A ‘lengthy’ problem

Towards a phonetic explanation of
the Proto-Indo-European long vowels

Rogier J.M. te Paske

ResMA Linguistics thesis

Submitted in Partial Fulfillment
Of the Requirements for the Degree
Master of Arts

December, 2018

LEIDEN UNIVERSITY

FACULTY OF HUMANITIES

Supervisor: dr. T.C. Pronk
Second reader:  prof. dr. A.M. Lubotsky

Copyright © 2018 R.J.M. te Paske. All rights reserved.






Abstract 11l

Abstract

The Proto-Indo-European long vowels *& and *o occupy a remarkable position within the
phonemic system. Although these vowels are phonemic, they are limited to very specific
morphological categories. This distribution has been explained by several theories, of which
there are three which propose a phonetic origin for these long vowels and that nowadays find
supported by various scholars, viz. Wackernagel’s lengthening in monosyllables, Sze-
merényi’s Law, and Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final resonant. These three theories
have in common that they derive the long vowels from their short counterparts *e and *o,
whereas they differ from each other in the phonological environments under which the short
vowels would have become long. It is, however, still controversial which theory is the most
likely to be correct, since all theories have counterexamples. This thesis examines the ques-
tion which of the three phonetic theories on the origin of the Proto-Indo-European lengthened
grade can be proven correct or incorrect.

This question will be addressed by discussing the evidence and counterevidence of the
nominal system and comparing the counterexamples to the three theories. By attempting to
provide alternative explanations for the counterevidence, as well as discussing the strengths
and weaknesses of existing alternative explanations, it is possible to examine which theory or
theories can be kept up and which one(s) must be rejected.

It will be concluded, that monosyllabic lengthening probably works for the nominal sys-
tem, that Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final resonant can only work when it is refor-
mulated (i.e. leaving out the nasals as a conditional factor), and that Szemerényi’s Law is best
to be given up.
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1 Introduction

1.1 The lengthened grade within Proto-Indo-European

The long vowels *é and *6 which can be reconstructed for Proto-Indo-European have a spe-
cial status within PIE morphology. The vowels are phonemic (cf. near minimal pairs such as
nom.sg. *phytér and voc.sg. *phter ‘father’), but limited to very specific morphological cate-
gories. These categories include the following:

A Roots:
1. The nom.sg. of root nouns: *udk"s ‘voice’, *kér(d) ‘heart”;'
2. The nom.sg. of some proterodynamic nouns: *g"én(h,) ‘woman’;
3. The (indicative active of the) s-aorist: Ved. 3sg. dvas ‘carried’ < *uég"-s-t;
4. The ‘static’ presents: Ved. tasti ‘carpenters’ < *1tk-, -staut ‘praised’ < *stéut-, ksnduti
‘sharpens’ < *ksneéu-;
5. Some ind.act. forms of the root aorist: *g"em- (ToB sem, Lat. vénit, Go. gemun ‘came”),
*leg- (ToB lyaka ‘saw’, Lat. legit, Alb. mb-lodhi ‘collect’);

B Final syllables:
6. The nom.sg. of the hysterodynamic inflection: *phgte"r ‘father’, *h,ékmon ‘stone’,
*népot(s) ‘grandson’, *héusos ‘dawn’;
7. The neuter collectives: *udor ‘water(s)’, *menés ‘thoughts’;
8. The acc.sg. in *-ém: *diem ‘god’, *g"hsém ‘cow’;
9. The loc.sg. of the proterodynamic inflection: *-éi, *-éu;
10. The ending 3pl.pf. *-ér (Lat. -ére, Av. mid. aghairé ‘they sit> < *ds-ar-ai);

C 11. Nominal derivatives, i.e. vrddhi-derivatives: *suékurcé- (Skt. svasurd- adj. ‘belonging
to the father-in-law’, MDu. swager, MHG swdger m. ‘brother-in-law”), *h,ouiom n. ‘egg’
(YAv. aém, Gr. @ov, Lat. ovum, OW ui, Crim. Go. ada pl., ON egg, OHG ei).

This distribution of the PIE lengthened grade (LG) vowels requires an explanation. The prob-
lem has been the subject of debate for over a hundred years and can meanwhile be considered
a ‘lengthy’ problem. What follows below is a short overview of some of the proposed theo-
ries.

1.2 Previous theories

The first theory which attempted to explain the origin of the LG is by Streitberg (1894). He
proposed that stressed short vowels underwent compensatory lengthening when in the next
syllable a vowel was lost, e.g. *phatér < *ph,téro. Even though Wackernagel fiercely criti-
cised this proposal only two years later (1896: 68), it was still the predominant view for some
decades.? However, nowadays the theory is rejected by most scholars (cf. Beekes 1990: 33f).

' The reconstructions for which no attestation is given here will be discussed further on in this thesis.
2 Cf. also Kortlandt’s criticism (1975: 84).
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Kurylowicz’s analogical explanation of 7, ei : e, x, in which x = ee > € is refuted by Sze-
merényi (1970: 107f.) and Beekes (1990: 341.) and finds no longer general acceptance either.

Rasmussen proposes that the original nom.sg. ended in *-z, after which *V'C(C)-z >
*1.C(C)z > *V.C(C)s, followed by *V:CCs > *VCCs (Rasmussen 1978: 74-9; 1989: 139-42,
251-3). Tt suffices to refer to Kiimmel’s criticism (2015: 282).

Schmalstieg 1973 explains the nom.sg. *-ér from *-er, in which *-er would have become
*-& before a consonant with subsequent restoration of the stem consonant *-r. While such a
development is not inconceivable, it is difficult to find evidence which independently supports
the idea that PIE had anteconsonantal variants with lengthening of the vowel.

1.3 Current theories

In present-day comparative linguistics it is generally accepted that the LG has a phonetic ex-
planation (cf. already Leumann 1954, as cited in Beekes 1990: 34). Currently, three ap-
proaches are predominant in the field and find support by various scholars: Wackernagel’s
lengthening in monosyllables, Szemerényi’s Law (SL), and Kortlandt’s lengthening before
word-final resonant. It is, however, still controversial which theory is the most likely to be
correct.

1.3.1 Wackernagel’s monosyllabic lengthening

Jacob Wackernagel explained the LG in the monosyllabic nom.sg. of root nouns (see Al
above) by phonetic lengthening of short vowels in monosyllables. He thought that also in the
s-aorist and present forms (A3-4) the length originated in a monosyllabic form. Kortlandt
(2010: 132; 2015) suggests that this explanation also applies to some LG forms in the root
aorist (A5).

1.3.2 Szemerényi’s Law

In 1880, August Schleicher (apud Delbriick 1880: 49-50) came up with the idea that length-
ening in nominal forms originated in formations which had lost a final *-s in the nominative
and *-i in the locative when preceded by a sonorant. Wackernagel (ibid.) accepted this, as
well as Szemerényi (1970: 106-11; 1999: 116), who assumed that the long vowel arose from
the reduction of a geminate, which originated by the loss of final *-s, i.e. *-ér < *-err < *-ers.
The geminates are assumed as an intermediate stage in order to explain why also the s-stems
have a LG in the suffix. Then, the ending *-&/0s would go back to *-e/os-s. However, it is,
unclear whether Szemerényi came to this conclusion independently or not (cf. Beekes 1990:
37), since his solutions *-er-s > *-¢r and *-ei-i > *-éi are similar to Wackernagel’s. Anyhow,
the proposed developments are nowadays usually referred to as Szemerényi’s Law.

In addition to these developments, Nussbaum (1986: 129f.) suggested that *-or-A; also
resulted in a suffix with LG (> *-or) (§4.3.3.5). Jasanoff 1989 elaborated this idea by recon-
structing a form *g"én(h;) (see A2 above). In 1997, he explained the 3pl.pf. *-ér from *-ers
by SL (Jasanoff 1997: 127).

1.3.3 Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final resonant
The length in the HD nom.sg. and PD loc.sg. (B6 and B9) Wackernagel explained by two
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different principles, which presumably contradict each other (cf. Beekes 1990: 36; Kortlandt
1975: 85). On the one hand, he assumed “uralte Ersatzdehnung”, which is Szemerényi’s ex-
planation. On the other hand, however, he explains the lengthening in the nominative “gemaéss
der allgemeinen Neigung fiir Dehnung eines Vokals vor 7-Konsonant.” This would imply that
only asigmatic nominatives in *-7 were lengthened in the suffix, whereas other instances with
LG in the suffix are analogical.

Kortlandt (1975: 84ff.) accepts the lengthening before *-r but outrightly rejects the com-
pensatory lengthening. Instead, he extends the former idea by suggesting that the vowel was
phonetically lengthened before word-final resonants. Together with Wackernagel’s mono-
syllabic lengthening, Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final resonant forms the basis of
the Leiden School model for the origin of the PIE lengthened grade (cf. Kiimmel 2015:
283f).}

1.4 Research question

From the sections above it can be observed that the phonetic theories on the lengthened grade
all have in common that the PIE long vowels *¢ and *¢ are derived from their short counter-

parts *e and *o, whereas they differ from each other in the phonological environments under
which the short vowels would have become long. Regarding the three explanations which are
nowadays supported, the problem can be formulated into the following research question:

Which of the three theories on the origin of the PIE LG can be proven correct or incorrect?

1.5 Methodology

In order to address this question, the methodological approach should be clarified first. Two
remarks can be made:

First, the theories are partly overlapping: on the one hand, SL and Kortlandt’s lengthening
before word-final resonant are contradicting each other (e.g. *phytér either from older
*phytérs or *phytér). This means that a priori either SL or lengthening before word-final reso-
nants cannot be correct. On the other hand, some of the evidence in favour of monosyllabic
lengthening is ambiguous: it is possible that a monosyllabic form ends in a resonant or may
have been affected by SL, in which case it is impossible to determine which development
caused the long vowel.

Second, and not less important, is that the three theories all have counterexamples. There-
fore, in order to examine the correctness of one of the theories, the strength of a theory mostly
lies in its falsification rather than its confirmation. In other words, not the supporting exam-
ples but the counterexamples are decisive. Hence, one should be mostly concerned with pro-
posing alternative explanations for the counterevidence in order to prove whether one of the

? Strictly speaking, the term ‘resonant’ is not correctly used here, since resonants only refer to PIE *r, */, *m, and
*n, whereas Kortlandt (ibid.) also includes word-final *; (and implicitly *u; he only gives Ved. sdkha < *-6i as
an example). Therefore, the term ‘sonorant’ would better cover the respective phonemes, but for the sake of
convention I will continue using the term ‘resonant’ in this thesis.
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theories is correct or not.
This is also the main approach of this study: I will not only give the evidence which sup-
ports the three theories, but will also compare the theories with the counterevidence.

However, due to spatial constraints, not every morphological category can be taken into ac-
count, unfortunately. Only the formations within the nominal system will be treated in this
study. From the nominal forms, also the vyddhi-derivatives (see C11 above) are disregarded
from the discussion. The reason for this is understandable: as has been remarked before, the
vrddhi-type has become too productive to discover a phonetic distribution (cf. Beekes 1990:
35;2011: 181f).

Leaving out the verbal system and the nominal derivatives necessarily means that the cor-
rectness of one of the theories cannot be demonstrated categorically, since counterevidence to
a particular theory may be present in the morphological categories which are not discussed.
Therefore, every conclusion regarding the correctness is preliminary in this study. However,
drawing conclusions on which explanation may be incorrect is certainly possible within the
methodological framework of this study: if a phonetic theory ultimately collapses on the basis
of the items in the nominal system, it cannot work for the verbal system and other morpholog-
ical categories either.

1.6 Structure

This thesis is organized as follows: chapter 2 treats all the evidence of nominal forms with a
LG. Wherever relevant, I will make remarks on the etymology of particular forms and theo-
ries on the prehistory of inflectional types. Chapter 3 largely consists of a list of the evidence
where a long vowel is absent, but expected in the framework of one the three phonetic expla-
nations. In chapter 4 the counterevidence is discussed by evaluating the strengths and weak-
nesses of several theories. These theories provide alternative explanations for the counterex-
amples, aiming to uphold either monosyllabic lengthening, or Szemerényi’s Law, or length-
ening before word-final resonants, as was made apparent above.
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2 Evidence

2.1 Introduction

In the following chapter an overview of the nominal evidence with a LG is given. The chapter
consists of two parts. In the first paragraphs (§2.1 - §2.6), several kinds of LG nominative
formations will be discussed, i.e. nominative singulars of root nouns, HD and PD inflection,
neuter collectives and static neuters. This part is the most abundant one regarding the number
of types. The last paragraph (§2.7) will be devoted to LG formations of the locative singular.

2.2 Nominative singular of root nouns

Root nouns have a nominative singular that is recognizable for its monosyllabic shape. Fol-
lowing Kiimmel (2015: 280), the material can be categorized into three groups: forms with
and forms without *-s, and unclear forms.*

2.2.1 Forms with *-s

*h,éps “water; river’ is only directly attested as YAv. afs f., but Ved. nom.pl. dpas may also
have taken over the vocalism from the nominative.’ Osc. acc.sg. aapam, and aapas
(gen.sg. or acc.pl.) may also belong here, if the etymology is correct, since their meaning is
uncertain.

*pods “foot” survives in three branches as a nominative, i.e. Ved. -pdt m., Gr. nég, Go. fotus,
OE fot, OHG fuoz. Lat. pés may continue *-é-, but can also be explained by Lachmann’s
Law (< *ped-s). A LG is also seen in Umb. dat.pl. -pursus < *-pod-.° For a detailed discus-
sion of the paradigm, cf. Kloekhorst (2014: 152-3, 161), who reconstructs e-vocalism
(*péds) for the original nominative.

*uok”s “voice” (Ved. vik, Av. vaxs, Lat. vox f.). Gr. &y with a full grade is a late form, and
can, just as ToA wak and ToB wek, be explained as analogical from the oblique forms (cf.
Hom.Gr. acc.sg. dma, gen.sg. 0moq).

*diéus ‘sky, day’ is only attested with a synchronic LG as Ved. dydus,” whereas Gr. Zebg can
be explained by Osthoff’s Law. The long vowel in the accusative *diem (Ved. dyam, Gr.
Zfjv) is either explained by Szemerenyi’s Law (*diéum > *diémm > *diém, cf. Schindler
1973), of which the latter development is paralleled in Lat. luppiter > Iiipiter, or by Stang’s
Law (*diéum > *diém, cf. Pronk 2016 for a critical evaluation), but Beekes (1985: 83-5)
argues that the long vowel in the accusative was analogically taken over from the nomina-

4 Kiimmel’s distinction between distinctive lengthened grade (i.e. LG marking in the nom.sg. vs. other ablaut
grades in oblique forms) and possible LG (“Narten”, with LG throughout the paradigm) is only made on the
basis of the root */1;rég- ‘ruler’ (Ved. rat, rdj-, Lat. réx, régis, Olr. 1), as reconstructed by Gonda (1956) to the
Greek verb 0péyw ‘to stretch’ Following Scharfe 1985, the forms are better connected to the n-stem Gr. apnycdv
‘helper’ (= Ved. rdjan- ‘king’, cf. §2.3.6.2), which requires a root *i,reh;g-. In that case, this distinction be-
comes redundant.

* The vocalism of the nom.pl. is secondary anyway, since o-grade or LG (both yielding @) are unexpected in IIr.
® Reflected in dupursus ‘biped’ < *du-péd-, peturpursus ‘quadruped’ < *k"etur-pod-.

7 The vocalism of nom.du. dydva and nom.pl. dyavas is likely to have been taken over from the nom.sg.
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tive by lengthening before word-final resonants, ultimately reflecting a HD u-stem. He as-
sumes the following development:

(D 2 3 “4)
nom.sg.  *dei-u >>  *di-éu >> *di-eu(s) *di-eus
acc.sg. *di-eu-m *di-eu-m  >>  *di-eu-m > *di-ém
gen.sg. *di-u-os *di-u-os *di-u-0s *di-u-os

Beekes’ scenario has the advantage that it can explain how the formation *deiuo- (e.g.
Ved. deva-, Lat. deus, Lith. diévas ‘god’) can easily have been derived from this root, i.e.
by a thematization of the original nominative *dei-u.

Evidence which may be old, but is not attested outside Greek includes Hom.Gr. koxdoy ‘Cy-
clops’ < *pku-klop-s “cattle-thief” (following Thieme’s etymology, cf. Thieme 1951: 177-
78), and Gr. np®E f. ‘dewdrop’ < *prak-s.

2.2.2 Forms without *-s
Asigmatic nominatives of root nouns can occur with neuter or non-neuter gender. Since neu-
ters never have a marker *-s, these will be given separately.

2.2.2.1 Non-neuters

*d"uér ‘door’ (Alb. deré < PAIb. *dudra, pl. dyer < *dudres (cf. Kiimmel 2015: 290'°))
shows a form with lengthened grade only in Albanian, as the other IE branches are built
upon *d"uor- or *d"ur- and are often dual or plural formations;

*g""én ‘slayer’ (acc.sg. *-g""en-m, gen.sg. *-g""n-é/6s):

Ved. Av.
nom.sg.  -hd -ja
acc.sg. -hanam  -janam
voC.sg. -han

gen.sg. -ghnas (-jano)

Although only attested in Indo-Iranian as second member compound forms, the ablaut re-
veals its relative antiquity. For attested forms, cf. for instance Ved. vytra-hdan- m. ‘Vrtra-
slayer’ (nom.sg. -hd, acc.sg. -hdnam, voc.sg. -han, gen.sg. -ghnds), OAV. varaOram.ja
‘winning, winner’ nom.sg., YAV. vorafrd. ja nom.sg., vorafrd.janom acc.sg., varaOrajano
gen.sg. ‘winning’;g

*nonér ‘man’ (OAv. na, Hom.Gr. avnp, Osc. niir, and SPic. nir m.);

*yster “star’ (Hom.Gr. dotp m., Lat. stélla f.). Within PIE the formation may originate as a
ter-stem from the root *h,h;s- ‘burn’, i.e. *hoh;s-tér (cf. Kloekhorst 2013: 117; Mal-
lory/Adams 2006: 129; Pinault 2007: 273), or the word was borrowed from PS *<«attar-
‘(star) goddess, Venus’ (cf. Akk. istar, Hebr. <astoret, SArab. <tr) (Kroonen 2013: 478),
after which it was fit into the PIE inflectional system;

*kuon ‘dog’ (Ved. sva, YAv. spa, Hom.Gr. kbav, Lith. §ué, ToB ku, OIr. cii m.).

¥ Other compounded adjective forms include Ved. arusa-hd nom.sg. ‘killer of the black’, amiva-hd nom.sg.
‘destroying pain’, ny-ha nom.sg., ny-ghn-é dat.sg. ‘killing men’.
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2.2.2.2 Neuters

*dom n. ‘house’ (Hom.Gr. 8&, Arm. tun, cf. also Gr. épa n. ‘house, temple’);

*kér(d) n. ‘heart’ (Hom.Gr. «ijp (obl. kapd-), Hitt. ker (ke-er) (obl. kard(i)-), OPr. seyr). A
long vowel is also seen in the derivative Ved. hardi;

*méms n. ‘meat’: Most branches reflect a thematicized neuter *méms-o- (Ved. mamsdam n.
‘meat’, YAv. mﬁyham ‘meat, board’, Go. mimz, mims, OCS meso ‘meat’) or collective
*méms-hy- (Lat. ménsa ‘table’, Lith. mésa ‘meat’), but Ved. mds n. ‘id.” reflects athematic
*meéms (cf. also the compounds mams-pacanya adj.gen.sg.f. ‘used for cooking meat’ (RV
1.162.13), but thematic mamsa-bhiksam acc.sg.f. ‘desire for meat’ (RV 1.162.12)).° A de-
rived formation *mems-ro- is seen in Gr. unpog ‘shank’, Lat. membrum ‘limb, member’
with Osthoff’s Law, but alternatively the forms continue *mems-ro- with a short vowel.

If one assumes that in PIE only SL operated — and not monosyllabic lengthening or lengthen-
ing before word-final resonants — the form *dom must have analogical LG, since neuters had
no nom.sg. in *-s. Then, the question remains what the model and motivation for introducing
the LG was, since athematic neuters have zero marking and a form *dom would have worked
without problems (cf. Gr. &v n. < *sém : €ic m./f. < *sém-s, §4.3.1.1.2).

The *-s in *méms must then also have been a later restoration, since it would have been
lost by SL.

2.2.3 Unclear forms

*Hros(-s) (Lat. ros, gen. roris m. ‘dew’), cf. also Ved. rdsa- m. ‘juice (of plants), liquid, es-
sence’, Lith. rasa f., Ru. rosd f. ‘dew’. Since the root ends in *s, the presence of a case
marker *-s cannot be determined;

*polH- in Gr. ndhog m./f. ‘foal’ < *polH-0-, W ebawl < *h,ekuo-polH-o-, Alb. pelé ‘mare’ <
*polH-neh>-, cf. Kroonen (2013: 158). A connection with Arm. u/ ‘small goat’ < *pélo-,
amul ‘infertile’ < *n-polo- is doubtful on semantic grounds;

*somo- ‘one’: OCS samw ‘self, alone’ probably reflects a thematicized form of the original
nominative singular *som (cf. Beekes 2011: 209f.). Since this form is not directly attested,
the presence or absence of *-s cannot be determined with certainty. Cf. also §3.1 and
§4.3.1.1.2 for *sém n. with FG.

2.3 Hysterodynamic nominative singular

The largest sub-category of LG-formations consists of nouns with a primary suffix which has
LG in the nom.sg., and full grade or zero-grade elsewhere, i.e. nouns with hysterodynamic
inflection (in *-&C or *-6C).

% Beekes (2010: 947) considers Ved. mds as a nasalless form from *més- for which he has no explanation, but in
view of Ved. ksds ‘earth’ < QIE *d"g-dm-s the loss of the nasal may be a regular pre-Vedic development. The
retention of the nasal in the compound mams-pacanya must then be explained differently: for instance by assum-
ing that the loss of the nasal in mds and ksds only occurred in monosyllables and not if it was part of a com-
pound.
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2.3.1 t-stems

2.3.1.1 *-ot

*méhnot ‘month’ is continued as Go. menops, OHG manod < PGm. *ménop-, and probably
also as Go. mana, OHG mano < PGm. *meénan- m. ‘moon’, in which the original nomina-
tive *méno < *méh;n-ot was reanalyzed as an n-stem (a development that is mirrored by
PGm. *nefan- ‘nephew, cousin’ << *nép-ot-, for which see below). Lith. ménuo ‘month’
may also continue *méh,not, since word-final dental stops have been lost in Proto-Balto-
Slavic, cf. abl.sg. *#-6d in Lith. tué ‘hence, therefore’, and n. *tod > OCS t» ‘that’. Alt-
hough word-final *-s is likely to have been retained, a reconstruction *méh;n-os would
work for the Lithuanian form as well, since parallel formations in *-0s are not attested in
Baltic and the gen.sg. ménesio reflects a stem *meh;n-es-;

*népot(s) ‘grandson’ (Ved. ndpat, YAv. napa, napasa (t-), OP napa, OHG nefo, nevo, Lat.
nepas, -otis, OLith. nepuotis, Alb. nip (< PAlb. *nepd), Olr. nia (< *nefiit-)). The sigmatic
nominative *népdts can easily have been secondarily introduced in Indo-Iranian and Latin.

2.3.1.2 *-¢t

All evidence comes from Celtic:

Olr. fili ‘seer’ < *uel-ét- may well belong here. Also attested as a nominative is Olr. file ‘id.’
< *yel-et- with a short vowel in the suffix, which can be explained as a younger creation by
levelling from forms with -e- in the paradigm, cf. gen.sg./gen.pl. filed, acc.pl. fileda;

Olr. oegi ‘guest’ < *oigh-e’t- may be related to Hom.Gr. ofyopot ‘go (away), die’, in which the
root would reflect */3eig"-. The root etymology is not without problems, however (cf.
Beekes 2010 s.v. olyopar).

Although the suffix is commonly reconstructed as *-éz- (for fili, cf. Beekes 1994: 9; Mataso-
vi¢ 2009: s.v), Peter Schrijver (p.c.) suggested to me that fili rather reflects *uel-iét-: since the
acc.pl. fileda did not lose its -e- by regular Pre-Olr. syncope, it cannot be explained why it
was retained otherwise than assuming an extra element which contained a feature that pala-
talized the preceding consonant (= *7). Starting from a stem *uel-iet- rather than *uel-et-, one
can account for the preservation of -e- in fileda by arguing that it was the -i- of the suffix
*-jet- which was syncopated instead. It is, of course, attractive to explain the form degi simi-
larly. The origin of *-iet- is likely to be post-PIE, which makes the type no longer relevant for
the discussion on the origin of the PIE LG."

2.3.2 s-stems

2.3.2.1 *-0s
*h,éusos ‘dawn’ (Ved. usds, OAv. usa, Hom.Gr. Woc, Lat. auror-a);

' Two arguments for a post-PIE origin come to mind: first, a suffix *-iét-/-iet- is unknown outside Celtic. Sec-
ond, a connection to the verb Olr. fil- ‘is’ < *uel-ie- may suggest that fili was created as a z-stem derived from
the stem *uel-ie-. Subsequently, a secondary nominative in *-iét- was made (Peter Schrijver p.c.). Such an origin
may also apply to Olr. degi, although I cannot think of a verb that is closely related to this formation.
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*uéiduos pte.pf. ‘knowing’ (Ved. vidvin, OAv. viduud, Hom.Gr. €idoc, obl. £idot-,"" Go.
weitwops* n. ‘witness’, in galiuga-weitwods ‘false witness’ < PGm. *witwopa-);

*_ios comp. (Ved. vasyan, OAv. vaxiia, YAv. varhd ‘better’ < *hués-ios, Lat. maiior, -oris
(PL), Hom.Gr. pélov ‘greater’ < *meég-ios).

Possibly old as well may be Hom.Gr. yéAwg m. ‘laughter’ (< *gelh,os) (acc. yéAw < *-o0s-m),
dpag f. ‘sweat’ (< *suidros) (acc. 1dp®), Lat. siidor, gen. -oris m. ‘sweat’ (< *suoidos),
caseus m. ‘cheese’ (if from *kHuos, cf. Schrijver 1991: 252). It is uncertain whether Hom.Gr.
aidmg f. ‘shame’ (< ?*h,eis-d-0s) (gen. aidodg, acc. aid®), and Epmg m. ‘love’ (no etymology,
dat.sg. €po is an o-stem) are archaic.

2.3.2.2 *-¢&s

This class consists of adjectives that became productive in post-PIE times. Two examples
from the same root that may be old are *h;su-menés ‘having a good mind’ and *dus-menés
‘having a bad mind’.

*h,su-menés ‘having a good mind’ (Ved. su-mdnds, Y Av. hu-mana* ‘with good courage to
fight’,'> Gr. edpevig (Aesch.), Myc. e-u-me-ne);

*dus-menés ‘having a bad mind’ (Skt. dur-mands ‘in bad spirits, sorrowful’, OAv. duz-
mand*,"” Gr. dvopevig (Eur.) ‘evil minded, hostile’'*). The Sanskrit form may alterna-
tively be a later innovation in view of its late attestation, however.

In Greek the adjectives in *-és became productive, cf. Hom.Gr. d-deng ‘fearless’, aAn01c
‘true, real’, dxpang ‘epithet of the wind’, GoAAng ‘all together’, av-oudng ‘shameless’,
dmvekng “uninterrupted, exact’, év-ayng ‘under a curse or pollution’, Oeovdr|g ‘godfearing’,
vneng ‘inescapable’, ounyepnc ‘gathered together’, Gr. ovpavo-cteyng ‘bearing the sky’ etc.,
as well as in Indo-Iranian. This productivity can be explained by simple proportional analogy.

Before reconstructing this analogy, an observation that can be made beforehand is that the
adjectives in *-és are all compounded adjectives, whereas corresponding s-stem nouns have
full grade in the suffix (e.g. Ved. sv-dpas adj.nom.sg. ‘well-working’ vs. noun dpas n. ‘work’
from *hsep-, cf. Lat. opus). The Vedic compounded adjectives of the type sv-dpas are clearly
not derived from their synchronic simplex counterparts, viz. Ved. apds*, in view of the differ-
ent accentuation (i.e. on the suffix). Therefore, in Vedic the compounded adjectives in -as
were derived from neuter nouns in -as, not from simplex adjectives in -ds. Perhaps the analo-
gy may have worked as follows:

Ved. manas, su-manas : dpas, X, in which X = sv-dpas.

At a later stage, i.e. after the productivity of compounded adjectives in *-és, simplex adjec-
tives could arise by decompounding in the Indo-European daughter languages (e.g. Gr.

' Mycenaean obl. /-woh-/ < *-uos- indicates that the ¢-stem is secondary, e.g. Myc. te-tu-ko-wo-a;, /"et"uk"woha/
nom./acc.pl.n. ‘finished’ < *d"e-d"ug"-uos-h,. However, a Eerfect participle in *-uot is found in Celtic: Olr. bib-
du m. ‘enemy’, OW bibid h.l. < PCl. *bibiidwot- < PIE *b"eud- ‘strike’, cf. OE beatan.

2 No nom.sg. attested: acc.sg. hu-manaygham, gen.sg. hu-manayghd, nom./ace.sg.n. hu-mana, nom.pl.m. hu-
mananho.

' Only oblique forms attested: OAv. gen.sg. duz-managhé, Y Av. dus-mananha, dat.sg. dus-manaphe.

'* In Homer only attested in the plural: nom. uopevéec, acc. Suopevéac, gen. duopevéov, dat. Suvopevéeoou(v),
dvopevéoty.
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nvekng from duvexng ‘uninterrupted, exact’, cf. Beekes 2010: 333).

In short, the only good example for PIE forms in *-és is the adjective *-menés, since an
identical formation is attested both in Greek and Indo-Iranian, whereas all the other adjectives
in *-&s may be later creations within the separate branches.

2.3.3 i-stems

2.3.3.1 *-0i

*se/ok”Hoi ‘fellow’ (Ved. sdkha (acc.sg. sakhayam, dat.sg. sakhye), YAv. -haxa (acc.sg.
-haxaim, dat.sg. hase), cf. Lat. socius). Since the form with LG is not found outside Indo-
Iranian, it remains uncertain whether the situation in Indo-Iranian is a direct continuation
of the situation in PIE;

*Beid"oi ‘persuasion’"” is only found in Greek as ITei0 (Hes.). Just as for *sok”Hoi in Indo-
Iranian, the rest of the paradigm has generalized root ablaut, but is archaic in the suffix:
acc.sg. [e0d (Hdt.) (<< *-0 < *-o0a < *-oia < *-0im),'® voc.sg. IIe100i (Ar.), gen.sg.
[TeBodg (Aesch.), dat.sg. [TeiBoi (Aesch.). The word is probably an innovation;

*Beidoi (Gr. pedd f. ‘saving, thrift, sparing’) and *(s)ueh,g"6i (Hom.Gr. nyd f. ‘sound,
noise (also personified)’ may also be innovations;

Hittite formations in -@is, in which the final -§ may be secondary:

*hourtois: Hitt. hurtais (hur-ta-is, hu-u-ur-ta-is, hur-da-a-is) c. ‘curse’;"’

*sehoklois: Hitt. saklais (Sa-ak-la-is, sa-ak-la-a-is, Sa-a-ak-la-a-is) c. ‘custom’;'®

*seh,gois: Hitt. 5agais (Sa-ga-i-[i]3, Sa-ga-a-is, Sa-ga-is, Sa-ka-es, $a’-ga-es) c. ‘sign’;"
2.3.3.2 *-¢j

In 1973, Beekes argued that the original nominative of Hom.Gr. woAig, ntoAg f. “city, com-
munity’ must have been in *-&is. Some forms in the paradigm have a stem woAn- (gen.sg.
noANog, dat.sg. oA, nom.pl. méAneg, ace.pl. moinac),’ which brings up the question where
the -n- comes from. He suggested that it could not have been the PD loc.sg. in *-éi that influ-
enced the whole paradigm, as nom.sg. -1¢, gen.sg. -10g is a category, not a single word (Beek-
es 1973: 242).*' Therefore, as he concludes, it must have been the nominative in *m(t)oAn-
that served as a model for the rest of the paradigm. The reason to replace the nominative in

15 The appellative of the goddess is attested from Hesiod on, whereas the common noun meaning ‘persuasion” is
first found in Classical Greek.

'® The accentuation in the accusative is analogical after the nominative, cf. Beekes (1972: 49).

'7 A derivative from huyart-'/ hurt- “to curse’.

'8 Cognates from the root *seh,k- include Lat. sacer ‘sacred’, MW hagr ‘ugly’ and perhaps ToB sakre* ‘happy’.
1% Cognates include Lat. sagire ‘have a good nose, perceive keenly’, Go. sokjan ‘search’.

2 In Greek this stem is attested next to TtoAL- (nom.sg. TTOAES, TOMG, ace.sg. TTOAv, TOA) and moke- (gen.sg.
noAéog, dat.sg. Ttokel, TOAEL, nom.pl. ToAelc, moAéec, acc.pl. moAéac, moAeag, gen.pl. moAéwv, dat.pl. moAéoy(v),
TOAEGOU(V), TOAEEGTUV)).

I Another example of this type is Hom.Gr. pévrig ‘seer, prophet’, gen.sg. pévtnog (k 493, p 267), Att. -£og.
Perhaps, starting from a stem *pavtn- would explain why -#- did not assibilate to **pévoig (Beekes 1973: 244),
but alternatively the word is from a north-Greek dialect, or the form has analogical -t- from the oblique stem
*mn-tei-, or from related formations, such as Hom.Gr. pavtevopa ‘predict, consult an oracle’, and povtoovvn
‘faculty of prophecy’. Although these formations are derived from pévrig, their creation may have been prior to
the assibilation of *-fi- > -61-, which makes the problem a matter of relative chronology. Another argument sup-
porting an analogical origin of pévtig is the root vocalism: since the original paradigm *mén-ti-s, gen. *mn-téi-s
(Lat. mentis, Ved. mati-) would have yielded **pévric, **patéig, the -v- in pdvrig is likely to have been analogi-
cally restored in the oblique stem.
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*-eis into -1 from the PD inflection was that *-&is would have regularly yielded

*-eis and would have been identical to the plural ending -g1g < *-eies. This spread of -n- from
the nominative must then have occurred before Osthoff’s Law. However, as Beekes admits,
the problem remains that there is no other evidence attested for PD i-stems in alphabetical
Greek (1973: 242").%? For an allegedly similar development, see below on YAv. darhus
(§2.3.8.2.2).

2.3.4 I-stems

*h,ebol ‘apple’ (Lith. obuolys, Latv. dbudls);
*sh,él or *seh,l “salt’ (Lat. sal, MIr. sdl, Latv. sals, ToA sale, ToB salyiye).

Concerning the word for ‘salt’, Kortlandt (1985: 118-9) states that Latv. sals rather continues
PIE *séh,-I-s with loss of the laryngeal after a long vowel, as seen in Latv. guovs ‘cow’ <
*9" &h3-u-s, for which see below. This long vowel in *séh,-I-s would be analogical after
*diéus (see above) according to Derksen (2015: 548f). However, for two reasons it is more
attractive to assume a pre-form *sh,-él with LG in the suffix than a form *séh,-I-s: first, Latv.
gtiovs can also be explained from *g"h3éus rather than *g"éhsus (cf. §2.4). Second, for a re-
construction *séh,-I-s, it is necessary to posit a new morphological structure * CeC-C-s for a
pre-stage of Latvian, for which there is no other evidence than sals and guovs. A reconstruc-
tion with PIE *a, such as Piwowarczyk’s explanation of Lat. sal < PIE *sals by SL (Piwowar-
czyk 2015: 272), is unlikely in view of (1) the marginal status of this phoneme (Lubotsky
1989), and (2) the mobile accent as found in Hom.Gr. acc.sg. dia, gen.sg. aAdg, which points
to an original ablauting paradigm (*sh,-él-m, *sh,-1-0s).

Another formation in *-6/ might be Lat. 5o/ ‘sun’, which may then continue *sh,uo! (?), as
the other IE branches point to *séh,ul, gen. *shyuéns (cf. Beekes 1983; Schindler 1975a: 10).
In view of the fact that this word is neuter in Indo-Iranian and Gothic, a form *sh,udl, if it
existed, may have originally been a neuter collective (as a bunch of rays), but Beekes objects
that this is improbable (1983: 7). Alternatively, Lat. sol continues older *saul/ < *séh,ul by a
sporadic monophthongization conditioned by -/ (cf. Kortlandt apud Beekes 1983: 6). If cor-
rect, the word for ‘sun’ does not belong here.

A possible second example in *-é/, viz. Hitt. Su-ui-e-el n. ‘thread’ < *séuh -el-, has been
explained as secondary for su-u-i-il by Rieken (1999: 475, 478f., cf. also Kloekhorst 2008:
777).

2.3.5 m-stems

*dh(é)g'ém ‘earth’® (Ved. ksds, YAv. za, Hom.Gr. yOav, Hitt. tekan, OLith. Zmuo ‘man’);
*ghiom ‘winter’ (YAv. ziid, Hom.Gr. yibv, ON géi, gee).

Regarding “earth’, Kloekhorst (2008 s.v.) suggests that Hitt. tekan reflects a neuter *d"eg-m.
However, in Hittite vocalic *-m usually yields -un, cf. 1sg.prt.-ending -un in e.g. esun ‘I was’
< *h,és-m. Therefore, tékan can hardly reflect *d"eg-m, and the suffix -an must instead go
back to *-om. A suffix *-om with short vowel is also impossible, as a form *dheg'-om would

%2 the Mycenaean script is too ambiguous to distinguish PD -is, gen. -eios <-i, -e-jo> from the moMic-type gen.sg.
in -nog, since -¢ios would also have been spelled <-e-jo>.

 Not with *-g"- on the basis of the stem Ved. jma-, which regularly continues a non-aspirated velar stop
(Kloekhorst 2014b: 621t.).
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have yielded **tagiin (cf. kiin < *kém “this (acc.sg.c.)’) (Kloekhorst ibid.).

Concerning ‘winter’, the nom.sg. *g¢"i-om is probably secondary for *g"ei-om in view of
the stems *g"ei-m-r- (Hom.Gr. yewéproc, Lat. hibernus < *heimrinos ‘hibernal’) and *g"ei-m-
n- (Ved. hemantd- m., Hom.Gr. ygipo n., xeuov m., Lith. Ziema f. ‘winter”) with full grade.

2.3.6 n-stems

2.3.6.1 *-én

*b"ud"men ‘bottom’ (Gr. muBuny, cf. Skt. budhnd- and OHG bodam, cf. Kroonen (2013: 82));

*hyuksén ‘young bull; ox” (Ved. uksd, OAv. uxsa, Go. auhsa, OHG ohso, ToB okso).24 The
Tocharian form points to *-on, but a reconstruction with *¢ is based upon Ved. acc.sg.
uksanam (RV 1.164.13 uksanam must then be secondary) and the fact that the zero-grade
in the root may be reconciled with a hysterokinetic accent pattern (nom.sg. *CC-éR, acc.sg.
*CC-éR-m),

*mosghe"n ‘marrow’ (Khot. mdsja, cf. Ved. acc.sg. majjanam, OPr. musgeno, RuCS moZdeni
pl. ‘brains’). The Brugmann reflex in Ved. majjanam < *mosgh-on-m may alternatively
point to a nom.sg. in *-6n, as the suffix vocalism of the accusative usually coincides with
that of the nominative. The Balto-Slavic forms must then be built upon the oblique stem,
cf. the locative *mosg"-én-i;

*pohjimén ‘herd” (Hom.Gr. mowuwjv, Lith. piemué);”

*u(e)rsen ‘male animal’ (YAv. arsa ‘male’, Gr. dponv, lon., Lesb., Cret. Eponv);

*yrh,én ‘lamb’ (Ved. trd, Hom.Gr. dpijv, Arm. garn).

2.3.6.2 *-on

*h,éhtmon ‘breath, soul, self” (Ved. atmd, OFri. éthma, OHG atmo);

*h,8kmon ‘stone; sky’ (Ved. dsma, YAv. asma, Gr. dxpwv, Lith. akmuo);

*h,iuHon adj./m. ‘young (man)’ (Ved. yiva, YAV. yuua ‘youth’)*

*horeh;gon ‘helper’ (Ved. raja ‘king’, Hom.Gr. apnydv ‘helper’);

*hséron ‘eagle’ (Go. ara, OHG aro, cf. Hitt. haras < *haran-s, Hom.Gr. dpv-ig, 6pv-€ov n.
‘bird’);

*kleuman ‘rumour’ (Go. hliuma m. ‘hearing’, ToB klyomo ‘noble’);

*mehskon ‘poppy’ (Hom.Gr. pixev, OHG maho, mago << PGm. *moho, cf. Kroonen (2011:
311-4;2013: 371));

*stéhymon (Gr. otiuov ‘the warp in the upright loom, thread’, Lith. stuomuo ‘stature, trunk,
piece of linen for a shirt, shirt without sleeves, stem of a plant with leaves and branches’),
cf. Go. stomin dat.sg. ‘confidence, substance’, and with different gender: Ved. sthama n.
‘position’, Lat. stamen n. ‘warp in weaving’. It cannot be excluded that (some of) the for-
mations are post-PIE;

*tetkon ‘carpenter’ (Ved. tdksd, OAv. tasa, Hom.Gr. téktov).

?* The color of the laryngeal is based upon the idea of a connection with *h,ueks- ‘to grow’ (Kichnle 1979).

% Lithuanian -4 is not informative, since there is only one living category in -u6, obl. -en- (gen. piemeris, cf.
akmud, gen. akmeiis), continuing both stems in *-én and *-6n. The Lith. forms in -mé (démé “attention, consider-
ation’, Zymé ‘mark, sign’, etc.) do not directly go back to PIE *-mén, but are analogically created to inherited
forms in *-mén (Pronk 2014: 324f.).

%6 Probably not *-én in view of Ved. acc.sg. yiivanam, YAV. yuuanom < *-on-m.
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2.3.7 r-stems

2.3.7.1 *-&/or

*deh,iuér ‘husband’s brother’ (Hom.Gr. 8amp, cf. Ved. acc.sg. devdram, OE tacor, tacur®’);

*hyeuser (Hom.Gr. anp ‘mist’, cf. Ved. voc.sg. usar, loc.sg. usri);

*suésor ‘sister’ (Ved. svdsa, YAv. x"agha, Lat. soror, obl. soror-, OIr. siur, (O)Lith. sesud,
Arm. k‘oyr).

I follow Kloekhorst’s reconstruction *g"es-r rather than *g"ésar for Hitt. kes§ar ‘hand’ in
view of the geminate -$5- (Kloekhorst 2008: 471).

2.3.7.2 *-té/or

*b"réhytér “brother’ (Ved. bhrdta, cf. Hom.Gr. ppfitpn, Go. bropar);

*dhster ‘giver’ (Ved. data, acc. -daram, Gr. Sotip);

*dhughgtér ‘daughter’ (Ved. duhita, Hom.Gr. Quydmp, (O)Lith. dukté, Go. dauhtar). If
Kloekhorst (2011) is right, HLuw. acc.sg. tuatra/i-n and Lyc. kbatra ‘id.” reflect a stem
*d"uéghstr, that can be identified as the PIH nominative form. This implies, that the
lengthened grade in this form came about after the split with Anatolian;

*(H)ienhytér ‘wife of husband’s brother’ (OLith. jenté), cf. Hom.Gr. givatépeg, Skt. yatar-,
Lat. ianitricés, CS jatry);

*meh,tér ‘mother’ (Ved. matd, Hom.Gr. pqp, OLith. mété, OHG muoter);

*phtér ‘father’ (Ved. pitd, OAv. ptd, pata, Hom.Gr. natfip, Go. fadar).

Old formations in *-for are hard to identify in view of the productivity in Indo-Iranian. The

few formations with parallels outside Indo-Iranian also have forms in *-tér:

‘giver’ in Ved. ddata* (acc.sg. dataram < *-tor-m, also datdram < *-ter-m to a nom.sg. datd
‘id.” < *deh;tér), Hom.Gr. §dtop < *déhstor (cf. Somp), Lat. déitor (with zero grade of the
root).

‘creator’ in Ved. janitd, nom./acc.du. janitdrd ‘progenitor’ (cf. jdnita “father’ with root ac-
cent), lon./Dor.Gr. yevétwp ‘creator’ (cf. Gr. yevetp ‘begetter’ (Arist.)), Lat. genitor,
-oris ‘father, creator’ < *génh,-tor.

2.3.8 u-stems

2.3.8.1 *-éus

This category consists of Greek nouns in -gvg and presents important difficulties (Beekes
1973: 230), which can be summarized as follows:

1) there are no inherited words in -gvg, except Zevg, but plenty words in -gvg of non-IE origin;
2) hysterodynamic Iranian cognates in -Gus correspond to Greek formations in -vg rather than

-guG (OAV. -bazaus ~ Gr. mijyvg ‘arm’).

Concerning the first point, Beekes pointed out in one of his earlier articles (1973: 230), that
the words in -gvg may originally have had a long vowel in view of the inflection of e.g.
Bootievg, gen.sg. -fog (<*-éu-os), in which the oblique forms have generalized *-éu- of the
nominative in *-eus. In a later article (Beekes 2008: 53f.) he gives a different explanation by
proposing a Pre-Greek (non-IE) sound change, viz. that -n()- in the oblique represents older

T From PGm. *taikwer- < *daiHuer-. For Gm. -k- < *-H- cf. Kroonen (2013: 506).
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monophthongized *-o1f-, whereas -evg would go back to *-ot+¢ with umlaut and loss of in-
tervocalic yod.28 This second explanation rules out the possibility that non-Indo-European
words in Greek adopted the PIE inflection pattern in *-éus, which is the case in the first sce-
nario. Thus, this would mean that Greek words in -gvug do not go back to PIE *-éus.

The second point may be explained by suggesting that the Iranian forms do not come from
*_gus, but either from *-ous or *-us. See §2.3.8.2.2 for a discussion of the Iranian material.

2.3.8.2 *-ou(s)
The material largely consists of two groups: (1) evidence from Greek and (2) evidence from
Iranian, but (3) there are small pieces of evidence from other branches as well.

2.3.8.2.1 Evidence from Greek

*dmous ‘belonging to the house (?)’ in Hom.Gr. dpdg, gen.sg. duwdg ‘slave, servant’. Other
evidence for a u-stem derivative of the word for ‘house’ does not have a long vowel in the
suffix: Lat. domus, gen.sg. domiis f., OCS domw m. ‘house’, Arm. tanu-ter ‘lord of the
house’. The connection with Ved. damiinas- m. ‘master of the house, lord’ is uncertain,
however;

*phytrous is attested as the amphikinetic u-stem Gr. métpwg, gen.sg. -0o¢ / - m. ‘male rela-
tive; father’s brother, uncle’, of which traces are found in Lat. patruus, Skt. pitrvyd- (Br.),
YAv. tiiriia-, OE feedera, OHG fatureo, fetiro < PGm. *fadurwjan- m.;

*mehtrous in Hom.Gr. pfjtpog m. ‘male relative of the mother, maternal uncle, grandfather’.
The form is not necessarily of PIE date, since it can be analogical after Gr. ndtpwg;

*¢IHous in Hom.Gr. yoAdwg, gen.sg. yorow, dat.sg. yoroo f. ‘husband’s sister’ (with -o- due
to metrical diectasis). Greek may point to a stem *yoA-op-o- < *glhr-eu-o-, but see Beekes
2010 s.v. yordwg for a discussion. Cognates are Lat. glos < *gloh,-, OCS zwlvva < *glh,-
uhy-. Alternatively, the Greek form can also be analogically created after untpwc. If cor-
rect, the feminine gender of yoAdwc may then have been changed on the basis of its se-
mantics.

As *-ous would have given Gr. -ovg, the attested type in -w¢ must be secondary. Beekes
(1972: 41f.) argues that the nominative was remodelled after the accusative in -ov (< *-om <
*-oum), but in my opinion it is perhaps easier to assume that the final -g is a later (post-
Osthoff’s Law) addition.

Szemerényi’s proposal (1977: 56) to analyse -o¢ in ndtpws (and ptpmg etc.) as a com-
pound member related to Lat. avus, Hitt. huhha-, CLuw. hitha- ‘grandfather’ < *hyeuh,-
[*houh 2-29 is hard to ascertain, since there is only one vowel that can be compared.3 % Moreo-
ver, if Hom.Gr. pntpuid f. ‘stepmother’ is related to prjtpoc,” the -v- in pmrpuid would re-

%8 The different developments would be conditioned by the vocalic vs. consonantal *u, according to Beekes
(ibid.).

21 follow Kloekhorst, who reconstructs a root noun *hseuh,-/*huh,- to account for the geminate -hh- in Hittite
and non-geminate -4- in Luwian (2008: 352f.).

*® Szemerényi reconstructed an element *awos ‘grandfather; uncle’ without a laryngeal (1977: 53), which does
not fit the Anatolian evidence. However, in laryngealistic terms, starting from an o-grade form may probably
work (¥houhy- > *o(F)o- > *©-). The compound must then be a relatively young (post-Mycenaean) formation
(after digamma-loss and contraction of *oa).

3! However, this is semantically not without problems, since it is not straight-forward how a meaning ‘stepmoth-
er’ would have developed from ‘male relative of the mother’, if untpuid is formally derived from pitpme.
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flect the zero grade of this morpheme. Since a zero grade root *h,uh,- would have yielded
*va- (just as the suffix *-ik;, gives PGr. *-ia), it is formally impossible that the element -v-
continues this root in pntpuid. Another counterargument is that in Szemerényi’s proposal Skt.
pitrvya- m. ‘father’s brother’ < *phytruio- cannot be the masculine formal counterpart to
untpoid, since Sanskrit excludes a laryngeal. To my mind, the connection is formally and
semantically too attractive to reject, which would imply that neither Greek nor Sanskrit con-
tinues a compound with */seuh,-. Therefore, the element -o- in ndtpwg likely to represent a
PIE LG suffix *-ou-.

2.3.8.2.2 Evidence from Iranian

The material has been discussed elaborately by Beekes (1985: 85-90) and is briefly addressed
by Kiimmel (2015). Since the material is complicated, it is necessary to discuss full para-
digms. The following three forms may be candidate for a nom.sg. in *-ou(s):

*_bl'eh,gGus “(upper) arm’

Ved. Av.
nom.sg. bahus OAv. -bazaus, YAv. bazus
gen.sg. YAv. -bazuuo, bazaus (< *-aos)

nom./acc.du. bahava YAv. bazauua

The reconstruction of the nom.sg. with a long vowel in the suffix, as reconstructed by
Kiimmel (2015), hinges entirely on Avestan. The form -bazaus is found in compounds
such as OAv. darago.bazu- adj. ‘having long arms’ (= Ved. dirgha-bahu-), whereas bazus
is the simplex formation. A compounded gen.sg. -bazuué is found in aurusa.bazuué and
the simplex gen.sg. bazaus must be read as bazaos. It cannot be excluded that the differ-
ence in vocalism between simplex and compounded forms is old, since such a distribution
is well-known for PIE (matnp vs. evndtop). Outside Indo-Iranian also u-stems are found:
Gr. mijyvg m. ‘forearm, arm, ell’, OE bog, OHG buog < PGm. *bogu- m. ‘shoulder’, ToA
poke ‘arm’. On the basis of these forms I would suggest that at least the suffix of the nomi-
native cannot have been *-éus, since this would have been preserved in Greek as -gvg by
sound law and no inherited stems in *-éus, except Zelg, are attested (§2.3.8.1).*2 Choosing
between *-ous or *-us, it is still hard to tell what the original nominative was, since no
acc.sg. is attested: either the accusative stem may have been introduced into the nomina-
tive, or may have taken over the long vowel from the nominative. In other words, if the ac-
cusative stem had a short vowel (*-av-am > Av. *-aom), it would be strange why the accu-
sative would not have taken over the vocalism of the original nominative in *-ou(s). An
example with such an accusative stem is the following word:

PIIr. *dasyaus(?) (OAv. daxiiu-, Y Av daxiiu-, dafhu- f. ‘(inhabibant of a) country, people’,
OP dahyu- f. ‘country, province, district’):*>**

32 An analogical remodelling (*-éus >> -v¢) is doubtful, since there is no clear motivation for such a develop-
ment. Moreover, it would be unclear why Zgbg was preserved as such, since it did undergo several other remod-
ellings, cf. acc. Zfjv >> Zijva, Aia, and gen. AuF)6¢ >> Znvag.

33 Reconstruction from Kiimmel (2015: 292), which is *dasyaw-§ in his own notation.

3* Although the word itself is probably non-IE, its inflectional type is relevant for the discussion of the LG.
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OAv. YAuv. OP
nom.sg. danhus dahyaus
acc.sg. daxiiam  daxiiam, daghaom dahyaum, dahyauuam
gen.sg. daxiizus  danhaus
dat.sg. danhauue
loc.sg. danhuuo, dayho, danhauu-a
nom.pl. danhauuo dahyauua
acc.pl. danhis, dayhauuo dahyauua
gen.pl. daxiiungm
acc.du. daxiiu, dainhu

In spite of a synchronic long vowel in OP dahyaus, Beekes (1985: 89f.) argues that Aves-
tan preserves the older paradigm, since it would be unlikely that the long vowel of a
nom.sg. in *-o6us > -aus would not have introduced its long vowel into the accusative (Av.
-aom < *-qv+am).

On the one hand, the gen.sg. forms in -5us reflect a PD ending. If the ending is archaic,
the paradigm may originally have been PD as well: PIr. nom.sg. *das-yu-$, acc.sg. *-yu-m,
gen.sg. *-yau-§, nom.pl. *-yav-ah < PIE *-iu-s, *-iu-m, *-ieu-s, *-iou-es. If correct, the
acc.sg. daxiium then reflects the older formation in *-iu-m, whereas dajhaom must be ana-
logical.*® The long vowel in the Old Persian singular forms would then originate in the plu-
ral stem, after which it was introduced into the singular. This back-formation in OP is un-
derstandable in view of the Avestan semantics: the definition of a country or region (sg.)
may have been that it consists of ‘people’ (pl.).

On the other hand, however, the gen.sg. -5us may also be analogical after the acc.sg.
ending -aom < *-au-m, which had a FG in the suffix too. In that case it is far from certain
that the Avestan nom.sg. form continues the old ablaut in the suffix. Therefore, I cannot
decide whether the LG in the OP nom.sg. ending -aus is archaic or not.

*nékous ‘corpse’ is reconstructed by Kiimmel (2015) on the basis of internal reconstruction of
Avestan, cf. YAv. nom.sg. nasus, acc.sg. nasaum, nasiim, gen.sg. nasauuo.”® Kiimmel
states, that nasus is an analogical form, arguing that a distribution of -us, acc.sg. -aum rep-
resents the default formation and only appears in Young Avestan, whereas Old Avestan
has nominatives in -@us, such as -bazaus and hiSaus ‘association, companionship’ (2015:
292 and n. 19). First, however, OAv. hi3aus is a completely isolated formation, which
makes it hard to say anything about its antiquity. Secondly, Beekes (1985: 88) argues, that
such an argument is unlikely, since there would be no reason to replace a regular pattern of
nom. *nasaus : acc. nasaum with an irregular one. Therefore, YAv. nasus would continue
the original nominative. Moreover, De Vaan (2000: 525f.; 2003: 377) showed that the
spelling of acc.sg. -aum in nasaum is a scribal error for -aom < *-avam, which implies that
the accusative does not reflect *-@vam.’” If correct, only the oblique case continues a syn-

%5 This is supported by the view that the stem dasjhu- is perhaps secondary for daxiiu- anyway, cf. De Vaan
(2003: 417, 568f., 614).

% Cognates include Hom.Gr. véic (with secondary long -u-, cf. Beekes 2010 s.v.), acc.sg. véKDv, gen.sg.
vékvog, Olr. éc ‘death’ < *nk-u-, ToB enkwe, ToA onk ‘man’ (< ‘mortal’) < *nk-ti-0-.

37 The ending -aum would have been secondarily taken over from the voc.sg. asaum (< *drtauam), since this
form is often found in the vicinity of nasaum (De Vaan ibid.).
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chronic LG, which can be explained from original o-grade with Brugmann’s Law (gen.sg.
nasauudé < *-ou-es). In view of these considerations, a nom.sg. *nékéus probably did not
exist in PIE.

2.3.8.2.3 Remaining evidence
Evidence from Hittite may be the word for ‘birth-chair’, that is attested both with common
and neuter gender: nom.sg.c. harnaus (har-na-a-us) < *-ou-s and nom./acc.sg.n. harnau (har-
na-a-u) < *-ou (cf. acc.sg.c. harnaun (har-na-u-un) < *-ou-m and gen.sg. harnuuas (har-nu-
ua-as) < *-u-os). Kloekhorst (2008: 310) reconstructs HD *h3ér-nou with common gender,
that either got an -s in the nom.sg.c. to mark the common gender, or was reanalyzed as a neu-
ter due to the absence of -s.

In Slavic a form *gerh;-ou is reflected in SCr. Zérav ‘crane’. For the stem, cf. Lith. gérvé <
*gerhy-u-, Lat. griis < *grhy-u- (cf. also Kortlandt 1985: 120).

A possible example from Phrygian might be the PN nom.sg. Vasous (< *-ou-), also spelled
as Vasus (cf. Phr. gen.sg. Vasos (< *uas-u-os)), see Ligorio/Lubotsky (2018: 1820). A root
etymology is difficult, however.

2.4 Proterodynamic nominative singular

*o"ehsus or *g"hséus ‘cow’ (Ved. gaus, OAv. gaus, Latv. giiovs, Dor. Bdc). Other evidence
(Hom.Gr. Bovg, ToA ko, ToB ke,, OS ko, Du. koe, OHG kuo) may also continue a short
vowel.

Dor. Béc is clearly built on the acc.sg. Bdv. For the long vowel in the acc.sg. *g"hzém
(Ved. gdm, OAv. ggm, Hom.Gr. B&v,” Dor.Gr. pdv) see §4.3.3.6 and Pronk (2016: 29ff.),
who supports Beekes’s proposal that the long vowel comes from the nom.sg. (parallel to
*diéus, acc. *diem ‘god’, cf. §2.2.1).

Since the Doric form is secondary, only for Baltic and Indo-Iranian the lengthened
grade formation needs to be explained. For Latv. guovs Kortlandt (1985: 118; cf. also
Derksen 2015: 536) starts from a reconstruction *gwéh sus, for which he assumes that in
Baltic a laryngeal was lost after a long vowel, yielding a non-acute tone in the Latvian
form.*” The LG would then have been analogically introduced after other u-stems, (cf.
Beekes 1990: 42), such as *diéus ‘god’, and cf. also Dor. acc.sg.f. vav ‘ship’ < *neh;-ém <
*_&u-m. However, reconstructing a proto-form *g"h;éus is an easier way to explain the
Latvian as well as Indo-Iranian form (cf. Latv. sals ‘salt’ in §2.3.4, for which the same ar-
gument applies):*’ the oblique stem *g"hs-eu- may then have been introduced into the
nominative, after which the vowel was lengthened, either due to a phonetic explanation (1.
monosyllabic lengthening (*g"hz-éu-s > *g"hzéu-s), 2. lengthening before word-final reso-
nant (nom. *g"hz-éu > *g"hzéu >> *g"hzéus) or 3. SL (*¢"h3-éu-s > *g" hsz-éuy > *g"hséu
>> *g"h.2us)), or the aforementioned analogy.

The PIE stem is reconstructed as *g"ou- by Kiimmel 2015 (after e.g. Schindler 1973:

* Attested in H 238.

% Kortlandt argues that this development is also found in Balto-Slavic verbal forms (1985: 114-117, cf. also
Beekes 1990: 43).

“* The synchronic LG in Indo-Iranian may also continue *g"6h;us with Brugmann’s Law.
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148ft.), but there are several arguments that favor a reconstruction with a laryngeal, e.g.
the circumflex accent in Gr. odg that points to an original hiatus, reflecting an older lar-
yngeal (*g"éhzus or *g"éhsus) (cf. Beekes 2010 s.v.), and the formally and semantically
probable link with the PIE root *g"eh;-, cf. Gr. Bookw ‘to feed, tend” (Lubotsky 1990:
133f).

On the basis of these considerations the following conclusions can be drawn:

(1) Greek requires a form with an intervocalic laryngeal (*g"éhsus or *g"éhsus);

(2) Baltic and Indo-Iranian are the only branch for which a formation with a LG is compel-
ling (*g"éhzus or *g"hséus);

(3) methodologically a reconstruction *g"h3éus is more preferable than *g"éhzus.

This implies that (i) a reconstruction *g"éhsus must probably be rejected, (ii) Greek re-
flects *g"éhsus, and (iii) Indo-Iranian and Baltic reflect *g"hzéus. Since the Greek form
can hardly be explained by analogy (the acc.sg. is *g"hsém, not **g"éhzum), it is likely to
be inherited, reflecting an older PD u-stem nom. *g"éh;-u, gen. *g"hs-éu-s. Therefore, the
reconstruction *g"hséus is probably a secondary formation, and need not reflect the origi-
nal PIE situation.

*gwe"n(hz) ‘woman’ (OlIr. poet. be, Go. gens ‘wife’, ON kvan, kveen ‘“woman, wife’ <PGm.
*kweni-). With a short vowel: Ved. jani-, OIr. ben, acc.sg. bein (<*g"én-h,-m), Go. gino,
OHG quena ‘woman, wife’ < PGm. *kwenon-.

In 1989, Jasanoff argued that the original nominative in Old Irish must have been the
poetic form bé, that stands outside the paradigm. The form would then go back to Pre-Olr.
*g"en < PIE *g"én(-h;) with regular loss of the final laryngeal in *-VRH# already in Late-
PIE (1989: 140). The non-poetic form is ben, which forms a paradigm with acc.sg. bein,
gen.sg. mnd (< *g"én-hy-m, *g"n-éhy-s, cf. Ved. jani-, gen.sg. gnds). He argues that the
form ben is secondary and goes back to a preform *g"en-a, that would have been intro-
duced analogically to the other forms in the paradigm and replaced the older nominative
bé, that lost its feminine suffix marker already before that introduction. The loss of the lar-
yngeal as *-VRH# > *-VR# would then be a product of Szemerényi’s Law, for which it has
been proposed that this development took place in the neuter collectives as well (cf. §2.5
and §2.8).

However, the preform of Olr. bé, *g"en, can reflect a short vowel in PIE as well. Conse-
quently, on the basis of Old Irish only there is no need to introduce a form with LG yet.

The problem becomes more complicated when one takes the Germanic material into ac-
count. In Germanic there is evidence for a lengthened grade formation *kweni-, but the
question is why this form is an i-stem and not a 4,-stem, if *kwéni- reflects the older nomi-
native with LG. The form can alternatively be explained as a vyddhi-derivative that arose
within Germanic, as LG-formations became productive in this branch (cf. Kroonen 2013:
316). Therefore, one may have doubts about the antiquity of the form *kwéni-, and about
the need to posit a nominative *g"én(h;), as the evidence in favour of this form can also be
interpreted differently.
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2.5 Neuter collectives

PIE had two ways of forming neuter collectives: either by suffixation with *-A, (not *-eh,, cf.
Beekes 1994), or by a lengthened grade vowel of the suffix without ending (*-0C). This sec-
tion lists the forms of the latter type. The material is categorized by a twofold distinction: by
stem-ending (1. *-éi/-0i (only in Hittite), 2. *-6n, 3. *-or (/*-ér?), 4. *-0s, 5. *-6u (only in
Hittite)), as well as by semantics (first certain collective meanings, then less certain ones).

2.5.1 Stems in *-@i/-0i

*udnei: Hitt. nom./acc.sg.n. utné (ut-ne-e) ‘land(s)’ < *ud-néi (obl. utni- < *ud-ni-), perhaps
cognate with Luw. wattaniya- ‘land’ < *uéd-en- and more distantly Arm. getin ‘ground,
land’ < *yedenV. Although no direct parallels outside Anatolian are known, Kloekhorst
(2008 s.v.) remarks that the formation is probably old, since the inflection of nom./acc.
*-néi : obl. *-ni- is rare;

*hsésth;oi: Hitt. nom./acc.sg.n. hastai (ha-as-ta-a-i, ha-as-ta-i, ha-as-da-i, [hla-as-da-a-i), pl.
hastai (ha-as-ta-i, ha-as-ta-a-i, ha-as-ta-a-e, ha-as-ta-e, ha-as-da-i, ha-as-da-a-i)
‘bone(s)’, cf. Gr. dotéov < *hzesth;-ei- with a similar stem formation;

*[utoi: Hitt. nom./acc.sg.n. luttai (lu-ut-ta-i, lu-ud-da-a-i) ‘window(s)’;

*s-h 3nghu5i(‘?): Hitt. nom./acc.pl.n. Sankuai ([Sa-aln-ku-ua-a-i, Sa-an-ku-ya-i) ‘nails’;

*1lh,oi: Hitt. nom./acc.sg.n. zalhdi (za-al-ha-a-i) ‘vessel used in rituals’.*'

In non-Anatolian IE the collective of i-stems is found with the suffix *-ik,, cf. §4.3.3.5.

2.5.2 Stems in *-on

*hsn(é)hsmon ‘names’: YAv. namgm pl., namani pl., Ved. nama pl., namani pl., Go. namé sg.
(pl. namna). The Ilr. forms with -i < *-A; can be easily explained as innovations (Beekes
2011: 206, and see also *sédmon below). The Gothic form need not be old as the nomina-
tive can be remodelled after the oblique cases of the productive n-stems, which is corrobo-
rated by the zero grade of the root (< *hsznhzmon). Av. -gm can both go back to *-6n and
*-mn-h,, and the example below shows that both endings may have been present in Indo-
Iranian, since Vedic has two reflexes;

*sédmon: Ved. sadmd pl., sadmani pl.‘seat’. The form sadma with short vowel may continue
*-mn-h, with Kuiper’s Law, whereas sadmani is ambiguous: it either continues *-mon+th;,
but it can also go back to *-mn-h,+n+h 2,42 the latter more preferable in view of sddma;

*d"eh;man perhaps in OAv. damgm creatures’, but it may alternatively reflect *-mn-h., as
mentioned above. For the stem, cf. §3.5.1.3.

The Gothic neuters in sg. -6, pl. -ona (< *-on, *-6n + eh,) may also belong here,* e.g.
augo, pl. augéna ‘eye(s)’
auso, pl. ausona ‘ear(s)’
barnilo, pl. barnilona ‘young child(ren)’
hairto, pl. hairtona ‘heart(s)’

I Due to its meaning it is hard to ascertain that the formation is originally a collective. For the root, cf. Lat. fulf,
ppp.- latus ‘carry’.

2 The *n in the collective must then have been restored.

* The plural -6na is evidently secondary (cf. Beekes 1981: 275).



20 A ‘lengthy’ problem: Towards a phonetic explanation of the Proto-Indo-European long vowels

kaurno, pl. kaurnona ‘kernel(s)’
sigljo, pl. sigljona ‘seal(s)’
pairko, pl. pairkona ‘eye of a needle’

Semantically less certain:

*sék"'mon: YAv. haxmgm ‘fellowship’, cf. Ved. sdkman loc.sg.;

Uncertain is whether OAv. an-afSmgm, afSmant ‘(non-)verse’ is old, since a PIE etymology is
difficult.

2.5.3 Stems in *-gr**

*hjeior ‘days’: OAv. aiiar3 pl., YAv. aiign pl., related to Go. air, ON ar, OE &r, OHG ér
adv. ‘early’ <PGm. *airi, and more distantly to Hom.Gr. épiotov n. ‘breakfast’ < *heieri-
hid-to-;

*hsersor: Hitt. harsar nom./acc.pl.n. (har-Sa-a-ar, har-sa-ar) ‘heads, people, fronts, begin-
nings’;

*e(e)nsuor in OAv. acc.pl.n. sax"ars “word, speech’;

*k"ékmor “sign(s)’ in Hom.Gr. tékpop sg.n. ‘goal, end; sign; proof’, with a zero grade Gr.
tékpap ‘sign, mark; goal, end’. Since tékpwp is exclusively Homeric, whereas tékpap only
post-Homeric, one of the forms is probably secondary, cf. Nussbaum 2014a;

*uth,or: Hitt. nom./acc.pl.n. uttar (ut-ta-a-ar, ud-da-a-ar) “word, speech; thing, case; story;
reason’;

Some examples of mass nouns:

*puhyor ‘fire’ is often reconstructed for ToA por, ToB puwar (cf. Adams 1999 s.v.), but the
Tocharian formation may alternatively be identical to Gr. mdp, Umb. pir, ON fiirr, which
would then continue *puh,r < *phyur. Along these lines ToA ysar, ToB yasar ‘blood’
might then be explained as well (< *hjeshyr, not *hjesh,or);

*skor ‘excrement’ in Gr. ok®dp, gen. okatdc n. ‘muck, excrement’, Hitt. zakkar (za-ak-kar)
n.sg. ‘excrement, dung’, za-as-ga-r° /tskar/ in zasgarais n. ‘anus’;

*udor “water(s)’: Ved. uda pl., Hom.Gr. $3op sg., Umb. utur acc.sg., Go. wato sg. (gen.
watins), OHG wazzar sg., Lith. vanduo sg., and Hitt. nom./acc.pl.n. yidar (u-i-ta-a-ar, u-e-
da-ar, u-e-da-a-ar).

Semantically uncertain, but neuter:

*hjehymor ‘day’: Arm. awr sg. and Myc. a-mo-ra-ma /amor-amar/ ‘day after day’. For the
Mycenaean formation, cf. Cypr. dpati-par ‘id.”, as well as Hom.Gr. juap, Dor., Arc.
auap, -atog with zero grade of the suffix, and Hom.Gr. fjuépa with full grade of the suffix;

*hsnor in Arm. anurj ‘dream’ < *onor-io-. For the formation, cf. Hom.Gr. dveipog ‘god of
dreams, dream’ < *h3n-er-io-, and Lesb. dvoipog, Cret. dvaipov < *hzn-p-io-. Also cf.
Hom.Gr. dvap < *hzén-r.

* There are two possible but uncertain examples with e-vocalism: Lat. sevérus ‘severe, strict’ (PL) is analysed
by Nussbaum (1998: 525) as an o-stem adjective *seg"-uér-o- derived from a collective *seg"-uér ‘steadfastness,
toughness’, but it is not clear to me how the reconstructed meaning can be equated with collective semantics.
Hitt. ha-as-du-e-er nom./acc.sg.n. ‘twig(s)’ might be another example, but the form may alternatively continue a
compound *hesth-g"er- (Lubotsky apud Kloekhorst 2008 s.v. ©hasduer-).
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Formally uncertain:

*hj(e)itor “‘way(s)’: ToA sg. ytar, ToB sg. ytarye < *hji-tor, but Lat. sg. iter (gen.sg. itineris)
is uncertain: a reconstruction nom.sg. *h;i-tér, gen.sg. *h;i-tn-és implies that it was the
singular form that had a long vowel in the suffix, for which De Vaan remarks that this
would be unique for a neuter noun, and prefers Rieken’s proposal of original *#4,éi-tr,
gen.sg. *hji-tén-s (cf. Kloekhorst 2008: 489; De Vaan 2008: 311, both with further lit.).
Rieken’s reconstruction implies that the form *#,i-tor as reflected by Tocharian would rep-
resent the original collective;

*k" (e)tuor num. “four’: Go. fidwor, Lat. quattuor, cf. Ved. catvir-i n. < *-or-hy, OCS cetyre <
*-or-es. Gothic precludes a zero-grade, whereas Latin is not entirely straight-forward.
Beekes (1987: 217) argues that *k"etuér cannot be a neuter plural (collective), and rather
reflects an original nom.sg., which was reanalysed as a collective.”’ For instance, as Indo-
Iranian is a branch where the neuter plural in *-0C is synchronically attested as such, one
would expect the form *k"etuér to have been preserved there. Instead, one finds Av.
caSparo, n. catura for expected *cadfara. Another argument is from Germanic: as the fi-
nal syllabe of the Gothic form is not shortened (cf. Go. swistar), fidwor goes back to
*k" etuor+C, which may be a Germanic innovation. Beekes (ibid.) thinks that *k"etuor-h;
(> *k"epuor-a > fidwor) is unlikely to be the pre-form, as the formation did not acquire (at
least at a later stage) the normal neuter ending Go. -a (< *-a). If the above is true, the form
*I" etudr is not relevant for the discussion on collective formations.

2.5.4 Stems in *-os

The rather certain examples are mostly found in Avestan:

*leukos (OAV. raocas-ca, YAv. raoca pl. ‘lights’ (raocah-));

*mends (OAv. manas-¢a pl. ‘thoughts, minds® (manah-));

*neb’os (OAV. nabas-ca pl. ‘sky, air’ < *‘clouds’ (nabah-));

*uek"os (YAv. vacas pl. ‘speech, talking’ (vacah-));

*kleuos (OAv. sravd, sravas-¢a pl. ‘words, fame’ (sravah-), Ved. sravams-i pl. ‘fame, praise,
honour, reputation’), cf. Gr. kKAéog sg. ‘rumour, fame, renown, reputation’;

*tieg"os (?) (YAvV. iSiieja pl.n. ‘danger’ (i%iiajah-, iSiiejah-)), cf. Ved. tydjas- ‘danger, aliena-
tion’. No cognates outside Indo-Iranian;

*hyedos ‘grain (dried stuff)’: although Lat. ador, -oris n. ‘coarse grain, spelt, barley’ has a
short vowel, a long vowel is attested in adoreus ‘pertaining to/consisting of spelt, barley’.
The form either reflects *-6r or *-as, the latter being preferred in view of the connection
with Go. atisk ‘grainfield’, Arm. hat ‘grain’ < *hed-(e)s-. For the root, cf. Hitt. hat-'/hat-
‘dry up, become parched’, Gr. dopon ‘dry up’.

For other examples a true collective meaning is unclear, and the Latin forms may perhaps
reflect an amphidynamic nominative singular in *-0s instead:
*b"(e)lh,10s (ToB pilta,*® ToA pilt sg. ‘leaf, metal’);

4 Cf. the article (Beekes 1987) for a full discussion of the semantics of ‘four” as a singular form.
¢ An alternant noun, i.e. masculine in the singular, and feminine in the plural.
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*hsrd" s, -os- ‘height, uprightness’ (Lat. arbor, -oris (Pl.), nom.sg.f. arbos (Verg., Ov.)
‘tree’). Other cognates reflect a stem *4 srd"-uo- (Lat. arduus, Skt. ardhva- ‘tending up-
wards, high’, Gr. 0p0dg “upright’, Olr. ard);

*kelos “cover, covering’ (Lat. color, colds (P1.) m. ‘colour’). The masculine gender may be
secondary in Latin, cf. *kruh,0s below. This also goes for Lat. arbor, as discussed above,
and sopor (see below);

*kruh,0s ‘blood’ (Lat. cruor, -oris m. ‘bloodshed’). A neuter s-stem is found in Gr. kpéog and
Skt. kravis- ‘raw meat’ < *kreuh-s-;

*suepos ‘sleep’ in Lat. sopor, -oris m. ‘sleep, sleepiness’ (P1.). However, De Vaan (2008)
explains the -6r-inflection by analogy: the nom.sg. sopor may also reflect *suep-r, and
may have introduced -6r- into the oblique from other forms with nom. -or, obl. -or-.

2.5.5 Stems in *-ou

The examples are neuter formations in Hittite, but do not have a clear collective meaning:

*d"néu (Hitt. nom./ace.pl.n. tanau (““ta-na-a-i1) ‘a kind of tree’). For the stem, c¢f. OHG
tanna f. ‘fir’ <PGm. *danyo- and perhaps Skt. dhanus- ‘bow’, but the etymology is not
very solid;

*h,érgnou might be the correct reconstruction for Hitt. nom./acc.sg.n. hargnau (har-ga-na-u)
‘palm (of hand), sole (of foot)’, though the Hittite form does not have plene spelling. For
the reconstruction of the root, cf. Kloekhorst (2006: 93f; 2008: 308).

Although the examples are not very strong, it cannot be excluded that the type in *-ou is in-
herited as a collective marker. However, in non-Anatolian IE u-stem collectives usually have
*-uh, with a zero grade in suffix and ending, cf. §4.3.3.5. This means that either in non-Ana-
tolian IE the u-stem collective marker *-6u has been replaced with *-uh,, or that the type in
*-ou is originally not a collective in PIE, or that *-ou is a Hittite innovation.

2.6 Static neuters in *CéC-C

The type of inflection with nom./acc.sg.n. *CéC-C, gen.sg. *CéC-C-s has been postulated by
Eichner (1973) and has been recently defended by Oettinger (2015). In addition to Eichner’s
original proposal concerning *-(ue)r/n-stems as belonging to this type, Oettinger suggests that
neuter s-stems of this type existed as well. Detailed criticism of the acrostatic type with é/e-
ablaut is given by Kloekhorst (2014a), in which most of the material is elaborately discussed
and need not be repeated here in its entirety. Therefore, I will limit myself to a few remarks
on the basic points of the problem.

Eichner (l.c.) proposed that Hitt. méhur, gen. méhunas ‘time’ derives from *méh,-ur, gen.
*méhy-un-s by connecting Lat. matirus ‘mature’, manus ‘good’ from a root *meh;- ‘to be the
right time’. For this idea the assumption has to be made that the é/e-ablaut was levelled in
Hittite. Along the same lines, he reconstructs *b"réu-r for Gr. ppéap ‘well’ < *opripap and
*iek"-y for Gr. qmap, Av. yakara ‘liver’. Kloekhorst objects, that Eichner’s proposal is not
watertight on every aspect (2014a: 141ff.): for instance, it is not clear why Eichner recon-
structs the strong cases with é-vocalism and the weak cases with e-vocalism, since in no lan-
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guage such a distribution is attested.

The forms for which the &/e-ablaut is refuted by Kloekhorst (l.c.) are the following:*’
*iek”-y (Gr. fmap, Av. yakara ‘liver’): the form yakara is a scribal error for yakara, fmop may
have its vocalism from other body parts (kfip, frop, omAnv) (cf. Szemerényi 1956: 191),
but more importantly, the paradigmatic alternation between Lat. iecur, obl. iociner- and the

mobile accentuation found in Skt. ydkyt, gen. yaknds point to PD *iék"-r, gen. *iok"-én-s,
as Kloekhorst argues.

However, apart from being an ad hoc solution, it must be objected that a good model or
motivation for the analogical long vowel in Greek is not so easy to find: regarding the
model, at least Gr. «fip and omlv are quite different in morphological shape from fimap,
which make them rather unlikely to be have been a model. However, the form fjtop ‘heart’
has some potential to serve as a model: it must be observed that both Gr. fmap and fjtop
are neuter r/n-stems and have an identical inflection, disregarding the different outcomes
of the vocalic *7. In my opinion, Gr. fimap may perhaps be a blended form from fjrop <
pre-Hom.Gr. *&t-r < *h;éh;t-r and unattested *hép-r. The analogy would then have worked
as follows:

*hép-p >> *hép-y > fmap

ey >op

The analogy requires the assumption that it took place at a stage in which the final *r was
still vocalic in both words. This is not a problem, since it is thought that the vocalic *r in
epic Greek was only eliminated at a relatively late (but pre-Homeric) stage (Van Beek
2013: 314). Regarding the motivation for such an analogy, one may perhaps think of a se-
mantic connection: the heart and liver were closely related in Greek, since they were both
considered to be very sensitive to human emotions by the Greeks (cf. the Prometheus
myth, and Power/Rasko 2008). It must however be noted that this analogy is only designed
to explain the long vowel in fjmap, and is not supported by any other comparative evidence.
Therefore, such an analogy remains somewhat uncertain.

*Bréu-r (Gr. ppéap ‘well” < *opripap): a zero grade is found in Go. brunna, ON brunnr,
which is not possible in Eichner’s own terms if the original paradigm had é/e-ablaut.
Therefore, a PD reconstruction *plréh 1-ur, obl. *pl ;-uen- would fit the evidence better.*®

*mehy-ur as reflected by Hitt. mehur ‘time’. Kloekhorst expresses his criticism towards the
traditional etymology by using three arguments (2014a: 245ff.). First, he observes that the
basic meaning of méhur is ‘(recurring) time period’ rather than Eichner’s interpretation
“passende, rechte Zeit”. Second, as Kloekhorst argues, the root *meh,- is only attested in
the Italo-Celtic branch (cf. Lat. matirus), which may point to a substratum origin. Third,
the evidence in favour of Eichner’s Law (cf. n. 50 below) can be interpreted differently,
according to Kloekhorst. Therefore, he proposes a recontruction *méih,-ur, with a root as

4 Only the first four forms are reconstructed by Eichner as such. The other reconstructions are from Kloekhorst
along Eichner’s line of thought. The reconstruction *b"ér-men- is from Villanueva Svensson (see Kloekhorst
2014a: 150).

* The *h, is reconstructed on the basis of the non-colouration in Arm. albiwr ‘source’ < Pre-Arm. *bréwr, since
for Greek a reconstruction with *4, would have worked as well (Kloekhorst 2014a: 144%%).
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seen in Skt. minati ‘diminish’, Gr. peiov ‘smaller’. For the semantics Kloekhorst compares
the Hittite meaning ‘a period of time that is ticking away’ with ‘minute’ << Lat. minuo
‘diminish’.

However, regarding Kloekhorst’s second argument, another reflex of the root *meh,- is
perhaps Go. maiza comp. ‘more’ < *méh;is-on-. Kroonen (2013: 35) argues that the root is
inherited, since it may have been preserved as the comparative and superlative marker
*-mhy(on)- > PGm. *-uman-, cf. Go. auhuma ‘higher’. If the root *meh,- as reflected in
Germanic is the same *meh,- as seen in Lat. matirus, the argument is better disregarded
from the discussion, pace Kloekhorst.

*séh,-ur in Hitt. Séhur ‘urine’. Being formally similar to méhur, Eichner’s reconstruction
*séh,-ur is largely based on the etymology of méhur. However, Kloekhorst remarks that
the root *seh,- does not mean ‘verunreinigen, besudeln; beschmieren’: Hitt. §ah-' means “to
clog, stuff, stop, block, fill in, plug up’ and reflects *se/,- ‘to stuff up’.* As an alternative
etymology he connects the root *seik”- (Ved. sec- ‘pour (out)’, SerbCS socati ‘to piss’,
OHG sihan ‘filter, strain’), in which $éhur would continue *seik”-ur. In order to account
for the reflex -4- (*seik”-ur should have given Hitt. **sekur), he suggests borrowing from
an Anatolian language where PAnat. *g" (< PIE *£") yielded -hu-, e.g. Palaic. As he ar-
gues, a borrowing is understandable in view of the semantics (tabooistic reasons). See be-
low for the probability of this scenario.

*h,ék-ur in Hitt. “hekur ‘rock-sanctuary’: since the form functions as a sumerogram and
does not show inflection, the word is not an inherited formation.

*pér-ur in Hitt. peru ‘stone’ < pre-Hitt. *perur with dissimilation. The Hittite form can also
reflect a short vowel *per-ur.

*Pér-r in Hitt. E-er ‘house’, obl. pdrn- < *Pér-n-. Again, the form may also continue a form
*Peér-r with a short vowel.

*b"ér-men- in OCS bréme, Ru. berémja, SCr. bréme ‘load, burden’ < PSI. *hérme and Ved.
bharman. However, the Vedic word is a hapax and the Slavic form points to a root-final
laryngeal *b"érH-mn, which is then related to Skt. bhdriman- ‘support’.

Kloekhorst’s criticism of the acrostatic é/e-ablauting paradigm can be summarized as follows:

1) Eichner’s assumption that *é was specific for the direct cases and *¢ for the indirect cases
is not supported by the data.

2) Not in any language is the é/e-ablaut synchronically attested within the same paradigm.

3) The instances where the direct cases may point to radical *& can also point to a full grade
*6 (*per-ur/*pér-ur and *Pér-r/*Pér-r).

4) The words for ‘day’ and ‘brother’ have radical stress throughout in Ved. dhar, bhrata and
point to original acrostatic inflection, but no trace of a lengthened grade (**Heg'-,
*bréh otér) can be found in the daughter languages.50

One year later, Oettinger (2015) proposed that 1) Eichner’s traditional etymology of Hitt.
§éhur from *séhy-ur can still be kept up; and that 2) the Indo-European languages provide

¥ Cf. Gr. &pevou ‘satiate oneself, Lat. satis ‘enough’, ToB soy- ‘be satiated’.

*® In Eichner’s reasoning we would have expected to find traces of *plrehyter by the non-colouring of the long
vowel before a laryngeal, i.e. Eichner’s Law. However, not in any language such forms are found (cf. Kloekhorst
2014a: 150).
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evidence for é/e-ablauting s-stems too.

For Hitt. sehur (~ CLuw. dir ‘urine’), Oettinger follows Rieken (1999: 450f.), who con-
nects the form to CLuw. Si(hu)wa- (<Se-e-wa> acc.sg.n.), Sihuwai(a)- (<si-e-hu-wa-en-zi>
adj.nom.pl.c.) ‘bitter, sour’, si(hu)wal ‘dagger’, all going back to a root *seh,- ‘scharf sein,
stechend sein’ (Oettinger 2015: 259). Second, he follows Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1995 in recon-
structing an adjectival form *shyur-6- > *suh,ro- > *suro- ‘flissig-sauer’, which was derived
from this root *seh,-, on the basis of ON surr, OE, OHG sir ‘sour’, Lith. siiras, Latv. sirs
‘salt, salty, bitter’, and OCS syr» ‘damp, fresh’ (Oettinger 1.c.). Therefore, as he concludes, a
reconstruction *séh,-ur is justified by the Anatolian evidence and not contradicted by the out-
er-Anatolian material. Hence, the form *séh,-ur, gen. *séhs-un-s, as well as the é/e-inflection
type may be of PIE origin (Oettinger 2015: 261).

Based on the conclusion that this inflection type existed in the proto-language, he recon-
structs nom./acc.sg.n. *néb’-s, gen. *néb"-s-s ‘cloud(s)’ on the basis of HLuw. tipas ‘sky,
heaven’. The form Hitt. ne(-e)-pi-is would continue *néb"-es or *néb"-es and CLuw. tappas
would point to *néb"-e/os, according to Oettinger. For the *e in the suffix *-es- he follows
Melchert’s idea that it arose by anaptyxis in post-PIE times (ibid.).

In order to explain the long vowel -i- in Olr. sid ‘fairy mound, peace’ < *séd-os, Oettinger
subsequently reconstructs an older nom.sg. *séd-s ‘domicile, seat’. On the basis of MW hedd
m./f. ‘peace’ < *sed- he argues that the &/e-ablauting paradigm was preserved in Insular Celtic
(*séd-s, gen. *séd-s-s) (Oettinger 2015: 262ff.).

Although Oettinger’s proposal is semantically not impossible, the connections have some

formal as well as methodological problems:

a) concerning Hitt. §éhur, the initial *s- of the root *seh,- now has two reflexes in CLuw. (d-
in diir vs. §- elsewhere), which Oettinger does not discuss.”!

b) For HLuw. tipas, Hajnal (1995a: 63) remarks that HLuw. -i- can reflect pretonic short *e
as well: the Luwian form would then continue a stem *neb"-és- (cf. also HLuw. i-sa-nu-
wa/i- ‘to seat, settle’ < *h,es-néu-). This suggestion is not discussed by Oettinger. Instead,
he is quite explicit about HLuw. -i-, for which only a reconstruction *é would be possible
here (Oettinger 2015: 261f.). However, I do not see why HLuw. tipas could not continue
*neb"-és-: the methodological advantage of reconstructing *neb”-és- rather than *néb"-s is
that the Luwian form is explained from a morphological category that is already well-es-
tablished, i.e. the neuter s-stems of the type *men-os (after Schindler 1975b), and that no
new category is introduced.

¢) Oettinger explains the suffixal full grade in Olr. sid < *séd-os by the assumption that the
corresponding loc.sg. was originally *sd-és (just as in the same way a loc.sg. *nb"-és
would have existed to *néb"-s): the stem of the gen.sg. *CéC-s-s would have been replaced
by *CeC-és- on the basis of the suffix in the loc.sg. *CC-és. Subsequently, the stem *CeC-
és- was generalized throughout the paradigm. After that, the o-grade in the nom./acc.sg.
*séd-os arose by weakening of *-es in unaccented position.

In my opinion this scenario is highly unlikely, since Oettinger now breaks with his own
set of rules: assuming that in addition to an acrostatic paradigm *CéC-s, gen. *CéC-s-s
there was a loc.sg. *CC-és with suffixal accent makes the paradigm not acrostatic, i.e. mo-

*! The problem of the initial consonants is recognized by Kiimmel (2011: 432), but he offers no solution either.
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bile, by definition. Importantly, positing a loc.sg. *CC-és for the acrostatic paradigm is not
based on direct evidence: it is only reconstructed in order to explain the presence of the full
grade in the suffix of *séd-os.

Because of the aforementioned methodological inconsistencies, we must look for other
kinds of explanations, such as comparative evidence. In addition to Olr. sid, the form Lat.
sédes ‘seat, abode’ also has LG root vocalism. However, the Latin form is ambiguous,
since it is unclear whether the suffix -és reflects an s-stem (< *-é&s) or an é-stem (< *-eh;- +
*-s). An argument in favor of the latter option was proposed by Kuiper (cf. Schrijver 1991:
376): Skt. sadhas-tham n. ‘seat, abode’ and sadhis- n. ‘id.” would point to a stem *sed-H-
(e)s- with a laryngeal (with a secondary s-stem).This may suggest that Lat. sedés is a h;-
stem too.

However, as Schrijver admits (ibid.), there are some difficulties to overcome: Latin
would reflect a LG stem *séd-eh,-, whereas Sanskrit has FG *sed-h;-. At any rate, the ar-
gument to connect Olr. sid and Lat. sédés — both allegedly continuing an s-stem with LG
root vocalism — is not compelling. Therefore, Schrijver proposes that the stem *séd-eh ;-
may be secondary: in Latin a merger of an original root noun *séd- and a /;-stem *sed-eh -
may have taken place, yielding Lat. sédés. The reason for this merger may have been that
the inflection of the root noun and the /;-stem only differed in the nom.sg. after the laryn-
geals were lost and acc.sg. *-ém was shortened to -em (i.e. nom.sg. *séds vs. sédés, but
acc.sg. sedem in both cases). Of course, a similar merger may have taken place in the pre-
history of Old Irish, here of the same root noun *séd- and the s-stem *sed-(e)s- (cf. Gr.
£00g, Skt. sadas-), yielding the form sid. This is an easier and methodologically more pref-
erable solution than assuming that the vowel difference between Olr. sid and MW hedd is
old. Since the cost of Schrijver’s scenario is that the semantic difference between *sed- and
*sed-eh;- would be obscure (Schrijver l.c.), his proposal remains uncertain.

A second approach to explain Lat. sédés is that one could think of Lachmann’s Law,
starting from *sed-h,-s- > *séd-h;-s- (with subsequent generalized FG of the suffix *-eh;-).
However, this approach leaves Olr. sid unexplained, since the form excludes a laryngeal (<
*sed-os).

Thirdly, in an unpublished article, Lubotsky suggests that the long vowel in Latin may
be the result of Kortlandt’s rule of *d > *h;, which would have led to alternations within
the paradigm (*sed-es-, *sed-s- > *sed-es-, *seh;-s-). Subsequently, the lost *d would have
been restored independently in the daughter languages: in Sanskrit before the laryngeal
(sadhis- < *sedh-s- << *seh;-s-) (Skt. sadhdas- must then have analogical -dh-), whereas in
Latin after the laryngeal (séd-és << *seh;d-s- << *seh;-s-). However, this scenario requires
an additional analogical remodelling to explain the long vowel in Lat. -&s, which here can-
not directly reflect a PIE form with /;-suffix. In short, Lubotsky’s scenario can explain all
formations (Olr. sid, MW hedd, Gr. €doc, Skt. sadas-, sadhis-, sadhas-, Lat. sedés) from an
original ablauting s-stem (acc. *sd-és-m, gen. *sd-s-és), of which the forms reflecting a
laryngeal are explained by the sound change *d > *h; with subsequent post-PIE analogical
restoration of *d. In this proposal there is no reason to posit an acrostatic paradigm *séd-s,
gen. *séd-s-s on the basis of Olr. sid and MW hedd.
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Apart from the formal problems with the reconstructions *neb"-s and *séd-s, explaining
HLuw. tipas and Olr. sid from static neuter s-stems with é/e-ablaut is largely based upon the
assumption that Eichner’s reconstruction of the static &/e-inflection type for r/n-stems is cor-
rect. Now that for 7/n-stems most of the evidence in favor of this type can be better explained
differently,” the probability that PIE had static neuter s-stems with &/e-ablaut becomes doubt-
ful.

On the other hand, Oettinger (2015: 258", following Kiimmel 2011: 432) is correct that
Kloekhorst’s assumption of Hitt. §ehur as a Palaic loan, where PAnat. *g" > -hu-, would be
ad hoc. This makes Kloekhorst’s etymology of Séhur from *seik”-ur uncertain. However, I
prefer a proposal that is ad hoc (Kloekhorst’s) over a proposal with formal problems (Rieken-
Oettinger’s).

Having discussed all the evidence that is used in favour of reconstructing an acrostatic é/e-
ablaut inflection pattern, we can draw some conclusions from the material. In addition to
Kloekhorst’s objections (1-4, see above), to my mind the following points can be added:

5) Only very few words can be reconstructed for this inflectional type, which makes the prob-
ability that the é/e-ablauting paradigm existed in the proto-language rather fragile in any
case.

6) For all the etymologies for which this type of inflection is proposed, an alternative expla-
nation is available.

7) Methodologically it is to be preferred to explain the creation of a linguistic form as young
as possible. Therefore, one should not posit an inflection type for PIE if one cannot explain
the evidence otherwise, certainly if the etymologies are formally weak. Having seen the
evidence of alleged é/e-ablauting forms, this idea specifically applies to the arguments
used in favour of a static é/e-ablauting paradigm for PIE. General criticism to this method-
ology is formulated by Kortlandt as follows (2012):

“While the necessity of a strict chronological ordering is commonplace among
philologists, there appears to be a general tendency for historical linguists to date
prehistoric developments as far back in time as they possibly can. (...) The attrac-
tiveness of projecting a variety of formations back in time lies in the freedom it al-
lows the investigator to choose between different reconstructions in accordance
with his theoretical preconceptions. The history of Indo-European reconstruction
can to a large extent be seen as a gradual limitation of this freedom. It is therefore
advisable to be cautious when a new theory enlarges rather than restricts the num-
ber of possible reconstructions.”

Thus, although formulated as general criticism regarding methodology, in relation to the
é/e-ablauting formations Kortlandt’s criticism specifically implies that the evidence from
the IE daughter languages with LG, allegedly supporting a reconstruction of acrostatically
inflected neuter nouns with é/e-ablaut, need not be of IE date and may in fact reflect sec-
ondary formations, which were created in the separate languages.

52 Only Gr. fimap remains a difficult form to explain, if one is not willing to accept the analogies, as discussed
above.
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In short, on formal (Kloekhorst 2014a) as well as methodological grounds (Kortlandt 2012)
there appears to be no compelling reason to reconstruct an acrostatic inflection type with é/e-
ablaut for Proto-Indo-European.

2.7 Locative singular

Apart from the nominative, the locative is the other morphological category within the nomi-
nal system of Indo-European where LG formations are frequently found. A characteristic fea-
ture of the locatives with a long vowel is that these most often lack suffix marking, and are
therefore usually called ‘endingless’ locatives. The evidence can be divided into two groups:
proterodynamic locatives (with subdivisions by stem class) and locatives of root nouns. Much
fewer different types of locatives are attested in the IE daughter languages than the number of
types for the nominative singular, which therefore results in a shorter treatment of the attested
forms.

2.7.1 Proterodynamic loc.sg.

2.7.1.1 i-stems

The i-stem ending *-é&i is preserved in Vedic (-a), Avestan (-a@), and Germanic (Go. -ai, Old

Runic -ai):

Ved. agnd m. “fire, Agni’ < *hng"-néi (agni-),> cf. Lat. ignis, Lith. ugnis “fire’;

OAwv. ista f. ‘will’ (isti-) < *hyis-téi, cf. Lith. (j)ieskoti ‘seek’, OHG eiscon ‘claim, demand’;

YAv. gara (v.1. gard) m. ‘mountain’ (gairi-) < *g"rH-éi, cf. Ved. giri- m., OCS gora f. id.’;
Lith. giria f. ‘woods’; Gr. fopéag m. ‘north wind’.

In Gothic, probably the feminine i-stems in dat.sg. -ai continue the inherited ending *-éi, cf.
genai “‘woman’ (gens), ga-runai ‘concourse’ (ga-runs), whereas the masculine forms, e.g. Go.
gasta ‘guest’ (gasts), and stapa ‘place’ (staps) < PGm. *gasti-, *stapi-, have an analogical
ending -a (< dat.sg. *-67) which was adopted from the o-stems (Boutkan 1995: 247).

Perhaps one can adduce OR -ai, e.g. winai (Arstad stone 300 AD), fapai (Charnay clasp
550-600 AD), but due to expected monophthongization, Boutkan considers -ai as prob-
lematic, i.e. possibly secondary (Boutkan 1995: 236, 246).

2.7.1.2 u-stems
The ending *-éu is continued in Indo-Iranian (Ved. -au, Av. -au, -au) and Germanic (Go.
-au, OR -iu, -0).

One example with clear cognates is the word for ‘son’:
*suH-néu (Skt. sindu m. (sunu-), Go. sunau dat.sg.m. ‘son’).

More evidence is given by branch:

33 Also agndu is attested.
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Indo-Iranian:
Ved. aktdu “at night’ (aktii-) < *ng""-t-éu, OAv. xratau m. ‘plan’ (xratu-), OAv. vahau
adj.loc.sg.n. ‘good’ (vahu-), YAv. vaghau ‘id.”, OAv. prtau m./f. ‘passage’ (prtu-).

Germanic:
Go. handau ‘hand’, OR kunimudiu, hakupo, meaning uncertain (with -0 < *-ceu < *-éu, cf.
Kortlandt 2010: 206-7; Boutkan 1995: 256-7).

2.7.1.3 n-stems
A good example is OAv. casmgm ‘eye’ < *-mén with assimilation of the final nasal to the
preceding -m- (for preserved non-final -n-, cf. du. casmaini < -men-h;).

2.7.1.4 m-stems

According to Kloekhorst (2008: 858), Hitt. tagan ‘earth’ (most often <da-a-ga-a-an>) reflects
*dhghém with a long vowel,™* since *dhg'ho'm would have yielded **tagin (cf. acc.sg.c. kiin <
*kém “this”).

2.7.1.5 r-stems

Though not synchronically a locative, Gr. viktop adv. ‘at night’ (Hes.) < *nogWhto'r may orig-
inally have been an endingless locative in view of its semantics. For the stem, cf. Hom.Gr.
vokreplg, -idog f. ‘bat’, Gr. voktepog adj. ‘nightly’, and Lat. nocturnus ‘of the night’. The
form might also have an analogical origin, since it is parallel to the word for ‘day’, cf. Myc. a-
mo-ra-ma /amor-amar/ ‘day after day’ (§2.5.3).

2.7.1.6 s-stems
ON 7 geer, OSw. 7 gar ‘yesterday’ < *dhg'he's. See §3.2.6 for related forms with short vocalism.

2.7.2 Loc.sg. of root nouns

*semi ‘half’, probably reflecting older *sém (Ved. dsami- ‘not half, completely’, Hom.Gr.
nut-, Lat. sémi-, OE sam-, OHG sami-);

OAv. dgm ‘house’ < *dém. Strictly phonologically the quality of the vowel cannot be deter-
mined exactly (*dém or *dom), but on the basis of *sémi one can rather safely argue for é-
vocalism;

Hitt. sér in Se-e-er=si-i ‘above him’, which Kloekhorst (2008: 745) reconstructs as an end-
ingless locative *sér. Perhaps a formal variant *séri with FG is reflected by CLuw. Sarri
‘above, up’.

Olr. is ‘below’ probably reflects an original locative plural, if from *péd-su ‘at the feet’. The
LG vocalism is explained by Matasovi¢ (2009: 131) as spread from the original nom.sg.
*péd-s, but in my opinion the LG may alternatively have originated in the corresponding
loc.sg. *péd. This form is not directly attested as such, but Olr. is may indirectly support
the hypothesis that a loc.sg. *péd did exist at some point in time.

3% Alternatively *d"gom, cf. §2.3.5, n. 23.
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3 Counterevidence

This chapter is intended to be a survey of the counterevidence to the three phonetic explana-
tions for the origin of the IE lengthened grade. Just as in the previous chapter, only evidence
of nominal formations will be given.

3.1 Nominative singular forms without LG

Regarding monosyllabic lengthening, there appears to be counterevidence among nominative
singular forms. The examples include the following, categorized by branch:

PIE examples:™

*hsdont(s) (Ved. dan, acc. dantam, gen. datas ‘tooth’), cf. Gr. 66dv (Soph.), dd@dv (Hdt.), Go.
Dpunpus (< tunpus*), ON tonn, OFE tod, OFri. toth, OHG zan(t),

*hzest n. ‘bone’ (Lat. os, gen.sg. ossis, Av. as-ca < *-k"e, gen.sg. asto, MW as-curn, as-
cwrn), cf. Hitt. hastai/hasti-, Ved. dsthi, Hom.Gr. dotéov;>®

*nok"ts (Ved. ndk, Lat nox, Gr. vi&, Go. nahts, OS, OHG naht f. ‘night’);

*preks ‘question” (Lat. prex f. ‘prayer’, W rheg ‘gift; curse’ < PCL. *grek-). Skt. pras- f. “dis-
pute, questioning, statement or assertion in a debate or lawsuit’ (AV) may preserve the
original vocalism (with generalized LG).

*-séd-s ‘sitter’ (Ved. adhma-sat m. ‘Tischgenosse, companion at a meal’, Lat. -ses, obl. -sid-
(e.g. ob-ses ‘hostage, surety’, prae-ses ‘guardian, custodian’));

*spéks ‘watcher’ (Ved. spdf m. (acc.sg. spasam, nom./acc.pl. spdsas), YAv. spas m. (acc.sg.
spasam, nom.pl. spaso), Lat. -spex in haruspex m. ‘priest who inspects sacrificial animals’
organs’, au-spex ‘augur’);

*tuek(s) (Ved. tvak m., cf. Hitt. nom./acc.sg.n. tuekkan ‘form, skin’).

Vedic examples:
vés m. ‘bird’ < *huéis;
vit f. “settlement, dwelling-place, house, community, tribe, people’ (vis-) < *uik-(s).

Latin examples:

nex f. “violent death, murder’ < *neks, cf. OAv. nas-, Gr. vékeg (H.);

grex m./f. ‘flock, herd’. Perhaps related to Khot. ham-gris- ‘gather, assemble’, Gr. ydpyapa
n.pl. ‘heaps, lots (of people)’.

ops f. ‘power, ability’ < *h;eps;

stips f. ‘small offering of money, alms’ < *stips;

vas, gen.sg. vadis m. ‘surety’ < *uod"s;

% Kiimmel (2015: 280) gives *k"séps ‘night’, which is not attested in the nom.sg., however (e.g. Ved. ins.sg.
ksapd, gen.sg. ksapds, Y Av. gen.sg. xsapo, dat.sg. xSape). For other forms which he gives, viz. *h,melgs ‘milk’
and *morgs ‘border’, I did not find relevant evidence either (for instance, YAv. maroza- m. is an o-stem).

% Either Vedic and Greek reflect a stem */;esth(-i-), or the Vedic form can be explained as generalized from the
collective *hzest-h,. In the latter scenario Greek and Hittite share an i-suffix.
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au-ceps m. ‘bird-catcher’ and other formations in -ceps (forceps, manceps, princeps etc.) <
*khyp-, cf. RuCS xapati ‘seize, snatch’;

Not necessarily old are formations in -fex, e.g. artifex ‘craftsman’, opifex ‘id.” aurifex ‘gold-
smith’, as these may have been directly derived from the verbal root (facié) in Pre-Latin
times.

Greek examples:

6A0&, -kog f. ‘furrow’ < *hyuolks;

gvn. ‘one’ < *sém;

dvoE m. ‘nail’ < *hsnog""s;

émi-te€ f. ‘close to delivery’ < *tek- ‘bring forth’;

oAéy f. ‘vein’: an IE etymology is doubtful, since the form stands isolated.

3.2 Endingless locatives with FG

In addition to the IE locative types *-eC-i (Ved. pitari) and *-eC (§2.7), there was a third type
in *-eC. This endingless locative with a short suffix vowel is attested in several Indo-Euro-
pean languages, but especially in Vedic. The evidence is mostly limited to Vedic n-stems in
*_en, but there is also evidence for *-eu, *-em, *-er, *-es, and *-ot. The forms in *-eR can be
considered as an argument against Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final resonant. Alt-
hough the s-stems and #-stems are not true counterarguments to Kortlandt’s theory, the evi-
dence is given for the sake of completeness.

3.2.1 n-stems
Since in Vedic a form in -an often coexists with one in -ani, this latter form is given as well:

Ved. sakman n. ‘fellowship’ (sdkman-) < *sek”-men;

Ved. sirsan n. ‘head, top’ < *lérhg—s—én;

Ved. janman n. ‘birth, origin’ < *genh;-men, cf. Lat. germen n. ‘germ, offshoot’ < *genmen;

Skt. yizsan n. ‘soup, broth, stock’ (TS) (viasan-) < *iuHs-én, cf. gen.sg. yisnah (RV), Lat. iis,
Lith. jiseé, SCr. jitha (< *iouHs-);

Skt. héman ‘winter’ (KS, TS+) < *¢"eimen, cf. Av. zaen- m., Hom.Gr. ygipa n., yeiuédv m.;

Hom.Gr. aiév adv. ‘always’ < *hyei-u-én, cf. Hom.Gr. ai®v, -dvog m./f. ‘(life)time, eternity’.

Two examples with masculine gender:
Ved. tman m. ‘breath, soul’, also tmani (étman-/tmdn-) < *h;hjt-mén;
Ved. miirdhdn m. ‘head, summit’ (mirdhdn-) < *mihsd"-én.

3.2.2 Heteroclitic stems

Ved. udan n. ‘water’, also udani < *ud-én, cf. Hom.Gr. dwp;

Ved. dhan n. ‘day’, also dhani and ahar < *Hegh-r/n-, perhaps related to ON deegr, deegn, OE
dogor, doger n. ‘a full day’ < PGm. *doger/na- with irregular correspondence of *d" ~ *H;

Ved. iidhan n. “‘udder’, also sidhani < *h ,equh—r/n—, cf. Gr. 000ap;

Ved. iidhar n. “frost, cold’, also iidhani < *hyuh;-d"er/n- (), cf. Av. aod-r- id.”.
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3.2.3 u-stems

YAv. anhuuo m. ‘lord’ (aphu-) < *hyns-eu, cf. Hitt. hassu- ‘king’;

YAv. bazuué m. ‘(upper) arm’ < *-b"eh,geu;

YAv. gatuuo m. ‘way, road’ (gatu-) < *g"eh;-teu, cf. Ved. gati-;

YAv. zantuud m. ‘region’ (zantu-) < *genh;-teu, cf. Ved. jantu-;

YAv. danhuuo, dayho, daghauu-a m. ‘(inhabibant of a) country, people’ (daghu-) < PlIr.

57
*dasyau.

For all Avestan forms, cf. De Vaan (2003: 364-370).

3.2.4 m-stems

Ved. ksam f. ‘earth’, also ksami < *dhg'—ém. Of this stem a formation with long vowel exists as
well, viz. Hitt. zagan, for which see §2.7.1.4. Cf. also the n-stem Ved. jmdn ‘id.” < *d"$-m-
én;

Hitt. andan adv. ‘within, inside’, Gr. &vdov adv. ‘inside, at home’, usually explained as a
compound from of *4,en + an endingless locative *dom ‘house’ (cf. Beekes 2010 s.v.). A
formation without final nasal is found in Hitt. anda ‘in(to), inwards’, OLat. endo ‘in, on,
to’< *-do. If the analysis of the former two forms (Hitt. andan, Gr. §vdov) as *h; en-dom is
correct, the latter two forms (Hitt. anda, OLat. endo) must be separated from them, since
these lack a final nasal.

3.2.5 r-stems
YAv. duuara ‘door’ < *d"uer. However, it is debated whether this form is authentic (Kellens
1974: 385f.), and the vocalism can be analogical after the acc.sg. duuaram.

3.2.6 s-stems

Gr. y0éc adv. ‘yesterday’ < *d"g"és, cf. Lat. heri, Alb. dje < *d"g"esi, ON i geer, OSw. T gar <
*dhg"’e's (cf. §2.7). However, the Greek form can alternatively be explained as a PD geni-
tive *d"g"-es-s (Van den Oever apud Kloekhorst 2014b: 45). A formation with *-i- is found
in Ved. hyds “id.’, usually reconstructed as *d"g"iés or *g"diés (Mayrhofer 1986: 822), but
which Van den Oever (apud Kloekhorst ibid.) compares to Hom.Gr. y01{6¢ ‘of yesterday’,
reflecting *d"¢"-di-os with the root *dei- ‘day’. If all correct, none of the forms belong
here.

Also with the root *dei-: Ved. sadyds ‘in one day’ < *sm-di-és and Ved. sa-divas ‘id.;
straightaway, at once’ < *sm-di-u-es;

Gr.Dor. aiég adv. ‘always’ < *h,ei-u-és, cf. the petrified acc.sg. ai®d ‘id.” < *apoo-a.

3.2.7 t-stems
A possible example of a z-stem locative may be Hitt. Siuat “at the day’ < *diéu-ot, for which
Kloekhorst argues that it replaced older *diu-ét (Kloekhorst 2013: 123).

3.2.8 Root nouns
Perhaps Ved. loc.sg. ran f. ‘happiness’ (ins.sg. rand, dat.sg. rane), but the word does not have
an IE etymology.

57 For YAV. -uué and -0, cf. Beekes 1998.
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3.3 Vocative singular

The vocative in Indo-European has FG of the suffix and no ending in most stem classes. Just
as the locative in *-eR (§3.2), this formation is important evidence against Kortlandt’s length-
ening before word-final resonant.

3.3.1 Root nouns (cf. §2.2 for cognates)
*.g""én “slayer’ (Ved. vrtra-han ‘Vrtra-slayer (epithet of Indra)’);

*kuon (Hom.Gr. koov ‘dog’);

*dieu (Ved. dyaus, Gr. Zed ‘sky and thunder god’), but perhaps an old HD u-stem, cf. §2.2;

*hner (Hom.Gr. Gvep ‘man’).

3.3.2 PD i-stems (cf. §2.7 and §3.5.1.1 for cognates)

*pot-ei (Ved. pate, dampate m. ‘lord (of the house)’);

*hing"-nei (Ved. agne m. ‘fire, Agni’);

*(s)keuk-ei (Ved. suce adj. ‘shining, bright, pure’ (siici-)), for the reconstruction of the root,
cf. Lubotsky (1988: 30);

*¢"el(H)-ei (Ved. hare adj. pale, yellowish’, m. ‘yellow horse’ (hdri-));

*mn-tei (Ved. mate n. ‘thought’), cf. Lat. mentis.

3.3.3 HD i-stems (cf. §2.3.3.1 for cognates)
*Beid"oi (Gr. ITeBoi (Ar.) f. ‘(goddess of) persuasion’).

3.3.4 u-stems (cf. §2.7 and §3.5.1.2 for cognates)
*suHneu (Ved. sitno m. ‘son’).
*menieu (Ved. manyo, Av. mainnié m. ‘spirit”)

3.3.5 n-stems (cf. §2.3.6.2 for cognates)
*horeh gon ‘helper’ (Ved. rajan m. king’).

3.3.6 r-stems (cf. §2.3.7.2 for cognates)

*d"ughyter (Ved. duhitar, Hom.Gr. 0byatep, OLith. diikter f. ‘daughter’);
*meh;ter (Ved. matar, Hom.Gr. pijtep f. ‘mother’);

*phyter (Ved. pitar, Hom.Gr. ndtep m. “father’);

*dehiuer (Gr. 5dep m. ‘husband’s brother’);

*suesor (Gr. gop f. ‘sister’);

*dehstor (Hom.Gr. d@top ‘giver’);

*genh tor (Ved. janitar m. ‘progenitor’).

3.4 Dative singular

Another category which does not show lengthening before word-final resonants is the dat.sg.
ending in *-ei. This ending is found in e.g. Indo-Iranian and Mycenaean (Ved. -e, OAv. -di,
YAv. -e, Myc. <-Ce> /-¢ei/):
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*diuéi (Ved. dive, Myc. di-we /diwei/ ‘Zeus’);
*honérei (Ved. ndre, OAv. naréi m. ‘man’);
*sé¢/0k" Hiei (Ved. sdkhye, YAV. hase m. ‘fellow”).

See §2.2 and §2.3.3.1 for more cognates.

3.5 Genitive in *-¢R-s

The genitive in *-eR-s is well-known evidence against Szemerényi’s Law. The evidence is
given by stem class:

3.5.1 PD gen.sg.

3.5.1.1 i-stems

*pot-ei-s (Ved. pates, OAv. patois m. ‘lord’ (paiti-));

*g"rH-éi-s (Ved. girés, YAv. garois m. ‘mountain’ (gairi-)), cf. OCS gora f. ‘id."; Lith. giria
f. ‘woods’; Gr. Bopéag ‘north wind’;

*hng"-néi-s (Ved. agnés m. ‘fire, Agni’), cf. §2.7.1.1;

*hou-éi-s (Ved. vés m. ‘bird’ (vi-)), cf. Lat. avis;

*hgegWh-ei-s (Ved. dhes m. ‘snake”), cf. Hom.Gr. 8¢1c, gen. -10¢, -£0G, -€0G;>"

*b"uH-rei-s (Ved. bhiires, OAv. biiréis adj. ‘abundant’ (biziri-)), cf. Lith. birjis m. ‘crowd’.

Another Avestan form without a direct parallel in Vedic is Av. asois f. ‘reward’ (asi-) < QIE
*her-tei-s;

3.5.1.2 u-stems

*suH-nou-s (Lith. sanaiis, OCS synu, Ved. siunos, Go. sunaus m. ‘son’);

*kret-e/ou-s (Av. xratsus m. ‘intelligence’ (xratu-)), cf. Ved. krdtu- m. ‘power’, Gr. kpatidc
adj. ‘strong’;

*g"hs-éu-s (Ved. gos, OAv. gous . ‘cow’);

*men-i-éu-s (Ved. manyos, OAv. maindus m. ‘spirit’).

3.5.1.3 n-stems

*hzn-men-s (Olr. anm(a)e ‘name’ (nom.sg. ainm));

*d"eh-men-s (YAv. damgn n. ‘creature, creation’ < *damgq (daman-)), cf. OAv. daman-
‘place, abode’, Ved. dhaman- “id.”, Gr. avé-0npa “votive (temple-)offering; ornament’;

*sek"-men-s (OAv. haxmang n. ‘community’ (haxman-)), cf. Ved. loc.sg. sakman;,

ek k-men-s (?) (OAv. casmang ‘sight’ (casman-)), cf. Ved. caks- ‘see’.

Only Old Irish and Avestan preserve the original form *-en-s: the Gothic ending -ins (cf.
hairtins n. ‘heart’, gumins m. ‘man’) is perhaps not from *-ens, but may reflect analogical
*_en-e/os (cf. Boutkan 1995: 278ff.).”

3% Also connected to Lat. anguis, OHG unk, Lith. angis “id.”, in which Ved. dhes would reflect *h,ng""-ei-s.
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3.5.1.4 Heteroclitic stems

*horeh g-en-s (OAv. rdzang ‘instruction’ (nom./acc.sg.n. razara));
*hyei-en-s (YAV. aiign ‘day’ (v.l. of aiig) (nom./acc.sg.n. aiiara));
*shy-uén-s (OAv. x'3ng ‘sun’ (nom./acc.sg.n. huuard), YAv. hii).

3.5.2 Root nouns

*dem-s (Gr. deo- in deomdtg ‘lord of the house’, OAv. dang ‘house’ in dong patois gen.sg.
‘master of the house’, Ved. dam- and dan in dampati-, patir dan ‘lord of the house’, sisur
dan ‘child of the house’, dam supadtni ‘having a good lord/husband of the house”).

The form *dém-s is in addition to Szemerényi’s Law also a counterargument to monosyllabic
lengthening.

3.6 Thematic endings *-om, *-oi, *-oms

Within the thematic inflection there is counterevidence too:

(1) First, the ending *-om, as used for the acc.sg.m., nom./acc.sg.n., and gen.pl., does not
show lengthening before a word-final resonant (cf. Ved. -am, Gr. -ov, Hitt. -an, Lith.
gen.pl. -y, OCS gen.pl. -»);

(2) Neither does the ending *-oi, which is used for the loc.sg. (cf. Ved. -e, Gr. -ot);”

(3) Thirdly, the acc.pl. ending *-oms does not show the result of SL as **-om (cf. OAv. -ang
(e.g. masiizng ‘mortals’), YAv. -3, -q (e.g. zast5 ‘hands’, haomg ‘haomas’),” Gr. -ovg, Go.
-ans). Although the vowel length cannot be determined in the attested forms (*-oms or
*-oms), the evidence shows that the *-s is present, contrary to the expected result if SL has
operated.

% However, a sequence PIE *-Vns (whether or not from older *-Vms) does yield -Vns in Gothic, as can be seen
in acc.pl. -ans < *-oms (see §3.6). It is therefore possible that the outcome of pre-Gm. gen.sg. *-en-e/os and
*-en-s merged into Go. -ins.

5 The nom.pl. of the pronouns also has the ending *-oi, but see n. 75 below.

%! For the distribution between these allomorphs, cf. Martinez & De Vaan 2014: 14, 56.
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4 Discussion

4.1 Introduction

In this chapter, it is examined whether one or more of the phonetic explanations can account
for the evidence and counterevidence. In order to realize this objective, the discussion has a
twofold approach:

(1) In §4.2, an overview of the three theories on the LG will be given by determining
whether the data, as collected in the previous chapters, is to be considered evidence or
counterevidence for each of the theories, i.e. (a) monosyllabic lengthening, (b) Sze-
merényi’s Law, and (c) lengthening before word-final resonants. In other words, the
summary below shows what the advantages and disadvantages of each theory are.

(2) In §4.3, attempts will be made to give alternative explanations for the counterevi-
dence, in order to discover which counterevidence can be explained away and which
theory can or cannot be saved. This aim will be attained by discussing existing theo-
ries from the literature and proposing ideas of my own.

4.2 Overview

Wackernagel’s monosyllabic lengthening:
Pros:

1) Explains many root nouns, since these are monosyllabic and have LG in the nom.sg.;
2) Explains the LG in the locative of root nouns, for these forms are monosyllabic as well;
3) May also explain some of the static neuters in *C&C-C, if the type exists at all.

Contras:
1) Cannot explain nominative singular forms with FG, §4.3.1.1;
2) Cannot account for the gen.sg. *déms, §4.3.1.2.

Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final resonant:

Pros:

1) Explains asigmatic nominatives, except the ones in *-o¢ and *-&/0s, §4.3.2.5;
2) Explains the endingless neuter collectives in *-eC/-0C;

3) Explains the endingless locatives in *-éC of all stem classes.

Contras:

1) Cannot explain the endingless locatives with FG in *-eR, §4.3.2.1;

2) Cannot explain the vocative singular in *-eR, §4.3.2.2;

3) Cannot explain the dative singular in *-ei, §4.3.2.3;

4) Cannot explain the thematic endings *-om (acc.sg., nom./acc.sg.n., gen.pl.) and *-oi
(loc.sg., nom.pl.), §4.3.2.4.
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Szemerényi’s Law

Pros:

1) Explains asigmatic nominatives, except the ones of /,-stems (cf. §4.3.3.2);

2) Explains accusatives in *-ém, but see §4.3.3.6 for an evaluation;

3) Explains the endingless neuter collectives in *-eC/-0C, but see §4.3.3.5 for an evaluation;
4) Explains the endingless locatives of i-stems in *-éi.

Contras:

1) Cannot explain the PD gen.sg. in *-eR-s, §4.3.3.1;

2) Cannot explain the thematic acc.pl. in *-oms, §4.3.3.3;

3) Cannot account for endingless locatives in other stem classes than i-stems, §4.3.3.4.

4.3 Discussing the counterevidence
4.3.1 Against Wackernagel’s monosyllabic lengthening

4.3.1.1 Nom.sg. forms without LG

The material can be divided into two groups: neuters and non-neuters (animates). Regarding
the non-neuters, Pronk (2016: 28'°) suggests, that the examples showing a FG can be easily
explained as a regularization of the original ablauting paradigm. For instance, the full grade in
the nominative may then have originated in the disyllabic acc.sg. *CeC-m.®* Evidently, neuter
formations cannot be similarly explained, as a result of which for each separate example an
analogy should be proposed. First the animate forms will be discussed, then the neuters.

4.3.1.1.1 Non-neuters
For most of the relevant forms the explanation above is sufficient. However, some formations
need some discussion:

*nok"ts ‘night” has been extensively discussed by Kloekhorst (2014a: 156f.; 161). He ob-
serves that the paradigm *nok"ts, gen. *nék"ts as postulated by Schindler 1967, who inter-
preted Hitt. nekuz in nekuz méhur / méhuni ‘at night, in the evening’ as a genitive, is not
synchronically attested anywhere in the Indo-European languages, since for each language
only one ablaut grade is attested. For nekuz Kloekhorst (l.c.) proposes a different interpre-
tation as reflecting a locative *negwh—t-i, since nekuz is also attested without mehur /

méhuni. The attestations in the IE languages indeed point to *6/é-ablaut within the para-

digm, but the original distribution of the ablaut cannot be independently established.” Alt-
hough it is true that most branches point to a nom.sg. *ndk"ts, the o-grade can be the result
of a late regularization of the ablauting paradigm, as Kloekhorst argues (ibid.): from an

original HD paradigm the direct cases in *nég""-¢- may have been generalized in Hittite

82 *CeT-m in Pronk’s notation (ibid.), since the examples which he gives all have a root-final obstruent. This,
however, does obviously not work for Ved. vés.

83 Additional arguments against a static *¢/é-ablauting paradigm for this root may be (1) the mobile accentuation
in Greek (vixt- vs. vokt-"), and (2) possible cognates which show a zero-grade in the root (*nk"-¢-), for instance
Ved. aktd- f. ‘night’ (§2.7.1.2) and PGm. *unhtwon- f. ‘morning, dawn’ (Go. uhtwo, ON étta, OE diht(a) m. ‘last
part of the night’ (< *unht(w)a(n)-), OHG ihta).
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(cf. nekuz),* whereas in non-Anatolian IE it was the oblique stem *nogWh-t— (e.g. gen.sg.
*nogWh-t-és << *ngWh-t-és, in which *o represents an unaccented full grade which automat-
ically turned into *o) which was levelled, yielding a new nom.sg. form. Therefore, it is un-
certain that the nom.sg. of the word for ‘night’ was *nok"ts in early PIE, i.e. at the stage
before the rise of the LG;65

*tuék(s) ‘form, skin’ shows difficult problems. For a full comprehension of the material the
paradigms are given below:

Ved. Hitt.
nom.sg.  tvdk tuekkan n.
acc.sg. tvacam tuekkan n.
gen.sg. tvacas tuggas
abl.sg. tvacas tuggaz c.

Vedic can reflect both *fuek or *tueks, whereas for Hittite Kloekhorst (2008 s.v.) recon-
structs an asigmatic nom.sg. *fuek to explain the shift to the neuter gender in the direct
cases. This explanation does not solve the absence of the LG in the monosyllabic nomina-
tive, however;

Ved. vés m. ‘bird’ is used by Kiimmel (2015: 287) as counterevidence, but has been explained
by Beekes (1985: 81f.) as a secondary nominative, since a reconstruction *h,uéis cannot
account for Lat. avis f. and Arm. haw < *h,éuis. Beekes assumes that original *h,éuis, acc.
*houéi-m > acc. *vayam gave a new nom.sg. *vay-s > vés;

Ved. vit f. ‘settlement, dwelling-place, house, community, tribe, people’ (stem vis-) cannot be
old either, since other branches show ablaut in the root: Lat. vicus ‘village, block of hous-
es’ (OLat. ueicus, uecus, uecos) < *yeilé—o— ‘settlement’, Hom.Gr. ofxo-8¢, oikovde , Delph.
Foikade ‘homeward’;

*houolks ‘furrow’ is given by Kiimmel (2015: 280) as a counterexample, which is usually
thought to be reflected in Gr. GAo&, -kog f. ‘furrow’, and the verbal forms Lith. velku, OCS
viéko, Av. varak- ‘to draw’. However, Beekes (2010: 73) rejects this connection due to
formal problems: the absence of -v- in dA0¢ is strange from an IE point of view, especially
because odAaf is attested (if from a zero grade *ophox- < *hulk-). Moreover, there are se-
mantically related formations with initial €0- (edAdxa ‘plough’), initial 6- (6Aokevg), and
-x- instead of k- (aOAdya ‘plowshare’) that look formally too similar to be unrelated. In
view of these problems a PIE etymology is unlikely, and subsequently the Greek form
cannot be used as solid counterevidence;

6voE m. ‘nail’ < *h 3nogw}’s. The nom.sg. is a relatively late attestation (from Arist.) and can
easily have been backformed from the oblique (acc.sg. dvuya (Eur.), gen.sg. 6voyog
(Aesch.), dat.sg. dvoyt (Eur.)) or from the more frequent plural (dvuyeg (Hes.), dvuyog
(Hes.), oviyeoot (Hom.));

% That only nekuz — and no direct case form — is found is probably a matter of coincidence (Kloekhorst 1.c.).

% Kroonen’s proposal (2013, cited in Kloekhorst 2014a: 161), in which he connects the word for ‘night’ to PGm.
*dunkra-® and Hitt. dankui- ‘dark’ < *d"ng"- from a pre-form *d"neg"-t- > Late-PIE *neg"-t-, is difficult in
view of Hom.Gr. viy- (vvuyog ‘nightly’, viytog ‘id.”, voyxed ‘to spend the night’) and the non-geminate
spelling in Hitt. neku-"‘to become evening’, since the latter forms require a root *neg"”- (Kloekhorst 2008: 602).
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éni-te€ f. ‘close to delivery’ (< PIE *tek- ‘bring forth’) is either explained from a bahuvrihi
compound with a primary meaning ‘with the delivery approaching’, or from a hypostasis
of dat.sg. énl *tex-i with a back-formed nom.sg. (Beekes 2010 s.v.). In both scenario’s the
nom.sg. need not be old.

4.3.1.1.2 Neuters
Two forms given in §3.1, *hzest n. ‘bone’ and Gr. &v ‘one’ < *sém are neuters and should be
discussed.

*hzest ‘bone’ is attested in its monosyllabic form as Lat. os, whereas Av. as-ca and MW as-
curn, as-cwrn are non-monosyllabic forms.

The first problem is Latin: it is uncertain whether Lat. os regularly continues */;est or
not, cf. De Vaan (2008: 436f.). If not, the form must be analogical, and may have acquired
a different ablaut grade than the original form which it replaced.

The second problem concerns the compounded formations. It is hard to explain the ab-
sence of the LG from the extensions as seen in Avestan and Middle Welsh: although these
extensions make the forms disyllabic, it is doubtful that it was the compounded form of
‘bone’ which was generalized. Besides, it presupposes that in PIE an alternation between
simplex *h3ést and compounded */;est- existed, for which there is no further evidence.
However, in view of the Hittite form fastai/hasti-, as well as Gr. dctéov, there was appar-
ently an ablauting formation (derivative?) with an i-suffix, which raises the question
whether a disyllabic formation */sest-i- may have been responsible for the short vocalism
as found in the monosyllabic forms. However, I cannot think of a motivation why such a
generalization of ablaut would have taken place, since a system of e.g. nom./acc. *h3ést,
gen. *hzst-es vs. i-stem *hsest-i- would have been without problems.

Gr. v n. ‘one’ < *sém may perhaps be explained by a similar analogy as Beekes (1985: 165)
suggested for *h;su-menes > Gr. gopevég (cf. §2.3.2.2). This neuter adjective form *-menes
would have been created secondarily from the noun *menos, gen. *menesos:

masculine neuter
nom.sg. (-men-és) -men-os (-men-es)
acc.sg. (-men-es-m) -men-os (-men-es)
gen.sg. -men-es-0s -men-es-0s

He argues (ibid.), that first the masculine and neuter genitive form of the adjective were
taken over from the noun without change, since there was no reason for remodelling. Sec-
ond, the masculine nominative and accusative would then have been created on the basis of
the oblique stem *-menes-. Subsequently, the neuter form *-menos would have become
*-menes by generalization of the stem.

Applying Beekes’ analogy of evpevég to the form &v < *sém, one must first assume that
*sém is the result of analogy too. It means that the oblique stem *sem- (or *hem- (cf. Myc.
dat.sg. e-me /hemei/), depending on chronology) was introduced as a neuter form, either by
creating a separate neuter that was distinct from the masculine form *som, or by replacing
a neuter formation of which its shape cannot be discovered anymore.

In short, the form &v < *sém may be secondary after a generalization of the oblique stem
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*sem-. This analogy is perhaps paralleled by the creation of the neuter adjective form
*-men-es. The model for its creation would have been the oblique stem, and the motivation
for the analogy may have been the lack of a separate neuter that was recognizably different
in shape from the masculine *som (both the masc. and neut. were monosyllabic so both
would have had LG). Therefore, Gr. £&v may not be a useful counterexample to monosyl-
labic lengthening.

4.3.1.2 Gen.sg. *déms
The short vocalism of *déms ‘of the house’ cannot be due to the fact that the form is only at-
tested as part of a syntagm: the evidence in Vedic shows that *déms could stand either before
or after the noun that governed it (dampati- vs. patir dan, §3.5.2). Hence, the order of the syn-
tagms in which *déms could be used was not a fixed order. I have no other explanation to
offer than suggesting that perhaps the accent in dampati- might not necessarily reflect the PIE
state of affairs (Frits Kortlandt p.c.). If monosyllabic lengthening was restricted to accented
forms only (cf. the absence of length in monosyllabic pronouns, Beekes 1990: 48), the gen.sg.
*déms might have acquired secondary accentuation after the rise of the LG.

The form is also an argument against SL, for which see §4.3.3.1.

4.3.2 Against Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final resonant

4.3.2.1 Locative singular in *-eR

In providing an explanation for the endingless locative in *-eR as a counterargument, Beekes
(1990: 47f.) discusses three theories on the possible origin of this type of locative. Two of
them are based upon the observation that the majority of the evidence of the endingless forms
with a short vowel are Vedic forms in -an < *-en. The third theory comes from Kortlandt
(apud Beekes, ibid.).

The first theory is from Bartholomae (cf. Beekes ibid.), who suggests that these locatives
contained a particle *-en which should be equated with the adverb *4;en ‘in’. This would of
course explain the forms in -an, but not Ved. iidhar, ksdm, and Hitt. andan, Gr. &vdov (§3.2).

The second theory is by Beekes (1990: 48), who proposes the idea that the lengthening did
not operate before nasals but only before 7, /, i, u. The argument for this distribution comes
from the nominative: the nominatives in *-(z)é/or are very archaic, nominatives in -/ are very
rare, and i- and u-stems are rather rare. In that case, the nominative of the n-stems and rare m-
stems would have an analogical long vowel suffix, as Beekes remarks. However, not only the
nom.sg. must then be analogical, also the neuter collective in *-on and OAv. loc.sg. casmgm
< *-men and Hitt. loc.sg. tagan < *d"g"3m would then have an analogical LG in the suffix.’

The third theory (Kortlandt) states that the locative type *-eR goes back to an older for-
mation in *-eR¢, in which *-¢ represents the original instrumental ending as reflected in Hittite
-t. Apart from Beekes (ibid.), this theory has not caught much attention of scholars, and has
never been discussed in the literature more elaborately. Therefore, Kortlandt’s idea will be
discussed here.

5 An analogical origin of the neuter collective ending *-6n is not impossible, since there is also *-as, which does
not have a phonetic origin in Beekes-Kortlandt’s model.
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Kortlandt (2010: 40) suggests that in the non-Anatolian IE languages the ins.sg. suffix
*-t developed into three allomorphs:

(D) *t>*d[’t]/ V_

(2) *-t>*-h;[?]/ en_

@) *t>*0/T_

(The numbers do not refer to a chronological order of developments.)

He suggested that *-¢ was lost after obstruents, glottalized after vowels, and turned into *-/;
after the full grade suffix *-en- of the n-stems or r/n-stems. I will henceforth refer to this the-
ory as the First Locative theory. In a later article (Kortlandt ms.), he changed the second con-
dition into the position after a resonant, i.e. (2) *-t > *-h; [?] / R_. I will call this the Enhanced
Locative Theory.

In the following I will describe the Enhanced Locative Theory, i.e. Kortlandt’s present
formulation, and look for arguments in order to discover if the theory stagnates at some point
or not. If it does, I will turn to Kortlandt’s First Locative Theory and apply the same method
in order to see whether this theory is helpful.

(a) Kortlandt’s Enhanced Locative Theory
The conditions for the distribution of the Enhanced Locative Theory would be mostly
based on (i) phonetics, but there is also some (ii) comparative evidence, according to Kort-
landt.

(i) What would connect these three allomorphs, is that they all would have been glottal-
ized in final position: *_ V7t *-Rf, and *-T'f ([7[‘] = dental stop with no audible release). That
the glottalized feature survived as *h; [2]% after a resonant and not after stop would be be-
cause of an intrusive vowel due to the more sonorous *-R- (Frits Kortlandt p.c.). In other
words, *_R> *-Rap £ > *-Rag -, in which [3; ] merged with *A; [?], whereas *_T’t would
have lost its glottalized feature without a trace (> *.T"-p > *-T-p), since there was no epen-
thetic vowel. According to Kortlandt, these developments are understandable purely from a
phonetic point of view.

(i1) Regarding the comparative evidence, Kortlandt assumes *-d and *-4; in order to ex-
plain why these endings survive as the ablative and instrumental markers in non-Anatolian
IE respectively, and also why the marker *-, is not found in Anatolian.®® For the first de-
velopment, cf. also OLat. 3sg. -d in thefhaced < *-z. The third change of *-¢ to zero is pro-
posed on the basis of two pieces of evidence:

1) the retention of the LG in the Vedic root aorist, i.e. 3sg.aor.ind.act. akran, asyan, araik,
acait, asvait, adyaut (from krand- ‘cry’, syand- ‘move, flow’, ric- ‘leave’, cit- ‘perceive’,
svit- ‘become bright, white’, and dyut- ‘flash, shine’);

2) Endingless locatives in a short vowel *-¢R, allegedly continuing *-eR¢ (Kortlandt apud
Beekes 1990: 48).

87 Cf. Kloekhorst 2004 for evidence in favor of [?] for *A,.
68 A discussion and examples of *d > *};, known as the “Kortlandt-effect”, are given in e.g. Lubotsky 2013 and
Garnier 2014.
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Short comments on each point will be given below.

1) The LG in the Vedic root aorist

The main aim of Kortlandt’s idea is to explain why in most cases the root aorist in Vedic
has FG in the root (3sg. dgan ‘came’ < *-g"emt, whereas Lat. 3sg. vénit, Go. 1pl. gemun,
ToB 3sg. sem < *g"ém- with LG), but why in these six examples above the LG is pre-
served. An observation is that the roots of these forms all end in a stop. Following Kort-
landt’s theoretical framework, in non-Anatolian IE, the 3sg. marker *-¢f would then have
been lost in the aorist forms of these roots. According to Kortlandt, the loss of the 3sg.
marker *-¢ after obstruents would be the reason why the LG was retained in these root ao-
rist forms, whereas in roots not ending in an obstruent the LG was eliminated (Kortlandt
2010: 136; 2015; cf. also Beekes 1990: 42-5 for an overview).

However, the matter is complicated, since firstly, the six forms are usually analyzed as
sigmatic aorists rather than root aorists (cf. Kiimmel 2012: 88), and secondly, the change
of *-Tt > -To — with subsequent analogical loss of the LG in forms in -# — may also be an
inner-Indo-Iranian development. For the origin of the LG in verbal forms is beyond the
scope of the present study, I cannot go into this problem in detail here.

2) Endingless locatives in *-eR from *-eRt
There is a clear method to test whether Kortlandt’s Enhanced Locative Theory can be falsi-
fied, i.e. by the use of comparative evidence: as Kortlandt has currently formulated his the-
ory, endingless locatives in *-eR can only occur in non-Anatolian IE languages, since
*-t would not have been lost before the split of Anatolian and the other IE languages.
Hence, if a locative *-eR can be found in Anatolian, it can therefore be used as a counter-
argument. I think that such a counterexample is Hitt. andan adv. ‘within, inside’, which is
usually related to Gr. &vdov adv. ‘inside, at home’, Olr. and and would reflect *h;n-dom,
an adverb followed by an endingless locative of ‘home’ (Beekes 2010: s.v.).

In view of this counterexample there are two kinds of approaches: either one rejects
Kortlandt’s idea immediately, or one looks for different explanations for this particular
form. Choosing for the last approach gives at least two new options:

1) one might assume that lengthening before *-m was an analogical, rather than a phonetic
process. One may consider the ending -om (§4.3.2.4), but all instances of -om must then be
analogical;*

2) the etymology of andan as reflecting *h;n-dom is incorrect. A first objection against the
etymology may be the absence of the need to use an adverb *#,en if the locatival meaning
is already expressed by *dom. Second, | am not aware of other examples of locatives pre-
ceded by *hjen. If correct, there would be no parallel for the use of */,en + locative. An at-
tempt to provide an alternative etymology maybe connecting Hitt. andan, Gr. €&vdov to Hitt.
anda, Lat. endo (§3.2.4), in which they are petrified inflected forms of a certain root, of
which Hitt. andan, Gr. &véov would reflect the original accusative in *-om. Pairs such as
Hitt. appa : appan ‘behind, afterwards’, katta ‘downwards’ : kattan ‘below, underneath’,

9 Le. *d"(é)gom “earth’, loc.sg. *d"gom (§2.7.1.4), *¢"iom winter’ (§2.3.5), *dom (§2.2), loc.sg. *dem (§2.7.2)
would then have analogical LG, if some of these were not lengthened due to monosyllabic lengthening.
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hanza : hanzan ‘in front’ may corroborate the view that the analysis of andan as *h;en-
dom is incorrect.

Thus, the second option implies that Hitt. andan is not decisive counterevidence to the En-
hanced Locative Theory. This means that we should look for additional weaknesses.

As can be seen, the idea that the locatives in *-eR go back to a form which lost its final
*-¢ (alledgedly from *-eRf) does not match with the conditions for which Kortlandt pro-
posed that *-¢ was lost to zero (allegedly from *-eT¥). This can be seen as a criticism to this
theory, since now only the verbal forms are left to be used as evidence in favor of Kort-
landt’s third development *-t>*-g/ T .

As a consequence of this mismatch, two separate analogical remodellings are required
as an additional assumption in order to keep up the idea that the locative in *-eR did lose a
final *-¢:

1) the zero ending must have analogically spread from z-stems or root nouns in *-V7 to
stems in *-VR, i.e. *YTE> * Vg >> *-VR-p;

2) the instrumental ending in root nouns in *-T (e.g. *ped- ‘foot’) must be secondary, for
instance. This is not a problem for Ved. ins.sg. padd, since -a can be equated with the o-
stem ending *-oh;;

3) most important of all, the instrumental *-¢# > *-g must have been reanalysed as a loca-
tive. From a typological perspective, reanalysis of case forms is well-known. One which
rather resembles Kortlandt’s idea may have occurred in the prehistory of the Vedic and
Slavic pronominal system: Ved. téna, OCS témb ins.sg. ‘by this’ go back to a locative form
*toi followed by additional elements. However, it must be remarked that this typological
parallel works the other way around (loc. >> ins.) compared to Kortlandt’s theory (ins. >>
loc.).

What was the motivation for the first analogical remodelling? Why would an ins.sg. in
*-eR-h; (which would be the regular form in Kortlandt’s Enhanced Locative Theory) be
given up for *-eR by analogy? I cannot provide good answers to these questions. To my
mind, Kortlandt’s suggestion that a locative in *-eR goes back to earlier *-eRt would only
work if *-eRt > *-eR was an archaism, and not the product of another analogy.

In short, Kortlandt’s Enhanced Locative Theory meets two difficulties: the counterevi-
dence Hitt. andan, and the mismatch between the phonological environments of the end-
ingless locative in *-eR (for which *-eR¢ is necessary) and the root aorist forms (for which
*-eTt is required). It goes without saying that the high number of required assumptions
make the idea rather unattractive.

(b) Kortlandt’s First Locative Theory
Since the formulation of the Enhanced Locative Theory apparently does not work, we
might have a look at Kortlandt’s previous formulation. As was pointed out above, the First
Locative Theory only differs from the Enhanced one in the condition of the change *-¢ >
*-h; [?]. Kortlandt claimed that this change took place when positioned after the full grade
suffix *-en- of the n-stems or r/n-stems. Following this formulation, in the alleged change
of ins. *-eR-t > loc. *-eR the resonant *R may then represent anything but *n, since *-en-t
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would have yielded *-enh;.

There is at least one disadvantage of this formulation: since most forms of the locatives
in *-eR are formations in *-en, still the majority of the evidence would then be analogical.
One must then assume that for instance the u-stems or m-stems could stand as a model for
the analogical spread of *-eu and *-em to the n- and r/n-stems. This formulation is in any
case an improvement compared to the Enhanced Locative Theory, where all locatives in
*-eR would have been analogical. However, my criticism as expressed above is applicable
here as well: Kortlandt’s theory that loc. *-eR < ins. *-eRt works best if all forms, includ-
ing the ones in *-en, are archaisms rather than being (partly) the product of analogy.

To sum up, Kortlandt’s Enhanced Locative Theory (in which *-¢ > *-h; / R ) is too problem-
atic to be kept up in view of formal difficulties. His earlier formulation of that theory, i.e. the
First Locative Theory (in which *-¢> *-h; / en_), has some potential to actually work, since
here not all evidence of locatives in *-eR would be the result of analogy. Still, the forms in
*-en, which represent the bulk of the evidence, would be analogical, which makes the theory
not the most satisfactory solution.

4.3.2.2 Vocative singular
Just like the locative in *-eR (§4.3.2.1), the vocative in *-eR also presents serious counterevi-
dence to Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final resonant. In order to not directly reject his
idea, Kortlandt proposed a theory to account for the vocative. This theory was first formulated
in 1985 (apud Beekes 1985: 101) and was also discussed in a later article (Beekes 1990: 49f.).

The idea states that a nominative/vocative in *CeC-R becomes *CéC by loss of the final
resonant in the vocative. For instance, to an unstressed form *p(e)h,tr there was a voc.sg.
*ph;t-e, consisting of the lexical stem after the loss of the resonant followed by the vocative
ending *e as found in the o-stems. At a later stage, the stem-final consonant was restored on
the basis of e.g. the acc.sg. *phytérm, by which *ph;t-e became *phte-r.

Although this theory looks highly far-fetched and entirely hypothetical at first sight, it is
important to judge the idea on its own merits: first the idea will be examined on typological
grounds, after that on comparative grounds, and finally on methodological grounds.

Typological parallels

Here, the question should be addressed whether a scenario such as Kortlandt’s takes place in
languages of the world at all. If it turns out to be that there is a typological parallel for a pro-
posed linguistic phenomenon, the likeliness of the proposal can be determined. In this case,
we must look for examples in which either a final resonant is lost before a pausa, or analogi-
cally restored. According to Beekes, there is a clear example which can be used as a parallel
(1985: 106f.; 1990: 49): in the IIr. h,-stems the voc.sg. ending is -e < *-ai. This final *-i in the
reconstructed ending must be analogical from -i < *-h,, since the development *4, > i did not
take place after a vowel. It is therefore conceivable that the -i developed in the nom.sg. *CeC-
h; (Beekes ibid.). This analogical development can only be explained as a restoration of the
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stem suffix which took place at a PIIr. stage, since it cannot have been restored before the
Indo-Iranian vocalization of the laryngeals to *-i.”

Comparative evidence

Beekes (1985: ibid.) remarks that that there would be factual evidence from Vedic to support
Kortlandt’s hypothesis: Skt. vrki- f. ‘she-wolf® < *ulk"-ih,- and tanii- f. ‘body, self” < *ten-
uhy- or *tnhy-uhy- have a nom.sg. vrkis, taniis and voc.sg. vrki, tanu respectively. In the voca-
tive the final resonant would then have been lost (*-iH > *-i) as a general rule of the vocative,
for which it must then be assumed that the loss happened at an early PIE level.

However, the argument is problematic for two reasons:

(1) First, it must be questioned whether laryngeals count as resonants, as the present theory is
formulated as resonant loss, which usually does not regard to laryngeals. One can preferably
reformulate the conditions by replacing ‘resonant’ with a term which also covers the larynge-
als. It would then still be difficult to examine which formulation is correct, since the only ex-
amples which Beekes presents have a final laryngeal.

(2) Secondly, the evidence can alternatively be explained as the result of Kuiper’s Law, i.e.
laryngeal loss before a pausa (Kuiper 1955). Following Kuiper’s formulation, this develop-
ment would have operated in pre-Vedic times and is then not necessarily of PIE date. There-
fore, the Vedic examples are not decisive evidence.

This is not the whole story, however. Five years later, Beekes (1990: ibid.) observes that
Ved. pitar, Hom.Gr. ndtep have initial stress, which contradicts the general PIE ablaut rules,
since a form *ph,tér with suffix accent is expected. According to Beekes, there are two possi-
ble solutions: either the original vocative was unaccented and the initial accent is a later inno-
vation, or the accent comes from the nom.sg. *CéC-R with initial accent. The former solution
is corroborated by the fact that most vocatives do not have accent in Vedic (§3.3 and Whitney
1869: 29). The latter option is difficult for pitar, since the nom.sg. is not attested with a struc-
ture *CéC-R.

There is one more thing to add: pace Beekes (ibid.), the formulation of the theory implies
that a form such as *déiu-e (Ved. déva, Lith. dievé) cannot be the original vocative of a noun
*deiu (§2.2.1), and must then be a secondary formation based on the o-stem nom.sg. *deiuos
(Ved. devas, Lith. diévas, Lat. deus, divus). The reason would be that final *-u should have
been lost, yielding *dei-e >> *dei-e-u, cf. Ved. sino < *suHn-e-u.

Methodological arguments

Regarding methodology, it is important to emphasize that Kortlandt’s scenario on the vocative
is not primarily designed to explain the absence of length in the vocative singular suffix: it is
in the first place an attempt to connect the vocative of the consonant stems in *-eR with the
voc.sg. ending *-e of the o-stems.”’ Since according to Beekes the o-stems originated in the
consonant stems (see §4.3.2.4 below), the o-stem vocative marker *-e must then also have
originated there (cf. Beekes 1990: 49). Therefore, Kortlandt’s “vocative theory’ has two ad-
vantages: it connects the two vocative markers *-e and *-eR-¢ and accounts for the absence of

7 Also in the oblique cases of the /,-stems an unexpected -y- is found, cf. Ved. gen. -dyds, dat. -dydi, loc. -ayam.
Beekes argues that the spread of *-i- to the vocative from the oblique is unlikely (1985: 102-6).
"'t is unlikely that *-e is an ablauting variant of *-o of the o-stems, cf. Beekes 1985: 101, 184ff.
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length in *-eR. This is methodologically attractive, since two seemingly unrelated problems
can be now explained from one system.”

To sum up: although the comparative evidence, which was discussed by Beekes, does not
directly support Kortlandt’s ‘vocative theory’, the typological as well as methodological ar-
guments are stronger and may rather endorse the idea.

4.3.2.3 Dative ending *-ei

A notable exception to Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final resonant is the dat.sg. end-
ing *-ei. An explanation which was given by Kortlandt (apud Beekes 1985: 197; 1990: 48)
may be that the dative ending would be the result of a secondary ablaut remodelling. It has
been argued that the PD paradigm was originally restricted to neuters, i.e. inanimate nouns,
whereas the HD paradigm was used for animates (Beekes 1985: 167-71). The PD paradigm
has a dative with the structure *CC-eC-i, which is identical with the HD locative, as can be
established on the basis of Myceanaean and Hittite (Kloekhorst fthc., building on Beekes
1985: 125, cf. also Hajnal 1995b). The dative is a specifically animate case, since it is used for
the indirect object, which generally only animate nouns can be used for (cf. Neu 1979: 190°).
This has led to the thought that PD nouns did not originally have a dative at all. As Kloekhorst
argues by the use of internal reconstruction (2013: 125f., fthc., already Beekes 1985: 201£f.),
the PD and HD inflection may be younger offshoots of an original single mobile inflection
paradigm. In this paradigm the locative *CC-éC-i, as found both in PD and HD inflected
nouns, could be used for the indirect object. This situation is reminiscent of the dat.sg. ending
-1 that is found in Greek as a result of case syncretism.

Having seen the considerations above, the question must be addressed what the model, as
well as the motivation for the secondary ablaut remodelling in this early paradigm may have
been.

Regarding the model, Beekes and Kortlandt suggest that the full grade vowel in the
gen./abl./erg. in *CC-C-és may have been introduced into the locative case in *CC-¢C-i, in
which only animates taking the HD inflection could form a full grade variant *-ei from an
original zero grade *-i (Beekes 1985: 197f.; cf. also Kloekhorst fthc.). The relatively late
origin may account for the absence of the LG, according to Beekes. However, this explanation
still does not explicitly state how the full grade vowel was transferred from the suffix to the
ending (¥*CC-¢C-i >> *CC-C-¢i). To my mind, the PD gen./abl.sg. *CC-éC-s is necessary to
include in the argument in order to make a proportional analogy possible. One may then think
of the following process:

inanimate animate
gen./abl./erg. *CC-6C-s” *CC-C-és
loc. *CC-éC-i X (X =*CC-C-éi)

2 Kortlandt’s vocative theory is somewhat reminiscent of Schmalstieg’s explanation of the PIE LG (§1.2), since
they both assume restoration of the final stem consonant. An important difference between them is that Kort-
landt’s vocative theory is methodologically more attractive, since for Schmalstieg’s proposal it is hard to find
independent evidence, as was remarked in §1.2.

3 An argument that the neuters also used the ablative case as an ergative comes from the pronouns, cf. Lat. quod
‘what’ (Kortlandt 2010: 40f.).
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Regarding the motivation, it must be questioned why it would have been necessary to mark
the locative case in a better way, when it was used in the function of the dative. The reason for
this may have been that the dative was possibly used as a non-canonical subject marker when
the verb was in the perfect (Kortlandt 2010: 102; cf. Beekes 1985 ibid.). By this analogy the
dative case in *CC-C-éi would then have obtained the same structure as the ergative in *CC-
C-és, the latter being the other animate agent marker.

In short: according to Beekes and Kortlandt, the dative ending *-ei would have been a rela-
tively recent formation, i.e. created after the LG. The situation of the dative and ergative both
being agent markers may have been the motivation for the analogy, viz. a loc.sg. *CC-éC-i
changing into *CC-C-éi after the agent/ergative * CC-C-¢és (animate) and * CC-éC-s (inani-
mate), resulting in an identical structure of the ergative forms.

4.3.2.4 Thematic endings *-om, *-o0i

The absence of lengthening in the endings *-om (acc.sg.m., nom./acc.sg.n., and gen.pl.) and
*-0i (loc.sg.) can be explained as relatively recent formations: Beekes argues that the o-stem
declension is a more recent innovation after the rise of the LG (1985: 191ff.; 1990: 48; 2011:
216). This idea is based on independent arguments, i.e. other arguments than the absence of a
long vowel. For instance, the relatively late origin of the o-stems is corroborated by the ab-
sence of ablaut alternations within o-stem paradigms.” Therefore, the endings *-om and *-oi
are no genuine counterexamples to Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final resonant.”

4.3.2.5 Stems in *-6¢ and *-&/0s

Kortlandt’s model does not account for the LG in #-stems and s-stems. Therefore, Beekes
(1990: 45) argues that the long vowel is analogical here.” This is a relatively easy solution,
requires only few assumptions, and is therefore methodologically attractive. Note that also for
SL it is thought that these clusters have a secondary LG (§4.3.3.1.2, §4.3.3.6, and Piwowar-
czyk 2015).

4.3.3 Against Szemerényi’s Law

4.3.3.1 Genitive in *-eR-s

This genitive type in *-eR-s presents important counterevidence to SL. In order to account for
the absence of SL in this form, two kinds of explanations have been given in recent literature:
(1) a sound law (e.g. Kiimmel 2015) and (2) analogy (e.g. Villanueva-Svenson 2011).

4.3.3.1.1 Syncope from *-eR-elos
One approach is to assume a sound change, which is done by Kiimmel (2015: 282): he sug-

™ One may remark that the gen.pl. ending *-om also occurs in athematic paradigms. However, according to
Kortlandt (1978) this ending originated in the o-stems and is therefore recent in the athematic paradigms.

7> Pronominal *-oi, which is mostly found in monosyllables, is disregarded in this study. Since pronouns often
have accented forms next to clitic (unaccented) forms within the IE languages (cf. Gr. €ué vs. pe), it cannot be
excluded that accent or clisis was a determining factor in causing lengthening. Because examining whether
accent indeed had a correlation with lengthening is beyond the scope of the present study, the pronouns are left
out of the discussion. Cf. also Beekes 1990: 49.

76 This would apply to nominatives in *-6¢ and *-&/Gs, as well as collectives in *-Gs. The nominative in *-ét is
probably a post-PIE innovation, §2.3.1.2.
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gests that “apparent counterexamples like *déms ‘of the house’, or forms in *-(m)ens, *-éjs
(...) are not really problematic, since they can be the result of a more recent syncope (loss of
the unaccented vowel of the ending *-e/0s) and can thus be explained by a different relative
chronology”. In other words, as he elaborates (ibid.), this means that e.g. PIE nom./acc.sg.n.
*dom, gen.sg. *déms would go back to *dém-s, gen. *dém-es before SL operated.

Apart from being methodologically ad hoc, there are three serious problems regarding the
comparative evidence:

1) Kiimmel is not explicit in determining the exact conditions for this syncope. Hence, a rea-
son for the preservation of the gen.sg. *-e/0s, whether regular or not, is unclear too. It pre-
supposes that the gen.sg. zero grade ending -s has a different origin than *-e/0s in the rela-
tion to the origin of PIE ablaut, but there is no other reason than Kiimmel’s syncope to as-
sume this;

2) counterevidence from the nom.pl. *-es requires an additional explanation why e.g. *ph;,-
ter-es did not undergo this syncope. If analogical restoration is involved, the reason would
remain unclear why **-s in *ph,-tér-es > **ph,-tér-s >> *ph,-tér-es would have been an-
alogically restored to *-es, since a form **ph,-tér-s was not ambiguous in the paradigm;

3) if the gen.sg. *-s was originally the same ending as the nom.sg. *-s (< erg.), it is expected
that the nom.sg. originally had the *-e/os ending too, followed by the syncope to *-s and
the absence of SL. This is, of course, not in agreement with the evidence. This counterar-
gument requires accepting the theory that PIE had an older ergative alignment system,
which is partly established on the basis of independent arguments (cf. Uhlenbeck 1901;
Pedersen 1907: 148ff.; Vaillant 1936: 98-9; Beekes 1985: 172ff.; Kortlandt 2010: 91ff.;
Kloekhorst fthe.).

Except for the second point, the counterevidence points to fewer full grades after the rise of
ablaut than the number of full grades in the attested IE daughter languages, instead of more.
Kiimmel’s presupposed syncope does not agree with the evidence and must therefore be re-
jected.

4.3.3.1.2 Analogical remodelling to *-eR-s

Villanueva-Svenson argues that from a methodological point of view analogical remodelling
of the genitive in *-eR-s is the easiest assumption (2011: 6*). Piwowarczyk accepts this idea
and adduces that this genitive type may have been remodelled to the other consonant stems
(2015: 272). The question is how such an analogy works in detail, as well as what the exact
model and motivation for restoration was. First the possible models will be discussed, after
that the motivation.

Model
Two kinds of models come to mind: (i) either a genitive formation in *-s where *-s was not
lost due to SL, (ii) or levelling, i.e. the introduction of the stem from a case form in *CC-éR-.

(1) The first model
There may be two candidate formations: (a) a static genitive in *CéC-R-s or (b) a PD geni-
tive of a stem with a suffix not ending in a consonant which would trigger SL, i.e. *CC-
¢C;-s (C; = not a SL-triggering consonant).
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(a) A model with a static form is difficult, since the ablaut of the stem does not match. In
other words, it would be unclear why the PD genitive in *-eR-s would not have taken
over the zero grade suffix of the static form.

(b) A model with *CC-¢C-s depends on the formulation of SL: which consonants are part
of the condition? The consonants which did not trigger SL can then be equated with the
*C) in the model above. This question is addressed by Piwowarczyk (2015: 274), who
argues that at least the cluster *-V'Ts# was not part of SL: just as *-VRs# > *-VR#, we
expect *-VTs# > *-VT#rather than *-VTs# > *-Vs#, the latter development allegedly in
Gr. nidg ‘foot” (Hesych.) < *pod-s. Therefore, he concludes that the long vowel in dg
was a post-PIE development. For our model *CC-¢C-s, this means that *C; may have
been, for instance, a dental stop (= ¢-stem), since dental stops would not be a conditional
factor for SL. However, not a single #-stem is attested for a proterodynamic paradigm
(with a gen.sg. *-ét-s).”” This makes the model rather hypothetical, since the analogy
cannot be supported with comparative evidence.

An alternative would be to assume that the endings *-eis and *-eus did not take part
in SL. If these endings were preserved, it provides a model for the restoration of *-eR-s
> *-gR >> *-eR-s. This idea can be considered part of Piwowarczyk’s so-called ‘mini-
mal’ (i.e. restricted) account of SL (2015: 272): only *-VRF# > *-VR# (F = /s, ho/, R=
/r, I, m, n/). However, although this restricted formulation works for the material that we
have, it remains unexplained why the PD loc.sg. in *-éR — §2.7, if from older *-eRi —
has LG in the first place. Moreover, it requires the assumption that several formations
have an analogical long vowel:

o) the nom.sg. forms of HD i-stems (e.g. type Ved. sdkha), §2.3.3;

) the nom.sg. forms of HD u-stems (e.g. type OAv. -bazaus), §2.3.8.2;
v) the Hittite collectives in *-éi/-oi (e.g. type hastai), §2.5.1;

8) the Hittite collectives in *-ou, §2.5.5.”

In view of these difficulties, it can be concluded that this first model probably does not
work.

(i1) The second model
In this model a case form in the PD paradigm with the stem * CC-éR- must be found to
make the restoration of the genitive to *-éR-s possible. The question is which case form
had this stem, combined with an ending which would not be lost by SL. I think that most
PD case forms meet problems: the accusative and locative are ruled out for their mis-
matching stem * CéC-R-m and *CC-éR respectively; the instrumental *CC-éR-h; contains a
laryngeal which should have disappeared by SL (cf. Piwowarczyk 2015: 270), and the da-
tive *CC-éR-i is a counterargument to SL too in view of the locative (cf. §4.3.3.3 below).
Perhaps, one might consider an ins.sg. in *CC-éR-¢, if one accepts Kortlandt’s proposal

" An alternative solution with the suffix *-i%,- instead of *-¢- is problematic as well, since */;, is thought to be a
conditional factor for the operation of SL (cf. Piwowarczyk 2015: 270).

78 Whether this type belongs here depends on whether one accepts this type or not, since the etymologies are
weak.
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that the ins.sg. ending *-4; goes back to *-, which is found in Hittite (§4.3.2.1), cf. Kort-
landt (2010: 40).

Motivation

Regardless of the model which cannot be easily established, it must be questioned whether
there was a motivation to restore the *-s in the genitive in the first place. If the analogy was
levelling the motivation may seem obvious, but Beekes raises an important objection (1985:
151f.): “If the ending -s was restored in the genitive, one would have expected the same in the
nominative.” In other words: why would the last change of the development *-éR-s > *-&R >>
*_¢R-s have occurred in the PD gen.sg., but not in the HD nom.sg. *-VR, if the HD nomina-
tive and PD genitive both go back to the same form in *-VRs? I have no solution to offer to
this problem.

4.3.3.2 The asigmatic nom.sg. of /,-stems

Szemerényi’s Law can to a certain extent be regarded as “designed” to explain asigmatic
nominatives with a LG suffix from sigmatic ones. However, Beekes (1985: 152) remarked
that the nom.sg. of 4,-stems was asigmatic — but without a LG suffix — and uses it as an argu-
ment against SL: the /,-stems would prove that there were asigmatic nominatives anyway,
and therefore there would be no need to explain all asigmatic nominatives in *-éR from sig-
matic ones in *-eR-s. Piwowarczyk (2015: 272) counters this criticism by stating that the
nom.sg. of 4,-stems may have originated in the collective: he argues that the dual of /,-stems
is formed with the suffix *-iA;, which is also found in neuter formations (*-eh-ih; > Ilr. *-ai
> Ved. -e, cf. Nussbaum 1986: 130ff.). The correlation between the suffix of the 4,-stems and
neuter gender in the dual can be understood as *-/4,- representing an original neuter collective,
according to Piwowarczyk (building on Nussbaum). I disagree with the last part of this argu-
ment: there is a demonstrable correlation of the neuter gender and the %,-stems, but this cor-
relation does not necessarily imply causality. In other words: a development collective > h-
stems need not have taken place purely on the basis of the comparison with the ‘neuter type’
dual ending. Besides, arguing that the /,-stems are a secondary creation implies that the ab-
lauting paradigm of both HD and PD nouns (*-h,-/-eh,-),” as well the ablaut in the PD if,-
stems (*-ih,-/-ieh,-) should then be completely secondary too.® There is no independent evi-
dence for this, and the ablaut even looks rather archaic. For now, it suffices to refer to Lu-
raghi’s criticism towards this problem (2009: 5ff.).

4.3.3.3 Loc.sg. of non-i-stems
According to Szemerényi’s formulation (Szemerényi 1970: 106-11), only in the i-stems a de-
velopment *-ei-i > *-¢ji > *-é&i took place, after which the other stem classes adopted the suf-
fix vowel by analogy. A development *-ej-i > *-ey-i > *-eyu > *-éu by sound law already
requires additional assumptions, and it would only work for the u-stems: in the n- and m-
stems it seems phonetically impossible that, for instance, *-en-i yielded *-én by regular sound
change.

Beekes (1990: 37, 46-8) gives several additional arguments against Szemerényi’s proposal:

" The only known PD h-stem is *g"en-h,- ‘woman’, §2.4.
8 Type Ved. devi, gen. devyds f. ‘goddess’, Lith. marti, gen. marcios ‘bride’, Gr. tpanéla, gen. tpamélng ‘table’.
Cf. also the participles in *-ont-ih,: Ved. bharanti, Hom.Gr. epovoa, OCS nesosti ptc.nom.sg.f. ‘carrying’.
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1) there is counterevidence in the locative of the HD stems, cf. loc.sg. *-er-i, *-en-i. The -i is
unlikely to have been restored, since there is no trace of the expected lengthening either,
ie. **_2R-i;

2) there is counterevidence in the dative of the PD stems, since this form was *-eR-i (cf.
Beekes 1985: 109ft.);

3) if *-ej-i > *-eii was a phonetic development, it is much more likely that in *-eji the less
sonorous *i was lost, yielding *-ei, rather than *i being lost (whether or not first becoming
an intermediate *7);

4) if *-ej-i > *-eii was an analogical development, it is rather improbable that the variant *-eji
was generalized, since *-ej-i is much more transparent. In other words, there would be no
motivation for generalizing *-eji;

5) the proposal *-ej-i > *-eji requires the assumption that PIE had words starting with a vow-
el, since *-ejj would have originated in antevocalic position (Piwowarczyk 2015: 271,
273). Independent evidence for this hypothesis is hard to ascertain, especially since after
the discovery of the laryngeals many instances of * V'(R)C-roots can be explained by roots
with an initial laryngeal (* He(R)C-). The problem whether PIE had words with an initial
vowel is then probably a matter of Occam’s razor: if no other argument than *-ej-i > *-ejj
can be found for this hypothesis, it is best to assume that PIE did not have roots starting
with a vowel.

4.3.3.4 Thematic acc.pl. *-oms

As was pointed out in §4.3.2.4, the o-stems are probably a relatively recent innovation, cf.
also Winter (1969: 209). Therefore, the ending *-oms need not be a true counterexample to
SL.

4.3.3.5 Collective *-0C

In 1986 Nussbaum extended SL by explaining the collective type in *-6C and the type in *-h;
from one system (1986: 129f.). He argued that the final laryngeal may have been lost after a
resonant with compensatory lengthening of the preceding vowel (e.g. *-or-h, > *-6r). This
idea has become widely accepted among scholars. In 2014, he redefined the theory, arguing
that the morphology of the collectives could be used for mass nouns, yielding a meaning with
a sample of the mass, the so-called ‘delibatives’ (Nussbaum 2014b).*! This theory is, of
course, an attempt to account for the many ‘collectives’ in *-6C which in fact have the se-
mantics of mass nouns.

However, these ideas are problematic for a morphological reason. The ablaut in the suffix
of the collectives in *-A, does not agree with the suffix ablaut of the type in *-6C: the latter
represents o-grade, if from *-or-h,, whereas the former always has zero grade of both the suf-
fix and the ending: *dr-u-h, ‘wood’ (ToB obl.pl. arwa, OCS n.pl. drvva), OAv. vohii
adj.nom./acc.pl.n. ‘good’ < *hues-u-hy, and YAv. zaradustri < *-i-h, (§2.5.5).

In view of this problem it becomes increasingly doubtful whether the collectives in
*-h, and *-6C can both be explained from a single type. Nussbaum does not address the prob-
lem of the ablaut mismatch, however. Consequently, since the hypothesis that the collectives

81'E.g. beer (mass noun) >> a beer (portion, i.e. delibative), cf. Nussbaum (2014b: 278).
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in *-6C are the result of a loss of *-4, is problematic, it becomes less probable that a sound
change *-VRh,# > *-VR# took place in pre-PIE times.**

4.3.3.6 Accusative singular in *-ém

The last category to be discussed is the accusative singular. For PIE, two u-stem nouns can be
reconstructed with an acc.sg. form in *-ém, i.e. *diém (Ved. dyam, Gr. Zijv m. ‘Zeus’) and
*a"hsem (Ved. gam, OAv. ggm, Hom.Gr. fdv, Dor.Gr. Bév f. ‘cow’), and Dor. acc.sg.f. viv
‘ship’ < *nehy-eém, cf. §2.2.1 and §2.4 respectively. As addressed in §2.2.1, it is the question
whether this long vowel is either the product of a sound law or the result of analogy. Several
explanations have been offered: either it was SL (Schindler 1973), Stang’s Law (Stang 1965),
or an analogical origin (Beekes 1985). Regarding the explanation by SL (*diéum > *diémm >
*diém, m.m. for ‘cow’), in my opinion there is an argument which can be used against this
proposal.

In order to fully comprehend this argument, we must briefly review Piwowarczyk’s main
point (2015) first (cf. also §4.3.3.1.2). He argues that Gr. né¢ is unlikely to be the regular out-
come of SL by a change *pdd-s > *pés-s > *pos, since it is not parallel to the rigid description
of SL as formulated by Szemerényi himself. It should have been the following development
instead (Piwowarczyk 2015: 274):

*p6d-s > *pod-d > *pod *_VTs#>*-VTT# > *-VTH
parallel to *_VRs# > *-VRR# > *-VR#

He concludes, that if in pre-PIE a sound change equal to SL operated, the cluster *-VTs# did
probably not take part in this change.

Along the same lines, a similar argument can be formulated for the acc.sg. in *-ém. Rather
than a change *-Vum# > *-Vmm# > *-Vm#, the following development is expected:

*diéu-m > *diéu-u > *diéu *_Vumtt > *-Vuutt > *-Vu#t
parallel to *_VRs# > *-VRR# > *-VR#

Therefore, it can be concluded that it is unlikely that the origin of the LG in these two accusa-
tive forms is due to SL. This argument does not favor an alternative scenario in particular (for
which see §2.2.1), but merely disfavors the explanation by SL.

82 Since the other piece of evidence for this proposed sound change, *g"én ‘woman’ < *g"en-h,, can be ex-
plained alternatively (§2.4), no evidence in favor of this change is at our disposal anymore.

% An alternative solution for the collectives in *-6C was offered by Schindler 1975b (cf. also Beekes 1981: 280),
who proposed that these formations were collective in number but singular in inflection. The reason why PIE
would have had two markers for the collective, *-6C and *-4,, remains unclear with this explanation, however.
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5 General conclusions

The present study attempted to answer the question which of the three phonetic theories on
the origin of the Proto-Indo-European lengthened grade, viz. monosyllabic lengthening, Kort-
landt’s lengthening before word-final resonant, and Szemerényi’s Law, could be proven cor-
rect or incorrect. The overview of the evidence and counterevidence of the nominal system as
presented in chapter 2 and 3, and the discussion of the counterevidence in chapter 4 lead to
the following conclusions:

Evidence

Among the root nouns (§2.2), the nominatives occur both with (§2.2.1) and without *-s
(§2.2.2). For the non-neuters (§2.2.2.1), there is no way to determine due to which phonetic
explanation the forms have a long vowel, since they are monosyllabic (monosyllabic length-
ening?) and all of them end in *-n or *-r (< *-VR or *-VRs?). As is stated in §2.2.2.2, the neu-
ter formations must have analogical LG, if in PIE no other sound change than SL operated by
which long vowels were created, since here the long vowel cannot be due to the loss of an
earlier *-s.

Concerning the hysterodynamic nominative, there is evidence for z-stems, s-stems, and
stems in a resonant. It is likely that #-stems and s-stems have an analogical LG, since this as-
sumption is necessary for Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final resonant, and likely for
SL, as we have seen in §4.3.3.1.2 and §4.3.3.6.

The two nominative forms with a proterodynamic inflection can be either considered sec-
ondary (‘cow’) or uncertain (‘woman’), as discussed in §2.4.

With regard to the neuter collectives (§2.5), the situation is complicated. First, not all evi-
dence has straight-forward collective semantics, as some of them are mass nouns (r-stems),
singular in number (n-stems: YAv. haxmgm, OAv. an-afSmgm, afSmant; r-stems: Arm. awr,
anury), or abstract nouns (s-stems: ToB pilfa, Lat. sopor). Second, evidence for i-stems and u-
stems all come from Hittite, but the u-stems consist of weak etymologies. Third, the Indo-
Iranian forms reflecting *-on may alternatively reflect *-mn-h,, which means that the only
more certain evidence for *-6n is from Gothic. Fourth, one may wonder whether all evidence
for the s-stems comes from Indo-Iranian, since all the other s-stem forms (perhaps except Lat.
ador) may alternatively be explained from amphidynamic nominatives.

As discussed in §2.6, the evidence for a static neuter type in *CeC-C, gen.sg. *CéC-C-s is
not compelling. Kloekhorst 2014a shows that all the material can be explained alternatively,
but two uncertain cases remain: attempts to explain the long vowel in Gr. fmap and to provide
an etymology for Hitt. séhur are all ad hoc, although not impossible. It is doubtful whether
these two examples suffice to posit a new inflectional type in PIE, since these forms do not
show synchronic é/e-ablaut either. Since Oettinger’s arguments (2015) for static neuter s-
stems have been shown not to be conclusive either, it is best to assume that PIE did not have
an acrostatic inflection type with é/e-ablaut.

The acc.sg. in *-ém of the u-stems (cf. §2.2 and §2.4) can be explained by SL, Stang’s
Law, or by analogy, which makes the formation not decisive for SL.

For the loc.sg. in *-&C there is evidence for s-stems and stems in a resonant (§2.7). Again,
for the monosyllabic locatives of root nouns it cannot be determined whether the long vowel
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is due to monosyllabic lengthening or lengthening before word-final resonants. SL is not like-
ly to have operated in the examples of the root nouns, since the roots end in *-r, *-m, and *-d,
and must have analogical LG following Szemerényi’s formulation.

Having discussed all the evidence from the nominal system with a LG,* we can now sum up
the results for the counterevidence. Each phonetic theory will be treated separately by follow-
ing the order of items as presented in chapter 4.

Monosyllabic lengthening
The counterevidence was presented in two groups: (1) nom.sg. forms where a LG is expected
but a FG is found; (2) the gen.sg. *déms to which the same applies.

Most formations can be explained from generalizations of the older ablauting paradigm
(§4.3.1.1). For the non-neuter nominatives such a levelling may have taken place on the basis
of the disyllabic accusative *CeC-m. The neuters, consisting of two counterexamples (‘bone’
and ‘one’), are more difficult to explain: as seen in §4.3.1.1.2, for ‘one’ it is possible to posit a
model and a motivation for replacement, whereas for ‘bone’ a motivation is hard to establish.
The short vowel in the gen.sg. *déms is also hard to account for, but it may be the accentua-
tion which is related to the absence of the expected LG (§4.3.1.2).

It can be remarked that all counterevidence to monosyllabic lengthening consists of indi-
vidual counterexamples, rather than morphological categories. Since a morphological catego-
ry would be more difficult to account for than individual items — as several analogical pro-
cesses might have occurred in the prehistory of a separate word, whether or not in a specific
branch — monosyllabic lengthening has a chance to be correct.

Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final resonant
There is counterevidence from several categories: (1) the locative in *-eR, (2) the vocative,
(3) the dative, and (4) the thematic endings *-om, *-oi.

(§4.3.2.1) Regarding the locative, three possible origins for *-eR were discussed. The third,
and most elaborately discussed one, is Kortlandt’s hypothesis that *-eR reflects an older in-
strumental form in *-eRt. We have seen that there are two formulations of this theory, viz. the
First Locative Theory and the Enhanced Locative Theory. The latter requires a very high
number of assumptions of analogical remodellings, and also has to account for a counterex-
ample (Hitt. andan). The former requires less assumptions, but still, most of the evidence
(forms in *-en) would then be analogical. All in all, Kortlandt’s hypotheses on the origin of
this locative type are not the most satisfactory solutions to explain the absence of the LG. In
contrast to Kortlandt’s theory, there is also the first (Bartholomae) and second (Beekes) theo-
ry. Bartholomae’s attempt only explains the n-stems and requires analogical extension to oth-
er stem classes, for which a motivation is difficult to establish. Beekes’ idea concerns a differ-
ent formulation of the environment under which the lengthening in final syllables would have
originated (no lengthening before nasals, only r, /, i, u). This is now a serious option that is
left, which may solve the issue without rejecting Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final
resonant altogether. The only cost of Beekes’ idea is that every long vowel before a nasal (ex-

wh £

cept the ones in monosyllables, viz. *dom, *som, *-g""én, *kuén) would then be analogical.

8 Except the nominal derivatives, as was pointed out in §1.1.
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(§4.3.2.2) The absence of the LG in the vocative is explained by Kortlandt too, by stating
that an original unaccented form lost its final resonant before a pausa (*p(e)hztr > *p(e)h;t),
after which the vocative particle *e — first being a separate morpheme — became an ending,
yielding *ph;t-e with subsequent restoration of the final stem consonant (>>*ph,te-r). As has
been shown, there is typological evidence from Indo-Iranian which may support this hypothe-
sis, and methodologically it is also attractive since it explains why the vocative has two mark-
ers (*-e in the o-stems and *-eC-g in the athematic stems). Thus, the vocative in *-eR can
probably be explained as a secondary formation which was created after the rise of the LG
and need not be counterevidence to Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final resonant.

(§4.3.2.3) The dative in *-ei can also be considered secondary. Kortlandt states that the
form is analogical on the basis of the agent/ergative * CC-C-és, since the dative (originally an
animate locative) was also used as an agent when the verb was in the perfect, resulting in an
identical structure of the ergative forms. Therefore, the dative does not present serious coun-
terevidence.

(§4.3.2.4) The thematic endings *-om and *-oi are explained as relatively recent too.

To sum up, all morphological categories, except the locative in *-¢R, can be considered as
secondary formations. For the locative this means either that Kortlandt’s formulation of the
conditions for lengthening are not correct, or that the correct theory for the locative has not
yet been established. The alternative of rejecting Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final
resonant is accepting that the lengthening was restricted to liquids and semi vowels and did
not operate before nasals, which is Beekes’ second theory on this locative type.

Szemerényi’s Law

Evidence against SL comes from six categories: (1) the genitive in *-eR-s, (2) the asigmatic
nominative of /,-stems, (3) the locative of non-i-stems, (4) the acc.pl. *-oms, (5) the collec-
tive in *-0C, and (6) the accusative in *-ém.

(§4.3.3.1) The genitive is explained by either assuming a sound change (syncope of
*-eR-e/os > *-eRs), or analogical remodelling. These attempts have both been shown to be
problematic: besides the fact that positing a syncope is ad hoc, there is counterevidence from
the nom.pl. (*phytéres), as well as the nominative singular. Regarding the analogical remodel-
ling, it is difficult, if not impossible, to find a working model and plausible motivation. There-
fore, I have no other solution than maintaining that the genitive is problematic to SL.

(§4.3.3.2) Beekes argues, that since SL appears to be designed to explain s-less nomina-
tives, the asigmatic nominatives of /,-stems prove that there is no need to explain asigmatic
nominatives in *-éR from *-eR-s. As has been shown, Piwowarczyk’s objection that the
nom.sg. of /-stems originated as a collective is not without problems, since methodologically
a development collective > hy-stems is not compelling, whereas materially the ablauting para-
digm of the A,-stems and ih,-stems (*-(i)h,-/-(i)eh,-), which looks archaic, must then be sec-
ondary, but there is no other evidence for this. This suggests that Beekes’ argument is still
valid, which would imply that methodologically the nominatives in *-éR need not go back to
sigmatic *-eR-s.

(§4.3.3.3) With regard to the locative type in *-éR in other stem classes than i-stems,

Beekes refutes Szemerényi’s proposal of *-ej-i > *-ejj > *-&i for several reasons: first, coun-
terevidence in the HD locative and PD dative (*-eR-i) shows that SL did not operate here.



56 A ‘lengthy’ problem: Towards a phonetic explanation of the Proto-Indo-European long vowels

Second, a development of *-ej-i > *-eji is phonetically less likely than *-ej-i > *-ei. Third,
there is no motivation to generalize *-eii instead of *-ej-i, since the latter is more transparent.
Fourth, the development implies the existence of * V(R)C-roots, which is difficult to ascertain.
Hence, I can only insist on Beekes’ conclusion that the locative in *-éR is problematic to SL.

(§4.3.3.4) Just like the thematic endings *-om and *-oi, the acc.pl. *-oms can be explained
as a relatively recent formation.

(§4.3.3.5) As has been observed in the material (§2.5), many items of the collective type in
*-0C do not have proper collective semantics. On the basis of the semantics, it is doubtful
whether the collective type in *-6C can be equated with the type *-4,, which is done by Nuss-
baum 1986. Nussbaum’s idea also has formal problems, since there is an ablaut mismatch: the
type in *-h, always has zero grade of the suffix and ending (*-i%», *-uh;), whereas the collec-
tive type in *-6C would always have o-grade, if the type continues older *oC-4;. Since the
prehistory of the type in *-6C remains uncertain now, it becomes more difficult to determine
whether it was a lost morpheme or phoneme which did or did not cause the long vowel in
these formations. In other words, the aforementioned considerations make it doubtful that SL
(*-VRhy# > *-VR#) operated in the collectives.

(§4.3.3.6) Concerning the acc.sg. *-em, it has been pointed out that the explanation by SL
is a priori unlikely.

In short: the above-discussed categories, except the acc.pl. *-oms, all speak against Sze-
merényi’s Law. Since it is implausible that for each separate category a new explanation
could be established which would save SL, the law is best given up.

From the sections above it can be observed that monosyllabic lengthening probably works for
the nominal system, that Kortlandt’s lengthening before word-final resonant can only work
when it is reformulated (viz. leaving out the nasals as a conditional factor), and that SL must
probably be rejected.

Of course, a thorough scrutiny of the verbal system and other categories may lead to a differ-
ent picture, in which, for instance, monosyllabic lengthening would turn out to be problemat-
ic. The last word has not been spoken on the origin of the Proto-Indo-European lengthened
grade.
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