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Evaluating the Sino-Tibeto-Austronesian Hypothesis

This paper analyses and evaluates the alleged genetic relationship between Sino-Tibetan and
Austronesian, proposed by the French sinologist Laurent Sagart. The aim of the following
paper is neither to prove, nor to disprove the Sino-Tibeto-Austronesian superphylum but to
argue whether the data presented in favour of this proposed genetic relationship do or do
not stand the scrutiny of a historical linguist. This paper also considers the hypothetical
homeland of Proto-Sino-Tibeto-Austronesian people, with an eye towards competing hy-
potheses, such as Sino-Indo-European. It is concluded that Sagart’s approach may be insuffi-
cient for proof of controversial cases of disputed genetic relationship, given the non-obvious
relatedness of the languages he is comparing.

Keywords: Sino-Tibeto-Austronesian hypothesis; Sino-Tibetan languages; genetic relationship
of languages; comparative method.

“Der erste mir bekannte Sprachvergleicher im heutigen Sinne des Wortes
ist der gelehrte Holldnder Hadr. Relandus, der in seinem Dissertationes
miscellaneae, Utrecht 1706-08, die weite Verbreitung des malaischen
Sprachstammes, sogar Lautvertretunsgesetze zwischen Malaisch und
Madegassisch nachweist” [Georg von der Gabelentz, Die Sprachwissenschaft:
ihre Aufgaben, Methoden, und bisherigen Ergebnisse, 1891, p. 26].

Historical overview

Since the beginning of Western scholarly interest in both Sino-Tibetan and Austronesian, a
panoply of claims concerning a wider genetic relationship of these language families has been
proposed until our days. Among these various proposals, ranging from quasi-scholarly publi-
cations to more serious works, we may remember (1) the Austric hypothesis, first proposed by
Schmidt (1906) and then re-proposed by Reid (1994); (2) the “Indo-Chinese” hypothesis of
Conrady (1896, 1916); (3) the Sino-Caucasian hypothesis of Starostin (1984, 1989, 1991, 2005);
(4) the Sino-Indo-European argued for by Ulenbrook (1967) and Pulleyblank (1995ab, 1996),
and somewhat reinforced by Beckwith (2002); (5) the Sapirian Sino-Dene hypothesis (1915),
further strengthened by Shafer (1952); (6) the Hokan-Austronesian hypothesis of Rivet (1925,
1926); (7) the Japanese-Austronesian hypothesis of Kawamoto (1977, 1978, 1980, 1984, 1993);
(8) the Quechua-Austronesian hypothesis of Kempler-Cohen (2012); (9) the Sino-Austronesian
hypothesis (Sagart 1993); (10) the Sino-Tibeto-Austronesian hypothesis (Sagart 2004, 2005,
2008, 2013, 2016). To be fair, it must be remembered that the Malayo-Polynesian languages,
a subgroup of the Austronesian family, were originally drawn near the Indo-European family
after the great German philosopher and linguist Wilhelm von Humboldt (1767-1835) noted
that nearly half of the vocabulary of Kawi, the poetic language of the Old Javanese texts, de-
rives from Sanskrit (1836-1839).! Nevertheless, Humboldt did not explicitly claim that Ma-

! Campbell and Poser (2008: 61) applauded Humboldt’s emphasis on grammatical structure. In their book
they conclude that Humboldt determined Kawi as “Malayan” (Austronesian), in spite of the vocabulary of San-

Journal of Language Relationship ® Bormpocs! a3bikoBoro pogcrsa © 16/1 (2018) ® Pp. 1-18 ® © The authors, 2018



Giorgio Orlandi

layo-Polynesian was a branch of Indo-European. Rather, this erroneous genetic relationship
was argued for by Franz Bopp (1791-1867), who concluded that “[d]afs aber der Zufall bei al-
len diesen Wortern sein Spiel getrieben habe, und bei allen anderen, die wir noch aus diesem
Sprachgebiete dem Sanskrit gegeniiberstellen konnen, ist unglaublich, zumal da bei einigen
Wortklassen, ndmlich bei den Pronominen und Zahlwortern, worauf gerade bei Verwandt-
schaftsbestimmungen der Sprachen sehr viel ankommt, die Ubereinstimmung fast durchgrei-
fend erscheint” (1841: 7). Bopp’s view of the linguistic facts was utterly rejected by von der
Gabelentz (1891: 164), who wrote:

Es ist schrecklich verfiirerisch in der Sprachenwelt umherzuschwiarmen, drauf los Vocabeln zu ver-
gleichen und dann die Wissenschaft mit einer Reihe neu entdeckter Verwandschaften zu begliicken.
Es kommen auch schrecklich viele Dummbheiten dabei heraus; denn allerwaertssind unmethodische
Kopfe die vordringlichsten Entdecker.

It is extremely important to bear this chronology of facts in mind in our analysis of the
Sino-Tibeto-Austronesian (STAN henceforth) hypothesis, because it illustrates one of the
many illicit modifications of the standard comparative method. In other words, it tells us how
the comparative method does not and therefore should not work.

We owe the attempt to prove that Chinese and Austronesian are genetically related to
Sagart (1990). In its earliest version, the theory linked only Sinitic, not Tibeto-Burman, and
it seems that this early proposal was greeted by harsh critiques from South-East Asian
specialists. Sagart has since modified his views, and now considers Chinese related to both
Tibeto-Burman and Austronesian. This later proposal was, nonetheless, greeted by yet an-
other round of criticism both from Austronesianists (Blust 1995, Li 1995) and Sinologists
(Wang 1995, Pulleyblank 1996).2 Leaving aside for a while the fact that any reader with at
least half open mind would have to accept that something far more serious is afoot in the
STAN than merely a few chance resemblances, the problem for some critics of the STAN
(e.g. Pulleyblank 1996) is that their proposed explanation of the facts seems as implausible
as their criticised linguistic scenario, perhaps even more so.?

In the following paragraphs, theories concerning the existence of the STAN superphylum
and other relative problems — from basic lexicon to the question regarding the Urheimat —
will be independently discussed and evaluated.

Methodological considerations

If it is a truism in historical linguistics that shared paradigmatic morphology, intended as the
combination of morphological markers in a string, is the most stable system and, thus, has the

skrit origin it contains. However, this is not exactly the opinion of Blust, who writes: “He noted the obvious fact
that much of the vocabulary has been borrowed from Sanskrit, but suspected that under this layer of relatively re-
cent borrowing was a deeper layer indicative of genetic relationship” (2013: 659). What emerges directly from
Humboldt’s work, however, is closer to Campbell & Poser’s depicted picture. Humboldt recognised the borrow-
ings and, unlike Bopp, did not fall prey of lexical similarities. Rather, he utilised, as proof of kinship, both gram-
matical structures and sound correspondences (Humboldt 1836-9: 208-210, 217, 219-220, 221).

2STAN is partially accepted by Wolf (2010), who holds the view that Austronesian and Sino-Tibetan are two
branches of the same “gigantophylum.”

¥ On a personal note it should be premised that this author’s opinion toward the so-called “long-range com-
parisons” is unbiased. The two most promising superphyla which exist today, according to this writer’s opinion,
are Indo-Uralic (Kortlandt 2010) and Yeniseic-Na-Dene, whose affiliation is prevalently built on paradigmatic
morphology.
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the strongest probatory force, then it is also true that any proposal of genetic relationship, no
matter whether short-ranged or long-ranged, starts with the identifications of cognate forms in
basic lexicon.* Starting from 1990, Sagart has been busy in providing Sino-Austronesian cog-
nates, and in modifying or incrementing his earlier proposals. In one of his latest proposals
(Sagart 2005), for example, Sagart has eliminated some of the false cognates which appeared in
his early works, such as pi fiifj, erroneously glossed as “breast.” It is laudable that Sagart is not
afraid of revising his positions when new information forces him to rethink a problem. Never-
theless, his newer sixty-one basic vocabulary comparisons between AN and Old Chinese®
(OC henceforth) still remain problematic.

First of all, it would be more accurate to compare Proto-Austronesian (PAN hereafter)
forms with Proto-Sino-Tibetan (PST), because the addition of Tibeto-Burmese cognates can
strengthen any lexical match between PAN and OC; conversely, if such cognates cannot be
found, one would be more prone to interpret these lexical matches as a result of areal contacts
between OC and PAN.”

* By “basic lexicon” is not necessarily meant, in this paper, the 100-word list proposed by Morrison Swadesh
(1971). It must be remembered that this definition is not an absolute, and that in these years several scholars from
the Moscow School have worked within this “paradigm,” trying to separate the “more stable” part from its “less
stable” counterpart. For further knowledge, the interested reader should consult Dolgopolsky (1964) and Starostin
(1984, 1991). See also the Leizpig-Jakarta list (2009).

®The Jiyin clearly indicates that the meaning of this character, a somewhat dialectal form, should
be “chicken breast.” It follows that it does not match semantically the alleged Austronesian (AN hereafter)
form riba.

® The very notion of “Old Chinese” is somewhat misleading. By Old Chinese is generally meant the language
from the Early Zhou (1046-771 BC) to the Western Han (206 BC-9 AD) period. Nevertheless terms such as “Old
Chinese,” “Middle Chinese,” “Modern Chinese,” etc. leave the reader with the impression of a linguistic unity in
space and time throughout present-day Chinese territory, reinforced by certain lingering adumbrations of the
somewhat involved and generally rather special political unity that has allegedly existed from then to now. In fact,
the old “Chinese” language spoken by the Zhou—not the earliest form of “Old Chinese” —was surely and un-
doubtedly different not only from the medieval language known as “Middle Chinese” but even from the so-called
“Late Old Chinese” of the Han times. It is well-known that Han people, intended as the people of the Han dy-
nasty —including its founder Liti Bang—were descendant of Chu (1030 BCE-223), therefore it is not merely possi-
ble but very probable that Chii-Han Chinese (i.e. Late Old Chinese) was not only different from Zhou Chinese (i.e.
Early Old Chinese) but actually closer to Chti Chinese (i.e. the old language of the Elegies of Chii). Chti people were
probably Hmong-Mien speakers, although the ruling class was undoubtedly Chinese-speaking. Middle Chinese is
phonologically, typologically and lexically different from the Tibeto-Burman-looking Zhou Chinese, let alone
Shang Chinese, and does not necessarily derive directly from the Old Chinese of the earliest classics (perhaps it
comes from Chui-Han Chinese?). In this author’s opinion, the situation is, more or less, identical to the situation of
India or of Italy and Greece. The Romans in Latium were undeniably speaking Latin after the Latino-Faliscan con-
quest of the Italian Peninsula. Today the people of Rome are speaking, nonetheless, a language which we now call
‘Italian.” We have opted to use this term because vulgar Latin has evolved into a number of different “languages,”
and not only into Italian, but this is a scholarly convenience. This is probably what happened in China. This view
was somewhat presaged by Professor Branner, who writes that “early Chinese, the language of the classical texts,
is perhaps truly a form of Tibeto-Burman; but medieval and modern Chinese belong to their own, distinct lan-
guage family” (Branner 2000: 164). While this writer does not claim that Old Chinese and Middle Chinese are not
related (they are and this fact is undeniable), we may agree on the fact that “the transition between early and me-
dieval Chinese involved linguistic changes so fundamental that, for purposes of formal classification, we should
consider the two types to have been different languages” (Ibid.).

" Elsewhere, Sagart (2011c) cites few PST reconstructions, but they are too few and not easily verifiable. It is
not clear why Proto-Tibeto-Burmese (PTB) *ray < PST *gRay ‘chest,” if not merely to account for PAN *baRar. Simi-
larly, why PTB *kran < PST *t-gRay?
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In addition, we must say that PAN was probably spoken during the sixth or fifth millen-
nium BCE, while OC (which this author strongly suggests to rename as Zhou Chinese) was
spoken, more or less, in the second millennium BCE. This leaves a gap of three or two millen-
nia after the purported split of Sinitic from its ancestor proto-language. Needless to say, many
things may have happened in the meantime. Even assuming that the two language families
are genetically related, one might expect the effects of coincidence, lookalikes and Wander-
worter to distort the evidence and create false positives. What if PAN and PST true commonal-
ities had mutated separately beyond the point of being recognised as more akin to each other?
Of course we cannot dismiss the entire STAN hypothesis with the argumentum ex silentio, but
this is a serious problem which needs to be taken into consideration.

Furthermore, setting aside the fact that some Austronesianists (Li 1995, Blust 1995) have
pointed out that PAN reconstructions do not belong to more general accepted reconstructed
forms, another serious problem in this 61-word list is represented by the complete absence of
numerals, pronouns, and basic kin terms.® It is true that personal pronouns may have few
marked sounds (and thus phonetic resemblance may just be fortuitous), but to make a point in
favour of a genetic relationship without so much as including body parts, basic numerals and
pronouns, in the absence of paradigmatic morphology, is something the present writer has not
seen in serious linguistic works in many years of experience.® Sagart’s work is much more se-
rious than a mere amateurish venture, therefore he should widen his circle of evidence and in-
clude more stable basic vocabulary.

There is another point which is likely to raise some eyebrows among the most conserva-
tive historical linguists. Sagart consistently compares OC monosyllables or sesquisyllables to
the second part of AN disyllables (more rarely trisyllables). It is true that reconstructions fairly
frequently involve tailoring or theoretical abstractions, but the manipulation of real language
data is not methodologically admissible in comparative linguistics:

[T]he criteria which have usually been considered necessary for a good etymology are very strict,
even though there may seem to be a high a priori probability of relationship when similar words in
languages known to be related are compared. In the case of lexical comparisons it is necessary to
account for the whole word in the descendant languages, not just an arbitrarily segmented ‘root,” and the
reconstructed ancestral form must be a complete word (emphasis added). [...] it is obvious that
much stricter criteria must be applied to word-comparison between language whose relationship is
in question. (Goddard 1975: 254-5, also quoted in Campbell 2003).

In Sagart (2005), instead, we still find comparisons between PAN *-gem and OC *?im
(cloud, cloudy), or between PAN *-tag and OC *tha? (earth), PAN *-zem and OC *tshim?
(sleep), etc. Leaving aside the fact that this method has been proven inadequate in comparative
linguistics, some etymologies need to be adjusted. As the present writer’s expertise does not
lie in Austronesian linguistics, this paper is not in a position to evaluate, let alone falsify Sa-
gart’s hypotheses concerning PAN or AN forms. Hence, this paper will refrain from offering
judgements about Austronesian.

® Sagart cites very few body parts, most of which are strange and problematic (i.e. there are terms such as
‘palm’ but we do not find ‘hand,’ there are ‘brain’ and ‘head’ but no ‘heart’ and ‘belly.” We find ‘woman breast’
but no ‘chest’ in general.). First, the character fii £k does not mean ‘palm’ but ‘assist.” In the Shuowén it is glossed as
zud 72, with zud 7 being a graphic variant of zud % ‘assist.” Second, in *punuq ‘brain’ we find an unaccounted for
syllable *pu-, while in *quluH ‘head’ *qu- is unmatched. *Kakay ‘foot’ finds “correspondence” only with Burmese,
not with Chinese.

° It is well known since the times of Johannes de Laet (1581-1649) that basic vocabulary consists of numbers
one to ten, kinship terms, body parts and natural terms.
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A look to etymologies and lexical comparisons

In historical linguistics, the very notion of ‘basic vocabulary’ has played a major role as one
source of evidence for genetic relationship. Of course, lexical similarities are not enough, and
the testimony of morphological processes and sound correspondences is also required. Ety-
mology, intended as the “historical search for earlier stages in languages and the origin of
words” (Campbell, Poser 2008: 15), is also an important tool to establish linguistic relationship.
During his academic career, Sagart (especially 1999) has provided many valid etymologies for
OC. Nevertheless, in his lexical comparison between OC and PAN (2005), we find some far-
fetched etymologies which cannot throw light on sound correspondences. A few examples are
given below:

(1) yin fz: First of all, yin 2 does not mean ‘cloud,” like in modern compounds, e.g., yin
tian ‘cloudy day,” but ‘dark.” The Shuowén glosses it as an [, a graphic variant of the ho-
mophonous character an % ‘dark.” According to the Shiming, a Chinese dictionary compiled
during Eastern Han times (25-220 AD) which employed phonological glosses, yin [2 has the
same meaning of yin & ‘shade.” The normal and neutral OC equivalent for ‘cloud’ is yin 7,
and a comparison with it would make far better sense, because yin [2 appears to be, instead, a
descriptive predicate referring to shade.

(2) dan Ht: Sagart (2005:164) compares PAN *-lem with OC *[im? ‘dark.” The first problem
which this author finds in this comparison lies in the semantic domain. The Chinese character
dan B ‘dark’ is glossed as sangshen zhi hei S=F 7 B ‘mulberry black.” Another explanation is
offered by the Gudngyun, where we find that the character means ‘dark cloud’ (yin héi ZEE2).
The second problem is that this rather rare character, which to the best of this author’s knowl-
edge appeared for the first time in the spurious part of Zhuangzi (34 century BC), is hardly
considerable a “basic lexeme.” The third problem is that we are presented with an unac-
counted-for segment (if we exclude that another part of the PAN word has not been com-
pared), i.e. OC *-? vs PAN *-0? In the opinion of the present writer, this could be instead a good
place to suggest that, perhaps, the words dan $ft and shéen F are etymologically related (they
share the same phonetic component and essentially differ by type A/B syllable, which possibly
reflects an old morphological connection). If so, it is most likely that this word for ‘dark’ sim-
ply goes back to ‘mulberry,” further complicating Sagart’s Austronesian comparison. It must be
remembered that this would not be the only case of a colour term which seems to have
emerged from an object or from a surface property. For instance, the Sanskrit term for ‘red,’
rudhird (< PIE *h;rud"rés), is applied equally to the colour ‘red’ and ‘blood,” suggesting that,
perhaps, this colour term emerged from the word for blood. This could also be true for the
words dan B and shen E.

(3) fii #: As stated above, the character fii £k (OC: *m-[p](r)a) does not mean ‘palm’
but ‘assist.” In the Shuowén it is glossed as zud 7, with zud /¢ being a graphic variant of zud
{fc ‘assist.” Sagart (2009) insists that this word is cognate to Benedict’s PTB *pa > pwa ‘palm,’
which makes it a Sino-Tibetan word, but this writer still remains unconvinced. The neutral
OC equivalent for ‘palm’ is zhing % (OC: *[k.tlay?), and is evidently unrelated to PAN
*dapa.

These few errors show nonetheless a certain negligence on Sagart’s part in his investiga-
tion of textual evidence. This writer thinks that the few remarks above suffice to demonstrate
that a part of the data provided by Sagart (2005) sometimes contains rarely used or polyse-
mantic words that should not be considered “basic lexicon”; at other times, the alleged cog-
nancy appears to be semantically loose or imprecise.
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A closer look to stan morphology and sound correspondences

In his famous work on comparative linguistics, Georg von der Gabelentz (1891: 168) stated
that “Sprachvergleichung ohne Lautvergleichung ist gedankenlose Spielerei.” Every compe-
tent linguist agrees wholeheartedly with this statement, and so does Sagart (2005). Unfortu-
nately, some of the sound correspondences which should prove in detail the existence of the
STAN superphylum are not as regular as they might seem from a first look. It is true that, in
Sagart (2005), sound correspondences appear to be generally genuine and quite regular, but
there are also problems which deserve a mention (Cf. Tab. 1):

(1) OC glottal stop /2/ seems to correspond to PAN *-q, *H; and *H,, but sometimes it is
unmatched, e.g., PAN *giCeluR : OC **Ca-lo[r]? ‘egg,’ PAN *-lem : OC *lim? ‘dark,” PAN *di :
OC *di? ‘this,” PAN *-dan : OC *drang? ‘old,’'® PAN *-zem : OC *tshim? ‘sleep,” PAN *-kul :
OC *[k](r)o[n]? ‘curled,” etc.;

(2) PAN velar nasal /5/ in one case corresponds to OC *-# and *-k without explained con-
ditions, e.g. PAN *(qg)uRung : OC *k-rok ‘horn,” PAN *beCen ‘foxtail millet’ : OC *tsik ‘Setaria
italica’; PAN *siNay : OC *lang ‘sunlight,” etc.;

(3) PAN final syllable initials *-N- and *-I- correspond to OC *I- and *(h)I- without ex-
plained conditions, e.g. PAN *siNay : OC *lang ‘sunlight, PAN *daNum ‘water’ : OC *t-hlim?
‘liquid,” PAN *ble]lung : OC *long ‘cave, PAN *bulay : OC **m-la[r] ‘snake,” PAN *quluH; :
OC *hlu? ‘head,’ etc.;

(4) as argued before, AN roots occur only in combination with an initial syllable, therefore
it is questionable to compare only the last syllable of PAN with the entire OC word, e.g. PAN
*kupit : OC *wpit ‘close.

Some points deserve a few remarks. First, the latest version of OC reconstruction (Baxter,
Sagart 2014) seem to reject some of Sagart’s earlier proposals. For example, ‘far’ is recon-
structed — rightly in this author’s opinion — with a final glottal stop which is unmatched in
PAN. Second, if we accept the fact that Type A syllables had pharyngealised initials, then we
must be aware that we are dealing with two different phonemes: thus, PAN *t- may corre-
spond to OC *t-, *t'-, *- and *#-. This might be plausible, and this author does not exclude a
priori these sound correspondences, but we must remember that plausibility by no means
constitute proof (a posse ad esse non valet consequentia), and that the alleged sound correspon-
dence, though somewhat regular, is quite unusual. Third, the Chinese character hdin & ‘to hold
in mouth’ deserves a special mention. This polyseme is reconstructed with a loosely attached
iambic prefix *Ca- plus another *m- affix before the initial consonant *k- which find no inter-
nal support. The new reconstruction undoubtedly matches much more the reconstructed PAN
form, ' however comparative evidence should not take the place of internal reconstruction. In
historical linguistics it is not always recommendable to reconstruct morphemic boundaries in
the language X on the basis of the same or of a similar morpheme which can be found on its
relative language Y, let alone when the genetic relationship has yet to be established.

10 A reviewer has pointed out to me that the OC *-r- infix in this reconstruction is problematic, and that the
word *dan? matches much more the PAN string *-day. The presence of an infix in OC seems to be confirmed by the
dialects of Xiamén and Chdozhou, where this word is respectively pronounced as tioy®and tsian*. This writer finds
no elements here that would require us to reconsider Baxter and Sagart’s reconstruction.

! Another very important point needs to be clarified: in many cases striking similarities prove nothing.
In the meantime, there are cases where real cognancy has been rendered almost unrecognisable based on today’s
word shape by the accumulated multiplicity of sound changes. For example, Armenian erku, Italian due and German
zwei ‘two’ share a common origin, despite their strikingly different shape. This is not to imply that Sagart is not
aware of this fact, but that striking similarities between languages do not automatically imply genetic relationship.



Evaluating the Sino-Tibeto-Austronesian Hypothesis

Gloss PAN OC (Sagart 2005) OC (Baxter & Sagrt 2014)
body hair *gumulN *mu(r] *mr[a][r]
egg (dialectal) *giCeluR *aCoa-lo[r]? *k.r'or?
snake *bulay *m-la[r] *Ca.lAj
sunlight *siNan *blan *lan
water *daNum *t-hlim? (liquid) *th[o]m?
flow *qaLur **hlu[r] (water) *s.tur
horn *(q@uRung *ak-rok *C.[k]'rok
chew *paqpaq *am-pa?-s *[b]'ras
cut off *[p,blutul *ato[r,n] *fon?-s
far *ma-dwiN *walrn] *C.cwan?
high *-kaw *akaw *Co.k'aw
hold in mouth *gemgem *agim (in mouth) *Ca-m-k'[a]m-s
curled *-kul *»N-k(h)ro[rn] *[k](r)o[n]?
speak *kawa$S *sm-kw-r-at-s *[g]"rat-s
bone *kukut *akut “Kut
head/brain *punuq *anu? n'[u]?
elbow *siku(H,) *ot-r-ku? *t-[k]<r>u?
hot *qa(i)nget *nget *C.nat/C.net
put together *pulung *along *T'on
ruin *r[i]bas *tbet-s *[ble[t]-s
chicken *kuka *ake “K'e
robe *sabuk *rbuk *[b]ok
broom *CapuH; *bt-pu? *[t.pla?
Setaria *peCeng *bisik *[ts]ok
paddy/rice/grain *Sumay *amij? *(C.)m'[e]j?
stopper *sensern *asik *[s]'ak

Tab. 1. Unmatched sound correspondences between PAN and OC

Sagart’s discussion on shared morphology, though very interesting — and in some cases
even eye-opening — sometimes seems far-fetched. PAN nominaliser and goal focus marker
-on finds correspondence only in Tibetan and Lepcha nominalising suffix -1, there is nothing
whatsoever similar in Chinese. It is very interesting, instead, that Early Middle Chinese had
contrasting pairs of transitive verbs with voiceless stop initials versus intransitive verbs with
voiced stop initials, such as &7 *tvan ‘to cut’ and *dvan'? ‘broken off.” EMC intransitive voicing
is thought to reflect an OC prenasalised prefix *N- (Sagart 1994, 1999, 2003, 2005; Baxter, Sagart
2014). This seems to correspond to PAN actor focus prefix and infix *m-/-m-.13 Leaving aside

12 This author utterly rejects the usual practice, which seems to date back to Karlgren (1889-1978), of omitting
asterisks with Early Middle Chinese forms. Even though the transcribed Late Middle Chinese (LMC) systems are
coherent and agree with each other, EMC phonological system still remains highly theoretical, for it represents the
literary reading of characters according to an assemblage of northern and southern dialects from various epochs.
Hence, it represents a mixtum compositum and not a real language. On the other hand, the alphabetic and segmental
scripts of written Old Tibetan can phonetically attest Late Middle Chinese forms, which thus require no asterisks.

'3 The parallel is surely very suggestive, but it is so if and only if we remain confined within the framework
of Sagart’s hypotheses. In other reconstruction systems, such as Baxter (1992) or Starostin (1989a), there is no *N-
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the fact that Blust (1995: 287) finds problematic the correspondence between PAN “stative/
attributive” marker *ma- and OC transitive/intransitive prefix *N-, it must be remembered that
the transitive and intransitive prefixes in Sino-Tibetan do not always occupy the same slots of
PAN actor focus prefixes and infixes. Furthermore, it must be stressed that we are dealing
with single phonemes for both PAN (*m-/-m-) and OC (*N-), and thus the risk of chance re-
semblance is dramatically high, especially when these isolated morphological markers (which
can also be borrowed) are not integrated into a paradigmatic series.'* Moreover, we need to
remember that grammatical affixes tend to utilise only a subset of consonants and vowels, and
typically this subset is made up of less marked segments (Campbell, Poser 2008: 189). In par-
ticular, as Maddieson (1984: 70) informs us, nasals are often found in grammatical morphemes
because they “are rarely subject to confusion with other types of consonants” (quoted also in
Campbell, Poser 2008: 218). Comparisons between PAN instrumental/beneficiary focus prefix
*si- and ST valency-increasing *s- is instead very suggestive. Nevertheless, we need to remem-
ber that the use of prefixes is a typologically commonplace, and that they can be easily explained
in terms of areal typology, contacts or mere accident (cf. Tab. 2).

In brief, the evidence presented in favour of STAN is circumstantial and can easily be ex-
plained by non-genetic factors, therefore more effort is needed to guarantee a more solid plau-
sibility for the proposed genetic relationship.

) ] Proto-Eastern Miwokan Late Common IE
pronominal affix
Declarative suffixes Secondary affixes (active)

1sg *-m *-m

2sg *-s *-5

3sg %) *t <

1pl *-mas *-me(s)/-mo(s)
2pl *-to-k *-te

Tab. 2. Coincidence between Proto-Eastern-Miwokan and Late Common IE (quoted from Campbell, Poser 2008: 188).

To sum up, Sagart’s (2005, 2011a) lexical comparisons, sound correspondences and shared
morphological derivations present no robust evidence which would require us to reconsider
our current understanding of both the Sino-Tibetan and the Austronesian families.!>

prefix we can compare with PAN *m-. For example, what in Sagart (and later in Baxter and Sagart 2014) has been
reconstructed as *N-gvra % ‘to flower,’ in Baxter (1992) is *wra, in Schuessler (2009) is *(¢)wrd, and in Norman
(2014) is *qwray. They are all respectable reconstruction systems, and yet in none of them the prenasalised *N- infix
is reconstructed. Even those scholars who are broadly sympathetic with Sagart’s theories are not persuaded by the
*N- infix (Mei 2012: 14-16). In addition, transitivity is normally expressed syntactically without morphology.

Y 1In addition, there is another issue which does deserve a brief comment. The reduction to monosyllables and
the maintenance of prefixation and infixation are serious issues, but just how short these issues are argued in Sagart
(2005) is incredibly stunning. This writer thinks that Sagart’s paper, with its fifteen pages to fill, should have dwelt
a bit more on this serious problem, which instead is crammed into a mere eleven lines. In short, Sagart (1993, 2005)
argues that only polysyllabic words were affected by phonological erosion, so that monosyllables could then act as
refuges for prefixes and infixes. The present writer knows no other attested case of phonological erosion where the
sound change was “aware” of morpheme boundaries. To sum up, this writer finds this ad-usum-delphini explana-
tion of a serious phonological issue—which this author had pinned his hopes on—quite disappointing.

> A colleague from Taipei has drawn my attention toward another 210-words list available on the internet:
https://abvd.shh.mpg.de/austronesian/language.php?id=331 (University of Auckland, New Zealand). Setting aside
that we find “nursery words” such as ‘mother’ and ‘father,’” this author finds several problems with the semantic
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STAN Urheimat and Proto-STAN speakers

As any good textbook for historical linguistics will teach with ample and documented histori-
cal examples, language reconstruction is not a mere teleological exercise, and comparative lin-
guistics does not develop in a vacuum. Every language has its own history, and the speakers
of that language are culturally, socially and politically connected with the history of that lan-
guage. Therefore, when the linguists start their investigation with the language of a people,
they also need to find out when and where this people started their journey before setting in a
given part of the world. In order to complete this task, collective work and dialogue between
specialists from different domains of academic research is needed.®

Sagart presents many competing and stimulating ideas, which, though bring him into
conflict with many Austronesianists, deserve special attention. In his earliest proposals (Sagart
1993: 2), Sagart first suggested that STAN should be associated with the Dawenkdu culture
(4100-2600 BC) of today Shandong province. However, more recently, Sagart (2011) argues that
the Yangshdo culture (5000-300 BC), a Neolithic culture which existed extensively along the
Yellow River, corresponds to Proto-STAN homeland. It is interesting to see how Sagart’s depicted
picture fits in with different approaches. This writer thinks that Sagart’s explanation of the his-
torical and archaeological facts is very interesting but, unfortunately, not without problems.

First, it contrasts with the general scenario about the origin of PST people. The PST Urhei-
mat seems to have been somewhere on the Himalayan plateau, where the great rivers of East
and South-East Asia have their source (Matisoff STEDT, Blench & Post 2013). Furthermore, the
Shang dynasty (1600-1046 BC) probably originated somewhere near the Erligang cultural
frontier, while the Zhou dynasty (1046-771 BC) is associated with the Guangshe culture of the
second millennium BCE.'” Now, if we accept Sagart’s scenario, we are forced to accept the fact

of many words. A few examples will suffice to confirm this point. The character jido il means ‘foot’ only in mod-
ern Chinese. The Shuowén glosses it as jing i€ ‘calf of leg,” or even ‘belly.” In the 64 Chapter of Ldozi there is a
phrase whose meaning in English is “a travel of a thousand /i starts with a single step (literally “under the foot”),”
which in Chinese is rendered as gianli zhi xing shi yii ziixia T 217K 2 T and not as *gianli zhi xing shi yii jidoxia
*T-HLZAThE AT . The character kou 7%, arguably a quite rare word, doesn’t mean ‘to steal’ in OC, which is rather
expressed with the older and more common form dao %, but ‘to invade.” In the Yanzi chiingiii [Annals of the Mas-
ter Yan], a work which dates back no earlier than the III Century BCE, there is a passage which says: “The people
who grow in Qi do not steal, they become burglars when they are [in the State of] Chu.” In Chinese this phrase is
written as min shéngching yii Qi bii dao, rit Chii zé dao RARRHEAWE, AREHIEE. It is clear that even in Late Old
Chinese the dominant form for ‘to steal’ was still ddo ¥ and not kou 7i%. In other words, this author finds the al-
leged cognancy highly questionable, for it is made up of obscure, polysemantic, rare and imprecise words.

'® This, of course, does not imply that genetic relationship between languages can be established on extralin-
guistic grounds. Rather, as Gabelentz (1891: 157) has remarked: “Das einzig untriigliche Mittel, eine Verwandt-
schaft zu erkennen liegt in den Sprachen selbst.”

" Moreover, we must make one point clear at the outset: the study of Ancient China is perennially distorted
by the desire, natural enough itself, of discovering not the origin of the civilisations in China, but the origin of the
civilisation of China (Bagley 1999: 135), if this imprecise and rather modern term really means anything. We need
to be aware that a Neolithic site in present-day Chinese territory was not necessarily the homeland of the so-called
Huaéxia people, an entity never well-defined but always imagined in quasi-historicistic terms drawn from later pe-
riods, or of some Chinese-speaking people. However, many Chinese archaeologists, instead of working back from
definite evidence, starts with the assumption of the uninterrupted cultural unity of China and try to force all the
archaeological discoveries to fit in with the traditional narrative (Jia 1980; Wu 1989; Liu & Xiu, 2007; Wu et al.
2016). It follows that we are left with the strong impression that they are searching continuously and desperately
for any scrap of data that can be taken as evidence to support the traditional view. This is not to imply that Sagart
was driven into this cul-de-sac, but that the archaeological picture in China is not as clear as the general audience
might imagine.
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that Proto-STAN inhabitants spoke their proto-language in the Hénan, Shanxi and Shanxi re-
gions around 5000 BCE, and that PAN began to break up within the Taiwan Straits a millen-
nium later, while PST people, essentially at the same time, break up into two branches, one of
which (Proto-Sinitic) started their journey from the Himalayas and came back again in the vi-
cinity of modern Zhéngzhou, Panléngchéng and Yanshi cities, basically where it all began.
This author may be not alone in thinking that this scenario is highly improbable. Sagart’s solu-
tion to this problem is as follows: after the break up of Proto-STAN, the Western group
(i.e. PST) developed in situ. Nevertheless, despite Sagart’s efforts to link PST to Yangshao cul-
ture, this scenario remains unproven. Yet, how such identifications can be reasonably made in
tirst place, given that we have no linguistic evidence of PAN, PST and Proto-Sinitic speakers
anywhere on the Asian continent until, respectively, a millennium and three millennia later,
we do not learn. Moreover, the bases for distinguishing Proto-STAN from PAN or PST are
also unknown to us. Although Sagart’s scenario may be true, from the viewpoints of linguis-
tics and human migrations this interpretation of the Proto-STAN Urheimat remains fundamen-
tally problematic and tells us little about linguistic interactions and further migrations of PAN
and PST speakers.

Sagart (2005, 2011a, 2016), in addition to archaeological researches, cites also anthropo-
logical and genetic studies in support of his thesis. In this author’s opinion, these researches
may be a useful tool, since they can — and they do — throw some light on prehistoric migra-
tions. Nevertheless, we must remember that language is independent of phenotypic traits, be-
cause human groups change their languages for different reasons in different epochs, and bio-
logical findings have been irrelevant, in detecting language relationship, throughout the entire
history of linguistics. To sum up, although genetic studies may wink at Sagart’s hypotheses
(cf. Ko et al. 2014),'® what this discipline is able to tell us is that contemporary populations do
show some connections based on genetic flow, which, with all due respect to these serious
scholars, we already knew. What instead they are not able to tell us, on a firm footing, is that
the ancestors of these populations were speaking the same language more than seven millen-
nia ago. Nevertheless, based on the origin of the haplogroup E, which — Ko et al. (2014) say —
is developed out of the haplogroup M9 on the south-east coast near Fuzhou (c. 8,136-10,933
years ago), Sagart (2016) claims that this scenario directly supports the STAN theory. This
writer may be mistaken, but what Ko et al.'s genetic assumption seems to confirm is, instead,
the scenario depicted by Bellwood (1997: 241-42):

During the late fifth or fourth millennium BC colonists from the mainland of southern China (probably
Zhejiang or Fujian) settled Taiwan (emphasis added) [...] During the third millennium BC colonists
moved into Luzon, and the Malayo-Polynesian subgroup now began its separation from the other
primary subgroups of Austronesian which remained on Taiwan [...] By at least 2000 BC Proto-
Malayo-Polynesian began to break up, probably with settlement expanding in various directions
into the southern Philippines, Borneo, Sulawesi and the Moluccas.

18 «“At around the time when haplogroup E developed from M9 in the population that later carried it into
Taiwan, the surrounding regions gave rise to M9a lineages that are now carried by Sinitic speakers. Thus, the Han,
Liangdao Man, and Formosan haplogroup M9a/E lineages can be traced to an ancestral M9 mtDNA lineage (Fig-
ure 3). Additionally, the Tibetans have a high frequency of M9a lineages that is shown to have coalesced during
the Neolithic and there is a hypothesized linguistic link between Sino-Tibetan and Austronesian languages” (Ko et
al. 2014: 239). The problem with the use of genetic studies in linguistics is that they can be interpreted as a Ror-
schach test, where facts are analysed using complex algorithms, intuitive and generally preconceived interpreta-
tions, or both. For example, Oppenheimer (2004) used mtDNA molecular clock calculations to conclude that Poly-
nesians are derived from Palaeolithic eastern Indonesians, denying thus the generally accepted “out of Taiwan”
theory. This scenario was rejected by Bellwood (2008).

10
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The evidence of a migration from the Shandong Peninsula to south-east China coasts is
lacking. The only evidence Sagart has is that foxtail millet and proso millet (two of the main
Austronesian cereals) are unknown archaeologically in the Yangtze valley and south of it. This
view is only partially correct. First, the earliest domestication of foxtail millet took place in the
middle of Cishan culture (6500-5000 BC), which originated in modern Hébéi (Stevens et al.
2016). Second, foxtail millet is also thought to have reached Primorsky Krai (Eastern Siberia)
around 3620 BCE (Kuzmin, 2013): should we include Eskimo-Aleut languages’® into STAN, as
well? Third, proso millet (panicum miliaceum) may have been domesticated independently in
both Transcaucasian areas and East-Asian areas. Thus, the so-called “northern Chinese look”
of early Austronesian agriculture does not prove convincingly the STAN hypothesis.

Furthermore, in support of his thesis, Sagart pointed out that those Neolithic cultures,
which he identified as Proto-STAN speakers, practised tooth avulsion (2011a: 147). This is ex-
tremely stimulating but, in this author’s opinion, more attention to the anthropological works
of the specialists of the field would have saved him from establishing a cause-and-effect rela-
tionship. Tooth avulsion is a worldwide practice which is still largely diffused today in Sub-
Saharan Africa.? For these reasons, all these uncertainties give the present writer the impres-
sion that the STAN hypothesis is still standing infirmly on one leg.

Competing hypothesis: STAN vs Sino-Indo-European

Another criticism that has been levelled against STAN (Blust 1995) and that has apparently
remained unanswered is that of competing hypothesis, which involves mutual exclusivity (i.e.
if we accept, say, Sino-Indo-European or Sino-Caucasian, then STAN is an invalid superphy-
lum and vice versa). In the specific case of Chinese, a panoply concerning a wider affiliation of
Sinitic has been proposed at least since the 19th century. Despite the interesting and quite
brave attempts of grouping Sinitic with other families there has been no general agreement on
any of these stimulating or rather quite speculative proposals. For some scholars (e.g.,
Beckwith 2002), the most promising proposal is the Sino-Indo-European hypothesis (Pulley-
blank 1995, 1996), which is the taxonomic affiliation that argues for the connection between
Indo-European and Chinese (or even Sino-Tibetan). Publications about this subject vary from
amateurish attempts (Ulenbrook 1967, Chang 1988, Tan 2001, Zhou 2002a, 2002b, Wei 2005b)
to serious linguistic works (Pulleyblank 1996).2! Nevertheless, it will be briefly demonstrated
in this paragraph that (1) all these attempts are situated in the same realm of non-
demonstrable relationship, albeit some works are undoubtedly different in quality; (2) they are
not better than the STAN hypothesis, actually much worse.?

19 Eskimo-Aleut languages are now spoken in north-east Siberia. However, Vovin (2015) suggested that,
since Northern Tungusic languages have loanwords which are not found in Southern Tungusic, the Eskimo-Aleut
was once much more widely spoken in eastern Siberia. This author agrees wholeheartedly with Vovin’s view.

% In many cultures of Ethiopia, Sudan and East Africa, tooth avulsion appears to be related to the medical
beliefs of those cultures, since canine, for example, are believed to be responsible for diarrhoea, fever and other
diseases in children. For further understanding, the reader can consult this very insightful on-line paper by Mutai
et al. 2010: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/m/pubmed/20476714/. For a more technical discussion see also
Schwartz (1946).

%! To be fair, both Chinese and Tibetan were wrongly regarded as Sanskrit, and thus as member of the Indo-
European family, by Sir William Jones (1799a, 1799b).

% The genetic relationship of Chinese and Indo-European has been proposed in several articles published on
Sino-Platonic Papers (SPP) — a journal generally worth of praise for its critical power which unfortunately has

11
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The Sino-Indo-European superphylum was mainly advocated by Pulleyblank (1995, 1996)
on the basis of a somewhat identical ablaut system, viz. EMC *a/*a. Leaving aside the fact that
Pulleyblank’s EMC ablaut system is based on the erroneous interpretation of the rather ob-
scure terms of neizhudn ‘inner turn’ and waizhudn ‘outer turn,’2 we must remember that ablaut
and vowel mutations are not typologically unusual features and are, instead, diffused in many
worldwide languages, such as Semitic languages, etc. (Campbell 1997: 196). Long before Pul-
leyblank, Sapir (1915, 1925) had already noted similarities in ablaut and causative prefixes be-
tween Na-Dene and Sino-Tibetan. Nevertheless, these vocalic alternations could also be found
in Sapir’s “Penutian”, a distinct language family. Therefore, the sort of structural “evidences”
both Sapir (1915, 1925) and Pulleyblank (1995, 1996) had in mind can be easily explained as
independently developed typological similarities rather than inherited traits.

Many etyma discussed by Pulleyblank (1996) were accepted and expanded, though with
very different reconstructions, by Beckwith (2002: 149-150). Unfortunately, Beckwith’s recon-
struction are not methodologically explicit. For example, he reconstructs forms such as MOC
*mina < *mbina < *Cmbéna < PChi *Twéna for rit % ‘you’ (OC: *na?), or MOC *mina < *"bina <
*Cmbéna < EOC *Cvéna for nil % ‘woman’ (OC: *nra?), or MOC dial. *rmay < *mray < EOC *maré
for hii i ‘sea’ (OC: *m'a?). Beckwith’s reconstructions routinely omit the final glottal stop [-?]
which is strongly supported internally by many Sinitic languages. As it can be seen, all the
real proposals of Sino-Indo-European that Beckwith might have had, unfortunately, are so
buried under masses of obscure and unsupported reconstructions that it is quite hard to ferret
them out.

given these quasi-scholarly works a positive judgement that undoubtedly suffers from excessive indulgence — by
Zhou (2002b, 2003) and Wei (2005a, 2005b). Nearly all these scholars say about Indo-European (IE)—a field in
which they are evidently not at home—is false. The first methodical mistake which these scholars commit is that,
in their attempt of inventing proofs where they do not exist, they do not compare Proto-Indo-European (PIE) with
OC, but one of its many daughter languages with OC or with unsupported, obscure and invented proto-Chinese
forms. They even claim to have discovered regular sound changes, such as OC *m- and PIE *m-, ignoring the fact
that in PIE the *m- stem is an active declension. Furthermore, when Zhou compares Chinese xun 4 (OC:
*s.[G]"i[n]-s) [2002b: 4], which means ‘be buried alive with the dead’ and not ‘die’ as he writes, with Latin mor-t-
(and not *mort-), he is ignoring the fact that Latin mor-t- ‘death’ (and not ‘die’) derives from PIE *myr-td-, which in
turn is obtained by back derivation from the adjectival form *n-my-to- ‘immortal.” Second, Zhou’s own theoretical
views on IE studies seem to have congealed somewhere in the beginning of the 19th century, when it would have
been quite difficult to find an Indo-Europeanist who would have accepted any need to reconstruct the laryngeal
consonants. In part, the general resistance by those scholars outside IE linguistics to accepting laryngeals is excus-
able in view of their complexity and their “algebraic appearance,” but a great amount of IE comparative linguistics
is practically impossible without them. What Wei (2005b) adds to Zhou’s dissertations is nothing but a further list
of lexical comparisons riddled with incorrect etymologies, Wortakrobatik and other blatant errors. Given their lack
of understanding of IE linguistics (see, e.g., Wei 2005b: 1-72, Zhou 2002b: 6, 2003: 3-17), it would seem that trying
to make them understanding that, say, PIE *-t- was not an isolated marker which can be paralleled with the OC
entering tone final *-t but is one of the various PIE verbal nouns (Beekes 1995: 249-251) would be as futile a task as
explaining PIE verbal morphology to primary school students. If one thinks that it is important to stimulate
younger scholars to take part in the discussion, then detecting these mistakes is of utmost importance, because the
general audience may fall prey of these amateurish ventures into a field which should not allow the likes of Zhou
and Wei free range.

 The two terms do not indicate any quality of the vowel. See Li (1994: 271-283), still the best reference on
the subject.

? For a positive evaluation of the Sino-Dene hypothesis see Bengtson (1994). A relationship between Sino-
Tibetan and Athabaskan was also advocated by Shafer (1952). For an evaluation of Shafer’s work, see Swadesh
(1952a).
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Be that as it may, there is one aspect of long-range comparisons which was nowhere men-
tioned by Beckwith and Pulleyblank, and that is never mentioned by many macro-
comparativists who frequently invoke the Indo-European model in order to validate their re-
construction: workers in IE linguistics have demonstrated with abundant documentation that
someone dealing with, say, Italic may benefit from someone working on Celtic or on Greek.
On the contrary, a philologist working with classical documentation in Old Chinese will not
find the solution to, say, a verb problem by looking at Latin, Slavonic or Tocharian.?

Nevertheless, Beckwith (2002: 155) concludes his study on the subject in the following way:

In sum, it is certainly possible that Tibeto-Burman and Chinese are genetically related, but since the
best-supported etymologies appear to be shared not only with Japanese-Koguryoic but also with
Indo-European, it is likely that the relationship is either one of shared loan influence from the same
donor or one of common descent from the same intrusive ancestor. Further study is therefore needed to
determine more precisely the history of the interrelationship of these four families (emphasis added).

Absit omen!

Closing remarks

It is a truism in historical linguistics that non-relationship cannot be demonstrated. This
author agrees wholeheartedly with this statement and, therefore, does not claim that Chinese
(or Sino-Tibetan) and Austronesian cannot be related. Nevertheless, the genetic relationship
between Sinitic and Austronesian still remains non-demonstrable due to the lack of common
basic vocabulary, presence of unaccounted and unmatched segments and absence of productive
sound correspondences.?® Sagart’s argumentations, though interesting and stimulating, are
still unable to offer valid morphological comparisons, let alone paradigmatic morphological
comparisons.?” More emphasis is needed on morphology, both its overall structure and its
idiosyncratic alternations. There are also other problematic issues, such as those concerning
the STAN Urheimat and the competing hypotheses. This author, nonetheless, remains open-
minded to STAN, and would like to suggest that the STAN controversy can be improved by
abandoning emphasis on common etymologies and shifting the attention to (1) more solid
predictive-productive morphological correspondences; (2) questions of chronology; (3) ques-
tions regarding the STAN homeland; (4) rejection of competing hypotheses.

% The present writer has learnt this thing from Alonso de la Fuente’s review of M. Robbeets (2016).

% Gagart argues that AN *-¢ regularly corresponds to OC *-2, the source of the marked member among the
two basic Chinese tones. However, those PAN examples which account for OC tonogenesis seem to be valid only
for Chinese, while they add nothing to AN linguistics. Therefore, in this author’s opinion, they cannot be consid-
ered productive sound correspondences.

%" Tt is true, however, that morphosyntactic considerations are rarely invoked (or invoked in a quite tentative
way) in support of the Sino-Tibetan hypothesis as well. The differences between Sinitic and Tibeto-Burman are
quite striking and not always convincingly explained. It is up to the competent linguist to work within these di-
vergences in both of these two categories, and to demonstrate that a genetic relationship is likely to exist between
the two groups. Nevertheless, more efforts in reconstructing PST is needed. One of the most recent attempts
(South Coblin 1986) is laudable but does contain methodological peculiarities. For example, far too many of South
Coblin’s “reconstructed” proto-forms consist of long string of phonemes which eventually merged into zero in the
received daughter languages. The best treatment of the family, especially from the Tibeto-Burman side, is Matisoff
(2003). Unfortunately, from the Sinitic side, Matisoff adopted Karlgren’s system, which is obsolete and now quite
inadequate. Curiously, in Greenberg’s opinion, Sino-Tibetan seems to be “one of the most solidly based and uni-
versally accepted linguistic stock in the world” (Greenberg 1996: 134).
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Ax. Opaanou. K oleHKe cCMHO-TII0€TO-aBCTPOHE3NIICKOI IMITOTESHL.

B crarpe mpoBojguTCa aHaIM3 M OIjeHKa IMIIOTe3bl O BO3MOKHOM IeHeTUYeCcKOM pO/JiCTBe
MeXIY CUHO-TMOETCKUMM ¥ aBCTPOHE3MIICKUMM SI3bIKaMU, IPeIIOXKeHHON (QpaHIy3CKUM
cuHosoroM /lopanom Carapom. CTatbs mpeciefyeT He CTOIBKO IIesb JOKasaTh MM OIPO-
BEpPTHYTH CylIJeCTBOBaHMe CMHO-TIOeTO-aBCTPOHe3UIICKOI MaKpOCeMbl, CKOJILKO ITPOBEPUTE,
COOTBETCTBYIOT JIM laHHBIe, cobpanHbIe CarapoM B ee IO/ IeP>KKY, CTaHJAPTHBIM KPUTEPIUAM
MCTOPMYECKOTO A3BIKO3HaHMA. IToMuMo ®TOro, 06Cy>KzAaeTcs psif BOIIPOCOB, CBSI3AaHHBIX C
TUIIOTeTMIECKON MPapOJUHON CHMHO-TI0eTO-aBCTPOHE3NIIIIEB, B TOM 4NC/Ie B KOHTEKCTe Ta-
KMX KOHKYPMPYIOIIUX IMIIOTe3, KaK CUHO-MHZOeBpoIelickas. Mbl IpUXOAUM K BBIBOJIY, UTO
rozxoy, n3dbpanHblii CarapoM, HeJIOCTaTOYHO JOKasaTeseH /IS TaKoro poja CIOXKHBIX U
MNPOTUBOPEUMBLIX TUIIOTE3 O JJaTbHEM A3BIKOBOM POJICTBE.

Katrouegvie caosa: cMHO-TIOETO-aBCTPOHE3UIICKAs TMITOTe3a; CMHO-TUOETCKIUE SI3BIKIU; I€HEeTU-
9gecKoe PO/JICTBO SI3BIKOB; CpaBHUTE/IbHO-MCTOPUIECKIUIL METOZ.
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Lexicostatistical Studies in Khoisan I: The Ju-tHoan Relationship?

This paper is the first one in an intended series of publications on lexicostatistical relations
between several linguistic groupings that have all been assigned by Joseph Greenberg to the
hypothetical Khoisan macrofamily. Here, we examine the numbers and natures of various
matches between the basic lexicon of two such groupings: the closely related cluster of Ju
(North Khoisan) dialects and the Eastern tHoan language, formerly considered an isolate but
now widely regarded as the closest, and only non-controversial, genetic relative of Ju. Based
on both superficial and etymological analysis of the data (including the reconstruction of a
Swadesh wordlist for Proto-Ju), we conclude that there are from 32% to 44% matches be-
tween Proto-Ju and tHoan (depending on the degree of strictness required from phonetic
correspondences), which is translatable to a time depth comparable with such families as
Fenno-Ugric and Kartvelian. Additionally, the distribution of cognates between the various
stability layers of the basic lexicon is analyzed, leading to the conclusion that the matches are
indeed indicative of genetic relationship rather than areal contact.

Keywords: Khoisan languages, Ju languages, Eastern $Hoan language, lexicostatistics, glotto-
chronology, comparative-historical method.

Introduction

Despite significant progress that has been achieved over the past few decades in our under-
standing of the linguistic nature and historical relationships of the various «Khoisan» lan-
guages?, there is still very little consensus on deep level genetic connections between low-level
linguistic groupings, traditionally viewed as «Khoisan». Although practically all the research-
ers now working in the field seem to agree that Joseph Greenberg’s «Khoisan», including all
the non-Bantu and non-Cushitic click languages of South and Central Africa, has not been
convincingly shown to constitute a valid genetic entity, judgements differ significantly on
what might be the deepest identifiable genetic links between the three commonly accepted
«Khoisan» families (Northern, or Ju; Southern, or Tuu; Central, or Khoe) and the four known
«Khoisan» language isolates (fHoan, Kwadi, Sandawe, and Hadza) — particularly because the
criteria for testing the plausibility of such links often depend on the personal intuitions and
preferences of researchers?.

1 This research has been carried out as part of the Evolution of Human Languages project, supported by the
Santa Fe Institute. Special gratitude goes to Dr. Bonny Sands, who provided the author with numerous insightful
comments, corrections, and additional references at the early draft stage.

2 For a relatively complete summary of all these developments, see Rainer Vossen’s and Henry Honken’s suc-
cinct overviews in Vossen (ed.) 2013: 1-24.

3 See Greenberg 1966 for a comprehensive set of arguments in favor of Khoisan as a genetic unity; Giilde-
mann 2014 for an overview of the current state of Khoisan classification from a grammatical and typological angle.
The principal conclusions («two hypotheses seem to be promising to pursue in the future. In the order of probabil-
ity these would be to join Sandawe with Khoe-Kwadi, and Kx’a (= Ju-fHoan /G.S./) with Tuu», p. 35) are conven-
iently consistent with the lexicostatistical conclusions in Starostin 2013, except that I would reverse the order of the
two probabilities.
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A general unified framework for evaluating the various hypotheses on such links has
been suggested in Starostin 2003, 2008, and further refined in Starostin 2013. It combines a
formal lexicostatistical approach, serving as a common evaluation standard for all such hy-
potheses (applicable not only to «Khoisan» lineages but, in theory, to any of the world’s lan-
guage families), with elements of the traditional comparative method and Greenberg’s multi-
lateral comparison, and allows for a rough probabilistic ranking of competing hypotheses.

However, the framework has not really been fully applied to all relevant data. In particu-
lar, inter-group comparison in Starostin 2013 has only been conducted (a) based on the
abridged 50-item, rather than the complete 100-item variant of the Swadesh wordlist; (b) based
on an automated algorithm of comparison (utilising Aron Dolgopolsky’s «consonant class
method» of evaluating phonetic similarity*), rather than the more fine-grained and historically
significant method of establishing recurrent patterns of phonetic correspondences. Both of
these decisions were intentional and technically inevitable within the scope of a general pre-
liminary survey, resulting in a first-approximation classification scheme that should then be
subject to additional revisions and refinements.

The present paper is the first attempt at such a refinement, and is intended to provide ad-
ditional insights into one of the most reliable and closest linkages confirmed by the overall
survey, namely, the genetic connection between the Ju, or North Khoisan, cluster of closely re-
lated languages (or, perhaps, dialects of a single macro-language), and (Eastern) $Hoan
(=$Hoa or $Hua), an isolated language of Botswana. Such a connection could already be sus-
pected from the lexical comparisons presented by Anthony Traill in his pioneering study of
tHoan (Traill 1973), and seemed plausible even to such a notorious «splitter» in the field of
Khoisanology as E. O. J. Westphal (1974). Since then, the main proponents of a specific genetic
(rather than areal) connection between Ju and $Hoan have been Henry Honken (1977, 1988)3
and George Starostin (2003, 2008)°. The most recent attempt for a comprehensive survey of the
evidence relating the two small taxa is Heine & Honken 2010, where the authors provide their
own reconstruction of the phonological system for Proto-Ju-tHoan’, illustrating it with nu-
merous lexical examples. All in all, the total amount of lexical and grammatical isoglosses be-
tween Ju and fHoan, coupled with numerous attested phonetic regularities between the ob-
served etymological parallels, makes the Ju-fHoan relationship proposal one of the most reli-
able and highly probable historical hypotheses about Khoisan languages in general.

Nevertheless, in order to complete the formal testing of the hypothesis and to provide a
stronger foundation for the genetic, rather than areal, interpretation of the evidence, we find it
useful to present a detailed lexicostatistical evaluation of Ju-tHoan, in accordance with the ba-
sic methodological guidelines laid out in Starostin 2013. A first attempt at such an evaluation

4+ For an up-to-date description of the Dolgopolsky method, see Kassian et al. 2015: 307.

5 In his first publication on historical Khoisan linguistics (1977), Honken classifies {Hoan and Ju[’hoan as «Z1»
and «Z2» respectively, implying their close relationship without specifically commenting on it. In Honken 1988:
59, he explicitly states: «I have put Eastern thua firmly in the Zhu family unlike Traill who regards it as a link be-
tween Zhu and Taa», providing several examples of lexical and phonetic isoglosses to strengthen his case.

¢ In both of these sources, the primary argument for a close relationship between Ju and fHoan is made on
the basis of lexicostatistical analysis. However, Starostin 2008: 356-363 also presents a first approximation for a re-
construction of the «Proto-North-{Hoan» phonological system.

7 Heine and Honken have suggested the short name «Kx’a» to denote this taxon, based on the identical pho-
netic shape for the word ‘earth’ in both Ju and Hoan. This seems to be more of a mnemonic tactic than a substantial
decision (why should Ju-tHoan be thought of as the ‘earth family’?), and it also bypasses the fact that the same word
for ‘earth’ (kx’a) is also used in the unrelated extinct Kwadi language of Angola, which would complicate the matter
even further. We prefer to stick to ‘Ju-fHoan’ as a slightly more complex, but more accurate designation for this taxon.
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was already carried out in Starostin 2003, where Proto-Ju (= Proto-North Khoisan) and tHoan
were found to have 43% matches on the Swadesh list. However, that comparison was merely a
part of a much larger general study, not allowing the author to focus on specific issues of find-
ing and evaluating lexicostatistical and etymological matches between the two taxa; moreover,
it did not properly take into account the possible effects of areal diffusion, and employed
somewhat lax and properly undefined criteria for establishing phonetic correspondences. An-
other important limitation is that it relied too heavily on limited and not wholly accurate lexi-
cal data for $Hoan, not being able to take into consideration a lot of data that have only been
published over the past ten years (see our main sources below).

A significant improvement has been offered in Starostin 2013, which already made use of
much better data for both tHoan and the different varieties of Ju. However, that study was
also a general lexicostatistical evaluation of phonetic similarities (rather than regularities) be-
tween the different Khoisan lineages; and while the study itself, limited to the «ultra-stable»
50-item half of the Swadesh wordlist, confirmed the existence of a special link between Ju and
tHoan, it did not truly explore that link the way a thorough joint lexicostatistical-etymological
study should have done. Consequently, this paper is an attempt to remedy that situation and
provide a definitive lexicostatistical evaluation of the evidence for Ju-tHoan, one that would al-
low us to formulate explicit historical statements about the relative chronology of these fami-
lies, some particularities of their divergence, and their areal connections with other varieties of
«Khoisan».

Data

Complete and most up-to-date versions of the 110-item wordlists® for six different languages/
dialects of the Ju group and for (Eastern) $Hoan, accompanied by detailed annotations, are
currently available at the Global Lexicostatistical Database (http://starling.rinet.ru/new100). The
Ju lists differ significantly in quality, since only two of them are drawn from relatively recent
sources that benefit from greater phonetic and semantic accuracy®: Ju’hoan, based on Patrick
Dickens’ dictionary (Dickens 1994), and Northwestern (Ekoka) !Xun (!Xung), based on the
glossary in Konig & Heine 2008 (and largely coinciding, pending certain phonetic discrepan-
cies, with the data in Heikkinen 1986).

The availability of both these sources today is a strong advantage, since Ju[’hoan and
Ekoka represent two different sub-clusters of Ju dialects and are about as far removed from
each other lexically as any two languages/dialects of Ju can be. However, for the sakes of ety-
mological and lexicostatistical accuracy, and as a necessary condition for a reliable reconstruc-
tion of the basic lexicon for Proto-Ju, it is imperative to also make use of older data, namely,
the vocabularies collected by Lucy Lloyd, Dorothea Bleek, and Clement Doke, all of them
eventually integrated in D. Bleek’s monumental comparative dictionary (Bleek 1956). We have
specifically selected four varieties:

8 The 110-item wordlist is a slightly expanded version of the standard 100-item Swadesh wordlist (with 10
additional items from the earlier 200-item version) commonly used in lexicostatistical studies conducted by the
Moscow school of comparative linguistics. For specific details on the semantics of individual items and on the
handling of potential synonyms, see Kassian et al. 2010.

° This should not be understood as implying that these works are completely free of phonetic errors: in most
cases, it makes sense to compare transcriptions by different specialists where they are available. Nevertheless,
qualitative differences between most of the modern sources look relatively negligible when compared with the
first systematic attempts at transcribing Ju (and other Khoisan) phonologies in the early 20th century.
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(@) Lucy Lloyd's «'Kung», recorded in 1879-1880 from four young informants from
around lake Ngami; typically correlated with what has been termed the «Central Dialect Clus-
ter» in Snyman 1997, Treis 1998, and Sands 2010, but more recently re-aligned with the
«North-Central» cluster by Florian Lionnet (2009) because of specific lexical, phonetic, and
grammatical isoglosses;

(b) Clement Doke’s «!Hii» of Grootfontein (research originally published as Doke 1925),
also typically grouped in the Central cluster (despite some significant discrepancies with
Lloyd’s data, although it is often hard to understand if these discrepancies are real or due to
inaccurate fixation);

(c) Dorothea Bleek’s «|[K’auflen» or «}Au kwe» (the most modern transcription in Vossen
2013: 9 puts the dialect’s name as $x’ad-|]'aen), recorded in the early 1920s at Sandfontein; this
dialect is typically assumed to belong to the Southern cluster as well (Treis 1998: 468), al-
though the issue remains open due to lack of modern data from the same region (Sands
2010)1;

(d) Dorothea Bleek’s «!O'kung», recorded in Central Angola in 1925; this dialect is lexi-
cally and phonetically very close to Ekoka !Xun, as well as to «Angolan !X{i», a brief account of
which was published as Snyman 1980.

All four of these sources share the same advantages (sufficient in size to allow for a rela-
tively complete and representative set of Swadesh-type wordlists; recorded a hundred or so
years ago in communities slightly less linguistically susceptible to Khoe, Bantu, and European
influence than they are today) and flaws (generally poor quality of transcription and possible
semantic inaccuracies). In the case of this particular study, however, phonetic inaccuracies are
not a significant problem as long as the necessary adjustments are made (i.e. there is a general
understanding of what kinds of errors are typical for Lloyd’s and Bleek’s data); semantic inac-
curacies are far more harmful for lexicostatistical data and can severely influence classifica-
tions and datings, but as long as the data may be compared with data from more recent and
accurate sources, most of the potential errors may be successfully filtered out on the way from
modern data to the reconstructed proto-wordlist'!.

No «official» dictionary has so far been published for Eastern $Hoan, but enough lexical
data have become available in the past few decades to make the language perfectly acceptable
for lexicostatistical comparison. Most of that data have been collected by Jeffrey Gruber (G)
and Chris Collins (C), our main source being the relatively recently published comparative
grammar of the language (Collins, Gruber 2014), well illustrated by lexical and textual exam-
ples, and also heavily drawing upon previously published papers by the same authors
(Collins 2001, 2002; Bell, Collins 2001; Gruber 1975). A few lacunae had to be filled in by data
from the first ever published wordlist of tHoan that was put together by Anthony Traill (1973);
overall comparison of Traill’s data with Gruber’s and Collins’ materials shows that, while the
quality of Traill’s transcription leaves a lot to be desired, his elicitation of Hoan lexical equiva-
lents for basic semantic notions was largely correct.

Naturally, some data sources for other Khoisan languages have to be taken into consid-
eration as well, since any serious study on the etymology or lexicostatistics of Ju-tHoan has to
take the areal factor into account. In particular, $Hoan is known to have been in tight contact

10 Work on the documentation of $x’a6-|aen is currently being conducted by Lee Pratchett (2017), but outside
of several papers dealing with specific phonetic and grammatical issues, no comprehensive data collections have
yet been made publicly available.

1 For the basic principles of reconstructing an «optimal» Swadesh-type proto-wordlist from attested lexical
data (in accordance with which we reconstruct the Proto-Ju wordlist in this paper), see Starostin 2016.
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with |Gui, a Kalahari Khoe language, and through it (and, perhaps, directly as well), also with
X060, a Taa language (Traill & Nakagawa 2000); although some of the resemblances between
fHoan and !X60 are not to be ruled out as potential evidence for genetic relationship on a
deeper level than Ju-fHoan (Starostin’s «Peripheral Khoisan»), specific binary isoglosses be-
tween the two languages without any parallels in the rest of «Peripheral Khoisan» are most
likely explainable as results of diffusion. Most of the references to X606 lexicon will be given
according to Traill 1994; Kalahari Khoe references will be provided according to the recon-
structions in Vossen 1997, except where specially noted.

For the sakes of general convenience, we utilize here a unified system of transcription as
is currently adopted for the purposes of the Global Lexicostatistical Database project; for the most
part, it does not differ from IPA, except for a few details (such as the use of single-graph vs.
digraph transcriptions for affricates: IPA ts = ¢, IPA /= ¢, IPA tg = ¢, etc.). In our transcription
of click accompaniments, we also follow the old transcriptional convention by Rainer Vossen
(1997), where voiced clicks are transcribed as |, f etc. (instead of g/, gf or /g, #g, etc.) and nasal-
ized are transcribed as [, # etc. (instead of n/, nf or [n, [n etc.).

Comparative procedure

For the sake of historical accuracy, lexicostatistical comparison between Ju languages and
tHoan has to be carried out on the level of protolanguage reconstruction in the case of Ju'2
Although some details of Proto-Ju and the phonetic laws that tie it to its modern descendants
still remain poorly understood (mostly in the sphere of tonology and non-productive/fossil-
ized nominal morphology), all the dialects are close enough to provide evidence for the basic
phonetic shape of the protoforms, particularly with the aid of precious comparative data in
J. Snyman’s (1997) dialectal survey. It is very important not to rely exclusively on a single
source, such as Patrick Dickens’ exhaustive dictionary of Ju[’hoan, which, paradoxically, some-
times provides too much data for an accurate lexicostatistical analysis (for instance, many basic
terms, such as body parts, are often represented in that dictionary by doublet forms — one in-
herited from Proto-Ju, one recently borrowed from Khoe; external comparison with other Ju
dialects helps sort the situation out very easily).

Although a definitive areal/historical classification for Ju dialects is still lacking, it seems
clear from both phonetic and lexical evidence that the sharpest dividing line separates the
Southern cluster, represented most prominently by Jul’hoan, from the Northern cluster, repre-
sented by Ekoka !Xun. The lexicostatistical implications are such that, quite often, one finds a
binary opposition between Jul'hoan (and related dialects) and Ekoka (and related dialects),
where simple distributional considerations are not enough to understand which of the two
roots is a better candidate for the respective «Swadesh meaning» on the Proto-Ju wordlist. In
such cases, we resort to «extra-distributional rules»'3 to help resolve the situation, wherever
they are applicable. When no reasonable choice can be made, we may count two roots as
«technical synonyms» and subject both of them to comparison with {Hoan.

12 Theoretically, it is also possible to subject {Hoan data to the reconstruction procedure, since we know of at
least one additional dialectal variety, Sasi, somewhat divergent from tHoan proper; however, data on Sasi are ex-
tremely limited and, at best, show it to be slightly more archaic in terms of certain phonetic features, but not in
terms of lexical stability. For more details on the differences between the two dialects, see Collins & Gruber 2014:
17-20.

13 For a complete list of said rules, illustrated by examples, see Starostin 2016. These typically have to do with
internal etymologization or external analysis (checking for borrowings, etc.).
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Matches between Proto-Ju reconstructions and $Hoan forms are evaluated on a somewhat
fine-grained scale, allowing for a more insightful final analysis. The «evaluation marks» are as
follows:

+ : Definitive lexicostatistical matches. To get a + mark, both parts of the comparison have to
be reliably attested or reconstructed in the appropriate Swadesh meaning, and be phonetically
compatible, i.e. agree with the basic correspondence patterns, identified in Starostin 2008 and
in Heine & Honken 2010 (see below on the comparison between the two systems). «Phonetic
compatibility» does not necessarily imply complete historical transparency of the correspon-
dences between each of the segmental and suprasegmental features, but it does imply that the
majority of segmental alignments should display pattern-like behavior!4.

+ : Potential lexicostatistical matches. These pairings, also reliably attested or reconstructed
in the appropriate Swadesh meaning, typically display a remarkable degree of phonetic simi-
larity, but also feature at least one (preferably not more than one) major segmental discrep-
ancy that cannot be explained according to our current understanding of the historical pho-
nology of Ju-tHoan. Such matches cannot be taken as direct evidence for relationship and
should not be included into the main round of lexicostatistical calculations, but since we can-
not claim to know everything there is to know about regular vs. sporadic developments from
Proto-Ju-fHoan to their modern descendants, it makes perfect sense to make note of such po-
tential matches and include them in an alternate set of lexicostatistical calculations (see below).

~ : Etymostatistical (etymological) matches. Since this study is carried out on the data of a
compact, binary taxon, tied together by sets of phonetic correspondences, it makes sense to
expand the strict lexicostatistical analysis (demanding exact semantic matches between com-
pared items) by also taking into consideration those situations where a Proto-Ju Swadesh item
finds a good phonetic/semantic match in $Hoan (or vice versa), but the meanings are semanti-
cally related rather than semantically identical. Based on typological (and simply logical) ar-
guments, in any situation of language relationship we should be able to find such matches in
addition to direct lexicostatistical ones, and comparing their numbers and their character to
those of direct lexicostatistical matches should provide additional insight into the degree and
nature of their relationship.

- : No matches. There are no hitherto detected parallels between the compared items.
(Given the deficiency of our knowledge on Ju and especially $Hoan lexicon, any of these pair-
ings could turn out to be etymostatistical matches in the future, but it is highly unlikely that
they will ever turn out to be direct lexicostatistical matches).

? : Insufficient data. These are the cases where the respective item is not attested in our
sources on tHoan (e.g. ‘bark’), or is insufficiently well attested in Ju idioms to be reconstruc-
tible (e.g. ‘round’). In all such cases, the Swadesh item is excluded from calculations, and any
percentages are calculated out of the remaining items. The same also applies to a few cases
where either the fHoan item (e.g. ‘salt’) or the Proto-Ju (or, rather, «Common Ju») item
(e.g. ‘fish’) is highly likely to have been borrowed from a third source, such as !X66 or Khoe.

An additional factor to be taken into consideration is the distribution of detected cognates
across the wordlist. In accordance with the well-known and empirically well confirmed «Yakhon-
tov principle» (genetically related languages will share more matches on the more stable sub-

4 For instance, the exact factors determining the lack or presence of voicing during click articulation in Ju-
$Hoan cognates remain obscure; however, recurrent examples are available for all four types of possible correla-
tions, confirming their regularity. In other words, it is impossible at present to offer unequivocal Proto-Ju-tHoan
reconstructions for such items (due to insufficient data or incomplete analysis of all the factors that could be in-
volved), but it is possible to regard them as reliable cognates.
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section of the lexicostatistical wordlist, while languages in contact will share more matches on
the less stable sub-section), we separate the 100-item list in two halves and compare the num-
bers for all types of matches (definitive, potential, etymostatistical) separately, so that the na-
ture of relationship between Ju and Hoan could be assessed according to that parameter —
and so that the results could also contribute to establishing a general benchmark for all such
types of situations.

Correspondences

Unlike deeper level lexicostatistical comparisons, where comparanda still have to be evaluated
on the basis of phonetic similarity rather than phonetic correspondences, Proto-Ju and tHoan
forms have the benefit of actually being linked together by recurrent phonetic isomorphisms,
as shown in Starostin 2008 and Heine & Honken 2010. Due to data limitations and certain un-
resolved issues with Proto-Ju itself, these isomorphisms have not yet been processed to the
stage of a definitive, all-encompassing phonological reconstruction of Proto-Ju-tHoan, but
enough of them have been observed for us to be able to confidently propose common Ju-
tHoan etymologies even in certain cases where the forms do not at all look alike.

In the notes section for each individual comparison, we typically comment on the degree
of regularity that may be inferred for specific Ju-tHoan segments, particularly when these
segments are not phonetically identical. Where necessary and/or possible, additional examples
to confirm the recurrent nature of the pattern are drawn upon from the available corpus of Ju-
tHoan etymological comparanda (most of it published either in Starostin 2008 or in Heine &
Honken 2010). The complete list of correspondences observed between Ju and tHoan basic
lexicon items is given in the Appendix, with each correspondence enumerated so that it can be
briefly referred to in the main section of the paper.

A detailed description of the phonological systems of (Proto-)Ju and Hoan lies well be-
yond the scope of the current paper. See Miller 2013 for an up-to-date brief account of Ju pho-
nology and phonetics, Honken 2013 for the same concerning Eastern tHoan, and the above-
mentioned papers by Starostin and Heine/Honken for comparisons between the two.

Abbreviations

Language names: P] = Proto-Ju; Ek. = Ekoka !Xun; Ju. = Ju’hoan; Kg. = (Lucy Lloyd's) !Kung;
Kx. = $X’46-|aen; OK. = (Dorothea Bleek's) !O!Kung.

Sources: C = Ch. Collins (for tHoan); G = ]J. Gruber (for tHoan); S = B. Sands (for tHoan);
HH = Heine, Honken 2010; SH = Sands, Honken 2014.

Ju/tHoan comparative wordlist

1. ALL (+)

e PJ: *woe-Se (Ju. we-se, Kx. od-si, Gr. we:se-sn, OK. wi-sé ~ we-se, Ek. wohe-sé). ¢ Preserved
in all daughter dialects. No alternate stems. The reconstruction follows the Ekoka vari-
ant as phonetically more archaic in its vocalism; the variant *we-Se is also possible. Ex-
tra low tone in Ekoka is not, however, confirmed by the rest of the data. The form is
morphologically complex: the derivation is transparently seen in Ekoka, cf. woha ‘for-
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ever’, wohé ‘some time ago, already, just’. The meaning of the suffix *-Se, however, re-
mains unknown.

tHoan: ue (G).

Ju-tHoan: A phonetically similar and compatible match's. Since initial *w- in PJ is not
prothetic, we have to suppose simplification in tHoan (*woe — ue). The suffix *-Se may
have been a PJ innovation. ¢ HH: 14.

2. ASHES (-)

PJ: *t0" (Ju. t0', Kx. ta;, Kg. t:o: ~ t6). O Not attested in the Nothern dialects, except for the
reduplicated variant tio™tio® in Snyman 1980: 33. OK. o ‘ashes’ = Ju. f0i" ‘soap’, both
forms probably having been borrowed from Khoe sources, cf. Proto-Khoe *foa ‘ashes’
(Vossen 1997: 417); Ek. [[oha ‘ashes’ probably belongs here as well, but the click corre-
spondence is irregular (possibly a transcription error).

tHoan: foe (T). ¢ Only attested in Traill's records (as foe ~ fue ~ fue"), so the precise
phonological shape is uncertain; however, the word is clearly not a possible match
for PJ.

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological matches.

3.BARK (?)

PJ: *0"2rVa (Ju. Jo®2oro, Ek. Jiuli). ¢ Reliably reconstructible for the PJ stage, although in
many dialects, particularly those found in Bleek's dictionary, the meaning ‘bark’ is
usually merged with ‘skin’ (Kx. Jo-si, Kg. b~ Jo ~ [5wa; see ‘skin’ below).

tHoan: Not attested.

4. BELLY (+)

PJ: *1a (Ju. lu, Kx. i, Kg. I ~ li, Gr. v, OK. I, Ek. li1). ¢ Preserved in all daughter dia-
lects. No alternate stems. Straightforward reconstruction.

tHoan: !0 (C, G); /vv ~ 60 ~ I"v: (S).

Ju-tHoan: A phonetically similar and compatible match (see corr. #12, #38a). 0 HH: 177¢.

5. BIG (=)

PJ: *l1a?a (Ju. 7324, Kx. la//, Kg. [fa, Gr. Ra;, OK. [la ~ [li ~ [laa, Ek. [ ~ Jl2a). O Preserved
in all daughter dialects. Correspondences are regular, indicating an original retroflex
nasalized click and a glottal stop between the vowels.

tHoan: (a) ", (b) $do (C, G). ¢ Both of these words are consistently glossed as ‘big’ in
available sources, but textual examples offer no hint at their semantic differences.
Ju-tHoan: No direct matches. However, (a) is a transparent etymological match with PJ]
“#i ‘much, many’ (Ju. "4, OK. #, etc.; see MANY); the semantic shift ‘big’ < ‘many’ is
quite trivial, although the direction of the shift remains unclear in this case.

15 The vocalic correspondence is unique (if we are talking about the coda as a whole), but there are not a lot of

cases of Proto-Ju *-oe with reliable parallels in {Hoan. At least one attested case also involves Hoan -ui (P] *Soe ‘to
take out / take off’ = tHoan $ui ‘to drop off’).
16 In Sands, Honken 2014: 252, the connection is put in doubt because of the incompatibility of Ju /-

and tHoan /-, but it is not certain that the aspirated accompaniment is phonologically primary in this case (most

of the other sources agree on zero accompaniment, and even Sands herself records phonetic variation between
I-and /).
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6. BIRD (-)

PJ: *cca(m)-ma (Ju. czama, Kx. cama, Kg. caba, Gr. ccaua, OK. cama, Ek. ¢dma). ¢ Pre-
served in all daughter dialects. The word is morphologically complex; the second
component is clearly identifiable as PJ *-ma ‘small; diminutive suffix’, cf. the corre-
sponding plural form ¢»-nit"e in Ek. Given the additional presence of Ek. ¢dm ‘poultry,
bird, aeroplane’, it is possible, but not certain, that the original root shape was *czam
rather than *c7i (with subsequent contraction *-mm- — -m- in most dialects).

tHoan: i-si: (G). ¢ The suffix -si is a diminutive morpheme.

Ju-tHoan: H. Honken (1988: 60) quotes the {Hoan form chi:'ma ‘bird’, apparently taken
from Gruber's formally unpublished field records; if it really exists and has an ornitho-
logical meaning, it is clearly related to the P] equivalent. However, no additional
sources confirm this, and all text examples that can be elicited from existing sources
clearly show that #i-si is the most common and neutral generic term for ‘bird’ in this
language. Pending further publications of data, we prefer to disregard this form for
the time being.

7. BITE ()

PJ: *1aé (Ju. ldi, Kx. Ia ~ e(:), Kg. le: ~ Ié, Ek. »laé-1). 0 The only divergent form is OK. [z,
unless Bleek's transcription of the dental click is erroneous (not highly likely). The Ek.
form (a compound with 1 ‘eat’ as the second part) is essential for the reconstruction,
since this is the only dialect in which the preglottalized nasalized click has been explic-
itly elicited. Vocalic correspondences point to the diphthong *ae rather than *ai as the
original constituent.

tHoan: !ai (C).

Ju-tHoan: Despite obvious phonetic similarity (click influx and vocalism match per-
fectly), the two forms cannot be considered a solid etymological match, since the pre-
glottalized nasal click in PJ always corresponds to a nasal click in $Hoan as well (see
HEAD below). Nevertheless, with two features matching out of three, the unique cor-
respondence between click effluxes may reflect some undetected contamination, or
even be part of a regular pattern, undetectable due to lack of data. We count this as a
potential match with low probability.

8. BLACK (-)

PJ: *26 (Ju. z6, Kx. 23, Kg. 56 ~ 30 ~ 35, OK. 30 ~ 3u:, Ek. 30).
tHoan: tkxau (C).
Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or clearly defined etymological parallels.

9. BLOOD (+)

PJ: *|Vy (Ju. dn, Kx. 1, Kg. T ~ [iy). ¢ Vocalic reconstruction is uncertain. This word is
not attested in the Northern cluster, where the corresponding equivalents fluctuate be-
tween *[o’ru (Ek. [0 ~ [ii'li; cf. also Kg. [oru ~ [oru) and *yaru (OK. yalo ~ yalu, quoted
as yalo ~ yiila in Snyman 1980: 34). The former of these is probably inherited, but its
dialectal distribution is quite sparse compared to *fay; the latter has a phonetic shape
that is highly atypical of Ju languages (with an initial y-) and is most likely of non-Ju
origin.

tHoan: |qi (C), Ii: (S).

Ju-tHoan: A plausible lexicostatistical match with recurrent phonetic correspondences.
0 SH: 238.
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10. BONE (-)

e PJ: *t (Ju. I, Kx. I2u;, Kg. I ~ Iu, Gr. 11, OK. Iu ~ 20, Ek. I1). ¢ Preserved in all
daughter dialects. Ju. shows the rare extra high tone on this root, possibly an archaic
feature.

e {Hoan: ¢& (C) « *t&". ¢ Internal phonetic reconstruction derives all palatal plosives
from original coronal stops.

e Ju-fHoan: No lexicostatistical matches; the closest etymological connection to PJ */2if in
tHoan may be /»ui ‘spine’ (C), but only provided that final -i can be explained away as
an old suffixal extension, which is currently unclear. The tHoan word has no known Ju
equivalents. ¢ In HH: 15, the comparison of PJ */2ij to tHoan /»ui is justified by recon-
structing an obscure diphthong *-Vi (cf. PJ */xo = {Hoan /xiii ‘elephant’ for extra sup-
port), but this is not a phonologically viable explanation; it is more likely that morpho-
logical reasons are responsible for both cases.

11. BREAST (= CHEST /male/) (-)

e PJ:*l0?a (Ju. lo?d, Kx. lwa:). 0 The reconstruction is approximate due to lack of data (ini-
tial click could have been */! instead of */). Essentially an isogloss between Ju. and Kx.;
a much less stable root than the far more widespread and perfectly reconstructible *ku
‘female breast; milk’ (— Ju. ki, Ek. kiiui etc.). Nevertheless, the only alternate candidate
for PJ ‘/male/ chest’ is Ek. ¢o4, corresponding to various forms with the meaning
‘lungs’ in Ju dialects (Gr. sii?d, Cuito/Cuando $674, etc.) and probably representing the
results of a metonymic semantic shift.

e {Hoan: !lcd'ma (C, G). ¢ The meaning of this word is glossed as ‘chest (of humans’) in
Collins 2001: 458; according to the same source, this item is lexically opposed to Jo?e
‘chest (of animal)’ and fxii7 ‘breast (of a non-human animal)’.

e Ju-fHoan: No lexicostatistical matches, although, interestingly enough, both words
have parallels in Taa — $Hoan /ci'ma is practically the same item as !X4d lga"ma ‘ster-
num’ (the parallel may reflect either a genetic or an areal connection), while PJ */0?4 is
formally comparable with !X [ii: ‘chest’).

12. BURN (tr.) (?)

o PJ: *ku?a (Ju. ku?i, Kx. kou ~ kau, Kg. kuti ~ koui ~ kou, Ek. ki?ui). ¢ Preserved in all
daughter dialects, often with polysemy ‘to burn / to roast’.

e iHoan: Not attested in reliable sources. Traill (1973: 29) quotes two different forms, Oui
and ?lam, both with the meaning ‘burn’. He does not specify, however, whether these
stems are transitive or intransitive, and their existence has not yet been confirmed in
published sources.

13. CLAW (= NAIL) (2)

o PJ: *Mta?ra (Ju. lu?urd, Kx. Juru, Kg. [uru, Gr. Jupn, OK. [Julu ~ [onu, Ek. lali). ¢ Pre-
served everywhere. Reliably reconstructed with a retroflex click, although the Ek. re-
flex !- instead of [- is irregular; it may reflect a secondary contamination with */uru
‘quiver’ (= Ju. !uru, etc.). Glottalic articulation in word-medial position is less certain
(only attested in Ju.).

e #Hoan: !6' (HH), !0'20 (C).

e Ju-tHoan: The potential relation between these two forms is problematic. The corre-
spondence between Ju */ and tHoan ! is supported by at least two more significant ex-
amples (P] *la?ma ‘to enter’ — Hoan !a'm ‘to enter /plural action/; PJ */lai ‘puff-adder’ —
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tHoan /ai ‘snake’); however, the lack (or near-lack) of the second syllable in $Hoan is
suspicious, since intervocalic *-r- is not supposed to get deleted in that language.
On the other hand, it cannot be excluded that the *-ru component in PJ goes back to an
earlier suffix. For now, it is preferable to asssess the connection as questionable, but
possible. ¢ In HH: 25, the etymology is accepted, but the PJ] word is reconstructed with
initial */- rather than */-, following the Ek. variant, and also because, according to HH,
PJ *I- : $Hoan */- is not a valid correspondence. This seems a less likely solution, in
light of the examples quoted above.

14. CLOUD (?)

PJ: Not properly reconstructible. The best candidate is probably the PJ compound ex-
pression *!la=!kxti, literally ‘rain-hair’ (Ju. la=/kxuii, Kx. la=kxwi-si, etc.).
tHoan: Not attested.

15. COLD ()

PJ: *fa?a (Ju. fa?i, Kg. fdo ~ #ad, Ek. llao ~ 11a20). O In the Southern cluster, this equivalent
seems to have been replaced, cf. Kx. #xi;, Gr. fx7: ‘cold’, probably the same root as
Ju. fxii ‘to tremble, to be frightened’ (thus, ‘cold’ = ‘shivery’). PJ *#a?i is better distrib-
uted across dialect clusters and has no semantics other than simply ‘cold’, which
makes it the optimal candidate.

tHoan: $a%a (C). ¢ This seems to be the most basic equivalent for the term, well illus-
trated by textual examples and preferable over more rare synonyms such as [aba ‘cold’
(C) and [lgau ‘cold; ice’ (C).

Ju-tHoan: Although the click and the first vowel match perfectly, there are irre-
concilable differences concerning the second mora; we have to assume that *-u in PJ]
was an originally detachable morphological element in order to relate these two items,
and there is no evidence for that so far. A serious counterargument comes from the
side of external comparison, since the PJ form seems to be well correlated with X606
(Taa) [la?i ‘cold’ (see Starostin 2008: 387), implying that the labial vowel in this etymon
is archaic. Nevertheless, for formal reasons we do not completely exclude the partial
match from comparison. Additionally, $Hoan [aba ‘cold’ is well comparable to Ju. [abo
‘to shiver’.

16. COME (=)

PJ: *ci (Ju. ci, Kx. ci ~ ¢i, OK. cf ~ ¢i). ¢ In many dialects, this meaning corresponds to
two quasi-synonyms, the other one being PJ *|aé. In two sources at least, it even seems
to be the primary equivalent for the meaning ‘come’: Kg. /¢ ~ [¢;, Ek. [e. In Ju., however,
the meaning of i is ‘to arrive (= reach the final destination)’ rather than ‘to come
(tosmbd.)’. In Ek., the old equivalent is still preserved in the imperative form
(¢i ‘come!’), indirectly confirming the original opposition of *cf ‘come’ vs. *[aé ‘arrive’.
tHoan: ¢a (G, Q).

Ju-tHoan: Despite superficial similarity, the two forms do not regularly correspond to
each other. A much better parallel for Hoan ¢4 is Ju. ¢i ‘to go and fetch’, Ek. ¢a ‘to
fetch’, indicating that ‘come’ may have been the original meaning of the root, but in PJ
only an old fused form *¢a-a (where *-a is the common Ju transitive suffix) has been
preserved. As for Ju *ci and */ae, neither of the two words finds any reliable etymologi-
cal matches in Hoan.
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17. DIE (+)

PJ: *!tae (Ju. !di, Kx. fé: ~ #éi ~ #i, Kg. [lé ~ [le, Gr. ldi, OK. [lé ~ e, Ek. [lae ~ [é). ¢ Preserved
in all daughter dialects. Singular subject action verb; the corresponding plural form is
*Nao (Ju. lao, Kx. tau, Kg. [lau, OK. [au, Ek. [a0). Both stems are reliably reconstructed
with the retroflex click, and it is tempting to trace them back to a single root (*/a-) with
different vocalic extensions. However, there is not a single other example that could
hint at the productivity of this morphological operation on the PJ level; considering
that all other known pairs of singular vs. plural action verbs in PJ are completely sup-
pletive, etymological relationship between *!lze and *!lao cannot be reliably demon-
strated without supporting external data.

tHoan: 81 (G, C). 0 The plural action equivalent is a composite form: $t-Ja.
Ju-tHoan: The correspondence between the PJ voiced/voiceless retroflex click and the
tHoan voiced/voiceless palatal fricative is recurrent (see more examples in the entries
for ‘hand’, ‘water’, corr. #35b); vocalic correspondences are also easily reconciled, and
cases where sporadic nasalization in $Hoan is missing in Ju. are well known (cf. PJ *[la
‘to stand /plural action/” = Hoan [d id., corr. #18). This is a sufficient basis to regard
both forms as etymological and lexicostatistical matches. However, the singular/plural
action suppletivism of Ju finds no parallels in {Hoan.

18. DOG (-)

PJ: *fho-i ~ *tho-e (Ju. jhﬁf ~ #oa, Kx. lo, Kg. fwé ~ twé, Gr. i ~ nfrwr, OK. fwé,
Ek. lhoe). 0 Preserved in all dialects; however, there are at least three different morpho-
logical variants of this stem, with *fi0-7 and *#'0-¢ being the most frequent ones, and
*f'0-a only found in Ju. Although the origins of this diversity are unclear (probably a
reflection of Pre-Proto-Ju's morphological productivity), the evidence seems to point to
*f'0- as the original root for all these forms.

tHoan: ¢éama (C, G) — *tema. ¢ The old non-palatalized variant téma is still preserved
in the Sasi dialect.

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or clearly defined etymological parallels.

19. DRINK (=)

PJ: *¢hin (Ju. ¢, Kx. ¢i, Kg. siy ~ ¢in, Gr. sn:, OK. &, Ek. §7). ¢ Preserved in all daughter
dialects. Coda reconstruction is not fully secure, but loss of the final velar nasal in Ju. is
a recurrent phenomenon, so all the listed forms are unquestionably related.

tHoan: ¢a (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: Despite some obvious phonetic similarity, it is hard to reconcile the codas:
although cases in which a final velar nasal in PJ seems to leave no trace in $Hoan are
relatively numerous (see corr. #16), the vocalic correspondence «PJ *-i() : tHoan -u»
remains unique. However, precise behavior of vowels in such specific contexts (be-
tween a palatal affricate and an unstable velar nasal coda) can hardly be predicted at
the present time, and this means that the parallel can be provisionally accepted as a
potential «weak» match.

20. DRY (-)
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PJ: *I"kxau (Ju. kxdi, Kg. llio ~ || do ~ [ao ~ [kxdo, Gr. !Pau, Ek. [kxao). ¢ Preserved in all
daughter dialects. Original retroflex click safely reconstructed based on the correspon-
dence between Ju. and Ek.

tHoan: |grau (C).
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Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or clearly defined etymological parallels. (An alternate
synonym in Ju., [0 ‘dry’, looks quite compatible with the form in $Hoan, but has to be
discarded as non-reconstructible for the PJ level and most likely recently borrowed
from a Khoe source, along with numerous other secondary equivalents for basic terms
in Ju.).

21. EAR (+)

PJ: *|ohai (Ju. i, Kx. fwi, Kg. [ii, Gr. fwwi, OK. [wi, Ek. [tii). O Preserved in all daughter
dialects. PJ] reconstruction relies on the full coincidence of the Ju. and Ek. forms.

tHoan: |q"oé (C, G), |q"®1 (SH).

Ju-tHoan: Correspondences are completely regular, with the uvular component of the
efflux in $Hoan matching the glottalization in Ju (for a fully identical supporting ex-
ample, cf. PJ */"i ‘steenbok’ = tHoan lg"60 id.); examples of «tHoan oe = Ju. ui» are
scarce, but examples of «tHoan o = Ju u» are not (see corr. #12), so the vocalism is
hardly problematic. ¢ HH: 29; SH: 253.

22. EARTH (+)

PJ: *kxa (Ju. kxa, Kx. kxa, Kg. kxd, Gr. kxd:, OK. kxa, Ek. kxa). 0 Preserved in all daughter
dialects. Reconstruction is based on the completely coinciding forms in Ju. and Ek.
Neither any of the modern dialects nor, as may be inferred, PJ itself make any clear
lexical differentiation between ‘earth’ and ‘sand’, due to specific landscape conditions
of the Ju people.

tHoan: kxa (C, G).

Ju-{Hoan: An obvious match. Complete phonetic identity between both forms is inter-
pretable in terms of regular phonetic correspondences, i.e. there is no need to assume
areal diffusion, particularly since the isogloss is exclusive to Ju and $Hoan, but not to
Tuu or Khoe. Of note, however, is the presence of the same word for ‘earth’ in Kwadi
(Westphal 1966: 144), a language that is unrelated or very distantly related to Ju-
tHoan, so in this case areal diffusion is a likely scenario. ¢ HH: 13, 24.

23.EAT (+)

PJ: *2h (Ju. ?m, Kx. m: ~ m, Kg. m: ~ m:, Gr. ?m:, OK. m ~ m, Ek. m). 0 Preserved in all
daughter dialects. The root, just as it is attested in most dialects, should be recon-
structed with a high-toned syllabic *i1 preceded by a glottal stop (or a single preglot-
talized nasal consonant).

tHoan: 2am (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: A perfect match. $Hoan, unlike Ju languages, seems to generally lack syl-
labic nasal consonants, so the shift *m — am is more probable than the opposite.
0 HH: 14 (advocating for the reconstruction *am).

24. EGG (-)

PJ: *Tu (Ju. I, Kx. T, Kg. i, OK. Iu ~ I, Ek. I ~ !Néb’t). 0 Preserved in all daughter dia-
lects.

tHoan: k"62é (C, G). ¢ The alternate form ¢xui ~ ¢"xui, found in Traill 1973: 29, is not
confirmed in newer sources.

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or clearly defined etymological parallels.
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25.EYE (+)

PJ: *|a?a (Ju. [a?d, Kx. [a, Kg. [d ~ ~/aéf ~ |d, Gr. [a?a ~ pa ~ [a%a, OK. [a, Ek. [a?d). O Preserved
in all daughter dialects. Initial vowel is occasionally reduced, creating an odd «voiced
glottalized» click effect (although such transcriptions are only attested in old sources).
tHoan: 0043, pl. 00é (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: Despite the lack of phonetic similarity, both forms can be reconciled by
means of recurrent correspondences. Examples of the tHoan labial click corresponding
to PJ dental */ also include such basic and semantically stable terms as ‘head’ q.v., ‘sky’
(#Hoan Ood' = PJ *[a?a), ‘duiker’ ({Hoan 07 = PJ *Pau), and possibly ‘one’ q.v. For the
lack of voiced articulation in Hoan, see corr. #38a. As for the diphthong oa in $Hoan,
labial articulation here, judging by all attested cases of words with labial clicks, is
automatic after such a click (corr. #1a)'”. The word should probably be reconstructed
as *0a?-, perhaps with an original paradigm of sg. *0a?-a, pl. *0a?-i/N/, levelled in PJ.
0 HH: 18, 27.

26. FAT (-)

PJ: *Ti Ju. Jai, Kx. [i, Kg. [i ~ Jai ~ Jaie, Gr. Jai, OK. [i, Ek. [¢i ~ [i). 0 Preserved in all daugh-
ter dialects (sometimes glossed as ‘fat’, sometimes as ‘oil’; there seems to be no lexical
differentiation between the two meanings). Original *-i diphthongized in Ju. and sev-
eral other dialects.

tHoan: |ui ~ |>ui (T). ¢ Not very reliable (attested only in A. Traill's old publication).
Ju-tHoan: If Traill's notation for $Hoan is correct (although the strange variation between
click effluxes makes it doubtful), the form is incompatible with the Ju. equivalent.

27. FEATHER ()

PJ: Same word as ‘hair’ q.v. (sometimes used in conjunction with ‘bird’ q.v.).
tHoan: Same word as ‘hair’ q.v.
Ju-tHoan: Same lack of lexicostatistical/etymological matches as in ‘hair’ q.v.

28. FIRE (-)

PJ: *da?a (Ju. davd, Kx. da, Kg. da: ~ d»a ~ dad, Gr. da?a ~ da?a, OK. da ~ daa, Ek. da?a).
0 Preserved in all daughter dialects. First vowel sometimes gets reduced (see ‘eye’ for
the same structure).

tHoan: Qoa (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or clearly defined etymological parallels.

29. FISH (?)

PJ: Technically reconstructible for the PJ stage as *[pau (Ju. [Pai, Kg. [pau:, OK. [Pau,
Ek. [pdir). However, all attested forms are plausibly interpreted as borrowings from a
Khoe source (cf. Proto-Khoe *[rau ‘fish’); these borrowings may have taken place either
before the disintegration of PJ or already after, but there is no reason to think of them
as inherited from a Proto-Ju-tHoan, let alone earlier, stage of development. Ek. [0lo
‘fish’ is different, but etymologically obscure.

17 In HH: 18, labial articulation of the vowel is considered to be primary in such cases, with the authors re-

constructing Proto-Kxa *-0Ca — tHoan -0-4, Ju *-a-a. However, since all of their examples involve items with {Hoan

labial clicks or, at least, another labial consonant in the vicinity, it makes more sense to assume secondary labiali-

zation of the vowel in {Hoan.
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tHoan: Not attested.
Ju-tHoan: Not reconstructible. The generic term ‘fish’ may not have existed in the pro-
tolanguage at all, given the geographical localisation of its descendants.

30. FLY ()

PJ: Technically not reconstructible; a slightly more probable candidate for proto-status
is PJ *lom (Ju. o ‘to fly’, oni-d “to fly over (a village)’ = Kx. lo:a « *lom-a ‘to fly about
Jof birds/’, OK. Joa ‘to mount up (in the sky)’), although all the parallels to the Ju. form are
only attested in D. Bleek's old records and are somewhat questionable, both phoneti-
cally and semantically. In Ek., no separate lexical root for the meaning ‘to fly’ is attested;
cf., perhaps, ¢ao ‘to wake up, rise, stand up, fly up, jump up’ = Ju. $di ‘to rise, get up’.
Kx. té, OK. té: (as in sonygu te: ‘the arrow flies’) are not confirmed in modern sources.
tHoan: kala (C, G). ¢ This form is clearly related to X040 kdla ‘to go round, circle as vul-
tures’, but the nature of the relationship (genetic? borrowing? if yes, in what direc-
tion?) remains unclear.

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological parallels. Overall, an unstable item that
may not have had its own unique lexical representation at the Ju-tHoan level.

31. FOOT (=)

PJ: *|kxai (Ju. [kxdi, Kx. fe ~ [xe:, Kg. [kxe ~ [kxi ~ [xi ~ Je ~ [i, Gr. Pdi ~ [xdi, OK. [kxe ~ kxe,
Ek. [kxaf). O Preserved in all daughter languages.

tHoan: !a?u (C, G). ¢ Plural: la?i.

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical parallels. However, the form in $Hoan is comparable to
PJ *llu" ‘track, footprint’ (Ju. /ii", Ek. [il); consonantal correspondences here are recurrent
(see corr. #35, #37a), and although the vocalic correspondence is rare (corr. #5), it is not
totally unique (cf. also at least tHoan O>u = PJ *Pau ‘duiker’), so we do not have any
firm grounds to definitively reject the comparison. Acceptance of this etymology would
imply that the {Hoan form is more archaic in the meaning ‘foot’, since the semantic
development ‘footprint’ — ‘foot’ is typologically far less likely than the opposite.

32. FULL (?)

PJ: *1a?y (Ju. Ja?i, Kx. Jé ~ [é7, Ek. [a?7)). O Preserved in all daughter dialects.
tHoan: Not attested.

33. GIVE (-)

PJ: *la?a (Ju. fa, Kx. pd ~ pa;, Kg. pd ~ pa ~ pd ~ |d, OK. |a ~ |a;, Bk. [a?a ~ [a). O This is the
most common equivalent for ‘give’ in most of the dialects. Vocalic reconstruction is
unclear: technically, the coda -a?2 accounts for most of the attested variations, but some
of the developments would still have to be irregular (such as the contraction *a?a — [a
in some of the dialects). It is also unclear whether nasalization of the vowel has to be
set up as a PJ feature or if it appears in Ju. and some other dialects secondarily. An ad-
ditional PJ root is *na ~ *nefe, whose functions seem to be restricted to the imperative
throughout: Ju. na, Kx. na, Gr. na:, OK. na, Ek. ne?e. Finally, Kx. and Gr. yield evidence
for a third root, *au ‘give’, whose semantic difference from *a?a cannot be established
from available sources; strange enough, it is not confirmed at all by more modern and
reliable sources on Ju dialects.

tHoan: sa (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or clearly defined etymological parallels.
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34. GOOD (-)

PJ: *7a (Ju. Za, Kg. 30 ~ 3a, Gr. Za: ~ 3a:). 0 This is the most common and probably the in-
herited term for ‘good’ in Ju dialects. Several other phonetically similar forms, such as
Kx. /di, Ek. kahi, Gr. ¢di, etc., do not correspond regularly to each other and are most
plausibly explained as borrowings from various Khoe sources; cf. Proto-Khoe a1
‘good’ — Nama /a7, |Ora, Naro /a1, East Khoe *kii, etc. (Vossen 1997: 445).

tHoan: q"aé (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or clearly defined etymological parallels. The $Hoan
form is clearly the same word as !X60 gdi ‘pretty, beautiful, nice’, but whether the simi-
larity is due to common ancestry or recent borrowing remains unclear.

35. GREEN (-)

PJ: *|langu (Ju. Jait, Kx. [dd, Kg. |dy ~ an ~ [an ~ [y, OK. [dy, Ek. [dn). 0 Judging by avail-
able semantic notation, the root must have denoted the entire ‘blue/green/yellow’
spectrum in PJ. Reconstruction of the coda *-ayu is set up to account for the correspon-
dence between Ju -dii and Ek. -az.

tHoan: za'?a (T). ¢ Attested only in A. Traill's old publication, so somewhat dubious.
Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or clearly defined etymological parallels.

36. HAIR (-)

PJ: *tkxai (Ju. 'kxui, Kx. Tkxwe ~ kxwi ~ 'kwi, Kg. kxwé ~ lkxwi, Gr. 'kxwi, OK. kxwi ~ Iwi,
Ek. kxiii). 0 Preserved in all daughter dialects. No lexical difference between ‘head
hair’ and ‘body hair’.

tHoan: }u (C), Fu (SH).

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or clearly defined etymological parallels.

37. HAND (+)

PJ: *lau (Ju. ld, Kx. lou ~ lau, Kg. [lau, Gr. liit, OK. [Jau, Ek. [ao ~ [jad). O Preserved in all
daughter dialects. Correspondences indicate an original voiced retroflex click, still pre-
served in the Grootfontein dialect.

tHoan: $iu (C, G), siu (SH). ¢ The more archaic Sasi form is sdu. Odd consonantal gra-
dation in the plural form: ¢éo-qa (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: PJ *llau and tHoan siu are tied together by reccurent correspondences (#5a,
#35b, #38a) and can be reliably traced back to the same proto-root. Cf. a perfect near-
homonymous example in Ju. /ai ‘to dig’ («*llau?) = Hoan Siu (C) ‘to dig’. ¢ The possi-
ble connection is mentioned, but rejected in HH: 17, because the authors have not lo-
cated the additional evidence for this correspondence.

38. HEAD (+)
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PJ: *2[e (Ju. Jai, Kx. e~ Jé ~Ji ~ i, Kg. Jé, Gr. Jé;, OK. Jé, Ek. 2Jé). ¢ Preserved in all daughter
dialects. Preglottalized nasal click is reconstructed based on Ekoka data.

tHoan: »0i (C, G), Odii (SH).

Ju-tHoan: Despite the lack of phonetic similarity, Ju and $Hoan forms are connected by
recurrent correspondences. The labial click in $Hoan corresponds to the dental click in
Ju (corr. #32a), while the preglottalized nasalized efflux in Ek. and Hoan coincide pre-
cisely. Labial vowel articulation in tHoan is automatic after a labial click, and nasaliza-
tion of the vowel may be secondary (influence of the nasal click, or a trace of some old
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morphological feature). The hypothetical protoform would presumably look like *Qe-
on the Proto-Ju-fHoan level 8,

39. HEAR (+)

e PJ: *sa?a (Ju. ca?d, Kx. cd ~ ¢, Kg. sd ~ ssd ~ ssaid ~ said, Gr. s324, OK. sda ~ saa, Ek. éa ~
ca?d). ¢ Preserved in all daughter dialects. Fluctuation between affricate (c-) and frica-
tive (s-) articulation is resolved in favor of the fricative articulation as original; affrica-
tivization probably occurs under the influence of the glottal stop, especially consider-
ing that the first half of the complex vowel sequence is frequently reduced or even
completely deleted in the actual articulation.

e {#Hoan: ca (C, G).

e Ju-fHoan: The forms are perfectly compatible (fHoan c- is a regular correspondence for
PJ *s-; lack of the glottal stop in $Hoan is the same as in ‘eye’ q.v.). ¢ HH: 23 (recon-
structed with *c-).

40. HEART (-)

o PJ: *kxa (Ju. 'kxd, Kx. la, Kg. 'kxd ~ Ixd, Gr. Isa, OK. kxa, Ek. 'kxd). 0 Preserved in all
daughter dialects. The velar affricate efflux is transcribed inconsistently in old sources,
but these inconsistencies are not enough to amend the reconstruction, based on mod-
ern data from Ju. and Ek. Most of the dialects also reflect polysemy ‘heart/inside’,
likely inherited from the PJ state.

e {Hoan: !q°0 (C, G).

e Ju-fHoan: There are no other plausible cases where P] *kx (either as a non-click pho-
neme or as a click efflux) could be correlated with Hoan *37; vocalic correspondences
cannot be properly resolved, either, implying that the two forms are not related.

41. HORN (+)

o PJ:*ha (Ju. M, Kx. lu: ~ i, Kg. i ~ i ~ Ixui, Gr. i, OK. "1, Ek. I"). 0 Preserved in all
daughter dialects. Doke's transcription of a retroflex click for the Grootfontein dialect,
instead of an alveolar one, is most likely erroneous, since it is not supported by any
data outside that source.

e {Hoan: "6 (G). ¢ Also attested in the reduplicated variant /"o-!"o.

e Ju-fHoan: A perfect etymological/lexicostatistical match with regular correspon-
dences. ¢ HH: 28.

42.1(+)

e PJ:*mi (Ju. mi, Kx. m ~ me ~ mi, Kg. m ~ mé ~ mi ~ mi, Gr. mi, OK. m ~ me ~ mi, Ek. mi ~ ma).
0 Preserved in all daughter dialects, along with the emphatic stem *mi-hi. A very rare
case of word-initial *m-, reliably reconstructed for the PJ level.

e iHoan: ma (C, G). ¢ Cf. also the possessive form: 2am ‘my’.

e Ju-fHoan: A clear match, although the vocalism remains unclear. Considering that
both mi and ma are encountered in Ek., partially distributed depending on syntactic
function (Konig & Heine 2001: 49), it is possible that both variants were already pre-
sent in Proto-Ju-$Hoan. ¢ HH: 14.

18 In [Sands, Honken 2014: 249] it is tentatively suggested that the $Hoan form may be related to X606 O’
‘louse’ as a loan. Despite the phonetic similarity (involving a relatively rarely encountered labial click), a semantic
shift from ‘head’ to ‘louse’ or vice versa is so completely unprecedented that the Ju-tHoan etymology must take
precedence here.
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43. KILL (+)

PJ: *t (Ju. /i, Kx. i, Kg. ling ~ M ~ iy ~ Ixi, Gr. "ii;, OK. !ii ~ Ixii, Ek. IMin ~ i),
0 Singular action stem; the corresponding plural action stem is harder to reconstruct,
since the two main attested forms, Ju. 20d (« */od, cf. Kx. [Pod id.) and Ek. [, do not
properly correspond to each other. Amendment of the reconstruction to */"uy (cf. the
variation in Ek.) is not out of the question, but on the whole, the correspondences seem
rather suggestive of a nasalized vowel as the original coda.

tHoan: "3 (G). ¢ Singular action stem; the plural correlate is 04a (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: Singular action stems correspond to each other precisely; their plural action

correlates seem to be less stable and are historically incompatible. ¢ HH: 19, 28.

44. KNEE (=)

PJ: *1x0a (Ju. Ixoa, Kx. lwa-[i, Kg. 16d ~ xdd, Gr. Ixwa, Ek. Ix0d). ¢ In OK., the only attested
equivalent for ‘knee’ is [om ~ gom (the second variant shows irregular click loss) =
Ek. ~/E)% ‘knee-cap’; this is possibly an archaic root with this meaning, whereas most of
the modern dialects use the compound form ‘knee-head’ (e.g. Ek. [xoa ’le; cf. also the
form in Kx.) instead.

tHoan: $"éme (C, G). ¢ Cf. also [Joam ‘to kneel’.

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical matches. However, the tHoan form is comparable to
Ju. #'0m ‘to kneel’ (no known parallels in other Ju dialects); discrepancies in vocalism
may imply that the $Hoan form is an old derivative from the verb ‘to kneel’ — *#"om-e
— #'®m-¢ with assimilation (of note is the ultra-low tonal characteristics in both lan-

guages).

45. KNOW (-)

PJ: *143 (Ju. I'4, Kg. 1@ ~ i, Gr. I*@). O This root is only preserved in the Southern dia-
lect cluster. Its main alternative is OK. fi, Ek. 2llehi ~ »[heéi ~ »[ihi, which corresponds to
the widespread (but not attested in Ju.) root *#ai (Snyman 1997: 94) that means ‘to be
able to, to know how (to do smth.)’ in several other dialects. This lexical distinction
may be set up for the PJ level (*/’t ‘to know smth.” — *#ai ‘to know how to do smth.’).
tHoan: ci (C, G). ¢ Probably the same word as ‘to see’ q.v.; distinct from *# ‘to know how’.
Ju-+Hoan: PJ *4ai is clearly the same root as tHoan o5, reflecting a common Proto-Ju-
tHoan root with the meaning ‘to be able, to know how’ (HH: 28). However, there are
no direct lexicostatistical matches for the required meaning ‘to know (smth.)’: {Hoan
has seemingly merged this meaning with ‘to see’, whereas PJ */”7 is either archaic or
may be itself borrowed from a Khoe source (cf. Proto-Khoe */77 ‘to know’).

46. LEAF (-)
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PJ: (?) *loa (Kg. fwd, Ek. 1d%). 0 The basic form for ‘leaf’ in Ek. corresponds to Ju. oa ‘wet
leaf’ (with a slight irregularity, since there is no pharyngealization in Ju.) and possibly
to OK. goa: ‘leaf’ with irregular click loss. The following alternate roots have been ex-
cluded from comparison for various reasons: (a) Ju. doa’ra, Kx. dora ‘leaf’; this is an
areal isogloss with Naro toa'ra ‘leaf’, a word that also lacks a proper Common Khoe
etymology and should probably be ascribed to some local substrate, affecting geogra-
phically contiguous areas occupied by Julhoan and Naro speakers; (b) Kg. ké'bbu,
Gr. Fiibii “leaf’ = Ju. fi?iibii ‘to come into leaf (vb.); leaf, cabbage (n.)’, a root that is hard
to separate from the phonetically similar /i?1bii ‘to swell, be bloated’ and whose pri-
mary meaning is most likely verbal.
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tHoan: 30'ba (C, G). ¢ Cf. Sasi do'Ba id., reflecting the original coronal articulation.
Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical matches. It is tempting to compare Ju. doa’ra with Sasi
do'Ba, since the first syllable of both words is identical (right down to the pharyngeal-
ized articulation of the vowel); however, the second syllable is a stark mismatch, and
given the observations about the areal connection between Julhoan and Naro, it is pos-
sible that the {Hoan form was borrowed separately from a distinct dialect of the same
substrate (e.g. if *do™ra and *do™-ba were morphologically different variants in these
dialects). In any case, unless more correspondences between nominal structures *CV-ra
and *CV-ba are discovered between Ju and $Hoan, it is premature to speak about
common inherited lexemes in this particular case. ¢ In HH: 19, the Ju-{Hoan match is
accepted, but no explanation is provided for the morphological differences, and the
areal distribution of the Ju form is not taken into account either.

47.LIE (-)

PJ: *$a (Ju. s, Kx. su ~ su, Kg. s1i ~ $u1, Gr. su:, OK. 11 ~ ¢u, Ek. su). 0 Singular action verb;
its plural action correlate is PJ *#a (Ju. {4, Ek. /la). Preserved in all daughter dialects.
tHoan: #qi?i (C, G). ¢ Singular action verb; plural action correlate is /g"iu.

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical matches. It is possible to compare tHoan /g"iu ‘to lie
(pl.y with PJ *"o ‘to sit (pl.)’ (q.v.), with a slight semantic shift and generally regular
phonetic correspondences; however, no clear etymological parallels for tHoan #4i?i
have been found in PJ.

48. LIVER (-)

PJ: *if (Ju. 1, Kx. ¢, Kg. ¢in, Gr. §1:, OK. ¢i, Ek. §77). 0 Preserved in all daughter dia-
lects. The correspondence between Ju. ¢(")- and Ek. s- is irregular, possibly reflecting a
specific development *¢- — s- before a syllabic nasal.

tHoan: kui (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or clearly defined etymological parallels.

49. LONG (-)

PJ: *ta?y (Ju. #a7i, Kx. [¢, Kg. fa?in ~ $a?y ~ [a?¥j, Gr. fa?y ~ $a2ay, Ek. [a?f). O Preserved in
the majority of daughter dialects; the only deviation is found in OK., where Bleek lists
fxana as the main equivalent for ‘long’ = Ju. txd “far’, perhaps with additional suffixa-
tion. Coda reconstruction is not entirely secure, but the presence of a segmental nasal
*-11 most certainly is.

tHoan: ¢a?a (C, G). ¢ Usually glossed as ‘tall’, but also as ‘long’ in Traill 1973: 30; there
is no reason to suspect any lexical differentiation between the two submeanings.
Ju-tHoan: No additional evidence has been uncovered so far for the possibility of click
affricativization *f — ¢ in tHoan, so the two forms have to be judged as incompatible.

50. LOUSE (+)

PJ: *¢»if) (Ju. ¢4, Ek. $77). O Attested only in modern sources, but well reconstructible for
PJ based on the Ju.-Ek. isogloss, although the voicing in Ek. is irregular (additional dia-
lectal forms in Snyman 1997 show that voiceless *c>- is primary).

tHoan: 71 (G). ¢ After Honken 1988: 64, cf. also c?i: in Traill 1973: 30.

Ju-tHoan: Both forms are perfectly compatible (see corr. #16 for the lack of the nasal
coda in tHoan).

37



George Starostin

51. MAN (-)

PJ: *»h6a (Ju. 1od, Kx. lwa, Kg. lii ~ I ~ luy ~ Ihii, OK. !i7). 0 In some dialects, the only
form attested in the meaning ‘man = male human being / husband’ is PJ */lo* (Gr. Jlo;,
Ek. [/Q); in Ju. and several other dialects, however, the two roots are well distinguished,
so that */”'64 has the more narrow meaning ‘male human being’ and */o” has the wider
meaning ‘male’ (including, or sometimes restricted to, male animals). This is likely to
have been the situation in PJ. Phonetically, the reconstruction */#6a is problematic; at-
tested variants presuppose at least four irreconcilable variants (Ju. ”0d, Kx. *!o4,
Kg. *!ii, OK. /Snyman/ !xii = Ek. /xiiii ‘’Xun person’). Mechanistically tracing them back
to four different proto-entries does not make sense; it is more likely that the Ju. variant
is the most archaic, whereas the old sources fail to properly transcribe aspiration.
As for the velar fricative efflux -x- in the Northern cluster, it may have appeared
secondarily through contamination with */xuni ‘to live, reside’ (cf. Ek. /xiinni, etc.).

W

Finally, worth noting is the suppletive plural form *[ae’ ‘men, males’: Ju. [la¢’, Gr. [Jai,
Ek. [ae.

tHoan: 23'r1-33 (C, G). 0 Suppletive plural: /10 ‘men’. The second part of this compound
by itself (34) is used in the meaning ‘husband’.

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or clearly defined etymological parallels.

52. MANY (=)

PJ: * (Ju. #1di, Kx. #1, Kg. #11 ~ xi ~ #xi, Gr. #1, OK. #'i ~ i ~ #1-#"1, Ek. IPt7). ¢ Preserved
in all daughter dialects. Click efflux is reconstructed as simple aspiration, despite the
(probably erroneous) transcription with a glottal stop in Doke's Grootfontein materi-
als. The original vowel is *-i, undergoing regular diphthongization in Ju.

tHoan: ki=30a (C, G). ¢ Cf. the form without the plural prefix in Traill 1973: 30:
3ua ~ 3id.

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical parallels, but PJ *#1 is cognate with $Hoan # ‘big’ q.v.

53. MEAT (=)

PJ: *1ha (Ju. I"d, Kx. "a: ~ ld ~ [|d: ~ fa, Kg. [Fd ~ [Fa ~ [Ja, Gr. Ihd ~ [la;, OK. [ta, Ek. [I'd).
0 Preserved in all daughter dialects; correspondences indicate an original retroflex
click, still preserved in the Grootfontein dialect.

tHoan: [lae’ (C, G). ¢ Cf. also [a: ‘animal’ (Traill 1973: 29): possibly the same root or
even the same word (mistranscribed?), considering the natural polysemy ‘meat/ani-
mal’ in South African languages.

Ju-tHoan: In HH: 14, the {Hoan form is compared with Ju. [a?é ‘to slaughter; to cut
meat’; this is acceptable if the $Hoan noun originally meant something like ‘stripe/
slice of meat’, i.e. represented a nominalization of the original verb. However, this is
obviously not a lexicostatistical match.

54. MOON (=)
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PJ: *Mtai (Ju. liid, Kx. hwi, Kg. Jwi ~ wéi ~fwi, Gr. i, OK. Jwi ~ Jwe, Ek. [iii). ¢ Preserved in
all daughter dialects. Correspondences clearly indicate a retroflex click in PJ.

tHoan: {ibi (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical parallels. However, the Hoan form is comparable with
Ju. fa%abeé ‘shiny’; all correspondences are recurrent (for the possible assimilative de-
velopment *CaCI — CiCI in Hoan, see ‘knee / to kneel’ above plus additional exam-
ples, e.g. $Hoan #ibi ‘dove’ = Ju. #di-#dbi id., #Hoan [i?ni ‘to refuse’ = Ju. Jani ‘to dissuade’,
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corr. #1b), and the semantic shift from ‘to shine, shiny’ to ‘moon’ belongs to the trivial
type. This would imply that the PJ equivalent for ‘moon’ may be more archaic. An al-
ternate (but, it must be noted, not necessarily mutually exclusive) comparison for Ju.
#i%abe is tHoan #a'?nna ‘white’ q.v.

55. MOUNTAIN (-)

PJ: *1om (Ju. Tom, Kx. lum, Kg. lum, Gr. zm, OK. lum, Ek. ?!N(‘)n'i). O Preserved in all
daughter dialects. There is, however, an unresolved problem connected with the
polysemy ‘stone/mountain’. Both of the major sources on Ekoka (Konig & Heine 2008;
Heikkinen 1986) agree that this word, glossed as ‘hill’, is pronounced with a pre-
glottalized nasal click rather than the regular nasal click, while ‘stone’ just has the
regular nasal click — i.e. that we are dealing with two different roots. This is a very odd
observation, considering the frequent and natural character of the ‘stone/mountain’
polysemy in African (and world) languages and, at the same time, the impossibility to
explain this difference in terms of morphological derivation. It may be further noted
that C. Doke also marks a difference between the two words, but in his notation it is
purely tonal (.’Ni‘i:m ‘mountain’ vs. lii:m ‘stone’), and while such a differentiation may be
easier to explain in terms of historical derivation (tonal alternations actually exist in Ju),
it can hardly be correlated with the difference in click effluxes as observed in Ekoka.
Naturally, since Ekoka is the only dialect in which the difference between the two
types of nasal clicks has been systematically observed and notated, in all the other dia-
lects *Iom ‘mountain’ and *fom ‘stone’ would be expected to look completely identical.
tHoan: !"u (C).

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological parallels.

56. MOUTH ()

PJ: *¢i (Ju. cf, Kx. ci ~ ci;, Kg. ci ~ ci, Gr. c’t;, OK. ci ~ ct;, Ek. &1). ¢ Preserved in all
daughter dialects.

$Hoan: $1: (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: Although the basic consonantal structures (as well as the main vowel) for
both forms are perfectly compatible, and nasalization in $Hoan is negligible, proper
common etymologization is seriously hampered by the fact that PJ *c- would be ex-
pected to correspond to fHoan ¢»- rather than s- (see ‘sleep’, ‘tooth’), whereas Hoan $-,
in turn, corresponds to either PJ *s- or a retroflex click, but not *c>-. The only way to
circumvent this issue would be to set up a more complex protoform, e.g. *si?i, with an
irregular (or a contextually unique) reduction + affricativization — *sa’i — *c»i in PJ and
contraction + palatalization — *si: — §i: in fHoan. Whether this scenario can be plausi-
bly justified remains to be seen; however, it is not out of the question, and given the
undeniable phonetic similarity between the two words, we can count this entry as a
potential «weak» match.

57. NAME (+)

PJ: *ta (Ju. 4, Kx. i ~ "1, Kg. lu ~ Ii ~ 1i, Gr. [0, OK. i, Ek. !1). ¢ Preserved in all
daughter dialects. Unexpected dental (rather than alveolar) click transcription in
Doke's Grootfontein data might simply be a misprint.

tHoan: !0 (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: A perfect etymological and lexicostatistical match. ¢ HH: 17, 25 (reconstructed
with the dipthong *ou to reflect the regular correspondence between Ju *u and $Hoan o).
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58. NECK (-)

e PJ: *Mani (Ju. a1, Kx. /éi, Kg. [lan ~ @iy, Gr. llan, OK. [dn, Ek. [dn). O Preserved in all
daughter dialects. Retroflex click securely reconstructed, based on regular correspon-
dences between Ju. Gr., and Ek. Coda correspondences fall under the recurrent
pattern «Ju. -ai ~ -aii : Ek. -an» that we provisionally mark as reflecting PJ *-ani and
*-anu respectively.

e {Hoan: ¢"yia ~ ¢"a (C, G).

e Ju-fHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological parallels.

59. NEW (+)

o PJ:*ze (Ju.zé ~ zai® Kx. zé, Kg. ze-ma, Gr. ze;, OK. 3¢, Ek. 3¢he). ¢ Preserved in all daugh-
ter dialects. Correspondences are mostly regular and trivial, with the exception of the
tonal pattern that ranges from simple rising in Ju. to ultra-low in Ek. It is not quite
clear if the Ju. form zaf', with a dipthong and pharyngealization, is merely a dialectal
variant or a different root.

e {Hoan: za (C, G).

e Ju-fHoan: An acceptable lexicostatistical match. The vocalic correspondence between
PJ *e and $Hoan a (rather than e or i) is almost unique, but it should be noted that mo-
nophthongic *e is very rare in PJ, and examples of PJ-tHoan matches where it is pre-
sent are even more scarce; for possible confirmation of regularity, cf. P] *h=e — $Hoan
ha ‘this’ q.v., PJ] *ge ‘to stay /in a place/’ — $Hoan ga ‘to rise /pl./” (although the latter
example is semantically questionable). Additionally, it is not excluded that PJ *3¢ «
*3a-1 with suffixation (cf. in that respect the odd variant zaf in Ju.).

60. NIGHT (-)
o PI:*|a (Ju. [, Kx. Ju ~ [u: ~ [, Kg. [ii ~ [u, Gr. [ii;, OK. [ii, Ek. [i7). 0 Preserved in all daugh-
ter dialects.
e {Hoan: c"do (C, G).
e Ju-fHoan: No lexicostatistical matches. Cf., perhaps, $Hoan [u (C) ‘yesterday’ as a pos-
sible etymological match for the PJ form (although the semantic link is problematic).

61. NOSE (-)

o PJ: *ckxtn (Ju. cil, Kx. ¢, Kg. s:ii ~ cil ~ can ~ cdil, Gr. c7il, OK. cun ~ cdn ~ ¢n, Ek. ckxdn ~
). ¢ Preserved in all daughter dialects; however, correspondences here are rare and
complex. In the initial position, Ek. and some other dialects point to an original affri-
cate cluster *ckx- that must have been phonologically opposed to the simple glottalized
affricate *¢>- in PJ. The coda contains a velar nasal, presumably with a preceding labial
vowel (reflecting the correspondence «Ju. -ii : Ek. -(a)y»), although this particular part
of the reconstruction is provisional.

e #Hoan: !q70 (C, G).

¢ Ju-fHoan: Despite some phonetic similarity between the two forms (vocalism, glottalic
articulation, etc.), there is no evidence to support click loss in PJ (or secondary click
formation in $Hoan).

62. NOT (+)
e PJ: *|oa (Ju. [od, Kx. fwa ~ [ua: ~ |4, Kg. [iid ~ [ii, OK. fwa ~ [we ~ [wi ~ kwé ~ kwi, Ek. [0d).
0 Preserved in all daughter dialects. Note irregular click loss in some OK. subdialects,
possibly caused by frequent usage of this auxiliary morpheme.
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$Hoan: "0 ~ ["026 (C, G). ¢ The Sasi form is recorded as ii:.

Ju-tHoan: Although correspondences between click effluxes are clearly irregular, un-
explained fluctuation is already observable on the synchronic level within $Hoan itself;
taking into consideration the auxiliary (grammatical) function of this negative particle,
making it more prone to various irregular developments (e.g. of an assimilative na-
ture, or resulting from undetected contractions with other auxiliary morphemes, etc.),
we tentatively count this pair, reduced to the basic shape */U-, as an etymological and
lexicostatistical match.

63. ONE (+)

PJ: *[e2e (Ju. [e?%é, Kx. Je ~ Jeé, Kg. Jeé, Gr. yPé, OK. Jé, Ek. Je?e ~ [¢). O Preserved in all
daughter dialects.

tHoan: 0u (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: Despite apparent phonetic dissimilarity, correspondences between these
two items are actually quite regular: #Hoan 0 is a perfect match for PJ *] and differ-
ences in vocalism are explained by the general labialization of vowels in $Hoan after a
labial click (actually, this is the same correspondence as in ‘head’ q.v.).

64. PERSON (=)

PJ: *5u (Ju. Zu, Kx. Zu, Kg. Zii ~ 51, OK. 5u ~ Zu). ¢ This is one of the few Ju words that
may have relied on tonal alternations to form the plural, something that is still pre-
served in modern Ju. (pl. Zi); cf., however, such plural forms as Kx. Zu:-si, Kg. Zu:-siy,
indicating productive analogical reformation in various dialects. The word occasion-
ally gets lost or semantically shifted: cf. Gr. ati ‘person’ (an unclear replacement, seem-
ingly of non-native origin due to its violation of standard Ju phonotactics; in the plural
number, however, the old word is still retained as zii: ~ 51 “people’); Ek. Ixitil ‘persor’,
with the old word 3ii apparently shifting to the pronominal meaning ‘we /excl./”. Spe-
cial mention must be made of the compound form *3511-/"44, lit. ‘true person’, denoting
North Khoisan-speaking people; given its presence in both Ju. and Ek., it is reconstruc-
tible for P] as an archaic ethnic self-designation.

tHoan: 2am-koze (G). ¢ Clearly a compound; second part may be a general morpheme
for denoting people (cf. li"kore ‘Bushman’) and is possibly of Central Khoisan origin
(cf. Proto-Khoe *k"oe ‘person’). The first part, however, cannot be explained away as a
borrowing. Suppletive plural: coo-/a?e ‘people’ (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical matches. In Ju., the word #am means ‘south’; this agrees
with the etymology of the exoethnonym ‘¢Hoan’ (= !X060 #4"id ‘south’) and formally
permits to reconstruct Proto-Ju-tHoan *fam ‘South’. If so, the Ju equivalent for ‘person’
is probably more archaic, which is made even more likely by its non-trivial paradig-
matic features (tonal alternation as a grammatical means). Unfortunately, regular cor-
respondences to P] *3- in fHoan remain unknown, so the word *3u could be compared
to either (a) tHoan ¢o0- in ¢oo-!a?e ‘people’ (where the second component is an addi-
tional plural marker) or (b) Hoan Za ‘husband’. Comparison (b) is more phonetically
similar in respect to consonantism, but not vocalism; comparison (a) is cumulatively
better both phonetically and semantically, but would still need to be confirmed by fur-
ther examples. In the absence of contradictory cases, we may still count it as a tentative
etymological match.
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65. RAIN (-)

PJ: *11a (Ju. la, Kx. la, Kg. [Ja ~ lla, Gr. njlla, OK. [la ~ [Ja ~ ga:, Ek. [a). 0 Preserved in all
daughter dialects. For future purposes (such as tracing various morphophonological
processes in the history of Khoisan linguistic lineages), it is perhaps worth noticing the
similarity with *li ‘water’ (see below), although the two roots were clearly distinct
even on the PJ level.

tHoan: ¢o?a (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological parallels.

66. RED (+)

PJ: *13 ~ *lae (Ju. la;, Kx. la, Kg. ld ~ Ia, Gr. la?d, OK. lai, Ek. lae). 0 Preserved in all daugh-
ter dialects. However, while the Northern dialect cluster points to PJ *lze, the rest of the
dialects rather agree on P] */i. This may be interpreted either as a rare, non-trivial
combination of features (e.g. some special nasalized diphthong), or, more likely, as
two morphological variants, indicating that the original root was simply */a- and that it
became fused with two different suffixal extensions (*/a-e vs. *la-N).

tHoan: !a?a (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: A perfect lexicostatistical and etymological match, especially if we interpret
internal Ju evidence as reflecting original *la-. For the correspondence between PJ]
voiced and $Hoan voiceless effluxes, see corr. #38a.

67. ROAD (?)

PJ: *ha (Ju. #1a ‘path’, Kx. [az, Kg. #'a, OK. [a:, Ek. #%4). 0 This is almost certainly the origi-
nal PJ root denoting the default means of getting from one place to another (Dorothea
Bleek seems to have mistranscribed a dental click for both Kx. and OK. instead of pala-
tal articulation — a rather common error in her records). For modern languages, dic-
tionaries occasionally observe lexicalized oppositions between the older ‘path’ and the
more recent ‘road’ (= ‘enlarged path between settlements’), cf. Ju. fama (no etymology);
Kg. kii, Ek. kithti (originally, perhaps, = ‘footprint’, as this meaning is also attested for
Kg.). Such oppositions are likely to reflect quite recent developments.

tHoan: 3éo0 (C, G) <« *dao. ¢ The more archaic form ddo is still preserved in the Sasi
dialect.

Ju-tHoan: $Hoan *dao ‘path, road’ is phonetically identical with X606 dao and, further
still, with Proto-Khoe *dao ‘road’; this is an areal word, ultimately of Khoe origin, that
has replaced the original fHoan term for this Swadesh meaning and must be excluded
from lexicostatistical comparison.

68. ROOT (-)
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PJ: (?) *lani (Ju. lini, Kx. /a7). ¢ This Swadesh meaning is unstable in Ju, and semantic
reconstruction is hindered by inadequacy of existing semantic descriptions. An alter-
nate candidate for PJ status is the root *[ari, cf. Ek. [ali ‘root; handle’, OK. [ale ~ [jare
‘branch (?); root fibre’, Kx. [lari ‘root fibre’, Kg. [eri ‘root fibre’, Ju. [ari ‘root’ (copied by
Dickens from the earlier dictionary of J. Snyman); it is, however, seen here that most of
the old sources have it in the specific meaning ‘root fibre’, so it is unclear if it should be
properly eligible for straightforward semantic comparison. Cf. also Kg. /ubbe ‘root’, of
unclear origin, perhaps = Ju. /1ibé ‘species of shrub’. We very tentatively go along with
Dickens' data on Ju., setting up *lani (or *lani, since diagnostic parallels in Northern
dialects are lacking) as the potential protoform.
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tHoan: !g-ai (C). ¢ Since the form is not attested in texts, it is not clear whether this is
truly the generic term for ‘root’ in the language. Cf. other attested terms meaning ‘a
kind of root’, e. g. lone, [[cama etc.

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological parallels.

69. ROUND (?)

This meaning is almost never attested in any of the available lexicographic sources on
either Ju or {Hoan languages; the very concept of ‘roundness’ of an object is seemingly
not inherent to these lineages, aside from a few very recent borrowings.

70. SAND (?)

PJ: *kxa. ¢ Same word as ‘earth’ q.v.
tHoan: Not attested. Possibly also same word as ‘earth’.

71. SAY (+)

PJ: *ko (Ju. ko, OK. ka ~ ke, Ek. koe ~ kweé ~ kiiya). ¢ Reconstructed based on the isogloss
between OK. and Ek.; original root vocalism is not quite certain due to elements of suf-
fixation in daughter dialects (cf. ka ~ ke in OK.). Another technically possible candidate
is recorded in older sources: Kx. o=kxwi, Kg. o=kxwi ~ o=kxwi, Gr. o=kxwti:. It is a trans-
parent compound from PJ *o ‘to do, make’ + PJ *kxuii, and both for Ju. and Ek. it is
translated as ‘speak, talk (about smth.)’ rather than ‘say (smth. specific)’. Furthermore,
Dickens even assigns the morpheme kxii a pronominal rather than verbal meaning:
‘be thus, be so (e. g. of the sound, sight or way of doing something)’, although a more
detailed analysis of contexts is needed to clarify the situation.

tHoan: ki?1 (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: PJ *ko and $Hoan ki?7 constitute formal consonantal class matches, but root
vowel correspondences are highly irregular. Despite this, we may count the pair as a
«weak» etymological match, due to the semi-auxiliary nature of the word and, conse-
quently, the possibility of undetected suffixes or enclitics to influence its vocalism in
either of the two compared taxa.

72. SEE (+)

PJ: *sén ~ *hén (Kx. se: ~ se;, Kg. s:iny, Gr. sn, OK. siy ~ sin ~ siiy ~ hy, Ek. hyj ~ hi ~ $7).
0 For Ju. proper, Dickens translates the cognate form sé as ‘to look (at), look after,
investigate’, while reserving the meaning ‘to see’ for Ju. ho < PJ *ho(o) ‘to find’
(cf. Ek. ho-ho id.). Phonological reconstruction is problematic. Ju. and Kx. drop the na-
sal part of the coda in this root just as they do for the verb ‘to drink’ q.v., for not quite
clear reasons; nevertheless, most of the dialects, including additional data from Sny-
man's general survey, confirm original *-#. Vocalism is tentatively reconstructed as *-e-
based on Ju. data (in most dialects the two codas, -ixy and -er, seem to have merged).
Initial *s- is occasionally found lenited to h-; this either means a unique positional de-
velopment before a syllabic nasal, or reflects an original aspirated *s"- (not enough data
to reach a definite conclusion).

tHoan: ci (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: A solid lexicostatistical and etymological match; correspondences are regu-
lar (for PJ] *s : fHoan *c, see ‘hear’; deletion of velar nasal coda in tHoan is all-
pervasive, see corr. #16).
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73. SEED (?)

e PJ: (?) *!6 (OK. /3, Ek. /6). ¢ Outside the Northern branch, this word is elicited as Ju. /6
‘pip’, confirming PJ reconstructibility with a highly natural semantic narrowing in Ju.
On the other hand, Ju. [a?i ‘seed, kernel, marrow’, with the former meaning more pre-
cisely expressed by the compound [xara-[li?4 ‘plant seed’, corresponds to Ek. [i?4 ‘bone
marrow’, suggesting a more general/abstract semantics of ‘pith, core substance’ for the
protolevel. In older sources, the meaning is attested quite poorly.

e iHoan: (?) luru: (T). ¢ Attested only in Traill 1973. Unreliable.

e Ju-fHoan: It is preferable to exclude this word from comparison, since P] reconstruc-
tion is not particularly secure, and neither is the {Hoan entry. The Swadesh meaning
‘seed’ (as a general term) is quite unstable in Ju-Taa languages on the whole.

74. SIT (+)

e PJ. *7TVI') (u. dy, Kx. [i ~ i, Kg. [ ~ [i ~ in-a, Gr. Jii;, OK. [y ~ Jii, Ek. 11}i}). O Preserved in all
daughter dialects. Northern forms indicate an original preglottalized nasal click
(cf. also the variants »fiy /Western/, [i /Eastern/ in Heikkinen 1986: 23). Coda is proba-
bly the same as in ‘blood’ q.v. Singular action form; the corresponding plural stem is
PJ *I'o (Ju. "o, Ek. "o, Kx. oz, OK. /o, etc.).

e #Hoan: *[a (C, G). 0 Suppletive plural action form: ki=[jz (C, G).

e Ju-fHoan: A perfect lexicostatistical match; note the corresponding preglottalized nasal
clicks. The plural action stems, however, do not correspond to each other and cannot
be etymologized on a mutual basis. ¢ HH: 21, 28.

75. SKIN (-)

e PJ:*[6 (Ju. 6, Kx. o, Kg. b~ o ~ Bwa ~ [6i, Gr. Jo: ~ Jowa, OK. Jo ~ |6, Ek. Jo). 0 Preserved in
all daughter dialects. Correspondences are regular. Some old sources seem to reflect an
additional suffixal variant *Jo-a (or Jo-ba?) that is not confirmed in more recently tran-
scribed material.

e {Hoan: ¢u (C, G).

e Ju-fHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological parallels. Of note, perhaps, is the com-
plete segmental correlation between tHoan ¢ ‘skin’ and PJ *¢>u ‘house’, but since tra-
ditional San houses are made of branches and reeds rather than animal skins, the con-
nection is highly dubious on semantic grounds.

76. SLEEP (+)
e PJ:*cra (Ju. cd, Kx. cd ~ craz, Kg. ca ~ cd, Gr. czaz, OK. c2a ~ ca, Ek. ¢7d). ¢ Correspondences
are regular and trivial, including the development *c>- — ¢- in Ekoka.
e {Hoan: c’a (C, G). 0 HH: 21, 23.
e Ju-fHoan: A phonetically perfect lexicostatistical match. See corr. #18 for lack of nasali-
zation in fHoan.

77.SMALL (=)
e PJ: *ce ~ *cre-ma (Ju. c¢/-mal/, Kx. ce-ma ~ ce-ma, Kg. cé-ma ~ cé:e-ma, Gr. cre:-ma, OK. ce:-ma,
Ek. &e-ma. ¢ In Ju., the simple form c? is used after nouns with diminutive suffixes
(e.g. Cru-ma c?é ‘small house’); the compound form ce-ma (where -ma itself is a diminu-
tive suffix) is used more frequently. Considering the data from the rest of the dialects,
this situation is reconstructible for the PJ level, i.e. the PJ root *c7e must have been most
frequently used with the diminutive suffix *-ma. There is also no solid evidence for *ma
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having ever functioned as an independent adjective ‘small’ on the same chronological
level (some old sources list ma ‘small’ as a separate word, but textual examples always
show it as a diminutive suffix, appended to nominal roots).

tHoan: |x-ti (C, G). ¢ Glossed as ‘narrow’ in some sources, but cf. téma-si [xiii ‘the dog
is small’, etc. (hardly ‘narrow’). Of special note is the common diminutive suffix -si
(C, G), as well as zina (Sasi dana) ‘small /child/ (used primarily in the submeaning
‘young’, but also seemingly attested in auxiliary functions, cf. Sasi dana-si ‘a little’).
Ju-tHoan: No direct lexicostatistical matches. However, fHoan [x7iii may be tentatively
compared with Ju. 0?7, Kg. [wi ‘thin (e.g. of paper)’, even though the click efflux corre-
spondences are irregular; it is possible to suggest some rare type of dissimilation
(e.g. *lx2u?i — [u?i in PJ) to get past this obstacle. Likewise, it is not excluded that P] *cze
is the same morpheme as the diminutive suffix -si in $Hoan, but this also requires ex-
plaining an irregular correspondence (lenition due to the shifted clitical/suffixal status
of the morpheme?). At least one of these etymologizations has a good chance of being
correct, so we accept the situation as reflecting a «partial» match.

78. SMOKE (=)

PJ: *$0re ~ *sora (Ju. Sora, Kx. sore ~ Sori, Kg. sorre ~ Sure, Gr. so;ri, Ek. sulé). O Preserved
in most daughter dialects; only for OK. Bleek lists the form [onu, of unclear origin
(the original root is still preserved as cule ~ ¢uli ‘tobacco, snuff’). Correspondences are
largely trivial, except for the unclear vocalic variation in the second syllable (cf. also
Ju. soro ‘tobacco’, with yet another variant).

tHoan: 30€' (H&H) < *doe'.

Ju-Hoan: The $Hoan form corresponds precisely to Ju. do¢' ‘to smoke out (bees),
to make someone inhale smoke for medicinal purposes, etc.’. Since the overall seman-
tics of the Ju. word may be generalized as ‘to make use of smoke’, zero-derivation of
this verb from an original noun ‘smoke’ seems far more likely than the opposite sce-
nario, in which case PJ *$6rV should be understood as an innovation (could ‘“tobacco’
actually be the original meaning here?). 0 HH: 14, 22.

79. STAND (=)

PJ: *[o/Ti (Ju. li, Kx. I, Kg. I ~Tg~ fﬁij—a, OK. lwa ~ Ia, Ek. lii ~ ffl). O Preserved in all
daughter dialects. The Ek. form is listed as ~/ii (Western dialect) vs. ii (Eastern dialect)
in Heikkinen 1986: 25, conflicting with Konig & Heine's transcription of a simple nasal-
ized click and impeding a precise reconstruction. Note that this is the singular subject
action verb; the corresponding suppletive plural stem is PJ *[a (Ju. Ja, Ek. [a, etc.).
tHoan: i (C, G). Suppletive plural action form: [/ (ibid.).

Ju-tHoan: This is a rare situation where a precise etymological match may be set up for
the plural action stem (PJ] *[la = tHoan [/d), but not for the singular one: despite a certain
degree of phonetic similarity, discrepancies between click effluxes and codas remain
unexplainable (the vowel at least could be explained away as extra suffixation, but the
total lack of nasality in the $Hoan form is a grave problem that prevents common ety-
mologization of both items). ¢ HH: 21, 27 (plural action stem).

80. STAR (+)

PJ: *it (Ju. #ii", Kx. $0¢, Kg. #6 ~ #ii, Gr. #uy, OK. #il ~ 3 ~ lil, Ek. lii. 0 Preserved in all
daughter dialects.
tHoan: $6 (C, G). 0 Recorded as #ii for the Sasi dialect.
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Ju-tHoan: A perfect lexicostatistical match with fully regular correspondences.
0 HH: 19, 25.

81. STONE (=)

PJ: *Iom ~ *lum (Ju. Tom, Kx. lum, Kg. Tum ~ lom, Gr. luzm, OK. lum, Ek. In1 ~ lunr ~ .7(317‘1).
0 Preserved in all daughter dialects. See notes on ‘mountain’ for a possible lexical dis-
tinction between it and ‘stone’.

tHoan: ||"0a* (C, G).

Ju-#Hoan: The $Hoan form is compared by Heine and Honken with Ju. [0%74 ‘stone used
to stroke the shaft of an arrow in order to straighten it’; word-initial correspondences are
not perfectly regular, but may point to a complex click efflux (*[-) with different paths
of simplification in both branches. For semantics, cf. also the Ju. compound form o%a-
laé ‘stony veld’, indicating that ‘stone’ (neutral/generic) may have been the original

meaning. PJ *or ~ *liiri1, on the other hand, finds no etymological parallels in $Hoan.

82. SUN (-)

PJ: *lam (Ju. am, Kx. [am, Kg. [am, Gr. [izm, OK. [am). ¢ The situation with this root is
somewhat complicated from an areal perspective. In Ek., [im is only attested in the
meaning ‘day, hour’ (Konig & Heine 2008: 73), while the standard equivalent for ‘sun’
is gao ~ ga?0. This looks suspicious in light of the existence of Proto-Khoe */dri1 ‘sun’
(Vossen 1997: 492), which could theoretically be borrowed into the far younger PJ or
into individual Ju dialects already post-separation. However, a more scrupulous
analysis reveals that: (a) within Khoekhoe — the subgroup of Khoe that includes
Nama and serves as the most common source for recent Khoe borrowings into Ju, the
actual term for ‘sun’ is *sore-; (b) the general distribution very clearly speaks in favor of
Proto-Ju status of *[iri1, regardless of whether its further connections with Khoe are
horizontal or vertical; (c) Ek. gao is quite likely related to Ju. ga?ird, glossed as ‘to drink
too little to quench one's thirst’ (Dickens 1994: 200), i. e. basically ‘(still) be thirsty’, im-
plying that ‘thirst’ might be the original meaning for this root (the semantic shift
‘thirst’ — ‘sun’ is unusual, but not impossible considering the widespread polysemy
‘sun/thirst’ in the San area. It seems that there are no clinching arguments at the mo-
ment to prove that PJ */im was borrowed from Khoe, or vice versa.

tHoan: ¢-a (C, G). ¢ With polysemy: ‘sun/day’.

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological parallels.

83. SWIM (?)

Y

PJ: *dom ~ *dum (Kg. duriim, Ek. d"on1). O This root, found in at least two different sub-
groups of Ju, is also attested in various water-related meanings, such as ‘wash’, ‘bathe’,
even ‘shelter from rain’. Other dialects all show their own individual equivalents for
the meaning ‘swim’, e.g. Ju. ¥xa (no etymology); OK. Hva ~ Ioba (meaning given by
D. Bleek as ‘to row across, swim across’). As with other San groups, the concept of
‘swimming’ is clearly not basic enough in Ju due to natural constraints.

tHoan: Not attested.

84. TAIL ()
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PJ: *!'xoe (Ju. !xui, Kx. "wi ~ twi, Kg. [fwé ~ hwé ~ [kxwe ~ [kxwé, OK. [wé, Ek. [[xoe).
0 Preserved in all daughter dialects. Click correspondences clearly indicate original
retroflex articulation.
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tHoan: Oxu1 (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: PJ and $tHoan forms perfectly match each other in everything (even tone!)
except for the most important segment — the regular correspondence for tHoan 0- in
Ju is [- rather than /. Strictly speaking, this should invalidate the comparison (it is not
found, for instance, in Heine & Honken's list of comparanda), but since the discrep-
ancy concerns a rare type of click phonation that is absent in Ju languages altogether,
itis not 100% certain that PJ *- : Hoan 0O- exhausts all possible types of corres-
pondences before a complete list of parallels, based on a representative $Hoan diction-
ary, is presented. For now, it cannot be ruled out that {Hoan 0- is an innovation rather
than an archaism (for instance, caused by labialization of the click efflux in certain con-
texts before labial vowels), which means that, in theory, - could correspond to more
than one click type in Ju. Taking this into consideration, we may define this pairing as
a potential match™.

85. THAT (+)

PJ: *to?a ~ *ndo?a (Ju. to7a, Kg. dod, OK. doa, Ek. ndu?a ~ ndo?a ~ tu?a ~ to?a). ¢ Since
word-initial nasal clusters are generally prohibited in Ju, the variation t- ~ d- ~ nd-
must probably result from morphemic contraction: it is reasonable to assume that *to-
represents the original root, while ndo- ~ do- are variants with an additional preposed
deictic morpheme (< *NV-to- ~ *VN-t0?). Final -4 is a general relative morpheme.
tHoan: ¢oa (C, G). ¢ The more archaic variant toa is preserved in the Sasi dialect
(Collins & Gruber 2014: 40).

Ju-tHoan: A perfect lexicostatistical match. fHoan shows no signs of voicing or nasali-
zation as seen in Ju dialects, indirectly confirming that these variants are secondary.

86. THIS (<)

PJ: (A) *e (Ju. =¢, Kg. e ~ éxya, Ek. ¢); (B) *n (OK. 5, Ek. 7j5)). ¢ Ekoka is the only Ju dialect
in which both of these simple morphemes are attested: according to Konig & Heine, 77
“refers to objects close to the speaker or deictic centre” as well as ¢, but ¢ “has a con-
trastive function (‘this, rather than any other one’)” (Konig & Heine 2001: 64-65). Even
if this opposition is not confirmed beyond the Northern cluster, both pronominal
forms look sufficiently archaic to suggest that it may have been inherited from PJ, with
South-Central dialects simplifying it in favor of *e (at least in Ju.: the situation with the
other dialects remains insufficiently well described).

tHoan: ha (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: Despite some phonetic similarity (mostly in terms of root structure), it is not
easy to trace PJ *e and $Hoan hi back to a single protoform. However, the vocalic cor-
respondence is not unique (corr. #6), and tHoan /- may theoretically be equated with
the Ju class prefix k= that typically precedes the pronominal morpheme (h=é ‘this’ for
classes 1-4, opposed to k=¢ ‘this’ for class 5).

9 In a recent presentation, Sands (2018) mentions this parallel together with an additional possible example

(Ju la* ‘burp’ : {Hoan @Qau’ ‘heartburn’) as possible evidence for a special series of labio-velar clicks in Proto-Ju-

$Hoan. This actually echoes an earlier idea suggested in Starostin 2008: 358 («...some old influencing factor, for in-

stance, a particular type of labial articulation after the click (either the click itself or the following vowel could be

strongly labialized)»). However, due to the relative scarceness of evidence and lack of local typological support for

separate labiovelarized clicks the suggestion remains somewhat speculative for now.
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87. THOU (-)

PJ: *a (Ju. a, Kx. a-hi, Kg. a ~ 4, Gr. a;, OK. a ~ a-hi, Ek. a). 0 Preserved in all dialects, be-
ing encountered either as a simple monophonemic variant or in the emphatic variant
*a-hn ~ *a-hi. Curiously, in a few dialects an additional variant with an extra labial
phoneme is attested: (a) for Kg., Bleek lists a special subject form m?a, distinguishing it
from the more common object and possessive form g; (b) for Ek., Konig & Heine list a
special subject form ba, especially in sentence-internal position. These phenomena
most likely have a common origin, but the exact provenance of this labial prefix and its
shape in PJ remain to be clarified.

tHoan: u (C, G). ¢ In the Sasi dialect, there is also an additional “in-focus” form bu ~ bii:
(Collins & Gruber 2014: 77).

Ju-tHoan: Unlike the 1st p. sg. pronoun, forms for the 2nd p. sg. pronoun in Ju and
tHoan cannot be reconciled with each other. The situation could make sense from a
more comprehensive perspective that also includes !Ui-Taa (South Khoisan) languages
as part of the same family: considering that the system there is reconstructible as
*a ‘thou’ (sg.) vs. *u ‘you’ (pl.), it is likely that Ju has preserved the original singular
form, whereas tHoan may have replaced it with the original plural. However, this so-
lution formally lies beyond the scope of this binary analysis. It is also curious to note
the similarity of the b- “in-focus” Sasi prefix to the m- ~ b- subject prefix in certain Ju
dialects, even if the prefixes in question are joined to different root morphemes.

88. TONGUE ()

PJ: *Thari (Ju. dhari, Kx. tari, Kg. térri, Gr. nthdli, OK. tali, Ek. dhali). 0 Preserved in all
daughter dialects. Correspondences between the initial consonant show irregular fluc-
tuation of laryngeal features, including even a completely unexpected and very rare
case of prenasalization in Gr., as recorded by Doke. This is consistent with the typo-
logically aberrant (both for Africa and other world areas) phonetic behavior of the
word ‘tongue’, reflecting an odd phonosemantic phenomenon that is difficult to ex-
plain in historical terms.

tHoan: cela (C, G), cica: (SH). ¢ Recorded as cala in the Sasi dialect.

Ju-tHoan: Judgement on whether PJ *Thari and $Hoan cela are cognate or not has to be
postponed. On one hand, the correspondences are notably irregular, since {Hoan c-
(rather than ¢- < *t-) is always found in roots where PJ has affricates or sibilants (see
‘hear’, ‘see’ on this list); vocalic patterns do not present a clear match, either. On the
other hand, since the word-initial consonant or cluster in PJ remains altogether un-
clear, and since the word ‘tongue’ tends to behave irregularly in Khoisan languages on
the whole, unique historical developments in this case seem highly likely; probability
of cognacy is weak, but should not be ruled out.

89. TOOTH (+)

PJ: *crau (Ju. cran, Kx. coou ~ cou ~ cau, Kg. c:au ~ can, Gr. cdiiz, OK. cau, Ek. ¢240). ¢ Pre-
served in all daughter dialects.

tHoan: c»iu (C, G), c»iut (SH). ¢ Plural form: ¢2¢6 (G), c?a0-ga (SH). Recorded as c7iu in
the Sasi dialect.

Ju-tHoan: A perfect lexicostatistical match with trivial correspondences. ¢ HH: 17, 23.

90. TREE (-)
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PJ: *hani (Ju. lar", Kx. lai, Kg. ldn ~ ldy-a ~ ldi ~ lay, Gr. lay, OK. [dii ~ 1d ~ ¢dil, Ek. lahij ~
I"af). O Preserved in all daughter dialects. However, phonetic correspondences here



Lexicostatistical Studies in Khoisan I: The Ju-{Hoan Relationship

are complex and, in some aspects, unique. The basic structure of the word is more or
less the same as in ‘neck’ q.v., which is reflected in the reconstruction of the coda *-axi
for both items. Seemingly random fluctuations are, however, observed in click efflux
articulation (ranging from simple velar release to prevoicing to aspiration), additional
vowel properties (breathy articulation in Ju.) and in the tonal scheme. The provisional
reconstruction with *P- and ultra-low tone on the first mora merely reflects the fact
that some particularly complex bag of features must have been present on the proto-
level in order to yield such a large variety of reflexes.

tHoan: |»6 (C, G). ¢ Recorded as pii in the Sasi dialect.

Ju-#Hoan: It is worth noting that Hoan [0 (Sasi [ii) is a perfect phonetic match for Ju.
Pil ‘hunting bow’; semantically, such a link is possible, since traditional Bushman bows
were «as a rule prepared from the wood of the Grewia flava» (Schapera 1930: 128), but
requires setting up a chain of semantic shifts that is hard to accept without additional
evidence. Ju *!yi finds no cognates in Hoan.

91. TWO (-)

PJ: *ca ~ *ci ~ *c& (Ju. cd ~ cd? Kx. ca ~ ¢a, Kg. sd ~ sd’~ s:a ~ ca ~ cd ~ ca:*~ za? Gr. s@,
OK. cd ~ ca ~ ¢a, Ek. ¢a). ¢ Fluctuation between different types of vocalic features re-
mains unexplained (different variants are sometimes attested within the same well-
described dialect, e.g. Ju.).

tHoan: 00a (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: Unless the PJ entry can be shown to represent a rare case of click affricativi-
zation ()’ — *cd’), which is not altogether excluded but requires far more confirming
evidence, PJ and $Hoan forms have to be kept apart from each other.

92. WALK (GO) (2)

PJ: *a (Ju. 4, Kx. 4, Kg. @t ~ u:, Gr. i1 ~ ?1i;, OK. 1, Ek. 1). ¢ Preserved in all daughter dia-
lects.

tHoan: ¢ao' (C, G). ¢ Attested as tao’ in the Sasi dialect.

Ju-tHoan: The $Hoan verb *ti0o" may be tentatively analyzed as a fused formation from
an early root *ta (which is still in use as an auxiliary pre-verb, indicating motion with
the purpose of completing an action) and an unspecified second component — which,
incidentally, could be fairly well associated with PJ *# ‘to go’ (vocalic correspondences
would be perfect except for unexplained pharyngealization). However, there are no
definitive grounds for such a segmentation, and given the short monovocalic nature of
the compared root, we can only accept this match as highly tentative (in any case, even
if the suggested fusion were correct, it would constitute a near-complete lexical re-
placement in {Hoan).

93. WARM (HOT) (-)

PJ: *khai (Ju. khui, Kx. kwi ~ khwi, Kg. kwi ~ kwi ~ kwiya, OK. khwi, Ek. khui). ¢ Preserved
in all daughter dialects. In all well documented sources the meaning is explicitly noted
as ‘hot’ (antonymous to *#a?ii ‘cold’), and in PJ it seems to have been well distinguished
from *[pii ‘warm’ (Ju., Ek. |pii, etc.).

tHoan: kuru (C, G). ¢ Always glossed as ‘hot’; the word is probably distinct from
‘warm’, for which cf. [o: ~ [uo ‘warm’ in Traill 1973: 32, possibly = [lg70 ‘warmth’ (C).
Ju-tHoan: The words for ‘hot’ in PJ and tHoan, despite some phonetic similarity, are
probably not related (initial consonants do not perfectly correspond to each other, and
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fossilized morphology has to be assumed for both groups to justify the connection).
The words for ‘warm’, on the other hand, are most likely cognates, but better data are
needed for $Hoan to ascertain the semantics.

94. WATER (+)

PJ: *tta (Ju. [, Kx. i ~ [Ju ~ [, Kg. [l ~ [ii, Gr. lii, OK. [i ~ [l6, Ek. [ii). O Preserved in all
daughter dialects. Retroflex click articulation is seen in the Grootfontein dialect and is
unambiguously reconstructible for the proto-level.

tHoan: 30 (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: The correspondence between a retroflex click in PJ and an affricate in fHoan
(in this case, both phonemes even share the same characteristics of +voiced) is essen-
tially the same as in the word for ‘hand’ (see above). Although the phonological and
phonetic implications of this correspondence remain unclear, observing it specifically
in two highly stable elements of the Swadesh wordlist makes coincidence highly
unlikely. We count this as a direct lexicostatistical match.

95. WE (2)

PJ: [exclusive] *e (Ju. ¢, Kx. ¢, Kg. e, OK. e ~ e-h1, Ek. e); [inclusive] *m (Ju. 1, Kg. hm,
Ek. i1-hm). 0 The basic opposition between exclusive and inclusive forms of the 1st p. pl.
pronoun is observed in the majority of Ju dialects. For Ekoka, it is noted that ¢ is now
perceived as an archaic form, with speakers generally preferring the innovation 3u
(= ‘people’, see ‘person’ above). Both pronouns also have expanded (emphatic?) variants,
well attested in Ju. (é-/d, ri1-!d) and several other dialects. Special dual forms are more
rare and transparently recent (Ju. é-cd, mi-cd ‘the two of us’, compounded with ‘two’ gq.v.).
tHoan: [exclusive] n-!a?é (C, G); [inclusive] qa‘a (C, G). ¢ The variant of the inclusive
pronoun in the Sasi dialect is slightly shorter: ga (Collins & Gruber 2014: 77).

Ju-tHoan: There are no clear-cut isomorphisms between the 1st p. pl. sub-systems in PJ]
and $Hoan. Surprisingly, the closest morphemes are the suffixal extensions — PJ *-/a
and tHoan -/a?%¢, which cannot be easily traced back to any recent grammaticalization
patterns (but are probably further related to the productive diminutive plural ending
-1a2d in $Hoan). It is likewise reasonable to suggest a link between $Hoan ¢ai and the
regular plural ending -ga in the same language, but the exact nature of it is a matter of
guesswork (one possible scenario, for instance, is that the original pronominal root
was contracted/deleted before the ending, i.e. *n-qa — ga).

It is also worth noting that a special dual variant of the pronoun is attested in
tHoan, where the nasal monophonemic root is represented by a labial allophone:
m-0oa ‘us two’ (Collins & Gruber 2014: 71). This can be easily ascribed to assimilative
influence of the following labial click (< *n-Ooa); on the other hand, the opposite sce-
nario cannot be excluded, either, i.e. delabialization in front of a tightly adjacent non-
labial click: *m-!a?e — *n-!a?e. Due to the uniqueness of this phonotactic environment,
no examples are available to confirm or disprove such a development, meaning that it
is possible to set up a tentative weak match between the exclusive pronoun in $Hoan
and the inclusive pronoun in Ju (the disagreement in clusivity should not be a prob-
lem, since {Hoan must have remodeled the old opposition anyway).

96. WHAT (+)
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PJ: *ha-¢i (Ju. ha-¢é) / (?) *m- (Ek. m-). ¢ Interrogatives in Ju are usually complex, con-
sisting of a general interrogative marker, a nominal root, and (optionally) a final particle:
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thus, Ju. hi-¢é = ha (question marker) + ¢i ‘thing’ + -e (final particle). There is significant
variation between dialects concerning the selection of the components: thus, Ek. and
some other Northern dialects show m instead of ha, cf. OK. m-pai (D. Bleek's data, sec-
ond component is unique and unclear); Ek. m-¢d ~ m-ce ~ m-¢i. Data from J. Snyman's
comparative survey of Ju subdialects, although restricted to ‘who?’ rather than
‘what?’, show that variants of interrogative pronouns with initial ha- have a much
wider distribution than variants with m-, the latter being largely restricted to the area
between the Cuito and Cuando rivers. It may be suspected that m-initial forms are sec-
ondary in the Northern dialects, having penetrated them under the influence of Khoe,
where *mad ~ *ma ‘who?, which?’ is one of the main interrogative stems (Vossen 1997:
379). However, this evidence is inconclusive; it is likewise possible that *m- is archaic,
surviving on the Northern and Northwestern periphery of the Ju cluster.

tHoan: ?.‘?fri-yé (C, G). ¢ Apparently, tHoa has chosen the rare strategy of neutralizing
the lexical opposition between ‘who?’ and ‘what?’ in favor of ‘who?’ (see notes on
‘who?’” below). The morpheme ya is a general question particle. Cf. also gini ‘what?” in
Traill 1973: 32, not confirmed in any of the later sources. The Sasi equivalent for ‘what?’
is ndd, “a question word which does not exist in $Hoa” (Collins & Gruber 2014: 192).
Ju-tHoan: Any comparisons between Ju and $Hoan interrogatives may be made only
on the level of the general interrogative particle. Etymological identity of PJ *ha and
tHoan ya seems quite likely in light of the completely identical correspondence be-
tween P] *ha ‘3rd p. sg.’ and $Hoan ya id. (although the deictic/personal and interroga-
tive morphemes themselves are probably just homonyms). The nominal extensions of
the pronouns are different, due to the lexical renewals of the words for ‘thing’ and
‘person’ in one or both subgroups after the split. Nevertheless, since the main inter-
rogative meaning is carried by the ha/ya morpheme, we count both ‘what?’ and ‘who?’
as lexicostatistical matches between PJ and $Hoan.

97. WHITE (=)

PJ: *1a?a (Ju. la?u, Kx. ldu, Kg. 1d6 ~ lk»dé ~ lkxdd, Gr. la?iii, OK. dui, Ek. 1a?0). ¢ The struc-
ture of the stem, including a glottal stop between the two vowels, is very well con-
firmed by most modern sources (Ju., Ek.) as well as Doke's Grootfontein data. It also
explains the variation observed between the forms recorded for Kg., where the glottal
stop may have been incorrectly interpreted as part of the click efflux. The item is well
attested in the majority of dialects and safely reconstructible for the PJ level.

tHoan: $a'?nna (H&H). ¢ Listed as fxa'na ~ $a’ana in Traill 1973: 32.

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical matches. PJ */a?ii ‘white’ is most likely somehow linked
to Proto-Khoe */711 ‘white’ (Vossen 1997: 506), well represented in Kalahari Khoe and
also preserved in Nama with an additional suffix (/u-ri). Borrowing from Proto-Khoe
into PJ does not seem likely, since it is unclear why an original */>u should have
yielded a more complicated vocalic structure in PJ; more probable is the reverse situa-
tion (PJ] *!a?i — Proto-Khoe */7ii with simplification of an unusual structure), or even
the scenario according to which both forms are retained from a common ancestor of P]
and Proto-Khoe (in which case, of course, the PJ equivalent should automatically be
projected onto the Proto-Ju-tHoan stage as well).

As for $Hoan #4"?nna, this is a rare case of a *CVna structure for a {Hoan adjective;
provided that -na is historically of suffixal origin, a possible parallel may be seen in Ju.
ta'?abe ‘shiny’, further relatable to X460 (Taa) fa'ba id. Our understanding of the produc-
tivity aspects of early Peripheral Khoisan derivational morphology is insufficient to
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assess the plausibility of two different derivational suffixes for the same root, but since
there is ample evidence to back up the very presence of such derivational patterns at
those stages, the etymological match between *#a%-na and #a'?-be is acceptable. (Note
that it does not necessarily invalidate the comparison of the Ju word with Hoan
‘moon’, discussed above, since both forms can ultimately go back to the same root
with different suffixes).

98. WHO (+)

PJ: *ha-gu (Ju. ha-zoe, Kg. a-3u) / (?) *m- (Ek. m-3¢ ~ m-30¢e). ¢ In all Ju dialects, the ani-
mate interrogative pronoun is formed from the general interrogative morpheme + *3u
‘person’ q.v. (sometimes also further extended with the deictic stem *-e: *ha-31-e —
Ju. ha-Zoe). For discussion of the interrogative morpheme, see ‘what’ above.

tHoan: 28'ri-ya (C, G). ¢ In the Sasi dialect, the phonetic shape is ?ili-ya. A compound
form, consisting of 2i'r7 ‘man’ q.v. and the general interrogative particle ya. See ‘what?’
for further notes.

Ju-tHoan: A lexicostatistical match on the level of the general interrogative particle.
See ‘what?’ for a more detailed commentary.

99. WOMAN (=)

PJ: *zhau (Ju. 37au, Kx. 3au ~ 3ou ~ 30u, Kg. 3au ~ zau ~ sau, Gr. zshai:, OK. cau ~ cai,
Ek. 370). O Preserved in all daughter dialects. Correspondences are generally regular
and trivial; PJ *3/- automatically becomes preglottalized in Ju., so there is no need to
carry it over onto the proto-level as a phonological feature. In most modern dialects
the word unambiguously denotes a female human being, and should be distinguished
as such from PJ] *de ~ *di ‘female (in general, incl. animals etc.)’.

tHoan: 2a'ri=[|ai’ (C, G). ¢ A compound form; the first part is 2i'7i ‘man’ q.v., while the
second part, when in independent usage, means ‘female’ (listed as [/afai ~ [/air in Traill
1973: 32). Suppletive plural form: /"2 ‘women’ (Collins & Gruber 2014: 21). Distinct
from 3iu ‘wife’ (Collins & Gruber 2014: 92).

Ju-Hoan: P] *3"au ‘woman’ is a perfect etymological match for $Hoan 3iu ‘wife’
(HH: 17), and it is safe to assume that this term may have been polysemous in the an-

cestral language (‘woman /in general/’ = ‘married woman’). Another transparent cog-
nate from the same semantic field is PJ] *de ~ *di ‘female’ = {Hoan ze ‘mother’ (HH: 16).
Nevertheless, tHoan seems to have undergone lexical replacement, substituting the
original term for ‘woman’ for a compound expression in which the ‘feminine’ part of
the meaning is now denoted by the morpheme [Jii’, very likely diffused in fHoan under
Taa influence, cf. X606 [Jii’ ‘female’, also Nlullen tu [ai ‘womar?’, lit. ‘person-female’, i. e.
the same model of compounding as in $Hoan. Therefore, we cannot qualify this situa-
tion as a lexicostatistical match.

100. YELLOW (-)
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PJ: *|lanu (Kx. [ai1, Kg. [dn ~ ay, Gr. Ja:n ~ [y, OK. [dn). O Same word as ‘green’ q.v.; most
of the old sources on Ju dialects indicate no lexical distinction between the basic
‘green’, ‘blue’, and ‘yellow’. In more modern and more detailed sources, we occasion-
ally encounter separate entries for ‘yellow’, e.g. Ju [0'ni-lii, lit. /the color of/ the jewel
beetle's ([0'ni) belly (%), and Ek. i = ‘egg’ q.v. Naturally, these have to be interpreted
as recent (completely transparent) semantic innovations.
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tHoan: za'?a (T). 0 Same word as ‘green’; attested only in Traill 1973, thus not highly
reliable from the phonetic or semantic aspect.
Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological matches.

101. FAR (-)

PJ: *xa (Ju. fxd, Kx. #x@& ~ ta ~ ta: ~ 1@ ~ I'd: ~ |x@ ~ @, Kg. fxd ~ $xd ~ ta, OK. #xa ~ [xa,
Ek. /xd). 0 The reconstruction is based on precise correspondences between Ju. and Ek.
Old sources show a lot of fluctuation between the palatal and the dental (more rarely,
the alveolar) click; this is not well understood (palatal clicks are frequently transcribed
erroneously by L. Lloyd, D. Bleek and others, but the fluctuations look rather extreme
in this particular case).

tHoan: #0a (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological matches.

102. HEAVY (-)

PJ: *ti (Ju. ti*, Kx. ti, Kg. ti ~ t:1, Ek. tihi). ¢ Preserved in all daughter dialects (where at-
tested). Reconstructible for PJ] with breathy vowel articulation and ultra-low tone.
tHoan: [|q6 (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological matches.

103. NEAR (+)

PJ: *to?m (Ju. to?m, Kx. tom ~ toma ~ tum ~ dom, Kg. trumm ~ tumma ~ tamma, OK. tum,
Ek. to?r). ¢ Preserved in all daughter dialects. Some of the attested forms represent the
complex «junctive» variant *to?m-a (supposedly followed by a complement).

tHoan: ¢a'm (C, G). ¢ Should go back to an earlier *ta'm.

Ju-tHoan: Consonantal correspondences between PJ and $Hoan are perfect; vocalism
remains more complicated, but cf. HH: 18, where several additional examples of the
same pattern (PJ *o : {Hoan a) are adduced. The authors provisionally interpret them as
reflecting Ju-tHoan *a0, without mentioning that all such instances occur exclusively
before the labial nasal coda (e. g. #Hoan 7fna'm ‘springhare’ = PJ *Jo'm id., #Hoan im
‘ripe, cooked” = PJ *lom id., etc.). The likeliest solution is that the coda simply influ-
enced the original vocalism in PJ. Less clear is the correlation between glottalic articu-
lation of the vowel in PJ vs. pharyngealization in Hoan, but this, too, is not unprece-
dented (cf. ‘cold’ above, or P] *la?ma ‘to enter’ — $Hoan /a‘'m id.). Overall, while the
phonological and phonetic details still deserve closer scrutiny, the etymology as a
whole can be evaluated as highly reliable. ¢ HH: 22.

104. SALT (?)

PJ: *gai (Ju. gui, Kg. gwi, OK. gwi, Ek. guf). ¢ This is the most widespread and the least
etymologically suspicious equivalent for ‘salt’ in Ju. Another root, attested as Kx. dabe,
Ju. dibi and also recorded by Snyman for several other Ju subdialects, is most likely of
Khoe origin (cf. Proto-Khoe *dobe ‘salt’ in Vossen 1997: 481).

tHoan: qa?na (C, G). ¢ Clearly the same word as !X060 gd?na ‘salt’.

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological matches. Judging by the situation in Ju,
the meaning ‘salt’ is rather easily diffused across different Khoisan lineages, so it is
highly likely that Hoan ga?na is a borrowing from Taa (rather than both being inher-
ited from Proto-Peripheral Khoisan).
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105. SHORT (-)

PJ: *10 ~ *!o-ma (Ju. lo-ma, Kx. lo;, Kg. lo-ma ~ lo:-ma, OK. lo-lo, Ek. /0). 0 Preserved in most
dialects. The root can be used by itself or in conjunction with the diminutive suffix *-ma.
fHoan: $éu (C, G).

Ju-fHoan: $Hoan #éii is etymologically comparable with Ju. #i0" ‘to lack, be short of
(front vocalism in $Hoan is apparently caused by palatal influence of the click), but the
Ju. form itself is not safely reconstructible for PJ. Additionally, there are still problems
with phonetics (prosody) and semantics, so the etymology is not fully convincing.

106. SNAKE (=)

PJ: *baga ~ *awa (Ju. paga-ma ~ pa-ma, Gr. fawa, Ek. bawa). O The generic term for
‘snake’, reconstructible for PJ, has an atypical bisyllabic structure, since *-ga ~ *-wa is
not one of the few common syllables allowed in coda position. Most likely, the form is
originally a compound, although the phonetic and semantic properties of its source
morphemes are unclear. There are several terms denoting specific types of snakes in P]
that are even more widespread and simpler in structure, e.g. *fy “pythor’, *fkxdii ‘blind
snake’, *le ‘puff-adder’; the common word for the entire suborder may be some de-
scriptive term (of a euphemistic nature?). It is useful to note that some old sources oc-
casionally quote words for specific types of snakes in the general meaning ‘snake’:
e.g. Kx. le: ~ i ‘snake’ (= ‘puff-adder’), OK. [dil ~ fwé ‘snake’ (= ‘blind snake’). Naturally,
it is impossible to correctly assess the semantic scope of these forms from existing data.
tHoan: lai (C, G).

Ju-tHoan: The Hoan term for ‘snake’ is a near-perfect correspondence for PJ */lai ‘puff-
adder’ (see ‘claw /nail/” on the possible correspondence between PJ *! and $Hoan !),
but there are no parallels in {Hoan for PJ *#?ﬁgil — another indirect hint at the non-
archaic nature of this compound.

107. THIN (-)

PJ: *33'm (Ju. Zi'm, Kx. Za'm, Kg. Zarim, Gr. Zam). ¢ A common Ju morpheme. The Ek.
equivalent is [kxai, perfectly corresponding to Ju. [kxai ‘wrinkled’ and probably seman-
tically innovative.

fHoan: |xolo (C).

Ju-tHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological parallels.

108. WIND (-)
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PJ: (?) *a (Kx. #d ~ #a;, Kg. #a ~ $4). ¢ Although this root is quite widely distributed
throughout the dialects (judging by J. Snyman's comparative data), it is oddly missing
in both of the best described Ju varieties. In Ju., it has been replaced by md’, originally a
verbal stem with the meaning ‘to blow /of wind/’ (cf. Ek. mi' ‘to blow’, etc.). In some of
the Northern dialects we see a different replacement: OK. [uli, Ek. [[ohli ~ [[ohli-go, likely
cognate with Ju. [oro ‘whirlwind’, i.e. originally ‘strong wind’. On the other hand, the
similarity between this root and Proto-Khoe *#27 ‘wind’ (Vossen 1997: 507) suggests an
alternate scenario — namely, areal borrowing from Khoe sources along the same lines
as ‘fish’ q.v. If so, PJ *ma’ could have very well been both a verbal (‘blow’) and nominal
(‘wind’) root, with narrow specialization to verbal usage after the nominal functions
were taken over by the Khoe borrowing. A more insightful evaluation of the probabili-
ties will only be possible in the context of a general study on the scope and nature of

Ju-Khoe areal contacts.
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e {Hoan: $q°ui (C). ¢ Similarity with !X60 #g"ue ‘wind’ is hardly accidental, but in this
case, borrowing is not an immediately obvious explanation, since there are visible
phonetic discrepancies (glottalized click efflux in $Hoan vs. aspirated in !X60) that
should not be characteristic of recent contact.

e Ju-fHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological parallels (regardless of whether the
comparison is made with PJ *fa or *ma’).

109. WORM (?)

e DPJ: Not properly reconstructible due to lack of attestation. Only the Ju. word is known:
Hivdl.

e {Hoan: /626 ~ li?i: ~ lo?u: (T). O Not attested in any reliable sources.

e Ju-fHoan: Although there is too little information for an etymological or lexicostatisti-
cal decision, it is curious that the Ju. and $Hoan forms are extremely similar to each
other. However, the correspondence between a palatal click in Ju. (or PJ) and an alveo-
lar click in $Hoan would be highly irregular, unless Traill's phonological transcription
is in error — but no other examples of such errors could be detected upon careful
analysis of the data in Traill 1973.

110. YEAR (-)

e PJ: (?) *kuri (Ju. kiri, Kx. kuri, OK. kuri). ¢ Although the form is quite widely spread
across Ju dialects, its projection onto the PJ level is highly dubious — like ‘fish’ and
possibly ‘wind’ (see above), this is most likely a borrowing from Khoe *kiiri ‘year’
(Vossen 1997: 454). There is, however, very limited data on alternate candidates. In Ek.,
the meaning ‘year’ is expressed by the same word as ‘rain’ ([2) — possibly an archa-
ism, but explicitly limited to just one dialect. For the Grootfontein dialect, Doke re-
cords /it ‘year’, an isolated form with no parallels whatsoever.

e #Hoan: k"aé (C, G).

e Ju-fHoan: No lexicostatistical or etymological parallels.

Data analysis

The table below summarizes all our findings, once again classifying all matches into «solid»
(confirmed by recurrent correspondence patterns), «dubious» (containing no more than one
strong violation of observed patterns), «etymological» (potential cognates are only attested
with a semantic shift), and non-existent. The 10 additional items (101-110) are marked sepa-
rately (e. g. «<8+1» means that there are 8 matches in the main wordlist and 1 more among the
ten additional items).

Match type List half | Cases Wordlist items
Solid Ist 21 :bloocl”,“die’, ‘,ee(lr’, ‘e’at(’, ‘e}/ei’, ‘h:eu}d’, "he‘zad’, ‘?e(ar’, ‘h(’)r‘n’, ‘I’,’ ‘lfill’, ,
louse’, ‘name’, ‘new’, ‘not’, ‘one’, ‘star’, ‘tooth’, ‘water’, ‘what’, ‘who
Solid 2nd 8+1 | ‘all’, ‘belly’, ‘earth’, ‘red’, ‘see’, ‘sit’, ‘sleep’, ‘that’, ‘near’
Dubious 1st 6 ‘claw /nail/’, ‘drink’, ‘mouth’, ‘tail’, ‘tongue’, ‘we’
Dubious 2nd 5 ‘bite’, ‘cold’, ‘say’, ‘this’, ‘walk /go/’
Etymological Ist 5 ‘foot’, ‘meat’, ‘moon’, ‘smoke’, ‘stone’
Etymological 2nd 9+1 | ‘big, ‘come’, ‘knee’, ‘many’, ‘persor’, ‘small’, ‘stand’, ‘white’, ‘woman’, ‘snake’

‘ashes’, ‘bird’, ‘black’, ‘bone’, ‘dog’, ‘dry’, ‘egg’, ‘fire’, ‘hair’, ‘heart’, ‘leaf’,

No matches Ist 18 . .
‘night’, ‘nose’, ‘rain’, ‘sur’, ‘thow’, ‘tree’, ‘two’
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Match type List half | Cases Wordlist items

‘breast’, ‘fat’, ‘feather’, “fly’, ‘give’, ‘good’, ‘green’, ‘know’, ‘lie’, ‘liver’,
No matches 2nd 18+6 | ‘long’, ‘man’, ‘mountain’, ‘neck’, ‘root’, ‘skin’, ‘warm /hot/’, ‘yellow’, ‘far’,
‘heavy’, ‘short’, ‘thin’, ‘wind’, ‘year’

Excluded
8+1 | ‘bark’, ‘burr’, ‘cloud’, ‘full’, ‘round’, ‘sand’, ‘seed’, ‘swim’, ‘worm’
(lack of data)
Exclu@ed 2+1 | “fisk’, ‘road’, ‘salt’
(borrowings)

The following conclusions may be drawn from these statistics.

1. Percentage of lexicostatistical matches between Proto-Ju and tHoan on the 100-item
wordlist may vary from 32% (29/90, only counting the «solid» matches) to 44% (40/90, count-
ing «solid» and «dubious» matches together).

Since the disintegration of Proto-Ju itself, based on lexicostatistical calculations between
modern dialects, is tentatively dated to about 200 AD (Starostin 2013: 321), with the average Ju
dialect replacing about 10-12% by the present day, this, according to Sergei Starostin's glotto-
chronological method, yields a highly approximate figure of about 5000-5500 years of sepa-
ration between modern Ju varieties and fHoan in the worst case (all «dubious» matches dis-
carded), or of about 4000—4500 years in the best case (all «dubious» matches included). The lat-
ter is an age roughly comparable with the most common glottochronological datings for such
Eurasian families as, for instance, Fenno-Ugric (without Samoyed) or Kartvelian (together
with the highly divergent Svan).

2. The number of direct solid lexicostatistical matches within the first («more stable») half
of the Swadesh list vastly exceeds the number of such matches within the second half
(21 against 8). This is significant evidence in favor of a genetic rather than areal connection be-
tween Ju and $Hoan, with the imminent underlying assumption of a common linguistic ancestor.

3. Conversely, the number of «etymological» matches is higher for the «less stable» part of
the wordlist (9 against 5). This is an interesting observation that seems to agree with basic logic,
since «less stable» lexical items should be expected to also be more prone to semantic change,
in addition to outright elimination; however, it remains to be seen whether it may be generalized,
since statistical data on this type of correlation has yet to be collected for representative samples.

4. There is currently no evidence that a majority, or even a significant portion, of lexical
replacements that took place between Proto-Ju-tHoan and Proto-Ju or modern tHoan are due
to massive borrowing from other sources. We have been able to reliably identify no more than
three borrowed items (of Taa or Khoe origin), and suspicions have been raised about a few
more (e.g. ‘sun’), but on the whole, it seems as if the general process of disintegration was
largely driven by internal factors.

Finally, in light of the «Ju-Taa», or «Peripheral Khoisan», hypothesis that interprets the
similarities between North Khoisan (Ju) and South Khoisan (!Ui-Taa) in terms of genetic rela-
tionship, the following observations must be made:

— on one hand, binary comparisons between Ju and !Ui-Taa that do not find any parallels
in tHoan should not be regarded as significantly less reliable, since fHoan is an isolated lan-
guage, and its percentage of irretrievably lost Proto-Ju-Taa items should predictably be higher;

— on the other hand, caution must be exercised when dealing with exclusive tHoan-Taa
isoglosses (such as ‘salt’, etc.) that do not find parallels in either Ui or Ju languages, particu-
larly when these isoglosses are exact or near-exact phonetic matches; most likely, such cases
reflect recent contact that should not distort our general perspective of distant genetic relation-
ship between these taxa.
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Appendix: List of observed phonetic correspondences between Ju and tHoan

The table below lists all cases of phonetic correspondences that have been observed between
Proto-Ju and Eastern fHoan on the data of basic (Swadesh) lexical items and additional lexical
items discussed in the main body of the paper (non-Swadesh meanings are listed in italics).

It must be noted that this list does not aim at systematic completeness; thus, there are
quite a few segments reconstructible for Proto-Ju (mostly in the non-click consonant domain)
that find no tHoan correlates in this table, and vice versa. Likewise, the table does not contain
a special column for Proto-Ju-tHoan reconstructed phonemes, and while in quite a few cases
one-to-many correspondence types are commented upon as to the issue of possible comple-
mentary distribution of reflexes, this is not always the case — for instance, there is currently
no clear understanding of the principles that govern the reflexes of such vowel qualities as na-
salization, glottalization, and pharyngealization, or of the seemingly chaotic distribution of
voiced and voiceless reflexes of click phonemes. Such principles may or may not be uncovered
at the next stages of etymological research on Ju-tHoan; in the meantime, what matters most is
the recurrent nature of such correspondences, proving or at least increasing the probability of
their non-accidental nature.

The following types of correlations are included in the table:

(a) phonetically identical segments between tHoan and Proto-Ju (for such cases, especially
if the involved phonemes are rare, recurrence is not necessarily required);

(b) phonetically similar segments between tHoan and Proto-Ju, differing by no more than
one distinctive and commonly unstable feature® such as +/-— voice (for consonants) or
+/- raised (for vowels). If the correlation is one-to-one, with no alternate correspondences for
either member of the pair, recurrence is not required. If there are conflicting one-to-many cor-
respondences, it is recommended to establish complementary distribution (cf. #1 vs. #la vs.
#1b), or to provide at least as many examples as there are for group (c) cases;

(c) «non-trivial» correspondences, such as #35b, in which the segments differ significantly
from each other. To judge such cases as recurrent correspondences, we need to have no fewer
than three examples of each (with precise matching semantics or meanings connected by the
most trivial of semantic shifts).

For additional examples of possible correspondences and additional comments on those
listed in the table below, see Starostin 2008 and Heine & Honken 2010.

Ju {Hoan Items #
a ‘cold’, ‘come/fetcl’, ‘earth’, ‘hear’, ‘red’, ‘sleep’, ‘stand’, 1
‘interr. morpheme’, ‘3rd p. sg.’, ‘enter’
a
oa ‘eye’, ‘sky’? la
i ‘moon/shiny’, ‘dove’, ‘refuse/dissuade’ 2 1b
ae ‘meat/cut meat’ 2
ae
i ‘die’ 2a
) ai ‘puff-adder/snake’ 3
ai
i ‘be able’ 3a

2 Unstability of features is well demonstrable through the analysis of closely related dialectal forms attested
in the Khoisan-speaking area, where fluctuations between voiced/voiceless or high/mid articulation are well
known, but the laws that govern such fluctuations have not been described to general satisfaction.

2 Regular development after labial clicks.

2 As a result of assimilation in *CaCi ~ *CaCe type structures.
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Ju {Hoan Items #
ao eu ‘short/lack’ 4
u ‘foot/track’, ‘duiker’

o iu ‘hand’, ‘tooth’, ‘woman/wife’, ‘dig’ 5a

e ‘female/mother’ 6

e a ‘new’, ‘this’ 6a
u ‘head’, ‘one’ 6b

i i ‘big/many’, ‘mouth’ 7

o ‘not’ 8

o

au ‘lie/sit’ 8a

oa oa ‘stone’, ‘that’ 9
oe ‘smoke’ 10
oe ue ‘all’ 10a
ui ‘tail’, ‘take off / drop off 10b

am ‘near’, ‘springhare’, ‘ripe/cooked’ 11
om em ‘knee/kneel’ 11a
u o ‘belly’, ‘nail’, ‘horn’, ‘kill’, ‘name’, ‘star’, ‘water’, ‘steenbok’ 2 12
) ui ‘small/thin’ 13

ui

oe ‘ear’ 13a

-m -am ‘eat’ 14
-m -m ‘enter’ 15
-1 ‘blood’, ‘louse’, ‘see’ 16

/N -

-a ‘sit’ 16a

v \% ‘eye’, ‘moon/shiny’, ‘one’, ‘small/thin’, ‘that’? 17
\4 ‘cold’, ‘nail’, ‘meat/cut meat’, ‘enter’, ‘sky’ 17a

v \Y4 ‘die’, ‘ear’, ‘head’, ‘hear’, ‘mouth’, ‘not’, ‘sleep’, ‘stand’ 18
A ‘foot/track’, ‘red’, ‘refuse/dissuade’ 18a

N \Y% kill, ‘star’, ‘steenbok’ 19
\Y% ‘stone’ 19a

\4 Vi ‘smoke’, ‘springhare’ 20
Vi Vi ‘stone’ 21
m m T 22

2 Regular development after coronal affricates and fricatives.
% Possibly a regular development after labial clicks.
% Only as a result of assimilation before an additional front vowel suffix.

2 Mid vowel o is a much more frequent fHoan correspondence for PJ *u than fHoan u, which is why HH's in-
terpretation of this correspondence as reflecting a typologically unusual diphthong *ou in Proto-Ju-tHoan (HH: 17)
is barely credible. There are a few reliable cases of tHoan u : P] *u attested as well (HH: 16), but if it turns out to be
impossible to prove complementary distribution, it is more likely that additional vowel qualities will have to be
set up for the ancestral state, e.g. +/~ATR differentiations (these are known to be phonologically relevant at least
for Khoe languages, unlike labial diphthongs such as ou or uo, virtually unknown in Khoisan languages).

7 Correlations between different types of vowel phonation in PJ and $Hoan are clearly very complex. The
complexity may be caused by different combinations of features in the protolanguage; the base timbre of the
vowel they are associated with; and various types of assimilative / dissimilative interactions with click accompa-
niments. At present, we lack the data to conduct a more thorough investigation, and list all the possible patterns

without evaluating them on behalf of the degree of their regularity.
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Ju {Hoan Items #
*t—>¢ ‘that’, ‘near’ 23

d *d -3 | ‘smoke’, ‘female/mother’ 24
(ol (o ‘louse’, ‘sleep’, ‘tooth’ 25
¢ ¢ ‘come/fetch’ 26
S c ‘hear’, ‘see’ 27
3 z ‘new’ 28
3h 3 ‘woman/wife’ 29
kx kx ‘earth’ 30
h y ‘interr. morpheme’, ‘3rd p. sg.’ 31
| ‘blood’, ‘ear’, ‘not’, ‘sit’, ‘small/thin’, ‘refuse/dissuade’, ‘steenbok’ 32
| 0 ‘eye’, ‘head’, ‘one’, ‘sky’, ‘duiker’ 32a

! ! ‘belly’, ‘bone/spine’, ‘horn’, ‘kill’, ‘lie/sit’, ‘name’, ‘red’, ‘ripe/cooked’ 33
4 4 ‘big/many’, ‘cold’, ‘knee/kneel’, ‘moon/shiny’, ‘star’, ‘short/lack’, ‘be able’, ‘dove’ 34
! ‘nail’, ‘puff-adder/snake’, ‘foot/track’, ‘enter’ 35
! 0] ‘tail’ 28 35a
8/3 ‘die’, ‘hand’, ‘water’, ‘dig’ 35b

[ [ ‘meat / cut meat’, ‘stand’, ‘stone’ 36
C ‘nail’, ‘cold’, ‘die’ 37
c C ‘moon/shiny’, ‘foot/track’ 37a
Ch ‘not’, ‘dove’?° 37b

Cx» ‘small/thin’ 37c

c C ‘puff-adder/snake’, ‘stand’, ‘water’ 38
) C ‘belly’, ‘eye’, ‘hand’, ‘red’, ‘enter’, ‘dig’ 38a
C C ‘ripe/ cooked’, ‘sky’ 39
Ch ‘stone’ 39a

o C» ‘bone/spine’, ‘duiker’ 40
Coq ‘blood’ %0 40a

Ch Ch ‘big/many’, ‘horn’, ‘kill’ 41
Ch Cqh ‘lie/sit’3! 42
Con Coh ‘knee/kneel’ 43
Cqh ‘ear’, ‘steenbok’ 43a

Cx Cx ‘tail’ 44
C C ‘head’, ‘sit’, ‘be able’, ‘springhare’ 45

% Very dubious, based on one example only; however, all the other segments in ‘tail’ match each other so
precisely that it is tempting to suggest some sort of rare positional development (perhaps labialization of an origi-
nal retroflex click before a labial vowel?).

» Cf. also #39 below. This conflicts with #41, where aspiration is supposed to be preserved in both branches
of the family. However, the examples are too semantically precise to be dismissed.

% PJ does not differentiate between glottal stop and post-velar accompaniments; presumably, $Hoan is more
archaic here, whereas in PJ they generally merged without a trace (see also corr. #43a).

31 Dubious, not because of the distinction in voice, but rather because uvular accompaniments in tHoan
would rather be expected to yield glottalization in PJ (see #43a). Nevertheless, Heine & Honken list several addi-
tional examples of similar cases (HH: 29), so this does look like a realistic correlation whose conditions are yet to
be properly investigated.
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I'. C. Cmapocmun. /leKCMKOCTaTUCTUIECKIIe MCCAe0BaHNs 10 KOMCAaHCKMM s3bIKaM I: pozcrt-
BO MEX/Y S3BIKaMI Xy U tXOaH

Crarbps IpefcTaB/sIeT CODOI IIepBOe M3 CepUM ILIaHMPYEMBIX MCCIeLOBaHUII IO CpaBHU-
TeJBHOM JIEKCMKOCTATUCTUKE psfia A3BIKOBBIX ceMell, TpagunuoHHo (co BpeMeH /bx. I'pun-
Oepra) NMpuuMcAsgeMBIX K TMIIOTeTHYECKOI KOIMCAHCKOM MaKpoceMbe. B HacTosmeit my6/m-
KallMy IIPOBOJUTCS JeTa bHBIN JeKCUKOCTaTUCTUMIEeCKIIT aHa/IN3 JJaHHBIX 10 JBYM TaKCOHaM:
SI3BIKAM 3KY, VIV CeBEpPHOKOMICAaHCKUM (ITy4OK OTHOCUTEIBHO OJIM3KOPOICTBEHHBIX J11ale€KTOB),
U A3BIKY BOCTOUHBIN $XOaH, KOTOPBII O HelaBHETO BpeMeH! pacCMaTpMBasICs KaK U30JLAT, HO
CeroJiHs Bce Ke CKopee CUMTaeTCs! OJIVMIKAMIIINM PO/ICTBeHHMKOM s3BIKOB >Ky. Ha ocHoBanmm
KaK ITOBepXHOCTHOTO ((pOHeTMYecKue CXOJCTBa), TaK M DTUMOJOTHYECKoro (poHeTmyeckue
COOTBETCTBII) aHa/INM3a BO3MOXKHBIX KOTHATOB MEXK/Y S3BIKaMMU Ky U $XOaH YMCIO JIEKCUKO-
CTATUCTUIECKUX CXOXKIEHUI MeXXIy HUMU OIIpefesIseTcsl B guariazoHe oT 32% 1o 44%, uro
IIPMMepPHO COOTBETCTBYeT TaKoOll >Ke IyOMHe poJCcTBa, KaK MeXy (PUHHO-YTOPCKUMMU MJIN
KapTBeJbCKMMM A3bIKaMM. [ToMMMO 9TOTO, aHaNIM3UpPYeTCs TakKe AUCTPUOYINSA KOTHATOB
MEXKIY PpasjINIHBIMU CJIOSIMM 0a3MCHON JIeKcuKM (6oJiee/MeHee yCTOMYMBBIMU), UTO JaeT
OCHOBaHIIe yTBepP>K/aTh IMEHHO O TeHeTIYeCKOM POJICTBE, a He 00 apeasbHBIX CB3IX MEXIY
000UMU TaKCOHAMI.

Karotesvie cA06a: KOTICAHCKUE SI3BIKM, 3KY SI3BIKM, SI3BIK $XOaH, JIEKCUKOCTATICTIKA, TIIOTTOXPO-

HOJIOT1, CpaBHI/ITe.}II)HO-I/ICTOpI/I‘-IeCKI/Iﬁ METOJ.
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Mucruryt aspikosnanusa PAH; neoakut@gmail.com

OTpaxxeHne I0)KHOCAABAHCKOIO *r
B 3aMIMCTBOBaHVSIX 13 CTAPOPYMBIHCKOIO B ITbITaHCKI!

CIuI0IIHOM MPOCMOTP CeBepPHOBJIAIICKIX I[BITAaHCKMX (KDAADPAPCKUX VM KUIIMHEBCKMX) 3a-
VMIMCTBOBaHMII M3 PYMBIHCKUX MaJI€KTOB IIOATBEP KIaeT, 4To: (1) pyMBIHCKMII S3BIK O IO3J-
Hero BpeMeHN Oe3yIpevyHO COXpaHs1 JaTMHCKOe -1t~ BHYTPU CJI0Ba, (2) B OaIKaHOPOMAaHCKIX
JuajeKTax, B T. 4. B PyMBIHCKOM s3BIKe, B Hadajle cjJIoBa JaT. - > *rr-. Kpome Toro, MOXHO
c/les1aTh HOBOe HabJlojieHne, 4to (3) B I0XKHOCIaBSHCKOM /yajiekTe, 13 KOTOPOIro 3aiiMCTBO-
Ba/IyI MHOTO CJIOB HOCUTENV «PaHHEPYMBIHCKOTO» fA3BIKa, OBLIO JBa OTUYET/IMBLIX a/I0(pOHa
[r/: MATKUIT — Tepen *é (1, BO3SMOXKHO, IIepes] *b) U TBEPIBII — BO BCEX OCTaIBHBIX CIydasix
(B T. 4. Iepen *e 1, BepOATHO, Ilepes, *i), KOTOpBIe JaBa/Ill PyM. -1~ I -7~ COOTBETCTBEHHO.

Kitouesole cAo6a: IBITAHCKUI A3BIK, PYMBIHCKMII SI3BIK, IOKHOC/TABSIHCKNE SI3BIKM, SI3BIKOBbIE

KOHTAKTBI, ICTOpMYeCKasl (pOHETl/IKa

3zech ONAET peub O 1ab0 M3yYeHHOM PYMBIHCKOM apXan3Me — COXpaHeHUU «JJOJroro» */r/.
B coBpeMeHHOM PYMBIHCKOM JIMTEPAaTypHOM 9Ta OHEMa ITOTHOCTBIO CIM/Iach C OOBIYHEIM /7/,
a e€ cje/lbl B psJle ClydaeB BUJIHBI JMIIb 110 CIeyIOIIMM 3aJlHUM IJIacHBIM: i > 1 1 e > 4. Yarre
BCEro 9TO MPOsBJIAeTCs B Hayajle cJIoBa: JarT. risu- > *rrisu > *rrisu > pyM. ris ‘cMex’; B cepeJiiHe
CJIoBa IIPUMePOB MaJlo: Cp. JIaT. interritdare > pyM. intdritd ‘pasjgpaxkaTs’, HO JaT. ericius > *arici >
pyM. arici ‘€x’ (He **arici).

To >xe pasBuTHe IJIaCHBIX, YTO U IIOC/Ie */7/, MMeJI0O MecTo IOC/Ie OTBep/IeBIIINX COTIaCHBIX
(B mmanexrax): *sita (13 cias.) > aAuas. sftd, autep. sitd ‘cuto’; *zidu (U3 cnas.) > auai. zid, 1u-
Tep. zid ‘cTeHa’; jaT. vessica > Ayiall. bdgsifd, nurep. bdsicd ‘myseipy’; *Ziru (M3 cias.) > guad. jir,
autep. jir xénynp (Rosetti 1986: 625).

Crapas gosras poHema */f/ («rr») cOXpaHsAeTCsl MapTMHAIBHO B YacTV PYMBIHCKMX /JUa-
JIEKTOB, YbJ OIMCaHMs HeHa/[€KHBI I OOPBIBOYHEI. B OOJIBIIIMHCTBe C/IydaeB cie/lbl CTaporo CO-
CTOSIHMS TIOYTH 3aT€PTHI. PyKonmcHbIe cBueTe/IbCTBa JaloT JJOBOJIBHO MaJlo, T. K. OCOOBIN 3HaK
st [/ mucascst HenocaenoBaTeabHO (Rosetti 1986: 480; Densusianu 1938: 121)2.

OzHako OT BHMMaHUs MCCIefoBaTesel, HACKOJIbKO HaM M3BECTHO, YCKOJIb3aeT, YTO HTO
*/r/ coxpaHseTcsl B IIBITAHCKMX (CeBePHOBJIAIIICKIX) 3a/IMCTBOBAHILIX M3 PYMBIHCKOTO. L]pIran-
CKIe BJIAILIICKMe JuaeKTsl popMupoBaanch HaunHas npuMepHo c XIII-XV Bs. B KoHTakTe C
PYMBIHCKMM sI3BIKOM. B Hux »Ta poHema (0b03Hawaemast Kak /f/ u peanusyemas packaTUCTO
MM KapTaBo, T. €. 3a/[Hes3BIYHBIM [K]3%) Gpurypupyer He TOJNBKO B 3aMIMCTBOBAHMSX 3 PyMBIH-

1 PaboTa BrImosiHeHa ITpu noggepskke porga PTH®, rpant No16-34-01044: «VsyueHne u onmcaHme BJIAIIICKUX
JMaIeKTOB IIBITaHCKOTO sA3bIKa B Poccun». Asrop 61arogapur C. I'. bonotosa, Mapka I'pun6epra, Mare Kamnosnya,
A. C. Kacesana, K. A. Koxanosa, C. A. Zlammna, Opcara Anuropno, B. A. Ilanosa, Borirtexa CMOUMHBCKOTO U aHO-

HMMHOTO pe€LieH3eHTa. Yc1oBHBIE 0DO3HAYEHMS: *

— PeKOHCTpyupOBaHHasl, He 3acBUJeTesIbCTBOBaHHas popma;
** — He cymlecTByIOIIas (B HEKOTOPBIX CAyJasX OXKupaemas) popma; > — HaéT POHETHIeCK!; < — IIPOUCXOJUT
(oHeTYeCKM M3; < — 3aMMCTBOBAHO U3; & — II0Jy4eHO MOPQOJIOrMIecK U3; ~ — HaXOIUTCA B CBOOOJZHOM
BapbUPOBaHUN C; : — HAXOAMTCS B OTHOLIEHNN YepeJoBaHNs C; + — CJIOXKEeHMe C.

2 BaopoueMm, Pocertn mmimet, yrto B XVI B. B yacTu MaMATHMKOB OOO3HaueHNe 7 IIOCTOSHHO, HO IIPUBOJUT
HIpUMepBI, 13 KOTOPBIX, €CJIV MBI IIPaBIJIBHO MX IIOHMMAaeM, CJIeflyeT CKopee obpaTHOe.

3 Kak, Haripumep, ¢paKy/IbTaTUBHO B IIOPTYTaabCKOM, CP. IIOPT. tiso ‘eMmex’ ['rrizu] wim [kizu].
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CKOT'O, HO U B MICKOHHOM (MH/JUIICKOI) JeKCUKE, IZie BOCXOAUT K MHAMUICKUM peTpoc])JIeKCHLIM
3yoHbIM t 1 d B psaje nozunmii (Ocon 20186). DTo 3HAUMT, 4TO KO BpeMeHM KOHTaKTa C pyMbI-
HaMU, HallpuMep, Ap.-uHA. domba- “aj1eH KacTsl JoMOB’ (B HOBOMH/IMIICKIUX SA3BIKaX: dont) > ITbIT.
fom ‘npIraH; My>X CKOpee BCero 3By4aso Kak [rrom] (c ZOJIuM, pacKaTUCTBIM COHaHTOM, Kak
ceifyac BO MHOIMX JIMajIeKTax ¥ TOBOpax) U TaK >Ke, BEPOsITHO, 3BydasIO PyMBIHCKOe */7/, KOTo-
poe 3aMCTBOBAJIOCh B IIBITAaHCKII MIMEHHO B 9TOM Bufe. bosbie Bcero mpumepos Ha Takue
3aMIMCTBOBAHNS ITOKa3bIBaeT KDJIADPAPCKUIL A11aleKT.

B cBs13U ¢ pyMBIHCKIM IJIaCTOM 3aIMCTBOBaHUI B K9JIA9PapCcKOM (KaK ¥ BOOOIIle B ceBep-
HOBJIAIIICKUX J11a/IeKTax) MMeeTcsl HeCKOJIBKO 3araZiok. Tak, Kesgopapsl 1 0J1M3KMe UM IPYIIIbI
II0 Ceil JIeHb COXPaHAIOT CTapOPyMBIHCKMEe (OPMBI psjia CJIOB, Cp. K®JJA. vrama ‘Bpems’
(CT.-pyM. vredme, COBp. vréme) U Jp., HPUTOM YTO B PYMBIHCKUX JiM1ajIeKTaX, Ka>kKeTcsl, HeT HIKa-
KIIX CJIe/I0B Takux GpOpM y>Ke HeCKOIBKO coT jeT. CoxpaHeHme /f/ y CeBepHOBJ/IAIICKIIX IIBITaH
He MeHee 3ara/jouHo. CK/aJpIBaeTcsl BIledaTyeHne, YTO OHM aKTUBHO MMeJIN JleJIO C pPyMBbIHaMU
B CpejiHIIe BeKa, HO IIOTOM B TedeHIe JOJITOTO BpeMeHN MM BOOOIle ¢ HUMM He OOIIaaNCh
(4TO COBEpPIIIEHHO HEBePOATHO, BeJlb OHM ObLIN KPEeIIOCTHBIMI Y PYMBIHCKOI 3HaTH, a Takke Opo-
JAYVIMU peMec/IeHHIKaMI B MICK/IIOYMTEeJIbHO PYMBIHCKOM SI3BIKOBOM OKPY>KeHUM), MM BJla-
JeJIi TOJIBKO KaKMM-TO OCOOBIM apXafYHBIM BapMaHTOM PYMBIHCKOIO $I3bIKa, ITPOSIB/IABIINM
IIOpa3UTeJbHYIO CTOVIKOCTh IIPOTUB BIVSHIS COBPEMEHHBIX €My PYMBIHCKIX /IMa/IeKTOB.

IIpuBeném Oostee MM MeHee MCUepIIBIBAIOIIE CIIVICKY 3aMIMCTBOBaHUII ¢ poHEeMOII /7/ B
K3JI/I3papcKoM (B OCHOBHOM Haim flaHHble (Octon 2018a), B mpotnBHOM ciaydae u3 ciosaps A1)
n kumyHésckom* (Ko>kaHOB pyK.) AinaieKTax, MexaHn4ecKylO peKOHCTPYKIINIO UCTOYHMKA 3a-
VMIMCTBOBaHUS («paHHEPYMBIHCKasl»> (opma)®, COBpPEMEHHYIO JUTEPATyPHYIO PYMBIHCKYIO
dopmy, a TaxKe KpaTKYIO STMMOJIOIMYECKYIO cIipaBKy. IToouepéaHo paccMoTpuM HavaIbHYIO,
CpPeAVHHYIO I KOHEUHYIO HO3ULINH B CJIOBe.

Haugano ci1oBa

B Hauase cioBa ceBepHOBIIamIckue /#/ 1 /r/, Kak ¥ BO BceX OCTaJIbHBIX HMO3MIIVIIX, IIPOTUBOIIOC-
TaBJIeHbI (POHOIOTMYECKN. B JOpYyMBIHCKIX c10Bax (T. €. MCKOHHBIX MHIUIICKIX U TpeI3Max)
3/1eCh MOXeT OBITh KaK 7-, Tak U r-, Cp. 7aj ‘manka’ : raj ‘tocnogus’; 7yl ‘flatulentia’ : ri§ ‘men-
Besib, rin ‘HanMJIBHUK (TpenmsMm); 7oj ‘noxka’ : rovli ‘Tpocty’. OJHAKO B 3aMIMCTBOBaHMSX U3
PYMBIHCKOTO 37ieCh OBIBaeT TOIBKO /7/. HauHéM ¢ MICKOHHOPYMBIHCKIIX, T. €. POMaHCKIUX CJIOB!

KDJI. 50 ‘ouens’, ‘emex’ (AJ) — pauHepyMm. *rrisu (pym. ris; B maMsTHUKaX: rride, ‘cMe-
stecs’, Densusianu 1938: 121) < sar. risus;

K9JII. Fypa ‘siMa’ < paHHepyM. *rrfpa (pym. rfpd) < J1at. ripa;

K9J17. fodacina ‘KOpeHb’ «— paHHepyM. *rradicina (pyM. rdddcind; B TaMATHUKaX: rraddcinra,
Densusianu 1938: 121) < nar. radicina;

K9J17. favda ‘TeprieHne’ < paHHepyM. *rrdbda, HesicHO, HO cp. pyM. rdbdd ‘TreprieTs’ (B Ia-
MsiTHUKax: rrebda, Densusianu 1938: 121);

K9J17. 7aca ‘yTKa’ « paHHepyM. *rrdta (pyMm. ratd) < (?) *ratia (Skok 1971: 92);

* Knmmuépckmii uaaekT — OTBeTBJIeHNe JaéIlIKoro, CaMOro pacipOCTPaHEHHOTO JMaeKTa HEIHeITHero Io-
cyzapcrsa MosiaBus, MaccoBo IIpe/iCTaBIeHHOTO TakKe Ha TeppuTopun Pymbramm.

5 K «paHHEpYMBIHCKOMY» SI3BIKY MBI 37IeCh YCIOBHO OTHOCUM IpadpOpMBbI PYMBIHCKIUX CJIOB (¢ ¢poHemoit /7/),
B pazHoe BpeMm: (?) 3aMMCTBOBaAHHBIX CeBePHOBIAIICKMMMY ITbIraHaMu. «CTapOpyMBIHCKMMI» MBI Ha3bIBaeM CJIOBa,
duxcnpyemble pyMbIHCKUMY HDaMsATHMKaMM o XVIII B. BKIIOUMTETBHO.

¢ Cyzs o BceMy, K®JIASpaphl 3aMMCTBOBAIM PYMBIHCKMeE CyIIeCTBUTeNbHBIe B OIpesieléHHON (opme
(T. . C IOCTIIO3UTMBHEIM apPTUKJIEM): C IJJACHBIM MCXOJIOM Ha — -, C COTJIACHBIM — Ha -1.
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K9J17. 7ata ‘Kosieco’ < paHHepyM. *rrodta (pyMm. roatd) < nat. rota;

K9JII. fokara ‘mpoxyaza’ < paHHepyM. *rrikodrea (pyM. rdcodre) < *rrice (pym. réce, nual.
rdce ‘XOJIOHBIN < J1aT. recens ‘cBexxmin’ < ‘HegapHUIT, DER: 685, 694);

K11, Fiynéedo “porOpKIbIX’ — panHepyM. *rrincedu (pym. rinced) < mar. rancidus;

K9JIJ. Fuzina ‘p>KaBumHa’ «— paHHepyM. *rrugina (pyM. rugind) < nart. *aeriigina (DER 708);

KDJIL. Fyma ‘aepBsaK’ — paHHepyM. *rrima (pym. rimd) & rimd ‘eroxats’ < jmart. rimdre;

KoJ17. 7agula ‘cemeintnnit Kpyr (?) « paHHepyM. *rrigula (pyMm. rigula ‘pon, mieMs’) < jar.
regula;

KDJIL. Fijja 31011 (IPWL & CyIIL) «— paHHepyM. *rriia (pyM. riie ‘maprua’) < *rrania < nar.
aranea ‘mayTuHa’;

K9J1J. Fovaril ‘MOpOCUT’ «— paHHepYM. *rriuurd (pyM. riurd) < *rriuu (pym. riu ‘peka’; B Ia-
MsTHUKax: rriu, Densusianu 1938: 121) < nart. rivus;

Ko7, Fudil ‘MOIUT’ «— paHHepyM. *rrugd (pyM. rugd ‘IpoCUTh’; B NaMATHUKaX: rruga, Den-
susianu 1938: 121) < nar. rogare;

KOJ17. Fagusyl ‘XpUIHeT « paHHepyM. *rrigusi < jaT. IIpuUCTaBKa re- + pyM. gusd ‘300’;

KNI 7ava ‘poca’ <« paHHepyM. *rrodua (pyM. réud) < mat. r0[s]- (Kak pyM. Amas. ziud <
zi ‘neny’) (DER: 707).

Taxum obpasoM, B Hadasle c/I0Ba HabJIOZaeM CUTYalMIO, aHAJOTMYHYIO TaKOBOM B 10e-

PUIICKUX SI3BIKAX, Cp. UCIL. /F/aiz ‘kopeHy’. Cpenu 6aj1KaHOPOMAHCKIUX SI3BIKOB VIMeeM IIPOTe3y
B apyMBIHCKOM, Cp. (BapuaHT) ardmdn ‘apyMbIH’ < *rromdnu < jaT. romanus ‘pUMJISHUR . Bcé oTO
TOBOPUT O TOM, UYTO OaJKaHO-pPOMaHCKIe HapOJHOJATUHCKIE TOBOPH (POHETUYECKU Pa3BUIN
pacKaTMUCTBI IPUCTYIL: JIaT. - > *r7-, Kak B Moepuiickoi1 jaTeiHu. HaganpHoe packaTucroe r7-
B PYMBIHCKOM B KaKOI1-TO Mepe OTpa’keHO paHHIUMU HNaMsATHMKaMu (Densusianu 1938: 37).

TouHo Tak >Ke€, KaK B LbITAaHCKUX 3aIMCTBOBAHMIIX M3 PYMBIHCKOIO JMICKOHHO PpOMaHCKIX

CJIOB, IMeeM TOJIBKO HadasbHOe /f/ BO BCceX cjaBM3Max, IIOIIaBIINMX B IIBITAHCKUII yepe3 py-
MBIHCKMIL:

K11, Fyndo ‘psr’ — pannepym. *rrindu (pym. rind; B mamsravKax: rrind, Densusianu 1938:
121) « 1ocu. *rédv;

KOJIJ. Fida ‘IO «— paHHepyM. *rrida (pyM. ridd) < 1oct. *rudd;

K9J17. Fotija ‘Bogka’ < paHHepyM. *rrikija (pyM. auad. richie) < 1oci. rakija < Typ. raki;

K9J1I. 70ta ‘TiIaThe’ «— paHHepyM. *rrokia (pyM. rdchie, roche)” « 1oci. (?), cp. cxps. roklja —
BeHT. rokol(y)a < nem. Ricklein (Skok 1971: 156);

K917 Fubla ‘py6sn’ «— pannepyM. *rribla (pym. riibld) < 1oci. (?) « pyc. pyoav;

ks, Rusyja ‘Poccus’ — paunepym. amair. *Rrusiia (pym. crap. Rusia, Tunky10BD: 5, Te-
riepb Ruisia) < 1oci. Rusija (HoBoIIToK. Rusija);

i Rusale ‘“Tpoura’ « pannepym. *Rrusaliie (pym. Rusdlie, Rusdle) «— 1oci. mim gepes
Apyroe nocpe/cTso (¢ poHeTnd. TpyAHOCTAMM) 13 jaT. Rosalia (DER: 710);

K9J17. Fatézo ‘miekosga’ «— paHHepyM. *rratézu (pyM. ritez, retez) < 10CI. ?, Cp. pycC. pémsisv,
I0J1. rzecigdz (BeHT. retesz);

KDL, Fygyjil ‘peiraer’ — pannepyMm. *rrigiii (pym. righi, Hact. 3. eg. rigiie) — 10C1. *rigati
(yrapeHne Kak B pyM.!);

K9J1]. faspil ‘pacceuBaeT’ « paHHepyM. *rrdsipi (pyM. risipi, BOCT. juaJl. risipi, crap. rdsipi)
— 10CL. *rasip- < *raz-syp-;

K9J17. 79zgajil ‘HeXXUT «— paHHepyM. *rrizgiid (pyM. rdzglid) < 101 ? (Cp. OOJIT. pazzarim).

; oo 10 . . .
B crapopymsrackom kI' > k’ He mosarée XV B., TpuuéM, BOZMOXKHO, B pa3HBIX AManekTax no-pasHoMy (Rosetti

1986: 480). IIpuMepHO B 9TO BpeMsI HadasICsl KOHTaKT BJIAIICKUX AMaJIeKTOB IILITaHCKOTO A3bIKa C PyMBIHCKIM.
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Cepesnna cioBa (MeXJy IJ1acHBIMMU)

B cpepyHHON MO3UIMM BUAHO, YTO COXPaHAETCS JaTUHCKOe -77-:

K9J17. cara ‘Hapof (*‘ctpaHa’) «— paHHepyM. *tdrra (pyMm. tdrd ‘ctpana’) < jart. terra;

K9J11. kafara ‘mpobop’ « paHHepyM. *kdrrdrea (pyMm. cdrdre ‘TpOIMHKa; IIpodop’) < Jar.
carraria;

Ky kyfiica ‘ioBo3ka’ «<— paHHepyM. *kdrriifa (yMeHBbIIL; pyM. cdrutd) < *carru < jaT. carrus
(DER: 140);

Kyt kyryl ‘Hocut’ < paHHepyM. *kirrd (pyMm. cdrd) < *carrare < carrus (DER: 140);

Ky, skuiyl /skofyl ‘BBDKMMaeT; yMeHbBIIAeTCs <« paHHepyM. *skurrd < jat. excurrere
‘yberatp’ (B T.4. O XMJIKOCTM), OYEBU/IHO, B PYMBIHCKOM CMeIlleHle C KOpPHeM Cur-
‘guctuty’ (DER: 266), ogHaKo0, KaK BUAMM, IILITAaHCKII COXpaHseT 0TI COTJIaCHBI;

K911 batanddvo ‘norpoxa (6m070) < pannepym. *borrindiyu (pym. borindiu ‘6mono c
KPOBBIO M MsICOM’) HESICHOTO IPOMCXOXKJEHMs, HO C IIePBOil JacThIO, BO3MOKHO, I10/],
B/IVsSIHYEM ruiarosia bori ‘6iesats’ < *abhorrire (DER: 98);

KIIIL. C070] ‘BOPOH’ «— paHHepyM. *Corrdi (pyM. cioroi) Tipu ciodrd ‘BopoHa’ < *Corra Hems-
BECTHOTO ITPOMCXOK/EHIs, HO Cp. a10. sor7é (COOTBETCTBUE IT);

K917, (v)ufyto ‘“TPOTUBHBIIN’ <« paHHePyM. IIpudacrue “urritu (pymM. urit) ot raroma *urri
(pym. uri ‘HeHaBUeTh’) < *horrire (DER: 877).

Croza >xe KoJ1/1. ciyfa “ayTh-uyTh’ < paHHepyM. *tirra (pyM. tird) 6e3 STMMOJIOTUM.
Tawm, rje B 1aTHIHM OOBIYHOE -7-, IMEEM OOBIYHOE -F- U B ITHITAHCKOM:

KDJI. DJro ‘IBOIOPOJIHBIN OpaT’ «— paHHepyM. *viru (pyM. vdr) < JaT. verus;
K9JI. mura ‘Arojja’ < paHHepyM. *miira (pyM. miird) < JaT. MH. mora
U MH. JIp.

Cp. TakKe K9J1JI. -1i- < paHHepyM. -1i- < JIaT. -li-:
Kkoa7. burika ‘mynox’ < (cMeHa poga) panHepyM. *buriku < nat. *umbulicus (pym. buric)
Ho ects npumep (oguH?) Ha «/IHIIIHee» JoJroe //:

K9JIJI. papufa ‘poros’ < paHHepyM. *papurra (pyMm. pdpurd ‘poros’) pu mpezrogaraeéMom
JatT. *papura < nat. papyrus < Ip. TATLOOG.

[Ipu TOM B CpeJJMHHO IO3UIIUM MeXJy IJIaCHBIMM B CJaBM3MaXx, IIOJTy4eHHBIX IIbITaHa-
MI 4epe3 pyMBIHCKOe ITIOCPe/ICTBO, /7/ BcTpedaeTcs B 00OAbIIMHCTBE IPUIMEpPOB:

K9JIJ]. VA0 ‘UBBECTh’ «— paHHepyM. *vdrru (pyM. var) < I0C/1. *vdrv;

K9J171. dafo ‘B3HOC OT IOCTs Ha cBajbbe’ « paHHepyMm. *ddrru (pyMm. dar; B IlaMATHMKaX:
darrii, Rosetti 1986: 480) < 1ocu. *darv;

K9J11. komara ‘Knax’ <« paHHepyM. *komodrra (pyM. comodrd) < 10ca1. *komora < rici1. *komora
(¢« Js1at. camara < Tp. KAUAQA ‘CBOL’);

K9J17. para ‘Tiams’ «— paHHepyM. *pdrra (pyM. pdrd; B TaMATHUKax: parra, Densusianu 1938:
121) < 1ocu. pdra;

Ko7, suro (A) ‘ceprlit’ < paHHepyM. *surru (pPyM. sur) < I0CJI. *siirv;

K9JIJI. zgufa ‘30/1a B IHeun’ <« paHHepyM. *zgurra (pyM.zgura, sgufa ‘OKanmHa’) <«
I0CTL. *zgur...- (?), cp. BOJT. ceypus, 3zypus ‘Inak’, ¢ O3BOHUEeHMeM 32- < *ck- (110 aHaJIo-
rumn c 6our. zops ‘ropets’ (?), BEP VI: 570) < Hrp. okovo()& < okwelx ‘p>KapumHa, Ha-
kup, maak’ (DER: 755).
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Bo Bcex mpuBes€HHBIX IIpUMepax paHHEPYM. /f/, KaK IpeJCTaB/IsIeTCs, ABIAEeTCS TPUBU-
aAbHBIM OTpa’keHMeM CJaBAHCKOTO *r Iepe] HelepeJHUMMM IJaCHBIMM — 3Jech Ilepe] *a
v *o. Droro He noHnMas O. Jdencymnany: «... le méme texte [Psaltirea Hurmuzaki] offre en
outre rr a I'intérieur de quelques mots... 1a, rr semble avoir été introduite arbitrairement par le
copiste» (Densusianu 1938: 121); npu ®TOM OH IPUBOAUT IIPUMeEpPHI (IIPOIyCcKaeM OJJHOKOPeH-
Hble): amarrd, hotarrd, izvorrele, oborri, omorri, orriiasul, paharru, parrd, pdarrasi, vorroavd, zborrulu.
3aMeuaTe/IbHO, 4TO BO BCeX MpuUMepax (KpoMe amarrd) 3ech OKIJaeTcss MMEeHHO 17 — BCé DTO
CJIaBU3MBI (KpoMe TepMaHu3Ma paharry v MagbsipusMa orriiasul, a Takke, BO3MOXHO, hotarrdi)®.

EcTp, 01HaKoO, TakKe IIbITaHCKMeE 3alIMCTBOBaHIs, I7le MOXKHO I0/l03peBaTh KaKue-TO Iie-
pelHue IIacHble. DTO HeCKOJIBKO IJ1aroJIOB, Iie TakKKe MMeeM IIBIT. 7 (M PyM. ¥ Ilepes, 1):

K3J1. pyiyl ‘moHOCUT, TpelaéT’ «— paHHePYM. *pirri (pym. pirf) — 100 *por-, cp. 6our. auas.
npd ce ‘CCOPIOCH’;

KDL vyl ‘CyéT — panHepyM. *virri (pyM. virl) — 10CiL. *vbr-, cp. GOIT. 6pd ‘cy10’;

KDL, tyfyl ‘Tamut — panHepyMm. *tirri (pywm. tiri, Ho u crap. tiri, Oczko 2014: 284) —
I0CTL. *tor-, cp. cXpB. trém, tarem ‘Tpy’ (6our. mpus ‘Tpy’).

OpHaxo 110 KparHey Mepe B JByX IJlarojax — r:

K9J171. nozaril ‘BUHeeTCs’ «— paHHepyM. *ndzdri (pyM. ndzdri ‘MepeluThCs; 3aBU/eTh’) <«
10CIL. *nazoréti;

K9JII. paril ‘MmapuT’, KAIIL ‘TApUT’ < paHHepyM. *pdri (TOJIBKO C IPUCTaBKOW pyM. opari
‘olmapuTy’ U Ap., cM. HIKe) «— coriacHo DER: 582, cias. *opariti (HO cM. HIKe).

B uém >xe TyT ses10? HemmoHATHO, 13 KaKMX MMeHHO (POPM 3aIMCTBOBaHBI PyMBIHCKIE TJIa-
TOJIBI IEPBOI I'PYIIIIBL: pfrf, virf, tiri. Hanpumep, fir-1 MOYKeT GBITh U3 Yero-To TUIa *tr-ti, *tr-o
(cp. cxps. titi, trém/tirem), TIpyu BO3MOXKHBIX BapMaHTaX B MH(PpUHUTMBE TUIIa CepOCK.-IIepK.-
ci1aB. mpromu ¢ sAteM (< *terti), cp. pyc. mepémv. Kak O6bI TO HI OBLIO, 3/1€Ch TOT >Ke pedJIeKc, YTo
u nepen *a mam *o (B MMeHax).

YTto >Xe KacaeTcs BTOPOI TPYIIIBL: hidziri, opdri, — TO DTU IJIaTOJBI IO KpaliHell Mepe B
MHPUHNUTIBE COAep>KaT ATb, KOTOPLII BAMsAeT Ha Ka4decTBO -r- B ciywyae ndziri
I0CIL *nazoréti umeeM emé pyM. zdri ‘BUzieTb CMYTHO, 3aBUJETD «— IOCI. *zoréti. Apyrux Bapu-
aHTOB MH(PUHNUTYIBA HeT. A TJIaroJI opdri, KOTOPBIN Ha IIepBbIN B3IV 3aMMCTBOBAH U3 *0-pdriti,
Ha caMOM /JleJie TIpe/ICTaBJsIeT cobOll CMeIleHue JByX TJIaroJIoB: *pdriti u *poréti B mosb3y T10-
CJIeJIHEeTO, 4TO ABCTBYET U3 ero 3HauyeHMI, cpeJiyi KOTOPBIX HpUcyTcTByeT ‘IpeTs’: (1) ‘obmBaTh
KUILIIEeN SKIMAKOCTBIO’, BO3BP. ‘OmMaputhcs («— *pariti), (2) Bo3Bp. (OOBIYHO O /IETAX) ‘BBIHI-
BaTh y ceOs paHBI MM pa3fpa’keHls, OOBIYHO Ha CyCTaBaX, IIOTOM WMJIM MOYON («— *poréti),
(3) BO3Bp. (AMaj1. O KyKypy3e, MyKe, CyXIX pacTeHUsX) ‘TIpeThb, IIOPTACh (<« *puréti), (4) BO3Bp.
(o pacTeHmsIx) ‘BSAHYTb OT >Kaphbl, IIJIeCHEBeTh OT COJIHIIA IOCJIe oK/ («<— *poréti)®. DTo 3HAUNT,

8 VI3 HanmcaHuit vorroavd ‘CJI0BO’, vOrrovi ‘TOBOPMUTH B PYMBIHCKUX HaMATHMKaX CeJyeT BBICOKas BepOsT-
HOCTB CJTaBSHCKOTO IIPOMCXOXK/IeHMsI 5TOTo THe3fa. CaMo CT0BO v0roduid BasKHO BBUJLY €TO BEPOATHOMN CBS3K C PYM.
vorbd ‘T>K.’, O Ubell DTUMOJIOTUN JaBHO CIOPST (BTOpasl TMIIOTe3a CBS3BIBAET €ro c Jjart. verbum ‘TX.”), cM. (Pamfil
2003: 21). BoaMO>KHO, 1 vorodvd, M v6rbid — OTIJIaroIbHBIE MMEeHa OT JBYX BapMaHTOB IJIarosa (ecjay 9TO BapUaHTEI):
vorovi u vorbi. Torga MCTOYHMKOM 3alIMCTBOBaHISA MOXKET OBITh UTO-TO BPOJe VKp. AMall. 6020piimu ‘TOBOPUTH
(c mpyToOI1 MeTaTe3011).

9 OPARI, opiresc, vb. IV. 1. A turna peste ceva un lichid clocotit (ap3, lesie, lapte etc.) pentru a spéla, a curata
de coaja, a géti etc. # Tranz. si refl. A provoca sau a cdpdta arsuri, turnand sau varsand apa clocotita sau alt lichid
foarte fierbinte; a (se) arde. 2. Refl. (Mai ales despre copiii mici) A face rani si iritatii in unele parti ale corpului, mai
ales la incheieturi, din cauza transpiratiei, a urinei etc. 3. Refl. (Reg.; despre malai, faind, plante uscate) A se
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9TO, XOTsI B IIBITAHCKOM MMeeTCsl TOIBKO 3HadeHMe ‘IIIapuTh’, popMa ®TOTO IJaroJja B py-
MBIHCKOM MCTOYHMKE He IMeeT OTHOIIIEeHN:I K CIaBsHCKOM (popme *pariti.

B mosunmm mocise COITacHOTO MJIM IIepe] COTIACHBIM BBICTYIIaeT TOJBKO OOBIUHBIN /r/
(BUAMMO, B paHHEPYMBIHCKOM He 0b110 **Crr u **rrC, XOTsI B MICKOHHOIIbITaHCKIX ci1oBax Cr, 7C
BIIOJIHE BO3MOJXKHBI), B T. Y. B CJIaBM3MaX, CP. B IJIaroJIax:

Ko, primil ‘lpyuHMMaeT’ <« paHHepyM. *primi (pyM. primi ‘TOpMHUMATL’, CTap. priimi,
DER: 666 < 10c1. *pri-jom-, cp. OOJIT. npuéma, npuemam, npuumam ‘IpuHNMAIO’;

K911, opril ‘3anipemaetr’ (A4) < paHHepyM. *opri (pyM. opri ‘OCTAaHOBUTSL’) «— IOCI. *0-p(b)r-
(c mazieHmeM epa; cp. piri «— *pur- Ges IPUCTaBKI), Cp. 6OIT. 0npd ‘0GoIIpy’

U MH. JIp.

3 Bcero TOrO JesaeM BBIBOJ, UYTO MEXJY IJIAaCHBIMU B sI3bIKe-VICTOYHNKE CJIaBU3MOB
BCTpedasnoch JBa aanodona ¢poHeMs! /r/. OfMH U3 HUX — MATKUI (IIepef ATeM B CJIaBSIHCKOM
MCTOYHMKE) IlepejlaBasicsl PyMBIHCKOI (poHeMOoI1 /r/, a Apyroi (BO BceX OCTaJbHBIX CAydasx, B
T. 4., BUAMMO, BCerJa B Hadase) IlepeJaBajcsi PYMBIHCKMM /#/ (pacKaTHCTBIM). DTa pasHHUIIA
TOYHO BOCIIPOV3BOANIACH IIBITAHAMU C IIOMOIIBIO IByX COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX (POHEM.

B mpIraHCKOM ecTh TakKe IIPOCTOe /t/ B CyIeCTBUTEJIBHOM, IZe MOKHO IIpeJAIiosararhb
(c HaTS>KKOI) CJIaBSIHCKMUI MCXOJ Ha *-rv (T. e. Iepel, epeM), 4eMy, OJHaKO, IPOTUBOPEUNT Ha-
IICaHMe B CTAPOPYMBIHCKOM:

K9JI7L. iforo ‘MeTens’ « paHHepyM. *?iforu (pym. vihor ‘BUXpy’, Amasl. vivor; B IaMATHUKAX:
vihorrulu, Densusianu 1938: 121) < 1ocx1. *vixorv, cp. 6auskyio popmy (¢ *~v-, a He *-0-
B OCHOBe) OOJIT. 61.X'bp; KOHEYHOE *-b MMeeM B PYC. 6UXpb — BIIPOYEM, TOTZla HEIIOHST-
HO, OTKy/la OKOHYaHMe paHHepyM. *-il.

Kpowme Toro, B 1ipiraHcKOM IpocToe /r/ BeICcTyI1aeT B cypPpuice -ar- (JaCTMUHO CJIaBIHCKOTO
IIPOVICXOK/IeHIAA ):

K9JII. bufari ‘KHMTa, KOIIeNeK «— paHHepyM. *bufdri (pym. ctap. bucvdriu, bucvdri, bucvdr,
bufir ‘lepkoBHas KHUTA’) «— I0CI. *bukvvar(j)v.

B HOBOTI'p€YECKIX 3aMMCTBOBaHNAIX Yepe3 pyMI)IHCKI/IIZ — TOJIBKO /1"/1

Koz, zaharo (AA), zaro ‘caxap’ < paHHepyM. *zdharu (pyMm. zdhar) < Hrp. Ldxa(0);

KDJLL. 00rez0 ‘pUC’ «— paHHepyM. *orézu (pyM. oréz) — (?) Hrp. opULL 0QUlA, C HESICHBIM
OKOHYaHMeM U KOPHEBBLIM IJIacHBIM B pyMbIHCKOM (DER: 584);

Ko7, karamida ‘kupnnd’ <« paHHepyM. *kdrdmida (pym. cdramidd) < cp.-Tp. kepapido
(DER: 142).

DTO 3HAUMT, YTO PYMBIHCKUIA A3BIK ITO-pa3HOMY BOCIIPMHIMAJI CIaBIHCKOe U Tpedeckoe /7.

Yro xacaercs IPYyIruX sI3BIKOB-MCTOYHMKOB, TO IO ITBITAHCKOMY BMJ[HO, YTO HeMeIKoe I
v o ~ %[5/,
TypeLKoe /r/ 110 KpaliHell Mepe B YacTI C/IydaeB pyMBIHCKUII IIepeiaBas gyepes */r/:

K97, pahato ‘ctakaH’ <« paHHepyM. *pahdrru (pyMm. pahdr; B nmaMsaTHuKax: paharru, Den-
susianu 1938: 121) « cBH. behhari (HesICHO OKOHUAHUE);

K9J17. tataro ‘MycyJIbMaHUH <« paHHepyM. *tatdrru (pyMm. tdtdar ¢ pegykumen) « Typ. tatar;

ko, katifo ‘myr’ (AA) — pansepym. *katirru (pym. catir) — typ. katir.

incinge, alterandu-se. 4. Refl. (Despre plante) A se ofili, a se vesteji (din cauza cdldurii); a se mana din cauza soare-
lui prea fierbinte aparut dupa ploaie (DEX).
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Saraaquoe CJIOBO:

KoJ17. kapara ‘3anor B Buje mofapka HepecTe’ « paHHepyM. ? (pyM. capdrd) < WT. capdrra
‘3aJI0r’ IpU CXpB. kdpara u HIp. kamdoo (cpegHero poga) (DER: 136); nHemocpecrsen-
HBI/l MCTOYHUK 3aMIMCTBOBaHUA B PYMBIHCKUII HesiCeH, OTCYTCTBMe /7/ 3araJlo4HO; MO-
KeT OBITh, TO MpUMep HOBOPYMBIHCKOI (POPMBI B KDJI/IDPapCKOM?

Konerr crosa (?)

B xa119papcKoM ecTh BCero OJJHO CJIOBO (CJIOBO-BbICKa3bIBaHME), JIJIsI KOTOPOTO B «paHHepy-
MBIHCKOM» MO>KHO IIpe/iIojiaraTb OTCYyTCTBME IJIJaCHOTO OKOHYaHM:. DTO CJI0BO (B pOJIM COIO3a)
PYMBIHBI JIOJIKHBI OBLIM 3aMIMCTBOBATh, He JOOaBJIss HUKAKOTO IJIaCHOTO B KOHIIE:

Kou17. batar ‘eni-oory’ « pannepywMm. *bitdrr (pyM. amai. bdtir, bdtdr XoTsI; IO KpaliHell Me-
pe’) < BeHTr. bdtor ‘quoique, quand méme’ (Cihac 1879: 481).

BOSMO)KHO, TaKOe€ KOHEYHO€E BEHTEPCKOE -1 BCerJa 11epeaBajioCb Kak /7_’/

Bosppamasics x pediekcaM I0KHOCTABIHCKOIO *7, B 11€JI0M IIOHSITHO, YTO OHU He pasJn-
JaloTcs nepej ciaas. *i 1 *y. B Hauase cioBa Becerza nMeeM *rri-, 0IHaKO DTO He 3HAUYNT, YTO Ha
CTa/ My 3aMMCTBOBAaHMNS U3 CJIaBAHCKOTO B PyMBIHCKOM He OBLIO *7i-10;

pyMm. Rim ‘Pum’ (tipu, Buaumo, 6os1ee HOBOM Rim) < “Reimu «— 10C1., cp. 6oar. Pum, cpxs.
Rim, Rima < *Rimv; Takxe rimledn;

pyMm. ribitd ‘HeK. BUZBI MeIKUX PHIG’ < *rribita — 10c1., cp. GOIT. pitbuya < *rijbica; cioga xe
pym. rimnic ‘pyx’;

v MH. p. (B T. 4. riza ‘pusa’, ris ‘price’).

Ha navaibHOe ci1aB. *ré- HaZl€>KHBIX IIPMMEpPOB HeT, HO eCTh OJIMH Ha HadaJIbHOe CJIaB. *1b-,
KOTOpOe ToXe /1aéT TBEPAOCTD (?):

pyM. rivni “KaxxzaTh < *rrdvni < I0CJ1., Cp. OOJT. JuaJ. pesHa ce ‘HpaBIIOCh’ < *rbubh-; ca-
MBble paHHIe HaIlVICAaHV: 1dvni, 3aTeM rivni, rimni, revni (yrnogobenne riaacHeix?) (Oc-
zko 2014: 253).

B cepenune cioBa MMeeTcsl BCero HECKOJIBKO IIPMMEPOB Ha CIaB. *-ri- ¢ obouMu pedex-
caMI B PyMBIHCKOM, Cp. -ti- (II0 KpaliHeil Mepe, OJIiH Ipumep):

PYM. tiritd, oBBIaHO MH. tirite ‘OTpy6w’ < *Hirrita — I0CKL., cp. GOJIT. MH. Mpiill, CXPB. MH.
trice ‘“T>K.” < *tvrica, oueBUIHO, < *tor- ‘TepeTy’; TakKMM 0Opa3oM, 37eCh He IaBILINIL ep,
Tak ke, KaK B OZJHOKOPEHHOM tiri ‘TaIuTh’ (CM. BBHIIIIE), YTO MOXKET TOBOPUTH O paHHEM
BpeMeHN 3aIMCTBOBaHIL;

10 JIcKkOHHEIe PyMBIHCKIE CJIOBa Ha 7i- TUIIa risipi ‘pacceniaTy’, ridicd ‘moguuMary’, ridiche ‘pera’, mo-suguMoMmy,
BO BCeX CAydasX — pe3y/IbTaT acCMMMIALMM _d_i > _i_i (Cp. BapMaHTHl rdsipi, radicd, ridiche). To >xe KacaeTcs cJI0OB
Ha re-, T7le _d_e> _e_e, cp. retéz ‘mexosa’, reveni ‘BBIMaumMBaTh’ U p. MOXHO JyMaTh, 9YTO 9Ta aCCMMUJLALINS CTasla
BO3MO>KHA, T. K. K 9TOMY MOMEHTY y>Ke CTajJ0 BO3MOXXHBIM IIpOCTOe HayasbHOe r-. DTO B KaKOW-TO CTeIleHM TaK
yxe ¢ XVII B. (xots1 popmsl A risipi emé pegkn) (Rosetti 1986: 450). IIpocToe HauapHOE 7- BHICTyTIaeT B TI03/-
HUX 3aMMCTBOBaHIAX, CP. PyM. rip TpsA3HEIN « Hrp. oUmtog (DER: 701), rif ‘Mepa gauasr’ — 1yp. rif (DER: 699).

1 Cioza ABHO He OTHOCUTCS PyM. ;drfnd ‘TIaXOTHasl 3eMJIsI’, KOTOpOe MHOIZAa BO3BOZAAT K I0SKHOC/IaBSHCKOMY,
Cp. CXpB. cirina ‘monuIMHA’. BripoyeM, BeposTHO, MMesa MeCTO KOHTaMMHAIV:I, Cy/is IO BapMaHTaM ,td'rnd, tarind
(DER: 826); nmatmHCKOe HPOMUCXOXKJeHue OT *ferra IOATBEp>KJaeTcs HaIlMiCAHMEeM B PYMBIHCKMX HaMATHMKaX:
terrind, Hapapgy c tirrand (Rosetti 1986: 480).
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Ho u -7i-:

PYM. coritd ‘KOPBITO’ «— IOCIL. ?, cp. OOJT. Koptimo, cxpB. korito < *korijto;

PyM. verigd ‘3BeHO; KOJIBLIO® «— IOC. ?, Cp. OOJIT. 6epiiea, CXpB. veriga < *veriga (pyMm. verigid —
K9JIZ. viriga ‘KOJIBIIO’);

pyM. pérind, Bap. pernd ‘mepuHa’ (HepBBII BapMaHT, BUAMMO, OoJiee CTapblil, OJHAKO
BcTpedaercs Tobko ¢ KoHIa XVII B, Oczko 2014: 215) < 1oca. ?, cp. Gour. népuna,
CXPB. perina < *perina (pyM. pérind — K9JA. perina ‘lepuHa’).

CaBuaMsl ¢ cyppuKcoM -ica JaioT -ri- (Bce, KpoMe firitd, cM. BbILIe): véveritd ‘Genka’ —
*oéverica; iritd ~ ieritd ‘ApoBas IIIeHMIA’ < *jarica ¥ HeK. Jip. C MeHee SICHBIMM MCTOYHUKaMM
(Pascu 1916: 254); cp. Takxe ¢ konebanmeM toporiste, toporiste — toporiite (13 KaKoro s3pika?)
(Pascu 1916: 253).

Kak 6p1 TO HM OBLIO, BUJHO, YTO CJIaB. ¥y MPsIMO He OTpa’kaeTcs B 3aMMCTBOBaHIAX KaK
pyM. i. BosMO>KHO, Ha HauaJIbLHBIX CTaJVX JI000e cias. *rV, rae V=", *y, naBano panHepyM. *rri
(Torga -ri- B pyMBIHCKOM OOBSCHSIETCS MO3JHUM 3alIMCTBOBaHMEM U3 CJIaBsIHCKOro). bes sToro
IIpe/III0JIOKeHNs pacpelieleHNs MeXX/Ay pyM. *rri u *ri B claBU3MaXx-IMeHax OOHapy>KUTb He
yaaércs. [losToMy Bpsay i1 yMeCTHO pacCMaTpUBaTh TaKye 3alIMCTBOBaHIS Pa3Je/IbHO 12,

Vcxopst U3 9TOro, MOXKHO IIpe/IIIOJI0KIUTh, 4TO B I0JKHOC/IABsHCKOM /iasIeKTe, U3 KOTOPO-
IO 3a/IMCTBOBaJIM CJI0OBa HOCUTE/IN «paHHEPYMBIHCKOTO» SA3bIKa, *y 1 *i y>Ke camance. VI3 namm-
411l HeCKOJIBKUX IIPMMepOB Ha *111 MOXKeT cJIefloBaTh, UTO HTO CAMSIHIE IIPOU3OIILIO CKOopee B
I10JIB3Y *Y BBUJY ITpeJIIIecTBYIOIero */7/. Bo3MOXHO, Jpyrue coracHble CMAT4aInCh CUIbHee,
cp. pyM. cobild ‘kobbL1a’ «— 10ca. *kobila < *kobyla; pym. vidrd ‘Beigpa’ < 10ca1. *vidra < *vydra
u T. 1. (Densusianu 1901: 273). B 1060M cirydae, B McTOUHMKe He ObLI0 ABYX (poHEM /i 1 [y/13.

Kax 6p110 ITOKa3aHO BbIllle, HeMHOTOUYMC/IEHHbIE CJIaBsHCKMe IJ1aro/ibpl Ha -Vr-, Iomnasiime
yepe3 PyMBIHCKIIL B LIBITAHCKII, pacIipe/ie/IeHbl B HEM MeXKJy -F- U -1i- 110 HaJIU4uIO *é B 1C-
XOJle OCHOBBI CJIaBsIHCKOTO Iu1aroJa (pyryl, tyryl, vytyl, Ho nazaril, paril). ITpu 9TOM B camoM py-
MBIHCKOM HTO IPOTUBOIIOCTaBJIeHNe, BUJMMO, B KaKOJ-TO MOMEHT Hada/0 3aTyMaHMBaTbCs,
TaK 4YTO [JIaTOJIBI Ha -1 Ceifuac HepeIKO MMEIOT BapMaHTHI Ha ~Fi, 1 HA0BOPOT. DTU BAPUAHTHL B
KaKOJ-TO CTeIIeHM y>Ke IIPUCYTCTBYIOT B PYMBIHCKMX IaMSITHUKaX (BBIIIE YIIOMAHYT BapUaHT
tiri XVI B.), HO LIBITAaHCKMM He OTpa’kaloTcsl (IIpaBJa, IIpUMepOB MaJlo).

B xunre Oczko 2014 mpusesieHbl MHOTOUYNMC/IEHHBIE IIPYIMEPBI CIaBU3MOB U3 PYMBIHCKIX
naMsATHNKOB B ocHOBHOM XVI-XVII BB. (aBTOp pacnmcana JgaHHbIe HECKOJIBKMX CJIOBapeil).
B ciioBapHOIT yacTy KHUTHK Ja€Tcs 3ar1aBHas popMa CI0Ba, a 3aTeM yKasaHIs Ha TOJl M UCTO4-
HIK JIJaHHBIX, a TaK>Ke BapuaHThL. Bri6op 3arimasHoM POPMBI 00YCIOBI€H COBpeMeHHBIM JInTe-
paTypHBIM BapMaHTOM, HO IMEHHO OH — CpeJM STHX IJIaroJI0B, — Cy/s II0 MaTepuasly, Jalie
BCETO sBJISIETCS e IMHCTBEHHBIM B aMATHMKaX (TOJIBKO Y OJJHOTO IJIaroJia ecTh BapuaHT). I1pn-
BeJIEM MHTepecyIol/e Hac CJIaBsSHCKIe IJIaroJibl, JaHHbIe B TOM paboTe, He ITOIaBIINe B IIbI-
raHCKMII (ITOIaBIIIVe MBI JlajIM BBIIIE) C UX BapMaHTaMM (M MCTOYHMKaMM 3aIMCTBOBaHMIL).

12 O6menpuHATOe MHEHMEe Ha STOT CI6T HaM HesAcHO. OBBIYHO CI0BA CO c1aB. *i u *y pasgestiorcs, cp. Oczko
2014: 64, 65, roe ToBOPUTCS, YTO *y NA€T 7 TOJIBKO IOCIE . DTO CO3Ja€T MJIIIO3UIO HEIIOCPe CTBEHHOTO COOTBETCT-
BIs, HO TOYHO TaK >ke OTpakaeTcs 1 *i (Kpome Toro, npusozanmMble Ouko pretcd mpu cxps. pritka v vedeald ipu 60T,
«vidélo» He MOTYT OBITH JOBOJOM B IIOJb3Y OTZEIBHOI CyIbOBI -i-, T. K. B IepBOM CJIydae IepsudHa Gpopma c ATeM
preatcd, MH. pretci, -e, a BO BTOPOM — JeJIO SIBHO B pyMBIHCKOM KOpHe ved-, DER: 889). Hesicra n mosumms Pocertu
(Rosetti 1986: 307).

13 DTOMY, Ha TIepBBIN B3I/IAZ, IPOTUBOPEUUT PyM. prisni ‘GphI3raTh’, IpUBOAUMOE KaK 3aIMCTBOBaHME U3
cnas. prysnoti (Oczko 2014: 65). Ha camom pesne, BeposTHO, prisni — He 4TO MHOe KaK (POHETMYECKUIT BapMaHT
pirsni (1o Scriban 1939: 990 prisni — Ha BOCTOKe) «— I0CII. *pfsnuti (cxps. pisnuti, 6OIT. npbcHa).
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Ha -ri:

pym. dobori u obori ‘BammTs’ (B mamsTHUKAX: 0borri, Densusianu 1938: 121) — 1oci. *do-/o-
boriti (cp. cxps. oboriti ‘cBaauTs’);

pyMm. omori ‘ybusary’, zamori ‘yMopuTth’ (B nmamsATHMKax: omorri, Densusianu 1938: 121) «
I0CIL. *u-?/za-moriti (cp. cXpB. moriti ‘MOPUTS’);

pyM. cobori ‘criyckatbes’, M. 6., & pyM. pogor ‘criyck’ ™ — I0CIL 2, Cp. Ap.-PYC. 1020pb ‘BHI3’
(mo®TOMY, M. 0., TO OTBIMEHHBIII IJ1ar0JI, @ He 3aIMCTBOBaHHBII);

PYM. otidri ‘3mUThesy «— 10CT. *0-cériti (cp. cXpB. cériti se ‘cKaaUThCs);

pyM. zidiri ‘gpasunTs, 3agupaty’ — 10C1. *za-dor- (Cp. cXps. zidrém ‘3azepy’);

pyM. ociri (Bap. ociiri) ‘oroBapuBaTs’ «— 10cu. *u-2koriti (cp. cxps. koriti ‘koputs’).

B vactu CJIy4YaeB IIOKa3aTeJIbHO HallricaHne -rti B IIaMSITHUKAX IIpu COBP. pyM. -ri:

PYM. pojari ‘3axkeun’ « IOC/. *pozariti; B IAMATHUKaX: pojerri-se-vor (Densusianu 1938: 121)
(B Oczko 2014: 225 mpuBOAUTCS C -1, O4EBUIHO, 110 HEJOCMOTPY).

OTCyTCTBI/Ie TaKOro HaIllCaHM:s B IIaMATHHMKaX HeIlOKa3aTeJIbHO (‘-IaCTb IIaMsJTHMKOB CO-
BCeM He OTan(aeT -¥r-, B 94aCT OTpa>kKeHue HeHOCJIe,I[OBaTe]II)HO) TaK, TOJIbKO C OAVMHAPHBIM -7~
dvori ‘cay>xuth’, blagodari ~ blagoddri ‘61arogaputs’.

Toapko Ha -ri:

pPyM. zdri ‘BUJeTb CMYTHO, 3aBUJeTh’ (U C IpUCTaBKaMU: 1dzdri, CM. BBIIIIE) < IOCIL. *2oréti
(cp. cxXpB. zréti ‘3peTnb, BUZETD’);

pym. dogori ‘pasropatbest’, prigori (BO3Bp.) “KapuThes' <« OCH *do-/pri-goréti (cp. cXps.
gorjeti ‘ropeTs’).

Bo3Mmo:kHO, crofia >ke MO>KHO OTHECTI:

pyM. preapiri ‘y6emuty’ « 10CL. *prépuréti; (B IaMsITHUKAX: preapdri, HO Jeemp. preapdrind,
Densusianu 1938: 524).

Bce Tpu riarosa Ha -ri — sTeBble (CIO/ja JKe OTHOCUTCS Opdri, 0 KOTOPOM CM. BBIIIIe), a IJIa-
TOJIBI Ha -1 — HeT. TeM caMbIM Kak OyzATO TOATBEp>KaeTcsl (XOTh M Ha BechbMa CKYJZHOM MaTe-
puase) 3aMeueHHOe HaMU paclipe/ie/ieHle.

B COBPEMEHHOM pmeHCKOM DTO pacnpeaeﬂeHme IIOYTVU COBCEM 3aTepTo Tak, nmerorcs
BapMaHTHI: otarz ~ otdri ‘3nUTHCA’; ogorz ~ 09071 ‘BBIKeUb [HOJIe] dogori ~ dogorl pasroparncs’;
TOJIBKO 1zgor1 (Bo3Bp.) ‘TpeTncs, mpest’ (0 3epHe); zidirt ~ zaderi ¢ IpasHUTL’, clofa Xe ijderi
(ijdiri, izddri, jidiri) ~ jididri ‘usobpeTaTs, TOPMOIIUTY; zitiri ~ zatdri (Takxe Ge3 eps: zitr)
‘TyouTs’; dirt ~ diri ‘rorrtats, caeguts’ (DER: 292) u MH. gp. I71aroJsl-c1aBU3MEL ¢ OoJIee VIn
MeHee SICHON ®TuUMoJIOrnen. VIMeercsa Takke HEKOTOpOe YMCJIO IJIaroJIOoB Oe3 BapuaHTa i,
Cp. gdvdri ‘roBOPUTL’, BepOATHO, OOJiee HOBLIX. JITak, coBpeMeHHOe paclipejie/ieHIe COBep-
IIIeHHO HeTloKaszaTepHO. OgHaKo, nmosarasck Ha paboty Oczko 2014, MBI IpeAONI0XKIIN, 9YTO
9Ta CUTyanusl BTOpM4YHA. Ecm Tak, TO MOXKHO CYUMTaTh, YTO CEBEPHOBJAIICKIE ITBITAHCKIIE
J1aaeKThl YAVBUTEIBHBIM 00pa3oM COXPaHSIOT BaXKHBIN PYMBIHCKIIL apXan3M.

B mob6om ciaydae, pazdoop yHOMSHYTBIX JIPEeBHUX PYMBIHCKIX CIaBU3MOB (B MIX COBpeMeH-
HOM IIBITAaHCKOM OOJIMKe), Cy[isl IO BCceMy, IIPOJIMBaeT CBeT Ha JOBOJLHO JIpeBHee COCTOsIHIe
¢oHOIOTMM KAaKMX-TO IO’KHOCIABSIHCKUX /JIMaeKTOB (paHHe0OoITapcKux?), a IMEHHO — I103BO-
JIIeT € BBICOKOI TOYHOCTBIO BOOOPAa3NUTh peann3alio B HUX JBYX ala0pOHOB /t/, OTpasus-
IMXCS KaK /iBe (POHEeMBI B PyMBIHCKOM. DT HaOJIIOJEeHNs MOTYT IIOMOYb B T. 4. IIPY yTOYHe-

4 BuguMo, cioga xe pogori, 3HaueHne = cobor? (DER: 2201).
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HUM JATUPOBKUM MUTpalMI IIBITAaH M, BO3MOXKHO, TaKXKe pPaHHEr0 PYMBIHCKO-CIaBsIHCKOTO
KYyJIbTYPHOTO B3alIMO/IeICTBI.

Kpome Toro, Mpl mokasaun, 4TOo B PyMBIHCKMX JiMasIeKTaX, OKPY>KaBIIMX IIbITaH, COBep-
IIIEHHO SIBCTBEHHO COXpaHAINCh e POHEMBIL: */F/ 1 */r/, KOTOpble HelocCIeLOBaTeIBHO OTpa-
KaIOTCs PyMBIHCKUMU IaMsATHUKaMMU. VI3 TOro, 4To y mbIraH (PKMBIIMX Ha PYMBIHOS3BIYHON
TeppUTOpUN IO cepeAuHbl nan KoHna XIX B.) 9To pasimdme ocTaJoch HeTPOHYTBIM, CIe/yeT,
MIO-BUVMIMOMY, UTO B PYMBIHCKOM S3BIKE OHO JICU€3JI0 COBCEM HeJaBHO.

Vtak, B paHHEepyMBIHCKOM sI3bIKe MOIJIO OBITH CJIefyIoIlee pacrpe/eseHne (s UCKOH-
HBIX CJIOB U CJIaBM3MOB; O IPYTUX 3aMMMCTBOBAHMAX ¥ O KOHEYHOI ITO3UIIMY CM. BBIIIIE):

B HauaJie B cepenune (V_V)

yHac/eJoBaHHbIe > e
r->rr-
JIATMHCKIIE CJIOBa -r7->-17-

*-r- (mepex *¢é, *v) — -1-
*r-— - *-r- (TIpou. caydam) — -1r-
(BO3MOXKHO, ¢ KOslebaHMAMM TIepes, *i)

3aIMCTBOBaHVI
13 IO>KHOC/TIaBAIHCKOTO

CrenaHHBIe HaMI BBIBOZBI He IPUBOJAT K KaKUM-JIMOO Cy>KJeHUSIM O (POHeMaTUIeCKOM
cTatyce «TBEPJOTO» U «MATKOIO» -7~ B I0OSKHOC/IaBSHCKOM DIIOXM €TO aKTMBHBIX KOHTaKTOB C Jla-
KOPpYMBIHCKMM. OJHAaKO Ba’kKHO, 4TO aKyCTMYeCKM OHM OBLIM JOCTaTOYHO Pas3N4YHbI, YTOOBI
IepejaBaThCsl Pa3HBIMM POMaHCKUMY (POHEMAMI.

Cama mortepsl IpOTUBOIIOCTaBJIeHNs MCI. ¥y U *i HIMPOKO JIeMOHCTPUPYETCsl BCeMI CJla-
BSIHCKVIMM SI3bIKaMI perroHa. Tak, 9Tu (pOHeMBI CIVINCH BO BCEX CAABSIHCKUX SI3BIKAX, KpoMe
9JacTy BOCTOYHOCJIABSIHCKMX M 3allaHOC/IABSIHCKUX JuaneKToB. PasHble pedieKchl JaioOT cie-
JyloIiue SI3BIKM: PYCCKUIL, OelIopycCcKMii, MapTMHaIbHble YKpaHCKMe J1aleKThl, IIOJbCKIIA,
JY>KUIIKMe, B YeIlICKOM U CJIOBAlIkOM ®TO pas/ndle B 4acTU CIydaeB BUJHO IIO IIpeJIecT-
BYIOIIIVIM COIJIAaCHBIM. B ocTapHBIX BTO MPOTHBOIIOCTaBIeHNEe IIPOIIalo JOBOJIBHO paHO. Cyzs
IIPO pacCMOTPEHHOMY B DTOIl CTaThe MaTepuasy, CHadaja CAMsSHMe DTUX AByX ¢poHeM (oHe-
TUYeCKM MPOLLIO B IOJL3Y *y (TaKkoBa COBpeMeHHas CUTyallls B OOJIBIIMHCTBE YKPaMHCKIX
TOBOPOB, B T. 4. B JUTepaTypHOM). BeposTHO, TakoB OBLI M paHHMII I0JKHOCTABSHCKUIL JMa-
JIEKT, C KOTOPBIM KOHTaKTUPOBaIV PYMBIHBI, I MMEHHO DTOT (paKT OTpas3NJ/ICs B CeBepHOBJIAIII-
CKMX ITBITAaHCKUX JMaIeKTax.
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A thorough examination of North Romani (Kelderar and Kisyniovar) borrowings from Ro-
manian dialects confirms that (1) Romanian has, until quite recently, rigorously preserved
Latin -rr- word-internally, and that (2) in Balkan Romance dialects, including Romanian,
Lat. 7- > rr- word-initially. It also leads us to a new observation that (3) the South Slavic dia-
lect which was the source of numerous loans into “Early Romanian” possessed two distinct
allophones of /r/: a soft (palatalized) one — before *¢ (possibly, also before *») — and a hard
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which yielded Romanian -r- and -rr-, respectively.
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Replies / OTBeTHI

A. M. Kozart | Anton Kogan

(MucrutyT Boctokosenenns PAH, Mocksa)

Orser Ha cratpio A. C. KpbL1oBoit

«/leKCUKOCTaTUCTUKA HOBOI/IHI[O&pI/IﬂCKI/IX SI3BIKOB: B3IVIAJ ITOJIEBOTO JIVMTHIBMCTa»

B cBoeir Henasreir cratee (Kpsriosa 2017) A. C. Kpsr-
JIOBa IIpeJJIOXKN/Ia PsAjl IONPaBOK U JOIOJHEHUI K
MHJ0apUIICKOI JIEKCUKOCTATICTIecKoll Oase /aH-
HEIX, IIpMBeJeHHON B Hamreil pabore (Kogan 2016).
Kpowme Toro, eit 65111 BhICKa3aHbl HEKOTOPEIE 3aMeya-
HILST, Kacaroluecs: CaMMX IPUHITUIIOB OTOOpa JIeKCUKY,
BKJIIOUaeMOI B CTOC/IOBHBIE criucku. Bee »Tu mompas-
K1, JOTIOJHeHMSI M 3aMedaHIsl, 6e3yCc/JI0BHO, MHTepec-
HBI, HO B 3HaYMTeJLHOM CBOEeI J4acTu HebecCIIOpHE, a
IIOTOMY TpeOyIOT JeTalbHOTo obcyxaenns. Ilpexne,
0JlHaKO, XOTeJ0ch Ol rnmobdaarogaputsh A. C. KpuLiosy
3a monoJHeHMe 6a3bl MaTepuasaMy, COOPaHHBIMU el
B XOJle I10JIeBoli paboTel. Peun mzeT, B mepByio oue-
pesb, 0 MaTepuaax IO s3bIKaM KyJLIYU U Opus. Yder
OTUX HOBBIX JIaHHBIX, BHE BCSIKOTO COMHEHNs, IO3BO-
JIUT YTOYHUTL POJOCIOBHOE JpeBO U clejJaeT ero
JIydllle OTpakaloIMM peabHyI0 KapTUHY TeHeTide-
CKMX OTHOIIIEHUII HOBOMHJUIICKUX SI3BIKOB.

Pas6op 3zameuanmit A. C. Kpsliosoit mpejcras/is-
eTcs 11e1ecO00pa3HbIM IPOU3BOAMUTD, CIeZysl HOPALKY

n py6pMKau1/m, IIpeJIOCKEHHDBIM B €€ CcTaTbe.

3aMedyaHms K CEeMaHTHKE

1. Vlugoapuiickue  MeCTOMMeHMs,  BBICTyIIAIOIIVe
B CTOCTOBHOM 3HadeHum ‘all’ m mpoposrkaloriie
Ip.-uHJ,. sarva- ‘Bee’ (XUHIN-YpAY sab, manmx. sabh,
Hell. sabai M T. 1.), OOBSBJSIIOTCST DTUMOJOTMIECKN
He CBSI3aHHBIMU C MECTOMMEHVSIMU, BOCXOSIIIIMI
K IIPOTOTUILY SArd- ‘BeCh, 1IebIIT (IIOTX., XMHJKO SAre,
JaxHga sard u T. 1.'). YTBep>K/jaeTcs, 4To /iBa JaHHBIX
STMMOHA He CBjA3aHbl Ha IPaMHJOeBPOIIeIICKOM
yposue (Kpoitosa 2017: 282). Mexxnay TeM, cBA3b
Me>K/ly HUMI ITpeJCTaBIseTCs BepOsTHOM, Ha YTO B
cBoe BpeMs yKasbias ertle JKiosns Biok (Bloch 1919:
420). Oba oHH, CKOpee BCero, BOCXOZAT K ITPOM3-

BOJHBIM 1.-e. *solo-, *sol(e)uo- ‘miensuir’2. Takum 06-

' TTo/HBIIT IepedeHb OTPaXKeHNIT DTUX JBYX OCHOB B IIPUBJIe-
KaBIIMXCSI HAMY JJIs1 PAaCCMOTPEeHMsI HOBOMHAMIICKIX SI3BIKAX CM.
B craTbe (Kogan 2016: 239).

> OTpakeHus JAHHOI OCHOBBI B JIPYIUIX VIH/OEBPOIENCKUX
s3pIKax cM. B: Pokorny 1959: 979-980.

pas3oM, IIpUCBOEHNEe OTPakeHUsIM Jp.-UH[. 5arva- U
sAra-3 OJJHOTO HOMepa B 0Oase JaHHBIX IIPe/CTaB/Li-
€TCsl HaM BIIOJIHE OIIpaBJlaHHBIM. BxiIioueHne ke B
CTOCJIOBHBIE CIIMCKM OOOMX CJIOB B KAadeCTBe CUHO-
HIMOB, Kak 3T0 npepiaaraet A. C. Kprsutosa, yan-
TBIBasl CKa3aHHOeE BEIIIIe, HelleecoobpasHo.

5. YTBep>Kzaercs, YTO B CTOCIOBHOM CIIVICKE XMHJU-
ypAy B 3HaueHuM ‘neck’ JaHO Ha3BaHUe TOpJa, a He
mren (Kpsrosa 2017: 283). OpHako y XUHAN-YPAY
gald, BKIIO4EeHHOTO HaMM B 0asy JaHHBIX, MIMeeTCsI
KakK 3HaueHue ‘TOpJo’, Tak U 3HadeHme ‘mes’ (bap-
Xyzgapos u fp. 1972: 452)4. IIocko/IbKy JaHHOE CJI0BO
SIBJISIETCA MCKOHHBIM, IIpeJIIOuTeHMe IIPY COCTaB-
JIeHMM CITCKa OBIO OTJaHO MMEHHO eMy, a He

MepCcuCKOMY 3aMMCTBOBAHMIO gardan.

3amMeuaHMsI K 9TUMO 10T VSIM

1. A. C. KpsL1osa oTpuiiaeT BO3MOKHOCTb ICKOHHOTO
IIPOVICXOXKJEHNMsI Ha3BaHMS KpacHOTO IIBeTa B
OOIBINTUMHCTBE HOBOUHIUIICKUX SI3BIKOB  (XMH[U-
YPAy, HaH[AX., JaxHAa, ryaK. lal, cuaaxu lalu, Genr.,
acc. lal nt. 1.5), mpe/1aras BLIBOJUTD €r0 M3 IIepc.
Ia’l ‘pyonnr’ (Kpsrrosa 2017: 283-284). Cnezyet cka-
3aTh, UTO CBA3b MHJOAPUIICKNX CJIOB C IIEPCUACKIM
nocryaupyerca u Hamu (Koran 2005). Ognako Ham
IIpe/ICTaB/IsIeTCsl OoJlee BEPOSITHBIM He IIpeJIioJia-
raemoe A. C. KprL10BOIt 3aMCTBOBaHMe C IIOC/Ie/y-
IOIIUM IIOSIBJIEHUEM Y CYIIeCTBUTEBHOTO ‘pyouH’
JOIIOJHUTENbHOM CeMaHTUKU ‘KpacHBI’, a KOHTa-
MMHAIVS JaHHOTO CYIeCTBUTENBHOIO C ICKOHHBIM
MHJOapUIICKUM IIpMJlaraTeJbHBIM. DTO IOCAe/iHee
MBI CUMTaeM OTpa’keHeM BEepPOSITHOIO IIPOTOTHUIIA
*Iohila-, a BIMAHMEM CO CTOPOHBI CeMaHTUYECKN
0JIM3KOTO MepCH/CKOTO CJI0Ba OOBSCHSIEM ITOSIBIIE-

* He MCK/TI0Y€HO, YTO JAHHAs OCHOBA, BOTIPEKM IIPeITION0sKe-
amio P. Tepuepa (Turner 1966: 770), He ABIsA€TCS DTUMOJIOTIYE-
CKI TOKJIeCTBEHHOI Ip.-UHJ. S3ra- ‘CepIeBIHa; CyTh, CYIITHOCTE .

* Cp., HampUMep, Takyue KOHTEKCTHI YIIOTpe6IeHNsT JAHHOTO
cioBa, Kak gale meé hath dalnd ‘o6uaATSH 3a 1mer0’, gale milnd ‘06Hu-
MaThCs .

* TTosmpit crcok HoonHuitcknx Gpopm cM. B Kogan 2016: 250.
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A. 1. Koran / Anton Kogan

HIe B HOBOMHJUICKMX pOopMax JOJTOro 4 Ha MecTe
oxngaemoro 0°. A. C. Kpriosa ctaBuT 110J, COMHe-
HIle caMy BO3MOXKHOCTb PeKOHCTPYKIIMM JaHHOTO
IPOTOTUIIA, a MeXZAy TeM, IpelIioJiarapIasics
P. Teprepom (Turner 1966: 650) mpadpopma *Iohila-,
BeposTHee BCETO, IIpe/iCTaBJLsieT coboil perroHa bHOe
OTpakeHNe JIp.-MHA. rudhira- ‘KpacHbI’. YTBep-
sxjenne A. C. KpbLioBoit 0 TOM, 4TO B CpeJHeBeKO-
BBIX HOBOMHAMIICKUX JMaleKTax CyIIeCTBUTeNbHOe
‘pyOMH’ 3aTpyJHUTENBHO OTJMYUTH OT IIpMJIara-
TEJBHOIO ‘pyOMHOBEIN, KpacHBII BBUZY Hecop-
MUPOBAaHHOCTM CHCTEMBI IIOC/IEJOTOB, BBI3HIBAET
HeMaJO COMHEHMII M IIpM DTOM eJBa JIM MOJKET
CUNTATLCS BECOMBIM aprymeHTOM. Ilpumepsr us3
sspika Kabupa, npusenennsie B (Kpoutosa 2017: 283),
JIeMOHCTPUPYIOT OTCYyTCTBUE POPMabHBIX CPeJiCTB
MapKMpPOBKI TeHNUTMBHBIX OIlpefe/eHNIi, OJHaKO
MBI He 3HaeM HECOMHEHHBIX IIPUMepPOB (QYHKLINO-
HIPOBaHNUs IIOCJIeJHUX B KayecTBe I1BeTOOOO03HayYe-
HIII B MHAOAPUICKUX s3bIKaX. HampoTus, nssect-
HbBle HaM Ha3BaHM:I I1BETOB, DTUMOJIOTMYECKU CBs-
3aHHBIE C CyIIeCTBUTEJbHBIMY, XapaKTepMU3yIOTCs
MopdoorndeckuM 0(pOpMJIEHNEM, OTINYHBIM OT
TaKOBOTO y TeHUTUBHBIX onpesenennuit’. Kpome To-
ro, ecau IpuHATL Touky 3penns A. C. Kpniosoii,
OCTaeTcsl HESACHBIM, IIO4eMy IIpuJaraTejbHOe
‘KpacHBIII’ M CyIIecTBUTebHOe ‘pyOomMH’ pas/mya-
IOTCS B COBPeMEHHOM MHJIOAapUIICKOM, Ile Ha CHUH-
XPOHHOM YpPOBHE OHM, HECOMHEHHO, IIpe/CTaB/IsIOT
coboI1 /iBa pa3HBIX CJI0Ba, YTO B HEKOTOPBIX A3bIKAX
¢ukcupyercst 5 opporpapun (cp., Harrpumep, pas-
HOe HaIlJCaHue DTUX CI0B B ypay: d¥Y ‘KpacHsiir’ u
d=l ‘pybur’). BecbMa COMHMTENBHBIM IIPEACTABIISI-
eTCA M Te3UC O TOM, YTO «OCHOBHBIE MICKOHHEIE ITBe-
TOOOO3HAUEeHMsT XMHIM, KaK ¥ OOJIBIIMHCTBO VC-
KOHHBIX 0a3OBBIX IIpUJIaraTesIbHbIX, SIBJISIIOTCS U3-

MEHsJI€eMBIMI U 3aKaHUYVBAIOTCS B I/ICXOﬂHOﬁ (bOpMe

¢ B mameit monorpadun «Japjckue s3bIKM: TeHeTHYecKas
XapaKTepuCTUKa» JlaHHas TuIoTesa (GOPMYIUPYeTCs CAelyro-
muM obpasom: «Hamrane meperyapHoOro 4 B COBpeMeHHBIX IH-
Joapuitckux ¢opmax, BO3MOXKHO, OOBACHAETCSA aHAJIOTMeNl C
OBITYIOLIMM BO MHOIMX sI3bIKax cesepa VIHgocraHa 3auMcCTBO-
BaHHBIM U3 IT€PCUJICKOTO CyIlecTBUTe IbHbIM lal ‘pyoun’» (Koran
2005: 157). HesicHo, mmoueMy omnmcaHHBINM CIleHapuil MCTOPUKO-
¢oHeTIIeCcKOro pasBuUTHs COBepIeHHO He yrnomuHaercs A. C.
Kproi1oBoii, ykasapiieil B 4ucje apryMeHTOB IPOTUB HaIlleil
STUMOJIOTMM Ha OTCYTCTBUE JIOJITOTO 4 B OTpakeHusAX mpadop-
MBI *Iohila-, mpuBeenHBIX B coBape P. TepHepa.

7 Cp., HaIpuMep, HEeKOTOpbIe I1BeTO0603HaYEeHNsI COBPEMEH-

~

HOTO XUHAM-YpAy: baigani ‘puosieroBrlit’ oT baigan ‘Gaxiakan’
IIpU TEHUTUBHOM OOpa3oBaHMM OT IIOC/IeJHero cjosa baigan ka;
sunahrd, sunahld ‘30JO0TUCTBIN’, HECOMHEHHO CBs3aHHOE C SONd
‘30JI0TO’, HO BOBCe He MJEHTUYHOE II0C/IeJIOKHOMY COYeTaHUIO

soneé ka, <1)yHKL[MOHI/IpyIOLL[eMy KaK TeHUTUBHOE OIIpejieIeHue.
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Ha 4» (Kpsutosa 2017: 284). B aydmem ciaydae 51O

runoresa, Tpebymomas nposepku. OcylecTsieHne

TaKOM IPOBEPKM, IO BCell BUIAMMOCTH, IIpeJIiosa-

raeT pacHmcKy OOJBIIMX CIOBapeif, a IpOCToe Tie-

peuncieHre IIpuaaraTeJIbHbIX U3 CTOCOBHOIO CIIN-
cka, kotopeiM orpanmunsaercsa A. C. Kpriiosa, He

MOXKeT CIYXXUTh HajeXXHBIM obocHoBaHueM. Ilpu-

JlaraTeJIbHbIe XUHAU-YPAY g0l ‘Kpyrawur’ w bhari

‘TSDKeJIBIT’  IIpeJICTaB/ISIOT COOON IOKa3aTebHbIe

KOHTPIIPUMepPHI, IpUJIeM, BOIIPeKU yTBep KIEeHUIO

A. C. KpnLiosoit, nx poHeTHIeckmit 061K OTHIOTb

He JaeT OCHOBAHMII «TPaKTOBaTh MX KaK CAaHCKPUT-

CKUe 3aiMCTBOBaHILI» 8. OT1cyTcTBue GpopM Tuma *1a]

B HOBOMHJMICKMX s3BIKaX, IJie IpOM3OIIes Iepe-

xox | > | (Kpsutosa 2017: 284), MOXeT MMeTh CUH-

XpOHHO-(pOHeTIYeckoe OObICHeHMe: I10/00HbIe
¢opmbI mompocTy TPYAHBI A1 apTUKYTAITUN.

5. HoBounguiickie Ha3BaHUsI CEMEHU, DTUMOJIOTIYe-
CKM CBsA3aHHEBIe C JAp.-MHJ. bija- 1 He yTpaTuBIINe
MHTepBOKaIbHYIO addpukary j (xuHau-ypay bij,
cunAxu b’iju, kaauxu bijj, Kynyu bejja, 6enr. bij, acc.
biz n 1p.°), moxuel, o mHeHnO A. C. Kpruiosors,
6BITH ITpu3HaHbl caHcKpuTudMamn (Kpeutosa 2017:
285). JaHHOe yTBep>K[eHNe, OJHAKO, II0 BCell BU-
aumMoctu HesepHo. Ilogobuble ¢popMBI MOTYT pac-
CMaTpuBaThCs KakK pedrekchl 3acBUeTeTbCTBOBaH-
HOV B [JPEBHEMHJMIICKOM OCHOBBI bijyu-, Ha 4TO
ykazpiBas eme P. Tepuep (Turner 1966: 523). Ko-
HeyHasl TeMUHaTa B KaudXM, a TakXKe KpaTKuii Iaac-
HBIN B Ka4uX¥ ¥ CMHJXM OJHO3HAYHO YKa3bIBAIOT Ha
bosee paHHMII (CpeJHEMHAMIICKUI) IPOTOTHII
*bijja-, BIIOJIHE 3aKOHOMEPHO MPOOJIKAIOIINI JIp.-
=7, bijya-.

6. YTBep>KZaeTcs, YTO IPOJOIKEHN Ip.-UH. Silrya-/
siiriya- ‘COJMHIIE’ «yTpaTU/IN B IIEPBOM CJIydae 7, BO
sTopoM y» (Kpnutosa 2017: 285). Eciu nepsas 9acTsb

JaHHOTO Te3lca HeCOMHEHHa, TO BTOpas1 IIpeacTaB-

# OTHOCUTENBHO BTMX JBYX CJIOB U UX TPAKTOBKM B CTaThe
A.C. KpspL1oBoit HeOOXOZUMO BBICKAa3aTh HECKOJIBKO [OIOJI-
HUTeTbHBIX 3aMedaHmir. CymmecTsuTenbHOe XUHIM-YpAy g0l
‘KpyT, map’ saBisgeTcs GOHETUYECKU PeryJLIpHBIM OTpaskeHeM
Iap.-uHp. gola- ‘mmap’. AbeKTUBHOe 3HadeHue ‘KPYIJIBIT y 9TOro
c0Ba 3aUKCUPOBAHO YK€ B paHHECPeIHEMHJMIICKYIO BIIOXY
(cp. masn gola- ‘Kpyriblit; map’), IOSTOMY B JJaHHOM CJlydae ejiBa
JIMI MOXKHO BCJIEJ, 3a aBTOPOM CTaTbH IIPeAIoJarath IIPOLIECC,
napaJIebHb obpasosanuio ldl ‘kpacusur’ ot lal ‘pybur’.
IlpunaratensHoe ke bhdrl ‘TsSKesplit’ B IIPUHIIAIIE HE MOXET
SABJIATBCS CAaHCKPUTU3MOM: B JIPEBHEMHJMIICKOM B COOTBETCT-
BYIOII[eM 3HaYeHMM JICIIOJIb3YeTCsl OCHOBA gurii-, a CIoBO, QoHe-
TUYECKN Y CeMaHTIIECK) TOXKAECTBEHHOe XUHAU-YPAY bharl mo-
IIPOCTY He 3aCBU/ETENbCTBOBAHO. TPaiMIIMIOHHO IIPOTOTUIIOM
JUIsL DTOTO IpUJIaraTeJbHOTO CUMTaeTCs Ap.-uHA. bharika- ‘form-
ing a load, heavy’ (Turner 1966: 539).

% TTOJIHBIIT CITMCOK ¢opm cm. B Kogan 2016: 252.
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nseTcst cnopHoit. B ynmomsinytoir A. C. Kprriosoii
pabore K. Macukmu oTrmeueHa BO3MOKHOCTBH Ilepe-
X0Ja MHTePBOKaJLHOIO -Y- > -jj- B CpeJHeMHUI-
ckmx gnanekrax (Masica 1991: 169). B noBoungmii-
CKYIO BIIOXy TeMMHAaTa peryJIsApHBIM 00pa3oM yII-
pomanach 1 3aKOHOMepHOe OTpakKeHue JIp.-MHJ.
Siriya- JOJIKHO OBLIO IPUHATH BUJ SifrVj, 4TO 1 00-
Hapy>XIBaeTcsa B peaJbHO 3aCBUJeTe/]bCTBOBAHHBIX
HOBBIX MHJOApUIICKNX popMax (Cp. JaKXVMHM Sirij,
XVHAU-YPIY, TaHIX. TyIXK. KyM. suraj uT.z.'0).
O6DaBnATh TOJZOOHBIE POPMBI «JaCTUYHO a/jaIlTH-
POBaHHBIMU CAHCKPUTU3MaMI», KaK 9TO JesIaer

A. C. KpbL10Ba, MBI He BU/JVIM BECKMX OCHOBaHMUIA.

nOHpaBKI/I K CIIVICKY XMHAV

4. Bonmpexn yteepxxaennio A. C. Kpsriosoiir (Kpsrio-
Ba 2017: 286), xuHgu mis ‘MscO’ eaBa U MOKET
paccMaTpuBaThCsl KaK OCHOBHON CUHOHMM, KOTO-
pBIIl  caegyeT BKAIOYaTb B CTOCJIOBHBIN CIIMCOK.
CJ10BO TO OTHOCUTCS K KHIKHOMY CTILIIO, Xapak-
TEPHO TOJBKO JJs JUTepaTypHOIO XMHIM U He-
yrorpebnureabHo B ypay. Ero HesamMcTBoBaHHOe
MPOMCXOXKJEeHMe IIPe/CTaB/IAeTCsl MaJIOBePOSTHBIM.
Ilo Bceit BUAMMOCTY, MICKOHHBIM OTpa>kKeHIeM Jp.-
UHJ. mamsa- ‘MscO’ B XUHAMU-YPAY sABJIAETCsA ycTa-
pesBIllee 1 MPaKTMYECK) BhIIIeJIIee HbIHe U3 YIIO-
Tpebennst mads'. BkiioyeHHOe Ke B HaIy JIEKCH-
KOCTaTMCTUYECKYIO 0a3y IlepCuCKOe 3alMCTBOBa-
HUe 05t CTM/IMICTUYIECKN HeMTpasbHO, I HEOOXOA!-
MOCTM 3aMeH:Th eT0 KaKMM-I100 IPYIMM CI0BOM
MBI 11O BTO IpUYIMHE He BUIVIM.

5. CymectsutenpHoe méh ‘ZOXAD VMeeTCsl BO BCeX
JOCTYITHBIX HaM CJIOBapsIX XMHIU U ypay. Exsa im
€CTb OCHOBaHMsA CYMTATh DTO CJIOBO MaJIOM3BECT-
HelM, Kak yTtBepkzaeT A. C. Kprurosa (KpsLriosa
2017: 286). Her Beckmx mpmyuH U OOBSABIATL €ro
JVaJeKTHBIM 3aIMCTBOBaHMeM. Bo Bciakom ciyudae,
B IIOJIb3y DTOTO He CBUJETeNbCTBYIOT HUKakue ¢ak-
TBI McTOpUdeckoyt ¢poHeTnku. ITosromy MBI cumra-
eM BIIOJIHE OIIpaBJaHHBIM BKJIIOUeHMe B 0asy
MMEHHO STOTO CJI0Ba, a He ero 3alMCTBOBaHHOTO
CHMHOHMMa baris (< KiL.-1iepc. baris ‘ocagkir’).

" Tlonmsrit crmcox popm cM. B Kogan 2016: 253. Jannoe mic-
TOopuKO-pOHeTIYeCKOe pa3BUTIEe OOHAPYKMBAETCA U B JAPYIUX
npumepax. Cp., Hanpumep, Xunau-ypay dhiraj ‘camoobiazanmne,
CTOVIKOCTD, TeprieHne’ < ap.-uug. dhirya-/ dhiriya-.

"' CioBo 3acBU/IeTeBCTBOBAHO, HAITpUMep, B ciosape Platts
1884. Cp. poacrsenHsle pOPMBI, BOCXOJSIINE K JIpeBHEMH/NI-
CKOJI HEeHa3a/IM30BaHHOV OCHOBE Mds, B HauboJiee TeHeTUIeCKU
6/MU3KUX K XWHIM-YPAY WHJOAPUICKUX A3BIKAX: JaKXVHU,

TaHK. MAs-, aBaJiXyt, KyM. masu.

Ilonpasku K ciucKy OeHraan

3. ITpeanionaraemoe A. C. Kpsrrosoit (Kpsrtosa 2017:
287) MCKOHHOE IIPOMCXOXKAeHue OeHT. agun ‘OTOHE’,
xoTs 1 poryckaetcs P. TepHepoM B KauecTse O[HOI
13 BO3MOXKHBIX anbTrepHaTus (Turner 1966: 821),
IpeJCTaB/sAeTCsd MaJIOBePOSTHLIM, ITOCKOJILKY 3a-
KOHOMEpPHBIM OTpa’keHueM Jp.-UHJ. aghi- B OeHra-
JIU SIBJIsIeTCsl ycTapesilee GeHr. agi ‘oronn’. Ckopee
B JJaHHOM CJIy4ae MOXXHO TOBOPUTH OO IMeBIIIel
MeCTO B IPOIILJIOM KOHTaMIUHAIMM CTApoTO ajall-
TUPOBAHHOTO CAaHCKPUTM3Ma 2 C ICKOHHBIM CJIOBOM,
HnpuBeJIIell K IOABJEHUIO B COBPeMeHHOW OeH-
rajgbcKkoii popMe HaudaJbHOIO 4 (< 4) BMECTO OXIU-

1aeMoro 2.

* % %

OrzenbHO XOTe/10Ch OBl OCTAaHOBUTLCS Ha IIpeJlaraeMoM
B pabore A. C. KpnLiosoii mMerofie oTOOpa JeKCUKU
JOJIs1 BKJIIOYEHMSI B JIEKCMKOCTaTMCTUMYECKyIO 0Oasy.
B nauase cratpu aBTOp 3asdBseT: «Cpasdy oTMeuy, uTo
MoMU IIpeJCTaBJIeHMsI O MeTOJMKe Hay4YHOIO MCC/Ieso-
BaHIs He IIpejIoJaraioT Hi BO3MOXKHOCTH ITOTY4NUTh
«IPaBUJIBHBIN» CTOCJIOBHBIN CIIMCOK, IIOJb3YSICh TOJIb-
KO CJIOBapéM, HU BO3MOXKHOCTU ITOJTYYMTDL €ro OT Ka-
KOTO-TO OJHOTO, IIyCTh UJeaJbHOro, MH(pOpMaHTa»
(Kpprosa 2017: 279). B ueMm cocrosAT »TM camble
«IIpeJCTaBJIeHNsI O MeTOAVKe HaydHOTO JICCIe/0Ba-
HIA», OCTAeTCsI BO MHOTOM HesICHBIM, ITOCKOJIBKY HIU-
rae B ganpHelimeM TekcTe A. C. Kpourosa ux mosHo-
CTHIO UM DKCIUIMIIMTHO He m3jaraeT. /uIb OJHaXK/bI,
TOBOpsI O TPYAHOCTSX, BOSHUKAIOIIVX IIPM COCTaBJIe-
HIUM CTOCJIOBHOTO CIIMCKa XVMHZAM, OHa KpaTKO OObsC-
HseT IPUYMHY CBOETO CKEeNTHYeCKOTO OTHOLIEHMS K
CJIOBapsIM U HallleMy MeTOJy pabOThl C HUMMU: «... KaK
B IBYSI3BIYHBIE CJIOBAPM ..., TaK ¥ B TOJKOBBIE WM CU-
HOHUMUYECKIEe BXOJUT JIeKCMKa CaMbIX Pa3HBIX
JM1a/1eKToB, 3a4acTyio 6e3 nosAcHsaommx nomer. [Tourn
Ka>KJI0e CJIOBO CTOCIOBHMKA uMeeT 5-10 CMHOHIMMOB. ..
B sroit cutyaumm taktmka A. V. Korana msberaTsh
BKJIIOYEHISI B CIIVICOK 3aMIMCTBOBAHMII IIpM HaIM4UU
JMI0060TO0 CMHOHMMa, He IIPOTMBOpeJalllero Ucropuye-
CKOi (POHeTVKe, MOXKeT IIPUBECTM K BKIIOUEHHIO B
CTOCJIOBHBIN CHICOK CJIOB, IpUHaAJIEXKAIINX JPYTUM
UMOMaM, PacIoJOXKeHHBIM B 30He XMH/U, U YIIO-
TPeO/IAIONMMCA TOJBKO Ha OTPaHMYEHHON TeppuUTO-
pym» (Kpoutosa 2017: 285).

ITpexxze Bcero, caemyeT cKas3aTb, YTO yTBEp>KAEHIE
00 OTCYTCTBMM MOSICHAIOIINX IIOMeT JajleKo He Bcerza
COOTBETCTBYeT JeMCTBUTENbHOCTN. TakK, B MCIIOIb30-

' Taky1o TpakToBKy gorryckaet u P. Tepuep (Turner 1966: 821).
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A. 1. Koran / Anton Kogan

BapmieMcst Hamu u 1nurupyemom A. C. Kpouropoii
croBape bapxynapos u ap. 1972 auanexktusmel cHab-
SKEHBI CITeIaIbHO TToOMeTo Jduar. (auanektHoe). Pa-
3yMeeTcsl, HeTb3sI UCKIIOUUTH, UTO KaKye-TO JMasIeKT-
HBle DJEMEHTBHI OCTa/MCh HeOTMEeYeHHLIMM, HO KaxX-
I pas, Korja McciaeoBaTesib MpejosaraeT Iojo6-
HOe, eMy HeoOXOJUMO OOOCHOBBIBAThH CBOE DTUMOJIO-
TIYecKoe pellleHne, T.e. ITOKa3bIBaTh BBICOKYIO Bepo-
SATHOCTh 3aMMCTBOBaHNUS TOIO VMJIM MHOIO CJIOBa U3
onpegeneHHoro auanexra. Cienats sTo 6e3 obparre-
HUs K paKTaM MCTOPMYECKON (POHETMKM, KaK IIpaBu-
JIO, IIOIIPOCTY HEBO3MOXKHO. B 11060M ciyuae, enpa jin
OIIpaBaHO CyAUTH 00O BCEX CIOBapsAX, WMCXOJI U3
«IIPe3yMIILINY BUHOBHOCTHU», a priori MpUITUCHIBas UX
aBTOpaM HeCIIOCOOHOCTL WMJIM HeXKeJaHNue peIaTh
IpobeMy BBIABIEHUs JuanekKTusmMos®. B cpsasu c
sroil mpobsaemoit A. C. Kpsltosa yTBep>KiaeT TakKe
crezpyomee: «CaMBIM IIPOCTBIM CIIOCOOOM OTCEeYb Ta-
KM€ JIMajeKTU3MBI OyjeT TpuOIM3UTeIbHbIN TOSCUET
CpaBHUTEJLHOI YIOTPeOUTeTbHOCTY CUHOHMMOB B
kopmyce Tekcros» (Kpsutosa 2017: 285). K coxxae-
HUIO, He OBLIO TTOsICHEHO, B YeM ceKpeT 9¢pPeKTUBHO-
ctu Takoro crocoba. CopepIieHHO He OHATHO, KaKIM
00pasoM pe3y/IbTaThl IOJCYETa YIIOTPEOUTENbHOCTH
CJIOBa MOTYT YKa3bIBaTh Ha €r0 DTUMOJIOTUIO.
ITogcuéram no xopmycam A. C. Kpslnosa Boo6Gie
OTBOJUT, KaK IIpeJCTaB/seTcs, He3acJay>KeHHO BaXK-
HyIO poJb. IIpesiaraemulii eit a1roputM oréopa CI0B
JJIsl  CTOCJIOBHUKA, ITO-BUJMMOMY, MOXHO KpaTKO
chopmyImpoBaTh TaK: OTOMpaTh CJIOBa, OOHAPY>KU-
BaloIye MaKCHMaJbHOe YICIO BXOXJeHHuil B BeO-
KOpIIycaX. AZIeKBaTHOCTh JaHHOTO aJTOPMUTMa JanekKo
He GeccriopHa. HeoOXoAMMBIM yCIOBMEM BKIIOYEHNS
B JIEKCMKOCTaTUCTIIECKYIO 06asy TOil MM MHOM JeK-
CIIECKOl eJVHUITHI ABJAETCS, KaK M3BeCTHO, CTUJIN-
cTUJecKass HeMapKMpPOBaHHOCTL ITocjaesHelt. MoxxHO
JIV CYUTaTh HaMOOIBIIYIO BCTPeYaeMOCTh B TEKCTOBOM
KOPIIyCe CBUZETeJLCTBOM IIpMHAJEXHOCTH K Heli-
TpaJbHOMY CTUJIIO? SICHO, 4TO OTBET Ha DTOT BOIIPOC
HeOJJHO3HA4eH M 3aBUCUT KaK OT XapakTepa TeKCTOB,
NO00PaHHLIX /IS CO3JJaHMs KOPITyca, TaK U OT CIIe-
QUK KOHKPETHOTO S3BIKOBOTO MaTepmaina. Tak, B

SI3bIKE XMHAM CTUJIMCTNYECKNME Pa3/IN4msl B JIEKCHKe

" B 1aHHOII CBA3M HY>KHO TakKe OTMETHUTb, 4TO XOTs PasBU-
Tas CUHOHUMMs, JeVICTBUTEIBHO, XapaKTepHa /I CIOBAPHOTO
cocTaBa XUH/JV U YPpAY, ITJaBHBIM (PaKTOPOM, IMOPOAUBIINM Ta-
KyIO CUTyallMIO, fABJISeTCS BOBCe He JuanekTHas HeOJHOPOJ-
HOCTB, a BJIUsTHME GoJlee IIPeCTU KHBIX B Pa3HbIe SIIOXY JUTepa-
TYPHBIX SA3BIKOB. DTO BUJHO, B 9aCTHOCTH, U3 TOro ¢axra, 4TO
OCHOBHAsI 4acTh CHOHVMMOB ITPYUXOJMUTCS Ha CAHCKPUTCKUE, Tep-
cujcKue, apabckue M aHIJIMIICKME 3aMMCTBOBaHMA. BrijeneHne
I1O/I00HOI JIEKCMKM OOBIYHO He CONIpPSIKEHO C KaKMMU-I1O0

TPYJHOCTSIMMA.
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MPOSBJIAIOTCS IIpeXKJie BCero B MCIIOIb30BaHUI B Pas-
HBIX CTUJIAX 3aMMCTBOBAHUIA U3 Pa3HbIX MCTOYHMKOB.
ITpy HaaMUMM JBYX CMHOHUMOB, OJJH 13 KOTOPBIX YC-
BOEH U3 CAHCKPUTAa, a APYTOil — U3 MepCUCKOTO UIn
(4epes IOCpeACTBO IIOCTEJHETO) apabCKOro A3BIKa,
CaHCKPUTU3M IPaKTUYeCKM Beerja MPUHAJIeXUT K
KHIVDKHOMY MM OpUIMATLHOMY CTIJIIO, IepCU3M U
apabuaM >Xe CTMIMCTUMYeCKM HelTpasbHbpl. Ecan co-
3jaTeqn KOpPIIyca OTjaBaly IpejIlOouyTeHMe TeKcTaM,
HaIlCaHHBIM Ha HOPMMPOBAHHOM JIUTEPATyPHOM
SI3bIKE, BCTPEYaeMOCTh CAHCKPUTU3MOB MOXKeT IIPeBEI-
CUTh BCTpe4aeMOCTh Iepcu3MoB U apabusmos. Ilo-
BIJVIMOMY, C IIOJOOHOM CUTyaIrjueil M CTOJIKHYJIach
A. C. KppuroBa, noayumsiias OoJbIlee YMCIO BXOXK-
JeHMI JJIs1 TaKMX CAaHCKPUTCKMX 3a/IMCTBOBAHMI, Kak
mis ‘Msico’ v mahild ‘>KeHIMHA' B CpaBHEHUU C UX CU-
HOHIMaMU IIePCUZCKOTO ITPOMCXOXAeHNs gost 1 aurat
COOTBETCTBEHHO.

OmnmcaHHBIN CTy4dall IIpeACTaB/sieT COOOM SPKYIO
(u mpuTOM, BEpOsATHee BCETO, He eJUHCTBEHHYIO) WJI-
JIOCTPAITUIO TOTO (paKTa, YTO Pe3yabTaThl IOJCYETOB IO
KOpPIIycaM MHOIJa MOTYT CKOpee BBeCTU B 3a0.ry>Kje-
HIle, He>KeJIU IIPOSICHUTD peanbHylo KapTusy. Cienyer
npusHaTh, uto noaydennsle A. C. Kpnliosoit 1iudpsr
elBa JIM MOIYT pacCMaTpUBaTbCsl B KauecTBe HazeK-
HBIX YKa3aHMI Ha CTUIMCTUYECKYIO XapaKTepUCTUKY
c0Ba. DTO B CBOIO Ouepe/sh 3acTaB/seT Hac 3a7laThCs
BOIIPOCOM O TOM, B KaKOl Mepe 5Tu ImQpprl BoobIIe
ITOKa3aTesIbHBI JI/Is1 IeKCUKOCTAaTUCTUYECKMX IITY IUIA.

Becbma cTpaHHBIMM IIpeZCTaB/ISIOTCA HaM OTZe/Ib-
uple perrenns A. C. KprinoBoii, kacaromuecs: 3aMeHbI
KOHKPETHBIX CJIOB B KOHKPETHBIX crmckax. Pedn uzer,
IpesxJe BCero, O Ipe/IOXKeHUsAX 3aMeHUTh OJHU 3a-
MMCTBOBaHMSI Ha Jpyrue (mompaska No3 K crimcky
XMHAM, TonpaBka N02 K CIMCKy OeHraam) MM BKJIIO-
9uTh B Oa3y JBa CMHOHMMA C OTpUIlaTeTbHBIMM HOMe-
pamu (mompaska N7 K CIMCKYy XMHJM, HOIpaBKU
N6 11 10 k cimcky Genraan). Bamsxue takmx rompa-
BOK Ha pe3yJbTaTbl JeKCUKOCTaTUCTUYECKUX IoJcde-
TOB, OYEBMHBIM O0Pa3oM, PaBHO HYJIIO, I OIpaBJaH-
HOCTb MX II09TOMY IIpeJICTaB/IseTCsl 10 MeHbLIell Mepe
COMHUTEIbHON.

YunteiBast Bce BBIIIECKAa3aHHOE, MBI HE CIYMTaeM He-
0OXOAUMMBIM BHOCUTL B CTOCJIOBHBIN CITMCOK XMHJU

' TTompaska Ne6 K CITMCKy GeHTaqy BBI3HIBAET OCOGEHHO
cnabHOe HefoyMeHue. IlpejiaraeTcss BHECT B CTOCJTOBHUK aHI-
mumusM libhar ‘medens’ (< aHri. liver), ymorpe6iseMslil B 65ITO-
BOM sI3BIKe «IIpeMMYIIeCTBeHHO B Ky/mHapun» (Kpsuiosa 2017:
287). Aexcuky c mozobHoit cepoil ynoTpebIeHns, HeCOMHeH-
HO, HUKOUM OGpa3oM Heslb3sl CYUTaTh «CTOCAOBHOM». Cp. amar-
HOCTIYECKYe KOHTEKCTBI IS CJIOBA «IT€YeHb», IIpeJJIOKeHHbIe B
cratbe (Kassian et al. 2010: 67): «On BbIpe3as Ie4eHb U3 TYLLI»,
«YesioBeuns riedeHs 6oJIbIIIe cobaubert».
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ronpasKy, IIpejaoeHHble B ctaThe (Kpnlriosa 2017).
ITonrpaBku K crimckaM OeHrany (MCKIIOYas paccMOT-
peHHbIe 1 OTBEPTHYTLIE BRHIIIE), OPMs M KYJUIyH IIpU-
HUMAaIOTCSl HAaMU, IIpUYKMHa yeMy — OoJtee riryboxoe B
cpaBHeHMM ¢ HammM 3HakoMcTBo A. C. Kppur1osoir ¢
MaTepuaaoM BTUX SA3BIKOB. Pesy/bTaThl JIeKCUKOCTa-
TUCTUYECKUX ITOZICYeTOB I10 UCIpaBJeHHOll ba3e naH-
HBIX ITO3BOJISIIOT IIOCTPOUTH POJIOCIOBHOE JPeBo, U30-
bpaxenHoe Ha puc. 1.

B sakroueHne xoTesnoch ObI OTMETUTD, YTO JaxKe C
y4eToM Bcex Hamux BospakeHuit pabora A. C. Kpur-
JIOBOW Jlajla 4pe3BLIYaliHO VMHTEepecHble pe3y/bTaThl.
Muorue BbICKa3aHHBIE B Hell COOOpa’keHUs B CUILY
CBOEII IMCKYCCMOHHOCTU, HECOMHEHHO, OyZyT crioco6-
CTBOBaTh OOJiee aKTMBHOMY OOCY>K/[eHUIO KaK BOIIPO-
COB TeHeTMYeCcKO KJacCupUKaIUM UHJOapUICKUX
SI3BIKOB, TaK U HEKOTOPBIX MeTOZOJIOIMYeCcKUX IIpo-
6J1eM JIeKCMKOCTaTUCTUKI U IJIOTTOXPOHOJIOT UM,

CokpameHnus

acc. — accaMCKIit

OeHr. — OeHragmn

IyIX. — TyAKapaTu

JAp.-UHJ. — JPeBHeMHIUIICKIIL
1.-€. — VHJ0EBPOIIeNCKIIL
KJL-TIePC. — KJIAaCCUYeCKUI NePCUICKIIA
KyM. — KyMayHI

HeIl. — Heraau

HaH/PK. — IaHKaou

repc. — MepCcuCcKui

IIOTX. — IIOTXOXapu

CoxpameHus Ha3BaHUI A3BIKOB

Ha poAOCA0BHOM ApeBe

ASS — accamckmit; AWD — asagxu; BNG — 6Genraian; BNJ —
6anmxapu; BR] — 6pazx; DGR — gorpu; DKH — pakxusm;
DUM — gymaxy; GJR — romxpu; GRH — rapxsamm; GUJ —
rympxapaty; HIM — xumavann; HND — xungu-ypay; HNK —
xungko; KCH - xayuxu; KNK — xonkanm; KUL — kymnyn;

KUM — kymaynm; LHD — naxupa (mysasranm); MAI — maitr-
xun; MAL — manspuseknii; MAR — maparxu; MEW — mesa-
tn; MND — manpgeamn; NEP — nenannm; ORY — opust; PNJ —
nangxabu; PTH — norxoxapu; PRY — mapssa; RA] — pagsxacr-
xanu (Mapsapu); ROM — nprranckuir; SND — cungxu; SNG —
cunransckui; WGD — saram; WPH — xotrapxm
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