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On Personal Pronouns 1in the

Nostratic Languages

Aron B. DOLGOPOLSKY
Haifa

In the present study (which is intended to be a frag-
ment of a tentative Nostratic comparative grammar) I am try-
ing to reconstruct the original system of personal pronouns
(in this paper Sg.1 and $Sg.2 only) which underlies the later
systems of personal pronouns and pronimal affixes in Semito-
-Hamitic (henceforth SH), Indo-European (IE), Kartvelian
(K), Uralic (U), the altaic languages { Turkic (T), Mongolian
(M), Tungusian (Tn), and Gilyak (Glk)], Chukchee-Kamchadal
(ChK), Elamite (E), and Dravidian (D).

§1. Let us first make a synopsis of the personal pronouns
and pronominal affixes of Sg.1 and S¢g.2 in the daughter-
-languages (Table A).

The numbers in Table A refer to the following explana-
tory notes: ‘

[1] 1IE *e8H(-cn) /xeJoR (or xedeHY) 'I' > OInd. ahdm, Aves-
tan azéin, OPersian adam, O0ld Lithunian ¢¥, psSi (proto ~-sla~
vic) *jazp, Greek tyd, eybdv, Latin egd, Gothic {k, Hittite
uk, According to Szemerémyi EVS 199, the original form is
*e¢§(h)om, which has been preserved in Indo-Iranian and Ger-
manic, while *¢j3 (represented in Greek and Latin) is a se-
condary variant, which is due to the influence of the verbal
inflection (Sing.1) *-3. According to Burrow Sk 85, Greek
tvé, Lat. egd ¢ IE xedoH (an Ablautstufe of xe§H-). On IE
#*§H ( > reflexes of *§ 1in most languages, those of % §An in
Indo-Iranian) see Burrow Sk ibid. IE #%ti@ 'thou' > Avestan
té, Lithunian ti, pS1 »xti, Doric Greek <4, Attic Greek oy,
Latin t#, Gothic pu; the Indo-Iranian form xtuwdm (> OIna.
tvam, Avestan tvsm, Opers. tuvam) goes back to IE xti with
an enlargement z-am due to analogical influence of the re-
flex xedHom 'I' (> OInd. aham, etc.). The proto-~ Anatolian
form xt{ 'thou' is represented by Hittite zi{-k (-k dus to
the influence either of uk 'I' or the accusative farm fuk

A,
p——
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phic Luwian t{ 'thou'. See Brugmann-Delbriick GVG 2.2:382-3,
Brugmann XKVG 410, Szemerényl EVS 195-9, YaAA 1:20.

(2) IE xmé . »xme 'me' (accus.) > OInd. md, Greek wc ~ cuc,
OIrish and Middle Welsh -m- (OIrish ro-m~{cec 'he cured me',
MWelsh ry-m-goruc 'he made me'), 01d Polish mie, possibly
Hittite -mu, Hier. Luwian dmu -mu (dmu is extended to the
nominative case as well). Palaic -mu. Side by side whith
this monomorphemic form, there are forms with case inflec-
tion and/or with additional deictic morphemes, such as
accusative xm¥-m ‘'me' (with the accusative marker £-m)
Vedic m@m and OSlavonic mg, dative *¥mo-{ 'to me' > 0Ind.
m&, Greek uol “emoi., 0OSlavonic mf{, Olatin ml. IE xt(w)¥

'thee' (accus.) is preserved in O0Ind. tvd, Attic Greek oé

OIrish ~t~, MWelsh -th-, side by side with pIE (proto-IE)
forms with case endings, such as accusative form xt(w)§-m
‘thee' > 0Ind. @vdm, Oslavonic tg and Lithunian tave (<
*tavg) . For further details see Brugmann KVG 410-1 (and the
table after p. 412), Brugmann-Delbrick GVG 2.2:382-3, Sze-
merényi EVS '195-201, Lewis-Pedersen CCCG §336, Klingheben
OPG 209, Meriggi UXIYa 268. : ’

{3] IExmene (pronoun of Sing.1, genitive case) > Avestan
manae, OSlavonic mene, OLatvian man{(s) and Lith.mangs (with
the final -s by analogy with the nominal inflection), Gothic
meina (contamination of dat. xmei and genitive ¥mene). See
Brugmann KVG 412, Szemerényi EVS 197, Stang 249-251.

[4] The pIE possessive nominal suffixes x-mi *‘my' and
¥-tfiV ‘thy’' ! have been preserved in Hittite -mi- and ~ti-
{e.g., in the accusative forms zceclugatallan-mi-n 'legatum
meum' and xalugatallat-ti-n 'legatum teum') See Friedrich
HEB 1:§115. :

[5] IE x-mi (> 0ind., Avestan, Lith, Hittite -mi, Greek
-uv, OSlavonic -wb», OLat., Gothic, -m) and *-s¢ (> 0Ind.,
Avestan, Lith. -si. Hittite -¥{, Greek -oti, OLat., Gothic
-s) are "primary endings", i.e. person-and-number markers of
non-past tenses. IE x-m (> 0ind., Avestan, OLat. -m, Greek
-v, Hittite -n) and x-s (> 0Ind., Avest., OLat., Gothic s,
Hittite -¥) are."secondary endings" (person-and-number-
~markers of past tenses). The origin of the difference
between "primary“ and "secondary" endings is not clear. In
view of the external comparison of IE x-mi/¥-m and ¥-si/%-s
I am inciined to assume that the vowel xi{ is an integral
part of the morphemes in question, and the difference is of
accentual (prosodic) origin.

1 {
{6) By LIE (Late protgflndo-zuropean) I mean the coa=mon
ancestor of ali IE daughter-languages except Anatolian. The

-existence of LIE as a valid branch of IE is rather obwvious

(to‘mention_only such impbrtant morphological innovations as
the feminine gender and the perfect tense). LIE corresponds
to Sturtevant's Indo-European, while pIE is Sturtevant's
Indo-Hittite. LIE »-H" is a primary ending of Sing.1 of the
thematic verbs (those with stem-final xe/0j. The thematic
vowel + x-HY becomes -5 (Greek ycpo, Latin fers, Gothic
baira 'Iam carrying, I carry' OIrish abs. bdiru and constr.
-biur ¢ xbiri 'I carry', Gatha-Avestan spasyd, ‘'specto’,
Lith. ne¥d *I carry, am carrying’). The LIE ending #-H% is
obviously connected with Hittite -z¢ (see [7]), but the
details of the development remain obscure. LIE x-ei (a
primary endl%g.of Sing.2) is very tentatively reconstruc-

‘tible from Lithunian -{ .’ ~{e- (ne¥{ 'fers', reflexive

-fe-si). celtic x-{ (OIrish bir{ 'fers') and Greek -cis (-sx
by analogy With,the'secondéry'ending?). See Szemerényi EVS
218-9, Watkins CV 140, Watkins GIV 163-4, 2i2-4, Stang VGBS
405-7,Sturtevant CGHL.

[7] The hypothesis on the pre-IE personal prefixes xH-
{Sing.1) ;nd x&\H/—‘ (Sing.2) 1is based on internal recons-
truction. Let us consider the paradigms of the LIE perfect
tense, the Hittite zi-conjugation and the iE medium voice:
Medium voice:

PIE . LIE OIndian Avestan |Greek Goth. Hittite
:::;2 non- non~ non- non- |non-
' - past past past past ast pdast ast past jpast .
Sing. 1 *-to *-ai<*-Hoi -8 . - P -um.p -da |-xa(xajeriP*®
. Lt IS0 4 -i -i -uav -xa(xa)t(i)
. *-50143 ~s& -s& ~goL ~za |-ta(ei)
Sing. 2*-env *~tiils, *-503 -thas -sa -a6 ~tat(i)
L [rrted -t ~t8 -toL*  |-da |-ta(ri)
Sing. 3 -co{ *~to ~ta -ta -To /-tat{i)
/

PIE stative > LIE perfect tense:

6+




PIE LIE perfect . > OInd. Greek Gothic
: T perfect perfect ,erf.

Sing. 1 *-He *-Ha$, e.g. *woid-Ha ° v8da Fotéa wait

- "I know'

Sing. 2 *-tHe |*-tHa, e.g. *woid-tHa vdttha FoCoSa waist

‘you know' R

Sing. 3 *-e *-e, @.g8. *woid-e vEda Fotse  wait
'knows’ : :

Now we may compare the pIE medium, the pIE stative (s
LIE perfect) and the Hittite x{-conjugation:

PIE. : PIE Hittite z{-con-
medium stative Jugation present)
Sing.1 *-Ho © *-He -x1
Sing.2 *-tHV *-tHe ~t1 < %-tHiS

Sing.3 *-to ‘t-e ’ ‘ -1

In the paradigms the suffix of person precedes that of
tense/aspect and voice. How are we to explainAthis rather
unusual order of suffixes? From typology of languages of the
world we learn that suffix-conjugated tenses usually go back
to periphrastic (analytic) constructions of three different
types:

(a) Nomen verbale (i.e. verbal noun or verbal adjective)
+ a suffix-conjugated auxiliary verb. Examples: The
future in French, Spanish and Italian (cantare habeo
> French chanteral{), the past tense in Polish (psS1
.xssﬁals Jesmuv > Polish spatem 'Y slept').

{b) Nomen verbale + pronouns. Examples: the West Semitic

perfect and the Akkadian permansive (WSem. xwalinta
'dormis' < *wa¥i{nV 'asleep' + xta ‘'thou’, Akkadian
$atlmdku 'valeo' < x¥alimV 'valens' + x dku 'TY).

(c) Nomen verbale + a prefix-conjugated auxiliary verb,.
An Example: the Awngi (Central Cushitic) definite
past tense: Sing. 1 Jepiyd 'I bought' Sg.2 Jewtiyu &,

'Sg. 3 m. *$ewiiya, Sg.3 f. xYewtdyd, Pl.1 Bzewndyd 4

Sg. 1 x¥ed * -uya, Sg.2 *x3eb t-uya, Sg.3 m. xFeb’

v-uya, Sg.3 f. x¥eb t-uya, etc. See Hetzron VSSA»12
££f. /

The verbal paradigms with the person-maker in the
-~world-final position go back to analytical constructions (a)
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tense-or-voice marker are most likely to go back to a cons-

" truction of the type (c), i.e. Nomen verbale + a prefix-con-

Jugated auxiliary verb. Hence, the IE medium, the LIE per-
fect tense and the Hittite z{-conjugation point to under-
lying constructions with prefix-conjugated auxiliaries. Thus
We come to the conclusion about the prefix xH- for Sg.1 and
*t (H;~ for Sg.2 (while the forms of Sg.3 have efther no
prefix or a prefix xt-, going back to a demonstrative pro-
noun) .. )

{8] The SH disjunct pronoun ("Nennform") “ani{ 'I' has been
preseved:

(a) 1in Semitic as a self-standing Nennform-pronoun z’ani
(> Hebrew’anl) with a secondary variant x‘anl# (>
Arab. ‘and, Ethiopian ‘ana etc., probably due to
analogy with Sg.2 m. x’enta 'thou'), as well as an
enclitic object pronoun xnl 'me' (>Hebrew, Arabic,
Aramaic, Ethiopian -ni{, Akkadian -n{),

(b) in Cushitic as a self-standing pronoun: Bedawye ani
éne, Bilin “an, Awngi dn, Somali an{-ga, an{-gi,
Galla dn23, Saho ani (-u from the nominal inflection),
Sidamo ane, pSCush. x dni (Ehret SCP 283), as well as
a subject pronoun: Somalil &n, Galla dn{. See Dolgo-
polsky SF 210-1.

The SH pronoun %x°and3ku 'I' has been preserved as a
self-standing pronoun in Semitic »x’andku (>Akkad. andku,
Hebrew “dnski, Phoenician ‘nk ~ ‘nky, Ugaritic AnVkv, Ya'u-
dic Aramaic 'nk), in Eg. ink > Coptic ANOK and in pBerber
enakk¥ 'I' (Prasse MGT I-III:179). ’ '

The SH independent pronoun x’ant /() 'thou' is repre-
sented in Cush.: Bilin *ent{, Awngi enté, Somali adi~-ga,
adi-¢g7, Galla 4t(, Saho atd (-u from the nominal inflec-
Dolgopolsky SF 133-4). In Semitic there is a gender diffe-
rentiation between x*ant-a 'thou! m.- (> Akkad. atta, Hebrew
"attd, Arabic ’anta, etc.) and x’ant-{ 'thou' f (> Akkad.
att{, Hebrew 'atte, Arabic 'ant{, etc.), which is either a
pSemitic innovation, probably due to the influence if the
pronouns xka 'thee, thy’' (m.) and xk¢ 'thee, thy' (f.), or a
SH archalsm: x*anta m. < w*agnfti{\~q (with the masculine
particle x-a, see [10], preserved in pPS x’anta 'thou' m.
and in pCush. xdta ‘'thou' (a former masculine form, which
has lost its gender meaning) . .

Speccll Senmed C)g }’W“CWWC& %*Q‘S

T91 1In SH there {a a anmrial earias ~f mumamamio-a? o885



useda as subjects tollowing nominal predicates. This cons-
truction (» predicative form of nomina) has been preserved
in Akkadian: Sg.1 gad¥r-3ku 'l am strong', ga¥r-idta 'you
(sg.m.) are strong', ga¥r-dt{ 'you (sg.f.) are strong'. In
other languages this construction (» predicative form of
nomina) has joined the verbal paradigm as a tense. This is
the case with the WSemitic stative » perfect, with the QEg.
conjugation of the "pseudo-participle" and with the proto-
-Berber “"parfait qualificatift":

A. WS stative + perfect: Sg.1 stem + x-ku (*xmawi{t-ku 'I
am dead' +» 'I hafe died' > Eth. mdtki), Sg.2 m.: stem
+ x-ta (xmaw{t-ta 'mortuus es' > Hebrew mattd, Arab.
mitta), Sg.2 f.: stem + x-t{ (xmawf{t-t{ 'mortua es' >
Hebrew matte, Arab. mitt(); :

B. OEg. conjugation of the “pseudo-participle”:.sg.1:
stem + kw ~ kj (irx.kw ~ irx. kj 'I know'), Sg.2: stem
+ t] (Arx.tj 'you know'); .

Cc. Proto-Berber "parfait qualificatif": Sg.1 stem + x-ay
(> Kabyle stem + -ay, e.g. matltiley 'I am white',
Tahaggart stem + -dy), Sg.2: stem + *-ad (> Kabyle
stem + -9od, e.g. molluled 'you are white', Tahaggart
stem + -dd or t- + stem + -d4d with the facultative t-
by analogy with the regular prefix-conjugation of
verbs). See Djakonoff SHL 85-7, Edel AAG 269-287,
Cohen SVS 22-3, Klingenheben PSK 230-1. Hanoteau EGT
195, Stumme HSchT 55, cp. Prasse MHT VIi-vVII:io0-1,
193.7

The SH pronominal affixes in question may be recon-
structed as x-dku for Sg.1 (> Akkadian -dku, pWSem. x-ku
with lost of x@ by analogy with the forms of other persons,
Eg. -kw ~ -kj, proto-Berber x-ay), x-t!i{\ for Sg.2 (> Eg.
-tj, pB *x-ad, pS *-ta m. and *-ti{ f.); the gender distinc-
tion in Semitic is either an innovation (due to analogy with
*ka 'thee, thy' m. and #ki 'thee, thy' f.) or an archaic
feature with x-ta preserving the SH masculine-marker x-a
(discussed in [10])

The fact that these pronominal affixes (« pronouns) are
found within SH compound pronouns %’ an-dku 'I' and ¥’ an-t ({\
"thou' (see above [8], which are not‘preéicates, suggests
that originally x-dku and *¥-t i\ could accompany a nomen
(noun, adjective etc.), no matter the syntactic function of
the latter, i.e. originally they function as an apposition
to a nomen: x’an-3ku and *x’ an~t f{\ may have originally meant
‘'self I' and 'self thou' (cp. Italian proprio (o and proprio
tu or French moi—mémé; see below §2.6), and pS x¥alim-dku (>
Akkadian ¥almdku 'valeo, I am all right') may have the

etymological meaning 'valens =32, safe-and-sound I'. Later,
when the nemen assumed the function of a prédicate, {ts
apposition (personal pronocainal affix) became its subject:
pS *¥alim-dku ‘'all right aa 1°*.

[10) SH »ya (pers.pron.Sg.l1 in the oblique cases) have been

preserved in Akkadian (yd-ti 'me' accus., ana yi-%¥im 'to
me') in pBerb. (suffix x-i/«-y and prefix x{-/xy-, both
meaning 'me') and in Cushitic (Saho yi, vo, yotte 'me',
Somali {, Elmolo i~ 'me’', Zasenech yé, Sidamo -& 'me’,

Bedawye -3-  in the compound suffix -h-é-b ‘me’'). The Eg.
enclitic pronoun wj (used as object of verbs, as well as in
some other Functions) suggests that this ¥*ya has resulted
from reductfon of earlier SH #’uya (cf. below [11]).

SH xku' 'thee’ is found in Akkadian ku(w)dti (> kdti
k8ta) 'thee™ (accus ), (ana) ku(w)d%im > kd@¥im ‘to thee' and
in Cushitic'xku 'thee' > Saho ku, kuo, Somali ku, Elmolo ki-
(preverb), Dasenech k6, Awngi -ku (verbal suffix), Iraqw ko
‘thee' (analytic preverb), etc. Cp. Dolgopolsky SF 77-8,
260.

Side by side with #xku {object pronoun of Sg.2 without
gender distinction) there are special pronouns for masculine
and feminine: xka 'thee' me., xki . xkVm ’'thee'f.

SH %xk-a 'thee' m. has Seen preserved in pS x:ka 'theea!
m. (verbal suffix), pB x-ak 'thee’ m. {(suffix), in Cushitic
¥ka 'thee'm. (> Bilin -k& and Bedawye ~hd-k(a), verbal
suffixes), in Chadic xka 'thee' m. (> Hausa ka, Bolanchi k&,
Mubi ka, etc., see Dolgopolsky EPC) and possibly in Eg. kw
'thee' m. (< *kV-w; x-w is a suffix, cp. Eg. &w (< %xki-w)
‘thee’' f., Cush. xki 'thee' f. (> Bilin -ki, Bedawye
~ho-k(i), verbal suffixes) and by Ch. xki 'thee' f. (>Hausa
kt, Bolanchi ¥I, Mubi k{, etc., see Dolgopolsky EPC).

SH *xk-Um 'thee'f. is found in PB x-kam 'thee'f. (Prasse
MGT I-III:173) and in Ch xx7m id. (>Ngizim, Duway kém, Bade
gém, Buduma -gem) .

The feminine-marker x-i in SH xk-{ is identical to ps
*-{ and Bedawye -{ as suffixes of fem sg. in verbal forms of
the 2nd person (imperative and indicative), e.g. Sg.2 f.
imperative: Hebrew %ab-f 'siti? (f.sg.), Arab. *{§tis~-1{
'sit!' (f.sg.), Bedawye dir-i ‘kill!’ {f.sg.). The mascu-~
line-marker<x-a in the prozoun xk-g is identical to the
marker of masc. sg. in the Sedawye verbal forms of the 2nd
pers.: dfr-a 'sit!! (m.sg.). Some tentative conclusions on
the origin of these gender-narkers may be drawn from ana-
lysis of their distribution. The fact that in the prefix-
-conjugated verbal forms of $g.2 (such as Bedawye t{(-hdy-a
'thou [m.] art', ti-hdy-i thou [f£.] art', Hebrew t{-%¥meC-{
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'you [f.sg.] will hear') the gender-marker is separated from
the person-marker (e« personal pronoun) suggests that the
gender-marker cannot go back to personal pronouns or their
attributes (appositions). What is important with the gender-
-markers »-7 (£.) and #*-a (m) is (1) that they are used in
Sg.2 forms only -(cp. a Bedawye paradigm of the past tense of
the verb /dir 'to kill': Sg.1 a-dir, Sg.2 m. t{-dir-a, Sg. 2
£. ti-dir-t, Sg.3 m. (-dir, Sg.3 . ti-alr, P1.1 ni-dir,
etc.), (2) that they are always used as suffixes only, and
{3) that they follow quite different parts of speech: verbs
({both imperative and indicative), nouns, adjectives and
pronouns. All these pecularities of distribution are easily
accounted for by an assumption that these gender-markers go
back to adress words. Feminine-markers x-{ and x-a may go
back to"words meaning 'mother’: cp. SH roots %’ Uy- 'mother'
(> ECush. x*dyy- 'mother' > Rendille ay-o, Boni dy-0’, Galla
dyy-o, Burju dyy-e, etc.; SCush x*dyo . xydyo 'mother’' »>
Iragw ayo, Burunge, Alagwa (yo, Asa yeyo, Dahalo 3d%0; Chad-
ic ¥’ {ya 'mother' > Pero [WCh.] {yd, Mubi [ECh.] {yd, Hwona
[cCh.] iya, WMargi [CCh.] *{iyd 'mother’', etc.) and ¥’ Vm-
*mV ‘'mother' (> pS %’ {mm~ . %’ umm- 'mother'; Eg. mw.t 'mo-
ther'; Berber xmm& 'mother’' > Ait-Izdeg mma, Tahaggart,
Tawelemedden, Ghadames, Tashelhit ma, etc.; Chadic: Ngizim
mdi, Kera dmd 'mother', Gwandara ama, Pa'anchi ama-t{, Kilba
4ma, etc.). Cf. Black LEC 214, Cohen DRS 1:22-3, Ebert STK
II:26, 103, Ehret SCP 317, Foucauld DTF 3:1134, Ghoubid
Alojaly GTF 122, Jungraithmayr-Shimizu CLR 2:185, Kraft ChW
I-III, Mercier VTAI 165, Sasse PEC 44, Schuh DN 109, Skinner
NBL 32. The gender-marker in question bear some typical
resemblance to English [s :] and [m], which may be regarded
as gender-markers within the utterances ['Je(s)s :] (Yes,
str) and [ 'jesm] (Yes, mam).

{11} SH %’ 9ya (> x-~ya/x-1) 'my' has been preserved as a
suffix in Sem. x-ya/x-{, pB *-{/%x-y 'my' (Prasse MGT I-III:
164}, Eg. -j, Cush.: Iragw -&, Alagwa -i{, Burunge -ayf{, Si-
damo -’ya, Somali -(k/t)-asy, Galla -(k/t)-{yyd (-k- and -t-
are gender-markers of the noun), Elmolo -au, -u, as well as
in Chadic: Margi -dyid, Musgu -4, -yo, Hausa -a¢ {for further
details and analysis of the Ch. pronouns cf. Dolgopolsky
EPC). The Sidamo morpheme -’ya 'my' suggests the recons-
truction of a morpheme with an initial laryngeal (~ %x*Vya),
cp. Eg. wj 'me, I' (presupposing x’uya see above [lb]).

SH xka 'thy' (masc.possessoris) > Sem. -ka id. {>
Hebrew -kd 'thy' 1d., Arabic -ka id., etc.), Bedawye -k2
‘thy'm., WCh.: Hausa -ka 'thy'm., Bolanchi -ko id., etc.

SH xki{, 'thy' (fem.possessoris) > Sem. *-kt, Eg.~¢&,
Bedawye -k!, Haraso (ECush.) -dh(, Wch.: Hausa -ki, Bolanchi
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~{3, Kulere ~(ky, She ~{&, atc.

SH *kVm 'thy' (fem. possessoris) has been preserved in
Berber (pB x-em. sees Prass MGT I1-I1I:64) and in Central
Chadic (e.g., Buduma ~-/g\um) . Cp. #kUm 'thee’ f. °[10]}.

The gender of the SH possessive proncun sku is more
problematic. As can be seen from certain Cuszitic and Chadic
ﬁanguages preserving gender differentiation in Sg.2 possess-—
ive suffixes (e.g. Haraso [ECush.] &hu 'thy' m. versus -dAn{
‘thy' fem. possessoris, Buduma (CCh.] -gu 'thy' m. versus
-fg\um ‘thy' £.), xku referred to the masculine gender. But
the obvious etymological identity of this possessive xku
with the SH object pronoun xku ‘thee' (lacking gender dif-
ferentiation) suggests that the association of the possesst-
ve ku with the masuline gender is secondary: it seems to
h;ve:resqlted from a semantic polarization, due to the
preaence of feminine possessives xk{ and xkVm.

Eg. -k 'thy' m. (> Coptic ~K) and pB #z-ok 'thy' m. may
go back both to xka and to xku.

{12] SH »x-mi and x-t{ as verbal suffixes of Sg.1 and Sg.2
have been preserved in Highland EBast Cushitic, e.g. in
Kambatta yom-m{ 'sum', yon-ti 'as’ (see Dolgopolsky PLOG
103-110, 112, cp. another opinion in Zaborski VC 106-119) .
Cp. %t f{) in SH x*an-t/{} 'tu' and *mi 'I' probably preser-
ved In WCh. (Southern Bauchi: Lungi m{ 'I', Zul dm¢ ‘7!
[ possibly from **an-mé?], see Dolgopolsky EPC). .
[13) SH *'U- (verbal prefix of Sg.1) > Sem. *'v-, Cush. AQ;L

(> Bedawye, Saho, Afar, Somali, Awngi V-, 'Y-), pB zero-
~prefix *#- ¢ xa- in the fornm *g-stem~-3y, Sg.1 of verbs

(Prasse MGT VI-VII:16). ’

SH #tV-(verbal prefix of the 2nd person) > Sea. xt9-,

Cush. xtV- (> Bedawye, Saho, Afar, Somali, Awngi tv-), pB
*¥t- 1In the form xt-stem-dd, Sg.2 of verbs.

(14]) Kartvelian xme(n) 'I, me' > OGeorgian me(n), G me,
Megrelian ma, Laz ma(n). K xmi (apophonical variant of xXme)
> Svanlan mi 'I'. See Klimov ESKYa 132, 111j¢-svitié& os
1:153. The apophony xe (¢ xye) / xi is a regular development

~of a pre4Kar:v. *i (see Gemgrelise-Mafavariani SSAKE 175~

=379, I11i&-svitie GM, Dolgopolsky-Dibo-Zaliznyak VIS sg9-
-90). K xs{ 'thou' > Megr. si, Laz si(n), Svan. si. A vari-
ant xswen is found (according to I111%-SvitiZ) in the compo~

‘situm *¥(w)en (Sg.2 poss. and genitive) < x3-swen- i ®&~ 1is

the pK marker of possessive and genitive in pronouns. See
Klimov BSKYa 162-3, I11i&-Svitiz 0S 1:6.

[15] K #m- 'me, to me' (verbal prefix) > 0G6. G, Svan; -,
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Megr., Laz m- (. b- . P- . p-). K xg- 'thee, to thee' (ver-
bal prefix) > 0G, G, Laz g-, Megr. ¢g- . r-, Svan. j-,

[16] *Aw- (verbal prefix of Sg.1 agentis) > 0G w- ( .
zw-?8), 6 v-, Megr. w- (before vowels), b-, p- and p- (be-
fre consonants}, Laz w-, b-, p-, p-, Svan. zrw-, w-, See
Mafavariani SKKS 71-73 (reconstruction of the pK phoneme
*h), Deeters KhV 25-27, cp. Klimov RSKYa 258 (his recons-
truction of the Sg.1 prefix is xxw-, since he does not
distinguish between xzr and XA).

K xh- (agential prefix of Sg.2) > 0G z- (in one dia-
lect) and h- (in another one), G #- . (rare) z-,(in dia-
lects) xz-, h-, Megr. .., Laz #-, Svan. x-, #-. See Magavari-
ani SKKS 71-73, Deeters KhV 28-34, Klimov ESKYa 257.

(17] In Uralic the original forms of the nominative case of
the pronouns are »mg® 'I (> proto-Permian m¢ > Ziryene,
YaZva Komi me; proto-Ostyak #xméd; prote-Vogul dm < §-mg) and
*t89 'thou' (> proto-Permian *xtg, Hungarian t¥). In the
oblique cases stems with a xn-suffix were used: Sg.1 xmin- ,

*xmun-, Sg.2 xtin- , *xtun- ., xtin-. This distinction
between stems has been preserved in a few languages only:
Ziryene and Ya%va-Komi (nom. me, oblique cases men-, nom.

te, oblique cases ten-), EOstyak (e.g. Vakh nom. md, obl
.cases mén-), Nostyak (e.g. Obdorsk ma, man-), Vdgul (e.g.
in the Konda dialect nom. 3m, obl. &mn-, Tavda nom. em,
obl.emdé'n . ené&'m). But usually the stems with X-n- were
generalized and extended to the nominative case as well: 1)
¥minV > Finnish mind, Cheremis W mw# 'I', 2) xmun¥; 'I' >
proto-Lapp xm¥n, Mordvin mon, proto-Samoyed *xmsn, 3} xti{nv
¥tin? 'thou' > Finnish sind, Cheremis W twun, proto~Ostyak

lngn . *n¥n (xt > xn by assimilation), proto-Vogul xndn¥ (>
Tavda ndw, niw, Lower Konda and Upper Konda ndn, NVogul nan,
etc.), 4) xtun,¥, “thou' > proto-Lapp *t&n, Mordvin ton,

proto-Samoyed t»nlO,

The variation of vowels in the stems suggests levelling
processes, probably an analogical influence of Sg.1 pronoun
upon Sg.2 pronoun and/or viceversa. A plausible hypothesis
is that the original form of the stems was xmi{ for Sg.1 and
xtil for Sg.2. The stems of obligque cases go back to tye
forms of genitive (xmi-nu and *ti-nu, cp. Mong. Sg.i geni-
tive ménu and Sg.2 genitive cinu ¢ xtinu), which were later
generalized as stems for all oblique cases. The variant
*tinV (with x¢{ for the original xii) is due to analogy with

xmin?. The variant xtun? (from xtiini due to vowel harmony).

influenced the Sg.1 pronoun, hence the stem *¥mun (7; . Another
factor responsible for the change xi > #u in *mun,V; is the

labializing influence of ¥m. Ostyak has preserved (in its x§

in ngg 'thou' ¢ Vakh, Vasyugan ngg, Tremyugan nsn) the xii of
I 1

7

the stem xtiin v, . .

The original suffix vowel xu of the genitive case forms
xminu . wmunu and xt{nu . xtunu, comparable to that of Mong.
minu and cinu, can be possibly found in the genitive forms
of Finnish (minu-n, stnu-n), Estonian (minu, sétnu) and Lapp
(pL *m¥n . &; > Kola Lapp mone, mune, mon2 -~ pL xmu » Nlapp
mii, mu, SLapp muw, pL wt¥n 8, . wta)ll,

See Collinder CG 308-10, Honti GOV 167, Illi&-Svitlc oS
2:64-8, Itkonen OLV 17-18. Janhunen SW 86, 147, Janhunen UKS
14-5, Liimola WPP 20, MSzFE 3:621-2, Sammallahti LMS 32, 38,
Szinnyeil FUS 95, Vértes OP 191-215, 235-9, Wiklund EUL
280-4¢.

The Mordvin suffixes -m- 'me', -t- 'thee' and the Hung.
suffix -L- 'thou' in the verbal forms of the so-called
"objective conjugation" are not mentioned here as markers of
prdnominal object, since they cannot be traced back to pU as
object pronouns. To my mind, the verbal forms in question
may go back to periphrastic constructions of verbal nouns
with pronominal possessive suffixes + auxiliary verbs, hence
the pronominal morphemes in question go back to possessive
pronominal suffixes. See Kdvesi OK 96-106, Szinnyei FUS
131-3.

(18] According to P.Hajdd, the pU possessive suffixes are
*-me 'my' and x-te 'thy' (Hajda BUNy 69). The reconstruction
of the vowel xe here is open to discussion, hence I write it
with half-brackets ! \ (half-brackets of questionable re-
construction).

Proto-Uralic x-mfeV > OFinnish -mi (poikase-mi 'mein

Sthnchen'), Finnish (Iitti dial.), -m (¢ -mi), pLapp x-m3
(> NLapp, Lule, ELapp -m, SLapp -me, ~-me}, Mordvin (Erzi)
-m, Cheremis -m . -em, pPermian (after LItkin) »-m¥, Os-
tyak -m, Vogul -em . -um, Hung. -mV, pSan. (Kdnnap) *x-mV.

PU *x-t/e\ > Finnish -s{ (OFinnish also -ti), pLapp x-t=z,
Mordvin, Cheremis -t, pPerm. -t¥, pSam. (after Kiunnap) *-4V7
. *-tV. Cp. J.Mark's reconstruction of 1929: x-m¥y (. »-wV)
for the 1st person, »x-t9v(. *~6V) for the 2nd person. See
Collinder CG 299-301, Korhonen JLKH 236-7, 267-70, Kunnap
SUKF I1:156-82, Mark PSUS (the whole paper), Mark SPUS 50-62,
Szinnyei FUS 97-103, Teplya$ina-Litkin PYa 149-50.

{19] PU #*-m\V, (verbal suffix(es) or postverbal subject pro-
noun(s)12 of sg.1) > Finnish -n, pLapp *-m (> Lapp N -m),
Mordvin -n, Cheremis -m, Votyak -m, Ostyak, Vogul -m, Hung.
-m, pSam. (after Kiunnap) *-mV, x-m. PU x-t 7y /%6 ,V; (verbal
suffix(es) or postverbal pronoun(s)!2 of $g.2) > Finnish -t,
Mordvin, Cheremis -t, Hung. -1 (¢ %2-6V), pSam. #~tQ, %-$13
The pLapp suffix of Sg.2 x-k (> -k, -k, -# in dialects of
Lapp) goes back, according to Collinder. to ¥-k-tf. fx-k-ia a
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suffix of present). See Collinder CG 308-9, Hajdi BUNy 140-
-4, Xerhonen JLKH 267-+71, 285-7, Kunnap SUKF I1I1:11-84, Szin-

nyei FUS 128-9.

[{20) PTurk »*b¢ 'I' and xs{ 'thou' have been preserved in
Chuvash: ¢Be 'I' and eze 'thou'. The initial element ¢- pro-
bably goes back to an interjection, since it does nor follow
the regular sound laws: there is no pT vowel to become init-
lal ¢ in Chuvash (all words with initial e are either loan-
words or interjections). In CT (= Common Turkic, the ances-
tor of all Turkic languages other than Bulghar and Chuvash)
- there was a levelling of stems within the declension para-
digm, and the stems of oblique classes 2mdn Sg.1 and xsdn
Sg.2 were extended to the nominative case as well.

{21] PTurk. #mdn- (. xbdn?)14, the stem of oblique cases of
the pronoun for S8g.1 > Chuvash man- id., CT »mdn (. xbdn?)
'I' (the generalized stem for all cases) > 0ld Turkic (8th
cent. AD) mdn, mdn- or men, men-15 (in the inscriptions of
Kil Tegin and Bilg& Qayan) . bdn, bddn- or ben, ben-15 (in
the inscription of Tofiugquq), OTurkic (9-12 cent. min, mdn-
(men,men-) . bdn,bdn~- (ben,ben-), Azerbaijani, Eastern Tur-
ki midn,mdn-, TUrkmen, Kazakh men,men-, Kazan Tatar min,
min-,Turkish ben,ben-.

PTurk. xsdn-15, stem of oblique cases of the pronoun of
Sg.2 > Chuvash san- id., CT w»sdn, sdn~ > OTurkic sdn, sdn-

sen, sen- (generalized stem both for most oblique cases and
for the nominative), Azerbaijani, ETurki sdn, sdn-, Tidrkmen,
Turkish, Kazakh sen, sen- etc.

The vowel of these stems was not stable in OTurkic, the
dative case having the form mana . bana 'to me', sana 'to
you' (an obvious case of regressive vowel assimilation under
the influence of the case ending x-qa). According to the
reading’pf Gabain, Tekin, Teczan and Malov, the accusative
forms in the Tofhugqug inscription are to be read bini 'me’
and sin{ 'thee'.16 If this reading is reliable, we may see
here still another grade of vowel alternation. The question
of priority might even arise: which of the two vowels - 4
(¢) or { - is primary, and which is due to the influence of
some case ending(s)? Cp. A.von Gabain's opinion about the
primarity of { in the pers.pronouns.

See Clauson ED 346, 831, Gabain ATG 91, Gabain PSK 132,
Kononov GYaTRP 164-6, Malov PDP 61, $&erbak OSM(I) 12fL7,
Tekin GOT 138-9, Tezcan UIS 92. -

[22] Proto-Turkic x-m/#-Im 'my' > Chuvash -m/-em/~w»m ‘my’',
OTurkic -m (after vowels), -im / -im/-im/-um (after con-
-.sonants) and similar suffixes in other medieval and modern
Turkish languages. The symbol ! stands here for a high vo-
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wel, alternating according to the rules of vowsel haracny.
Proto-Turkic #-uy/x-ig, (after vowels) #x-y/x-3 ‘thy'>

Chuvash -u/-i, 0l1d Turkic ~uy/-dg/-{y/1g, (after vowels)

-y/-9, Azerbaijani (dialects) -uy, -y, -uw, -w (g3z-uy-un
'oculi tul', babe-y-in 'avi tul', at-uw-{ ‘equua tuum')
Chuvash -u/-# may go back only to rounded alloaorphs
*-uy/x~ilg, hence I am inclined to assume that the 0ld Tur-
kish unrounded allomorphs -{y/-{g are secondary. They are
due to labial harmony of vowels, which is a rather recent
morphophonemic rule: according to T.Tekin, "in Orkhon Turkic
the labjal harmony is at its first stage of developaent”
(Tekin GOT 63). Side by side with x-(u)y / ~(fl)g, a nasali-
zed variant x-(u/i)n (. x-({/{)n? exists. In 0ld Turkish we
find both variants, in most other languages of the CT branch
the x-(9)pn~suffix is the only one in use. According to J.
Benzing (Benzing T 726-7), the nasalized variant is repre-
sented by the Chuvash optional allomorph -sn-, used in the
oblique cases side by side with the regular -u (-i): geni-~
tive -»n-bn 'of thy ...' side by side with the regular -u-n.
If it is true, it suggests that Chuvash reflects the pT dis-
tribution: the x~(V)n-suffix was originally used in the
oblique cases only, and it may be conjectured that it resul-
ted from nasalization of the suffix‘t-(u)y/t—(a)g by the
adjacent genitive ending x-n. See Caferolu-Doerfer A 302,
Kononov GYaTRP 148, Levitskaya IF{Ya (on the Chuvash ref-
lexes of pT vowels and on the origin of Chuvash u and d4),
Levitskaya IMCYa 14-15, SZerbak OSM(I)} 73, 3iraliev VL 44-5,
Tekin GOT 122-4.

[ 23] Proto-Turkic Sg.1 *-m (> Chuvash -n, 014 Turkic -m, as
well as -m in Middle Turkic and New Turkic languages) and
S¢g.2 *-n ~ y/g, Turkish, Azerbaijani, Karaim -n, Tirkmen,
Qazaq, Kazan Tatar, Qumiqg, Altal Turkic, Tuva, Yakut -n} are
used as verbal suffixes with the ~dI/-tlI-Perfect (0ld Turkie
ata-a{-m 'I took', ala-di-n 'you took'}), as well as with

. Some other verbal forms, such as the Conditioral {ala-sa-m

'l should take')1!7,

The sentence-final pronouns *mdn 'I' and xsdn 'thou’
are used in the languagé3~of>¢T origin with nominal predi-
cates and with several verbal tenses (going back to nomina
verbalia). In 0l1d Turkic, some Middle Turkic languages ;Xa-
rakhanid, Chagatay, 0l1d Osman-Turkish, etc.) and in Tuva

these pronouns still remain separate words (e.g. OTurkte\\\\

qelryiz oyi{ mdn Ian descendant of Qlry{zes’ bdn anZa ter mdn
'I say as follows', 1it. 'ego sic dicens ego', &§Ltd&i sdn
'you will die', 1it. 'moriturus tu', Tuva a2i{l%in men’ 'I am
a worker', a%i{l%{n sen *you are a *worker’, a%i{lddr ki2i men
'TI work', lit. 'working man I', nom¥din men 'I read', nomZdn
sen 'you read', nomZup tur men 'l read', nomiup olur men 'I
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Nted.

am reading', etc.), while in most New Turkic languages these
pronguns have become suffixes agglutinated to the predicate
nomen or verb, e.g. Qazaq muyall{m-min 'I am a teacher',
bala-sin 'you are a child', ala-mi{n 'I am taking', ata-sin
'you (sg.) are taking', etc. In some New Turkic languages
the suffix -mUn has been reduced to -(V)m (probably under
the influence of the verbal personal suffix -Um): Turkish

rum-um 'I am Greek', oftun-um 'I am your son', evdey-im 'I
am at home', gidiyor-um 'l am going away', Crimea Tatar
ofa-m 'I am a teacher', ala-m 'l am taking', Kazan Tatar
ala-m "I am taking' (cp. ata-sin 'you are taking'). As

should be expected, the sentence-final pronouns xménr, xsén
and their reflexes are found in the languages of the CT
branch only. These pronouns can be traced to CT, but not to
PT, since in pT the nominative forms wxmdn and x*sdn did not
exist yet (see [20]). Instead, we should expect pT nomina-
tives xbi and xs{ in this function in pT. Indeed, traces of
this usage are found in Chuvash, namely in verbal forms go-
ing back to participial and gerundial constructions (parti—
ciple + pronoun and gerund + pronouns as nominal predi-
cates), such as future pir»-p Ishall go', pele-p 'I shall
say' from participium necessitatis (futuri) with X-ypu/x~gil(>
-»/-9) + pronoun xbi (> -p)18, sSee Benzing T 740, 747, Isxa-
kov-Pal'mbax FTYa 351-4, Kononov GYaTRP 169-70, Levitskaya
IMEYa 64-5, Pritsak HTF 153, 3Cerbak OSM(G) 24-40, Tekin GOT
138-9, 187-97.

{24)] Proto4Mongolian *bi 'I' > MM (= Middle Mongolian), WrM
(= Written Mongolian) Khalka, Moghol bi, Monguor bu, Dagur
be.

Prae-Mong. *ti > pM (= proto-Mong.) &{ 'thou' > MM,
Kalkha. Monguor ¥{, WrM c{, Dagur §i.

[ 28] PM xminu (genitive of the pronoun of Sg.1) > MM minu
mini{, WrM minu, Dagur Midi, Monguor muni, Khalkha mini,
Kalmuck mins ., ming.

Pre-M xtinu > pM ¥{nu (genitive of the pronoun of Sg.2)
> WrM cinu, MM ¢inu . ¥ini, Dagur ¥ini{, Monguor &ini,
Khalkha &in{, Kalmuck &inn.

[26] Proto-Mong. accusative xnama-yi{ 'me' (> MM namai

namayt{, WrM namayi, Dagur nam$i, Moghol namect. Burvyat

namd (yi), etc.) is formed with the regular nominal accusa-

. tive ending x-y{ from xnama- , which 1s a Mongclian stem for

aﬁliqug\33ses of 'I' (ablative pM xnama-¥a, Instrumentalis
¥name-B3ar, etc., see Poppe IMCS 212). In MM ("Mugaddimat-al-
~-'Adab"”, 14th cent.) a form mina-yi 'me’ (accus.)‘is attes-

PM 2Zima-yI 'thee' (> MM Zima(y){, WrM cimavi, Dagur

¥$ama{, Monguor &({m(, Buryat $amd(y{). etc.) is formed with
the nominal accusative-marker *-y{ from 2&{ma-, which is a
pM stem for oblique cases (cp. ablative s&{ma-%a, instrumen-
talis x&{ma-flar).

In view of external comparison, we suggest that x&{ma-
as a stem for oblique cases is a generalization of an accu-
sative form ¥ima ¢ xtima < *t{ + ma (xt{ 'thou'’ + accusative
marker xma). In the obligque stem xnama- we may see a genera-
lization of an accusative form #na-ma. The origin of xna- is
not clear. According to Ramstedt UMP 7 and Poppe IMCS 21,
¥nama is from xnima ¢ xmimea, i.e. the original pronominal

- stem was xm{-. Another possible hypothesis is that xna- goes

back to the pronoun *nV 'we' (1 pl. excl.), cbmparable to
Gilyak Ae-n . ni-n 'we' excl. {n . -n 1is a plural marker),
Kartvelian xn- 'we’' excl., SH xn- (1 Pl. exl.). IE %xn- (1
pl.), as well as possibly to Dravidian xndm 'we' incl. (x-m
i1s pl. marker). '

MM minay{ 'me' (acc.) is formed with -y{ (accusative
ending) from the stem min- (going back to the pPM genitive

form xminu, see [25]).

[27] In 01d Mongolian (unattested language underlying the
tradition of WrM) and in MM there is a construction Noun +
Genitive of Personal Pronouns: ¥aqa minu 'my elder brother’',
lit. 'frater mei', xaqa &inu *thy elder brother'. In most
modern Mongolian languages such postnominal pronouns “"lost
their stress, became enclitics, and ultimately became end-

ings" (Poppe IMCS 221): Dagur -méd . -mii 'my', ~$i{n . -%=
nf ‘thy’', Moghol -mini . -min . -mni . -mf 'my', -8int

-&{ 'thy', Khalkha m»n 'my‘', —-Zmn 'Ehy', Kalmuck -me . -m
‘my', -&a ‘'thy’,

{28) The pM pronouns (nominative case xmi 'I' and x&{ 'thou'
can be used in sentence-final (post-predicative) position as
subjects of verbal and nominal predicates: MM ({"Secret His-
tory of the Mongols") oyisulaqda’a bi{ 'ich bin umgebraucht
worden', oktekil{ mortei %f{ 'you (sg.) must obtain'. In some
modern Mongolian languages these pronouns have become perso-~-
nal endings of predicates: Kalmuck Sg.1 -w, Sg.2 -&(») (bi
yowna-uw 'I ‘am going', b{ kommunistw 'I am communist', bi
end-w 'I am here’, &{ yowna-& 'you are going’, ¥{ kommunis-
t~& 'you are a communist', 3i gert-& 'you are at home'),
Buryaf 8g.1 -b, Sg.2 ~3¥, Moghol Sg.1 -bi, Sg.2 -&i, Dagur
Sg.1 bi, Sg.2 -%i{. See Poppe BS 113-4, Poppe MM 101, Posch X
223-4, SanZeev GKYa 83-4, 99-100, SanZeev SGMYa(G) 82-93,
WeiersSM 124, cp. Poppe IMCS 250-1. '

[29] Proto-Tungusian xb{ 'I' > Ewenki, Negidal, Solon, Oro-
chi, Ude, Ulcha, Manchu bi, Lamut bi . »{, Gold mi{ (m-

g
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Vinstead of b~ under the influence of min-, the stem of the

oblique cases, see [230]).

PTn *s{ 'thou’ > Ewenkil, Negidal, Orochi, Ude, Ulcha,
Gold, Manchu st, Solon ¥{, Lamut A¢ . Afl.

See Benzing TS 107, Cincius SF 259, 270-1, SSTMYa 1:79,

2:72-3.

{30] The stems of the oblique cases in pTn are xmin- for
Sg.1 (> min~- in all Tungusian languages) and xsin- for Sg.2
(> Ewenki, Negidal, Orochi, Ude, Ulcha, Gold, Manchu sin-,

Solon 8in-, Lamut Ahtn-~). This is obviously a generalization

based on the genitive forms xmin{ ) (> Solon and Ussuri Gold
min{ 'my', Negidal, Ulcha, Orok, Lamut E min 'my', Manchu
min{ 'my', gen. of 'I') and ws{n{ (> Solon #in{, Ussuri Gold
stn{ ‘'thy', Negidal, Ulcha, Orok sf{n 'thy', Lamut E Ain
‘thy', Manchu sin{ 'thy', gen. of 'thou'l?® See Benzing TS
109, Boycova KLEYa 83-7, Cincius SF 259, 270-1, Cincius
OGEYa 129-43, Kolesnikova-Konstantinova NYa 116, Novikova
EYa 92-5, Paikov MYa 30-1, Petrova OYa 180-1, Petrova YaO
66-7, Sem BD 56, Sunik NYa 133-8, Sunik 0OlYa 159-60.

'[31] In most Tungusian languages the postnominal pronouns

*m{ 'my' and xs{ 'thy' have become suffixes. Their phonetic
shape in these languages depends on the stem-final phoneme.

PTung. »m{ 'my' has yielded Ewenki -w . -f . wi . fi,
Solon -bi{, Negidal -w . -b{, Lamut -w . -u . =bu, Orochi
-y¢ . -wt ., =-bi{, Ude -{ . -di{, Ulcha and Gold ~i{ . -b{;
final *x-n of the noun + xd{ have yielded Ewenki -m{ .. -m,
Negidal m-, Orochi -mt, Ude ~f . -mi{, Ulcha and Gold -mbi.
PTn xs{ 'thy’' > Ewenki -~s . 3 . -1 —-rt {after stem-

final n) -n{, Solon ~%¢{ . ~% . -&{, Negidal -s({), Orochi
-st{ . ~-hi, Ude -hi{, Ulcha -s{ -ti{, Gold -si. See Benzing
TS 110-1, Cincius SF 273-3..

[32] In individual Tungusian tanguages the postpredicative
su.bfect pronouns xm{ 'I' and xs{ 'thou' have become personal
endings. Their phonetic shape depends on the final phoneme
of the tense suffix. Thus, after a vowel pTn xm{ 'I' >
Ewenki, Negidal -w, Solon -w{, Lamut -&, Ude -i, Ulcha -i,
Gold -wa, ptn xs{ 'thou' > Ewenki, Negidal, Lamut -s, Solon

-§, Orochi, Tlcha, Gold ~-si{, Ude -hti{, while x-n bdb{ (x-n of .
" the tense su*fix + xbi{) yields Ewenki, Negidal, Lamut -m,

Solon, Ude -mi, Gold -mbi{, and %x-n s{ (x-n of the tense suf-
fix + xs{) > Bwenki -nni, Solon —ndni, Lamut =-nr{, Ude -~h{,
Orochi ~-ci, Gold -c{. In Manchu the verb has no person-mark-
ers, although some traces of them (such as Sg.3 genemb{-nt
'goes') are attested in Manchu texts. See Benzing TS 129-42,
Cincius SF 276-82.

Y
[33] The absolute forms of the Gilyak pronouns of Sg.1 and
Sg.2 are 7i{ 'I' and £N{ 'thou’. They are used in different
syntactic functions, including that of a subject.

The pronominal prefixes (ri- and tP-) of a noun have the
meaning of possessive pronouns: Amur Gllyak fi-zaqo 'my
knife', th-saqo 'thy knife'. If a similar prefix precedes
the verb, it is direct object: Amur Gilyak th¢ A-zad 'tu me
cecidisti', At th-sad '‘ego te cecldl'. Traces of genitive
forms #in (genitive of 'I') and th(na {(genitive of 'thou')
appear to be found in constructions with postpositions
{former nouns): Amur Gilyak fitn thzse 'on me’ (¢« *'my sur-
face'), thin thzs 'on thee'. See Austerlitz GP 102-9, Krey-
novi& NYa 204-7, Panfilov GNYa 1:222-237, Savel'ev LM 223-
244. .

[34] PChK (proto-Chukchee-Kamchadal) xgo-m *gem-HY 'I!
(disjunct pronoun) > WKamchadal (Napana subdialect) kemma,
(Sedankino subdialect) kma, EKamchadal xkemmV (recorded as
kymma, kUmma, kun, kyna29) -~ xkemhV (recorded as kymhal2l),
SKamchadal xkem (knu) *kemma (kymma, kemma, kemma
*kémzV (koncha), pChKor. (= proto-Chukchee-Koryak) Xxyem
*yom-Iin\V (> xyammV) > Chukchee yem, Chawchuwen (Standard
Koryak) yemmo, Alyutor yemma, Kerek -um, umnu.

PChK xga-6 *ge8-16-HVY (x!8HY > pChKor. xtt?) 'thou’

' (disjunct pronoun) > WKamchadal (Napana) kezza, (Sedankino}

kza, EKamchadal xke%2V (recorded as kwxe, kn33, kyschscha,
kitshsha2l) . xke%hVU (kyschha), SKamch. »ke¥% (ksm, Knuz,
kysch) ~ k9%%V (kyschscha), pChKor.. yattV (?) Xyaé >
Chukchee yst, yoar22, Chawchuwen ya&d&i, Alyutor yetta.

See Sjoren K, Sjoren SK, Bogoraz Ch 719-723, Bogoraz
LRS 42, Golovastikov-Dolgopolsky REKK 27-28, Kraseninnikov
OZK, Moll SD 209-210, Radlifiski SNKL II, III, Skorik &KYa
238, Skorik CYa 260, Skorik KYa 320, Stebnicky Iva 88,
Volodin IYa 169-170, Zukova AYa 300-301, Zukova GKYa 188-
189. :

It is obvious that in the disjunct pronoun xge-m(-HV)
'IL' and *®ge-$§(-HV) 'thou' the first element xge- is a marker
of Sg. (cp. ¥ga-m 'I' and »musV 'we', xge-§ 'thou' and »tus?v
'ye') and probably of "disjunctness", while the persons are
marked by *m (1 pers.) and *§ (2 pers.). The suffix »-HV
[which is very tentatively reconstructed on the evidence of
Kamchadgl (E,S) %-AV -2V (recorded as -~ha, -cha), Kerek
-nu (¢( *-HV by assimilation with the preceding m) and the
gemination of the preceding consonant in Chawchuwen, Alyutor
and Kamchadal] appears to be a marker of the absolute case,
since it is not present in the oblique cases of the
pronouns. .

Pronominal stems without %ge-~ are found in WKamch.:
-min 'me’ (verbal suffix: an¥p-min 'you taught me', seea
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Volodin IYa 223-237), as well as seemingly in B.Dybowski's
records of SKamch. (#a 'to me!', ¢<n ‘thee, to thee') and
EKamch. (ty> 'thou'). But since Dybowski was not a profe-
ssional linguist and had no practical krowledge of Kamchadal
(according to Volodin IYa 13), his records (unless confirmed
by ather sources) are to be approached with extreme caution.
WKamch. -min 'me' /and Dybowski's SKamch. Ma 'to me') may be
compared to pChK xm(eé)-, prefix of Sg.l1 /subject) of the

cohortative mood: Chukchee me-&eyv-ek 'let me go!, Chaw-
chuwen me-ie~-k 'let me go!', Alyutor me-witat-ek 'let me
work!', Kerek me-fihya-k 'let me sleep!', WKamch. m~nuk{&en
‘let me eat!'. See Bogoraz Ch 738-740, Skorik 8Ya 262-4,

Skorik KYa 323, 327-9, Volodin IYa 220, 232-4, Zukova AYa
302-4, Zukova GKYa 240-6, Radlifski SNLK Ir, III.

[35] The possessive pronouns (« the genetive case of the
personal pronouns) of Sg.1 and Sg.2 are pChk *ga4mn~Vn"my'
[ > Chukchee, Chawchuwen, Alyutor yemnin, Kerek umnfi, WKamch.
(Napana) kemman, (Sedankino) keman] and pChK xga-n-Vn (from
*ge-én~V¥n?) 'thy' [> Chukchee, Chawchuwen yenin, Alyutor
veninna, Kerek hanina-, WKamch (Napana) knin, (Sedankino)
knen (see Moll SD 210), EKamch. {(Dybowski) xuuu, SKamch.
knin (Kfaéeninnikov: kHnrd}. It is interesting to note that
other oblique cases of the personal pronouns are often
formed by adding case endings to the stem of the genitive
*¥gamn~- (Sg.1l) or xgen- (Sg.2): Chukchee instrumental-
ergative yemn-an 'by me', yen-an 'by thee', locative yon-—,
8k 'in thee', dative yan-sks 'to thee', WKamch. (Napana)
locative kn-ink 'in thee', dative-directive kn-anke 'to
"thee', etc. ' .

[36] In the Elamite texts (from the Middle Elamite (=ME) and
Late Elamite (=LE) periods) the independent pronouns of Sg.1
and Sg.2 are u 'I' and nu 'thou'. According to I.Djykonoff,
u 'I' < xhu. The reconstruction ¥hu is based on comparison
with the verbal subject suffix ME -h 'I' (> LE -&), as well
as on the existence of a regular phonetic change h > @ in
the history of Elamite. In the postnominal position the
pronoun assumes the function of a possessive ('my'):
takki-me u-me 'my life', att-u-re 'my father', petur-u-ri
'my enemy' (-me, re and -ri are class markers of the corres-
‘ponding nomina possessa). See Reiner EL 89-90, 102-3, Djakp-
noff YaDPA 105, Paper RAE 93-7.

/
[37] On the forms un (¢ xhun) 'me' and nun 'thee' see Reiner
EL 89, Djakonoff YaDPA 106.

[38] The postnominal suffixes -k 'I' and -t 'thou' have the
meaning of an apposition (+ subject of a subordinate predi-

&3
cate): sunki{-k 'I the king', Ahuttan-k 'faciens ego' s+ 'me
faclente', Auttan-t 'te faclente', halpin-t 'when tou art
dead’ ('mortuus tu' + ‘te mortuo'). If the nomen (noun,
adjective, participle, etc.) functions as predicate, {ts
pronominal suffix becomes its subject: u ... sunki-k 'l am
king', hutta-k 'I made' (literally ‘caenasand a’), hutta-t
‘you (sg.) made'. See Reiner EL 77, 84-5, 94-5, 99-105,
Djakonoff YaDPA 100-5,

[39]) ME -A LE (Royal Achaemenid Elamite) -4 *I* and MZ, LE
~t({) 'thou' are used as subject-markers of verbs and parti-
ciples. See Reiner EL 75-6, 94, 98-9, 104-5, Djakonoff YaDPA
100~-5, Paper RAE 41-4. According to Djakonoff YaDPA, ME -h
is from xhu.

[40] PD (= proto-Dravidian) *ydn 'I' (stem of the oblique

cases xyanr-) > 0ld Tamil yd3n / en-, Malayam Adn ( . nidn). /
en-, 0l1d Kannada an / en-, Tulu yanu . vy&nu / en-, Telugu
$nu, Kolami, Parji 4n / an-, Kurux, Malto &n / eng-. PD

tnilg\ (abs. case) / *nim~ (oblique cases) 'thou' > OTamil
ni / nin-, Malayam ni / nin-, OKannada nin / nin-, Kolami
nlv / in-, Parji In / in-, kurux, Malto nin / ning-. The
alternation of long and short vowels results from morphopho-
nemic rules in pD. See Zyelebil CDM 1:40-4, Zvelebil CDPh
35-6, 128, Andronov DL 68-74, Burrow-Emeneau DED 247 (no.
3051), 353 (no. ¢234), Shanmugam DN 176-80, 186-~8, Andronov
SGDYa 250-60.

{41] In Dravidian there are grammatical forms called "pro-
nominal nouns” or "personal nouns", i.e. nomina (nouns,
adjectives, etc.) with suffixed pronominal appositions:
Tamil nall-én 'bonus ego', nall-dy ‘bonus tu', nall-&m 'boni

nos', Classical Kannada ollié-en 'bonus ego', ollid-ay
'bonus tu', Malto max-en 'child I' max-¢ 'child thou',
max—-em 'children we (excl.)' (c¢p. a similar construction in

E). If in Early Dravidian a nomen was used as predicate, its
pronominal suffix was reinterpreted as its subject, and if
in addition the nomen-was a verbal noun or verbal adjective
(» participle, gerund}, the whole construction became a
finite verbal form: Malto baz-in 'T am “beating' (« caedens
ego'), baz-im 'we are beating (« 'caedentes nos'). There-
fore verbs have personal endings, which are etymologically
identical to the pronominal suffixes of the "pronominalized
nouns".

The suffix of Sg.1 is x-¥n/x-en > 0l1d Tamil -3n, 01d
Kannada -en, Parji -en, Gondi -3nd, Konda -a, Pengo -a, Kul
~eénx, Kurux -an, Malto -en. I am almost sure about its
etymological identity with xyd@n 'I' (see [40)]).

The suffix of Sg.2 is x-{ (as reconstructed by Andro-




b

—

nov) or »-ay *-{ {as reconstructed by Subrahmanyam) > 01d
Tamil -vy -1, 01d Kannada -ay, Gondi{ -1, Pengo -ay, Kui
-{, Kurux -ay, Malto -e¢. In Parji and Gadaba (Central Dravi-
dian) there is another suffix of §g.2: Parji -V¢ (used both
in "pronominalized nouns" and in verbs), Gadaba -¥¢ (only in
verbs). The suffix -9t -7¢ (having no clear pD etymology)
bears a striking resemblance (both in its phonetic shape and
in its very peculiar syntactic use) to Elamite -t (see
[38]).

In Brahui the verbal ending of Sg.2 subiectl is -s(a).
J.Bloch's hypothesis about the borrowing of this ending from
Endo~Aryan (Bloch GSDL 53) cannot be accepted for typolo-
gical reasons: borrowing of personal endings of verbs is
practically unknown in the languages of the world. Neither
can I accept Andronov's etymology (Brahu -s ¢ x-y{, see
Andronov SGDYa 352), since it is not supported by known laws
of Dravidian historical phonology. I am much more disposed
do accept an alternatijve hypothesis formulated by Andronov:
"... The possibility is not excluded that at least some of
these endings [Brahui verbal endings -r of Sg.1, -s of Sg.2
and -k of Sg.3] are traces of an ancient system of personal
endings of the Dravidian verb, which preceded the develop-
ment of the modern system" (Andronov YaB 107).

See Andronov SGDYy 283-4, 346-9, 351-3, 362-4, Subrahm-
anyam DVM 397-400, 405-6, 409-10, Zvelebil CDM 1:47-52,
Zvelebil CDP 71-2 (on the development of pD x-ay).

§2. The forms of the daughter-languages enumerated in §1
(and summarized in Table A) may be explained as going back
to a number of proto-nostratic (pN) pronouns and non-pro-
nominal words:

1. *mi 'I', 'me, 'my' > IE %-mi/ x-m (verbal suffixes)
'I', *m& . +me 'me', x-mi {(nominal suffix) *my’ / K xmi,
¥me(n) 'I', ¥xm~ (verbal prefix) 'me, to me' / U mE 'I'
*-mV; (verbal suffix) 'I', x-mile\ (nominal suffix) ‘'‘my' /
pT *bi (or x-bif) 'I', x-m (verbal suffix) 'I', %x-m (nominal
suffix) 'my' / pT »xbi (or %-bi) 'I', x-m (verbal suffix)

;,fI', *¥-m (nominal suffix) 'my' / M xb{ 'I' (as an indepen-
“dant pronoun and as a postverbal subject pronoun / Tn xb¢

‘I' (as an independant pronoun and as a postverbal subject
pronoun),: postnominal *b:i 'my' / ChK *gas-m, *gemHV 'I' (with
*ga- being a marker of ihdepe dant pronouns, and the ten-
tatively reconstructed *-gv being a~euffix of the absolute
case), xm(s)-, verbal prefix Sg.1 (ageﬁi)\et\the cohorta¥
tive mood, WKamch. -min 'me' / Etruscan mi 'fTT\*ﬁei\igee

" Pallotino E 359, Pfiffig ES 103-4) / probably SH xmf{\ '1'"

{verbal suffix of Sg.1 in Highland East Cuchitic and inde-
pendant pronoun in the Southern Bauchi subgroup of Chadic,
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as well as the first component of #m-un 'we' in proto-Cha-
dip,?;;@hjbeiqg a plural-marker, see Dolgopolsky EPC).

o We can see that #m{ is used as an independant pronoun
'I', as a subject pronoun of Sg.1 {in a postpredictive
position), as an object pronoun of Sg.1 (originally in
preverbal position) and as a possessive of Sg.1 (in postno-
minal position).

It is used with case postpositions as well pN *xm{ nu
(with the genitive-marker xnu) > pM zmi{nu 'mei, meus' (geni-
tive of the pronoun 'I' / pTn xmini{ id. / IE wxmene (genitive
of 'I')/ ChK %*ge-mn-VUn (genitive of 'I'). This genitive form
was used as a stem for other oblique cases of the paradigma
of 'I': U xmin- *mun- / pT xmdn- . tman- (?) *min- (with
the vowel influenced by that of the case ending / pTn xmén-
/ Etruscan min{ me’. In Ct the extended stem xmdn- was
generalized for the whole declension paradigm (including
nominative), whence CT xmdn 'I'. The same process occured in
the Finno-Permian and the Samoyed branches of Uralic (Finno-
~Permian xminv. xmun,v; 'I', Samoyed men 'I'}). In T, M and
Tn.the initial xm changed into #n, which is probably a
regular phonetic change (nasal harmony of consonants): the
initial #m changes to xb in monosyllabic words with a final
vowel ( see Il1i&-SvitiZ 0S 2:65), while in the presence of
another nasal consonant the initial *m is preserved, whence
pT *midn- (oblique stem of the pronoun 'I'), pM minu 'my',
pTn *min{ 'my', #min- (oblique stem of the pronoun xbi 'I').
For the further details see I11i%-SvitiZ 0S 2:63-6.

2. *hoyV 'by me' (agent, (?) 'my' > SH 2’ uy? > Eg. wj,
enclitic pronoun of Sg.1 ('me' etc.) and xya, x-ya/*-{ 'me’
in Sem., Berber, Cush, Chadic, SH xVUya 'my' (> Highland
ECush. *-’ya, Lowland ECush. x-ya, Sem. postnominal xya >
#-ya/*~1 my', Berber x-y/x-{, Eg. - 'my'), SH *'V-, verbal
prefix of sg.1 subject (> Sem., Cush. *'VU-, pB *@#-), the
second element in SH x"an-i{ I’ / pre~IE xH-, agentive
verbal prefix of Sg.1 (> #x-H-, verbal presuffix of Sg.1 in
the paradigms of the medium (middle voice), in those of the
LIE perfect amd of the Hittite ri-conjugation, see §1[7}),
as well as LIE *-HY, verbal suffix of Sg.1 / K ®hw-, agenti-
ve verbal prefix of Sg.1 / Elamite *Ay > u 'I', 'my', =A
(verbal subject marker of Sg.1) / pD *ydn 'I', obl, cases
stem xyan. The vowel of the first syllable of the pN pronoun
must have been labial (hence Eg. wj, Kartvelian xhw-, Elami-
te xhu > u, LIE x-H¥); it is to be reconstructed as xo,
since pN xu or xi would have yielded pIE »w-diphtongs or xu
(see Dolgopolskx PIEV). The initial consonant of the pronoun

“must have been laryngeal (denoted here as %H). The pronoun

*HoyV 1is restricted to the following syntactic usages:




86

1) Agent marker of Sg.1 of the verb (whence the prefixes K
*hw-, SH *'-, Pre-IE xH-). I am inclined to interpret xHoyV
(unlike xm¢ 'I') as a non-nominative (ergative ?) agens of
the verb. This is suggested by the following observations:

a. K xhw- (in the past tenses of the transitive verbs)

refers to an agens treated as ergative.
b. IE x-H- 1s used as a subject-marker of the perfect,

which is a tense presumably going back to an imper-~
sonal construction (with a real agens in an oblique
case): *xwol{d-H-e¢ (> xwoida) 'I know' « 'it is seen by
me, BnaHo MHe (from xweid- 'to see')23, whence Greek
foléa, 01d Indian vdda and Gothic wait 'I know'. On
the prehistory of the IE perfect (e« impersonal predi-~
cate of state/result) see Kury+owicz Ap. 41-8, Kuro-
towicz IC 61-2 and Watkins GIV 105-6. '

c. In most Nostratic languages (and hence presumably in
pN) the person-markers of the verbal subject (origi-
nally pronoun as subject) follow the predicate (IE
¥-mi 'I', x-si ‘'thou', U %x-mV; 'I', *-tV; ‘thou’,
pPT subject-markers, etc.) But SH *'-, K xhw- (and
presumably Pre-IE xH-) apparently infringe upon this
rule: they are prefixes rather than suffixes. In
other words, they occupy the position preserved for
the objects (see below §3). However, if we assume
that the SM, K and Pre- IE prefixes in guestion go
back to markers of a non-nominative agens (i.e. to a
kind of indirect object), the morpheme order (e« word
order) will be explained.

d. Unlike *mi, xHoyV is never used as a subject-marker
of a nominal predicate (as far as we cam judge on the
evidence of its reflexes in the daughter-languages) .
This fact is easily explained if *HoyV is interpreted
as a non-nominative agens (ergative or the like),
since ergative and similar constructions are known to
exist only with predicates of action or state (predi-
cates of verbal meaning) and not with predicates of
quality (nominal predicates).

[ ]
2) Postnominal possessive pronoun ('my'), as preserved in
Semito-Hamitic and Elamite. In several branches of SH
(Egyptian, East and South Cushitic, the Bade-Ngizim sub-
ground of Chadic) the reflexes of *HoyV are used as object
pronouns (Eg. wj, Afar yd, Sidamo ~3, Somali i, Alagwa i,
Bade iyﬁ Ngizim iyid *me’ ), but several facts and conside-
rations prevent us from concluding that this SH usage goes
back to pN: (a) this usage has no parallels outside SH
(Elamite u-n and Drav. xya-n- are not valid parallels, since
they have a case-ending), (b) in no SH language has this

object pronoun joined the verb as a vertal prefix {unlike
the agentiai *HoyV), which fact suggests a coaparatively
recent introduction of this syntactic usagze of #Hoy7. (c) in
Egyptlan, Bade-Ngizim and in Highland East Cushitic the
object pronoun in guestion does not precede the verb, as
should have been expected if this syntactic usage had been a
direct continuation of that pN (see §3). 0f course, the
reflexes of xHoyV + case-ending used in SH as objects (Akka-
dian yd-t{, Xamir, Quara and Kemant [Central Cushitiz] ye-t
'me', Saho yo-tte 'me'), as well as Elamite u-n and D sxya-n
or xya-n- + accusative-ending, give no indication of the
ancient functions of ®HoyV, since here the syntactic func-
tion 1s inherent in the case-ending rather than in the
pronoun.

3. *t UV ‘thou' > IE xtii and Anatolian xti 'thou', IE »t¥
. *tw¥ ‘thee', x-tH- (subject suffix of Sg.2 in the LIE
perfect and the Hittite zi-conjugation, going back presu-~
mably to a pre-IE verbal prefix xtH-, see §1 [7]) / SH
*¥-t{{\ in x*an-t/{\ 'thou', x-t/i\ as subject suffix for
Sg.2 of nominal predicates (« nominal appositional suffix of
S$g.2), verbal suffix x-t/{\, verbal prefix xtV- (Sg.2 sub~-
jecti) / U xtE (= xtd ?) ‘'thou', x-tE 'thy' (nominal suf-
fix), *-t U, 'thou' (postverbal subject-marker) / pM xti (>
¢{) ‘thou' (independant pronoun), postverbal xti 'thou'
(subject of the verb) / Gilyak thi ‘thou', th- ‘thee’ {pre-
verbal) / ChK xge-6, *ga-16-H\V 'thou' (xgs- being a marker
of independant pronouns) and (???) Dybowski's EKamch. Ty>
‘thou' (as far as 'we can rely upon Dybowski's records) /
Elamite -t, postnominal appositional marker of Sg.2 / (??)
Dravidian: Parji -t, appositional marker of Sg.2 in "pro-
nominalized nouns” and verbal suffix of Sg.2, Gadaba -t,
verbal suffix of Sg.2 subiecti. In several daughter-langua-
ges the initial consonant *x-t- has been assibilized to xs-24
under the palatalizing influence of the next vowel: IE
¥-si/x-s (verbal suffix of Sg.2 subiecti) / K xsi ‘thou' /
pT *si{ (or xV-si) 'thou' / Tn xsi 'thou! / (2?) D: Brahui
-s(a), verbal suffix of Sg.2, which has no plausible pD
etymology.25 The construction xt/i\ nu (x¢/d) with the
genitive-marker xnu) has been preserved in pM xtinu (> WrM
cinu, genitive-possessive form of c¢i 'thou'), Glk éhan, ¢4
*tin- . xtun . xtiin- (generalized as a common stem for all
oblique cases and in most branches of U as a stem for the
whole declension paradigm), pT ®xsdn- (stem of the oblique
cases) > CT xsin (generalized stem for all cases), pTn
genitive xsin{ (whence xsin-, stem of the obligque cases), D
*niin) /xnin~ 'thou' (generalization of the genitive form as
a common stem for the declension paradiga). The construction
%t (d\ ma 'thee' (with the accusative marker ¥ma) has been

&t
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preserved in pM stima-yl (> citmayi) 'me’' and in the stem
xtima-, generalized as a common stem for most oblique cases
of the M pronoun of Sg.2. In the combination 2t E\ nu the
initial »¢t was nasalized to xn by assimilation with the
following %xn in the prehistory of Elamo-Dravidian (D nom.
tnilg\, oblique cases ¥nin; E nun 'thee', whence nom. nu),
in the Ob-Ugrian languages [EOstyak (Vakh) ngo 'thou',
NVogul nag, SVogul ndw, nilw ¢ proto-Ugrian *n¥n *n¥n ¢ U
xtin-] and possibly in Chk (genitive xgoe-n-vn 'thy' with
*-n- < ¥-nn- ¢ xén- ¢ *ti nu),

The reconstructfon of the i{nitiatl *t in this pN 1is
based on sound laws established by V.I1li&-SvitIs: PN x¢t- >
IE %t-, M. xt-, U »xt-, SH *t- and xt- (xt- being regular SH
reflex in grammatical and pronominal morphemes; see I11i&-
Svitl® SS 315-9, I1l1iZ-svitiX os 1:147). The vowel of the pN
pronoun is represented in the daughter-languages as x¢{, xu,
*i and their reflexes. It may be suggested that the under-
lying pN vowel was xil, which was later delabialized (mainly
to x{) in several daughter-languages as a result of a quali-
tative reduction (i.e. of a phonemic feature) typical of
grammatical morphemes and probably by analogy with xm¢ '1°',
In some daughter-languages (IE, E, several branches of Uy xi
was depalatalized to %xu, In IE such depalatalization is
regular (see Illi&-Sviti® 0s 1:152~-3, 191-2, 207-8, 222-3.
236-7, 257, cp. Dolgopolsky PIEVi. while in U it may be due
to vowel harmony (see above §1 [17)). A rounded palatal
vowel has been preserved in Ostyak (proto-Ostyak tngo
'thou', cf. Honti GOV 167) and in pTn xsidd 'you' pl. ( <

"*t i\ + xHa, marker of collectiveness) > Manchu suwe, Gold

su3, Solon sii etc. (see Benzing TS 107-111, SSTMYa 2:115) .
Cf. Collinder FUV 74, 155, Collinder IUS 54-5, Collinder UA
15, Dolgopolsky LRC 15, Illi%-Svitiz os 1:6, Illi&-svitiz ss

" 317.

The syntactic value of pN *t I\ may be reconstructed as
follows:

a) It fulfilled the function of a syntactically unmarked
proﬁBun\ﬂNennform" of Sg.2 (see the first column of
Table A): hence its used as a subject pronoun (including
postpredicative sentence-final subject)‘and as a pronoun
with case markers (genitive *t 4y ‘nu, accusative xt lil\
ma) . )

b) It was used as a postnominal apposition (hence SH %~ 1 {\

in *x*an-t1{\ 'thou', SH postnominal subject suffix —~-—

*-t{), B postnominal appositional -t and possibly pD
postnominal appositional suffix of Sg.2, preserved in
Parji-t and Gadaba -t).

—

¢) SH xt- (subject prefix of verbs) and Pre-IZ «tH- > IX
*-tH- (subject affix of Sg.2 in the LIZ perfect and {n
the Hittite zi-conjugation) suggest that pN «#t '\ was
used as a non-nominative agentive marxer of Sg.2. Bat
the laryngeal *H in the IE morpheme appears to point to
the presence of some laryngeal element in p¥, probably a
case marker (of the ergative case?) #£H7. If so, one may
suggest an underlying xtfd\ HY 'by thee' (in preverbal
position) > IE »-tH-, SH xt- (with loss of the laryn-
geal) and K ¥A- (with loss of *t in the consonant clus-
ter »xtH). For an alternative explanation of K *A- see
§2.5.

As to other syntactic functions of the reflexes of
*$ i\ without case-markers (object in IE and Glk, postnomi-
nal possessive 'thy' in IE, U and Tn), they do not necessa-
rily go back to pN usage. They may well be a later (dialec-
tal) development, namely extension of a syntactically unmar-
ked form to new syntactic functions (which up to then had
been fulfilled by a special pronoun KV 'thee, thy', see
below §2.4 and §4.1).

4. *KV (= %kV or *gV) 'thee', 'thy' > K %xg- 'thee' verbal
prefix) / SH xku 'thee', xk-a 'thee' (m.), zk-{ and xk-7m
{(f.}, in an postnominal position xku 'thy', =xk-a 'thy'
(masc. possessoris), xk-{ and *k-UYm (fem. possessoris / pT
x—g/x—yA'thy' (¥-9 in words with front vowels, x-y in those
with back vowels), with a CT variant x-n 'thy'.

Originally this pronoun functioned as a verbal object
(as preserved in K and SH) and as a postnominal possessiv
(as in SH and T). ’

5. ?7 *Hi, a pronoun of Sg.2 with an uncertain syntactic
value > LIE %-e{ (?), verbal ending of Sg.2 {> Lith. -ie-.
01d Lithunian -af{-, Celtic %2-{, Greek -ci-5, see above
§1.5)/ K *h- verbal prefix of Sg.2 (agens) / pD x-{ . #-i,
suffix Sg.2 (postnominal appositional suffix » verbal sub-
Ject). This is an alternative explanation of XKxh- (for the
first explanation see above s.v. *ttiiV). The hypothesis of
the existence of a pronoun xH{ is highly ¢t2ntative (both
because we cannot be sure of the existence of an IE ending
-e{ and because K *h- may have another explanation). IE =zei
presupposes pN x{ (see I11iZ-Sviti% 0S 1:153, Dolgopolsky
PIEV).

6. *HURE (= *'UkE ?) > IE %eQ-H(om)/2edo-3 'I°' {indepen-
dent or emphatic pronoun) / SH x-3ku 'I' (postnominal sub-
Ject), x*an-dku 'I' (independent or emphatic pronoun) / B -k

3
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'I' (postnominal apposition + postnominal subject) .26 There
is a rather clear-cut functional difference between *HUkKE
and xmt 'I': whereas xmi is syntactically unmarked (and
therefore can be used in quite different syntactic func-
tions), xHUVKE functions almost exclusively as an emphatic
(independent) pronoun and a postnominal apposition (+ sub-
Ject of a nominal predicate). Another striking peculiarity
is that IE xaé—H(om)/xe@o-H shows a combination of xe§- ( ¢
*HVKkB) with a pronoun of Sg.1 x-H or x-H% (see §2.2). Both
facts suggest that xHVKE 1s not a genuine personal pronoun,
but a nominal substitute for the pronoun *m{. Like similar
substitutes in other languages (Polish pan 'thou' « “lord,
master', Spanish Usted 'thou' « Vuestra merced 'your mercy',
Yurak Samoyed pida-r 'thou' « ‘thyself' « 'thy body', Japa-
nese wataklf$i 'I' « 'self', Bedauye bar-iik 'thou' Sg.2
possessive form of bar-, noun of unknown meaning), xHVKE is
used mainly as an independant pronoun and does not penetrate
the paradigms of verbal morphology. Like Yurak pi{éa-, Be-
dauye bar- and Middle Spanish merced, pN *HVKE can be combi-
ned with a genuine pronominal element, as is the case in IE
xéé-H(om)/re@o-H. Therefore I cannot help agreeing with
0.Szemerényi's treatment of IE %e§- as a substitute for xmi
(Szemerényi EVS 199).

The final vowel of this PN word is to be reconstructed
as palatal (symbolized as xE, I.e. xe or *8) on the evidence
of the IE palatal x§ (regular reresentation of pN xk before
front vowels). The SH x-u in x-dku and x’ar-dku may be
interpreted as the SH regular case-ending of the nominative
case ( > Sem. x~-u, Highland East Cushitic *-u, Somali nomi-
native-marker -u within the nominative form of the defini-
tive article -k-u, as opposed to the non-nominative -ka; cp.
Djykonoff SHL 57-60, Hetzron SCCs) :

7. *nV 'we' exclusive > SH xn- 'we! exclusive > Chadic xnV
id. (see Dolgopolsky EPC), Sem., Berber, Cushitic xn~ , mar-
ker of P1.1, Eg. n 'we' / K %xn-. P11 exclusive / IE
¥ne-/%nd-, pronoun of Pl.1 (stem of oblique cases) / Gilyak
(Amur dialect) fen, (ESakhalin dialect) nin 'we' excl. /
probably, pD xndi-m 'we' inclusive {(change of function).
Plural pronouns are beyond the scope of the present paper.
Nevertheless, I mention the pronoun xnV her, since 1t
appears to have influenced the pronoun of Sg.1l in Gilyak and
probably in Mongolian. Gilyak Ai 'I' may be explained as
resulting from a proportional analogy:

e D
Nostratic pre-iilya ‘ Cilyak
*mi, 8g.l: ¥ pliloexcl. fami ag.l i enin pl.loex._ AL sg.l i G0 pl.l excl.
A R I AL B B LLL TR R L TSR £hi sg.2 ¢ thyn p1.2

3

(*/V is a
plural marker)

A similar process in the prehistory of Mongolian may be
responsible for the stem nama- . na- in the oblique cases of
the M pronoun b{ 'I' (-ma- going back to the pN accusative
marker xma 'I', cf. §2.9). See above §1[26] and Illi&-sSvitig
0S.1:7.

8. *'onV (or *'opV)27 'self, the same' > U %xoNe or *oNa
(XN = xn or ¥n) > proto-Samoyed 8nv 'self'28, uged with
personal pronominal suffixes to form reflexive pronouns:
Solqup (Tim dialect) on-dk 'myself', on-dnti 'thyself', on-
t{ 'himself, herself', etc., Nganasan nonana 'myself’,
noneénte 'thyself', etc. (see Janhunen SW 18, Kuznecova-
Xelimsky-Gruskina OSYa 290-3, TereZ&enko Ng¥Ya 428) / Turkic:
0ld Uyghur onga 'precisely, exactly' (Clausen ED 170; TT
V:32, Note B 80) / Mongolian: WrM énii-ki, Khalkha ondz 'the
one in question', 'that very (thing or person)': WrM &6niki
kereg 'that very matter' / SH x’an- : Eg. in, subject empha-
sizer, i.e. a particle replacing the sentence-initial nomi-
nal predicate and thus causing inversion of the normal word
order: Nominal predicate + Nominal subject » in + Nominal
subject + Nominal predicate; SH %’ an-dku 'I' (emphasized) >

" Eg. ink, pSem x’ andku, pBerber xenskk¥W; SH x’an-1 'I' (em-

phasized or independent "Nennform") > pSem. x’anfi, pCush.
**dnt, ppCush. x’an, Somali ani-ga, etc. (see §1 {8]); SH
¥*an-t/{\ ‘thou' > Bilin enti, Somali adf-ga, pCush. x’idta
'thou', pSem. x’an-~t-a 'thou'm., %x*an-t~i{ 'thou’ f., Eg.
nt-k 'thou' n. nt-t 'thou' f. The etymological identity of

Eg. in with the initial element x’an- of the SH pronouns is

suggested by the fact that in 01d Egyptian the pronoun lnk
'T' (< x*an-dku) is syntactically identical with in + nomi-
nal subject: “An Stelle/von jn + Substantiv treten bei
pronominalem Subjekt ... die nichtenklitischen Personalen-
dungen (jnk, ...)" (Edel AAG 423)29. Eg. in {and hence SH
x'an-‘)may be characterized as a nounemphasizing nomen
(adjective?), something like Polish wtasnie (Wtasnie tego
potrzebufemy 'That is just what we want') or Italian proprio
(L*hat fatto proprio tuf). Just as vwtasnie and proprio, SH
¥’ an- may go back to a word meaning ‘one's own self'. If so,
SH x*an-8ku and x’an-t{{\ have an etymological meaning
reminiscent of French mo({-mime and toi-méme.

b

e B ik
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9. +ma, postpositional marker of a definitive direct
object (accusative) > IE »*-m accusative / U *-m(V), defini-
teve accusative / TN wx-ba/x-bd, (after a nasal consonant)
*ma/%-md, definiteve accusative / D x-m, accusative /M
*-ma-, marker of oblique cases (& accusative) of personal
and demonstrative pronouns: WrM na-ma-yt 'me', ci-ma-yf
'thee', (-ma-y{ 'him' / 014 Japanese -wo, accusative > New
Japanese -o. Cp. {with further details and discussion)
I111%-Sviti& 0S 2:48-51, Menges MP 21-36, Menges JA 11, 14,
Collinder IUS 21, Collinder HUV 130.

10 *nu, postpositional marker of genitive > M x-n, (after
monosyllabic stems, i.e. pronouns) x-nu (xminu, gen. of »xb{
'I', %cinu, gen. of »c{ 'thou', *xmanu, gen. of xda, ‘'we!'
excl.) / pT 2-n, genitive / Tn *-n{ (¢ *x-n-ki{), marker of
possessive forms)/ U x-n, genitive / D *-{(n), genitive /
0ld Japanese (-)né§, postpositional genitive-marker > New
Japanese -no / on traces of genitive -n in Korean see Ram-
stedt BEASF 27 / IE x-n-, marker of oblique cases in hetero-
clitic nouns. For further details and discussion see I11i&-
Sviti® 0S 2:78-81 and Menges MP 9-20.

§3. In order to understand the original pN system of pro-
nouns, we must take into account the rules of pN syntax.
These rules, which can be deduced fro the syntax of the
daughter-languages and even more from the order of morphemes
in grammatical forms, may be formulated as follows:

A. Words are classified into three groups (which differ in
their syntactic behaviour):

a) Full Words(in the sense of the Chinese traditional
grammar, i.e. semantic counterparts of nouns, adjec-
tives, adverbs and verbs of modern languages),

b) Pronouns, )

c) Grammatical Words (e.g. case-markers).

B. Pronouns (if stressed?) can behave syntactically

' according to the rules of Full Words as well.

C. The predicate is the last Full Word of the sentence.

D. Any object precedes its verb (i.e. its Full Word with
vérba}\nganing).

E. Any attriﬁﬁkexigggiigsed by a Full Word) precedes its

. regens. ' L '

F. A pronoun (personal or &sﬁanstrative) functioning as

“attribute follows its regens. In thiS—case a personal

pronoun has possessive meaning.

G. A pronoun functioning as subject follows 1its predicate.

H. Case-markers follow the corresponding Full Word. Some

po—s

Rk

of them (genitive-marker #nu, accusative-marker zma)
follow i{mmediately after {ts Full Word, while others
(such as locative postpositions) can be used in a
construction Full Word + #nu + postposition. This
accounts for %x-n- preceding the case-ending in the
oblique cases of the IE heteroclita, for the increment
¥-{n~/-n- preceding the case endings of oblique cases
in B, for some FU case forms (locative x-na ¢ xnu Ha),
as well as for the x-n-increment in the personal pro-
nominal stems in the oblique cases (+ all cases) in U,
T, Tn and D (see §1 [17,21,30,40]).

A logical corrolary of the rules C -~ E is that the
subject (if it is a Full Word) occupied the remaining place:
somewhere in the initial part of the sentence.

These rules have been preserved almost entirely (either
as syntactic rules of word-order or as morpheme-order 1in
grammatical forms) in Uralic, Turkic, Mongolian, Tungusian,
Gilyak, Korean, Japanese, Dravidian, Early Indo-European,
Cushitic, and have determined the order of morphemes within
words in the rest of the Nostratic languages. See
Dolgopolsky OR 33-4. I hope to discuss the whole problem in
a special paper30,

§4. In order to explain the syntactic and morphologic
distribution of the reflexes of pN pronouns in the
daughter-languages (exposed in §1) we have to clarify. (a)
the original system of pronouns .and their syntactic fea-
tures, and (b) the subsequent changes of this system which
led to the systems of daughter-languages.

4.1 In our view, the original pN syntactic distribution of
the pronouns in question may be reconstructed as in Table B:

Sg.1 Sg.2
A. Syntactically unmarked pronouns (Nennform)
used (a) as postpredicative subject,
(b) as a Full Word functioning as subject, t 1
(c) as a Full Word with case postpositfions Jonf
(syntactic function being determined by the

Postposition)
B. Object pronouns . *XY
C. Postnominal pronouns (possessive) mi *KV
) and/or * HoyV
D. Preverbal agentive pronouns *HoyV *t (il
(HV) . PxH{
E. Non-pronominal word liable to replace HVKE

the independant pronoun

F. Nomen regens fullowing an appositiona)l Nomen HUKE xt (D
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rectum (+ postnominal apposition » -
subject of a nominal predicate)

Examples of languages preserving the ancient syntacti-
cal use of pronouns or its traces:
Aa: IE ¥-m(t), %x-s({) and U x-m(V) and »x~t (V) as verbal
endings of Sg.1 and Sg.2 sublecti, pM xb{ and xti, PTn
*bi and ¥s{ as postpredicative subject pronouns.
Ab: U xmE and *tE, pT xbi, xsi{, M *bt, xti{, pTn xbi, xsi, K
¥mi, *s{ as nominative of the pronouns 'I' and ‘thou'.
Ac: IE genitive xmens, M genitive xminu, xt{nu, Tn genitive
*min{, xsi{ni, M accusative xtima(yt) > cimay{ 'thee’,

IE accusative; OIndian md3m, tvdm, Avestan mam, 9Svam,

Slavonic mg, tg.
B. K ¥xm~- 'me' (verbal prefix Sg.1 obiecti), xg- ‘thee!
(prefix Sg.2 obiecti), SH xku 'thee’ {and xk~a 'thee!

m., *¥k-{, xk-Um 'thee'f.) and probably IE xm¥ 'me" ( <
Greek ue, OIndian mi, Hittite enclitical -mu) .

cC. PN postnominal xHoyV > SH postnominal x’Vya 'my', E
postnominal u~ (+ class marker) 'my'; pN postnominal
*mi > Hittite -mi-, U xmfe\, pT *x-m 'my'; pN xKV ‘thy!
> SH postnominal xku (. xk-gq, *k-i, etc.) 'thy', pT

*-y/9 'thy'; pN postnominal ¥t i > Hittite -ti-, U
*-t fe\ and probably Tn postnominal xsi 'thy'

D: SH *'- and xt- (verbal prefixes of Sg.1l and Sg.2 sub-
iecti), K xhw- and xh- {verbal prefixes of Sg.1 and
Sg.2 agentis), Pre~IE xH- and xtH- {(verbal prefixes of
Sg.1 and Sg.2 with presumably agentive meaning) > IE
*x-H-~ and x-tH- (verbal presuffixes of Sg.1 and Sg.2
sublecti).

E: IE %ed~ in xe§-H(om) *e§-H 'I!

F: SH x-@ku and x-t{ in *'an-aku and *’ an-ti (originally
appositional %’ an- 'self' + nomen regens x/*\gku 'I' or
¥t{ 'thou', cp. Russian s cam, MM cam with the personal
pronouns as nomina regentia and cam as their apposition)
and as personmarkers in nominal predicates (+ Akkadian
stative, WS perfect) going back to a postnominal apposi-
tional pronoun (like in Elamite and Dravidian "pronomin-
alized nouns") and finally a nomen regens following its
nomen rectum; E ~k and -t (postnominal apposition: 'king
I', 'dead thou'}.

In Table B in function "Postnominal pronouns (posse#Q
sive)" we find two pronouns: x*mi and xHoyV. Three alterna-
tive interpretations of this fact are possible:

(a) both pronouns were used in this function,

(b) %HoyV 1is the original pionoun for this function, while
the use of ¥mi{ (as in IE, U ans pT) is more recent and
is due to an extension of the svntacticallv unmakraed
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pronoun.

(c) xm{ is the original pronoun, while the use of xHoyv

- developed later in the prehistory of SH and E due to the

fact that in these languages *Hoy? had become the syn-
tactically unmarked pronoun of Sg.1.

4.2. The historical changes leading from the original sys-
tems of the daughter~languages may be reconstructed as fol-
lows:

4.2.1. The pronoun xt/i\ underwent delabialization of its
vowel (xti > x*t{) and assimilatory palatalization (+» assi-
bilation) of its consonant (xti > xsi{, xti > si), hence Ana-
tolian xt{ 'thou’', x-ti ‘thy', IE *-si/%x-s (verbal-ending of
§g.2), K xsi 'thou', U xti{(nW) (stde by side with xtun- ),
PT *s{ 'thou’ (and the stem of the oblique cases xsdn), M
*tt > E¢, Tn xsi. The variant xsi (with the assibilation,
but without delabialization) is preserved in the Tn plural
form xsid 'ye' < *¥ti + %Ha, pN pron. coll. (see Benzing TS
107-9). Both processes are probably due to a reduction of
phonetic features, typical of grammatical morphemes and not
accounted for by regular sound laws (like -$a > -sa in the
Russlan reflexive ending ~cs. These changes probably belong
to a rather early period in the history of the Nostratic
languages (period of common interdialectal developments?),
since their results are observed in many branches of N.

4.2.2. Changes fram pN to IE:

A. The syntactically unmarked pronoun of Sg.2 xt/i\ ex-
tended its use to alil syntactic fundtions (incl. object and
postnominal possessive pronoun) .

B. Full Words are predicates + Postpredicative subject
pronouns x*mi and xs{ » Active forms of verbum finitum (Pre-
sent with the endings x-m{ for $g.1 and x-si for Sg.2, past
tenses with the endings x-m and *-s).

c. Agentive pronouns (Sg:1 %xHoyV, Sg.2 xtV-HV) + Predi-
cates + Pre-l1E verbs (of state?) with\p;efix—conjugation
(resembling those of K and SH). Such verbs were later lost,
except for several auxiliary verbs which took part in peri-
phrastic constructions Nominal form of verbs (verbal noun,
adjective, etc.) + Auxiliary Verb » IE verb forms of Middle
volce (medium), LIE forms of Perfeact (originally verbal
forms of state?) and Hittite forms of zi{-conjugation, all of
them with x-H- and x-tH~ as markers of Sg.1 and Sg.2. Pro-
bably the LIE ending #*-HW¥ (Present tense of the thematic
verbs: x-e-H¥ > %x-3 > -5 in Latin and Greek) belongs here as
well, '

D. Postnominal possessives ami and xti (¢ wt#) . meaoceaa_
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sive endings -mi- 'my', -t{- 'thy' (preserved in Hittite).
E. The Nennform (+ nominative) of the independant pronoun
of Sg.1 was replaced by xedH(om) —~ xefoH (going back to
*HUKE + *HoyV). In other cases the stem of the old pronoun
*mi{ has been preserved. :

4.2.3. Changes from pN to SH. N

A. In pre-SH (or in the pre-SH dialect of N?) xHoyV
{agentive pronoun 'by me' and possibly possessive 'my')
extended its syntactic use (e.g. became an object pronoun
‘me' and probably ousted ¥m{ as unmarked pronoun of Sg.1).
B. In pre-SH different predicate forms were created:

(1) Predicate + Subject pronouns xm¢{, *t LN o active
verbal forms with the endings x-mV (Sg.1), *-tvV (Sg.2)-
{later replaced by (2). and preserved only in the verbum
substantivum in Highland East Cushitic: Kambatta yom-mi
'sum', yon~t{ 'es', and in verbal forms developed from
constructions with this verbum substantivum).

(2) Agehtive pronouns »*HoyV 'by me', xt/d\ 'by thee' +
Predicative » Verbal forms with the prefixes %’V (Sg.1)
and tV (Sg.2); comparison with similar K forms suggests
that originally these SH verbal forms were ergative-
orientated (or dative-orientated?), as can be seen,
e.g., in Akkadian i%u 'mihi est' (< *'U-yZu ¢ N
*HoyVU’ esV mihi est'31) and ti%u 'tibi est' (< xtU-y3u <
N xtV’ esV or #tV HU’ esV 'tibi est'); later the verbal
forms were reinterpreted as nominative-orientated.

(3)' Noun or adjecflve + SH enclitic pronouns x-dku 'I' and
-tf{) 'thou' (going back to N xHVKE and xtfi\) » SH
forms of nominal predicate (whence Akkadian stative, WS
perfect, etc.)

C. The pronouns as "Nennform” were replaced by a cons-

truction: N %’ onV (or x*opV) 'self' + xHVKE 'I' resp. *t (i)

"thou' » SH ¥’ an-&ku 'I' (« 'moi-m&me), *’an-t’{\ 'thou' (e

Ttoi-méme).

D. SH nouns %’ Uy7 and *’ Im(m)V (both meaning 'mother')
used as address following verbal forms and pronocuns of Sg.2
('come, mother', 'thou, mother', 'thee, mother', etc.) tur-~

ned into suffixes (x-{ and *-Um) marking feminine gender of
the addressee. They were added to verbal forms of Sg.2
(either imperative or prefix-conjugated tenses: Hebrew

TTo-k49B-1, Arabic *uktud-I 'write, oh woman!, Hebrew tixtep-1

'you sg.) will write', Akkadian taemzas-i 'you (f.sg.)

. struck, haGé‘st:ggk, Bedauye tf{dir-{ 'you (f.sg.) killed,

have killed') or ta\ﬁronnggg\9f Sg.2 (Arabic ant-{ 'thou'
t., Eg. -& 'thy' £. < xk-{, Eg. %-m 'thee' f., proto-Berber
*kd-m 'thou' £.)

' It

4.2.4. Changes from pN to K:

A. Pronouns (in the function of agens) #HoyV 'by me' (> K
*hw-) and xt !4\ HY or *H{ (> K %h-) + Predicate + pK verbal
forms. These verbal forms are ergative-orientated (function
as predicate of ergative sentences) in the past tanses,
while in the present tense (formed from analytical construc-
tions with verbal nouns) the verb is nominative-orienta-
ted. 31 ‘ A

B. The ancient genitive construction #m{ nu (> pK xmen)
lost its case-meaning and became an alternative of the un-
marked pronoun, side by side with the ancient pronoun zmi (>
pK 2m{). The function of possessive pronouns is fulfilled by
new composite pronouns x&em- 'my' and x3wen- (> x&-swen,
according to Il1li:-Sviti® oOs 1:6), going back to word
groups:. pK xfem- 'my’' < N %&V 'that which'33 + postnominal
*mi 'my' (or + xmf ny 'my' with subsequent phonetic reduc-~
tion of xn), pK x¥wen- 'thy' < *¥-swen- < N %%V 'that which'
+ xsid nu 'thy'.

C. The preverbal object pronouns *m{ 'me' and %KV 'thee'
became verbal prefixes: K xm- '‘me’ and xg- 'thee'.

4.2.5. Changes from pN to U:

A. The syntactically unmarked PN pronouns xmi for Sg.1 and
*t /@) for Sg.2 extended their use to all syntactic contexts
and thus ousted other (syntactically specialized) pronouns
of Sg.1 and Sg.2. '

B. The construction of predicates with non-nominative
agent pronocuns (xHoyVU 'by me' and preverbal xt i\ (HV) 'by
thee') fell out of use.

c. Within the paradigms of the personal pronouns most ob-
lique case-endings were added to the genitive forms xmin(u)
~ #mun(u) (¢ N #m{ nu) and xtin(u) — xtun(u) — wtin(u) — (<
N 238\ nu)32, and thus the genitive-based stems xmin-/xmun-
and xtin-/xtun-/xtiin- were generalized in pU as stems for
all oblique cases. Later (in the separate history of dif-
ferent branches of U and in individual languages) these
Stems were generalized for the whole paradigm (including
nominative).

4.2.6. Changes from pN to Turkuc:

A. The syntactically unmarked pronoun xm{ was generalized
as the only marker of Sg.i. On the contrary, the pronouns of
Sg.2 still preserved (partially) their ancient syntactic
distribution: ¥t i\ > pT xs{ as unmarked pronoun and 22XV (>
*-rx-g) as postnomina possessive 'thy'.

B. In the function of objects only case forms of unmarked
pronouns remained in use.

C. The ancient construction of predicates with a non-no-
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minative (ergative?) agentive pronouns fell out of use.

D. The genitive forms (N *m{ nu > pre-T xmVn- and N xt /i)
nu > pre-T xsUn-) were generalized as stems of all oblique
cases, and later (in CT) as the only stems of these pronouns
throughout their declension paradigm (i.e. including nomi-
native).

E. The initial consonant xm of the pronoun xm{ was dena-
salized, {.e. changed into xb (xmf{ > xbi{) unless ancther
nasal consonant was present in the form (hence xm{ nu >
*mUn- with the xm preserved), The vowel of the pronouns
x*mUn- and xsVn- fluctuated, probably due to the influence of
the case-endings (e.g. Turkic dative xmana 'to me' < N xmt
nu Ka with the postposition »*Ka 'to', cp. Illié—SvitIé 0s
1:368-9) ., ‘

4.2.7. Changes from pN to Mongolian: ;
A. The N unmarked pronouns xmi{ and t/i\ with case post-
positions became the.only possible forms of pronominal ob-
Ject ('me', 'thee’') and possessive pronominal attribute
(‘my', 'thy'). :

B. The "ergative"-orientated predicates (those with a non-
-nominative agential pronoun) wentout of use.

C. As a result, the unmarked pronouns xmi{ and *xt/i\ re-
mained the only pronouns of Sg.1 and Sg.2. )

D. In the paradigm of the 59.2 pronoun the accusative form
(N xt i\ ma >) xtima > *x&ima was generalized as a stem for
oblique cases. In the paradigm of the Sg.1 pronoun a stem
for oblique cases »nam(a)- appeared. It may be explained

- either as pN xnV 'we' excl. + xma accusative (use of 'we'

for 'I') or as a reduction of xminuma (an accusative based
on the genitive xmi{ nu). The stem xnam(a)- is used for most
oblique cases, but in the genitive the old form 1s preserved
(N xmi nu > pM *mi{nu — xmini), and in the dative xnadur we
find the stem xna- (from N xnV 'we' or from *minvV) wifhoput
x-ma~-.

E. The initial consonant of xmi 'I' was denasalized: #*mi >
xbi, but in the genitive case xminu / xmini{ the consonant xm

has been preserved.

4.2.8. Changes from pN to Tungusian:

A. The N unmarked pronouns ¥mi and xt (i)l with case post-
positions became the only possible forms of pronominal ob-
Ject ('me', 'thee').

B. The "ergative"-orientated predicates went out of use,
and the unmarked pronouns xmi{ and %t /id\ (> xsi) remained the
only pronouns of Sg.1 and Sg.2.

c. The genitive forms x*min{ (¢ N xmi{ nu) and xsi{n{ (<N
*t{d\ nu) were generalized as stems ( *min-, *sin-) for all
obligque cases.

D. The initial xm *my '1¢ (only in the direct Case) was
denasalized: N am{ » pTn »xbt.

4.2.9. Changes from PN to Gilyak:

A. The pronoun #m{ 'I' was transformed into «n( > #¢ pro-
bably under the influence of xny 'we' (see $2.7).
B. The unmarked pronoyns xm¢ (> #i) and ttiv (>¢hy spread

to all syntactic functions and ousted all other pronocuns of
Sg.1 and sg.2.

cC. The syntactic use of the pronouns was transformed by
analogy with the syntax or nouns, so that the personal
pronouns are used in Glk according to the rules D and E of
PN syntax (see §3).

4.2.10. Changes from PN to Chukchee~Kamchadal:

The grammatical system of pChK has not been reconstruc-
ted as yet, but two points in its prehistory are clear
enough: :

A. The reflexes of the PN unmarked pronouns zmi { pChk
*-m-) and *t{i\ (> pChK -6~ have been joined by a preceding
element xga- (of unknown origin) to form PChK pronouns
*ge-m(HV) 'I' and ¥ge-5 (HY) 'thou' (> proto—Chukchee-Koryak
lrettV, WKamchadal kezza) . The etymology of these forms may
be similar to that of Yurak Samoyed piéa~-» 'thou' (« 'thy
body', 1it. 'body thy') or to that of SH x’an-aku 'I’i(«
'moi~-méme', 1it. 'gelf I') and **ant-14{\ 'thou' (e
'toi-mé&me', self thou'). The genitive forms of sg.1
*¥gé-mn-Yn and of Sg.2 xge-n-Vn (probably from *98-6n-Yn)
consist of elements %*g9 + ¥-mn- (¢ N ¥xmi nu, i.e. genitive
of ¥mi{) + %-Un (< *nu, genitive marker) and ge + x-n- (¢
*-8n~ ¢ N Xt !d\ nu) + %x-Yn. The genitive ending #-¥n (pleo-
nastic from the etymological point of view) appearsto have
been added by analogy to nominal declensiocn.

B. The subject prefix of 8g.1 xme (verbal prefix in cer-
tain tenses) goes back to N xmi 'I' (unmarked pPronoun used
as a Full Word with subject function in the initial part of
the sentence, see §3).

As far as we can rely upon B.Dybowski's unprofessional
records of EKamch and SKamch (now extinct), these dialects
appear to have preserved some other remnants of pN pronouns:
SKamch na 'to me', cun ®ChK *8§i < xt g\ 'fhee, to thee'.
EKamch. Tty> 'thou!. ’

4.2.11. Changes from pN to Elamite:

A. In pED (proto-Elam-Dravidian) the N pronoun zHoyV ‘by
me, (?) my' became the main pronoun of sg3.1, having ousted
¥mi. In E the reflexes of the pronoun'xxoyv are used as an
independant pronoun (Nennform, direct case) Ax > u, as an
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object pronoun hu-n, as a postnominal possessive pronoun (u
¢+ class markers of the nomen tquns), and as a subject
suffix -A of verbs. : .

B. N %**UkE 'l' preserved its use in an appositional cons-
truction Nomen (noun, adjective) + x*UkE, but the latter
element turned into a suffix: sunk{-k 'l the king' (1lit.
‘king 1'). C .

C. The pronoun xt/id\ 'thou' was preserved in an apposi-
tional construction nomen + »xt/(d\ (> Nomen + *-t) and as a
subject suffix of verbs (-t, -t{ ¢ pN xt!/id\ as a postpre-
dicative subject).

D. In the N genitive construction xt (id\ nu > pED xtin
there was an assimilation xtin > xnin, whence Middle Elamite
nun (Sg.2, genitive) and pD #nin-, stem of the oblique cases
of 'thou' (see §4.2.12.B).

E. In E an unmarked pronoun of Sg.2 nu appeared. It can be
considered either a back formation from nun (genitive) or a
transformation of xti (¢ *t/i)) under the influence of the
genitive form. Cp. a similar process in Ob-Ugrian.

4.2.12. Changes from pN to Dravidian:

A. As mentioned above (§4.2.11, p.A), in pED the reflex of
N xHoyV became the main pronoun of Sg.1. Its genitive form
*HoyV nu became hu-n in E and xyaen in pre-Dravidian.
According to the pD phonological rule of Krishnamurti (Kri-
shnamurti HVL 237-52, Zvelebil CDP 184), xyan > *ydn (before
word boundary) / *yan (before derivational vowels). The stem
xydn/xyan was generalized for the whole declension paradigm

‘of the pronoun of Sg.l.

B. PN xt!i\ nu > pED #niln (see 4.2.11 D) > pD xnin (before
word boundary) / nin- (before derivational vowels). The stem
was generalized for the whole declension paradigm of the pD

pronoun of Sg.2.

In pre-D thé postpredicative pronominal elements went
out of use, and personal conjugation of verbs did not de-

velop.

FOOTNOTES

resent paper I use two types of "uncertainty
! ézagcztéz The hagtgbrakcets {\ accompany a letter (or
letters) {f the identity of a reconstructed p“Pne:e
{phonemes) is dubious: (t\ means "t or the like f The
half-brackets ,; are used if the very prese?ce o i:ng
phoneme is questionable: t(h; means "t or th~. Cap ?_
letters are used for unspecified phonemes of a part :
cular class: e.g. H stands for an unspecified laryngeav
consonant, B denotes an unspecified front vowel.
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stands for an unspecified vowel. In §{ 4] doubts about =
(denoted as !iV) have arisen, since in this case *¢¢
failed to develop into Hittite zi, which 18 a phonetic
law,

The formal difference of non-past and past is obviously
based on the addition of the present-markar *-{ (analogy
with the active voice).

LIE *tHUs is the original form (cp. Hittite), while LIE
*~-s0of{ and *-so are innovations, based on proportional
analogy with the active voice and the third person:
non-past Active Sg.3 *-t( Sg2 *-st{ = Medium Sg.3 *-to{
: 89.2 x, thus x is *-sof; past Active Sg.3 *-t . Sg.2
*-s = Medium Sg.3 *-to Sg.2 x, thus x is *-go,
Arcado-Cyprian Greek has preseved the dyphtong-ati, while
other Greek dialects (incl. Classical Greek) have gene-~
ralized -av ¢ -Hot) from Sg9.1 -mav {in which -u- is an
innovation based on analogy with the active voice forms,
e.g. present ut.

Evidence for *H can be found in the 0l1d Indian forms of
the reduplicated perfect, such as Sg.1 cakara I have
done’' < *k¥ekYor-Ha as against Sg.3 cakdra 'has done' <
*k¥ek¥or-e. According to Brugman's law, in open sylla-
bles IE apophonic *o » Indo~-Iranian *a (Brugman-Delbrick
GVG@ I 1:139), hence lack of lengthening of *a in Sg.1
points to the presence of a laryngeal following the
stem-final consonant: in *x¥ekWopHg the penultimate
syllable is closed, and therefore there is no Brugman's
lengthening of *q.

Hittite -ti{ can go back only to *-tHi, since IE *ti¢
vields Hittite zi. :

The pB reconstructions are quoted from Prasse MGT
VI-VII. K.Prasse considers this construction to be a
Berber innovatio: "Ces auteurs regardent le parfait
qualificatif comme le pendant du parfait sémitique A
suffixes, alors que dans notre pensée c'est une inno-
vation berbére" (Prasse MGT VI-VII 10, note 4), but in
view of the striking semantic and formal resemblance
between the Berber "parfait qualificatif", the Akkadin
stative (=permansive), the West Semitic perfect (the
faCata-tense) and the Egyptian conjugation of pseudo-
participles I cannot share his opinion. It is obviously
a pSH heritage.

The .variant rw- of the prefix is mentioned in Klimov
BESKYa 258, but I could not find any corroboration of it
in the available grammatical descriptions of 0G
(Imnai%vili KEIK, Marr GDGYa, Marr OT, Marr-Briadre LG,

Zorell GAGB, Zwolanek~Assflag AGK, etc.). Unfortunately
I have been unable to consult fanize 3KEG.
As mentioned above (footnote 1), E-stands for unspeci-

fied front vowel. In this case the Permian and Ugrian
reflexes of pU do not enable us to distinguish between
*{, +¢ and *4.

Reconstruction of proto-Lapp is after E.Itkonen, that of
proto-=0styak and proto-Vogul is based on material of
Liimola WPP 20-25 and Vértes OP and on vowel corres-
pondences established by W.Steinitz and IL.Honti (Stei-~
nitz GOV, GWV, Honti GOV). The pSam reconstruction 1is
after Janhunen SW. The symbol » stands for reduced back
vowel (FUT 8). For proto-Vogul L.Honti's notation is
used (except for the redundant sign of vowel shortness) .
On the form in ELapp (Kola) see Wiklund EUL 280 and Kert
SYa 173. The sign § for pLapp is used here according to

AGA
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Korhonen's . Kola Lapp @ of the second syllable may go

: KH 102-3). The
back to plLapp *¥ ¢ FU *u (Korhonen JL
variant *mi appears to reault from a reduction of.
*munu.

B.Collinder is right in saying: "The personal endings of
the first and second persons are historically speaking
pronominal stems It cannot be inferred with
apodelictic certainty that the combination of verb stem
(or base) and personal ending existed in Proto-Uralic -
it may have taken place separately in different branches
of Uralic" (Collinder CG 308). To this I may add that
there may have been two series of subject pronouns (+
verbal suffixes of gender/number) used in different
periphrastic constructions (s+tenses, types of conjuga-
tion), one of the series probably being etymologically
identical to the simple (unenlarged) stems *mE, xtE, and
the other going back to enlarged stems *mVnVU, *tVUn¥ (see
{17]). Probably this latter case is responsible for the
ending -n of Sg.2 in Ziryene, Votyak, Ostyak and Vogul (
< *aUnV, assimilation from =xtUnv, see {17)).

A.KUnnap reconstructs the pSam verbal personal suf-
fix(es) of Sg.2 as *-6V * *-§, his *§ corresponding more
or less to *-t- of J.Janhunen's and P.,Sammallahti's
reconstruction of pSam.

In pT there was no phonemic opposition of *m and *b in
the word-initial position: in the absence of other nasal
consonants in the same or next syllable, the original
*m~ (recognized as such on the evidence of external
etymological comparison) became *b-, while in the pre-
sence of another nasal consonant the initial *m- was
preserved (and most probably the etymological *b- becanme
*m- as well). Hence there was no phonemic diffeyence
between two possible notations of the pT stem as *min or
*bdn. I prefer the notation *min for diachronic reasons:
firstly, this *m/b- goes back to *m-, and secondly, it
has remained *m- in most Turkic languages (but not in

-Anatolian Turkish). Cp.Clauson ED 291.

According to Clauson ED 346, 831 the vowel is 4, accor-
ding to Kononov GYaTRP 164-5 it is a.
But Clauson 346, 831 reads the 0ld Turk}c forms (spelt
in Tofiugug 10 as bini and sini) as ben{ and senf{. DTS
mentions both readings as possible.
Preterit (=Perfect) with -6{-/-6{-, di-/-d4i- is primary
{=genuine finite) verbal form, acc03ding to Tekin GOT
187-9. Other forms (with -m Sg.1, -n /9 Sg.2) appear
to go back to a construction Verbal noun + Possessive
suffix (Tekin GOT 190-1) .
In Sg.2 similar forms are not found. Instead, forms with
-n are used: pi{rv-n 'you will go', pele-n 'you will say'
(with -n ¢ x-n, regular verbal suffix of $g.2). These
forms are obviously due to analogy (generalization of
the ending of primary forms).
Unlike postnominal *mi{ 'my' and *si 'thy', these geni-
tive forms *mini and *sin{ occupy the regular position
of the nominal attribute, i.e. they precede the nomen
ns.
;:geSouthern and Eastern (=Kamchatka-River) dialects of
Kamchadal are now extinct. The only materials available
are very short wordlists recorded by travellers in the

18th century (Stepan Krafeninnikov, M.Robek, K.Merk,

Baxmet'ev, as well as the anonymous correspondents of

21

22

23

24
25
26

27

28

29

30

F.S5.Pallas, who sent him short dialect glossaries for
his Linguarum totius orbis vocabularia comparativa) and
more extensive vocabularies of both dialects by the
Polish physician Prof. B.Dybowski who recorded Kamchadal
words in his exile in Kamchatka (second half of the 13th
century). See Kra3enninikov OZK, Pallas LTO, Radlifhsiki
SNLK II-III, Sjdren K, Sjdren SK. The words recorded by
S. Kraseninnikov and B.Dybowskl are in cyrillic charac-
ters, the others are in Roman characters (reproduced
here in bold type). : .

To understand the phonetic value of the unprofessional
records of SKamch. and EKamch. in Roman characters, it
should be kept in mind that those who recorded the words
were either speakers of German of Russian-speakers with
German-orientated habits of using Latin script: PFrona
their records of WKamch., Koryak and other languages
known today we learn that they usually rendered » by v,
U,e,2 by sch or sh. In Kamchadal there is no phonemic
opposition between hiss and hush sibilants (both in
WKamch., and in the extinct SKamch. and EKamch.) and the
phonetic realization of the voiced sibilant (tentavely
reconstructed as %) could mak an acoustic impression
either of ¥ (x of Kra3eninnikov's Russian transcription,
sch * sh of the German travellers) or of z (32 of
Dybowski, who was a Polish-speaker). On modern WKamch. z
(half-hush) see Volodin Iva 28-9.

The form er is mentioned in Bogoraz CH 677, 720. In
Chukchee folklore texts it occurs when the pronoun is
enclitic: {am neleivitku-y- gr 'Why art thou walking
about?' (Bogoraz Ch 893).

One may suggest a morpheme-to-morpheme translation
‘'seen' + 'by me' + 'ig' (*woid~'seen', *-j- 'by me!, *-g
‘is'), 1f we choose to translate the auxiliary verb,
preserved in the ending *-e, as ‘is?',

Cp. pN *gdti 'hand' > IE *Jhes~ - id., D *kac- id. (see
I11i%-svitiz os 1:227).

On existing etymological hypothesis see §1 {41].

It is worth considering the possibility of explaining
Brahui ka-n- (sg.1 pronoun, oblique cases) as going back
to pN *HVKE (Brahul -n- is from a case-marker?).

The signg stands for the cerebral (coronal) nasal
consonant (g of the Finno-Ugrian transcription, n of the
Indologists, Collinder's and Il11i¢-svitic's #). The
difference between PN *a and *n has been preserved only
in Ob-Ugrian (some Ostyak-dialects) and Dravidian In the
root in question, for lack of Ob-Ugrian and Dravidian
reflexes, the two phonenmes cannot be distinguished.
PSam. 8nw presupposes pU oNe (= pU *on{ . in J.Janhunen's
notation) or pU *oNa (= Janhunen's *ond). see Janhunen
UKS 226, 235-6, 242.

Edel's j corresponds to the in the modern Egyotolo-
gical (=Erman-Grapow's) transliteration. :

In the same paper I hope t explain my conception of pN
as an analytic root-isolating language. This is a work
hypothesis based on certain facts (such as mobility of

grammatical exponents etc.). Of course, this hypothesis’

has nothing to do with glottogonic theories about “rude
and simple beginnings" of human speech (to quote
W.D.Whitney), since Nostratic obviously has a very long
prehistory and, like 014 Chinese (a classical example of
a root-isolating language) might well have develloped
from an earlier synthetic language as well. Ct. Jes-
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persen L 367-373, Karlgren PChLF.

On pN **esAd 'stay' + "be’ see I111&-Svitl& 0S 1:268-70.
*A stands for unspecified low vowel (*a or *4).

The form of some oblique cases may have been inherited
from N constructions Pronoun (#m{, =t !¢\ + xnu + Post-
position of case, .

N *2U 'that of, that which' > K *¥~ (common base of
different possessive pronouns) SH *%- > p§ 28~ , 0ld
Akkadian 8-u, gen. 9-{, yaa. 8-a, nota genitivi 'that
of', Hebrew ¥a- +gemination (in the "Song og Deborah",
Judges 5) sc~- +gemination 'which', Phoenician *ss (sa,
sy in ancient Roman transcrition), * '% ‘which': a
voiced variant pS *6- > Arab. 6-u, &-{, &§-a, 'that of',
Geez za id. (voicing *6- > 6- probably under the in-
fluence of the demonstrative pS *5-) pTn *-%i 'having X,
that of X' > Ulcha ~%u id., Ewenki -%{ id.: hats-3%{
'having children, wnuewmut nete#t, aetumit, oro-&({, suffix
of ordinal numerals and relative adjectives: Ewenki
umil-81 'first', 3i-2{ 'second', Manchu emuZi{ 'first',
tia¥¢{ 'third', Ewenkl ¥i#-2{ 'of two years', etc. See
Djakonoff YaDPA 288-9 (on pS *8- > 0l1d Akkad. 6-, Vasi-
levic ERS 797.

bbreviations:

CCh = Central Chadic; Ch = Chadic; ChK = Chukcliee-Kam-
chadal:; CT = Common Turkic: Cush.= Cushitic; D = Dravi-
dian: E = Elamite; E..., = Eastern (e.g. EOstyak = Eas-
tern Ostyak): ECh = East Chadic; ECush.= Bast Cushitic:
Eg.= Egyptian; FU = Finno-Ugric; ¢ = Georgian; Glk =
Gilyak:; HEC = Highland East Cushitic; IE = Indo-Euro-
pean; K = Kartvelian; Kamch.= Kamchadal; Lat.= Latin: LE
= Late Elamite; LIE = Late proto-Indo-European; Lith.=
Lithunian; LlLapp = Lule Lapp; M = Mongolian; M..,. =
Middle (e.g. MWelsch = Middle Welsh); ME = Middle Ela-
mite; Megr.= Megrelian; N = Nostratic; N... = Northern
(e.g. NLapp = Northern Lapp); 0... = 0ld (e.g. 0Ind.=
0ld Indian); 0G = 0ld Georgian; p... = proto~ (e.g.
pPerm.= proto-Permian); pB, pBerb.= proto-Berber:
pCCush.= proto-Central-Cushitic; pChK = proto-Chukchee-
Kamchadal; pChKor.= proto-Chukchee-Koryak; pD = proto-~-
Dravidian; pECush.= proto-East-Cushitic; pED = proto-
Elamo-Dravidian; pIE = proto-Indo-European; P} = Parji;
pPK = proto-Kartvelian; pL, pLapp = proto-Lapp; pM =
proto-Mongolian; pN = prot-Nostratic; pS, pSem.= prot-
Semitic; pSam.= proto-Samoyed: pSCush.=proto-South-Cu-
shitic; pSH = proto-South-Hamitic; pSl.= proto-Slavic;
pT = proto-Turkic; pTn = proto-Tungusian; pU = prot-
Uralic; S... = Southern (e.g. SKamch.= Southern Kamcha-
dal); SCush.= South Cushitic; Sem.= Semitic: SH = Semi-~
to-Hamitic: Svan.= Svanian; T = Turkic: Tn = Tungusian;
U = Uralic; W.,. = Western (e.g. WKamch.= Western Kam-
chadal); WCh.= West Chadic: WrM = Written Mongolian; WS
= West Semitic.

honetic Symbols

= high back vowel

mid back vowel

= reduced vowel (i1f there is one); reduced front vowel.

reduced back vowel (Chuvash ¥)
= voiced affricate (if there 1s no opposition of hiss

e = <o

and hush affricates); voiced hiss affricate (Italian
z in zelanta)
¥ = voiced hush affricate (English /)

Andronov

Andronov SGDYa

DL

Andronov YaB

Austerlitz GP

Avrorin NYa

Benzing T

Benzing TS

Black LEC

Bogoraz Ch

. Bogoraz LRS

Boycova KLfva

Brugmann KVG

=

Brugmann-Delbriick

Burrow Sk

Burrow-Emeneau DED = Th.Burrow, M.Emeneau. Dravidizn

Caferoglu-Doerfer

PRTF 1:280-307.

Cincius 0G
Cincius SF
Clauson ED

Cohen DRS

Cohen SVS

Collinder

Collinder FUV

Collinder

Collinder

N
EYa

cG

HUV

1uUs

=
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glagolov v vostol-nosidamskix 1 irakvskix vazikax".
In: Africana IX (= Trud{ Instituta dtnografii{ im. N.
N Mikluro-Maklaya, n.s., v.100: Afrikanskiy étnograff-
teskiy sboenik), Leningrad, 1972, pp.103-112.
Dolgopolsky SF = A.B.Dolgopol'skly. Sravnitel’no-{storileskaya fonetika
N kulitskiz yazikov. Moskva, 1973.
Dolgopolsky—nfbo—lallznyak VIS = A.B.Dolgopol'skiy, V.A.DIbo,
: A.A.Zaliznyak. "Vklad V.M. [11i%-Sviti%a v sravni-
tel'no-istorifeskuyu grammatiku indoevropeyskix i nos-
tratileskix yazi{kov, Sovetskoe slavyanquedsnie §

(1973):82-91.

DTS = Drevnetyurkiy slovar’. Pod red. V.M. Nedelyaeva i dr.
Leningrad, 1969.

Ebert STK = K.Ebert. Sprache und Tradition der Kera (Tschad). Teil
I1: Lexikon.Berlin 1976

Edel AAG = E.Edel. Altdgyptische Grammatik. Roma, 1955/ 1964.

Ehret SCP = Chr. Ehret. The Historical Reconstruction of Southern

. Cushitic Phonology and Vocabulary. Berlin, 1980.

Foucauld DTF = Ch.Foucauld. Dictionnaire touareg—.frangats. Diatecte

de 1’Ahaggar. I-IV. Paris, 1951-2. °
Friedrich HEB = J.Friedrich. Hettitisches Elementarbuch. 1.Teil:
Kurzgefasste Grammatik. Heidelberg, 1940.

Gabain ATG = A.von Gabain. Alttilrkische Grammatik. 2.Aufl. Leipzig,
1950.
Gabain PSK = Alvon Gabain. Primdre und sekundire Kasus im Alttiir-

kischen”.In: Studies in General and Oriental Linguis-
tics Presented to Shird Hattori on the Occasion of his
Sixtieth Birthday, Tokyo, 1970.

Ga-qrellae—MaZavariani SSAKE = T.Gamgrelise, G.Malavariani. Sonantta
sistema da ablauti kartvelur eneb3i. Tbilisi, 1965
("Syatem of Sonants and Ablaut in Kartvelian

. Languages”). .

Ghoubeid Alojaly LTF = Ghoubeid Alojaly. Dictionnaire touareg-frangais.
Ed. K.Prasse. Copenhague, 1980.

Golovastikov-Dolgopolsky RCKK = A.N.Golovastikov, A.B.Dolgopol'skiy.
“Rekonstrukciya fukotsko~koryackix korney i nostra-
tileskie eétimologii”, XSI 27-30.

ﬁéjﬂ&\auw\ = P.Hajdd. Bevezetes az urdl{ nyelvtudombnyba. Budapest,

. 1966.

=\A.Hanqteau. Essai de grammaire de langue tamachek’.

Paris,‘T396$\;\\\7ar
= R.Hetzron. "Suffix casuels chamito-sémitiques” (to

appear in Comptes-rendus du Groupe linguistiques des
études chamito-sémitiques, Paris).

Hanoteau EGT

Hetzron SCCS

Hetzron VSSA * R.Hetzron. The Verbal System of SoutAern Agaw. Ber-
keley - Los Angeles, 1969.
Hont{ GOV = L.Hont{. Geschichte des obugrischen Vokalismus der
. ersten Silbe. Budapest, 1982.
1114%-5viti€ oM = V.M. II11&-Svitl&. “T.M.Gamskrelldze § G. I.
Malavariani. Sistema sonantov i ablaut v kartvel’skizx
yazi{kaz* (review of Gamgrelize-Malavariant SSAKE),
) Voprosi yazikoznaniya 1968. Nr. 4
HE-Sviti¥ 08 I = V.M. I111¢-Svit1¥. opit sravneniya nostratifeskiz
vazikov. Sravnitel’nly slovar’. (b-X). Moskva, 1971.
Illic-Svitic 0S II =« V.M.I111¥-sviti®. 0p{t sravneniva
nostratileskiz yazikov. Sravnitel’niy slovar’. (1 -
£). Moskva, 1976 .
Tanai3vili KEIK = 1.Imnai¥vill. Kartul{ en(s istoriul{ krestomatia. I,
nagili II (pt.2): EBnis nimoxzilva da tabulebf. Tbilisi,
1971 (Historical grammar of Georgian).
Isxakov-Pal'mbax GTYa = F.G.Isxakov, A.A.Pal'mbax. Grammatika tuvinskogo
vazika. Fonetika ¢ morfologiya. Moskva, 1961.
= E.Itkonen. Der ostlappi{sche Vokalismus vom quantita-
tiven Standpunkt aus. Helsinki 1977.
= J.Janhunen. Samojedischer Wortschatz. Gemeinsamoje-
dische Btymologien. Helsinki 1977.
= J.Janhunen. "Uralilaisen kantakielen sanastosta”,
JSFOu 77:219-274.
= 0.Jespersen. Language. Its Nature, Development and
Origin. L., 1922. . -
Jungraithmayr-Shimizu CLR = H.Jungraithmayr, K.Shimizu. Chadic Lezical
Roots. II: Tentative Reconstruction, Grading and Dis-
tribution. Berlin, 1981.
Kasmenhuber OPG = A.Kammenxuber. "O&erk palaysoy grammatiki", DYaMA4
198-216 (a Russian translation from: A.Kammenhuber,
"Esquisse de grammaire palaite, BSL 54.1:18-43).
Karlgren PChLF = B.Karlgren. "Proto-chino{s, langue flexionelle", Jou-
rnal astatique (1920): 250 ffr .
= G.M.Kert. Saamski{y yazik. Leningrad 1971.
= G.A.Klimov. i’tlmoloéeskty slovar’ kartvel’skiz yazi-
kov. Moskva, 1964.
Klingenheben PSK= A.Klingenheben. “Die Priafix- und die Suffixkonjuga-
tionen des Hamitosemitischen. Mittetlungen des Instf-
tuts filr Orientforschung (Berlin) 4 (1956):211-277.
Kolegnlkova-Konstant«inova NYa = V.D.Kolesnikova, 0.A.Konstantinova. "Ne-
gidal'akly yazik", YaNSSSR V:109-128.
Kononov GYaTRP = A.N.Kononov. Grammatika yaztka tyurkskix runi{feskiz
pamyatnikov VII-IX vv. Leningrad, 1980.
Korhonen JLKH = M.Korhonen. Johdatus lapin kielen histori{aan. Hel-

Itkonen OLV
Janhunen SW
Janhunen UKS

Jespersen L

Kert SY.3
Klimov ESKYa

sinki, 1981. .
Rovesi OK = M.Kévesi. "Zu den “"umstrjittenen" Fragen der objektiven
Konjugation in den ugrischen Sprachen", FUF 40:96.106.
Kraft Chw = Ch. Kraft. Chadic Wordlists. Vol.I-1II Berlin, 1980.

‘Kraseninnikov 0ZK = S.KraSeninnikov. Opisanie zemli Kam¥atki. SPb.,

1755. (English translation: S.Krasheninnikov.
Bzploration of Kamchatka. Portland, 1972). .
Kreynovil NYa = E.A.Kreynovi®&. "Nivxskly (gilyackiy) yazik", YaPNS
IIX:181-222.
Krishnamurti HVL= Bh.Krishnamurti. "The history of vowel-length in Te-
lugu verbal bases", JAOS 75: 237-252.
A.Kiinhap. System und Ursprung der kamssischen Flezi-
onssuffize. I-11. Helsinkl 1971-8 (= MSFOU 147, 164).
Kurylowicz Ap. = J. Kurylowicz. L‘apophonie en indo-européen. Wroclaw,
1956. .
Kurylowicz IC = J. Kurylowicz.. The Inflectional Categories of
Indo-Ruropean. Heidelberg, 1962.
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Kuznecova-Xel{msk{y-Gruskina 0SVa = A.l.Kuznecova. E.A. Xelimakiy,

Levitskaya 1e€va

v
Levitskaya IMCYa

E.V. Gru3kina. O%erk{ po sel’'kupskomu yaziku. Moskva,
1980.

= L.S.Levitskaya. Istor{Zeskaya fonetica Buva¥skogo
yaxika. Ph.D. ("kandidat”) dissertation (ms). 1968. A
summary: L.S.lLevitskaya. Istorileskaya fonetica
Suva¥skogo yazika. Avtoreferat kond{datskoy dis-
sertaci{. Moskva, 1966

* L.S.Levitskaya. Istorileskaya morphologiye
Suvalskogo yazika. Moskva, 1976. :

Lewis-Pedersen CCCG = H.Lewls, H Pedersen. A Concise Comparative Celtic

Liimola wPP

MaZavariani SKKS

Malov PDP
Mark PSUS

Mark SPUS

Marr GDGYa

Marr OT

Marr-Briere LG
Menges JA

Menges MP
Mercier VTAI

Meriggi UXIYa

Moll 8D

MSzFE

Novikova éYa
Pallas LTO

Pallotino E

Panfilov GNYa -
Paper RAE
Paskov MYa

Petrova OYa
Petrova YaO

. Priffig ES

Ed

Grammar. Gottingen, 1937.

M. Liimola. "Zu den wogulischen Personal-Pronomina”,
FUFP 28.1-3:20-586.

= G. Mafavariani. Saerto-kartvelur{ konsunanturi
sfstema. Tblisi, 1965 ("Consonant System of
Proto-Kartvelian").

S.E.Malov. Pamyatnik{ drevnetyurkskoy pls’*mennostf{.
Moskva ~ Leningrad, 1951.

J.Mark. Die Possessivsuffize {n den ural{schen Spra-
chen. Helsinki, 1925 (=MSFOu 54). ’
J.Mark. "Das System der Possessivsuffixe in den ura-
lischen Sprachen”, 5petatud Besti Seltsi Aastaraamat
(Tartu) 1929:50-62.

N.Ya.Marr. Grammtika drevneliteraturnogo gruzinskogo
yazika. Leningrad, 1925.

N.Marr. Osnovniya tablici k grammatikd drevne-gruzins-
kago yazika s predvaritel’nim soob%Zeniem o rodstvé
gruzinskago yazika s semit{Zeskimi. Sankt-Peterburg,
1908. .

N.Marr, M.Bridre. La lLangue géorgisnne. Paris, 1931.
K.Menges. Altajfische Studien. II. Japanisch und
Altajisch. Wiesbaden, "1975.

K.Menges. Morphologische Probleme. Wiesbaden, 1960.
H.Mercler. Vocabulaires et texrtes berbéres dans le
dialecte des Alt Izdeq. Rabat (Maroc). 1937.
P.Merid%1. "UZebnik xettskogo feroglififeskogo yazi-
ka", DYaMA 238-276 (translation from: P.Meriggi. Man-
uate di eteo gerogiifico. Partel: Grammati{ca. Roma,
1966) .

T.A.Moll. "O%erk fonetiki 1 morfologii sedankinskogo
dialekta itel'menskogo yazika", UZznile zapiski Lenin-
gradskogo Gosudarstvennogo Pedakogo&eskogo Insti{tuta
{m. Gercena 187 (1960): 193-222.

A Magyar szdkészlet finnugor elemei etimoldgiatl
s26td». Poszerkesztd Lakd Gydrgy. I-1I11. Budapest,
1967-78.

K:A.Novikova. =Evenkiyskly yazlk, YaNSSSR V:88-108.
P.S.Pallas: Linguarum tot{us orbis vocabularia compa-
rative Augustisstmae cura collecta. SPh., 1787-1789.
M.Pallottino. Etruskowie. Warszawa, 1968 (Polish
translation from: M.Pallottino. Btruscologia. Milano,
1963) .

V.Z.Panfilov. Grammatika nivzskogo yazika. [-II.
Moskva - Leningrad, 1962-5. ’ ,
H.Paper. The Phonology and Morphology of Royal
Achaemenid Elamite. Ann Arbor, 1955.

B.K.Pa¥kov. Man’&3urskiy yaz{k. Moskva, 1963.
T.1.Petrova. "Orokskiy yazik", YaNSSSR V:172-190
T.I.Petrova. Yaztk orokov (ul’ta). Moskva-Leningrad,
1967.

A.J.Priftig. Die etrusk{sche Sprache. Graz, 1989.

Poppe BS
Poppe IMCS

Poppe MM
Posch KVD

Prasse MGT 1-II[=

Prasse MGT VI-VII

Pritsak HTF

Radlinski SNLK

Ramstedt EASF

Ramstedt UMP

Reiner EL
Rissler VB

Sammallhhti LMS
Sanize 3KEG

sanfeev GKYa

sanfeev SGMYa(G)

Sasse PEC

Savel'eva LM

géerbak 0SM({G)
$Zerbak 0SG(I)
Schuh DN

Sem BD
Shanmugam- DN

§ira11ev VL

Sjogren K

—
sjﬁgr;H:SK\\\

Skinner NBL

N.Poppe. "Dle burjatische Sprache”, BOM 108-133. 4“!7
N.Poppe. Introduction to Mongolfian Comparative Stu-
dies. Helsinki, 1955.

N.Poppe. "Das Mittelmongollsche™, HOM 96-103.

U.Posch. "Das Kalmickische und verwandte Dialekte",
HOM 200-228.

K.Prasse. Manuel de grammaire touaregue {(t¥h¥ggart).
I-111: Phonétique - Ecriture - Pronom. Copenhague,
1972.

= K.Prasse. Manuel de¢ grammai{re touaregue (tXh¥ggart)
VI-VI1: Verdbe. Copenhague, 1973.

O.Pritsak. "Die Herkunft des .tschuwassischen Futu-
rums”, WZKM 58 (1980).

Stownik{ narzeczy ludbéw kamczackich. Ze zbi{ordéw Prof.
B. Dybowskiego. Wyda+ I. Radlifiski. I-1V., Krakdw,
1892,

G.J.Ramstedt. Einfithrung (n die altatsche Sprachuwi{s-
senschaft. II :Formenlshre. Helsinki, 1952 (= MSFOu

104:2).
G.J Ramstedt. "Uber mongolische Pronomina", JSFOu 23
{1908). Nr.3.

E.Reiner. "The Elamite language”, AKS 54-118.
0.Rdssler. "Verbalbau und Verbalflexion in den smit-
ohamitischen Sprachen. Vorstudien zu einer verglei-
chenden semitohamitischen Grammatik", ZDMG 101
(1951):461-514.

P.Sammallahti. "Laut- und Frmenstruktur des Proto-Ura-
Iischen”, FUF 43.1-3:22-66.

A.Saniae. 3vell kartuli enis grammatika. Tbilisi, 1966
("Grammar of 0ld Georgian").

G.D.San¥eev. Grammatika kalmickogo yazika. Moskva-
Leningrad, 1940.

= G.D.San%eev. Sravnitel’naya grammatika mongol” skix
yazikov (Glagol). Moskva, 1963.

H.~J.Sasse. "The consonant phonemes of Proto-East-
Cushitic (PEC): A first approximation", Afro-Asfatic
Linguistics 7.1 (1979).

V.N.Savel'neva. "Li¥nle mestoimeniya v nivxsken
(gilyackom) yazlke", U%¥n{e zapiski Lentngradskogo
Gosudarstvennogo Pedagogideskogo Instituta im. Gercena
107 (1960):223-244,

A.M.3%erbak. OZ%erki{ po sravnitel’noy grammatike
tyurkskiz yazikov (Glagol). Moskva, 1981.

A.M.5%erbak. O¥erk{ sravnitel’noy grammatiki tyurkskiz
yazikov (Imya). Leningrad, 1977.

R.Schuh. A Dictionary of Ngizim. Berkeley-Los Angeles-
-London, 1981, ’ ’
L.I.Sem. O¥erki dfalektov nanayaskogo yazika. Bikins-
kiy (ussurfiysk{y) dialekt. Leningrad, 1971.
S.VShanmugam. Dravidian Nouns. A Comparative Study.
Annamalainagar, 1971.

= M.S.8iraliev. "Vtoroe lico kategorii prinadle%nosti v

skazuemom (na materiale dialektov { govorov azerbay-
d¥anskogo yazika), Voprosi{ dicalektologid tyurkskiz
yazikov IV, Baku, 1966,

Kamtschadal{sch. Ms. 14 wordlists from different
places of Kamchatka, complled by travellers. Copied
probably by A.Sjsgrenl.

. » Sprache der Kamtschadalen. Ms. 17 wordlists from

erent places of Kamchatka (partly coinclding with
Sjégren K). Copied probably by A.Sjsgrenl.

= N.Skinner. "North Bauch Chadic languages: Common




Skorik CKYae =

Skorik EYa -
Skorlk Kya -
SSTMYa =

Stang VGBS -
Stebnickly Iva =
Steinitz FUV -

Steinitz GOV

Steinitz Gwv =
Stumme HSchT =
Sturtevant CGHL =
Subrahmanyam DVM

Sunik UlYa
Szenerényl EVS =

Szinnyei FUS =

Tekin GOT =

Teplya$ina-Litkin

TereSfenko Ngva =

Tezcan UIS
TT V =

vasilevic ERS =

Vértes oP
Volodin IYa
Watkins CV

L]

Watkins GIV =

Welers SM

Wiklund EUL -

YaAA I =

Zaborski vC
Zorell GAGB

¥

zukova AYa
Zukova GKYa =

Zvelebil CDM

PV TN

e v wia gaer

- - - e ’
P.Ya.Skorik. "Cukotsko-kasfatskie yaz{ki (vvedenie)",
YaNSSSR V:235-247.

P.va.Skorik. "Cukotskiy yazlk", YaNSSSR V:248-270.
P.Ya.Skorik. "Kerekskly yazik, YaNSSSR v:310-333.
Sravnitel’nily slovar’ tunguso-man’&¥urski{x yazikov.
Materiall k étimologtBeskomu sovaryu. Otv. red. VI.
Cinclus. [-II. Leningrad, 1975-1977.

Chr.Stang. Vergleichende Grammatik der balti{schen
Sprachen. 0Oslo-Bergen-Tromso, 19686.

S.N.Stebnlckly. "Ttel'menskiy yazIk", YaPNS III:85-
104.

W.Steinitz. Geschichte des finn{sch-ugrischen Vokalis-
mus. Brl., 1964.

W.Steinitz. Geschichte des ostjakischen Vokal{smus.
Brl., 1955. -

W.Steinitz. Geschichte des wogulischen Vokal{smus.
Brl., 1955

H.Stumme. Handbuch des Schilschen von Tazerwalt. Lpz.,
1899, °

E.H.Turtevant. Comparative Grammar of the Hitt{te
Language. Philadelphia, 1933.

= P.S.Subrahmanyam. Dravidian Verm Morphology. Anna-
malainagar, 1971.

0.ISunik. "Ul'cskiy yazlk, YaNSSSR V:149-~171.
0.Szemerényi. Rinfihrung in die verglefichende Sprach-
wissenschaft. Darmstadt, 1980.

J.Szinnyei. Finnisch-ugrische Sprachui{ssenschasft .
Brl-Lpz., 1922.

T.Tekin. Grammar of Orkhon Turkic. Bloomington-The
Hague, 1968.

PYa = T.I.TeplyaSina, V.I.Litkin. "Permskie yaziki."
In: Osnovi finno-ugorskogo yazikoznaniniya. Mariyskiy,
permskie i ugorskie yaziki, Moskva, 1976, pp. 97-228.
N.M.Tere3Zenko. "Nganasanskiy yazik",

YaNSSSR 111:416-437.

S.Tezcan. Das ujgurische Insadi-Sitra. Brl., 1871.
W.Bang und A. von Gabain. "Tiirkische Turfantexte. V",
Sitzungsberichte der Preussischen Akadsmie der Wis-
senschaften 14 (1931):323.356.

G.M.Vasilevic. Evenkiysko—russkiy slovar’. Moskva,
1958 .
E.Vértes. Die ostfakischen Pronomina. Budapest, 31967.
A.P.Volodin. Itel’mensiky yazik. Leningrad, 1976.
C.Watkins. Indo-European Origins of the Celtic Verbd.
I: The sigmatic Aorist. Dublin, 1962.

Indogermanische Grammatik. Hrsg.v.J.Kurylowicz. Bd.3:
C.wWatkins. Formensiehre. 1.Teil: Geschichte der indo-
germanischen Verbalflexion. Heidelberg, 1969.
M.Weiers. Die Sprache der Moghol der Provinz Herat in
Afghanistan. Opladen, 1972.

K.B8.Wiklund. Entwurf einer urlappi{schen Lautlehre.
Helsinki, 1896 (=MSFOu 10:1)

Yaztki Azi{ i Afriki I: Xetto-luviyskie yaziki{.
Armyonskiy yazlk. Indoariyskie yaziki. Moskva, 1978.
A.Zaborski. The Verd in Cushitic. Krakdw, 1975.
F.Zorell. Grammatik zur altgeorgischen Bibeliiber-
setzung. Roma, 1930.

= A.N.Zukova. "Alyutorskiy yazlk, YaNSSSR V:294-309.

A.N.Zukova. Grammatika koryakskogo yazika. Leningrad,
1972.
K.Zvelebil. A Sketch of Comparative Dravidian Morpho-

Zvelebil cppP

Iwolanek-Assfalg AGK =

Ltogy. rarc une. Lnhe Hague-P -X.Y., 1377. 41/

= K.Zvelebil. Comparative Dravidign Prenology. The Hague
-P., 1970.

R.Zwolanek, J.Assfalg. Altgecrgische Kurzgram-

matik. Frelburg, 1976,

NOTE IN THE LIST OF REFERENCES

1 I saw one of these manuscripts in the Archives of the Acadeay of
Sclences (Leningrad) and the other in the Saltixov-S&edrin Public
Library (Leningrad) in 1969. I have no access to these manuscripts
now (except for what I managed to copy then), and I do not remember
which of the two manuscripts belongs to which institutfon.

ABBREVIATIONS IN THE LIST OF REFERENCES

DYaMA

HOM

KSI

PhTF I

YaNSSSR III

YaNSSSR V

YaPNS 111

Altkleinasiatische Sprachen. Mit Beitrigen von J.
Friedrich, E.Reiner, A.Kamamenhuber, G.Neumann, A.Heubeck.
(=Handbuch der Orientalistik. 1.Abt.: Der Nahe und dar
Mittlere Osten. 2.Bd.: Katlschriftforschung und alte
Geschichte Vorderasiens. 1.u.2. Abschnitt: Geschichte der
Forschung, Sprach und Literatur. Lief.2: Altkleinasiati-
sche Sprachen). Leiden-Koln, 1969.

Drevnie yazlki Maloy Azii. Sbornik statey. Pod.red.
I1.M.D'yakonova 1 Vya¥.Vs.Ivanova. Moskva, 1980.
Mongollstik. Mit Betftridgen v. N.Poppe, U.Posche, G.Doar-
fer u.a. (= Handbuch der Orientalistik. 1. Abt.: Der Nahe
und der Mittlere Osten. 5.Bd.: Altaistik. 2.Abschnitt:
Mongolisitk. Leiden-Kdln, 1964.

Institut slavyanovedeniya { balkanistiki Akademii nauk
SSSR. Konferenciya po sravnitel ‘no-istorifeskoy gramma-
tike indoevropeyskix yazikov. Predvaritel'nie materfall.
Moskva, 1972.

= Philologiae Turcicee Fundamenta. Ediderunt J.Deny, K.
Grsnbech, H.Scheel, Z.velidi Togan. Tomus primus. Aquis
Mattiacis (=Wiesbaden), 1959.

YazIki narodov SSSR. III: Finno-ugorskie § samodiyskie
yazik{. Moskva, 1966.

Yaziki narodov SSSR. V: Mongol’skie. tunguso-man’d3urskie
t paleoaziatskie yaziki. Leningrad. 1968.

= Yazi{ki { pis’mennost’ narodov Sevaera. Pod red. Ya. A.
Al'kora. Cast' III. Moskva-Leningrad. 1934.
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) Table A ’
{
1 3
’ Independent Gbject pronoun Pranoun in {Postnaminal Postnominal Agentive pronoun (+ affix)
pronoun (+ abject prefix Igenitive possessive pronoun |appositional pron. i
N of bs) (+ suffix) (+ subject suffix) Postverbal Preverbal
.| (post-predicative)
Sing. 1: .
Indo-European | *edH (om) /*ejo! |*m8 - *me, *mene? #emi - *eai / *-m°, Pre-1E *x-7
: P LIE #-g¥ &
Semito-Hamitic |[#’an-3, *ya (< *’yya 7)10 *Qya (>*-ya,*-I)L1| aggy? HEC *-mf 12 evg-13
** an-aku® .
Kartvelian “me (n) /*mil" *m- (prefix) s thy-16
Uralic *mE (= *mi 7),| *min¥ ~ *munV (+ genitive)d? lenle) 18 —my, 12
‘ *minV ~ *munV
{(+ genitive) 17
Proto-Turkic #pj20 *min ~ *bin (+ qen.ttive)21 g 22 *-m, *bi, CT *min 2?
Mongolian spi2% accus. *nama(-yi),|*minu?s *miny > *minu 27 , *bi 298
(7) MM m.(na-ylzs > *miny
Tungusian “pj2? “min-  (+ gen.) 3% amini30 pjdl *bj 32
Gilyak £133 fi- (preverb) %3 A=, *Ain33
"Chukchee- 99-m, *gam-Hv, | wkamch.-mi ‘'me’,|*g3-mn-9n35 .
Kamchadal |®m{3}- (prefix { (7)skamch. ma :
+ px‘ono\xn)“ ‘to me' .
Elamite u < 2py36 un < *hun3’? u-36 ] -k 38 -h 39 ‘ ’ S
Dravidian ‘ye‘u_:"o *yan- (for all obl. cases)*? *.8n/*-eg M -3n/*-eg sl . ‘
Indo-European *tii, Anat,*¢il t(w)B ~ *t(w)e? . aglf) 4 . ‘-ai/‘-ns, {(?) YL Pre-I1E .t-'_'1
Semito-Hamitie "urt‘.!) 8 'ku, m. *xa, ku, m. *ka apfg) 9 HEC *-¢f12 opy- 13
£, ki - *kVm 10 © |, x4~ axvm 1 :
Kartvelian agglh ¢g- (prafix) 15 ? *swen-1" oh- 18
Uralic “tE (= *tl ?), [*tin-~*tun--*tlin~- (+ gen,)37 |e_¢fg) 18 v, 19
*ti/u/tnV 17 » '
Proto~-Turkic 45120 *sin- (+ genitive)?! t-g/a-y, *-n 22 “-n, (?)*s1,7CT *3Xn?3
Mongolian *ti > #3{2% *tima(yi)26 *tinu 25 stinu > *dinu 27 . oti >e3:28
Tungusian *gi 29 *sin- (« gen.) 30 |egip;30 *si3t : egi32
Gilyak thi €8~ (preverp) 33 [gh., ghin33
Chukchee-Kamch, .93-6,‘93(6-H\V ?SKamch, cu ‘te, ‘ga-n—Vn,'35 ’
?EKamch. vya®* | eipir3® S
Elamite | nu 38 nun 37 - -t 38 -t(i) 39
Dravidian “l*n1 ’g\ 40 *nin- (for all obl. cases) %0 *~1/1, P].-Vc"l———"-i/f,?j.-v:;

Brahui -g*}
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