata c:ibero id.; Tsezi
sebi ‘autumn’, Hunzib sébar id.; Lezgi zul ‘autumn’, Tabasaran ¢ul, Tsakhur cuwul / ciwil
id., Udi Z'orul ‘spring (season)’;!® Khinalug cuwa-z ‘autumn’; Batsbi st’abo ‘autumn’,
(with metathesis) Chechen bfisté ‘spring’; Abkhaz a-30n ‘winter’, Abaza 3no ‘autumn’
(< *39-na) < PNC *cojwilhiV ‘autumn, winter (rainy season)’ (NCED 327). § Nikolaev
(68, no. 13) compared Greek and NC, as the former a loan from the latter. It is hard not
to think of other words like Russian cesep /séver/ ‘north’, etc., and in fact Nikolaev
mentions PIE *Keiwero- (his transcription) ‘winter, north’ as a loan from PNC to PIE.
A similar view was taken by S.A. Starostin (1988, no. 5.10), citing Latin caurus ‘north
wind’;" Lithuanian siduré ‘north’, siaurys ‘north wind’; Slavic *séverv ‘north’; Old High
German skir ‘Ungewitter’ [English shower, etc.],’? but not Greek Cédpuvpoc. Derksen
(2008: 448-449) links Slavic séverv ‘North’ to an IE *kehjuer-o-, and to Latin caurus ‘north-
western wind’ (< *khjuer-o-). Discussion in Bezlaj (III, 231); Snoj (2003: 652) sees an un-
expected root, linked to PIE *(s)k’éHu-ero-. Martirosyan (2021) adds PIE *kehiuer- >
Arm. sir ‘cold wind’ (with an unclear etymology) and links it to the Slavic and Latin
word (see above). Derivation from IE *hsieb"- ‘futuere’ (cited by Beekes) seems seman-
tically unconvincing. Since all the words cited here are European, they could alterna-
tively be interpreted as independent substratal loans from various Euskaro-Caucasian
dialects.

8 ‘“Thick and short piece of wood or other material, and generally cylindrical or rectangular, for various uses;
plug (small, short and elongated piece, usually made of plastic, wood or metal, which is inserted into a hole); cue
(for billiards),” etc.

° The “relation [of Akhwakh c:dro ‘autumn’] to c:ibero ‘winter’ is not quite clear: perhaps old interdialectal
loans, which gave rise to an etymological doublet?” (NCED).

10 Transcribed as ZIoxul in NCED (the palocka, or ‘baton’ /I/ is not a vowel but is a conventional symbol among
Russian Caucasologists that denotes pharyngealization of the preceding consonant or vowel); Klimov & Xalilov
(2003: 280) transcribe the Udi word as ZZorul ‘BecHa’.

11 De Vaan (2008: 100) regards Latin caurus and the Balto-Slavic words as IE cognates (< *khyu-er-o0-), but ex-
cludes the Germanic words (and Armenian ¢ owrt ‘cold’).

12 Kroonen (2013: 451), however, derives the Germanic words from PIE *skeh;- ‘shade, shadow’ (Greek ok, etc.)
and separates them from the Latin, Baltic and Slavic words.
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iktiv ~ iktivog ‘kite’ (bird of prey) (Beekes 585-86) | Basque *$aie ‘vulture, eagle’: (B, G,
BN, Z) sai ‘vulture’, (B-Gernika) zai id.; (B-Orozko) /$ai/ ‘eagle’ (EHHA, map 130); also
‘eagle’ per Voltoire (northern Basque, ca. 1620) (OEH); saie is used to denote ‘ostrich’ in
Uriarte’s Bible, Lev. 11:16 (1859, Gipuzkoan dialect) (BCR B.13). | North Caucasian:
Tsezi ce(y) ‘eagle, vulture’, Hinukh coy ‘eagle’, Bezhta cuha id.; Chamali s’iy ‘eagle’,
Tindi c:1, Karata c’:iyi, Avar c’:um ~ ¢’:un id.; Andi c’:un ‘eagle, vulture’, Botlikh c’:7?i,
Godoberi c:i?i id.; Khinalug c’im-ir ‘small bird, sparrow’ < PEC *gwiim?‘? ‘eagle’
(NCED 370). § Beekes also cites Armenian cin ‘kite’; Old Indic $yend- ‘eagle, falcor’,
Avestan saena- ‘name of a big bird of prey’ are “rather deviant” (unclear what this
means), and regards the Greek word as of IE origin (< *tkiH-in-). Witzel (2015: 167, no.
293) however cites *¢aina (> saéna-, $yend-) among examples of a Central Asian sub-
strate in Old Iranian. Nikolaev (68, no. 14) cited Greek ikt(v as a loan from PEC, along
with Hittite hastapi- ‘oracular bird’ (p. 61, no. 6); Armenian cin ‘kite’ is regarded as an
independent loan from North Caucasian. Bouda (1948) compared Basque sai, sae and
Avar ¢’:um. On the phonetics between Basque *$aie and PEC *cwim?V, the loss of a na-
sal before a laryngeal is recurrent in Basque (and convergently in some NC languages),
e.g. Basque *(e=)ké¢ ‘smoke’ = PNC *kwinhV ‘smoke’ (Avar k’:uy, Bagwali k’:iy, etc.:
NCED 738; BCR F.2); Basque *sihi ‘wedge, skewer, spit’ = PNC *cinHV ‘arrow, bow’
(Bagwali ¢’i ‘arrow’: NCED 358; BCR Q.42).'3 The phonetic link between Greek ixtiv
and PEC *gwiim?V (for Greek -v cf. Andi ¢’:un, etc.) is not as clear; the initial i- could
correspond to Basque fossilized class prefixes, as in Basque *e=tanha / *e=tihala ‘swal-
low, swift’ (bird) (BCR B.21) or *i=tain ‘tick’ (BCR B.41); see below under Morphology:
Fossilized class (gender) markers. The Greek cluster -kt- may be a rare example of
Pre-Greek *-kt- = the PNC/PEC tense affricate *c, though more examples would strengthen
the case. (Cf., perhaps, Greek ikTig, -1doc ‘marten’ [Beekes 2010: 586 “no etymology”]
if it is related to PNC *gErgV ‘marten, weasel’ > Adyghe caza ‘marten’, etc. [NCED 360]).

KkaAla ‘wooden dwelling, hut, barn, granary, bird’s nest’. “Etymological connection with
.. KaAVTTW [‘to cover’], etc. is extremely doubtful” (Beekes 624); (probable deriva-
tives) kaAvPn ‘hut, cabin’; ‘bridal bower’; ‘sleeping tent’; k6AvBog ‘farmstead’ (Hesy-
chius); variant koAvBog: “The variant koAvBOG ... shows that the word is Pre-Greek”
(Beekes 628). | Basque *o=ketu: (B, G) okellu ‘stable, corral’, (B) ukullu id., (B) okolo,
okolu, oko(i)llu ‘corner’, (G) okolu ‘yard’, (BN-Amikuse, Z) okholii id., (G) okullu, okollu,
ikully ‘hall’ (FHV 83; EDB 307; OEH; BCR: Q.5). The oldest attestation is {oquelua} =
/okelua/ ‘rincon [corner, nook]’ (with definite article -a) in Landucci’s (1958) dictionary.
| North Caucasian: Dargwic (Akusha, Urakhi) gali ‘house, room’, Akusha gal-¢ ‘roof’;
Tabasaran, Agul, Rutul yal ‘house’, Archi yal ‘nest’, xali ‘family’ (< “household’),
Kryz, Budukh yal ‘roof’; Avar hor ‘mow, hayloft, shed’, etc. < PEC * qélf/ ‘house, hut’
(NCED 889).4 § Nikolaev (69, no. 16) proposed Greek kaAl& as a loan from PEC *gslV.

13 Trombetti (1925: 142, no. 289) cites Basque sahi ‘avvoltoio’, with internal -h-. We have not been able to con-
firm this form in any other source.

14 This EC word is not to be confused with another that is quite similar, phonetically and semantically: Lak,
Dargwa qala, Avar q:ala, Lezgi gele ‘fort, citadel, fortress, tower’, etc., from Turkic: cf. Azeri gala ‘fortress, lock’,
Kumyk gala id., Old Turkish gala ‘fortified part of town’ (Dzidalaev 1990: 94). Klimov & Xalilov (2003) clearly show
the difference, with two separate lemmae, between: komnara [‘room, chamber’] (p. 114): Dargwa qali, Tabasaran,
Agul, Rutul yal ‘roon’, also ‘house’ in all languages cited (no note about any borrowing) and xpenocts [‘fort, castle’]
(p. 116): Avar, Andi, Karata (and several other NC languages) gala; (with glottals) Lezgi g’ele, Tsakhur (and 4 other
Lezgian langs. + Khinalug) q’ala, etc. Note the oppositions such as Dargwa qala ‘fort’ vs. gali ‘room, house’; Ta-
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The proposed derivation of Basque okelu from Latin locellum is highly questionable
semantically; the specialized meanings of the Romance words derived from locellum
‘Sarg, Grab’ are quite distant from the Basque meanings (‘stable, corral, hall, yard’)
and are instead associated with burial (e.g., Spanish [ucillo ‘burial urn’: see Dicc; REW
5095); none of the Basque glosses have anything to do with burial. Basque *o=ketu
matches PEC *¢5lV very well, phonetically and semantically: Basque *k = PNC *g and
Basque *e = PNC *3 are regular.!> Basque *o= is the fossilized class prefix (with an allo-
morph *u=) seen also in, e.g., Basque *o=hol ‘board, plank’ (Q.62) ~ Rutul xil ‘wooden
trough’, etc. < PEC *xulV (NCED 1078), Basque *u=pel ‘barrel, cask’ (Q.29) ~ Tsezi pelu
‘pipe, reed pipe’, etc. < PEC *HpetV ‘pipe; vein’ (NCED 601); and others (BCR 67-68).
See also Bulgarian koliba ‘hut, cabin, shack’, etc., which is considered a very early loan
from Greek, with many cognates in Balkan languages and perhaps beyond (BER 2,
555-556). The word is considered as stemming from an autochthonous Balkan popula-
tion: see BER 2, 556, Skok 2, 124. (See also doxdg ~ Bulg. tok, above).

K()p.r] ‘hair’ of the head, also of the mane of a horse (Iliad), metaphoric: ‘foliage’, also of
growth in general ... ‘tail of a comet’ ... “ETYM Not explained with certainty” (Beekes
743-44). | North Caucasian: Andi ¢’:dw ‘hairdo’, Avar, Tindi g”:ama ‘cock’s comb’,
(with suffix) Bagwalal g’:am-ca ‘mane’; Dargwa gq’ama ‘hairdo; fringe, forelock’; Archi
g’am ‘forelock, mane’; Abkhaz a-x“3 ‘hair’, Abaza qwa ‘hair, feather, wool’, etc. < PNC
*q(w)am?5 ‘plait, mane; hair’ (NCED 931). | ? Basque *kima ‘mane (of horse); bristles
(of swine)’: (G, AN) kima, (L, BN) khima, (AN, B) kime, (BN) khinba, (AN, BN, Z) k(h)uma,
(Z) gima, etc. (OEH xiMA; FHV 296, A&T XVIII 1001; EDB 251). § Nikolaev (69-70,
no. 23) compared Greek and NC. The Basque forms are rather difficult and question-
able: (a) differences of the first vowel (PNC /a/ : Basque /i/; /u/ in some Basque forms
may be due to secondary assimilation before /m/); (b) the possibility of borrowing or
influence from older Spanish coma ‘mane’ (now obsolete in favor of crin) < Latin coma <
Greek; (c) the similar word (G) zima, (B, G) txima /¢ima/, (G) txuma, txume, etc. ‘gresia /
hair of a person or animal that is long and badly combed, tousled, or tangled’ (OEH
TXIMA), which is often discussed in connection with *kima and may be cross-
contaminated with it (FHV 296). But zima and txima, at least, cannot be derived from
Latin coma.

nadoua ~ apadgva ~ Badoua ~ adgua (< *padova /wadrua/) ‘plums, sloes’: Beekes
(890) explains: “apadouva did not originally mean ‘belonging to a tree’, as tree names
in [adpa-] meant ‘blossoming at the same time as’. Rather, initial /h-/ was added by folk
etymology to *&-uddova, a form with (non-IE) prothetic vowel. This form (&)padova
must be a Pre-Greek etymon. If Badouva is reliable, we also have variation p/@, to
which f may be added in order to explain ... &dova” (Beekes 22-23, 191, 890). | Basque
*ma=dari | *u=dari: (A, AN, B, L, BN, Z) madari ‘pear’, (G, AN, L, BN) udare, (L, BN)
udari ‘pear’; in some dialects ‘fruit’ (in general); other variants: udara, udere, urdare, ur-
dere (OEH); in place names / family names Madariaga, Maltzaga ‘(place of) wild pear
trees’ (FHV 528; A&T XX 651; EDB 354; OEH). § K. Bouda and ]J. Hubschmid men-

basaran, Agul g:ala, Rutul g’ala ‘fort’ vs. Tabasaran, Agul, Rutul yal ‘room, house’, etc., showing clearly that the
etyma are distinct.

15 The correlations between Basque */, *# and PNC *], *t (where *# in each family seems to have been a ‘dark’
or velar lateral) are not yet entirely clear (BCR 189-193). Possibly a secondary contrast */ /*¢ developed independ-
ently in each family.
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tioned connections of Basque madari with Greek udadova, apadova, and Latin malva
‘mallow’ (!) (as reported by A&T XX 651). The semantic difference ‘plum’ ~ ‘pear’ is
unremarkable; cf. the North Caucasian etymology including Chamali k’:uk’:ul ‘apricot’,
Andi k’urk’ul ‘plum, damson’, Lak k:urk:ul ‘a sort of pear’, etc. (NCED 728).

HAAKT) ‘numbness from cold’ in hands and feet, plur. ‘chilblain’; paAkiow ~ padakiw ‘to
become numb with cold, freeze’; “A convincing explanation is still lacking ... The vari-
ant spelling paAaxic may indicate that the word is Pre-Greek” (Beekes 898-99). |
Basque *mal-go# ‘numb (from cold)’: (BN) malgor, (Z) mdlgor ‘entumecido’ / ‘engourdi
par le froid’; (Sal) malgor-tu ‘to get moldy, go numb, dry up (a tree) completely’, malgor
‘hollow tree’ (A&T XX: 662; OEH); if the Basque word is a compound *mal-go7 in
which *mal- meant ‘cold’ (= PEC *mhélAe ‘cold’: see below) + *go7 ~ *gogor ‘hard, cruel;
deaf’ (cognate with PEC *cwerV ‘stone’: NCED 467; BCR R.28).1¢ | North Caucasian:
Tabasaran merc’-uli ‘cold’ (adj.), Lezgi meq’i, Rutul miq’di, Tsakhur mik’ana id.; Che-
chen mil-la ‘from cold, with cold’, Batsbi mil-dar ‘to get cold’; Avar mart’ ‘hoarfrost’,
etc. < PEC *mhelje ‘cold’ (NCED 808). § The Basque development *mal-gof is parallel
to Basque (BN, L, Z) molkho ‘cluster’ < *mardo ‘cluster’ + *-ko [diminutive/expressive
suffix], in which *mardo = PEC *muir[A]o ‘handful, armful’ (NCED 798; BCR L.9), i.e., the
original resonant+lateral affricate cluster like *-IA’- or *-rA- resolves as Basque /l/ when
stem-final before a suffix or compounded morpheme. As to the loan correspondence of
Greek /k/ in paAxn to PEC *A in *mhélAe, it is parallel to the loan correspondence pos-
tulated by Starostin (1988, nos. 1.6, 1.7, 2.2), e.g. PIE *pelgu- ‘livestock’ < PEC *bhiAwi
‘small cattle’ (NCED 293; BCR N.20).

Haotog ~ (Doric) paodog ~ pacOdg ~ (lonic, Epic) palog ‘teat, breast, woman’s breast;
(metaphorically) hill, knoll’. “If the form is Pre-Greek, ualog [mazdos] and paotog
differ in voice only (and aspiration in Hell. pao0dc). Since voice and aspiration are not
distinctive in PreGreek, all forms may go back to the same Pre-Greek word” (Beekes
912). | Basque *mosu, *mus-ko: (G) musu ‘nose, snout, face, lip, kiss, point, tip’,
musu-zulo ‘nostril’, (B) mosu ‘kiss (on face); lip’; (with suffix) (G) musu-ko ‘muzzle’;
‘face, facial, pertaining to the lower half of the face’; (BN) mos-ko ‘beak’, (Z) miis-ko id.,
(Z-Eskiula) miiskiia ‘(the) nipple’, (Z-arc) mus-ko ‘sting’, (B-Onate) mus-ki ‘snot, mu-
cus’, (B, G) mus-kil id., (Sal) titi-mus-ko ‘nipple’, (AN-Jaurrieta) /titamusku/ id. (AT XXI
936; EHHA; BCR A.17). | North Caucasian: Chechen, Ingush muc’ar ‘snout, muzzle,
trunk’; Avar moc’:u ‘teat, nipple; tip’; Akhwakh mic’:o ‘teat, nipple’, Chamali mis’,
Tindi, Godoberi mic:i id.; Inkhokwari mucu ‘rib’; Lak mazu ‘nipple (of animal)’; Dar-
gwa: Chiragh muc:e ‘sting’; Lezgi murz ‘blade; edge, verge; narrow side of an object’,
Tabasaran murz ‘edge, verge’ < PEC *mhadrcii ‘point, edge, protruding part’ (NCED
811). § Nikolaev (70, no. 29) proposed Greek paotdg as a loan from North Caucasian.
For the correspondence of Greek ot = PNC *c /c’/ = Basque *$ see also, below, Greek
otad- = PEC *cib- = Basque *$ap-. On the semantic side the Greek sense of ‘teat, nipple’
is matched in Avar and Andian idioms, and some local Basque dialects (Eskiula miisko
[with a common diminutive suffix -ko]; in Salazar, Jaurrieta, compounded with titi or
tita, a widespread so-called ‘nursery word’). The original meaning may have been
‘point, tip, edge’ (attested in NC and Basque), with multiple specializations (see be-
low). As to a supposed Romance origin of Basque musu, typical is Trask’s (1997: 261,

16 For the semantic relationship of ‘deaf’ and ‘hard’ (~ PEC ‘stone’), cf. English hard of hearing, stone deaf; Span-
ish duro de oido, sordo de piedra, etc.
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284) statement (based on those of earlier scholars) that “late Latin MUSU ‘muzzle’ and
its diminutives are widely represented in western Romance ... and it is difficult or im-
possible to trace the histories of the Basque words [musu, etc.] with confidence”
(AT XXI 947). In fact “Proto-Romance” *miisus ‘snout’ (REW 5784) is only hypothetical;
Meyer-Liibke considers the word, with wide attestation in the whole Mediterranean
area, as “stemming from northern France” and being an “Urschdpfung,” which is not
an etymological explanation; and Trask’s reference to “western Romance” is key: the
lack of reflexes in Rumanian may indicate a Vasconic substratum word attested only
in the West. But see also Bulgarian mucuina ‘snout’, thought to have been loaned, via
Modern Greek povtoovva ‘mask, snout from an animal or human mouth, jaw, pig’s
snout’ < Venetian musona id. (Leschber 2011: 78); further, Bulgarian muctina > Aroma-
nian mutund ‘mask’ (BER 4, 359). Pellegrini (1999) considers the root *musu, on which
the Italian word muso ‘snout’ is based, to be an extremely old root, citing various Ital-
ian forms, always with the voiced -s-, and also makes references to non-European
terms by pointing out that words that come from the root *musu- (and *busu-) were
formed in many languages, not just Indo-European, meaning ‘mouth, lip, kiss, face’,
etc. PEC *mharcii offers a potential cognate that is a phonetic match, and has reflexes
with meanings precisely matching those of Basque, specifically:

Basque (G) musu ‘snout, nose’, etc.,, musu-ko ‘muzzle’ ~ Chechen, Ingush muc’-ar
‘snout, muzzle, trunk’

Basque (Sal) titi-mus-ko ‘nipple’, (Z) miis-ko id. ~ Avar mdc’:u ‘teat, nipple’, etc.; Lak mazu
‘nipple (of animal)’; Pre-Greek paotog ~ paodog ~ pac0og ~ palog ‘teat, breast’

Basque (G) musu ‘point, tip’, etc. ~ Avar mdc’:u ‘tip’, etc.; Tabasaran murz ‘edge, verge’

Basque (Z-arc) mus-ko ‘sting’ ~ Dargwa (Chiragh) muc:e ‘sting’

To sum up, cognation of Basque *mosu with PEC *mhadrcii seems preferable to a deriva-

tion from a hypothetical Latin *miisu, which has no Indo-European antecedents.

pému)\ov ‘medlar, medlar tree, Mespilus germanica’; also ‘hawthorn, Crataegus (orien-

talis, oxyacantha)’; “A foreign word of unknown origin. Probably Pre-Greek on ac-
count of the suffix -tA- ... Borrowed as Lat. mespilum” (Beekes 935-36). | Basque
*mahac ‘grape(s): (BN, L) mahats ‘grape(s)’, (Z) /maha¢/, (G-Bergara, Leintza) magats,
(B, AN-Larraun) maats, (B-Ibarruri, Zeanuri) /marac/, (B, G, AN, Bzt, Sal, R) mats,
(B-Aulestia) matz id., etc. (FHV 113; A&T XX 651; EDB 278; OEH; BCR P.17). | North
Caucasian: Chechen hamc ‘medlar’, Ingush hamis-k id.; Avar fe¢ ‘apple’, Andi indi,
Akhwakh, Karata fece id.; Tsezi henes ‘apple’; Lak hiw¢; Dargwa finc id.; Tabasaran wic
‘apple’, Archi ans id.; Khinalug mic¢ id.; Abkhaz a-bd¢ ‘medlar’, Adyge napca id., etc. <
PNC *§dmco ‘apple; medlar’ (NCED 237). § The Basque-NC comparison would re-
quire metathesis such as [*mafa¢V] > Basque *mahac. Cf. the metathesis in Adyge napca
‘medlar’ < *banca < *bVmc:*V (according to NCED); *banca is remarkably similar to
Michelena’s *banats ‘grapes’ (FHV 113). If, as Beekes suggests, -tA- is the suffix of the
Pre-Greek word, it leaves puéom- as the root, also requiring metathesis according to the
PNC form; the /p/ is evocative of the /p/ in Adyge napca ‘medlar’, but these are at best
just convergent developments. From a Sino-Caucasian perspective cf. Burushaski
*[m]i¢il ‘pomegranate’, with a suffix similar to the Pre-Greek suffix -tA- (SCG 267). Dia-
konoff & Starostin (1986: 24) suggest a Hurrian cognate, xin3-ura ‘apple’ (cf. Dargwa
finc), borrowed in Armenian as yn3or. The semantic change of Basque ‘grape’ ~
NC ‘medlar, apple’ ~ Burushaski ‘pomegranate’ should not be surprising: cf. Ruma-
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(Buck 5.71); and other ‘fruit’ etymologies (e.g. Greek padova ‘plum, sloe’ ~ Basque
*madari ‘pear’, above). Nevertheless, this comparison remains difficult, if not implausi-
ble: the origin of the -m- in Greek is not well explained. Even if the Basque and NC
terms are indeed related, the Greek form is far removed phonetically, and the etymol-
ogy requires many assumptions.

ULKQOG ~ OUIKQOG ~ MIKKOG ~ ptkdg ‘small, short, little’: “The group of words has a fa-
miliar and colloquial aspect, as is shown by the variants pucoc and geminated piikkog.
The initial interchange in pucEog and (older) opkog is unexplained and (also) points
to Pre-Greek origin” (Beekes 951-52). | Basque *miko: (BN, L) miko ‘a little, a little bit,
a pinch’, (AN-Irun, Bzt) miki id., (BN-Garazi, Sal) mikitta ‘a tiny bit’. This word is tradi-
tionally derived from Spanish miga ‘crumb’, etc. < Lat. mica; and/or Greek pikopodc, but
these do not quite work phonetically (A&T XXI 926; OEH; REW 5559). | North Caucasian:
Chamali mik’u-b ‘small’, ma¢ ‘child’, Karata mik’i-s: ‘small’, mak’e ‘child’, Godoberi
mik’i-si ‘small’, mak’i ‘child’; Dargwa Chiragh nik’a-ze ‘small’; Budukh mik’e ‘few;
a little, small’, etc. < PEC *mikwV ‘small, young one’ (NCED 821). § Note also Roma-
nian mic ‘small’ (see nimic ‘nothing’ < Latin nemica: REW 5885), normally etymologi-
cally linked to a totally hypothetical Latin *miccus or Latin mica ‘Kriimchen’ (REW
5559),17 which also mentions Basque mika and Romanian mic ‘klein’; the Romanian and
South Italian forms could be based on Greek mik(k)és — no further etymological expla-
nation is given.

HOAAoV [n.] ‘lip’ (Beekes 980). | North Caucasian: Dargwic *muhuli ‘mouth’ (Akusha muhli,
Chiragh miile, Kadar, Mekeg, Urakhi, Kharbuk muhli, Gapshima muhli, Kubachi miile,
Tsudakhar muhuli ‘mouth’);'® (with metathesis) Avar humér ‘tace’, Akhwakh hama-2al
‘face’ (< *hVmV-4ili) < PEC *mVhwVIi | *hwVmVIi (NCED 499).%° § “Frisk compares a
Germanic group with a single consonant: OHG miila [f.], MHG miil [n.] ‘mouth, jaws’ ...
It does not seem that uvOog is connected, nor that the gemination is expressive. Per-
haps an onomatopoeia” (Beekes 980). (Onomatopoeia - how?) Kroonen (2013: 374) notes
that (possibly apart from pvAAov) the Germanic word is restricted to Germanic and
could go back to quasi-PIE *muH-lo-, if Bavarian mdiuen ‘to chew, rumigate’ is related.?

uoota& ~ puatal ‘upper lip, mustache’. “Both the variation p-/B- and the variant
uovttakes point to Pre-Greek origin” (Beekes 249, 986). | Basque *bisa-i ‘beard’:
common Basque bizar (definite form bizarra), (Z) bizar, (AN) bizer, pizer, pizar, (B) bisar,
bixar [bisar/, bixer id. (EHHA; BCR A.24). With the frequent fossilized plural ending *-7
(BCR 76-78), and analogous in form to Agul muz-ur ‘beard’ (see below). With expres-
sive palatal: (Z) bixar /bisar/ ‘goatee’. | North Caucasian: Khwarshi bisa-n-de ‘beard’,
Hunzib bilazba id. (< *biZa-1-ba), Bezhta biza-1-ba ‘mustache’; Tindi miZa-tu ‘beard’,
Akhwakh miZe-tt:u, Chamali miza-t'*, Bagwali miZa-t" id.; Tabasaran mu3-ri, Agul muz-ur

17 De Vaan (2008: 378) prefers to separate mica from (0)ukQog, citing Nyman’s connection with “micare ‘to
quiver, dart, flash’, viz. as the ‘glittering’ particle.”

18 In NCED Dargwa is considered a single language with diverse dialects, but there seems to be a growing
consensus that Dargwa is instead a small linguistic group, like Tsezian or Nakh; see Dargwic in Glottolog:
https://glottolog.org/resource/languoid/id/darg1242. /u/ denotes a pharyngealized vowel; /h/ is a voiceless em-
phatic laryngeal [pharyngeal] fricative.

1 NCED cites *hwVmVIi as the proto-form, but *mVhwVIi is implicit in the Dargwic forms, with no indication
in NCED which would be original.

2 By “rumigate” ruminate must be intended.
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‘beard’; Khinalug mic:-a$ ‘beard’, etc. < PEC *bil3V ‘beard’ (NCED 303).2! § Nikolaev
(71, no. 31) proposed that Greek pvotal ~ pvotal was a loan from PEC *bil¢V (later
reconstructed as *bil3V in NCED). In some NC languages there are regular changes of
the type *bil3V > *bin3- > *mi3- > *mu3-, etc. (cf. the Greek variants pvota& ~ fovotal).
This etymon, via Greek, is the source of European words such as English mustache. In
Baztanese Basque there is a strange blend, mustratx ‘mustache’ (apparently Basque
*mustu-r ‘snout’ [BCR A.19] + French moustache).

VEKTAQ ‘nectar, drink of the gods’; vektdpov a plant name = éAéviov [Dioscorides
Medicus], also name of a medicine and several eyesalves [Galenus]; “In contrast with
appoooia, which is of related meaning ... véxtap does not have an ascertained ety-
mology. ... [Furnée 1972]: 320 compares vuco'LQlov, an eye-salve. If this is correct, the
word may be Pre-Greek. He also points to other Pre-Greek words in -ao (op.cit. 13475)”
(Beekes 2010: 1004-05). | Basque *nega-r / *niga-# ‘tears, weeping’ ~ *nega-I ‘herpes,
scurf’: (B, G, AN, L, Sal) negar ‘tears, weeping’, (Sal, B-dial.) near, (BN, L, Bzt, Azk) nigar,
(Bzt) niger, (Z) nigar, (R) nexar [nesar] id.; (B-Ubidea) negar ‘rennet’; (AN-dial., L) negar
‘sap, resin (of plants)’ 22 (A&T XXI 958; OEH NEGAR; BCR A.78). Cf. also (BN, L, Bzt) negal
‘skin rash, scurf, herpes’, (AN, BN, L, Z) negel, (L) nagel id., with a different suffix, *-I,
common in Basque body-part words, and the sense ‘herpes, rash’ is similar to ‘pus’ in
the Nakh languages. | North Caucasian: Dargwic (Akusha, Chiragh) nerr ‘tear’,
(Urakhi) nirk, (Kaitag) ners ~ mers, (Tsudakhar) ners, (Kubachi) mes™ id.; Lezgi nax®,
Agul nex®, Archi nabg, Udi nes; Lak mag’; Avar miSu, Akhwakh maq’a; Bezhta mag’o,
Khwarshi mug’u id.; Chechen not’q’a ‘pus’, Ingush nod, Batsbi not’q’ ‘pus’, nat’q’-ayri
‘tears’, etc. < PEC [direct stem] *néwqii ‘tear; pus’ / [oblique stem] *ni“wq'f/— (NCED
848). § Phonetics: The languages compared here involve a segment NEK- or NIK- + a
suffix -(A)R: (Pre-)Greek véktap, vikao-, Basque *nega-7 / *niga-i, Pre-Proto-Dargwic
*nex”-r. The internal /r/ in Dargwic *nerr™ is thought to come from a former plural suf-
fix, thus *nerx” < *nex”-r, parallel in formation to Basque *nega-7. “The medial -r- in PD
is obviously secondary, probably having penetrated there from an original plural form
in *-r, being later substituted in PD by the *-bi-plural” (NCED). As to the puzzling -kt-
in (Pre-)Greek véxtap (lacking in the possible variant vikaglov) there could be a clue
from the Proto-Nakh form *natju ‘pus’, which NCED explains as “an original plural
form (*natqu <*na(w)j-tu < *néwqg-dV),” if a similar formation could be projected back to
Euskaro-Caucasian. The vowel alternation NEK- or NIK- also occurs in all three language
areas studied: (Pre-)Greek véktap / vucdo-, Basque *nega-i / *niga-#, and PEC *néwqii /
*niwgV-. See below, under Morphology: Ablaut for a brief discussion of Euskaro-
Caucasian ablaut. Semantics: The underlying concept is ‘secretion, exudation (of hu-
man and animal bodies, and of plants)’, a typologically common semantic realm:?
in (Pre-)Greek, ‘nectar; medicine; eye-salve’; in Basque, ‘tear(s); rennet; sap, resin’; in

2 Due to multiple possibilities of vowel reconstruction based on the attested vowels, the NCED authors al-
low for the alternative first vowels *-6- or *-i- as possibilities (~ PEC *bol3V, *bil3V). External comparison with
Basque *bisa-7 ‘beard’ supports the PEC form *bil3V, with *-i-.

2 OEH gives references to this meaning in dialectal records by Prince Louis Lucien Bonaparte (1813-1891),
and the 19%-century unpublished dictionary by Maurice Harriet, who wrote “Mahatsaren nigarra, séve, larmes, pleurs
de la vigne.” The 20t-century Basque writer Andima Ibifiagabeitia used the compound arbola-negar = ‘resina’.

* For semantic typology, cf. Lak pic’ ‘dew, sweat’; Avar pic’: ‘resin’, Karata bic’:i; Dargwa penc’ ‘resin’; Che-
chen mutta juice, sap’ (Rus. cok); Ubykh bzo ‘water’, etc. < PNC *pz“ngwA ‘resin, juice’ (NCED 871); a putative
Basque cognate is *pista ‘fresh theum; sleep sand (secretion from eyes)’ (BCR A.79). See also Basque *i=serdi ‘sweat;
sap (of trees)’ (BCR A.89), putatively cognate with PEC *cikwV ‘blood; life’ (NCED 376).
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East Caucasian, ‘tear(s); pus’. The actual substance of véxtap is not discussed by
Beekes, but Roscher (1883) deemed both ambrosia and nectar to be forms of honey.
The modern English sense of ‘the saccharine secretion of a plant, which attracts the insects
or birds that pollinate the flower’ is quite recent, ca. 1545-55 CE (Flexner 2001: 1284).

EVAoV ~ (Attic) oVAOV ~ OUALVOG ‘wood, timber, firewood, tree, beam, stick; wooden
block put around the neck, gallows; bench, table’; also as a measure of length. “It seems
to correspond with Lith. sulas ‘post, pole, stave’ <IE *ksulo-, Ru. siilo [n.] ‘garden-pole’,
SCr. siilj [m.] ‘block’ < IE *kseulo- (?). Germanic words like OHG sul [f.] ‘style, pole’,
Go. sauls ‘pillar’ have a similar appearance. The relation between the Slav., Balt., and
Gm. words has been amply discussed, but hardly explained. Was the word taken from
a non-IE substrate language?” (Beekes 1037-38). | North Caucasian: Lezgi, Tabasaran
¢’ul ‘ceiling beam’, Agul ¢’il ‘thin log’, Tsakhur ¢’il ‘planking poles’; Avar ¢’dlu ‘log,
beam’; Lak ¢’ula ‘beam, girder, log’, etc. < PEC *¢hwiti (~ *¢Switu) (NCED 388).24
§ S.A. Starostin (1988, no. 4.11) proposed PIE *kseul- ‘beam, post, piece of wood’ as a
loan from PEC *¢hwitii ‘beam’ (reconstructed then as *¢iwtu, six years before NCED
was published). Pfeifer (1997: 1179) regards German Siule ‘pillar, pile’ as of “Herkunft
ungewiss,” while Kroonen (2013: 491) deems its ancestor, Proto-Germanic *sili, “an
i-stem of unknown origin” with an ablaut variant *sauli- > Gothic sauls ‘pillar’.

Oyxvn ~ Oxvn ‘pear tree, Pirus communis; pear’. “[Furnée 1972] thinks the word is Pre-
Greek, also on account of the by-form 6xvn” (Beekes 1045). | Basque *ok-(arhan)
‘plum, sloe’ (BCR P.16): (B, G-Etxarri-Aranaz, AN-Arakil) ok-aran ‘plum’, (AN-Olza)
ok-arin, (AN-Ilzarbe) uk-arain id., (B) txarri-ok-aran ‘sloe’ (txar- /¢at/ ‘bad, wild’; cf. Ta-
basaran ¢’uru ‘bad; wild [of plants]’, etc.: BCR R.5; NCED 555). A compound with
*ar=han ‘plum’ (BCR P.15). *ok-arhan may originally have designated the cultivar plum
(cf. Karata aye, Lak ag ‘garden’, etc.) as opposed to wild plums and sloes (AT XXI 975;
OEH). (B) txarri-ok-aran ‘sloe’ reflects the fact that the meaning of *ok- was forgotten be-
fore the element /¢ai/ ‘bad, wild’ was added. | North Caucasian: Andi oyi ‘sweet
cherry’, Akhwakh agi ‘grape’, Tindi ayi, Chamali ay id., Karata aye ‘garden’; Khwarshi,
Inkhokwari oh ‘grape’; Dargwa Chiragh aq ‘fruit(s)’, Akusha, Urakhi ang ‘garden’; Lak
aq ‘garden’; etc. < PEC *2eéqV ‘grape; fruit; orchard, vineyard’ (NCED 206); “...excessive
-n- in [Proto-Dargwic *?ang] (all other languages reveal absolutely no trace of any me-
dial resonant); it may have penetrated from an oblique base like *?ag-nV- (or, more
probably be a result of contamination with another root: PEC *HéngqwV ‘meadow, plot’
q.v.)” (NCED). § Nikolaev (71, no. 32) proposed the borrowing of Greek &yxvn / dxvn
from PEC *?(N)qV. If, as NCED suggests, there was a PEC “oblique base like *?2ag-nV-,”
it could explain the Greek -v- in dyyxvn. Compare also Latin acinus ‘grape or other
berry’, a close phonetic match to the hypothetical PEC *?ag-nV-, just mentioned. Latin
“acinus is generally regarded a loanword from an unknown Mediterranean language;
since the seeds of grapes are rather bitter, I see no reason to reject a derivation from the

2 There is another very similar NC root: cf. Avar nlyx c’ul ‘wood, firewood’, Andi c’ul ‘stick’, Akhwakh ¢’uli,
Karata c’ule id., Tindi c’uli ‘(shepherd’s) staff’, Chamali c’uli ‘whip’, etc.; Hunzib c’ulu ‘arrow’, Bezhta c’ulu-c’a id.,
Tsezi c’eru-c’a ‘bow’, etc. < PEC *cwi#hV (NCED 374). It is also tempting to think about Basque *sul ‘wood, timber,
lumber’: common Basque zur, in parts of Bizkaia and Navarre zul, Roncalese ziir (with a nasal vowel), etc. (BCR
Q.51), compared in BCR with PEC *5wl[élf ‘twig, rod, sheaf’ (Andi Zala ‘branch, rod’, Avar Zul ‘broom, besom’,
Chamali zala ‘rod’, etc.; NCED 1103). However, for phonetic reasons, it seems best to keep these forms separate
from Greek £0Aov, etc. PNC/PEC *3- and *3 - correspond to Basque initial *s- (BCR 151-52), while PNC *¢- and *¢-
correspond to Basque initial *¢- (BCR 149-50).
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root *ak- ‘sharp’ (de Vaan 2008: 23). The vowels (0 or e) are a little difficult. The
change of PNC *e > Andian o is regular, but this “*o was preserved only in Andi, and
merged with *a in all other languages” (NCED 74, 108), thus Andi oxi but a- in the
other Andian languages. As to Basque *0-, the best match for PNC *?e- = Basque *o-
seems to be PEC *?éndii ‘forehead’ (NCED 205), Andi honno ‘forehead’ = Basque *ondo
‘side; bottom; proximity, closeness’, Bizkaian ad-ondo ‘forehead (of cattle)’ (BCR 1.4).%
But there are also alternative solutions of Pre-Greek oyxvn). Blazek (2014: 45) mentions
a different North Caucasian word that is semantically exact with the Greek word: Avar
géni ‘pear’, Andi and Karata hihi, etc. ‘pear’; (Tsezian): Bezhta and Gunzib hi ‘pear’; (*hi
‘pear’ + *?es ‘apple’ >) Tsezi henes ‘apple’, Khwarshi hiyos ‘apple’; (Proto-Nakh: *kam-
maga) > Chechen wammara ‘peach’, Ingush wamawa ‘apricot’,?¢ all reconstructed as
Proto-East Caucasian *yon?V ‘pear’ (NCED 475). PEC *yon2V has, in turn, been com-
pared with Basque *-han in *ar-han ‘plum’ (BCR P.15), as cited above. Blazek also cites
some Semitic words meaning ‘fresh, unripe dates’: Akkadian uhuinnum, uhinnu(m),
uhe(n)num ‘fresh / unripened date(s)’ > Jewish Aramaic ?ihena ‘nicht voll gereifte Dat-
tel’ (> Arabic ?2ahan ‘bunch of green dates’), Syriac hena ‘an unripe fruit, especially fig’.

0416 ‘spine, backbone, back; (mountain) ridge’. “However, since podx-/Fodx- cannot be

derived from an IE form (the ablaut in the above reconstructions being impossible), it
may instead be Pre-Greek” (Beekes 1277-78). | Basque *eieka or *e=reka ‘gully, ra-
vine’: (c) erreka ‘gully, ravine, riverbed, arroyo, creek, brook, stream’ (FHV 155; AT XI
571; EDB 177; BCR D.8); toponym Erreka (Bizkaia 1093 CE); sporadically written herreka
or errheka (OEH). Romance forms like Gascon rec, arrec ‘brook, stream’ are probably
from Vasconic; “Geographische Verbreitung und Bedeutung legen iberischen Ursprung
nahe” (REW 7299). | North Caucasian: Tindi rek:a ‘gorge, ravine’, Karata rik’e id.,
Godoberi rek:i-n ‘valley’; Bezhta riig’e-ro ‘mountain slope’, Hinukh ruge-s ‘plain’; Che-
chen dugq ‘mountain ridge’; West Caucasian: Ubykh g”wa ‘cavern’, Adyge g:“2-$ha
‘mountain’, Kabardian g:“s-$ha ‘cavern’ < PNC *rigwd ‘mountain, rock; cave’ (NCED
953). § Nikolaev (71, no. 34) proposed Greek Odxic was a loan from PNC *Vq’q’V
(later revised to *rigwd in NCED). Note the vowels in Pre-Greek odx g vs. PNC *rigwdi —
metathesis of vowels? The semantic glosses are diverse, from ‘ridge’ (Pre-Greek and
Nakh) to ‘slope, plain, valley’ (NC), ‘ravine, gorge, gully’ (Tindi, Karata, Basque), and
‘cavern’ (Ubykh).

Ga)\ap.o’wﬁga [f.] ‘salamander, kind of newt’; “Given its non-Indo-European structure,

oaAapavdoa may be Pre-Greek. Cf. also on cavoa [‘lizard’], which is probably Pre-
Greek, as well” (Beekes 1303); caAapivOn [f.] ‘spider’ (Byzantine); “The suffix -tvOn
is clearly Pre-Greek, but further connections are unknown” (Beekes 1303). cavoa [f.]
‘lizard’ ... also oavgog [m.] ‘lizard’. “Without etymology, like many other words for
‘lizard’. ... As the animal was not a part of the PIE world, the word must be of local, i.e.
of Pre-Greek origin” (Beekes 1313). Basque: *Suge (or *Suhe?) ‘snake’: (c) suge [$uye],
(G) suga [$uya], suba [$uPa], (AN, B-Lekeitio, Ubidea, BN-Aldude, G-Iziar) sube [$uf3e],
AN (Zugarramurdi) /Suyé/ ‘snake’, /stthed/ ‘the snake’, (Z) siige [$yye] id. (EHHA,

% (B) ad- seems to be a reduced form of *a=dar ‘horn’ (BCR A.4). The problem of disentangling Basque *ondo;

oint’ (A.77) from *ondo, ‘side, beside’ (1.4; and from *fionda-7 ‘sand’, etc. [D.18], and from reflexes of Latin fundum)
is discussed in BCR (240-41).

2% The Proto-Nakh form is a compound of *san + *para, the second part of which comes from PNC *pirgwA,

a word which means ‘apricot’, ‘peach’, ‘plunv’, ‘fruit’ (in general) in individual NC languages (NCED 873).
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map 114); (in compounds): *sSuge-lind(il)a: (L-18% c.) sugalindila,? (B) sugelinda, ‘lizard’,
(G) sugalinda, (B) sugalindara, (B, G) sugelindara, (B) sugelandara, (L) sugekandela, (L-Ainhoa)
subekandela, (L, R) sugekandera, etc. (see *lindila ‘lizard’, BCR B.25); *Suhalendil(a):
northern Basque suhendil ‘lagartija / lézard des murailles’ (Pouvreau, 17t c.);?¢ (L-Mu-
gerre) /suhaindola/, (BN-Armendaritze) /suyandoila/, /$tyeandoil/, /Suyandola/ ‘liz-
ard’; *$uhangil(a): (BN-Gamarte) /sudngila/, (BN-Ezterenzubi) /Suyaingil/, (BN-Baigorri)
/$upedingil/ ‘lizard’, etc. (EHHA, map 119); also Sugaar: a mythical serpent in Basque
folklore (FHV 59; EDB 342). | North Caucasian: Lezgi sarat’ul ‘lizard’, Kryz Surut’
‘scorpion’; Ingush Sulg’a ‘lizard’, Chechen sat’g’am ‘a kind of lizard (mepsnmiia)
(<*sult-ikV); Dargwic (Akusha) sursut’an ‘lizard’, (Kharbuk) s:ilt’a id.; Avar (Antsukh dia-
lect) srut’ ‘lizard’ < PEC *$VIVHV ‘lizard” (NCED 987). § Since it is well known that words
for small creeping creatures (e.g., reptiles, amphibians, arthropods) are fraught with
many kinds of expressive and irregular phonetic changes (Bengtson 2017a: 283) it is quite
difficult to unravel the origins of the etyma involved; so this lemma can be regarded as
more exploratory than definitive. A quick look at the EHHA maps 115 and 119 shows
that words for ‘salamander’ and ‘lizard’ are extremely varied from one region or even
community to another. Michelena proposed that some of the numerous variants of
Basque ‘lizard’ stem from suge ‘snake’ + andere / andera ‘lady’ (see above under &vOpwrtoc)
and there likely was influence of other words (sagu ‘mouse’, lindo ‘clean, without stain’,
kandela ‘candle’, and siisker [a Zuberoan word for ‘lizard’]) that would explain the ap-
pearance of some variants.?” In BCR (no. B.25) it is postulated instead that there was
Basque *lindila (an element in some ‘lizard’ words), cognate with PEC *AwitAwitV
‘lizard’> (NCED 763, attested in only three Daghestanian languages, Chamali fofol,
Lezgi ftfil, Rutul xutxul); the vowels match very well, as do the initial laterals, but in
inlaut the Basque cluster *-nd- is matched with the strange PEC cluster *-tAw-, which, as
far as we know, does not occur in any other PEC or PNC reconstruction; as expected,
there must have been some expressive sound changes on both sides. This *lindila later
contaminated with *andere ‘lady’ and the Romance word kandela/-ra ‘candle’ (apparently
from the slim shapes of lizards and candles). Or perhaps *andere is also original, since it
occurs in other Basque animal names.*® Regarding caAauavdoa, besides Basque *andere
possibly corresponding to the -avdoa part, some Basque lizard names have compo-
nents that resemble -uavdoa: (Bzt-Aniz, Lekaroz) subemandil, (L-Azkaine) sumandil,
(L-Senpere) subemandil, (R) sugemandila ‘lizard’ (OEH SUGANDILA; EHHA map 119); and
possibly the caAa- component is related to PEC *sVIVtV ‘lizard’, if *-tV is a suffix.3!

¥ The form sugalindila is documented by the 18" century Lapurdian writer Haraneder, who recorded several
archaic forms (OEH SUGANDILA).

2 Sylvain Pouvreau (d. 1675) was a priest of French descent who in the course of his studies and jobs learned
Latin, Hebrew, Spanish, and Basque, the last of these well enough to write several translations of religious tracts as
well as an unpublished Basque-French dictionary (ca. 1650~1660), parts of which are preserved in the Bibliotheque
Nationale de Paris. This dictionary is respected and widely quoted by Vasconists (Trask 1997: 48, 50-51).

» “De *suge + andere/-a. Es probable que haya habido influencia de otras palabras (sagu, lindo, kandela/-ra,
siisker... ) que explicaria el aspecto de algunas variantes” (OEH SUGANDILA).

% (BN, L) satandere ‘weasel, marten’ (carnivora: mustelidae) (< *$ag-t-andere, ostensibly ‘mouse-lady’, but
originally this -andere, before phonetic distortion, may have been related to Proto-Andian *handa-, as in Tindi
handa-rel:u ‘weasel’, etc.; cf. Basque *ergu-nedi ‘weasel’, also possibly containing a distorted morph *-nedi related to
Tindi handa-, Tsezi madu- (in madu-tti ‘weasel’), etc. (BCR B.10; NCED 239).

3 Cf. Bezhta dibi-t’o ‘drum’, q’asq’a-t’o ‘throat’; Khinalug k’unk’u-t’a ‘weasel, marten’; Basque neska-to ‘little
girl’, (Bzt) eltxe-to ‘small pot’, elixa-to ‘small chapel’, etc. (BCR 55).
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Pre-Greek oaAa- ~ Lezgi Sara-t’u-I ‘lizard’; Ingush sul-q’a id. < PEC *sVIV-tV

Pre-Greek -pavdoa ~ Basque -mandil(a) (in dialect words for ‘lizard’)
As to oaAapivOn ‘spider’, connections between names of reptiles, amphibians and ar-
thropods is not uncommon: e.g., Basque (R) arreuli ‘salamander’, (Z) ‘scorpion’ (BCR
B.26); Basque (G) arrubi ‘salamander, scorpion’ (BCR B.27), and Lezgi sarat’ul ‘lizard’,
Kryz surut’ ‘scorpion’ (mentioned above). Another twist to these etymologies is the
ancient belief that salamanders were associated with fire and immune to fire, so much
so that several ancient dignitaries (the emperor of India, Pope Alexander III, Prester
John) wore garments made of salamander skins, believing that they protected them
from fire (Ashcroft 2000: 112-13). The species Salamandra salamandra, known as Feuer-
salamander in German (along with numerous dialectal designations) is widespread in
Europe, south of the Baltic and North Seas and west of the Bosporus. It may be notable
that this association may have crept into some of the Basque designations of ‘lizard’,
such as (L-Azkaine) sumandil, in which su- in the folk mind could be associated as
much with Basque *su ‘fire’ (BCR F.1: cf. PNC oblique stem *ciiy- ‘fire’) as with *Suge
‘snake’. In a Sino-Caucasian context Basque *suge ‘snake’ may be linked with Yeniseian
*c[i]k ‘snake, fish’ (BCR Z.13). On the other hand, Pre-Greek ocavoa [f.], cavgog [m.]
‘lizard’, if not related to Lezgi Sara-t'u-l, etc., could have a Semitic origin: cf. Akkadian
suraril, suraru(m), (dna&) suririi ‘lizard(s)’ (CDA 341) < Semitic *sayru ‘lizard’.3?

010G ~ O100¢ ~ OELROG ‘pit or vessel for keeping corn, silo’. “Technical word without
etymology. The variation between olp-, 010-, 0€10- is hard to explain from an IE point
of view” (Beekes 1335). / ovoty€, ovgryyog ‘quill, flute, syrinx [shepherd’s pipe]’
(Il[iad]); also of pipe-like objects, e.g. ‘windpipe, blood-vessel, fistula’ (medic., etc.),
‘spear case’ ... ‘hole in the nave of a wheel’ ..., ‘subterranean passage’ ... Arm[enian]
sring ‘flute, pipe’ was probably taken from the same source. Borrowed as Skt. surunga
[f.] ‘subterranean passage’ (Beekes 1423-24). / cwAnv ‘pipe, channel’; ‘grooved tile’,
etc. < hypothetical *owAog or *owAov; “Etymology unclear; ... [Furnée] suggests that
the word is Pre-Greek (giving other such words in -nv)” (Beekes 1439).3 | Basque
*sutfio ‘hole, cave; (anatomical) tube’: (BN, L) zulho, zilho ‘hole, burrow’, (B, G, AN)
zulo, (B-Orozko) zulu, (AN-Goizueta) zolo, (B-Aulestia) sulo, (B, Sal, L-Ainhoa) zilo, zillo,
(Z2) zilo, xilo, (R) xillo /$Siko/ id., (AN, BN, Z) zilo-ka ‘cave’, (AN-Lezaka, Bzt) ur-zilo ‘cis-
tern’ (‘water-hole’), etc.; generally, southwestern zulo / northeastern zil(h)o; (G) zilo
“Silo, lugar subterraneo donde se guarda el trigo” [Larramendi, 18" c.]; (B-Vergara,
Salinas) silo “Silo para conservar hierba fresca” (OEH SILO); in anatomical compounds:
(G) ipurt-zulo ‘anus’, eztar-zulo ‘pharynx’, musu-zulo ‘nostril’, (Z) stidiir-xilo ‘nostril’,
(B) sama-zulo ‘gullet’, etc. (FHV 77, 320; EDB 227, 342, 380; BCR 1.12). | North Cauca-
sian: Avar (Antsukh dialect) sulu ‘pipe’, Chamali na-s:ul ‘tubular bone’, Andi tom-s:il,
Karata hani-s:el id., Tindi han-s:al ‘arm (from hand to elbow)’;3* Tsezi silu ‘horn’, Be-

% Thanks to suggestions from V. Blazek (p.c. 11/04/2020). He is currently preparing a proposal that Greek
oava / cavgog were borrowed not directly from Akkadian but more likely from a Semitic language of an Amo-
rite type, thanks to trade contacts between the Levant and Crete.

** The comparison with cwAnyv is suggested by Giampaolo Tardivo (p.c. 11/22/2020). For o1g6¢ Tardivo sug-
gests a Semitic origin: Hebrew sir ‘pot, vessel’, Arabic zi:r ‘a large jar’. But “Hebrew sir cannot correspond to Ara-
bic zi:r which does correspond to [Egyptian] (Pyramid texts) zwr ‘drinking vessel’ ... likely one more [Egyptian]
loan in Arabic (I’ve just published a paper on these loans [Militarev 2020]) (A. Yu. Militarev, p.c. 12/03/2020).

% The four Andian compounds come from *honi-5:“VIV ‘marrow-pipe’ (thus, ‘tubular bone’) or *tomV-§:*VIV ?
‘sinew-tube’ (thus, ‘forearm’).

84



Notes on some Pre-Greek words in relation to Euskaro-Caucasian (North Caucasian + Basque)

zhta Selo, Hunzib, Inkhokwari selu, Khwarshi seru id.; Lezgi sulu-r ‘throat’,® Kryz sil
‘top (of boot)’, (with metathesis) Rutul lis ‘gullet’, etc. < PEC *$wo#V ‘hollow tube’
(NCED 978). § At least from the few examples here, nothing decisive can be said about
the development of liquids. Pre-Greek also has a high-front vowel (i ~ 7 ~ ei) while
some NC languages (Tsezi silu ‘horn’, etc.) and Basque dialects (Z zilo, xilo) have de-
veloped i-vowels, alongside back-rounded vowels. Semantically, the meanings denot-
ing tubular body parts are attested in NC (Chamali na-s:ul ‘tubular bone’; Tsezi silu
‘horn’, etc.); Basque (G eztar-zulo ‘pharynx’, musu-zulo ‘nostril’, abo-zulo ‘mouth(-hole)’,
etc.); and in Pre-Greek (ovory& ‘windpipe, blood-vessel, fistula’). Specializations as
‘subterranean passage / cave’ and ‘pit or vessel for keeping corn, silo’ are attested in
Basque and Pre-Greek. cwAnv ‘pipe, channel’ is very close to the semantics of Avar
(dial.) sulu ‘pipe’. By one route or another, this etymon is the likely ultimate source of
English silo, and related European words. Skeat (1882: 562) derives it from Spanish silo
< Latin sirum < Greek o106¢, and this is still a commonly cited source. Though REW
(7955) derives Spanish silo, Provengal sil and Galician siro from Greek otpog ‘unter-
irdische Getreidekammer’, the Real Academia (Dicc) declares the Spanish word as
“de origen incognito.” The web resource Online Etymology Dictionary has, in our opin-
ion, a more reasonable theory, that “the Spanish word is from a pre-Roman Iberian
language word represented by Basque zilo, zulo ‘dugout, cave or shelter for keeping
grain’.” The entry quotes Barnhart & Steinmetz (1988): “The change from rtolin
Spanish is abnormal and Greek siros was a rare foreign term peculiar to regions of Asia
Minor and not likely to emerge in Castilian Spain.”% For the German word Silo the
origin is unclear, according to Pfeifer (1997: 1292).

oTtaduAn ‘bunch of grapes’; ‘grape’ [Iliad]; (metaphorically) ‘swollen uvula, uvula in-
flammation’. “The similarity with dotadic ‘dried grapes’ is probably not accidental,
but the exact relation of the words is unknown. The group of words is Pre-Greek ...
aotadic ~ ootadic ~ otadic ... ‘dried grapes, raisins’ [is a] typical substrate word,
with prothetic vowel and variation a/o-” (Beekes 155, 1391-92). | Basque *$apa-i
‘blackberry-bramble, thicket’: (BN) sapar ‘thicket, bramble’, (BN-Amikuse, L-Bardos)
saphar ‘hedge, fence’, (BN) saparr-ondo ‘thicket, bramble’; with expressive palatal /¢/:
(R) txapar ‘kermes oak’ (Quercus coccifera), ‘scrub, brush, undergrowth’, (Sal) txaparro
‘scrub of evergreen oak or holm oak’ (FHV 54, 296; EDB 258; BCR C.19). | North Cau-
casian: Avar cibi-1 ‘grape’, Avar (Chadakolob) c’ibi-l1 ‘grape’; Rutul c’ib uniper’,
Tsakhur ¢’ib juniper’, Lezgi ¢’p:-az ‘blackberry’ < PEC *¢ibV ‘a kind of berry’ [better:
‘berry, plant with berries’] (NCED 367; a sparsely attested [Avar, Lezgian] isogloss.)
§ The comparison by Nikolaev (72, no. 37) was actually with Proto-Nakh-Daghestan-
ian *[c’c’]VmbitV ‘BunOTrpan’/ ‘grapes, grapevine’ > Avar c’:ibi-l ‘grape’ and Proto-
Lezgian *t’umbul. By the time the NCED was published, nine years after the 1985 arti-
cle, these words had been resorted into two different etymologies, the one cited above
and PNC *tiimhV ‘kernel, stone (of fruit, nut); marrow’ (NCED 1004). The types of ber-
ries denoted in the above etymologies are diverse (juniper, blackberry, grape), so the
oldest meaning may have been ‘plant with (some kind of) berries’. Such plants tend to
be low-lying bushes with a tangle of spiny branches (blackberry, juniper), thus the se-

% Lezgi sulur ‘ropso / throat’ is not discussed in NCED, but is cited in Klimov & Xalilov (2003: 71-72). Lezgi
sulur fits this etymology phonetically (consistent with Proto-Lezgian *sol- ~ *s:0l-) and semantically: “the meanings
‘gullet, throat” and ‘top of boot’ are sometimes interchangeable (cf., e.g. Lezg. g:ux meaning both)” (NCED 979).

% https://www.etymonline.com/
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mantic connection with Basque ‘bramble, thicket’. Avar ‘grape’ seems to be a secon-
dary semantic development < ‘berry’. For the correspondence of Greek ot =PNC *c /c’/
= Basque *$ see also II: paot- = PEC *mhdrc- = Basque *mos-; Basque *a = PNC *# is un-
common, but also occurs, e.g. in Basque *sathui ‘quick, nimble, flexible’, etc. = PNC
*silV [ *sitV ‘light (of weight)’ (BCR R.42). Basque *¢apa-7 is the source of Spanish chap-
arro ‘scrub oak’ (Dicc) > American English chaparral and chaps (leather leggings).3”
Other Romance developments include Aragonese chaparro ‘scrub pine’; cf. Latin sap-
pinus ‘fir’, of unclear (Celtic?) origin > French, Provencal sapin, Old Italian zappino, etc.
(Hubschmid 1960: 40-41; REW 7592). Basque *sapa-i should of course be kept separate
from some other superficially similar Basque words for ‘bramble’: *lapa-#, *lahai, and
*gapa- (see BCR C.15, C.17, C.18), each of which has a distinct NC cognate; but clearly
these have all become contaminated in the popular mind.

Lpf)xr'] ‘aspiration, breath, life, vitality, soul (of the deceased), spirit’; PpOxw ‘to breathe,
blow’ [I breathe, blow’]. “I do not find these suggestions [of IE etymologies] convinc-
ing. There is hardly any evidence for an IE root *bhes- ‘to blow’ ... Therefore, the word
is more probably of Pre-Greek origin” (Beekes 1672). | Basque *bi=si (noun) ‘life; life-
time’, (adj.) ‘alive’> Common Basque bizi ‘alive, living, lively; life’, (B-Markina) bixi
/bisi/ (A&T VII 147; EDB 145; BCR A.87). | North Caucasian: Chechen, Ingush, Batsbi
sa ‘soul’; oblique base *si- (Chechen si-na-, Ingush si-no, Batsbi pl. siy-s).; III-class); Lak
s:iih ‘breath, vapor’ (Ill-class); Karata s:uh-an- ‘to get tired’; West Caucasian: PWC
*pa-s*V > Ubykh p=$d-x*“a- ‘to breathe’; Adyge, Kabardian p=sa-n ‘to get tired’. Abkhaz
a-ps-rd ‘to die’, Abaza ps-ra id. < PNC *stHwV ‘breath; to breathe’; with III-class prefix
*b=siHwV (NCED 961). § Nikolaev (72, no. 40) cites Greek {uxn as a loan from North
Caucasian, in which 1 /ps/ corresponds to /p$/, /ps/ in the West Caucasian forms, and
x /kP/ to the PNC laryngeal *H (Lak /h/). The Basque word is analyzed in BCR as the
root *=si (= PNC *siHwV) preceded by the fossilized class prefix *bi= (= PNC *b=/*w=
III-class [inanimate] singular: note that the Nakh and Lak parallels cited above belong
to the Ill-class). NCED suggests deriving PWC *pa-s“V from an earlier *pa-SaHwV,
which is exactly parallel in form with Basque *bi=si, and also provides a plausible ante-
cedent to Greek Yoxr| /psiik"é/. “The semantic developments ‘to breathe’ > ‘get tired’ ...
> ‘die’ are quite usual.” (NCED 961); cf. Russian dusd ‘mind, soul, spirit’ : dusit’ ‘to
smother’; Greek’ exOxw ‘to breathe one’s last; expire, lose consciousness, die’. It is
tempting to suggest Latin spiro ‘I breathe, blow; am alive, am inspired’, spiritus ‘breath,
breathing; breeze, air; spirit’, ex-spirare ‘to breathe out, die’, etc., from Proto-Italic
*spir/s- (i.e., *spir- or *spis-, according to de Vaan 2008: 581), if there was a metathesis of
*psi- > *spi-. DeVaan only opines “Possibly an onomatopoeic formation imitating the
sound of breathing. There are no direct [IE] cognates.” 3 Diakonoff & Starostin (1986:
36) thought there were cognates of PNC *siHwV in Hurrian-Urartian: Hurrian Sey-iri
‘alive’, sey-ori ‘fate’ or ‘life’, Urartian su/oyx-ori / Sex-eri ‘alive’.

3 Other developments have penetrated world current events. The Mexican Spanish word chapo ‘persona de
baja estatura’ (Dicc) < Basque (B) txapar ‘persona de pequefia estatura’ (OEH) is widely known as the nickname of
drug trafficker Joaquin “El Chapo” Guzman (now imprisoned in Colorado, USA).

% In his older dictionary Walde (1910: 731) cites Old Church Slavic pistq, piskati ‘pfeifen, floten’, Sanskrit pic-
chora ‘Pfeife, Flote’, and reflexes of Proto-Germanic *fisan- ‘to blow; to fart’. In the etymological lemma for the lat-
ter word in Kroonen (2013: 142) Latin spir- is also cross-referenced, along with Welsh ffiin ‘breath’ (< *spoi-n-eh,-).
Kroonen speculates that “the PIE form of the verb may have been *pséi-s-e-,” with the first /s/ dropped in Germanic
due to dissimilation. Again, PIE *pséi- is close to the form of PNC *(b=)siHwV. and Basque *bi=si.
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Phonology

Some sound correspondences have already been remarked upon. In the examples paotog and
otapvAr) we see the equation Pre-Greek st-, -st- = PNC *¢/c’/ = Basque *$. In example III we
have Pre-Greek -st- = PNC *-3- = Basque *-s-. Both represent changes of the type TS > ST (or,
less likely, ST > TS) which are reminiscent of shifts within North Caucasian (Nakh languages)
and between North Caucasian and Basque. For the former, the authors of NCED remark that
Most difficult to explain are cases of [Proto-Nakh] reflecting PEC hissing (and hissing-hushing ...)

affricates and fricatives as a *st (*st) cluster (both in initial and non-initial positions) ... probably as
a result of distant palatalization) after or before a *j ... or following the resonant *1 (NCED 47, 51).

Basque /st/, /$t/ realizations coincide with Nakh /st/ or /st’/ in only a few cases:?°

Basque (B) beaztun ‘gall, bile’ (vs. [L-arc] behazuii, etc. < *beha-sun A.88) ~ Chechen stim
‘gall’ (PNC *cwiymé ‘gall, anger’: NCED 329)

Basque (R) aizto ‘knife’ (Q.11) ~ Chechen sto ‘chisel’, Ingush osta, Batsbi st’o id. (PNC
*Hiy3V ‘chisel’: NCED 542)

Basque *astun ‘heavy’ (R.29) ~ Chechen, Ingush =arst- ‘to fatten, become fat’, Batsbi =arst’-
id. (PNC *=Hﬂ7y§'l:? ‘thick, dense, fat’: NCED 608)

This suggests that the conditions producing Basque /st/ clusters were at least slightly dif-
ferent from those underlying Nakh /st/ clusters. In putative Basque-NC cognates there seems
to be a correlation between Basque /st/ or /$t/ and PNC/PEC tense sibilants (*s, *¢, *c, *3):

Basque *e=stari ‘throat’ (A.32) ~ PNC *swEri [ *riswE ‘neck’ (Agul s:iir ‘gullet’: NCED 953)

Basque *hestu-n ‘ring, link’ (Q.37) ~ PEC *HVcV (Khwarshi ocu ‘ring, hoop; buckle’: NCED
612)

Basque *listo- / *listo- ‘hornet, wasp’ (B.31) ~ PEC *AdmcV (Akhwakh #ac’:u ‘ant; bug, bed-
bug’: NCED 766)

Basque *pista ‘theum, eye secretion’ (A.79) ~ PNC *pincwA ‘resin, juice’ (Lak pic’ ‘dew,
sweat’: NCED 871)

Basque *esti ‘honey, sweet’ (if < *emsti: P.21) ~ PEC *mizV ‘sweet’ / *hwmizii ‘honey’ (Archi
ic’: ‘sweet’ / imc’ ‘honey’: NCED 824)

With only two Pre-Greek examples, it is insufficient to demonstrate a firm correlation be-
tween its /st/ reflexes and Euskaro-Caucasian. However, it may be a tantalizing hint that more
examples could be found with a concerted search.

Morphology

Fossilized class (gender) markers: Beekes and others have remarked on the variations of ini-
tials in cases such as padova ~ apadova ~ padova ~ adgua ‘plums, sloes’; we saw a similar
alternation in Basque *ma=dari / *u=dari ‘pear’. There is a similar situation in dxagi ‘mite’ /
k0016 ‘bedbug’, about which Beekes remarked on the prothetic vowel as one of the signs of a
Pre-Greek substrate word: “Pre-Greek had a prothetic vowel, e.g. dokaAadog [‘name of an
unknown bird, perhaps an ow!l’] beside kdAadoc. In most cases, the vowel is &-. The numbers

¥ Number designations after Basque forms (A.88, etc.) correspond to etymology numbers in BCR, where
more complete information on each comparison may be found.
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[according to Furnée 1972: 368ff.] are as follows: a + 90, 0 10, € 5, 1 3, v 0, n 6, ar 2. Note that,
generally speaking, a may interchange with o, ¢, and ai Indeed, we have cases where
prothetic o interchanges with «, and the same holds for € ...” (Beekes xxiii). Yet another exam-
ple is dotadic ~ ootadic ~ otadic ‘dried grapes, raisins’, beside otapvAn ‘bunch of
grapes; grape’. With a possible prefix 1- we have i-kTiv ~ i-kTivog ‘kite’.

This brings to mind the list of seven “puzzles” that R.L. Trask thought Basque-Caucasian
comparisons should help to solve. First on the list was a statement that “Pre-Basque clearly
had an extraordinarily large proportion of lexical items beginning with a vowel, and ... only a
very few word-initial consonants. Why is this so?” (Trask 1996: 115-16).

In fact, one of the current authors (e.g. Bengtson 1994) had already offered an explanation
regarding Basque nouns, that some of the initial vowels reflected fossilized class prefixes, or
“stage III articles,” a solution that Trask repeatedly rejected. This hypothesis is supported by
the fact that many, but by no means all, Basque-North Caucasian parallels involve Basque
words with initial vowels.

Basque *a=¢o ‘old woman’ (BCR J.7) ~ Lak c:u- ‘female’, etc. < PNC *cwoyV ‘woman, fe-
male’ (NCED 374)

Basque *a=kec ‘boar’ (BCR N.23) ~ Lak g:aca ‘bull-calf’, etc. < PEC *cacV (NCED 453)

Basque *e=ke / *ké ‘smoke’ (BCR F.2) ~ Avar k’:uy ‘smoke’, etc. < PNC *kwinhV (NCED 738)

Basque *i=¢u / *su ‘tire’ (BCR F.1) ~ Lak c’u ‘tire’, etc. < PNC *cay# / *ciiy- ‘fire’ (NCED 354)

Basque *o=hol ‘board, plank’ (BCR Q.62) ~ Rutul xil ‘wooden trough’, etc. < PEC *xulV /
*xutV (NCED 1078)

Basque *u=fi[s]a ‘female (animal); woman’ (BCR N.15) ~ Akhwakh resa ‘heifer’, etc. < PEC
*r=iSwE ‘heifer; female child’ (NCED 671)

Many more examples are cited in BCR (pp. 58-71). It is further proposed that Basque *e=
and *i= are historically the same prefix, likewise with *o=/ *u=, that is, mid and high vowel al-
lomorphs, as also seen in the hypothesized prefix *be=/ *bi= (see below).

Iversen & Kroonen (2017: 517), in their study of a postulated pre-Indo-European substrate
that they term as the “Early European Neolithic language” point out that many relic words
traced to this substratum “exhibit the same alternation consisting of forms with and without
word-initial a-. In all likelihood, this was a productive derivational element—that is, a prefix—
in the language from which these words were borrowed.” Some examples cited by Iversen &
Kroonen (with putative Basque and NC cognates) include:

Latin merula ‘blackbird’ (< *mesl-) : Old High German amsala id. (< *a-msl-) : cf. (without a
prefix) Basque *mosolo ‘(small) owl; buho, mochuelo’: mozolu, mozoilo, mosolo, (expres-
sive) moxolo, motzollo id.; NC: Archi mus:al ‘wild turkey’, Chamali (dial.) mus:iya id.0

Old English lawerce ‘lark’ (< *laiwar-) : Gaulish alauda id. (< *a-laud-) : cf. Basque *e=tanha
(~ *e=rhala) ‘swallow, swift’; Dargwic laha ~ lawha ~ lahwa ~ lax“a ~ nax*a ‘pigeon’*!

4 The NC words reconstruct to PEC *?Vmswel?e ‘wild turkey’ (NCED 225); Spanish mochuelo ‘a kind of small
owl!’ looks like a loan from a Basque or Vasconic expressive variant of *mosolo. On semantic changes, as can be
seen from other bird etymologies, meanings can historically vary quite widely: A. Hittite haras, harana$ ‘eagle’;
Greek dpveov ‘bird’ (general), dovig ‘bird, cock, hen’; Armenian oror, urur ‘seagull, harrier’, etc.; B. Dargwa hunuc’
‘eagle’ (poetic); Avar hin¢’: ‘bird’ (in general); Chechen hoza ‘sparrow’, etc. (NCED 525); compared with Basque
*hunc/*honc ‘owl’ (BCR B.23); C. Chechen sorsal ‘blackbird, thrush’; Bezhta $asu ‘swallow’; Khinalug cinc ‘pigeon’
(NCED 987); compared with Basque *soso / *soso ‘blackbird, thrush’ (BCR B.18).

# BCR B.21; NCED 750. The bird species swallow and swift are superficially similar, less so the pigeon
(dove). (See the notes to ‘blackbird’, just above.)
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Old English secge ‘sedge’ (< *sak-) : Russian osoka id. (< *a-sak-) : cf. Basque *i=sac¢ ‘broom
(plant)’; Chechen $a¢ ‘sedge’#

Latin rapa ‘turnip’, Old High German ruoba (< *rap-), Proto-Slavic *répa ‘turnip’ (BER 6,
387) : Welsh erfin < *a-rb™- id. : cf. Basque arbi (< *a=r(V)bi ) ‘turnip’

It can be noted that several of Iversen & Kroonen’s Early European Neolithic words have
Basque and/or North Caucasian comparanda, giving weight to the hypothesis that “Early
European Neolithic language” was related to Basque and North Caucasian. More weight is
supplied by the fact that a similar phenomenon - the presence or absence of these types of vo-
calic prefixes — can be observed synchronically within Basque. For example, the Basque word
for ‘smoke’, cited above as *e=ké / *ké ‘smoke’, is attested as standard (EB) ke, and variants of
this in most of western and northern Basque (ké, kée, keé, kéi, ki, khe, etc.), but in large parts of
High Navarre (AN) and sporadically in Low Navarre (BN) there is a prefix e- or i- (éke, eké, iké,
etc.).®3 Similarly:

Basque *geHeti / *i=keta | *o=keti/a: (L-arc) geheli ‘fresh beef’, (B) geeli ‘(fresh) beef, fresh
meat’, (B, R, Bzt) geli ‘lean meat’ / (BN) ikhel ‘fattened ox’, (AN) ikela id., (B, Z) okela
‘meat’, (L) okhela, okheli ‘meat; piece (of meat, cheese), morsel’, etc.; cf. Dargwa q’fal, Lak
ul ‘cow’, etc. < PEC *jfiwetV | *qwéthV ‘large female domestic animal (cow, mare)’ (BCR
P.12; NCED 917)

Basque *purdi / *e=purdi: (Bzt, BN-Aldude) purdi ‘buttocks, arse’, (AN) epurdi, (L) iphurdi,
(Z) iphiirdi, (A, G, Sal, B-Markina, Onate) ipurdi, (B-arc) ipirdi, (B) eperdi, id.; cf. Archi
part’i ‘one of the large intestines’, etc. < PEC *pHVrtwV ‘some inner organ’ (BCR A.45;
NCED 871)4

Basque *gai / *e=kai: (B-arc) gei ‘thing’, (B, Z, R) gei ‘material, subject’, (G, AN, BN, L) ga,
(BN-Garazi) kai, (BN-arc, L-arc) ekhai, ekai, (BN) ekhei, (Z) ekhéi id.; cf. Avar q’:ayi
‘thing(s), possession(s)’, etc. < PEC *qwdye ‘thing(s), possession(s), household’ (BCR
L.13; NCED 930)

These variants seem to reflect a time, long before Basque was a written language, when
fossilized class prefixes (stage III articles) were in free variation, and eventually each dialect
generalized, in different ways, either the prefixed or unprefixed form, or sometimes both. In
other words it can be called the reorganization of allomorphs.

In North Caucasian traces of a similar trend are found sporadically, mainly in the East
Caucasian branch. In one of the words for ‘snow’ Lezgian languages (Lezgi Ziw, Tabasaran yif,
Agul ibx) reflect PEC *yiwAV ‘snow’, which also appears to include an incorporated *y=
(II-class) prefix analogous to *e= in the Basque word *e=thu-i ‘snow’, i.e. *yiwAV < *y(i)=AiwV;
on the other hand the synonymous Nakh words (Chechen [0 ~ liio, Ingush 5 ~ loa, Batsbi law)
stem from the unprefixed PEC form *AiwV ‘snow’ (BCR G.17; NCED 684).% Thus it is pro-
posed that PEC *AiwV / *y(i)=AiwV ‘snow’, with a regional reorganization of allomorphs, is
parallel to the Basque cases like *ke / *e=ke ‘smoke’ cited above. Consider also:

2 BCR C.26; NCED 983. The semantic differences may be based on ‘plant used in making brooms’: some
types of sedge are suitable for this. Broom and sedge are both under the order Poales.

# These patterns are shown quite clearly in the Basque dialect atlas (EHHA map 1026).

# For semantic typology cf. Old Indic gudd- ‘intestine, bowels, anus’ > Pali guda ‘anus’, Sindhi gui ‘anus, pos-
terior’, etc. (Turner 1962, lemma 4194).

4 Perhaps also in Basque *lu- / *e=thu-: (Sal, Bzt, AN-Lezaka) lauso ‘avalanche of snow’ / (BN) elhauso id.,
compounds of Basque *lu- / *e=thu- ‘snow’ + *auso ‘fall (of snow, rain’) (BCR G.11), the latter related to Basque
*e=ausi ‘to fall’; cf. PEC *=1i$V ‘to descend, fall, be scattered’ (NCED 1011; BCR V.20).
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PEC *AwilV | *y(i)=AwilV ‘elbow’:4 Tsezi horu ‘elbow’, Hunzib horu, Khwarshi hal; Agul
q:ar-xil ‘elbow’# (< Proto-Lezgian *Awil) / (with prefix) Akhwakh eAelo (ettelo) ‘elbow’
(NCED 770); compared with Basque *be=thaun / *be=thaur- ‘knee’ (BCR A.74).

Examples of prefixed and unprefixed nouns can also be found involving the fossilized
prefix (article) *be=/ *bi=:

Basque *hac ‘finger, paw’ / *be=hac ‘thumb, toe’: (BN, L) hatz ‘paw’, be-hatz ‘finger,
thumb’; (B) atz ‘finger, inch’, be-atz ‘toe’, etc., with many more meanings depending on
dialect (BCR A.68); cf. Avar kwac® ‘paw’, Batsbi k’ac ‘foot, leg’ (a slighting expression),
etc. < PEC *kwidice (NCED 704)

Basque *fierde, *fielde-1 | *bilde- (< *bi=fielde-7): (BN, L) herde ‘drool(ing), slobber, slaver’,
(AN, Bzt, Sal) erde id.; (with *#- suffix and dissim.) *fielde-7 id. > (BN, L) helder, heldor,
(L, BN-Baigorri, R-Uztéarroz) elder, (Z) élder ‘drop of spittle that falls from the lips’;
(G-Gabiria, Iziar) bilder, (G-Zestoa) bildar ‘drool, saliva’ (BCR A.80); cf. Karata hanl’a
‘sweat’, Akhwakh adt#’a id., etc. < PEC *fiamAd (NCED 509)

The Basque prefix *m=/ *ma= | *mo=is far less frequent than *be=/ *bi=, and may have been
a nasalized variant of the latter. Both Michelena and Trask accepted the reality of the *m= prefix.4®
Besides Basque *ma=dari | *u=dari ‘pear’, discussed above, consider the following examples.

Basque *mo=kol(o) / *a=kal | (reduplicated) *kakol: (B) mokol ‘shell (of egg, nut), husk
(of maize)’, mokolo ‘husk (of maize)’ / (Bzt) akal ‘empty (of a chestnut shell)’ / (B) kakol
‘shell’ (BCR C.38); cf. Akhwakh g’oli ‘crust, rind’, Tsezi q”'ul ‘bark’, Bezhta g’eq’el-ba
‘birch bark’, etc. < PEC *qwditV ‘bark, crust’ (NCED 931)

Basque *ma=kac, *ma=kec | *a=kac | *o=koc : (G) makatz ‘nick, scratch’, (G) makets ‘de-
formed or defective thing’, / (B, G) akats ‘cut, nick, notch, scratch; fault, defect’ / (B) okotz
‘chin, snout’ / (with reduplication) (AN) kokots ‘chin, nape’, (BN) kokots, kokotz ‘chin’,
(L) kokots, kokotz ‘chin’, (Z) kokots ‘chin’ (BCR A.15, L.1); cf. Lezgi gq’ac’ ‘notch, nick’,
Khwarshi g’ac’a ‘slice (of bread)’; Rutul, Tsakhur g’ac’ ‘chin’; Lak g’ac’ ‘bite, mouth’. etc.
<PEC *qict [*gacii (NCED 907)4

Basque *ma=gal / *e=gal: (R, Sal) magal ‘wing’ / (AN) egal ‘wing, fin’, (BN, L) hegal,
(Z) hégal id., (B) egal ‘loin, flank (of cow)’ (BCR A.63);% cf. Lak ga ‘wing’, Lezgi, Agul kil
‘hand’, Archi yol id., Bezhta yaro ‘elbow’, etc. < PEC *gil?i ‘elbow, arm, wing’ (NCED
895)

Turning now to North Caucasian, there are many cases in which fused or lexicalized class
prefixes are attested in some languages, often with a different class prefix, or no prefix, in
other languages:

4 NCED cites the reconstruction as *(Hi) AwilV ‘elbow’; *AwilV / *y(i)=AwilV is Bengtson’s reinterpretation.

¥ The Agul word is “a compound with some not quite clear first component (is it a distorted [Proto-Lezgian]
*x:# ‘hand’? or *g:Iun ‘arm’?)” (NCED).

4 “No se puede poner en duda, por el contrario, la realidad de un prefijo nominal m(a)- ...” (FHV 271). It was
also mentioned by Trask, along with a long list of “expressive” Basque words with initial m- (Trask 1997: 257-58;
EDB 273-78).

# Semantic changes (‘cut’ or ‘bite’ > ‘notch, nick’ or ‘mouth, chin’) are parallel in Basque and NC. Glosses in
Lezgian languages are 1 ‘bit, slice’ (Tabasaran, Agul), 2 ‘notch, nick’ (Lezgi), 3 ‘(biting part) > chin’ (Rutul, Tsakhur).

% It has been suggested that an original Basque *e=gal ‘wing, fin, loin, flank’ (corresponding to PEC *(y=)gi#l?i
‘elbow, arm, wing’) later contaminated with the originally distinct *hega- ‘to fly’ (BCR V.43) to produce the
blended form hegal in northern Basque.
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Tsakhur wu(=)xun ‘belly’, Rutul u(=)xun id.; Avar ma(=)xd ‘abomasum’ < *bV=xwVn
(IlI-class prefix) / Lezgi ru(=)fun ‘belly’ (IV-class prefix)3! / (unprefixed) Agul fun, Dar-
gwa k@ani ‘belly’, etc. < PEC *Awin?i (NCED 771)

Godoberi re(=)xil ‘leg’, Botlikh re(=)xil ‘thigh’ (IV-class prefix) / (unprefixed) Tsakhur g:el
‘foot, leg’, Rutul &il id., etc. < PEC *cetu (NCED 455)%2

Avar mi(=)tir ‘wing’>® / Andi tiru ‘feather, wing’, Tsezi lel ‘wing’, etc. < PEC *Aila ‘wing’
(NCED 762)

PNC *bemtV (< *b=hwemtV) > Hunzib bat’i ‘worm’, Bezhta bet’e-la id., Lezgi biit’-riik ‘larva’,
Abkhaz a-mat ‘snake’, etc. (NCED 290) / PNC *fiwe(m)ti > Avar hut’ ‘worm’, Bezhta
hat'o-la, Lak yat’i, etc. (NCED 535)

In the last set the opposition of Bezhta hat’o-la ‘worm, helminth’ vs. bet’e-la ‘worm’ is typo-
logically parallel to the opposition of Basque (BN, L) helder ‘drool, saliva’ vs. (G) bilder id. (see
above). In each case the second word, with initial b-, incorporates the former class prefix. Ac-
cording to NCED there is a color adjective *1wVmtV ‘red’ that is related to the two words for
‘worm’, and there is a familiar pattern here too: Agul b(=)at’-ar- ‘beautiful, handsome’, which
incorporates the class prefix, vs. Khwarshi ut’ey ‘red’, Dargwa hunt’-ena id., etc. (NCED 541).54

The morphological patterns described for Basque and North Caucasian, of bare noun
stems alternating with (fused or lexicalized) CLASS PREFIX + NOUN stem (e.g., Basque *ké / *e=ke
‘smoke’; PEC *AiwV [ *yiwAV < *y(i)=AiwV ‘snow’) are consistent with the Pre-Greek hypothe-
sized by Beekes and others, in which noun stems with no initial vowel alternate with those
with prothetic vowels (e.g., Greek kéoic ‘bedbug’ / dxaol ‘mite’), and with the postulated
“Early European Neolithic language” which shows a similar pattern, e.g., Latin merula ‘black-
bird’ < *mesl- / Old High German amsala id. < *a-msl- (Iversen & Kroonen 2017: 517).

Ablaut: Beekes (49: 754) mentions another Pre-Greek feature in the remark that “I would
rather think that k6gic is cognate [with d&iaot], as a substrate word, with prothetic vowel and
a/o interchange.” Another example of a/o alternation may be found in the apparent deriva-
tives of kaAlq, as reported by Hesychius: kaAvpn ‘hut, cabin’ and koAvPog ‘farmstead’.
Beekes cites some other examples, e.g. kaPaf ‘crafty, knavish’ and kopaxtoa ‘pieces of flat-
tery, knavery’ (both from Hesychius); Avkaoc ‘name of a poisonous plant’ / Avkoog id.

Ablaut, according to NCED, was a productive feature of Proto-North Caucasian, includ-
ing an alternation of *o and *a, as in PNC *=fiocV / *<fiicV ‘tull, to fill’ (NCED 525), reflected in
Proto-Nakh *=uc- ‘to be filled, satiated’ / *=ac-i(n) ‘heavy’ (> Chechen =iiz-na ‘full’ / =eza
‘heavy’). It has been proposed that there is a relic of this ablaut in the Basque adjective *0so
‘whole, complete’ and the verb *ase ‘to be filled, satiated” (BCR R.65, V.66). It was also sug-
gested that this *a/*o ablaut could account for some cases in which Basque has *a versus PNC *o,

51 Note that Lezgi retains the fossilized ru= (orig. IV-class prefix) even though the language (like Agul and
Udi) has lost class or gender as a grammatical category.

%2 “However, there are two possible reconstructions: a) the one proposed above — in this case we must con-
sider *r- in PA and PTs as a former class prefix (which raises some doubts); b) we can reconstruct *Gelu (with *1)
and a metathesized variant *[éGV > PA *rixi-, PC *riyi- (with a rather frequent *-1V extension). At present it is hard
to choose one of these solutions only” (NCED).

% “The origin of the initial m(i)- is not clear (perhaps, analogy with names for body parts like mehéd "breast"
etc.?)” (NCED).

% The semantic link of ‘red’ ~ ‘beautiful’ is common: cf. Czech krdsny ‘beautiful’ ~ Russian krasnyj ‘red’; Latin
pulcher ‘beautiful’ ~ Middle Irish erc ‘gay-colored, red’, etc. (Buck 16.81); for ‘red’ ~ ‘worm’ cf. Old Church Slavic

vvvvv
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or vice-versa. Basque *gari / *gal- ‘wheat’ = PEC *col?e ‘wheat’ (BCR O.1), beside Basque *gose
‘hunger, hungry’ = PNC *gase ‘hunger’ (BCR R.30); if so, this could reflect reorganizations of
allomorphs, i.e. that Basque selected one allomorph (with either *a or *0) and PNC (or individ-
ual NC languages) selected another.

Another possible trace of Euskaro-Caucasian ablaut is seen in the vowel alternation NEK- /
NIK- in (Pre-)Greek véxtag / vikdg-, Basque *nega-i / *niga-f, and PEC *néwqii / *niwgV-. Only
in PEC is the variation explained as a morphologically significant ablaut alternation, in which
/e/ is associated with direct stems and /i/ with oblique (NCED 81-82). It has been suggested
(BCR 105-110) that there are traces of this and other North Caucasian ablaut alternations in
Basque; in the case of Basque *nega-7 / *niga-7 ‘tears’ the allomorphs have apparently been re-
distributed as regional variants, generally, (south-)western /e/ vs. (north-) eastern /i/. Beekes
(2010: xxx) calls attention to an apparent alternation of /¢/ with /i/ in Pre-Greek words.

Suffixes: Beekes (xxxvii, xxxix) cites the suffixes -tA- and -vA- as indicators of Pre-Greek
words, and among the words cited above these suffixes figure in two words connected with
fruits: péomidov ‘medlar, medlar tree’ and otaduAr ‘bunch of grapes, grape’. Greek
otapuAn (cf. aotadic ~ dotadic ~ otadic ‘dried grapes, raisins’) has a close formal match in
Avar c’:ibil ‘grape’, also with a lateral suffix. Other NC languages have a form with no suffix
(e.g. Rutul c’#b juniper’) or a form with a different suffix (Lezgi c¢’p:-az ‘blackberry’); Basque
*sapa-1 ‘thicket, bramble’ has been proposed as a cognate, with a common fossilized plural suf-
fix *-7. In a Sino-Caucasian perspective Pre-Greek péomiAdov may have a remote cognate in
Burushaski *micil / *bicil ‘pomegranate’ (SCG 267), also with a suffix *-il (cf. Khinalug mi¢ ‘ap-
ple’ and Abkhaz a-bd¢ ‘medlar’ for convergent phonetic developments). Other Euskaro-
Caucasian words for plants and trees with fruits or berries and a suffix *-al-/*-il-/*-ul- include:

Basque (AN) magauri, maguri, (AN-Erratzu) mauli ‘strawberry’, (Bzt) mauri id. < ? *mag-uli;>
cf. NC: Akhwakh mug’:ali ‘blackberry’ < PEC *niwgV (EHHA, map 572; BCR P.20;
NCED 854)

Basque (B) zumel ‘cornel; kermes oak; holm oak’, (B-Gernika) zumel ‘Mediterranean buck-
thorn (Rhamnus alaternus)’; *sumal in the personal name Pero Gongales de Cumalburu
(1293 CE); NC: Budukh 3umal ‘cornel’, Lezgi ¢:umal, Avar Zuldm | Zulin (< *Zum-al) ‘cor-
nel’, etc. (OEH zuMEL; BCR C.2; NCED 1107)

NC: Archi tummul ‘grape’, Rutul t’imil, Tsakhur t’umil’ id., Budukh t’ombul ‘plum’
(< Proto-Lezgian *tum(:)-ul), beside suffixless Chechen t’um ‘marrow; kernel of fruit,
nut’, Abkhaz a-t’amd ‘peach’, etc. < PNC *tiimhV ‘kernel, nut, fruit-stone; marrow’
(NCED 1004; SCG 205).5¢

NC: Batsbi kumel ‘raspberry’; Bezhta gemalo ‘a kind of berry’; beside suffixless Chamali
g“ab ‘raspberry’, Karata gobe ’strawberry’, etc. < PEC *qwdmpV ‘raspberry’ (NCED 443)

Other possible suffix parallels could be explored, e.g. -1yE, -tyyog, identified as typical
Pre-Greek suffixes by Beekes (xxxvii), in ovoty€, ovoryyog ‘quill, flute, syrinx, windpipe’, etc.,
which is evocative of Basque -inko ~ -ingo, e.g. in eastern Basque gorrinko, western Basque gor-
ringo ‘egg yolk’ (gorri ‘red’); (R) baratxinko /baradinko/ ‘cuadrito de un huerto’ < *barace ‘gar-
den, orchard’ = PEC *bir3V ‘enclosure’ (BCR Q.8; NCED 1039). avOowog ‘man’ = Mycenean

% Basque regional words for ‘strawberry’ are exceedingly diverse, many with initial ma- but probabaly of di-
verse origins (BCR P.18, P.19, P.20; EHHA map 572).

% From a Sino-Caucasian perspective, cf. Bur *tuma’y ‘shell of nut, fruit stone’, with the distinctive lateral-
glide-retroflex /y/ sound (SCG 205; Bengtson & Blazek 2011: 29-30).
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a-to-ro-qo Jant"rok“os/ is close in formation to Western Basque andrako, andreko ‘little woman;
doll’, with the frequent diminutive suffix -ko; cf. (EB) otso-ko ‘wolf cub’ (*oco ‘wolf’), (G) musu-ko
‘muzzle’; in North Caucasian: Avar yasi-k’o ‘little girl, doll’ (yas ‘girl, daughter’), wac:a-ko ‘little
brother’ (wac: ‘brother’), etc. (BCR 56).

The comparison involving Pre-Greek véxtag also calls attention to a putative suffix -ao,
which Beekes (again following Furnée) cites as a characteristic Pre-Greek element; note also
-ao(a), -ap(0g), -€0, -NQ, -NO-, -00-, etc. (Beekes 2010: xxxvi—xxxviii). The suffix *-7 is very com-
mon in Basque nouns, especially those with an underlying plural or collective meaning, e.g.,
*nega-r | *niga-v ‘tears’, *lega-i ‘small stones, gravel’, *itha-i ‘peas, beans’, *lance-i ‘drizzle’,
*moko-7 ‘buttocks’ etc.: see BCR 77-78.57 In East Caucasian there has been a similar develop-
ment in which the well-known plural suffix *-7, attested in all branches of North Caucasian,
has been lexicalized, with bleaching of the plural meaning, in a significant number of words,
e.g. Avar buciu-r ‘fortification, dike’, Tabasaran marca-r ‘hearth’ (historical plurals of PNC
*bolcE: NCED 308). In several cases the historical plural form has replaced the original singu-
lar, e.g. Agul ib-ur, Rutul ub-ur, Budukh ib-ir ‘ear’, historically ‘ears’ (plural of Proto-Lezgian
*2lam: < PEC *SwinsV ‘ear’: NCED 240); Khinalug cul-oz ‘tooth’ (< -or: PNC *citiV ‘tooth’:
NCED 326) has replaced the original singular, etc. Besides véktag, it would be important to
discover other Pre-Greek words with these -o- suffixes and Basque and/or North Caucasian
cognates. It is tempting to consider, for example, omtivOrQ ‘spark’, designated as (Pre-Greek?)
by Beekes (2010: 1383), possibly connected with Basque (AN) pintar, (BN, L, Z) p(h)indar, be-
side (L) pinta, (BN, L, Z) p(h)inda ‘chispa, centella / étincelle, flammeche’ (‘spark, flash’) (A&T
XV:910; OEH PINDAR).

Conclusions: As mentioned at the beginning, the putative Pre-Greek examples discussed
here were selected with three constraints: (a) Pre-Greek status, or questionable IE etymology,
according to Beekes, and the presence of (b) putative North Caucasian cognates, and/or (c) pu-
tative Basque cognates. Comparing Pre-Greek specimens only with North Caucasian cognates
(as with Nikolaev), or comparing Pre-Greek only with Basque might reveal larger numbers of
etymologies. Altogether these would form a corpus of Euskaro-Caucasian etymologies from
three branches: the still extant Basque and North Caucasian languages, and the extinct Pre-
Greek language recoverable from numerous substratal loanwords. The material analyzed
above is summarized below in table form.

Greek Basque parallel North Caucasian parallel
2 BTN} $1, %45 € . >
(XI,CDLQL‘ mite ’ *kata-/*karkai- ‘beetle’ PEC *kdra ‘mosquito, gadfly’,
K0016 ‘bug, bedbug etc.
&Awrn ‘threshing floor, garden’ *latain ‘threshing floor’ PEC *=VrLV ‘to thresh’
avOowmog ‘man’; *andere ‘lady; young lady; woman; wife’; B
Mycenean a-to-ro-qo Jant"rok"os/ (B) andrako, andreko ‘little woman; doll’
PNC *dwiq(w)V ‘og, stump’
dokdg, dokava ‘beam’ *tako, *tak-et ‘stake, post’, etc. Tabasaran dug’an ‘pole, small
beam’

PNC *cojwilhV

Cédpvog ‘west wind’ - . .
bveos ‘autumn, winter (rainy season)’

% This suffix has traditionally been described as -ar, but the examples cited here show that vowels other than
/a/ could precede the *-7, e.g. Basque *moko-i ‘buttocks, backside’ = Hinukh moko-li ‘back’ < PNC *bongo ‘back’
(NCED 310; BCR A.44).
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Greek

Basque parallel

North Caucasian parallel

ikTiv ~ ixTivog ‘kite’

*$aie ‘vulture, eagle’

PEC *gwéim?V ‘eagle, vulture’

KaAld ‘wooden dwelling, hut’

*o=ketu ‘stable, hall, corner’, etc.

PEC *qélV ‘house, hut’

koun ‘hair, mane’

*kima ‘mane (of horse); bristles
(of swine)’

PNC *q(w)am?5 ‘plait, mane;
hair’

padova ~ apadoua ~ Badoua ~
adgva ‘plums, sloes’

*ma=dari ~ *u=dari ‘pear’

HaAkn ‘numbness from cold’

*mal-goi ‘numb (from cold)’

PEC *mhelAe ‘cold’

HAOTOS ~ HAadog ~ HacOog ~
naldg ‘teat, woman’s breast’

*mosu ‘nose, snout, face, lip, kiss, point,
tip’; *mus-ko ‘nipple’
(Z) miiskua ‘(the) nipple’

PEC *mhsdrct ‘point, edge,
protruding part’;
Akhwakh mic’:o ‘teat, nipple’

péom-tA-ov ‘medlar’

*mahac ‘grape(s)’

PNC *§dm¢o ‘apple; medlar’

HiKQOG ~ TUIKQOG ~ MIKKOG ~
Hkog ‘small, short, little’

*miko ‘a little, a little bit’

PEC *mikwV ‘small, young

>

one

poAAov ‘lip’

PEC *mVhwVli / *hwVmVIi
‘mouth, face’

pootal ~ pvotal ‘upper lip, mus-
tache’

*bisa-i ‘beard’

PEC *bil3V ‘beard’;
Tindi miZa-tu id.

véktag ‘nectar, drink of the gods’
vektaglov ‘medicine, eye-salve’
VIKAQLOV ‘eye-salve’

*nega-i / *niga-i ‘tears, weeping’ *nega-1
‘herpes, rash, scurf’

PEC *néwqii / *niwq V-
‘tear(s); pus’

EVAoV ~ oVAOV ~ VALVOG
‘wood, timber’

PEC *¢hwiti ‘beam, log, pole’

Oyxvn ~ 0xvn ‘pear, pear tree’

*ok-(arhan) ‘plum, sloe’

PEC *?éqV ‘grape; fruit;
orchard, vineyard’

*ar-han ‘plum’

PEC *yon?V ‘pear’

041 ‘spine, backbone, back;
(mountain) ridge’

*e=feka ‘gully, ravine’

PNC *rigwa ‘mountain, rock;
cave’

Tindi rek:a ‘gorge, ravine’
Chechen dug’ ‘mountain ridge’

gadapavdga ‘salamander’

*$uge-mandil ‘lizard’

PEC *$VIVtV ‘izard’;
Lezgi Sarat’ul ‘lizard’

01006 ~ 01006 ~ 0£1Q0¢ ‘pit

or vessel for keeping corn, silo’
ovELy§, ovgryyog ‘quill, flute,
syrinx; windpipe, blood vessel’
owAnv ‘pipe, channel’;
‘grooved tile’

*sutho ‘hole, cave; (anatomical) tube’
(G) eztar-zulo ‘pharynx’; (Z) siidiir-xilo
‘nostril’, (B) sama-zulo ‘gullet’

PEC *$wotV ‘hollow tube’
Chamali na-s:ul ‘tubular bone’;
Lezgi sulu-r ‘throat’

otadpvAn ‘bunch of grapes,
‘grape’;

aotadic ~ ootadic ~ otadis
‘raisins’

*$apa-1 ‘(blackberry-)bramble, thicket’

PEC *gibV ‘a kind of berry’;
Avar c’:ibil ‘grape’

10X ‘aspiration, breath, life, vital-
ity, soul, spirit’

*bi=si (noun) ‘life; lifetime’, (adj.) ‘alive’

PNC *(b=)siHwWV ‘breath;
to breathe’

It is important to emphasize that authentic Pre-Greek words, if they are of a more or less
‘basic’ nature, are not loans directly from North Caucasian (as framed by Nikolaev), but in-
stead substratal remnants of a Euskaro-Caucasian language related to (Proto-)North Cauca-
sian, but surely not identical with it. These substratal words should be separated from later
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cultural loans.* From among the Pre-Greek words discussed above, this caveat seems to apply
especially to, e.g., 6yxvn ~ Oxvn ‘pear tree; pear’, for which there are several possible sources.
Words for fruits and fruit trees are not among the most basic, and there was active trade in
such items in the Mediterranean regions. (See also padova ~ Badova ‘plums, sloes’; péomiAov
‘medlar’.)

On the other hand, words like dxaot ‘mite’, paotog ‘breast, teat’, pvAAov ‘lip’, B/uvotal
‘upper lip, mustache’, E0Aov ‘wood, timber’, 9a&x1s ‘spine, back, ridge’, and Yvxr| ‘breath’ are
far more basic and much less likely to be counted among cultural loans. They could reflect
genuine relics of a Euskaro-Caucasian Pre-Greek language. The two dozen examples dis-
cussed here are probably part of a much larger subset that a thorough study of Furnée’s and
Beekes’ total list of “Pre-Greek” words might yield.

Abbreviations: languages and dialects

AN Alto Navarro = High Navarrese (Basque dialect)

arc Archaic or obsolete form

B Bizkaian = Biscayan (Basque dialect)

Bzt Baztanese (Basque dialect)

BN Bas-navarrais = Low Navarrese (Basque dialect)

EB Euskara Batua (standard Basque)

EC East Caucasian (= Northeast Caucasian = Nakh-Daghestanian)
Gipuzkoan (Basque dialect)

Lapurdian = Labourdin (Basque dialect)

NC North Caucasian

PEC Proto-East Caucasian

PNC  Proto-North Caucasian

PWC  Proto-West Caucasian

o

R Roncalese (Basque dialect)

Sal Salazarese (Basque dialect)

WC West Caucasian (= Northwest Caucasian = Abkhaz-Adyghe[an])
Z Zuberoan = Souletin (Basque dialect)
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Axon Bernzmceon, Koputrna JAeurbep. O BO3MOKHOM DyCKapO-KaBKa3CKOM (0acKCKO-ceBepOKaB-
Ka3CKOM) IPOMCXOXKJEHUM HEKOTOPBIX CyOCTPaTHBIX JIEKCMYECKUX DIeMEHTOB B IPedeckoM

SI3BIKE.

[Inpoko pacrpocTpaHeHO IIpe/iCTaBIeHIe O TOM, YTO B IPEYECKOM S3bIKE, OTHOCSIIEMCS K
VH/JOEBPOIIETICKOI CeMbe, COIEPIKUTCS HEMaIO «JZOrPEedecKMX» CyOCTPATHBIX DJIEMEHTOB;
IIpM DTOM HeT OCHOBAHMII yTBEpP>KZaTh, UYTO CYIECTBOBAJ BCETO OJMH «IOTPEYECKUII» SA3BIK,
IIOCKOJIbKY O0JIaCTh PacIpOCTpaHeHMsI IPedecKOTO sI3bIKa BIIOJHE MOIJIa ObITh MHOTOS3bIU-
Ho1. B HacrosIeM uccrefoOBaHMM [IPOBEIEH aHAIN3 Psifia JEKCUIECKUX DIEMEHTOB, KOTO-
pble MOTIYT CBUZETEJLCTBOBATh O BJIVSHUM HEKOTOPOIO DYCKapO-KaBKAa3CKOTO s3BbIKA (MM
SI3BIKOBOVI CEMBM), HOCUTENM KOTOPOro Iomaay B I'penuio BMecTe ¢ pacrpocTpaHeHueM
seMiefiesns U3 AnaTtoauu. Takue rpedeckue ca0Ba, Kak &kaQl ‘KJIenr’, Haotog ‘Tpyab, co-
coK’, B/uvotal ‘Bepxnsis ryba, ycu’, EOAoV ‘apesecuHa, Aposa’, M PUXY ‘ZbIXaHME’ OTHOCATCS
CKOpee K paspsly 0a3MCHON JIEKCUMKM U CKOpee OTpakalOT DyCKapo-KaBKa3CKMII Jorpede-
CKUI cy6eTpart, yeM OoJiee IO3/HUE KYJIbTYPHbIE 3aIMCTBOBAHUS. AHAIN3UpPYeMBble CIydal,
CKOpee BCero, IIpeJCTaB/IsIIOT cOOOM JINUIIh YacTh GOjiee OOLIMPHOTO JIEKCUIECKOIO CJIOs,
nAeHTHPUKaIUI KOTOPOro TpeGyeT JieTalbHOIO aHa/IM3a CIINCKa «JOTpedecKux» CJIOB, CO-

crasienHoro ®opue u beekecom.

Karouesvie crosa: H6ackckumin SI3BIK; CEBEPHOKaBKa3CKME JS3bIKI; DYyCKapO-KaBKa3CKasl I'MIioTe3a,

JOTpedecKnIi sA3BIK; sI3bIKOBbIe CyOCTpaThl.
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Lexicostatistical studies in Khoisan I1/1:
How to make a Swadesh wordlist for Proto-Tuu

The paper is the first in a planned two-part series, whose main goals are to conduct a general
lexicostatistical survey of the Tuu, or South Khoisan, family of languages; to reconstruct a re-
liable approximation of the Swadesh wordlist for Proto-Tuu; and to clarify certain as of yet
unresolved issues about the internal classification of Tuu languages. In the first part of the
study, I survey the main data sources, identify the main obstacles to historical reconstruction
in the Tuu domain, and make observations on some aspects of Tuu diachronic phonology.
The main bulk of the paper is actually represented by the Appendix, in which I attempt to
reconstruct the equivalents of the first 50 Swadesh list items for the three intermediate nodes
of the Tuu family (Proto-!Ui, Proto-Nossob, and Proto-Taa).

Keywords: South Khoisan languages; Tuu languages; click languages; lexicostatistics; basic
lexicon; onomasiological reconstruction.

Introduction

Of all the different linguistic lineages commonly united under the umbrella term of “Khoisan”,
the Tuu family (originally = Dorothea Bleek’s “Southern Bushman” and Joseph Greenberg’s
“Southern Khoisan”, see Giildemann 2005a) shares certain unique properties which simulta-
neously make it one of the most important and one of the most difficult groupings for any
comparative-historical analysis of the Khoisan-speaking area. First, although the overall num-
ber of known Tuu languages is smaller than the respective number for Khoe (Glottolog, fol-
lowing Giildemann 2018, currently recognizes 8 different units! as compared to 13 for Khoe?),
observed grammatical and lexical differences between these languages on the average exceed
those observed between the various members of Khoe. Thus, lexicostatistical calculations
show that, although the lowest observed percentages of matches within the Tuu family
(e.g. 42% between IXam and !X80) are comparable to the respective lowest percentages within
Khoe (e.g. 41% between Nama and Kxoe), the internal branching of Tuu on the whole is
deeper and more complicated than the internal branching of the two major subfamilies of
Khoe (Khoekhoe and Kalahari Khoe; see Starostin 2013: 355, 407 for particularities). Among
other things, this implies more possibilities for various important diachronic discoveries dur-
ing the reconstruction of Proto-Tuu, hardly imaginable for Proto-Khoe because of the rela-
tively young age of both of its constituent branches?.

1 See glottolog.org/resource/languoid/id/tuuul241.

2 See glottolog.org/resource/languoid/id/khoe1241.

3 In fact, the divergence between some of the members of the Tuu family is so impressive that concerns have
been voiced in the past about whether one may consider the common ancestry of all its members as an established
fact (see e.g. Westphal 1962, 1971). As of today, however, there seems to be a general consensus among all special-
ists working on Khoisan that the observed phonetical, lexical, and grammatical correlations between all the small
sub-branches of Tuu are best interpreted in terms of genetic relationship rather than contact (Giildemann 2005b).
In this paper, I proceed from the assumption that this relationship has already been safely established and there is
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Second, based on scrupulous phonetic documentation and phonological analysis of those
Tuu languages which have survived into the modern age (namely, !X66 and Nfuu), this family
has emerged as featuring one of the most complex sound systems in the entire Khoisan area.
Thus, all known Tuu languages share no fewer than five types of click influxes, including the
rare labial type O (outside Tuu, it is only encountered in the $Ha language of the Ju-tHoa, or
Kx’a, family), and at least some Tuu languages have more than 15 phonologically contrasting
types of click accompaniments, a number unmatched by any Khoisan language outside of that
particular family. Understanding the reasons which underlie this staggering complexity may
provide an important insight into the evolutionary mechanisms of click systems in general, yet
such an understanding is impossible to gain without a thorough diachronic study of the Tuu
family as a whole.

On the negative side of things is the fact that, unlike Khoe, the Tuu family is nearly ex-
tinct. The only survivors, as has already been mentioned, are the small dialectal cluster of X5
(Taa) and N|uu, and even the latter is moribund and has, in fact, up until recently been consid-
ered completely extinct (Sands et al. 2007). All of the data that we have on the other languages
come from older sources, stretching across about 150 years of ethnographic and linguistic re-
search and widely varying in phonetic and semantic accuracy. Some of these data collections
are quite comprehensive, such as Wilhelm Bleek’s and Lucy Lloyd’s archive on [Xam; other
doculects are less lucky, being represented by ultra-short grammatical sketches and minimal
wordlists. What is common for most of them, however, is the general unreliability of phonetic
notation, grammatical analysis, and semantic glossing — implied by a lack of consistency be-
tween recordings of the same language by different researchers (quite often, even by the same
researcher over an extended period of time) and by comparison with more recent and more
accurate notations by newer and more experienced generations of scholars.

Similar problems are encountered with other Khoisan groupings as well, since data on
both Ju (North Khoisan) and Khoe (Central Khoisan) languages often come from the same re-
searchers as data on Tuu (Lucy Lloyd, Wilhelm and Dorothea Bleek, etc.). However, very few
languages belonging to either of these stocks are exclusively represented by archaic and unreli-
able data; and even when they are, they usually have very close linguistic relatives with more
recent and/or more accurate descriptions against which the questionable data may be cross-
checked (e.g. certain Central and Southern sub-dialects of Ju against Ju['hoan, or the extinct
'Ora against its much more prominent neighbor Nama). By contrast, Tuu languages such as
|Xam or |[Xegwi, while certainly not linguistic isolates per se, are still quite separate and dis-
tinct linguistic units, and cross-checking their data with, for instance, the modern phonetic and
lexical descriptions of N|uu would be like trying to ensure the correctness of one’s transcrip-
tion of Czech or Polish by comparing it with Russian (while also having a very vague under-
standing of the historical phonology and lexicology of Slavic languages in general).

Subsequently, without access to more and better data (which is hardly likely, given the al-
leged extinction of most of those languages) our ability to properly and definitively recon-
struct both the phonological system of Proto-Tuu and its lexical inventory is severely limited,
and many problems will likely remain forever unresolved. Nevertheless, approximations are
still possible, and any attempt to disentangle the complex web of genetic connections and areal
interactions between Tuu languages and their other Khoisan neighbors is liable to shed at least
some light on important diachronic processes, some of which may have even chronologically
preceded the arrival of Bantu speakers into the area.

no need for special additional validation, allowing us to properly concentrate on issues of reconstruction and in-
ternal classification.
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In this two-part paper, the next in an ongoing series on Khoisan lexicostatistics, I set up
the challenge of conveying a full lexicostatistical survey of those Tuu languages which can ac-
tually be used for this purpose, as well as reconstructing Swadesh proto-wordlists for the
three major linguistic clusters which constitute this family ('Ui, Nossob, and Taa) and ulti-
mately for Proto-Tuu itself. A first attempt at Tuu lexicostatistics has already been published
in Starostin 2013, along with provisional Proto-!Ui and Proto-Taa (but not Proto-Tuu) recon-
structions for the 50-item “ultra-stable” subset of the Swadesh wordlist; this publication in-
cludes the revised and corrected results of that lexicostatistical survey and expands the recon-
structions to include the Swadesh wordlist in its entirety.

The main bulk of both papers will constitute of appendices, containing specific comments on
individual Swadesh items (due to volume limitations, the wordlist will be split in two). As for
the theoretical parts, the first paper will briefly outline the data sources, the methodology, and the
main issues concerning phonetic and lexical reconstruction; the second will deal with the actual
internal classification of Tuu and give a brief analysis of the reconstructed proto-wordlists.

The data

Of the eight units currently listed in Glottolog as distinct Tuu languages, relatively complete
Swadesh wordlists may be assembled for five, but their respective quality varies significantly
depending on the age and thoroughness of the source(s). Additionally, while data from such
languages as [|Kulle, [Kxau, and others are clearly insufficient to include them in any statistical
calculations, they may still be relevant for purposes of etymological study and reconstruction.
Below I list first the principal languages (and/or dialects) included in the statistical procedure,
and then the list of auxiliary sources which will be consulted in the process of reconstructing
wordlists for Proto-!Ui, Proto-Taa, and Proto-Tuu.

A. |Xam

Sources. This formerly widespread language became largely extinct even prior to the extensive
field research of Dorothea Bleek in the first half of the 20th century; most of our knowledge on
its grammar and lexicon comes from the archival records of Wilhelm Bleek and Lucy Lloyd,
many of which were originally published in Bleek & Lloyd 1911 and later included into
D. Bleek’s comparative dictionaries (Bleek 1929, 1956).

Dialects. Considering the overall expanse of the territories formerly populated by [Xam
speakers and the fact that Bleek and Lloyd worked with a variety of informants (from
Achterveld, Katkop, Strandberg, and other locations), dialectal diversity within the language
must have been quite notable. However, precise differentiations are impossible without a me-
ticulous study of the entire assembled text corpus. Lexicostatistical analysis of the data shows
that there are relatively few Swadesh items transparently represented by two or more syno-
nyms which could be thought of as representing different dialects; as for observed phonetic
variation, it is not always clear when it should be ascribed to dialectal diversity or simply errors
in transcription. For the purposes of the current study, we treat the entire Bleek-Lloyd corpus
as a single “doculect”, while admitting that this is somewhat of a provisional simplification.

Quality. Transcription accuracy is always dubious, especially concerning the system of click
accompaniments (see Traill 1995 for insightful comments on how to interpret various elements
of Bleek and Lloyd’s transcription system for [Xam). Semantic glossing is frequently question-
able as well, but at least in many cases it may be checked against the large assembled text corpus.
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B. N[ng — N|uu

Sources. This is a large dialectal cluster which, unlike [Xam, is represented by several very dis-
tinct doculects from sources widely varying in space and time. This means that, for lexicosta-
tistical purposes, it is possible and recommendable to build as many as three distinct word-
lists: B.1 = |[Nglke (the dialect originally described by Dorothea Bleek; data published in Bleek
1929, 1956, and later separately in Bleek 2000), B.2 = fKhomani (the dialect originally described
in Doke 1936 and Maingard 1937), B.3 = N|uu (the recently rediscovered variety spoken by
several informants, with lexical data published in Crawhall 2004, Sands et al. 2007, Miller et al.
2009, Collins & Namaseb 2011; a complete Swadesh wordlist was kindly provided for the
purposes of this study by Bonny Sands). For all of these dialects put together, we reserve the
common name of Ning as suggested in Gilildemann 2017: 95.

Dialects. Unlike |Xam, the various attested dialects of this “macro-language” show quite a
bit of lexical differentiation, though it is often difficult to tell how much of it is due to inaccu-
rate semantic glossing, how much (especially in the case of Nfuu) to very recent borrowings
from other languages, and how much to gradual linguistic divergence after the original split of
“Proto-N|Ing”; for these reasons, as well as the relative incompleteness of the joint Doke/Main-
gard wordlist for $Khomani, any statistical discrepancies should be viewed with extreme
caution.

Quality. Rather predictably, modern Nfuu is one of the best transcribed representatives of
Tuu; importantly, transcription quality in Doke 1936 and Maingard 1937 also seems superior
to D. Bleek’s data (thus, both sources consistently mark the palatal click #, which in most cases
remains undistinguished from alveolar ! in Bleek’s records). Semantic glossing is assumed to
be accurate for modern NJuu and can sometimes be checked against actual text examples for
N|ng and {Khomani.

C. [Xegwi

Sources. This language, geographically somewhat isolated from the rest of the Ui continuum,
is represented by at least three significantly different doculects, marked respectively as: (a)
[Xegwi-B — the earliest records collected by D. Bleek and published in Bleek 1929, 1956 (in her
description the language is usually referred to as Batwa, a local Bantu term); (b) [Xegwi-Z —
as described by D. Ziervogel in a brief grammar sketch (Ziervogel 1955); (c) [Xegwi-LH — as
described by L. W. Lanham and D. P. Hallowes in two short papers (Lanham & Hallowes
1956a, 1956b).

Dialects. Judging by attested phonetic and lexical differences between the three doculects,
a certain degree of dialectal diversity must have been present among |[Xegwi speakers. How-
ever, lexicostatistical discrepancies between the three sources are minimal (1-2 entries be-
tween [[Xegwi-Z and [|[Xegwi-LH; slightly more between each of these and [Xegwi-B, possibly
because of less accurate semantic glossing in Bleek’s earlier records). Given the incompleteness
of the sources (for [Xegwi-Z and || Xegwi-LH, data have to be extracted from grammar sketches
and short text examples rather than actual vocabularies), it makes sense to merge them in one
wordlist.

Quality. Transcription quality seems to be surprisingly adequate in the case of | Xegwi-LH:
for instance, Lanham and Hallowes are among the first scholars to actually denote the pres-
ence of uvular phonemes and click accompaniments in any Khoisan language. Therefore, all
data from [Xegwi-B and [Xegwi-Z, wherever possible, needs to be cross-checked against
[Xegwi-LH.
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D. |’Auni

Sources. This language, which used to represent the westernmost spread area of Tuu, is known
exclusively from records by Dorothea Bleek (Bleek 1937; lexical data also printed in Bleek 1929,
1956).

Dialects. Some dialectal variety may be identified from Bleek’s records, as the equivalents
for various meanings occasionally differ between the earliest ones, collected in 1911 and par-
tially published in 1929, and the later ones, collected in 1936 and published in Bleek 1937 and
Bleek 1956. It is, however, often difficult to establish whether these discrepancies (around 4-5
of them are found in items on the Swadesh list) represent true dialectal variation or inaccurate
semantic glossing on the part of the researcher. Additionally, it is unclear if there are sufficient
grounds to count the idiolect to which Bleek refers to as “Khatia” or “Xatia”, a very small
amount of data for which were also collected by her in 1911 and published in Bleek 1956, as
anything other than a minor sub-dialect of 'Auni. Finally, the occasional decision to regard
Auni and |Haasi (see below) as dialects of a single language (e.g. in Glottolog 4.4) is hardly
correct due to extremely significant lexical and grammatical differences between the two (e.g.
around 20 mismatches on the Swadesh list).

Quality. Transcription quality is generally typical of D. Bleek's recordings for other
Khoisan languages; external comparison raises serious doubts about the accuracy of click ef-
flux transcription and slightly less serious about the same for click influxes.

E. IHaasi

Sources. This variety of Lower Nossob is solely known from records made by Robert Story of
data from a single informant, Kabala (or Tatabesa), at the same Tweerivieren camp in 1936
where D. Bleek’s data on [Auni were collected; some of the I[Haasi data were later published as
part of Bleek 1956, but the complete manuscript did not officially see the light of day until An-
thony Traill managed to rediscover and edit it for publication (Story 1999). Naturally, there is
no dialectal variety to speak of here, but, as mentioned above, neither is there any reason to
regard [Haasi as a bona fide “dialect” of [Auni; both speech forms, as already noted by Traill
in his preface to Story 1999, are more closely related to each other than to any other form of
Tuu, yet both clearly have to be treated as different languages.

Quality. Although, in his own words, Story was a “complete amateur” and had no formal
training in phonetics (Story 1999: 10), the overall quality of his transcription, at least at a rough
glance, seems to be no worse than D. Bleek’s or almost anybody else’s at the time (e.g. he seems
to have had a good ear for distinguishing between the palatal and alveolar clicks, with which
quite a few other Khoisanologists seem to have struggled back then). The accuracy of his se-
mantic notation can usually be confirmed by specific texts and phrases found in the manu-
script. The worst problem is the scarceness of material: thus, as many as 40 Swadesh items
cannot be recovered from extant data, which makes it impossible to offer reliable glottochro-
nological datings for the moment of separation between [Auni and |[Haasi. That said, |Haasi
data are of vital importance for attempting to at least partially reconstruct the basic lexicon of
Proto-Nossob and, in turn, Proto-Tuu itself.

F. Taa (X060, Kakia, N|ufen)

Sources. Precisely three different varieties of Taa allow for the construction of more or less rep-
resentative Swadesh wordlists. First and foremost among them is X606 (more precisely, Lone
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Tree !X60) as represented in Anthony Traill's now-classic and extensive dictionary of this par-
ticular dialect (Traill 1994, 2018). The other two are much older, dating back to D. Bleek's brief
research on the language of the “Masarwa” (a generic pejorative Bantu term for the San)
of Kakia in 1913, and on the language of the N|ulen of Nausanabitz in 1920 (most of the data
were subsequently published in Bleek 1929 and Bleek 1956). Both of these speech varieties
seem to have become extinct and, to the best of my knowledge, are not directly identified with
any of the still living dialectal varieties of !X60 (such as described, e.g., in Naumann 2014);
concerning the latter, although some research has been carried out on them, no significant
amounts of lexical data have been published to allow for a proper lexicostatistical comparison
between them and Traill's Lone Tree !X60.

Dialects. Although all the three varieties of Taa for which it is possible to produce more or
less complete Swadesh wordlists show up to about 20% of lexical discrepancies in these word-
lists, which would, under normal circumstances, clearly speak of them as three different lan-
guages, the widely varying quality of recorded data does not allow to take these discrepancies
at face value: Bleek herself admits that data on Kakia and N|ullen were collected in haste, and
the probability of semantic and lexical inaccuracies in her records is fairly high. It is, therefore,
possible that ultimately these two varieties are not nearly as distant from X606 proper as are
X60's own 20 or so sub-dialects, tentatively classified in Naumann 2014 on the basis of some
phonetic and grammatical isoglosses observed over the course of a general survey. In any
case, at this time a detailed lexicostatistically based phylogeny of Taa languages and/or dia-
lects is impossible due to lack of data; a tentative reconstruction of the Swadesh wordlist for
Proto-Taa, based on all available evidence, is, however, somewhat within reach.

Quality. Lone Tree !X60 expectedly boasts the highest quality of phonetic (and probably
semantic) accuracy among all South Khoisan languages, possibly second only to Nfuu (for
which, however, published data are far more limited) — all due to the extensive research of
Anthony Traill. Nevertheless, the huge discrepancy between the quality of Traill's data and
everything else should not lead anyone into the fallacy of conflating Traill's Lone Tree !X60
with Proto-Taa itself, at least not when lexical reconstruction is involved. In terms of phonet-
ics, there is little, if anything, that data from Kakia or Nluflen could contribute in light of
Traill's clearly superior, and extremely detailed, description of Taa phonology (comparison
with Bleek’s data shows plenty of unrecognized phonetic features and a lot of mistakes in the
transcription of even the basic click influxes). But from a purely lexical point of view, there is
no reason to a priori consider the Lone Tree !X60 equivalent for a particular meaning as more
archaic than the corresponding Kakia or Nluflen equivalent whenever the two (or three) are
clearly etymologically different from each other.

G. Other !Ui languages

Data from the following languages, unquestionably identifiable as separate linguistic units be-
longing to the Ui group, may and should be used for etymological purposes (including recon-
struction of Proto-!Ui basic lexicon) but is generally unusable for lexicostatistical goals, making
a precise identification of their respective position on the Ui tree somewhat difficult:

(a) [Kxau (small grammatical sketch, a few phrases, and a very short vocabulary in Mein-
hof 1929; all lexical data reprinted in Bleek 1956);

(b) [[Kulle (a small amount of lexical data collected by D. Bleek and published in Bleek 1956);

(c) “Seroa” and “!Galne”, both represented by short, old, and phonetically dubious collec-
tions of lexical data by T. Arbousset, C. F. Wuras, and H. Anders (all data reprinted in Bleek
1956).
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Forms from some of these doculects will occasionally be quoted below, specifically as ad-
ditional etymological support for particular reconstructions, but no systematic conclusions
about their historical phonology or classification details shall be drawn.

Methodology

For the sake of this paper, I proceed from the following historical assumptions:

(a) all of the languages listed above are genetically related within a single “Tuu” family;

(b) all of those languages may be definitively and uncontroversially divided into no fewer
and no more than three separate clusters — Ui (|Xam, NIng, [[Xegwi); Nossob (Auni, |[Haasi);
and Taa (X606 and all of its dialects as well as Bleek’s Kakia and Nlullen), each of these repre-
senting the result of divergence from its own intermediate protolanguage.

Convincing evidence for both of these assumptions, including (partial) regular phonetic
correspondences and numerous sets of lexical and grammatical isoglosses, has been presented
in numerous sources, from Bleek 1956 and Westphal 1962 to more modern research (e.g. Hast-
ings 2001, Giildemann 2005b, Starostin 2008), and alternate scenarios, such as trying to explain
similarities between Ui and Taa as a result of areal convergence (a possibility not ruled out by
such notable “splitters” in the field of Khoisan studies as E. O. J. Westphal), are unlikely and
generally unwarranted.

What remains much less clear is the degree of relationship of these three clusters to each
other, or even of some of the individual languages within these clusters to each other. While
certain elements of consensus between the various classification schemes offered by research-
ers do emerge, such as, e.g., the understanding that [Xam and Nlng are closer to each other
than to [|[Xegwi, a particularly tricky issue rests with the [Auni-|Haasi cluster, commonly re-
ferred to today as the “Lower Nossob”, or simply “Nossob”, languages. Here at least three
conflicting schemes have been put forward:

(a) E. O. J. Westphal (1971: 381) directly groups this cluster with the Taa languages, using
the term “Taa” for the entire agglomeration; furthermore, as has already been mentioned, he
has forever remained skeptical about the idea of a genetic connection between Taa and !Ui;

(b) Oswin Kohler (1981: 469) counts the Nossob languages as a part of Ui, considering
them all related to Taa (which he calls “non-!Ui”) on a deeper level; this classification scheme
has generally become more popular than Westphal's until recently;

(c) Tom Giildemann (2014) has partially reverted to Westphal's model, arguing for a closer
affinity between Nossob and Taa while at the same time not denying that both are ultimately
genetically related to !Ui. His arguments are based on a number of lexical and grammatical
isoglosses, as well as a strongly supported observation that the similarities between Nossob
and !Ui are exaggerated because of extensive areal contact between [Auni and NIng (involving
elements of bilingualism).

Out of these three, Giildemann is the only author who has actually published detailed
linguistic argumentation in favor of his hypothesis, which may be one reason why it is cur-
rently accepted as the default phylogenetic scheme for Tuu in Glottolog. Nevertheless, due to
the scarceness and sometimes dubious quality of the data, using selective lexical and gram-
matical arguments in this kind of linguistic investigation (the way it is done in Giildemann
2014) may not be totally free of bias, and it would be reasonable to take a more holistic ap-
proach to the matter, if at all possible. This is why an overall lexicostatistical survey, focusing
on attested core basic lexicon for all the languages involved, would be a very useful addition
to Giildemann's methods of classification; and in the event of it producing different phyloge-
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netic results from Giildemann 2014, analyzing the reasons for such a discrepancy could shed
new light on both the historical relations between the various Tuu languages and the method-
ology of phylogenetic classification as a whole.

The actual results of an initial, preliminary survey based on 100-item Swadesh wordlists
for all the languages listed above have already been published in Starostin 2013: 355; they
showed that, although cognacy percentages between the Nossob languages and the various
'Ui languages sometimes drop to around 46-48%, they are still consistently a little higher than
the average percentages between Nossob and Taa, speaking in favor of Kohler's older classifi-
cation rather than Giildemann's. However, there is a way to both correct and refine those re-
sults and make them more visually transparent by shifting from direct comparison of attested
languages to comparing reconstructed wordlists — for Proto-!Ui, Proto-Nossob, and Proto-Taa,
respectively. Condensing lexical evidence from a dozen languages into the shape of evidence
from just three reconstructed proto-languages would be useful in helping clear away the
“chaff” of identifiably recent innovations and borrowings, and would also make it easier to fo-
cus on the analysis of specific lexical isoglosses between the three branches in order to figure
out which ones may have more weight for phylogenetic classification.

The general methodology for reconstructing proto-wordlists of the Swadesh type was al-
ready described in detail in several of this author’s previous publications (Starostin 2013: 153-
183, Starostin 2016) and, from a substantial point of view, needs no major modifications when
applied to available Tuu material. Most of the specific challenges encountered along the way
are of a technical nature — namely, scarceness and phonetic / semantic inaccuracies in the
source data. These can sometimes be neutralized through careful scrutiny, but on the whole, of
course, it should be well understood that the presented results are only as good as the data
that currently support them, and are liable to change with each new significant publication of
an additional data source (although, unfortunately, this is not likely for most of the languages
involved in this study).

An important tripartite distinction could be introduced between reconstructions, pseudo-
reconstructions, and zero reconstructions for each of the Swadesh items within each of the three
subgroups. For the wordlist appendix below, the following rules are observed.

(a) A reconstruction, marked with an asterisk, is generated when cognates are attested in at
least two separate doculects which do not represent close sub-dialects of a single language. In
the case of Ui, this means that the word has to be encountered at least in two out of three
main clusters (|Xam; |[Ng'ke — tKhomani — N|uu; |[Xegwi), or, failing that, at least in one of
them + one or more supporting languages whose data are not eligible for lexicostatistics (e.g.
an isogloss between |Xam and [Kulle, or between N|uu and [Kxau). Technically speaking, since
|Xam and NIng are closer to each other than to [[Xegwi, this does not allow to formally equate a
“Proto-|Xam- Ning” reconstruction with “Proto-!Ui” in the absence of a clear cognate in
[Xegwi; however, considering the scarceness of |[Xegwi data, we do not really have the luxury
of downplaying |[Xam — Ning isoglosses, and for the sake of this particular phylogenetic study
it seems reasonable to go along with a slightly broader understanding of “Proto-!Ui”.

Accordingly, in the case of Nossob languages “Proto-Nossob” is understood as the com-
mon invariant of cognates in [Auni and [Haasi; in the case of Taa “Proto-Taa” is understood as
an isogloss between !X66 and either Kakia or N|ullen (or all three).

(b) Pseudo-reconstructions can sometimes be substituted for actual reconstructions for both
lexicostatistical and etymological purposes. Thus, if out of all the languages belonging to one of
the three main subgroups of Taa, the Swadesh item in question is only attested in one language,
and the form itself is not transparently identifiable as a recent morphological derivation or
borrowing, there is a more-than-zero chance that it might actually be a direct reflex of the proto-
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item (a very common situation for Nossob languages, where available data on 'Auni are much
more extensive than data on [Haasi, see ASHES, BARK, BELLY etc. below); naturally, this chance is
increased even further if the form has credible external cognates in any of the other two branches.

If there are two or more non-cognate forms for the same equivalent in different languages
and it is impossible to make a sound judgement on which one is the lexicostatistical archaism
and which ones are the innovations, it is permissible to count them all as “technically syn-
onymous” pseudo-reconstructions (see, e.g., BELLY or BIG in the !Ui list below), in the sense that
each of them has a comparable chance of having expressed the required Swadesh meaning in
the proto-language (this is more credible than the idea of “absolute” synonymy in the proto-
language, with each daughter language retaining only one of the several earlier synonym:s).
Again, discovery of a potential cognate for one of these “technical synonyms” on the external
level of comparison drastically increases its chances and almost (but not quite) raises the item’s
status from pseudo-reconstruction to actual reconstruction.

(c) Finally, zero reconstructions — implying, among other things, that this particular item
has to be excluded from lexicostatistical calculations — appear whenever the required item is
either not found at all in any of the languages, or, if found in any of them, is transparently
identifiable as a recent innovation or borrowing. In the list below, there are very few genuine
zero reconstructions, since most of the Swadesh items are found to have some sort of equiva-
lent in at least some of the discussed languages; the biggest problem is with a very small
bunch of concepts whose “near-universality” does not properly apply to Tuu realities (e.g.
FISH, notably absent in the area, or LEAF, seemingly a difficult concept for Tuu speakers which
is usually expressed by borrowings).

Regarding the highest level of reconstruction (Proto-Tuu), we consider any Swadesh item
to be formally reconstructible for Proto-Tuu if it is reconstructible in the exact same Swadesh
meaning for both Proto-!Ui and Proto-Taa. The lower level reconstructions may be pseudo-
reconstructions, i.e. an isogloss between [Xam and !X46 (or even an isogloss between |[Xam and
the far less reliably attested Kakia or N|u/len on the other end) may be taken as strong evidence
for a Proto-Tuu reconstruction, unless there are additional obstacles to this interpretation (e.g.
both forms may be easily interpreted as recent borrowings from a Khoe source). The Nossob
languages, with their phylogenetic status not yet clearly resolved, are currently not very tell-
ing: it is extremely important to spot all the exclusive !Ui-Nossob and Taa-Nossob isoglosses,
yet directly equating them with Proto-Tuu is impossible before the final conclusions on their
position on the genealogical tree of Tuu languages.

With all possible Proto-!Ui, Proto-Nossob, Proto-Taa, and ultimately Proto-Tuu recon-
structions on hand, the natural advantage is that it shall be much easier to not only calculate
the distances between the specific branches, but also to analyze the possible classification al-
ternatives in terms of individual shared archaisms and innovations, reducing the overall evi-
dence to a small, but objectively attained, number of truly diagnostic etymologies. These re-
sults will be presented in the second part of the paper.

Notes on phonetic reconstruction in Tuu

Considering how much emphasis has been placed (and will continue to be placed) on the
word “reconstruction” in this paper, some clarifications must be made about how we actually
understand this term when applied to Tuu data. At the present state of our knowledge about
Tuu languages as a whole, it is extremely difficult, if not downright impossible, to rigorously
and rigidly apply the classic Neogrammarian methodology in order to elicit fully regular pho-
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netic correspondences between the phonemic systems of these languages — mainly due to the
relative scarceness of data from most of them, and to the generally poor transcription quality
of those languages which are indeed represented by relatively large corpora (like |[Xam or
[Auni). There is plenty of phonetic similarity between them, and there are enough recurring
patterns of correspondences to usually (though not always) recognize etymological cognates,
but a highly detailed system of correspondences which would fully cover all the subsystems of
the complicated Tuu phonologies (click influxes, click effluxes, non-click consonants, vowels
and their secondary features, tones, etc.) and reduce them to a parsimonious and typologically
credible Proto-Tuu inventory at best requires a much huger research effort than is currently
possible, and at worst may turn out to be objectively unreachable.

Nevertheless, even at this stage it is possible to operate on the level of what might be
called “lax” reconstructions, along lines already suggested for Tuu languages in Starostin 2008,
2013. What this means is separating the phonological units of Tuu into categories which are
found, based on comparative evidence, to be generally both more stable from a historical per-
spective and more consistently transcribed from a notational perspective — and those which
seem to be more fluent over time, as well as less easily defined by inexperienced field workers.
“Lax” reconstructions might then latch on to the more reliably established correspondences for
the first category, while offering reasonable approximations (for instance, bluntly based on the
majority rule) for the second. Such half-way reconstructions are always amendable if more
high quality data come along or additional recurring patterns are confirmed statistically, but even
without this they can still serve as proper historical evidence, provided that at least a certain
“sound skeleton” has been recovered for them based on Neogrammarian-type correspondences.

According to my observations, the generally stable parts of phonological inventories in
Tuu can be defined as (a) click influxes; (b) non-click consonants, especially in word-initial po-
sition; and, to a slightly lesser degree, (c) main root vowels (not including vocalic codas, corre-
spondences between which are often chaotic, possibly because they represent variable mor-
phological add-ons). The least stable parts, in addition to vocalic codas, are tones (if only be-
cause prosody is not marked consistently and reliably in any of the older sources) and click ef-
fluxes — which often show tremendous variation not just between different languages, but
even between closely related dialects or sub-dialects of the same language. Below I adduce
several important notes on each of these subseries, additionally referring the reader to my ear-
lier and more detailed, but also sometimes outdated, observations on the comparative phonol-
ogy of Tuu as published in Starostin 2008.

A. Click influxes. Correspondences between these segments are more often than not regu-
lar and trivial (one-to-one), but there are some important exceptions. The principal correla-
tions are listed in Table 1; for some extra details (largely irrelevant when applied exclusively to
the 100-item wordlist) see Starostin 2008: 365-370.

[Xam Ning [Xegwi [Auni X606
*0 0 0 0 0 0
" | | | | |
* 1 4 AlS t t
* ! ! 0 ! !
I [ I I I I
*C ! I ! t t

Table 1. Principal correspondences between click influxes across major Tuu languages
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Notes.

(1) Labial click (*O): see Starostin 2008: 366 on several examples where labial clicks in Taa
may correspond to lateral clicks in Ui, perhaps indicating secondary labialization. It is still
unclear whether this correspondence is truly regular or if all the listed examples are just acci-
dental resemblances; in any case, none of them are relevant to the data subset of the 100-item
wordlist.

(2) Dental click (*): see ibid. on such specific correspondences as Taa *g(’)- = Ui *c(’)- and
Taa *’In- = Ui *d-. Examples for these are somewhat more reliable than for (1), but, once again,
they are only encountered outside the Swadesh wordlist.

(3) Palatal click (*#). This is the least stable of all click influxes in Taa, and it deserves more
detailed commentary. First, in such extinct languages as IXam and (maybe) some of the dia-
lects of Ning, such as the Bleek-transcribed [[Ng'ke, it seems to have merged with the alveolar
click (*+ —!), see below examples such as DOG, EAR, EGG etc.). The reason why I suspect it must
have been a real diachronic development rather than a simple transcriptional error is that
there are quite a few entries in IXam which have been transcribed, both by Wilhelm Bleek and
Lucy Lloyd, with an initial - (cf. [Xam fenn ‘to know’, ¥ *to kick’, ¥xoa ‘elephant’ etc.), but many,
if not most, of them look like relatively recent borrowings from a Khoe source* This would
imply that after the original palatal click had shifted to a different manner of articulation (per-
haps merging with the alveolar click or becoming so close to it as to become indistinguishable
for the early scholars of Khoisan?®), it may have been reintroduced into the language/s/ along
with lexical loans from their Khoe neighbors.

Second, in |[Xegwi the palatal click undergoes a unique development, shifting toward a
non-click lateral affricate articulation. The regular development seems to be *# — A (see DOG,
EAR, EGG below), but occasionally post-alveolar fricative reflexes (¢, s) are observed as well; this
seems to happen when the click has a uvular efflux (cf. Njuu #q0¢ ‘short’ = | Xegwi-Z ¢we id.;
Nluu #g"e ‘wind’ = [|[Xegwi-LH $we: id.). Unfortunately, scarceness of available IXegwi data
prevents us from being able to fully describe the picture here, which must have been typologi-
cally somewhat similar to the well-studied behavior of palatal clicks in Eastern Kalahari Khoe
languages (Vossen 1997: 285-288).

(4) Alveolar click and lateral click (*!, *I). Both of these are typically quite stable, but the
alveolar click undergoes seemingly regular deletion in IXegwi as well (*/ui ‘person’ — IXegwi
kwi, etc.), again, parallel to similar developments in Kalahari Khoe.

(5) The “sixth click influx” (provisionally marked as *( for lack of a better idea®). This re-
flects the unusual, but seemingly recurrent correspondence “IXam ! : Ning | : IXegwi ! : (?) Nos-
sob #: Taa #’, established on the data of several basic items on the Swadesh list (BONE, ONE, RED,
also FOOT in !Ui) as well as additional basic lexicon (e.g. the root for ‘female breast / milk’,
listed in Starostin 2008: 368). The evidence for this extra influx is not overwhelming, but too
strong to be brushed away as a mix of accidental lookalikes and incorrect transcriptions; in
particular, given the regular deletion of the plain alveolar click in IXegwi, it is the only way to
account for those cases in which IXegwi lexical items still feature the alveolar click (and cannot

4+ Bonny Sands suggests that the loans may have come specifically from Korana (Sands 2014: 13).

5 In this respect, it may be instructive to recall a typological parallel in which the original Ju (North Khoisan)
palatal click *# has shifted to a retroflex articulation (!!) in Ekoka !Xun (Konig & Heine 2001: 22-23), already after
the original retroflex click *!! had merged with lateral *| in that same dialect. Could something of the sort actually
have taken place in some of the now-extinct Tuu languages?

¢ The symbol ( is actually borrowed from Clement Doke’s ingenious, but forgotten alphabet for click conso-
nants, where it was reserved for the unvoiced alveolar click (now commonly marked as /).
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be explained away as borrowings). Postulation of a phonologically distinct sixth click influx
for Proto-!Ui and Proto-Tuu would make these protolanguages typologically unique (no living
or attested extinct Khoisan language has more than five), but not theoretically impossible;
more work on available material is necessary to understand whether the observed correspon-
dence should be truly traced back to a separate phonological contrast or whether it may be ex-
plained by a conditioned split.

B. Click effluxes. Very few Tuu languages can be said to have adequate descriptions of their
complicated click accompaniment systems. The best ones have arguably been produced by
Traill for X606 (up to 19 different effluxes per influx), Miller et al. for Nfuu (up to 10 different
effluxes per influx), and by Lanham and Hallowes for [Xegwi (up to 7 different effluxes per in-
flux). Even these descriptions may not be completely accurate and finalized in terms of recog-
nized contrasts, and observed correspondences between different languages are by no means
trivial.

Our current “lax” strategy on the matter is simple: for Proto-!Ui and Proto-Taa, unless
there is a very strong individual argument about the secondary nature of these effluxes, we
provisionally accept the efflux in Nfuu and in !X60 (respectively) as representing the proto-
state — simply because any discrepancy between these languages and the earlier described
ones may be theoretically attributed to incorrect transcriptions in older sources (where the
same word may very often be found transcribed in multiple variants with different click ef-
fluxes). If this tactical decision somehow contradicts the majority rule, i.e., for instance, the
Nluu click efflux is not the same as the efflux in the majority of other !Ui reflexes, such a situa-
tion deserves detailed individual analysis”.

C. Non-click consonants. A staggeringly low percentage of either Proto-!Ui or Proto-Taa
Swadesh items are reliably reconstructible with a word-initial non-click consonant (approxi-
mately 14-15 items on the Proto-!Ui wordlist and 18-20 items for Proto-Taa), which goes to
show how thoroughly integral click phonemes are to these languages (for comparison, the cor-
responding number for Proto-Ju, even though Ju languages have the second most complex in-
ventory of click phonemes after Tuu, is no fewer than 35 items out of 100). This does not mean
that the Proto-Taa system of non-click consonants was necessarily modest — Traill lists more
than 40 such consonants for X4, of which only very few can be reliably proven as secondary —
but it does mean that the issue of an accurate reconstruction of this sub-system for Proto-Taa is
not particularly relevant for our current task.

Phonemes encountered in basic lexicon items include *#- (HEAR, LIE), *k- (ALL), *s- (BITE,
COME, FAT), the ejective velar affricate *k¢’- (DRINK), and the alveolar affricates *3- (FLY) and *c -
(EYE), though for these last two phonemes evidence is more marginal and problematic. Correspon-
dences for the others are largely trivial (arguably the most serious phonetic change is from *t-
to palatal *¢- in NIng), though see notes on BITE for a possible affricativization scenario for *s-
in certain contexts. Not a single complex consonantal cluster, such as *tk¢’, etc., is reconstruc-
tible for this particular subset of the basic lexicon in any of the daughter branches of Tuu.

7 It should be kept in mind that click efflux articulation in Tuu, as well as other Khoisan languages, may oc-
casionally be correlated with secondary features of vowel articulation, such as nasalization, pharyngealization,
glottalization, and breathiness — both “genuinely” (if vocalic articulation exerts assimilative influence on the ef-
flux, or vice versa) and “virtually” (if, in one of the less than accurate sources, a vocalic feature is transcriptionally
mistaken for a back closure release, or vice versa). Unfortunately, secondary vocalic features are quite inconsis-
tently marked in older sources.
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D. Vowels and codas. Reconstruction of the Proto-!Ui, Proto-Taa, and especially Proto-Tuu
systems of vowels and vocalic/consonantal syllabic codas is extremely difficult due to huge
amounts of variation, which should be attributed not only to phonetic change (or pseudo-
phonetic change, reflecting inaccurate transcription) but also to morphological variation, as
the exact same nominal, adjectival, or verbal root may frequently be encountered in different
languages (or even within the same language) in combination with different suffixal compo-
nents — noun class markers, agreement morphemes, or various other clitical elements fused
with the root and not recognized as separate morphemes.

The main vowels in Tuu languages, as follows from reliable modern data on Nluu and
X090, are typically restricted to three unrestricted phonemic units (4, o, 1), occurring freely and
frequently after any consonants; and two highly restricted units (front vowels ¢, i), whose oc-
currences after click phonemes are exceedingly rare, but who are somewhat more frequently
met after non-click phonemes. The original picture may have been more complicated, as there
are numerous cases in which the vowel a4 in Taa corresponds to either e or o in !Ui languages
(see examples in Starostin 2008: 372); it is still unclear if such situations reflect additional
original phonemes (such as *¢ and *0) or the results of phonetic contraction of different mor-
phological variants (for a good example, see notes on FIRE below).

The precise inventory of Proto-Tuu codas (i.e. second morae of nominal and verbal word
forms, which are often morphologically detachable even on the synchronic level, or may be
shown to have been fossilized through external comparison) cannot be determined at the mo-
ment; on the whole, relatively few bimoraic sequences may be reliably reconstructed by com-
paring !Ui, Nossob, and Taa data. Given the fact that only !X40 yields itself relatively well to
detailed morphophonological analysis (in Nluu, most of the old derivational morphemes seem
to have lost their productivity, and data on all other languages are antiquated and unreliable),
reconstruction of nominal and verbal morphological elements for Proto-Tuu may turn out to
be an even more challenging task than the reconstruction of its click system. Consequently, in
the current paper, the emphasis is always on checking whether a bisegmental (initial click or
non-click consonant + main vowel) sequence may be identified as the original root morpheme
for Proto-!Ui, Proto-Nossob, Proto-Taa, and, ultimately, Proto-Tuu: by default, discrepancies
between codas are provisionally written off as reflecting morphological variation, either al-
ready present on the Proto-Tuu level or arising independently in one or more branches after
the split of the proto-language.

Notes on transcription

The transcriptional system used in this paper generally follows the transcriptional standard
which is currently employed in the Global Lexicostatistical Database and is itself essentially
based on IPA, but with a few important modifications.

(1) Clicks: following the system adopted in Vossen 1997, nasalized clicks are transcribed
with a superscript tilde sign (0, ], etc.) while voiced clicks have a subscript tilde (0, |, etc.).

(2) Affricates: instead of IPA’s digraphic combinations, single letters are used to denote
alveolar (c, 3) and palatal (¢, 3) affricates.

(3) For morphological segmentation, the hyphen sign is used to separate root morphemes
from suffixes (ku-ka, etc.), while the equation sign is used to separate roots from prefixal com-
ponents (e.g. ' Auni si=fu ‘bird’, etc.).

For a more detailed description of the transcription system, including notes on translitera-
tion of data from old sources, see Starostin 2015.
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Appendix. Comparative analysis of Tuu basic lexicon (Items 1-50)

In this Appendix, I list the results of intermediate and Proto-Tuu reconstructions for the first
(alphabetically) 50 items on the Swadesh wordlist (more or less closely following the semantic
specifications set out in Kassian et al. 2010). Each entry is structured as follows:

(1) Name of the item, together with a formal notation of the presence / absence of lexico-
statistical parallels between the three branches: e.g. [!Ui + Taa] [- Nossob] means that the re-
constructions for Proto-!Ui and Proto-Taa are cognate, whereas the reconstruction for Proto-
Nossob is not (this also includes pseudo-reconstructions). Sometimes, even when all three
branches reflect the same root, two out of three may be more tightly connected, for instance,
sharing common morphological formations (suffixes, etc.). Such extra proximity is indicated
with additional parentheses, e.g. [!Ui + [Nossob + Taa]]: it offers additional evidence for phy-
logenetic classification. If there are no matches whatsoever between any of the three branches,
the word is marked with [-].

(2-4) Reconstructions for Proto-!Ui, Proto-Nossob, and Proto-Taa, accompanied with a list
of most of the attested reflexes. If the onomasiological reconstruction is equivocal, two or more
roots may be listed instead as (a), (b), etc. The ¢ sign separates listed data from comments on
the reconstructions®. Note that the Appendix does not necessarily list all the attested forms
corresponding to the Swadesh items in question, but mainly those that justify the reconstruc-
tion. For complete lexicostatistical lists, the reader is advised to refer to the South Khoisan ('Ui
and Taa) databases that are separately available online at the Global Lexicostatistical Database
(Starostin 2011-2021).

(5) Proto-Tuu reconstruction (where it is at all possible). For reasons described above (in
the “Notes on phonetic reconstruction” section), we do not systematically list Tuu protoforms,
but rather use the notation “Tuu+” to indicate credible lexicostatistical isoglosses between !Ui
and/or Nossob and Taa which almost certainly go back to a common Tuu protoform, and the
notation “Tuu-" to indicate the lack of such isoglosses. Note that “Tuu-" also marks situations
where one of the branches may have an etymological cognate in the other, but since the mean-
ings are different, this does not qualify as a proper lexicostatistical match (e.g. BIG, etc.).

1. ALL [!Ui + Taa] [-Nossob]

o IUi: *ku (|Xam ku:, [Ng'ke kwa:, Seroa ku). ¢ Attestation in [Ng'ke is somewhat dubious
(the word is only found in the earlier source Bleek 1929, not in Bleek 1956), but the
[Xam entry is hardly questionable. Isolated equivalents (a) in Nfuu: huni-ki (= ${Kho-M
huni-ge); (b) in [Xegwi-LH: ¢7 ~ ¢7 (only found as part of composite pronominal stems i-
¢1‘we all’, u-¢i ~ u-¢7 ‘you all’).

e Nossob: Auni ba (?). ¢ Cf. the example in Bleek 1956: 13: tuku ba su "sbati “men shall
all return”. Not clear if this semantic glossing should be trusted, especially given that
the word [ani is also occasionally glossed as ‘all’, e.g. ku totos [lani “all the people” (on
the other hand, the primary meaning of [lani is probably ‘many’, cf. below).

o Taa: *kU-ka' (IX60 ko: ka?d, Kakia ku-ka:" ~ ku-ka). O Clearly a compound, but it is hard
to delineate the individual meaning and function of each component. For N|ullen, the

8 These comments are sometimes identical with notes on specific items and reconstructions which have al-
ready been published as part of the !Ui and Taa databases at the Global Lexicostatistical Database (Starostin 2011-
2021). However, the present paper also adds new details and observations that are relevant for reconstruction
purposes, while at the same time omitting a large amount of synchronic information on the actual South Khoisan
forms which may be found in the database notes.
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only attested equivalent is [lirri, the same word as ‘many’ q.v.; it is impossible to tell if
both meanings truly merged in the same word or if this is just a case of inaccurate se-
mantic glossing.

e Tuu+: A clear isogloss between at least [Xam (+ Seroa) and Taa, allowing to reconstruct
*ku as a basic Tuu morpheme for ‘all’. Specific evolution of this meaning in various
daughter languages and its correlation with the related meaning ‘many’ may be ob-
scured by inadequate glossing and insufficient contextual data.

2. ASHES [!Ui + Taa] [-Nossob]

e Ui *!qui (|Xam /i ~ /11, ${Kho-D !wi, N|uu /qui). ¢ Not attested in [|[Xegwi or any of the
minor sources. Perhaps phonetically identical with [Xam /ku:i ‘to burn, smart, pain’
(Bleek 1956: 449), but without data from other sources it is premature to suggest se-
mantic derivation (may simply be a case of homophony or close phonetic similarity).

e Nossob: Auni ["ana. ¢ Phonetically similar to !X [lgdna ‘dirt, rubbish, rust’, but the
click influx correspondence would be unprecedented (unless the |’Auni form is inaccu-
rate).

e Taa: (a) !X60 foa, Kakia [fwa:; (b) Nlullen ['wi. ¢ Technically, the form in IX60 is more re-
liable than item (b), and its distribution is confirmed by the parallel in Kakia (with a
mistranscribed lateral click, cf. ‘bone’, etc., below). However, the word is also phoneti-
cally identical with the widely distributed Proto-Kalahari Khoe root *foa ‘ashes’
(Vossen 1997: 417), and the lack of etymological parallels in !Ui strongly suggests that
we are simply dealing with one of 1X68’s many borrowings from the neighboring |Gui.
In this light, the form attested by D. Bleek in Nluflen looks more trustworthy as a po-
tential archaism.

e Tuu+: The isogloss between !Ui and Nlullen (West Taa) strongly suggests Proto-Tuu
*Iqui ‘ashes’, replaced in X606 by a borrowing and not found in the Nossob sugroup.

3. BARK []

e [Ui: Not reconstructible. ¢ The word is attested consistently only within the Nfuu clus-
ter, where all forms are identifiable as borrowed from Kalahari Khoe (cf. PKK *|lx’i
‘bark’ in Vossen 1997: 421): $tKho-D [xiy, N|uu [x7i:-si. The only other known form is
[Ng'ke lo;, somewhat dubious because it is not backed by any textual examples.

e Nossob: Auni /0. ¢ This could actually be the same word as $Kho-D [x’iy, etc., i.e. also
a borrowing from Kalahari Khoe, although Bleek’s transcription of the click efflux
(zero instead of expected -x’-) would seem to contradict this.

e Taa: (a) X80 gu-le (pl. gii-n), Kakia gu-le; (b) Nlullen fum. ¢ The!X66 form has obvious
parallels in the |Gui-|Gana cluster of Kalahari Khoe (gure ‘bark’ in Tanaka 1978: 10),
but in this case, the word seems to be exclusive for that particular cluster rather than
reconstructible for PKK, implying possible borrowing from Taa rather than vice versa.

e Tuu—: No proper isoglosses between the three clusters, and the word itself is formally
not reconstructible. Its frequent re-borrowing from Kalahari Khoe indicates that the
concept itself is not very stable in Tuu languages.

4. BELLY [-]

IUi: (a) [Xam !du-tu; (b) |[Nglke [xd@, Njuu [xd. ¢ In most languages, available data do
not allow to perfectly distinguish between the meanings ‘belly’ and ‘stomach’, although
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at least W. Bleek’s notes on [Xam suggest that /du-tu ‘belly’ may have been opposed to
Joa* ‘stomach’.

Nossob: " Auni [[ai.

Taa: (a) X060 "iima; (b) Nlullen [la:ban.

Tuu—: Not properly reconstructible. ¢ ‘Belly’ / ‘abdomen’ as a concept referring to the
external part of the body seems to be fairly unstable in Tuu, with each individual lan-
guage essentially having its own equivalent (this assuming that the semantic interpre-
tation in older, uncheckable sources actually holds water). ‘Internal belly’ = ‘stomach,
bowels’ is actually more stable: Proto-Tuu *|oa- can be reliably reconstructed based on
the correlation between [Xam foa’ ‘stomach’ and !X66 /64" ‘innards, bowels, stomach’
(cf. also, perhaps, [Xegwi-Z ["u-ga: ‘stomach’, [Xegwi-B [u-bwa id., although the second
syllable in each of these forms remains unexplained).

5. BIG [!Ui + Taa] [-Nossob]

Ui: (a) [Xam !ui-ya; (b) Nfuu !xo:; (c) [[Xegwi-Z [xeya ~ [xeya, |[Xegwi-LH [lx’e;. & Not
properly reconstructible. The adjectival meaning ‘big’ in general is unstable and its
equivalents seem to be easily reinvented from various verbal stems, e.g. [Xam /ui-ya is
most likely derived from /ui ‘to grow’. Nfuu /xo: is clearly the same as |[Xam !xo: ‘up-
right, tall’, but this does not guarantee that ‘big’ was the original semantics.

Nossob: *o-si ~ *u-si (" Auni #is ~ 1i:si ~ 11:51, [Haasi 3-si). ¢ For [Haasi, Story also records
usage of /xwa: ‘big’ as a free synonym; this may actually be a borrowing from Njuu.
Taa: *Ixa-(i): !X60 /xa-, Kakia /xai, Njullen !xai.

Tuu-: Since !Ui *o : Taa *a is a recurrent correspondence (possibly indicative of a spe-
cial Proto-Tuu phoneme such as *), it is formally admissible to postulate Proto-Tuu
*Ixo- ‘big’ on the basis of the isogloss between Proto-Taa */xa- and N|uu /xo: (+ [Xam
Ixo: ‘tall’?). This is, however, not a perfect onomasiological match in light of the overall
instability of the concept and uncertainties about specific semantic glossing in separate
languages.

6. BIRD [!Ui + [Nossob + Taa]]

IUi: *|q"ui (|Nglke [wi ~ [wi;, ${Kho-M fwi-si, Nluu [g"ui-si, |[Xegwi-Z ["wi). ¢ Reconstruc-
tion based upon the presumably accurate efflux transcription in N|uu. The original
root seems to have been narrowed down to the meaning ‘vulture’ in [Xam (fwi),
whereas two innovative forms are attested for ‘bird’: (a) xarri ~ x'dnni, usually glossed
as ‘little bird’; this is clearly related to Proto-Khoekhoe *k¢’ani ‘bird’ (ironically, itself «
Proto-Khoe *kv’ani ‘vulture’, see Vossen 1997: 441) and likely reflects a recent borrow-
ing; (b) [erri-tan- ‘large bird’, transparently derived from [érri(ya) ‘feather’ and thus
also clearly innovative.

Nossob: *si=|u (' Auni si=[u, [Haasi si=[). O Reconstruction of voiced efflux and *-u is
provisional (largely based on external data). Initial si= is a nominal prefix commonly
observed in other words as well (nothing to do with the copula si; possibly the same
singulative marker as in N[uu [g"ui-si, etc., only prefixed rather than suffixed?). Note
that Bleek also lists [’ Auni Jo: as a free synonym; this may be a prefix-less variant of the
same stem, perhaps from a different dialect since in this shape, the word is actually
phonetically closer to the variant in |[Haasi.

Taa: *[u(®)- (1X60 [i"?u, pl. [i"?4-té, Kakia $i=[u, Nlullen si=lou). ¢ Kakia $i=[u is probably a
typo for *$i=[u. It is notable that Kakia and Nlullen both share the prefix si- with Nossob
forms; X060, however, shows no traces of it.
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Tuu+: Nossob and Taa forms are pretty much identical. The question of how they tie
together with !Ui *|q"ui is more problematic, but etymological identity is possible as-
suming that (a) *i is a fossilized class marker and (b) the aspirated uvular efflux in
NJuu is somehow correlated with strident vowel articulation in Taa (in any case, there
are additional examples where uvular efflux articulation in !Ui correlates to a lack
thereof in Taa, cf. ‘horn’, etc.). We may tentatively reconstruct Proto-Taa *|u‘- or even
*|q(™u’- to account for this alignment.

7. BITE [[!Ui + Nossob] + Taa]

Qo

Ui: *¢’i (Xam c%i: ~ ci;, [Nglke ci ~ ¢, {Kho-M, $Kho-D c’i;, N|uu c, [Xegwi-Z ci,
[Xegwi-LH c’i:).

Nossob: |[Haasi ci:. ¢ In [’ Auni, the form c7: is only attested by Bleek in the meaning ‘to
ache’, but given that the polysemy ‘bite / ache’ is also attested in $Kho, it is possible
that this was the proper equivalent in | Auni as well.

Taa: *si?- (IX60 si?i, N|ullen ce-ya). ¢ The Nluflen form is the same as the !X606 variable
stem si?-]V. Not attested in Kakia.

Tuu+: *si?i may be reliably reconstructed as the original root. !Ui and Nossob forms
seem to share the phonetic shift *si?i — *s? — *c’i, in which the intervocalic glottal stop
fused with the word-initial sibilant and turned it into a glottalized affricate. In some of
the varieties of Taa and Nossob, the same root also serves as the derivational basis for
‘snake’ (see below).

.BLACK []

Ui: *I(™oe (Xam !wen ~ lwey, [Nglke fwe ~ loe, Nluu !"oe, |[Xegwi-Z ¢wa ~ ncwa,
[Xegwi-LH 3wa: ~ 3wd:). ¢ The forms in [Xam and the Nfuu cluster are clearly related
(nasal coda in |Xam is likely of suffixal origin). Relation of these forms to |[Xegwi
(n)Cwa or Fwa: is less certain, but a probable scenario is [1] regular deletion of initial */-
(*!oe — *koe) with [2] subsequent palatalization before a front vowel (— *¢oe) and [3]
lowering of the diphthong (— *Cwa). For [1], see TAIL, TWO, WATER below; for [3], cf.
‘one’; no clear examples of [2], but no contradictory cases either. For now, we may
count all these forms as cognates.

Nossob: [Haasi [le. ¢ Not attested in | Auni.

Taa: *fa?- (1X00 #i?-pa, Nlullen fa-na). ¢ Same root in X80 #a-be ‘black person’; -na is a
common adjectival suffix also encountered in other color terms (see RED, WHITE below).
Tuu—: Not reconstructible. All three branches have their own equivalents.

9. BLOOD [!Ui + Nossob] [-Taa]

IUi: *||Ixau (Xam [[xdu-ka ~ |[xdu-kon ~ |[xau-ki, [Ng!ke [xau, Njuu [xau-ke). ¢ Solid recon-
struction. Probably not related to [[Xegwi-LH A’¢ii, which should reflect something like
*#’aii, without any clear external parallels (phonetic similarity to Proto-Khoe *#a0 ‘heart’
is likely accidental, since click effluxes do not match and semantic connections be-
tween ‘blood’ and ‘heart’ are not particularly common in the Khoisan area).

Nossob: *||xau (]’ Auni [xau(?)u, |Haasi [[xau).

Taa: *1a* (1X66 I:* ~ Ii'm, Kakia Iz:%, NJullen :%). ¢ Provenance of -m in /i'm is unclear;
perhaps the result of morphological reanalysis of the plural form 4"-ma-té.

Tuu—: Not reconstructible. ¢ An obvious isogloss between Ui and Nossob, on one
hand, and Taa, on the other. It is curious that in both of D. Bleek’s dictionaries, she re-
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cords a !Ui-like form for ‘blood’ for Kakia: [xaii (1929), [xdii’ (1956). However, it is not
confirmed by textual examples, not distinguished semantically from /a:'s, and is clearly
not the principal word for ‘blood’ in Taa as a whole. It may be a borrowing from some
variety of Ui (which is hard to confirm without a systemic analysis of the entire cor-
pus) or, if it is some sort of archaic retention in limited (bound?) contexts, it could be a
valuable indication that Common Taa */a’ is innovative.

BONE [!Ui + Taa]

Ui: *¢®a ([Xam !wd, |[Xegwi-LH /a). ¢ Correspondences between [Xam and [[Xegwi are
non-trivial, but regular, reflecting the “sixth click” and extra labialisation in [Xam.
A different equivalent for ‘bone’ is seen in the Nfuu cluster: |[Nglke [abba, Nfuu [laba,
evidently cognate with [Xam [abba ‘a piece of eland's bone that forms part of the com-
pleted arrow’. It must be noted, however, that Bleek transcribes the plural form for
[Ng'ke [labba as [afa (reduplication is typically indicative of plurality), and that similar
forms are also found in NJuu compound plurals, e.g. #9"a: [lai-ke ‘chest bones’. This may
indicate suppletivism and preservation of the original equivalent for ‘bone’ in the col-
lective / plural forms. Since the expected reflex of *%a in NJuu would indeed be [a,
such a solution is quite likely; it must be noted, however, that [z and [abba, despite
phonetic similarity, can hardly represent the same root due to having different clicks
in [Xam.

Nossob: Not attested in either |’ Auni or |Haasi.

Taa: *#a (X80 #a: /poss./, fa: /alien./, Kakia [la;, Nlullen #d). ¢ Lateral click in Kakia is
probably mistranscribed, as in many other similar cases.

Tuu+: Ui *¢®a and Taa *#a represent a solid etymological and lexicostatistical match;
the only discrepancy is nasalization in Taa, which may ultimately go back to a suffixal
extension (*fa-1).

BREAST (CHEST) [!Ui + Taa] [-Nossob]

[Ui: (?) *[uin (Xam [wain-tu; INg!ke [woen ~ [woin-tu; Nluu [fii-¢u, [Kulle [pin-tu). ¢ This
word is clearly distinct from the word for ‘female breast / milk’ ([Xam !"wai, Njuu [,
etc.), and its semantic properties in individual languages are not always clearly distin-
guishable from those of close synonyms, e.g. [Xam [axu ‘chest’ (possibly the same as
flaxu ~ [Jaxu ‘side’) or N|uu #4"a: ‘sternum’, ‘breastbone’. The latter directly corresponds
to [Xegwi-Z/LH $a-qu ‘chest’ (see the exact same phonetic correspondence in ‘wind’
below), which makes the ||Xegwi form a less probable candidate for Proto-!Ui status
(i.e. we reconstruct an original semantic opposition between *[uin ‘chest’ and *#q"a
‘breastbone’, with both meanings probably merged in one in |[Xegwi).

Nossob: |’ Auni fan ~ $an. ¢ Distinct from |l¢i-si ‘female breast’.

Taa: Kakia fam. ¢ All three varieties of Taa have different equivalents, of which !X68 [l
‘chest’ (distinct from #g"¢: ‘female breast’) phonetically coincides with Proto-Khoe *[u
‘chest’ (Vossen 1997: 426) and quite likely represents a borrowing from the |Gwi-|Gana
cluster; and Nlullen [u ‘chest’ is either a typo for [u (see a similar case for BIRD above)
or, alternately, could be compared with !X66 [iii ‘breastbone’. This leaves Kakia fam
(distinct from [xa:n-sa ‘female breasts’) as the only form for which it is difficult to sug-
gest a secondary origin.

Tuu+: The correspondence between Ui *[[uin) and Kakia (= Proto-Taa?) Jlam is almost
exactly the same as in the word for ‘liver’ (see below), likely reflecting Proto-Tuu *{[>-
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with different suffixal extensions (Ui *-in, Taa *-/a/m). [ Auni fan is incompatible with
this stem.

BURN (tr.) 7]

Ui: *[la ((Xam fa(:) ~ [eC:), [Ng'ke [la ~ [e(:)). O Although the forms by themselves are
glossed as intransitive in Bleek’s sources, textual examples clearly confirm transitive
use as well, e. g. [[07 Je sa, ha [la y “the sun comes, it burns me” (Bleek 1956: 545), etc. For
modern Nfuu, Sands et al. 2006 give /xao as the main equivalent; this root is listed for
[Ng'ke as !xau ‘to kindle, make or light a fire’, and its cognates in the Nossob lan-
guages have the same semantics (Auni /xau ‘to light (fire)’, |Haasi /xau ‘to kindle’).
Overall, the data are insufficient to reach a certain conclusion, but it is quite possible
that this word, originally only taking ‘fire’ as its object, has widened its scope in N|uu.
Examples of transitive usage also attested for [|[Kulle [a: ‘burn’. In || Xegwi, [la is only at-
tested in the meaning ‘to cook’ by Bleek; no other equivalents are known for the mean-
ing ‘to burn’ in available sources. On the whole, there are sufficient reasons to think
that both ‘burn (tr.)’ and ‘burn (intr.)” in Proto-!Ui were expressed by the same root *[la
(Xam and [[Ng'ke [le represent a secondary morphophonological variant, probably
fused with an agreement marker).

Nossob: Not reconstructible. ¢ For |’Auni, the only attested form is /d ‘to burn, light a
fire, roast’, with one accompanying example: [d n [i ‘light the fire’, meaning that the
semantics could have actually been ‘light, kindle’. For [Haasi, Story lists the form [o:
‘to burn (tr.)’, but it is not confirmed by textual examples — actually, the only textual
example for this form is [’i [a [o: ‘the sun is hot’, which may, of course, be interpreted as
‘the sun burns’, but there is no explicit justification for this. Intransitive ‘burn’ = ‘to be
cooked’ is actually attested as [la (Qwi: k’i [a [la k’a ‘the meat is burning’, Owi: k’i [la ‘the
meat is cooked’).

Taa: Not reconstructible. ¢ The only solidly attested equivalent for ‘to burn (both tr.
and intr.)’ is X060 0, clearly the same as Kakia Owa ~ Qwa ‘to make a fire’ (e.g. 5i a Owa
[a ‘we will light a fire’). Intransitive [la ‘burn’ is also found in Kakia (/a: wa [a a ‘the fire
is burning’); in X606, however, the meaning of the cognate [aha is listed as ‘set alight,
set on fire, torch (e.g. tobacco, the veld, a hut), singe’, indicating transitive use.

Tuu—: Not reconstructible. ¢ Onomasiological reconstruction in this particular case is
seriously hampered by what looks like incomplete and inaccurate semantic glossing in
both older and newer sources of data, and by the difficulties in distinguishing between
transitive and intransitive usages of verbal stems, as well as subtle semantic distinc-
tions between ‘to light, kindle’ (= ‘to make to begin to burn’) and ‘to burn down’ (= ‘to
reduce to ashes by burning’). Clearly, the verbal root *|la is in itself well preserved in
all three branches of Tuu, but whether it was indeed the basic equivalent of the mean-
ing ‘burn’ in contexts like ‘I burned [down] the house’ remains unclear. For now, we
should probably exclude this item from any calculations.

CLAW (= FINGERNAIL) [!Ui + Nossob + Taa]

IUi: *||qo-rV (|Xam [ur(r)u, [Ng'ke [uri-si, t{Kho-M [oro(-si), N|uu [lgoro-si, |[Xegwi-B [ola).
0 The detachable origins of the second syllable are hinted at by plural forms in [Xam:
[u-|lu-(t)tan, where the original expression of plurality is represented by root reduplica-
tion. In all other languages, the nominal suffix of the singular form has completely
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fused with the root. It must be noted that the form in || Xegwi-Z is completely different:
sg. ’elo-loy, pl. I’elo-le, of unknown origin.

Nossob: [ Auni fora-sa. ¢ The situation in [Haasi is not clear. Story lists the form k'a=fii,
correctly identifies it as plural and further connects it with fii ‘finger’, which seems to
be a phonetic variant of the same root. Further etymological connection of this word is
clearly with X0 Fi “foot, spoor, track, hoof of an ungulate’ and its cognates (see FOOT
below). Given that there are no textual examples confirming the semantics of ‘finger-
nail’, the glossing may very well be erroneous.

Taa: (a) *|lqu- (!X60 [gii-le, pl. [lgii-n-sd); (b) *[|a?m (X606 [a?m, Kakia pl. [am-te). ¢ For
X060, Traill lists two synonymous equivalents with the meaning ‘fingernail’ without
specifying any semantic differentiations. The former is a perfect etymological match
for Proto-Ui *||qo-rV (right down to the detachable suffix of the sg. form), but is not
supported by older data on Taa. The latter has no parallels in !Ui, but could be equated
with Kakia [am-te assuming that the dental click [ here is a mistranscription for lateral |
(these two symbols seem to be frequently mixed up in Bleek’s materials on Kakia).
It must be noted that if [a?m is analyzed as [a?-m (where -m is a fossilized plural
marker, as in [li: ‘stick’, pl. fd&-m id. and many other examples), the forms are compara-
ble with Proto-Kalahari Khoe *la ‘fingernail’ (Vossen 1997: 436) and could be inter-
preted as old borrowings from a Khoe source, leaving only *||qu- as a viable etymon.
Tuu+: The form *||qu-rV (where *-rV is likely to have been a detachable segment, ap-
pearing only in sg. forms) may safely be reconstructed for Proto-Tuu based on equidis-
tant evidence from all three branches.

CLOUD [-]

!Ui: Not reconstructible. ¢ Each language or dialect cluster has its own equivalent:
(a) [Xam fwa'-gan; (b) [Nglke tio-ke (pl. form) = Nluu 3o:-si (reflecting *to- or *do-);
() [Xegwi-B [xe:ry (dubious form).

Nossob: Not reconstructible. ¢ [Auni ["um-sa cannot be compared with [Haasi
lal=[xwai; the second form is clearly of composite origin, but the two halves are not eas-
ily decipherable.

Taa: Not reconstructible. ¢ X606 and N|ulen employ different periphrastic expressions
for the concept: X866 /q"a=|q"ii4, lit. ‘water-hair’ vs. Nlullen /xwe: larri, lit. ‘rain-sky’.
Kakia /wé ‘cloud’ is unclear and without further connections.

Tuu—: Not reconstructible. ¢ The generic concept of ‘cloud’ is clearly unstable in Tuu,
although specific narrow terms denoting various types of clouds are encountered in
IX60 (e.g. qo: ‘fairweather cumulus’) and other languages. This word should probably
be excluded from comparison.

COLD [1]

IUi: Not reconstructible. ¢ Another unstable concept. In [Xam, no fewer than three
equivalents are attested: (a) xuo’ ~ x'o ‘cold’, (b) sérri ‘cool, cold’, (c) [xwe: ‘to be cold,
become cold’. Attested examples are insufficient to draw clear semantic distinctions
between these forms. In the N|uu cluster, most sources are in agreement on a single
root, cf. [Nglke ["u: = $Kho-M ["u = N|uu ["i: (but cf. additionally [Ng'ke si-ya ‘to be
cold’, $Kho-D kari?7 ‘cold’). [[Xegwi-Z [ke?e ‘cold’ contrasts with || Xegwi-B !xoa ‘cold’. For
most of these forms, it is hard to find etymological connections, but neither do they
look like recent borrowings from Khoe or other sources.
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Nossob: ['Auni [foya. ¢ In the early source Bleek 1929: 29, [[xau ‘cold’ is listed instead.
Not attested in |[Haasi at all.

Taa: *[|a?@ (IX60 [ja7ii, Kakia [x'we:, Nlullen [k@i). ¢ The phonetic discrepancy between
Traill’s X606 and Bleek’s earlier data is suspicious, but it may be argued that her tran-
scriptions of ejective click effluxes actually reflect the same intervocalic glottal stop as
in IX060. In the case of Kakia, she glosses the word as ‘wind, cold’, but it is likely that
she confuses here the reflexes of two separate roots, e.g. in $i ia ti [[x'we: “we are cold”
the form [x'we: = !X66 [a?i ‘cold’, but in [x'we: /xai “a big wind” the form [x'we: = X606
tq"te ‘wind’ (see WIND).

Tuu—: Not reconstructible. ¢ It is tempting to connect Taa *[|a?d with at least [Xam [xwe:
(and possibly Auni [lxau if this is indeed a real form), but the discrepancy in effluxes
is disconcerting, with additional examples for such a correspondence being hard to
find. In any case, since there are problems with confirming the archaic origins of [[xwe:
even on the !Ui level, this can hardly be counted as a lexicostatistical match on

grounds of poor distribution.

COME [!Ui + Nossob + Taa]

IUi: *si ~ *sa (|Xam s, |[Ng'ke si ~ se ~ se-ya ~ sa, $tKho-M si ~ si-ya ~ sa, $Kho-D si-ya,
Nluu sa: ~ ca;, |[Kxau sa: ~ se;, [|[Kulle sa ~ si, [Xegwi-Z, [|[Xegwi-LH sa). ¢ In addition to
seemingly random variation of the root vocalism, some sources also register a glottalic
articulation of the initial sibilant, e.g. |Xam s:e ~ ss’e ~ s:a: ~ ssa: (W. Bleek). The reason
for these variations is unclear; some of them may represent fusions of the root with
agreement markers, but since few other verbal roots with codas in either -a or -i dis-
play so much variation, this is clearly not the only reason.

Nossob: *sPli ~ *sa (|’ Auni sa ~ sé ~ si, |[Haasi c7). ¢ Nossob language data shows more
or less the same variation as !Ui.

Taa: *si ~ *sa (X060 st:;, Kakia si ~ $a, N|ullen sa ~ se ~ si ~ $a). ¢ The precise X606 forms
are glossed as follows: si: ‘come arrive’, si: (var. form sa-V) ‘come to, come up to’.
Cf. also sa: ‘go’.

Tuu+: *si ~ *sa. ¢ Vocalic variation in this root clearly goes all the way back to Proto-
Tuu. If the (presumably accurately defined) situation in !X060 is deemed indicative, *si
may be thought of as the original unbound form (infinitive, etc.) while *sa would be
the stem variant used in conjunction with agreement markers. Still, the general issue
remains open.

DIE ['Ui + Nossob + Taa]

IUi: *['a ([Xam [a, [Ng'ke [a:, ${Kho-M, ${Kho-D [a, N|uu [z, [Kxau [a, [Kulle [a, [Xegwi-Z
Jaz, |[Xegwi-B [a:). ¢ Apart from a strange lack of glottalic articulation in some of the at-
tested varieties of |[Xegwi (cf. also |[Xegwi-LH [a: ‘dead’), all languages clearly reflect a
single form */a.

Nossob: [Auni [@ ‘dead’. ¢ |Haasi seems to have lost the old root, since Story only re-
cords "o ‘to die’, I"wa: ‘dead’ — an innovation without a definitive etymology (cf., per-
haps, IX65 !"ii ‘be old’?).

Taa: *|'a (X060 [4:, Kakia [a ~ [a:, N|ullen [a:).

Tuu+: *[a. O This is one of the most stable and widely distributed verbal roots in Tuu.
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18.

19.

20.

DOG [['Ui + Nossob] + Taa]

[Ui: *#u- (Xam lwiy ~ liin ~ "wiy, [Nglke fwin, $Kho-D fan, Njuu (W) #'un ~ (E) f'upn,
[Kxau #'uni, |[Kulle I'win, !Gane I'inyi, Seroa kuenia, |[Xegwi-Z Awa ~ Awen ~ kwe, pl. Au-
me, |[Xegwi-LH A"wiy, pl. A'u-min). 0 Despite the seemingly chaotic array of reflexes, all
forms are related. Original palatal articulation of the click is preserved in Njuu and
confirmed by the regular development into a lateral affricate in |[Xegwi. Aspiration of
the click is strongly confirmed by the same two languages (for |[Xegwi, only in the LH
doculect, which seems to be more phonetically reliable than [[Xegwi-Z). As for the
coda, most of the languages reflect the stem *{"u-ni (preserved as such in [[Kxau, losing
the final vowel in N[uu, weakened to *#"u-i ~ *#"u-in in [Xam and |Xegwi), but it seems
that at least some dialects of [[Xegwi had different stem extensions (Awa «— *#"u-a?).
Nossob: *#1) (' Auni #3;, [Haasi 7). ¢ Reconstruction of the coda is highly approximate.
Taa: *fq"a- (X80 #q"ai, pl. #q"a-ba-té, Kakia fxai ~ Ixai ~ !ai, Nlullen i ~ #i ~ fxir). ¢ The
paradigm in !X60 shows that *-i is a detachable class marker.

Tuu+: *#'-. ¢ All attested forms are related through recurrent correspondences (for
Nluu -~ vs. IX66 -g"-, see HAIR, TOOTH; rounded vocalism in Ui vs. unrounded vocal-
ism in Taa is very frequent, see BREAST, etc.). The Nossob forms with their nasal coda
are notably closer to !Ui than to Taa; it seems that the full stem *#"y-ni separates Ui
and Nossob from Taa *$'>-i.

DRINK [!Ui + Nossob + Taa]

IUi: *kx'a- ([Xam kc'wd ~ ke¢wi: ~ ke'wit:, [Nglke ke'a: ~ ke'a ~ ke'é ~ [[x'd, $Kho-M k'd ~ ke'éi,
Nfuu keai, |Kulle kwd ~ [x'wadi, Seroa ke'd, !Galne kx'a:, |[Xegwi-Z pres. ki, past kc'a,
[Xegwi-LH kc'éi). & Secondary labialisation in [Xam under unclear conditions, as in
many other examples.

Nossob: *kx'a- (' Auni k'a: ~ ke'e, |Haasi kc'a).

Taa: *kxa® (X80 k'@, var. ke'a"-V, Kakia k'd ~ k'@ ~ ke'e: ~ [x'@:, Njullen kc'a-a ~ ke'a-u).
Tuu+: *kda®-. 0 An extremely stable basic verbal root, well preserved in every lan-
guage. At least some of the attested variants, most notably *k’a- and nasalized *kx’d,
must go all the way back to Proto-Tuu where they may have been, as in X606, indica-
tive of free and bound (“variable”) usage. Other variants (kc’, kx’¢, kc’di, etc.) probably
represent fusion with various auxiliary particles. It is worth noting that this root repre-
sents one of the best known isoglosses between Tuu and Khoe, cf. Proto-Kxoe *kx’a ‘to
drink’ (Vossen 1997: 497), but since in both cases the word is clearly reconstructible to
the topmost level, no a priori judgment can be made on the direction of borrowing, or
even on whether this is indeed a borrowing or a super-archaic retention from a com-
mon linguistic ancestor of both Tuu and Khoe.

DRY [!Ui + Taa] [- Nossob] (?)

Ui: () *[lo (IXam ffo: ~ [o: ~ [fo, NJuu ffo:). ¢ This concept is not too well attested for Ui
languages; additionally, it is not easy to distinguish between the required semantics of
‘dry = not wet (e.g. of clothes)’ and ‘dry = dessicated, dried up’. Still, such examples as
Jlain [laize se [o: “...so that the inside of the house may dry’ (Bleek 1956: 581) confirm reli-
ability of the item in [Xam, and the overall reconstruction is based on the correlation
between [Xam, Nfuu, and [Xegwi-B [o: ‘thirsty’ (‘dry’ is not attested for [[Xegwi, but the

semantic shift or extension from ‘dry’ — ‘thirsty’ is trivial).
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22.

Nossob: ’Auni [x'om. ¢ Not attested in |Haasi.

Taa: (a) X80 [o:; (b) X0 [iia’. O Not attested in either Kakia or Nluflen. For /X6, Traill
lists two synonyms without specifying the distinctions. It may, however, be reasonably
conjectured that [0: is an areal root, since it is well attested across Khoe (Vossen 1997:
497), whereas for [ia’ no immediate source of borrowing can be detected.

Tuu+: (?) *||o™-. ¢ Proto-!Ui *[o and X3 [fia’ are formally traceable back to a single
source, although pharyngealized articulation in !X66 vs. lack thereof in Njuu is some-
what puzzling. The only attested Nossob form, |’Auni [x'om, has no known parallels; if
it is phonetically and semantically accurate (no guarantee), it can only be treated as an
innovation of unknown origin.

EAR [!Ui + Nossob + Taa]

(Ui: *fu- (Xam fu-ntu, [Ng'ke fwe:(-ntu) ~ lu-ntu, $Kho-M #ui(-si), Nuu Fui-si, |[Kxau fwe:-
ntu, |Kulle de, [ Xegwi-Z Bwe, pl. bu-me, [Xegwi-LH bwi:). ¢ All languages show traces of
the original root *fu- (click correspondences are regular; the development *}- — - in
[Xegwi is unique, but not contradicted by any other evidence, and ties in well with the
general tendency of loss of palatal click articulation; |[Kulle d- is also a regular reflex of
both the alveolar and the palatal clicks); codas are different across most of major dia-
lect clusters, reflecting such morphological variants as Hu-ntu and *fu-i.

Nossob: *fu- (P Auni Fui, (?) |[Haasi 17=k’u=%~a—am). 0 The attested form in |Haasi contains
the 1st p. possessive prefix 7= and the plural prefix =k'u=. The discrepancy in vocalism
between [Haasi and 'Auni is more serious, but if the original suffixed stem was #u-a
(cf. Taa), elision of the labial element in such a complex form could be a possibility
(hard to confirm or disprove). In theory, it would be possible to think of #a- as the
original root shape in Proto-Nossob assuming that [’ Auni fui is a form influenced by or
directly borrowed from N|uu, but there is no conclusive evidence for such an assumption.
Taa: *fu- (1X66 #ia", Kakia fwa:, Njullen fu-sa, pl. fu-i-te). 0 As in Ui, all forms reflect the
base root *fu- with different suffixal extensions (*fu-d, *fu-sa).

Tuu+: *fu-. 0 Although it is hardly possible to unambiguously reconstruct the original
paradigm for this root, given the massive amount of variation across different lineages,
all languages (with the possible exception of [Haasi) clearly show that *fu- was the
original root. No specific morphological isoglosses across the three branches.

EARTH (= SAND) [

IUi: *!(q)ad (Xam /k'ai, [Ng'ke i, Nfuu 'di). ¢ This concept is rather poorly attested
in extinct languages and is usually not distinct from ‘sand’ (typically of the entire
Khoisan area). At least the isogloss between [Xam and NJuu is reliable, though recon-
struction of the click efflux is ambiguous (Bleek and Lloyd’s transcription of the form
with -k’- suggests something other than a standard glottalized efflux — possibly a
uvular release — but this seemingly contradicts the Nfuu transcription which shows
no signs of uvular articulation).

Nossob: (?) *!a?a (' Auni /d:a ~ [a ‘ground’, la:a ‘dust’; [Haasi laa ‘ground’). ¢ Assuming
that there is no lexical distinction between ‘earth’ (as substance) and ‘ground’ (as sur-
face), which is a rather typical situation for San languages, we can tentatively set up
*la?a as the Proto-Nossob equivalent; reconstruction of the coda as -a?a is confirmed by
the transcription both in |’ Auni (where it is reflected as variation between -a(:)a and -’a)
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23.

24,

and in |Haasi (doubled -aa). Additionally, cf. Auni /7 ‘dust’, which could either be
an archaic retention with a slight semantic shift, or a borrowing from Nluu.

Taa: *’um (!X60 #xlim, Kakia lum ~ lum ~ [kom, Nl|ullen om-sa ‘ground’, fum ‘ground,
sand’). ¢ We rely on the accurately transcribed !X60 form for the phonological recon-
struction; Bleek’s transcriptions of Kakia and Nlullen probably reflect the usual inaccu-
racies characteristic of items with original palatal clicks.

Tuu—: Not reconstructible. ¢ Each of the three main branches has its own equivalent.
Of these, only Proto-Nossob *la?a has a transparent external etymology in !X60 /a?a ‘be-
low; to lower’, indicating that ‘ground’ (surface) rather than ‘earth’ (substance) was, af-
ter all, the original meaning in the Nossob languages.

EAT [!Ui + Nossob + Taa]

IUi: *?a (Xam héd: ~ ha:, |[Nglke @ ~ & ~ &7, #Kho-M d ~ 4i, $#Kho-D ?4i, N|uu 24, |[Kxau ?a,
[Kulle é, [Xegwi-Z pres. ?i, past 2, [[Xegwi-LH ?%: ~ 2iy). ¢ Vocalic variation here is simi-
lar to the situation with COME q.v.; original root vocalism a is strongly suggested by ex-
ternal data.

Nossob: *2a ~ *2a (" Auni 4 ~ ha ~ haa, [Haasi d:).

Taa: *?a (I1X60 2, var. form 2a-V, Kakia d@ ~ a: ~ e: ~ &, N|ullen @ ~ é).

Tuu+: *?a. ¢ All languages preserve the original root. Nasalization must be recon-
structed as an intrinsic property of the original root vowel: it is extremely frequent
across all three branches, and emerges clearly in such diagnostic forms as, e.g., the
IX66 nominalization ?4-si ‘eating, food’.

EGG []

Ui: (?) *fa?wi ([Xam !dii ~ lauwi ~ Ik'di:wi, [Nglke I, pl. wi-tan, ${Kho-D fwi ‘ostrich
egg’, Nluu fui, [Xegwi-Z Awin, [Xegwi-LH Aw1). ¢ All of these forms are most likely re-
lated, since they all contain regular reflexes of the palatal click *#- (including the shift
to a lateral affricate in [[Xegwi) and of the diphthong -ui (-wi). The overall shape of the
root, however, is less clear. Perhaps the solution is hinted at by the quasi-suppletive
paradigm recorded by D. Bleek for [Ng'ke, which can be historically interpreted as go-
ing back to sg. *fa?wi, pl. *fui-ten with contraction of the singular stem in a long plural
form; in this case, fui in modern N|uu would be a back-formation from the original
plural form. The form*fa?wi (— *#a?bi?) would also agree perfectly with [Xam data, as
well as explain the variation between presence and lack of glottalic articulation in the
different doculects of || Xegwi. Still, the reconstructed shape remains speculative in the
absence of similar corroborating examples.

Nossob: (a) [ Auni /if ‘ostrich egg’; (b) [Haasi k7i. ¢ The [ Auni form is likely related to
Ui *fa?wi, but it is unclear in which capacity — given the glossed semantics, and the
glaring discrepancy with |Haasi, it could actually be a borrowing from N|uu (with mis-
spelled click articulation). As for the |[Haasi form, it has no external etymology at all.
Taa: *fu- (IX60 #itd, dimin. kd=fi:-bé, Kakia [wa:, Nluflen fwéi). ¢ All listed forms are
compatible, given how frequently the palatal click is transcribed as lateral or alveolar
in Bleek’s Kakia and Nlullen records (see multiple other examples on this list); the basic
root shape without suffixal extensions is *fu- as seen in the X606 diminutive form. It is
not quite clear if IX8d #ii:, pl. #ili-té ‘empty ostrich egg’ is a phonetic variant of the same
root (with a voiceless click) or a completely different etymon.
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Tuu-: Not reconstructible. ¢ Despite the obvious phonetic resemblance between !Ui
(especially N|uu) and Taa forms, there is no easy scenario that would allow to recon-
cile them with each other (an original bisyllabic root like *#a?bi would not be expected
to contract to *fu- in Taa, since there are plenty of stems with the shape CV(?)bi in IX60).

EYE ['Ui + Nossob] [- Taa]

IUi: *ca-xu ([Xam caxdu, |[Ng'ke cdxu ~ ca:xem, $Kho-M caxau ~ caxu ~ caxam, $Kho-D
caxdam, Nluu caxam, |[Kxau c’ax2?, |Kulle caxu, |[Xegwi-Z sagu, [|[Xegwi-LH cagu, pl. ca-n).
0 Unique example of a bisyllabic stem in which the intervocalic consonant is not a
resonant; this implies that the stem is historically a compound formation. The first root
is unequivocally reconstructible as *c’a- (most of the phonetically reliable sources mark
glottalic articulation of the affricate); the second alternates between several variants (-
xau ~ -xu ~ -xam), of which -xu is the most frequent one and is also often encountered
as a nominal suffix in various words denoting surfaces (cf. in [Ng'ke: Ja:-xu ‘foot’, !a:-
xu ‘sky’, [la-xu ‘side’). It is very tempting to equate it with Proto-Ui *xu ‘face’ (|Xam x1,
Nfuu xu etc.), although this still leaves variants like -xam without a satisfactory expla-
nation.

Nossob: (?) *cxo (I’ Auni céo ‘eye/s/’, ca:xu(-ke) ‘eyes’, [Haasi cxo, pl. cx29). ¢ The cluster
cx- is extremely rare in [Haasi, making it all the more probable that the form cxo is con-
tracted from an earlier bisyllabic form, clearly equatable with Ui *c’axu. If so, |’Auni
céo may further be regarded as its true cognate (with further simplification: *cxo — co),
while the doublet form ca:xu, also attested by D. Bleek, could be interpreted as a re-
borrowing from one of the dialects of NJuu (alternately, it could be an archaic preser-
vation of the uncontracted form in some peripheral dialects or a higher register of the
language, but this is unverifiable).

Taa: (?) *¥ii- ~ *Ii- (1X60 !'di, pl. I'id-té ~ I'iid-ni, Kakia [x'wi, Nlullen #7). ¢ Correspon-
dences are unique: X0 clearly shows an alveolar click, whereas all other varieties of
Taa speak in favor of palatal articulation (Nfullen in particular, but Kakia [ in Bleek’s
records very often transcribes an etymological palatal click, and almost never an alveo-
lar one). This could be a serious argument for rejecting cognacy between X606 and
Kakia-N]|ullen; however, since there is no evidence in any of these languages for two
different roots, and since ‘eye’ is typically one of the most stable items on the Swadesh
list, it seems more prudent to admit the possibility of an irregular development in one
of the two clusters (perhaps contamination with some other root).

Tuu-: Not reconstructible. ¢ For this case, much rides on whether it is possible to dem-
onstrate that !Ui *c’a-xu (as well as Nossob *cxo, which looks like a contracted variant
of the former) is a compound form of secondary origin. While its composite nature is
evident from its structure, the first component is not immediately identifiable, but it is
phonetically and semantically possible to equate it with X606 sa?d ‘face, surface’. The
optimal, though not the only possible, scenario here would be: (a) Proto-Tuu *sa?- with
typologically common polysemy ‘eye / face’; (b) Proto-Taa: *sa?- is retained in the
meaning ‘face, surface’, but replaced by an innovation in the meaning ‘eye’; (c) Proto-
!Ui: *sa?- is replaced in the meaning ‘face, surface’ by the innovation *xu (which has no
cognates in Taa); the meaning ‘eye’ is eventually transferred to the new compound
*sa?-xu — *c’a-xu. Notably, such a scenario would hardly be compatible with the idea
of a common ancestor for Taa and Nossob, but quite compatible with the idea of a
common ancestor for Nossob and !Ui.
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26.

27.

28.

FAT (n.) [!Ui + [Nossob + Taal]]

IUi: *so- ([Xam s:wér, [Ng'ke soa ~ siiyy, $#Kho-M s, Nfuu sun (W) ~ sup (E), [Xegwi-LH
swt). ¢ Coda correspondences for this stem are extremely similar to the ones for DOG
q.v., speaking in favor of reconstructing *so-ni for Proto-!Ui (original root vowel is *o
rather than *u, which accounts for two different paths of assimilation: — *su-ni, leading
to [Ng!ke sii-n, Nfuu su-n, or — *so-ne, leading to [Xam s:we-#, ${Kho-M s0-é). It is possi-
ble that |[Ng'ke so-a actually reflects the same root with a different suffixal extension.
Nossob: *so- (|[Haasi cwa:). ¢ Not attested in [ Auni, but cf. s@:a ‘fat’ (adj.; polysemy ‘fat
/n./ : “fat /adj./’ is quite common for this word in Tuu languages). The [Haasi form
regularly reflects *so-a (with expected affricativization); | Auni sd:a is somewhat strange
due to lack of labial articulation, but there are no solid counterexamples for the poten-
tial change *-oa- — -a-.

Taa: *s&" (IX00 sa’, Kakia $@). ¢ Note pharyngealized articulation in !X66.

Tuu+: *s3'-. 0 A clear isogloss between all three branches; vocalic correspondences be-
tween !Ui / Nossob, on one hand, and Taa, on the other, are recurrent, possibly reflect-
ing *0. Pharyngeal articulation of the vowel in X606 may be archaic (it finds no correla-
tion in N|uu, the only !Ui language where pharyngealization is marked accurately, but
pharyngeal articulation seems to be prohibited in this language in structures like *CVn ~
*CVn anyway). Morphologically, the stem in Nossob seems to be closer to Taa than to
Ui (¥so-a or *so-a vs. *so-ni).

FEATHER (= HAIR)

It is preferable to exclude this word from comparison due to scant and dubious attesta-
tion. In both languages which have relatively modern descriptions (N|uu and X60) the
equivalent for FEATHER is the same as for HAIR q.v. In many others the word is not ex-
plicitly attested (| Xegwi; both Nossob languages; Nlullen), and those few equivalents
which are distinct from HAIR are dubious (e.g. Kakia dohé ‘feather’ = X606 dii'?e ‘white
ostrich plume’ and may in reality be a more specialized term; |[Xam [erre ~ [idrre
‘feather’ is concurrent with FEATHER = HAIR and may actually mean ‘wing’ or a special
type of feathers, etc.).

FIRE [!Ui + Nossob [+ Taa]]

Ui: *Pi (Xam [i, [Ng'ke [i, ${Kho-M [i, N|uu [z, [[Kxau /i, [Kulle /e, [Xegwi-Z, [[Xegwi-
LH [i). ¢ Lack of glottalized efflux in |[Xegwi is surprising — it is hardly a transcrip-
tional error, being recorded independently in two doculects — but still probably sec-
ondary, given the overwhelming testimony of other languages.

Nossob: *|’i (' Auni [i, |Haasi [i). ¢ |Haasi shows the same lack of glottalized efflux as
[Xegwi, but in this case it is not so surprising, since Story very rarely marks ejective ar-
ticulation in clicks anyway (see PERSON, for example).

Taa: *[’a- (X460 [@, Kakia [@ ~ [a, Nlullen [4). ¢ Nasalization in the coda is of morpho-
logical origin (the word belongs to Class 2 in X0, typically marked by nasal suffixes).
Tuu+: *P’i. ¢ Although all three forms are quite likely related, reconstruction of the
original root vocalism poses problems due to discrepancy between !Ui-Nossob *-i
(quite unambiguous) and Taa *-a ~ *-4. Purely phonetic reasons are out of the question
here, since the correspondence is non-recurrent. From a morphological perspective, a
scenario deriving */’i from */’a-i is not too likely, since there are numerous examples of
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31.

-ai ~ -ae diphthongs in !Ui languages, and it is not clear what might have caused such a
tight fusion in Proto-!Ui. The most probable hypothesis, therefore, is that there is an
underlying contraction in the Taa form: */’i- (root) + - (class suffix) — */’d with elision
of the original root vowel. Of note is the near-total identity of this item with Proto-
Khoe */’(a)e ‘fire’ (Vossen 1997: 435), but since in both cases the items are clearly trace-
able all the way back to the proto-language, no assumptions may be made at this point
about the reasons for this similarity (ancient borrowing, common ancestry or even
chance resemblance).

FISH [-]

This word is excluded from comparison due to the near-total lack of the corresponding
reality in the Tuu-speaking area and, subsequently, in Tuu languages as well. (Curi-
ously, Doke records the form #bé ‘fish’ for $#Kho-D, but it has no parallels anywhere
and its origins are obscure).

FLY (v.) ['Ui + Nossob + Taa]

[Ui: (a) *||[/*/au (Xam [au ~ ["au ~ ["6u ~ [xdu, [Ng'ke [6u ~ [fou); (b) *ze* (N|uu ze:). ¢ Un-
fortunately, this word is not attested in many languages, which makes the situation
difficult to resolve. On one hand, the isogloss between |[Xam and Bleek’s records of
[Ng'ke is fairly strong, despite some phonetic problems (e.g. confusion about the click
efflux), and speak in favor of an original !Ui root such as *|/"/au. On the other hand,
Nluu ze?, attested in a more modern variety of the NJuu cluster, is strongly confirmed
as the original word for ‘fly’ by its external parallels in both Nossob and Taa. Unclear
if the former is really some sort of secondary synonym (perhaps ‘to fly up, to rise’ as
opposed to simply ‘to fly’?), or if, vice versa, the latter was somehow reintroduced into
modern N|uu from an outside source (] Auni?); better to take both as technical syno-
nyms.

Nossob: ’Auni zé. ¢ Not attested in |Haasi.

Taa: *368&" (IX60 3di", Kakia %61" ~ Zwe'). 0 The parallel between X656 and Kakia is
straightforward enough, right down to pharyngealization, but the labial vs. non-labial
articulation of the vowel is surprising.

Tuu+: *3(0)e'. ¢ The parallel between Nluu ze, ' Auni zé, and Taa *30¢" hints at a com-
mon Tuu origin for all these forms, despite some issues with vocalism (particularly on
the Taa side) and distribution (see notes on !Ui). There are further areal connections to
Khoe, cf. the clearly related Naro caé’ ‘to fly’ (Visser 2001: 98); however, this Naro word
has no further Khoe etymology, meaning that it might itself be of Taa origin (the Taa
word seems to have also made it into $Hoan, cf. $Hoan zoe' ‘to fly straight’ in Honken
1988: 65).

FOOT [-]

[Ui: *¢a ([Xam fwa, [|[Ng'ke [a(-xu), |Kxau pa-xu-n ~ pa-xu-si ‘leg’). ¢ Forms in [Xam, “old
NJuu” (Bleek’s |[Ng'ke), and [Kxau (for which Meinhof lists the meaning ‘Bein’, but
there is no separate ‘Fufs’) agree well with each other and point at a protoform with the
“sixth click”. Other forms are less clear. For modern N|uu, Sands et al. 2006 list the
form !x’u:-ke but warn that the recording may be inaccurate; this may, in fact, be the
same form as /u:-ke ‘shoe’ (Collins, Namaseb 2011: 35), which also puts the semantics
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33.

in doubt. [[Xegwi-Z ['i?i = |[Xegwi-B [x’e ‘foot’ has no etymological parallels in Ui (but
see below).

Nossob: *IXai (| Auni /x'ai, [Haasi n=!"ai). 0 [Haasi n= is a pronominal prefix (‘my’). Both
forms are clearly related, but the click efflux is ambiguous, probably due to mistran-
scription in one out of the two cases, or in both.

Taa: *}u- (1X60 fii;, Kakia 70 ~ fo ~ b, Nlullen fu). ¢ Also frequently encountered in the
bisyllabic variant *fu-ma, most likely a former diminutive: IX66 fii-ma-té pl. ‘feet’,
Kakia [Ju-ma ~ lu-mma ‘foot’, Njullen fu-ma ‘claws, little feet’.

Tuu: Not reconstructible. ¢ Each of the three subgroups has its own root to denote the
required mearung, with no obvious etymologies in the other ones. It is quite temptmg
to relate Taa *}u- with !Ui *fa, especially considering the labialization in [Xam fwa;
however, its secondary nature is strongly hinted at by [Nglke Ja- and |[Kxau pa-xu-,
and the correspondence !Ui *a : Taa *u finds no reliable confirming examples. The
meaning ‘foot’ does seem to be generally unstable in Tuu; for a possible example of
semantic shift, cf. [[Xegwi ['i?i ‘foot’ = IX80 [¢"i: ‘to walk (pl.)’ (very likely the same root,
implying a nominalization in |[Xegwi).

FULL [-]

IUi: *lqaur ([Xam !diin ~ !diin ~ ldienyd, |[Nglke /xay, Njuu !/qdi-ya). O Not attested
anywhere other than [Xam and the N|uu cluster. The root is verbal in origin (‘to fill / be
filled’). Protoform is approximate (*/g- reconstructed based on Nfuu as well as occa-
sional [Xam transcriptions with velar ejectives, e.g. /kdil ‘to fill’; coda *-aun could also
be *-ain, since labialization frequently turns out to be of secondary origin in [Xam).
Nossob: ['Auni [[xan-si. ¢ Cf. also [dii ‘to fill’, which can only be related if the click ef-
flux in one of the forms is mistranscribed. Not attested in |Haasi.

Taa: *lum (X606 [i"m, Kakia liim, Nlullen fum). 0 Another X060 equivalent is the verb
[6la, but the latter has no parallels in other varieties of Taa.

Tuu: Not reconstructible. Each subgroup has its own equivalent for this concept.

GIVE [-]

Ui: *a ([Xam d: ~ a: ~ @ ~ a-a ~ a-d, [Nglke a ~ a;, N|uu ?24:). ¢ Although the verb is not at-

tested beyond |Xam and the Nfuu cluster, it is clearly the most basic equivalent for ‘to
give’ in both of these nodes and is easily reconstructible for Proto-!Ui. Nasalization is
infrequent and likely secondary; quality of root vocalism is notably stable. The only
other language where the main equivalent for ‘to give’ is perfectly clear is ||Xegwi, cf.
[Xegwi-Z sa, |Xegwi-LH sa ~ s- (as in in za s-e ‘I will give’). It correlates with [|[Nglke sa:
‘to bring, fetch’ and with [[Kxau #-sa ‘to give’ (where - may be ‘me’); ultimately, all these
forms can be explained away as originally causative formations from *sa ~ *si COME q.v.
Nossob: Not reconstructible. ¢ The situation in Nossob languages is complicated. For
|[Haasi, the only recorded equivalent is the monovocalic verb i; its cognacy with Ui *a
is not excluded, but given the total lack of vocalic alternations in this root in any of the
IUi languages, there is nothing to confirm it. For | Auni, Bleek records (a) rather mar-
ginal a ‘to give’, only attested in one or two dubious examples; may be a result of mis-
taken analysis or a Njuu form; (b) Ja ~ o ~ Jo, most often used in an imperative function
and consequently comparable with [Xam [z ‘let, give’ (also typically an imperative). Be-
cause of this variety and the relative unreliability of Nossob data, it is better to exclude
the word from comparison.
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Taa: *!q"a- (IX60 /9", Kakia /xa: ~ Ixe:). O Apart from this autonomous verb, the mean-
ing ‘give’ is also expressed in X468 by the auxiliary “verb-postposition” [i, e.g. [ia [a:
‘to pass to, give to’, where [iia by itself = ‘hold, grab, grasp’. This is probably the same
word as Nlullen i ‘give’, but its usage in !X60 makes it somewhat less eligible for inclu-
sion (and there is no way to verify if it actually displaced */g"s- in Nlullen or just acci-
dentally happened to be the only recorded variant for GIVE).

Tuu: Not reconstructible. ¢ The only secure isogloss between more than one branch of
Tuu is the auxiliary verb *[V-, commonly used in the imperative function (‘give!’) in
some of the !Ui and Nossob languages, and in a postpositional function in !X66. The
principal indicative forms are, however, clearly different between !Ui and Taa, and
somewhat obscure in Nossob. Available data do not allow to reconstruct a precise his-

torical scenario.

GOOD [-]

!Ui: Not reconstructible. ¢ Most languages have their own equivalents, including some
roots of clearly non-!Ui origin (|[Xegwi-Z [uga-ge, probably a Bantuism; $Kho-D kc'am-gé
— Khoekhoe *k’am ‘right; true’) and some with very weak distribution ([Xam a:-kon
‘good’; [Xam twdii-T ‘good’; [Nglke k¥ai ~ k¥ai’, Nluu ¢"i-ki — *t"ai ~ *t'7).

Nossob: Not reconstructible. ¢ Not attested in |Haasi. For |'Auni, Bleek records the
variants xwe ~ xwoi, without any etymology.

Taa: Not reconstructible. ¢ X0 gd7 has no parallels in Kakia or N|u/len. Not attested in
Kakia; Nlullen [ also has no etymology.

Tuu: Not reconstructible. ¢ The meaning GOOD is clearly very unstable in Tuu; the con-
cept itself seems rather diffuse, and the relations between all these forms and similar
forms in other Khoisan groups may reflect a complex network of areal interaction (cf.
Proto-Khoe */di ‘good’; tHoan g"@¢ ‘good’, etc.).

GREEN [-]

'Ui: Not reconstructible. ¢ Highly unstable and poorly documented meaning. In mod-
ern NJuu, expressed with ["a0-a, a borrowing from Khoe (cf. Nama a0 ‘to turn green;
to grow’).

Nossob: Not reconstructible. ¢ Not attested in [’ Auni. [Haasi [Jau is probably borrowed
from the same Khoe source as the N|uu item.

Taa: *|ai'- (IX60 [ai™, Kakia [ai"). O Cf. 1X60 Jai™-si, pl. [i"m-sd ‘dung beetle’, most likely
containing the same root; morphological structure of the noun suggests that -i- is an
original class suffix and that the semantics of ‘beetle’ might be primary. One might
also speculate about further links with */ana («<*/a-na ?) LEAF q.v.

Tuu: Not reconstructible. ¢ The concept is generally unstable, not very well docu-
mented, and most of the languages have their own ways of expressing it.

HAIR [!Ui + Nossob + Taa]

[Ui: *[u (Xam [i(-ken) ~ [Mi(-kan), [Ng'ke [u ~ [1, #Kho-M [u ~ ["u, N|uu ["u:-ke, | Xegwi-Z
["u-zi, |Xegwi-LH [i. ¢ A super-stable word with fairly transparent phonology, though
the aspirated articulation of the efflux tends to go unnoticed in older transcriptions.
Nossob: *|*o (' Auni ["6o, [Haasi |o). 0 Aspirated articulation explicitly marked by Bleek
for | Auni, but noticeably absent in [Haasi.
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Taa: *|q"u- (thﬁd ~ |q"iid, Kakia fwa:-ni, Nulen fuin-te). ¢ Kakia and Nlufen forms are
obviously plurals. It may be tentatively assumed that the complex voiced aspirated
uvular click in !X60 is primary, although there is variation between voiced and voice-
less articulation even within X460 itself. Nasalized coda vowel in IX60 is detachable as
a class 2 suffix.

Tuu: *[*u-. ¢ All forms are clearly related. The correspondence Njuu -* : X606 -¢'- is re-
current (see DOG). Nossob forms are slightly closer to !Ui due to lack of nasalization,
but since nasal codas are occasionally attested in !Ui as well (cf. [Xegwi-LH ("), this
cannot be a classificatory argument.

HAND [!Ui + Nossob + Taa]

IUi: *|x’a (|Xam /x4, |[Nglke [x'a, $Kho-M [x'a, N|uu [xa, |[Kulle [x’a;, [Kxau [x’a, [Xegwi-Z
pl. [x'a-1). 0 Curious replacement (no external parallels) in [|[Xegwi: [|[Xegwi-Z kyi (with
assumed suppletivism between singular and plural forms) = [[Xegwi-LH g"i:. Other-
wise, a very stable item.

Nossob: *|x’a/N/ (Auni [xa/n/, |Haasi n=[xan). ¢ |Haasi n= is probably the 1st person
possessive prefix. Nasality in the coda is either the same as the |[Xegwi plural -7 or the
nasal class suffix in Taa languages.

Taa: *|x’a (1X60 [x'a;, Kakia [xa, N|ullen [xa).

Tuu: *|x’a. ¢ One of the most stable and securily reconstructed items on the list.

. HEAD [!Ui + Taa] [? + Nossob]

[Ui: *[a (Xam [z ~ Ja: ~ [, INg'ke Ja ~ Ja:, #Kho-M Ja, Nfuu Jz:, [Kulle Ja, [Kxau Ja, [Xegwi Ja).
0 Stable and securely reconstructed. Plural form may have been *Ja-7 (as in |[Xegwi, etc.).
Nossob: (a) *[a (’Auni [z:); (b) *xu ("Auni x:uu, |[Haasi y=x3). ¢ Difficult situation. On
one hand, Common Nossob *xu is clearly the same as Proto-!Ui *xu ‘face’ ([Xam xu,
etc.) and reflects a very likely semantic shift ‘face’ — ‘head’ (especially in light of ex-
ternal evidence from Taa which clearly shows *[a as the original equivalent for ‘head’).
Since Bleek records both the older form Ja: and the innovative form x:uu in the meaning
‘head’ for |’ Auni, it might be assumed that the Proto-Nossob form was still *la. On the
other hand, it is also possible that ’Auni had simply reinstated the original word (at
least in some contexts) under the very common influence of Nfuu (in fact, this scenario
is explicitly advocated by D. Bleek herself, see Bleek 1937: 211). Available evidence
does not allow to make a definitive decision, meaning that both items have to be
counted as technical synonyms on the Proto-Nossob level.

Taa: *a- (1X60 Jan, Kakia Ju ~ Jan, Nlullen [an). 0 Status of the nasal coda is unclear, but
probably suffixal in light of external data.

Tuu: *Ja. O Another highly stable Tuu root, albeit largely replaced by ‘face’ in the Nos-
sob group (see discussion on the |’ Auni situation above).

HEAR [!Ui + Nossob] [- Taa]

Ui: *tu ((Xam tu ~ tai, [Nglke tu ~ tus, $Kho-M ¢"u ~ ¢"u-wa, Nluu ¢u:, |[Kxau ti,
[Xegwi-Z tu). ¢ This stem is attested in many different morphological variants (cf.
[Xegwi-Z past stem tu-wa, present stem tu-bi, etc.; |[Ng'ke tu: ‘hear’ vs. tu-i: ‘heard’ vs.
tu-i ‘listen’ in Bleek 2000: 24), but root vocalism is almost always u regardless of the
morphological environment.
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Nossob: [Auni tu: ~ tuzi. 0 Not attested in [Haasi. Curiously, the earliest source on
[ Auni (Bleek 1929: 46) lists the forms ta:d ~ ta:a in the meaning ‘hear’, but in Bleek 1937:
203-206, probably the same word is transcribed as tidn ~ kiay (reflecting palatalized ar-
ticulation of t-) with the meaning ‘feel’. These look like two different etyma rather than
morphemic variants of each other.

Taa: *ta' (1X60 ti', Kakia tda ~ ta:'n, Nlullen tdn). ¢ Variable form of the IX6d stem is ta™,
but nasalization is so pervasive in all doculects that we should probably project it onto
the proto-level (or even reconstruct *ta’y with an actual velar nasal coda).

Tuu: (?) *tu. ¢ In the !Ui branch (and possibly also in [’Auni, though the data here are
limited and may also reflect !Ui influence), there is a rather clear distinction between
the verbs *tu ‘to hear’ and *ta ~ *td ‘to feel’, cf. [Xam ti ~ ta: ~ ta: ‘to feel, try, seem, be-
ware of’ with multiple text examples in Bleek 1956: 184. In Taa (or at least !X60), both
meanings seem to have been merged in the same root *#4% Whether or not *tu and *ti”*
are etymologically connected cannot be determined at this point, but since there is no
strong evidence for grammatical Ablaut of any kind in !Ui or Taa, we should certainly
treat them as two different roots, and postulate a probable lexical replacement in Taa.
It should be noted that [’ Auni is closer in this respect to !Ui than to Taa.

HEART [!Ui + Nossob + Taa]

[Ui: *|Plai ([Xam /7, [Nglke Jai ~ Je, $Kho-M Je-¢"i, Nuu [e:, [Kulle [&, [Kxau jae ~ |ai-si).
0 A stable item, lost only in [[Xegwi where it is replaced by a Bantuism (|[Xegwi-Z kele,
[Xegwi-LH keler). However, click efflux correspondences are unique, with a lot of
variation between simple velar and glottalized articulation which cannot be fully as-
cribed to mistranscriptions; we are either dealing with an original root structure like
*la?i (with metathesis of glottalization) or with the unique reflexes of a rare click type
(see below).

Nossob: *|Ple (|’ Auni [e: ~ [e:, [Haasi n=[a-Je). 0 Structure of the form in |[Haasi, except for
the usual 1st p. possessive prefix n=, is unclear (reduplication?). Note the same dis-
crepancy in click efflux articulation (glottalic in |’ Auni vs. velar in [Haasi) as in !Ui.

Taa: *|q’a- (X606 [gan, pl. g, Kakia [i;, Nfullen [an). ¢ Kakia [i: is unusual here because
of the vocalism, but in light of external cognates in !Ui and Nossob it may actually be
seen as more archaic in that respect. Perhaps what we see are the results of morpho-
logical variation in Proto-Taa, e.g. *lg’a-i (— Kakia [’7) vs. *|q’a-n (X060 [g'an, Nlullen Jay).
Tuu: *|q’a(-i). ¢ All the forms seem related, but reconstruction of click efflux and vocal-
ism runs into problems. There may be a correlation between the glottalized / non-
glottalized effluxes seen in !Ui and Nossob, on one hand, and the glottalic uvular ef-
flux -g’- in Taa, in which case the latter should be set up for the protoform; clear addi-
tional evidence for this correlation is, however, lacking at present. As for the root
vowel, variation in Taa suggests a, but this is also inconclusive, given the prevalence of
front vocalism elsewhere. Only the !X66-N|ulen node suggests */g’a-n as a full stem, so
this may be an innovation; on the other hand, grammatical variants *lg’a-i ~ */g’a-n may
also reflect some meaningful opposition in Proto-!Ui, with only the former variant
fused and preserved in Ui, Nossob, and Kakia.

HORN [!Ui + Nossob + Taal]

[Ui: *||a1 (Xam [&: ~ ["éi;, [Nglke [ai, +Kho-M [z, Nluu [lg"oe-si, [ Xegwi-LH [fi:). ¢ In most
old sources, the word is hopelessly confused with TOOTH q.v., but Njuu and [Xegwi
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data clearly show that these are two different (albeit phonetically similar) etyma.
However, there is additionally a serious incongruence between N|uu [[g"0e- and the rest
of !Ui forms which rather go back to something like */li7; the worst problem is the vo-
calism, since the other languages (as well as external cognates in Nossob and Taa)
show no signs of labial vowels. It is possible that modern NJuu [j7"0e- is not related (al-
though in that case, its provenance is a mystery); in any case, the reconstruction is
primarily based on the correlation between |[Xam and |Xegwi as the most distant
members of the !Ui branch.

Nossob: ’Auni Je7. ¢ Not attested in |[Haasi.

Taa: *||a- (X060 [lae, Kakia [an-$a, Nluflen [4). ¢ Kakia [an-$a = X606 pl. [an-sa.

Tuu: *||a-. ¢ Nasalization of the vowel tentatively projected onto the proto-level due to
its presence almost everywhere. Different codas most likely represent old morphology
(e.g. sg. *[la-i vs. pl. *|ld-n, as in Taa, with generalization of the sg. form in !Ui and Nos-
sob?).

I ['Ui + Nossob + Taa]

IUi: *n (|Xam 7, [Nglke 17 ~ n, {Kho-M 1 ~ pa ~ n ~ na, Nfuu 7, [|Kulle #, [Kxau n ~ n,
[Xegwi-Z ?y ~ ?n ~ ?in ~ ?in ~ ?m ~ 2im ~ ?1). 0 The primary and most common form of
the root is that of a syllabic velar nasal; everything else is the result of contextual as-
similations or combinations with various emphatic particles.

Nossob: *1) (’Auni # ~ n ~ na ~ m, [Haasi 7). ¢ See notes on !Ui.

Taa: *1 (X606 71, Kakia n ~ na ~ y ~ na ~ nya, Nlullen n ~ n ~ na).

Tuu: *n. ¢ The complete original paradigm (including stressed forms, clitical forms,
emphatic forms, assimilated variants, etc.) is hard to reconstruct, but the monoconso-
nantal core of the Proto-Tuu 1st p. pronoun was undoubtedly a velar nasal, as still pre-
served in modern N|uu.

KILL [-]

[Ui: *|*a ~ *[Mi ([Xam [d(:) ~ [*a(:) ~ [i;, [Nglke [a(:) ~ [i: ~ ['i, $}Kho-M [xa, Njuu ["a). ¢ Recon-
structible on the [Xam-NJuu level. Vowel gradation is similar to what is observed in
several other cases, but difficult to explain based on extant data (for modern Nluu,
only the a-grade form of the root is attested, suggesting analogical leveling in recent
times). In [[Xegwi, the equivalent is Ain ~ Aen ‘hit, strike; kill’ (Z) = A'eun ‘to hit’ (LH);
etymology is unclear, but the attested polysemy suggests semantic innovation (com-
mon semantic shift ‘hit” — ‘kill’).

Nossob: [Haasi /au. ¢ Clearly the same word as [Auni /au ‘to beat; to knock down’, but
not ‘to kill’, although the word ‘kill’ is not attested in [’Auni at all, so it cannot be ex-
cluded that the meaning ‘kill’ was expressed by the same form (*/au) in Proto-Nossob.
Taa: (?) *qa- (X80 gdi, var. form ga-JV, Kakia [[a;, N[uflen [fwan). ¢ It is unclear if the lat-
eral click in Kakia and Nlullen is a real reflex of Proto-Taa *g- or if it represents a failed
attempt to transcribe uvular articulation, but similar examples exist (e.g. !X00 gdi
‘pretty’ = Nlullen [lxai id.; IX60 gala ‘to dig’ = Kakia [kalaa id., where | is clearly a typo for
[, so we tentatively list all these forms as cognate. Note that X0 gdi also conveys the
meaning of ‘forceful downward movement’ (e.g. gdi [[1im ‘stamp’, etc.), which may be a
case of homonymy but may also reflect an original meaning similar to ‘hit’, as in
[Xegwi or Nossob languages.
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Tuu: Not reconstructible. ¢ [Xam-N[uu *"a ~ *["i, with its seemingly archaic vowel gra-
dation, looks like a good candidate, but has no recognizable cognates outside of that
cluster. On the whole, the etymon ‘kill’ looks unstable and easily replaceable by words
with the semantics of ‘hit’.

KNEE []

Ui *Ju- ([Xam Joan ~ Jiiay, |[Ng'ke J6: ~ or, Njuu [ii-si, [|[Xegwi-Z, [|Xegwi-LH Jo-ma).

0 Same root in all three languages, but with different suffixation (*/u-/a/y in !Ui-N|uu,
*lu-ma in [[Xegwi; we can still see the pure root form in [Xam pl. [u-Jua-d:e, with redupli-
cation).

Nossob: [ Auni [we-wé (Bleek 1937); sg. [oe, pl. [we:-[lwe (Bleek 1956). ¢ Not attested in
|[Haasi.

Taa: *||xi1 (IX60 [/xil:—/?in, Kakia [6-Jan7, Nlullen [/ﬁ—fi). 0 All Taa doculects yield a com-
pound in the meaning ‘knee’, where the second part is clearly HEAD q.v. (so it may be
assumed that the original meaning of the compound was rather ‘knee-cap’). The root is
tentatively reconstructed with a voiced velar fricative efflux based on X660 data (Kakia
and Nlullen transcriptions are unreliable).

Tuu: Not reconstructible. ¢ Superficially, [ Auni [oe resembles Taa *||xii, and a common
origin is not excluded (assuming inadequate click transcription and different suffixa-
tion). But it is even more similar to Proto-Kalahari Khoe *[oe ‘knee’ (Vossen 1997: 457),
meaning that borrowed origin is more likely here than inherited. If the Nossob form is
excluded, !Ui and Taa forms may reflect the original Proto-Tuu ‘knee’ with compara-
ble probability.

KNOW [-]

IUi: (?) *||xae (|[Ng'ke [lai, N|uu [xae). ¢ This seems to be the main, if not only, equivalent
of the required meaning in the NJuu cluster, cognate with |[Xam [lai ~ [lai’ ‘to take notice,
be(come) aware of smth.” (Bleek 1956: 550). In [Xam itself, the meaning ‘know’ is usu-
ally correlated with the root #en(n) ~ ¢ ‘to know, to think’, further related to [Ng'ke
#’¢, NJuu #: ‘to think’, still further to !X606 #dn ‘to think’ and ultimately to Khoe *#’an
‘to think (— to know)’, from which this root may have been diffused into different
branches of Tuu. |[Xegwi-LH ci;, [Xegwi-Z ci-ya remains without any etymology. In
light of all this, the NJuu root with its semantically similar [Xam cognate remains the
optimal, if still weak, candidate for Proto-!Ui ‘to know’.

Nossob: (a) ' Auni [xai ~ [x’e-ki; (b) [Haasi [iima. ¢ The |’Auni form is clearly connected
with N|uu [lxae, but it may be a borrowing rather than a genetic cognate. The [Haasi
form is just as clearly related to !X60 (below), yet this could also be interpreted as an
areal isogloss. Unclear.

Taa: !X60 [imd (var. form [u-BV). ¢ Kakia [a ‘to know’, published only in the early
source Bleek 1929: 51, is somewhat dubious.

Tuu: Not reconstructible. ¢ Although there is a clear isogloss between |’Auni and !Uij,
on one hand, and between [Haasi and X0, on the other, both may have areal rather
than genetic interpretations, and given the overall unstable nature of this concept in
Tuu (cf. the Khoe root #an with its wide diffusion over Tuu territory), we should
probably exclude this word from comparison for safety reasons.
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LEAF []

'Ui: Not reconstructible. ¢ ‘Leaf’ is not a basic concept for !Ui speakers, and the word is
usually borrowed (Nluu bla:r-si — Afrikaans, |[Xegwi-LH li=k"asi-zi «— Swazi), not at-
tested, semantically questionable (e.g. [Xam [umim: ‘leaf, stick’), or completely isolated
(INg'ke xerro: ‘leaves, foliage’ without any external cognates).

Nossob: Not attested.

Taa: (?) *|ana (X80 [ana, Kakia ana). ¢ Formally reconstructible for Proto-Taa; how-
ever, the root is completely identical with Khoe *fana ‘leaf, grass’ (Vossen 1997: 424),
which strongly suggests a borrowed origin (which agrees well with the general unsta-
bility of this concept in Tuu). Cf. also Nlullen Jabu ‘leaf (Bleek 1929: 52; incorrectly
listed as SIV = [’ Auni in Bleek 1956), a different root without any external etymology.
Tuu: Not reconstructible. All correlated items may be of secondary origin.

LIE [!Ui + [Nossob + Taa]]

IUi: *ta ([Xam ta: ~ ta: ~ t:é ~ tern ~ tern, [|[Nglke tia ~ kia:;, $Kho-D ¢4, Nluu ¢a:, [Kxau ta ~
da ~ tn). O Despite some phonetic variation in the coda (most likely reflecting various
morphologic variants), the most common and probably original shape of the root
should be reconstructed with final *-a. The situation in |[Xegwi is unclear, with Bleek
and LH contradicting themselves and neither of the variants (Bleek /a: ‘lie’, LH in=0ine
‘Ilie down’) having external connections.

Nossob: [ Auni toa. ¢ Cf. also tiia ‘to lie curled up’ and transitive téd-a ‘to lay down, to
bury’. Not attested in |[Haasi.

Taa: *tu (IX060 ti:, Kakia tu(:) ~ td: ~ ti:;, N|ullen fu:). ¢ Note the variation in Kakia, un-
clear on its own but instructive in light of external comparison.

Tuu: *ta ~ *tu. ¢ Although the dominant variant of this root in !Ui is clearly *ta and in
Taa clearly *tu, scant evidence for the opposite also exists: Bleek 1929: 53 records the
variant fu for |[Ng'ke, and Bleek 1956 has td: for Kakia. The situation is slightly remi-
niscent of HEAR (except that the distribution of vocalizations is reversed), but in that
case there was additional evidence to argue in favor of two original roots (‘hear’ vs.
‘feel’). Here, it is rather advisable to treat both forms as morphological variants of a
single original root. The Nossob form is morphologically closer to Tuu, but could actu-
ally represent an “intermediate” variant (fo-a < *tu-a, while !Ui languages go further
and contract *tu-a — *ta?)

LIVER [!Ui + Taa]

[Ui: *[laN (|Xam Jwan ~ udy, Ng'ke Jain, Njuu Jan ~ Jan ~ Jan, |Kxau nana). ¢ Not at-
tested in [[Xegwi. Variants fluctuate between *[lan/a/ and *[la-ni.

Nossob: Not attested.

Taa: *[lam (1X66 [lim, Nlullen [lam). 0 Not attested in Kakia.

Tuu: *[laN. ¢ It can hardly be doubted that all listed forms belong together, but recon-
struction of the coda is somewhat problematic, given all the variety between !Ui and

Taa. It is possible that the original root was simply *[a-, particularly in light of X606

plural forms (possessive [li:, alienated [a) which seem to drop the labial nasal as a suf-
fix. On the other hand, nasality is such a persistent feature for all reflexes that it is hard
to believe it was not, in some way or other, an intrinsic part of the root. The provi-

sional reconstruction *aN reflects that uncertainty.
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LONG [!Ui + Nossob?]

IUi: *[a (|Ngl'ke [a:;, Nfuu [&, |[Kxau [, [|[Xegwi-Z [d, [Xegwi-LH z:). ¢ The isogloss be-
tween Nluu, [|Kxau, and [Xegwi clearly identifies */a as the optimal candidate for
Proto-!Ui ‘long’, although there are some phonetic problems — in N|uu, the coda has a
nasalized vowel, and in || Xegwi we see unpredictable variation between /i (no glottali-
sation) and [z (nasal efflux) depending on the doculect. This may be due to a more
complex protoform (e.g. something like */a?4 with different types of contractions) or to
several original morphological variants (e.g. */’a vs. *[a-/a/N); the issue requires a better
understanding of !Ui adjectival morphology. Curiously, the root is not at all attested in
|Xam, where the semantic definition ‘tall / long / high’ is instead attributed to the form
Ix6:-wa, pl. Ix6-Ix0-ka — transparently derived from the verb /xo: ‘to grow up, climb up;
make upright, make tall’.

Nossob: Auni [#-si. ¢ Glossed as ‘big, long, tall’, but ‘big’ is probably incorrect (the
proper equivalent for this meaning in [’Auni is #s/i/, see BIG). Not attested in |[Haasi.
Taa: (a) X060 I'dm; (b) Kakia /1im. ¢ Not reconstructible (the two forms are clearly not
related).

Tuu: Not reconstructible. ¢ The [ Auni form is clearly the same as the Ui form, although
it is impossible to determine if it is inherited or historically borrowed from Nluu.

LOUSE [!Ui + Taa]

[Ui: *Ou- (Xam Ouiy, [|[Nglke Qoin-ya, Njuu Ou-si, [Xegwi-LH Oe-zi). O Root vowel re-
construction is provisional (labial variant is the most common, but it could be assimi-
lated to the labial click).

Nossob: Not attested.

Taa: !X66 0ii’. O Plural: Oa:-té. Not attested in Kakia or Nlullen. Another synonym is
IX60 [x'oni ‘louse’; semantic differences between the two forms are unclear.

Tuu: *OQu-. 0 The lexical match between !Ui and !X65 is transparent and allows to relia-
bly project the root onto the Proto-Tuu level, even despite relatively scant attestation
of the word in both branches (and a complete lack of attestation in Nossob). It should
be noted that the alternate !X66 synonym [x'6ni bears an uncanny resemblance to the
common Kalahari Khoe term for ‘louse’, *kx’uni, which in term is somewhat irregularly
connected with Khoekhoe *kx’uri id. (Vossen 1997: 462); however, presence of a lateral
click in !X60 is somewhat befuddling, since it does not allow to explain the word as a
(quite common) relatively recent borrowing from Kalahari Khoe. Could this be an-
other piece of evidence from a “pre-Tuu / pre-Khoe substrate”?
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I C. Cmapocmun. /leKCUKOCTaTUCTUYECKME MCCAeJOBAaHUs IIO KOVICAaHCKMM s3bikam II/1:
K BOHpOCy HOCTpOQHI/I}I CIIMCKa CBOL[eLHa AL Hpa—Ty SI3BIKA

B craTtre, mpescraBsoneri coboii MmepByIO M3 ABYX 4YacTell MCCIelOBaHNs, IIpeJCcTaBJIeHbI
pe3yJIbTaThl OOIIETO JIEKCUKOCTAaTUCTIYECKOTO 0630pa SI3BIKOBO CEMBU TY (= I0JKHOKOICaH-
CKOJ ceMbH), B X0Ojile KOTOPOTO 4aCcTMYHO peKOHCTpyupyeTcsa crmcok Csojelna Jjis sA3bIKa
IIpa-Ty M pa3bsACHAETCA PsJ CJIOXKHBIX MOMEHTOB, KacaloIIMXCsl BHyTpeHHell Kiaaccuduka-
LIMH SA3BIKOB Ty. B Hacrosmei myoamKanmy mpeJcrasaeH KpaTKuil 0030p MCTOYHUKOB, IIe-
pedMcIeHbl OCHOBHBIE METOJOJIOTMYeCK/e IPO0IeMbl, CBA3aHHbBIE C AMAaXPOHMYIECKUM U3Y-
YeHMeM A3BIKOB Ty, U IpUBeileHbl KOMMeHTapyuy OTHOCUTEIBHO UCTOPUYeCcKoil (POHOIOTINI
9TUX SA3BIKOB. bosblry1o yacTs cratou 3aHuMaeT IlpuioxkeHne, B KOTOPOM JlaeTcsl HOIMBITKA
PpeKOHCTpyKUMu Iepsbix 50 s1eMeHTOB M3 crmcka CBogera AJis TpeX IPOMeXKyTOUHBIX y3-
JIOB ceMbM Ty (1Ipa-!Bu, mpa-HOCCOO 1 IIpa-Ta).

Karouesvie cao6a: 105KHOKOVICAHCKIE SI3BIKM; SI3BIKM TY; IIETIKOBBIE (POHEMBI; JE€KCUKOCTAaTI-
CTVKa; Oa3yCHas JeKCMKa; OHOMaCHOI0TdecKasl PeKOHCTPYKLIVIAL.
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N-initial nouns in Landuma and their counterparts in Mande

This paper describes a group of kin terms in Landuma (a Mel language spoken in northwest-
ern Guinea) which have a non-standard phonological structure: they begin with the conso-
nant cluster NC. It is shown that the anomalous properties of these nouns can be explained
via their origin: all of them are borrowed from Mande.

In Western Mande languages, nouns for elder kin are also anomalous in that they are of-
ten unable to adjoin a definite or referential article. It has been suggested previously that this
anomaly could be explained by the presence of an archaic nasal prefix, a grammatical marker
of elder kin. At the same time, such a nasal prefix is not attested in any modern Mande lan-
guage.

Two hypotheses can be advanced on the origin of the initial nasal element in the anoma-
lous Landuma nouns. According to the first, this element goes back to a nasal prefix recon-
structed for nouns referring to elder kin in Mande. If so, the Landuma data can be regarded
as an argument for the relatively recent disappearance of this prefix in Mande (i.e., subse-
quent to the start of close contact between speakers of Proto-Landuma and speakers of Proto-
Manding and Proto-Susu). Alternatively, the nasal element can be regarded as a reinter-
preted Mande 1SG pronoun # which, in its possessive function, appears frequently with kin
terms. It cannot be excluded that both sources may have been relevant.

Keywords: Landuma language; Mel languages; Western Mande; kinship terms; language contact.

1. General information on Landuma

Landuma is a language of the Mel family spoken by about 30 000 people (our estimate) in
the north-west of the Republic of Guinea, in the vicinity of the city of Boke. The Landuma data
analyzed in this paper was obtained in the course of fieldwork in Guinea in 2015-2018. A writ-
ing system for Landuma was elaborated by Kirk Rogers (Rogers 2005; 2008).

The phonological system of Landuma includes three front vowels i, ¢, ¢; four back vowels
u, 0, 9, 1; and two central vowels , a. The consonants are represented in Table 1.1

Labial Dental Alveolar/palatal Velar Labiovelar | Laryngeal
Voiceless plosives P K2 [K/g]
Voiced plosives b d j gb
Fricatives f s h
Affricate c
Nasal m n n D
Oral sonorants w r,1 y

Table 1. Landuma consonants

1 In this paper we use an IPA-based phonological transcription (with modifications typical for African lin-
guistics), rather than the practical transcription introduced by Kirk Rogers.
2 The sounds [k] and [g] are allophones of the same phoneme k.
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Landuma has a relatively simple agglutinative morphology, mainly in the verbal domain.
The verbs have a rich derivation system (reflexive, reciprocal, instrumental, etc.). They inflect
for TAM categories and agree with the subject in person/number, animacy/ “noun class” (see
Section 2). Landuma is a right-branching SVO language.

2. Nominal morphology and agreement

The only regular grammatical affixes on the noun are nominal prefixes. These prefixes,
which are present on most nouns, at first sight function as class markers. They show a number
opposition between singular and plural (see Table 2). Some prefixes are also associated with
other semantic features: for example, the prefixes t1-/ma- (SG/PL) express diminutivity, pa-/
na- (SG/PL) are augmentative, the pair wa-/a- is characteristic of human nouns, and deverbal
nouns are always marked by the prefix ka-. Other prefixes have no obvious semantic value, be-
sides signaling number.

Singular | Plural Examples
wao- a- wa-camas / a-camas ‘merchant’
da so- da-Ioko / se-Ioko ‘day’
VA- da-sek / ya-sek ‘tooth’
o co- ka-babu / ce-babu ‘maize’
yA- koe-ca / ya-ca ‘hand’
A- yA- A-bat / ya-bat ‘river’
ta- ma- ta-sar / ma-sar ‘small stone’ (diminutive)
pa- na- pa-sar / na-sar ‘big stone’ (augmentative)

Table 2. Nominal prefixes in Landuma

At the same time, Landuma has a significant number of nouns that bear no prefix in the
singular?. Prefixes are absent in most recent borrowings, which are mainly from French: fariy
‘flour’ < French farine, plas ‘place’ < French place, etc. Most proper names, both personal names
and place names, also have no prefix: Barlande ‘Barlande’ (village name), Fatu ‘Fatu’ (woman's
name). Finally, and most importantly, 12 to 20% of other nouns are prefixless without there
being any obvious reason for this, cf. bumbi ‘hare’, dis ‘body’, gbundo ‘secret’, jombo ‘hyena’, kas
‘father’, nenc ‘fire’. These nouns form their plurals by adding one of the plural prefixes: bumbi
‘hare’ / PL ya-bumbi, dis ‘body’ / PL so-dis, gbundo ‘secret’ / PL ya-gbundo or sa-gbundo, jombo
‘hyena’ / PL ya-jombo, kas ‘father’ / PL a-kas, nenc ‘fire’ / PL ya-nenc.

The most intriguing property of Landuma nouns concerns how they control agreement.
Agreement is found within the noun phrase (adjectives, demonstratives, the numeral ‘one’
and some other words agree with the nominal head) and within the clause (the verb agrees
with the subject). The choice of anaphoric pronouns generally follows the same rules as
agreement proper.

Agreement in Landuma is basically agreement in animacy, but there is also a kind of
agreement based on the phonology of the controlling noun. The basic (and somewhat simpli-
fied) agreement rule is as follows:

3 Every plural noun has a prefix.
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(1) a.semantic agreement: animate nouns trigger special animate prefixes (example 2abc).

b. phonological (radical alliterative) agreement: the first consonant of the agreement

prefix repeats the first consonant of the controller; if the controller begins with a
vowel, the agreement prefix begins with 7-4, example (3abcd).

(2a) jombo  wak-in
hyena  AN-one
‘one hyena’

(2b) karmoko wak-in
teacher AN-one
‘one teacher’

(2c) wa-be  wak-in
NP-king AN-one
‘one king’

(3a) ta-lar  t-in
NP-finger AGR-one
‘one finger’

(3b) lokun l-in
week AGR-0One
‘one week’

(3¢c) gbundo  gb-in
secret AGR-0ONne
‘one secret’

(8d) a-sar y-in
NP-stone AGR-oOne
‘one stone’

The rules seen in (1) are strictly observed by all inanimate nouns and by human nouns
with the prefix wa-. At the same time, there are some groups of nouns that combine semantic
and phonological agreement and/or fluctuate between these two options in certain construc-
tions.

Nouns denoting ANIMALS trigger animate prefixes on verbs and anaphoric pronouns (4),
but, most usually, alliterative prefixes on the agreement targets within a noun phrase® (5ab).

(4) Jombo  a-yup le  wa-sontle le do, dor da-mop ko le,
hyena  IPRS-turn.out ASR 3SG.AN-run.fast ASR there hunger AGR-catch him/her ASR
wa-c-ko ka-ko dade  ykon fona, wa-sara.

3SG.AN-CONS-go NP-go village (s)he.SUB] also  3SG.AN-carry.baggage

‘(It turned out that) the hyena was running very fast, (after a while) it felt hungry,
it was running and (finally) came to the village. It, too, was carrying its baggage.’
[oral text]

4 Radical alliterative agreement is a typologically rare phenomenon found in the Kru language family (Sande
2019), the Arapesh languages of New Guinea (Dobrin 2012), and a few others.

5 Within the noun phrase, some fluctuations between non-alliterative and alliterative agreement markers are
attested.
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(5a) jonbo  jo-bi
hyena AGR-black

‘black hyena’

(5b) jonbo  j-in or jonbo wak-in
hyena AGR-one hyena AN-one
‘one hyena’

The agreement behavior associated with prefixless animate nouns is less predictable: they
allow phonological agreement in certain constructions, but ultimately their agreement varies
across speakers.

Most human nouns without the prefix wa- (karmoko ‘teacher’, karandi ‘student’, bobo ‘deaf-
mute’, imamu ‘imam’; diminutive and augmentative nouns referring to people like tancay ‘lit-
tle girl’) allow alliterative agreement within the NP (6ab) but require semantic (animate)
agreement markers on verbs (6c) and are antecedents of animate anaphoric pronouns.

(6a) karmoko  ko-tot or (6b) karmoko wa-tot
teacher =~ AGR-good teacher  AN-good
‘good teacher’

(6¢) karmoko wa-n-der le
teacher 3sg.AN-FACT-come ASR
‘The teacher came.’

A special group of animate nouns will be considered in the next section.

3. A special group of animate nouns (N-nouns)
3.1. Presentation of the N-nouns

In this section, we will turn to the main topic of this paper, namely a small group of ani-
mate nouns (henceforth "N-nouns") which are in several respects non-typical of Landuma. The
full set, according to the dictionary (Rogers & Bryant 2012), includes nine nouns referring to
close social relations and kinship terms: nna ‘mother’, mbariy ‘friend’, mbenba ‘ancestor’, ncoko
‘uncle, mother’s brother’, njatiki ‘host’, ntana ‘father-in-law, mother-in-law’, ntara ‘elder sib-
ling’, ntenen ‘aunt, father’s sister’, ntokma ‘namesake’; one noun referring to an animal: mbarfi
‘wild boar’; and, finally, two proper nouns (Nfasori ‘Infasori’, Nfali ‘Enfali’) and also Nkila, the
title of the prophet Muhammad (Nkiln Mahamadu ‘the prophet Muhammad’).

All N-nouns begin with a consonant cluster of the type NC (where N is a nasal conso-
nant). These are the only words in Landuma that begin with a consonant cluster.

The initial nasal consonant in all N-nouns agrees with the subsequent consonant in place
of articulation. In the Landuma orthography elaborated by Kirk Rogers (2005; 2008), it is rep-
resented by the letter n in all cases.

Landuma has four nasal consonant phonemes: /m/, /n/, /n/, and /n/. The palatal consonant
/n/ is rare; it is only attested word-initially before a vowel, as in pamane ‘time’ (certainly an
Arabic borrowing). The consonants /m/ and /y/ are allowed in various positions; in particular,
they are found before consonants (although infrequently, and never word-initially) and do not
undergo assimilation: wakomsi ‘midwife’; cayne ‘carry on the head’. Finally, the consonant /n/
is allowed in various positions, but when it precedes an obstruent it undergoes place assimila-
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tion: /nb/ is realized as [mb], /nk/ as [pk], etc. For example, the factative marker - is realized as
[m] before labial consonants and as [n] before velars:

(7a) Wo-m-bar le  m-alb  m-i
3SG.AN-FACT-add ASR NP-rice AGR-DEF
‘(S)he added some rice.’

(7b) Fatu wa-y-+kudi mi le.

Fatu 3SG.AN-FACT-greet me ASR
‘Fatu greeted me.’

This means, in particular, that three different nasal sounds ([m], [n], [n]) can be met before
dental and alveolar consonants but [n] is impossible before labial and velar consonants. In the
latter case, the phonological oppositions /m/ vs. /n/ and /n/ vs. [/ are neutralized . Henceforth,
we will use a capital N to encode the initial nasal consonant in nouns with an initial consonant
cluster (for example, Nbenba ‘ancestor’, Ncoko ‘uncle’, etc.).

3.2. Morphology of N-nouns

Postulating a common consonant in a group of semantically close nouns immediately
raises the question: does this consonant represent a prefix or a part of the noun stem? Identify-
ing it as a prefix does not seem to be a good decision in our case. For example, the plural forms
of the N-nouns feature the plural prefix a-, which is quite usual for animate nouns: Ntana ‘fa-
ther-in-law, mother-in-law’ — PL aNtana, Ntara ‘elder sibling’ — PL aNtara. One of our lan-
guage consultants also allowed forms with the unique prefix ara-: araNtana, araNtara. In any
case, the plural forms of the N-nouns are invariably formed by adding a prefix to the singular
form, which is quite normal for prefixless nouns. All prefixed nouns form their plurals by re-
placing the singular prefix, cf. the examples in Table 2.

Another important factor is agreement. As described in Section 2, prefixless animate
nouns constitute a zone in which agreement patterns are fluctuating or mixed. This is not the
case with the N-nouns (including the animal noun Nbarfi ‘wild boar’), which invariably trigger
animate agreement markers:

(8a) Ncoko  non
uncle AN.DEF
‘the uncle’

(8b) Ncoko  w-n
uncle AN-that
‘that uncle’

(8c) Ncoko  k-on
uncle AN-3SG.POSS
‘his/her uncle’

(8d) Ncoko  k-a Mamadu
uncle AN-POSS Mamadu
‘the uncle of Mamadu’

¢ Different phonological interpretations of the initial nasal consonants followed by another consonant can
therefore be proposed, and we do not plan to discuss the issue in more detail here.
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(9a) Nboarfi wak-in
wild.boar AN-one
‘one wild boar’

(9b) Nbarfi wa-pon
wild.boar AN-big
‘a/the big wild boar’

One of our language consultants allowed phonological agreement and used the conso-
nants [m] and [n] in the agreeing units. This suggests that we ought to interpret the initial clus-
ters of the N-nouns as representing different nasal phonemes. However, this data is not fully
reliable and was not endorsed by other speakers.

3.3. Mande cognates of N-nouns in Landuma

It turns out that practically all N-nouns in Landuma have cognates in Mande languages.
Let us consider them one by one.”

1) Landuma Nna ‘mother’

Proto-Manding *'nd, Mandinka (Creissels, Jatta & Jobarteh 1982; Anonym 1995) nda
‘mother’ (address form), Xasonka (Tveit & Dansoko 1993) ni ‘mother; mother's sister’, Kita
Maninka (Creissels 2009: 55) nd, Maninka 'nd (without the tonal article) ‘mother’, Bamana na
‘mother, mummy’ (address form)

Bozo-Soninke: Tieyaxo (Anonyme 1982) nan ‘mother’; (in combination with the name of
a fruit) ‘fruit tree’, Sorogama (Daget, Kanipo & Sanankoua 1953) ni ‘mother’; (in combination
with the name of a fruit) ‘fruit tree’

Bobo (le Bris & Prost 1981) nd

Samogo: Duun (Hochstetler 1996) na, Dzuun (Solomiac, Traoré & Traoré 1998) na

Proto-Eastern (Schreiber 2008) *da / *nd, Boko (Jones 2004) dd

Southern Mande: Dan-Blo (Erman & Loh 2008) 44, Dan Gweetaa, Kla-Dan ¢4 ‘grand-
mother, great-grandmother; elder paternal aunt; father's or mother's elder brother's wife;
mother's elder co-wife; mother-in-law (for a man)’, Tura (Idiatov ms.) ¢4 ‘grandmother; elder
paternal aunt; father's or mother's elder brother's wife; elder sister-in-law; mother-in-law,
grandmother-in-law’, Guro (Kuznetsova & Kuznetsova) ddi, Yowre (Hopkins 1982) daa,
Mwan (Perekhvalskaya & Yegbé 2018) dai-lé ‘mother-in-law (for a woman)’, Wan (Nikitina)
na ‘mother’, Ben (Paperno) ng ‘mother’

2) Landuma Nbarin ‘friend’

Southwestern Mande: Liberian Kpelle (Leidenfrost & McKay 2007) mdléy ‘sororal nephew’

Soso (Anonyme n.d.) bdren (?) kin; intimate friend, Jalonke (Creissels 2010) bdri-méxe (?)
‘kin’, bari-dii (?) ‘child; compatriot’

Jeri (Trobs 1998) béli “‘uncle’

Mokole: Lele (Vydrin 2009a) bérin, beyin, Lele (Mara & Camara 1979) bayen, Koranko
(Kastenholz 1987a) bért

Manding: Mandinka (Creissels, Jatta & Jobarteh 1982) bdrin, barimma, Nyokolo Maninka
(Meyer 1983) bariny, Xasonka (Tveit & Dansoko 1993) bdriy, Kita Maninka (Creissels 2009) birin
(no article), Kagoro (Vydrine 2001) bari-no ‘nephew, niece (sister's child)’, Maninka bdrin, bdri,
borin, bérin ‘maternal uncle; maternal kin’

7 In the following list, when a Mande word is cited without gloss, its meaning is the same as the meaning of
the Landuma word.
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3) Landuma Nbenba ‘ancestor’

South-Western Mande: Mende (Innes 1969) mbémbi ‘lineage, family’; Guinean Kpelle
(Leger 1975) omo-kolo, beme-kolo ‘ancestor (from the same clan)’

Susu (Diané & Vydrine 2012) bénbd, bénba ‘ancestor, forefather’; ‘grandfather; great-
grandfather’; Yalunka bénba-na

Mokole: Lele (Vydrin 2009b) bénba ‘grandfather’, Koranko (Kastenholz 1987a) bénba ‘an-
cestor, forefather’

Manding *bEnbaa ‘ancestor’: Mandinka bénbaa, Xasonka, Guinean Maninka bénba, Bam-
bara bénba

Bobo (le Bris & Prost 1981) béma ‘ancestor’

South Mande: Eastern Dan 664, Tura (Idiatov) 6£64

4) Landuma Ncoko ‘maternal uncle’

Susu s3x) ‘maternal uncle’, ‘sororal nephew’, Jalonke (Creissels 2010) s, Yalunka s3xo

5) Landuma Njatiki ‘host’

Mende (Innes 1969) yali (< Manding)

Susu (Willits n.d.) yatigi ‘protector’, Jalonke (Creissels 2010) jaatigi, Yalunka (Willits n.d.)
yatigi

Mokole: Lele (Vydrin 2009a) yatii, Lele (Mara & Camara 1979) ydyi

Manding: Kita Maninka (Creissels 2009) jatigi, Maninka jatii, Bamana jatigi

Soninke-Bozo: Bozo-Tigemaho (Anonyme 1982) jadi, Bozo-Sorogama (Daget, Kanipo &
Sanankoua 1953) jatigi

6) Landuma Ntana ‘father-in-law, mother-in-law’

Manding: Maninka fana ‘totem; nuisance’, Bambara téne ‘taboo, interdiction’

7) Landuma Ntara ‘elder sibling’

Soso (Diané & Vydrine 2012; Touré 1989) taard, -0, Jalonke (Creissels 2010) taard ‘elder sister’

Mokole: Kakabe (Vydrina 2015) taata ‘elder sibling’, Mogofin (Polinder, Janse & van
Linden 2009) tdata ‘elder sister’

Manding: Mandinka (Creissels, Jatta & Jobarteh 1982; Anonym 1995) tdataa ‘elder sibling;
husband’, Xasonka (Tveit & Dansoko 1993) taata ‘elder sibling’

Soninke (Galtier & Dantioko 1979; Smeltzer & Smeltzer 2001) taata

8) Landuma Nteney ‘aunt, father’s sister’

Southwestern Mande: Bandi (Grossmann, Rodewald & Covac 1991) téna ‘aunt’; Guinean
Kpelle (Konoshenko 2019) télén ‘paternal aunt; any elder woman of the paternal aunt's family’

Susu (Diané & Vydrine 2012) ténéen ‘paternal aunt’

Vai (Welmers & Kandakai 1974) téna ‘maternal aunt’

Mokole: Lele (Vydrin 2009a) téne ‘paternal aunt’, Koranko (Kastenholz 1987a) téne
‘paternal aunt’

Manding: Kita Maninka (Creissels 2009) ténen ‘paternal aunt’ (no article), Guinean
Maninka ténen, Bambara téne ‘paternal aunt’; Segu Bambara, Beledugu Bambara, Kaarta
Bambara ‘aunt’ (either paternal or maternal)

Bozo-Tigemaxo (Anonyme 1982) tayen ‘paternal aunt’

South Mande: Tura (Idiatov) té¢ ‘paternal aunt’

9) Landuma Ntokma ‘namesake’

This is a borrowing from Manding, where the form *t3Go-ma is morphologically transpar-
ent: *t3Go ‘name’ + -ma, a suffix of mutual kinship relation. The word also appears in many
other Mande languages (where it can be also regarded as a Manding loan):

Southwestern Mande: Liberian Kpelle (Leidenfrost & McKay 2007) tjomd, Guinean
Kpelle (Konoshenko 2019) tdwéi, t3yéi
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Susu (Willits n.d.) t3x3ma, (Diané & Vydrine 2012; Touré 1994) t3xdman, Jalonke (Creissels
2010) t3gdma

Southern Mande: Western Dan (Erman & Loh 2008) t3364, Eastern Dan t#7j, Kla-Dan
(Makeeva ms.) ttidn

There is also a similar Soninke form foxora where the function of the final element -ra is
not quite clear.

10) Landuma Nbarfi ‘wild boar’

Susu (Willits n.d.) bdli ‘pig’ may have a common origin with the Southwestern Mande
forms: Looma boi-g, boi-g, bui-g, Liberian Kpelle (Leidenfrost & McKay 2007) 601, Guinean
Kpelle (Konoshenko 2019) 60i (there are some less reliable forms in other Mande languages
which may also be cognates). The final element -fi is unclear (however, it may be comparable
to Manding fin ‘black’, in which case the form would mean ‘black pig’).

11) Landuma Nkila ‘title of the prophet Muhammad’

Most probably, a borrowing from Manding, where *ki means ‘send’ and *-Ia is an agentive
suffix, giving *kila ‘messenger’. This word was borrowed into many modern Mande lan-
guages.

Manding: Mandinka (Creissels, Jatta & Jobarteh 1982) kiilaa ‘messenger; prophet’, Guinean
Maninka kila, kéla, céla ‘messenger’, Bambara kira ‘prophet’ (with an irregular form of the suffix)

Southwestern Mande: Bandi (Grossmann, Rodewald & Covac 1991) keeld ‘messenger’,
Looma kela, keela ‘messenger’, Liberian Kpelle (Leidenfrost & McKay 2007) kéld ‘messenger’,
Guinean Kpelle (Konoshenko 2019) kél¢, kéld

Susu (Willits n.d.) xéérd ‘messenger’, kiila ‘Prophet’ (the latter form is probably borrowed
from Manding).

Both proper nouns belonging to this group, Nfasori ‘Nfasori’ and Nfali ‘Nfali’, may also be
borrowed from Mande, and more precisely from Manding, where Fa Sori may be a honorific
form of the male name Sori (fa means ‘father’), and Fali may have been a heathen name mean-
ing ‘donkey’.

3.4. N-nouns in the context of Landuma-Mande language contacts

The history of the Landuma (and their closest relatives the Kogoli®) is characterized by
very close contacts with Mande people. The earliest written sources mentioning them date
back to the beginning of the 16th century, and they appear in these documents as subjects of
the king of Manding (Suret Canal 2000: 334). One of the main trade routes connecting the me-
dieval Mali Empire led from Siguiri to Boke (Iffono 2000), and there is even an oral tradition
that places the origin of the Kogoli in Siguiri, a Maninka town (Suret Canal 2000: 336-337).
Historical documents tell us less about contacts of the Landuma with the Susu and Jalonke.
However, it can be taken for granted that these contacts continued for centuries, with the re-
sult that today most Landumas are bilingual in Susu. Moreover, the Mogofin people are im-
mediate neighbours of the Landuma, therefore some contact between the two languages is to
be expected.

The N-nouns are certainly not the only group of nouns borrowed from Mande. However,
the initial N is not found in other borrowed nouns. In particular, it is absent in the borrowed

8 The Kogoli are an ethnic group in the area of Kumbia in north-western Guinea and adjacent areas of
Guinea-Bissau, speaking a language that is, reportedly, closely related to Landuma. Unfortunately, practically no
data on their language is available; the rare publications on the Kogoli that do exist (Suret Canal 2000; Ferry &
Sande 2000) provide almost exclusively ethnohistorical data.
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kin term dimbore ‘cousin’, from Susu dinbore (Raimbault 1923; Lacan 1942).° Landuma also has
three borrowed kin terms that begin with a nasal consonant, but not with the NC cluster: mama
‘grandfather, grandmother’; nande ‘father’s second wife’, and nimoko ‘spouse of one’s elder sib-
ling; younger sibling of one’s wife’. These nouns do not show any phonological differences
from other Landuma nouns (whether borrowed or not).

This shows that the peculiarities of N-nouns cannot be explained by the simple fact that
these nouns are borrowed: other borrowed nouns (including certain kin terms) do not belong
to this group. More than that, in the modern Mande languages which represent the most likely
sources of the borrowings into Landuma — that is Susu, Jalonke/Yalunka, Maninka and
Mogofin — the cognate words have no initial element N-. In what follows, we consider two al-
ternative sources of the initial consonant cluster in these nouns.

4. N- as a prefix for elder kin terms in Western Mande languages

According to the first hypothesis, the presence of the nasal element at the beginning of
kinship terms in Landuma can be explained by the fact that the Mande donor languages had,
in earlier periods of their existence, a nasal prefix marking exactly this semantic group of
words. A reconstruction of this prefix was advanced in (Vydrin 2006). Since this paper is
available only in Russian, let us briefly survey the morphological peculiarities of West Mande
languages that provide grounds for this reconstruction.

4.1. Elder kin in Manding languages

As mentioned in (Spears 1972), most terms for elder kin in Guinean Maninka are incom-
patible with the tonal article (which is normally represented by a floating low tone following the
noun): nd ‘mother’, fa ‘father’, téne ‘paternal aunt’, borin ‘maternal uncle’, ‘md, mamad ‘grand-
mother’, bénba ‘grandfather, ancestor’, k¢ ‘husband’. Maninka texts written in Nko (where
tones are accurately marked) confirm the absence of the articles with these words. Spears also
points to the fact that 74 ‘mother’ and 'md ‘grandmother’ have a preceding floating low tone.

In some Kagoro dialects, at least certain terms (fa ‘father’, baabaa ‘father’, koto or qdodoke
‘elder brother’, bidan ‘in-law’) are also used without the article (Vydrine 2001: 104, 121, 128).

4.2. Elder kin in Koranko and Susu

In these languages, nouns appear in most cases with a suffix -/ or —¢. In Koranko this is a
definite or specific article, and in Susu it has evolved into a nominal morpheme.

However, in both these languages, there is a group of nouns that cannot attach the suffix.

In Koranko (Kastenholz 1987b: 206), this group includes: b3 ‘comrade’ (age-mate?),
diyenamoo ‘friend’, karam3o ‘teacher’, tdoma ‘namesake’, téne ‘paternal aunt’, bér7 ‘maternal un-
cle’, bénba ‘grandfather, ancestor’, fa ‘father’, nd ‘mother’, niimo ‘younger brother-in-law’.

In Susu (Touré 1989), there are several groups of nouns that appear without the nominal
morpheme -i: French and Arabic loans; some shifters; a few names for biological species; and,
finally, kinship terms and some other words for social relations: ngd ‘mother’, baabi ‘father’,
sdxd ‘uncle’, maamd ‘grandmother’, bdnbd ‘grandfather’, tinin ‘grandfather’, ténén ‘paternal

° This term appears in older sources on Susu (Raimbault 1923; Lacan 1942). In more recent ones we find
another term for ‘cousin’, dééx3.
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aunt’, ndndén ‘mother's co-wife’, taard ‘elder sibling’, xiinyaa ‘younger sibling’, dééx3 ‘cousin’,
niim3x3 ‘younger brother-in-law’, tdxdman ‘nickname’, kelé ‘friend; lover’, yaatigi ‘host’. I should
be noted that ngd ‘mother’ is the only noun in Susu with an initial prenasalized consonant.

4.3. Elder kin in Southwestern Mande

All the languages of this group are characterized by the phenomenon of initial consonant
alternation. As a rule, each content word (noun, verb, adjective) has two forms with different
initial consonants.!® These forms appear in different syntactic contexts. The initial consonant
alternation in Southwestern Mande has been widely discussed in the specialist literature; see,
among many other publications, (Dwyer 1974; Dwyer 1986; Kastenholz 1997: 100-104, 125-
137; Vydrin 2006: 100-114). Historically, the trigger of this consonant alternation is a preceding
nasal element. This element can be a syllable coda, as in the word masa(y) ‘chief’ in (10b), or a
syllabic nasal *7- representing a grammatical morpheme: a 3SG pronoun, as in (11b), or a refer-
ential article (12b) going back to the same 3sG pronoun.!' In what follows, the alternant ap-
pearing after the nasal element will be referred to as STRONG, and the other as WEAK.

Bandi (Rodewald 1989: 30)
(10a) pnaha l6ko

REF\woman hand

‘woman's hand’, historically *naha téko.
(10b) masa toko

REF\chief hand

‘chief's hand’, historically *masay toko.

Mende (Innes 1971: 146)
(11a) Ngi t [5-d.

1sG.BAS 3PL Se€e-PRF

‘I have seen them’, historically *Ngi ti t3-d.
(11b) Ngi to-d.

1SG.BAS 3SG.INAN\see-PRF

‘I have seen it’, historically *Ngi nt3-d.

Mende (Innes 1971: 36)
(12a) Puu vande-i  mia.

REF\European cotton-DEF be

‘That is the European cotton’, historically *N-piiii fandé-f mia.
(12b) Fande-i mia.

REF\ cotton-DEF be

‘That is the cotton’, historically *N—fﬁndé—z’ mia.

At the same time, in Mende, Loko, and Bandi there is a group of nouns whose initial con-
sonants, contrary to expectations, do not undergo alternation: in any context, they appear with

10 In most languages of the group, there are some consonants which stand outside the consonant alternation
system. They will not be considered here.

b

1 In all Southwestern Mande languages, there are at least two articles: the “referential article” *3-, going back
to the 3sG pronoun, and the suffix -i, a “definite article”, which most probably goes back to a demonstrative
pronoun/determinative. The latter is very likely to be etymologically identical with the article -i/-e in other West-

ern Mande languages as discussed above; the former is specific to the Southwestern Mande languages.
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a strong initial consonant. This group includes nouns for elder relatives and some semantically
close words, e.g.:

Bandi (Covac 1978: 20)
(13) ni kééye

1sG.ross father

‘my father’ (rather than *ni yééy<¢)
(14) ngi njéé

3sG.ross mother

‘his mother’ (rather than *ngi yéé)

These nouns are given here (the lists may be incomplete).

Loko: ke€yé€ ‘tather’, kepa ‘maternal uncle’, nje ‘mother’, ndéyé ‘elder sibling’.

Mende: keké ~ kéé “father’, kénd ‘maternal uncle’, njé ‘mother’, ng3 ‘elder sibling’, ndéwe ~
ndéé ‘brother’, ndidm3 ‘friend’, mbdii ‘age-mate’.

Bandi: kéeyé ‘father’, kejjd ‘maternal uncle’, njee ‘mother’, ndé ‘mother’ (address form), ndia
~ ndiya ‘elder sibling’, mamd ‘grandmother’,'? kawidld ‘grandfather’, téna ‘paternal aunt’, ndiamo
‘friend’, mbala ‘age-mate’.

These words usually appear without the definite article -i (the available data is insufficient
to show whether they are compatible with the article in principle).

As we can see, the forms of the terms for elder relatives look as if they constantly appear
with the referential article *7j, even in contexts where the referential article would not normally
be expected. In (Vydrin 2006: 139) it was suggested that we have here an archaic noun prefix
*N- (presumably homonymous with the 3G pronoun and the referential article), which marks
the semantic group of elder relatives.

The complementary distribution of this marker with the definite article -7 is an evident
parallel with the incompatibility of the elder kin terms with articles in other Western Mande
languages mentioned in 4.1 and 4.2. That is why in (Vydrin 2006) the prefix *N- for elder kin
terms is reconstructed for Proto-Western Mande.

4.4. Elder kin terms borrowing from Mande to Landuma

As shown in 3.3, the N-nouns in Landuma were undoubtedly borrowed from Mande lan-
guages. According to the first hypothesis, the source of the initial nasal consonant might be the
reconstructed prefix *N- for elder kin terms.

For sociolinguistic reasons, the main candidates likely to have donated these borrowings
are Susu and/or Jalonke (Susu is the dominant language of the littoral zone in Guinea) and
Manding. Mogofin and Kakabe (two closely related languages of the Mokole group) also can-
not be excluded, although they are less probable candidates, given their low social status: the
role of their ancestor in the past was hardly more significant. The Southwestern Mande lan-
guages are too distant from Landuma to be considered as probable lexical donors.

The borrowed kinship terms in Landuma confirm this assumption. They can be subdi-
vided into the following groups (see 3.3 for details):

— a Susu loan: Ncoko ‘maternal uncle’;

— Manding loans: Nna ‘mother’, Nbariy ‘friend’, Njatiki ‘friend’, Ntana ‘father/mother-in-
law’, Ntokma ‘namesake’, Nkila ‘Prophet’;

12 In Bandi m alternates with @, while in Mende m is a non-alternating consonant. For this reason we have no
way of knowing whether the Mende word mamd ‘grandmother’ belongs to this group or not.
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— Susu or Manding loans: Nbenba ‘ancestor’, Ntara ‘elder sibling’, Ntenen ‘paternal aunt’ 13,

In both the Susu-Jalonke and Manding groups, the kinship terms have no prenasalization,
although its presence in the proto-language can be reconstructed. In Southwestern Mande,
traces of the nasal element are more tangible (although still elusive), but direct borrowing
from these languages to Landuma is hardly probable.

If the “archaic nasal prefix hypothesis” is accepted, two main conclusions can be drawn
concerning the history of the Mande languages.

First, the Landuma data confirms the reconstruction of a nasal prefix in Proto-Western
Mande advanced in (Vydrin 2006).4

Second, the disappearance of the prenasalized consonants in kinship terms in Western
Mande languages (in particular Manding and Susu-Jalonke) seems to be a much more recent
phenomenon than one might suppose, most probably dating back less than 1000 years: it must
have followed the period when the kinship terms were borrowed into Landuma.

5. N- as the 1%t person pronoun in Mande

Another hypothesis is much more straightforward: the word-initial nasal consonant in the
Landuma kinship terms can be interpreted as a reflex of a Mande 1SG pronoun.’>

A semi-vocalic nasal, most probably high-toned (i.e. *N), can be reconstructed at least for
the Proto-Western Mande level (and very probably for the Proto-Mande level too). Kinship
terms, being relational nouns by definition, are rarely used in Mande languages without indi-
cation of the anchor (i.e. the individual to whom they stand in a kinship relation). As indicated
by Dahl & Koptjevskaja-Tamm (2001), for kin terms, "a common case is for the anchor to be
identical to the speaker of the utterance". In Mande, the kin terms typically appear with a 1SG
possessor'® and, hence, could have been borrowed into Landuma in this form. In this relation,
we would like to quote Denis Creissels' observation (p.c.):

... dans un des textes diola-fogny sur lesquels je travaille actuellement, le terme mandinka nindiy
‘co-épouse de la meére’ revient au moins une dizaine de fois sans aucune référence a un possesseur
particulier, et toujours comme nnandiy ou inandiy. S’il y avait un possessif, ce serait forcément un
suffixe. Or il sagit d’un emprunt occasionnel au mandinka, pas de quelque chose quon pourrait

13 Kinship terms borrowed from Mande and retaining an initial - are occasionally found in other Mel lan-
guages, cf. ntene ‘aunt’ in Baga Tshi-temu (Lamp 2016); ndiomdi ‘namesake’ in Kisi (Childs 2000). These forms
seem to be the only instances of the presence of the roots of our list in Mel outside Landuma (or at least we have
not found anything else in the data available for the other languages of the family). These two forms certainly re-
sult from independent (and relatively recent) borrowing from Mande; there is no reason to postulate their pres-
ence in Proto-Mel (or even a proto-language at any lower taxonomic level).

14 In (Vydrine 1994; Vydrin 2006), this Proto-Western Mande morpheme was interpreted as an archaic noun
class marker. Alternatively, it might be regarded as a kind of grammaticalized "honorific marker". We are not go-
ing to delve here into discussion about its nature; our fundamental concern is simply the fact of the existence of
this morpheme in Proto-Western Mande.

15 We are thankful to Denis Creissels for drawing our attention to the plausibility of this hypothesis.

16 We have tried to check this assumption in the Bambara Reference Corpus (Vydrin, Maslinsky & Méric
2011-2020) (accessed on April 10, 2020). Fa ‘father’ appears in the disambiguated subcorpus 1000 times. It is
preceded by the non-emphatic 1SG pronoun 7 79 times, and by the emphatic 1SG pronoun né 68 times (147
occurrences in total). For bd ‘mother’, we find 1137 occurrences; it is preceded by 7 87 times, and by né 41 times
(128 in total). These numbers may seem not very convincing, but the relatively weak cooccurrence of these kin
terms with 1SG pronouns can be explained by the predominance of narratives in the Bambara Corpus. In dialogs
the figures would certainly be much higher.
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faire remonter a un contact ancien avec une hypothétique langue mandé, puisque les dictionnaires
diola nenregistrent pas ce terme. Le n- initial ne peut donc sexpliquer que comme le figement du
possessif de premiere personne du mandinka.

6. Discussion

We have to admit that, at the present state of our knowledge, we do not see decisive ar-
guments in favour of either of the two hypotheses. Certainly, the cognitively sound “1SG pro-
noun hypothesis” looks highly attractive and convincing. There are, however, some minor ar-
guments which can be interpreted in favor of the “archaic prefix hypothesis” too.

First, all kin terms in the N-group refer to elder relations, which conforms with the pro-
posed meaning of the archaic prefix. The absence of the nasal element in the Landuma word
dimbore ‘cousin’ borrowed from Susu can be regarded as such an argument.

Moreover, the “1sG pronoun hypothesis” does not explain the initial nasal in the word
Nkila ‘prophet’.’” In this particular case, the “archaic prefix hypothesis” fits better, if we as-
sume that this prefix had some kind of honorific semantics.

Meanwhile, neither hypothesis provides any reasonable explanation for the prenasaliza-
tion in the Landuma word Nbarfi ‘wild boar’, unless we embark on speculations concerning
the role of wild boars in the spiritual life of Landuma and/or ancient Manding speakers.

It is quite probable that both sources of prenasalization were pertinent. For some of the
prenasalized Landuma forms which are not true kin terms (Njatiki ‘host’, Ntokma ‘namesake’),
a pronominal origin for the nasal element seems more plausible. The same is true for the noun
Nna ‘mother’, which is mainly used in the appellative function (the standard referential term
for ‘mother’ is kara). At the same time, for some other nouns (e.g., Ntara ‘elder sibling’, Ntener
‘aunt, father’s sister’ and the other kin terms), the prefixal hypothesis appears quite reasonable.

Abbreviations
1,2,3 — first, second, third person INAN — inanimate
AGR — agreement prefix IPRS — impersonal
AN — animate NP — nominal prefix
ASR — assertive POSS — possessive
BAS — basic pronominal series PRF — perfect
CONS — consecutive REF — referential article
DEF — definite SG — singular
FACT — factative SUBJ — subject
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B craThe aHa/IM3MPYIOTCA TEPMUHBI POJCTBA B SA3bIKE JaHAyMa (CeMbs MeJT), pacIpoCTpaHEH-
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cTaHZapTHOM (POHOJIOTMYECKON CTPYKTYpOIi: OHM HauMHAIOTCsA C KOHCOHAHTHOTO KJacTepa
crpykTypbt NC. JenaeTcs BHIBOJ, UTO 9Ta aHOMaIbHas OCOO@HHOCTL MOXKeT OBITh OObsICHeHa
MIPOVICXOXKJEeHNeM STUX CyIIeCTBUTEJbHBIX: BCe OHM OKAa3BIBAIOTCSA 3aMMCTBOBAHIAMMU U3
SI3LIKOB MaH/e.

B samagHpIX A3BIKax MaHJe Ha3BaHUs CTapIIMX POJCTBEHHMKOB TOXKEe HepeJKo OT/IMya-
IOTCSI aHOMAaJIBHBIM TTOBeZIeHIeM, UTO IIPOSIBIAETCS B HEBO3MOXKHOCTH IIPUCOeAMHEHMs OII-
pesen€HHOrO Man pepepeHTHOTO apTUKJ/ILL. PaHee yKe BBICKa3hIBaIOCh IPeIIOI0XKeHe, YTO
Takas aHOMaJIMs MOXKeT OOBACHSATBCS IIPUCYTCTBMEM apXaldHOIO Ha3aJbHOTO IIpedpuKca,
KOTOPBII OBLI TpaMMaTUUYeCKIM MapKepoM DTOV ceMaHTUYecKOl Ipynmsl ¢1oB. OfHako Ta-
KOI1 Ha3a IbHEIN IpeduKCe He ObLT OOHAPY>KeH HU B OZHOM COBPEMEHHOM S3BIKe MaH7e.

A 00BACHeHN TPOVCXOXKJeHNS HauaJbHOTO HOCOBOTO BIeMeHTa B aHOMaJIbHEIX CyIIle-
CTBUTEJLHBIX JIaHTyMa MOXKHO BBIIBMHYTD JiBe TUIIOTe3hl. B cooTBeTCTBUI ¢ IIepBOIi U3 HUX,
DTOT DJEMEHT BOCXOAMUT K apXauHOMY Ha3aIbHOMY JJIs CTapIINX POJICTBEHHIKOB, PEKOHCT-
pyupyemMoMy /s sI3BIKOB MaH/e. B TakoM ciyJae saHHBIe JaHZyMa MOXKET CUUTAThCA CBUe-
TeJLCTBOM TOTO, UTO STOT IMpePUKC B A3BIKaX MaHJe MCde3 CpaBHUTEIBHO HelaBHO (y>Ke TI0-
CJle Havyajla MHTeHCUBHLIX KOHTAKTOB MeXKJly HOCUTe/ISIMU IIpa-JaHzyMa, Ipa-MaH/eH U Ipa-
CyCy-/KaJIOHKe). AJIbTepHaTHBHas TMUIIOTe3a BO3BOAMT HadaslbHBIN Ha3aJbHBIN DIeMeHT
JaHJyMa K MeCTOMMeHMIO 1 JMita eAMHCTBeHHOTO JIC/Ia 1, KOTOpOe CYIIeCcTBYeT B COCeTHMX
A3BIKaX MaH[e M 9acToO YIOTpebisgeTcsa ¢ TepMUHAMM PoJAcTBa. MOXKHO TakKe JOIyCTUTE,

YTO MOILJIN OBITH 3a,ZIeI7[CTBOBaHI)I oba DTU MCTOYHMKA.

Karouesvie crosa: s13b1K JlaHAyMa,; 3allaHble MaH/le; TEpMMHBI POJCTBA; SI3bIKOBbI€ KOHTAKTBI.
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