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PREFACE

Still blissfully ignorant of what lies before him, the reader
must be informed that this book contains little pretending to
"alter our knowledge of the Indo-European protolanguage. The
canonical picture of the Proto-Indo-European phonemic system,
including its three “laryngeals" which are the subject of this
study, is not challenged on the following pages. Rather, my most
positive hope is that the reader is left with the impression that,
as far as Latin is concerned, there is no reason to revise the
laryngeal theory as we know it.

At the beginning of a sizeable book as this, such a notice
is not intended as a display of arrogance on my part, but it
rather serves to indicate that - with hindsight - this book has as
its subject not the physiognomy of the Proto-Indo-European
mother but rather the embryology of the Latin daughter.

The study of Latin historical grammar for a period of four
years has given me the pleasure of watching the fascinating
machine of linguistic change in operation from very near. The
best I can hope for is that some of this fascination has managed
to trickle through the austere columns which follow.
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ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS

Abbreviations
accusative imf.
ablative imp.
Aeolic Ir.
accentual paradigm It.
Arabic It-C.
Armenian L.
Attic Lat.
Avestan Latv.
Atharvaveda Lith.
Baltic Luw.
Brahmanas Lyec.
Breton : M-
British MLF.
Balto-Slavic
Bulgarian MLG.
Celtic
Cornish Mo-
Corcyraean N.
Church Slavonic O-
Czech 0.
dative OCs.
Doric
dual OE.
Ernout-Meillet OFfri.
English OHG.
Faliscan Olc.
genitive OPers.
Gaulish OPruss.
German OS.
Germanic P-
Gothic PD.
Greek Pers.
hysterodynamic pf.
Hesychius P.F.
High German Phryg.
Hittite PIE.
Homer
instrumental pl.

imperfect
imperative
Irish

Italic
Italo-Celtic
locative
Latin
Latvian
Lithuanian
Luwian
Lycian
Middle
Middle Low
Franconian
Middle Low
German
Modern
nominative
Old

Oscan

Old Church
Slavonic

Old English
Old Frisian
Old High German
Old Icelandic
Old Persian
Old Prussian
Old Saxon
Proto-
proterodynamic
Persian
perfect
Paulus ex Festo
Phrygian
Proto-Indo-
European
plural
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Pol. Polish Slk. Slovak
PPP. perfect past Sin. Slovene

participle Sorb. Sorbian
Prim, Primitive Swed. Swedish
prs. present Toch. Tocharian
prt. preterite u. Umbrian
PSab. Proto-Sabellian Ukr. Ukrainian
Russ. Russian V. vocative
RV Rgveda Ved. Vedic
Sab. Sabellian Venet. Venetic
SCr. Serbo-Croat Volsc. Volscan
sg. singular W. Welsh
Skt. Sanskrit WH. Walde-Hofmann
SL, Slavic

Symbols

C: consonant (i.e. a stop, s or a post- or antevocalic resonant)
T: stop
H: laryngeal (h;, h,, hj).
R: resonant (r, I, m, n) which lS not post- or antevocalic
L: liquid (r, 1)
N: nasal (n, m)
I: glide (i, u)
V. vowel (e, o, &, 0)
#: word-boundary
>: developed into
<: developed from

> >:replaced analogically by
< <:analogically replacing
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. FRAME, SCOPE AND AIM

In the 1977 edition of his Lateinische Laut- und Formen-
lehre, Manu Leumann remarks: "Fiir eine Darstellung der latei-
nischen Grammatik sind diese Theorien um das vokalische und
die konsonantischen Schwa (die Laryngale) an sich entbehrlich;
doch muften sie erwahnt werden, da manche Forscher (z.B.
Juret) auch bei Etymologisierung von lat. Wortern sich dieser
Symbole zu bedienen fiir angemessen halten." (p. 40). A similar
radical dismissal of the relevance of laryngeals can be found in
Pfister's edition of the same year of Sommer's Handbuch der la-
teinischen Laut- und Formenlehre, where he discusses the laryn-
geal theory in nine lines of small print and does not present the
mainstream and by that time already widely accepted variety of
the laryngeal theory. In the rest of the book, laryngeals do not
appear. )

One may well ask if there is reason to deviate from Leu-
mann's and Pfister's attitude towards laryngeals and the laryngeal
- theory. Needless to say I think there is. Nowadays it is generally
agreed among Indo-Europeanists that in PIE. there were three
phonemes commonly referred to as laryngeals (although opinions
differ as to their exact phonetic nature). One could hold that
since these phonemes existed in PIE. (which is not contested, at
least not by Leumann), their subsequent development must of
necessity be accounted for in a historical grammar of any Indo-
European language, including Latin. To claim e.g. that the
laryngeals should not be discussed because they do not have an
independent, unique reflex in Latin would be tantamount to
saying that *dh, *bh, *g"h should not be discussed because
each of them does not have an independent, unique reflex. As
*dh, *bh and *gWh are discussed extensively by both Leumann
and Pfister, so should the laryngeals. One may object to the
parallel with the mediae aspiratae that the latter underwent spe-
cific Italic and Latin developments, whereas the laryngeals were
lost at a remote period. I suspect that the reasons for assuming
this early loss are impressionistic rather than based on hard evi-
dence. Thus, Meiser, in his valuable book on Umbrian historical
phonology (1986, 36-7), invariably places all laryngeal develop-
ments and the loss of the laryngeals as independent phonemes in
the earliest post-PIE. period ("Frithe nachgrundsprachliche Veran-



derungen"), preceding the "uritalische" period, without any argu-
mentation. It is one of the contentions of this book that the
laryngeals were retained as three separate phonemes up to the
Proto-Italic period, and that they played a role in various Proto-
Italic developments (cf. especially the development of #HNC-,
chapter II.D; also IV.D.2, VI.C.1.4, VI.C.2.3.2.3). This reten-
tion of the laryngeals as separate phonemes until after PIE,
necessarily follows from the observation that in every branch of
PIE. the laryngeals have specific reflexes. Accordingly, there is
every reason to discuss the laryngeals as independent phonemes
in their own right in a historical grammar of Latin.

It is remarkable that eight years before Leumann and
Sommer-Pfister 1977 were published, Beekes' study of the de-
velopment of the laryngeals in Greek appeared, which gave an
account of all laryngeal developments in that language. In 1976
there appeared a historical grammar of Greek that treated the
laryngeals as any other PIE. phonemes, and described their de-
velopments in the same way as it described the developments of
e.g. PIE. i, u (Rix 1976). Thus, it seems, the handbooks show
that there is a conspicuous difference between the advance of
Greek and Latin scholarship as far as the incorporation of the
laryngeals is concerned. The most recent discussion of laryngeal
theory and Latin is Mayrhofer's article in KZ 100 (1987),
which, with the well-known thoroughness of the author, presents
rather than solves the problems, and underlines the amount of
work that has to be done in order to be able to write the his-
tory of the laryngeals in Latin. It is the aim of this book to
fulfill at least part of this task, and to draw the laryngeals into
their proper place in the historical grammar of Latin.

This book deals with the practical application of the laryn-
geal theory to Latin, and not with the laryngeal theory itself.
Nevertheless I must state my position concerning the latter. 1 es-
sentially follow the views of what can nowadays be considered
orthodox laryngeal theory (see e.g. Mayrhofer 1985, Beekes
1988a). I shall not discuss the rich variety of alternative pro-
posals, e.g. Adrados' palatalized and labialized laryngeals,
Puhvel's nine laryngeals and Szemerényi's one laryngeal. None of
these finds any support in Latin.

There were three PIE. "laryngeals", no less (in view of i.a.
the Greek "prothetic vowels", Beekes 1969; pace e.g. Szeme-
rényi), no more (pace Hamp, Puhvel et al.). For a convincing
invective against "Monolaryngalismus" see Eichner 1988. These
laryngeals are written here as h;, h, and h; (cover-symbol H).




Their exact phonetic nature is unknown and is in fact irrelevant
to their existence, but Indo-Europeanists agree that they were
consonants (probably obstruents according to Mayrhofer 1985).
There are indications that h, was a glottal stop (?), h, a
pharyngeal (§f) and h; a labialized pharyngeal (§°) (and there-
fore not obstruents); see Beekes 1989c. There is no evidence for
a phonemic difference between vocalic (H) and consonantal (H)
laryngeals in PIE. (One might wish to conceive of H as H, vel.
sim. rather than a true vocalic laryngeal, which is irrelevant for
the present issue.) Whether a laryngeal was syllabified in a par-
ticular language depends on that language and on the specific
phonetic context in which it is found (Beekes 1988a, 59-60 and
68 note 2).

Since there is a vast literature dealing with the history of
the laryngeal theory and its founding father Ferdinand de Saus-
sure, it suffices to refer to some basic articles on the subject:
Polomé 1965, 9-78; Beekes 1969, 1-11; Lindeman 1970, 9-31;
Mayrhofer 1985 and (on Latin) 1987; Eichner 1988 (on Anato-
lian); R. Schmitt 1988. '

Since the laryngeal theory in the version outlined above
now has a well-established place in Indo-European studies, it is
unnecessary to give its background and legitimation every time
laryngeals are reconstructed. In this sense the laryngeals have
reached a position similar to that of the nasalis sonans: every
Indo-Europeanist gladly reconstructs the latter wherever appro-
priate without even mentioning the name of Brugmann.

A few remarks must be made concerning the PIE. phone-
mic system.

As is now common practice (except in works on Latin!), I
assume that PIE. did not have a ‘"reduced vowel" phoneme.
Latin offers no support for such a phoneme. For my views on
the history of non-laryngeal a in Latin I refer to chapter VI.

I follow the view expressed by Beekes 1981, 107 and Lu-
botsky 1989 that PIE. did not have a phoneme *a. Evidence for
the existence of *a is extremely slight. As Eichner 1988, 132
note 31 points out: "Den verdienstvollen Plidoyers von Oswald
Szemerényi und Jerzy Kurylowicz zugunsten des Ansatzes eines
laryngalunabhingigen uridg. & haftet der methodische Mangel an,
daB in den angefiihrten Wortlisten nicht zwischen Fillen mit
immerhin moéglichem Laryngalansatz (z.B. *ghh,ans- 'Gans', wie
unwahrscheinlich die Anwesenheit von h, hier auch sein mag)
und nach den Lautregeln auszuschlieBendem Laryngal unter-
schieden wird". Eichner goes on to mention five etyma which in



his view must contain PIE. a. However, for all five alternative
analyses are possible:

1. *nas- 'Nase': OHG. nasa may reflect *nh,s- (IV.D.1.2:
#nh,s-) or *nhyes- (IV.D.2.2: #nh,es-; Kortlandt 1985, 119).
2. *karh- ‘'verkiinden': Skt. karu- ‘singer' may reflect
*keh,ru-, kirti- 'fame' may reflect *krh,-t /-, with metathesis
of CHRC to CRHC, as in CHIC > CIHC, see 1V.B.3.

3. *hjag- 'verehren': Gr. &yvég, &yiog ‘'holy' probably reflect
*ih,g- (see Beeckes 1988b: #jh,g-), Skt. yajAad- may reflect
*jeh,gno-, with loss of the laryngeal before media + consonant
(Lubotsky 1981, 135).

4, *hyuap~ ‘schadigen': Hitt. huyapzi ‘'schadigt', huyappa-
'bose' vs. PGm. *ubilaz ‘iibel' may reflect *Huobh- vs.
*Hubh-, if the etymology is correct.

5. *kuas- ‘kussen': Hitt. kuyaszi, Gr. «uvéwe, Exvooq;
*kuos-, *kus- is phonetically possible; one may object that
o-grade is morphologically unmotivated, but so is a-grade.

Many instances of non-laryngeal a are found in Latin.
These instances are discussed extensively in chapter VI, where it
is contended that Latin a arose at a post-PIE. stage (mostly
PIit.) from PIE. *e, *o or a syllabic resonant.

As was said above, this book deals with laryngeal practice
rather than laryngeal theory. It discusses the developments of the
PIE. laryngeals in the same way as traditional historical grammar
discusses the development of e.g. the PIE. stops. Since the la-
ryngeals have left numerous different traces, each depending on
the exact phonetic context, and since their development in cer-
tain of these contexts is not yet fully understood, a detailed dis-
cussion of the relevant material is imperative. This partly ex-
plains why this book has become so bulky. Another reason is
that I have attempted to discuss, or at least to mention, all
Latin words and morphemes that formerly contained a laryngeal.
The laryngeals are thus integrated into Latin etymology in a way
not yet provided by Ernout-Meillet's and Walde-Hofmann's ety-
mological dictionaries, and in this sense this book is a sup-
plement to those works.

In order to collect a corpus of material which is as com-
plete as possible, I checked the etymologies of all Latin words
on the basis of Ernout-Meillet and Walde-Hofmann and I singled
out all words that could have contained a PIE. laryngeal. The
procedure was different for each constellation, and I refer to
each section, in chapters II-IV for further information.

The presentation of the material according to the phonetic
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context of the laryngeal owes much to Beekes 1969.

Although the focus of this study was primarily on Latin,
material from Sabellian is often touched upon in order to esta-
blish the regular development of the laryngeals, but I have not
systematically searched for material other than that which has
Latin cognates. Thus, the treatment of Sabellian is not ex-
haustive.

The establishment of the regular developments of the laryn-
geals in every phonetic context in Latin accounts for chapters
1I-IV. More general problems concerning laryngeal developments
are discussed in chapter V: loss of laryngeals, Dybo's rule,
nominal and verbal stems in a laryngeal, vocalization and rela-
tive chronology.

The origin of non-laryngeal a in Latin constitutes a subject
of its own (chapter VI).

B. THE EVIDENCE OF BALTO-SLAVIC ACCENTUATION

1. Introduction

In order to ascertain whether a certain etymon contained a
laryngeal in PIE. a basic knowledge of the rules of accentuation
of Baltic and Slavic is imperative. It therefore seems useful to
give a brief outline of the accentual systems of Baltic and Slavic
as far as this is relevant in the framework of this book. Many
vital points will necessarily be omitted since the whole domain is
so vast, and so packed with relevant, even crucial details coming
from a variety of languages, dialects and diachronical strata, that
an adequate description would have doubled the size of this
book.

I can refer to the following books and articles, which in
their turn refer to the extremely rich literature on the subject:
Chr. S. Stang 1957; V.M. Illi¢-Svity¢ 1963 (English translation
1979); F.H.H. Kortlandt 1975, 1977, 1978a, 1985; W.R. Vermeer
forthcoming.

The earliest Balto-Slavic accentual system had two accentual
- paradigms (AP), viz. a barytone and an oxytone paradigm, both
with columnal stress. Basically, Balto-Slavic barytona correspond
to Greek, Sanskrit and Germanic barytona, and Balto-Slavic oxy-
tona to Greek, Sanskrit and Germanic oxytona (Illi¢-Svity¢
1963). This primeval pattern has, however, been modified con-
siderably. The barytona are reflected in the Lith. APs (1) and



(2) and in the Slavic APs (a) and (b); (1) corresponds with (a),
(2) with (b). The oxytona are reflected in the Lith. APs (3) and
(4) and in the Slavic AP (c). The split of the barytona and
oxytona in two APs each in Lith. is conditioned by the phono-
logical structure of the root: Lith. (1) and (3) had an acute (=
laryngealized, see below) root, (2) and (4) a non-acute (= non-
laryngealized) root. In Slavic the opposition between oxytona
with acute (Lith. (3)) and non-acute (Lith. (4)) root was elimi-
nated by the operation of Meillet's law (see section 2 no. 4).
We may now turn to the question of what is to be under-
stood by acute, or laryngealized. Both vowels and diphthongs
(i.e. *eu, ei etc., but also *er, en etc., Bait. ir < *r etc.)
can be acute. The acute tone (if this is not due to Winter's
law, see below) reflects an original IE. laryngeal in the follow-
ing constellations:
1. VH (including VHI, not VHV);
2. RH, IH (not RHV, IHV),
3. VRH, VIH (not VRHV, VIHV).

2, Laws
There are a number of important accent-laws, which will
figure occasionally in the text of this book.

1. In both Baltic and Slavic, originally oxytone paradigms have
become barytone if the root contained VH or RH (i.e. they
have merged with Lith. (1) and Slavic (a)). This is the result of
the stress-retraction known as Hirt's law. For a somewhat more
detailed treatment of a number of exceptions see IV.E.2.1.3.
(See Kortlandt 1975, 2, following Illi¢-Svity¢.)

2. A laryngealized vowel or diphthong which is not the reflex of
a laryngeal goes back to the operation of Winter's law (Balto-
Slavic): a vowel becomes acute before a PIE. glottalized stop (=
media).

3. Saussure's law (only Lithuanian!): a non-acute vowel loses the
ictus to an acute vowel in the following syllable.

4, Meillet's law (Slavic): an acute vowel in a paradigm that has
remained mobile (i.e. has not become a barytone AP (a)) after
Hirt's law becomes non-acute. In this way, the difference
between oxytona with acute and non-acute root-vowel, which is
maintained in Baltic, is eliminated (see esp. Kortlandt 1975, 10
ff.).

5. Dybo's law (post 4., PSlav.): the stress shifts to the next syl-




lable unless the stressed vowel was either falling (AP (c)) or la-
ryngealized (AP (a)). Thus, Dybo's law affected only AP (b),
which it turned into an oxytone paradigm. Not to be confused
with Saussure's law!

6. Stang's law (post 5., PSlav.): retraction of the ictus from
final syllables (not counting final jers) containing long falling
vowels (which were long vowels that received the ictus as a re-
sult of Dybo's law) to the preceding syllable.

7. Neo-Stokavian stress-retraction: in a number of SCr. dialects,
among which is the dialect on which the standard language is
based, the ictus was retracted to the preceding syllable, which
resulted in a rising tone (° on long vowels, ° on short ones)
on the syllable that received the stress; if retraction was not
possible because the stressed syllable was the initial syllable of
the word, the stress became falling (° on long vowels, ™ on
short ones). Thus, the tone in Neo-Stokavian dialects bears no
relation to the PSlav. tones.

3. Baltic

In Lithuanian, the position of the stress is not fixed, and
there is a tonal opposition on long vowels and diphthongs (in
stressed position, but in certain dialects also in unstressed
position). In Latvian the stress always falls on the first syllable,
and there is a tonal opposition on long vowels and diphthongs,
both stressed and unstressed. We are here mainly concerned with
the accent of the root on long vowels and diphthongs, which, as
has been said, can be either acute (i.e. containing a laryngeal:
Lith. AP (1) and (3)) or circumflex (i.e. not containing a laryn-
geal: Lith. AP (2) and (4)).

: root -vowel

AP Lithuanian Latvian
(1) Retained barytone stress

on the acute root-vowel. é, gu, ir @&, aua, ir
(2) Orig. barytone, now mobile

stress (due to Saussure's

law), non-acute root-vowel. e, ai, irF é, au, ir
(3) Orig. oxytone, now mobile

stress (due to various

early retractions),

acute root-vowel. é, 4u, ir e, aa, ir



(4) Orig. oxytone, now mobile Lithuanian Latvian
stress (due to various
early retractions and
Saussure's law), non-acute
root -vowel . e, ai, iF &, au, ir

For clarity's sake it may be pointed out that Latvian vowels
which have an accent mark are always long. The only constella-
tion in which there is a relevant opposition between an accented
long and short vowel is CVRC: Latv. CVRC reflects *CVRC and
*CVRVC (syncope) and Latv. CVRC reflects *CVRVC (Prof.
F.H.H. Kortlandt, p.c.).

Thus, in Lithuanian, the stressed root vowel of (1) has the
same intonation as the stressed root vowel of (3), and the
stressed root vowel of (2) has the same intonation as the
stressed root vowel of (4); in Latvian, the root vowels of (2)
and (4) have the same intonation, but the intonation of the root
vowel of (1) differs from that of (3). The latter is called the
"broken tone", Germ. "Stofiton", which is described by Endzelin
1922, 3: "Beim StoBton zerfillt die Liange in zwei Teile, indem
nach dem stirker schallenden Anfang inmitten der Silbe ein
momentaner Glottisverschluf eintritt (der aber oft durch bloBie
Stimmschwachung ersetzt wird), worauf der zweite Teil hervor-
gestoBen wird." There are many important dialectal differences
and instances of metatony (change of tone and of stress place-
ment).

4. Slavic

As for Slavic, only a very brief account of the Proto-Slavic
system can be given. This system is maintained as such in no
Slavic language, and the relevant information comes from various
languages. Among these, Serbo-Croat is important in that it has
maintained the PSlav. quantities in a rather faithful manner, and
these are relevant for our present purpose.

AP (a) is characterized by columnal stress on the root and an
acute (rising tone, maintained in Slovenian and in the accent of
the Russian polnoglasie ord, old) root vowel, which is short:
thus PIE. *oH yields SCr. 3, where ~ denotes a falling (<
PSlav. rising) tone on a short vowel. The short quantity is a
very important means of establishing the former presence of a
laryngeal.

AP (b) is characterized by stress which alternates between the
final syllable of the stem and the first syllable of the ending. A



PSlav. *a (or *&, *or) is never short in stem-stressed forms and
reflects a PIE. lengthened grade in the case of *a and *é and
a non-laryngealized diphthong in the case of e.g. *or (e.g. SCr.
a, denoting a falling tone on a long vowel). This so-called
oxytone paradigm reflects a barytone paradigm which was affec-
ted by the progressive accent shift known as Dybo's law.

AP (c) has stress alternating between the initial syllable of the
stem and the final syllable of the ending and a falling tone on
the root syllable (reflected in Slovenian by a progressive accent-
shift from falling (initial) vowels to the following syllable, and in
the Russian polnoglasie 6ro, 61o0). A PSlav. *a (or *é, *or) in
the root of a word belonging to (c) is long in root-stressed
forms (i.e. SCr. e.g. &), but in the later languages the long
vowel was often shortened (but not in SCr. in the case of disyl-
labic words (including jers); SCr. & is an example of an un-
shortened vowel; in words of a different structure, & became &
(shortening), which coincides with & in AP (a)). Whether the
root was originally acute or non-acute can no longer be detected
because of the operation of Meillet's law.

Only if a Slavic word reflects AP (a) is there evidence for
a laryngealized root. The problem is that it is often very dif-
ficult. for a non-specialist to find out what the original AP of a
word is. Fortunately, Kortlandt 1975, 52-71 has provided us with
a fairly complete list of laryngealized vowels in Slavic roots. If
one cannot determine the original AP, one may find the remarks
about quantity useful for detecting laryngeals.

C. SYLLABIFICATION

Before embarking on a discussion of the material, it may
be useful to define what is meant by the notations CHC, VHV
etc. which will be employed throughout this book. As to the
former, it denotes a laryngeal which is flanked on both sides by
a non-syllabic phone, i.e. a stop, the sibilant s or a consonantal
resonant; and the latter designates a laryngeal flanked by two
vowels (i.e. *e and *o, not *i, *u, which are labeled I).

Problems might occur in the definition of a non-syllabic and
a syllabic resonant. Since PIE. did not have a phonemic contrast
between non-syllabic and syllabic resonants, the question of de-
fining syllabic resonants is irrelevant for PIE. One can try to
define under which precise conditions a later IE. language voca-
lized PIE. resonants, and then conclude that in PIE. the syllabic
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allophones occurred under the conditions established in this way.
This procedure, however, does not lead to the desired results
because IE. languages differ among themselves in the conditions
they set for the vocalization of resonants. A clear example is
the group *-uH- before consonants, which develops into *-u- in
all languages (i.e. with a syllabic u) except Tocharian, where
the result is -wad-, with non-syllabic y, e.g. in Toch. A kac
'skin' <« *kwac < *kuHti-. A further example is word-final
-Cih,, which becomes *-jc in Greek (@épovca < *bheront-
-ihy; but cf. Ruijgh fthc., who assumes that *-ont-ih, regularly
became *-ont-iya (cf. moétvia), logically via *-ont-iyh,; 1
cannot however accept that as a result of Siever's law *-ih,
became *-iyh,), but -7 in e.g. Skt. bhdranti. Thus, the con-
ditions for the distribution of the syllabic and non-syllabic allo-
phones are language-specific. This means that these conditions
must be determined for Latin on the basis of Latin material
alone. In general, this is a simple task if resonants (r,l,m,n) are
not in direct contact with other resonants or with laryngeals. A
resonant which is not adjacent to a vowel is vocalized: *dekm
> decem; *ndhero- > 1nferus;, *kmtom > centum. And,
conversely, a resonant which is adjacent to a vowel (CRV, VRC)
is not vocalized: prex < *prek-, sulcus < *solko-. An ex-
ception to this rule seems to be formed by the superlatives,
which have *-isemo- < *-isqo-, *-temo- < *-tqo- (see
Cowgill 1970, esp. note 11). The question of whether i and u
(symbol I) are syllabic or non-syllabic if they are adjacent to a
vowel is more complex.

When we apply this generalization to resonants which are
adjacent to laryngeals, we expect that the resonant is non-syl-
labic if there is an adjacent vowel (VRH, HRV). This is indeed
what the Latin material bears out, as is well known: temereé <
*temas- < *temHs-, remus < *hyreh;smo-.

However, such generalizations are not self-evident if a re-
sonant is adjacent to a laryngeal but, on the other side, not to
a vowel: one does not know whether the resonant or the laryn-
geal will be syllabified (or, if one prefers, provided with a
"voyelle d'appui”) in constellations such as CRHC, CHRC,
CHRHC, #RHC-, #HRHC-. Nor does the material allow a
straightforward conclusion in all instances. Therefore, we cannot
mechanically write R or R in these constellations. For every
individual phonetic context the relevant material must bring the
decision.

These considerations must lead to a dichotomy in the treat-
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ment of material involving a resonant with an adjacent laryngeal:
in a sequence VRH or HRV the R is a consonant, and in these
constellations we may consider R as C, which will be done
throughout this book. R in this environment will be labelled R
where necessary. In a sequence XRH or HRX (where X is not
V) we cannot predict whether the R is syllabic or non-syllabic
and therefore we cannot automatically replace the symbol R by
R or ‘R.

So far we have only met with sequences involving R, which
served as an illustration of the difficulties that one is faced with
if one automatically writes R or R without further thought.
Apart from R, C and H we must distinguish I (=i, u), which
differs from R in that an adjacent vowel does not automatically
make it non-syllabic, as the material will bear out (cf. e.g.
audiunt, mortuus, with vocalic -i- and -u-). R, I and H
have in common that they may or may not be syllabified.

Thus, the following symbols will be applied:

C :a stop (T), s; and a resonant (r, I, m, n) which is

adjacent to a V;

V . a vowel (e, o, e, 6, not r, n, i, u);

R : a resonant (r, [, m, n) which is not adjacent to a V; one
may distinguish N (n, m) and L (r, [);

I : a glide (i/f, uly);

H : a laryngeal (h;, h,, hj).

R, H and I may be vocalic depending on the phonetic
context. It must be stressed again that the notation R in this
book excludes RV and VR; in the latter two constellations, the
resonant falls under the symbol C. To give an example of the
consequences, CHR comprises CHRC, CHRR, CHRI, CHRH but
not CHRV; CHRC comprises CHRT, CHRs, CHRRV, but not
CHRRC, CHRRI, CHRRH, CHRI, CHRH, CRHV. In practice,
not all constellations are reflected in the material.

D. OUTLINE

Bearing in mind the preceding remarks, I have arranged the
Latin material according to the PIE. constellations. The develop-
ment of the laryngeals is discussed with reference to the pre-
ceding and the following sounds in the order C, V, R, I. Thus
CHC is discussed before CHV, which in its turn is discussed
before CHR (chapter 1V.B); word-initial HV- is discussed before
HR- (II.C and D, resp.), and HIC- before HIV- (IL.LE.l1 and
IL.LE.2); word-final -CH is discussed before -VH and before -IH



12

(II1.1, 2 and 3, resp.).

Chapters II - IV deal with the development of the PIE. la-
ryngeals in all phonetic contexts that are reflected in Latin. The
inner structure is:

Chapter II: laryngeal at the beginning of the word (#H-);
Chapter III: laryngeal at the end of the word (-H#);
Chapter IV: laryngeal in the middle of the word (-H-).

Each of these chapters is subdivided according to the pho-

netic context of the laryngeal, as was outlined above:

Chapter 1I: #HC- (B); #HV- (C); #HR- (D); #HI- (E).

#HH- falls outside the standard order, and is discussed at the
end (F).

Chapter III: -CH# (2); -VH# (3); -IH# (4).

Evidence for -RH# is lacking.

Chapter IV: -CH- (B); -VH- (C); -RH- (D); -IH- and -HI-
(E).

HRH falls outside the standard order, and is discussed at the
end (F). The few constellations that were not systematically in-
vestigated in B - F are discussed in G.

Chapter V. deals with various problems in which laryngeals
play an important role: loss of laryngeals (A); Dybo's rule of
pretonic shortening of long vowels (B); nominal stems in a
laryngeal (C); verbal stems in a laryngeal (D); Italo-Celtic and
the laryngeals (E).

Chapter VI discusses the possible origins of non-laryngeal a
in Latin: a after pure velars (B); delabialization of *o to a (C);
a between resonant and media (D); a in CaCCC (E);
Conclusion (F).

Chapter VII offers a summary of the results following the
order of presentation in this book.

In the Appendix, the development of PIE. CHIC in Greek
and Celtic is discussed.

For further subdivisions I refer to the introduction of each
chapter.



II. LARYNGEAL AT THE
BEGINNING OF THE WORD

A. REMARKS ON PIE. ROOT STRUCTURE

Of central importance for this study is the theory that the
minimal structure of the PIE. root is CeC, in which C comprises
all consonants, including the laryngeals, resonants and i and u.
The implication is that a word appearing as e.g. *eKyo- must
actually be reconstructed as PIE. *h;eKyo-. Although there is
some debate about the "Ausnahmslosigkeit” of this basic con-
straint on roots, it is generally agreed that almost all roots mini-
mally point to a structure CeC. It seems that the few instances
that resist the straight-jacket of CeC, e.g. Gr. &ponv, Eponv <
*(e)rs-én (but see below) may in due course be explained.

A discussion of all instances that point to eC rather than
HeC would lead us too far astray from the actual subject of this
book. (The material is given by Beekes 1969, 90, Ruijgh 1971;
note also Rix 1970, 102). I shall therefore only refer to the
relevant literature cited by Mayrhofer 1986, 123-124 note
108-109 (where the author does not take sides) and Mayrhofer
1987, 95, 97-98 (where he seems to be convinced of the cor-
rectness of the constraint).

Since I am inclined for structural reasons to accept the
basic minimal structure and since the number of counterexamples
is very small, I shall reconstruct every word-initial *e-, *o- as
*h,e- and *Ho- or *hze-. In the case of word-initial a-, the
reconstruction of a preceding laryngeal (*h,-) is supported by
the fact that in PIE. a phoneme /a/ does not seem to have
existed, and that every apparent a- reflects an *e coloured by
preceding *h,- (a complication is formed by alleged a- < *hyo-
in e.g. Greek, but this does not affect the argument). The im-
pact of the reconstruction of laryngeals on structural rather than
on etymological grounds will, however, turn out to have little
effect on the conclusions in this book.

Lehmann (1951) has attempted to demonstrate that a PIE.
root could not begin with r- either. Where this seems to be the
case, e.g. in Lat. ruber 'red' etc., a laryngeal must be re-
constructed before r-, in this case *h,-. The correctness of
Lehmann's observation is to a large degree confirmed by Greek,
which has a "prothetic vowel" in the cognate of ruber, viz.
épuBp6¢ < *hyrudh-ro-. Similarly, Hittite has no words begin-
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ning with r-. In Greek, initial p- always reflects *sr- or *ur-.
Counterexamples are rare (see Beekes 1969, 74 and 91). Gr.
¢p1- 'good, very' and é&pi- ‘high, very' do not have a reliable
etymology, and cannot be used; moreover, the explanation of
these forms on the basis of initial r- is just as impossible as on
the basis of Hr-. The Cypriote cognate of the particle Gr. &po
is Ep (Hes.); even if the form is reliable, it cannot be used to
prove anything because the constraints on the structure of par-
ticles were different from those on other roots (cf. e.g. B¢, Y€,
*kWe etc.). More important is Gr. &ponv (Ion., Lesb., Cret.
etc.) beside &ponv (ep.), Gppnv (Att.), &pong (Lac.), which
seem to point to *ers-, *rs-, respectively (Beekes 1969, 91).
But &po- may reflect *urs- (cf. Lat. verrés ‘'boar’, Skt.
visan- 'bull'), while Epo- reflects *h;(e)rs- (Skt. rsabhid-
'bull'; see Peters 1980, 9, who discusses the instances in Homer
which lack a "Digammawirkung"). If so, *yrs- cannot be
cognate with the root of Skt. vdrsati 'to rain' because the
latter reflects *huers-, cf. Gr. &&€pon ‘'dew, raindrop’'. Note
that Epo-/&o- would also violate the rule that every root
should begin with a consonant. Gr. puké&vn 'Hobel' does not
have a reliable etymology, and cannot be used. Gr. péCw 'to
dye' is cognate with Skt. rajyati 'id.', which seems to point to
PIE. *reg-. However, the root may have been *(s)Hreg-, in
which case the Greek form may have dropped the laryngeal after
s-mobile (cf. Beekes 1969, 85-87).

It is remarkable that pre-Hellenic loans in Greek which
have initial p~ treat this as a geminate (i.e. as if from *sr- or
*yr-), e.g. in pntivn, "Podopudvevg, which points to the con-
clusion that single p- < PIE. *r- did not exist in Greek (Prof.
C.J. Ruijgh per litt.).

Despite the fact that a few problems remain, Lehmann's
theory is in my opinion correct. It will be applied throughout
this book (notably in chapters II.B and IV.F), but instances in
which a laryngeal is reconstructed on systematic grounds will
very rarely play a role in the discussions. It must be noted that
there is no reason to assume PIE. word-initial r- rather than
Hr- on account of Latin.
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B. LARYNGEAL BEFORE CONSONANT (#HC-)

1. Introduction

It has generally been assumed that a PIE. initial laryngeal
before a consonant was dropped without a trace in Latin (see
e.g. Mayrhofer 1987, 99-100). Leaving aside the "Triimmer-
sprachen”, this loss occurred in every Indo-European language
except Greek, Armenian and Anatolian (where the development
is in dispute, see esp. Oettinger 1979, 546 ff., Melchert 1984,
Eichner 1988, 124, Beekes 1988a, 80). In Greek, *h,- yielded
t-, *h,- yielded & and *hy- yielded O- before any consonant
except *j (Beekes 1969, 18-126). In Armenian, the same de-
velopment as in Greek occurred, but one must bear in mind the
subsequent changes in the vocalism (notably the change of *o to
*a under certain circumstances, cf. atamn ‘'tooth' < *h,d-
(Kortlandt 1987b, 61); but see Greppin 1988, 182 ff. on
evidence for the development of *hs- to *o-).

Consequently, the evidence for the presence of an initial
laryngeal in PIE. largely depends on data from these three
languages. Especially the Greek evidence will be used fully
because here the development is best attested, and the extensive
material is easily accessible on the basis of Beekes' study (1969).
If there is a prothetic vowel in Greek or Armenian (or a- or
ha- in Anatolian) and zero in Latin, one may assume that a
laryngeal was lost in the latter language.

If Greek, Armenian or Anatolian cognates of a Latin word
happen to be absent, there are several ways to establish whether
‘or not an initial laryngeal was ever present.

1. Since every IE. root probably started with a consonant,
ablaut of the type VC- : C- must be reconstructed as PIE.
*HVC- : *HC-. Therefore, if the Latin member of a given ety-
mon has C- whereas some other language has VC-, it must be
assumed that in Latin an initial laryngeal was lost. Since this
reasoning depends on the thesis that every IE. word started with
a consonant, which is likely but cannot be proven for every in-
dividual instance, the evidence acquired in this way is less
strong than in cases where this initial laryngeal can actually be
demonstrated. A special case is presented by words with ablaut
C- : aC-. Since PIE. lacked a phoneme *a, the presence of
Latin a (in this case #a-) must be attributed to a laryngeal (in
this case *#h,e-).

2. Furthermore, no PIE. root seems to have had initial *r-



16

because no Greek word (except perhaps one, p€Cw) has initial
p- other than from *wr- or *sr- (see Lehmann 1951, cf. IL.A).
Thus, if a Latin word has initial r- (not reflecting *wr- or
*sr-), we may reconstruct PIE. *Hr-. I have decided not to
discuss instances for which there is no independent evidence for
an initial laryngeal in the present chapter because nothing seems
to be gained from this, the instances can easily be gathered
from the dictionaries, and all instances happen to be discussed
elsewhere in this book, where they are more relevant: rabere
(IV.F.1.2.1 no. 1), radere (IV.F.1.2.2 no. 8), rapum (IV.F.
1.2.2 no. 10), ratis (IV.F.1.2.1 no. 1), raudus, roédus (IV.E,
6.1.6 no. 2), réepere (IV.C.1.5.1 no. 16), réri (IV.F.1.2.1 no.
5), res (IV.C.1.5.1 no. 18), rodere (IV.F.1.2.2 no. 8),
rudere (cf. Skt. réditi, Lith. raudmi), rupex, ruptid
(IV.E.2.3.3 no. 7).

3. The development of *j- into Greek (- instead of ° (h-) has
been ascribed to the influence of a preceding laryngeal (see
Beekes 1969, 95 for a discussion, and Rix 1976, 70, Forssman
1987, 118). Conversely, it has been assumed that *H j- yielded
Gr. °. Since the evidence is conflicting, this criterion can (and
will) not be used in this book.

4. Lengthening of the augment or of the final vowel of the first
member of a compound in Sanskrit indicates that the verbal root
or the second member of the compound started with a laryngeal.
An example is asat 'not being' < *n-h;s-nt.

Despite the consensus about the loss of an initial ante-
consonantal laryngeal in Latin, several scholars have suggested
that under certain circumstances a laryngeal yielded Lat. a-.
This idea will be discussed in section 3.

2. Material

All words with PIE. *#HC- > Lat. #C- will be discussed
except those instances of *Hr- for which there 1is no
independent evidence for *H-. I have used the material in EM.,
WH. and Beekes 1969 where Greek, Armenian or Hittite
evidence for *HC- is available, using the criteria outlined above.
Furthermore, the few cases with Lat. C- corresponding to VC-
< *HVC- will also be discussed. The material will be divided
according to the quality of the laryngeal which was present:
*h,C- (section 2.1); *h,C- (section 2.2); *h,C- (2.3); laryngeal
of unknown quality + C- (2.4); Conclusion (2.5).
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2.1. *h,C-.

1. liber ‘'free', cf. OLat. loebertatem (P.F. 121), Fal.
loifirtato, reflects *h;leudh-ero- in view of Gr. &EAgV6epog
'free’.

2. A, Ablsg. mé 'me' < *med are built on an old Asg. *me.
Cf. mihi < *meghei, meus < *meios. These forms reflect
PIE. *hjme-, cf. Gr. éué, Arm. im < *hyme, Hitt. amm-uk <
*h,m- (Beekes 1987b, 7-12).

3. novem 'nine', nénus 'ninth' etc. < *h;neun must be com-
pared with Gr. *&¢vvéFa, *¢vFo-, évevn-, Arm. inn, which go
back to a basic form *h;neun, *h;nun- (Beekes 1969, 45).

4. The etymology of rapére 'to rob, snatch, grab' is not so
straightforward as it may seem. Gr. &pémvia, &mnuia ‘harpy’
reflects *h,rep-, *h,rp-, cf. &v-apeyopévn ‘grabbed' (v.IL.
-apelty-, -epey-), see Rix 1970, 86. This root can also be
found in Alb. rjep- 'to rob' and in Lith. réplés, OPruss.
raples (f. pl.) 'pliers', but not in Lith. ap-répti 'to take by
force', which has acute intonation, and must therefore reflect
*Hreh,p-. Lat. rapére has -a-, which points to a laryngeal.
Gr. ¢péntopol 'fressen' probably belongs to the same root, and
goes back to *h,rh;p- (thus hesitatingly Beekes 1988a, 92). Con-
sequently, we may reconstruct rapére as *h;rh,p-i-. It does
not belong in the present section. See IV.F.1.2.1 no. 3.

5. WH. combine both rarus 'with wide interstices, far apart,
rare' and réte 'net' with Gr. ¢pfinog ‘'lonely, desolate'. Frisk
does not mention the etymology, and Beekes 1969, 36 labels it
"very unreliable”. EM. s.v. rarus adduce Lith. irti 'to dis-
solve, fall into ruin' < *(H)rH-, OCS. oriti 'to dissolve, des-
troy' < *Ho/erH-; réte is said to lack an etymology.

In any case, rarus cannot be compared with £pfinog <
*h;reh;mo- because there is no way in which we can explain
Lat. ra- in view of the fact that *HrHC- yielded Lat. RaC-
(see IV.F.1.3). A connection with the Baltic and Slavic forms is
no more than a possibility and requires the assumption of
Schwebeablaut. If this is correct, rarus can be reconstructed as
*Hrehyro-. On the other hand, the BSl. forms may be cognate
~with ¢pfipog, which is semantically possible, and in that case
the connection of rarus with the BSl. forms cannot be main-
tained. Evidence for the initial laryngeal in rarus is in this
case based on theoretical considerations.

The connection of réte and rarus must be given up on
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formal grounds, and that of réte and £pfilog on semantic
grounds. It is doubtful whether Goth. arms 'poor' fits in se-
mantically and formally (*h;orH-mo-17).

6. Lat. remus 'oar' is cognate with Gr. ¢€pétng, Skt. aritar-
'‘rower' < *h;erh,-. Since the root can neither start with r-
nor with a vowel, remus must go back to *h,reh;smo- (cf.
OLat. triresmom). If Gr. épetunév 'oar' reflects zero grade
*h,rh-tmé-, cf. the zero grade in Lith. ir-klas 'id.', there is
independent proof for the initial laryngeal.

7. ripa 'bank, shore' has generally been connected with Gr.
¢peinw 'to throw down, fall down', -epApime (< *hjre-
h,rip-, Beekes 1969, 116 ff.), Olc. rifa 'to demolish, tear
down'. Gr. épimvn 'slope' offers a good semantic parallel for
ripa. Frisk accepts this etymology, but EM. hesitate. It seems a
good possibility that ripa reflects *h;reip-~.

8. ruaber 'red' (with -G-, not -G-, see Oxford Latin Dictionary
s.v.!) is cognate with Gr. £€pufp6g 'red' < *h;rudh-ro-, Lith.
raiidas 'red' etc. The full grade root is attested in (dial.)
rifus < *hjroudh-o-, cf. Lith. raitdas, Olc. raudr. The
root must be reconstructed as *h;reudh-.

9. rigire 'to roar' belongs to an onomatopoetic root also found
in Gr. ¢peVyoponr 'id.'! < *h;reug- (palatal *-g- because of
the presumed connection with 10.; Beekes 1969, 36). A root in
*-k is found in OHG. rohon < *ruhén, OE. ryn < *ruhjan
'id.' < *h;ruk-.

10. é-riigd 'to belch out' < *Hreug-, cf. no. 9. Arm. has
orcam < *orucam, which probably reflects *erucam < *h;rug;
both *h,rug- and *hsrug- would probably have yielded Arm.
arc-, the latter via *oruc- > *aruc (see Kortlandt 1983b, 10
and 1987a, 61 for *o0 > *a in open syllables).

11. OLat. siem, later sim, sis, sit etc., pres. sum, sumus,
sunt: these forms reflect the zero grade of the root *h,;s~ 'to
be'. The initial laryngeal is reflected in Skt. Zsat 'not being' <
*n-h;s-nt (Mayrhofer 1987, 98), Gr. €inv < *h;s-ieh;-m,
Myc. e-e-si, Ehevor < *hgs-énti, Hitt. asanzi < *h;sonti
<< *hgsenti.

2.2, *h,C-. "'
12. The connection of gerére, gessi, gestum with the root
*h,eg- 'to drive' goes back to Osthoff (BB. 19, 321). EM. do
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not even mention it, and WH. have reservations regarding its
correctness. The pair *hyeg-, *h,g-es- is probably paralleled by
*h,euh,~, *h,uh,~es- in Gr. oOAA vs. Hitt. huis-zi 'lives' (see
Barton 1988, esp. 54-55). gerere is a possible case of *HC-.

13. The connection of Lat. grex 'herd' with Gr. &yeipaw 'to
gather' cannot be dismissed altogether because in Mycenean
dyépe and é&yopd ‘'market-place’ are used in connection with
herds (Prof. C.J. Ruijgh per litt.). However, the assumption that
*h,ger- lies at the basis of grex does not explain the root-final
-g-' of the latter and only has the value of a root-etymology.
&yeipw is said to have no cognates outside Greek (Frisk s.v.,
Beekes 1969, 49). For both formal and semantic reasons, grex
must rather be compared with Gr. ydpyopo 'group of people',
yépyepa- mMOANG (Hes.), which do not have a reflex of an in-
itial laryngeal. The alternation in the vocalism may give reason
to assume a non-IE. origin for the Greek forms. However, Lith.
gurgulys 'Wirrwarr von Faden, dichter Schwarm' and
gurguolé 'Menge, Masse' < *g("’)rg("’)- point to a stem-
formation similar to the one found in Latin and Greek, which
would mean that the etymon goes back to PIE. These forms do
not point to a laryngeal, however. MIr. graig 'herd of horses'
may be a loan from Latin (*gregem).

14. It is not easy to decide to which IE. root Lat. [inére,
lévi, litum 'to besmear, rub' belongs. Semantically and for-
mally closest is Gr. dAive (Hes.) 'to besmear' < *h,li-n-io,
Epid. d\1vorg, Cypr. iv-oAéAiouéva (thus Frisk and EM. ad
locc.). On the basis of the short vowel of Lat. [itum we must
assume that the root did not have a final laryngeal. Thus,
linere reflects a root *h,li-.

The group of Skt. lindti (Gramm.), layate, liyate 'to
bend down, duck, cower, cling to', Gr. Aié&lopot ‘'weiche aus,
sinke hin', Afvopor- tpémopar (Hes.), Goth. af-linnan,
OHG. bi-linnan 'weichen' must be kept apart, as these forms
point to *Ilih,-. The Germanic forms probably have *-nn- <
*-nH- according to the rule formulated by Rosemarie Liihr
1976, at least if this is correct (see Beekes 1988a, 97, Polomé
1988, 404 note 13). The distinction between these two roots is
supported by the semantics. Actually, a third root must be dis-
tinguished on formal grounds, in words meaning ‘smooth' (Lat.
levis, Gr. Aefog, Alt6g, Alg < *lehyi-, see IV.E.7.3.1.1
no. 2).

Difficulties arise if one wishes to classify Olr. lenaid (Sg.
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54a 8) 'to continue, follow, stay attached to', as-lenaimm 'be-
smear, defile', which are the exact formal parallels of Skt.
linati but semantically rather belong to Lat. linére (unless
the Skt. meaning 'cling to' and the Irish meaning 'stay attached
to' are original, which is doubtful in view of the meaning of the
Greek cognates; cf. Pedersen 1913, 566, who connects all
forms). This does not affect the interpretation of Lat. [inére.

15. According to EM. and WH., Lat. mergae 'a two-pronged
pitchfork, with which corn, when cut, was made into heaps',
merges, -itis ‘'sheaf' can be connected with Gr. &uépya 'to
pluck, pull, harvest, squeeze out'. Frisk thinks that this is un-
certain (if the original meaning of the Greek verb is 'to
squeeze', his reservation is certainly justified), and Beekes 1969,
43 notes that &uépya has no cognates outside Greek. EM.
assure that the forms are not of IE. origin. Thus, a recon-
struction *h,merg- is uncertain.

16. Lat. merus 'pure' has been connected with Gr. &uopOCC,
popuaipe 'to shine'. Beekes 1969, 72 considers a non-IE. origin
for the Greek words. In any case, there is no certain evidence
for an initial laryngeal.

17. metére, messui, messum 'to mow, harvest' is identical with
Bret. medif 'id.' < *met-. This root may perhaps be connected
with *h,meh,- in OHG. maen, OE. mawan 'to mow'. The initial
laryngeal is shown by Gr. éuéw (most likely a denominative of
un 'shovel' < *h,m(h;)-eh,~) 'to mow', duntog ‘harvest-time'.
In any case an analysis *h,m-et- (thus EM., who label the
suffix a present marker), *h,m-eh;- only has the value of a
"Wurzeletymologie" and is therefore unreliable.

18. meare 'to go, pass' < *mei-, munis ‘'ready to be of ser-
vice', minus ‘'service, office, work' < *moi-n-, matare 'to
move away, change' (probably based on a substantive *moi-to-)
and migrare 'to depart, migrate' (based on *mig-ro-, with a
Wurzelerweiterung) are forms of the root *mei- 'change' (see
Pokorny IEW. 710 for further cognates). Gr. &uei{fw probably
belongs to the same root, although several scholars have ex-
pressed some reservation (e.g. Frisk s.v., Beekes 1969, 43). If
so, the root had initial *h,-. Note that migrare probably
contains the same root form *h,mig¥- as &ueiBa.

19. mollis ‘'soft' < *mldu-i- must be compared with Skt.
'.;'rn;dxj— and with Arm. mefk 'id.'! < *meld-u-, which lacks a
prothetic vowel. The root was therefore *meld-, not *h,meld-
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as could be reconstructed on the basis of Gr. d&uoASOvVe 'to
soften' (derived from #*310Ad0g; cf. &uoA6g 'weak', Chantraine
s.v.). Compare esp. Gr. BAxd0¢ and also Gr. BAadapd¢ and
uoABokodg (with enigmatic -6-), which, if all forms ultimately
belong together, reflect a root that lacks an initial laryngeal.
810AS0ve remains unexplained. '

20. movére, movi, motum 'to move' may be compared with Gr.
(aor.) O&uevoacbar 'to pass, move oneself', which points to
initial *h,-. See further VI.C.1.2.3 no. 7.

21. mucro 'point of a sword' has usually been compared with
Gr. duukéral - ol dkideg tdv BeAdv (Hes.). The latter has
been connected with Gr. duvooeilv 'to tear apart', duvyn ‘cut,
wound', &uuyna ‘'tearing apart' (with *-gh-, palatal quality un-
certain), Lith. masti ‘'to hit' (with *-k-), which is uncertain
(Frisk s.v.; note that the velars do not match). Some connection
between the Greek and Latin forms seems inevitable, but it is
doubtful whether one is justified to claim an IE. origin for
these words. Note also that the formation of mucrd is obscure.

22. mulgere, mulsi, mulctum 'to milk' may be compared with
Gr. duéAyo, OE. melcan 'to milk' < *h,melg-.

23. nepos 'grandson', neptis ‘'granddaughter' reflect *h,nep-t-
in view of Gr. &vey16g < *hynep-t-io-. Less likely Ben-
veniste 1969, I 234, who reconstructs *sm-nept- in view of the
obscure gloss veonmtpal- vidv Buyatépeg (Hes.; read as
VETO-).

24. Nerd, neridsus 'strong' must in view of Gr. &vip and
Arm. ayr 'man' go back to *h,ner-.

25. pirus 'pear-tree’, pirum ‘'pear’ < *piso- is cognate with
Gr. &niog 'pear-tree', &Griov 'pear' < *apiso-. It is generally
agreed that this etymon goes back to a substratum, the only
reason for which seems to be the limited distribution of the
words. As Steinbauer pointed out (1989, 68-69), a reconstruction
*h,piso- is perfectly possible, and there is no a priori reason
other than the limited distribution why the word cannot be of
PIE. origin.

26. po- < *h,po-, cf. Gr. &mo.

27. Rix (1970, 86-87) has unearthed the connection of Lat.
neg-legere 'to neglect, heed not', intel-legere 'to under-
stand', di-ligere 'to esteem highly’, ré-ligié 'religious
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scruples, reverence' with Gr. dA\éyw 'to heed, care'. According
to Frisk this is very uncertain. EM. connect the Latin forms
with legere 'to gather', except ré-ligio, which could be
cognate with ligare 'to bind'. Rix' connection seems superior
to that of EM. as far as neglegere and diligere are con-
cerned, but two objections must be made: (1) intel-legere
and neg-legere have -e- instead of -i- in the root-syllable,
which means that they are recent compounds, or compounds in
which the vocalism was restored after the simplex. Given the ab-
sence of the simplex in Latin, these forms are difficult to ac-
count for. (2) In view of Gr. GAyog 'pain, grief', dA\eye{vog
‘painful’, &Ayirotog 'with utmost difficulty', the original meaning
of dAéyw might rather be 'to feel pain, trouble' than 'to heed’
(thus Frisk s.v.). As to the semantics, cf. Engl. 'to trouble one-
self, take pains'. In that case, the semantic link with the Latin
forms does not impose itself.

I conclude that the connection of Lat. -legere, -ligere
with Gr. dAey- < *h,leg- is far from certain.

28. ritus 'rite' has generally been connected with Gr. &p16p6¢
'number' < *h,ri-dhmo-, vipitog ‘countless' < *n-h,ri-to-
(Beekes 1969, 108). OHG. rim ‘number, series', Olr. rim
‘counting, number', OBret. eirimotor 'is counted' etc. seem to
point to *h,riH-, with a final laryngeal which cannot be ac-
counted for on the basis of Greek. If the Celtic form is a loan
from Germanic, we may reconstruct *h,rei-. If so, ritus re-
flects *h,rei-tu-. In any case, the initial laryngeal is certain.

29. spernere, sprévi, sprétum 'to despise, sever' is probably
cognate with Gr. donoipw (Hom.), domopilw (Arist.) 'to floun-
der'. But one also finds omaipw (Arist.). The verb cannot be a
substratum word because its morphology is thoroughly Indo-
European, and there are more cognates: Lith. spirti, Skt.
sphuréati 'to push, kick away' < *sprhy-. The original mea-
ning may be 'to kick away'. The evidence for an initial *h,- is
doubtful. Prof. Ruijgh informs me that &omaipw may reflect
reduplicated *oo-omap- (with psilosis), cf. the expressive redu-
plication in kayA&fw, mopA&da.

30. The connection of spolium ‘'spoil, hide, stripped off
armour' with Gr. onéhaf, &ondhof 'mole' (also (&)ogp-) cannot
be taken seriously. There is no evidence for an initial laryngeal.
The Greek words probably are not of IE. origin (Beekes 1969,
72).
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31. stélla 'star' clearly reflects *h,stér-, cf. Gr. &otnp,
Arm. astt, Hitt. hasSterza-.

32. sturnus 'starling' can be connected with OE. stzr, OHG.
star, Olc. stari 'id.' < *stor-. If Gr. Thess. &oTpoAog
'starling' (Hes.) is cognate (in which case it reflects
*h,str-n-lo-, with the same n-suffix as in Latin (see Frisk
s.v.), or *h,str-lo-), we may reconstruct a PIE. stem
*h,ster-. However, the formation of the Greek form does not
look particularly Indo-European in view of the sequence of
resonants.

2.3. *h,C-.

33. déns, Gsg. dentis 'tooth' reflects *hydnt-, cf. Gr. 03a&v,
Arm. atamn 'tooth' < *h,d-. Aeolic £€dovteg is due to the in-
fluence of £8- 'to eat' (Beekes 1969, 55, also with reference to
Gr. vad6¢ 'toothless' and Gr. aip-wdéw 'to have stump teeth').

34. liber, Asg. librum 'bark, book' is considered to reflect
* lubros (cf. the unrounding of *ou in [Tber < *leib- <
*loib- < *loub- < *h;leudh-), but this form is not attested.
If the reconstruction is correct, it must be combined with other
words for ‘'bark': Alb. labé < *loub(h)-, OHG. Iouba
'Schutzdach aus Rinde' < *loubh-, Lith. ldoba (< *loub-,
with acute as a result of Winter's law?), [uba 'Brett der
Zimmerdecke' (< *lubh-), Russ. lub < *loub(h)-o-. Gm,
*lup- (< *lub-?7) means 'wooden cask, basket' (e.g. Olc.
laupr), and is semantically remote. Cf also Lith. lupti 'to
peel', which points to *lup-; *lubh- meaning ‘'herb, leaf' is
found in Celtic (e.g. Olr. [uib) and Germanic (e.g. OE. leaf,
which if one does not consider the semantics may alternatively
reflect *lup-), and may for semantic reasons be considered a
different etymon.

All these forms have been connected by Pokorny IEW. 690,
despite the formal and semantic differences. Gr. OAoVgw 'to
peel, take off' has been connected with the root for ‘'bark'.
Frisk calls this "sehr erwigenswert". Any connection of OAOVQW
with Gr. 6A6mtw and Aémw, which have approximately the same
meaning, is difficult on formal grounds (thus also Frisk s.v.).
According to Beekes 1971, the whole etymon is not of Indo-
European origin, mainly on the basis of the formal problems
which arise if we connect all forms adduced by Pokorny. Espe-
cially the rich variety displayed by the Baltic forms renders a
connection of difference in form with difference in meaning
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difficult. The possibility of a substratum origin cannot be dis-
missed.: Thus, the reconstruction of liber as *hjlubh-ro- is
doubtful. .

35. mingere, meiere (< *meigh-i5) 'to piss' has been con-
- nected’ with Gr. duei{yw 'id.', which probably reflects *h;meigh-
(Beekes “1969, 43, 74, Mayrhofer 1987, 100). As both authors
note, the gloss Gr. &uifot- oUpfiout presents a problem as far
as thequality of the initial laryngeal is concerned. Arm. mez
'piss','mizem 'to piss' is probably a loan from Persian in view
of the lack of a prothetic vowel and the formation of méz,
which is only attested in Aryan (R. Schmitt 1983, 108-109 fol-
lowing Benveniste).

36n{6men 'name' must in view of Gr. dvouo < *hynhymn re-
flect *hsnehymn. For a discussion of these and other forms I
refer to Beekes 1987b, 1-6.

37. regére 'to keep straight, guide, rule', réx ‘'king' etc. have
of old been connected with Gr. Opéyw 'to reach after', Skt.
Fjyati < *hsr(e)g- (Beekes 1969, 37).

38. ir-ritare 'to incite, stimulate, irritate' has been compared
with Gr. 6p{va 'to incite’ < *hyri-, which may be an enlarge-
ment of the root *h,r- 'to move' (WH.). This connection is not
accepted by EM. Nevertheless, it seems a good possibility, even
though irritare has no formal parallels in other languages. If
it can be upheld, -ritdre goes back to *hyrei-.

39. With the same root is connected Lat. rivus 'brook, stream'
< *hyriH- or *hyreiH-, cf. Skt. rinati 'let stream, run',
OCS. rinqti 'to precipitate’ and OIr. riathor, W. rhaeadr
'torrent' < *hyriH-etro-. The evidence for hj;- is based on
the root etymology (cf. Beekes 1969, 38).

40. riaga ‘wrinkle' has been connected with Gr. 06pVUoow 'to
dig', which has a stem Opvy-. Semantically, the etymology is
not self-evident, but it is accepted by Beekes 1969, 39. EM. do
not even mention the possibility. Lith. raikas ‘wrinkle' has
*-k-. Uncertain.

41. ruére, rui, rdtum 'to rush down, tumble, go to ruin, has-
ten' is a clear cognate of Gr. OpoVa 'sich schnell erheben, los-
sturzen' < *hyrou- (Beekes 1969, 38). This root must not be
confused with *(H)ruH-, which has a basic meaning 'to dig',
e.g. in Lat. riuta caesa, OCS. ryti (see IV.E.2.3.2 no. 22).
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2.4. Larygeal of unknown quality + C-.

42. merula 'blackbird' < *mesol- is cognate with W. mwyalch
'id.' < *mesalka. OHG. amsla, OE. osle (f., n) 'id.' reflect
*ams-1-n- (for OHG. see Lloyd-Springer 1988, 212). If they are
cognate, the Germanic forms reflect *Hems- or *Homs- because
an IE. word could not begin with a vowel. If so, the Latin and
British words have *Hmes-. Very uncertain. One may think of
non-IE. origin.

2.5. Conclusion.
A word-initial anteconsonantal laryngeal has disappeared
without a trace in the following instances.

probable possible doubtful
1 ITber <*h;leudh- 5 rarus <*Hreh, 5 réte
2 me etc. <*hyme 7 ripa <*hyreip- 13 grex
3 novem <*hjneun 10 é-rugdé <*h;reug- 16 merus
6 remus <*h;reh;s- 12 gerd <*h,ges- 19 mollis
8 ruber <*h;rudh- 14 liné <*h,li- 21 mucrd
9 riigiéd <*hjreug- 15 mergae <*h,merg- 29 spernéd
11 sum etc <*h;s- 17 metd <*h,met-? 30 spolium
22 mulgeé <*h,molg- 18 med <*hymei- 32 sturnus
23 nepos <*hynepot- 20 moved <*h,meu- 34 liber
24 ner- <*h,ner- 25 pirus <*h,piso- 40 riga
26 po- <*h,po- 27 -legd <*h,leg- 42 merula
28 ritus <*h,rei- 38 ir-rité <*hyrei-

31 stella <*h,stér- 39 rivus <*hyr(e)iH-
33 déns <*hydnt-

35 mingo <*hzmi-n-gh-

36 nomen <*hznehzmn

37 rego <*hyreg-

41 rudé <*h,ru-

3. Supposed vocalization of the laryngeal in #HC-

3.1. Introduction

According to Meiser 1986, 36 and 91, 105, #HC- could
yield Italic *aC- under certain circumstances. Allegedly, it seems
possible that the laryngeal was vocalized before a morpheme
boundary. Peters suggested (1980, 42, followed by Steinbauer
1989, 132) that an initial laryngeal was vocalized in a mono-
syllabic form (not counting the laryngeal as a syllable).

It may be stated forthwith that by formulating a rule on
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the basis of morphological criteria, as Meiser seems to conceive
of, one withholds from this rule the status of a phonetic de-
velopment. In other words, the development of HC- to aC-
before a morpheme boundary cannot be considered a permissible
formulation of a sound law. On the other hand, this formulation
can be descriptively adequate in that it covers all instances in-
volved. If this seems to be the case, one must search for a
morphological reason, in other words, for a reformulation in
terms of analogy.

Monteil 1973, 65 considers the possibility that *HT- (T = a
stop) yielded a7-. His only example is &actus, the ppp. of
agére.

We now turn to the material.

3.2. Material.

All forms with initial a- in Latin which were claimed to
belong to roots with initial *h,- or *h,- will be considered.
Moreover, forms with initial aC- which we have sound reason to
believe reflects zero grade *h,C- may be considered as well, but
often the possibility that a full grade is introduced here (e.g. in
adctus after agere < *h,eg-) suffices to discard these instances
as evidence for the vocalization of *h,-.

1. According to Monteil 1973, 65, &dctus < *igtos could go
back to *h,g-to- because the to-participle originally had a zero
grade root. However, as he himself admits, full grade ag- <
*h,eg- could easily have been introduced from the present.
Analogical full grade is often encountered in the participle, cf.
notus, spréetus, cretus, -plétus, motus.
2. aio 'l say' (=3ii6) < *ag-jo, ad-igo, subj. ad-axim,
ad-agid 'saying' (-a-?) points to Proto-Italic *ag-; cf. U. Npl.
AIU /ayal 'Spruch' < *ag-jo- (Meiser 1986, 205). The long
vowel of ad-axim may be explained by Lachmann's law (see
IV.C.1.4.2). That of ad-agio (if it is long at all) may be ana-
logical, after the type com-pidgés, con-tagés, cf. analogical
amb-agés of the root *h,eg- 'to drive' (see esp. IV.C.1.3.6.3).
The Italic verbs *ag-io, *-ag-6 must undoubtedly be com-
pared with the Greek athematic imperfect N ‘he said' < *&gt
< *hje-h;eg-t (in which *h;e- is the augment). As to *h;, cf.
Gr. Dor. fit{ 'says' (which is based on the 3 sg. imf.). The
Gr. perfect &v-wyo reflects reduplicated *-h;e-h;og- (Rix 1976,
204). Whether Arm. asem 'say' is cognate is less clear, as it
presupposes *-Kk-. Arm. ar-ac 'proverb' may reflect *-h;og-.

e
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Since Greek points to a PIE. root *h,g-, we are faced
with the problem of how Italic *ag- can be explained. Since
io-presents generally have a zero grade root, *ag-io6 most likely
reflects *h,§-ioH, in which the initial *h,- seems to have been
vocalized. However, we should consider the possibility that the
root was actually *h,eh,g- (> Gr. *fy-), and that di6 reflects
the zero grade *h,h,g-. This reconstruction faces two problems.
Roots containing the same phoneme twice in adjacent position
(type C,C,(C,)) are very rare (*ses- 'sleep'); this would point
to the idea that h,eh,g- in fact reflects reduplicated *h,e-h;g-,
which implies that the verb reflects an old perfect, which is un-
attractive for semantic reasons (but compare Skt. perf. aha ‘he
said' < *hje-h;(o)dh-e). The second problem is that it seems
phonetically unlikely that *h,h,g- (i.e. a sequence of two glottal
stops) was maintained over a longer period of time (this problem
also concerns apiscor, no. 3. below). If, as could be expected,
*h,h,§- would have yielded *h,g-, we are faced with the same
problem as we were at the outset: how did *h;g- yield aio?

According to Lindeman 1972, 155-157, &ai6o < *agijo,
beside which he posits a perfect stem *ég-, replaces *egjo
after facio, feci, iacio, ieci, capid, cépi. This seems
most improbable. There is no compelling reason to replace an
*egjd, *ég-ai: cf. emo, émi, sedeo, sedi, venio, veni,
legd, legi, fodid, fodi. Also, the perfect *eg-ai is entirely
hypothetical. Note that in capio, cépi (root *kh,p-, cf. Gr.
Kéntw) and agd, egi (root *h,eg-) it is the perfect, not the
present, which has been replaced; these forms are therefore not
parallel. Benveniste's proposal (1949, 16ff.) that apid, (co-)epi
replaces *epi5, *épai is equally hypothetical and cannot be ad-
duced as corroborative evidence (on these forms see no. 3.
below). As was said above, one expects a zero grade root in
the io-present.

Alternatively, one might assume that *agjo replaces regular
*g-i6 < *h,g-i6 after facio, iacio. This presupposes that
the paradigms of facio, iacio and *g-i6 contained morpho-
logically identical forms, which brings us back to Lindeman's
hypothetical perfect *eg-ai. Since the latter- has not left any
trace in Italic, the whole construction is hypothetical, but
possible,

Another possibility is that the a- of &ai6 arose in com-
pounds with a preverb ending in a consonant, i.e. hyet-h,g- >
ad-igd, in other words that aié is a decompound. It must be
noted, however, that aié belongs to the capid-subgroup of the
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third declension (cf. 2 sg. ais), and that adigdo is an e/o-verb.
Compounds of aio do not exist.

In VI.LD.3 it will be proposed that *ag-jo6 regularly arose
from *h,g-joH, where the glottalic consonant *g played the de-
cisive role (cf. magnus < *mg-no-). Since all instances of the
magnus-type involve (vocalic) resonants and aié does not, an
exact parallel for the development of the latter is lacking. This
may not be decisive, however.

The other possibilities which were mentioned in the intro-
duction to this section are discussed in section 3.3 below.

3. apiscor 'to obtain, reach', perf. coepl (< *co-épi)
'‘begin'. These forms have generally been connected with apio
'to connect, join together', aptus ‘'connected, fitting', Hitt.
epmi, 3pl. appanzi 'to take, grab' and Skt. apnéti 'to reach,
overtake'. Oettinger 1976, 124 separated aptus from apiscor
and apio, and connected the former with Hitt. happ- 'to join,
match' and the latter two with @pmi. The connection of aptus
with happ- is indeed irreproachable, but it is in my opinion se-
mantically unattractive to separate apié from aptus, and I
would therefore propose to connect both aptus and apid with
happ- < *h,ep- 'to attach, join'. The question arises whether
apiscor and coepi belong to this same root (thus Puhvel
1984, 282, who suggests that *épi in coepl is secondary, like
égl of agé < *hyeg-). This will not do for semantic reasons
because the meaning of apiscor differs sufficiently from that of
apio, Hitt. happ-, and coepi hardly goes back to 'I have
joined, fitted'. As far as I can see, the interpretation of coepi
as 'l have obtained > I begin' is undoubtedly preferable. I see
no semantic reasons, as Puhvel does, to separate apiscor,
coepl and Skt. apnéti from Hitt. épmi.

According to Oettinger 1979, 88, Hitt. epmi, appanzi goes
back to a static paradigm of the Narten type, *hsép-ti,
*h;ep-nti. The lengthened grade is presumably also attested in
Skt. apnoti, Av. apana- 'Gewinn'. Arm. unim 'l have' is said
to be based on a noun *h;6p-no-. Two objections must be
made.

a. The scanty remains of the static inflection are mostly found
in Indo-Iranian (e.g. Skt. tasti, 3pl. tdksati), where they
soon dwindled, giving way to a thematic inflection with full
grade of the root (3sg. tadksati). For apndti, there is no
trace of a static inflection in Indo-Iranian. Moreover, ap- is
found in all verbal forms and all derived nouns, leaving aside
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the few forms in 7p-, and there is no trace of &p~ in Sanskrit
(on dp- < *hsep- in Avestan see Mayrhofer EWaia 167). This
is contrary to what one would expect on the basis of the type
taksati. The original locus of ap- in Skt. is the perfect, not
the present (Mayrhofer EWaia. s.v.)

b. Av. @pana- is a nominal form, and Arm. unim may perhaps
be derived from a nominal form. It is unlikely that the leng-
thened grade of the singular of the paradigm of a verb that is
not attested in these languages has been introduced into the
nominal forms, especially in view of the general tendency that -
traces of the lengthened grade forms of Narten presents are lost.

Thus, the assumption of static *h,ép- has little to re-
commend itself. It may alternatively be supposed that the long
vowel originated from vowel + laryngeal, in other words, that
IIr. ap-, Hitt. ép- and Lat. -ép- reflect *h,eh,p-. The idea
immediately comes to mind that this may originally be a redu-
plicated form, i.e. an old perfect *h,e-h;p-. It must be noted
that the oldest verbal form in Sanskrit is the perfect stem &p-,
which reflects reduplicated *h;e-h;(o)p- (thus Mayrhofer, EWaia
167). The present apnéti (AV) was evidently based on non-
present ap-. Perhaps Av. dpana- and Arm. unim are also based
on the perfect stem *h;e-h,op-.

Turning now to apiscor, this may reflect (originally redu-
plicated) *h;h,p- (see IL.LF.1). As in the case of dié (<
*h,h,&), one might object that it is phonetically unlikely that a
cluster *h;h;,~ would have arisen in the first place. I would
therefore prefer to regard ap- as an analogical form, based on
*ep- according to the equation *ép- : x = féc- : fac-, x =
ap- (in which ap- replaces *p- < *h;p-).

4. asser, aser, assyr 'blood', assaratum 'drink of blood and
wine' is probably cognate with Gr. £ap, Hitt. eshar, Toch. A
ysar, B yasar < PToch. *yasar < *hjesHr, Skt. asr-k <
*h;esHr. However, in view of the vacillating vocalism of the
second syllable and the intervocalic -s(s)-, asser etc. is pro-
bably not of Latin origin. It cannot therefore be used to show
that ass- originated from *h;s- in Latin (moreover, one expects
full grade *hses~ in the basic form).

" 5. aper, Gsg. apri 'boar; kind of fish' (cf. U. Apl. abrof
etc.) is cognate with OHG. ebur etc. < PGm. *eburo- and
probably also with Thrac. £Bpog 'buck' and OCS. veprs 'boar’
(with obscure v-~). That Gr. Enepog 'woolly (of sheep); ram'
belongs here is less obvious (see Frisk s.v.).



The Germanic form points to an r-stem *h;epr > *ebur.
One might assume that aper resulted from *h,pr-o-, with voca-
lization of *h;. If so, the vocalization is reminiscent of the
early (i.e. Italo-Celtic) vocalization of a laryngeal before stop +
consonant in a constellation CRHTC- which is discussed in
chapter 1V.D.1.3.4. But since exact parallels which would legiti-
mate a sound law are lacking, this suggestion is highly hypotheti-
cal.

It has been assumed that the a- of the Italic forms was
taken from caper ‘'buck' (see IV.B.1.4.2.1 no. 5; WH. s.v.).
This assumption, though a shot in the dark, cannot be ruled out
altogether.

6. According to Peters 1980, 42, the paradigm of the word for
'bird' contains a stem of the shape *huei-, *hyuoi-, *hyui-,
cf. Skt. Nsg. véh, Gsg. véh 'bird' (< *hyuoi-s, *hyuei-s,
Schindler 1969), vayas- 'poultry’, and not *h,eui-. He follows
Schindler 1969 in reconstructing Arm. haw as *hyueis or
*hyuois (with h,- in view of Gr. oaletdg). Consequently, Lat.
avis, U. Apl. AVIF must then be reconstructed as *h,ui-,
with vocalization of anteconsonantal *h,-, apparently in mono-
syllabic forms (i.e. not counting the laryngeal as a syllable). I
am inclined to consider the Skt. paradigm as secondary, the
result of the replacement of *h,eui-s, Gsg. *h,uois > Ilr.
*avis, *vais for two reasons. First, the word for 'egg', Lat.
ovum, reflects *h,6uiom, with full grade I; in view of the rarity
of the prefix *6- and the unmotivated assumption that this
prefix is present in ovum etc., I cannot accept Schindler's *o-
hyuiom; thus, *h,eui- is not an anomalous full grade. Second,
a Nsg. *hyeui- is supported by the presence of h- in Armenian
(cf. Kortlandt 1984b: h- < *h,-, *hj;- before *-e-, zero in all
other environments). Thus, it is likely that avis simply reflects
*h,eui-.

7. Meiser 1986, 91 suggests that O. AFTIIM be interpreted as
*h;k¥-t i- 'Sehvermdgen, Gesicht'. The word, found in a curse
(Vetter no. 3) in an enumeration of organs, life functions and
activities of the accursed, has an unknown meaning. 'Sight'
would fit in well, but so would several other meanings. It should
be noted that Meiser presents the etymology as a mere possi-
bility. If the etymology is correct, one would again find a la-
ryngeal which was vocalized before -TC- (as in no. 1, 2, 3 and
57). Nothing can be based on this form, however.
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3.3. Discussion.

We may now turn to the possibilities suggested in the in-
troduction in order to account for the unexpected vocalization of
a word-initial laryngeal.

1. The theory that HC- became aC- before a morpheme boun-
dary may be supported by &ctus, aid6, apiscor, aper and
AFTIIM. However, it may be refuted on the basis of dens <
*hyd-nt-, gerd < *h,g-es- and siem, sum < *h;s-. What is
more, the "rule® must be reformulated in terms of analogical
change, as was indicated in the introduction, which requires that
there is a model for every individual case in which a~ appears.
This model is conspicuously absent in the case of aid, aper
and AFTIIM (only for aio may we perhaps posit a perfect
*eg- on which the present could have been modelled). As to
actus and apiscor, the former may have been remodelled on
agd, which has full grade *h,eg-, and the latter on facio,
féeci, as was indicated above. I conclude that the idea that the
morpheme boundary had anything to do with the vocalization of
word-initial laryngeals cannot be maintained.

2. The theory that HC- yielded aC- in monosyllables is un-
necessary for avis, does not account for any of the other forms
except perhaps O. AFTIIM, and is improbable because of dens
< *hydnt-, sum etc. < *h;som, siet < *hgsjet.

3. The theory that HT- became aT- may be refuted on the
basis of dens < *hydnt- and gero < *h,ges-.

The assumption that a word-initial laryngeal was vocalized
before -TC- may be supported by actus, aid, apiscor (if
based on *apjd), aper and AFTIIM, though for A&ctus,
apiscor and perhaps for @2i6 and aper plausible explanations
on the basis of analogy can be suggested (O. AFTIIM is un-
reliable).

Although especially 2i6 remains a problem, I conclude that
there is not enough reliable evidence to show that a word-initial
laryngeal could have been vocalized under certain circumstances.
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C. LARYNGEAL BEFORE VOWEL (#HV-)

1. Introduction

Broadly speaking, the development of PIE. #HV- in Latin
has not given rise to controversy. The vowel -e- was coloured
by a preceding *h, (*h,e- > a-) and *h; (hze- > o-), and
taking into account the subsequent qualitative changes of the
vowel system, the distinction between e-, a- and o- which had
thus arisen was faithfully preserved.

Nevertheless, there are three issues that require some dis-
cussion:

a. The development of *h,o- (to a- or to o-; section 4.5);

b. The development of *He-, *Ho~: was the lengthened grade
coloured by the laryngeal? (section 5);

c. Instances of HVHC- reflected in Latin (section 6).

It may be remarked that according to Kortlandt 1984b,
41-43, *h,e- and *hze- yielded ha- and ho- (> ha- under cer-
tain circumstances, Kortlandt 1987b, 61) respectively in Ar-
menian, whereas *Ho- yielded Arm. o- (> a-). Although there
is only little evidence, Kortlandt's suggestion is attractive, as it
accounts for a number of forms in a simple way. For a brief
discussion see section 4.3. A similar explanation of the presence
or absence of h- was made for Hittite and Albanian, but a de-
tailed discussion of the material of these languages (and for that
matter also of Armenian) remains a task for the future (see also
Lubotsky 1990, Beekes 1988a). If the solution is correct, we are
able to distinguish whether an attested o- reflects hze- or Ho-,
which is important for an assessment of the Latin material.
However, even if the idea is correct (I remain somewhat scep-
tical), its use for the present purpose is limited. Armenian,
Hittite and Albanian cognates of Latin words are relatively
scarce; moreover, unless the formation of a Latin word is exact-
ly matched by a word in the languages with h-prothesis, PIE.
ablaut plays havoc: an Armenian form reflecting *h;e- may have
a Latin cognate reflecting *hzo-, and vice versa.

Since a PIE. root could not begin with a vowel, all Latin
words which start with a vowel that has not developed from
vocalized resonant or *j- and *u-, had an initial laryngeal.
Consequently, all these words will be discussed in this chapter.
Considerations of space have caused me to give only a brief
“.account of every form, listing the Latin form, meaning and re-
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construction together with a few relevant cognates.

2. Outline

First all words with an initial vowel which will not be dis-
cussed in the present chapter are listed (section 3). The material
will be presented in an order based on the PIE. constellation.
All remaining Latin words starting with the vowels e-, a- or o-,
with i- or u- <« *e-, *o- and with 1- or d- for which we
have reason to assume that they reflect *ei- and *eu- or *ou-,
respectively, will be discussed in section 4: *h;e- (4.1), *h,e-
(4.2), *hze- (4.3), *hso- (4.4), *h,o- (4.5), *hzo- (4.6), la-
ryngeal of unknown quality + -o- (4.7). Section 5 deals with
PIE. *HV-, and section 6 with *HVHC-.

3. Words which are not discussed

3.1. Words without a reliable etymology

a-: abies (cf. Gr. &B1V), ablinda, abolla, acceia (accia),
acerra, acervus, acinus, acina, acipénser, aclassis,
acnua, acrédula, acrisiola, adasia, adoria, aequus,
aestumare, afer, africia, agaga, agger, ago (cf. agére?),
ala (?7), alabrum (alibrum), alapa, alaternus, alcana,
alces (alcé, loan from Germanic via Greek?), dlea, alica,
alicula (cf. Gr. &), aloxinum, altellus, alucita,
alutiae, alveus, ambicus, ambricés, amellus, amentum,
ames, amoenus, amuletum (amoletum), amulus, amussis,
ancentus, ancile (<  *ambi-caid-sli-?), ancorago,
ancunulentus, ansarius, antemna, antura, ape, apex,
apexabd, apinae (afanae), apis (apidgd, apium etc.),
apluda (adpluda), apocalama, apociulare, apopores
(apoperes), apricus, aprilis, aptra, aquila, aquilo,
aquilus, araneus (cf. Gr. &pdyvn), arbutus, arcessere
(ad-, ac-), arcisum, ariéna, arillator, arista, armilausa
(< Germ.?), armillum, armita, armoracea, arrugia,
aruiga (haruiga, hariuga, hariga, haruga, ariuga),
arvina (arbina), as, asia (=sasia), asifolium (asse-,
assi-), asignae, asilus, asinus (loan, orig. from
;- Sumerian?), asinusca, asper, assis (axis), ast, astercum,
astus, attilld, atalla, attena, attilus, attinae, ave,
. averruncd (cf. verruncd), averta, avia, auriga, autumnus,
autumare, axio, axitia (axicia, acicia).

(. _
{ econes (egones), eglecopala, egula, elicus, erneum,

tica (Griaca), elementum (< Gr.?).
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o-: obba, obbonis, oclope(c)ta, ocrea, offa, omen (Hitt.
ha-?), omnis, opicus, opimus, opiter, opulus, opunculo,
orare (O. URUST; cf. Gr. d&pvéoupair), orcibeta, Orcus,
ordiri, oscen, 6tium, ovaloida, at1 (O. UITTIUF).

3.2. Onomatopoetic and expressive words.
abbare, amita, amma, anna, attat, Acca, en.

3.3. Loans.

3.3.1. From Greek.

*ababalsamum (opobalsamum), abacus, abax, abantes,
abrotonum (-us), absinthium, abyssus, acédia, aclys,
acridium, acroama, adamas, adarca, adeps (?), aer, aera,
aero (ero, hero), aerumna (?), aethér, afannae, afratum,
agasé (?7), agea, agonia, alabaster, alapicidsus,
(h)alica (?), alogiare, alu-cinor, ama, amaracus,
amiddula (amygdala), amilium, amphora, amurca (amurga),
anclare, anclabris, ancora, andragd, angarius, angelus,
angina, angistrum, anocatum, anquila, anquina, antefana
(antifona), antrum, apage, apalus, aphorus, apica (?7),
aplustr(i)a, apologare, aporia, apostata, apostolus,
apostoma, apothéca, apua, archi-, ardalio, argemdnia
(agrimonia etc.), argilla, arithméticus, armenius,
armeniacum, arra (from Semitic), artemisia, artemdé (?),
artopta, aruncus, asarum, ascalonia, ascarii (7),
ascopa, (a)sparagus (aspargus), aspis, astacus, asthma,
astrum, astrutium (?), atriplex, attagena, atticisso,
aula, aulaeum, aulio, aura, aurichalcum, austérus,
aut hepsa, azaniae, azymus.

ebenus (from  Egyptian), ecclésia, éléctarium (7),
eleémosyna, elleborus, ellychnium, élogium, emplastrum,
encaustum, entheéca, episcopus, epistula, eremus,

ergastulum, eéricé, erysipelas, eugium, excetra.

6la (7), oleum, oliva, oncare, opalus (eventually from Skt.
dpala- ‘'stone'), opifera, opobalsamum, opsénium, orca,
organum, origanum, ostracum, ostreum, ostriago, ostria,
oxalis, oxus, ozinosus.

3.3.2. From Celtic.
acaunumarga (acauno-), adarca (adarce, via Greek),
alauda, alausa (?), ambactus, arepennis, arinca (?),
arinca, atinia.
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ebucal ium, epiraedium, essedum, exacum,
odocus, olca, omasum.

3.3.3. From Germanic.
alcé(s) (alx, via Greek), anaphus, annepum, (h)aringus.

3.3.4. From other languages.
abaddir, abba(s), addax, ambar, ambiubaia, arrabd, agga,
ealeée, ebur.

3.4. #HRC-, #HHC-
For these constellations see section II.LD and F respective-

iy.
4. Material
4.1. *hte-

1. ebulus (f.), -um (n.) 'dwarf-elder'. Contamination with Gaul.
odocos led to educu, ebucone etc. (Gloss.). The word has
been compared with the Balto-Slavic word for 'pine': CS. jela,
OCz. jedla, OPruss. addle, Lith. églé, Latv. egle (<
*edlé), which point to *h,edh-l-. Ebulus consequently reflects
*h,edh-lo-. As to OlIr. aidlen, see Vendryes A-27.

2. ec-ce, ec-quis may be compared with the pronominal stems
*ek- (Osc.) and *ek-s- (Osc., Umbr.) 'this' in e.g. O. Nsg.
ntr. EKIK, Asg. fem. EKAK; Ablsg. masc. EKSUK, fem. exac
etc. and in U. Ablsg. masc., ntr. esu, essu, Nsg. fem. eso <
*ek-s- (see Buck 1905, 89-90). The interpretation of ec- as
*ed 'that' + a velar (WH., Pokorny IEW. 282, 284) must be
rejected. The neuter of the anaphoric pronoun was *id, not
*ed: cf. Skt. id-am, Lat. id, O. IDIK (thus also EM.). The
history of Italic *ek- is obscure, but most likely some PIE.
deictic element lies at its base (*hje- in e.g. €xkeivog). See
no. 7.

3. edo, edi, esum, ésse 'to eat', ésca 'food, bait', ellum
'spoon', O. EDUM reflect *h,ed- (except the perfect, which
goes back to *h,eh,(e)d-), cf. Skt. ad-mi, Hitt. ed-mi, Gr.
fut. ESopon, inf. (Hom.-Lesb.) &duevai, OIr. esse 'eaten' (<
*hjed-t io-).

4, egére 'to be without sth., miss', egénus < *egesnos 'mis-
sing', cf. Olc. ekla 'lack, want', OHG. eko-rédo 'only' <
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*h,eg-.

5. ego 'I', cf. Falisc. eko, eqo, Gr. ¢&yd(v), Goth. ik <
*h,eg-.

6. emére, emi, émptum 'to take, buy' (cf. also ex-emplum,
promptus), U. EMANTU(R) 'accipiantur', emps 'emptus' reflect
*h,em-, cf. OIr, ar-féemat ‘they take' (ar-fo-em-), do-eim
‘protects' < *hjem-. Zero grade *h;m is reflected in Lith.
imti, OPruss. 1mt, OCS. imq, jeti (< *bm) 'to take'.

7. Lat. deictic e- in e-nim, e-quidem, O. e-tanto, OCr.
¢-keivog reflects PIE. *h;e-. As to the vocalism of O. INIM,
inim, e€iveiu 'and', U. eine, enem etc. 'and', see Meiser
1986, 110-111.

8. ed, ire 'to go' < *hjei-, cf. Gr. eipr, Skt. émi <
*h,ei-
1 .

9. epulum ‘(sacrificial) meal' can according to EM. be con-
nected with opus, Skt. dpas- 'work'. However, o-vocalism in
the root of an s-stem is improbable, and the root of opus
never has ablaut, which points to *hze- (see Lubotsky 1990).
This precludes the connection of epulum, which is, moreover,
semantically remote.

10. equus 'horse' < *hjekyo-, cf. OlIr. ech, OE. eoh, Toch.
A yuk, B yakwe < PToch. *yakwe etc.

11. errare, error, errd etc. 'to roam' < *hsers-, cf. Arm.
eram 'be restless, seethe', Goth. airzeis ‘irre', airzjan,
OHG. irren < *hjers-.

12. erus, era 'master, mistress', OLat. esa may be cognate
with Hitt. esha- 'lord' < *hjesHo-.

13. ervum ‘'Ervum ervilia' is cognate with Gr. ¢£pépiveog
‘chick-pea', 8poPo¢ 'vetch' (-B- < *-g¥-?) and OHG. araweiz
'pea’. A common form cannot be reconstructed. The word is
most likely of non-IE. origin and does not belong here.

14. esox, -ocis 'salmon' is cognate with OIr. éo, Gsg. fach,
MW. ehawc, MBret. eheuc, ehoc < *esok-. However, the
Latin form may be a loan from Celtic, where the forms may
reflect *peis-6k- (cf. piscis, Goth. fisks; see Pijnenburg
1983).

15. esse, es, est, estis, ero etc. < *hjes-, cf. Gr. eiuf,
Skt. asmi, Hitt. eSmi. Evidence for the presence of the initial

¢
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laryngeal is provided by Skt. asat < *p-hgspt (Mayrhofer
1986, 124, also note 110).

16. et ‘and, also', Paelign. et, U. et ‘et', Gr. Et1 '‘yet,
further', Goth. ip 'but' < *heti.

17. ex, e- 'from, out of', cf. O. ee-, U. e-, ehe-, Gaul. ex-,
Olr. ess-, Gr. £ < *h,eks.

18. icére, 1ci, ictum 'to hit' perhaps reflects *h;eik-, if it
is cognate with Gr. ixtéa: dxévtiov (Hes.), Cypr. {ynogevog
‘wounded' (with Cypr. -y- written for either x, y or ¥).
However, the Greek forms may rather be cognate with Gr.
oiyun 'point of a lance', OPruss. aysmis, Lith. (j)iésmas,
Latv. iesms 'spit, broach' < *h,eik-. Therefore, apparently,
Peters 1980, 108 note 54 proposes that 1co reflects *h,i-h,ik.
Uncertain (see EM.).

19. in 'in(to)' < OLat. en, O., U. en, Gr. ¢v, OIr. in-,
en-, i, Goth. in 'in' < *hjen.

20. ira ‘'wrath, anger' possibly reflects *hseis-, cf. Gr. olpa
‘attack, anger', Av. aeésma- 'wrath' < *hjois-.

21. olor, Gsg. -6ris 'swan' < *el-6r (-r in view of the
Welsh form), cf. OIr. elae (f.), W. alarch, pl. eleirch
'swan' (with secondary a- in the singular, cf. adar, singulative
ederyn 'bird' < *peter-). If the word goes back to PIE.,
which, given the limited distribution, is uncertain (note also that
the formations differ), the Latin form reflects a root *hel-.

22. ovare 'to jubilate' can be reconstructed as *h,eu-, cf. Gr.
e0dCw 'id.', €Yol ‘'hurray'. In accordance with section VI.C.I,
*h;ou- would have yielded Lat. av-.

23. ulcus, Gsg. ulceris ‘'ulcer, wound, plague' < *hselk-os,
cf. Gr. &Axog 'wound, ulcer' (spiritus asper taken from &Akaw,
Frisk s.v.), Skt. drsas- 'piles'.

4.2, *h,e-

1. ab, abs, a- < *h,ep(o), U. AP-EHTRE 'ab, extra, extrin-
secus', cf. Gr. damé ‘'from', &y ‘further, back'. Cf. po- <
*h,po- (11.B.2.2 no. 26).

" 2. acer, G. aceris 'maple tree' < *h,ek-er-, cf. Gr.

Scopve:  8dpvn (Hes.) < *h,ek-r-neh,~ (note the semantic
. difference), OHG. ahorn ‘maple' < *h,ek-r-no-, Dan. ar
' ‘maple' < PGm. *ahira- < *h,ek-er-. The root may be iden-
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tical to that of the following etymon (Pokorny IEW. 20).

3. acerbus 'bitter', dcére 'to be sharp', acus 'needle' etc. re-
flect *h,ek-, cf. Gr. &xpog, OIr. acher 'pointed’ (see IV.C.
1.3.6.3).

4. ad, Sabellian ad, OIr. ad-, Phryg. ad-, Goth. etc. at 'to'
< *h,ed.

5. ador, G. adoris 'spelt' < *h,ed-6s (or *-or?), cf. Goth.
at isk 'Saatfeld’, OHG. ezzisc < *h,ed-es- (rejected by Leh-
mann 1986, A 215 without argumentation). Watkins 1973 and
1975 has connected ador with Hitt. hat- 'to dry out', which is
uncertain for semantic reasons.

6. aedés, aedis ‘hearth, temple, house' < *hjeidh~, cf. OIr.
ded 'fire', OE. ad, OHG. eit 'pyre’, Gr. aifw 'to burn' <
*h,eidh-. For the formation of the Latin word see V.C.2.3.1
no. 1. Lat. aestus 'heat' and aestas 'summer' probably reflect
*h,eidh- + -tu-, -tat- (Sommer-Pfister 1977, 181).

7. aeger, Gsg. aegri 'ill' may reflect PIE. *h,eig- if it is
cognate with Latv. igstu, igt 'to pine away, lament' <
*h,ig- (broken tone and lengthened vowel in accordance with
Winter's law). Toch. A ekdr, B aik(a)re 'empty' are seman-
tically remote.

8. aemidus ‘'swollen' probably reflects *h,eid-(s)m-, cf. Gr.
0id¢w 'to swell', 0i8og 'a swelling' < *h,oid-, Arm. aytnum
'to swell', aytumn 'swelling’, OHG. eiz 'Eiterbeule' < *h,eid-
or *h,oid-.

9. aemulus 'rival' probably reflects *h,ei-mo-, cf. Hitt. himma-
(c.) 'Nachahmung, Substitut' (thus G. Neumann in N. Oettinger,
Die militdrischen Eide der Hethiter, Wiesbaden 1976, p. 64).
Lat. imitari 'to imitate' < *h,i-m-.

10. aeruscare 'to ask for, beg'. The formation is obscure. It
cannot be compared with GAv. 1sg. pres. isasa (WH.), which
is to be read /is-saHa/ (Beekes 1988c, 208) and belongs to
izd- 'to beg'. The inflection of aeruscare points to a de-
nominative origin (WH.: *aisos-ko-). The root *h,eis- is
found in OHG. eiscon 'investigate, demand', OE. #sce 'in-
vestigation' < *h,eis-(s)k- or *h,ois-(s)k- (probably also of
denominative origin) and in Skt. icchdti, Av. isaiti 'to ask'
< *hy,is-ske-, Arm. ayc€ 'investigation' < *h,ois-(s)k-,
Arm. hayc€em 'to beg' < *hzeis-(s)k- (Kortlandt 1984b, 42).
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For U. 3pl. fut. ex. eiscurent see Meiser 1986, 129.

11. aes 'bronze' cannot reflect *ajs < *ajos by syncope, as
is claimed by Niedermann and EM. s.v. There is no evidence
for this type of syncope (for ias, ris see IV.E.7.2.1). The ex-
pected development of *ajos is to *aos (Proto-Italic loss of the
intervocalic -{-) > Lat. **as. According to Meillet- Vendryes
1927, 76 and WH. s.v., aes owes its -e- to the oblique cases,
which have *ajes- > *aes~. However, in the oblique cases
one would also expect contraction of *a-e- to a-, cf. laudas
< *-3-ési < *-3-jesi. It might perhaps be assumed that
contraction of a back and a front vowel did not occur if the
first vowel was in a word-initial (i.e. originally stressed) syllable.
This would also explain ahenus ‘'bronze' (adj.), cf. U. Dpi.
AHESNES, < *ajesnos. But in that case stiare < *sta-e-
becomes inexplicable (unless the latter reflects old *sth,-eh,-
rather than (post-PIE.) *sta-é-, see V.D.2.2.1 no. 12). It may
alternatively be suggested that a sequence of two unidentical
short vowels (2 morae) was not contracted, whereas a sequence
of two unidentical vowels of which one or both were long (3 or
4 morae) was.

The PIE. form of aes was *h,ei-(e)s-, cf. Goth. aiz
'bronze', Skt. dyas-, Av. ayah- 'metal, iron'. The evidence for
*h,- is derived from Latin a-.

12. aesculus 'kind of oak' < *hyeig-s-tlo- (7), cf. OHG.
eih, Olc. eik 'oak' < *h,eig- or *h,oig- and perhaps Gr.
aiy{hoy ‘'oak with sweet fruits', which has an obscure for-
mation. EM. think of a Mediterranean, non-IE. origin.

13. aevus, aevum 'time, age', aetdas < *aiyotat- (with loss
of -y- before -o-, subsequently syncope of -o-) 'lifetime, age'
< *hyeiyo-, cf. Gr. aldv < *hyeiy-6n, Skt. ayu, Av. Nsg.
ayu < *hyoj-u, Gsg. yao§ < *h,i-eu-s 'life'.

14. ager 'field! < *h,egro-, cf. U. ager, Skt. &djra-, Gr.
&yp6g, Goth. akrs.

. 15. agére, actum 'to drive' < *hyeg-, cf. Gr. 0&yw, Olr.
agaid, Skt. ajati, Olc. aka.

16. agnus ‘'lamb', Gr. d&uvog 'id.' point to *ag%no- <
*h,eg¥no- (for the labiovelar cf. Lat. avillus 'young lamb' <
*agWnelo-). Olr. dan and W. oen, pi. wyn 'lamb' < *og%“no-
show o-vocalism (after *oyis ‘'sheep'? cf. Pedersen 1909, 32,
109, Vendryes U-8). OCS. agng, jagng, Russ. jagnja, SCr.
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jagnje, Sln. jdgnje point to PSlav. *ag-n-, with acute in-
tonation caused by Winter's law, which confirms the recon-
struction *h,eg¥no- of the Greek and Latin forms as far as the
media *-g¥- is concerned. On the other hand, OE. éanian,
Du. oonen 'to lamb' reflect a PGm. noun *auna-, which may
point to *ag¥h-no- or *ogWh-no-, with an aspirated stop, or to
*ak¥-no-, *ok%-no- (with stress on the second syllable). It may
perhaps be assumed that they contain *ou-i- 'sheep’.

17. ala 'joint of a wing, arm; wing' < *aksla- (cf. the di-
minutive axilla) < *h,eks-, cf. Olc. qxl, OE. eaxl, OS.
ahsla 'joint of the shoulder'. Cf. axis (no. 65 below).

18. alacer 'brisk, sprightly' is possibly cognate with amb-ulare
'to walk', cf. U. amb-oltu 'ambulato' < *-ol-, although this is
far from compelling semantically. In the Umbrian form, the
stem-final vowel was syncopated, which presupposes that it was
short. It may thus be assumed that ambulare is not an old
first-declension verb in *-@jie/o- but rather belongs to the small
class of verbs of the type arare, which reflect an old athematic
*-a-conjugation and go back to roots of the type *CeRH- (see
Vv.D.2.1.2). The root *h,elH- may be connected with Gr.
dA\Gopot 'to roam' < *h,elh,, Latv. aluét ‘'id.' The con-
nection of alacer is, however, doubtful.

19. albus 'white' < *h,(e)lbho-, cf. Gr. dA\@6¢ 'dull white
leprosy', OHG. etc. albiz 'swan' < *h,elbh-.

20. algére 'to be cold, freeze', algor 'cold', algus (u) 'cold'
< *hy(e)lg-, cf. perhaps Olc. Gsg. elgiar 'frozen snow' <
*h,elg- (see 11.D.2.2.4 no. 22).

21. alius 'other' < *hzel-io-, cf. O. &Ao (Nsg. f.), U.
arsir (Nsg. m.), Olr. aile, Gr. 6ANog. Full grade of the root
is proven by Goth. aljis. Cf. also alter < *ali-teros,
ali-quis etc. '

22. The etymology of alnus ‘alder' < *alsnos (see
IV.D.1.34.1 no. 4) suffers from two problems.

a. A number of forms point to a root *el- beside more general
*al-:

i. Olc. jqolstr 'alder’ < *elustru < *elastrd, ilstri
'willow' < *elistrio- < *elastrio-; but cf. PGm. *al- in
Olc. qlr, OE. alor ‘alder', Spanish aliso 'id.' < Goth.
*alisa. OHG. elira, Du. els 'id.' reflect *alisa, with
umlaut.
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ii. Lith. alksnis beside elksnis, Latv. alksna 'Erlenhain’,
Eastern-Latv. élksnis. (The forms with e- are not mentioned
by Fraenkel, but see Lietuviy Kalbos Zodynas 1I, 1125 and
Latviesu valodas vardnica (Mihlenbach-Endzelins) I, 567). South
Slavic *jel- < *el- in e.g. OCS. jelsxa, SCr. jélsa beside
West and East-Slavic *ol- < *al- in e.g. Pol. olcha, Russ.
ol'xa.

The alternation e-/a- in Lithuanian points to older *e- (cf.
e.g. OLith. asva, esva 'horse'; Lith. érelis, not *ar- (Gr.
Opvig¢ < *hzer-), is an unexplained exception). In East Slavic
*e- became o-, e.g. Russ. Szero, but Pol. jezioro, SCr.
Jézero 'lake'; OCS. azp < *ézv < *h,egHom is one of the
rare exceptions (Prof. Kortlandt, p.c.). Kortlandt's reasoning is
as follows. The fact that West Slavic has *ol- and not *el-
shows that there must have been an old root PSlav. *ol-. Russ.
dial. élxa beside ol'cha points to influence of élka 'spruce’ <
*el- < *edl- < PIE. *hjedh-I- (see 4.1 no. 1). This in-
fluence of *el- may also explain jelsxa, SCr. jélsa. Note
that the influence of the word for 'spruce' did not extend to
West Slavic, where PSlav. *edI- became jedl, not **jel.

In view of PSlav. *ol-, the Baltic forms with al- are
probably original. The forms with e- may have arisen in the
same (as yet obscure) way as that of érelis.

This leaves us with the Icelandic forms. It may perhaps be
assumed that *elastr- owes its vocalism to the root *el- in
e.g. OHG. élm-boum, OE. elm 'elm'.

b. The second problem is that some forms point to suffixal
*-is-, others to *-es-, -s-. According to Szemerényi 1959-
1960, 225 ff., -is- is primary and explains all forms. I main-
tain that this is not so. Lat. alnus cannot reflect *alisino-
because the latter would have yielded *alernus (see IV.D.
1.3.4.1 no. 4), nor *alisno-, which would have yielded
*alenus or *alinus (Huld 1981); it must reflect *alsno-,
which is confirmed by Alb. halé 'black pine' < *h,elsno-
(Huld 1981). Besides, Germanic seems to point to PGm. *aliz-
" (e.g. OHG. elira) and *aluz- (OE. alor, Olc. qlr; see Po-
* korny IEW. 302). The former may be explained from *ales-
(by raising of -e- in an unstressed syllable), and the latter per-
haps from *alas- (Campbell 1959, 258 note 1; cf. Fulk 1988,
~156). A Germanic alternation *-is-/-us- is the typical reflex of
" the PIE. s-stems, which originally had ablaut *-es-, *-os, *-s-
(in fact, as D. Boutkan kindly informs me, the West Gm. suffix
. *ur reflects *r < *er < *ez < PIE. *es). The PIE. s-stem
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paradigm must form the foundation for any explanation of the
details of the Germanic paradigm. Conversely, PGm. *aluz-
cannot be explained on the basis of Szemerényi's PIE. *alis-.

If we turn to the evidence for a suffix *-is-, we find that
it is very weak indeed (see Pokorny IEW. 302). Macedonian
t\ila 'Weisspappel' cannot be used because hardly anything is
known about the Macedonian language. The same holds true for
the Western FEuropean placename element *alisd, allegedly
‘elder'. Its occurrence in originally not Indo-European locations
such as Corsica casts grave doubts on its Indo-European origin,
and whether it means 'alder' is a mere guess. Thus, its identi-
fication with the IE. word for ‘alder' is very doubtful. Even if
the word were Indo-European, we know nothing about the histo-
rical phonology of the IE. language that deposited the place-
names and it consequently cannot be used to prove a PIE. suffix
-is-. Eastern Lithuanian has a form aliksnis, which properly
speaking does not contain a suffix *-is-, but the normal Baltic
form is found in Lith. alksnis, Latv. alksnis. Szemerényi's
assertion that the latter underwent syncope must be rejected
because syncope did not occur in Lithuanian. Thus, Baltic rather
seems to favour PIE. *als-. The only evidence for *-is-
derives from Slavic: OCS. jelsxa, Russ. ol'xa etc. point to
*alis-, *elis~. -is- may be an ancient secondary ablaut (cf.
OCS. bbrati for *br- < PIE. *bher-?).

Although the evidence does not allow a firm conclusion, it
may be surmised that since Latin, Germanic and Baltic point to
*al(e)s- and only Slavic to *alis-, the latter has innovated.

A final conclusion may now be drawn. Since the forms with
e- can be explained as innovations, the root of alnus was pro-
bably PIE. *h,el-, the quality of the laryngeal being based on
Latin. The Germanic forms, notably OE. alor and Olc. q@lr,
and the formation of Lat. *al-s-no- and Baltic *al-s-ni-
point to a PIE. s-stem *h,el-os.

23, alére, alui, alitum 'to feed', almus ‘feeding', cf.
ad-olescére 'to grow up' and numerous nominal forms such as
in-olés, sub-oleées, proles (with *-ol- < unstressed *-al-7),
reflects a root *hyel-, cf. Olr. -ail, Olc. ala 'to feed',
Goth., OE. alan 'to grow up' < *hyel-, Gr. &voAto¢ 'in-
satiate' < *-h,l-to-.

24. alamen 'bitteres Tonerdesalz, Alaun', alita (?) 'Alaunleder’
may be cognate with PGm. *alu(p)- 'beer' in e.g. Olc. q@l(n),
OE. ealo < *hzelu- and perhaps with Gr. &\O§(o)1pov-
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Tikpov moapdk Zd@povi (Hes.). Very uncertain, perhaps not of
IE. origin.

25. alvus 'belly, curve', alveus ‘'cavity' probably reflect *aluy-
< *aul- < *h,eul-, cf. Lith. aulys, avilys ‘'hollow tree,
beehive', Russ. ulica 'hollow road', Gr. oOAO¢ 'reed, flute', if
they are cognate. Gr. & confirms *hg-.

26. amnis 'stream, river' < *h,eb(h)-n-i-, cf. Olr. ab, aub,
Gsg. abae, W. afon 'river' < *h,eb(h)-n-; perhaps Hitt. hap-.

27. amare 'to love', amor 'love', amicus 'friend' < *h,emH-
(see V.D.2.1.2 no. 9).

28. amarus ‘'bitter' may be cognate with Skt. amli-, MDu.
amper ‘'sour’. If so, the root was *h,em-. For the suffix -arus
cf. avarus. See also II.LF.1 no. 2.

29. ambo, f. ambae 'both' < *h,(e)nt-bhoH, cf. Gr. &uew
'both' (see II.D.2.1.2 no. S5).

30. an 'whether, or' < *h,en, cf. Goth. an 'denn?, nun?'. Gr.
&v probably arose as a result of the historically incorrect ana-
lysis of 00 x&v, cf. Arcadian €1 xé&w.

31. anas 'duck' probably reflects *h,enh,~t- (see 1V.B.1.4.2.1
and IV.F.1.3).

32. ancus 'with crooked arms', ancrae 'convalles vel arborum
intervalla' are cognate with Gr. &yxog ‘'valley, fissure', &yxav
'bend (of the arm)' and Olc. angr 'Bucht', which point to
*h,enk-. ancus may perhaps reflect zero grade *h,nko- (see
I1.D.2.1.2 no. 6). Cf. uncus (11.C.4.5 no. 3).

33. angére 'to oppress', cf. anxius, angustus, angor, reflects
*hy(e)ngh-, cf. Gr. &yyeiv 'to squeeze', Skt. amhi-, Arm.
anjuk ‘'narrow'. o-grade is found in Olr. cum-ung, W.
cyf-yng 'narrow'. See 11.D.2.1.2 no. 7.

34. angulus ‘'corner, angle', cf. Arm. ankiwn ‘'corner', OCS.
Qgvly, SCr. lgao 'corner' (< PSlav. *@glw), Olc. ekkja,
‘OHG. anchal etc. ‘ankle'. The Germanic and Slavic forms point
io full grade *h,eng-. For Latin, zero grade *h,ng- is possible,
but unverifiable (see I1.D.2.1.2 no. 8). Cf. ungulus (I1.C.4.5
;10 4)

35. anguis 'snake', anguilla 'eel' < *h,(e)ng”"h-, cf. Olr.
esc-ong ‘eel' (lit. 'water-snake'). OHG. unc 'snake' reflects zero
.grade *h,ng"h-, Lith. angis, Asg. arfigi{, OPruss. angis ‘'snake'
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on the other hand point to full grade (*h,eng¥h~ or
*h,ong"h-). There are many look-alikes which have the same
meaning but point to a different proto-form, e.g. Gr. b¢i1¢,
Exig, Eyxedvg, Tupnpirq.

36. anhélare 'to pant, be breathless' is arguably cognate with
halare 'to exhale', but a preverb an- is not attested in Latin
(Untermann 1973, 390 note 12). The verb is undoubtedly of de-
nominative origin, as most first conjugation verbs are, because
the stem seems to reflect the nominal suffix *-slo- or *-sla-
(see e.g. WH.). The basic root is generally considered to be
*h,enh,~ 'to blow'. Hamp 1980 has argued that hala- is to be
explained from *ansla < *anasla- (by syncope) <
*h,enh;sl-, and that a different ablaut form, *h,neh,~sl-,
developed into *nésla-. Under the influence of *anasla-, the
latter was replaced by *anésla-. The h- may have arisen as an
expressive feature, or under the influence of hiare 'to yawn'.

Hamp's reconstruction is unlikely for several reasons. a) a
full grade *h,neh,- is not attested; b) it is difficult to see how
a paradigm *ansla- / *nesla- could result in *anesla-; one
would rather expect one of the alternants to have been gene-
ralized; and, most important, c) it is extremely unlikely that a
derivative in *-slo- or *-sla- had ablaut in the root, let alone
Schwebeablaut. )

Thus, Hamp's proposal cannot be maintained.

Nyman (1984) also rejected Hamp's proposal and suggested
that *anaslo- > *aneslo- yielded *anélo- (in anhélare) as
a lento-form, and *anslo- (by syncope) > *alo- (in halare)
as an allegro-form. This proposal has the advantage of explaining
both verbs on the basis of recent differentiation, but since more
examples of the influence of lento- vs. allegro-forms are lacking,
I doubt whether Nyman's solution is correct.

I would therefore like to propose a somewhat different sce-
nario. According to EM. and WH., the adjective anhélus 'out
of breath' is postverbal. This is in my opinion unconvincing be-
cause the adjective is attested from Lucretius onwards, which
renders it respectably old, and because the denominatives
halare and anhélare presuppose a basic noun (and not vice
versa). It may therefore be maintained that anhélus is the
basic form. It reflects *aneslo- < *anaslo- < *h,enh;-s-lo-
(without syncope, which is regular in trisyllabic words with a
short vowel in the final syllable; see Nyman op. cit. for im-
- portant . remarks on the formation). It is known that denomi-
native a-verbs were productive in Latin and could be created at
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any stage of the language (Steinbauer 1989). This being the
case, hilare may be an early derivative of *anaslo~, in which
syncope took place: *anasla- > *ansla- > hala-re. On the
other hand, anhélare is probably a recent, post-syncope de-
rivative of anhélus. This chronological stratification is indicated
by the semantics: anhélus 'out of breath' is closer to
anhélare 'to pant, be breathless' than to halare 'to exhale'.

37. animus 'mind', anima 'soul' probably do not belong here
because they most likely reflect *h,nh,-em- (see IV.F.2.2).

38. annus 'year' (cf. per-ennis etc.), O. Dsg. AKENEI ‘in
anno', U. Apl. acnu 'annos' < *h,et-no-, cf. Goth. Dpl
apnam 'year' < *h,et-no-.

39. ansa ‘'handle, grip' probably reflects full grade *h,ens-, cf.
Lith. gsa, Latv. uosa ‘'handle of a pot', OPruss. ansis 'Kessel-
haken' and Olc. ®s (ia-stem) 'Loch im Schuhleder zum Durch-
ziehen der Riemen' < *h,ens-.

40. ante, anti 'before', O. ANT reflect *h,nti or *hyenti,
cf. full grade in Skt. anti ‘'nearby, opposite'’ and full or zero
grade in Gr. &vt{ ‘'against'. Cf. Hitt. hantezzi- ‘first', hant-
'front, face' < *h,ent-, of which the forms mentioned represent
the locative.

41. anus (u) 'old woman'. EM. s.v.: "mot du vocabulaire fami-
lier." Cognates comprise OHG. ana 'grandmother', ano ‘'grand-
father', OPruss. ane 'old mother', Lith. anyta 'mother-in-law'.
Hitt. hannas and Arm. han ‘'grandmother' probably point to
*h,en-.

42. apere, apid, aptus 'to fix' are probably cognate with
Hitt. hap- 'to fix' < *h,ep- (see I1.LB.3.2 no. 3).

43. apud 'at' is possibly cognate with apére and may in that
case reflect an old perfect participle *ap-uot (EM.).

44. aqua 'water' must be compared with Goth. aha 'river' <
*akWo-. Olc. #gir 'sea, seagod' is probably a vrddhi-derivative
*h,ék¥-io-, in which the lengthened grade was apparently not
coloured by *h,- (see Darms 1978, 25ff., 29f.) Hitt. ékuzi and
Toch. AB yok- < *ék%- 'to drink' are semantically remote,
and rather point to reduplicated *h,e-h;k¥- (or *-g¥-, *-g¥h-).
See II.C.6 no. 7. ébrius.

45. arare 'to plough' < *h,erhs-, cf. Gr. &bw, Goth. arjan,
* Lith, 4rti. As to arvum, see IV.E.3.3 no. 1.



46, arbos, arbéris 'tree'. EM.: "aucun rapprochement net".
WH. compare Kurd. &r-zang 'Baumrost', presumably from
*ard(h)-. If the word belongs to arduus, it reflects zero grade
*hyrdh- (see 11.D.2.2.3 no. 16), but the connection is doubtful.

47. arcére 'to hold off, shut in' < *h,(e)rk- (see 11.D.2.2.2
no. 9). If arx is not a loanword (like urbs, cf. EM.), it may
be related to arcere (WH.).

48. arcus (u- and o-stem forms) ‘arch, bow' may be compared
with Olc. qr, Gsg. qrvar, OE. earh, Goth. (deriv.) arkazna
'bow' < *h,erk%- or *h,erky-. The limited distribution may
suggest non-Indo-European origin.

49. armentum ‘cattle’ may according to EM., WH. and Pokorny
IEW. 55 ff. be connected with the root *h,er- 'to fix' in e.g.
Gr. o&papfoxw. This presupposes an approximate original
meaning 'group of animals joined together', which seems possible
but cannot be proven. The connection with PGerm. *ermana-
found e.g. in Olc. jQrmuni 'ox, horse', Goth. Airmana-reiks
cannot be maintained (Pokorny IEW. 58).

50. ascia, ascea 'axe'. If the connection with Gr. &Eivn,
Goth. agizi 'axe' < *h,eg¥-(e)s- is accepted, one must as-
sume metathesis of *-ks- to *-sk- in Latin (cf. viscus, Gr.
i€6¢, but axis, auxilium etc.).

51. at 'but' < *h,eti, cf. Gr. &t-&p, Goth. ap-pan 'but'.
Original final -i, which is reflected in Olr. aith- ‘again', is
required in order to explain final -t, not -d, in Latin (EM., cf.
aut, et).

52. atta ‘'grandfather', with hypocoristic doubling of -t- as in
Gr. &tta, Goth, atta. Cf. OCS. otbchr < *h,et-iko-,

53. au- 'away'. In Latin, au- replaces ab- before verbs starting
with f- (auferd etc.), which avoided confusion between ab-
and ad- (EM. s.v.). Cf. Skt. Av. OPers. ava 'down, to', Olr.
6, ua ‘away, from', Gr. aUy&tteiv- &vayepeiv (Hes.) <
*h,eu(e/o).

54, audire 'to hear' < *aui(s)dh- may be compared with Gr.
oioBé&vopat 'perceive', which points to initial *h,eui(s)-. See
Meier-Briigger 1980.

55. avena 'oats, stalk'. Lith. avizZa, Latv. auza, OPruss. wyse
‘oats' and OCS. ovbsb 'oats' are probably cognate, but it seems
impossible to establish a common Balto-Slavic form (Slav. -s- <
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Nsg. *-gh-s?). The Latin form may reflect *aui(gh)-sna- <
*h,eui(gh)-. EM. hold that the word is probably of non-Indo-
European origin.

56. avere 'to desire', avidus ‘desirous' (denom. audére),
avarus 'covetous' point to a root *h,eu- 'desire'. Semantically
and formally close are W. ewyllys, Co. awell 'will' <
*awi-sl- < *h,eu-i-. OIr. con-6i 'to preserve';, MW. ry-m-
awyr 'may protect me' contain the same root (Pedersen 1913,
586 ff.). If Skt. avati ‘furthers, promotes, protects' is cognate
(rejected by EM., accepted by WH., Mayrhofer KEWA, but
Mayrhofer EWaia is more cautious; see also Puhvel 1984 s.v.
iyawa-), the root is disyllabic: Skt. ati- ‘'help' reflects
*h,uH-t i-.

57. augére 'to augment, let grow', augustus 'lofty', auxilium
'help' etc. < *h,eug-, cf. Olc. auka, OHG. ouhhon, Lith.
dugu, Skt. djas- < *hyeug-.

58. avis 'bird', U. Apl. AVIF, cf. Arm. haw 'id.', Gr. aletédg
< *h,eui- (see II.B.3.2 no. 6).

59. aulla, aula 'cooking pot, kettle' < *auk-sla- (cf. the di-
minutive auxilla) may be compared with Goth. auhns, OSwed.
ugn 'oven' < *uk-no-. Skt. has ukha, ukkd- 'pot', with ob-
scure alternation of the velars. If the word is of Indo-European
origin, we may reconstruct *hyeuk-, *h,uk-.

60. auris 'ear', aus-cultare 'to hear' must be compared with
OIr. 4u, Gsg. aue (s-stem) < *h,eus-. Gr. obg, Gsg. olutog,
Dor. @G ‘'ear' have probably taken the vowel *o- from 'eye’,
PIE. *hsekW- > *ok%-; the original anlaut is probably main-
tained in &t < *&Fota (Tarentinian gloss).

61. aurum 'gold' < *h,eus-om, cf. Sab. ausom, Lith. &duksa
(with secondary -k-), OPruss. ausis. It has been assumed that
Toch. A wids, B yasa 'gold < PToch. *wasa < *wesa re-
flects *h,ues-, but it seems more likely that the word is a loan
from Samoyed, which has *wes& (cf. Janhunen 1977, 175).

62. aurdra 'dawn' must be compared with Gr. Att. £wg, Ion.
fidg, Dor. &F@¢ < *auh- < aus-6s < *h,eus- (Beekes 1969,
65), Skt. usas < *h,us-. The Latin form most likely reflects
full grade *h,eus-6s (see II.E.1.2).

Whether auster 'south wind' belongs here (cf. OHG.
bstar 'east-' etc.?) is uncertain (see EM. s.v.).

<
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63. aut 'or', aut-em 'on the other hand' < *h,eut(i), cf. O.
auti 'or', AUT 'on the other hand', U. UTE, ote 'or' <
*h,eut(i), which are probably augmented forms of the particle
*h,eu (cf. Gr. od, cd-t€, dh-T1¢ ‘again’ etc.).

64. avus ‘'grandfather' < *h,euHo-, cf. Arm. haw 'grandfather’,
Olc. # 'great-grandfather', Goth. awo ‘grandmother’, OPruss.
awis, Lith. avynas, OCS. ujb 'uncle on mother's side', OIr.
aue 'grandson'. The second laryngeal is based on Hitt. huhhas
‘grandfather' < *h,euH-o- and on the accentuation of SCr.
ujak.

65. axis 'axle' < *h,eksi-, cf. Lith. asis, OCS. osp 'id.',
Gr. &6V ‘chariot'.

4.3. *hze-.

It is often difficult to decide whether Latin o- reflects PIE,
*h;e- or *Ho-. There are three criteria which can be used.
1. If in the reflexes of an etymon one always finds the ablaut
vowel o-, also where one would expect e-vocalism on morpholo-
gical grounds, the root probably started with *h;-. This does not
guarantee that Lat. o- reflects *hje-; in principle *hzo- is pos-
sible, and morphology must then decide which of the two is
more likely.
2. According to Kortlandt 1984b, 41-43, *hje- and *Ho- can be
distinguished on the basis of Armenian, where the former yiel-
ded ho- (which could become ha- under certain circumstances,
according to Kortlandt in open syllables), and the latter o- (>
a- under the same circumstances), cf. Arm. hot ‘'odour' <
*hs;ed-os, hoviw ‘'shepherd’ < *hjeyi- (note that *h,oui-
would have yielded a- according to the rule that *o became *a
in open syllables (Kortlandt 1987b, 61)), but orb ‘orphan' <
*hsorbho- (Kortlandt also claimed that *h,e- yielded ha-, but
this need not concern us here). Greppin (1988, 181) objected
that it is difficult to believe that *h;e- and *Ho- yielded a dif-
ferent reflex because the intermediate stage between *hje- and
ho- can hardly have been anything else than *h;o-, so that
*hse- and *hzo- would have merged anyway. In my opinion,
the problem is only apparent and can easily be resolved in
terms of phonological analysis. PIE. *hse- is phonologically
/hse/-; *hs- (as opposed to *h,-, *h;-) rounds the following -e-
(the rounding of which is phonetic because it is conditioned by
preceding *h;) and *h;- remains as a separate segment; we can-
not analyse it as /He/- because this would not account for the
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rounding effect of the laryngeal on the -e-. On the other hand,
*Ho- is phonologically /o/-, not /Ho/- because the laryngeal did
not colour the vowel and because there was no opposition be-
tween word-initial o- and Ho- in view of the fact that every
initial vowel predictably had a laryngeal before it, just like in
English, where nobody would analyse at as phonemic /?=t/.
Thus, PIE. bisegmental *h;e- is reflected as Arm. bisegmental
ho- (ha-), and PIE. monosegmental *o- (< *Ho-) is reflected
as Arm. monosegmental o- (a-). Kortlandt's solution is therefore
very simple and thus attractive, but since it is difficult to obtain
enough copperbottomed evidence that in every individual case in
which we can determine the PIE. ablaut, Arm. ho- reflects
*hse- rather than *hjo-, I remain somewhat sceptical. Kortlandt
claimed that the same distinction is maintained in Hittite (a- <
Ho-, ha- < *hze-, hye-), and also in Albanian (see Lubotsky
1990, 135, Beekes 1988a, 80-81 and 101).

3. In Sanskrit, the *o < *hj;e probably did not merge with
PIE. apophonic *o. This is demonstrated by the fact that *o <
*h;e was not subject to lengthening according to Brugmann's
law, e.g. Skt. dpas- 'work' < *hzep-es-, cf. Lat. opus (Lu-
botsky 1990).

Since neither 2. nor 3. has been proven beyond doubt, and
since PIE. ablaut usually makes an identification of an Armenian
(2.) or a Sanskrit (3.) form with a Latin one an awkward
matter, there often remain doubts about the reconstruction of
Latin o-.

1. octo ‘eight' may reflect *hj;e- because all numerals from
'three' to 'ten' have e-grade of the root, whereas all IE. langua-
ges that have kept *a and *o apart point to *o- in this word
(Gr. o6xtd, Olr. ocht, Arm. owt€). However, the Armenian
form lacks h-, which would point to *Hokt- or *HKt-. Arm.
- owt® may have introduced the anlaut of the ordinal *hjk¢h;ud-.
Uncertain.

2. oculus 'eye' < *ok%-(e)lo-. Languages that allow to dis-
tinguish between *o- and *a- always have *o- in this etymon:
Gr. du. 60og, Toch, B ek, A ak < PToch. *ekV%- <« *ok¥-,
Thus, the root most likely started with *h;-. Whether oculus
reflects e- or o-grade cannot be decided.

3 odium 'hate' reflects a root *hj;ed- in view of pervasive
o-vocalism, cf. Gr. 6dVUocoofat 'to be angry' < *hsed-, Lat.
6di 'l hate' < *hje-hs(o)d-. Hitt. hatukis ‘terrible' may
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point to e-vocalism. Whether odium reflects *hj;ed-io- or
*h;od-io- cannot be ascertained (see Pokorny IEW. 773).

4. odor, -6ris 'smell', olére 'to smell' reflect a root *hjed-,
cf. Gr. &aw 'id.', perf. 050do. < *hzde-h;d-, Arm. hot 'smell’
< *hjed-os. odor may perhaps be identified with Arm. hot,
in which case odor too reflects *hzed-6s (cf. aurdr-a <
h,eus-6s-; a zero grade root is also very common in stems in
-6s, but this option: is impossible for odor).

S. onus, -eris 'load, burden'. Since neuter s-stems generally
have an e-grade root, onus probably reflects *hjenos. This re-
construction is confirmed by Skt. dnas- ‘cart', where Brug-
mann's law did not operate (Lubotsky 1990, 132).

6. opus, -eris 'labour, work' (cf. opera, ops) probably re-
flects *hy;epos, for the same reason as in no. 5. Cf. Skt. dpas-
'work', with short a-, and Hitt. happina- 'riches' <
*hsep-ino- (Lubotsky 1990, 131).

7. os 'bone' < *osts < *ost < *HostH (see III.2 and
IV.B.2). In view of the pervasive o-vocalism, one might re-
construct *hsestH- (cf. Gr. Ootéov 'bone', Arm. oskr 'id.';
note the h- in Hittite hastai- 'bone', which points to *hze- or
*h,e-. Whether W. asgwrn, Bret. askorn 'bone' is cognate
must be doubted, as it is the only form displaying a-. As to
os, *hg- is probable, e-vocalism is uncertain.

8. ovis 'sheep', U. UVEM ‘'ovem', UVEF ‘ovis' probably re-
flect *hjeui- in view of Arm. hoviw 'shepherd' < *hjeui-pa-
(Beekes 1969, 139, Kortlandt 1984b, 41-43). In view of Ar-
menian and pervasive o-vocalism in the other languages (Gr.
61g, OIr. 6, Toch. B ewe), Luw. hawi- probably reflects
*hseui-, not *hyoui- (pace Mayrhofer 1986, 135 with lit.).

9. unguére, cf. U. UMTU < *ombetdod 'unguito', probably
goes back to *hjeng¥-. *h,- is proven by unguen, from either
*hsng¥-n or *hzeng¥-n (see 11.D.2.1.3 no. 13). In view of Skt.
anj- 'to anoint' < full grade *h;eng%- and the general obser-
vation that verbal forms have e- or zero rathér than o-grade,
unguere may be reconstructed as *hyeng¥-.

4.4, *hjo~

The only reliable instance is ob 'to, against, by reason of’,
O. UP, op 'apud’, cf. Gr. 0Omi-(0)6ev ‘(from) behind', Gr.
Myc. opi, Lith. ap(i) 'around' < *h,opi. *h,- is based on
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the vocalism of Gr. én{ 'at, on', Arm. ew ‘'and, also' <
*h,epi.

4.5. *hyo-

It has been claimed that *h,o- yielded a- instead of o- in
a number of IE. languages (the relevant literature is cited by
Mayrhofer 1986, 135, note 156). That this development obtained
in Latin must, however, be rejected on the basis of the
following words.

1. OLat. ocris 'rocky hill', U. ocar, Gr. dxpig (also &xp1ig)
'(mountain) top' reflect *h,okri-, cf. Gr. &pir¢, Oxpog, Lat.
acer-bus ‘'sharp', acére 'to be sharp' etc. (see I1.B.4.2 no. 3).

2. ollus ‘'ille', uls ‘'beyond', ultra 'on the other side of,
beyond', ulter 'being on the other side', ultimus 'furthest’
(O. ULTIUMAM ‘'ultimam', ULLEIS 1111us'), cf. OIr. ol
'beyond', contains the root *h,el- 'other' of Lat. alius,
alter, OIr. aile, Gr. &\\og. ollus etc. clearly reflect
*h,ol-. The possibility of *h,I- must be rejected (see
11.D.2.2.2 no. 14, 2.2.5).

3. umerus ‘'shoulder' < *Homes-, cf. U. UZE, onse =
/lontse/ ‘'shoulder' < *Homes-ei (Meiser 1986, 63). Skt.
amsa-, Arm. us, Goth. Apl. amsans ‘'shoulder' point to PIE.
*Hom-s-o-. Toch. A es, B antse < *anse < PIE. *h,emso-
pomts to *h,om(e)s- for the other languages. The long vowel of
Gr. Wuog is probably due to compensatory lengthening (<
*6mso-; Haye van den Oever, p.c.).

4, uncus ‘'hook', 'curved' is cognate with Gr. dykxog¢ 'hook',
oyxfi- yevia (Hes.). The root is *h,enk-, cf. Lat. ancus 'with
crooked arms’, Gr. &yxVOAog ‘crooked', &yxog 'valley, fissure'.

5. ungulus 'ring (on the finger)) < *h,ong- (according to
Festus 514 an Oscan word), ungustus ‘'crooked stick' are
cognate with Lat. angulus ‘'corner, angle', Arm. ankiwn '‘id.'
< *hy,eng-. The same root is found in OHG. anchal, Olc.
Qkla etc. 'ankle' < *ang- or *ong- (see Pokorny IEW. 47).

In none of these cases was there an apparent motivation to
restore o-vocalism, and we may therefore conclude that *h,o-
regularly became Lat. o-. There is no evidence for the assump-
tion that *h,o- yielded a- in other words. It may be noted that
there is no evidence for *-oh, > -a- either (see 1V.C.1.3.6.3
and 1.5.5).
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4.6. hyo-

The only instance which stands a good chance to reflect
PIE. *hjo- is Lat. orbus ‘'deprived of, orphan'. Initial hs is
indicated by the pervasive o-vocalism of its cognates, e.g. Olr.
orbae '‘inheritance', Gr. Op@ovdg ‘orphan', Arm. orb 'id.'.
Since the Armenian form lacks h-, it probably reflects
*h,orbho-, which is the exact formal correspondent of Lat.
orbus (cf. also the o-stem reflected in Gr. Oppo-pBdtTar -
¢n{tponor Oppovadv (Hes.)). Hitt. harp-zi 'to separate' points
to *hserbh- (Kortlandt 1984b, 42).

4.7. Laryngeal of unknown quality + -o-.

1. occa ‘harrow, drag', cf. W. Bret. oged, OHG. egida, OE.
egede 'id.' < *okita-. The Latin form would then have gone
through the following development: *okita- > *okta- (syncope)
> *otka- (metathesis) > oc¢ca. This cannot have been the re-
gular development: *-kt- does not develop into -tk- in e.g.
octo. This "Kulturwort" is perhaps a loan.

2. opinor 'to suspect, surmise' is possibly cognate with optid
'free choice', optare 'to choose' (see no. 3) < *Hop-, but
both formally and semantically the connection is remote. EM.
rejects the etymology. Possibly OCS. za-(j)apv ‘suspicion',
ne-vez-apbnd 'unsuspected’ < *Hop- are cognate. See however
Steinbauer 1989, 188-9, who more convincingly argues for a
basic noun *eino-.

3. optio free choice', optare 'to choose, select' < *Hop-ti-,
*Hop-to-, cf. O. Gsg. UFTEIS, Npl. UHFTIS ‘'voluntas', U.
UPETU 'optato', opeter 'lecti'. According to EM. s.v., a con-
nection with apidé is conceivable ("l'a...serait un a ajouté a
l'initiale et n'indiquerait pas un ancien vocalisme"), which pro-
bably reflects *h,ep- (cf. Hitt. happ-, see I1.B.3.2 no. 3
above). If so, op- reflects *h,op-, but the connection is far
from evident.

4, orbis ’'circle', orbita 'wheel-track, track' etc., cf. U. Asg.
URFETA ‘orbitam, circular, round object (?)'. The connection
with Gr. €pé@w 'to cover with a roof' < *h;rebh- is rightly
dismissed by EM. The connection with OHG. rippa, rippi
'rib' and OCS. rebro 'id.' < *Hrebh- has little to commend
itself (see II.D.3.4 no. 24).

' 5. Ginus 'one' < *oinos, cf. Olr. den, W. Co. Bret. un,
. Goth. dins < *Hoino-, cf. Gr. oivn 'one (of dice)'. OCS.
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inoks 'monk' points to *»n- < zero grade *Hin-.

5. Word-initial laryngeal + lengthened grade

_There are three instances that most likely reflect PIE.
#HV -:
1. acer < *h,ékri- (see 1V.C.1.3.6.3);

2. 6lim < *hy,0l-, cf. alius etc. < *hyel- (see IV.C.1.3.5.2
no. 6);

3. évum ‘'egg' probably < *h,ouiom, a vrddhi-formation based
on *h,eui- 'bird' (see IV.E.13.2.3.4).
See also the next section.

6. Word-initial HVHC-

It is not always easy to decide whether a word-initial long
vowel in Latin reflects PIE. HV- or HVH-. On the one hand,
the distribution of the PIE. lengthened grade cannot be predicted
for every individual case in which it occurs (see IV.C.1.3, esp.
1.3.5.2), and on the other hand, independent evidence for the
second laryngeal is often lacking. Consequently, some instances
that are discussed in this section may not belong here, but
rather in section §5. Since in general lengthened grade occurs
rather rarely in comparison with -V- < -VH-, 1 have decided
to discuss all instances of word-initial long vowels (a-, e-, o©-)
in Latin in the present section, unless there was good reason to
reconstruct a lengthened grade.

There are ten instances.

1. anus 'ring', cf. OIr. dinne 'id." and Arm. anur ‘'necklace,
ring' < *HeHno-. Since Arm. anur lacks an initial h-, one
might reconstruct *h;eh,no-.

2. arére 'to be dry', aridus (ardor, a&ardére), assus
'roasted', ara ‘altar' (cf. O. AASAI) and probably drea 'free
place' reflect a root *as-. All cognates point to a short vowel
in the root: a d-present is reflected in Gr. &fo ‘'to dry',
&orebdg 'dry' < *azd- and in Cz. ozditi 'to dry malt'; Lat.
assus may reflect *asd-to-. Toch. AB as- 'to be dry' points
to *h,es-. Hitt. hassa- ‘'hearth, fire-place', OIc. (Runic)
aRina, OHG. essa reflect *hyes-. Skt. asa- ‘ashes' may re-
flect *h,os-o-, and does not necessarily point to an old long
vowel.

In order to explain the long vowel of the Italic forms, Lu-
botsky 1985, 6-7 persuasively argued that *as- reflects a redu-
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plicated perfect stem *h,e-h,s-. He adduced two arguments to
support the claim of an old perfect:
a. The Tocharian class IV present A asatir, B osotdr 'to be
dry' most likely reflects PToch. *oswo-tr (by labial umlaut) <
*eswe-tr. From the PIE. o-vocalism of the root and the for-
mative -w- Kortlandt ap. Lubotsky 1985, 7 concluded that the
Tocharian present was based on the perfect participle PToch.
*esu < *h,os-wos.
b. The adjective 'dry', Gr. obog, Lat. siidus <. *silisdos, Lith.
salisas, OE. séar etc. reflects *h,sus- (cf. disyll. anlaut in
Hom. &uotoAéog < *asus-), which must probably be inter-
preted as the perfect participle of the verbal root *h,es-.

If the argument is accepted, the long vowel of &ra, area
has been taken from the verb.

3. ater, f. atra ‘'black, sombre (i.e. blackened by fire,
scorched)', U. ATRU, adro 'atra' and probably also atrium
'main hall of a house, where the fire is' are most likely cognate
with Olr. aith, W. odyn ‘'furnace, oven' < *ati- and with
Av. atars, G. al@ro 'fire' < *at-er-. Since it is unlikely that
all these forms contain an unmotivated lengthened grade root
*h,et-, a reconstruction *HeHt- is attractive. As to Lat.
atrox 'black, terrible' < *HHtr- see below, II.F.

4. ebrius 'drunk', cf. sobrius (with obscure alternation &/06)
is perhaps cognate with Hitt. ekuzi, 3pl. akuanzi ‘'to drink',
which according to Oettinger 1979, 87, 88 is a reduplicated for-
mation *hje-h;eK%-, and with Toch. AB yok- 'to drink' <
PToch. *yek%- < *éK%- < *h,eh,K%¥-. If so, the Hittite and
Tocharian velars reflect *-g¥- or *-gWh-. The formation of
ébrius and the origin of -60- in sé6brius would, however, still
remain opaque. Gr. VAigw 'to be sober', Arm. nawt€-i ‘'sober'
cannot be.compared because Dor. Vape points to *-h,-. Un~
certain,

5. edi, the perfect of édére 'to eat', reflects reduplicated
*h,e-hyd- (thus also Leumann 1977, 590).

6. emi, the perfect of émére 'to buy', reflects reduplicated
*h,e-h,m- (thus also Leumann 1977, 590).

7. coepl 'l begin' probably goes back to *h;eh,p-, which may
be the original perfect stem of a root *h,ep-. See 11.B.3.2 no.
3.

8. 6cior 'quicker', oximé ‘'quickest' (P.F.) reflect a root




55

*HeHk-, cf. MW. di-awc ‘lazy', Gr. d&x0g, Skt. 3su- 'quick’.
Although there is no independent evidence for the second la-
ryngeal, it must be preferred over the assumption of a leng-
thened grade vowel because the occurrence of the latter in an
u-stem adjective is unmotivated. Cf. ILF.1 no. 1 for
acu-pedius.

9, 6di, o6sus 'l hate' reflects reduplicated *hje-hy(o)d-; see
11.C.4.3 no. 3 for the root.

10. 6s, Gsg. oris, OIr. &4, Skt. as-, Av. ah- 'mouth' point to
*6s-. Hittite ais, G. issas 'mouth' has been explained by
Eichner 1973, 84, note S, who reconstructed a paradigm NAsg.
*h;6h-es (= *hyéh;-es-?), Oblique *h;h;-és-. The suffix -es
in the Nsg. was probably introduced from the oblique cases, as
is normal in Hittite. Thus, the word for 'mouth' was probably a
PIE. s-stem. That the internal laryngeal was *h; is shown by
Hitt. -i- < *-e- (unless the latter is analogical after other
s-stems). The initial laryngeal must have been *h;- in view of
the pervasive o-vocalism of the root. Thus, Lat. 6s most likely
reflects *hyeh,~(o0)s-, obi. *hzeh,—(e)s-.
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D. WORD-INITIAL LARYNGEAL BEFORE R (#HR-)

1. Introduction

In an article published in 1970, Helmut Rix, pursuing the
line of thought of Beekes 1969, 132, demonstrated that a word-
initial sequence *HRC- in Greek yielded a triple reflex: *h,;RC-,
*h,RC-, *h;RC- yielded €¢RC-, ORC-, ORC-, respectively (e.g.
Epyouor < *hgr-sko- (if the etymology is correct), &pkto¢ <
*h,rtko-, ouEoA6G < *hsnbh-). In the same article, Rix ex-
pressed his suspicion that *h,NC- yielded Latin aNC- in view of
Lat. amb-, Gr. O&uoti, Skt. abhi < *h,mbhi. He further men-
tioned umbilicus < *hynbh-, cf. Gr. OupoAdg, and unguis
< *hgnghu-, cf. Gr. ®vof as examples of the treatment of
*h;NC-.

Greppin (1973) presented a short list of five Latin words
which were meant to demonstrate that in Latin the resonant was
vocalized in the normal way (*n, *m > *en, *em; *r, *| >
*or, *ol) and that the resulting vowel -e- was coloured by a
preceding *h,- or *h,~ according to the expected rules:

1. umbilicus 'navel' < *hzembh- < *hynbh-;

2. unguis 'nail' < *hzenghu- < *hynghu-;

3. amb- 'around’ < *h,embhi < *hmbhi.

The laryngeal did not colour the -o- that was the result of
vocalization of a vocalic liquid. Greppin adduces two instances:
4. ursus 'bear' < *orsos < *hyortko- < *h,rtko-;

5. a very uncertain example is ulciscor < *hyol-k- <
*hyl-k-, cf. Gr. OAéxw (which rather reflects *h,lh,-).

Greppin reconstructed arcére ‘'to hold off' as full grade
*h,erk-. :
In 1976 Eric Hamp reacted to Greppin's article (1976a). He
claimed that Lat. amb- did not have a clearcut etymology be-
cause in his view two prepositions, *h,mbhi 'around' (Gr. &uof,
Skt. abhi) and *h,(e)mbhi ‘against' (W. ym-, Alb. mbé), have
merged and it is not clear whether amb- reflects *h,mbhi or
*h;mbhi or even full grade *h,embhi. Hamp further stated that,
as the exact meaning of Hitt. hartagga- 'kind of wild animal,
perh. bear or wolf' is unknown, its relation to Lat. ursus, Gr.
dpktog is obscure. One perhaps is not therefore justified in re-
constructing *h,- for ursus. Moreover, it remains to be proven
whether Lat. ignis, indi- < endo-, ensis and inguen in-
., deed contained *h,-, which, according to Hamp, would be re-
' quired in Greppin's theory. Finally, Hamp stressed the possibility

]
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that some of the forms adduced by Greppin actually reflect a
full grade root.

In an article published in 1978, Greppin reacted to Hamp's
remarks. He pointed out that it is unnecessary to posit an initial
laryngeal for either Lat. ignis or indi-, ensis and inguen
because these roots may simply have had a word-initial (vocalic)
nasal. In the case of indi-, Greppin argued that Hitt. anda
(no b-) shows the absence of a laryngeal in this root in PIE.
Greppin does not seem to have been impressed by any of the
objections which Hamp had raised.

Greppin was certainly correct in dismissing a part of
Hamp's criticism, notably concerning ensis and inguen, but
not concerning ignis and indi-, which are, however, im-
material to Greppin's conclusions; see the discussion of the
material below. But Hamp's most important objection, the pos-
sibility of a full grade root, has not yet been dealt with in an
adequate way (cf. Rix 1970, 91, Mayrhofer 1987, 105). This
problem will occupy an important place in the following sections.

On theoretical grounds and with disregard to Greppin's ar-
ticle, one may conceive of four possible developments of HRC-
in Latin.

1. HRC- yields aRC-, as in Celtic (thus Beekes 1988a, 90-91).
2. HRC- develops in the same way as RC-, viz. to enC-,
emC-, orC-, olC-;

3. In HRC- the resonant is vocalized according to the normal
rules of the language, i.e. *HenC-, *HemC-, *HorC-, *HolC-,
and subsequently the vowel -e- is coloured by preceding *h,-
and *hy- (Greppin).

4. That *HrC-, *HIC- yielded erC-, arC-, orC-, elC-, alC-,
olC- depending on the quality of the laryngeal may be con-
sidered unlikely, but perhaps not altogether impossible. This de-
velopment is only found in Greek and Armenian, where the la-
ryngeal was vocalized, not the resonant. If in Latin the laryngeal
had been vocalized, the result would have been arC-, alC- ir-
respective of the quality of the laryngeal because vocalized
laryngeals always yield a in Latin. Alternatively, a triple reflex
in Latin could be considered to be the result of colouring of
subphonemic schwa that arose before the vocalic resonant:
*HLC- > *H,LC- > *ela/oLC. However, as is shown by the
development of CLHV > CaLV (IV.D.2), a vocalic liquid in a
laryngeal environment yielded aL, and *h,LC- > *h,aLC-
could never have yielded Lat. eLC-. The question arises what
~would have happened to *h;LC- > *hzaLC-, for which a de-
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velopment to *h;oLC- > oLC- seems conceivable. *h,LC- >
*h,alLC- would certainly have yielded Lat. aLC-. In conclusion:
it is conceivable that *h,LC- and *h,LC- yielded *aLC-, and
that *h,LC- yielded *oLC- (a "double reflex").

Since it is possible that the development of *HNC- differed
from that of *HLC- (cf. IV.D.2.3 on CRHV-), any combination
of 1., 2., 3. and 4. is conceivable:
aNC- (1) : oLC- (2/3);
eNC- (2) : aLC- (1);
e/aloNC- (3) : aLC- (1);
aNC- (1) : a/loLC- (4);

. eNC- (2) : aloLC- (4);
0. e/a/oNC- (3) : aloLC (4).

These considerations can be used to delimit the Latin ma-
terial which may be relevant for the determination of the deve-
lopment of HRC-. Accordingly, all Latin words which have the
following properties will be discussed:

- All instances of aNC-, eNC-, oNC-, including those in which
eNC- and oNC- have yielded Lat. iNC-, uNC-, but excluding
those in which oNC- belongs to an etymon starting with *h,~ or
*h,- (where oNC- reflects *h,oNC-, *h,oNC-).

- All instances of aLC- and oLC- (not eLC-), including those
in which oLC- has yielded Lat. uLC-.

=000

2. Material

The outline of section 2 is the following: *HNC- (section
2.1): *h,NC- (2.1.1), *h,NC- (2.1.2), *h;NC- (2.1.3), Con-
clusion (2.1.4); *HLC- (section 2.2): *h,LC- (2.2.1), *h,LC-
(2.2.2), *hy,LC- (2.2.3), Conclusion (2.2.4); General conclusion
(2.3).

2.1. *HNC-

2.1.1. *h;NC-.

1. OLat. endo- > indi- 'in' may be compared with Gaul.
ande- < (H)ndi-, Olr. and 'in it', probably < *(H)nd-om
(McCone fthc.), Gr. #&vdov ‘'within' and Hittite anda(n) 'in'.
Skt. 4dhi is most likely not cognate, see Mayrhofer, KEWA.
s.v. The root is identical to that of Lat. in, Gr. ¢v, Goth. in
etc. 'in' < *en, which must reflect *h,en because IE. roots
could not begin with a vowel. Contrary to what Greppin thinks,
the absence of h- in Hitt. andan does not point to the absence
of a laryngeal because *h,- is never reflected as Hitt. h- (cf.
eszi, assanzi 'to be' < *h,(e)s-, *h,~ is proven by Skt.
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asat 'not being' < *n-h;s-nt). The Celtic and Hittite forms
point to zero grade *h,n-di~, *hjn-do-, which is a possible re-
construction for both Greek and Latin. It is conceivable,
however, that Lat. endo-, indi- contains the full grade *hjen-,
which in that case would have been taken from the preposition.
Thus, endo-, indi- is a possible case of *h,NC-.

2. inter 'between' is cognate with OIr. eter, OW. ithr, Co.
ynter, yntre, Bret. etre 'between' < PCelt. *enter, Skt.
antir < *enter. The root must have started with *h,- be-
cause a word-initial vowel was not tolerated in PIE. O. ANTER,
U. ander 'between' point to zero grade *h;nter (Meiser 1986,
69), which is confirmed by OHG. untar 'between' (also 'under'
< *ndhero-!), Goth. Asg. undaurni-mat 'midday meal' (<
'Zwischen-mahl'?). However, Sommer 1926, 43-45 claimed that
Sabellian *anter was remodelled on *amfer (cf. lat. amb-) and
replaces *enter; OHG. untar, Goth. undaur- may simply re-
flect *ndhero- and may not be cognate. In view of the full
grade forms in Celtic and Indo-Iranian and the absence of a
motivation for ablaut *h;nter, *hjsenter, the suggested alter-
native explanations of the Sabellian and Germanic forms must be
seriously considered, although for Sabellian the proposal is
gratuitous. Thus, inter is at best a possible example of
*h,NC-.

3. inguen 'groin, swelling in the groin, abdomen' is obviously
cognate with Olc. okkr 'tumor, swelling', okkvinn 'swollen' <
*eng¥-. Gr. &BAv (f.) 'gland' would allegedly reflects *ng%-én
and shows that the root did not have an initial laryngeal
(*h;ng¥- would have yielded Gr. **¢vd-). In that case, the
Olc. form demonstrates that a root could begin with a vowel
(thus Rix 1970, 102). It is, however, not certain that the Greek
form is cognate with inguen and okkr because its meaning
differs. Anyhow, since it cannot be decided whether inguen
reflects *(h;)eng¥- or *(h;)ng¥-, the word is irrelevant to the
present discussion.

2.1.2. *h,NC-

4. amb-, am-, an- < *h,mbhi, cf. O. AM, U. am-, AN-. Ac-
cording to Rix 1970, 91, Lat. amb- most likely reflects zero
grade *h,mbhi, cf. OlIr. imb- < *ambi-, Gr. dupi, Skt. abhi,
OHG. umbi 'around', but if it was derived from another case
form than the locative, amb- conceivably reflects full grade
*h,embh-. Since in Latin there is no trace of the locative en-
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ding -i, this alternative cannot be dismissed altogether. Rix
states: "doch ist die Voraussetzung, daB lat. amb- nicht auf eine
Form auf -i zuriickgeht, nicht zu beweisen.” I would add that
there is no evidence whatsoever for another form than *h,mbhi.
In view of the incontestable zero grade root in a number of
forms, the analysis of *h,mbhi as a locative is unlikely. The
form rather contains the suffix *-bhi, which is regularly com-
bined with a zero grade root. Thus, the reconstruction
*h,nt-bhi which is discussed in 5. in connection with ambo
seems likely (Jasanoff 1976, 123-131). What matters here is that
amb- reflects a zero grade root.

Hamp's suggestion (1976a, 262) that PIE. *h;mbh- ‘'against'
and *h,mbh- ‘around' may have been mixed up is unwarranted:
there is no semantic reason whatsoever to suppose that amb-
goes back to a form other than *h,mbh-. Note that Sabellian
points to the same development to *amb- as has occurred in
Latin.

5. ambo ‘'both', fem. ambae, cf. Gr. &upw 'both', Toch. A
ampi, B antpi, antapi 'both'. The Tocharian forms point to
*ant-bh- (Jasanoff 1976, 123-131). As to *ant-, see no. 11
below. There is no means to decide whether ambo reflects zero
or full grade *h,(e)nt-, but if the forms contain the case suffix
*-bhoh;, *-bhi a zero grade root is probable.

6. ancus 'with crooked arms' may be compared with Olc. angr
'Bucht', which has a full grade root and reflects *h,enko-. The
latter may also be reconstructed for Latin. There is at least no
evidence to assume that ancus reflects a zero grade root. See
I1.C.4.2 no. 32 and II.C.4.5 no. 3.

7. angére 'to squeeze, oppress', cf. angor, angustus, which
reflect an s-stem. If the latter is old, it probably reflects full
grade *h,engh- (for the root cf. I1.C.4.2 no. 33). There is no
indication that the verb reflects zero rather than full grade
*h,(e)ngh-.

8. angulus ‘'corner, angle' probably reflects full grade *h,eng-
in view of Olc. ekkja, OHG. anchal etc. 'ankle’ < PGm.
*ank- and OCS. q@gbvlvd 'corner' (see 11.C.4.2 no. 34).

9. anguis 'snake' < *h,(e)ng¥hi-. OHG. unc ‘'snake' points to
a zero grade root (PGm. *ung- < PIE. *h,ng¥h-), Lith.
angis, Asg. afgi to full grade *h,eng”h-. anguis cannot be
used (see I1.C.4.2 no. 35).




61

10. ansa ‘handle, grip' < *hy(e)ns-. Lith. gsa, Asg. §sg,
Latv. tosa 'handle of a pot', OPruss. ansis 'hook of a kettle'
and Olc. @s 'Loch im Schuhleder zum Durchziehen der Riemen'
< *ansja- point to full grade *h,ens-. ansa, which reflects
the same formation as the Baltic forms, most likely reflects full
grade *h,ens- as well.

11. ante 'opposite, against' < *hy(e)nti. Cf. Gr. &vii ‘'id.',
Skt. dnti 'in front of, opposite', which in view of Skt. reflects
full grade *h,ent-i, the locative sg. of the root noun that is
reflected in Hitt. hant- ‘'front, face', Gr. adv. &vtca 'opposite'.
Lat. ante most likely reflects full grade *h,ent-i as well.

2.1.3. *hyNC-
12, umbilicus 'navel' must in the first place be compared with
Gr. ou@oAog 'id.' which, according to Rix 1970, 94-95, reflects
*h;nbh-1, OHG. nabulo, napulo, napilo, OE. nabula,
nafela (Campbell 1959, 158-159), Olc. nafli ‘'navel' <
PGerm. *nabulén < *hznobh-|, OIr. imbliu 'navel' <
*ambhelon < *hynbhel-. The [-stem obviously goes back to
PIE. and displays an ablaut *hznobh- (Germ.), *h;nbh- (Greek,
Celtic), with a suffix *-[- (Greek, Germ.), *-él- (Celtic). *hs
is proven by Greek. As to the possibility that the Greek form
reflects *hyenbh-, Szemerényi 1964, 239, 245 f. and Rix 1970,
95 have noted that, while one must admit the possibility of
Schwebeablaut in a given etymon, its occurrence within one and
the same paradigm must be denied. Thus, there is no room for
*h;enbh- beside *h;nbh- and *hznobh-. Consequently, Lat.
umbilicus, which originally belonged to the same [-stem para-
digm, most likely reflects *hynbh-, not *hsenbh-. Pokorny's re-
construction *embh- for Olr. imbliu (IEW. 315) is unwarran-
ted.

Outside the [-stem paradigm the root *hjnbh- generally has
a full grade *hsnobh-: Skt. nabhi-, OPruss. nabis; Av.
naba-nazdista- ‘'closest relative', Latv. naba 'navel, nave'.
Only OS. Apl. ambon (n-stem), OHG. amban (secondary o-stem
based on an n-stem) ‘belly', with which one may compare Lat.
umbé 'boss of a shield', point to *hsenbh-, if at least they are
cognate. As Rix 1970, 107 note 71 pointed out, these full grade
I forms are a derivative of *hynbh- 'navel', as is indicated by
the semantics, and they cannot therefore be used to prove the
possibility that *h;enbh- occurred in the [-stem.

The essential point is that *Henbh- is only certain for
amban, ambon.
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If one prefers to reconstruct umbilicus as *hzenbh-
rather than as *hy;nbh-, one implies, in view of the argument
concerning Schwebeablaut above, that this full grade was taken
from umbé (if umbd < *hsenbhdn), which is unlikely in view
of the semantic gap between the two (which may admittedly be
recent) and moreover ad hoc and unmotivated.

According to Szemerényi 1964, 75, umbilicus developed
from *ombol- < *embol-, but this type of vowel-assimilation
over two consonants is not regular (Rix 1970, 108 note 75).

Thus, one may agree with Rix that umbilicus regularly
reflects *hy;nbh-.

13. unguére, unctus 'to anoint', cf. U. UMTU <
*hy(e)ng¥-e-to6d (see Meiser 1986, 87), is cognate with Skt.
angkti, 3pl. afijdanti 'to anoint' (the Skt. n-present inflection
may reflect *hyn-n-ég¥-ti, *hsn-n-g¥-énti, Dr. A. Lubotsky
p.c.), &fjas- 'ointment'. Since o-grade in the present tense of a
verb is wunlikely, Lat. ungud probably reflects *hzeng%- or
*h,ng¥-, or, if the Latin verb reflects a nasal present,
*hyn-n-gW¥-.

The neuter n-stem unguen 'grease, oil', U. UMEN
/ommen/ < *omben < *ong¥n may reflect a zero grade root
*hyng¥- in view of OIr. imb ‘butter', Bret. amann 'id.' <
*amban- < *hyng¥-n. However, as OHG. ancho, anco (masc.,
n) 'butter' < *hzeng%¥-6n shows and the relation of Lat. némen
< *hzynehymn to OlIr. ainm < *hznhymn indicates, it is equally
possible that the Italic forms reflect a full grade root. Besides,
the full grade may at any time have been introduced from the
verb. unguen, UMEN is therefore at best a possible instance of
*HNC-,

14, unguis 'nail' reflects an u-stem of the root *hyngh-, cf.
Gr. 5WwE 'nail, claw' < *hznogh-, Beekes 1969, 47. The same
stem is reflected in OIr. ingen (f.), MW. ewin, Bret. ivin
'nail' < *angh-y-ina- < *hyngh-u- (Rix 1970, 96; full grade
*hsengh- would have been possible for British, but not for
Irish); OCS. nogwv-tb», Lith. nagu-tis ‘fingernail' <
*hsnogh-u-; and in Toch. A maku, B mekwa (pl.,, with as-
similation n...w > m...w, Krause-Thomas I § 44, 3c) < PToch.
*mek-u- < PIE. *hznogh-u-. Since Lat. unguis belongs to the
u-stem *hznogh-u-, *hyngh-u-, it must reflect one of the two,
not *hjengh-u- (for the same reason as given s.v. umbilicus;
thus Rix 1970, 96).

Lat. ungula < *ongh-la- 'claw' may be compared with
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OHG. nagal ‘'nail', Goth. ga-nagl-jan 'to nail on' <
*hsnogh-lo-~.

All other cognates but one point to *hj;nogh-, e.g. Gr.
OVVUE, Arm. el-ungn < *onogh- < *hj;nogh- (see Rix 1970,
108 note 79), Lith. naga 'hoof', OCS. noga 'leg', Skt. nakha-
'nail' (with -kh- for *-gh-). The exception is Skt. anghri-,
amhri- ‘'foot', which probably does not belong to this root
(Kuiper, Vak 2, 96, pace Mayrhofer EWaia. s.v.; cf. anguri-
finger, toe', which definitely belongs to a different, probably
pre-IE. root) and therefore cannot be used to prove *hj;engh-
(even if it did, it would not influence the reconstruction of
unguis because within the u-stem paradigm Schwebeablaut is
impossible).

We may conclude, with Rix, that unguis and probably also
ungula (unless dngri- is cognate) reflect *h;ngh-.

2.1.4. Laryngeal of unknown quality + -NC-
15. ensis ‘'sword' is most likely cognate with Skt. asi- (m.)
'sword, sacrificial knife'. The assumption of a word-initial laryn-
geal is based on Palaic haSira- ‘'dagger', which according to
Eichner 1980, 127 note 30 reflects *h,nsi-ro-. However, Oet-
tinger 1986, 34 note 108 doubts the etymology (compare also
Ruijgh 1985, 152, who departs from *ns-, *nes-, e.g. &op
'sword' < *ns-r).

Since words denoting material objects are easily borrowed,
the resemblance may be fortuitous (on the face of it, only -s-
corresponds) and if *h,NC- yielded Lat. aNC- (cf. amb-), the
connection of énsis with hasira- is impossible.

16. ignis 'fire'. Kortlandt 1979b, 61 reconstructed PIE.
*ng¥ni- > BSL. *ungni- with subsequent dissimilation of the
first nasal in order to account for the vocalism of Lith. ugnis,
OCS. ognv 'fire'. If so, Skt. agni- and Lat. ignis must also
reflect *ng¥ni-, and in Latin a dissimilation similar to the one
in Balto-Slavic must have occurred.

In this way, a connection between the word for 'fire' and
for 'coal', which was posited a long time before the solution of
the BSl. problem was found, can be justified: Skt. dngara-
(Mayrhofer, KEWA. 1, 21: "unsicher, aber nicht unmoglich";
Mayrhofer EWaia is more positive), Lith. anglis, OCS. qglb
would then reflect a full grade *ongW¥-(o/5)l-. Since no IE.
root started with a vowel, the latter must be reconstructed as
*Hong¥-. This would lead us to reconstruct ignis as *engni-
< *Hngni- (zero grade being indicated by the Balto-Slavic and
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Sanskrit cognates).

In view of the expected colouring by *h,- (amb-) and *hj-
(umbilicus, unguis), the initial laryngeal was probably *h,-.
But since the connection between the word for 'fire' and for
‘coal' is not absolutely certain, ignis must be ranked among
the possible cases of *HNC- (see also VI.D.2.3 no. 3).

17. imber, G. imbrjis 'shower' is most likely cognate with the
Oscan Dpi. ANAFRISS 'Regengottheiten' (?) < *anfri-fos <
*nbhri- (Meiser 1986, 70). Gr. &uBpog 'shower' has -B- and
cannot be cognate (Beekes 1969, 74). Further connections are
uncertain. If the Italic forms are cognate with Skt. ambhas-
'water' < *Hembh- rather than with Gr. végog ‘cloud' <
*nebh-, one must reconstruct an initial laryngeal. However, the
full grade reflected in ambhas- is completely isolated and it has
been suggested that dmbhas- is due to the influence of non-IE.
Skt. ambu- 'water' on the PIE. root *nbh-, *nebh- (Szemerényi
1964, 249, Rix 1970, 108 note 76). The observation that a word
for 'water' need not be cognate with a word for 'cloud' does
not necessarily imply that one must posit two different etyma,
*Hembh- 'water' and *nebh- 'cloud', as the formal similarity of
the two is remarkable, and Skt. abhra- 'cloud, rainy weather’,
Av. afra- 'cloud, rain' < *nbhro- show that both concepts
may be expre$sed by *nebh-.

I conclude that it is wunlikely that imber reflects a
constellation *HNC-.

2.1.5. Conclusion.
The following words constitute the evidence for the
development of HNC-.

probable possible unlikely

4 amb- <*h,mbhi 1 indi- <*hy(e)ndo- 3 inguen
12 umbil- <*hymbh- 2 inter <*hy(e)nter- 6 ancus
14 unguis <*hzngh- 5 ambé <*h,(e)nt- 7 angére
13 unguen <*hy(e)ng¥- 8 angulus
16 ignis <*h;ng¥ni- 9 anguis
10 ansa
11 ante
13 unguére
15 énsis
17 imber

e iy ey o e
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Although the amount of reliable material is small, it is not
conflicting. All the material, including the possible cases, points
to a "triple reflex": *h,NC- > *h,eNC- > aNC-; *h,NC- >
*h,eNC- > *oNC- (> uNC-); and probably, by extension of
this conclusion and on the basis of indi-, inter: *h,NC- >
*h,eNC- > *eNC- (> iNC-). It may be noted that the de-
velopment in Latin, on the face of it exactly matching that of
Greek, is actually fundamentally different. In Greek the initial
laryngeal was vocalized (*hsnbh- > Oug-, not **&p-), whereas
in Latin, where word-initial laryngeals were never vocalized (not
even before consonants, see II.B.2.5, but see 3.3 for a possible
exception before TC-, which is irrelevant here), the nasal was
vocalized and the resulting vowel was subsequently coloured.

2.2. *HLC-

2.2.1. *h,LC-

1. ardea ‘'heron' is probably cognate with Gr. ¢&pwdiég,
¢pwd16¢ (Hom. etc.) ‘'heron’', beside which &pwdi16¢ (late
(Septuagint) and therefore unreliable) and Pwd16¢ (with
secondary loss of ¢-, see Chantraine s.v.) are attested. Greek
points to *h,rod-. If so, ardea can only reflect *h,rd-.

Other cognates are less reliable (see Pokorny IEW. 68).
SCr. rdéda 'stork' < PSlav. *roda (AP. b) cannot be an old
cognate: PSlav. *rod- and *ord- (would have yielded SCr.
**rada (AP. a), the accentuation and vowel quantity reflecting
an acute in accordance with Winter's law. It is perhaps a loan
from Latin: "Romance" *&rda vel. sim. > Slav. *roda >
*roda (Dybo's law) > roéda (Neo-Stokavian retraction). Olc.
arta (f.) 'kind of teal, garganey', ertla ‘'wagtail' point to
PGm. *art- < *ard-, *ord- (i.e. PIE. *h;ord-?), but they
are semantically remote.

Thus, we are left with the Latin and Greek forms. In view
of the limited distribution, the etymon need not go back to PIE.
The Greek and Latin form cannot reflect the same substratum
form because they diverge too widely. One must therefore either
accept a PIE. origin, or consider it an independent borrowing
from two related but diverging languages (cf. e.g. Lat. plumbum,
Gr. u6AvBdog 'lead').

ardea is at best a possible case of *h,LC-.

2. aries, G. -etis 'ram' is cognate with U. Asg. ERIETU
‘arietem', Arm. or-oj < *er-oj 'lamb', erinj 'cow', Gr.
Epipog 'young goat' and Olr. heirp ‘'deer', erb 'cow' (<
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*erbh-), which point to a root *h,(e)r-. It might be supposed
that aries reflects *h,riet-, in which case the Umbrian form
would probably display a (partial) assimilation a- > e- to the
following syllable. As the latter is completely ad hoc, we may
prefer to regard aries as one of the many instances of unex-
plained a- in Latin.

3. ulcus ‘ulcer, wound', being a neuter s-stem, reflects full
grade *hjelk-os, cf. Gr. E\kog, Skt. arsas- (see II.C.4.1 no.
23). g

4. ulmus 'elm-tree’ may be compared with OHG. élm-boum <
*h,elmo-, Olc. almr 'id.' < *hsolmo-. MoHG. ulm, Du. olm
are probably borrowed from Latin and do not point to *h;Imo-
> Germ. *ulma-. It is doubtful whether ulmus reflects a zero
grade root, *h,elmo- and *h;olmo- being equally possible.

2.2.2. *h,LC-

5. albus ‘'white', U. ALFU ‘alba', cf. Gr. &\@6¢ 'white rash'
< *h,(e)lbh-. OHG. albiz, OE. @lbitu, ielfetu, Olc.
elptr, qlpt 'swan' < *alb- point to full grade *h,elbh-, but
the formation is different. albus cannot be used as evidence.

6. alius < *hyelio-, cf. full grade in Goth. aljis ‘other'.
See 11.C.4.2 no. 21.

7. almus 'feeding' < *h,(e)lmo- belongs to the root of alére,
OIr. ailid 'to feed' (see I11.C.4.2 no. 23). Whether it reflects
a full or zero grade root cannot be ascertained. If altus ‘'high'
originally meant ‘'grown up, elevated' and was the ppp. of
alére (which is attested as alitus), it may reflect zero grade
*h,l-to-. But cf. full grade in OS. ald etc. 'old' <
*h,el-to-. Besides, the connection with alere is not compelling
(cf. perhaps rather OIr. alt, W. allt 'cliff').

8. alnus ‘alder' probably reflects full grade *h,el-s-no- (see
11.C.4.2 no. 22).

9. arcere 'to shut off, enclose, hold off', arca 'case' and per-
haps arx ‘citadel' (if not pre-Italic, cf. urbs, EM.) reflect a
root *h,(e)rk- which is found also in Gr. &pxéw 'to ward off,
protect', &pkog (ntr.) 'protection' (< full grade *h,erk-os; the
s-stem is probably old in view of the compounds in -ng,
oxUt-Gpkng ‘self-sufficient', mod-&pkng ‘'having swift feet'); Arm.
argel 'barrier'; and probably also Hitt. hark- 'to hold, have'.
That OHG. rigil ‘'bolt' and Lith. rakinti 'to lock' are
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cognate is less evident.

Whether &pxéaw is derived from the full-grade s-stem (WH.)
is doubtful (see Frisk and Chantraine s.v.). *arkes-jo would
have yielded *opkefw (cf. mevéeiw < *penthes-jo). GpPKEw
must rather be interpreted as a causative *h,(o)rk-ejoé (Prof.
C.J. Ruijgh, p.c.).

If arcére is a stative in *-eh,- and consequently means
'to be in the state of closing off', it most likely reflects a zero
grade *h,rk-. This interpretation is not compelling, and a de-
nominative or e-grade causative (augere, suadere, mereére)
origin may be argued. Thus, arcére is at best a possible case
of *HLC-. Nothing definite can be said about the ablaut in
arca and arx.

10. arcus (with o- and u-stem forms, e.g. Gsg. arqui) 'bow'.
In view of Olc. qr, G. qrvar, OE. earh, Goth. (deriv.)
arkhazna 'bow' < *ary¥- < *h,erkV¥-, the Latin form most
B likely reflects a full grade.

@argenwm 'silver'. Two types of formation are of PIE. age
see Rix 1970, 84-85).
a. A form in *-nto-, Av. arazata-, OPers. ardata- 'silver',
Olr. argat, W. arian, Bret. arc'hant < *h,rg-nto-. Skt.
rajata- (ntr.) 'silver' (and as an adjective, 'shining') seems to
point to *h,regnto-, which would presuppose PIE. ablauting
*h,reg-nt-, *h,rg-nt-. See, however, Mayrhofer KEWA. s.v.
and Mallory/Huld 1984, 4-5 for an alternative explanation. Arm.
arcat® may have received -at€ from erkat€ ‘iron' (Schmitt
1981, 75).
orms in the Caland-suffixes: *h,rg-ro- (Gr. &pydg <.
yp6¢ 'shining, , Skt. rjra- 'id.', Av. aroazraspa-
‘having swift horses'); *hzr- =. (Gr. &pyr- in e.g.

dpyr-képavvog 'with shining Cm lightning', Skt. rji- in
e.g. rji-svan- ‘having i Arm. arciw 'eagle' and

Hitt. harki- ‘'white'); *h,érg-u- (Skt. arjuna- ‘'white, light',
Gr. 8&pyvpog 'silver', &pyvgpog 'shining white' and probably also
Lat. arguére 'to indicate, point out', which is based on *argus
EM. s.v.), and Toch. A arki, B arkwi).

Since a full grade root *h,erg- does not necessarily occur
in any of the words of the same formation in other languages,
argentum most likely reflects zero grade *h,rg-. The only for-
mation in which *h,erg- is regular is the u-stem, which is re-
flected in arguére. The assumption that arg- in argentum was
taken from *argu- is not only ad hoc, but also highly impro-
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bable in view of the semantics of arguére.

12. armentum < *h,(e)r-? (see I1.C.4.2 no. 49). As a deriva-
tive of a neuter in *-mn the word probably contains a full grade
root.

13. ars, Gsg. artis 'art, manner' probably belongs to the root
*h,er- 'to fix' (cf. Gr. &poaplokw; Beekes 1969, 235, Pokorny
IEW. 55-61 (sic!)). It cannot be equated with Skt. rti- because
the latter means 'Angriff' (Mayrhofer EWaia.). Nevertheless, ars
probably reflects *h,rti-, as derivatives in -ti- generally have
a zero grade root (Meillet 19378, 273).

artus (o) ‘'strait, narrow, strict' may be compared with
Skt. rta- 'correct, fitting' < *h,r-to-.

If artus (u) 'limb' can be equated with Skt. rtu- 'correct
time, rule, order', it probably reflects a zero grade root as well.

MHG. art (f.) 'origin, kind, nature', which seems to point
to full grade *h,er- (Pokorny, IEW. 57), must rather be con-
nected with OS. ardon, OE. eardian 'bewohnen' etc., which
ultimately belong to the root *h,erhj;- 'to plough' (see Franck -
Van Wijk 1912, 56 s.v. aard). Lith. arti 'near' is semantically
too remote and also too isolated in Baltic itself to prove a PIE.
full grade *h,er-ti-.

All other forms in *-to-, *-tu- and *-ti- cited by Po-
korny IEW. 56-57 do not contradict the assumption of general
zero grade of the root (e.g. Arm. ard, Gr. d&pti-, &p10g,
o-apt-n).

We may conclude that ars, artus (o) and artus (u)
most likely reflect PIE. zero grade *h,r-.

14. ollus 'ille’, uls 'on the other side', ultra 'beyond' belong
to the root *h,el- 'other' in alius etc. (Pokorny IEW. 24-25).
ollus probably reflects *h,ol-no-, cf. OCS. lani, Cz. loni
last year' < *olni < *h,ol- or *hyel-. uls and ultra pro-
bably reflect *h,0l- as well in view of Olr. ol 'beyond'. There
is no evidence for a zero grade root *h,[- in any of the forms
mentioned by Pokorny.

15. ursus 'bear' most likely reflects *ortKos, although it is not
really clear why o- became u- (a dialectal development?) and
whether *-tk- became Lat. -s- (cf. situs < *tKitos, cf.
Skt. ksita-). For a discussion of these problems see Leumann
1977, 48, 57 and 177, Sommer-Pfister 1977, 47, 145, Mayrhofer

. 1986, 150ff. and especially Schindler 1967.

Skt. rksa- 'bear’' clearly points to a zero grade root, which
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is not contradicted by Av. arasa-, Arm. arj, Gr. &pktog and
OlIr. art, W. arth 'bear'.

There are three reasons to suppose that the root had an
initial laryngeal.
a. A PIE. root could not begin with an r- (see 11.A).
b. Hitt. hartagga-, which denotes an animal of prey, perhaps a
bear (or a wolf?) points to initial *h, (or *hz). The con-
nection is open to some doubt because the exact meaning of the
Hittite word is not known.
c. It has not yet, as far as I am aware, been noted that OIr.
art, W. arth 'bear' point to a laryngeal: PIE. *rkto-
(*rtko-) would have yielded PCelt. *rikto- > *rixto-. The
development of *r to ar took place only before continuants (s,
i, u, p > ©, H and possibly n; see Pedersen 1909, 44). Peder-
sen's proposal that the development of r to ar may have been
conditioned by the spirant *-x- < PIE. *-k- in *rxto- <
*rkto- is probably incorrect in view of OIr. mlicht 'milk' <
*mlixti- < *mlg-ti- and dlecht ‘'lawful' < *dhlgh-to-.
Thus, Celtic probably presupposes *Hrkto-.

The initial laryngeal must in view of Gr. Gpxto¢ and Arm.
arj have been *h,-. It seems likely that ursus reflects
*h,rkto-, despite the problems of detail.

2.2.3. *h;LC-

16. If arbor 'tree' < *arbos is cognate with *hzrdh- ‘high'
(see no. 17), it must reflect a zero grade root *hyrdh-6s. The
connection is, however, doubtful. It cannot be used.

17. arduus ‘'high'. All forms except Skt. @rdhva- (which per-
haps displays a late development of Aryan) and Olc. qrdugr <
*ardh-/ordh- (which is a different formation altogether) pre-
suppose *hyrdhuo- (see IV.F.1.2.4 no. 16 and 1.3). In view of
the numerous problems involved in this etymon, however,
arduus can only be ranked among the possible cases of *HLC-.

18. orbus < *hjorbho-, but *hy,rbho- seems possible as well
(see 11.C.4.6).

19. oriri, ortus 'to arise, come into existence' is cognate
with Gr. OpvOuUl 'to cause to rise up', Skt. rndti ‘'moves',
Hitt. arnuzi 'moves forth', Arm. y-arnem 'arise', which point
to a root *h,r-. The laryngeal is reflected in the long augment
of Skt. arta < *hje-hyr-to and in the reduplication of Skt.
dyarti < *Hi-Her-ti (Rix 1970, 92-93).

%+ The ablaut-grade of the root in orior cannot be
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ascertained (cf. full grade in sagire, haurire, métiriI,
sepelire). The u-stem ortus 'rise' probably reflects full grade
*hyer-tu- because derivatives in *-tu- usually have a full grade
root (Meillet 19378, 274; but cf. zero grade in Skt. rtu-, no.
13 above). In the ppp., a zero grade root *h,r- is expected,
but since full grade is so commonly introduced in this form
from the present, perfect and/or the supinum/nomen actionis in
*-tu- (notus, -pletus, sprétus, molitus, vomitus,
scriptus, tritus), there is a serious chance that ortus re-
flects the full grade vocalism of the present or the supinum (cf.
the u-stem ortus).

Thus, the ppp. ortus is at best a possible example of
*HLC-.

20. ulciscor, ultus 'to avenge, punish', cf. ullé ‘'ultus fuero'
< *ulsé. The etymology is obscure. EM., WH. and Pokorny
IEW. 310 hesitatingly connect the verb with ulcus ‘'wound,
ulcer' < *hjelkos (see no. 3 above). The connection with Gr.
OANékw 'to destroy' < *hylh;,- (Rozwadowski ap. Pedersen 1909,
126) has little to commend itself; if it is correct, ulciscor
does not reflect HLC-. The etymon cannot be used.

2.2.4. Laryngeal of unknown quality + -LC-

21. If alga 'sea-weed' is cognate with Skt. rjisd-, which is an
epithet of Indra with unclear meaning and formation (the mea-
ning ‘slippery, sticky' is late), and Norse (dial.) ulka ‘eitern,
ekeln, anfangen zu faulen' etc. (see Pokorny IEW. 305 for other
North Germanic forms), the root may be reconstructed as *HIg-,
which is no more than a possibility.

22, algere 'to be cold, freeze', cf. algor, algidus and
algus (u) 'cold’, may be compared with Olc. Gsg. elgiar,
Molc. elgur 'Schneegestober mit starkem Frost, halbgeschmol-
zener Schnee'. If the Germanic form reflects an s-stem (which
is uncertain) and can be identified with Lat. algor (which may
be an innovation of Latin), one may reconstruct the latter as
*h,elgh-os (see Pokorny IEW. 32). If algére is primary, it
reflects a zero grade root *HIgh-, like most stative verbs in
*-eh,~-. Unreliable.

23, altare 'altar on which a victim was burnt' is a formation
in -ali- (EM.), obviously derived from the to-participle
*altos ‘'burnt', which most likely may be connected with
ad-oléere 'to cause to burn'. In view of the vocalism of U.
URETU ‘adoletum', we may reconstruct a Proto-Italic causative
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*olé- <« PIE. *Hol-eie-. Despite the fact that correspondences
outside Latin are lacking, the thoroughly Indo-European mor-
phology of *oleie-, *altos in my opinion points to an IE.
origin. Since altare is derived from the ppp., it reflects zero
grade *HI-to-. There is no reason to assume the analogical
introduction of the full grade root *Hel- because no paradig-
matically related forms of this structure are attested. Thus,
altare probably reflects *HLC-.

24. If orbis ‘'circle’, orbita 'wheel-track', U. Asg. URFETA
‘orbitam', 'a circular object?' is cognate with OHG. rippa,
rippi, OCS. rebro 'rib' (thus WH.), it may reflect *Hrbh-.
However, the etymology is very doubtful. It cannot be used (cf.
I1.C.4.6 no. 4).

2.2.5. Conclusion
The following words constitute the evidence for the develop-
ment of HLC-.

probable possible unlikely

11 argentum <*h,rg- 1 ardea <*h,rd-? 2 aries
13 ars <*h,r-ti- 5 albus <*hy(e)lbho- 3 ulcus
artus <*h,r-t6- 7 almus <*hy(e)lmo- 4 ulmus
artus <*h,r-ti- 9 arcére <*hy(e)rk- 6 alius
15 ursus <*h,rtko- 17 arduus <*hyrduo- 7 altus
23 altare <*HI-t6- 19 ortus <*hyrto-? 8 alnus
orirl <*hy(e)r- 10 arcus
21 alga <*Hlg-? 12 armen-

22 algére <*H(e)lgh- tum
14 ollus,

uls
16 arbor
18 orbus

20 ulci-

scor
22 algor
24 orbis

i The evidence is conflicting. Given the fact that only one
probable instance points to *HLC- > *oLC- against five poin-
ting to *HLC- > *aLC-, and considering that all but one of
the possible cases support the latter, I think it is legitimate to
make a decision: since the vocalism of ursus is unexpected
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even if *HLC- yielded *oLC- (one would expect **orsus), it
may be cast aside. This does not mean that ursus is not
cognate with &pxtog etc., but rather that it has not developed
from *h,rtkos regularly. Kortlandt (1983b, 12) has suggested
that ursus owes its u- to urcare 'to roar' (of a lynx), cf.
uncare 'to roar' (of a bear), which seems to me a reasonable
explanation. Considering the fact that the bear is a fierce, huge
predator, which man has reason to fear and often to revere, its
name may be more prone to tabuistic reshapings than the ave-
rage word. Compare also the PIE. word for 'wolf', the reflexes
of which point to both *ulk%os and *lukWos.

It may strike the reader that all reliable instances in which
*HLC- yielded *aLC- have *h,~. One might wish to consider
the following development: *h,LC- > *h,oLC- > *h,alC- >
aLC-, with *-L- primarily developing into *-oL- just as *-N-
primarily developed into *-eN-. However, because *h,o- did not
become Lat. a-, such a development is impossible. See further
the next section.

2.3. General conclusion
We have seen that in *HNC- the vocalic nasal developed

(via *-,N-?7) into *-eN- (in the same way as in other environ-
ments), and the vowel *-e- was subsequently coloured by the
preceding laryngeal:

*hyndo- > indi-(?)

*h,mbhi > amb-

*h,nbh- > umb-ilicus.
It is unlikely that the nasal was consonantal and the laryngeal
was vocalized (as in Greek) because a word-initial laryngeal is
not vocalized in Latin under any other circumstances (*h;dnt-
> dens; the only exception is perhaps #HTC- > aTC-, see IIL
B.3). Besides, vocalization of initial H- would most likely have
led to aNC- irrespective of the quality of the laryngeal.

*HLC- most likely did not develop into *HoLC- but

yielded *aLC-:

*h,rgnto- > argentum.
It is unlikely that the intermediate stage was *h,org- because
-o- was not coloured to -a- by *h, (see II.C.4.5). The mate-
rial does not demonstrate that *h,LC- and *h,LC- yielded
*eLC- and *oLC-, respectively. It is most unlikely that the la-
ryngeal was vocalized in the same way as in Greek, i.e. *HLC-
> eLC~, aLC-, oLC- (see above). Moreover, vocalization of the
laryngeal would lead to Latin aLC-. The assumption of a de-

.
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~ velopment of *HLC- to *HeLC- or *HaLC- (whichever one
prefers to write) and an ensuing triple reflex (*h,eLC- >
eLC-, *h,eLC- > aLC-, *h;eLC- > oLC-) also fails partly on
the ground that a development *h,LC- > *eLC- is incon-
ceivable (see the Introduction, section 1. above); one would
expect *h,LC- > *h;aLC- > aLC- (ardea?) because a vocalic
liquid yields aL in a laryngeal environment, as is shown by the
development of *CRHV- (IV.D.3): *CNHV- yielded *CeNHV-
(similis < *semalos < *smhyelo-), but *CLHV- yielded
*CaLHV- (calére < *KklH-eh;~). I refer to section 1V.D.2.3.4
for an explanation of the developments in terms of relative
chronology. The question of whether *h,LC- > *h,alC- yielded
oLC- cannot be settled, but perhaps orior, ortus show that it
does.

As to Sabellian, there is very little material that can eluci-
date the development of *HRC-. O. AM-, U. am-, AN- ‘'amb-'
points to *h,mbhi > *ambi, as in Latin. U. UMEN perhaps
reflects *h;ng¥-n, but a full grade root is equally possible. O.
ANTER, U. ander 'between' most likely show a secondary de-
velopment of *en- to *an- in a closed accented syllable (see
IV.D.2.3.4) rather than a development *h,nter > *anter,
which would diverge from Latin. The etymon probably reflects
PIE. full grade *h,enter rather than zero grade. O.
ARAGETUD 'argento' indicates that *HLC- became *qLC-, as
in Latin. Consequently, there is no indication that the develop-
ment of PIE. *HRC- in Sabellian differed from that in Latin.

We may conclude that *HNC- yielded *HeNC- > eNC-
(> iINT-), aNC, oNC- (> uNT) and that *HLC- yielded
*Hal.C- > aLC-; whether or not *h,LC- > *hjalLC- yielded
*oLC-, is uncertain (orior, ortus). Reverting to the possi-
bilities suggested in the Introduction (section 1 above), we may
conclude that *HRC- in Latin developed according to no. 7 or
no. 10.

E. WORD-INITIAL LARYNGEAL BEFORE I (#HI-)

It may be useful to devote some attention to the develop-
ment of a laryngeal before i and u (=I) because it has been
assumed that a laryngeal could be vocalized in this position, esp.
before u (aurora).

This section is organized as follows: #HIC- (1), #HIV- (2),
#HIR- (3). Since the development of the laryngeal before i
may conceivably differ from that before u, the two sounds must



v
-
v

74

be distinguished: 1.1, 2.1 and 3.1 treat #Hi-, 1.2, 2.2 and 3.2
treat #Hu-.

1. HIC-

1.1. HiC-

There are three instances, which all point to the loss of
the laryngeal.
1. ictum ‘wounded’, the ppp. of 1cére < *hyi-hjik-,
probably reflects *h,ik-to- (see II.C.4.1 no. 18).
2. imago ‘'image' and imitari 'to imitate' reflect a *h,i-mo-,
cf. Lat. aemulus 'rival'! < *h,eim-elo~-, Hitt. himma- (see
I11.C.4.2 no. 9).
3. itus, itum 'gone; going', iter 'road' reflect *hji-to-,
-tu-, -tr, cf. ire, Gr. iyt (see I1.C.4.1 no. 8).

1.2. HuC-

I have found only one reliable instance, viz. urére, ussI,
dstum 'to burn' (short -i- is implied by the double -ss- of the
perfect: *issi would have yielded *usi), which belongs to the
root *h;eus- in Gr. €bw 'to burn', Skt. 6sati < *hjeus-,
ppp. usta- 'burnt', Olc. ysia 'fire' < *hjus-. The presence of
an initial laryngeal may be assumed on the basis of root struc-
ture: *eus-, with a word-initial vowel, was not tolerated in PIE.

Some scholars have assumed that *HuC- yielded Lat. auC-,
usually on the basis of aurdora 'dawn' (e.g. Forssman 1982-3,
291, Ringe 1988, 432-3, hesitating). This seems most improbable
for two reasons. First, auréra may simply reflect *h,eus-o6s-
(as Gr. fib¢ < *ausds-, Beekes 1969, 65), with an ablauting
root *h,eus-, *hyus- (cf. Skt. usas-); that the full grade of
this root was indeed *h,eus- and not *h,ues- is shown by
OHG. ostar- ‘east-'. In the second place, the vocalization is
unlikely for theoretical reasons. If a laryngeal was lost before a
stop (hydnt- > déns) and also before a consonantal *y
(*h,ueh;nto- > ventus), where one would expect the laryngeal
to be relatively more syllabic, it most certainly was lost before
*uC-, where -u- was the syllabic nucleus and the laryngeal
would consequently be expected to remain unvocalized (*ustus).
The situation in Latin is in this respect very different from that
in Greek, where the development of *HuC- has been a much-
disputed issue because in Greek word-initial laryngeals are in
general much more prone to vocalization than in Latin.

With regard to syllabification there is perhaps one somewhat
exceptional case of *HuC-, in which -C- is antevocalic -I[-:
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lérum 'thong, rein' < *ylér- < *hpulor- (see IV.C.1.3 no.
5). However, the etymology is not altogether reliable in view of
problems in the interpretation of the Greek cognates.

2. HIV-

2.1. HiV-

The only possible instances are the participle iens 'going'
< *hji-ent-, but see Beekes 1985, 67-8, who reconstructs
*ejens > *éns >> iéns; and iéci < *(h;)ieh;-k- (see
IV.D.1.2.2 no. 1). There are two insfances of *Hiu- (one very
uncertain) which may be discussed here.

1. The connection of iubilare 'to cry out, rejoice', which is
formed in the same way as si-bildre 'to whistle’, with Gr.
olw, &Ooot 'to cry', é0Tn 'cry' cannot be maintained because
the Greek forms, although they are opaque, cannot reflect
*h,iu-: a laryngeal is never vocalized before *j- in Greek. One
might alternatively think of *h,eiu-. Lat. ig- is best compared
with the onomatopoetic root in Gr. 10yn ‘'Jubel- oder Weh-
schrei', {0 'Ausruf des Erstaunens', MHG. ia, iach, which can-
not in a regular way be connected with alw etc. There is there-
fore no basis for the assumption of an initial laryngeal in Latin.

2. The root of iuvenis 'young man', iuvencus 'calf' (cf. Olr.
odc, W. ieuanc 'young' < *juyanko-) is the same as that of
Lat. aevus, Skt. ayu-, Av. ayu, Gsg. yaos 'age’ < *hyoi-u,
*hyi-eu~. The Latin forms reflect *h,iu-Hn- (see 1V.G.2.1.3.3).

2.2. HuV-

1. The connection of Lat. vas, Gsg. vadis ‘'bail' etc. <
*yodh- (see VI.C.2.2.2) with Gr. &6Aog ’'struggle, competition',
&Ge@Aov 'prize' is very uncertain. It is not mentioned by EM.
and Frisk and rejected by WH. Beekes 1969, 56 adduces Du.
wed-strijd 'contest’ as a semantic and formal parallel, which is
not altogether convincing because the notion 'struggle' is not part
of Du. wed-, unlike Gr. Ge6-Ao-. The reconstruction of a root
*h,uodh- for vas is therefore unreliable.

. 2. vegére 'to be strong, thrive' probably reflects *h,ueg-, cf.
Gr. &Zw, Goth. wahsjan 'to grow'.

3. ventus 'wind' reflects a root *hyueh,~, cf. Gr. &mot
'‘blows', Hitt. hiiyantes$ 'winds'. See IV.C.3.

4. vergére 'incline' is probably cognate with Skt. vrndkti
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‘turns'. In view of the long augment of avrnak and the initial
b of Hitt. burki- ‘'wheel', vergére probably reflects
*hyuerg-.

5. The connection of viverra 'ferret' with Gr. &Feipo 'to lift'
< *hyuer-, aigpo 'Schwebe, Hingebed, Schaukel' < *wai-wor-
a (77) is extremely doubtful. Gr. &Fe{pw lacks a convincing ety-
mology (perhaps to Lat. serius, Lith. svarus ‘heavy' etc.).

6. vovere 'to pledge' has generally been connected with Skt.
vaghat- 'pledging an oath, sacrificing' and Gr. eUyopot 'to
pray'. Since no IE. word started with a vowel, ebyopot reflects
*h,eug”h-. If this is accepted, vovére must reflect *huogWh-
ei-.

7. For avis < *h,eui- rather than *h,ui-, see II.B.3.2 no. 6.

3. HIR-

3.1. HiR-
No material.

3.2. HuR-

lana ‘'wool' reflects *ylanad < *HulHn- (with syllabifi-
cation *HylHn-) in view of Hitt. hulana-, hulija-, Gr. Afivog
etc. See IV.D.1.3.2.1 no. 19.

Other instances are unreliable. urgére 'to press, push,
force' etc. is for semantic reasons probably cognate with Lith.
verzZt i 'einengen, schniiren, pressen' (with circumflex intonation,
pointing to *-gh-), OCS. -vrvzq, -vrésti 'to bind', OHG.
wurgen 'to strangle', OS. wurgill, Olc. virgill 'Strick' <
*uergh- and not with Gr. efpye 'to close in' < *hjuerg-
(Beekes 1969, 62-63, 66). Lat. ur- is probably the regular de-
velopment of *yr-, cf. urvus 'circuitus civitatis', urvare 'mit
einer Grenzfurche umziehen' < *yryo-, cf. Myc. wo-wo
/FépFog/.

4. Conclusion

There seems to be no good reason for supposing that a la-
ryngeal could be vocalized before i and u in Latin under any
circumstances. We may conclude that a word-initial laryngeal was
regularly lost.



77

F. WORD-INITIAL LARYNGEAL BEFORE LARYNGEAL
(#HH-)

1. HHC-

There are five instances, of which two (nos. 2. and 3.) are
doubtful.
1. acu-pedius ‘'quick-footed', acci-piter ‘'hawk, falcon' (lit.
'quick-flier' < *acu-petri-), cf. Skt. asu-pdtvan-, Gr.
dxO-mttepog. Since it is likely that Lat. 6cior, Skt. asd-, Gr.
dxug etc. reflect *HoHK- (*hseHk- or *Hehyk) rather than
*Hok-, Lat. acu-, acci- probably reflect *HHKu- (thus Beekes
1972, 126).

2. 2i5 'l say’ < *hgh,;g-17 See ILB.3.

3. According to Kortlandt 1980b, amarus 'bitter' reflects *HHm-,
the zero grade of the root found in Gr. @u6g, Arm. hum 'raw'
< *HoHmo- (prob. *hj;eHmo- in view of Arm. h-). The con-
nection is, however, neither semantically nor formally compelling.

4. apiscor 'to obtain, reach' may reflect the (originally redup-
licated) root *h;h;p-, of which the full grade is found in the
perfect coepl < *-ép- < *hjeh;p-. See I11.B.3.2 and .3.

5. atrox 'black, terrible' contains the zero grade of the root
*HeHt- found in &ter 'black', Av. dtars 'fire' (see II.C.6 no.
3).

We may conclude on the basis of the probable instances 1.
and 5. that *HHC- yielded *HHC- > *HaC- > Lat. aC-.

2. HHV-
Two words may be relevant.

1. ornus 'mountain-ash' < *6séno- is cognate with W. onn
etc. 'ashes', Olr. uinnius 'ash' < *6sno-. Balto-Slavic points
to a root *HoHs-: Lith. tosis, Latv. udsis (with acute into-
nation), SCr. jdsén (with Slavic short -a-), Russ. jasen', Sin.
jasen (AP. a) 'ash'. The j- of the Slavic forms is probably se-
condary because PSlav. *a- was often replaced by *ja- (OCS.
(jlagnbcy 'lamb' < *ag-, OCS. (j)ablwvko 'apple’ < *abl-).
In view of these forms, ornus and the Celtic forms most likely
reflect *HHos- (or *Hhjzes-). The same protoform is reflected in
Alb. ah 'beech' < *oskad < *HHos-k-. Arm. hac€i ‘ash' and
OE. #sc, OHG. asc, Olev askr 'ash' may reflect *HHos-k- as
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well (*HHs-k- is perhaps possible for Germanic).

In order to account for the ablaut *HoHs-, *HHos- (or
*Hh,es-) and the variety in suffixes, we may reconstruct a PIE.
s-stem NAsg. *HeH-s, obi. *HH-es-.

2. ulna 'elbow' < *5léna- belongs to a complicated etymon.
The reflexes point to an n-stem *6l-en-, but the same root is
also attested in conjunction with other suffixes. The views
presented here are to a large degree based on Lubotsky 1990,
131-132.

The n-stem is reflected in the following forms: Gr. GARQV,
Grévn ‘elbow' < *6[-én-, @AAOV 'elbow, ell' < *6l-n-; Arm.
uln, ufn ‘'spine, shoulder'. A root with a short vowel, *ol-, is
found in Lat. ulna, Olr. uilen 'angle', W. elin, Bret. ilin
< *ol-en-, Olc. alin (also eln, gln), OE. elin, eln, OHG.
elina 'ell' < PGm. *alin- < *ol-en-. The -ei- of Goth.
aleina (lx) is obscure; it may be due to a scribal mistake
(thus Feist s.v.). Gr. OAéxpavog (beside @A\€é-) 'point of the
elbow' (according to Brugmann from *6leno-krano-, see Frisk,
Chantraine ad locc.) probably also contains old *61-, if it is re-
liable. Gr. Aékpavo 'elbows' is obscure (perhaps 6- > &, as in
MoGr. Alyog <« OAiyog, Chantraine s.v. aAévn; Prof. C.JI.
Ruijgh suggested that 6- was lost after the article in crasis at a
time when the quantitative oppositions of the vowels were lost:
10 OAéxpavov > TOAEkpavov). Arm. ofn 'spine, backbone'
points to *&l- as well.

A suffix *-k- is contained in the Balto-Slavic forms:
*51-k-u- is found in Lith. alkiine, OPruss. alkunis ‘'elbow'
(the e-vocalism in Lith. elkiiné and a number of Latvian forms
is secondary) and in OCS. lakwtes 'id.'" OPruss. woaltis,
woltis and Lith. uolektis, Latv. ublekts 'elbow' point to
*61-(e)k-t i-. The broken tone of Latvian points to PIE,
*HoH[- (Lubotsky 1990, 132).

Three other forms are of importance. Hitt. hahhal-, which
may mean 'palm of the hand' (Laroche 1951, 188), points to
*HoHIl- (or *hzeh,l- or *hzeh,l-), which would confirm the
Baltic reconstruction; but since its meaning is not certain, it may
not belong to the present etymon. Toch. A ale, B. (obl.sg.)
al(y)i 'palm of the hand', which despite the semantic difference
probably belong to this etymon, point to PToch. *ale(n) (cf.
Hilmarsson 1986, 231 f., Lubotsky 1990, 133). Skt. aratni-
‘elbow' may belong here, too.

Thus, Balto-Slavic *6l-, *al- reflects *HoHl-, HHol-
(Hhzel-7). The ablaut points to a PIE. [-stem (cf. hahhal-).
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Tocharian would then point to *HHI- (or *Hh,el-).

Since the n-stem is found over extensive parts of the IE.
territory, it probably goes back to PIE. The Greek and Ar-
menian forms with *6[- reflect *HoHl-én/én/n- (*Hehyl-?). It
is tempting to explain the Italic, Celtic, Germanic, Armenian
and (perhaps, if reliable) Greek forms with *6I- as *HHol-,
which might then be equated with the form of the root in
Balto-Slavic *al-ku-. However, normal ablaut of an n-stem
would create an alternation *HoHl-, *HHI- in the root, not
*HoHl-, *HHol-. Although a full grade I beside a full grade II
could occur in PIE. etyma in general, it could not occur within
the same paradigm (cf. Rix 1970, 95). Thus, either the forms
with *6[- < *HoHl- or those with *6[- < *HHol- did not be-
long to the PIE. n-stem paradigm.

If *HHol-n- is old, 6l- in Greek and Armenian may have
been introduced from the root noun. If *HoHI-n- is old, the ex-
planation of the n-stem forms outside Greco-Armenian is more
complex. Armenian and Greek *o6l- may be explained from the
zero grade *HHI-n- (if one of the two laryngeals was *h,),
which is perhaps confirmed by PToch. *ale(n) < *HHI-, if this
originally belonged to the n-stem paradigm. The Italic, Celtic
and Germanic forms, however, ‘cannot reflect *HH[- because the
latter would have yielded *al- (see section 1. above). It is
therefore most likely that *6I[- in these languages was either
introduced from the root noun or shortened from *6I[- <
*HoHI- in accordance with Dybo's rule of pretonic shortening:
see V.B.



III. LARYNGEAL AT THE END
OF THE WORD

1. Introduction

The Latin material of words reflecting a word-final laryn-
geal is not extensive. Nevertheless, there are but few PIE. con-
stellations for which the Latin result is in dispute. The main
question is whether PIE. *-CiH# yielded Lat. -Ci# or -Cia#
(see section 4).

In the following sections, all Latin words that reflect or
possibly reflect a word-final laryngeal are discussed. The order
of presentation is: -CH# (2); -VH# (3); -IH# (4). No reflexes
of PIE. word-final -RH# were found.

2. Word-final laryngeal after consonant (-CH#)
Three instances point to the vocalization of *-H to -a.

1. ita ‘'thus' may be identified with Skt. iti 'thus' < *itH
(thus EM., Mayrhofer KEWA. s.v., but EWaia is more cautious,
Rix 1976, 188 (*ith;)). According to WH., ita rather reflects
*jita, which was shortened in accordance with the "Iamben-
kiirzungsgesetz". *ita might allegedly be identified with Av. i6a
'thus', which does not explain Av. -6-. The suggestion that ita
reflects *ita has therefore little to commend itself.

2. The NApl. of neuter nouns in -3 must be identified with Gr.
-&, Skt. -i < *-h, (Beekes 1985, 28 ff.).

3. The Nsg. of the a-stems, ending in Lat. -2 most likely re-
flects *-h,. The assumption that *-eh, > *-3 resulted in Lat.
-3 must be rejected (cf. lsg. pres. -6 < *-oH). See V.C.1.1.2,

In Lat. os, G. ossis 'bone' < *HostH (cf. Skt. asthi,
Hamp 1953; Beekes 1987c, 53), the final laryngeal does not
seem to have been vocalized. In view of 1. - 3. above, this loss
creates a problem. There are, however, reasons to suppose that
*HostH > *osta was replaced by *ost. First, the laryngeal
was regularly lost before an ending beginning with a vowel, e.g.
G. *HostH-es, D. *HostH-ei > *ostes, *ostei, which
created the model for a new NAsg. *ost. In the second place
and perhaps more importantly, the NAsg. *HostH > *osta
would probably have been homonymous with the NApl.
*HostH-h, > *osta, which created pressure to replace the
NAsg. (-a being the marker of the NApl. neuter, and alien to
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the NAsg; note, however, that there is no other evidence for
the development of *-HH#). Mutatis mutandis, this proposal could
also explain the Avestan cognate as-c¢a.

3. Word-final laryngeal after vowel (-VH#)

Since the treatment of word-final -VH does not differ from
that of word-internal -VH- before a consonant, the instances
may simply be listed.

1. de ‘'from', OIr. di, W. di- 'from' is probably an in-
strumental of the root *de found in unde, inde, Gr. oik6v-5¢
< olkov 5, Myc. wo-i-ko-de (WH.). In that case dé reflects
*de-h;. An o-grade instrumental may probably be reconstructed
for do-nec until, as long as', quan-do 'when', cf. OE. to 'to'.

2. octo 'eight' probably reflects *Hoktehy; (*hze-?) rather than
*HoktoH in view of the delabialization in octavus 'eighth' (see
IV.E.13.2.3). Cf. Gr. okto.

3. pro 'before' most likely reflects an old instrumental of *pré
(Meillet, 19378, 350, Beekes 1973, 216). Accordingly, it goes
back to *pro-h;.

4. qua 'where(to)' is according to WH. s.v. an instrumental, in
which case it would reflect *kWeh,-h;. If, on the other hand,
EM. are correct, qua (like qué) is in origin an ablative *quad,
and the word does not belong here.

5. The long final -3 of triginta 'thirty' etc. has not yet re-
ceived a satisfactory explanation (contrast the short final in Gr.
tpiékovid). In any case, -3 cannot reflect the neuter plural
ending of the o-stems (Sommer 1914, 468) because the latter
was *-h, > -3 (Beekes 198§, 28 ff.; cf. Leumann 1977, 468,
who also rejects Sommer's explanation). -3 probably points to
*-eh,, whatever its origin. ‘

6. The lsg. present -6 reflects *-oH, cf. the acute intonation of
Lith. -0 < *-uo < *-oA.

4, Word-final laryngeal after I (-IH#)

There are no examples to illustrate the treatment of -VIH
and -RIH. The evidence for the development of -CIH comprises
eight instances.

1. quia 'why, because' is in origin identical with the NApl.
neuter quid 'which' (cf. nisi quia ‘'except that'; Leumann
1977, 473). The form reflects *k¥i-h, and may be compared
with Gr. Boeotian t&, Megaran o& 'why?', Att. &tta ‘'that
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which' < *k¥ia < *kYih,.

2. According to Monteil 1973, 206, the Nsg. in -ia of the type
materiés, materia reflects *~ih, and the Nsg. in ~ia of the
type superbid, avaritia reflects *-ih,.

3. The neuter plural of the i- and u-stems ends in -id (e.g.
maria), -ud (e.g. cornua). The PIE. ending was *-ih,, *-uh,.

4, qui ‘'how, why', cf. qui-cum ‘'with whom'. EM. and WH.
label qui an instrumental-ablative and WH. claim that qul may
have resulted from a merger of an ablative qui < *quid and
an instrumental qui < *kY¥i-h, (cf. OE. OS. hwi, Olc. hvi
‘how'; Monteil 1973, 230 gives an unconvincing account of the
origin of the instrumental by assuming analogical lengthening of
*qui after the type aratrd). Sommer 1914, 437, Meillet-
Vendryes 1927, 462 and Ernout 1953, 87 claim that qui arose
from an ablative *quid only. Leumann 1977, 472 simply states
that qui is an instrumental (thus also Beekes 1985, 38, who
reconstructs *k%i-h,).

The interpretation of qui as an instrumental *k%ih, in my
opinion seems preferable. Its meaning does not suggest a dif-
ferent origin. Instances like qui-cum, where the later language
would use an ablative, are not indicative because originally the
preposition cum < *Kom undoubtedly governed the instrumental
(unfortunately *kom has not survived in languages that have
maintained the instrumental as a separate case-form; we may,
however, compare the use of *su 'with' with the instrumental in
Slavic (OCS. s®, which, viewed in isolation, might reflect *kom)
and Baltic (Lith. si)). Moreover, the ablative sg. of quis and
qul is (masc. ntr.) qud. If qui reflected *quid, it would be
an innovation of Italic (in PIE. only o-stems formed an ablative
on -d). This fact would force us to assume that the relatively
late innovation *quid was itself replaced by *quéd > Lat. quod,
i.e. the motivation to create *quid made way for the motivation
to abolish it again in a relatively brief time-span, without us
being able to find out why. If, on the other hand, qui was an
instrumental dating back to PIE., its lexicalization in the
meaning ‘how, why' and its loss as a relative, which maintained
a final foothold in conjunction with the preposition cum, are
understandable without any special pleading. I conclude that qui
is a strong case of -CIH#.

5. ta 'you' reflects *tuH, cf. OCS. ty, Skt. tuvdm (<
*tuH-am).
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6. viginti ‘twenty' is a NA dual ntr. form (thus EM., WH.)
reflecting *dui-dKmt-ih,;. For the explanation of the loss of the
d's, the origin of Lat. -g- and the length in vi- see Kortlandt
1983a. The Latin form must be compared with Skt. vimsatih,
Av. vi$aiti, Gr. Fixoti, €ixoot < *&Fixooi, which have
short final -i, which, as Kortlandt fthc. b argues convincingly,
is the original ending of the Ndu. neuter. Lat. -1 reflects *-i
to which the ntr. pl. ending *h, or the Ndu. ending *h, was
added at a later stage. The same innovation is found in British,
cf. MW. ugeint, Bret. ugent < PBrit. *uganti. The idea
that Lat. -7 is due to attraction to vi- (Sommer 1914, 468,
with hesitation) is highly improbable.

7. Etruscan uni < Lat. *iani and the derivation of ndtrire,
which presupposes a noun *nutri (see V.C.1.6), reflect the
Nsg. of the devi-type, i.e. PIE. *-ih,.

8. The Gsg. ending of the o-stems in -1 probably reflects *-iH
and may be identical to the Nsg. ending of the Vedic type
devi (see V.C.1.1.3).

The NAsg. neuter of the u-stems in -G (e.g. cornd) cannot
be used, as its quantity is unreliable. (Attested -0 may be
artificial, see Leumann 1977, 441; in the case of gend, corni
one might think of original duals which were reinterpreted as
singulars.)

At first sight, the evidence seems to be conflicting.
However, it is impossible that qui, ta, viginti, *idani,
*natri and Gsg. -1 replace *quia, *tua, *vigintia, *iania,
*natria and *-ia because of the conspicuous lack of a model
and a motivation for such a development. The forms which
point to -CIH > *-CIdi may be secondary. The Nsg. materia
can hardly be used to prove anything because the origin of this
type of inflection is a hot issue. In section V.C.2.4.3 it is held
that the type reflects a PIE. stem in *-ih, of the vrkih-type,
which had a Nsg. in *-ih,-s; the Nsg. in -id may have been a
late form, based on the oblique cases, e.g. the Gsg. -iai. The
abstracts in -id (superbia etc.) may have replaced an original
Nsg. in *-1 < *-ih, on the model of the simple a-stems ac-
cording to the proportion N. *-4 : A. *-am = N. x : A.
*-iam, x = -id. The neuter plural in -id, -ud may have intro-
duced the normal neuter plural ending -a. The only problem is
quia ‘'why, because' because it is lexicalized and therefore
exempt from paradigmatic reshufflings that could have affected
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the normal paradigm of qui, quis. However, the obvious way
out is that this lexicalization may have been recent, posterior to
the reshuffling, in which case quia replaced *qui < *kYi-h,
in the same way as maria replaced *mari. The weight of the
evidence pointing to the development *-IH# > ~i, -i indicates
that this is indeed the explanation of quia.

We may thus conclude that the Latin evidence points to
*IH# > -1, -u.



IV. LARYNGEAL IN THE MIDDLE
OF THE WORD

A. INTRODUCTION

In accordance with the preliminary remarks made in chapter
1.C, the material will be presented in the alphabetical order
C,V,R,I of the sounds which precede and follow the laryngeal.

In section B are discussed CHC, CHV and CHR, in section
C are discussed VHC, VHV and VHR and in section D are dis-
cussed RHC, RHV and RHR. Section E deals with HI and IH,
and here too the surrounding sounds dictate the order of pre-
sentation (see E.1). Section F treats the constellations HRH and
HIH. The remaining, most complicated and correspondingly rare
constellations (e.g. CIHIV, HIRHC, IRHC) are discussed in sec-
tion G. More elaborate outlines of the contents of large sections
can be found at the beginning of sections B.1, C.1, D.1 and 2,
E.1 and F.1.

B. LARYNGEAL AFTER CONSONANT (CH)
1. Laryngeal between consonants (CHC)

1.1. Introduction

It has never been controversial that the three PIE. laryn-
geals yielded Lat. a between consonants (cf. recently Mayrhofer
1987, 100). Nevertheless, beside the general acceptance of this
fact, two minor problems have occupied the minds of scholars:
(1) The alleged loss of the laryngeal without any reflex in cer-
tain positions (type collis < *kolH-ni-);

(2) The alleged vocalization of *h; to o in nota.

It is the aim of this chapter to provide a discussion of all
relevant Latin forms. The investigation of the first problem men-
tioned will be undertaken in chapter V.A.2. The second will be
treated in section IV.D.1.3.6.1, (section D deals with laryngeals
after vocalic resonants).

As regards the reconstruction of laryngeals, it will be clear
that the presence of a laryngeal in a given word depends on the
comparison with other languages. If Latin a corresponds with
e/o/P-ablaut in other languages, its a must be of non-laryngeal
origin and will be treated in chapter VI.

" On the other hand, one must reconstruct a laryngeal in the
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following cases:

(1) if Lat. a appears to be a zero grade of *e, *a or *5;

(2) if Lat. a corresponds with IIr. i,

(3) if the intonation of Balto-Slavic cognates is acute (except if
this intonation is the result of Winter's law);

(4) if a Hittite cognate has h.

Apart from these obvious distinctions of laryngeal and non-
laryngeal a, there remain some cases which cannot clearly be as-
signed to either category. These are the words that are generally
adduced as evidence for PIE. *a and which are collected by
Kurylowicz 1956, 190 ff. and 194 ff. Kurylowicz distinguishes
two groups: -

(1) Southern IE. (Greek, Arm., Lat., Celt.) a = IIr. a (p. 190
ff.);

(2) "European" (i.e. IE. excluding IIr.) a (p. 194 ff.).

I think that another classification is necessary:

(1) IIr. a and/or BSl. a (i.e. those languages in which H could
not become a) = a in other languages;

(2) *a in forms without cognates in IIr. and BSIL

The first category will not be treated here because IIr. and BSL
a cannot reflect a vocalized laryngeal. However, this is not ab-
solutely copperbottomed because it just might happen to be so
that BSl. or IIr. *a reflects *h,e, while Latin a reflects *h, (or
*h,e, which in general cannot be decided), see e.g. Lat. canus
< *kasnos, cf. Skt. sdsa-, see 4.1.1 no. 2. Every item of
Kurylowicz's list must therefore be separately screened: if the
outcome is that an interconsonantal laryngeal is indeed or pro-
bably involved, the word will be treated here (e.g. cadere,
canus). Only if the reconstruction of a laryngeal is impossible
and the Latin cognate has a, the latter belongs to the numerous
cases of non-laryngeal a in Latin. These words are discussed in
chapter VI.

Words belonging to category (2) will be treated in this sec-
tion for the simple reason that it cannot be demonstrated that in
these cases the root did not contain a laryngeal. Of course, the
latter alone is not decisive, but in general the assumption of a
laryngeal offers the simplest explanation for the attésted forms,
e.g. in the case of Lat. caper, Gr. xanpog, Olc. hafr, OIr.
caera. If one assumes, as I do, that Indo-European did not
have a phoneme a (i.e. distinct from e and o), the reconstruc-
tion of a laryngeal in these cases gains strength. Forms like
caper etc. cannot by definition be used as proof for PIE. *a,
even though the assumed laryngeal cannot be independently
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proved.

1.2. Outline

In the present chapter, all Latin words containing short -a-
are investigated. Research was conducted on the basis of the
complete material in EM.

The plan of this chapter is as follows:
1.3 Words which- are not discussed in this chapter. 1.3.1 Words
without a reliable etymology. 1.3.2 Onomatopoetic and expressive
words. 1.3.3. Loans. 1.3.4 Non-laryngeal a. 1.3.5 CRHC >
CRaC and #RHC- > #RaC-. 1.4 The material. 1.4.1 *h,;. 1.4.2
*h,. 1.4.3 *h,. 1.4.4 *H of unknown quality. 1.5 farnus and
related forms.

1.3. Words which are not discussed

1.3.1. Words without a reliable etymology

The following words containing CaC, collected from EM.,
have no clear etymology:
bacalusiae, bacca (baca), bacciballum, baccinum, badd
(batto), bataclo, bafer, balatro (Etr.?), bancus,
barinula, bassu§, basterna, blandonia (blandon(n)a),
blatta, blatta (blatteia), brassica, brattea, caccitus,
cacula (cacus), cada (cadula), caliandrum, caliga,
calius, calva (cf. calvus?), cama (Iber.?), campus,
camur(-us, cf. Gr. xoud&pa?), canadbula, canicae, canicum,
caperro, capis (< Gr.?), capistrum, cappa, capsa (cf.
capio?), carcer, carduus (cf. carro?), carissa, casa,
cassis, caténa, catinus (cf. OE. heden?), cavea, caviae,
cavidarius, cavilla (cf. calvor?), clacendix (clax-),
crassus (but cf. WH., very uncertain), fallere, falx,
famulus, familia, fatica, fatigare (fessus, affatim),
fatuus, favus, gabata, galla, gantula, *garbula,
*gargala, grandis, gratilla, hallus (-x), hamid, harena,
*labarum, labrusca, laburnum, lacca, laccanium, laccar,
lacerna, lacerta, lacertus, lacio (=lax infra), lacinar,
lammina (lamina, lamna), lampadio, lampago, *langa,
*lapit, lappa, laquear, laqueus, lar(s), latéena, later,
latiarius, laver, lax (lacere), macus, maccus (< Gr. ?),
mactus (macte), macula, *magulum, mamphur (< Osc.),
marisca (-us), marruvium (-bium), martisia, maruca,
matta (Semit.?), *mattia, matula, pabo, palagga,
p(a)lasea, palatium, palea, palla (-ium < Gr.?),
palidatus (-amentum), pampinus, pancra (cf. impancro),
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panna, pantex, *paparium, paparus, papaver, papula,
parcd (cf. compescd), passer, pastinum, pastinaca,
patera (cf. pated ?), *paveri, platalea, plates(s)a,
rabula, rabulana, rabuscula, raia, rallus, rasis,
(a)ravicelus, sabina, saburra, sagina, sagitta, salamen,
salaput(t)ium, salar, salgama, saliva, salmo, salpiga
(-punga), saltem, samartia, sambicus, samosa, sampsa,
santerna, sappus, sardd, sarid, satelles, satureia,
saxum (cf. Olc. sax ‘knife'??), scandala, scandula,
scandulaca, scapulae, scarda, scardia, scarpinat,
sclareia, scrattae (scraptae), spacus, stagnum,
*st latta (cf. latus 'breed' ?), tabanus, taberna (cf. trabs
7), tabula, *talabarrioé, talpa, tama, tamarix, taminia,
tamnus, *tanacita, tarax, tardus, tarmes (=termes), taxa
(taxus), tranquillus (but see WH.), vaccinium, vacerra,
vacillo, vafer, valeria, valgus (but see WH.), valles,
*vallesit, varius, varix, vaspix, vascus, vatius,
vavato.

1.3.2. Onomatopoetic and expressive words

balbus (cf. Cz. blblati, Gr. BopBopdg), babit, babiger
(cf. OCS. baba, Engl. baby), bambilium, bamborium,
blatero, blatio (cf. MLG. pladderen, OHG. blabizon, cf.
balbus), cacabd, cacillé (< Gr.?), cacare (cf. Gr.
kakkéw, Russ. kakat'), cachinndé (cf. Skt. kakhati, Gr.
koyxélw etc.), garrire, glattio, lallare (cf. Gr. Adhog,
Lith. laluoti), mamma (cf. Lith. moma, Alb. meme, OlIr.
muimme), pappa (cf. Engl. pappa), pappa, pax, quaxd,
raccd, ragid, rancio, ravus, taratantara, tat (tatae),
tata (cf. W.B. tad), vae, vah.

1.3.3. Loans

1.3.3.1. From Greek:

ardalid, asarum, ascarid (?), (a)spar(a)gus, astacus,
attagena, aurichalcum, azaniae, bastum (?), babae
(papae), baccar, baceolus, bal(i)neum, ballaena (ball?d),
ballista, balld, baselus (phasélus), bastum (?), baxea,
blaesus, blasphémo, bracchium, cac(c)abus, cadus,
calamus, calathus, c(h)alare, calopeta (?), calpar (7),
calx (?), camélus, camera, caminus, cammarus, camomilla,
campsd, canaba, canistrum, canna, cannabis, canén,
cantharis, cantharus, canua, capisterium, capitum,
carbas (-asus), carbasus, carchésium, caristia, carota,
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caryon, caryophylla, cas(s)ia, cassiterum, castanea,
castor, cata, catachanna, catampo, cataphractes,
cataplasma (and others in cata-), cathedra, catomum,
dactylus, damalié, damascéna, danus (?), daping,
dapsilus, dracé, facellatid, famfaluca, gagates,
galbanum, galea, galium, gamba, gangraena, gargarizo,
garum, *gastra, grabatum, graphicus, graphium, *labarum,
lacca, laccus, lachanizo, lagalopex, laganum, lagois,
lagona, lamia, lampas, la(n)terna, *laparis (?),
lapathum, lasanum, latex (?), macellum, magdalia,
magida, magira, magnis, magus, malacus, malandria (?),
maltha, mantiscinor, margarita, marmor, marruria,
marsuppium, martyr, massa, masticd, mastic(h)é, mastix,
mastigd, mataxa, mattea, nardus, p(h)ager, palaestra,
panaricium, panax, -aces, panaceia, papyrus, parabola,
parabolanus, paradisus, paragraphus, paralysis,
parasitus, paratragoedo, pardus, parochia, paropsis,
pasceolus, pascha, pasta, patagium, patagus, pataracina
(?), patena, patéta, patina, pelagus, pelecanus, pha-,
phiala, placenta, plagium, plagisia (?), planétae,
planus, plasmo, platanus, platea, plato (?), *plattus,
psallo, psalmus, ramnus, raphanus, sabanum, sabbatum,
saccharum, saccus, sagena, sagma, salamandra,
salapitta, salisator (-atid), salpa, salum (?), sambica,
sandal ium, sanna, sapliutus, sappirus, sarcophagus,
sarda, sargus, scalmus, scandalium, scapha, scara,
scarabaeus, scarizo, scarafico, scarus, smaragdus,
spadd, spartum, sparus, spasmus, spatha, squarrésus
(differently WH.), stadium, stater, strabus, strangulo,
stranguria, talentum, tangomenas, tapete, tarandrus,
tarpezita, all words with tha-, tragant(h)um, tragéma,
tragoedia, tragum, trapetum.

1.3.3.2. From Celtic:

baditis, bagaudae, bardala, bardocucullus, bardus,
bascauda, battué (?), bracis, branca (?), calliomarcus,
calocatanos, cambio M, candetum, candosoccus,
cant(h)us, caracalla, carpentum, carracutium, carrus,
catanus (?), cateia (?), cavannus, -a, craxantus, damma
(?), dannus, drappus (?), dravoca, gabalus, galba,
gladius, glastum, malina (?), mannus (?), marcus, marga,
mataris, -a, padus, petasd, ratis, sagum, samauca,
samera, samolus, sappinus (?), taxea.




1.3.3.3. From Germanic:

(h)aringus, bandum, bard, canna, carpa, flado, framea,
ganta, grana (-us), harpa, *marisca, *mariscalcus, saio,
scala, *scaptos (?), scarfia, spanna, straua (-b-), taxo,
vanga, vargus.

1.3.3.4. From other languages:

balatrdé, balteus, balix, bal(l)uca, barca, bardus,
barrié, barrus, blatea, bratus, calamaucus, calautica,
caltha, camela, camelaucum, camillus, camina, camox,
campagus, camum, cant(h)erius, capys, caragius, fala,
gabalium, galena, gammus, *gandeia, gangadia, lanio,
madeia, maforte, mamphiila, manna, mantisa, mapalia,
mappa, *marisopa, maro, marra, massaris, mastruca,
nabljum, naphtha(s), palacurna, palacrana, palaga,

palatum, panaca, parada, paragauda, paramus (?),
passernicés, *radia, sabaia, salar, salmo, samardacus,
sandapila, sappa, sarracum (?), tarum, tautanus,
*tasconium.

1.3.4. Non-laryngeal a

The words with non-laryngeal a will be enumerated and
discussed in chapter VI. The following culture terms probably do
not reflect a root containing a laryngeal: faba (cf. Russ. bob,
OPruss. babo), far, caballus, cabs (cf. Gr. «xoBéAANG,
MOoHG. kob, OCS. kobyla). See also chapter VLF.

1.3.5. CRHC > CRd4C and #RHC- > #RaC-
See 1V.D.1.3.4 and 1IV.D.1.2 respectively.

1.4. Material

In this section all words will be treated which on the evi-
dence of cognates in other languages have short a going back to
a vocalized laryngeal. The view that the laryngeal became a is
generally accepted, and this will be taken as the starting-point.
The main purpose of this section is the presentation and dis-
cussion of the relevant material, as complete as possible. The
material will be presented in alphabetical order in the following
sections: 1.4.1 *h,. 1.4.2 *h,. 1.4.3 *h,. 1.4.4 *H of unknown
quality.
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1.4.1. *h,.

1.4.1.1. Material.

1. animus 'mind, spirit' and Osc. anamum belong to the root
*h,enh,~ 'to blow'. Its exact counterpart is Gr. &vepog 'wind'.
Lat. animus may reflect *h,enh;-mo-, or, more likely, *h,nh,-
-emo- (thus Kortlandt 1980b, 127-8; see section IV.F.2.2). In
the latter case animus does not belong here.

2. canus 'white (with age)' reflects *kasnos in view of Lat.
cascus 'old', Paelign. casnar 'senex'. It is evidently cognate
with Germanic words for 'grey': Olc. hqss, OHG. haso <
*kasyo-, and with the word for ‘hare': OHG. haso, OE. hara,
Olc. heri < *kas-. In view of OPruss. sasins ‘'hare' and
Skt. sdsa- 'id.' < *sadsa-, this word has generally been con-
sidered to contain PIE. a. However, as Lubotsky 1989 proposed,
it is possible that the hare-word reflects an ongmal s-stem of a
root *kh,~ attested in OCS. sére», OCz. sery, Olc. hdrr, OE.
har 'grey' < *kH-oi-ro-. His evidence for the laryngeal in the
latter . words is based on the Slavic forms, which presumably re-
flect *xoiro- < *KHoi-ro-. That it is *h, is perhaps shown by
Ir. ciar 'dark brown' < *Khjei-ro-. Skt. sasa- would reflect
*Kkh;~es-. Given the extreme scarcity of evidence for the ex-
istence of a PIE. phoneme *a and given the Slavic forms, Lu-
botsky's proposal is attractive. The evidence for *h; is based
only on Ir. ciar and must therefore be viewed with some scep-
ticism. If it is accepted, Italic *kas- must be reconstructed as
PIE. *kh;s-. If not, one is free to reconstruct *Kh,s- or
*Kkhyes-, which makes it doubtful whether these words belong in
this chapter at all.

3. catus 'sharp, pointed' has an exact counterpart in Olr. cath
'wise, able' and in Ved. §ita- 'sharp' < *KH-t6-. It is a to-
participle of a verbal root attested in Skt. pres. sisati 'to
whet' < *Ki-KeH-ti. Probably MHG. har ‘'small whetstone',
Du. haren 'to whet' < Kkeh;-s- are cognate as well (WH.,
Lindeman, NTS 22, 114) although this connection is not men-
tioned by Franck - Van Wijk - Van Haeringen. If it s
accepted, Lat. catus must originally have contained *h,.

On root forms pointing to PIE. *keh,-i-, e.g. Av. saeni-
'pointed’, OE. han ‘'whetstone', see Mayrhofer KEWA s.v.
sisati, Lindeman op. cit. 114. A Latin cognate of catus is
probably cos, cotis 'whetstone', which has no exact counterpart
in other languages (see IV.C.1.5.4). Fmally, it must be noted
that according to Varro LL 7, 46, catus is a Sabinian word.
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This does not affect the interpretation because the development
of interconsonantal laryngeals into a in all likelihood antedates
Proto-Italic, so that one may assume that the PIE. laryngeals de-
veloped in Sabinian in the same way as in Latin.

4. facere, féci, factum 'to make' must be compared with O.
FAKIIAD, U. FACIA 'faciat' etc. and with Gr. <t{6nut,
t{8epev < *dh(e)h,-. The presence of *h, is proven by the
Greek forms and by the Latin perfect.

5. fanum < *fasnom ‘hallowed place’ belongs to the root
*dheh,~ (not evidently identical to the preceding root) and must
reflect *dhh;s-no-. Its closest cognates are O. FIISNU
'templum', U. FESNAF-E 'in templum' < *fésna. Given the
fact that the Umbrian form is a plurale tantum, the form
*dhéh,s-n-(e)h, was originally probably the plural (collective)
form of the singular *dhh;s-no- attested in Latin. Other deriva-
tives of the original s-stem are Lat. feriae < OLat. fesiae
'festival days', féstus 'festive', Arm. dik€ 'gods' < *dheh;s-,
Gr. 6e6g 'god', 6¢éopatog etc. < *dhh;s-.

6. genitor 'procreator' reflects *genator < *genh,-tor, cf.
Gr. yevétap, Skt. janitar-. The ppp. genitus is a recent
formation in view of (g)natus < *gnh,-to-, cf. Skt. jata-.
On the loss of the laryngeal in gens, germen see V.A.3.

7. habere 'to have', U. HABETU ‘'habeto' < *ghabh-eh;-
must be compared with the *je-present Ir. gaibid 'to take' <
*ghabh-je-, U. HA(H)TU 'capito', habiest 'wird ergreifen’
< *ghabh-i- (Meiser 1986, 126). Compare also W. gafael
'id.', which shows that the -a- of Irish must be old. The para-
digm with a static *-eh,-form and a non-static *-je-form is re-
miniscent of Balto-Slavic -é-verbs with -i-presents.

Osc. hipid (3 sg. conj. perf.), hipust (3 sg. fut. ex.) <

~ *ghép- probably points to full grade *gheh;bh-. This recon-

struction is supported by the Lith. dialect pret. at-gébau ‘habe
hergebracht', where the acute intonation points to a root with a
laryngeal. p in the Oscan forms can be explained either from an
athematic conjugation (a root aorist? See EM.) or from the in-
fluence of capio, cepi (WH., Pokorny IEW. 408).

Lith. gabénti 'to take away' has no trace of a. laryngeal
and would therefore point to a root *ghobh-, *ghebh-, as does
Goth. giban etc. 'to give'.

Since there is evidence for *h, from two sources (Oscan

and Lithuanian) and since Germanic points to a different root,
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without a laryngeal, it is impossible to reconstruct a root
*ghabh- that comprises all forms (against WH., Pokorny IEW.
407-408), and it is unlikely that a morphological zero grade of a
CeC-root may be posited for Italo-Celtic (Kurylowicz 1956, 177).
habére must therefore be reconstructed as *ghh;bh-.

8. patior, passus 'to suffer' possibly reflects *ph,-t- if the
connection with Gr. mfiux 'suffering', suggested by both EM. and
WH. but not mentioned by Frisk and not preferred by Chan-
traine, is accepted. mipo has panhellenic n.

9. As EM. have pointed out, the antique etymology that
prosper 'prosperous, favourable' reflects préo spére cannot be
correct because the old ablative of spées ‘'hope' is spé and be-
cause one would expect long -é- in prospera, prosperum etc.
The form rather belongs to the root *speh,- found in Skt.
sphayate ‘'grows fat', RV. sphati- ‘act of fattening'. Zero
grade *sph,- is reflected in RV. sphira- ‘'fat'. The aspirate
-ph- must have arisen in contact with the laryngeal. OCS.
spéti 'to thrive', Latv. spét 'vermoOgen' show that the root
contains *h;. OCS sporv ‘rich, fat' cannot be reconciled with
this root (see Kortlandt 1980c, 352, who reconstructs *s®-por-).
prosper reflects *pro-spidro- < *-sph,-ro- and is the exact
counterpart of RV. sphira-.

10. sapid, sapere 'to have taste, know' is cognate with O.
sipus, Volsc. abl. sepu 'sciens' < *sép-uds, a perfect parti-
ciple. It is cognate with Germanic forms, e.g. OS. an-sebbian
'to remark, notice', OHG. int-seffen 'to remark, taste’, Olc.
sefi ‘'thought' < PGm. *saf-i- < PIE. *sHp-. Its alternative
etymology, with Lat. sapa 'sap' is semantically less likely. The
evidence for *h, is based on the Oscan forms. However, it
should be borne in mind that the *& can be analogical, as it is
in agere, égi. Given the scanty remains of Oscan, the absence
of a finite verb does not indicate that *sépuos is an isolated
form which was not liable to analogical remodelling. Evidence
for *h, is therefore present but uncertain,

Kurylowicz includes sapere in his list of 'European' a
(1956, 195), apparently ignoring the Oscan forms. In his view,
there is no evidence at all for PIE. *a in this form because it
could be a loan on European territory. I agree that there is no
evidence for PIE. *a because of the Oscan form and because
*sap- can reflect *sHp-. But I do not think it likely that
sapere is a loan from a non-Indo-European language because it
is a verb of non-technical meaning and because its morphology
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is thoroughly Indo-European: zero grade of the root and i-
inflection (cf. capere, facere), the antiquity of which is
confirmed by Germanic, and the Oscan perfect participle.

11. satus 'sown' goes back to *sh;~td- in view of sémen
'seed’ < *seh,-mn, sévi < *seh,~, and Lith. séti, OCS.
séti, SCr. séjati, Goth, saian, OHG. samo 'seed', Ir. sil
< *seh,-.

12. The etymology of spatium 'space' is unclear (EM). Accor-
ding to WH., it must be connected with the root *speh,- 'fat,
thrive, grow' (see 9. above). The semantic development would
be approximately 'fattening' > ‘extension'. This is conceivable
but not compelling.

13. geminus 'twin' < *gemh;-no-, cf. Gr. youfw 'marry’ <
*gmh,~ (Steinbauer 1989).

1.4.1.2. Conclusion
The following words attest the development of inter-
consonantal *h,:

probable possible

3 catus <*kh,-to- 1 animus <*hzenh;mo-
4 facere <*dhh;-k- 2 canus <*Kkh;s-no-

5 fanum <*dhh;s-no- 8 patior <*ph,t-

6 genitor <*genh,-tor 12 spatium <*sph;-tio-
7 habére <*ghh;bh-

9 prosper <*-sph;-ro-

10 sapere <*sh;p-

11 satus <*sh,-to-

13 geminus <*gemh,-no-

It goes without saying that the development of *h; to Lat.
a cannot be illustrated by animus, genitor, prosper and
geminus.

1.4.2. *h,

1.4.2.1. Material

1. anas, anatis (also anit-) is cognate with Lith. 4dntis,
OCS. qty, SCr. titva 'duck' < *h,enh,-t-, (probably) Skt.
ati- ‘'duck' < *hynh,t-. The interpretation of the other
cognates is problematic: Olc. Qqnd, OE. ened, OHG. anut re-
flect PGm. *anup-, of which the -u- has not yet received a
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satisfactory explanation (see e.g. Hollifield 1984, Fulk 1988,
153-154). Gr. vifiooa, Boeot. v&ooo ‘'duck' may reflect *natja,
but this cannot reflect *HnHt- because the latter became Gr.
VvV, cf. Ovope < *hynhymn, é€pénte < *hyrh;p-ié (see
Beekes 1988a, 75-76; but cf., less convincingly, Peters 1980, 26).
v&ooo. might alternatively reflect *vay-yo, of viyw (Prof. C.J.
Ruijgh, p.c.). On the PIE. reconstruction, see Beekes 1985,
63-64. The second laryngeal is reflected by the acute intonation
of the Baltic and Slavic forms. That it is *h, is based on the
Greek form.

It is not clear whether anas reflects *h,enh,-t-,
*h,nh-et- (see IV.F.2) or *h,nhy~t- (IV.F.1.2.3). For the se-
cond possibility there is no parallel in any other language, the
third must probably be rejected because *HrH-C- yields Lat.
ra-C-. Therefore, the first is the most probable reconstruction.

It is uncertain whether the second a in anas reflects the
original timbre of the vocalized laryngeal or is due to a secon-
dary assimilation of Prim. Lat. unaccented *» to the root vowel
(see Leumann 1977, 100, Sommer-Pfister 1977, 89, Meillet-
Vendryes 1927, 118). Lat. anit- has regular vowel weakening.

2. On calidus see VI.B.2 no. 4.

3. calvor 'to quibble, deceive', calumnia 'false accusation' re-
flects *kh,l-u- in view of Gr. knAéw 'to cast a spell' (if Pin-
darus' xnAéaw is an atticism) and Goth. holon 'to slander' <
*keh,l-, if these are cognate.

4. canere, cecini, cantum 'to sing', U. KANETU 'canitd'
and Olr. canid, W. canu etc. belong to a verbal root *kh,n-,
which is also found in Goth. hana etc. ‘'cock' and Gr.
fit-kavog ‘cock' (Hes.), lit. 'which sings early'. The laryngeal
cannot be independently proved, but MW. g(w)o-gawn ‘famous',
go-goniant ‘famous' < *kdn- and Olc. hena ‘hen', OHG.
huon 'Huhn' < *kdn- may be explained on the basis of
*kehyn- rather than by the unlikely assumption of a lengthened
grade. Gr. x6évoBog 'Gerassel, Geklirr' must rather be compared
with kéunog (see Frisk s.v.).

One might doubt the existence of roots of the type CHR.
However, the type does seem to exist. A clear example is Lat.
carus, Goth. hors < *keh,r-, Olr. caraid < *kh,r-, It it
clear from Toch. A krant, B. krent 'good' < *krhyont-
that -r- belongs to the root. Compare also (of a different root)
Gr. kNpOZ, Skt. karu- < *keh,r-, kirti- < *krh,ti- (see
IV.B.3).
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5. caper, G. capri ‘he-goat, billy' (also ‘castrated billy',
perhaps under the influence of capd ‘capon'), cf. U. KAPRUM,
KABRU ‘'caprum' and Olc. hafr 'id.' < *kapro-. Gr. xé&mnpog
‘'wild boar' shows that the root probably contained a laryngeal,
although this cannot be independently demonstrated.

If W. caer~iwrch 'roebuck', Ir. caera (k-stem) 'sheep' <
*kapero- (Pedersen 1909, 92) are cognate, they probably point
to ablaut *kaper-, *kapr-, i.e. an r-stem. These were very
rare indeed in Indo-European, so that one might suspect that
apart from the well-known kinship terms they were non-existent.
But it is striking that in the word for 'boar’', which belongs to
the same semantic sphere as 'billy', Germ. *eburo- points to a
Nsg. *h,ep-r, i.e. an r-stem. See II.B.3.2 no. 5. Even more
important because it most certainly reflects a PIE. etymon is the
word for 'wild animal', PIE. *ghueh;,~r (see V.B.3.1.1).

6. capere, cepi, captum 'to seize'. If it is cognate with Gr.
kéntw 'to seize eagerly' < *kh,p-, xeonnq ‘grip' < *koh,p-
(Frisk), the root contains *h,. In that case cépi is analogical
after féci, iéeci (cf. ago, agi).

7. cerebrum ‘'brain' reflects *Kerasrom, which stems from
*Rerh,s-ro-, a form derived from the s-stem found in Skt.
siras ‘'head', Gr. xépoac ‘'horn'. The same reconstruction is
made by Nussbaum 1986, chapter IV, who gives a complicated
account of its derivation from the s-stem which is not con-
vincing on all points (see Beekes' review, 1989b, 58). Closely
parallel to cerebrum is OHG. hirni etc. < *kerh,snio-.

8. According to EM., it cannot be demonstrated that daps is
cognate with damnum ‘expense, loss'. Nevertheless, WH. and
Frisk s.v. 8&ntw accept the connection. Its basic meaning is
'sacrificial meal'. Note that a similar semantic shift has occurred
in Engl. sacrifice and German Opfer. 1 therefore see no
reason to doubt the connection. damnum < *dap-no- (cf.
somnus < *suepno-) has its closest parallel in Olc. tafn
'sacrificial animal' < *dap-no- and in Arm. tawn 'feast' <
*dapni-. That the root contained *a and therefore that *h, is
likely, is shown by Gr. B&mtw 'zerreissen, zerfleischen, ver-
zehren', Somnévn ‘expense’, SowiAng 'generous'’ < *dh,p-. Toch.
B tap- 'eat' must be cognate as well (Van Windekens 1976,
497).

9. fateor 'to admit' reflects *bhh,~t- and is probably based on
« the to-participle of the root found in fari, Gr. gnu{ 'to say'
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(see IV.C.1.5.2 no. 6).

10. ianitrices 1is discussed extensively in IV.B.1.5.1. The
combined evidence of Gr. &vétnp < *ienh,-tér and the in-
tonation of Latv. iétala < *ienH-t- shows that the vowel of
the second syllable reflects *h,.

11. In view of Skt. pitdr- and Gr. motfp, Lat. pater 'father'
reflects *ph,ter.

12. pangd, pepigil, pactus 'to fix', pagina ‘'page, leaf',
com-pagés 'connection, joint', pagus 'borderstone fixed in the
earth' belong to a root *peh,g- also found in Gr. mfiyvuut,
éndyn 'to fix, fasten' and OS. fac, Dutch vak 'enclosure'. On
Skt. pajra- see Lubotsky 1981, 133 ff. The nasal present
pango is probably an innovation of Latin, as is the case with
frangd (see VI.D.2.1 no. 2). The root of pangd, pepigi,
pactus goes back to zero grade *ph,g-. The long vowel of
pactus is due to Lachmann's law (see IV.C.1.4.2).

13. It does not seem possible for semantic reasons to separate
no. 12 from *ph,k- found in paciscor, OLat. pacit, pacunt,
and pactus 'to make a treaty'. The latter also has *h, in view
of Lat. pax, pacis 'peace, treaty', U. pase 'pace' < *peh,k-.
It has therefore been suggested that it is a variant of *ph,g-
(EM., WH.). Cognates outside Latin are OS. fégian 'fiigen' <
*peh,k- and Goth. fahan etc. 'to catch' < *ph,-n-k-.

14, sacer, Gsg. sacri < *sakro- 'holy', sancire 'to make
holy, inviolable', U. Apl. f. sacra 'sacrés' must be compared
with Hitt. _gaklai- 'custom, rite'. There is no direct evidence
for a lar;n:Eﬁn the different ablaut grade in *sakri-, cf.
Lat. sacrés porci, O. SAKRIM ‘'hostiam', U. SAKRE
‘sacrum’ points to PIE. *sh,k-, *seh,k- (see also
Iv.C.1.3.6.3).

15. sagax goes back to *sh,g- in view of sagus ‘'wise',
sagire 'to have a good nose' < *seh,g-. Outside Latin one
finds Gr. fiyéopor ‘'to direct, lead’, Goth. sokjan etc. 'to
search' < *seh,g-, Olr. saigid 'try to reach’ < *sh,g- and
possibly Hitt. sagais 'omen'.

Since forms in -ax usually have zero grade of the root,
e.g. dicax, fugax, sagax must be reconstructed as *sh,g-.
The explanation of & by pretonic shortening is therefore un-
necessary (see V.B.3.1 no. 7).
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16. As Kortlandt has indicated (1985a, 119), the PIE. word for
'salt' had hysterodynamic inflection. OCS. sol» 'salt' and OHG.
salz (contrast OHG. sulza 'salt water' < *sh,l[-d-) can be
explained on the basis of the accusative *sh,el-m. Lat. sal-is,
Olr. salann, Bret. halen, Gr. Asg. 6 o, Arm. af, Toch. B
salyi are based on either the accusative or the other oblique
cases, which had zero grade *sh,l-. On Lat. sal see
IVv.C.1.3.6.1.

17. The only clear cognate of Lat. salire, salul, saltum 'to
jump', saltus 'pass' < *sh,l- is Gr. &\ \ouat 'to jump' <
*sh,l-j-, aor. oAto. Note that the Greek forms can be ex-
plained from a root *s[- as well, so that there seems to be no
clear proof for the presence of a laryngeal apart from salire.

Probably Ir. saltraid, W. sathru 'fouler au pieds' be-
long here (Vendryes S-19), offering a stronger indication for
*sh,l- because Celtic al cannot be explained from *][.

18. satis, sat ‘enough', satur ‘satisfied, satiated' (<
*saturos) goes back to a root *sh,- attested in Gr. &nv
‘enough', Arm. at-ok€ 'voll, ausgewachsen' (Frisk) < *sh,-d-,
Gr. Gueval, aoot (aor. infin.) 'to satisfy, saturate' < *s(e)h,-,
Ir. sdith ‘satisfaction' < *seh,ti/d-, Goth. saps <
*sh,-to- and Lith. sétis 'act of satisfying' < *sehy-ti-. The
Lithuanian intonation proves the presence of a laryngeal.

19. statum, stabilis, stabulum, status (u), statim,
statio, status (o), statud, -stes reflect the zero grade of
the root *sth,- 'to stand'. The presence and nature of the la-
ryngeal appear from e.g. Skt. sthi-ti- = Gr. otdoig <
*sth,-t i- and the intonation of Lith. stéti < *steh,-.

20. tangére, tetigl, tactus 'to touch', tdagax 'apt to touch,
light-fingered', in-teger ‘untouched’ <« *th,g-, cf. Gr.
tetaydv 'having seized', OE. paccian 'to touch softly'.

21. lacrima 'tear' is probably an old compound and reflects
*drk-hy(e)kru- > *dlakru- > lacri-ma. See Kortlandt
1985b.

1.4.2.2. Conclusion.
The following words attest the development of intercon-
sonantal *h,:
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probable possible
1 anas <*h,enhrt- 3 calumnia <*kh,l-
6 capid <*kh,p- 4 cané <*kh,n-
7 cerebrum <*kerhysro- 5 caper <*kh,pro-
9 fateor <*bhhrt- 8 damnum, daps <*dh,p-
10 ianitricés <*inh,tr- 16 salis <*shy(e)l-
11 pater <*ph,ter 17 salié <*sh,l-
12 pangb, pepigi, 21 lacrima <
pactus <*ph,g- *drk-h,(e)kru-
13 paciscor, pactus
<*ph,k-

14 sacer <*sh,k-ro-
15 sagax <*sh,g-
17 satis <*sh,-t-
19 statum <*sth,-to-
20 tagax <*th,g-

Of course, the development of *h, to Lat. a cannot be in-
dependently demonstrated for cerebrum and ianitricées. For
the sake of clarity, I give a list of those words which have *a
in all languages and which can in theory be adduced as evidence
for PIE. a: cand (4.), caper (5.), damnum, daps (7.), salio
(15.). Since we lack Indo-Iranian evidence and Balto-Slavic
(accentological) evidence in these cases, the presence of a la-
ryngeal in the PIE. word can be neither proved nor disproved.
Nevertheless, I have treated these words as instances of a laryn-
geal because of the questionable status of a phoneme *a in
PIE.

1.4.3. *h,

1.4.3.1. Material

1. dare, datum 'to give' must be compared with dénum 'gift'
< *de/ohyno-. *h; is proved by Gr. &1dwu1, E-dwka,
36uevar etc. < *d(e)h;- and the acute intonation of SCr.
diti, Lith. duoti 'to give'.

2. On nota see IV.D.1.3.6.1.
1.4.3.2. Conclusion

On the basis of dare, datum < *dh;- one must conclude
that interconsonantal *h; yielded Lat. a.
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1.4.4. Laryngeal of unknown quality

1.4.4.1. Material

1. baculum 'stick' < *bak-(k)elo- (*-kk- in view of Romance
*baccillus and Lat. im-beccillus, -béecillus) is obviously
cognate with Gr. Bdxtpov, Baxthpiov, Baxtpeuuo etc. 'stick,
staff* < *bak-t(é)r-, Ir. bacc 'hook, crooked staff' = W.
bach < *bakko- and MEngl. pegge 'peg' < *bak-jon, Dutch
pegel < *pagila- < *bak-elo-. Since the distribution of this
word is geographically limited and since it has initial *b, which
was rare in PIE., the word may not be of IE. origin. The re-
construction of a laryngeal therefore probably is not justified.

2. The same problem applies to baiulus, also baiiu- 'porter,
carrier'. If it stems from *bagielo-, and if it is cognate with
MEngl. packe, MoHG. Pack < *bag- (thus WH.), the etymon
nevertheless most likely is not of IE. origin. EM. say that
baiulus has no etymology.

3. cadere 'to fall', casus 'fall, case' (cf. Germ. Fall) has a
clear cognate in Skt. sad- (AV. fut. satsyati, Brahm. perf.
sasada) 'to fall off, out'. According to Lubotsky (1981, 133-8)
sad- can reflect *KkeHd-, where the laryngeal was lost before a
voiced (i.e. glottalic) stop that stood before a consonant in a-
thematic verb forms. If this is accepted, cadere reflects *kHd-.
Gr. kexé&dovto etc. are not cognate (Frisk s.v.). On casus see
C.1.4.2.

4. callum <« *kal-no- or *kal-so- ‘callous' is probably
cognate with Ir. calath, W. caled 'hard' < *kal-eto- and,
though this is very uncertain, with Skt. kina- ‘'corn, callous,
scar' < *kHl-no- (? thus Hamp 1985, 59). Hamp assumes that
callis ‘animal path', i.e. '(earth) beaten hard (by passing
animals)' also belongs here. But the latter is at least doubtful,
and it would mean that the connection of callis with Lith.
kélias 'road' and with SCr. kldnac 'nmarrow pass, ravine', Sin.
klanac ‘'hollow road, alley' < PSlav. *kolnscs, which is se-
mantically attractive, must be given up. I therefore prefer to re-
construct callis as *kel-ni- (see VI.B). 1 do not agree with
EM. that formally callis is too distant from SCr. klanac etc.

5. caput ‘'head' and Olc. hofud, OE. hafud reflect *kap-ut-.
It is unclear if and how Goth. haubip 'head' etc. must be con-
nected with this form. Skt. kapucchalam 'tuft of hair on the
. hind part of the head', kapusnika 'tuft of hair on each side of
' the head' are probably of Austro-Asiatic origin and must not be
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compared (Mayrhofer KEWA s.v.). Mayrhofer (EWaia s.v.) has
given up the connection of Skt. kapalam 'Schale, Kelle des
Opferloffels' (oldest meaning, SBrahm., later also ‘'skull') with
OE. hafola 'head' and with caput, which he accepted in
KEWA. Since ‘'cup' is the older meaning of kapalam, the con-
nection is unlikely because Lat. and Germ. point to 'head'. Note
that it is not uncommon that words for pottery come to denote
the head (cf. Germ. Kopf, French téte), whereas I know no
instances of the reverse development. Thus, it is likely that 'cup’
is indeed the oldest meaning of kapalam. In any case, it is not
clear whether caput contains the reflex of a laryngeal: if
kapalam is not cognate, the etymon has a very limited dis-
tribution and need not be of Indo-European origin; if it is
cognate, the Sanskrit form proves that the etymon did not con-
tain a laryngeal. But, as has been said, this is unlikely. A re-
construction *kHp- is possible but cannot be proved.

6. According to EM., castus 'pure, without smth.' must be se-
parated from castus ‘'conforming to rules, rites'. The former
would be cognate with carére 'to miss, be without' and has no
further cognates: its connection with Skt. sasati 'cuts' (WH.) is
too uncertain and does not explain Lat. -a-. The etymology is
not mentioned by Mayrhofer, KEWA. On the other hand, the
latter castus would be cognate with Skt. §ist&d- 'befohlen, an-
gewiesen', $asti 'instructs, punishes, controls', $as- 'command-
ment', Av. sah- 'lehren, heissen', Alb. thom 'say' < *Kk(e)h;s-.
In my opinion, neither the separation of the two meanings of
castus nor the connection of one of them with the Indo-
Iranian forms is semantically convincing. The connection is not
mentioned by Mayrhofer KEWA at all, nor by WH. I am there-
fore inclined to connect the two meanings of castus because
'pure'’ and ‘'conforming to rites' obviously belong to the same
semantic sphere. The connection with carére seems clear. Con-
sequently, there is no independent evidence that the etymon goes
back to PIE., although this is possible in view of the fact that
a reconstruction *kHs-eh,- would perfectly conform to Indo-
European morphology. In general, verbs are not easily borrowed
as far as they do not have a technical meaning.

7. According to Isidorus, Or. 8.14.1, cassis, -idis 'metal
helmet' has an Etruscan origin. This testimony is in my opinion
decisive, and the connection with OE. hod, ‘hood' < *kadh- or
*kodh- (?7), OHG. huot, OE. hod ‘hat, helmet' < *kadh- or
*k6dh- must be rejected. One could add that a root structure
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*k-dh is inadmissible in PIE. A common non-IE. origin of
cassis and the Germanic words cannot be ruled out.

8. The etymology of catax 'limping, lame' is not clear. Ir.
scathaid 'cuts off, lops, shears, mutilates' cannot be adduced
because it has original o-vocalism (see Vendryes s.v. scoth-).
Goth. skapjan 'to damage' may be cognate but there are se-
mantic problems. Alternatively, some popular deformation of Gr.
katayelg 'lamed' has been suggested, which is very unlikely.
Nothing is certain.

9. catulus 'young of an animal', U. KATEL 'catulus' is pos-
sibly cognate with MIr. cadla 'goat' and Olc. hadna 'young
goat', MHG. hatele 'goat' < *kat-. If SCr. kotiti 'to bear,
bring forth' is cognate (it may rather belong to the etymon
'‘cat'), one cannot reconstruct a laryngeal. But neither this con-
nection, nor any other is certain (thus EM.).

10. faber 'worker on hard materials (wood or metal), smith', is
probably cognate with Arm. darbin ‘smith' < *dhabhr-
(Meillet 1894b, 165). Goth. ga-daban, pret. ga-dob ‘'happen, be
suitable' might be compared as well (Lehmann s.v.) but the con-
nection is not evident semantically. Lith daba ‘'nature, character',
SCr. doba 'time', OCS. po-dobiti 'to adapt, make suitable',
dobrv 'good' cannot have contained a laryngeal in the root.
Kurylowicz 1956, 194, considers faber c.s. to be a case of
"European a" (see also Pokorny, IEW. 233) and therefore sus-
pects it of being a loanword. Here I follow EM. in their scepti-
cism concerning the connection with the Balto-Slavic forms, on
which the thesis of "European a" rests. The most reliable con-
nection seems to be that of Latin with the Armenian form,
which may reflect PIE. *dhHbh-r-.

11. The only credible cognate of fascinus ‘'curse, sort of
amulet' is Gr. Bd&okavog 'who bewitches'. Since Lat. f- does
not match Gr. (- etymologically and since the distribution of the
word is so limited, it is doubtlessly a loan from a non-Indo-
European language (see also WH.).

12. fascis 'branches bound with a rope, faggot, load', fascia
'‘bandage' is cognate with Ir. basc 'necklace' and possibly also
with W. beich, Bret. bec'h 'load' < *bhask-jo-. A con-
nection with Gr. @dkelog ‘'bundle', @dokwhog 'Rinzel' is ap-
parently rejected by Frisk and EM. @dxelog cannot be Indo-
European in view of the alternative forms listed by Furnée
(pdokahog, ©akelog, Baokioi, cf. Romance *baga 'Schlauch’,
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MDutch pac 'bundle'). Furnée 1972, 173 decides upon a pre-IE.
"Wanderwort", which is uncertain because it implies the cor-
rectness of the connection of @dxeAog with fascis.

Again, the reconstruction of a laryngeal in this root is un-
warranted because the etymon does not occur outside Italic and
Celtic and is therefore probably not Indo-European.

13. According to Watkins 1965, 185 ff., molere 'to grind',
sonere 'to sound', vomere 'to vomit', tonere 'to resound' re-
flect full grade disyllabic presents in a vocalized laryngeal:
*melé-, *syena-, *yemi-, *tend- < *melh;~ (Myc. me-re-ti-
-ri-ja ueAétpiror 'women who grind'), *suenH-, *yemh,- (Gr.
tutw), *tenH-. Evidence for the presence of a laryngeal is
based on the following comparisons: Skt. mrnati 'to crush' <
*ml-n-eH-, Lith. malti 'to grind' < *molH-; Skt. d-svani-t
‘cried' < *-suenH-t; Skt. vamiti, Lith. vemti 'to vomit' <
*uemH-t i; Skt. stani-hi ‘'resound (imp.)! < *stenH-. On
sonare and tonare, beside sonere and tonere, see Stein-
bauer 1989, 124-125, who, with Eichner, reconstructs these as
causative forms: *tonh,eie-, *syonhreie-. For a discussion
see V.D.2.1.

Note that there is no independent evidence that -e- in
molere, vomere reflects *a.

14. parvus 'small', parum < *parvom '(too) little' reflect older
*pauros, *paurom and cannot be used here. See E.6.

15. sabulum 'sand, gravel' < *sadhlo- (or *-b(h)l-), Gr.
(w)duiog, Aeol. youpog and (y)duadog, Olc. sandr 'sand' re-
flect a substratum word *(p)sam-, *sab(h)-. See Kuiper 1956,
218 and note 34, Furnée 1972, 209. Another possible cognate is
Lat. saburra 'Schiffsand, Ballast'.

16. Lat. salix, Gsg. -icis ‘'willow' has cognates in Celtic,
Germanic and Greek: OIr. sail, Gsg. sailech, W. helyg <
*salik-; OHG. salaha and Olc. selja < *sal-k-idn, OE.
sealh < *sal-ko-; Myc. e-ri-ka &AixG < *sel-ik- may
point to *sh;l-. The suffix of the Germanic forms cannot be
reconciled with that of the Italo-Celtic and Greek forms. One
may suspect that *sHI[-k- and *wel-ik- 'willow' (found in OE.
welig, and perhaps in Boeot. FeAixwv), which had approxi-
mately the same meaning, influenced one another, so that
various hybrids arose. If so, Myc. e-ri-ka cannot be used to
prove *shyl-.

I do not agree with Friedrich 1970, 53 ff., who
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reconstructs PIE. *s/welyk-, because this reconstruction does
not explain the -a- of salix, sail, nor the Germanic suffix
*-k- (not *-ik-), apart from the impossibility of the alternation
s/w. His reference to reflexes of the word for 'six' (Lat. sex,
Arm. vec®© etc.) will not do because in the latter word compli-
cations are due to the original initial cluster *ksw- (cf. Skt.
sas, with s- < *ksw-; Hamp 1978).

The root vowel *a can reflect PIE. *H, but since the word
has a very limited distribution it may be non-Indo-European.

17. sapa 'wine reduced to a third by boiling', Romance 'sap’,
can be compared with Olc. safe, OHG. saf etc. 'sap' <
*sap- beside OE. s#p, Dutch sap (in view of initial s-, not
z-, in the latter, sap is most likely a loan from Latin). The
connection with Av. visapa- 'dessen Sifte Gift sind', allegedly
from *vis-sapa-, is too uncertain.

EM. suggest that the Germanic words in -p might be loans
from Latin, which is probable, as Dutch indicates. One may
think of a substratum word, also in view of the technical
meaning of Lat. sapa. I see no reason to claim the etymon for
PIE., and therefore the reconstruction of a laryngeal is un-
warranted.

18. tacere 'to be silent', U. TA(:‘EZ, tases 'tacitus',
tasetur 'taciti' must be compared with Goth. pahan (weak
verb, class 3) 'to keep secret', Olc. pegja, OS. thagian,
OHG. thagen 'be silent' < PGerm. *pah-#-. Since static verbs
in *-eh,~ normally have a zero grade root, -a- in this verb
most likely reflects a zero grade as well, viz. PIE. *tHk-. The
exact formal correspondence and the thoroughly IE. morphology
point to PIE. origin of this verb, in spite of its limited dis-
tribution.

19. tenebrae 'darkness’, dissimilated from older *temebrae, cf.
the adverb temere 'dark', is the exact counterpart of Skt.
tamisras (pi.) 'dark night' < *témH-s-r-eh,-. It must there-
fore reflect *temasra- < *temHs-. Further evidence for the
presence of a laryngeal in the second syllable is offered by the
intonation of Lith. témsta ‘'darkness falls' < *temH- and by
MoBret. tenival 'sombre, dark' < *temH-lo-.

20. volnus, Gsg. volneris 'wound' must have lost a vowel be-
tween -I- and -n- in order to account for the absence of as-
similation of the cluster. Most likely this was *-a- < *-H-.
Hitt. walb- 'to hit, fight' would confirm that.
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1.4.4.2. Conclusion

The following words contain the reflex of an intercon-
sonantal laryngeal of unknown quality. Areal words, which have
a limited distribution and are therefore possibly not IE., are
listed under "possible”.

The following words have not been included because their
etymology outside Italic is very doubtful or because they clearly
are substratum words: cassis (7), catax (8), catulus (9),
fascinus (11), sabulum (15). :

probable possible
3 cadere <*KHd- 1 baculum <*bHk- (IE.?)
4 callum <*kHI- 5 caput <*kHp-ut? ‘
13 molere <*melH- 6 castus, carére <*kHs-?

sonere <*syenH- 10 faber <*dhHbhro-

tonere <*tenH- 12 fascis <*bhHsk- (IE.?)

vomere <*yemH- 16 salix <*sHl-ik- (IE.?)
18 tacere <*tHkeh;~ 20 volnus <*yelH-n-os?
19 tenebrae <*temH-s-

temere <*temH-ro-

1.5. farnus and related forms

1.5.1. Latin

As will be examined in IV.D.1.3.4, it appears that a laryn-
geal in a cluster *RH before TC was subject to a development
different from that of *RH before other phones. There are
slight indications that in a non-initial syllable *-CH- before
-TC- developed differently from *-CH- before other phones. In
what follows, I have collected all instances of *~CHTC- in the
second syllable in Italic.

1. Osc. FUTIR, Dsg. FUTREI, FUUTREI ‘daughter' has lost
the laryngeal, which may perhaps be explained on the basis of
the oblique cases, where the laryngeal stood before TC: PIE.
oblique *dhugh,~tr- > *dhugtr- > *fuktr- > *fuytr- >
Osc. /futr-/. See also Steinbauer 1989, 242 note 20, who
claims that the laryngeal was lost in this word, although he does
not specify the conditions under which the loss took place. Note
that syncopated *fugatér would yield Osc. *fuktir, cf.
*agetdd > Osc. AKTUD. On Gaulish duxtir (Larzac) see
1.5.2. For an alternative explanation see V.A4 (*H > o
between stops in a non-initial syllable).
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2. farnus 'kind of tree' (the meaning ‘'ash' is a guess, despite
EM.) is attested only twice in Latin, in almost the same sen-
tence. Its meaning is unknown. From the context one assumes
that it denotes a tree: Vitr. 7,1,2 "de cerro aut fago seu
farno®, Pall. 1,9,3 "de cerro aut fago aut farno". In
Apicius' cookbook, there is mention of fungi farnei, and
Italian (dial.) fargna 'kind of oak' reflects Lat. *farnea, which
makes it likely that farnus must indeed be interpreted as a
tree-name. It seems at least a possibility (and no more than
that) that farnus is cognate with fraxinus ‘ash' <
*bhrig-s-, which is discussed below (IV.D.1.3.4.1 no. 3).

According to Brugmann 12 421 f., 478 f., PIE. *r (read
*RH) may be reflected as Lat. *Ra and as *aR: the type palma.
The latter cannot be maintained because the type palma reflects
antevocalic *-RH- (see IV.D.2.3.2). farnus cannot therefore
reflect PIE. *bhrHg-. :

Kortlandt 1985a, 120 reconstructs *farag- < *bhrHeg-
(with the stem of the PIE. Asg.). However, this is not possible:
Kortlandt's reconstruction implies a form *bhrHeg- >
*farag-(s)no-, in which the second *-a- was syncopated. As
syncope only affected vowels in open syllables (Pedersen 1922),
there can have been no syncope here. (A reconstruction with an
open second syllable does not work either: *farag-ino- vel
sim. would yield *farginus.) It is unlikely that the suffix
*-(s)no- was added after farag- had become *farg- by syn-
cope because, since syncope is a rather recent phenomenon in
Latin (i.e. after the oldest inscriptions), one would expect to
find the original form to be attested, not the *-(s)no-form.
farnus can therefore not reflect *farag- (< *bhrHeg-).

Szemerényi 1959/60, 231 reconstructed *fraginos >
*fragnos (by syncope) > *franus (cf. frianiscor <
fragniscor) > farnus by a late metathesis. The last step is
ad hoc and also inherently unlikely (ra is very common in
Latin), which makes his proposal unconvincing. Szemerényi al-
ready suggested that *bherag- could yield *ferg- > *farg-.
He assumed that in Latin *-erC- yielded *-arC-. In view of
mergae, tergum, quercus, nhervus, serpere, vergere,
verrere this must be rejected. It seems more likely that the
development of *e to *a must be identified with the a found in
constellations of the type CaCCC (see VI.E.3), which pre-
supposes *bhrg(s)no-. However, the PIE. stem was *bhrH-g-
(cf. fraxinus), and in order to get rid of this laryngeal it may
tentatively be suggested that the PIE. Nsg. *bherHg-s lost its
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*_H- before TC in the second syllable and that this form caused
the analogical loss of the laryngeal in oblique *bhrHg-. Perhaps
farnus was based on the "new" oblique form *bhrg-. For
further details and problems, see VI.E.3..2 no. 3.

Apart from the ad hoc remodelling, the weak spot in the
etymology is of course that we do not know whether farnus is
really cognate with fraxinus because its exact meaning is un-
known. However, we do know that farnus denotes a tree, and
therefore the proposed etymology seems possible.

3. ianitricés 'wives of brothers' is cognate with Gr. #vé&tnp
'‘'wife of husband's brother' (psilotic), OLith. jenté, SCr.
jétrva 'id.' < *jenhyter-, Skt. yatar- 'id.'! < *jnh,ter-.

According to Szemerényi (1977, 92, note 366), Lat. iani-
< *iane- reflects *iena- < *jienh, by some sort of meta-
thesis. This was accepted by Hamp 1982-1983, 102 and Mayr-
hofer 1987, 100, 101, apparently for want of a better explana-
tion.

In view of iecur, it is unlikely that *je- regularly became
*ja- in ianitricés. One may adduce the verb ientare,
iantare, which however does not offer an apt parallel: it is
apparently cognate with ieidnus, iaiunus 'hunger, fast', which
has a long vowel. Moreover, ididnus (Plaut.) seems to be
older than jeéiunus, in the same way as i&nua, ianus,
ianuarius is older than Vulg. Lat. iénuarius, Proto-Romance
*jéenua, which would be the reverse of the alleged development
*jen- > *jan- in janitrices.

One may wonder what would have become of PIE,
*inhy,tr- (cf. Brugmann 1.1.422). If i- was vocalic (which is
unlikely, see IV.D.1.2), one would expect Lat. *inatr-; if *i-
was consonantal (as in iac- < *jHk-), one would expect
*inHtr- > *jnyHtr-, which could not survive in this form. It
may have yielded j,n,Htr-. If this is acceptable and if we as-
sume that the -H- before TC in the second syllable was lost,
and with it the preceding automatic vowel *,, *j,n,tr- would
have become *j,ntr- > *jantr- according to VIE.3 (CCCC
> CaCCC); cf. panus below. Subsequently, the paradigm Nsg.
*jenater (or *-tor), Gsg. *iantres was remodelled to
*janater (*-tor), *ianatres after *genatdor. Then *ianiter
was replaced by *ianitric- (see Leumann 1977, 365).

Since this interpretation depends on the interpretation of
farnus, ianitrices cannot be used as independent evidence.
Moreover, the replacement of *iantr- by *ianatr- is specu-
lative, though not impossible.
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If a laryngeal was indeed lost in a non-initial syllable
before *-TC-, genetrix cannot regularly reflect *genh,-tr-. It
is easy to see that gene- in this case may be analogical after
genitor.

4. panus < *panksno- < *pynksno- < *pynjyHksno- <
*pnHksno- may be explained in the same way as ianitricés
(see VI.E.3.2 no. 9).

Thus, Osc. FUTIR may point to the regular loss of *H
before *-TC- in a non-initial syllable. If this is correct, one can
perhaps also explain -a- in farnus, ianitricés and panus.
Except for genetrix (which can easily have analogical gene-) I
have found no counterexamples (i.e. forms with *HTC > *aTC
in a non-initial syllable).

That a laryngeal was not lost before any two consonants
appears from the following etymologies:

1. tenebrae < *temasri- < *temHs-reh,-, cf. Skt.
tdmisras, Lith. témsta < *temH- (see IV.B.1.4.4.1 no. 19);
2. cerebrum < *Kkerh,s-ro-, cf. Gr. xépog, Skt. siras, Olc.
hjarni (see IV.B.1.4.2.1 no. 6).

Again, it must be stressed that the proposed rule is only
tentative at best because of the scarcity of material.

1.5.2. Celtic *HTC in non-initial syllables

Because of the possibly identical treatment of *RHTR to
*RdTR in Latin and Celtic (see IV.D.1.3.4.3), one might
attempt to find traces of the possibly related farnus-type
development in Celtic.

The only case of loss of a laryngeal in this environment is:
Gaul. duxtir 'daughter' (Larzac). For the development see 1.5.1
no. 3 above (also V.A.4).

However, there is counterevidence: W. anad!l 'breath' and
aradr. 'plough' and cognates must reflect *h,enh,-t lo- and
*h,erh;-tro- respectively. Apparently, the laryngeal was voca-
lized here. On the other hand, these two cases are not parti-
cularly strong: -a- in the second syllable could have been taken
from the verb, cf. Olr. anaid, araid < *ana-ti, *ara-ti.
Cf. the same process in Lat. aratrum 'plough’, which is based
on the verb arare. In any case, the Celtic material does not
bear out the tentative conclusion reached for the Latin material:
duxt ir may be explained in another way (see V.A.2) and
anadl a\nd aradr may represent the regular development in
Ceéltic.
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2. Laryngeal between consonant and vowel (CHYV)

2.1. Introduction

As was said in the Introduction (chapter 1.C), CHV denotes
a constellation in which an antevocalic laryngeal (before e, o) is
preceded by either an obstruent (THV) or a postvocalic resonant
(VRHV), where there can be no question about the consonantal
(i.e. unvocalizable) nature of R. I have added 1. cavus, which
strictly belongs in chapter IV.E.9.

Consequently, the only reflexes of the laryngeal that one
may hope to find are an effect upon the preceding consonant
(e.g. aspiration of stops), which does not seem to be the case
in Latin, and the colouring of the vowel which followed the la-
ryngeal (*h,e > a, *hze > o). In non-initial syllables, the ef-
fects of this colouring are usually obfuscated because of the re-
duction of non-initial (i.e. historically unstressed) vowels in
Latin. As a constellation HV seems to be confined to morpheme
boundaries (a root structure CHeC cannot be shown to have ex-
isted in PIE.) and the initial morpheme of a word usually con-
tains a syllabic nucleus, it does not come as a surprise that, as
far as can be ascertained, almost all instances of PIE. CHV that
are reflected in Latin are found in a non-initial syllable.

As to root morphemes, only if CaC < CHC exists beside
CeC or CoC can one suspect *CHeC or *CHoC; in Latin,
however, where there are many instances of non-laryngeal a (see
VI), the mere existence of CaC beside CeC, CoC does not suf-
fice to claim *CHeC, *CHoC.

For a discussion of verbal forms reflecting a root ending in
a laryngeal, which . will only be mentioned here, I refer to
chapter V.D. For canus 'grey', cascus 'old' < *kas- <
*kh;-s- or perhaps *kh,-(e)s- see IV.B.1.4.1.1 no. 2; for
anser 'goose'’ < *gheh,-ns-, *ghh,-ens- or *ghh,ns- see
IV.B.3.2 no. 1.

What follows is intended to constitute the complete Latin
material.

2.2, Material
1. avus < *h,euH-o-, cf. Hitt. huhhas, SCr. Ujak (see
I1.C.4.2 no. 64).

2. cavus 'hollow' < *koyo- (see IV.E.9 and VI.C.1), cf. Olr,
cuia ‘'hollow', Bret. keo 'cave' < *koyio- and Gr. «xéotr-
kKotAduata and k6ot t& yGopota th¢ yfic (Hes.) < *kouo-.
If it belongs to the same etymon as Av. sira- ‘'hollow', Skt.
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$tina- '‘emptiness’, Gr. xOop ‘'hole, eye of a needle’ (<
*kuH-r), *koyo- reflects *koyuH-o-.

3. erus 'master' < *h;esH-o-, cf. Hitt. esha~ ‘'lord' (see
11.C.4.1 no. 12).

4. genus 'sex, gender, kind' < *genh;-os, cf. Gr. yévog, Skt.
Janas-.

5. holus, Gsg. holeris ‘'green  vegetable, cabbage' reflects
OLat. helus and belongs to the root *ghel- (Lith. Zelvas
‘green, yellowish', Lat. helvus ‘'yellow (of honey)'’, OHG. gelo
'yellow', cf. also Gr. YA6og ‘'green' < *ghloyo-), which has a
set -form *ghelH- in Lith. Zélti, Latv. zelt ‘griinend wach-
sen', Gr. y\wp6¢g 'green' < *ghlhyré- (Mayrhofer 1986, 144).
It is not clear which of the two forms is reflected in Lat.
holus < *ghel(H)-os.

6. mora ‘'pause' contains a root *merH-. The laryngeal is in-
directly reflected in the root vocalism of OIr. 3sg. abs. maraid
'remains’', conj. -mair < *mareti < *mrH-eti. Further cog-
nates are lacking. The formation of mora may be compared with
mola 'what has been ground; millstone' (root *melh,- 'to
grind'), which appears to be a verbal noun of the type toun. If
so, mora reflects *morH-eh,- and mola reflects *molh;-ehy-. In
theory, mora and mola may reflect root nouns: Nsg. *morH,
*molh;. In view of VI.C.2.3.3 (*mo- > ma- in open syllables),
one would then expect *morH > *mora > **mara; the assump-
tion of a root noun consequently is less likely.

7. Whether forare 'to make holes' and vorare ‘swallow' are
likewise based on a noun of the type toun (cf. Gr. Bopd) is
uncertain. They are both denominatives, but vorare may be
based on the adjective found in carni-vorus, Gr. 8nuo-B6pog
< *-gWorhyo- (see 1V.D.2.3.2.2 for a more detailed dis-
cussion).

8. The 2sg. perfect ending -ist7 < *-es-ta-i contains the
PIE. perfect ending *-th,e, cf. Gr. 0106«, Skt. -tha.

9. In chapter III.2, it was maintained that in the NAsg. PIE.
*HostH 'bone' the final laryngeal or its expected reflex *-a was
removed for two reasons. In the first place, the NAsg. *HostH
> *osta was homonymous with the NApl. *HostH-h, >
*osta, which created pressure to replace the NAsg. (-a being
the marker of the NApl. ntr.,, and alien to the NAsg.).
Secondly, the laryngeal was regularly lost before an ending
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beginning with a vowel, e.g. G. *HostH-es, D. HostH-ei >
*ostes, *ostei, which created the model for a new Nsg.
*ost. '

Following Steinbauer 1989, 236-237 note 14, one may
assume that this new Nsg. *ost became *osts > *oss (cf. the
ptc. ntr. ferens < *ferent). The attested oblique cases were
based on the Nsg. oss.

10. In order to account for the forms *sil-, *sal- under
which the word for 'salt' appears in various languages, Kortlandt
1985a, 119 reconstructed a hysterodynamic paradigm *séh,1l (>
Lat. sal (m/n), cf. Lith. sélymas 'brine'), Asg. *shpel-m (>
Lat. sal-em, OCS. solv (f.)), Gsg. *shy~l-os (Lat. sal-is,
Gr. Gsg. 6\6¢). Lat. salem accordingly reflects *sh,el-. For
sal, see 1V.C.1.3.6.1.

11. The 2pl. primary ending *-th;e (cf. Skt. -tha, Gr. -t¢) is
reflected in Lat. -tis < *-tes < *-thje+s.

12. The inflectional type vates, Gsg. vatis will be discussed
in chapter V.C (notably section 2.3.1). The G. and D. sg. of
this type (Lat. -is, -1) reflect PIE. *-h;-es/os, *-h;-ei.

13. venus ‘'(physical) love' reflects *uenH-os. As to the Ila-
ryngeal, cf. Skt. vdnas- ‘'love', vanati < *uenH-, ppp.
-vata-, desid. vivasati 'wishes, likes' < *-ynH-.

14. Verbal forms that contain a reflex of PIE. CHV are:
sonare < *syonhj-eie- (?), tonare < *(s)tonhyeie-,
dolare < *dolhyeie- (??), domare < *domhyeie- (?),
vetare < *uethgeie- (?), tetulit < *te-tolhye-,
condunt, crédunt, perdunt < *-dh-onti replacing
*-dhhj-enti; bibé6 < *pibhyoH, serd < *sisH-oH (?),
sistd < *s(t)isthyoH (?), cavére < *kouH-eie-. See
chapter V.D passim.

15. The following words may reflect *CHei- or *CHeu-, but it
is equally possible that they contain *CeHi- or *CeHu-:
caecus, caedere, caelebs, haedus, parvus, paucus,
saeculum, saevus, scaevus, spuma. For a discussion I refer
to section IV.E.6.

3. Laryngeal between consonant and resonant (CHR)

3.1. Introduction
In Latin, there are but few instances that reflect a con-
stellation CHR. The lack of extensive material, not only in
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Latin but also in other Indo-European languages, seems to indi-
cate that in PIE. there was a constraint on roots of the struc-
ture *CHR(C). A few instances do occur and among these two
are particularly illuminating because they may indicate that a
sequence CHRC was metathesized to CRHC:

1. Skt. karud- ‘'singer, poet', Gr. xnpU% ‘'herald’ point to
*keh,ru-. On the other hand, kirti- (f.) 'glory' < *krh,ti-
and Olc. hrédr (m.) 'glory, praise' < *krehy,to-, OE. hred
‘glory' < *kreh,-ti- reflect *kr(e)h,-. Skt. carkarti 'erwihnt
rihmend’, carkrti- 'praise’ contain the same root, but here the
laryngeal was lost after reduplication.

According to Eichner 1988, 132 and 133 note 33, this root

reflects *karH-, with PIE. *-a-. Since *-a- probably did not
belong to the PIE. inventory of phonemes (see Lubotsky 1989),
this reconstruction must be seriously doubted.
2. Lat. carus ‘'dear', Goth. hors ‘adulterer', Latv. kars
'lustful' reflect *keh,ro-. On the other hand, Toch. obl. A
krant, B krent 'good' point to PToch. *krent- < *kr-ont-
< *krhy,-ont-, with loss of the laryngeal before the vowel
(*kh,r-ont- would have yielded Toch. *kdrent-). The de-
nominative Olr. caraid, W. caru 'to like, love' < *kar-
probably reflects *kh,r- (or *keh,r- with pretonic shortening,
see V.B.4.1 s.v. Ir. caraid).

Both instances may be explained by assuming that under
certain circumstances (which cannot be defined in view of the
scantiness of the material) *~-HR- yielded *-RH-, a process that
may be compared with the metathesis of *-HI- to *-IH-
described in IV.E.2 and in the Appendix. (Since metathesis of
*HI to *IH occurred only before consonants, it seems likely
that metathesis of *HR took place in the same position.) The
direc- tion of the metathesis, which cannot be gleaned from the
two instances given, must have been from *-HR- to *-RH-

~rather than the reverse, given the fact that *-HR- is a very

rare and *-RH- a very common constellation in PIE. Since
there is so little material, the proposed metathesis cannot, of
course, be considered proven.

We may hope to find traces of CHR especially in words
where a morpheme boundary lay between CH- and -R-. In this
type, CHR was as a rule probably restored (for CRHC <
CHRC, if there was such a metathesis), or the sequence arose
at a later date, when CHR had already yielded CRH. Unfortu-

‘nately, Latin words reflecting CH-R- are not attested. A cate-
gory which has left traces in Latin are the nasal presents of

]
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roots of the structure CHC- (pangd, tango).

A problem of special interest is whether in CHR- the reso-
nant or the laryngeal was vocalized. The former apparently oc-
curred in Germanic (cf. OHG. sulza 'salt water' < *sh,ul-d-
< *sh,l-d-, stunta 'hour' < *sthunt- < *sth,nt-) and
Indo-Iranian (e.g. asrk 'blood' < *hjesHr-k, cf. Hitt. eshar),
the Iatter in Tocharian (A ysar, B yasar 'blood' < PToch.
*yisar < *hjsesHr). For other languages there is insufficient
evidence (see Beekes 1988a; Kortlandt 1988c on Greek).

3.2. Material

The material was taken from EM.
1. a@nser 'goose' may reflect *ghhy,ns-, but *ghh,ens- (> Lith.
23sis, Russ.-CS. guss, OHG. gans etc.,, Gr. YAV?) or
*g¢héh,ns- (Gr. yYfAv?) are equally possible. As to the ablaut,
see Kortlandt 1985a, 119.

2. callum < *kal-no- (or *kal-so-?1) 'callous’ < *kHl-no-,
cf. OIr. calath, W. caled 'hard' < *kHl-eto-.

3. calvor, -eris 'to quibble, deceive' < *kal-u-e/o-, cf. Gr.
knAféw, Goth. holon, which reflect a root *keh,l- (IV.B.1.4.2.1
no. 3). The Latin forms may reflect metathesized *klh,-u- as
well as *kh,l-u- (see IV.E.13.2.3.6). It is not certain that
calvor belongs in this section, as -v- may not have been a
consonant.

4. cantus 'sung' < *khyn-to-, carmen 'song' < *kan-men <
*khyn-mn, cf. OlIr. pret. pass. -cét 'sung' < *kh,n-to- (see
IV.B.1.4.2.1 no. 4, D.2.3.3.2 no. 6). Since the full grade of
this root was *keh,n-, a reconstruction can- < *khyen- is
unlikely.

5. far, farris 'flour' must be compared with U. far 'flour',
farsio 'farreum'. The latter shows that far, farris reflects
*fars-, not *farVs-, as a secondary cluster -rs- would have
yielded U. -rf- (Meiser 1986, 174). Italic *fars- may be com-
pared with Goth. barizeins '(prepared of) barley', Olc. barr
'grain' < *bhar-es- and Olr. bairgen 'bread, loaf', W. Co.
Bret. bara ‘'bread'. The Slavic cognates point to PSlav.
*borssno- 'flour, meal' (AP. c): SCr. bridsno, with short -a-,
does not reflect *-orH- but has a short vowel which arose from
a long vowel in the trisyllabic form *bérseno (c). Slovene has
brasno, which points to (a), but also brasné (c). Russ.
borosno and Bulg. brasnd-to belong to (c). A reconstruction
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*bhorHs-ino- is possible if we assume that the laryngeal was
lost by the operation of Meillet's law, but there is no indication
whatsoever that the etymon indeed contained a laryngeal. If we
insist on reconstructing *bhorHs-, Western IE. *bhar-(e)s- <
*bhHr-(e)s- may be explained by assuming a PIE. s-stem
*bhHr-s-, which under certain circumstances yielded *bhrH-s-
and could be revocalized to *bhorH-s-. o-vocalism is unlikely in
an s-stem, but the Slavic form is a derivative, for which other
rules concerning the vocalism may have obtained. As to this new
full grade of the metathesized root, compare OE. hred <
*krehy-t i- of the PIE. root *kh,r- and the parallel situation
in CHI-roots (E.2.1.1). However, the assumption of *bhrHs-,
*bhHrs- is much more complicated than the assumption that all
forms simply reflect *bhar(e)s-, with original -a-. Since a was
not an independent phoneme in the PIE. protolanguage, the
word is most likely a borrowing. As *bhars- is an agricultural
term, such an interpretation is semantically plausible. Thus, there
is no reason to reconstruct *bhHrs-.

6. pangére < *ph,-n-g- (IV.B.1.4.2.1 no. 12).

7. If salld, salsus 'to salt' reflects an old formation in *-d-,
which may be compared with the Germanic strong verb OE.
sealtan, OHG. salzan and with OHG. sulza, OE. sultia
'salt water', it may reflect *sh,l-d-; but *seh,l-d- or
*shyel-d-, either of which may lay at the basis of the Ger-
manic verb, may be considered for Latin as well.

8. saltus (u) 'jump', saltus 'jumped' probably reflect
*shyl-tu-, -to- (see IV.B.1.4.2.1 no. 17); the u-stem perhaps
reflects full grade *seh,l-tu- > *saltu- > saltus,

9. tangere < *thy-n-g- (IV.B.1.4.2.1 no. .20; C.1.5.2 no. 40).

3.3. Conclusion

One may conclude from callum < *kHl-no-, cantus <
*khyn-to-, pangé < *phyn-g-, tangé < *th,-n-g- and per-
haps also from calvor < *kHl-y-, sallé and saltus that
CHR yielded CaR. It is not clear whether the laryngeal or the
resonant was vocalized. Vocalization of the laryngeal would lead
us to reconstruct *kh,nto- > *kanto- > cantus; *kHlno- >
kalno- > callum Judging from the development of word-
initial HRC- (I1.D), vocalization of the resonant would have
yielded *kh,nto- > *khento- > cantus; *kHlno- >
*kHalno- > callum. We lack evidence for the development of
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Ch;N and Ch,N. If the laryngeal was syllabic, the result would
have been Lat. CaN, irrespective of the quality of the laryngeal;

if the resonant was vocalic, Ch;N and Ch;N would have yielded
CeN and CoN, respectively.
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C. LARYNGEAL AFTER VOWEL (VH)

1. Laryngeal between vowel and consonant (VHC)
1.1. Introduction

The aim of the present chapter is to provide a list of all
Latin words and morphemes that reflect a PIE. constellation
-VHC- and to discuss a number of problems concerning the de-
velopment of this constellation. In accordance with what was said
in section C of the Introduction, VHC denotes a constellation
consisting of a PIE. vowel (e,0) + a laryngeal + an obstruent or
an antevocalic resonant. The types VHR and VHI will be dis-
cussed in C.3 and E.6, 8, 10, respectively.

It is generally agreed that the result of VHC in Latin (and
in most other languages except Anatolian and, to a certain de-
gree, Slavic, see Vermeer forthc.) is VC, with colouring of the
vowel *-e- by *-h,- and *-hy- (*eh, > &, *ehy; > 06). In
view of this consensus, I shall refrain from an elaborate dis-
cussion of the Latin material except in cases where I think that
the etymological dictionaries may be supplemented, and 1 shall
simply list the etyma together with a reconstruction and a limi-
ted number of reélevant cognates.

As far as 1 can see, there are four issues on which
scholarly opinions differ:

1. the fate of PIE. *-éh,- and *-h,e- (> -a or -é&-); see
section 1.3.6;

2. the fate of PIE. *-oh,- (> -6- or -3-); see section 1.5.5
and 1.3.6.3;

3. Martinet's proposal that *-VHs yielded Lat. -Vx (type senex,
genetrix); see section 1.6;

4. Dybo's rule for Italo-Celtic and Germanic, according to which
long vowels (also those arisen from *eH, *oH) were shortened in
pretonic position; see section V.B.

In order to obtain the complete material, all Latin instances
of long 6, a8 and é were collected. Latin long vowels stem from
the following sources: i
1. PIE. *VHC; ;
2. PIE. *CRHC (> CRaC);
3. PIE. lengthened grade;

4. Lachmann's law: a short vowel is lengthened before a PIE.
media (=glottalic obstruent) followed by an obstruent, e.g.
rectus;
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5. contraction of an original disyllable, e.g. *eie > ee > e
(*treies > trés); *oul > & (see E.7.2);

6. 3i0 < *aiio < *agjo; also probably the perfect type cavi
< *kayul < *kayayai,

7. lengthening of a short vowel before ns and nf (consul,
conferd); before nc + consonant (sanctus); and perhaps
before gn and r + consonant (SEIGNUM, CIL 12 42,
FORTUNATA, CIL VI 7527);

8. compensatory lengthening for the loss of *s before certain
voiced consonants, e.g. canus < *kasnos.

Instances of 5-8 have not been included in this chapter. In-
stances of 3 and 4 will be listed in sections 1.3 and 1.4, re-
spectively. I have thought it useful to include the instances of
lengthened grade and of Lachmann's law, the former because a
complete list of them is as yet lacking (section 1.3.1-1.3.5) and
because of the development of a laryngeal adjacent to a leng-
thened grade (section 1.3.6), the latter in order to distinguish
instances of Lachmann's law from lengthened grades and because
in a number of instances laryngeals seem to interfere with the
operation of Lachmann's law.

It may be remembered that in a number of cases a PIE.
lengthened grade or PIE. VH is reflected as a short vowel:

a. VRC was shortened to VRC (Sommer-Pfister 1977, 102; see
IV.C.3 as this concerns cases of VHRC rather than VHC).

b. In a closed unstressed word-final syllable a long vowel was
shortened except before -s, e.g. aquam < *-am < *-ehym,
patér < *-ér.

c. A long vowel is shortened before a vowel: fleé < *fleo <
*bhleh,joH.

Thus, all instances of Latin long vowels which do not
belong to categories 5-8 and of short vowels for which there is
reason to believe that they have been shortened according to the
rules a-c will be listed in the following sections. Section 1.2
treats words which lack a reliable etymology (1.2.1), onomato-
poetic words (1.2.2), loans (1.2.3) and words that reflect CRHC
(1.2.4). The lengthened grades are discussed in section 1.3 and
the instances of Lachmann's law in section 1.4. Section 1.5 lists
the instances of VHC: *eh; (1.5.1), *eh, (1.5.2), *eh; (1.5.3),
*oh; (1.5.4), *oh, (1.5.5), *oh; (1.5.6), vowel + laryngeal of
unknown quality (1.5.7). The question of senex is discussed in
SSQtion 1.6.

"
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1.2. Words which are not discussed

1.2.1. Words without a reliable etymology

Latin a: alea (< Gr.?), ambubaia (Aram.?), baca (=bacca),
bifariam (cf. Gr. 31-@&oirog?), calo, carex, cicada, cras
(Skt. svds?), effafillatdé (in eff. bracchio), gaius,
ganeum, glarea (cf. granum?), hamus, hamio, iaiunus
(=ié-), inanis, laccanium, lamina (also lammina, [lamma),
lampags, laridum, larva (cf. Larés?), laser, mania
(-iola), nar (Sabinian), opécus, palari (< *pandsla-?),
palatum, paludatus, -amentum, panus (< *penksno-7),
papaver, par G. paris (Gr. mépvnui??), pastinaca (cf.
pala?), pravus, prbsapia, raca, rana (< *raksna, cf.
racco?), sanus (U. Dpi. SANES), squalus, squama,
stagnum, tabanus, talea, -idre, tra(n)senna, varus (but
see WH.), vas, vasum (cf. U. vasor), vélabrum, vélatira.

Latin &: acrédula, alcédé (< Gr.?), amulétum, béta,
bolétus, elicus, ér (< *ghérs, cf. horrére?), ériica (also
trica), expreétus, fénum (also -ae-, -oe-), fénus (also -ae-)
(both: cf. felix?), harena, léna, -6 (< Gr.?), meles, rédo
(< Gaul.?), rén, reséda, sébum, sécale, ségnis (Gr. fixa?),
seria, severus, télum, velabrum (< Etr.?), vélatura,
véles (cf. veldx?), vena, veratrum (cf. vérus?).

Latin o&: adéria (cf. adorare?), bélétus, (ci-)conia,
coleus, conari, cotoneum, gloria (cf. Olr. glar? Hamp
1982b), 16dix, lora, -ea (< *louera?), lorica (cf. Gr.
6dpaZ, loan), otium, plodere (-au-), plérare, plotus
(-au-), scrofa (< Gr.?), solus, sopio (cf. prosapia?),
sorix (cf. sorex?), sortus, tofus, toles, tomentum (<
*toue-?), torta, vomis and vomer (< *uog¥hsmi-7).

1.2.2. Onomatopoetic and expressive words

a(h), balare (cf. Gr. BAnydouor), bébidre, crocire (cf. Lith.
krokti, Russ. krakat'), é-castor etc., én (cf. Gr. Hv),
glocire (cf. OE. cloccian).

1.2.3. Loans
1.2.3.1. From Greek
aer, agea, agonia, amaracus, anocatum, apostoma,

apotheca, argemonia (agriménia etc.), druncus, attagéna,

basélus, blasphembé, cadiceum, cala, camélus, camus,

cant(h)erius, carabus, carbas (-us), carchesium, caréta,
catomum, cépa, -e, céra, ceérussal, clatri, cnéasonas,

o .
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cocétum, condpium, corédulus, cordona, crapula, cratera,
créterra, damia, ecclésia, eléctarium, eleémosyna,
élogium, enthéca, erémus, eérice, flémina, gargatés,
gobius, grabatus, groma, hoéra, laicus, lebes, leénis,
.malobathrum, méld, momar, nanus, napus?, narita, ola,
opsénium, panus, patéta, péra, words beginning with pha-,
pirata, planétae, platéa, poéta, pratura, prophéta,
propola, résina, rhétor, sagéna, saperda, scaraficd
(-fid), scéna, scéria, sepia, sinapi, soéna, spadix,
splén, staminatus?, tapéete, words beginning with thé- and
tho-, toloneum, tomacina, tomaculum?, zona.

1.2.3.2. From Celtic
omasum, réda, rénd (or Germ.?).

1.2.3.3. From Germanic
braca, bracés, brads, frétum, réné (or Celt.?).

1.2.3.4. From other languages
abbas, ambubaia, ariéena, ealée, magalia, mapalia, pavo.

1.2.4. Long vowels reflecting CRHC

See chapter V.D.1.3.2.1.

clamare, clarus, crabrd, cratis, flagitare, flare,
fragum?, gnarus, graculus, granum, gratus, lana, latus,
nascor, natus, placare, planus, pratum?, strétus,
stragés and other cognates beginning with stra-, (*st)latum.

1.3. Lengthened grade
The origin of the PIE. lengthened grade was largely clari-
fied by Wackernagel 1896, 66-68 and Kortlandt 1975, 84ff. and
1987, according to whom early PIE. *e and *o were lengthened
in the following circumstances:
1. in monosyllables (e.g. the Nsg. of certain root nouns, the 2nd
and 3rd person sg. of certain root presents (the origin of the
so-called Narten presents) and the s-aorist). When the long
vowel was phonemicized, it could spread beyond its original
reach, e.g. to the Asg. *diéum from the Nsg. *diéus (the Asg.
was originally probably disyllabic *dieum, cf. the structure of
*h;neyn 'nine'); and from there it may have spread to other
nouns with a similar structure, e.g. *gW¥ehsus (> Skt. gduh),
*gWehyum (> Skt. gam, Gr. B@v, see below). In the verb, its
. spread led to the pervasive lengthened grade vocalism in the
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indic. act. of the s-aorist and the singular act. of the Narten
presents.

2. Before word-final resonants (thus Kortlandt), e.g. *phyter,
Lsg. *-éi, *-éu, 3pl. perfect *-ér, which could spread after
phonemicization: PIE. *h,nepét after *dehjtor.

For the details and for a discussion of the numerous prob-
lems which remain, I refer to the works cited and to Beekes
fthe.

The aim of this section is twofold. First, a complete list is
provided of instances of lengthened grade in Latin (which must
be distinguished from long vowels which arose from VH); the
etyma are divided according to the possible origin of the leng-
thened grade: root nouns (1.3.1), monosyllabic verbal forms
(1.3.2), other monosyllables (1.3.3); before word-final resonant,
and the type *h,nepot (1.3.4), remaining forms (1.3.5). In the
second place, the Latin instances of lengthened grade adjacent to
a laryngeal are discussed (1.3.6).

1.3.1. Lengthened grade in original root nouns

1. diés 'day' is based on an Asg. *diém (Skt. dyam, Gr. Znv)
< *dieum, which may in turn have received its lengthened
grade from the Nsg. *diéus (> Skt. dyaus, Gr. ZeVg; thus
Kortlandt 1985a, 118).

2. If far ‘'thief' is not a loan from Greek (@dp 'id.'), it reflects
the same root noun as the latter, viz. *bhor of the root
*bher- 'to carry'. For PIE. *-6r > -ur (after a labial con-
sonant?), cf. OLat. quér > cur (see WH.).

3. If [éx 'law' belongs to legere 'to collect' (the connection is
semantically obscure), it reflects a PIE. root noun. Cf. O.
ligud 'lege'. The connection with Skt. rdjdni 'by the law of',
Av. razara, razan- ‘religious law' (thus EM.) is doubtful, as
the latter rather belongs together with rajan-, Lat. réx ‘king'
(WH., Mayrhofer, KEWA).

4, moles 'mass (of stone etc.)', moliri 'to make an effort'
may be cognate with Gr. pdhog ‘'toil of war, struggle' and
HOALG ‘only just'. If OHG. muoan 'to tire' is cognate, conside-
rations of root structure point to *meh;-, but as the connection
is uncertain, one may reconstruct a root noun *mé6!l-, with leng-
thened grade. Note especially the e-stem molés because e-stems
are known to have replaced root nouns in a number of instances
(V.C.3). Also, the short vowel of molestus cannot be explained
on the basis of *mHI- (see, however, V.B), but requires *mol-

¢
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or *mel-. The wusual assumption that mélestus was formed
after médestus (Pedersen 1926, 62) is implausible.

5. pés, G. pédis 'foot' < *péd- (see below, 1.4.1).

6. réx, cf. OIr. ri, Skt. rajan- 'king < *hyrég-, cf.
regere 'to keep straight, guide', Gr. Opfyw 'to reach after' (?).

7. sédes, Gsg. sedis 'seat' is probably based on a root noun
*sed-s, from which is derived sédare 'to appease' (see V.D.
3.1 no. 12).

8. stella 'star' < *h,ster-, cf. Gr. &otnp, Ved. Npl. taras,

Ipl. strbhis ‘stars' etc. < *h,st(é)r-. The lengthened grade

may actually reflect the Nsg. in -&r (category 1.3.4).

9. vox, G. vdcis 'voice', cf. Skt. vak, Av. vaxs, Gr. Asg.
Ona < *uokV-.

1.3.2. Lengthened grade in originally monosyllabic verbal forms

The long vowel of sedi, veni, legi, fodi etc. probably
arose after the model emere, émi < *h;e-h;m-, edere, édi <
*h,e-h,d-, 6d1 < *hze-hsd- (Leumann 1977, 590f.). It seems
at least possible that [évi (of linere, ppp. litus, root
*h,lei-, see E.7.3.1.1 no. 2 and II.B.2.2 no. 14) arose in like
manner. *[ei-ai etc. would then have been replaced by
*lei-u-ai, as -u- was added to the perfect stem of all roots in
a vowel (e.g. monui < *moni-u-ai, flavi < *fla-u-ai). If
long -e- did not arise analogically, it may stem from a root
aorist *léi-s, *[&i-t but since a lengthened grade of this ori-
gin never seems to have survived in Latin, this solution is less
probable. As nothing is known of the history of this verb, both
reconstructions are purely hypothetical.

vexi, the ppp. of véhere, continues an old s-aorist with a
lengthened grade root, cf. Skt. avat (RV), OCS. vés? <
*uégh-s-. réxi (régere) and téxi (tégere) may have the
same origin, but they may also be explained by the operation of
Lachmann's law.

1.3.3. Lengthened grade in other monosyllables
1. ciir < *kV¥or (see 1.3.4 no. 1).

2. The negative né in ne...quidem 'nmot even', nequam, néve
and ne 'that not' (beside né in nefas, nescid etc.), cf. Osc.
ni < *ne, OIr. ni, Goth. né (beside ni). If the long vowel
reflects a lengthened grade, it probably arose in the stressed
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form, whereas short -e remained in the clitic (e.g. Skt. na).
Alternatively, the long vowel could have been taken from the
negative *meh;.

3. nés 'we, us', cf. Av. Apl. encl. nda < *nés, OCS. Gpl
nas® < *nos-om; cf. Skt. encl. nas, Lat. nos-ter < *nos-,
Goth uns, Gr. twei¢ < *ns(-).

vés 'you' (pl.), cf. Av. Apl. encl. va < *uds, OCS. Gpl
vast < *uos-om; cf. Skt. encl. vas, Lat. vos-ter < *uos-,
Gr. VUETC < *us- (or *ius-7). '

The long vowel probably arose in stressed position in PIE., the
short one in unstressed monosyllables (but cf. the long vowel in
the Avestan enclitics).

4, sé-, séd- ‘without', séd ‘'but' (probably originally an
Abl.sg.), cf. solud, sdécors, which point to *sué-, beside
OCS. svénb, svéne, svénb je 'outside’ < *sué-n- (or rather
*sue-h;n-7). PIE. *s(u)é- must probably be connected with the
reflexive pronoun (see EM. and WH. on the semantics). Cf.
suésco below (1.5.1 no. 24), where the evidence favours *sue-
beside *sueh,- without an appreciable difference in meaning. It
is uncertain whether s&(d)- reflects a lengthened grade or
*sueh,-.

5. The exact origin of Lat. ve- ‘'untrennbare Partikel zur Be-
zeichnung eines fehlerhaften Zuviel oder Zuwenig' (WH.), e.g. in
vécors, vepallidus, Véiovis, is uncertain. A connection with
PIE. *h,eu- in Lat. au-, Olr. ua-, Skt. dva, OCS. u is usually
considered possible (see especially WH.).

1.3.4. Lengthened grade before a final resonant and the type
*h,nepot

1. car 'why' < OLat. quor, cf. Skt. kdr-hi ‘'when?', Goth.

ar, Olc. hvar < *kWor, OE. hwazr, OS., OHG. hwar

'‘where? < *k¥er. The forms with a short vowel may have

arisen in enclitic position or before particles (cf. Skt. kar-hi).

2. glés < *glhy,-6u-s (see C.1.3.6.2).
3. On heres, -édis ‘'heir' < *gheh;ro-h;éd-, cf. Gr.
xnpwotaf, see Dunkel 1987.

4. lién 'spleen' (< *[ihén?), cf. Skt. pliha, Av. sparazan-,
Gr. omA\v, despite formal problems concerning the root.

5. l6rum ‘strap of leather, rein, belt' < *(hyuldr, cf. Gr.
e\npa 'reins' < *hyulér (?7), Arm. lar 'cord' (see Beekes
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1988a, 78). The presence of a laryngeal in, the root cannot be
ruled out, and might explain the Armenian form: *hyulh,~ro-
> *hularo- > *ularo- > *ylaro- > lar (7). Therefore,
the etymon may not belong here.

.6. nepds ‘'grandson' < *hnep-ot-, cf. Skt. ndpat-, Av.
OPers. napat-, W. nei < *h,nepot- 'grandson' (see I11.B.2.2).

7. verrés 'boar', replacing *verré < *uersén (see V.C.2.3.1
no. 17).

There are a number of grammatical suffixes which are not limi-
ted to a single word.

8. Nsg. -0 < *-6n of the n-stems (also in the derivatives, e.g.
-ménium).

9. In the r-stems: the Nsg. of the kinship names pater,
mater, frater < *-er, soror < *-or. Agent nouns in -tor
< *-t6r and their derivatives (e.g. -torius).

10. Masculine s-stems in -6s (> -6r-), e.g. sopor, odor etc.
Z The adjective pubes, G. piuberis 'grown up, of ripe age'.

11. 3rd pl. perfect -ér-unt, -ére replacing *-ér (see Beekes
fthc. § 12).

1.3.5. Remaining forms

1.3.5.1. Words with a doubtful etymology

1. dolium 'pot, drinking vessel (of stone)' is usually connected
with the root *del(H)- (Pokorny IEW. 194) 'to fashion, work
wood' (cf. dolare, see V.D.2.1.2, no. 12), which, as EM. point
out, is perhaps semantically unsatisfactory because *del(H)-
generally denotes woodwork, not earthenware. Cf. MBulg. dsli
< PSlav. *dbly 'earthen pot' (?). IE. origin is uncertain, as is
the case for most designations of earthenware.

2. The only known cognate of feélés 'wild cat, marten' is W.
bele 'marten', which may reflect *bhelego- (thus WH., but
there is no evidence for the suffix). If the word is of PIE. ori-
gin (which is unlikely given the limited distribution), it may
reflect a root noun. Some root nouns are known to have entered
the inflectional type félés, G. -is (see V.C.3.1 no. 6 and
compare volpés).

3. morus 'mulberry tree', morum ‘'mulberry, blackberry' definitely
reflects a substratum word, cf. Gr. pu6épov 'mulberry, blackberry,
udpa  ouvkéuiva, Arm. mor, mori ‘blackberry’ < *mor-,
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*mor-, W. mer-wydden ‘'mulberry, blackberry' < *mor- +
gwydd-en 'tree' and, especially, OIr. smér, W. mwyar, Bret.
(Vann.) muiar < *smiar-, Romanian zmeura 'raspberry' <
*smior-. See especially Hamp 1973.

4. OLat. pélais > pélvis 'cauldron'. The connection with In-
dian forms such as palavi 'kind of vase' is doubtful because
the latter are attested at a very late stage and a Dravidian ori-
gin may be considered (see Mayrhofer, KEWA s.v.). Gr.
neAikn ‘cup', TEMc 'milk bucket' < *pel- and Olc. full
‘cup' < *pl- may be cognate, but other connections are un-
reliable (e.g. with pellis 'skin' and numerous other forms with
similar meaning; see Pokorny IEW. 804).

5. procérus ‘'tall', originally allegedly ‘'growing upwards', is
usually compared with crésco 'to grow', créber 'full, frequent'
< *kreh,~, which do not have a reliable etymology (but their
formation seems perfectly in order for an IE. word). Lith.
$érti 'to feed', Gr. (aor.) €x6peco ‘'satiated' rather reflect
*Kerhs;~ (Beekes 1969, 231-233; but cf. Ruijgh 1986, who re-
constructs *Kerh,- for the Greek forms and explains o-vocalism
in éxépeoo as taken from pres. kopéw < *Korhj-eie-). They
are semantically distant and may rather be compared with O.
KARANTER 'vescuntur', caria 'bread', Lat. Cerés, O. Dsg.
KERRI, U. Gsg. CERFE < *kerés-. The connection with
Arm. serem 'to beget' is no better. .

6. sorex 'shrew' < *sudrak- is cognate with Gr. Upaf 'id.' <
*surak-. Pokorny IEW. 1049 connects the word with Skt.
svarati 'to sound', Olc. svarra ‘'brausen’, Lat. susurro 'to
hum', which is no more than a possibility.

1.3.5.2. Unexplained lengthened grades
1. acer (see below, 1.3.6.3).

2. célare 'to hide' is a denominative, which may be based on
a Nsg. with lengthened grade, cf. sédare 'to calm' (Steinbauer
1989, 142; see above 1.3.1 s.v. sédés). The root is *Kel-
(OIr. celid 'to hide', clithe ‘'hidden', clithar 'protection' <
*k(e)l-, cf. Lat. oc-culére, OHG. helan (not hell-, cf.
Lihr 1976), Skt. sdrman- ‘'shelter, cover'), possibly beside
*kelH- (in Gr. xoAUntw < *K[H-ubh-? and Lat. clam). The
root noun from which célare is derived may be reflected in
the Latin adverb clam ’'stealthily’ if from *KIHm and possibly
. (though this is very uncertain for semantic reasons) in Skt. $ala
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'building, house, room' if from *kél- rather than *Kol-. It is
impossible to determine whether Lat. cella stands for *cela
(thus WH., Pokorny IEW. 553).

3. gleba (also -ae-) 'lump, clod of earth' may first be com-
.pared with globus 'ball, clod'. The connection of these forms
with e.g. Lith. glébti 'to embrace', Latv. glébt 'to protect'
(probably from *ghleb-, Winter's law), OHG. klaftra (f.)
'measure of streched out arms' (< *g(h)léb(h)-) is speculative.
The form with -ae- may be the older. On these and further
connections see Pokorny IEW. 359-360.

4, lenis 'soft (to the touch)' is usually compared with a Balto-
Slavic adjective meaning 'lazy, slow': OCS. lénw, SCr. [7ijen,
Sin. lén, Lith. lenas, Latv. lens. The intonation of these
forms points to non-acute *[léno- (thus Kortlandt 1975, 73).
*leno- cannot be analysed as *le- + -no-, as this type of root
did not exist in PIE. We must therefore reconstruct PIE. leng-
thened grade *len-o-. As an alternative, one may suggest that
the BSl. forms reflect *léh;-no-, in which the laryngeal was
dropped after a lengthened grade at an early stage (see Kort-
landt 1985a). *leh;,-en- is another possibility. Since the Latin
adjective is not an o-stem, the original inflection may be an
n-stem (*lh;-én?). However, the connection of [énis with the
BSI. forms is semantically doubtful.

5. nédus 'knot, bond, knob' may be compared with Lat. nassa
'a wicker-basket with a narrow neck for catching fish, a weel
< *nad-ta-, OlIr. nascid, Bret. naskan 'to bind', OIr. naidm
'bond' < *nad-, Goth. nati, OHG. nezzi, OE., Olc. net <
PGerm. *natia-. The root cannot have contained a laryngeal in
view of Olc. nist 'brooch, pin', OHG. nestilo 'string', OHG.
nusta 'bond' < *ned-st-, *nd-st-, unless one separates
*nest- from *nad/néd- < *n(e)Hd-. In section VI.D.2.1 s.v.
nassa, it will be proposed that It.-C. *nad- stems from pre-
consonantal *nd-. Then nodus must reflect a lengthened grade,
which may be compared with that of Olc. nét (f.) 'large net'.
No6dus and not may reflect a root noun, but this cannot be de-
monstrated. Since it cannot be ruled out altogether that the root
of nodus was *neHd-, it is uncertain whether nédus reflects a
lengthened grade vowel.

6. 6lim 'at that time, some time ago' and 'at a future time' is
an adverb which probably belongs to the root *h,el- 'other' (in
~alius, ulter-ior etc.; a semantic parallel is offered by French
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autrefois). Adverbs in -im with locative (e.g. inter-im) and
ablative meaning (e.g. illim, istim, exim 'from there') were
to some degree productive in early Latin, cf. also utrimque,
altrimsecus, deinde, subinde (< *-im-de). It seems pos-
sible that -im was added to an old endingless locative *6! <
*h,61l. However, adverbial locatives appear not to have been
subject to the normal rules for lengthening in PIE. (see Beekes
fthc. § 13.2).

7. ovum ‘'egg' < *hyouiom (E.13.2.3.4), probably a vrddhi-
formation derived from *h,eui- 'bird' (cf. Gr. ar6v, SCr. jaje
with PSlavic circumflex intonation). But cf. Schindler 1969, who
reconstructs *6-h,uiom, with a prefix 6- 'bei' (unlikely).

8. sémi- 'half', cf. Gr. fu{-, Skt. sami-, OHG. sami- < PIE.
*sémi-. The root is probably identical with *sem- 'one'.

9. sérius ‘'serious' (the loss of -y- has not yet been ex-
plained), cf. Goth. swérs ‘'honoured', OHG. swar, Olc. svarr
‘heavy' < *swér-, Lith. svefti, Latv. svert 'to weigh' <
*suer-, Lith. svarus ‘heavy', svaras 'scales'; perhaps Gr.
defpe 'to lift' < *huer- (see Beekes 1969, 83ff.). Lith.
svirti 'nmach einer Seite hin das Ubergewicht bekommen' may
point to *suerH-, but in view of the correspondence of Lith.
sveFti with Latv. svért the acute is probably secondary.

10. s6lari, -atus 'to console' is probably cognate with Gr.
iAdokopar 'to appease, make favourable', TAn61 'be favourable'
< *si-sla-. The Greek forms are not clear in every detail
(see Frisk, Chantraine), but it seems pretty clear that the root
was *selhy,. Other cognates are uncertain (e.g. Olr. slan
‘healthy, complete’, which rather belongs to the root of salvus;
Goth sels 'good', OHG. salig etc. are semantically distant).
s6lari is most likely a denominative and may therefore reflect
a root noun *solh,-.

11. sépire 'to cause to fall asleep, doze off', Olc. sdfa 'to
“kill' < *suép-ielo-, Olc. svafa 'to cause to fall asleep' <
*suép-, cf. somnus < *suopno-, Gr. Unv6g < *sup- etc.
For the claim that sopire c.s. reflects a PIE. type of cau-
sative, see Klingenschmitt 1978, 1-13, and note Bammesberger
1980, who expresses serious doubts about the evidence for this
type and considers the possibility that sopire is based on a
root noun *suop-s.
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12. tégula 'roof-tile' (cf. tégere 'to cover') and reégula
'straight piece of wood' (cf. régere 'to direct') and perhaps
Campanian sécula 'scythe' (cf. sécare 'to cut') are nomina in-
strumenti in *-lo-/-la- (see Leumann 1977, 311). The long
vowel of tégula is said to point to a PIE. root noun (EM.
‘s.v. tegd, Leumann 1977, 274). This explanation does not seem
to explain régula (despite EM. s.v. rego) because the root
noun *Hrég-s meant 'king' in PIE. already.

13. témétum 'intoxicating drink' (as to the formation cf.
ac-etum ‘'vinegar'), temulentus 'drunk', abs-témius ‘'sober’
contain the root *tém ‘intoxicate'. There are several possible
connections, all doubted by EM. Germ. damisch, damlich
‘geistig betdubt' (with -d- < *-a- with i-umlaut < PGerm.
*.5- < PIE. *-é-) and Arm. tSmrim 'bécome stunned' (based
on *temiro-7) may contain the same root. There is probably a
connection with *temH- 'be dark' in e.g. Lat. temere.

Skt. tam- 'chokes, is stunned, fades away, is exhausted' is
attested in post-Vedic texts, except for the injunctive tamat
(RV). The present tamyati, ppp. tantd-, caus. tamdyati may
as to its structure be compared with damyati, danta-,
damayat i '‘is tamed, tames, conquers' of the root *demh, (Gr.
Séuvnut). This exact correspondence leads to a reconstruction
*temH-. Skt. tam-, dam- apparently replace an original zero
grade *ta-, *da- < *tmH-, *dmh,-.

14. The formation of vénari 'to hunt, track down a prey' may
be compared with ceélare, sélari. According to EM. s.v.,
these verbs represent a "sorte d'itératif a voyelle longue radi-
cale..". EM. add: "elle indique un procés qui se poursuit sans
terme défini”, a description too vague to shed any light on the
exact origin of the formation, although it may perhaps indicate a
denominative origin. Denominatives were originally not fully in-
flected according to the complete aspectual system of primary
verbs (Leumann 1977, 585), a situation that persisted in Italic
(which lacks a common perfect formation for denominatives,
Steinbauer 1989, 102). This being so, it is only natural that
denominatives denote a process "sans terme défini", which in a
sense is a tautology.

Despite the semantic difference véniari may be compared
with Skt. vanati ‘'wishes, likes', ppp. -vdta- < *-ynH-to-,
desid. vivasati < *yi-ynH-s-, vanas- 'lust' (= Venus),
Goth. winnan 'to suffer', Olc. vinna ‘arbeiten, ausrichten,
iiberwinden' < *uenH-. Apart from vénari, long -é- is found
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in Goth. wens (i) 'hope', Olc. van, OS. wan 'supposition, opi-
nion'. A root noun *uenH- (with Nsg. *uenH?) from which the
Latin verb may have been derived is not attested.

15. vér, G. véris (ntr.) 'spring' < *uésr, cf. Olc. var 'id.'
< *uésr, Gr. Eap < *uésr, Skt. vdsri, Av. vanri 'in
spring' < *ues-r-, OCS. vesna < *ues-n-.

1.3.5.3. Long vowels in roots of the structure *CeRH-

It is remarkable (but perhaps no more than accidental) that
célare, sélari, temetum, venari and, if the etymology is
correct, dolium (root *delH-), pro-cérus (root *kerh;-) and
sérex (root *surhy if UpoZ reflects *surhp-ek-) reflect a root
ending in a laryngeal. One might wonder whether in some of
these words the root *CRH- reflects earlier *CHR-. In view of
the almost total absence of the root structure CHR in PIE. and
the - slight - evidence which there is for metathesis of CHR- to
CRH- in zero grade forms (cf. kNpOf < *keh,ru- vs. Skt.
kirti- < *krh,ti-; see section IV.C), it may be conjectured
that an original root *tehym- :@ *th;m- became *teh;m
*tmh;-. Subsequently, the existence of the metathesized root
*tmh,- may have given rise to a new full grade *temh,- in
some languages (in this case Sanskrit). For the mechanism, com-
pare the fate of PIE. CHI (see IV.E.2.1 and the Appendix).

In order to put this hypothesis to the test, one may try to
find basic roots of the structure *Keh,-, *soH-, *teh;,-, *ueh;-
(and *doH-, *keh;-, *suoH-). A search for candidates in Po-
korny's IEW. has not been very successful. célare has a basic
root *Kel-, doélium may have a basic root *del- (Pokorny
IEW. 194). If temétum is cognate with temere etc., whose
basic root is *temh,-, we cannot decide whether *temh;- or
*teh;m~ is the older root. For s6lari, procérus and sorex
no basic roots could be found, neither *soH-, *keh,-, *suoH-,
nor for that matter a semantically satisfying basic *sel-, *ker-
or *suer-. Only for venari may one consider a basic *ueh;~
if Skt. véti 'verfolgt, strebt, fiihrt (die Waffen), treibt, lenkt',
vita- 'beloved' < *ueiH-, Lith. vyti 'to hunt for' < *uiH-
reflect basic *uh;i- (but there is no evidence for either the
position or the quality of the laryngeal). Thus, there is insuf-
ficient evidence to show that the long vowel in roots of the
type *CeRH- may go back to *CeHR-.
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1.3.6. Laryngeals adjacent to lengthened grades
1.3.6.1. VHC

It is in general difficult to determine whether in a given
morpheme which in PIE. contained a laryngeal, an attested long
vowel reflects a lengthened grade rather than a short vowel leng-
thened by the laryngeal. The material which is relevant to this
issue has given rise to much controversy. Since the relevance of
this issue to Latin is only limited, I shall state my position
without the thorough discussion that the problem actually de-
serves. In my opinion, a long vowel which arose from V + H
probably reflects a lengthened grade in three cases (I essentially
follow Kortlandt 1985a):

1. If the Nsg. of a noun with the root structure CeHu- (or
CeHi-) appears as Cau-s (Cai-s) in Indo-Iranian, e.g. nauh
'ship' < *néhyus, gduh 'cow' < *g¥éh,us. In most other lan-
guages, the diphthong would have been shortened in accordance
with Osthoff's law.

2. If the Asg. of a noun with the root structure CeHu- (or
CeHi-) has lost its -u- (-i-) before the ending *-m (in PIE.,
because there is evidence in Indo-Iranian and Greek), e.g. Skt.
gam, Gr. Badv < *gWehyum, Gr. v&v < *néhyu-m (assuming
that the latter is not analogical after B&v, Zfiv).

3. If the intonation of the long vowel in Balto-Slavic is circum-
flex, which points to the early loss of the laryngeal after leng-
thened grades, e.g. Latv. guovs ‘cow' (= Ved. gduh), Latv.
sals < *séh,l-s (thus Kortlandt 1985a).

In conjunction with no. 3., we may briefly turn to the
development of Skt. gam, Gr. B(I)v < *gWeéhsum. As the non-
acute intonation of Latv. guovs points to the early loss of a
laryngeal after a lengthened grade, we may perhaps ascribe this
loss to PIE. This supposition has the advantage that it puts
*gWéhyum > PIE. *gWoum on a par with PIE. *diéum, so that
the loss of -u- in both can be identified. The implicit relative
chronology would in that case be:

1. loss of *H after a lengthened grade vowel;

2. loss of *-u- after lengthened grade and before m (*gW¥Wom,
*diém).

Both developments would then belong to the PIE. period.

It has been suggested that PIE. lengthened grade *é& was
not coloured to & by an adjacent *h, (Eichner 1973, 71 ff.,
Mayrhofer 1986, 132, 1987, 96). This may be correct for some
languages (notably Hittite), but the idea that this is a PIE.
-sound law must be rejected in view of the examples given in 1.,
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2. and 3. and the Latin evidence which is to be presented
below.

It may be noted that a lengthened grade in forms of the
structure CeHR- and CeHT- can only be detected on the basis
of the Balto-Slavic intonation and, perhaps, by the absence of
colouring of &€ to & by h, in some languages. As to Latin, the
reconstruction of a long vowel as VH can, as far as I see, in
no instance rest upon Latin evidence alone. Thus, navis ‘ship’
may reflect *néhyu- in view of Ved. nduh and Gr. vaw.

The circumflex intonation of Latv. sals 'salt' and zioss
‘goose' < *séh,ls, *ghéh,ns (Kortlandt op. cit. 119) may indi-
cate that Lat. sal and ans-er reflect a lengthened grade root
(*-éhy > *-a-), but there is no (nor can there be, as far as I
see) comparative evidence to indicate that the introduction of
the lengthened grade in these forms was of PIE. date. As to
sal, EM.'s claim that the long vowel arose in Latin monosyl-
lables, cf. par, paris, mas, maris, does not seem to be sup-
ported by the material. In sal and mas, the length may be ex-
plained by ablaut (for the latter see IV.C.1.5.2 no. 20, D.2.2
no. 13), whereas the etymology of par is unclear, so that it
cannot be used as an argument. Lat. fas 'the dictates of divine
law, right, proper' probably does not reflect *dhh,~s, cf.
fanum, feriae, as EM. state, but, as WH. point out, rather
*bheh,~s (of *bheh, 'to say'; since fas is not inflected, we
are even free to reconstruct it as *bheh,-t-s). The long vowel
of anser may be secondary (any vowel before -ns- is leng-
thened in Latin), in which case it reflects *ghins- <
*ghh,(e)ns- (see Kortlandt op. cit. 119).

For other monosyllabic nouns (cos, dbés, spés, perhaps
rés (see V.C.2.4.1 no. 1)), there is no evidence for lengthened
grade.

Kortlandt 1985a, 119-120, explained the circumflex intona-
tion of the Nsg. of the e-stems in Lithuanian on the basis of a
lengthened grade vocalism *-eh,, which originated in the root
noun *dhehs,-, cf. arkli-dé ‘'stable’, avi-de ‘'sheepfold',
alu-de 'pub' etc., cf. Ved. -dhi (e.g. Srad-dha). If this is
correct (as I believe it is), the Nsg. fides, which probably
took over the inflection of its synonym *Kkred-dheh,- (cf.
crédére) may reflect *-éh,~s (see V.C.2.4.1 no. 3).

As to the Nsg. type materies, allegedly from *-jéh,s, I
refer to the discussion in V.D.2.1.1.

It may be concluded from ndvis and probably also from
sal that PIE. *-éh, yielded Lat. -a-, not -é&- (despite Mayr-
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hofer 1986, 132 ff., 1987, 96).

1.3.6.2. HVC

Two words may shed an interesting light on the develop-
ment of HVC in Latin: glos 'sister-in-law' and fl6s ‘'flower'.

glos must be compared with Gr. ydhwg < *yddhoFo- <
*glhyeu-o- (Beekes 1976, 14-15), CS. zwlwva, Russ. zoldvka,
SCr. zdova < PSlav. (acute) *zdlvvi- < *glh,uh,~ (the ori-
ginal Slavic Nsg. may have been *z3ly < *glhpuh,, cf.
svekry), Skt. giri- 'sister-in-law' < *glh,-i-. Beekes op. cit.
reconstructed a PIE. u-stem N. *gelh,6u-s, A. *glh,-eu-m (in
Gr. *yoAaFo-), G. *glhy,u-os (in Slav. *z3lv-). The recon-
struction of the Nsg. -6u-s is based on, 6 in Lat. glds (see
C.1.3.4 no. 2 above; the rest of the Lat. paradigm, e.g. Gsg.
gloris, was evidently based on this Nsg.). The problem that
may concern us here is the root vocalism of glos: PIE.
*gelh,6us would have yielded Lat. *gelés, and *glh,6us
(with the root vocalism of the oblique cases) would in accor-
dance with chapter IV.D.2.3.2 be expected to have yielded Lat.
*galos. Anttila's suggestion (1969, 83) that a vowel was syn-
copated in Latin has little to commend itself, as this type of
syncope is completely ad hoc and runs counter to the normal
rules of Latin syncope, which leave the vowel of a word-initial
syllable intact.

As Flobert 1973, 567-569 has demonstrated, flos ‘flower'
is a masculine s-stem in -0s. As the oldest layer of this type
seems to have a zero grade root (cf. ldbor, liquor beside the
verbs labi, lT1qul) and as the root was *bhlh;- (Beekes 1991;
cf. Olr. bldth, OS. bloma 'flower' < *bhlehs), flés prob-
ably reflects *bhlhs-0s. Like glos, flos lacks the expected
vowel which should have arisen in antevocalic *bhlhy
(**falos). One may solve this problem by positing a full grade
root in order to explain flés, cf. auréra < *h,eus-6s- (cf.
IILE.1.2): *bhlehy6s > *flods > flos.

If the original locus of the Latin v-perfect were verbal
roots of the structure (C)CeH- (Leumann 1977, 597) and if the
v-perfect reflects a locative in *-&u derived from the verbal root
(see IV.C.2.2.2.2), gnovi, plévi, stravi, flavi, naevi etc.
reflect  *gnhy-éu-, *plh,-éu-, *strhyéu-, *bhlh,-éu-,
*snh;-éu-. Here, too, the laryngeal was apparently lost at an
early stage, so that the resonants were not vocalized.

In order to explain glos, (perhaps) flos and the stem of
the v-perfects, it may be surmised that the laryngeal was lost




132

before a PIE. lengthened grade at an early stage, i.e. before
antevocalic *CIH- yielded *Cal-. But strictly speaking this sup-
position is based solely on glés, as flés may be explained dif-
ferently, and the origin of the v-perfect is a much-debated issue.
The proposed rule is therefore no more than a hypothesis.

Flobert op. cit. is probably correct in reconstructing Lat.
moés 'manner, way, custom, behaviour' as *mh,-6s. This form
cannot be used in favour of the proposed rule as the develop~
ment of mh,6s to mbs may be regular irrespective of the early
loss of a laryngeal in this position: word-initial resonants are
consonantal wherever possible (see 1V.D.1.2).

6lim < *h,0l- and 6vum < *hy,buiom (pace Schindler
1969: *6-h,uiom) show that *h,6 was not coloured to *a.

1.3.6.3. acer

Lat. acer 'sharp' < *akri- belongs to the root *h,ek- in
acere 'to be sharp', acidus, acerbus, a&ciés, acus <
*h,ek-, Gr. Oxpog 'sharp', Lith. as(t)rus, OLith. astras,
OCS. ostrv 'sharp' < *h,ek-ro-; OLat. ocris, U. ocar,
UKAR, G. ocrer 'mountain fortress', MIr. ochair 'side, edge',
Ved. ‘°asri- ‘edge', Gr. Okpig¢ 'top, summit, point, side',
Gxp1¢ 'mountain top' < *h,oKkri-, hyekri-.

It seems impossible to identify &cer with *h,ekro- (in
view of the inflection and the long vowel) or with *h,e/oKkri-
(in view of the meaning and the long vowel). Schindler (1980,
390 note 15) suggested that acri- is a vrddhi-formation derived
from the substantivized adjective *h,ekro- (ntr.), cf. Aw.
x$aodri- ‘alcoholic', xSudra- ‘'alcohol' (subst.), 'liquid' (adj.).
At the same time he objected: "Beide Formen sind aber nicht
ohne weiteres als Zugehorigkeitsadjektiva verstandlich”. Thus,
acer lacks a convincing explanation.

In an article that appeared in 1988 in Die Laryngaltheorie
(pp. 195-197), Hamp tried to demonstrate that the long vowel of
adcer had arisen in compounds with a first member in *-o-. In
his view, *-o-h,0okri- became *-aakri- > *-akri-, which sub-
sequently came to be used outside compounds. For the i-stem
inflection cf. terra, ex-torris, arma, in-ermis. He com-
pared indagé < *endo-h,(a)g-on- (cf. Gr. otpatnyde <
*strto-h,(a)gos). In the same way as the long vowel that had
regularly arisen in indagd spread to ambagés (< *amb(i)-ag-)
and thence to the type contages, compagés and contagium,
adagium, so too the length arisen in *akri- (beside *h,ekro-
> *akros in Gr. &xpog, Lat. acer-bus) spread to *sakri-
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'sacrificial' (beside *sdkro- in sacer).

This explanation appears to be attractive. The process has a
clear parallel in Greek, where the long vowel that had regularly
arisen in e.g. innouuoAy6¢ < *-o-h,molgo- and otpatnydc <
*-o-hy(o)go- spread to e.g. EnnuoiPo6g (beside regular
¢tnouo1B6g). The Greek decompound tkég: O6E0 (Hes.), cf.
Tovu-nkfg, shows that the long vowel form may secondarily be-
come a simplex form. Both the long vowel and the i-stem in-
flection are accounted for, and the explanation is economic in
that it does not shift the formation back to PIE.

Yet there are a number of objections which may be
important.

1. It is improbable that *-oh,o- yielded Lat. *-ah,a-.
Word-initial *h,0- most certainly yielded Lat. o- (see II.C.4.5).
One might hold, however, that *-oh,- yielded -a- in view of
fama < *bhoh,meh,- (see IV.C.1.5.5 below), and that *-oh,o-
became *-ah,o- > -&-. Conclusive counterevidence against this
assumption is in my opinion provided by mediocris, a com-
pound of the same root as dcer (for the second member, cf.
Lat. ocris 'top' < *h,okri-). For the semantics see EM. s.v.
medius: "qui se trouve a mi-hauteur”, "qui se tient dans un
juste milieu, moyen", "médiocre". The archaic superlative
medioxumus attests to the archaism of the compound.
mediocris reflects *medio-h,okri- (thus Havet, apart from the
laryngeal; EM.'s objections to the formation are unfounded, cf.
the formation of Gr. otpotnydg, {nnduolyodqg).

2. Compounds with dcri- as their second member are not at-
tested. Moreover, it is extremely difficult to think of a com-
pound that would have contained a basic adjective, in this case
*h,ekro-, as Hamp proposes, as its second member (this objec-
tion does not hold if Frisk is correct in assuming that *h,ékro-
> Oxpog was originally a substantive 'point'). Gr. tavu-nkig
'with a long blade, point’, is no apt parallel because -nkAg is
obviously based on a substantive *&ko¢ meaning ‘'point' rather
than an adjective 'sharp’. The same holds for mediocris dis-
cussed above, which contains a basic substantive, Lat. ocris.
Put differently, a compound consisting of the members 'thin' and
'point’, together meaning ‘thin-point-having', is a common IE.
type (bahuvrihi), and altogether different from a compound con-
sisting of the members 'thin' and ‘sharp' (or 'spear' and 'sharp’,
the first member being the variable), which is not found in IE,
The only compounds with a basic adjective as a second member
-are of the type 'un-sharp' or ‘'very-sharp' (peridcer) but these
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do not yield the required model for the creation of the long
vowel. In view of the (near) absence of suitable compounds, it
is highly unlikely that the original adjective *h,ekro- 'sharp'
was replaced by a decompound adjective.

1 conclude that the counterevidence forces me to abandon
Hamp's explanation of &dcer.

It is perhaps possible to reverse a part of Hamp's ex-
planation and to assume that the pair sacri- @ sdcro-, which
may reflect *seh,kri- : *shykro-, gave rise to acri-
*3cro- (in acer-bus?), but the reason for this creation and for
the ousting of *acro- would then remain obscure.

Thus, acer probably reflects lengthened grade *h,ek-, al-
though its exact origin is unknown.

As to the type indago, its origin may be sought in the
type contages, compdgés < *-teh,g-, *-peh,g- rather than
the other way round (for the roots of the latter forms see
IV.B.1.3.2.1 no. 20 and 12 respectively). On the other hand,
the third declension type amb-3dgés may reflect an old root
noun *h,ég-; canés, trabés, sédes, facés show that old
root nouns have joined the third declension type Nsg. -és, Gsg.
-is (see V.C.2.3).

1.4. Long &, &, 6 according to Lachmann's law

According to Lachmann's law, a short vowel (e,o0,a,i,u) is
lengthened before a PIE. media (= a glottalized obstruent) which
is followed by an obstruent (the stops, e.g. dctus < *agtos,
and s, e.g. adaxim < *-ag-s-); thus Kortlandt 1989b, 103-105.
For a discussion of alleged exceptions and references to earlier
works I refer to Kortlandt's article.

Instances of lengthening of i and u will not be discussed
because these fall outside the scope of the present chapter. In-
stances of lengthening of -o- have not been found.

1.4.1. Lengthening of *e

1. crédére 'to believe' < *kred-dhh,-, cf. Skt. srad-dadhat i
“'to trust', Olr. creitid, W. credu, Bret. kredin 'to believe'
< *Kkred-dh(e)h;~. One might doubt whether crédere is an
instance of Lachmann's law (it is usually not adduced as such)
because créd- might have arisen from an intermediate *kresdh-
(thus Meier-Briigger 1980, 291, who compares it with audire <
*auis-dh~). In my opinion, the latter interpretation cannot be
correct because, as is generally assumed, ¥-sdh- yielded Lat.
-st-, cf. hasta 'spear' < *ghasdh-, Olr. gat ‘osier, withe',
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Goth. gazds (masc.), Olc. gaddr, OHG. gart 'Stachel'. Thus,
if *Kkreddh- had yielded *kresdh-, the result would have been
Lat. *crest-. As an alternative to assuming a regular develop-
ment *-sdh- > Lat. -d-, Meier-Briigger considers the possibility
that in credere and audire *-st- was restored to *-sdh-
after other compounds in *-dheh,-. This seems unlikely, as the
semantic pressure towards restoration would have been slight (the
compounds were probably lexicalized at an early stage), other
compounds in *-dheh,- were rare in Latin (probably only
condére 'to hide, stack', abdére ‘'put away', perhaps also
perdére ‘destroy’, reddére 'turn smth. into') and because it is
uncertain whether audire reflects *auis-dh- rather than
*ayi-dh- (Meier-Briigger himself writes *aui(z)dh-). I would
prefer to attribute the -&- to the operation of Lachmann's law.

2. esus ‘eaten' < *hjed-to-, ésca 'food' < *h;ed-sk-, cf.
edere 'to eat', Lith. éska 'food' (with long vowel in ac-
cordance with Winter's law), Gr. viioti¢ < *n-h,d-ti-.

3. léctus 'collected'’ < *leg-to-, cf. legere 'to collect', Gr.
Aéyo 'to say'.

4, As far as I am aware, it has not yet been remarked that the
long -é- of pés < *ped-s may have originated from the ope-
ration of Lachmann's law. The PIE. Nsg. was not *ped-s but
*pod-s, cf. Gr. mo¥g, Goth. fotus. The e-vocalism of the
Latin Nsg. was introduced from the Asg. *ped-m. This -e- was
either lengthened analogically, on the model of nouns in which
the pattern Nsg. with a long vowel vs. oblique cases with a
short vowel was regular (e.g. sal, salis, mas, maris), or, as
is suggested here, by the operation of Lachmann's law.

5. rectus 'right, straight, erect', cf. regere 'to make straight,
direct', Gr. 6péyw 'to reach after', Olr. recht ‘rule'.

6. tectus 'covered', cf. tegere, Gr. otéyw 'to cover'.

For an attempt to explain the short vowel of séssus (re-
placing *sdtos) and péssum (< *ped-tu-, short -e- in order
to avoid embarrassing homonymy with pésum of pedé 'to break
wind'(?)), I refer to Kortlandt op cit. p. 104,

1.4.2. Lengthening of *a: Lachmann's law and laryngeals
Whereas *e is invariably lengthened to & by the operation

of Lachmann's law, *a may or may not be lengthened. There

are eight instances, which may be arranged according to the
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origin of the *a. The term ‘early Italic' in the following dia-
gram is defined as the stage immediately before the operation of
Lachmann's law.

PIE. early Italic Latin

1 *h,e *h,eg- *agtos actus ‘driven’

2 x4 *kHd-to- *kadstos cdsus 'fallen’
*ph,g-to- *pagtos pactus 'fastened'
*th,g-to- *tagtos tactus 'touched'
*[h,d-to- *ladstos lassus 'tired'
*(s)lh,g-so- *lagsos laxus 'loose'

3 non- *h,g-s- *ags~ ad-axim (adigere)

laryn. *bhrg-to- *fragtos fractus 'broken'

Maximus is probably irrelevant, as it reflects *magisemo~ (not
*mags-, see Cowgill 1970, 125) and as the "“alleged form
maximus is based on a single apex (CIL VI 2080, 17), which is
too weak a basis for any conclusions" (Kortlandt op. cit. 10).

The full grade root on which the Italic ppp. *agtos is
based was probably taken from the present stem or the supine
(cf. ésus). However, if one accepts the explanation of aio 'I
say' < *agjio < *h;g-joH suggested in VLD (viz. antecons.
*h,/g- > *ag-, cf. *mg-no- > magnus), a development of
*h,gtos to *agtos is conceivable.

Two points must be commented on before an evaluation of
the rest of the material may be attempted.
(1) According to Maniet 1956, 233, the root vocalism of casus
is that of the full grade supinum/nomen actionis *Keh,d-tu- >
casum, the original vocalism of the ppp. being reflected in
cassare, which is allegedly based on *cdssos < *Kh,dtos.

Taking a closer look at cassare, one finds that there are
two verbs. One means 'to bring to naught, destroy, annul', is
first attested in the Imperial period and is clearly a derivative
of the adjective cassus 'empty, vain', which for obvious seman-
tic reasons has nothing to do with cadére 'to fall'.! The other
cassare is attested only in Plautus, where it means 'to waver,
falter, shake', cf. cassabundus (Naevius) 'faltering, wavering (in
drunkenness)'. As WH. point out, the connection with cadere is
semantically unsatisfactory, and cassdre is more likely to be
identified with quassare 'to waver'. But even if one prefers to
connect cassire with cadere, the former does not prove that
a form *cadssos existed beside or before casus in early Latin,

« as the writing cass- may very well stand for *ca@ss-. As stated

[
«
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by Leumann 1977, 181, double -ss- was simplified to -s- after
a long vowel at about 100 BC in speech, and the orthography
was only slow to follow (cf. e.g. Cicero's cassus 'casius' (sic!),
divissiones ‘'divisionés', caussae 'causae'). Since
cassare and cassabundus are attested only in texts of well
before 100 BC, there is no reason to suppose that they con-
tained short -4-. Thus, there is no evidence for *cassos.

(2) The -a- in *ags- and *fragtos does not stem from a la-
ryngeal. The former reflects a root *hseg- (cf. Gr. 7 <
*h,e-h,(e)g-t), the latter *bhreg- (cf. Goth. brikan). In
section VI.D, it will be held that in zero grade forms an a
developed before a PIE. media (= glottalized obstruent) followed
by a consonant in Italo-Celtic. In all instances but one, the glot-
talized stop is preceded by a resonant (e.g. *mg-no- >
magnus). In the remaining form, aio 'l say', it is preceded by
a laryngeal. If the rule is accepted, we may take it that
*h,g-s- and *bhrg-to- became *ags- and *bhragtos before
the operation of the purely Italic (or Latin?) law of Lachmann.
*-a- "arose as a result of the influence of a tautosyllabic glot-
talic stop. It is likely that the glottalic element did not survive
the rise of this -a- because it was the cause of this rise.
Hence, the glottalic element could hardly have been present
when somewhat later Lachmann's law operated in Italic, that is,
the lengthening in fractus and adaxim cannot be regular. I
shall return to this issue below.

Returning now to the diagram, we may observe that -a- in
casus, pactus and tactus is opposed to -d- in ldssus and
laxus: either -a- or -3a- must be analogical. As Kortlandt op.
cit. 104 concluded, in my opinion correctly, the regular develop-
ment is to -d- because ldssus, originally the ppp. of the ver-
bal root *leh,d- (cf. Gr. Andeiv, Goth. létan), is isolated in
Latin and its -3- cannot therefore be due to some kind of res-
toration. As Kortlandt put it: "...the glottalic feature of the
(tautosyllabic, P.S.) glottalic obstruent was lost after a laryngeal
in the Indo-Euro