A. Lehrman

INDO-HITTITE LARYNGEALS
IN ANATOLIAN AND INDO-EUROPEAN

In 1927 Jerzy Kurytowicz // FsRozwadowski, I (1927): 95—104 dusted off
de Saussure’s coefficients sonantiques and connected these precocious structura-
list constructs, modified by Mgller, VISWb (1911), with the evidence of Hittite,
matched against the reconstruction of Proto-Indo-European as codified in the
2nd edition of Brugmann’s Grundriss. The view that the coefficients posited by
de Saussure corresponded to the Hittite 2-sounds started gaining an acceptance
that was quite disproportionate to the facts. In some instances the coefficients
relabeled by Kurytowicz éléments consonantiques (de Saussure’s A and O rewrit-
ten as 79 and 23 and Mgller’s E rewritten as 2,), did correspond to Hittite h/hh,
but in many other instances they did not. Whereas it is true that Lat. pasco
‘pasture’ (pf. pavi), with the projected *eas in lieu of the Brugmannian *a, cor-
responds to Hitt. pahhas- | pahs-, and Lat. ante, Gk. avti from the projected
*29ent- corresponds to Hitt. hanz(a) ‘front’ and hantezzis ‘first’, and Lat. os, GKk.
dotéov ‘bone’ from the projected *25est- corresponds to Hitt. hastai n. ‘bone’, it is
also true that Gk. 8{-dw-o1, 80-10-g from the projected *deas- ‘give’ corresponds
to Hitt. daai (3 sg. prs., hhi-conj.) ‘take’, daas (3 sg. prt.), with no trace of & or
hh; Gk. n®d-91 ‘drink!’, O.Ind. a-pa-t ‘drank’, projected from *peas-, corresponds
to Hitt. pa(a)s-i (3 sg. prs., hhi-conj.) ‘swallow’, with no trace of any A/hh. O.Ind.
stayat ‘furtively’, tayi-h ‘thief, O.Ir. tdid, OCS. TaTe ‘thief, projected from
*(s)teag-, corresponds to Hitt. taiizzi (3 sg. prs., mi-conj.) ‘steal’ and not to an ex-
pected **tahhiiizzi. Gk. 1(-9n-o1, Lat. fé-c-i, projected from *dhea;-, corresponds
to Hitt. daai, prt. da(a)is, without any trace of h/hh. Greek éoti ‘is’ / elot ‘are’,
Lat. est, sunt, etc. from the projected *a,es-te / *2,sénti, correspond to Hitt. es-zi,
as-anzi. Lat. os ‘mouth’, etc., from the projected *23¢2,s- or *2365,s- or *2,03,s- or
*2,6235-, depending on whom one believes, corresponds to Hitt. aus ‘mouth’,
Luw. aass® 1d., with no trace of either *a3 or *2,.

Moreover, none of the “disyllabic” verbs, which, according to W. Cowgill’s
well-known assessment of the evidence for the laryngeals, as the éléments conso-
nantiques are widely known, “furnish the most powerful evidence for the
laryngeal theory,—evidence that (...) would be sufficient to establish the theory
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without help from Hittite 2’s or any other sound effects that with more or less
plausibility have been attributed to the laryngeals” (Cowgill // Evidence for
Laryngeals (1965): 144)—none of these momentous disyllabic verb stems are
in fact attested in Anatolian with laryngeals in the second syllable.* The only
example which may have Greek and Anatolian cognates— Hitt. hullizzi ‘strikes’
vs. Gk. 6AA0ot ‘destroys’ (aorist root dAe-), both projected from *asl-néa -ti (the
pre-laryngealist disyllabic root *ole-, the laryngealist one *25l¢2,-), fails to show
any h/hh in the second syllable of the Hittite stem. Besides, no cognates of Hitt.
hullizzi, etc., have so far been found in other Anatolian languages.

Few post-saussureans and post-bloomfieldians, however, could be daunted
by absences or null correspondences. The values of systematicity, symmetry,
and simplicity of structure, forcefully reasserted by Chomsky and his followers,
further enhance the practice of positing laryngeals wherever the mental com-
forts inherent in these values make it opportune. For the Young Gram-
marians, Systemzwang (system pressure) was an unconscious force that drove
speakers of a language to level, back-form, and create through analogy. In an
ironic conceptual switch, it is the symmetry-seeking linguists who level, back-
form, and analogically remake the unruly, asymmetrical, and uneconomical
facts of linguistic reality when it suits their explanatory needs. Reconstruction
suffers from this practice particularly since, resulting from inference (almost as
distrusted as introspection), it may be made to bear anything. While officially
structuralism has long been out of favor, its methodological nuts and bolts,
mass-produced by the Chomskyan industry, have become standard equipment
in the linguist’s tool kit.

Linguists still focus their attention on the phoneme, at the expense of the
sound (the mere “allophone”), and on the morpheme, at the expense of that
ill-defined item, the lexical item or the word. While accusing the Young Gram-
marians of “atomism,” mainstream linguists are content to reconstruct bits and
pieces of words, combining them virtually at will. In one of his studies, H. Craig
Melchert points out: “I stress that I attribute no great significance to [etymo-
logies of whole verbs]. My emphasis will be on reconstructing stem types, not
individual lexical items, and my account of the verbal endings stands or falls on
the plausibility of the former [i.e., stem types], not the latter [i.e., words]” (IF
97 (1992): 33). The epistemological status of the results of this approach is
acknowledged a few pages later: “[t]he dearth of solid root etymologies (the
result of our imprecise grasp of synchronic meanings), leads to a greater
degree of arbitrariness in our historical analysis than we would like. Neverthe-
less, starting with historical phonological rules most of which are independently
motivated, we have arrived at (...) pre[-]Jforms whose phonological shapes
suggest, although they do not prove [emphasis mine.—A. L.], derivation from well-
established PIE and CA morphological types.” These “virtual” shapes or “virtual
reconstructions” (in Melchert’s ubiquitous phrase) do indeed allow a great

1 See, e.g., Oettinger, Stamm.
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freedom of manipulation. And why not? The linguistic sign is arbitrary any-
way —which, in practical terms, means that we may assemble and disassemble
reconstructed morphemes in any way that seems expedient, coming up with
“law” upon “law” to build up our “air-tight” relative chronologies of rules and
individual changes as needed, aided by Occam’s razor as needed, aided by
typological considerations as needed —just as long as these changes are “inter-
nally consistent.” In this post-modern “virtual reality,” we may float and splice
together disjointed bits and pieces of words as eristically needed and with no
commitment to historical accuracy of reconstruction.

Heiner Eichner provides a classic example of this methodology in his well-
known paper on Hittite mehur ‘time’ (MSS 31 (1973): 53—107). Through his
ingenious use of structuralist machinery with its separate abstract phonological
and morphological components, Eichner triumphs over the uncomfortably
irregular-looking Hittite word —and all other unruly facts like it—by regulariz-
ing it with what is now known as “Eichner’s Law.” According to this dura lex,
the laryngeal fails to change the timbre of the preceding vowel, as it would be
expected to do, when the vowel is lengthened by a morphological rule that, by
a loop of reasoning, precedes the laryngeal coloring of the vowel in Eichner’s
abstract list of derivation rules: thus Hittite mehur, meehunas ‘time’, with its
troublesome, from the classic laryngeal theory’s point of view, sequence of un-
colored ¢ plus £, is explained away as *méhe-ur (the root of Lat. ma-tirus, etc.):
first, the root *mehs- is lengthened through the morphological process allegedly
at work in, e.g., Gk. ﬁnap < *jekv-r; second, the long vowel so produced fails to
turn into *a.

This “explanation,” with its obvious petitio principii, has become a fashion-
able pattern. The fact that the word mehur ‘time’ is attested only in Hittite
(it has no Luwian or other Anatolian cognates and no word cognates in non-
Anatolian Indo-European) and the possibility of alternate explanations are
ignored.? In the bygone days of the traditional historical methodology, Eich-
ner’s explanations and the Hitt. mehur with them would have been simply left
alone for the want of reliable evidence, in expectant waiting for the time when
a Luwian cognate or some other piece of new evidence might finally illuminate
its origin. But waiting is not a modern virtue, and even less a post-modern one.
Eichner is undaunted by the “single” -h-, attested in mehur instead of the ex-
pected -hh- corresponding to the PIE *hy. Why, this is a good opportunity for
making yet another “law,” this one intended to take care of this instance —and
all other instances, when convenient—of the apparent violation of “Sturte-
vant’s law” (this one well established, at least for Hittite): the “lenition” law
which affects intervocalic obstruents following a long vowel.

2 Cf. the explanation with *k instead of *ho and the one that points to the possibility of
the single -i- being a Hiatustilger (see Cowgill / Hul (1979): 27 f.; according to Cowgill,
the etymon is *mehi-yr, and he compares it to e-hu ‘come herel’ < *ej-au, where -h- is,
according to him, also a non-etymologic hiatus filler).
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Jay Jasanoff // Laryngaltheorie (1988): 227—239 uses the same methodo-
logy to tackle the irksome Hittite ga-ne-es-zi, etc., ‘recognizes’, which has bother-
ed the laryngealists for decades. Jasanoff uses lex Eichneri to explain away the
Hittite °e-¢° attested instead of the expected **°a-a° < *ehs-, then gets into dif-
ficulties, unbeknownst to himself, positing a PIE *-s-present “with processual
meaning” for which there is no convincing evidence either in Anatolian or in
Indo-European.3

Craig Melchert’s attempt to explain the absence of the expected laryngeal
in the Hittite verb stem damass- / damess- ‘to (op)press’ and the related noun
dammishaa- ‘violence, harm’ further exemplifies the difficulties of the virtualist
pattern of prediction (AHP: 70 f.). Not even an acrostatic paradigm like *gnéhs-s-
producing ganes- as per Jasanoff can “directly explain damass- / damess-,” Mel-
chert concludes, because the result, as per Eichner’s Law, would be **damehs-
(not **damahszi, as per Melchert, if the lex Eichneri is to be obeyed: the laryn-
geal would have to fail to color the preceding ¢). The attempt leads nowhere. *
The more obvious solution—taking the facts at face value and positing some-
thing like PA *Tama-s-, which accounts for the Anatolian facts, to match the
PIE “disyllabic” *dma- / *dema- attested in Gk. (Hom.) prs. ddap-vn-ot, etc., O.Ir.
damnaid, Ved. damita ‘tamer’, etc.—is unlikely to be accepted by the virtualist
mindset.

I am fully cognizant that any attempt to break through the thick crust of
consensus is unlikely to succeed. Yet I shall make such an attempt by taking a
closer look at what evidence for the “laryngeals” there is in Anatolian, and
what reconstructive inferences may actually be drawn, based on this evidence.

The evidence points to four “laryngeals” (probably, velar fricatives) in
Proto-Anatolian. I will use the current labels “fortis” and “lenis” to describe the

3 1 discuss this at length in IF 102 (1997): 151—155. My proposal is simple: if there is
no evidence for *hg in Hittite, abandon the laryngeal and go with the original long vowel
*¢ in ablaut with *¢; this will get you PIE *gné-, the cognate of which is seen in ganes-, and
PIE *gno- seen in, e.g., Gk. &-yvo.

4 Melchert writes: “If we are permitted to assume an early secondary *dméhosti /
*dmhos-énti, 1 believe this paradigm will lead to the attested Hittite (...)” (AHP: 71). The
derivative dammisha- doesn’t fare much better. Melchert quotes van den Hout (GsSchwarz
(1988): 310) for what he sees as the “most likely” prototype—*dmhos-shod-—and “as-
sumels] *damsHsHo- and then *damsHo- with regular loss of [the phonemic] */ho/ in a
cluster with three consonats (...) We would expect loss of [the phonemic] */m/ before /sC/.
(...) I can only invoke influence of the base verb for maintenance of the */m/. If maintain-
ed, the */m/ would be geminated before a consonant (...), whence *dammsHo-. Anaptyxis
would finally lead to *dammisha- ...) Obviously, the long string of hypotheses makes this
entire derivation no more than a possibility,” Melchert concludes his argument (ibid.). The
argument is perfectly circular: a virtual IE protoform (complete with the accented suffix
*-shod-) is designed and then inevitably reached in a succession of ad-hoc steps leading right
up to it. Melchert does not take into consideration the C.Luw. damasti ‘presses’, but it
wouldn’t help anyway: the longed-for laryngeal isn’t there, either.
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contrast indicated by “Sturtevant’s law.” I find in Anatolian a plain lenis *y, a
plain fortis *x, a labialized lenis *y#, and a labialized fortis *x*. The labiovelar
fricatives *y* and *x® pattern in a way similar to the labialized velar stops
written in cuneiform as ku, uk, (k)ku, e.g., hu-e-ik-k° | hu-uk-k° ‘slay’, hu-ni-in-k°
‘injure’, hu-wa-ar-t° /| hurt- ‘curse’, hu-wa-(a-)° / hu-(-)° ‘run’, is-hu-wa- / is-hu-
‘spill’, ta-ru-uh-h° / tar-uh- / tar-hu- ‘overcome, vanquish’, la-a-hu- / le-il-hu-wa- /
le-il-hu- ‘pour’, etc. Note also the two sets of signs, very similar yet distinct in
shape and function, and formerly confused by scholars, that were used in
Hieroglyphic Luwian: one set for kwi/a (also known as REL) and the other for
hwi/a.® This shows that the native speakers of Luwian, when devising what
seems to be the autochthonous writing system for their language —the only
writing system designed for an Anatolian language, as far as I know—clearly
intuited a close parallelism of the two sets of sounds. These labiovelar fricatives
have little to do with the so-called “third laryngeal” of the standard three-
laryngeal Proto-IE. which colors the phonemic *¢ to *o (with the exception of
Cowgill’s *x* which included some Hittite examples, such as hullizzi from Cow-
gill’'s *x%[-né-x-ti, hulana- ‘wool’ from Cowgill’s *x®[xnex, and dalukis from Cow-
gill’s *d[x“gh-, where the labial element left -u- next to the syllabic */).

In the initial position, with the exception of *xanT- which occurs in Hitt.
menahhanda ‘opposite’ with the “geminate” -hh-, and with the possible excep-
tion of the Hittite compound huhhahanna- which points to a “single” -h- in
hanna-, 1 cannot be sure of the fortis or lenis quality of the laryngeal, and write
it with the capital H. This is the problem with all obstruents in Hittite and
Cuneiform Luwian: word-initially their quality remains unclear, unless dis-
ambiguated by word-internal spellings. (In Hieroglyphic Luwian there seems
to be no way to discern the quality of an obstruent, except by comparison with
the cognate words of other Anatolian languages where those are attested.)
Thus, based on the clear evidence described above, the lenis laryngeal (PA *y-,
*-y-) appears in PA *yanna- ‘grandmother’ (Hitt. hanna-, C.Luw. hanna- and
Lyc. xiina-) corresponding to PIE *ano- in Lat. anus ‘old woman’, OHG ana
‘grandmother’; word-internally perhaps in PA *piya- ‘fear, awe’® (but this is
uncertain because attested only in Luwian, including Luwian loans, such as
proper names and divine epithets, in Hittite, e.g., C.Luw. pihai- ‘to revere’ and
H.Luw. piha- in, e.g., the participle pthami- ‘revered’ and possibly in the Lycian
proper names Pigesere, Pixesere).

The fortis “laryngeal” appears word-initially in PA *xanT- ‘front’ (Hitt.
hanza, C.Luw. hantis, and derivatives such as Hitt. hantezzi(ja)s ‘first’, C.Luw.
hanteles 1d., Lyc. xiitawata- ‘ruler’, etc.), cf. PIE *ant-i in Gk. dvti, Lat. ante, etc.

Word-internally it occurs in PA 1. sg. active ending *-xa (Hitt. -hhé 1 sg.
hhi-conj. present probably from PA *-hha + *-i borrowed from the mi-conj.;

5 See Hawkins—Morpurgo-Davies // Kadmos 32 (1993): 50—60, and Hawkins, StBoT
Beih. 3 (1995): 75.

6 On the meaning and derivation of Luwian pihai- see my IHRedux (1998): 161, with lit.
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C.Luw. 1 sg. pret. -(h)ha, H.Luw. -ha, Lyc. -xa, -ga) corresponding to PIE 1 sg.
pf. *-a in, e.g., Gk. oida, etc.; PA *Hauxa- ‘grandfather’ attested in Hitt. huhha-
C.Luw. huuha-, Lyc. xuga-, cf. PIE *auo- in Lat. avu-s; PA *lax- ‘military cam-
paign, troop’ (in Hitt. lahha- 1d., the verb lahhiia- ‘to campaign’, C.Luw. lahhi-
id.) whose correspondence to Gk. Ladg is sometimes disputed but seems likely,
even if from PIE */@-uo-s with a suffix; PA *nax- ‘fear, worry’ in Hitt. nah-mi ‘1
am afraid’, participle nahh-anza, noun nah-saratt- ‘fear’, C.Luw. 3 sg. pres.
nahhuwai ‘is afraid’ (acc. to Melchert, a denominative from a noun nahhuwa-*
‘fear’), compared with O.Ir. ndr ‘timid, diffident’ < *na-sr-o-, O.Ir. ndire ‘dittid-
ence’ < *nd-sr-ud.

The lenis labialized “laryngeal” occurs word-initially in PA *y©az- / *ywi- ‘to
run’, if we take seriously the C.Luwian reduplicated stem hu(u)u/i/ehu(u)ia-
‘run, march’; the non-reduplicated stem is attested in Hitt. hhi-conj. verb
huwaai 3 sg. pres. act., huehhun 1 sg. pret. from an earlier *h*aj-hhun, 3 sg. pret.
huwaais from *hvaj-s and 3 pl. pret. huwaair from *h@gjer, in all of which the
root appears in the a grade, 3 pl. pres. huianzi [hwianzi], pple huian, causative
huinu-, etc.; C.Luw. huuiia-, caus. 1 sg. pret. hwinuwahha; H.Luw. hwifa-i(a)- 1d.,
and the redulplicated suffixed ¢-conj. stem (PES)-hwi-hwi-sa- ‘run, march’; these
without a secure PIE cognate (the IE protoform of Hom. dnot ‘(wind) blows’,
Ved. vdti id., etc., probably a cognate of Hitt. huwant- ‘wind’, need not be relat-
ed to PA *hwi- ‘run’). The word-medial lenis *y# is illustrated by PA *layw-
alternating with *lyv- ‘pour’, attested in Hitt. la(a)hu(wa)- (hhi-conj.) ‘pour’ (im-
perative laauh with the sign VH probably to be read [uh]), redupl. lelhuwa- 1d.,
C.Luw. lahunitha 1 sg. pret. a denominative stem (it is not clear whether the
pple laaiinaimis belongs to the same stem), corresponding to PIE */eu- reflected
in Myc. re-wo-to-ro-ko-wo [lewotrokhowoi], cf. Hom. Logtpoydot reflecting the
o-grade *low-, Gk. Loéw from *lou-éi-0, with the suff. *-eie- and the o-grade of
the root. (The Mycenaean form is perfectly viable without assuming any meta-
thesis, if we drop the notion of vowel coloring.)

The fortis labialized “laryngeal” *x® is shown by PA *Pax®-r ‘fire’, attested
in Hitt. pahhur | pahhuwar, gen. sg. pahhuenas, and C.Luw. paahuur (with the
“lenited” -h*- or just omitting the sign VH, we won’t know until more attesta-
tions are found); this r-stem neuter (cf. waatar / itenas for a parallel declension)
is matched in IE by Gk. nmdp and its cognates. Another example of the fortis
labialized *x* in the medial position may be furnished by PA *T(a)rx*- ‘to
overcome’, if the Middle Hittite writings 1 sg. pret. act. taruhhun and the supine
taruhhuuwan be accepted at face value (which they should be). In Hittite, this is a
mi-conj. root present (1 sg. act. OH tar-uh-mi, 2 tar-uh-si, 3 ta-ru-uh-zi, 1 pret. tar-
hu-un (MH ta-ru-uh-hu-un), imper. act. tar-hu-id-du, pple. tar-hu-an, etc.; tarhueess-
‘become victorious’); the Hittite name of the god Tarhunt- and the matching epi-
thet tarhwili- “victorious’ also belong here, as do the H.Luw. theonym Tarhuzasa,
surely to be pronounced [Tarhhunts], and Lyc. nom. sg. Trq(q)as, oblique stem
Trqqiit-; this PA root corresponds to PIE prototype of Ved. d-tarit, etc., tirvasi,
turute, etc.
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In a vast majority of Anatolian words with the “laryngeals” in them it is im-
possible to discern the quality of the laryngeal, but it is at least possible to tell
whether they are labialized or plain. Here is a representative sampling: (plain)
PA *erHa- | *rHa- ‘border, outside’ (Hitt. whas / arha, H.Luw. arha), PA *ésHr /
*sH(a)n-ds ‘blood’, fact. *sHr-nit- ‘to bloody’ (Hitt. eeshar, gen. ishanaas, fact.
wsharnu(w)-, C.Luw. aashar(Sa) n. ‘blood’, fact. aasharnu-) compared with Ved.
asr-k (V) / gen. sg. asnds (AV) (note the absence of any trace of a laryngeal),
Toch. B yasar, A ysar, Lat. san-guin-is, wherever the -guin- is from; PA *-Ha
enclitic ‘and’ in C.Luw. -ha ‘-que’, cf. Luw. kuisha ‘quisque’ and Hitt. kuisSa id.,
kwitta ‘quidque’, dugga ‘and I'; PA *Hab-a- ‘river / water’ (Hitt. hapaa ‘to the
river’, C.Luw. haapis ‘water’) matched by O.Ir. aub, Cymr. afon ‘river’ < PIE
*abh-; PA *Haran- ‘eagle’ (Hitt. haras ‘eagle’, gen. haaranas; Luw. MUSENharyanis
a bird), corresponding to the prototype of Gk. dpvig, dpveov ‘bird’, OHG. aro
‘eagle’; PA *Hassa- *hearth’ (Hitt. hassa- *hearth’, C.Luw. hasSanitti-, Lyc. xahati
abl./instr. ‘altar’) comparable to Osk. aasa-, Lat. ara ‘altar’; PA *Hast-ai- ‘bone’
(Hitt. hastar ‘bone’, C.Luw. haassa id.) matching PIE *ost-, the prototype of Gk.
dotéov, Lat. os, Arm. oskr; PA *Hatt- ‘cut’ (Hitt. hatt- / hadd- ‘hit with a sharp
object, cut’ with the fortis -##- / -dd- affricated to -zz- before the suffix *-je- in
hazzi(e)i- | hazzia- ‘strike repeatedly, play a musical instrument’, C.Luw. SShat=
tara- ‘hoe’ from the same root, H.Luw. ha-ti- / hara/i-i- ‘strike, write’, ha-zi-
‘write’ < *-ske-, and other derivatives); PA *Haui- ‘sheep, ewe’ (C.Luw. haawis,
Lyc. xawa acc.; no Hittite attestation as yet!) cognate with Gk. 6fg, Lat. ous,
etc.; PA *Hila- ‘courtyard, temple yard’ (Hitt. hila-, Lyc. gla- ‘courtyard, sacred
precinct’); PA *sHaj- / *sHi- ‘bind’ (a-grade *sHai- / zero-grade *sHi-) (Hitt. hhi-
conj. ihaai 3 sg. pres. act., pl. whiianz, C.Luw. redupl. hishiia- id., Hier.Luw.
VINCIRE hi-s(a)-hi-mi-n(a) participle rather than I pl.?) compared with Ved.
sydti, si-na-ti id.; (labialized) PA *Hwvlana- ‘wool’ (Hitt. hulana-, C.Luw. SIG-lanis
id.) cognate with the prototype of Ved. @rna, Lat. ldna, Lith. vilnos, etc.

Some words are attested only in Hittite, and reconstructing the PA shape is
technically an impossible procedure. In spite of that, these words have been
used in comparative studies, and attempts to find comparanda for them have
been made. Such is the already mentioned Hittite Aullizzi directly compared
with Gk. 6AAOot and derived from the laryngitis-stricken PIE *hsl-né-h,-ti
(note, however, the obvious lack of any trace of *h, in Hittite). Such is Hittite
walh- (mi-conj.) ‘strike’, compared directly with Gk. aor. Ao (pres. dhickopat
‘be captured, vanquished, slain’) and remanded to PIE **yelhs- with the “3rd lar-
yngeal” owed to Gk. -o in £alo. Such is the Hittite hapax hasterza, which was
compared with Gk. dotmp, etc., even if the final -za is not easy to explain. Such
is Hitt. pahhas-mi, etc., ‘protect’ (with no certain cognates anywhere else in
Anatolian, the meaning of C.Luw. pdttu, paddu a mere guess), corresponding to
Lat. pasco / pavi, Ved. pres. pa-ti, RV. aorist subj. pasati, OCS. nack, etc. Others
include the Hittite suffix -ahh- (of the hhi-conjugation) used to form factitive
verbs from thematic adjectives only, e.g., Hitt. newahhun ‘1 renewed’, compared
with Lat. -@- in nov-a-re, OHG. -6- in niuwon, etc.; Hitt. harkis ‘white’, related to
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Gk. apyog ‘bright’, dpyvpog silver, Lat. argentum ‘silver’, Ved. drjuna- ‘shining’,
Toch. B arkw: ‘white’; palhis ‘wide’ and derivatives palhasti- ‘width’, palhanu-
factitive ‘to widen’, etc., compared with Gk. mhatdg, Lith. plonas ‘thin’, etc.,
Hitt. Sanh- / Sanah- ‘look for, try, claim’ compared with Ved. sandti, aor. asanisam,
ppp. satd- ‘gain’, OHG. sinnan ‘strive for’, Hitt. iShamihhi / ishamai (3 sg. prs.) /
ihamianzi (possibly from PA *sHm-a-i- [a-grade] / *sHm-i- [zero grade]), com-
pared with Ved. saman- ‘song’, Hitt. happin-ant- ‘rich’, etc. happin-ahh- ‘make
rich’ (suggesting a thematic happina-* ‘rich’), happiness- ‘become rich’, compar-
ed by some with Lat. op-s ‘riches’ (Laroche) and by others with Gk. &¢evog
‘riches’, d@veldg ‘rich’ (Benveniste), with different conclusions. Hitt. hartagga-
‘wolf” or ‘bear’ has been accepted as a relative of Gk. dpktog ‘bear’, Ved. rksa-,
etc., helping solve the problem of PIE *). Hitt. hues- / hwis- / hus- ‘live’, also
without other Anatolian cognates, has been derived from the laryngealist
**houes- (as in Hom. aor. deoca, Ved. vdsati, Go. wisip, etc.); Hitt. huek- | hukk-
‘slay’ and its nasal-infixing derivate hunenk- ‘injure, harm’ (with its word-initial
labiovelar fricative 4®-) has been obtained from PIE laryngealist **houik- as in
Lat. vic-i-t and its nasal-infixing counterpart **houi-n-k- in Lat. vincit (thematiz-
ed). Perennial problems are caused by such Hittite-only cognates as the pre-
viously mentioned mehur, hékur ‘peak, summit’ or ‘mountain temple’ (yet
another object of Eichner’s theoretical exercises) which is likely to be a loan
eventually going back to Sumerian E.KUR, as per Jaan Puhvel, Hitt. pehutezz
‘carries away’ which has suffered through many explanation attempts, héeus),
héiawas ‘rain’ of no credible pedigree, huitti- (a-med.) / huez- ({ta-med.) ‘pull,
draw’. In the case of huitti-, at least, it is clear that it has an initial labiovelar
fricative, but the absence of affrication before the suffix *-je- has generated
some controversies, releasing the spectre of a laryngeal obligingly blocking the
affrication (“< *houedhs-ie/o- via *Huétie/o-")." Hitt. henk- (1)—a mi-conjugation
active meaning ‘to mete out, apportion’ with its derivative henkan ‘(ill) fate,
death’, has been connected with Gk. dvdykn ‘necessity’, M.Cymric anghen id.,
O.Ir. écht ‘deadly blow’” from something like PIE **hy(e)nk-tu-, while henk- (2), a
tta-medium tantum meaning ‘to bend, bow’, has been compared with Gk.
aykov ‘elbow’, Lat. uncus, etc. The Hittite verb with its sequence of & + e- has
also required an explanation through lengthening due to both root presents
being acrostatic, the lengthening blocking the coloring. 8

Then there are the Anatolian examples which lend no support whatever for
the laryngeals posited by the fact-blind “theory.” The famous ones, beside the
already mentioned Hitt. ganes- ‘recognize’, tamass- ‘oppress’, daai / daas ‘take’,
daai | da(a)is ‘place, put’, pas- ‘swallow’, Hitt. ais, Luw. aass- ‘mouth’, are Hitt.
laaman mame’ (from PA *nd-mn, ct. PIE *né-mn), H.Luw. a-tas,-ma-za (from PA

7 See Melchert, AHP: 69.

8 See Oettinger, Stamm.: 177 for the virtual acrostatic root prs. “*hoénk-ti : *hoénk-nti,
was lautgesetzlich zu heth. [hékzi] : *hankanzi und dann infolge der Alternation /n nor-
miert als [hékzi] : [hénkanzi].”
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*n-mdn-s, cf. PIE *n-mén-s), with nothing but the virtualist algebra to justify the
protoform **hnéhgmn); Hitt. taii- ‘steal’, allegedly from **(s)tého-ie-, Hitt. ti(i)e-
‘step’, allegedly from **sthe-ie-; H.Luw. ta- ‘put up’ and Lyc. stta- id. allegedly
from **steho-; PA *an-ie- ‘to work’ (Hitt. anie- / anuia-, Palaic ani- Januia-, C.Luw.
anni- [ ani(e)ia- 1d.) allegedly from **hsn-ié- (ct. **hsén-os > Lat. onus ‘burden’);
Hitt. aa- ‘be hot’, fact. inu- ‘heat up’, allegedly from **hoei- seen in Gk. dlS®
‘kindle’, Lat. aedés ‘home, hearth’, Ved. édhas ‘fire wood’, etc.; Hitt. ariia- ‘to
ascertain through an oracle’ remanded to **hsr-te- from the root seen in Gk.
o’cp[ﬂé ‘prayer’ < **horuého, Lat. oro from **hor-eho-yo-ho; Hitt. arnu- ‘set in
motion’, allegedly from **hgr-néu- as in Ved. r-né-ti, Gk. dp-vo-tan ‘is stirred
up’; PA *ie- / *1- ‘do’ (Hitt. i(e)i- / ia- ‘do’, C.Luw. a(a)- id., H.Luw. a- id.) alleg-
edly from *ieh,- / ih,- (the complete “disappearance,” or, to be precise, the ab-
solute no-show of the “first laryngeal” in Anatolian is now recognized nearly by
all); Hitt. iSpaai ‘eats her/his fill’ (3 sg. pres.), pl. pret. ispiier, alleged from *speh | -
‘thrive’ found in Ved. sphati, Lat. spe-s, OCS ark-Th; Proto-Luwian *Thuwatar-
‘daughter’ (H.Luw. tu-wa/i-tara/i- id., Lyc. kbatra-) from the “virtual” **dhughstér-
allegedly reflected in Gk. Quydtnp, Ved. duhitdr-,—these are among the best-
known examples of null evidence for the posited laryngeal.

What is striking about this fact-blind approach is its circularity: the IE.
protoform, one or more elements of which have been set up in conformity with
aprioristic structural requirements, is projected from PIE, where no such
elements are found, and then every bit of ingenuity and casuistry is used to
justify the advance projection. In the Introduction to his “Anatolian Historical
Phonology” (p. 1), Melchert writes: “[T]he starting point for our account is not
directly attested but merely reconstructed. Furthermore, part of the basis for
this reconstructed stage is the very set of languages whose attested form we are
trying to explain. {...) [The] records are at best incomplete, and at worst frag-
mentary. (...) We must deduce the synchronic phonologies of these languages
from the texts, and in doing so we are unavoidably influenced by (...) our ex-
pectations based on the initial reconstructed stage from which we assume these
languages are derived. The dangers of near-circularity in such a procedure are
evident, but we do have some controls available. One may judge [one’s own]
proposals (and competing ones) first of all on the basis of the typological
plausibility of both the synchronic systems and the diachronic changes assum-
ed. One may also evaluate the overall scheme in terms of its internal con-
sistency and coherence.”

The circularity here is not “near-circularity”: as is obvious from the sample
arguments by Eichner, Jasanoff, and Melchert himself, the circularity is
complete, and no amount of typological cross-checking can undo the circle.
The same may be said of internal consistency and coherence: starting out with
what we expect to find and finding it exactly where we said we would find it
shows perfect consistency and cohesion. The whole enterprise, however, is re-
miniscent of H. C. Andersen’s tale “Keiserens nye Kleder” (“The Emperor’s
New Clothes”): the two entrepreneurs, who had promised to make the most
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beautiful clothes for the Emperor, did keep their promise, after their fashion.
They were perfectly consistent. But, as the child said, pointing at the newly
outfitted Emperor strutting forth in the solemn procession—“He has nothing
on!” There is no laryngeal in Luw. tuwatar- or Lyc. kbatr-, none in Gk. Svydtnp
or untnp or tatnp or anywhere at all in non-Anatolian Indo-European, none
i Hitt. es-zi ‘18’ / as-anzi ‘are’, none in the suffix of hullizi, none in Hitt. arnuzz
‘sets in motion’, none in Hitt. damass- ‘(op)press’, none in Hitt. ganesz, none in
laaman, and so on, and so on. The hidden logic of virtualist “discovery”—*“I put
it there; therefore it is there”—is roundly circular.

To break this vicious circle, we need continuously to re-examine our work-
ing assumptions, most of which we hold unconsciously. We need to loosen the
grip of aprioristic structuralist notions on our minds. This will free us from the
ridiculous enterprise of the structure-imposed positing of unattested elements
whose absence we are then forced cleverly to justify. It will rid us of our
present orientation toward considering the phonemic status of the sounds we
reconstruct, for we shall recall that it is not the phonemes that change but only
allophones, the actual sounds as they exist in their contexts, while the pho-
nemes are linguistic abstractions which exist—if they can be said to exist at
all—outside of time and outside of change. Thus, the consideration of whether
the protolanguage had only the vowel phoneme */e/ or also the phonemes */a/
and */o/ will fall away as irrelevant. We shall be freed from the necessity of ex-
plaining away virtually every instance of *a and many instances of non-ablaut-
ing *o in PIE as due to the presence of a chimerical *hy or *hs, and we shall
cease to be greatly bothered by the fact that the sound % in, e.g., Hitt. henk- (mi-
conj. act.) ‘to apportion’, henk- (med. tantum) ‘to bow’, hénkan ‘fate’ fails to
“color” the adjacent ¢ to a while a majority of the vowels neighboring on A
seems to be a. So what, we shall say. There are also lots of a’s not adjacent to
any s at all. We shall blame the timbre of the vowel on the “laryngeal” no
more than we ascribe vowel-coloring powers to the English [0] just because the
vowel [€] does not appear after [0] (except in one English word only, viz. theft)
while thick and thin and thistle and thimble all have [1]. We shall not suspect
virtually every long vowel of PIE of being compensatorily lengthened by a
once-present “laryngeal.” What does it matter if Lat. pasco and Ved. pa-ti
correspond to Hitt. pahh(a)s-. The fact is, Ved. a-pa-t, Gk. n@-91 corresponds to
Hitt. pas- with no laryngeal at all. Why could the vowel of pahh(a)s- preceding
hh have not been long to begin with? On the other hand, we know that con-
sonants other than //hh disappeared, resulting in compensatory lengthening of
the vowels preceding them, and we also know that vowels were lengthened by
processes other than the disappearance of consonants, take all those Narten
presents, for example. As a result, we shall pay more attention to each in-
dividual case, without having to squeeze it into the Procrustean bed of some
algebraistic formula.

Second, we shall take care to reconstruct whole words instead of disjointed
roots and suffixes sliced apart and spliced together at will. We shall recall that
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roots, suffixes, and endings are the linguist’s abstractions and that speakers
operate with words—including those surges of creativity, whether unconscious
or conscious, when they come up with new analogical forms. If we take care to
reconstruct whole words we shall have more real reality and less virtual reality
In our reconstructions.

Third, we shall be meticulous in our subgrouping practices and recognize
that Proto-Anatolian and Proto-Indo-European have enough innovations shar-
ed among the two respective subfamilies separately from each other to ensure
that their respective protolanguages are reconstructed as siblings that derive
from a common parent, long known as Proto-Indo-Hittite. On the one hand,
we shall reconstruct Proto-Indo-European much as Karl Brugmann did, with-
out any laryngeals whatsoever. On the other hand, we shall reconstruct Proto-
Anatolian with the laryngeals where they do indeed appear, and leave blanks
where they do not. These realistic reconstructions will in turn enable us to
reconstruct Proto-Indo-Hittite properly and at last see its external affinities,
hitherto concealed by false reconstructions. ?

9 Proto-Uralic is the nearest relative, see Chapter 8 of my forthcoming book «Introduc-
tion to Indo-Hittite», with lit.



