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Vedic g;bhzufti, grbhaydti and the semantic of *ye-
derivatives of nasal presents

Abstract

A study of the semantics of grbhndti (< *g"rb'-n-eH-) and grbhdydsi (<
*ghrp'_n-H-ye-) in the Rigveda reveals that the former means ‘(passively)
receives, gets, catches’, where the object is thought of as moving in the
direction of the subject, while the latter means ‘(actively) grasps, takes’ and
it is the subject that moves in the direction of the object (sections 1-3). I argue
that this reversal of subject and object roles vis-a-vis the verbal action is a
constant feature of *ye-derivatives of nasal presents in Indo-Iranian (4-5),
Greek (6), and Italic and Celtic (7-8): if the nasal present means, say, ‘S
leaves O, its *ye—derivative can be glossed approximately as ‘S makes O
leave S’, whence Lat. linquit ‘leaves’ and Olr. léicid ‘lets go’, respectively.
The striking semantic similarity to the Vedic type ricyate ‘remains, stays
behind’ is addressed in section 10.

The highly specific semantic features of adding *ye to nasal presents
combined with the wide distribution of these derivatives across the IE family
point to the PIE date of the type. In section 11, an attempt is made to ascribe
a similar function to the *ye of the PIE causative-iterative suffix *-e-ye-, and
to account for the unusual semantics of *ye by tentatively reformulating these
in terms of an original difference in actant coding of athematic forms, such as
nasal presents, and thematic forms, such as *ye-presents.
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1. grbhndti, grbhaydti: semantics!

The well-attested Vedic nasal present grbhndti is usually translated as ‘takes,
gets hold of’. Beside this nasal present there is a similarly well-attested
present grbhdydti, which is believed to have the same meaning (so recently
JAMISON 1983: 100, EWAia I 505). As a careful scrutiny of the meaning of the
Rigvedic attestations of these verbs bears out, however, there are clear
semantic differences.

In the Rigveda, there are 27 instances of mwgmmn. Its meaning is
primarily ‘receive, get’ rather than ‘take, grab hold of’, in other words, the
subject of the verb has a relatively low degree of control over the action:

(1) RV 1.55.2ab s6 amavé nd nadyah samudriyah prdti grbhnati visrita
vdrimabhih ‘he (Indra) receives (the streams of Soma), as the flood of the sea,
with its wide expanses, (receives) the separate rivers’

The comparison with rivers flowing into the sea points to the conclusion
that grbhndti here means ‘receives, absorbs’ rather than ‘grabs, takes’. This
conclusion presents itself even clearer in the following example:

(2) RV 7.101.3c pitiih pdyah prdti grohnati mdsd “the mother receives the milk
(= semen) of the father (thereby the father prospers, the son prospers)’

A translation ‘grabs, takes’ would clearly be absurd. Similarly, in the next

instances ‘receives, gets’ would seem to be a more appropriate translation than
‘takes, grabs hold of’:

(3) RV 3.9.6a tdm tva mdrtd agrbhnara ‘the mortals received (for themselves)
vou (= Agni ﬁﬁ:m, who transports the sacrificial offering to the gods)’

(4) RV 6.8.4a apdm updsthe :SSS agrbhnata ‘in the bosom of the waters the
bulls (i.e. the gods, perhaps the priests?) received (Agni ‘Fire’)’

Since Agni is a gift to the mortals, again ‘receive’ seems the appropriate
translation. The following examples describe similar situations:

U1 am indebted to Robert Beekes, Rick Derksen, Leonid Kulikov and Alexander
Lubotsky for a number of valuable comments on an earlier draft of this article. Needless to
say, the responsibility for the views expressed in this article is mine.
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(5) RV 8.45.39ab d hdri grbhne sumddratha ‘1 (i.e. the priest) receive (your,
i.e. Indra’s) two fallow horses with the good chariot (in order that you may
donate to the priests)’

(6) RV 9.70.3d dd id rajénam mandnd agrbhnata (when the radiance of Soma
had penetrated gods and men) ‘only then did the mindful receive the King (i.e.
Soma)’

(7) RV 9.86.30c tvam usijah E&\Ssm agrbhnata ‘first the Desirous (i.e.
priests) received You (i.e. Soma)’

(8) RV 9.113.3c tdm ma:%aéahw prdty agrbhnan ‘the Gandharvas (i.e. the
heavenly musicians, that are inspired by Soma) receive him (i.e. Soma)’

In (5) - (7), the mortal priests are granted possession of divine horses or the
god Soma; ‘receive’ is therefore more likely than ‘grab, take’. (8) differs in
the sense that the possessors are divine, but the semantic context is highly
similar to that of the previous instances.

In other instances, the nasal present can be most appropriately translated
as ‘catch, hold’. As in the case of ‘receive’, the subject is relatively passive,
either because the object consents (9) or, more specifically, because the object
unwittingly runs into the subject, like a rushing animal (10-13):

(9) RV 1.163.2c gandharvé asya rasandm agrbhnar ‘ Gandharva held
(received) his reins’ (i.e. of the primeval horse that was first mounted by
Indra; the line belongs to a hymn on the divine horse)

(10) RV 9.83.4c grbhnati ripiim nidhdyd nidhdpatih ‘the snare master catches
the fraud with a snare’ (snaring being a passive way of catching)

(11) RV 9.86.43d hiranyapavih pasim dsu grbhnate ‘those who purify the
gold (i.e. Soma) catch the animal (i.e. Soma) in these (liquids)’ (the priests
‘snare’ Soma, who in the previous line is compared with a rushing bull)

(12) RV 9.14.7¢c h?&& grbhnata vajinah ‘(the fingers) receive/catch the
back(s) of the nimble horse (i.e. Soma)’

(13) RV 9.1.7ab tdm im dnvih samaryd a wéxx&s ybsano ddsa ‘the ten
delicate women (i.e. the fingers) receive/grab him (i.e. Soma) in competition
/ at the feast’

In (12) and (13) the reference is clearly to the fingers, which are used to press
soma; as (12) shows, however, especially against the backdrop of (10) and
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(11), “catch’ rather than ‘press, knead’ is intended here.

In other instances, the nasal present can similarly be translated as ‘receive,
(passively) catch, hold’, but the context does not allow us the subtlety to
exclude ‘(actively) take, grab’, which imply a relatively high degree of control
by the subject of the verb. Examples of this ambiguity are as follows:

(14) RV 1.162.15d tdm devasah prdti grbhnanty dsvam ‘the gods receive/take
that horse’

(15) RV 3.30.5d ydr samg(bh(zé maghavan kasir it te ‘when you, mighty one
(i.e. Indra), hold/take together (these two hemispheres), (they are) just a
handful for you’

(16) RV 8.72.3c grbhndnti jihvéya sasdm ‘they (i.e. the gods?) receive/take
the food with/by the tongue (i.e. Agni ‘Fire’?)’

(17) RV 9.46 4ab suhastyah Sukrd grbhnita manthing ‘Ye with capable hands,
receive/take the shining and mixed (Soma)’

(18) RV 9.78.1c grbhnati riprém dvir asya ténva ‘the stretched—out sheep (i.e.
sieve made of wool) receives/takes his impurity (i.e. of the unstrained Soma)’
(19) RV 10.62.1d (=2d,3d,4d) prdti grbhnita manavdam sumedhasah ‘Wise
Ones (i.e. Angiras, deities communicating between gods and men), receive/take
man’

In view of their figurative meaning, two instances are difficult to assess for
present purposes:

(20) RV 5.31.7c Sisnasya cit pdri mayd agrbhnah ‘you (i.e. Indra) have
checked/controlled even the ruses of Susna (demon of drought) (with pdri
‘around’; this example may probably be compared to 10-13 above)
(21) RV 10.145.4a nahy asya ndma g[bhncfmi ‘I do not mention her name (i.e.
the name of her rival)’, i.e. ‘I cannot get her name across my lips’.

Only in three examples does ‘(actively) grab, take’ seem to be more likely,
but not unambiguously so:

(22) RV 7.103.4a (Frog Hymn:) anyé anydm dnu grbhnati enoh, which seems
to mean ‘one of the two (brahmanas) greets the other’ on the human level of
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this hymn, but ‘one of the two clasps the other from behind (in copulation)’
(with dnu ‘after, behind’; see JAMISON 1993: 139-40, following BENDER
1917); if the latter translation is correct (which has often been disputed, see
JAMISON 1993: 139), we may perhaps compare this instance with examples of
the meaning ‘passively catch’ (10-13 above), but biological data ra@er
suggest ‘actively grab’, in which case this instance semantically overlaps with
grbhaydti (see below).

(23) RV 9.106.3b grdbhdm grbhnita sanasim ‘may he (Indra) grab (or:
acquire?) the profitable grasp (or: acquisition‘{)’

(24) RV 10.85.36a grbhnami te saubhagatviya hdstam ‘I (the groom) take
your hand for prosperity’; the scene describes the wedding ceremony; a
translation ‘I receive your hand (in matrimony) is conceivable, but in view of
the Indo-European custom whereby the groom ‘leads’ (PIE *wed®-) the bride
into his house, ‘take’ would seem to be more probable. Note, however, that
this example occurs in the relatively late tenth book, which may show a
beginning confusion of gg‘bhzzéti and grbhaydti.

Whereas g[bh(zéti primarily means ‘receives, gets, (passively) catches’, the
first and foremost meaning of grbhaydti is ‘(actively) grabs, takes’:

(25) RV 1.81.7cd sdm grbhdya purii Satébhayahastyd vdsu ‘grab together
(Indra) many hundreds of treasures, both hands full (... bring treasures)’ ’

A translation ‘receive, get’ is most unlikely: Indra is urged upon, not to
receive treasures, but to collect them in order to bestow them upon the
sacrificers. The next examples are even clearer:

(26) RV 7.104.18b grbhaydta raksdsah sdm pinastana ‘(Maruts,) grab hold of,
crush the Raksasas (i.e. demons)’

(27) RV 1.140.7a s@ samstiro vistirah sdm grbhayati ‘He (Agni ‘Fire’) grabs
hold of those that are packed closely together and those that are packed loosely
together (i.e. firewood)’

The next five instances can be translated similarly:

(28) RV 5.83.10a dvarsir varsdm ud u gzi grbhdya- ‘(Parjanya) you have made
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it rain, now stop it (‘hold it up’) nicely’ (with #d ‘up’: take up > stop)

(29) RV 8.69.10c¢ apasphiiram grbhdyata ‘grab (2pl.) hold of the escapee’
(i.e. Soma, so that Indra can drink it)

(30) RV 8.70.12acd tvdm na indrasam ... dhdnéndm nd sdm grbhdayasmayuir
avih sdm grbhaydsmayih ‘of these (cows), Indra, take thou for our sakes, as
if they were grains, take thou doubly for our sakes’ (in order to bestow on us)
(31) RV 8.81.1pb citrdm grabhém sdm grbhdya ‘(Indra) grab (acquire?) a
wonderful grasp’ (contrast 23 above)

(32) RV 10.44.4¢ djah krsva sim 8rbhdya tve dpi- ‘take on strength, grab it
together in yourself’

As in the case of grbhndti, there are lumerous occurrences of grbhaydri where
the context does not allow us to distinguish the subtle difference between
‘(actively) grab, take’ and ‘(passively) receive, get’:

(33) RV 1.91.4d rdjan soma prdti havyd 8rbhaya ‘take/receive the sacrifice,
King Soma’

(34) RV 1.148.3¢ pré si hayanta grbhdyanta ig;cz:v ‘they led him (i.e. Agni)
nicely, grabbing him on their search’ (see section 5 on shortening of *ayant to
ayant)

(35) RV 2.28.6b samrdl #tave “nu ma 8rbhdya- ‘take/receive me, true king of
all’

(36) RV 3.36.2¢ prayamydmanan prdti ;;u: grbhdya- ‘(Indra,) take/receive the
offerings (of Soma) nicely’

(37) RV 4.4.15b prari stomam Sasydmanam grbhdya ‘(Agni) take/receive the
recited praise’

(38) RV 6.47.28d déva ratha prdti havyd grbhdya ‘ Divine Chariot,
take/receive the sacrifices’

(39) RV 8.17.5¢ 8rbhayd jihvaya madhy ‘(Indra) take/receive the honey with
the tongue’ (contrast 16)

(40) RV 10.116.7b prazi samrdal dhrnano grbhdya ‘take/receive (this sacrifice)
not unwillingly, King of All (i.e. Indray’

As mentioned earlier, the semantic difference between ‘receive, get, catch
passively’ and ‘grab, take actively’ can be described as a difference in the
degree of control over the verbal action exerted by the subject. In ‘receive’
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the subject has relatively little control, while it has relatively higp control in
‘grab’. There is further confirmation of the presence of thlS. semantic
difference: 14 out of 16 occurrences of grbhaydti are in the imperative mgod,
a category that implies a relativgly high degree of cqntrol by the subject.
Among the 27 instances of grbhnati there are only two imperatives (9.%6..4b,
10.62.1d=2d=3d=4d).? The choice of preverbs may well point into a smlar
direction: prdti ‘against, face to face’ is used together wif:h semantically
clearly marked g{bhnzfti ‘receive’ (1, 2, 8, 14, 19) but only w1th sgmantlcally
unclearly marked grbhaydti (33, 36, 37, 38, 40). Since prati implies a sm'all
distance between subject and object, it is more appropriately conm?cted W.lth
‘receive’ than with ‘grab’: compare German entgegennehmen ‘receive’, with
relatively low control of the subject. The preverb sdm ‘together’, on the other
hand, implies direct contact between subject and object and shows a preference
for semantically clearly marked grbhaydri ‘grab,’ (25, 27, 30, 31, 32)., wl?ereas
it occurs only once in connection with grbhnati, in an instance Wthh, 1$ x?ot.
clearly marked as ‘receive’ (15): cf. German zusammennehmen ‘collect , with
relatively high control of the subject.’

Now the question arises whether this semantic distinctiqn of grbhnari and
grbhaydti is a Vedic innovation or rather an ancient inheritance. Avestan has
e)}act formal counterparts of both Vedic verbs. The rare Late Avestan present
garafnditi matches Vedic g(bhr_za:ti :

Y 57.25 haénsbyo yé us xriram drafiom garaPngn ‘enemy hosts that will hold
up the bloody banner’ ’ ‘ .

Yt 10.13 y6 paoiriio zaraniio.pisé / srird barainauua garapnditi ‘(Mlera},) who
as the first reaches (holds, controls?) the beautiful heights, adorned with gold
(thence the very mighty one beholds the entire Aryan territory)’ '

Yt 10.68.1 = 10.143.3 yerjhe vassm hangrapnditi ‘whose chariot she holds
(under control)’? Cf. the instances (9)-(13) of grbhnari?

It may well be that the choice of grbhndti in (23) and of g;bhdyc?ti in (3'1) in an id;pti;
cal context was dictated by the fact that (31) has the verb in the imperative, with hig
control, whereas (23) has not.

* I am indebted to Heinrich Hettrich for drawing my attention to these preverbs in a letter
dated 7-1-1999.




7
{

122 PETER SCHRIJVER

It is difficult to distil the semantics of garafnditi from these instances, in two
of which the meaning is modified by a preverb. Neither ‘receive, get’, nor
‘take, grab’ do full justice to any of the three.* We may observe that
BARTHOLOMAE’s translation of the only form without preverb, Yt 10.13, as
‘gewinnen, (als Ziel) erreichen’, comes closer to ‘get’ than to ‘grab, take’.
Needless to say, no firm conclusions can be based on these forms.

The frequent Avestan present gouruuaiieiti, on the other hand, is
generally translated as ‘nehmen, raffen, ergreifen’ (e.g. EWAia I 505-7,
HOFFMANN-FORSSMAN  1996: 186), which corresponds directly with the
meaning of its Vedic counterpart grbhdydti. A case in point is Yt 19.51 d.dim
haBra hangauruuaiiar apam napd auruuat.aspé ‘then immediately Apam
Napat, who has swift horses, grabbed him’.” Similarly, OPers. <agrbaym>
‘T captured, seized, took prisoner’ is in striking semantic agreement with its
Avestan and Vedic counterparts.

We may conclude that the Iranian cognates of Ved. grbhaydti show the
same semantic restriction to ‘grab, take’ as does the Vedic form. The scanty
Iranian evidence for the cognate of Ved. grbhndti does not necessarily agree or
disagree with the meaning of the Vedic verb, but we can at least say that it is
semantically different from grbhaydti. Thus the claim is justified that the
semantic distinction between both verbs must be relatively old. The question is:
how old? In order to answer this, we must consider the historical morphology
of both verbs.

The reconstruction of g[bh{zéti is straightforward: it is a nasal present
*g"rb"-n-eH- of the set root *g"reb"H- (EWAia I 506, with reff.). As for
grbhaydti, two reconstructions have been proposed. It has been explained as a
denominative verb, derived from a noun *grbhd- ‘grip’. ® Since this noun is
not reliably attested in Vedic” or Avestan and the root is a primary verbal
root, this account is unsatisfactory. According to the alternative reconstruction,
grbhdydri is a deverbal derivative in *~ye- of the stem of the nasal present,

4 See BARTHOLOMAE 1904: 527-8; the reading of hangarapndg (N. 65) is uncertain
(BARTHOLOMAE 1904: 529 n. 16).

° HINTZE (1994: 269) translates ‘ergriff’.
8 Kurper 1937: 232 (with reff.); hesitatingly HOFFMANN-FORSSMAN 1996: 186.

71t is by no means certain that RV 7.21.2 grbhd- means ‘ergreifend’ (EWAia I 505).

Vedic grbhr_'za‘ti , 8rbhaydti and the semantics of *ye-derivatives 123

hence *g"rb"-n-H-ye- > Indo-Iranian *g"rb"dya-.® There are other verbs in
Vedic wﬁich show a nd-present of the ninth class beside an allegedly
synonymous dya-present (HOFFMANN 1966: 68-9; JAMISON 1983: 178—9)< It
seems to me that the latter reconstruction is superior to the' former, as it can be
supported by the semantics involved in creating ye-derivatives of nasal pres;g?s
in general, both in Indo-Iranian and in other Indo—Eureran {anguages. is
is the subject that will be explored in the remainder of this arficle.

2. Semantics reformulated: ‘reversed’ derivative

Ved. g[bht_zéti ‘(passively) receives, gets, catches’ and grbhdydti ‘(ac:tlvely)1
grasps, takes’ differ from one another not only by the degree of corét'ro

exerted by the subject. The semantic difference can also l?e agalyzed accor mgl
to another parameter, which I shall call the internal direction of r'he. verl?a ‘
action. In the clause ‘the King of Persia receives the prisonerg’, it is .Impl.xed
that the object (‘prisoners’) moves, or is moved by someone, in the direction
of the subject. Accordingly, the object of clauses (1) - (8). above, where
grbhnéti can be translated as ‘receive’, is thought of as moving towards tf_le
sﬁbjéct. Strikingly, in the hunting terminology of clauses (10) - (13), grbhnati
means ‘catch an animal’ by lying in wait or setting a snare, whereby the
animal blunders into the hunter or his snare. o

In the clause ‘the King of Persia takes prisoners’, however, the .dxrz'acthn
is reversed: the subject moves in the direction of the object. This is the
situation in the examples (25) - (32) of grbhaydi. ‘ ‘

I shall argue that this reversal of subject and object rolel:s‘ with re_gatr(‘i t.o
the verbal action, which can still be glimpsed in Vedic grbhnati / ('gg'l?hayatz, is
a constant feature of *ye-derivatives of nasal presents, and that.lt is in fac.t the
old function of *ye. For the sake of convenience these *ye-derivatives will be

8 SAUSSURE (1878: 251f.), INSLER (1971: 574 n. 4), Werba, Schindler and Elcskgr'leg %)t;d
PETERS (1980: 323), HOLLIFIELD (1981: 168), JAMISON (1983: 179), PETER§ (i? t 7 ai;
26), MAYRHOFER (EWAia I, 506), RASMUSSEN (1989: 278 on SCHINDLER'S ::/hest gin
mitaiiary Y.10.1 ‘soll wohnen’ vs. mi6naiti Y.10.39; RASMUSSEN accqunts for. e 3tfp -
aya on the basis of an optative), HACKSTEIN (1995: 29-30 on the Ts)ch.arxan B pair r:izm ‘gn;zl (
(nasal present), mdntafifiem (nasal present + *ye), to which Michiel Driessen dre y

attention).
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labelled ‘reversed’ derivatives. The internal direction of the verbal action wil]
be symbolized by - and < (note that the reversal of the arrow in derivation
rather than its direction in each single instance is of importance). I shall use §
and O as abbreviations for subject and object:

nasal present:
nasal present + *ye:

‘I receive (prisoners)’ S« (0
‘I take (prisoners)’ S - (0)

According to this description, the difference in control exerted by the subject
in ‘receives’ vs. ‘takes’ is a consequence of the reversal of the internal
direction of the verbal action. In order to confirm that this description is
historically more accurate than a semantic description in terms of degree of
control by the subject, we shall need pairs of plain nasal present and nasal
present + *ye with ‘reversed’ meaning, where the semantic difference
between nasal present and *ye-derivative cannot be simply described in terms
of control by the subject. Such pairs do indeed exist, as I shall argue later on
(e.g. ‘reach’ vs. ‘get’, and ‘drive’ vs. ‘drive oneself to, visit’). For the
moment it suffices to state as a working hypothesis that the addition of *ye to
the nasal present *¢"rb"-n-H- ‘he receives’ originally turned ‘he receives’
(> grbhnati) into its ‘reversed’ counterpart ‘he makes receive’ (vel sim.),
whence the attested ‘he takes, grabs’ (> grbhaydri) has developed. This
hypothesis will now be put to the test.

3. The importance of morphological minimal pairs for establishing meaning

If one seeks to establish the meaning of a morpheme, the most direct way of
obtaining a reliable result is by collecting pairs of words which distinguish
themselves only by the presence or absence of this morpheme. Subsequently
the semantic features which distinguish the word with the morpheme from the
same word without the morpheme can be ascribed to the morpheme. This is the
method that I have adopted above and that I shall continue to apply throughout
this article: the meaning of *ye will be established by comparing the semantics
of concrete nasal presents with the semantics of the same nasal presents + *ye,
In order not to restrict the amount of materia] unduly, nasal presents and their
*ye-derivatives that differ from one another in mood, voice, time
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i companying preverbs will be included.
(preseggiingzgfg)hzzdﬂfecadva%ta}g,e tift it reduces a complicated prob_lemf the
meaning of *ye, to its bare bones. Thu§ the .megning of gorbilz)clzzyd:t:i :
*ghrpf-n-H-ye- is contrasted with that of its derivational base, gi 'th(ta -
*g"°rb”-n-eH~, and not with the meaning of, say, Gem}an graben, 11l luan; "
gré;)ti or Slavic grabiti, which have a complefely‘ different morphologi "
structure. The semantic difference betweeg g{b{zaydtz and, say, grabztg ;a:ms
attributed to any number of the morphologl‘cal d1fference§ bt?tween bo ;)1 0%
which disqualifies the value of this compar1§on for estabhshl_ng’ t}xe m:gahmb hg1 o
*ye-derivatives. Working with minimal pairs such‘as grbhayadti < ¢ "
H-ye- and grbhndti < *g"rb"-n-eH- will yield reliable results whilst stee;1 a§
clear of the obvious pitfalls involved in treating more general questions sucents
‘what do the nasal presents mean?’® and ‘what do .th e .ye.—prlesairs
mean?’ Rather, understanding the meaning of *ye on th.e basxs*of minimal p >
will contribute to a general theory concerning the meaning of *ye-presents, and

not vice versa.

4. More evidence I: Vedic rij-, irqjyd-

The nasal present stem 77jj- has the meaning ‘direct onese%f towa}r(lils,’ prfssg
ahead towards, strive after’.’% It belongs to the root *lz3feg';—, \:\/h]C 1‘2 a o
found in Gr. opéyw ‘stretch out, reach for’, Lat. rego 21rect gEWM'gld}e
425). Hence rvij- reflects a zero grade nasal I?resent sFem hsr-n-g-. Tddle
forms of theenasal present occur frequently in th; ngveda, but the mlds,

endings are not responsible for the gloss ‘qneself’ in ‘direct oneself towards’,
as the following examples of the active voice show:

RV 1.171.2b rrjati sdruh ‘a projectile that presses ahead’ (thrown by the

Maruts) o '
RV 3.31.1¢c pité ... duhitith sékam rfijén ‘the father directing himself towards

(striving after) the outpouring (i.e. fertilization?) of the daughter’

° On which see now MEISER 1993.

A meaniny ([ ect someo i i (& y € tahlished' see JOACHIN{ 19; 8:
i g ‘ il’ Cl som ne/SomCthmg 1S not secur: E S .
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RV 3.43.6¢ prd yé dvitd divd rijaney cftd(z ‘who press ahead again and again
towards (i.e. push open? [GELDNER]) the closed doors of heaven’

RV 4.38.8b durvdrtuh sma bhavati bhimd rijdn (when thousands fight with
him) ‘he is difficult to avert, pressing ahead, the terrible one’

A synchronically opaque derivative in *ye of this nasal present stem is found
in the archaic irgjydri (Schindler apud JASANOFF 1983: 72; PETERS 1986: 372:
EWAia II 425)."" Here ir reflects a syllabic 7 in antevocalic position (cf. Skt.
*rHV > irV); this *r was doubtlessly introduced from the simple nasal present
*hsr-n-eg-."* irajydti does not mean ‘direct oneself towards’, however, but
‘lead, rule, hold sway over, control’, usually with a genetival complement, as
is common with verbs belonging to this semantic sphere:

RV 1.55.3b mahé nrmndsya dhérmanam irajyasi ‘you (Indra) control the
powers of great manliness’

RV 1.151.6d yuvdm viprasya ménmanam irajyathah (Mitra and Varuna) ‘you
control the thoughts of the wise’

RV 8.41.9 sd saptandm irajyati ‘he rules the seven (streams)’ 3

So while a Isg. active present of Ifj- means ‘I direct myself towards
something/-one’, its counterpart of the derivative irajyd- presupposes a
‘reversed’” meaning ‘I direct someone / something’, perhaps ‘towards
myself’, hence ‘I rule’. The element ‘towards myself’ is probably still
discernible in the following example:

RV 10.75.2d ydd esam dgram jagatam irajydsi *(in your course you [i.e. the

" Other reconstructions and various considerations can be found in KUIPER 1937: 59,
BEEKES 1979: 15-17, OLSEN 1993: 364.

2 JASANOEF 1983: 72 n. 32, PETERS 1986: 372 n. 26. The analogical influence exerted
by *hyr-n-eg- > *rnaj- also accounts for the zero grade 77yj- instead of expected *rgj- <
*hsr-n-g- (cf. raghi- ‘quick’ < *h ing"-u-, Gr. EhayGe ‘small’, #happdc ‘quick’).
Thus p7j~ has analogical 17 instead of expected ra and irajydti has analogical ir < *r instead
of expected ».

13 Other instances in RV are 1.7.9b; 6.60.1c; 7.23.2b; 8.39.10c; 8.40.5b; 8.46.16a;
10.93.3a; 10.140.4a.
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river Sindhu] pass over the back of the earth) when you direct the tip of these
that move (i.e. the tributary rivers) towards yourself’.

As in section 2, the semantic difference between the nasal present (773j-) and its
derivative in *ye (irajyd-) can be described in terms of a reversal of the
internal direction of the verbal action:

*hr-n-g- ‘I direct myself’ ‘ S«
*hr-n-g- + *ye ‘T direct someone;,’sorr%ethmg, ..
(towards myself?)’ - ‘I rule

Clearly the semantic aspects of deriving irajyd- from l‘ﬁj—- cannot snnply.blze
described as an increase in the degree of control by the subject, as was possi i
in the case of g[bhnéti , grbhaydti. Nor, it may be ailfled, f;ag tPe semantics ‘(t)e
*ye be described as plainly causative, a_dthough rij- : irajyd- Ec?n‘les qui ;
close, as this does not account for the difference between grbhnaii ‘receive
and grbhaydti ‘take’.

5. More evidence II: Vedic i_smfti, isayati and its Greek cognates

In the Rigveda, the relatively rare verb i;néti means ‘in}part rpovement to,
give an impulse, impel, send’, combined with an accusgtwe wh.xch gxpresses
either the direction (send to + acc.), or the person or thing that .1s being seqt.
It is a nasal present, reflecting *His-n-eh,-, of the PIE root *Hish,- (EWAia

1271-2).

RV 1.63.2d (vdjram yena amitran) pira isndsi puruhiita puirvih ‘the clutz with
which you, much invoked one, drive off the enemies to many fortresses

RV 1.61.13c yudhé ... isndnd dyudhani ‘driving himself to (his) weapons, for
fighting’ . .

RV 1.181.6b pirvir isas ... mddhva isndn (of the ox pulling the chariot of one
of the Advins:) ‘sending out many libations of honey’ ’ .

RV 2.20.5b indro gatim isndn ‘Indra, setting (the brdhma of the Angirases)
on course’ . .
RV 4.17.3a bhindd girim Sévasa vajram isndnn ‘he (Indra) split the mountain,
impelling his club with force’
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RV 9.17.5¢ isndn sziryam nd codayah ‘you (Soma) spur (your horses) as one
who impels the sun’

RV 10.61.5a prdthista ydsya virdkarmam isndd ‘made himself wide, urging on
his penis? / desiring a man’s work? (see GELDNER 1951 ad loc.)

Beside the nasal present there is a present stem isaya-, with short -a—, which
in 14 out of 18 occurrences is represented by participial and 3pl. forms, all of
which show the sequence -dyanz-. As LUBOTSKY (1989: 101-105) has argued,
the active present participle and 3pl. forms in —nz- provide the original locus
for metrical shortening of *-d-, so that a present stem *isaya—~ may well be
hiding behind attested isdyant— (thus JAMISON 1983: 179, with references).

While there is a consensus that all forms are derivatives of the same PIE
root, the question whether isaya- represents more than one derivative of this
root, with correspondingly different meanings, is a vexed one. According to
JAMISON (1983: 49, 100), who discusses previous scholarship, there are two
verbs. The first is isaya- ‘prospers, is strong’. This is a combination of
GRASSMANN’s isay- ‘frisch, kriftig sein’ (1996: 226) and most instances of
his ‘causative’ isdya- ‘zustreben, fordern, (Gaben) mittheilen’ etc. (1996:
222-3; see JAMISON 1983: 49 n. 3 for a convincing disposal of the formal
reasons for a separation).'* Again according to JAMISON (1983: 100), three
instances of GRASSMANN’s causative isdya- remain, as ‘send, impel’ vel sim.
would be a more appropriate rendering than ‘prosper’. The three instances in
question are the following:

RV 1.77.44 (ye maghdvanas Savisthah ...) isdyanta ménma ‘the most powerful
patrons, who for their own sakes send (?) a hymn (to the gods)’

RV 7.87.3d (kavdyah) yé isdyanta mdnma ‘the wise ones, who for their own
sakes send (?) a hymn (to the gods)’

RV 8.26.3c purvir i;é isdyantav dti ksapdh (Asvins and Viyus,) ‘sending (?)
many libations throughout the nights’

JAMISON’s case rests on two observations (1983: 100 n. 55). In the first two
instances, the subjects of isdyanta are patrons/kavis, and the object is mdnma,

" Yet JAMISON seems not to have convinced LUBOTSKY (1997: 316, 320), who maintains
(GRASSMANN’s subdivision.
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a hymn, and the expected action performed with a song lf{y patrons/kavi§ is tha?
of ‘sending’ the song to the gods. However, as GOTO pointed out (G(.)To 1988&
310), the patrons/kavis also ‘prosper by’ the song, as th_e gods will rewar

them for the sacrifice, and there is therefore no semantic Teason to .prefer
‘send’ to ‘prosper by’. In RV 8.26.3c, thefAévins and Vayus may just as

‘enjoying libations’ sent by the sacrificers.

vel b{thatJrgmagins is JAMISON’s formal reason: the three instances allegeflly
meaning ‘send’ have a direct object while th? other instanc_es, meaning
‘prosper’, are intransitive. This situation in itself is not a.c'ompellmg reasmtlh t(i
distinguish two verbs: English ‘walk’ is normally intransitive, but tl’le fact tha
it occasionally has an object, as in ‘walk the streets, walk the fiog R @oes not
justify setting up two different verbs. More specifically, thefre 1s‘ one ,m:v,ta{lce
where isaya- has an accusative complement and a meaning send’ is im-

possible:

RV 6.16.27b isdyanto visvam dyuh (these are your protégés, Agni,) who enjoy’

their whole life’."’

Therefore, since there is a transitive isaya- that does not mean ‘send’ but
rather ‘enjoy, prosper’, there is no longer any formal reason to deny the other
instances of transitive isaya- the same translation. o

As a result, neither formal nor semantic reasons for distingmshgg more
than one verb isaya- remain. The four instances with direct objs:ct discussed
above and the following instances, which lack an object, are all in agreement
with an approximate translation ‘prosper, enjoy, be strong’:

RV 1.185.9d -isd mddanta isayema devih ‘enjoying ourselves by libation, let
us prosper, o gods’, .

RV 2.2.11b ydsmin sujata isdyanta sirdyah (Agni,) ‘by whom the noble lords
(of the sacrifice, i.e. the patrons) prosper’ . o

RV 6.1.2b ilds padd isdyann (Agni) ‘prospering in the place of libation
(similar construction in 10.91.1b)

5 GELDNER 1951: 11, 111 translates: ‘Diese sind deine Schiitzlinge, Agr}i, d‘ie des voller;
Lebens sich erfreuen sollen, die der Kargheit des Ge}dprotzep entgehen, d}e d}eﬂl\c{ilssguzi_
des Geldprotzen iiberwinden’. GRASSMANN (1996: 222-3) assigns the meaning ‘f6rdern,
laben, erquicken’ to the verb in this verse.
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RYV 6.1.8c¢ prétisanim isdyantam pavakdm ... agnim ‘striving, prospering, pure
Agni’

RV 6.16.25b isayaté mdretydya °(seeing you, Agni, is good) for a
strong/prospering mortal’

RV 6.18.5 valdm ... hdnn ... -isdyantam ‘you (Indra) slew Vala, who enjoyed
(the cows)’

RV 6.64.4d rayim ... isayddhyai ‘riches to enjoy’ (same infinitive in 1.183.3¢,
6.49.5¢)

RV 9.84.3b devcfndm sumnd isdyann ‘prospering by the favour of the gods’

In four instances, the context would seem to favour a translation ‘cause to
prosper’:

RV 3.33.12¢ prd pinvadhvam isdyantih surddhah~ (to the rivers that have just
provided passage to an army:) ‘Swell ye, who provide prosperity, generous
ones’

RV 4.56.4 rodasi ... nah ... isdyanti ... patam ‘worlds, protect us, providing
prosperity’

RV 5.49.4b sindhava isdyanto ‘rivers, bringing prosperity’
~RV 8.5.5ab mdmbhistha vcijasétamd—i;dyamd Subhds pdti ‘the most generous,
most rewarding lords of beauty, bringing prosperity’ (the Agvins)

Remarkably, none of these four instances of ‘cause to prosper’ has an object,
so this meaning cannot be strictly proved. Put differently, when isaya- has an
object, it never has causative meaning. Under these circumstances it seems
more likely that ‘prosper’ is the core meaning and that ‘cause to prosper’, if
it is real, is a peripheral development than vice versa.

Since isaya- probably reflects an older *isdya- (see above), the question
arises what the origin of this form is. According to LUBOTSKY (1989: 104),
*isdya- is a denominative derived from the root noun is-. Since nouns with a
stem ending in a consonant form verbs by adding ya directly to the final
consonant (apas-yd- ‘be active’; MACDONELL 1910: 401), one would in that
case expect to find isyd- rather than *isgya-. LUBOTSKY acknowledges this,
but claims that root nouns behaved differently on the evidence of urjdyant-
‘strengthening’, which is derived from the root noun firj-. This parallel is not
entirely convincing, however, as there is residual evidence for an a-stem in
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irja-sani- ‘bestowing strength’ (RV 6.4.4), from which drjayant- <
*jrjdyani- may alternatively have been derived.’® e

JAMISON (1983: 49, 100, 178) considered isayati ‘prosper’ to be an
aya-derivative of the verbal root is-, while she reconstructed isayati “seqd: a8
*{saydri and connected this with isnati, in accordance with ﬂleitype. kg(b.htzan £
grbhdydti. Since we saw earlier that there is no good reason to distmgm;h‘f two
verbs with different histories, a choice must be made among these alternatives.
In view of LUBOTSKY’s demonstration that hiding behind aya-formations
(almost) exclusively attested as participial forms are dya—formations rather than
causatives, isaya- is probably not a causative. As a denominative origin meets
with a formal problem (one would expect **is-yd-, see above), we are left
with the option that isaya- belongs to the type grbhdydti. B

In fact, interpreting isayati < *isaydti as a ye-derivative, *His-n-h,~
ye-, of the nasal present reflected in isndti has a distinct advantage: the
meaning of nasal present + *ye reconstructed in sections 2 and 4 is capable of
bridging the considerable semantic gap between ‘impel, send’ and ‘prosper,
enjoy’: ~

*His-n-h,- ‘impel someone / something’ - S=
*His-n-h,~ + *ye ‘impel oneself by something, enjoy
something’ Se

This pair is also an instance where the addition of *ye does not increase the
degree of control by the subject: the effect is rather the reverse. )

GAv. ifaiigs ‘prospering’ (Y.50.9) is the exact formal and semantic
equivalent of RV isaya-, from which we may conclude that the ye-derivatiye
is at least as old as Proto-Indo-Iranian. Both the nasal present and its
derivative may be traced even further back in time.

16 Alternatively, JAMISON (1983: 180 n. 4) claims. that transitive drjdyati- was
reinterpreted from originally intransitive drjdyati ‘becomes strong’.
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6. Greek evidence

The Indo-Iranian nasal presents of the root *Hishy- are particularly interesting
because they probably have an exact counterpart in Greek.

The simple nasal present is represented by the rare verb ivdew, ivéw ‘to
empty, clear, carry off by evacuations’ (thus LIDDELL-SCOTT-JONES—
MCKENZIE s.v.). This is a thematicization!” of *indmi < *isnami < *His-n—
ehy,~mi (GARCIA-RAMON 1986: 503 ff.). Its semantics are somewhat removed
from that of RV isndti, but an unproblematic semantic chain can be constructed
to fill the gap: ‘impel, drive’ > ‘drive off’ (cf. RV 1.63.2d above) >
‘empty’ > ‘clear, cleanse’.

Much more frequently attested is its cognate taivopor ‘become warm,
freshen oneself up, enjoy’, ioivw ‘warm, freshen someone up’, which has an
s-aorist stem inv- and an intransitive aorist iGvBn. Cf. the following examples
of the present-imperfect tense:

% 359 ioivero 6'08wp ‘the water heated up’
t 537 ogv taivopar eioopodoo ‘watching I enjoy them’
0 379 oid te Bupdv del Sudeooiv ioiver ‘such as time and again refresh

the heart of slaves’

GARCIA-RAMON (1986: 503ff.)'® regards iaivw as a denominative verb,
derived from the r/n-stem *Hish,-r/n-, which is indirectly attested in LAv.
i$ara ‘quickly’ and the Vedic denominative isanydri ‘sends’. However, since
other explanations have been suggested for isanydti (cf. JASANOFF 1983: 72ff.,
who argues for a deverbative origin), the existence of the 7-stem remains to be
proved. The interpretation of RV 2.2.9 isdni is obscure (so recently EWAija I
272, LUBOTSKY 1997 s.v.). This renders the denominative origin speculative,
though in itself quite possible. In comparison, a deverbative origin seems more
likely: the basic nasal present is in fact attested in both Greek and Vedic.
Semantically, the Greek middle comes very close to the Vedic active
forms of isaya- ‘prosper’. The Vedic state of affairs is probably older: it is

7 A particularly early example is 3sg. them. present dapv (A 221; RISCH 1974: 320).

18 For SANDOZ’s reconstruction of a basic *is—r—ei—ti , ¥is-n-i-mes (SANDOZ 1974), see
the objections raised by GARCIA-RAMON (op. cit. 504).
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easy to see how an active verb meaning ‘prosper, become warm’. adopted
middle inflection in Greek because of its meaning, and a new active vefb,
iaivw ‘to make prosperous, warm someone up’, with appropriate active
semantics, was created by analogy. By comparison, it would be much more
difficult to explain the Vedic active inflection as secondary. Lo
Now the semantic relation of Gr. ivéw to iaivopon can be described in
the same way as the semantic relation of other nasal presents to nasal pr:esents
+ *ye, in particular, of isnati to isayati. This leads to the reco'nsu'ucuop of
ioivopon as *isan-y- < *His-n-h,~y- and the following semantic analysis:

*His-n-h,~ ‘impel’ > Gr. ‘empty, clean’ B s
*His-n-h,~ + *ye ‘impel oneself” > ‘prosper’ > ‘
‘get warm’ S Se

Thus we find the reversed meaning expected of a *ye-derivative of a nasal

present. : , i
Incidentally, this account of the Greek verb would offer precious

evidence for the development of *CRHy in Greek: the reconstruction, if
correct, indicates that the sequence *CRHy develops as *CRHYV would, and not
as *CRHC. As far as I know, there is no reliable evidence to either prove or
disprove this assumption for Greek. On general phonetic grounds, the in-
herently high sonority of y makes it the most vowel-like of all consonants and
therefore the consonant most likely to behave like a vowel. :

Greek has another pair just like this, with a similar derived meaning in the
form with *ye. The basic nasal present is found in pécpvocpat ‘ﬁght, ~do
battle’, which is intransitive and in Homer has no forms outside the present/
imperfect middle. A typical example is: s :

T 307 popvéuevoy @ilov vidv dpnieile Meveddy ‘that my son fights
with Menelaos, Ares’ favourite’ : :

It is generally acknowledged that papvapor reflects a nasal present *m(—‘n—hz—
of the PIE root *merh,~ ‘grab’ (EWAia II 320), which is also attested in RV
10.138.4 amnar ‘robbed’ (of Indra plundering treasure houses), RV 6.44.17
prd mmd ‘grab!’ (of Indra vanquishing the enemy). The meaning of the Greek
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verb can be derived from basic ¢ grab, take (away)’ through an approximate
‘come to grips, grab one another’.

Its ye-derivative appears in papaivopar, which occurs only twice in
Homer, where it refers to a fire going out:

[ 212 avtdp énel xara nip &1 ol QAGE gnopdvln ‘when the fire had
burnt through and through and the flame had died down’

¥ 228 tijuog mupxaif tpapaiveto, nabonto & @AGE ‘then the burning pyre
went out, and the flame stopped’

After Homer, papoivopon also means ‘waste away’, for example as a result
of an illness. Only then does the active counterpart appear: papoive ‘waste,
wither, quench someone or something’. In view of its later appearance, this
may well be a secondary formation based on the older middle form.

The semantic relation between Hapvapar and popaivopol or, in other
words, between the nasal present and its derivative in *ye agrees with what was
found in the verbs that were discussed previously:

*my-n-h,~ ‘grab, take away’ > (middle) ‘come

to grips, grab (mutually), fight’ S -
mr-n-hy- + *ye'®  ‘take oneself away’ > (middle)

‘die down, waste away’ S«

7. Italic and Celtic

The best evidence for ye-derivatives of nasal presents and their ‘reversed’
semantics is to be found in Italic and Celtic, which preserve a relatively large
number of nasal presents with their derivatives,

B *mr~t;z—h2¥y— would regularly have developed into **Bpaive; syllabic *r > ap was
doubtlessly introduced from the basic nasal present, papvopen (cf. fn. 12 on the *r > irof
Vedic irajydtiy. :
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7.1. Latin linquere, Old Irish léicid

Lat. linquere ‘to leave’ reflects the simple nasal present */i-n-k"-, whiqh’ is
also attested in Skt. rindksi ‘leaves’. The object of linquere represents that
which is left by the subject: ¢

Verg. A 3.124 linquimus Ortygiae portus ‘we leave the harbour of Ortygia’

Olr. léicid is the well-known Celtic representative of this nasal present. Before
we can turn to the semantics of this form, a number of formal aspects must be
discussed. » .
The vocalism of the first syllable can easily be explained on the basis of
PIE *ink"- (> Prim.Ir. *fig"~ > léc-).%0 léicid belongs to THURNEYSEN’S
class AIl presents, which normally represent old causatives in *-eye-, de-

nominatives in *-(iJye- (Prim.Ir. *-ie-) and, perhaps, *-eye-, and, finally,

statives in *-é-ye-. OIr. léicid belongs to none of these types. It is nqt a
stative in view of the meaning and the presence of the nasal infix. Nor is it a
denominative verb: the root is a primary verbal root, and the nasal infix gives
its verbal origin away. Nor can l/icid be a causative, as causatives drop the
suffix *-eye- outside the present: cf. ad-suidi ‘fix, cause to sett{e’ <
*sod-eye~, 2sg. a-subjunctive ad-sodae < *sod-dse-. This conclusion is
further supported by the absence of o-grade in the root and the presence of the
nasal infix in léicid. As if it were a denominative, /éicid retains the suffix, as
its 2sg. a-subjunctive lice < *link"~i-dse- shows (cf. denominative ad 'rfrle
‘counts’, derived from rim ‘number’, 2sg. a-subjunctive -rime < *-rim-i-
ase, not **-rimage < *-rim-dse-). From a formal point of view, the suffix in
léicid can be reconstructed as *-eye-, *-iye— or *-ye-. Since there is no
deverbal *-iye- in IE, nor deverbal *-eye- outside the causatives, the only
remaining possibility is *-ye-, which is of course a well-known deverbal
suffix in all IE languages. :

It is normally assumed that IE *ye-presents ended up in the OIr.' B.II
class, which has a suffix *-ye- throughout the present tense but loses this in
the other tenses and moods. This consensus is surprising for two connected

% SCHRIIVER 1993: 42-6; MCCONE 1996: 64; but MCCONE 1998 explains the vocalism

by analogy. :

=
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reasons. The 3sg. present conjunct of a typical BII verb like (absolute) gaibid,
(conjunct) -gaib ‘takes’ cannot be explained on the basis of a suffix *ye:
*gab-ye-1(i) should have yielded *gabier > OIr. **-gaibi rather than -gaib.
Furthermore, since PIE *y /C_V regularly became * in Prim.Ir. (cf. PCI.
*alyos (> Welsh eil) > Prim.Ir. *alios > Olr. aile ‘second’), the expected
reflex of *-ye-#i in OIr. is *-yer (early i-apocope) > *-ieh > i, in other
words, the attested ending of the 3sg. present conjunct of the All verbs (iicid,
-léic).

Although this issue merits a detailed analysis, which will be provided in
SCHRUVER (forthcoming), a brief outline of what I believe to be the origin of
the OIr. AIl and BII classes is in order:

AIl - beside causatives in *-eye~, statives in *-¢ye- and denominatives in
*—(i)ye-, which are well-known,
- deverbatives in *-ye- which have generalized this suffix throughout the
inflection (cf. Germanic non-denominative non-causative verbs in —jan,
e.g. Goth. taujan ‘do’, siujan ‘sew’; Latin type audire, audivi ‘hear’);
here belongs Idicid and two verbs to be discussed later on, Iréicid
‘leaves’ and con-téici ‘freezes’.

BII - *ye-presents which lack *ye in non-present forms. To this group

belongs maidid, conjunct -maid ‘breaks’, which in view of MWelsh
maeddy ‘to knead’ < *majé- < *mayy- < *mad-ye- must have had
*-ye- rather than *-i- (SCHRUVER 1995: 317).
- athematic i-presents which lack i in non-present forms. The type is
preserved in lItalic: facio, facis < *dak-i-si etc., Oscan factud, fakiiad
< *d'ak-i-tod, *d"ak-i-at; it is required in order to explain the OIr.
3sg. present conjunct: *g"ab"~i-ti > *gabit (early i-apocope) > Olr.
gaib ‘takes’ (cf. Umbrian hahru ‘let him grab’, habiest ‘he will grab’
< *ghgpt i) 2!

Accordingly, the reconstruction of OIr. léicid as *link”-ye-ti, plausible enough

*' I withdraw my earlier opinion, expressed in SCHRUVER 1995: 110, that *ye- > *go
is capable of generating -gaib from *g"ab’-ye-ti: BII forms like OIr. -guid ‘prays’ <
*g¥isih < *g"ed'-i- require a Prim.Ir. * rather than *e in the second syllable.
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in itself, can be embedded into the larger structure of Olr. verbal derivati‘m?.
Returning now to the issue at hand, we may observe that the meaning of léicid
is not ‘leaves’, as in Latin linquit, but ‘lets go’:? |

in leicfide in cimbid (Ir. Texts i 11.7) ‘would the prisoner be set free?’

bean ... leicter ar bein (Laws V 292.22) ‘a woman ... that was left for another
woman’ T

co ro leic guth (SR 1300) ‘and he let go a call’

The distinctive meaning is even clearer in the compound do-léici, which not
only means ‘lets go, gives up’ but also ‘casts’: o

nis-teilcset a ndriid ass sein (TBC2 20) ‘their druids did not let them go

thence’ : b
do-lleici cloich asa thailm (TBC2 815) ‘he casts a stone from his sling

Only rarely do the meanings of linquere and léicid overlap, as in the following
examples: ~

act nand Iéicci concupiscentia carnalis (Wb. 3d13) gl. ‘apart from the fact that
c.c. does not allow it’ ‘ o
Iupos apud ovis linquere (P1.Ps. 141) ‘to allow wolves with the sheep

The meaning ‘allow’ can easily be derived from either ‘leave’ ’or ‘let go’
and consequently tells us little about the central meanings of lqu:zere and
léicid, which, as we have seen, are quite different. This semantic difference
can again be described in terms of a reversal of the internal direction of the
verbal action:

‘leaves’ - S«
‘lets go, casts’ , S—=

*li-n-k"-
*i-n-k*-ye-

2 The bare nasal present, Ved. rindkti, means ‘lets go, releases’ anc}~agree§ bet_ter w:th
léicid than with linguere. This proves little, however, Since in Indo-Iranian, l'mhke in It‘;i g—
Celtic, there was no opposition between *linek”-ri and *link”-ye-, the la‘tter bel,ng u‘natltes es,
there was nothing to prevent the semantics of *linek*1i to change from ‘leaves’ 1o ‘reicases,
lets go’. PO
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At this point it may be useful to extend the semantic analysis in order to show
how the semantic shift involved in adding *ye to a nasal present differs from
passive forms, where the subject has no control over the action, and from
causative forms, where a new actor is introduced:

verb active S (+control) < (0) linguit ‘he leaves (her)’
verb-*ye active S (+control) = (0)  Idicid ‘he lets (her) go’
verb passive S (~control) - linquitur ‘he is left’
verb-*ye passive S (-control) < léicthir ‘he is let go’
causative verb S (+control) O & (O) ‘he makes (her) leave

(the house)’, or ‘he
makes (her) let go (of the
bird)’

Clearly, whereas the ye-derivative has semantic features in common with the
passive (subject is affected by the leaving) and the causative (subject makes
someone or something leave), it cannot be described fully by either term.

7.2. Old Irish tréicid
Like léicid, Olr. tréicid ‘leaves’ is an All present:

ni-irnaidiub Coin Culaind ar ro-m-thréc (LU 4015) I shall not wait for Ci
Chulainn, for he has left me’

mo chorp triiag nach-tréic tenid (Arch iii 216.27) ‘my poor body, which could
not leave the fire’

fréicid may be reconstructed as *frnk-ye-. The -n- is probably the nasal infix.
The possibility that the root was *trnk- cannot be excluded, however, as its
cognates all contain -n-: Goth. preihan ‘press, crush’® < PGm. *pbrinx-, OE
bringan, OHG dringan ‘press, drive’ < PGm. *pring- < *trenk-, probably
also Lith. trefikti ‘push roughly’.

Although the reconstruction of a nasal present is not certain, the semantic
relation between the basic verb attested in Germanic and Baltic on the one
hand, and the ye-derivative on the other is the same as that between nasal
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resent and nasal present + *ye: while the subject 'of preiW perfo?rr‘xs tl:i
?pushing’, the subject of tréicid undergoes the ‘pushing’, wh11¢ remalmng \
control of the action:

) S -
*gr—p-k— ‘he pushes (someone) o o -
*tr_;}_k_yg— ‘he pushes himself away’ > ‘leaves \

The semantic connection of ‘push’ and ‘leave’ is in itself unprob}emaﬁcikcf.
such parallels as Engl. push off, German sich driicken, Dutch zich drukken
‘abscond, shun’. ‘ B -
o In British, the cognates of #réicid became intransitive perish, dle).
MWelsh trenghi ‘perish’, deverbal noun franc ‘death’ (cf. Engl. pass away).

7.3. Old Irish -ic, Latin nancié, nancior

In all probability, Olr. -ic ‘reaches’ ultimatel}f ’r.e‘ﬂects a nas_aI’. ;;:)ersglet
*hn-n-k- of the root *hnek- ‘reach’, cf. Skt. asndti ‘reach, obtau:=  for ih
details I refer to SCHRUVER 1993: 39-41 (i‘r; short: 1*h2{zr’z§c—23> PCI. *ann

i * — > ¥ink- > -ic, cf. MW di-anc ‘leave’). .
an'{;ﬁe z:zfe nasal present, but this time with a suffix *iye, is‘ reﬂecte.d ,mTtE:
rare OLat. verb *nancid, *nancior, more frequently nanciscor to obtain d o
explanation of -a- in *nancié has always been prob.lematlc. I have azgg:came
a rule *(C)CCCC > *(C)CaCCC, according to which *h,n-n-k-yo.

; ; *h. nk-
2 MCCONE (1996: 64, 108) maintains his earlier view that -ic relﬂectso?I(l)Ek hﬁgfkv\?
which can be done only at the cost of losing tl}fe }Elighg zitrizﬁfe‘ :g;r}o cﬁg objecté o my
¢ ‘path’ < *séntu- < PIE *sehyntu-, cf. Toch. A sont - . A
:)c]Zdur?t of -icc: “if ennk was simplified to en{c early enough, it woul§ Su{i%)é;?c;e ;rtzlkareaﬂy
the development to ég’. Indeed, my point is that ennk was not ftsllmpv_ o bt
enough. Incidentally, MCCONE’s rule *-uVnk- > QIr. /uang/ }ft 3 —t e imae
which would account for conic vs. ~cumaing ‘can’, is probabl}: mcg;lr.eclz1 i Ve e
‘nail’, Gallo-Lat. tarince ‘id’ (lit. ‘what passes throggh); v; ic mz o Tl
unexpected development of *nk to ng but lacks .the. pxjecedmg p% wothat e belong 10
more than accidental that remarkable *nk > ng is hmxt:d to two forms g FV was
the same etymon as -icc and therefore propose tha? —Ynnk begat;neveg:balnmm Rildanl
unstressed.- Obviously this entails the assumption that in fairnge and the veroa
the present tense stem was introduced. ,
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*(hynankyo (SCHRUVER 1991: 491, 494-7).

si nanciam populi desiderium (Gracch.orat. 28) “if I should reach (fulfil) the
wish of the people’

nancitor in XII nactus erit, praenderit, item in Joedere Latino: ‘pecuniam quis
nancitor, habeto’ (Fest.p. 166M) ‘n. in the Laws off the Twelve Tables
(means) ‘will have obtained, will have got’, thus in the Latin Treaty:
‘who will have obtained money, let him keep it’

renancitur significat reprehenderit, unde adhuc nos dicimus nanciscitur et
nactus, id est adeptus (Paul.Fest.p. 276M) ‘r. means ‘will have got’;
accordingly we still say n. and n., that is, obtained’

The semantic distinction between -ic and *nancié corresponds to that between
other nasal presents and their ye-derivatives. The internal direction of the
action is reversed: while the subject of -ic does the reaching, the subject of
*nancio undergoes the reaching; in both verbs, the subject is in control:

*hzn—n—k:— ‘reaches (sth.)’ S = (0)
*hyn-n-k-ye-  ‘obtains (sth.)y’ S« (0)

Another verbal root containing a nasal and possessing a nasal present is found
in Skt. randkti ‘makes congeal, contracts’ < *tn-n-ek-ti. MCCONE (1997)

has argued that this nasal present also underlies the Olr. cognate, con-téici
‘becomes solid, freezes’ (AIl):

ro-choteg ind lind (Trip? 545) ‘the liquid had congealed’

McCoNE reconstructs -téici as *tn-n~k- (cf. the root *fenk- in e, g. Olr. técht
‘solid” < *tmk-to-, Welsh tanc ‘peace’ < *tnk-, Goth. peihan < *hinxan
< *tenk- ‘to thrive’). For reasons of historical phonology this reconstruction
excludes the reconstruction of Olr. -ic as *h,i-n—k-. Since there is no satis-
factory alternative explanation for ic (see above), while there is for con-téici,
viz. as a *ye-present derived from the root *mk-, I cannot accept MCCONE’s
reconstruction. Nevertheless the semantic relation of tandksi to con-téici is
more or less in accordance with what would be expected on the basis of other
pairs of nasal present and nasal present + *ye:
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*tn-n-k- ‘contracts, makes congeal’ S-
?77*tn-n-k-ye-  ‘contracts itself’ > ‘congeals’ S e

There are other *ye-derivatives of nasal presents in Latin, viz. vz'ncﬁ:e ‘tie up,
bind’ and sancire ‘hallow’, but since the basic nasal presents. of neither verb
are attested in any IE language, it is impossible to determine whether the
semantics of these verbs match that of other ye-derivatives of nasal presents.

8. Italic and Celtic nasal presents of roots ending in a laryngeal and their
ye-derivatives

In Latin, nasal presents of roots ending in a laryngeal usnfally endffd up in t:hef
third conjugation, e.g. sternére, cf. Ved. strnati, while in Old 'Irish vmost o
these presents ended up in a separate present class, the ather.natlc. *na;;«erbs,
e.g. OlIr. sernaid < *sterndti- (BIV in THURNEYSEN’S cIassxf.icatlon). Ever
since WATKINS (1965: 184), *nd is explained as the generalized zero grade
*-n-H- (> Italo-Celtic *nd; cf. SCHRIUVER 1991: 406ff.). .

Yet there are a number of nasal presents that entered the La}m first
conjugation and the Old Irish AI class, both of which othe.rwise f:ontaln verbs
in *-g-(ye/0-). Remarkably, such presents often pair up with *nd-presents, as
in the case of appelldre, consterndre beside pellere, sternere. I.t has theref_ore
been suggested that the type appelldre represents the genzl;almed full gradg
*ple)l-n-eh,~ > *pelld- (STEINBAUER 1989: 99, 1?:42.. I have aurgued
against this idea that it does not account for, say, dsperndri instead of expecte
*dspernéri < *-sp(e)r-n-eh;~ nor, more conclusively, for the remarkable fa?t
that in both Italic and Celtic the forms in *-nd- occur only where the verb is
compounded with a preverb (SCHRIVER 1991: 408-10). I suggested tl}at f;he
compound forms in *-nd- reflected *-nd- < *-nH- follo?ved by a derivative
present suffix *-ye-, arguing that ‘a compound is a derived form, and the
common derivative verbal suffix is *-jie/o-’ (1991: 411). I am no longer

% Nasal presents of roots ending in *-h ; probably resulted in *ni-presents, as has been
argued by MCCONE (e.g. MCCONE 1991: 12-13).

25 STEINBAUER argues convincingly against assigning the type appelidre to the
denominative type occupdre.
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convinced of the correctness of this motivation, for which I was rightly
criticized by RASMUSSEN (1993: 198), but I do believe that the idea that *-ng—
reflects *-nd-ye- is correct. Since, as I have argued, there is evidence that the
addition of *ye to a nasal present brings about a remarkable change in the
meaning of the nasal present, it is possible to check whether this change in
meaning can also be found in the verbs in -ng-.

(1) Lat. pellére means ‘set in motion, drive, push, strike’. This meaning is
also manifest in compounds such as appellere ‘drive in a certain direction’,
compellere ‘force, drive together’, expellere ‘drive out’, impellere ‘thrust
against, cause to move’, dépellere ‘push to the side, ward off’. Its Umbrian
cognate is found in ampentu ‘let him thrust (7)°.% As is generally
acknowledged, pellere reflects a nasal present *p(e)l-n-h,~, which in view of
Gr. nilvapor ‘approach, come near’ (i.e. middle ‘drive oneself’) and OIr.
ad-ella ‘visits’ (MCCONE 1991: 32-33; see below) is probably of PIE date.

There are two compounds in -pelldre, viz. appellare and compelldre,
which semantically distinguish themselves clearly from pellere. appeliare
means ‘turn to, address, call’ and is more or less synonymous with
compellare:

nec audet appellare virum virgé (Ov.Met. 4.682) ‘and a girl does not dare
address a man’ mater, te appello, tu ... surge et sepeli natum (Pac.trag.
197) ‘mother, I appeal to you, stand up and bury your child’

scurrae filium appellat (Cic.Phil. 13.23) ‘he calls him son of a scoundrel’

blande hominem compellgbo (P1.Poen. 685) ‘I shall address the man sweetly’

‘To address, call’ can easily be explained as a specialisation of ‘to turn to,
drive oneself to’, ‘to’ being expressed by the preverb *ad-. This more
general meaning can be found in the exact counterpart of appellare in Olr.,
ad-ella (Al) ‘visits, approaches’ < *ad-p(e)l-n-h,~:

ata-ella-som (RC 3, 177.5) ‘he approaches her’
airis cuit adaill ad-n-ellat sidi in Jini (M1, 102a15) “for it is a (short) visit
with which they visit the vine’.

*° See MEISER 1986: 16465, also on afpelru.
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Other compounds of -ella show a similar basic meaning, modified by
preverbs:?’ ,
do-aidlea (< *mu- ‘to’ + *ad ‘at, to’) ‘visits, approaches, attacks’:
ar do-ecmalla in mertrech cuicce pecthu ind lina do-da-aidlea (Wb.
9dS) ‘for the whore collects onto herself the sins of the number (of
people) that visits her’ : :
do-ella (< *mu- ‘to’) ‘turns on, assails’: :
do-ella-som forsin macraid sethnon in taige (LU 4896) ‘he turns on the
boys throughout the house’ . L ,
do-ella (< *di- ‘away from’) ‘goes aside, turns aside, deviates, goes astray
(do-diella has the same meaning): : :
do-r-ellsat gl. deviarunt (M1. 36¢22) L
do-r-éll for écnuch na Trinéti (Trip.2 478) ‘he turned to reviling the
Trinity’ ‘
sechmi-ella, sechmo-ella (sechmi/o- ‘past’) ‘passes by, neglects’:
cid ecen disndis do neuch as doruid coleir, ni-sechmalfaider cuimre anfi
dano (Ml. 14d3) ‘although it is necessary to explain everything that is
difficult, briefness will not be neglected, though’ ;

The nasal present correponding to Lat. pellere is not attested in Celtic, but its
former presence and meaning ‘drive, set in motion’ can be safely assumed on
the basis of Olr. eblaid ‘will drive’ < *pi-pld-se/o-, which functions as the‘
future of agid ‘drives’. The semantic agreement of Italic and Celtic is; striking:
while the nasal present *pel-n-a- means ‘to drive, set in 'n?otmn’, the
compounded stem *pel-n-a- has the approximate meaning ‘to drive oneself,
go, move’. I propose that the semantic difference is a result of the f.act ‘that
*pel-n-a- reflects a ye-derivative, *pel-nd-ye-: as with other ye-derivatives
studied so far, the semantic role of the object of *pel-nd~ corresponds to the
semantic role of the subject of *pel-nd-ye-, in other words, the internal

27 Whether do-ecmalla ‘gathers, brings together’ < *fu-in—kom-Vila belongs here 1:13
questionable: its semantics differ considerably from those of othe’r con‘lpounds of -ella, f:l:i !
early Olr. non-palatal -mi- in Wb. 7a7 (prima manus) ttiercém{assdt they have‘colle«‘:t
presupposes a syncopated back vowel (*tu-in-ro-kom-alla). In view .of these considerations, ’
a connection with ad-comla ‘unites, connects, adds’ (not *:coimlea < *kom-ella-),
do-inola ‘collects’ and, eventually, ro-ld ‘puts’ (on which see MCCONE 1991: 33) seems
more likely. Note that PEDERSEN (1913: 509-11) fails to distinguish the two etyma.
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direction of the verbal action is reversed:

*p(e)l-n~h,~ ‘sets -in motion, drives’ S-»
*ple)l-n-h, + *-ye- ‘sets oneself in motion’ S«

(2) Olr. -cella appears only after preverbs:

im-cella (*ambi-; very rare) ‘encloses, surrounds’:
1. sechis ol imme-chella .i. a sliab (M1. 67d12) “that is to say, he
surrounds (the city), viz. the mountain’

do-imchella (*tu-ambi-) ‘goes round, makes a circuit, surrounds’:
timchellad a tech imme cdairt 6n dorus dialailiu (TBFr. ed. Meid
1970, 1. 59) ‘they made a circuit around the house from one door
to another’
Mons Sion .i. du-imchella son in cathraig andes 7 aniar 7 antuaid
(MLI. 67d8) ‘Mount Sion, i.e. it surrounds the city from the south,
the west and the north’

imm-timchella (with double *ambi) ‘surrounds’:
im-timchella gl. cingit (Ml. 40c14)

do-airchella (*tu-ari-) ‘closes in’
ciaichi di or ... hi taircellad a folr (LU 10234-5) ‘gold buckles in
which her hair was enclosed’
do-rairchel ilar tiri ... fo choemrige (SR 6797) ‘he enclosed many
countries under his reign’

There is also do-airmchella (*tu-ari-ambi-) surround’ and a very rare

im-timairchella ‘surround’ (see DIL s.vv.).

Ever since PEDERSEN (1913: 485) -cella is reconstructed as *k”elnd- and
connected with Gr. nepitéAdopar ‘pass, turn (of time)’, téAde ‘accomplish,
finish’, which according to McCCONE (1991: 31) reflect a secondarily
thematicized nasal present < *k"el-n-H- rather than *k"elH-ye-. The root is
PIE *k"elH- (in e.g. Skt. cdrati ‘moves’, Gr. mélopon ‘move about’, Lat.
colere ‘till, inhabit’). In view of the Greek forms, the basic meaning of the
simple nasal present was approximately ‘turn (sth.) around’, whence ‘turn
around full circle, accomplish’. Middle mepitéAdopar has the expected
meaning ‘turn oneself around, pass’.

Reconstructing -cella as *k"elli- < *k*(e)l-n-d- + *_ye~, We are once
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again confronted with an instance where *ye brings about a particular change

in meaning that I have labelled ‘reversed’: the basic nasal present means

‘turns sth. round’, whence Gr. ‘accomplish’, while the derived present means
‘turns oneself around sth.’, whence Olr. ‘encompasses’. The semantic

function of the object of the basic present is that of the subject of the derived

present: : 8

& (e)l-n-hy-  “turns sth. around’ \ 5=
*k*(e)l-n-h,~ ‘turn oneself around sth.” > ‘enclose’ | Se

It seems likely that the basic nasal present survives in MW pallu ‘to perish,
die, fail, run out’” (McCONE 1991: 11) < *k*alnd- < *k"l-n-H-. The
semantic chain could be something like: ‘turn (one’s life) full circle’ - ‘pass
away’ - ‘perish, die’. e

At this point it may be well to stress that I do not claim that a change in
meaning like the one observed in -cella may not produce itself spontaneou§ly
in the course of time. Compare for example, MW a < *aget(i) ‘goes’, Whl(fh
is the exact formal counterpart of the IE thematic present ‘drive, set in
motion’ in e.g. OIr. agid, Lat. agere etc., where the semantic change .of
‘drive’ to ‘go’ is not connected with a morphological difference. The crucial
point with regard to the nasal presents is that the semantic difference between,
say, ‘turns sth.” and ‘makes oneself be turned’ corresponds syste-
matically with the formal difference between basic nasal present and
nasal present + *-ye-. It is this systematic nature that forces me to ascnbe the
change in meaning to *-ye-.

The following four Latin verbs in *-nd- cannot provide independent e‘vidgnce
for the semantics of *-ye- after nasal presents, as it is difficult, for various
reasons, to trace the original difference in meaning between the basic nasal
present and its presumed derivative in *—ye— ~

(3) The general meaning of Lat. sternére is ‘to spread, lay out, scatter (€.8.
sand, clothes), make a bed, prostrate, cover’:
matronae ... his foliis cubitus sibi sternunt (Plin. Nat 24. 59)
‘women cover the beds with these leaves’
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fessi sternunt corpora (Liv. 27,47,9) ‘tired, they stretch their

bodies’

vidi te, Ulixes, saxo sternentem Hectora (Inc.trag. 61) ‘I have seen

that you, U., have flattened H. with a stone’?

in fundo dolii ... sale sternito (Cato.Agr. 162.1) ‘scatter with salt

on the bottom of the vat’

The semantics of the simplex are approximately reflected in its various
compounds, such as consternere ‘to cover (by spreading out), stretch out,
fell’, insternere ‘to cover, lay on’, praesternere ‘to strew in front of, cover’,
prosternere ‘to fell, stretch out; to lie (i.e. ‘cover the floor’)’. The inherited
meaning of the nasal present is clearly ‘spread out, strew’: cf. Gr. otépvupt,
Ved. stmatz ‘spread out, strew’, Olr. fo-sern ‘spread out, arrange’, all of
which reflect PIE *st(e)r-n-h;-.

The compound con-sterndre has a highly specific meaning ‘to throw into
confusion, confound, shock’, as in tumulti ... etiam sands consternante animos
(Liv. 8.27.9) ‘with a noise that threw even sound minds into confusion’. If we
were to ascribe a ‘reversed’ meaning to *ster-nd-ye- > -sterndre, it could
be glossed as ‘(a noise) scatters oneself with respect to someone’, whence ‘(a
noise) throws someone into confusion’. While this seems quite possible, the
scenario is far from compelling: ‘to scatter’ - ‘to scatter someone’ — ‘to
throw into confusion’ is certainly a shorter semantic chain, which requires no
‘reversed’ semantics.

(4) Lat. spernere means ‘to kick away, despise, spurn’:

nunc spes, opes auxiliaque a me segregant spernuntque se (P1.Capt. 517) ‘now
hope, resources and succour separate and remove themselves from me’

ius atque aequom se a malis spernit procul (Enn.scen. 189) ‘law and justice
keep themselves far away from evil’

ut quae te cupit, eam ne spernas (PL.Mil. 1050) ‘that you do not spurn the
woman that desires you’

The original meaning was doubtlessly ‘kick away’, cf. the nasal present

reflected in Olc. sperna ‘kick (with the feet)’, Engl. spurn, and further Lith.

spirti. ‘kick with the feet, force’, Skt. sphurdsi ‘push away, trample’, OIr.

8 sternere with this meaning is now usually relegated to the root *ster- in Skt. strndti
“fell, Iay down, subdue’ (NARTEN 1967, EWAia II 755).
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seir ‘heel’. The root is PIE *sperh,-, with *h,; in view of sprevz, spretum
Lat. spernere reflects *spernd- < *sp(e)r-n-h,-.

Beside spernere there is a compound, d-sperndri, wh1ch has
approximately the same meaning as spernere: ‘to repel, scorn, reject’. On
occasion, however, a slight semantic difference can be observed:
nemo ... est ... qui vos non oculis fugiat, auribus respuat, animo aspernetur

- (Cic.Pis. 45) ‘there is nobody that does not flee from you with his eyes,

turn away with his ears, shy away with his thoughts’ P
fugiat und respuat provide indications that aspernetur does not mean ‘klck
something away’ but rather ‘shy away, kick oneself away’. The latter vv/ould
be in accordance with the expected meaning of the ye-derivative *-sperna-ye-
> -spernd-. The meaning ‘to refuse to endure someting’, listed by the
Oxford Latin Dictionary seems to fit in better with shy away from somethmg
than with ‘kick something away’:

Parthi longinquam militiam spernabantur (Tac.Ann. 11 10) ‘the Parthlans :
refused to go on a long expedition’

In most cases such a subtle semantic difference, if it ex1sts at all cannot be

traced. Thus, aspernabantur hanc liberalitatem meam (Cic.Agr. 2.12), for

instance, means ‘they refused my generosity’, which can be explained on the

basis of ‘they kicked away, refused’, but also on the basis of ‘they kicked

themselves away from, they shied, refused’.

However, even if the meaning ‘kick oneself away, shy’ was
well-established, it need not be explained on the basis of the specific meaning
of *ye: one might just as well argue that the same effect could be produced by
the medio-passive endings.

(5) The following nd-verb is a hapax: perfinés gl. perfringas (Fest.p. 205M).
This subjunctive presupposes a present *per-findre ‘break’ < *ling- <
*bhing-ye- < PIE *b"i-n-H- + *-ye-. The basic nasal present is atte§ted.m
Olr. benaid (BIV) ‘strikes’ < *binati- < *b'i-n-H-. The *ye-derivative
would have meant something like ‘break oneself’, but this is not attested: Lat.
frangere is always transitive ‘break (sth.)’. Since the Latin vef'b isa hapqx
without context and we possess no more than Festus’ opinion as to its
meaning, it seems unwise to use it to prove or disprove anything.

(6) Finally, déstingre ‘to fix’, obstindre ‘to set one’s mind on sth.’,
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praestingre ‘to fix a price on sth.” seem to reflect a nasal present *-stend-,
which, if it is that old, may reflect *st-(e)n-h,~ + *-ye-. Since the basic nasal
present *st-(e)n-h,~ is not attested in any IE language,? it is impossible to
determine whether the semantics of -stindre match those of other
ye-derivatives of nasal presents.

We may conclude that the analysis of *-nd- as earlier *-nd-ye- is supported
by (1) -pellare / -ella and (2) -cella, which show the expected ‘reversed’
meaning. Such a meaning could (but by no means must) be reconstructed for
(3) -sterndre and (4) -sperndri, while neither (5) perfinés nor (6) -stindre can
be used as evidence for the semantics at all. Accordingly, the balance clearly
swings in favour of *-nd- < *-ng-ye-.30

What remains to be accounted for is the fact that the verbs discussed in
this section occur only in compounds. A tentative explanation can be suggested,
along the following lines. As we have seen, the valency of the verb changes if
*ye is added: *in-n-k- ‘reaches’ vs. *hy-n-K-ye- ‘obtains’, in other
words, the role of the subject of ‘reaches’ is performed by the object of
‘obtains’ and the role of the object of ‘reaches’ is performed by the subject
of ‘obtains’. In most Indo-Euopean languages, preverbs can have similar
effects: intransitive verbs can become transitive, cf. German stehen, verstehen;
sitzen, besitzen; Lat. vddere ‘go’, invddere ‘attack’. More to the point,
transitive verbs can change the internal direction of the verbal action, as in
German er sieht ihn vs. er sieht gut aus. In the latter sieht can be glossed by
‘(lets himself) be seen’, which comes very close to *hzn—n—lé—ye— ‘lets
himself be reached’, hence ‘obtains’. It seems quite possible that verbs in
*-nd-ye- survived only in preverbial compounds because a preverb and *ye
produced a similar semantic change, the preverb being by far the commoner
agent of the two. Note, too, that unlike in the case of the verbs discussed in the
preceding sections, such as Lat. nancié and Olr. léicid, the basic nd-present
and the nd-ye-derivative often survive side by side in one and the same

2 Gr. igrave ‘position (oneself)’, OCS stang ‘place oneself, become’, OPruss.
postanimai ‘we get’ are probably all relatively recent formations.

0 It is not clear whether *-nd-ye- directly reflects PIE *-nHye-, with syllabification of
*-H-, or whether *-ye- was added at a later stage to the zero grade nasal present stem in
*—pg~, much as stdre < *std- + *-é- (COWGILL 1973).
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language:
*-ng- *~ng-ye-
Lat. pellére -pellare
Olr. -ella (indirectly: fut. eblaid)
Olr. -cella (W pallu?y ‘
Lat. sternére ~Sterndre
Lat. spernére ~spernari

Since *-ye- was obviously no longer a productive morpheme in the separate
histories of Insular Celtic and Latin, having become absorbed by regular sound
change (*-nd-ye- > *-nde- > *-nd-), its semantic function was taken over
by the preverb, which was a common carrier of this type of meaning and as
such would be the most likely candidate to support the semantic difference
between basic nd-present and nd-ye-derivative. ~

9, Return to Vedic: loss of the semantic distinction between nasal presents
and their *ye-derivatives '

Exploring the highly specific semantic characteristics of *ye added to na§al
presents, we have started with Vedic, then turned to Greek and Italo-Celtic,
accumulating the evidence in order to lay the foundations for the claim that .the
‘reversed’ meaning of *ye must be reconstructed for PIE (see further secnqn
11). We may now return to Vedic in order to see how this old semantic
function of *ye-derivatives was changed and could on occasion be obliterated.

In the case of g(bkr_zéti vs. grbhdydti the semantic opposition became one
of low vs. high control by the subject: ‘receive, take’ vs. ‘grab’. This led to
a preponderance of forms of grbhdydti in the imperative. Already in Vedic the
formal and semantic difference between rfjj- ‘speed ahead towards’ and
irajydti “direct, lead’ was such that they were completely dissociated. The case
is similar for isndti ‘send’ and pseudo-causative isaya- ‘enjoy, thrive’.

In other cases, the nasal present and its *ye-derivative survive in the
Rigveda without observable difference in meaning (cf. HOFFMANN 1966:
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68-69):3!

musndtz, musdydti ‘steal something (acc.) from someone (acc.)’ < *mus-n-
H—(ye",)
mathnari, mathdydti ‘tear, pluck someone/-thing away’ < *mpt-n—h -
(ye-)*
s’rathnéti, Srathdydti ‘free someone (acc.) from something (acc.)’ < *kret-n—
H-(ye-)

Just how neutralization of the semantic opposition may have come about is
illustrated by a comparison of synonymous skabhndti and stabhndti with their
ye-derivatives, skabhdydti and stabhdydti. All of these have the approximate
meaning ‘support’.

The basic nasal present means ‘prop up, support something (acc.)’ in the
sense of ‘provide a support for something (acc.)’:

RV 10.6.3cd havimsy agnaii / dristharathah skabhndti “(the sacrificer) with
undamaged chariot props up the sacrifices (acc.) on Agni (the sacrificial fire,
Ioc.y’

RV 3.31.12c viskabhnénta skémbhanend Jdnitri ‘they (the Angiras) prop up
both genitors (heaven and earth, acc.) with a support (instr.)’

RV 6.47.5d aydm mahdn mahaté skémbhanena~/—id dyam astabhnad vrsabhd
maritvan ‘this big one propped up heaven (acc.) with a big support (inst.), the
bull accompanied by the Maruts’

RV 10.18.13a it te stabhnami prehivim tvér pdri~ ‘I prop up the earth (acc.)
over you” (of a subterranean grave, propped up by poles)

(All other examples are of stabhndti: RV 2.12.2d, 2.13.10c, 2.17.5d, 3.30.9¢,
3.53.9b, 6.8.3a, 7.99.2¢c, 7.99.3c, 8.42.1a, 8.89.5d, 10.55.1c, 10.113.4d,
10.153.3¢)

*! There is also nio observable semantic difference between damdydti and the basic nasal
present surviving in gr. dépvnuy ‘tame’.

*2 On the separation of PIE *math, ‘tear, steal’ (in mathnati) and *menth~ ‘stir, rub’,
see EWAia II 298, 311, HACKSTEIN 1995: 29-30, but since this is formally far from
compelling I retain *menh,~ for both.
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In the ye-derivatives skabhdydti and stabhdydti, the inherited ‘revexjsed’
meaning ‘make oneself into a support/prop (for something, acc.)’ can still be

glimpsed:

RV 2.15.2a avamsé dydm astabhdyad brhdntam ‘in a pillar-less ‘(plflce) he
propped up the high heaven (acc.)’ (the idea clearly being that ‘he’ made

himself into a support) '
RV 4.5.1d -ipa stabhayad upamin nd rédhah ‘he props up (heaven) as a pier

rops up) a dam’ ‘
gV g 17.7b dipa dyam rsvé brhdd indra stabhdyah ‘you, Indra, standing erect,

have propped up heaven hi’gh’ ‘ .
RV 6.44.22b indrena yuja panim astabhdyat ‘with Indra as his ally he has

stemmed Pani (acc.)’

In almost all other instances the ye-derivatives do not allow us to make E; '
confident distinction between ‘provide a support for sth.” and ‘make onesel

into a support for sth.’, e.g.:

RV 1.154.1c yé dskabhayad ittaram sadhdstham ‘(Visnu) who supported the
uppermost abode’

(The other semantically ambiguous instances are: RV 1.164.25a, 4.6.2d,
5.29.4a, 6.44.24a, 10.3.2c, 10.44.8c, 10.76.4b) ‘

Indeed, the semantic distinction is so subtle that it is hard.ly surprising that the
verbs occasionally merged semantically. A case in point is :

RV 4.21.5a #ipa y6 ndmo ndmasi stabhdydn ‘piling up praise (acc.) onto praise
(loc.)’,

where the ye-derivative has an accusative and a locat’ti_ve complem'ent, its
meaning being indistinguishable from that of skabhndfi + accusative and
locative in RV 10.6.3cd quoted above. :
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10. The Vedic type ricyate

Although this article only treats ye-derivatives of nasal presents, one cannot
fail to be struck by the semantic similarity of this type to Vedic intransitives
with suffix -ya- of the type ricyate, ricydte ‘remains, stays behind’. Compared
with rindkti ‘leaves, lets go’, Ved. ricyate ‘remains, stays behind’ shows the
same reversal of actant roles that was observed in Lat. linguere ‘leave’ vs,
léicid “lets go’: it is the subject of both ricyate and Iéicid, but the object of
rindkri and linquere, which undergo the action of leaving. Another similar pair
is pdcati ‘cooks’ vs. pacydte, pdcyate ‘becomes ripe, is cooked’.

Yet there is a clear distinction between ye-derivatives of nasal presents
and the Vedic intransitives in ya: while the subject of the former has a high
degree of control over the action, the subject of the latter has not: while the
meaning of [éicid can be glossed as ‘he causes (something) to leave him’, the
meaning of ricyate is more appropriately rendered by ‘he is the object of
leaving’. This difference may perhaps be ascribed to the medio~-passive
endings of the type ricyate, although this might be a simplification: we cannot
at this point ignore that léicid and ricyate do not constitute a minimal pair.33

11. Conclusions and consequences

I have argued for the existence of *ye-derivatives of nasal presents in
Indo-Iranian, Greek and Italo-Celtic. The examples that have been discussed
all show highly specific and non-trivial semantics: the basic nasal presents, all
of which, incidentally, are transitive, have a meaning of the type ‘S leaves O’,
where S performs the ‘leaving’ and is in control, while their *ye-derivatives,
all of which are at least optionally transitive,3 reflect a meaning ‘S lets O
go’, where O performs the leaving but S remains in control.

* The type ricyate is the subject of an extensive dissertation by Leonid Kulikov (Leiden),
which is nearing its completion. Meanwhile, see KULIKOV 1998.

34 RV isayati, which is usuaily found without direct object, may appear with one (section
5). The intransitivity of the Greek forms in section 6 is doubtlessly a consequence of their
medio-passive endings (their active counterparts are transitive). OIr. con-téici ‘becomes
solid’ is not necessarily derived from a nasal present (end of section 7 .3).
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A semantic gloss of the *ye-derivative that contain§ the verbthat is alfq
used to gloss the meaning of the basic nasal present, mthls ;case:z:,llga;f: 5
would be ‘S makes S be left by O’ or ‘S makes O leave S°, which 1s

equivalent to ‘S lets O go’. Such glosses can be provided“fd aﬁfifpla{;?‘iypl‘e’{ :
+ye-derivatives that have been discussed: : - :

¢ s v 6‘ e ‘ ’ ‘;}‘,, 09 » ‘ :
*grbf-n-H- ‘S receives O’ > ‘S receives, catches Loy e
*i;'b’kn-H—ye- ‘S makes O to be received by S’ > S graspsO; by: movmg
toxuvards 10X o = ‘gg;/fé/ ' S g

gt

& L M = N.,....._;s» 7z w},’ Efg(
hpnd'S dros st o 0 e [ Te5
*h3}~n-g’—ye— S makes O direct itself (towards S7) > S; m;es LCW?L&

i ég %wj/rﬁwwfz@ R ot

*His-n-hy- °S impels 00 L FF 4 S
*His—n—hz—ye— ‘S makes S be impelled (by O)’ > ‘S /p»rousigers,: S en.)oys 0 =

Y
*mr-n-h,~ ‘S takes O (away)’ HBl S -
*mr-n-h,~ye- ‘S makes S be taken away (by Oy > ‘S dies down” S

*lj-n-k"- ‘S leaves O’ e i e G .
*lj-n-k"-ye~ ‘S makes S be left by O, S makes O leave S>> ‘8 lets Okgo
*tr-p-k- ‘S pushes O’ . s o
*r-n-k-ye- ‘S makes S be pushed away with regard to 0" > S ‘leaves
*hn-n-k- ‘S reaches O’ ; e ’ i
*hZZZ—n—klye— ‘S makes S be reached by O, S makes O reach S >’ S
obtains O’ :
*p(e)l-n-h,- ‘S drives O’ : s ‘
*p (E)I—H—hz—ye— ‘S makes S be driven (+ *h,ed ‘in the direction of 0) > ‘S
visits O’ ;

*k"(e)l-n-h,- ‘S turns O around’ L oy
*kW(E)l—n—hz—ye- ‘S makes S be turned around (+ *h,emb’i ‘around O°) >
‘S surrounds O’ :
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This highly specific function of *ye and the fact that it is attested in the
westernmost and the southeasternmost IE languages render a PIE origin of
*ye-derivatives of nasal presents unavoidable. A major consequence is that in
PIE presents could apparently be derived from other presents (with a difference
in meaning of course). It is in principle unlikely that *ye-derivatives could be
made only from nasal presents and not from, say, root presents and
reduplicated presents. We should as a consequence be prepared, at least in
principle, to reconstruct both basic and derived PIE presents for a single verbal
root and not automatically assume that presents derived from presents are
qualitate qua of post-PIE date. This conclusion could shed a new light on the
possible antiquity of formations such as Gr. titaive (PIE *ye-derivative of a
reduplicated present?), Gr. titpQoxw (PIE *sk-derivative of a reduplicated
present?), Gr. Veaivew, Skt. isanyati (PIE nasal presents derived from
*ye-presents?), etc.>® Much further research will be necessary, of course, but
for the time being we can at least feel confident that such research will be
rewarding.

It is understandable that the notion that presents could be derived from
presents in PIE has so far not been seriously entertained: most *ye—presents,
such as Skt. dfh-yati ‘makes firm’, pds—yati ‘sees’, have stems that do not
brand them as derivatives of presents, as they could equally well have been
derived directly from the root or from the aorist stem. Only the rare
*ye-presents based upon unambiguously marked present stems, i.e. nasal
presents and reduplicated presents with *-i- in the reduplicative syllable, are
tell-tale signs able to give the principle of ‘present-from-present’ derivation
away.

In section 10 I have argued that *ye after nasal presents may ultimately
be compared with *ye in the type Ved. ricyate in view of their close semantic
similarity. One may well ask®® whether this *ye can be connected with *ye in
the causative suffix *-eye-. Such a connection presupposes that causative
*~eye~ is to be split up as *-e- + *-ye-. This is indeed eminently plausible.

* isanyati ‘send’ < *Hishy-n-ye- may well have been derived from isyati ‘send’ <
*Hish;-ye~, with the nasal infix placed before the penultimate consonant, in this case *y, of
the derivational base. For other such forms, see JASANOFE 1983: 72-75.

36 As Dr. Peter-Arnold MuMM did when I gave a paper on the subject in Miinchen in
July 1998.
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The alternative analysis as *-ey-e- is no longer supported by the §upppsed link
of Indo-Iranian -dya—formations with participles in -i-td-, which is clearly
secondary (JAMISON 1983: 214-16).%7 Rather, the analysis ,f"—e-—ye— can be
supported by Italic and Celtic evidence, which points to a ’non—‘gre‘sen‘t S.t?m ?f
causatives ending in *-e-: cf. Umbrian faseto- ‘silenced’, uireto- vzs1b1§ s
uofeto- ‘dedicated’ (Rix 1992: 224 n. 6). The Celtic evidenc‘e.‘ fora caus?tlve
stem *CoC-e- outside the present has been known for a long time: th.e Mlddie
Welsh 3sg. preterite in -es and impersonal preteri?e-‘ in -et “thh: roots
containing -o- (-es < 3sg. s-aorist *-e-s-; —ef < participle *-e-zos) and tl;e8
Olr. s-preterite type 3sg. -corastar, 3pl. -coirsetar ‘put’ < *kor—efs—t—. ;
Applying this analysis to a PIE causative such as *h,gor-e-ye-, we cannot fai
to be struck by the resemblance of what precedes *-ye- tq a 3sg. of an un-
reduplicated perfect stem. Now there is indeed an archaic Iaygr of Vedic
-dya-formations that serve as causa’tives to perfect§, and *k,gor—etye— >
jdrdyati ‘makes awake’ beside jagara ‘is awake’ is a Fase in point Fsge
further JAMISON 1983: 160ff.). In general, the oldest Vedic —dya—formations
show a factitive rather than a causative meaning (LUBOTSKY 1989: 1(?9;1 10) '
veddyati ‘dedicates, makes known’ (not ‘makes know, makes see’), sSravdyafi
‘makes heard, famed’ (not ‘makes hear’), spasdyate probably ‘makes seen,
spied out’ (not ‘makes see’). The semantic glosses of these —dya—fonnatlons
and the connection with (intransitive) perfects bring to light the nature of the
relation between base verb and causative derivative: <

(*h,ge-)h,gor-e ‘he is awake’ - *h,gor-e-ye- ‘he makes someone awakef

The person that wakes up is the subject of the base verb but‘the object of the
causative. This is highly reminiscent of the effect produced by '*ye after na.sal
presents, where the roles of subject and object with regard to the ver'ba} acfvlog
are reversed in a similar way: the subject of the base ve;b ‘*lz—n‘—ek ~ti
‘qeaves’ and the object of the derivative *li-n-k"-ye- ‘let go’ ‘do the

3 ive is ulti i sive aorist in =, as was éuggestcd by

If the causative is ultimately derived from the pas , o, a8 was sl ed by

KORTLANDT (1981: 127; LUBOTSKY 1989: 110-11), *'-ey—e w_ould, certainly be the gst(;lrlie
cally correct division. As it stands, however, the details remain to be worked kout;. n ;

passive aorist, see KUMMEL 1996.

38 POKORNY 1919, 1933; WATKINS 1962: 178-79.
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‘leaving’. Thus it would seem to be a reasonable assumption to ultimately
identify *ye after nasal presents with *—ye- in causatives.

At the end of this study we have arrived at the conclusion that PIE had a suffix
*ye that conveyed a ‘reversed’ meaning and which was used to derive presents
from nasal presents and may well have been present in the type ricyate and in
the PIE causatives. Yet an awkward problem remains: a suffix with this exact
meaning is typologically remarkable. Does this mean that what has been argued
in this article is all wrong? It seems to me that the following two considerations
are relevant.

I would like to stress that the ‘reversed’ meaning of *ye after nasal
presents is a reconstruction and not a description of the attested forms: in no IE
language has this derivation remained productive. Thus, OIr. léicid does not
mean ‘lets himself be left, makes someone leave himself’ but simply ‘lets
go’; similarly, Ved. grbhdydri does not mean ‘lets oneself be received’ but
‘grabs’. The ‘reversed’ meaning is reconstructed on the basis of a compari-
son of cognate formations in cognate languages. Hence I do not posit a
‘reversing’ derivative in *ye on the synchronic level of any IE language. This
of course shifts the problem back to PIE.

~ Since the ‘reversed’ meaning is a reconstructed meaning, its unnatural-
ness may well be caused by the fact that it is no more than the reconstructible
shadow of something much more natural that lies behind it. We can indeed
make sense of it if we assume that on the synchronic-PIE level it was not the
internal direction of the verbal action that changed when *ye was added, but
the way in which the subject was encoded in the verbal form. As much has
been argued by KORTLANDT (1983: 320-22), who proposed that the subject of
a thematic present was originally in the dative if it was animate and in the
instrumental if it was inanimate (cf. German mir trdumt), while the subject of
athematic presents probably was in the ergative (with transitive verbs) or the
absolutive (with intransitive verbs). Accordingly, the subject of athematic
*linek"mi was encoded in a different way than the subject of thematic
*link"yoH, which is expressed by different verbal endings and, presumably,
different case endings on the subject. Semantically, the thematic inflection had
a modal (subjunctive) and a ‘non-volitional’, ‘inexpressive and aspectually
indeterminate indicative’ function (thematic present; KORTLANDT 1983:
318-19, with extensive references to Renou’s studies of the Rigvedic
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material). KORTLANDT compared this to Slavic constructions of the type ‘it’
sleeps itself to me’, yielding both modal ‘I am sleepy, I want to sleep,
(Bulgarian spi mi se) and non-modal non-volitional low—control ‘I sleep
(Polish spato mi sie bardzo smacznie ‘I slept very soundly’). Applymg mes:e
ideas to our nasal presents, thematic */inkyoH can be glossed a‘s_.‘the"re is
leaving concerning me (of someone/something in the accusative)’, which is n'ot
far removed from ‘I let (someone or something) go’ (= Olr. léicid), while
athematic *linek”mi can be glossed as ‘there is leaving by me (of
someone/something in the accusative)’, whence ‘I leave (so.meone
/something)’ (= Lat. linquere). This comes pretty close to bemg.an
explanatory scenario. The question remains by what case-forms the.subject
‘concerning me’ in the thematic form and ‘by me’ in the athematic form
would have been expressed. It seems to me more than accidental that t’he‘ 1:sg.
personal pronoun has two reconstructible forms, *h,egHom and *h Ieg(H)f)H,
which mirror the athematic and thematic 1sg. verbal endings. One ‘mlght.
suggest that in PIE the former corresponds to ‘by me’ and theflatter to
‘concerning me’, and that after PIE the semantic difference between th.e two
disappeared along with the original semantic difference between thematic and
athematic presents, so that each IE language could generalize one qf the tv&fo
pronouns arbitrarily. For the other persons, no unambiguous proyomm.ai or, in
the third person, nominal correlates of the thematic vs. athematuf endings can
be indicated, but not for want of available forms: one may for mstance. very
tentatively suggest that 2sg. *fu-h, ‘you’ corresponds to thematic *—e.—h 1t ax}d
that 3sg. nominal and pronominal Nsg. *-s corresponds to athematlc *ft(z),
while nominal and pronominal Nsg. -& [*phjter, *pehsimon, *so] corresponds
to thematic 3sg. *-e-g.

Along these lines the reversed meaning reconstructed for *ye aftf:r nasal
presents, which is typologically extraordinary, can be seen’as. a reflection of a
typologically ordinary system whereby the subject of a trans'l‘tlve verb can be
expressed as having relatively high (athematic flexion) or rela.tlvely lov.v control
(thematic  flexion). The semantic shift produced by *ye is esscnt;ally tl'le
product of a shift from athematic to thematic inflection. the s@cmral detalls
of the system remain to be worked out, especially the way in whl"ckh‘the nouns
or pronouns coreferring to the athematic and thematic ‘endmgs were enlcoded.
As l1sg. athematic -m(i) = *h;egHom and lsg. thematic *—oH = *hleg(H)oH
would seem to indicate, the PIE case of the subject of an athematic present and
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the PIE case of the subject of a thematic present eventually probably collapsed
into what in the early Indo-European languages is the nominative.3

If PIE had a semantic contrast between athematic and thematic forms,
which seems clear enough, there is no inherent reason why thematic and
athematic endings could not be meaningfully combined in one and the same
form, in PIE or at some later stage. If the thematic inflection can be compared
with German mir tréumt and the athematic inflection with ich mache, a
combined athematic + thematic inflection could be compared with ich ziehe
mir die Jacke aus, ich mache mir einen Kaffee. There are two indications that
such combined forms did indeed exist:

(1) Throughout this article we have come across a number of *ye-derivatives
of nasal presents where the subject plays a double role. Thus, OIr. léicid is not
fully glossed by ‘there is leaving concerning him (of someone/something)’, as
the subject is in control: a complete gloss would be ‘there is leaving con-
cerning him by him (of someone/something)’, whence the reversed ‘he makes
someone or something leave him’, whence ‘he lets go, he throws’. If we fill
in the forms in accordance with this fuller gloss, we arrive at:

k™~ ‘there is leaving’ + *pe ‘concerning him’ + *~¢(i) ‘by him (now)’
-> ‘he makes (sth.) leave him’ - ‘he lets go’

Similarly:

*g"rb'nH- ‘there is receiving’ + *ye ‘concerning him’ + *-z(j) ‘by him
(now)’ - ‘he makes himself be received by ° - ‘he grabs’ (Ved.
grbhayati)

*ple)inh,~ ‘there is driving’ + *ye ‘concerning him’ + *~¢(i) ‘by him
(now)’ — ‘he makes himself be driven’ - (+ *ad ‘to’) ‘he visits’ (Olr.
ad-ella)

*hznnlé— ‘there is reaching’ + *pe ‘concerning him’ + *-z(j) ‘by him
(now)’ - ‘he makes something reach him’ - ‘he receives’ (Lat.
*nancit)

* Al this is relevant for the discussion about the ‘ergative’ or ‘active’ character of
PIE, which concerns itself with many other issues not treated in this article, such as the
different behaviour of animate vs. inanimate (neuter) nouns.
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etc.

(2) In Indo-Iranian, the PIE thematic 1sg. *-0H > IIr. -4 survived unchange'd
only in the subjunctive (with or without the particle -ni), while those thematic
presents that were incorporated into the Indo-Iranian non-modal prca.sent tense
system generally have -d-mi < *-oH-mi.*® Since the subjunctive has a
lower degree of control by the subject (‘I may ...") than does the present and
since athematic —mi correlates with a relatively high degree of control by the
subject, we can finally understand why in Indo-Iranian -mi is so predominant
in the present and absent in the subjunctive. This presupposes, of course, that
Indo-Iranian at an early stage had both *~Z and *-g-mi, with distinguishable
semantics.*!

If such combined forms ever existed, their semantic potential was evidently TlOt
exploited extensively in the early IE languages. Their disappearance as a livmg :
category was doubtlessly connected with the upheaval of the old semantic
distinction between athematic and thematic presents and the concomitant loss of
the distinction between the two subject cases (types *h,egHom and

*h,eg (H)oH).

0 Avestan, of course, does have 1sg. presents in - beside those in -dmi (cf.
HOFFMANN-FORSSMAN 1986: 190).

41 This system may be present in Gaulish as well: neddamon delng“linda‘(Banassac)
‘?may I hold the drinks of the next ones’, regu-c cambion (C;xa{nall.eres) (?)‘\may‘I
straighten what is crooked’ vs. wediiumi (Chamaliéres) ‘I pray’, pissiumi gghamazleres) I
see’ or future ‘I shall see’. The alternative explanation is that -mi is enclitic ‘me’ < PIE

*(h)me.
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