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ABSTRACT T

Glottochronology is a bfanch of linguistics which
attempts to provide dates for a historical relationship between
languages, as well as to establish degrees of lexical relation-
ship., In much the same way as carbon 14 dating provides dates
for archaeological finds, glottochronological analysis is a

technigue utilized to estimate linguistic prehistory.

\

The hypothesis that a proto Balto-Slavonic language
has existed in prehistoric times is tested in this paper. This
test is based on the cognate count, which reflects the cognation,
in percentages, of corresponding lexical forms in both languages.
The validity of the results abtained in the cognate count is
dependent on the method of determination of cognation. There-
fore, Dnly an extremely rigorous approach, in the comparison aof
corresponding forms in Latvian and Russian, can be accepted as

a reasonably valid method of determining true cognation,

The corpus of the cognate count consists of 207
items in either language., Each item is formed by corresponding
free morphemes in both Latvian and Russian, and is designated
as either a pasitive or a negative item, depending on the cog-

nation of the corresponding forms., The results of the cognate

lAll acknowledgements of indebtedness to sources are to be

found in the text,



ii

count are then processed according to the accepted glottochron-

ological methods.

According to the results obtained, it was concluded
that the hypothesis, claiming a proto Balto-5lavonic language,
had to be rejected due to insufficient evidence for such a
language. It also appeared that a2 substantial increase in
sample size could furnish this type of investigation with more
reliable results. The conclusions reached indicate that the
determination of a genetic relationship between languages, with
the aid of the glottochronological technigue, tends to be
inconclusive. It appears that glottochronological analysis is
a valuable method for use in the determination of degrees. of

relationship between languages.

The results obtained frem this type of analysis
should be utilized in correlation to results obtained by other
disciplines in an endeavour to reconstruct prehistory, as
datesiobtained via this technigue should be viewed as not

absolute but rather as relative measurements,
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GLOTTOCHRONCLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES

The main purpaose of glottochronological technigues is
to endeavour to clarify the linguistic prehistory of any given
language or language group. The word 'prehistory' designates, in
this paper, "that part of the past for which written records are
lacking, in contrast, therefore, with what is best called recorded
histary".l It is reasonable to assume that a certain nﬁmber of
lexical forms reflect historically old morphemes, which could be
treated as historical evidence, much as in archaeology artifacts
are utilized to determine the probable prehistory of any given
people or society. There are two basic concepts in glottochro-

nology upon which all calculations are based.z

The first concept establishes the framework for a
basic vocabulary, which is taken to be guite uniform, and conse-
guently, less subject to change over a relatively long period of
time.3 This concept implies the exclusion of all possible socio-
cultural lexical items from the basic vocabulary, as they may or

may not represent borrowed forms. Therefore, basic vocabulary is

lCharles F. Hockett, A Course in Modern Linguistics; The
Macmillan Co., New York, 1960, p. 461,

2The description and procedural pattern in glottochronology,
in this paper, are based, to a considerable degree, on Miss
Gudschinsky's article: Sarah C. Gudschinsky, The ABC's of
Lexicostatistics (Glottochronology), Word, vol. 12 (August, 1956),
pp. 175-210,

3Morris Swadesh, Diffusional Cumulation and Archaic Residue
as Historical Explanatlans, Southwestern Journal of Anthropology,
Unlver51ty of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque, N.M., vol. 7, p. 13,




assumed to include only historically old and autochthonous forms,

viz., non-borrowed or 'native! faorms.

The second concept isrbased on the assumption that
certain vocabulary items are retained in any given language over
a reasonably long period of time. This phenomenon is designated
as a retention rate and it is said to be guite constant. The rate
of loss of vocabulary items is a corollary of the retention rate,

and, therefore, alsc approximately constant in all languages.,

The two concepts are inter-dependent as they both
refer to basic vocabulary. Furthermore, basic vocabulary is as-
sumed to be in juxtaposition with general vocabulary (on the basis
of the first concept), e.g., the general vocabulary is said to be
less uniform, conseguently it is more subject to borrowing and
change. It follows that, in glottochronclogy, we deal with a

specific part of vocabulary upon which pur analysis is dependent.

The main procedure of glottochronology is based on
the comparison of the basic vocabularies of two or more languages,
This comparison is usually designated as the cognate count, for it
yields a certain number of cognates and non-cognates. It is
pbvious that caution has to be exercised in determining cognation
and aonly a rigorous approach in comparing corresponding forms will

furnish an investigator with a reasonably accurate cognate cmunt.l

lMDrris Swadesh, Mosan I: A Problem of Remote Commgn Origin,
I.J. of A.L., vol, 19, p. 40: "For the purposes of a study . . .
aimed at establishing remote common origin, great caution is nec-
essary to avoid being misled by loan similarities.™




It also follows that an attempt should be made to avoid any pos-

sible bias in selecting forms, as well as in comparing them, e.g.:

If, for example, in a list of 200
comparisons there is only one cognate
(.5%) the estimated time depth is 12.2
millenia /sig/, but if there are twao
cognates (1%) the time depth is 10.6
millenia. This is a difference of six-
teen centuries dependent on the recog-~
nition of a single cognate., 1

Of course, the above example represents an extreme case; however,
it does emphasize the necessity of avaiding any possible bias in
“every decision, to avoid skewing of the estimates of probable
time depths. It should also be noted that the results obtained
in a glottochronological analysis do not represent absolute con-
cepts in time but only approximations in time which are relative
to the probable common origin of both languages in guestion, for:
Language involves physical, psycho-

logical, historical factors, in short,

natural and human factors in a very

camplex interrelation. UWe succeed easily

in adjusting the first (viz., natural

factors) to constant schemes, but the

second (viz., human factors) are unforsee-

able and unsteady and elude any exact,

mathematical calculation., 2

As already noted, the loss of vocabulary is a corol-

lary of the retention of certain lexical items which. is.-designated

lGudschinsky, ABC's, ibid. (meaning p. 204).

2Louigi Heilmann's Comments, cited in Knut Bergsland and Hans
Vogt, On the Validity of Glottochronology. Current Anthropology,
vol. 3, No. 2 (April, 1962), p. 135.




as a retention rate. The retention rate is expressed in percent-
ages, and in this paper it will be viewed as 80.5% of retainment
of the origimnal vocabulary after a millennium of separation, to
wit, independent develaopment of both languages.l Conversely,
this rate implies also a vocabulary loss of 19,5% of original
lexical items over the same time period. It should he noted

that a considerable controversy exists regarding the concept of
the retention rate being cunstant.2 For the purposes of this
work, the above retention rate appeared to he guite adegquate and
reasanable, and it was thought that any comparison of both lan-
guages which also involved the changes of the retention rate,
2.g., calculating time depths in accordance with different reten-
tion rates, would be beyond the limited scope of this paper.
Suffice it to say that a language and its history are eminently

more difficult to study and to eguate with external elements,

lRDbert B. Lees, The Basis of Glottochronology, Language,
Linguistic Society of America, 1953 vol. 29, p. 117,

2Hnut Bergsland and Hans Vogt, On the Validity of Glotto-
chronology. Current Anthropology, vol. 3, No. 2 (April, 1962),
pp. 115-129, and Comments, pp. 129-152. They criticize the con-
cept that a retention rate is constant for all languages and
conclude that this concept is false, for the retention rate varies
considerably between languages, even of the same family, e.g., the
retention rate for the English with a given sample size of 200
items is 67.8%, whereas the corresponding figure for Modern Ice-
landic is 97.3%. It should be noted that these different reten-
tion rates were obtained for languages whose recorded histories
predate considerably anything the Slavic speech community has
and, of course, the Baltic group has no recorded history which
could even compare with the Slavic.




such as other languages, than the study of most complicated math-
ematical problems. This is generally accepted as axiomatic, for
any language is connected with such variables as preferences,
drifts, psychological and other basically immeasurable human
factors., A further complicaticn in this paper arises due to the
fact that we are attempting to establish the prehistory of the

- two languages, e.g., the possibility of the existence of a proto
Balto-Slavonic language. Thus, any diachronic connection between
these two speech groups, even in the optimum case, will reflect
only a hypothetical situation, for a time depth involving any-
thing in excess of a millennium, The reason for this is that
recorded history in the case of the Slavonic languages is approx-
imately 1,000 years old, beginning with the first writs in the
Church Slavonic, whereas the Baltic languages first appeared in
print only 300 years ago, commencing, in the Latvian, with the
translation of the Lord's Prayer in the Chronicle of Simon
Grunau,l and other translations of a religious nature, mostly
translated by members of the German clergy. In view of the ex-
tenuating circumstances regarding the recorded histories of the
two languages in guestion, and particularly the Latvian, perhaps
Hymes' observation, pertaining to the concept that the retention
rate is constant, might be viewed as a useful guide for the

application of the retention rate (viz., 80.5%) in this paper:

lJEnis Andrups and Vitauts Kalve, Latvian Literature,
M. Goppers, Stockholm, 1954, p. 4LOfF,




In my opinion, were 5,000 years of

Assyro-Babylonian to confirm the retention

rate, this would be evidence of great im-

portance; i1t would be important if it did

not confirm the rate. Meanuwhile, use of

the method to determine time depths of

greater than 2,000 years remains an extra-

polation for which no direct confirmation

exists., 1
Thus, a conclusion can be reached that glottochronology is a
study of the history (more precisely - an estimate of the pre-
history) of languages based on the loss of vocabulary. However,
there are certain other considerations connected with the loss in

vocabulary, such as replacement of lost lexical items and rebor-

rowing of lost autochthonous vocabulary items,

The vaocabulary of any language is normally that part
of speech which is subject to most change, for many internal as
well as external factors might influence it, such as slang,
interaction of dialects, certain preferences for innovations, as
well as sociological and cultural changes, technological advances,
influences of adstratum and superstratum speech communities. It
is exceedingly difficult to measure or to predict accurately most
of the above-mentioned causes for vocabulary change. This diffi-
culty then predetermines that the results obtained via the

glottochronological method will, admittedly, contain a certain

lDell H. Hymes, Lexicostatistics So Far, Current Anthropol-

~ogy, vol. 1 (January, 1960), p. 1&4. Hymes offers his opinion, in
this instance, to Hjelmslev's suggestion that a check of the
retention rate in a single case would prove little if anything,




degree of error in the estimates of “rue depths'. Therefore,
results obtained in glottochronology should be viewed only as

approximations in time,

The hypothesis tested in this paper formulates the
existence of a proto Balto-S5lavonic language, e.g., both lan-
guages represent modern reflexes of a common parent language.
Indubitably, both languages belong to the I-E linguistic stock
and the hypothesis postulates that the Baltic and the Slavonic
speech communities shared a common language (viz., proto Balto-
Slavonic) after they separated from the proto I-E language. The
status of this Balto-Slavanic parent language is assumed to have
been similar to the one allotted to the Latin language in relation
to its modern reflexes - the Romance languages. This hypothesis
will be assumed to be correct in this paper and an attempt will

be made to prove its validity.

This hypothesis has caused a considerable controversy
in linguistic circles ever since the publication of Antoine
Meillet's work "Dialectes indn-européens" in 1908. In this work
the author challenges the hypothesis that Baltic and 5lavonic
languages depict the modern reflexes of a common language, which'
hitherto had been held as correct, i.e., in his view these two
languages do not represent modern reflexes of a parent language
but depict independent but parallel developments directly from
the proto I-E language. Thus, he dismiéses, to a greater or
lesser degree, the possible existence of a Balto-S5lavonic parent

language, and, consequently, any type of diachronic Balto-Slavanic



linguistic unity. The modern approach to this hypothesis
generally appears to be one based on caution and inconclusive-
ness, except for some linguists who either support or deny the
validity of this hypothesis.l As already noted, this hypothesis
will be treated as true in this work. Unfortunately, the scope

and framework of this paper are too limited for discussion of

1Dsmald Szemerenyi, The Problem of Balto-Slav /sic/ Unity.
A Critical Survey. Kratylos, Otto Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden, 1957,
vol. 1, pp. 97-123. This article represents a strong support for
a Balto-Slavonic unity and favours the acceptance of our hypoth-
esis as true. A. Senn holds the opposite view, i.e., he rejects
the hypothesis, as depicted in several of his publications,
notably A. Senn, 0On the Degree of Kinship between Slavic and
Baltic, The Slavonic and Eastern European Review, 1841, vol, 20,
pp. 251-26L, However, it should be noted that either point of
view, in my estimation, is based on certain assumptions which
could be used with relative facility to negate either the accept-
ance. or dismissal of this hypothesis, i.e., the evidence presented
by both proponents is quite inconclusive, for, in this case,
structural considerations alone will not suffice. The more moder-
ate view is represented by Walter Porzig, Die Gliederung des
Indogermanischen Sprachgebiets, Carl Winter, Heidelberg, 1954,
pPp. 139-140:

Im baltisch-slavischen Raum stellt sich eine ahnliche
Frage wie im italigchen, namlich die nach dem Alter der
unverkennbaren Beruhrungen der beiden Sprachen. . . .
Die beiden Sprachzweige waren, soweit unsere Kenntnig
reicht, immer benachbart. Daher stammen die meisten
der ihnen ausschliesslich eigenen Neuerungen, die fast
alle Wortbildung und Wortschatz betreffen. Auf dem
Gebiet der Lautlehre und der Flexion haben sie uber-
haupt kaum welche durchgefuhrt, Es fragt sich nun, ab
auch schon die Dialektgebiete, aus demen ihr idg. Erbe
stammt, benachbart waren, Unmittelbare Anzeichen dafur
sind wenig vorhanden.

The very thorough study of Stang's about the Slavic and Baltic
verbal systems could be viewed as a moderate view regarding this
hypothesis, e.g., Chr. S. Stang, Das _Slavische und Baltische -
Verbum, Oslo, 1942, p. 274: "Die Zuzammenstgllung /sig/ der
hier angefuhrten Tatsachen zeigt, dass in fruher nachieur. Zeit
das balt. und slav. Verbalsystem einander sehr nahe gestanden
haben." This work could also be viewed as conservative, for the
conclusions in it are reached on the basis of the verbal systems
alone,




Bvery ﬁrubable linguistic influence, interaction and propensity
of response within the contact areas formed by both languages.
However, it should be emphasized that, in order to obtain
reliable results concerning such a controversial topic as Balto-
S5lavonic unity, proper and gquite extensive consideration would
have to be given also to the adjacent speech communities, to
wit, Germanic and Finniec., That is to say that these two language
families should be considered at least as forces for a possible
adstratum influence, as it were, It is generally acknowledged
that Baltic and Fimmic linguistic contacts are of considerable
antiguity. However, caution should be exercised when estimating
the degree of convergence of thesé‘tmo linguistic groups, for
highly dubious and even erronegus conclusions might be reached
as to their interrelationship.l The Germanic (particularly the
Scandinavian) and the Baltic speech communities have been in
reasonably close linguistic contact for at least 1,100 years.2
Thus, it is reasonable to assume that these contacts left not
only some political and cultural but also linguistic traces.

It should also be noted that the German language has represented

lHerman Hirt, Die Indogermanen, Karl J. Trubner, Strassburg,
1905, vol. 1, p. 125: "Da wir nun die Letten in einem Gebiet
finden, das ursprunglich wghl von finnischen Stammen besetzt war,
so beruht diese starke Veranderung des Lettischen vermutlich
darauf, dass finnische Volker litauisch gelernt haben." Perhaps
then, conclusions of this nature motivated Meillet to challenge
even the accepted hypothesis of Balto-Slavonic unity,

2Arnmlds Spekke, History of Latvia, M, Goppers, Stockholm,
1957, p. 77: "The second phase in the Germanic advance towards
the east was that of the Northmen /sic/ which began to take
effect from the 9th century onward . . ."




10

a superstratum position in the Baltic area during the past 700
years, the last 200 of which have been shared, in the Latvian

case, with the Russian.l

In addition to the above facts, which cannot be dis-
missed while considering our hypothesis (even if their evaluation
involves extra-linguistic elements), it seems to be ohbvious that
we are dealing with a speech community, in the Baltic case, which,
to a greater or lesser extent, is multilingual, similar, for
instance, to the case of the Dutch.2 In the Baltic area, multi-
lingualism would seem to be the result of the fact that Latvian
was in a substratum position until the 1920's., Therefore, it is
axiomatic that Vildomec offers the following observaticns:

In the summer term of 1946 the Dutch

and the Baltic students in the International

College, Elsinore, Denmark, seemed to be the

most willing to use L8's among the fourteen

nationalities represented, the former having

the most solid practical mastery of languages,

the latter learning remarkably quickly by mere
listening and talking, 3

lThe Lithuanian case is slightly different from the Latvian,

for historically it reflects closer association with the Polish
than either German or Russian,

2For the purposes of this paper, any consideration of fluency
of polyglots is assumed to be unimportant.

3Ver0boj Vildomeec, Multilingualism, A. W. Sythoff, Leyden,
The Netherlands, 1963, p. 42. L€ = foreign language (langue
étrangere). It should be noted that the Dutch students displayed
a high.degree of practical ability in using foreign languages,
because of their well established pedagogic system, which has an
established history of 'language crientation' for various reasons
and predates any facility that could have been available to the
Baltic students by a minimum of 75 years. Nevertheless,
Vildomec's observations can be substantiated, for it is generally
known that the services of Baltic interpreters have been utilized
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In view of the above considerations, it appears .that
any estimate of the Baltic linguistic prehistory, especially in
comparison to the Slavonic language group, will foster some con-
troversy, Unfortunately, an analysis, based on linguistic

evidence alone, would be far from satisfactory,l as the highly

complicated nature of the Baltic area demands at least somé
extra-linguistic considerations in order to avoid any skewing of
our results. This is the price of considering the hypothesis at
all, for purely linguistic analyses have obviously caused con-
siderable controversies about this 'sensitive' linguistic area.
Therefore, the method of glottochronclogical analysis seems to
be the most promising in dealing with this hypothesis. It is
also thought that the results of this analysis in correlation to

those obtained from purely linguistic (viz., structural) analyses

guite extensively by both the Germanic and the Slavonic speech
communities., Perhaps, we have to recognize some 'inate ability'
of the Balts, as Vildomec so vividly points out.

lF’erhaps, the fFollowing could be mentioned as an example of a
linguistic investigation based on extra-linguistic considerations:
Robert L. Oswalt, Russian Loanwords in Southwestern Pomo, I.J. of
A.L., 1958, vol. 24, pp. 245-247, This imteresting, but unfor-
tunately short, article describes Russian loan forms in the South-
western Pomo language., The reason for this research was based on
the fact that the Russians occupied Fort Ross, located in the
middle of Pomo territory, as it were, for about 29 years (1811 -
1840). The fieldwork resulted in determining 12 Russian loan
forms in the Pgmo language, e.g., kuska Wgcath, loska "spoon',
misuk "sack", sinitca "wheat", kulu01tca "wlld mustard", molokko
"milk", kafey "coffee", cayu "tea", caska "dishes", yapalka
“apple“, Cluki "socks". The Central Pomo language, which is spoken
in the north of §.W. Pomo, contains at least two of the above 12
forms, B.g., loska, cayu, and also parus "canvas" which is to be
found only in their speech group. The investigators also searched
for possible Aleut loan forms, as it was learned that the Russians
had many Aleut hunters with them. One such form was positively
identified in S.W. Pomo, e.g., kalikak "letter, book", which
probably is connected with Russian kniga, ibid.
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might provide a calmer atmosphere, as it were, for future tests

of the hyputhesis.l

As already noted, the results of the glottochrono-~
logical analysis depend on the basic word list or cognate count.
It follows then that any possible bias im selecting correspond-
ing forms in either language must be avoided. The same principle,
of course, has to be employed when estimating cognation between
forms. To supply'depth to the decision-making process of cbgna-'
tion, extensive background of possible external connections is
given in the cognate count. This background could alsb be con-
sidered as quite helpful in removing any possible bias in the
estimation of cognates. The unbiased approach has to be stressed
“in this case as the analysis involves a comparison of two lan-

guages whose prehistory appears to be quite controversial.

In addition to the complicated character of the Balto-
Slavonic problem, the guestion of linguistic convergence of
unrelated linguistic stocks, as well as any possible reverbera-
tions of such convergence, has to be constantly borne in mind
when considering modern reflexes of a proto I-E language. Even
the character of proto I-E is considered by some sources to be a
linguistic blend, as it were, e.g., Coon summarizes the views of

C. C. Uhlenbeck and A. Nehring:

lThis paper is restricted to glottochronological considera-
tions only.
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Linguistically, Indo-European is
probably a relatively recent phenocmenaon,
which arose after animals had been tamed
and plants cultivated. The latest researches
find it to be a derivative of an initially
mixed language, whose principle elements were
Uralic, called element A, and some undesig-
nated element B which was probably one of the
eastern Mediterranean or Caucasic languages. 1

A type of further linguistic blend could be observed
within the language families of the I-E linguistic stock, e.g.,
the Germanic family of languages, the proto language of which is

viewed by Hall as a 'creolized' language:

These developments /sic, the great shift
in the consonant pattern, significant vocalic
alternation/ seem to show the same kind of
brusgque restructuring that we find in pidgin
and creolized languages. Furthermore, Germanic
has lost many of the words characteristic of
Indo-European, and uses in their stead a number
of words of unknown, but presumably non-Indo-
European, origin, such as wife, hand, leg. On
the basis of these phenomena, it has been sug-
gested that Proto-Germanic may well have
originated as a pidginized variety of Indo-
European, which arose along the amber trade
route from the Mediterranean to the Baltic in
the first millennium, 8.C., and which then
became creolized, replacing the native languages
of the tribes around the lower Baltic., 2

lEarleton Stevens Coon, The Races of Europe, The Macmillan
Co., New York, 1939, p, 178, Anthropologically, this view could
be substantiated with relative facility, cf. plate 9, Fig's. &
and 5 for obvious anthropometric connection between an Irishman
from Leitrim and a Finn from Vasa, Finland. Alsoc other plates
appear to be guite revealing and could be extremely useful in
dismissing some of the 'popular' concepts about the Slavic peaple,
notably the one fostered by predominantly western peoples which
depicts the Slavs in popular parlance as 'the Asiatic hordes from
the east!'.

Robert A. Hall, Jr., Introductory Linguistics, Chilton
Books, Philadelphia/New York, 1964, p. 386.

A
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The cognate count, in this paper, reflects a basi;
vocabulary as conceived by glettechronologists gemerally, It is
felt, however, that an increase of the total number of items is
desirable in order to obtain more reliable results statistically.
The concept of basic vocabulary, as well as the size of it, is

gimilar in this paper to Hockett's views on this subject:

By the basic lexican is meant a
semantically~-defined stock of forms which we
can be sure will be found in every human
language - names of body-parts, of natural
objects and processes, and so on, For pur-
poses of statistical treatment it is desirable
for the basic lexicon to be as large as pos-
sible., 1

Any increase in the basic vocabulary would have to follow the
general cutline mentioned above, though with a proviso that the
percentages of the form-classes of any increased sample correspond
approximately to those of the generally acceptied basic vocabulary.
This stipulation is thought to be impartant in order to maintain

a balance between different form-classes, as a further substantial
increase in basic vocabulary, e.g., upwards of 1,000 forms, would
tend to approximate any 'basic language' or a language in minia-
ture. The percentages of form-classes reflected in the basic
vocabulary are:

nounal class 39%

verbal class 28.5%

]

lCharles F. Hockett, Linguistic Time Perspective and its
Anthropological Uses, 1.J. of A.L., 1953, vol., 19, p. 148.




15

18.5%
1

adjectival class

il

other = 14%

As already noted, the basic vocabulary is thought to
exclude all probable cultural borrowings. UWhenever a dubious
form is encountered, the probability of it being a loan form is
indicated within the presentation of the cognate count, i.e., if
there is sufficient evidence to justify this indication. This
method is utilized in order to avoid any possible biased deci-
sion as to the origin of these forms, for "cultural borrowing
of speech-forms is ordinarily mutual; it is one-sided only to

the extent that one nation has more to give than the other.".z

It should also be noted that, in order to achieve
more reliable results pertaining to the prehistory of languages,
the results of a glottochronological study should be correlated
to the results not only of a structural but also of a toponymical
and an onomatological research.3 Onomastics, particularly in
Latvian, might provide certain directional indicators for future
courses of investigation as, for instance, it has been quite

useful in suggesting links between the Illyrian and the Sicel,

1E.g., other than the above form-classes, including function
words; cf, also List of Abbreviations preceding the first word
list.

2Leonard Bloomfield, Language, Holt, Rinehart & Winston, New
York, 1864, p. 461,

3The Folluwlng forms could be of particular interest in a
toponymical study, e.g., Indra, Indrani, Dagda, Alsunga, DlgnaJa,
Eduole, Pidunle, Ranka et al., and in an onomatoclogical study,
€.0., Rutulis, Meldrups, Luohe, Indans, Alks, Barkans, Lama,
Aviks, Dardzans, Annus, et al., The afore-mentioned forms are in

active usage in Latvian, but all have lost any semantic value,

uL. R. Palmer, The Latin Language, Faber & Faber, Londmn,
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Also the investigation of eponyms has aided inm the clarification
of certain toponyms in Latin, and Palmer shows this to be the
case:
Thus Remus, the eponymous ancestor of

the Etruscan remne, stands revealed as

Etruscan no less than the name of the city

to which history denied his name. It should

be emphasized that there are no linguistic

parallels which would gsupport the view that

Remus is formed from Roma by 'false analogy'. 1

In any field of science, no simgle approach can
guarantee an absolutely adequate and complete cognition of
reality, i.e., every method in research, by its very nature, dis-
regards certain aspects of reality., It follows that it is of
great importance not to rely on any one method in a serious
scholarly investigation, and establishment of contact with other
disciplines, which must be solicited for aid in any vigorous
programme of linguistic investigation, is desirable in order to
obtain a higher degree of accuracy for the results of such an
investigation. Gldttachronological perspectives offer such
cogperation between different disciplines and, as it is a branch

of linguistics, it also widens the scope of linguistic investi-

gations.,

1966, p. 43: "The onomatological evidence, suggesting links with
Illyrian (e.g._ the -nt- of Agrigentum, . . .)".

lPalmer, ibid. (meaning p. 47).
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COGNATE COUNT

CRITERION:

The cognate count involves comparing the corre-
sponding morphemes in both languages and determining how many
of the pairs of morphemes are cognate. There is, in compara-
tive linguistics, a well-known postulate according to which
any true cognates in two or more modern languages are said to
be‘the modern reflexes of some corresponding form in a parent
language. This language can be either demonstrable or hypo-
thetical, depending on the availability of documentation for

such a language.

The group of modern Romance languages is said to
be derived from the vernacular of Latin, for which there is
ample documentary evidence,l Consequently, the parent language
of this group, i.e., the vernacular of Latin, is said to be

demonstrable,

There is no documentary evidence for a parent
language of the Balto-Slavonic group of languages, and, there-

fore, this proto-~language is said to be a hypothetical one.

lw. D. Elcock, The Romance Languages, Faber & Faber,
London, 1964, p, 21. "It is the special privilege of Romance
philologists that they are not compelled to rely entirely upon
reconstruction. Apart from the massive testimony of Latin
literature, various direct sources of information concerning the
nature of the spoken language are available for scrutiny.®
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Generally, a method of reconstruction is used to
depict a hypothetical parent or proto-language. This method of
reconstruction of a proto-language is implemented via a com-
parison, with the aid of which the probable forms of morphemes
in the hypothetical proto-language are comstructed. The basic
assumption of this method is that, while the phonemes of the
proto-language undergo different developments in different
languages, their development, nevertheless, is guite consistent
in a given linguistic environment within each aof those languages.
Thus, it could be postulated that a pair of phaonemes in modern
reflexes, e.g., in Latvian and Russian, may differ synchroni-
cally in their physical appearance, as it were, yet, diachron-

ically they may represent the same phoneme,

METHODOLOGY :

When comparing the two languages in guestion, we
shall consider only those free morphemes as cognate which are
true cognates. Further, we shall consider two cerresponding
morphemes as true cognates if they are similar in form and
identical in meaning, The concept of similarity in this case
will be based on the criterion that the same pair of phonemes
(or phoneme clusters), within a specific linguistic environment
or in a given position within the morphemes, will occur in many
other pairs of morphemes in either the same linguistic environ-

ment or in the same position within corresponding morphemes,
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Thus, it can be stated that the meaning of any given pair of

free morphemes will be held as a constant and their respective

forms will be treated as predictable variables.1 In order to

avoid the counting of any possible deceptive or false cognates
as true cognates, we shall recognize only those pairs of free
morphemes as cognate which meet the above criterion of true

cognates.

Any given pair of true cognates shall be designated
as being in 'complete agreement'. Any given pair of forms,
which do not conform to the criterion for true cognation, will
be viewed as true non-cognates and will be designated as forms

with 'no agreements'.

Most of the forms compared in the cognate count
conform to the above criterion., However, toc avoid any possible
error, while applying the criterion for true cognation to some
of the borderline forms, a third group of forms is established,
B.Q9., probable cognates and probable non-cognates. The con-
cept of probable cognation is based on the decision-making

process which involved a specific allotment in'percentages to

lThus, meaning is postulated as the core for comparison,
This same criterion is also applicable to all the forms given
which depict outside reflexes, i.e., reflexes without the Baltic
and Slavonic speech communities., These forms have been listed
to illustrate possible influences as well as probable connec-
tions with other speech groups of the I-E language family, as it
were, residing on the European sub-continental land mass.
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the following components of probable cognation: meaning 35%,
form 35%, and other factors 30%; the latter including such
considerations as possible diachronic background, adstratum and
superstratum influences and other available evidence, including

extra-linguistic.

Thus, it could be stated that the criterion for
probable cognation is based on the total inm percentages
achieved by comparing any two borderline forms, Those pairs
of borderline forms which furnish a total of no less than 65%
of agreement are considered to be probable cognates, whereas
all the other pairs of borderline forms are considered to be

probable non-cognates,

The constant of the criterion for probable cogna-
tion is 'meaning', i.e., every pair of probable cognates have
to furnish a total agreement in meaning or 35%, and the variable
camponent of this criterion is represented by 'form', with no
less then 15% agreement, while the remaining percentage could

consist of other factors.

A further method of designation is established tﬁ
facilitate orientation when comparing borderline forms, €.Q.,
partial agreement and some agreement, which represent forms
with obscure background and forms with some incunsiétency of

form or lack of specific details, respectively,.



Thus, the following combimations exist:

i) true cognates are in
a) complete agreement

b) some agreement

ii)  true non-cognates depict
a) no agreements

b) some agreement

iii) probable cognates reflect
a) some agreement

b) partial agreement

iv) probable non-cognates depict
a) some agreement

b) partial agreement

To elucidate the application of this criterion for
probable cognation, let us randnmiy select items 24:110 and
82:143. In the case of the first item, e.g., skaitit ::
sEitat', the first pair of phonemes agree phonologically, and
because the Russian s- has a morphological foundation, the
-above agreement could be considered as only a partial agreement,
This pair of forms is considered as probable cognates, for it
totals more than the necessary percentages to establish a
probable cognation, i.e., total agreement in meaning or 35%,
no less than 25% agreement in form and 20% in background con-

nections; thus, it furnishes 80% of agreement which is 15% above

21



the regquirement for probable cognation. In the case of the
secand item, e.g., ieks :: v/vo, the general background of this
pair is hypothetical and quite obscure; therefore, it is
classified as being in partial agreement. This pair of forms
is considered to be probable cognates as it totals a minimum
agreement of 65%, €.4., 35% in meanming, 15% in form (via the

prefix-element) and 15% in background connections.
PROCEDURE:

The cognate count depicts two alphabetical word
lists with a total of 207 independent items.l . The cognate
count is based on a binary system, i.e., any given pair of forms
have to be either cognate or non-cognate; thus, a pair of forms
designated as cognate could be either true cognates or probable
cognates (also in partial or some agreement). Any given item,
representing a true cognation, is designated with a plus-sign
flanked by virgules, and any givem item, depicting a probable
cognation, is indicated by a plus-sign in parentheses.2 Items
reflecting true non-cognation or probable non-cognation are

designated in the same way, but with a minus-sign. It should be

22

lE.g., each item represents three free morphemes in each of
the following languages: English, Latvian and Russian, The
first list consists of 100 items and the second list 107 items.

ZEF. also list of Arbitrary Signs and Symbols,
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noted that any given pair of forms, reflecting obviously recip-

rocal borrowing,.is viewed as non-ecognate, without any consider-
ation being given to their existing or apparent agreement, Thus,
it could be stated that all the non-autochthomous forms, insofar
as their autochthony could be established, are excluded from the

comparison,

In the event that either language does not possess
two autonomous forms for two different concepts, the same form
is repeated and it is treated as a free morph in each case,
with, of course, corresponding cross-references as to its di-
chotomy of meaning.l The comparison is weighed considerably
toward the synchronic aspect, e.Q., to'avoid any unnecessary
cnmplicatimn,2 and also to facilitate any:general application

of this method to any given pair or group of languages.

The general, as well as specific, background given
in each item is furnished to facilitate comparisons with other
related languages, if need be., This information is also
treated as an essential part of the comparison for establish-

ing a basis for future work in this field, as well as for

1 . ,
There were no 'events' encountered wherein both languages
in guestion did not possess an autonomous morph for amy given
concept.

ZE.g., an attempt was made to avoid the dependence on hypo-
thetical forms, e.g., *fForms, either for comparison or general
background, as much as it was possible, with one exception, cf.
item 186:197,
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emphasizing a possibility for universality in this branch of

comparative linguistics,

It should be noted also that most of the examples,
qepicting phonological correspondences between Latvian and
Russian, are drawn from within the corpus of the cegnate count,
whenever it is possible, thus avoiding the employment of ocut-

sized lexicon and discouraging any probable complication,

Each item begins with a capital letter designating
the form class to which belong the corresponding forms in the

compariscn, as follows:

N = +the nounal class,

V' = the verbal class,

A = the adjectival class,

0 = other forms, i.e., numerals,

pronominals, adverbs and

function words,

The next element of the item represents the desig-
nation of cognation or non-cognation, as already outlined. Each
item is also preceded by two numerical notations which are
separated by a celon, e.g., the first number designates the
alphabetical position of any given item within the total word
list, i.e., the '200 item' list, and the second number depicts

its alphabetical position in each of the tweo '100 word' lists



(more specifically, in eitber the '100' or the '107 word' list).

Thus, the first numerical notation of any item designates its
alphabetical position in the second sample, and the second
notation reflects the alphabetical position, for the first 100
items (in the first sample) and alsc its position in the first
word list, whereas, for the second 100 (107) items, the second
number depicts only its alphabetical position within the second
word list, which begins with 10l1. 7To illustrate this method of
numerical designation, let us select the following numbers at

random, E.Q.:

i) 55:127 = a) 55th item in the second sample,
b) 27th item in the second word list.
ii) 76:42 = a) 76th item in the second sample,

b) 42nd item in the first sample,

t) 42nd item in the first word list.

25
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lAs a lexicon of any given language could be viewed as a
population in statistical terms, then it follows that any word
list or portion of the lexicon could be viewed as a sample of
this population. To facilitate the identification of the
several components of the cognate count, the following termi-
nology was selected: i) the first sample or 'sample I' desig-
nates the first 100 items, and the first word list identifies
the first 100 forms, i.e., sample I and the first word list
coincide; 1ii) the second sample or 'sample II' designates a
sample size of 200 items, e.g., an expansion of the first sam-
ple; and iii) the second word list reflects the second 100
(107) forms. Thus, it could be stated that there are two
samples of different sizes, e.g., 100 and 200 items, and two
word lists of 100 and 107 forms, the latter representing those
7 items which were excluded from the first word list to form
sample II, Conseguently, sample II consists of 93 items from
the first word list and 107 items from the second word list.



26

iii) 199:207

a) 199th item in the second sample,

b) 107th item in the second word list.

iv) - :55 = a) 55th item in the first sample,
b) 55th item in the first word list,
c) this item is excluded from the

second sample,

while comparing two corresponding forms, only the
base morphs are considered to be significant elements, i.e.,
the simplest permissible forms of the free morphs. Thus, the
imperfective aspect of the Russian verb is used throughout in
preference to that of the perfective, without, of course, any
distertion ef the corresponding meaning. The same criterion
is also applied to the prefixed nominal forms, as well as

suffixed reflexive verbal forms,
WORD LISTS:

In genmeral application of glottochronology, two
basic word lists are recognized which are utilized to imple-
ment the cognate count. In this paper, both lists are used.
The first list, with 100 items, was outlined by J. A. Rea.l

Rea's word list was considered in its entirety with one

1J. A. Rea, Concerning the Validity of Lexicostatistics,
International Journal of American Linguistics, vol. 24, 1958,
p, 148,
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exception, e.g., Rea's item (No. 89) denoting "person" is
replaced by "human" (item 76:42) as opposed to "animal",

for "person" appears to be a socilo-cultural borrowing in most
of the I-E languages (from Latin persoma "“character, mask worn

by an actor"),

The second list, with 200 items was devised by
M. 5wadesh.l Two items of the Swadesh word list a}e modified,
2.0., his item denoting "rotten" is changed to "to rot", i.e.,
from the adjectival class to the verbal one, and his item
denoting "to play" is substituted with "to plough". The first
change is based on the fact that the Russian and, particularly,
the Latvian languages have a definite verbal orientation, as
it were, and the second change is based on the assumption
that the choice of this form, in Swadesh's list, was prnbabiy
influenced by its freguent utilization in English,2 whereas the
comparison in this paper is between two basically agricul turally

orientated speech communities, as they still are to a greater

lMurris Swadesh, Towards Greater Accuracy in Lexicostatistic
Dating, I.J. DF A.Lc, VDlo 21, 1955’ pp 132-137‘

ZHelen S. Eaton, Word Frequency Dictionary, Dover Publica-
tions, N.Y., 1961, cf, Sec. 1,19, also Index p. 244, Miss
Eaton lists the verbal form of "play" in the first 500 maost
frequently used concepts in English. Unfortunately, there were
no frequency dictiomaries available pertaining to either of the
languages compared, although a frequency dictionary of Russian
appears to have been published by the University of Tartu,
Estonia, cf. Papp, F., Mathematical Linguistics in the Soviet
Union, Mouton & Co., The Hague, The Netherlands, 1966, fn. p. 71.
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or lesser extent atrpresent. Therefore, the usage of the verbal.
form "to plough" is envisaged as an adequate replacement for

"to play". It should also be noted that either form, i.e., "to
play" or "to plough" would not influence the cognate count, for

either form conforms to the criterion of non-cognation,

Every form in either language is verified with the
aid of the available dictiomnaries., The English forms reflect
corresponding forms in Latvian and Russian which are chosen at
random, for they could be classed as 'matural responses' to
the English forms.l In the event that any deviation from this
concept of 'nmatural responses' does occur, the explanation for
the choice of a substitute form is given within the framework
of each item. Each item is treated as an independent unit and
care is taken to avoid any possible bias, either in the selection
of the corresponding forms in the languages compared or in estab-
lishing connections between any of the languages or speech

communities.2 Thus, it must be emphasized that the concept of

lSarah C. Gudschinsky, The ABC's of Lexicostatistics, Word,
The Linguistic Circle of New York, vol. 12 (August, 1956) p. 179,
cited from M, Swadesh, Diffusional Cumulation and Archaic Residue
as Historical Explanations, Southwestern Journal of Anthropology,
University of New Mexico Press, Albuguerque, N. M., vol. 7, p. 13,
Migs Gudschinsky speaks about "most common conversational equiv-
alent" as being the corresponding word of any language to the
English form, The equivalent in this paper to Miss Gudschinsky's
above-mentioned term is a 'matural response' form,

2Gudschinsky, ibid,: "Ithhere is an equal choice of two
or more expressions, one should be chosen purely at randon (by
flipping a coin if necessary) to avoid any bias in the direction
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'natural responses' is thought to be sufficient criterion to
establish randomnmess in the selection of Latvian and Russian
forms. It is also thought that the rigorous approach in the
actual comparison of the forms of the two languages in guestion

would eliminate any dubitable forms.

of choosing known cognates, . . .". It should be noted that
there were no major problems encountered in choosing cognates for
this paper. The criterion for establishing true cognation
appeared to be sufficiently rigid to avoid "coin flipping".
Also, the concept of 'natural responses' and the avoidance of
forms with 'peripheral! meanings was helpful in establishing the
corresponding forms. However, Miss, Gudschinsky's method is
quite acceptable (though, whenever possible, should be avoided)
when comparison is made between lesser known languages than
Latvian and Russian, e.g., her comparison was between the
Amerindian languages of Ixcatec and Mazatec,



LIST OF ARBITRARY SIGNS AND SYMBOLS 1

USED IN THE COGNATE COUNT

+ = cognation.
- = non-cognation.
/+/ = true cognation,
/=/ = true non-cognation.
(+) = probable cognation.
(-) = probable non-cognation.
= 1is to; also opposition.
t! = corresponds to, the currespondence with,
/ = alternates with,

= derived from,

4
» = the source UF.Z

* = a hypothetical form,
(j) = semi consonant; cf. item 37:23, etc.
(e), (o) = historical semi-vowels in Slavonic;

semi-vowels, for instance in Bulgarian;
cf, also item 12:6
(n) = always follows a vowel to indicate its nasality,

2.0., Lithuanian karna(n) (item 8:3)
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of

a

lThis list contains only those signs and symbols which are
specific nature or were arbitrarily chosen for this paper.

2The symbols <& , > are indicators of derivation generally,

thus A < B could be read: A is derived from B or B is the
source of A.



ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE COGNATE COUNT

A. Reference morks:l

Bern.: Berneker, £., Slavisches Etymologisches
warterbuch, Heidelberg, 1924, 2 vols.

Buck: Buck, C. D., A Dictionary of Selected Synonyms,
Chicago/London, 1965.

Endz.: Endzelins, J., Latviesu Valodas Gramatika,
Riga, 1951,

Fr.: Fraenkel, E., Litauisches Etymologisches
warterbuch, Heidelberg, 1962 and 1965, 2 vols,

Pr.: Preobrazhensky, A. G., ﬁtimologiéeskij Slovar!

Russkogo Jazyka, N. Y./London, 1964,

Vasm,: Vasmer, M., Russisches Etymologisches
Worterbuch, Heidelberg, 1953-1958, 3 vols,

B. Languages:

ARlb.: Albanian. B.Russ.: Belorussian,
Arab.: Arabic. Bulg.: Bulgarian,

Arm.: Armenian, Ch.Slav.: Church-S5lavonic
Balt.: Baltic. Cz.: Czech,
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lThe reference works listed here are in an abbreviated
form; for more detailed data, cf. bibliography.
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Eng.: English. Mod.: Modern, B.0.,

Finn.: Finnish, Modern Russian,
Germ,: German/Germanic. Norw.: Norwegian,
Goth.: Gothic, g.: 01d, e.g.,
Gr.: Greek, 0ld High German,
Hung.: Hungarian, Dld Prussian,
karel,: HWKarelian, Pol.: Polish,
Lat.: Latin, Russ.: Russian.
Latv,: Latvian, 5.Cr.: Serbo-Croatian,
Lith.,: Lithuanian. S5lav.: Slavonic,
Mid.: Middle, e.g., Swed.: Swedish,
Middle English, Turk,: Turkish,

Middle Low German. Ukr.: Ukranian,

Ce Other abbreviations:

A = adjectival form class.
dial. = dialect/dialectal.
ib. = ibidem, used toc indicate that a

given form is located in the same
semantic area as the preceding
one, e2.g9., Russ. nos "nose"; Lith.
nosis, ibid; Germ. Nase, ib.
N = nounal form class.
0 = other form classes than adjectival,
nounal, verbal,

V = wverbal form class,
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TRANSLITERATIONS
A. Russian orthography:

>A' = a I = p
B = b P =
B = v C = s
' = g T =t
I = d Y = wu
E = e ® = f
E = jo X = x, i.8., 'h!
¥ = z I = ¢
3 = z Y = ¢
= i O = s
B = j I = sc
K = k H = vy
I = e b =
M = m 3 = g
H = n 0 = ju
0 = o 4 = ja

The above transliteration of the Russian alphabet

is 'arthographically orientated'.l The aim of this method

lIt should be noted that the diacritic mark which usually
denotes palatalization, e.g., apostrophe or ', represents, in
this paper, only the orthographic 'soft sign'. The reason for
this rather unorthodox spproach in representation of palataliza-
tion was to avoid too extensive usage of diacritic marking, thus
eliminating overcrowding of the tops of lettier symbols, Further-
more, it is generally understoed that palatalization in Russian
is organic and is represented by the palatal vowels of 'i, e',
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could be viewed as twofold: i) to facilitate the comprehension of
the Russian orihographical characters and their approximate
phanetic representatiun, and, ii) te facilitate the comparison

of the languages in question, as Latvian erthography is con-
sidered to be, phonetically, a very close representation of the
vernacular, i.e., Latvian possesses no orthographical 'lags' as

compared to, for instamce, Modern English,
B. Latvian orthography:

The following prescribed diacritic mnotations are to
be found in Latvian in this paper:

, denotes the palatal series of consonants, e.g.,
3 9 K-

" denotes the shibilant and palatal affricate series,
BeQe, é, z and E, dE, respectively.

~ denotes lengthening of vowels, e.g., i : 1, e : g, etc.

The voiced alveoclar affricate is represented by a digraph
'dz' and the devoiced by the grapheme 'c',

The orthographic 'o' is represented in this paper by
‘uo', for it is realized phonetically as a true

diphthong.
C. Other orthographies:

The Albaniam and Armenian forms are transposed from
the 'Russian etymological dictionary' by Vasmer, and, for

purposes of verification in the case of Armenian, the 'I-E
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Languages of the U.5.5.R.!' is utilized.l

An attempt is also made to represent the remaining
languages in their prescribed official orthographies, except
for intonational patterns and accent notation. A consistent
accent notation is employed only in Russian, and the diacritic
mark f, or circumflex, is used pertaining to only one Latvian
Fnrm,je.g., in item 25:111. It reflects the rising-falling

intonation whiech formerly was rising only,

lV. V. Vinogradov, ed. et al., Jazyki Naradov 5.5.S.R.,
Nauka, Moscow, 1966, vol. I (meaning I-E languages), pp. 564-
565, also passim.
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FIRST WORD LIST

all - viss - ves!, complete agreement, cognates.

Latv. -i- corresponds to Russ, -e- as in items
70:40, 122:160., Further connections are: Lith,

visas and O,Pruss. wissa-, ibid,

ashes - pelni - pépel', partial agreement, cognates.

The Russ. could be viewed as a reduplicated form,
however, details are not very clear in this instance;
thus the base morphs are egqual, i.e,, pel- = -pel’,
Other cognates are to be found in 0.Pruss. pelanne,
Lith., pelenai, ibid; also cf. Gr. paln "dust", Lat.

pollen "fine flour, meal"”, pulvis "dust",

. »
bark - miza - kora, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv. seems to be connected with O,Pruss, mensa
"flesh" (Latv, miesa, ibid), Russ. mjaso, ib., Goth,
mimz, ib., Alb, mié, ib., mizu "membrane", Perhaps,
the Latv. pair of miesa "flesh": miza "bark, peel"
should be viewed as a phonological alternation to
avoid a homonymic clash, then the base morph, B.Q.,
Pruss. mens-, designating "flesh" could be viewed

as the basis for the above Létv. forms. Russ. is
cognate with Lith. karna(n) "the inner bark of the
linden (lime) tree", kerti "to shed skin, fur";

cf. also Lat. corium (corius) "hide, thick skin",
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belly - veders - brjﬁxo, no agreements, non-cog.

Latv. is cognate with Lith. vederas "gizzard, maw,
also craw", O.Pruss. weders "helly"; cf. also Lat,
venter, ventris "belly". Russ, seems to be cognate
with O.Norse briosk "gristle", Goth. brusts "breast",
Irish bru "belly, stemach, womb"; cf. also Germ,
Brausche "bruise"; Vasm. I, 131; Buck 252-255;

Bern. I, 95-96,

big - liels - bol'é&j, na agreements, non-cognates,

Latv. is cognate with Lith., lielis "fit, good
(appropriate), etc.". Russ. is, perhaps, connected
with Low Germ, pal, pall "stiff, tense, firm"; cf.
also Lat. debilis "weak", i.e., de-bilis "without
gall, also not strong"; Vasm. I, 105; Buck 879-880;

Bern, I, 72.

bird - putns - ptica, partial agreement, cognates.

Historically, this pair is cogmate. Lith. pute
"hen" geems to point to put- as the base morph, with
Russ, reflecting the historical lapse of the half-
vowel (o) within the base morph. Russ. consists of
pt+ic+a (£ D;Russ. pt+ok+a £ *p(o)t+(o)k+a, with
adj. *p(o)t+(e)sk(o) and 0.Bulg. p(o)t+ic+a "young
bird"). This development is gquite similar to Lith.
put+e "hen" > put+yt+is "young bird"; cf. alsoc Lat,

putus "a boy" > putillus "a small boy" and putilla
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~ "a young bird". Further connections are Lith.

pautas "egg, testicle", Latv. pauts "testicle",

V/+/13:7 bite - kuost - kusat', complete agreement, cognates.

Latve =uo-~ :: Russ. -u- as in puods "pot" :: pud
"Russ, weight unit (40 Russ. lbs.)", puoga "button"
:: pugovica/pugovka, ibid (cognation of this pair
is not certain), bucga "rocky, bush covered island
in the field" :: buga "low river bank, bushes in
river's overflow area", thus this correspondence is
gquite rare and is confined mostly to merphemes in
marginal usage. Further connections are Lith,

ka(n)sti, ibid, kandis "a bite, sting".

A/=/14:8 black - melns - Ejﬁrnyj, no agreements, non-cog.

Latv, is cdgnate with Lith. melynas "blue", 0.Pruss.
melne "a blue spot", Gr. melanos "black" and seems
to be connected with Russ, malina "raspberry, also
in dial. for blackberry (brambleberry)" with
further connections im Lat. mulles "reddish", Lith.
molis "clay", Latv. mals, ibid. Russ. is cognate
with 0.Pruss. kirsnan "black", Lith, kersas "skew-
bald", kerse "spotted cow", karsis "hbream"; for
Latv, cf, Vasm, II, 91, and for Russ. Vasm, III,

327,

N/-/15:9 blood - asins - krov', no agreements, non-cognates,

The Latv. base morph as- suggests a connection
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between asmens "blade", asns "a sprout, also a blade
of grass", asnis "thistle", ass "sharp" and the
above form for blood., This development appears to
be quite similar to Lat. acer "sharp, esp. of
tools", acidus "sharp, esp. in taste, acidy", acies
"edge, keenness", acinus "a berry, esp. grape",
acumen "the sharp point of anything" { acuo "to
sharpen to a point" > acus "a bodkin, needle", with
ac~- as the base morph for all the aforementicned
variants. However, Lat, possesses two different
forms for “"blood" sanguis, O.Lat. sanguen (> sanies
"corrupted blood, thus alsoc venom") as the basic
descriptive form, and cruor for "flowing blood, esp.
from a wound"., This points to a certain inconsist-
ency of Lat. and suggests, perhaps, that "blood or
bleeding" was connected with some tabu concept;
particularly in view of the fact that for "to bleed"
Lat, found it necessary to utilize an indirect
verbal form, e.g.,leffundere "to pour forth, gush"
or a whole phrase, e.g., sanguinem dare "to give
blood". Russ. is connected with the latter Lat.,
form, ®.4., cruor, Lith, kraujas, 0.Pruss, krawiam,

. - 1
Irish cru, O.Norse hrar "raw, uncocked",

lThe O.Norse form links up with Lat. cruor, as the latter is

connected with Lat. crudus which designates "bleeding" as well as
"raw, uncooked".
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bone - kauls - kost', some agreement, non-cognates,

Latv. is cognate with Lith. kaulas, ibid, Gr.
kaulos "stalk", Lat. caulis, ibid., Russ. seems to
be cognate with Lat. costa "rib%"; Vasm. I, 643;

Buck 207; Pr. I, 368.

breast - krutis - grud', partial agreement, cognates.

This pair presents a similar problem to the one in
item 41:118, e.g., the initial velar phonemes clash
(devoiced :: voiced) and the syllabic crest contains
the correspondence of u :: u (vocalic lengthening in
Latv. has a distinctive morphophonemic status).
Furthermore, this pair presents another complication,
for the fimal phonemes of the base morphs also clash,
Ee0.y -t- :: -d' or a devoiced dental plosive ::
voiced palatalized dent, plos. (palatalization in
Russ. has a distinctive morphophonemic status).

Thus, of the four pairs of phonemes within the base
morphs, only one pair, e.g., the liquids r :: r

show complete agreement.l Latv. is cognate with
Lith. krutis, ibid, Irish cruit "hump" (Latv. krute

"a hump in a meadow or a Field").2 Russ,., appears

1

The following etymological works did not consider this pair

to be either connected or cognate: Vasm, I, 312; Buck 247-249;
Pr.I,162; Bern. I, 356 suggests a possible connection between them,
utilizing Latv. krute "hump" and Lat. grandis "elevated" as a

basis.
2

The Latv. verbal form kruties "to chin oneself, i.e., to

chest oneself" corresponds regulary to Russ. kryt' "te cover"”, as
but "to be" :: byt!, ibid.
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to be cognate with Lat. grandis "great, elevated“.l

burn - degt - garét', no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, degti, ibid, and
probably with Russ. zec' which is the transitive
form of goret' (the Latv. trans. form is dedzinat).
Russ. is cognate with Lith., gareti "to evaporate,
dehydrate", garas "steam", Latv. gars, "spirit,
mind; also steam in sauna-bath"; Vasm. I, 295,

L12-413,

claw - ketna - kbgot', no agreements, nun-cmgnates.2

This Latv, form does pot seem to D%Fer any cognation
with either other Balt. forms or any Slav. or Germ,
ones. 1he initial palatal phoneme might suggest a
borrowing, similar to Latv. kilis "sprat", kilavas
"canned sprats" { probably Est, kilu, Finn. kilao,
ibid > Russ. kil'ka, ib.; keksis "a punt-pole, scoop
for fishing"  probably Finn, keksi "a boat hook",
Russ. is probably connected with O.High Germ. hako

"hook" () Mod, Germ, Haken),

1This pair was viewed as prabable cognates, however, due to
the limited scope of this paper, it would be prohibitive to delve
into the probable background of any one pair of forms. 1t should
also be noted that the above Russ. form represents either a
semantic shift or a direct borrowing.

2

The Latv. synonyms kepa, peka have slightly different con-

notations from the above form, e.g., the above form usually des-
ignates "a claw, paw of wild animals", kepa "a paw of animals
generally" and peka "a paw generally, but also (via a semantic
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- . [ 4
cloud - makuonis - oblako, no agreements, non-cog.

Latv., form is derived from makt "to oppress, intrude
upon, depress'" and seems to be cognate with Lith,
makone "slough, pool; also mudhole or puddle"; also
makoti "to trample in or down mud, dirt". Further
connections are Lith., maketi "to enter a swamp"
(Latv. maknit "to go through a swamp"), probably
also Russ. moknut! "to become wet", Lat. macerare
"to soften, esp. by soaking"., Russ. is a Ch,.Slav,
loanword, e.g., tblako £ voldc' "to drag, pull®
(Mod. Russ. volocit! "to dragh) < *pb-volk(o) "to
drag, draw over or around". Thus Russ, is connected
with Latv. vilkt "to pull" (item 113:155), Lith,
vilkti, ibid, via the Ch,Slav, form valact!, ib.;

cf. also Lat, vello, velli (also vulsi, volsi)
vulsum (volsum), vellere "to pull, pluck, twitch">

vulsus "plucked, beardless",

cold - auksts - xolﬁdnyj, no agreements, non-cog.

Latv. seems to be connected with Lith. aukstas
"high" (Latv, augsts), austi "to grow cool", Arm,
oic "cold". Russ. seems to be cognate with Goth.
kalds and, if a dichotomy for the initial phoneme
can be postulated, e.g., *kh- or *k-, then the

S5lav. and Germ. speech communities have the former

shift) awkward foot or footing of children*,
. The above Russ. form was used as an analogous form to
noget! "human nail(s)",
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as a basis and the Balt. the latter one, e.g., k- as
in modern reflexes of Lith. saltas "cold", Latv.

salts "chilly".l

come - nakt - prixodit', no agreements, non-cog.

Latv,., appears to be cognate with Lith, nokti "to
mature", pranokti "to overtake". Russ., consists of
the prefix pri- "at, by" and -xodit' "to go". The
Russ., base morph seems to be cognate with the one
which designates "sitting", i.e., *sed-, as in item
136:74, The change of *s- » x- is considered as a
morphemically conditioned alternmation determined
by the prefix pri-, as stated by Vasmer (Vasm, III,

253).

-die - mirt - umirat', complete agreement, cognates.
? ]

Russ, form consists of prefix u~ and base morph
-mir- € O.,Russ. meret' (perf. aspect in Mod. Russ.

ymerét').2 Further cognations are Lith, mirti,

lThe suggestion made, during several discussions pertaining
to the above Latv. form, about a possible semantic connectionm
between auksts "cold" and augsts "high" has to be dismissed as
unsatisfactory, for the latter is definitely ¢ augt "to grow"
(Lith, augti, ibid), alsoc similar pairs, e.g., salts "chilly® and
salds "sweet" defy any semantic connections. However, it should
be noted that Lat. has a similar development to Latv., e.Q.,
augere "to grow" > augustus "elevated, high; also holy, conse-

crated".

Perhaps, the abaove Latv. form points to amn independent

semantic shift, which might have been based on some tabu concept
or general nonacceptance of "gold", e.g., Lith. auksas, O,Pruss.
ausis, Lat. aurum, but Latv. zelts (Russ. zoloto), Lith, zeltas

"golden",
gold".

Also, proverbs equate auksts with zelts "cold with

2This infers the correspondence of Latv.e -i- :: 0.Russ. -e-
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ibid; cf. also Lat., deponent verbal form morior,

mori, ib,

dog ~ suns - gobaka, some agreement, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith. sSuo, ibid, 0.Pruss.
sunis, ib, and is probably connected with Russ,
suka "a bitch"; cf. also Lat. canis "dog", Goth.

hunds, ibid, Arm. éun, ib, Russ. reflects an East-

‘Slavonic development with some dialectal usage in

Pol., e.g., Ukr, sobéka, B.Russ. sobgka, Pal.
dial. sobaka. This Russ. form is probably con-

nected with Ir, spaka "a hound",

drink - dzert - pit', no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv, is cognate with Lith, gerti, ibid, and seems
to be cognate with Russ, Erat' "to devour (in Germ.
fressen)", Russ. represents a Pan-Slav,., develop=-
ment, e.g., Pol. pif, Ukr. pyty, Cz. piti, S.Cr.
piti. It is cognate with Alb, pi "I drink", Lat.
bibo, ibid (< *pibe), Irish ibim, ib, (for loss of
initial p- in Irish cf. item 43:119). Further con=-
nections, via vowel gradation, are Lith. puota

"a drinking bout, alsoc a wedding feast", O.Pruss.

within the base morphs and would not appear to be consistent with
the discussion of item 44:120., However, certain 'historically
old' forms reflect this correspondence, e.g., Latv. mir- ::
0.Russ. mer- "to die" as Latv. pir- (mais) :: Russ. per- (vyj)
"first (ordinal)"; cf., also items 1l:1, 70:40, 122:160,.
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form poieiti "drink! (imperative pl.)", Lat. potio
"a drinking action, also a drink, draught" (< potare

"to drink"); cf, also Vasm, II, 362,

dry - sauss = sux&j, complete agreement, cogrnates,

The base morphs saus- :: sux-, as in item 35:21.
Further cognatinns'are Lith, sausas, ibid, O.Pruss,

sausai; cf, also 0.Eng. sear "barren, withered",

2ar - ausg - hxu, complete agreement, cognates. The

base morphs ceorrespond to each other as in item
32:20, Further cognations are Lith. ausis, ibid,
0.Pruss. acc, pl. ausins, ib.,, Lat auris, ib.,

auscultare (i.e., aus+cultare) "to pay attention to,

"~ listen carefully, to listen in secret".

earth = zemg - zemlj%, complete agreement, cognates.

The equality of the base morphs might be suspect to
borrowing, however, the very wide usage of the base
morph zem- in Balt. seems to have blocked any ap-
preciable.phunological change, e.g., Lith, EemE,
ibid, 0.Pruss, semme, ib,, Lith, zemas "lowly",
Latv, zems "low", Lith, zemiau "under", Latv. zem,

ibid, etc.;l cf. also Lat. humus "ground, earth,

lThe base morph zem-/zem- appears to have a very wide appli-
cation in Balt., languages in comparison with Russ. Thus Latv,
features some 70 dictiocnary entries, including several toponymic
forms, and Lith. upwards of 100 forms, whereas Russ. (using a
comparable Russ, dictionary) lists only about 30 forms, of which
the majority consist of endocentric compounds with relatively
recent formation,
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soil" humilis "low, humble",

V/+/37:23 eat - - est - (jlest', complete agreement, cognates,

The Russ., prothetic jod- element is a historical
phenomenon having cccurred during the Ch,Slav,
period, i.e,, prior to 1100 A.D. There are several
forms in Mod.Russ. which appear as direct reflexes
of this phenomenon, e.g., (j)el! :: Latv. egle,
Lith. eglS, 0.Pruss. addle "fir"; (jdest'’ :: Lith.
esti, est; Lat. est (Goth, ist) "is (3rd pers. sg.
of "to be")", Further cognations are Lith, esti,
ibid; 0.Pruss, ist, ib.; Lat. edo, edi or Esum,
edere or esse :: Latv, ed "he, she eats", Germ,

essen "to eat".

N/=-/38:24 eqq - uola -‘jajpa, no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv, is cognate with Lith, uola "whetstone", which
seems to be connected with velti "te roll, rotate,
trundle®; alsoc in Latv, velt, ibid; Lat., volvere

"to turn®, Thus Latv, uplis "pebble" and the above
form are connected (via vocalization of v > u) with
the verbal form for "to roll", This Russ, form
also has a prothetic jod- element, as in item 37:23,

and it is a diminutive extension of the base morph

which
forms
esmu,
Tthou

lThis is the only reflex form of the present tense paradigm

is still in active use in Mod.Russ., The other paradigmatic
also had the prothetic jod- element, e.g,, (jdesm' :: Latv,
Lith. esmi, 0O,Pruss. asmai "I am"; (jlesi :: esi, essei
art", Latv, and Lith. having identical forms.
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-aj-, £.0., jajco = j+/(aj)+(ic)+g/. The Russ. base
morph is cognate with Germ. das Ei, ibid, Dutch
ei(n), ib.; cf. also Mid.Eng. ey, ib. Further con-
nections are O.Norse egg; Lat. ovum (neuter), ib. >
Italian uova, Rumanian wo; cf. also Lat, avis

llbirdll.

N/-/39:25 eye - acs ~ glaz, no agreements, non-cognates. Latv.

is cegnate with Lith, akis, ibid, O.Pruss. ackis,
ib., O.Russ. ko (pl, form EEi);l cf. also Lat,
oculus, ib., Goth. augo > Germ. Auge, ib. Russ, is
connected with Pol, giaz "stone, rock, touchstone';

cf. also O,High Germ, glas "amber, glass".2

N/=-/42:26 fat - tauki - Eir, no agreements, non-coghates,

Latv. is cognate with Lith, taukas "a piece of fat",
taukai “grease", 0.,Pruss, taukis "dripping, lard

(in Germ. Schmalz)", 0,Russ. tuk "fat, grease",

from whence came the vestigial form of tuki
(pluralia tantum) "mineral fertilizers" in Mod.

Russ.3 Further connections are Lith, tukti "to

lThe form oci represents a relic of the ocld dual. As a ves-
tigial form, it is still used poetically and in a few moribund
forms, notably ocki "eye-glasses",

2The form glaz could alsoc designate "a playing marble, i.e.,
a small glass ball"; in this semantic area, it might be connected
with Ch.Slav. glezno "knuckle; but the pl. form may also desig-
nate dice"; cf. also Latv. gleznuot "to paint, e.g., a palntlng"
Lith, gleznnti, also glezoti "to smear, soil, stain'.

3There is also a vestigial adjectival form in Mod.Russ.,
BaGay tucnyJ "fat obese®,
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become fat" (Latv. tukt "to swell"), Russ., tyt!

"to grow fat®, Latv. tukns "corpulent®; cf. also
Germ, Talg "tallow" (Latv, tauki "fat, grease, also
tallow"). Russ, reflects a Pan-Slav. development
with a considerable semantic shift in various lan-
guages, e.G., Pol, zer "pasture, food; prey", Ukr.
Eyr “Fat, fodder; a beech-nut", Cz. zir "acorns,
fodder®, S.Cr. zir "acorns", Bulg.iir "fat, bacon",
Perhaps, this form is related to Russ. zit' "to
live", if the following 'proportion' is acceptable:
zir "Fat" :: Zit' “"to live" as pir "a feast,.
banguet® :: pit' "to drink";l cf. also Arm. ger

"fat, fruitful"®,

feather - spalva2 -~ per&, no agreements, non-cog.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, spalva "colour®., Fur-
ther probable connections are Latv. spilva "cotton-
grass, any sedge-like plant; also a casing")» spilv-
ens "pillow, cushion"; cf, also Lith, spaliai,

Latv, spali "flax-husks", Lat. sbolium "the skin

or hide stripped from an animal”,

N : 4
fire -~ uguns - ogon', complete agreement, cognates.

The correspondence of Latv, -u- :: Russ, =0~ is not

lAll four forms are from Mod.Russ. and this 'proportion' was
suggested by J. Endzelins, Vasm, I, 425,

2This form alse designates "hair of quadrupeds".
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a common phenomenon and is explaimed as a vowel
gradatien in Latv., €.5., -0~ was reduced to -u-
due to the shift of stress to the initial syllable.
The Lith, form agnus "rapid, fiery" would also
attest to the above explanatiomn, Further connec-

tions are Lith. ugnis, ibid, Lat. ignis, ib. .

» a 4
fish - zivs - ryba, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv., is cognate with Lith, Euvis, ibid, and
Ch.Slav. *z(o)v' which might have receded as a tabu-
form; cf, also O0.Pruss. suckis, ibid, Arm. jukn,
ib.; Latv, zutis "eel (dial, also fish)", Russ.,
zveno "a link"; Vasm, I, 445; II, 554; Buck 18&.
Russ. is generally connected with O.High Germ,

ruppe "eelpout"; Vasm, II, 554; Pr, 1II, 228-229,

fly - liduot - letét', partial agreement, cognate,

Latv. =i~ :: Russ. -e-~ as in items 70:40, 122:160,
however, the correspondence of Latv. =-d- :: Russ.
-t- is difficult to substantiate as a common occur-
rence due to lack aof evidence.l Latv. is‘cngnate
with Lith. lydeti "to accompany®. Russ. form is
cognate with Lith, lekti "to fly", Latv. lekt "to

jump", lekat "to hop (around)", as the first pers.

lThis pair was viewed as probable cognates, for, of the
three pairs of elements withim the base morphs, two showed agree-
ment, though Vasmer did not list this pair as cognates; Vasm, II,

35,
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sg. of the perf, aspectual form letet', e.g., lecu
reflects its cognation with the above Balt. forms,

(Latv. lecu "I jump™).

N/=/56:31 foot - peda - nag%l, no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, peda, ibid, Lat. pes,
pedis, ib., Goth, fotus » Germ. Fuss, ib.2 Russ.
is cognate with 0.Pruss, nage "foot", Lith, naga
"hoof", Latv. nagas "both hands, hands and feet"
(now in marginal usage only), nags "nail”, Lith,
nagas, ibid, Germ. Nagel, ib. Further cennection

is Lat. unguis "finger and toe nails",

R/+/ =132 full - pilns - polnyij, complete agreement, cognates.

The correspondence of Latv, -i- :: Russ. -0- is not
a common‘phenumenon.3 Further connections are Lith,
pilnas, ibid, O.Pruss, pilnan, ib. (acc. sg.), Germ,

voll, ib.; cf, also Lat. plenus,

lThe synonym stupnja "foot, short step" is a seldom used
vestigial form, and it also would be classed as a non-cognate.

2F\pparently Russ, used to have a reflex of this form, as
the Mod.Russ. form p8513 "pedestrian® (a vestigial adjectival
form) would indicate; cf. also Lith. peksc1as, ibid, and for
Latv. peka "paw, Fnot" cf. footnote to item -:13,

3E.g., it should be as in viss :: ves' "all" (item 1:1,
etc,). It seems that the instability of the syllabic '1' in
*pl- conditioned the variety of reflexes in different speech
communities, e.g., depending an the point of articulation of the
'1' phoneme. Thus, the more retracted variety is reflected in
Russ, pol- and the more advanced one in Latv. pil-; cf. also
fn, 2 in item 159:83,
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give ~ duot - davét', complete agreement, cognates,

The perfective aspectual form dat' reflects a true
cagnation, for the base morphs duo- :: da- as a
historical phenomenon, e.g., Latv. uo :: Ch.Slav.
a.l Further connections are Lith. duoti, ibid,
Lat. dare, ib.; cf, also Latv, davat "to donate®,
Lith, dovana "a donation", Latv, davana "a present,

donation",

’V..
good - labs - xorosij~, no agreements, non-cog,

Latv, is cognate with Lith, labas "good, well".3
Further connections are Latv: labiba "grain",
labietis "a well-born, rich (well-off) mamn", O.Pruss.
labs "good", Lith. lobis "possessions, riches".

Russ, seems to be comnected with Ukr, Bhoraéyj,

ibid, B.Russ. charasycca "to boast; brag". Thus

this Russ, form seems to be confined strictly to

the East-Slav, speech community. Further background

of this form is quite vague; cf. Vasm, III, 264-265,

green = za}é - zeljanyj, complete agreement, cognates.

Latv, -a- :: Russ, -e~ as in item 187:97. Further

1

J. Endzelins, Latviesu Valodas Gramatika, Latv, Valsts

Izdevnieciba, Riga, 1951, p. 58: "La. uo atbilst... sensl. a..,"
(Latv. uo corresponds to... Ch.Slav. @...).

2

The Pan-5lav. form for "good" dobr- alse appears in Russ.,

but it has experienced a semantic narrowing, e.g., it designates

icind",

3It appears maostly in compounds or such expressions as labas
rytas "good morming'.
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connections are Lith, zalias, ibid, 0.Pruss.

saligan, ib,; cf. also item 62:131,

hair - mati - volos, no agreements, non-cognates.

The background of the Latv. form is obscure, e.g.,
it is connected with the verbal form mest "to throw"
(met "he, she throws") and the semantic link is
suggeétéd as "an arrangement of one's hair in a
particuléf uay".l Russ, seems to be connected with
Lith, valas "horse tail-hair%; cf. also Lat. vellus

"sharn wool, a fleece®,

hand - ruoka = ruké, complete agreement, cognates.

Latv. -uo- :: Russ, -u=- as in item 13:7, Further
connections are Lith, ranka, ibid, O.Pruss. rancko,

ib., Lith, rinkti "to gather, pick as berries",

head - galva - gulové, complete agreement, cognates.

Latv. -a~ :: Russ, ~po- as in items -:41, 106:61,
133:167. Further conmections are Lith. galva, ibid,
0.Pruss. gallu, galwan (acc. sg.), ib.; Russ, golyj

"bare, naked".

hear - dzirdet - leéat', no agreements, non-cog.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, girdeti, ibid. Russ.,

is cognate with Latv. klausit "to obey, listen",

lThis explamation is offered in Buck, p. 204, Another exam-
ple, of a similar derivational process, i.e., vowel gradation,
could be mentioned, e.g., lekt "to jump": lakta "perch, hen-

roost",
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Lith., klausyti, ibid, O.Pruss. klausiton "to pay
attention", O.High Germ, hlosen "to listen, nbey";l
for the historical cognmation of Latv. and Russ,

forms cf, Vasm, 11, 666-667,

N/+/70:40  heart - sirds - serdce, complete agreement, cog.

Latv, -i- :: Russ, -e~ as in items 1:1, 122:160.
Russ., is 8 diminutive extemsion, e.g., serdce

{ *s(e)rd(e)+~-ko-. Further comnections are Lith.
sirdis, ibid, O.Pruss. seyr. ib,, Arm, sirt, ib.,

Goth, hairto, ib., Lat. cor, cordis, ib.

N/+/ =:41 horn - rags - rog, complete agreement, cognates.

Latv, ~a~ ::; Russ, -o- as in items 68:38, 106:61,
133:167. Further connections are Lith. ragas, ibid,

0.Pruss, ragis, ib,

N/=/T76:42 human - cilveks - Eelovék, non cognates, for it is

a cultural beorrowing from Ch.Slav. into Latv.2

0(+)79:43 I - es - ja, partial agreement, cognates., Latv. is

cognate with Lith, aé, 0.Pruss, es, also as, Arm,

lRuss. legat' "to hear" is connected with slusat' "to
listen, hearken" as Germ. horen "to hear" is with horchen "to
obey, hearken",

2Ihis form is generally viewed as an endocentric compound,
€.0., celo+vek. The first morph seems to be connected with
cel jad' "menials" (Lith. kiltis "relatives", Latv. cilts "tribe,
clan", Irish cland "generation, descendants"). The second one is
compared with Lith, vaikas "boy", Latv. dial. vaiks "servant
boy*, @.Pruss. vaix "menial",
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es. Russ., is cognate with Proto-5lav. *az, 0.Cz,

jaz, 0,Bulg., az, also jaz and it generally depicts
a Pan-Slavonic development, However, the general

background for the lapse of -z is guite obscure;

Vasm., III, 475-476; Pr. Append. 130-131.

kill -~ kaut - ubiv%t', no agreements, nbn-cmgnate.

Latv. is cognate with Lith., kauti "to smash, also
forge, hammer", Russ,. kovat' "to forge, hammer",
Germ., hauen "to hew, beat, etc." (< O.High Germ,
houwan "to hew); cf. also Lat, cudsre "to beat,
pound", Irish cuad "to strike, battle", Russ. is
an extended form of bit' "to hit" (cf. item 73:36),

2.0., uU+bit+va+t!,

knee - celis - koléno, partial agreement, cognates.l

This pair seems to be cognate, as Lith. kelis,
kelys, keleno "knee" seems to be connected with the
Russ, form, and Lith, kelis :: Latv, celis, as Lith.

kelti "to build" :: Latv., celt "build“.2

know - zinat - znat' complete agreement, cognate,

The Russ. form is consistent with other Slav. forms,

lVasmer did not consider this pair as either connected or
cognate (Vasm, I, 598), The problem is created by the phenolog-
ical inconsistency of the Russ, form, for the Mod.Russ. reflex
should have a_palato-alveolar affricate initially instead of the
velar, e.g., c- not k-, Therefore, he connects Latv. celis with
Russ. celjad' "menials", Vasm, III, 314,

2

cf. also item 50:123 pertaining to affrication of the velars

in Latv.
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for they all show the absence of the -i- phoneme in
the base morph, @hich historically corresponded to
Ch.Slav. half-vowel (e) and lapsed via syncope.
Further connections are Lith, ;inﬁti, ibid, 0.Pruss.
ersimnnat "to recognize, perceive"; cf., also Lat,.

ignotus "unknown", Germ. sinnen “to ponder, muse'",

N/=/87:47 leaf - lapa - list, some agreement, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith. lapas, ibid, and it
seems to be connected with Russ. lepén' "a little
piece; rag, tatter", for Slovene lepen = "leaf".l
Russ. reflects a Pan-S5lav, development, e.g., Pol,
list, Ukr. #yst, Cz. list, S.Cr. list, Bulg. list,
and it seems to be connected with Lith, laiskas
"letter, i.e., a leaf of writing", Latv. laiska
"leaf of a flax—stalk",2 probably also Latv, laiksne

"yater-1lily" and O.Pruss, laiskas "beech",

V/-/90:48 lie - gulet - leiét', no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, guleti "to lie,

recline“,3 Russ. is cognate with Germ. liegen "to

lRuss. lEpa "paw" does not seem to be connected with this
Latv. form but rather with Lith. lepa "claw of a bear/dog", Latv.
lapa "a 'flat' foot".

2Also Latv. laisks "indolent, lazy" should be noted here,
though any connection between it and the above Russ. form is
dubious.

3Russ. guljat' "to stroll, live slovenly, stray" might be
connected with this Latv. form, though the exact phonological
correspondence of both forms would make them suspect to borrow-
ing; also a probable semantic shift,
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lie" { D.High Germ. ligan; cf. also Lat. lectus
"a bed, couch", Irish lige "a bed, also grave".

Vasm. II, 26.

. [
liver ~ akna - pecen', no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, jaknos/jeknos, ibid,
and is probably connected with Russ. ikra "roe"
(Latv, ikri, ibid, Lith. ikrai, ib,, Irish iuchair
"spawn"); cf. also Lat. iecur "liver", Russ,
reflects an East-5lavonic development with saome
West-Slav, connections, e.g., Ukr, peEinka, B.Russ.
peEinka, Pol, pieczen "roast", Cz. peEenka, ibid,

and it seems to be connected with peE' "to bake".l

long - garé - dlinnyj, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv. is cognate with Lith, gargaras "long-legged
horse", pingaras "a long-legged man"; Buck 882.2
Russ. seems to reflect an alternation between "long
in space", i.e., the above form, and "long in time",
2.9., dlinnyj : dolgij € Ch,Slav. *d(e)l- :
*d(e)lg(o), whereas in Balt. a different development

occurred, e.d., Latv. utilizes different base

morphs: gar- "long in space" and ilg- "long in

1

Lith., appears to have a similar semantic extension, e.g.,

kepti "to bake, fry" with kepenys "liver, alsoc prepared liver" as
its extension, ,

2Alsu Russ. gora "mountain" (item_99:56) and Latv. preposi-
tions gar "aleng, over, about" and garam "past, by" might be
connected with this Latv. form,
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time", but in Lith. this semantic dichotomy merged

into one form: 1ilg~ "long in time and space'.

v
louse - uts - vog!', no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv. is cognate with Lith., ute/utele, ibid. Russ,
seems to be connected with the reduplicated Lith.
form vievesa "animal louse" < *veivesa;l cf. also

Latv. usna "thistle", Lith, usnis, ibid,

T . yws i
man - virietis - muzcina, mo agreements, non-cog.

Latv. is an extended form € vir-s "husband, alsa
man", which is cognate with Lith., vyras "male",
Lat, vir "man, a male person”. Russ. is an exten-
sion <mu£ "spouse, husband". It represents a
Pan-5lav, development, e.g., Pol. ma(n)z, Ukr,
muE, Cz. muE, S.Cr. muz; cf. also Lith, Zmogus
"human", amzius "age, a long time", Latv. muzs

ibid, GO.Pruss. amsis "people; also eternal'.

many - daudzi - mnogie, no agreements, non-cog.

Latv. is cegnate with Lith. daug, ibid; cf. also
Russ. dﬁzij "strong, powerful", Germ. taugen "to

be of worth or value", Tugend "virtue". Russ.is

lThe recanstructed form can be attested to by the existence
of an old Finn., leanword vaive "a small cattle-louse",

The Slovene form us does suggest a comnection with Latv.
us-na "thistle", however, the vocalic divergence of this form in
the various Slav. languages might attribute this Slovene form to
a pere local phonological development: Pol. wesz, Ukr. vaos, Lz,
ves, 5.Cr, vas,
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connected with Goth. manags "many, guite a few",
0.Irish menicc "copious", Lith, minia "a crowd";

Vasm, II, 143,

meat - gala - mjaso, no agreements, non-cognates,
b ?

Latv. is probably connected with Russ. gﬁlyj
"naked, bare", as the Latv. form might have desig~
nated "raw meat", or it is £ Laty, gals "end, but
also a piece", as in Lat. caro "meat, flesh", also
designated “"portion"; Buck 364, Russ. is cognate
with Latv, miesa "human Flash",l O.Pruss, mensa

"flesh, meat", Arm, mis, ibid; cf. also item 8:3,

om »
moon - meness - luna - no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith. menulis, ibid, O.Pruss.
menins, ib,, Russ, mes jac "month, also moon", Lat,
mensis "manthﬁ,(LatV.'mEnesis); for further connec-
tions cf, Vasm. II, 125, Russ. is connected (via
gsemantic suggestion) with the verbal form lunit!
"to shine weakly, throw a vefy pale light", and it
seems to link up with luc "ray, a beam of light",
Further connections are 0.Pruss. lauxnos (pl. form)
"stars (collectively), heavenly bodies", Lat. luna
"mopon®, probably also lux "light“;‘cf. also Vasm.

11, 69; Pr, I, 477-478; Buck 54-55.

1

The Lith, form for "flesh, human flesh" is mesa, which

probably is a socio-cultural borrowing because of its inconsist-
ent phonological form, e.g., the absence of any nasalization.
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mountain - kalns - gora, no agreements, non-cog,

Latv. is cognate with Lith, kalnas, Lat. collis
"hill", probably also with O.Norse holmr "a small
island" and Russ. cela "hrow, forehead (in Mod.Russ.,
poet, Dnly)".l Russ. is cognate with 0.Pruss,
garian "tree", Lith., giria "forest", probably also

with Alb. gur "rock"; cf. also item 93:50.

mouth - mute - rot, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv, seems to be connected with mutulis "a bubble,
gush", cf. Germ, Mund "mouth", probably also Lat.
mutus "mute", mutire "to mutter, mumble, murmur®.
Russ, represents a Pan-Slav, form kexcept Pol.,
€.Q., usta "mouth"), however, in most of the other
Slav. languages, this form carries a different
semantic value, e.g., Ukr., rot "mouth, also the
opening of a basket-like fish trap", Cz. ret "lip,
also dial, for mouth", S.Cr. Tt "point, moumtain
top", Bulg. rot "a hillock", O.Russ. r(o)t(o) "a
sharp point, beak", Russ._seems to be connected
with ryt! "to dig" (iteh 28:113) and probably also
with Latv, rutulis "a round piece of wood"; cf.

Vasm, II, 539,

lThe connection between the Latv, form and Russ. celd could
be postulated according to the semantic extension that both
suggest "a protrusion, elevation",
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- ] .
name - vards - imja, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv. is cognate with Lith, vardas, ibid, Goth,
waurd "word" > Ggrm. Wort, ibid, Lat. verbum, ib.,
prbbably’also Russ. rota "oath, vow", vrat' "to
prevaricate", Russ. is cognate with 0O.Pruss,
emmens, ibid, Alb, emen, ib., Arm, asnuor, ib.,

Goth, namo, ib., Lat. nomen, ib.,

Ly
neck - kakls - seja, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latvs is cognate with Lith. kaklas, ibid, also Lat.
collum, ib,, Germ, Hals, ib, Russ. reflects a
Pan-Slav, development, e.g.; Pol, szyja, Ukr,

syja, Cz. sije, S.Cr. sija, Bulg. sija. Further
cennections are obscure, however, Lat, sinus
"curve, fold", Alb, si(n) "nape", Latv. seja "face,
Features",l also Lith, semis "the colour(s) of

fauna" could be mentioned,

new -~ jauns - novyij, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv., is cognate with Lith, jaunas, ibid, O.Russ.
jhnyj,.ib.,z Lat., iunior, also iuvenis "youthful,
young®, Russ. is cognate with Lith., naujas "new",

0.Pruss. nauns, ibid, Lat., novus, ib., Gr. neas,

lLatv. seja "face" is usually considered to be connected
with Russ, sijat' "to glow, shine", however, it might represent
a semantic shift, though the irregular correspondence of Russ,
§- :: Latv. s- seems to block this connection,

2Mod Russ, also has seyveral reflexes of this base morph,
Beley junost! "youth", JunDSBSli Yyouthful", etc.
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ib.,jﬂrm. nor, ib.

night - nakts - nuE', complete agreement, cognates.

Latv, -a~ :: Russ. -8~ as in items -:41, 68:38,
133:167., The Russ. final phuneme.in the ‘base morph,
i.e., the wnvoiced palato-alveolar affricate -5-,
corresponds to Latv. ‘velar-dental' plosive cluster
-kt~ as shown in item 54:30, e.g., as Russ. letet!
"to fly" is shown to be connected with Latv. lekt
"to jump", Further connmections are Lith. naktis,

'

ibid, BO.Pruss. naktin (acc. sg.), ib., Lat. nox, ib.

ngse - deguns - nos, no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv, might be connected with the verbal form degt
"to burn® (item 19:12) with derivatives of deguts
"birch-tar" : darva as a general designation of
"tar", and the abave form of deguns;l cf. Russ,
djagot' "tar, formerly also birch-tar", Lith,
degutas "birch-tar" : derva designates "tar gener-
ally", i.e., both Balt. languages show a similarity
of opposition between "tar" and "birch-tar". Russ.
is cognate with Lith, nosis, ibid, Latv, nass
"nostril", Germ. Nase "ndse“, Lat. naris "mostril",

nasus "nose',

lThe connectgon of burning and tar, also preparation of tar,
is associated with strong odour, thus, perhaps, a semantic shift
fram either the natural phenomenon or social activity to the
sense of smell could be assumed,
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0/+/108:63 not - ne - net, camplete'agreement, cognates.
Further connections are Lith, ne, ibid, Lat. ne-
(as in nego € ne aio = "to say no" : to say yes" =
Eio); nescire "mot to kmow, to be ignorant of"

(i,e., ne-+scire), etc.;l Goth. ni, ibid.

0/-/110:64 one - viens - odin, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv., is cognate with Lith. vienas, ibid; ef. also
0.Pruss. ains, ib., Lat. Gnus, ib., Russ. indj
"few" (item 46:121). Russ. reflects a Pan-Slav.
development, e.g., Pol. jeden, Ukr. odyn, Cz,.
jeden, S.Cr. jedan, Bulg. edin. This form is prob-
ably a reflex of a historical compounding, e.g.,
*ed+in(o) with *ed- representing a particle desig-
nating definiteness and *-in(o) being the historical
base morph for in&j "few, also the other one(s)". A
similar development appears in the Russ. form
(j)edva "only, hardly, just" < *ed+va, where va

2

designated in 0.Russ. "you twe, both of you";~ cf.

also Germ, etwas "some, few", etwa "nearl about",
’ ’ Vs

lThe Balt.and Slav. speech communities also utilize ne- as

a prefix of negation, however, Russ. reflects a dichotomy of par-
ticles, e.g., ne/ne- and ni- = Lat. ni.

ZAnather form should be noted, e.g., =-va, which was used
enclitically in O,Russ. with pronouns; if the second element is
considered to be -va, then (j)ed- could be viewed as a reflex of
a demonstrative pronoun *do-/*di- as reflected in 0.Pruss. din
"him" (acc. sg.), dins "them" (acc. pl.), and -va would be cog-
nate with Lith, vos "just, only", However, this linkage seems
to be less clear than the ome with va "both of you"; Vasm, I,
391,
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Lat. ecce "behold, lo!" as connected with ecquis
(ec+quis) "is there any that, does anyone? Vasm,

I, 391; I1I, 255,

rain - lietus - dpzd', no agreements, non-cognates,
? Q ’ g

Latv. is cognate with Lith. lietus, ibid. Further
connections are Lith, lieti "to pour" (Latv. liet),
Latv, 11t "to rain, pour aut", Lith, lyti "to rain",
O.Pruss. pralieiton "poured out", isliuns "outpour",
Russ, 1lit' "to pour"; cf. also Alb, 1l'ise "brook",
Russ. reflects a Pan-Slav. development, e.g., Pol.
deszcz, Ukr, dozdi, Cz. deét', S.Cr. dazd. Russ.
seems to be connected with Norw. dusk-regn and

Swed. regn-dusk "fine raim, drizzle", also Norw.
dysja "misty rain", also the possibility of
*dus-djus "bad weatner or cloudy sky" (*dus- =

Goth. tuz- as a proclitic particle designating
"bad"); however, general background faor thié form

is guite obscure; cf, Vasm. I, 357, Buck 68, Pr, I,

187-188,

red - gsarkans - krasnyj, no agreements, NON=-CGQ.

Latv. is an extended form £ sarkt "to blush,
redden", from whence stems also sarks "reddish",
sgrts "reddened, as face, cheeks", sarkis "sorrel
(colour); a ream", etc, It is cognate with Lith,
sarkanas "rosy", sartas "foxy-red"; cf. also Russ,

soroga "roach, i.e., red-eyed fish", probsbly
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sorobalina or sorbalina "red brambleberry" as well,
Russ., reflects a Pan-Slav, form, e.g., Pol. krasny
"red, nice", Ukr,. krasny j "mice, beautiful", Cz,
krasny "nice, shiny, reddish", S.Cr. krasni "nice,
splendid". Thus Russ. depicts a_semantic shift,
e.0., general Slav. "nice" > Russ. "red". Histor-
ically, it is an extended form < krasa "beauty,
charms”" as it still is in psetic use in Mod.Russ,
Russ, ktasa seems to be conrnected with O.Norse

hros "fame, praise", hrosa "to boast, brag", praob-
ably also Latv. karsts "hot, red-hot", Lith, karstis
"heat", Latv, karset "to heat up", though general
backgrnund of this form is quite ubscure.l Vasm,

I, 656-657, Pr. I, 377-378.

N/-/120:67 road - celé - doroga, no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, kelias, ibid, as Latv.
celis "knee" :: Lith, kelis, ibid (item -:45).
Russ, is connected with the verhal form djﬁrgat'
"to pull; unravel", which is ﬁognate with Latv,.
dragat "to drag, pull; smash, damage; proceed in a
reckless fashion along a road", Lith. dirginti "to

disturb, tease; flush as game", cf. also Germ,

llatv, krasa "colour", krasns "oven", Lith, krosnis, ibid,
do not seem to be connected with this Russ, form, and, due to
their exact phonological correspondence, any connection would
have to be viewed as a borrowing.
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zerren "to pull, drag; tease, worry'.

N/-/121:68 root - sakne - karen', no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, saknis, ibid. Russ,
seems to be cognate (via vouwel gfadétinn) with Lith,
keras "bush, shrub, rhizome", Latv., cers '"bush,
shrub", O.Pruss. kirno "shrub", Lith. kersti "to

root"; cf. Vasm. I, 625,

R/-/ =:69  round - apalé - kruglyj, no agreements, RMON-coOg.

Latv. is cognate with Lith. apvalus, ibid, also
with Russ. vabla "roach" (nautical).’ Russ. is
derived £ krug "circle", which reflects a Pan-Slav.
development, e.g., Pol. kra(n)g, tUkr. kruh, S.Cr.
krug. It seems to be connected with O.Norse

hringr "ring", Vasm. I, 670,

N/-/126:70 sand - smilts -~ pesak, no agreements, non-cognates.,

Latv. is cognate with Lith, smiltis "fime sand",
smelys usand".® Russ. reflects a Pan-Slav. devel-
opment, e.9., Pol. piasek, Ukr. pisok, Cz. pisek,
5.Cr. pijesak, This form Seems to be connected

with Arm, posi "samnd", though other comnections for

1the connection between Russ. vobla and Latv. apa}é, viz,,
Lith. apvalus, is postulated upon the relationship of vobla to
Russ, val "a roller, wave" (via vowel gradation), the latter
being cognate with Latv. velt "to roll®"; cf. Vasm, I, 211,

2Probably the Latv. form is conmected with the verbal form
smelt "to scoop; ladle". Morphophonemically, the suggestion
that *smel-/*mel- (the basis for malt "to grind”) is also guite
dubious, for it would tend to exclude the form smalks "fine,
refined"; cf. Buck 23,
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this form are quite obscure, Vasm, II, 347, Buck

22-23, Pr, II, 49-50,

V/=-/127:71 say - sacit - skazat', no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith. sakyti, ibid, Russ,
sok "plaintiff; alsoc scout, spy", Germ, sagen "to
say", perhaps also Ch,Slav. sociti "to point out®,
Russ. form is an extension { ~-kazat' "to show,
point out", e.g., s+kazat', thus this form repre-
sents not only an aspectual extension, but also a
semantic shift, i.e., "to point" > "to relate',
The basic form -kazat' is a general Pan-5lav. de-
velopment with some semantic differentiatiuns,l
B.0., Pol, kazac "to preach, order"”, Ukr. kaééty
"tm'say, speak, puint; order", Cz. kazati "to shou,
order", S.Cr, kazati "to say". For further con-

nections cf, Vasm, I, 503; Pr, I, 282,

V/-/130:72 see - redzet - videt', no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith. reggti. Russ., is cog-
nate with Lith. pavydeti "to envy", veizdsti "to

watch", 0.Pruss. widdai "saw", Lat. vidére "to see",

N/+/131:73 seed - sekla - sgmja, some agreement, cognates.

Latv, is cognate with Lith, sekla, ibid. Russ, is

lIn Mod.Russ, -kazat' exists only as a thematic form, i.e.,
as: +(-kazat')+,
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cognate with Lith., semens "linseed", semenys "sow-
ing seeds“,l 0.Pruss. semen "seed", Lat., semen
"seed, succession", Germ, Same "seed". The basis
for this pair is considered to be the verbal form
for "to sow", e.g., Latv. set and Russ, séjat',
thus the base horphs Latv. se-:: Russ. se- are

/

in agreement,

V/+/136:74 sit - sedet - sidét‘, complete agreement, cognates,

Further conmections are Lith. sedeti, ibid, Goth,

sitan, ib., Lat. sedere, ib.

N/=/137:75 skin - ada - kaza, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv., is cognate with Lith. oda, ibid. Russ.,
depicts a Pan-5lav. development, e.g., Pol., Ukr.,
S.Cr., Bulg. koza, Cz. kuo)ze, which seem to be
connected with koza "goat", e.g., oriéinally koza

designated "goat-skin" (as koza & koza "goat"),

V/-/139:76 sleep - gulet - spat', no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv. form coincides with "to lie", cf. item 90:48,
Russ. is cognate with O0.Eng, svefan, ibid, O.Norse
sofa, ib,, Lat. sopire "to put to sleep", probably

also O.Norse sdfa "slay!", cf, Vasm. II, 706,

_ Y ith. semenys appears as a loanword in Finn., e.g., Lith,
semenys > Finn, siemen "seed"; Vasm., I1I, 609,
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small - mazs - malyj, some agreement, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, mazas, ibid, O.Pruss,
massais "the lésser one", alseo probably with Russ,
mizinec "the little finger or toe", Russ, is cog-
nate with Lat. malus "bad", Goth. smals "small,
scanty", Germ, schmal "narrow, thin, scanty®". The
agreement of the firsi two phonemes in the base
morphs might be considered as coincidental, similar
to item -:11, Further connections of Russ. form
are gquite dubious; cf., Buck 881; vVasm., 1I, 92;

Pr. I, 505-506.

smoke - dumi - dym, complete agreement, cognates,
Latv. -u- :: Russ. -y~ as with the péir: Latv.
but "to be" :: Russ. byt', ibid. Further connec-
tions are Lith, dumai, ibid, O0.Pruss, dumis, ib.;
cf. also Lat. fumus, ibid, O.High Germ. toum

"hazell o

stand - stavet - stojat', partial agreement, cog.

Latv. is cognate with Lith., stoveti, ibid, Russ.
stavit' "to place, put", Goth, stojan "ts align",
Germ. stauen "to stow away",cf. also Lat. restaurare

"to rebuild", instaurare "to set up, establish",?

lVasmer did not list this pair as cognates, though the con-
nection between them was indicated (Vasm, III, 1, 21).
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Russ. is cognate with Latv. stat(ies) "to align
(oneself')",l Lith, stoti, ibid, Lat, statuere

"to cause to stamd, place, etc.,", O.High Germ.
stan/sten, ibid > Germ, stehen, ib., cf, also
D.Eruss: postat "to become", i.e., po+(stat) "to
achieve a stand". Thus it couldﬁbe concluded

that this pair has the same base morph, but with
reversed variant forms to express transitivity vs.

intransitivity, e.g., Latv. intransitive form

stavet :: Russ. intransitive form stojét' and Latv,

transitive form stat(ies) :: Russ. transitive form

stavit!.?

star - zvaigzne - zvezda, complete agreement, cog.

Latv. -ai- :: Russ. -e- regularly (cf. footnote to
item 44:120). Lith, Evaigzde; ibid, would indicate
the paossibility of an 0,Slav, form *gvezda, with
Pol., gwiazda as a modern reflex of it, As a fur-
ther step, it could be postulated that,-for all

the Slav, forms, the basis was a anto—Slav, form
*gvaigzda and by an incontiguous regressive assimi-

lation < *Evaigzda, the latter representing a

lLatv° transitive verbal form stat(ies) has several vari-
ants, e.g., stadinat "to arrange, set up", stadit "teo place, put;

plant",

s

2Also Latv, forms:_ stavs "figure, erect body" and statis
"standing position", staja "stand", stats "frame for placing
sheaves erectly", stads "plant" correspond historically to the
Russ, form stat' "body, frame, figure", though the Latv. forms
have been derived from 'different' verbal forms, both intransi-
tive and transitive,
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hypothetical Proto-Balt.-Slav. form; cf. Vasm, I,
L47, Further connections are 0,Pruss. svaigstan
"light, shine", Latv,. 2vaigala "a cow with a star-
like forehead marking", Evygulys "shimmer", Latv.

zaiguot "to shimmer,

’ .
stone - akmens - kamen', partial agreement, non-cog.

The Russ. form constitutes one of the 'problem!
forms, for it differs from the Latv. one in one
feature enly, i.e., @ prebable metathesis., Houwever,
the exact phonological correspondence between the
two forms makes either one an immediate suspect to
borrowing. The Slav., speech community has uniform
reflexes of this form, e.g., ﬁml. kamien, Ukr,
kamin, Cz, kamen, S.Cr. kami, Bulg. kamen, which
reflects a Pan-Slav. development., The Baltic forms
are equally uniform, e.g., Latv., akmens, Lith,
akmuo, akmens, and 0,Pruss., ackons "awn" (=Latv.

akuots, Lith, akuotas), as the only recorded form,

Thus both speech areas are extremely rigid as far

as the phonology of this particular form is con-
cerned. In view of the fact that fhe base morphs
ak- and as- (for as- development cf, item 15:9)

have been historically very productive, within the
Balt. speech area, then thé postulate for a coexist-
ence of several hypothetical forms for "stone,

stone implements, etc." appears to be quite valid,
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2.g., *kamen- > Slav, ‘kamen-' forms, *akmen-)
Balt, 'ak-' forms and *akmen- » Balt., ‘as-/as-'
forms., Thus Russ. is cuénate with 0.5axon hamar
"hammer", O.Norse hamarr, for it shows complete
agreement with these forms (r/m alternation is a
common phenomenon within the neuter gender in

O.Norse), cf. Vasm. I, 51&4,

sun - saule - solnce, complete agreement, cognates.

Russ. represents an extended diminutive form, which
was derived in a manner similar to the one in item

70:40, Further connections are Lith. saule, ibid,

0.Pruss. saule, ib., Goth, sauil, ib,, Lat. saol,

ib,; for further connections cf. Vasm, II, 690,

1

Swim - haldgt - plévat', partial agreement, cog.
Latv. base morph peld-/plud- "to float" (item
51:124), and /plus- "to flow" (item 52:125) and all
forms are connected semantically, to wit, with
activity involving water. The Russ, form desig-
nates "to float" also and, as shown in item 51:124,
it is cognate with Latv, pluduot, ibid. As peldet

is a morphophonemic alternant of pluduot, them it

1Uasmer did not list Latv, peldet in connection with the
Russ, form plavat'!, The Russ, form was considered to be cognate
with Lith. plauti only, as shown in item 51:124, probably due to
irreqgular phenclogical correspondences between Latv. and Russ,.
reflexes, e€.g., plu-/plu-/pel- :: pla-/ply~; cf,. Vasm., II, 364,

377
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follows that the above Latv. and Russ, forms are
cagnate.l Further connections are (via semantic
extension) Latv. pildit "to fill, pour", Lith.
pildyti "to fill up", pilti "to pour® énd Latv.,

pilet "to drip".

tail - aste - xvost, no agreements, non-cognates,

Létv. might be connected with astri "horse hair",
Lith, asutas, ibid, also Latv. ass "sharp", Russ,
ost' "awn, any sharp puint";2 cf . also Gr. osteon
"bone" and Lith. astanka "remainder". Russ. re-
flects a Pan-Slav, development with widely diversi-
fied semantic desigmations for this form, e.g.,
Pol., chwost "tail, tail end", chwoszczka "shave
grass or horse-tail grass", Ukr, chvist "tail",
Cz. chvost "trail(ing), S.Cr. host "vine-stalk",
Bulg. chvosc "horse-tail grass, This form is
usually connected with Arm, xost "grass, lawn,
meadow"; also O.High Germ. guesta "tassel, tuft")

Germ, (Quaste, ibid, cf. Vasm, 111, 237-238.

1

Other examples of this type of alternation are Latv. pelni

"ashes"/plene "a thin layer of ashes", pilns "full"/plene "crowd,
multitude; a matted piece of wool or hair, i.e., as hair full of

dirt, etc.",

. 2Generally this Russ. form is viewed as related to Lith.
akstis "wooden spit", Latv, dial. aksts "barley, i.e., sharp-
awned grain"; cf. Vasm. 1II, 288,
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that - tas - tot, complete agreement, cognates.

Russ. reflects a reduplicated form, e.g., to+to as
in Ukr. toto. Latv, -a- :: Russ, -0- as in items
-:4]1, 68:38, 106:61, 133:167. A further connection

is Lith. tas, ibid,.

- v' .
this - sis - gtot, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv., is cognate with Lith. éis, ibid, O0.Pruss,
schis, ib., O.Russ. sej "this" which is still in
marginal use in Mmd.Russ.;l cf. alse Lat, cis "on
this side"., Russ, represents an extended form of
tot (item 161:85), e.g., proclitic directional

particle g(< e)+tot.

thou - tu -~ ty, complete agreement, cognates.

Phonetically Russ., -y in ty is a "center-vouwel"
between the cardinal vowels i1 and Q, with Slave
languages fluctuating horizontally and from a
frontal point of articulation (Bulg. ti) to a more
retracted point (Russ. ty) and the Balt. group
vertically, as it were, between the cardinal

vowel u (Latv,, Lith. tu) and mid-vowel o (O.Pruss,

tou, to, also tu).

lRuss. sej is an extended form < s(e) "this", via a definite
adjectival desinence. 0,Russ. s(e) was a demonstrative pronoun
of the first degree, as it were; cf. item 6£7:133 and also Vasm,

11, 602,
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- L.
tongue - mele -~ jazyk, no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. might be comnected with the verbal forms
melst "to gossip", Lith. melsti "to speak enthusi-
astically, also pray", meluoti "to lie" (Latv,
meluot), however, general background for this form
is quite obscure; cf., Buck 230.l Russ, seems to

be connected with 0,Pruss, inswwis, ibid, Lith,
lieéuvis, ib, < liezti "to lick" (but a different
development in Latv. laizit "to lick" D laiza "a
sweet-tooth"); also O.Lat. dingua "tongue" + lingere
Wgo lick" = Lat, lingua "tongue"; for further con-

nections cf., Vasm, III, 485,

tooth - zupbs - zub, complete agreement, cognates,.

Latv, =-uo- :: Russ, =-u- as in items 13:7, 66:37,
Further connections are Lith, zambas Yany pointed
object, a sharp corner, etc.", zambis "a wooden
plough, i.e., a poinféd one", also O.High Germ,

kamb “comb",

”»
tree - kuoks - derevo, no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. seems to be connected with Gr. kokkos "berry,

1

The Russ. forms molit' "to entreat, supplicate" D molit'sja

"to pray" could probably offer another connmection, whereby the
correspondence of the base morphs would be as in item -:45, e.g.,
mel- :: mol- as cel- :: kol-, though this correspondence is
rather vague due to Latv. -e~ :: Russ. -0-,
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grain" » Lat. coccum "the berry of the scarlet
nak";l probably also Lith, kaukas "bump, lump, also
a boil", Lith, dial, kuokas "stick, cudgel", O.Russ.
kuka "fist", Russ. is cognate with Lith. derva
"pine kindling", 0.Eng. teru "tar"; cf, also Lith.,

Latv., darva "tar",

two - divi - dva, complete agreement, cognates.

The base morphs correspond to each other, similar to
those in item 84:46, e.g., div- ::'dv- as zim~ ::
znN=, Further connections are Lith. du, O0.Pruss,

dwai, Goth. twai, Alb. du.

) . .
walk - iet - xodit', no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Russ. idti/itti, which is the
basis for the formation of the determined form of
the imperfective aspect as well as the perfective
aspect of the non-determimed form xodit!. Furfher
connections are Lith. eiti "to go", O.Pruss. eisei
"thou walkest", eit "go!" (imper., pl.). For the

background of the Russ., form cf. item 23:16,

warm - silts - jjﬁplyj, no agreements, non-cagnates.,

Latv. is cognate with Lith. siltas, ibid, probably

lA probable tabu concept for "tree" in Latv. could be postu-
lated as a reason for the semantic shift "berry, i.e., fruit >
tree", as some trees, notably oak, also groves and copses, were
considered ‘holy' before the advent of the Christian era, to wit,
before 1200 A.D.
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also Lat., calere "to be warm, hot", Russ, seems to
be connected with an D.Pruss, topanymic form
Tappelauken "Warmfield", Lat. tepere "to be luke-

warm; cf. also Uasm, III, 94-95,

— L4
water - udens -~ voda, some agreement, cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith., vanduo, vandens, ibid,
North.Lith, undus, ib., O.Pruss., wundan, unds, ib.
Further connecticns are Goth. watE, iba, Alh, uj,
ib.,, Lat. unda "water, esp. water in motien". The
Lith, form combines the phonological features of
both forms, as it were, and shows them to be cog-
nate, The dental nasal 'n' in Lith, and Lat. forms
seems to be intrusive, i.e., not organic and rela-

tively late in appearance; cf. Vasm, I, 212,

We -~ mes - my, complete agreement, cognates. The

correspondence of Latv, -e- :: Russ, -y 1is unusual,
though the Russ, form could be, perhaps, clarified
as an analogical change due to -y in vy "you®"
(Latv., jus). Further connections are Lith, mes
"we", 0.,Pruss, mes, ib., Arm., mek, ib,.; cf, also

Vasm, 11, 183,

L4
what - kas - cto, no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith. kas "what/who", Russ.
kto "who" (item 188:98), Lat. gui "what", O,High

Germ, hwaz, ibid. Historically Russ. is a com-
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pounded form, e.g., *c(e) "which" (=Lat. quid) +
*t(0) (the neuter form of the demonstrative pronoun
"this", cf. fn., to item 67:133). A further connec-

tion is Lat. gquis; cf. alseo Vasm, III, 348.

white - balts - belyij, complete agreement, cognates.

Latv, -a- :: Russ, -e- as in item 63:35, Further
connections are Lith. baltas "white", Latv, bals

"pale", Lith. balas, ibid, Latv, balinat "to bleach".

who - kas - kto, complete agreement, cognates.

Russ. represents a compound farm, e.g., k(o)+to,
wherein the first part is cognate with Latv. kas
"who", Lith, kas, ibid, and the second part is the
same form as represented in item 184:96; cf. also

this item for further connections,

vs v

v
woman - sieviete ~ zenscina, no agreements, non~-cog.

Latv. is an extension £ sieva "wife"; the latter
seems to be cognate with O.High Germ., 0.Eng. hiuwa
"yife". Russ. is an extended form < zena "wife";
the latter farm seems to be cognate with 0.Pruss.,
genno “"wife", Lith, Emona, ibid <,Emogus "human,

person”,

yellow - dzeltens - Ejbltvj, complete agreement, caog.

Further connections are Lith. geltas, geltonas,
ibid, 0.Pruss. gelatynan, ib,, Germ. gelb, ib.; for

affrication of velars for Latv., cf. item -:45,
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SECOND WORD _LIST

and - un - i, no agreements, non-cognates, Latv,

form seems to be a borrowing from Germ, und. Russ.
form might be connected with either Latv. ir (3rd
pers., sg./pl. of "to be"), or ir "also" in reiter-
ative formations where 'ir' functions gs a connec-
tive for several items of the same word category.
In Latgallian, an East-Latv. dialect, 'ir' either
has lapsed into 'i' by apocope or has been borrowed
from the Slavs, who have historically represented
not only an adstratum but also a strong super-

stratum influence,

. .1 . - .
animal - kustugnis™ - zivdtno(j)e, no agreements,

non-cognates. Latv. is derived from kustet "to
move" and Russ., from zit' "to live", cf, item

91:148,

at - pie - u, no agreements, non-cognates. Latv,

seems to be cognate either with Lith, prie "at"
(prie lango vs. Latv, pie luoga "at the window")

or apie “around" (Latv. ap), also Lith, pas "to"

(as a directional as well as a positional preposi-
tion). Russ, might be cognate with the now obsolete
Latv, prefix au- "“with, from", as it is still

utilized in some vestigial forms and expressions,

lThe above form is used in preference to dvanieks, ibid,
for the latter was calqued according to the above Russ. pattern,
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€.0., aumanis "someone with good sense, also high
intellect" (au+manis from mapa "sense, intellect
etc."; aumalam "in or with streams, i.e., without
bounds", as in plust aumalgm "to flow in streams,
i.e., out of control" (ausmal}am from mala "side,

boundary"),

: .
back - mugura - spina, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv. is cognate with Lith. nugara, the latter form
might be cognate with Ch.Slav. nu- "down" + gora
"mountain®, thus it meant, firstly, "mountain
ridge" (Buck 212)., This explanation seems to be
based on the existence of several variants for the
basic form mugura, e.g., mugurs, mugara, Jhe dif-
ference of the imitial nasals between the two Balt.
languages could be, perhaps, explained as a combi-
native change initiated by fronting of the phoneme
n- (as in Lith.) to m- (as in Latv.) due to antici-
pation of the following phoneme -u-, which requires
at least some lip rounding. Russ., might be a
borrowing from Lat. spina "spine" via 0.Pol. spina
"backbone", however, there might also exist a con-
nection with Latv. spina "a twig, switch of any

deciduous tree", cf. Lat. spina "thorm, needle",

bad - slikts - ploxaj, no agreements, non-cognates.

e.g., dzivnieks £ dzive "life",
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Latv, seems to be a borrowing from Balt.Germ,
"Schlichte", which alsc appears in Pol. via semantic
shift, e.g., szlichta "weaver's glue"; cf., also
Germ, schlecht "bad" :: Latv. slikts "bad". Russ,
seems to represent an E/W-Slav. form, e.g., Pol,
ptochy "shy, fickle", Cz. plochy "flat", Ukr,

ptochy j "humble, submissive, tacit", Russ. plaxa
"executioner's block" is connected with it, to wit,
by vowel gradation; cf. Latv. plats "wide, broad",

i.e., item 189:198, also Germ, flach "flat",

. 2. 1
because - juo - ibo~, no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cogmate with i) Lith. conj. jus "so much,
the more", and 1ii) perhaps, with the inst. sg.

form juo of the personal pronoun jis "he'"; cf.
also‘Germ. je(e.odesto) "so much the' + comparative.
Russ. consists of i+bo "and" (item 2:101) + "then"
(archaic form). The lattef form is cognate with
0.Pruss. be "“and"; cf, also Lith, juoba “unless,‘

the more".

blow - pust - dut', no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, pusti, ibid, and Russ.

puxnut! "to swell"; cf, also Lat, pustula "blister".

Russ, might be connected with Lith., dumti "to blow",

lThinguss. form is used in preference to the 'more recent!
one potomucto; also neither form would influence the cognate

count,
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0.Pruss, dumsle "bladder" (Latv. paslis); cf. also

Germ. Dampf "steam",

V/-/18:108 breathe - elpuot - dysat', no agreements, non-cog.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, alpti "toc faint, fall
into a swoon", alpus "breathless, fainted" (Latv,
elpa "breath"); cf. also Lith, alsa "weariness,
exhaustion" (Latv. elsa "a gasp", elsas "sobs",
elsuot "to pant", etc.)s Russ. is cognate with
Latv. duset "to repose, rest", dusa "slumber"
Lith, dusinti "te gasp for breath, pant"; cf. also
O.Norse dusa "to assume a motionless state", Germ,

duseln "to daydream, doze",

N/-/20:109 child ~ berns - rebj&nmk, no agreements, nen-cog.

Latv. is cognate with Lith. bernas "servant, lad,
fellow"; cf. alse O.,High Germ, barn, O.Eng. bearn,
Swed., Norw. barn; further Latv., form, via vowel
gradation, barenis "orphan", cf. Russ. barin
"gentlemen", though this Russ. form represents a
contraction £ bojarin "boyar(d), a noble" :: paren'
"young man, fellow" parobok "ladg", Vasm, I, 56;
IT, 316, 317, Russ. is cognate with Lat orbus
"childless; orphaned, bereft", 6 with the Russ. form
representing i) a metathesis, e.g., *orb->» *rob-,
and ii) a regressive assimilation, e.g., *rob->
*reb- { *orbe(n); cf. also Gefm. der Erbe "an

heir, successor", Further connectisns could be
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found in forms rab "slave", robet' "to be timid,

humble oneself",

count - skaitit - scitat!, partial agreement, cog.

Only the first and the last elements of the base
morphs agree, £.8., s-, -t-; however, the initial
Russ. phoneme g~ functions as a morphological
element in this instance, to wit, it indicates the
perfective aspect, with a specialized meaning, of
the form citat' "to read" € cest' which originally
designated "to count, pay, decipher a script" (in
Mod.Russ. it designates "to hongur'). IFf the

form cest' is accepted as the basic one, then the
above pair is cognate, for -ai- corresponds to -e-

as in item 152:80, etc.

cut - griezt - rezéti, some agreement, non-cognates.
The syllasic crests in this pair of forms seem: to
correspond, €.8., -ie- :: -e- as in items 26:112,
86:145, 145:174; however, according to the available
sources, there seems to be a lack of evidence for
any lapse of velars in the corresponding Slav.
forms, viz,, in the initial position and in front

of the liguids. Latv. is cognate with Lith. griezti
"to cut around", and it is further related to the
form griezt "to turn, turn about or around, wring"
(item 175:192) which carries a level intonation as

opposed to griezt (with a rising-falling one,
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formerly a rising one) of this item. Russ. is
cognate with Lith. rezti "to cut, rip, rend";}
Thus Lith. possesses both forms, to wit, with and
without the initial velar, whereas in Latv. both
forms have a velar initially, and a distinctive
intonational pattern is used te avoid a homonymic
clash, whereas Russ. possesses only the above

velarless form, as it were.

day - diena - den!, complete agreement, cognates.

The syllabic crest of Latv. corresponds regularly
with that of the Russ., i.e., -ie- :: -e-, as in
items 25:111, 86:145, 145:174, and in such 'often-

- ” . .
used' forms as siens "hay" :: seno, ibid,

dig - rakt - ryt', some agreement, non-cognates,

Latv, is cognate with Lith, rakti "to peck, pick",
Russ, is cognate with Latv., raut, Lith, rauti "to
tear, rend"; cf, also Russ, rak "crayfish, fresh-
water lobster" in reference to the above Latv.

form.

dirty - netirs - grjéznyj, no agreements, non-cog.

Latv, is the negated form of "clean", i.e., it
consists of ne+tirs "unclean, dirty". Latv. base
morph ~-tirs is cognate with Lith., tyrus "clean air,
water, etc."; cf. also Irish tirim "dry", for Latv,
tirit "to clean" could also designate "drying",

Russ, is derived from the verbal form grjéznut'
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Yto sink into mud, to be stuck in the mud, dirt"
with a Mod.Russ, reflex of grjaznit!'/zagrjaznit!
"to soil, dirty®. The verbal form is cognate with
the intr, verbal form of Latv. grimt (grimst "he/
she sinks"), Lith grimsti "to sink" and with the

tr. form of Latv. gremdet "to sink, lower".

dull - trulsl - tup&j, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv, might be conmected with the verbal form
trunet "to rot, crumble", Lith trumeti "to rot",
Russ. seems to be cognate with Litﬁ. tampyti "to
stretch" and tempti "to pull out, stretch out";
cf. also Lat, tempus "time; temple (anat.)", Germ

stumpf "blunt, dull, stumpy",

dust - puteklis - pyl!', partial agreement, cognates.

Cognation for this pair of forms is based on the
fact that there are two variants of the same base
morph, The comrcept of verbal transitivity and
intransitivity seems to underlie the aforementioned
dichotomy of the base morph in Latv., e.g., tr,
verbal base morph pus- "to blow" (item 16:107) al-
ternates with intr. verb. base morph put-(uot) "to
foam" (puta "foam") :: Russ. pyx-(at') "to breathe

heavily, puff, start fire by blowing" alternates

1

This Latv., form was used in preference to neass "non-sharp"

to avoid duplication of item 133:167,
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with pﬁx-(nut‘) "o swell" (pux "a down feather" ::
Latv, puka "fluff, loose downs"); thus the ultimate
base morphs in Latv. pu-/pu :: Russ. py-/pu-, with
Mod.Russ. reflexes of imp. pyxat'/perf. pyxnht'

"to emit heat", pyxtét' "to puff, pant" and pﬁxnut'

"to swell", Vasm. II, 470, 473, 475,

fall - krist - p%dat', no agreements, ron-cognates,

Latv., is probably cennected with Lith kresti "to
shake, shake loose, etc.". Russ. is probably con-
nected with Latv, peda "foot", if Russ. pod
"hearth(stone), also bottom" is viewed as { padat'.
A further connection could be established via its
perfective aspect past', which points to cognation
with Lat., persum "to the groumd, bottom", Vasm, II,

330,

far - tals - dal'nyi, partial agreement, cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith. tolus "distant, remote,
far"; it is probably cognate with Russ, dal!
"distance" (now a vestigial form), from whence was
derived the above Russ, adjectival form. However,
the correspondence bf Latv. -a- :: Russ. -a- is not
a common phenomenon, though it does appear in item
98:149; neither is the voiceless :: voiced feature,

i.e., initially at least,
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N/-/43:119 father - tEvsl - otec, some agreement, non-cognates.

Latv, is cognate with Lith., tevas and it would seem

tc be connected with the Lat. base morph de-

denoting "God"., Russ. form consists of the base

morph ot- + dim, suff, -ec-(£ -ek-); ot- seems to

be connected with Goth, atta. It should be nufed that
B.Irish athir depicts the lapse of the initial
bilabial plosive p~ as represented in Lat. pater,

similar to O,Irish -iasc :: Lat. piscis "fish",

V/+/44:120 fear - baidities - bojat'sja, some agreement, cog.

Latv. is a reflexive verbal form < baidit "to
frighten" which is cognate with Lith, baidyti,

ibid., Further variants of the base morph bai-

are: Latv, bailes, Lith, baile "fear"; Latv.

baiss, baigs, baismigs "fearful", Lith, baisus,
baisingas, ibid; Latv,. baisma "horror", Lith. baime,
ibid, etc. Thus the base morph for fear seems to

be bai—z, and all other forms seem to be derived

lThe above Latv, form has also a synonym form tetls, which
is cognate with Lith, tetls, but does not seem to be connected
with the above Russ, form,

2This suggests that Latv, al :: Russ. o which cannot be
readily substantiated, for only one example could be found to
illustrate this correspondence, e.g. aita (cf. O.Irish oi)
"sheep" :: ovca, ibid; however, the Latv. form avs "ewe" seems to
be more closely related to this Russ. form than the former aita,
Usually, the correspendence of Latv. ai to Russ. g is more pre-
dominant, e.g., Latv. malslt "to mix" ::_Russ, mesat' ibid;
mainit "to change" :: mengat' ib.; raisit "to loasen, untle"
(¢f. Germ. reissen) :: resat' (perf. aspect resit') "to solve,
conclude", etc. In view of the above, and the fact that the
base morph should be baid- (baidas/baidijas/baidisies "he fears/
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from it with different vocalic adjusiments, e.g.,
Latv. biedet "to threaten", bijat(-ies) "to be
awed", bities "to be afraid". The Russ. form is
probably connected with one of the latter variants
of bai-, or it might represent a purely Pan-Glav.
variant, as other Slav, forms are: PFal. ba&sie(n),
Cz. batise, Ukr, bojatysa, S.Cr. bojatise. A.fur-
ther connection could be establishéd via the Russ,
nominal form bes "ﬁemon, satan" :: Lith, baisas,

ibid; cf, also Lat. foedus "abominable, horrible",

v » .
few - dazs - inoj, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv. is cognate with Lith, daznas "frequent, not
one but many, several", Russ. is connected with
Lith. ynas "the real one, true one, etc.", and also
via vowel gradation with 0.Pruss, ains "one", con-
sequently with Latv. viens, Lith, vienas, ibid;

cf. also Lat, unus “one',

fight - cinities - borot'sja, no agreements, non-

cog., Latv, might be connected via its nominal form
cha "action, struggle, fight", with (via semantic
extension) Lith. kine "an elevated location in a
swamp", cf., also Latv. ciega "honour, regard" and

its verbal form cienit, ibid, Russ. is cognate with

feared/will fear"), it could be stated that Latv. baid- :: Russ,
bed-, the Russ. form designating "misfortune" which is also cog-
nate with Latv. beda "trouble".
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Latv. bart, Lith. barti "to scold, flog"; Latv,

-a- :: Russ, -o- as in item 125:163.

0/+/50:123 five - pieci - pjat!, complete agreement, cognates,

Latv, ~ie- :: Lith, -en- (penki "five") as liekt
"to bend" :: lenkti, ibid. Latv. -c- is the result
of a historical process of affrication with corre-
sponding reflexes of palatalization in Russ. and no
phonological change in Lith,, e.g., pieci - pjat' -
penki "five", Russ. form ljéka "a sway-back dog"
probably shows the correspondence of Balt, -ie-/
-en~ with Russ. -ja-, for this Russ, form seems to
be conmected with Latv, liekt, Lith. lenkti "to

bend"; vasm, II, 82,

V/+/51:124 float - pluduutl - plavat!, some agreement, cog.

Historically, this pair is cognate., Latv., is cog-
nate with Lith, pludis "float" (cf. Latv. pludi
"flood") and Russ. is cognate with Lith, plauti
"to wash, rinse", Latv. plaust "to wet, moisten",
This fluctuation of meaning, between these dia-
chronically cognate forms, is similar to O.Emg.
lafian > lave "to wash, bathe; wash or flow along

or against", wherein both meanings are combined.

 there is also a tr. verbal form in Latv. pludinat < intr,
pluduot.

,The Russ, is actually an innovated imp. verbal form
<L plavit' "to float" with a decay of meanimg in Mod.Russ.,
E.0., "to melt".
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flow - plust - tec', no agreement, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, plusti "to flow",
Russ. is cognate with Latv. tecet "to trickle,

leak", Lith. teketi "to flouw".

: 1 .
flower - zieds =~ cvetok, no agreement, non-cog,.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, iiedas, ibid, < Eydeti,
Latv. ziedet "to bloom". Russ, is probably con-
nected with Latv. kvitet "to shimmer" and the tr.

verbal form kvitinat.

: s )
fog - migla - tuman, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv. is cognate with Lith., migla, ibid, and Russ.
mgla "haze", Russ, seems to be connected with
Kirgiz tuman "fog, darkness"; cf,. also Latv, tumsa,

Lith., tamsa "darkness",

- . h 4 P d
four - cetri - cetyre, complete agreement, cog.;

cf. also Lith, keturi, ibid.

.”
freeze - salt - mjorznut', no agreements, non-cog,

Latv. is cognate with Lith. Ealti, ibid, and seems
to be connected with Russ. salo "tallow, suet;
also sludge, thin ice"., Russ. seems to be cognate
with Alb. mardem, ibid, marde "goose pimples";

Vasm, II, 121,

1The above form was used in preference to puke "flouwer",
for the latter is am obvious loan < Livonian (Finn.) pukk, ibid;
however, cf. also Latv. bukete "bouguet, nosegay",
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fruit - auglis - plodl, no agreements, non-cog.

Latv. form £ augt "to grow" and it is cognate with
Lith. augti "to grow". Russ., represents a Pan-
Slav, form, e.g., Pol, piod, Ukr, plid (as Ukr.
kin' :: Russ, kon' "horse"), Cz. plod, S.Cr. plod.
This form seems to be conmnected with Ch.S5lav,

pluduvityj "Fruitful"; Vasm, 1I, 373; Pr.'II, 75,

- I
grass - zale - trava, no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, Eule, ibid, O.Pruss.
salin, ib., Russ. zeljonyj "green" (item 63:35).

A further connection seems to be via Latv., zelt
"to thrive, flourish, become green"; cf. also Lat.
helvus "honey-yellow" and the further possibility
of a connection with gilvus "pale-yellow". Russ,
represents s Pan-Slav, form, e.g., Pol. traws,
Ukr. trava, Cz, trava, S.Cr. trava, Bulg. treva
(with vowel gradation, e.g., @ : e). The basis
far this form seems to be Ch,5lav, truti "te
expend, use up" with further derivationm of natruti
"to feed" and also further semantic extension in
Bulg. trova "to poison", Pol. truc, truje(n),

ibid :: Latv. zales (pluralia tantum) “medicine",

1

The more widely utilized Russ, form frukt, ibid, was

avoided, for it is an obvious loan from Lat, fructus via Pol.
frukt, ib,, Vasm, III, 219,
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zglunt "to cure, heal", but the expression zaluot
edienu designates "to poison", literally "to add

‘medicine' to a meall,

1 Ly e
guts - zarna -~ kiska, noc agreements, non-cognates,

Latv. is cogrnate with Lith, zarna "gut"., This form
is probably connected with zars "branch; also ex-
tension"; cf., alsoc Lat. hernius and Germ. Darm,
ibid. Russ, is cognate with Pol. kiszka, ibid,
Ukr, k&éka "gut, sausage', Arm. kust "maw, also

womb"; Vasm,., I, 564; Pr, I, 310,

" ) :
he - vigs - on, no agreements, non-cognates, Latv,

appears to be connected with the cardinal viens
"one" (item 110:64); cf. alsp Ukr, vin, ibid,
though probably this form is connected with the
directional particle von "there, over there, in

the distance!". Russ. seems to be connected with
Lith., anas "that, the far one".2 The obligue cases
of this Russ. pronoun are cognate with the base
morph of the now obsclete relative pron, ize/ jaze/

(j)eze "which (in three genders)", viz., je-; the

1

The Latv. form ieksas (pluralia tantum) "bowels, insides"

< jpksa "inside" was not used, to avoid dupllcatlon af item

82:143,

2Hlstorically, O.Russ, (about 1100 - 1700 A.D.) still rec-
ognized three degrees of distance and for each degree used a

distinct dem,

pron., €.g., i) s(e) "this" when the object in

guestion was near the speaker and the interlocutor; ii) t(o)
"that" when the object was away from the speaker but near the

interlocutor;

iii) on(o) "yon" when the object was away from
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latter is cognate with Lith. jis/ji "he/she"; cf.
also Lat. demonstrative pron. is/ea/id "he/she/it;
this or that persom or thing", Goth. is "he, that
one", Germ, Jjener "that, the distant one" and item

46:121, e.g., Russ. inoj "feuw",

A/-/171:134 heavy - smags - tjaij&lyj, nd agreements, non-cog,

Latv. is cogmate with Lith, smagus "heavy, pert.
to a blow, frost", probably alse Qith Ch.Slav,
smagat' "to whip®. Russ. seems to be cognate with
Lith, tingeti "to be idle, be a burden"; cf. alsa
Norw., Swed. tung "heavy". The Russ. verbal form
tjanﬁt; "to pull® (item 113:155) and its vulgatg
farm tjagét' seem to be connected with the above:

form; Vasm, III, 167; Pr., Append. 32-34,

0/-/72:135 here - éeitl - tut, no agreements, non-cognate,

Latv, might be conmected with Lith. stai "hither"
also cia "here'", though the latter form points to
an original k+i, Probably it is a curtailed form
of seitan "in this place, here", as se-sei t-

seitan :: te-*teit-teitan "in that place, there"

both, The last form gave Mod.Russ. sg. and pl, forms in all
genders for the third person personal pronoun, 2.g., 0N, una,
ono, oni,

lThis is one of the ‘'‘problem! feorms in Latv., cf. Endz,
1091,

It should also be noted that this is the only faorm in
standard Latv. which shows the diphthong ei fogllowing the
unvoiced shibilant, except for 581ms<( Russ. sejma "sail", prob-
ably < Karel. seimi or Finn, seimi “tow-rope, boat-hawser".
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(Se, te represent the sg. loc. of sis "this", tas
"that", cf. items 161:85, 167:86), As further
probable connections, Latv. synonym site "here-
about",l Latv, dial. forms éie, éei, si "where"
:: the literary form kur (0.Pruss. quei) "where"
could be mentioned, Russ. seems to reflect a
Pan-Slav, develocpment, e.g., Pol. tu, Ukr, tut,
Cz. tu "here", tuto "there", S.Cr. tu "there'",
Bulg. tu-ka "hither". The basis for this form is
Com.Slav. alternation of *tu with *tute (perhaps
similar to kto and cto forms, cf. items 184:96,
188:98), as the Russ. dial., form tuto, as well as
other Slav. forms, would indicate. The 0.Pruss.
tenti "now" should also be mentioned as it desig-

nates immediacy in time.

hit - sist - bit', no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv, base morph (e.g., sit "he/she hits") seems
to be connected with Lith, suduoti "to strike",
Russ, represents an Inter-Slavonic developmeﬁt,
e.g., Pol, bic, Ukr., byty, Cz, biti, S.Cr. biti;
cf, also O.Irish benim, Mid.Eng. bete, Mod.Eng.

beato

lperhaps this synonym points to a former system of distance
differentiation (cf. Russ. in item 67:133), e.qg., sis, sitas,
tas "this, that, yon". The form of seit < site is quite prob-

able, for the alternatlon of 1 with ei occurs in dial. forms and

the final -e in site could have lapsed by apocope;
for i > ei,

cf. Endz,

523
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hold - turet - derzét', same agreement, non-cognate.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, tureti "to hold in pos-
session, own", and appears to be connected with
Russ, tvorit! "to create, make".l Russ. represents
a Pan-Slav, development, e.g., Pol. dzierzyé, Ukr.
derzéty, Cz. dréeti, 5.Cr, driati; cf. also Lith,
dirzti "to become viscous", dirginti, dirgyti "to
arrange, align", Latv, derdzet "to be guarrelsome",

dergt(ies) "to be loathsome',

how - k&2 - kak, some agreement, non-cognates.

Latv, appears to be the gen. sg. of kas "what, who",
this it seems to be cognate with Russ. kto "who',
cf. item 188:98., Russ, is a curtailment of kakaj
"mhicﬁ one"; the latter represents a Pan-Slav,
development, e.g9., Pol, kaki, Cz. kako, 5.Cr. kaka,
Bulg. kako, kak; cf. also Lith koks "of which

kind", Irish cach "each", Latv, kads, Lat. gualis

"of which kind"; Vasm, I, 506; Buck 920-921.

hunt - medit - Dxﬁtit'sja, no agreements, non-cog,

Latv. seems to be connected with Lith, medziuti,

ibid; cf. also Latv. mednis "grouse, mountain

1

Latv. form tvarstit "to seize, also to grope for" seems to

be connected with this Russ. form (cf. also tvert "to grab"),
since Latv, duris or durvis is generally thought to be cognate
with Russ. dver', as Latv. dvars "roadway within the gates" is
cognate with Russ. dvor Ycourt".

2
10°0.

This is one of the  'problem' forms in Latv., cf. Endz,
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cock", medus "honey", Russ. seems to represent an
E/W-5lav, development, e.g., Pol. ochota "longing,
inclinatian", Ukr. ochota "pleasure, gaiety; hunt",
£z. ochota "joy", This form seems to be connected
with the verbal form xotet' "to want, desire” and,
perhaps, due to a tabu concept for hunting in this
speech area, has replaced the original form with
oxota "joy, passion, hunt", i.e., the semantic
shift started with "to want" > "desire", > "joy,

gaiety" > "bunt; to hunt"; cf. Vasm. II, 294,

N/=-/78:140 husband -~ virs - muE, no agreemenis, non-cognates,

Latv. is cognate with Lith. vyras, ibid, Lat. vir
"a male"., Russ. reflects a Pan-Slav, development;
for its connections and Slav, reflexes cf. Vasm,

II, 169-170 and also item 95:52,

N/+/80:141 ice - ledus -~ l4jod, complete agreement, cognates.

The Latv, base morph led- :: Russ, base mnrph 1ljod-
as Latv, med-(+us) "honey" :: Russ. mjod-, ibid.
Further connections are Lith, ledus "ice", 0.Pruss.
ladis, ibid; probably also Irish ladg "snow" as in

Vasm., II, 25.

0/-/81:1L42 if - jal - ({esli, no agreements, non-cognates.

lLatv. Jja was used in preference to vai, for the latter has

several designations, e.g., "or, whether, also if (in optative
or passive constructions)®, :
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Latv, is cognate with Lith. jei, ibid, Histori-
cally, the Russ., consists of the third pers. sg.
form of "to be" (cf. item 37:23) aﬁd the emphatic
particle 1i, e.g., (j)est'+li= Mod.Russ. (j)esli,
with a complete lapse of the palatalized dental
plosive t!' in Mod.Russ.1 Originally, this Russ.
form designated "if being the case, that ..." which

consequently narrowed down to "if",

L] . b 3
in - ieks - v/vo, partial agreement, cognates,

Latv. represents a contracted form < ieksa
"inside" and seems to be conmnected with Lith,
i(n)kisti "to shove (in), thrust, insert", also
Lith., 1I(n) "in", Russ., appears to be connected
with the Latv, prefix ie- "in, into (as in ieiet =
ie-+iet 'to go in, i.e., enter')" and D0.Pruss. en
"in", Historically, the Russ., forms for "in,
into" were represented by v, vo, which were uéed
both as prepositions and prefixes and vn- function-
ing as a prefix only,2 whereas in Latv. ieks
functions as a preposition only and ie- as a

pref‘ix.3 Thus it could be stated that the above

lPrahably due to a phonetic simplification based on econ-
omy, B.0., a complication of alveolar-dental fricative, palato-
alveolar plosive and palatpo-alvecolar lateral, cnce the morpheme
suture between the base morph, as it were, and the funttion word
lapsed and the'least important' palato-alveolar element, i.e.,
the dental, was dropped.

°The v, vo forms function similarly in Mod.Russ., and the
vn- form is considered to be moribund and appears only in a few
vestigial forms,

3Even in Mod. Latv. the usage of prepositions is quite re-
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forms are probable cegnates, for the diphthangal
element in Latv. ieks seems to be functioning as

a prefix, e2.g., ieks < ieksa "inside" = ie-+(ksa).
Furthermore, the 0.Russ, prefix is still preserved
in some vestigial forms, e.q., vnimat! "to pay
attention (< 0.Russ. v(o)n-+imati "to take in"),
overhear" which is morphologically cognate with
Latv, ie-+gemt/+jemt "to take in, capture". Fur-
ther connections are Lat. in "in, into", Irish in-,

ibid, Goth. in, ib,

td
lake - ezers - onzero, complete agreement, coghates.

Latv. e~ :: Russ. o~ via qualitative vowel grada-
tion, e.g., elkuons "elbow" :: Russ, lokot', ibid,
with the Russ, form reflecting a metathesis whereby
the historical initial phoneme o- was transposed
with -l-.l Further connections are Lith, Egeras,

ibid, 0,Pruss. assaran, ib.

laugh - smiet(ies) - smejat'sja, complete agree-

ment, cegnates, The Latv. verbal paradigm shows
complete agreement with the Russ. form, e.qg.,
smeju(os) :: smejus' "I laugh"; cf. also items

26:112, 145:174., Further connections are Latv.

stricted and the avoidance of their application is ocbvious,

1There are a few other examples of this type of metathesis,
€.4., involving the ligquids 1l-, r- and the following vowel:
0.Russ, ralo "a plough" :: Latv, arkls, ibid, Russ,., lakat' "“to
lap, swill, originally to starve" :: Latv. alkt "to thirst,

crave",
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smaidit "to smile", smidinat "to invoke laughter",
sminet "to sneer", also Mid.Eng. smilen "to smile";

cf. Vasm, II, 673-674,

left (side) - kreiss - lévyj, no agreements, non-

cognates. Latv. seems to be connected with Lith,
kreivas "crooked" (Latv. kreilis "a left-handed
person, also clumsy"), probably also with Russ,
krivaj "obligue, crnoked".l Russ. is cognate with
Lat. laevus "left; aiso silly, unpropitious", and
is probably connected with Lith. islaivoti "to

make a bend, curve',

leg - kaja -~ nogé, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv. is cognate with Lith. koja, ibid. Further
background is obscure;:cf. Buck 242, Russ. is
cognate with Latv, nags "nail", cf. alsoc item

56:31,

-— v
live - dzivuot - zit', some agreement, cognates.

Latv., absolute base morph dzi- :: Russ. zi- as
dzI-+(sla) "artery, vein" :: zi-+(la), ibid, The
Latv., verbal form dzit "to drive, goad, prod"

depicts the absoclute base morph dzf—, from whence

the adjectival form dzivs "lively" (Lith. gyvas)

lAny connection with this Russ. fgrm is obscure, due te the
Russ. loanword krievs "Russian" (krivict "an East-Slav. tribe in
the North") into Latv., but krievs designates "crooked, distort-
ed", Lith, krivis "a sly person',
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is derived and servesvas a basis for the above
verbal form, e.g., dzit > dzivs > dzivuot. Thus
the Latv. and Russ, forms could be viewed as true
cognates. Further conmections are Lith, gyti "to
drive", O.Pruss. gijwans "alive" (acc. pl. form)

Lat. vivus "living, alive".

N/+/97:149 maother - mate - mat', complete agreement, cognates.

Latv. -a- :: Russ, -a- as in item 41:118, Further
connections are Lith. motyna, ibid, 0.Pruss. muti,
ib., Lith, mote, moters "female spouse", Lat.

mater, matris "mother", Irish mathir, ibid, O.High

Germ, mucter, ib., etc.l

A/-/102:150 narrow - saurs - ﬁzkij, no agreements, non-cog,.

Latv, is cognate with Lith, siauras, ibid.2 Russ.
is probably connected with Lith, ankstas "cramped",
Lat. angustus "narrow, cramped". Further connec-

tions are Goth. aggwus "marrow", Arm,., anjuk, ibid.

lE g., this form appearg to be a general I-E development,

with the exception of Alb. nana < probably Turk,., anne, which
does not seem to have affected other speech areas in Europe or
adjacent to it, e.g., Hung. az anya, Finn, aiti, Est. ema, Arab.
el-omm; but Georgian has deda "wother® : mama "father", i.e.,

it seems to depict a reversed phonological development to any
expected I-E one.

2Uasmer mentions sura "vaging" (in Pskov, Tver regions) as
a probable connection with Latv, saurs. However, despite the
acceptable phonnlagical correspondence of Latv, -aur- :: Russ,
-ur- within the base morphs, the exact correspondence of the
initial phonemes indicates a strong possibility of Russ. dial,
borrowing, notably in the contact-region of Pskov.
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A/-/103:151 near - tuvs - blizkij, no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. seems to be connected with 0.Pruss, tawischan
"the nearest" (acc. sg.), Lith tuvi "at once";
though the etymological background of this form is
guite obscure, cf. Buck 868.l Russ. seems to be
connected with Latv. blaizit "to squeeze", bliezt
"to smash", cf. Lith, blyzuti "to lie still, per-
taining to an extremely sick person, animal", also

Lat. fligere "to beat down",

A/-/109:152 old - vecs - stéryj,‘nu agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, vetusis "ancient; Lat.
vetus "old, ancient", Russ. vétxij "decrepit, ram-
shackle", Russ., seems to be connected with Lith,
storas "thick, strong", also O.Norse storr "huge,
powerful®,

A/-/111:153 other - uotrs - drugoj, no agreements, non-cog.

Latv. is cognate with Lith. antaras "second" (an

ordinal), O.Pruss. antars, ibid,2 probably Russ,

lPerhaps a connection between tavs "yours" and the above
form could be suggested, as there exists a certain semantic
overlap in most of the derived forms, e.g., tavs > tavejais "aene
of your kind, e.g.,_a closely related person, also kin gener-
ally" : tuvs > tuvejais "anything, anybody close at hand", tu-
vakais (= comp. degree) "neighbour, kin", tuvinieks "close
relative, kinsman",

2Latv. "second" (ordinal) is represented by otrais, i.e.,

otrs with a definite adjectival desinence, This is a similar
develapment to the ordimal pirmais "first", though in this case
the form with the indef, adj. desinence, pirms, has become
semantically as well as morphologically moribund, e.g., pirmais
"first" ; pirms "before" - an indeclinable adverbial form,
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vtnraj, ib., though any connection between this
Russ, form and the Latv. one seems to be guite
vague, cf, Vasm, I, 237, Russ. seems to represent
a general Pan-S5lav. development, e.g., Pol, drugi
"other, alse second", Ukr. druhyj, ibid, Cz. druh?,
ib., S5.Cr. drugi, ib., Bulg. drugi "other". His-
torically, the Russ, form is an adjectival exten-
sion £ drug "friend"; the latter is cognate with
Latv, draugs, ibid, Lith. draugas, ib., also

O.Norse poet. form draugr "man"; cf., Vasm. I, 373.

plough - art - paxét', no agreements, non-cognates,
Latv. is cognate with Lith. arti, ibid, Lat. arare,
ib., 0.Russ. orat', ib. (extinct in Mod,Russ.),l
Pel, oraﬁ, ib. HRuss. seems to be cognate with Cz,.
pachati "toc be active, do, make", however, further
background seems to be guite obscure; cf. also
Vasm, II, 326, Buck 496, where the late Ch.Slav,
form pachati "te shake, fFan® is given as a prob-

able connection,

pull - vilkt - tjanat', no agreements, non-cog.

For the connections and background of the Latv.
form cf, item 21:14, Russ, reflects a Pan-5lav,

development based on the concept of "to stretch" =

lThe homophonous dial. Russ. form orat' "to yell" is con-
sidered to be connected with Lat, orare "to speak", Arm, uranam
"1 deny", cf. Vasm, 11, 274,
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tjagat', e.g., Pol. cia(n)gna(n)c "to pull", Ukr,
t'ahaty "to pull, drag", Cz. tahati/tahnouti "to
pull oneself, stretch oneself", Slovene teg "a
pull®, tegniti "to stretch oneself", S.Cr.
nategnuti "to draw on, pull on". Further probable
connections are O.High Germ, dihsala "wyagon-shaft",

Lat. temo, ibid; cf. Vasm, III, 1664

push - grﬁstl - tulkét', no agreements, non-cog.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, grusti, ibid. Russ.,
is connected with toloc' "to pound, trample" which
is connected with Lith, tilkts "to be calm"; cf.

alsoc Vasm., III, 116-117,

right (correct) - pareizs - pravil'nyj, no agree-

ments, non-cognates. Latv. appears to be connected
with the Lith. form pareiZiui "in succession, run-
ning"., This Latv, form might also be connected
with the prepositional phrase: pa reizei "once in
a while (literally: for times)". Russ. is an
extended form < pravo "justice, rights"; the latter
is represented in Latv. prava "court session, pro-
ceedings, etc.", Lith, prova, ibid, as Russ. loan-

words; cf, Vasm., II, 423,

lThis Latv. form was used in preference to stumt "to
shove", for the normal response to "to push" and tolkai' would
be grust, and neither form, e.g., neither stumt ner grust, would
have influenced the cagnate count as both are true non-cognates,
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right (side) - labais - prévyj, no agreements, non-

cognates. The Latv, form is analogous to labs
"good, mell"-l (with an indefinite adjectival desin-
ence). For further connections cf. item 61:34,
€.0., "good" - labs, Russ, is connected with
pravo "justice, rights" as in item 117:157, The
Russ., form prévo appears to be related to Lat.
probus "good, fine", O,Norse framr "progressing",

cf. Vasm, II, 424,

river - upe - reka, no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv, is cognate with Lith, upe and is probably
connected with Ch,5lav. (Russ, only) vapa "lake,
puddle",l consequently with O0.Pruss. wupjan
"cloud", Russ., represents a Pan-Slav. development,
e.g., Pol, rzeka, Ukr. rika, Cz. reka, S.CT.

ri jeka, Bﬁlg, reka, It might be connected with

the Latv. verbal form ritet "to roll, to flow by
(as time), flow (as tears)" > (div)ritenis
"(bidcycle", Lith, ritineti "to ride", ritinis "a

circle", cf. also Lat, rivus "brook",

3 -’
rope - virve - verjovka, complete agreement, cog.

Latv, -i- :: Russ., -e~ as in items 1:1, 70:40,

lThlS connection could be viewed as a similar development
to the one in item 181:94, e.g., udens "water" :: voda, ibid,
consequently with O,Pruss. wundan representing a combining form,

as it were,
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Further conmections are Latv. verbal form vert "to
open; string; thread", Lith., verti "to thread",

virve "rope, string", 0.Pruss. wirbe, ibid.

rot - put - gnit', no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv, is cognate with Lith, puti, ibid. Russ.
represents a Pan-Slav, development, e.Q., Pbl.
gnic, Cz, hniti, Ukr. hnyty, S.Cr. gnjiti, Bulg.
gnijo)., Further probable connections are Latv.
gnide "rough, scabby skin", 0O,High Germ, gnitan
"to rub away, grind down", B.Eng. gnidan "r;b,

smear; to crumble away in pieces",

— L4
rub - berzet - teret', no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv, is an extension of berzt "to scrub%; the
latter form is probably connected with Russ,
borona "a harrow", consequently O.High Germ,

boron "to bore". Russ. seems to be connected with
Latv, trit "to sharpen", trities "to rub oneself
against something®, Lith. trinti "to rub", tirti

"to explore", Lat. terere "to rub",

N/+/125:163 salt - sals - sol', complete agreement, cognates.
Latv, -a- :: Russ. ~-o0- as in karba "box" :: korob
"hast-box, bast-basket”, also as in item 47:122
pertaining to the background of borot'sja "to
fight", Further connections are O,Pruss, sal,1
1

This O.Pruss, form is considered as a probable Slav.
loanword, cf,., Vasm, 1I, 693,



V/-/128:164

N/-/129:165

145

Lith, solymas "Saltlake" (a toponym), Lat. sal,

Goth, salt, Arm, ai.

- 4
scratch - kasit - carapat', no agreements, non-cog.

Latv, is cognate with Lith. kasyti, ibid, and it is
probably connected with Russ, kasa Yplait, braid",
Russ. is a relatively new verbal form and it is
probably connected with the interjectiomal phrase:
cap - carap! "quick - quick, grab it!", with the
verbal form capat' "to snatch, seize, grab" as the
initial element and the second part depicting a
phonetic innovation medially. The verbal form
cépat‘ seems to represent a Pan-5lav, development
with some semantic diversifiecation, e.g., Pol.
capac "to walk clumsily", Ukr. capaty "to grab,
snatch® Cz, capati "to waddle; splash", Slovene
cépa "paw", Slovak capat' "to seize quickly"; cf.

Vasm, III, 282; Pr. Append. 42-43,

e »
sea - jura - more, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv., is cognate with Lith, jura, ibid, jaura
"swamp, marsh", Jjaurus "boggy".l Russ, is cognate
with Latv, mare "lagoon, tombolo (a small bay pro-

tected by a bay-mouth bar)", Lith, marios "lagoon,

1

The Russ. dial. form (Upper Ovinsk region) jﬁrmmla "a low

lying land-mass", as listed by Vasmer (cf. Vasm, III, 472-473),
seems to be a direct borrowing from Balt. sources, for both
elements of the compound correspond to Latv. jurmala "sea-side",
which is also a toponym,
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also a small sea of sorts", 0.Pruss. mary "lagoom",

Goth, marei "sea", Irish muir, ibid, Lat. mare, ib,

U/-/132:166 sew - sut - éit', complete agreement, cognates.

Latv, -u- :: Russ, -i- as but "to be :: byt', ibid,

(Russ. i/y are in allophonic distribution only).

A(+)133:167 sharp - ass - ostryj, partial agreement, cognates.

Latv. a- :: Russ, o- as in items 68:38, 106:61,
185:196 and initially as abi, abas "both" :: aoba,
Bbe, ibid. However, the last phoneme in the Russ,
base morph presents a difficulty, Latv, as- ::
Russ. ost-, due to lack of evidence which would
show the presence of this -t~ phoneme in the Latv.
base morph (unless Latv. astri "horse hair" could
be viewed as a'combining' form). Perhaps Lith.
astrus "sharp" could also be viewed as a combining
form, as it were; for further connections of the
Latv, form cf, item 15:9., Russ, appears to be con-
nected also with Lat. acer "sharp", Arm. asein

"needle".l

lThis pair was viewed as probable cognates, though Vasmer
did not list it as such, for two of the three phonemes im the
base morphs showed complete agreement and the semantic linkage
was considered to be sufficient evidence for cognation. Anoth-
er - murghologically'analugous - Latv, form ass/ase "axle"
(Lith. asis) shows a regular correspondence to the Russ. os',
ibid; thus, perhaps, a lapse of -t- in the Latv, base morph did
occur, for it might be assumed that it existed to avoid a homo-
nymic clash, e.g., as- "axle" : *ast(r)- "sharp" (the dial. form
of astras in Vasm, II, 288 is not convincing, for it is obvious-
ly a result of Lith., influence). A like vacillation within
similar linguistic environment should be noted here: Latv.
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A/-/134:168 short - iss - knr&tkij, no agreements, non-cognates.
Latv. might be connected with Lith, dial. forms
ysas/iusas "short", as well as Latv. ass "sharp",
though general background for this form is guite
obscure, Russ., seems to be connected with Lith,
kartus "bitter", Irish cert "small"; cf., also Lat.
curtus "shortened, mutilated" and Germ, kurz

"short".

V/-/135:169 sing - dziedat - pet', no agreements, non-cognates.
Latv, is cognate uitﬁ Lith., giedoti, ibid, also
gydyti "to heal, cure", Latv. dziedet, ibid,
0.Russ. gajati "te crow" migﬁt be connected with
it. ARuss, represents a Pan-Slav. develaopment, e.g.,
Pol., piac, Ukr. pijaty, Cz. peti, S.Cr. pjevati.

Any outside connectians with this form seem to be

guite obscure; cf. Vasm, 1I, 422; Buck 1249,

N/+/138:170 sky - debess - nebo, some agreement, cognates.

Latv. seems to represent a phoneme substitution in
the case of the initial phnneme,ne.g., d- for n-.
This substitution probsbly occurred due to Lith,
influence, as in Lith. debesis designates "cloud"
and Lith. dangus désignates "sky, alsoc heaven',

Furthermore, the Russ. plural paradigm exposes the

straume "gtream", Lith. sriaume/dial, straumuo "stream" :: Russ.
strumen' "broek"; Latv. strauts "brook" but Lith. srautas/strau-
tas, Latv. straujs "rapid" but Lith. sraujus/sraunus,
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entire morpheme, e.Q., nebesé, which is in complete
agreement with the Latv. form. Further connections
are Lat. nebula "vapour, fog, mist", O.High Germ.

nebul "fog" > Germ. Nebel, ibid; cf, also Vasm. II,

205,

V/-/141:171 smell - uest - njuxat', no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, uosti, ibid, and Arm,
hot "smell", 0O.Russ, jad&xa "sage, researcher (i.e.,
'a sniffer')" (extinct in Mod.Russ.). The general
background for this Rusé. form is quite obscure,
though it seems to represent a Pan-S5lav. development
with some semantic variations, e.g., Pol. niuchac
"to snuff tobacco", Ukr, riuchaty "to smell", Cz,
Ce-nichati "to smell, to snoop about", S.Cr. njuéiti
"to smell®, njuékati "to snoop about, track"; cf.

also Vasm. II, 2343 Pr. I, 623; Buck 1022-1025.°

A/+/143:172 smooth - gluds - gladkij, some agreement, cognates.

The syllabic crest in this pair of base morphs is
similar to the one in item 51:124, consequently

these forms have to be viewed as cognate. Russ. is

Mhe Russ. thematic verbal Form - uxat' "to smell" is gener-
ally viewed as the basis fer the. above form with the n- reflect-
ing a vestigial prepositional element, i.e,, it is a reverse
development from Eng. an apron (i.e., the indefinite article and
noun) < Mid., Eng. a napron < 0.Fr. naperon, (dim, of nape < Lat.
mappa "napkin") and a similar development to the ‘'peripheral
form' of "a newt" < 0.Eng. efete; Mid.Eng. an ewt taken as a newt,
due to a muddy transition, reinforced by SErachhll pronunc1at10n,
as it were,
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cognate with Lith. glodus "smooth", which shouws
regular correspondence within the base morphs,

Latv. base morph seems to be guite productive and,
similar to item 51:124, depicts a certain morpho-
phonehic alternation, e.g., glu+/glau+ as in gludinat
“to press, iron", glaudit "tﬁ caress", Lith. glausti,
ibid., Thus, this alternation within the base morph
establishes a definite cognation with the Russ, form,
Further connections are Lith. glaudus "to lie flat",

glaudoti "to fit closely"”,

v 1 .2
snake - cuska - zmeja, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv. is probably a distorted nnoﬁatopoetic fqrm
based on Cukslajs (< cukstet) "an unstable, stewing
type of morass".‘~Russ. represents a Pan-Slav, de-
velopment, e.g., Pol. Emija, UkT, zmijé, Cz. zmije,
S.Cr, zmija. This form mighf be a general Slav.
euphemism, which has replaced an original form due
to a tabu concept, and seems tm}be connected with
zeml ja "land, earth, soil", perhaps depicting an
animal which crawls on the earth; cf. Vasm, I, 457-

458,

4

lThis Latv, form was used in preferepce to zalktis "grass
snake, also a non-venomous snake" (Lith., zalktys), uodze "adder,
also a venomous snake" (Lith. angis), for it is generic in its
semantic designation,
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show ~ sniegs - sneg, complete agreement, cognates,

Latv. -ie- :: Russ, -e- as in items 25:111, 86:145,
Further connections are Lith, sniegas, ibid,
0.Pruss. snaigis, ib., Lith. snafgalé "snowf lake",
Goth. snaiws, ib., Lat. nix; nivis, ib, and the

corresponding verbal forms of these languages.

some - drusku - neskol'ko, no agreements, non-cog,

Latv. is connected with the nominal form of druska
"crumb" £ druskat “tolbreak up", and is cognate
with Lith. druska "salt", druzgeti "to break up in
small pieces", druzgas "piece of crockery", drauzs
"dandruff", probably also Russ. druzg "twigs, dry
branches", Goth. drau(h)snos "crumb, morsel®,
Russ. represents a negated form of the interroga-
tive pronoun skol'ko "how much?".1 It is cognate
with Lith. keli "how many, some", kol "until,

while", also Lat. gualis "of what sort?".

spit - splaut - plevét', complete agreement, cog.

All Slav, forms are represented uniformly, without
the initial s~ phoneme, as opposed to the Balt.,

ones which possess it, e.g., Pol. pluE, Ukr.

1

As the Lith, and Lat. forms reflect, originally the Russ,

form was also without 'the prothetic! s~ which is actually the
preposition s < s(o) "approximately"; also, the origimal form
emerges in other Slav, languages, e.g., Bulg. kolke "how much",
etc.; cf. Vasm, II, 643,
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pl'uvéty, S.Cr. pljuvati, etc,, as oppased to the
Balt, forms of Lith, spiauti and Latv. splaut. The
expected correspondence of Latv, -au- :: Russ. =-u-,
.0., as in Jaudis "people" :: ljhdi, ibid, appears
in the verbal paradigm, 2.g., Jja pljuju "I spit"

and in the infinitive forms of other Slav, languageé.
Further connections are Goth, speiwan, ibid, Lat.

spuere, ib,

V(-)148:177 split - égelt - kolot', partial agreement, nmon-cog.

Both forms have the lateral -1- in common and the
Latv. =-e~ phoneme could correspond to the Russ,., -0~
as in item -:45, Houwever, a Latv. devoiced palato-
alveolar fricative followed by a devoiced palatal
plosive before palatal vowels usually corresponds
to either a Russ. dev, pal.-alv, fricative followed
by a dev, pal.-alv, affricate or only the dev, pal.-
affricate, e.g., Latv. 55- :: Russ, sc-/C- as in
§5Eps "lance" ;: ééap "a fop, dandy"; égiets
"yeaver's reed" :: scit "a shield"; or skers
Hghlique" :: cerez "through". Therefore, a true
cognate te the above Latv. form would appear tulbe
Russ. scel' "cleft, chink, crack", also Lith,
skelti "to split". Russ. seems to be connected
with Latv, kalt "to forge", kalts "chisel", Lith,
kalti "to forge", perhaps alse Latv. kult "to

thresh", Lith, kulti, ibid, O.Pruss. preicalis
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"anvil", kalopeilis Ychopping kniFe".l

sgueeze - spiest ~ davit'!, no agreements, non-cog.

Latv. is cognate with Lith, spiesti "to swarm, con-
centrate", spausti "to squeeze, press"., Russ.
reflects a Pan-5lav. development, e.g., Pol, dawi&,
Ukr. dav&ty, Cz. daviti, 5.Cr,. daviti., Its general
background is guite obscure; probably it is con-
nected with O.Norse deyja "to die", O.High Germ,
touwen, ibid, Goth., diwan, ib,; cf, also Vasm. I,

o

326.

v .
stab - durt - vonzat! no agreements, non-cognates.
? Q )

Latv. is cognate with Lith. durti, ibid, and it
might be connected with O.Russ. udyrit' "to deliver
a blow". Russ, appears toc be cognate with Pel,
nizac "to sting, stab, thread", though its general
background is quite obscure, Probably it is con-

nected with noz "knife" (Latv. nazis).

stick - kEja3 - pélké, no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv., is cognate with Lith. kujis "hammer", kuja

"gtilt", probably also Lith, kugis "stack, hay-

lVasmer also indicates a probabie connection between the
Latv. and Russ, forms, but does not list this pair as cognate.

2This form was used in preference to zakolot' which is an
extension of kolot' in item 148:177,

3

The Latv. form nuja "stick" has an uncertain etymological

background, and neither form is cognate with Russ. palka; there-
fore Latv. kuja was utilized.
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stack', 0.Pruss, kugis, ibid, Russ,., kij "billiard-

cue", Russ, reflects a Pan-Slav., development with

some semantic deviation, e.g., Pol. paia "club",
Ukr. paika "stick, piece of fire-wood", Cz. palice
"cudgel", S.Cr. palica "stick", Bulg. palica
"stick", However, general etymological background
for this form is guite vague. It might be con-
nected with palica "a battle-cudgel of sorts" in
Russ, folklore, or it could also represent a bor-
rowing from O.High Germ. pfal "stake, pule"<: Lat.

palus "stake"; cf, also Vasﬁ. 11, 306,

straight - taigns - prjamaj, no agreements, non-cog.

Latv. seems to be a derived form ( taisit "to make,
prepare", Lith, taisyti, ibid. Further cennections

are Lith, tiesa "truth®™ (via vowel gradation),

‘Latv, tiesa "truth, court, justice", Lith. tiesus

"direct", Latv. tieés, ibid, probably also O.Russ,
tesit! "to quieten, comfort” > in Mod,Russ. "to
amuse, entertain®, thus also tixij "quiet, peace-
ful" as a derived form from tesit'. Russ. repre-
sents a Pan-S5lav, develaopment with quite wide
semantic differentiation, e.g., Pol. uprzejmy
"polite", Ukr, pramyj "straight", Cz. primo, ibid,
S5.Cr. prema "opposite", Slovak prima "polite, kind,
affable", Further connections are quite obscure;

perhaps it is connected with 0O.Norse framr "good,
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decent", Goth, fram "industrious, keen", cf. also

Vasm, II, 455,

suck - sukt - snsét', partial agreement, cognates,

The correspondence of Lat, -u-:: Russ. -0- is

quite irregular., The general Slav. development is
phonologically quite cnnsistent, e.g., Pol, ssa&,
Ukr, ssaty, Cz, ssati, Slovene s(g)sati, S.Cr.
sati, except for Russ, which might have the closest
connection in 0.Bulg. so)sati, Further connec-
tions are Lat. sugere, ibid, sucus "juice, sap",
O.Norse suga "to suck", O.,High Germ. sagan, ibid,
Germ, saugen, ib, Thus Latv. reflects:the oldest
of the two base morphs, e.g., sak-, and Russ.

represents an independent development, as it were.l

swell - pampt - pﬁxnut', no agreements, non-cog.

Latv, is cognate with Lith, pampti, ibid, Further
connections are Lith, pumpa "knob" (Latv, pumpa),
Lith, pumpuras “bud" (Latv, pumpurs)! probably also
Russ. pﬁp "navel", Lat. pampfnus "a vine-tendril or
vine-leaf", Russ., is cognate with Latv, pust "to
blow" (item 16:107), Lith. pusti, ibid. A further

probable connection is Norw. fdysa "to swell up",

lThis pair of forms was viewed as preobable cognates as the
above evidence appeared to be sufficient to establish cognation,
for Russ., might also reflect velarization of the last element in
the base morph (similar to Latv. in this case); cf. item 16:107,
pust "to blow" :: Russ, puxnut' "to swell",
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1
there - tur” - tam, some agreement, non-cognates.

Latv, is probably patterned by analogy after kas :
kur "who : where", consequently tas : tur "“that :
there". Russ. reflects a Pan-Slav. development,
€.9., Pol,, Ukr., Cz,, Bulg., tam; S5.Cr. tamo
"there, thereto". It appears to be distantly
related to the demonstrative promoun tot “that",

cf. Vasm, III, 74 and item 161:85.2

they - vipi - oni, no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv. and Russ. forms are the corresponding plural
reflexes of "he", thus, for their background and

connections, cf, item 67:133,

thick - resns3 - talstyj, no agreements, non-cog.

Latv. is cognate with Lith. resnas "strong, capa-
ble", though both Balt. forms could be Russ, loan-
words, due to their exact phonological correspond-
ence to O,Russ. resnaj "strong, copious". Russ,. is
connected with Lith. tulzti "to become soft, swell",

Latv, tulzt "to swell", tulzna "blister".

thin - tievs - tonkij, some agreement, cognates,

lThis is one of the 'problem' forms in Latv., cf. Endz.

1091,

2This pair was viewed as non-cognates, for their respective
backgrounds were quite obscure and the initial t- phoneme could
be attributed to coincidence. Alsoc Vasmer did not list this
pair either as cognates or connected forms, cf., Vasm., III, 74,

3

The Latv, form biezs "dense" should be also viewed as non-

cognate with the above Russ, form.
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Lith. seems to provide a 'combining' form, e.g.,
te(n)vas, ibid (for Latv. -ie- :: Lith, -e(n)-/-en-,
cf. item 50:123). Some of the cther Slaw forms
provide a link with the Lith, form, notably Cz,
tenk@ and Pol, cienki, but Russ. represents an
independent development which is reflected also in
other East-Slav. forms, e.g., Ukr. tonkyj, O.Russ.
t(o)n(o)k(o) and Bulg. t(o)n(od)k. Thus Russ.,
perhaps, developed by incontiguous regressive
assimilation from *t(e)n(o)k(o) > O.Russ. form >
Mod.Russ. In view of the above evidence, this pair
of morphs are cognate. Further connections are Lat.
tenuis "thin, slender", O.High Germ. dunni "thin";

cf., also Vasm, III, 119,

think - duomat - dumat', non-cognates, This is a

Goth. loanword into Latv., probably via Slav.
sources, €.g., Goth. domjan "to judge® » Russ. and
Latv.; cf., Vasm., I, 380; Buck 1203; Bern., I, 237,

and for some slightly different clarifications

Pr. I, 202,
0/+/169:189 three - tris - tri, complete agreement, cognates.
The base marph for this pair is a general I-E de-
velopment,l with Arm. erek(h) as an exception,
1

E.gQ., in other speech communities, adjacent to the I-E
area, other base morphs fgr "three" arg used: Finn, kolme, Est,
kolm, Hung, harom, Turk, uc, Arab. talateh Georgian sami,
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throw - mest - brosat', no agreements, non-cognate,.

Latv, is cognate with Lith, mesti, ibid, Russ.
metat' "to toss, fling", Lith, metyti "to pitch®
(Latv. metat "to toss about"). The background of
the Russ, form is guite obscure. It seems to be
cognate with Ukr,. brosyty "to discard", Slavene
brsati "to streak, stripe", Further connections
are Lith. bruksmis/bruksnis "a stripe, striation",
probably also Latv. brukt "to peel off%, Lith,

braukti "to wipe, stroke", Latv, braucit, ibid.

tie - siet - vijazat', no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv. is cognate with Lith. sietas, saltas "string"
(Latv. saite "any band, ribbon"), D.Pruss. -saytan
"belt", also probably Russ, set' "net", Further
connections are Lat. saevus "bristle, stiff hair",
0.High Germ, seid "string", Germ., Saite, ibid.
Russ. represents a Pan-5lav, development, e.g.,
Pol, wia(n)zac, Ukr. vjazaty, Cz. vazati, S.Cr.
vezati, Further probable connections are Goth.
windan "to wind, twine", Cz. vaz "nape", O.Pruss.,

winsus "neck", Arm, viz, ibid.

turn - griezt - vertet!', no agreements, non-cog.

Latv, is similar to griezt "to cut" (cf. item
25:111). The intonational pattern is also kept
in derived forms, e.g., grieziens "a turn" (con-

2 I3 -‘ 2
tinuous or level intonation) : griezieng "a cut,
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section" (rising and falling intonation). Russ,.
is cognate with Latv. verst "to point, also turn
oneself or someone, twist®, Lith. versti, ibid,

0.Pruss, wirst "he becomes", wartint "to twist".
Further connections are Lith. virsti "to become,
also to roll about", Goth. wairthan “to become",
Lat. vertere "to turn, turn around®; cf. Vasm,

I, 190,

vomit - vemt -~ rvat', no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv, is cognate with Lith. vemti, ibid, Lat,
vomgre., Russ, reflects a Pan-Slav. development
with some semantic differentiation, e.g., Pol,
rwac, Ukr, (i)rvaty, Cz. rvati "to tear, stretch",
Slovene rvati-"tn rip out, pluck", S.Cr. rvati se
"to grapple". Further connections are Latv. ravet
"to weed", Lith, raveti, ibid, probably also Lat.
ruere "to rip out, dig or grub up (the ground)";

cf, Vasm, II, 499,

wash - mangt - myt', no agreements, non-cugnatés,

Latv. is cognate with Lith, mazgati, ibid. Further
connections are Lith. mazgas "a knot" (Latv. mazgs
"a node"), probably also Lith, mazgyti "to knit®
and consequently O.Russ. mazgar' "spider", O.Norse
mo(n)skvi "a mesh, knot, noose", O.,High Germ., masca

"a mesh, net".l Russ., seems to be connected with

1

A further connection between Russ. mozg "brain® and Latv,
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Lith, maudyti "to battle someone", 0O.Pruss.
aumusnan "a wash" (acc. sg.), Latv. dial, maut
"tn;dive, swim under-water", probably alsc Irish
mun "urine", Mid,Low Germ. muten "to wash the

face"; cf. Vasm. II, 185,

wet - slapjé - mbkryj, no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv, is cognate with Lith, élapias, ibid., Russ.
reflects a Pan-Slav, development, e.g., Pol. mokry,
Ukr., mokryj, Cz. mokry, S5.Cr, mokar, Further
probable connections are Lith, makone "puddle,
mud-hole", consequently Irish moin "swamp, moor";
for further possible connections via the Latv. form
makuonis "cloud" cf, item 21:14, also Vasm, II,

148,

when - kad = kogdé, partial agreement, cognates.

Latv, -a- :: Russ. -o- as in items -:41, 6£8:38,
l06:61, 133:167, 161:85. The explanation for the
'intrusive' velar -g- in Russ. is, perhaps, fur-
nished by-the obvious phonological variations in
different SlaQ. forms, e.g., Pol, gdy, also kiedy
"when, ever", Cz, kda, also kehdy, S.Cr. kada,

Bulg. koga "when" respectively. Thus, it could be

mazgat "to wash" is quite vague and would have to be dismissed
as a supposition. However, it should be noted that numerous
'brain dishes! are prepared in the Balt. littoral and some of
the aspic dishes are considered to be the finest delicacies.
Moreover these dishes involve complicated preparationmal work,
including several washing and cleaning procedures.



120

postulated diachronically that the above Russ. form
represents a sort of combinimg form, as in Paol,
kiedy < 0.,Pol. kiegdy, and the Bulg. koga repre-
sents one variant whereas the S,Cr, kada (also
North.Russ. dial. kada) the other variant, and the
Russ., form a 'Combining' variant, which reflects
the voiced velar as well as the voiced dental,
Phonologically, it might be pestulated that the
'velar' variant of Bulg. kngé is, pérhaps, a result
of a partial progressive incontiguous assimilation,
e.q., *k(o)da > koga. All further caonnections do
point to a form with an intervocalic dental -d-,

as in Lith, kada, O.Pruss. kaden/kadden, Lith,

kadéngi;l

0(+)186:197 where - kur - gde, partial agreement, cognates,

According to the available etymological works, this
. palr was viewed as cognate.2 Further connections

are Alb, ku, ibid, Lith. kur, ib.

lThere might also exist another possibility, which would be
based on a certain extra-linguistic consideration, e.g., the
concept of a literary standard, as it were. This 'standard'
could have been the carrier of the above Bulg. form koga and in-
fluenced the vernacular, particularly of the E/W Slav, speech
communities, Of course, it could also be argued that Russ.
kogda represents a 'contact' form which reflects the combination
of Balt. kad/kada and Slav. koga, if the latter could be con-
sidered as the original Slav. form. However, the above conten-
tion would dismiss the probability that Russ. kogda is actually
a haplological form of *kogo goda "which year", cf. Vasm. I,
587; Pr, 1, 328.

2E g., the Russ,_gde was viewed as being connected with
Latv. kur via Vedic ku "where", also 0.Indic kuha, cf. Vasm. I,
26k,
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A/-/189:198 wide - plats =- éirakij, no agreements, non-cog.

Latv, is cognate with tLith., platus, ibid, Gr.
plaths, ib, Further connections are Lith, plasti
"top widem" (Latv. -plest- "to spread out, widen",
prnbably also O.Russ, plata "kerchief" )'(Mod.Rst.
platok "shawl, kerchief"), Germ. platt "flat,

spread out“.l Russ, represents a Pan-Slav. develop-
ment, e.g., Pol. szeroki, Ukr. Eyr&kyj, Cz. —sirok&,
S.Cr. sirok. Its general background is quite obh-
scure, as is also its base form Sir! "expanse,
width", which does not seem to paossess any probable
connections (with the exception of Goth. skeirs

"clear", cf. Vasm, III, 401).°

N/-/190:199 wife - sieva - Een%, no agreements, non-cognates.

Both Latv. and Russ. forms were compared in item
195:99, e.g., as the base forms for "woman", Also
Lat. civis "citizen" could be considered as an

additional connection for Latv,., sieva,

N/+/191:200 wind - ijé - véter, some agreement, cognates. The

initial pairs of phonemes agree in this instance,
2.g., Latv. ve- :: Russ. ve-. The Latv. form is

cognate with Russ, vejat' "to blow, winnow", which

lThe Russ, form splné' "fully, everywhere" might also serve
as a further connection, which would have to be established via
Latv. plass "expansive, extant", the latter being connected with
the abaove Latv. form.

The Latv. form saurs "narrow" (item 102:150) might repre-
sent a further connection, though the correspandence of Latv,.
-au- :: Russ. -i- is wnusual and cannot be substantiated,



N/-/192:201

V/-/193:202

122

reflecté true cognation with the Latv. base morph.
The Russ. form is cognate with Latv, vetra "storm",
as it reflects the Russ. base morph vet-. Further
connections are Lith, vejas "wind", vetra "storm",
0.Pruss. wetrs "wind", Goth, waian "to blow",
probably also Latv. vetit "to winnow", Lith.

vetyti, ibid, Lat. ventus "wind",

wing - sparns - kryl&, no agreements, non-cognates.

Latv., is coghate with Lith, sparnas. It might be
further connected with Russ, paparot "fern", Lith.
papartis, ibid, Latv. paparde/paparkste, ib., also
Russ, pero "feather". The connection between
"fern" and "wing" is based on the Gr. example of
pteris "fern" : pteron "wing", Russ. appears to
be connected witﬁ Latv, skriet "to run", Lith,
skrieti "to fly, move rapidly", skristi "to glide
around", also Germ. schreitem "to walk, step,
march"; cf, Vasm, 1I, 313 (for Latv.) and Vasm,

1, 672-673 (for Russ.).

wipe - slaucit -~ utirat'!, no agreements, non-cog.

Latv. is connected with Lith, éluostyti, ibid,
perhaps also with the Latv., form slaukt "to milk",
Russ. is conmected with teret' "to rub® (cf. item
124:162), as the perfective aépect of the latter
form, uteret', would indicate (vié vowel gradation

B:i)o



123

0/-/194:203 with - ar - s(o), no agreements, naon-cognates.

Latve is probably a curtailed form £ ari "alsa"
(-1 lapsed by apocope). Russ. is cognate with the
Lith. prefix sa(n)- as in sandora "agreement,
peace”, i,e.,, sa(n)-+dora "with morals, honesty",
Latv. prefix suo-, ibid (now extinct, as in
suovardis "namesake", i.e., suo-+vardis "with name
(person)", O.Pruss. prefix san-, ib., preposition
sen, ib,, O.Norse sam-, ib,, Lat. similis "gimi-~

lar"; cf, vasm, II, 564, and for Latv. Fr. I, 15,

N/-/196:204 woods - mezs - les, na agreements, non-cognates,

Latv. is cognate with Lith, medZias, ibid, Russ,
meza "border, limit, edge", which reflects a prob-
able semantic shift,l though the exact phonolog-
ical correspondence of both forms, i.e. Latv, and
Russ.,makes them suspect to borrowing, Further
connectionsfare Lith, medis "tree", 0.Pruss.
median, ibid, probably also Lat. medius "middle",
Irish mide, ibid, Goth, midjis "located in the
middle", Arm, mej "middle", Russ, represents a
Pan-Slav. development, e.g., Ppl. las, Ukr. lis,
Cz, les, S.Cr. lijes, Bulg., les. Further connec-

tions are 0O.Eng. las "meadow", Mid.Eng. leswe/

lHuuever, a similar semantic alternation between "a border"
and "forest" could be observed in 0,Swed., e.g., mark "border/
forest", cf. Vasm, 1I, 1l12. '
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lése, ibid, probably also Latv. liess "meager,
extremely thin", though further background is quite

obscure for the Russ, form; cf, Vasm, II, 33,

N/-/197:205 worm - tarps - Eerv', no agreements, non-cognates,

Latv, seems to be connected with Lith. tarpa
"growth, development" (Latv. tarpa "capability"),
tarpti "to gain, benefit", thus also probably with
Russ, toropit! "to hurry" £ torop "haste". Russ.,
reflects a Pan-5lav. development with some semantic
variations, e.g., Pol, czerw "maggot, grub", Ukr.
cerv "worm", Cz. cerv "worm, maggot", S.Cr, CTV
Fmarm, Bulg, Eérvej "worm", This Russ. form ;eems
to be connected with O.Russ. Eérmnyj "crimson-red"
and in the vernacular Eerj&mnyj "red-haired"; thus
probably also with Lith. kirmis "worm", Latv,
cirmis "midge, also small worm", cerme "maw-worm",
Irish cruim "worm", Alb., krimb, ib,., though the
voiced labio-dental fricative -v- in the Russ,
base morph presents certain difficulties, as none
of the other connections seem to reflect it, cf,
Vasm, III, 317, 318, 325; Pr. App. 63-64, and for

Latv, Vasm. III, 125-126,

0(-)197:206 ye - jus - vy, partial agreement, non-cognates,

Latv., is cognate with Lith, jus, O0,Pruss, ious.
Further connections are Goth. jus, ibid, Emg. you,.

Russ, reflects a Pan-S5lav, development, e.g., Pol.
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wy, Ukr. vy, 0.Cz. vy, 5.Cr. vi, Bulg. vi/vije.
Perhaps, the Slav, forms have Been influenced by
an oblique case of the hypothetical Proto-I-E form
*jus/*(j)us (nom. pl,), as reflected in Lat. vos
#you", O.Pruss., wans, ibid (acc. pl.),l cf. Vasm,

I, 238, Pr. I, 102-103,

year - gads - god, non-cognates. It is a Russ,

loanword into Latv., as Lith, metai "year" would
indicate. Russ, is probably connected with Latv,
gadigs "heedful" or gadit(ies) "to chance, also
happen", gadat "to care, supply". Further probable
connections are Germ. ggtlich "toglerable", Goth.
gadilings "relative", 0O,Friesian gada "to unite",
Mid.Low Germ, gaden "to please", consequently

(via a vowel gradation in Balt,) with Latv. guods
"honour", Lith. guodas, ibid, though these Balt.
forms are generally considered to be comnected with
Russ, gad%t' "to advise", cf. Vasm, I, 283-284;

250 (for Balt. guods/guodas).

lThis pair was considered to be probable non-cognates, for
their general background appeared to be quite obscure_and their
phonological correspondence vague,_e.g., only Latv, -u- :: Russ,
-y- as a regular correspondence (but "to be" :: byt', ibid).
It should also be noted that the 0,Pruss. form wans could not be
considered to be a 'combining' form, for it reflects an obligue
case and the general Slav. development was tooc uniform to offer
any connections with the Balt, forms,
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GLOTTOCHRONOLOGICAL ANALYSIS

The entire procedure of glottochronological analysis
is based on the results of the cognate count. The methodology
emplayed hereafter will follow the ordinary statistical proce-
dures, which will involve the treatment of collected data from
the cognate count., Therefore, it is reasonable to state that
the actual deciéion-making process in pur analysis rests with
the determination of cegnation between any given pair of corre-

sponding forms,l which have already been designated as items.

These items represent the smallest possible units,
from the analytical point of view, as they represent the members
which form the next largest unit, e.g., the sample. Thus, the
following sequence depicts the formational process af a sample

in this paper:

Latv. - Russ.; item; sample.
form - form /+/5 /=/; (+); (=) I = 100(+/=) or

II = 200(4‘/")

The concept of the item is based, in this paber, on the deter-
mination of cognation for a specific pair of forms in both

Latvian and Russian. The decision of either cognation or non-

lIt should be emphasized again. that the entire analysis
depends on the cognate count, for omly a very rigorous approach
in the selection, as well as the determination, of cognates will
vield reasonable results, to wit, it will aid in the avoidance
of possible errers in judgement on the investigator's part.
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cognation is represented by a symbol, e.g., either '+' or '-f,
This symbol wnifies the forms involved and also serves as a
'representative' of the newly created unit - the item. Thus,
we can consider item or items, generally, for they are entirely
autmnomuué units, We can also distinguish between '+!' and '-!
items, and their designation is purely arbitrary, e.g., they
could be associated with any type of notatiom. Furthermore, we
can alsc distinguish between different types of '+!' items or
between different types of !'-' items, e.g., /+/ : (+), /=/ :
(=). Thus it is evident that any given item is autonomous, for
an apposition of the type '/+/ : (=)! ié also possible, though
not practical for our purposes as we are not concerned with

the behaviour of individual itemsg but with the significance of

their total.

The criterion for this significance is based on the
bimary system, which is implémented by either '+' or '-!
symbols, viz., eifher presence or absence of cognation., Con-
SEquently, all items should be viewed as significant, not only
independently but also within the framework of the binary
system, This system furnishes us with the criterion for sig-
nificance of the item totals, e.g., it produces a certain number
of '-' and '+' items and it is actually these totals with which

we shall concern ourselves,

It has already been noted that the cognate count

contains two samples, each of a different sample size, e.g.,
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sample I, consisting of 100 items, and sample II, consisting

of 200 items., Each of the samples also represents an independ-

ent unit and will be viewed as such. Each sample contains a

certain number of '+' and '-' items or cognates and non-cogrmates. -
We shall concern ourselves with the totals of these items within

each sample, and sample I will be considered first,

Sample I considered:

A total of 100 pairs of forms in Latvian and Russian
were compared in sample I, This total consists of the following

items:
100 = +39 + (-61) = 31/+/ + B(+) + 60/~/ + (=),

Thus, the final count of sample I represents 35 cognates and 61
non-cognates., A more conservative estimate probably would claim
_unly 31 cognates and 69 non-cognates, for eight of the cognates
were probable cognates, and a more rigorous approach in the
estimatidn of their cognatien might have classified them as
noﬁ-cognates, or at least as probable mon-cognates. 0On the
other hand, an investigation based on less background informa-
tion, as well as less acquaintance with both languages, probably
would have yielded 40 cognates and 60 non-cognates (item 154:81
could have been classed as at least a probable cognate). There-
fare, the merit of a detailed study of the background connec-
tions, as well as the cognation, of forms appears to be obvious,

for, even in the case of a possible cognation, the registering
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of a probable non~-cognate as a probable cognate would skew the

final results of our computations,

It is gemerally known that all calculations of

glottochronalogical analysis are implicit in the Formula:1

log c io c
t = —2 " or ot = —a 107, (1)
2logr 2 logr

whereby the time depth in millennia is represented by the 't!
formula, and, by multiplying the result of this formula by 103,
we obtain the time depth in years. In this formula 'c' stands
for the percentage of cognates expressed as a portion of the
sample size, and 'r' represents a ratio of cognates retained
after a millennium of separation. This ratio is often feferred
to as a retention rate, which is taken to be a constant rate of
retention of cognates, expressed in percentages, over a period

of 1,000 years. The retention rate was postulated to be at

.8048, rounded off to .805 or BU.S%,2 which is the value that

lR. 8. Lees, The Basis of Glottochronology, Language,

Linguistic Society of America, 1953, vol. 29, p., 117, Lees
designated this formula as the datimg equation:

lag Fs
2 log k ’

with F3 representing a fraction of cognates in relation te the
total of cognates, and k representing a constant of retention
during a given time period, e.g., 1,000 years. For the develop-
ment of this equation cf. pp. 115-117, viz., beginning with

"l. Rate Equations",.

%Lees, ibid.(meaning p. 119).
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will be used in this paper. The following is a rewrite of the
above formula which incorporates the constant component, e.g.,

the retention rate:

" log c log € log c 1
2 log .805 2 (.217) Ju3L

The next step involves calculating the value of 'c',2 which

reflects cognation expressed in percentages, £.9.,

As sample I represents a sample size of 100
items, and the cognate count yielded 39 cog-

nates, then

The final step involves completing our formula as follows:

log c log .39 942

t = = s a——— = = 2.17;
L34 L34 L34 _—
ar
t = .217¢10°) = 2,170.
———

lH. Arkin and R. R. Colton, Tables for Statisticians,
Barnes and Noble, New York, 1966, p. 104, was used for natural
logarithm values., The actual value of a mamtissa for any given
logarithm was not utilized, for either '+' or '-' values ap-
peared to be insignificant for our estimates, to wit, log. 8O5
is located halfway between 9.777 and 9.789; thus the mantissa
for log., 805 is 9,783 - 10,000 and -.217 only was viewed as
significant.

2The symbol 'c! will be used in this paper as opposed to
'C' utilized by Swadesh, Gudschinsky, Rea, et al.
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Thus we can say that on the strength of the sample
size of 100 items, which yielded a 39% cognation, Latvian and

Russian share a time depth of 2.17 millennia or 2,170 years,

The significance of this calculation could be ex-

pressed in several ways:

i) Latvian and Russian have been existing as sepa-
rate lénguages for an estimated 2,170 years;

ii) Latvian and Russian began to drift apart about
200 B.C., using 1967 as a base year and rounding off to the
nearest decade.

iii) Latvian amd Russian, after having been sepa-
rated for 2,170 years, still possess 39% cngnatiun out of a

sample size of 100 forms,

However, it should be noted that we are dealing with
relative values and not'absolﬁte'ones and, therefore, it would
be guite erronecus to éccept the yeaf 200 B.C. as some definite
point fixed in time (or a point estimate) when the separation of -
the two languages began. The time depth of 2,1707years should
be viewed, even in optimum considerations, only as a time-span
which supplies us (to some degree of accuracy) with at least an
approximation in. time when both languages could have existed as
a homogeneous linguistic wmit. OFf course, the entire estimate
depends on the accuracy of our samﬁling procedure and the con-
sequent results, Therefore, it is reasonable to state that a
certain amount of error has to be associated with our cognate

count,
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The probability of error in statistical analysis is
associated with problems of estimation., Despite the most care-
ful sampling methods utilized, there always exists a certain
probability for erronecus decisions, To estimate the proba-
bility of our error (assuming that any change/changes in the
ward list have occurred randomly), we shall employ a type of
measurement called the standard deviation, This measurement
is used to establish the limits of our error, as it were, at a
certain confidence level and enables us to state that, for
instance, Latvian and Russian represented a single language
2,170 years ago, with the upper limit being +270 years and the
lower one =270 years. The general confidence level for the
standard deviation or standard'error is 68% or simply - 7/10,

although other levels can also be employed.l

The standard error is computed according to the

g = l/ ___ES].'_-.E_?___ (2)
n

lﬁudschinsky, ABC's, Word, p. 202 (meaning #38),

2Lees, The Basis, Language, p. 124 (meaning formula 11) cf,
also J. E. Freund and F. J. Williams, Modern Business Statistics,
Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1959, p. 201. In this
work our ‘c' is represented by a 'p' or a proportion of a sample
from a population, which is precisely what our symbol 'c' repre-
sents,

following formula:

It should be noted also that, generally, the standard
deviation is denoted by the Greek letter symbol sigma; however,
im this paper sigma will be replaced by 's‘'.
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where 'c' represents the same value as in the first formula and
'n' represents our sample size, e.g,, 100 items, Our next move

is te fill in the formula, e.g.,

as s = V/ X i 52 = x, then it follows that
2 c(l-c) «39(1-,39) .39(.61) .2379
S = — = = = =
n 160 100 100
.002379;

solving for sz:

s = V.oo2379 = .ou877 = .ou9.t

The figure ,049 depicts a standard error of the proportion of
‘cognates at 7/10 confidence level., This error is added to the
percentage of cognates, i.e., 'c!', to correct it, as it were,

and we obtain the corrected cognation in percentages:

(3)

o]
]
0
+
iy
I

.39 + 048 = L4390,

This corrected 'c' will be designated with the capital 'GC' and
is utilized in formula (1) toc obtain the corrected time depth,

2.0., formula (1):

lCF. fn, 2 to p, 132': Freund and Williams, ibid., pp.
511-517 (meaning tables of square roots). As ,002379 lies be-
tween ,00237 and ,00238, the sguare root of .,002379 is 04877
or between .04B6B26 and .0487852 using a method of interpola-
tion,
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log C log .439 .823
T = e————— = = = 1,896 = 1.9;
2 logr Ju3L L4348
or
T = 1.9010°) = 1,%00.

Thus the corrected time depth is 1.9 millennia or 1,900 years.
In order to establish the extent or limits of the error, we

subtract the corrected time depth from the original one:
2,170 - 1,900 = 270 years.,

and it follows that the upper limit of our error in the orig-
imal estimate of the time depth is 2,170 + 270 years, and the
lower limit 2,170 - 270 years, with the range of error being
540 years about the'original time depth at 7/10 confidence

level,

The significance of this corrected time depth could

be expressed in several ways:

i) Latvian and Russian have been existing as
separate languages for 2,170 + 270 years;

ii) Latvian and Russian began toc drift apart
between the years 470 B.C. and 70 A.D.;

iii) Latvian and Russian shared a common language

between 1,900 and 2,440 years ago;

lThe corrected time depth will be designated with the
capital letter 'T',
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iv) The above information is correct at 7/10 con-
fidence level, insofar as it is based on a sample size of 100
forms, and any vocabulary change is said to be random in either

of the languages,

The cognate count yielded various combinations of
cognates and non~-cognates (cf, p. 128). As alréady noted, a more
conservative estimate would have yielded only 31 cognates, i.e.,
8 less than the above estimate, for the latter included the
following probable cognates: items 4:2, 12:6, -:11, 54:30,
79:43, =-:45, 151:79, 159:83, This new amount of cognates,
i.e., 31, is utilized in the formula (1) to arrive at a time

depth which would be based on the most conservative estimate of

cognates,
We proceed as before, e.Q.,
31
l, ¢ = =—— = ,31 or 31% of cognates,
100
.31 1,171
2. (1) t = —28 - = 2.698 = 2,7;
2 log .805 43k
or
3
t = 2.7 (107) = 2,700,

Thus, a more conservative estimate would show that both lan-

guages have existed as separate entities for about 2,700 years.

We proceed to calculate the standard error at 7/10

confidence level:
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2 031 (1-031) .31 ('69) 02139
3. (2) S = = = =
100 100 100
.002139;
. 2
solving far s™:
s = ‘/'.002139 = L046251 = ,046;
L, (3) Thus C = ,L31 + ,046 = ,356.

We calculate the corrected time depth:

log C .3 .033
5. T = cg _ log 56 - 1,03 - 2.38:
L3k 434 43k ==
or
T = 2.38 (10°) = 2,380,

We then estahlish the limits of standard errcr at 7/10 con-

fidence level:

6. 2,700 - 2,380 = 320.

Thus, we can state that the most conservative estimate of the

cognate count would establish the separation of the. languages
in guestion as having begun between 3,020 and 2,380 years ago,
and that the range of error, at 7/10 confidence level, is 640

years about the year 2,700 with a given sample size of 100

items,

Next we shall consider the optimum case, whereby

the cognate count will include any probable non-cognates, E.Q.,
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item 154:81. Consequently, we have a total of 40 cognates and

estimate the time depth as follows:

40
l, ¢ = = = 4 or L4L0%.
100
2. (1) t = i@k _ W816 5
ATA A
or
t = 2.11 (10°) = 2,110;

Thus the optimum estimate would indicate that these languages

have existed as separate linmguistic units for about 2,110 years,

To calculate a probable error, we proceed as

previously, B2.Q.,

2 L(l-ll) 2L
3. (2) s = — = — = ,0024;
100 100

and solving for 52:

s = ,04B98BY = 5223;
thus the corrected 'c' is
L, (3) C = 4 + .09 = iéég'
The corrected time depth becomes:
5, 7 - =283 B8Ol g - 1.ss,
434 L34

or
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T = 1.85 (103) = 1,850,
To estimate the 1limits of our error:
6. 2,110 - 1,850 = 260,

We can conclude that the optimum case of the cognate count would
date the beginning of separation for the two languages at

2,110 + 260 years or between the years 400 B.C. and 120 A.D.
approximately,l and the range of error is 520 years at 7/10 con-

fidence level,

lE.g., the estimates in years have been rounded off to the
nearest decads.
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Sample Il considered:

As stated on p, . 128, each sample is viewed as an
autonomous unit; therefore, sample II will be freated as such,
although it is actually am extension of sample I except for 7
items. The 7 items are N/-/ -:13; N/-/ -:55; A/~/ -:69;

A/+/ =:32; N/+/ =-:41; N(+) =-:11; N(+) -:45, and they repre-
sent the items which were omitted from sample I and replaced by

different items. The following are their totals by categories:
7 = +4 + (=3) = 2/+/ + 2(+) + 3/-/.

Sample II consists of 200 items and the cognate

count obtained is as follows:

it

200 = +79 + (=121) = 65/+/ + 14(+) + 115/=/ + 6(=-).

Thus, sample I1 yielded a total of 79 cognates and 121 non-
cognates and we shall consider this total first, i.e., we shall
proceed in our calculations as previously when computing the
time depth for various possible cogrnate counts in sample I. Ue

begin with the calculation of percentage of cognation::

le. © = = .395 or 39,5%;
200

solving for the time depth, we obtain:

1 . .9
2.(l)t=M=—£§=2,1u;

3k 430

or
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t = 2.14 (10°) = 2,140,

Thus, we can state that, given a sample size of 200 items, the
two languages are estimated to have been a homogeneous language
2,140 years ago, and that they began to drift apart about 170

B.C-

To establish the standard error, we proceed as

before:

3. (2) s° =
200 200 200
.001194875;
and solving for sz:
s = .001194875 = ,0345685 = ,035;
thus the corrected 'c' is:
L, (3) C = .395 + ,035 = ,4L3;

and the corrected time depth becomes:

log .43  ,BbLb
434 o434

5. (1) T =

ar

T = 1,940,

To estimate the limits of error:



141
6. 2,140 - 1,940 = 200,

We can say that the range of our error is 400 years,
at 7/10 confidence level, with a given sample size of 200 items,
and that the two languages began separating 2,140 + 200 years
ago, which would date this separation at between 370 B.C. and

30 A.D.

Now we proceed to consider the most conservative
estimate, e.g., that both languages possess only 65 cognates,
viz., 14 less than the previous estimate, for the latter in-

cluded the following probable cognates:

items 4:2, 12:6, 24:110, 34:116, 41:118, 54:30,
79:43, 82:143, 133:167, 151:79, 156:182,

159:83, 185:196, 186:197.

The new cognate count, i.e., 65, is worked through

the same procedure again:

65
l. © = S== = 325 or 32.5%;
2. (1) t o 09325 La2k o o
434 L3k
ar
t = 2,590,

We can state that our estimate of 2,590 years depicts the time

span of separation of the languages in question,
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To correct our probable error:

.325(.675) 21937

3, (2) 8% = (.675) _ 213375 _  gnipgess;
200 200

and s = .03312 = .033.

Obtaining corrected percentage of cognates:

b, (3) C = ,325 + ,033 = ,358;

and the corrected time depth:

1.028
5, (1) T = = 2,368 = 2.37;
434
or
T = 2,370,

To estimate the extent of our errar at 7/10 confidence level:
Ge 2,590 - 2,370 = 220,

We conclude that the most conservative estimate
would date the separation of these languages at 2,590 + 210
years ago, with a sample size of 200 items at 70% confidence

level,

Next, we consider the optimum cognate count, e.g.,
85, which includes 6 probable non-cognates. These are: items
25:111, 28:113, 75:138, 148:177, 154:81, 198:206, and ue

proceed through our calculations as before:
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l, ¢ = — = ,425 or L2.5%;
200
2. (1) + = ;925 = 1,97;
L34
or
t = 1,970;
425(,575) 244375
3, (2) §° = -
200 200
and 15 = -03149559 = 0035;
L, (3) C = .425 + 035 = ,u6,

Te find the corrected time depth:

5. 1) T = —— = 1,79;
U3k
or
T = 1,790,
Obtaining the extent of error:
6. 1,970 - 1,790 = 180,

143

= ,001221875;

Thus, we can state that the optimum estimate would consider

Latvian and Russian as having been a single linguistic unit

1,970 + 180 years ago, with a given sample size of 200 vocabu-

lary items and the range of error in the percentage of cognates

being 360 years at a 70% confidence level,

The date of their

separation could be postulated as having occurred between 180

B.C. and 180 A.D.
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Evaluation:

The statistical manipulation of both samples has
supplied us with certain data. UWe shall proceed to gather this
information into some concise form to enable us to evaluate its

significance.

As each sample yielded various cognate counts, due
to the consideration of probable cognates and probable non-
cognates, we processed every sample exactly three times, Thus,
each sample was considered in the light of the most censervative
estimate of cognation, as an independent case of the optimum
estimate, and according to the cognate count, which included all

positive items, regardless of their probability of cognation,

The most conservative case was thought to be impor-
tant to consider, as an example of true cognation.. The optimum
case was considered because any probable non-cognate could be
classified as at least a probable cognate by am investigator who
either was unacquainted with both languages or to mhbm the
material for a thorough study of these languages was unavailable,
Consequently, this case would involve the least accurate cognate
count., Furthermore, this classification would also depend on
the rigidity of criterion for cognation, for, besides true cog-
nates, the optimum case also includes probable cognates and
probable non-coghates., The third instamce was considered to be
a sort of median between both of the above cases., The following
list represents a recapitulation of the results obtained in

computations of both samples.
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As already noted, t = the original time depth,
T = the corrected time depth; and 'l' in this case will desig-
nate the limits of error. Each sample is represented in three
sections and each section represents the above-mentioned cases,

B.J., conservative, median and optimum estimates, in that order.

Sample I:
cases time depth estimated dates
i) +31 = 31/+/ t=2,700 730 B.C.
T = 2,380 1,050 B8.C. - 410 B.C.
1 = + 320
ii) +39 = i) + 8(+) t=2,170 200 B.C.
T =1,900 470 B8.C., - 70- A.D. -
1 =+ 270 ¥
iii) +40 = ii) + (=) t = 2,110 140 B.C.
1 =+ 260
Sample II:
i) +65 = 65/+/ t = 2,590 620 B.C.
T = 2‘370 8’4‘0 B.C. - L“DD BQCO
l =+ 220
ii) +79 = i) + 14(+) t = 2,140 170 B.C.
T = 1,940 370 B.C. -~ 30 A.D,
1 =+ 200
iii) +85 = ii) + 6(-) t = 1,970 1 B.C.
1l = + 180

The above collected data permits us to make certain
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pbservations about the probable past existence of Latvian and
Russian as a single homogeneous language, Firstly, with a
given sample size of 100 vocabulary items, we can state that
these languages existed as a single linguistic unit as late as
140 8.C., and probably were in reasonably close contact up to
120 A.D; They seem to have begun to sepsrate at about 1,050
8.C. Secondly, with a given sample size of 200 vocabulary
items, we can note that the two ianguages existed as a homoge-
neous unit still arcund the beginning of the Christian era and
seem to have been in close contact as late as 180 A.D. The

geparation could have begun about 840 B.C.

Of course, the above observations are of a general
nature and they should be treated as such, for any calculatipn
involving confidence limits is simultaneously suspect to vagﬁe-
ness, It should also be noted that the same statement could be
made about any problem of estimation. The most important
element in dealing with problems of estimation is the treatment
and digestion of data, The results obtained should be viewed
as directional indicators, as it were, and not as point esti-
mates, unless, of course, there is some other material at hand
to substantiate the obtained results. However, a definite
observation can be made from the results obtained in our calcu-
lations; for instance, the difference in estimated time depths

between the sample sizes is 30 years in the median case:

Sample I: 200 B.C. + 270 years,

Sample I1I: 170 B.C. + 200 years,
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This seems to indicate that larger sample sizes than 100 and 200

vocabulary items are desirable in this type of comparison,

The above date appears to be skewed, to wit, it

- seems to be asymmetric., This skewness is said to be negative

if the tail of its distribution is to the left, and it would
seem that our distribution is skewed to the left, viz,, the
difference between the most conservative time depth and the

next one, e.g., meqian time depth, is 530 years for sample I and
450 for sample II, whereas the difference between the median
case and the optimum is only 60 years for sample I and 170 years

for sample 11, The differences in time depth are as follows::
estimates in years:.

cases: i ii iii

sample I: 530 60
sample II: 450 170

The above skewness is depicted on an imaginary abscissa of the
cognate count; therefore, the entire guestion of skewness is
dependent upon the number of cognates involved in each case,

It fellows, then, that the negative skewness of our distribution
for the 3 test cases of each sample is connected with the number
of cognates utilized., The differences between the numbers of

cognates utilized are as follows:
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No. of cognates:

cases: i ii iii
sample I: 8 1
sample II: 14 6

Thus,'the skewing can be explained in terms of cognate numbers
used in each case. It should also be noted that, as we increase
our sample size, the differences between the three test cases
seem to decrease, e.g., in sample I the difference is 530 -~ 60,
but in sample II it is 450 - 170, though this tendency toward
a central kurtosis is also caused by a smaller difference
between cognate numbers employed. The central tendency of
peakedness probably would become more proncunced if the sample
size were enlarged, as the number of probable cognates, as well
as probable non-cognates, would also increase. It follows that
an inérease in sample size could probably eliminate skewing,
About corrections in skewing of results obtained in a glotto-
chronological analysis of Amerindian dialects in Mexico, Miss
S. Gudschinsky has the folleowing to suggest:
This skewing, however, can be partly
corrected in terms of the phonological
data, which gives the truer picture of the

historical sequence in which the dialects
of the area were differentiated., 1

We have already utilized phonological data guite extensively

lSarah C. Gudschinsky, Lexico-statistical Skewing from
Dialect Borrowing, I.J. of A.L., vel. 21, 1955, p. 149,
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while cnnsidering the cognate count, and, as our skewing appears
to be based on the cognate number considered in each case, the
increase in sample size seems to be the only solution to correct
the skewing. Perhaps the skewing of the time depth, as caused
by the most conservative case, depicts exactly the opposite of
what is assumed, e.g., as the conservative estimate is based on
true cognation omly, then the ‘border-line!' items, which form
the other two tast'cases, might reflect some other phenomenon,
such as reborrowing. Unfortunately, there is no measurement
available for this phenomenon, as it would seem that, in order
to consider reborrowing of lexical items, e.g., to calculate a
coefficient reflecting both the loss and the reborrowing rate

of the same lexical items, a detailed study of the cuntacﬁ areas

between both languages would have to be undertaken,

This tybe of study could reveal a sub-system or
sub-systems of forms which would not fit the gemeral phonemic
pattern of either language and, therefore, could indicate a
certain prnpehsity to borrow and, consequently, to reborrow
some of the lost forms. Particular attention would have to be
devoted to the tendency in dialects of the contact area to

absorb gutside forms, as it were,

It is obvious that our calculatioms involve a
certain 'bias of time', for the usage of time in appreximations
tends to blur the concept of time as a dimension. Generally,

time is viewed not only as a dimension coordinated with space
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but also as a measurement of duration, i.e., it is measurable
and dimensional, Therefore, the utilization of time in our
analysis, in my opinion, seems to be quite appropriate. To
substantiate this view, let us consider another situation,
about 'which we know that quantitative changes give rise to
qualitative differences. It is indubitably accepted that the
difference between wood alcohol and grain alcohol is a gualita-
tive expression of a guantitative difference in the proportions
of carbon and hydrogen, UConversely, the guantitative difference,
as expressed by a certain period of time, will give rise to a
qualifative difference, particularly in those speech communities
which do not share the same geographical coordinates, althuughb
they ﬁay have been in close contact or even members of the same
linguistic unit some time ago. Our attempts in this analysis
centré around tﬁe possible estimate of the time depth involved
in thé separation of the two languages in guestien. It is pos-
sible'to measure the gualitative difference, as it were, of
both languages, as any randomly selected 'native-informant' of
either language will supply the necessary data to establish the
difference between the two languages. It follows then thaf
only 'time' remains as the unknown factor in our analyéis, and
"time' can be measured, and, consequently, approximated, for
even the most precise measurement represents, in fact, an

approximation only of an ideal or a proto-type,

However, to avoid any possible bias of time, it has
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been suggested to estimate the time depth in dips.l These
dips are measurements which express "degrees of lexical rela-
tionship" between languages.2 The dip is calculated according

to the following formula:

log c
for time in millennia d = 14 ——; &)
2 logr
or
. log ©
for time in years d = 014 ———m— ,
2 logr

This formula is identical to formula (1), except for the coef-

ficient designating the dip, e.g., 14 or 014,

To convert our previous results of time depth esti-

mates to dips, we proceed as follows:

to consider the first case of sample I, as listed on
page 145, we multiply the computed time depth with the

coefficient of the dip and obtain
d = 2,700 (,014) = 37.8 dips.

Wle alsoc proceed to estimate the limit of erraor in

dips at 7/10 confidence level:

ld = 320 (,014) = 4.5 dips

lGudschinsky, ibid. (meaning p. 141): "The term dip is
derived from 'degree of relationship' as 'bit' is derived from
'binary digit'."

Lac. cit.
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Thus, we can express the lexical relationship of
these languages in dips, and state that the time depth of
2,700 + 320 years may be expressed as 37.8 + 4.5 dips reflecting

the lexical relationship of the two languages.

The following summary depicts both samples, each
divided into three cases, as on page 145, The notation 'ld'

designates the limits of error at 70% confidence level, and

'dd! - the difference between consecutive dips:
Sample I:
cases dips dd 1d
i) d = 37.8 + 4.5
7"‘
.9

Sample II:

1) d = 36.3 + 3.1
6.3

ii) d = 30.0 + 2.8
2.4

iii) d = 27.6 £ 2.5

The lexical relationship depicted by the dips is
similar to that reflected by time depths in yéars. Perhaps
the evaluation in dips is more obvigus at a glance, as it deals
with simpler numerical notations, The significance of dips
could be expressed in the following way, E.g., in the optimum

case of sample II:



153

the lexical relationship of Latvian and
Russian is 27.6 + 2.5 dips at 70% confi-

dence level,

It would seem, in my view, that the evaluation processes ex-
pressed in dips contribute very little to the glottochronolog-
ical analysis, if anything, save for the less caomplicated
numerical expressions of the dips which may facilitate the
‘manipulation and presentation of the data gathered in the cog-

nate count,

A certain type of classification has been sﬁggested
by M, Swadesh, which is based on the divergence in centuries of
linguistic umits, calculated acceording to the corresponding
percentéges in cognation between these units (including
dialects).l Thus, according to this classification, two cases
of each sample in pur analysis would correspond to the category
of family, to wit, the median and optimum cases, as their
estimated divergences in these cases are between 5 - 25 cen-
turies, The estimate of divergence of the most conservative
case in both samples would correspond to the category of stock,

as it depicts divergence of more than 25 centuries.2 This
classification represents a general relationship of the two
languages and could be considered as a reasonable estimate of

their probable conmections.,

lMorris Swadesh, Perspectives and Problems of Amerindian
Comparative Linguistics, Word, veol., 10, 1954, p. 325ff.,
2

Cf. p. 145 for time depths of all cases in both samples,
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Conclusions:

The results of our calculations have reflected the
possibility of divergence of both languages as having begun
about 1,050 B.C. in the most conservative estimate of sample I,
and 840 B.C. in the same case of sample II. This depicts a
difference of 2 centuries, It would appear to be desirable to
increase the sample size to a larger amount, e.g., 1,000 items,
This might reveal a further difference between the ‘extreme’
case in sample I and the most conservative case of the enlarged
sample., If the difference between these points, as it were,
were to increase substantially, i.e., &4 fu 5 times, then the
above classification of both languages as members of the same
family would hold true. The extensive background information
given in the cognate count indicates that many forms in the
two languages possess numergus secondary connections., There-
fore, it could be concluded that they have experienced guite a

close linguistic relationship.

The problem canfronting an investigator, regarding
the relationship of these two languages, is connected with
the general acceptance that both languages belong to the same
family, as it were. In my opinion, it is the difference that

is significant and not the similarity.l Therefore, a decision

lA. L. Kroeber and C. D. Chrétien, Quantitative Classifi-
cation of Indo-Eurcpean Languages, Language, vol. 13, 1937, pp,




155

has to be reached as to whether this difference between Latvian
and Russian is one of kind or of degree. UOur investigation
indicates that the difference between the two languages is one
of kind, not of degree. This postulate would have to be
accepted as correct, for our analysis is based on the assump-
tion that both languages historically represented a single
linguistic unit, and any linguistic difference represented by
them is said to be due te their separation, €eQa, different
geographical lgcation, for a certain period of time, If the
opposite were true, i.28., the differénce between them were one
of degree and not of kind, then we would have to accept a
ceftain convergence of these languages after a period of separa-
tion; for the historical records would indicate nat only an
adjacent geographical location of the two languages, during the
past 1,000 years, but alsoc guite active social intercourse
between them, This convergence then might leéd us to suspect
reciprocal borrowing, consequently reborrowing, particularly in
- the case of the Latvian; for it is accepted axiomatically that
the Balts, viz., Latvians, preceded any Slavic group, in

migration, to their present geographical locations,

83-103, This extensive work is based on 74 selected I-E ele-
ments, which, of course, excludes any possibility of randomness,.
The high coefficient of .92 for the Baltic-Slavonic group (p.
95) would have to be explained as being due to the lack of
randomness in the selection of elements, and also due to several
inconsistencies in scoring positively when the negative is true,
€.0., element 70; also element 49, the latter reflecting a 'bor-
der-line' element, The high coefficient of Baltic-Slavic
reflects comparisons based on similarities or rather expected,
viz., hypothetical, common features ascribed to the I-E stock,
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Iherefora, this separation, from a family, as it
were, might have influenced Latvian to reborrow lost forms from
the following Slavic speech groups, i.e., later arrivals,
Unfortumately, there is no measurement for reborrowing. The
propensity of the Latvian to borrow does not appear to be very
high, particularly from other language stecks., Considering
that it has been in contact with the Finnic speech community
for no less than 2,000 years, this low propensity appears to. be
confirmed by the fact that only 400 Finnic loanwords can be
found in Latvian, including dialects in contact areas.l of
these, only some 80 faorms are employed in the prescribed Latvian
dialect (or standard speech), It should be noted that a Finnic
speech community, to wit, Livonian, was completely absorbed by
the Latviams, and, therefore, the above-mentioned loanwords
might have been absorbed incidentally rather than appfopriated

directly.

From the above, it is also evident that Finnic
linguistic units have existed as adstratum speech groups in
relation to the Baltic group, yet any reciprocal borrowing

appears to be on a relatively low scale. Insofar as reciprocal

l\Ialdis J. Zeps, JTerritorial Patterns of Finnic Loanwords

in Latvian, Ural-Altaische Jahrbucher, Otto Harrassowitz, Wies-
baden, vol, 34: 1-2, (July) 1962, pp. 20-25. It should also be
noted that some of the Finnic loanwords, as listed by the author,
cannot be accepted even as probable loan-forms, e.g., avuots
"spring",
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borrowing of the Latvian and the Russian can be determined, it
does not appear to have occurred on any significant level,
though there is a fairly significant number of suspect loan-
forms in both languages, as described in the cognate count,
whenever applicable. Thus, it could be stated that reborrowing
might have occurred in the Latvian case, because there is no
definite measurement for it and reborrowed forms would be
obscured by the fact that both languages belong to the I-E
stock and any correlation between borrowed and reborrowed forms
is beyond the present state of knowledge. Accerding to this
analysis, it follows that the difference between the two lan-
Aguages tends to be one of kind rather thén one of degree., Even
if the Latvian were as 'starved' for 'parent' forms as might be
imagined, after atAleast 2,000 years of separatibn from a proto
Balto-Slavonic language, it uduld depict a closer lexical rela-
tionship than 42,5% + 5% cognation,l gspecially when considering
the geographical proximity of the two languages for the past
1,000 years, and the substratum status of the Latvian during

the last 300 years.

Thus, it could be concluded that the degree of

1This percentage represents the optimum case of sample II,
i.ee, it includes probable cognates and nan-cognates; thus the
total of '+' items considered was 85 and of these 20 were
'border-line' items, The very high percentage of these items,
in relation to the total of 85, e.g., 23.5%, might indicate
either an extensive semantic shift, perhaps caused by a
linguistic drift or chronologically late borrowing,.
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genetic relationship between these languages, obtained via the
glottochronological method, is rather obscure, because the
utilization of a sample size of up to 200 lexical items appears
to be inadequate to establish their respective descents.
Accordingly, we will have to dismiss the probability of the
existence of a proto Balts-Slavonic language and state that we
. reserve our decision with regard to their genetic relationship,

with a given sample size of only 200 items.l

Historically, the appearance of the Baltic speech
groups; in the Baltic littoral, could be estimated at around
2,000 B.C. or slightly earlier, as M. Gimbutas estimates the
beginning of extensive amber trade arouhd 1,600 B.C.2 Theée
estimates, based on archaeological finds seem to differ from
those obtained in our analysis, the difference being about a
millennium between the most conservative case of sample I and
Miss Gimbutas' estimate. This diﬁfefence is rather disturbing,
even though migration is depicted as a continuous process
which may last for a considerable period of time. This dis-

crepancy of 1,000 years may point to some factor which has not

lTentative tests with larger sample sizes revealed certain
incongruities, e.g., after the first 600 forms were compared,
the percentage of cognation seemed to decline at an accelerated
rate, and a sample size of 1,000 items revealed only 1l4% of true
cognation,

2Marija Gimbutas, The Balts, Thames and Hudsun, London,
1963, p. 56.
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been taken into consideration in the cognate count. Pefhaps
the cognate count represents some weighted average, about the
weight of which we are not aware. It should also be noted
that the present location of the western part of the Russian
speech community coincides with the former eastern extent of
the Baltic speech areas; thus a considerable amogunt of morpho-
logical absorption could have occurred. This éppears to be a
similar phenomenon to that of the appearance of the Livonian

forms in Latvian, as discussed previously.

Recent studies of toponymic fdrms of the western
part of Russia indicate a substantial number of forms of
definite Baltic origin,l uhich would substanfiate the above
contention regarding the eastern extent of the former Haltic
speech area. However, toponymic evidence is not yet univer-

sally accepted as a definite indication for a geographical

1v. N. Toporov, Lingvisticeskij Analiz Gidronimov Verxnega:
Podneprovi ja, Nauka, Moscow, 1962. In this work, Teporov con-
tends that even some small river names could be traced to Haltic
origin and that some relatively independent dialect units of
Baltic speech still existed as late as the beginning of the
second millennium B.C. (e.g., p. 173); cf. also V. N. Toporov
Neskol'ko I1lirijsko-Baltijskix parallelej iz oblasti toponom-
astiki. Problemy indoevropeiskogo jazykoznanija, Nauka, Moscouw,
1964, pp. 52-58. This article depicts several informative
parallels between Baltic and Illyrian toponyms, thus indicating
a definite connection between these two areas, although their
geographical distance is considerable by European standards,
2.9., over 900 miles,
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location of a linguistic unit.l Consequently, we have to rely
on glottochronological estimates and correlate our results to
those of other social sciences, e.g., archaeclogy and anthro-
pology. Glottochronological analysis (if implemented with
rigorous care and its results evaluated with caution) can be

of value as a method of estimating prehistoric linguistic rela-
tionships for those languages whose written records are of

relatively late date.

1w. J. Entwistle and W. A. Morisan, Russian and the
Slavonic Languages, Faber & Faber, London, 1964, p, 181: "If
the evidence of river-names were pressed too hard it would
leave the Slavs no original foothold im the world!".
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SUMMARY OF THE COGNATE COUNT

1101

1102

1103

: 104

1105

: 106

1107
:10
:11
:108

112

:109
113

14

all - viss - veg!

and - un -~ i

animal - kustuonis - zivotnoe

ashes - pelni - pepel!

at - pie -« u

back -~ mugura - spiné
bad - slikts - pluxaj
bark - miza - kora
because - juo - ibo
belly - veders - brjﬂxo
big - liels - bol'soj
bird - putns - ptica
bite - kuost - kusat'
black - melns - Ej&rnyj
blood - asins - krov!
blow - pust - dut'

bone - kauls - kost!
breast - krutis - grud'
breathe - elpuot - dyéét'

burn - degt - goret'

child - berns - rebjonok
claw - ketna - kogot!

cloud - makupnis - oblako
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22
23
24

25

26
27
28
29
30
31

32

33

34

35
36
37
38

39

40
L1

L2

L3

Lty
L5

L6

:15

116

1110

:111

:112

117
:113
1114
118
119
:20
1115

:116

121
122
123
124

125

:117
:118
126
1119
1120
127

1121

cold - auksts - xolbdnyj
come - nakt - prixodit!
count - skaitit - scitat!

~ e
cut - griezt - rezat!

day - diéna - den!

die - mirt - umirat!

dig - rakt - ryt!

dirty —‘netTrs - grjéznyj
dog - suns = sohaka

drink - dzert - pit'

dry - sauss - suxaj

dull - truls - tupoj

dust - puteklis - pyl'

ear - auss - UXO
earth - zeme - zemljé
eat - est - (jest’
egg - uola - jajco

eye - acs - glaz

fall - krist - padat'
far - tals - dal'nyj
fat - tauki - zir

father - tevs - otec

fear - haidities - bojat'sja

feather - spalva - pera

few - dazs - inoj
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L7
L8
L9
50
51
52
53
54
55
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57
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59

60
61
62
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64

65
66
67
68
69
70

71

1122
128
129
1123
1124
:125

1126

:30

1127
:31

1128
:129
1130

132

133
134
:131
:35

$132

136
137
1133
138
139
:40

1134

fight - cinities - borot'sja
fire - uguns = ogbn'

fish - zivs - r@ba

five - pieci - pjat!
float - pluduot - plévat'
flow - plust - tec!
flower - zieds - cvetok
fly - liduot - letat!

fog - migla - tuman

foot - peda - noga

four - cetri - Eet&re
freeze - salt - mjorznut!
fruit - auglis - plod

full - pilns = p&lnyj

give ~ duot - davat'
good - labs -~ xoraéij
grass - zale - trava
green - zalé - zelj&nyj

. v 4
guts - zarna - kiska

hair mati - volos

hand - ruoka - ruk3a
he - viqé - an
head - galva - gmlové

hear - dzirdet - sl@éat'

. . ’
heart - sirds - serdce

heavy - smags = tjaijalyj
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/+/
/=/
(+)

/-/
(+)
/+/

/+/
/+/
/-/
/=/
/=/
/=/

/+/

/=/
/=/
/=/

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79
80
81

82

83

84

85
86
87
88
89
S0
91
92
93

5S4

1135
4]
1136

:137

:138

L2
:139

:140

143
1141
1142

1143

sh4h
45

146

144
1145
$47
t146
$147
:48
:148
49
:50

151

164

here - seit - tut

horn - rags - rog

hit - sist - bit!

hold - turet - derzat'
how - ka - kak

human - cilveks - celovek
hunt - medit - oxotit'sja

— v
husband - virs - muz

I -es - ja
ice - ledus - 1jod
if - ja = (jdesli

in - ieks - v(o)

kill - kaut - ubivat!
knee - celis - koleno
know - zinat - znat!
lake - ezers - 0zero

laugh - smiet - smejét'sja
leaf - lapa - list

left - kreiss - lévyj

leg - kaja - nogé

lie - gulet - lezat!'

live - dzivuot - zit!
liver - akna - péEen'

long - garé - dlinnyj

louse -~ uts - vos!
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/=/
/=/
/=/
/+/
/=/
/=/

/+/
/-/
/+/

/=/
/=/
/=/

/=/

/=/
/=/

95
96

57

98

89

100:

101:
l02:
103:
104:
105:

106:

107

108:

109:

110:

111:

112:

113:

114:

115:

116:

117:

118:

152
153
154
:55
:149
:56

57

58
150
151
59
&0
61
162

63

152
64

153

154
155

156

65
66
157

158

v ve

man - virietis - muzcina

. ’ .
many - daudzi -~ mnogie

. meat - gala - mjéso,

moon - meness - luna
mother - mate - mat!
mountain - kalns - gora

mauth - mute - rot

name - vards - imja

narrow - saurs = uzki]j

near - tuvs - blizkij
neck ~ kakls = ééja
new - jauns - novyj
night - nakts - noc'
ngse - deguns - nas

not - ne - net

4 3
cld - vecs - stary]
gne - viens - odin

Dther‘- uotrs - drugaj

plough - art -~ paxét'
pull - vilkt - tjanut!

push - grast - tolkat!

rain - lietus - dozd'

- red - sarkans - krésnyj

right - pareizs - prévil'nyj

right - labals - pravyj
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119:159
120:67
121:68
122:160
123:161
- 69

124:162

125:163
126:70
127:71
128:164
129:165
130:72
131:73
132:166
133:167
134:168
135:169
136:74
137:75
138:170
139:76
140:77
141:171
142:78

143:172

river - upe ~ reka

road -'celé - daroga
root - sakne - koren'
rope - virve - verjovka
rot - put - gnit!

Tound - apalé - kruglyj

rub - berzet - teret!'

salt - sals - sol!
sand -~ smilts - pis&k
say - sacit - skazat!
scratch - kasit - carapat!'
sea - jﬁra - more

see - redzet ~ vidit'
seed - sekla - Sémja
sew - sut - sit’

sharp - ass -_astryj
short - iss - kmratkij
sing - dziedat - pet!
sit - sedet - sidet'
skin - ada -_kbza

sky = debess - nebo
sleep - gulet - spat!
small-mazs - mélyj
smell - uost - njuxat’
smoke - dumi - dym

smooth - gluds - glédkij
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144:173
145:174
146:175
147:176
148:177
149:178
150:179
151:79

152:80

153:180
154:81

155:181
156:182
157:82

158:183

159:83

160:84
161:85
162:184
163:185
164:186
165:187
166:188
167:86
168:87

169:189

snake - cuska - zmeja

show - sniegs - sneg

some - drusku - neskol'ko

spit - splaut - plivét'

split - skelt - kolot'

sgqueeze - spiest - davit!

stab - durt - vonzat!

stand - stavet - stojat!

. »
star - zvaigzne - zvezda

stick - kuja - palka

.
stone ~ akmens - kamen'!

straight - taisns - Drjamﬁj

suck - sukt - sosat!
sun - saule - solnce
swell - pampt - puxnbt'

swim - peldet - plavat®

tail - aste - xvost
that - tas - tot

there - tur - tam

they - vipi - oni

thick - resns - tolstyj
thin - tievs - tonki
think - duomat - dumat!'
this - sis - %tDt

thou - tu - ty

three - tris - tri
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171:
172:
173:
174:
175:

176:

177:

178:
179:
180:
181:
182:
183:
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188:
189:
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191:
192:
193:
194:

195:

190
191
88
89
90
192

51

193

92
93
194
94
95
195
S6
196
157
97
58
198
199
200
201
202
203

99

throw - mest - brosat!
tie - siet -~ vjazét'
tongue - mele - jaz@k
tooth - zuchs - zub
tree - kuoks - derevo
turn - griezt =~ vertet!

two - divi -~ dva
vomit - vemt - rvat!

walk - iet - xodit!
warm - silts = tjbplyj
wash - mazgat - myt!
water - udens - voda
we - mes - my

wet - slapjé - makrvj
what - kas - Sto

when - kad =- kngdé .
where - kur - gde
white - balts - belyj

who - kas -~ kto

wide - plats - sirokij
wife - sieva - zena
wind - vejs - veter

wing - sparns - krylo
wipe -slaucit - utirat’

with - ar - s(o)

. - Ve v,
woman - sieviete - zenscina
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N /-/ 196:204

N /-/ 187:205

0 (~-) 188:206
N /-/ 199:207

A /+/ 200:100

ye - jas - vy

v v
woods - mezs - les

worm - tarps - cerv'

year - gads - god

yellow - dzeltens - Ejaltyj

LATVIAN-ENGLISH VOCABULARY

acs -~ eye
ada - skin
akmens - stone
akna - liver
apa;é - round
ar - with

art - plough
asins ~ blood
ass - sharp
aste - tail
auglis -~ fruit
auksts - cold

auss - ear

balts - white
baidities - fear
berns - child

berzet - rub

celis - knee

belé - road

cilveks - human

cinities - fight

cetri - four

cuska - snake

daudzi - many
dazs - feuw
debess -~ sky
degt - burn
deguns - nose
diena - day
divi - two
drusku - some
dumi - smoke
duomat - think
duot - give

durt - stab

dzeltens - yellow

dzert - drink
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R

dziedat - sing
dzirdet - hear

dzivuot - live

elpuot - breathe
gs - I
est - eat

ezers - lake

gads - year
gala - meat
galva - head
garé - long
gluds - smooth
grigzt ~ cut
griézt - turn
grust - push
gulet - lie

gulgt - gleep

ieks - in

iet - walk
iss - short
ja - if

. S

Jjauna - new
juo - because
jara - sea

jas - ye

170

ka - how

kad ~ when

kaja - leg
kakls - neck
kalns - mountain
kas - what

kas - who

kasit - scratch
kauls - bane
kaut - kill
kreiss - left
krist - fall
krutis - breast
kEja - stick
kuoks - tree
kuost -~ bite
kur - where

kustuonis - animal
ketna - claw

labais - right
labs - good
lapa - leaf
ledus - ice
liduot ~ fly
liels - big

lietus - rain



makuonis - cloud
mate - mother
mati - hair
mazgat - wash
mazs - small
medit - hunt
mele - tongue
melns -~ black
meness - moon
mes - we

mest - throw
meéé - woods
migla -~ fog
mirt - die
miza - bark
mugura = back

mute - mouth

nakt - come
nakts - night
ne - not

netirs - dirty

pampt - swell
pareizs - right
pEda - foot
peldet - swim
pelni - ashes

pie - at

pieci - five
pilns - full
plats - wide
pluduot - float
plust - flow
pust - blow

put - rot
puteklis - dust

putns - bird

rags - horn
rakt - dig

redzet - see

Tesns thick

ruoka - hand

sacit - say
sakne - root
sals - salt
salt - freeze

sarkans - red

saule - sun
sauss - dry
sedet - sit
sekla - seed

siet - tie
sieva - wife
sieviete - woman

silts - warm
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sirds - heart
sist - hit
skaitit -~ count
slapj5 - wet
slaucit - wipe
slikts - bad
smags ~ heavy
smiet - laugh
smilts - sand
sniegs - snow
spalva « feather
sparns - wing
spiest ~ sgueeze
splaut - spit
stavet - stand
sukt - suck

suns = dog

éaurs - Narrow
seit - here
sis - this
skelt - split

W
sut - sew

taisns - straight
tals - far

tarps - worm

tas - that

tauki - fat

172

tevs - father
tievs - thin
tris ~ three
truls - dull
tu - thou

tur - there
turet - hold

tuvs ~ near

udens -~ water
uguns - fire
un - and

ucla - egg
uost - smell
uotrs - other
upe - river

uts - louse

vards - name
vecs - old
veders - belly
VEjs - wind
vemt - vomit
viens ~ one
vilkt - pull
vigi - they
viqé ~ he
virietis - man

virs - hushand



virve - rope

viss - all

zale - grass
v
zals - green

zarna - guts

173

zeme - earth
zieds - flouwer
zinat - know
zivs - fish
zuobs - tooth

zvaigzne - star

RUSSIAN-ENGLISH VDCABULARY

helyj - white
blizkij - near
bit' - hit
bojat'sja - fear
bol'soj - big
borot'sja - fight
brjuxo - belly

brosat' - throw

carapat' - scratch

cvetok - flower

celovek - human
cerv' - worm

v 4

cetyre - four
'-’ .
cjornyj - black

Cto - what

dél'nyj - far

davat' - give

davit! - sgueeze
den' - day
derevo - tree
derzat' - hold
dlinnyj - lang
dnraga - road
dozd! - rain
drugﬁj - pther
dumat' - think
dut' - blow
dva - two

dym - smoke

dysat' - breathe
(j)esli - if
(j)est' - eat

gtot - this

gde -~ where

gladkij - smooth



glaz - eye
gnit' - rot
gdd - yEear

golové - head

-’ .
gora - mountain

gorét' -~ burn

grjéznyj - dirty

grud' - breast

i - and

ibo -~ because
‘. .

imja - name

inoj - few

ja - 1
jajco - egg

jaz@k - tongue

kak - how
kamen' - stone
kiska - guts
kugdé ~ when
k&gut' - claw
koleno - knee
kolot! - split
kora - bark

koren' - root

karotkij - short

kost' -~ bone
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koza - skin
krésnyj - red
krov' - blood
krhglyj - round
krylb - wing
kto - whao

kusat! - bite

les - woods
letat' - fly
levyj - left
lezat' - lie
list - leaf
ljod - ice

rd
luna - moon

malyj - small

mat! - mother
mjéso - meat
mjorznut! - freeze
mnagie - many
mokrTyj - wet

more - sea

muz - husband
muzcina - man

my - we

myt'! ~ wash

nebo - sky



neskol'ko - some
net - not
njﬁxat' - smell
noc' - night
nogé - leg

nogé ~ Foot

nos - nose

novyj - new

oblako - cloud
odin - one

Dgan' - fire

on - he

oni - they

ostryj - sharp
otec - father
oxotit'sja - hunt

ozero - lake

pédat' - fall
palka - stick
paxét' ~ plough
péEen' - liver
pépel' - ashes
perﬁ - feather
pet' - sing
pisak - sand
pit' - drink

pjat' - five

175

plavat' - float
plévat' ~ swim
plivét' - spit
plod - fruit
ploxoj - bad
polnyj - full
prévil'nyj - right
prévyj - right
prixodit' - come
prjam&j - straight
ptica - bird
puxnﬁt' - swell

pyl' - dust

rebjonak - child
reka - river
rezat' - cﬁt

rog - horn

rot - mouth

ruka - hand
rvat' ~ vomit
r&ba ~ fish

ryt' - dig

scitat' - count
sémja - seed
serdce - heart
sidet' - sit

skazat'! - say



sl&gat' - hear
smejét'sja - laugh
sneg - snow
s(o) - with
sobaka - dog
sol' - salt
solnce - sun
sosat' - suck
spat' - sleep
spina - back
staryj - old
stojat'- stand

suxoj - dry

v,

seja -~ neck

v~ 4 - - -
sirokij - wide

v-
sit! - sew

tam - there

tec! - flouw
teret' - rub
tjanﬁt' - pull
tjazjblyj - heavy
tj&plyj - warm
tolkat! - push
tolstyj - thick
tonkij - thin

tot - that

176

trava - grass
tri - three

tuman - fog

tupoj - dull

tut - here

ty - thou

u - at

ubivat' - kill
umirat! - die
utirat' - wipe
uxo - ear

4
tizkij - narrow

verjbvka - TOope
vertet' - turn
ves' - all

veter - wind

vidit' - see
vjazat' - tie
v(o) - in

voda - water

volos - hair

vonzat! - stab
voé' - louse
vy - ye

xodit! - walk

xolodnyj - cold



'V‘.
xorosij - good

xvast - tail

zeljbnyj -~ green
zemljé - earth
zmeja - snake
znat! - know

zub - tooth

zvezda - star

zena - wife
zenscina - woman
zir - fat

zit' - live
zivotnoe - animal

zjoltyj - yellow

177
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