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Preface 

 
The present dissertation is the result of my 3-year Ph.D. scholarship fi-
nanced by the University of Copenhagen as a part of the five-year pro-
gramme of excellence Roots of Europe Ð Language, Culture, and Migra-
tions. It is dedicated to five people who did not live to see the final 
product, but whose passion for the study of  language directly or indi-
rectly continue to exercise influence on my work: First of all my enthu-
siastic and inspiring teacher, head of centre and initial supervisor Jens 
ElmegŒrd Rasmussen whose warm and welcoming introduction to the 
Indo-Europeanist circles in 1994 I will never forget; my good friend, 
fellow etymologist and inexhaustible source of knowledge and inspira-
tion Jan Katlev; H.E. Ambassador Paul George JyrkŠnkallio, who taught 
me about the wonders of Hungarian grammar and passed on his per-
sonally dedicated copy of Aulis JokiÕs Uralier und Indogermanen to 
Òmin unge broder i filologiÓ; my grandfather, devoted Romanicist, Lat-
inist and Germanicist, professor Povl Kristian Hyllested, whom I never 
got to know in person, but whose note-scribbled library I have inherited 
and use every day, probably the main reason I became a linguist; and 
my great-grandmother Ragnhild Jensen, born H¿st, passionate defender 
and recorder of the Bornholmian dialect and penfriend in the early 20th 
century with U.S. ambassador to Copenhagen and Belgrade, John 
Dyneley Prince, who wrote, among other linguistic works, ÒTatar Ele-
ments in Old RussianÓ (referred to in this dissertation).  

I wish to thank my other teacher and final supervisor, the indefatiga-
ble Birgit Anette Rasmussen and the other colleagues at Roots of Europe 
with whom I have spent five wonderful years: Bjarne Simmelkj¾r Sand-
gaard Hansen, Anders Richardt J¿rgensen, Guus Kroonen, Jenny Hele-
na Larsson, Benedicte Nielsen Whitehead, Thomas Olander and Oliver 
Simkin; the tried and tested members of the Roots of Europe evaluation 
board, professors Douglas Q. Adams, Michael Janda, Joshua T. Katz, 
Rosemarie LŸhr, Brent Vine and Andreas Willi whose advice and criti-
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cal comments at their annual visits have proven invaluably relevant; the 
ever-growing and talented Indo-European student community in Co-
penhagen, counting many dear friends; my good colleague, associate 
professor Tuula Eskeland who has continuously provided me with sup-
port, advice and tips on recent literature in the Uralic field; fellow Ural-
icist Ilda Hallas-M¿ller whose competent management of the library 
facilities has been instrumental; and a number of other people with 
whom I have had fruitful discussions specifically on  matters treated in 
the final dissertation: Henning Andersen, Lars Brink, Johnny Cheung, 
Paul S. Cohen, Michael Fortescue, Bernd Gliwa, Berit Hildebrandt, 
Martin Huld, Santeri Junttila, Petri Kallio, Peter Alexander Kerkhof, 
P‘tr Kocharov, Agnes Korn, Kristian Kristiansen, Martin KŸmmel, 
Ranko Matasovi!, Craig Melchert, Simon Mulder, Robert Orr, Kaspars 
Ozoli"#, Janne Saarikivi, Zsolt Simon, Merlijn de Smit, David Stifter, 
Patrick Stiles, Erik Thau-Knudsen, Se‡n Vrieland and Nicholas Zair. 

This dissertation only forms part of the research I have carried out 
during the five project years. My employment as a PhD scholar has, in 
effect, been interwoven with other projects at the Roots of Europe re-
search centre and is hard to view in isolation from them. The best 
known part is probably my work on the Indo-Uralic hypothesis, which 
was originally thought to make up the majority of my thesis. The origi-
nal title of my PhD project was ÒThe Shared Indo-European and Uralic 
LexiconÓ, deliberately uniting the stratigraphy of loanwords on one 
hand and vocabulary which I believe to be inherited from a common 
past on the other. Scholars who investigate old loanwords tend to see 
them in every case of similarity, arguing vigorously against the possibil-
ity of uncovering inherited material. Adherents of the Indo-Uralic hy-
pothesis, on the other hand, often reject rather obvious intances of bor-
rowing, trying perhaps to maximize the amount of evidence for genetic 
affinity.  My idea was to introduce an open mind to both approaches, 
including both Indo-Uralic material and older loanwords in a lexical 
stratigraphy. However, the Indo-Uralic part, comprising also a compar-
ative historical phonology and derivational grammar, grew to such pro-
portions that it will become an independent publication. 

During the last half of the project I furthermore became increasingly 
involved in studies in Albanian language history, especially phonology, 
morphophonology and etymology.  Finally in 2013, I devoted much time 
to the study of plant-names from alleged European substratum lan-
guages, a subject which ideally ought to have been included in this the-
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sis but which proved to complicated for me to able to reach a satisfacto-
ry conclusion within the time-frame given. 





 

 

 

Word Exchange at the Gates of Europe: 
Five Millennia of Language Contact 

 
Introduction 

 
The study of early lexical exchange between Indo-European and Uralic 
languages has a proud tradition in Denmark, not least by virtue of the 
the pioneering works by Vilhelm Thomsen: Den gotiske Sprogklasses 
indflydelse pŒ den finske (1869) and Beršringer mellem de finske og de 
baltiske (litavisk-lettiske) sprog: En sproghistorisk Undersšgelse (1890). 
The latter still constitutes the most important reference work on con-
tacts between Baltic and Balto-Fennic Ð in how many other scholarly 
fields today can you say that about a work written in Danish? Linguistic 
contacts between Uralic and Indo-European and their respective 
branches is still today an extensively studied and vibrant field. In some 
respects, though, I think that important evidence is consistently over-
looked because of the power of tradition which affects not only how you 
carry out your research, but also what you search for, where you look for 
evidence, and  from which angle. 

Traditionally, most lexemes shared by Indo-European and Uralic 
language branches are viewed as having been transferred from the for-
mer to the latter. To mention the most obvious example, it is well 
known that both Balto-Fennic and Saami languages possess an abun-
dance of ancient terms borrowed from (Pre-)Proto-Indo-Iranian, Pro-
to-Baltic, Proto-Germanic, Proto-Slavic and Proto-Scandinavian. Like-
wise, the vocabularies of more easterly Uralic languages (Mordvin, Ma-
ri, Permian and Ob-Ugrian) have been affected by intense contact with 
Iranian languages Ð apart from non-Indo-European languages such as 
Turkic Ð while Hungarian has added to its lexical stock hundreds of 
(Medieval) Latin, Pannonian Slavic and Alanic (Iassic) as well as Old 
and Middle High German loans. Samoyedic languages are even sup-
posed to have loanwords from Proto-Tocharian. Everywhere Indo-
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European is automatically assumed to be the provider and Uralic the 
target language while the assumed share of Uralic loanwords in older 
Indo-European languages is close to absent. Such an asymmetry is 
commonly supposed among linguists to be typical for a relationship be-
tween two peoples where one had the upper hand, technically and polit-
ically, at the time of borrowing. While the amount of borrowings rarely 
numbers the same on both sides, I find it unlikely that there are any cas-
es where extensive lexical transmission in one direction leaves zero trac-
es in the opposite direction. True, there are famous examples of extreme 
asymmetry such as Old Germanic languages versus Old Slavic or 
French versus Breton. However, even in these cases at least a small 
number of loans in the atypical directions are identifiable. Most such 
borrowings have a limited semantic and geographical distribution; they 
typically refer to trade objects, important plants and animals, religion, 
or other concepts specifically linked to the kind of contact in question. 

This thesis aspires to convey to the field of Indo-European and Ural-
ic linguistics a new methodology, where Uralic and Indo-European data 
are viewed as equally potential sources for loanwords.  Much weight is 
put on our ability to reconstruct shared semantics, not least semantic 
anomalies, even in cases where the actual lexeme has been replaced. I 
also seek to underline the importance of using Uralic material as a key 
to unsolved issues in Indo-European. I stress especially that ignoring 
variation in the Uralic material (such as dialectal forms, semantic scope, 
irregular vocalism, forms from less well-known languages, and older 
attestations) can be detrimental or even fatal, leading the etymologist 
totally off the scent. Citing one Standard Finnish form is not enough, for 
example, when Balto-Fennic languages exhibit a multitude of  irregular 
forms and deviant meanings. Finally, but equally importantly, I endeav-
or to establish a number of new subfields within the field of IE-Uralic 
contact linguistics by showing that hitherto unheeded lexical exchange 
took place from Proto-Mari to Proto-Baltic, from Proto-Balto-Slavic to 
Proto-Fenno-Permian, and from Proto-Balto-Fennic to Proto-Celtic 
and Proto-Germanic.  

The dissertation contains 16 articles which are intended to appear in 
chronological order, starting with the earliest contacts. 



 

 

 

Fenno-Ugric *!- as Laryngeal Substitution  
in Words of Indo-European Provenance1 

Abstract 

Jorma KoivulehtoÕs claim that PIE laryngeals in word-internal position 
are substituted with *-"- in Fenno-Ugric must be reformulated. The de-
velopment is hard to account for phonetically, and a closer look at the 
material reveals that there is no uambiguous evidence from outside Bal-
to-Fennic, a subgroup of Fenno-Ugric where *-"- regularly yields -h-. 
This means that, while word-internal laryngeals may very well be pre-
served in some loanwords (just like initial laryngeals are clearly pre-
served as *k-, as shown by Koivulehto himself), they can simply have 
had the manifestation *-h- from the beginning. If this was before the 
emergence of *h as a phoneme, it could still have occurred as a loan 
phoneme. This loan phoneme would be one of the factors triggering the 
development of *-"- > -h- in general and thereby the introduction of  a 
new phoneme proper. One further observation is that only laryngeals 
before a dental stop (> BF *t) are represented among the certain exam-
ples. 

1 Frozen PIE laryngeals in loanwords in FU 

In a number of ground-breaking investigations, Jorma Koivulehto (1988 
[1999], 1991, 2001, 2003) has shown that in early Indo-European loan-
words in Fenno-Ugric languages laryngeals are still visible, having been 
substituted by a variety of sounds depending on their position in the 
word and the time of borrowing. Most convincing is his manifestation 
*k- for PIE *H- in an older layer of loanwords, e.g. 

                                                             
1 This paper was presented at the 20th Annual UCLA Indo-European Conference 

on 1 November, 2008. 
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Fi. kesŠ ÔsummerÕ $ PIE *h$es-en- ÔharvestÕ (Koivulehto 1991: 36-40) 
Fi. kaski Ôburn-beaten landÕ $ PIE *h%ez-g(#)- ÔashesÕ (Koivulehto 

2001: 241) 
Fi. kalvas, kalpea ÔpaleÕ, N Saami guolbben Ôsandy plain; chalky layer 

underneath the top soilÕ $ PIE *h%Žl-b#o-s ÔwhiteÕ, NHG dial. Al-
ven Ôchalky layer underneath the top soilÕ (Koivulehto 2003: 28) 

N Saami guovssu < PSaami *kawsoj- ÔdawnÕ $ PIE *h!‡u!s-o- (Koi-
vulehto 2003: 29) 

Fenno-Volgaic *ku&a- Ôto weaveÕ $ PIE *h!eu!-d#- (Lith. ‡ud'iu Ôid.Õ ) 
(Koivulehto 1991: 50) 

 
Koivulehto argues for a conditioning by which the velar stop k- occurs 
only in initial position, while any word-internal laryngeal (-h$-, -h%-, 
-h(-) is substituted with the postalveolar fricative -"- at a certain stage 
(but not in the oldest layer of loanwords). Fenno-Ugric *-"- remains a 
postalveolar sibilant all the way through the Fenno-Permic, Fenno-
Volgaic and Fenno-Saami (Early Proto-Fennic) stages, but develops 
regularly into *-h- in Middle and Late Proto-Fennic, merging with the 
results of *k", *! , *' and *z (and even the original *-s- of some Baltic and 
Germanic loanwords which may have been pronounced with a more 
retracted sibilant than the Fennic dental-alveolar representative). The 
consequence of this hypothesis is that any Finnish (or Estonian, Veps 
etc. Ð any Balto-Fennic) -h- may be a relic of an Indo-European laryn-
geal.  

However, the three PIE laryngeals, although sharing notation, the 
term ÒlaryngealÓ,  and certain behaviors such as lengthening, vowel col-
oring and a tendency to disappear, were clearly distinct sounds, and 
there is no particular reason to believe that they would all behave the 
same way in every position. Besides, it makes one a little bit suspicious 
that these postalveolar fricatives materialized as ÒlaryngealsÓ (more spe-
cifically glottals) again when reaching the Balto-Fennic stage. Koi-
vulehto in his main work on the subject (1991) gives 17 examples:  
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PFU or PFP form Example alleged NW PIE source 
*(j)e"kV ÔpossibilityÕ Fi. ehkŠ, ehki ÔpossiblyÕ *)Žh%-g*eh%  

(Latv. j!"gˆ ÔabilityÕ) 
*(j)e"te-  
Ôto have enough powerÕ 

Fi. dial. ehtiŠ Ôbe able toÕ *)Žh%-g*-)+- Ôbe able toÕ 

*in"e Ôhuman beingÕ OFi. inhe-minen 
Fi. ihminen 

*!enh$-  
Ôbeget a child; be bornÕ 

*ke"ta-ta Ôto dareÕ Fi. kehtaa *g*eh$-d#- Ôbe ashamedÕ 
*kone" ÔtoolÕ  
< Ômagic remedyÕ 

Fi. kone ÔmachineÕ *!n"h(-)o- ÔwonderÕ  
(ON kyn) 

*le"te ÔleafÕ Fi. lehti 
N Saami lasta 

*b#leh$-t- Ôleaf; sproutÕ 

*pew"enV ÔsieveÕ Votyak pu' -n- *peu!H-eno- Ôwinnow-
ingÕ 

*po"ta- Ôto winnowÕ Fi. pohta- *pou!H-Ž)e- Ôsift (grain)Õ
  

*pŸ"Š- Ôto fryÕ Lule Saami pass,-  *b#eh$- ÔbakeÕ  
(OHG b-(j)en) 

*pu"tas ÔcleanÕ Fi. puhdas *puH-to-s ÔcleanÕ  
(Skšld 1960) 

*pun"V-  Ôto winnowÕ Mordvin pon'avtoms *pu-ne-H- Ôcleans, win-
nowsÕ 

*re"to Ôline, orderÕ Fi. rehto *(h%)r.$-to- ÔlineÕ  
(Da., Sw. rad) 

*ro"to Ôgrass, plantÕ Fi. rohto *g#roh$-to- Ôplant; 
growthÕ 

*ta"tas ÔdoughÕ Fi. tahdas *tŽh%)-s-to-s ÔdoughÕ 
*te"te ÔdeedÕ Est. teht  *d#eh$-ti- ÔdeedÕ 
*wi"ta Ôonce; at lastÕ Fi. vihdoin Ôat lastÕ

  
*u!iH-to- Ôcourse, se-
quenceÕ 

*wo(j)"a ÔramificationÕ E Mari (Cheremis) /o' 
ÔbranchÕ 

*u!o)H-Žh% ÔbranchÕ (OI 
vay0) 

 
Katz (2003) implicitly supported KoivulehtoÕs thesis regarding the reflex 
*-"- although he sees them in Indo-Iranian loanwords rather than in 
NW Indo-European ones. We may add Mari (Cheremis) "š'.r ÔmilkÕ $ 
PIE *ksih%-r—-m, which is in fact the only additional example in his book 
for which *-"- explicitly substitutes H-. 
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2 Analyses of the individual proposals 

In the following, I will comment on each of KoivulehtoÕs relevant ety-
mologies. 

2.1 PFP *(J)E1TE ÔTO HAVE ENOUGH POWERÕ ? 
PBF *(J)E1KV ÔPOSSIBILITYÕ 2  PIE *)ƒH%-G* EH%  ÔPOWERÕ, 
*)ƒH%-G* -)+- ÔBE ABLE TOÕ ?  

PFP *(j)e"te- Ôto have enough powerÕ (Koivulehto 1991: 77-79; > Fi. ehtiŠ 
Ôhave enough time for a given purposeÕ, dial. ehtii olla Ôcan beÕ, N Saami 
asta- Ôhave enough timeÕ, Mari 3"te- ÔdoÕ, Komi je!ti"- Ôbe ready; be able 
to; be in time for; matureÕ) is traced back to a PIE denominal verb *)Žh%-
g*-)+- Ôbe able toÕ (> Lith. j4gti, j4gi• Ôbe able toÕ, Latv. j!gt, j!"dzu Ôid.Õ) 
but this verb is actually only attested in Baltic. Because of its presence in 
the Permian languages it cannot be a Baltic loanword proper, at least 
not everywhere, and it may not even be a Balto-Slavic  loanword alt-
hough *-"- could reflect *-' - as a rendering of the palatalized *-gÕ-; in-
stead it could very well instead be a satem reflex of PIE *He)5- Ôto have 
in oneÕs powerÕ, *Hi5ti- ~ *Ho)5ti-  (> e.g. Av. 6"ti- ÔpossessionÕ ~ PGmc. 
*aihti- Ôpossession, belongings, propertyÕ), or more specifically a borro-
wing from Proto-Indo-Iranian into Proto-Fenno-Permic2. Phonologi-
cally, this would make the process more straightforward and account for 
the missing *j- in Balto-Fennic. 

Koivulehto (1991: 72-74) further derives a Fenno-Saami (Early Proto-
Fennic) *(j)e"kŠ ÔpossibilityÕ (e.g. > Fi. ehkŠ ÔperhapsÕ) from the same 
underlying derivative *)Žh%-g*eh%  ÔpowerÕ with reference to typological 
parallels like NHG mšglich ÔpossibleÕ ~ vermšgen Ôbe able toÕ. The rele-
vant Indo-European reflections are Lith. pa-j4g  ̂ÔabilityÕ, Latv. j!"ga Ôid.; 
sensibilityÕ, Gk. %&' Ôvigor; manliness; young ageÕ. Since this word is 
only attested as a loanword via Proto-Balto-Fennic (Late Proto-Fennic) 
*ehkŠ- (> e.g. Fi. ehkŠ ÔperhapsÕ), one can further object that there is no 
direct evidence for a step -"- even if the Indo-European etymology 
should be correct; it is only reconstructed because BF *-h- is supposed 
to have derived from this source. 

                                                             
2  There are related forms in Ugric (Khanty / Ostyak), but they are considered 

borrowings from Permian languages (SSA 100).   
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2.2 PFP *KONE1 ÔTOOLÕ 2  PIE *G!N!H(-)O- ÔWONDERÕ? 

Fi. kone ÔmachineÕ goes back to BF *koneh ÔtoolÕ which must mechani-
cally be transposed to Early Proto-Fennic *kone". Koivulehto conjec-
tures a PIE !n"h(-)o- ÔwonderÕ as the source. Personally, I find this one of 
the more speculative etymologies Ð one might say wonderful in the 
sense Ôfull of wondersÕ. More important than my own subjective impres-
sion is that -" in *kone" is a well-known derivational suffix in Fenno-
Ugric, which may by the way sometimes represent PIE *-s, cf. *"omme" 
ÔfungusÕ (PGmc. *swambaz), *vene" ÔboatÕ (Skt. v‡na- ÔtimberÕ); so even 
if this is an Indo-European loan, there is no evidence as such that the 
laryngeals were not simply lost.  

2.3 PFP *IN1E ÔHUMAN BEINGÕ 2  PIE *G!ENH$- ÔBEGET A CHILD; 
BE BORNÕ?  

Proto-Fenno-Volgaic *in"e Ôhuman beingÕ is reconstructed on the basis 
of Mordvin (Erzya) in'e, (Moksha) ind' i ÔguestÕ and Balto-Fennic forms 
meaning Ôman, human beingÕ, not least OFi. inheminen. However, most 
Finnish dialects and some of the older attestations point rather to a form 
*ineh-minen, as do all of the remaining Balto-Fennic languages, e.g. 
Veps i7ehmoi Ôbitch (pejorative of a woman)Õ, Lude inahmoi, Votic 
inehm6n Ôman, human beingÕ. Although it is of course possible that a 
lone Old Finnish attestation could be the most archaic one, I find it 
more plausible that the majority of languages, dialects and old forms in 
this case reflect the original form. Besides, the Mordvin meaning ÔguestÕ 
is not immediately compelling. A more probable source would then be 
the PGmc. antecedent of Goth. inahs ÔwiseÕ (etymologically obscure, but 
synchronically analyzable as in- + ah- in aha ÔmindÕ and ahma ÔspiritÕ, 
an n-stem ahman-), either a) directly combined with the productive 
Balto-Fennic derivational suffix -minen or b) reshaped from a hypothet-
ical *inahman-, consisting of the elements in both inahs and ahman-. In 
this case, *inehminen would originally have meant ÔsoulÕ. The original -
a- may then have been retained in Lude inahmoi, or the -a- in Goth. 
inahs may reflect PGmc. *-e- (as in, e.g. fadar < *fa8er-, liuha9 < 
*leuhe9a-). Another possibility is an origin in Baltic, cf. Lith. 'mon4s 
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ÔpeopleÕ, 'mon4 ÔwomanÕ and :-'ym“ ÔfamousÕ (Liukkonen 1999)3; Baltic 
*' is regularly substituted with Balto-Fennic *h.4  

2.4 PFS *LE1TE ÔLEAFÕ 2  PIE **B#LEH$-T- ÔLEAF; SPROUTÕ?  

Proto-Fenno-Saami *le"te can be reconstructed on the basis of PBF 
*lehte (Fi. lehti, Est. leht) and PSaami *la"tV" (> N Saami luo"ta"). Koi-
vulehto (2003: 25), whose own surname contains a derivative of this 
word, lehto ÔgroveÕ, sees a loan from PIE *b#leh$-to-(s), a formation re-
flected in PGmc. *bl,8a- Ôblossom, sprout, fruitÕ and *bla8a- ÔleafÕ. A 
dedicated and distinguished Germanicist, there is no doubt that Koi-
vulehto is happy to be able to trace a part of his surname (koivu means 
ÔbirchÕ) back to Proto-Indo-European times, using a Germanic for-
mation as a model for the protoform. However, *lehte it is more likely to 
have been borrowed from some Balto-Slavic form related to Lith. la!"kas 
ÔleafÕ or l‹k"tas ÔsheetÕ, OCS list;  id. These forms are not completely mu-
tually compatible except semantically, but they seem to be linked neatly 
by the PFS term. N Saami lasta cannot be from Baltic *lapsta ÔleafÕ (pace 
Liukkonen 1999: 83-84), because *-a- is substituted with N Saami -uo- in 
Baltic loans (e.g. N Saami "uoldni ÔdewÕ $ Baltic *"aln-, cf. Lith. "alnˆ).  

2.5 PBF *TA1TAS ÔDOUGHÕ 2  PIE *TƒH%)-S-TO-S ÔDOUGHÕ?  

A good match both formally and semantically is PBF *ta"tas (> Fi. 
tahdas) ÔdoughÕ ~ *tŽh%)-s-to-s Ôid.Õ (> OCS t<sto, OIr. t—is, t‡is and 
PGmc. *9ais- in OHG deismo Ôsour doughÕ; Koivulehto 2003: 27). Cru-
cially, however, PIE  -"- reflects the PIE sibilant *-s- rather than the lar-
yngeal. I think this is a quite justified objection, especially since Koi-
vulehto mysteriously does not account for the loss of the PIE *-s- that is 
implied. Maybe he thinks that it was assimilated into the sibilant, but 

                                                             
3  I generally do not favor most of LiukkonenÕs etymologies, but this one I would 

definitely count as a possibility. 
4  Yet another possibility, if *inehminen is the correct reconstruction, is to hypoth-

esize an ancient borrowing from some IE form of *an.%-mo- Ôspirit, soulÕ; the 
forms certainly match semantically and share the same skeleton of consonants, 
but since it is not clear precisely what language we would be talking about (we 
have no other evidence for a correspondence PIE *a- ~ BF *i-, for example), and 
since suffixed forms are only found in Balto-Fennic, it does not seem easy to 
come up with credible evidence for such a solution. 
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surely OckhamÕs razor dictates that the sibilant we encounter reflects 
the sibilant that was there already, while the laryngeal was lost (by as-
similation or not) as laryngeals go. I have no other explanation for Koi-
vulehtoÕs hypothesis other than associative influence from his own na-
tive language Ð in Finnish the word acquires -h-, so when Koivulehto 
first saw the PIE reconstruction he may have been reminded of (and 
later blinded by) his own word for it. No doubt that the etymon is the 
correct one, though.  

2.6 PFP *PEW1ENV ÔSIEVEÕ 2  PIE *PEU!H-ENO- ÔWINNOWING Õ?, 
PFP *PO1TA- ÔTO WINNOWÕ 2  PIE *POU!H-ƒ)E- ÔTO SIFT 

(GRAIN)Õ? 
PFB *PU1TAS ÔCLEANÕ 2  PIE *PUH-TO-S ÔCLEANÕ? 
PFV *PUN1V-  ÔTO WINNOWÕ  2  *PU-NE-H- ÔCLEANS, WI N-

NOWSÕ? 

Skšld (1960: 37) was the first to point to an Indo-Iranian protoform of 
Ved. p=t‡- as the source of BF *puhta- ÔcleanÕ (> Fi. puhdas) and *pohta- 
Ôto winnowÕ (> Fi. poht-i-a). He did not visualize an intermediate step 
*-"-, and it is implicit that the laryngeal was borrowed directly as *-h-, 
which is also the point of this article; however, he did not give additional 
evidence to back this claim up. Koivulehto (1988 [1999: 301-302], 2001: 
246, 2003: 26) adds PFV *pun"V-  Ôto winnowÕ  (> Mordvin pon'avtoms) 
and *pew"enV (UEW 738). These forms can hardly be separated from 
each other, nor from the forms mentioned by Skšld. While we are defi-
nitely dealing with a laryngeal in the root, this becomes less relevant if 
there are extensions with a sibilant since a sibilant in the target language 
is more likely to reflect that sibilant than a neighboring laryngeal. I 
would asserting Baltic *p>"tas ÔcleanÕ (> Lith. puostas) as the common 
source, following Liukkonen (1999: 107-108).  

2.7 PFU *PE1€- OR *P†1€- ÔTO FRYÕ2  PIE *B#EH$- ÔBAKEÕ?   

This root (Koivulehto 1981: 355-356, Koivulehto 1988 [1999: 301], Koi-
vulehto 1991: 85, fn. 11.6) is not represented in Balto-Fennic, but is re-
flected in Saami (N Saami bassi- Lule Saami pass,-), Permian (Ud-
murt/Votyak pi!"-, Komi/Zyryan pe!"-, also Ôbe ready/done (of food)Õ) 
and Ugrian (Mansi/Vogul p6t-, Khanty/Ostyak pŠl-, pat- Ôto fry in fatÕ). 
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Koivulehto asserts as the source PIE *b#eh$- Ôto bakeÕ (()*+ Ôto fry, to 
bakeÕ, PGmc. baka- Ôto bakeÕ, perhaps including the present-tense suffix 
*-)+- (PGmc. *b,jan- > OHG b-(j)en ÔbakeÕ)5.  

Again his analysis does not address an inherent and obvious possi-
bility that constitutes a serious weakness for the analysis of -h$- as the 
reflex of *-"-: If the present suffix is potentially contained in the substi-
tuted form, where did it go? Why not just say that *-"- is the rendering 
of both -h$- and the -)- together, probably realized as a palatal affricate? 
Of course the laryngeal then plays a role in the emergence of  *-"- in this 
case, but how can it then be used to explain other cases of  *-"-  where 
there were no present suffixes or other -)-sounds to be articulated with 
it. At least the loss of the suffix needs to be addressed if one (like Koi-
vulehto) counts as a possibility that it was contained in the form that 
was borrowed. Note how similar this problem is to the lack of explana-
tion of the lost -s- in *teh%istos > *ta"tas above Ð if the PIE -s- played a 
role in the emergence of  PFU -"-, how can it be used as evidence that 
other laryngeals without sibilant neighbors yielded -"- all by themselves? 

We cannot rule out that Koivulehto might be on the right track by 
postulating an origin in PIE *b#eh$-, but in that case the origin of *-"- is 
likely to be the PIE cluster *-h$-)- and not the laryngeal alone. In my 
opinion, however, an origin in an unidentified satem language with sec-
ondary palatalization from PIE *pek*- Ôto cookÕ (Satem *pek- ~ *pe!-, cf. 
Skt. p‡cati) appears more probable. In that case the attestations do not 
even have to reflect a single synchronic transmission, but can be the re-
sult of several independent borrowings which would explain the diffi-
culties of reconstructing the exact vocalism. If there in fact was a PFU 
protoform *pŸ"Š- the rounding could be explained by the preceding *p-; 
note that PFU *jŸwa- ÔgrainÕ is from PIE *!eu!o- with the same kind of 
secondary rounding affected by the following *-u!- (Koivulehto 1981: 
355).   

My alternative proposal here obviously stands on less firm ground 
than those for the other items, seeing as we barely have additional evi-
dence of the relevant correspondences in material from an early Satem 
dialect of Indo-European. I do think, though, that the potential exist-
ence on PFU *pe"Š- ~ *pŸ"Š- is enough reason to start searching for 

                                                             
5  According to Koivulehto (1981: 348-356), BF *pa?i-sta- > *pajsta- (Fi. paista-) Ôto 

bakeÕ and BF *pejttŠ (Fi. peittŠ-) Ôto coverÕ are borrowed from each of the stems 
attested in Germanic, the latter via a meaning Ôwrap into something hot or 
something that keeps the heatÕ; cf. for a parallel semantic development the rela-
tionship between Olonets Karelian suoju ÔcoverÕ and Est. sooe, gen. sooja ÔheatÕ. 
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such evidence, which could also provide new important information for 
the discussion whether Satem isoglosses overlapped with actual PIE dia-
lect divisions.    

2.8 PFP *WO(J)1A ÔBRANCH; BENDING Õ2  PIE *U!O)H-ƒH%  ÔID .Õ? 

A form *wo(j)"a Ôbranch; bendingÕ may be reconstructed for the Proto-
Fenno-Permian stage, but in that case it disappeared completely from 
Fenno-Saami since it is attested only in Volgaic and Permian. It is re-
constructed on the basis of Mordvin (Erzya) u'o , Moksha u'@ ÔcornerÕ, 
Mari (Cheremis) W /a'  E /o'  Ôbranch; bending, point where something 
bendsÕ, and Komi (Zyryan) vo' Ôriver arm; fork; branch; (in Permyak 
also) sproutÕ. The normal reconstruction is *wo"a (Itkonen 1953-1954: 
165). Koivulehto (1991: 96-99) asserts PIE *u!o)H-Žh% ÔbranchÕ as the 
source (> Ved. vay0, OCS v<ja ÔidÕ., derivatives of *u!e)H- Ôto windÕ) and 
therefore wonders whether the FU protoform had been *woj"a, which is 
also a possible reconstruction, though he prefers *wo"a after all as Balto-
Fennic has no inherited words of the structure *CVihV. He shows, how-
ever, that Udmurt (Votyak) might have preserved such a structure (cf. 
vaji' next to Komi vo' Ôpole (on a wagon)Õ < PFP *aj"a)6, thereby 
providing evidence that it existed, but incidentally no reflex of the IE 
loan in question is attested in Udmurt. Koivulehto also thinks that it 
belongs to a younger layer of loanwords and therefore does not consti-
tute an exact parallel to our ÔbranchÕ-word. 

In any case, *wo(j)"a is phonetically closer to PIE *u!—)-s-o- ÔbranchÕ, 
yielding e.g. Slavic (LCS) *v<cha, than *u!o)H-Žh% ÔbranchÕ (> OI vay0, 
OV), incidentally an extension of the same PIE root. All other things 
being equal, there is of course no reason why a PIE form with -H- 
should be a more obvious source than a minimal pair with *-s- attested 
in the same daughter-languages. On the contrary, OckhamÕs razor 
speaks for the latter. Here Koivulehto makes no methodological error, 
however, but simply appears unaware of the alternative IE form. Need-
less to say, there are no semantic problems involved in either case.  

                                                             
6  UEW (825-826) thinks that Mordvin (Erzya) a'ija also shows the old *-j-, only 

by metathesis, but this is rejected by Katz (1983: 118) and Koivulehto (1991: 98) 
who believe that the Mordvin -j- in this word comes from palatalization of *-"-. 
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2.9 PROTO-MARI  *1…!ABR ÔMILK Õ2  PIE (PIIR.) *KSIH%-Rî -  

ÔMILK Õ? 

Now let us turn to KatzÕ (2003: 193-194) lone clear example with *-"- as a 
reflex of an Indo-Iranian laryngeal, Proto-Mari (Proto-Cheremis) *!š"'.r  
ÔmilkÕ > Meadow or Central Mari (Carevokok#aisk subdial.) "Ÿ'3r, Hill 
Mari (W Mari) "3'er, East Mari (Malmy, subdial.) "Ÿ"3r, Ur,um M ari 
"šr Ôid.Õ. He asserts PFP *!"!"rŠ# $ Pre-PIIr. *k!ih!r!"m (in his own unor-
thodox notation; > Ved. kC6r‡- ÔmilkÕ, Oss.Dig. ¾xsir Ôid.Õ). This does not 
work either since *!š"'.r  is not a simplex; the base-word in Mari is "šr 
(Moiso & Saarinen 2008: 715). As shown by Aikio (2014: 131ff.), -š- in 
Mari almost exclusively occurs before *-r- or between *n and *l, even in 
loanwords. 

2.10 PFS *KE1TA- ÔTO DAREÕÕ2  PIE *G* EH$-D#- ÔBE ASHAMEDÕ? 
PFS *RE1TO ÔLINE, ORDERÕ 2  PIE *(H%)RB$-TO- ÔLINEÕ? 
PFS *RO1TO ÔGRASS, PLANTÕ2  PIE*G#ROH$-TO- ÔPLANT; 
GROWTHÕ? 
PFS *TE1TE ÔDEEDÕ 2  PIE*D#EH$-TI- ÔDEEDÕ? 

I will address the remaining examples together (Koivulehto (1988 [1999: 
300-301], 2003: 26). They have probably been assigned the right Indo-
European etymologies although one can always discuss the exact source 
language and chronological stage7. But note that they are all attested in 
Balto-Fennic only Ð where *" yields exactly *h! The only protoforms that 
we can reconstruct on the basis of direct evidence is BF *kehta- (> Fi. 
kehdata, stem kehta- Ôto not be ashamedÕ, Est. k›hta- Ôto be able toÕ; BF 
*rehto (> Fi. rehto Ôrow, line; side; various kinds of layerÕ), BF *rohto (> 
Fi. rohto, rohtu Ômedicine, (medicinal) plant; weed; green herb; cattle 
feedÕ, Est. roht Ôid.Õ); and BF tehte ÔdeedÕ (> Est. teht). Meanwhile, in all 
these examples the laryngeal occurs in front of a dental stop, and, corre-
spondingly, the Balto-Fennic *-h- precedes -t-. This means that PIE *-h- 
cannot provably have been borrowed into *-"- in Fenno-Ugric lan-
guages at all; in fact, we have no certain examples of borrowings with 
medial laryngeal substitutions outside Balto-Fennic. What we can say is 
that we have a handful of examples showing that a PIE aspirated laryn-

                                                             
7  Note, however, that Middle Proto-Fennic *-kt- yields Late Proto-Fennic  *-ht-. 

A word like Est. teht ÔdeedÕ could therefore just as well be an inner-Balto-Fennic 
formation from teke- Ôto doÕ. 
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geal Ð i.e. *h$ or *h% were transmitted to Balto-Fennic as *h. This is quite 
surprising since the loans are probably older than Balto-Fennic itself Ð 
which means that there must have existed some kind of back fricative 
(maybe not exactly a glottal *h) at least as a marginal loan phoneme in a 
stage before Balto-Fennic. Critics would say that this is not necessary 
since that stage had exactly *" which yielded BF *h anyway, but there is 
no direct evidence for this phonologically quite odd intermediate step. 

3 Discussion and conclusions 

A more minute critical analysis of  KoivulehtoÕs and KatzÕs entire mate-
rial remains to be carried out, but on the basis of the above considera-
tions, I vow to conclude that, while KoivulehtoÕs analysis that PIE initial 
laryngeals were substituted by *k- in early loanwords in Fenno-Ugric 
(i.e. at least at the Proto-Fenno-Ugric stage and probably even later) is 
virtually unchallengeable and counts as a real discovery, his bid for what 
happened to medial laryngeals is subject to serious misinterpretations 
and a high degree of uncertainty.  First of all, the postulation that these 
three different phonemes articulated in the back of the mouth were all 
substituted with the postalveolar sibilant in all medial positions is hard 
to understand on phonological grounds. It is not so much the cross-
linguistic rarity that a back fricative is replaced by a palatal fricative Ð 
we would have to accept this anyway if the material showed credible 
constistency Ð but the fact that this is combined with an unconditioned 
regular outcome of all three phonemes in all medial positions, inde-
pendent of surroundings, makes one suspicious and demands a high 
standard of evidence to back it up.  

This leads us to the next issue:  Most of KoivulehtoÕs etymologies in-
volving word-internal laryngeals are not as good as those with initial 
laryngeals. The problem is not so much the semantics, a point where 
Koivulehto is markedly more cautious  than many of his fellow scholars 
(although not necessarily a desirable approach, it is at least an uncon-
troversial one), but rather the fact that he in several cases overlooks al-
ternative and more obvious candidates for Indo-European source words 
where *-"- can simply be the reflex of a PIE sibilant.  

A handful of KoivulehtoÕs etymologies are serious candidates, but 
crucially, in these cases the only evidence comes from Balto-Fennic 
where *" regularly yields h. This leaves us with no uanmbiguous piece of 
direct evidence for *-"- as a manifestation of an Indo-European larynge-
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al since -h- in Balto-Fennic can simply be direct reflexes of the similar 
back fricatives in Indo-European Ð OckhamÕs razor, I would argue, dic-
tates that there is no reason to go through an undocumented stage *-"- 
especially if this stage is hard to account for on phonological grounds.  

Except there might be one reason: It is true that *-h- is normally re-
garded to have arisen in Middle Proto-Fennic when a postalveolar sibi-
lants, sequences of stop + such sibilants, the voiced sibilant (in loan-
words only) and the postalveolar affricate all merged into *-h-. My crit-
ics may then object that there was no *h present with which the IE 
laryngeals could be substituted because it did not exist as a phoneme 
before the Middle-Proto-Fennic stage Ð and at that stage the laryngeals 
are normally supposed to have been long gone from Indo-European. 
However, we must remember that such thing exists as a loan phoneme, 
widespread in the worldÕs languages. It is directly observable today that 
most languages, when adopting loanwords, preserve some foreign 
sounds that do not otherwise occur in the system. One can mention as 
an example -r- in English loanwords in continental European languages 
like Danish or Dutch which retain their original -r-quality8. In Danish, 
voiced sibilants and affricates do not occur, not even in English loan-
words, and postalveolar sibilants are commonly substituted with the 
more fronted, almost palatal, variants, found in Danish native words. 
Thus, [-] in English loanwords will be rendered by Danes typically as 
[.]. The fact that r keeps its English pronunciation in the target language 
sets it apart as a loan phoneme. An example of a loan phoneme which 
has fully integrated into the system is /-/ in English itself, originally 
from French loanwords. In fact, a commonly accepted (and inherently 
uncontroversial) hypothesis in Uralistics is that exactly the adoption of 
loanwords with *-"- may have triggered the emergence of that phoneme 
in Proto-Fenno-Ugric. Perhaps, then, the regular rendering of a laryn-
geal as [h] in stages older than Balto-Fennic became one of the trigger-
ing factors that ultimately made Fenno-Saami *" (as well as *!  and *k", 
and in loanwords even *z and *' ) develop into *h, creating a fully inte-
grated phoneme.  

However, I must also conclude that we do not know at this point 
what the substitution was other than before a dental stop, neither what it 
was in Fenno-Ugric languages other than Balto-Fennic, nor what the 
substitution of *-h(- was in any of the languages. The quest continues.  

                                                             
8  Of course it is subject to linguistsÕ interpretation in every individual case when 

these loan phonemes start counting as real phonemes. 
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KoivulehtoÕs important conclusions that a) PIE *h$ was an aspirated 
fricative (not a glottal stop), and b) that laryngeals were still around 
even at the time of NW PIE-PF(P) contacts, remain untouched. 
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Stealing the Thunder of alpa!: 
The Fate of PIE *-b#o- in Anatolian1 

Abstract 

Finnish kalvas and kalpea ÔpaleÕ and N Saami guolbben Ôwhite layer un-
derneath the top soilÕ must be Indo-European loanwords as shown by 
Jorma Koivulehto,  indicating by their initial *k- that the PIE word for 
ÔwhiteÕ, *h%elb#os, had an initial laryngeal. KortlandtÕs arguments for 
deeming the troublesome Hitt. alpa" a loanword is supplemented with 
the surprising fact that both the PIE nominal suffix *-b#o- and the verbal 
root extension *-b#- are virtually absent in Anatolian. Even PIE roots of 
the structure  CVRb0-, of which some might at least be candidates for 
roots containing original *-b#-extensions, turn out to be restricted to 
one or two examples. This remarkable state of affairs strengthens the 
hypothesis (presented in Hyllested 2010) that nominal *-b#o- and verbal 
*-b#-  are ultimately identical. It is clear from the material that the use of 
*-b#o- was already declining in PIE, gradually becoming replaced by 
other suffixes such as *-nt- for the present participle. Since Anatolian 
was the first branch to split off the IE core, it is logical if use of *-b#- was 
weakened further in this branch, paving the way for the multifunctional 
Anatolian *-nt- that we know so well. It is only to be expected that a few 
lexicalized forms with *-b#o- be preserved in Anatolian as relics, but 
there are simply no unambiguous examples. 

                                                             
1 This paper was presented at the XII. Arbeitstagung of the Indo-European Socie-

ty in Erlangen, September 2011, and is planned to appear as an article in MŸn-
chener BeitrŠge zur Sprachwissenschaft. However, there is still time for revision 
and elaboration. 



WORD EXCHANGE AT THE GATES OF EUROPE 

 

26 

1 The distribution, function and origin of PIE *-b#o- 

In an earlier article (Hyllested 2010), I have contested the widely-held 
views that the PIE nominal suffix *-b#o- was used mainly in the for-
mation of a) animal names,  b) color adjectives, and c) abstract nouns; 
and that it originated by thematicizations of the verbal roots *b#eh%- 
shineÕ  and *b#u!eh%- Ôbe ; growÕ2. 

I pointed out3 that animal names with *-b#o- hardly ever denote the 
same animal in two branches, and that they are virtually all secondary 
formations in Indic and Greek where the suffix has been added to a vo-
calic or nasal stem.4 None of them can be safely reconstructed for PIE, 
with the possible lone exception of *h!Žl-n!-b#o- (and this only if Gk. 
123(45 ÔdeerÕ is in fact related to PGmc. *lambaz/*lambiz- ÔsheepÕ 
and/or the Gaulish month-name Elembiu). 

As for the color adjectives, there are no more than four safe exam-
ples, some of which even have a limited geographical distribution5. Cor-
respondingly, at least 20 PIE colour adjectives occur without a single 
attested *-b#- added directly to the root in any language.6 Thus, *-b#o- 

                                                             
2  The identification of *-b#o- with the root *b#eh%- originates from Brugmann 

Grdr.  Bammesberger suggested that *b#eh%- forms the basis of *-b#o- only in 
color adjectives, while verbal abstracts would have *-b#o-  from *b!u"eh%-. For a 
modernized version of this view, see Balles 2010. 

3  For details and examples, I refer to the original article. 
4  In Old Indic, -(a)bh‡-, in most cases with -a- from PIE *-n!-, became productive 

in the formation of animal names, e.g. r0sa-bha- ÔdonkeyÕ, Dara-bh‡- Ôgrasshop-
perÕ. In Greek, both the conglomerates -a-(4 - (< *-n!-b#—-), -6-(4 -, -7-(4 - and 
the diminutives -8-(7-49, -: -(7-49 became productive and were by no means 
restricted to animal names; ;<=-a-(45  ÔfoxÕ (~ ;7==>? ÔorangyÕ); @A;82-3-(45 
Ôunderworld demon, an owlÕ (~ BA;3245 ÔunhoedÕ); ;>AA-6-(45 ÔblackbirdÕ (~ 
SCr. kos Ôid.Õ), C'=-8-(7-49  Ôlittle animalÕ (~ CD= Ôanimal, beastÕ),  E+=-8-( -749 
Ôlittle placeÕ, F+=-: -( -749  Ôlittle presentÕ; A;<=3(45 Ôtrickery, cheating; gambler; 
dice-boxÕ; and 1F3(45 ÔgroundÕ, perhaps from *u!ed- ÔwaterÕ. 

5  These are *d#elH-b#o- ÔyellowÕ (Arm. deEb Ôyellow, blondÕ ~ Arm. deEin Ôyellow, 
wan, pallidÕ, Lat. fulvus Ôdark yellowÕ, Early Mo.Du. d,luw, delluw Ôlight yellow, 
yellowish pale, sallow, fallowÕ; Driessen 2005 : 58); *ro)-b#o- Ôstriped, spottedÕ 
(Lith. raFbas Ôgrey-spottedÕ, OPr. roaban ÔstripedÕ ~ Lith. raFnas Ôgrey-spotted, 
stripedÕ,  OE r-ha, rGge Ôroe-deerÕ); *s(u!)or-b#o- Ôdark red or blackÕ (Lat. sorbum 
ÔserviceberryÕ, OIr. sorb Ôstain, dirtÕ, Lith. serbentˆ Ôred currantÕ ~ Latv. s‰rts Ôred 
in the faceÕ) and *h%el-b#o- Ôwhite' (Gk. @2(>5 ÔblisterÕ, Lat. albus ÔwhiteÕ, 
PGerm. *alba- Ôchalky soilÕ [> NHG Albe(n), Dan. alver], Hitt. alpa" ÔcloudÕ ~ 
Lith. aHvas ÔtinÕ, OHG alunt ÔroachÕ, alant ÔelecampaneÕ). 

6  Apart from 18 roots mentioned in IEW and M&A (Hyllested 2010: 210-211), this 
list also includes PIE *d#eu!d#- ÔbrownÕ (Skt. dœdhit‡- Ôepithet to t‡mas-Õ, Gk. 
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cannot have been used specifically for color adjectives, neither in PIE7, 
nor in the history of the individual IE branches8. The use of *-b#o- in 
preference to other adjectival suffixes was not governed by semantics ; 
rather, morphophonotactic restrictions seem to have applied:  

 
a) It occurs almost exclusively with roots ending in a sonorant, and 

no roots ending in a stop or -s- form adjectives with *-b#o- added 
directly to the root. The other adjective suffixes *-ro- and *-u- are, 
conversely, nearly always added to obstruents (the internal distri-
bution of *-ro- and *-u- being dependent on the rootÕs syllable 
peak; see Rasmussen 2010). Roots ending in a laryngeal can appa-
rently take either ending.9  

                                                                                                                                      
GHI C45 ÔsquidÕ, PGmc. *du8ra- Ôyellow ; dodder [Cuscuta europaea], Toch. B 
tute ÔyellowÕ; Schindler 1967) and PIE *(s)le)h(- ÔblueÕ (IEW 965, M&A 246 
Ôplum-colouredÕ + Gk. 2+G>5 Ôlotus; jujube; black treeÕ , Skt. nIla- Ôblue; sap-
phire, figÕ; Hyllested 2004a + Lith. l‡i"is Ôtufted vetch [Vicia cracca]Õ, lai"ys 
ÔdogÕs mercury [Mercurialis perennis]Õ; Gliwa & Hyllested 2006). 

7  such as *5o)H-b#o- ÔswiftÕ > Ved. D6bh‡m adv. ÔfastÕ, OHG heif-t6g ~ D6ghr‡- 
ÔswiftÕ, OE h6gian Ôstrive forÕ ; *lo)h$-b#o- ÔweakÕ > Lith. l‡ibas, l’ebas Ôthin, leanÕ, 
OS l•f ~ Lith. leFlas, l‡inas ÔthinÕ, ON linr Ôweak, leanÕ, Gk. 2JK>5 ÔhungerÕ ; and 
and *n—)-b#o- > OPers. naiba- goodÕ, OIr. n—ib ÔsacredÕ ~ Lat. nite> ÔshineÕ, MIr. 
n’a ÔheroÕ). 

8  E.g. OI sth=la-bh‡- ÔthickÕ ~ sth=l‡- Ôid.Õ ; Gk. AGL=7(45 Ôstiff, hard; infertileÕ ~ 
AGH=H>5, ON starr ÔstiffÕ ; and Alb. n-gjel-b‘ -t‘  ÔsaltyÕ (< *en-sal-b#o-). In 
Hyllested 2010, I included the example PGmc. *hal-ba- ÔhalfÕ (< *5ol-b#o- ~ Lith. 
"al“s ÔsideÕ). The connection with Baltic is, however, uncertain ; it is not favored 
by Orel 154 and not even mentioned as a possibility in Kroonen forthcoming, 
and even if the connection is correct, there are no obvious candidates for co-
gnates outside the Northern European branches. Nonetheless, no alternative 
etymologies are generally accepted. I now believe that PGmc. *halba- is a loan 
from Fennic, cf. Fennic *halpa- ÔreducedÕ, gen. *hal/an-, which cannot be a loan 
the other way round because the Fennic word comes from *"alV ÔcheapÕ. The 
motivation for borrowing a word for Ôreduced, cheapÕ would exactly be natural 
in a trade context which the Fennic meanings point to. Later, the Indo-
European term for ÔhalfÕ would have been replaced by a semantically bleached 
and functionally strengthened version of the Fennic word. 

9  The sole exceptions are inner-Greek formations of which only 2<A(45 Ôsmooth, 
flatÕ (~ 27AA>5 Ôid.Õ) seems to be of non-onomatopoeic character; MA(65 ÔhipÕ 
probably does not reflect **h%ost-bJu- (~ *h%ost- ÔboneÕ), but is rather to be seg-
mented *M-A(6-5 and contains the root in A(6=>5 ÔankleÕ and A(L6F+ ÔhurryÕ < 
*spŽu!-H/d- Ômove rapidlyÕ (cf. the connection between Eng. hip and hop). Per-
haps it is even a compound *h%ost-spu-(H/d-)-s of the same type as OI 
aCKh6v‡(nt), Av. ascuua- Ôshin-boneÕ < IIr. ast-(s)!iHu"a- where the second mem-
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b) Formations with *-b#o- directly added to roots beginning with a 
labial stop (*p-, *b#-) are avoided. We see no formations such as 
  b#er-b#o- or   pelh(-b#o- in the material. 

 
When -b#o- occurs in deverbal nouns, these are very often result 
nouns10,  but may also have retained an action-noun character11, or re-
flect earlier agent nouns12 . In some cases, the distinctions are not clear13. 
The multifunctional use of *-b#o- constitutes an almost exact parallel to 
Mod. Eng. -ing; thus, a form like *skerb#o- corresponds to Eng. cutting 
which is not only a present participle, but also an adjective meaning Ôca-
pable of or designed for cuttingÕ, an action noun meaning Ôthe act of cut-
tingÕ and a result noun meaning Ôa part cut off from a main body; a clip-
pingÕ.  

The use of *-b#o- for the formation of verbal nouns was rapidly 
declining at the time of the dissolution of PIE and remained productive 
in the individual branches only when accompanied by other suffixal 
elements14. The oldest function of *-b#o- was the formation of present 
participles, indifferent to voiceÑ i.e., both active and passive present 
participles.  

                                                                                                                                      
ber is *(s)kiHu!o- Ôshin-boneÕ(Lubotsky 2002). Hitt.  wa"pa" ÔshroudÕ (Kloekhorst 
2008: *u!os-b#o-) probably contains -p- and not *-bJ(o)-, see below. 

10  E.g. PIE *gol-b#o- > Goth. kalbo, OE cealf ÔcalfÕ, Gaul. galba Ôfat personÕ ~ Lat.  
glomus Ôbunch, wadÕ ; PIE *tŽu!H-b#o- ÔswellingÕ > OIr. tœaimm  ÔheapÕ, Gk. G:('  
Ôpillow covering, tickÕ, Lat. t=ber ÔtumorÕ ~ Skt. t=la- n. Ô(cotton)wadÕ), OHG 
griubo Ôcrackling, tear stripÕ < Ôtearing offÕ; cf. Eng. a cutting. 

11  E.g. Arm. oEb ÔlamentationÕ , Gk. N2>(65 Ôid.Õ (~ N24(:=4K37 ÔlamentÕ with se-
condary -L- from the synonymous N242:O+; Olsen 1999 : 37) 

12  E.g. PGmc. *wamb>- ÔrumenÕ  (Goth. wamba Ôpaunch, wombÕ, Dan. vom, . vŒm, 
vom Ôrumen, paunchÕ ~ Latv. viMbas pl. Ôvomit, spitÕ ~ *u!em(h$)- ÔvomitÕ. Com-
pare Lat. r=men ~ Skt. romantha- Ôchewing the cudÕ. 

13  E.g. Lith. g‡rba, garbN Ô(an) honourÕ ~ giri• Ô(to) honourÕ, PIE *l—m-b#ah% Ôfe-
male water spiritÕ > Gr. 9:K('  ÔnymphÕ (> Lat. lumpa Ôid.Õ, lympha Ôclear waterÕ),  
Skt. R‡mbh- Ôname of a water nymphÕ ~ Lith. LaumN Ôwater fairyÕ, older Alb. 
lumet Ôthe fairiesÕ ~ Ôto enchant, bewitchÕ; Hyllested 2004b) may be an agent 
noun or (a concretization of) an action noun. 

14  For example, Baltic verbal abstracts in *-6-b-- (Lith. darOba ÔbuildingÕ ~ darOti 
ÔbuildÕ; Latv. medFba ÔhuntingÕ ~ med”t ÔhuntÕ; cerFba Ôhope (subst.)Õ ~ cer•t Ôhope 
(vb.)Õ ;  Lith. nominal abstracts in -Ob4, often concretised/individualised 
(gra'Ob4 Ôbeauty; beautiful girlÕ); and Slavic verbal abstracts *-V-ba and result 
nouns in *-V-bP (OCS zPloba ÔevilnessÕ ~ zPlP ÔevilÕ; gostQ-ba ÔpartyÕ ~ gostQ 
ÔguestÕ, SCr. stube Ôladder, stepsÕ ~ CS stPlati Ôspread, stretchÕ). 
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The notion that *b#o- derives from thematicization of the verbal 
roots *b#eh%- shineÕ and *b#u!eh%- Ôbe ; growÕ can be easily contested on a 
number of grounds15 : 

 
a) The use of the suffix is much broader than initially described by 

Brugmann ; thus, *b#eh%- shineÕ makes little sense in most adjec-
tives in question ; 

b) The physical similarity between suffix and root is limited to a 
single, very frequent consonant; 

c) There are real compounds like Gk. PQH=(6D5 Ôenormous, marvel-
lousÕ ~ Lat. superbus and Ved. ‡bhva- n. ÔmonsterÕ <  *!"-b!u!o-  
(Kuiper 1962, Meier-BrŸgger 1991) which retain -u!-; 

d) The alleged ÒmodifyingÓ effect of *-b#o- (Ôlooking like X, of XÕs 
kindÕ, Ôshining XÕ) lies in the modifying nature of derivation itself 

 
The recurring extension *-b#- in verbal roots (*gle)- ~ *gle)-b#- ÔsmearÕ; 
*h!eu!- ~ h!u!-ebJ- ÔweaveÕ ; *steh% ~ *st.%-b#- ÔstandÕ etc.) is ultimately 
identical to nominal *-b#o- and reflect either lexicalized participial stems 
or simply the use of present participles for the 3rd person finite. Lexica-
lized or parallel formations common to IE and Uralic reveal that PIE *-
b#o- must be ultimately related to the PU present participial ending *-
pa, indifferent to voice, which is also used as the marker of the (original-
ly unmarked) 3rd person marker of the verb.16 A parallel development 
took place in Indo-European where another participial element, *-t- ~ *-
nt-, came to occupy that function. Formally, then, nothing distinguishes 
IE verbal root variants with an extra -b#- from the 3rd person  of the 
Uralic verb.  

                                                             
15  For Slavic -ba, this idea was first conceived by Iljinskij (1902). 
16  The verb Ôto cutÕ, PIE *sker- and PU *kere-, provides the largest number of ex-

amples. With *-bJo- and *-pa-, respectively, added to the naked root, the verb 
Ôto cutÕ acquires shared specialized meanings such as Ôto be sharpÕ or Ôto 
scratchÕ, and as a noun it means ÔcrustÕ, whereas a suffix PIE *-i- ~ *-ja- added 
before it, typically occur in derivatives denoting ÔstripesÕ, ÔlinesÕ or ÔpatternÕ and 
in verbs meaning Ôto inciteÕ (later !  Ôto writeÕ). Gk. A;8=J(45 Ôsketch, outline; 
stylusÕ, Lat. scr6b> ÔwriteÕ, Latv. skr6pa Ôscratched stripesÕ ~ Est. kirjav Ôstriped, 
spottedÕ; Fi. kirjava; ~ kirja  Ôpattern, figure, scriptÕ > ÔbookÕ). When other suf-
fixes replace *-pa, unpredictable meanings are still shared by Indo-European 
and Uralic (see Hyllested 2010 for details). 
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2 Alleged examples of *-b#o- in Anatolian 

In any case, the use of *-b#o- as a suffix must be old in PIE. It is there-
fore highly surprising that both nominal *-b#o- and the verbal extension 
*-b#- are virtually absent in Anatolian. In six cases, *-b#o- has been sug-
gested as the source for what seems to be a derivational ending, but they 
can either be refuted right away or remain disputed. Let us have a look 
at the candidates: 

2.1 LYCIAN XAHBA ÔGRANDCHILDÕ  

Lyc. xahba (suggested by Shevoroshkin 1979: 179, fn. 5), is now known 
to have meant ÔgrandchildÕ and not Ôruler, kingÕ; it goes back to earlier 
*Raswa- which is in itself a thematicization of *Honsu- > Hitt. Ra""u-, 
HLuw. Rasu- (Melchert 1994: 63, 307). 

2.2 LYCIAN    X„TABA  ÔRULEÕ 

Lyc.   x–taba (suggested by Shevoroshkin 1979: 178-179) is recte xntawa- 
ÔruleÕ, and its source is not Luw. Randa(i)- Ôdetermine, fix, arrangeÕ, 
which rather means Ôcare forÕ, but the stem Rant- ' front', cf. Luwian 
Rantawat(i)- 'king' (Zsolt Simon, p.c.). 

2.3 CARIAN -BA- IN PLACE-NAMES  

It was suggested by Neumann (1988: 187 and n. 4) that the recurrent 
element -ba- in Carian place-names derive from PIE *-b#o-. Most of the 
examples mentioned by Neumann are, however, etymologically quite 
obscure, and some of them surely continue Anatolian *-wa-, e.g. ki&b 
Ôcity of KindyRÕ < *Hinduwa- (cf. Simon 2008). A sound law PA *w > 
Carian b/C_ can be established on the basis of ki&b and ksbo- ÔPNÕ < 
*Raswa- (HLuw. asu-, Lycian Sahba- Ôgrandson; grandchildÕ; Simon 
2008: 334). 
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2.4 HITTITE 1ALPA- ÔDOGÕS EXCREMENTÕ  

Hitt. "alpa- ÔdogÕs excrementÕ does not for sure reflect *s‡l-b#o- Ôgrey; 
filthyÕ (> Arm. aEb ÔdungÕ) ~ *sal-u!o-, *s-l-o- Ôdirty, grey; dirtÕ  
(Schindler 1978; see also Olsen 1999: 37);  an alternative source is still 
PIE *solp-o- derived from *selp- Ôgrease; greasyÕ (Sahowkyan 1987). If 
indeed derived from *sal-, this item would stand alone in the sense that 
*-b#o- would form a substantive and not an adjective. In that case, it 
seems appropriate either to a) reconstruct an intermediate adjective 
*sal-b#o- ÔdirtyÕ which later became substantivised or b) to assert a ver-
bal meaning of the root Ôbe dirty, produce dirtÕ (cf. as a parallel the 
double meaning of Dan. griset Ôdirty, filthyÕ and ÔmessyÕ) which obtained 
the meaning ÔdirtÕ as a kind of result noun. In any case, "alpa- cannot 
count as a safe example of a derivative with PIE *-b#o-. 

2.5 HITTITE WA1PA1 ÔCLOTHES (OF THE DEAD) ; SHROUDÕ 

Hitt. wa"pa" Ôclothes (of the dead) ; shroudÕ (Goetze 1969) is related to 
Lat. vespillo Ôundertaker; grave robberÕ (Watkins 1969) and derived from  
*u!es-p- ÔdressÕ (see also Katz 2000). Kloekhorst (2008) reconstructs 
*u!os-b#o-, morphonotactically illicit according to me; I donÕt see any 
reason not to accept *-p- in this context. Even so, Kloekhorst might be 
right that we are ultimately dealing with the same morpheme Ð because 
if *-b#o- does not occur following -s- and *-p-o- does, we could argue 
that the extension *-p- in fact reflects an allomorphic variant of -b#-. 

2.6 HITTITE ALPA1 ÔCLOUDÕ 

Hitt. alpa" ÔcloudÕ constitutes a problem because the expected reflex of 
*h%- does not surface (Lubotsky 1989). Kortlandt (2003: 11) argues that it 
is a loanword from a non-Anatolian language. He gives five reasons: 
 

a) it is not found in Indo-Iranian or Tocharian 
b) it has a variant *elb#- in Slavic 
c) it has an alternating suffix -it-, -ut- in Slavic and the same suffix 

with an infixed nasal in Slavic in the word for ÔswanÕ 
d) it plays a role in Germanic mythology (cf. Eng. elf) 
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e) it is frequent in European geographical names (Alba, Albion, El-
be, the Alps) 

 
We might add 
 

f) the fact that -pa- < *-b#o- is virtually non-existent in the older 
Anatolian languages 

g) The initial stop in Fi. kalvas, kalpea ÔpaleÕ and North Saami 
guolbben (regularly < *kalpen-; ~ NHG dial. Alven, ODan. alu¾r 
[mod. al] Ôchalky sand underneath the top soil; sandy plainÕ) di-
rectly reflects a laryngeal in PIE *h%Žl-b#o- (a joint etymology by 
Petri Kallio and Jorma Koivulehto, see e.g. Kallio 1998 and Koi-
vulehto 2003: 289, 298);  

 
The seemingly absent initial laryngeal is thus secured by loans in Fennic. 
I do not see any semantic problem in connecting alpa" with Lat. albus 
ÔwhiteÕ and its cognates (as a loanword from a non-Anatolian, but still IE 
language), pace Puhvel HED 1/2: 38 and Kloekhorst 2008: 169; it does 
not always refer to dark thunder clouds, which can easily be covered by 
a generic cloud term anyway. Neither does the unique Hittite meaning 
need worry us since the motivation for the borrowing was most likely 
mythological, either going via Ôvapour, spiritÕ as in Gmc. *albi- Ôwhite 
creature connected with the fogÕ (an original dichotomy of white lj—sal-
far as opposed to the dark d¿kk‡lfar, cf. also NHG Wei§e Frauen, Dutch 
Witte Wieven) or Ôupper worldÕ as in Celtic, cf. also Eng. sky ~ ON skO 
ÔcloudÕ. 

One might visualize a connection with Hitt. alpant- if this is a variant 
of alwanz- Ôbeing bewitched, affected by sorceryÕ (Kloekhorst 2008: 171). 
But note that the similarity with Turkic arba Ôhexen, bezaubern, wahr-
sagenÕ, at first glance of course superficial, constitutes a parallel to Gk. 
B2(7 n. Ôbarley-groatsÕ, Alb. elp, -bi ÔbarleyÕ vs. Turkic arpa ÔbarleyÕ, 
Mong. arbaj id. The narrow semantics is in both cases coupled with a 
correspondence between -l- in the Indo-European forms and -r- in Alta-
ic.  At the same time, a form *arpa also occurs in Uralic word for 
ÔwithcraftÕ. As is well known, religious and agricultural terms are both 
typical loanwords. While Bla,ek (2012) prefers an Indo-European (Ira-
nian) origin of the Altaic words for ÔbarleyÕ, several facts do point to a 
borrowing in the reverse direction. First of all, the word is Òunusually 
common in the Turkic languagesÓ (Stachowski 12); the Turkic word is 
already regarded the source of the Mongolian and Tungusic forms; 
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within Iranian, the word is not found oustide East Iranian (Stachowski); 
and its only cognates are found in Greek and Albanian, both Balkan 
languages. As Stachowski writes, most previous works have uncritically 
quoted previous works about the possible Iranian origin of the Turkic 
term. Tatarincev (2000) suggests that the word is an inner-Turkic deriv-
ative, formed by *ar- Ômultiply oneself, be numerousÕ with a suffix de-
noting intensification, cf. Old Turkic arka Ômultitude; collection; crowd, 
groupÕ, Mong. arbin ÔplentifulÕ. Martin (1987) and Omodaka (2000) 
have added OJap. *apa ÔmilletÕ as a plausible cognate;  I do not see how 
Stachowski can conclude that this speaks for TatarincevÕs inner-Turkic 
derivation, but in any case it strengthens the hypothesis that we are deal-
ing with an Altaic agricultural term of great age.  

If the ÔbarleyÕ-word is indeed of Turkic or even Altaic origin, it seems 
justified to hypothesize a similar origin of Hitt. alpant- ~ alwanz-. The 
lambdacization in either word does not have to have happened after the 
borrowing since confusion between liquids is a common phenomenon 
already within older Altaic languages (Granberg 2008). However, there 
is also a possibility that *arpa is a Uralic word borrowed into Turkic at 
an early stage if -pa could be identified as the participial suffix. 

Whatever the exact history of these two words, most signs point to an 
extra-Indo-European origin of both of them. Hence, alpant- and al-
wanz-, as well as the designations for ÔbarleyÕ, should be kept apart from 
alpa" until stronger evidence for a connection shows up.   

3 Verbal *-b#- and roots of the structure CVRb!- in Anatolian 

Let us now have a look at Anatolian verbal roots of the structure CeR(-
)b#-, since these are all roots that could possibly contain a verbal exten-
sion *-b#- : 

3.1 HITTITE KARP-IYEZZI ÔTO TAKE (AWAY), LIFT (UP), PLUCKÕ 

Kloekhorst (1998: 453) derives Hitt. karp-iyezzi Ôto take (away), lift up, 
lift, pluckÕ from PIE *(s)kerp- (Lat. carp> Ôpick, pluckÕ etc.), as opposed 
to Oettinger (1979: 345) who traces it back to PIE *g#reb(#)h$- Ôto digÕ. 
Even in the latter case, it seems to have root-final *-h$- (see Olsen 1993) 
and thus does not count as an original example of *-b#-. 
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3.2 HITTITE KARAPI, KARE/ IPANZI ÔTO DEVOURÕ 

Kloekhorst (2008: 442-444) derives Hitt. karapi, kare/ipanzi Ôto devourÕ 
from the root *g#erbh$- (> Skt. gr!bhn"#ti Ôto seizeÕ and ON gr‡pa Ôid.Õ) But 
ON gr‡pa continues < PGmc. *gr,pP- < PIE *g!r"b!-n-! rather than 
*g#r,b- (Kroonen 2012). Instead this verb should be grouped with Nw. 
garva, garpa, gurpa Ôdevour, gobble, belchÕ, assuming the doublets reflect 
an ablauting iterative doublet *garpp>9i, *garbunan9i ~ *gurpp>9i, 
*gurbunan9i < *g(o)rb#-nŽh%-ti, *gh(o)rb#-nh%-Žnti. In either case, the 
aspiration of the root-final *-b#- seems not to be original, but reflects 
PIE *-b(#)-H- (see again Olsen 1993). 

3.3 HITTITE TARP(P)- ÔTO CHANGE ALLEGIANCEÕ 

Kloekhorst (1998: 311, 2008: 442-444) connects Hitt. Rarp(p)- Ôto change 
allegiance etc.Õ to PIE *h(erb#- (> Gk. N=(39>5 ÔorphanÕ etc.). This is the 
only certain example of a final *-b#- in a triconsonantal root, but it still 
bears no signs of having resulted from extension of a shorter root. 

3.4 HITTITE TUPPIYA- ÔTHROWS, HURLSÕ 

In Hyllested & Cohen (2007), our aim was to show that it is phonologi-
cally unproblematic to link Gk. P(3<9+ ÔweaveÕ to Hitt. Ruwapp- (alleg-
edly Ôinterlace, entangleÕ, Puhvel 1991), despite the lack of prothetic vow-
el in Greek. This is because there are no examples of initial u-diphthongs 
before a labial in Greek except for late inner-Gk. formations; both full-
grade *(H)eu!P- and zero-grade *HuP- regularly yield Proto-Gk. *uP-. 
Recently, however, Melchert (2007) has shown that Ruwapp- rather 
means  Ôthrow, hurlÕ. This obviously does not contradict the Greek rule, 
but it does remove one important piece of positive evidence, and, more 
importantly, it seems to undermine the evidence for *h% in ÔweaveÕ (cf. 
also van Beek 2011). 

Since Neu (1998), another candidate for a cognate of weave etc. has 
been the hapax wepu" w,pta in the fragment KBo. 42.6, 9 (13th c. BC) 
whose exact interpretation is still debatable: 
 
(8) [...]-zi-mi-i" êD-a" ar-ru-ma-ar e-ep-t[a ...]   
(9) [...]x-ni œ-e-pu-u" œ-e-ep-ta nu=mu TòG-an=mi-i[t ...] 
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Ô[sby] took the washing of the river [or in the rivers] 
Ô[sby] wep-ed wep-s and [Éed] my clothing for meÕ 
 
Reconstructing PIE ÔweaveÕ as either *h!u!eb"- or *u!eb"- is problematic 
since it precludes a -b#-extension of PIE *h%eu!- Ôid.Õ > e.g. Skt. v‡yati, 
Lith. ‡ud'iu (< *h%eu!-d-), whose initial laryngeal is needed to account 
for the initial *k- in the Fenno-Permian loan *ku&a- ÔweaveÕ (> Fi. kuto-, 
N Saami godde-, Mordv. koda-, Komi kyj-). 

Furthermore, the VN arrumar ÔwashingÕ is mentioned before the wep-
sequence, suggesting this does not refer to fulling. It could refer to the 
washing of wool fibers before the preparation for spinning, but this was 
carried out in hot water (i.e. not a river), and the process involved a lot 
of intermediate activities Ð drying, beating, cleansing, carding, grading, 
bleaching Ð not mentioned in the fragment (Breniquet 2010). 

Since the concept of ÔthrowingÕ is central to also to ancient weaving, 
cf.: 

 
a) Eng. warp ~ OE weorpan Ôto throwÕ and  
b) to throw the shuttle 
 
it could be that Ruwapp- belongs with weave after all, having preserved 
an original PIE meaning that was specialized in Core IE after the Anato-
lian split-off; AndrŽs-Toledo (2010), too, suggests a late semantic nar-
rowing, but from an original meaning Ôbind, interlaceÕ, based partly on 
the now rejected Hitt. meaning, and partly on Indo-Iranian which also 
displays the meaning ÔweaveÕ. As Melchert notes, the Hitt. hapax R=pala- 
Ôfish-netÕ does not have to be derived from a verb ÔweaveÕ because a net 
is something you cast out. 

The sumerogram TòG ÔclothesÕ represents Hitt. wa"pa" (Goetze 
1969) which often specifically means Ôshroud; clothes of the deadÕ, hence 
Lat. vespillo Ôundertaker; grave robberÕ (Watkins 1969) < *u!es-p- ÔdressÕ 
(see also Katz 2000). It occurs elsewhere in Hitt. texts that a dying man 
himself is calling for his shroud or his washing. In the Old Hittite-
Akkadian Testament (¤ 3, Kbo III 64-73, Melchert 1991: 183), the dying 
king Hattu#ili# says Ôwash me well; protect me at your bosom from the 
earthÕ (Melchert 1986) and the SoldierÕs Dirge reads  

 
Ne"a" wa"pe" Ne"a" wa"pe" 
tiya=mmu tiya 
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nu=mu anna"=ma" katta arnut 
tiya=mmu tiya 
nu=mu uwa"=ma" katta arnut 
tiya=mmu tiya 
 
 
Ôshrouds of Ne#a, shrouds of  Ne#a  
wrap me, wrap 
put me down for burial with my mother 
wrap me, wrap 
put me down for burial with my forefathers 
wrap me, wrapÕ 

 
It is noteworthy that the passage makes use of alliteration (involving 
four words): 

 
É ,pta É wepu" w,pta É *wa"pan É  
 
B ecause a figura etymologica of a similar shape, again used with a word 
for ÔtogaÕ in the acc., occurs in the S Picene epitaph TE 2 from Bellante: 
 
postin : viam : videtas : tetis : tokam : alies : esmen : vepses : vepeten 
Ôalong the road you see / the toga (or covering) of Titus Allius (?) / bur-
ied (?) in this tomb (?) 
 
This stylistic feature is of PIE age (Watkins 1995: 131-133, Fortson 2002: 
73), and the SPic. vep- even occurs in non-etymological alliterations such 
as veiat vepet’ Ôlies É in the tombÕ in MC 1 from Loro Piceno: 
 
apaes : qupat: esm’n : pœpœnis : n’r : mefi’n : veiat : vepet’ 
ÔThe elder lies, the Picene chief, in the middle of the tombÕ 
 
Correspondingly, Ved. vap- ÔstrewÕ and its derivative vapuC- ÔwonderÕ, 
transposed to meanings like Ôcolor; covering; clothingÕ, forms an allitera-
tive pair with vas- Ôto wear, to dressÕ (Katz 2009, Jackson): 
 
RV 3.55 14 (Heaven and Earth according to STyaUa; but perhaps Dawn 
and her Sun-god husband, SVrya) 
 
p‡dy- vaste pururUp- v‡p=Vsy =rdhv0 tasthau try‡viW rŽrih-X- 
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r!t‡sya s‡dma v’ car"mi vidv0n mah‡d dev0n-m asuratv‡m Žkam 
 
ÔUnten kleidet sich die Vielfarbige in schšne Formen; sie richtet sich 
empor, das anderthalbjŠhrige Rind leckend. Ich durchwandere als Wis-
sender die StŠtte der Wahrheit. Gro§ ist die einzige Asuramacht der 
Gštter.Õ 
 
RV 1.160, 2 (Heaven and Earth): 
 
uruvy‡cas- mah’n6 asaDc‡t- pit0 m-t0 ca bhuvan-ni rakCataY 
sudhr!"#$ame vapuCy• n‡ r—das6 pit0 y‡t s6m abh’ r=pa’r ‡v-sayat 
 
ÔBreitrŠumig, gro§mŠchtig, nie versiegend, behŸten Vater und Mutter 
die Geschšpfe. Die sehr kecken (?) RodasW sind wie zwei schšne Frauen, 
da der Vater sie in Farben kleidete.Õ 
 
MS 3.11.9 
 
s‡rasvati manas- peDalam vasu n0satyabhy-W vayati darDat‡m v‡puY 
peDalam, cf. RV 1.92.4 (Dawn): pŽD-Vsi vapate, but no figura etymologica 
(Katz 2009) 
 
It is thus conceivable that KBo. 42.6, 9 describes a burial rite with a dy-
ing or even dead person speaking, and that both the Hittite and South 
Picene items represent PIE *u!ep- Ôto adorn, to make ready by adorningÕ 
(pace Meiser 48-49). Katz (2009) adds to this root Gk. NQ6<+ ÔmarryÕ on 
the basis of a new sound-law for Greek that makes *u!- disappear in this 
context. 

I see no reason to leave out ORu. vapQ ÔcolorÕ, vapQno ÔchalkÕ, OPr. 
woapis ÔcolorÕ and Latv. v‹pe ÔglazeÕ from this family; cf. the parallel in 
OPr. sirmen Ôfuneral riteÕ ~ sirmes Ôwashing lye made of ashesÕ ~ Lith. 
"irmas Ôwhite; greyÕ (Gliwa 2005). On the concept of color in prehistoric 
funeral rites in general, see Jones-Bley (2005). 

The spelling with single -p- in wepu" is problematic, but it is a hapax 
preceding w,pta which may have influenced it. The plene spelling of 
Ruwapp- is no less problematic, but at least the semantic comparison 
between a verb meaning Ôto throwÕ and Ôto weaveÕ need not be. 

Katz connects them with Hitt. wappu- ÔriverbankÕ (< Ôheaped-up 
earthÕ) and Skt. v‡pra- Ôheap of earth via the meaning Ôheaped up (fin-
ery)Õ. I propose an alternative: These belong with *>feraz ~ *>feran- 
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Ôbank, shoreÕ (MHG uover, NHG Ufer etc.), Gk. XQH7=45 Ôthe land as op-
posed to the seaÕ and perhaps Lith. up4 ÔriverÕ. This would be the only 
case of expected PGmc. *w>f- ~ *w>b-, and it is conceivable that such a 
sequence with two labial fricatives and a rounded vowel in the middle 
would be subject to dissimilation. 

4 Conclusions 

The lack of evidence for both nominal *-b#o- and verbal extensions in 
*-b#- in Anatolian strengthens the hypothesis that these two elements 
are ultimately identical. They were not derived from verbal roots in PIE; 
rather do they belong to a more distant past where they formed present 
participles indifferent to voice (like PU *-pa), and, like Eng. -ing, it end-
ed up synchronically as a derivational suffix for both agent nouns, ab-
stract nouns, result nouns and adjectives. Its occurrence in animal-
names is language-specific, based on substantivizations of color adjec-
tives. PIE *-b#o-, thus already declining as a participle marker, gradually 
became replaced by *-nt- (which also has a counterpart in Uralic). Since 
Anatolian broke off the core first, it is logical if the tendency was weak-
ened further (and *-nt- correspondingly strengthened) in this branch. 
As is well-known, the use of *-nt- in Anatolian goes far beyond the for-
mation of participles. We would expect a few lexicalized forms with 
*-b#o- to be preserved as relics, although not necessarily for us to study 
as attestations in the corpus. What is relevant is not whether we can 
eliminate the examples altogether, but that we have so few of them in 
any case. 

References 

Adiego, Ignacio J., 2007: The Carian Language. Leiden / Boston. 
AiGr = Jacob Wackernagel (ÐAlbert Debrunner et al.) (1896)/1930-1957: Altindische 

Grammatik. Vols. I-III. Gšttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht. 
Andersen, Henning, 1998: ÒA Glimpse of the Homeland of the Slavs: Ecological and 

Cultural Change in PrehistoryÓ. Ð A. Della Volpe (ed.) 1998, pp. 1-67. 
Andersen, Henning, 2003: ÒSlavic and the Indo-European MigrationsÓ. Ð H. An-

dersen (ed.) 2003, pp. 45-76. 
Andersen, Henning (ed.), 2003:  Language Contacts in Prehistory [= Current Issues 

in Linguistic Theory 239]. Amsterdam / Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 
AndrŽs-Toledo, Miguel çngel, 2010: ÒSome considerations about Vedic, Avestan 

and Indoiranian Textile TerminologyÓ. Ð Michel & Nosch pp. 431-444. 



Stealing the Thunder of alpa": PIE*-b#o- in Anatolian 

 

39 

Balles, Irene, forthcoming: ÒThe Old Indic cvi construction, the Caland system, and 
the PIE AdjectiveÓ. Ð J.E. Rasmussen & T. Olander (eds.): Internal Reconstruc-
tion in Indo-European. Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum Press. 

Bammesberger, Alfred, 1973: Abstraktbildungen in den baltischen Sprachen. Gšttin-
gen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht. 

Bammesberger, Alfred, 1998: ÒDie etymologische Herleitung von lateinisch mor-
busÓ. Ð Studia Etymologica Cracoviensia (SEC) 3. 

van Beek, Lucien, 2011: ÒVowel Assimilation in Greek: The Evidence Reconsid-
eredÓ. Ð Th. Krisch & Th. Lindner: Indogermanistik und Linguistik im Dialog. 
Wiesbaden: Reichert. Pp. 49-58. 

Benveniste, ƒmile, 1949: ÒNoms dÕanimaux en indo-europŽenÓ. Ð Bulletin de la So-
ciŽtŽ Linguistique de Paris 45, pp. 74-103 (III. ÒNoms du Òm‰leÓÓ, pp. 100-103). 

Breniquet, Catherine, 2010: ÒWeaving in Mesopotamia during the Bronze AgeÓ. Ð 
In Michel & Nosch pp. 52-67. 

Brugmann Grdr. = Karl Brugmann, 1897-1916: Grundri§ der vergleichenden Gram-
matik der idg. Sprachen I-III. Strasbourg: Karl J. TrŸbner. 

Campanile, Enrico, 1983: ÒLe Restsprachen e la ricerca indoeuropeisticaÓ. Ð Edoardo 
Vineis (ed.), Le lingue indoeuropee di frammentaria  attestazione Ð Die indo-
germanischen Restsprachen [= Biblioteca della Societˆ Italiana di Glottologia 
4]. Pisa: Giardini, pp. 211-224. 

Carpelan, Christian, Asko Parpola & Petteri Koskikallio (eds.), 2001: Early Contacts 
between Uralic and Indo-European: Linguistic and Archaeological Considerations 
[= MŽmoires de la SociŽtŽ Finno-Ougrienne 242]: Helsinki: Suomalais-Ugrilaisen 
Seura. 

Chantraine DELG = Pierre Chantraine, 1968-1980: Dictionnaire Žtymologique de la 
langue grecque. Paris: Klinksieck.  

Yop, Bojan, 1973: Prispevek k zgodovini labialnih pripon v indoeuropskih jezikih / 
Beitrag zur Geschichte der Labialsuffixe in den indogermanischen Sprachen [= 
Razred za filolo"ke in literarne vede, Classis II: philologia et litterae, dela / opera 
29]. Ljubljana: SAZU. 

Della Volpe, Angela (ed.), in cooperation with Edgar C. PolomŽ, 1998: Proceedings 
of the Seventh Annual UCLA Indo-European Conference 1995 [= JIES Studies and 
Monograph Series 28], Washington, D.C.: Institute for the Study of Man. 

Driessen, C. Michiel, 2005: ÒOn the etymology of Lat. fulvusÓ. Ð Meiser & Hackstein 
2005, pp. 39-64. 

Fortson, Benjamin W., IV, 2005: ÒLinguistic and cultural notes on Latin I=nius and 
related topicsÓ. Ð Mark R.V. Southern (ed.): Indo-European Perspectives [= Jour-
nal of Indo-European Studies Monograph Series 43]. Pp. 61-77. 

Frisk GEW = Hjalmar Frisk, 1960-1972: Griechisches etymologisches Wšrterbuch. 
Heidelberg: Carl Winter UniversitŠtsverlag. 

Gliwa, Bernd, 2005: ÒBaltische Bestattungsrituale im Spiegel ihre Bezeichnungen: 
litauisch !ermen"s und "arv—jimas, altpreu§isch sirmenÓ. Ð Acta Linguistica 
Lithuanica 53: 9-21. 

Gliwa, Bernd, 2007: ÒAltpreussisch tubo Ð filcz (E 488)Ó. Ð Res Balticae 11. 
Gliwa, Bernd & Adam Hyllested, 2006: ÒBaltisches zu Idg. *sle)H- Ôblau (sein)Õ. Ð 

Baltistica  XLI (1), pp. 87-93. 
Goetze, Albrecht, 1955: ÒHittite DressÓ. Ð Corolla Linguistica [Fs. Sommer], pp. 48-

62. 



WORD EXCHANGE AT THE GATES OF EUROPE 

 

40 

Granberg, Antoaneta, 2008: ÒThe Hunno-Bulgarian languageÓ. Ð The DSCA Journal 
2008:  

Hyllested, Adam, 2004a: ÒGreek Z[\]^  ÔlotusÕ and the Indo-European Words for 
ÔblueÕÓ. Ð James Clackson & Birgit Anette Olsen: Indo-European Word For-
mation. Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum Press, pp. 59-64.  

Hyllested, Adam, 2004b: ÒL'esprit des eaux: grec _`abc, sanskrit R‡mbh-, lituanien 
LaumN et quelques autres formes semblant apparentŽesÓ. Ð Per Aspera ad Aster-
iscos [Fs Rasmussen]. Innsbruck: IBS, pp. 219-233. 

Hyllested, Adam, 2004c: Review of Andersen (ed.) 2003. Ð Acta Linguistica Haf-
niensia 36: 179-184. 

Hyllested, Adam, 2009: ÒPIE *-b#- in Verbs and Nouns: Distribution, Function, 
OriginÓ. Ð R. LŸhr & S. Ziegler (eds.): Protolanguage and Prehistory. Wiesbaden: 
Reichert. Pp. 202-214. 

Hyllested, Adam,  2010: ÒInternal Derivation vs. External Comparison: The Case of 
the Indo-Uralic LaryngealsÓ. Ð Jens ElmegŒrd Rasmussen & Thomas Olander 
(eds.): Internal Reconstruction in Indo-European. Copenhagen: Museum Tuscu-
lanum Press. 

Hyllested, Adam & Paul S. Cohen, 2007: ÒMonophthong for Expected d-diphthong 
in Greek. Ð Coulter George, Matthew McCullagh, Benedicte Nielsen, Antonia 
Ruppel & Olga Tribulato (eds.), Greek and Latin from an Indo-European Per-
spective [= Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society Supplementary Vol-
ume 32]. Cambridge: Cambridge Philological Society. 

IEW = Julius Pokorny, 1959: Indogermanisches Etymologische Wšrterbuch. TŸbing-
en / Basel: Francke. 

Iljinskij, Grigorij, 1902: ÒZur slavischen WortbildungÓ. Ð Archiv fŸr Slavische 
Philologie 24: 224-228. 

Sahowkyan, G.B., 1987: Hayoc! lezvi patmowt!yown. Yerevan. 
Janda, Michael, 2001: Review of Della Volpe (ed.) 1998. Ð Kratylos 46 : 202-205. 
Janhunen, Juha, 1982: ÒOn the Structure of Proto-UralicÓ. Ð Finnisch-Ugrische For-

schungen 44: 23-42. 
Jokl, Norbert, 1911: ÒStudien zur albanesischen Etymologie und WortbildungÓ. Ð 

Sitzungbericht der Wiener Akademie der Wissenschaft Philosophisch-historischer 
Klasse 168, Teil 1. 

Jones-Bley, K.arlene, 2005: ÒRed for the DeadÓ. Ð D. Disterheft, M. Huld & J. Grep-
pin: Studies in Honor of Jaan Puhvel I: 211-2005. 

Kallio, Petri, 1998: ÒKaljaÓ. Ð Sananjalka 40, pp. 87-93 (abstract: ÒKalja ÔbeerÕÓ, p. 
94). 

Katz, Joshua T., 2000: ÒEvening Dress: The Metaphorical Background of Latin 
uesper and Greek ZAQH=45Ó. Ð K. Jones-Bley, M.E. Huld & A. Della Volpe (eds.): 
Proceedings of the Eleventh Annual UCLA Indo-European Conference. Washing-
ton D.C. Pp. 69-93. 

Katz, Joshua T., 2009: ÒGreek NQ6<+ and its digammaÓ. Ms. / paper presented at 
Indo-European Matters in Copenhagen 9 Oct, 2009. 

Kloekhorst, Alwin, 2008: Etymological Dictionary of the Hittite Inherited Lexicon. 
Leiden: Brill. 

Koivulehto, Jorma, 2001: ÒThe Earliest Contacts between Indo-European and Ural-
ic Speakers in the Light of Lexical LoansÓ. Ð Carpelan, Parpola & Koskikallio 
(eds.): pp. 235-263. 



Stealing the Thunder of alpa": PIE*-b#o- in Anatolian 

 

41 

Koivulehto, Jorma, 2003: ÒFrŸhe Kontakte zwischen Uralisch und  Indogermanisch 
im nordwestindogermanischen RaumÓ. Ð Alfred Bammesberger & Theo Ven-
nemann (eds.): Languages in Prehistoric Europe . Heidelberg: Winter. Pp. 279-
317. 

Kortlandt, Frederik H.H., 2003. ÒInitial Laryngeals in AnatolianÓ.  
http://www.kortlandt.nl/publications/art202e.pdf  [Also available in print:  Or-
pheus 13/14: 9-12 (2003/2004).] 

Kroonen, Guus, 2012: ÒReflections on the o/zero-ablaut in the Germanic iterative 
verbsÓ Ð Craig Melchert (ed.): The Indo-European Verb. Wiesbaden: Reichert. 
Pp. 191-200. 

Kuiper, Franciscus Bernardus Jacobus, 1962: ÒAtharvavedic abhv -̂, n. ÒmonsterÓÓ. 
Ð Lingua 11: 225-230. 

Le Feuvre, Claire, 2004:  ÒNote sur lÕadjectif ef?dbL^, ?`bL^, gf?`bhL^,?`bhLÓ̂. Ð 
Revue de philologie, de littŽrature et dÕhistoire anciennes 2004/2, Tome LXXVIII: 
257-264. 

Lehtisalo, T., 1936: †ber die primŠren Uralischen Ableitungsuffixe. [= MŽmoires de 
la SociŽtŽ Finno-Ougrienne 72]. Helsinki: Suomalais-Ugrilaisen Seura. 

Lubotsky, Alexander, 2002: ÒThe Indo-Iranian word for Ôshank, shinÕ. Ð Journal of 
the American Oriental Society 122: 318-324.  

M&A = James P. Mallory & Douglas Q. Adams (eds.), 1997: Encyclopedia of Indo-
European Culture. London / Chicago: Fitzroy Dearborn. 

McCone, Kim, 2005: ÒMšgliche nicht-indogermanische Elemente in den keltischen 
Sprachen und einige frŸhe Entlehnungen aus indogermanischen Nachbarspra-
chenÓ. Ð Meiser & Hackstein 2005, pp. 395-435. 

Meier-BrŸgger, Michael, 1991: ÒGriechisch gb`c ÒBratfischchenÓ, ved. ‡bhva- 
ÒUndingÓ, myk. Ortsname a-phu-Ó. Ð MSS 52: 123-125. 

Meiser, Gerhard, 2003: Veni Vidi Vici. Die Vorgeschichte des lateinischen Per-
fektsystems. Munich. 

Meiser & Hackstein 2005 = Gerhard Meiser & Olav Hackstein (eds.): Sprachkontakt 
und Sprachwandel. Akten der XI. Fachtagung der Idg. Gesellschaft. Wiesbaden: 
Dr. Ludwig Reichert Verlag. 

Melchert, Craig, 1991: ÓDeath and the Hittite kingÓ. Ð Roger Pearson (ed.): Perspec-
tives on Indo-European language, culture, and religion. Studies in honor of Edgar 
C. PolomŽ [= Journal of Indo-European Studies monograph 7]. Vol. 1, pp. 182-
188. 

Melchert, Craig, 1994: Anatolian Historical Phonology. Leiden: Rodopi. 
Melchert, H. Craig, 2007: ÒHittite huwapp-, huppa(i)- and huppiya-Ó. Ð D. Groddek 

& M. Zorman (eds.): Tabula Hethaeorum [Fs. Ko#ak]. Wiesbaden. Pp. 513-519. 
Michel, C. & M.-L. Nosch, 2010: Textile Terminologies in the Ancient Near East and 

Mediterranean from the first to the third Millennium. Oxford / Oakville. 
Neu, Erich, 1998: ÒHittite "i-mu-u"Ó. Ð HS 111, 1: 55-60. 
Neumann, GŸnther, 1988: ÒBeobachtungen an karischen OrtsnamenÓ. Ð F. Imperati 

(ed.): Studi di storia e di filologia anatolica dedicati a Giovanni Pugliese Carratel-
li . Firenze 

Oettinger, Norbert, 1979: Die Stammbildung des hethitischen Verbums. NŸrnberg. 
Olsen, Birgit Anette, 1993: ÒVedic and Laryngeals: irajyati and iradhanta Ð badhn!"ti 

and ubhn!"tiÓ. Ð G. Meiser (ed.): Indogermanica et Italica. Innsbruck. Pp. 362-
372. 



WORD EXCHANGE AT THE GATES OF EUROPE 

 

42 

Olsen, Birgit Anette, 1994: ÒArmenian dalowkn ÔjaundiceÕ and the IE suffixes *-
g*on-, *-gon- and *-don-Ó. Ð Jens ElmegŒrd Rasmussen (ed.) in cooperation 
with Benedicte Nielsen: In honorem Holger Pedersen. Kolloquium der Indoger-
manischen Gesellschaft vom 26. bis 28. MŠrz 1993 in Kopenhagen. Wiesbaden: 
Dr. Ludwig Reichert Verlag, pp. 331-347. 

Olsen, Birgit Anette, 1999: The Noun in Biblical Armenian [Trends in Linguistics 
Studies and Monographs 119] Berlin / New York: Mouton de Gruyter. 

Olsen, Birgit Anette, 2000: ÒVerb or Noun? On the Origin of the Third Person in 
IEÓ. Ð Martin E. Huld & al.: Proceedings of the Twelfth Annual UCLA Indo-
European Conference [= JIES Monograph Series 40]. Washington D.C: Institute 
for the Study of Man. Pp. 65-79. 

Olsen, Birgit Anette, 2003: ÒAnother Account of the Latin Adjectives in -idusÓ. HS 
116 (2): 234-275. 

Osthoff, Hermann, 1877: ÒEtymologisches, Lautliches und GrammatischesÓ. Ð ZVS 
23: 84-94 [90-94: ÒDie Gotischen Adverbia auf -o und -baÓ]. 

Prellwitz, W., 1896: ÒStudien zur indogermanischen etymologie und wortbildungÓ. 
Beitr. zur Kunde der indogerm. Sprachen 22: 76-114. 

Preveden, Francis R., 1930: ÒChurch Slavonic korab; and Greek ijfk/L^ Ó. Ð Lan-
guage 6 (4): 279-296. 

Pronk, Tijmen, 2009: ÒSanskrit (v)"#a-bh‡-, Greek B=A'9, 1=A'9: the spraying bull 
of Indo-European?Ó. Ð HS 122:  170-181. 

Puhvel, Jaan, 1984: Hittite Etymological Dictionary, I: Words beginning with A [= 
Trends in Linguistics; Documentation, 1]. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. 

Rasmussen, Jens ElmegŒrd, 1989: Studien zur Morphophonemik der indogermani-
schen Grundsprache. Innsbruck: IBS. 

Rasmussen, Jens ElmegŒrd, 2009: ÒInternal Reconstruction Applied to Indo-
European: Where do we stand?Ó. Ð Jens ElmegŒrd Rasmussen & Thomas 
Olander (eds.): Internal Reconstruction in Indo-European. Copenhagen: Mu-
seum Tusculanum Press. 

Sadovski, Velizar, 2012: ÒRoots deep in heaven: Indo-Iranian ritual concepts in a 
cross-cultural perspectiveÓ. Paper given at Etymology and the European Lexicon, 
the xth Fachtagung of the Indogermanische Gesellschaft, Copenhagen xx-xx 
2012. 

Schindler, Jochem, 1967: ÒIdg. *dheudh- in FarbbezeichnungenÓ. Ð ZVS 81, 1/2, 68-
71.  

Schindler, Jochem, 1978: ÒHittite "alpa-Ó. Ð Die Sprache 24: 45. 
Schmalstieg, William R., 1996: Review of Ambrazas 1993. Ð Lituanus 42: 1. 
Shevoroshkin, Vitaly, 1979: ÒOn the Hittite-Luwian NumeralsÓ. JIES 7 (3-4): 176-

198. 
Sturtevant, Edgar Howard, 1911:  ÒStudies in Greek Noun-formation: Labial Termi-

nations. Ð Classical Philology 6, 2, pp. 197-215. 
Simon, Zsolt, 2008: Review of Adiego. Ð Acta Antiqua Academiae Scientiarum Hun-

garicae 48: 457-463. 
Stachowski, Kamil, 2008: Names of Cereals in the Turkic languages [= Studia Turko-

logica Cracoviensia 11]. Krak—w: Ksi[garna Akademicka. 
Watkins, Calvert, 1969: ÒA Latin-Hittite EtymologyÓ. Ð Language 45, 2: 235-242. 
Watkins, Calvert, 1995: How to kill a dragon. Oxford. 



 

 

 

On the Precursors of Celtic and Germanic1 

Abstract 

A ÒCelto-GermanicismÓ may be defined as a lexeme shared by Celtic 
and Germanic only and appearing to be older than the emergence of 
Proto-Celtic and Proto-Germanic. Around 100 such items can be found, 
some of which are IE archaisms, while others look like morphological or 
semantic innovations. There is also a group of isolated lexemes which 
appears to have been borrowed from the same third source. Four fifths 
fall into two semantic spheres: 1) religion and healing, and 2) warfare 
and equestrian terminology. Most remarkable is the occurrence of as 
many as ten common words for Ôwound, injuryÕ. This situation must 
reflect close contacts between speakers of the Indo-European dialects 
that later evolved into Proto-Celtic and Proto-Germanic respectively. 
We may tentatively fix this cultural unity in time and space in Eastern 
Central Europe around 2000 BCE, when the pre-Celtic òn\tice culture 
bordered late varieties of the Corded Ware culture. Some shared 
loanwords can be traced back to Proto-Fennic, suggesting a continuum 
stretching further to the North. There are even indications that Proto-
Fennic may have been in direct contact with Pre-Proto-Celtic, not al-
ways with Pre-Proto-Germanic as the provider. Words of possible Fen-
nic origin include PCelt. *lub6- ÔwortÕ ~ PGmc. *lubja- Ôpoisoning or 
healing plantÕ,  PCelt. *sanesto- Ôsecret adviceÕ, PCelt. *magos Ôplain, 
open fieldÕ, NIr. l—n ÔlunchÕ, PCelt. *klamo- ÔdiseaseÕ, and PGmc. *halj>- 
Ôabode of the deadÕ. 

                                                             
1 The present article was published as Hyllested 2010. Apart from this footnote 

(including the reference just mentioned), the abstract, the comments on ZairÕs 
(2012) review and the inclusion of a new item no.  5) *uitelo- (shifting each sub-
sequent footnote by one), the two articles are identical. 
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1 Loanword or heritage ? 

While Germanic has quite a few Celtic loanwords (see, e.g., de Vries 
1960, Birkhan 1970, Mees 1998, RŸbekeil 2002, Schumacher 2007), the 
share of older Germanic material in Celtic is comparatively small (Lane 
1933: 264, and Schumacher 2007: 174-176). However, Celtic and Germa-
nic also share lexical material exclusive to these branches that can be 
independently traced back to an identical reconstructed protoform. 
Therefore, it is often hard to determine whether a given Celto-
Germanicism is inherited from PIE or borrowed from one branch to the 
other at a later age. Karsten (1927: 126) wrote on PGmc. *arbja- vs. 
PCelt. *orbios ÔheirÕ and PGmc. *ai9a- vs. PCelt. *oito- ÔoathÕ: Òkan likasŒ 
vara antingen urbeslŠktat med eller lŒn [might just as well be inherited 
as borrowed]Ó. Krahe (1954: 142) used the same lexeme as an example: 
ÒDie Hauptmasse des gemeinsamen nur keltisch-germanischen 
Wortschatzes reicht Ð ohne da§ vom rein linguistischen Standpunkt 
Anhaltspunkte fŸr eine Entlehnung aus der einen in die andere Sprache 
gegeben werden kšnnten Ð bis vor die Periode der Lautverschiebung 
zurŸck (Typus got. ai9s Ð air. >eth usw.)Ó. Olsen (1988: 13) writes on 
PGmc. *g6slo- ÔhostageÕ vs. PCelt. *geistlo- Ôid.Õ: ÒIt is not certain whether 
the Gmc. examples are inherited or Celtic loanwordsÓ. Casaretto (2004: 
318, fn. 1051) on PGmc. *r=-n>- ÔsecretÕ vs. PCelt. *r=-n- - Ôid.Õ: ÒOb diese 
ParallellitŠt Lehnbeziehungen oder ein gemeinsames Erbe reflektiert, ist 
unsicherÓ. Ringe (2006: 296) states: ÒThere are also quite a few words 
shared only by Celtic and Germanic, which might or might not be 
loanwords ...Ó. Matasovi! (2009: 227) on Proto-Celtic *krumbo- Ôround, 
curvedÕ: ÒGerm. krumm, OE crumb ÔroundÕ point to PGerm. *krumba-, 
which was borrowed either from Celtic, or from the same non-IE source 
as the Celtic wordsÓ. PolomŽ (1983: 284) summed up the problem com-
plex, listing four possible origins of a Celto-Germanicism: Òa) the terms 
represented either a common regional innovation in a marginal area of 
the Indo-European territory or the localized survival of an archaic term 
lost elsewhere throughout the Indo-European Linguistic area; b) the 
terms have both been taken over from a same third source Ð be it a Pre-
Indo-European (ÔsubstrateÕ) language or less well-documented Indo-
European language in their vicinity; c) the Celtic term was borrowed by 
Germanic; d) the Germanic term was borrowed by Celtic.Ó Lane (1933) 
and Elston (1934) excluded borrowing, i.e. possibility c) and d), whene-
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ver it could not be proved directly.2 In the following, I will use the term 
ÒCelto-GermanicismÓ for items believed to be older than the emergence 
of Proto-Celtic and Proto-Germanic, but shared by these two branches 
only, i.e. PolomŽÕs categories a) and b). 

2 Semantic spheres 

Scholars already noted long ago that such Celto-Germanicims pertain to 
certain semantic spheres. Thus, Lane (1933) suggested the following 
headings: 

 
a) Political and legal vocabulary 
b) Warfare 
c) Cultural and technical vocabulary, dwelling 
d) Nature, earth, land, plant and animal life 
e) Motion, locomotion, transportation 
f) The body and bodily functions 
g) Mental and emotional activity, vocal utterance 
h) Sense perception 
i) Family 
j) Religion, superstition 
k) Miscellaneous 

 
and Krahe (1959: 139-141): 

a) Religion und Geistiges Leben 
b) Pferdezucht und Reiten 
c) Siedlung, Hausbau 
d) Landschaft, Natur 
e) Metalle 
f) Sonstiges 
 

Elston (1934) and Campanile (1970) had still other divisions. On one 
hand, it is interesting to observe how an overrepresentation of shared 
vocabulary in certain semantic fields hints at the character of the rela-

                                                             
2   Schmidt (1984, 1986, 1987, 1991) proposed a five-strate model: stratum 1, whose 

Celtic origin is proved by their form; stratum 2, Celto-Germanic isoglosses with 
the same semantic shift; stratum 3, Celto-Germanic isoglosses without the same 
semantic shift; stratum 4, a group with special problems in the semantic field of 
craftmanship; and stratum 5, name-doublets. 
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tionship in question. On the other hand, it seems as if LaneÕs and Kra-
heÕs lists cover most parts of the lexicon. If the lexical commonalities 
could be combined with shared innovations and archaisms in the pho-
nological or grammatical system, it would be the obvious thing to hypo-
thesize that Celtic and Germanic formed a subgroup within the Indo-
European family. This seems not to be the case3. A closer scrutiny of the 
material indeed reveals a much less blurred and much more unambi-
guous picture of the character of the earliest Celtic-Germanic relations. 

3 The material 

Lists of Celto-Germanicisms have been compiled by Lane (1933), Elston 
(1934), Krahe (1956), de Vries (1960), Chemodanov (1962), Campanile 
(1969, 1970), and PolomŽ (1983). What follows is a revised and updated 
synthesis of their material with the addition of new items. Celto-
Germanicisms include a) lexemes with a specialized meaning or use 
shared by Celtic and Germanic, b) formations particular to Celtic and 
Germanic (although formed from well-known PIE elements) and c) 
lexemes whose very roots or root variants are unknown outside Celtic 
and Germanic. The items have been grouped according to meaning (see 
section 4 below), but within these semantic groupings they appear in a 
more or less random order4. 

                                                             
3  The features mentioned by Schmidt (1991: 146-147) are either too weak or too 

common to count as obviously shared innovations. 
4  Space does not allow a word-to-word treatment of items that I have refused to 

include as true Celto-Germanicisms. A few examples may serve as prototypes: 
Craig Melchert (p.c.) kindly points out to me that *tegu- ÔthickÕ in OIr tiug, W 
tew ~ OE 9ille , OHG dicki, ON 9ykkr ÔthickÕ vs. Lith. t‡nkus id. < *tenk-(-u-/to)- 
is probably also attested in Hittite tagu- Ôthick, swollenÕ < *togu- (Neu 1995); 
*luH-s ÔlouseÕ > W llau ÔliceÕ (< collective *luu!" < *luH-eh%) Corn. low, Bret. laou 
id., OW leu-esicc Ôlouse-eatenÕ ~ ON lœs, OE, OHG l=s ÔlouseÕ vs. Toch. B luwo A 
lu pl. lw- ÔanimalÕ probably also forms the basis of Lith. liml4 ÔlouseÕ (where -l4 is 
diminutive, cf. brol4 ÔbrotherÕ); PCelt. *korkio- ÔoatsÕ (believed by Matasovi! 
2009 to be of a common substratum origin) corresponds to Shughni sip(i)yak Ôa 
kind of milletÕ, sepyak Ôgrain of wheatÕ according to Stalmaszyk and Witczak 
(1991-1992); Rasmussen (1998) regards PGmc. *landa- Ô(open) landÕ as a bor-
rowing from Celtic proper.  Despite the intriguing similarity, OIr. nasc Ôring; 
clasp; bond, tieÕ (~ nascim Ôto bindÕ) is most likely unrelated to OHG nusca, OS 
nuscia Ôclasp, buckleÕ which is rather a Balto-Fennic borrowing, cf. Fi. nuska, 
nurkka Ôcorner, nookÕ, especially since another word for ÔbuckleÕ, ON sylgja, is 
already known to originate from Balto-Fennic (for the semantics, compare the 



The Precursors of  Celtic and Germanic 

 

47 

 
Category 1 
 
A. Unique meaning 

 
1) PCelt. *soito- ÔsorceryÕ > MW hut, Bret. hud ÔmagicÕ ~ PGmc. 

*sai8a- > ON sei8r Ômagic; spell, charm, enchantmentÕ, s’8a 
Ôwork a charm through sei8rÕ. Probably identical to PIE *so)-
to- Ôstring, ropeÕ, derived from *seh%)- Ôto bindÕ5, cf. Lith. 
saFtas Ôsign, soothsaying, soothsayer, talismanÕ, but in Baltic 
also still Ôstring, necklace etc.Õ, cf. Lith. si!tas, Latv. saFte id. 

2) PCelt. *oitos ÔoathÕ > OIr —eth, MW an-udon ÔperjuryÕ ~ 
PGmc. *ai9az ÔoathÕ > OE -9, OHG eid, ON ei8r, Goth. ai9s 
ÔoathÕ, OS m,n-,9 ÔperjuryÕ; vs. Gk. Ln\L^ ÔfaithÕ, all from PIE 
*h$—)-to-s Ôwalk(ing)Õ, derived from *h$e)- Ôto goÕ, cf. ON 
ganga ei8 Ôtake the oathÕ (see also Schumacher 2007: 176-
177;)6. 

3) PIE *kor-)o-no- in the epithet of a god: OBrit. tribal name 
Coriono-t>tae Ôpeople of the army-lord (a god, probably Lu-
gus)Õ ~ PGmc. *harjanaz > ON Herjann Ôlord of the armyÕ, 
epithet of Odin; vs. Gk. ;4<=3945 Ôruler, commanderÕ < 
*;4<=4945 (Meid 1991: 48-49) 

4) A personalized form meaning ÔghostÕ of PIE *d#roug#—s: OIr. 
air-drech ÔphantomÕ, MIr. aur-fraich ÔghostÕ ~ ON draugr 
ÔghostÕ vs. Ved. dr—gha- ÔdeceivingÕ, Av. draoga- ÔlieÕ (Mallory 
& Adams)7. 

5) PCelt. *uitelo- > MIr. fiothal Ôdwarf, hag, goblin; anything 
stuntedÕ ~ PGmc. *w69ila- > OE w6dl ÔimpurityÕ, OHG widil, 
widillo Ôhomosexual, hermaphrodite, effeminate maleÕ; both 
personified, vs. Lat.  vitil6g> Ôpsoriasis, skin afflictionÕ, deri-

                                                                                                                                      
double meaning of Da. krog Ônook; hookÕ and Eng. nook, a Scandinavian loan 
with the original meaning Ôclasp, hookÕ, ON hnokki). 

5  See Rasmussen 1989: 59-60. 
6  Nicholas Zair (p.c.) points out to me that since no derivative of ganga in itself 

means ÔoathÕ, ganga ei8 does not in itself suggest that *H—)-to- is derived from 
Ôto goÕ, and a connection with the root of Hitt. R-(i)- ÔbelieveÕ must also be con-
sidered (Puhvel 1991: 10). However, this does not affect its status as a Celto-
Germanicism.  

7   OIr -drech may also be identical to drech ÔvisionÕ < PCelt. *drik- , derived from 
*dr!5- Ôto seeÕ. 
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ved from *vitilis ÔafflictionÕ (Kerkhof 2012)8. Derivatives from 
*ueih$- Ôto twistÕ, cf. also Lat. vitium Ôdefect, faultÕ.    

 
B. Unique morphology 

 
6) PCelt. *r=na- > OIr. rœn ÔsecretÕ, MW rhin Ôspell, enchant-

mentÕ ~ PGmc. *r=-n>- ÔsecretÕ > OE rœn, OS r=na Ôwhisper; 
secret; a runeÕ, ON rœn Ôrune; secretÕ9. 

7) Gaul. (Chamali•res) ande-d’on u,di’u -mi  ÔI praise a godÕ ~ 
Goth. in-weitan gu9 Ôto praise GodÕ < *u!e)d- ÔseeÕ where an-
de- semantically corresponds to in- (de Bernardo Stempel 
2001).10 

8) PCelt. *nem-eto- Ôsacred grove, sanctuaryÕ > Gaul. _hao\L_ 
(Vaison), OIr. nemed ÔsanctuaryÕ ~ PGmc. *nemi9a- > OS, 
OLFr. nimidas Ôsacred groveÕ vs. Lat. nemus Ôsacred groveÕ, 
Gk. 9LK45 Ôwooded pasture, gladeÕ. 

9) PCelt. *daun- > MIr. dœan ÔpoemÕ ~ ON tafn Ôsacrificial 
animalÕ < *dap-no- vs. Lat. daps Ôsacrificial mealÕ < PIE *dap- 
(Watkins 1970)11. 

10) PCelt. *uiro-k(*)=-, gen. -kunos ÔwerewolfÕ > Celtib. (Botor-
rita III) uiroku , OIr. Ferchœ, OW Gurci, OBret. Gurki Ô(na-
me of a) werewolfÕ (McCone 1987; McCone 2005: 401) ~ OE 
wer(e)wulf, Dan. varulv, Fr. loup-garou id. where -garou < 
Franconian *war-ulf-. 

11) PCelt. *nerto- > OIr. nert Ôstrength, forceÕ, OW, MW nerth, 
Bret. nerzh, Gaul. PN Nerto-maros ~ Gmc. *ner-9u- > god-
dess Nerthus Ôterra materÕ, ON Njpr8r, father of Freyr. Deri-
vatives from PIE *h%ner- Ôman; strongÕ (Meid 1991: 15). 

                                                             
8  The connection to Skt. vet-la- ÔdemonÕ (Lehmann 1907) is uncertain. If it is in 

fact related, the Celto-Germanic character of the present item should perhaps 
rather defined as a combination of morphology (found also in Latin) and se-
mantics (found also in Indic). 

9  RasmussenÕs (1986: 1, 310) judgment that Òthe exact correspondence between 
Celtic and Germanic probably reflects an ancient borrowing in one direction or 
the otherÓ is based on an isolated view of this lexeme. Contra RasmussenÕs con-
nection with some Greek material, see Vine (2002: 206ff.). 

10   As she notes, Goth. inweitan takes the accusative while the Greek original takes 
the dative, i.e. chances are that this is not a Greek calque. 

11  The Celto-Germanic morphology also differs from Hitt. tappala- Ôperson re-
sponsible for court cookingÕ, if it in fact belongs to the same root. 
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12) PCelt. *ab-anko- Ôwater creatureÕ > OIr., MIr. abac Ôdwarflike 
creature associated with waterÕ, W afanc ÔbeaverÕ ~ PGmc. 
*ab>(n) Ômonkey etc.Õ (Schrijver 2004). 

 
C. Isolated lexemes 

 
13) PCelt. *u-ti - > OIr. f‡ith ÔprophetÕ, Gaul. ou‡teis (pl., Strabo) 

and *u-tu - Ôshamanic wisdomÕ > f‡th ÔprophesyÕ, MW gwawd 
ÔodeÕ ~ PGmc. *w>8- > ON —8r Ôpoetry; furiousÕ, Goth. wo9s 
ÔfuriousÕ, ON î8inn , OE W>den, OHG Wuotan ÔOdinÕ (Meid 
1991: 25-26; Watkins 1995: 118).12 

14) PCelt. *r6m- > OIr r’m, W rhif  ÔnumberÕ ~ PGmc. *r6ma- > 
OE r’m ÔnumberÕ, ON r’m ÔcomputationÕ, OHG r6m Ôaccount, 
series, numberÕ. 

15) PCelt. *sketlo- > OIr scŽl ÔtaleÕ, W chwedl Ôsaying, fableÕ ~ 
PGmc. *ska9la- > ON sk‡ld ÔpoetÕ.13 

16) PCelt. *gaisto- > OIr. g‡es ÔspeculationÕ, cf. g‡eth Ôinsanity; 
windÕ ~ PGmc. *gaista- Ô(supernatural) spiritÕ > OHG geist, 
OS g,st, OS g-st (Meid 1965). 

17) PCelt. *klamo- > OIr clam, W claff  ÔgraveÕ ~ PGmc. *skalm> 
Ôplague, (cowÕs) disease; evil spirit, crookÕ. Perhaps both 
from PIE *s5olm-eh% Ôdisease, evil spiritÕ, but the Proto-Celtic 
vocalism is not entirely clear; syllabic *-l- preceding *-m 
would normally yield *-li-.14 

18) PCelt. *sk-x-slo- Ôdemon, supernatural beingÕ > OIr sc‡l 
ÔphantomÕ, MW yscawl Ôyoung hero, warriorÕ ~ PGmc. sk>h-
sla- > Got. skohsl Ôevil spirit, demonÕ; both from *sk>k-slo-. 

19) PCelt. *buko- > MIr bocc‡nach ÔgoblinÕ, W bwg Ôghost, 
hobgoblinÕ, bwgan Ôbogey, ghostÕ, bwgwn ÔfrightÕ ~ Fris. 
bškk, Swab. bockelman, NE bogle, bogey. 
 

                                                             
12   I assume Lat. v-t,s Ôprophet, seerÕ to be a loan from Celtic.  
13  It is no longer necessary to reconstruct a labiovelar for this word to account for 

-w- in Welsh; cf. Schrijver 1992 and J¿rgensen 2010. Zair (2012: 80) in his re-
view objects that a connection with Lat. 6nsece ÔsayÕ Òstill seems very plausibleÓ. I 
do not quite understand this message, since I indeed do follow Schrijver and 
J¿rgensen in leaving out the labiovelar, paving the way for both forms to match 
the Latin material. Even if Lat. 6nsece is related, I will maintain that the nominal 
formation with *-lo- (and its meaning) constitutes a Celto-Germanicism, albeit 
belonging to category II.  

14   If Alb. helm ÔpoisonÕ belongs here, the Celto-Germanic connection is less clear. 
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Category II 
 
A. Unique morphology (and meaning) 

 
20) PCelt. *kol-ino- > Ir. cuilenn, W celyn ÔhollyÕ ~ PGmc. *hul-

isa- > OE holeqn, OHG hulis, OFr. *huls > Fr. houx ÔhollyÕ; 
vs. OCS *klasP Ôear of grainÕ, Toch. B klese Ôbarley mealÕ, Alb. 
kall’ Ôstraw, chaffÕ, Skt. kaKamba- ÔarrowÕ, all from PIE *kel- 
Ôsharp, pricklyÕ. According to Pliny, the plant was a popular 
house adornment among Celtic and Germanic peoples. In 
Germany and Austria, holly is traditionally placed in stables 
to protect horses from evil spirits15. 

21) *! u!ond"-neh% ÔAngelicaÕ > Ir. cuinne—g Ôwild angelica, Angeli-
ca silvestrisÕ ~ PGmc. *hwann> > ON hvpnn Ôholy ghost, An-
gelica archangelicaÕ vs. *! u!end"-ro- with other meanings in 
Lith. "vŽndras Ôreed, reed-maceÕ; Lat. combr,tum Ôa kind of 
rushÕ. Angelica is an old medicinal herb and was used 
against evil spirits (Birkhan 1999). 

 
B. Isolated lexemes 

 
22) PCelt. *lub6 or *lub- > OIr luib Ôwort, plantÕ ~ OE lybb, OHG 

luppi Ômagic remedy; strong plant-juice; poison; magicÕ, ON 
lOf Ôhealing plantÕ, Goth. lubja-leisei Ômagic; poisoningÕ. Per-
haps also in ON epli ellilyfs Ôold-age medicineÕ > epli ellifu 
Ôeleven applesÕ (in the Eddic lay Sk’rnism‡l; see PolomŽ 1994: 
142Ð143 on the similar role of apples in Germanic and Celtic 
mythology). 

 
Category III 
 
A. Unique meaning 
 

                                                             
15  The hollyÕs connection to both horses and evil spirits may be due to the near-

homonymy of PGmc. *marha- m. ÔhorseÕ, *marhj>- ÔmareÕ and *mar>- f. Ôfemale 
incubusÕ, let alone their complete homonymy in ScandinavianÑ cf. the ambigu-
ous names of the holly, Dan. maretorn, mareved, maretidsel, marelok, Nw. ma-
rekvist, Sw. markvist, marlock, martova, Icel. marhr’sla, MLG marvlechte, mar-
lock, mahrzopf. Other Germanic names refer to the spirits only: Nw. huldrelime, 
NHG Schrattelbaum, Hexenbesen, Eng. dial. witchÕs besom. 
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23) PIE *stŽr-b#eh% ÔstiffnessÕ in the specialized meaning Ôdeath; 
plagueÕ: OIr. us-sarb ÔdeathÕ16 ~ OHG sterbo, OE steorfa Ôpla-
gueÕ vs. Gk. AGL=(45  Ôanimal skin, leatherÕ, all from *ster- 
Ô(be) stiffÕ. 

 
B. Unique morphology 

24) *(H)—rb#-)o- m. ÔleavingsÕ and *(H)—rb#-)o-m n. ÔinheritanceÕ 
> OIr orbae ÔinheritanceÕ, Gaul. Orbio- Ôid.Õ, OIr. orb(b)e, or-
pe Ôheir; inheritanceÕ ~ Goth. arbja ÔheirÕ, arbi ÔinheritanceÕ, 
OHG erbi, OE ierfe Ôid.Õ vs. *(H)orb#-o- ÔorphanedÕ > Lat. or-
bus ÔdeprivedÕ, Gk. N=(39>5 ÔorphanedÕ, Arm. orb ÔorphanÕ, 
Skt. ‡rbha- Ôsmall; weak; childÕ (McCone 1999). 

25) PIE *5re)H- in *5riH-no- > PCelt. *kr6no- > OIr cr’n Ôen-
feebled by old age, decrepit; witheredÕ, OW crin ~ *! ro!H-
u!o-m > PGmc. *hraiwa- n. > Goth. *hraiw in hraiwa-dubo 
Ôturtle doveÕ, ON hr¾ Ôdead bodyÕ, OE hrrw Ôid.Õ, OHG hr,o 
Ôdead body; grave; funeral; deathÕ vs. the unextended root 
*5erh%- Ôto breakÕ (Casaretto 2004: 164). 

26) PCelt. *uer-t- > OIr fertae (< *-i- ) Ôburial moundÕ, W 
gwerthyr ÔfortÕ (< *-ero-) gweryd (< *-eto-) Ôearth, soil; graveÕ 
~ OE weor8 ÔyardÕ, weard ÔguardingÕ, ON var8a, var8i Ômi-
lestoneÕ, vpr8r Ôwarden, watchman, defender; guardian spirit, 
house spirit, soul of the deadÕ. 

 
C. Isolated lexemes 
 

27) PCelt. *doueno- > OIr pl. d—ini, do’ni ÔmenÕ, poetic sg. do’n, 
doŽn ÔmanÕ17 ~ PGmc. *dewena- > Goth. diwans ÔmortalÕ, cf. 
the verb OHG touwen, OS d>ian ON deyja ÔdieÕ. 

28) PCelt. *krito- > OIr. crith Õtrembling; feverÕ, crith-galar Ôil-
lness with feverÕ, W cryd ÔfearÕ ~ PGmc. *hr68a- > OE hr68 m. 
ÔfeverÕ, Nw. ri Ôsudden illness; short period; hard weatherÕ 
(Bjorvand & Lindeman 2000: 724). 

                                                             
16   OIr -rb- in us-sarb may be from *-ru!- instead, cf. marb ÔdeadÕ < *mr!-u!o-s. 
17  Historically a suppletive paradigm with the sg. duine from PCelt. *gdonio- 

ÔearthlingÕ corresponding to Ved. kC‡mya- Ôearthly, mortalÕ, cf. Gaul. TEVO-
XTONION (Vercelli) Ôof god and menÕ. Even if Latin f=nus Ôfuneral processionÕ 
is related, the item still constitutes a Celto-Germanicism in terms of semantics 
and word-formation (cf. Rasmussen 1988:92Ð3). 



WORD EXCHANGE AT THE GATES OF EUROPE 

 

52 

29) PCelt. *trusko- > OIr. trosc Ôleprous; leperÕ, W trwsgl Ôrude; 
clumsyÕ, Bret. trousk ÔpolypsÕ ~ Goth. 9ruts-fill , OE 8rœst-fell 
ÔleprosyÕ. 

 
Category IV 
 
A. Unique meaning 

 
30) PCelt. *gaiso- ÔspearÕ > OIr g‡i, Gallo-Gk. *3]A49, Gallo-Lat. 

gaesum; OIr fo-gae, W gw-aew ÔjavelinÕ ~ PGmc. *gaizo- > 
OE g-r, OHG g,r, ON geirr Ôdart, spearÕ; from PIE *g#‡)sos, 
cf. Gk. E3]45 ÔshepherdÕs crookÕ, Skt. heCas- ÔweaponÕ. 

31) PCelt. *bri)o- > MW ryd, OCorn. rid ÔfreeÕ ~ PGmc. *frija- > 
OE fr,o, OHG fr6, Goth. freis ÔfreeÕ vs. Ved. priy‡- ÔdearÕ 
(Schumacher 2007: 177). 

32) PIE *kel- ÔstrikeÕ used in words for ÔbattleÕ: PCelt. *kell-ko- > 
MIr cellach Ôcontention, strifeÕ ~ OE hild Ôwar, battleÕ, OHG 
hiltia, ON hildr ÔbattleÕ (corresponding to the ethnonym 
Celtae). 

33) PCelt. *trex-so- > OIr. tress ÔbattleÕ and *trex-s-no- > OIr trŽn 
Ôbrave, strongÕ, comp. sup. tressa, tressam ~ PGmc. *9rak-ja- 
> OE 9rece Ôforce, oppressionÕ, OS w-pan-threki Ôability with 
armsÕ, ON 9rekr Ôstrength, braveryÕ. 

34) PCelt. *kagro- Ôenclosure, fortÕ > W caer, Mbret. ker; and 
*kagio- Ôpen, enclosureÕ > MW cae ÔfenceÕ, OBret. caiou pl. 
Ôfortification, bulwarkÕ ~ PGmc. *hagan- Ôenclosure, fenceÕ > 
ON hagi Ôpasture with a fenceÕ, OE haga, OHG hac ÔhedgeÕ 
and *hagj>- > OE hecg ÔhedgeÕ. 

 
B. Unique morphology 

 
35) PCelt. *drungo- > Ir. drong ÔtroopÕ, MW dronn ÔmultitudeÕ, 

Gallo-Lat. (Vegetius) drungos  Ôgroups of enemiesÕ ~ PGmc. 
*dr=hta- > OE dryht ÔcompanionÕ, OHG truht ÔtroopÕ ON 
dr—tt Ôcompany, followingÕ, Goth. driugan Ôto serve as a sol-
dierÕ vs. OCS drugP Ôfriend, otherÕ dramgas ÔfriendÕ. 

36) PCelt. *uik- ÔfightÕ > Ir. fichim ÔfightÕ, fecht Ômilitary expedi-
tionÕ, OW guith ÔfrontÕ ~ Goth. weihan, OE, OHG w6han 
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ÔfightÕ, ON vega Ôkill, fightÕ vs. Lat. vinc> ÔconquerÕ, Lith. 
ve!kti Ômake, workÕ.18 

37) PCelt. *kauno- ÔharborÕ > MIr. cœan ~ PGmc. *haf-na-; ori-
ginally Ôenclosure, shelter (for vessels)Õ. 

38) PCelt. *baduo- ~ *boduo- > OIr Badb Ôname of the slaughter 
goddessÕ,19 Early Ir. badb Ôcrow, demon, witchÕ, W bod ÔkiteÕ, 
NIr. badhbh Ôvulture; hoodie crow; fairy; scoldÕ, Gaulish dei-
ty Catu-bodua ~ PGmc. *ba8u- ~ *ba8wa- > OHG Batu- 
Ôslaughter; battleÕ (in names), OE beadu ÔbattleÕ, ON bs8, 
bs8var ÔwarÕ vs. Lat. fodi>, Hitt. paddat- ~ padd- Ôdig (the 
ground), buryÕ, Toch. A p-t - ÔploughÕ, OCS bods Ôto stabÕ, 
bed• Ôto stick, to digÕ. 

39) PCelt. *n6tu- > OIr. n’th Ôbattle, distressÕ, Gaul. PN Nitio-
broges, Nitio-genna ~ PGmc. *n69a- > Goth. nei9 Ôenvy, en-
mityÕ, OE n69, OHG n6d Ôbattle-rage, hate, envyÕ, ON n’8 Ôli-
belÕ. 

40) PCelt. *magu- > Ogham magu ÔslaveÕ, W meu-dwy Ôhermit 
(< Ôservant of GodÕ)Õ, MBret. m(a)oues ÔgirlÕ ~ Goth. magus 
ÔboyÕ, ON mpgr Ôson; youthÕ, OE magu Ôchild; son; manÕ. 
 

C. Isolated lexemes 
 
41) PCelt. *nanti- > OIr. nŽit Ôbattle, combatÕ, NŽit Ôgod of battle, 

husband of the war-goddess Nemain or BadbÕ ~ PGmc. 
*nan9jana- > OE n,9an, OHG gi-nenden, ON nenna, Goth. 
ana-nan9jan  Ôto dareÕ. 

42) PCelt. *poiko- > OIr —ech ÔenemyÕ ~ PGmc. *faiha- ~ *faiga- 
> OE f‡h, f‡g Ôguilty; outlawed; hostileÕ, NE foe, OHG f,hida 
Ôhate, enmityÕ, Goth. f‡ih ÔdeceitÕ. 

                                                             
18   Brent Vine (p.c.) points out to me that while the nasal present in Lat. vinc> ap-

pears (predictably) beside an old root aorist in perf. v6c6,  in theory (despite LIV̂ 
670-671) the Celtic and Germanic presents could also be derived from the old 
root aorist (e.g.: root aorist subjunctive _ thematic present is well-attested). In 
that case, the Germanic and Celtic material might be closely related, morpho-
logically, to the old aorist (as in Latin), and since the Latin semantics is quite 
similar to the one shared by Celtic and Germanic, only the development into a 
thematic present would then point to a Celto-Germanicism. 

19   Remarkably, Badb is the sister of Macha, married to Nemed, and of Mor-r’gain; 
of these four names, the first three are all Celto-Germanicisms, while cognates 
of Mor- are also found in Slavic. 
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43) PCelt. *slak- ÔstrikeÕ > MIr slactha Ôstruck (ptc.)Õ, slacc 
ÔswordÕ, Gael. slachdaim Ôstrikes with a hammerÕ ~ PGmc. 
*slahana- > Goth., OHG slahan, ON sl‡, OE sl,an ÔslayÕ. 

44) W llost ÕspearÕ, Bret. lost, Ir. loss Ôend; tailÕ ~ ON lj—str Ôfish-
spearÕ, Dan. lyster Ôeel-spearÕ, lj—sta ÔstrikeÕ. 

45) PCelt. *m=g- ÔconcealÕ > OIr for-mœigthe, for-mœichthai 
Ôsmothered, concealedÕ ~ PGmc. *m=k- > OHG m=hhen Ôlie 
in ambush forÕ, NHG Meuchler ÔassassinÕ, ME micher ÔthiefÕ, 
Eng. dial. mitch Ôhide (oneself)Õ. 

46) OIr b‡gaid Ôfight, boastÕ, b‡g ÔbattleÕ, W beio ÔblameÕ, Gaul. 
Bagaudae, probably Ôthe fightersÕ, name of Gallic peasants 
who rebelled under Diocletian ~ PGmc. *b,g- > OHG b-g,n 
Ôquarrel, fightÕ, ON b¾gjast Ôquarrel, striveÕ.20 

47) PCelt. *gwelti- Ômadman, lunaticÕ > MIr. geilt Ôpanic-stricken 
fugitive from battleÕ, W gwyllt Ôwild, savage, madÕ ~ Goth. 
wil9eis, OE wilde, OHG wildi, ON vildr ÔwildÕ. 

48) PCelt. *ueidu- ÔwildÕ > OIr. f’ad Ôwild animalsÕ, fian Ôtroop of 
young warriorsÕ, MW gwydd ÔwildÕ, gwyddel Ôa Gael, Irish-
manÕ ~ PGmc. *waj8az > OE w-8 ÔhuntÕ. 

49) PCelt. *boudi- ÔvictoryÕ > OIr. bœaid ÔvictoryÕ, W buddig Ôvic-
toriousÕ ~ ON bOta Ôexchange, divideÕ, MLG b=te ÔbootyÕ21, all 
from *b!—u"d!i-. 

50) PCelt. *bleid-o- ÔsucceedÕ > MW llwyddaw ~ PGmc. *fl6tana- 
> OE fl6tan, OHG fl6zan Ôattempt, try hardÕ. 

51) PCelt. *geistlo- ÔhostageÕ > Ir. g’all, W gwystl ÔhostageÕ, Br. 
gouestl Ôvow; promiseÕ, Gaul. PN Con-geistlus ~ PGmc. 
*g6slo- > OHG g6sal, NHG Geisel, OE g’sel, ON g’sl ÔhostageÕ. 

52) PCelt. *d=no- Ôfortification, rampartÕ > Ir. dœn, W din, Gaul. 
-d=num in place-names ~ ON and OE tœn Ôhedged or fenced 
lot, enclosureÕ; OHG z=n Ôenclosure, hedgeÕ.22 

53) Ir. cl’ab Ô*shield (of wicker-work)Õ > Ôbasket; wicker frame of 
a boat; chestÕ ~ ON hl’f Ôshield, protectionÕ, OHG l6pen, l6p-
pen ÔprotectÕ, Goth. hleibjan Ôtake the part ofÕ. 

                                                             
20  Even if Latv. bu™zties Ôbe annoyedÕ belongs here (LIV̂ 68 *b!eh!!" -), Celtic and 

Germanic still share a common semantics. 
21  NE booty is a borrowing from Scandinavian. 
22   Even if these words are derived from a PIE root *d#eu!h%- Ôbe finished, come full 

circleÕ (Watkins 1991:453), the derivative and its meaning are specific to Celtic 
and Germanic. 
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54) NIr tailm, Bret. talm ÔslingÕ, W telm Ôsnare, trapÕ ~ ON 9j‡lmi 
Ôsort of snareÕ. The ON consonantism seems to indicate 
common heritage. 
 

Category 5 
 

A. Unique meaning 
 
55) PCelt. *brus-na- > OIr. bronnaim Ôinjure, damageÕ, *brus-o- 

> W briw, Corn. brew ÔwoundÕ ~ PGmc. *br=s- > OE br$san 
ÔbruiseÕ, OHG br>sma ÔcrumbÕ vs. Lat. frustum ÔfragmentÕ. 

56) PCelt. *kaiko- Ôhaving an eye defectÕ > OIr. c‡ech, OCorn. 
cuic Ôone-eyedÕ, W coeg-ddall Ôhalf-blindÕ ~ Goth. h‡ihs Ôone-
eyedÕ; vs. Lat. caecus ÔblindÕ. The Celtic god Lug closes one 
eye in his magic ritual, while in Germanic mythology, Odin 
is one-eyed (PolomŽ 1994: 145). 

57) PCelt. *knid- - > OIr cned Ôa woundÕ ~ PGmc. *hn6tana- > 
ON hn’ta Ôwound to deathÕ, OE, OS hn6tan Ôthrust, stabÕ; vs. 
Gk. ;9<O+ Ôto scratchÕ. Ôservant of GodÕ)Õ, 
 

B. Unique morphology 
 
58) PCelt. *aglo- Ôwound, afflictionÕ > OIr ‡il ÔinsultÕ, MIr *‡lad 

ÔwoundÕ, MW aeled Ôpain; griefÕ ~ PGmc. *agla- > OE egle 
Ôdisagreeable, loathsomeÕ, Goth. agls ÔshamefulÕ, agli9a, aglo 
ÔafflictionÕ vs. Av. a?> Ôbad, evilÕ, Skt. agh‡- ÔbadÕ, aghr-- Ôevil, 
distressÕ, aghal‡- ÔterribleÕ, all from PIE *ag#- or possibly 
*h%eg#-. 

59) PCelt. *g*en-i- ÔwoundÕ > OIr guin Ôwound, injuryÕ ~ PGmc. 
*banj>- > Goth. banja Ôstrike, woundÕ, ON ben, OE ben(n) 
id., OS beni-wunda ÔwoundÕ vs. PGmc. *ban-an- ÔmurderÕ in 
OE bana, Da. bane-sŒr Ôdeadly woundÕ < PIE *g#*en- Ôto killÕ. 
wound to deathÕ. 

60) PCelt. *koldo- > OIr coll ÔdestructionÕ, W ar-choll ÔwoundÕ ~ 
*PGmc. *halta- > Goth. halts, OE healt ÔlameÕ. 

61) PCelt. *kre(n)x-tu- > OIr crŽcht ÔwoundÕ, W creithen ÔscarÕ, 
MBret. creizenn id. ~ PGmc. *skranh-a- > ON skr‡ ÔscrollÕ. 
 

C. Isolated lexemes 
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62) W gwanu Ôpierce, thrust, stabÕ, ym-wan Ôjoust, tiltÕ, ymwanwr 
ÔcombatantÕ ~ PGmc. *wunda- > Goth. wunds, OE wund, 
OHG wunda, ON und ÔwoundÕ.23 

63) PCelt. *snad-o- > MIr snaidid Ôto cut; to scratchÕ, W neddyf 
ÔaxeÕ ~ OHG snatta Ôwound; scar; bruiseÕ, ON snata ÔspearÕ. 

64) PCelt. *saitro- > OIr saethar Ôwork, labourÕ and *saitu- > OIr 
saeth ÔtroubleÕ, MW hoed ÔpainÕ ~ PGmc. *sai-ra- > OE s-riu 
ÔsorryÕ, OHG ser> Ôpainfully; in a difficult wayÕ, ON s‡rr 
ÔpainfulÕ, s‡r ÔwoundÕ24. 
 

Category 6 
 
A. Unique meaning 

 
65) PIE *5ad- in derivatives with the meaning ÔhatredÕ: PCelt. 

*kad-s-i-, *k-do- > MIr caiss, W cawdd, Bret. cas ÔhatredÕ ~ 
PGmc. *hatiz- > Goth. hatis, OE hete, OHG haz ÔhatredÕ, ON 
hatr Õhatred; persecutionÕ vs. Av. s-dra-, Gk. ;`F45 Ôsorrow; 
pain; miseryÕ, Osc. gen.sg. cadeis ÔhostilityÕ (cf. also Birkhan 
1967, RŸbekeil 2001).25 
 

B. Unique morphology 
 

66) A secondary thematic derivative *h%up-Žl-o- ÔevilÕ > OIr fel 
ÔevilÕ ~ PGmc. *ubila- ÔevilÕ > Goth. ubils, OE yfel, OHG ubil 
vs. Hitt. Ruwapzi Ôill-treats, dispoilsÕ, Toch. A umpar ÔbadÕ, all 
from PIE *h!u!ep- Ôtreat badlyÕ (cf. Cohen & Hyllested 
2007:16). 

67) PCelt. *kloino- > OIr. cloen Ôcrooked; unfair; evilÕ ~ PGmc. 
*hlaina- ÔhillÕ > Goth. hlain ÔhillÕ, Nw. dial. hlein Ôsteep slopeÕ, 
both with *-no- from PIE *5le)(H)- Ôto leanÕ, cf. Ved. Dr‡yati, 
Lith. !li"ti  Ôid.Õ, "lain•s ÔslantingÕ. 

                                                             
23  Zair (2012: 80) in his review of Hyllested 2010 
24   Even if Lat. saevus Õwild, ferociousÕ and Hittite "-i - Ôbe sullen, angryÕ (see on the 

latter Kloekhorst 2008:692Ð3) are related, the Celtic and Germanic items form a 
semantic entity. 

25  Zair in his review (2012: 80) asks if the Celtic/Germanic meaning ÔhatredÕ is 
unique enough to be seen as a shared feature compared to ÔhostilityÕ in the Os-
can form. The two meanings differ in an important way, namely that hatred re-
fers to a feeling while hostility refers to a behavior. 
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C. Isolated lexemes 
 

68) PCelt. *loktu > OIr. locht Ôfault, blame; mistakeÕ ~ PGmc. 
*lahana- > OE l,an, OHG lahan, ON l‡ Ôto blameÕ. 
 

Category 7 
 
A. Unique meaning 

 
69) PCelt. *reid-o- Ôride; riding; chariotÕ > Gaul. r,da Ôtravelling-

carriage with four wheelsÕ, OIr. r’adaim Ôride (in vehicle)Õ, Ir. 
dŽ-riad Ôteam of two horsesÕ, W rhwyddau Ôfacilitate, speedÕ ~ 
ON r’8a, OE r6dan, OHG r6tan Ôto rideÕ; ON rei8 Ôriding; hor-
se-riding band; wagonÕ vs. Latv. raid6t Ôsend quickly; huntÕ. 
 

B. Unique morphology 
 

70) Compounds with *h!eku!o- ÔhorseÕ and *re)d#-: Gaul. PN Epo-
r,do-r6x ~ OE eo-red, OS eo-rid-folc ÔcavalryÕ, ON PN J—-
rei8r. 

71) i-stem adjectives meaning ÔeasyÕ, ÔreadyÕ derived from *re)d#- 
via ÔdrivingÕ or Ôready to goÕ: PCelt. *reidi- > OIr. rŽid Ôsimple, 
easy, flatÕ, W rhuidd, OBret. ruet Ôeasy, quickÕ ~ OHG bi-reiti 
ÔreadyÕ, Eng. ready. 

72) PCelt. *axsil- > W echel, MBret. ahel ÔaxisÕ ~ PGmc. *ahsulaz 
> ON pxull ÔaxisÕ vs. formations without *-lo- in Lat. axis, 
Lith. a"“s Ôid.Õ. 

73) PCelt. *uegno- > OIr fŽn, W gwain, Gaul. co-vinnus ÔwagonÕ ~ 
PGmc. *wagna- > ON vagn, OHG wagan ÔwagonÕ vs. other 
formations in Skt. v-hana-, Lat. vehiculum Ôid.Õ. 

74) PIE *sent- Ôto travelÕ in nominal formations meaning Ôroad; 
retinueÕ; PCelt. *sentu- ÔpathÕ > OIr. sŽt, MW hynt ÔpathÕ, 
epynt ÔhorseroadÕ ~ PGmc. *sin9a- and *gasin9ja- ÔretinueÕ > 
OHG Gisindi Ôwar retinueÕ. 
 

C. Isolated lexemes 
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75) PCelt. *marko- ÔhorseÕ > MIr. marc, W march, Bret. marcÕh, 
Gaul. (acc.sg.) K8=;39 ÔhorseÕ, Marco- in place-names ~ 
OHG mar(a)h, OE mearh, ON marr Ôid.Õ. 

76) PCelt. *drux-to- > MIr. drochta Ôtub, vesselÕ ~ PGmc. *trugaz 
> OE, ON trog, OHG troc ÔtroughÕ. 

77) PCelt. *kanx-s-ik- - > W caseg, Bret. kazeg ÔmareÕ, not formal-
ly identical to PGmc. *hangista- ~ *hanhista- Ôhorse, stallion 
etc.Õ (J¿rgensen 2006), but their similarity can hardly be 
coincidental in the light of other equestrian commonalities; 
cf. also that PCelt. *keng-o- Ôto tread, step, walkÕ is irregular 
in the first place. 

78) PCelt. *mongo- ÔmaneÕ > MIr mong, W mwng Ôid.Õ ~ ON 
makki Ôupper part of a horseÕs neckÕ, Dan. manke ÔmaneÕ; cf. 
also ON mpn, OE manu ÔmaneÕ. 

79) PCelt. *doklo- > OIr dœal Ôstrand, lock (of hair)Õ ~ PGmc. 
*tagla- > ON tagl, Dan. tavl Ôhair of a horseÕs tailÕ, OE t¾gl 
ÔtailÕ, Goth. tagl Ôa hairÕ. 
 

Category 8 
 

A. Unique meaning 
 
80) PCelt. *r-d6- > OIr r‡dim Ôto say, to speakÕ, MW ad-raud Ôto 

tellÕ ~ PGmc. *r>8iana- > Goth. rodjan, ON rv8a Ôto speakÕ. 
 

B, Unique morphology 
 

81) PCelt. *bana-tlo- > W banadl, MBr. malazn ÔbroomÕ ~ OE 
b>nian ÔpolishÕ, OS b>n,n Ôscrub, polishÕ, both from < *b#eh%-
n- ~ *b#.%n- vs. Gk. bkw_[ ÔshineÕ, Arm. banam Ôopen, revealÕ 
(Olsen 1988: 26). 

82) PCelt. *gablo-, *gabl-- > OIr gabul, NIr gabhal, W gafl ÔforkÕ 
~ PGmc. *gabal>- > OHG gabala, OE geafol Ôid.Õ. 

83) PCelt. *bl-ro - ÔfloorÕ > OIr l‡r Ôground, surface; middleÕ, W 
llawr ÔfloorÕ, Bret. leur id. ~ PGmc. *fl>ruz > OIr fl—rr Ôfloor 
of a cow stallÕ, OE fl>r ÔfloorÕ vs. Lat. pl-nus. 

84) PCelt. *s6tl-- > MIr. sithlad ÔsievingÕ, W hidl, MBret. sizl Ôsie-
veÕ ~ PGmc. *s,9la- > ON s‡ld ÔsieveÕ, Fi. (< Gmc.) siekla, 
seula id. all from *seh$)-tlo-, *sih$-tlo- vs. seh$)-to-, *sih$-to in 
Lith. sxtas, CS sito. 
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85) PCelt. *batim- -, *batam6- > Gael. aitheamh, W edafedd 
Ôyarn; threadÕ ~ PGmc. *fa9maz > OHG fadum, OE f¾8m, 
ON fa8mr Ôspread arms, embrace; threadÕ (Hamp 2008).26 

86) PCelt. *iexti- > Ir icht ÔtribeÕ, W ieith Ôlanguage; nationÕ, 
MBret. yez ÔlanguageÕ ~ PGmc. *jehti- > OHG jiht ÔutteranceÕ 
(cf. jehan Ôto speakÕ) vs. Lith. ju›kas, Lat. iocus ÔjestÕ. 

87) PCelt. *rextus > OIr recht Ôlaw, justiceÕ, MW kyf-reith Ôid.Õ ~ 
PGmc. *rehtuz > ON rŽttr Ôjustice, lawÕ < *h!re!-tu- with a 
shared, unpredictable meaning (Schumacher 2007:177). 

88) PCelt. *roino- > OIr roen Ôroad; mountain rangeÕ; Bret. run 
ÔhillÕ ~ PGmc. *raina- > ON -rein Ôstrip of landÕ (in com-
pounds),  OHG rein Ôridge of earth as boundary markÕ. 
 

C, Isolated lexemes 
 

89) *su!ek- > W chweg, Bret. cÕhouek Ôsweet, pleasant (of taste)Õ, 
W chwaeth ÔtasteÕ ~ OE swecc, sw¾cc Ôtaste, (pleasant) smellÕ, 
OHG swehhan Ôto smell (bad)Õ. 

90) *su!em- > OIr to-seinn Ôhunts; followsÕ27 ~ OHG, OE swim-
man, ON svim(m)a Ôto swimÕ, Goth. swum(f)sl ÔlakeÕ < 
*swum-sla- (Bjorvand and Lindeman 2000:893Ð5, but they 
reject the connection; Casaretto 2004:408). 

91) *su!eng- Ôto bendÕ in PCelt. *swengo- ÔslenderÕ > MIr. seng, 
Gaul. PN Singi-d=num ~ OE swancor, MHG, MLG swanc 
ÔslenderÕ, Dan. svang Ôarch of footÕ vs. *su!eg- and su!enk- in 
other formations and languages (IEW 1047). 

                                                             
26    Hamp includes Alb. p•, pl. penj ÔthreadÕ, but Celtic and Germanic still agree both 

on o-grade and semantics. 
27  If Zair in his review (2012: 80), following LIV 532-3, is right that to-seinn is re-

lated to Hitt. sanaRzi ÔsoughtÕ < *senh%-, this item is of course not a Celto-
Germanicism. Note also Kroonen 2013 forthc.: ÒThe verb has no good extra-
Gm. Etymology. The connection with OIr. seinnid is extremely doubtful, both 
on the formal and semantic sideÓ. In fact, eliminating this item would only 
strengthen the hypothesis presented here since it reduces the number of items 
belonging neither to category 8. However, the combination of the initial conso-
nant cluster *su!-, shared with items 89 and 91, and the derivational suffix *-slo- 
of PGmc. *swumsla-, shared with items 19  and 51, perhaps point to an origin in 
the Celto-Germanic stratum after all. Indeed, the PGmc. ablauting forms 
*swammjan-, with a causative, not denominative, meaning Ômake swimÕ, 
*swam>n ÔswimÕ and *sunda- ÔsoundÕ (beside *swumsla-), indicates that it is 
fairly old.  
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92) PCelt. *grando-, *grendo- ÔbeardÕ > MIr. grend; MW grann 
Ôbeard; chin; cheekÕ, Provencal gren ÔmoustacheÕ (< Gaul.) ~ 
PGmc. *gran>- f. > OE granu ÔmoustacheÕ, OHG grana Ôhair 
of the beardÕ, ON grpn, Goth. grano Ôhair of the beard; spruce 
(needle)Õ. 

93) PCelt. *lind-o/u- Ôdrinkable waterÕ (cf. Matasovi! 2009:240) > 
OIr lind ÔliquidÕ, W llyn (m/f)  ÔdrinkÕ, (m) ÔlakeÕ ~ Icel. lind 
Ôspring, fountainÕ, MHG lŸnde ÔwaveÕ. 

94) PCelt. *gl-uo- > MW glo ÔcharcoalÕ and PCelt. *goulo- (< dis-
similated from *glou-lo-?) > MIr. gœal28 ~ PGmc. *kula-, 
*kulan- ÔcharcoalÕ > ON kol (pl.), OE col, OHG kolo. 

95) PCelt. *druxtu- (< *drup-tu-) > OIr drœcht Ôdew, a dropÕ ~ 
PGmc. *drupa- > ON dropi, OE dropa, OHG tropfo ÔdropÕ. 

96) PCelt. *kaito- ÔwoodÕ > OW coit OCorn. cuit, MBret. coat Ôfo-
rest, woodÕ, Gaul. PN a37G>&=7b, C,to-briga, Eto-c,tum ~ 
PGmc. *hai9ja- > Goth. hai9i Ôfield, heathÕ, NHG heis-ter 
Ôsmall tree or bushÕ, ON hei8r Ôheath, moorÕ. 

97) *gan(d#)-no- in MIr gann Ôvessel, jug, pitcherÕ ~ PGmc. 
*kann> f. > ON kanna, OE canne, OHG channa Ôcan, jugÕ. 

4 Revision of semantic areas and their implications 

Our revised list may be said to fall into the following categories: 
 

(1)-(19) cosmology, spirits, supernatural creatures  
(20)-(22) medicinal herbs or plants connected to popular beliefs 
(23)-(29) sickness and death 
(30)-(54) battle and warfare, fortifications, weaponry 
(55)-(64) words for ÔwoundÕ, ÔinjuryÕ, ÔdefectÕ 
(65)-(68) hostility 
(69)-(79) equestrian terminology 
(80)-(97) words belonging to other parts of the vocabulary 
 

Or, in a boiled-down version (exlcuding (80)-(97)): 
 

(a) religion  and healing ((1)-(29)) 
(b) warfare and equestrian terminology  ((30)-(79)) 
                                                             

28  Even if PCelt. *goulo- and the Germanic forms are related to Skt. jv‡lati ÔburnsÕ, 
Toch. B Doliye ÔhearthÕ, Celtic and Germanic still share a  specialized meaning. 
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Quite a few of the lexemes in question can be placed in either category. 
Remarkably, as many as nine words for ÔwoundÕ turn out to be Celto-
Germanicims in one way or another. 

Only 1/5 of the lexemes fall outside the two main categories, 
and, with a couple of exceptions, even these are typical culture-words. 
Such a distribution militates against the possibility of a Celto-Germanic 
genetic subgroup (pace Mansion 1912) and, obviously, the existence of 
Italo-Celtic need not be refuted on this basis; cf. also that the list of NW 
IE innovations compiled by Oettinger (2003) comtains not a single Cel-
to-Germanicism. Instead, the situation presented here seems to reflect 
contacts between speakers of the IE dialects that later evolved into Pro-
to-Celtic and Proto-Germanic. Religion and warfare seem to have been 
of particular concern. 

Linking reconstructed prehistoric languages to archaeological fin-
dings is always risky business, but we may tentatively fix this cultural 
unity in time and space in Eastern Central Europe around 2000 BCE, 
when the pre-Celtic òn\tice culture in the present-day Czech Republic 
bordered late, possibly pre-Germanic, varieties of the Corded Ware cul-
ture29. This scenario is at least partly compatible with conclusions rea-
ched by Kristiansen & Larsson 2005 and Kristiansen 2009: They envisa-
ge contacts between Pre-Germanic peoples and Pre-Celts immigrating 
from the South, spreading out over W Europe 2500-2000 B.C., not least 
by means of warfare and horses, until more hierarchical societies arise 
in the second millennium B.C. 

5 A Fennic connection?  

Most of the items in question look old and probably represent regional 
IE innovations, while others may have been taken over from the same 
third source. Interestingly, some of them seem to be shared with Balto-
Fennic languages, suggesting a larger cultural continuum stretching 
further to the North. Particularly intriguing are Fi. hepo, hevonen, Est. 
hobune ÔhorseÕ, Fi. ratsu Ôriding-horseÕ and kavio ÔhoofÕ (dial. kapja) sin-
ce they all look Indo-European, but at the same time do not show the 
regular sound substitutions displayed by any attested Indo-European 
branch. Fi. luppo ÔlichenÕ is inherited from Proto-Uralic, so if it is con-

                                                             
29  òn\tice bodies are typically buried with jugs Ð meaning that *gan(d#)-, too, 

could justifiably be categorized as belonging to the religious vocabulary. 
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nected to item no. 22, it must have been borrowed from Fennic into 
Celtic and Germanic. 

If Balto-Fennic belongs to this cultural continuum, the question ari-
ses whether lexical exchange has taken place directly between Late Pro-
to-Fennic and Pre-Proto-Celtic, or whether Pre-Proto-Germanic was 
always the provider: PCelt. *sanesto- Ôsecret adviceÕ (Matasovi! 2009: 
322) is suspiciously reminiscent of Fi. sanasto Ôlist of wordsÕ (synchroni-
cally analyzable as sana ÔwordÕ + collective -sto), cf. the semantics of 
PCelt. *r=no- and PGmc. *r=na- (item 6 above) which in itself must be 
identical to Fi. runo Ôsong; poemÕ. The vowel in runo is unexpectedly 
short, i.e. it does not behave as loanwords from Proto-Germanic nor-
mally do and may have been borrowed at an earlier stage. Mod. Ir. l—n, 
pl. l—inte (> Eng. lunch) could represent Late Proto-Fennic *louna 
Ôsouthwest; noon; lunchÕ (Fi. lounas) which is derived from Proto-Uralic 
*luwe ÔsouthÕ. Note that this word is already known to have been borro-
wed into Baltic (Latv. launags ÔlunchÕ, Lith. l‡unagas ÔdinnerÕ). Fi. maa 
ÔlandÕ and its Balto-Fennic cognates go back to Proto-Uralic *ma?e, re-
miniscent both in form and semantics of PCelt. *magos Ôplain, open 
fieldÕ > OIr mag ÔplainÕ, W ma ÔplaceÕ, Gaul. PN (Arganto-)magus), cf. 
Schrijver 2001:423. Fi. tuoni ÔdeadÕ < Late Proto-Fennic *t>ne could for-
mally represent Proto-Celtic *doueno- (item 27). Fi. kalma Ôgrave; 
disease, Death-goddess, guardian of the abode of the deadÕ could belong 
with PCelt. *klamo- ÔgraveÕ (item 17) 

For the same concept, PGmc. *halj>- f.  can be reconstructed (cf. e.g. 
ON Hel Ôdeath goddessÕ). It is most often seen as reflecting PIE *5ol-)eh%, 
derived from *5el- Ôto cover, concealÕ. However, if Fi. Koljo Ôname of a 
giantÕ is a Germanic loan (IEW 553-554), the Finnish vocalism constitu-
tes a problemÑ why is PGmc. *-a- substituted with -o-? Moreover, a 
Proto-Finno-Ugric form *kolja can be reconstructed also on the basis of 
Komi kulÕ Ôwater spiritÕ and Mansi (Pelym dial.) ku!-n-j3r Ômaster of the 
netherworld, devilÕ. This word is internally analyzable as a participial 
form or agent noun derivative consisting of the Proto-Uralic verbal root 
*kole- Ôto dieÕ and the agent-marker -ja with root-final -e regularly being 
dropped when a suffix is added30. Formally, nothing speaks against this 
word being a borrowing in the reverse direction, from Proto-Fennic into 
Pre-Proto-Germanic, i.e. at a stage before the Germanic sound shift and 
the development of *o > *a. 

                                                             
30    For a slightly different analysis of the Uralic word, see Katz (2003:183). 
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6 Conclusions 

An analysis of the NW Indo-European lexical material shared by Celtic 
and Germanic only is suggestive of the following scenario: The precur-
sors of Celtic and Germanic evolved from different Indo-European dia-
lect groups. Shortly after their migrations into Europe they came to 
form part of a cultural community, possibly influenced by indigenous 
populations or migrators from elsewhere. This had a significant impact 
on specific parts of the vocabulary, notably terms for religion and war-
fare. New derivatives were formed on the basis of Indo-European mate-
rial, while some of the old ones were preserved in this area only. Some 
shared loanwords can be traced back to Late Proto-Fennic, spoken in 
their Northern vicinity. There are even indications that Late Proto-
Fennic may have been in direct contact with Pre-Proto-Celtic, not al-
ways with Pre-Proto-Germanic as the provider. Celtic and Germanic 
peoples continued to influence each other, linguistically and in other 
respects, as they gradually developed the characteristics by which we 
define them. 
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Again on Pigs in Ancient Europe: 
The Fennic Connection1 

Abstract 

Proto-Celtic *mokku- ÔpigÕ, *sukko- ÔsowÕ and *turko- Ôwild boarÕ are 
borrowed from Proto-Fennic where they are analyzable as inherited 
formations. Other Northern European terms can be shown to have  an 
Indo-European origin: Welsh cranan Ôwild sowÕ, OIr cr‡in ÔsowÕ belong 
to an earlier layer comprising both Germanic (OLFr. chranni-chaltia 
ÔpigÕs denÕ) and Baltic (Lith. "er!nas Ôwild boarÕ), while Fi. karjas Ôwild 
boarÕ is borrowed from an otherwise unattested PGmc. *garjaz corre-
sponding to Gk. !"#$%"&, Alb. derr, from PIE *!hor-i!o-s. Latv. c=ka ÔpigÕ 
is not related to Lith. kia!l" ÔpigÕ as usually assumed, but borrowed from 
PFc. *tsuka ÔpigÕ (> Fi. sika, Karel. !ugu … N Saami sokki id.). NW PIE 
*por5o- Ôpig(let)Õ is identified as an Altaic newcomer to the NW IE area 
on the basis of its widespread irregular variation in both IE and Fenno-
Ugric, and the similarity with European words for ÔbadgerÕ, an animal 
typologically often compared to pigs. The lessons to be drawn are signif-
icant both culturally and linguistically: The great importance that boars 
played in Celtic and Germanic mythology must have been preceded by 
a centre of cultural gravity further to the North. 

1 Hyonyms in Celtic Ð substratum material or Fennic loans? 

It  is well known that the wild boar played a significant role in ancient 
Celtic and Germanic (as well as in ancient Greek) mythology. Hamp 
(1987) has argued that the importance of boars and pigs went back to a 

                                                             
1 The greater part of this article will be published in Birgit Anette Olsen & al. 

(eds.): Etymology and the European Lexicon, proceedings from Fachtagung der 
Indogermanischen Gesellschaft in Copenhagen (September 2012). 
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or North or Central European pre-Indo-European substratum2. A 
number of non-Indo-European pig terms, which we may conveniently 
name ÒhyonymsÓ, are of obscure origin, and many look non-Indo-
European. For Celtic alone, Hamp lists the following as unexplained: 

1 *mokku- ÔswineÕ (OIr mucc, W moch, Gaul. PN Moccus, a swine 
divinity) 

2 *sukko- ÔsowÕ (W hwch, OIr socc-) 
3 *turko- Ô(wild) boarÕ (W twrch, OIr torc) 
4 *banu!o- Ôyoung pigÕ (W banw, OIr banb) 
5 W cranan Ôwild sowÕ (White book of Rhydderch), OIr cr‡in f. 

ÔsowÕ 
6 OIr mat, mata f. ÔpigÕ  
7 OIr cribais, cribu(i)s ÔpigÕ 
8 OIr fithend m. Ôboar (?)Õ  

1.1 PCELT. *MOKKU- ÔSWINEÕ  

Hamp (1987: 187) began his overview with Proto-Celtic *mokku- ÔswineÕ, 
which is reconstructed on the basis of OIr mucc f. (originally a u-stem), 
W moch (collective; singulative mochyn), Breton mocÕh (collective; sin-
gulative penmocÕh), Corn. m>gh, late m>w Ôid.Õ, and Gaul. Moccus, the 
name of a pig divinity. Hamp defined it as Òperhaps the most prominent 
term É notably lacking in IE cognates, a striking fact for the most per-
vasive generic lexeme for the pigÓ. He did not mention  MLG and MDu. 
mocke f. ÔsowÕ, but as rightly stated by Kroonen (2013,  pace Matasovi! 
2009: 274-275) these Germanic forms are most likely to be loanwords 
from Gaulish and not directly from a third, unrelated source, since they 

                                                             
22  Hamp (1987: 187) supposes that the cultural importance of the pig in Ancient 

Greece goes back to the same substratum, seeing that ÓPre-hellenic was noot a 
satem language in type É [and] is to be classed among IE dialects with the 
North European group É We must look, therefore, for a pre-Greek movement 
of Indo-Europeans into the Aegean from the North, from as least as far North 
as Central Europe. It is clear then that the IE Prehellenic speakers could have 
brought with them to Greece the North European cultural values and institu-
tions relating to the pig, these later to be incorporated into the Eleusinian mys-
teriesÓ. He further ascribes the irregular variant AI5 (next to the regular f5) to 
this Prehellenic IE language. Fascinating as this scenario may sound, the prehis-
tory and shaping of Greek culture goes beyond the scope of this article and will 
not be treated here.  
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are confined to the Southwestern (Franconian) part of the Germanic 
area. Hamp credited the substratum language even for the source of the 
u-stem formation, according to him typical of substratum words in 
Celtic, and found in one more pig-term, Welsh hob (see further under 
*sukko- below). 

Remarkably in the light of HampÕs scenario, very similar terms spe-
cifically for ÔsowÕ occur elsewhere in Northern Europe, namely among 
the Balto-Fennic languages. On the basis of Finnish emakko, Karelian 
emakko, emŠkkš, Olonets emŠ!!Ÿ, Lude emŠ!!u, Estonian emak, Votic 
emakko, emikko we are able to reconstruct Balto-Fennic *emakko, 
*emŠkkš3 while Fi. emokki reflects BF *emokke. Following HampÕs line 
of reasoning, it would be natural to conclude that the North European 
substratum terms for pigs then stretched all the way to the Balto-Fennic 
area. Crucially, however, these words are internally analyzable within 
Balto-Fennic itself, even partly synchronically in the individual lan-
guages, as perfectly normal derivatives with the denominal suffix -kko 
from the noun emŠ Ôwomb; mother (also of animal)Õ. The Finnish vari-
ant with -okki (which, if regular, would go back to Balto-Fennic *-okke) 
has been formed to emo Ômother of animals, damÕ, in itself formed with 
a frequent denominal and deverbal suffix -o and common in Finnish 
compounds (e.g. emo-lehmŠ Ôcalver, mother cowÕ, emo-yhtiš Ôparent 
companyÕ). 

Since derivatives with *-kko to the stem *emŠ must go back to the 
Balto-Fennic protolanguage, I will propose that Proto-Celtic *mokku- is 
simply borrowed from Early Balto-Fennic. 

Prehistoric Celtic is normally attached to the Urnfield Culture of 
Central Europe (1300-750 BC), and its descendants, the Hallstatt Cul-
ture (800-500 BC, continuing into the historic La T•ne Culture). Can-
didates for ÒPre-Proto-CelticÓ cultures are the òn\tice  culture (2300-
1600 BC) and the Tumulus culture (1600-1200 BC). Kristiansen and 
Larsson (2005) and Kristiansen (2009) place the emergence of Pre-
Celtic culture in Western and Central Europe 2500-2000 BC. As I 

                                                             
3  BF *emakko has undergone a common, but not entirely regular, morphopho-

nemic development of Š > a / eC_C(C)o (cf. e.g. Fi. kesŠ ÔsummerÕ ~ kesakko 
ÔfreckleÕ, elŠ- Ôto liveÕ ~ elanto ÔlivelihoodÕ) while the variant *emŠkkš displays 
the expected vowel harmony. -ikko (and -ikkš) as in Votic emikko mostly occurs 
after stems in -e- or -jŠ-, but sometimes even after -Š-stems, cf. Fi. silmŠ ÔeyeÕ ~ 
silmikko ÔbudÕ, heinŠ ÔgrassÕ ~ heinikko ÔmeadowÕ. These processes have been de-
scribed by Campbell 1980 (257-258 with references) from a purely Finnish per-
spective, but they must be regarded as common Balto-Fennic phenomena be-
cause reflexes of all types occur throughout Balto-Fennic. 
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stated in Hyllested (2010) there are other lexical indications that Middle 
and Late Proto-Fennic4, spoken in the northern vicinity of these 
cultures, may have been in direct contact with Pre-Proto-Celtic, not 
always with Proto-Germanic as the provider5. Late Proto-Fennic (Proto-
Balto-Fennic) is often assumed to have emerged around 1500 BC (see 
e.g. Janhunen 2009), preceded by the Middle and Early Proto-Fennic 
(Proto-Fenno-Saami) stages. 

The most important argument for regarding *mokku- as a loan from 
Fennic6, however, is the big lexicological picture: The fact that other 
Proto-Celtic hyonyms also have good candidates for a source in Balto-
Fennic. 

1.2 PCELT. *SUKKO- ÔSOWÕ ? 

Another well-known puzzle concerns PCelt. *sukko- (W hwch, OBret. 
hoch, Mod.Bret. houcÕh, Corn. hoch, OIr socc- ÔsowÕ) which looks intri-
guingly similar to the most common Indo-European hyonym *suH-s 
(Lat. s=s, Gk. f5, Alb. thi, Toch. B suwe), but whose final part -kk- has 
been difficult to account for. The classical handbooks reconstructs a 
root variant *seu-k- next to *seu-H-, more or less explicitly interpreted 

                                                             
4  I use KallioÕs (2007, 2012) trichotomy of Early, Middle, and Late Proto-Fennic. 

Of these, Early Proto-Fennic, the stage before any distinctively Balto-Fennic in-
novations, is the traditional name for Proto-Fenno-Saami (I hesitate to accept 
KallioÕs inclusion of Mordvin here), and Late Proto-Fennic equals Proto-Balto-
Fennic, the protolanguage of all the Balto-Fennic languages (perhaps except 
South Estonian, see Kallio 2007). Important for our discussion, Middle Proto-
Fennic is Òthe stage largely recoverable by internal reconstruction immediately 
before the development *ti > *ciÓ (Kallio 2012: 166, fn. 9).  

5  Among my proposals for direct loans from Proto-Fennic into Proto-Celtic are 
PFc.*sanasto Ôlist of wordsÕ (from *sana ÔwordÕ + loc.suff. *-sto) _ 
PCelt.*sanesto- Ôsecret adviceÕ (compare the semantics of the reverse loan Fi. 
runo Ô(traditional) song, poemÕ < PGmc. *r=na- or PCelt. *r=n>- ÔsecretÕ); 
*louna Ôsouthwest; noon; lunchÕ (from PU *luwe ÔsouthÕ + suff. -na) _ NIr. l—n, 
pl. l—inte ÔlunchÕ (further borrowed into Eng. lunch, luncheon; also a Fc. loan in 
Baltic, Latv. launags, Lith. l‡unagas ÔdinnerÕ); PFc. *ma?a ÔlandÕ _ PCelt. 
*magos Ôplain, open fieldÕ; PFc. *kalma Ôdisease; grave; Death-goddessÕ  PCelt. 
*klamo- Ôdiseased, leprousÕ. PFc. *t>ne ÔdeadÕ may represent a reverse borrowing 
from PCelt. *doueno- Ô(mortal >) manÕ id. into PFc. (cf. PGmc. *dewena Ômor-
talÕ, *dawjan- Ôto dieÕ), parallel to the hyonyms. Cf. Hyllested 2010: 123-124. 

6  A hypothetical hybrid form *emokko would appear even closer to the Celtic 
forms. The deletion of -e- seems to presuppose stress shift to the second syllable 
-m—k-. We will deal with this below. 



Again on pigs in ancient Europe: The Fennic Connection 
 

 

73 

either as an old morphophonemic alternation or as an extension proper 
whereby an old ÒdeterminativeÓ -k- has been added to the root in its 
strictest sense, i.e. *seuH-7. The extended version would then make up 
the protoform not only of Celtic *sukko-, but also of  Germanic -k-
variants like OE sugu, OS suga ÔsowÕ, as well as Latin sucula Ôyoung sowÕ 
and Skt. s=k‡ra- Ô(male) boarÕ.8 

Reconstruction of root variants and root extensions is problematic in 
general because it gives etymologists an extra chance to replace or add a 
root-final consonant whenever these final elements turn out not to 
match. The field of Indo-European studies have now reached a stage 
where scholars should try to either identify the source or function of 
such irregular and unexpected elements. If they are just conveniently 
reconstructed whenever a solution is needed, without an explanation of 
their origin or function, it jeopardizes our chances of staying on the 
right track and discover the actual conditions of the past. Unexplained 
root-final elements simply leave too many options open. Hamp (188) 
justifiably states ÒWe have no license to drop the laryngeal in IE *suH-, 
and in fact the claimed Indo-Iranian comparande conserve the *=. I 
therefore see here a substratum *suk-, geminated in CelticÓ. 

Even those scholars who accepted *seu!k- as a variant to account for 
PCelt. *sukko- still have had difficulties explaining the Celtic gemina-
tion. Needless to say, Òexpressive geminationÓ has been among the sug-
gestions (PolomŽ 1953: 541). Testen (1999) analysed the pig-names as 
original compounds where -kku- reflects PIE *-p5u- ÔlivestockÕ (the ze-
ro-grade of *pŽ5u n.), but an animal name like *brokko- ÔbadgerÕ can 
hardly count as a term from the field of animal husbandry; besides, oth-
er stems than u-stems are found in the Celtic material. 

Kroonen (2011) makes a successful case in trying to eliminate the PIE 
variant *seu!-k- altogether:  He shows, first of all, that West Germanic 
forms with -g- (OE sugu, Mod.Du. zeug) simply owe this velar to a regu-
lar development of hiatus or -w- between two high vowels if at least one 
of them is u. Norwegian sugge, Sw.dial. sŒgg ÔsowÕ would have arisen by 
normal verschŠrfung of *-ww- to *-ggv- in Nordic. Second, he points out 
that Lat. sucula is simply formed with the normal diminutive ending -

                                                             
7  Testen (1999: 191) states that Ò*sukko- shows phonological problems that com-

plicate any interpretations based upon its obvious similarity to Indo-European 
*s=-Ó. 

8  The latter interpretation is problematic seeing that no trace of length is left in 
Latin, Celtic nor Germanic; all forms in these languages begin with *sP- and 
cannot reflect *suH-.  
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cula that is added to vocalic stems (cf. auri-cula Ôlittle earÕ, avi-cula Ôlittle 
birdÕ, api-cula Ôlittle beeÕ); a **s=-(u)la would be impossible, and the on-
ly way to form a diminutive with -la to s=s would be to add -cula to the 
stem. Hence, there is no need to believe that -c- belongs to the root in 
the Latin case either. Third, as already suggested by Fick, Falk & Torp 
(1909), Skt. s=-k‡ra- m. Ôwild boarÕ is probably simply a compound, 
meaning literally Ôpig-reproducerÕ9. KroonenÕs conclusion is that PIE 
  seu!k- did not exist, since only Celtic *sukko- cannot be explained away 
and needs a source10. His solution is to assert for the Celtic animal 
names in -kko a Germanic source where -kk- derives from n-stems to 
roots in -k- via KlugeÕs Law. However, of the Celtic animal names, only 
PCelt. *bukko- Ôbilly-goatÕ has a safe counterpart in Germanic. 

Besides, there is one more Indo-European term to take into account. 
Interestingly, PCelt. *sukko- is somewhat reminiscent of Latv. c=ka ÔpigÕ 
whose etymology is also disputed: In native Latvian words c- usually 
occurs before -e-, -i- because it has developed from late palatalization, 
or it is a borrowing from Estonian, cf. Latv. cirele ÔlilacÕ < Est. tsirel, dial. 
for standard sirel. JTnis EndzelWns simply described c- in c=ka as irregu-
lar from *s=ka which he equates with the Germanic, Latin and Indic 
forms in the previous paragraph (Kaspars Ozoli"#, p.c.). Karulis (1992) 
prefers to group c=ka with Lith. kia! l4 ÔpigÕ, visualizing a zero-grade of 
*keu-/*k=-, cf. kažkt 'yell; howlÕ, and various toponyms such as K=kas, 
presumably Ôplace with a lot of wild pigsÕ. This would imply an analogi-
cally mixed root where the original PBalt. distribution *kiau-/*k=- was 
analogically levelled to *kiau-/*ki=-. While not impossible, the Latvian 
and Lithuanian words actually do not have that much in common, and 
as shown by Hamp (1986), the original meaning ÔpigÕ was probably con-
nected specifically to a stem containing the -l-. Hamp equates kia! l4 
with the element Cul- in the Welsh PN Culhwch, referring to a divine 
pig, a cousin of Arthur, of the same class as Twrch Twyth. This means 

                                                             
9  Formally corresponding to the Middle Persian proper name Hukar < Proto-

Iranian *h=kara- (Bla,ek 2010: 90) 
10  Middle Persian x=k, Modern Persian x=g (Bla,ek 2010: 88, 90), not mentioned 

by Kroonen, probably derives from a typical secondary formation in Iranian, 
*h=-ka-, whereby the suffix *-(i/a)ka is added to stems that would otherwise be 
very short. Alternatively, it may have been a diminutive formation denoting the 
piglet, cf. e.g. Alb. derk ÔpigletÕ < Proto-Alb. *dar-ika next to derr ÔpigÕ (Orel 
1998: 61). Other Iranian forms show expected reflexes of the root-noun, e.g. 
Young Avestan h=- ÔpigÕ, Ossetic (Digor) xu, (Iron) x*y id. Laconian Greek 
A<;3 (? < *G<;3), likewise absent in KroonenÕs account, may simply be onomat-
opoeic (Katz 2003: 206-207), cf. also Polish dzik ÔpigÕ. 
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that Culhwch is basically a tautological formation, simply meaning 
Ô(the) pigÕ. Hamp reconstructs *keuli-, not as a PIE form, but rather as a 
form borrowed from a North Europan substratum language into at least 
Celtic and Baltic. He  includes in this word-family Lith. kuil!s ÔboarÕ, 
strikingly reminiscent of CulhwchÕs fatherÕs name, Cilydd < *k=lios. 

Another possibility for Latv. c=ka would be to assert an onomatopo-
etic origin parallel to that behind Pol. dzik ÔpigÕ, a sound sequence which 
seems to be geographically widespread as a word used for attracting the 
pigs. However, such words often seem to originate from real nouns, cf. 
e.g. Ukr. gusÕ, a word used for calling geese, and Da. hyp, a word used 
for making horses move (cf. hoppe ÔmareÕ < *huppan-). 

In this particular case, there is no need to go far for a source. I be-
lieve that the obvious source of Latv. c=ka is the term for the same ani-
mal in the languages spoken to the north of Latvian, namely the Balto-
Fennic languages. The situation within Balto-Fennic itself  is unclear, 
too, seeing that while Finnish sika reflects *sika, some of its dialects have 
tsika, pointing rather to Balto-Fennic *tsika; Karelian !ugu meanwhile 
points to *tsuka (BF *suka would have yielded Karelian **"ugu), and 
borrowings into Saami such as N Saami sokki point to a fourth variant, 
*suka. This messy situation has led some Fennicists to believe that we 
are dealing with different etyma, but this is too hasty a conclusion.  First 
of all, the irregular vocalism, although its distribution is unaccounted 
for, is not unparalleled: for example, it makes little sense to separate BF 
lintu ÔbirdÕ from FU *lunta ÔbirdÕ (cf. N Saami loddi), and this word also 
shows up with -i- for expected -u- in Fennic only. The situation is ad-
mittedly not exactly parallel since, unlike the pig-word, the bird-word 
does not have alternating vocalism within Balto-Fennic, but in fact this 
exactly speaks for uniting the pig-words since in their case we are not 
only conjecturing the occurrence of a -u-; we see it attested in front of 
our eyes. In other words, if we accept lintu < *lunta in the first place, 
there is no reason to doubt *(t)sika ~ *(t)suka < *tuka on the basis of the 
vocalic variation. The consonantal variation in the onset is pretty 
straightforward: ts- is not phonotactically allowed in Finnish, and alt-
hough the development of Fennic-Saami (Early Proto-Fennic) *ti- > *si- 
and *tŸ- > *sŸ- is not regularly extended to the third high vowel, one 
might still visualize  a few cases where this tendency initiated, especially 
if there was a dialectal variation between *tsi- (maybe still *tsŸ- at the 
time) and *tu-. Besides, the Fenno-Volgaic reconstruction is actually 
*tuka as can be seen from Mordvin tuvo, so the Balto-Fennic onset al-
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ready presents an irregularity that needs to be explained, regardless of 
the situation within Balto-Fennic. 

These observations mutually confirm each other: While the recon-
struction of a BF *tsuka renders it possible to provide a straightforward 
source for Latvian c=ka ÔpigÕ, correspondingly the identification of Lat-
vian c=ka as a Balto-Fennic loan confirms the BF reconstruction with 
*ts-. Incidentally, both elements of the Latv.  compound me'ac=ka Ôwild 
boarÕ therefore have the same etymological source as those in Fi. 
metsŠsika ÔbadgerÕ (since metsŠ ÔforestÕ is a borrowing from Baltic 
*med)a- Ôid.Õ. 

Despite the obvious chronological differences between the situation 
for Latvian c=ka and PCelt. *sukko-, I believe that the most probable 
origin for the latter is also Balto-Fennic *tsuka. Note that while Latvian 
shows a secondary lengthening in its reflex, Saami sokki  has a geminate 
consonant. These different kinds of lengthenings probably reflect differ-
ent attempts to render what was heard as a kind of heavy syllable in the 
target language. As a parallel, Modern Fennic words of the structure  
CVCV (e.g. sika) are frequently perceived by e.g. speakers of Danish as 
having an unexpectedly long (or partly stressed) second syllable, since 
the vowel of this second syllable is longer than in Danish words of the 
same structure (e.g. mokka Ô[cafŽ] mochaÕ, sikahjort Ôsika deerÕ), making 
it sound like a compound to Danes. My guess is then that both the Bal-
to-Fennic consonantal alternation in paradigms and the persistent stress 
on the first syllable had some effect on the foreign renderings of Fennic 
*tsuka, resulting in a geminate in Saami sokki and PCelt. *sukko- but as 
vowel length in (the probably younger, but not necessarily very young)  
loan in Latvian, *c=ka.  The Balto-Fennic -k- was thus only rendered by 
a geminate consonant in the languages where such consonants existed, 
whereas Latvian, not possessing geminates, expressed the length in the 
preceding vowel instead. One may also note that secondary lengthening 
of both vowels and consonants is pretty commonplace in Fennic itself, 
even in inherited words. 

The u-stem formation in *mokk-u- and *sukk-u!-o- (> W hob) that 
Hamp (1987) identifies as part of the substratum features do not seem to 
be detectable in Fennic; the Karelian -u is regular from -a, and *tsuka 
looks like a normal Fennic a-stem. 
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1.3 PCELT. *TURKO- ÔWILD BOARÕ  

A third puzzling term is PCelt. *turko- (W [obs.] twrch ÔpigÕ m., pl. 
tyrch(-ot), OCorn. torch, OBret. torch, MBret. [Catholicon] tourch ikd., 
OIr torc [masc. o-stem] Õwild boarÕ). It is remarkable that even this term 
ends in -ko. The sequence -Rkk- was non-existent in Proto-Celtic (the 
Brythonic development to -ch is regular after resonant) so we can even 
define the last part of all three words as identical11. McCone (1992, 1993) 
identified the Celtic term with Avestan †/.r.s>  (occurring once in an 
Avestan fragment of the Pahlavi Riv-yat accompanying the D-dest-n-6 
D,n6g), reconstructing PIE *tu!or!—s with an original meaning ÔcutterÕ 
(referring to the boarÕs Ònotorious talent for tearing and uprooting with 
his sharp tusksÓ) which has since been generally accepted (with some 
reservations Lubotsky 1994; Mallory & Adams 2006: 139). The word 
would then rhyme with *por5os Ô(young?) pigÕ and even with ior5os 
ÔdeerÕ, seemingly revealing a structure for the formation of names for 
mammals (cf. *h!r!t5os Ôbear; beastÕ,  PGmc. *elha- ÔelkÕ, *selha- ÔsealÕ, e.g. 
Kroonen 2013 under entry *baruga-).12 

As already noted by Hamp (1989: 188), McConeÕs reconstruction of 
an o-grade in *tu!or5—s is misleading since the attested Celtic forms 
unanimously point to a persistent zero-grade *turkos. This is significant 
since, as later shown  by Lubotsky (1994), no other ablaut grade is to be 
found in derivatives underlying this postulated root Ôto cutÕ, neither in 
Indo-Iranian nor in Greek which would be the two other branches to 
have allegedly preserved reflexes of it (however, in Greek and Indo-
Iranian the vocalization is different, pointing to *tu!r!!!k- and not *turk-)13. 
This similar behavior obviously speaks in favor of a connection between 
the Celtic boar-word and the ÔcutÕ-root. 

Meanwhile, however, several factors speak against this. Not only is 
the attestation of Av. ‡/.r.s>  restricted to a hapax in a Pahlavi fragment; 

                                                             
11  Matasovi! (2009) reconstructs PCelt. *turkko-, but the development of PCelt. *-

k- to Welsh ch is reular in the position after -r-.  
12  Some of these examples are equally disputed; Schindler (1966) regarded *selhaz 

as an Early Proto-Fennic loanword in Germanic, cf. LPFc. *hŸl?eh (Fi. hylke, 
gen. hylkeen) ÔsealÕ < EPFc., PFU *"Ÿlke" or *!Ÿlke". 

13  Av. ‡/.r. s- Ôto cut, shapeÕ, upa-‡/.r. sˆn acc.pl. Ôhole, splitÕ, ‡/.r. s!"sca acc.pl.m. 
Ô(an) end, splitÕ, ‡/>r."tar  ÔcreatorÕ representing *‡/.r."tar  with a common col-
oring of .  to > by a preceding (or following) labial; Ved. Tv‡CKar- Ôthe god-
creatorÕ, where the original r! > a has become identical to the following vowel 
under dissimilatory influence of a second -r- later in the word; and Gk. A8=b, 
Aeol., Dor. A:=b ÔfleshÕ. 
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its very existence is uncertain and it may in fact be an invention by the 
scribe as suggested by Hoffmann (1969: 35). As he writes, the passage 
ya‡a v- az> sacain6" ya‡a hu" ‡/.r.s>, functioning as the subject of a 
following phrase in Pahlavi meaning Ô(are) to be killed in the sacrifice 
for the godsÕ, corresponds to an almost identical fragment in the Ni-
rangistTn that reads y!aa! a v! az" sca#n$% y&a‡a hu" p.r.s>; since the con-
text is about sacrificial animals about to be slaughtered, it seems very 
likely that in the RivTyat the obsolete p.r.s> was reshaped under the in-
fluence of  the verb ‡/.r.saiti Ôto cutÕ (although of course the replace-
ment would be natural if the two words were really synonyms in the 
first place). If ‡/.r.s>  is really a scribal innovation, the semantic bridge 
between Indo-Iranian and Greek Ôto cutÕ on one side and Celtic ÔboarÕ 
on the other  is obviously destabilized.14 

Furthermore, the rhyming word *por5os (> Av. p.r.s>)  as we shall 
see later, probably does not go all the way back to PIE and may be of 
non-Indo-European origin. Besides, whatever the reason for the all-
dominant zero-grade in Greek and Indo-Iranian reflexes of *tu!r"""k-, an 
isolated view on Proto-Celtic *turkos as a pig-name would result in an 
interpretation of the odd zero-grade as signs of a non-Indo-European 
origin (cf.  Hamp 1989: 188; Òthe scarcely IE sequence *urÓ). 

Balto-Fennic again provides us with an unheeded candidate for a 
source which is remarkably close both semantically and formally: Kare-
lian torakko,  torikko means nothing less than Ôtusk of wild boarÕ, and 
this word, too, is an unproblematic internal formation within Balto-
Fennic, namely as derivative of tora, also Ôtusk of wild boarÕ, with the 
denominal suffix -kko, cf. Fi. tora-hammas ÔtuskÕ (hammas ÔtoothÕ). The 
noun is widespread within Fenno-Ugric and identical to the verbal stem 
FU *torV- (> e.g. Fi. tora-) Ôto struggle, to fight, to battleÕ whose Saami 
reflexes such as N Saami doarro- and Lule Saami tŒrr>- specifically 
mean Ôto fight with the horns; thrust (of mammals)Õ, denoting actions 
typically carried out by boar tusks. Thus, while the ultimate underlying 
semantics may not be very far from what McCone suggested, the wordÕs 
character as Proto-Fennic loanword seems clear to me especially in the 
light of  similar scenarios for *sukko- and *mokku-. 

                                                             
14  McCone was of course aware also of this part of HoffmannÕs article, but writes 

(1992: 99): ÒConvincing though the interpretation of p.r.s> as par.s> < *por5os 
is, its corruption to a non-existent ‡/.r.s> somewhat reminiscent of the verb Ôto 
cutÕ is a less attractive postulateÓ.  
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2 Indo-European terms 

2.1 PIE *5ER-N- ÔWILD BOARÕ $  ÔTUSK; BRISTLEÕ?  

PFP terms seem to confirm the cultural importance of the pig in prehis-
toric Northern Europe, even in cases where nothing points to a Fennic 
origin. Hamp (1987: 189) declares himself incapable of etymologizing 
OIr. cra’n f. ÔsowÕ, but suggests Welsh cranan Ôwild sowÕ (attested in the 
White Book of Rhydderch and then once later) as cognate. An exact 
Proto-Celtic reconstruction is admittedly not possible on the basis of 
these two forms. However, the common Lithuanian word for the Ôwild 
boarÕ, !er"nas, with a variant "ern•kas, is suggestive of a formation from 
the PIE stem *5er-n- ÔhornÕ , referring to the boarÕs tusk; cf. the double 
meaning of Skt. Dr!! -g‡- Ôhorn; elephantÕs tuskÕ15. It is tempting to include 
the first member of OLFr. chranni-chaltia ÕpigÕs denÕ (Quak 1983)16 
whose first member has so far been considered obscure. A term *5er-n- 
designating the wild boar, thus seems to unite  Celtic, Germanic and 
Baltic. 

2.3 PIE *G!#OR)O- ÔWILD BOARÕ  

The form *5er-n- mentioned immediately above may appear similar to 
Fi. karjas, karju Õwild boarÕ, karja ÔlivestockÕ (cf. also Est. karjane Ôshep-
herdÕ) but these Balto-Fennic forms notably lack the nasal element. They 
are conventionally connected to the Finnish verb karjua Ôto roarÕ and 
the noun karjainen Ôrut, rutting (of male animals)Õ, but the question is in 
what direction the derivational process originally went. The ending -as 
in karjas suggests that we are dealing with an Indo-European loanword. 
A PIE *! h—r-)o-s can indeed be reconstructed on the basis of  Gk. E4<=45 
Ôwild boarÕ and Alb. derr (Mallory & Adams 2006: 142). The Proto-
Albanian form was *darja (Orel 1998: 61), corresponding perfectly to the 
Greek form; an alternative shape *! h—)-ro-s (preferred by Demiraj 1997: 
131-132) would admittedly also be possible on the basis of Greek and Al-
banian only if the original Alb. sg. **darr was generalized the umlauted 

                                                             
15  Lith. "Žrnas with mŽtatonie rude also exists. Smoczygski (2003: 10, 92) prefers 

an inner-Baltic derivative from !eria" (also "er!s) ÔbristleÕ. Cf. also Hyllested & 
Gliwa 2009: 50) on the mechanisms behind this derivational process. 

16  I thank Guus Kroonen for having drawn my attention to this form. 
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pl. derra17. However, note that the Fennic forms now confirm a PIE 
*! h—r-io-s if they are borrowings from an otherwise unattested, but per-
fectly matching, PGmc. *garjaz. One might visualize that another ken-
tum language than Germanic, known or unknown, could be the source 
of karjas, but it would have to be a language that lost the velar-palatal 
distinction since PIE *!" - would otherwise be attested as a sibilant, cf. Fi. 
salko Õpole, stakeÕ $  PIE *!"alg"-. In forms old enough to have retained 
an o-vocalism, palatals are usually substituted with sibilants in FU, cf. 
Fi. koipi Ôleg of a bird; (colloq.) human legÕ < (NW) PIE *5o)po- Ôpole, 
stakeÕ (Skt. DŽpa- Ôtail, penisÕ, Alb. thep Ôpeak, point, cog, toothÕ, Lat. cip-
pus Ôpole, stakeÕ)18,  but the a-vocalism in karjas points to Germanic as 
the most probable source. This would, conveniently for our reconstruc-
tion of the prehistoric situation, mean that Indo-European borrowings 
of hyonyms into Fenno-Ugric took place much later than the borrow-
ings of hyonyms in the reverse direction. 

3 Motivation for borrowing  

That Celtic and Germanic hyonyms that can be shown to have originat-
ed in Fennic should strike one as unexpected, partly since boars play a 
significant role in Celtic and Germanic (as well as in Greek) mythology, 
partly since wild boars are generally ÔSouthernÕ animals in Europe. 
However, there are chronological layers to distinguish: These terms 
must go back to a time from before the emergence of these specific traits 
in at least the ÒCelticÓ (and probably also the ÒGermanicÓ) cultures and 
religions. The terms themselves and the culturual significance they re-
veal must both emanate from a common non-Indo-European source. 
The question then remains if we can trace any extralinguistic evidence 
for a special importance of pigs among the Fennic peoples. Tacitus 
wrote on the Aestii, a Northeast European tribe in the Baltics: 

ÒThey worship the mother of the gods: as an emblem of that superstition 
they wear the figures of wild boars: this boar takes the place of arms or of 
any human protection, and guarantees to the votary of the goddess a mind 
at rest even in the midst of foesÓ 

                                                             
17  HuldÕs (1984: 148) reconctruction of an unparalleled derivative *su!o)n-ro- from 

the stem occurring in PGmc. *sw6na- (PIE *suH-ih(no-) is thus unnecessary. 
18  In fact, the Fennic form confirms IE o-vocalism which is not otherwise directly 

attested in this form. 
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While the name of the Aestii (also Aestiorum gentes) is no doubt the 
source of that of Estonia, it has generally been assumed that the Aestii 
were in fact speakers of Baltic and not Balto-Fennic languages, whose 
name was later transferred to the Balto-Fennic Estonians. However, 
Bammesberger & Karaliunas (1998) convincingly show that the Aestii, 
and that the original ethnonym, definitely denoting a Fennic people 
from the point of view of the Scandinavians, had an extra -r- in stem 
(Eistr-)19. As I demonstrate elsewhere (Hyllested forthcoming), the Bal-
tic stem *aistra- had a meaning synonymous to that of PGmc. *fin>n-20 
and is in all probability a loan translation, clearly indicating that the 
name denoted Fennic peoples. 

Archaeological evidence can be supplied. Sites from the Pitted Ware 
culture (3200-2200 BC) on southern Scandinavian coasts from Svealand 
and •land to the Danish island of Funen contain pig bones in large 
quantities emanating from domesticated pigs rather than wild boar. It is 
known that they lived side by side with battle-axe peoples, traditionally 
attached to Indo-European and Pre-Proto-Germanic expansions. The 
people of the pitted ware were not direct ancestors of Northern Scandi-
navians, but more closely related to peoples of the contemporary Baltic 
region (Rowley-Conwy & StorŒ 2007; Malmstršm & al. 2009), and 
blending of styles and techniques between pitted ware and battle-axe 
peoples took place especially in the later half of the period, 2700-2200 
BC (Larsson 2003). It is clear from the datings listed above that this pe-
riod does not fit exactly with the Balto-Fennic protolanguage but rather 
with the traditional dating of Fenno-Volgaic or Fenno-Saami. But at 
least we have reason to believe that the cultural significance of the pig 
contiued into the Balto-Fennic period, and perhaps, in the light of Taci-
tusÕ account, even into historical times. 

                                                             
19  Cf. Eistra dolgi Ôthe Estonian enemyÕ (Ynglingatal) and devenit in Eistriam, puer 

Olavis Eistriis in servum venumdatur (Historia Norvegiae). The original vocal-
ism *aist- is secured by Old Gutnish utan foru i aina oy vi9r Aistland, sum haitir 
Dagai9i Ô[they] travelled to an island off Estonia called DagšÕ (Guta Saga). 

20  ÔPimpleÕ or other protuberances from the skin of humans or animals such as 
Ôfish scaleÕ, ÔfinÕ, Ôlarvae under the skin of cattle (causing folly)Õ. The Baltic 
meaning is reconstructed on the basis of a loanword in Livonian -istar ÔpimpleÕ 
(the dialectal variant vistar can only be explained on the basis of Baltic) and 
Lith. aistrˆ Ôintense passionÕ; cf. Gk. 4hAG=45 Ôintense passion; larvae under the 
skin of cattleÕ, ON eistra ÔtesticleÕ, OHG eiz Ôlarvae under the skin of cattleÕ, Gk. 
4hF45 ÔtumorÕ. 
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Also seal bones are prominent among the findings in Pitted Ware 
sites; note that the dating fits perfectly with SchindlerÕs etymology for 
PGmc. *selhaz ÔsealÕ mentioned in fn. 11 above. 

4 Badgers  and pigs 

It is relevant now to introduce PCelt. *brokko- ÔbadgerÕ (Ir. broc, W 
broch)21,   into the discussion for two reasons: First, it is an animal name 
of obscure origin containing the geminate -kk- that we recognize from 
the pig terms. Second, it is typologically common to compare badgers to 
pigs and their offspring to piglets, cf. e.g. the aforementioned Fi. 
metsŠsika ÔbadgerÕ (lit. Ôforest pigÕ ~ Latv. me'ac=ka Ôwild boarÕ), Nw. 
svin-toks ÔbadgerÕ (1st part svin ÔswineÕ, 2nd part *9ahsu- ÔbadgerÕ), Eng. 
sow, Da. so Ôfemale of pigÕ, but also Ôfemale of badgerÕ, Eng. boar Ômale of 
pigÕ, but also Ômale of badgerÕ, and Da. gris ÔpigletÕ, but also Ôyoung of 
badger, cubÕ. 22 

Hence we should consider the possibility that PCelt. *brokko- could 
be derived from word for ÔpigÕ of non-Celtic origin. It is almost for cer-
tain connected to W Germanic *brakka- Ô(scent) hound, dog used for 
huntingÕ (OHG bracko, MDu. bracke ÔsleuthhoundÕ) since hounds have 
been used for hunting game such as (very often specifically) badgers or 
boars since ancient times23, cf. also the modern term dachshund < NHG 

                                                             
21  Borrowed into OE as brocc; from Eng. it has further been borrowed into Danish 

as brok, mostly used in the definite form brokken (Brokken) as a kind of semi-
personal name, especially common in hunterÕs language. 

22  More examples can be found in Ritter (1975). We might add as a modern exam-
ple the name of the Ôhog badgerÕ (Arctonyx collaris) from Southeast Asia. In this 
light, it might be worth investigating whether the otherwise opaque Eng. word 
badger could be a borrowing from Brythonic (cf. W baedd) and perhaps even 
confirm the reconstruction *bad)o- rather than the alternative *bas)o-. The root 
in Lat. fodi>, Hitt. padda- Ôto dig (the ground), buryÕ, Lith. bed• ÔdigÕ comes to 
mind when you compare e.g. Danish gr¾vling ÔbadgerÕ ~ grave Ôto digÕ (and grav 
Ôfox or badger earth, burrowÕ), The root is attested in Celtic but with innovative 
meanings (cf. Hyllested 2010: 115). 

23  I find KroonenÕs (2013) alternative reason for linking the two words, that the 
badger is an Òanimal with a strong sense of smellÓ less relevant. His semantic re-
construction Ôsleuth dogÕ is also somewhat anachronistic since he seems to pre-
fer that the word is Proto-Germanic; ÔsleuthhoundÕ is admittedly the meaning in 
both Middle Dutch and Old High German, as well as in modern Dutch brak 
and modern German Bracke (hence Eng. bracke) but the breed does not go back 
to ancient times. An less specified meaning Ôhound, hunting dogÕ or Ôscent dogÕ 
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Dachshund, lit. Ôbadger dogÕ.24 The origin of the latter breed is uncertain, 
but probably not bred as early as when Proto-West Germanic was spo-
ken. Cf. also ON Brokkr, the name of the dwarf who creates the mytho-
logical boar Gullinbursti. 

Ru. barsuk ÔbadgerÕ is a loanword from Turkic *borsuk (*borsuq) id., 
derived internally in Turkic from *bor, *boz ÕgreyÕ and akin to Written 
Mongolian borki Ôold badgerÕ (Khalkha Mongolian borx!, Buryat burxi, 
Kalmyck bork ÔbadgerÕ) borrowed into Tuvin (a Turkic language spoken 
to the North of Mongolian in Central Asia) as murgu Ômale marmotÕ 
(Khabtagaeva 2009: 159). The word has also been borrowed into Hun-
garian as borz ÔbadgerÕ. Fi. mŠyrŠ comes from older *mŠkrŠ, cf. Karelian 
mŠkrŠ, Est. mŠger. The Balto-Fennic word can only be connected via 
dissimilation from *mŠrkŠ. Celtic *br- can come from older *mr-, and a 
stress shift with vowel loss in the first syllable is reminiscent of the hy-
pothetical process *emokk- > *̄ -m—kk- sketched above. That we are 
dealing of a wanderwort of Altaic origin thus seems conceivable, but its 
routes are not entirely clear. 

5 *por"o- and its many variants 

The protoform *pork!o- (> MIr orc [m. o-stem] Ôyoung pigÕ, Lat. porcus 
id., Lith. par!"as Ôyoung pig; castrated male hogÕ,  OCS pras‰ Ôyoung pigÕ, 
Av. p3r3s> id., PGmc. *farha- ÔpigÕ > e.g. OE fearh, OHG farah)  is al-
most universally accepted as a major PIE ÔpigÕ-word. Since Benveniste 
(1969) the meaning has been reconstructed as Ôyoung pigÕ  or ÔpigletÕ25. 
However, as already noted by Hamp, the word is actually geographically 
confined to the Northwestern half of the Indo-European area. It is not 
found in Albanian, Greek, Armenian, Anatolian, Indo-Aryan, or To-
charian, and within Iranian, it is exclusively attested in the Northern 
fringes, geographically speaking. An Indo-Iranian preform is admitted-
ly widely assumed as the basis for Fenno-Permian *porDas or *porŠas 

                                                                                                                                      
would be better. Kroonen further declares that the relationship of this word 
with the rhyming *rakka- is unsolved. Since both Sw. by-racka Ômongrel dogÕ 
and hundracka ÔcurÕ, the loanword in Fi. rakki id., and MDu. rekel Ôbad dog; 
male dogÕ (> Du. rekel ÔvillainÕ) are clearly pejorative, I wonder if it is not simply 
derived from the verb *ragg/k>n- Ôto move to and fro, to strollÕ, cf. Sw. racka Ôto 
roam, to wander about (used typically of dogs)Õ. 

24  Da. gravhund, lit. Ôgrave dogÕ, cf. gr¾vling ÔbadgerÕ, derived from grav ÔgraveÕ. 
25  As Hamp (189) says ÒThe question is not one of domestication, but of cultural 

valueÓ. 
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ÔpigÕ (Benveniste 1949), but as some scholars (notably Napolskich  2002)  
have pointed out, the Balto-Fennic forms may just as well have been 
borrowed from  a stage of Balto-Slavic, while the Eastern (Mordvinian 
and Permian) forms either suspiciously lack the Indo-Iranian  ending or 
are aberrant in other ways. Outside Europe, the only attested forms are 
therefore Av. p3r3s> and Khot. p-sa (Kurdish purs is a ghostword, cf. 
Hoffmann 1967: 35). These are both important culture languages of Cen-
tral Asia, spoken close to Altaic and especially Turkic languages. As we 
shall see in a moment, there is a possibility that *pork!o- is really a Cen-
tral Asiatic culture-word. 

First, it is important to note that the main justification for starting to 
look for a non-Indo-European source for *pork!o- is the variation with 
which similar words with similar meanings occur in Europe, displaying 
a remarkably colorful variation of irregular correspondences: Alongside 
*pork!o-  it seems necessary to reconstruct a variant *por!o- as the basis 
for PGmc. *fark6na- ÔpigÕ and CSl. *porz; Ôboar; ram; bullÕ.26 Further-
more, PGmc. *barga- (OHG barug, OE bearg, Eng. barrow, OIc. bprgr, 
MidDu. barg) would have to go back to a PIE form *b#orko-, * b#or5o- or 
*b#org#o-27.  If the Germanic protoform was actually *baruga-, the stem 
*baru- correspond  to Slavic forms like Ru. b—rov [m.] Ôhog, castrated 
boarÕ, SCr. br‹ v [m.] ÔsheepÕ, dial. Ôhog, castrated boarÕ.  Finally, OHG 
b,r, OE b-r ÔboarÕ most likely go back to PGmc. *baira-28. Pre-Proto-

                                                             
26  It is perhaps conceivable, but hardly provable, that *porz; was reshaped from 

earlier *pors;  under the influence of Slavic *k; n-orz;  Ô(domesticated) boarÕ, lit. 
Ôwith testicleÕ (on this form, see Kretov 1994), and that PGmc. *fark6na- can the-
oretically be interpreted as a diminutive *farhk6na- of *farha-. All things consid-
ered, I find it more economical and therefore more probable to assume that we 
are dealing with a true irregular variation, and that both forms go back to what 
would have been PIE *por!o-. 

27  Not to be reconstructed *baruga-, cf. Ball & Stiles 1983. 
28  *baiza- is also possible. Kroonen (2013) regards *baira- as more likely because 

the ON hypocoristic form bassi is more likely to have been derived from *b‡rr < 
*baira- than *beirr < *baiza-. However, bassi may just as well be a hypocoristic 
form of baggi Ôsmall and thick, compact animalÕ, cf. Da. basse ÔpigletÕ, but also 
Ôsmall, fat male horse, wether, dog, bull etc.Õ, Ôthick insectÕ, rather the same 
meanings as those of baggi. PolomŽ (1986) and Schrijver (1997), in the light of 
the irregular correspondence with MW baed, W baedd, OCorn. bahet ÔboarÕ, 
conclude that both the Germanic and the Celtic form are of the same non-Indo-
European origin. However, if the PGmc. form was really *baira- and especially 
if at the same time the Brythonic forms are from *bad)o- and not from *bas)o-, 
in my opinion they are not even sufficiently alike for us to regard them as the 
same word. 
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Germanic even had a *p>r-o- (PGmc. *f>ra-), but this is clearly derived 
from *per- Ôto give birthÕ, Gmc. *farzan-. 

therefore think that the irregularities of the Fenno-Permic forms are 
due to the fact that some of them were borrowed from R-Turkic, cf. the 
Chuvash form por; " ÔbadgerÕ (via ÔpigletÕ? Note the exact meaning of 
*por5os) with initial p- and without reminiscences of the suffix -uk,  into 
the Eastern Fenno-Permic languages: Mordvin (Moksha) pu!", purc, 
Udmurt par!, par!"!, pars, pari!, Komi por!29, with their *-D- actually re-
flecting Turkic -s- (= Chuvash -") and not an alleged PIE *-5-. The Bal-
to-Fennic languages (*porsas) and perhaps Erzya Mordvin (purcos, 
pu!"is, pursuz) instead borrowed their forms from a stage of Balto-
Slavic, which comprised the still productive ending -as. The Balto-Slavic 
form, in turn, like the Germanic and Italo-Celtic forms, would ultimate-
ly have derived from older Turkic *borsuq. Again, the exact directions 
are not clear, but a culture-word situation would account for the geo-
graphical distribution, the irregular variations of similar ÔpigÕ- and 
ÔbadgerÕ-words across Europe, aberrancies in Fenno-Ugric and perhaps 
even the exact meaning of *por5os if the meaning went via Ôyoung of 
badgerÕ (Da. gris, also ÔpigÕ). Finally, the motivation for a borrowing 
from Altaic would be straightforward, namely the fact that badger is a 
common traditional dish among Turkish and Mongolian peoples.30 

6 Conclusions 

Etymological analyses that take Uralic material into account confirm 
HampÕs (1987) claims that 1) most Celtic terms for pigs derive from a 
non-Indo-European language in Northern Europe, and that 2) the pig 
occupied a special cultural position among the speakers of this language. 
Three terms specifically can be traced directly back to the Balto-Fennic 
protolanguage (Late or Middle Proto-Fennic), and it seems possible to 
link this to extralinguistic data ranging from prehistoric archaeology to 

                                                             
29   From Komi it has been borrowed into Khanty as V por3s, DN pur3", O por!"; 

and into Mansi as KU p=rs, P p>r3s, So. p!r"#; Nenets Sj. pors; and from Khanty 
it has been borrowed further into Nenets O as pora!, Nj. po!es. 

30  At the conference leading to this publication, I argued that Turkic *borsœq 
could have been borrowed to Gmc. as *barzœSa- yielding *b‡rruSa- that could 
then have been transferred to PCelt. brokko-, involving the same stress shift to 
the penultimate syllable -bVr-œk- as in *mokku- < *e-m—k-. However, this is of 
course not possible if the PGmc. form was in fact *barga- and not *baruga-. See 
above on the role of PFc. *mŠkrŠ. 
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historical accounts. These conclusions have important implications both 
linguistically and culturally since they strengthen the hypothesis 
sketched in Hyllested (2010) that lexical exchange took place directly 
between the speakers of Proto-Fennic and Proto-Celtic, and that parts of 
the Celtic vocabulary have a Fennic origin. Other Northern European 
pig-terms are of Indo-European origin, but their exact reconstruction in 
some cases is only possible if Uralic material is analyzed on an equal 
footing. Studies in language contact within a given region can benefit 
from the the involvement of all languages actually spoken in thatregion. 
It seems worthwhile to investigate whether other portions of the IE lexi-
con of Northern Europe that allegedly derive from long-gone substrata, 
are actually just loanwords from (different stages of) the adjacent lan-
guage family, Uralic. 
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The Other Horse: 
 Germanic Cognates of caballus? 

Abstract 

SimonÕs (2005) reconstruction of a second PIE term for ÔhorseÕ as the 
source of Lat. cab>, caballus, Iranian *kaba-, OCS kobyla and Fi. hepo 
(via Germanic)  is accepted, but its shape must have been *keb#-, not 
*keb-, and the PGmc. form was *heb>, not *hepa-. The Germanic evi-
dence is not restricted to loanwords in Finnish; in this article, Da. hoppe 
ÔmareÕ and its Germanic relatives are interpreted as the old oblique form 
of a PGmc. n-stem paradigm *heb> ~ *huppaz whose nominative was 
transferred into Northern Balto-Fennic as hepo while the Southern lan-
guages borrowed *huppaz (perhaps even in a Pre-Germanic shape with 
*-p-n- before KlugeÕs Law operated).  This solution provides the first 
serious explanation for the irregular variation within Balto-Fennic, nota-
bly the difference between Fi. hepo and Est. hobune, hopene. 

1 Reconstructing PIE *keb#- Ôthe slow horseÕ 

Alongside Alongside the famous PIE term *h!Ž! u!os ÔhorseÕ (most re-
cently treated by Huld 2004, de Vaan 2009, Bla,ek 2010), Simon (2005) 
has reconstructed another Indo-European word for this animal, PIE 
*keb-, on the basis of the following forms: 
 

a) OCS koby-la ÔmareÕ(< *kob->n; borrowed into MHG dial. as ko-
bel Ôjade, hack, nag, crowbaitÕ, and, as a back-formation, Swabian 
kob Ôid.Õ)1;  

                                                             
1  Mod.Eng. cob Ôthickset horseÕ might be unrelated if simply identical in origin to 

the numerous other meanings of Eng. cob, most of which can be united by the 
meaning Ôplump or roundish object, animal or personÕ.  
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b) late gloss Lat. cab> Ôcastrated horseÕ (< *keb->n); 
c) Iranian *kaba-, *kabala- (borrowed into Greek as ;3&822'5 

Ôworking horseÕ [Hes.] and into Latin as caballus) > Khotan Saka 
kabŠ ÔhorseÕ (borrowed into Karakhanidic Middle Turkic [11th c. 
AD] as kevel (at) Ôquick horseÕ), Mod.Pers. kawal ÔmuleÕ; and 

d) PGmc. *hepa-, reconstructed solely to account for supposed 
loanwords in Balto-Fennic languages, e.g. Fi. hepo, hevonen 
ÔhorseÕ 

 
Simon gives convincing arguments for leaving out Slavic *konÕ• and 
*komon• (pace Snoj 2003) and for rejecting alternative loan directions 
such as Greek into Persian. On the whole, the proposal looks quite ac-
ceptable, despite Indo-EuropeanistsÕ usual reluctance to accept inherit-
ed lexemes with the rare unaspirated *b for PIE. 

On closer inspection, it turns out that it is unnecessary to reconstruct 
this unaspirated *-b- since the only element that precludes its aspirated 
counterpart *-b#- is exactly the PGmc. *-p- which Simon supposes to 
only be reflected in Balto-Fennic loans. Since Balto-Fennic did not pos-
sess voiced stops2, the language would be unable to show evidence of 
original voicing, so PGmc. *-b- < PIE *-b#- is just as possible in this in-
stance. In fact, the lack of WinterÕs Law in Slavic (not  kabyla) unam-
biguously points to an aspirate, if kobyla is inherited at all (see Bla,ek 
2010 on the East Iranian animal-term suffix *-=la-; Gojkb 1985).  

2 The problem of Balto-Fennic variation  

A serious obstacle not adressed by Simon is that only the forms occur-
ring in the Northern Balto-Fennic languages (Finnish, Karelian, Lude 
and Veps) differ from each other in regular ways. Most forms in the 
Southern languages (Votic, Estonian, South Estonian, and Livonian) 
exhibit variation which is both internally irregular and deviates from  
the Northern forms. The biggest issue is the vocalism with *-o-, but the 
variation in the suffixes between *-u- and *-e- and between *-p- and *-
pp- is not unproblematic either. Next to hebu, Estonian variants include 

                                                             
2  In Modern Finnish, voiced stops occur in very recent loanwords, and *-d- oc-

curs as the weak form of *-t- in consonant gradation, but in Balto-Fennic times 
it is reconstructed as a voiced dental fricative. 
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hobune, hobu, hobene (<b> = /p/), even hopen with geminate /p:/ (ren-
dered in writing as <p>) and Votic has op›n next to ›p›n :3 

 
Northern Balto-Fennic: 
 
Finnish Karelian Lude   Veps 
hepo  hebo  hepo  hebo, hÕebo, hÕšbo 
hevonen hebo7e  heboi7e  S dial. heb>7e 
Ingr.dial. Olonets dial.     
heppoin heboine  
 
!  Kukkuzi Votic 
hepoina   

 
 
Southern Balto-Fennic: 
 
Votic  Estonian  Livonian 
-   dial. hebu  - 
-   hobu, hobo  ›Õbbi, yÕbbi, iÕbbi, ŸÕbbi 
op›n, ›p›n  hobune, hobene, hopen - 
 

The variation in both vocalism and consonantism between different Bal-
to-Fennic forms has been close to ignored in virtually all etymological 
proposals for hepo. To mention some of the most recent proposals, 
Liukkonen (1999) argues for an origin in Baltic *e"va- with metathesis, 
cf. Lith. a"vien“s Ôworking-horseÕ  that also has a nasal suffix; and Kort-
landt (1997) surmises a loan directly from (some stage of) PIE *h!Ž! u!os 
with the laryngeal preserved4. L€GLOS (I: 95-96) does mention the 

                                                             
3  Est., Vot. and Liv. ›  represents an unrounded mid-high back-vowel which most 

often originates from BF *e. 
4  It is tempting to suggest as an alternative Iranian etymology of the word, involv-

ing completely different elements, cf. Chin. ch6b> < Middle Chin. *tDÕi3t puat, 
borrowed from Sogdian !3r‡p-&- (!yr&p&) Ôhorse used in the valleysÕ, a for-
mation identical to Lat. quadru-p,s Ôfour-legged (animal)Õ (Yoshida 2009). 
Uralic, Fenno-Ugric, Fenno-Permian and Fenno-Saami *!  become *h- in Balto-
Fennic. However, neither such a proposal would solve the issue of variation in 
Balto-Fennic material; even if one disregarded the suffixes and argued that the 
alternation between *-pp- and *-p- (~ weak grade *-§-) could be due to different 
renderings of the Iranian cluster *-r‡p-) the occasional o-vocalism would re-
main enigmatic. 
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Southern forms, but fails to account for their occurrence. The possibility 
of a Germanic origin (from < *ehwa-), again with metathesis, is left 
open, but the entry ends with the judgement ÒKaum ein germ. Lehnw.Ó. 

3 Danish hoppe and its closest relatives 

The earliest attestation of Da. hoppe ÔmareÕ as a common noun is from 
1621, but it is known much earlier from a place-name Hoptrup near Ha-
derslev in S Jutland, 1287-1307 Hoptorp, 1289 Hoppetarp, 1421 Hoptorpe. 
Nothing points to an original meaning ÔmareÕ: The names correspond 
structurally to other towns in S Jutland: Hostrup, attested 1298 as 
Horstrop (near T¿nder), ca. 1325 Horsthorp (near Esbjerg), 14th. c. Hors-
torp (near Vejle) where the first member is hors Ôhorse (obs.)Õ (J¿rgensen 
1994). We also know that hoppedreng (obs., attested 1653) simply meant 
Ôgroom, stableboyÕ and did not refer to mares in particular5. Its Swedish 
counterpart is a false friend hoppa Ôold meagre horseÕ (dial., att. 1683), 
and the Nordic word has been borrowed into OE as hobin > ME hobyn 
ÔnagÕ > Eng. hobby. The semantic development ÔhorseÕ _ ÔmareÕ is quite 
common, cf. e.g. PGmc. *marha- > Older Da. mar ÔmareÕ (alongside 
m¾r from the original fem. *marhj>n-) and PGmc. *hursa- ÔhorseÕ > 
Bornholm dial. of Da. horse ÔmareÕ.  

On the basis of these forms and LG dial. huppe, we can reconstruct a 
PGmc. *huppaz. The standard Danish and Swedish handbooks (e.g. 
Svenska Akademins Ordbok, SAOB) otherwise assume, often with some 
hesitation, that hoppe is an inner-Scandinavian derivative of the word 
hoppe Ôto hop, jumpÕ < *hupp>n-. However, a homonymous verb existed 
in Germanic with the meaning Ômove backwards, retreat (especially of 
horses)Õ and for the latter  non-iterative variant *happ>n-, and judging 
by the Swedish and English semantics, this is a more obvious connection 
(which however does not work completely, see below).  So far, on the 
basis of these forms and LG dial. huppe, we can reconstruct a PGmc. 
*huppaz Ôslow horseÕ. 

                                                             
5  The surname Hoppe, known from 1410 onwards, according to Gammeldansk 

OrdbogÕs note collection (www.gammeldanskordbog.dk)  may instead be from 
hoppe in the meaning ÔshrimpÕ, derived from the verb hoppe Ôto hopÕ (cf. also 
Mod.Da. gr¾shoppe ÔgrasshopperÕ), or from MLG hoppe Ôhop (the crop)Õ.  
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4 A Germanic ablauting n-stem  

I suggest that Proto-Germanic possessed an n-stem *heb> ÔhorseÕ  with 
gen. *huppaz of the type with vocalism alternating between -e- and *-u- 
described by Kroonen (2011). Although none of the items listed by 
Kroonen constitute an exact parallel to such a paradigm, i.e. no item 
with an alternation between nom. *-eD- ~ gen. *-uTT-6, one example of 
*-eT- ~ *-uTT- does occur (*wek> ~ *wukkaz ÔwickÕ) as does *-eD- ~ *-
uRTT- as well as numerous other similar types like *-euD- ~ -uTT- and 
*-aD- ~ *-uTT-. The system thus leaves the possibility open of the exist-
ence of a subtype *-eD- ~ *-uTT. 

If the Germanic form of the horse-word suggested by Simon (2005) 
was actually *heb> ~ *huppaz originating from *keb#->n- ~ *k(. )b#-n—-s, 
the -u- at first glance would have to have arisen from an analogical 
Germanic use of *-u- in zero-grade surroundings because no sonorant 
or *-u- was ever present to trigger the Gmc. -u- vocalism in the weak 
stems on regular grounds (as in PIE *greb#-on- ~ *gr!b#-n—-s > PGmc. 
*kreb> ~ kurppaz ÔbasketÕ). However, there is also the possibility that the 
ablaut of the iterative verbs was exported to the nominal level as 
Kroonen (2011: 211-212) suggests for parallel cases like *dab>- ~ *duppaz 
ÔpuddleÕ next to the verb *dupp>n-. The vowel *-u- became productive as 
a zero-grade marker in Germanic iteratives even derived from strong 
verbs (cf. Kroonen 2012: 193). And it seems reasonable to assume that 
the iterative verb *hupp/b>n-7 and its non-iterative counterpart *happ>n- 
8 Ôto move backwards, retreat (especially of horses)Õ  influenced the par-
adigm of *heb>, especially if Simon is right that this word originally de-
noted the ÒslowÓ horse.  

                                                             
6  Kroonen (2011: 335-351) rejects an original paradigmatic alternation *kred>- 

(OHG chreta, MHG krete) ~ *kruttaz (OHG chrota, MLG krode) for ÔtoadÕ, ex-
plaining the Upper German forms with <e> as renderings of umlauted forms 
with -š- corresponding to NHG Kršte. 

7  Cf. ON hopa Ôfall backÕ, Icel. hopa Ôturn back, retreatÕ, Far. hopa Ôdraw back, 
recede, retreatÕ, Nw. hop(p)a, hobba Ôretreat, drive backwards (esp. of horses)Õ, 
Da. dial. hoppe sig Ômove backwards, drive backwards (Kroonen 2013: 257).  

8  Cf. Nw. haba, habba Ôretreat, drive backwards (esp. of horses)Õ, Sw. dial. habba 
Ôto turn back, drive backwardsÕ (Kroonen 2013: 257). 
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5 From Germanic to Balto-Fennic  

If the Balto-Fennic words for ÔhorseÕ are borrowed from such a Proto-
Germanic -n-stem, the vocalic and consonantal variation among Balto-
Fennic forms can be explained by the Germanic paradigmatic alterna-
tions. The Northern Balto-Fennic form *hepo and Est. dial. hebu are then 
simply a rendering of the old Germanic nominative, while Southern Bal-
to-Fennic borrowed oblique forms with new zero-grade, perhaps with 
the -n- of the stem still retained and reinterpreted as domestic derivatio-
nal suffixes: 

 
*heb> _ (loan) Fi. hepo, Est. hebu 

  >     
*huppaz < *hup-na- _ (loan)Est. hobune /hopune/, hopene /hop:ene/ etc. 
 > Da. hoppe, Sw. Hoppa (Scand._ OE hobin, ME hobyn, hobin,  

Eng. hobby), LG dial. Huppe 
 
Both forms were easily incorporatable into the Balto-Fennic system be-
cause BF already possessed the nominal suffixes *-o and *-(i)nen. It 
happens quite often that originally borrowed strings come to be inter-
preted as native suffixes (cf. e.g. BF *hom-eh ÔfungusÕ < *"ome" 2 Gmc. 
*swambaz). 

6 Concluding remarks 

It cannot surprise us that yet another term for ÔhorseÕ turns out to be a 
culture-word as the invention of riding spread with human migrations, 
expansions and trade. The exact directions of culture-words are notori-
ously difficult to trace, not least because they often involve transmission 
via unattested languages, and their etymologies therefore often remain 
disputed. From a purely Indo-European perspective, SimonÕs proposal 
might be considered as plausible as any other. It is his inclusion of bor-
rowings into non-Indo-European languages that suddenly made the 
evidence for an inherited PIE word worth considering. Corresponding-
ly, in this article, a closer look at the Balto-Fennic material led us to re-
vise his Germanic etymology and ultimately the Indo-European one, 
and consulting the latest research in Proto-Germanic morphophonolo-
gy made it possible for us to explain the otherwise enigmatic differences 
between Balto-Fennic forms.  
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SimonÕs observations already shed new light on the motivation of denot-
ing the horse Ôthe quick oneÕ: because if *keb#- was Ôthe slow horseÕ then 
*h!Ž! u!os is not simply Ôthe swift oneÕ understood as swift runners com-
pared to other animals, but rather Ôthe swift (kind of) horseÕ, i.e. the kind 
used for riding, as opposed to the slower working-horse.9 
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9  PIE *5opHo- ÔhoofÕ (PGmc. *h>faz), despite the similarity, appears unrelated to 

*keb#- even though ON h—fr means both ÔhoofÕ and ÔhorseÕ; this probably just re-
flects a pars pro toto semantic extension of the type ON horn ÔhornÕ, but also 
ÔoxÕ. 





 

 

 

Balto-Fennic Loanwords in Proto-Germanic1 

Abstract 

This article consists of four entries treating what is argued to be Proto-
Balto-Fennic (Middle and Late Proto-Fennic) loanwords into Proto-
Germanic. Many of the candidates for loanwords begin with h- Ð  this 
feature makes them more easily detectable in cases where Balto-Fennic 
h- have cognates elsewhere in Uralic beginning with "- or ! -. 

1 Four entries 

1.1 PGMC. *HAMARA- ÔHAMMERÕ 2  BF *HAMARA ÔBACK OF AN 

AXEÕ 

PGmc. *hamara- m. (> ON hamarr, OE hamor, hamer,  OFris. hamer, 
homer) has  traditionally been viewed as inherited from PIE *h%ŽŽ-mon- 
or *‡Ž-mon- Ô(sharp) stoneÕ, yielding Slavic *kamy/*kamen- ÔstoneÕ , 
Lith. a!mu› and akmu›, Gk. B;K+9 ÔanvilÕ, Skt. ‡Dman- and Av. asman- 
Ôstone, skyÕ (via ÔvaultÕ). Just like PGmc. *wajju- ÔwallÕ as a derivative of  
PIE *u!e)H- Ôto wind, plaitÕ tells us that there was once a time when walls 
consisted of plaited branches, quite independently of any archaeological 
evidence, we also think because of the standard etymology that we are 
able to tell that hammers in Pre-Proto-Germanic times were made of 
stone.  

However, it is by no means certain that PGmc. *hamara- is really 
cognate with the other forms mentioned. Slavic *kamy/*kamen- is mys-
teriously distorted. For those who reconstruct a laryngeal in the PIE 
word it looks like a late metathesis: *h%‡Ž-mon- > PBSl. *H‡k-men- > 

                                                             
1 This paper was presented at the symposion ÒGermanic, Romance and Slavic in 

the Early Middle AgesÓ at the University of Leiden, 29 November 2012. 
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*k‡H-men. However, the vowel PGmc. *hamara- is short, which rules 
out the metathetic explanation that works for Slavic. For those of us who 
prefer an initial a-vowel, a metathesis does not even suffice because 
Slavic -a- reflects a long vowel.  

Furthermore, PGmc. *hamara- is a masculine thematic stem, and an-
imate *-men-stems are normally not heteroclitic. If it is Indo-European, 
it could be either a secondary thematicization of an old *-mer/*-men 
heteroclite, or the thematic suffix *-ero- added to a root ending in *-m-. 
The existence of a neuter *‡! -mr!/-m(e)n- underlying the masculine 
ÔstoneÕ-word is possible but there seems to be no surviving reflexes of 
such a form. Indic derivatives such as the adjective aDmar‡- ÔstonyÕ can 
just be interpreted as *‡Ž-mn!- + suffixal *-ro-. 

ON hamarr meant: (1) hammer, (2) back of an axe, (3) crag, preci-
pice (rather than just ÒstoneÓ); in compounds it could be used of rocks, 
e.g.  berghamarr Ôrocky precipiceÕ, hamarrifa Ôrift in a cragÕ (Zo‘ga 1910). 
The latter meaning, however, is more likely figurative than primary. 
Correspondingly, in the Da. place-name Hammer Odde, Hammer-
knuden (on Bornholm, 1539 Hammar), Hammer Bakker (1503 Hammer) 
the name refers to the hammerhead-shaped crag of granite Ð again, the 
meaning Ôhammer(head)Õ is primary, its use of a rock is a figurative de-
scription of a steep rugged mass of rock projecting outwards and up-
wards. It mostly occurs in coastal areas and never seems to be used just 
of rocks or stones in general that are not protruding or hammer-shaped. 
This use is confirmed by a common noun hammer  Ô(steep) cragÕ in 
Danish dialects. There is thus no particular need to reconstruct the 
meaning ÔstoneÕ or ÔrockÕ for PGmc. *hamara-.2 

The first and second meaning of the Old Norse word match perfectly 
that of Balto-Fennic *hamara (> Fi. hamara Ôback of an axeÕ, Est. hamar, 
hammar Ôback of a knifeÕ). In my opinion, PGmc. *hamara- has not 
been borrowed into Proto-Balto-Fennic a is otherwise assumed, but is 
simply a borrowing the other way around3. The most important reason 
is that the word must be inherited in Balto-Fennic from at least the Fen-
no-Volgaic stage. It can be connected to Saami *snm,r,  Ôback/pole of an 

                                                             
2  Scholars in general seem to regard the meaning ÔrockÕ as primary in Germanic, 

but that may simply be circular reasoning Ð i.e. because they suppose from the 
outset that it is connected to PIE *h%e5-men-. 

3  Or at least into NW Germanic since no reflexes are known from Gothic. How-
ever, it must have entered the NW Germanic area already in the 2nd or 3rd c. AD 
because it occurs in the personal name Chamarus in the ZŸlpich-Enzen dedica-
tion: Lat.-Gmc. Matronis M(arcus) Chamari f(ilius) et Allo ÔTo the mother god-
desses, Marcus, son of Chamarus, and AlloÕ. 
































































































































































































































































