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FOURTEEN INDO-EUROPEAN ETYMOLOGIES
IN HONOUR OF KLAUS KARTTUNEN

Jouna Pyysalo

ABSTRACT

My academic career in comparative Indo-European linguistics began with
Classical Philology (Greek and Latin) and Indo-Iranian languages (Sanskrit
and Avestan). In this regard I have much in common with Klaus Karttunen, my
former teacher and a supervisor of my dissertation, now celebrating his 6oth
birthday. It is my utmost pleasure to contribute to this volume a paper on Indo-
European etymologies, related in various ways to Italo-Greek and Indo-Iranian,
and dedicate it to Klaus Karttunen.’

1. RV. kapila- ‘braunlich, rétlich’

1.1. The Vedic attestation

RV. kapild- (a.) ‘briunlich, rotlich’ (WDbRV. 313)
Olnd. kapisa- (a.) ‘braunlich, rotlich’ (KEWA 1: 156)*
Olnd. kapisa- (f.) (Flufiname, EWA 1: 301)

speaks for the antiquity of the Sanskrit root involved. Accordingly, we may
expect an Indo-European etymology to exist, if one is preserved at all.

1.2. Pokorny finds a correlation between these forms and the root “kuép, kuap,
kap, kup-, etc.” ‘rauchen, wallen, kochen’ (P. 506—597). This is problematic, as no
labial semi-vowel is present in RV. kapild-,? and the meanings do not correspond
particularly well. Perhaps it is for these reasons that Mayrhofer (EWA 1:
301—302) instead proposes an underlying meaning “affenfarbig” (cf. Tu. 2750),
attaching RV. kapild- to RV. kapi- (m.) ‘Affe’ (WbRV. 313, KEWA 1: 156) and

1 In the reconstruction the standard Neogrammarian (= Neogr.) notation with the addition of a
‘laryngeal’ PIE *h (= Hi. h), is used throughout. The discussed words will be quoted in their stem
forms (e.g. RV. kapild-) with a translation given by the dictionary referred to.

2 On the ‘adjectival suffix’ Olnd. -$a-, see Debrunner & Wackernagel (1954: 919—920).
Apparently the suffix RV. -la- had a very similar, if not identical, semantic value.

3 On the problems concerning the root, cf. Persson (Beitr. 1: 126).

Studia Orientalia 110 (2011), pp. 249—269



250 Jouna PyysaLo

Att. xfjmo- (m.) ‘langschwinziger Affe’ (GEW 1: 836). Understandably, this
reconstruction is problematic as well, because ‘monkey’ is not necessarily derived
from ‘reddish, brownish’.4

1.3. In both recently discovered and traditional material, there can be found
hitherto unutilized parallels to resolve the problems of the etymological proposals
noted above. The data for the etymology, stemming from multiple directions, can
be seen as follows:

(2) In Tocharian the following formation currently lacks etymology:’

TochB. kapille- (n.) “fever, illness’ (DTochB. 140)

TochB. kapillemtse-  (a.) ‘having a fever/illness’ (DTochB. 140)
A prototype PIE *kopilno-, a derivate of PIE *kopilo- (= RV. kapild-), accounts
for this formation in Tocharian.

(b) On the other hand, an exact match confirming PIE *k (vs. PIE *k¥) is now
present in Old Anatolian, where an original PIE *1 is proven by the following
formations that currently lack etymology (cf. HEG 1: 492—493):

Hi. kapila- (vb.) ‘authetzen’ (HHand. 72, kap-pi-la-a-ir)®

Hi. kapilab- (vb2.) ‘ziirnen, toben’ (Hi. kap-pi-la-ah-hi-ir [3pl])
Hi. kapilali- (a.) ‘verhaf3t, feindlich’ (HHand. 72, kap-pi-la-al-li-i§)
HLu. kapilali- (c.) ‘enemy’ (CHLu. I11.6.24, (**314’)ka-pi-la-li-na)
CLu. kapilaza- (vb.) in Zorn geraten’ (HHand. 72, DLL —)

(c) Furthermore, the unextended verbal root PIE Vkep- ‘brennen, sengen, braten,
backen’ (and its nominal counterpart PIE Vkop-) exists in:

Li. keép- (vb.) ‘braten, backen’ (LiEtWb. 241, képti)
Latv. cep- (vb.) id., sengen, brennen’ (LiEtWb. 241, cept)
Gr. &pto-xomo- (m.) ‘Brotbicker’ (GEW 1: 156, dpto-k6m0g)”

4 In the spirit of the Wérter und Sachen principle, we would expect the colour associated with the
most common Indian monkey (Gray langur), to be ‘grey’. However, there are also orangish-red
variants of the species (i.e. the traditional connection remains possible unless proven otherwise).
5 The comparison with Lat. capi6 ‘I take’, suggested by Adams (DTochB. 140) and Hamp (apud
Adams), reflects desperation based on a lack of semantic credibility. Possibly for this reason the
items were left unaccounted for by Adams (MA: 788).

6 A semantic parallel for the alternation ‘rotlich’ (RV. kapila-) : ‘authetzen’ (Hi. kapila-) is provid-
ed, for instance, by Li. kirstas ‘heif}, glithend, brennend, hitzig, feurig, inbriinstig’ (LiEtWb. 223)
and Li. kdr$inti ‘beunruhigen, zusetzen, zum Zorn reichen’ (LiEtWb. 223). Fraenkel explains the
alternation with “Gdbed. ‘heifl machen’.”, which also fits with RV. kapild- : Hi. kapila- (cf. Latv.
cep- ‘sengen, brennen’).

7 Formerly these forms have been explained with metathesis (e.g. Frisk (GEW 1: 156): “Wohl
mit Metathese derselben Art wie in lit. kept ‘backen’ fir *pektt = aksl. peko”). In the face of
abundant parallels such assumption is no longer needed.
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From PIE *kopo- (= Gr. k6mo-) the Old Anatolian participle:
Hi. kapant- (pt.a.) = GE; ‘dunkel, schwartz’ (HEG 1: 493)
Hi. kapanti-fanaima-  (*Upt.) ‘schwarz-§anaima-’ (OGH. 533)

can be obtained without difficulties.

1.4. Regarding the related root variants, Baltic contains a ‘nasal infix’ present in:
Li. kemp- (pr.) ‘braten, backen’ (LiEtWb. 241, kempt [1sg])
Furthermore, a ‘s-mobile’ form of the root may be found in *skep *skop (cf. 5.).

2. Go. lagja- ‘legen’

2.1. The Germanic verb belongs to numerous *i-extensions of the root. For

instance, one finds:

Go. lagja- (vb.) legen’ (: bfjvan ‘lay’, GoEtD. 233)

TochA. lake (sb.) ‘cubile, lectus’ (Poucha 263, lake [sgN])

Gr. Aox10- (a.) ‘belonging to child-birth’ (LS]. 1063)

Olcl. leg- (n.) ‘Liegeplatz, Grabstitte, Ode’ (ANEtWb. 349)

2.2. The Proto-Indo-European root of Go. lagjan was securely established already
in the 19th century (P. 658—659 *legh-). Some athematic *e-grades of the root are:
Cyren. Aéy- (f.) ‘one who has just given birth’ (LS]. 1043, Aex6s)

Gr. Aéy- (aoM.) ‘lay down’ (GEW 2: 110—112, Aékro [3s8])
The difficulty of Go. lagjan lies in the ambiguity of the root vowel (Go. a =
Neogr. *a or *o). PIE *o cannot be decided solely on a structural basis (i.e. by
claiming a ‘causative in *0’), because of the *a-grade’ in:

MidlIr. laigi- (vb.) ‘sich legen’ (VGK. 2: 271, 559—560, laigid [3sg])

2.3. The etymological match for Go. lagja- is available in one of the numerous
semi-analyzed Liddell-Scott compounds without an entry for the main verb:

Gr. vav-Aoxéw (pr.) ‘to lie in harbour or creek’ (LSJ. 1162)
The Greek formation corresponds exactly with the numerous prefixed verbs in
Gothic:

Go. af-lagja- (vb.) lay aside’ (: dmobeivar, GoEtD. 233)

Go. ana-lagja- (vb.) lay on’ (: &meivar, GoEtD. 233)

8 Hi. $anaima-, ostensibly a Luwian participle, belongs to Hi. PUganaia- (OGHErg. 209, PU%a-na’ia),
which also appears in the context of ‘schwarz’: “Quelle S. auf dem Schwarzen Berg’ (geschrieben
HUR.SAG GEy), verehrt in Saluwatasi.”

9 A semantic parallel for the meaning ‘dunkel, schwartz’ (in Hi. kapant-) is included in *hes-
‘brennen’ (P. 68—69), cf. RV. dsita- (a.) ‘dunkel(farbig), schwarz’ and RV. asikni- (f.) ‘dunkle
Nacht, Dunkel, Name eines Flusses’ (EWA 1: 146).
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2.4. In such circumstances we may safely reconstruct a causative
PIE *loghei®/,- (csA.) ‘lay, lie’ (Go. lagjan, Gr. Aoxéw)

for the parent language.

3. Go. augon- ‘Augen’

3.1. The closest cognates of

Go. augo”- (m.) 6¢@OaAuds = ‘eye’ (GoEtD. 48)
are well known within the Germanic group:
Olcl. auga (n.) ‘Augen’ (ANEtWD. 19, auga [sgN])
OHG. ouga- (vb.) ‘zeichen’ (ANEtWDb. 107, ougan [inf])
Go. auga-dauro”- (n.) = Oupis (: ‘window’, GoEtD. 48)
Go. augja- (vb.) ‘zeigen’ (: ‘show’, GoEtD. 48, augei [ipv2sg])
Olcl. eygja (vb.) ‘die augen richten, blicken’ (ANEtWb. 107)

3.2. In the past, Go. augo has been associated with the root P. 775—777 (*ok*-),
exemplified with such forms as

Gr. 6mt- (f.) ‘the eye, face’ (LS] 1282, 6ma [sgAl])
Gr. ario- (n.) ‘Antlitz’ (LSJ. 299, dlriov - 10 npdowrov)
RV. pritika- (n.) ‘erscheinende Gestalt, Antlitz’ (WbRV. 869)

requiring PIE *hek* *hok®.*° Though this interpretation persists even today, being
supported still by Vries (ANEtWb. 19) and Lehmann (GoEtD. 48), it introduces
insurmountable difficulties: the Germanic diphthong (Go. au, etc.) does not
match the PIE root structure *heC hoC- in Gr. é7r-. Nor does the Germanic velar
(Go. g, etc.) match PIE *k*-. Thus, despite the suitability of the meanings, the
traditional position is unsustainable.

3.3. The etymology of Go. augo can be supplemented by turning our attention to
the root RV. Vuh ‘sehen’, also attested in the oldest Iranian:

gAv. uz- (pr.) ‘achten’ (AIWD. 43, uzomohi [1pl])

RV. éha- (prM.) ‘achten, beachten, gelten fiir’ (WbRV. 276)
gAv. uzoma- (a.) ‘eherbietig gegen [D] (AIWDb. 413, uzomam [sgA])
RV. 6hana- (a0.pt.) ‘achten, beachten’ (WbRV. 277, 6hana-)"

10 In the laryngealist accounts the root is usually reconstructed with “h,” (cf. Mayrhofer IdgGr.
141). Owing to Gr. a, PIE *hek!- is required, however.

11 Mayrhofer (EWA 1: 283) does very well by accounting for the problematic instances of the
root Vuh with the meaning ‘verkiindigen, feierlich aussprechen, rithmen’. Indeed, it is possible
to attach this meaning to Hi. hug- (vb1.) ‘beschworen’, HEG 1: 255—257 (cf. Gr. adxéw (vb.) ‘sich
rithmen, prahlen’, GEW1: 192, and Gr. evx- (prM.) ‘verkiinden, prahlen, feierlich geloben’, GEW
1: 595—596, evkto). However, some Rig-Vedic forms appear to have the meaning ‘achten’, which
corresponds to gAv. Vuz- ‘achten’. A detailed study of the attestations is required in the future.
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Yet another parallel may be preserved in a Centum gloss:
OlLr. ugal- (m.pl.) ‘Augen’ (LEIA U-16, ugail [pl]] : sali)>
Connecting the Germanic words to these presents no difficulties.

3.4. In terms of reconstruction, the root PIE *(h)ugh- remains ambiguous
vis-a-vis the presence (or absence) of the initial *h, at least until further evidence
is found that can resolve the problem.

4. RV. ugra- ‘kriftig, michtig, gewaltig’

4.1. The group

RV. ugri- (a.) ‘kriftig, michtig, gewaltig’ (WbRV. 245—246)
RV. ugri- (m.) ‘der Michtige’ (WbRV. 245—246)

gAv. ugra- (a.) ‘stark, kriftig’ (AIWD. 380)

LAuv. ugra.bazu- (a.) ‘starkarmig’ (AIWD. 380)

is widely attested in Indo-Iranian (cf. EWA 1: 211, KEWA 1: 98—909).

4.2. Etymologically RV. ugri- belongs to the well-known root PIE Vhug-
‘wachsen’ (P. 84—85), exemplified here with some of its basic stems:

Li. dug- (vb.) ‘wachsen, grofler werden’ (LiEtWb. 24, dugti)
Go. ana-aiauk- (pret.) ‘increase’ (GoEtD. 50, anaaiauk [3sg])
Lat. auged (pr2.) ‘wachsen machen, vermehren’ (WH 1: 82—83)

However, among the derivates there is no exact match to RV. ugrd- that would
settle the character of ambiguous RV. r (= PIE *r or *]).

4.3. The etymology of the Indo-Iranian forms can be obtained by replacing the
current segmentations of Go. niuklahs, all erroneously starting from “niu+klah-s”
(cf. GoEtD. 268), with the proper analysis:
Go. ni-ukl-ah- (a.) ‘unmiindig, kindisch’ (GoEtD. 268, niuklahs [sgIN])
Go. ni-ukl-ahei- (f.) ‘Kleinmut, Unverstand’ (GoEtD. 268)
In this segmentation, Go. Vukl- (= RV. ugré-, gAv. ugra-) is surrounded by the
prefix (Go. ni- ‘no, un-’) and Go. Vah.? Go. ni-ukl-ah- and ni-ukl-ahei- are paral-
leled by:
Go. in-ah- (a.) ppovipos ‘wise’ (GoEtD. 11) (i.e. “(of) in-sight”)
Go. in-ahei- (f.) ‘Besonnenheit’ (‘sobriety’, GoEtD. 11)

12 According to LEIA (U-16) Olr. ugail is a loan from Lat. oculi [pl.]. I find this impossible, given
the difference of velars (Olr. g : vs. Lat. ¢) and the vocalisms. Therefore, I would rather connect
the Old Irish word to gAv. Vuz- ‘achten’.

13 Grienberger (apud GoEtD. 268) made the correct cut Go. Vah already back in 1900. To this
root belong Go. -ah-, Go. -ahei-, Go. aha(n)- (m.) ‘Sinn, Verstand’ (GoEtD. 11) and several other
forms readily found in the dictionaries.
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The literal meaning of Go. ni-ukl-ah- thus appears to be ‘not-strong-minded’ or
‘not-grown-minded’, a perfect match of its gloss Gr. vijmiog ‘childish’ (GEW 2: 315).

4.4. With the meaning suggested by the translation, it is tempting to see here a
counterpart of the ‘Slavonic’ preterite participle in *1-:
PIE *hug-lo- (pt.) ‘gewachsen’ (a.) ‘stark’ (in gAv. ugra-, Go. ukl-)

5. Gr. okénro- ‘to examine’

5.1. Internally, the verbal stem

Gr. okénro- (prM.) ‘to look about carefully, examine’ (LS]. 1606—7)
is derived from an athematic root noun:

Gr. oxén- (sb.) ‘one that watches’ (LSJ. 1608, oxéyr [sgN])
Other Greek derivates such as, for instance, the causative in *CoCei®/ -

Gr. okornéw (vb.) ‘behold, contemplate’ (LS]. 1614—6)
also follow Indo-European patterns (cf. GEW 2: 725). It is likely, therefore, that
the formation is inherited and has an etymology (if preserved).

5.2. The current etymological proposition is based on the metathesis of a widely
attested root P. 984 *spek-, including well-known items such as:

RV. spis- (aoM.) ‘betrachten’ (WbRV. 1608, ispasta [3sg])™
RV. spis- (m.) ‘Spidher, Beschauer’ (WbRV. 1608, spit [sgN])
Lat. specio (pr.) ‘sehen” (WH 2: 570-571)

In addition to the irregular metathesis itself, another problem is presented by the
ambiguity of Gr. k (= PIE *k or *k).

5.3. I am skeptical about the early attempt. A closer look at the material allows us
to compare \/oken- with Iranian forms such as:

Gr. okénro- (prM.) ‘to look about carefully, examine’ (LS]. 1606—7)
LAuv. skapta- (a.) ‘wunderbar, erstaunlich’ (AIWD. 1586, skaptom)®
Pahl. skaft (a.) = ‘adbhutah’ (AIWb. 1586)

Gr. oxét- (f.) ‘viewing, consideration, doubt’ (LS]. 1608, oxélng)

In addition, the root (without the dental extension) also appears in Slavonic:

OCS. za-skop-ije (n.) ‘Verdacht, Annahme’ (Sadnik V/816)

14 Understandably RV. dspasta could also be a sigmatic aorist and therefore identical with Lat. spexi.
15 Itis a mystery why Bartholomae (AIWb. 1586), carefully accounting for multiple Iranian forms,
did not present the obvious comparison with Greek.
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This should convince even utter skeptics that there were two separate roots: PIE
Vskep (LAv. V/skap) # Vspek (LAv. V/spas).’® As Avestan preserves both roots and
differentiates the velars, metathesis should no longer be assumed in this connection.

5.4. It is possible that the root *skep- ‘make light, illuminate’ is equipped with
“*s-mobile’ and belongs to the root *kep- ‘light, luminous’ (cf. Latv. cep-, 2. above).

6. Gr. xoun- ‘Dorf, Quartier, Viertel einer Stadt’

6.1. The Greek word and its derivatives, including
Gr. kdun- (f.) ‘Dorf, Quartier, Viertel einer Stadt’ (GEW 2: 61)
Gr. x®part- (n.) ‘tiefe, ruhiger Schlaf’ (GEW 2: 61, x®pa [sgNA]),
are well known.

6.2. The current etymology goes all the way back to Bezzenberger (cf. GEW 2:
61), who compared the forms with the root P. kei-, koi-, ki- ‘liegen’ (P. 539—540),
now widely documented in Old Anatolian:
Hi. kei- (vbM.) ‘liegen, gelegt sein’ (HEG 1: 568—9, ki-it-ta-ri)
Pal. kei- (vbM.) ‘liegen’ (DPal. 59, ki-i-ta-ar [3sg])
The semantic connection between ‘earth, land, quarter’ and the verbal meaning
‘liegen’ is striking, but the phonetic details remain problematic. Pokorny’s (P.
540) explanation, “dehnstufig xdpn f. ‘Dorf” (*ko[ilma)”, does not account for
the critical absence of iota in Greek.

6.3. Since the loss of PIE *i violates the sound laws, an alternative etymology can
be sought from the following comparisons:

Gr. xoun- (f.) ‘Dorf, Quartier, Viertel einer Stadt’ (GEW 2: 61—62)
Lat. cama- (f.) ‘kurzes, niedriges Bett, Pritsche’ (WH 1: 145, cama)
Cret. xéua- (f.) Hes. x&uav - tov dypov (MycGrV 1: 256)

The related forms carry a basic meaning of “go down to the earth” in various
ways, such as ‘lie down’, ‘become tired’, ‘die’, ‘serve’, and ‘worship”:

RV. $§dm- (n.) ‘heilsames Werk, Heil, Segen’ (WbRV. 1379)

Gr. irmo-xépo- (m.) ‘groom, esquire’ (‘Pferdeknecht’) (LS]J. 834)

RV. $amayi- (dn.) ‘wirken, titig sein, s. Mithe geben’ (WbRV. 1380)
Gr. d-xdpavt- (pt.) ‘unermidlich, frisch’ (GEW 1: 773)

6.4. In a broader perspective it remains possible that Gr. xoun and Gr. xefrat
[3sg] are ultimately connected. This state of affairs is suggested by PIE *k¢/,-
‘liegen’, the shortest preserved form of the root:

16 See LAv. spas- (m.) ‘Spaher, Wiichter’ (AIWDb. 16141615, spas [sgN]).
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Olnd. giri-$a- (m.) ‘inhabiting mountains’ (KEWA 3: 304)
From this unextended root it is possible to derive:

(a) The well-known *i-extension P. kei-, Koi-, ki- ‘liegen’ (P. 539—540):
Olnd. giri-saya- (m.) ‘inhabiting mountains’ (KEWA 3: 304)
LAuw. say- (aoM.) ‘(da)liegen’ (AIWD. 1571, sacte [3sg])

(b) A feminine in Neogr. *-a:
RV. a:$a- (f.) ‘Raum, Welt, Weltgegend’ (WbRV. 187)

(c) The correspondence required by Gr. xdun (cf. above)

(d) The extension Neogr. *km(s)- in:

AV. $§ma-§ana- (n.) ‘Leichenstitte’ (KEWA 3: 381—2, EWA 2: 659)
Do. kéxpox- (pf.) ‘sich miihen, ermatten, sterben’ (GEW 1: 773)
Gr. &-xunt- (a.) ‘unermiidlich’ (GEW 1: 773, Gxung [sgN])

It would appear that Neogr. *km-, usually reconstructed for both (c) and (d),
actually conceals two phonetically separate roots.

7. RV. 4gru- ‘unvermihlt’

7.1. The Indo-Iranian character of the formation

RV. d-gru- (a.) ‘unvermihlt (vom Mann)’ (WbRV. 11, dgrus [sgN])
LAv. a-yru- (a.f.) ‘unverheiratet, ledig’ (vom Midchen) (AIWDb. 49)
RV. a-gri- (f.) ‘die Unvermdhlte, die Jungfrau’ (WbRV. 11)

speaks for its antiquity.

7.2. However, the problem of etymology has proven to be persistent. All

suggestions (cf. KEWA 1:18), including Mayrhofer’s semi-internal reconstruction
LT *pg'r(h,)uH- (a.) ‘nicht schwanger, non gravida’ (EWA 1: 46),

are unsatisfactory.

7.3. The etymological vacuum is surprising, since the removal of the privative
prefix (RV. d-gru-, etc.) leaves a root PIIr. *gru- that can be compared to the
equally problematic Albanian forms,” also lacking etymology:

Tosk. grua (f.) ‘Frau’ (AIbEtD. 125 grua [sgN])

Geg. grue (f.) ‘Frau’ (AIbEtD. 125, grue [sgN])

17 Orel (AIbEtD. 125) accepts the comparison with Gr. ypats ‘old woman’. This, however, is
difficult not only because of differing semantics, but because — as acknowledged by Orel — “The
latter is connected with IE *gera- ‘to become old’.” The palatal PIE *g is incompatible with the
Albanian initial g-.
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RV. d-gru- (a.) ‘unvermihlt (vom Mann)’ (WbRV. 11)®
Following the basic meaning provided by the Albanian, RV. d-gru- is a bahuvrihi
compound meaning ‘one who has not a woman’, whereas RV. a-grii- is a tatpurusa
compound meaning ‘one who is not a woman (yet)’.

7.4. The material discussed belongs to the Satam group, which leaves the initial
velar ambiguous (Neogr. *g®¥ru-).

8. RV. rudra- ‘glinzend; Rudrd’

8.1. The Vedic deity and the related root are characterized by the stems:

RV. rudri- (m.) ‘Name des Vaters des Maruts’ (WbRV. 1174)
RV. rudri- (a.) ‘glinzend, prichtig, herrlich’ (WbRV. 1174)
RV. rdudra- (a.) ‘dem R. dhnlich, herrlich, prichtig’ (WbRV. 1186)

The forms carry the uniform meaning ‘light, bright, etc.’, suggesting that they are
distinct from the root OInd. Vrud- ‘weinen’ (cf. EWA 2: 465—466).

8.2. As to the missing etymology (cf. EWA 2: 452—453), Grassmann (WbRV.
1185) refers to other Sanskrit formations with a resembling meaning:
RV. rédas- (f.) ‘Himmel und Erde, Welt’ (WbRV. 1184—1185)
RV. rédasi- (f.) ‘Himmel und Erde, Welt’ (WbRV. 1185)
On the basis of these forms, he suggests internally a root *rud-. Though a connec-
tion is likely, there is no external support for such segmentation. In addition,
Rig-Veda suggests a slightly different analysis:

(2) A cut RV. ru-dri- is paralleled by a correct segmentation

RV. in-dra- (m.) ‘der Gott des Lichthimmels’ (WbRV. 213—214)
since the root obtained (RV. V/in-) reappears in the thematic adjective
RV. ini- (a.) ‘michtig, stark’ (WbRV 211, “hdufig von Indra-”)>

(b) Also, a similar cut of RV. ré-das- ‘Himmel-Erde’ would lead to the well-
known root RV. V/das- ‘earth, land, pagan’ in:

gAv. dahyu- (f.) ‘Land, Landgebiet, Landschaft’ (AIWb. 706—710)
OPers. dahyu- (f.) ‘land, province, district’ (OldP. 190)
RV. disyu- (m.) ‘Gotterfeind’ (WbRV. 584—585)

18 It could be reasonably claimed that LAv. jagrut- (f.) (EN eines gliubigen Midchens, AIWb.
602) belongs here. If so, the root is attested without the negative prefix in Indo-Iranian.

19 Though a labiovelar could be established by introducing further evidence, this would lead to a
discussion beyond the scope of this paper.

20 Comparatively, the Vedic bases are paralleled by Lyd. in- (pr.) ‘machen’ (LydWb. 132, int
[3pers.]) and Lyd. ina- (pret.) ‘machen’ (LydWb. 132, inal [3pers.]).
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An adjustment of Grassmann’s idea, postulating a root RV. Vru- ‘heaven; light,
bright’ instead of the hypothetic *rud-, yields consistent results.

8.3. An external etymology for RV. Vru- is available in Baltic, which confirms a
lateral for the Proto-Indo-European root:

(a) PIE *lu ‘light’ (zero grade):

RV. ru-dra- (m.) ‘N. des Vaters des Maruts’ (WbRV. 1174)
Li. pa-lu-dieni- (f.) ‘Vespermahlzeit’ (LiIEtWb. 534)*

(b) PIE *leu *lou *leu *lou ‘id.” (ablaut):
RV. ré-das- (f.) ‘Himmel und Erde, Welt’ (WbRV. 1184—1185)
Li. lad-naga- (m.) ‘Vesper-brot, Nacht-essen” (LIEtWb. 346)>
Latv. lau-nag- (m.) ‘Mittagsmahlzeit, Vesperbrot’ (LiIEtWb. 346)
RV. rdu-dra- (a.) ‘dem R. dhnlich, herrlich, prichtig’ (WbRV. 1186)

8.4. The root PIE Vlu- light, bright’ is known for its numerous extensions,
including PIE Vluk- (P. 687—9), already mentioned by Grassmann (WbRV. 1174):

Hi. luk- (vb1.) ‘hell werden, leuchten’ (HEG 2: 65, lu-uk-zi)
RV. rtc- (f.) ‘Glanz, Licht’; ‘Ansehen, Wohlsein’ (WDbRV. 1172)
Lat. lac- (f.) ‘Licht, Glanz, Tageslicht’ (WH 1: 832, lux [sgN])
Gr. Aevko- (a.) ‘hell, klar, weily’ (GEW 2: 108, Aevkos [sgN])

9. RV. turphari- ‘sittigend’

9.1. The two forms

RV. turphiri- (a.) ‘sittigend’ (WDRV. 542, turphdri [duNA])

RV. turphiritu- (a.) ‘sittigend’ (WDRV. 543, turpharita [duNA])
contain a Sanskrit root Vturph- (with an adjectival suffix -dri-), which is not
otherwise attested in the language.

y

9.2. As to the etymology, Grassmann’s early explanation, “von trph = trp’
(WDbRV. 542), does not account for the difficult root vocalism (RV. u). An
alternative etymology is mentioned by Mayrhofer (KEWA 1: 515): “Scheftelowitz
KZ 53, 258 tibersetzt (mit Nirukta, Sayana) ‘schnell tétend, hinweggraffend’
und vergleicht ahd. sterban, nhd. sterben usw. (?!).” Mayrhofer’s reservations
are understandable: Nirukta’s translation would not constitute an acceptable
etymology due to the difference of the root vocalisms.

21 Li. pa-lu-dieni- does not point to a root *lud- (= RV. *rud-), because Li. -dieni- belongs to Li.
diena (f.) “Tag’, OPr. deina ‘id.” (LiIEtWb. 93).

22 For Li. naga- ‘Brot’, see 12.
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9.3. Grassmann’s translation is, however, supported by a perfect match with:
ModPers. tulf (sb.) ‘Ubersittigung’ (P. 1077—1078)

Owing to the collision of liquids in Indo-Iranian, external evidence is required in

order to decide between PIE *] and *r.

9.4. The cognates in question (reflecting PIE *r, cf. P. 1077—1078) pose a
theoretical problem related to the Neogrammarian reconstruction. The issue,
briefly sketched, is as follows.

(a) On one hand, a root PIE *terp-, *torp-, *trp- (without *u) is confirmed by:

RV. trp- (vb.) ‘befriedigt werden’ (WbRV. 549, trpan [conj3pl])
Go. parf- (pret.pr.) ‘need, have to, must’ (GoEtD. 356, parf [1sg])
Olcl. part- (a.) ‘notig, niitzlich’ (ANEtWb. 606. parfr [sgN])

Gr. tépmo- (prM.) ‘genieflen, sich sittigen’ (GEW 2: 881—882)
OPr. en-terpo- (pr.) ‘niitzen’ (APsS. 329, enterpo [3sg])

HLu. a(n)ta tarpari-  (vb.) ‘lack’ (CHLu. IX.1.10, (*218)ta+r%/;-pa-ri+i-ta)>

(b) Simultaneously, a root PIE *turph- (with an original *u) appears in

Go. paurt- (pret.) ‘have to, must, need’ (GoEtD. 356, paurfta)
ModPers. tulf (sb.) ‘Ubersittigung’ (P. 1077—1078)

Olcl. purfa- (vb.) ‘bediirfen’ (ANEtWb. 627, purfa [inf])

RV. turphiri- (a.) ‘sittigend” (WDbRV. 542, turphdri [dulNA])
RV. turphiritu- (a.) ‘sittigend’ (WDbRV. 543, turpharita [duNA])

(c) Therefore, there are two externally confirmed roots, Vterp- and Vturph- (cf.
EWA 1: 657), that cannot be interconnected by means of the sound laws. Basically
this means that direct comparison (cf. P. 1078) between RV. tfpti- (f.) ‘Sittigung,
Befriedigung’ (WbRV. 549) and Go. paurft- (f.) ‘necessity, need’ (GoEtD. 357),
as if from the zero grade, is not correct. The root \/turph- has an original PIE *u
which does not reflect a former syllabic nasal.

10. TochB. tasemane ‘similar, equal, comparable’

10.1. The Tocharian corpus has brought to light the following group of words:
TochB. tasemane (a.) ‘gleich mit — (Poucha 119)
TochA. taskmam (a.) ‘similis, aequalis, comparabilis’ (Poucha 119)
TochA. taskmamtsum (a.) ‘comparabilis’ (Poucha 119)*

23 The suffix of HLu. tarp-ari- is apparently identical with that of RV. turph-dri-, suggesting
PIE *-ori- for both.
24 Cf. also TochA. taskmamtsune (sb.) ‘aequitas, aequabilitas’ (Poucha 119).
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10.2. No satisfactory etymology has been proposed, as the forms hardly belong
to the root TochA. Vta:(s) ‘place, set’ (cf. van Windekens, LeTokh. 499 for the
details). A semantic parallel within the Indo-European languages is simply lacking.

10.3. The etymology is, however, known to the readers of Liddell-Scott, where
an isolated gloss is equally without cognates:

Gr. dwia- (a.f.) Hes. dwia - opoia (LSJ. 464)
The immediate precedent PGr. *dwo-ia- ‘like, resembling, similar, etc.” is readily
comparable with TochA. V/tas- ‘similar’ (with *6) and its *o-grade TochB. Vtas-.»

10.4. Based on semantic parallels (cf. e.g. LinB. "em- (num.) ‘one’,* OLat. semol
(adv.) ‘zugleich’, WH 2: 538), one may tentatively assume an original meaning
‘one’ for the Greek and Tocharian words discussed here. This hypothesis is
supported by the root P. *dekm ‘zehn’ (191-192), including:

Gr. déxa (n.) zehn’ (GEW 1: 359, &éxa [pINA])

RV. di-sa (n.) zehn’ (n.) ‘zehn Finger’ (WbRV. 581, dd$a [NA])
LAuv. da-sa (n.) ‘zehn’ (AIWDb. 700-1, LAv. dasa = gAv. dasa)
TochB. $a-k (num.) ‘ten’ (DTochB. 619, $ak [N])

Arm. ta-san- (num.) ‘zehn’ (ArmGr. 496, tasn [N], tasanc [G])

The prefix (Gr. 8¢:, RV. dd., LAv. da:, Arm. ta-) can only have the meaning ‘one’
as is confirmed by such alternating prefixes as:

TochB. (w)i-kim (num.) ‘twenty’ (DTochB. 61, ikim)

Do. hixdr- (num.) ‘zwanzig’ (GrGr. I: 591, Ther. Thess. hikdg)
The proto-root behind TochB. tasemane, TochA. taskmam and Gr. dwia reap-
pears in Gr. 8-, Arm. ta., etc. without the *s-extension. Due to the wide usage of
the prefix, the root is broadly attested in the Indo-European languages.

11. Umbr. uoco- ‘aedes’

11.1. An interesting word without clear Italic cognates is preserved in:

Umbr. uoco- (sb.) ‘Haus, Tempel’ (WbOU. 439—440, uocu-com)”
11.2. Etymologically the Umbrian form has been connected with the root P. 1131
*uik-:

RV. vis- (f.) ‘Haus, Familie, Stamm, Geschlecht’ (WbRV. 1295)

25 Adams (DTochB. 284) does not maintain the distinction between the roots TochB. V/tas-
‘place, set’ and TochB. V'tas- ‘equal’ (in TochB. tasemane [pr.pt.M] and TochB. tasaitir [3sg],
DTochB. 284). Given the existence of Greek etymologies for both, this is hardly correct.

26 For LinB. hem- (pron.m.) ‘one’ (GEW 3: 83, DMycGr. 392, e-me [sgD]).

27 For the problems of the Umbrian form, cf. Untermann (WbOU. 439—440).
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gAv. vis- (f.) ‘Herrenhaus, -burg, adeliger Hot” (AIWD. 1455 ff.)
OPers. vip- (f.) ‘house, royal house, royal clan, court’ (OIdP. 208)
Gr. oixo- (m.) ‘Haus (und Hof), Heimat’ (GEW 2: 360-1, oikog)
LinB. woiko- (m.) ‘Haus’ (GEW 2: 361, LinB. wo-i-ko)

Lat. uico- (m.) ‘Dorf, Hiusergruppe, Stadtvierte]’ (WH 2: 782)

While the semantics is plausible, the required loss of semi-vowel *{ in Umbrian
violates the sound laws.

11.3. An alternative etymology with fully acceptable semantics and morphology
is provided by the following comparison involving Iranian, Albanian, Greek and
Italic:

Pahl. vas-puhr- (sb.) lawful heir within the clan’ (IMPahl. 205)
Umbr. uoco- (sb.) ‘aedes’ (WbOU. 439, uocu-com)

LinB. woko- (m.) ‘Haus’ (Schmitt-Brandt 1967: 27, wo-ke)

Alb. vathé (f.) ‘Gehege, Hof, Hiirde, Schafstall’ (AIbEtD. 496)*

11.4. In other words, we may reconstruct two separate roots, Neogr. Vuik- (RV.
vi$-) and Neogr. Vyok- (Umbr. uoc-) with very similar meanings.
12. ModPers. nan ‘Brot’

12.1. ModPers. nan ‘bread’, a word now in global circulation, has lost a middle
velar. This is indicated by historical Iranian data:

Baluch. nayan (sb.) ‘Brot’ (KEWA 2: 126)
Sogd. nyn (sb.) ‘Brot’ (KEWA 2: 126)

12.2. As possible Old-Indo-Aryan cognates, Mayrhofer mentions:
YV. nagnihu- (m.) ‘Girungstoff, Hefe’ (EWA 2: 6)
Olnd. nagnahu- (m.) ‘Girungstoft, Hefe’ (KEWA 2: 126)

These forms, if accepted as cognates (which may very well be correct), would shed

important light on the basic semantics of the root (otherwise strictly restricted
to ‘bread’).

28 Orel (AIbEtD. 496), translating ‘sheepfold, pen’, reconstructs PAlb. *warta, comparing TochB.
wirto [sic!] ‘garden, forest’ and OEng. weord ‘yard’. Though the loss of the tremulant would be
within the realm of possibilities, Alb. th reflects *k according to the sound laws. Therefore, I have
compared Albanian with the above forms instead.

29 It is of interest that Linear B has preserved both LinB. wo-ke [KN L 698] and LinB. wo-i-
ko-de [KN As 1519], if the interpretation in Schmitt-Brandt (1967: 27, with literature) is correct.
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12.3. The Indo-European etymology is two-fold:
(a) Though not mentioned by Mayrhofer (KEWA 2: 126, EWA 2: 6), an
Armenian parallel was presented long ago by Hiibschmann:

Arm. nkan (sb.) ‘Brot’ (unter der Asche gebacken) (ArmGr. 1: 204)

Arm. nkan-ak- (sb.) ‘Brot’ (unter der Asche gebacken) (ArmGr. 1: 204)
(b) Furthermore, the following words are available for comparison in Baltic:

Li. lad-naga- (m.) “Vesper-brot, Nacht-essen’ (LiIEtWDb. 346)

Latv. lau-nag- (m.) ‘Mittags(mahl)zeit, Vesperbrot’ (LIEtWb. 346)*°

12.4. As to the reconstruction of the proto-root, one should note the following:

(a) Hibschmann (ArmGr. 1: 204) correctly points out that the loss of root
vowel in Armenian points to PArm. *nakan (since his *i-root is excluded by
comparison).

(b) The correspondence set consists only of Satom languages, leaving the root-
final velar ambiguous. Therefore, we are left with Neogr. *nag®.

(c) A laryngealist reconstruction yields an interesting problem: LT *nehg®
should have yielded Neogr. *nag®. LT *nheg®™ should have resulted in different
outcomes than those attested by the syllabification of the initial nasal. Finally, LT
*nhg® is excluded by the Iranian root vocalism. Currently, there is no acceptable
explanation for this discrepancy.®

13. Gr. éyéAa ‘bridle, bit’

13.1. The Hesychios-gloss
Gr. éyéha (n.pl.) = xaAwoi ‘bridle, bit’ (LS]. 469)
is isolated in Greek.

13.2. Though no internal or external cognates are known,* an etymology that
readily suggests itself can be inferred through an intermediary step. In Greek a
prefix ¢ (also known as ‘prothetic vowel’) often appears alongside the prefixless
basic form (e.g. in Gr. ¢-0éAw = OéAw, see Schwyzer (GrGr. 1: 411—413) for more
examples).”

30 For Li. laii- ‘Vesper, Nacht’ and Latv. lau- ‘Mittag’, see 8.

31 Cf. Nyman’s (1985) extremely relevant observations on the class of roots with Neogr. *a.

32 Frisk (GEW) and Chantraine (DELG) do not mention the form at all.

33 A similar prefix is found in Armenian, where, for instance, the stem Arm. k- (a0.) ‘kommen
(ArmGr. 1: 441, eki [1sg]) does not have a prefix. However, in the *i-extension, the prefix is added in
Arm. ek (sb.) ‘Ankunft’ (*i-stem ArmGr. 1: 441) and Arm. ek (sb.) ‘one that has arrived at’ (*ia-stem
ArmGer. 1:441). Naturally, such alternations do not have anything to do with root-initial laryngeals.

5
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13.3. By cutting the prefix ¢, a root VyeA- is obtained, which in turn can be
readily compared to the following forms:

OEng. cel- (sb.) ‘a basket’ (ASaxD. 150, cel, celas [pl])

AV. jala- (n.) ‘Netz, Kampfnetz, Fanggarn’ (EWA 1: 588)

13.4. If Li. galtinis ‘maschenform zum flechten der netze’ exists,? this would
point to a plain velar (PIE *g) instead of a palatal. Given the weakness of the
Baltic data and possible alternative starting points for Li. g-, I remain doubtful
about this.

14. Hi. nana- ‘treiben, ziehen, fahren’

14.1. In Hittite there is a well-documented stem:
Hi. nana- (vb2.) ‘treiben, ziehen, fahren’ (HEG 2: 272)%

14.2. As to its etymology, Sturtevant (CGr* 117—118) correctly analyses it as a
reduplication of the simplex

Hi. na- (vb2.) ‘wenden, lenken, leiten, richten, schicken’
but no clear cognates have been pointed out for Hi. nana- itself.

14.3. A very close cognate to the Anatolian reduplication is preserved in Greek:
Gr. gmno-vévo- (vb.) &ro-vévetan - dno-otpégetan (LS]. 210)

Since the meaning of the verb otpéperar ‘wenden, drehen’ exactly matches the

Hittite, it is possible to reconstruct an *e-reduplication PIE *nen®/,- as the prec-

edent of the Greek stem. The sole difference between this and Hittite appears to

be the quality of the reduplicating vowel (Hi. nana- < PIE *nono-).

14.4. Regarding the simple root Hi. na- (PIE *no- or *n6-), it is possible to
connect this directly to the form

Olnd. na- (m.) ‘gift, welfare’ (MonWil. 523, Lex. nah [sgN])
if an original meaning ‘Geschenk’ is assumed (cf. Hi. na- ‘schicken’).

34 Fortunatov (1881: 217) quotes the Lithuanian form with the reference “angefiihrt bei Geitler
Lit. studien 83”, where such a form appears.

35 Among the attestations, one finds, for example, Hi. na-an-na-ah-hi [1sg] and Hi. nJa-an-na-i
[3sg] 1 UDU ap-pa-an-[zi].

36 The stem Hi. na- (usually quoted as Hi. nai-) appears, for example, in Hi. na-i, na-a-i [3sg],
and Hi. na-a-u [ipv.], cf. HEG 2: 253—257.
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15. Conclusions

15.1. As some readers may already have noticed, the words discussed in this paper
have been specially chosen for to their initials which, taken together, form the
sequence k-l-a-u-s-k-a-r-t-t-un-en. The ‘table of contents’ reflects not only my
modest intentions on the occasion of the 6oth birthday of Klaus Karttunen.

From the Indo-European point of view, I would like to highlight the fact that
there are hundreds, if not thousands, of unaccounted correspondences even today.
This does not apply only to the new material (such as Anatolian and Tocharijan),
but to the traditional material as well.

15.2. The traditional etymology, including (Walde’s and) Pokorny’s Indo-
germanisches etymologisches Worterbuch built on the Neogrammarian basis, as well
as the more recent contributions by the laryngeal theory, are more or less affected
by the following defects:

(a) The etymology has been partly outdated by the appearance of newly discovered
material (Anatolian, Tocharian, etc.), as well as the updated descriptions of the
traditional branches (now that etymological dictionaries have become available).
Not all the roots are attested in these sources as such; to the contrary, there are
unaccounted ones requiring identification.

(b) The etymology was never completed: in addition to material that was
never accounted for, numerous items have been given false etymologies with
loose semantics (and other improper methodologies), despite the existence of
comparative ones. As a result, far fewer roots have been booked than are actually
available.

(c) The sound laws have not been exploited with full precision: “metathesis”,
“analogy” and other “irregular developments” are commonplace. Re-evaluating
these early shortcuts with genuine comparison, it turns out that they can often be
replaced by regular correspondences.

(d) The “laryngeal problem” involving Hi. h and the question of the vocalisms of
the cognates have not been satisfactory solved. As a consequence, the laryngeal
theories have failed to deliver an unambiguous reconstructive platform, which
has contributed to an increasingly chaotic situation in Indo-European studies.

15.3. On the bright side, I would like to mention the following:

(@) Due to the gaps, there exist for those mastering the wide spectrum of Indo-
European languages considerable possibilities for the basic comparison and
reconstruction of the Indo-European material.
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(b) Despite certain defects in the dictionaries at our disposal, they can be used
together as a common platform and a basis on which an improved etymological
presentation can be safely built through the harmonization of results in a
coordinated effort.

(¢) Finally, I am optimistic regarding our opportunity to solve certain persistent
problems, especially the one involving the laryngeals and the vocalism of the
daughter languages, in a scientifically acceptable manner.

ABBREVIATIONS
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DLL Laroche 1959 Latv. Latvian
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WbHRV.
WH.
YV.

Old Persian

Old Prussian
Pokorny 1959
Pahlavi

Palaic

person

perfect
Proto-Greek
Proto-Indo-European
Proto-Indo-Iranian
plural

Poucha 1955
presens

preterite

pronoun

participle
Rig-Veda

Sadnik 1955
substantive
singular

Sogdian

Theran (Greek)
Thessalian (Greek)
Tocharian A
Tocharian B

Tosk (Albanian)
Turner 1966
Umbrian

verb

Pedersen 1909-1913
Untermann 2000
Grassmann 1996
Walde & Hoffmann 1938
Yajur-Veda



Fourteen Indo-European Etymologies 267

REFERENCES

Apawms, Douglas Q. 1999. A Dictionary of Tocharian B. (Leiden Studies in Indo-European, 10)
Amsterdam-Atlanta, GA: Rodopi.

BarTHOLOMAE, Christian 1904. Altiranisches Worterbuch. StrafSburg: Triibner.

BoswoRrTH, Joseph & T. Northcote TOLLER 1882—1898. An Anglo-Saxon dictionary. Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

CARRUBA, Onofrio 1970. Das Palaische. Texte, Grammatik, Lexikon. (Studien zu den Bogazkéy-
texten, 10) Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

CHADWICK, John & L. BAuMBACH 1963. The Mycenean Greek Vocabulary I. Glotta 41:
157—271.

CHANTRAINE, Pierre 1068—1980. Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque. Histoire des
Mots. Paris: Klincksieck.

DEBRUNNER, Alfred & Jacob WACKERNAGEL 1954. Altindische Grammatik Band 11, 2 Die
Nominalsuffixe. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Fortunatov, F.F. 1881. L+dental im Altindischen. Beitrdge zur Kunde der indogermanischen
Sprachen 6: 215—220.

FRAENKEL, Ernst 1062—65. Litauisches etymologisches Worterbuch 1-11. Heidelberg: Winter &
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Frisk, Hjalmar 1960—1972% Griechisches etymologisches Worterbuch 1-111, 2. Auflage. Heidelberg:
Winter.

GRrASsMANN, Hermann 1996°. Worterbuch zum Rig-Veda. 6. tiberarbeitete und erginzte Auflage
von Maria Kozianka. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

GusmaNi, Roberto 1964. Lydisches Worterbuch. Mit grammatischer Skizze und Inschrifter-
sammlung. Heidelberg: Winter.

Hawkins, John David 2000. Corpus of Hieroglyphic Luwian Inscriptions. Berlin: Walter de
Gruyter.

HuBscHMANN, Heinrich 1897. Armenische Grammatik I: Armenische Etymologie. Leipzig:
Breitkopf & Hirtel.

KEenT, Roland G. 1953. Old Persian. Grammar. Texts. Lexicon. 2nd rev. edn. (American Oriental
Series, 33) New Haven (Connecticut): American Oriental Society.

LAROCHE, Emmanuel 1959. Dictionnaire de la langue louvite. (Bibliothéque archéologique et
historique de I'institut francais d’archéologie d’Istanbul, vol. VI) Paris: Maisonneuve.

LEHMANN, Winfred, P. 1086. A Gothic Etymological Dictionary Based on the Third Edition of
Vergleichendes Worterbuch der gothischen Sprache by Sigmund Feist. Leiden: Brill.

LippELL, H.G. & R. ScOTT 1940°. A Greek-English Lexicon, revised by Henry Stuart Jones with
the assistance of Roderick McKenzie. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

MALLORY, James P. & Douglas Q. Apams (eds) 1997. Encyclopedia of Indo-European Culture.
London: Fitzroy Dearborn Publishers.

MAYRHOFER, Manfred 1956—1980. KurzgefafStes etymologisches Worterbuch des Altindischen 1—
IV. Heidelberg: Winter.



268 Jouna PyysaLo

MAYRHOFER, Manfred 1986. Indogermanische Grammatik. Band 1, 2. Halbband: Lautlehre.
Heidelberg: Winter.

MAYRHOFER, Manfred 1986—2000. Etymologisches Worterbuch des Altindoarischen. Heidelberg:
Winter.

MONIER-WILLIAMS, Sir M. 1993. A Sanskrit-English Dictionary. Reprint. Delhi: Motilal
Banarsidass Publishers Private Limited.

DEL MONTE, Giuseppe F. 1992. Répertoire Géographique des Textes Cunéiformes V1. Die Orts-
und Gewdssernamen der hethitischen Texte. Supplement. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

DEL MONTE, Giuseppe F. & Johann TISCHLER 1978. Répertoire Géographique des Textes Cunéiformes
V1. Die Orts- und Gewcdissernamen der bethitischen Texte. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

NvBERG, Henrik Samuel 1974. A Manual of Pablavi I1: Glossary. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

NvmaN, Martti 1985. €/6/a as an ablaut pattern in Indo-European. Indogermanische
Forschungen 9o: 55—61.

OREL, Vladimir 1998. Albanian Etymological Dictionary. Leiden: Brill.

PEDERSEN, Holger 1009—1913. Vergleichende Grammatik der keltischen Sprachen, 1—2. Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

PERSSON, Per. 1912. Beitrdge zur indogermanische Wortforschung I-1I1. Upsala/Leipzig: Akade-
miska Bokhandeln/Harrassowitz.

PokorNY, Julius 1959. Indogermanisches etymologisches Worterbuch 1. Tiibingen: Francke.

PoucHa, Pavel 1955. Institutiones Linguae Tocharicae 1: Thesaurus Linguae Tocharicae Dialecti A.
Praha: Stdtni pedagigické nakladdatelstvi.

SabNIK, Linda & Rudolf AITZETMULLER 1955. Handworterbuch zu den altkirchenslavischen
Texten. Heidelberg: Winter.

ScHMITT-BRANDT, Robert 1967. Die Entwicklung des indogermanischen Vokalsystems (Versuch
einer inneren Rekonstruktion). Heidelberg: Julius Groos Verlag.

Scuwyzer, Eduard 1939. Griechische Grammatik auf der Grundlage von Karl Brugmanns griechis-
cher Grammatik 1: Allgemeiner Teil — Lautlebre — Wortbildung — Flexion. (Handbuch
der Altertumswissenschaft, II.1.1) Miinchen: Beck.

STURTEVANT, Edgar & Adelaide HAHN 1951. A Comparative Grammar of the Hittite Language,
vol. I. Rev. edn. New Haven: Yale University Press.

TISCHLER, Johann 1977—. Hethitisches etymologisches Glossar. Mit Beitréigen von Giinter Neumann
und Erich Neu. (Innsbrucker Beitrige zur Sprachwissenschaft, 20) Innsbruck:
Institut fiir Sprachwissenschaft der Universitit Innsbruck.

TISCHLER, Johann 2001. Hethitisches Handwérterbuch Mit dem Wortschatz der Nachbarsprachen.
Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachen und Literaturen der Universitit Innsbruck.

TRAUTMANN, Reinhold 1910. Diealtpreussischen Sprachdenkmdiler. Einleitung, Texte, Grammatik,
Worterbuch. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

TURNER, R.L. 1966. A Comparative Dictionary of Indo-Aryan Languages. Oxford: OUP.

UNTERMANN, Jirgen 2000. Worterbuch der Oskisch-Umbrischen. Heidelberg: Winter.



Fourteen Indo-European Etymologies 269

VAN WINDEKENS, A.J. 1976. Le tokharien confronté avec les autres langues indo-européennes. Vol.
I: La phonétique et le vocabulaire. (Travaux publiés par le Centre de Dialectologie
Générale de 'Université catholique Néerlandaise de Louvain, Fascicule XI). Louvain:
Centre International de Dialectologie Générale.

VENDRYES, Joseph, Edouard BACHELLERY & Pierre Y. LAMBERT 1959—. Lexique étymologique de
lirlandais ancien. Dublin: Dublin Institute for Advanced Studies.

VENTRIS, Michael & John CHADWICK 1956. Documents in Mycenaean Greek. Cambridge: CUP.

DE VRIES, Jan 1961. Altordisches etymologisches Worterbuch. Leiden: Brill.

WALDE, A. & J.B. HOFFMANN 1938. Lateinisches etymologisches Worterbuch. 3., neuarbeitete
Auflage von J.B. Hoffmann I-II. Heidelberg: Winter.



