Etymologiasta'

TERHO ITKONEN

Tuvistetty katsaukseni mannyn nimityksiin Euroopan kielissd on valmistunut
usean vatheen kautta, apuna monet lahteet ja tavanomainen etymologinen
harkinta. Silti on selvada, ettel katsaus ole vield ehtinyt laheskdin asioiden perille.
mattomissd kohdissa, joissa kasittelen latinan pinus-, kreikan wiTvg, mevkn
-sanoja ja pohdin niiden yhteyttd milloin toisiinsa, milloin muihin indoeu-
rooppalaisiin ja uralilaisiin sanoihin.

Katsaukseni valmistuessa ovat hahmottuneet seuraavat mietteet, lahtokohta-
na paitsi ‘'manty’-kartan teko myos muu tyo sanahistorian parissa. Lisdherat-
teitd nithin ovat antaneet teoksillaan ja kirjoituksillaan kielitieteen vanhat suu-
ret mestarit ja sellaiset uudemman kielitieteen taitajat kuin Henning Ander-
sen, Raimo Anttila, Knut Bergsland, Bjorn Collinder, Charles A. Ferguson ja
Carol Farwell, Lauri Hakulinen. Charles F. Hockett, Roman Jakobson, Juha
Janhunen, Aulis J. Joki, Jorma Koivulehto, Gyorgy Lakd, Manfrid Mayr-
hofer, Lauri Posti, Martti Rapola, Paavo Ravila, Wolfgang Schlachter, Trygg-
ve Skold.

1) Mitd kauemmas takautuu. sitd vaikeampi on hallita sanojen muotoa.
Nykysanat ovat dannerakenteeltaan melko vakioisia, massaltaan usein jareiti;
menneisyydessd ne palautuvat kevyihin juuriin, joiden hailyva asu pyrkii pa-
koon tutkijan kasistd. Nykyisetkin ddnnejarjestelmat huojuvat sekd paradig-
maattisesti ettd syntagmaattisesti. Sitd vaikeampi on saada otetta kaukaisten
kantamurteiden dannejarjestelmistd. Kuinka operoida sanoilla, jos ei tiedad
mistd aineksista ne ovat rakentuneet?

2) Mita kauemmas takautuu, sitd vaikeampi hallita sanojen merkityksia.
Nykysanojenkaan merkitys on harvoin selva ja vakaa: kiintedd ydintda ymparoi
hamaidra huntu, ja kerrallinen metafora voi dkkid syrjayttdd selkeimmankin

' Jilkilause Euroopan kielikartastoa varten laaditun yleiseurooppalaisen 'ménty’-kar-
tan kommentaariin. Kommentaari julkaistaan myos Finnisch-ugrische Forschungenin
48. osassa.
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cc ifer sprigs, conifer needles, needle on
g eral, different kinds of (conifer) wood
material. As to the modern dialects, we
may check them and their mutual relations
broadly, though never completely. But
how do we reconstruct past systems
which cannot have been anv clearer than
the present ones? And how do we relate
the things to the extralinguistic world: e.g.
to the past geographical distribution of
the trees? A paleobotanist may tell us
s¢ e things, some of which are even im-
portant, about them. But such things
have not had a one-to-one relation to
former words and their distribution any
more than they have to the present ones.

4) The further off you go back, the mo-
re the lucidity and independency of those
languages, language-groups and lan-
guage-families decreases with the aid of
which you are operating. As operational
te ls, the reconstructions of proto-dia-
lects and -languages offer. Their services
a , however, relative and deceptive, and
tl  borderlines between proto-languages
¢ ssall the more easily, the more remote
tl proto-languages you are trying to po-
sit.

5) The further vou go back into time,
the more difficult it becomes to treat loan-
words. At first the age of borrowing, even
the relative age, yields difficulties. The
next difficulties are caused by the borrow-
ing direction. The following obscure point
is whether we have a loanword at all or an
ancient common heritage. And finally the
question always remains of how we
should interpret borrowing and common
I itage in the remote past.

The bulk of the difficulties encountered
I the etymologist is raised to a higher
power by all five kinds of difficulties.
I ally, that bulk seems to be almost
beyond any checking.

So it seems to be. Is it bevond any
checking: must the etymologist resign
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himself? Must the linguist resign himself
in general? One cot | hardly imagine a
linguist who would not be interested in
the origin of words, and thus be an etymo-
logist.

The ¢ swer: we need not resign our-
selves, thus we shall not do it. Neither
etymology nor linguistics in general are
any more hopeless than is scientific re-
search in general. In doing etymology, the
same things are valid as doing anything
else in linguistics. At first, good materials
are needed: insights can a. e in your
brain, but they are hardly worth writing
down without documentation. Nor are
they worth presenting, if they have not
been worked out with support of the well-
proved principles of linguistics as well as
with the aid of good parallels and a know-

:dge of both present and past extralin-
guistic matters. They should not be pre-
sented,  their suitability h . not been
proved through data otherwise reached
about the language and the languages.
And they must not be expressed, if not
warmed and lighted up by intuition: with-
out it the field of research is laid down, if
it has sprung up at ;

By combining things such as these an
etymologist can come nearer and nearer
to the boundary value of lin listic truth.
He never attains full truth as it is never
reached by a scholar in general. Neverthe-
less. he must try, aided by Erkennen and
Erleben and aiming at a Gesrali-like
composition of lexical history. (The itali-
cized words are conceptually :ntral; they
curiously lack adequate equivalents in
English.)

In this spirit, the report on ’pine’ can be
sent to the press. For the progress of re-
search, the semifinished products may be
more important than the polished quasi-
definitive final products. Examining
them, we can learn just how to approach
the boundary value of the truth.





