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REVIEWS

E.J. Furnée, Die wichtigsten konsonantischen Erscheinungen des Vorgriechischen.
Mit einem Appendix iiber den Vokalismus. Diss. Leiden. Mouton, The Hague,
1972. 461 pp. Dfl. 96.00.

Reviewed by R.S.P. Beekes and A.H. Kuipers. Of the two parts of which this

review consists, part | (General) was writteni by R.S.P. Beekes, and part 11

(Caucasian materials) by A H. Kuipers.

Part I: General
1. Introductior

This book, a dissertation prepared under the supervision of F.B.J. Kuiper, is
without a doubt a turning point in the study of the Greek substratum. The book
will be of lasting importance, as it is made up almost entirely of facts. During some
twenty years the author has collected those Greek words that have cognates within
Greek showing phonologic phenome.ia that prove non -IE origin, e.g. alternations
klv,7/8,8/v5, k[ok etc. In this way a factual basis of enormous size 1s laid for
further research. Of course, the decision that two words are cognate and that the
phenomena indicate non-IE origin is not fact but theory. However, though he not
infrequently presents new and at first sight amazing combinations, Furnée always
adduces phonetic and semantic evidence as well as historical considerations to
adstruct those combinations which are not immediately evident. Of course, the
work contains much that was already observed by other scholars, but the number of
new observations may be called astonishing for a language so long studied as Greek.

2. Contents 1

The book has 100 pp. of introduction, 300 others with the material and 50 pp.
of indexes (Greek, Latin and Anatolian). It is regrettable that other things are not
indexed (other IE languages, Etruscan, Caucasian, Basque, Semitic); also names are
not given. The pre-Greek suffixes and alternations which do not have a section of
their own cannot be found either; they are given below.

After a section on the archaeological evidence the Pelasgian (Georgiev), Minoan-
Minyan (Heubeck) and psi-Greek (Merlingen) theories are briefly discussed and re-
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jected. As io Pelasgian, it is shown that it is often historically improbable (ovkov,
~épuivdog, ovos as IE), often wholly arbitrary {“Kéonvduoc, nom de riviére, de i.-e.
*skofk )-sk-pt- ‘sautant’ '}, and that it has not gained in probability by the addition
of new, even remotely convircing material. The only case which to mind was attrac-
tive, mipyos, Goth baurgs, is destroyed by its variant ¢vpkoc (and historical consider-
ations) which Pelasgian sound laws cannot explain. More important, the Pelasgian
concept cannot account for all the phenomena documented by Furnée. The theory
is dead. Heubeck’s interpretation of the “beriihmte Resi” (the six words mipyos,
&orv, TOpALS, etc.) as Anatolian is rejected for the same reasons. Merlingen’s IE inter-
pretatior. “ist aber leider nicht weniger an den Haaren herbeigezogen”

(Yevdw -mevdouad). Follows a short historical survey of the ti>eory of a non-IE sub-
stratum,

3, Contents 11

For 71s own material Furnée could use LSJ, but not the Supplement, Frisk up to
noAes (and not Chantraine’s Dictionnaire), for Hesychius part 1 of Latte’s editicn,
the second part only now an then. It is evident that additions an< corrections a-e
possible from the new litt=rature.

The ‘alternations’ (We_hsel; the term is meant purely descriptively) for which all
material that could be found is presented are (my numbering): I — tenuis/media/
aspira.a {(x/7, %/, 7/x. k/ 7/x and so forth for the labials and dentals); II — labials
and dentals: 1. (P=n,8, ¢) P/u; 2. P, 4/F; 3. T/a(0), ¢. 1l — ‘Konsonanteneinschub’
1.C/nC; 2. K/oK, T/oT; 3. P/Pr, K/K7; 4. P/{. An appendix {50 pp.) on vowel; has
afou, alo, afe; €/., 6/v and v/t; prothetic vowels; anaptyxis/syncope. A second appen-
dix gives consonant alternations which were not discussed before: simplex/geminata;
hquids and dent.:ls (A/v; M/8, 7; N/p; v/p; 8/p); gutturals/labials/dentals; s movable;
C-/9- (type kdpvov/dpua): methatesis. In the appendixes the variants are given
vithout comment. A last appendix gives a suggestion on Linear A (kuro ‘total’ ~
KUTPOS = KEGAXALOV aptIpoD ).

4. Inferpretation

Pp. 83-94. Furnée is aware of the fact that dialectal differences in the sub-
stratum language as well as the date of borrowing may be the cause of the ‘alterna-
tions’. Gf course the two factors must be considered together: there ‘nay have been
dilects which had a thousand year development after the arrival of the Greeks.
ilowever. none of these factors can be substantiated at present for lack of sufficient
data.

Furnée, then, corsiders three other factors: (a) “konditionierte Lauterschei-
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nungen”; (b) expressive variants; (c) the difficulty of rendering a phonological
system different from Greek.

(a) cannot be denied. It covers as- and dissimilations found in all ianguages.
However, the very fact that these occur in all languages shows that this cannot be
the only explanation of the sometimes bewildering variety of forms of one word or
root.

(b) This Furnée supposes tn be the essential factor. Expressive is defined by him
as ‘ausdrucksvol, -stark’. There: is no difficulty with the many affective words (cor-
poreal defects and diseases etc.), but a very large part is formed by termini technici
(including names for animals and plants). Furnée points out that in several languages
expressivity is of far greater iinportance than in West-European languages of today.
“So hitte ... alles, was die Landwirtschaft, die (neue) Grundlage ihres Daseins betraf,
einen grossen affektiven Wert haben konnen” (p. 89).

Furnée tends to minirnalize the percentage of alternation in the substratum
language Dy pointing out that e.g., in the majority of the words we know the stops
have only one form, not an interchange between two or three articulations. I think
that this 10t only may be due to chance, but principally to the fact that Greek does
not allow a free choice of the articulation. After all, these words have become Greek
words. Nevertheless expressivity must have been very important; Furnée even asks:
“ist uns vielleicht speziell der ‘expressive’ Teil des vorgriechischen Wortschatzes
iberliefert worden?” (p. 90). Even so Furnée admits: “Im ganzen muss aber fest-
gestellt vserden, dass trotz alle;hand Vermutungen bei der grossen Gruppe von sog.
termini technici in vielen Fillen der tiefere Grund fur eine expressive Alternanz
unklar bleibt und also keine Beweise fiir die Richtigkeit der hier vertretenen Auf-
fassi. ng gegeben werden kdnnen.” (p. 90).

It seems that the supposed expressivity of Caucasian has played a part in the
author’s interpretation. But see below on Caucasian.

In general it must be said that the theory of expressive variants cannot be fal-
sified, if we must accept that almost every word can have such a variant. Principally
it might be asked wh-ther it is probable that so many expressive variants were
borrowed beside the non-expressive forms. See further below, §5.

(c) The possibility that the different forms are due to the rendering of a different
phonological svstem aie virtually dismissed by the author with the statement that
the explanations proposed do not satisfy when checked on a large scale. However,
it is only the first time that we have a large body of material to check such recon-
structions. This should be considered from case to case. In general I think this
hypothesis is in principle the best ‘o explain different forms of a borrowed word.
Also it is one of our tasks to try to reconstruct the phenomic structure of this
language whether it is used to explain other things or not. As I believe that in some
cases this theory is promising, I will now discuss it for some of the alternations.

For the alternation between tenuis/media/aspirata it has been assumed that this
language did not know this opposition. This could also explain why Linear B and



72 Reviews

the Cypriote syllabary have only one sign for the gutturals etc. Furnée objects that
Etruscan (as well as Lemnian) has two series. The numbers might be of importance

here. Furnée gives: «/y S5 n/f S3 7/6 27 tot. 135
klx 51 nly 43 /9 26 120

vix 5 Bl 28 5/9 16 49

kiylx 7 wlBle 11 7/8/9 6 24

118 135 135 328

It is evident that media/aspirata is the least frequent, but with labials and dentals
there are too many of them to suppose that we had two phonemes in each series
(defined by /v and k/x). I think, then, that the theory that voice and aspiration
were not distinctive is a probable hypothesis. (Etruscan might be cognate, but not
identical. The testimony of the Linear B script is of more direct importance.)

I think that on another point we arrive, on the basis of a reconstruction of the
phonemic system of this language, at a convincing interpretation of a great variety
of facts.

Pp. 388-90 give alternations between gutturals, labials and dentals. Guttural/
labial predominates (18 against 6 and 8). This material can now be enlarged. Some
instances were given in my Development of the PIE laryngeais in Greek, 1935 (and
290) (add BdAavos/Lat. glans). From Furnée can be added dayvn/*Savxm,
&yamni/&SamTn, kbaos moavos, mpéafus/mpeay-. Further IE/ty!, &upmv/avxiv,
Eyxerve/[iupnpis, &8pds [ Bpds/fifn? , pamTol] paxtal (Schwyzer 299),

! The idea that the labio-velar before consonant (other than j) became a guttural (and not a
labial; cf. Lejeune, Phonét. 52 n. 2) is certainly wrong. It is not certain that i is IE; SkraAXox is
non-1E (Development 193); that dveypov contains the same root as vifw is not certain (Frisk).
The labials found cannot be explained convincingly (on this assumption): méunroc after meumac
(which is less frequent), xémpos after *xomwp (which form cannot be demonstrated), éAappoc
for *éAayoc from -xFos. There is direct evidence for the development into labials which

caninot be explained away: mpixro; vy ar vimrpov and wéyau for which no probable bais for
analogy can be found; éneprov; and méumroc, éAayppds and kompoc mentioned above. It may also
be remembered that a development ¢ 9 (not x9) has been assumed for the PIE assibilated
phoneme (or whatever it may hav been). (Lejeune’s statenient “‘Ces vues ont chance d'étre
théoriquement justes ... Mais pratiquement ...”" introduces a non-historical description of histor-
ical developments. The Mycenaean forms, which still have the labio-velar (qirijato), can prove
nothing in tkis question.)

2 Verdenius (Mnem. 15, 1962, 392f) rightly maintains the connection of &pcs with #Bn and
posits a meaning (‘being in the flower of youth, luxuria‘ing’), that is identical to that of &8 péc.
‘Aspée ‘full-grown, ripe’ agrees even more clearly with 7ifn than dgeoc (cf. also Mnem, 24 (1972):
353 -5 on &spornTa kol 1iBny). If &Bpdc [&5pde are identical in origin, they must be pre-Greek
and probably had a labio-velar. That &Bodc is pre-Greek is also the opinion of Furnée, p. 242

n. 4, That 18 (&Bpds) developed from a labio-velar was already assumed on the basis of its
connection with Lith. jéga. The connection of &6pés ‘full-grown, ripe’ with &5- ‘enough’ must
be given up. The last belongs with Lith, sotis ‘satt, gesittigt’, where the meaning is exactly the
same as in Greek, Latin, Germanic and Celtic (and not ‘full-grown, ripe’). Where &8wéc belongs
1 dor’t know, perhaps with neither of the two.
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Oeagadot/merdadoi, (dpvic/bv(v)c ?). It has been suggested that (part of) these alter-
nations are due to labio-velars (Palmer, Interpretation of Mycenaean Greek Texts,
38ff; Kuiper, Lingua 21 (1968), 269-77; Beekes, Development 193—5). Mycenaean
evidence puts this beyond doubt (qaratoro, Aitijoqo, qasireu, atoroqo, geto/nidos,
Moqoso/Mé(u)Yos, "wdaro/Tlavdapoc?, qame/misijo/ lau/viode?, peray qo/
Heppatfoi?, qisipe o). The fact should be stressed that the substratum labio-
velars do not develop in the same way as the IE ones. This is shown by the co-
existence of grahadpov/okaladpov (qaratoro), and by £(pos from qisip- (see note 1).
Palmer suggested, on the basis of Linear B signs like rwe, two, nwa and tja, rja, rjo,
that this language had labialized and palatalized sounds beside neutral ones, i.e. k:
k': kY, p:p': p¥.t: t'. 1%, The sign pte has been supposed to continue an original
pe.

This hypothesis is of great importance, as it enables us to understand a large part
of Furnée's material. In chapter X he discussed alternations K/K7 and P/Pr, e.g.
dvakTos/ Favakes, uohifos/uohtfdos. Chapter Xl treats of 1/, e.g. firrakos/ Y iTTaKos.
In chapter IX we find K/oK and T/oT: AlyAnrnc/ AoyeNdras, udrpuAlos/paotpdh(A)uw
It might seem surprising that these phenomena do not occur with all types of stops.
I think that this is only seemingly so. If we assume for a moment that K/Kr and
P/P7 represent k' and p’, than from ¢’ we would expect 7/77, 00, 6. Now such vari-
ants are indeed found: 7/0(0) in chapter VII, 7/77 in §76 (as gemination, but kk and
an hardly occur). As to n/y, there are instances of & (below), and with the dentals we
expect ts = 77, 00, 0 again. For on some indication is presented (p. 292 n. 2). When
we put all these isolated facts together we get the following picture.

Chapter (X) (IX) (XI)
Gutturals K/KT_ v(’Eqbelc;wi)w R/oK -
Labials P/Pr /Y nfom (292 n. 2)
v, cotmrnme
Centals 1/17(§76), 0(0) (VII) T/oT

Now I assume that all th 2se alternating gutturals (groups with guttural) represent
one phoneme which might be identified with the palatalized k' posited by Palmer,
and so all the labials with »’ and the dentals with ¢'.

This is of course a theoretical construction. It could be demonstrated by showing
alternations k7/£, k7/ok, £/ok etc. Such variants do indeed occur, but, as Furnée pre-
sents K[k etc., these complicated cases are found only in notes and remarks.

We find 8cpd€épa -8tydpa, where Furnée 263 A3 considers “unabhangige vor-
griech. Bildungen”. In this case, however, it is almost evident that this is a represen-
tation of a phoneme unknown to Greek. To this word belongs §€y w/8€pw,
showing, ¢/@d/y. Other instances of 77/y ibidem. For y/om see p. 393 (metathesis):
&y wdov/aonvdwor etc.
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For the gutturals 263 A3 gives K7/&: udpoxdos/uépotos, *Epexdeis/ Epexoec.
This also shows the existence of forms with & (cf. also below), which might also be
supposed for fuvéc/kowwés and Ebv/-yv (ueTat/ueoonyv). Alternation £/ok is given
p. 393 (metathesis): fuANouat/okUAa/oD Aa etc. Also k7/ok can be demonstrated,
301 A2: duvyddn/duvoyéa/uvknpos etc. There appears to be a subtype &/77,
0a(79). 0 (not listed in the table above), e.g. ikd\n/iodAn, looéa (also lokAav),
ObAgevs/ ‘ONvr(T)els, ‘ONva(0)ebs etc. (Here may belong £v/ovw.)

For the dentals we have only to demonstrate alternation 77, g(0)/o7. This we
have in 303 kvrrapoc/kborepol and 304 uvorat/udrrakes/uvris. Here also
vooakos: boTakés and kvad6s/kvaos/kbaoapos. (The isolated yafadov/¢dfaros may
have v/¢.)

I think it is probable, then, that we are concerned with the rendering of a strange
phoneme, and that k/kr/£(77, 00, 6)/ok represent one and the same sound. (That in-
stances of more thzn two variants are rather rare is no more than we would a priori
expect.)

A complication arises perhaps from &lpoc/qgisipee. It seems probable that this
sound belongs to the category just discussed (because of the £), but it is surely a
labio-velar. The same applies to Y €é\wov/omé\ov — Myc. gero,. It is known that for
PIE too a phoneme k® (or the like) has been posited, with palatal (k) and labio-velar
(kUs) parallels (the last in p9€ipw). (Also we find the same ‘alternations’ here as in
the non-1E words: k7/ok, £/x0, o8/ ; see Lejeune, Phonétique (1972): 37ff) But the
assumption of a phoneme kY for the substratum language does not fit in with
Palmer’s theory (which might have to be modified). Even more complicated is
Y égac/oetpa ($opos from bz > z ?) to which I think also belong kvépac, svépos.
This would imply: (1) a labio-velar (/x/6); (2) a ‘palatal’ (¢, o, ¢); (3) an explana-
tion for the -n-. One might object to such complicated phonemes, but when the
material seems to ask it, the possibii ty must not be too readily rejected because we
have difficulty imagining it. Of course, it is quite possible that part of th :se facts
must be explained in a wholly different way.

As to m/nt, it is known that some of these words have cognates (with p) in other
IF lenguages. But they are few; beside mo\ic and nrépva we have nrioow, T Aov
and m7dov. One is now tempted to consider these words as non-IE (cf. Wathelet, Les
traits éoliens 92). Furnée’s suggestion of “vorgriechische Lautgebung” seems dif icult.

5. Objections

Already fierce criticism has been leveled against Furnée. Georgiev’s review has
eppzared in Kratylos 16 (1971) 165—7, and others told me thzt they were very
sceptic. It may be well to discuss this criticism as far as it is known to me.

I know the following objections: (1) the data of the Greek grammariar are not
1eliable; (2) recent borrowings (from oriental languages) have been incorporated; (3)
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many of the equations are semantically not convincing; (4) with borrowing we
never find such extravagant distortions as must be (or have been) assumed here; (5)
a language with such a number of free variations is impossible.

(1) to (3) concern the reliability of the material, (4) and (5) the interpretation. I
think that the first objection is right. But see below on its relevance.

Ad (2). It might have been wise to leave these cases out of discussion. But
Furnée’s method is sound: if it is true that the given alternation is typical for the
Greek substratum words (and this is the working hypothesis), it must be noted that
these words show the same alternations (the interpretation is another matter). Here
only a very limited number of cases is concerned.

Ad (3). Here the lemmata must be considered one by one. In general | must say
that a large part consists of words about whose identity one cannot have doubts. |
carried out a small test in §25, pp. 16774, /¢ which was chosen at random Of
26 lemmata (I left out padAAawva because its variant is not Greek, and woAkdc as the
other member is a name of unknowr meaning) I counted 16 cases where one or
both of the variants are known only from glosses; I found no instance where a late
borrowing is probable; of the remaining 10 cases 1 think the semantic identity is
evident (they are faokds, ypafwv, §i13vpaupfos, kiaavPov, kdpuupos, parlos,

Popu Y £, pprudagouat, ppucooouat). 1 think this shows that category (2) is indeed
very small. Furthermore, the ten cases quoted are sufficiently certain evidence to
establish the phenomenon as such (many [E sound laws are based on less evidence).
But :f the forms given by the grammarians are in each separate case not reliable, it
would be absurd to assume that in all 16 cases the forms are due to ertor. And even
if we would admit that half their number was due to error, we could add a sub-
stantial numnber (eight) to the evidence. Methodologically it must also be said that it
is a good philological rule that we must try to interpret the text we find, unless we
can demonstrate that it is wrong. If now we can understand these aberrant forms
(in the light of other pre-Greek forms), we have no right to deny them reality. Also.
there is always other evidence. In this case the alternations y/x and 8/ provide
parallels. Then there are the names, of which some equations are evident (here not
many, p. 175: "Auypvoos, Bon).

There can be no doubt, then, that the phenomena (the alternations) described cy
Furnée do exist. It is another matter whether all separate cases can be accepted. But
the essential progress made bv Furnée’s research is that we are now provided with
so much material for discussion that we have a solid basis even if only half of this
material would be reliab:e. (In any case it is of great importance that most scholars
seem to agree that the words studied are non-IE.) Further all phenomena - and
suffixes — do fit together so well that it seems evident that we do indeed have here
a criterium to discover substraitum words.

Quite a different problem is posed by the interpretation (nrs. 4 and 5). It may
well be said in advance that we shall probably never know the whole truth. But the
fact that we cannot give an adequate explanation does not diminish the value of the
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facts we find. Facts, of course, must always be our starting point, and collecting
facts was what Furnée did. I think it is simply impossible to deny the facts (the
alternations observed). After screening the facts as well as possible our next task is
to interpret them. It is enough to recall the variants of OCysseus’ name: Ov\éevs,
"OMvr(7)evs, ‘OAva(e)evs or of the word for ‘lead’: ué\vpdoc/uéABos~/moriwodo.
It is at the moment not relevant to object that there may be many mistakes in
Furnée’s collection. We are only at the beginning of the study of the material, and
Furnée’s is the first necessary step. Let’s realize that IE studies started from no
detter ‘equations’.

* It is possible that a complex of factors is responsible: (a) different dialects of the
substratum language; (b) different time of borrowing; (c) different Greek dialects
borrowing (or places of borrowing); (d) different phonological systems resulting in
a hesitating rendering in Greek which was not levelled out; (e) variants in the original
language. Points (a) to (c) will be granted a priori by everybody. On (d) see above,
34. Perhaps the most cardinal point is whether (a) to (d) are enough to explain what
we find, or whether we must assume part of the ‘alternations’ for the giving language
itself.

The theory adopted by Furnée is that the variations already belonged to the
giving language. This might seem absurd. Furnée devotes only fifteen lines (p. 86f)
tc the problem (of which the remark on Indc-European will not help the reader
much), which does not seem enough to convince the reader. A few more words may
be said about it here.

i refer only to Kuiper’s article ‘Consonant Variation in Munda’ (Lingua 14 (1965):
54—87; also used and mentioned by Furnée). Nobody should pronounce himself
about the phenomena collected by Furnée without studying this article. Indeed the
words used tc describe the situation in Munda could be used as well to describe
Furnée’s matzrial (p. 56): “the tendency to introduce such variants with a view to
express shades of meaning is very strong and spreads to almost all spheres” (quoted
from Pinnow, Versuch einer hist. Lautlehre der Kharia-Sprache, 1959: p. 21). “The
semantic aspect does not provide clear criteria for a distinction between an ‘affective’
and a ‘non-affective’ part of the vocabulary”. P. 72: “if we are to explain all these
cases of variation as originating in affective speech, this notion must be stretched to
such an extent as to beccme almost meaningless™. P. 56: “On the formal side it is
impossible to decide with certainty where the domain of variation ends and that of
parallel rhyme words derived from etymologically different roots begins”. (This
objection was made to Furnée.) Such variations as Santali dhabuska’/dhoboska’/
tipuska’ are exactly the kind of things Furnée’s material consists of. Essential is here
that “their nature as ‘free variants’ cannot be doubted” (p. 85). Also it is instructive
to see that in Mundari the number of such variants even reaches 29!

It is premature to try to give an overall explanation. But whether Furnée’s ex-
planation is right or not, or whether we see at the moment an explanation or not,
this does not diminish the reality of the facts observed. To repeat once more, there
is enough undeniable material to establish the alternations as realities.
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6. Results

Several vowel alternations are discussed which are not listed in the table of
contents; I give a list of them below.

It would be useful to collect what we know about the word formation. A great
number of suffixes is discussed; I have drawn up an alphabetical list of them, given
below. It is probable that the numbe: of non-1E words in Gieek of which we have
only one form will be even greater than that of the words with variants. The know-
ledge of the substratum suffixes will be one of the best means to recognize other
non-1E words. E.g. k€ Aevdoc can have the suffix -evd-. It may well be cognate with
Lith. keélias, as several other pre-Greek words have cognates in Lithuanian. Of
course not all suffixes are discussed separately. As an example | mention -€p- in
KVOEPN, KUpoepd es, konao€pa, Stpd€pa . dok €pa, XONEPQL.

One of the most astonishing things is that there seems to be no reason to assume
more than one substiatum language. Tt e phenomena discusscd by Furnée are so
interwoven, words derived from one root not seldom showing thiee or four of the
aiternations discussed, that it seems certain that all the words discussed here
belonged to one language (or group of closely related langnages). There does not
seem to be evidence that there is another group of words of any size coming from
another substratum 1 could not suggest a word for which another origin 15 probable
On this ground we are allowed to speak henceforth ot ¢/ * Greek substratum lan-
guage’. It is one of 1he tasks of future rescarch to see whether we can find traces of
other substratum languages, which are a priori to be expected.

We might well ask whether it is not possible to identify this substratum lan-
guages with one of the scattered remains of non-Greek languages 1n Greesce. Furnée
suggested that linear A was cognate (App. III). He did not discuss the possible rela-
tion with Eteo-Cretan and Lemnian. [ do not see any evident resemblance, but de-
tailed study is necessary. If Lemnian would be cognate, Etruscan would be also.
Furnée does not exclude the latter possibility, but 1n his book we find only very
rarely a comparison with Etruscan.

Neumann suggested (Gnomon 34 (1962) 370-4) that we should look for Pelas-
gian words (names) in the country which is most certainly Pelasgian, the Pelasgiotis.
He gives a number of names which might be suspected to be of Pelasgian origin.
Now it is interesting to see that several of these names occur in Furnée’s language.
Mvprow 125, Haryeoad 157, Boifn 175; one could add I'évvoe 138. As to the name
Tuponvol, Furnée derives it from 70poic - TUppts, mpyos, and thinks it belongs to
the same language. The relation between Pelasgian and Tyrrhenian is still far from
clear. But the capi.al of the Eteo-Cretans, mpaioog, is also found, p. 166f. However,
we cannot deny the possibility that Eteo Cretan (as well as linear A) is Pelasgian.
After all, if the substratum language turned out to be (the real) Pelasgian, this would
be no surprise.

The number of non-IE words that have probable cognates in IE languages is not
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so small. A list is given at the end. After Latin, Germanic and Lithuanian appear
most often. Most interesting, of course, are those words that have cognates in Indo-
Iranian (e.g. méAekvs, which is the more interesting as it has an archaic (IE) inflec-
tion in Sanskrit). Until these cases have been thoroughly ccliected and studied, and
the substratum elements of these languages have been studied on a large scale, it
seems not possible to make anything but guesses about th. phenomenon. It should
be retained that a word occurring in several IE languages can be an early loan. Also
for many woids hitherto considered IE, foreign origin has now been made probable;
a list is given below.

Many words are discussed which are of interest for their cultural significance. I
give a few examples: 171 ZpiyE, 184 Tirupoc/8tdvpaupos, 238 Aads, 239 Némas,
250 Awwvv. . Meooamia, Zvpak ), Mdueptos (Mars, also 244), 251 ferrum, 252 n.
23 Poseidon, 308 Supd€épa - littera, 309 Axddnuos, 310 n. 19 Kaftor = Cyprus,
338 vade. It may well be said that everybody who is interested in the most ancient
hustory of the Mediterranean area must study this book.

7. Details

There is one major point. It is strange that Furnée considers (274b) some forms
with nasalized variants IE. The phenomenon is almost certainly not IE, and the ten
forms cited seem to me almost all to be non-IE and to belong exactly to Furnée’s
substratum. That they have cognates in one or two IE languages does not prove that
they are IE. Also there are in most cases other indications for non-IE origin. The
words are: 1. ypovag, Lat. scrofa (no evidence for IE origin; note okpdpa); 2. If
9pouoc is IE, it cannot belong to 7pégpw, as mbh gives uy (aupl, Gppards etc., cf.
Development 74); 3. karykvhas - knkidac (IE etymolngy weak — Lith. §6kti ‘to
jump’ — . and -v\- 15 non-IE); 4. ka(y)xda{w (seems IE, but onomatopoeic ?); 5.
khayyn (only Greek has nasal-less forms; onomatopoeic ?); 6. kpeufara (Lat crepo,
Lith. skrebi:, but is it IE? Note the semantic sphere, and the suffix -a\-); 7.
Aayyasw (Lat. langueo;, IE?; (note Aoyy-); 8. Aoy £ (onomatopoeic ?); 9. mAdyyw
(Lat. plango, Lith. plaku . IE reconstruction difficult: *plh,(e)(n)g/k- 7); 10.
arpayyds (1E cognates, but in Latin and Germanic. Greek would have to represent
*str{n)g-. If orpoyybloc belongs with it, note -v\-). The evidence that these words
were inherited from PIE is very weak, 30 that it is more likely thet the prenasaliza-
tion proves foreign origin for these words than that they prove that prenasalization
1s an iE phenomenon.

Follow some short notes.

115 n. 4 aleros: aintéc Pi. P. 4,4 is a conjecture to solve “a slight metrical licence”
(Farnell); in Aratos it is “‘purement artificielle’’ (Chantraine, Dict.), a pun on &nfal.,
émreirae. | see no indication for non-IE origin.
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123 onkavov - omawiov, omryvé - ukpov, Bpaxd against éyvae - Tpixes is one of
the cases which is semantically not evident.

124 ZpéyE and "Qkeavés are names, which are in principle not included.

124 A1 akad6v - &yaddv ... doch ist auf diese vereinzelte Glosse natirlich nicht
mit Sicherheit zu bauen”. With this problem of principle we are often confronted.
I see no reason to doubt this form. Furnée does not mention xdotos - ayadds,
xpnotés (H), which also points to a pre-Greek word, as does the structure of &yad6c
itself.

129 1.4 There is no need 1o eme :d into Bpelwikos; Boekos beside Bpdkor and
Bpukoc (vfe 65 n. 270) presents no prohlem. fepkvic n. 50 is connected with képka.
with §/k, on p. 388. But this is not probable, as k€pka seems a reduplication beside
akpis (127). Bepk- is no donbt a variant of Bpek-os (supra) fpdkos (cf. oTopna/
orpond 159, okopmios/ypay aios 154 and §81, where these two instances are not
mentioned) with n-suffix (122 n. 65).

129 Savkos. In Savkov- 70 uévrow Saikov kol Sadxov ypapeTatl, émi Twwv §€ Kal
YAGmov, I propose to emend yAvkov in * Aavkov (A for AA); only then the state-
ment makes sense. Stands kadkov Ps.-Dsz. 2, 139 also for * hawxov ? Cf. §é&ypvn/
Maypvn 387 (the same root! 236).

145 tmoc/iBdmc /iy ov 263, 327. Connection with the aorist {yao seems probable.
I withdraw the connection with win7w (Development 129), which may still be
*h 2 i'hszu -

145 kohadicoy. | would retain the analysis kaa-Fpon- with *Fpon- in pémadov,
but would not connect this with pémw, but consider it a substratum word. cf.
Bpdxatov- pémahov H., also x prod-, pamic, Development 193, 246 (but pcuvoc and
pmes ‘(Do) strauch, Gestriuch’ are better kept apart).

151 When Séheuvor BéNos belong v ith meeuctw we need not assume Aeolic
origin for fe < gle, but is it semantica ly so easy? The formation is not difficult,
*g¥(e)lh,-m(e)n- (BAfiua is a Greek formation, | think).

155 A2. The names are no reason t> doubt the etymology of &omeros.

158 dypurmos; here also drypetypva, ¥yplon ‘harrow’?

161 maugpoldw, papuaipw 372 show that this type of reduplication 1s of non-1E
origin.

161 7é\\a ‘stone’. Belongs mAd£ to this root?

173 Beside ppikes - xapakes cf. popKes - XdpaKes.

175 #/B/y. Thzre is a slight inconsistency in that some of these words were also
discussed before (kUfn, ok piies, Tarne), others not. The same applies to §§22 and
30.

188 ddAnw. Kuiper, Lingua 21 (1968): 2703, concluded to a labio-velar on the
basis of dahvoodnevos—SeAi Y, Furnee assumes different morphemes. The ques-
tion cannot be settled as yet. {The connection with TaAd¢ - 0 nALoS is a possibility
only.)

191 1pud$w. On dplapPos etc. see now the excellent treatment in H.S. Versnel,
Triumphus (1970): 11-55.
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220 xapov/xaudv, both glossed kaumvhov. I think that both kduntw kaumilos/
ko ovfokaupoc and yraunrw/yvanTelyauyéc belong to the substratum (there is
no reason to deny yauyéc (119 n. 22) and kouyds etymological value), and that
they represent one root, which is also identical with that of xaf/udv.

234 Atonmos, a river in Mysia/ ai{nés is one of the cases which is not convincing
(the author admits the hypothetical character of the comparison).

278 kiuwvvos/cincinnus is one of the cases which, taken strictly, does not belong
here, as the second member is Latin.

290 A2 There is hardly any reason to consider €\ucc a IE inheritance.

317 nukvéc/nTiyes, nTvoow/&umvé does not convince semantically.

319 (and 129, 297) 6keiv/\ixatar/diokos/Niokos/E kTvov prove non-IE origin.
Then Myc. dekutu-(woko) will be dektu(worgos) with e/i, and Chantraine’s IE inter-
pretation (v. Dict.) will have to be abandoned.

323ff Beside (n/)y/a, ¢ (Pawkds/Yavkpds/oavkpés, and 325 n. 11) we also find
¥/h: Ydupos/auuoc (note the lenis) and Yduados/éuados with MHG sampt (not
given by Furnée). Here may be added that there are also indications for ¢-/h-:
avpxos/ipixos, Zehhoi/ "EAAnves. One is reminded of the problematical, but ‘very
IE’ gk /ts.

325 danrw. In spite of Lat. daps damnum, Olc. tafn, Arm. tawn and Toch. tap-
(‘to eat’) Samavn/bay\ios (Sanrw with nr/Y?) and SapddnTw point to non-IE ori-
gin. There are also semantic difficulties. Cf. Ernout-Meillet s.v. dar .um: “On a
rapproché gr. 6anTw ... ; le sens en est éloigné ... le rapprochement avec daps ... est
indémontrable”. One would not like to separate the Germanic forms OE fiber tifer,
OHG zebar, but they suppose *deip- or *dip- (cognate or not with Setmvov, which
Furnée 339, 352 also connects with an-) which cannot be connected with a PIE
*dap < *dh,(e)p-. The Greek words, then, are decidedly non-IE, and this seems
possible for the whole group. PIE *dap- as a religious term (e.g. Schlerath, Die
Indogermanen, p. 50) is therefore extremely uncertain.

326 &édjakoc. R.C. Bakhuizen van den Brink suggests to me that 6.yaxoc ‘teasel’
1s cognate with egp/y-, 619¥/ Y- ‘walken; frotter, assouplir, fouler’. Dipsacus fullonum
(!) (‘chardon a foulon’) was used to teasel (carder). Note Eng. teasel for the plant and
the instrument/process, just as Latin carduus—car(r)ere, carminare (F1. carde—carder,
Dutch kaarde—kaarden). Alpaxos may be a variant (326). The associition with
dYa may be secondary — Adau BAdyar H. may also belong to this -oot (‘kneten,
walken, schlagen, stossen, treten’); cf. 392.

364 ayvmic; if the word is non-IE, does it contain the root of yviy? On pro-
thetic ai- p. 378.

376 (2) Add épéfwdos/AéPLvdos.

380 AfBpic/Aapos, when *AFapoc, is an instance of a guess of little value.

392 (7) Add fyi5/AiyS 0s.

Even to this collection some items may be added. I noted the following.
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TEMVULEVOS| muTdS ; YOuPOs/kouBos [yaupmal (IE cognates!); kpnoépa/kpadpa;
Aahdxe/ Nadaryéw; pdyyavov/uavsatos (Wyatt, Proth. Vowel 83); uatéc/uacatic/
pood6c (ibid.); Néx proc/Aipuoic/Nokds ; x6YLxos/k6GOUYOS ; KEPaT/yafohdy/keBAR;
uopvan/popvtan?; padducyt/éppadaral/favic, paiw (Kuiper, Fs. Kretschmer 1: 216);
novbak/mudunw (IE cognates!); Aémw/dNénTw/dNotww (Orbis 20 (1971): 132-7);
KONUTTTw/okoMdmTw (ibid.); éyyis/dryxe?; oTéubw/aréupw/aareupnc/oripos (also
0Tpp 05/ 0T6uPOS?); KVdTTW/ K Vapeis [kvépal\ov/yvépahov/yvdwailov/Cypr.
kinapiose (k{ywvap-, Masson, Inscr. Chypr. Syll. nr. 162b); képvdos/kdpudos. One is
tempted to connect &BvSdv - fudds (194) - uaade (254) - duvaoos (214) with
B69pos (fiooaot: Bédpor) and Badvc (afvdow - fadv) and Pevdoc - Boevdos (330)
and fBijooa - Bpfjoca (330) and yuvdioowv: copboowr (yvd-/fud-). All words seem
non-IE and their meaning is largely the same. It is, of course, a typical instance
where we do not know where to draw the line between variants of one root and two
{or more) different roots (cf. §5). See also Development, Index s.v. substratum ele-
ments (note 40 &)ot etc., on which I withdraw my — desperate — speculations
275-T7). Some other suggestions in the text above.

8. Indexes

(a) Vowelalternations not mentioned 1n the table of contents, in alphabetical
order.

af/ow 302 n. 37 €/t/v 354 n. 55

afole 217 n. 72 n/t171 n. 114

(a/v 213 n. 58, denied) 0/t 191 n. 37

atf/et 339 A2, 352 A4 ofw 279 dpvg Add doxn/woxol.
avfev 353 AS ov/w 133 pwrdopat, 148 Novnne
av/w 301 n. 32 v/e 65 n.270

€/ev 115 aprevdoc v/w 302 n. 35

€/n258n.42

Add av/o/w: kahaDpoy koA wpofov.

(b) Discussions of suffixes, in alphabetical order.

{(a)pv-48 n. 126 ord/7-1%1n.35,216n.71
«wf- 107 amo- 235 n. 31
-at(F)o-255n. 32 <«p-134n.75

wawa 171 n. 117 apos 257 n. 36

k- 158 n. 64 «wan- 157 n. 57

«A(A)- 254 n. 28 -€uno- 151 n. 42,317

oup- 184 -€uvo- 151 n. 44
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€ur- 173,181 n.7 -om- 107

-Ao- 115 (n. 5) -ovooa 197 n. 55

-n¢ 199,245 n.70 -p-124 n. 37,215 n. 62
-npajos 204 n. 10 -pv- 215 n. 62; cf. -apv-
nr-172n. 118 -UA- 205 n. 14
+5-324n.7 -wA- 173

-tko-226 n. “02 -wv- 303 n. 39
-uwo-246n 71 -wp-211n. 50

+70- 163 -wr-283,384n.132
»-132 1. 65

(c) Substratum words that have cognates in IE languages (in the order in which
they occur in the book; the places can be easily found in the index). The list may
not be complete.

57, dprevidoc, YaA/kahibea, (Tepa)yoidns, Yépavuov, 8pTuE, TENLE,
oX0tvos, XEANUS, » apiaTivos, nTopdoc, mavdovpa, poapowoc ondyyos, yoapfov,
Yevdouou, KNos, TO0S, HATTW , KAUUKPOS , ULUKPKUS nvuorpov KPWOO0S, KEVOS,
KaUXaouei, §E€pow.

(d) Substratum words for which IE origin has been assumed (the places may be
found in the index). The list may not be exhaustive.

UOTANE, KapKIVoS, XONS, GupAUS, fAdTTwW, 19duﬁoc,'{n'oc tyaodat, kahadpoy,
kpomov, péa(o)afov, naTovn, TENEKUS, MENEUCw BENeuvoy, BENoS BeAovn,
me)MéSpov, aimic, ékalpvne, Esamivns, dovw, &pap, ala, do;eponn, foLapds,
saAav P05, KeSVOS, 0adpos, Jauvos, Ne(Twp, THPBEW, YaPUAKOY, VoS, OipcTi,
YOuVis, KEvos, oreras, yAads, &mdrn, 6, kodpos, Aawés, uéptuva, XEAUS, mpéapus,
TONENOS, VEXTAP, F.p-Trika, patdplc, omhdryxvor, Bévdos, yAfvn, vaos, dpxw
O xapos , 9GKoS, Kawayi, «ovafBos, apt-/€pt-, Kevds.





