European substratum words in Greek
Robert S.P. Beekes, Leiden

When working through Pokorny’s dictionary, I noticed that Greek had several words
that have cognates in the (Indo-European) languages of Europe, but which seem
nevertheless non-Indo-European. It is not just a handful of ‘Wanderworter’. The
number is larger, and it seems not only to concern Wanderworter. I wanted to present
here a list of such forms.

The collection is based on POKORNY, not on a systematic study of the Greek etymo-
logical dictionaries. I suppose, therefore, that the number may be much larger. With a
few exceptions it does not concern new etymologies; for most of the words I just
accepted the existing etymology. The idea that it regards non-IE words, too, was
mostly already reached earlier, it is not — in general — just my opinion. Of course, one
might hesitate in individual cases. Also some etymologies may be simply wrong. But
I think that the number is so large that the phenomenon is not affected if some ten
items would prove wrong. The conclusion suggests itself that these words derive
from a substratum language in Europe.

I have limited myself to words with cognates in the languages of Europe. Thus I have
not taken up words found only in Armenian (e.g. xiwv'); they may derive from
another non-IE language. (In a few cases cognates are also found in Armenian, but
that is a different matter.) Also words found only in Latin (e.g. apdyvn) I have left
out; here again the words may originate from a different language. Idem for words
found further only in Latin and Armenian (e.g. onéyyog). Words occurring only in
Greek and Albanian (e.g. ox6podov) were not collected; in this case one might have
to do with a Balkan word, or one from the Aegean area which spread northward.

Of course there are instances where one might hesitate. Thus Greek has a word for
‘lascivious’, used of donkeys, poxiog, and puyAdc ‘donkey’, which returns in Alb.
musk, ORuss. mssks, Lat. miilus (miscella). It is supposed that this word comes
from Asia Minor. If this is true, it is not relevant here; so I did not include it’.

" See now CLACKSON 1994:140-143. — T would suggest that the -w- was lost before u; this is a phonetically well
known development. For the £ > s, cf. Skt. parasu- (and perhaps xGvvapig, Skt. sapd-; FURNEE 1972:278, n. 41
noted that & was identified with PIE *k; cf. also here on oyoivog F135. This might mean that the language(s) in
question only had &": £; in that case a k was identified with the latter. (But I think that PIE already had plain X in
quite a number of forms, and its importance became only greater in the later languages.) As to seamik* ‘door-
post’, a reconstruction *kiwmmes is unacceptable; no such form is known in the inflexion of a noun in any IE
language. It may have generalised am < 11 before consonant. (The absence of the w could be analogical after the
nominative siwn).

(8}

It is supposed that puxAd¢ derives from *pvoxiog, but it may have an interchange »/y. — The word pooxioc
means oxoMd¢ ‘bent’, apparently ‘bandy-legged’; see CHANTRAINE under pixAog and pooxAog. (Under the latter
word it is not mentioned that pvyAéc [which is mentioned s.v. poxiog] is also glossed as oxoAiéc. FURNEE
1972:299 takes all words together, which seems not correct.)
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The criteria

The criteria are simple: the agreement in form and meaning must be such that it is
evident to consider them as anyhow cognate; but the forms must be such that they
cannot be IE.

These criteria do not always lead to clear conclusions. E.g. the words Sopxdc,
Copndig, Topxeg ‘roe’ are clearly cognate with Welsh 7wrch ‘id.”. One might now
conclude that the interchange in Greek is so strange that it must be a non-IE word
adapted to Greek in different ways. However, it has been proposed that the last form
is a late loan from a Celtic language, and that the - is due to association with
dépropon ‘to see’. I find the first suggestion quite possible, the latter rather im-
probable (note that Herodotus uses both forms). Further, while an IE form */ork- is
possible, I find the form suspect, but I admit that this is subjective.

The fact that we consider many forms as problematic and possibly non-IE (in oppo-
sition to POKORNY) depends on a number of insights, but more especially on the
laryngeal theory, through which our understanding of the ablaut and the shape of the
PIE root (and the suffixes) has changed so much. I give one example, also because it
is mostly given as unproblematic. Gr. yvado¢ ‘jaw’ is compared with Lith. Zdndas
‘id.”, for which *g(o)nHd"- is reconstructed, with laryngeal because of the Baltic
acute. However, the Greek word cannot be explained from *¢nHd'"-, which would
have given *gnath-. In fact I see no way of explaining this Greek form from any PIE
form. (The Lithuanian form could also continue *gond- with acute according to Kort-
landt’s extension of Winter’s law, but this is no help for the Greek form.) The gloss
ndvador owydveg, yvador might show a (non-IE) interchange o/k, but the form
could be Macedonian, where we find more instances of voiceless stop beside a
voiced one in Greek (whatever the explanation). The Macedonian identity is strongly
supported by the & for Gr. 9. For the first a of the gloss, however, there is no
explanation (except ‘epenthesis’, which is possible, but not a regular sound law)°.

There are of course doubtfull cases. Thus tévaryog has been supposed to be cognate
with Latv. tigas < *tin(H)gas. If it is IE, the Greek word would require *fenh,gos (the
Latvian tone can be explained by Winter’s law), which would give a root ending in
three consonants. This is very rare, but there are a few examples; so it is not a certain
indication that it is a non-IE word.

3 So yv&doc probably has to be separated from Zindas which will represent *Sond-, because *SonHd'- gives an
infrequent root structure (unless the -d"- is considered a suffix; the same problem in tévayoc). One might also
retain the relation between the two words and consider both non-IE. — Connection with yévug is impossible (as
the latter is IE; also the formation would be quite unclear). — One has connected xGvadol with xv@dwv, but the
first means ‘jaw’, like yvédoc, the latter ‘teeth’ of a spear, point of a sword, the cross-hilt of a sword (“any tooth-
like prong or spike”, R. JEBB, Sophocles Antigone 1900 ad vs. 1233; still this interpretation depends in part on
JEBB’s etymological connection of the word with 0500¢). Connection of the latter word with xvaiw, ®xviv, xvijdw
seems improbable to me, as this verb means ‘schaben, kratzen, jucken’; the formation of the noun also remains
unclear. xvddwv is further connected with Lith. k4ndu which is also quite improbable. If we assume a laryngeal
for the acute accent, we get the improbable structure *konHd- while x¥vddwv would have to be *kniyd-
(*kne/oHd- would require Schwebeablaut, which is not very probable). If we assume *kond- (with the acute from
Winter-Kortlandt), the Greek word should have *knod- with Schwebeablaut, which seems improbable. I assume
that kdndu derives from *k“ond-, and that xv&dwv is pre-Greek. That xv&daiov ‘wild animal’ is cognate with
©v@dwv seems to me far from evident.
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A difficulty is that we know very little about the immediate (IE) neighbours of Greek
in the Balkan: Macedonian, Thracian, Illyrian and perhaps more, like Paeonian. Of
course we have Albanian, but it is of little help as its etymology still posits so many
problems. We must reckon with the possibility that some IE words reached Greek as
loans from such unknown languages in the Balkan. One possible form is ov¢ ‘swine,
boar’, which should be V¢, and this form is fully attested, of course. The most
plausible explanation is that the first form is a loan.

The material

The material is discussed at the end. First a survey is given which shows the distri-
bution of the languages in which the cognate forms are found. Then follows the pre-
sentation of the material, the Greek words being given in alphabetical order, with
very short comments, in order to save space: the reader is supposed to have FRISK,
CHANTRAINE and POKORNY on his desk.

We shall here consider some aspects of the material.

Distribution: If one looks at the distribution of the cognates of these words, we see
that Slavic, Baltic, Latin are well represented. Germanic is found most often. This
could be due to the fact that Germanic in general is better represented (in IE etymo-
logy, and in POKORNY) than other language groups, perhaps because it is best
studied. Still, this situation may have another cause. It is well known that very many
substratum words are found in Germanic. One might have expected that more cog-
nates were found in the Slavic languages, but this does not appear to be so. I have no
explamation for this fact. — Celtic is much more rare. This may be due not only to its
geographical position, but also to the fact that Celtic etymology has been less well
studied.

Meaning: As to the meaning of the words we find the notions one would expect: flora
(juniper, maple, oak; reed (twice), rush; cabbage, chickpea, pea; onion; poppy, and a
poisonous plant, Aconitum), fauna (blackbird, finch, heron; roe; crab; cockle; and I
add here also ‘goats’ dung’), landscape (earth, sand, gravel, pebble, swamp, shoal-
water; I add here ‘hail’), instruments, in a wide sense (torch, chamber, trunk, stick,
bundle, pond, harrow, axe, shoes), verbs (stamp, knead; weave; spring, sprawl; be
astonished; un-skathed), other (smoke; bowels, belly, jaw).The last group is a little
surprising. Three of them are parts of the body. The number of verbs is high, in my
opinion.

Status of the Greek words: Four (five) of the words are glosses (6&iva, 0depoc.
Béaoxevtan, épa (but £pale), téAla). One word occurs only once: yA(e)ivog (Thphr.).
The other words range from rare to commmon.

The forms: I shortly discuss the phenomena that can be observed.

We find often variation between the stops, notably between (speaking in IE terms)
voiceless and aspirate: dépw, 9ptov, ox0ivog, paeavog, xoA&deg, tépapva, doxndng,
nélia. Further voiceless/voiced: 6depog, xapPativar; and voiced/aspirate:
ombpador, Paoxevtor (unless this form is Macedonian, see above), oOu@Ac,
omupdifw.
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The other thing that strikes most is the great number of words with a in the root:
dprevdog, pdpavog, xGupapos (plant), ypapiov, AGxx0o¢, PAxwy, yvédoc, xomvéc,
rnapPativan, Paxtpov, Paoxevtal, duadog, afivn, alyiloy, xdppapog (crab),
nayAng, Tag-, ealayE (secondary ablaut in Germanic?); 18 forms.

Geminates are rare: x&ppopog plant and crab, xpdppvov, téAla. Note that they are
all resonants.

Prenasalization is rare: xpéxw (where it is found in the Germanic form), ta-

(Daupoc).

Regarding s three observations can be made. First, initial s- before vowel preserved
in Greek: oopég. This cannot be solved by assuming that they came into Greek after
the development s- > A-, if it is supposed that these are very ancient loanwords. They
could be more recent loans from neighbouring languages. Remarkable is therefore
that Gpodog lost its s- But here we also have Yépadoc’. Second, there seems to be
evidence for s mobile, oniyyog, niyyav (also OHG fincho, Swed. spink). (Note that
s-mobile is also found in the Greek substratum, e.g. FURNEE 1972:390f.) Lastly there
may be instances with and without s before stop in medial position: 65epoc/bot(e)p-,
Baoxevtar/paxerog, €onepoc/ vikaras?. This interchange is also assumed for the
Greek substratum by FURNEE 1972:298ff.

About vowel variation (‘ablaut’) not much can be said. I find no patterns. We find all
sorts of interchanges: a/e, a/o, o/u etc. Long vowels, alternating with short ones, are
not often found (0/0, d6vak); interesting is a/2/6. As SEEBOLD states, in the case of
uhxwv the (apparent) &may be due to adaptation of /2 to the PGm. system (&); this
would mean that the word was not a very old loan.

Very little can be said about possible suffixes: we have G&px-gvd-au ; perhaps we may,
compare Baox-gvt-ot; onip-ad-ovo@up-ad-e¢, Au-ad-0¢?, xoA-&d-ec; further see on
PO VOV With -us-,

The different substrata

When considering the question of the possible layers, it is good to recall the three
layers distinguished by KUIPER in his recent article (1995:65ff). He assumes three
non-IE languages in Europe which all have a (frequent) phoneme a:

1. Krahe’s Old European: The language is characterized by a preponderance of 2 and
1, and of resonants as opposed to stops; and of open syllables, i.e. (C)V-CV-CV ...:
closed syllables end in a resonant; and by the absence of geminates. (The paraphrase
is mine.) Loans (of appellatives) of this language are rare.

2. A European substratum: This language had no (plain) voiced stops before vowel,
only aspirated ones. KUIPER explains this by assuming that the Indo-European spea-
kers identified voiced stops with their aspirates because their glottalized stops
(= /voiced stops) were too different. Characteristic are words (roots) like *b'ard™,
*bask-.

4 Ttis generally assumed that this form was coined after Wéypoc, but this is only a hypothesis for which there is no
evidence. E.g. Yépadog is frequent in Homer, beside Gupodoc. (I would consider the possibility that all forms,
including Gppog, are ancient.)
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3. A Germanic substratum: A substratum of which traces are seen notably in Germa-
nic. Typical is the variation of root final consonants, showing notably gemination of
stops and prenasalisation, as in (PGm.) b/bb/f1/ p/pp/mp.

KUIPER mentions Greek Paoxiol (66; my Bdoxevtar) and dpoadoc (67; my 32) as
belonging to the European substratum. Many of the a-words of our list could belong
to this substratum. This is, of course, the most obvious candidate of the three, as the
Germanic substratum is typical for Germanic, and as our forms do not in general
show the characteristics of Old European.

The — tentative — conclusion which I would submit is that there was a European sub-
stratum (KUIPER’s ‘European substratum’) which reached from the Germanic area
towards eastern Europe, from which a number of words came into Greek. If this is
correct, we should be aware of this possibility.

Survey: European substratum words in Greek

1 Sépw/y stamp, knead ~ SI.

2 x6AAOY peg SL.

3 %#600LPOG blackbird Sl

4 Jpvov reed Sl.  BL

5 oyoivog rush SI. BL

6 Aprevdog juniper SI.  BL?

7 péeavog cabbage SI. Bl Lat.

8 tavpog bull SI. Bl Lat. Gm.? CL

9 xOpuPn vessel SI. Bl. Lat. Gm. CL

10 %&ppopog pois. plant SI.  BL Gm.

11 %poppvpov onion Sl.  BL Gm. CL

12 Mnw peel Sl. Bl Gm.

13 yp&Prov/e torch S1. Lat.

14 poxrog lustful Sl Lat. Alb.
15 epwdidg heron Sl Lat. Gm.?

16 Aduxoc pond Sl Lat. Gm. CL

17 yA(e)ivog maple SL Gm.

18 phAxwv poppy Sl Gm.

19 y&rialo hail SL Pers.?
20 yoAddeg bowels SIL. Arm.
21 Yebdopan lie SL Arm.
22 yvavog jaw Bl

23 d6vaE reed Bl
24 tépapva chamber Bl. Lat.
25 OEiva harrow Bl. Lat. Gm. CL
26 AAUTTW bend Bl. Lat.? Gm.? CL
27 06depog belly Bl. Lat. Cl.  Skt.
28 xpiog chickpea Bl. Lat. Arm.
29 (o)mupddol goats’ dung Bl Gm.
30 xamvig smoke Bl Gm.?
31 xopPativan leather shoes Bl. Gm. CL
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32 Baxtpov stick Lat.

33 Bdaoxecvtan bundle Lat.

34 Guodog sand Lat. Gm.

35 &&ivy axe Lat. Gm.

36 dpoPog pea Lat. Gm.

37 ayadog good Gm.

38 aiylioy oak Gm.

39 épa earth - Gm.

40 Javpa astonishment Gm.

41 %&ppopog crab Gm.

42 nayxAng gravel Gm.

43 npéxw weave Gm.

44 poAyég leather bag Gm.

45 d-oxnong unscathed Gm.

46 ooupoc swamp Gm.

47 omiyyog finch Gm.

48 omuptilw spring, sprawl Gm.

49 @aioyt trunk Gm.

50 topode frame Gm. Arm.
51 mérAa stone Gm. CL
52 yaiog shepherd’s staff Gm. CL
53 Sopndc/C- roe CL

The evidence (P = POKORNY)

ayaddc ‘good’, axaddéc xpnotov H., ydowog dyaddg, xpnotoéc; ydioc?; P 423.
Goth. gods; perhaps Crim. Goth. gadeltba pulchrum. Thus SEEBOLD s.v. gut
BEEKES 1996:227ff.’

ailyirwy ‘oak’; P 13. Olc. eik etc. Lat. aesculus? The ending of the Greek word is
unclear (compared with Adnn ‘bark’). Also aiyeipoc? SEEBOLD s.v. Eiche: “Kaum
ein idg. Wort.” — *aig-

duodoc, yapadoc ‘sand’; P 146. Lat. sabulum, OHG sant, MHG samt. Mostly one
starts from Guadog— Paupoc and assumes that then ydpadog (the most frequent
form in Homer) was made. I find this development not at all easy. Lastly &upog
would have been created. This would explain the forms, but the historical
development is far from evident. I would consider the possibility that all four words
were old: dpadoc/y-, dupoc/P-. The latter might be the root of the first. The initial
interchange would reflect the adaptation of an unknown sound(group).

akivn (1) ‘axe’; P 9. Goth. agizi; OS acus, Lat. ascia etc. The formation of these
words is unclear. (g's would give ps in Greek, cf. LEJEUNE 46 n. 1, 52 n. 3); -gus
would give -yv[ A].) FRISK: wahrsch. Wanderwort.

> Improbable ANTTILA 1996: ag-n ‘drove, herd’, *agp-d'sos ‘upholding the social unit’. My criticism as to form
and meaning of the other solutions applies here as well. Here *ag-p is unattested, the development of the
meaning freely invented.
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apxevdog ‘juniper’; P 67. Russ. rakita etc. ‘willow’ < *orkiita. To Latv. ércis ‘juni-
per’? Cf &pyerog 1 dpxevdog, Kpntec H (not mentioned by FRISK or CHANTRAINE).
Suffixes strange.

&oxndg ‘unhurt’; P 950. Goth. skapis. The interchange d”/¢points to a non-IE form.
Baxntpov ‘staff’ etc.; P 93. Lat. baculum. Or mediterranean? — *bak-.

Baoxevtor eooxrideg, ayrdAar; P 111. The first word (B.) is considered Macedonian,
the second (¢.) occurs only here and could be a loan from Latin; improbable
edonwAog ‘leather bag’; cf. also axerog ‘bundle’; Lat. fascis (MIr. basc ‘collar’ is
uncertain; perhaps here MW beich ‘burden’ < *baskio-). — *b'ask-; sk/k.

yAMe)ivog ‘maple’ (Thphr.); P 603 *k/eno-. Mac. xiwdtpoyov, Olc. Alynr, Russ.
kléns. — klen-/klin-/k[n-?

yvédog ‘jawbone’; P 381. Lith. Zdndas < *$onHd'os (or *Son(H)dos), but Greek
cannot be derived from this form, nor from any PIE form. Mac.(?) xd&vador
olwaydveg, yvéool gives a problem with the &-. Complicated ablaut. See p. 22 above
with note 3.

yp&prov (ypdeiov once) ‘torch’, yoPpiar: @oavoi, Aauntnpe¢ Hsch.; P 404. Russ.
grab(ina) ‘Hagebuche’, OPr. wosi-grabis, Umbr. Grabovius.— BS & from a before b
(Winter’s law).

dépw, déYw ‘stamp, knead’; P 203. Serb. dépiti, Arm. fop‘em. Greek requires b
Slavic p. Cf. FURNEE 1972:315. Note that Armenian may have a cognate.

o6vag (-w-, -ov- unreliable, though the existence of the two variants is remarkable)
‘reed’; (P 187). Latv. duonis ‘Schilf, Binsen’.

dopxdc, Coprdc (both in Hdt.) kind of roe; P 513. W swrch. Topxog Opp. etc. pro-
bably later direct loans from Celtic. 6- after dépxopar is not convincing. Is *jork-IE?
See the text above p. 22.

épa; P 332. OHG ero, Goth. airpa (W erw ‘field’?). Strange word formations. —
*er(t)-.

epéPviog, dpoPog ‘pea’; P 335. Lat. ervum, OHG araweiz. — b/u; e/o, a?

epwddc (w?) ‘heron’ (&p- LXX; p- Hippon. popular?); P 68. Lat. ardea id., Serb.
roda ‘stork’. FRISK: sehr fraglich Olc. arta ‘Kriekente’. Clearly non-IE. — Ablaut
quite abnormal; rod- < *rad™?

g€onepog ‘evening’; P 1173. Lith. vdkaras, OCS vecers, Lat. vesper, W. ucher (*uesp-
*uisp-?), Arm. giser ‘night’ ( *ue/01k-?). — See p. 24 above; p/k (KUIPER 1995:81ff.).

dadpe, Opa to which belongs the group 9é¢ppog (note that mb’did not give up as is
often stated: dqu@i, opeardc; the cases adduced are all suspect), tap-©Ov, T€dnno
‘astonishment, be amazed’; P 233. Goth. afdobn, -dumbnan ‘become silent’. Note
that both languages show prenasalization. FURNEE 1972:236, following KUIPER
1951:125.
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Upvov ‘Binse’; P 1026, 1097. Lith. tr(7)usis, OCS trests ‘Schilfrohr’ (not here traisti
‘zerbrechen’, I think). — d"%.

nap(pwapog ‘crab’; P 558. Olc. Aumarr, Mac. xop(p)épot confirms non-IE origin;
FURNEE 1972:343: “wohl voridg. Wanderwort”. Perhaps also x0popog: #6uopog
Hsch. Improbable is a loan from Germanic (KRETSCHMER).— m/mm; a/u?
*kam(m)-.

#nap(wapog, -opog poisonous plant, type of Aconitum; P 558. Russ. demerica ‘Nies-
wurz’, Lith. keméras ‘Wasserdost’, OHG Aemera. — kemer-/ kammar-; m/mm.

wéuntw ‘bend’; 525, 918. Also oxapuPdc. Lith. karfipas; Olr. camm. Doubtful Lat.
campus ‘plain’ (not ‘valley’), Goth. hamfs ‘mutilated’. KELLENS 1986 adduces
Middle Iranian forms, but I don’t follow his conclusion that Skt. kampate ‘tremble’
belongs here, because of its meaning (thus also EWAIia).

namvog ‘smoke’; P 596. Lith. kvapas; Lat. vapor?; Goth. af-bapjan?°

nanpdc ‘he-goat’; P 529. Lat. caper; Olc. hafi; Olr. gabor, cf. OBrit. Gabrosentum
‘goat-path’? Perhaps Olr. cdera, W. caer-iwrch ‘roebuck’ < *kapero-, but see VEN-
DRYES s.v. Note xdnpa: ai&, Tvppnvoi Hsch. The Welsh form, compared with Gr. oug
%G mpog, may confirm “vermutlich allgemeiner ‘ménnliches Tier’” (POKORNY). (Very
uncertain Skt. kdprt ‘penis’.) A form *kh.p- ( *kh.ep-?) is improbable.

rnapPativon/xapn- ‘shoe’; P 581. Olr. cairem < *karpiamon-. Olc. hriflinger, Lith.
kirpé (acute from metatony). Clearly non-IE; FRISK: Wanderwort. (Not here xpnric,
which shows a different meaning.) — p/b; krep-/krp- (but -ap-).

nGxAng ‘gravel’, late x6yAng; P 518. OHG hagal ‘hail’. *kh,g'- possible (not for Gr.
-0- , which may not be old). Cf. also xdyM& and gloss *&yAaE (corrected from
dx6AaE). Root structure 7— D” not allowed. — *kag’™-.

x6AAoY ‘peg’, also x6ALaPog; and probably oxéAioy ‘pole’; not in POKORNY. OCS
kols. The Greek variants (on/af) point to a non-IE word; words for ‘pole’ are very
often loans (cf. BEEKES 1995/96:20 n. 5).

¢ SCHRUVER 1991:260 made a valiant attempt to explain the word as IE. He reconstructs *k’h,uep- with laryngeal
on the basis of Lith. kapéti, Latv. kiipét (acute I < uH with metathesis in *kHup-, but Lith. kvépti with
circumflex lengthened ¢); the labiovelar is not relevant here, so I will write just *k. Of course, this gives an
unusual root structure. He excludes OCS kypétibecause it means ‘sieden, wallen’, but that is also the meaning of
the Lithuanian form; the Latvian form means ‘rauchen, dampfen, qualmen, stduben’. So I think the Slavic form
must be included, what does not affect the conclusion. If, on the contrary, these forms are (all) excluded, the
evidence for laryngeal disappears. — SCHRUVER explains the Greek form from *kuf,ep- with metathesized kuh,-;
further > *kuap- > *kuap- > kap-. The metathesis in kufh,- seems acceptable (cf. Skt. svar- ‘sun’ < *suHy, cf.
*sel,uel-). The development to *kuap- seems doubtful to me, in view of forms like xbavog, xbodo¢ (which are
loans); pueAée does not prove much (in x6wv < *4udn the u may have been restored from oblique %uv-). —
SCHRUVER also leaves out Goth. af-hap-jan, -nan, because it requires *b. But a variation voiceless/voiced at the
end of a root is often found ; and if the word is non-IE, the interchange may be due exactly to the fact that it is a
loan. The meaning, ‘choke, extinguish, suffocate, be(come) suffocated’ (thus KOBLER 1989) agrees perfectly well
with ‘breathe’ often found in Lithuanian, and e.g. Hom. &no ... éxdnvooe. Together with the general agreement
in form (Gme. *fap- < *kuo/ab-) this makes it probable that it is the same word. If so, I wonder whether in
*kh,uep- the laryngeal would not have been vocalized in Germanic. — Lastly, Russ. kdpor ‘Staub’ has no u, like
Latv. skapstét, if this is cognate (FRAENKEL 1, 326). — So I rather think that the word is non-IE.
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%1600VPOg, x0TT-, x6Y1x0¢ ‘blackbird’; P 614. RCS koss. Suffixes -@o¢ and -ipog;
onom. Kofvepiwv. — ps, ks, Gr. oo/ 1t.

xpéxw ‘ein Gewebe (fest)schlagen’; P 618. Olc. Aral/ < *hranhilaz. -(n)-; e/o, a.

xp1d¢ ‘chickpea’; xixeppor @ypoi, Maxedoveg ; P 598 Arm. sisern, OPr. keckers,
Lat. cicer. xpi6¢ not because of its “krummen Hiilsen” (FRISK s.v. xpi6¢ ‘ram’(!)),
though it is difficult to connect the form with cicer etc. (xixeppor < *ki-kerio-, np16¢
< *(kikrio-?). — k/k; e/,

#pOu(pvov (xpe- gloss) ‘onion’; P 580. OE Aramesa, Olr. crem (u-stem), OW cram
(vocalism?), Lith. kermusé. From *krom-, krem-, krm-, kerm? Both the uncertain
root vocalism and the suffixation (and the meaning) point to non-IE origin. As Celtic
has an u-stem, and the other languages (Germanic? OHG ramusia not in KLUGE) a
suffix after -us-, the pre-IE word will have ended in -us. — kromvkremv/kerm/krm-;
suff. -us-.

%OUPn, x0meAAoV etc. see BEEKES 1996:220ff.

Mxnog ‘water-basin’; P 653. Lat. /acus, OE, OS /lagu, OCS loky (-uH-). Gaul. PN
Penne-locos, Olr. loch prove o-vocalism for Celtic. Adx»o¢ has -»xx- which cannot be
from -ku- cf. Myc. igo /hik'k'o/ (cf. also Aeol. enp < *G'uehr), unless double -k~ was
restored to (double) -k- from the nom.; /- > */a- is not attested. (7~ > ap, but this is
always *Hr-.) Latin /o> /a (SCHRIJVER 1991:424) is uncertain. — /ok-/lak-? k/kk?

Mmw ‘to peel’, OA6TTW, OL0VQw; P 690. Lith. /ipti, Russ. lupit’, lub; OHG loutt
Lat. /7ber? BEEKES 1996:220ff.

péduion: yvédor, paodopon ‘chew’; P 732. Lat. mando; Goth. munps rather to Lat.
mentum. Non-IE origin is suggested by the variant poootvev; if the root was (IE)
pod-, the formation of the other forms is difficult to explain; for the non-IE forms in
-ulae see BEEKES 1998:25f.

uhxwv ‘poppy’; P 698. OHG maho, mago, RCS mak®s, Russ. mak; Latv. maguona
may be a loan. FRISK: “... eine schon idg. Entlehnung eines Wanderworts”. Note
SEEBOLDs comments: “die germanischen [Formen weisen] eigentlich auf &4, doch
wenn eine verhéltnisméssig junge Entlehnung vorliegt, konnte der dem Germani-
schen fremde Laut 7 teilweise nach wg. 7 aus &, teileise zu kurzem a ausgewichen
sein. Fiir eine Entlehnung aus einer nicht-indogermanischen Sprache (die mit einiger
Wahrscheinlichkeit anzunehmen ist), ist die Verbreitung etwas auffillig.” 1 agree
completely with this remark; the aim of the present article is exactly to draw attention
to those words that spread over a great area.

noAy6¢ ‘leather bag’; P 747. OHG malaha; this gives g/k. Perhaps Goth. balgsis also
cognate with an interchange m/b" (nasalization; for the phenomenon see FURNEE
1972:203ff.; KUIPER 1995:68f).

noxAog ‘lascivious’, pvxAd¢ ‘donkey’; not in POKORNY; FURNEE 1972:299. Lat.
mitlus (< *musclo-; late muscella), Alb. musk, ORuss. mssks. It is supposed that
puxA6g derives from *uuxoAog, but it may rather have »/x. (The form pidoxioc
means oxoMd¢ ‘bent’, apparently ‘bandy-legged’; see CHANTRAINE under both
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words (where under the last word it is not mentioned that puyA6¢ [given s.v. pixioc]
is also glossed as ox0A16¢). FURNEE takes them all together, which seems not correct.

0depog ‘belly’ (gloss; not here in my opinion ¥depog ‘Wassersucht’); P 1104. Skt.
uddram, Lith. védaras, paiidré (*ued-, *ud- with Winter’s law; note the acute); cf.
votépa, botpog id. Lat. uterus and ve-n-t-er? SCHRIIVER points to Olr. inathar ‘belly,
intestines’ < *en-utr-. — d/t/st.

0&ivar EpyaAeiov TL Yewpyrdy, o1dnpols Youeoug £x0v, EAxduevov HTO Powv; P 22.
OHG egida < *agepo, OW ocet, Lith. akécios (€ from verb akéti?), Lat. occa. Re-
shaped after 6£0¢? POKORNY has palatal because of *a&- ‘sharp’; this gives a problem
for Lith. Formation: -ez- ? Original root noun?

0100w see Aémw.

néAla ‘rock’ (gloss); P 807. MlIr. all (*plso-?), OHG felis ( *pelisa-?). IIELAot, @eAAeDC
‘stony land’ point to non-IE origin. There is evidence for pre-Rom. pa/(l)a. — p/b",
Ui, e/a?

pdpavog ‘Rettich, cabbage’, p&e/nvc — Lat. rapum, OHG ruoba, raba, Lith. répeé,
OCS répa. Generally seen as non-IE. — p/b", a/2/6?

oop@dc ‘swamp’; P 1052. OHG swamp (IE *b"), MLG swamp (IE *b), Goth.
swamm. Gr. o-. A Wanderwort (FRISK) seems not probable to me. — /4" Gr. o-.

omiyyog, miyyav, omivog, omvdic; P 999. Swed. (E.) spink, OHG fincho. Skt.
phirigaka- (lex.) “gewiss nicht urverwandt”, MAYRHOFER. Though the word has
onomatopoetic aspects, the agreement cannot be mere accident. — (s)-.

(o)mbpador, opupddec, omopdtyylo etc. ‘excrements of goats etc.’; P 995. Lith.
spiros, Latv. pires, Olc. sperdill, Nlc. spard. *(s)pord"- could well be IE, but *(s)prH-
would give *onap-. — p/b"; (5)-; 0/u; (-od-/-ad-).

onvpdifewv ‘aufspringen, zappeln’; P 995. Olc. spradka with IE *d’, MLG spartelen
with d. Semantically different Skt. spdrdhate ‘contest’, Goth. spaurds ‘racing course’;
not here words for ‘tail’, Olc. spordr. Greek v. — d/d"; o/u.

oxoivog ‘Binse, Schilfrohr’; FURNEE 1972:135 (not in POKORNY). The gloss xowvé&-
x0pt0¢ is usually connected with Lith. s7énas, OCS séno ‘hay’, but the exact meaning
of x6pto¢ here is not clear. FURNEE connects the gloss with oyoivog, which then is
non-IE, together with the Balto-Slavic forms. — sg"k.

Tapodg, tpaoid ‘frame of wicker-work’ for drying cheeses etc.; dappia’ tpacid H.; P
1078. Arm. t‘ar, OHG darra ‘Darre’. The word is generally derived from *fers- ‘to
dry’, but ablaut in 0- and 2-stems is unexpected and a root noun improbable (it would
mean ‘the drying’; one would expect an instrumental suffix), Gr. ap is the wrong
vocalisation and the s sould have disappeared. This type of instrument is often found
in loanwords. The word may have the a-vocalism typical of loanwords. I propose a
noun *fars(-).

tavpog ‘bull’; P 1083. Lat. taurus, Lith. taiiras, Gaul. tarvos; perhaps Goth. stiur.



European substratum words in Greek 31

tépapva ‘chamber, house’; P 1090. Connected with Osc. #riibiim etc., Umbr. tremnu,
and further compared with tp&/é¢ng, -n- ‘beam’; difficult is the vocalism of Lith.
troba (acc. trobg) and Lat. trabs (cf. SCHRIIVER 1991:481); OHG dorf, OW tref
SEEBOLD s.v. Dorf: “kaum idg.” Further perhaps OCS #rém3 ‘turris’, Russ. térem
‘Gemach, Halle’. I would add MLG MDu. trame (Eng. tram), MLG treme, Dutch
treem; on labial/m see on daduo. p/b/b/m; e/a/e?

@alayE ‘beam’, also @&iunc?; P 122. Olc. bialki < *belki-, OE balca, bolca, Lith.
balziena (Latv. balziéns proves &"), Slov. blazina; perhaps Lat. fulcio, sufflamen. —
2/87k?; el/ol or al/].

yoto¢ ‘Hirtenstab’; P 410. Olr. gae, Olc. geirr; as loanwords in yatioog, Lat. gaesum.
FRISK: wie bei vielen anderen Waffennamen ist mit fremden Ursprung zu rechnen.
Non-IE gais-(os)rather than *g’h.eis- or *g'eh,is-.

y&lola ‘hail’; P 435. CS Zlé&dica, Russ. oZlédica < *Zeld-, NPers. Zala < *Zalda-.
Greek requires a *d, which would agree with the Slavic acute, for Greek we would
have to assume *g'/h-ed-; Slavic could then have *¢’e/h.d-, but this is an irregular
root structure. Note the plain velar g'-.

xOoAGdeC, yoAneg ‘bowels’; P 435. RCS Zeludrpks < *Zelodsks with -ond-. Gr. -08- <
-nd- should be given up. Gr. x64ov ‘intestines’ rather proves non-IE origin; perhaps
also xaAidwe €vtepa, Kompioy, and yaAlwe: gviepa; further to Arm. & ‘alird
‘intestines of animals’? g"/k/g; e/o/a; VL.

Yevdopar ‘to lie’; also forms with Yyud-. FURNEE 1972:197. Arm. sur ‘lie’; Slovak.
sudit ‘deceive’. Both d/d"and - point to a non-IE form.
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