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J.HARMATTA

PROTO-IRANIANS AND PROTO-INDIANS
IN CENTRAL ASIA IN THE 2nd MILLENNIUM B.C.
(LINGUISTIC EVIDENCE)

The great importance of the migrations of Indo-Iranian tribes in the An-
cient Near East and Central Asia was recognised by historical research long
ago. Because of the lack of written sources and direct linguistic evidence for
these wide-ranging movements, however, linguistic and historical reconstruc-
tion often arrived at diametrically opposite results. Thus, it was assumed that
the spread of Indo-Iranian peoples from the steppes of Eastern Europe occurred
in two great waves: the first one was connected with the rise of animal husban-
dry, especially of horse-breeding and the invention of the two- or fourwheeled
cart, while the second was marked by the appearance, of the equestrian nomads.
Both waves of Indo-Iranian tribes, the first one at the beginning of the 2nd millen-
nium B.C., the second one at the beginning of the 1st millennium B.C., affected the
enormous territory stretching from the Danube basin and the Balkan Peninsula up
to Mesopotamia, Iran and India, on the one hand, and through Central Asia up to
China, on the other hand [12; cf. 4, p. 97 {f.].

According to another theory published some years ago, the reduction in
Indo-Iranian of the IE five-vowel system to a three-vowel system, consisting of
a i u, must be ascribed to an overwhelming external pressure coming obviously
from a substratum. This phonemic development of Indo-Iranian was due, ac-
cording to this theory, to the Semitic environment with which the Indo-Iranian
tribes came into contact in Mesopotamia in the first half of the 2nd millennium
B.C. This assumption, however, compelled its author to venture a further con-
jecture according to which all Indo-Iranians, even the later Indians, lived for a
time in, or on the fringes of, Mesopotamia, and it was only after the completion
of the reduction of the five-vowel system that they migrated to India. The same
route of migration was also assumed for the Proto-Iranians [11, p. 17 ff.].

It follows from this theory that all Indo-Iranian tribes — the Proto-Indians
in the first half of the 2nd millennium B.C., the Proto-Iranians at the beginning
of the 1st millennium B.C. — migrated through the Caucasus at first to Mesopo-
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tamia, and it is only from there that they spread to Eastern Iran and India, and
perhaps to Central Asia. It follows from this idea that Iranian peoples appeared
in Central Asia in a relatively late epoch (perhaps circa 700 B.C.) and they mi-
grated to this territory from the south, while the Indians never entered the
steppes of Central Asia.

Yet it is clear that neither of these theories can be adopted in this form.
As regards the first theory, even if the invention of the cart and horse-riding
was a revolutionary innovation in communication and warfare, we cannot neg-
lect the economic and social development of the Indo-Iranian tribes as well as
the geographical and climatic factors. In the case of-the second theory, the the-
ses of which were again presented in a recently published paper [10, p. 378 ff.],
we have to stress first of all that it is not necessary to ascribe the reduction of
the five-vowel system to the influence of a Semitic substratum. After the pala-
talisation of k' g’ g'h, the vowel e lost its function from the viewpoint of pho-
nemic opposition (e.g. *ker-: *kar- >*cer- : kar-) and became a mere allophone
of [a] (cf. [¢er] : [kar] >[céar] : [kar], but [¢ar]=[céer]). Consequently, the reduc-
tion of the five-vowel system in Indo-Iranian can be explained as an outcome
of the palatalisation of k' g’ g'h. Moreover, the Proto-Indian groups, settled in
Mesopotamia, stood in linguistic Contact in the first line with the Hurrians and
not with the Semites. And to realise the improbability of this theory to its full
extent, it is enough to refer to the relation between the highly developed settled
Semites and their nomadic relatives living to the south. Surely, the former ex-
erted an influence on the latter in many respects, even in the vocabulary, but no
essential innovation, comparable to the reduction of the five-vowel system in
Indo-Iranian, could spread from Babylonia among the nomadic tribes of the
Arabian Desert.

Instead of such general schemes, based on a very fragmentary and scanty
evidence, | propose to reconstruct the migrations of Indo-Iranian tribes on a
much broader basis with the help of their linguistic contacts with many peoples
living in their neighbourhood.

Indo-Iranian tribes separated from the Balts and Slavs at the time when
agriculture began to develop in Europe, i.e. approximately in the first half of
the 5th millennium B.C. [cf. 2, p. 319 ff]. They remained, however, in close
contact with the Finno-Ugrians, who adopted a large number of loan words
from Indo-Iranian or Proto-Iranian, Old Iranian and Middle Iranian in the
course of a very long period, lasting up to the invasion by the Huns of Eastern
Europe at the end of the 4th century A.D. [cf. 3]. A considerable part of these
loan words — 53 borrowings — represent Indo-Iranian and Proto-Iranian, whose
epoch lasted from the middle of the 5th millennium B.C. tip to the 1st millen-
nium B.C. The split of Indo-Iranian into different dialects or languages, viz.
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Proto-Iranian and Proto-Indo-Kafiri, began already by the time of the first pala-
talisation, i.e. in a rather early period. Between the development $>s and s>4,
characteristic for Iranian, and the separation of Indo-Iranian from Baltic and
Slavic, seven stages of phonemic development can be distinguished, and this
relative chronological system can be elaborated still finer with the help of the
Proto-Iranian loan words occurring in Finno-Ugric languages. Thus, in the final
analysis eleven periods of phonemic development can be established within the
prehistory of Proto-Iranian (and also of Proto-Indian to a certain degree), com-
prising three and a half millennia.

These eleven periods can be characterised by the following phonemic
features and loan words'.

First period

(a) change in the phonemic system

nm>a(n)a(m

0o>a

k'ek'a > ke ka, K"e > k"a

gleg'a>gega, g"e>g"a

g'he g'ha > ghe gha, g"he > g"ha

[ >r (I was preserved in the South-East, in one part of the language area)
(b) loan word

FU *aja- ‘to drive, to hunt’ < PIr ag’ -a-

Second period

(a) change in the phonemic system
k'g'gh>¢ j jh
(b) loan words
FU *orpas, *orwas ‘orphan’ < Plr *arbhas
FU * pakas ‘god’ < PIr *bhagas
FU *tarwas ‘sickle’ < PIr *dharvas
FU *martas ‘dead’ < PIr *mystas
FU *porcas, *porsas ‘piglet’ <Plr *parcas
FU *taiwas ‘heaven’ < PIr *daivas ‘heavenly being’
FU *werkas ‘wolf” < PIr *vikas

Third period

(a) change in the phonemic system
-as -is -us > [-ah -ih -uh] (in absolute word ending)
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(b)

(a)
(b)

(a)

(b)

(a)

(b)

loan words

FU *octara ‘whip’ < PIr *aétra

FU *onca ‘part’ < Plr *ancah

FU *oncura ‘tusk’< Plr *ancurah

EU *¢aka ‘goat’ < PIr *¢agah, *¢aga

FU *ka¢- ‘to look’ < PIr *kac-

FU *marica (< *manuéa) ‘man’ < PIr *manujah

Fourth period

change in the phonemic system

¢j jh > § 7 zh (in Proto-Indian § j jh)

loan word

FU *arwa ‘*present given or received by the guest’ < Plr *arg"“hah

Fifth period

changes in the phonemic system

k"e g"e g"he > k'e g'e g'he
k'g'g'h>¢jjh

loan words

FU *tdjine ‘cow’ < PIr *dhe'inuh

FU *tdde ‘milk’ < Plr *dedhi

FU *ped’- ‘to milk’ < PIr *pe'y-

FU *sasar ‘younger sister’ < PIr *svasar

Sixth period

changes in the phonemic system
ptk+ X>phthkh

-ar-an > a, -ér, -en > é

loan words

FU *$um- ‘strap’ < PIr *syumé

FU *erse ‘male, man’ < PlIr *1syah
FU *warsa ‘foal, colt’ < PIr *visah
FU *sdptd ‘seven’ < Plr *septa

FU *tese ‘ten’ < Pir *desa

FU *$ata ‘hundred’ < PIr *sata P1. N.
FU *sew- ‘to eat’ < PIr *ksew-

FU *resme ‘strap, cord’ < PIr *resmih
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(a)
(b)

(a)

(b)

(a)
(b)

FU *sone ‘tendon’ < PIr *snévé
FU *kota ‘house’ < PlIr katah

Seventh period

changes in the phonemic system

rs ks > [rS k5]

loan words

FU *mekse ‘honey bee’ < Plr *mekst
FU *mete ‘honey’ < PIr *medhu

FU *kar- ‘to dig, to plough’ < PIr *kar-
FU *jewd ‘corn’< PlIr yevah

Eighth period

changes in the phonemic system
e>a,al>ai,a>1

J+t>§t jh+t>Zdh

-is +dh > -izdh, -us +dh > -uzdh

loan words

FU *asura ‘lord’ < Plr *asurah

FU *ropa, *ropasa ‘fox’ < Plr *raupah, *raupasah
FU *sara ‘flood’ <PIr *sarah

FU *sdre ‘vein’ < PlIr *sarih

FU *sura ‘beer, wine’ < Plr *sura

FU * sejte ‘bridge’ < Plr *saituh

FU *sasra ‘thousand’ < PIr *zZhasra P1. N.
FU * Senke ‘wooden wedge* < PIr *sankuh
FU *Sorwa ‘horn < PlIr *sruva

FU *suka ‘barb of corn’ < PIr *sitkah

FU *wos- ‘to buy’ < PIr *vas-

FU *wasara ‘axe’ < Plr *vazrah

FU *worasa ‘wild boar’ < Plr *uarazhah

Ninth period

change in the phonemic system

-is > -us, -us > -us

loan words

FU *sas-, *sos- ‘to become dry’ < PIr *saus-
FU *$dre ‘brooklet, rill’ < PIr *kSarah
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Tenth period

(a) changes in the phonemic system
st zd Zdh > (st zd zZdh] (before 1600 B.C.)
-is > [-is], -us > [-us]
tst dzd dzdh > st zd zdh
(b) loan words
FU *wisa ‘anger, hatred, hate’ < PIr * vis, * visam
FU *ora ‘awl’ <Plr *ara
FU * punta ‘soil, earth’ < PIr * bhundhah

Eleventh period

(a) changes in the phonemic system
bh dh gh >[b d g] = [b- d- g-] + [-B- -6- -y-]
ph th kh> f0 x
Zhjh> %]
(b) loan words
FU *onke ‘hook’ < PIr *ankah
FU *$ere ‘clan, custom’ < PIr *sardah

With the help of the Indo-Aryan lexical elements pointed out in Human,
an absolute date, too, for certain phenomena of this phonemic development can
be established. Thus, we can state that the 17th-16th centuries B.C. fall in be-
tween the limits of the tenth period of Proto-Iranian linguistic chronology. It
seems on the basis of this chronological evidence that about 300 years as an
average space of time can be attributed to each period. Surely, this schematic
chronological system does not correspond to reality because the rhythm of lin-
guistic change must not be necessarily constant. Thus, beside the uniform
rhythm of linguistic change we can also reckon with an accelerated or delayed
and even with an alternating rhythm of phonemic development. In any case,
however, the average chronological scheme attributing about 300 years to each
period may serve as a starting point and it may be corrected with the help of
additional, e.g. archeological, evidence in the course of later researches.

Now, we can proceed to examine the spread and migrations of Proto-
Iranians and Proto-Indians with the help of their linguistic contacts with the
neighbouring peoples within these time limits. The contact and even ethnic
amalgamation of Proto-Iranians with Finno-Ugric tribes continued in the
wooded steppes of Eastern Europe during the whole period [cf. 3]. The connec-
tions with the Proto-Balts and Proto-Slavs might have been rather weak be-
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cause they did not leave any tangible linguistic traces recognised so far’. Lin-
guistic evidence is also missing for the contacts between Proto-Iranians and
Daco-Mysians. On the basis of abundant archeological finds, however, one
could successfully reconstruct the relations between the two populations in the
Late Neolithic and Copper Ages.

If we pass towards the South-East, we can find very interesting linguistic
data for the spread and migrations of Proto-Iranians and perhaps Proto-Indians
to the steppes stretching north of the Caucasus, as well as for their contacts
with the North-Western and South-Eastern groups of Caucasian tribes.

The earliest trace of these contacts may be represented by Udi ek’
‘horse’,> which could only be borrowed from Indo-Iranian *ekwa- before the
first palatalisation, i.e. in the 1st period of Proto-Iranian phonemic development
(perhaps about 4000 B.C.) according to the chronological scheme established
above.

Beside this word, however, other names for ‘horse’ of probably Proto-
Iranian origin also occur in North-Western Caucasian languages: Circassian sa,
Kabardian $ ‘horse’, Abkhaz a-co ‘the horse’.

On the other hand, South-Eastern Caucasian languages offer the follow-
ing linguistic data: Lak ¢’u, Khinalug psa (< b-s2), Chechen gaur, Ingush gour
‘horse’, Khinalug spa ‘ass colt’.

Obviously, here we have to do with three different terms:

(1) $a, 52, ¢a, ¢'u may go back to Proto-Iranian or Proto-Indian *ecva-,
*esva- (>*asva-), because the initial vowel might have been understood as a
demonstrative element in North-Western Caucasian languages (cf. Abkhaz
a-ca ‘the horse’). If the form *ecva- was the prototype, it may represent the
third period of Proto-Iranian phonemic development, i.e. it could be adopted in
the second half (or perhaps towards the end) of the 4th millennium B.C.

(2) The term gaur, gour is again apparently connected with Persian gor
‘wild ass’, which probably goes back to a. Proto-Iranian or Old Iranian proto-
type *gaura-.

(3) Finally, Khinalug spa is, of course, an adoption of Old Northern Ira-
nian *aspa-.

From among the numerous Iranian loan words of North-Western and
South-Eastern Caucasian languages, some may be of Proto-Iranian or Proto-
Indian origin. Thus, Kiirin yab ‘handful’ is probably an archaic borrowing from
Proto-Iranian or Proto-Indian *gabha- (cf. OInd gabhasti-), while Batsian hac’
‘to see’ may go back to Proto-Indian or Proto-Iranian *kac- ‘to see’, reflecting
the third period of Proto-Iranian and Proto-Indian phonemic development, i.e.
approximately the end of the 4th millennium B.C. Chechen - and Ingush mar
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‘husband’ may be also an ancient (Proto-Iranian or Proto-Indian) borrowing of
the famous term *marya-.

In spite of the paucity of this linguistic evidence, these ancient Proto-
Iranian or Proto-Indian loan words to be found in Caucasian languages offer a
valuable testimony of the advance of Proto-Iranian or Proto-Indian tribes to-
wards the Caucasus at a very early date.

If we pass over to Siberia, looking for the spread towards the North-East
of Proto-Iranians and Proto-Indians, we have to state that no clear linguistic
traces of their direct contact with the Samoyeds can be recognised. The reason
for this phenomenon may be that a belt of tribes speaking Ket, Kott, Arin, As-
san and other relative languages separated the Indo-Iranians from them. Unfor-
tunately, apart from the Kets, the overwhelming majority of these tribes togeth-
er with their languages completely disappeared. Nevertheless, we still find
some traces of their ancient linguistic contacts with Proto-Iranians. Thus, Kott
art‘a ‘true, veritable’ may go back to Proto-Iranian *sta-, Kott cdk “force’, ¢aga
‘strong’ may reflect Proto-Iranian *¢ak- (cf. Olnd saknoti), and Kott cak- ‘to
pass down’ could be an adoption of Proto-Iranian *¢ak- ‘to pass’ (cf. Olr sak-).
All these forms could represent the third stage of Proto-Iranian phonemic de-
velopment, i.e. a rather early period. Perhaps Ket kuos ‘cow’ reflects an even
earlier period if it goes back to Proto-Iranian *g"qus.

These loan words probably speak in favour of a very ancient linguistic
contact between Proto-Iranian or Proto-Indian and the Ketic languages. Some
of these loan words also penetrated into the Turkic languages (cf. Turkic cag
‘force’, caq ‘time’), which very likely adopted some Proto-Iranian term also
independently from the Ketic languages. One of such borrowings may be yay-,
yaya- ‘to sacrifice’, which may reflect Proto-Iranian *yag'- before the first pala-
talisation (cf. Olnd yaj-, Olr yaz). If these loan words had not been mediated by
some unknown, no longer existing language to the Turkic ones, one could think
of a very early advance of Proto-Iranians to Central Asia.

In the South-Western corner of the Indo-Iranian linguistic area, the Proto-
Indians advanced to Mesopotamia towards the end of the 3rd millennium B.C.
and formed more or less important dynasties and the class of maryannu there.
Thus, the question arises whether this movement or parallel movements
touched the territory of later Iran at the same time. We are faced with a difficult
and complicated problem which includes both the question of the immigration
to India of Proto-Indians and that of the movements of Proto-Dravi-dians. It is
impossible to discuss these problems in detail on this occasion. In any case, it
seems possible to presume that the Proto-Dravidians advanced through Iran to
India, perhaps partly parallel with the immigration of the Proto-Indians.
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It would therefore be important to examine the question of early lin-
guistic contacts between Proto-Indians and Proto-Dravidians. Unfortunately,
the poverty of Dravidian consonantal system, and particularly of consonant
clusters, does not permit us to establish the most ancient contacts between Pro-
to-Indian and Proto-Dravidian with surety. Thus, we can only guess that Dravi-
dian words like cay- ‘to incline, to lie down’, cari- ‘to roll’, cantam ‘beauty,
pleasure, happiness’, cati- ‘to destroy, to kill’ could go back to Proto-Indian
*Cay- (Skr Sete), *¢ar-, *¢antam (Skr santa-, santi-) and *¢at- (Skr Satayati),
because Proto-Dravidian possessed only one initial affricate to render Indian
initial c-, s-, §-. In any case, the quoted words can be postulated for Proto-
Dravidian, but it is open to doubt whether Proto-Dravidian means the same
chronological level and period as the term Proto-Indian. The rather early date of
Proto-Indian and Proto-Dravidian contacts is also borne out by the fact that one
of the Dardic languages, viz., Tirahi, borrowed the word kuz’ra ‘horse’ from
Dravidian (cf. Tamil kutirai) [cf. 8]. If it were sure that Proto-Dravidian bor-
rowed the quoted terms from the reconstructed Proto-Indian forms, then the
beginnings of the contacts between the two languages could go back up to the
4th millennium B. C But such an assumption cannot be taken for granted at
present.

Historical and linguistic research often presumed that the Dravidians
came from Northern territories lying around Lake Aral, where they had inten-
sive linguistic contacts with Finno-Ugrian tribes. It was even assumed that
Dravidian and Finno-Ugrian were genetically related languages. Linguists tried
to assure a linguistic basis for this theory, but even the latest effort to point out
a great number of common elements in Finno-Ugrian and Dravidian vocabulary
did not arrive at any conclusive result. In any case, however, if the golden land
Harali (later Arali, Arallu) of the Sumerian hymn on the trade with Tilmun,’
situated beyond Tukri§ in the far North-East, can be sought in Iran and, per-
haps, even in Ancient Khorazmia indeed, then this name may be of Dravidian
origin (cf. Tamil aral ‘to burn, to shine’, arali ‘fire’, aralon ‘Agni, sun’) and its
meaning could be the same as that of Khorazmia, reflecting Old Iranian
*Xvara-zmi- ‘land of the Sun’. If the localisation of Harali and this interpreta-
tion of its name prove to be correct, then this toponym may give a hint for the
ancient home of the Proto-Dravidians.

In this context the question also arises how the position of the area of
Proto-Iranian, Proto-Kafiri and Proto-Indian can be reconstructed before the
immigration of the Proto-Indian tribes to India. From the viewpoint of the Indo-
Iranian linguistic area, the linguistic features of Kafir1 [viz., Aryan *Zh,
*ih, Kafiri z (dz), Z (j) but Old Indian A, Aryan *¢, Kafiri s but Old Indian s]
can only be explained by the assumption that KafirT had a fringe position, on
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the one hand, and it had a closer contact with Proto-Iranian, on the other hand.
These two statements can only be harmonised with one another if the original
position of Proto-Iranian and Proto-Indian was not along a North-South axis,
but was, at least partly, parallel in this direction and Kafir1 took the northern
fringe of Proto-Indian. Thus, the migration of the Proto-Indian and Proto-Kafir1
tribes could be reconstructed from the geographical viewpoint approximately
along the same route which was proposed for the migration of the Proto-
Indians by R. Ghirshman recently.

Finally, we still have to give some hints about the migration of the Proto-
Iranians towards Eastern Asia. We can point out a series of archaic loan words
borrowed from Proto-Iranian both in Chinese and Korean. The Archaic Chinese
forms *k’dn ‘to cut’, *¢’'wadn ‘martial’, *dz’fiwan ‘to create’, *swan ‘grandson’,
*Gk ‘bad, evil, wrong™ reflect rather exactly Proto-Iranian prototypes like
*khan- “to dig’, *g"han- “to kill’, *jan- “to create’, *sunu- ‘son’, *agha- “evil,
bad’. Similarly, Korean pad ‘field’, yok-ta “to bind’, sul ‘wine’, sen ‘old-grey’®
may be borrowed from Proto-Iranian forms like *pada- ‘place’, *yug- ‘to bind’,
*sura ‘alcoholic drink’, *sena- ‘old’. This evidence may attest the early ad-
vance of Proto-Iranians to the borders or even into the territory of China and
Korea.

In the final analysis, on the basis of this linguistic evidence the migra-
tions of the Proto-Iranians and Proto-Indians on the territory of Central Asia
prove to have been a very complicated and wide-ranging movement in the 3rd-
2nd millennia B. C The linguistic data speak for the early beginning of this
movement but on the basis of the small number of the earliest Proto-Iranian
loan Words in the neighbouring languages we could visualise a slow infiltra-
tion in small groups rather than a mass migration, which may be perhaps the
case at the end of the whole process. Beside the bulk advancing to Mesopota-
mia, to Iran and to India along different routes, other smaller Proto-Iranian
groups passed towards the Altai Mountains and reached China and Korea long
before the famous invasion to China of the Hsien-yun or Hsien-yii (Archaic
Chinese *kdam-misr) [cf. 1, p. 318, n. 1] at the beginning of the 8th centu-
ryB.C

NOTES

' Cf. for the following [3, p. 170 ff.]. For the phonetic, phonemic and seman tic corres-
pondences of the borrowings and their Proto-Iranian prototypes, cf[3, p. 173 ff.].

 The validity of this statement is, of course, restricted to the Proto-Iranian Age.

? The Udi word was regarded by A. Nehring [9, pp. 107-108] as the source of IE *ekwos

[sic].
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* Cf. for Harali [7, p. 5 ff.].

3 For the Archaic Chinese forms, cf. [6].

% The quoted Korean words were used as evidence for the linguistic affinity between Ko-
rean and Indo-European before; cf. [5, p. 162 ff.] with earlier literature.
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PE3IOME

IIpu ucciaenoBaHUM MHUTpaLUil APEeBHUX MHIOUPAHLEB UCTOPUYECKHE U JIMHIBHCTHYE-
CKHe PEKOHCTPYKIMHU MOPOH MPUBOAAT K AMaMETPaJbHO MPOTUBOIOJIOKHBIM BhIBOJaM. B cra-
The NMPEJIPUHUMACTCS MONBITKA PEKOHCTPYKLIUN MUTPALUil HHIOUPAHCKUX MJIEMEH Ha OCHOBE
NIPUBJICUEHHUS IIUPOKOTO KPYyra JaHHBIX 00 MX S3BIKOBBIX KOHTaKTaX CO MHOTMMH HapoJaMH,
UBIIUMHU B COCE/ICTBE C HUMU.

B ¢oneTnueckoM pa3BUTHH MPOTOMPAHCKOTO (PaBHO KaK M MPOTOMHAMHCKOI0) MOKHO
BeIIeNNTh [ mocnenoBaTenbHBIX MEpPHO/A, OXBATHIBAIOIIMX B OOLIEH CIOXHOCTH TPU C MO-
JIOBUHOW ThICSUENeTHs. AHaIM3UPys JIMHTBUCTHYECKHE KOHTAKThl MPOTOMPAHLIEB M MPOTO-
UHAUINEB C COCEAHUMH HapoJaMH Ha NMPOTSHKEHHM 3TOTO BPEMEHM U ONpeAessisl, K KaKkoMy U3
MIEPUO/IOB OTHOCSTCS TE WIIM MHBIE CIIEbl 3THX KOHTAKTOB, MOXKHO PEKOHCTPYHPOBATh 00JIaCTH

pacceyieHud U NyTu NPpOABMKCHUS UHAOUPAHCKUX IIJIEMEH.
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OT 6aNToB M CHNAaBSH MHIOMPAHIBI OTJCIHINCH IPUMEPHO B MEPBOM MOJIOBUHE V ThIC.
10 H. 9. JlanHble 00 MX CBs3sX ¢ HaceleHHeM KaBka3a CBUZIETENBCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO HAYaJIo
JTUX KOHTAKTOB OTHOCUTCS K KOHLY IV ThIC. 10 H. 3. B TO k€ BpeMs HEKOTOpbIE JAHHBIE I10-
3BOJIAIIOT TOBOPUTh O BEChMA JIPEBHUX SI3BIKOBBIX KOHTAKTAX IPOTOUPAHLEB WU IPOTOMHIUN-
LIEB C KETOA3BIYHBIMU Hapojamu. [IpoaBrxkeHre NpOTOUHUILEB B MeconoTaMUI0 OTHOCUTCS
k koHIy III Teic. 10 H. 5. KOHTaKTHI MeXay MPOTOMHIUNCKUMU U MPOTOIPABUIUACKUMHE S3bI-
KaMH I10 Psily OCHOBaHMI MOKHO BO3BeCTH K IV ThIC. 1O H. 3., OJJHAKO 3TOT BBIBOJ TpeOyeT
JIOIIOJHUTEIBHOM MpoBepkU. HekoTopble apXauyHble 3aMMCTBOBAaHUS U3 IPOTOUPAHCKOIO B
KUTaWCKUN U KOPEUCKUI IMO3BOJISIIOT FOBOPUTH O PAHHEM IIPOHUKHOBEHMM IIPOTOUPAHLIEB HA

rpanuisl Kuras u Kopewn.
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