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The article continues the series of publications focused on the reassessment of the controver-
sial Hokan hypothesis. In this paper, the traditional comparative method is applied to sound
correspondences involving labial and coronal obstruents. The obtained results are compared
to Terrence Kaufman’s (1989) reconstruction of Proto-Hokan.
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0. Introduction

The first paper in this series (Zhivlov 2024) surveyed comparative Hokan studies from Dixon
& Kroeber up to the present. The conclusion was that the traditional comparative method has
almost never been applied to Hokan, the work of Terrence Kaufman (1989) being the main ex-
ception. Now that a good deal of new data on Hokan languages has become available as a re-
sult of both fieldwork and archival research, it’s time to revise the arguments for Hokan in the
light of new data. While the Hokan hypothesis is widely (and correctly) viewed as “un-
proven” (i.e., not substantiated by the application of the standard comparative method), this
does not mean that the investigation should be abandoned (Campbell 2024: 354).

My interest in Hokan began more than ten years ago, when I read Kaufman (1989). Since
this work gives Proto-Hokan reconstructions, but does not cite data from daughter languages?,
the first task was to compile a database where each of Kaufman’s protoforms is accompanied
by reflexes. In most cases, this was not hard to do, since Kaufman took his etymologies from
other publications on Hokan cross-branch comparisons. The next step was more time-
consuming. I had to check all reflexes against primary sources — dictionaries and grammars
of Hokan languages. As a result, some of Kaufman’s comparisons had to be discarded (Zhiv-
lov 2024: 176-177). This further led to a revision of Kaufman’s correspondences and recon-
structions. Eventually, I came to a view of Proto-Hokan significantly different from that of
Kaufman — with fewer daughter languages, fewer etymologies and a more compact phono-
logical system.

The aim of this paper is not to “prove” that Hokan languages are related. Leaving aside
the ill suitability of the word “proof” for historical sciences, the eventual consensus on a once
controversial hypothesis can only result from a cumulative work of several scholars. But such
a work will only be possible if someone starts to apply the comparative method to an as yet

1 The study was carried out with the assistance of the “Laboratory Of Unnecessary Things” of the Independ-
ent University of Moscow. I thank Drew Bennett, Fernando O. de Carvalho, Albert Davletshin, Stephen A. Marlett,
Yoram Meroz, Andrey Nikulin, Juho Pystynen and two anonymous reviewers for their valuable advice. All re-
maining errors are mine alone.

2 Kaufman’s Hokan slip files are now available online at The Archive of the Indigenous Languages of Latin
America (https://ailla.utexas.org/collections/1663/).
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“unproven” family. Thus, my aim in the present work is to improve on Kaufman’s reconstruc-
tion of Proto-Hokan.

Kaufman’s Hokan includes the following languages and families: Pomoan, Chimariko,
Yana, Karuk, Shastan, Achumawi-Atsugewi, Washo, Esselen, Salinan, Yuman, Cochimi, Seri,
Coahuilteco, Comecrudoan, Chontal, Tol. This is nearly identical to Sapir’s Hokan-Coahuiltecan,
except that Kaufman’s version of Hokan includes Tol and does not include Chumashan, Tonka-
wa, Karankawa and Tlapanec-Subtiaba (the latter is now known to be a branch of Otomanguean).

I agree with Kaufman that Chumashan, Tonkawa and Karankawa should be excluded
from Hokan, since I do not find recurrent correspondences or even a sufficient number of lexi-
cal resemblances in basic vocabulary between Hokan and these languages. Pace Kaufman,
I also exclude Coahuilteco for the same reason.

The main difference with Kaufman and all previous Hokanists starting from Dixon &
Kroeber is that I do not accept the Hokan affiliation of Washo. The reason for this is the fact
that lexical parallels between Washo and Hokan found in the literature are mostly resem-
blances between Washo and just one of the branches of Hokan, most often Karuk (see Jacobsen
1958 for some of the relevant lexical parallels). The most widely distributed and stable Hokan
lexical items, such as *a-k"a ‘water’, * a/i-péi ‘tongue’, *a-x"at ‘blood’, *a-mat ‘earth’ and others
do not have counterparts in Washo?. In my view, resemblances between Washo and Hokan
languages are due either to chance or to borrowing.

The situation with Tol (Jicaque) is different. There are few lexical parallels between Tol
and Hokan, but most of these are resemblances with reconstructible Proto-Hokan items rather
than with isolated forms in individual Hokan languages: PH *k*"a- ‘negative’ ~ Tol k"uwd ‘not
to have; there is not’, * a/i-péi ‘tongue’ ~ Tol m-pelam ‘my tongue’, PH *a/i-wa ‘house’ ~ Tol wa
‘house’, PH *a-mat ‘earth’ ~ Tol ?amd ‘earth’, etc. Still, these comparisons are not numerous.
Thus, Tol is either a distant relative of Hokan, a genuine Hokan language which suffered a
massive lexical replacement, or a language which borrowed some of its basic lexical items
from Hokan. In any case, it seems reasonable to exclude it from the first attempt to formulate
sound correspondences.

Some poorly attested languages and families claimed to be Hokan are Cochimian (Mixco
1978), Comecrudoan (Sapir 1920), Cotoname (Sapir 1920), Esselen (Webb 1980, Shaul 2019),
Quinigua (Gursky 1964), Waikuri (Gursky 1966) and Yurumangui (Rivet 1942). I see no com-
pelling evidence that Quinigua, Waikuri or Yurumangui are Hokan. On the contrary, I do
think that Hokan affiliation of Esselen, Cochimian (apparently specifically related to Yuman),
Comecrudoan and perhaps Cotoname is possible, but they are too poorly documented to in-
clude them in the comparison at this stage.

Thus, the languages and families compared in this paper are the following: Chimariko,
Karuk, Shastan, Achumawi, Atsugewi, Yana, Pomoan, Salinan, Yuman, Seri and Oaxaca Chontal.

With regard to the selection of lexical comparisons, all major attempts to reconstruct
Proto-Hokan or to compile a list of Hokan etymologies (Gursky, Leshchiner & Nikolaev,
Kaufman) have followed the “maximalist” strategy and included every comparison which
could potentially reflect a Proto-Hokan form. As is well known, borrowing and onomatopoeia
tend to muddy the waters in long-range comparisons. In order to minimize their effects, I have
systematically excluded certain types of comparisons from this paper.

First, I do not include comparisons limited to Yuman and Seri, since these can be either
areal loans or words going back to some protolanguage later than Proto-Hokan. The same can

3 PH *a-k"a ‘water’ is traditionally compared to Washo d:5a? ‘urine’, but the meaning is different and the
regularity of the correspondence *k" ~ § is in doubt.
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be said about comparisons limited to Shastan, Achumawi and Atsugewi — these languages
are both in contact and potentially form a branch of Hokan. Additionally, I exclude compari-
sons 1) limited to Shastan and Karuk, since many such comparisons, collected in Silver (1964),
seem to be areal loanwords*, and 2) comparisons limited to Achumawi, Atsugewi and Yana,
see Jacobsen (1976: 226) on borrowings from Achumawi and Atsugewi into Yana. There is no
doubt that there are other patterns or borrowings (see, e.g., Meroz 2013), but those listed here
are the most prominent.

Second, I exclude comparisons with certain types of non-basic semantics, primarily bird
names. While the questions of contact between Native languages of California have been in-
sufficiently researched as of yet, it is known that bird names are both largely onomatopoeic
and frequently subject to borrowing (Golla 2011; Meroz 2013). Victor Golla says: “The names
of game animals were rarely if ever borrowed in precontact California. The names of animals
important in myth, such as the coyote, bear, and eagle, were sometimes borrowed, but primar-
ily in the context of the intergroup ceremonial religions of the late precontact period... Bird
names, by contrast, were relatively widely diffused in precontact California. Some of these
were the names of birds of economic or religious significance, but the key factor in diffusion
seems to have been the practice of naming birds with an onomatopoeic interpretation of their
cry” (Golla 2011: 228). It seems that excluding bird names from the comparison at this stage
would be a net positive because most of them are either onomatopoeic, or diffused, or both.
Bird names occupy a significant portion of previous attempts at Hokan comparison. Thus,
Gursky (1974) lists 35 bird names, Kaufman (1989: 149-150) lists 36 bird names, while Lesh-
chiner & Nikolaev (1992: 394-396) reconstruct 27 bird names. There are other lexical categories
that are best excluded from the initial stage of comparison: words for bow and arrow, words
for dog, etc. (Golla 2011: 227-229), but these are not as numerous as bird names.

Apart from these broad categories, I have excluded a number of potentially valid com-
parisons for various reasons, including problems with semantics, distribution, or seemingly ir-
regular sound correspondences. Thus, the present paper is in no way a full compilation of Ho-
kan comparisons containing labial and coronal obstruent phonemes.

An anonymous reviewer raises one more issue — the length of proposed cognates. Many
Hokan etymologies involve comparisons of short roots of the shape CV. I have not excluded
such roots from the comparison for the following reason. Short roots are probably an inherited
feature, retained by some daughter branches from Proto-Hokan. Margaret Langdon (1997: 33)
notes that Oaxaca Chontal has “very short verb roots, maybe CV(C)”. Typical Proto-Yuman root
is monosyllabic and has the shape *(C)V(C) (Langdon 1990: 59). For Proto-Pomoan, McLendon
(1973: 55) states that most stems contain roots with the probable shape *CV (-). Judging from the
list of Northern Yana verb stems in Sapir (1922: 217-224), typical Yana verb root has the shape CV,
less commonly CVC. Internal reconstruction leads Mary Haas (1980: 69) to postulate for pre-
Karuk verbal roots of the shape CVC (less often CV). Excluding short roots from comparison is
tantamount to excluding the most basic part of the lexicon of the languages being compared.

This paper is organized as follows. In Part 1, I survey the phonological systems of Hokan
languages and branch-level protolanguages. In Part 2, I analyze sound correspondences per-
taining to the reconstruction of Proto-Hokan labial and coronal obstruents and systematically
compare my reconstructions with Kaufman’s.

4+ Some of them are found also in neighboring unrelated Yurok: Shasta ?1i-r ‘chokeberry’ (Silver 1964: 172), Ka-
ruk pun ‘cherry; originally the wild cherry; western choke-cherry Prunus demissa’, Yurok pu-n ‘cherry’ (Garrett
2024); Shasta pii-2as ‘sack’ (Silver 1964: 175), Karuk pii-vi§ ‘sack, bag’, Yurok pu-wis ‘sack, bag, pocket’ (Garrett
2024). Others demonstrate sound correspondences not found in items with a wider Hokan distribution: Shasta
xan-dr ‘leaf’ (Silver 1964: 173), Karuk sd-n ‘leaf’ (the correspondence Shasta x ~ Karuk s is unique).
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1. A survey of Hokan phonological systems
1.1. Chimariko

Chimariko has the following phonological system (Tables 1 and 2)5.

plt |t |c|¢ |k |q]?
ph th t.h Ch éh kh qh
plt |t e &k |g
S § | x | x | h

m n

r

1
w y

Table 1. Chimariko consonants (Jany 2009: 16)

(1) It is unclear whether /l/ and /r/ are in contrast; the contrast between /x/ and /x/ is also
doubtful. (2) Single consonants between two vowels in a disyllabic word can be realized as
geminated: /CVCV/ [CVCCV] (Berman 2001).

Table 2. Chimariko vowels (Jany 2009: 20)
(1) The existence of vowel length is under question. (2) The default source for Chimariko
data are J. P. Harrington’s fieldnotes (available online at https://sova.si.edu/record/naa.1976-

95/contents). Harrington’s fieldnotes are cited by volume, reel and frame, e.g., (2.20.0024)
means Volume 2, Reel 20, Frame 0024.

1.2. Karuk

Karuk has the following phonological system (Tables 3 and 4).

pl|t ¢ | k
f|1 0| s|s| x| h
m | n
r
v y

Table 3. Karuk consonants (Garrett et al. 2024: 1173)

(1) Karuk /s/ is realized as [s]. (2) Karuk /0/ goes back to /s/ as attested in early sources
(Conathan 2006: 225-227). (3) Karuk /$/ goes back to /s/ after /y/ and front vowels (even if another

5 Americanist transcription (Goddard 1996: 10-16) is used throughout this paper.
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consonant intervenes between the vowel and the sibilant); it was phonemicized due to loans.
(4) Karuk has diminutive sound symbolism: in diminutives /6/ shifts to /¢/, /r/ to /n/ and /v/ to /m/.

a, a

Table 4. Karuk vowels (Garrett et al. 2024: 1173)

(1) As has been shown by Haas (1980), mid vowels, which are always long, result from
contraction: “The vowels i i- contract with a a- through v, y to give e-, and u u- contract with a a-
through v, y to give o-” (Haas 1980: 68). (2) Karuk has a system of pitch accent. (3) The default
source for Karuk data is Bright & Gehr (n.d.).

1.3. Shasta

Shasta has the following phonological system (Tables 5 and 6).

plt]c]|c ?
plt|e]|é
s x | h
m n
r
w y
Table 5. Shasta consonants (Silver 1966: 22)
Shasta has phonemic consonant length.
i, i u, u-
e e
a, a:

Table 6. Shasta vowels (Silver 1966: 22)

(1) Silver uses the morphophonological symbol |il to symbolize an alternation between
word-final /a/ and word-internal /i/ (Silver 1966: 76-78). (2) Shasta has a tonal system with
high and low tones. (3) The default source for Shasta data is Silver (1964) and other works by
the same author. An additional source is Bright & Olmsted (1959), but only data recorded by
Bright are used here, since Olmsted’s transcription is highly unreliable. (4) Due to the scanti-
ness and poor quality of data on other Shastan languages (Okwanuchu, New River Shasta and
Konomihu), a full-scale reconstruction of Proto-Shastan is hardly possible. However, data on
these languages demonstrate that Shasta proper underwent at least two significant phonological
innovations: intervocalic debuccalization of Proto-Shastan *p and the disappearance of Proto-
Shastan intervocalic *w, which corresponds to /m/ in other Hokan languages (Haas 1963).

1.4. Achumawi
Achumawi has the following phonological system (Tables 7 and 8).

55



Mikhail Zhivlov

t c k ?
h th Ch kh h
p |t ¢ kK |4
s h | h

m | n
m | i

1

i
w y
W y

Table 7. Achumawi consonants (Nevin 1998: 84)

(1) The contrast of plain and aspirated stops is neutralized syllable-finally and before a con-
sonant as phonetically aspirated stops (Nevin 1998: 85, 97), which are nevertheless written as plain
stops in Nevin (2020). (2) The consonants /p t ¢ k ¢/ are not ejectives but laryngealized obstruents
(Nevin 1998: 84-85). (3) The symbol /h/ (= /B/ in Nevin’s transcription) denotes an epiglottal fricative.

i, i u, u

e e 0, 0

Table 8. Achumawi vowels (Nevin 1998: 93)

(1) Achumawi has a tonal system with high and low tones. (2) The default source for
Achumawi data is Nevin (2020). Olmsted’s (1966) dictionary of Achumawi is problematic in
many respects, ranging from unreliable transcription to the inclusion of Eastern Pomo data
(Gursky 1987; Nevin 1998).

1.5. Atsugewi

Atsugewi has the following phonological system (Tables 9 and 10).

plt|c k|q|?
Pt e ] e K| g
p |t ¢ k
s h
$
m
m | A
r
I
1
i
w y
w Y

Table 9. Atsugewi consonants (Good 2004: 2)
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| «

The morphophonological symbol |h| “corresponds to an k which does not lower an adja-
cent high vowel to a mid vowel” (Good 2004: 2).

(e/ e') (0/ 0')

a, a

Table 10. Atsugewi vowels (Good 2004: 1)

(1) Vowels /e/ and /o/ are marginally phonemic. (2) The default source for Atsugewi data
are L. Talmy’s fieldnotes (Talmy n.d., a; Talmy n.d., b). Atsugewi data in Olmsted’s (1984) dic-
tionary are phonologically unreliable.

1.6. Yana

Yana has the following phonological system (Tables 11 and 12).

p |t c k |2
pr e | Kh
p |t ¢ k
s x | h

m | n

r

1
w y

Table 11. Yana consonants (Sapir & Swadesh 1960: 3)

(1) Following Jacobsen (1976), Hinton (1988: 7) postulates also the existence of glottalized
sonorants /th 11 1 W y/. These correspond to clusters of glottal stop and sonorant in Sapir &
Swadesh’s treatment of Yana phonology: /m/ = /2m/, /i/ = /2n/, /i/ = 21/, Jw/ = 2w/, [/ = Ry/. In
the present paper I follow Sapir & Swadesh’s analysis. (2) Diminutive consonant symbolism
changes /1/ to /n/. (3) Yana has relics of a now non-productive change /p/ > /w/, /t/ > /r/ in
intervocalic position. (4) Syllable-final /m/ and /n/ are replaced by /p/ and /t/ in Northern Yana
(for further details see Sapir & Swadesh 1960, Jacobsen 1976).

a, a

Table 12. Yana vowels (Sapir & Swadesh 1960: 3)

(1) Yana has a system of verbal ablaut with the following changes: /i/, /i-/ > /e-/; /u/, lu-/ >
/o/; /a/, [a:/ > [o-/. The changed vowels are used in transitive verb stems. The unchanged vow-
els are used in primary intransitives, passives and imperatives (Sapir & Swadesh 1960: 7-8).
(2) The default source for Yana forms is Sapir & Swadesh (1960).

57



Mikhail Zhivlov

1.7. Pomoan

Proto-Pomoan is reconstructed with the following phonological system (Tables 13 and 14).

b d
t t | (0 k q ?
pt | ] Kh h
®|t|F|¢ k | q
S X h
m n -n¥
1 -
w y

Table 13. Proto-Pomoan consonants (McLendon 1973: 52)

(1) The consonants *n” and *I* are reconstructed only for word-final position; they account
for specific correspondences involving /n/, /I/ and vowel length. (2) McLendon also recon-
structs *x, but Buckley (2024: 1229), following Moshinsky (1976: 64-65), suggests that corre-
spondences for *x and *h are in complementary distribution.

i, i u, u

e e 0, 0

Table 14. Proto-Pomoan vowels (McLendon 1973: 52)

(1) Stress is phonemic; in verbs it always falls on the root. (2) Proto-Pomoan reconstruc-
tions and data of daughter Pomoan languages are given here according to McLendon (1973).
When McLendon (1973) does not have an etymon under discussion, I cite Pomoan data from
other sources, including Oswalt (1972), but the reconstructions follow McLendon’s system.

1.8. Salinan

Salinan has the following phonological system (Tables 15 and 16).

P t t|c| ¢ ?
p to|b|e]|é
® | @ (8)
s | § X h

m n
m n

)

1

i
w y
w y

Table 15. Salinan consonants (Turner 1987: 39)
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(1) The consonants /b/, /d/, /g/ and /r/ are found in Spanish loanwords. (2) Miguelefio Sa-
linan /p/ regularly corresponds to /2/ in Antoniano Salinan. (3) One more nontrivial sound cor-
respondence is Miguelefio /n/ ~ Antoniano zero. This correspondence cannot be united with
the trivial correspondence Migulefo /n/ ~ Antoniano /n/, as there is no complementary distri-
bution between them. I propose to reconstruct Proto-Salinan *n for the former and *n for the
latter correspondence.

a, a

Table 16. Salinan vowels (Turner 1987: 39)

(1) According to Turner (1987: 64), “[h]istorically, Antoniafo Salinan had three phonemic
vowels, short and long”. The contrast between high and mid vowels is thus secondary
(cf. a different opinion by Shaul 2020b: 19-21). (2) Salinan has a phonemic stress. (3) The de-
fault source for Salinan data are J. P. Harrington’s fieldnotes (available online at https://sova.si.
edu/record/naa.1976-95/contents). Harrington’s fieldnotes are cited by volume, reel and frame,
e.g., (2.85.0726) means Volume 2, Reel 85, Frame 0726. Salinan data from Shaul’s (2020a) dic-
tionary are mostly phonologically unreliable.

1.9. Yuman

Proto-Yuman is reconstructed with the following phonological system (Tables 17 and 18).

p |t ¢ | K | k| K| q|lq¥|?
s | s x | x¥

m | n n’
r
1 It

w y

Table 17. Proto-Yuman consonants (Miller 2018: 388)

Proto-Yuman had a system of consonant symbolism where underlying /I*/ was replaced
by /n/ in diminutives and by /r/ in augmentatives. The uvular stop /q/ was also used as an
augmentative correlate of the velar stops /k/ and /k/.

Table 18. Proto-Yuman vowels (Miller 2018: 389)

(1) Stress always falls on the root. (2) The Proto-Yuman forms are given according to
Langdon & Munro’s (1980) reconstruction, updated by Miller (2018). (3) The default sources of
Yuman data are: Mixco (1985) for Kiliwa, Crawford (1989) for Cocopa, Miller & Langdon
(2008) for Jamul Tiipay (data from speakers Adolph Thing and Jane Thing Dumas) and Barona
lipay, Couro & Hutcheson (1973) for Mesa Grande ’lipay, Munro et al. (1992) for Mojave, Salt
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community — O’Odham Piipaash Language Program (2000) for
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Maricopa, Halpern (1946a, 1946b, 1946¢, 1947a, 1947b, 1947c) for Quechan, Joel (1966) for Pai-
pai, Watahomigie et al. (2003) for Hualapai, Hinton (1984) for Havasupai, and Shaterian (1983)
for Yavapai.

1.10. Seri

Seri has the following phonological system (Tables 19 and 20).

p |t k | k¥ ?
¢ | s || S| x| x¥] x|xV
m | n
(r)
M
y

Table 19. Seri consonants (Marlett in print: 993)

(1) Labialized consonants /k“/, /x"/ and /x*/ developed historically from sequences /ko/,
/xo/ and /xo/, usually in the syllable after the stressed vowel (Marlett 2025). (2) The lateral ap-
proximant /l/ is very rare, and the tap /r/ occurs only in loanwords. (3) Seri wordlists from the
19t century have a labial phoneme /f/ transcribed as «<v> or <b>, which in modern Seri gives
zero between vowels, but /i/ syllable-finally.

g &

a, a

Table 20. Seri vowels (Marlett in print: 993)

(1) Stress is phonemic, but it is mostly limited to some syllable of the root. (2) The default
source of Seri data is Moser & Marlett (2010). On sources for 19t century Seri, see Marlett (2010).

1.11. Oaxaca Chontal

Proto-Chontal is reconstructed with the following phonological system (Tables 21 and 22).

p|t]|c k [ k¥ | ?
f T | s | x | xv
f ¢ |t k | k¥
m | n

1
w y

Table 21. Proto-Chontal consonants

Syllable-finally, plain stops are prohibited, but both fricatives and glottalized obstruents
do occur in that position.
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Table 22. Proto-Chontal vowels

(1) Stress is phonemic in Highland Chontal. In this paper, it is marked only when it does
not fall on the penultimate syllable. (2) The reconstruction of Proto-Chontal follows Water-
house (1976, 1985) with few modifications. Note that Waterhouse (1985) contains significant
changes with respect to the previous version of Proto-Chontal as reconstructed by the same
author (1976). Following Kaufman (1989: 73), I reconstruct labiovelar stops as unitary pho-
nemes, although their reflexes are traditionally described as clusters in daughter languages.
Note that *x" is reconstructed by Waterhouse as a unitary phoneme *W. (3) The default
sources of Chontal data are: Turner & Turner (1971) for Highland Chontal, O’Connor (2013)
for Lowland Chontal, and de Angulo & Freeland (1925) for Tequistlateco.

2. Obstruent correspondences
2.0. Introduction

I have chosen to present sound correspondences between obstruents in Hokan languages
starting from reflexes in Proto-Pomoan. Pomoan seems to be the most conservative branch of
Hokan in terms of both phonology and lexicon, which makes it useful as a starting point of
our investigation into the phonological history of Hokan.

Ever since Sapir it has been known that “[a]n important feature of the Hokan group is the
occurrence in certain languages of initial vowels which are absent in other languages or in
other forms of the same language” (Sapir 1917: 28). Sapir continues: “The distribution in Ho-
kan of forms with and without initial vowel is such as to strongly suggest that the alternation
was characteristic of the primitive Hokan language from which the languages accessible to us
have diverged. Whether this alternation was primarily a phonetic or morphological feature
can hardly be demonstrated at present.” (Sapir 1917: 32). The vowels in question are best pre-
served in Karuk, Shasta, Achumawi, Atsugewi and Proto-Pomoan; they are normally lost in
Yana and Proto-Yuman. It seems that the clue to the function of at least a part of these vowels,
namely those found in nominal stems, is provided by Seri and Proto-Chontal. These two lan-
guages allow us to reconstruct two nominal prefixes: *(?)a- ‘absolutive (i.e., non-possessed)’
and *i- ‘possessed’ (Zhivlov 2018: 141-144). The reflexes of these prefixes retain their function
also in Salinan (Zhivlov 2018: 142; Shaul 2020b: 49-50).

In cases where the presence of these prefixes can be suspected, I reconstruct them as sepa-
rate morphemes preceding the root. E.g., the notation PH *a/i-pal ‘tongue’ means that we deal
here with the root *-pal preceded by the prefixes *(?)a- ‘absolutive’ and *i- ‘possessed’. In cases
where only some languages show the prefix(es) in question®, they are put in brackets. E.g., the
notation PH *(i-)lax" ‘head’ means that the reflexes of the vowel *i- are present in some lan-
guages (Shasta and Proto-Pomoan) and absent from others (Achumawi and Atsugewi).

This leaves the question of initial vowels in verbal stems. Seri and Proto-Chontal, as well
as Chimariko, have verbal stems beginning with both consonants and vowels. In many Hokan

¢ Note that their absence in Yana and Proto-Yuman is predictable.
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comparisons the quality and the presence of the stem-initial “thematic” vowels varies between
daughter languages. This suggests that here, too, we deal with separate morphemes preceding
the canonical root shape *CV(C), e.g., PH *i-p"it ‘to fart’. However, the function of these puta-
tive morphemes remains unclear”. If the thematic vowel is absent from some languages (save
Yana and Proto-Yuman, where its absence is predictable), it is put into brackets, e.g.,
PH *(i-)phﬁ ‘to be fat; to swell’, where the reflexes of *i are seen in Chimariko and Shasta, but
not in Proto-Chontal. Finally, where daughter languages differ as to the quality of the thematic
vowel, the different qualities are separated by a slash, as in PH *i/a-k"- ‘to drink’, where *i is
reflected by Karuk, Shasta and Salinan, and *a by Seri. Of course, this is a preliminary
solution®. Hopefully, further research on daughter languages may shed light on the functions
of verbal thematic vowels in Proto-Hokan.

Where different daughter languages point to different qualities of a non-initial vowel, this
is presumed to reflect the operation of Proto-Hokan ablaut, see Kaufman (1989: 76, 103-105)
on ablaut in Hokan. E.g., in PH *(i-)k"4/ip ‘to extinguish’ Chimariko and Salinan reflect the
vowel *a, while Karuk and Yuman reflect the vowel *i.

In Karuk the quality of the stem-initial vowel is frequently assimilated to the quality of
the following vowel, which itself mostly disappears. E.g, in Karuk drup ‘navel; navel cord’ <
PH *a/i-lapt ‘navel’, the vowel u results from an assimilation *a-u > *u-u with the following
disappearance of the second vowel.

Proto-Hokan stress is reconstructed on the evidence of Proto-Pomoan, Proto-Yuman and
Seri. In the cognate lexemes the place of stress is the same in Proto-Pomoan and Proto-Yuman,
while Seri seems to regularly shift the stress one syllable to the left.

The matters of Proto-Hokan stem structure and ablaut, Karuk vowel assimilation, Proto-
Hokan stress, as well as consonant length in Shasta and Achumawi and “laryngeal incre-
ments” in Pomoan will be treated in more detail in the next papers in this series.

Due to a relative scarcity of cognates in some daughter languages, especially Achumawi, Atsu-
gewi and Salinan, some reflexes of proto-sounds in some languages are encountered only once,
i.e., they are not recurrent. In tables of correspondences, such reflexes are given in italics: Ach ph.

Reflexes whose distribution is still unknown are separated by a tilde: Sha h ~ @.

Reflexes whose distribution is known are separated by a comma: Ser x, s.

Non-cognate material which cannot be segmented on a synchronic basis is given in square
brackets: Kar dpr[i-h] ‘tongue’.

Forms in a non-phonological transcription are given in angle brackets: Teq <mas, mats>.

Morphological segmentation of Yuman forms follows from purely Yuman-internal analy-
sis. Some of the Proto-Yuman affixes involved are: *?- ‘dummy nominal prefix’ (Langdon 1970:
127; Mixco 1985: 223), *i-- ‘prefix in body-part terms’ (Halpern 1946c: 208; Langdon 1970: 127;
Miller 2001: 79), *m- ‘prefix in body-part terms’ (Crawford 1989: 116), *n- ‘kinship terms prefix’
(Miller 2001: 86), *n*- ‘alienable’ (Miller 2001: 147).

2.1.0. Correspondences involving Proto-Pomoan labial stops
Proto-Pomoan had three labial stops: *p", *p and *b (McLendon 1973: 20-21). The ejective labial

stop *p, however, is reconstructed only in one word: PPom *pa?la- ‘slug’. Since this word has no
external cognates, we are left with correspondences for two proto-Pomoan phonemes, *b and *p".

7 But see Langdon (1997) for an attempt to determine the function of these vowels in Highland Chontal.
8 It seems that Seri has /a/ as a root-initial vowel more often than other Hokan branches. Therefore, in this
particular instance, Seri /a/ may be an innovation. The Proto-Hokan reconstruction then can be emended to *i-k"-.
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2.1.1. Proto-Pomoan *b

The sound correspondence involving Proto-Pomoan *b is given in Table 23. This correspon-
dence reflects Proto-Hokan plain labial stop *p. Shasta has /h/ or zero intervocalically, but /p/
next to consonants or when geminated. Yana has traces of a change /p/ > /w/ in intervocalic
position. Salinan has *p® word-finally ' in nouns, alternating with word-internal /p/. This may
be a relic of a nominal suffix *-2. Such a suffix is synchronically found in Chontal languages,
where it forms plurals from singulars and vice versa. Alternatively, one may think of a devel-
opment *-pV? > *-p? > *-p (Nichols 1982), where the glottal stop was originally automatically
added after a word-final vowel.

Words where the same phoneme occurred root-finally are not preserved in Pomoan.
Here, Yana has an added glottal stop, perhaps also a relic of a suffix.

PH Chi Kar Sha Ach Ats Yan PPom Sal PYum Ser PCho

42 *.

“-)p- p p |h~9p p p pw b p P
*p p p p? p P f

*

Table 23. Proto-Hokan *p.

(p-01) PH *(a-)pa ‘father’s father’

ACH wa-pu--wi ‘father’s father; man’s son’s child; father’s father’s sibling’

ATS ?apii-n ‘paternal grandfather’ (Talmy n.d., b: 182)

PPoM *ba--ci ‘father’s father’ > Pk ba-, ba-s, Ps -bac¢, Pn ba?, Pne ba"é’i, Pse -bac, Pe bd-[file] (PPOM
*--¢i ‘one’s own kinsman in generations above ego’)

PYUM *(n-)pa(-)-w ‘father’s father’ > Ki -pa-w? ‘be father’s father (and siblings)’, Co k-n-pa-, n*-
paw ‘father’s father’, JT no-pa-w ‘grandfather on father’s side’, MGI pa-no-pa-w ‘his father’s
father’, Mo na-paw ‘father’s father, grandfather’, Ma n-paw ‘grandfather (paternal)’, Hu na-
po?, na-po- ‘grandfather, father’s father’, Ha n-po-ya ‘grandfather (father’s side)’, Ya n-pé- ‘fa-
ther’s father’ (PYUM *n- ‘kinship terms prefix’ in Miller 2001: 86)

SER d-pa-$ ‘paternal grandfather; great-uncle (paternal grandfather’s brother); paternal grand-
father’s sister’s husband’ (pl. d-pa-tk [sg. possessor], d-pa-tkox [pl. possessor], abs. Zapé-pe-5)

NOTEs. (1) This kinship term may be a “nursery word” in origin, but already in Proto-Hokan it
formed part of a mini-paradigm of terms for grandparents: PH *(a-)pa ‘father’s father’,
PH *(a-)k"a ‘mother’s father’, PH *(a-)ma ‘father’s mother’, PH *(a-)ka ‘mother’s mother’.
All four terms for grandparents are preserved in Pomoan, Yuman and Seri. (2) Atsugewi -
n, Yuman *-w and Seri -s are suffixes found in other terms for grandparents. (3) The root
vowel u in Achumawi and Atsugewi remains unexplained.

Dixon & Kroeber 1919: 106 || Sapir apud Dixon & Kroeber 1919: 108 || Olmsted 1956: 75 || Gursky 1968: 32 ||

Gursky 1974: 191 (#apu# ‘paternal grandfather’) || J. G. Crawford 1976: 312 || Webb 1981: 81 | | Gursky 1989: 12—
13 'l Kaufman 1989: 145 (#[i/a]Pa:(wV) ‘father’s father’ [N/S])

(p-02) PH *(i-)pa- ‘with the mouth; to speak’

KAR pa- ‘by means of the mouth’ (Haas 1980: 70), ipa- ‘to say (ancient)’

YAN pa- ‘to call, invite, shout, carry message’

PPoM *ba- ‘with or affecting the top, top end, or front, frequently the head, and by extension,
with the mouth’ > Pk ba- ‘with the lips (of human beings), the snout (of animals), the beak

% Salinan *p gives Miguelefio /p/ and Antoniano /2/.
10 That is, in a new word-final position which resulted from the apocope of Proto-Hokan word-final vowels.
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(of birds). The meaning includes both the organ that produces speech, the mouth, and the
organ that detects speech, the ear, thus English translation often rendered speaking or
hearing’, Pc ba--, Pse b- ‘with the mouth or tongue’, Pe ba-- ‘with or affecting the top, top
end or front end, the important part, frequently the head, and by extension, with speech’
PCHO *-pa- ‘to talk’ > HCho di-ba-lay-?ma ‘he will talk, converse, chat’ (-lay- ‘over and over’)
NOTEs. This is one of the Hokan instrumental prepounds, see Zhivlov (2018).
Sapir 1917: 4 || Sapir 1920b: 287 || McLendon 1964: 133 | | Gursky 1965: 185 || Gursky 1968: 37 || Gursky 1974:
206 || Greenberg 1987: 201 | | Kaufman 1989: 129 (#pa [a ~ o] ‘to shout, holler, call; speak, say’ [N/S], #Pa= incorp
prepound ‘with the mouth’ [N/?S]) || Gursky 1990: 9 | | Zhivlov 2018: 146-147

(p-03) PH *k"ap4 ‘cloud’

PPoMm *q"a?bé(-) ‘cloud’ > Pk g"aba, Ps k"ab?a, Pn k"abd-, Pc k"bi:, Pne k"d?ba- ‘fog’, Pse xbi ‘fog’,
Pe xa-bai ‘fog’

PYUM *xpa ‘cloud’ > Ki p-xpa?? ‘small puffs of smoke, cloud’

NOTES. This word may be a compound with PH *a-k"4 ‘water’ as a first part. The second part
may be compared with Sal A payj <pdj> ‘nube’ (2.85.0024).

(p-04) PH *pakdy ‘manzanita berry’

ACH pacca ‘black manzanita berry’, paaca ‘black manzanita’

YAN N pa-cai-na ‘manzanita berry’

PPoM *bahqay ‘manzanita berry’ > Pk bahqay, Ps bahkay, Pn bakdy, Pc ba-kdy, Pne bdhkay ‘berry’,
Pse bqay, Pe bd-qay

NOTES. Because of irregular sound correspondences, Karuk fi-0 ‘manzanita berry’ is either un-
related or results from diffusion.

Sapir 1917: 4 || Haas 1964: 79 | | McLendon 1964: 133 | | Gursky 1974: 197 || ]J. G. Crawford 1976: 315 | | Webb 1979: 2
Il Gursky 1989: 22 || Kaufman 1989: 154 (#fa:¢a ‘manzanita’ [NC]) | | Leshchiner & Nikolaev 1992: 390 (*bac a (~-0))

(p-05) PH *pa-t"ay ‘big’

PPOM *baht"é ~ *baht"é[n] ‘big (sg.)’ > Pk baht"e, Ps baht"e ‘big, many’, Pn bat"é¢ ‘many’, Pc ba-t"¢,
Pne -t"i, Pse btén[ik] ‘big’, bté[qa-] ‘many’, Pe ba-t"in

PYUM *ptay ‘big’ > Co ptay ‘be big, large, fat’, Mo vatay-m, val’tay-m ‘be big’, Ma vtay-m ‘be big’,
Qu vatdy ‘to be big’, Pa vte: ‘one is big, important’, Hu v?te?-k, v?te--k ‘to be big’, Ha vte--k ‘to
be big’, Ya vté ‘big, large’

NOTES. See (t"-02) for the unprefixed PH *t"ay ‘big, many’ and its reflexes.

Kroeber 1915: 282 || McLendon 1964: 129 || Gursky 1965: 170 || Gursky 1968: 26 || J. G. Crawford 1976: 315 | |
Langdon 1979: 636 | | Kaufman 1989: 147 (#Pa:-thay ‘much, many; big’ singular [N/S])

(p-06) PH *a/i-pal ‘tongue’

CHI hip"en <hip'en> ‘tongue’ (2.20.0024)

KAR dpr[i-h] ‘tongue’

SHA ?éhen[a] ‘tongue’ (Silver 1964: 176)

ACH ipl[i] ‘tongue’

ATS 2dpi[i] ‘tongue’ (Talmy n.d., b: 116)

YAN N pawa?l[a], Y pawa?n[a] ‘tongue’

PPowm *hibal® ‘tongue’ > Pk ha-ba, Ps hib?a, Pn habd-, Pc hdwba-, Pne hii?ba-, Pse bdl, Pe bal

SAL A t-épal <trépa’l> ‘mi lengua’ (2.85.0475)

PYuM *pal® ‘tongue’ > Ki ha?-pal® ‘tongue’ (ha?* ‘mouth’), Co m-pat’ ‘tongue’, JT xanpat’ ‘tongue’,
MGI onapat ‘his tongue’, Mo i--pal” ‘tongue’, Qu i--pdl” ‘tongue’, Pa i-m-pal ‘tongue’, Hu yi-
pdl, yi-?-pdl ‘tongue’, Ha m-pal ‘tongue’, Ya hi--pdl, hi-m-pdl ‘tongue’
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SER i-pt (pl. i-pat-ox, abs. 2a-pt) ‘tongue’

PCHO *-a-pat ‘tongue’ > HCh #-a-bdt (pl. t-a-bat), LCh a-pat, Teq <pala>

NOTES. (1) This word may be related to PH *(a-)pa/il ‘to lick’ (p-18). (2) Chimariko /p"/ instead
of expected /p/ remains unexplained. (3) The nasal /n/ in Chimariko, Shasta and Yahi dia-
lect of Yana is due to the Proto-Hokan diminutive alternation *1 ~ *n. (4) The Yana form is a
reduplication with a regular change of intervocalic /p/ to /w/: pawa?la < *pa-pa?la, see Sapir
& Swadesh (1960: 7) on the shift /p/ > /w/ in Yana. (5) McLendon reconstructs PPom
*ha?bal> ~ *hawba(-) ~ *hib?a. See Oswalt (1977) for a detailed treatment of the Proto-
Pomoan word for ‘tongue’.

Dixon & Kroeber 1913: 651 | | Kroeber 1915: 282 | | Sapir 1917: 5 | | Greenberg & Swadesh 1953: 220 | | Bright 1954:

65 || Bright 1956: 4547 || Olmsted 1956: 77 || Jacobsen 1958: 203 || Sapir & Swadesh 1960: 16 (*pel) || Haas

1963: 52-53 | | Haas 1964: 80 | | McLendon 1964: 137 || Silver 1964: 176 || Gursky 1965: 187 || Gursky 1974: 209

(#ipa(wa)l/ti#) | | Campbell 1976: 162 | | J. G. Crawford 1976: 320 | | J. M. Crawford 1976: 187 || Silver 1976: 200 | |

Waterhouse 1976: 337 || Oswalt 1977 || Langdon 1979: 638 || Greenberg 1987: 141 || Kaufman 1989: 130 (#[i/a]-

pal’ [I¥ ~ n’] ‘tongue’ [N/S]) | | Lesciner 1989: 163 (*bale) | | Gursky 1990: 17 | | Les¢iner 1990: 36 (*bale) | | Leshchi-

ner & Nikolaev 1992: 375 (*baHle) | | Shaul 2020b: 309

(p-07) PH *a/i-pa/i(w) ‘tail’

SHA ?ihiw[a?] ‘tail’ (Silver 1964: 175)

ACH ippi ‘tail’

PPOM *hiba- ‘tail’ > Pk hiba-, Ps hiba[?ak"le], Pc ba:, Pne [§i?]ba-, Pse bd, Pe yi-bd-

SER ii-p ‘tail’ (pl. ii-p-kox, abs. 2aa-p)

PCHO *(-a-)po ‘tail’ (HCh Il-a-bo [pl. t-a-bd], LCh pi-f-po, Teq <napo> ‘back’)

NOTES. (1) Shasta and Achumawi reflect *-pi(w), Pomoan reflects *-pa. This discrepancy is
probably due to a Proto-Hokan ablaut *a ~ *i. (2) Proto-Chontal *o may reflect PH *aw.

Sapir 1917: 13 || Dixon & Kroeber 1919: 106 || Olmsted 1956: 76 || McLendon 1964: 136 || Gursky 1974: 208

(#ipiwa#) || Campbell 1976: 162 || J. G. Crawford 1976: 319 || Waterhouse 1976: 339 || Greenberg 1987: 190-191

| | Kaufman 1989: 134 (#iHpwa ‘tail’ [N/S]) | | Les¢iner 1989: 164 (*p"iibo) | | Gursky 1990: 13 || Leshchiner & Ni-

kolaev 1992: 377 (*p"iibd)

(p-08) PH *k"api ‘metate, grinding stone’

CHI g"api[na] achabinas> ‘mortar’ (2.20.1080), g"api[na] ««hap’ina> ‘mortar’ (2.22.0249)

PPoM *q"a?bé ‘rock’ > Pk q"a?be, Ps k"a?be, Pn k"abé, Pc k"bé, Pne k"i?be, Pse xbe, Pe xa-bé

SAL A t-Sxa? tfqa> ‘a rock’ (2.85.0081), A t-sxdp-ahnel «tfqapahnel> ‘stones’ (2.85.0082), M t-sxap-
elat «fqapélat> ‘stones’ (2.85.0083), A t-i-Sxa? «trifqa> ‘mi dinero, mi piedra’, t-mi-sxa?
«trmifqa’> ‘tu dinero 6 piedra’, -i-Sxd?-wo <trifga@'wo> ‘his dinero’ (2.85.0083)

PYUM *(2-)xpi ‘metate’ > Ki xpi?® ‘metate, millstone’, Co xpi ‘metate’, JT xpi ‘metate’, MGI ?a-xpi-
‘metate’, Mo ?a-hpe ‘metate; name of a cat’s cradle design’, Pa ?-xpi ‘metate’, Hu p"i, p'i?,
?-p"i? ‘metate, grinding stone’, Ha p"i-?i ‘flat grinding rock’, Ya ?-hpi ‘metate, grinding stone’

SER xap ‘grinding stone’ (pl. xdp-kox)

NOTES. This word may be a compound with the first part being a shortened form of PH
*(a/i-)k"a?a ‘stone’.

Sapir 1925: 411 (*ixa-pi) | | Greenberg & Swadesh 1953: 219 | | Gursky 1974: 207 (#ax’a?pi#) | | Campbell 1976: 162

Il J. G. Crawford 1976: 315, 319 || J. M. Crawford 1976: 183 || Greenberg 1987: 141 || Kaufman 1989: 138

(#x¥a7=PI(y) [x’ ~ x] compound ‘mortar, metate; stone’ (< *"stone pound" or *"stone stone")) | | Shaul 2020b: 306

(p-09) PH *a-pu ‘mouth’

SHA ?dw, ?ahu- ‘mouth’ (Silver 1964: 174)
ACH dp ‘mouth; bill’

ATS Zipu ‘mouth’ (Talmy n.d., b: 106)
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PPoM *ha?bd > Pk hatbo ‘external part of the mouth, protrusion of the mouth; snout (of ani-
mal); beak, bill (of bird)’ (Oswalt & Buckley 2018)

NOTES. (1) Shasta ?ahu- is an allomorph used in compounds. (2) The glide w in Shasta ?iw re-
flects PH *u, while PH *p is reflected as zero.

Dixon & Kroeber 1919: 106 | | Olmsted 1956: 76 | | Haas 1964: 80 | | Gursky 1965: 180 | | Gursky 1974: 198 || Gur-

sky 1989: 23 || Kaufman 1989: 129 (#ap"u ‘mouth’ [NC]) | | Gursky 1990: 26

(p-10) PH *(a-)pu ‘to dig’

KAR di-p-va/ii-p-vu- ‘to dig (edible roots)’ (-va / -vu- ‘plural action’)

YAN [we-]pu- YN ‘to dig roots’

PPoM *-?bu- ‘to bury’ > Pk -?bu- [verbal root] ‘to bury’ (Oswalt & Buckley 2018)

SER k-i-p ‘dig out (using tool); pick (with something pointed); [stitch basket]’ (conjug.: i-t-dp,
i-t-dp-tim; i-t-dp-t, i-t-dpo-tam), [?d]po-x ‘stick used to dig up the roots of the "jojat" plant’ (pl.
2apo-tka)

PCHO *-pu- ‘to dig’ (HCh di-bu-?ma, LCh pu-ra)

NoTtEs. (1) Cf. Chimariko -opu- ‘to dig’ in <amma hoput> ‘he is digging up the ground’
(2.23.0626). (2) Seri 2dpo-x contains fossilized absolutive prefix ?a-.

Gursky 1974: 184 || Waterhouse 1976: 340 || Greenberg 1987: 135 (Chi — Cho) || Gursky 1989: 2 || Kaufman
1989: 159 (#pu [p ~ p] ‘to plant; dig; hoe; (digging) stick’ [N/S]) | | Gursky 1990: 24

(p-11) PH *(a-)pt(-p) ‘to weave baskets’

PPoM *k"i-?bu(-)- ‘to weave baskets’ > Pk -?bu- [verbal root] ‘weave with an instrument, stitch,
coil a basket, knit, crochet, embroider, weave a net’, c"i-?bu- ‘weave a basket; knit, embroi-
der, crochet, do needlework’ (c"i- ‘by holding a small or constricted part of a larger object,
often by an instrument with a handle’) (Oswalt & Buckley 2018), Pe k"i--bii- ‘to coil, weave
(baskets)’ (McLendon n.d.: 20) (k"i- ‘with a long, thin, generally flexible instrument (par-
ticularly with the side of such an instrument, e.g., a rope, needle, paintbrush, or carrying
strap, and, by extension, movement or transport by means of an instrument (frequently
nowadays a sack)’, see McLendon 1975: 47)

PYUM *pup ‘to weave baskets’ > Ki -pip? ‘weave baskets’, MGI wa-pup ‘weaves baskets (by
pushing through the strands)’, Ma po-v-k ‘weave’ (Gordon 1986: 164), Hu puv-k ‘to weave a
coil basket with an awl, to coil-weave’, Ha puv-k ‘to make a twined basket’, Ya pilv-i ‘weave’

SER k-i-p ‘[dig out (using tool); pick (with something pointed);] stitch basket’ (conjug.: i-t-dp, i-t-
dap-tim; i-t-dp-t, i-t-dpo-tam)

PCHO *-puf- ‘to weave’ > HCh di-buf-?ma ‘he will weave it’, LCh puf-ma ‘weave’

NOTES. (1) Yuman and Chontal reflect the form *pua-p, which may contain the Proto-Hokan
(medio)passive suffix *-p (p-24). (2) It is possible that this verb is related to (p-10) PH *(a-)pt
‘to dig’ (their reflexes in Seri are synchronically treated as one polysemous verb). The se-
mantic connection may lie in the similarity of repeated motions in digging and stitching
baskets.

J. G. Crawford 1976: 308 | | Kaufman 1989: 158 (#upu [?glott/asp] ‘to weave’ [S]) | | Gursky 1990: 20

(p-12) PH *puk™4/ila ‘a kind of basket’

CHI pug'ela «ptkélas ‘small basket’ (2.20.0038)

PPoM *buhq"dl ‘open-woven pack basket’ > Pk buhg'al, Pn bok"il, Pc p"k"dl, Pse [fali] bxal,
Pe bu-xal ‘tish trap basket (open-woven and elongated)’

NOTES. (1) The word may be a compound with the first component *(a)pt(-p) ‘to weave bas-
kets’ (p-11). (2) This word has a limited distribution and belongs to cultural vocabulary, so
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borrowing is not excluded. I tentatively retain this comparison because Chimariko and

Pomoan are not immediate neighbors.
Gursky 1974: 179 | | Gursky 1988: 21 | | Kaufman 1989: 158 (#puq"a(l’) [I¥ ~ n’] ‘basket’ [N])

The following examples without a Pomoan reflex fit into this correspondence:

(p-13) PH *a/i-pa ‘deer’

KAR 1-p ‘deer (Odocoileus hemionus)’

YAN pa-na ‘deer, deer meat’, incorporated form -wa

SAL A t-[a?]d? <tra’d> ‘venado’, pl. f-d-p-yax «rapjaqy, M t-[a?]a-p <taap™> ‘deer’ (2.85.1131)

SER ?ap ‘mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus)’ (pl. 2ap).

NOTES. Kaufman compares also PPom *xi?ba ‘body’, which is possible if one assumes the se-
mantic shift ‘deer’ > ‘meat’ > ‘body’.

Haas 1964: 77 || Silver 1964: 172 | | Gursky 1965: 173, 190 | | Gursky 1974: 184 (#ipa#) || J. G. Crawford 1976: 310

Il Gursky 1989: 1 | | Kaufman 1989: 126 (#ipa ‘deer; ?body [Pom; $- noun prefix]’ [N/S]) I | Leshchiner & Nikolaev

1992: 394 (*"b[o]wA (~-a- ?)) | | Shaul 2020b: 297, 300

(p-14) PH *i-pa ‘to spill’

YAN pa- ‘to spill, flow (liquid, grain, leaves, etc.)’ (used with directionals)

PCHO *-ipa- > HCh d-iba-hay-?ma ‘it (liquid) will spill out or be poured out’, d-iba-fi-?ma ‘he will
pour it (liquid) on top of it’ (-fi- ‘on top of’), LCh pa-fi-ria ‘splash someone or something
with water using a bucket or bowl, not with your hands’ (-fi- ‘up on’)

Gursky 1989: 27

(p-15) PH *a-pa- ‘to handle a round object’

SHA ap-a / ap-i- <ap-$ as in /rap-a?/ ‘let him throw a round object’ (Silver 1966: 68)

YAN pa-- ‘stone-like object lies, moves; to handle a stone-like object’ (used mainly with specify-
ing suffixes)

PYUM *pa ‘set, place round objects down’ > Ki h-pa?? ‘set, place round objects down’

J. G. Crawford 1976: 312

(p-16) PH *i-pd- ‘to hit (with a fist)’

YAN pa-- ‘to strike, punch, slap’ (used with specifying and locative suffixes)

PCHO *-ipa- > HCh d-iba-?ma ‘he will hit it (with some object or a fist); he will kick it; he will
discharge it (gun)’

NOTES. May be etymologically identical to the previous verb, with ‘fist’ as a kind of ‘round object’.

Greenberg 1987:235 | | Gursky 1989: 17 | | Kaufman 1989: 140 (#pa ‘to hit’; + ‘to break (Cho)’ [N/S])

(p-17) PH *i/a-pél ‘to be hot’

KAR (i)pdr[is] ‘to heat (cooking stones)’

PYuM *pal” ~ *pil’ ‘to be hot’ > Ki ?-pal’ ‘hot’, ?-pan’ ‘warm’ (diminutive), Co pin’ ‘be warm’, JT
pin ‘it is warm’, MGI wa-pin ‘warms up, warms himself’, Mo i-pil’-k, i-pi-I-k ‘be hot’, i-pi-n’-,
i-pin’- ‘be warm’, Ma pil*-k ‘be hot’, pin’-k ‘be warm’, Qu ?2a-pil’ ‘to be hot’, 2a-pin’ ‘to be
warm’, Hu pil-k ‘(one thing) to burn’, Ha pil-k ‘to burn’ (intransitive), Ya pil-i ‘be burnt’

PCHO *-epat- > HCh d-ebat-da ‘it is/will get warm/hot’, LCh pat-e-ma ‘heat, make something
hot or warm’ (-?e- ‘causative’)

Kroeber 1915: 282 | | Sapir apud Dixon & Kroeber 1919: 109 || Sapir 1925: 409 | | Greenberg & Swadesh 1953: 219

I'l Gursky 1974: 194 || Gursky 1989: 17 || Kaufman 1989: 141 (#pil” [i ~ a] ‘(to be) hot, warm; heat; to heat; burn’

[N/S]) Il Leshchiner & Nikolaev 1992: 399 (*™palé)
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(p-18) PH *(a-)pa/il ‘to lick’

PYUM *pin ‘to lick’ > Ki h-pi-n-u ‘to lick’

SER k-i-pt ‘to lick’ (conjug.: i-t-dpt, i-t-dpat-im; i-t-dpt-o)

PCHO *-pet[k]- ‘to lick’ > HCh di-bet-?ma [cont. g-a-betg-i], LCh pet-ria [dur. petka-duy]

NOTES. (1) This verb may be related to PH *a/i-pal ‘tongue’ (p-06). (2) Yuman and perhaps
Chontal reflect PH *pil (with a diminutive alternation *I > *n in Yuman), while Seri reflects
PH *a-pal. These two protoforms are connected by the Proto-Hokan ablaut *a/i.

Gursky 1974: 209 | | Greenberg 1987: 141 | | Gursky 1989: 20 | | Kaufman 1989: 130 (#pel” [I¥ ~ n*] ‘to lick’) || Gur-

sky 1990: 25

(p-19) PH *a/i-lapt ‘navel’

CHI honapu <hdénapu> ‘his navel’ (2.23.0387)

KAR drup ‘navel; navel cord’

SHA ?é-raw ‘navel’ (Silver 1964: 174)

PYUM *(m-)Ppu() ‘navel’ > Ki npi?? ‘navel’, JT ma-t'pu ‘belly button, navel’, MGI mi-IYapu- ‘his
navel’, Mo i-I"pu- ‘navel’, Hu rapu-, rapu-? ‘navel’, Ha m-rpu-?u, m-Ipu-?u ‘navel, belly button’,
Ya m-Ipi- ‘navel’

NOTES. (1) The nasal /n/ in Chimariko is due to the Proto-Hokan diminutive alternation *1 ~ *n.
(2) The vowel u in Karuk drup results from assimilation to the subsequently lost vowel of the fol-
lowing syllable. (3) The gilde w in Shasta ?é-raw reflects PH *u, while PH *p is reflected as zero.

Dixon & Kroeber 1919: 106 || Bright 1954: 65 || Jacobsen 1958: 201 || Haas 1963: 48 || Haas 1964: 80 || Silver

1964: 174 || Gursky 1974: 199 (#i/alak™i#) | | J. G. Crawford 1976: 316 || J. M. Crawford 1976: 183 | | Greenberg 1987:

139 || Gursky 1989: 24 | | Kaufman 1989: 133 (#(a-)Pafu [I’ ~ n’; a; ~ o] ‘navel’ [N/S]) | | LeSciner 1989: 163 (*?alup'a)

| | Lesciner 1990: 36 (*2aHIap’a) | | Leshchiner & Nikolaev 1992: 376 (*?aHlup'a)

(p-20) PH *a/i-puk ‘neck; nape of neck’

KAR [v]ii-p ‘neck’

SHA ?é-pk[a] ‘nape of the neck’ (Silver 1964: 174)

AcH [w]dpt[i] ‘neck’

ATS ?upkl[i] ‘neck’ (Talmy n.d., b: 107)

PYUM *puk ‘nape; base’ > Ki pug! ‘under, beneath, nether; inside, under cover’, n’-puq’ ‘a spine,
someone’s spine’, Co m-puk ‘nape of neck’, JT i--puk ‘nape of neck, back of neck’, MGI
aya-puk, i--puk ‘his neck, nape’, Mo hi-puk ‘base, bottom, foundation; root’, Ma m-i--puk
‘neck’, Pa i-pu-k ‘neck’, Hu yi-p"ik ‘back of the neck’, Ha puk-I ‘in the corner; at the bottom,
down below’, Ya piik ‘bottom, foot (figurative)’, i--puik ‘neck’

PCHO *-epux ‘nape’ > LCh -epiih ‘nape’ (Waterhouse 1976: 337)

NOTES. The vowel u in Karuk vii-p results from assimilation to the subsequently lost vowel of
the following syllable. The same explanation is possible also for u in Atsugewi ?upki, but
for Atsugewi no additional examples for such an assimilation are known yet.

Dixon & Kroeber 1919: 106 | | Olmsted 1956: 75 | | Jacobsen 1958: 201 || Haas 1963: 48-49 || Silver 1964: 174 | |

Gursky 1974: 199 (#i"upaki#) || Waterhouse 1976: 337, 341 || Gursky 1989: 24 || Kaufman 1989: 129 (#[i:/u]-pu(K)

‘nape; neck; shoulder; arm’) | | Les¢iner 1989: 163 (*wop'uk™) | | Leshchiner & Nikolaev 1992: 375 (*wap'uk™)

(p-21) PH *a-pVI(V)-kaw ‘fox’

KAR apra-x ‘gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus)’

PYUM *prxa-w ‘fox’ > Ki pnxa-w? ‘fox (probably kit fox; Vulpes macrotis)’, Co prxa-w ‘kit fox
(Vulpes macrotis)’, JT parxa-w ‘tox (gray fox, Urocyon cinereoargenteus)’, MGI parxa-w ‘fox’, Mo
marho ‘grey fox’

NoOTES. The word is a compound with the second part PH *kaw ‘fox’.

Kaufman 1989: 148 (#(a)pVrax ‘fox’ [Kar:NC +Yum]) || Leshchiner & Nikolaev 1992: 394 (*wira)
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(p-22) PH *tap ‘to clasp’ (= -04)

KAR ti-tap-va/ti-tap-vu- ‘to trap’ (ta- ‘with tool or implement’ [Haas 1980: 70], -va/-vu- ‘plural
action’)

YAN -fap?- ‘to squeeze’

PYUM *[x]tap ‘clasp’ > Ki xtap! in xtap h-u-y ‘grasp in mouth or with pincer tongs’, xtap-tay-u?
‘pincers, tongs’, Hu sit"av ‘tongs’, ¢it"dv-k ‘to clasp between lips’, Ha stav ‘tongs for picking
prickley pear’, stav-k ‘to hang something up (with clothespins); to handle with tongs or
other clasping tool’

(p-23) PH *(i-)k"4/ip ‘to extinguish’

CHI n-ig"ap <abu nixhéap> ‘put the fire out! (2.23.0840), n-eq"ap nexhdp> ‘put it out! (2.22.0113)
(n- ‘imperative’, see Jany 2009: 118)

KAR isip ‘to extinguish a fire’, im-sip ‘to cool off; (fire) to be extinguished’ (im- ‘by heat or fire’
[Haas 1980: 69])

ATS -cp in p-ci-cp ‘to extinguish a fire’, ma-cp ‘to put out a fire with one’s foot’, phii-cp ‘to blow
out a fire’ (Talmy n.d., a: 41)

SAL A «cap>, M «cap» ‘to extinguish, put out’ (Mason 1918: 139), M sap «cap> ‘ya estd apagado’
(2.88.0068)

PYUM *sip ‘to be extinguished’ > JT wa-sip ‘it goes out (said of a fire)’, MGI a-sip ‘goes out, is ex-
tinguished’

NOTES. (1) Chimariko and Salinan reflect PH *(i-)k"ap, while Karuk and Yuman reflect PH
*(i-)k"{p. These two protoforms are connected by the Proto-Hokan ablaut *a/i. (2) Atsugewi c
instead of expected ¢” is due to the synchronic neutralization of plain and aspirated conso-

nants in coda position (Good 2004: 8).
J. G. Crawford 1976: 312 | | Greenberg 1987: 136 || Kaufman 1989: 160 (#siP [i ~ a] [?asp] ‘(to die [fire];) to douse
(fire)’ [N/S]) | | Shaul 2020b: 301

(p-24) PH *p-, *-p ‘(medio)passive’

KAR -ap ‘inverse’ (Macaulay 1992)

YAN -wa- ‘passive’ (Hinton 1988: 11)

SAL A «-a’, M <-ap> ‘passive, reflexive’ (Mason 1918: 48—49)

PYUM *p-, *-p ‘medio-passive’ > Ki p- ‘mediopassive prefix indicating an action on/by oneself
(reflexive), on something of one’s own, or frequently as a general causative, involving the
completion of an action’, -p ‘(medio)-passive suffix’, Co -p ‘be in the state or condition
which results from the action of the verb’, MGI -p ‘be in a state resulting from a self-
induced or spontaneous action or event’ (Langdon 1970: 97), Mo -v ‘passive’ (Munro 1976:
240), Ma -v ‘medio-passive’ (Gordon 1986: 82-85), Qu -v/-p (“-v occurs after vowels and
most consonants, -p after m and p”) ‘medio-passive’ (Halpern 1947a: 28), Hu -v ‘reflexive’
(“[w]hen there is only one noun phrase in the sentence, the reflexive suffix -v means that
the subject is in a state resulting from the action of the verb”) (Watahomigie et al. 1982:
387-390), Ya -v ‘(medio)passive’ (Shaterian 1983: 107)

SER p- ‘passive’ (occurs before vowel-initial roots) (Marlett in press: 653-654)

NOTES. (1) Speaking about the Karuk inverse suffix, Mithun (2012: 82) notes that “the distribu-
tion of the -ap suffix suggests that it may have had a passive origin”. This ties in well with
the semantics of the Hokan cognates of the Karuk suffix. (2) Turner (1987: 223) denies that
Antoniano Salinan -a? has a passive or reflexive value.

Kaufman 1989: 121 (#-p [?asp] ‘passive’ [N/S]) | | Gursky 1995: 147
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2.1.2. Proto-Pomoan *p"

The sound correspondence involving Proto-Pomoan *p" is given in Table 24. This correspon-
dence reflects the Proto-Hokan aspirated labial stop *p". Chimariko has /px/, but /x ~ h/ before
/u/, Shasta has /px/, but /p/ before a consonant, Proto-Yuman has *px before *a, but *ps before
*i or *u. Judging by the reflexes in Chimariko, Shasta, Achumawi, Salinan, Yuman and Seri,
phonetically *p" was realized as [px] with velar release rather than as [p"] with a following
positive VOT. Note that Proto-Hokan *t" is apparently reflected in Shasta as /tx/, which sug-
gests that phonologically aspirated coronals also had a velar release. Similar realization of
phonological aspiration as velar release is found in Siouan (Rood & Taylor 1996: 442) and Ath-
abaskan (Hoijer 1942) languages. Especially interesting is the situation in Osage, which resem-
bles the developments in Yuman: “ph, th, and kh become px, tx, and kx respectively before back
vowels (o0, ¢, 4, q), and ps, ch, and ks before nonback vowels” (Quintero 2004: 31). The reason I
prefer to reconstruct a unitary phoneme here rather than a cluster is that it would be the only
type of morpheme-internal consonant cluster in Proto-Hokan. The typical structure of the Ho-
kan root is *CVC, where C may be either a single consonant or zero.

PH Chi Kar Sha Ach Ats Yan PPom Sal PYum Ser PCho

h %.-h

p px | *px,*ps | px “f

*.-h

P px, x~h f px ph ph P

Table 24. Proto-Hokan *p".

(p"-01) PH *a-p"4 ‘excrement’, *i-p"4 ‘intestines’

CHI apxa <apxa> ‘excrement’ (Berman 2001: 1060), hipxa <hipqa> ‘guts’ (2.20.0023), ipxa dpxa> ‘in-
testines’ (Berman 2001: 1063)

KAR d-f ‘excrement, shit’, fi-[n] ‘guts, intestines’

SHA ?i-pxd[y] ‘guts’ (Silver 1961: 5)

YAN CN p’a[éi] ‘excrement’

PPOM *?ahp"a ‘excrement’ > Pk 2ahp"a, Ps 2ahp"a (Oswalt 1981: 58), Pn p"4, Pne fa, Pse fa, Pe p"i;
PPoMm *?ihp"a ‘guts, intestines’ > Ps ?ihp"a (Oswalt 1981: 60)

SAL A t-é-pxal[t] <trépqat> ‘my guts; my shit’, {-mé-pxa[t] <tr'mépqat> ‘yours...’, pxa[t] <pqat> ‘shit’
(2.85.0648)

PYUM *pxa ‘intestines’ > Ki pha?! ‘abdomen, belly; intestines’, Co pxa ‘guts, intestines’, JT pxa
‘intestines, guts’, MGI paxa- ‘his guts, intestines’, Mo vaha- ‘guts, intestines’, Pa vxa ‘en-
trails’, Hu vaha?, v?ha? ‘guts, intestines’, Ha vha-?a ‘guts’, Ya vha ‘guts, entrails’

PCHO *-fa[y] ‘excrement’ > HCh #-a-fay [pl. -a-faye], LCh a-fay? ~ a-fay

NOTES. (1) PH *a-p"a ‘excrement’ contains the absolutive (non-possessed) prefix *a-, while PH
*i-p"a ‘intestines’ contains the possessed prefix *i-. (2) Final -y in Shasta and Chontal may
be a fossilized nominal suffix. (3) Final -t in Salinan may be a fossilized plural suffix.

Sapir 1917: 12 || Sapir 1925: 406 || Greenberg & Swadesh 1953: 218 || Haas 1964: 78 || McLendon 1964: 131 | |

Silver 1964: 173 || Gursky 1965: 175 | | Gursky 1974: 186 (¢i/ap"a- + -ci, -wan, -y#) || J. G. Crawford 1976: 312 ||

J. M. Crawford 1976: 181 | | Langdon 1979: 637 | | Webb 1980: 74 | | Greenberg 1987: 217-218 | | Gursky 1989: 6 | |

Kaufman 1989: 133 (#i-pxa ‘guts’ [N/S], #a-pxa ‘shit’ [N/S]) | | Gursky 1990: 24 | | Shaul 2020b: 303

(p"-02) PH *i-p"4 ‘to bake, roast’

SHA k-ipxa- “You (sg.) roast (it)!’ (Silver 1966: 26) (k- ‘hortative’, Silver 1966: 118-119)
YAN N p'oo[wawai]- ‘to bake roots’

PPoM *?ihp"4- ‘to cook, bake under ashes’ > Ps ?ilp"a-, Pn p"i--, Pe p"i-

Gursky 1988: 33 | | Kaufman 1989: 142 (#p"a ‘to bake’ [N/S])
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(p"-03) PH *p"i- ‘go (pl.)’

YAN p'i-- ‘plural go, move’ (used with directionals)

PPoM *p"i[l4]- ‘several to go’ > Pk p"il ‘group go; several go together’ (always occurs with a di-
rectional suffix; the form of the stem depends on the form of the suffix) (Oswalt & Buckley
2018), Pn p"ili-, Pc ha'l ~ hl-, Pe p"i-ld

Sapir 1917: 13 | | Kaufman 1989: 135 (#p"i [*p" or *px] ‘to go’ [N])

(p"-04) PH *i-p"it ‘to fart’ (= t-04)

KAR p-if ‘to fart, to break wind’ (p- ‘iterative’)

YAN N p"it?- ‘to break wind’

PPoM *?ihp"ét- ‘to break wind’ > Pk ?ip"e-, Ps Zehp"ét-, Pn p"é--, Pne fer-én [-en ‘infinitive suffix’],
Pse féd, Pe p'ér

PYUM *psit ‘to fart’ > Ki i-phit! ‘flatulate’, Co psit ‘break wind, fart’, JT psit ‘he farts, he flatu-
lates’, MGI pasit ‘flatulates’, Mo i-vOet-k ‘pass gas, flatulate; burp’

NOTES. (1) The root is onomatopoeic, but it follows non-trivial sound correspondences seen in
non-onomatopoeic roots. (2) Yuman shows a regular development *p" > *px > *ps before
high vowels.

Haas 1964: 77 || McLendon 1964: 130 || Gursky 1965: 171 || Gursky 1974: 181 || J. G. Crawford 1976: 309 ||
Langdon 1979: 637 | | Kaufman 1989: 133 (#(i-)p"et ‘to fart; skunk’ [N])

(p"-05) PH *(a/i-)p™a ‘to blow’

CHI «-xu-, -xuc-, -hus-> ‘to blow’ (Dixon 1910: 379)

KAR ik-fuly] ‘to whistle’ (ik- ‘making a sound’, Haas 1980: 72); fu[m]- in fum-puh ‘to blow (with
one’s mouth)’, fum-ti-p-sur/fum-td-p-suru- ‘to blow in a certain manner (in magical proce-
dure)’ (-sur/-suru- ‘off’)

SHA -e-pxu?- ‘to blow’ (Silver 1964: 171)

ATS phu- (instrumental prefix) ‘from matter, propelled by the mouth working egressively sail-
ing into the FIGURE’ [exs.: blown breath, spit, spat-out object] (Talmy 1972: 421)

YAN phu— ‘to blow, suck, do with mouth’

PPOM *p"u- ‘with energy of a moving current of air as medium or locus’ > Pk p"u- ‘by blow-
ing’, Pc p"-, Pe p"u--‘with energy of a moving current of air as a medium or locus, particu-
larly with the explosive force resulting from the sudden release of air, or other medium
that behaves similarly, such as spurting liquids’

PYUM *[x]psuly] ‘to blow’ > Co xpsu- ‘blow (with the mouth)’, JT xapsuy ‘it blows (said of
the wind), he blows’, MGI xapasu'y ‘blows’, Mo cavuOuy-k ‘blow (through one’s lips)’,
Qu c-xavasiiy ‘to blow, breathe on’

SER k-i-pxo[x] ‘to blow’ (conjug.: i-t-dpxo[x], i-t-dpxo-t-im [i-t-dpx“~-im]; i-t-dpxo-t, i-t-dpxo-t-am)

pCho *-fu- ‘to blow’ > HCh di-fu-s-?ma ‘he will blow it, fan it’ (cont. g-a-fu-s-gi), di-fu-t-Ko-?ma
‘he will blow water out of the mouth’ (-ko- ‘inside’), di-fu-nci-?ma ‘he will blow on the fire’,
LCh fu-h-ma ‘to blow’, fu-s-riia ‘to blow’

NOTES. (1) The root is onomatopoeic, but it follows non-trivial sound correspondences seen in
non-onomatopoeic roots. (2) Yuman shows a regular development *p" > *px > *ps before
high vowels.

Sapir 1917: 13 | | Sapir 1920b: 286 | | Sapir & Swadesh 1960: 16 (*phu-) | | Haas 1964: 77 || McLendon 1964: 129 | |

Silver 1964: 171 || Gursky 1965: 170, 189 || Gursky 1968: 26-27 || Gursky 1974: 180 (#phu#) || J. G. Crawford

1976: 309 || J. M. Crawford 1976: 180 | | Silver 1976: 200 | | Waterhouse 1976: 341 || Greenberg 1987: 134 || Gur-

sky 1988: 25 | | Kaufman 1989: 131 (#(i)pxa ‘to blow’ [N/S]) | | Zhivlov 2018: 147-148
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(p"-06) PH *(i-)p"a ‘to be fat; to swell’, *i-p™a ‘fat, grease’

CHI hihu-t <hihut> ‘he is fat’ (2.20.1131), hihu-nta <hihunda> ‘he is getting fat’ (2.20.1131), hixu-
nta <hiqunta> ‘she is fat’ (2.23.0243)

KAR uf ‘to anoint, to rub grease on (someone)’

SHA -e-pxu[k-u]- ‘to swell’ (Silver 1964: 175)

ACH ipho ‘fat; grease’, pha ‘to use fat; to dress hair’

YAN p"uli]- ‘to be fat’

PPoM *Rihp"ly] ‘fat’ > Pk ?ihp"uy, Ps ?2ihp"uy, Pn p"iy, Pc p"iy, Pne fiy[in] ‘grease’, fi- ‘animal
fat’, Pse fuy, Pe p"iy

SER i-pxo[m] ‘firm fat (of animal)’

PCHO *-fu- ‘to swell’ > HCh di-fu-?ma ‘it will swell up’, LCh fu-ma ‘to swell’; der. PCHO *-fu-nx-
‘to get fat’ > HCh di-fu-M-?ma, LCh fu-y-ma

NOTES. The vowel u in Karuk uf results from assimilation to the subsequently lost vowel of the

following syllable.
Sapir 1917: 13 || Sapir 1925: 416 (*up'awi “fat, stout”?) | | Greenberg & Swadesh 1953: 218 | | Olmsted 1956: 77 | |
McLendon 1964: 131 || Gursky 1968: 38 || Gursky 1974: 187 (#ip"u-i ~ up"i#) Il J. G. Crawford 1976: 312 ||
Greenberg 1987: 197 || Gursky 1989: 7 || Kaufman 1989: 132 (#(i:-)pxu(y) ‘fat, grease’ [N/S]) | | LeS¢iner 1989: 163
(*?iS,ujo) | | Leshchiner & Nikolaev 1992: 376 (*?1S 11j0)

(p"-07) PH *(i-)p™al ‘red earth’

KAR asd-fu'n ‘red earth, ochre’ (as/asa- ‘rock; stone’), fiir-ax ‘scarlet’ (in compounds) (contains
d-x ‘blood; (as a postpound) red’)

YAN p"un-na C ‘red paint’, N ‘red earth’

PPoM Rip"olY ~ *Rip"é-l’ ‘magnesite’ > Pk ?ip"o-, Ps p"o-[?0] ‘magnesite; pollen from wild rose;
red clay used by dancers’, Pn p'é-, Pne fd-, Pse fRol, Pe p"61

NOTES. (1) The nasal /n/ in Karuk and Yana is due to the Proto-Hokan diminutive alternation
*1 ~*n. (2) McLendon (1964: 129) remarks that “magnesite beads are red in color”.

McLendon 1964: 129 || Gursky 1968: 35 || Gursky 1974: 202 (#p"un#) || Gursky 1989: 29 || Kaufman 1989: 156

(#pxuN ‘red earth’ [NC])

The following examples without Pomoan reflexes fit into this correspondence.

(p"-08) PH *i-p" ‘urine’

CHI ?ipxi <ipqi> ‘urine’ (2.23.0390)

PYuM *psi[w] ‘to urinate’ > Co psi- ‘(man to) urinate or urinate on’, JT psiw ‘he urinates (said of
a man)’, MGI pasiw ‘urinates (man)’, Mo ivOu-- ‘urinate (of a man)’, Qu avsiic ‘to urinate’,
Hu Ou-c?-k ‘to urinate’, Ha Ou-¢-k ‘to urinate’, Ya 61c-i ‘urinate’

NOTES. Yuman shows a regular development *p" > *px > *ps before high vowels.

J. M. Crawford 1976: 187.

(p"-09) PH *(a/i-)p"usi ‘liver’ (= s-08)

CHI husi <hufi> ‘liver’ (2.23.0174)

KAR [v]dfis ‘liver’

SHA ?é-psi? ‘liver’ (Silver 1964: 173)

ATS ?ipsi ‘liver’ (Talmy n.d., b: 104)

PYUM *(¢-)psi- ‘liver’ > Ki Iphi-? ‘liver’, Co cpusu ‘liver (from an animal)’, JT éapsi ‘liver’, MGI
¢apasi- ‘his liver’, Mo cavu0i- ‘liver’, Pa ¢vsi- ‘liver’, Hu ¢iv0i-, ¢iv0i-? ‘liver’, Ha cv0i--?i ‘liver’,
Ya cvOi- ‘liver’
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NOTES. (1) The vowel i in Karuk vdfi§ results from assimilation to the subsequently lost vowel
of the following syllable. (2) Unexpected reflexes of *p" in Shasta, Atsugewi and Yuman are
apparently due to preconsonantal position. (3) The vowel u in Atsugewi ?ipsi may result
from assimilation to the subsequently lost vowel of the following syllable.

Sapir 1917: 9 || Haas 1963: 4648 | | Haas 1964: 79 || Silver 1964: 173 | | Gursky 1974: 196 (#iwapsi#) | | Greenberg 1987:

240 | | Gursky 1989: 21 | | Kaufman 1989: 132 (#fusi ‘liver’ [N/S]) | | Leshchiner & Nikolaev 1992: 376 (*wusi (~-€))

2.1.3. Comparison with Kaufman’s reconstruction

Kaufman reconstructs the following labial obstruents for Proto-Hokan: *p, *p, *p" and *f.
In addition, he reconstructs a cluster *px (see Table 25)'.

PH Chi Kar Sha Ach | Ats | Yan Wsh | PPom | Sal PYum | Ser | PCho | Tol
* P P P P p P P “b p |V | P | P | P
*p" | ph p h | p" | 2 | p" p" | P" | p *p p| *p | P
P 1 p 13 P | P P 1 P 1 p p ol p
PX | X px f px | px | ph | P p | *p" | px | vl | px | *f | p°
 lpwO | Lvh? | wp | wp ? P P *b pw | *p [Vl f *f P

Table 25. Correspondences of Hokan labial obstruents according to Kaufman (1989).

The main difference between my reconstruction and Kaufman’s is that I reconstruct only
two labial phonemes: *p and *p", the latter corresponding to Kaufman’s *px rather than *p™.

Many lexical items reconstructed with *p’ by Kaufman are animal and plant names or
terms of material culture which are suspect of being diffused: #p'usal [s ~ §] ‘mouse’ (Kauf-
man 1989: 149), #puci(N) ‘hummingbird’ [NC] (Kaufman 1989: 150), #(q)hapi[C/T] ‘turtle’
[N/S] (Kaufman 1989: 151), #p’éLa ‘slug’ (Kaufman 1989: 152), #p'o:L [l ~ n] ‘chokecherry, wild
cherry’ [NC] (Kaufman 1989: 154), #p'asa7 ‘buckeye’ [N] (Kaufman 1989: 154), #p'aHa “pinole’
[S] (Kaufman 1989: 154), #xopu ‘bow’ [N/S] (Kaufman 1989: 141), #p'u: ‘basket’ [N/S] (Kauf-
man 1989: 158) and #(u)p'ay ‘basket’ [N] (Kaufman 1989: 158).

Some of the reconstructions with *p’ are partially based on Washo reflexes: #=PiL [p ~ p]
‘here and there’ [N] (Kaufman 1989: 119) > Washo -gapil ‘here and there’, #Pal [p ~ p] ‘cheek’
(Kaufman 1989: 131) > Washo pd?l ‘cheek’, #[i/a]-puL [l ~ n] ‘tail’ [N] (Kaufman 1989: 134) >
Washo dpil ‘tail’, #p'usaL [s ~ §] ‘mouse’ (Kaufman 1989: 149) > Washo pusila? ‘mouse’, #ip'eL ~
#iLep’ ‘to dig’ [N] (Kaufman 1989: 160) > Washo ipel ‘to dig a hole’ and #[a/i]puL ‘to fill; full’
[N] (Kaufman 1989: 161) > Washo i:pil ‘tull’. I believe that Washo is not a Hokan language (see
section 0), and if it is correct at least the *p’ etymologies mentioned above involve diffusion.

Several of Kaufman’s reconstructions with glottalized *p’ involve discrepancy in reflexes,
where some of the daughter languages point to glottalized *p’, whereas others point to plain
*p: #=PiL [p ~ p7] ‘here and there’ [N] (Kaufman 1989: 119), #Pal [p ~ p] ‘cheek’ (Kaufman 1989:
131), #ip(H)u [p ~ p’ ~ p"] ‘to sting; stab; awl’ [NC] (Kaufman 1989: 140), #pu [p ~ p]] ‘to plant;
dig; hoe; (digging) stick’ [N/S] (Kaufman 1989: 159), #o:pu [p ~ p7] ‘to dig; hoe’ [N/S] (Kaufman

1 Actually, Kaufman does not give separate correspondences for aspirated and glottalized stops. Rather
it is assumed that they differ from the reflexes of the plain stops in having respectively aspiration and glot-
talization in languages which preserve these features. Therefore, Table 25 and other similar tables below rep-
resent my attempt at “reconstructing” these correspondences. Bracketed reflexes in PYum here and below in
Table 29 indicate allophone-level reflexes.
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1989: 159) and #piila [p’ ~ p] ‘to play; toy’ [N/S] (Kaufman 1989: 163). Since these items exhibit
irregular correspondences, they cannot be used to support the reconstruction of Proto-Hokan *p'.

All of Kaufman’s etymologies with *p’ save two fall into one or more of the above catego-
ries. The two remaining reconstructions are: #p- 1. ‘absolutive(?) noun prefix’ [N]; ‘deriva-
tional noun prefix’ [N] (Kaufman 1989: 117) and #l’ap’ ‘hot; to burn, start a fire’ [S] (Kaufman
1989: 141). These two etymologies are not enough to substantiate the reconstruction of glottal-
ized *p’ for Proto-Hokan.

Kaufman reconstructs *ph when Chimariko, Achumawi, Yana, Washo, Pomoan or Tol
have aspirated labial stop, while Karuk, Salinan, Seri or Chontal have /p/. Most of these com-
parisons are distributionally weak. Some of them may result from diffusion, e.g., #p"uruCi
‘knee’ [NC] (Kaufman 1989: 129) > Yana Y p"uruci, C p"urici, N p"urut-kalu ‘elbow’, Achumawi
pulliic ‘knee’, Atsugewi puluc ‘knee’ (Talmy n.d., b: 102), see Jacobsen (1976: 230-231) on bor-
rowings between Achumawi-Atsugewi and Yana. Some involve comparisons with Washo, as
#(i-)p"iH ‘nail, finger- or toe-’ [N] (Kaufman 1989: 139) > Karuk axpih ‘nail (of finger or toe)’,
Washo tul-ipi? ‘fingernail’.

Kaufman’s *f is reconstructed when /f/ of Karuk, Seri or Chontal corresponds to unaspi-
rated /p/ or /w/ in other languages. The comparisons with *f also mostly have a weak distribu-
tion. Moreover, the correspondences as stated by Kaufman are too irregular: *f can give /p/,
/w/, or @ in Chimariko, /f/, /v/, /h/, or /p/ in Karuk, /w/ or /p/ in Shasta, Achumawi and Sa-
linan. In #(a-)l’afu [I¥ ~ n%; a1 ~ o] ‘navel’ [N/S] (Kaufman 1989: 133) *{, rather than *p, is recon-
structed to account for Shasta /w/ in ?é'raw ‘navel’. However, Shasta /w/ here probably reflects
PH *u after the regular development of intervocalic *p to zero. The reconstruction of *f also en-
counters a typological difficulty: the change *f > /p/, postulated for most branches of Hokan, is
quite rare typologically.

2.2.0. Correspondences involving Proto-Pomoan coronal stops

Proto-Pomoan is reconstructed with three dental stops — *t, *t and *t — and four alveolar
stops: *d, *t, “" and *t (McLendon 1973: 21-22). The dental stops are rather rare; they are in
quasi-complementary distribution with the alveolar stops. In word- and stem- initial position,
only alveolar stops are allowed!> *ta?qo ‘salt’, *tuhxo ‘five’, *thi?bé- ‘tule sprout’, “"026(+)
‘acorn mush’, *t"G-¢ ‘mother’s older sister’, *ta?la- ‘tick’, *fdqi ‘younger sibling’. Word-
internally before a stressed vowel we find alveolar stops in: *wata- ‘woodduck’, *butaqal’ ~
*bu-tdqa ‘bear’, *bitéx ‘body louse’, *hma-tiyu ~ *ma-tiyuho ‘poison oak’, >*qhatc')(-) ‘acorn
bread’, *k"itt- ‘basket, sp.’, *matt- ‘to tell stories, myths’, *duht"al ‘pain’, *?aht"é(n) ‘small
feather/down’, *baht"é(n) ‘big, sg.’, *-ht"é ‘(other person’s) mother’, *mat"éy ‘doe’, *?aht"iy(n*)
‘big, pl’, *bat’y ‘arrow’, *?0-t"6no ‘edible seaweed’, *hata- ‘rectum’, *si?tadl ‘leaf, *mafé-
‘spleen’, and possibly also in *mi-tdk? ~ *hmita- ‘sand/gravel’, *mi-ti- ~ *mi-ti- ‘to lie’ and
*wa-tak?/q? ‘frog’, where stress cannot be unambiguously reconstructed. There are only two
cases with dental stops in this position: *ho?t6 ‘brains, head, protuberance’ and *mu?té- ‘to be
cooked’ (with the related words *muhtdm- ‘to be hot’ and *mu?tdwinal ‘summer’). Word-
internally before an unstressed vowel we have dental stops in *?ima-ta ‘woman’, *-to ‘object
case’, *-t"in ‘negative’ and possibly also in *¢iyita ~ *¢iht4 ‘bird’ and *?at"ana ~ *?at"a-na ‘hand’,
where stress cannot be unambiguously reconstructed. There is only one unambiguous case

12 Here and below I omit cases with *d because there is no contrasting dental voiced stop in Proto-Pomo. The
idea that the Proto-Pomoan opposition of dental and alveolar stops is secondary was first put forward by Marga-
ret Langdon (1979: 602-603).
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with the alveolar stop in this position: *ba-to ‘mud’'®. In the word- and stem-final position, we
have dental stops in *?ihq"et? ‘spit’ (n), *mahsik?/t? ‘embers, charcoal’, *q"a?bat?/y ‘wild on-
ion’, *q"4-¢tiyat ~ *q"a-¢it ‘mudhen’, and alveolar stops in *?ahmat ~ *2amét ‘earth’, *2ihp"ét- ‘to
break wind’, *ku'mat? ~ *qumat ‘squirrel’, >*nuphét ‘skunk’, *su-limat? ‘string’ and *yahmot?
‘panther’. Thus, the contrast of dental and alveolar stops is robust only word-finally.

Coronal stops are rarer in Hokan comparisons than labials or velars. This distribution is
not as strange as it seems, as we have a similar situation in Proto-Yuman, where only a few
roots beginning in *t can be reconstructed (Langdon 1996: 97-98).

2.2.1. Proto-Pomoan *d and *t

The sound correspondences involving Proto-Pomoan *d'* and *t are given in Table 26. These
correspondences reflect the Proto-Hokan plain coronal stop *t.

Note the glottal stop, optionally added in the root-final position in Yana, Pomoan and
Chontal, where glottal stop merges with *c to yield a glottalized *¢. Just as in the case with
root-final *-p discussed above, this glottal stop may be a relic of a suffix *-?.

PH Chi Kar Sha Ach Ats Yan PPom Sal PYum Ser PCho
*()t- t t t t t t *d t *t t *t
*_t @ | o~t t t t~ 8 *(?) t *t t e~ A

Table 26. Proto-Hokan *t.

(t-01) PH *tu- ‘to do with the hand/fingers’

CHI «tu-> ‘with the hand’ (Dixon 1910: 329)

ATS tu- (lexical prefix) ‘the hand(s), arm(s)’ (Talmy 1972: 425)

YAN N to-- ‘do with the fingers’ (Sapir 1922: 219)

PPoM *du- ‘with the fingers, with the fingers opposed to the thumb’ > Pk du- ‘with the fingers,
with the fingers opposed to the thumb’, Pc ?a-- ~ ?- ‘with fingers or arms’, Pe du-- ‘with or
affecting the fingers, frequently with fingertips acting together to pull’ (McLendon 1975: 45).

NOTES. This is one of the Hokan instrumental prepounds, see Zhivlov (2018).

Sapir 1917: 27 || Dixon & Kroeber 1919: 107 || Sapir apud Dixon & Kroeber 1919: 108 || Gursky 1974: 192 ||

Greenberg 1987: 231 | | Gursky 1989: 14-15 | | Kaufman 1989: 123 (#tu= ‘with the hand’ [N]) | | Gursky 1995: 145 | |

Zhivlov 2018: 145

(t-02) PH *a-mat ‘earth’

CHI 2ama <ama> ‘earth’ (2.20.0023), ama <am-a> ‘earth, land’ (Berman 2001: 1059)

KAR dv-ax ‘red mud’ (contains 4-x ‘blood; (as a postpound) red’)

YAN CN -mat[u] ‘place’

PPoM *2ahmat ~ *?amat ‘earth’ > Pk ?ama- ‘thing, earth, dirt, land’, Ps 2am-a, Pn md-, Pc md-, Pne
2dma-, Pse midt verb prefix ‘down to ground’, Pe Mdr ‘down to land’, M4 ‘land as opposed
to water’

PYUM *(2-)mat ‘earth’ > Ki ?-mat! ‘earth, land, place’, Co mat ‘land, ground, floor, country, dirt,
earth, (city) lot’, JT mat ‘dirt, earth, land, place, ground’, MGI ?a2-mat ‘land, earth, ground,
country, place’, Mo ?a-mat ‘land; country; place; dirt, mud, clay; down, below; floor’,

13 And even in this case Northern Pomo has bat"s.
14 Another correspondence involving PPom *d will be analyzed in the section on sonorants in one of the next
papers in this series.
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Ma mat ‘dirt, land, earth’, Qu ?a-mdt ‘land’, Pa mit ‘earth’, Hu mat ‘earth, land, place,
dirt’, Ha mat, ?-mat ‘dirt, ground, earth, land’, Ya mit ‘earth, land, ground, dirt, clay’

SER ?ant ‘earth, dirt, land; world, earth; place; year’, 2amt ‘ground; loose soil, sand’, 19t century
Seri B <am't> ‘earth, land’, Pt <hamt> ‘la tierra’ (Marlett 2010: 21)

PCHO *-a-mac ‘land, earth; year’ > HCh t-a-ma¢, LCh a-ma¢, Teq «mas, mats>

NOTES. (1) According to Marlett (2010: 18), “[m]odern Seri distinguishes between /?ant/ 'earth,
land, year' (which also occurs in many expressions) and /2amt/ 'soil' (which is restricted
in usage). The evidence from the word lists suggests that this distinction is relatively re-
cent and that the form /?amt/ is the origin of both”. (2) See Zhivlov (2019) for the
polysemy ‘earth/year’.

Kroeber 1915: 282 | | Sapir apud Dixon & Kroeber 1919: 110 | | Sapir 1925: 409-410 (*ama) | | Greenberg & Swadesh

1953: 218 || Bright 1956: 45-46 | | Jacobsen 1958: 199 || McLendon 1964: 133 || Gursky 1965: 174 || Gursky 1974:

186 (#ama# ‘earth’), 212 (#2amat# ‘year’) || Campbell 1976: 163 || J. G. Crawford 1976: 314, 320 | | J. M. Crawford

1976: 182 | | Waterhouse 1976: 337-338 | | Langdon 1979: 637 | | Webb 1980: 75 | | Greenberg 1987: 216 | | Gursky

1989: 4-5 | | Kaufman 1989: 142, 167 (#aHma(t)) ‘earth’ [N/S], #amat’ ‘year’ [S]) | | Gursky 1990: 22 | | Leshchiner &

Nikolaev 1992: 382 (*?émata)

(t-03) PH *(i-)t4/it ‘thorn’ (= £-02)

KAR ti-t “fin’

PPoM *hi?{it(?) ‘thorn’ > Pk hi?fit, Ps hi?fif, Pc fif, Pn fifimi ‘blackberry’ (Oswalt 1972: 57), Pe fir
(McLendon n.d.: 30)

PYUM *tat ‘thorn’ > Ki ?-tat! ‘thorn’, Co ca¢ ‘thorr’, JT ?i--tat ‘it is thorny, it has a lot of thorns’,
Mo ?a-tat ‘needle, thorn’, Ma tat ‘cholla’, Qu ?a-tit ‘thorn’, Pa tit ‘spine, thorn’, Hu tat
‘cactus, thorn, spine’, Ya tit ‘thorn’; PYUM *[x]tat ‘spine’ > Co x¢ac ‘spine, backbone’,
JT xtat ‘back (body part)’, MGI xatat ‘his back, backbone’, Mo ihtat ‘backbone, spine; the back
of anything’, Qu axtdt ‘backbone, back’, Ha yi-tat ‘backbone, spine’, Ya hi-tit ‘spine, back’

NOTES. Pk, Ps, Pc and Pn reflect the reconstruction *hi?tit?, while Pe reflects *hi?tit. This points
to a suffixal nature of the word-final glottal stop.

Kaufman 1989: 155 (#(i)tat [a ~ o] ‘thorn (spear, stinger, quill)’ [N/S]) | | Leshchiner & Nikolaev 1992: 389 (*?at[0]ta)

(t-04) PH *i-p"it ‘to fart’ (= p"-04)

KAR p-if ‘to fart, to break wind’ (p- ‘iterative’)

YAN N p"it?- ‘to break wind’

PPoM *?ihp"ét- ‘to break wind’ > Pk ?ip"e-, Ps 2ehp"ét-, Pn p"é--, Pne fer-én [-en ‘infinitive suffix’],
Pse féd, Pe p"ér

PYUM *psit ‘to fart’ > Ki i-phit! ‘flatulate’, Co psit ‘break wind, fart’, JT psit ‘he farts, he flatu-
lates’, MGI pasit ‘flatulates’, Mo ivQet-k ‘pass gas, flatulate; burp’

NOTES. (1) The root is onomatopoeic, but it follows non-trivial sound correspondences seen in
non-onomatopoeic roots. (2) Yuman shows a regular development *p" > *px > *ps before
high vowels.

Haas 1964: 77 || McLendon 1964: 130 || Gursky 1965: 171 || Gursky 1974: 181 || J. G. Crawford 1976: 309 ||
Kaufman 1989: 133 (#(i-)p"et ‘to fart; skunk’ [N])

This correspondence can be complemented by the following comparisons without reflexes
in Pomoan.

(t-05) PH *ta- ‘to do with a tool’
KAR ta- ‘with tool or implement’ (Haas 1980: 70)
SAL A <eta™, M <eta> ‘make’ (Mason 1918: 140)
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PYUM *t- > MGI t-, ta- ‘general causative’ (Langdon 1970: 86), Qu t- ‘to cause (general), to
cause by means of an instrument’ (Halpern 1947a: 22-23)
NOTES. This is one of the Hokan instrumental prepounds, see Zhivlov (2018).

Kaufman 1989: 163 (#(a)ta 1. ‘to do; make’; 2. prepound: causative (Yum), with a tool (Kar), transitive ((?) (Jic));
3. postposed causative element (Sal) [N/S]) | | Gursky 1995: 145 | | Zhivlov 2018: 148 | | Shaul 2020b: 300

(t-06) PH *a-tdk™u ‘many’

SER k-dtxo ‘many, much, abundant’ (conjug.: t-dtxo; t-dtxo-x [t-dtxo-xam])

PCHO *ataxu > LCh atahu ‘many, a lot of’

Bright 1956: 45 || Gursky 1974: 197 || Waterhouse 1976: 339 || Greenberg 1987: 237 || Kaufman 1989: 147
(#aTaXu ‘many’ [S])

(t-07) PH *(a-)tali ‘brother-in-law’

SHA ?atd-ri? ‘brother-in-law’ (Silver 1961: 3)

SAL A Pe-[m]td-li? <emtali> ‘mi cunado’. t-o-[m]td-li? «tromtali> ‘tu...’, t-o-[m]ti-le?-o <tromtale’o>
‘his...” (2.86.0216)

Gursky 1990: 23-24

(t-08) PH *(a-)tat ‘twist’
KAR dtat ‘to twist’
PCHO *-tac- ‘to twist’ > HCh di-das-?ma ‘he will twist it’

(t-09) PH *i-tat ‘much’

CHI hita <hitd> ‘much, a whole lot’ (2.23.0793)

YAN YN tat?- ‘much, many’

Sapir 1917: 6 || Sapir & Swadesh 1960: 16 || Gursky 1965: 180 || Gursky 1974: 197 || Greenberg 1987: 237 | |
Kaufman 1989: 147 (#tan ‘many, much’ [NC])

(t-10) PH *i-ti ‘to look’

KAR it- ‘to look’ (bound stem; occurs with directionals)

YAN ti- ‘to look, face’

Silver 1964: 174 | | Gursky 1974: 196 | | Kaufman 1989: 128 (#iTi ‘to look’ [NC])

(t-11) PH *tu ‘to pull out’

KAR ak-tu[v] / ak-tu[m]- ‘to pluck at’ (?ak- ‘with the hands’ [Haas 1980: 70]), [is]tu[k] ‘to pick,
pluck (flowers, stems, leaves)’

AcH tu[p] ‘to pluck’

ATS -tu[p] in ra-tip-y-ik ‘to uproot a tree’, ru-tip ‘to pull up weeds’, ra-tiip ‘to dig up weeds’
(Talmy n.d., a: 384)

PYUM *tu, *tu[x] ‘to uproot, pull out’ > Ki [-tux! ‘uproot, extirpate’, p-tux! ‘uproot’, Co p-cu-
‘pull out feathers (from a fowl) or plants from the ground’

PCHO *-tu[x]-, *-tu[t]- ‘to pull out’ > HCh d-eduh-?ma ‘he will pull it off, snap it off, pick fruit’,
d-en-nuh-?ma ‘he will pick, cut fruit’, d-en-nut-?ma ‘he will pull it out (weeds, feathers)’

NOTES. Atsugewi k is a morphophonological symbol with unclear value used by Talmy.

Gursky 1974: 201 || Gursky 1989: 28 | | Kaufman 1989: 163 (#Tu(w) [?glott/asp] ‘to pull, drag out; pluck at’ [N/S])

(t-12) PH *tu ‘stomach’
PYUM *tu ‘stomach; middle, center’ > Co ¢u ‘middle, center’, ?i-C1i ‘stomach, mind’, JT tu ‘stom-
ach, belly, waist’, MGI o-tu- ‘his belly, stomach, waist’, Mo i--to ‘stomach, belly; middle,
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center’, Ma i--to ‘stomach’, Qu a-td ‘center’, i-t6 ‘belly’, Pa tu:-v ‘middle; center’, Hu tu--I
‘in the middle, in the center; middle, center, axis’, fu--v-I ‘in the middle, in the center’, Ha
tu--v-k ‘to be in or at the middle’, Ya ti--v-I ‘middle, center’

PCHO *-tu ‘navel’ > HCh [l-a-du, LCh i-nYe-t'u

NOTES. An alternative reconstruction *t"u is also possible.

J. G. Crawford 1976: 308 | | Waterhouse 1976: 337 | | Kaufman 1989: 133 (#[I/a]-tu ‘belly, stomach; navel; guts’ [N/S])
Il Gursky 1990: 26

(t-13) PH *i-tat ‘to grind’

PYUM *tut ‘to pound’ > Ki -tit’- ‘pound seeds’, MGI wa-tut ‘pounds acorns, grinds acorns; large
mortar’, Mo a-to-t- ‘push (a car, with another car); pound (meat, corn, etc.)’, Hu tut?-k
‘to grind, to pound’, Ha tut-k ‘to pound dry meat or pifions’

PCHO *-ituc- > HCh d-idus-?ma ‘he will chew it’, der. *-ituc-xma ‘molar’ > HCh [-a-ydus-ma,
LCh tYus-ma

(t-14) PH *a-x“at ‘blood’

KAR d-x ‘blood; (as a postpound) red’

SHA ?d-xt[a] ‘blood’ (Silver 1964: 171); OKw <axta’> ‘blood’ (Dixon 1905: 216)

ACH aht[i] ‘blood’

YAN CN wat?-tu-wi ‘blood’, C pa-wat?(ku)- ‘red’ (pa- ‘in quality’), YN ta-wat?-sa- ‘red’ (ta-..-sa ‘to
be in appearance of form’)

SAL A ?-d-[k[hat-a <dkhata> ‘sangre’, ?-é7-[k]hat <ékhat> ‘mi sangre’, M p-d-[k]hat-a <p'dkhata> ‘blood
(non-poss.)’, p-ét-[kihat «p'ékhat> ‘mi sangre’ (2.85.0726), A d--[k]hat-a <&-k"ate> ‘blood’
(Jacobsen 1954: 16)

PYuMm *x"at ‘blood’ > Ki t-kh“at? ‘blood’, Co n¥-x“at ‘blood’, JT x“at ‘blood’, MGI ?a-x“at ‘is red,
orange, brown; blood; ripe’, Mo n'a-h“at ‘blood’, Ma x“et-m ‘red’, Qu -i--x“ét ‘blood’,
Pa ¢-x™it ‘blood’, Hu h*at ‘blood, (the color of) red’, Ha h*at ‘red; blood’, Ya (?-)h“dt- ‘red;
blood’

SER ?aait ‘blood’ (pl. Paait-tox), 19t century Seri B «avt> ‘blood’, Pt <avat> ‘sangre’ (Marlett 2010: 37)

PCHO *-a-x"ac¢ ‘blood’ > HCh [-a-Wi¢, LCh a-Waé, Teq <fas>

NOTES. Salinan has <kh> in Harrington’s transcription and <k" in Jacobsen’s fieldnotes. Turner
(1987: 67) phonologizes the word as /?akata?/ because Salinan has no aspirated stops.
However, this does not explain the persistent aspiration in Harrington’s and Jacobsen’s
fieldnotes, and I prefer to postulate a biphonemic cluster /kh/ here, where /h/ reflects PH
*x*, and /k/ is a fossilized prefix.

Kroeber 1915: 282 || Sapir 1917: 16 || Sapir 1925: 405 (*faxwati ?) || Greenberg & Swadesh 1953: 218 || Bright

1956: 46 || Jacobsen 1958: 198 || Silver 1964: 171 || Gursky 1965: 170 || Gursky 1974: 180 (#a/ix’awati#) ||

J. G. Crawford 1976: 309 || Waterhouse 1976: 337, 339 || Webb 1980: 75 || Greenberg 1987: 134 || Gursky 1988:

24-25 || Kaufman 1989: 156 (#(a-)x"a(-t) ‘blood; red’ [N/S]) I'| Les¢iner 1989: 163 (*x’ata) || Leshchiner & Ni-

kolaev 1992: 376 (*x,at'a) | | Shaul 2020b: 297

(t-15) PH *(a-)Kit ‘unripe, young’

KAR xi‘t ‘green, unripe’

SER k-axt ‘tender, delicate, young [plant, vegetable]; young [person]’ (conjug.: t-axt; t-axt)
NOTES. Notions ‘unripe’ and ‘young’ are frequently colexified in world’s languages, see

https://clics.clld.org/edges/1207-1958.
Gursky 1990: 19
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2.2.2. Proto-Pomoan *t"

The sound correspondence involving Proto-Pomoan *t" is given in Table 27. This correspon-
dence reflects the Proto-Hokan aspirated coronal stop *t". Shasta /tx/ represents the same phe-
nomenon of velar release instead of aspiration that was discussed above in connection with
the reflexes of Proto-Hokan *p".

PH | Chi | Kar | Sha Ach | Ats | Yan PPom Sal PYum Ser PCho
*th t tx e " *th t *t t

Table 27. Proto-Hokan *t".

(t"-01) PH *(a-)t"ay ‘mother’

SHA ?dtxi? ‘mother’ (Silver 1961: 2)

PPOM *-ht"é ‘(other person’s) mother’ > Pk -ht'e-, Ps -ht'e, Pn -t"¢, Pne [fi-]ht"e ‘sister-in-law’,
Pse -3e, Pe -t"¢

PYUM *(n-)tay ‘mother’ > Co n’-éa- ‘mother’, JT n-tal’ ‘my mother’, MGI pa--tal” ‘his mother’,
Mo in-tay ‘mother’, Ma n-tay ‘mother’, Qu an-tdy ‘mother’ (PYUM *n- ‘kinship terms pre-
fix’, see Miller 2001: 86)

SER d-ta ‘his or her mother’ (pl. d-t-tox'®, abs. 2apé-te)

Dixon & Kroeber 1919: 105 | | Gursky 1974: 198 || J. G. Crawford 1976: 315 | | Silver 1976: 200 | | Langdon 1979: 638

|| Webb 1981: 79 || Greenberg 1987: 138 | | Gursky 1989: 22 | | Kaufman 1989: 145 (#atxE ‘mother’ [N]; #ta [a ~ 0]

‘mother’)

(t'-02) PH *t"4y ‘big, many’, der. *pa-t"dy ‘big’

KAR td-y / -ta-y ‘much, many, lots’

PPOM *baht"é ~ *baht"é[n] ‘big (sg.)’ > Pk baht"e, Ps baht"e ‘big, many’, Pn bat"é¢ ‘many’, Pc ba-t"¢,
Pne -t", Pse btén[ik] ‘big’, bté[qa-] ‘many’, Pe ba-t"in; PPOM *?aht"y ~ *2aht"iy[n’] ‘big (pl.)
> Pk ?aht"iy, Ps 2aht"i, Pn t":, Pne t"iy[in], Pse tin-ay (-ay ‘plural’), Pe t"iy-a (-a ‘plural suf-
fix’)

PYuM *tay ‘big, many’ > Ki ?-tay! ‘be large; elderly’, JT tay ‘he or it is big’, Mo ?a-tay ‘a lot, a big
one’, Ha te-k ‘plenty, lots, many’, Ya ?-#¢ ‘many’; PYUM *p-tay ‘big’ > Co ptay ‘be big,
large, fat’, Mo vatay-m, val’tay-m ‘be big’, Ma vtay-m ‘be big’, Qu vatdy ‘to be big’, Pa vte:
‘one is big, important’, Hu v?te?-k, vite--k ‘to be big’, Ha vte--k ‘to be big’, Ya vté ‘big, large’

NOTES. The prefixal derivate *pa-t"ay (p-05) is reflected in Pomoan and Yuman. In both fami-
lies the prefix is unproductive, but it can be segmented on internal grounds. The function

of the prefix in Yuman is unclear, in Pomoan it marks the singular as opposed to plural.
Kroeber 1915: 282 || McLendon 1964: 129 || Gursky 1965: 170 || Gursky 1968: 26 || Gursky 1974: 179 |1 J. G.
Crawford 1976: 315 | | Langdon 1979: 636 | | Kaufman 1989: 147 (#thay ‘much, many; big’ [N/S], #Pa:—thay singular
[N/S]) || Leshchiner & Nikolaev 1992: 383 (*t"6Hj(A))

The correspondence can be complemented by the following comparison without a Po-
moan parallel.

(t"-03) PH *t"ala ‘shoulder blade’
ACH #"i-Ia ‘shoulder blade’
ATS t'ila ‘shoulder-blade’ (Talmy n.d., b: 84)

15 5. A. Marlett, pers. comm.
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SAL A t-é-tal <trétal> ‘mi hombro / top of shoulder; mi paleta (the big flat plate-like bones),
t-mé-tal <trméta’l>s “tu hombro’ (2.85.0610)

Gursky 1968: 36 || Gursky 1974: 204 | | Greenberg 1987: 254 || Kaufman 1989: 136 (#i-ta(l’) [*t ~ *t; I¥ ~ n*] ‘hand;

arm; shoulder’)

2.2.3. Proto-Pomoan *t

The sound correspondence involving Proto-Pomoan *t is given in Table 28. This correspon-
dence reflects the Proto-Hokan glottalized coronal stop *t.

PH | Chi | Kar | Sha Ach | Ats | Yan PPom Sal PYum Ser PCho
"t ¢ i i *i "t "

Table 28. Proto-Hokan *t.

(t-01) PH *tala ‘tick’

ACH [sami-]id-1la ‘tick’, [smi]fd-1d “‘wood tick’

PPoM *ta?la- ‘tick’ > Pk fa?la-, Ps fal-a, Pn fild-, Pc fa-ld-, Pne tald-[-ka], Pe fa-ld- ‘tick when small,
before it has sucked blood’

PCHO *-cala > HCh #-a-ala ‘the red chigger (insect)’

Leshchiner & Nikolaev 1992: 387 (*t516)

(-02) PH *(i-)t4/it ‘thorn’ (= t-03)

KAR ti-t “fin’

PPoM *hi?tit(?) ‘thorn’ > Pk hi?fit, Ps hi?fif, Pc fif, Pn fifimi ‘blackberry’ (Oswalt 1972: 57), Pe fir
(McLendon n.d.: 30)

PYUM *tat ‘thorn’ > Ki ?-tat! ‘thorn’, Co ca¢ ‘thorr’, JT ?i--tat ‘it is thorny, it has a lot of thorns’,
Mo ?a-tat ‘needle, thorn’, Ma tat ‘cholla’, Qu ?a-tit ‘thorn’, Pa tit ‘spine, thorn’, Hu tat
‘cactus, thorn, spine’, Ya tdt ‘thorn’; PYUM *[x]tat ‘spine’ > Co xcac ‘spine, backbone’, JT xtat
‘back (body part)’, MGI xatat ‘his back, backbone’, Mo ihtat ‘backbone, spine; the back of
anything’, Qu axtdt ‘backbone, back’, Ha yi-tat ‘backbone, spine’, Ya hi-tit ‘spine, back’

NOTES. Pk, Ps, Pc and Pn reflect the reconstruction *hi?tit?, while Pe reflects *hi?tit. This points

to a suffixal nature of the word-final glottal stop.
Kaufman 1989: 155 (#(i)tat [a ~ o] ‘thorn (spear, stinger, quill)’ [N/S]) | | Leshchiner & Nikolaev 1992: 389 (*?at[0]ta)

This correspondence can be complemented by the following comparisons without reflexes
in Pomoan.

(-03) PH *tal ‘to tear/be torn’

YAN -fal- (diminutive -fan-) ‘to come through, leak, get torn, punctured, broken open’, Y po--
fal- ‘to crack (eggs, skull, hard round stone-like object)’ (po-- ‘stone-like object lies, moves;
to handle a stone-like object’), CN -fal[¢i]-, Y -fan[¢i]- ‘apart, asunder’

PCHO *-cal- ‘to tear in pieces’ > HCh di-cat-?ma ‘he will tear it in pieces’, LCh caf-ria ‘to shred,
tear, leave in tatters’

(t-04) PH *tép ‘to clasp’ (= p-22)

KAR td-tap-va / td-tap-vu- ‘to trap’ (ta- ‘with tool or implement’ [Haas 1980: 70], -va / -vu- ‘plural
action’)

YAN -fap?- ‘to squeeze’
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PYUM *[x]tap ‘clasp’ > Ki xtap! in xtap h-u-y ‘grasp in mouth or with pincer tongs’, xtap-tay-u?
‘pincers, tongs’, Hu sit"av ‘tongs’, ¢it"iv-k ‘to clasp between lips’, Ha stav ‘tongs for pick-
ing prickley pear’, stav-k ‘to hang something up (with clothespins); to handle with tongs
or other clasping tool’

2.2.4. Comparison with Kaufman’s reconstruction

Kaufman reconstructs the following coronal stops for Proto-Hokan: *t, *t, #th *t *t and *t". In
addition, he reconstructs the cluster *tx. See Table 29 for Kaufman’s sound correspondences.

PH | Chi | Kar | Sha | Ach | Ats | Yan | Wsh PPom Sal PYum Ser | PCho Tol
*t t t t t t t t *t, *d t *t, [t] t *t t
*¢h th t t th ? th th *th t *t, [t] t * th
* t t t t t t t * t *t, [t] t *c t
*t c t t t t t t *t t *t, [t] t *t t
*th ch t t th ? th th *th t *t, [t] t *t th
* c t t t t t t * t *t, [t] t *c t
*tx ? ? tx ? ? ? ? *th ? *t t ? ?

Table 29. Correspondences of Hokan coronal stops according to Kaufman (1989).

The main difference with my reconstruction is that Kaufman postulates an opposition be-
tween dental and alveolar/retroflex stops, while I reconstruct only one type of coronal. The re-
flexes of Kaufman’s dentals vs. alveolars/retroflexes differ only in Chimariko, Salinan and
Pomoan. Kaufman (1989: 105-106) notes that in some cases the evidence of diagnostic lan-
guages on the reconstruction of dental vs. alveolar/retroflex stops is conflicting. For such cases
Kaufman postulates an alternation between Proto-Hokan dental and alveolar/retroflex stops. I
have not found evidence that the Chimariko, Pomoan and Salinan oppositions correspond to
each other. In my reconstruction, Chimariko /t/ is a regular reflex of Proto-Hokan *x (Kauf-
man’s *S). As was shown above, Proto-Pomoan dentals and alveolars are in quasi-comple-
mentary distribution. The situation in Salinan requires more research, but so far there is no in-
dication that the opposition attested in this language can be traced back to Proto-Hokan.

2.3.0. Correspondences involving Proto-Pomoan sibilants

Three sibilants are reconstructed for Proto-Pomoan: a fricative *s and two affricates *c and *¢
(McLendon 1973: 22-23, 25). With one exception, the affricate *c is not found in words with a
Hokan etymology. The exception is PPom *?aq"6c ‘two’ which does have parallels in most
Hokan languages. However, the word for ‘two’ is not considered in the present paper, since it
has rather irregular correspondences. This is typical for numerals — for example, the Uralic
numerals for ‘one’, ‘two’ and ‘three’ have irregular correspondences, although the validity of
the comparisons is not in doubt (Aikio 2022: 25).

2.3.1. Proto-Pomoan *s
Proto-Pomoan *s forms part of two sound correspondences. The first correspondence is given
in Table 30. This correspondence reflects the Proto-Hokan plain sibilant affricate *c. Note that

Achumawi, Atsugewi and Yana /c/ can also come from Proto-Hokan *k.
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PH | Chi | Kar | Sha Ach | Ats | Yan PPom Sal PYum Ser PCho

*c t 0 c C C

Table 30. Proto-Hokan *c.

(c-01) PH *m-i-cd ‘heavy’

CHI himita[n] <himitan> ‘heavy’ (2.20.0045)

KAR md-0 ‘heavy’

ATS «-mijas?-> ‘to be heavy’, <mijas?i> ‘heavy’ (Olmsted 1984: 72)

YAN N mica- ‘heavy’

PPoM *mihsalk] > Pk mihsac- ‘be heavy; (adj.) heavy, thick (of blanket, book)’ (Oswalt & Buck-
ley 2018)

PYUM *m-¢a- > Ki m-ca-? ‘heavy, weighty’ (m- ‘adjectival prefix’, see Mixco 1985: 68)

NOTES. (1) The word may contain the Proto-Hokan stative prefix *m-. (2) The vowel a- in Karuk
md-0 results from assimilation to the subsequently lost vowel of the following syllable.

Sapir 1917: 11 || Haas 1964: 79 || Gursky 1974: 193 || Greenberg 1987: 138 || Gursky 1989: 16 | | Kaufman 1989:

162 (#miga [i ~ a] ‘heavy’ [NC])

The correspondence can be complemented by the following comparisons without a reflex
in Pomoan.

(c-02) PH *ca- ‘to flow’

KAR 01-[f] ‘creek’

ACH cu ‘to move linearly; to flow; to thrust; to cross; to cross into’

ATS cu- ‘from flowing liquid acting on the FIGURE’ (prefix) (Talmy 1972: 422)

YAN cu-- N ‘water rushes, floods’, CN ‘carried by water’ (used with directionals), C cu'-ca
‘creek’, cu-- ‘to push’ (used with directionals), CN cu-- ‘to poke, to spear’

SER [?d]so-x ‘river’ (pl. [?d]so-tka)

NOTES. (1) If the meanings ‘to flow’ and ‘to thrust’ in Achumawi are indeed two concrete in-
stantiations of a more abstract meaning ‘to move linearly’, then the same may apply to
the Yana verbs ‘water rushes, floods’, ‘to push’ and ‘to poke, to spear’. Otherwise we
deal here with two homonymous Proto-Hokan verb roots. (2) 2- in Seri ?iso-x is a fossil-
ized absolutive prefix.

Haas 1964: 78 | | Gursky 1974: 188 (#cu-w#) | | Kaufman 1989: 160 (#cuw [w ~ m] 'to flow; creek; river' [NC])

(c-03) PH *cu ‘to handle small items’

YAN cu- ‘mass of small things (e.g., leaves, hair, ashes, dirt)’ (used with directionals)

PYuM *¢- > MGI ¢- ‘an action performed on or by means of an indefinitely large number (a
bunch) of small objects (also objects soft in consistency, pliable, or liquids) or an action
characterized by repetitive small motions often of an abrasive type’ (Langdon 1970: 81),
Qu c- ‘to cause a bunch of objects’ (Halpern 1947a: 22)

PCHO *-cu- ‘to handle small items’ > HCh di-cu-?ma ‘he will carry it in his hands (fruit, small
items)’, di-cu-ko-?ma ‘he will put it (something small like grains or fruit) inside’ (-Ko- ‘in-
side’), di-cu-f-?ma ‘he will pick it up (small items)’ (-f- ‘up’), di-cu-h-?ma ‘he will take
down (small items)’

(c-04) PH *i-ac ‘seed/fruit’

PYUM *yal/i¢ ‘seed’ > Ki t-yit! ‘seed’, Co yas ‘seed’, JT yac ‘seeds’, MGI a-yac ‘its seed’, Mo i-0i-¢
‘seed’, Ma 0Jis ‘seed’, Pa ye-¢ ‘seed’, Hu yac, ?-yac, i-?-yac ‘berries, seeds’, Ha ya-¢ ‘seed’,
Ya yic ‘seed’
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PCHO *i?ac ‘fruit’ > HCh #-i7as 'the fruit, yield', LCh i%is (Waterhouse 1976: 340)

NOTES. Notions ‘seed’ and ‘fruit’ are frequently colexified in world’s languages, see
https://clics.clld.org/edges/714-1507.

Kaufman 1989: 153 (#yi¢ 'seed; fruit' [SW])

The second correspondence involving Proto-Pomoan *s is given in Table 31. This corre-
spondence reflects Proto-Hokan sibilant fricative *s. Karuk has /s/, but /$/ after /i/. Note that
Seri has /§/ here; Seri /s/ goes back to Proto-Hokan *c and *x instead.

PH Chi Kar | Sha Ach | Ats | Yan PPom Sal PYum Ser PCho

*

& *

S s~3§ s, 8 S s s 5 *

$¥

w<

S s~8§ S

Table 31. Proto-Hokan *s.

(s-01) PH *(i-)sa/i ‘penis’

KAR si-s ‘penis’ (probably contains -i5 ‘diminutive’)

YAN N si-na ‘penis’

PPoMm *?ihsa ‘penis’ > Pk ?ihsa, Ps ?ihsa, Pc sd, Pn sd, Pse sa (Oswalt 1972: 49)

Haas 1964: 80 | | Gursky 1974: 200 | | Kaufman 1989: 134 (#Si 'penis' [NC]) | | LeS¢iner 1989: 164 (*¢'a¢,a) | | Leshchi-
ner & Nikolaev 1992: 378 (*¢_'6¢_'0)

(s-02) PH *(a/u-)si ‘strong’

PPoMm *?ahsi[y] ‘hard, strong’ > Pk ?ahsiy ‘(adj) firm, tight (wrapped); (adj) hard (like a stone),
difficult; (adv) extremely; (adv) (sing) aloud, out loud; (adj) loud’ (Oswalt & Buckley
2018), Pe siy ‘tough, hard, strong, fast’ (McLendon 1975: 28)

SER k-[t]é0si ‘resistent, strong, hard; difficult; thick (like oil or honey); severe (as law)’ (conjug.:
t-[t]60si; t-[t]60s-xam)

PCHO *[ux]8i > HCh uhsi ‘strong, thick, big’

Gursky 1989: 15 | | Gursky 1990: 25

(s-03) PH *i-su ‘seed’

PPoM *?iso- ~ *?iso[y] ‘seed’ > Pk ?iso-, Ps so-[?0], Pn s¢-, Pe [qd]soy
SER i-§ ‘semen’ (pl. i-5-xam, abs. ?a-3)

Kaufman 1989: 153 (#iso 'seed; fruit; sperm' [N/S])

(s-04) PH *(a-)sul ‘rope’

AcH asl[i] ‘rope’

PPoM *su-l[imat?] ‘string’ > Pk sulemat, Ps su-lémef, Pc slimaf, Pe fdsulim

SAL A [?]asdl <af6b ‘pita’ (2.86.0031), A [?]as6l <acS1> ‘any string, also mecate (horse hair rope)’,
M [plesol plecé™> ‘id.” (2.86.0539)

Gursky 1974: 207 | | Greenberg 1987: 140 | | Kaufman 1989: 155 (#(a)suL 'string' [N])

(s-05) PH *Ka/is ‘to scrape, to scratch’

KAR ta-xi$-xis ‘to scrape’ (ta- ‘with tool or implement’), [Oiv]xi$ ‘to plane (a board)’

PPoM *-da‘s > Pk -4a‘s (verb root) ‘scratch and make a streak’, e.g. in da-ga's ‘scratch and make
a streak, with the hand or paw’ (da- ‘with the hand, especially the palm, with the paw of
animals’) (Oswalt & Buckley 2018), Pe da--qi-s ‘scratch with nails; harrow’ (da-- ‘with or
affecting the hand’) (McLendon 1975: 66)
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PYUM *xas ‘to scrape’ > Co ¢-xas ‘scrape, scrub, scour, whittle, shave, sharpen (a pencily’,
Mo a-ha0- ‘peel (something) with a peeler or knife’, a--ha-0- ‘trim down a stick, whittle’,
Ha ha0-k ‘to scrape (using a knife)’, Ya hi0-v-i ‘scrape, shave’

SER k-[ta]xs ‘scratch; take away forcibly’ (conjug.: i-t-[td]xs, i-t-[td]x-ka; i-t-[td]x-kox), k-[Sd]xas
‘scratch’ (i-t-[Sd]xas; i-t-[Sd]xas-ox), k-[palxs ‘scratchy, rough; broke, without money’ (con-
jug.: t-[palxs; t-[palx-ka)

NOTES. Seri ta-, sa- and pa- look like fossilized instrumental prefixes/prepounds; ta- may be the
same prepound that is reflected in Karuk fa-, Pomoan *da- and Cocopa ¢- (PYum *t-)?¢.

J. G. Crawford 1976: 317 || Kaufman 1989: 139 (#(T)aXas [s ~ §; a, ~ i] 'to scrape; scratch' [SW/?+Kar] (?causative

prepound pHok *ta=))

This correspondence can be complemented by the following comparisons without a reflex
in Pomoan.

(s-06) PH *(i-)sa ‘to breathe’

CHI hisa-t <hisat> ‘he breathes’, ?isa-t <isat> ‘I breathe’ (2.20.1085) (-t is an aspect suffix, see Jany
2009: 104)

PCHO *-8a- ‘to breathe’ > HCh d-[un]sa-?ma; LCh sa-h-1ma

Kaufman 1989: 131 (#isa [s ~ §] 'to breathe; sigh' [N] (weak))

(s-07) PH *(i/u-)sd/i ‘to say’

CHI si ‘to say’ (Jany 2009: 126)

SHA -is-a / -is-i- <-is#-> 'to say' (Silver 1966: 138)

ACH is ‘to say’

ATs is' ‘to say about someone; tell to someone’ (Talmy n.d., a: 134)

SAL A k-sa? Kk'sd> ‘he is talking’ (2.86.038), A k-sa(-) ‘to talk, to speak’, p-se- ‘to tell’ (transitive)
(Turner 1987: 147); A sa(:) ‘to talk’ in <ksa-lo?> ‘he’s talking’, <ksa-tel(0?)> ‘they’re talking’,
«sa?> ‘talk!” (Jacobsen 1954: 126-127)

SER -6osa, a suppletive plural stem of k-dai-tom ‘talk, speak’ (conjug. t-dai-tom, t-daa-tim; t-6osa
[t-daa-tam), t-6osa-tka)

NOTES. (1) Achumawi root is given as is in Nevin (2020), but glottalized or laryngealized s is
not listed among Achumawi phonemes in Nevin’s (1998) description of Achumawi pho-
nology. Apparently, s is a morphophonological symbol. (2) Superscript -i in Atsugewi is
a morphophonological symbol with unclear value used by Talmy.

Sapir 1921: 71 | | Gursky 1974: 203 | | Kaufman 1989: 130 (#isi 'to say' [N]) | | Gursky 1990: 1

(s-08) PH *(a/i-)p"usi ‘liver’ (= p"-09)

CHI husi <hufi> ‘liver’ (2.23.0174)

KAR [v]dfis ‘liver’

SHA ?é-psi? ‘liver’ (Silver 1964: 173)

ATs ?upsi ‘liver’ (Talmy n.d., b: 104)

PYUM *(¢&-)psi- ‘liver’ > Ki Iphi-? ‘liver’, Co cpusti ‘liver (from an animal)’, JT ¢apsi ‘liver’, MGI
Capasi- ‘his liver’, Mo cfavu0i- ‘liver’, Pa ¢vsi- ‘liver’, Hu ¢iv0i-, ¢iv0i? ‘liver’, Ha cv0i--?i
‘liver’, Ya ¢v0i- ‘liver’

NOTES. (1) The vowel i in Karuk vdfi§ results from assimilation to the subsequently lost vowel
of the following syllable. (2) Unexpected reflexes of *p" in Shasta, Atsugewi and Yuman

16 According to S. A. Marlett (pers. comm.), Mary Moser noticed that a lot of Seri verbs that have ¢- at the be-
ginning have something to do with the hand.
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are apparently due to preconsonantal position. (3) The vowel u in Atsugewi ?ipsi may
result from assimilation to the subsequently lost vowel of the following syllable.
Sapir 1917: 9 | | Haas 1963: 46-48 | | Haas 1964: 79 | | Silver 1964: 173 | | Gursky 1974: 196 (#iwapsi#) | | Greenberg
1987: 240 || Gursky 1989: 21 || Kaufman 1989: 132 (#fusi ‘liver’ [N/S]) || Leshchiner & Nikolaev 1992: 376
(*wusi (~-e))

2.3.2. Proto-Pomoan *¢

The sound correspondence involving Proto-Pomoan *¢ is given in Table 32. This correspon-
dence reflects the Proto-Hokan glottalized sibilant affricate *¢. The Karuk reflexes depend on
sound-symbolic alternation: according to a regular synchronic rule /0/ is replaced in diminu-
tives by /¢/.

PH | Chi | Kar | Sha Ach | Ats | Yan PPom Sal PYum Ser PCho

*¢ ¢ 0,c¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢

Table 32. Proto-Hokan *¢

(¢-01) PH *k"a/uéV ‘cold’

CHI g"aca «qat'sa> ‘ice’ (Berman 2001: 1063)

YAN CN xa-¢i[t?]- ‘to feel cold’

PPoM *q"u(?)¢é:- ‘winter’ > Pk g"0sa-, Pn k"ecd[ma-], Pne k'u2éalti], Pe xu-éd-[ yl

PYuM *xcu-[r] ‘to be cold’ > Co xsu-r ‘be cold’, JT xacu-r ‘it is cold’, MGI xacu-r ‘is cold’,
Mo haéu-r-k ‘be cold’, Ma xc¢ur-k ‘be cold’, Qu xacu-r ‘to be cold’, Hu ¢"ur ~ &'u-r ‘winter’,
Ha ¢"u-r ‘year; winter’, Ya ?2¢"i-r-i ‘winter’

NOTES: Yana xa-c[it?]- ‘to feel cold’ is derived from xa- Y ‘cold’. This morpheme is also found
in Yan Y xa-fai-na ‘cold’. If the Yana form really belongs to this set, the Proto-Hokan
form must also be considered a compound with the first element PH *k"a- ‘cold’.

Sapir 1917: 8 | | Greenberg & Swadesh 1953: 218 || Gursky 1965: 172 | | Gursky 1974: 183 | | McLendon 1964: 130

|| Greenberg 1987: 207 | | Gursky 1988: 32 || Kaufman 1989: 143 (#x’a¢’ [a ~ 0; X* ~ x] 'cold [*a]; winter [*u]' [N/S])

| I Leshchiner & Nikolaev 1992: 401 (*q"a¢'d)

(¢-02) PH *a-¢al ‘saliva’

PPoMm *[qla(?)¢o-1(%) ‘saliva’ > Pe ga-¢é-1 (McLendon n.d.: 26)
PCHO *-a-cul ~ *-a-cul ‘saliva’ > HCh t-a-cul-u?, LCh a-Cut
Gursky 1990: 1

This correspondence can be complemented by the following comparisons without reflexes
in Pomoan.

(¢-03) PH *(i-)ca/i ‘to act with teeth’

CHI -ica- ‘act with teeth’ (Jany 2009: 43—-44)

KAR Oa- ‘with the teeth’ (Haas 1980: 70)

SHA -a?u-¢i- ‘to chew’ as in kwd?uéi-k ‘he's chewing’ (Silver 1964: 172) (apparently contains root
-a?u- ‘mouth’, see Silver 1966: 112)

ACH i¢ ‘to bite’

PYUM *¢a ‘to bite’ > Ki ¢a?? ‘to bite’; PYUM *¢- ‘with teeth or mouth’ (verbal prefix) > Ki ¢- ‘with
teeth/mouth’ (instrumental causative prefix), Co s- ‘do in the mouth or by talking; gen-
eral causative’ (Crawford 1966: 117-118), JT ¢- prefix in stems denoting actions per-
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formed with the mouth or by talking (Miller 2001: 55), Qu c- ‘to cause with the teeth’

(verbal prefix) (Halpern 1947a: 22)
Gursky 1968: 26 || Gursky 1974: 215 || Kaufman 1989: 139 (#¢a [¢ ~ €] 'to bite; with the mouth/teeth (incorp pre-
pound)' [N/S], #u¢i 'to chew' [NC]) | | Gursky 1990: 17 | | Gursky 1995: 145 | | Zhivlov 2018: 148-149

(¢-04) PH *i-caw ‘tooth’

CHI hucu <huts't> ‘tooth’ (2.23.0124)

SHA ?i¢aw ‘tooth’ (Bright & Olmsted 1959: 50); NRSha <ki"tsau> ‘teeth’ (Dixon 1905: 216)

ACH i-¢d ‘tooth; teeth’

ATS ?iédw ‘tooth’ (Talmy n.d., b: 117)

YAN -cau- ‘to get stuck in cleft, claws, teeth; crowded’, YC [ k" ]éau-na ‘tooth, teeth’

NOTES. (1) PH *i-caw ‘tooth’ may be related to PH *(i-)¢a/i ‘to act with teeth’ (¢-03). (2) The first
vowel of the Chimariko form possibly results from the development *i-aw > *i-u > u-u.

Sapir 1917: 9 | | Dixon & Kroeber 1919: 106 | | Sapir 1925: 408 | | Sapir & Swadesh 1960: 16 (*icau) | | Gursky 1965:

187 || Gursky 1974: 215 || Greenberg 1987: 141 || Kaufman 1989: 139 (#i-7¢ow [¢ ~ ¢] 'tooth' [NC]) || LeS¢iner

1989: 163 (*hica(wa)) | | Lesciner 1990: 36 (*hi¢a(wa)) | | Leshchiner & Nikolaev 1992: 375 (*hic¢a(w))

(¢-05) PH *(a-)¢i ‘louse’

KAR a¢i-¢ ‘louse (Anoplura)’ (probably contains -i¢ ‘diminutive’)

SHA &i-[tak] ‘louse’ (Silver 1964: 174)

ACH ac¢ ‘louse’

YAN N ¢éi-#?-ki-wi ‘nit’ (-t7-...-wi ‘plural’)

Sapir 1917: 6 || Haas 1964: 79 || McLendon 1964: 133 || Silver 1964: 174 || Gursky 1974: 196 (#ac(?)i#) | | Gursky
1989: 21 | | Kaufman 1989: 152 (#aci 'louse; flea' [N/S])

2.3.3. Comparison with Kaufman’s reconstruction

Kaufman reconstructs the following sibilant affricates and fricatives for Proto-Hokan: *¢, *¢,
*gh g *& *¢h *s and *$. He also reconstructs the cluster *cx whose first component may have

been identical to *¢ or *¢. See Table 33 for Kaufman’s sound correspondences.

PH | Chi | Kar Sha Ach | Ats | Yan Wsh PPom Sal PYum Ser PCho Tol
*¢ S 0 ¢ d d d C *c ¢ *c c 1 c
*gh ? 0 ¢ ch ? ch ch ? ¢ *c c c ch
*¢ ¢ 0 ¢ C C c C *C ¢ *c C C C
*¢ ¢ ¢ C C C C C *c ¢ *c C C C
*#gh ¢h ¢ c ch ? ch ch ? ¢ *c c c ch
*¢ ¢ ¢ c C C C c *c ¢ *c C c C
*ox &x ? ? ? C ch ? ? sx ? ? ? ?
*s S S S S ? S S *s S *s S S S
*S $ s S $ S S $ *S S *s S S s

Table 33. Correspondences of Hokan sibilant affricates and fricatives according to Kaufman (1989).

The main difference between my reconstruction and Kaufman’s is that Kaufman postu-
lates an opposition between hissing (*¢, *¢", *¢) and hushing (*¢, *¢", *¢) affricates, while I re-
construct only one type of affricates. The reflexes of hissing and hushing affricates supposedly
differ in Chimariko, Karuk, Shasta and Salinan. Similar to the case with dentals/alveolars
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above, I have not found evidence that these form two distinct series of correspondences.
Kaufman (1989: 105-106) notes that in some cases the evidence of diagnostic languages on the
reconstruction of hissing vs. hushing affricates is conflicting. For such cases Kaufman postu-
lates an alternation between Proto-Hokan hissing and hushing affricates. Karuk /¢/ is a regular
diminutive correlate of /0/ in sound-symbolic alternations, so potentially all cases of Karuk /¢/
can be explained as due to diminutive symbolism. Shasta /c/ (/¢/ in Kaufman’s notation) regu-
larly reflects the Proto-Hokan velar stops *k and *k" (the latter = *x” in Kaufman’s reconstruc-
tion). Since these phonemes also give affricates in Achumawi'’, Atsugewi and partly in Yana,
some of the etyma reconstructed by Kaufman with *¢ or *¢" can reflect Proto-Hokan velar
stops. The default reflexes of Proto-Hokan affricates in Shasta seem to be /&/ and /&/ (/c/ and /c/
in Kaufman’s notation). The situation in Chimariko and Salinan is unclear because of the scar-
city of reflexes, but I have found no evidence that the Chimariko and Salinan oppositions cor-
respond to each other. Note also that Kaufman postulates /c/ as the Seri reflex of Hokan affri-
cates, although there is no such phoneme in Seri. The opposition between Kaufman’s *s and *$
is quite robust, but I reconstruct *x in place of Kaufman’s *S.

The next paper in this series will deal with the reconstruction of velar and laryngeal ob-
struents.

Language abbreviations

Ach — Achumawi; Ats — Atsugewi; Bl — Barona ’lipay; Chi — Chimariko; Co — Cocopa; Ha — Havasupai;
HCh — Highland Chontal; Hu — Hualapai; JT — Jamul Tiipay; Kar — Karuk; Ki — Kiliwa; Kon — Konomihu;
LCh — Lowland Chontal; Ma — Maricopa; MGI — Mesa Grande ’lipay; Mo — Mohave; NRSha — New River
Shasta; Okw — Okwanuchu; Pa — Paipai; Pc — Central Pomo; PCho — Proto-Chontal; Pe — Eastern Pomo; Pk —
Kashaya; Pn — Northern Pomo; Pne — Northeastern Pomo; PPom — Proto-Pomoan; Ps — Southern Pomo; Pse —
Southeastern Pomo; PYum — Proto-Yuman; Qu — Quechan; Sal — Salinan; Sal A — Antoniano Salinan; Sal M —
Miguelefio Salinan; Ser — Seri; Sha — Shasta; Teq — Tequistlateco; Tol — Tol; Wsh — Washo; Ya — Yavapai; Yan —
Yana; Yan C — Central Yana; Yan N — Northern Yana; Yan Y — Yahi.
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M. A. 2Kueros. Xoxka II: 1abmaibHbIe 1 KOpOHAIbHBIE IITyMHbIE

Hacrosmas craThst Ipojo/IKaeT IUKI paboT, IOCBSIIeHHLIX ITepeolleHKe OCTalOIelicsl 10
cell JeHb CIIOPHOI TUIIOTE3HI O POJICTBE XOKAHCKMX SI3BIKOB. B aHHOM cTaThe KlaccudecKui
CpaBHUTEIbHO-UCTOPUIECKII MeTOJ, MpUMeHseTCs K (POHETHMYECKUM COOTBETCTBUAM JTabu-
aJIbHBIX U KOPOHAIBHEIX ITyMHBIX. [ToTyueHHbIe pe3yibTaThl CpaBHUBAIOTCS C XOKAHCKOI pe-
koHcTpyKkuueir Teppenca Kaygpmana (1989).

Karouesvie caosa: CpaBHI/ITEJIbHI)IiI MEeTO/I; SI3BIKM XOKa; MHAEMCKNE SI3BIKI; ucropmnyeckast Cl)O-
HeTUuKa.






