RECENZIJOS

Rick Derksen, Etymological dic-
tionary of the Baltic inherited
lexicon (Leiden Indo-European ety-
mological dictionary series 13), Lei-
den, Boston: Brill, 2015, xii + 684 p.

1. I will allow myself to begin with
a personal note. The dictionary under
review is the Baltic pendant of Derk-
sen’s (D.) Etymological dictionary of the
Slavic inherited lexicon (2008). Both dic-
tionaries have been produced following
the same principles and, accordingly,
the criticism that applies to one of them
to a large degree applies to the other as
well. My first impression of the Slavic
dictionary was not good: missing mate-
rial, missing evidence, extreme Leiden
dogmatism, very poor representation of
the secondary literature, almost non-
existent discussion of the etymologies.
Over the years my judgment has not be-
come better, but at the same time I have
consulted it continuously, for extended
periods every day. What is the reason for
this paradox? It cannot just be that D’s
dictionary filled a gap in the literature.
The Stownik prastowiariski seems to have
reached a dead end with the 8" volume
(2001), having covered about one third
of the material, but the publication of
the Etimologiceskij slovar’ slavjanskix ja-
zykov continues at a steady pace and by
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now (volume 39, 2014) covers about two
thirds of the Slavic lexicon. The need for
a “complete” etymological dictionary of
Slavic was certainly there, but material
missing in ESS] could anyway be re-
covered from etymological dictionaries
of the modern languages like Vasmer
(1953-1958, a widely used classic) or
Bezlaj (1976-2007, more up to date
from the viewpoint of Indo-European
linguistics). I believe there are several
reasons why D’s Slavic dictionary is use-
ful in spite of its shortcomings:

First, it is the only etymological dic-
tionary of Slavic that takes accentol-
ogy systematically into account. This is
a most important achievement in view
of the importance that Balto-Slavic ac-
centology has acquired during the last
decades. D’s notation of the Proto-Slavic
accents reflects the views of the Leiden
school and is thus slightly idiosyncratic,
but inasmuch as he regularly gives the
Accentual Paradigm of most words Lei-
den’s notations can be easily translated
into the standard, Moscow-school ones
(see Fecht 2005-2006[2010], 106f. for
the main differences). A more serious
problem is that many words are given
with accentual variants or are simply
left unaccented. This is in part a conse-
quence of the current state of the art of
Slavic accentology, but it also includes
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material for which an Accentual Para-
digm is reconstructed in a reference
book like Dybo (2000) or for which this
could be done using different types of
indirect evidence (as done, for instance,
by Koch 1990, a book absent from D.s
references).

Second, it is up to date from the point
of view of Indo-European linguistics.
True, D. follows very slavishly the views
of Kortlandt and other Leiden scholars,
but at least to the present reviewer it has
proved easier (or, rather, more automat-
ic) to translate Leiden reconstructions
into more standard ones (or, for that
matter, into my own ones) than to do
the same with other Slavic dictionaries
(something that often requires serious
sifting of the data).

Third, the rigid and schematic struc-
ture of the entries makes D’s dictionary
very easy to use. Put it this way, the pres-
entation strategy that has precluded a
more detailed discussion of the evidence
has strongly contributed to its clarity.

Finally, it is written in English. This
may seem a trivial point, but it is not.
Few Indo-Europeanists, I believe, are
fluent enough in Polish or Slovenian
as to make continuous use of Stownik
prastowianski or Bezlaj, but this is not
the main point (on occasion you will
make the effort). English has become
the lingua franca of science and it is my
impression that few non-native speak-
ers do now write their articles in Ger-
man or French — but they do write them
in English. By own experience I can tell
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that it is not always easy to come up with
appropriate English translations of Bal-
tic and Slavic words, especially when it
comes down to dialectal or rare material.
From this practical point of view D.s dic-
tionary is truly helpful.

2. Turning back to D.s Baltic diction-
ary, the situation of Baltic etymology is
now very different from that of, say, 20
years ago. Fraenkel’s Litauisches ety-
mologisches Warterbuch (1962-1965) is
completely out of date from an Indo-
European perspective. Even the Baltic
data have to be seriously resifted and,
on occasion, corrected. It nevertheless
remains unsurpassed as the main refer-
ence tool for Baltic etymology. In 2007
Smoczynskis Stownik etymologiczny
jezyka litewskiego appeared. It is bet-
ter organized than Fraenkel’s diction-
ary (the basic principle is ablaut, words
are grouped in microfamilies), and it
contains some methodological improve-
ments: normal inclusion of the laryngeal
theory, avoidance of root-enlargements,
preference for inner-Baltic accounts over
hazardous extra-Baltic comparisons. But
Smoczynski’s dictionary is not as com-
prehensive as Fraenkel’s, non-Lithuanian
material is very poorly represented (in-
cluding Latvian!), there is very little ety-
mological discussion, and even the han-
dling of the Lithuanian data could have
been better (the Accentual Paradigm is
rarely given, very poorly represented
dialectal material is mixed up with com-
mon forms, etc.). The main handicap,
however, is that it contains no references



to the secondary literature and that it
abounds in very personal, but frequently
unsatisfactory proposals by Smoczynski.
Put it otherwise, what we have is the
“personal” dictionary of one of the lead-
ing authorities in the field. I'm sure most
colleagues, like the present reviewer, are
happy to have it, but it cannot be recom-
mended as a reference book for non-spe-
cialists (I refer to Petit 2013 for a more
detailed assessment). 2015 has turned
out to be an annus mirabilis for Baltic
etymology. In addition to D’s dictionary,
an Altlitauisches etymologisches Worter-
buch in 3 volumes by Wolfgang Hock et
al. should appear very soon. For obvious
reasons they do not try to be exhaustive
and will thus not replace Fraenkel.

The list of tools for Lithuanian can
easily be extended with books like Saba-
liauskas (1990) or Palionis (2004),
not to mention many other monographs,
dialectal dictionaries, and works on old
texts, but by far the major improvement
has been the completion of the Lietuviy
kalbos Zodynas (1941-2002, 20 vol.).
This colossal work (also available in
the internet: http://www.lkz.1t/) is well
known for its exhaustiveness and faith-
fulness to the data and puts the study of
the Lithuanian lexicon in unusually firm
grounds. It contains mistakes, both in
the lemmata and in the classification of
the data, but these can usually be cor-
rected with the information provided by
the LKZ itself.

The situation of the other Baltic lan-
guages is different. Old Prussian presents

well known problems of its own. The
etymological dictionaries of Toporov
(1975-1990, covering about one half
of the lexicon) and Maziulis (1988—
1997) are out of date from an Indo-Eu-
ropean perspective and, often, somewhat
idiosyncratic. They nevertheless provide
a good starting point. Maziulis’ diction-
ary has been recently reedited with some
corrections and, more importantly, bib-
liographical additions (Maziulis 2013,
also available in the internet: http://
For
we are basically stuck in Endzelin’s ep-
och-making MFE (1923-1932) and EH
(1934-1946), which provide a wealth of
secure data, but are not even remotely
as exhaustive as the LKZ. Endzelin’s

etymological notes in ME are the best

www.prusistika.flf.vu.1t/). Latvian

we have for Latvian etymology. Karu-
lis’ Latviesu etimologijas vardnica (1992)
is in many respects the work of an ama-
teur and hardly meets normal scholarly
standards. It does, however, supply some
references, mostly to Eastern European
sources that are likely to pass unnoticed
to Western scholars. A good etymologi-
cal dictionary of Latvian is probably the
main desideratum of Baltic etymology
today.

3. The need for a dictionary like D’s
is self-evident from what has just been
said. The last etymological dictionary
focusing on the inherited Proto-Balt[o-
Slav]ic lexicon was Trautmann (1923),
which is excellent, but not very detailed
and needless to say out of date. In a sense,
D’s etymological dictionaries of Slavic
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and Baltic can be seen as a two-volume
version of what Trautmann included in
a single volume (Trautmann’s policy to
include securely inherited material at-
tested only in one of both branches has
often been criticized, but I find it en-
tirely coherent with a serious approach
to Balto-Slavic unity). The strong points
of the Baltic dictionary are predictably
the same as those of its Slavic compan-
ion: focus on accentology, systematic
comparison with Slavic, clarity of pres-
entation, and, finally, the fact that it is
written in English (many of the primary
reference tools are written in languages
most Indo-Europeanists are unlikely to
be fluent in).

The structure of the FEtymological
Dictionary of the Baltic Inherited Lexicon
is more or less standard: Preface and Ab-
breviations (vii-xi), Introduction (1-39,
mostly concerned with Balto-Slavic ac-
centology within the framework of the
Leiden school), the Dictionary (43—
567), References (569-593), Word Indi-
ces (595-684). The Dictionary proper is
divided into three parts: material found
in Lithuanian plus minus Latvian and
Old Prussian (43-525), material found
in Latvian plus minus Old Prussian, but
not in Lithuanian (526-554), material
found only in Old Prussian (555-567).
The lemmata are structured as follows:

1) Heading: a given Lithuanian (viz.

Latvian, Old Prussian) word with-
out accent marks and meaning;

2) Baltic evidence in this order: Lith-
Old Prussian,

uanian, Latvian,

with meaning, full paradigm (in

the case of verbs), Accentual Par-

adigm, and dialectal variants (es-
pecially regarding intonations);

3) Balto-Slavic root or word recon-
struction;

4) Proto-Slavic reconstruction;

5) Slavic evidence, organized as in
(and obviously excerpted from)
D’s Slavic dictionary: (O)CS, East
Slavic, West Slavic, South Slavic;

6) Proto-Indo-European root or

word;

7) (short) list of cognates in other

Indo-European languages;

8) commentary.

Any of points 3) to 8) may be missing
depending on the word under considera-
tion. In general terms, there is a little bit
more of commentary in this dictionary
than in the Slavic one. I haven’t looked
for typographic errors, but they certainly
occur.

In what follows I will present some
critical remarks following more or less
the structure of the book and of the lem-
mata.

4. As already mentioned, the main
body of the Introduction (5-28) is devot-
ed to an exposition of Baltic and Balto-
Slavic accentology as understood by the
Leiden school, which in this field may
equally well be called Kortlandt’s school.
Large portions of it are copied almost
verbatim from earlier surveys by D. (e.g.
Derksen 2004). Work by other schol-
ars is occasionally mentioned, but not
discussed. Considering the difficulty of



the field and the fact that D’s dictionary
is mostly concerned with accentology,
such an inordinate attention is perhaps
defensible. I am not certain, however,
whether non-specialists will actually ob-
tain a clear picture. D. briefly informs
the reader about some other Leiden po-
sitions (no PIE phoneme */a/, etc., 14),
and devotes some more space to discuss
the fate of the neuter o-stems (23f.) and
the notion of substratum borrowings that
he applies (27f.). All this is not without
interest, but one gets the impression that
D. has decided to discuss only those top-
ics he is personally interested in. A sober
exposition of the sound laws from PIE to
the Baltic languages, for instance, would
have been more useful.

The rest of the Introduction (1-4,
28-39) is precisely this: a brief presenta-
tion of the Baltic languages, of the main
tools for the study of their lexicon, and of
the structure of the lemmata (although,
symptomatically, Slavic gets more space
than Baltic and the rest of Indo-Euro-
pean taken together!). It is generally ad-
equate. More attention could have been
devoted to the Lithuanian and Latvian
old texts, both in the Introduction and
in the dictionary, but at least for Lithu-
anian this gap should be covered by the
Altlitauisches etymologisches Wérterbuch
of Hock et al. D/s list of Old Prussian
texts (39) does not yet include the last
finding: a three-line trace from Crete
edited by Kessler
(2013) and satisfactorily interpreted by
LemeSkin (2014a; 2014b). Among

and Mossman

the many missing references I would
mention Rinkevic¢ius’ comprehensive
study of the Old Prussian accent (2009)
and Sinkanas’study of Old Lithuanian
accent marking (2010), if only because
they have a particular bearing on D’s dic-
tionary.

5. Turning now to the Dictionary
proper, the notion of “Inherited Lexicon”
is not self-evident and D.s few observa-
tions in the Introduction (1) do not help
clarifying how the material was selected.
As far as I can see, it may be understood
in two different ways: i) lexicon inherited
from PIE, “Northern Indo-European”,
or Balto-Slavic, ii) Baltic lexicon that
is not recent on internal grounds (i.e.,
excluding borrowings, onomatopoeias,
and secondary derivatives), regardless
of whether it has a known etymology or
not.

Running through this dictionary my
impression is that D. has gone for the
first option, but that he has done this
in an unsystematic way and that the
amount of missing material is prob-
ably huge. In order to test this impres-
sion I checked the corpus of Lithuanian
ia-presents with acute intonation and
circumflex/acute tone variation that I
studied in Villanueva Svensson
2014. This choice was dictated by the
fact that in this case we have a corpus
that is limited enough as to be control-
lable (some 300 verbs, more than half of
which immediately fall out of considera-
tion for one or another reason and thus
leave us with some 130-140 items) and
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at the same time large enough as to yield
The
picture obtained.' Most of the evidence

some generalizations. following
that does not have a traditional etymol-
ogy is not found in D. I have counted
some 25 examples: fiezti “beat, peel,
rub”, dauzti/datizti “strike; cleave”, érgti
“peel; beat”, griezti/griézti “grind, grit”,
kléisti “waste”, knéibti/kneibti “pinch”,
knidusti(s)/kniatisti(s) “rummage”, krop-
ti “deceive”, 168ti/163ti “recline; play”,
nidauktis/niatiktis “grow cloudy”, skléis-
ti/skleisti skr(i)osti/ skr(i)osti

“cleave, dissect”, skuosti/skudsti “run”,

“spread”,

skystis “complain”, smdugti “strangle”,
smélkti/smelkti staugti/
“howl”, “fling,
throw”, Sidusti “tousle, ruffle”, Sméizti/

“ache, sting”,

statigti svlesti/ sviésti
Smeizti “calumniate, smear”, térpti/terpti
“put in, insert”, Znidugti/Zniatigti “clutch,
press, bind” At least part of this mate-
rial is composed of well-established Baltic
word families that do not look recent on
internal grounds (e.g. dauzti/daiizti) and
could thus have merited a place in the dic-
tionary. One may suspect that D. has ap-
plied a strict understanding of “inherited
lexicon”, but this cannot be true because
he includes some words without good
extra-Baltic etymology: brézti “draw,
scratch”, dyzti “flay, bark; beat”, drozti
“plane, sharpen”, kéikti “scold”, miegti/

' For reasons of space in this review I
give only one (unmarked) Lithuanian word
for what is often a large (Baltic) word fam-
ily. Similarly, I usually give only the Proto-
Slavic reconstruction when dealing with
Slavic material.
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miégti “ache, strike”, skélbti/skelbti “an-
nounce, proclaim”, slégti/slégti “press,
weigh down”, sriegti/sriégti “screw up;
thread”, triesti/triésti “suffer from diar-
rhea” There seem to be various reasons
for this. In the case of brézti D. (102)
gives an attractive comparison with Lat.
frango, -ere, Go. brikan “break” that I had
not seen before (no references are provid-
ed). The semantic side of the equation,
however, is problematic. In the case of
dyzti, kéikti, miegti/miégti, skélbti/skelbti,
slégti/slégti,
earlier etymological proposals, which in

triesti/triésti  D. discusses
most cases seem to be viewed with (cor-
rect) skepticism (though D’s discussion is
usually inconclusive). The criterion that
emerges is that D. has included items for
which an etymology has been proposed,
even in cases where he considers it dubi-
ous, but has excluded items without an
etymology worth of discussion. Yet this
cannot be the whole story. For drézti and
sriegti/sriégti (both traditionally opaque)
no extra-Baltic discussion is provided, so
that it is unclear why they have been in-
cluded. Much more damaging is the fact
that a large number of items are miss-
ing for which an etymology has been
proposed and in many cases may confi-
dently be qualified as traditional or stand-
ard: cidupti/ciaiipti “compress one’s lips;
press together; seize”, tipti “perch” (: Go.
piufs “thief”), gniauzti “clutch, compress”
(: Germ. Knocke “bundle of flax”), kdisti
“scrape”, OPr. coestue “brush” (: Sl
*césta “road”), k6sti “strain, filter” (: SI.

*kdSa “grain; porridge™), plésti/plésti



“tear” (: ON fla “flay”), ptosti/puésti
“adorn, decorate” (: ON fggja “clean”),
réiksti “mean, signify”, raiSkus “clear”
(: OCS résnv “true”), r(i)ikti “roar”
(: OCS rykati, OHG ruhen “roar”),
rucsti/ruésti “prepare”, ruséti “be ac-
tive, agile” (: S1. *ryxlv “quick”), sprdusti
“squeeze” (: OE spreotan, OHG spriozan
“sprout”), stiébti “grow up, rise”, stie-
bas AP 1/3 “stem, stalk” (: Gk. otelfow
“tread”), traukti “pull, draw” (: ON priiga
“press”), veéngti/venigti “avoid” (: OHG
winken “blink™), vézti/vézti “shut, close;
cover” (: Lat. uagina “sheath, vagina”),
zdisti/zaisti “play” (: Go. gaits “goat”,
Lat. haedus “young goat-buck™), Zébti/
Zébti “eat” (: OCS zobati, zobljp “peck”).
Part of this material is doubtful and most
of it consists of comparisons between
just two branches, but if items like kéikti
or miegti/miégti where discussed it is dif-
ficult to understand why these have been
excluded. Finally — and surprisingly —
some well-established etymologies are
missing as well: pérsti “fart” (*perd-, LIV,
4731.), remti/rémti “support” (*hjrem-,
LIV, 252f.), répti/répti “take, embrace”
(*(hyrep-, LIV, 507), ré3ti/rézti “cut”
(*ureh;g-, LIV, 698).

The number of omissions can easily
be enlarged. Every active Balticist will
quickly make up a list by just reading
across the dictionary (I will present be-
low some of the ones I noted). The es-
sential point is anyway clear. As far as
the representation of the lexicon is con-
cerned, D’s dictionary is incomplete and
inconsistent.

6. We can now turn to the evidence
that actually made it into the dictionary.
I will first deal with the Baltic evidence
(without taking into consideration, for
the moment, extra-Baltic etymology) to
move later to the Slavic and Indo-Euro-
pean material and to etymology proper.

To begin with the Heading, it is just
a Lithuanian, Latvian or Old Prussian
word without accent marks and mean-
ing, with the result that the dictionary
is divided into three sections of unequal
length. This seems an unhappy decision
to me, as it wouldn’t have been too dif-
ficult to unite the three parts in a single
dictionary, eventually adding Latv. viz.
OPr. in words not attested in Lithuanian.
The lack of proper Proto-Baltic recon-
structions is truly regrettable. In this
case, however, it is not D. who is to be
blamed for such a surprising omission,
but the field itself. The reality is that
concrete reconstructions of Proto-Baltic
forms are hardly ever attempted in the
literature. This, to be sure, is much more
difficult for Proto-Baltic than for Proto-
Slavic or Proto-Germanic. In addition to
the strong disbalance between the West
and East Baltic material, Proto-Baltic is
a much older Proto-language and such
an enterprise would have required diffi-
cult decisions on many issues (e.g. the
development of *éu) and almost pio-
neering work on others (e.g. ablaut and
accentual curves of the verb). In a sense,
D’s dictionary is a missed opportunity,
as Kortlandt’s detailed relative chronolo-
gies offered him a framework that other
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scholars could later discuss. But, I insist,
no scholar with some experience on this
matter will blame D. for not undertaking
such a painstaking task.

The dictionary is organized around
words, not word-families. I suppose this
is inescapable in dictionaries of Proto-
languages. The main question, of course,
is which words of a given word family
to include and which to exclude. As in
the case of the lexicon itself (§ 5), there
is no easy answer and D’s policy is no-
where made explicit. The result is that
it is not clear why some items have been
included while others are absent from
the dictionary (in checking the acute
and circumflex/acute ia-presents above
I counted as included some primary ia-
presents that were absent from the dic-
tionary, but where at least some other
word of the family was included — so
that the primary verb can be easily re-
trieved if that word is checked in Fraen-
kel or Smoczynski). To give just a couple
of examples, the inclusion of barzdodtas
“bearded” beside barzda “beard” (82) is
no doubt due to the perennial compari-
son with Sl. *borddtv, Lat. barbatus. This
is reasonable enough, but one should
have added that barzddtas is entirely
predicted within Lithuanian and thus of
almost no probative value (the fact that
Latvian has bar(z)dains “bearded” only
strengthens the skepticism). Beside naktis
“night” (327f.), however, nakvéti “spend
the night” (< *naktvéti) is not men-
tioned, in spite of the fact that the -v- of
*nak-t-v-6ti cannot be generated within
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Baltic and that nakvéti has an obvious
interest when put in line with other
evidence pointing to a u-stem *nok“t-u-
vel sim. (dossier in Widmer 2008,
623f., without Lith. nakvdti). The list of
inconsistencies of one or another sort
can be enlarged almost ad libitum.

One of the truly positive aspects of
this dictionary is that D. regularly gives
the (dialectal) variants of most words,
thus providing more information on ac-
centology and morphology than is found
in other etymological dictionaries. This,
to be true, was an easy task, as all one
had to do was to extract the relevant
information from LKZ, ME and EH.
Professional Balticists that were used to
routinely consult these sources will not
get anything new, but Indo-European-
ists will. The next question, of course,
is what to do with the wealth of variants
provided in the dictionary. In some cases
the variation still awaits a proper expla-
nation, but in many others we positively
know that a given variant is recent and
can thus be safely ignored for etymo-
logical purposes. Unfortunately, D. does
very little to inform the reader about
which variants are potentially interesting
in a historical perspective and which are
known innovations. Ds general policy
for Lithuanian has been to put the form
of the DLKZ (the standard normative
dictionary of contemporary Lithuanian)
in the heading, adding variants from the
LKZ after it. This would be reasonable
for an etymological dictionary of Lithu-
anian, but less so for a dictionary of the



Baltic inherited lexicon. To give an ex-
ample, D. gives complete paradigms for
almost all verbs. Since the preterit stem
is predictable in Baltic, one may wonder
whether this was actually necessary ex-
cept in cases where the preterit stem is
unexpected and thus potentially relevant
from a historical perspective, but I sup-
pose it is better to err on inclusion that
on exclusion here. Now, there are several
groups of verb in which the é-preterit is
known to be a comparatively recent de-
velopment of part of the Lithuanian area
(cf. Schmid 1966). In the case of verbs
like bdrti “scold”, kdlti “forge”, malti
“grind” the e-preterit bdreé, kalé, malé be-
longs in the standard language and is the
one found in the dictionary. Dial. pret.
kdlo is included as a variant of kdlé, but
not (the older!) baro, mdlo. The case of
zero-grade verbs like brukti “poke into”,
lipti “climb”, lupti “peel”, musti “beat”,
risti “roll”, risti “tie” was easier, as here
the e-preterit is an East Lithuanian in-
novation that does not belong in the
standard language. One thus finds the
older a-preterit bruko, lipo, lupo, rito,
rio in the first place in the dictionary.
Dial. pret. lupé, risé are mentioned, but
not bruké, lipé. In the case of risti D. has
mixed two separate dialectal innovations
(pret. rité, rare pres. refita) into a non-
existent paradigm risti, refita, rité beside
standard risti, rita, rito. Finally, in the
case of musti the e-preterit musé belongs
in the standard language and is the one
found in the dictionary, but the variant
muso is not mentioned. Surprisingly, D.

does not quote é-preterit variants in Lat-
vian dialects, in spite of the fact that this
information could be easily taken from
Endzelin 1923. The “new” verb “risti,
refita, rité” is not the only case in which
D’s arrangement of the data has given
rise to a gross mistake. I give some other
examples:

bijoti “fear”: “Latv. bijat, 1sg pres.
bijaju; bitiés” (89) — inf. bitiés (pres. bis-
tuds) is of course not a variant, but a
secondary inchoative of bijdt;

ieskoti “look for”: “Lith. ieSkoti [ie,
ie], 3 pres. ieSko, 3 pret. ieSkojo” (197) —
what is meant is that we have ieskdti,
iesko, ieskéjo beside older ieskoti, iesko,
ieSkojo, not that feskojo is the only pret-
erit of this verb. Oddly, OLith. 1 sg.
pres. ieSku is not mentioned;

mélzti “milk”: “Lith. mélzt, mélZia,
mélzeé; var. milzti, mélzia, milZo” (310) —
the variant milzti, mélZia, milZo perhaps
exists, but is vanishingly rare. The nor-
mal (and older) variant is milZti, mélza,
milZo (D. has no doubt been led astray
by the entry of the LKZ, but a quick
look at the actual text would have put
him immediately in the right direction).

The list of variants that are record-
ed, but not addressed is very large. One
sometimes finds some comments on
tone variants and/or on variation of Ac-
centual Paradigms (which are very com-
mon), but for the most part the inter-
pretation of the Baltic facts is left to the
reader alone. In brief, while recogniz-
ing that exhaustiveness in the presenta-
tion of the data is an important goal in
and of itself, Ds presentation strategy is
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unlikely to help non-specialists and on
occasion may actually misinform them.
The end result would have been better
if D. would have envisaged some type of
notational system of a more explanatory
nature, e.g. “Lith. mdlti, pres. mala, pret.
dial. malo (> standard malé)”, “Lith.
brukti, bruka, bruko (> dial bruké)”, or
“AP 2(>4)” in cases where we are deal-
ing with the spread of mobility that char-
acterizes most Lithuanian dialects.

7. As already observed, a positive
aspect of D.s dictionaries of Baltic and
Slavic is the systematic attention to the
facts of the other branch and, to a lesser
degree, to the reconstruction of Balto-
Slavic etyma. The coverage of the other
branch is more exhaustive in the Baltic
dictionary than in the Slavic one, as the
Slavic material is copied almost verba-
tim from the Slavic dictionary. I'm not
sure whether this was really necessary
(a reconstruction of the Proto-Slavic
form and a representative sample of con-
tinuants would have sufficed), especially
considering the fact that the Slavic en-
tries themselves have obviously not been
subject to a major revision. As a result,
the positive and negative aspects of D’s
handling of the Slavic evidence (most
of them duly pointed out by the review-
ers, e.g. Holzer 2010; Fecht 2005-
2006[2010]; Bichlmeier 2011) remain
the same in both dictionaries.

A different (and, for present purpos-
es, more important) question is whether
the Balto-Slavic comparisons themselves
have been improved and the answer is
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that they have, but only very moderate-
ly. T have checked the letter D in both
dictionaries and found the following pic-
ture. Most of the Balto-Slavic compari-
sons predictably remain. The comment
(if any) is usually the same as in the Slav-
ic dictionary (which sometimes focuses
exclusively on inner-Slavic issues!), with
a few additions and, more rarely, a new,
inner-Baltic comment. There are a cou-
ple of additions (*dolba “groove, etc.”
~ ddlba “lever”, *détv “doing” [OCS
“egg
laying”, both to word families that were

blagodéte “benefaction™] ~ détis

already present in the dictionary) and a
couple of deleted items (*drokv “time
when cattle are restless, etc.” ~ drakas
“noise, agitation”, *drociti “stimulate, ir-
ritate” ~ Latv. dracit “scold”, *durv “shy,
wild” ~ OPr. nom. pl. duarai “shy”). In
other cases the Slavic comparandum has
been dropped — usually for good reasons,
as the Slavic and Baltic items are incom-
patible if the focus was on direct word
equations (*duxdti, *dvoxdti ~ dvésti,
“breathe, blow”, *duti “blow”

~ duja “drizzle, mist”, *dvlti “hollow,

dvésia

chisel” ~ dilbti “lower, cast down (intr.)”,
*derngti “rub” ~ dirgti, -sta “become
weak”, *dvrzati “dare” ~ drjsti, -sta “id”).
The reason behind these deletions is not
commented upon. The etymology prop-
er has been improved in *debelv “fat”,
*dobl'v “strong” ~ Latv. depsis “small,
fat boy”, dabl§ “luxuriant” (following
Kroonen 2013, 89) and *dvors “court-
yard” ~ dvdras “estate” (quoting Lat. fo-
rum “market-place” instead of the root



noun Av. duuar- “door”), but the many
oddities that characterize the Slavic dic-
tionary usually remain in the Baltic one.
Some equations are hard to understand
without some type of comment, which
we usually do not find: *dgglv “healthy,
strong” (only Ru. dial. djdglyj!) ~ Latv.
derikts (morphology?), *diriti “look for”
(only Bulg. dirja!) ~ dyréti, dyri “watch
(for), stare” (morphology?), *déine
“palm of the hand” ~ deélna(s) “id.” (root
vocalism?), *délge “long” ~ ilgas “id.”
(missing d-?), *dergati “pull, etc” ~
dirginti “irritate” (morphology?), *dorzv
“bold” ~ drgsus “courageous” (root vo-
calism, nasal, Sl. z?). The accent position
of *dévery ~ dieveris “husband’s brother”
and *dymv ~ diimai “smoke” is correct-
ly attributed to Hirt’s law in the Slavic
dictionary, but this information is miss-
ing in the Baltic one. *danv “tribute” ~
dudnis, donis “id.”, *déla “because of” ~
dél “id” are present in both dictionar-
ies, in spite of the fact that D. considers
them Slavic borrowings in Baltic. Errors
of the Slavic dictionary usually persist
in this one: *davdti “give (iter.)” ~ Latv.
davat “id” (*davdti is an inner-Slavic
replacement of *dajdti, thus implying
that Latv. ddavdt must have been built
to the exclusively Baltic preterit stem
*dave), *derti, *dbrg “tear” (AP c, not b,
cf. Dybo 2000, 267) ~ Zem. dérti, déra
“id” (a Zemaitian inf. “dérti” does not
exist; the Northern Zem. pres. déra [inf.
dirti] is innovated), *dordti, *dero “tear,
flay” ~ dirti, -ia (NZem. déra) (D’s inac-
curate presentation of the data gives the

impression that the two Slavic primary
verbs have direct correspondents in Bal-
tic; this is false), *dgti, *dvmg “blow” ~
dumti, -ia “id.” (not from B1.-S1. “*dom?-;
*dumr-" < PIE “*dh(o)mH—”; the root is
*d"meH- [LIV, 153], so that only zero-
grade *dum- < *d"mH- is possible).

The discussion of problematic re-
constructions could be extended, but
for present purposes it will be enough
to note that the Slavic and Balto-Slavic
sections have experienced only minimal
changes in this dictionary. D’s Balto-
Slavic “reconstructions”, incidentally,
are no more than a projection of the ma-
terial of the Baltic and/or Slavic daughter
languages rewritten in the phonological
system that the Leiden school attributes
to Proto-Balto-Slavic. The main differ-
ence vis-a-vis more traditional recon-
structions is the assumption of a glottal
stop 7 where other scholars would recon-
struct an acute (glottalized?) long vowel
(e.g. *gol?wa? for *gol'ua vel sim.). T will
thus not comment on this section of the
dictionary. The proper reconstruction of
Proto-Balto-Slavic etyma and paradigms
(as of Proto-Baltic forms!) remains an
important task for the future.

8. Whereas the coverage of the Bal-
tic and Slavic material is relatively ex-
haustive for the words included in the
dictionary, the evidence from other
Indo-European languages is of a purely
illustrative nature and usually includes a
very small number of items. For more
information readers will thus have to
consult the etymological dictionaries of
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the different languages as well as stand-
ard tools like LIV or IEW. There is noth-
ing particularly blameworthy with such a
strategy, which I suspect is almost una-
voidable if one tries to produce an ety-
mological dictionary of a given language
within a limited period of time. Perhaps
more reprehensible is the fact that the
like the Balto-
Slavic ones, are often just a projection of

PIE reconstructions,

the Baltic and Slavic forms. I believe it
would have been better to simply iden-
tify the root in the traditional way un-
less the reconstruction of the PIE word
is fairly certain.

As for D’s discussions at the end of
the entries, it would have been reasonable
to systematically separate three different
levels (Baltic, Balto-Slavic, Indo-Europe-
an), yet this is not what we find. In point
of fact they constitute a rather hetero-
geneous lot focusing on two main areas:
a) accentology (including intonations),
b) words of problematic etymology. The
result is that the commentary is strongly
inner-Baltic (viz. inner-Balto-Slavic) ori-
ented (thus paying less attention to the
development from PIE to Baltic than one
would expect in an etymological diction-
ary of the inherited lexicon), but even
here tends to neglect entire areas like
morphology or semantics.

Items with a standard PIE etymol-
ogy require little treatment and this is
what we usually find, but the fact that
the PIE pedigree is clear doesn’t mean
that the Baltic and Slavic facts do not
require some type of comment. Thus,
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readers may be interested to know why
the ablaut of dial. milzti, mélza “milk”
(not milzti, mélzia, pace D., see above
§ 6) is exactly the opposite to that of Sl.
*mélzti, *mdlz¢ (from the root athematic
present *homélg-ti/*homlg-énti “milk”,
LIV, 280f.), how does kulti, -ia “thresh”
relate to kalti, kala “forge”, Sl. *kdlti,
*koljo “stab, sting” (to observe that kulti
“is in an apophonic relationship with
kalti” [263] is not an explanation), or
how do sdpnas “dream” and Sl. *s»no
“sleep, dream” relate to each other and
to the extra-Balto-Slavic evidence (D.s
observation that “it is very difficult to
reconstruct a Balto-Slavic proto-form”
[389] simply states the obvious) and why
was the u of *suop-no- lost in sapnas,
but not in other words (a problem not
even mentioned by D.). One cannot ex-
pect the author of an etymological dic-
tionary to solve these problems, but one
may reasonable demand that the issues
are at least properly identified with, ide-
ally, some comment and, most impor-
tantly, some references. The problem of
the “missing literature” is particularly
dramatic in this dictionary and will be
treated separately (§ 9).

One of the recurrent problems with
the whole series of Leiden etymological
dictionaries is the (predictable) strong
adherence to the doctrines of the Leiden
school, something that predetermines
the way they handle the evidence. This
is in a sense unavoidable. What is really
damaging is that alternative views are for
the most part simply left unmentioned



and thus hidden from the reader. I re-
fer to Vine 2012, 21ff. for a clear dis-
cussion of this issue. All this will cause
no serious difficulties to specialists, but
it misinforms Balticists and Slavicists
without a profound knowledge of Indo-
European comparative linguistics. In ad-
dition, a good knowledge of Baltic his-
torical grammar and Balto-Slavic accen-
tology is rare among Indo-Europeanists.
Since D’s dictionary is mostly concerned
with accentology and the commentary
is strongly biased towards Kortlandt’s
views, Indo-Europeanists will also be
misinformed on many issues (for in-
stance, whether the Baltic internal evi-
dence demands a laryngeal or not).

To give just an example, the term
vrddhi is almost never used in this dic-
tionary. I have looked for potential cases
and found it only s.v. vdrna “crow” and
vilké “she-wolf ”, being dismissed in both
cases. There are two reasons behind this
omission. First, the Leiden school does
not believe in vrddhi as a regular deri-
vational process outside of Indo-Iranian
and Germanic (cf. Beekes 2011, 181f.).
Second, in Balto-Slavic studies ovrddhi
has frequently (but not exclusively) been
used to explain the acute intonation of
some words, which stands in direct con-
flict with Kortlandt’s theory that inher-
ited long vowels regularly received cir-
cumflex intonation (Kortlandt 1985;
see Villanueva Svensson 2011 and
Pronk 2012 for the modern terms of
the debate). Yet the fact that D. does
not mention vrddhi does not mean that

it has not been used as an explanatory
device in Baltic word-formation. It will
be enough to mention here that vrddhi
is frequently applied in Smoczynski’s
2007 dictionary, e.g. s.v. béras “bay”,
bérzas “birch”, daiisos “breath”, derva
“resin”, diena “day”, diévas “god”, drevé
“hollow of a tree”, jdunas “young”,
“cow”, lerigvas
“light”, naiijas “new”, péda “foot”, stirna

«

jaura/jiira “sea”, kdrvé
roe”, tgvas “thin”, vdrna “crow”, vilké
“she-wolf”, Zéntas “son-in-law”, Ziema
“winter”. Material like this is explained
in different ways by D.: diena and Ziema
are derived from hysterokinetic n- and
m-stems, péda is explained via Winter’s
law, kdrvé and stirna by positing the root
as *kerh,-. For the most part, however, we
are not given a proper alternative expla-
nation. This is not the place to enter into
a detailed discussion of these items or of
vrddhi in Balto-Slavic. The point to stress
is that D’s behavior simply conceals an
interesting avenue of research from both
Balticists and Indo-Europeanists.

9. The last point to be treated in some
detail is strongly related to the previous
one. The amount of missing references
is extremely large, so large that I seri-
ously doubt whether there has been any
attempt to track secondary literature in a
systematic way. This is a pity. Fraenkel’s
dictionary was quite exhaustive in this
respect, but none of the more recent ety-
mological dictionaries of Baltic has even
tried to collect the vast etymological
literature of the post-Fraenkel period.
The result is that much of it (including
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promising etymologies) will simply re-
main unknown to many scholars. The
space devoted to work by Leiden schol-
ars is disproportionally large. Among
the missing monographs directly bear-
ing on the lexicon one can mention
Bammesberger 1973, Eckert 1988,
Smoczynski 2005, or Larsson 2010.
The amount of missing articles is diffi-
cult to calculate.

I give a list of words in which some
important references are missing (some
of them, to be fair, probably appeared
too late to be incorporated into the dic-
tionary). The selection is purely casual
(items I noticed while reading) and does
not even remotely try to be exhaustive:

ardyti, ardo “dismantle”, irti, yra/
irsta “disintegrate, fall to pieces”, etc. —
D. (205) correctly denies LIV’s inclu-
sion of the Balto-Slavic material under
*hoerH- “disintegrate” (LIV, 271f.). 1
miss a reference to Vaillant’s (1966,
416) alternative etymology: from *hser-
“fit” (Gk. dpaplonrw, etc.; LIV, 269f.).
The meaning “disintegrate” would be
decompositional from is-irti vel sim.;

diena “day” — the PIE n-stem mean-
ing “day” probably goes back, in the
last instance, to a locative *di-én “dur-
ing the day”, cf. Rau 2010, 315f. The
concept of “decasuative” derivation
seems never to be applied in this dictio-
nary;

gérvé “crane” — see now Gasio-
rowski 2013 on the name for “crane”;

irStva AP 3 “bear’s den” — the
derivation from PIE *hortko- “bear”
that several authors have proposed is
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needless to say attractive, but not un-
problematic. As for the acute intonation,
one should have mentioned Young’s
(2006) and Pronk’s (2011) idea that
initial *Hi-, *Hu- yielded acute intona-
tion in Balto-Slavic (on which I remain
skeptic);

kélti, -ia “lift, raise” — see Serzant
2008 on the PIE root(s) of this verb;

lasisa “salmon” — the traditional in-
clusion of TB laks “fish” in the set (still
accepted e.g. by Adams 2013, 590)
is probably false, cf. Pinault 2009,
241. Since Osset. leszg “brown trout”
may be a loan word, the well-known
word for “salmon” is now restricted to
the Northern Indo-European languages
alone;

liauti, -ja/-na “stop” — prob-
ably from *leuH- “loosen, untie” (Gk.
Mo “loosen”, etc.; LIV, 417), as per
Smoczynski 2003, 72ff.; 2005, 36,
not from *leh;- “leave” (LIV, 399);

mainas “exchange”, mainyti — see
Vine 1999 on the root *mei-, with
new Latin material;

OLith. pa-niedéti “mock”, Latv.
nidét, -u “hate” — D’s list of cognates
misses the most important one (for
Baltic!): YAv. pres. naismi, naist “in-
sult”, cf. Tremblay 1999;

of(r)us “hasty, fiery” — see Som-
mer 2012, 265ff. on the etymology of
this word;

pieva “meadow” — see Nussbaum
2014, 235f. on its derivational his-
tory;

piétus “dinner” — I miss a reference
to Widmer 2004;

plauti, -ja/-na “wash” — see Fecht
2007 for a solution partially similar to



the root “*

plehsu-" with which D. op-
erates (my own, very different solution
will be presented elsewhere);

sndusti, -dzia “doze” — D. follows
the traditional connection with Gk.
vuotdlon “slumber” See Kolligan
2007 for the possible inclusion of Arm.
mnjem “sleep” in the set (although Kol-
ligan’s root *(s)neud"- is hard to recon-
cile with the Baltic acute);

tarpti, -sta “thrive”, OPr. enterpo
“is useful” — the Prussian verb does not
exist; Lith. tafpti is denominative of tarpa
“thrift”, cf. Smoczynski 2002;

vieSpats  “lord” — see Larsson
2007 on the exact background of this
title;

véldeti/veldéti, véldi “inherit; rule”,
valdyti “rule” — D. (486) follows the tra-
ditional derivation of this Northern IE
family (Go. waldan, OCS wvlasti, vladg
“rule”) from *uelH- “be strong” (LIV,
676f.). See Kiimmel 2000, 472f. for a
superior connection with Ved. vdardhate
“grows” (LIV, 228).

As already mentioned, the amount of
missing material is huge (I suspect that
about one third of the potentially interest-
ing material is not found in this diction-
ary). I give some random examples (in-
cluding not only recent proposals, but also
old ones and fairly standard etymologies):

eiga “motion” — traditionally relat-
ed to Gk. olyopar “go”, Arm. ijanem
“climb”;

griébti, -ia “seize” < *g'reib"-, cf.
Go. greipan “seize”, Gk. yolumtopat
“approach”, as per Kélligan 2011;

liepa “lime-tree” — clearly with
Sl. lipa “id”, which is included in

Derksen 2008, 279 and, pace D., is
still best interpreted as a vrddhi deriva-
tive of *leip- “smear”;

OLith. pa-médéti, pa-mémi, Latv.
médit “imitate, ape”, probably from
*med- “measure” (LIV, 423), as per
Villanueva Svensson 2006;

nitoma “lease, rent” — traditionally
derived from PIE *nom-ehs- (vel sim.),
cf. denom. Gk. vopdw “handle, wield”
(see Villanueva Svensson 2012-
13, 50f. for the morphology). Even if
the connection with vopdw is not ac-
cepted (see Pronk 2012, 218 for an
alternative account), ORu. nams “in-
terest” (cf. Patri 2001, 291ff.) implies
that niioma is at least of Balto-Slavic
date;

pirsti, pefSa “propose as wife/hus-
band” — traditionally derived from
*prek- “ask” (Lith. prasyti, etc.; LIV,
490f.);

OLith. pdséti, posa “worship” <
*peh,-s- (LIV, 460), cf. OCS pasti,
paso “pasture”, Hitt. pahhs- “protect”,
as per Karalitinas 1972;

pusé “half” — probably with TB
posiya “wall”, as per Fraenkel 1932,
229; Adams 2013, 435 (thanks to
Alexander Nikolaev for bringing this
word to my attention);

skasti, skafita “spring, hop” — tradi-
tionally related to Lat. scato, -ere “gush
forth”;

status “steep, upright”, stdacias “up-
right, standing”, statyti “build” — stand-
ardly derived from (pre-)Bl. *statas <
*sthy-t6- (: Ved. sthitd-, Lat. status).
This example falsifies D.s claim that
laryngeals were not vocalized between
consonants in Balto-Slavic (293);
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tapti, tarmpa “become” — with tep-
ti, tépa “smear” (*tep-, LIV, 630), cf.
Stang 1952;

tudkti, -ia “marry” < caus. *tok"-
éie/o- (*tek”- “flow”, LIV, 6201.), as
per Klingenschmitt 2008, 194ff.;

voras “spider” < *uaro- (*(H)uehs-
ro-), cf. Lat. uarus “bent outwards,
bow-legged”, as per Witczak 2006.

10. The conclusion of this review
is clear. From every point of view one
may desire to judge it D’s dictionary falls
very short from being a good Etymo-
logical Dictionary of the Baltic Inherited
Lexicon. Will it be useful in spite of its
shortcomings? I suppose it will — for the
same reasons as D’s Slavic dictionary. In
a review it is difficult not to highlight
the problematic aspects of a book, but
some entries are up-to-date (e.g. auka
“sacrifice, offering”, duksas “gold”, pulti
“fall”, fosvis “father-in-law”), interest-
ing observations are not lacking (for
example, this is almost the only place
in which I have found [correct] doubts
regarding the standard, but problem-
atic inclusion of durti, -ia “stab, prick”
in the set of dirti, Sl. *derti “tear”), and
the metatonical character of the intona-
tion of many words is usually identified.
Nevertheless, readers are well advised to
use this dictionary with outmost caution
and, more importantly, they should be
aware of the fact that it contains huge
gaps in the representation of the data and
the secondary literature.
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