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The article discusses the uncertainty around the etymology and origin of the Old Norse
gammi m. ‘Saami hut; earthen hut, as well as its modern Scandinavian cognates, e. g. Icel.
gammi m. ‘earthen hut, Norw. gamme m. ‘id’, Swed. dial. (Elfd.) gamme m. ‘porch; manger,
cow manger, Da. gamme c. ‘animal stall, sheepfold, fence, fencing. The Northern Germanic
terms are traditionally explained as an Indo-European heritage. There are three different
competing etymologies for the Scandinavian words in question. The first explanation,
proposed by two Norwegian linguists Hjalmar Seierstedt Falk (1859-1928) and Alf Torp
(1853-1916), connects the Old Norse term for ‘earthen hut’ with the Indo-European term
for ‘earth’ (PIE.*d"g"om-). The second etymology, given by the Swedish researcher Evald
Lidén (1862-1939), relates it to Arm. gom ‘cowshed, stable, sheepfold, pigsty. He suggested
a new Indo-European nominal root *¢"om- ‘animal stall' on the basis of the alleged
comparison of the Germanic and Armenian forms. Twenty years ago, the Danish linguist
Birgit Anette Olsen (born 1952) reinterpreted Lidéns proposal, deriving the Germano-
Armenian lexemes from the Indo-European root *g"os- ‘to eat’ (cf. Old Indic ghas- ‘to eat)
and finally explaining the protoform *g"os-mo(n)- as a nomen loci denoting ‘eating place’
In our opinion, neither a derivation from PIE.*dhghom- ‘earth) nor a comparison with Arm.
gom ‘stable, stall, pigsty’ can be accepted for phonological, semantic, and cultural reasons.
It is suggested that all the Scandinavian words should be treated as having been borrowed
from North Saami gammi ‘earthen hut. In fact, the aforementioned Nordic appellatives
are completely isolated in the Germanic and Indo-European language world, whereas the
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Saami word in question has numerous cognates in the Finno-Ugric languages and derives
from a Finno-Permic archetype *k8ms3 ‘granary, pantry; e. g. Fi. kumo ‘grain barn, Ost. kom

‘granary, pantry.

Keywords: borrowings, Danish, Elfdalian dialect of Swedish, etymology, Finno-Ugric
languages, Germanic-Saami relations, Icelandic, Indo-European languages, language
contacts, Norway, Old Norse, Saami material culture, Scandivanian peoples, Uralic
influence.

1. INTRODUCTION

In our article we would like to discuss the origin and etymology of
one group of words attested in the Nordic languages. The lexical materi-
al includes not only Old Norse gammi m. ‘Saami hut; dugout /Lappen-
hiitte, Erdhiitte] but also a number of modern Scandinavian cognates, e. g.
Icel. gammi m. ‘earthen hut, Norw. gamme m. ‘dugout, Swed. dial. (Elfd.)
gamme m. ‘porch; manger, cow manger, Da. gamme c. ‘sheepfold, fence,
fencing’ [de Vries, 1977, p.155]. They seem to derive from the Proto-Ger-
manic (or Nordic) archetype *gamman- m. ‘dugout, earthen hut.

The term in question is generally absent in the West Germanic lan-
guages, though some linguists indicate some possible cognates in Ger-
man, e. g. G. dial. Gamm ‘heap of drying bricks’ [Orel, 2003, p.125];
Sw. gdmmeli ‘small barn or hut on the pastures, cowshed /kleine Sche-
une oder Hiitte auf den Weiden, Viehhiitte’ [de Vries, 1977, p.155]. It is
worth emphasizing that the history of the German words in question is
completely unclear. There are no traces of either of these appellatives in
the earlier phases of the German language. Hence, the foreign (evidently
Scandinavian) origin of two German terms cannot be ruled out.

2. OLD NORSE GAMMI AS AN INDO-EUROPEAN HERITAGE

There are three different ways of explaining the Old Norse word
gammi m. ‘Saami hut; earthen hut’ in terms of a native element of In-
do-European origin. It is worth emphasizing that none of these existing
etymologies is thoroughly convincing. Let us review all the hypotheses
hitherto suggested by researchers.

A. FALK AND TORP’S ETYMOLOGY

Hjalmar S.Falk and Alf Torp [1910, p.298] were confident that the
original meaning ‘dugout; earthen hut’ should be reconstructed based
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on the Scandinavian words, as well as the Northern Saami form. The
above-mentioned semantics (‘dugout, earthen hut’) can suggest a prim-
itive derivation from the Proto-Indo-European term for ‘earth, ground,
land’ The Proto-Indo-European term *d"§"om- f. (nom. sg. *d"e§"om or
*d"ghom) is securely attested in most Indo-European languages, cf.

2.1. Hitt. tekan- (gen. sg. taknas) c. ‘earth’; Toch. A tkam, B kem
‘earth’; AGk. xOwv f. (gen. sg. xBovog) ‘earth’; Olnd. ksdm- £. ‘earth’; Av.
zam- f. id’; Alb. dhe f. ‘earth’; Lat. humus f. ‘earth’ and so on.

It should be noted that the original term for ‘earth’ was lost com-
pletely from the languages of the Germanic tribes. However, they pre-
served an archaic derived noun belonging to the n-stems:

2.2. PG. *guman- m. ‘man’: Go. guma m. ‘man, ON. gumi m. ‘man,
Swed. brud-gum ‘groom’; OE. guma m. ‘man’; OFris. breid-gomo m.
‘groomy’; OSax. gumo m. ‘man’; OHG. gomo m. ‘hero, a famous man,
MHG. gome m. ‘human being, man’ [Lehmann, 1986, p. 182; Orel, 2003,
p- 146; Levitskiy, 2010, p. 130; Kroonen, 2013, p. 195].

The Germanic word for ‘man, human being’ has numerous cognates
attested in other Indo-European languages, cf.

2.3. OLat. hemo m. (n-stem) ‘man, Lat. homo m. ‘id]; OPruss. smoy
m. ‘man’; OLith. Zmué m. ‘man, Lith. Zmonés m. pl. human beings’ (sg.
Zmogus ‘man’); Toch. B saumo m. ‘young man’ (< PIE. *d"¢"m-Hon- m.
‘man), cf. also Olr. duine m. ‘man, W. dyn m. ‘human being

The aforementioned lexical data (2.3) clearly demonstrate that the
Proto-Germanic word for ‘man, human being’ (2.2) derives from the
Proto-Indo-European term for ‘earth, ground, land’ (2.1) and describes
man as ‘an earthly being’ [Bammesberger, 1990, p.184; Orel, 2003,
p- 146; Levitskiy, 2010, p. 130].

Theoretically, the etymology suggested by Falk and Torp [1910,
p.298] seems to be well-founded from the semantic point of view
(PG. dial. *gamman- ‘dugout; earthen hut’ is convincingly connected
with ‘earth’) and correct from the phonological angle (Germanic root
*gam- may represent an expected trace of PIE. *d"¢"om-). However, the
suggested etymology does not explain the morphological aspects (e. g.
the geminate -mm- remains unclear) and is doubtful within the Pro-
to-Germanic word formation (it is completely unclear whether the final
element *-(m)an- represents a suffix or perhaps the second member of a
primitive compound). This is why Falk and Torp’s explanation has often
been rejected by most etymologists.
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Archeological findings confirm that underground pits or dugouts
were known to the ancient Germanic tribes. These constructions, dug
in the ground, were frequently used as grain storages [Much, 1937,
p-180-181]. Moreover, Cornelius Tacitus (Germ. 16.3) indicates simi-
lar objects among the Germanic tribes, using the Latin noun suffu-
gium n. ‘shelter; underground pit’ [Rives, 1999, p.195]. The Nordic
people called them jardhiis (literally ‘earthen hut’). These objects are
named Erdstddel in Germany and Erdstille in the folk culture of Aus-
tria. It may be noted that the Germanic terms for ‘underground huts’
are commonly derived from the Proto-Germanic noun *erpé f. ‘earth,
land, soil} and not from PIE. *d"§"om- f. ‘earth’ It seems highly prob-
able that the Proto-Germanic people introduced a kind of taboo re-
ferring to the sacred name for ‘earth’ (PIE. *d"¢"om-). It is suggested
that initially the Proto-Indo-European term for ‘earth’ was a lexical
element strongly associated with rituals [cf. Blazek, 2019, p. 9-16]. It
was replaced by the new (profane) appellative *erpo f. ‘earth, land, soil’
[Lehmann, 1968, p.8]. This is why the Germanic terms for earthen
objects such as embankments, excavations, lockers dug in the earth
were created on the basis of the innovational Proto-Germanic name
for ‘earth’ In other words, the derivation of ON. gammi from the sa-
cred name for ‘earth’ is questionable due to a prehistoric taboo.

B. LIDEN’S ETYMOLOGY

The Swedish linguist Evald Lidén also favoured the native origin of
the Old Norse appellative gammi m. ‘Saami hut, dugout/Lappenhiit-
te, Erdhiitte’ and cognate Scandinavian words [Lidén, 1906, p.13-16],
but the etymology which he provided was different to that of Falk and
Torp. He compared the Germanic nouns with the Old Armenian lexeme
gom ‘cowshed, stable, sheepfold, pigsty, as well as EArm. gom ‘cowshed,
stable, pigsty’ and WArm. kum ‘cowshed’ Based on this alleged corre-
spondence, Lidén proposed the Indo-European archetype *g"om-. Nu-
merous diachronists have accepted both the Germanic-Armenian set
[e. g. Acafjan, 1971, p.574-575; de Vries, 1977, p. 155; Levitskiy, 2010,
p.203], and the alleged Indo-European reconstruction *g"om- ‘stable,
cowshed, pigsty /Stall’ [Walde, Pokorny, 1930, p.637; Pokorny, 1959,
p-452; Gamkrelidze, Ivanov, 1995, p.38; Levitskiy, 2010, p.203]. Mann
[1984-87], however, does not include this word.
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Unfortunately, the Germanic-Armenian set contains at least a few
weaknesses. Firstly, the set is isolated and has never been supported by
lexical material attested in a third Indo-European group (the so-called
tertium comparationis is missing). Contemporary Indo-Europeanists
believe that an Indo-European reconstruction is possible only when
cognates from at least three language groups can be identified. With-
out the third comparison, the set does not have the necessary binding
force (validity) and the reconstruction is not certain. Secondly, the
Armenian word gom has rich counterparts in Caucasian languages
(e. g. Georgian, Svan, Kabardian, Adyghe, Shapsug, Chechen, Ingush
and Ossetic), which strongly supports the hypothesis regarding its lo-
cal (Caucasian or sub-Caucasian) origin'. Thirdly, the Armenian form
of gom retains the vowel [o] in the position before a nasal, which is
completely inconsistent with the development of the Armenian lan-
guage. The expected form should be *gum [Olsen, 1999, p.198; Mar-
tirosyan, 2009, p.225]. Fourthly, the Germanic words can be bor-
rowings from some pre-Indo-European, Scandinavian substrate, cf. a
Northern Saami term gammi ‘Saami hut, dugout, hut made of peat’
[de Vries, 1977, p.155]. Fifthly, the Germanic words contain an in-
conclusively explained “expressive” geminate -mm-. Sixthly, the mean-
ing convergent with the Armenian term (e. g. ‘sheepfold, cowshed’)
is demonstrated by Germanic forms of relatively late origin. It seems
that the initial semantics (in the sense of ‘dugout’) is better motivated
in the preserved Germanic lexical material. Seventhly, based on the
Northern Saami form and numerous Nordic words (attested e. g. in
Old Norse, Icelandic, Norwegian), the original meaning of ‘dugout’
can theoretically be postulated, which allows for an alternative refer-
ence of the Germanic appellatives to Proto-Indo-European word for
‘earth’ (PIE. *d"g"om- f. ‘earth, soil’), as previously suggested by some
researchers [cf. Falk, Torp, 1910, p.298]. Eighthly, the suggested Indo-
European archetype *g"om- (‘stable, cowshed, pigsty /Stall’) has nei-

L Cf. Geo. gomi ‘pigsty, gomuri ‘country house; pigsty, Sv. gwem ‘pantry’; Kab.
gwidn ‘grain box, grain storage, Ad. kon ‘upward widening woven granary, pasted on
the outside with clay and covered with straw} Shaps. ‘storehouse, granary’ [Shagirov,
1977, p.112]; Ing. ke (obl. keno) ‘granary, Che. ¢6 (obl. ¢ona-) ‘grain storage, granary’;
Osset. term gom, gon, gondan ‘grain box, granary’ [Abaev, 1959, p.523-524]. Similar
terms are also attested in some extra-Caucasian languages, e. g. Kurd. gom, gov
f. ‘sheepfold, pigsty’ [Tsabolov, 2001, p.393], Yaghn. koy ‘pigsty’ [Novék, 2010, p.87].
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ther an obvious verbal motivation, nor is it a component of complex
words, which makes it completely isolated (at least from the perspec-
tive of Indo-European word formation).

All these difficulties make the Germanic-Armenian correspondence
a hypothesis that is insufficiently justified and relatively poorly support-
ed on the grounds of phonology, semantics and word formation.

C. OLSEN’S ETYMOLOGY

Birgit Anette Olsen [1999, p.198] tries to explain why the vowel
lengthening of o [o] failed when positioned in front of the nasal con-
sonant m [m], as can be observed in the Armenian appellative gom
‘cowshed, stable, sheepfold, pigsty’. Olsen puts forward an interesting
hypothesis by referring to the disappearance of the IE. *s [s] in the po-
sition before [m], which is a fully regular process in the Armenian lan-
guage. As a result, the Danish linguist reduces the Armenian word to
two related archetypes of *g"os-mo- (m.) and *g"os-meh,- (f.), referring
to the Proto-Indo-European root *g"os- ‘to eat” (cf. OInd. ghas- ‘to eat’)
finally explaining Arm. gom as a nomen loci denoting ‘eating place’. De-
velopment from such a proto-form could explain the Proto-Germanic
geminate *-mm- as a result of a regressive assimilation in the conso-
nant group -zm- (< PIE. *sm-). In other words, PG. *gamman- (from
previous *gazman-) would represent an alleged n-stem *g"os-mén- m.
[Kroonen, 2013, p. 166].

The main obstacle in recognising the nativity of Germanic words is
the fact that the Nordic name gammi does not describe the native North
Germanic reality, but a typical Saami hut in the form of a dugout (‘Lap-
penhiitte, Erdhiitte’), which argues strongly in favour of a borrowing
from a Finno-Ugric source.

3. ARE THE SCANDINAVIAN TERMS
FOR ‘DUGOUT’ OF SAAMI ORIGIN?

The Northern Saami appellative gammi ‘Saami dugout, provision-
al hut built of peat’ can be successfully reduced to the Finno-Permic
archetype *k8ms ‘granary, pantry /Speicher, Vorratskammer’ [Rédei,
1988, p. 680]. Although the Saami form gammi does not appear in Ré-
dei’s Uralisches etymologisches Worterbuch, its omission seems to stem
from a misconception by researchers believing it to be an Old Norse
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or Proto-Germanic borrowing? [Wiklund, 1917, p.102; Kylstra, 1996,
p.32-33, 107]. However, it is enough to mention other Saami forms of
Finno-Ugric (or Uralic) origin, to find out that the Saami cognate close-
ly matches the root of *k8ms3 in both semantic and phonological aspects:

3.1. SaaN. gammi, dial. kammi ‘dugout, hut made of peat /Erdhiit-
te, Torfhiitte’ [de Vries, 1977, p. XXXVIII, 155] = Fi. kumo ‘grain barn,
dial. kommio ‘tent, forest hut’; Kar. kommo, komo ‘cave / Hohle, kommi
‘(cattle) shed /(Vieh)Schuppen’; Vot. kommi ‘room, cabin, place /Zim-
mer; Kajlite; Platz, Raum’; Est. komm (gen. kommi) ‘hut, vault /Hiitte;
Gewdlbe, Wolbung’; Md. (Erz.) kav ‘granary, (Mksh.) kav ‘hay box’;
Zr. kum ‘hunter’s pantry in the forest, clothing box’; Ost. kom ‘granary,
pantry’; Vty. kim ‘attic’ < FP. *k8ms ‘granary, pantry /Speicher, Vorrat-
skammer’ [Rédei, 1988, p.680].

For comparison, other Finno-Ugric (sets of) comparanda, can be ad-
duced. They exhibit a similar structure.

3.2. SaaN. gama ‘Saami leather shoe’ = Fi. ken-kd ‘shoe’; Md. (Erz.)
keme, (Mksh.) kdmd ‘shoe’; Cher. kem ‘id’; Zr. kem ‘shoe made of bast
or birch bark’ < FU. *kdmud ‘shoe, leather footwear’ [Rédei, 1988, p.650].

3.3. SaaN. galmas ‘frozen’ = Fi. kylmad ‘cold; adj. ‘cold, cool’; Est. kiilm
‘id’; Md. (Erz.) kelme, (Mksh) kelmd ‘id’; Cher. kalmoa ‘frozen’; Vity. kin
‘frost, cold; freezing, cold, frozen’ < FU. *kiilmd ‘cold, frost, adj. ‘cold’
[Rédei, 1988, p.203-204].

3.4. SaaN. goabma ‘overhanging, arched edge (of earth, rock, earth,
snow)’ = Fi. komi, komo ‘hollow, adj. ‘empty, hollow’; Ost. kom, dial.
xom ‘hollow’; Hu. homorti ‘concave, hollow” < FU. *koms ‘hollow; con-
cave [Rédei, 1988, p.227].

3.5. SaaN. goabmer ‘two bent open hands folded together to receive
something’ = Fi. kamahlo, kahmalo ‘double handful’; Md. (Erz.) komoro,
(Mksh.) komor ‘handful’; Zr. kamir ‘handful’ < FU. *komsrs ‘id. < Ur.
*komsrs ‘empty hand, cf. also Yen. hammara ‘hand, Km. kamoru? ‘arms’
[Collinder, 1977, p.42; Rédei, 1988, p. 175].

3.6. SaaN. goaw'de ‘opening; a protruding roof; roof on stilts, without
walls’ = Fi. kansi ‘lid, cover, Est. kaas ‘id., Liv. konts id’; Md. kunda ‘1lid’;

2 Note that Kylstra [1996, p.32-33] also quotes Swed. dial. kammi ‘hole,
crate /Loch, Verschlag’ (with the initial k- as opposed to g-) as a back-borrowing
from a Saami or Balto-Finnic source. See Fi. dial. kamano, kamanto ‘cave, depression,
hole /Hohle, Vertiefung, Loch; also ‘hut /Hiitte’
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Cher. komdss ‘id’; Zr. kud ‘eyelid; lid” < FU. *komta ‘lid, cover’ [Col-
linder, 1977, p. 158; Rédei, 1988, p.671].

3.7. SaaN. gow'ddg ‘wide’ = Cher. kumda, kumda ‘id., Ost. komat ‘id’
< FU. *kumte adj. ‘wide’ [Collinder, 1977, p. 96; Rédei, 1988, p.203-204].

An overview of the etymological sets shown above leaves no doubt
that the Saami word gammi is soundly anchored in the Finno-Ugric lex-
icon while the Germanic words are isolated in the Indo-European con-
text. Let us emphasize once again that the Old Norse appellative gammi
refers to a Saami hut, a dugout built of peat (“Lappehiitte, Erdhiitte, Tor-
thiitte”), which definitely argues in favour of a borrowing from a Saami
(or Lappish) source. Borrowing in the opposite direction is not justified
by the available lexical data.

Cornelius Tacitus (Germ. 46) uses the Lat. suffugium ‘shelter, when re-
ferring to structures built by Fenni, an ethnic people frequently identified
with the Saamis (or the Balto-Finnic peoples). The Roman writer does
not add the adjective subterraneum, as he is probably describing huts of
the hunting people of northern Eurasia. Underground lockers were also
known to exist in the culture of these people. By this time, the Finno-
Ugric communities including the Saami tribes, had partly adopted the
goods and vocabulary of the Neolithic epoch. They knew the elements of
solid structures and constructions, as evidenced by words for ‘a beam, ‘a
pole’ or ‘a granary on stilts’ [Hakkinen, 2007, p. 182]. Secondary contacts
between the Germanic and Finno-Ugric peoples could have been as early
as in the Bronze Age, beginning from 1700 BC [Carpelan, Parpola, 2007,
p-90]. Importantly, these language contacts took place in areas where a
hunting and gathering culture still dominated. Both ethnic groups began
to lose their existing or previously associated elements with agricultural
culture. This is why the Saami (Mesolithic people) borrowed some names
for nets from the Scandinavian Germanic tribes (Aikio 2006: 10). It
should be no surprise that the Northern Proto-Germanic tribes borrowed
the term for ‘Saami hut, dugout’ directly from the Saami people

4. CONCLUSIONS

A thorough analysis of the linguistic facts has led to the following
conclusions:

4.1. ON. gammi ‘Saami hut, dugout’ can clearly not be derived from
PIE. *d"g"om- {. ‘earth.
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4.2. The correlation of the Old Norse word in question with Arm.
gom ‘sheepfold, stable, cowshed, pigsty’ is questionable both for seman-
tic and phonological reasons.

4.3. The Scandinavian words, including Norw. gamme m. ‘dugout;,
Elfd. gamme m. ‘porch; manger, cow manger, Swed. dial. kammi ‘hole,
crate, Da. gamme c. ‘sheepfold, fence, fencing, are probably borrowings
from a Saami source.

4.4. The Northern Saami word gammi ‘dugout, hut made of peat’ re-
presents a native lexical element and demonstrates numerous cognates
in Finno-Ugric languages, cf. Fi. kumo ‘grain barn, dial. kommio ‘tent,
forest hut’; Md. (Erz.) kav ‘granary, (Mksh.) kav ‘hay box’; Zr. kum
‘hunter’s pantry in the forest, clothing box’; Ost. kom ‘granary, pantry’;
Vity. kiim ‘attic’ (< FP. *k8ms3 ‘granary, pantry’)
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LANGUAGE ABBREVIATIONS

Ad. — Adyghe

AGk. — Ancient Greek

Alb. — Albanian

Anat. — Anatolian

Arm. — Armenian

Av. — Avestan

Che. — Chechen

Cher. — Cheremis

Da. — Danish

EArm. — Eastern Armenian
Elfd. — Elfdalian (Ovdalian)
Erz. — Erza (dialect of Mordvin)
Est. — Estonian

Fi. — Finnish

FP. — Finno-Permic

FU. — Finno-Ugric
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G. — German

Geo. — Georgian

Go. — Gothic

Hitt. — Hittite

Hu. — Hungarian

Icel. — Icelandic

IE. — Indo-European

Ing. — Ingush

Kab. — Kabardian

Km. — Kamassian

Kurd. — Kurdish

Lat. — Latin

Lith. — Lithuanian

MHG. — Middle High German
Mksh. — Moksha (dialect of
Mordvin)
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Norw. — Norwegian

OE. — OId English

QOFris. — Old Frisian
OHG. — Old High German
OInd. — OId Indic

OIr. — Old Irish

OLat. — Old Latin

OLith. — Old Lithuanian
ON. — Old Norse

OPruss. — Old Prussian

Shaps. — Shapsug (dialect of
Adyghe)
Sv. — Svan

Sw. — Swiss dialect of the German

language

Swed. — Swedish

Toch. A — Tocharian A or East
Tocharian

Toch. B — Tocharian B or West
Tocharian

OSax. — Old Saxonian Ur. — Uralic
Osset. — Ossetic Vty. — Votyak
Ost. — Ostyak W. — Welsh

PG. — Proto-Germanic WArm. — West Armenian

PIE. — Proto-Indo-European Yaghn. — Yaghnobi

SaaN.— Saami (northern dialect) Yen. — Yenisey Samoyed
Zr. — Zyrian
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Anmxeii Ilerp KoBambckmit
Tdanvckuii ynusepcumem

Muxkomnaii Poixno
T'danvckuii ynusepcumem

Kurmnrog Tomam Buryax
Jlo03unckuii ynusepcumem

ABJIAETCA TN JPEBHECKAHJIMHABCKOE GAMMI
YHACIEJOBAHHBIM M/IN 3AMMCTBOBAHHBIM CJTIOBOM?

s untupoBauus: Kowalski A.P, Rychto M., Witczak K. T. Is Old Norse gam-
mi an inherited or a borrowed word? // Ckanpunasckas ¢umomorns. 2020. T. 18.
Boim. 1. C. 72-84. https://doi.org/10.21638/11701/spbu21.2020.105

B cratbe paccMaTpMBAIOTCA STUMOJIOTHA 1 TeHe3VC JPEeBHECKAHMHABCKOTO C/IO-
Ba gammi ‘caamMcKas n36a, 3eM/ISIHKQ, a TAK)Ke [IPyIie CJIoBa CKaH[VHABCKOI IPyII-
IIbI A3BIKOB, CP., HAIIP., UC/L. gammi ‘3eM/ISTHKA, HOPB. gamme ‘3eMIISTHKA, LIBET. UaJL.
gamme ‘KOPMYIIKa, HaT. gamme ‘OBYapHsi, 3abop, orpapa. IIpMHATO cumMTaTb, 4TO
JaHHOE JIpeBHeCKAHJMHABCKOE C/IOBO SIBJIAETCS VMHIOEBPOIGNCKMM HacnepueM. I1o
MHEHIIO aBTOPOB HaCTOH]J_[eIZ CTAaTbM, KaK Cy]l[eCTByIOH_IM]‘/.I BBIBOJ, O TIPOUCXOXIEHNN
C/I0Ba U3 TIPAMHJI0EBPOTIelicKoro Asbika (cp. mue. *d'g"om- ‘semns’), Tak u comoctas-
JIeHIie C apM. gom ‘KOPOBHUK, KOHIOLIHSI, OBYAPHSI, X/IeB’ He MOXKeT OBITh Off0OpPEHO 110
(bOHOMOTMYeCKNM, CeMaHTIYeCKIM WM KyIbTYPHBIM OCHOBAaHMAM. Bce ckaHamHaB-
CKIe C/10Ba OO/I>KHDBI 6])ITI), COITTaCHO HalleMy MHEHMUIO, IIPU3HAHDI 3aIMCTBOBAHNAMNI
U3 CaaMCKOro (JIAIIAH/ICKOr0) MCTOYHMKA. Hopayudeckue ane/usITUBbI M301MPOBAHBI
Ha TepPMaHCKOII 1 MIHI0eBPOIIeIICKOII II0UBe, TOT/ja KaK CaaMCKoe garmmi ‘3eMIAHKa, T10-
crpoeHHas u3 Topda’ MMeeT MHOTOUYMC/IEHHbIE COOTBETCTBUA B (PMHHO-YTOPCKIUX A3bI-
KaX ¥ BBIBOFUTCS U3 PUHHO-IIepMCKoil mipadopmbl *k8ms3 ‘ambap, 3epHOXpaHWINILE,
cpaBH. QUHCK. kumo ‘pura, OBUH, Ayajl. kommio ‘Iaari, necHas n36a’; MOpAB. (9p3.)
kav ‘ambap, sepHOXpaHM/MIIIE, MOKIIL. kav ‘LUK J/IA ceHa’; 3bIp. kum ‘Knagosas oXoT-
HIIKA B JleCy, TOTAilHOE MeCTO U OfIeKbL'; XaHT. kG ‘aMbap, 3epHOXpAHIIAIIE’; YIM.
kiam “gepmax’

KitroueBble c1oBa: 3a1MCTBOBAHS, JATCKIIL A3BIK, 9/1bBAA/IBCKIIL AUA/IEKT LIBEJ-
CKOTO 5I3bIKa, ITUMOJIOTHSI, QMHHO-YTOPCKIIE SA3BIKM, T€PMAHO-CAaMCKIIe OTHOIICHIS,
MCTAHCKUI ASBIK, VHIOEBPOIENCKIE fA3BIKM, fA3bIKOBbI€ KOHTAKTbI, HOPBEXCKUIL
SI3BIK, iPeBHECKAH/IHABCKII 3BIK, CAaMCKas MaTepyaIbHas KY/IbTypPa, CKAH/VIHABBI,
IIBEJCKIII SA3BIK, YPaIbCKOE BIIVSHNE.
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