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Der wahre Grund, warum es Comte nicht gelang, ein unlosbares Problem zu finden,
besteht meiner Meinung nach darin, dal es ein unlosbares Problem iiberhaupt nicht
gibt. Statt des torichten Ignorabimus heile im Gegenteil unsere Losung: Wir miissen
wissen, Wir werden wissen.

DAVID HILBERT

Naturerkennen und Logik (1930)



ABSTRACT

The Indo-European sound laws are the best known of all language families. Yet many
sound laws remain incompletely formulated due to a failure in the interpretation of
the Old Anatolian laryngeal. The postulation of multiple laryngeals (at least three in
the mainstream laryngeal theory) has led to a significant detour in the reconstruction
of Proto-Indo-European (PIE).

A single laryngeal PIE *h = Hi. h was already discovered by Ladislav Zgusta
(1951), however, and subsequently it was confirmed by Johann Tischler (1977£t.). The
current dissertation studies unexplored properties of PIE *h and demonstrates that
this laryngeal had a voiceless (PIE *h) and a voiced (PIE *h) variant with glottal
fricative articulation. PIE *h appears with PIE *a in diphonemic PIE *ha and *ah.

This solution to the laryngeal problem allows for a clarification of the
relationship between PIE *h/h and the rest of the phoneme inventory. Segmental
analysis results in System PIE, the primary phoneme inventory for Proto-Indo-
European consisting of

PIE  *a/a’ *e/é *h/f *i/i *k/g *I/l *m/m *n/n *0/0d *p/b *1/r *s/z *t/d *u/u.

The phoneme inventory of System PIE is minimal: it cannot be reduced and it is
sufficient to generate attested Indo-European forms. Accordingly, the import of
System PIE for Indo-European linguistics is comparable to mastery of the building
blocks of DNA.

In addition, the dissertation modernizes the essential Indo-European sound laws
in terms of the laryngeal PIE *h/A. Due to the advanced stage of Indo-European
linguistics, no entirely new sound laws are presented, because the yet remaining
problems of the traditional sound laws reflect the absence of the comparative
interpretation of the Old Anatolian laryngeal.

The scientific framework used in this study is the comparative method of
reconstruction, recognized as a branch of natural science already by August
Schleicher. The dissertation contributes to the development of the field by explicating
the comparative method by means of predicate calculus, including a precise
formulation of Schleicher’s intuitive description of the decision method for Indo-
European etymology. As such, the reconstruction theory System PIE can be
digitalized (i.e. turned into a programming language that can generate Indo-
European data from reconstructions).

The most reliable etymological and standard dictionaries are used as the
material of the dissertation. While these sources present the data and etymological
suggestions that exist to date, no full comparative conclusions have yet been drawn.
As a contribution to this vital area of the field, the dissertation presents hundreds of
new etymologies, which serve as preliminary examples of the Proto-Indo-European
Lexicon (PIE Lexicon), a digital etymological dictionary of Indo-European languages
that will be published at http://pielexicon.hum.helsinki.fi.
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1 Comparative method of reconstruction in Indo-

European

1.1 System PIE and comparative method as natural
science

1.1.1 Situation in the reconstruction of Proto-Indo-

European

§0. The situation of the PIE reconstruction changed decisively after Bedfich Hrozny’s
(1917) demonstration of the Indo-European origin of Hittite. A century later, it has
become indisputable that Old Anatolian preserved a laryngeal segment Hittite h that
was lost in the languages on which the Neogrammarian phoneme inventory and
sound law system were based. The laryngeal theory, with Mgller’s advancement of
three laryngeals and the subsequent addition of variants, dates back to the pre-
laryngeal period (1879-1880) and is based on a Semitic typology rather than Indo-
European data. Accordingly, the theory cannot win the acceptance of comparatists,
with the result that the study is in deadlock. With such a state of affairs, Szemerényi’s
(1967:92) assessment is more relevant than ever:

“What is really needed is a renewed, and unbiased, study of all the available Hittite
evidence — with no attempt to force it into the strait-jacket of preconceived theories about
IE ablaut or root-structure.”

Indeed, the problems with the study are caused by a lack of detailed comparative
reconstruction based on the current body of greatly enriched data and the new
segment PIE *h, the missing link in the PIE phoneme inventory. It is well known that
when data changes, theories also must change. It is not an exaggeration to say that
Indo-European linguistics stands today in the very situation once sketched out by
Karl Brugmann and Hermann Osthoff:'

“Ehe man weiterbaut, bedarf der ganze bau, soweit er bis jetzt dasteht, einer griindlichen
revision.” (1878:xi).

! The laryngeal is confirmed, owing to the traces of PIE *h outside of Old Anatolian as well (e.g. in
Rig-Vedic hiatus, regularly coinciding with Hi. h in correspondences).
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The quantitative and qualitative improvement of the presentation of the Indo-
European material has reached a critical mass, allowing the solution of all major
problems of PIE segmental phonology based on the comparative method of
reconstruction. This window of opportunity will be explored in this study with a
completely upgraded reconstruction theory, called System PIE, which is based on
strict principles of natural science. In essence, System PIE consists of the primary
phoneme inventory and the upgraded sound law system for Proto-Indo-European,
with particular attention paid to the segmental laryngeal PIE *h in all environments.
As such, System PIE is designed to solve the critical problems of PIE phonology and
open the way for a subsequent exploration of the breakthrough, especially in the
fields of PIE morphology, etymology and the accent of the proto-language.
Concerning these Schwerpunkts, the following preliminary remarks are presented.

§1. The reconstruction of the primary phoneme inventory (i.e. the phonetic and
phonological component of System PIE) will not start from scratch. On the contrary,
owing to the highly advanced stage of the study, the traditionally postulated proto-
phonemes will serve as starting points for the case studies and solutions suggested by
the comparative method will be presented for each question. In the order of
appearance, the phonetic and phonological problems include:

(a) The problem of the Proto-Indo-European laryngeal PIE *h has been preliminarily
solved by the comparative school with the theory of monolaryngealism (der
Monolaryngalismus). According to the proponents of this theory, there is one (and
only one) laryngeal PIE *h inductively obtainable from the Old Anatolian data. This
result, originally discovered by Ladislav Zgusta (1951), has now been confirmed by
Johann Tischler and his colleagues in Hethitisches Etymologisches Glossar (1977ft.),
the most noteworthy and reliable etymological dictionary of Old Anatolian in
existence.” The delay in the breakthrough of the theory has been caused by its
approximate form, basically consisting only of the realization of the existence of a
single PIE *h. With an independent confirmation of the result, the study at hand
continues with a complete study of PIE *h, its properties, and the sound laws
governing it in all environments. As a result, System PIE implements
monolaryngealism as a full-scale reconstruction theory consisting only of postulates of
the comparative method.

(b) As is well known, the problems of PIE *h and PIE vocalism are closely knit
together. At its apogee, the Neogrammarian vowel system of Brugmann contained
eight cover symbols for the proto-vowels. The system was inductively reconstructed
and it has the necessary minimum of phonemes required for a complete (and
therefore valid) reconstruction theory. Although no additional correspondence sets
have emerged in the new material, Brugmann’s system is outdated, particularly in

% In Pyysalo 2003, after comparing all the existing PIE reconstruction theories on the same material, I
demonstrated the impossibility of the supported versions of multilaryngealism and concluded that
monolaryngealism is the sole reconstructive possibility for Proto-Indo-European.
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terms of the relation of the eight-vowel system to the laryngeal PIE *h consisting of
three subsets:

1. The problem of Neogr. *o: a: a (‘a-vocalism’) and PIE *h.

2. The problem of Neogr. *o: 6 : & (‘o-vocalism’) and PIE *h.

3. The problem of Neogr. *e : & (‘e-vocalism’) and PIE *h.
The comparative solution to these main PIE ablaut problems and their relation to PIE
*h is presented in Chapter 2.
(c) The problem of the resonants (or sonorants) PIE *i u r | n m, both independently
and in the environment of PIE *h, is divided into:

1. The problem of semi-vowels/glides *i, u (U) with and without PIE *h.

2. The problem of liquids *r 1 (L) with and without PIE *h.

3. The problem of nasals *n m (N) with and without PIE *h.
The comparative solution of these problems is presented in Chapter 3.
(d) The problem of PIE obstruents, independently and in the environment of PIE *h,
is divided into three subsets:

1. The problem of four series of plosives (Neogr. *T : Th: D : Df).

2. The problem of three series of velars (Neogr. *k : *k : *k, etc.).

3. The problem of Indo-European fricatives (Neogr. *s/z and PIE *h).
The comparative solution of these problems is presented in Chapter 4.
(e) The problems of the PIE phoneme inventory are divided into nine subsets. To
these may be added a tenth subset: their treatment in a comparatively consistent
system. In order to establish the primary character of the phoneme inventory, it is
demonstrated that no phonemes are absent in System PIE and that the inventory
does not contain analyzable phonemes (i.e. System PIE is minimal).’

§2. PIE sound laws, comprising the phonological part of System PIE, are thoroughly
upgraded (in particular, for PIE *h), according to the comparative implications of the
now enriched data. When necessary, the sound laws are analyzed in connection with
the problems. Thus, Brugmann’s Law and Osthoff’s Law are upgraded in connection
with the vowel system, Sievers’s Law and Fortunatov’s Law in connection with the
resonant system and so forth until the segmental PIE sound laws have been
completely revised.

§3. The key Indo-European (1) languages for the reconstruction of PIE consist of the
hundred most ancient languages from the last four millennia. Split into twelve main
subgroups, the language family presents historical sound changes in a unique manner,
similarly allowing the prospective reconstruction of their common ancestor, Proto-
Indo-European (piE). To date, thousands of scholars — from distinguished
lexicographers to comparative linguists — have dedicated millions of man-hours to the
coding of the material, making the most ancient Indo-European data finally available

* Thus all historical proto-phonemes will be individually scrutinized for their existence and possible
analytical (or ‘polyphonemic’) origin, ensuring that no items stand for simpler proto-phonemes (as is
the case with Gr. ), E, etc.).
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in a practically complete form.* The key features of PIE Lexicon, the etymological
database of System PIE, form a synthesis of these efforts and can be characterized as
follows:

(a) In terms of the completeness of the material, the measures recommended by
Brugmann and Osthoff in the ‘Neogrammarian manifesto’ (1878) have been adopted:

“Je mehr sprachmaterial uns so in liickenloser, durch die jahrhunderte sich hinzichender
schriftlicher iiberlieferung zur beobachtung unterbereitet ist, um so besser sind wir daran
[...]” (1878 MU1:vii.)

Historically speaking, however, the Neogrammarian theory — with its emphasis on
Sanskrit, Greek and Latin — was never based on complete data, nor did it claim to be.b
This provides a window of opportunity to further the reconstruction.

(b) In order to eliminate the problem of the incompleteness of the Neogrammarian
reconstruction — and, even more, that of the laryngeal theory — the material of the
dissertation consists of the main bulk of stems (and morphemes) of the hundred most
ancient Indo-European languages based on the most trusted mainstream dictionaries,
comparatively supplemented with other critical sources.

The full material, in homage to the most capable scholars of in the field of

etymology will be separately published under the title Proto-Indo-European Lexicon
(PIE Lexicon); it has already been compiled with a length of five thousand A3 pages.
The work is currently in an advanced stage, allowing preparation of the initial letters
of the PIE Lexicon for publication.
(c) The PIE Lexicon is a next-generation etymological dictionary utilizing the rules of
System PIE, as presented in this study. Although hardcopy versions could be made
available, the PIE Lexicon is essentially a digital enterprise’ with the ultimate aim of
accounting for every recorded Indo-European morpheme. This has been made
possible by the general progress of language technology, exemplified today by similar
products in the field, like the TITUS project (Thesaurus indogermanischer Text- und
Sprachmateriel) based in Frankfurt am Main.® The TITUS project is currently
publishing archaic Indo-European texts, but links to digital dictionaries are also
offered on the TITUS website. Due to digital technology, the TITUS project will
become available to the users of the PIE Lexicon through the common material dealt
with, allowing for the further improvement of both.

¢ Bammesberger (1984:9): “Seit Beginning unseres Jahrhunderts hat sich hauptséachlich durch die
Kenntnis des Hethitischen und Tocharischen die Materialbasis fiir die Rekonstruktion der
indogermanischen Grundsprache wesentlich erweitert.”

’ Zgusta (1951:428): “Il est naturel qu’une théorie nouvelle soit ainsi appliquée au matériel le plus
large possible.”

® For Brugmann’s note concerning the incompleteness of all early theories (including his own), see
Grundr? 1:397n1.

7 The PIE Lexicon is designed to allow for an upgrading of data until all Indo-European morphemes
are reconstructed. Thus, the completeness of System PIE can be demonstrated in extenso.

8 For the TITUS Program (Das Project eines indogermanischen Thesaurus), see http://titus.uni-
frankfurt.de/indexe.htm.
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§4. Throughout the study, special weight is placed on a strict commitment to the
comparative method and other methodical disciplines. This deserves a brief
explanation:

(a) Anthony Fox characterizes early discussions on the comparative method in writing
(1995:19):

“It must be said that nineteenth-century discussions of the method itself, and of the
procedures involved in its application, are rather disappointing. Although there are many
demonstrations of the results of the method, no detailed step-to-step explanations or
explicit formalizations are forthcoming from this period.”

With the exception of Schleicher, this evaluation is generally correct. Similar ideas
with an even more critical tone have been expressed by Radoslav Katici¢ (1970:9), a
leading comparative theoretician, who writes:

“If this traditional field of linguistic studies is to be incorporated in a modern body of
linguistic doctrine, the comparative method must be made explicit and its procedures must
become more formal. If a method is stated explicitly it becomes possible to discern its
properties and show why it is successful and where it could be expected to fail.””

(b) Within this study are found both an explicit presentation of method (see
especially Chapters 1 and 5) and its formalization in predicate calculus, the best
known and most uncontroversial scientific meta-language in existence.'” This
formalization consists of a simple presentation and definition of the Indo-European
material in terms of predicate calculus."" The usefulness of the formalization will be
demonstrated in Chapter 5, where the decision method for the Indo-European
etymology is stated as a simple formula of predicate calculus.

(c) The preliminary nature of the Paleogrammarian phoneme inventory and sound
laws (based on Sanskrit) and the laryngeal theory, presenting a Semitic hypothesis on
a Neogrammarian chassis, means that Indo-European linguistics depends on the
Neogrammarians more than typically understood. This makes the following remark of
Davies (1975:644) relevant for the study as a whole:

“What historiography [and Indo-European linguistics] most needs now is a series of
attempts to investigate both the neogrammarians’ concrete achievements (about which
much is known) and their theoretical presuppositions in their entirety (about which we are
far less clear), to compare the two, and set them in some sort of historical perspective.”

° As a further motivation, Katici¢ (1970:72) refers to the ongoing laryngeal controversy: “The heated
discussion that arose about the laryngeal theory could become much more fruitful if the
methodological problems were made explicit.” For a detailed account for the methodological
inadequacies of the laryngeal theory, see Bammesberger 1984.

' Predicate calculus is a formalization of the universal rules of logic shared by all branches of science.
Logic — and predicate calculus — remain the same, but the branches of natural science differ in the real
objects embedded. For the translatability of predicate calculus into a modern programming language
that allows for the testing of the sound laws of System PIE, see Chapter 5.

" Despite the introduction of notation for predicate calculus, the standard conventions in the
presentation of Indo-European data are followed in this study.
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§5. In one respect, Schleicher did better than the Neogrammarians, namely in viewing
the comparative method as a natural science.'” This highly conservative tradition is
upheld by the author in System PIE and the PIE Lexicon with the principles of
natural science duly followed throughout:"

(a) The comparative method of reconstruction is an empirical science. The Indo-
European data is understood like DNA code, carrying genetic information, and
therefore normative. Should a theory conflict with the data, corrections in the theory
are sought instead of irregular explanations, in accordance with the thought of Hans
Henrich Hock (1991:535):

“Given a choice, analyses postulating sound changes are more highly valued than analyses
which require analogical or other non-phonetic changes. Similarly, everything else being
equal, analyses operating with regular changes (sound change and/or rule-governed
analogy) are preferred over those which require sporadic or less regular changes.”

By seeking improvements in the analysis of material instead of analogies, the self-
correcting process of the science can be meaningfully upheld. Accordingly, the result
of the method is “[...] testable in principle on the basis of particular events occurring
in space and time” (see Esa Itkonen 1978:2ff. and Martti Nyman 1982:19). Basically
this amounts to the acceptance of Isidore Dyen’s requirement (1969:508) that
“[s]tatements regarding the nature of the proto-language are entirely inferential or
analytical, not assumptive”. A theory allowing verification or falsification of every
detail is pursued, and apriorist hypotheses are replaced with inductive ones.

(b) The reconstruction of proto-language means its restoration in a scientific manner
that satisfies high philological, linguistic and comparative standards. Ultimately,
reconstruction represents an equivalent of the Indo-European data, compressed in
Proto-Indo-European formulas. Szemerényi’s (1996:32) position is compulsory
throughout:

“From the outset realism, a realistic approach, plays a decisive part in reconstruction, since
the reconstruction of phonetically impossible sounds and sound sequences (= words) can
be considered nothing but an idle game.”

The reconstruction of proto-language is not hypothetical, but a regulated procedure
defined by specific empirical criteria.'* Therefore, scientific realism is the standard
for the postulation of reconstruction and concept formation, which are only allowed if
the objects are obtained exclusively from the material."”> An isomorphic relationship

12 See Koerner (1982:2): “Schleicher’s conception of language [...] was, at least with respect to its
method of investigation, a natural science (Naturwissenschaft).” See also Fox (1995:24): “The work of
Schleicher and his contemporaries, on the other hand, reflects the growing interest in the natural
sciences and in scientific method: ‘the method of linguistics is totally different of that of all historical

EE)

disciplines, and is basically that of the natural sciences’.
3 On the structure of scientific theories, see Kuhn 1973.

' According to Szemerényi (1962), the basic principles of etymological research are phonetic, semantic
and word formation criteria. See also Anttila (1969:35).

'3 For concept formation in the empirical sciences, see Hempel 1952.

18



between the objects of the theory and their counterparts in the real world is thus
demanded on all levels.'®

(c) In the evaluation of the Indo-European reconstruction theories, a theory (and/or
its subset) is valid if and only if it is complete and sound."” In this regard, the counter-
example procedure (i.e. constructing a set of data falsifying a hypothesis and leading
to a revision of the theory) is favoured in order to take problems as part of the
solution.

(d) Occam’s razor,"® or the “principle of economy’ (quoted here from Hock 1991:538),
is adopted for the purposes of comparison of the theories and their subsets:

“Reconstructions should not violate the maxim attributed to the medieval philosopher
Occam that entia non sunt multiplicanda praeter necessitatem ‘entities (in an
argument) are not to be multiplied beyond necessity’. Put differently, the simplest possible
analysis is to be preferred, everything else being equal.”

The converse of the principle, Occam’s guillotine, is applied in the elimination of
unnecessary assumptions.'’
(e) The ex nihilo nihil principle states that nothing comes from nothing. In practice, if
a measurable phenomenon exists, it can be assumed to reflect a previously existing
state rather than to emerge from nowhere. The principle is also used in the evaluation
of the competing theories.
(f) The rule of unambiguity can be defined thus: from a proposition pv g (‘por @), it
is not allowed to infer a proposition p or proposition g unless p or g has been proven.
This rule is designed to secure the scientific character of theory by disallowing
conclusions of ambiguous hypotheses.
(g) Throughout the study, ‘Fick’s rule’ is used as the principle of postulation to justify
the entire reconstuction. According to this key principle of the comparative method,
two independent witnesses are always required.”’ As a consequence of this limitation,
the comparative method of reconstruction in its pure form is the sole form of
inference applied in this study, with the result that the very source code of Proto-
Indo-European is derived in an objective manner in System PIE.

A strict adherence to these principles allows one to demonstrate that
Schleicher’s view of the comparative method as natural science is accurate. By
sticking to principles of natural science, nothing but science is produced. The correct

' For the opposite point of view, see Benveniste (1962:10): “On a trop cherché a convertir les
laryngales en réalités phonétiques. Nous avons toujours pensé que le statut qui leur convenait
présentement était celui d’étres algébriques. Loin d’en étre génee, la reconstruction indo-européenne
s’en trouve facilitée. Les modeles de reconstruction ne doivent pas dépendre d’interprétations
phonétiques encore largement conjecturales et qui seraient nécessairement ‘historiques’.”

'7 A system is complete if it generates all the correct forms, not if it generates incorrect forms.

'8 For Occam’s razor (‘entitia non sunt multiplicanda praeter necessitatem’) in linguistics, see Hock
(1986:538-540) and Szemerényi (1977:309).

Yelfa postulate is not necessary, it is meaningless.”

? See also Bammesberger (1984:11): “Um ein linguistisches Phinomen der Grundsprache zuschreiben
zu konnen, muf} es in mindenstens zwei verschiedenen Sprachgruppen unverkennbare Spuren
hinterlassen haben.”
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solutions can be simultaneously identified and calibrated to match the requirements
of the now enriched data.

1.1.2 Forms as functions of phonemes and meanings

§0. Katici¢ (1970:146) expresses the key idea of language, forms as functions of
meaning, as follows:

“[...] the languages in genetic research must be defined in the first place as sets of
phonemic strings that serve as expression to certain contents.”

Though not sufficient as a general theory of language — which is in any case not
sought in this study, being strictly limited to the Indo-European domain — Katici¢’s
definition provides a solid starting point for a definition of the comparative method in
terms of predicate calculus.

§1. The attested forms constituting the lexical items of language f consist of the string
of phonemes aj, a;, .., a, and the meaning ‘X’ (in practice, the translation).
Consequently, the Indo-European data can be understood as a set of propositions
(functions) of the form f(aj, a,..., a,) = X’. In System PIE and in the PIE Lexicon,
the stems are chosen as the basic level of description.”’ Accordingly, an independent
entry is provided for every documented stem, and the description is understood to be
complete when all attested stems have been accounted for. An example of the
presentation of material based on the stems (arranged under the respective roots) is,
for instance, the Old Anatolian formation® V§- ‘sein’ (Ves-, Vas- Via-):

Hi. es- (pr.) ‘sein’ (HEG 1:109-10, e-es$-zi [3sg], KBo153,7)
Hi. as- (pr.) ‘sein’ (HEG 1:109-10, a-Sa-an-du [3pl])
HLu. sa- (vb.) ‘be’ (CHLu. 2.34.1, sa-ta [3sg], 10.17.6, sa-ta [3pl])

In terms of predicate calculus, such entries are combined functions f(g(h(x))) = y’
expressing not only the stem and its meaning, but additional information like
grammatical analysis (e.g. ‘(pr.)’, [3sg]’, etc.), reference (e.g. ‘HEG 1:109-110"), the
locus of the attested form (e.g. ‘KBo153,7’) and so forth.”

§2. In the formalization the following symbols, functions (symbol: ‘f’)** and
definitions (symbol: ‘=") are used:

2! Hock’s (1991:29) definition is followed here: “If the main carrier of lexical meaning in a given word is
morphologically complex, containing a root plus an affix, it is called a stem, such as word-y, in word-i-
er, word-i-ness.” In addition also the root, capable of taking inflectional endings, is understood as a
special form of stem.

* On the topic of organization, compare Matthews (1991:26): “For some other languages, such as
Sanskrit, dictionaries are organized by stems or roots...”

» The grammatical function covers the types of stems according to their grammatical class, including
verbs (vb.), substantives (sb.), adjectives (a.), numerals (num.), adverbs (adv.), interjections (intj.), etc.

* Functions f1, f2, f3, ... can represent any properties (or features) or relations of the arguments x1, xp,
.o Xpe
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(a) The Indo-European stems are arranged under constant functions expressing the
source language (e.g. Aiol., Alb., Arm., Av.,, etc.) of the item in question, and the
scope of a function defines the lexicon of that language.25

(b) The phoneme paradigms of the individual Indo-European languages (i.e. the sets
of minimal units of the sound system) can be referred to as their constant inventories.
For the phoneme paradigms, an extensive definition is therefore set forth. Thus, as an
example, for Greek we can define:*

O, = o, B,Y,0,€ .., ® (the Greek phoneme inventory).

In predicate calculus, the real objects a, f, v, 9, €, ..., ® can be referred to by two kinds
of object variables — free ones (a, b, c, ...) and bound ones (X, y, z, ...) — both of which
are further marked with subscripts ‘ay, ay,..., ay, ... and X, Xp, X3, ...” as needed. 77

(c) The phonemes constituting a stem are connected with a sequence function
(symbol: +) expressing the left-to-right order of the objects involved (e.g. a;+az+...+
ay). In practice, it is not necessary to write the sequence function; for example, the
conventional writing (e.g. Go. ist) is understood as shorthand for Go. i+s+t.

(d) The comparative function (the symbol :) can be set between any two arguments
®,(a) and ®y(b) by setting them in juxtaposition (e.g. Hi. eszi ‘is’: Go. ist ‘is’). If the
compared items are identical, then the comparative function ®x(a) : ®(b) is provable
and identity (the symbol =) replaces the function; otherwise its opposite is shown (by
the symbol: =).

(e) A string of phonemes ®(ay, ay,..., ay) is a morpheme, if and only if there exists an x
such that X’ is its meaning (possibly unknown). Formally, therefore, the morphemes
are of general form ®(ay, ay,..., ap) =4 X’. A stem can contain multiple morphemes,
and if so these are separated by segmentation function (the symbol -) as seen, for
example, with:

OIr. do -for ‘mag- (pr.) ‘accroire’ (LEIA M-8, doformaig [3sg]).

§3. In this manner, any Indo-European lexical item can be expressed in terms of
predicate calculus (i.e. one-to-one mapping exists).

1.2 Phonetics and phonology in System PIE

1.2.1 Introduction: phonetics and phonology

§0. The basic situation is neatly summarized by Salmon and Smith (2005:86):

 The variables covering the constant functions (i.e. languages and dialects) are ®, ©, X, ... possibly
with subscripts (@1, Dy, ..., Py, etc.). With these the individual subgroups like ‘Baltic’, ‘Celtic’, etc. can
be defined.

% The definitions of the phoneme paradigms of the Indo-European languages, available in standard
grammars, are not repeated here.

" In addition, the zero phoneme (represented by the symbols @ or —) is used to mark lost phonemes
and the zero grade (both in IE and PIE).
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“Establishing a phonological inventory is a cornerstone of linguistic description and the
same naturally holds for reconstructing proto-language.”

In order to ensure the correct reconstruction of the Indo-European and Proto-Indo-
European phoneme inventories, one must observe the following issues:

§1. The phoneme paradigms of Indo-European languages basically coincide with the
inherited alphabets created by the inventor(s) of the respective writing systems. In
this way, the inherited alphabets contain a received internal reconstruction. Being
empirically given, reinterpretation of alphabets is seldom motivated, though naturally
the properties of the systems can be dealt with by means of phonetics, the scientific
study of sounds as individual objects (Trask, DPhPh:270), and phonology, the study of
the relationships of sounds in a language (Trask, DPhPh:275-77).

§2. In the reconstruction of the phoneme inventory of Proto-Indo-European, only the
strictest principles of the comparative method are employed. In practice, every proto-
phoneme must be comparatively postulated, based on a correspondence set
consistent with the full data. In particular, the so-called hypothetico-deductive
method, which is occasionally allowed in historical linguistics and involves
hypothetical proto-sounds and a postulation of pre-proto-language, is unnecessary.

1.2.2 Sounds, phonemes and phonetics

§0. The sounds of speech are concrete objects with measurable acoustic properties or
features produced by airflow and the human vocal apparatus, the places of
articulation and the articulator.”® Strictly speaking, as no two spellings of a sound are
identical, the concept of phoneme (representing actual instances and/or spelling
variants aj, ay, ..., 8, of a sound /a/) has been introduced.”

§1. Language reaches its written phase when the means for its transcription, most
often an alphabet,™ have been developed. The descriptiveness and general accuracy
of the archaic Indo-European phoneme inventories results from their phonetic
character. Unaffected by conventions, the main source of non-phonetic spellings or
similar factors in the ancient Indo-European alphabets usually reflects the data as
directly as possible, and they are usually accepted as such in a comparative study. In
terms of minor exceptions, note the following phonological remarks concerning
certain individual Indo-European languages:

(a) Continuing the Sumerian ideogrammatic tradition, the Old Anatolian languages
(Hi., Pal. CLu. and HLu.) are syllabic, not phonetic. Consequently, phonetic
approximations are used for the presentation of the Old Anatolian data (e.g. Hi. eszi

* For phonemes (sounds), see Ladefoged & Maddieson 1996. For phonetics, see Laver 1994.

» Compare the famous definition of Daniel Jones 1950, according to whom a phoneme is a family of
sounds.

* For the close connection between ‘alphabet’ and ‘phoneme inventory’, compare Meriggi (1966:8):
“[...] diejenige, die den uralten Begriff Buchstaben in der neuen Maskierung als ‘Phonem’ retten will.”

22



is written for the attested Hi. e-e$-zi ‘is’), a practice also followed in this study. Being
secondary (built upon primary data), these approximations are susceptible to error,
and comparative evidence is particularly important for the elimination of possible
mistakes.

(b) The Indo-European languages are usually attested in their own inherited writing
systems, but transcribed in the Latin alphabet (except for Greek). The scholarly
transpositions are not necessarily flawless, and scrutiny occasionally required in the
phonological considerations involving the latter.”!

(c) From a comparative point of view, the allophonic alternation of phonemes is
caused by sound changes in varying environments. Avestan is especially rich in
allophonic alternation in its alphabet, possibly reflecting its status as a sacred
language. It is not uncommon that Avestan allophones cannot be explained on a
synchronic basis, but instead require a historical explanation outside of the received
phoneme paradigm.

§2. The comparative method of reconstruction is not primarily interested in the
phoneme inventories of the individual Indo-European languages. Although all Indo-
European languages preserve some proto-phonemes as such, all have gone through
multiple and successive sound changes, leaving the surface level ambiguous to a
degree. In particular, the following types of changes are commonplace within the
Indo-European languages:

(a) Loss (or disappearance) of a proto-sound in a language (e.g. PIE *h — Gr. @).

(b) Merger (or convergence) of originally distinct proto-phonemes in a language (e.g.
PIE *th *df *k"f *g'f — Gr. 8).

(c) Split of an original proto-phoneme as conditioned by environment (e.g. in PIE *gh
— Lat. cgh, etc.).

Owing to the secondary nature of at least some attested phonemes, the comparative
method of reconstruction eliminates secondary phonemes by postulating the
respective sound laws before entering into conclusions, thus focusing on the proto-
phoneme inventory as the common denominator of the cognates.

1.2.3 The historical PIE phoneme inventories

§0. The historical PIE phoneme inventories will be briefly presented in order to test
them against the enriched Indo-European data. Though outdated in certain aspects,
the Neogrammarian phoneme inventory is the common starting point of all Indo-
European reconstruction theories (including the one presented in this study), and
thus serves as a natural point of reference for the history and development of the PIE
phoneme inventory. 2

*! For an example of a failure in transliteration and its consequences, see Chapter 4 for the discussion
on the ‘voiced aspirate’ series (mediae aspiratae) of Sanskrit, historically miswritten as OInd. bh dh gh
jh h instead of the proper notation Olnd. bf dh gh jh f.

*2 For “Der Lautbestand der idg. Ursprache”, see Brugmann (Grundr? 1:92-93).
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Within the phoneme inventory, three functional classes of phonemes, vowels
(V), resonants (R) and obstruents (C) are distinguished and dealt with respectively in
Chapters 2, 3 and 4. Beginning with the laryngeal PIE *h, the overall picture of the
research history can be sketched as follows:

(a) The laryngeal PIE *h, which is absent from the Neogrammarian reconstruction,
can now added to the proto-language based on Old Anatolian, as already discovered
by monolaryngealism:

Neogr. %] (Brugmann, Osthoff, Pokorny, Kronasser et al.)
Monolar. PIE *h (Zgusta, Laroche, Szemerényi, Tischler et al.)

The variations of the now outdated multilaryngealism will be discussed subsequently
in their relevant contexts.

(b) At its high point, the Neogrammarian vowel system Neogr. *V contained eight
correspondence sets, provided below with the respective vowel system of the

laryngeal theory:
*a-quality: *0-quality: *e-quality:
Neogr. *o *a *a *4 *0 *0 * *&
LT. *h, *h,e/~ *eh, - *hse  *ehy; e *eh,

(c) The Neogrammarian system of sonants™ contained glides (U), liquids (L) and
nasals (N), as indicated in the table below:

Neogr. *i i iC I\% *u u uC uuV
] ] Ic 1Iv *r r iC IV
*m m mC mV *n n aC av

It was further claimed that the long sonants stood for the respective short ones, plus
Neogr. *o, now written as *H in the laryngeal theory.
(d) The Neogrammarian obstruent system consisted of the following items:

Plosives: Fricatives:

Neogr. *p 't k k 'S s b
*ph  th kh kh k*h sh ph

*b d g g g z 0
*ph  dh gh gh g'h zh oh

The following initial remarks are respectively made for each category of objects:

§1. The monolaryngealism has its roots in Zgusta’s (1951) observation that there is
one and only one laryngeal PIE *h (= Hi. h, CLu. h, Pal. h, HLu. h), which is
comparatively inferable from the Old Anatolian (and other Indo-European) data.
This has now been confirmed by Johann Tischler’s Hethitisches etymologisches
Glossar (HEG 19771f.), proving that Zgusta’s conjecture was both sufficient and

¥ Note that in this study, the term ‘resonant’is used for PIE *i u r 1 n m, whereas the term
‘sonants’ refers to Brugmann’s and Osthoff’s syllabic sonants.
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necessary. This decisive success provides an inductive starting point for the
comparative reconstruction of the PIE laryngeal, but monolaryngealism has not
inferred the properties of the cover symbol PIE *h as an independent segment and its
behaviour in all environments, based on the comparative method.

§2. As for the Indo-European vowel system and its relation to the cover symbol PIE
*h, the following theories have been proposed:
(a) At its high point, the Neogrammarian vowel system consisted of eight cover
symbols for vowels:

Neogr. *9, a, a (‘a-quality’)  *§, 0, 0 (‘o-quality’) *e, & (‘e-quality’).
Tested against the enriched data, the Neogrammarian vowel system is adequate in
terms of the number of cover symbols and their derivation. Eight distinct
correspondence sets can be inductively obtained from the data, and none of the cover
symbols are redundant. In the absence of the laryngeal, the traditional system is
outdated. In particular, the mutual relationships of vowels and the laryngeal and the
ablaut patterns require a thorough revision.
(b) Based on Saussure’s ideas, Mgller (1879, 1880, 1906:vi = M@L) presented the
classical three-laryngealism (now competing with Brugmann’s comparative
reconstruction of proto-vowels) indicated in the following table:

* *3

Neogr. 9 *a *a a o 0 *e *& -
M@L. *A *Ae/- feA - *Oe/~ *¢O *Ee *eE -

* *

This theory was based on Saussure’s (1878 = DS*) single ‘fundamental’ (in modern
terms ‘pre-proto-vowel’) *¢ of two ‘coefficients sonantiques™ an ‘a-colouring’ *A
(Neogr. *a = LT h,) and an ‘o-colouring’ *O (= LT *h;), with rules of compensatory
lengthening and colouring obtained by structural reasoning.” For the sake of
similarity with the Semitic system of laryngeals, Mgller added yet another item *E (=
LT h;) and projected the assumed Proto-Semitic root shape C,C,-C; onto Proto-
Indo-European,36 thus giving birth to the laryngeal theory.” Unsurprisingly, this
laryngeal theory conflicted with reality: after the emergence of the Old Anatolian
data, Mogller’s original proposition of three laryngeals has been gradually
downgraded. By switching to a notation in which E, A, O indicate laryngeals
preserved in Old Anatolian and h;, h,, h; laryngeals that have been lost (or never

* See Saussure (Rec. 127): “Le phonéme a; [= *e] est la voyelle radicale de toutes les racines. Il peut
étre seul a former le vocalisme de la racine ou bien étre suivi d’une seconde sonante que nous avons
appelée coefficient sonantique.” [...] “Dans de certaines conditions, qui ne sont pas connues, a; [*e] est
remplacé par a, [*o]; dans autres, mieux connues, il est expulsé.”

* The ‘rule of compensatory lengthening’ refers to the postulates LT **ehy — *&; LT **e¢h, — *a; LT
**ehy — *0 and the ‘colouring rules’ to the postulates LT **h;e — *e; LT **hye — *a; LT **hze —
*

o.
% Thus, Lindeman (1987:25) writes: “In its commonly accepted form the ‘Laryngeal Theory’ assumes
the existence in Early Indo-European of (at least) three ‘laryngeal’ consonants [...].”
3 For the laryngeal theory, see Hendriksen 1941, Puhvel (1960:1-13), Polomé 1965, Szemerényi 1973,
Jonsson 1978, Lindeman (1982:63-64, 1987:78-79), and Bammesberger (1984:38).
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never existed), we may summarize the subsequent developments of the theory as
follows:

1. Benveniste’s (1935 = BENV.) assumed three laryngeals: two preserved (*A =
Hi. h, *O = Hi. h) and one ‘lost’ item (*h; = Hi. @).

2. Kurytowicz (1935:75f., 254f. = KUR.) assumed four laryngeals: two preserved
(A and O = Hi. h) and two ‘lost’ laryngeals (h; and h, [= LT h,] = Hi. @).

3. Eichner’s (1973 = EICH.) assumed three laryngeals: one preserved (*A = Hi.
h) and two lost (*h; h; = Hi. @).

4. Puhvel’s (1965 = PUH.) theory supposes e and six laryngeals, of which three

have been assumedly preserved in Old Anatolian: *E, A, O and three lost (h;, h,,
hy).
Mgller’s laryngeal theory has split into two subgroups. One favours weakening the
original proposition of the number of preserved laryngeals (Benveniste and Eichner)
and one adds the number of assumed laryngeals (Kurylowicz and Puhvel) to
compensate:

MoL *E A O
e N
BENV. *h; *A *O KUR. - *A*O *hy *hy —
EICH. *h; *A *h; PUH. *E *A *O *hy *hy *hs

(c) The monolaryngeal theory of Indo-European vocalism is currently in its early
phase, in essence consisting of the following:

1. Zgusta (1951), the first to reconstruct a single laryngeal PIE *H coinciding with
Hi. b, argues for the favour of a colourless (or non-colouring) item. By adding the
three short vowels *e, a, o and following the rule of compensatory lengthening (*eH
— &, *aH — a, *oH — 0), Zgusta’s theory has only four proto-phonemes (zZG. *H *e
*a *0) and three rules (of compensatory lengthening).

2. Similarly, Szemerényi (1967:96-7 = Sz) posits one non-colouring laryngeal PIE
*H (= Hi. h) and six vowels *e, a, o, €, &, 0; thus, he disagrees with Zgusta, favouring
the original quantity instead of compensatory lengthening not required in his system.
From the point of view of the data, it can be readily said that this solution is superior
to that of Zgusta, because Szemerényi’s system contains the original vrddhi vowels
proven to exist independently of laryngeals.

(d) In order to provide an overview of the initial assumptions, the vocalisms and the
laryngeals of the theories are summarized in the following table, where ‘~’ indicates a
correspondence set missing from a theory:

Vowels: Laryngeal:
Neogr. *a a a a 0 0 e & -
DS. A - eA - (o) eO e eA -

¥ For Puhvel’s motivation for the expansion of the number of laryngeals to more than three, see HED
3: v-vi: “Those who have insisted on postulating a set (preferably low) number of ‘laryngeals’ and
hewing to them religiously have lulled themselves into a false and premature circularity.”
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MOL *A Ae/- eA - Oe/~ €O Ee eE -
ZG. - a aH - 0 oH e eH *H

? -
SZ. *9° a a - 6] 0 e é *h

The theories lack at least one correspondence set, with the result that none of them
are complete or acceptable as the basis of a comparative reconstruction theory as
such. However, Brugmann’s reconstruction is the most accurate description of the
Indo-European vocalism, and the absence of the laryngeal can be corrected by the
addition of the critical sound law established by the laryngeal theory and
monolaryngealism:

PIE *h = Hi. b, Pal,, CLu., HLu. h: RV /@, Gr. @, Lat. @, etc.

Thus, a complete set of cover symbols emerges when the two theories are combined:

* *35

*3 *a a *a *0 *0 *e g *h.

In Chapter 2, when the cover symbols are replaced with the actual Proto-Indo-

European values, this solution will be shown as both necessary and sufficient.”’

§3. Concerning the resonants, functionally defined as phonemes having vocalic (R)
and consonantal (R) allophones, three theories have been suggested:
(a) The Neogrammarian system of sonants contained the postulates:

Neogr. *i i iC % *u u uC uuV
*1 | IC v *r r IC fV
*m m mC mV *n n aC aVv

Here the long sonants R stand for short sonants plus schwa (= R+ 92). In the
laryngeal theory, Neogr. *a is replaced with *H in a completely isomorphic system:

LT *] i iHC iHV *u u uHC uHV
*m m mHC mHV *n n nHC nHV
1 1 [HC [HV *r T rHC 1HV

(b) The schwa secundum school, initiated by Schmidt, accepts Brugmann’s and
Osthoff’s correspondence sets, but explains the epenthetic svarabhakti vocalisms of
the cognates as reflecting a schwa secundum (written as *b) instead of the zero grade.
(c) The third tradition, dating back to the period preceding the theory of syllabic
sonants, is the comparative one. According to this view, though never formulated as a
full-scale theory, the identical vocalisms of cognates are directly compared and
postulated to the proto-language when confirmed by at least two witnesses. This
approach can be illustrated, for instance, by Verner’s reconstruction (1877:125):

“[Glerm. follipa f. “fulle’ (ahd. fullida) = altind. pirpaté dss., von germ. folla- ‘voll’ (goth.
fulla-, an. full-r, as. full, ags. ful, ahd. fol) = altind. pGrpa-, dss.”

¥ For an interpretation of the historical connection between the Neogrammarians and
monolaryngealism, see Eichner (1988:128): “Er [= der Monolaryngalismus] bildet im Grunde die
Fortsetzung der Brugmannischen Auffassungen vermerhrt um die Ansicht, da man nach der
Entdeckung der anatolischen Evidenz nicht mehr ganz ohne Laryngal auskommt.”
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Here, in essence, an original vowel is postulated by at least “two witnesses”:
PIE *pulno- = RV. purna-, Go. full-, ORus. pulni-, etc.

§4. For the obstruents, functionally defined as phonemes without vocalic allophones,
the Neogrammarians postulated a system of plosives and fricatives, comprising of
twenty-eight proto-phonemes.

Plosives : Fricatives :
1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7.
*p t k k k" S b 1)
*ph  th kh kh k*h sh ph 2)
 d g g g z 0 3)
*bh  dh gh gh g'h zh Oh 4

As regards these items, discussed in full in Chapter 4, the following preliminary
remarks can be made:

1. Columns 1-3 represent the decem-taihun isogloss, viz. the problem of the four
manners of articulation T — Th — D — Dh (appearing in rows 1-4).

2. Columns 3-5 represent the Centum-Satem isogloss, viz. the problem of the
three PIE velar series (Neogr. *k : k : k¥, etc.).

3. Columns 6-7 represent the Neogrammarian fricative system, consisting of a
series of sibilants and a series of interdental fricatives (or thorns), but lacking the
place of articulation for laryngeal(s).

(a) Three main theories have been presented for the decem-taihun isogloss,
consisting of the series T— Th — D — Dh:

1. The traditional (Neogrammarian) theory with twenty comparatively obtained
cover symbols for plosives, as already indicated in the table above.

2. The ‘root constraint theory’ of Meillet and Magnusson, which claims a
complementary distribution for the series mediae (D) in the roots with two successive
plosives, thus implying its secondary character.

3. Based on Saussure’s suggestion (generalized by Kurylowicz), the series of
tenues aspiratae is eliminated by means of segmental analysis in mainstream
laryngeal theory.

Neogr. *ph th kh kh k*h = LT *p+h, t+hy k+hy k+h, k¥ +h,

The remaining system of three series (*T : D : Dh) is the starting point of the so-
called glottalic theory, modulations of which are based on typological considerations.
(b) The second part of the plosive problem deals with the Centum-Satem isogloss (i.e.
the existence of the three velar series (Neogr. *k : k : k*)). Currently there are a
number of attempts to deal with this question:

1. The Neogrammarian theory, consisting of twelve proto-phonemes (Neogr. *k
k k“; *kh kh k*h; *g g g *gh gh gh), is obtained through the comparative method.
Although correct in terms of its contents, the theory is typologically problematic,
because no satisfactory parallels in the languages of the world have emerged.
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2. Attempts to eliminate one series by means of environments result in a
reduction of the system to only two original series. In this regard, all the possible
subsets of two original phonemes (i.e. *k+*k, *k+*k* and *k+*k") have been
suggested, but with little success.

3. When segmental analyses of the velars (Neogr. *k* = *ku) (Reichelt) and

palatals (Neogr.* k = *ki) (Szemerényi) are combined into a single theory, the two
approaches only leave the plain velar series for the proto-language, thus removing the
typological problem of having three series.
(c) The Neogrammarian system of fricatives — in part artificial, in part deductive (vs.
inductive) — was defective in terms of the laryngeal place of articulation. The situation
is discussed separately in the next paragraph in order to illustrate the principles of
segmental analysis.

§5. In order to guarantee the minimal character of the phoneme inventory of System
PIE, a combinatory analysis of phonemes is carried out for vowels, resonants and
obstruents in the respective chapters of the study. The testing of the postulated proto-
phoneme systems can be exemplified here with an analysis of the Neogrammarian
system of fricatives, in relation to which one can observe the following:

(a) Of the sibilants Neogr. *s sh z zh, only Neogr. *s and *z exist as outcomes of the
comparative method. The sibilants Neogr. *sh zh were postulated on the basis of the
typology of the four obstruent series Neogr. T Th D Dh (‘Systemzwang’). Since the
proper (comparative) reconstruction must be exclusively based on data, the
constructions leaning to structures or typologies and their postulates (here Neogr. “sh
and "zh) are unacceptable.

(b) The postulation of the so-called ‘thorn’ series (i.e. the four interdental fricatives)

Neogr. *p *ph  *0 *dh (Grundr® 1:790)

is based on a comparison of sibilants (in Indo-Iranian and elsewhere) and dentals (in
Greek). The definition can be shown to be erroneous, because the full data of the
alleged examples reveal both sibilants and dentals in Greek (and occasionally
elsewhere as well). No independent segment is to be reconstructed because sibilant
and dental extensions (marked I and II) exist simultaneously. The case can be
illustrated, for instance, with the data:

1. Neogr. *ghdho «(Z)- ‘Erde, Ton’ (adv.) ‘unter, unten’ (P. 414f.)

I) PIE *ghso-

RV. ksa -pavant- (m.) ‘Beschiitzer der Erde’ (WbRV. 362)

RV. ksa pévant- (m.) ‘Beschiitzer der Erde’ (WbRYV. 362)

Gr. puépo -Eo- (m.) ‘Ton zum Bleichen’ (GEW 2:256)

Att. éog yon- (N.) = épe-x01c (Schwyzer GrGr. 1:326)

RV. ksim- (f.) “die Erde, der Erdboden’ (WbRV. 363)
Gr. éni -Eevog (a.) = Gr. émyB6viog (Schwyzer GrGr. 1:326)

IT) PIE *ghdho-
Gr. uégo “fo- (m.) ‘Ton zum Bleichen’ (GEW 2:256)
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Gr. x0dv (f.) ‘Erde, Erdboden, Land’ (GEW 2:1098-9)
Phryg. ydav po (f.) ‘Mother Earth’ (P. 414)
Hi. gadan (adv.) ‘unten’ (HHand. 76, HEG 1:539ff.)

Both a sibilant and a dental extension exist, due to which the postulation of an
underlying thorn is illegitimate.

2. Neogr. *tekp- ‘bauen, zimmern, verfertigen, schneiden, usw.” (P. 1058-59,
KEWA 1:612-3)

1) PIE *teks-

RV. taks- (ao0.) ‘zimmern, verfertigen” (WbRV. 511, taksati)

TochB. taks- (vb.) = ‘chop up, grind up’ (DTochB. 286, taksoym)

LAv. tas- (pr.) ‘(in Scheite) zerlegen’ (AIWb. 645, tasti [3sg])

Lat. texo- (vb.) ‘bauen, zimmeren’ (WH 2:678, texd [1sg])

gAv. tasn- (m.obl.) ‘Bildner, Schopfer’ (AIWD. 645, tasno [sgG])

Gr. téyvn- (f.) ‘Handwerk, Kunst(fertigkeit), List’ (GEW 2:889)
IT) PIE *tekt-

Gr. téntwv- (m.) ‘Zimmermann, Handwerker’ (GEW 2:867)

LinB. tekton- (m.) ‘Zimmermann’ (GEW 3:183, te-ko-to-ne)

Gr. téntouvo (f.) ‘Handwerkerin’ (GEW 2:867)

Again two different extensions (Neogr. *teks- # *tekt-) are verified instead of a
single item implying a thorn. This argument can be repeated throughout the alleged
examples of Neogr. *p ph 0 0h, leading to the elimination of series of thorns.
Consequently only the sibilants Neogr. *s (*z) and the cover symbol for the laryngeal
PIE *h need to be accounted for in the PIE system of fricatives.

§6. Given the existence of nine clearly defined problems, the theoretical situation in
the field is transparent. Since at least sketches of comparative solutions can already
be found in the literature, all problems can be solved by simple successive
applications of the comparative method, as shown in this study.

1.3 Semantics

1.3.1 Symbol function and semantics

§0. From a semantic point of view, the predicate function ®(aj, ay,..., a5) =4t X’
expressing morphemes defines correspondences of the strings of phonemes and their
meanings, therefore coinciding with the concept of symbol function.** In semantics

0 Saussure (1916) interprets the linguistic symbol as two sides of a coin, showing both form (cheval)
and meaning (‘equus’). Perhaps this is not the best available metaphor, because the two sides of a coin
are not identical, nor do they refer to each other, as is essentially the case with linguistic signs; for
example, see Meriggi (1966:5): “Freilich vertrete ich gerade die These, da3 zwischen der Semantischen
Sphére und der Lautgestaltung des entsprechenden Ausdriicks immer ein strenger Parallelismus
besteht.”
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especially meanings are studied, and as the general problems of the field are well
known it suffices to refer to the most relevant issues for the reconstruction of Proto-
Indo-European.41

§1. Meaning can be defined in many ways, parallel or divergent.*” In comparative
Indo-European linguistics, the main vehicle for the delivery of meaning is translation.
As translation is a concrete measurable object, it is not intended that it involve a
philosophically loaded discussion about the meaning of meaning.* It should,
however, be kept in mind that morphemes presuppose meaning and reconstruction
presupposes morphemes; accordingly, meaning is by no means a trivial concept.**
Systems lacking proper reference to meaning (see Chomsky) are of limited interest
for Indo-European linguistics, where translations play a significant (non-trivial) part
on several levels.®

(a) Translations are often interpretations of multiple contextual facts where an error
may occur. An example of an erroneous meaning is provided by Tischler (HEG 1:164-
65) explaining how a certain translation

Hi. hapadia- (vb.) ‘schlagen, verletzen, toten’ (HHand. 40)

should be postulated instead of the early ‘'Diener, Untergebener’, which was based
on a misunderstanding of the context. Such corrections, once made, can often be
verified (or falsified) by comparative analysis.*’

(b) It is not uncommon for the translation of a word (or a morpheme) to be missing.
This is particularly common with hapaxes and in onomastica. In order to recover this
vital material, Indo-European linguistics uses multiple methodologies to supplement
the missing translations, but in particular the comparative method. As an example of
supplementing the missing meaning, I quote an ancient Celtic proper name:

OGaul. mageno- (PN.m.) “-(?)-’ (ACSS. 2:374).

Though no translation is available, the method allows for a comparison with the later
Celtic items:

Cymr. maen- (m.) ‘pierre : stone’ (LEIA M-9)
Bret. mean- (m.) ‘Stein’ (P. 709)
OBret. cronn ‘main- (sb.) ‘pierre ronde’ (LEIA M-9)

*! For a general introduction to semantics, see Lyons 1977.

2 For instance, types of definitions include ostensive, iconic, nominal, extensional, grammatical and so
forth.

“In this study, hybrid translations — quoting dictionaries in their original languages — are used in order
to minimize the possibility of error.

* See, for instance, Nyman’s sketch of the connection (1982:32): “[...] the so-called sign rules which
relate a signatum to its signans, thus making up a morpheme (Andersen 1980:3) or a phoneme [...].”

* See also Meriggi (1966:3): “[...] die asemantische Sprachwissenschaft [...], bei der man Laute und
Formen, aber nicht ihre Bedeutung untersuchen soll, ist mir sinnlose.”

% In this case, Tischler’s translation is now supported by the etymology Hes. amedavo- (LSJ. 182) =
Nredavo- ‘schwach, gebrechlich’ (GEW 1:639-40).
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Walde (and Pokorny, P. 709) correctly reconstructed PCelt. *mageno- for the latter,
but as the prototype now coincides with the actually attested ancient form, the latter
can be furnished with the translation:

OGaul. mageno- (PN.m.) ‘Stein (?)’ (ACSS. 2:374).

Since no sound laws are violated, and the postulated proto-form is replaced with an
actually attested form of equal shape, the comparisons of the type are allowed
regardless of the subgroup involved."’

§2. As mentioned by Matthews (1991:223), the problem of the relationship between
morphemes and reality was already understood in Ancient Greece:

“One of the oldest findings about the language is that the forms of lexical elements
generally do not bear a natural relation to their meanings. As Hermogenes put it in a
dialogue by Plato, the names of the things are justified by nothing more than rule and
custom.” (Cratylos 384d)

However, some modern formulations of the idea, especially the extreme
interpretation of Saussure’s slogan ‘arbitrariness of meaning’, does not serve Indo-
European linguistics in an optimal manner. In particular, if the rules mentioned by
Hermogenes are not recognized, several actual criteria governing the alternations of
meaning are lost:

(a) The PIE roots are attested in multiple vocalizations (including zero), called its
ablaut bases. The ablaut vowels modified the meaning of the root to varying degrees
in a manner not yet completely understood.

(b) The PIE stems belong to various grammatical functions (e.g. verbs, substantives,
adjectives, etc.) and their subclasses (e.g. active : medium/deponent : passive and
transitive : intransitive, etc.). Such alternations are reflected in regular (vs. arbitrary)
changes of meaning.

§3. The original PIE derivation and the subsequent sound changes have semantic
consequences, especially for the following phenomena:

(a) Homonyms — morphemes with an identical phonological shape, but etymologically
incompatible meanings — are commonplace both in Proto-Indo-European and Indo-
European:

D(ay, ag,..., an) =X’ #  ®(a,ay..,a) =Y.

The comparative method splits homonyms, arranges the morphemes under respective
roots Ny, = N, based on their semantic values, and eliminates mergers in the process.
(b) Polysemy describes different but ultimately connected meanings of an identical
sequence of phonemes, such as:

q)%(ab 323"" an) Edf ‘Xl’s ‘Xz,r--’ ‘Xn’-

" In the digitalized platform of the PIE Lexicon, it will be possible to list all the morphological matches
allowed by sound laws to test the available translations. Even if no match is found, all possible
etymologies have been attempted and the reasons for their failure systematically codified; this also
constitutes a scientific result.
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Such variation can be traced back to a range of factors, such as the difference between
the real objects designated (e.g. ModEng. plain = ‘clear’, ‘unadorned’, ‘obvious’,
etc.), the grammatical classes of the stems, and so forth. From a comparative point of
view, polysemy refers to items with a common semantic field and root.

(c) Synonyms or paraphrases — the forms ®,(ay, ay,..., a5) and ®,(by, by,..., by) with
the same meaning, but distinctive phonetic structure — are widespread in Indo-
Eulropean.48 Even Sanskrit, known for its synonyms, pales in comparison with Proto-
Indo-European, implying that the ‘one meaning, one form’ principle cannot be
followed literally in Indo-European linguistics. The principle is helpful in
distinguishing forms with incompatible meanings, but it should be recognized that
multiple objects with identical meaning are supported by the comparative method.

(d) It is not uncommon for a stem to have a ‘double meaning’, thus revealing a
compound rather than a simple word. In such cases it is still possible to achieve
correspondences by segmentation, as the two morphemes and two meanings can be
attached to two different roots. An example of such analysis is found in:

Go. aldo ‘min- (m./n.) ‘yijoog : old age’ (GoEtD. 25).

Here the first component (Go. aldo) corresponds to the meaning ‘old’, as a result of
which Go. ‘min- is left with the meaning ‘age’, which still currently has no known
cognates, according to Lehmann (GoEtD. 25). However, the comparison with Old
Anatolian results in a direct match in:

PIE *mehn- ‘Zeit’

Hi. mehn- (n.obl.) ‘Zeit’ (HEG 2:171, me-eh-ni [sgL])
Go. ‘min- (m./n.) ‘age’ (GoEtD. 25)*

Generally speaking, the data actually contains more segments than just the words (or
stems), and semantic hints often lead to successful segmentation.

§4. Semantic bridges — assumed changes of meaning through a postulated
(hypothetical) meaning — are relative to the phoneme inventory and sound law system
at hand. In general, improvements in phonology result in increased morphological
distinctions, sometimes confirming and sometimes specifying a semantic bridge.
Perhaps most often, however, a semantic bridge turns out to be artificial. An
illustration of this can be found with the emergence of PIE *h (= Hi. h). In the
Neogrammarian system, ‘a-vocalism’ (Neogr. *o a a) referred to vowels; not
considered root radicals, they were therefore allowed to alternate with zero.
According to the modern line of thought, Neogr. *a a a indicates PIE *h (= h), a
radical consonant, thus often necessitating distinctions within the traditional roots

* A brief look at the Indo-European synonym dictionaries like Watkins 19923 and Mallory-Adams
1997 confirms that synonymy is widespread within the group.

¥ For an alternative extension of the root obtained similarly by Fraenkel, see his outstanding
comparison of Li. tuo-mél (adv.) ‘in einem fort : right away’ (LiIEtWb. 445) and Go. mel- (n.) ‘Zeit,
Stunde’ (ANEtWb. 376).
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held together with semantic bridges. Therefore, in the Pokorny-root *(a)ner- ‘Mann,
Mensch : Kraft, Riistigkeit, usw.” the following distinctions are now obligatory:

(a) PIE *hner *hnor- ‘man’ (P. 765). The undisputed é&- in Greek (and Phrygian)
implies that this root originally began with PIE *h:

Gr. avijo- (m.) ‘Mann’ (GEW1:107-8)

NeoPhryg. avap- (m.) ‘Mann’ (P. 765)

RV. nar- (m.obl.) ‘Mann, Mensch’ (EWA 2:19-20)

RV. nf- (m.obl.) ‘Mann, Mensch’ (WbRV. 748-50, nfbhis [I])

(b) PIE *ner- *nor- ‘strength, strong’ (P. 38-39, HEG 1:28). Here both Greek and Old
Anatolian indicate that the root did not begin with a laryngeal:

Cymr. ner (m.) ‘chef, seigneur’ (LEIA N-10)

Osc. niir- (m.) ‘princeps’ (LEIA N-10, niir [sgN])

RV. nar- (m.) ‘Held, Krieger (von Gottern)’ (WbRV. 748)
RV.nf- (m.) ‘Held, Krieger (von Gottern)’ (WbRV. 748)
Hes. vdp -euvo- (a.) ‘uéyoag, morvg’ (LSJ. 1186)

Gr. vopéw (vb.) ‘operate, effect, etc.” (Hes. vinpel * évepyel)
CLu. anari- (c.) ‘Riistigkeit, Lebenskraft’ (DLL 26-27)

Hi. anari- (c.) ‘Riistigkeit, Lebenskraft, Vitalitdt’ (HHand. 16)
Gr. végro- (m.) Hes. iépa& - végtog (LSJ. 1170)50

OlIr. nert (n.) “force, vigueur, puissance, vertu’ (LEIA N-10)

The semantic bridge fails not only for morphological reasons, but because a ‘man’ is
not necessarily ‘chief, hero’ or even ‘strong’. Definitely, however, he is a ‘breather’, as
was suggested already by Brugmann (Grundr2 1:351), connecting Gr. avig to the root

PIE *hen- ‘breath’ (P. 38-39):

RV.sam (...) an- (pf.) ‘leben, atmen’ (WbRV. 50, sam (...) ana [3sg])
Go. uz -on- (pret.) ‘aus-atmen’ (GoEtD. 385, uzon [3sg])
Osc. anamo- (m.) ‘Seele, Geist, Gesinnung, Gemiit, Miit’ (WH 1:49)

§5. Finally, it should be observed that the postulation of a PIE morpheme requires
that both the formal and semantic equations match. Therefore, two morphemes

CI)X(ab 32’---’ al’l) Edf ‘X’ = q)y(aly 32,---, an) Edf ‘Y’

are identical only if both the proposition ®y(ay, az,..., a,) = ®y(ay, az,..., a,) and the

proposition ‘X’ = ‘y’ are true.”!

% For the alternation of the meanings, compare Gr. FGvag ‘Herrscher, Herr, Fiirst’ (GEW 1:102) and
Li. vanagas ‘Habicht’ (LIEtWb. 1194).

> Compare Campbell (2004:356): “A generally accepted principle (advocated by Meillet) permits only
comparisons which involve both sound and meaning together.” An exception to the rule consists of the
forms with unknown meaning (formula ®y(ay, ay,..., ap) =df *-(?)-’). In order to test whether a suitable
translation can be found, it is naturally allowed to propose equations from among morphologically
possible matches in order to arrive at the missing translation.
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1.3.2 Semantic fields of PIE root matrices

§0. The PIE roots formed tree-shaped structures called root matrices with a wide
range of meanings defining the semantic field of the matrix.”> The existence of
semantic fields has been understood ever since the Sanskrit grammarians constructed
roots not restricted to a single but several meanings. The preconditions for a
comprehensive scientific study of the semantic fields have only been created recently
as a consequence of the codification of the complete Indo-European material and the
advancements of computational linguistics. Here I will not propose a full-scale theory
of semantic fields of the Indo-European languages, but simply sketch the general
situation in a preliminary manner for the limited purposes of this study.

§1. The alternation of meanings of a semantic field is governed, for instance, by the
following regular factors:

(a) The grammatical categories of the stems belonging to a root matrix. For instance,
it is commonplace within PIE roots that a verb meaning ‘to go (with four legs), run’ is
associated with substantives meaning ‘horse’, ‘bird’ and/or ‘foot/leg’, an adjective
‘hasty’, a numeral meaning ‘four’, a preposition(s) meaning ‘for(ward), forth, etc.’,
and an adverb meaning ‘fast’. The subcategories of the stems (such as ‘transitivity’,
‘gender’, etc.) govern regular changes of meaning, which can be digitally managed.

(b) The facts of the external reality are reflected in the dimensions of a semantic field.
Thus, in PIE, a verb meaning ‘make’ is often accompanied by a substantive meaning
‘hand’ (or more abstractly, ‘work’), an adjective meaning ‘capable, mighty’, a numeral
meaning ‘five’, and so forth. The reasons for the alternation are readily understood
(the meaning ‘hand’ is defined by the ‘(five) fingers’ and actions performed by the
hand), and this kind of phenomenon can also be regulated, at least to a reasonable
degree.

(c) Roots with parallel extensions with an identical meaning (or nearly so) are not
uncommon in Proto-Indo-European (and Indo-European). This can be illustrated
with the traditional entry Neogr. *mén- ‘moon, month’ (P. 731), actually a * n-

extension of the root PIE vmeh- Vméh- ‘luna’:>

PIE Vmeh-

OInd. ma- (m.) ‘Moon’ (MonWil. 771, Lex. mah [sgN])
TochA. ma fkdtt-  (m.) ‘dealuna’ (Poucha 212, ma -fikétt [sgN])

52 Note that the term ‘semantic field’ is used here in a different sense than in its original usage. The
standard definition and its summary are advanced by Fox (1995:116) as follows: “Jost Trier [...] put
forward the theory of the semantic fields (Trier, 1931). According to this theory, it is possible to
identify areas of the vocabulary (‘fields’) within which meanings are mutually defining and delimiting,
thus forming systems which have some affinity to those found in phonology and morphology. Trier
illustrated this principle with an analysis of the vocabulary of ‘knowledge’ in Middle High German,
demonstrating that various words used covered the field in question without gaps or overlaps, and that
the field and its structure changed in response to cultural developments.” For this internal meaning of
the term ‘semantic field’, see further Hock (1991:305).

33 For the regular explanation of vocalisms involved, see Chapter 2.
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PIE Vméh n-

RV. man -$cata- (a.) ‘den Mond verscheuchend’ (WbRV. 1028)
Li. mé&na- (m.) ‘Monat, Mond’ (LiEtWb. 435, ménas [sgN])
PIE Vméh s-
RV. candra ‘mas- (m.obl.) ‘Mond-" (WbRV. 436, candra-masas [G])
RV. mas- (m.) ‘Mond, Monat’ (WbRV. 1036, méasam [sgA])
Arm. mahik (sb.) ‘Mondsichel’ (ArmGr. 1:191, mahik)**
Mars. mesen- (sb.) ‘Mond’ (WbOU. 472)
PIE Vméh -u-
EL pev- (m.) ‘Monat, Mondsichel’ (GEW 2:227, uevg [sgN])
Olcl. milin- (m.) ‘Mond’ (ANEtWb. 395, milinn [sgN])

Olcl. mundil fari (PNm.) ‘N. fiir den Vater des Mondes’ (ANEtWb. 395)

The semantic distinctions originally caused by the extensions remain temporarily
unknown, owing to the incomplete state of Indo-European studies, but in principle
these can also be recoverable when a digital study of the matrices as independent
(and comparable) objects becomes possible.

(d) Semantic fields of formally distinct matrices can be compared with each other in
terms of alternations and parallels of meaning. Thus the commonplace alternation of
meanings ‘foot’, ‘go’, ‘hasty’ etc. recurs in:

Vpi- ‘gehen; FuB’ (for the extended root, see P. 795, *pi-m-)

TochA. pe- (m.) ‘pes : Fuf’ (Poucha 186, pe [sgN])
Hi. pai- (vbl.) ‘gehen, marschieren, usw.” (CHD P:19f.)
OlInd. paya- (vb.) ‘to go, move’ (MonWil. 585, payate [3sg])

(e) The scope of semantic fields can (and must) be tested using the procedure
sketched out by Szemerényi (1977:306):

“If an etymon involves the assumption of an unusual semantic development, the researcher
must re-examine the phonological and morphological aspects of the derivation.”

As semantic alternations can be verified by means of comparison or rejected due to
an absence of parallels, the more matrices are reconstructed the more solutions there
are for semantic problems — and the more possible it is to build a highly regulated
theory.

§2. Generally speaking, the most interesting possibilities in Indo-European semantics
lie in non-arbitrary alternations of meaning.

** As evidence against Hiibschmann’s suggestion of a hypothetic loan (without an Iranian starting
point), note the ‘a-colouring’ in Armenian and Lithuanian acute, both with agreement in PIE *h.
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(a) Usually the assumption of arbitrariness of meaning is unnecessary or misleading:
our first and foremost task in (P)IE semantics is to develop a means of regulating
non-arbitrary semantic alternations and providing the study with precise tools to
approach a meaning as an inductive problem with a solution.

(b) Even if the meanings of the shortest (primary) PIE roots, which serve as the
starting points of the matrices, eventually turn out to be arbitrary, our task is to prove
this scientifically instead of assuming arbitrariness a priori.

§3. Due to the translatability of the Indo-European data into formulas of predicate
calculus, semantics can be studied as rigorously as morphology. Therefore, instead of
attempting to ignore (or dismiss) it, semantics should be understood as a vital,
independent dimension of comparative reconstruction.

1.4 Morphology

1.4.1 Morphemes and morphology

§0. The basic structure of Indo-European words, consisting of morphemes in a fixed
order, has been understood since the twilight of the grammatical analysis.” Owing to
this fundamental structure it is not primarily the words (or even less the paradigms),
but morphemes — the minimal distinct units with meaning — that comprise the focus of
the comparative method of reconstruction.’® For the sake of such study, Schleicher”’
coined (or borrowed from biology) the term morphology. The primary goals of such
study, occasionally also called root theory, are as follows:

(a) The establishment of the Proto-Indo-European morpheme inventory consisting of
all attested Indo-European morphemes arranged under PIE root matrices,
segmented and stored in the lexicon with their comparative reconstructions and

derivations according to the proven sound laws.™

% For the original segmentation, which is sporadically attested in the data, see especially Avestan and
Old Celtic, where segmentations (Av. hispd.somna- and OGaul. coop., etc.) do occur. Naturally one
must also mention the systematic program of segmentation of the Sanskrit grammarians.

%% For the motivation to choose morphemes as the basic level, see Fox (1995:67): “Morphemes are, in
fact, more useful than whole words, since word structure may well be different in the languages
compared.” For some definitions of ‘morpheme’, see Lyons (1968:108ff.) and Trask (DPhPh:227):
“The minimal grammatical unit; the smallest unit which plays any part in morphology, and which
cannot be further decomposed except in phonological terms.”

57 Szemerényi (1996:155): “The term morphology was coined by Schleicher in 1859; see Mémoires
Acad. Impériale 7/1/7, 35: “fir die leere von der wortform wiile ich das wort “morphologie”.”” For the
background of the term, see Koerner (1982:21): “It is quite significant that Schleicher introduced the
term ‘morphology’ into linguistics (Schleicher 1859b, 1861a) in his attempt to develop a mathematical,
rigorous system of language classification.” Also note that biology, the source of the term, played a
significant role in Schleicher’s ideas concerning the comparative method in general.

¥ On the definition, see Kati¢ié (1970:93): “Morphological correspondence of word forms can be
defined by phonemic correspondence of grammatical and lexical morphs.”
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(b) The study of the variation and relationships of the PIE morphemes and
establishing the rules governing the derivation of the PIE roots.”

§1. In terms of morpheme inventory, I would begin by quoting Joan Bybee (1985:3):

“The traditional concern of morphology has been the identification of morphemes: dividing
words into parts and assigning meaning to the parts. This is a descriptive enterprise which
assumes that words are indeed divisible in parts.”

In Indo-European linguistics, this divisibility has been gained by experience; there
exists general confidence on the matter. However, segmentation — the cutting of
morphemes — is not governed by a priori rules,” but internal and external
confirmation for the morpheme boundary is required.” General devices for
segmentation, like “[...] Greenberg’s square test to find the morph boundaries
(Essays in Linguistics 22)” (Raimo Anttila 1969:43), have been suggested and
developed.” All such methodologies remain, however, subordinate to the data. For
the Indo-European languages, the following principles are valid:

(a) @y is a compound, if and only if there are morphemes ®y and ®,, such that

3
dy(ay, gy, ay) =X 2 Dy(ay, ag,..., am.1) =y + Py(am,..., ay) = 20

(b) If a morpheme ®y(ay, ay,..., am-1) = ‘y’ is previously known and the morpheme
®,(ap,..., a5) = 2’ has been reached by segmentation of it, it is allowed to account for
the latter in order to identify its etymology or to falsify the segmentation.

§2. According to Baudoin’s single morpheme hypothesis, the (Indo-European) roots
and the affixes have the same status, being morphemes. Consequently, at the basic
level of observation, there is only one kind of entity: morphemes.** In this context,
one readily agrees with Anttila (1969:97), quoting “Schiitz’s general principle that
etymological research should not comprise mere sound comparison but also include
word formation (341, 347).” In other words, as put by Nyman (1982:7):

“All good etymologies are generative; i.e., they are based on an explicit grammatical
analysis of linguistic signs. And evaluation of etymological reconstructions also has much
[in] common with evaluation of descriptive grammatical analysis.”

In accordance with these principles, System PIE and the PIE Lexicon present a
morpheme-and-stem morphology accompanied by reconstruction and sound laws.

% Note that in order to be meaningfully practiced, this part of the task requires that significant portions
of the morpheme inventory must have been reconstructed.

% See Anttila (1969:12,15).
% For several violations of data in Benveniste’s segmentation, see Schmitt-Brandt (1967:14).

%2 Thus, one may formulate the usual segmentation rule as follows: if two forms contain m identical
radicals, but disagree in the n™ then nis a suffix belonging to another (possibly unidentified) root.

% See Campbell (2004:357): “When compared words are analysed as being composed of more than
one morpheme, it is necessary to show that the segmented morphemes (roots and affixes) in fact exist
in the grammatical system.”

% This principle, well known to the Neogrammarians, lies behind their respective term for the study
(viz. ‘comparative grammar’).
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1.4.2 On classification of morphemes

§0. The classification of Indo-European morphemes is based on the linear
organization of words, maximally consisting of prefix (IT), root (), root
determinative (A), derivational suffix (£) and inflectional suffix (o). The varying
aspects of the Indo-European words of the shape IT-R -A -2 -0 are studied under the
following main disciplines:

(a) Morphophonology classifies the morphemes based on their appearance and
mutual order in the formula IT-R ‘A 2 .

(b) Morphophonemics studies the allomorphs (in practice, the ablaut variants) of the
morphemes of all categories.”” The Indo-European parent language was of a root-
inflected type like Arabic, and as such it contained a stock of consonantal roots with
alternative vocalizations in a system resembling Semitic interdigitation (or
introflexion).*

(c) A rigorous apparatus of derivational morphology has resulted in a wide variety of
root shapes in Proto-Indo-European, in sharp contrast with Semitic, which is mostly
based on three-literal roots. In derivational morphology, the variation of morphemes
is studied according to their relative positions in the root matrix.

§1. The Proto-Indo-European words were formed based on the pattern IT-R -A -2 o,
where some terms may be missing in their attested form.*” The subcategories of
morphemes are well known, and a brief sketch suffices here:

(a) The prefix morpheme IT can be segmented (e.g. Gr. mgo, etc.), if prefixed forms
appear alongside the prefixless ones in the material. Thus, for instance, the so-called
prothetic vowels PIE *&- 5-% are prefixes by definition, owing to the standard ablaut
PIE *§: @ : *&, in examples such as:

vm- ‘I, me, my, mine, etc.’

*m- Gr. ue [sgA], gAv. ma, OCS. me, etc. - II=
*om- HLu. amu, Hi. amuk [AD] - IT=*5
*em- Gr. éué [sgA], éud- (a.) ‘mine’, Arm. im - IT=*¢&-

% For a definition, see Bybee (1985:v): “The study of morphology approaches morphemes as the
(minimal) linguistic units with semantic content, and studies relations among them. In contrast,
morpho-phonemics, as classically defined, studies the relations among allomorphs — the variant
phonological representations of a single morpheme.”

% In Indo-European linguistics, the proto-roots are often given in the conventional *e-grade (e.g.
Vhelu-), regardless of the actual vocalizations of the material.

7 The pattern IT-) ‘A -2 -0 may naturally contain multiple items of one and the same category. Thus,
for example, a compound (see Hirt 1928 and Salus 1963) may consist of several root morphemes
(‘ﬁl ’mz ERH)

% Anttila (1969:89), Schwyzer (GrGr. 1.411-413 & 433), Austin 1941, Winter 1950, Wyatt (1972:1n1),
Beekles (1969:18-98), Lejeune (1953:127-9), Messing (1947:190-200), Szemerényi (1964:112,
1970+:131).
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*s- Osc. senti [3pl], Do. évt, HLu. sa-tu [3sg] — In=

*0s- Hi. Pal. CLu. asantu [3pl]] ‘sind’ — I =*5

*es- LinB. ehont-, OLi. esati- [pt.], etc. — IT=*¢-
Vsu- ‘good’

*su- Hi. Suhmili- (a.) ‘well-fixed’ : RV. simaya- — =0

*osu- Hi. asu- (a.) ‘good’ - II=*5-

*esu- Gr. €0 -vvnro- (a.) ‘gut gesponnen’ - = *¢

In the laryngeal theory, it has been assumed that the prothetic vowels would provide
direct evidence for laryngeals. ® However, Messing’s (1947:191) objection “one
cannot rely on the prothetic vowel to always reflect a laryngeal” is correct for obvious
reasons: the postulation of a laryngeal based on a prothetic vowel constitutes a
violation of the ambiguity rule, because PIE *€- §- are equally possible (and actually
correct in cases where PIE *h does not appear). Thus, in the above examples, the
postulation of an initial laryngeal is impossible, because no trace of it appears in the
zero grade of the prothetic languages (Gr. vu-) or in Old Anatolian (HLu. V$- ‘be’,
Hi. Vsu- ‘good’).

(b) The root morphemes R (designated by the symbol V) are the main components of
the words (e.g. PIE Vpt- ‘ﬂy’).70 The root is the minimal consonant shape (morpheme)
of etymologically connected words obtained when all the affixes, including the ablaut
vowels, are removed.”" For lexical purposes, the PIE roots can be understood as
arrays of radical consonants (phonemes) appearing with the attested vocalizations.”
(c) The term “Wurzeldeterminativ’ (or ‘root determinative’, designated by the symbol
A) was coined by Curtius and accepted by Brugmann and other Neogrammarians. As
for the definition, Persson’s (Beitr. 560) general characterization can still be quoted:

“Die Elemente, um welchem die lingeren Wurzelformen vermehrt zu sein scheien, und die,
da sie keine klar erkennbare Bedeutung oder bestimmte Funktion aufzeigen, sich fir die
gewOhnliche Auffassung im allgemeinen als integrierende Teile der Wurzel darstellen,
nennt man mit einem von Curtius gebrachten Namen Wurzeldeterminative; zur Definition
vgl. Brugmann KvglGr. 296f., Grundr.2 II, I, 107

% See Benveniste (1935:152): “La ‘prothese vocalique’ du grec et de 'arménien a donc, au moins en
partie, un fondement étymologique: c’est le reste d’une initiale o- antéconsonantique dans une racine
suffixée a I’état I1.”

™ For a more informal definition, see Matthews (1991:64): “A form such as luc- is traditionally called a
root. This is a form that underlies at least one paradigm or partial paradigm, and is itself
morphologically simple. Thus luc underlies the paradigms of both luceo and lucidus.”

! Trask (DPhPh:312) writes: “In morphology, the simplest possible form of a lexical morpheme, with
no affixes, such as Latin am- ‘love’ or Arabic ktb ‘write’.” For a detailed discussion, see Anttila
(1969:15) and Brugmann (Grundr.? 1:32-40).

72 Anttila (1969:104,17-), Mgller (1880:1511), Polomé (1965:41183), and Borgstrém (1954:279).

7 See also Szemerényi (1996:100): “[...] *gheud- was formed within Indo-European from the simpler
*gheu- by means of a suffix which no longer has any clearly perceptible meaning. Formative elements
of this kind have been known since Curtius as root determinatives.” For the literature and a discussion,
see also Ammer (1952: 195).
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The root determinatives, fossilized elements between the root and the derivational
and/or inflectional suffixes, are disappearing as a class of morphemes. This is due to
the advancement of the field, allowing their comparison with well-defined
morphemes of the lexicon. As an example of an elimination of a ‘root determinative’,
we may consider the following root:

Neogr. *mark- ‘fassen, usw.” (P. 739)

TochA. mar (...) kd- (pr.) ‘capere, comprehendere’ (Poucha 225, mar kés)

Gr. uépamo- (ao.) ‘packen, fassen, ergreifen, einholen’ (GEW 2:178)
OInd. marcaya- (cs.) ‘to seize, take” (MonWil. 791)
Rus. morokova- (vb.) ‘begreifen, verstehen’ (REW 2:159)

The unextended root Neogr. *mar- ‘fassen, usw.’ is attested beyond Tocharian:

Gr. uéon- (f.) ‘Hand’ (= Hes. xelo, GEW 2:175, LSJ. 1081)
Alb. mora- (a0.) ‘nehmen, halten, fassen’ (Grundr” 1:365)

Gr. papiym (pr.) ‘nehmen, usw.” (LSJ. 1081, nagtjyet : happdvel)
Gr. €0 -nodt- (f.) ‘Leichtigkeit, Bequemlichkeit’ (GEW 1:588)

The determinative A = PIE *k"(e/0)- can be proven as a morpheme by noting that
Tocharian has preserved its meaning (= TochA. ‘com’). Accordingly, the
determinative k*- ‘zusammen’ can be compared to the enclitic conjunction PIE *k*e
‘und’ (Lat. -que, RV. -ca, Gr. -te usw., P. 635), thus forming a part of the root vk*-
‘zusammen’.”

In general, close philological and comparative scrutiny often allows for a

comparative identification of the roots of determinatives. As the digital technologies
are steadily improving, the study of determinatives is likely to improve considerably in
the future.
(d) The derivational suffixes -Z are defined as bound morphemes following the root
after an optional root determinative. As is the case of the root determinatives, the
derivational suffixes can usually be compared to the respective free morphemes,
which are preserved at least in some language(s). A relatively recent example of a
derivational suffix analyzed in terms of morpheme inventory is provided by Schmitt-
Brandt (1967:129), who compared the causative suffix PIE *-ej%/,- *-0i%,- (vb.)
‘-machen’ with Anatolian data in:

Vi- (vbA.) ‘machen’ (vbMP.) ‘werden’ (PIE *i- *ei- *0i-, HEG 1:338-343)

Lyc. ai- (vb.) ‘machen’ (HEG 1:340, aiti [3sg])

CLu. aja- (vb.) ‘machen’ (DLL. 23-24, a-a-du [3sg?])

Gr. -6j0- (csM.) ‘werden’ (GEW 2:109, Aevrdopou [1sg])

Gr. 6jm (csA.) ‘machen’ (GEW 2:109, hevrdw [1sg])

Hi. ei- (vb.) ‘machen’ (Sum DU, HED 1:335-347, e-it [3sg])
Gr. €m (cs.) ‘machen’ (e.g. in dpyéw, GEW 2:433)

™ Thus, Pokorny’s early semantical bridge ‘*irgendwie’ (as if from the relative pronoun PIE * k“o-, k¥e-
) is erroneous.
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Lat. -eo- (cs.) ‘machen’ (e.g. in Lat. liced ‘leuchten’, WH 1:823)

RV. -aya- (cs.) ‘machen’ (e.g. in RV. rocaya-,WbRV. 1171-2)
TochA. ya- (vb.) ‘facere’ (Poucha 235-7, yatar [3sg], yatsi [inf.])
OH™i. ia- (vb1A.) ‘machen’ (HEG 1:338-343, ia-az-zi, ia-an-zi)
RV. ya- (pr.P.) ‘werden’ (e.g. in RV. badhya-, WbRV. 898)

Although the number of recognizable PIE derivational suffixes is considerably less
than that of root determinatives, there are still etymologies worth comparative
attention.”

(e) The inflectional suffixes o (or endings) are bound morphemes by definition, but
as a rule they are also connected to other items of the morphology inventory. The
inflectional suffixes are typically pronouns and demonstratives (with verbs) and
affixes expressing, for instance, directions and other grammatical categories (with
nouns).”® The connection between inflectional suffixes and the respective root
morphemes can be exemplified with a well-known example:

vm- ‘ich, mich, mir, usw.” (P. 702)

Hi. ‘mi (end.) ‘1sg-pr.’ (e.g. in e-e§-mi [1sg], HEG 1:109)
Gr. ue (encl.sgA.) ‘mich’ (GEW 1:504)

The words detached from their inflectional suffixes are called the stems of a language
and marked with a final hyphen (the symbol -):

CLu. huap- (a.) ‘bose : hostile’ (DLL. 50, hu-u-ua-ap-pi [sgD]).

§2. In Indo-European linguistics, the term morphophonemics (or root-inflection of
morphemes) basically coincides with ablaut. We can define the Proto-Indo-European
ablaut with the following formula (for the full derivation and proof, see Chapter 2):77

ABLAUT(PIE) =g PIE*¢:e:():0:0.

In theory (and often in practice), any ablaut vowel is allowed to appear in any position
and is restricted only by the attestations of the material.”

(a) The ablaut vocalizations of a root and its ablaut bases are reconstructed for every
root, according to the attested forms. Thus, for instance, the ablaut of the root vbhr-
‘bear’ can be defined as PIE *bhor- : *bhor- : *bhr- : *bher- : *bhér-, since such
vocalizations are inferable based on the data.”

™ Thus, for instance, the optative Gr. -oi- (RV. -e-) appears as a free morpheme in RV. é- (pr.) ‘von
jemand bittend angehen, bitten” (WbRV. 194, éti [3sg]).

1t is usually said that inflectional affixes signal grammatical relationships without changing the
grammatical class of the stems.

7 For the zero grade, see Anttila (1969:75), Brugmann (Grundr® 1:394, 428) and Whitney (1955:422).

7 Strictly speaking, the ablaut bases of PIE roots are not allomorphs, since the vocalizations PIE *¢ : e
1@ :0:0 do not allow further reduction; they certainly make a specific difference in terms of meaning.

™ Note that identification of the ablaut bases of the roots is one of the primary problems of their
reconstruction, because the attested forms are built upon these.
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(b) For the validity of the ablaut theory, it is vital that complete variation is taken into
account and the respective sound laws are confirmed. An incomplete array of ablaut
bases together with a structural approach can result in a false comparison of
unidentical bases; if sound laws remain unchecked, inconsistency ensues.”

(c) Deep level bases achieved by the internal reconstruction of ‘Pre-Proto-Language’
are not accepted except for the absolute root, purged of ablaut vowels and used only
for alphabetic purposes.” Thus, for example, it is permitted to postulate a zero-grade
root Vmr- ‘sterben, usw.” (P. 735f.) even if no such vocalization is attested, because
the items tagged ‘v’ are not, strictly speaking, postulated (reconstructed).82

§3. Derivational variation is widespread both in Proto-Indo-European and its
successors. The variation is usually referred to as dialectal, but the data suggests that
it is more likely caused by PIE derivation, and the latter terminology is preferred in
this study.” The derivational variation refers to forms that are distinct from the most
common formations and cannot be connected to the latter by the means of consistent
sound laws. It is common for dialectal (or derivational) variants to be corroborated by
at least two witnesses, thus allowing for their reconstruction in the proto-language.
Exempli gratia, this is the case with:

Poln. migdzy (prep.) ‘zwischen’ (REW 2:112, P. -).

The stem contains a problematic nasal vowel PSlav. *memdj-, which is absent from
the better known formation:
(a) PIE *medhjo- ‘medius : (in the) middle (of), between’ (P. 706)

RV. madhya- (a.) ‘medius’ (WbRV. 988)

LAv. maidya- (a.) ‘medius, mittlerer’ (AIWb. 1116)

Osc. mefio- (a.) ‘mittlerer, in der Mitte befindlich’ (WbOU. 464)
Ep. uéooo- (a.) ‘in der Mitte befindlich, mittlerer’ (GEW 2:214)

In the extended data now at our disposal, the Slavonic form is also now paralleled:
(b) PIE *memdhjo- ‘mittel-, zwischen’

LAv. mamdya- (a.) ‘mittelstark (von der Stimme)’ (AIWb. 1115)

% See, for instance, Szemerényi (1996:71): “[...] a morpheme is not necessarily an unchanging form. [...]
For example, Grm. geb-e¢ ‘give’, gib-t ‘gives’, gab ‘gave’, gib-e (subj.) clearly contain the same
morpheme, though in the different forms geb-/gib-/gab-/gib-. The morpheme, therefore, has
allomorphs [...]. The type of morpheme variation illustrated by geben is of great importance [...] and is
known as ablaut.”

81 Consequently, hypothetic roots with unattested vocalizations like the so-called ‘Hirtian bases’ (e.g.
*eueguh-, P. 348) are unacceptable in the comparative method.

8 Roots (e.g. Vmr-) refer to absolutely affixless forms. Therefore, they are independent of attestations
such as RV. mr- (aoM.) ‘sterben’ (WbRV. 1054, mrthas [2sg]) and RV. mamr- (pf.) ‘sterben’ (WbRV.
1054, mamrus [3pl]).

% For an alternative formulation of the ‘derivational variation’ used here, see Fox (1995:51-2): “[....]
although it is customary in the practice of reconstruction to take ancient attested languages (Latin,
Sanskrit, Old High German, etc.) as the starting point, it is clear that these languages were in reality
not the uniform linguistic systems often preserved in their classical form, but were variable and
dialectally differentiated.”
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Poln. miedzy (prep.) ‘zwischen’ (REW 2:112, P. -)

Obviously, this kind of alternation is not dialectal, because there is no ‘Polish-Avestan
dialect’ and we are dealing with a simple isogloss between the languages. As we may
identify the derivational device leading to PIE *memdhjo- (reduplication) and the
base is confirmed by two witnesses, the isogloss containing an otherwise unattested
zero grade of the root (PIE *mdh-) is a welcome addition to the known ablaut of the
root.

1.4.3 Morphotactics and PIE root matrices

§0. In Indo-European linguistics, the term morphotactics can be understood as the
study of the morphemes in linear sequence IT-R-A-Z -0 (morphophonology) and
ablaut PIE *¢ ¢ @ o 0 (morphophonemics). The ultimate goal of the study is to
discover and reconstruct the rules governing the derivational morphology of the
proto-language. In its fully adequate form, the study requires the reconstruction of all
PIE morphemes arranged under the main roots, a goal that has yet to be achieved.
Despite this, a preliminary description of the PIE root matrices is sketched out for
general purposes.

The Indo-European root theory has split into two main divisions:

(a) The traditional theory — which includes such figures as Brugmann, Walde, Persson
and Pokorny - is empirical and inductive, and consequently it makes no a priori
demands on the number of radical consonants of roots: the roots’ shapes implied by
the comparative method and based on the evidence are projected onto the proto-
language.

(b) The laryngeal theory, based on an assumed Proto-Indo-Semitic root structure
C1C;(C3), has a vastly simplified idea of the alternation of the Indo-European roots:
if the ideal shape is not attested at the surface level, laryngeals "h; and "h; are added
in order to make the shape of the root of Proto-Indo-Semitic.

§1. The traditional root theory, based on induction, was already practiced by the
Neogrammarians and continued by names like Persson, Walde and Pokorny. The
intrinsic organization of the Indo-European data has informed the lexicographers and
root theoreticians that the unextended roots i are accompanied with numerous
parallel extensions of shapes R =1, R 2, ..., R =, (where the suffix variable X ranges
across the morpheme paradigm, including the root determinatives). This approach
has resulted in tree-shaped root structures, consisting of the primary root and its
extensions, which are possibly further extended. The basic arrangement can be
exemplified with a monoliteral root:

Vi- ‘gehen’ (P. 293-297)

RV.i- (pr.) ‘gehen, reiten, fahren, fliegen’ (WbRV. 195)
Gr. &i- (vb.) ‘gehen’ (GEW 1:462-3, i [1sg])
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For this root, Walde and Pokorny reconstructed multiple biliteral extensions (called
‘Bildungen’ in this context), including Via(h)- (P. 296), Vigh- (P. 296), Vil- (P. 296),
Vim- (294), Vit- (294), Vidh- (P. 295), Viu- (P. 295), and so forth.** Characteristically,
the extensions are subordinated and arranged according to the number of attested
radicals. In this study, these shapes — containing the derivational structure of the
primary PIE roots — are called ‘root matrices’ (or simply ‘matrices’). Though
presenting a full-scale root theory before the completion of the PIE morpheme
inventory would be premature, the concepts of the monoliteral root and the root
matrices built upon them govern the formation and the structure of the Proto-Indo-
European parent language, and some preliminary comments are in order:

(a) Many, if not all, PIE roots derive from monoliteral roots that allow no further
analysis; therefore, they form the primary level of the PIE root matrices.*> Recently,
the existence of such roots in Old Anatolian was noted by Burrow (1979:20):

“[...] there are a larger number of monosyllabic roots in -a in Hittite [...] which show no sign
of a laryngeal, some of which have equivalents in other IE languages, and some of which do
not: ha- ‘to believe’, la- ‘to loosen’, ma(i)- ‘to grow, thrive, ripen’ [...] na(i)- ‘to lead, direct,
send’ [...], pa(i)- ‘to go’ [...], $a(i)- ‘to press, impress’ [...]”

Such monoliteral roots are, of course, not restricted to Old Anatolian. They appear
practically in all cognates, as shown in the parallel examples below.*”” In such a
manner, the phenomenon dates back to the Proto-Indo-European period and is of
particular interest for the comparative method.

(b) PIE root matrices have a unique structure consisting of knots (isoglosses) based
on the attested cognates. Accordingly, Proto-Indo-European had a structure (in the
sense of Saussure) that can be reconstructed by accounting for all attested extensions.
This not only contributes to our primary objective, the build-up of the PIE morpheme
inventory, but allows for organization of the material based on the structure of the
roots themselves.

(¢) An argument against the comparative theory was presented by Szemerényi
(1977:288); referring to Persson (1891, 1912), he wrote: “[...] new avenues seemed to
be opened up with a more thorough internal analysis and comparison which lead to
the doctrine of root-determinatives.” Szemerényi’s objection (1977:288) follows:

“But many scholars recognized the dangers inherent in the method of dissection. The
phonic core remaining after the operation, the root, often became so tenuous—consonant

8 For an example of an extension, see Gr. olpo- (m.) ‘Streifen, Gang, Weg, Bahn’ (GEW 2:363) from
PIE *oimo- (from Vim-).

% Note that the existence of single consonant roots does not mean that multiliteral roots (without
derivation from monoliteral ones) would not exist. Roots with any number of consonants (as well as
vocalic roots) are accepted as proven by the comparison of material.

% For Burrow’s views on Old Anatolian in a more general context, see (1979:vii): “The special
contribution of Hittite [...] is due to the fact that an earlier stage of Indo-European is reached by the
comparison of Hittite and the Anatolian languages on the one hand, and the previously known IE
languages on the other.”

87 For additional monoliteral roots (of shape CV), see also Schmitt-Brandt (1967:13n8.).
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+ vowel + consonant at the best, but often something even less substantial—that the
comparisons obtained could not but be viewed with extreme skepticism.”

Szemerényi’s reasoning is difficult to accept because there is no comparative
alternative, and consequently monoliteral roots have been correctly postulated ever
since the 19" century (see Vi- ‘gehen’, Vs- ‘sein’, etc.).88 The more data has emerged,
however, the more clear monoliteral shapes have become; now that digital technology
is supporting study of the determinatives and suffixes, it has become pointless to
further deny this attested phenomenon.”’

(d) The content of the traditional theory being empirical, the sole remaining problem
— mentioned by Katici¢ (1970:141) - is the scope of the theory:

“The fundamental question is, how can bundles of isoglosses [or correspondences] be
reduced to knots on genealogical trees [or root matrices] without arbitrary selection of
isoglosses from the whole network that exists in reality.”

This problem can also be solved when the existing network is accounted for in the
etymological dictionary, thus comprising the full extent of the data. From such
structure, the knots confirmed by at least two branches can be extracted by means of
digital technology.

§2. The comparative root theory posits no a priori restrictions on the number of
radical consonants making a root. Thus monoliteral J(x;), biliteral R(x;,x;) and
triliteral N(xy, x2, x3) — up to n-literal roots R(xy, Xz, ..., X,) — can be reconstructed, if
implied by the data. Some examples of externally confirmed monoliteral roots and
their extensions arranged under root matrices are mentioned below:

(a) Vm- ‘disintegrate, disappear, vanish, die’

PIE Vmo- (= Ro-) ‘disappear, vanish, die’
Hi. ma- (vbl.) = ‘disappear, vanish’ (CHL L/N 99, ma-du [3sg])
Lat. mo- (vbM.) ‘sterben’ (WH 2:112, mori [inf.])

PIE Vmor- (= NoA;-) ‘idem’ (Ablaut: *mer- *mor- *mr-)
Hi. mar- (vb1&2.) ‘verschwinden, verlorengehen’ (HEG 2:199)
RV. mamir- (pf.) ‘sterben’ (WbRV. 1054, maméra [3sg])
Hi. mer- (vbl.) ‘verschwinden, absterben’ (HEG 2:199, me-er-zi)
RV. mr- (aoM.) ‘sterben’ (WbRV. 1054, mrthas, KEWA 2:696f.)

8 Also note Szemerényi’s contradictory views on the matter: while elsewhere denying such items in this
context (1996:132), he points out the existence of “clearly archaic roots” that show the structures VC-,
C, CV. On root theory and root shapes C and V, see also Szemerényi (1996:98-101).

¥ For examples of determinatives implying a monoliteral root, see Neogr. *g*a- g'em g'en- (Persson,
Beitr. 572-3) and Burrow’s analysis (1949:32): “The Sanskrit root gam- ‘to go’ contains an enlargement
-am ([P]IE -em) as is clear from the alternative root ga- which contains a different enlargement -a. In
Greek and Latin (faivw, venio) yet a third enlargement -en appears. The usual theory which derives
this n phonetically from an earlier m is both unnecessary and misleading.” The same can be said of the
root *g*ou- ‘Stier, Kuh’ (P. 482-3) and *dra-, *drem-, dreu- ‘run’ (Szemerényi 1996:100-1).
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PIEVmort- (= RoA; -Z;-)”

Gr. nogto- (a.) ‘man, mortal’ (LSJ. 1147, GEW 2:257, uoptdg)
RV. marta- (m.) ‘Sterblicher, Mensch’ (WbRV. 1008-9)
Lat. mortuo- (a.) ‘tot’ (WH 2:113, mortuus [sgN])
PIE VmosK- (= oA, Z,-)
Hi. maski- (vb.) ‘id’ (?) (CHD M-99, ma-as-ki-id-du [3sg])

In addition to the monoliteral root Vm- (and its extensions vmor- and vmos-), yet
another extension Vmah- (= :0A;) has been preserved in the feminine

PIE *méah- ‘death’:
OInd. ma- (f.) ‘death’ (MonWil. 771, Lex. ma [sgN]).

The extensions of the root matrices can be built in a straightforward manner based on
attested forms, as has been the custom ever since the Neogrammarians.
(b) Vp- “foot : go’ (no root given in P.)

Vpo- ‘go’ (no root given in P.)

HLu. pa- (vb.) ‘go’ (CHLu. 11.1.e24, (“PES2”)pa-tu)
Gr. dmo “o- (a0.”) Hes. amomeiv - amelOeiv (LSJ. 212)
Hi. pa- (vb.) ‘go, pass, flow’ (CHD P:18f., pa-an-zi [3pl])
Gr. 10{ ‘Tt0- (m.) ‘tripod” (LSJ 1821, tpimog, toimov)
Vpei- ‘eilen’ (P. 795)
Hi. pai- (vbl.) ‘gehen, flieBen, fliegen’ (CHD P:19f., paizi)
TochA. pe- (m.) ‘pes’ (Poucha 186, pe [sgN])
Dhatup. paya- (vbM.) ‘to go, move’ (MonWil. 585, payate [3sg])
Vper- ‘eilen’ (P. 816-7)
CLu. par- (vbl.) ‘treiben, jagen’ (?) (DLL. 77, par-du [3sg])
RV. pipar- (pr.) ‘hintiberfithren” (WbRV. 777-8, piparti)
HLu. para- (sb.) ‘foot’ (CHLu. 10.14.9, (“PES”)pa+ra/i-za)
Hi. parha- (vb.intr.) ‘eilen, jagen’ (HHand. 121, CHD P:143f.)
Gr. mepdw (pr.) ‘durchschreiten, -fahren’ (GEW 2:510)

Vpet- ‘fliegen, laufen, eilen’ (P. 825-6)

AV.vianu papat-  (pf.) ‘durchfliegen’ (WbRV. 761, vi anu papata [3sg])
Gr. méto- (vb.) ‘fliegen’ (GEW 2:521-2, nérouaun [1sg])
Hi. peta- (vb.) ‘laufen, eilen, fliegen’ (CHD P:352f., pi-it-ta-i)

Vpeu- ‘gehen, eilen’ (no root given in P.)

Hi. pauan- (n.obl.) ‘das Hinausgehen, der Ausgang’ (HHand. 128)

% A parallel extension is %10 ‘A -2- in PIE Vmori- = Hi. mari- (vb.) ‘zerstiickeln’ (HEG 2:136, mar-ri-et-
ta), OLat. mori- (vb.) ‘sterben’ (WH 2:112, moriri [inf.]).
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TochB. snai pew- (a.) ‘without feet’ (DTochB. 399, snaipewam)
TochB. wi -pew- (a.) ‘two-footed’ (DTochB. 399, wipewam)

Yet again, the monoliteral root vp- is accompanied by multiple alternative extensions
(or determinatives) constituting the matrix of the root.

§3. The comparative Indo-European root theory has been temporarily sidetracked by
the laryngeal theory, where empirical theory has been replaced by Mgller’s Proto-
Indo-Semitic root hypothesis. Within this framework, bilateral roots would be of the
oldest type, according to Mgller (1906:xiv):

“Die zweikonsonantigen Wurzeln, wie bh-r-, gi-n- (in @épw, yévog), sind innerhalb des
Indogermanischen (wie entsprechend innerhalb des Semitischen) die dltesten, nicht, wie
Hirt will, die jingsten.”

Contrary to Mgller’s suggestion, the monoliteral roots VC- are not restricted to
pronouns,” but include ancient roots with nominal and verbal derivations (see
above). Erroneously claiming biliteral roots to be the most ancient Indo-European
ones, the root shape C;C,-(C3) is not particularly suitable for comparative
reconstruction.” It makes little sense to add the root radicals (laryngeals) based on
the alleged shape C;C,-(C3) and then remove these traces. This practice is
particularly questionable in examples where no prothetic vowel, no compensatory
lengthening, no Old Anatolian laryngeal or no other trace of a laryngeal appears:

PIE Vi- ‘gehen, usw.’

CLu. i- (vb.) ‘aller’ (DLL. 50, i-ti [3sg], i-du [3sg])
RV.i- (pr.) ‘gehen, wandern, reiten, usw.” (WbRV. 195, itas)
Gr. i (vb.) ‘gehen’ (GEW 1:463, Tuev [1pl], iB [2sg])

In such (and similar) circumstances, postulates like h;i- ‘gehen’ — far exceeding the
allowed means of inference of natural science and the comparative method — are
erroneous.

§4. The main issues concerning the PIE root theory (and/or morphotactics) can be
summarized as follows:

(a) The shortest forms of the PIE roots, whether monoliteral or multiliteral, serve as
the basis upon which the extensions have been built. These extensions can be defined
as knots that cannot be derived from the root through sound laws, and they reflect the
PIE derivation, based on morphological rules that are still only partially known.

(b) Owing to the principle of recursion, it can be anticipated that the formation of the
extensions follows the same rules throughout the root matrices with the result that

! Mgiller (1911:viii): “cine Reihe einkonsonantiger einsilbiger Pronominalstimme [...] i- ‘er’ (S. 109),
d- “dieser’ (S. 39), 2t- ‘der’, 1t- ‘du’ (S. 242), A- “ich’ (dieses s. unter idg. e- S. 64).”

2 Quoting Anttila (1969:12), Benveniste explains segmentation: “Starting from the beginning of a
word, cut after the second consonant to get the root; thereafter cut behind every consonant to get
suffixes (Or 174).” Although occasionally true, owing to its deductive character this is to be abandoned
as a general principle.
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study of the PIE derivation will be increasingly important for Indo-European
morphology in the future. As a relatively complete PIE morpheme inventory is a
necessary prerequisite for such study, it could take some years before the first
comprehensive studies appear, but in general the development is unavoidable.
(c) Owing to unfulfilled preconditions, PIE morphotactics — the study of the mutual
relationships of the morphemes — has traditionally exhibited oversimplifying
tendencies. Inaccuracies with the PIE past participle can be illustrated by * -to-, which
is often claimed to take the zero-grade root (and hence consisting of general structure
C,G, -tc’)-).93 This view is, properly speaking, exaggerated in several respects:™*

1. A restriction has already been suggested by Maurer (1947:3fn4), according to
whom:

“It should be remarked that the rules about zero grade really apply only to roots containing
a sonant after the alternating vowel. Otherwise the full grade is generally found instead, e.g.
Sk. sannah and sattah from the root sad-, IE *sed- ‘to sit’, Gk. hex-16(g [sic.], root Aey-, [E

*leg- ‘to gather, etc.’.”
To prevent the postulation of unattested (and unrealistic) shapes like 'spkto- and
Ttgts- (see Rix 1976:229) instead of the actual ones, the restriction should be
accepted.

2. Furthermore, as pointed out by Persson (1912:202), the grammatical class of
the stem also bears significance to the ablaut grade of the root:

“Wie bekannt, eignet Hochstufenvokalismus besonders den substantivischen fo-Bildungen,
wihrend die partizipial verwendeten in der Regel tiefstufige Wurzelsilben haben. *leuktos
*louktos -om in ai. ostas -am steht neben *luktos in gr. élvxtomédn wie z. B. *mértos
mortos in ai. martas, gr. poetds : dvpwmog Bvntés Hes. neben *mrtds ‘gestorben’ in ai.
mrtas [...]”

3. The uniform assumption of the existence of a single * ‘to-participle for every

root may turn out premature as well. Thus, for instance, four distinct vocalizations
appear for the root Neogr. *do- ‘geben’ (cf. Li. diotas ‘given’, Gr. dotdg ‘id.’, Lat.
datum ‘id.” and Lat. man -dato- ‘Auftrag’; cf. §2.5.5. for the respective bases). In this
case it is possible that participles in * ‘to- could in principle be formed from any verbal
stem.
(d) The ultimate reason that the corner has not been turned in morphotactics lies in
the absence of a general solution to the problem of the Indo-European ablaut and the
reconstruction of Hi. h. When this problem is solved and the respective proto-vowels
are reconstructed, this field of Indo-European studies will also be revitalized.

%3 Thus, for instance, Anttila (1969:75) writes: “Together with the -ti-noun the -td-participle takes zero
grade of the root (Grdr 21.394, 428; Whitney Grammar 422).”

* Similar examples are readily found elsewhere in morphology. Thus, PIE *o in C{0C, eje/o- (Gr.
motéo- : RV. pataya-) is not the sole vocalization of causatives, because causative bases in C;{6C,- (Gr.
notdouol : RV. pataya-) and in C{&C,- (Olnd. jasaya- ‘to exhaust’, Av. ni-jamaya- ‘make born’, etc.)
occur. Likewise, the perfect in PIE *o (cf. C;0C,- in Gr. yeyova ‘T am born’ = RV. jajana) is
accompanied by perfects in C;6C,- (Gr. yévwva ‘T am audible’, GEW 1:293) and C;éC,- (Lat. ég,
sédi, Olnd. jajasa ‘is exhausted’, etc.).
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1.5 The comparative method of reconstruction®

1.5.1 Comparative relation and its subcategories

§0. The comparative method has taken its name from the characteristic juxtaposition
of objects in comparative relations:

(IJ(al, a2,..., an) =4 X : ®(b1> b,...s bm) =df ‘y,%
Hi. guen zi = ‘kill [3sg-pr]” : RV. han ti = ‘kill-[3sg-pr|’

Comparative relations ®(a) : ©(b) are defined by the properties of the predicates ®
and ©® on two axes: genetic vs. non-genetic and internal vs. non-internal (i.e.
external). If we designate the genetically related Indo-European languages with @,
non-genetically related languages with f, and the metalanguage with u, then the four
logically existing domains of comparison can be expressed by the table:

GENETIC : NON-GENETIC:
INTERNAL: Pm(a): Pm(b) Dm(a): u(b)
EXTERNAL: Dm(a) : Pp(b) dm(a): f(b)

The defined subclasses can be briefly characterized as follows:

§1. The genetic internal relation ®y(a) : ®p(b) deals with objects of one and the
same language ®y,, thus defining the synchronic/static sphere of internal comparison

. . . 97
as, for instance, in Lat. est ‘is’ : Lat. erat ‘was’.

§2. The genetic external relation ®y(a) : ®,(b) compares objects of two different
Indo-European languages @, and @, (e.g. Lat. est : Hi. eszi). The forms are usually
attested at different periods of time, due to which the field of study is often referred
to as diachronic (or historical) linguistics.

§3. The non-genetic internal relation ®y(a) : w(b) represents analytic assertions of
the metalanguage at various levels of formalism (e.g. Hi. e§- =4 VC). In order to
eliminate the apparent effects of the sound laws in the cognates, the use of structural
metalanguage is limited to the portions of proto-language where no ambiguity
appears.

§4. The non-genetic external relation ®p(a) : f(b) compares Indo-European
languages @, to other natural languages of the world that are not considered to be

* For the principles of the comparative method, see Szemerényi 1962, Bammesberger (1984:16-8), and
Shields (1992:4-10). For a historical presentation, see Paul 1898, and for a more recent one, Fox 1995.
% In such equations, objects of any level (e.g. phonemes or their properties, meanings, morphemes,
and/or sound laws) can be compared as defined by the context.

7 Furthermore, note the distinctions made by Nyman (1982:3fn3): “In the first place a
‘synchronic’ description is supposed to be a snapshot of a socio-historical ‘wévta et (cf. Saussure’s
‘état de langue’). In the second place, a ‘synchronic’ description means simply structural analysis of the
object language(s).”
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genetically related. In practice, the propositions define the domain of typology, or the

classification and study of languages according to their structural features.”

1.5.2 Genetic internal comparison (Grammarians)

§0. The genetic internal comparison("9 is defined by the formula
(Dm(a1, ADyeeny am) : (I)m(b], bz,..., bm)

Typically only one function @, occurs (i.e. the comparison is restricted within a
language and therefore called internal). This is the primary level of linguistic
description as practiced already by the ancient grammarians like Panini, Dionysos
Thrax and Varro. It still exists in the study of language isolates (e.g. Baski) with no
genetic contacts available.

§1. Despite its elementary character, the significance of an adequate internal
description cannot be understated. The level, being the primary one, provides direct
information about a language, and only adequate skills in the language and
philological precision guarantee a satisfactory initial description. In System PIE (and
the PIE Lexicon), the following steps of description are integral to internal
reconstruction:

(a) Morpheme and Stem reconstruction is characterized by the postulation of the
stems obtained by segmenting the (inflectional) endings. Thus, for example, from Hi.
e-e$-mi and Hi. e-es-zi one obtains a stem

Hi. es- (pr.) ‘sein’ (HEG 1:76-, e-e$-mi [1sg], e-e$-zi [3sg]).

By repeating this procedure and including segmentation all Indo-European languages
can be presented as standardized horizontal lines in the matrix.

(b) Item and Arrangement reconstruction is added by arranging the material of a
language under its own roots, to be confirmed (or rejected) by means of external
data.'” As an example of item and arrangement reconstruction of the material, one
may cite the Old Anatolian root:

Vmeh- ‘Zeit’
vVmehn-
Hi. mehn- (n.obl.) ‘Zeit’ (HEG 2:171, me-eh-ni [sgL])
vmehu(e)n-
Hi. mehuen- (n.obl.) ‘Zeit’ (HEG 2:171-4, me-e-hu-e-ni [sgL])

®1fa genetic relationship is provable, the language f becomes a new Indo-European language ®y,.

% Kurylowicz (1964:9) “[...] synchronic analysis of linguistic data without or before having recourse to
comparison, linguistic geography and “areal linguistics”, and glottochronology.” For an exceptionally
well-balanced description of internal reconstruction, see Campbell (2004:225-251).

' Note that within this process, as observed by Szemerényi (1977:298), “It is of course absolutely
necessary to consider the whole family of a word, and not merely one representative.”
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Hi. mehun- (n.obl.) ‘Zeit’ (HEG 2:171-4, me-e-hu-ni [sgL])

vVmehur-
Hi. mehur- (n.) “Zeit’ (HEG 2:171-4, me-hu-ur [sgNA])
Hi. mehuri- (n.pl.) ‘Zeit’ (HED 6:111, me-hur-ri""* [pINA])

In this manner, reconstruction displays the stems of the languages under matrices
consisting of the root (Vmeh-) and its extensions (Vmeh n-, Vmehu “/,-), not unlike
those of the early Sanskrit grammarians.

§2. Owing to potential historical developments like mergers, splits, PIE derivation
and other factors, the internal method is not infallible.'”’ The most noteworthy
sources of errors here deserve to be mentioned:

(a) The distributive evidence concerning the morphemes is indirect, and it does not
necessarily preserve the truth. Thus, despite the existence of the well-known internal
distribution for the prepositions Lat. a : ab ‘von, weg’ (cf. WH 1:1-2), it remains
possible that there were two originally distinct PIE prototypes. Accordingly, rules
postulated on the basis of internal evidence only'” and internal reconstruction in
general require external confirmation or rejection by means of the comparative
method.

(b) The internal description in the usual sense is oriented to the paradigms and the
grammar of the language in question. Often, if not always, this involves an unstated
assumption of direct preservation of the paradigms through history. This has led to
certain problems, as illustrated here by Nyman’s example (1977a:39):

“The Latin copula has been a stumbling block for students attempting to relate its present
indicative paradigm (1) to the Indo-European model paradigm (2):

(1) sum, es(s), est, sumus, estis, sunt
(2) *ésmi, *és(s)i, *ésti, *sm0s, *sté(s), *sénti

Relating 1 to 2 apparently presupposes more than mere operation of sound laws. However,
recourse to analogy as an explanatory principle has been shunned [...].”

Such apparent difficulties result from the conflict between the assumed PIE model
paradigm (cf. Sanskrit) and the one attested in Latin. However, once one notes that
the latter consists of not just one paradigm but two stems,'” the problem becomes
more approachable:

' See Hock (1991:549): “[...] there is evidence which shows that occasionally the [internal] method
will yield inaccurate results.”

192 Indeed, one can compare Lat. 2 = RV. a ‘id’ and Lat. ab : RV. abhi (e.g. in AV. abhi (...) valga-
(prA.) ‘aufwallen’ (von Wasser, WbRV. 1226)) and RV. abhi -$vas-(inf.bs.) ‘aufstossen’ (vom Magen,
WbRYV. 1433), implying that both prepositions are externally secured.

1% Compare Fox’s (1995:162) more general view of the situation: “[...] the method of Internal
Reconstruction is extremely powerful in its ability to reconstruct splits, but also that some of its power
may be excessive, since it is able to reconstruct a single invariant source even where the alternation is
original.”
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Lat. es- (pr.) ‘to be’ (WH 2:628, in Lat. es(s), est, estis)
Lat. su- (pr.) ‘to be’ (WH 2:628, in Lat. sum, sumus, sunt)

In order to proceed further in comparison, additional (external) evidence — in this
case, it is available in Old Anatolian — is required:

Hi. es- (vb.) ‘to be’ (HEG 1:76f., e-e$-zi [3sg])
HLu. sa- (vb.) to be’ (CHLu. 1.1.36 etc., sa-ta, sa-tu)'**

In other words, the attested Indo-European nominal and verbal paradigms are often
suppletive, a feature that explains their permanent mutual disagreement. Despite the
differences of the paradigms, the Indo-European stems are in regular agreement,
with the result that the problems are avoided by a simple shift from the grammatical

approach to morphemes and stems.'”

1.5.3 Genetic external comparison (Paleogrammarians)'’
§0. Sir William Jones’s (1786) announcement of a relationship between the Indo-
Aryan and European languages marked the opening of a new domain of genetic (or
external) comparison between the Indo-European languages.'”” The sharp distinction
between Paul’s (1898:21-22) ‘Die descriptive Grammatik’, referring to the traditional
activities of the philologists and ‘Die vergleichende/historische Grammatik™'”,
referring to the new genetic study, lies in the comparison of different languages @,
and @, (Kurylowicz 1964:9, 1973:63):

14 See also the ‘suffix’ in CLu. mazala $a- (vb2M.) ‘gediildig sein, dulden’ (HHand. 104, CLu. ma-az-
za-al-la-Sa-du-ua-ri [2pl]).

%5 In addition to the ‘morpheme and stem’ reconstruction (a la root theory) of the Sanskrit
grammarians used here, compare the more commonly recognized types (viz. Word and Paradigm, Item
and Arrangement and Item and Process) described by Matthews (1991:21): “In an influential article of
the mid 1950s, Hockett pinpointed three models of grammatical analysis in general — three different
‘frames of reference’ (to adapt his words) within which an analyst might ‘approach the grammatical
description of a language and state the results of his investigation’ (first sentence of Hockett,
‘Models’). In the terms which we are using, these are particular sets of formal principles. Of Hockett’s
three, one which he called the “‘Word and Paradigm’ model, evidently referred to the traditional
description of the older European languages [e.g. Greek, Latin]. Another, which he labelled ‘Item and
Arrangement’, is a model in which morphemes are the basic units of meaning and in which they are
arranged linearly [e.g. in Chinese]. The third (‘Item and Process’) is one in which the structure of the
word is specified by a series of operations.” In an obvious manner, comparative reconstruction entails a
mixture of the above types.

1% For a brief summary of the Paleogrammarians, see Mallory (1989:12-18).

"7 Note, however, that the Hungarian Jesuits Janos Sajnovics and Samuel Gyarmathi proved the
genetic relationship of Finnish and Hungarian, as well as the existence of the wider Finno-Ugrian
group, at the end of the 18™ century (see Szemerényi 1996:6fn1).

'% On Sir William Jones as the founder of Indo-European linguistics, see Mayrhofer (1983:125ff.) and

Hock (1991:556-7). Furthermore, note Szemerényi’s (1996:fn2) remark: “The term ‘comparative
grammar’ (vergleichende Grammatik) was not, however, coined by Friedrich von Schlegel, but occurs
as early as 1803 in a review by his brother August Wilhelm; see Aarsleff, The Study of Language in
England 1780-1860, 1967, 157 n. 115.”
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D(armX) : Pp(binyy) (e.g. in Osc. sent ‘they are’ : Dor. (h)évun ‘id.”).

§1. The Paleogrammarians - including such pioneers as August Wilhelm von
Schlegel, Rasmus Rask, Franz Bopp, Jakob Grimm, and August Pott — were capable
of producing seminal etymological dictionaries like Curtius’s Grundziige der
Griechischen Etymologie (1858-1862) and Schleicher’s Compendium der
vergleichenden Grammatik der indogermanischen Sprachen (1861-1862). As a great
success was achieved in determining the historical relationhips between the Indo-
European languages, these developments led to the establishment of a new branch of
science.

§2. Rask and Bopp had already developed the concept of systematic correspondences
between the phonemes (called ‘letters’ at the time) of the cognates. With this, the
study inherited a consistent starting point for its development. However, the
Sanskrito-centric paradigm of the Paleogrammarians — partly explained by the
transparency of the Indo-Iranian consonant system — led many pioneers to equate
Sanskrit with the parent language as such.'” This fallacy delayed the development of
reconstruction and, at least to some degree, prevented understanding of the vowel
system as a whole: because Sanskrit only possessed the vowels /a/ and /a/ (in contrast
with /3/, /& and /5/ of the ‘European’ languages), the solution to the problem of
vocalism had to wait until Brugmann and his colleagues, the Neogrammarians.

§3. The Paleogrammarian concept of ‘systematic correspondences of the letters’ is
based on the comparison of objects x : y in order to establish their identity x = y (or
the contrary, x # y). In terms of predicate calculus, the correspondences are provable
relations stating an etymological identity between the objects

(D(al, aj,..., an) =4 X = @(bl, by,..., bn) =df ‘y’.
In such formulas, in order for the equation to be true, all the objects compared (a; =
by, ap = by, ..., a, = by and X’ = ‘y’) must be identities with possible applications of
the sound laws. If any terms of the equation do not constitute a match, then the
opposite holds:

<I>(al, a7, ..., an) =4 X # @(bl, by, ..., bm) =4ty

§4. During the early process of comparison, it became obvious that not all the
phonemes of the Indo-European languages had been preserved as such, but some had
changed according to the respective sound laws. In effect, the comparative method
deals with two kinds of correspondences: the ‘identities of 1st Class’ (i.e. phonemes
preserved as such) and ‘identities of 2nd Class’ (i.e. altered phonemes, requiring
sound laws for their reconstruction).

1 See Koerner (1985:332): “Indo-European linguistics [...] was essentially ‘Sanskrito-centric’ (cf.
Mayrhofer 1983:130-36 passim).” Ultimately the turning point came with Schleicher, who replaced the
habit of quoting Sanskrit as the protolanguage with his reconstructed forms using an asterisk (*)
prefixed to the protoforms.
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1.5.4 Sound changes and sound laws

§0. The fundamental core of Proto-Indo-European comparative reconstruction
consists of the identities of 1* Class (i.e. the preserved phonemes and properties). In
addition, it is required that the identities of 2™ Class (i.e. the changed phonemes) are
described by regular sound laws.""” The distinction between the preserved and the
changed phonemes (marked with square brackets) can be illustrated by the
correspondence set for PIE *senti ‘they are’:

1. 2. 3 4. 5
RV. santi = D, s [a] n t i )
Osc. sent = D( s e n t [-] )
gAv. hontl = ®,(  [h] [9] n t [1] )
Do. évL = D[] ¢ v T L )
! | ! ! !
PIE *senti = * s e n t i

Characteristically, the identities of the 1* Class (e.g. PIE *s = RV. s = Osc. s, etc.) are
directly mirrored in the proto-language based on the axiom of identity (x = x), but
sound laws must be postulated for the changed phonemes (e.g. PIE *e — RV. a, PIE *s
— gAuw. h, etc.). In this sense the sound laws, describing historical sound changes, are
secondary (complementary) devices used to eliminate the surface-level differences of
the attested languages. Strictly speaking, they are not utilized in the reconstruction

proper without any changed sounds.'"!

§1. Already in 1818, Rasmus Christian Rask wrote of “rules of letter changes” to
explain similarities between words in the Germanic and Classical languages. The
status of such rules, coined ‘Lautgesetze’ by Bopp (1825:195), was properly
understood by the pioneers from the very beginning, as is obvious from Koerner’s
(1982:21) account:

“Bopp, under the influence of Humboldt, spoke of ‘phonetische Gesetze’ as early as 1826,
using the term ‘sound law’ (Lautgesetz) from 1824 onwards. These he described as physical
and mechanical laws in the preface of his Vergleichende Grammatik of 1833 [...].”

A generation later, constantly speaking of the “ausnahmlos durchgreifende
lautgesetze”, Schleicher (1860:170) had added the idea of the non-existence of
exceptions to the concept, but the breakthrough had to wait until Leskien’s famous

10 See, for instance, Hock (1991:540-1): “[...] in order to be considered successful, reconstructions
(both internal and comparative) must be ‘justified’ by means of a detailed statement on the changes
required to convert the reconstructed forms into their actually attested counterparts.”

" Naturally, after the sound laws have been proven by induction, the changed sounds can also be used
in reconstruction (as often happens when a phoneme or a property has not been preserved in any
language).
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quote “die Ausnahmslosigkeit der Lautgesetze” (1876) won the day, becoming the

slogan of the Neogrammarians.'"

§2. It is possible that the adoption of Bopp’s term ‘sound law’ (instead of ‘rule’,
preferred by Rask) has contributed to the Lautgesetz-controversy,'" as it allowed the
Neogrammarians (and some of their adversaries) to use the terms ‘sound change’ and
‘sound law’ as synonyms. Since this confusion still exists, I would like to use the
occasion to briefly discuss the definitions (and their difference) in this connection.

(a) As a causal phenomenon of nature, sound change (Lautwechsel) operates
regularly or without exceptions.''* As for this, I find Kati¢i¢’s (1970:146) evaluation of
the Neogrammarians still applicable today:

“The discovery by the Junggrammatiker of the importance of the assumption of regularity
in sound change crowned the work of many decades of successful genetic research.”'”’

(b) Sound law (Lautgesetz), on the other hand, is a man-made model describing (or
attempting to describe) the respective sound change. As they are relative to the data
that is available (and used), the sound laws are potentially fallible; if so, they do allow
‘exceptions’, because the sound laws themselves can be misformulated.''® This
demarcation was not made by the Neogrammarians when they identified sound laws

with sound changes, thus provoking the ire of their adversaries.'"’

§3. As for their function, the sound laws — quoting here Kati¢i¢ (1970:120) — “are
operators transforming phonemic strings of the older stage into phonemic strings of
the younger one.” In terms of predicate calculus, the sound laws are implications of
the form PIE *x — IE y (read: ‘if PIE *x, then IE y’) as, for example, in

PIE *senti — RV. santi, gAv. hanti, Osc. sent, Do. (h)évt, etc.

The rules of substitution apply to all phonemes in the attached environments, and as
such the sound laws are the converse of the reconstruction, consisting of implications

"2 For Leskien 1876, see also Benware 1974. For the Neogrammarian doctrine in its original
formulation, see Brugmann and Osthoff (1878:iii-xx) and Brugmann (Grundr” 1: 67ff.) and 1885.

5 Meriggi (1966:3-4): “Mit dem Wort ‘Lautgesetze’ haben wie an einen wunden Punkt der ganzen
Sprachwissenschaft gerithrt, der immer noch nicht geheilt ist. Man kennt die lange, unfruchtbare
Diskussion iiber die Ausnahmslosigkeit der Lautgesetze.”

"4 See Hock (1991:2): “We derive this knowledge [= the regularity of sound change] from the
experience about two hundred years of research into the question of how languages change [...]”

5 For the classical formulation of the view, see Brugmann & Osthoff (1878 [MU1]:xiii-xiv): “ Erstens.
Aller lautwandel, so weit er mechanisch vor sich geht, vollzieht sich nach ausnahmlosen gesetzen, d.h.
die richtung der lautbewegung ist bei allen angehdrigen einer sprachgenossenschaft, ausser dem fall,
dass dialektspaltung eintritt, stets dieselbe, und alle worter, in denen der der lautbewegung
unterworfene laut unter gleichen verhéltnissen erscheint, werden ohne ausnahme von den dnderung
erfgiffen.”

"% On sound laws, see Szemerényi (1996:21). See also Collinge 1985, 1995 and 1999 on Indo-European
sound laws in extenso.

7 See Fox (1995:304): “A case in point is the criticism of the Neo-grammarians’ principle of
exceptionless of sound laws by Schuchardt, who argued that this principle ignores the contribution of
the individual (Schuchardt, 1885). Schuchardt is, of course perfectly right.”
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IE p — PIE *q. In a properly made reconstruction, both sound laws and the
reconstruction

RV. santi, gAv. honti, Osc. sent, Do. (h)évt, etc.  — PIE *senti.

hold true. Hence, the reconstruction (IE y — PIE *x) and the sound laws (PIE *x — IE
y) establish a logical equivalence between the data and the proto-language (IEy <
PIE *x). Since the logical equivalence is ultimately based on the identities of 1* Class,
the sound laws have no alternative but to express the scientific content."® In terms of
sound changes and sound laws, note the following key issues:

(a) A sound law is considered proven if it regularly produces complete data and does

o 119
not generate non-existing forms.

Once a sound law has been proven (ie. it
generates complete data and does not produce ghost forms), it equals the respective
sound change and thus is its true description.

(b) The proto-language can be defined as the state in which no sound change has
taken place; thus it is the immediate phase before the first sound law affected the
system.'”” Owing to the equivalence of proto-language and the data, the comparative
method does not require (or recommend) the postulation of a deep-level pre-proto-
language. In such circumstances, a synchronic state of any descendant language can
be defined as the conjunction (or set) of sound laws implying the synchronic system in
question in addition to the preserved vocabulary.'”!

(c) The history of research teaches us that etymologies violating verified sound laws
are doomed to fail. Thus Meillet (1894a:285fn1) challenged a proposed etymology of

Bedg, owing to its irregular character, as follows:

“Le rapprochement de 0gdg et lit. dvasé a ceci contre lui que 0f- devait donner o-; cf. o€ de
tF€. Si, contre toute vraisemblance, OF- subsiste, l'initiale de 6e6g devrait faire position
chez Homere, comme celle de dFéog.”

Meillet’s faithfulness to the regularity of sound laws has now been rewarded by the
emergence of Linear B, where the loss of digamma is excluded in

"8 See already Brugmann & Osthoff (1878:xiv): “Nur wer sich an die lautgesetze, diesen grundpfleiler
unserer ganzen wissenschaft, streng halt, hat bei seiner forschung iiberhaupt einen festen boden unter
den fiissen.”

9 Compare Brugmann’s and Osthoff’s (1878:xiii) less explicit statement, according to which sound

laws can be proved ‘mechanically’ (mechanisch).

120 See Dyen (1969:510): “The proto-language can be regarded as the last stage of a time-continuous
language immediately preceding the appearance of daughter languages.”

2 Consequently, as mentioned by Kati¢i¢ (1970:99-100), “The sound laws can by definition be

formulated only in terms of phonological units which in their turn have a certain distribution realized
in the phonemic strings and in the suprasegmentals of the operand-language. This has as its
consequence that the distribution of phonological entities in the younger language is wholly
determined by the distribution of phonological entities in the older one. When a regular sound change
represented by a one-to-one mapping (1a) takes place, the result is a phonemic correspondence since
the old and the new phonological entity appear always in the same surroundings. [...] The same
happens when the morphs of two languages are derived from the morphs of a third one by two
different sets of sound laws. Here again, the distribution of phonological entities in the two new
languages is wholly determined by the distribution of phonological entities in the older one.”

57



LinB. 6gho- (m.) ‘god’ (DMGr. 409, LinB. te-o [sgA]).

In other words, Bedg does not belong to Li. dvasé. Consequently, no irregular
development has taken place here.
(d) Occasionally ambiguous sound laws with two different outcomes in an identical
environment have been proposed:

PIE *p = IE q &  PIE*p—IET (where q # r).'*

Owing to the principle of the regularity of sound change, such propositions are not

allowed, because the embedded ambiguity would lead to inconsistency.123

§4. It is a key goal of Indo-European linguistics to be in possession of a complete set
of tested sound laws that generate complete data regularly without yielding non-
attested (or wrong) forms.

(a) Currently the main bulk of the traditional (Neogrammarian) sound laws remain
untested, especially as regards the effects of the new segment of the phoneme
inventory, the laryngeal PIE *h. This situation has not been improved by the laryngeal
theory, postulated independently of the Old Anatolian data, which improperly
describes the actual properties and behaviour of PIE *h and the data in general.

(b) The urgent need for an upgraded sound law system concerning PIE *h and its
relationship to other items of the phoneme inventory will be answered in this study by
a calibration of the entire traditional sound law system with the comparative
method."* It is shown that most of the problems of the traditional sound laws (see
Collinge 1985) are caused by the missing link of the proto-phoneme inventory, PIE *h.
Once this is solved, the sound laws can be harmonized with the requirements of the
enlarged data.'”

(c) In terms of the procedure of testing the sound laws, Nyman (1982:19) writes:

“a[...] rule can be falsified either by showing that it fails to generate all the correct forms of
the language (cf. completeness), or by pointing out that it generates incorrect forms as well
(cf. soundness).”

Owing to the highly advanced stage of the study of Indo-European sound laws, it is
very rare that entirely new sound laws are found (this study being no exception to
that). Rather it is the already existing sound laws that can be improved, based on our

122 The most notorious ambiguity is the alleged two-fold outcome of the syllabic liquids Neogr. *] *r —
PCelt. *li ri and PCelt. *al ar, which are now outdated by the emergence of the ‘a-colouring laryngeal’
of Hittite.

123 See Katici¢ (1970:60): “There is one more restriction imposed on the operator of regular sound
change. According to the assumption of regularity, no disjunction is allowed on the right side of the
rules.”

2 The testing of sound laws includes the elimination of erroneous lawsby a counter-example
procedure. Thus, for instance, the so-called ‘Lex Eichner’ (according to which LT *h, did not colour
PIE *€) is shown to be false by equations with a short vowel (PIE *e) equally lacking colouring (e.g. in
Gr. €é00M6- (a.) ‘tiichtig, brav, edel’ (GEW 1:574) : Hi. hasteli- (c.) ‘Held” (HHand. 46, HEG 1:203)).

'3 In practice, the supportable sound laws range from ‘irregularities’ to tentative formulations of sound
laws to (confirmed) sound laws with conditions restricting their application.
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capability to master the data. Accordingly, if an early sound law is incomplete or
unsound, and if the comparative method implies a sound and complete rule (or
improvement), then an upgrade of the early sound law is allowed. Since there is no
need to change the well-established names of the sound laws, the sound laws
upgraded in this study will be attached with the tag ‘II’ (e.g. ‘Fortunatov’s Law II) to
distinguish between the historical formulation and its upgraded version.'?°

§5. In order to illustrate the process in practice, I quote a discussion related to the so-
called Nyman’s Law that treats the assimilation of PIE dental+liquid clusters in Latin
(for the general settings of the law and a discussion thereof, see Collinge 1985:355):
(a) According to the traditional sound law, the voiceless dental develops into velar if
followed by a lateral:

PIE *tl — Lat.cl, Osc. cl,etc.  (Leumann 1977:153-4)."%

According to Nyman (1977b:177), however, “[...] we have to posit a new sound law
for Latin, viz. assimilation of -t- to following -I- [...] -tl- > -1I- [...].”
It can be readily stated that multiple factors favour Nyman’s suggestion:

1. Development PIE *tl — Lat. 1l can be claimed for Nyman’s (1979:141) own
example: “As far as pullus is concerned, I am convinced [...] that its customary
equation to Skt. putra- ‘boy, son’ [...] is correct.” Similar observations hold for the
other examples as well.

2. As pointed out by Nyman (1977b:178), the voiced dental assimilates similarly:
“-dl- > -ll- (e.g. *sedla > sella ‘seat’)”. Furthermore, the failure of *dhl to behave
identically is explained by its early fricativization (PIE *dhl — Lat. fl); this is to say,
the rule can be generalized to the class of dental stops that occur after the
fricativization.

3. The assimilation PIE *tl- — PItal. *Il- — Lat. 1- is certain for the initial
position, since no Italic “cl- appears in:

Umbr. tlatio- (a.) = ‘breit’ (WH 1:770, Umbr. agre tlatie)
Lat. latio- (ONn.) ‘Latium’ (WH 1:770, Lat. latium [sgNA])
Lat. latino- (a.) ‘zu Latium gehorig, lateinisch’ (WH 1:770)

In other words, the development PIE *tl- — Lat. 1 is actually proven, while the early
hypothesis PIE *tl — Lat. cl is not.

4. In general, Pisani’s (1979) objections are artificial. One may instead refer to
Collinge’s (1995:35) favourable evaluation of Nyman’s Law: “But as Hamp
(1983:134) accepts NYMAN as a ‘Lautgesetz’, and as Nyman himself remains adamant
(1984), the law’s title is justified and handy.”

1% Numerous alternatives for marking an upgraded sound law (e.g. Fortunatov II, Fortunatov +,
Fortunatov revised, Fortunatov upgraded) were considered. The tag ‘II’, being the simplest, was
ultimately chosen for this purpose in System PIE (a practice to be followed also in the PIE Lexicon).

"2 The examples include especially Lat. poculo- ‘Trinkgefiss’ : OlInd. pétra- id.” and Osc. puclo- ‘Sohn’
: OlInd. putra- ‘id.’; see Sommer (1948:228).
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(b) Owing to the availability of the enriched material, the story does not end with

scholars taking sides for and against Nyman’s Law. When tested against the material,

the critical examples Lat. poculo- and Osc. puclo- reveal that both dental and velar

extensions are paralleled, as a result of which the early assumption PIE *tl — Lat. cl

can no longer be upheld. The situation is clear in both key examples of Nyman’s Law:
1. Vpeh- ‘trinken’ (P. 839-40)

Vpeh-

RV. pra pa- (f.) ‘Trinke’ (WbRV. 876, prapa [sgN])

RV. pé- (Vpr.) ‘trinken’ (WbRV. 800-1, pahi [2sg])

RV. papa- (pf.) ‘trinken’ (WbRV. 802, papatha [2sg])
Vpehk-

Gr. nénwn- (pfA.) ‘trinken’ (GEW 2:542)

Olnd. taila -paka- (PNm.) ‘oil-drinking’ (MonWil. 455)

Lat. poculo- (n.) ‘Becher’ (WH 2:329, Lat. poculum)
Vpeht-

Go. ntéro- (n.) ‘Trinken, Trank’ (GEW 2:540)

Lat. poto- (m.) “Trinkbecher’ (WH 2:351, pdtus)

gAv. vispo pa'ti-

MidPers. pws-
ModPers. pus-

(a.) “all-trinkend’ (ATWb. 1468)

RV. pitra- (n.) ‘Trinkgefiss’ (WbRV. 805)
2. Vpeu- ‘Geburt’ (P. 843-4)
Vpu-
Cret. in(F)toxo- (m.) ‘Sohn, Nachkomme’ (GEW 2:526, inioroc)
Vpuk-
LAv. pusa- (m.) “«(?)-, cf. below’ (AIWb. 911)'**
Pahl. pus- (sb.) ‘son’ (MPahl. 2:163, KEWA 2:304)

(sb.) ‘son’ (MPahl. 2:163)
(sb.) ‘son’ (MPahl. 2:163)

Vpuklo-
Pahl. pusar- (sb.) ‘son’ (MPahl. 2:163)
Pael. puclo- (m.) ‘Sohn, Kind’ (WH 2:386, puclois [pll])
TochA. pukl- (sb.) ‘annus’ (Poucha 183)'*
Vpuku-
LAv. pusva- (m.) ‘son’ (?) (AIWb. 911, pusvanho [pIN])

TochA. pykul

(pL.f.) ‘annus : Jahr’ (Poucha 183, pykul [sgN])

' See LAv. hvigho pudrépho pusanho bavainti ‘The(se) kids become -(?)-’, for which the meaning
‘son’ (figura etyologica) yields a meaningful translation.

29 For ‘Sohn’ ; ‘Jahrling’ : Jahr’, see Olnd. vatsa-, Lat. uetus, etc. (P. 1175).
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Vput-

Olnd. put -gala- (m.) ‘body, man, usw.” (KEWA 2:305)
Lat. putillo- (m.) ‘Knéblein’ (WH 2:394)
Vputlo-
Lat. pullo- (a.) jung’ (m.) ‘Tierjunges, usw.” (WH 2:385, pullus)
RV. putra- (m.) ‘Sohn’ (WbRV. 821, KEWA 2:304)
gAv. pudra- (m.) ‘Sohn, Kind, Tierjunge’ (AIWb. 909-10)
OPers. puga- (m.) ‘son’ (OIdP. 197, puga [sgN])
Pahl. puhr (m.) ‘son’ (MPahl. 162, puhr [sgN])

In this case, the early sound law was based on an erroneous identification of dentals
and velars, both of which are now independently secured. Accordingly, Nyman
(1977b:176) is very likely correct in “[r]ecognizing *capitlos as the historically
underlying form of capillus”, as well as in his proposal as a whole.

Throughout this study, a similar checking is done on the key (Proto-)Indo-
European sound laws; they are tested against the enriched data in order to ensure
their correctness.

1.5.5 Reconstruction and the principle of postulation

§0. August Schleicher’s greatest invention, the reconstruction (represented by the
symbol *), is the culmination point of the development of the comparative method. In
a nutshell, Schleicher’s innovation consists of the realization that the systematic
correspondences of the letters have consequences, which have been referred to as
reconstructions ever since. As Koerner (1982:1) put it, Schleicher’s “[...] theory of
language represented something like a ‘paradigm’ or ‘disciplinary matrix’ (Kuhn 1970:
184) for historical-comparative linguistics.” Therefore, the foundations of the concept
are presented here.

§1. With his postulation of proto-phonemes and proto-language, Schleicher outlined
the study as a natural science, characterized by implications, typically of the form:

D(x) = O(y) — PIE *z

Osc. s = Lat. s — PIE *s (1)
Osc. es- = Lat. es- — PIE *es- (2)
Osc. sent = Osc. est — PIE Vs- 3)
Osc. sent = Do. Mgvn, — PIE *senti (4)13 0

§2. In all examples, the reconstruction is an immediate consequence of the principle
of postulation, which allows conclusions to be drawn when the criterion of truth has
been satisfied. In this study, the principle of postulation is referred to as ‘Fick’s rule’

%0 Note that the level of reconstruction is determined through the objects compared. Thus, for
instance, in the table in (1) a phoneme, in (2) a stem, in (3) a root, and in (4) a word is reconstructed.
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of ‘two witnesses’, which served as the motto of Fick’s Vergleichendes Worterbuch
der indogermanischen Sprachen (1870):

Durch zweier Zeugen Mund wird alle Wahrheit kund (Fick’s rule)

The principle is correctly explained by Pedersen (1962:274) to mean that:

“If a word [or an object of any level] is found in the two branches, then it was also to be
found in the original language which divided into these branches.”

In other words, reconstruction requires at least two independent pieces of evidence
that point to the item being postulated. In this connection it should be noted that:

(a) All conclusions (reconstructions) must ultimately be consequences of the
principle of postulation, except for unambiguous features allowing the postulation
based on one group alone (the principle of the family consistency).

(b) In his Introduction, Meillet (1937:340) proposed that a minimum of three
witnesses should be required to constitute a regular correspondence set. Though it is
generally true that the more witnesses are available the better it is for the
reconstruction, a more satisfactory view has been presented by Fox (1995:68):

“In practice, therefore, the reliability of reconstruction may increase with the number of
witnesses, but it is not really possible to stipulate how many witnesses are actually required

L]

Fox is correct in that the issue is not the number of branches attested, but whether the
resulting reconstruction is unambiguous or not. Therefore, a reconstruction is regular
if only verified sound laws have been applied in its postulation, regardless of how
many branches are involved. Separately, the reconstruction is unambiguous if the
comparative method implies one (and only one) reconstruction based on the fully
attested material. In other words, two witnesses are sufficient for reconstruction, but
the exact number of cognates required to eliminate ambiguity depends on the data at
hand.

(c) As for the limits of postulation, the objections against over-reconstruction of the
proto-language have been answered satisfactorily by Anttila (1969:34):

“Patterns change, and it is here that one runs the danger of attributing too many of the
attested patterns into Proto-Indo-European (cf. Puhvel EFL! 8). Ultimately the final
verdict rests on comparative evidence [...]”

Indeed, precisely as many morphemes are postulated by the comparative method as
implied by Fick’s rule to accomplish the primary goal of the study, the completion of
the Proto-Indo-European morpheme inventory.""'

(d) Portions of internal reconstruction are acceptable in reconstruction, according to

the lines sketched by Mikko Korhonen (1974:122):

B! See Campbell (2004:122-3): “The aim of reconstruction by the comparative method is to recover as
much as possible of the ancestor language (the proto-language) from a comparison of the related
languages, the descendants of the original language and to determine what changes have taken place in
the various languages that developed from the proto-language.”
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“Fur eine bestimmte Grundsprache lassen sich nur die Wechsel rekonstruieren, die
wenigstens in zwei Tochtersprachen auftreten, sowie jene in einer Tochtersprache
erscheinenden Wechsel, die sich in der inneren Rekonstruktion, verglichen mit einem
solchen Wechsel, der durch die vergleichende Methode fiir die besagte Grundsprache
rekonstruiert werden kann, als gleichaltrig oder alter erweisen.”

§3. The key objects reconstructed by the comparative method are: (a) the proto-
phonemes as items; (b) the proto-phoneme inventory; (c) the proto-morphemes as
items; and (d) the proto-morpheme inventory. For each, respectively, note the
following:

(a) According to Meillet’s classic al account (19347:44), a reconstruction phoneme is
defined by a set of correspondences.” In terms of predicate calculus, the
comparative functions ®;(a), ®,(b), ..., Py(n) imply the reconstruction through the
preserved identities of 1% Class, when available. Primarily, therefore, the comparative
method does not make hypotheses concerning the reconstructed phonemes, but
projects the preserved sounds (or clusters of their features) onto the proto-language
as such."”

(b) The comparative postulation of a primary phoneme inventory (as the minimal set
of proto-phonemes) has been a key goal of PIE phonology ever since the emergence
of the Old Anatolian languages. In essence, this task will be performed in this study
through comparative postulation of the proto-phonemes and a segmental analysis of
traditional items."**

(c) The reconstruction of morphemes focuses on the segmentation and identification
of the roots and their ablaut variants.'” This procedure, leaving the simplest inferable
segment as the root, consists of a sequence of at least one radical phoneme.”® An
example of a PIE root and its ablaut bases (including the root) is contained in

2 Discussing the correspondence sets from yet another angle, Kati¢i¢ (1970:78) writes: “Every
correspondence becomes then a unit composed by other units arranged in a fixed order. In
mathematics such units are called vectors and it is most convenient to think of phonemic
correspondences as vectors.”

'3 Campbell (2004:132-3) explains: “We attempt to achieve as much phonetic realism as possible by
observing what phonetic features are shared among the reflexes seen in each of the daughter languages
in the sound correspondence. We determine which phonetic features are common to the reflexes in the
daughter languages (and features which can be derived from others by the known direction of sound
changes [...]) and then we attempt to reconstruct the proto-sound by building into it these shared
phonetic features.”

13 For the items of the inventory, see Campbell (2004:132): “We attempt to reconstruct the proto-

sound with as much phonetic precision as possible; that is, we want our reconstruction to be as close as
possible to the actual phonetic form of the sound as it was pronounced when the proto-language was
spoken.”

135

Campbell (2004:123) adds: “The work of reconstruction usually begins with phonology, with an
attempt to reconstruct the sound system; this leads in turn to reconstruction of the vocabulary and
grammar of the proto-language.”

6 Compare Anttila’s (1969:15) summary of the Neogrammarian definition of the root: “He
[Brugmann] defines the base and the root even more clearly in the second edition of the Grundriss:
roots are the actually occurring forms of the etymologically connected words (231.86 [1913]).”
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Vs-‘sein’ (P. 340-342):
*s- = Av. zdi [2sg], OInd. stha [2sg], TochB. star [2sg], etc.

*es- = Hi. eszi, RV. asti, Lat. est, Gr. éoti, Ven. est, Go. ist, etc.
*0s- = CLu. asta, HLu. asta, OPr. ast, Hi. aSanzi, Northumbr. arun
*s- = Osc. sent, Do. évti, RV. santi, gAv. hanti [3pl]

*s- = OCS. soti, Li. santi [pt.], OHG. sand, HLu. sa-tu [3sg]

(d) The PIE morpheme inventory consists of the totality of Indo-European root
morphemes and their ablaut bases, compared and arranged under the PIE root
matrices. Once the entire material has been reconstructed, the conditions for taking
the proto-language *@ as the object of investigation have been created on phonetic,
phonological, morphological, semantic, pragmatic and syntactic levels.

1.5.6 Non-genetic external comparison (typology)

§0. Typology, the comparison of the external relations of languages, can be said to
have begun with the Biblical story of Babel and Adam’s language, where (in modern
terms) a typological universal concerning all languages of the world was presented.137
Since then, modern advances in the description of the languages of the world have
resulted in the formal study of mutual similarities of languages; typology is now an
acceptable tool in Indo-European linguistics, providing support, restrictions and
external means of testing for reconstructions. Some of the typologies presented by
Mpgller, Szemerényi, Jakobson, Gamkrelidze and Ivanov have already dealt with
critical features of the Proto-Indo-European phoneme paradigm, meriting a brief

discussion of the study and its applications here.

§1. Typological features at any level can be presented as parallels to support (or
weaken) a reconstruction. Potentially fallible typological positions and arguments of a
non-genetic nature are considered non-obligatory, because exceptions may represent
real counter-examples to the alleged universals. Despite this, typological support is
highly desirable for any theory, owing to the scientific realism provided by an existing

parallel in a language.13 §

§2. In typology, the quantifiers of predicate calculus deal with the languages and
phonemes simultaneously. This results in typological statements being typically of the
forms ‘there is a language f such that x* or ‘for all languages f, x’. From such
statements it is possible to proceed to pure typology that no longer involves any
particular language. Thus, for instance, we may write a 3 f ‘a belongs to f* (e.g.
vOICED(d) 3 gAv. ‘voiced d belongs to the phoneme inventory of Gathic Avestan’).
From this we may infer that ‘there exists a language f with a voiced dental stop d’

137

On typology in general, see Comrie 1981.

8 See also Bybee’s (1985:210) remark: “We owe to the many works of Joseph Greenberg the idea that
there must be a diachronic component to any explanation of language universals.”

64



(written 3P (voicep(d) > @) and derive a typological statement IPIx(VOICED(x) > D)

(i.e. ‘some languages have voiced phonemes’).139

§3. Owing to their non-genetic character, typologies never have the same obligatory
status as the conclusions based on the primary (genetic): in the case of different
language families (or languages), it cannot ultimately be expected that the rules of
one group would always function in another, because the genetic relation is absent.
This can be illustrated by the best-known typological hypothesis in the field of Indo-
European linguistics so far, the laryngeal theory, concerning which Szemerényi
(1967:92-93) correctly observes that:

“[...] there is no intrinsic reason why we should attempt to reduce all [P]IE ‘roots’ to a single
tri-phonemic pattern of the CVC-type [...]. On the contrary, it is clear that such notions
were due to a double influence from Semitic linguistics: (a) in Semitic all words begin with a
consonant; (b) in Semitic the general root-shape is tri-radical. But, of course neither feature
is binding for [P]IE.”"*

A comparative consensus on the matter, as mentioned by Pokorny (1969:3), was
reached long ago:

“Schon Holger Pedersen hatte, obwohl er durch seinen Abhandlung iiber das ‘praidg. g’
(Kelt. Gramm. I 176f.) neben Kurylowicz und Benveniste als einer der ersten Laryngalisten
gelten muf, vor allem dagegen protestiert, daf} jedes mit einem Vokal anlautende idg. Wort
im Anlaut einen Laryngeal verloren haben soll. Szemerényi schlieBt (aaO. S. 12) seine
Bemerkungen iiber die Laryngale mit dem Hinweis, dal das Hethitische keineswegs
geeignet sei, die von De Saussure postulierten Laryngale zu erweisen: ‘This does not mean
that de Saussures laryngeals must disappear; they are probably here to stay, but on a far less
lavish scale than recent discussion would have us to believe, and on purely structural
grounds, not on the strength of Hittite evidence.”

Generally, before accepting a typology it is vital to secure its correctness, exclude a
priori typologies from the theory-forming process, and restrict the study to its proper
task (i.e. supporting the paralleled reconstructions and casting doubt on others). As
long as these principles are upheld, the application of typology is quite acceptable,
because not only can typologies be used to test reconstructions but the
reconstructions can be to used to test the typologies. In this manner, the comparative
method is capable of correcting misused typologies, as illustrated within this study."*!

139 As every typological statement (e.g. v ®3Ix(CONS(x) 3 @)), ‘All languages ® have consonants’, etc.)
can be obviously be formulated in predicate calculus, an actual demonstration of this is not necessary
here.

1 Note also that Szemerényi’s arguments can be repeated as such for Mgller’s laryngeals also
typologically based on the Semitic phoneme inventory.

! In addition to Mgller’s typology (see Chapter 2), the most relevant problems in the field are the
four-place system of plosives Neogr. *T, Th D Dh (or the ‘Taihun-Decem isogloss’) and the three-
place velar system Neogr. *k k k* (or the ‘Centum-Satem isogloss’), both of which are discussed in
Chapter 4.
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1.5.7 Non-genetic internal comparison (metalanguage)

§0. The non-genetic internal relation ®y(a) : w(b) refers to the comparison of data
and metalanguage (represented by the symbol w). The term non-genetic is self-
explanatory because no genetic relationship exists between PIE and the
metalanguage; as the (correct) meta-statements are analytically obtained from data,
they are essentially internal.

§1. The relevance of metalanguage lies in its explicit (and formal) character and the
formulation of generalizations concerning high-level objects. Although not
necessarily attested in data as such, these are still legitimate when correctly obtained
from the data. Some examples of metalanguage can be offered here:

(a) Auxiliary symbols for classes of objects (and their properties), especially
including, for example, V R C for phonemes'** and I1 % A = o for morphemes.

(b) Concepts, definitions and other meta-expressions characteristic of the study (e.g.
ABLAUT = *ée @ 00, etc.).

(c) Logical symbols, axioms (e.g. x = x) and rules of inference (see Chapter 5).'*

§2. Since metalanguage may contain terms not attested as such, the definition of
concepts (and concept formation in general) must follow strict principles of natural
science. In particular, the correct postulation of a metalanguage must exclusively
consist of measurable objects and features of the material. The correct procedure can
be exemplified with the following meta-statements concerning obstruent structures of
of a PIE root:

Hi. eszi, RV. asti, Lat. est, Gr. éoti, etc. s *es- =g €eC
CLu. asta, HLu. asta, Hi. asanzi, OPr. ast & *0s- =g oC
RV. santi, HLu. sata, Do. Mevrt, gAv. honti 2 *s- =4 C-

In other words, the comparative method of reconstruction is confined to a pure
description of the data also in the usage of metalanguage, only allowing descriptively
true statements. Despite the pivotal attempts to apply abstract symbolism,'** the
concept of metalanguage has played a minor role in Indo-European studies so far.
This is explained partly by the incomplete state of the PIE phoneme and morpheme
inventories, partly by metalanguage itself (which, in order to be effectively used,
requires digital technology). As both limitations are being overcome, metalanguage
can be expected to make a major breakthrough in the future.

2 From a functional point of view, the PIE phonemes belong to V (vowels) R (resonants) and C
(obstruents). The vowels alternate in terms of quantity (V : V), resonants in terms of syllabicity (R :
R), and obstruents in terms of voice (T : D) and aspiration (Th : D).

14 Compare Nyman (1982:45): “CM is apt to establish an axiomatic system for proving a unity behind a
more or less apparent diversity.”

1% Among ‘metastudies’ focusing on the comparison of structural features of the roots, one may cite,
for instance, Steensland 1973 and, in particular, Meillet’s and Magnusson’s root constraint theory (see
Chapter 4).
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§3. Unfortunately, the most widespread application of metalanguage in Indo-
European linguistics, the laryngeal theory, is far from satisfactory. Starting from
Mgller’s (and Cuny’s) Indo-Semitic hypothesis, the pioneers of the laryngeal theory
turned Semitic typology into a meta-axiom C;eC, -(Cs), which was added to the Indo-
European languages for the postulation of laryngeals.'* This violation of the
accepted limits of typology and the rules of natural science have given metalanguage
a bad reputation among some proponents of the comparative method.

1.5.8 The comparative method of reconstruction

§0. The comparative method of reconstruction in its modern sense is comprised of a
simultaneous application of all auxiliary sciences presented above (viz. phonetics,
phonology, morphology, internal (philological) reconstruction, external (diachronic)
reconstruction, sound laws, typology, metalanguage added with various special
methodologies related to the data (e.g. dialectography, etc.)).m’ In the process of
reconstruction, dubbed ‘reconstructive systematization’ by Nyman (1982:43), the
comparative method accepts only such propositions that are simultaneously true in all
auxiliaries; as such they yield highly accurate descriptions and predictions of the data.

§1. Comparative reconstruction is comprised of consistent system of identities based
on complete data. When properly applied, the comparative method establishes a
comparative reconstruction PIE *@ as the epistemological equivalent (‘<’) of the
data'*’ (direction ‘<=”) and the sound laws (direction ‘—’) as expressed in the formula

PIE *@ s ®(a) x O(b)."*
The equivalence is the ultimate reason for the understanding of comparativists like

Fox (1995:11):

“‘Reconstruction’ is thus to be taken literally, as the re-creation of an actual word in a real
language, and when we ‘derive’ attested forms from such a reconstruction, we are likewise
claiming that this is a real historical process.”’m

45 On the Indo-Semitic root axiom C1eCy-Cs- : C1CyeCs, see Szemerényi (1990:131-132 [wL)),
Benveniste (1935:150-161), Anttila (1969:22, 36-51), and Lindeman (1997:51-52, fn43).

146 Compare Korhonen’s (1974:113) slightly different, but essentially identical list of the comparative
method: “Fiir die Erforschung der Vergangenheit der Sprachen kommen ja bekanntlich in erster Linie
die folgenden Vier in Frage: 1. die philologische Forschung, 2. die innere Rekonstruktion, 3. die
vergleichende Methode 4. die Dialektgeographie.”

7 See Bammesberger (1984:11): “Das postulierte linguistische System der Grundsprache resultiert
aus den strukturellen Ubereinstimmungen der Tochtersprachen.”

% In terms of the two directions, see also Nyman (1982:45): “Comparative linguistics involves two
functions, viz. (1) predicting cognates and (2) predicting the past, which methodologically correspond
to relational and reconstructive systematization, respectively.” Nyman (1982:46) continues, “Prediction
of the past is done by means of comparative reconstruction, which establishes the protoforms [...].”

149 Compare also Campbell (2004:124): [....] every protolanguage was once a real language, regardless
of whether we are successful at reconstructing it or not.”
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Indeed, comparative reconstruction projects the unaltered phonemes and features of
1** Class for reconstruction as such (‘re-creation’), then generates (‘derives’) the
changed phonemes of the 2" Class through sound laws that remove the surface-level
differences of the languages. For this reason, the comparative method is capable of
reconstructing the proto-language in a coherent manner," as shown by Korhonen’s
self-explanatory comment (1974:124):

“Vor allem die vergleichende Methode und die durch sie erzeugten Rekonstruktionen
haben die Gesichte der Sprachen und auch der geistigen Kultur so weit zuriickverfolgen
konnen wie keine andere Wissenschaft. Die komparative Linguistik [...] ihre historische
Beweiskraft aus der Isomorphie der synchronen und der diachronen Entwicklung erhilt.”

By arranging all Indo-European stems under the root matrices and choosing the
nodes preserved by two branches, the resulting system coincides with the (preserved)
structure of the proto-language as such. As postulated from external data, Proto-
! Here the

comparative method is the most economic description of the Indo-European family

Indo-European itself is a legitimate object of independent study.

in existence, not only in terms of reconstructing the languages, but also the proto-
language and the sound laws by which its phonemic strings are regularly transformed

into those of its descendants.'*>

§2. The meaning of the term ‘reconstruction’ has become somewhat blurred, owing to
its different applications in connection with historical (external) and static (internal)
and comparative reconstructions (internal and external). The occasionally heated
discussion on the topic is a result of misunderstanding caused by unsatisfactory
definitions, and I would like to comment on the situation briefly.

(a) Historical linguistics is sometimes understood as an independent science (and not
the x-axis of the comparative method), a platform for unrestricted hypothetico-
deductive models. This line of thought is exemplified by a quote from Kiimmel
(2012:291), who opens his paper with the statement:

“When we reconstruct a proto-language, we produce a hypothesis about a non-attested
synchronic state and about the changes leading from it to the attested languages.”

1. From the comparative point of view, associating reconstruction with forming
hypotheses is not acceptable. Rather than making hypotheses, the comparative
method results in proto-phonemes, discovered empirically and experimentally, based
on correspondence sets defined by the data.

'3 Thus, as Korhonen (1974:123) puts it, “Die vergleichende Methode deckt nur auf, welche Wechsel
in der Grundsprache wenigstens nachzuweisen sind.”

1 After such arrangement, the digitalized material can be displayed according to the ablaut bases
(alternation *¢ : e : @ : 0 : 0) or the extensions (or both).

152 Consequently, as mentioned by Korhonen (1974:121), “Das Resultat der vergleichenden Methode
is weniger abstract und sagt mehr auch iiber die Oberflichenstruktur der zu rekonstruierenden
Ursprache aus als die bloBe innere Rekonstruktion.”
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2. Every correspondence set defining a proto-phoneme must be reconstructed
based on preserved phonemes and features (i.e. identities of the 1* Class). In this
process, hypotheses are not formed, because the unambiguous portion of the data is
analytically projected onto the proto-language through the axiom of identity x = x
(e.g.in RV.s = PIE *s).

3. According to Schleicher’s original definition (see 1861:11 anm **), the
reconstruction star * (asterisk) designates inferred forms (‘bezeichnet erschlofSene

formen’)'>* obtained through comparison with the Indo-European data.'™ The idea

. . . . . 5
that there is “no written evidence for its existence”'>

is not entirely true either,
because written evidence of the unchanged phonemes and properties exists, and
precisely it is this that forms the core of the reconstruction. In this sense, comparative
reconstruction is analytical and directly obtained from the preserved data.”® From a
logical point of view,"”’ Proto-Indo-European therefore exists in the unchanged
phonemes and features of the descendants, and it is the goal of the comparative
method to restore that language through reconstruction.'*®
(b) Occasionally internal (synchronic and/or structural) reconstruction has been set in
opposition to the comparative method. From the comparative point of view, by
understanding internal comparison as the y-axis complementing the external x-axis
the dispute has an artificial flavour. Nonetheless, as the misunderstandings have deep
roots in the research history, I would like to offer a few moderating words:

1. The dispute, which is usually traced back to Saussure, began with the
Neogrammarians, who at the height of their power claimed the historical dimension
of the comparison to be the only scientific one, as illustrated here with a quote from

Brugmann and Streitberg (1892:viii):

“Wer es unternimmt, eine Sprache wissentschaftlich zu griinden, dem steht nur eine einzige
Methode zur Verfiigung: die historische.”'*®

Though the comment is understandable in the sense that historical comparison
provides a higher-level environment for the testing of internal reconstruction, its

'3 For a research history of the ‘reconstruction star’, see Koerner 1975.

'3 The hypothetical constructions whether ‘expected’ (in opposition to ‘attested’) or ‘impossible’ are
designated with the symbol " (crux critica) to indicate their secondary character, never with * (asterisk),
which is reserved for comparatively postulated objects.

155 Chrystal (1980:37) writes: “In historical linguistics, asterisks are used to indicate a form which has
been reconstructed, there being no written evidence for its existence, as in the sounds and words
postulated for Indo-European, e.g., *penk%Ve ‘five’. See Robins 1971: Ch. 8.”

13 For this idea, compare Hock (1991:568): [....] reconstructions are nothing but [...] summarizing our
understanding of the linguistic relationship between given languages.”

57 For the logical (or ‘achronic’) existence of Proto-Indo-European, see Katici¢ (1970:99): “[...]
comparative linguistics is usually thought of as a historical and diachronical discipline, whereas in itself
it is descriptive and achronic since its basic assertions are such.”

138 Szemerényi (1996:32) explains: “A reconstructed form [...] is the reality [or rather: ‘the description

of the reality’] which underlies the forms in the individual languages, from which all of them have
developed in accordance with their own sound laws.”

139 For a discussion on this, see Nyman (1982:36).
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formulation was an unnecessary provocation: the comparative method depends
heavily on a reliable basic linguistic description, initially set forth by internal
reconstruction, which is correct as such in the great majority of cases.'® Although
internal reconstruction can (and occasionally does) fail in a diachronic context, the
main bulk of philological and/or internal reconstruction remains correct to the end in
comparative tests, thus confirming its scientific character beyond any doubt.'®!

2. Such exaggerations resulted in a backlash against the Neogrammarians and
the comparative method in general, with a regrettable split of the study into opposite
camps. Furthermore, this split is often traced back to Saussure, whose Cours de
linguistique générale — as felt later by Szemerényi (1967:67) — “[...] insisted on a strict
separation of synchronic and diachronic studies [...]”. As for Saussure’s actual part in
this dispute (which rather involved his followers), I would like to quote Koerner’s
(1985:328) comment on the matter:

“Perhaps it should be stated in the present context that the critical edition of the Cours,
carefully compiled by Rudolf Engler, contradicts affirmations in the text as edited by Bally
and Sechehaye, including those frequently attacked ones according to which synchrony and
diachrony are supposed to be regarded as two subjects apart.”

3. A moderating view has been proposed by Hoenigswald (1974:189), according
to whom:

“The division between ‘internal’ reconstruction and the so-called comparative method has
certainly been overstressed. In particular, there is no good reason to insist that the former
must, in execution, precede in the application of the latter.”

From the comparative point of view, the method does not prioritize internal or
external reconstruction but treats them as the two axes by means of which a single

. . . 162
coordinate, the reconstruction, is postulated.

In this sense, the occasionally
emotional discussion concerning the demarcation line between internal and external
reconstructions is a costly diversion of our resources: the comparative method gives
no priority for internal or external comparison, but seeks an arrangement of the
material that results in simultaneously true internal and external propositions in a

sound and complete (i.e. valid) reconstruction.

§3. With such strict commitments to the comparative method, I support the
conservative tradition of Indo-European linguistics, which began with such names as

160 Campbell (2004:362) clarifies: “[...] philology is understood as the scholarly activity which attempts
to get systematic information about a language from written records.”

'l Note especially Kati¢i¢ (1970:99): “[...] comparative reconstruction not only presupposes
description but also contributes very substantially to its completion by stating the interrelationships of

the data obtained by the description of single languages. This being so, comparative research is not
different in kind and scope from descriptive linguistics.”

12 Thus, I prefer the view presented by Campbell (2004:225): “Internal method is like the comparative
method but applied to a single language.”
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Rask and Bopp and, in particular, Schleicher.'®® Today the comparative method of

reconstruction in Indo-European linguistics does not essentially differ from the
empirical, explicit and exact science of the pioneers, except in its increased
sophistication brought about by the advancement of comparison, methodologies and
auxiliary disciplines. Reconstructing Proto-Indo-European as an object of its own
right for the purposes of linguistic analysis belongs to the primary goals of the
study.l(’4

1.5.9 On regular and irregular sound changes

§0. A demarcation line between regular sound changes (described with sound laws)
and irregular changes (called analogy, in a broad sense) was drawn by the leading
Neogrammarians, especially Brugmann, in the 19" century. It has often been noted
that in so doing, the Neogrammarians abandoned the principle of regularity of sound
changes and opened the door for irregular explanations still continuing the Indo-
European literature. The developments which led to the situation and recommended
solutions will be briefly discussed below.

§1. In addition to regular sound changes, the Neogrammarians accepted irregular
sound changes that could be accounted for by means of analogy. The historical
development can be understood against the following background:

(a) From the point of view of research history, the Neogrammarian reconstruction
theory was fragile, primarily owing to apparent exceptions, which are neatly
summarized by Hock (1991:36):

“[...] the regularities predicted by the neogrammarian hypothesis more often than not seem
to be contradicted by numerous exceptions. The neogrammarians were keenly aware of this
fact.”

(b) In order to account for problematic exceptions, Brugmann and Osthoff (1878:xiii-
xiv) decided to extend the scope of analogy by generalizing the situation of the
modern languages to their precedents:

“Zweitens. Da sich klar herausstellt, dass die formassociation d. h. die neubildung von
sprachformen auf dem wege der analogie, im leben der neueren sprachen eine sehr
bedeutende rolle spielt, so ist diese art von spracherneuerung unbedenklich auch fiir die
dlteren und 4ltesten perioden anzuerkennen, und nicht nur iberhaupt hier anzuerkennen,
sondern es ist dieses erklarungsprincip auch in derselben weise zu verwerten, wie zur
erklarung von spracherscheinungen spaterer perioden [...]”

163 1 agree with Schleicher on the existence of Proto-Indo-European, but instead of the analogy of a

biological organism, I prefer a logical explanation: PIE is derived analytically (by induction) from the
directly preserved Indo-European phonemes of the 1* Class, and so is reconstruction as their linear
sequences. Hence also the proto-language, consisting of directly preserved phonemes at least in some
languages, exists according to the rules of logic.

1% Compare Schleicher (for the translation, see Lehmann 1993:26), who already writes: “In the present
work an attempt is made to set forth the inferred Indo-European original language side by side with its
really existent derived languages.”
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(c¢) Furthermore, Brugmann (1879a:6) went as far as to insist that analogy should be
used automatically if the sound laws failed:

“In allen anderen fallen, in denen wir abweichung vom allgemeingiltigen gesetz finden,
haben wir eine association (analogie) zu statuiren.”

In so doing, Brugmann and the scholars following him agreed upon a very broad
agenda for the allowance of analogy in explanation.

§2. The Neogrammarian concept of analogy has been strongly criticized:

(a) The Neogrammarian postulation of analogy involves a contradictio in definitione:
If the sound changes are regular (and they are), it is not possible that they are also
irregular.'® By introducing this double standard, an unfavorable situation emerged,
as Katici¢ (1970:51-2) points out:

“But while claiming that sound laws are exceptionless, the Junggrammatiker provided in
their very theory a place for exceptions by introducing the concepts of analogy, dialect
borrowing and individual sound change due to assimilation, dissimilation, haplology,
paretymology, etc.”

(b) Brugmann’s rationale for the expansion of analogy does not fit with the historical
facts.'®® Owing to sound changes taking place, entropy (information contained in a
segment) increases. Accordingly, the level of analogy of modern languages is certainly
not on the same level as that of their genetic ancestors.'"”” Quite the opposite, it is
rather to be assumed that the further comparative reconstruction advances, the
further use of analogy will be reduced (until approaching virtual nil).
(c) As recognized already by the Paleogrammarians, the Neogrammarian analogy did
not account for the possibility of human error in their own sound laws and
comparisons, which may have offered a correct explanation of irregularities (rather
than analogy). With vastly larger qualitative and quantitative material at our disposal
today, checking problematic correspondences and upgrading sound laws (instead of
automatically using analogy) has become urgent.
(d) From a broader perspective, the issue of human error masks a wide spectrum of
inherent factors in the Neogrammarian system:

1. The incompleteness of data available for the Neogrammarians, in particular
Old Anatolian and its laryngeal. Though no specific figures are available at the
moment, the early reconstruction theories utilized fragmentary data (compared to the
entire bulk of data now at our disposal). Accordingly, several exceptions can be shown
to be regular simply by comparing items to their proper Indo-European counterparts.

'S The milder interpretation of Brugmann’s view, consisting of the idea that the sound changes are
regular or irregular, is a tautology.

1% By comparison, Szemerényi (1996:29-30) offers a much better explanation: “[...] in early times
society was itself much smaller, more united and, owing to measures of central control, much more
strongly cohesive than today, the language situation also was much more unified.”

17 Korhonen (1974:124): “Je mehr Zeit vergangen ist, desto mehr hat es in den Tochtersprachen zu
einer phonemischen und morphophonemischen Restrukturierung kommen konnen und desto weniger
bleibt von der urspriinglichen Struktur der Grundsprache sichtbar.”
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2. The incompleteness of the Neogrammarian phoneme inventory, especially in
terms of the presence of PIE *h, had consequences. Without PIE *h, the
Neogrammarians had to create complicated rules to account for its reflects, which are
all now explainable on a regular basis.

3. Numerous irregularities of the Neogrammarian sound law system reflect
defects caused especially by the absence of PIE *h (although other factors are also
involved). By setting forth analogy as the universal remedy for exceptions, the
Neogrammarians turned their focus from a calibration of sound laws to irregular
explanations, with the result that much improvement remains to be done with the
Indo-European sound laws.

§3. In hindsight, the subsequent stagnation of the Neogrammarian movement'® can
be seen to have partially been caused by the exaggerated use of analogy. By replacing
the self-correcting procedure of science with analogy, the Neogrammarians failed to
improve their own system.

§4. In order not to repeat these errors, I recommend that the following improvements
are upheld in System PIE and the PIE lexicon (and indeed, they are recommended
for the study in general):

(a) As pointed out by Brugmann, the exceptions to the sound laws do not contest the
general principle of the regularity of sound change.'” Accordingly, Brugmann’s views
concerning the sound laws in general (1876b:380) are acceptable:

“[...] ich glaube die Lautgesetze miissen noch weit strenger beobachtet werden als es bisher
im grossen Ganzen der Fall gewesen ist.”

(b) Should the material conflict with the sound laws, no automatic analogy should be
presented, but improvements in comparison and in the sound law system should be
sought until the regular explanation has been achieved. This protocol leads to the
desirable situation described by Fox (1995:89):

“The greater the range of data accommodated by the reconstruction, and the fewer the
anomalies and exceptions, the more coherent and plausible will be the reconstruction.”

Through this practice, a maximal output of languages also allows for maximal
regularity as irregularities can replaced with regular cornparisons.170 In this task, the
general policy of proceeding systematically towards the goal of Bybee (1985:207) is
accepted:

198 See Szemerényi (1977:289): [...] the work of the 19" ., centred on phonology and

morphology, was coming to a standstill, that the problems were either exhausted or had reached a
deadlock.”

19 Brugmann & Osthoff (1878:xv): “Dass die ‘junggrammarische’ richtung heute noch nicht in der lage
ist, alle ‘ausnahmen’von den lautgesetzen zu erkldren, kann naturlich keinen einwand gegen ihr
princip begriinden.”

0T have illustrated this point elsewhere by replacing a random set of fourteen irregular etymologies
with regular ones; see Pyysalo 2011.
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“[N]Jo explanation for linguistic phenomena is complete until a causal relation can be shown
to exist between the principle proposed as explanation and the linguistic phenomena to be
explained.”

The task of testing irregularities and pushing them to an absolute minimum is
therefore twofold:'”

1. Present the primary phoneme inventory of Proto-Indo-European and the
upgraded sound law system, such that they require no irregular explanations
whatsoever.

2. Present a completely reconstructed PIE morpheme inventory in order to be
able to generate the Indo-European data in a regular manner.

"' Of course, the agenda should not be understood as a denial of the existence of analogy altogether
(see the undeniable analogical levelling in Gr. éneton ‘he follows’ and Lat. labor ‘labour’ (Campbell
2004:107)). The goal is instead to: (a) ensure that all the data is checked for regular explanations
before irregular ones, (b) prevent the use of analogy in justifying the inconsistencies of the theories,
and (c) draw a clear demarcation line between the regular and the irregular changes.
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2 PIE *h and the Indo-European vowel system

2.1 Indo-European vowel system and Hi. h

§0. The Indo-European vowel system discussed in this chapter is restricted to those
vowels defined as non-radicals from the point of view of root-formation, thus
referring to phonemes that unlike resonants (PIE *i u]r ...) do not have functionally
defined consonantal counterparts (PIE *i u 1 1,...). In practice, vowels will therefore be
designated by cover symbols Neogr. *o, *a, *a, *a, *o, *0, *e, *¢ and their PIE

counterparts (to be defined).'”?

2.1.1 The problem of OAnat. h and the IE vowel system

§1. The most prominent problem in Indo-European linguistics is the comparative
interpretation of Old Anatolian h (Hi. h, Pal. h, CLu. h, HLu. h) and its compatibility
with the reconstruction of the attested vocalisms of the Indo-European languages.

§2. The three key reconstruction theories — the Neogrammarian (Neogr.), the
laryngeal theory (LT) and the monolaryngealism of Szemerenyi (= SZ) — have
suggested the following proto-vowels for Proto-Indo-European:

* * Ed

Neogr. *e *& a a 0 a *0 )
LT173 *hie *ehy *hpe/~ *ehp, *hsze/~ — *e¢hs  *hy
SZ *e *e *a *a *o - *0 *9

These models (and their key variants) will be studied and tested by setting them
against the enriched data, and the comparative solution extracted on the basis of the
correct answers contained both in the models and the data itself.

172 See Koerner (1985:332): “The i/u/a vowel triad, however, had been codified in Schleicher’s
Compendium of 1861 (pp. 134-35), and was widely accepted for several years after Schleicher’s death
in 1868.” For the development of the (Proto)-Indo-European vowel system up to the Neogrammarians,
see Benware 1974. A history of the research on Indo-European vocalism in 1868-1892 is provided in
Davis 1972.

' For three-laryngealism, see Eichner’s 1973, 1978, 1980, 1988 slogan “Die uridg. Grundsprache
besitzt drei Laryngal(phonem)e (Symbole: Hq, Hp, H3), nicht mehr und nicht weniger.” Lindeman
similarly supports six laryngeals (1997:25): “In its commonly accepted form the ‘Laryngeal Theory’

> 9

assumes the existence in Early Indo-European of (at least) three ‘laryngeal consonants’.
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2.1.2 Brugmann’s system of eight proto-vowels'’*

§0. The reconstruction of the Indo-European vocalism, starting with the Sanskrit-
centric Paleogrammarians, reached its high point in Brugmann’s (Grundr? 1:1-178)
system of cover symbols for vowels:

Neogr. *e: & : Neogr. *0:a:a : Neogr. *a:0: 0.
Even today this system is superior to all its rivals, including the modern ones, as it
consists of all eight correspondence sets actually defined by the data. By thus fulfilling

the requirement of completeness, this system provides the sole option as the starting
point for a comparative reconstruction of PIE vocalism.

§1. As shown by his reconstruction, Schleicher (1861/2, 1868) took the Sanskrit vowel
system (Olnd. a, a) to reflect the Proto-Indo-European situation. However, already
Benfey (1837)'” had questioned how the two items Olnd. i can reflect a more
original state than Greek and its display of six distinctions (Do. € oo 0 1 @ ), a
criticism which was quite appropriate (ex nihilo nihil). The Paleogrammarian
Sanskrito-centrism began to falter when Curtius (1864) proved that the European
languages preserved a ‘vowel €’ in an identical position:

*e : Arm.e:Gr.e:Lat.e:Go.i:Li.e: OCS.e: Olr. e, etc.

However, Curtius still believed that the European branch had innovated the *e, from
a split of the original *a to *e (Gr. €) and *a (Gr. a).

§2. Finally, as Szemerényi (1996:134) notes, “It was not until 1871 that Arthur
Amelung came to realize that the European e as opposed to Sanskrit a represented
the original situation, though this view did not win general acceptance until later, with
Brugmann’s famous article of 1876.”

§3. Brugmann’s reconstructive aims, however, extended far beyond Neogr. *

e.
Starting with his replacement of Schleicher’s *a with Neogr. *as, *az, *a; (= Do. a, o,
€) and Schleicher’s *a with Neogr. *a, *6, *¢ (= Do. @, ®, n), Brugmann brought —
quite correctly — the Italo-Greek system of six distinctions into the reconstruction of
the proto-language. Furthermore, Brugmann included Fick’s ‘schwa
indogermanicum’ (Neogr. *9) and finally Neogr. *& (‘non-ablauting 0’) in his vowel
system, with the result that in its widest form (c. 1880) it consisted of the actual set of
existing eight correspondence sets for the vowels, viz.:

Neogr. *3 *a (= *ag) *a ‘a-vocalism’ (2.2)
Neogr. | *o (= *ap) *0 ‘o-vocalism’ (2.3)

' See Brugmann (Grundr?), Hiibschmann 1885 and Hirt 1921, Pedersen (1931:240-310), Szemerényi
(1964:2-6) and Wyatt (1964:141-144).

' Benfey (1837:911) writes: “Von diesem — bloss lautlichen — Standpunkt aus muss man z.B. als
entschieden fraglich betrachten, ob nicht das Griechische, indem es a, €, o, \, v als kurze Vokale
darbietet, den dlteren Sprachstand treuer bewahrte, als in dieser Riicksicht d&rmere Sanskrit. Und diese
Frage kann nicht dadurch geschlichtet werden, das sie nur vom bloss lautlichen Standpunkt uns zu
zeigen sucht, dass €, o Tritbungen von a sind.”
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Neogr. - *e (= *a) *e ‘e-vocalism’ (2.4.)

§4. The distinguishing features of Brugmann’s eight-vowel system are:

(a) The six vowels Neogr. *e, a, o : €, a, 0 replace the early ablaut Paleogr. *a : a and
the typology of Sanskrit as the proto-language. The monolaryngealist systems of
Zgusta (not mentioning Neogr. *9) and Burrow (rejecting schwa) — and especially the
laryngeal theory - are essentially confined to the six items only and therefore
incomplete.

(b) The six vowels plus schwa are included in the monolaryngealist system of
Szemerényi, whose theory thus consists of seven correspondence sets and works
slightly better than those mentioned above.

(c) The only system with two separate vowels Neogr. *o and *a is that of Brugmann,
however; his system is thus the only one that covers the eight attested distinctions. As
no one to date (including the author) has been capable of consistently defining a
ninth correspondence set, Brugmann’s achievement is likely to be remain, and it is
accepted here as the basis of System PIE.

2.1.3 On Anatolian languages, corpus and laryngeal

§0. Hrozny’s discovery (1915) and demonstration (1917) of the Indo-European

character of Hittite!”

not only gave birth to Anatolian linguistics, the most important
development of Indo-European linguistics in the 20" century, but also brought to
light the segmental laryngeal, Hittite h, which had disappeared from all Indo-

European languages known to the Neogrammarians.

§1. The Anatolian corpus can be split in two main groups:

(a) The Old Anatolian (OAnat.) group, including Hittite (Hi.), Palaic (Pal.),
Cuneiform Luwian (CLu.),"”” Hieroglyphic Luwian (HLu.),'” and Cappadocian
names (Cpd.). The characteristic linguistic feature of this group is the preservation of
the segmental laryngeal as such: Hi. h = Pal. h = CLu. h = HLu. h."”

(b) The Late(r) Anatolian (LAnat.) group: in addition to the scarcely attested
languages — Lydian (Lyd.)" Lycian (Lyc.)"™, Carian (Car.), Sideti (Sid.) and Pisidi
(Pis.) — some sporadic glosses (by Hesychius, for example) have been preserved.
Owing to the later attestation of this data, the counterpart of Hi. h has disappeared in
the rest of the Indo-European languages, except Old Anatolian.

7% Eor an account of the interpretation of Hittite, see Eichner (1980:120-129).
177 For Cuneiform Luwian, see Laroche 1959 and Melchert 1993.
'8 For Hieroglyphic Luwian, see Hawkins 2000.

' In order to underline the original unity of OAnat. h, the Hieroglyphic Luwian. h will also be written
HLu. h in the phonetic approximations of this study.

'8 For Lydian, see Gusmani 1964, 1975, 1980, 1982 and 1986.

81 For Lycian with dialects LycA. (= ‘Lycian’) and LycB. (= ‘Milyan’), see Neumann 1961-75 and
Melchert 2004.
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§2. Whether cuneiform (Hi., Pal., CLu.) or hieroglyphic (HLu.), Old Anatolian is
attested in syllabic script. The most important peculiarities' of the orthography can
be outlined as follows:

§3. No (watertight) distinction between voiced and voiceless stops was made in Old
Anatolian script. The so-called Sturtevant’s rule (19512:3)," according to which a
cuneiform gemination reflects a voiceless stop and a non-gemination a voiced stop, is
controversial in the comparative context for the following reasons:

(a) As already noted by Bergsland (1938:272-5), there is widespread variation
between geminated and non-geminated writing within the roots (e.g. Hi. a-ki [3sg]
‘dies’ and Hi. ak-kan-du ‘let them die’ [ipv3pl]), which do not allow an unambiguous
definition of ‘voiced’ and ‘voiceless’ roots in the first place.

(b) In examples like Hi. ne-ku-uz-zi [3sg] ‘es wird Abend/dunkel, es dimmert’ (HEG
2:302-7) without gemination, the application of Sturtevant’s rule leads to false
conclusions. The alleged voiced starting point ‘neg?- (Mayrhofer, 1986:108-9) is
contradicted by the voiceless labiovelar in items like:

PIE Vnek"-, Vnok*"- ‘night, darkness’ (P. 762-3)

RV. ropa -naka- (f.) ‘nightingale, blackbird’ (WbRV. 1186)
Li. nako- (vb.) ‘die Nacht zubringen’ (LiIEtWb. 481, nakdti [inf.])

Thus, contrary to Benveniste’s claim (1962:7, 107), Sturtevant’s rule is not a failproof
method to determine the voice of the Old Anatolian obstruents. Instead of
attempting to decide the character of Indo-European stops based on Old Anatolian,
Indo-European plosives — which preserve distinctions — should be used to provide
confirmation for the voiced or voiceless nature of the Old Anatolian stops.

§4. Vowel quantity is not indicated in the Old Anatolian syllabic script (see Sturtevant
1951:23). In particular, the plene writing (e.g. CLu. a-a-as-$a- (n.) ‘Mund’, Pal. ha-a-a-
(vb.) ‘heifl, warm sein’) does not represent quantity, but a lost glide PIE *i in the
intervocalic position (Sturtevant 1951:18 & n23). This is proven by the presence of *i/i
in etymologically related forms like:

(a) Vis- ‘Mund’ (Vios-, Vies-, P. 784-5)'%

Hi. a -ies- (n.) ‘Mund, Maul’ (HEG 1:6-8, OHi. a-i-i$ [sgNA])
Lat. dé -iera- (prl.) ‘heilig beschworen’ (WH 2:274-5, PItal. * -iesa-)
Lat. pe -iera- (vbl.) falsch schworen’ (WH 2:274-5, peierare [inf.])
CLu. ajasa- (n.) ‘Mund’ (DLLAJd. 45, DLL. 33, a-a-as-Sa-(a-ti)

82 For an introduction to the numerous problems of Anatolian notation and orthography, see

Rosenkranz 1959 and Laroche 1978.

85 Sturtevant’s rule (1942:34) was adopted from Speiser’s work on Hurrian (1940:319-40). For
literature on Sturtevant’s rule, see Szemerényi (1996:56n8).

18 pedersen’s (1938:471.) tentative etymology of Hi. i§- ‘Mund’, which was accepted by Pokorny, is
incompatible with the lack of glide in Lat. 6s- ‘Mund’ (RV. 4s- ‘id.’), Gr. &oBuaz- (n.) ‘schweres, kurzes
Atmen, Keuchen, Asthma’ (GEW 1:161-2) and Gr. du(F) -aoti (adv.) ‘in the language of Zeus’ (LSJ.
413). Being incompatible, the root Vhés-, Vhds- should be separated from Vis-, Vies- (Hi. i§-, Lat. -iera-
); see Pyysalo 2003.
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Hi. is- (n.) ‘Mund, Maul’ (HEG 1:371, Hi. i§-Sa-as [sgG])

Gr. yoaux -Loti (adv.) ‘in Greek (language)’ (LSJ. 358-9)
RV. istani- (a.) ‘rauschend’ (WbRV. 228)
(b) Vhi- ‘brennen’ (vVhoi-, Vhei-, P. 11-2)
Pal. ha;- (vb.) ‘hei3, warm sein’ (DPal. 53, ha-a-an-ta [3pl])
LAv. ay- (pf.) ‘schimmern’ (AIWD. 11, aéta- ‘schimmernd’)
Hi. hahima- (c.) ‘Damon der sommerlichen Erstarrung’(HEG1:123)
Olcl. eim- (m.) ‘Feuer, Rauch, Dampf’ (ANEtWb. 96, eimr [sgN])
gAv. ayan- (n.) ‘Tag’ (AIWb. 157, gAv. ayan [sgG])
gAv. ayar- (n.) ‘Tag’ (AIWD. 157, ayar3 [sgNA])
Go. air (adv.) frithe’ (GoEtD. 18, air pis dagis)
Hom. fou (adv.) “friih, in der Frithe’ (GEW 1:643, fiot [sgL])
Lat. aes- (n.) ‘Erz, Bronze, Kupfer, Geld’ (WH 1:19-20)

In this study, examples of this lost PIE *i will be indicated by the subscript ; (CLu.
ajasa-, Pal. haj-, etc.).

§5. The attested syllabic forms of Old Anatolian (e.g. Hi. e-e$-zi) are generally
referred to with their phonetic approximations (Hi. eszi), which vary from researcher
to researcher. Such phonetic approximations, strictly speaking, consist of a special
form of crude (or elementary) reconstruction, and the possibility of error should be
taken into account when dealing with them.

2.1.4 Hi. h and the reconstruction of PIE *h

§0. The key properties of Hi. h, CLu. h, HLu. h and Pal. h are sketched out here in
order to establish a basis for further reconstruction of their PIE counterpart.

§1. Hi. his a phoneme that appears in minimal pairs. To cite just a single example, Hi.
hasa- ‘Feuer(stelle)’ (HEG1:197) decisively differs from Hi. asa- (n.) ‘Sitz’ (HHand.
25, Hi. ALAM asan ‘Sitzbild’ to Hi. Vas-, Ves- ‘sitzen, sich setzen’, HEG 1:77).'%

§2. Hi. h was written systematically by the Hittite and Luwian scribes: the phoneme
/b/ appears in all positions without signs of complementary distribution, leaving the
early hypothesis of its phonetic parasite status (Kronasser 1956:§101ff.) untenable. '*°

§3. Hi. h corresponds systematically to CLu. h, HLu. h, Pal. h in etymologically secure
isoglosses like:

Hi. huidar- (n.) ‘animal, fauna’ (HEG 1:269-70, hu-i-ta-ar [NA])
HLu. huidar- (n.) ‘wild animals’ (CHLu. 4.4.10 (BESTIA)HWI-tar?/;)
Pal. huidumar- (n.) ‘Lebe, Lebenwesen’ (DPal. 56)

CLu. huidumar- (n.) ‘Lebe(nwesen)’ (DLL 47, hu-u-i-du-mar)

'8 See Puhvel (1965:87, fn21) and Lindeman (1987:32).
'% For the ‘antilaryngealism’, see Szemerényi (19904:134).
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Olcl. vitni- (m.) ‘creature’ (HED H:352-5, vitnir [sgN])

Such correspondences verify a unified Old Anatolian phoneme /h/ in identical
position, which is thus not restricted to Hittite alone.

§4. The appearance of Hi. h initially surprised the traditional scholars, and attempts
were made (for these, see Puhvel 1965:79-80) to compare a plosive or a spirant of the
Neogrammarian system (e.g. Neogr. *k). However, even before these tentative
attempts it had been correctly understood by Kurylowicz (1927a) — and independently
Sturtevant — that the counterpart of OAnat. h was lost in the rest of the group. The
situation of Hi. huitar : OIcl. vitni- is repeated thorough the vocabulary, for example,
and a couple of examples suffice here:

(a) Vhést-, Vhost- ‘Knochen’ (P. 783)

Hi. hastai- (n.) ‘Knochen’ (HEG 1:237f., ha-a$-ta-a-i [sgNA])
gAv. ast- (n.) ‘Knochen, stofflicher Leib’ (AIWb. 211-2, astom)
RV. an -astha- (a.) ‘knochenlos’ (WbRV. 54, anasthas [sgN])
TochB. ast- (n.) ‘Bone’ (DTochB. 45, asta [pINA])

Gr. glo ‘dom- (f.) ‘Beinhaus (?)’ (GEW 3:84)

Gr. ootéo- (n.) ‘Knochen, Kern einer Frucht’ (GEW 2:436-7)
Gr. dotano- (m.) ‘Meerkrebs’ (GEW 1:169, dotoxdg)

Gr. ootand- (m.) ‘Meerkrebs’ (GEW 1:169, dotoxdg)

(b) Vpéhs-, Vpdhs- ‘protect : schiitzen’ (P. 787+839)"*’

Hi. pahs- (vbM.) ‘seek protection’ (CHD P:2f., pa-ah-Sa [3sg])
TochA. pas- (vbM.) ‘custodire, tueri’ (Poucha 168, pasantra [3pl])
OCS. pas- (vb.) ‘weiden’ (Sadnik V633, OCS. pasti [inf.])

RV. pari (...) pas- (s.a0.) ‘rings schiitzen’ (WbRV. 800, pari pasati [conj.])
LAv. pah- (s.a0.) ‘sorgen fiir’ (AIWb. 855, paphahe [conj.2sg])
Lat. pastor- (m.) ‘Hirt’ (WH 2:260, pastor [N], pastoris [G])

The number of correspondences that imply the loss of the laryngeal outside Old
Anatolian are now counted in the hundreds, with the result that the correct

. . . . 188
comparative conclusion is no longer in doubt.

§5. In order to account for the Old Anatolian laryngeal, it is necessary to reconstruct
at least one proto-phoneme, marked preliminarily with the cover symbol

PIE *h =Hi.h,CLu. h,Pal.h, HLu.h :  Gr. @, Olnd. @, etc.'"®

%7 Burrow (1949:51n2): “The root appears both as pa and pé, and since the same variation (Lat. das :
Gk didww) appears in the root meaning ‘to give’, there seems to be no necessity to assume two
synonymous IE roots.”

1% Seebold (1988:497-8) writes: “Nun kann aber dem unvoreingenommenen Betrachter nicht
zweifelhaft sein, dal dieses Phonem [= das hethitische h] nicht von Himmel gefallen sein kann: Es
mif} einen historischen Grund haben. Es ist einerseits klar an bestimmte Worter gebunden, die es
enthalten; wiahrend es in anderen bei sonst gleicher Lautumgebung nicht auftritt — es kann also nicht in
irgendwelchen Stellungen sekundéir angetreten ein.”
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At this stage, no a priori features (such as colouring, voice, glottal/velar) are assigned
to PIE *h, apart from it being a non-anterior fricative."” The properties of PIE *h will
be inferred from the data as implied by the comparative method.

§6. The preservation of the segmental laryngeal, the counterpart of Old Anatolian h,
has been suggested for a number of languages, including Albanian, Armenian,
Germanic and Lycian. All attempts are failures, except for a possible /h/ in some Italic
words, owing to the discrepancy between the general loss of laryngeal PIE *h — @ and
its alleged preservation (the regularity of sound change). These attempts can be
exemplified by Pedersen’s early interpretation (1945), according to which Lyc. x
corresponds with OAnat. h. Prominent experts like Laroche and Tischler have
repeatedly cautioned against the idea, owing to the absence of Lyc. x in
correspondences with Old Anatolian h. Some examples are:

(a) PIE *hapr- ‘Handel (treiben)’

Hi. hapar- (N.act.) ‘Handel, Kaufpreis’ (HHand. 40, ha-ap-par)
Hi. hapari- (vbl.) ‘Handel treiben, verkaufen’ (HEG 1:161-)
Pal. hapari- (vb.) ‘ibergeben’ (DPal. 54, haparisi)
Lyd. afari (sb.) “Verkaufserklarung’ (LydWb. 52)
Hi. haprie- (vb.) ‘trade, sell, deliver’ (HEG 1:161f., ha-ap-ri-ez-zi)
Lyc. eprie- (vb.) “‘Verkaufen’ (Laroche, Compl:171f., eprieti)

(b) PIE *orah- ‘border, area’ (P. 854-7, HEG 1:52,56)
Lat. ora- (f.) ‘Rand, Grenze, Region, usw.” (WH 2:218)
Hi. arahza- (adv.) ‘ringsum, auBlerhalb’ (HHand. 20, a-ra-ha-za)
Hi. arha- (c.) ‘Grenze, Gebiet (Sum. ZAG)’ (HHand. 21, ar-ha)
Hi. arhai- (vb.dn.) ‘die Runde machen’ (HHand. 21)
Hi. arhita (URU)) ‘Grenze/Gebiet-TA’ (OGH. 31, ar-hi-ta)
Lyc. eri zana (sb.) ‘eri-ZANA’ (Laroche, Compl. 177-78)

There is no sign of Lyc. x corresponding with PIE *h. That is to say, Lycian has gone
through the loss of PIE *h — @ like other languages (e.g. Lydian and Latin), implying
that Lyc. x must have some other origin than PIE *h (ex nihilo nihil).

At the same time, the suggested comparisons of Lyc. /x/ : OAnat. /h/ such as Lyc.
xuga- : Hi. huha- ‘grandfather’ (Lat. auus) and Lyc. xawa- : CLu. haui- ‘sheep’ are
ambiguous. Instead of comparing Lyc. x to the Old Anatolian laryngeal, the phoneme
can be set to correspond to Indo-European velar:

(c) Instead of Lyc. xuga- : Hi. huha-, one can compare Lyc. x to Gr. »/y in:

Hes. nouvxa- (m.) ‘grandfather’ (LSJ. 986, mdnmwv)
Hes. yvyat (m.pl.) ‘grandfather’ (LSJ. 361, yuyai : mammol)

'8 Seebold (1988:498) explains: “Es besteht also kein Zweifel daran, daf3 die traditionelle Darstellung
des indogermanischen Lautsystems [...] in diesem Punkt zu ergénzen ist.”

% Burrow (1949:59) clarifies: “The phoneme H [...] is not to be classed with the nasals, liquids, etc.,
which can by themselves make a syllable; it is to be classed with s, which is incapable of this function

[.]”
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Lyc. xuga- (c.) ‘grandfather’ (Lyk&Hi. 25)

Mil. xugasi- (a.gen.) ‘of grandfather’ (LuPG 59, kugasi, [sgN])
Lyc. xugah- (a.gen.) ‘of grandfather’ (Lyk. xugaha [plD])
Lyc. epn xuxa- (") “«(?)- (LuPG 116, epiixuxa)

(d) Instead of Lyc. xawa- : CLu. haui-, one can compare Lyc. x to Gr. » = Car. » =
Lat. cin:

Car. n®- (sb.) ‘mpdéParov : sheep’ (Athenaios XIII:580, ndg)
Lyc. xawa- (sb.) ‘lamb’ (HEG 2:230, xawg [sgA])

Gr. #®ao- (n.) ‘Schaffell, Vlies’ (GEW 2:368, x®ag)

Lat. caula- (f.pl.) ‘Schathiirden’ (WH 1:187, Lat. caulae [pIN.])

§7. A prefix PIE *h (or several such items) can be postulated on the basis of existing
material. Some examples of roots with and without the prefix are:
(a) PIE *meharg- (P. 722 + 738)

RV.sam (...) mérj-  (pr.) ‘hell machen, schiiren’ (WbRV. 1056)

AV. mamarj- (pf.) ‘reinigen, putzen, streichen’ (EWA 2:324)
Gr. & -uépyo- (pr.) ‘abpfliigen, auspressen’ (GEW 1:91, & -uéoym)
Gr. & -uéoyn- (f.) ‘mulches Masse der auB3geprefSten Oliven’ (P. 738)
Gr. 6 -uégyvv- (prA.) ‘abwischen, abtrocknen’ (P. 738, duéoyvuu)
Gr. uépko- (s.a0.) ‘wipe’ (LSJ. 1146,1227, uépovto)

(b) PIE *kei-, koi-, ki- ‘liegen’ (P. 539f.)
Gr. zeL- (pr.) ‘liegen, sich befinden’ (GEW 1:809, xettou [3sg])
RV. Say- (ao.) ‘liegen, am Boden liegen, ruhen’ (KEWA 3:303)
Hi. kei- (vb.) ‘liegen, gelegt sein’ (HEG 1:568-9, ki-it-ta-ri [3sg])
Gr. »olt- (f.) ‘Lager, Bett, Netz, Kiste’ (GEW 1:809)
Gr. d »ottt- (f.) ‘Gemahlin, Gattin, Lagergenossin’ (GEW 1:54)

The existence of a prefix PIE *h - means that the root-initial laryngeal (reflected in ‘a-
vocalism’) does not necessarily prove that the root itself began with the laryngeal.

§8. A suffix PIE *-h- (former Neogr.*-o-) was already identified by Brugmann
(Grundr? 1:500), who explained the simultaneous appearance of one- and two-
syllabic (a.k.a. anit and set) roots:

“Oft schwankt dieselbe Wurzel zwischen ‘Ein-" und ‘Zweisilbigkeit’ hin und her, ohne dass
dies als etwas rein lautmechanisches betrachtet werden kann [...]. Die einfachste Erklarung
dieses Schwankens ist jedenfalls die, dass der sogen. ‘Wurzelauslaut’s ein
‘suffixaler’ Zusatz war.”

In the laryngeal theory, the Proto-Indo-Semitic root shape (C;C,Cs) was accepted.
Consequently, Brugmann’s morphological analysis was rejected, a move that Anttila
would later follow (1969:78):""

!'In the range of laryngealist literature on the topic, see Anttila (1969:59): “[...] there are thought to
be some cases where the same root is both monosyllabic and disyllabic, e.g., Skt. stir-na- ‘scattered,’ str-
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“[...] piparti “fills’ [...] Brugmann thinks *pi-pel-mi original (MU 1.44, Grdr 231.178), with
plé- from the weak grade (cf. §6.2.6.). It is hard to see what happened to the laryngeal.”

According to Szemerényi’s comment, Indo-European linguistics does not accept
Mgller’s non-genetic typology as normative. Pokorny’s comparative postulation of the
root and extensions (see P. 798ff. for *pel- and *pel-o- ‘gieen,...’) is favoured
instead, because the traditional doctrine can be shown to be correct for Brugmann’s
example:

RV. pipar- (pr.) ‘(an)fiillen’ (WbRV. 775, piparti, pipartana)

As proven in Chapter 3, this stem never had a root-final laryngeal due to the absence
of cerebralization (see Fortunatov’s Law II); in this case, the root was PIE *pel-.
Simultaneously, the laryngeal extension PIE *pleah- is implied by the Rig-Vedic
hiatus and Gr. a in:

RV. préa’- (ao.) “fillen, anfiillen” (WbRV. 886, praas [2sgConj.])
RV. kaksia pré’- (a.) ‘den Leibgurt fiillend’ (WbRYV. 309, kaksiapraam)
Gr. mip -wha- (pr.) ‘fullen’ (GEW 1:537-8, miumhapev [1pl])

In general, both anit and set roots (type PIE *pl- *plah-) are now attested in paralleled
formations of Old Anatolian, such as:
(a) PIE *pr- *por- *per- ‘treiben, jagen fliegen : Fuf}’ (P. 816f.)

CLu. par- (vbl.) ‘treiben, jagen’ (?) (DLL. 77, par-du)
RV. pipar- (pr.) ‘hintberfithren” (WbRV. 777-8, piparti [3sg])
CLu. para- (vb.) ‘treiben, jagen’ (?) (HHand. 120, DLL. 77)
HLu. para- (sb.) “foot’ (CHLu. 10.14.9, (“PES”)pa+ra/i-za)
OCS. pero- (vb.) ‘emporfliegen, sich erheben’ (Sadnik 639, perg)
CLu. parha- (vb.) ‘treiben, jagen’ (HHand. 122, CHD P:143f.)
Gr. mepdm (pr.) ‘durchschreiten, -fahren, -dringen’ (GEW 2:510)
(b) PIE *son- *sen- ‘suchen’ (P. 906)
HLu. $ana- (vb.) ‘to seek’ (CHLu. 11.1.e19, (“*697)sa-na-tu)
Hi. Sanah- (pr.) ‘(ver)suchen’ (HEG 2:818f., Sa-an-ah-mi)
(c) PIE *mol- *mel- ‘mahlen, zerkleinern, zerbrechen’ (P. 716f.)
Hi. mal- (vb2.) ‘mahlen, zerkleinern’ (HEG 2:102, ma-al-li [3sg])
Lat. mola (f.) ‘Miihlstein, Miihle, Opferschrot’ (WH 2:104)
Lat. in ‘mola- (pr.) ‘opfern’ (WH 2:105, immolare [inf.])
CLu. mamalh- (vb.) ‘zerdriicken, zerbrechen’ (HHand. 98)
Lat. in ‘molau- (pt.) ‘opfern’ (WH 2:105, immolauit [3sg])
CLu. malahu- (vb.) ‘zerdriicken, zerbrechen’ (DLL. 65)

ta- ‘thrown down’, Gr. yiyvouau, SKt. ja-ta- (See Saussure Mém 260, Flensburg 101-102, Kurylowicz EI
66, AP. 172, 198; Moller ZfdPh 25.383, Persson 680, Specht Ursprung 288, Hirt Abl 73, Maurer Lg
23.15, Cowgill EFL2 148, 155, 159, Adrados Estudios 159, Strunk MSS 17.77-108, Narten 278, 281 [...].”
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Due to the preservation of the laryngeal in Old Anatolian, no laryngeal could have
been lost, whence the alternation is derivational (suffix).'”” Thus, Persson (Beitr. 631-
648) was already correct in defending Brugmann’s view when he stated that multiple
Sanskrit roots appear both in set and in anit forms:'”

“Wie ich zu zeigen versucht habe, gibt es auch mehrere Tatsachen, welche direct dafir
sprechen, dass manche Set-Basen im Ausgang eine suffixale (formantische) Erweiterung
erfahren haben. [...] Brugmanns Lehre von einem ‘verbalen Suffixe’ a (a € 6) haben Hirt u.
a. Gelehrte mit Unrecht ganz verworfen.” (Persson, Beitr. 704)

The existence of parallel set and anit roots is therefore an empirical problem that is
decided for every stem on the basis of the data, not by an aprioristic concept of the
root structure.

2.1.5 Hi. h and vocalism Neogr. *o a a

§0. Despite the loss of PIE *h, the languages that preserve distinctions of vowel quality
indicate a dominance of Neogr. *o a a in correspondence sets with OAnat. h, a
feature first identified and explained by the laryngeal theory with ‘a-colouring’ of the
laryngeal *h,.

§1. Some examples of the Neogr. *o a a that appear in connection with Hi. h are:'*
(a) Vhelu- ‘Hohlung’ (P. 88)

Hi. halu- (a.) ‘tief’ (sb.) ‘Hohlung’ (HEG 1:135-6)
Olnd. alu- (£.) ‘small water-jar’ (KEWA 1:80, EWA 3:25)
Lat. aluo- (m.f.) ‘Hohlung, Wolbung, Unterleib” (WH 1:34)

(b) vhen- ‘GroBmutter’ (P. 36-37)

Hi. hana- (c.) ‘GroBmutter’ (HEG 1:145-6, ha-an-na-as [sgN])

OHG. ana (£.) ‘(Ur)groBmutter, Ahne’ (WP 1:56-)

Lat. ana- (f.) ‘altes Weib’ (WH 1:49-50, anus [N], antis [G])
(c) Vhen- ‘schépfen’ (P. 901)

Hi. han- (vb2.) ‘schopfen’ (HEG 1:144-5, ha-a-ni [3sg])

Hi. han -esa- (PUG¢/n.) ‘Schopfgefiss’ (EHS 513)

Gr. dv -tho- (m.) ‘Kielwasser’ (GEW 1:114 [diff.])

192 Similarly for the roots ending in obstruent there is an unextended root (AV. vi anu papat-

‘durchfliegen’, WbRV. 761, papata [3sg]), a vocalic extension (Gr. wéto- ‘fliegen’, GEW 2:521, wétopon
[1sg]) and a laryngeal extension (Gr. néta- fliegen’, GEW 2:521, nérauan [1sg]).

' For an identification of suffixes, see Brugmann (KVG:148A2): “Die Vokallingen [d. h. die
auslautenden Vokale der Set-Basen] mogen vielfache Suffixe oder, was dasselbe besagt, Determinative
in dem Sinne gewesen sein, dass dieselbe ‘Wurzel’ schon vor der Wirksamkeit der ablautschaffenden
Faktoren mit verschiendener Suffixbildung vorlag.”

19 Catalogues for Hi. h are provided by Tischler (HEG H), Puhvel (HED H), Zgusta (1951:455-456),
Oettinger (1979:546-550) and Seebold (1988:514-519).
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(d) vhent- ‘Stirn, Front, vor, vorne’ (P. 48, WP. 1:67)

Hi. hant- (c.) “Vorderseite, Stirn’ (HEG 1:149, ha-an-za [N])

Hi. hantei (adv.) ‘vorne’ (HEG 1:149, ha-an-ti-i [sgDL])

Lat. ante (adv.) ‘vor, vorher’ (WH 1:53, ante [adv.])

Gr. avti (prep.) ‘angesichts, gegeniiber, anstatt’ (GEW 1:113-4)
(e) Vhendh- ‘hervorsprieBen, blithen’ (P. 40-41)

Hi. handeiaSa- (a.) ‘ménnlich (?)’ (HEG 1:157, EHS 189)

Midlr. ainder (f.) ‘married woman, virgin’ (DIL 139)

HLu. ha(n)dara- (sb.) ‘life’ (CHLu. 1.1.49, ha-ta+r?/;-ti-i)

Gr. dvBpwmo- (m.) ‘Mensch’ (GEW 1:110-1, also LinB. a-to-qo)
(f) Vhep- ‘fiigen’ (P. 50-51)

Hi. hap- (vbl.) ‘gefiigig machen’ (HEG 1:158-9, ha-ap-zi [3sg])

OLat. ape- (pr.) ‘prohibe, compesce’ (WH 1:56, ape [2sg])

OLat. ape- (pr.) ‘binden, im Zaume halten’ (WH 1:56, apere [inf.])

Lat. apto- (pt.) ‘angefuigt, verbunden’ (WH 1:57, aptus [sgN])

CLu. hahapatar/n-  (n.) ‘Bindung : binding’ (HHand. 34, CLuLex. 46)
(g) Vher- ‘zerstoBen, zerreiben, verderben’ (P. 62, ar- ‘pfiigen’, HEG 1:169-70)

Hi. hara- (vb.) ‘zerstoBen, zerreiben’ (HEG 1:169-70)
Gr. diov- (f.) ‘Verderben, Schaden, Unheil’ (GEW 1:136-)
Gr. don- (pf.) ‘harm’ (Hom. donuévog : fefrauuévoc)

(h) Vhes- ‘erfiillen, sittigen’ (P. —)'
LAv. upa (...) ah- (prM.) ‘erfiillen’ (AIWD. 345, upa ahisa [opt2sg.])

Gr. d(h)- (ao.) ‘sich sattigen’ (GEW 1:159, duevou [inf.])

Pal. hasa- (pr.) ‘sich satt trinken/essen’ (DPal. 46, ha-Sa-an-ti)
Gr. d(h)e/o- (pr.) ‘sich sattigen’ (GEW 1:159 dieton [3sg])

Hi. hasik- (vbl.) ‘sich sattigen, sich satt trinken’ (HEG 1:200)
Hi. hasik- (G18n.) ‘ein Obstbaum und seine Frucht’ (HHand. 46)

Statistically Neogr. *o a a is attested in the great majority of the examples of Old
Anatolian h, thus supporting a connection between the phenomena and casting doubt
on the versions of monolaryngealism without such distribution.

§2. In the laryngeal theory, Saussure’s coefficient *A has been replaced with *h,, for
which an ‘a-colouring effect’ on environment *e, & is generally assumed (see
Mayrhofer 1986:132-40 & 2004:27-8). Though the general idea of the connection is
backed by the material, the supposition of a ‘colouring laryngeal’ (LT hy) is untenable:
(a) The phoneme PIE *h is a consonant (an obstruent), which as such does not
necessarily have a colouring component. Owing to co-articulation (or glottal

1% Note the existence of the root PIE *seh- “fill, satisfy’ (Hi. $ah- (vb2.) ‘vollstopfen’ (HEG 3:690, $a-a-
hi [3sg]) : Gr. &- (vb.) ‘whnoottaw’ (LSJ. 267, drou [3sg]) with a similar meaning. Apparently both items
have merged (or nearly so) in Greek into a single root.
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movement), a glottal may change the pronunciation of the preceding vowel (e.g.
Hind. mihr [meher], Hind. Sahr [Seh¢r]), but the change of /e/ to /a/ as a result of a
consonantal segment’s colouring property does not satisfy the requirements of
scientific method.

(b) Phonetically the distinctions between the (cardinal) vowels are produced in the
mouth cavity, not in the larynx, as assumed by the laryngeal theory.

Due to these problems, the idea of a ‘colouring laryngeal’ (equated with the
vowel Neogr. *9) cannot be taken as self-evident. Consequently, an interpretation is
needed to explain the connection between PIE *h and Neogr. *o a a within the
framework of comparative reality and scientific method.

2.1.6 The Monolaryngeal school (Zgusta, Szemerényi)

§0. Monolaryngealism'®® avoids the pitfalls of the ‘colouring laryngeal’ by
reconstructing a single laryngeal *H (= Hi. h) without any colouring effect.

§1. Already Zgusta (1951) questioned the connection between *H and vowel quality,
claiming that the phoneme had no indisputable colouring effect in PIE."” Thus
Zgusta postulated the vowels *a, *e, *0'" as original, and by adding the rule of
compensatory lengthening he ended up with the inventory

a, *o; *eH, *aH, *oH *H (ZG).199

§2. Another step beyond the laryngeal theory was taken by Szemerényi (1996:36-39),
who questioned the rule of compensatory lengthening due to the existence of original
vrddhi (Occam’s razor).”” Thus, postulating schwa *a (1996:40) and one laryngeal
*H, Szemerényi’s (SZ) system can be presented as follows:

e, *0 *g, *d, *0 *2 *H  (s2).

1% For ‘monolaryngealism’ (as coined by Eichner 1988), see Szemerényi (1996:139-40n7).

7 Zgusta (1951:472) writes: “Il y avait seulement un H. Il n’avait rien de commun avec la qualité des
voyelles.”

198 Zgusta (1951:444) adds: “[...] si 'on prouvait qu’il existait au degré plein la voyelle a ou, le cas
échéant, o originaires, ou, si, en d’autres termes, la supposition qu’elles tirent son origine 'influence
d’une laryngale n’était pas, au moins, vraisemblable, cela ne pourrait modifier que les considérations
du probleme, s’il existait plus de laryngales, et lesquelles, mais une telle découverte ne pourrait

contester la base de la théorie laryngale [...]”.

199 Zgusta (1951:472) explains: “[...] en indo-européen, il y avait un phonéme, que nous pouvons écrire

H, qui avait dans le systéme des phonémes une place analogue a celui des sonantes, dont la qualité
exacte n’est pas siire, mais qui ¢tait similare au A. Entre les consonnes le H est en état de voyelle (H =
o) ainsi que les sonantes. En hittite, ce phonéme (quand il n’était pas en qualité de voyelle) se changea
en h, évidemment sous l'influence des langues avec lesquelles les Hittites vinrent en contact en Asia
Mineure.”

20 Szemerényi (1996:137) notes: “It is just as questionable whether all long vowels are to be derived
from combinations of short vowel with laryngeal.”
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§3. In essence, the monolaryngealists — including Zgusta (1951), Szemerényi (1970),
Burrow (1979:vi), Tischler (1980) and myself — agree on the following rule concerning
the reconstruction of the segmental laryngeal:

If there is a laryngeal in Old Anatolian, PIE also had a laryngeal, and if there is no laryngeal
in Old Anatolian, Proto-Indo-European also had no ]aryngeal.201

§4. While the reconstruction based on one *H has found noteworthy supporters,™* it
has not won general acceptance because of the following problems:

(a) The requirement of a ‘non-colouring’ laryngeal PIE *h, though phonetically
accurate, results in the loss of connection between OAnat. h and Neogr. *5 a a. This is
contradicted by strong statistical counterevidence.””

(b) To date, the sound laws for laryngeal have been formulated for Old Anatolian
alone, but its reflexes in the rest of the group (e.g. in Vedic hiatus) and the theory in
general remain sketchy. Consequently, the monolaryngealism needs to be developed,
especially in terms of the features implying PIE *h in other cognates, its features (e.g.
the place of articulation) and its relationships with the other items of the phoneme

inventory.

§5. There is only a handful of comparisons in which Neogr. *o a & (Lat. a, Gr. a, Olr.
a, etc.) allegedly matches Hi. a without laryngeal (Hi. h). For examples of the so-
called independent Neogr. *a (Tischler 1980:501-2, fn.31 & 504-5) and its laryngealist
counterpart (h4),204 alternative etymologies can be presented.”” The general situation
can be illustrated with the key examples:

(a) Hi. apa ‘zuriick’ : Gr. ané ‘weg, von’ were compared already by Kurytowicz
(1935:75). However, the meanings do not agree, and an alternative etymology without
Neogr. *o a a has been presented for Hittite:

! Tischler (1980:509): “Da es ein Ziel wissenschaftlicher Forschung sein muf3, moglichst einfache
Theorien zu erstellen [...] sollte man die Losung des Problems in der schon von Zgusta (1951) und
Szemerényi (1967) vorgeschlagenen Richtung suchen und sich auf nur einen idg. Laryngal, der nichts
mit Vokalfarbung zu tun hat, beschranken und diesen einen Laryngal eben nur da ansetzen, wo er im
Hetitischen als h belegt ist; dies zumindest fiir diejenige Phase des Indogermanischen, die der
Ausgliederung des Anatolischen unmittelbar vorangeht.”

2 For the single laryngeal PIE *h = Hi. h, see Szemerényi (1967:90 and 1985:59, fn3), Vaillant
(1936:1111f- and 1950:241-246), Gusmani (1979:63-71), Kammenhuber (1985:459) and Laroche 1986,
Jonsson (1978:48ff.), Szemerényi 1990*:147), Tischler (1980:498), Szemerényi (1967:90), and Beekes
(1969:5).

25 Apparently only Burrow’s (1973:85-86) version of monolaryngealism recognizes that “another effect
of h, observable in languages other than Sanskrit, is the coloration of a succeeding vowel by h,
producing notably a change from e to a”.

24 LT "hy, an a-colouring laryngeal allegedly ‘lost’ in Old Anatolian, was suggested by Kurytowicz
(1935:751., 254f. and 1956:166-71) in his construction of '54 (= TA2 of Puhvel 1960:35, 1965:92). See
also Hendriksen (1941:42), Schmitt-Brandt (1967:5), Schmitt-Brandt (1967:108-9), Szemerényi
(1990:130) [wL.] and Lindeman (1997:48-49). For more recent supporters, see Mallory and Adams
1997 and Anttila 2000.

25 For examples of Hi. a : Gr. a, Lat. a, OIr. a, etc., see Kurytowicz (1935:75), Eichner (1988:132-133)
and Tischler (1980:504, fn44).
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PIE Vop- ‘(da)nach zuriick, usw.” (*pi-, *epi-, *opi-, etc.)

Hi. apa (prep.adv.) ‘danach, zuriick’ (HEG 1:41)

LinB. opi (prepD.) ‘around, upon, after’ (DMycGr. 402, o-pi)
Gr. onttoom (adv.) ‘nach hinten, hernach’ (GEW 2:404, onticom)
Hi. apizia- (adv.) ‘hinterer, letzter, geringer’ (HEG 1:46)

Gr. m- (pref.) (GEW 1:535, in Gr. mi -£Co, 7t -vyi)

OlInd. pi- (pret.) (in OInd. pi-drbh-, pi-nah-, pi-dhana-)

Gr. ém (prep.adv.) ‘dazu, dabei, auf, an, bei’ (GEW 1:535)
RV. api (adv.) ‘auch, dazv’ (WbRV. 75-6)

(b) Hi. auan ‘-(?)- and Lat. au- ‘fort’ were similarly compared by Kurytowicz
(1935:75). Yet again, however, a better semantics is available in the following:

PIE Yuon- Vun- ‘weg, -los, ohne, alleinstehend’

Hi. van -umia- (a.) ‘kinder-, elternlos, alleinstehend’ (HHand. 194)
Pal. uan -danguar-  (n.) ‘ohne Dunkel’ (HHand. 194)
Go. wan- (n.) ‘Mangel’ (GoEtD. 394, wan [sgN])

(c) Hi. maglant- ‘mager’ : Gr. uoxdg ‘lang’ (Tischler 1980:504). Since not all ‘thin’
objects are ‘long’, the semantic bridge can fail, leaving Neogr. *a in doubt. If one
compares Hi. maglant- directly to its translation (ModHG. mager) and the respective
Germanic items (Olcl. magr- ‘mager’” ANEtWb. 375, etc.), PIE *o can be postulated
for the items without Neogr. *o a 3.2

(d) Hi. lap- ‘glithen’ : Gr. Adunwm ‘glanzen’ (Tischler 1980:504). Despite the acceptable
semantics, the items do not constitute a morphological match (owing to the absence
of nasal in Old Anatolian). This problem is obviated if one compares Hittite with Gr.
hogvid- ‘Fackel’ (GEW 2:139) and postulates Neogr. *lobh- (or *loph-) ‘glanzen’ for
both.

(e) Hi. taia- ‘stehlen’ : OCS. taji- ‘verbergen’ were already compared by Kurylowicz
(1935:75) with a provable Neogr. *a in Do. totdo- (vbM.) ‘entbehren, darben,
beraubt sein’”, GEW 2:895. Semantically, the forms belong to the same root, but the
possibility of derivational variation was not taken into account by Kurylowicz. As set
against the data, the following root matrix (without "'h4) is implied by the comparative
method:

PIE Vt- ‘fassen, nehmen, (be)stehlen, usw.” (P. 1010)
Vte/o-
Hi. ta- (vb.) ‘take’ (HEG 3:5-11, da-a-i [3sg])*”’

2% Rurytowicz’s comparison Hi. alpa- ‘Wolke’ and Lat. albus ‘wei’ is similarly based on questionable
semantics: as clouds are not always ‘white’ in the real world, there is no parallel for such development
in the Indo-European vocabulary. Instead, since the Indo-European words for ‘cloud’ are usually
derived from the meaning ‘water, moisture, liquid, etc.’, it is more natural to compare Hittite with Gr.
8hm- (£.) ‘Olflasche’ (GEW 1:503) and Gr. moo- (n.) ‘Ol, Fett’ (GEW1:503), because the latter lack
initial aspiration and therefore hardly belong to Go. salbo- (vb.) ‘salben’ (GoEtD. 293).

%7 For Hi. ta- ‘take’, see Puhvel (1960:73) and Schmitt-Brandt (1967:63, fn59).

88



Olnd. ta- (m.) ‘thief’ (MonWil. 431, Lex. tah [sgN])

Li. te- (vb.) ‘nehmen’ (LiEtWb. 1071, Li. te [ipv2sg])
Vteh-
Gr. v - (f.) Hes. = ‘amoota, €vdela, otéonols’ (GEW 2:895)
Vtehi-
Do. totdo- (vbM.) ‘entbehren, darben, beraubt sein’ (GEW2:895)
ORus. taji (a.) ‘heimlich’ (sb.) ‘Geheimnis’ (REW 3:69)
Vtei- Vtoi-
Hi. tai- (vbl.) ‘stehlen, bestehlen’ (HEG 3:24-, ta-a-iz-zi)
Hi. taia- (vbl.) {(be)stehlen’ (HEG 3:24f., da-a-i-ia-zi [3sg])
gAv. taya- (m.) ‘Dieb(stahl)’ (AIWD. 638)
gAv. taya- (a.) ‘verstohlen, heimlich’ (AIWb. 638)
OInd. man -taya- (cs.) ‘sich wie ein Vermittler benehmen’ (KEWA 2:557)
Gr. téo- (vb.) ‘take’ (GEW 2:890, in t1j [2sg], Tijte [2pl])
LAuv. aiwi ‘ti- (a.) ‘sich befassend mit [G]” (AIWb. 91, aiwidyo [pIN])
Vtoti- Vteti-
HLu. ARHA tati- (vb.) ‘take away’ (CHLu. 2.9.27, ARHA ta-ti-i [3sg])
Li. teti- (vb.) ‘nehmen’ (LiEtWb. 1071, teti-te [ipv2pl])

Diagnostically speaking, a monoliteral root Vt- is accompanied with laryngeal vteh-
and palatal Vtei- extensions; accordingly, Neogr. *a is not confirmed for Hittite.

In the absence of unambiguous examples of Indo-European /a/ matching with
Old Anatolian h, there is a complementary distribution according to which the Neogr.
*9 a a and Hi. h imply each other. In this regard, the monolaryngealism needs to be
improved (as discussed below).

2.1.7 PIE *h in syllabic position and Neogr. *o

§0. A common problem of all historical theories is the treatment of *H in syllabic
position CHC (where C is a consonant or zero), and the relation of the phenomenon
to the Neogrammarian vowel *a (= DS *A).

§1. Saussure’s coefficient sonantique *A, interpreted as a laryngeal, was adopted by
Cuny (1912:102f.),**®® according to whom *A (= H,) becomes sonorous (i.e. *A) in a
non-sonorous environment; the author thus ended up explaining the ablaut with LT
*seAg- (Att. 11y, Do. &y-) and LT *sAg (Lat. sag-).

§2. In Eichner’s laryngeal theory (1988:125ff.), the idea is adapted into an assumption
that the laryngeals h; h, h; have vocalic allophones LT 9; 9, 95, which allegedly

2% For a detailed analysis of Cuny’s work, see Szemerényi 1973:12f.
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produce the syllabic reflexes (e.g., in Lat. pater- ‘father’ : OInd. pitar- ‘id” <= *pa,ter-
and so forth).**”

§3. The unavoidable problem of the syllabic hypothesis raised by Wyatt (1964:148) is
that “[...] it is difficult to see how an essentially consonantal element can be
vocalized”. Indeed, the laryngeal is non-sonorous and has no syllabic properties.
Furthermore, for phonetic reasons the idea of its vocalization does not satisfy the

. . cpe . 210
requirements of scientific realism..

§4. The dead end of the vocalic allophone of the laryngeal has led scholars to seek an
explanation for the syllabic reflexes from the domain of vowels. It was Karl Ostir
(1913:167) — followed by Kurytowicz (1935:29 & fn2, 55f.) and Sturtevant (1941:184)
—who suggested that *H was accompanied by schwa secundum *» in diphonemic *sH
and *Hb. A similar suggestion but based on an anaptyctic vowel has been recently
discussed by Tischler (1981:322).*"

§5. Although the idea of explaining the vocalization associated with the laryngeal by
means of vowels is definitely superior to the impossible syllabicization of PIE *H,
problems remain. Of greater importance than Zgusta’s apophony-related objection212
is Lindeman’s (1987:84, 98ff.) remark concerning the dubious character of the schwa
secundum (and anaptyxis). This is indeed a concern, because according to scientific
rules the reconstruction phonemes can only be postulated if implied by the
comparative method. Clearly the schwa secundum and/or an anaptyctic vowel do not
satisfy this condition, because the items cannot be defined for the proto-language in a

consistent manner.

2.1.8 Hi. h in environment Neogr. *e *&

§0. Despite the existing statistics, the connection between PIE *h and Neogr. *o a a is
not self-evident, because the comparative method confirms clusters Hi. eh, he with
etymological PIE *&. In such examples, the lack of a-colouring challenges a key
assumption of the laryngeal theory and the hypothesis of a single laryngeal PIE *h (on
which, see Tischler 1980:496),213 unless a hitherto unknown distribution can be
uncovered

* Eichner (1973:86, fn13) writes: “Die Laryngale hatten im Uridg. m.E. vokalische Allophone (o1 3
93), wenn ihnen aufgrund der uridg. Sonantizitdtregeln in der Phonemkette die Rolle von Sonanten
zufiel.”

19 Tischler (1980:515) adds: “[...] der hier vorliegende L[aryngal] Hp, der ja ein Konsonant ist, nich
einfach ‘vokalisiert’ werden kann (wie z.B. Rix 1976, § 86 annimmt [...].”

2! For G. Schmitt’s (1973) similar treatment with ‘ein iiberkurzer Sprofvokal’, see also the summary of
Mayrhofer (1986:138-9).

22 Zgusta (1951:438) writes: “M. Ostir, M. Kurylowicz, M. Sturtevant enseignent que @ < »H ou Hbs.
Mais cette hypothése est tres précaire, car par la nous renongons au parallélisme de I'apophonie, qui
est la raison fondamentale pour accepter la théorie laryngale.”

25 Burrow (1973:88) suggests: “For all practical purposes it is possible to operate with a single,

undifferentiated H.”
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§1. In order to solve this problem, Pedersen (1938:179- 181)214 suggested that there
are two different laryngeals, both preserved as Hittite h*"*: a non-colouring *H (e.g.
Hi. ue-eh-zi ‘sich wenden’ [3sg]) and an a-colouring *H, (e.g. Hi. hanti ‘frons’ : Lat.
ante).”'® In addition, Pedersen’s system only includes the cardinal vowels *e and *o
(and the rule of compensatory lengthening), with the result that it is economic and
capable of explaining the ablaut Neogr. *4 : * based on *Hue : *H,0 : *eH, : *0oH, (a

property that is missing from the multilaryngeal theories with only *e).

§2. Despite this partial success, under closer inspection Pedersen’s reconstruction
falls short. Neither *H nor H, can be reconstructed for the roots with ablaut Neogr. *a
: &, since the non-colouring *H is precluded by the forms in *a (e.g. Lat. agd) and the
a-colouring *H, by the forms in *¢ (e.g. Lat. &gi). In the Old Anatolian data, the non-
colouring *H solves the ablaut Hi. ueh-, uah- <- *uéH-, *u6H-, but the vocalism of Gr.
(F)atvo ‘winnow’ (GEW 1:41) and Lat. uannus ‘Getreide- oder Futterschwinge’ (WH
2:731) reveals the contradiction in Pedersen’s *H and *H,. Since it is not uncommon
that all three qualities (Neogr. *& : 6 : &) appear within one root (Lat. &gi : Gr. 8ypog :
Lat. agd etc.), Pedersen’s reconstruction is disproved: adding laryngeals does not
solve the problems at hand.

§3. More recently, a new proposal concerning the ablaut Neogr. *€ : 4 was put forth
by Eichner (1973:53, 71f.),217 according to whom the ‘a-colouring laryngeal *h; had
no colouring effect on an adjacent PIE *€. The following remarks show, however, that
‘Lex Eichner’ should not be considered a sound law:*'®

(a) It is questionable to posit a sound law depending on an scientifically unverifiable
condition, in this case the Old Anatolian quantity, a feature not expressed in
cuneiform writing.

(b) The Indo-European forms related to the parade example of Lex Eichner (i.e. Hi.
mehur/n- (n.) ‘time, noon’ (HEG 2:171-4, Hi. me-e-hur [sgN], me-e-hu-na-a$ [sgG]
(OAnat. vméh-)) are sufficient to prove that the lack of colouring is not related to
quantity. Eichner’s idea can be illustrated with the following correspondences:

4 On Pedersen’s reconstruction, see also Polomé (1965:19).

15 pedersen (1938:180) proposes: “Da es aber zwei verschiedene Firbungen der Grundstufe gibt,
miissen wir zwei verschiedene Laryngale annehmen, die man Hy und Hj schreiben kann; € ist aus eHy,
a aus eHy entstanden; der Unterschied der beiden Laryngale besteht also darin, dass Hq auf die
Féarbung des vorgehenden e keinen Einfluss ausiibt, wihrend H; das e in a verwandelt. [...] Hp, das
einem vorhergehenden e die a-Farbung gegeben hat, auch ein folgendes e in a verwandelt hat.”

216 Since Pedersen does not postulate unattested ‘laryngeals’, the (Semitic) monovocalism or root
axiom are not upheld. Therefore, his theory is not a proper laryngeal theory, but a version of
monolaryngealism.

27 Bichner (1973:72) writes: “Trotz der — wie nicht anders zu erwarten — geringen Zahl von sicheren
Beispielen (méhur, $ehur, hekur, Fhista-, Whippara-) diirfte die Folgerung, das uridg. & neben Hy
(€Hjp, Hp¢) seine Qualitét bis ins Hethitische halten konnte, unausweichlich sein, Vorbilder, aus denen
das lange € dieser Worter analogisch bezogen sein konnte, fehlen véllig.” For additional examples and
discussion and literature, see Mayrhofer (1986:132-133, 2004:27fn114) and Szemerényi (1996:139).

8 Bichner (1973:72) adds: “Die Annahme der Erhaltung von uridg. € in dieser Position ist prinzipiell
unbedenklich, da Langvokale erfahrungsgeméss durch benachbarte Konsonanten nicht in demselben
Mass verandert werden wie die entsprechenden Kurzvokale.”
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Hi. mehn- (n.obl.) ‘Zeit’ (HEG 2:171, me-eh-ni [sgL])
Lat. mani (adv.) ‘am Morgen’ (WH 2:25, mani [adv.])
Lat. manica- (prl.) frith aufstehen’ (WH 2:25, manicare [inf.])

where the difference of colourings Hi. vmehn- : Lat. vman- allegedly reflects the
original difference of quantity: EICH. *mé&hjn- : *meh;n-. That the quantity does not
explain the absence of ‘a-colouring’is evident on the basis of the short PIE *e in
Gothic:

Go. aldo ‘min- (m./n.) ‘yijoog : old age’ (GoEtD. 25)
Hi. mehn- (n.obl.) ‘Zeit’ (HEG 2:171, me-eh-ni [sgL])
The alternative extensions of the root PIE *meh- ‘Zeit, usw.” imply that the actual

ablaut alternation is far more complicated. Thus the extension PIE *méh 1- appears
with Neogr. *e and *€ but without ‘a-colouring’ in:

Li. tuo ‘mél- (adv.) ‘in einem fort’ (LIEtWb. 430, tuomél [sgNA])
Go. mél- (n.) ‘Stunde, Zeit’ (GoEtD. 250, mel [sgNA])
Olcl. mal- (n.) ‘“Zeit, Termin, Mahlzeit’ (ANEtWb. 376, mal [NA])

In this manner, Lex Eichner succeeds no better than Pedersen’s *H : *H,. Since
Zgusta’s idea that a connection between the ‘a-vocalism’and PIE *h is missing
altogether is not tempting either, Neogr. *& in environment Hi. h remains
unexplained, and the true solution needs to be inferred based on the comparative
method.

2.1.9 Diphonemic PIE *ha and PIE *ah

§0. All attempts to solve the problem of the syllabic reflects of the laryngeal, the
relation between Hi. h and Neogr. *5 a a and the appearance of Hi. h in environment
Neogr. *€ have proven unsuccessful. On Christmas Eve 1998, I briefed my future
mentor, Bertil Tikkanen, on the situation with data related to the root Neogr. *kou-
*kau- ‘schlagen, usw.” (P. 535, kau- kou-):

vkau-
Li. kau- (vb.) ‘schlagen, hauen, vernichten’ (LIEtWb. 232)
Latv. kat- (vb.) ‘schlagen, hauen, stechen, usw.” (LiIEtWb. 232)
TochA. kaw- (vb.) ‘occidere, necare’ (Poucha 85, kawe(ic) [3pl])
Li. kova- (f.) Kampf, Schlacht’ (LiEtWb. 232, kova [sgN])
Vkou -i-
Li. kiija- (f.) ‘Stelze : pale, stake’ (LiEtWb. 232)
Li. kiiji- (.) ‘schwerer Schmiedehammer’ (LiEtWb. 232)
RusCS. kyji (.) ‘Hammer, Kniittel’ (LIEtWb. 232)

vkou -d- : Vkau -d-
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Lat. cad- (pt.) ‘schlagen, klopfen, stampfen, prigen’ (WH 1:300)

Lat. caud -ec- (m.) ‘Baumstamm, gespaltenes Holz” (WH 1:136)
Latv. pa ‘kidi- (vb.) ‘antreiben’ (Sadnik vV434)

Vkhu -d-
RV. khuda- (vb.) ‘hineinstossen : thrust into’ (WbRV. 374)

Vkheu -d- (P.955)
RV. coda- (pr.) ‘in Bewegung setzen, antreiben’ (WbRV. 456)
RV. cdda- (m.) “‘Werkzeug zum Antreiben, Peitsche’ (WbRV. 458)
RV. codaya- (cs.) ‘scharfen, wetzen’ (WbRV. 457)

This data contains material that is critical for the solution of the laryngeal question, as
it includes simultaneously all the problems:

(a) The ‘a-vocalism’ Neogr. *5 a a is attested in languages preserving the quality. Thus
Neogr. *kau- is directly represented by Li. Vkov- = Lat. Vcau-. At the same time,
Neogr. *kau- is indirectly preserved in the quantity of Li. Vki- = RusCS. vky-, which
reflects the assimilation and lengthening of *o+u — *i1 (see Chapter 3).

(b) The segmental laryngeal PIE *h is implied by the Baltic accent in Li. Vkau- = Latv.
kati- and Li. Vk{i-, and it is directly confirmed by tenuis aspirata in RV. vkhud-.

(c) Thus both the laryngeal and the schwa are comparatively proven, but neither the
laryngeal nor the schwa as such provides a coherent reconstruction The reasons for
this are explicated below:

1. If one opts for the traditional reconstruction Neogr. *kou -(X)-, it is no longer
possible to reconstruct the root variants with laryngeal (RV. vkhud-), because it
makes no sense that a vowel *a would be a consonant PIE *h.

2. If one opts for laryngeal reconstruction with PIE *h (in LT *khu -Z-), it is no
longer possible to reconstruct the vocalic variants (Li. Vkii-), as it makes no sense to
reconstruct a syllabic obstruent "H.

§1. In a subsequent discussion, Tikkanen and I agreed that the solution had to be
sought from the direction of both vowel and laryngeal being present (instead of either
alone). Through our joint efforts, mine on the comparative side and his in phonetics,
we arrived at the sole existing solution, effectively dealing with all problems:

(a) Tikkanen initially suggested a parallel in Hebrew with the so-called ‘patah
furtivum’, a short sub-phonemic [?] which appears anaptyctically before a laryngeal
M/, M/, or [/ (e.g. Hebr. ra2h ‘wind, spirit’). This suggestion raised, however, the
weaknesses of schwa secundum and/or anaptyxis in a form of the sub-phonemic [2].
Consequently, the idea had to be abandoned in favour of a diphonemic combination
of the vowel Neogr. *o and the laryngeal PIE *h: the root Li. Vkii- represents PIE
*kdhu- (with accented schwa *3) and the root RV. vkhu- represents PIE *kohu- (with
unaccented schwa *3). Thus the diphonemic *sh allows for the reconstruction of both
variants necessary for a complete theory.

(b) When I pointed out the existence of examples requiring post-laryngeal schwa *ho,
Tikkanen suggested a phoneme surrounded by vowels *oho (q.d. Hebr. Taha). I
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abandoned this as too strong, as the resulting unrestricted colouring would be
identical to that of LT hy, which no longer allows the quality *& attested in RV. Vcod-
<— PIE *koheud-. In order to include PIE *&, *ho also has to be posited; this leads to
diphonemic *ho and *oh, for which Tikkanen in this connection had already
suggested the value Neogr. *a = PIE *a.*"’

§2. For the solution of the laryngeal problem, it is necessary and sufficient to combine
PIE *h (= Hi. h) and the cover symbol Neogr. *a, reinterpreted as vowel PIE *a, in
diphonemic PIE *ha and PIE *al.

From the following sketch, it can be readily seen that the solution answers all existing
problems:

(a) The problem that the laryngeal PIE *h cannot be vocalized™ can be answered by
the simple fact that it does not have to: the syllabicity is caused by the vowel PIE *a
adjacent to PIE *h in PIE *ha *ah.

(b) The problem of the scientifically unsatisfactory character of schwa secundum
and/or an anaptyctic/epenthetic vowel is answered by the fact that the vowel
accompanying PIE *h is the well-defined schwa indogermanicum (Neogr. *9), for
which the phonetic value PIE *a can be demonstrated. Since Neogr. *o was already
comparatively proven by the Neogrammarians, it has to be included in the
reconstruction anyway.

(c) Neogr. *o = PIE *a has a well-known double treatment: in addition to the
development Lat. a = OlInd. i, schwa was lost in all dialects except for traces of Vedic
meter in examples like

RV. pari jma- (m.) ‘Umwandler, Herumwandler’ (WbRV. 785)

requiring a four-syllabic scansion. The explanation for the loss and the preservation
of a vowel PIE *a can only be sought from an original difference between an accented
PIE *a and an unaccented PIE *a. An unaccented PIE *a was lost (e.g. PIE *uéha- —
Hi. ueb- and PIE *ubha- — Hi. uah-), but it may remain indirectly measurable in
variants in which PIE *a was assimilated in PIE *& before its loss (e.g. PIE *uéha -¢n- —
Gr. VFa v- ‘winnow’).””!

(d) The vowel PIE *a, not PIE *h, is the source of the so-called ‘colouring effect’ in the
environments with PIE *&, which readily addresses the non-realistic assumption of a
‘colouring laryngeal’.

(e) The vowel PIE *a (Neogr. *3), not the vocalization of the laryngeal (PIE *h), is the
origin of the syllabicity in the zero grade (e.g. in PIE *pahter- ‘father’).

(f) The alternation between ‘a-quality® and ‘e-quality’ in environment PIE *h is caused
by alternation of the position of PIE *&: the forms without direct contact between PIE

1% Confirmation of the idea, necessitating a solution for the problem of the vowel Neogr. *a, took

place some years later.

0 Tischler (1980:514) writes: “Von Kurylowiczs Nachfolgern wird der Unterschied zwischen dem
vocalischen Schwa und den konsonantischen Laryngalen jedoch oftmals vernachlassigt und mit
leichtfertigen Papiererklarungen wie ‘silbisches Allophon’ u.dgl. abgetan.”

2l Asa consequence of the loss of PIE *h and contractions, not only PIE *uhaé- but any vocalization
of PIE *uéhaé- could underlie Gr. Fa(v)- (Neogr. *uan-).
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*€ and *PIE *a (e.g. Hi. mehn- < PIE *méha n-) do not indicate a-vocalism, while
those in direct contact do (e.g. Lat. mani <- PIE *mé&ha -€n-).

(g) Consequently, only a single laryngeal appearing in PIE *ha and PIE *ah suffices for
the reconstruction of Proto-Indo-European, and no distinction between colouring
and non-colouring laryngeals (Pedersen) should be made. The vowel PIE *a, not the
laryngeal, is responsible for the ‘colouring effect’, which is actually an assimilation of
PIE *&+a, PIE *a+¢& — Lat. 4, etc. followed by afairesis of the unaccented PIE *a.22 In
this manner, a single cover symbol PIE *h solves the Proto-Indo-European laryngeal
problem without any of the problems caused by multiple such items.

(h) The difference between PIE *ha : *ah is distinctive (i.e. PIE *ha = *ah in all
environments): the vowel PIE *a does not alter its position (or ‘schwebeablaut’) like
PIE *e/o (possibly), but it stands in a fixed position either before or after the laryngeal
and thus behaves functionally as a root radical.”* As Indo-European linguistics is an
empirical science, there are no aprioristic rules for determining whether PIE *ah or
*ha needs to be reconstructed for a root; the correct alternative must be chosen based
on the measurable features of the data. Thus, for example, PIE *meha- ‘time, noon’
has PIE *ha (based on the lack of colouring in Hi. meh -ur-), whereas PIE *pahter- has
PIE *ah (based on Gr. ndtep- ‘father’) without tenues aspirata and so forth.**

§3. The rules of the laryngeal theory that allow PIE *h (h,) to be inferred from ‘a-
colouring’ and ‘a-colouring’ from the Old Anatolian laryngeal are acceptable, because
PIE *h and PIE *a form an equivalence pair, PIE *ha ah. The following rules of
inference apply for these:

Neogr. *oa a (Gr. 0, Lat. a, etc.) — PIE *h (Hi. h, Pal. h, etc.) (1)
PIE *h (Hi. b, Pal. h, CLu. h, HLu. h) — Neogr. *o a a (Gr. o, etc.) (2)

As for these rules, note in particular that:

(a) The first rule, which has been widely used ever since the appearance of the
laryngeal theory (‘the colouring rule of h,’), allows us to reconstruct PIE *h based on
Neogr. *o a a even when the correspondence is not confirmed by Old Anatolian,
compensating considerably for the loss of the laryngeal.

(b) The second rule allows for the reconstruction of Neogr. *o a a (i.e. PIE *a) based
on the Old Anatolian laryngeal, thus providing an auxiliary hypothesis, according to
which one can anticipate ‘a-vocalism’in the Indo-European languages when Old
Anatolian indicates PIE *h.

22 The afairesis is a part of the general loss of unaccented PIE *a (Neogr. *9).

% Note, however, that roots can naturally be affixed both with R -ah or %R -ha, thus resulting in
alternation formally resembling schwebeablaut. Thus, for example, in Li. pagyna- (f.) ‘Beendigung,
Ende’ (LiEtWb. 152) a suffix -éah appears and in Li. pa-gyné- (vb.) ‘ein wenig treiben, beendigen,
vollenden (LiEtWb. 152) a suffix -éha appears. Here and in similar examples, there are two distinct
suffixes instead of schwebeablauting vowel PIE *a changing its position with respect to PIE *h.

24 Due to the loss of material, it is not always possible to infer whether PIE *ah or *ha is to be
reconstructed. Even in such cases, however, at least PIE *h can be confirmed.

95



(c) Upgrading the monolaryngealism with these rules solves Zgusta’s problem of the
absence of a connection between PIE *h and Neogr. *o a @ based on the single
laryngeal PIE *h, a feature henceforth added to System PIE.

§4. Tt is possible to seek the establishment of a diphonemic connection between PIE
*h and PIE *a from the general existence of the ablaut PIE *& : @ : 6. The ablaut
mechanism would have faced enormous difficulties in zero-grade ChC (shape CCC)

had PIE *h not been accompanied by the vowel PIE *a.**

The diphonemic connection
between PIE *h and PIE *a allowed roots with PIE *h to behave in a similar manner as
the resonants, except not being either ‘a vowel or a consonant’ (= R/R), but ‘a vowel

(PIE *a) and a consonant (PIE *h)’ in PIE *ah and PIE *ha.

§5. Finally, it should be noted that since both Neogr. *o (PIE *a) and PIE *h (=
OAnat. h) are based on well-defined correspondence sets, the proto-language was
bound to contain their combinations PIE *a+h and PIE *h+a (i.e. PIE *ah and PIE
*ha), whence the reconstruction of diphonemes is acceptable also from the point of
view of actually attested forms.

2.1.10 On properties of the cover symbol PIE *h

§0. In terms of the properties of the cover symbol PIE *h, several key features can be
inferred based on the material:

§1. In the laryngeal theory it has been suggested that Hi. h = PIE *h was a voiceless
velar fricative /x/ (see, for example, Mayrhofer 2004:25fn102).** Regarding this
interpretation, one should observe the following:

(a) The assumed velar fricative articulation of PIE *h is based on the transcription of
the (sole) laryngeal of the cuneiform script (Sum. h = Akd. h = Hi. h, etc.) in the
Latin alphabet. However, we could write Sum. h = Akd. h = Hi. h for the laryngeal
instead (i.e. Hi. h can stand equally well for a glottal fricative /h/, just as the cuneiform
Hi. § stands for PIE *s (= IPA /s/) despite its value Sum. § = Akd. §).

(b) In connection with the assumed voiceless character of Hi. hand its PIE
counterpart, it should be noted that the cuneiform script made no distinction between
the voiceless and the voiced laryngeal. Though by means of segmental analysis the
voiceless value can be demonstrated for some examples (e.g. Olnd. Vsth- < *stah-),
this does not exclude the possibility of Hi. h also standing for a voiced item.

§2. Consequently, the phonetic values PIE *h : fi and PIE *x : y (or both) are possible
for the cover symbol PIE *h. Although no further conclusions can be drawn on the
basis of the one-dimensional surface level of Hi. h, it can be readily mentioned that

5 Note, however, that this argument — being essentially structural — lacks rigour, unless the general
impossibility of the shape CCC is demonstrated for Proto-Indo-European.

26 The various attempts of the laryngeal theory to explain the colouring in terms of different
articulatory properties of the different ‘laryngeals (e.g. X, x, x") fail due to the non-existence of the
items h; and h;.
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analysis of the taihun-decem isogloss (see Chapter 4) reveals that at least the value
PIE *h (glottal fricative) can be proven for the cover symbol PIE *h. In addition, the
glottal fricative alternates in terms of the voice (i.e. the cover symbol *h stands for PIE
*h : h of the proto-language).

§3. The compatibility of the diphonemic interpretation of PIE *ha, ah with the Old
Anatolian laryngeal (Hi. h) and Brugmann’s vowel system will be demonstrated for
the ‘a-vocalism’ in Section 2.2, for ‘o-vocalism’ in Section 2.3, and for ‘e-vocalism’ in
Section 2.4. Taken together, these constitute a general solution for the ablaut
problem and Hi. h.

2.2 Vowels Neogr. *o *a *a and Hi. h

2.2.1 Introduction and definitions

§1. In Brugmann’s system, three correspondence sets Neogr. *o, Neogr. *a (= *aj),
and Neogr. *a are defined as the cover symbols for the ‘a-vocalism’. In this chapter,
Neogr. *o a a will be shown to be consistent with the diphonemic interpretation of PIE
*ha, ah by deriving the upgraded values for Neogr. *o a a in System PIE.

2.2.2 Reconstruction of Neogr. *o = Gr. o : OInd. i**’

§0. Following the analysis of Paleogr. *a a into the six cover symbols Neogr. *ad e & o
0, problematic correspondence sets remained. The most famous of these is the cover
symbol Neogr. *3, ‘schwa indogermanicum’, discussed here.

§1. The term was introduced into Indo-European linguistics by Fick (1879:157-165) in
his article Schwa 1'11dogermavnicum,228 using the following definition:

“Dieses urspriingliche e, o, das ich der Kiirze wegen Schwa nenne, erscheint im Sanskrit
meist als 7, 7 (vor und hinter Labialen auch als u, @), im Zend als o, i, im Griechischen
vorwiegend als a, im Deutschen als o (got. u).”

§2. The Neogrammarians accepted Fick’s schwa (written Neogr. *9), but with a
restriction stated by Brugmann (Grundr.? 1:170); according to this, Av. o and Go. u
should be treated differently.”” In Brugmann’s canonical formulation, the schwa
produces a short /a/ in all languages except Indo-Iranian, where the resulting vowel is

fi/:

27 For the Neogr. *a (‘schwa indogermanicum’), see Szemerényi (1990:134-135, 1996:40-41), Burrow
1949, 1979 and Wyatt 1964, 1970.

23 For a critical discussion on Fick’s views, see Tischler (1980:513 & fn57).

9 Brugmann (Grundr2 1:177): “Dass uridg. @ im Germanischen lautgesetzlich auch als u erscheine,
nach Streitberg (IF. Anz. 2, 47f., Urgerm. Gr. S. 47) in nichthaupttoniger Silbe, ist mir unerwiesen. Vgl.
Noreen Abriss 10 f. (o in zweiter Silbe darf nicht in ahd. anado ‘Kridnkung’ und nhd. dial. sam(p)t
‘sand’ = ahd. *samat gesucht werden.).”
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Neogr. *a = Olnd. i, Av.i: Gr. a, Lat. a, OIr. a, Arm. a, ete.??

For schwa, Brugmann (Grundr.? 1:170-178, KVG 80-82) provided, inter alia, the
following examples:

OInd. pitar- Arm. hair, Gr. moto, Lat. pater, OIr. athir, Go. fadar
Olnd. sthita- : Gr. otatde, Lat. status, Go. staps, Li. statai, etc.
OInd. dita- : Lat. datus, Arm. ta-mk* [1pl.], Alb. dase [1sg]

§3. Brugmann (Grundr.2 1:51) characterized schwa phonetically,

“Eine Mittelstellung zwischen Vollstimme und Fliisterstimme nimmt die Murmelstimme
(nach Sievers’ Bezeichnung [= 18934]) ein. [...] Statt Murmelvocal sagt man auch Schwa.
Von den uridg. Vocalen gehort hierher der, den wir mit o darstellen.”

Later on, Brugmann (KVG:33) provided a more precise formulation:

“Murmelvokale (nach Sievers’ Bezeichnung) sind solche Vokale, bei deren Hervorbringung
die Stimmbénder so weit auseinander stehen und der Expirationsdruck so schwach ist, dass
sich dem Stimmton Fliister- und Hauschgerdusche beimischen. Bei ihnen fillt der
Klangunterschied wenig ins Ohr, und meist wird auch die spezifische Artikulation weniger
korrekt ausgefiihrt als bei vollstimme. Im Nhd. wird e oft als Murmelvokal gesprochen, z. B.
in name, gethan. Von den uridg. Vokalen scheint o hierher zu gehoren (§ 37, 127£.).”

§4. Brugmann™' and the Neogrammarians set the schwa (Neogr. *9) in ablaut
alternation with the long vowels Neogr. *a € 6. The resulting system

Neogr. *a: o Neogr. *0: 9 Neogr. *¢: 9
thus stands in a clear contrast with the basic ablaut pattern PIE *e : @ : o.

§5. A famous re-interpretation of the ablaut scheme Neogr. *o : a was presented by
Saussure (1878), according to whom:

(a) The ablaut schema Neogr. *a : a is derived from *A : eA (= Neogr. *3 : €3). The
ablaut behaviour of *A, lacking zero grade, suggests that it belongs to the class of
functionally (or structurally) defined ‘coefficientes sonantiques’, which ablaut
according to the pattern *eA : *A, *ei : *i, etc.,” not according to Neogr. *¢ : @ : 0.
(b) Saussure’s ablaut schema *A : *eA (for Neogr. *o : &) implied not only a common
denominator *A, but a coefficient with a colouring effect on the preceding vowel (*eA

— aA) and compensatory lengthening (aA — 7).

=0 Brugmann (Grundr2 1:170) writes: “Idg. o [...] fiel in allen Sprachzweigen ausser dem arischen mit
uridg. a zusammen. Im Arischen erscheint o alsi[...].”
231

Brugmann (KVG:80) writes: “Uridg. 9 [...] eine Schwachung von €, 0, a (§ 213,1).”

=2 According to Wyatt (1970:10-11), Saussure understood *A as a vowel, not a consonant, but it is
generally agreed that for him *A was a resonant-like ‘coefficient’.

3 Moller (1906:xiv-xv) generalized E, A, 6] accordingly: “Die langen indogermanischen Wurzelvokale
¢, a, 0 sind aus dem kurzen Wurzelvokal und einem urspriinglich folgenden Kehllaut, semitischen
Kehllaut entsprechend, entstanden.”
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§6. Moller (1880:492, fn2 & 1906:vi)>* took this a step further by suggesting a
phonetic interpretation of the ‘coefficient *A’, which according to him was a guttural

of the Semitic type (i.e. a consonant for which he later coined the term ‘laryngeal’).*®

§7. In his interpretation of Hittite,”® Kurylowicz (1927a:95-104,>" 1935:28-30)
identified *A, now interpreted as a laryngeal, directly with Hi. b, as; see, for example,

*a.ent- — Hi. hantei ‘frons’ (HEG 1:149) : Lat. ante (WH 1:53).

The laryngeal theory followed Kurytowicz, whose equation Neogr. *a = *A = *h,
resulted in a complete reversal of the phonetic interpretation of the schwa. The item
originally defined as a vowel (Neogr. *3) was understood as a sonant by Saussure (DS.
*A) and finally as a consonant by Mgller and Kurytowicz (LT *h,).

2.2.3 Problems of the reconstruction of Neogr. *o

§0. Despite the early acceptance of schwa, the correspondence set Neogr. *o has
caused constant difficulties ever since its postulation.

§1. Tischler (1980:514) suggests rejecting Neogr. *9, which according to him is not an
autonomous phoneme, but a mere cover symbol for some unconnected
comparisons.”® This is certainly true for the majority of the alleged examples of
Neogr. *a — Olnd. i (Av. i), which actually contain Neogr. *i. Among these, one can
mention the classical example of schwa *5 in:

RV.sthita- Gr. otatdg, Lat. status, Go. staps, Li. statai, etc.

In order to reconstruct the root P. 1004-1010, it is important to correctly note the
following:

4 Mgller (1906:vi) explains: “Als Ferdinand de Saussure seine glinzende Entdeckung der von ihm
sogenannten ‘phonémes A und O machte [...], sprach ich alsbald (1879) die Vermiitung aus, dass diese
wurzelhaften Elemente, denen ich ein drittes hinzufiigte, konsonantische und zwar Kehlkopflaute
gewesen sein [...] und behauptete (1880) ‘Es waren ... wahrscheinlich Gutturale von der Art der

> 9

semitischen’.

25 Mgller (1880:492n2): “Ueber die consonanten A, E vgl. Engl. stud. II, 150f. Es waren consonanten
von der art, wie wir sie in historischer zeit ganz gewohnlich mit dem vorhergehenden vocal verbunden
in einem langen vocal sich verlieren sehen (z.b. h oder gutturales r), wahrscheinlich gutturale von der
art der semitischen, A = alef, der tonlose gutturale verschlusslaut, und E wahrscheinlich der
entsprechende tonende verschlusslaut.”

26 Kurylowicz 1927, Cuny 1927 and Sturtevant 1928 recognized the Hittite h independently; see
Szemerényi (19904:130, 1996:124).

=7 Kurylowicz 1927 [non vidi] for the “s indo-europeen et h hittite” and articles by Kurylowicz from the
1920s (Polomé 1965:61-62 and Szemerényi 1973:15) are included in Kurylowicz (1935:27-76). For a
modern evaluation of Kurytowicz’s interpretation, see Szemerényi (1973:15-19).

8 See Tischler (1980:514): “Es wird dabei iiberstehen, daB dieses Schwa als eigenstindiger Laut

iberhaupt nie existiert hat, sondern nur als Decksymbol fiir die beiden phonetisch sonst nicht
vereinbaren Vertretungen 7 und a gedacht war.” He further adds (1980:516): “Es ist daher nochmals
festzuhalten, das o nur eine Cover-Symbol fiir arisch 7 und westidg. a darstellt; es hat keine reale
historische oder vorhistorische phonetische Realitdt und kann keinen Hinweis auf die Art der
Entstehung von arisch i geben.”
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1. The dentals of RV. sthi- : Gr. ota- do not match (RV. th = Gr. 1), with the
result that their vocalisms also do not necessarily match.

2. The primary starting point of Sanskrit is the unaspirated root surviving in AV.
nari -sta- (f.) ‘Scherz, Geplauder’ (EWA 2:22), which is identical with Do. ota- = Li.
sto- = Lat. sta- = PIE *stéah-.

3. The root RV. Vsth-, the zero grade of PIE *stéah- (AV. sta- = Li. st6-),
surviving in the reduplication

RV. ta sth- (pf.) ‘stehen” (WbRV. 1600, tasthus [3pl])

has been derived from PIE *stah- with loss of the unaccented PIE *a.
4. From the base PIE *stah- (RV. sth-), several derivatives have been formed. In
addition to

Olnd. nari -stha- (f.) ‘Scherz, Geplauder’ (KEWA 2:140, vstha-),

the extension PIE *stah - is attested in three quantities:
(a) PIE *stéahi- (*&-grade)

Li. stéja- (vb.) ‘sich stellen, treten’ (LIEtWb. 914, st6ju [1sg])
OPers. ava ‘staya- (pr.) ‘set down, place’ (OIdP. 210, avastayam [1sg])
LAv. a staya- (pr.) ‘einsetzen’ (AIWD. 1602, astaya [1sg])

OCS. staja- (vb.) ‘sich hinstellen/hintreten’ (Sadnik V875, stajati)

(b) PIE *steahi- (*e-grade)

Gr. otat- (ao.) ‘stehen’ (GEW 1:739, LSJ. 1633, otatev [opt.3pl])
LAv. staya- (pr.) ‘aufhalten in’ (AIWb. 1601, stayat [3sg])
OCS. stoja- (vb.) ‘stehen, aushalten’ (Sadnik V875, stojati [inf.])
(c) PIE *stahi- (@-grade)
RV. sthi- (Vpf.&ao.) ‘stare’ (WbRV. 1601, asthita)
RV. tasthi- (pf.) ‘statum esse’ (WbRV. 1600, tasthima [1pl])
RV. sthira- (a.) fest, haltbar, stark’ (WbRV. 1604)
RV. sthita- (pt.) ‘sich nahen’ (WbRV. 1603 api sthita-)

§2. Despite the examples actually containing PIE *i rather than Neogr. *o, Burrow’s
(1973:89) claim that Neogr. *o is without justification is too strong. This is proven by
the fact that in addition to the standard development Olnd. i = Av. i <— PIE *i, there
are certain examples of ‘non-palatalizing’ Olnd. i, = Av. i <= Neogr. *o. This is
confirmed by the neutrality of the vowel Olnd. i, in the second palatalization in
examples such as:

(a) PIE *kahln- (Neogr. *keln-) ‘Schwiele, harte Haut’ (P. 523-4)

Olnd. kina- (m.) ‘Schwiele’ (KEWA 1:208, EWA 3:90, kinah)
Lat. callo- (n.) ‘Schwiele, dicke Haut’ (WH 1:139, callum [sgNA])
Lat. called (vb.) ‘eine dicke Haut haben’ (WH 1:139, calleo [1sg])
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(b) PIE *gahl- (Neogr. *gol-) ‘Maus, Wiesel’, (P. 367)*

Lat. mi -galé (£.) ‘Spitzmaus’ (ACSS. 2:86)

OlInd. giri- (f.) ‘Maus’ (KEWA 1:336, EWA 1:488, girih [sgN])
Lat. mi -galino- (a.) ‘rostbraun’ (WH 2:86)

Gr. yohén (f.) “Wiesel, Marder’ (GEW 1:284-5, Gr. yohén [sgN])
Lat. galea- (f.) ‘Helm aus Leder’ (WH 1:579, galea [sgN])

Gr. yoléo- (m.) ‘Haifisch’ (GEW 1:285, yahéog [sgN])

OlInd. girika- (f.) ‘Maus’ (KEWA 1:336, EWA 1:488, girika [sgN])

§3. The examples of the non-palatalizing OInd. i, = Gr. «** stand in contrast to
OInd. iy = Gr. , and they are numerous enough to establish the ‘schwa
indogermanicum’. Hence the monolaryngeal systems with Neogr. *o (e.g.
Szemerényi) are complete and therefore valid.

§4. Tischler (1980:513-5 14)241 criticizes Kurytowicz for changing the original vowel
Neogr. *a into a consonant LT *hj. This is in order, because Kurylowicz made none of
the necessary corrections to the Neogrammarian system when reinterpreting *o (PIE
*a) as a consonant. Subsequently, ‘la théorie du o consonantique’ led to the
phonetically irrational thesis of consonants yielding vowels (PIE *h — Gr. q, etc.), as
well as the fallacy of a syllabic laryngeal ***

2.2.4 Neogr. *o = PIE *a

§0. The phonetic interpretation of Neogr. *o = PIE *a = IPA /a/ can be proven for the
schwa indogermanicum on the basis of the following arguments:

§1. Burrow (1949:28-29) considered the Neogrammarians’ double treatment of
Neogr. *o — Gr. a vs. OlInd. i problematic due to the phonetic distance of the terms
/a/ : /a/ : /i/. This is accurate in the sense that the development of a featureless middle
vowel /o/ into two separate cardinal vowels /a/ and /i/ is next to impossible,
phonetically speaking, and unacceptable from the point of view of scientific realism.

§2. Burrow’s problem can only be solved by changing the phonetic interpretation of
the cover symbol schwa. In practice this can be done by replacing the item with the
proper phoneme. The obvious candidate for a non-frontal (— Gr. o) and a non-

9 For Lat. glis- ‘dormouse’, see Lat. glisco (vb.) ‘entglimmen, entbrannt sein von etwas’ (WH 1:607).

0 For the non-palatalizing OInd. i 1y, see Wackernagel (AIGr. 1:141-3 = §123) and Giintert
(1916:97).

2 Tischler (1980:514) writes: “Zu diesem weit verbreiteten Irritum kam noch ein zweiter, als
Kurytowicz im hethitischen h den Vertreter der idg. Laryngale erkannte bzw. erkennen wollte, und
dieses h genau an den Stellen auftrat, an denen sonst ein o angesetzt wurde. Kurylowicz selbst sah zwar
sogleich, dafl der Laryngal H bzw. o, der ja ein Konsonant ist, nicht mit dem vokalischen Schwa
identisch sein kann [...].”

2 Burrow (1973:106) notes: “[...] the whole presentation of LT has continued to be vitiated by the
original error of the invention of ‘schwa’ [...] H could not function as vowel and is certainly not
represented in Sanskrit by Skt. i.”
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palatalizing (— Olnd. i) proto-vowel underlying Neogr. *a is PIE *a (i.e. the vowel
/a/). The phonetic plausibility of the interpretation can be shown by the following:
(a) Trivially, one obtains the European /a/ from an original PIE *a (with accent):

PIE *a — Gr. o, Lat. a, OlIr. a, Go. a, Arm. a, etc.

Burrow’s problem has been resolved, as no sound change is required at all.
(b) The sound change PIE *a — Olnd. i, (with accented PIE *a) results in a vowel
neutral in the second palatalization, therefore suggesting an intermediate phase:

PIE *a —  PIIr. *o —  Olnd. i, Av. i, etc.”*

§3. In other words, the sound law for schwa can be preserved in its early form, except
for PIE *a which now stands for Neogr. *a:

PIE *a — Gr. a, Lat. a, Olr. a, ... & OInd. i, Av. i, ... (System PIE)

§4. As is well known, PIE *a (Neogr. *o) has a twofold outcome (OInd. i vs. @). In the
absence of any other explanation, the alternation must depend on whether the vowel
was originally accented (PIE *a) or not (PIE *a).

(a) The originally accented vowel PIE *a equals the classical concept of ‘schwa
indogermanicum’, as defined above.

(b) The originally unaccented PIE *a was lost in all dialects, except for occasional
traces in the surrounding PIE *e and *& assimilated into Lat. a, a, ete.

§5. Regarding the initial position, the so-called prothetic languages (especially Greek
and Armenian) are generally accepted as counter-examples of the loss of schwa (i.e.
PIE *a). The reason is that in the prothetic languages, Gr. o = Arm. a (accompanied
by Hi. b, etc.) appear against the zero grade in the rest of the group. Some examples
are:

(a) Vhastr- ‘star’ (P. 1027-8, WP 2:635-)

Hi. hastert- (c.) ‘star’ (HEG 1:204-, ha-as-te-er-za [sgN])
Gr. dotép- (m.) ‘star’ (GEW 1:170-1, dotip, aotépog [sgG])
LAv. star- (m.) ‘Stern’ (AIWb. 1598, starasca)
gAv. str- (m?.) ‘Stern’ (AIWb. 1598, straméa [plG])
RV. str- (f2.) ‘Stern’ (EWA 2:755-, strbhis [plI])
Lat. stélla- (f.) ‘Stern’ (WH 2:587-8, stélla [sgN])
(b) Vhaue/ont- ‘Wind’ (P. 81-4)
Hi. huant- (pt.) ‘Wind’ (HEG 1:328f, hu-u-ua-an-te-es [pIN])
Gr. d(F)evt- (sb.) ‘Wind’ (GEW 1:26, &iévteg [pIN])
Lat. uento- (m.) “‘Wind’ (WH 2:751-2, Lat. uentus [sgN])
TochA. want (f.) ‘ventus’ (Poucha 285, want [sgN])

3 The change PIE *a — PIIr. *o — OlInd. i, Av. i takes place in all environments except for *u, where
the resulting phoneme is assimilated into a labial yielding OInd. u, Av. u (see Chapter 3).

4 On the related loss of schwa in medial position, see Szemerényi (1996:88-9).
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(¢) Vharu- ‘sun, red’ (P. 302-4)**

Arm. arev (sb.) ‘Sonne’ (ArmGr 1:424, arev [N], arevu [G])
Olnd. ravi- (m.) ‘sun(-god)’ (EWA 2:440, ravih [sgN])

Olnd. aru- (m.) ‘Sonne’ (EWA 3:13, aruh [sgN])

RV. aruna- (a.) ‘rotlich, goldgelb’ (EWA 2:113, WbRYV. 107)

Hi. harunai- (vbl.) ‘(sich) aufhellen’ (HEG 1:190, ha-ru-na-iz-[zi])
RV. aruni- (f.) ‘Kuh’ (f.) ‘Morgenrote’ (WbRV. 107)

§6. The preservation of the initial PIE *a in the prothetic languages remains
ambiguous, however:

(a) Owing to the productivity of the ablaut in PIE, it is possible that the prothetic
vowel of Gr. dotijo : Arm. astl ‘Stern’ (ArmGr. 1:421) etc. represents an original *e-
grade PIE *haester- instead of zero PIE *haster-. In other words, it is equally possible
that the loss of the unaccented PIE *a holds true for all languages in all positions,
since we may always account for the the ‘prothetic a-’ with PIE *e.

(b) The existence of prothetic forms in ‘non-prothetic’ languages confirms that such
*e-grade roots are necessary. This is shown by comparisons like

PIE *haeuel- — Cymr. awel (f.) ‘ventus’, Gr. & (F)erha (f.) “Windstof’

where the Celtic items could not have preserved the ‘prothetic a’ (unless reflecting an
original PIE *e). Identical circumstances apply to Lat. astro- (n.) ‘Stern, Gestirn’ (WH
2:587-8, astrum [sgN]), which is not necessarily a loan from Gr. dotpo- (n.) ‘Gestirn’,
because PIE *haestro- (n.) ‘Gestirn’ can be reconstructed for both. As both PIE *ha
and *hae — Gr. a, Arm. a, the root-initial is ambiguous: the derivation of prothetic
vowels in Gr. dotio, Gr. &(F)evt-, Arm. arev etc. is possible based on PIE *e and the
Zero grade.246

§7. Following the Sanskrit grammarians, the roots ending with Neogr. * -o- (i.e. PIE
*-ha- and * -ah-) are occasionally called ‘set’ in order to indicate a root-final Olnd. -i-
2 The terminology is only acceptable as a convention, and it is vital to note the
following restriction: the term set, traced back to internal considerations of the
Sanskrit grammarians, does not account for the external distinction between two
different phonemes in Indo-Iranian, OInd. iy = Gr. \ (= PIE *i) and Olnd. i; = Gr. a
(= PIE *ha or *ah). Automatically taking set-roots to reflect an original root-final
laryngeal is a mistake, because PIE *i (= Olnd. i;) is also possible and, in most cases,
etymologically correct.”*® Despite this, since Saussure (Rec. 225, Olnd. pavi- : pa-)**

5 Pokorny’s etymology (Neogr. *el-, *ol-, OHG. elo ‘braun, gelb’, Lat. alnus ‘Erle, Eller’, etc.) is
inferior to that of Hiibschmann (ArmGr. 1:424) and Eichner (1978:144-162) with PIE *r.

% Since the reconstruction of the root radicals is not problematic, however, this is only a minor

problem for the reconstruction.

7 Szemerényi (1996:90) writes: “[...] the Old Indic grammarians, often followed by their western
successors, speak of roots without i (an-it) and with i (sa-it > sét).”

8 For some examples of a genuine suffix PIE * -i-, see Burrow (1949:48): “It is generally admitted that
the participle of the verbal stems in -aya- (causatives, etc.) was in the Indo-European -ito. This
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several theoreticians have taken liberties in choosing the ambiguous Olnd. i < * o as
the basis of their theories, thus violating the rule of ambiguity. Such efforts are
illegitimate at best, and an extensive comparative study of the actual data that makes
the necessary distinctions between OlInd. i; and OInd. i, is urgently needed.

2.2.5 Reconstruction of Neogr. *a = Gr. a : OlInd. a

§0. The assignment of the value PIE *a to Neogr. *a necessitates an examination and
reinterpretation of Brugmann’s cover symbol Neogr. *a (= *a3), which can no longer
be identified with PIE *a due to the principle of the regularity of sound changes.”

§1. Historically, Brugmann (Grundr? 1:158) postulated a cover symbol *a3 for the
short vowel /a/, as defined by the correspondence set:

Neogr. *a pad Gr. a, Lat. a, OIr. a, Arm. a, Olnd. a, Av. a, ...

Brugmann’s (KVG 77-78, Grundr? 1:158-163) examples of the vowel Neogr. *a3
include the items:

OInd. ajami Arm. acem, Lat. ago, Olr. agat [3pl], OIcl. aka
OlInd. tata- Gr. tata, Alb. tate, Lat. tata, Corn. tat™"
LAv. masyd Gr. pandg, udoowv

The Neogrammarians interpreted the cover symbol *a3 phonetically as the cardinal
vowel /a/, the counterpart of the vowels Neogr. *e, *o in terms of quantity. Despite
the clear-cut definition of the proto-phoneme, both the correspondence sets and its
phonetic interpretation lacked a satisfactory ablaut pattern from the very beginning:
patterns for Neogr. *e : @ : o and Neogr. *o : a, *o : &, *0 : 0 exist in Brugmann’s

system, but these leave Neogr. *a isolated.””

§2. Saussure’s Mémoire notoriously has no reconstruction of Neogr. *a, and it is
absent from his system as a whole. The defect is a direct result of Saussure’s (Rec.
127) scansion of the Neogrammarian ablaut pattern *o : a as *A : *eA,” with the
basic ablaut alternation (Rec. 128) of his theory being:

conclusion is reached from the agreement of Sanskrit (gamita-, etc.) and Germanic (Goth gatarhips :
gatarhjan, wasips : wasjan, etc., Brugmann, Grundriss 1.2 i, 399).”

) Note that Szemerényi’s view expressed in (1996:90) is too strong: “It is clear that in these instances
Olnd. i cannot represent IE i, since if it had done so it could not have been lost. It must therefore
represent IE schwa.” The schwa, however, was lost when unaccented, a phenomenon with far more
generality than currently understood.

0 On the cover symbol Neogr. *a, see Szemerényi (1996:135-6).

BIRV. tata- ‘Vater’ is ostensibly an onomatopoetic word, but as it is Brugmann’s own example I have
accepted it here.

»2 Compare Szemerényi (1996:135): “[...] whereas the vowel e and its ablaut variant o have an

extremely important function in all fields of the morphology, the vowel a is hardly used at all for such
purposes.”

23 Accordingly, Mgller (1880:493n2) writes: “Es verhalten sich also wie ei: oi: [, er: or: r,5s0a:0: A,
€:0: E(s. F. de Saussure, Syst. prim. 136f.).”
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DS. *stA- — Gr. otatdg : Lat. statum : OlInd. sthitah (Rec. 141)
DS. *steA- — Gr. otapwv : Lat. stamen : OInd. sthaman- (Rec. 129)

This kind of system has *A = *o and *eA = *a, but —as pointed out already by
Bechtel™*
permanently incomplete.

— it lacks a reconstruction for the vowel Neogr. *a, and therefore it is

§3. A partial response to the problem was suggested by Mgller (1879:150), according
to whom the prothetic roots Neogr. *aC are of the form *AeC- (i.e. the laryngeal *A
has coloured the following *e into *a). Indeed, such an analysis is both sufficient and
necessary in an explanation of the ablaut patterns *a- : @- with examples like:

*Aeg- Lat. agmen- (n.) ‘Treiben, Zug, Marsch’ (WH 1:22)
*Ag- RV.jman- (m?.) ‘Bahn’ (WbRV. 502, jman [sgL])

§4. Mgller’s reconstruction gained general acceptance by proponents of the laryngeal
theory (cf. LT *hyeg- *h,g-, etc.), in spite of its incompleteness in cases where an
initial laryngeal cannot be postulated.

2.2.6 Problems of the reconstruction of Neogr. *a

§0. The monolaryngeal systems are capable of reconstructing Neogr. *a by taking it at
face value, but with the high cost of losing all ablaut patterns. On the other hand, the
incomplete treatment of the vowel Neogr. *a marked an impasse for the laryngeal
theory.” With both main theories facing difficulties, the problem of the cover symbol
Neogr. *a requires a comparative solution.

§1. In monolaryngealism, which lacks the counterparts of the colouring rules of the
laryngeal theory, the vowel Neogr. *a is taken at face value as simply the vowel /a/.
Though this allows the reconstruction of the vowel in all positions (SZ *a), owing to
the unanswered question concerning the PIE ablaut patterns in general, it does not
constitute a rigorous solution and the theory needs to be seriously improved.

§2. The laryngeal theory, direcly mirroring Saussure’s and Mgller’s early ideas, is
incapable of reconstructing Neogr. *a, and no satisfactory starting point can exist
until the remaining difficulties have been solved. The problem rests with roots with
Neogr. *a (shape CjaC,), which are divided into three subclasses based on the
properties of Cy. In this regard, there are three relevant possibilities:

1. C; is a laryngeal (Lat. agd). This case is has been partially solved by Mgller,
whose suggestion allows a reconstruction of *hyeg- for Lat. agd and so forth.

4 For a discussion of Bechtel’s criticism, see Burrow (1979:10).

5 For the root CaC, see Kurylowicz (1956:187ff.), Wyatt (1970:29ff.), Mayrhofer (1986b:170),
Lubotsky (1989:53), Kurylowicz (1956:174), Saussure (1879 = Mém. 55f.), Wyatt (1970:60ff.), Jonsson
(1978:110-111), Meillet (19347:99, 166ff.), Schmitt-Brandt (1967:96-7), Beekes (1969:128), and
Brugmann (Grundr? 1:120-121).
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2. C; is a resonant (LAv. masyd). Though one could in theory reconstruct
*mh,ek- for Av. Masy4, the current rules for the syllabic resonants require *mhyek-
— *ahyek- — *a’ek- — Av. Tas- (i.e. the reconstruction, producing unattested ghost
forms, is unsound).

3. C; is a plosive (Olnd. tata-). Some externally confirmed examples of Neogr. *a
# LT * hpe belonging to this category are:

(a) Neogr. kal- ‘schon’ (P. 524)

OInd. kalya- (a.) ‘gesund, geriistet, geschickt’ (KEWA 1:184)

RV. kalyana- (a.) ‘schon, lieblich’ (WbRV. 318, kalyéna-)

Gr. ndAhoo- (n.) ‘Schénheit’ (GEW 1:766, Grundr? 1:308)

Boiot. ®ahfFo6- (a.) ‘schon, edel, gut’ (GEW 1:766-7, nahfog [sgN])
(b) Neogr. *kan- jung, neu’ (P. 563-4)

RV. kani- (f.) ‘Jungfrau, Miadchen’ (WbRV. 312)

LAuv. kalni- (f.) ‘(unverheirates) Médchen’ (ATWb. 439)

Gr. naivo- (a.) ‘neu(erfunden)’ (GEW 1:754)

RV. kania- (f.) ‘Madchen, die Jungfrau’ (WbRV. 313)

In this category of corrrespondences Mgller’s treatment Neogr. *a = *Ae is not
available: "ChyeC is impossible owing to the distinction between unaspirated and
aspirated stops C = Ch in Indo-Iranian and Greek. Since the sole remaining
theoretical prototype LT CehyC- would yield a long vowel through compensatory
lengthening (LT *eh, = Neogr. *a), the vowel Neogr. *a cannot be reconstructed in

the laryngeal theory.”

§3. The internal failure of the laryngeal theory has resulted in a wide range of ad hoc
explanations, including the supposition of a ‘secondary a’,”’ denying the vowel
Neogr. *a,"
due to the bulk of well-defined examples, no reconstruction theory can do without the

and other equally unacceptable propositions.259 The bottom line is that,

cover symbol Neogr. *a. Consequently, a real solution to the problem is needed.

§4. Another approach was attempted by Pedersen (1900a:74ff.), who drew attention
to the identical outcome of Neogr. *o and Neogr. *a in the ‘western’ subgroup (where
both items collided in Gr. a, Lat. a, OIr. a, etc.). According to Pedersen, no separate
phonemes need to be reconstructed for Neogr. *a and *o, since Neogr. *a is the

26 In Szemerényi’s words (1996:135): “The elimination of a by means of a laryngeal is not a complete
solution: internal a cannot in this way be removed without trace. The attempt has certainly been made
to explain various instances of the type CaT by assuming CHyeT and to derive CaiT from CeH)iT. In a
considerable number of cases, however, this way of escape is [...] without foundation [...].”

5TA ‘secondary a’ has made its way into literature by postulating a pre-proto-language (LT **hpe) and
a proto-language (LT *hpa), the latter supposedly being the source of the ‘secondary *a’ which spread
analogically to roots with Neogr. *a. It will be shown below that such explanations can be replaced with
the regular one.

8 See Lubotsky 1989, Against a Proto-Indo-European Phoneme *a, and Beekes (1995:138-9).

9 Kurylowicz (1976:1271.) suggested that Neogr. *a was a combinatory variant of *o, but was, of
course, unable to posit the conditions of the alternation.
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reduction of the Neogr. *a.** Furthermore, according to Pedersen, the difference in
the accentuation of Neogr. *a (marked below as PED *a, *a) explains the Indo-Iranian
twin development:

PED *a (= Neogr. *a3) — Olnd. a, Av. a, Gr. a, Lat. a, OIr. a, etc.
PED *a (= Neogr. *9) — OInd. i, Av. i, Gr. a, Lat. a, OIr. a, etc.

Brugmann’s skepticism concerning the accentuation®' is well founded, since all

Pedersen’s attempts (1905:398-402, VGK 1:30, 1926:27) to define the criterion for the
accent difference PED *4 vs. PED *a have been in vain.”® As Wyatt’s (1970:8,15f.)
defense of Pedersen does little to change the fact that actually PIE *a [= *3] — OlInd.
i: Gr. a and PIE *a — OInd. @ : Gr. @, the difference between the cover symbols
Neogr. *a and Neogr. *az cannot be solved through accent alternation.

2.2.7 Neogr. *a = PIE *hae or PIE *eah

§0. Despite its problematic formulation, Pedersen’s idea of a connection between
Neogr. *a : *a3 is based on a correct observation of their identical outcome in
‘western’ languages (Gr. a, Lat. a, etc.). By replacing Pedersen’s mistaken condition
with a truly common factor, the cover symbol Neogr. *a can be expressed in terms of
well-defined items of the phoneme inventory and lead to a solution of the problem.

§1. Mgller’s analysis of Neogr. *a = *A+e indicates that the assimilation of the
vowels

PIE *a+e — Gr. o, Lat. a, Olr. a, OlInd. a, Av. a,...

resulted in a short vowel in all cognates (Lat. ago, RV. ajati, LAv. azaiti, etc.). In this
context, it is natural to ask what the true (comparative) outcome of the combination
PIE *e+a = DS *e+A = Neogr. *e+0o might be.

§2. Ever after Saussure, the laryngeal theory taught that the sequence e+ A results in
a long vowel (Neogr. *a) through the rule of compensatory lengthening. However, it
has been correctly pointed out by Schmitt-Brandt that Saussure’s analysis is by no
means necessary.”” The rule of compensatory lengthening has not been proven,”*

and in fact no proof is possible, because its opposite is true:

% 1n Burrow’s words (1979:11): “H. Pedersen (KZ 36 (1900), pp. 75-86) maintained that in IE a was
the reduced grade of the original long vowels [...] and that in Sanskrit this a developed in some cases to
a and in some cases to .”

21 Brugmann (1904:80) writes: “Anm. Pedersen’s Ansicht (KZ 36, 1ff.), dass man iiberhaupt mit uridg.

a auskomme, das im Ar. teils a geblieben, teils zu i geworden sei, iiberzeugt mich nicht.”

22 On reasons for separating Neogr. *a3 and *9, see also Hendriksen 1941.

3 Schmitt-Brandt (1967:2) writes: “In der Tat ist es auch keineswegs zwingend, aus einem
Ablautverhaltnis *ej : *i und *& : *o auf *eo zu schlielen [...]”.

64 Szemerényi (1996:122) adds: “It is considerably more speculative to assert that the long vowels are
really combinations of this same e and modifying elements with which it was contracted.”
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PIE *e+ah results in short vowel Lat. a, Olnd. a, etc. in all environments.

§3. The proof for PIE *eahV — Neogr. *aV (Olnd. a, etc.), the absence of
compensatory lengthening before vowel (V), is exemplified here by the root PIE
Vpah- (Neogr. *pa-) ‘protect’ (P. 839) with the following reconstructive properties:

(a) The laryngeal PIE *ah is confirmed by the *s-enlargement in which both the
laryngeal (Hi. h) and ‘a-vocalism’ (Lat. a) are simultaneously present:

PIE Vpahs- ‘schiitzen’ (P. 839)

Hi. pahs- (vb.) ‘to protect’ (CHD P:2f., pa-ah-Si [2sg])

Hi. pahas- (vb.) ‘to protect’ (CHD P:2f., pa-ah-ha-as-Si [2sg])
TochA. pas- (vbM.) ‘custodire, tueri’ (Poucha 168, pasantra [3pl])
RV. pari (...) pas- (s.a0.) ‘rings schiitzen” (WbRV. 800, pari pasati [con;j.])
Lat. pastor- (m.) ‘Hirt’ (WH 2:260, pastor [N], pastoris [G])

The unextended root appears in verbal and nominal stems, such as
PIE Vpah- ‘schiitzen’:

RV. pé- (vb.) ‘schiitzen, behiiten” (WbRV. 798, piti [3sg])
RV. tani -pa- (a.) ‘protecting -self/body’ (WbRV. 520).

(b) It was already shown by Kurytowicz’s (1935:34-35)*® prosodic analysis that the
loss of PIE *h is not complete in the Rig-Veda, since the Vedic meter reveals a hiatus
(marked RV.’) and thus preserves a trace of the segmental laryngeal. This is the case,
for instance, with the disyllabic scansion required by Rig-Vedic meter in:

RV. pa’- (vb.) ‘schiitzen, behiiten’ (WbRV. 798, paanti [3pl])
RV. tant -pa’- (a.) ‘protecting self’ (WbRYV. 520, tana -paam [sgA])

Indo-Iranian confirms the laryngeal of Hi. Vpah-, but even more remarkably the short
quantity of RV. pa’- proves that the laryngeal PIE *h was lost without compensatory
lengthening before a vowel.

(c) The loss of PIE *h without compensatory lengthening of the Rig-Vedic hiatus class
(CeahV) is widespread in Rig-Vedic meter and therefore readily confirmed:

RV.ya- (vb.) ‘gehen, wandern’ (WbRV. 1103, yaanti [3pl])
RV.v&ar- (n.) “‘Wasser’ (WbRV. 1260, va’ar [sgNA])
RV.va’ar- (m.) ‘Beschiitzer’ (WbRV. 1260, vaar [sgN])

RV. né’u- (£) ‘Schiff’ (WbRV. 756, na’uh [sgN]**®)

RV. da’istha- (sup.a.) ‘aufs beste gebend’ (WbRV. 638)
RV.va’ata- (m.) ‘Wind’ (WbRV. 1257, vaatas [sgN])

RV. bha’as- (n.) ‘Licht, Schein’ (WbRV. 934, bhaas [sgNA])

5 For the type RV. paanti, RV. yaanti, etc., see already Kurytowicz (1927b, 1935:35, 1948, 1968) and
Lindemann (1987:45-56, 1997:59).

66 For the hiatus, see Szemerényi (KZ 73:185t.).
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Furthermore, the phenomenon is not restricted to Sanskrit: PIE *h is lost before
vowels without compensatory lengthening in all cognates, as confirmed by
correspondences like:

1. PIE *deahiuer- ‘brother-in-law’ (P. 179):

RV. devar- (m.) ‘Bruder des Gatten’ (WbRV. 638, devaram [sgA])
Gr. dajo- (m.) ‘Bruder des Gatten, Schwager’ (GEW 1:338-9)
Li. dieveri- (m.) ‘Schwager’ (LiIEtWb. 94, dieveris [sgN])

2. PIE *keahik- ‘blind, squinting, one-eyed’ (P. 519-20):
Lat. caeco- (a.) ‘blind, unsichtbar, dunkel’ (WH 1:129, caecus)
OlInd. kekara- (a.) ‘schielend’ (KEWA 1:264, EWA 3:120)
Go. haih- (a.) ‘one-eyed’ (GoEtD. 169, haihamma [sgD])

In general, the measurable short quantity before the laryngeal proves beyond any
doubt that the rule of compensatory lengthening did not apply in the antevocalic
position PIE *eahV.

§4. The proof for the short outcome of PIE *hin the anteconsonantal position PIE
*eahC is even simpler. The root Neogr. CaC with Neogr. *a, when not traced back to
PIE *hae, should be reconstructed with PIE *CeahC, which also confirms the lack of
compensatory lengthening before a consonant. Thus, the root of RV. pa’- (vb.) ‘to
protect’ (proven above to contain a laryngeal) appears before a consonant in

PIE *peahi- ‘beschiitzen’

OPers. paya- (prM.) ‘to protect’ (O1dP. 194, apayaiy [1sg])
LAv. ni -paya- (pr.) ‘beschiitzen’ (AIWb. 886, nipayeimi [1sg])

Based on measurable features of the data, no compensatory lengthening has taken
place in PIE *eahC. Similarly, Neogr. kal- ‘schon’ (P. 524), Neogr. *kan- jung, neu’ (P.
563-4) and other examples of CaC- (= PIE *CeahC-) display a common short vowel
Neogr. *a:

(a) PIE *keahn- ‘sing’ (P. 525-6)

Lat. cano (pr3.) ‘singen, ertonen, spielen’ (WH 1:154, cand [1sg])
Gr. nawv oxn- (f.) ‘Gerausch, Schall’ (GEW 1:776, zavayn)
Go. hana(n)- (m.) ‘Hahn : cock, rooster’ (GoEtD. 176)
(b) PIE *keahd- ‘to excel’ (P. 516-517)
RV. §asad- (pf.) ‘sich auszeichnen, hervorragen’ (WbRV. 1377)
Gr. nénad- (pf.) ‘sich auszeichnen’ (GEW 1:811, nexaduévog)
(c) PIE *peahg- ‘fest, festmachen’ (P. 787-8)
RV. pajra- (a.) ‘gedrungen, feist, derb, kriftig’ (WbRV. 759)
Gr. mijyvu- (vb.) ‘befestigen, feststecken’ (GEW 2:525, wijyvuu)

(d) PIE *peahst- ‘fest’ (P. 789)
RV. pastia- (n.) ‘Behausung’ (WbRV. 797, KEWA 2:242)
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Olcl. fast- (a.) ‘fest, hart, stark’ (ANEtWb. 113, fastr [sgN])
Arm. hast (a.) fest’ (ArmGr. 1:464, hast [sgN])

The high number of examples belonging to the correspondence set Neogr. *aC = PIE
*eahC is well known: OInd. kark -ata- (m.) ‘crab’ (KEWA 1:169) : Gr. »oox -{vog
‘Krabstier, Krabbe’ (GEW 1:789), OInd. kark -ara- (a.) ‘hard, firm’ (KEWA 1:179) :
Hes. ndonagor - toayels (GEW 1:789, 796), RV. kakubh- (f.) ‘Gipfel, Hocker’
(WbRV. 309) : Lat. cacimen- (n.) ‘Spitze, Gipfel’ (WH 1:127), OInd. Samni-
(prM.) ‘arbeiten, sich mithen’ (EWA 2:610-1) : Gr. »duvow (pr.) ‘sich mithen’ (GEW
1:773), Olnd. patiya- (vb.) ‘feed (on), nourish’ (Burrow 1979:44) : Gr. motéopon ‘id.’,

and so forth.%’

§5. The outcome of PIE *eah is short both in PIE *eahV and in PIE *eahC (i.e. in all
environments, independently of the following phoneme). Hence the comparative rule
for PIE *e+ah, which replaces Saussure’s compensatory lengthening, can be
formulated for System PIE in the following form:

PIE *eah(C/V) — Gr. a, Lat. a, OlIr. a, Arm. a, Olnd. a, Av. a, etc.

§6. Since at the same time Mgller’s colouring rule *Ae = Neogr. *a (properly
speaking, an assimilation) is comparatively acceptable, the following definition holds
for the traditional cover symbol

Gr. g, Lat. a, Olnd. a,... = PIE *hae v *eah (= Neogr. *a).268

As readily seen, the cover symbol Neogr. *a is expressed by means of the well-defined
terms PIE *e *a and *h, with the result that no independent phoneme Neogr. *a is
postulated in System PIE.**

§7. In terms of research history, Saussure’s ‘deconstruction’ went wrong when he
posited DS *eA = Neogr. *a and assumed a compensatory lengthening a priori.
Consequently, the correct definition DS *eA = Neogr. *a was no longer possible,
leading to the absence of the vowel in the laryngeal theory. On the other hand,
Pedersen’s idea of a connection between Neogr. *o and Neogr. *a contains a seed of
truth in the sense that the relation of phonemes can be defined in terms of ablaut *e :
@ (instead of accent) as follows:

PIE *ha ah = Neogr. *o DS *A LT *h;
PIE *haeeah = Neogr. *a DS - LT *hye/-

X7 1f Osc. kara- (vbl.) ‘sich erndhren’ (WbOU. 370, karanter [3pl]), Osc. caria : quam Oscorum lingua
panem esse dicunt, and Osc. carenses : pistores are related to Hi. NINDAkabari- (c.) ‘eine Brotsorte’
(HEG 1:460), the short *a is matched with Old Anatolian h.

*®0n167J anuary 2001, I presented counter-examples of a confirmed laryngeal with no compensatory
lengthening to my supervisor Bertil Tikkanen. After a long discussion, Tikkanen asked the obvious
question, “What if the compensatory lengthening doesn’t take place?” providing a typological parallel
in which where ‘h’ was lost without lengthening.

% Naturally, this doesn’t mean the elimination of the phoneme /a/, which appears as PIE *a replacing
the former Neogr. *o in System PIE.
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2.2.8 Reconstruction of Neogr. *a = Do. @ : Olnd. a

§0. In addition to the Neogr. *o and *a, yet a third cover symbol for the long grade
vowel Neogr. *a was inferred from the correspondences actually already posited by
the Paleogrammarians.

§1. Brugmann (Grundr.2 1:163-170, KVG 78-79) defined a cover symbol with an
identical outcome in Indo-Iranian and the European languages, as follows:

Neogr. *a = Do. a, Lat. a, OLi. a (= Li. 0),... : Olnd. a, Av. a.

The correspondence set is illustrated here by Brugmann’s own examples, including:

OInd. matar- : Do. udmo, Lat. mater, OIr. mathir, OHG. muoter
OlInd. sthéna- : Av. stanom, Li. stonas, OCS. stanu, etc.
Olnd. kala- Att. xmAig, OCS. kalu, etc.

§2. Saussure’s miscalculation in his compensatory lengthening rule ultimately lay in
his mechanical (structural) replacement of the Neogrammarian ablaut pattern Neogr.
*3 1 *a with *A : eA. Since DS *eA (= LT *ehy) is de facto identical with Neogr. *a,
strictly speaking the laryngeal theory does not provide a reconstruction for the long
vowel Neogr. *a either.

§3. Early monolaryngealism operating with original long vowels (a la Szemerényi) was
able to reconstruct Neogr. *a at face value. This is hardly satisfying, however, owing
to the connection between the ‘a-colouring’ and the laryngeal PIE *h, in terms of
which the theory also requires calibration.

2.2.9 Problems of the reconstruction of Neogr. *a

§0. As for the ‘a-vocalism’, the key difficulty of the Neogrammarian (and the
laryngeal) ablaut theory is the problematic (or unaccounted) relation between the
cover symbols Neogr. *o : *a3 : *a. As already mentioned above, Neogr. *5 and *a can
be expressed in terms of PIE *ha, ah and PIE *e : @ (ablaut); on the basis of this, by
adding the remaining ablaut grade PIE *&, the long vowel Neogr. *a can be analyzed
as PIE *haé, *€ah.

§1. The Neogrammarian ablaut pattern Neogr. *a : o did not express the relation of
the terms to the third ‘a-quality’ vowel of the system, Neogr. *a. This defect in the
ablaut patterns of the Neogrammarians (including those advanced by Saussure) was
actually contradicted by the facts from the very beginning, since such a pattern is not
uncommon in the material. The ablaut Neogr. *a : *a was correctly noted, for
instance, by Wackernagel (AiGr 1:5-6), who held Neogr. *a as a reduction of the
vrddhi Neogr. *a. In other words, the ablaut patterns Neogr. *o : & and Neogr. *a: a
belong together, forming a single pattern Neogr. *0: a3 : a (e.g. in RV. jman : Lat. ago
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: Lat. amb -aggs, etc.).270 This ‘Wackernagel-ablaut’ represents the true pattern
instead of the defective one recognized by Brugmann and his colleagues (Neogr. *a :
a). That Saussure picked the latter instead of Wackernagel’s Neogr. *o : a : a suggests
that Saussure relied too strongly on the Neogrammarian patterns, rather than on the
material.

§2. As for the enduring contributions of Saussure, he should be credited as being the
first to express the connection between Neogr. *o and *a by postulating a common
phonetic factor (*A) for both sides of the equation. In so doing, however, Saussure
lacked the means to properly accomplish the segmental analysis. The basic error lay
in Saussure’s immature view that the Proto-Indo-European ablaut consisted of only
two terms *i : ei, *A : aA, etc. Against this simplification, the true Proto-Indo-
European pattern contains three terms (as was already understood, for instance, by
the Sanskrit grammarians). The correct ablaut pattern with three grades (e.g. PIE *i :

ei : &i) can be exemplified here by the root

PIE *lik"- ‘lassen’ (P. 669-70):

*lik*- Gr. Mmo- (ao.) ‘(ver)lassen’ (GEW 2:99-100, &.mov [1sg])
*leik"- Gr. Aeimo- (pr.) ‘laisser’ (DELG. 628-9, heimw [1sg])
*1eik"- RV. raiks- (s.a0.) ‘liberlassen’ (WbRV. 1165, araik [3sg])

§3. Had Saussure or Mgller been capable of understanding the correct ablaut pattern
PIE *@ : e : &, they would also have obtained the proper pattern for the
coefficient/laryngeal *A, viz.

*A:eA: €A (Saussure II) *A: Ae: Aé (Mgller II).

The correct analysis would have created a unified interpretation for the ‘a-vocalism’
by providing a single ablaut pattern for Neogr. *o : a : a, thus hugely improving the
transparency of the reconstruction.

2.2.10 Neogr. *a = PIE *haé or PIE *&ah

§0. With the values of the cover symbols Neogr. *a = PIE *a (zero grade) and Neogr.
*az = PIE *hae v *eah (*e-grade) solved above, Neogr. *a can only represent the

respective long vowel PIE *€ with PIE *ha, *ah, as formulated in the definitions:

PIE *€ah — Lat. a, Do. @, OLi. a, OlIr. a, OlInd. 3, etc.
PIE *haé — Lat. a, Do. @, OLi. a, OlIr. a, OlInd. a, etc.

Accordingly, the cover symbol Neogr. *a is replaced with the rule:

0 Wackernagel, as pointed out by Burrow (1979:10), accepted two reduced grades: “In his Altindische
Grammatik, I, pp. 5-6, J. Wackernagel also accepted -a- as the reduced grade of original long vowels,
as an alternative treatment to -i-, in a considerable number of cases [...].”
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Neogr. *a = PIE *haé v PIE *€ah (PIE *&-grade).””"

§1. The proof for PIE *€ah- — Neogr. *a is preserved in examples of ablaut PIE *€ah :
*eah (Neogr. *a : a), reflecting the original alternation of quantity PIE *& : *e. Some
examples of this are:

(a) PIE Vpah- ‘protect’ (P. 839)

*péah- RV. piti [3sg] (LAv. paiti), tani -p4-, Hi. pahs-
*peah- RV. paanti [3pl], tani -paam [sgA], Hi. pahas-
(b) PIE Vdah- ‘geben’ (P. 223-6)
*déah- Lat. da- ‘give’, Arm. ta- ‘geben’, Li. dovana [sgN]
*deah- Lat. dare [inf.], Gr. dGvog ‘Gabe’, gAv. daidyai [inf.])
(c) PIE Vnah- ‘Schiff’ (P. 755-6)
*néahu- RV. navam [sgA] ‘Schiff’, Lat. nauis [sgN] ‘Schiff’, etc.
*neahu- LAuv. nav -aza- ‘Schiffer’, RV. na’uh [sgN] ‘Schiff’

§2. The proof for PIE *haé — Neogr. *a is contained, for instance, in roots heC. The
following examples illustrate the ablaut PIE *e : é:
(a) PIE Vham- ‘Jahr, Frithling, Month, Tag’ (P. 35)*"*

Arm. am- (sb.) ‘Jahr’ (ArmGr. 1:416, am [sgN])
Hi. hamisha- (c.) ‘Fruhling’ (HEG 1:143-4, ha-me-es-ha-an [A])
Arm. amis- (sb.) ‘Monat’ (ArmGr1. 417, amis [N], amsoy [G])
Hom. fjuag- (n.) ‘Tag’ (GEW 1:635-6, uap, Arc. duag [sgNA])
Do. duéoa (f.) ‘Tag’ (GEW 1:635, Do. auépa [sgN])

(b) PIE Vhap- ‘Wasser’ (P. 51-2)
Hi. hap- (f.) ‘Flu’ (HEG 1:159-60, Hi. ha-pa-a, ha-ap-pa)
RV. ap- (f.) ‘Wasser’ (WbRV. 70-1, apas [plA])
gAv. ap- (f.) ‘Wasser’ (AIWD. 325-9, apasca [plA])
TochB. ap- (f.) ‘water, river’ (DTochB. 44, a[pam] [plObl/A])
RV. ép- (f.) ‘Wasser’ (WbRV. 70-1, 4pas [pIN])
TochB. ap- (£.) ‘water, river’ (DTochB. 44, ap [sgN])
Umbr. apa- (f.) ‘Wasser(leitung)’ (WbOU. 42-43, aapam [sgA])
Do. auia- (f.) ‘Peloponnesos’ (P. 51) (Do. a- = Umbr. aa-)

(c) PIE Vhap- ‘treiben, stoBen, schlagen, verletzen’ (P. 801-2)

m Naturally, contractions following the loss of PIE *h can also account for some long quantities: in

theory, not only PIE *&ah and PIE *haé but any outcomes of PIE *Eahé and PIE *&haé result in Neogr.
*a (e.g. Lat. man 1 < PIE *mé&haén-, etc.).

2 Hiibschmann’s (ArmGr. 1:416) etymology Arm. am ‘Jahr’: OlInd. sima ‘Sommer’, repeated by
Pokorny (P. 35), is dubious due to the absence of the expected initial h- in Armenian (Arm. am vs.
*ham). The PIE *ham- required by Armenian (according to the sound laws) coincides with Hi. ham-
and Do. &y-, so that it is possible to add the items to the root P. 35 Vam- in order to treat the forms
regularly.
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Li. opa (f.) ‘eiternde Wunde, Geschwur’ (LiIEtWb. 517)

Gr. dimehoo- (n.) “‘Wunde’ (GEW 1:120, dimehog [sgNA])

Hi. hapalasai- (vbl.) ‘verletzten’ (HEG 1:160, EHS 480, 555)

Lat. pello (pr3.) ‘drive, shoot, move, exile, strike’ (WH 2:276-7)
(d) PIE vhad- ‘Haut, usq. ; schliessen’ (P. 322)

Li. 6da (f.) ‘Haut, Leder’ (LiEtWb. 515-6)

Latv. ada (f.) ‘Haut, Balg’ (LiIEtWb. 515-6, Latv. ada)

Hi. hadk- (vb2.) {(Ttir) schliessen’ (HEG 2:225-6)

LAv. at.ka- (m.) ‘Oberkleid, Mantel’ (AIWb 61, at.kasCa, adkom)

RV. atka- (m.) ‘Gewand, Hiille, Schleier’ (WbRV. 30)

§3. The traditional vocalism Neogr. *o : *a : @ can thus be expressed by three

variables: the ablaut PIE @ : *e : *&, the diphonemic PIE *ha : *ah, and the accent PIE
*a : *a. In sum, these result in four distinct correspondence sets:

PIE: INDO-EUROPEAN : Neogr.
1. *ha, *ah = Olnd. @, Gr. @, Arm @, etc. = %]
2. *ha, *ah = OInd. i, Gr. 0, Arm. a, etc. = *3
3. *hae, *eah = Olnd. a, Gr. a, Arm. a, etc. = *a
4. *haé, *€ah = OlInd. a, Do. &, Arm. a, etc. = *a

The column PIE consists only of the terms PIE *h, PIE *a/a and PIE *e *&, with the
result that Neogr. *a and Neogr. *a are analytical sequences of well-defined PIE
phonemes.

2.3 Vowels Neogr. *o *4 *6 and Hi. h

2.3.1 Introduction

§1. Three cover symbols indicating ‘o-vocalism’ — Neogr. *o *& *6 — were included in
the Brugmannian eight-vowel system. With these three cover symbols, the system
closely resembles ‘a-vocalism’, but is not identical in all regards. The comparative
interpretation of Neogr. *o *4 *0, as well as the relation of ‘o-vocalism’ to Hi. h and
(P)IE ablaut in general, will be discussed in this chapter.

2.3.2 The reconstruction of Neogr. *o = Gr. o : Olnd. a and
Brugmann’s Law
§0. Brugmann (1876b:363ff.) posited the cover symbol Neogr. *o (= *ap) as the basic

vowel /o/ used in Neogrammarian reconstructions.””” In this way, Brugmann
(1876b:367) intended for the vowel to stand in ablaut with *e [= a;]:

3 For the vowel *o, see Szemerényi (1967:68-70).
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“Wir wollen der Kiirze wegen denjenigen Vokal, als dessen regelrechte Fortsetzung aind. a,
griech. lat. slav. e anzusehen ist, mit a;, den Grundlaut aber von aind. &, griech. lat. slav. o
mit a, bezeichnen.”

§1. According to Brugmann (1879a:2ff.), Neogr. *o is ‘half-long’ and stands in ablaut
relation (1904:145-6) to Neogr. *a; (= *e) and zero grade in the pattern Neogr. *o: e
: @, as exemplified here by the following items:

*0 (*ay) = Gr. dédoora [1sg] ‘voir’ (DELG 264-5)
*e (*ap) = Gr. déoropan [1sg] ‘ansehen, blicken” (GEW 1:368)
@ (zero) = RV. drsta- [pt.] ‘gesehen’ (WbRV. 628)

§2. The characterization of Neogr. *o as half-long was motivated by Brugmann’s
Law,”™ according to which Neogr. *a, (= *0) yields a long Olnd. @ = Av. a in an
Indo-Iranian open syllable, when the European languages point to a short vowel

instead:
Neogr. *a,CV — OlInd. a, Av. a : Gr. o, Lat. 0o, Arm. o, OIr. o, ete.”

For this development, Brugmann (Grundr.2 1:138-146, 168) provided, among others,
the following examples (chosen from the Rig-Veda):

Go. satja- : RV. sadaya- (WbRV. 1458) (LAv. ni -$adaya-)
Gr. 6da. : RV. piddam (WbRV. 770) (LAv. padom)

Gr. d60v : RV. diru (WbRV. 595-6) (Av. da'ru)

Gr. y6évu : RV.janu (WbRV. 483)

Gr.yéyove RV. jajina [3sg] (WbRV. 467)

Gr. doFévon RV. davane [inf.] (WbRV. 586)

Gr. dotijpo.  : RV. dataram [sgA] (WbRV. 593)

§3. In addition, according to Brugmann (Grundr? 1:138-146), the development of
Neogr. *o (= ap) in closed syllables results in short quantity in Indo-Iranian as well:

Neogr. *oC(C) — OInd. a, Av. a: Gr. o, Lat. 0, Arm. o, OlIr. o, etc.

Brugmann supports his hypothesis with correspondences where the Indo-Iranian
short quantity coincides with the European one:

Gr. 0¢dopre RV. dadarsa [3sg] (WbRV. 626)
Go. band : AV. babandha [3sg] (EWA 2:208)
Li. vartyti : RV. vartaya- (cs.) (WbRV. 1332)
Lat. torreo OlInd. vi ‘tarsaya- (cs.) (EWA 1:635)

27 For an early canonization of ‘Brugmann’s Law’, see Osthoff (1878:207ff.). A detailed account of the

reception and impact of Brugmann’s Law is provided by Collinge (1985:13-21). On its literature, see
Szemerényi (1996:38n2).

5 As a matter of historical interest, it is worth mentioning that Brugmann’s Law can actually be traced
back to Osthoff, who in (1876:40-41) wrote: “[...] gedehntes wurzelhaftes & griechischen o (in té-tox-a,
%é-xhog-a), germanischen kurzem a (in got. sat, hlaf = né-xhog-a) entgegenstellt: pa-pac-a, pa-pat-a,
sa-sad-a = got sat u.s.w., nicht etwa bloss ja-gam-a = got. qam vor einem nasal, ba-bhar-a = got. bar
vor einer liquida.”
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Gr.yéugog RV. jambhah [sgN] (WbRWV. 478)
Go. gadars RV. dadharsa [3sg] (WbRYV. 694)

Consequently, Brugmann’s Law for Neogr. *o is of the form:

Neogr. *oCV — Gr.o:1Ir. a Neogr. *oCC — Gr. o : IIr. a.

2.3.3 Problems of Neogr. *o and Brugmann’s Law

§0. Brugmann’s Law has been controversial ever since its publication on account of

acute problems, which are summarized here >

§1. Some of Brugmann’s comparisons are disputed on the basis of the ablaut of the
proto-language, which makes several examples of assumedly lengthened RV. a
ambiguous. In theory, almost all examples could reflect an original vrddhi PIE *& 6
instead of Neogr. *o. This applies, for example, to the following comparisons:

(a) The Neogr. *o in Go. satja- (cs.) ‘set, place, determine’ (GoEtD. 296) is not
necessary identical with RV. sadaya-, as the latter could have an original vrddhi like

OCS sadi- (vb.) ‘setzen, pflanzen, anbauen’ (Sadnik 795, saditi [inf.]).

(b) The Neogr. *o in Gr. néda [sgA] does not necessarily correspond to the vrddhi in
RV. pddam (LAv. padom). From the Indo-Iranian point of view, [sgA] is a strong case
associated with [sgN], with the result that the quantity can be set to match the
nominative stems Lat. péd- or Do. mwd-.

(c) In general, the possibility of an original long vowel Neogr. *a, *&, *6 — IlIr. *ais a
restriction on Brugmann’s Law that must be accounted for in all applications.

§2. Yet another problem was brought to light by Schmidt (1881),>”’

catalogue of examples with ‘European *o’ (Gr. o, Lat. o, Olr. o, Arm. o, etc.) that
corrrespond to short Olnd. a = Av. a in an open syllable. These circumstances are not

who presented a

uncommon, and the externally paralleled formations are clearly well-defined:

RV. anas- ‘Lastwagen’ (WbRV. 54) = Lat. onus- ‘Last’ (WH 2:210)

RV. apas- ‘Arbeit’ (WbRV. 74) = Lat. opus ‘Arbeit’ (WH 2:217)
RV. avi- ‘Schaf’ (WbRV. 129) = Do. §Ft- ‘Schaf’ (GEW 2:367)
RV. pati- ‘Herr’ (WbRV. 764) = Gr. ndot- ‘Gatte’ (GEW 2:584)

RV. pataya- ‘fliegen’ (WbRV. 762) = Gr. wotéopou id.” (GEW 2:522)

§3. On paper, the counter-examples could be explained by claiming an original PIE *e
for Indo-Iranian and PIE *o for the European languages. Ultimately, however, this
does not solve the problem, since Neogr. *e is impossible before an Indo-Iranian
velar in:

776 For early criticism of Brugmann’s Law, see Collitz (1878:291ff., 1886a:2ff., 1886b:215), Fick
(1880:423-433), Bechtel (1892:46ft.), and Delbriick (1894:132).

7 Hirt (1913) presented no less than 67 counter-examples against Brugmann’s Law; while some of
these were unacceptable, several still stand.
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Gr. néteQo- (a.) ‘wer, welcher von beiden’ (GEW 2:586)
LAv. katara- (a.) ‘wer, welcher von beiden’ (AIWbD. 433)
RV. katara- (pron.) ‘welcher von zweien’ (KEWA 1:148)

§4. No better solution was achieved by Kleinhans, according to whom (apud Pedersen
1900a:87) the consonant C in Brugmann’s condition (*oCV) should be specified as R
and the rule written in form *oRV — IIr. aRV (where R = *1, r, m, n). This does not
solve the problem either, because in counter-examples like RV. anas- : Lat. onus with
R = *nno lengthening appears.

2.3.4 Reconstruction of Neogr. *& = Gr. o : Olnd. a

§0. Acknowledging the counterarguments, Brugmann presented a solution consisting
of the postulation of another *o-quality vowel, Neogr. *a. This was intended for
Schmidt’s counter-examples with short Proto-Indo-Iranian *a (RV. a, gAv. a),
corresponding to ‘European o’, thus presenting the eightth and final correspondence
set of the Neogrammarian vowel system.

§1. Brugmann (Grundr? 1:153-158)*" responded to Schmidt’s criticism by
distinguishing between two correspondence sets, Neogr. *o (see above) and Neogr.
*3, with the latter standing for a short /o/ in open syllables of Indo-Iranian.”” In
addition, the correspondence set Neogr. *& was characterized by an abnormal ablaut
Arm. a : Gr. o, according to Brugmann:

Arm. a : Gr. o, Lat. 0, OlInd. a, Av. a0
For this, Brugmann provided the following examples:

Arm. akn ‘Auge’ : Gr. &youau, Lat. oculus (WH 2:200-2)
Arm. ateam ‘hasse’  : Lat. odium ‘Hass, Widerstreben’ (WH 2:202-3)

According to Brugmann, Neogr. *a is therefore distinct from Neogr. *a, (= *o0) by
virtue of the following additional conditions:
(a) Unlike Neogr. *o, Neogr. *a does not ablaut with Neogr. *e.

(b) Neogr. &CV — IIr. 4CV yields a short vowel (in contrast to Neogr. *0), resulting
2

281

. 28
in Brugmann’s Law.

8 For the non-ablauting *o, see Bartholomae (1891:91-103), Pedersen (1900:86-103), Polomé 1965,
Schmitt-Brandt (1967:7, 114-130), Beekes (1969:139-141), and Lindeman (1997:23ff.).

7 Brugmann (Grundr? 1:92-93) writes: “Der o-Laut war in der idg. Urzeit vermutlich in zwei
Qualititen vorhanden, deren eine man als 4[...] d. h.. als sehr offene o [...] bezeichnet.”

0 Brugmann (Grundr? 1:140): “Man beachte: uridg. o = arm. o, uridg. 4 = arm. a (§ 160).”

1 Brugmann (Grundr2 1:153) explains: “Mit 4 bezeichnen wir den nicht mit e ablautenden uridg. o-
Vocal, der im Armenischen als a und im Arischen in offener Silbe wahrscheinlich als a erscheint.”

#2 Brugmann (Grundr? 1:140) adds: “Im arischen sind uridg. o und 4, wie es scheint, dadurch
geschieden geblieben, dass 4 auch in offener Silbe als a erscheint.”
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§2. Saussure (Rec. 91) agreed with Brugmann’s reconstruction of an extra phoneme
for the correspondence set Arm. a : Gr. o (Arm. akn : Lat. oculus). The phoneme in
question represents Saussure’s original definition of ‘coefficient sonantique’ *O (i.e.
h3).*® This made Saussure’s system inconsistent from the beginning, because he

defined *0 in two mutually contradicting correspondence sets, viz.***
*O — Gr.o,Lat.a,0OInd.i : (Gr. 6016-, Lat. datum, Olnd. -dita-)
*O — Gr.o,Lat.0,OInd. a : (Gr. 6F1-, Lat. ovi-, OlInd. avi-)

§3. Moller’s (1880:492-4n2, 1906:vi) interpretation of *O as a laryngeal enabled the
elimination of Saussure’s inconsistency in the initial position by introducing a
laryngeal for the roots oC = OeC. This is found, for instance, in:

*Oeui- — Gr. §Fu-, Lat. ovi-, RV. avi- ‘sheep’, etc. (*e-grade)

Despite this, the interpretation runs into a dead end with roots Neogr. *CoC-, where
an insertion of h; is impossible (cf. Gr. Vrot- ‘fliegen’) in exactly the same manner as
the roots Neogr. *CaC- discussed above.

§4. After the discovery of Hittite, Kurytowicz (1927, 1935) identified DS *O with a
laryngeal (*hs). According to Benveniste (1935), this phoneme was preserved as Hi. h
(= CLu. h, Pal. h) in the correspondence type

LT *hzest- ‘Knochen’ — Hi. hastai-, Gr. §oteov ‘id’.

§5. Brugmann’s correspondence set characterized by Arm. a : Gr. o has essentially
remained as the basis for the reconstruction of hs, here quoted in Mayrhofer’s
formulation (1986:142):

“Eine weitere Quelle fiir */h3/ ist die Position vor [ syll], wo im Griechischen ein dem ‘o-
farbenden’ /H/ entsprechender prothetischen Vokal /o-/ entsteht, im Armenischen
hingegen die dort iibliche Fortsetzung jedes ‘*o” namlich /a-/ (s. 5.2.1.2.2. mit Anm. 115).
Vgl. gr. 8vedog ‘Tadel, Schmihung’, armen. anicanem ‘fluche’ gegeniiber ved. nidana-
‘getadelt’, got. ga-naitjan ‘schmihen’; gr. §pehog n. ‘Férderung, Nutzen’, armen. -awel- in y-
awel-ow- ‘hinzufiigen’ (s. Klingenschmitt, Verbum 236, E. P. Hamp, Glotta 60 [1982] 229f.),
idg. */hzbhel-/ (vgl. noch * /n-bsbhel-/ in myken. /ndpheleha/ < no-pe-re-ap >, verdeutlich
zu dvoeeliic ‘nutzlos’); * /h3k'ihi/ ‘die beiden Augen’ in gr. §oog, armen. al’k‘, woriiber
weiteres 0. S. 127 Anm. 118.”

2.3.5 Problems of the reconstruction of Neogr. *&

§0. The problems of Neogr. *& (and LT h,) can be summarized as follows:

§1. According to Pedersen (1900a:86-103) and Meillet (1893/4:153-165), the ‘non-
ablauting’ vowel Neogr. *4 never existed.”® The accuracy of this criticism is shown by

3 See Saussure (1878, Rec.106): “[...] puis Owi ‘mouton’, a cause de I’a bref du skr. &vi; pOti ‘maitre’;
mOni Joyau skr. mani; sOk21 compagnon skr. sakhi. D’aprés cette analogie, on devra ajouter: Osti

‘0s’, kIOuni ‘clunis’ (?), kOni ‘poussiere’, nOkti ‘nuit’.”
4 Saussure’s attempt to explain the inconsistency by means of analogy (Rec.106) is not helpful.

5 See also Schmitt-Brandt (1967:7, fn18).
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examples of the supposed non-ablauting *&, which actually ablauts with Neogr. *€ or
with Neogr. *a.

§2. In contrast with Brugmann’s definition, Neogr. *& actually ablauts with *e in
examples like:
(a) Neogr. *pat- ‘Herr, Gatte’ (P. 842, WP. 2:77f.):

RV. pati- (m.) ‘Schiitzer, Herr, Gebieter, Gemahl’ (WbRV. 764)
Gr. néot- (m.) ‘Ehemann, Gatte, Gemahl’ (GEW 2:584, néolg)
OLi. pati- (m.) ‘Ehemann, Gatte, Gemahl’ (LiIEtWb. 551, patis)
Li. pat- (adv.) ‘selbst, sogar, eben, just’ (LIEtWb. 551, pat)

Hi. pat (ptcl.) ‘eben/gerade der, ebenfalls’ (HHand. 127, BAD)
Lat. com -pot- (a.) ‘teilhaftig’ (WH 2:350-1, compos [sgN])

Pael. hos put- (m.) ‘Gastherr’ (WH 1:660-1, hospus [sgN])

The respective *e-grade is preserved in:
Lat. hos -pet- (c.) ‘Gastfreund’ (WH 1:660-1, hospes, hospitis [G]).

(b) Neogr. *pét- “fly’ (P. 825-6). The causative without lengthening in Indo-Iranian
open syllables (i.e. Brugmann’s Neogr. *8) appears in:

RV. pataya- (cs.) “fliegen’ (WbRV. 762, patayanti [3pl])
Gr. motéo- (cs.) “flattern’ (GEW 2: 2:522, Gr. motéopoun [1sg])

The formation ablauts with Neogr. *e in:

Gr. néto- (prM.) “fliegen’ (GEW 2:522, nétououn [1sg])
Hi. peta- (vbl.) “fliegen’ (HHand. 133, pid-da-an-zi [3pl])

The ablaut Gr. € : 0 = Lat. e : o strongly suggests that Neogr. *a should have been
interpreted as the basic vowel PIE *o, rather than Neogr. *a, (= Neogr. *0), and the
reason for the lengthening in Brugmann’s Law should have been sought elsewhere.

§3. Brugmann’s criterion (Grundr? 1:154) based on the assumed identity of vocalisms
Arm. a : Gr. o is misstated. It is comparatively provable that the ‘a-vocalism’ is not
restricted to Armenian, but rather that it is a feature shared by all languages
preserving the distinction. Thus, in reality the ablaut Neogr. *a : *a extends far
beyond Brugmann’s definition (Armenian only), as is seen from examples like:

(a) Arm. ac‘-k‘ ‘eye-s’ with Arm. a-, allegedly corresponding to Neogr. *&- in Gr. 6
(Neogr. *ok"- ‘sehen’, P. 775-7, WP. 1:1691f.), is actually paralleled by:

Gr. dypio- (n.) Hes. anpiov * 10 mpdowmov (LSJ. 299).

(b) The ablaut Neogr. *4 : a reappears in connection with Old Anatolian h in the data
P. *oui- ‘sheep’ (P. 784, WP 1:167). Neogr. *4 is confirmed by Italo-Greek:

CLu. haui- (c.) ‘Schaf’ (DLL 45, HEG 1:230, ha-a-0-i-i$ [sgN])
HLu. haui- (c.) lamb’ (CHLu. 1.1.48, (OVIS.ANIMAL)ha-wa/i-i-sa)
Gr. 6F1- (c.) ‘Schaf’ (GEW 2:367, Argiv. 6Fuwvg [plA])

Lat. oui- (c.) ‘Schaf’ (WH 2:229, ouis [sgN])
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RV. avi- (m.) ‘Schaf’ (EWA 1:135, KEWA 1:59, 4vih)

The corresponding ‘a-vocalism’ is preserved in Lat. auillus [sgN] ‘agnus recentis
partus’ (WH 1:84) and in Lat. au -bubulcus [sgN] ‘pastor ouium’ (WH 1:79).%%

§4. Since the ablaut gr. *4 : a is paralleled by the European languages (Greek, Latin,
Celtic, etc.), the a-vocalism is not exclusively an Armenian feature; it belongs rather
to Neogr. *a (i.e. Proto-Indo-European):

PIE *hae,eah = Arm. a = Gr. o = Lat. a = Olr. a, Olnd. A.

In other words, the Armenian a-vocalism stems from PIE *e (in the environment PIE
*hae, eah), not from non-ablauting *& (= PIE *0).

2.3.6 Neogr. *a = PIE *o

§0. Facing growing criticism and accumulating problems, Brugmann (1904:74-5)
withdrew his reconstruction of the two vowels Neogr. *o # *3%7 and renounced his
law. I find Brugmann’s reaction exaggerated, because both correspondence sets
Neogr. *& (RV. pati- : Gr. méot-) and Neogr. *o (RV. daru- : Gr. d6Qu-) can now be

unambiguously defined and Brugmann’s Law rescued by the means outlined below.

§1. The critical problem of Brugmann’s reconstruction of the ‘o-vocalism’ is identical
with that of the ‘a-vocalism’. In both cases, Brugmann chose the more complex cover
symbols Neogr. *a; (= *a) and Neorg. *a, (= *0) to represent the basic vowels
instead of the simpler items (Neogr. *o and *a) at hand. By changing this for Neogr.
*& in the manner already presented in connection with Neogr. *a, the comparative
solution results.

§2. Most of the difficulties of Brugmann’s Law could have been avoided had
Brugmann chosen the simpler (i.e. non-lengthening) ‘o-quality’ vowel (Neogr. *&) as
the basic vowel of his reconstruction. It is possible that without Old Anatolian at his
disposal, Brugmann lacked the transparency to settle the obvious PIE *o for Neogr. *a
in correspondence sets such as

PIE Vpot- ‘Herr, Gatte’ (P. 842, WP. 2:77f.):

RV. pati- (m.) ‘Schiitzer, Herr, Gebieter, Gemahl’ (WbRV. 764)
Gr. oot~ (m.) ‘Ehemann, Gatte, Gemahl’ (GEW 2:584, mdo1c)
OLi. pati- (m.) ‘Ehemann, Gatte, Gemah!l” (LIEtWb. 551, patis)
Li. pat- (adv.) ‘selbst, sogar, eben, just’ (LIEtWb. 551, pat)

36 pokorny (P. 9) accepts the traditional reconstruction uridg. *ag'ina- — Umbr. habina ‘agnas’,
comparing the form with Lat. auillus (as if *ag“inlo-) but this would leave Umbr. h- irregular. One does
better by noting the semantic parallel Lat. pecus ‘sheep’ (Umbr. habina ‘id’) : Lat. peciinia ‘money,
property’ (Go. gabei ‘Reichtum’), which connects the Umbrian form to the root P. 407-9 *ghabh-
‘fassen, nehmen’ and Lat. auillus to Lat. oui-.

7 Brugmann (1913:191n2) writes: “Die Ansicht, dass es im Uridg. zwei qualitativ verschiedene o-
Vokale gegeben habe (Gr. 12 S. 138, 153, 156), steht auf schwachen Fiissen. S. Meillet Mém. 8, 153ff.,
Pedersen KZ. 36, 86ff. 101ff.”
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Hi. pat (ptcl.) ‘eben/gerade der, ebenfalls’ (HHand. 127, BAD)
Lat. com -pot- (a.) ‘teilhaftig’ (WH 2:350-1, compos [sgN])
Pael. hos put- (m.) ‘Gastherr’ (WH 1:660-1, hospus [sgN])
This problem can be avoided by replacing Brugmann’s basic vowel for /o/, according
to the definition:

PIE *0 (= Neogr.4) — Gr. o, Lat. 0, Arm o, Hi. a, Olnd. a, etc.
The key properties of the vowel PIE *o (= Neogr. *a) will be discussed next.

§3. As noted by Schmidt, PIE *o does not cause lengthening in Indo-Iranian open
syllable. This is confirmed by the class of counter-examples to Brugmann’s Law with
PIE *o systematically resulting in a short vowel:

PIE *haok"- : Gr. 6mt-, Lat. oculus, OCS. oko, etc.

PIE *haoui- CLu. haui-, Gr. §fi-, Lat. oui-, RV. avi-, etc.
PIE *kotero- : Gr. nétego-, RV. katara-, LAv. katara-

PIE *polu- : Gr. molv-, OPers. paru, LAv. poUru-

PIE *potei®/o- : RV. pataya-, Gr. motéo-

PIE *poti- : RV. pati-, Gr. néot-, OLi. pati-, etc.

§4. The vowel PIE *o ablauts with PIE *e¢ and zero-grade @, as shown by the
alternation Gr. met- : ot-, wt- and numerous similar cases (e.g. Gr. VFewd-, VFoid-,
VF1d- ‘know’, etc.).

§5. Unlike PIE *e, PIE *0 is not assimilated (or ‘coloured’) in the environment PIE *a.
Thus, PIE *haok"- yielded a simple /o/ in Gr. §m-, Lat. oculus, etc. after the loss of
unaccented PIE *a.

§6. In direct contact with PIE *a (in PIE *ha, ah), the original ablaut PIE *e : o results
in ablaut Gr. o : o (= Lat. a : o, etc.). Thus PIE *haoui- (CLu. haui-) has PIE *o in Gr.
OFi- (Lat. oui-), but PIE *haeui- has PIE *e reflected in Lat. auillus [sgN] ‘agnus
recentis partus’ (WH 1:84), and so forth.

§7. Szemerényi (1967:84) mentions a class of roots with PIE *o (see, for example,
Vbhos- [P. 163], Vghos- [P. 452], Vklou-ni- [P. 607], Vkoks- [P. 611], Vkonkh- [P. 614])
without attested *e-grade. As underlined by Szemerényi, such vocalizations confirm
the existence of PIE *o0. There is no need to posit anything but PIE *o, since the ablaut
is defective (i.e. without preserved/derivationally formed PIE *e).

2.3.7 Neogr. *o = PIE *oah, *oha (Brugmann’s Law II)

§0. With PIE *o being set as the basic ‘o-vocalism’, Brugmann’s interpretation of the
cover symbol *a; as Neogr. *o (= PIE *0) cannot be upheld due to the principle of the
regularity of sound change. However, another value can be inferred for Neogr. *o
based on the measurable properties of the examples of Brugmann’s Law.

§1. The exact matches of Brugmann’s Law, including items like
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Cypr. dofévou [inf.] ‘to give’ = RV. davane [inf.] ‘to give’,

confirm that Brugmann’s Law (Neogr. *a,CV — IIr. aCV) has been operational,
making the correspondence set distinct from the regular short quantity of

PIE *0 — RV. a, gAv. a, Gr. o, Lat. o (Neogr. ).

§2. The common feature (or distribution) of the roots affected by Brugmann’s Law
can be stated as follows: Brugmann’s Law was operational when the root contained
PIE *o followed by PIE *h in the open syllable of Indo-Iranian.

In other words, Brugmann’s Law can be corrected by upgrading it to the form

PIE *ohaCV, *0ahCV — Gr.o,Lat.0,RV.3,Av.a  (BRUG.I).
Hence, the real value of Brugmann’s cover symbol Neogr. *a; can be expressed as
Neogr. *a, (= Neogr. *0) = PIE *oha v *oah.

In terms of mixed notation, using both Brugmann’s *a (= PIE *0) and the laryngeal
PIE *h, one obtains the value Neogr. *o = *&ha v *aah.

§3. Despite the loss of PIE *h, the roots with Brugmann’s lengthening are constantly
associated with ‘a-vocalism’ or other criteria pointing to PIE *ha *ah. Some examples
of the connection of Brugmann’s Law I and PIE *ha *ah are:

(a) Cypr. doFévon = RV. davane = PIE *doahuV. The respective ‘a-vocalism’,
implying PIE *h, appears in Lat. da ‘give’, Arm. ta-m ‘I give’, Gr. ddvog ‘gift, loan’, Li.
dovena ‘gift’, and so forth.

(b) Gr. d6pv = RV. daru = PIE *doharV. The respective ‘a-vocalism’ appears in Olr.
davr ‘Eiche’ (DIL 175-6) from PIE *dhaeru- (schwebeablaut).

(¢) Gr. yéyov-e, RV. jajin-a = PIE *gegohan-e [3sg]. The respective ‘a-
vocalism’ appears, for instance, in Gr. mel -yav- (m.pl.) ‘oi €vdoZoi, Pouvrevtal’
(GEW 2:498) and in Do. yéyaxew [pf.inf.] ‘geboren werden’ (LSJ. 340) with an
alternative extension.

§4. Brugmann’s Law II can now be confirmed with an example from Old Anatolian,
containing a preserved PIE *h after PIE *o in examples like
(a) PIE *haur- *hauor- *hauer- ‘schmiicken’ (P. -):

Hi. huara- (vbl.) ‘schmiicken’ (HEG 1:332, huaranzi [3pl])
LAv. gaoSavara- (m.) ‘Ohrschmiick, Ohrgehiinge’ (ATWb. 486)**
Hi. hura- (vbl.) ‘schmiicken’ (HEG 1:229f., hurair [3pl])

Hi. iStama ‘hura- (c.) ‘Ohrring, Schmuckring (?)’ (HEG 1:423)

(b) PIE *sehau- *sohau- *shau- ‘brennen, glinzen; Sonne, Lampe’ (P. 881-2, 1045)

LAv. hu- (vb.) ‘schmoren, rosten’ (AIWb. 1782-3, huyaros)
LAv. huo- (n.) ‘Sonne, Sonnenball, Sonnenlicht’ (AIWb. 1847)
LAuv. havaya- (cs.) ‘rosten’ (AIWD. 1782, havayeiti [3sg])

% Bartholomae’s early etymology (OInd. a ‘bharana- ‘Schmiick’, AIWb. 486) is unacceptable, because
Av.v # Olnd. bh.
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Go. sauil- (n.) ‘sun’ (GoEtD. 297, sauil [sgN])
CLu. Sehual- (n.) ‘Lampe (?)’ (HEG 2:1090-1, $e-hu-ua-a-a[1])**’

§5. Owing to Brugmann’s interpretation of Neogr. *a; as the basic ‘o-quality’ vowel of
his system, the item was reconstructed (passim) instead of the actually attested Neogr.
4 (= PIE *0). Consequently, Neogr. *a, (= Neogr. *o) must not be automatically
replaced with PIE *oah, *oha, as this would overgenerate laryngeals. Brugmann’s Law
II requires at least one another diagnostic feature implying PIE *ah or PIE *ha. Thus,
for instance, the direct comparison of causatives of the formation P. 762, *nek-, *nok-
‘Tod’ (cf. Lat. nec- (f.) ‘gewaltsame Tod, Mord’) in

Lat. noced (cs.) ‘schaden’ (WH 2:153-5, noceo [1sg])
RV.vi(..)nasaya-  (pt.) ‘vertilgen, zerstoren’ (WbRV. 718)

OPers. vi-nadaya-  (cs.) ‘injure, harm’ (OIdP. 193, vinadayatiy)*”

makes Neogr. *o = PIE *oha possible. However, not a single attested form implies PIE
*a or PIE *h. In such settings, it remains possible that the Indo-Iranian quantity is

identical with PIE *6, &' in the following:
Gr. vim -0Q (n.) ‘Totenschlaf’ (GEW 2:300, vé»oQ)
Olr. nas (m.) ‘Tod’ (LEIA N-3, nas .i. bas; PCelt. *noks-)
LAv. nas- (s.a0.) ‘verschwinden’ (AIWb. 1055, nasaite [3sg])

Unless the Old Anatolian stem excluding PIE *h
Hi. nakiu- (c.) ‘Art Unterweltsgottheit’ (HEG 2:261-2)
belongs here, a laryngeal remains possible, but it is not proven.*”

§6. In addition to Brugmann’s Law II, its converse also applies in reconstruction.
Owing to the preservation of PIE *h in Old Anatolian, the alleged examples of
Brugmann’s Law lacking Hi. h are bound to contain original PIE *€, 0 instead of
Neogr. *o (= PIE *oha, oah). Thus RV. padam (LAv. padom) contains an original PIE
*0 (Do. mwd-) or PIE *& (Lat. péd-), because the Old Anatolian has no laryngeal in:

Hi. pada- (c.) ‘foot, leg’ (Sum. GIR, HHand. 127, CHD P:231f.)
CLu. pada- (c.) “foot’ (DLL. 81, pa-ta-a-as)
HLu. pada- (sb.) ‘foot’ (CHLu. 1.1.22, (“PES”)pa-ta-za)

9 Note, however, that Starke’s (KLuN. 342f.) translation ‘Lampe’ is possibly wrong, as the competing
suggestion ‘Dolch’ seems more acceptable based on context. Regardless of Luwian, however, the
reconstruction (and the argument) remains the same.

* The perfect RV. nanasa [3sg] ‘verschwinden, sich davon machen’ (WbRV. 717-8) and gAv.
vi.nonasa [3sg] ‘dem Untergang verfallen sein’ (AIWb. 1055-6) could also contain Neogr. *6 as Gr.
véyove ‘make(s) oneself heard’ (LSJ. 340), etc.

! The causative in PIE *6 is confirmed, for instance, by Gr. (F)d6éw ‘stoBen, driingen, treiben’ (GEW
2:1144): gAv. vadaya- (pr.) ‘zuriickstoBen’ (AIWb. 1410, vadayois [opt]).

2 Hi. nakiu- (c.) ‘Art Unterweltsgottheit’ closely resembles the (thematic) stems Lat. nociuo- (a.)
‘schadlich’ (WH 2:153, nociuus [sgN]) and the *e-grade in Lat. inter -neciuo- (a.) ‘morderisch, todlich’
(WH 2:153), both of which have meanings that fit an underworld god. If this etymology is accepted,
then the root had no laryngeal and the Indo-Iranian quantity reflects the original state of affairs.
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In this manner, the converse of Brugmann’s Law II often proves the lack of PIE *h,
which can be equally important in the elimination of underlying ambiguities.

§7. As is the case with PIE *eh, the laryngealist rule of compensatory lengthening for
PIE *oh (see Mgller (1880:493n2): “*eA wird aA, *0A wird 0”) is overstated. Instead
of the ubiquitous lengthening, the cluster PIE *oh results in a long quantity only in
Indo-Iranian open syllables (Brugmann’s Law II), but remains short elsewhere.

§8. In this connection it should be noted that the difference in the resulting quantity
of the outcomes of PIE *oh and *eh in Indo-Iranian open syllables

PIE *¢hCV ~ —IIr. aCV PIE *ohCV  —IIr. aCV

provides an independent confirmation of the existence of two originally different
vowels PIE *o0 # PIE *e implied by the second palatalization.”” This proves false the
assumption of a PIE monovocalism (i.e. the doctrine of ‘Proto-Indo-Semitic *a’), also
known as the ‘fundamental vowel *e’ of the laryngeal theory (Benveniste,
1935:149),294 which was put forth by Saussure and Mgller.””

§9. In his early article, Kurytowicz (1927a:103) reconstructed the following paradigm
for the perfect forms of the Sanskrit-root Vkr- ‘machen’:

OInd. cakara -~ *kYek™or -hpe [1sg]
Olnd. cakéra -~ *kVek"or -e [3sg]

As explained by Lindeman (1997:67), Kurylowicz assumed that

“the *-o0- of the 3 sg. had become Skt. -a- in an open syllable (according to Brugmann’s
Law), the radical short -a- of the 1 sg. was supposed to be the regular outcome of an IE *-o-
in an originally closed syllable. The same phonetic development was assumed for causative
formations like janayati (: jan- ‘generate’) < *g’onH-éye/o- [... | Kurylowicz later (in
Apophonie, 330 and 336f.) withdrew this explanation [...]”

In this connection it is worth mentioning that Kurytowicz’s withdrawal might also
have been premature. In Kurytowicz’s (1935:28) example RV. Vjan- ‘gebiren’, the
root has a laryngeal (PIE *gehan-; see above), meaning that it is possible to
reconstruct exactly like Kurytowicz except writing PIE *oh for *o:

Gr. yéyova = RV. jajana [1sg] -~ PIE *gegohan -hae (ohaCC)
Gr. yéyove = RV. jajana [3sg] -~ PIE *gegohan -e (ohaCV)

2% For the ‘law of the palatals’ in detail, see Collinge (1985:133-42).
% See Kurytowicz (1964:28) and Lindeman (1987:23-24, 1997:26-28).

¥ See Mpller (1911:x1v): “Es gibt im Indogermanischen nur a-Wurzeln (oder, wenn man fiirs
Indogermanische lieber will, e-Wurzeln, was fiir die Sache dasselbe), den semitische a-Wurzeln
entsprechend.”
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Owing to the regular output after the loss of PIE *a, Kurylowicz’s Law I is feasible.”

In order to avoid overgeneralization of Kurylowicz’s Law II, however, the ambiguity
of Brugmann’s Law must be taken into account:

(a) The alternation of quantity of the root vowel RV. a [Isg] : RV. a [3sg] is not
restricted to roots containing a laryngeal. Thus, the root vhan- ‘schlagen’, which is
certainly without a laryngeal (cf. *g*hen- ‘schlagen, toten, usw.” P. 491-3), reveals an
identical ablaut:

RV.jaghan- (pf.) ‘erschlagen, usw.” (WbRV. 1644, jaghantha [2sg])
RV. jaghén- (pf.) ‘erschlagen, usw.” (WbRV. 1644, jaghéna [3sg])

(b) There is no justification for the apriorist assumption that Sanskrit (or any other
language) would have inherited the proto-paradigms as such. Since no sound laws can
explain the alternation RV. a : RV. 4, a suppletive alternation Neogr. *o : 6 remains
the sole option for

RV. jaghan- = *g'heg*hon- RV. jaghin- = *g*heg*hon-.*"’

Because the vocalizations reflecting PIE *ohCV : *ohCC (Brugmann’s Law II)
coincide with suppletive paradigms with PIE *0CV : *oCC (suppletion/ablaut), it is
unlikely that Kurytowicz’s Law II will create revolutionary new possibilities for the
reconstruction of PIE *h.

§10. Brugmann deserves belated credit for his correct initial observation concerning
the lengthening Indo-Iranian lengthening. I find the fact that Brugmann was able to
grasp this phenomenon without PIE *h at his disposal a remarkable sign of his
comparative mastery. Even today Brugmann’s efforts have not been wasted, as
detailed study of Brugmann’s Law II and its converse are able to restore lost
laryngeals and eliminate false positives to the extent that clarification of these
problems may be resolved in the near future.

2.3.8 Reconstruction of Neogr. *60 = Gr.  : Olnd. a

§0. As the lengthening of PIE *o took place only in the environment PIE *ohCV — Ilr.
aCV (Brugmann’s Law II), the laryngealist compensatory lengthening does not
explain the long vowel Neogr. *6, which must be accounted for in a different manner.
These and other key issues are discussed below.

§1. For the long ‘o-quality’ vowel, Brugmann (Grundr? 1:147) defined the cover
symbol

Neogr. *0 =4  Gr.w, Lat. 6, Go. 0, Li. uo, Arm. u, OlIr. a, Av. 3, etc.

26 Similarly, the short vowel of the causative RV. janaya- (cs.) ‘erzeugen, gebiren, schaffen zu’

(WDbRYV. 469, janayatha) is regular if compared to Gr. yovdw (pr.) ‘zeugen, hervorbringen’ (GEW
1:320), as was done by Kurylowicz (1927a:103).

¥7 For the external confirmation of the long grade, compare OCS. pro -ganja- (vb.) ‘vertreiben’ (Sadnik
V214, proganjati [inf.]).
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Brugmann (Grundr.2 1:147-153, KVG 76-77) provided, among other things, the
following examples for this correspondence set:

Olnd. dadati : Gr. 0idwot, Arm. tur, Lat. donum, OCS. dati
OlInd. dva : Gr. dYw, Lat. duo, OCS. diva
OInd. pratar Gr. mpwt, Osc. pruterpan, OHG. fruo

§2. In Brugmann’s system, an ablaut relation Neogr. *0 : *o (KVG:141), similar to
that of Neogr. *a : 9, was assumed. Some examples of the alternation are:

Gr. yA@dooo  : Ion. yAdooa  (Neogr. *gloghia)
Lat. donum : Lat.datum  (Neogr. *dato-)
Gr. otpwtég  : Gr. otpatés  (Neogr. *strato-)

§3. Saussure (Rec. 127) abandoned the traditional analysis of Neogr. *6 (defined by
him as “grec et latin 6”) and assumed an ‘o-colouring’ coefficient DS *O with
compensatory lengthening and ablaut pattern *0 : €0 in

DS *dO- — Gr. do16g, Lat. datum, Olnd. -dita- (D-grade)
DS *deO- — Gr. dtdww, Lat. donum, OInd. danam, etc. (*e-grade)

§4. Following Mgller’s interpretation of DS *O as a laryngeal, Kurylowicz (1935)
identified *o3 with Hi. h, thus laying the basis for LT *h3.*

2.3.9 Problems of the reconstruction of Neogr. *o

§0. The Neogrammarian postulation of the vowel Neogr. *0 is problematic only in
terms of its behaviour in the new environment PIE *h. However, Saussure’s
restructuring of Neogr. *6 = DS *eO is erroneous. Beginning with its flawed strategy
of eliminating PIE *o, the path led to inconsistency and trivialization of the laryngeal
theory.

§1. The colouring effect attributed to the laryngeal h; = DS O results in an
impossibility, as pointed out by Pedersen (1938:180-1):

“Vielfach nimmt man drei Formen der Grundstufe (€, a, 6) und damit drei verschiedene
Laryngale an; es lasst sich aber wenigstens nicht streng Beweisen, dass 6 je Grundstufe ist;
Otdwu ldsst sich fiir diese Ansicht (KURYEOWICZ Et. 301) nur dann verwerten, wenn
man lat. das und lit. dovana hinwegerklirt.”

In general, if LT h3 has been postulated for a root, its dominant ‘o-colouring’ excludes
the actually attested data with Neogr. *a and/or *&. This incompleteness, in turn,
trivializes the theory, because from a comparative point of view a postulate with such

an excess of material cost is of no interest.”””

8 For LT h3, see Beekes (1969:128, 166-168, 290) and 1972, Kurylowicz (1956:168, 1968:205),
Mayrhofer (1986:141), Melchert 1987, and Zeilfelder (1997:188f.).

% The claims of the secondary nature of paralleled root forms like Lat. da- = Li. do- = Arm. ta- (see
Cowgill 1965:145) are circular.
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§2. According to Wyatt (1964:146), Saussure’s equation Gr. dotég = Lat datum
violates the principle of the regularity of sound change. Indeed, it is not proper to
compare the colourings & # § in languages preserving such oppositions. The root
vocalism of Lat. datum is identical with that of Gr. ddvoc, and the vocalism of Gr.
dot6g is identical with that of Fal. Douiat and Umbr. pur-douitu, with the latter
corresponding to Cypr. doFévonr (= RV. davane) in terms of the extension *-u- and
vowel quality.

§3. Saussure’s *O (= LT *h3) was postulated with the help of incomplete ablaut bases,
with the result that the postulate is automatically eliminated through the attested
Indo-European vocalisms. It needs not concern us further here.

2.3.10 Neogr. *0 = PIE *0, *hao, *aho, *0ha or *0ah

§0. The vowel Neogr. *0 has a twofold origin in Proto-Indo-European:

(a) PIE *0 as part of the ablaut pattern PIE *: @ : € and not in environment PIE *ha,
*ah.

(b) PIE *0 in environment PIE *ha, *ah (in PIE *had *ahd *0ha *0ah). Following the
loss of PIE *a and PIE *h, all prototypes collided with Indo-European *6 in languages
sharing such changes. Based on the outcomes of the collision, PIE *a did not have a
colouring effect on PIE *0 (i.e. PIE *0 was not assimilated into PIE *a).

§1. The existence of PIE *0 as a part of the pattern PIE *3: @ : € without the laryngeal
is confirmed by the correspondence type Do. m®0- : Go. fotu- with Old Anatolian
parallels (cf. Hi. pada- (c.) “foot’), excluding the laryngeal. The ablaut pattern
appears, for instance, in:

(a) Neogr. *16gh- ‘liegen’ (P. 658-9)

Hi. laga- (vb2M.) ‘liegen’ (HEG 2:16, Hi. la-ga-a-ri [3sg])
Go. lagja- (vb.) ‘ttBévou : legen’ (GoEtD. 233)

Gr. vav -hoyéw (pr.) ‘to lie in harbour or creek’ (LSJ. 1162)

OlIcl. 1og- (n.) ‘Lagerbestand fiir einen Tag’ (ANEtWb. 364)
OHG. luog- (n.) ‘Hohle, Lager’ (WH 1:768, luog [sgN])

OCS. vii laga- (iter.) ‘hineinlegen’ (Sadnik V444, viilagati [inf.])

(b) Neogr. *16dh- ‘prosper’ (P. -)
HLu. ARHA lada- (vb.) ‘prosper (?)’ (CHLu. 10.16.1, ARHA la-ta-ta)

OlIcl. 160- (f.n.) ‘Ertrag, Frucht’ (ANEtWb. 362, Olcl. 100 [sgN])
Lyc. lada- (c.) ‘Frau’ (Pedersen 1945:15-6, lada [sgN])

Rus. lada (c.) ‘Gemahl(in)’ (REW 2:5, 1ada [sgN])

Rus. ladi- (vb.) ‘passen, stimmen, usw.” (LiEtWb. 328, ladit’ [inf.])

(c) Vpt- “fly, fall’ (P. 825-6, Hi. peta- (vbl.) ‘fliegen’, in Hi. pid-da-an-zi [3pl])

PIE *pot- Gr. notdouon ‘flattern’ : RV. pataya- (WbRV. 762)
PIE *pot- Gr. motéopou ‘flattern’ : RV. pataya- (WbRV. 762)
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PIE *pt- Gr. émteto ‘flug’ : LAv. ptat (AIWb. 819-21)

§2. The existence of this ablaut type implies that both the Neogrammarian ablaut
schemata (Neogr. *0 : o) and its laryngeal counterpart (LT *ehs : h3) were not
adequate: PIE *0 also appears independently of PIE *ha, ah, and PIE *0 alone does not
justify the postulation of schwa (and/or its laryngeal counterpart).

§3. PIE *oh resulted in a short vowel, except in Indo-Iranian open syllables (see
Brugmann’s Law II). Consequently, compensatory lengthening does not explain the
common Indo-European quantity in PIE *dah- ‘geben’ (P. 223-6):

Neogr. *do- Lat. donum, RV. dana-, OCS. danu, Olr. dan, etc.

In the absence of lengthening, only the quantity PIE *0 can account for the long
quantity of the cognates. Accordingly, the traditional view (supported by Szemerényi
and others) is to followed.

§4. Some roots with PIE *6 tantum, the long equivalents of Szemerényi’s roots in PIE
*0, are implied by the material. An example of such root has been preserved in

Vhaol- ‘Zeit, Tag, Jahr, Mal’ (P. -):

HLu. hali- (sb.) ‘day’ (CHLu. 10.11.17, ha-li-i [plA])

CLu. hali- (sb.) ‘“Tag’ (DLL. 38, hal-li-ia [sgD])

Olnd. par -ari (adv.) ‘in the year before last’ (MonWil. 589)

Lat. 6lim (adv.) ‘einmal, einst, zuweilen’ (WH 2:206-7, 0lim)

Olnd. par -aritna- (a.) ‘belonging to the year before last’ (P. 24 [diff.])

PIE *0 can be postulated throughout. As a separate non-ablauting *0 would constitute
aviolation of the rule of the ambiguity, it should be avoided.

2.4 Vowels Neogr. *e and *é and Hi. h

2.4.1 Introduction and definitions

§1. The Neogrammarians postulated two cover symbols for the front vowels Neogr. *e

= *a;) and Neogr. *&, referred to by means of the term ‘e-vocalism’. In this section,
the comparative interpretation of the phonemes — both independently and in
environment PIE *h —will be inferred.

2.4.2 The reconstruction of Neogr. *¢ = Gr. € : Olnd. a

§0. Following the contributions of Curtius (1864) and Amelung (1871), Brugmann’s
reconstruction (1876) finally established an original front vowel Neogr. *a; (= *e) for
the proto-language.

§1. Brugmann (1876b:363ff.) defined the cover symbol *a;:

Neogr. **a; = Gr. g, Lat. e, OlIr. e, Arm. e, Li. e, Olnd. a, Av. a, etc.
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§2. According to Brugmann’s (Grundr? 1:114-131, KVG:71-72) phonetic

*®

interpretation, the cover symbol *a; stands for a short front vowel Neogr. *e

preserved, for example, in:

Neogr. *bherd: OInd. bharami, Arm. berem, Gr. pépw, Lat. fero
Neogr. *ne OlInd. na, Lat. ne -scio, Go. ni, Li. né, OCS. ne
Neogr. *senti : Olnd. santi, Arm. en, Do. évti, Umbr. sent, Go. sind

§3. According to Brugmann, the vowel *e stands in ablaut relation with Neogr. *o (=
*a,) and zero-grade @, forming a threefold ablaut pattern Neogr. *e : @ : *o (e.g. in

Neogr. *bher- ‘tragen, bringen’ (P. 128ff.)):

*e *bher- : Lat. fert, Hom. gépte, RV. bharti, gAv. baroata
@ *bhr- LAv. barat-, OPers. hu -barta-, RV. bhrti-
*0 *bhor- : Go. bar, Gr. pbpog, OCS. su -bort, Lat. fors

§4. In the 1870s, a confirmation for Neogr. *e was obtained through the formulation
of the law of the palatals,” according to which Neogr. *k and *k* collided in Satem
*“k. These split into a palatal and a velar, according to the historical quality (‘front’ vs.
‘back’) of the following phoneme, resulting in

Olnd. ¢, Av. ¢, OCS. ¢, etc. OInd. k, Av. k, OCS. k, etc.

Owing to this complementary distribution, the Sanskrito-centric reconstruction of
palatal stops (e.g. OInd. c, j, jh) practiced by some Paleogrammarian was abandoned.
As a consequence of this development, it is necessary to reconstruct at least two
different full-grade vowels, a palatalizing vowel PIE *e and a non-palatalizing vowel
PIE *0 in opposition (PIE *e # PIE *0).

§5. In the Elis dialect of Greek, the pan-Hellenic Gr. € has turned into o (see
Brugmann Grundr.2 1:117-118) in a similar fashion as Indo-Iranian. This accounts for
Locr. a in examples like the following:

Gr. Férog ‘Jahr’ : Locr. ént -(F)ammg (GEW 1:583)
Do. duepa ‘Tag’ : Locr. épapa (GEW 1:634)

Gr. ¢éomeplo- ‘abendlich’ : Locr. Feomapimv (GEW 1:575)

Gr. pépw ‘tragen’ : Locr. gpdom (GEW 2:1003f.)
Gr. é¢péoow ‘rudern’ : Locr. épdtvog (a month)  (GEW 1:129,553)

The Old Anatolian parallels lacking a laryngeal (cf. Hi. uet- ‘Jahr’ : Gr. Férog ‘id.”)
now confirm that Locr. a is not to be explained on the basis of PIE *ha, *ah (and
schwebeablaut), but through a separate sound law PGr. *&¢ — Locr. a.

3% The law of the palatals (‘Palatalgesetze’), an idea that was in the air at the time, has been credited to
various authors.
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2.4.3 Problems of the reconstruction of Neogr. *e

§0. The problems related to the laryngeal PIE *h and its connection to PIE ablaut
patterning have resulted in a situation in which the cover symbol Neogr. *e requires
additional clarifications for a successful reconstruction of the data.

§1. The fundamental (and single most difficult) problem of the (Proto)-Indo-
European ablaut is the commonplace alternation Neogr. *e : *o a a' in
correspondences. Up to this point, the problem has remained unsolved by all

theories, despite the availability of Old Anatolian parallels.

§2. The traditional (Neogrammarian) theory lacks both functioning patterns for the
description of the ablaut Neogr. *e : *o a a, as well as the reconstruction phoneme PIE
*h. As a result, the theory is outdated and can serve only as the starting point for
necessary explication.

§3. The monolaryngealism has PIE *h, but in its preliminary formulation (Zgusta) all
attested vocalisms, including Neogr. *e : *a a 4, are reconstructed without PIE ablaut
patterning underlying the surface level of the Indo-European vocalism.
Consequently, this theory also needs to be improved in terms of the ablaut.

§4. In contast to this problems of the laryngeal theory are of internal (or self-inflicted)
character:

(a) The ubiquitous colouring rule of *h, of the three-laryngealism is in contradiction
with the adjacent short PIE *e in examples of the following type:

Hi. ueh- (vb1A.) ‘sich wenden, usw. (HHand. 200, G-e-eh-zi)
Umbr. ue- (vb.) = ‘wenden’ (WbOU. 835-6, uetu [3sg])

In the six-laryngealism of Puhvel (1960, 1965), this problem is obviated by adding the
number of laryngeals (in this case, through the postulation of an ‘e-colouring’
laryngeal allegedly preserved in Old Anatolian). However, this modulation of
Pedersen’s two-laryngealism does not suffice to solve the problem, because Neogr. *o
a a implying PIE *h (= h,) recurs in related forms, such as:

Gr. Fawv- (vb.) ‘winnow’ (Hes. Favou * weputioow)
Gr. aivo (vb.) winnow’ (GEW 1:42, GrGr. 1:694, LSJ. 40)

(b) The compensatory lengthening of the laryngeal theory is too strong in the face of
the short *e appearing before the laryngeal in Hi. ueh- = Umbr. ue- defining PIE *e.

(c) The inconsistencies have led some proponents of the laryngeal theory to denial of
the data (e.g. Kurytowicz (1956:174-187)). However, owing to the considerable

number of examples, which sufficiently establish the phenomenon,” such tacks are

' For the ablaut Neogr. *& : *i, see Pedersen (1938:168-169 [wL.]), Hirt (1900:15), Lindemann
(1997:80-88), Mayrhofer (1986:132-) and Kurylowicz (1956:174-187).

2 Among others, the alternation — confirmed by parallels — is attested in the comparisons Hi. pahur/n-
(n.) ‘Feuer’ (TochA. por) : OHG. fiur; Lat. iacio ‘throw’ : Lat. iéci (Gr. fjxa); Lat. capio (Gr. »amtw) :
Lat. cépi; Lat. facio (Phryg. addaxet) : Lat. féci (Gr. ¥Bnxa); and Lat. magnus (MidIr. maige) : Gr.
uéya (Arm. mec).
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less attractive. After all, the ultimate goal is the solution of the problem, and as the
comparative method is the tool designed for the purpose, one should have no doubt
about proceeding in this manner instead.

2.4.4 Neogr. *e = PIE *e v *eha v *ahe

§0. The fundamental problem of the cover symbol Neogr. *e is its connection to the
laryngeal PIE *h and the ablaut Neogr. *e : *o a a. This problem is solvable with the
following definitions for the traditional cover symbol in System PIE:

Neogr. *e = PIE *e v PIE *eha v PIE *ahe.
The correctness of the solution will be demonstrated for each term of the disjunction.

§1. The subset Neogr. *e = PIE *e represents the correspondence type characterized
by the common Proto-Indo-European *e and the absence of the Old Anatolian
laryngeal (or any other criteria implying PIE *ha or PIE *ah in the rest of the group).
The vowel referred to is preserved, for instance, in

Neogr. *gthen- ‘schlagen, usw.” (P. 491-3):

Hi. guen- (vb.) ‘schlagen, erschlagen, toten’ (HHand. 81)
RV. han- (pr.) ‘(er)schlagen, kimpfen’ (WbRYV. 1642)
gAv. jan- (pr.) ‘schlagend treffen’ (AIWb. 492)

Reflecting the original Neogrammarian definition, the correspondence set Neogr. *e
= PIE *e has been correctly defined since that time and requires no further comment.

§2. The subset Neogr. *e = PIE *eha represents PIE *e (as defined above), followed by
PIE *ha. The following features characterize the subset:

1. In Old Anatolian the laryngeal Hi. h has been preserved as such and the vowel
PIE *a has been lost without assimilation of the neighbouring PIE *e.

2. In the rest of the group, both PIE *a and PIE *h have been lost without
assimilation (or ‘colouring effect’) or compensatory lengthening of PIE *e. In
addition, the languages that preserve the oppositions Neogr. *o a a often indicate this
vocalism by means of the schwebeablaut.

Both treatments, which are supported by measurable features of the data, have
been preserved in examples like
(a) PIE *ueha- ‘wenden’:

Hi. ueh- (vb1A.) ‘sich wenden, usw.” (HHand. 200, G-e-eh-zi)
Umbr. ue- (vb.) = ‘wenden’ (OUD. 835-6, uetu [3sg])

As can be readily seen, the Old Anatolian laryngeal has been preserved, but there is
no colouring effect (Hi. ¢ = Umbr. e) or compensatory lengthening (Umbr. e). In
addition, the extensions * n- and * t- confirm PIE *a in the assimilated Gr. a (Lat. a):

Hi. uehan- (n.) ‘Wenden, Wendung’ (HHand. 191, uehanas [sgG])
Gr. Fav- (vb.) ‘winnow’ (Hes. Favou * wegurtioon)
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Gr. aivo (vb.) ‘winnow’ (GEW 1:42, GrGr. 1:694, LSJ. 40)
Lat. uanno- (m.) ‘Futterschwinge’ (WH 2:731, uannus [sgN])

In this way, the following stems can be reconstructed:

PIE *ueha- — Hi. ueh- (Hi. uehzi), Umbr. ue- (Umbr. uetu)
PIE *ueha -€n- — Hi. uehan- (Hi. uehanas), Gr. éav- (Hes. Favouw)

(b) PIE *meha- ‘time, noon, zenith’ (P. 703-704):

PIE Vmeha ‘n-
Hi. mehn- (n.obl.) ‘“Zeit’ (HEG 2:171, me-eh-ni [sgL])
Go. aldo ‘min- (m./n.) ‘yijoog : old age’ (GoEtD. 25)
Lat. man- (adv.) ‘am Morgen’ (WH 2:25, mani [adv.])

As in the previous example, the following stems can be reconstructed:

PIE *meha n — Hi. mehn- (Go. aldo ‘min-)
PIE *meha -€n- — Lat. man- (Lat. mani)

§3. The subset Neogr. *e = PIE *ahe represents PIE *e (as defined above), following
PIE *ah. The following features characterize the subset:

1. In Old Anatolian the vowel PIE *a has been lost without assimilation (or
‘colouring effect’) of the neighbouring PIE *e, and the laryngeal Hi. h is preserved as
such.

2. In the rest of the group, both PIE *a and PIE *h have been lost without
assimilation (or ‘colouring effect’) or compensatory lengthening of PIE *e. In
addition, the languages that preserve the distinctions Neogr. *o a a often indicate that
vocalism.

Both treatments, which are supported by measurable features of the data, have
been preserved in

PIE *aheg*- ‘peak, top, stronghold, strong’ (P. 8-9):

Hi. hegu'/,- (NA“n,) ‘peak, stronghold’ (HEG 1:235, hé-gur)
RV. agra- (n.) ‘Spitze, duBlerstes ende, Gipfel’ (EWA 1:45f.)
RV. agrima- (a.) ‘an der Spitze stehend, erster’ (KEWA 1:18)

In addition, Lat. agrippa (WP 1:38ff.) is based on the zero grade of the root PIE
Vahg!- with prothetic *e PIE *eahg!-, implying PIE *a through assimilation.

§4. In connection with the definition
Neogr. *e = PIE *e v*eha v *ahe (System PIE),

the following general remarks should be noted:

(a) The lack of assimilation in examples of OAnat. eh he with etymological PIE *e
(versus PIE *i) and other Indo-European data provides the criterion for deciding
whether PIE *ha or PIE *ah should be reconstructed for a root: Hi. ueh- (vb.) ‘sich
wenden, etc.” implies PIE *ha (rather than PIE *ah), because PIE *e has not been
assimilated and the position of PIE *4 is thus confirmed.
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(b) Following the loss of PIE *a and PIE *h, PIE *eha results in a short vowel (Umbr. e,
Go. i, etc.), as is the case with PIE *eah (i.e. no compensatory lengthening takes place,
regardless of the mutual order of PIE *a and PIE *h following PIE *e).

(c) The absence of any colouring effect (assimilation) is a regular feature in System
PIE: with PIE *h standing between PIE *e and PIE *a, there was no immediate contact
between the vowels and assimilation was thus prevented.

(d) As they are of particular relevance for the reconstruction of the material, it should
be underlined that PIE *a and PIE *h (i.e. diphonemic PIE *ha and PIE *ah) were lost
practically without trace in the later Indo-European languages, as illustrated by the
examples:

I:PIE IT : OAnat. III : Later IE
PIE *ueha- Hi. ueh- ‘sich wenden’ Umbr. ue- ‘wenden’
PIE *mehan- Hi. mehn- ‘time, noon’ Go. 'min- ‘Zeit’

In practice, this means that the laryngeal PIE *h can be found in practically any
position where Neogr. *e is traditionally reconstructed. A systematic and
comprehensive re-evaluation of all the material, based on the measurable criteria for
PIE *h and PIE *a in the cognates, is urgently required. In order to illustrate the
identification and use of the criteria in philological and comparative inference, the
root Neogr. *seu- ‘(yellow) liquid’ (P. 912) may be cited. Within the data, five criteria
for PIE *h and *a are attested:
1. PIE *sehau- ‘Soma, Urin, Schmutz’:

RV. s6- (ao.) ‘Soma pressen, keltern’ (WbRV. 1523, séta [2pl])
Hi. $ehu -r/n- (n.) ‘Urin, Schmutz’ (HEG 2:973-7, Se-e-hur [sgNA])
Hi. Sehu ‘kaniauant-  (pt.) ‘mit Urin (Sehu-) befleckt’ (HEG 2:972)

PIE *eh is directly confirmed by Hittite, but there is no colouring effect or
compensatory lengthening in the Rig-Veda.

2. PIE *shaeu- ‘FluBname’ with Neogr. *a appears in the assimilated root vowels
of

Illyr. sauo- (m.) ‘FluBname’ (P. 912-3, Illyr. sauus [sgN])
OGaul. saua- (f.) ‘FluBname’ (P. 912-3, OGaul. saua [sgN]),

thus implying PIE *ha for the root.
3. In PIE *o-grade (for a perfect verb and a noun), the lengthening of
Brugmann’s Law II can be claimed for Indo-Iranian in

PIE *sohau- ‘Soma pressen’:

RV. susav- (pf.) ‘Soma pressen’ (WbRV. 1523, susiva [3sg])
RV. sava- (m.) ‘SomaprefBung, Somaspende’ (WbRV. 1513)

4. PIE *h and PIE *a are simultaneously confirmed by the form RV. sémam [sgA],
requiring a scansion CV’V:CV in RV. 4.26.7:

RV. s’ ‘ma- (m.) ‘Soma’ (WbRV. 1579, sémam [three-syllabic])
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Hi. Sehu r/n- (n.) ‘Urin, Schmutz’ (HEG 2:973-7, Se-e-hur [sgNA])

Here the quantity RV. @ points to an assimilation of the accented PIE *4 into the
following PIE *u: PIE *sehaumo- — PIIr. *sa"(ima-.
5. The quantity RV. {i is confirmed by other branches in PIE *shau -=- ‘regnen,

schiitten’:
Hi. eshuna- (vb.) ‘schiitten, werfen’ (HEG 1:391, i§-hu-na-u-ua-ar)
TochA. siméan- (pt.M.) ‘regnend’ (Poucha 375, simam [sgN])
Latv. sila- (vb) ‘siepen’ (P. 913, sulat [inf.])

The common Indo-European /ii/ < Gu < PIE *hau reflects PIE *4, in contrast with the
loss of unaccented PIE *a in PIE *shau (cf. RV. susuma [1pl], WbRV. 1523).

§5. In practice, PIE *ha and PIE *ah are often implied by several witnesses, all
mutually supporting each other: PIE *h is implied by the Hittite laryngeal (vV$ehu-)
and confirmed by Rig-Vedic hiatus (RV. Vsd’i-), while PIE *a is implied by ‘a-
colouring’ (OGaul. Vsau-) and confirmed by the long diphthong (TochA. Vsi- : RV.
Vs&’@-). Both PIE *h and PIE *a in PIE *ha are thus proven by two witnesses (Fick’s
Rule). In a similar manner, the diphonemic PIE *ha, ah solves all irregularities within
the framework of a single laryngeal PIE *h.

2.4.5 Reconstruction of Neogr. *& = Gr. n : Olnd. a

§0. Neogr. *&, the long variant of Neogr. *e, replaced Paleogr. *a as the eighth cover
symbol for the vowels in the Neogrammarian vowel system.

§1. For the long front vowel Neogr. *&, Brugmann reconstructed
Neogr. *& Gr.n, Lat. &, Go. e, Li. ¢, OCS. € : OlInd. &, Av. a.

Brugmann provided the following (Grundr.2 1:131-137; KVG 72-74) examples for the
correspondence:

OInd. adham : Arm. e -di, Go. ga -déps, Lat. féci, OCS. déti, ...
OInd. prata- Gr. mAfjto, Lat. plénus, Alb. pl'ot, Arm. 1i, ...
Olnd. syas Gr. ging, OLat. siés [opt2sg], ...

§2. In the Neogrammarian system, Neogr. *& stood in ablaut with Neogr. *5 in an
identical manner as the two other quantities Neogr. *0 and *a. According to
Brugmann, the pattern appears, for instance, in Neogr. *plé- ‘vollI’ with an alleged
zero grade:

*plaist(h)o- : Av. fragsta- ‘plurimus’ : OIcl. flestr ‘id.” (Grundr. 12:173).*"

% Note that Brugmann’s example is ill-chosen: Gr. mheToto- (sup.) ‘meist’ (GEW 2:556) has no schwa.
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§3. In addition, according to Brugmann (Grundr? 1:174-175), the vocalism of Gr.
Bet6g is Neogr. *e, thus standing in ablaut with Neogr. *& (Gr. tiBnw) as Neogr. *o :
*6 in Gr. doté¢ : dtdwu. ™

§4. With the two coefficients A, O and compensatory lengthening, Saussure (1878,
Rec. 133) found himself in trouble with the remaining quantity Neogr. *&. Saussure
suggested Neogr. *¢ = *eA (Rec. 133- = 1878:141), but having already posited DS
*eA = Neogr. *a, the idea violated the principle of the regularity of sound change: it
is not allowed for an identical starting point to develop in two different directions in
an unchanged environment.

§5. Mgller (1879), seeking additional laryngeals for his Indo-Semitic hypothesis,
suggested that yet another, additional item *E was to be postulated for Neogr. *& =
**eE, patterning as:

*dheE : Gr. tiOnw : Lat. féci : OInd. didhati
*dhE Gr. Bet6- : Lat. facio : OInd. hité-, etc.””

Thus, at least on paper, Mgller succeeded in eliminating the long vowels Neogr. *a, 0,
& with compensatory lengthening and three ‘colouring’ laryngeals *eE, €A, €O (= LT
*ehy, ehy, eh3).306

§6. In the dialect of Elis (Grundr.2 1:132), the common Greek n (Do. Forjtpa = Att.
o1toa) has turned into & (EL Fodtoa). The phenomenon does not imply PIE *ha, ah,
but corresponds to the respective development of the short vowel Gr. € — El. a.

2.4.6 Problems of the reconstruction of Neogr. *¢

§0. The problems of the reconstruction theories in the treatment of the cover symbol
Neogr. *¢ closely resemble those of its short counterpart, Neogr. *e.

§1. Though correctly postulated, the traditional (Neogrammarian) interpretation of
the cover symbol Neogr. *€ is outdated owing to the emergence of the Anatolian
laryngeal (= PIE *ha *ah) and the defect ablaut patterns attached to the item.

(a) In particular, the Neogrammarian ablaut pattern Neogr. *€ : o lacks justification
for the same reasons as Neogr. *6 : o. Nothing in Neogr. *¢ itself requires Neogr. *o
(= PIE *ha, ah), because the ablaut pattern PIE *¢ : e : @ did appear without PIE *h

(i.e. the pattern Neogr. *& : o overgenerates schwa). In order to illustrate this, the

3™ Rather than admitting this, Brugmann (Grundr? 1:174-175) sought to explain the Greek ‘e-

vocalism’ by means of analogy: “In den Formen [...] liegt Umférbung des & im Anschluss an die
Formen mit n (ttOnw) und o (3idwur).”

3% Mgller (1879:151n1) writes: “Saussure stellt ausser dem A noch ein zweites wurzelhates element
derselben art auf fiir wurzeln wie stufe 1 und 2 dw-, stufe °do-, und er hétte fiir wurzeln wie stufe 1 6y-
germ. dé-, 2 germ. do-, © O¢- skr. hi- lat. a in ratus, satus (s. 140ff.) nach meiner ansicht noch ein drittes
aufstellen sollen. Diese wurzelhaften elementen werden als consonantische (A die tonende, E die
tonlose kehlkopfspirans?, O das kehlkopf-r?) aufzufassen sein.”

3% On Mgller’s contribution to the laryngeal theory, see Szemerényi (1973:1-2, 5-8).
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ablaut *€ : e : @ without schwa/laryngeal is attested in prefixed (V)C, interdigited
C(V)C and suffixed C(V) positions as follows:
1. (V)C- *reahn- ‘Freude’ (with Neogr. *ran-, *e ran-, *€ ran-):

RV. rana- (m.) ‘Ergotzen, Lust, Freude’ (WbRV. 1135-6)
Gr. € -pavo- (m.) ‘Freundesmahl, Schmaus’ (GEW 1:547)
Gr. ém 1 -govo- (a.) ‘gefillig, angenehm, willkommen’ (GEW1:641)

2. C(V)C- *uegh- ‘fahren, fithren’ (ablaut Neogr. *ugh-, *uegh-, *uégh-):307
RV.ni(...) uh- (aoM.) ‘zufithren’ (WbRV. 1243, ni (...) uhita [opt3sg])
Gr. Féyo- (vbl.) ‘bringen’ (GEW 1:604, Pamph. Fexétw [3sg])
Lat. uéx- (pf.) “fahren, fiithren, tragen, bringen’ (WH 2:742, uéxi)

3. C(V)- *dhé- ‘set’ (Neogr. *dh-, *dhe-, *dhé-):

RV. dadh- (pf.) ‘einsitzen, aufrichten’ (WbRV. 670, dadhus [3pl])
Gr. Bgt6- (pt.a.) ‘adoptiert’ (GEW 2:897, 8et6c [sgN])*"
Gr. 107~ (pr.) ‘setzen, legen’ (GEW 2:897-8, tinu [1sg])*”

The Neogrammarian ablaut schema Neogr. *€ : 9 is unacceptable because nothing in
the vowel *& as such justifies the postulation of schwa (and/or the laryngeal).

(b) Several Indo-Iranian suffixes -i- generated by the ablaut schemata Neogr. *€ : o
have been interpreted as automatically representing Neogr. *o despite the ambiguity
of Olnd. i (= Neogr. *i or *9). In practice, however, all instances must be settled
through comparison. Thus, for instance,

RV. api -dhi- (m.) ‘Bedeckung’ (WbRYV. 76, apidhin [plA])

does not necessarily contain Neogr. *a (cf. Lat. facido ‘machen, usw.” WH 1:440-4) or
"hy, owing to the comparatively confirmed PIE * -i- in:

Vdhi- ‘setzen’ (ablaut *dhei- *dhoi-)

Hi. dei- (pf.) ‘setzen, legen’ (HEG 3:19-23, de-ih-hi [1sg])

Hi. dai- (pf.) ‘setzen’ (HEG 3:109, ta-it-ti [2sg])

RV. isu -dhay- (m.obl.) ‘Kdcher-” (WbRV. 277, isudhés [sgG])

LAv. ni -daya- (pr.) ‘niedersetzen’ (AIWDb. 721, nidayeinte [3pl])
RV.isu -dhi- (m.) ‘Kécher’ (WbRV. 277, isudhis [N], isudhin [plA])
RV. dadhi- (red.pf.) ‘setzen’ (WbRV. 670, dadhima [1pl])

OHi. ziki- (iter.) ‘festsetzen’ (HEG 3:19, zi-ik-ki-iz-zi [3sg])

%7 The lack of a laryngeal in the root is proven by HLu. uaza- (vb.) ‘carry’ (CHLu. 2.11.7, HLu. PESy(-
)w?/j-za-ha [1sg]).

% The Greek normal grade is confirmed in RV. dhana- (n.) ‘Kampfpreis, Beute, Schatz, Reichtum,
Gut’ (WbRV. 654) with Neogr. *dhéno- or *dhéno-.

3% Bammesberger (1984:30) clarifies: “Fiir die Umbildung der Paradigmata miissen in erster Linie die
horizontalen Reihen betrachtet werden. Gegeniiber der Wurzel 6n- konnte 3. PL. 6evt (I) den
Eindriick erwecken, als lage hier ein quantitativer Ablaut € : € vor. In dhnlicher Weise schien das nt-
Part. dovt- (II) gegeniiber der Wurzel dw- einen Ablaut 6 : 6 aufzuweisen. Bei der Wurzel ota- war der
dem a entsprechende Kurtzvokal a regelrecht im Optativ ota-n- und to-Part. oto-t6g vorhanden.”
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The extension has normal ablaut grades, PIE *e in Hi. Vdei-, PIE *o in Hi. Vdai- and
zero grade in OHi. Vzi- (= RV. dhi-).

§2. The monolaryngealism lacks meaningful ablaut patterns, explaining the surface-
level vocalism of the Indo-European languages, and it also needs to be developed in
relation to the vowel SZ *&.

§3. Mgller’s analysis of Neogr. *&¢ = **eE (a la Saussure’s eA and eO) and the
generalization of the Neogrammarian ablaut schemata have created an inconsistency
in the laryngeal theory: Compensatory lengthening did not take place in PIE *eh (see
above) and there is no reason to expect a lengthening in Mgller’s *eE either,
especially as it contains the erroneously postulated *E (= LT Thl).

2.4.7 Neogr. *¢ = PIE *& v *¢ha v *ahe

§0. The comparative interpretation of the cover symbol Neogr. *& matches that of
Neogr. *e, except for the long quantity. Accordingly, for the traditional long front
vowel the following definition holds:

Neogr. *& = PIE *€ v PIE *€ha v PIE *ahé (System PIE).

In general, the treatment of the subsets is identical to the respective short ones,
except that there is no confirmed quantity available in Old Anatolian. Therefore, the
traditional Indo-European material is utilized in examples.

§1. The subset Neogr. *& = PIE *& represents the correspondence type characterized
by the continuation of PIE *& and the absence of an Old Anatolian laryngeal or any
other criteria implying PIE *ha v PIE *ah in the rest of the group. The situation is
preserved, for instance, in

RV. véks- (s.a0.) ‘zufithren” (WbRV. 1243, avat [2sg])
Lat. uéx- (pf.) “fahren, fiithren, tragen, bringen’ (WH 2:742, uéxi)
OCS. vés- (s.a0.) ‘fahren’ (Sadnik V1063, vésu [1sg])

In the absence of the laryngeal in Old Anatolian (cf. HLu. uaza- (vb.) ‘carry’ (CHLu.
2.11.7, PES,(-)w?/;-za-ha [1sg])), an original PIE *& not resulting from compensatory
lengthening (LT Tehl) is reconstructed for Proto-Indo-European.

§2. The subset Neogr. *& = PIE *€ha represents PIE *€ (as defined above), followed by
PIE *ha. The subset is characterized by the following features: though no confirmed
examples from Old Anatolian are available, in the rest of the group both PIE *a and
PIE *h have been lost without assimilation (or ‘colouring effect’). In addition, the
languages that reflect Neogr. *o a a often indicate this vocalism and/or some other
criteria for the laryngeal. An example of the situation is preserved in PIE *séhamen-
‘Same, Saat’ (P. 889f.):

Li. sémen- (m.) ‘Leinsamen, -saat’ (LIEtWb. 774, sémens)
Lat. sémen- (n.) ‘Same, Geschlecht, Nachkomme’ (WH 2:512)
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Umbr. semenia- (£) ‘Same, Saat’ (WbOU. 662-3, seme.nies [pIDAbI])*"

The Lithuanian acute implies the laryngeal ™

vocalism’ in PIE *shaeto-:

which is confirmed by the ‘a-

Lat. sato- (n.pl.) ‘cultivated plants, offspring’ (OxLatD. 1692)
OGaul. sato- (PNm.) ‘Sohn’ (ACSS. 2:1381, satus [sgN])

§3. The subset Neogr. *€ = PIE *ahé represents PIE *& following PIE *ah. Though no
confirmed Old Anatolian examples are available in the rest of the group, both PIE *a
and PIE *h have been lost without assimilation (or ‘colouring effect’). Furthermore,
the languages that reflect the quality Neogr. *o a a often preserve this vocalism and/or
some other criteria for PIE *h. These circumstances can be exemplified by the isogloss

PIE *diah€u- ‘Himmel, Zeus’:

RV. di’au- (m.) ‘Himmel’ (WbRV. 604, RV. didus [N])
Gr. Cev- (dm.) ‘sky-god, Zeus’ (GEW 1:610-1, Tevg [sgN])

Here the Rig-Vedic hiatus, implying PIE *h, is supported by the Dorian & in forms
without the extension * -u-:

Do. Ca- (m.) ‘Zeus’ (Schwyzer GrGr. 1:576f., Tag [N], Tav [A])
RV. dya- (m.) ‘Himmel’ (WbRV. 604, dydm [sgA])

§4. The long vowels PIE *€ *0 are confirmed for Indo-European languages beyond
any shadow of a doubt. Attempts to eliminate these by means of compensatory
lengthening,’"? accent® or other processes have met with failure.’™* Thus, the
postulation of laryngeals based on quantity (and the root axiom CieC,-Cs-) is
unacceptable in the following correspondence types:

Hi. hasa- (c.) ‘Feuerstelle’ (HEG 1:196, ha-a$-$a-as [sgN])
OLat. asa- (f.) ‘Aufbau zum Opfern, Altar’ (WH 1:61, asa)

1% Note that in an archaic spelling of the word Umbr. sehmenia- (£.) ‘Same, Saat’ (WbOU. 662-3,
sehmeniar [sgG]), a laryngeal appears exactly in the predicted position.

1 Since PIE *eha results in short vowel IE e without compensatory lengthening, the quantity of this
class (Lat. ¢, Li. &, etc.) must represent the original state of affairs (i.e. that of PIE *€ha).

2 From a typological point of view, Saussure’s compensatory lengthening was baseless from the very
beginning, as pointed out by Lindeman (1997:24, fn3): “It should be noted in this connection that,
according to St. R. Anderson Linguistic Inquiry 12, 1981, 516: ‘Apparently, compensatory lengthening
does not arise unless a language already has distinctively long vowels and/or diphthongs |[...] languages
do not develop a new length constrast solely through the operation of compensatory lengthening.”

3 Streitberg (1900:305-415) postulated a compensatory lengthening of a stressed vowel in an open

syllable if a following syllable was lost (e.g. fpedos — Lat. pés). This was correctly rejected by
Wackernagel (AiGr. 1:68) and Bloomfield (1895:5f.), who referred to many nouns of the *bhdros type
that had survived without becoming "bhors.

4 Note that Kurytowicz (1962:113) later withdrew his earlier ideas: “Die Tatsache, daB auf Grund von
Formen mit e-Vokalismus Formen mit der Schwundstufe i, u, mit der Abtonung o, mit der Dehnstufe
€ usw. gebildet werden, kann nicht als Beweis gelten, da3 samtliche i, u, o, & usw. sekunddren und
relativ spiten Ursprungs sind.”
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Since compensatory lengthening did not take place, a laryngeal h; in LT "hyehys- is
unmotivated and PIE *haés- (Hi. ha§- = OLat. as-) with PIE *¢ (Lat. péd-, etc.) is
postulated.

2.5 PIE Ablaut and PIE *h in System PIE

2.5.1 PIE *ha, *ah and the Proto-Indo-European ablaut

§0. The appearance of Neogr. *a (= PIE *a) and Hi. h (= PIE *h) in diphonemic PIE
*ha and PIE *ah leads to a breakthrough in the laryngeal problem. In the context of
research history, the diphonemic PIE *ha *ah represents a synthesis in which the
vocalic aspect of the traditional reconstruction Neogr. *p(o)ter- ‘father’ and the
consonantal aspect of the laryngealist reconstruction LT *p(h)ter- ‘idem’ have been
interpolated in a prototype comprised of both components in PIE *pahter-. As the
diphonemic PIE *ha *ah suffices to solve all segmental problems of the PIE
phonology, the laryngeal crisis of the Indo-European linguistics promises to soon be
resolved.

§1. Brugmann’s eight-vowel system

Neogr. *a *a *a a

and the single laryngeal reconstructed on the basis of Old Anatolian
PIE *h = Hi. h, Pal. h, CLu. h, HLu. h

solve the laryngeal problem by combining the traditional Neogr. *a (PIE *a) and the
modern reconstructions of PIE *h into diphonemic PIE *ha *ah. A measurable trace of
PIE *a is occasionally preserved in the metric scansion of Rig-Veda, not only proving
PIE *a but also PIE *h with hiatus. By way of illustration, though no Old Anatolian
forms of PIE vhag- ‘treiben’ (P. 4ff.) have been identified, the diphonemic *ha is
confirmed by the form

RV. pari jman- (m.) ‘Umwandler, Herumwandler’ (WbRV. 785).

The stem requires a four-syllabic scansion in RV. 1.122.3, and as Grassmann’s
scansion PIIr. "parijama is impossible (PIIr. *a cannot be lost), PIE *perihagmen-
(PIIr. *parih’jman-) remains the sole possible prototype. Since PIE *h is required by
hiatus and PIE *a by the fourth syllable, only PIE *ha can be reconstructed.

(a) Since PIE *h (= Hi h) and PIE *a (= Lat. a : OlInd. i) are well-defined, their
appearance in diphonemic PIE *h+a and PIE *a+h does not violate the comparative
rules. On the contrary, just such prototypes are required in order to explain the
material in a regular and consistent manner.

(b) The diphonemic synthesis allows the reconstruction of all attested Indo-European
ablaut grades with the PIE ablaut *& ¢ @ o 6, as indicated in:

*haég- — Lat. amb -agés ‘Umgang’, Do. otpar -oryds ‘Heerfiihrer’, etc.
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*haeg- — Lat. agd ‘(be)treiben’ Gr. &yw, RV. ajati, Av. azaiti, etc.

*hag- — RV. jman- ‘Bahn’, RV. parijman- ‘Umwandler’ (four-syllabic)
*haog- — Gr. 6ypo- ‘Schwad, Reihe’, RV. 4jma- ‘die Bahn, der Zug’
*haog- — Gr. &y -wydg ‘Fuhrer’, Olcl. 6k ‘drove’ (or PIE *haég- ?)

In addition, the perfect in *& without ‘colouring effect’ is accounted for by
*€hag- — Lat. &gi ‘(be)treiben, fithren’, Gr. fypou [1sg].
To address the full range of Indo-European ablaut variation, an induction hypothesis

stating the existence of diphonemic PIE *ha *ah is set forth, phonologically tested in
this study and confirmed in extenso in the PIE Lexicon.

Q -

§2. Brugmann’s eight cover symbols Neogr. *o0 a 8 2 0 60 e & have the following
upgraded values in System PIE:

Neogr.: Indo-European: System PIE:

D [=9] Gr.@:OInd. @ PIE *a (in *ha v ah)

*3[=9] Gr. o: OlInd. i PIE *a (in *ha v ah)

*a Gr.o:OlInd. a PIE *hae v eah

*a Do. ¢ : Olnd. a PIE *haé v €ah

*o Gr. o: OInd. aCV PIE *oha v oah

*§ Gr.o:OlInd. a PIE *0 v hao v aho

*0 Gr. w: Olnd. a PIE *0 v hao v 6ha v 6ha v aho
*e Gr.e:0Ind. a PIE *e v eha v ahe

*e Do.n = Olnd. a PIE *& v &ha v ahé

By means of these reconstructions, the traditional eight correspondence sets have
been interpreted in terms of the simple phonemes PIE *h *a *& *0. Since all cover
symbols can be presented in terms of System PIE, diphonemic PIE *ha ah is the
sufficient condition for the solution of the laryngeal problem.’™ This being the case, I
congratulate Zgusta, Szemerényi, Laroche, Burrow, Tischler and others for their
correct postulation of the single laryngeal PIE *h (= Hi. h), and for the breakthrough

that this allowed in the reconstruction of Proto-Indo-European.*'®

§3. Since Streitberg (1900:307), ‘schwa’ and the ‘zero grade’ have been taken to
indicate vrddhi (or ‘Dehnstufe’; see Streitberg (1900:305-415)) with two different
origins.”"’ In System PIE, only one ablaut occurs, the pattern

PIE %0 *0 0] *e g (ABLAUT).

From this basic pattern, the ablaut with schwa results in environment PIE *ha and *ah
(= ABLAUT+h).

315 With this, Eichner’s (1988:128) criticism of the comparative method lacking theory is outdated.

16 Thus, crediting Szemerényi, Burrow (1979:vi) writes: “[...] there was only one laryngeal in the
original [P]IE inventory of phonemes, namely that which appears in Hittite as A.”

*'7 For a summary of the Neogrammarian vowel/ablaut system, see Brugmann (Grundr? 1:93).
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§4. The maximal ablaut consists of all permutations of PIE *ha, *ah and PIE *6:0: @ :
e : &. For a single ablaut vowel in a fixed position, one obtains:

PIE  *0O: oo @ *e: *8: = ABLAUT

PIE  *had *hao *ha  *hae *haé = ha + ABLAUT
PIE  *ahdo *aho *ah  *ahe *ahé = ah + ABLAUT
PIE  *Oha *oha *ha *eha *Eha = ABLAUT + ha

PIE  *0ah *oah *ah  *eah *cah ABLAUT + ah

All Indo-European ablaut patterns (e.g. Neogr. *e : @ : *o, Neogr. *a, *&, *0 : *o,
Neogr. *a : 0 and Neogr. *a : e Grundr? 1:170-178) are subsets of the table (i.e. in
terms of patterning, the problem of Indo-European ablaut vocalism has been solved).

§5. Puhvel (1960:35) writes:

“Until and unless there is a proof to the contrary, we are well advised to work with
reasonably broadly defined symbolism.” 38

As the comparative method permits use of a single laryngeal PIE *h (in PIE *ha, ah)
and vowels PIE *€:e: () : 0: 0, it can be hoped that the most capable Indo-European
linguists will be willing to reduce the number of laryngeals®"’ by removing the items
hy, "hs, ... (which contradict the existing Indo-European ablaut Variation)m from the

. 321
phoneme inventory.

§6. In terms of Proto-Indo-European vowel quantity, in particular the following
should be noted:

(a) Owing to the alternations PIE *e : € and PIE *o : 0, the question of the existence of
PIE *a’ (the long counterpart of PIE *a) can be posited. If PIE *a’ did exist, it would
have collided with PIE *a+e, e+a. Despite my best attempts, I have so far been
unable to verify or falsify PIE *a’; accordingly, only PIE *a is reconstructed in System
PIE.

(b) Quantity is sometimes understood as a suprasegmental, but the definition
depends on notation. In the presentation of Indo-European languages, various
conventions have been used, the most important of which are:

38 Compare also Anttila (1969:69): “[...] until the triple full-grade outcome CeRa/e/o can be solved
with one H without assuming other nonexisting root shapes, I must go on writing E, A, and O.”

1% Compare Tischler (1980: 498): “Angesichts all dieser Schwierigkeiten ist man versucht, eine Losung
nicht in Richtung einer Vermehrung, sondern vielmehr in einer Reduzierung der Zahl der Laryngale
zu suchen, wie dies auch tatsichlich schon mehrfach, so von Zgusta (1951) und Szemerényi (1967)
vorgeschlagen worden ist.”

20 See also Tischler (1980:500): “Nun verstoft zwar der Ansatz von Lauten, die iiberall geschwunden
sind und nirgends Spuren hinterlassen haben, nicht gegen die Gesetze der Logik, er ist aber insofern
unwissenschaftlich im Sinne der Empirie, als er weder verifizierbar noch falsifizierbar ist.”

2! Such loss is by no means critical, of course, because it has been admitted by Puhvel (HED 3:v):
“Laryngeals’ do not have the same confirmed epistemological standing in established Indo-European
grammar as do the traditionally posited phonemes.”
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1. The suprasegmental convention, favouring an indicator above the vowel (e.g.
Olcl. ¢, Li. &, OCS. g, PIE *¢, etc.).

2. The segmental convention, representing quantity with two successive short
vowels (e.g. Osc. aa = /a:/ and Gr. o standing for two successive omikrons).””* As for
correct notation, the matter has at least been pondered. As Koerner (1985:335)
points out, already “Saussure had considered a;a; (ee) ‘paralléle aux combinations
aiA, aji, ajn [i.e. *eA, ei, en] etc.’, but he argued in fact that this would lead to ‘contre-
sens’ (Mémoire p. 141).”

Here and in the PIE Lexicon, a notation with macron PIE *€ *0 is used instead of
PIE *ee *00. The matter may be more than just a convention, because PIE *ee and *00
allow more distinctions of accent (PIE *ée vs. ¢, etc.) than PIE *& (only PIE *€), and it
may yet turn out that the change of notation is necessary.

2.5.2 Ablaut PIE *6: *0 : @ : *e : *é

§0. The ablaut alternation PIE *6 : *o : @ : *e : *& is well-attested in Indo-European

323

data and thus secured beyond doubt.”™ The alternation discussed in this paragraph

can be exemplified with the root *legh- ‘(sich) legen’ (P. 658-9), preserving all five

ablaut grades in:
(a) PIE *10gh- (*0-grade)

Olcl. 1og-
OHG. luog-
OCS. vt laga-

(b) PIE *logh- (*o-grade)

Hi. laga-
Go. lagja-
Gr. vow -hoyéw

(c) PIE *Igh- (zero grade)
TochA. lalku

(d) PIE *legh- (*e-grade)
Gr. Méy-
OCS. leg-

(e) PIE *légh- (*é&-grade)

Li. 1&g-
Olcl. lag-
OHG. laga

(n.) ‘Lagerbestand fiir einen Tag’ (ANEtWb. 364)
(n.) ‘Hohle, Lager’ (WH 1:768, OHG. luog)
(iter.) ‘hinelegen’ (Sadnik 444, viilagati [inf.])

(vb2M.) ‘liegen’ (HEG 2:16, la-ga-a-ri [3sg], — or *0 ?)
(vb.) ‘legen’ (= 11Bévou ‘lay’, GoEtD. 233)
(pr.) ‘to lie in harbour or creek’ (LSJ. 1162)

(pt.) ‘iactus’ (Poucha 267, lalku [sgN])

(aoM.) ‘lay down’ (GEW 2:110-2, Gr. Aéxto [3sg])
(vb.) ‘sich legen’ (LiEtWb. 350, lezti [inf.])

(vb.) ‘niederlegen’ (LiIEtWb. 350, Li. 1&gti [inf.])
(a.) ‘niedrig, gering, unbedeutend’ (ANEtWb. 344, lagr)
(.) ‘Lage, Lager, Hinterhalt’ (ANEtWb. 344)

322 For Panini and Latin and Greek authors on quantity, see Allen (1953:15-6).

33 For examples of the ablaut *é: ¢ : @ : 0 : 6, see Szemerényi (1996:84-7).
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§1. Similar examples of the ablaut PIE *6: *o : @ : *e : *€ can easily be extracted from
the data:
(a) Vped- ‘FuBB(boden), Platz’ (vb.) ‘gehen, fallen’ (P. 790-2)

*pod- : Do. nuidg [sgN], Go. fotus [sgN] (= RV. padi-)
*pod- : Gr. moda [sgA], Li. padas [sgN], Hi. padas [sgN]
*pd- Gr. énifoou [pIN], LAv. fra -bda-, LAv. a -bda- (AIWb. 96)
*ped- : Gr. nedd [prep.], Arm. het [sgN], Lat. pedis [sgG]
*péd- : Lat. pés [sgN], Li. péda [sgN], Gr. tnddm [1sg]

(b) Vbher- ‘bringen, tragen, usw.” (P. 128-32)
*bhor- : Gr. g ‘Tief’, RV. bhara- (m.) ‘Biirde, Last’ (WbRV. 933)
*bhor- : Gr. gpdpog, Go. bar, OCS. su -boru, Lat. fors
*bhr- Gr. 8t -poog, LAv. borat-, OPers. hu -barta-, RV. bhrti-
*bher- : Hom. gégpte [2pl], Lat. fert, RV. bharti, gAv. baratit
*bhér- : Go. berum (GoEtD. 57), RV. 4 bhars- (WbRV. 961)

(c) Vuegh- ‘bewegen, ziehen, fahren’ (P. 1118-20)
*udgh- : OInd. vahayati (or with PIE *& as in MidHG. wagen ?)
*uogh- : Gr. (F)oyéw [1sg], Go. ga-wagjan [inf.], Olcl. vagn [sgN])
*ugh- : RV.ni (..) uh- (WbRV. 1243, ni (...) uhita [opt3sg])
*uegh- : Lat. ueho, Pamph. Feyétw, Li. vezu, LAv. vaza-
*uégh- : Go. weg-, Lat. uéxi, RV. avat, OCS. vési

There is no laryngeal in Old Anatolian (see Hi. lag-, Hi. pada-, HLu. uaza-
respectively) or any other factor that could explain the common Indo-European
quantity and quality, except the ablaut PIE *€ : e : @ : 0 : 0 itself, which must therefore
reflect the original state of affairs.

§2. Some of the vowels of the full ablaut PIE *6 : *o : @ : *e : *& may be absent from
the attested data. Thus, for instance, the root P. *sek"- ‘schen’ (897-8) has the
vocalizations PIE *& (Go. sehvup), PIE *e (Go. sailvan ‘sehen’), PIE @ (OlIr. ro -sc (m.)
‘Auge, Blick’) and PIE *o (Go. salv). The existence of PIE *0 remains unproven,
because the root vowel of Hi. Sakua- [pINA] (n.) ‘Augen’ is ambiguous (either PIE *o
or *0). In order to account for such gaps, the complete solution for the ablaut
problem, consisting of the rules governing the alternation PIE *6 : *o : @ : *e : *&, is
required in the future.

§3. Ever after the Sanskrit grammarians,324 numerous attempts have been made to
derive the ablaut vowels from each other.”™ As pointed out already by Courtenay
(1894:53f.), the accent must be excluded as the cause of PIE *o-grade (see also

3 Szemerényi (1996:111) writes: “[...] the Indian grammarians in their theory of vowel gradation

started from the zero grade as the basic form and accounted for the other two grades as arising from it
by successive additions of a.”

3 The term ‘ablaut’, coined by Jacob Grimm, suggests a removal and/or replacement of vowel in the
root and should, therefore, be understood as a convention only.
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Szemerényi 1996:121). Generally speaking, the existence of the five distinctions (PIE
*¢ # *e = D # *o # *0) does not offer any possibility of reducing the system; this is
because no reduction has happened. The only view that does not lead to inconsistency
is the originality of the ablaut PIE *6 : *o : @ : *e : *&, since no violation of ex nihilo
nihil ensues: the zero grade is not a ‘weakening’ (Schwéchung) of PIE *e, nor does PIE
*o replace PIE *e under any conditions, but the five vocalizations reflect the original
state of affairs.**°

§4. As is obvious from Szemerényi’s (1996:92n1) recent comment concerning the
absence of any purely descriptive account of the Proto-Indo-European ablaut, the
current state of research remains far from its goals in this particular regard.®’ As the
main obstacle — the laryngeal problem — has been solved, the corner has also been
turned in terms of the analysis of the PIE ablaut. In order to illustrate the resulting
transparency, I quote a couple of well-known words with PIE *6: *o: @ : *e : *&:

(a) PIE *pah ter- ‘father’ (P. 829, Neogr. *pater, LT *phsyter). The full ablaut PIE *0 :

*0:(): *e: *& has been preserved for the suffix, as indicated in:*%
*pah -tér- *pah -ter- *pah -tr- *pah -tor- *pah -tor-
TaTio TaTEQES Ttatedg €V 'ATORES €V TATWQ

For the root PIE *pah- (usually only compared in terms of the vocalisms Lat. pater :
RV. pitar-), numerous other ablaut vocalizations are actually attested:

PIE *peah-  gAv. patar- (m.) “Vater’ (AIWb. 905, pataram [sgA])

PIE *poah-  Osc. 0 -woteQL- (m.) ‘Tuppiter’ (WbOU 185-6, durtotepeg)
PIE *p&/0ah- TochB. pacer- (sb.) ‘father’ (DTochB. 365, pacera [NA])
PIE *p&/0ah- TochA. pacar- (m.) ‘pater’ (Poucha 165)**

PIE *pah- gAv. fodr- (m.) “Vater’ (AIWb. 905, fodrai [sgD])

(b) PIE *ekuo- ‘horse’ (P. 301-2). In addition to the oft-quoted vocalism PIE *e (Lat.
equus : RV. 4évah), there is an *o-grade root form PIE *oku- confirmed by multiple
witnesses:

Li. asva- (f.) Stute’ (LIEtWb. 20, asva [sgN])

HLu. asua- (c.) ‘Pferde’ (CHLu. 10.42.4, (EQUUS)a-su-wa/i-za)
Thrac. ovt-domo-  (PNm.) “-(?)-’ (P. 301, ovt -domog [sgN])

OPr. aswina- (n.) ‘Kobilmilch’ (LiIEtWb. 20, aswinan [sgNA])

The corresponding vrddhi is attested in PIE *6ku- ‘Rof’:

326 Szemerényi (1996:83) writes: “Vowel alternations of this kind [= PIE *¢: e : @ : 0 : 6] are found in
the other Indo-European languages also. As they correspond exactly in their basic scheme and cannot
be explained within the histories of the individual languages, they must necessarily be inherited from
Indo-European.”

327 For basic problems of the ablaut in the literature, see Szemerényi (1996:83n1).

% See also, for example, PIE *hanr- ‘man, person’ in Gr. avijp : avépa : RV. nf- : dvopéa : ayfivwe
(GEW 1:107-8).

¥ Lat. papat- (m.) ‘Erzicher’ (WH 2:249) implies the base PIE *péah-, which could also be contained
in TochAB. pa- (and for which PIE *p6ah- also remains possible, however).
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RV. asi- (m.) ‘RoB’ (WbRV. 187-8, asts [N], asum [A])
HLu. asu- (sb.) ‘horse’ (CHLu. 1.1.8, EQUUS.ANIMAL-sU1)
Hi. asu -$ani- (LUc.) ‘Pferdetrainer (of Kikkuli-)’ (HHand. 28)

If the quality PIE *e of OPers. asa -bara- (m.) ‘horseman’ (OldP. 173) matches with
the corresponding long vowel in

OPers. hu-asabara- (m.) ‘good horseman’ (OldP. 177, uvasabara [sgN]),
the stem *&ku- is also documented. Finally, the zero-grade root is attested in
LAv. ¢adwarospa-  (m.) ‘EN. eines Gliaubigen’ (AIWD. 578).**

Thus, as with the root PIE *pah-, remnants of practically all five ablaut vocalizations
have been preserved.

§5. Laroche (DLL 134 [§16.]) mentions the alternation Hi. e : CLu. a in Old
Anatolian: “Le louvite a le vocalisme a, en face du hittite e/ dans les mots: as- ‘étre’ :
hitt. es-. — was- ‘vétir’ : Hitt. wes- [...].” While Laroche’s observation is admittedly
correct, it does not warrant positing of the sound law PIE *e, &€ — CLu. a, HLu. a.
(a) There are Hittite forms with /a/ directly corresponding to the Luwian ones (cf. Hi.
as- ‘sein’ = CLu. as-, Hi. uas- ‘bekleiden’ = CLu. uas-, etc.). The Hittite forms cannot
be explained with a sound law because forms with Hi. e are simultaneously preserved
(respectively, Hi. es-, ues-).
(b) There are Luwian forms with preserved PIE *e and/or PIE *&:

CLu. Sehual- (n.) ‘Lampe’ (?) (HEG 2:977, 1090 oder ‘Dolch’ ?)

HLu. gsatara- (sb.) ‘throne’ (CHLu. 1.1.16, (“THRONUS”)i-sa-tar?/;-ti)
HLu. ARHA lgsa- (vb.) ‘separate, delimit’ (CHLu. 5.2.2, li-sa-ha [1sg])

In these examples, CLu. e (= HLu. e) is also paralleled by Hi. e:
Hi. esa- (vb.) ‘sich setzen’ (HEG 1:77, e-$a)
Hi. lesa- (vb.) ‘(auf)lesen, sammeln, aufraumen’ (HEG 2:64)

In such circumstances, Lu. a = Hi. a and Lu. e = Hi. e; no sound law PIE *e, & —
CLu. a, HLu. a can be postulated. Luwian had a tendency to preserve roots with PIE
*0 instead of PIE *€ (as is the case, for instance, in Aeolian Greek), but even this
remains uncertain, owing to the relatively small corpus of Luwian.

§6. Szemerényi (1996:41) supports the suggested development PIE *e — Lat. o before
PIE *u in

OLat. nouos ‘new’  : Gr. ve(F)6g ‘new’ (P. 769).

Despite the undeniable Lat. o : Gr. €, it is noteworthy that Lat. o is paralleled by
multiple languages that also imply PIE *0, namely:

OCS. novi (a.) ‘new’ (Sadnik V583, novii [m], novo [n.], nova [f.])

0 For the border of segmentation in LAv. Gadwaro-spa- compare LAv. ¢adwaro.zangra- (a.)
‘vierfiissig’ (AIWb. 578).
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TochB. nawake (m.sg.) ‘novice’ (DTochB. 331, nawakem)
OGaul. nouio -dino- (YRUn.) ‘Neuenburg, Neustad’” (LIEtWb. 488)
Li. natgja- (a.) ‘new’ (LiEtWb. 487, naijas [sgN])

Since PIE *e is excluded, it is simpler (viz. Occam’s razor) to understand Lat. o as
original and explain the alternation PIE *neuo- : *nouo- with an ablaut. Such an
alternation, resulting in root variants that only differ in terms of PIE *e/o, is
commonplace in the all Indo-European languages that preserve such distinctions:

(a) Vleu-, Vlou- ‘waschen, baden, usw.’ (P. 692)

LinB. Ae Fotgo xofFo- (m.) ‘bath-pourer’ (GEW 2:138, re-wo-to-ro-ko-wo)
Hom. hofetod- (n.) ‘das Bad, der Badeort’ (GEW 2:138, hoetodv)

(b) Vleuk-, Vlouk- ‘leuchten’ (P. 687-690)

OGaul. leucetio- (m.) ‘mars I. = G. des Blitzes’ (ACSS. 2:194)
OGaul. loucetio- (m.) ‘mars I. = G. des Blitzes’ (ACSS. 2:194)

(c) Vteku-, Vtoku- ‘fliessen, laufen’ (P. 1059)

OCS. tecenije (n.) ‘das Fliessen, Fluss, Lauf, Gehen’ (Sadnik vV953)
OCS. tocenije (n.) ‘das Fliessen, Fluss’ (Sadnik v953)

The provability of two distinct vowel qualities PIE *e # PIE *o in all languages (in
Indo-Iranian through the second palatalization) is now confirmed by Brugmann’s
Law II, necessitating PIE *o in PIE *ohCV — IIr. *aCV. Accordingly, study of the PIE
vowel system is shifting from the laryngealist pre-proto-language with a fundamental
*¢>' to the full ablaut PIE*¢:e: @ :0: 0.

2.5.3 Prothetic ablaut PIE *6: *o0 : @ : *e : *&%2

§0. The term ‘prothetic vowel’, conventionally referring to the alternation of vowels in
root-initial position, has been outdated ever since the emergence of Old Anatolian.
Properly speaking, the term erroneously connects two distinct subsets:

(a) The prothetic vowels proper, referring to root-initial vowels PIE *&- @- *0-
without a laryngeal (i.e. roots *€ -C-, @ -C *6-C-), and

(b) The roots beginning with the laryngeal PIE *h of the shape *héC-, *hC- *h6C-.
The necessary distinction between the subsets is drawn in this study by restricting the
term ‘prothetic vowel’ only to the roots (a) and by using the descriptive term
‘laryngeal root’ for the items belonging to (b).

31 Mgiller (1906:xiv) writes: “Es gibt im Indogermanischen nur a-Wurzeln (oder, wenn man fiirs
Indogermanische lieber will, e-Wiirzeln, was fiir die Sache dasselbe), den semitischen a-Wurzeln
entsprechend.”

2 For the prothetic vowels, see Szemerényi (1996:129-30), Schwyzer (GrGr. 1.411-413) and Anttila
(1969:89).
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§1. According to a convention dating back to the Neogrammarians, the prothetic
vowels are prefixes. The prothetic vowels (see Szemerényi 1996:§6.4.7.3) have been
preserved especially in Armenian (Grundr? 1:433) and in Greek (Grundr? 1:436), but
scattered remnants appear practically in all branches. The outdated Neogrammarian
terminology, occasionally allowed to refer to prothetic *a as well, can be corrected by
restricting the prothetic vowels (symbol w-) to the pure vocalic prefixes without a
laryngeal, as expressed by the definition

T = PIE *e- Vv *€ v *0-v *0- (‘m is a prothetic vowel’).

As for key features of the prothetic vowels, note the following:

(a) In Greek (the language with the most documentation of prothetic vowels), an
internal alternation between prothetic vowels and zero (t : @