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ON TWO BALTIC ETYMOLOGIES

1. Lithuanian HeZuvis

I have proposed! that Balto-Slavic *deund- ‘Oth’ and debes- ‘cloud’ reflect
*Meund- * Mmebes- by a shift in perception of the stop element ( <IE *H néun * Hneb-
hes-), that *pZi- ‘tongue’ and */go- ‘long’ reflect * - *%go- < *dpZi- *dlgo- by
a reverse of this misperception (< IE *dnghuH, *dlHgh¢-), and that */i- (Lith. liz-
das ‘nest’) < *dl’i- < dn’i- (a non-permitted sequence from IE on)< *%’i- < *H ni-
by the palatalizing effect of *i. Slavic gnézdo ‘nest’ (with Balto-Slavic thematic neo-
guna; cf. Lith. diend) shows a resolution of non-permitted *dn- < *?n- by simple grav-
ity dissimilation: [-contin] — (+grv) (+ [i Cg;’éltm]) ll [f Ig‘?j] Taking account of
this output constraint, it is clear that it is not necessary for an intermediate stage
*dn- to have surfaced in order that Baltic *dli- and Slavic gn- be reached.

As we have seen, *dpZi-> *Mnfii- > infuyi- (the expected i-stem) will account
for OPruss. insuwis. However, Lith. [ieZiwis is insufficiently explained in detail:
,,mit Umbildung der Wurzelsilbe*, according to Stang VGBS 214. But exactly how
was the transition made? On the pattern of lizdas, it is possible that *dp- behaved

-+ i
(e. g. after preceding vocalic final) like *dn-. Thus we would have [dr}iﬁ-] —

#q

[dliﬁ-], with i-coloured syllabic resonant, instead of developing to *dliZii-, which
would have led directly (perhaps immediately) to */iZuu(i)-. Such a form was then
-easily taken as a zero-grade of the semantically appropriate *leiZ-(i°/o-) ‘lick’ >
Lith, lig%ia (:Skt. rédhi < *leigh-ti). Then, derived as an -ijo-stem (VGBS 214, 191)
forming a noun of agent or instrument (Endzelins, trans. Schmalstieg and Jegers,
'CPMBL 89—90 § 98), the neo-guna derivative lieZuvis results as semantically clear,
morphologically well formed, and phonetically of perfectly clear ancestry — scarce-
ly deviant from what could have been predicted.

2. Old Prussian kermens ‘body’

It has been suggested® that OPruss. kérmens, gen. kermenes is related to Skt.
krpd (instrumental) “form’, Avest. koraf§ kahrpam ‘form, body’, and Lat. corpus<

1 Chicago Linguist Society Book of Squibs 1977, 46—8. In addition to the references there
given it will be seen that I explicitly reject Vasmer’s (Russ. et. Wb. I 334) claimed dissimilation of
n—nin ‘Y, which is totally ad hoc. ‘

2 Ernout — Meillet DELL; 258, but not mentioned by Pokorny IEW 620. Endzelin’s attribu-
tion (Senpriiu valoda 1943, 192) to Skt. carma ‘skin’, following Levi, is semantically weak.
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< *krp-es-. I have also adduced to this set Welsh cryf ‘strong’ < *kp(p)-mo-3;
the Welsh would serve to assure us that the initial of the root was *k and not *kv,
which we cannot tell from the Olr. cri.

In that case, kérmens would show a different suffixation *kerp-men-, but the mo-
tivation for such a suffixation would not be clear. In form, however, *kerp-men-
seems to go together with deverbal nouns of the type semen and with emmens; see
Endzelins (trans. Schmalstieg and Jegers) Comparative Phonology and Morphology
of the Baltic Languages 1971, 97 § 114. Besides, we must also assume that, unlike
the case of the ordinal sep(t)mas, the *p was phonetically absorbed in *ker(p)men-;
that is of course quite possible.

But the morphology would be immediately explained if we derived ker-men-
from the verbal base *k"er- seen in Skt. kp-, Welsh peri parat etc. (Pokorny IEW
641—2). The semantic development would parallel that of Welsh pryd, Olr. cruth
‘form, shape’ *k*p-tu-. Of course if *k(e)rp- also existed in Baltic, it could have been
conflated in *ker-men-.

SMULKMENA

XXXIX

Anksciau esu dargs prielaida (Baltistica, 1976, t. 12(1), p. 37, smulkmena XIX),
kad Siauriniy panevéZiS8kiy sangrazinés formos sokos* ‘suktosi’, sokes ‘sukiesi’,
suponuojan¢ios senesnes *sukuds(i), *suki@s(i}, galéjo gauti cirkumfleksa vietoj
akito dél 4 kamieno rafaiisi (> tarméje rasos) itakos. Tokia prielaida, Zinoma, vi-
‘sai galima. Tadiau yra dar ir kita galimybé. Cirkumfleksiniy formy *sukuds(i),
*sukiés(i) tarméje galéjo visai nebiiti. Mat Siame kraste pasitaiko, kad veiksmaZo-
dZziy paradigma buna iSlyginama, priderinus galliniy vokalizma prie vyraujancios
formos. PavyzdZiui, pagal 3. praes. sduga < *sdugd ‘saugo’ buvo pasidaryta ir 1.
pl. sdugam ‘saugome’, 2. pl. sdugar ‘saugote’, 3. pers. refl. sdugas “saugosi’ vietoj
laukiamy formu *sdugem, *sdugot, *sdugps. Taigi ir Salia 1. sg. soko < suku, 2. sg.
soke < suki galéjo buti pasidaryta sokos ‘sukiosi’, sokes ‘sukiesi’. Tokig galimbe
laiske Siy pastaby autoriui yra kéles mums riipimos tarmés bene geriausias Zinovas,
Zeimelio vidurinés mokyklos mokytojas Juozas Sliavas (mires 1979.V1.10). Kuri i§

Siy dvieju prielaidy yra tikra, parodys tolesni tyrinéjimai.
Z. Zinkevicius

8 Etudes celtiques, 1960, vol. 9, p. 139.
! Nurodytame straipsnyje jsibrové klaida: parafyta neteisingai sokas.



