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Chapter I

Introduction

In an earlier book of mine, Indo-European Noun Inflection: A develop-
mental history (Shields 1982a), I present ¢ theory about the evolution of
nominal case, number, and gender markers from early Indo-European to late,
dialectal Indo-European. I emphasize the word a here because it is my belief
that other approaches to this historical linguistic issue have equal validity.
Indeed, I admit there (p.97) “that Indo-European did not necessarily evolve in
the way that I have described it since the data analyzed [...] are subject to
variant interpretations. But because of this ambiguity, [...] Indo European may
very well have undergone the changes which I have posited.” Such statements,
unfortunately, have been misinterpreted by some of my colleagues. Thomason
(1983:687) accuses me of advocating “that historical linguistic methodology
imposes no constraints on hypotheses about unattested languages”, while
Szemerényi (1985:56-57) even goes so far as to predict “the disintegration of
IE studies” if such “relativism (‘any explanation goes’)” is allowed to pass as
linguistic argumentation and invites me to “return to a more rational way of
treating [my] problems, to a way which others can also recognize as rational

“and do not find necessary to reject out of hand.” A careful reading of Shields

(19823a), however, clearly demonstrates that “any explanation does not go”.
On page 2, after pointing out that my reconstructions may look strange to
traditionalists, I stress that “this deviation does not mean that I have ignored
what is known about the structure and the evolution of language in general and
the Indo-European language in particular, or that I have rejected the traditional
methods of linguistic reconstruction” — I have merely used this knowledge to
view the data in a new light. Although certain processes of linguistic change,
especially non-proportional analogy and monophthongization, are given
greater emphasis in my theories than in most accounts, and although various
evolutionary processes and extant reconstructions are integrated in new ways,
the reality of these processes in the work of linguistic change is never denied in
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my research. It is in this spirit that I offer this current volume, which presents
my views about the evolution of certain grammatical categories and their
markers pertaining to the Indo-European verb.

I would submit that any perceived problems in my proposals lic not in the
reconstructions themselves but in the general linguistic theory and method-
ology which underlie them, That is, historical linguistics appears to have its
own ‘constraints problem’, comparable to the one which engendered so much
research in generative synchronic linguistics in the 1970s. Simply stated,
diachronic theory and methodology are too powerful in the sense that they
permit too many explanations of the same data, just as synchronic generative
theory allowed for the generation of too many structural descriptions of the set
of sentences of a language (cf. Newmeyer 1980:175-177). Uniil current views
about linguistic typology, evolution, and reconstruction methodology are
sufficiently constrained, widely differing — yet equally valid — explanations
of the same data will be possible. Therefore, arguments about the superiority
of particular explanations now frequently lie in the realm of the subjective, not
in the realm of the rational and scientific. If Shields (1982a) and this volume
do nothing else, they perhaps demonstrate just how much diachronic theory
and methedology need to be constrained,

The purpose of this study, then, is to explore some possible explanations
of the origin of a number of inflectional categories and their markers in Indo-
European conjugation. These innovative explanations, though they cannot be
proven absolutely correct, are consonant with extant data and with what is’
known about linguistic structure and évolution. Because of this fact, they pose
an interesting challenge to Indo-Europeanists — admit their validity or devise
theoretical and methodological constraints sufficient to discredit them.

Above all, it is my hope that these proposals will not be dismissed with the
flippant comment that they are speculative. Admittedly, there is a sense in
which my proposals are speculative. However, this characterization requires
-careful definition. To my mind, speculation is a constructive mental activity
which pushes a given theory or methodology to its limits by encouraging
consideration of all the possibilities permitted by that theory or methodology.
Therefore, speculation results in creative and innovative, yet coherent and
plausible views of the data. This kind of speculation should not be confused
with mental activity without basis in established data or theory; linguistic
proposals which ignore data or violate structural and evolutionary principles of
human langnage must be rejected outright and therefore do not deserve to be
dignified by this term. Moreover, the term speculation should not be used as
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joration for ideas which do not conform to one’s preconce1\fed
ioll?c?:sya%?l?trwhat the ‘truth’ is. Unfortunately, today the word speculation
has often become a totally subjective appellation for any proposal that on:.l,
simply does not like, despite its basis in data.-and theory'. Thls_ use of the \_ml);
yields an easy means of rejecting an idea without dealing withitasa VIE' E
alternative or with the ambiguities in the theory and methodology which
underlie it.

1.1 Reconstruction Methodology. 1 have referred to ambigui_ties inherent in
linguistic theory and methodology. I now want to pr0v1.dc a concrete
illustration which, I believe, is at the source of the fre.qu_ent rc_]ectl_cn o_f some
reconstructions. It is well known that historical linguistics has at_ its disposal
two reconstructive methodologies — the comparative angl th.e 1ntcma.1 (cf.
Anttila 1972:274-285). However, despite Anttila’s characterization (1972:274)
of the two as ‘complementary’, many scholars feel uneasy about 'fhe
application of internal methodology to the resuits of comparative reconsh:umon
in order to explore the prehistory of a proto-language. Thus, Zimmer
(1988:374) writes: :

The reconstructed ‘PIE’ is nearly unanimously understood to represent the
ancestor of the different IE languages in a state just before. 1he'b‘eglr.mmg of spread
and disintegration. On the prehistory of this ‘PIE’, a scientific -.dlsco.urse is not
possible. “One cannot reconstruct ad infinitum™, as Jerzy Kurytowicz said,

But despite Zimmer’s reservations, scholars_like Bomha‘rd (19.84) use
established internal methodology to propose primeval genetic .1'clat10nsh1ps

~between Indo-European and Afro-Asiatic and other 11ngulst1q stock;. I.n
evaluating Bomhard’s research, Szemerényi (19.85:41) speaks highly o hli‘
efforts, calling them “carefully worked out”, while Kaye .(1985:?88) says i; A
Bombhard’s work: “I am a conservative in matters of gcnetxc'n?lfmonshm, like
(I think) the majority of linguists. No one can fleny t_he p-o_ssﬂnhty of ultimate
relationship; but such questions need further investigation. There.seems to
exist at present no principled basis on which to assess the_,se contradictory ap-
prmzalssi.milar ambiguity in theory is manifested in the assessment gi\:en to
Hittite data in the reconstruction of Indo-Europeal}. Cu_rrent unde_rstandmg of
the nature of linguistic change allows for two possible 1r_1terpretat10ns of thesef
data. Szemerényi (1985:44) identifies these interpretations when he says o
Hittite: : .
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There was — apparently — no feminine, The verb did not show such familiar
categories as imperfect-aorist-perfect, or subjunctive-optative, Did Hittite once
possess them, and later lose them? Or did it never have them, and the languages
showing these features developed them after Hittite hag left the community?

Until recently, the first question was the one generally answered in the af-
firmative (cf. Kurytowicz 1958); but “in the past few years there has been a
sweeping change in ideas about the situation of Hittite within the Indo-Euro-
pean langunages” (Adrados 1982:5), resulting in greater acceptance of the op-
posing view. Ironically, this new, more general recognition that Brug-mannian
Indo-European may not represent Common Indo-European has its basis in
argumentation designed to show merely that this claim can be defended as
theoretically plausible, not that it is a necessary assumption (cf. Adrados
1982). Szemerényi (1985:19) draws the same conclusion when he says of the
status of the feminine gender in Hittite, “the question is still not settled”. In

short, the field of Indo—European linguistics has reached a theo-retical impasse

on the matter of whether Hittite is generally an archaic Indo-European language
or an innovative one; and this impasse shows no signs of resolution.

1.2 Evaluating Reconstructions. In very general terms, I have just outlined
my views of the goals and methodology of linguistic reconstruction, However,
since I have been accused of an ‘anything goes’ approach in the formulation of
hypotheses about early Indo-European, I feel compelled to state explicitly the
constraints which, to my mind, serve to define a valid reconstruction.

1) A reconstruction should be typologically sound. As Anderson (1988:
324) observes: .

Contemporary linguists are concerned (probably as never before) to find
theories of linguistic structure that are not only adequate to the description of all
possible human languages, but sufficiently constrained to provide an interesting
and substantive understanding of just what systems are possible.

In the past three decades, great strides have been made in the identification of
such typological universals; and this body of research cannot be ignored when
the validity of a reconstruction is assessed. Reconstructions found to be
typologically inconsistent must be viewed cautiously. Thus, even the largely
traditional reconstruction of the Indo-European stop system has been harshly
criticized by proponents of the ‘glottalic theory’ (cf., e.g., Gamkrelidze &
Ivanov 1984) because of its supposed typological implausibility. However, it
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i ion is by no means a highly
st be acknowledged that typological argumentatlon is by r ' i
g::reloped science. In his review of Anttila (1989), Bubenik (1989:126) ob

SCIVES:

Alnttila} advocates caution in the use of typological universa}s as dete?ntm;:rs gg
change and reconstruction (the frame\;lro;k [of ]tht:,r ;);;(};;(l)c;gylczil ;o(r:l(s):ls] Sar aytive
is “seriously misguided [...]. :
:-Z::‘g::tﬁct;zﬁe[s...] should notyl'ae allowed fo overrid? each oth_cr. Wher;i thcr_c t:‘s 2
clash between history and typology, typology }oscs._’) Most hlstoncz'll n%mfn O,St
suspect, would be less apprehensive of the mtenpons of typolog.lst;.;_.n ot
cases, typology is used as a stimulant for research into the' change in a}sclct wThe
order etc. without allowing it to become a mcthodologlcal stralt.-J.ac et. e
problem is not so much that of overriding but rather of cross-fertilization a '

sharpening of the perception of diachronic {linguists].

Comrie (1988:454) also cautions against the misuse 9f typolog‘ica¥ gener-
alizations — those involving implicational universals of linear ordering:

‘While word order typology is clearly a more sigqiﬁcant bz.lsis for li;'lgulStIlC
typology than was morphological _typolog_y, itis ngt without serious prob eg;s.thz
addition to problems that arise in establishing a basic wprd ordcr_for lgn gtpag 1; e
establishment of two main types.[...] involves a considerable idealiza t;lcm oeran
data. Many languages are exceptional or one or more parameters from the ove

type.

Lightfoot (1988:305-306), after decrying the “internal problems” of a word
order typology approach to syntactic change, states:

One of the more bizarre aspects of most historical work based on lhlf

.. approach was that it dealt often with changes be{ween reconstrl.u?::rtli3 psro;rc:s

‘ian_guages and attested danghter languages, somefimes over vasg. 1m etholzl "

" (Lehmann [1974]; Friedrich [1975]; etc.}, and never spell_ed_oqt t.t‘: o o
reconstruction despite obvious and frequently discussed dissimilaritics

reconstruction of phonological systems.

In summary, typological considerations can aid in the evaluano;ll .tégtrec(:)ofn;
structions. Typological plausibility does lend support to t?le v fll' y of 2
reconstruction; however, in light of the present unders?andmg 0 1ngucon-
typology, typological implausibility should not automatically Eﬂt}g? a rf on
struction to be rejected outright in the ffibse_ncc of other ‘defect_s. n is vgaltla e
1 utilize typological generalizations which seem compatible with owlr;r -
e.g., my acceptance of the view that Indo-European had at least one laryng
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consonant is, in part, motivated by the fact that “aspirated consonants
presuppose the existence of /h/” (Kiparsky 1988:391) — but those general-
izations of a less substantiated nature — e.g., those on which the glottalic
theory of Indo-European consonantism are based (see below) — have not been
employed here in the process of reconstruction.

2) A reconstruction should be based on the complete corpus of attested
data. Of course, many failings of the neogrammarian reconstruction of Indo-
European can be ascribed to the unavailability of Hittite data. But even on a
much smaller scale, failure to consider attested evidence leads to unsound
linguistic generalizations. In his review of Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (1984), Vine
(1988:397) emphasizes the ramifications of the failure of the two great Soviet
scholars to deal with extant data, specifically some of the quantitative data con-
tained in the statistical study of Indo-European consonantism by JTucquois
(1966). He notes that '

the importance which they assign [Jucquois (1966)] justifies a more thorough
discussion of [...} the alternative hypotheses which emerge from Jucquois® data —
e.g., the theory that the relatively high frequency of *m may result from a pre-PIE
merger of *band *m , ’

It is “the absence of securely reconstructable forms with *b” that serves as a
fundamental argument for the glottalic theory. Moreover, Vine (1988:397-398)
chides them for failing to deal sufficiently with the data provided by the
Austronesian language Kelabit, “which has been claimed to have a stop system
like the one traditionally reconstructed for IE”, for the Kelabit data could
present ‘crucial’ obstacles to the validity of their typological objections to the
traditional interpretation of the Indo-European stop system. _

3) A reconstruction should be founded on recognized processes of lin-
guistic change. In the realm of phonology, one must acknowledge, for exam-
ple, that sound changes tend to operate with regularity. The ‘reguiarity prin-
ciple’ has been the foundation of historical linguistics for over a century.
However, in addition to borrowing and analogy, it is now recognized that
“there are a number of types of conditions on sound change which have a well-
motivated theoretical interpretation that cannot be reconciled with the EH [the
(neogrammarian) Exceptionless Hypothesis]”, including structural constraints
on sound change, morphological conditioning of sound change, frequency,
and lexical diffusion (Kiparsky 1988:372-373). Therefore, I do not believe
that a reconstruction can be dismissed simply because it is not based on the
premise of exceptionless sound change. Because lexical diffusion plays a key

INTRODUCTION 7

role in certain analyses which appear in this volume, I want to emphasize th.at it
“need not imply that sound change is sporadic; in due course, all words might
be affected by the change, though the protracted course of the char.xgc allow’s,
for interruption, reversal, and interference with other changes in mid-course
(Kiparsky 1988:373). _

Since borrowing, analogy, and other factors may prohibit a sound change
from manifesting full regularity, and since the chances of these phenomena
affecting the results of a sound change increase with time, it follows that .the
greater the time depth at which one reconstructs, the less regular phonological
correspondences will become. This is the problem which has. I:c(‘i some
scholars to question the validity of research into distant linguistic affinities, ]Jke
the Afro-Asiatic and Indo-European (cf. Bomhard 1984), and research into
earlier stages of Indo-European itself. In other words, ‘sound laws’ are lqss
verifiable as time passes because the measure of their verifiability — regularity
—_is less obvious. Thus, the correspondences upon which Schmalstiegts
theory (1973) of early Indo-European monophthongization (see bcl(‘)\.v) is
based are moré abstract, i.e., less obvious, than those upon which traditional
ncogrannnarian reconstructions rest because these ancient sound_ cl}anges have
been obscured to some degree by a variety of other linguistic changes.
However, I believe that although some sound changes are more difficult to
reconstruct as a result of their non-obviousness, one cannot simply ignore the
evidence which suggests that they operated. I feel that the intcr.nal and
comparative evidence on which Schmalstieg’s theory is built remains con-
vincing, and I use it in developing my own reconstructions, even though his
theory does not meet neogrammarian standards of evaluation. Yet, laryngeal
theory at one time found itself in a similar position because of the abstractness

“of phonological analysis which underlay it. My hope is that just as laryngeal

theory gained wider acceptance because of its demonstrated utility in his.tc')rical ,
explanation, so this study of mine may in some way demonstrate the utility of
this theory of monophthongization. _

In the area of morphology, one must recognize three “aspects of chang_g’:
the morphologization of phonological alternations {including st_en}—formmg
elements), the morphologization of syntactic structures, and changes 1n morph-
ology itself “without involving extra-morphological material” (Anderson 1988:
327). At the center of all of these changes is the process of analogy, both
proportional and non-proportional (Anttila 1972:38-94, 1977:65-86):

[...] the principal mechanism involved in the morphologization of_ phonological
rules is the development of opacity, or the loss of motivation for deriving a surface
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form from a more abstract underlying form by phonologically motivated principles
alone. When the properties of surface forms are no longer manifestly correlated
with apparent phonological generalizations, but are better aligned with
morphological categories, it seems that linguistic change tends to emphasize this
by replacing originally phonological rules (which happened to apply in some
morphological categories and not others) with ones that operate directly in terms of
the morphology. The morphologization of syntactic rules is in fact based on
essentially the same principle (Anderson 1988:349),

This latter point is exemplified in the process of cliticization and subsequent
morphologization.

When (some form of) an element becomes specialized in use in a way that limits
its positional freedom to some location which is possible for special clitics, it
may be morphologized as the marker of a phrasal property, introduced by a special
clitic rule. If the host with which a special clitic typically occurs belongs to some
specific word class, it may further be reanalyzed as introduced by a word formation
rule applying to that class. Other factors, especially semantic and prosodic ones,
are of course relevant (o the treatment of individual examples, but the primary role
%n this development is played by rules of special cliticization construed as
xlt;tgls'tgediate between word formation rules and fully independent words (Anderson
:354). '

Anderson ( 1988:352) acknowledges the idea that “the category with which a
morphological rule is associated must be one which is already. established in
the language”, but then notes that o

while plavsible [...] this [...] strong requirement that the category in question be a
Ppre-existing one cannot be correct, since in some cases the morphologization of a
syntactic construction is precisely the mechanism by which a new category is
created, as in the case of {...] Georgian imperfectives,

Changes within the morphological system of a language itself have generally
been termed ‘leveling’ and ‘extension’ (Anttila 1972:104). Of course, the
morphological element which plays the primary role in the leveling or exten-
sion process may have its ultimate origin in another system of the language;
!:hat is, it may be the result of a morphologization, The reconstructions posited
in this volume conform to these general principles of morphological change,
Although I may emphasize one analogical process or another to a greater extent
than traditionalists, I cannot be accused of violating established opinion on the
nature of the evolution of morphological systems. Consideration of more
specific constraints on morphological change leads to the inconclusive
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“Kurytowicz-Mafczak controversy about the ‘laws’ of analogy” (Anttila
1977:76-80) and the subsequent criticism to which the views of both
participants have been subject (cf. Anttila [1977:76-80] and Hock {1986:210-
237]). Realistically, such ‘laws’ can be characterized only as ‘developmental
trends’. : i

-4) A reconstruction should show internal consistency. Although I reject
Lass’ pessimism (1980) regarding the identification of the causes of linguistic
change, I feel that he is correct in his assertion that explanatory models must
be evaluated in terms of their internal logic.! He says: )

[Our ultimate inability to explain linguistic change] doesn’t mean that we have
any right to stop inventing myths (even causal ones, if we want), and trying our
best to defend and argue for our own, and attacking what others produce (or
attacking our own, and defending those of others [...]). What is incumbent on us is
to do this while adhering to the strictest standards of public rationality that we can,
even when much of the material we are attacking or defending is (apparently)
beyond rationality.

This can prevent us from lapsing into irrationalism; we must avoid
irrationalist programmes [...]. C

What I am advocating is the conduct of a rational ‘metaphysical research
programme’ [...], in which non-empirical positions are argued, as far as possible,
according to the canons of reason, and criticized, and the worst idiocies pared away
(1980:171). '

Thus, even if one cannot know what is empirically true, one can at least
attemnpt to evaluate ‘truth’ on the basis of simple logic. It is an obvious fact that
a proposed reconstruction must be self-consistent and non-contradictory in
order for it to be given serious consideration as a possible explanatory

“statement. This point is especially crucial in the evaluation of reconstructions,
like mine, which incorporate theories of various other scholars, For example,
in my own reconstruction of early Indo-European, I accept the view that the’
language possessed only one laryngeal consonant. This position is most
consistent logically with my acceptance of Schmalstieg’s theory of monoph-
thongization, for Schmalstieg explains in an alternative way many data used in
the reconstruction of multiple laryngeals.

Again, I want to emphasize that the novelty of my approach to the recon-
struction of Indo-European lies only in the way I have integrated some rela-
tively standard views of linguistic change and linguistic reconstruction and
some recent proposals of other scholars based on the same principles. By
looking at old issues in this new way, I am helping to explore all the
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possibilities provided by standard historical linguistic theory and inviting
further research into the refinement of that theory. ' '

1.3 Summary :

This volume explores the development of many significant features of the
Indo-Eurcpean conjugational system. The main body of the text is divided into
an introduction and five following chapters. Chapter II concerns the origin of
the singular person markers and the evolution of the category of tense and
related grammatical categories, while Chapter Il deals with the origin of the
non-singular person markers and the iterative. In Chapter IV, the emergence of
the Hittite hi-conjugation, the perfect, and the middle voice is addressed, and
Chapter V focuses on the formation of the subjunctive and optative moods.
The discussion ends with a brief summary chapter. Throughout the volume
there is a consideration of selected problernatic dialectal constructions whose
origins can now be traced to specific Indo-European verbal structures. How-
ever, before I begin to present my proposals, I must first outline in some detail
certain assumptions which underlie them. It is to the presentation of these
assumptions that the remainder of this chapter will be devoted.

1.4 Indo-European Monophthongizations -

In what follows, I subscribe to the conclusion of Schmalstieg (1973,
1974, 1980:21-45) that “within the development of Indo-European there took
place a monophthongization” of various preconsonantal diphthongs “at least
for word-final position” (1973:101). Those specific monophthongizations of
diphthongs which are relevant to this discussion of the evolution-of verbal
constructions include, first of all, the passage of *~Vn (short vowel + nasal) to
*-¢/ (long vowel). In support of this claim, he says: :

The Indo-European 1st sg. secondary ending *-om and the primary ending *-d

(derived from *-om in preconsonantal sandhi) were originally merely sandhi

variants [...]. In general the phonologically newer form in *-3 takes over the
primary function of the present tense, whereas the older form, the ending *-om, is

found in the non-present formations. Thus, for example, we find the 1st sg, pres.

Gk, phér-4, Skt. bhér-d-mi vs. the 1st sg. imperfect Gk. épher-on, Skt
ébhar-am (1974:187-188; cf. also Szemerényi 1980:199-200, 217,-308).

This example demonstrates that the sandhi variants resulting from the process
of monophthongization were subject to morphological specialization and
analogical generalization. Other instances of this same process involved the
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passage of both *-ow and *-aw to *_g and the passage of *-ay to *-4& Thus,
for example, '

The Indo-European word ‘cow’ was undoubtedly #*gWaw, the form w!1i_ch
originally functioned as the uncharacterized stem. In ;?reconsonant_al posm:on
#gWow passed to *g¥5. Thus *g"ow-s > *gWgs which gave Doric Gk. bds
and Latin bés, and *g%ow-m > g"om which gave the Doric acc. sg. bén
and Skt. gdm. The prevocalic form of the root *gWow- is retained in Gk. gen.
sg. bowds, dat. bow-7, Latin gen. sg. b&v-is, dat. sg. bﬁv-r: Skt inst. sg.
gav-4, dat. sg. gdv-e, loc. sg. gév-i, gen. pl. gdv-dm (Schmalstieg 19‘_?__3:114),

while “the etymological prevocalic reflex of Indo-European *tra-w is foxind
in Gk. traime ‘wound’, but the etymological preconsonant‘al form *{ro <
*tra-w is found in Ck. ti-tré-ské ‘Iwound™ (Schmalstieg 1973:120).

Similarly,

there existed in Indo-European a stem *st(h)a “to stand” which could be supplied
with the element -y, thereby giving the form *st(h)a-y, a form which is attested
in Slavic staj-ati “to stand, be-in a standing position.”. I.“ preconsqnanta]
position the stem *si(h}a-y gave #gt(h)d, the stem which is att.ested in Lat.
stare, Slavic stati “to stand up, to arise”, Lith. gtéti. In Sanskrit the present
conjugation of tisthdmi has passed into the (firs) thematic class, but the _stem
sthé is found in the aorist (1st sg. §sthdm ) beside the zero-grade 3rd sg. m_lddle
ésthita (Schmalstieg 1973:125-126).

1.5 Consonantal Sandhi _ o | :
It is also an assumption of mine regarding the phonolqu of Indo-Euro-
pean that stops similarly participated in alternations rcsul.tmg. from external
—sandhi, Ward (1946:102) summarizes the processes operating 11 the langnage

as follows:

1. voiceless stops and spirants became voiced before voiced copsonants, but itis
by no means certain that they did so before vowels as well; 2. voiced stops became
voiceless before voiceless stops and spirants, and possnbly in pause also; 3.
aspirates probably lost their aspiration in pavse. (cf. R. Gauthiot, La fin de mot en
indo-européen, 19¢., and H. Hirt, Indogerm. Gram. 1. 314£).

Thus, Brugmann (1930:883-884) says:
Stimmlose Gerduschlante im Wortauslaut wurden vor stimmhaften Geriuschlanten

selbst stimmhaft. Etwa *eddd bhrdtrai “er gab dem Erngr” = al. égéd
bhrétre; *taz dhugheteres (dhugdheres) “diese Tochter” = al. ta duhitéras
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[...], ai; sdre duhitd “Tochter der Sonne™ aus *sgraz d- [...]; gr. Athénadze
= Athénez de, gortyn. uiéed gé “filii autem” aus wiéez dé; aksl. poz-d+

LR

poz-dé “spit” zu av. pas-ca lat, pos-t [...].

Moreover,

stimmhafte Verschlusslante im Wortauslaut wurden vor stimmloser Gerau-
schlauten selbst stimmlos [...). Etwa * tot pe?u “dieses Vieh” = ai, taf pasy;
Iat. *tot per (topper), *it circd (iccired), *at serd (asserd, vgl. osk.‘
?serum). Auch vermuten Einige, vielleicht richtig, dass diese Consonanten auch
im Satzauslaut simmlos gesprochen worden sind.

Final-ly, in regard to the third point summarized above, Hirt (1927:316)
explains;’ '

Die Aspira_ten verlieren im Indischen im Auslaut ihren Hauch, und die Medien

werden weiter unter gewissen Umstéinden zu Tenues. So heisst al. Nom. képrt zu

Stamm kaprth, sustdp “schén rauschend”: Stamm su$tubh-. Wir kénnen ;h'ese

Regelur-ng in keiner andemn Sprache nachweisen, sie ist aber doch wohl indo-

germanisch, und man kann dadurch vielleicht den Wechsel von Media aspirata mit
Media und Tenues erkliren. :

As I noted in my discussion of Indo-European monophthongizations, it
frequenFly happens in the development of languages that one sandhi variant is
‘gen.erahzed at the expense of the other (cf., ¢.g., the generalization of the
“vo1cefl forrp’ of a great many prepositions in Slavic languages — SL. 1z
from” (= Lith. i5, OP is-, Gk. es, Lat. ex, OIr. gss [Shevelov 1965:366])
and_ thz}t sandhi variants can be morphologized (cf,, e.g., the “grammatical ex-
p_lo1tat10n” of the English variants my, mine “to distinguish possessive adjec-
tives from pronouns” [Strang 1970:262}).

1.6 Laryngeals

- A final assumption about the phonology of Indo-European which has an
un;_nact on my reconstructions is my view of the status of laryngeals. In short, I
bf:hevc that Common Indo-European possessed only one laryngeal consona_r;t,
directly attested to some extent only in Hittite. That is, I accept Szemerényi’s
statement (1967:95) that there is “no reason for assuming more than one
laryn:gcal, namely the glottal spirant 4", and Burrow’s assessment (1973:89)
that' *for all practical purposes it is possible to operate with a single,
undifferentiated ».” “In some instances h disappears without a trace [...} but in
others its effects survive” even in the non-Anatolian dialects (Burrow
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1973:85). Among these effects, the combination of a short vowel plus h, “a
combination which remains in Hittite”, often results in a corresponding long
vowel in Indo-European Proper, while “another effect of h, observable in
languages other than Sanskrit, is the coloration of a succeeding vowel by A,
producing notably a change from e to ¢ (Burrow 1973:85-86). Still,

the current doctrine that Pre-IE had only one vowel is false. Pre-IE, like IE, had the
full complement of the classical. five-vowel triangle, a, e, o, 1, u [...].
Corresponding to these short vowels, the IE languages also have phonemic long
vowels [...]. In part, [...] they represent original long vowels already in IE, and
appear as such in all languages of the family (Szemerényi 1967:95-96).

1.7 Pre-Inflectional Indo-European

In Shields (1982a:12-17), T commit myself to the view that Indo-
European, in its earliest stages, “was probably an isolating language like
Chinese™. Biese (1950:3) expresses the same opinion when he says that “the
early history of Common Indo-European, a highly inflectional language, goes
back into a non-inflectional or pre-inflectional stage, inflection in the form in
which we find it in Common Ie. being of comparatively late development.”
More recently, Adrados (1987:1) describes what he calls “Stage 1. Pre-

flexional Indo-European” or “IE 17 as follows:

This functioned on the basis of root-words, either nominal-verbal or pronominal-
adverbial ones, which determine each other to make up syntagms and sentences
through word order, accent placing and certain enlargements, albeit without proper
inflexion and without the later categorics of Indo-European having yet arisen.

Especially significant is his assertion that systematic stem-oppositions, largely
expressed through ablaut variation, are to be ascribed only to post-Anatolian
Indo-European (Adrados 1987:1; of. also Shields 1982a:52). Evidence for the
gradual development of inflection in the Indo-European verb can be found by
analyzing data attested in the historical dialects themselves. These data are
manifested in a variety of grammatical categories, including the categories of
number, person, and tense.

1.7.1 Number

In Shields (1982a:63-72), I argue that in noun declension “the appearance
of specifically non-singular constructions was rather late in the evolution of the
Indo-European language” (1982a:63) and that still later was the bifurcation of
the non-singular into dual and plural. These observations are supported by
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attested fopnal_identiﬁes among markers of the various number categories. For
e'xample, in Hittite both -a¢ and -an function as markers of the geni.tivc
s.mgular and genitive plural (Kronasser 1956:104-105), while Sanskrit neuter
:-sf.em nouns l.ike qpratf, Jami, and $dmi have structurally identical nomi-
nau\:'e~acc,:usat1ve singular and plural forms. Likewise, “the *o-stem ending
*-oi furnishes .I'mminative plurals for masculine nouns in Balto-Slavic (cf.
OCS. grad-i ‘cities’ Lith. vjr-af ‘men’ [< *-pi 1), but duals for neuters in'
Sla‘v1c and Sanskrit (cf. OCS mést-8 ‘(two) places’, Skt. phal-e ‘(two)
fruits”) ’.’ (Schmalstieg 1974:192). In addition, “the fact that the dual number is
oply anitivcly developed in Hittite (¢f. Ivanoy 1958:250) implies that the
division of the non-singular into dual and plural occurred near the end of the
Common Indo-European period” (Shields 1985:190; cf. Adrados 1975:
4401f., 1987:7). In regard to verb conjugation, Iehmann (1974:201-202) alsc;
suggests that the appearance of a special inflectional non-singular was a late
development, principally dating from the time when the various dialects had
begun to emerge as autonomous entities, He says:

The system of verb endings clearly points to an earli iod in whi
[ > . er period in which there
wasl no verbal mflectmn for number [...]. For the dual and the plural endings are
obviously defective. We cannot reconstruct endings in these two numbers which
are as well supported as are those of the singular, except for the third plural.

1.7.2 Person '
The attested tripartite division within the category of person i

gppea.rs 'to have developed gradually. Watkins (156?:]1051)’ thv:;)rf:flgr::h :r;z];z E:Illsaol:

thf': rigid paradigmatic structure for the three persons of the singular, -m(j)
-s(1), - (i), belongs only to the latest period of Common Indo-Europe,an and’
Wwas completely achieved only after the separation of the dialects” while E,rhart
(1970:113) more specifically proposes that in early Indo-Europea’n “es bestand
wo.hl damals noch kein Unterschied zwischen der 2. und der 3. Person
zv'nschen ‘dem Plural und dem Singular usw.” Erhart (1970:56-58) supportsi
this assertion by noting that the #(h)-clement which is traditionally ascribed to
the third person (singular) (e.g., Skt. -¢, -ti, Gk. -ti, Hitt. -t, -zi, Lat -t) is
also attested in the second person singular (e.g., Hitt, -t, -;ta, —’tarf- Toch
AB —f, A -tér, -te, B ~ter, -tai, Skt. -tha, -thés, Gk. -thés. Go. —t’) and‘
non-§1ngular (dual-plural) (e.g., Skt. -ta, -tha, -tem, Gk. -£e -ton, Hitt
-_tgm, Toch. A -¢, -cér, Lat. ~tis, -te, Go. -p, Lith. -te,-ta )l and t};at “in.
elnigen lP.ersonalcndungen der 2. Person (Sg. u. PL.) stehen die Elemente §
[the traditionally reconstructed marker of the second person (singular), cf. Skt.

INTRODUCTION 15

-s, -si, Gk, -s, ~si, Hitt. -5, -$i, Lat. -s | und t(h) nebeneinander: gr. sths,
het. §ta, §ten(i), toch, A st, B sta, lat. isti, istis”. Allin all, then,

die Endungen der 2, Person (aller drei Numeri) enthalten zum Teil denselben Kem
[...] wie die meisten Endungen der 3. Person Sing. Der Unterscheid ¢ (3. u. 2. Ps.)
: th (nur 2. Ps.) ist vielleicht in der Weise zu deuten, dass die schon seit der pie.
Periode bestehende phonetische Variation €~th spiter zur sekundiren Differen-
zierung grammatischer Formen aonsgeniitzt worden ist (Erhart 1970:58).

Additional evidence for this hypothesis comes from the fact that * -s occurs
dialectally in certain third person (singular) endings (cf. Hitt. dai$ “he placed”,
Toch. A prékés, B preksa “he asked”, Skt. bhayas “he should have been”,
dhés “he p(ut”,,OPers. &i§ “he went”, ON brgtr (< *breutiz) “he breaks™).

Schmalstieg (1980:101) points out

the [actual] identity of the 2nd and 3rd person singular endings in the following
forms: Hittite preterits (-mJ conjugation) e-es~ta “was”, e-ip-ta “took”, i-

Yya-at (beside the 2nd sg. i-ya-&§ “made”™; (-ff conjugation) a-se-a5-ta

“set”, da-a-a$§ “took™, da-(a-)is “placed”, tar-na~as “put in”, me-mi-i§-

ta “said” [...]. Note also the Slavic 2nd and 3rd sg. acrist forms in -i% (e.g.,
nacg-tt “you, he began™) and ~st% (e.g., bystv “you were, he was”), and the
identity of the Gk. 2nd and 3rd sg. dual endings estdn “you two, they two are™;

{cf. also Toporov [1961:68-70], Adrados [1975:538], and Schmalstieg
[1977a, 1980:107-108]).

What all of this seems to imply is that the second-third (non-personal)
category, whose original exponent was probably *-¢, utilized both *-s and
*¥—t (and the contaminated form *-st) as its markers, with *-s gradually be-
coming specialized primarily in the second person and *-t in the third,
although remnants of the original vacillation between the suffixes can still be
seen in the dialects. That *-g was the original marker of the non-personal
category has been proposed by Watkins (1962:90-106, 1969:49-50). He says:

Der funktionale Status der 3. Person also zéro- oder Nicht-Person hat die
allgemeine sprachliche Tendenz zum formalen Ausdruck durch ein zéro-Zeichen zar
Folge; das bedeutet, dass in der gegebenen syntaktischen Funktion des Pridikats
eine Nominalform als Verbalform mit 3. Sg.-Endung ¢ (zéro) aufgefasst werden
kann: Nomen *nekWt > 3. Sg, Verb *nekWt-g (1969:49).

Erhart (1970:57-58), too, indirectly lends support to the existence of a third
person marker in *-g when he observes: .
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In einem kleinen Teil der Filie sind die Endungen der 3, Person Sg. akosonantisch:
aind, &, @, gr. &/, e, het. 1, a, ari, toch. AB ¢, got, ¢, lit. a usw. [...J; als ihre
Bausteine sind der thematische Vokal und der Priisensdeterminativ i (bzw. r) zu
erkennen,

Such elements, I believe, attest to the use of *-4 as a third person desinence.
Of course, the occurrence of *-g in the second person function is still attested
in the singular imperative (*age “lead™ Skt. § Je, GKk. dge, Lat. age).

That the non-personal category came to be expressed in a variety of ways
is not an unusual circumstance, for, as Wandruszka (1969:218) emphasizes,
paradigmatic polymorphy — “die Tatsache, dass in einer Sprache immer
wieder verschiedene Formen fiir dieselbe Funktion verwendet werden” — isa
common property of natural languages. It should be emphasized, however,
that the subsequent specialization of these variants can be construed as a result
of the opposing developmental tendency for there to be “as much one-to-one
symbolization between meaning and form as possible” (Anttila 1977:55),

1.7.3 Tense :

I subscribe to the view that throughout most of the Indo-European period,
“tense and the time of the action were not indicated by means of verbal affixes”
but instead “were given by means of particles or adverbs or were implicit in the
aspects of verb forms” (Lehmann 1974:139). It was only in late Indo-Euro-
pean and the early dialects that “features of tense became predominant”, with
inflectional endings marking temporal distinctions (Lehmann 1974:189-190).
The origin of these inflectional suffixes belies the way in which tense was
indicated in earlier stages of the language, for inflectional suffixes with
temporal signification resulted from the incorporation of enclitic deictic
particles into verbal suffixes as a means of ‘strengthening’, i.e., hyper-
characterizing (Safarewicz 1974:52), the temporal value of a verb form.
Watkins (1962:102-103) thus proposes that *j, a deictic with ‘here and now’
meaning, was frequently combined with various verbal suffixes, including the
second-third person (singular) desinence *-g :

This particle was freely combinable with the personal endings, as in ~-m/~mi,
-t/-ti, ~nt/=nti, We know furthermore that the free combinability of this
particle existed down through the period of the formation of the individual dialects,
since these show divergent utilizations of -7. It has been suffixed to the perfect
endings -~ -tHa -e in Italic -ai -tai -ei > Lat. -7 -(is)t7 ~J(t). The same
occurred independently in the Hittite §7~conjugation: -ha -ta (%-e?) > -pi -ti
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~i. In Slavic the same change -a > -ai is attested in 1st sg. védé. We know as
well that IE - was combinable with a 3rd sg. zero ending, as is proved by t.he
Greek thematic 3rd sg. present ~ef < ~e + i, where -¢ is simply the thematic
vowel, The Hittite #7- conjugaticn 3rd sg. -7 may also contain deilctic -1 sufﬁ'xed
to a zero ending. The deictic -/ alone, suffixed to the bate root with 7610 endlpg,
occurs finally in a very archaic category in Indo-Iranian: the 3rd sg. aorist passive.
The most archaic form of this class in the Rg Veda is jan! “was bom”,_ wl:uch
shows the absence of secondary viddhi as in jéni. The augment (4jani} is like-
wise secondary, subsequent to and conditioned by the identification' of this f(?rm
with the aorist system [...]. Functionally, the type is only secondarily a passive,
and the basic value is that of an intransitive [...]. What this implies is that the
form is in origin simply the bare xoot, the neutral verbal notion alone, in the 3rd
88., [...] with zero ending,
. P

The late origin of tense as an inflectional category is alsq suggested byr the
very late development of the primary/secondary opposition in verbal endings,
since this opposition bears a central role in characterizing the present and past
tenses. Burrow (1973:314) emphasizes this fact when he writes:

It does not seem that the distinction between primary and secondary termin-
ations was fully worked out in the IE pericd. For instance, in _the 1 plm_‘. and in the
2 plur. Greek makes no distinction (P. S. -ren), and this indifference is shared by
other languages (O. Sl hesemd, nesomi, Goth. binda_n_‘:, _'wrtum, -budum?. ‘
The distinction appears in Hittite and Indo-Iranian, but it is effected by quite
different means. In Hittite -weni, -meni beside -wen, -men is clearly a private
innovation modeled on the three persons of the [present] singular [...]. In Indo-
Iraniani the distinction is effected by the choice of two different forms of the suft_‘ix
(mas/ma, similarly du. ves/va) and there is no evidence to sho_w ‘that. this
variation was connected with the distinction between secondary al_ld primary in the

- IE period. '

Although the distinction appears to be more firmly cstab.lished in tt_lc singular
and in the third plurai, these attested non-singular forms.lmply t})at it probably
became obligatory only in the dialectal period. The original optional character
of all primary suffixes is clearly demonstrated by the fact that

im Altifischen haben wir urspriinglich athematische Verba mit sekundéren
Endungen in Prisensfunktion in den konjunkten Formen -t “ist”, - tét “g_eht”,
ni “istnicht”, =t “ist”, tarti “gibt” < *(s}td~t, *ten~t, *ne est ( *nes‘t),
*d(e) est (enklitisches Verbindungselement *de: gr. de ), *( to-r_a-‘ad) dhet.‘
Die entsprechenden absoluten Formen sind taith, 1éit, is < *(s)téti, *t_en—lt:,
*es~ti. Vgl ved. sthat(i), (a)ten, asti (Imperf. 3 Sg. &s ?{X), dhat(i).

Aasserhalb des Keltischen haben wir ein einziges klares Beispiel einer alten Form
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mit sekunddrer Endung in Prisensfunktion: aksl. und aruss. né “ist nicht” <

*nést, *ne est (neben ‘regelmsissigem’ aksl, néstv), das direkt mit air, n/
gleichzusetzen ist (Watkins 1969:45-46). '

Kerns & Schwartz (1971:4) also maintain that “in some of the dialects
‘secondary’ endings regularly occur in some present forms, e.g., Dor. sg, 2

phére-s, Lat. vehi-s, Lith. veZa” and “the OIr. conjunct presents”. These
data thus lead Watkins (1963:47) to conclude:

We may state that from the formal point of view the Old Irish conjunct forms
reflect the Indo-European secondary endings, and the absolute forms reflect Indo-
European primary endings. But functionally the two sets of endings reflect the
Indo-European opposition primary/secondary. The development of that opposition,
as we know it in ‘classical’ Indo-Eufopean, is only a dialect feature, in which
Celtic did not take part. It is clear in most of the early Indo-European languages
that the formation of the primary endings was basically by the suffixation of the
enclitic particle -7 [...] on the secondary [...] ending. The transition was simply
from the optional use of the particle - to its obligatory use,

1.8 The Spatio-Temporal System of Early Indo-European
I fuily subscribe to Gonda’s position (1956:28-29) that the early Indo-

European system of spatio-temporal relations was binary, based on the
primary opposition ‘now-here : not-now-here’. He says: )

From various idioms it appears that, temporally as well as spatially, the main
distribution often is between the near and the far, between the here-and-now, or
here or now, and the not-here, there, or not-now, One might compare the ‘donble
meaning’ still inherent in such a comparatively recent vocable as the Duich
stracks, a temporal adverb meaning “presently” and “just now”. In Sanskrit,
tatra “there” when used in a temporal sense, can refer to the past [...] and the
future [...]. CF. also G. péte “at some time or other”, tdte “at that time, then”
which are used in reference to the past as well as the futore; the Eng, then “at
some former time”, but also “at that time in the fature” [...]. Do we err greatly if
we consider these words to reflect an ancient distinction: now-here : not-now-here?

This same assessment is more forcefully made by Neu (1976), who posits
such a binary system of deixis for the stage of Indo-European just before and
just following the departure of the Anatolians (cf. Polomé 1982b). Thus, I
believe that one function of certain deictic particles of Indo-European,
especially */, was to indicate ‘here and now’ (the present), while others
indicated various degrees of remoteness from that deictic reference point (the
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non-present). The division of non-present into past and future occurred only in

late, dialectal Indo-European. . _ 7
vel.yThe typological plausibility of such a spatio-temporal system 18 s:uppo;t;(i;
by two important recent studies concerning the nature of tensellgn7 86); o
languages — Traugott (1978) and Comrie (1985). In Traugott ( :
272),

i i i ich
tense is defined as the semantic category that isttz})éﬂzs bégf ;ﬁ?t;):iil:;pc ‘;fhthe
. L en
s between the time of the situation or event takk ; ’
E?tlecxl'ance ‘sequencing’ as ordering of events or sifuations ta]keil about(,: gg:iinﬁsalz?:;
: iewi Situati nt, for example, as s
the way of viewing.the situation or event,

%Zbitual i:’erative, completive, perfective and so forth. In no language are the

distinctions absolute in surface structure.

Because this study emphasizes the correlation of spatial categqri:li, a;ﬁ
temporal categories, “temporal categories are defined not morph‘ologlc y
semantically” (1978:372). These categories thus .

| ‘ in di en in the
in very different ways in different langu_ages or ev A
?a?r{ealglrjlegfa;:efil'lh{ay ma;l(-y be realized as grammatical formatwesfhﬁe ;nﬂ_ic;tﬁ(z)g(sl
ive j il bs [...], or fully lex:
ivative affixes [...1, particles [...}, auxiliary ver .

z[a‘(i;r]ér‘tj)zrtva]' Finally, they may be expressed covertly, that is, they may b:l pjttl (()J:;
the lexica-l";neanMg of the verb and have no independent morphologlc_:al realiz
(1978:372:373).

Traugdft (1978:374-375) is quick to establish that

as a deictic, tense is basically a Proximal-Distal reiati(:)n, fgm;l_iz;:dl 112: }:a /“:
Proxifi Chis in its lexicalization by adverbial
-~ Proxithal}. This is reflected not only in 1ts' _ i bial c o
i i indisti hable from locative deictics, CL.

- and then, which are sometimes indistinguis om o forms.
[ pe " but also in its grammaticalize
ENGLISH pa “there, where, then, when”, bu A : o

o exar : i derived from pan-CHI
le, the na-anterior of KATHLAMET is KA
i:{-?a}::at;:g “there-then”, as is probably the na-fachvz,:pfill; ofC TA%ANELAM&P; étil:;t:rd
i : - hypothesizes that the
stein 1974:568-69, $82-83). Caldwell e aiwall 1956381,
both derive from the demonstrative (Cal _
gi;tigz‘);s;en;_htg: may be simply not-now, with subcategorizations acctglc‘llzlf th
the :iegre'e of closeness to speaker or secondary _referen_ce point. Ehuf:élw“ A
TOK PISIN has a particle. neu that indicates both xmmeglate past ( jlli " 483‘ o
‘started in the immediate past) and “immediate futu:eiBf\Ycugj 519576 -588,) )i EWE
i “y * and “tomorrow” {Blol -56:388).
etso is a term for both “yesterday” and (Bl 1338). In som
' i tion of tense, without any
/- Proximal} may be the only organ_lza ten: :
::Z:)r:lgcl;;%zsf t[i:ne-line [...]. Orientation to a time-line involves division of then into
past and future.
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Comrie (1985:vii) “take[s] tense to be defined as the grammaticalization of
location in time”, with the result that “much of what has traditionally been
called tense does not fall under this definition”. Although his perspective thus
contrasts with Traugott’s more inclusive view, the insights which he gains
from this vantage actually complement her observations and allow for a more
complete understanding of temporal specification in language. Moreover,
Comiie (1985:15) maintains that

although ocation in time is in many ways similar (o location in space, and the
expressions used in languages for location in time are often derived etymologically
from spatial expressions (cf. Traugott 1978}, there are some crucial distinctions
that should be noted [...]. First, as far as space is concerned, not-here defines a
continuous area, i.e., everything which is not the locaticn of the speech situation
(or, more narrowly, of the speaker). For location in time, however, because of the
one-dimensional nature of time, not-now does not define a continuous area, but
rather the discontinuous area consisting of past and future, but separated by the
present moment, Languages do often have lexical items referring to the not-now,
such as English then “at that ime”™, i.e., at some time other than now, but gram-
maticalization of not-now as a single tense seems not 0 cxist as a possibility,
despite the widespread grammaticalization of now as Present tense, and the exist-
ence of past and future tenses. ' .

Therefore, on the basis of extant linguistic data, it seems that the gram-
maticalization of temporal specifications precludes the inflectional expression
of not-now, even though the lexical expression of this concept is a possi-
bility.2 Because, as Cornrie (1985:9) says, “there are very héavy constraints
that language imposes on the range of expressions of [temporal] location that
can be grammaticalized”, he posits “a possible universal of tense systems: in a
tense system, the time reference of each tense is a continuity. If this universal
can be maintained in general, then it would exclude the possibility of dis-
continuous tenses” (1985:50). In considering degrees of remoteness (close-
ness) relevant to the expression of tense, Comrie (1985:87) notes that even in
languages with grammaticalized tense distinctions, “five-way oppositions are
attested from Africa, Australia, and the Americas, while one Amerindian Ian-
guage, Kiksht, has been claimed as having a system of around seven
oppositions.” Such oppositions may occur in the past, future, or both, result-
ing ultimately in a still larger number of temporal specifications. It is
interesting that in his characterization of deictic structure, Schmid (1972)
identifies five degrees of remoteness from ‘here and now’ and ascribes this
system to Indo-European, :
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It would thus appear that the reconstruction of the nature and devel.opment
of the category of tense which I have posited for In.do-Eu'ropean is typo-
logically sound, for binary spatio-temporal systems using deictic partlclE?s to
express ‘here and now’ and various degr.ees of remoteness from that deictic
point are consistent with universal constraints.

.9 The Evolution of the Conjugational System
0 A’;fhough Ido l{;Jt agree wigth all the details of Neu’s theory (1976) claEb-
orating in a step-by-step fashion the evolution of .the .Indo-European conju-
gation system (see Figure 1), I basically endorse his views. My own spcm.ﬁc
modifications of Neu’s model will become apparent in the chapters which
follow. In any event, I subscribe fully to Meid’s arguments (197_5) for the
necessity of characterizing the chronological scheme of reconstruction. I also
accept the position that “the wealth of forms, tenses, and r_noods that
characterize Greek and Sanskrit, and in which an earlier generation saw the
prototype of exemplary Indo-European grammatical structure in the verbal
system, is nothing but a recent common devc_lopljnent qf this subgroup of
languages” (Polomé 1982a:53). Such a conclu§1on is obywusly based on 'the
primacy of Hittite and Germanic data — a primacy Whlc}l, as noted earlier,
cannot be proven absolutely, despite impressive analyses like that of Adrados

(1982).

Figure 1

IE Verbal System

Activam g———= Middle ~—<me  Perfectum

Pres. Non-Pres. Pres. Non-Pres.

Pret. M

Iroperf. Aor. Conj.  Optat. -

A

Subj. Fut, Passive

(Adapted from Polomé€ [1982a:53])
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At this point I do want to address one possible objection to Neu’s theory in
light of my earlier comments about the original nature of temporal specification
in Indo-European. It is well known that in the dialects future time is often
expressed “by the use of the present indicative” (Hudson-Williams 1672:78).
Indeed, in Hittite itself, “the forms of the [...] present tense may denote a
future tense” (Held et al. 1987:36). The question thus arises as to how the non-
present subcategory furure comes to be associated with the present and to be
formally expressed by present-tense markers. I believe that the answer is
provided by Comrie’s proposed universal of tense systems. As the category of
tense gradually came to be grammaticalized (i.e., inflectionally marked) in late
Indo-European (cf. Lehmann 1974:189-190), the universal of tense systems
concerning temporal continuity prohibited the grammaticalization of ‘not-now’,
originally expressed lexically by means of deictic particles. The result was the
appearance of a system consisting of the inflectional opposition past : non-past
(cf. Comrie 1985:44), with secondary dialectal tendencies towards the €Xpres-
sion of future time apart from present time (cf., e.g., the s-futures in Indo-
Iranian, Greek, Italic, and Baltic).

Cha_ptef 1I

The Origin of the Singular Person Markers,
Tense Markers, and Related
- Grammatical Categories

As Indo-European moved from a pre-inflectional structure to an inflectional
structure, one of the earliest inflectional oppositions which emerged involved
the grammatical category of person. Specifically, the verb came to mark a per-
sonal (first-person) form and an impersonal (second-third person) one. 1
believe that the original exponent of the personal was *-m (cf. Skt. -m, Hitt.
-m-i, Gk. -m-i, Lat. -m, Go. -m), probably to be connected etymologically
with the first person (singular) personal pronoun (cf. *(e}m [acc. sg.]: Hitt.
amug, Gk. emé, OCS mene, Go. mik [Szemerényi 1980:195-197]) by way
of enclitic attachment. Schmalstieg (1980:103) similarly derives the first per-
son desinence in *-m from an enclitically attached pronoun. In addition to
*-m, Indo-European eventually developed first person suffixes in *-w and
*-h. Brhart (1970:54) derives “der Personalexponent w” from the same source
as the marker *-m, since, according to his view, *m and *w were

" realizations of the same morphophoneme. In any event, I feel that the Hittite

Ist person sg. nom. personal pronoun u-k (acc. am-u-g) attests this first
person pronominal'element in *u, as do first person plural (nom.} pronouns
like Skt. vayém, Go. weis, and Hitt. wés . This element is generally attested
in non-singular function in dialectal verbal paradigms (cf. du. Skt. -vas, -va,
OCS -vé, Go. -u, -ws; pl. Hitt, ~wen(i)). The-existence of a first person
pronominal morpheme in *-h is suggested by the reconstruction of *egH-
{e.g., Skt. sham, Osc. ffu} (Schmidt 1978:35). Of course, a personal
marker in *-h is most clearly seen in the Hittite #i-conjugation (cf.~(ah}hi,
-bun, -he(ha)ri). :

I have already stated my belief that the exponent of the non-personal was
*-g and that non-singular forms of the verb emerge at a very late date in the
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developmept of Common Indo-European. Since “it is generally admitted that
the thematic verb stems [...] are of more recent origin than the athematics”

(Kerns & Schwartz, 1968:717) — a matter about which more will be said later
— and since

.the development of the complicated system of vowel gradation, or

important in late Indo-European and the dialects [was]g{aery gra’dﬁala:i?tuht ,ﬂs;:
qlhm_au? origins of this morphological device stemming from a number c;f separate
hngul‘suo cl}anges (including accentual alterations) whose results were eventuall
assimilated into a unified scheme (Shields 1982a:52), d

Watkins’ reconstruction (1969:40) of the early paradi o
verbs like *es- and *gh%en-: y paradigm of athematic biphasal

*és-m *ghWén-m
*gs-35 *ghWén-g
*gs-t *gh¥Wén-t

*(e)s-e/ont (?) *gh¥(e)n-e/ont (?)
should be modified in the following manner:
*és-m *gh%én-m
. *ég-p *ghWén-g

apd thl.S inflectional pattern should be acknowledged as the standard para-
digmatic type.3 I also argued earlier that enclific deictic particles could be added
to vg:bal forms in order to characterize the tense of the construction. It was the
a(_idmon of such deictics to impersonal verbal constructions and the subsequent
morphologization of these deictics which was ultimately rcsponsible for the re-
mark?blc increase in the number of grammatical categories marked by the verb
That is, \gvhen deictics (X) were attached to impersonal forms in *-4, two mor-‘
phological reanalyses were possible: "

1) *¢gX > =»Xx

2) *pX > *X-p
The fi-rst gave rise to new inflectional suffixes, and the second to new
_formatw.e (derivational) elements. Because the (second-)third person tends to
impose its form on other members of its paradigm (cf. Benveniste 1971b)
such reanalyzed structures were subject to analogical extension to the -ﬁrs;
person,
1anng;igs proi:::hss oi morphological reanalysis is common in the evolution of

uages, although its motivation is often diffi i (
Anttila (1972:93-94) cites the exarmple of Latiﬁ1 fﬁﬁh e o o i regard
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4"

Latin had a suffix -nus {(e.g., domi-nus “master” and ragi-nus “of
beech”). Applied to d-stems, we get forms like Rémé-nus and silva-nus
“forest deity”. At some point these were analyzed as Rém-dnus and sily-anus,
because new derivations were formed with a suffix -anus on stems without &, for
example, mundénus “of the world” (mund-), urbanus “of the city” (urb-), and
monténus “of the mountains™ (mont-).

Anttila (1973:10) asserts that “the linguistic literature is full” of such cases of
reanalysis in which “no proportions need work” (1972:94),

2.1 Indo-European Deictics

In the course of its evolution, Indo-European utilized many deictics as
spatio-temporal lexemes. Those which had an impact on the development of
conjugation because of their participation in reanalyses like those just described
will now be identified. However, two points must be emphasized. First, not
all of these deictics were used at the same stage of evolution. Some appeared,
became productive, and then disappeared as independent entities, while others
continued to exist as independent elements over long periods of time but
displayed differing degrees of productivity at different times. Second, it was
possible for the same deictic to be reanalyzed in different ways at different
stages of the langnage because even after morphologization in particular
contexts, these elements continued to maintain their autonomy in others.
Watkins (1962:102) makes note of this situation when he says that “the free
combinability of [the] particle [*{] existed down through the period of the
formation of the individual dialects, since these show divergent utilizations of
i and Hazelkorn (1983) amply documents this same tendency in the Finno-
Ugric languages. She observes

- that [...] deictic particles, which originally referred to the participants in the
communication act and to their location, came to be used as definiteness markers
li.e., as demonstratives, personal pronouns, possessive suffixes, and subject
agreement markers in verbs], in order to indicate the focus of the utterance. In
subsequent developments, these same elements came to be interpreted as, on the
one hand, person markers, and, on the other hand, accusative markers, plural

markers, etc. (1983:110).

2.1.1 The Deictic *i

The reconstruction of a deictic marker in *j with ‘here and now’ signifi-
cation is well established (cf, Seebold [1971:189], Szemerényi [1980:3011).
Its general use in the language is indicated by its function as a locative-case
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marker (loc. sg.*-i : Skt.~i, Gk.-i, Lat,-e ). Moreover, Lyons (1971:388-
395) emphasizes that there exists an intimate formal and semantic connection
between genitive and locative constructions in many of the world's languages;
and the detailed study done by Clark (1978:117-118) points out that “the
existential, locative, and possessive constructions examined in the present
sample of languages are related to one another in word order, in verbs used,
and in their locative characteristics”. I believe that it is this naturally close
association of the locative and the genitive cases that accounts for their identity
in the dual number of Indo-European (*-ous: Skt. -0s, OCS ~1). Since the
two cascs share this common form, Kurylowicz (1964:200) argues: “The
paradigm of the dual attests an original identity of the gen. and the loc., i.e., a
prehistorical stage attested in neither the sing. [...] nor in the pl.” Once this
formal and semantic relationship between the locative and the genitive is
understood, the origin of such adverbial forms as OLat. nex, Gk. nuktds,
Go. nahts, etc. “at night” is obvious. Brugmann (1904b:451-452) refers to
them as original genitives, or, as he puts it: “Der Gen. von riumlichen und
zeitlichen Begriffen” (1904b:438); but they seem to attest to the ancient idéntity
of the two cases. It is important to note that T have argued elsewhere (Shields
1979, 1982a:45-49) that Indo-European possessed a genitive suffix in *-7,
This suffix is attested, for example, in the o-stem genitive ending generally
reconstructed as *-syo (Skt.-sya, Av.-he, Hom.~fo < *-psyo) and in the
Tocharian genitive desinence -i (cf. Krause & Thomas 1960:105). (See
Shields [1982a:45-49] for further details.) Apart from its locative-possessive
uses, the particle *j is found dialectally in such forms as “gr. i-dé ‘und’, 1, /-
bi “hier’, 1. i~te ‘so’, i-tidem, ai. i~hé ‘hier’, ai. i-ve ‘wie’, ai. i~ti ‘so’
ai. i~d hervorhebende Partikel” (Hirt 1927:11).

2.1.2 The Deictic *elo

According to Hirt (1927:10-11), the particle
e erscheint als Verbalprifix, namentlich als Augment (gr. é-pheron, ai. -
bharam “ich trug™), als angetretene Postposition hinter Kasusformen, z.B. ai. Dat.
‘asvdj-a, abg. kemen-e usw.undinai. a-séu “jener”, gr. eke? “dort”, wohl
auchin gr. i “wenn”, eig. “da™ < e + i, vielleicht auch in é-t7 “ferner”, 1, et
“und” [.,.]. e- hat sich im Aind. Gen. a-sje, D, a-sméi, im Germ. ahd. e-s,

Imu, im Umbr, Dat. e=smef durch Antritt von andern Partikeln zum Pronomen
entwickeit.

Brugmann (1911:311), too, emphasizes that “vielleicht sind alle Demon-
strativa einmal deiktische Partikeln, also indeklinabele Worter gewesen.”
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Beside *e “steht ein Verbalprifix o, das namentlich im Gricch.hziemlicl.l
hiufig zu belegen ist. Es steckt ferner also Postposition in gr. §p-o, hip-o, al.
ézlia,g tp-a, a%]ch wohl in idg. pro” (cf. also Brugmann 1916:982_’:—984). :Tt}ls
ablaut (accent) variant of *e (cf. Hirt 1927:11) is also attestefl in the Hittite
personal pronoun in ~-g-, which has its origin as a’demonstratl.ve (Sturte'vant
1933:198). The etymological connection between *e¢ and l*o is _erpphamz_e_d .
clearly by Sturtevant (1933:199) when he says in regard to the Bltute enclitic
pronominal stem -g-: “Hittite ~6$ ‘is’ contains the pronominal stem thi.it
appears in Skt. asys, Av. ghe ‘eius’, Osc. es-fdum ‘idem’, etc., but'as is
natural in an enclitic, it shows the vowel o instead of ¢”. The two variants
appear to be contaminated in the demonstrative stem *eo- (e.g., Lat. eum,
Osc. ion-c).' The proposed use of *e/¢ as both a verbal Pljeflx and suffix
attests to the importance of deictics as temporal indicators in Indo-European
and to the fact that the position of adverbial elements within the Indo-European
sentence was variable, as in attested languages (cf. Jackendoff 1972:67). The
deictic force of *e/0 was ‘Dér-Deixis’ (Brugmann 1904a:32-38, 1911:_333,
347), with non-present signification. . L

Hirt (1927:11) notes that “tatséichlich finden wir é und 4 nebe}l e und o
in weitem Umfang, wenngleich bei dem Schillern der Bedeutung .mﬁht al}S‘Z_ll-
machen ist, wie weit ¢ und &, 0 und & eins sind”. *¢ is attested in gr.e ‘in
der Tat, wirklich’, & ‘wenn’, ahd. ich~8, nein-8, ai. & hervorhebende Par-
tikel, sowie als Verbalprifix [...] und Pri- und Postposition [...]. _Zusax_nmcn_—
gesetzt wohl auch in gr. e-dé ‘und’, é-dé ‘jetzt, schor_l."usw.”', while *'o
appears “in dem ai, &, das Verbalprifix, Pri- qnd Postposition _15t [...], sowie
in dem gr. Prifix § sowie in ahd. vo. Auch in fier Endung ¢ des Insn:u-
mentals” (Hirt 1927:11). I leave open the question about the etymological
relationship between the long and short vowel particles and merely acknowl-
e&ge the existence of these pairs. '

2.1.3 The Deictic *yo . . ‘
The deictic *yo “als Relativum fungierte seit uridg. Ze:n le.g., Skt‘. yé-s,
Gk. hé-s, OCS j-Zel. *yo-s war dann urspriinglich ein anaphorlsch?s
Demonstrativum, das auf einen nominalen oder pronominalen Substantiv-
begriff des vorausgehenden Satzes hinweis” (Brugmann 19113347; c.f. also
Brugmann 1916:969-971). “In den andern Sprachen haben wir vcrcmzelﬁte
Reste wie 1. jam - ‘jetz, bereits, schon’, lit. jad ‘scl.lon’, lett: jau, a'bg. Ju
‘schon’, got. ju ‘schon’, got. jabai ‘wenn’ usw., die wohl eine Partlk.el' jo
erschliessen lassen” (Hirt 1927:13). Like *e/o, it is clear that the original
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temporal meaning of *yo was non-present, i.e., ‘Dér-Deixis’
1904a:37, 1911:333, 347). P Le., "Der-Deixis’ (Brugmann

2.1.4 The Deictic *a

‘ Thf: dcictic ‘*a. is reconstructed because of historical forms like “gr. ai
wenn‘ , g’r au “wiederum’, . au-t ‘oder’, got. au-k, d. such ‘noch dazu’,
L ad ‘zuv’, 1, ab, gr. en, got. en usw.” (Hirt 1927:12),

2.1.5 The Deictic *u

Hirt (1927:11-12) reconstructs a particle in *u on the basis of such evi-
dence as “l. ubi ‘wo’,1 u-ti ‘so’, aw. ulti, gr. &-gte ‘gleichwie’, ai. y-
té ‘auch sogar’. Aus dem Gegensatz von i-bi und u-bi ergibt sich \\;ohl die
Bedeutung ‘hier’ und ‘da’ fiir / und «.” The element *-u s also to be seen
1n the locative case endings *-su (loc. pl, ¢f. Skt. -su, OCS -x%, Lith -54)
and *-ous (gen.-loc, du., cf. Skt. -0s, OCS -y) (Shields 1977b: 344).'

2.1.6 The Deictic *k

) Markey (1980:280-281) reconstructs a deictic in *k- (cf. also Hirt 1927:

which figures in the formation of, for example, Lat, ¢i-s; Gme. hé-r, OF hé
Gpth. hi-mma, OHG hi-tumum (cf. Lat. ci-timus), Goth, hi-dre l(cf. Lat'
ci-tra ); OlIr, ce-n, Com. ke-n, Gaul, du~ci; Hitt. k&s, ki-$gan directls;
comparable to Lat. ¢f-s; Gk. *ky- in lon. s&tos = Att. tétos; Lith, §is.
OCS si,; Armen. s- (radical of the 1st pers. demonstrative, “this™ hic, near t};e
speaker, opposed to d~ = near the person spoken to, “that” iste, p- = néar a third
person, far from the speaker and person spoken to, “that”, ille), ’

In regard to the semantic value of the particle, Markey (1 980:591) points out:

Deictic k{-i-) may originally have designated ‘Ich deixis’, retained in Armenian,
but could also be transformed to anaphoric usage [...], soin Lat. efs, Goth. hi-.
And, as Specht (1947:303,309) notes, there is hardly semantic identity within and

across dialects for deictic elements, of. Indo-Iranian *e
Bt lects| cases formed from *-bh- vs,

Fned'rich (1974:135) says that the Hittite demonstrative k&- can likewise be
used in reference to the speaker, reinforcing the testimony of Armenjan. In
shor.t, *k probably had lost much of its deictic force in late Indo-European

coming eventually to assume a non-present temporal value. This is in kceping’

SINGULAR PERSON MARKERS, ETC. 29

with Lane’s observation (1961:469) that a deictic element “tends to become
weaker and weaker in its deictic force”, with the frequent resul that it “is [...]
reinforced by being compounded with itself or with other [deictics]”, This cir-
cumstance probably led to its frequent contamination with #i.

2.1.7 The Deictic *{efo)s ]

The existence of a deictic particle in *-s (a reduced form of *e/0s) is sug-
gested by a number of data. In the first place, just as the deictic particles *f and
*y are attested in the locative case, so there appears a deictic *-s as a marker
of this case (e.g., loc. pl. *-gi: [*-s + *-j |: Gk, -sf; *¥-su [*-5 + *-y]:
Skt. ~su, OCS -xv, Lith. -su; loc. du. *-¢us [the thematic vowel + *-u +
*-g]: Skt. -0s,:0CS -u). Moreover, I feel it to be significant that *-s, like
*-i and *-u, is also found in the genitive case as well (¥-es, *-gs, *-5,
*-syo, *-so: Skt. -as, -sya, Gk. -o0s, ~ofe, -0o0, Lat. -is, etc.). Since
demonstratives have their origin in deictic particles (cf. Brugmann 1911:311),
the deictic *{e/o)s is probably present in the demonstrative pronoun *so-
(Skt. sé{s], Gk. hé, Go. ss), deriving from the contamination of #(e/p)s and
the deictic *o or from the thematization of *(e/0)s. This pronominal form im-
plies that *{e/0)s originally expressed what Brugmann (1904a:20, 1911:312)
calls ‘Dér-Deixis’, since its demonstrative signification is ‘this’. Other dialectal
manifestations of this particle cannot be found. As Hirt (1927:13) observes:
“Als einfache Partikel scheint sie nicht mehr vorhanden zu sein”.

2.1.8 The Deictic *(elo)N (N =mor n)
The existence of this particle is again suggested by its appearance in the
historical dialects as a marker of the locative case. A locative formation in *-A
“is attested in lexical items like Skt. kaldyam and OPschisman (cf. Gray
1932: 192). '

A similar element -i(n) [perhaps a contamination of the deictics *-i and
*-pN] is found in Skt. and Av. loc. types like a-sm-in, a-hm-i, a-hm-y-a,
and in Homeric ablatives, instrumentals, and locatives (both sing, and plur.
without distinction of form) in -phi(n) < *~-bh-j(n): abl. sing. melathréphin,
plur. estecphin; instr. sing. biéphin, plur. thedphin; loc. $ing. eskhardphin,
plur. ikridphin. Here, too, one must place Dor. ﬂemin, t_fn, Boeot. hein <
*sewin, Lesb. ammi(n), ummi(n), Attic hémin, humin (Gray 1932:192-
193).

A related nasal locative suffix is perhaps found in Hitt. kedani and Sanskrit
adverbs like iddnim, tedénim (cf. Josephson 1967:137-138). Likewise, a
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similar construction is described by Brugmann (1911:181): “Umbrisch. Neben
toge, Akerunie, auch -em: Acersoniem, totem-g (mit -e(n) ‘in’)”. In
Shlf’:lds (1982¢), I maintain that the Tocharian locative suffixes A ~am, B -ne
derive etymologically from the same Indo-European locative case in *-N.
Moreover, I find it important that *-# is also evident in the genitive case as
well, spe:cifically in the genitive plural suffix *-oN: Gk. -én, Skt. -am, Lat.
~um, Hitt. -an (also sing.). The validity of the reconstruction of a dciétic in
*#1 is further indicated by the existence of “die n-Demonstrativa *ne-, *eno-
*ono-, *oino-, *aino-" (cf. Skt. eng-, OCS on%, Lith, and-s), with “dié
Grundbedeutung” of these demonstratives being ‘Jener-Deixis’ (Brugmann
1904a:90, 1911:335-336). These demonstratives thus imply an original ‘there
and then’ meaning for the particle which underlies them etymologically.

2.1.9 The Deictic *(efo}l

Evidence for the reconstruction of this deictic particle comes from the

attested /-demonstratives of Indo-European Proper. Among these historical
forms are _ o

lat..anus' flie und ir. {all, anail. Sie geh®ren vermutlich ebenso mit lat. afius
alter griech. &lios usw, etymologisch zusammen [...]. Lat. ollus wohl aus
*olno-s: slav. *oIn? “im vorigen Sommer (Jahr)” aksl. serb, Jani, poln. foni;
dazu ul-s ul-tra ul-timus, osk. Gltiumam “ultimam”,ir. ind-oll “dltra”,
ol “nltra” (Brugmann 1911:340). ‘ ’

The occwrence of -e] as a marker of the pronominal genitive in Hittite and of
—I’ asa marker of the nominal {dative-)locative in Lydian is in keeping with the
original deictic properties of this element. I believe that the original deictic
f'orce of the particle *(e/0)! was ‘Jener-Deixis’, attested in the /-demonstra-
tives (Brugmann 1904a:95, 1911:340).

2.1.10 The Deictic *(elo)T

It is clear that deictic particles in *{e/o}t, *(e/0)th, and *(e/c)dh can be
reconstructed for Indo-European. Because of the developmental parallelism of
these elements which will be established below and because of the possible
sandhi relationship between them (cf. Section 1.3.2), I want to propose that
Fhey derive etymologically from a single morpheme in early Indo-European
Le., *-(e/0)T. o

In regard to the possible sandhi variation among the three, it can be
observed that if one assumes the basic variant was *(e/o)dh, then the other
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forms can be derived from it as specialized forms. Before initial voiced pho-
nemes, the variant in *-/dh/ would have originally appeared, while that in *-/th/
would have occurred before voiceless stops and spirants.” The variant
appearing in pause would have obviously been unaspirated, although it is
difficult to determine the value which this segment would have shown for the
feature voice. However, according to traditional phonological analysis, a
voiceless segment is to be expected here, for, as Schane (1973:114) cbserves:
“The normal state for sonorants is voiced, whereas for obstruents it is
voiceless.” Moreover, he says: “For obstruents to become voiceless in word
final position is more expected than for obstruents to become voiced in that
environment” (1973:111). In other words, the ‘laws’ of natural phonology
suggest that voicelessness is universally unmarked.? In a position such as this
where the phonemic distinction voiced/voiceless tends to be neutralized, the
unmarked variant will generaily appear. This conclusion is supported by
Ward’s observation (1946:102) that in Indo-European “voiced stops became
voiceless [...] possibly in pause also” and by the testimony of Sanskrit, where
voiced aspirated stops appear as yoiceless unaspirated stops in pause. As
Burrow (1973:100) observes: “Of the occlusives only the unvoiced series p, ¢,
t, k are allowed to stand in absolutely final position, and in their place the
corresponding voiced series b, d, ¢, g are substituted before voiced conso-
nants and vowels.” : '
However, some evidence has recently come to light which suggests that
the sandhi variant of *-/dh/ appearing in pause was *_/d/, not *-/t/.
Szemerényi (1973:62-63) concludes that “in a fair number of IE languages
single stops, perhaps also spirants, in word-final position became voiced. The
number of instances we can quote is small, and the stop is mostly the dental;
but w;:'rriu'st bear in mind that in morphology only -ti/~t played arole, there
were no suffixes -pi/-p, —ki/-k”. The situation he describes may be a result
of the fact that a sandhi variant in *-/d/ with widespread occurrence was
created in pause from forms in original final %_/dh/ and that its voicing (along
with that of various other ‘naturally’ occurring final voiced sounds) was
generalized to other stops and to all other word-final environments. He further
suggests that a voiceless variant in %1t/ was derived from *-/d/ at alater date.
Thus, “We must [...] conclude that Italic as a whole shows the development
of final voiceless stops to voiced stops; but in Oscan and Umbrian, as indeed
in Latin (cf. nec beside neg-, op-tinui etc.), the prepositions, being pro-
clitic, could re-acquire, and even generalize, voiceless variants” (1973:59).
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Likewise, in regard to Sanskrit, without definitively locating the time of
development, he says:

It se:ems clear that these sandhi rules, sometimes merely residual rules, continue an
earlier state of affairs in which final stops and spirants were generally voiced; at a
subsequent stage the voiced sounds were unvoiced by the voiceless initial o'f the
foltowing word, and this could again be generalized (1973:62).

It is with the advent of this voiceless variant that we would arrive at the form
*(e_/o) t, which became an autonomous particle with sandhi variants in *-/t/
(vmcc;less) and *-/d/ (voiced). It should be emphasized, however, that if the
fon:n m.*-/t/ is assumed to have been the original pausal sandhi form, then a
variant in *-/d/ would have been the one to develop before voiced consonants
(and -pe.rhaps vowels) at a later date, after the generalization and the functional
specialization of *(e/0)t. Similarly, if Szemerényi is correct, then the
appearance of the variant in *-/th/ may also have actually been a later develop-
me?nF than the appearance of that in *-/d/, with *-/th/ stemming from the de-
voicing of *-/dh/ in such voiceless sandhi environments.

. T-hc_ validity of Szemerényi’s hypothesis is also suggested by other
linguistic data. First,

The assignment of markedness values is not always as straightforward as it may
seem. [...]. Martinet (1936) argues that /t/ is marked in French and /d/ unmarked.
He cites examples such as {mets€] medecin. “doctor” where he claims that [t] is
lax and unvoiced. Normally, /t/ and /d/ have the following feature_specifications

in French:
I /df
[- voice] [+ voice]
[+ tense] [- tense]

Th}1§, from a logical point of view, /t/ could be unmarked (because it lacks
vmcmg} or marked (because it is fortis, or [+ tense]). Martinet argues for the
second interpretation {Hyman 1975:145).

It is this obs_e:rvation which Szemerényi uses to explain the occurrence of
ymced stops in wotd-final position: “[...] in modern terminology, the voicing
is the result of the fact that the final stop is unmarked in respect to the feature

tenseness” (1973:71). Moreover, Meillet (1964:172) notes that in regard to
Indo-European root-final consonants, '

_ 'Il ¥y a aussi quelques cas d’alternances de sonores aspirées ct sonores simples,
ainsi *-dh- et *~d- dans skr. budhnép “fond”, gr. puthmén, avec *-dh- et
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v. angl. botem “fond”, avec *-d-. Dans une série de cas, skr. -h~ répond A un
*-g- des autres langues: skr. 8hém, av. azem “moi (nominatif)” : gr. egd, lat.
ego, got. ik. [...] skr. duhitd, gth. dugadé (avec gd issg de *ght, ce qui
atteste que la sonore aspirée est indo-iranienne) : gr. thugétar .

However, although Szemerényi’s position is an interesting one, the more
traditional analysis is perhaps implied because of his admittedly scanty -
evidence (1973:62). Nevertheless, both theories are consonant with the anal-
yses presented in this study. :
I wish to emphasize that my proposal does not negate the widely accepted
view that the voiceless aspirated stops constitute a secondary development in
the history of Indo-European. Many comparativists see the derivation of */th/
“probably from IE ¢t + laryngeal” (Peeters 1971:4), although “the time of the
origin of the voiceless aspirates is disputed” (Lehmann 1952:81). However,
Burrow (1973:72) points out that despite the fact that the origin of the surd
aspirates “can be attributed to a combination of IE H with a preceding un-
aspirated surd, some possible cases of spontaneous aspiration in combinations
with ¢ (Skt. sthag-, etc.)” must be acknowledged. Now if positing two
sources for the voiceless aspirated stops is admissible, then I see no problem
in suggesting a third source — sandhi. In other words, all three processes
would yield the new phonemic type.’ ,
Despite these phonological complexities, the deictic in *-t is widely
attested in the dialects. For example, it is seen in contamination with the
deictic *é in “lit. t& ‘da’, gr. té ‘da, nimm’; dazu l. is-te, abg. kl-to
‘wer’” (Hirt 1927:12). Brugmann (1904b:619) also etymologically relates
these forms to “ai. téd ‘infolge, davon’ aksl. te (te-Ze) ‘dann’™ and pro-
ceeds to posit a connection between all these items and the demonstrative sterm
*tg- (neut. sg. Skt. ta-d, OCS to, Go. pa-ta, Gk. td). This observation is
crucial in determining the original meaning of *(e/0)t, for the demonstrative
stem *{o- possesséd ‘Dér-Deixis’ (Brugmann 1904a:20, 1911:312-313). The
deictic particle in *-t is also. attested in contamination with other deictic
elements, although these contaminations do not show as clearly the original
denotation of this deictic form. The particle *tu, a contamination of the
particles *t and *u, appears in “ai. t¢ etwa ‘doch’ in Aufforderungen und
Behauptungen” and in “Got. pau pau-h [...] ‘doch, wohl, etwa’, ags. Jeah,
ahd. doh ‘doch’” (Brugmann 1904b:615), while *ti, a contamination of *{
and *f, is atiested in “gr. éti ‘nochdazu, ferner’, lat. et (das sich auf Kosten
von gue stark ausbreitete) und got. ip ‘und, aber’ (Brugmann 1904b:615),
as well as in “ai. 7ti ‘so’, lat. iti-dem ‘ebenso’™ (Brugmann 1904b:614)
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£ f : » .
and “av. u'ti ‘so, auf diese Weise’, lat. ut (uti-nam) ursprgl. ‘so’, in

Wunschs‘?itz.en z.B. ut Danaum omne genus pereat!” (Brugmann 1904b:614-
61_5?. It is interesting that “Houwink ten Cate (1967) has identified in Old
Hittite texts instances of *-¢ marking the locative case in enclitic possessive
pronouns, €.g., a-u-ri-i§-mi-it ‘in your' (plur.) or ‘in their watch "
(Shields 1982a:50), while “Schmid (197(5:30())) posits a ‘hethitg:::fen
Kaspsendun g -t, die man auch in heth. ket “hier(her)” zum Pro-
non.unalstamrn ke- mit Dat.-Lok. keti (apeti, edi) feststellen kann’”
(_Shlclds 1982a:50). I believe the same suffix in *-¢ is attested in genitive
singular function in Tocharian B (-ntse, -mtse) and Hittite (-ets$
[demons.]) (cf. Schmalstieg 1980:72). In Shields (1982a:49-50), I relate all
of these forms to the ablative suffix *-5/5¢/d; while in Shields (1987a), 1
sho‘{v, by way of the Greek adverbial suffix -then, that the original ‘ablativ’e’
suffix of Indp-European derives ultimately from the deictic *(e/0)T, with
Greek_ attesting an aspirated sandhi variant and other dialects attesting
unaspirated sandhi variants in *-/t/ and *-/d/.

. P.honological developments in the historical dialects make it difficult to
identify specifically attested reflexes of the etymon *(e/0)th. However, Hirt
(1927:12) does reconstruct a deictic particle *the (< *(e/o)th + the d:aictic

parl:lcflc *g) or *th on the evidence of “gr, én-tha, dor. prés-tha neben

sonstigem prds-then ‘vorn’”. To these forms he relates “Endung 2. Sing. ai,
vét-tha, gr. ois~tha ™ (1927:12), as well as

ai. 4thg “dann, und, femer, darum” = d. und; kaths “wie”, auch kathém; it-
thém “so, anf diese Weise”; it-thd “recht, gerade”, und iiberhaupt verslé’tricend‘
tF-thﬁ “so, auf diese Weise”; fa-thd “wie”, vrthd “nach Belieben” [...]. th,
hlflter Nomina. Hier kommen zuniichst die beiden Neutra dsthi “Knochen” und
fgk-tgi 1:;‘S'cl'le:nlccal” in Betracht, [...] ai. uk-thém “Spruch”™, uéé-tham
pruch, Preis” ; ai, vad: ai. srevé-tham “Fli 5 “ ”
197151 13 m “Fliessen” : gr. hrdos “Strémung

Alfhough the original ‘not-here-now” signification of the particle *-dh has
been similarly obscured by contamination and subsequent semantic shift, the
fom'1a1 existence of such a deictic element is easy to establish. It can be fo:md
for instance, in the particle *dhe/i (< *(e/o)dh + *e or *i), which “liegt,
selbstandig nicht vor, wohl aber als angehiingte Partikel. vgl. ai, ki-he ‘wo’
i-ha ‘héer, hierher’ : L. u-bi ‘wo’, i-bi ‘dort’, gr. pé-thi ‘wo’, abg. kt‘i—de,
‘wo’, s7-de ‘hier’ usw.” (Hirt 1927:13). The original meaning of the dh-
element is perhaps more distinctly seen in the Homeric adverbs auto-thi,
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ofko-thi, and su-thi “on the spot, there” (cf. Brugmann 1904b:454). The
particle *dhi, likewise attested in *me-dhi “in the midst of”, cf. Gk. mé-te
“among, besides, afterwards” (but containing *-tg), which, in turn, serves as
the basis of *me-dhi-o~s “middle”, cf. Skt. mé-dhy-a-s (Brugmann 1904b:
454), may also show its original ‘then and there’ deixis in these forms, since
the middle is a location between ‘here’ and ‘distant there’. A third person .
pronoun in *dhi- (or possibly a sandhi variant in *di- ), which is attested
only in accusative forms like “‘av. apers. dim ‘ihn, sie’, Akk. Pl av. apers.
di$, Akk. Sing. N.av. dit, Nom.-Akk. Plur. N. av. di, die, wie ihre Stell-
ung im Satz zeigt, unbetont waren. Preuss. din dien ‘ihn, sie’, Akk. Plur.
dins diens ™ (Brugmann 1911:390-391), may be related to these items in the
same way that ‘the demonstrative stem *to- is related to the t-formations
described earlier. Even though its use as a demonstrative is not historically
attested, the close association between ‘Dér-Bedeutung’ and ‘Er-Bedeutung’
(Brugmann 1911:389-390) makes it possible to view *dhi- as an original
demonstrative which has become specialized as a personal pronoun. A parallel
situation is attested in the case of the Hittite enclitic personal pronoun in -g-,
which “in form [...] belongs with the demonstratives™ (Sturtevant 1933:108).

2.2 The Deictic *(elo)s and Its Formations : _

In recent years a great deal has been written about the sigmatic verbal
formations of Indo-European. (See, e.g., Ambrosini [1962], Gonda {1962],
Watkins [1962], Pariente [1963, 1965], Adrados [1964, 1971], Gil [1964],
Kury}ovﬁr'icz [1964:109ff.], and Narten [1964].) The most salient feature of
these constructions built on an s~element is their wide variety of functional
roles. Sigmatic verbal formations are historically attested as marking the
aorist, the future, the subjunctive, the desiderative, the preterite, and the
present, as well as generally indicating the second and third persons.
Although most scholars agree that “sigmatic verbal stems are relatively recent
formations” (Adrados 1971:97), the original signification of *-s- in Indo-
European has been the subject of ‘great debate. Adrados (1971) and, less re-
cently, Meillet (1908) have asserted that “sigmatic verbal stems [...] proceed
from an s-enlargement of undifferentiated meaning, [...] which afterwards
produced independent evolutions in different languages” (Adrados 1971:97),
while many other Indo-Europeanists “think in terms of the original unity of s
and consider its differentiations as to meaning a secondary fact or the result of
the organization of a system of categories which still did not exist in the oldest
Indo-European” (Adrados 1971:96). Thus, ' :
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Ambrosini [(1962)] believes that s was the marker of intransitivity; Pariente
[(1963, 1965)] calls it an injunctive characteristic; Watking [(1962)] locates it in
the preterite. Kurytowicz [(1964)], quite reluctantly, adopts the old interpretation
{...} in accordance with which s-subjunctive and s-aorist are two old s-form-
ations which became afterwards intermixed (Adrados 1971:96-97).

The fundamental problem with assigning an original meaning to *-s- is, as
Adrados (1971:97) points out, that the manifold uses of sigmatic formations in
the historical dialects speak against a single, original function of *-s- in the
proto-language itself. Although I would agree that specifically dialectal devel-
opmenis had much to do with the evolution of the role of the sigmatic element,
I would like to suggest that *-s- did evolve from functionally well-defined
formations in Indo-European but that these formations were very different
from any which have heretofore been proposed. In sum, I believe that all
cases of *-s- except those marking the iterative/intensive stem derive from an
original deictic particle with ‘there and then’ meaning which eventually became
incorporated into verbal structures in the manner devised above. It is this
proposal that I want to pursue now. The origin of the sigmatic marker of the
iterative/intensive stem will be considered in the next chapter.

The most widespread non-personal function marked by *-s- is the aorist.
“The s-aorist is found in Greek (édzeuksa, édeiksa, etc.) and Slavic (vést,
sluxv, etc.)” as well as in Indic (Skt. dnaisit). “In Latin s-aorist forms have
coalesced with perfect forms to iake one tense (perf, dfxi, daxf, etc.). In Irish
injunctive and subjunctive forms of the s-aorist are retained (the s-subjunc-
tive)” (Burrow 1973:338-339) (see Kurytowicz [1964:113-116] and Watkins
[1962:124-125] for contrasting views on the complicated etymological rela-
tionship between the s-aorist and the s-subjunctive), while some scholars
believe that the s-preterite of Tocharian probably shows

der idg. s-Aorist (ai. apréksit ~ B preksa [A prikés], das idg. Perfekt mit
Abtdnung des Wurzelvokals (ai, papraccha, lat. poposci ~B prekwe [A
prakwail; lat. nocui ~ B nekwa ) sowie nur im Otoch. der idg. athematische
Wurzelaorist (ai. syukta, spéci, *epakia~ A pakidt) kontaminert (Krause &
Thomas 1960:247),

Meillet (1964:214-215) describes the othc_r non-personal sigmatic formations:

Le futur indo-iranien en *-sya-, attesté par skr. vak-syd-mi, gith. vax-

Sy& “je parlerai” est & rapprocher du futur lituanien: jik-siy “je laisserai”, et du
suffixe *-se/o- de gr. leipsd “je laisserai”, lat. capsd, etc.; I'altenance de
*-sye/o- et ¥-se/o~ estcomparable i celle des désinences de génitif *-syjo et
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*-go dans gith. da-hyd “de qui” et v.sl. ée~so “de quoi”, v.h.a. hwe-s “de
qui”. Le futur est une rareté dans les plus anciens textes indo-iraniens: le Rgveda
tout entier n'a qu’une quinzaine d’exemples de formes personnelles du futur [...] et
1a forme du futur ne devient fréquerite que dans les textes sanskrits postérieurs; de
méme le slave n’en a qu’un exemple, Ie participe bysedteje “ce qui doit &tre”.
D’autre part le futar litvanien ne répond pas exactement au futur indo-iranien: la
flexion est en —si- ou en -s- suivant les dialectes; par exemple la Ire personne da
pluriel est 11ksime ou liksme, différente du type skr. vak-sydmah “nous
parlerons”. La place du ton attestée par gr. leipsein, leipsdn ne s’accorde pas
avec celle qu'indique le skr. vaksy#ati “il parlera”, mais avec celle du participe lit.
liksgs “devantlaisser”. '

Au latinet & I'irlandais, la formation en *~se/6- fournit des subjonctifs, type
lat. raxit, v.itl. t8is ( de *stejk-se-t ) “qu’il aille”. En irlandais, ces thémes

. en *-ge- accompagnés de redoublement fournissent un futur; ainsi en face de
v.irl. guidim “je prie” on a le subjonctif -gess “que je prie” et le futur -gigius
“je prierai”.,

A chté de *-se/o~ il existe, surtout aprés sonante finale de racine, une forma-
tion en *-ase/o-: skr. kar-isyé-ti “il fera”, gr. men-é6. De méme que le futur
grec des verbes A racine terminée par n, r, m, I~ esten -ed (ancien *-8sd);le
désidératif sanskrit a pour suffixe i.-e. *-se/0~ aprés consonne, et i.-e. ¥-se/0-
aprés sonante; en face de ririksati “il désire laisser”, on a ainsi cikirsati “il’
désire faire” oll -frg- représenic *r + *as (la racine est monosyllabique,
comme le montre krtép “fait”); le lituanien a de méme kldusfa “il interroge™ (il
vent entendre) de *klow-as~-, enregard de klaliso “il entend” de *klou-s-.

Although there is no s-aorist or future in Hittite, “there are certain preterite
forms in the 2 and 3 singular which have final -s: 2 sg. da-a-a$. ‘you took’,
tarna-a-§ ‘you putin’, da-i$ ‘you placed’, pa-i§ ‘you gave’; 3 sg. de-a-
a$ ‘he took’, da-a-i§ ‘he placed’, ag-ge-aé ‘he died’, etc.” (Burrow 1973:
339). . Burrow (1973:339) notes that although “these forms are compared to
the s-aorist of other IE languages fcf. Kronasser (1956:191)] it seems unljkely

.that they are simply remains of a fully developed IE s-aorist system.’
Moreover, “there is some agreement between Hittite and Tocharian on this
point, since the latter language has also a certain type of preterite using an s-
stemin the 3 sg: A. prékés, B. prekse ‘he asked’, and this coincidence does
not seem fortuitous” (Burrow 1973:339). However, even though these forms
do not seem to be original s-aorists, they are probably etymologically related
to other s-formations (cf. Burrow [1973:339], Watkins [1962:97-106]).
Watkins (1962:90-93) argues further that “the use of an -s as desinence of the
3 sg. preterite [...] recurs in other Indo-European languages”, specifically in
Indo-Iranian forms like Skt. bhdyas “he should have been”, ghés “he put”

-

and OPers. 4is “he went”, skunaus “he made”.
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_ Although Hittite, Tocharian, and Indo-Iranian attest a sigmatic suffix as a
third person (and a second person, in the case of Hittite) marker in the preterite
tense, other languages and other constructions in these same languages show it
as a personal indicator with no such limited temporal signification. Of course,
the marker of the second person which is generally reconstructed for Proto-
Indo-European is *-s(ij) (Skt. -s(i), Gk. -s(i}, Hitt. -$(i), Lat. -s, Go -s).
And besides the Hittite, Tocharian, and Indo-Iranian attestations of *-s asa
third person preterite suffix, Krause & Thomas (1960:259) note that there
exists in Tocharian A a third person singular suffix in -s in present function
(pélkds < *bhlg-si) and that “eine dhnliche Ubertragung findet man in an.
britr (< urgerm. *breytiz) ‘du brichst’ und ‘er bricht’, vielleicht auch in gr.
phérei (< idg.*bheresi) sowie in altnorthumbr. findes (neben findep)”.

J'I\‘ljle appearance of *-s in both second and third person function is, as
proposed in Chapter I, a result of the original unity of these two categories.

An additional function of the sigmatic formant in Indo-European was as a
d.crivational suffix marking the present stem. However, “Diese Bildung lisst
sich in den iibrigen idg. Sprachen nur spirlich nachweisen, z.B. ai. raksati
‘schiitzt’ (neben s-losem ags. ealgian), gr. hépsd -‘koche’ (neben s-losem
arm. ep©em), gr. a(w)éksé ‘vermehre’, ahd. wehsen (neben s-loser Wz.
auk-)" (Krause & Thomas 1960:206). The unproductive, secondary nature of
present stems in *~s- is emphasized in Burrow’s description (1973:338) of
such formations in Sanskrit: -

There are indeed in the Veda certain isolated forms of the present made in this way
(stusé, hise, krse) as well as some anomalous formations containing s which
cannot be referred to the s-acrist stem (i. arcese, rfijase, il. grnisé, punisé)
but these have the appearance of being tentative formations which never develobed
very far rather than relics of an earlier system. :

_OnI.y Tocharian and Hittite show the sigmatic formant as a productive present
indicator (cf. Toch. B 3rd pers. pres. kdipdssdm, Hitt. park[ul-weézi), al-
_ though “den otoch. s-Présentien entsprechen im Wtoch. nur zum geringcreh

Teil ebenfalls s-Bildungen (VIII), in weiterem Umfang dagegen sk-Bildungen
(IX, 5.4.)" (Krause & Thomas 1960:206). .

. I believe that all of these verb formations arise from an original second/
third person c_onstruction in *-g-s (= second/third person suffix *-g + non-
present deictic particle *-(e/9)s). This structure was subject to two re-
analyses:

1) *-¢
2) *-s5-g.
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Watkins (1962:100-102) presents a similar theory of the origin of the s-aorist
and the person marker *-s, although he sees #-g(-) as an original root en-

largement. It was the first of these reanalyses which accounts for the origin of
second/third-person preterite formations in *-s (€.g. Hitt. .deis ) and the

general second/third person suffix *-s. The latter emerged with the passage of
time as *-s generally lost its temporal value and became simply a personal
indicator, although its original value is residually retained in archaic formations
like Hitt. dai. On the other hand, the second reanalysis of this non-present
structure is responsible for the emergence of *-s- as a stem-formant. Because
*-s(-) originally embraced the notions of both past and future time in its non-
present semantic value, it would have naturaily served as the basis for aorist
and future structurés as late, dialectal Indo-European began to divide the not-
now into past and future. I maintain that at this point in the evolution of
Indo-European, the aorist category was already a preterite tense, in contrast to
its earlier aspectual character; so the non-present formation in *-s- was inte-
grated into the existing aorist system. Lehmann (1974:189-190) explains:

In the course of syntactic change a given feature may come {0 predominate,
somewhat as a_given phonological feature may change in sound. In late PIE,
features of tense became predominant [...]. The aspectual meanings thereupon were
expressed lexically or by derivational processes. Forms in which the shift from a
predominant aspectual to a tense meaning was not carried out provide excellent
evidence for the development, Among such forms-are the Germanic preterite-
presents. [...]. Thus, both of the PIE perfective aspect forms, the aorist and the
perfect, were shifted to preterite lense forms as opposed to present-fense forms.

The integration of *-s- formations into the subjunctive system and their
appearance in the desiderative are natural results of the fact that two of the most
common atemporal functions of the future tense are the indication of these
moods (cf. Ultan 1978:102-105). Indeed, it would seem that in late Indo-
European the subjunctive itself could be used to indicate futurity (cf. Kuryto-
wicz 1964:137-138), further strengthening the naturally close association of
future tense and subjunctive mood. Ultan (1978:105) maintains that “the
reason for the preponderance of modal applications of future tenses must lie in
the fact that most modal categories refer to differing degrees of uncertainty,
which correlates with the element of uncertainty inherent in any future event”.
The problem which remains is to explain how the deictic particle *(e/o)s,
with non-present meaning, came to appear as a marker of the present stem. It
is clear that the original meaning of this particle prohibits the direct derivation
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of a present-stem formant in *-s from the simple attachment of *(e/0)s toa
verbal construction. Moreover, the fact that sigmatic present formations are
generally quite rare in the dialects seems to suggest their secondary analogical
origin. As a result, I feel that they, too, are a product of a still later morpho-
logical reanalysis. I have already proposed that the original exponent of the
second/third person category in Indo-European was *-¢ with two elements —
*-g and *-t — eventually coming into competition with it. The functional
equivalence of these desinences resulted in their contamination as *-st (cf.,
e.g., Hitt, -§ta, Toch. A -st, B ~sta, Gk. -stha, etc.). That this contami-
nation *-st also began to compete with #-s and #-t is demonsirated by the

fact that the preterite of the Hittite 47-conjungation attests -§, -fa, and -$ta

as markers of the second and third persons. I would like to suggest that the
desinence *-st was later subject to reanalysis as *-s-t because the suffix *-{

alone marked the same personal function. In other words, *-5- was re-
analyzed as a simple stem formant, which was then subject to generalization,
the extent of the generalization depending on the individual dialect. Perhaps it
was the significant generalization of the s-presents in Hittite which inhibited
the evelution of s-preterites in this dialect. After this reanalysis took place, the
suffix *-st itself was apparently rétained as a desinence with only a very
limited distribution, as the few attested occurrences of *-st demonstrate.

2.3 The Deictic *(e/o)T and Its Formations

The deictic particle *(e/6)7, with its original sandhi variants in *-/dh/,
*_/th/, and *-/t/ (and later *-/d/}, each of which eventually became an auton-
omous morpheme subject to generalization and specialization, was likewise
affixed to non-personal verbal formations in *-g (i.e., *-¢-(e/0)T). These
formations were similarly subject to reanalysis as *-(e/0)T or *-(e/0)T-p.
The former reanalysis was responsible for the appearance of the dental element
characteristic of various dialectal endings of the second and third persons:
e.g., 2nd sg. imper, *-dhi (Skt. -dhi, -hi, Avest. -di, OPers. -diy, Gk.
-thi, Lith. -gi, QCS -dv); 2nd sg. act, perf, *#-tha (Skt. -tha, Gk. -tha,
Go. -t); 2nd sg. mid. *-thés (Skt. -thés, Gk. -thés); 3rd sg. act. *-t (Skt.
-t, Osc. -d, OLat. -d); 3rd sg. mid. *-to (Skt. -ta, Avest, -ta, Gk. -to);
2nd pl. act. *-t(h)e (Skt. -tha, Gk. -te, OCS -tfe); 2nd du. act. prim.
*-t(h)es (Skt. -thas, Lat. -iis, Go, ~#s); 2nd du. act. sec. *-{& (Lith.
-ta, OCS -ta, Umbr. -to), *-tom (Skt. -tam, Gk -ton); 3rd du. act.
prim. *-tes (Skt. -tas, Avest. -td, OCS -te, -t8); 3rd du. act. sec.
*-t4m (Skt. -tam, Avest. -tem, Gk. -tén). A number of dialectal endings
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whose ultimate source can be traced to Indo-European but whose variability in
form does not allow the reconstruction of specific Indo-European etyma also
show the same dental consonant: €.g., 2nd pl. mid. prim. Skt. -dhve, Avest.
-duyé, Gk. -sthe; 2nd pl. mid. sec. Skt. -dhvem,, Avest.-dim, Gk.
-sthe; 2nd du. mid. prim. Skt. -thé, Gk. -sthon; 2nd du. mid. sec. Skt.
-tham, Gk. -sthon, 3rd du. mid. prim. Skt. -te, Gk. ~sthon, 3rd du. mid. .
sec. Skt. -tam, Gk. -sthén. The diversity seen here is merely a function of
the specialization of the three sandhi variants and their contamination with a
variety of other particles and desinences.?

Before proceeding to a discussion of other suffixes derived from the
reanalysis of original non-present structures in *-g-(¢/0)7, two comments
are in order. First, the proposed development of verbal suffixes in *-th as
sandhi variants of a form in *-/dh/, not from the phonological influence of a
laryngeal on a voiceless unaspirated *-/t/, is given support by weaknesses in
the laryngeal explanation itself. Thus, in regard to the second person singular
perfect suffixes of Greek (-sthe) and Sanskrit (-tha), Cowgill (1965:171-
172) says:

It has been suggesied that where Greek ph, th, kh, correspond to ph, th, kh,
or ¢h in Indo-Iranian or to reflexes of plain voiceless stops elsewhere {i.e., the
traditional “voiceless aspirates’), the Greek consonant actually refiects a plain stop
followed by a laryngeal [...]. The positive evidence for laryngeals following any of
the Greek aspirates involved here seems in fact extremely weak. The only example
of any plausibility seems to be the 2d singular (perfect) personal ending -stha
(e.g., ofstha “thou knowest™), whose cognates include Indo-Iranian -tha (e.g.,
Ski. vettha), Hitt. -tta (e.g., da-at-ta “you tock™), OLat. -istef
(gesister), and Germanic -P (OE eer® “thou art™). Evidence for laryngeal here

- is the Indo-Tranian aspirate (cf. also the Sanskrit 2d singular middie ending of

seconday tenses -thds) and the Greek 8-vocalism. But the Indo-Iranian aspiration
is possibly secondary (cf. Kurylowicz [1956:381-382]), and the Greek -a can have
been taken over from the first singular. A theoretical consideration against setting
up a PIE 2d singular perfect ending *-tA-e is that the prosopic kemels of other
personal endings (aside from the obscure 2d plural middle) contain only a single
consonant: lst sg. *A, *m, 2dsg. *s, 3d sg. zero, *t, 1stpl. *me, 2d pl. *é,
*tg, 3d pl.-*(8)r, *(é)n (combining with the 3d sg. to form #(&)r-¢ and
#(é)n~t. Other examples are less well founded.

To be sure, although I disagree with some of Cowgill’s alternate non-laryngeal
explanations of the data, I feel he does demonstrate that the reconstruction of a
laryngeal in the verbal endings containing *th in Sanskrit and Greek is by no
means a necessary assumption. Whatever its origin, it seems that *-th came
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to beT specialized primarily as a second person marker, despite the fact that its
distribution was severely restricted after the widespread generalization of *-g
as the productive desinence of the second person and *-t as the productive
desinence of the third person. '

Second, since I have assumed that *-dh was the original base form of the
sef:ond—third person suffixes containing a dental stop, a few words should be
said about the archaic character of this suffix. I believe it to be especially im-
portant in this regard that it is attested in the imperative (*-dhi, a contami-
pation of *-dh and the particle *-1), since the imperative regularly retains
inflectional archaisms. For example, the very ancient second-third person
suffix *-p is attested in the second person singular imperative. This develop-
ment does reflect one of Kurytowicz’ ‘laws’ of analogy: “Quand 2 la suite
d’une transformation morphologique une forme subit la différenciation, la
forme nouvelle correspond 2 sa fonction primajre (de fondation), la forme
ancienne est réservée pour la fonction secondaire (fondée)” (1960:79).
Moreover, I suspect that the imperative suffix reconstructed as *-tgt/qd (Skt.
-tat, Gk. -t6, Lat. -t4, OLat, -tdd) also represents an archaic formation.
Instead of the traditional explanation of the ending as “the ablative singular of
Fhe pronominal stem *to-, wsed adverbially and attached to the verb stem in
Imperative use” (Buck 1933:303), I see it as a contamination of the suffix *—¢
and the preconsonantal sandhi variant of the deictic (> verbal desinence) *oN
to which was attached at a later date (perhaps the dialectal period) anothe;
occurrence of *-t/d as a means of hypercharacterizing the frequent third-
person function of *-t4. The archaic quality of the suffix lies in its testimony
to the undifferentiated second/third person function of the marker *-t. As
Meillet (1964:236) observes about this imperative desinence: “En sanskrit et
en latin, [*-t5t/d] sert A 1a fois pour la 2e et la 3e personnes; en grec,
seulement pour la troisiéme, mais, élargie par -s [a further hyper-
characterization], aussi pour la seconde dans certains parlers”. This imperative
formation can be compared to that of Hittite “verbs with the suffix nu and also
the defective verb /- ‘go’, [which] take an ending ¢ in imper. 2 s; e.g., it
(1-11), arnut (ar-nu-ut) ‘bring’”(Sturtevant 1933:256). Here Hittite attests
the use of *-t alone in the second person imperative function. The appearance
.Of the non-present deictic *-5 (< *-gA) in the suffix of Indo-European Proper
15, as we shall repeatedly see in my later discussion of imperative suffixes, a
demonstration of the close association between imperative mood and non-
present tense, Thus, Weinreich (1963:151) establishes the principle that “the
indication of the imperative seems typically to intersect with deictic categories™;
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and Ultan (1978:102-104), in his study of universals regarding the nature of
future tenses, confirms that one of the most common atemporal functions of
the future tense — embraced by the more general non-present — is the
indication of imperative mood. The archaic nature of the suffix *-t4t/d is
also manifested by its variability in number specification, since it is attested in
the singular, plural, and dual.? It thus reflects that “earlier period in which .
there was no verbal inflection for number” (Lehmann 1974:201). In any event,
itis clear that *#-dh itself came to be specialized in secondary formations, in-
cluding the imperative and the middle.

2.3.1 The second reanalysis of *~g-(e/0)T, i.e.,*-(e/0)T-¢, is, in my opin-
ion, responsiblé for the origin of one of the most difficult-to-explain
constructions in Indo-European studies — the Germanic dental preterite. Since
Diederich von Stade first attempted a diachronic explanation of the Germanic
dental preterite in the early eighteenth century, there have been no less than
fifteen major approaches to the question and literally tens of variations on these
basic proposals (cf. Tops 1974:8). Nevertheless, nearly all of these theories
can be grouped into two broad types: dh-theories and t-theories (Tops
1974:7-8) (the laryngeal origin of the construction proposed by Rosén [1957]
represents an exception to this dichotomy). The former group involves the
derivation of the dental marker from a dh-determinative (Lehmann 1943b) or a
compound whose second member generally begins with *dh-, especially the
verbal root *dhé/6- “do” (e.g., Loewe [1894, 1898, 1933:111-120], von
Friesen [1925}), while the latter group derives the dental suffix from a wide
variety of Indo-European morphological entities, including nomen agentis in
¥.te/0 (Hammerich 1964), the third person singular middle perfect ending
*-tgi (Collitz 1912), the present stem-formant *-to- (Brugmann 1930:369,
513), the demonstrative pronoun *to- (Odé 1926), and the second person
singular active perfect ending *-tha (Must 1951). ‘
My alternative solution to the origin of this construction derives the dental
preterite from functionally parallel Indo-European verbal formations in *-t-
and *-dh-, original sandhi variants of a non-present deictic. By the time of the
appearance of the non-présent dental formation, these markers had probably
become autonomous, though still functionally identical, morphemes. In other
words, a genuine mixed origin is suggested for the attested Germanic con-
struction. Concerning such an alternative explanation, Tops (1974:9) says:

[...] genuine mixed theories do not seem to exist. The only work that defends a
mixed origin whole-heartedly is Guxman’s (1966), But he does not give an actval
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theory, only a status quaestionis, from which he concludes that a mixed origin
must be assumed; there are no details about its mechanism.-The other so-called
mixed theories are actually theories that seek a primary origin in a dh-formation,
but accept, as an afterthought, influence from ¢-formations, or vice versa.

I believe that both deictics played a role in the emergence of the dental
preterite; for, although the two are generally realized the same way phono-
logically in the historical Germanic dialects through the operation of Grimm’s
Law and Verner's Law, it is nevertheless impossible to “derive the [dental
suffix] of Gothic kunpa [paurrta, beuhta, etc.] from IE dh”, and “the preter-
ites OS habds, hogda, lagda, libda, sagda are still unexplained according to
any t-theory” (Lehmnann 1943a:317), '

The question naturally arises as to why this dental preterite formation is
attested in Germanic alone. It seems to me that the answer to this question is
connected to that of still another question: why is it that “no trace of [the s-
aorist] appears in Germanic™? (Burrow 1973:339). Although I shall need to
qualify Burrow’s assessment shortly, it is clear that the s-preterite (aorist)
never became a productive formation in Germanic as it did in many other
dialects. Since the original non-present formations in *-s- and *-T- and
their reanalyzed variants largely overlapped in function, they would have been
competing constructions. It is reasonable to suggest that the sigmatic preterite
formation was largely generaiized, though not in Germanic, where the dental
formation became fully productive at the expense of the sigmatic one. If
Germanic is truly “an archaic Indo-European language” which split early from
the main Indo-European stock (cf. Polomé 1982a:51), then such a devel-
opment would not be unexpected. Indeed, as Polomé (1982b:15-16) observes:

[...] it is probable that Germanic represents a stage of PIE prior to the
development of the complex mood and tense system reflected by the Greek and Old
Indic conjugation systems — presumably a pattern close to the Proto-Anatolian
[...]. [t is plausible to assume that the IE group from which Germanic ultimately
emerged left the original speech community at an early stage in the diachronic
development of the verb system, possibly soon after the Proto-Anatolians. This
would also account for the numerous other archaisms that are being identified at a
levels of Germanic grammar, '

Before concluding my discussion of the dental preterite, I wish to address
two related problems whose solutions must be sought within the context of
any theory about the development of the Germanic dental preterite — the origin
of the indicative singular endings of the Germanic weak preterite (cf. Go. -das,
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-dés, -da) and the origin of the so-called long Gothic endings (~dédu,
-déduts, -dédum, -dédup, -dédun, etc.). .

It is generally assumed that “old subjunctive endings seem to hav'c been
added also to the class sign of the Germanic [dental] preterite” in the singular
indicative (Must 1951:132), although the reason for this development lhas been
a puzzlement to scholars. However, I feel that my general anal.ys1s of th_e _
origin of the weak preterite does indeed provide a natural -explana}tlon_ for this
addition. The subjunctive category itself is a rather late innovation in I‘[‘ldO-
European (see Chapter V for details). As Burrow (1973:348) explains, The
subjunctive is absent over a considerable part of_ Indo-E‘uropea_n, and has the
appearance of being a comparatively late formation.” It is pos§1b1e, the-n, that
the subjunctive endings *-4, *-és, and *-&t becar'ne contaminated with t%lc
non-present dental formations because, as noted earlier, §uch moglal categories
as the subjunctive “refer to differing degrees of uncertainty, which c?’rrelatcs
with the element of uncertainty inherent in any [non-present] event .(Ultan
1978:105). The close relationship which exists between the subjunctive and
the non-present tenses is demonstrated by the secondary future use of the
subjunctive in the dialects (cf. Kurylowicz 1964:137-139). I.n fact, it is prob-
ably true that these so-called subjunctive endings never achicved true rr_wfial
status in Germanic (cf. Burrow [1973:348] and Tops [1974:42]), retaining
their non-present value in this Indo-European dialefct. Itis alsq probab'1y t_rue
that these ‘subjunctive’ endings were associated with the non-smgular.mdma-
tive and the optative of the dental preterite, but that they were replac?d
gradualij( by other suffixes in these functions, i.e., those of the strong preterite
(cf. Prokosch 1939:197). Of course, the first person §1nguiar 1nd1ca1i1\fe end-
ing of the weak preterite requires special explanation. The ‘trad}non:ctlly,r
Teconstructed suffix *-3m results from a contamination of the ‘subjunctive
desinence *-§ with the old secondary ending *-om, common th.roug'hout_the 7
Indo-European dialects in non-present function (although in hlstor_lcal
Germanic dialects, it; like all the secondary endings, “cannot be ascertained
with certainty” [Prokosch 1939:209]) (cf. Lehmann 1943a:315).

The long Gothic endings, which have an extra syllable -&d-, probably de-
rive from a contamination of the two dental formations (*-dh- and *-t-).
The occurrence of -&- in these endings can be explained as a‘casc_of mor-
phological reanalysis. That is, since a fully morghologized sgbjunctlve .cz%te-
gory never developed in Germanic, dental preterite constru_ctlons containing
old non-present (‘subjunctive’) endings, €.g., *-dh/ t—e. t (and lll‘ccwme

*—dh/t-és), were reinterpreted as showing a stem-formant in *-dh/té~ and
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occurrences of the indicative personal suffixes, e.g., *-dh/té-t (and likewise
*-dh/té-s). Thus, because of this development and the subsequent para-
digmatic generalization of *-&-, the long Gothic suffixes reflect an original
*-dhé-té- (or *-t&-dhé-) > *-dédé-. This suffix, preserved only in the
dual and plural, was later remodeled on the basis of the strong preterite,
thereby eliminating the use of *-¢- as a suffix-final element and replacing it
with -y~ in the indicative and -ei- in the optative. In all of the Germanic
dialects except Gothic, “the dual and plural indicative and the optative endings
are like those of the strong preterite” (Lehmann 1943a:313). It would seem,
then, that although the long endings developed in Common Germanic, they
were eliminated by analogical forms in the pre-literary period of the North and
West Germanic dialects.!0 Only in East Germanic did the long endings become
productive.

2.4 Some Further Implications of the Deictic Origin of Verbal Markers in
*-s(-) and *-T(-) ‘
I now want to explore the versatility of the theories just presented in
explaining a number of Indo-European and dialectal verbal constructions,

2.4.1 The Origin of the Germanic r-Preterites

One of the perennial problems of Germanic historical linguistics is the
origin of the preterites in -r, attested in Old High German (e.g., ane-sterozun
“pushed” {inf. stézan], scrirun “screamed” [inf. scrian], Old Norse (e.g.,
sera “sowed” [inf. s8], rera “rowed” [inf, rde]), and the Anglian dialect of
Old English (e.g., reord “advised” [inf. rédan, WSax. r&dan], leort “let”
[inf. 16tan, WSax. 1&@tan]). The most widely accepted view of their origin is
that they are remnants of reduplicated perfect forms (cf. Prokosch [1939:176]
and Krahe [1963:109]). However, :

among the weaknesses of this theory is the lack of reduplicated preterite forms in
OHG [and the other Northwest Germanic dialects]; there is no evidence that any
[...} verb forms [in these dialects] developed from reduplicated forms like
*spespume. Moreover, the dissimilations are unusual; Loewe [(1907)] posits a
dissimilation of *stesteute 1o *stesaute and of *spespume 10 *spesume.
In the Gmc. languages st and sp are treated as units, both in sound shifts and
alliterative verse; consequently dissimilation of sp to ¢ is as little likely as
dissimilation of b to p (Lehmann 1952:57).11

“Because this traditional explanation is phonetically difficult, Lehmann
[(1952:56-61, 1954)] proposed that the r of the [...] r-pretrerites is the
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regular reflex of an IE laryngeal. In certain limited environments the laryngeal
did not drop, but fell together with Gme. r” (Connolly 1983:325).. Leh-
mann’s theory has not-gained wide acceptance because of its own inherent
phonological inconsistencies (see Connolly [1983:326] for a summary);
indeed, Lehmann himself admits that “this hypothesis has been generally
received with skepticism” (1965:218). However, on the basis of some recent
research of his own, Connolly (1983) has attemnpted to make revisions in
Lehmann’s original proposal so that a laryngeal explanation is more tenable.
Still, it is clear that Connolly’s modifications have little to offer those scholars
who accept a more conservative view of the role laryngeals played in Indo-
European and thé early dialects, especially those who believe, along with
Szemerényi (1967:95), that “there is only one laryngeal [...], the glottal
fricative /. Moreover, Connolly-(1983:338) admits that his approach “has no
applicability at all to the ON and OE r-preterites’; its relevance is limited to Old
High German. '

In the spirit of Connolly (1983), I, too, feel that an older theory can be
‘rehabilitated’ in the light of new analyses. Specifically, the theory of mine
outlined above permits the establishment of an etymological relationship
between the r-element of these German preterites and the sigmatic marker of
the s-aorist, as Knoblauch (1852), Schmidt (1877), Streitberg (1896:281),
and Brugmann.(1904b:541) have proposed.12 This is not to say that Ger-
manic lost a fully developed s-aorist formation whose existence is implied by
the r-preterites (cf. Brugmann 1904b:538); I fully subscribe to Watkins’ view
(1962:101-102) that -

the classical sigmatic aorist must be a late phenomenon. 1t appears only in part of

~ the Indo-European dialects, and there is no reason for supposing that it was ever
developed in others, €.g., Baltic or Germanic. Chronologically the creation of a
sigmatic aorist must be an innovation of late, dialectal Indo-European, which was
completed only after the complete separation of these dialects;

(cf. Kerns & Schwartz [1971:15], Burrow [1973:339], and Adrados [1981a:
97]). Indeed, it is probably the case that the entire aorist category itself is a
late, dialectal development which never evolved in Germanic or Anatolian (cf.
Meid [1975] and Polomé [1982b:15-16]). Thus, in my opinion, the Germanic
r-preterites and the classic sigmatic aorists have a common origin in an Indo-
European sigmatic preterite (< non-present) construction which failed to be-
come productive in Germanic. As Iargued above, at the time of the emergence
of the s-aorist, the aorist category itself had come to express past time
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(Lehmann 1974:190), allowing for the incorporation of the preterite sigmatic
construction into the existing aorist system of some dialects. However, Ger-
manic, which obviously would have inherited the sigmatic non-present
formation, merely specialized it as a simple preterite construction in a manner
similar to Hittite {e.g., daig), without its incorporation into the aorist system.
I believe the r-preterites to be relics of this specialized construction, which was
never fully developed and generalized in Germanic because of the ensuing
productivity of the functionally parallel dental-stop preterite. Unlike many dia-
lects where sigmatic non-presents “became so popular [...] that they were set
up even where older aorists were already in use” (Kerns & Schwartz 1971:
15), Germanic shows a divergent development,

It is interesting that even the few attested relic sigmatic preterites which
happened to survive in Northwest Germanic were subject to integration into
the productive preterite system.” Because in Germanic both the strong preterite
and the weak preterite were functionally equivalent to sigmatic preterites, these
latter irregular forms show some variety in the ways in which they were
remodeled on the basis of regular ones. Thus, Lehmann (1952:56) notes in
regard to attested r-preterites in Old High German: “[...] we find in addition to
the r-preterite, regular preterite forms, some of them weak, for these verbs™
Moreover, Einarsson (1949:104) points out that Old Norse r—preterite verbs

“take the endings of the weak preterites”, in contrast to the correspondmg Old
English verbs, which take strong endings.

When the Germanic r-preterites are viewed in the context of my theory of
the origin of ‘the s-aorist’, then the objections to the hypothesis that the r-
element is relatable to the sigmatic-aorist marker disappear.13 Lehmann’s first
argument against the latter theory is that “we have no other evidence that an s-
aorist was ever found in the Gme. languages™ (1952:57). However, my anal-
ysis supposes that although Germanic never developed an s-aorist, it most
certainly inherited the ‘material’ from which an s-aorist was constructed in
other dialects. Indeed, Germanic clearly shows a completely parallel construc-
tion to ‘the s-=aorist’ — the dental preterite, which ultimately came to displace
it.

Moreover, he says that “proponents of this explanation [...] must further
explain the r of the pret. ptc.” (1952:57). But if the sigmatic preterite was
developmentally and functionally parallel to the dental preterite, which
developed a comresponding preterite participle, then it would be expected that
preterite participles in *-s- should likewise be found. Finally, also in refer-
ence to preterite participles, Lehmann (1952:57) maintains that supporters of
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the sigmatic theory “may assume spread by analogy in the form [OHG]
erscrirens, but we have no evidence that r-preterites were made from [OHG]
spiwen from which the r may have spread to pespiren.” Yet, if one assumes
that the sigmatic preterites were gradually eliminated through the analogical
extension of dental and strong preterites, then the posited development of a
participle in *-r- without a corresponding r-preterite is not unexpcctec.l.
Indeed, such a ‘mixing’ of preterite types in the paradigm of a single verb 1s
attested in the Modern English verb swell. For some speakers, the original
strong preterite participle swollen is preserved, while the original strong
preterite swole has been replaced by the weak form swelled. Thus, an
irregular (from the standpoint of Modern English) strong preterite participle
stands beside a productive weak preterite, although a weak preterite participle
swelled does continue to gain popularity among speakers.

2.4.2 The Origin of the West Germanic Second Person Singular Verb

Ending -st S
In Old English two suffixes are attested in the indicative present of the
second person singular of all verbs — -s and -st — with these same two

desinences also appearing in the indicative preterite of the second person
singular of weak verbs (~des, -dest). “The forms in -s frequently prevait in
the older texis, almost to the exclusion of others, but are afterwards supplanted
by those in -st” (Sievers 1970:258). According to traditional theory, the
source of -s is PG *-z(i) (< IE *-s(i)), which in West Germanic “had
become exceptionally unvoiced to -s in the 2 sg. ending and [...] survived in
final position” (Fullerton 1974:87). There is also general agreement that

—the ending -st arose partly from analogy with the preterite-present forms wast,
bearft, scealt, elc. and partly from a false etymological division of the pronoun
and the verb to which jt was often attached enclitically, thus birispt- became
biristu, from which birist was extracted as the verbal form (Wright 1925:256).

An identical process of reanalysis is ascribed to Old High German since both
-¢ and -st are attested there as well in the second person singular present
function of all verbs (e.g., bintis, bintist) and in the second person singular
preterite function of weak verbs (e.g., sagétds, sagétdst) (Wright 1925:
256). As Russ (1978:114) says:

In later OHG the ending -st appears for the second person sg.; this is pro!aab]y
the result of a wrong division of the inverted verb plus personal pronoun in the
interrogative construction, €.g., gibistu? = gibis du? From this form -st
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instead of —§ was incorrectly separated off and used in non-interrogative sentences,
e.g., du gibist.

But recently some dissatisfaction with this traditional explanation of the origin
~of -st has been appearing in print. King (1968:260) tersely dismisses it as

“strictly ad hoc with no basis in available fact”, while Fullerton (1974:88) asks
“how p becomes t, ie., bindis + pu > bindistu. In Old High German,
[...] the unconditioned reflex of p is d. Why is the OHG ending not -zd(u),
with revoicing of s before voiced ¢ ? Or, if p. became ¢ prior to thotacism,
why should not -zd(u) appear as OHG -rd, e.g., *bintird 7’ Although King
(1968) avoids the question of the origin of -st, he does maintain that it is
“clearly a secondary development” (1968:247). Fullerton (1974) attempts to
explain its origin by incorporating the traditional hypothesis into a broader
generative phonological analysis of Grimm’s Law. However, on the basis of
my theory of the origin of the verbal desinences *-s and *-t in Indo-
European, I want to suggest that -st represents an ancient suffix dating to the
Indo-European period, not a West Germanic innovation.

I should point out that I am not ignoring here the historical existence of
forms which show the coalescence of the second person singular pronoun with
verbal elements, “especially often in the formula wén(e)stu, wéns¥u from
wénan, ‘think™ (Sievers 1970:258), cf. also OHG gilaubistu *“do you be-
lieve?” (Fullerton 1974:100). However, I would consider them to be just
sporadic enclitic formations, not later-occurring parallels to the formation
whose supposed reanalysis brought the suffix -st into existence (cf. Fullerton
1974:100). In other words, -stu derives from *-st-pu, with *-tp- passing
to -tf- (cf. Brunner 1965:163), which then becomes *-t~ in the rapid style
that produces enclitic forms (cf. Rubach 1977:80),14 while -spu represents a
hypercorrected variant of -sty (< *-st-pu).

Actually, the idea that West Germanic -st is an inflectional archaism is not
new. Krause & Thomas (1960:258) propose an etymological connection be-
tween certain Tocharian second person singular preterite endings and a number
of other dialectal desinences, including the West Germanic suffix under
consideration: “B -sta [A-st] enthilt eine Verbindung der idg. Sekund-
drendung ~s mit der [perfect] Endung -tha [...] (vgl. etwa gr. éphestha,
corn., mbrit. cares (< *carestha) ‘du licbtest’, ahd. nerités(t) usw.”
Unfortunately, Krause & Thomas provide no real explanation of these data
beyond positing a common contamination of suffixes. My theory provides
~uch a coherent explanation for these dialectal correspondences. WGme, -st
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results from the contamination of two functionally equivalent non-personal
markers *-s and *-T (with several sandhi variants), a contamination already
alluded to above.15 The contamination was motivated by the fact that these two
markers were competing to replace a still earlier non-personal marker in *-g.
Because of its rather late appearance, *-st was specialized in various ways in
the individual dialects. For example, in Hittite, Tocharian, and Celtic, it is
attested in the active preterite (the Celtic suffix actually marks the imperfect,
which “denotes [...] repeated or customary action in the past” [Lewis &
Petersen 1961:268]), while in Latin it is found in the perfect. In Greek it
serves (originally) as a marker of the perfect (-stha) and the present/imperfect
middle (-sthe, -sthon, -sthan). Although the elements with which *-st it-
self was subsequently coritaminated may explain such variant specializations, it
should be kept in mind that the Indo-European dialects frequently show
divergent utilizations of the same formant. A classic example of this phenom-
enon involves the oblique case-marker (< deictic particle) *-bh-, which in
Indo-Tranian appears as an indicator of the instrumental plural (Skt.-bhis,
Avest. -bis, OPers.-bi$), the dative and ablative plural (Skt. -bhyas, Avest.
-bya), and the dative, ablative, and instrumental dual (Skt. -bhydm, Avest.
-bya, OPers. -biya), while Homeric Greek attests it (-phi(n)) as a marker of
the ablative, instrumental, and locative in both the singular and plural numbers.
Armenian shows the ending -p (-w in post-vocalic position) in the instru-
mental singular and -pkh (-wkh in postvocalic position) in the instrumental
plural. In the Italic and Celtic groups, reflexes of *¥-bh~ serve generally in the
plural function of the dative and ablative cases, although traces of their use in
the duval are attested in Irish (Lat. dat.-abl. pl. -bus, Osc. dat.-abl. pL -fs,
OlIr. dat. pl. -5, OIr. dat. du. -b). The late appearance of this inflectional
element alsocontributed significantly to its different dialectal functions (cf.
Shields [1982a:50-32) and Markey [1979:66]).

Of course, the West Germanic suffix in *-st must have originally pos-
sessed a final vowel sound, or the consonant *-¢{ would have been lost.
Although the original identity of this vowel cannot be definitively known, the
frequent occurrence of *-a in cognate suffixes makes this a likely candidate.
The Hittite ending -$ta can be derived directly from *-sta, as can the
Tocharian desinences -sta and -st (cf. Van Windekens 1976:132), the
Celtic suffix -s, and the Greek ending -stha. Even the Old Church Slavic
aorist suffix -st+ can be derived from *-sta (see Adrados [1975:622] fora
similar phonological explanation of -stv < *-sta < *¥*-stg). As far as the
origin of *-a itself is concerned, I would propose that it is the deictic particle

5
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*g, which became enclitically attached to the marker *-st. Since the dialectal
forms in *-sta function primarily as preterites or perfects {two closely related
grammatical categories, cf. Lehmann [{1974:189-1901), the non-present signifi-
¢ation of *g is contextually appropriate. Ironically, in Germanic *-sta is
attested in both present and past formations. However, this development is
easily explained. The same changes which generally blurred the distinction
between primary and secondary endings in Germanic also worked against the
limitation of *-sta to past function. Once the *-& of the suffix was lost
through phonological change, any overt marking of its temporal role dis-
appeared, making it a candidate for analogical generalization, especially since
in the past formations where it originally appeared the dental element became
responsible for marking the past tense. In such formations, -st (< *-sta)
lookc;i6merely like a personal indicator; and it was subsequently analyzed as
such.

Before concluding this discussion of WGmc. ~st, I must emphasize that
the relative rarity with which -st is attested in the carliest English (and Old
High German) texts in no way implies that it constitutes an innovative form,
To be sure, the number of very early English texts is extremely limited (cf.
Campbell 1959:4-11); and therefore they may not actually reflect the true
linguistic situation at the time of their appearance. In fact, there is significant
variation in early texts regarding the degree of occurrence of -st. As Campbell
(1959:301) says: “VP [Vespasian Psalter, mid-ninth century] has -st {...] in
monosyllabic forms, e.g., ~sist, -fdést. eW-S [Early West Saxon, from the
mid-ninth to mid-tenth century (cf. Campbell 1959:8-9)] has alréady always
-5t [...]. Ru. 1 [the Mercian part of the Durham Rttual tenth century] has
both -st and -s”.17

Moreover, it is quite possible that an inherited suffix -st, which existed as
a secondary morphological marker in early Old English (and early Old High
German), simply evolved into the primary marker of the second person
singular in later stages of the language. As a parallel to what may have hap-
pened in the case of -st, I would mention the development of do-questions
(e.g., Does he go there?) and inversion-questions (e.g., Goes he there?)
within the Modern English period. Early Modern English shows both types,
with the former representing a rare variant. But between 1650 and 1800, this
originally secondary forrnation eliminated the originally primary inversion-
question formation (cf. Hook 1975:200).
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2.4.3 The Origin of the Copula *es-

It is, of course, a well-known fact that the paradigm of the verb to be in
Common Indo-European was suppletive in nature, with the roots *phew- and
*gs- serving as bases for the paradigm. Although the nature and the
distribution of both roots are fairly well understood in regard to that stage of
Indo-European reconstructed by the comparative method, the original function
of the root *#es- in Pre-Indo-European is not nearly so uncontroversial or
complete. In my opinion, it is no coincidence that the verbal root *es- and the
deictic particle in *(e)s are homophonous. I want to propose that this verbal
root may very well derive etymologically from an earlier demonstrative/deictic
*(g)s. Although Benveéniste (1971¢) has claimed a pronominal source for
*gs~, he does not make an-explicit proposal in the context of a coherent theory
about early Indo-European pronominal and verbal structure. I wish to make
such a proposal on the basis of my reconstruction of the nature and sources of
early Indo-European conjugation.18

I have already established that deictic particles frequently evolve into
demonstrative pronouns and have argued that the deictic *(e/o)s is attested in
the demonstrative stem *so-, the zero grade of the deictic in probable contami-
nation with the deictic particle *e/0 (i.e., *s +*0). Although the ¢-grade of
this deictic is not attested in demonstrative function in the dialects (unless one
prefers to analyze nominative singular demonstratives like Osc, es-idum,
Umbr. es-to, etc. as *es-¢g rather than *e-s), it is not difficult to assume
that it once existed and that the zero grade came to be generalized at a later date.
In Shields (1982a:21-40, 1986), I maintain that early Indo-European
“possessed only two case categories — a nominative and an objective. In the
animate nouns, the marker of the nominative was *-¢, cf. Kurytowicz (1964
197-198);-and that of the objective was *-N" (Shields 1986:12). This *-g
marker of the nominative in noun declension was, of course, ‘homophonous’
with the marker of the second/third person in verb conjugation.

The process which I would like to suggest whereby the demonstrative/
deictic stem *es came to assume a copulative function, in addition to its
demonstrative/deictic one, is a direct result of what Brugmann & Delbriick
(1900:117-121) call ‘Ellipse der Kopula’, or what today is generally termed
‘copula deletion’. Lyons (1971:322) describes this phenomenon as follows:

It is a well-known fact that in many languages the sentences [...] Mary is
beautiful and [...) Mary is a child would take the form ‘Mary beautiful” and ‘Mary
(a) child’; that is to say, the predicate adjective or noun would be combined directly
with the subject-noun without a copula. Even in the Indo-European languages the

8]
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copulative function of “the verb to be” appears to be of secondary development [...].
[This] is illustrated by contemporary Russian: Marifa krasivaja (“Mary is beauti-
ful”y and Marija rebénok (“Mary is a child”), where krasivaja is the feminine
form of the adjective in concord with Merfja and rebénock is a noun (in the nom-
inative case). In Latin and Greek ‘the verb fo be’ was optional in such sentences.
However, if we put them in the past tense (or in some other mood than the
indicative), they would necessarily have the appropriate form of ‘the verb o be’ in
Russian (byle, budet, etc.), and also in Latin (erat, etc.) and Greek (én, etc.).

Brugmann & Delbriick (1900:117-121) note that copula deletion is attested in
Indo-Iranian, Germanic, and Baltic, as well as in Italic, Greek, and Slavic,
although in Slavic and Baltic such deletion is preferred rather than merely
optional.. The exact degree to which the rule of copula deletion operated in
early Indo-European is not relevant here; it is necessary only to emphasize that
the ellipsis of the copula was a frequent (though not invariant) phenomenon
under the conditions just described.

I assume that in early Indo-European the verbal root *bhew- was gener-
ally employed in both the copulative and the existential functions of the verb fo
be, although from an early date it may have been the case that “other roots,
meaning ‘remain, stay’, ‘stand’, or ‘sit’, [...] furnished some of the forms” of
the copula (Buck 1949:635). I also believe that the demonstrative pronoun/
deictic particle *es was used in an identical fashion to anaphonc that in topic-
comment constructions like the following:

Seeing him happy, that is the puzzle.
According to Lehmann (1974:156-158), such topicalized structures are com-
mon in the early dialects and must be assumed for the parent language.
Moreover, when *bhew- was employed as a copula, it was frequently
deleted. Because of the frequent deletion of the copula in sentences of this
type, the demonstrative/deictic *es came to be interpreted as a third person
(singular) verb form. Simply,

Seeing him happy, that [ *es]is [ *bhew-] the puzzle >

Seeing him happy, (‘that’ -)is [ *es] the puzzle.
In other words, what can be seen here is a case of what Anttila (1974:6) calls
“‘surface ambiguity’ [or opacity], which is the traditional name for a situation

characteristic for an invitation to reanalysis”. Anttila (1973:8-9) presents “a
clear traditional example of [this process] from the history of Finnish™:

At the time of the final -m’s we had sentences of the type
née — Mmpojg  — m mene-vd — m
see I boy acc. go-ing acc.
“I see the boy go”
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where the participle agrees in number and case with its head (boy). Then final -m’s
were replaced by -n’s  through sound change and we get a sentence Nden pojan
menevén, where the previous grammatical rules operate as well as before. Now,
however, the surface is ambiguous, because the accusative merged in form with the
genitive pojan “of the boy”, And indeed, somebody reinterpreted this accusative as
a genitive. This is an abduction that would not show anywhere as long as the
original distribution is not transgressed. The abduction surfaces in the new plural,
which takes on deductively the genitive:

Néen poik — i — en menevén

I see boy pl- acc. go
for the old Néen pajat menevét [...]. The participle has thereby cut loose from
the paradigm and become an uninflecied infinitival form.

In the case of the Indo-European root *es-, the surface ambiguity (opacity)
results from the fact that many sentences did appear with a phonologically
realized copula and that the original marker of the third person singular in the
Indo-European verb was *-¢. That is, Indo-European speakers, being familiar
with sentences containing copula verbs and with the use of *-g as the indi-
cator of the (second-)third person (singular), simply reinterpreted the
demonstrative *es “that” as *es-g¢ “that is” (a copula), with *-¢ represent-
ing the inflectional marker of the non-personal, not the nominative case ending
*-g. After *es came to be established as the (second-)third person copula, its
use spread analogically to the first person (cf. Benveniste 1971b).

It is significant that Li & Thompson (1978) cite evidence from Mandarin,
Hebrew, Palestinian Arabic, and Wappo “to show that one possible source of
the copula morpheme in predicate nominal sentences is an anaphoric pronoun,
with the mechanism of change involving a reanalysis of a topic-comment
construction” (1978:419). For example, they argue that in Mandarin the copula
shi “developed through the reanalysis of the topic-comment construction:

Top1c Cornment Subject Predicate

NP shi NP > NP : shi NP

this/that referring to the topic” (1978:427).
The typological plausibility of my proposal thus seems assured. 19

One of the interesting consequences of this analysis of the origin of
copulative *es- is that it explains in a natural way the frequent observation that
*gs- originally appears exclusively in present formations (e.g., Pokorny
[1959:340]). Although *es- gradually came to acquire full status as a sub-
stantive verb (in addition to its copulative function) (cf. Pokory (1959:340),
on analogy with its sister root *bhew- and because of the natural tendency for
a copulative to be generalized to express state or existence (cf. Cassirer 1955:
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317), the restriction on the distribution of *es- just noted is a result of its
original occurrence only in those environments where copula deletion is
possible (i.c., the present tense).

2.5 More on the Imperative: The deictics in *u, *k, and *(elo)l and their

Jormations

I have already dealt with the origin of imperative formations in *-¢ and
*-{6t/d, emphasizing their place in the general theory being developed in this
chapter. I now want to turn to some additional imperative (and related) con-
structions which result from the reanalysis of other deictic particles. Before 1
begin this discussion, I should reemphasize two important points already made
in regard to imperative structures: 1) the imperative is closely related
etymologically to the non-present, and 2) as a secondary formation, the
imperative is frequently a ‘dumping ground’ for archaisms and forms which
never became fully productive.

2.5.1 The endings of the imperative mood of the Hittite verbal system
generally show an element -u, e.g., mi-conjugation (active): 1st sg. ~(all]u,
3rd sg. ~du, 3rd pl. -endu; hi-conjugation (active): 1st sg. -allu, 3rd sg.’
-u, 3rd pl. ~endu; mi-conjugation (middle); 1st sg. -paharu, -haru, 2nd sg.
-hut(i), 3rd sg. -teru, 2nd pl. -dumat(i), 3rd pl. -antaru; i-conjugation
(middle): 1st sg. -haheru, -haru, 2nd sg. -put(i), 3rd sg. -aru, 2nd pl.
-dumat(i), 3rd pl. -anteru (cf. Friedrich 1974:77-78). The antiquity of this
element is suggested by the existence of parallel Indo-Iranian affixes in -u:
Skt. 3rd sg. -tu, Avest. 3rd sg. ~tu, Skt. 3rd pl. -ntu, Avest. 3rd pl. -ntu
(cf. Meillet 1964:236-237). It has been argued traditionally that Gothic shows
areflex of the imperative suffix *-t5t/d with an affixed -u (3rd sg. ~dau <
*-¥ou < *-tdt + u, and 3rd pl. -ndeu; cf. Wright & Sayce 1954:137-138),
although I prefer to derive this Gothic ending from the addition of *-u to the
unhypercharacterized suffix *-té. Such an analysis avoids ad hoc ex-
planations concerning the disappearance of the second dental phoneme. The
*-y itself has traditionally been identified as a particle of some sort (cf.
Brugmann [1904b:557], Marstrander [1919:94], Wright & Sayce [1954:137],
Thumb & Hauschild [1959:199], Burrow [1973:349], and Szemerényi [1980:
245], even though a precise description of the original nature of the particle
*-y and an explanation of its occurrence in the imperative are omitted in all of
the references just noted. To my mind, the *-u attested in these imperative
formations is the deictic *y with ‘there and then’ meaning, attached to an
original non-personal suffix *-# to indicate non-present function of some sort.
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The morpheme sequence *-g-u was ultimately reanalyzed as *—.u,.anc_l this
new desinence was subject to paradigmatic generalization and s-pec1ahzatl.on as
an imperative marker. The suffix *-u in uncontaminated form is attested in the
3rd sg. imper. of the Hittite #{-conjugation, “e.g., aku (a-ku) from ak-
‘die’, memau (me-ma-ai ) from mema- ‘say’, teu (da—a—.u") from.ta.i-
‘place’” (Sturtevant 1933:261). The importance of these f(?nns in establishing
the origin of imperative structures in *-u was rcc_:ogmz.ed t‘)y. Sturtevant
(1933:261) when he wrote: “The existence of the ending u in Hittite cc?nﬁm}s
Brugmann’s conjecture that the Indo-Iranian ending tu is composite; his
connection of the element u with the particle y remains problematic.” Qf
course, the close association of the non-present and imperative categories
provides the theoretical basis for the connection which both Brugmann ar}d
Sturtevant could only acknowledge. The suffixes *-Tu and *-nTu, att_ested in
Hittite and Indo-Iranian, result from the contamination (paradigmatic
extension) of *-u with the non-personal marker *-7 and its plurall counter-
part, while the Hittite imperative system shows widespread generalization of
the suffix *-u to a variety of dialectally innovative suffixes. Apparentl;g tl?.e
suffix *-u was a productive morpheme in Hittite and carly becamne a _re1.1c in
Indo-Tranian, In any event, the distributional parallels between the deictic *i
(e.g., *-1, *-ti, *-nti) and the deictic *u are striking. '

In fact, I would argue for the existence of a contamination of the non-
personal marker *-s and *-u which parallels the contamination of *-s an.d
#-i The Sanskrit second person singular (middle) imperative ending -sva 18
generally “considered to be the stem of the reflexive pronoun_” (Burro.w
1973:349); however, it is possible that it represents the verb ending *-s in
contamination with the imperative marker (< deicticparticle) *ﬂt.:. 'I.”hc element
#-g "(>-Skt..-g) may be an occurrence of the non-present deictic *c_: or a
result ‘of a later remodeling of *-su based on the second person singular
middle ending *-so. Krause & Thomas (1960:259) very tentatively 'Suggcst
that the Tocharian A 3rd sg. imper. péklyossi may also show this same
suffix and that this desinence is perhaps present in Mid. Welsh 2nd sg.
subjun. bych as well, although Burrow (1973:349) strong’gly asserts that “a
corresponding formation is found only in Iranian: bareguha’. .

1 cannot conclude my discussion of the verbal element *-u without
acknowledging that an element *-u is attested in other parts of the Indo-
European verbal paradigm as well. Itis a frequent marker f:)f the first person,
e.g., 1st du. act.: Skt. -vas, Avest. -vahi, Go. -6s (primary); Skt.-v34,
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Avest. -va, Go. -u, ~-wa, OCS -vé, Lith.-va; 1stdu. mid.: Skt. -veahe
(primary); -vahi (secondary). - '

Hittite contains a termination which is related to these forms, P. weni, S.
wen, butit is used as a plural side by side with the rarer =meni/men. The most
satisfactory explanation of this is that there existed originally in IE parallel
formations beginning with w or m which were optionally used as [ plur. ending.
Hittite has preserved this state of affairs but restricted the use of the men-
termination to stems in -u, The above-mentioned Ianguages have kept both types
of ending but specialized as duals the w-variety, About the remaining IE lan-
guages it is not possible to say anything owing to lack of evidence (Burrow
1973:310).

Erhart (1970:17) proposes that this alternation was morphophonemic in nature,
with the morphophoneme which he reconstructs as */ 2 having been realized
sometimes as m and sometimes as w, The variants of this morphophoneme
found in the first person marker under consideration were morphologized
(m = plural, w = dual) in the dialects of Indo-European Proper. Anatolian
also scems to attest *-u in the first person singular, cf, Hitt. Ist sg. pret.
-u(n), Lyd. Ist sg. pres. -u(n), Luw. lst sg. pres. ~w(7), Hier. Hitt, 1st sg.
pres.-wi, as does Tocharian, cf. Toch. 1st sg. pret. A -wéd, B -wae, 1stsg.
mid. A -we. .In my opinion, the first person marker *-u is indeed to be
related to the imperative marker *-u, even though it would seem-incongruous
for a deictic particle with ‘there and then’ signification to be used to indicate
first person function —- a function associated with ‘here and now’ deixis.
However, two points must be kept in mind. First, the emergence of the
opposition between personal (first person) and non-personal (second/third
person) occurred quite early in the evolution of Indo-European verbs; and
second, through time deictic particles can lose some of their deictic force. At
the time of the emergence of the personal category, *u probably had ‘here and
now’ deixis and therefore became a natural candidate to mark first person. On
the other hand, by the time that the deictic particle *u again came to be
incorporated into verbal paradigms, it possessed ‘there and then’ value. As
noted above, the deictic particle *k seems to attest this same shift in meaning,
since it shows a different deixis in different dialects. ‘

Moreover, a u-element is attested in the perfect. Burrow (1973:343-344)
says:

Instead of the normal endings [Sanskrit] roots in & terminate in -au in the [ and 3
sg. of the active: dadad, dadhai, tasthsd, jajiad from dé- “give”, dhé- “to
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place”, sthé- “to stand”, jfid--“to know” (for IE *deddH-u, etc., with vrddhi
before laryngeal). The final u-element, which appears here in place of a personal
termination, is found also in Latin, incorporated into certain perfect forms: ndvit
“knew”, cf. Skt. jajRad; plévit “filled”, ¢f. paprad.

In fact, Markey (1979) ascribes to Indo-European a ‘w-perfect’. He says:

Postulation of an IE ‘u-pft.’ is based on the presence in Germanic, Italic,
Indic, Armenian, Tocharian, and Anatolian of a segmentable -u element in the
formation of the perfect (Arm. aorist mediopassive, Hitt. pret., Luw. pres.),
primarily in the 1st and 3rd.persons singular of T&-rools, cf. Skt. JajAau, Lat.
(g)ndu-f, OE cneow (cnewaen infin) and note -u- as the regular 3rd sg. end-
ing of the mediopassive aorist in-Armenian; cnaw, beside isolated efew. Fma_lly,
note its presence in the Ist sg. pret. in Toch. A prak-wé, B prek-wa, beSlqe
the isolated corresponding middle (A) ydmwe, as well as in Anatolian, L.e., Hiit.
1st sg. pret. ~u(n), Luw. 1st sg. pres. -u(-1} (1979:68).

Because of the great divergences in dialectal distribution and function of the
suffix *-u, I am reluctant to reconstruct a formal u-perfect for Indo-Euro-
pean. Also, because I see some of the dialectal forms cited by Mal:key as
attesting instances of the personal marker *-u (specifically, the Anatolian and
Tocharian suffixes), I am in disagreement with his general assessment.
However, I do believe that in very late Indo-European Proper, as the perfect
(and the aorist) assumed a preterite value, the deictic particle *u “tpere and
then” was incorporated again (for the third time) into verbal formations asa
means of hypercharacterizing the preterital meaning of the perfect (and aorist,
in the case of Armenian). Even Markey (1979:68) himself admits: “The fa<::t
that the ‘u-pft.” is found in such widely separated dialects suggests that it is
sporadic,-phonologically conditioned, and an innovation subsequently
morphologized in some dialects.” In short, its appearance was largely dialectal
— the proto-language provided only the ‘stuff” of which it was made.20

2.5.2 Among the traditional etymological puzzles posed by the Hittite system
of verbal inflection is the first person singular imperative suffix -7u. .Despite
the appearance of a wide variety of proposals conceming the Common. Indo-
European etymon of this inflectional element (see Solta [1970:44-438] f9r a
summary of scholarship), none has represented, until recently, a truly.convmc-
ing alternative to Petersen’s early assessment (1932:193) of this desinence as
one “which suggests nothing whatsoever in other IE languages.” That first
plausible demonstration that cognates do indeed exist in Indo-European Proper
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was made by Georg Solta (1970). Specifically, Solta (1970:82-83) argues:
- “Der Imperativ auf -Ju aber gehdrt unbestreitbar in die Kategorie der idg. I-
Bildungen desiderativen Charakters, bei dem hichstens die Beschriankung auf
die 1. Person auch den Einfluss einer fremden Sprache, des Hurritischen,
zeigen konnte.” Solta (1970:47-48) identifies a desiderative element *-1- in
Hittite, Indic, Greek, Armenian, Latin, Germanic, Tocharian, Baltic, and
Slavic (cf., e.g., Skt. Sayali- “sleepy™). Although I accept the basic outlines
of Solta’s etymology, I feel that the source of the ‘desiderative’ element *-]-
itself is the non-present deictic particle *(e/0)1, incorporated into the verbal
system in the same manner as other deictics, i.e., as *-g-(e/0)l. This

structure was reanalyzed as *¥-(s/0}/-¢ and *-(e/0)!, the former eventually

giving rise to a derivational suffix with desiderative value in various Indo-
European dialects, the latter giving rise to an inflectional suffix with imperative
value only in Hittite, Of course, the reconstruction of a derivational suffix with
desiderative character (or implication) should in no way be construed as a
claim that Indo-European possessed a fully grammaticalized desiderative modal
category like the sigmatic one attested in Sanskrit (cf. Adrados [1971:114] and
Lehmann [1974:105-106]).

The semantic association of the imperative and non-present categories has
already been established. As I suggested in my discussion of the origin of
Indo-European sigmatic constructions, a similar semantic connection exists
between desiderative and non-present meaning. Because the non-present
embraces the notion of ‘inherent uncertainty’ (Ultan 1978: 105) it bears a
natural affinity to the concept of “wish’.

Once the reanalyzed suffix *-1- was generalized to the first person and
was specialized as a desiderative’ element in the verb, it then spread as a
derivational suffix from the verb to other classes of words, where it tended to
undergo further specialization. In fact, it frequently underwent significant
changes in signification, e.g., becoming an exponent of nomina agentis (Lat.
rigulus “potter”). Indeed, Solta (1970:83) notes that “Die desiderative Grund-
funktion ist im Ind., Griech., Arm., Lat., Germ. deutlich zu fassen™; else-
where it has shifted to a large degree.2! (See Solta [1970] for a very detailed
summary of these developments.) Such secondary specialization and semantic
shifting is probably a result of the element *-s- becoming associated with
desiderative function. Apparently Hittite also shows traces of this derivational
element *-J- since, e.g., “wenn wir die Frage aufwerfen, ob im Hethit.,
Belege fiir die adjectivische bzw. substantive /-Bildung auf deverbaler
Grundlage also Reflexe des Typus bibulus, figulus erhalten sind, so kommt
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zunfichst das Formans -ala- in Betract cf. Hitt. appala- “‘net” (Solta 1970:
80-81).

Again, the reanalysis of *-g-(e/0}] as *-I explains the origin of the Hit~
tite first person singular suffix -Ju with inflectional function. Like Solta
(1970:46n.7, 82-83), I believe that the specialization of the inflectional *-J in
the first person is a result of the influence of a phonologically similar suffix in
-1 with imperative force in Hurrian (cf. Speiser 1941:154-155), The u-
element of the ending -Iu simply represents the imperative suffix *-u, added
to *-1 as a way of hypercharacterizing the imperative vatue of the latter
desinence. In closing, it should be recalled that although many dialects show
evidence of both derivational and inflectional reanalyses of the deictic particle
*(e/0)s, only Germanic attests both for *(e/0)T. In the case of *(e/0)l, it is
Hittite alone that shows evidence of both reinterpretations.

2.5.3 In Section 2.1.6, I reconstructed a deictic particle in *k, noting that the
original deictic force of *k seems to have been ‘Ich Deixis’, as the Armenian
and Hittite data indicate, although the dialectal evidence generally points to
‘Dieser-Deixis’. I concluded that, in the history of late Indo-European, *k
shifted its primary meaning to ‘Dieser-Deixis’ from its originai ‘here and now’
deictic force. In my opinion, it is this deictic particle ¥k with reduced deictic
force which is seen in the Lithuanian imperative suffix -k(1).22 One may
perhaps ob]ect however, that deictic *k was subject to the satem palatal-
ization in Pre-Baltic, as Lith. §is (< *ki-) implies. But the palatalization of
*k here is a result of the fact that in Indo-European the [k] allophone of the
phoneme */k/ appeared before a following front vowel (cf. Allen 1978:101)
and that this allophone was subject to the satem palatalization.23 In absolute
final position, the tendency to palatalize was not as great, although I must
admit that “unmotivated conversions of velar to palatal” (Allen 1978:104), i.e.,
the palatalization of non-fronted allophones of */k/, are attested. Still, the
suggestion that the deictic particle *k is realized in Lithuanian as both § and k
is in keeping with the existence of other such palatalized and non-palatalized
doublets in Baltic and Slavic, “e.g., OCS kloniti, sloniti, Lith. kidnas,
§lieti; [...}Lith. kleivas, Siefvas; Lith. glibti, Z21ibti; kifaukti, $liadkti;
glégznas, Zlegznas” (Kortlandt 1978: 240, cf Shields 1981:211).
Of course,

In Lithisanian now the usual (for the second and first person) imperative forms are
made from the irfinitive. stem with the particle -ki, e.g., second person sg.
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1mperat efk(i) “go” (cf Lat, 7 “go) second person plur. imperat. efkite (dual
erkita), first person plur. imperat. efkime “let's go” (dual eikive),

while in the third person imperative of Modern Lithuanian “generally the
particle te-, té-gu- (tegu-), tégul- (tegul-) is prefixed to [the] indicative
form”, e.g., téperke “may he buy” (Endzelins 1971: 242). But “in the oldest
Lithuanian texts there occur imperative forms of the third person in -k or -ki
alongside of second person singular forms in -k or -ki”, e.g., Buk welis
tawa kaip Dengui teip ir Szeme “May your will be both in heaven and on
earth” (Ford 1970:71-72). (Ford [1970:74] argues convincingly against
‘Stang’s view [1929:177] that the third person singular imperative forms in
-k(i) are a result of Polish influence.) This third person suffix -k(i)}
eventually “was replaced [...] by the permissive formation with te-”, which
“does not occur in the oldest Lithuanian manuscript text” (Ford 1970:74). The
secondary nature of the -f component of the ending is demonstrated by its
optional use. -ki probably originated from a contamination of -k with an
imperative marker -/. Endzelins (1971:243) points out that “in old Lithvanian
texts and in dialects here and there we find second person singular forms with
-f which have the meaning of an imperative”, e.g., vedi “lead”.

If the Lithuanian imperative suffix -k is assumed to derive from the re-
analysis of an old second/third person non-present construction in *-g-k
(> *-k), then the original unity of the second and third persons naturally
explains the “very strange” fact “that the same formant -k() should serve for
both the second person singular and third person singular imperative” (Ford
1970:71). From the second/third person, *~k was extended to other members
of the verbal paradigm, as suffixes like Lith. -kime attest. Moreover, if one
assumes that Lith. -k(7) derives from an original non-present formation, then
it is easy to explain its relationship to other dialectal verbal constructions in
*-k. As Markey (1980:290-291) observes, “the k-enlargement is found in
Tocharian, Italic, Venetic, Greek (also Mycenaean), and Phrygian”, and in
each of these dialects it is “initially preterital (perfect, aorist)”, e.g., Gk. (perf.)
dédorke “I have seen”, while Kerns & Schwartz (1971:14) do indeed note the
possibility of an etymological relationship between the Greek ‘first perfect’ and
“the k-extension of the Lith. imperative”. In late Indo-European, as the aorist
and perfect were shifting to preterite meaning, I believe that non-present verb
forms in *-k were integrated into the perfect and aorist systems of some
dialects, although the late date of this integration results in much dialectal
variation in the way the adaptation proceeded. Lithuanian shows a somewhat
greater divergence from other dialects in its unique specialization of non-
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present formations in *-k in imperative function, but this specialization is
quite consistent with the evolutionary trends in Indo-European in particular and
human languages in general. : '

2.5.4 1 cannot conclude this discussion of k-formations without considering
the Umbrian perfect suffix *-nky-, which is atiested in this dialect in the form
-n$i- (-ns-, -n¢-), cf. purdin$iust < *por-di-nky-ust *“he will have
given forth, presented”, combifiansiust < *combufi(fi)é-nky-ust “he will
have given notice, announced”. This affix has recently been the subject of a
very reasonable etymological analysis by Markey (1985), based on some of
his previously published theories (1979, 1980). In short, he argues that “the
uniquely Umr. -nky-perfect is distinctly an oddment, but one with a traceable
[...] history. What we have here is a reduced form of a radical that figured
prominently in denoting the aorist of verbs of motion, particularly so in Celtic,
or so it appears [ie., *enek- / *enk-]" (1985:267).24 Of course, my own
theories lead me to a very different assessment of its etymology. It is my
contention that Umbrian *-nky- is in origin, though not in attested function,
an archaic structure with Indo-European sources.

It seems to me that the nasal element of this Umbrian perfect suffix reflects
the reanalysis of *-g-{e/0)N (second-third person marker + non-present
deictic *~(e/0)N) as *-N-g. The close semantic relationship between the non-
present signification of this formation and the meaning of the late Indo-
European perfect made it a likely candidate for inclusion there. The element
*-ky- appears to have been a reflex of the original deictic in *ki, used to
hypercharacterize the non-present semantic value of verbal forms in *-¥-, In
other words, ¥-N-g probably first became *-N-g-ki; and then this latter
hypercharacterized formation itself underwent reanalysis as *-nky-g. Thus,
Umbrian differs from the other dialects identified above which attest k-
formations only by showing the contamination of two non-present deictics,
*(e/0)N and *k(7), instead of *k(i) alone. It is interesting to note that as far
as the Greek k-perfect is concerned, “there is only one Homeric perfect not
preceded by a long vowel, namely defdoika ” (Sturtevant 1940:276) — a fact
that has been difficult to explain. However, if within Indo-European *~ VN
(short vowel + nasal) passed to *-¥ (long vowel) in preconsonantal sandhi
position, and the latter variant was subject to analogical extension, then
perhaps the Greek k-perfect with its immediately preceding long vowel results
from an original contamination of *k(j) with the preconsonantal sandhi variant
of *-¥ (stem-final vowel) and *-N (deictic particle) (> *-V¥). Such non-
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present formations in *-V-k(f) were then analogically extended (cf. Buck
1933:289-290).25 Although this hypothesis is, admittedly, offered only as an
afterthought, if it is correct, then Greek attests a direct forrnal parallel to the
Umbrian perfect suffix in *-nky—

Chapter 111

The Origin .of the Non-Singular Category

The emergence of the inflectional category non-singular in the Indo-
European verb parallels the emergence of this category in nouns, for the same
markers are attested in both form classes. Three inflectional suffixes —
*-(e/0)N, *-(e/0)s, and *-f — were the primary exponents of the category,
although some other elements, particularly *-e, were secondary markers. It is
interesting that all of these endings are homophonous with certain deictic par-
ticles, but I leave open the matter of their ultimate etymological connections.
Schmalstieg (1977¢:145n,5) comments on the possibility of an etymological
relationship between the suffixes of the plural and the inflections marking cer-
tain oblique cases, the latter 0bv1ously having deictics as their etyma:

The elemems *-N,. *-i, and *-s may or may not have had an original etymo-
logical connection with the same phonemes when they functioned as case markers
in the noun. Thus, for example, one can compare the usage of the English
morpheme -s which functions with both a plural and a genitive meaning, but for
the average speaker of English there is no'common semantic bond between the two
functions. ™

In any event, it is probable that the non-singular markers derive immediately
from enclitic quantitative adverbs, which gradually achieved full inflectional
status and then tended to specialize in function (dual vs. plural) and distri-
bution (e.g., &-stems vs. o-stems).

Before proceeding to a discussion of the appearance of these suffixes in
verbal paradigms, I want briefly to establish their existence by focusing on
their role in noun declension. Traces of the nasal non-singular desinence can
be seen in certain Tocharian non-singular nominative plural forms, e.g., AB
rifi “cities”; B pyspyaifi, A pydpyefi “flowers”; AB kéntwafi “tongues”, A
yukafi “horses” (cf. Schmalstieg 1980:75). Moreover, all Tocharian nomina-
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tive-accusative dual (paral, cf. Krause & Thomas [1960:76-77]) nouns are
terminated in a nasal (e.g., A -(&)m, B —(a)ne) (Shiclds 1982a:64). *-N is
attested also in contarnination with the non-singular ending *-T (cf. Schinal-
stieg 1980:75-76) in the plural suffix *-nt: Toch. A -nt, -ntu, Toch. B
-nte, Luwian -nzi/ (nom.), -nza (acc.-dat.). Since the collective is a
secondary function of the non-singular (cf, Kurytowicz [1964:204] and
Shields [1982a:63-64]), it is important to note that

in Hittite, Indo-Iranian, Slavic and perhaps in Greek, we find -nt more or less
clearly as a collective suffix according to Erhari [(1970:79)]. Sturtevant (1933; 70)
cites such forms as an-tu-uh-$a~an-ne-an-za “people” as opposed to an-ty-
up-§a-as§ “man”; ud-ne-ya-en-za, ud-ni-ya-an-za, ud-ne-e-an-za, acc.
ud-ni-an-da-an “population” as opposed to ud-ne-(e), ud-ni-e, ud-ni{-i}
“country” (Schmalstieg 1980:75). : : :

In Shields (1977:61}, I propose that the nasal in certain Sanskrit nominative-
accusative neuter plural substantives like bhivanani “worlds”, éucini *“bright
ones”, and vésdni “possessions” is not analogically introduced from the n-
and nt-stems but is this same non-singular affix, In addition, the o-, i-, and
u=stem nominative-accusativc dual endings *-6 (Skt. vrk-4, Gk. Itik- “two
wolves”), *-J (Skt. av “two sheep”, Lith. nakt-I “two nights”), and *-a
(Skt. sgn-d, Lith. sdn-u “two sons™) are derivable from *-oN, *-iN, and
*—uN, accordmg to Schmalstieg (1973:147-151), while in Shiclds (1982a: 67-
68) I argue that the neuter nominative-accusative plural desinences *-§ (Skt.
yug-a, OCS ig-a “yokes™), *-7 (Skt. édc-i “bright ones”), and *-g (Skt.
méadh-i “honeys”) likewise can be ascribed to the monophthongization of
*-aN, *-iN, and *-uN.

In Shields (1982b:30), I mamtam that the contamination of the sandhi
variants *-VN and *-V also “produced a suffix in *-V, i.e., a form which
shows the short vowel of the prevocalic variant and the loss of nasal evidenced
in the preconsonantal variant, with the latter adopting the vocalism of the
former.” Such a remodeled affix is attested in the nominative-accusative dual
suffix *-e (cf. Gk. métér-e “two mothers”, Lith. (dial.) Zmun-e “two
men”, Olr. rig < *rég-e “two kings”), a contamination of *-eN (e-grade
of the thematic vowel + non-singular *-A) and *-& (cf. Skt, pitér-4 < *-4
[Meillet 1964:297]). That *-e became an independent non-singular marker is
demonstrated by its appearance in the consonant-stems already cited and in the
Tocharian B paral suffix -en-e (< *-g, the o-grade variant, cf. Van Winde-
kens [1979:243] and Shields [1985:194-1967).
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The existence of a non-singular marker *-i is clearly attested in such
forms as Hitt. kurur-i “hostilities”, Gk. khéra-i “lands”, and Lat. equa-e.
“mares”. Sanskrit nouns like vasiani “possessions” and bhidvanani “worlds”
contain *-J in contamination with *-N. In Shields (1977:60) I maintain that
the palatalization of the Tocharian plural suffix -7 is the result of the influence
of a following non-singular desinence *-i. The latter two Sanskrit items also
show the contamination of the original prevocalic variant of *-VN and the pre-
consonantal variant ¥- ¢, yielding *-UN. As a dual marker, *-/ can be seen
in items like Skt. bar-e..“two maidens”, OCS rpc-¢é, and Lith. rank-i “two
hands” (< *-a-i). That *-(e/0)s functioned as a non-singular marker is
easily demonstrated by dialectal plural forms like (nom.) Skt. devds “gods”,
Go. dagds “days™ (acc.) Lat. Tupds, Lith, vilkis “wolves”; (nom.) Skt.
synédvas, OCS synove Go. sunjus “sons” {nom.) Skt. méataras, Gk.
météres, Olr, méthir “mothers”.

3.1 The Third Person

It was emphasized earlier that dlalectal evidence allows only the
reconstruction of a non-singular verbal affix in the third person plural,
implying the late emergence of the non-singular category in conjugation, This
third person plural suffix is traditionally reconstructed as *-(e/o)nt(f), with
the acknowledgement that the element *-j is a still later addition. However, I
believe that the original form of the Indo-European third person plural ending
was *-(e/0)N. Schmalstieg (1974:190) supports this same conclusion:

The Greek 3rd pl. active imperfect épher-on is:usvally considered cognate
with the Sanskrit form &bhar-en. It is usually assumed that in these forms a final
*~t-has been lost both in Greek and Sanskrit, but the assumption is unnecessary.
Both forms could reflect final #-gN, i.e. the thematic vowel plus the plural marker
*-f - Likewise, it is ugually thought that the OCS 3rd pl. aorist ending en- -
countered in (id-)p “they went” reflects Indo-European *-ontf. Again the
assumption of a final *~t is unnecessary. An Indo-European final *-oN would
have passed to Proto-Slavic *-uN which could have developed either inio *-u >
-1+ or -y = -p. In this case the latter variant was chosen. (See Schmalstieg
1971:139-140.) Similarly, the Gothic 3rd pl. secondary ending -uyn may reflect IE
*=N without a final *-t.

Schmalstieg (1976:25) additionally argues that “the older verbal ending *-oN
is preserved [...] perhaps in the Lith. nom. pl. pres. act. participle in -g, if
this is an etymological 3rd pl. as Cowgill (1970) suggests” and that “the same
thing seems to be true for the Tokharian B 3rd pl. palk-em (pélken- ne) [...].




68 INDO-EUROPEAN VERB MORPHOLOGY

[Tthe 3rd pl. ending -en(-) could be derived from Indo-European *-on(-)"
(1977b:295). Thus, I maintain that only the very late primary third person
plural ending *-(e/e)nti, which results from a contamination of the old ending
*-(g/0)N and the third person singular primary suffix*-tj, shows the marker
*-t, while the secondary form of this suffix retains into the dialects the
original form in *-#. Of course, the contamination of the *-(e/0)N suffix and
*-ti served to hypercharacterize the third person function of the former
desinence and to extend the primary/secondary dichotomy to the third person
plural.

Now although Schmalstieg (1974:190) makes the reasonable proposal that
the nasal element of the third person plural ending is a non-singular marker, it
may have had a different original function. It could represent an original deictic
particle with ‘there and then’ signification which only later came to be re-
analyzed as a non-singular desinence. That is, a verbal structure in *-g-(e/c)N
(non-personal suffix + deictic particle), already posited as the basis for the
nasal in the Umbrian perfect suffix *-nky-, was reinterpreted as *-(e/o)N
(non-singular suffix). The specialization of this formation in non-singular
function, which would have begun after the emergence of the non-singular
category in nouns, was largely the result of the nature of the congruence
system of Indo-European. It was the importance of congruence in Indo-
European that actually led to the development of a third person verbal suffix in
the first place. As Lehmann (1974:202) says: “Only the third plural [verbal
desinence] can be posited for an early [i.e. non-dialectal] period of PIE. The
development of precisely third person forms to express number supports the
assumption that the number category was used for congruence.” The
congruence system of Indo-European has been characterized by Fodor
(1959:34) as ‘assonance-like motion’; that is, phonologically identical for-
mants appeared on the lexical items participating in a syntactic relationship
governed by congruence (see also Shields [1982a:54-55]). As far as
verb/subject agreement was concerned, the original *-g suffix marking third
person in the verb was paralleled by a nominative case suffix in *-g, the ori-
ginal exponent of this case (cf. Kurytowicz 1964:199). In Shields (1982a:58-
60), I propose that as *-s gradually began to replace *-¢ in the (second-)third
person function, so *-s began to replace *-¢ as a nominative marker in
nouns because of the constraints imposed by the congruence system (see
Shields [1978a:199-202] concerning the gradual replacement of ‘assonance
concord’ by the type of congruence seen in later stages of Indo-European and
in the dialects themselves). Asa result of the phonological identity of the
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verbal formation in #-g-N and the substantival non-singular formation in *-N,
and because the two stood in a relationship typically governed by assonance-
like motion, the verbal construction could have become reinterpreted as
marking the (second-)third person non-singular. When *-N - assumed this new
verbal function, it lost its association with tense. Although this theory of the
origin of the non-singular verbal affix *-(e/0)N cannot be proven absolutely
correct, it does interrelate several syntactic and morphological subsystems in
the language and demonstrate how the evolution of deixis, congruence, and
number together could produce a change in verbal structure.

The lack of dialectal agreement among desinences of the first person and
second person in the dual and plural may perhaps imply that the suffix
*-(e/0)N served an original general non-singular function (first-second-third
person) and that it was only gradually specialized in the third person. The
validity of this conclusion is suggested by the rather late contamination of
*-(e/0)N and the third person singular primary suffix *-ti as a means of
hypercharacterizing the third person function of *-(e/0)N. Moreover, it is
interesting that the original non-singular desinences of nouns “initially served
as generalized non-singular markers” in terms of case function (Shields
1982a:66). Thus,

the Hittite relic form of the dual, Sakuwa “eyes” functions in the most ancient
texts not only as nominative and accusative, but also as dative. This should be
compared with the fact that in other Indo-European languages the oblique cases of
the dual originated in the period of dialectal development on the basis of the form
later functioning as nominative (e.g., ancient Indian ¢v4 : dvé-bhydm, Lat. dud :
dud-bus, ete.) (Kurytowicz 1958:250).

3.2 The Ftrst ‘und Second Persons

When attempts are made to reconstruct non-singular verbal affixes other
than *-{e/0)N, *-me and *-te are most commonly posited for the first and
second person plural (cf. Kerns & Schwartz 1971:3-4), with an acknowl-
edgement that the number of attested variations in these persons implies that
“die Formen im Idg. selbst nicht einheitlich waren” (Watkins 1969:35).
Watkins (1969:35) thus notes:

In der 1. und 2. Pl haben wir die globalen Zeichen -me -te angenommen,
obwohi die meisten idg. Sprachen auf Varianten mit Ablaut oder Erweiterung (oder
beidem) denten wie *-mo (air. -m), *-me/osi (ved. -masi),*-mos (lat.
-mus), *-mes (dor. -mes),*-men (gr. -men),*-meni (heth. -meni),
*-teni (heth.-tenis}, *~tes (lat. -tis), u.a.
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In order to understand the origin of these suffixes and similar ones, and to
establish their relationship with the third person non-singular, it is instructive
to begin with a discussion of the Greek first person plural suffix -men.

The origin of the n-element of this suffix has been a persistent problem in
historical Indo-European linguistics. As Buck (1933:245) observes: “The
-men of Attic-Tonic, etc., agrees with Skt. secondary -ma except for the final
-n (of uncertain source)”. A concise summary of the scholarship of the past
century devoted to the question of the source of this nasal element appears in a
recent article by Cohen (1979), along with a novel proposal that “~n in -men
is derived from the *-m [...] reconstructed [in Cohen (1975)] for 1 pl. mid.
-metha < *-methm” (1979:109), After documenting that “a 2 pl. ending can
be tacked onto a 1 pl. ending”, as in the Cypriote Greek suffix -mente (<
-mem-te) and Russian imperative constructions like pojdémte (< pojdém +
-te) “let's go”, Cohen (1979:109-110) argues that *-methm represents a
‘contamination of the Indo-European first person plural ending *-me and the
zero-grade form of the second person plural ending *-dhwem (see Cohen
[1979] for details). But although Cohen (1975) does present evidence that a
suffix of the second person plural can be analogically extended within a verbal
paradigm to the first person plural, when one considers such analogical
extensions of personal markers, one naturally thinks of Benveniste’s assertion
(1971b) that in the singular it is the third person “which will tend to impose its
form on the rest of the paradigm, irrespective of the form of [...] any other
person” (Watkins 1962:90). This same developmental tendency also manifests
itself in the plural number. Kurytowicz (1964:150) thus says:

In the plural the 3rd p. forms the semantic foundation for the 1st and 2nd p. plur.
In O. English and in O. Saxon the prehistoric endings of the strong verbs were ¥-ap
in the 2nd p, plur, and *-anp in the 3rd p. plur, The disappearance of the nasal be-
fore the fricative P engendered the following relation:

13rd p. plur. *-gp (long vowel)

2nd p. plur. *-gp (corresponding short vowel).

The merger of the desinences -np and -p entailed the identification of the
accompanying prosodic feature: the length of *~dp was imparted to the vowel of the
subordinate 2nd p. plur. Hence *-dp, phonetically shortened to ~ap in the historical
languages. Another consequence of this semi-phonetic, semi-morphological merger
was the introduction of *-gdp (> -ap) into the 1st p. plur.: ‘vos Jaudant’ for
Taudatis entails *nos Jaudant’ instead of faudamus, hence one form only for the
plur., viz. the old form of the 3rd p.
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I am reluctant to elevate the importance of the third person in analogical
paradigmatic change to the status of an absolute universal because of extant
counter-evidence (cf. Rudzite [1964:359], Puhvel [1970:631-632], Schmal-
stieg [1975], Cohen [1975:69]) which suggests that “a more careful theoretical
stance in evaluating paradigmatic person hierarchies is strongly indicated”
(Puhvel 1970:632). Nevertheless, the existence of a powerful developmental
tendency for the third person to extend itself within a verbal paradigmn is
beyond question, and I wish to make use of this tendency in my explanation of
the origin of ~men. .

Quite simply, what I want to propose is that the -en of the suffix repre-
sents an analogical extension of the third person plural (< nen-singular) suffix
*—(a/0)N to the first person desinence *-m, making the primary value of
*-(a/0)N in the verbal system that of non-singular and reducing its indication

" of the third person to a secondary function. Indeed, I believe that there was a

widespread extension of this suffix in late, dialectal Indo-European and in the
early dialects themselves. Burrow (1973:308) points out that the same -en is
found in the first person plural of Hittite:

In Greek there is a [...] termination -men, used both as a primary and secondary
ending. It was customary to regard the final ~n of this form as ephelcystic, and to

equate the Gk. ending with the Skt. secondary ending [-mas ], but it is now clear

from Hittite that this is not so. The Hittite terminations are: P. weni, meni

{with J appended.as in Skt. masi ), S. wen, men.

Moreover, Vedic Sanskrit attests an alternate form of the first person plural
active ending in -mé.- Burrow (1973'308) notes that “forms with long vowel
cient, qnd not’ merely metrical lengthening, on accounl: of the occurrence of
similaf formations in other languages: Lith. sukomé-s (reflexive), Goth.
bafraima opt. (out of *mé or *m¢).” In my opinion, such forms show the
preconsonantal, monophthongized variant of *-eN, i.e., *-8, orits o-grade
variant, L.e., *-§ (< *-off ). Likewise, a form such as Skt. -me derives from
the contamination of the preconsonantal and prevocalic sandhi variants of
*-g/0oN, i.e., *-&/6 + *-e/oN > *-e/o.

In the second person plural, the same extension of *-(e/o)JN and its
variants is also attested. Burrow (1973:309) says: “The primary endings with
aspiration [i.e., Skt. -tha] do not appear outside Indo-Iranian, The other
languages have normally one form which serves as both primary and
secondary ending, and this corresponds to the secondary ending of Indo-
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Iranian [i.e., Skt. -ta ]”. Whether the aspiration in Sanskrit is to be ascribed to
the specialization of a naturally-occurring sandhi variant or to the influence of a
laryngeal, it is clear that Skt. -the and -ta should be derived ultimately from
the same etymon. Burrow (1973:309) continues:

Hittite has evolved a distinction between primary and secondary ending here in
quite a different way (P. teni, S. ten). The longer forms [of the Sanskrit endings]
were analyzed as the-na and ta-ns, the na being regarded as an appended
particle, and the whole form as a Sanskrit innovation. In view of Hitt. ~ten we
should analyze rather -ten-& of which {en comesponds exactly to Hitt. ten.

Skt. -t(hje probably shows the contamination of *-& and *-eN as *-e, the
latter element also appearing as the final morpheme in -t(h)an-a. The Baltic
languages perhaps attest a related second person plural suffix in *-té, the
preconscnantal sandhi variant of *-ten. Endzelins (1971:205) notes that
“Common Baltic -t& is reflected in the Lith. reflexive -té-s(i), e.g.,
jufitatés “(you) feel’ beside the active form -t(e}, e.g., jufitete and in the
Latv. dial. reflexive -té-s beside the active form -t(s) and perhaps, in Pr.
-ti, e.g., asti ‘(you) are’, immaiti ‘(you) take’, furriti ‘(you) have’.”
Although Endzelins (1971:205) believes that this Baltic suffix “probably
developed [...] from the first person plural ending -mé &7, this is by no means
a necessary assumption.

Despite the fact that the analogical extension of the (third person) non-
singular suffix *-(e/0)N throughout the non-singular verbal paradigm took
place in a variety of dialects, the category non-singular appeared so late in the
evolution of Indo-European that the linguistic change involving the extension
of *-(a/0)N and its variants probably began just before the disintegration of
the Indo-European speech community and was completed only within the
individual dialects. Of course, according to contemporary variation theory, a
linguistic change “begins variably rather than categorically; that is, it begins as
a rule that sometimes operates and. sometimes does not” (Bailey 1973:157).
After a linguistic innovation is initiated and begins to-alternate with an original
‘variant, it may or may not be generalized (cf. Labov 1966:328-329). The fact
that the extension of *-{e/0)N was a ‘change in progress’ at the time of the
disintegration of the Indo-European speech community explains why in some
dialects it ‘lost out’ to competing changes (cf. Wang 1969), like the extension
of the non-singular suffix *-(e/o)s as a means of hypercharacterizing a per-
sonal suffix with non-singular signification (e.g., Dor. -mes, Lat. -tis), and
why different dialects utilized the sandhi variants of *-(e/p)N in different
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ways. It was, of course, through such divergent utilization of variants that
individual dialects created the opposition between dual and plural, cf. Gk. 2nd
pers. du. -ton vs. 2nd pers. plur, -te. '

3.3 More Difficult Dialect Data

The explanatory power of the general analysis just presented can be
demonstrated by looking more closely at some problematic dialectal data. T first
want to consider the development of the Indo-European third person plural
present active indicative form of the verb o be (*sénti: Dor. énti, Skt.
sénti, Umbr. sent) within Germanic,

Besides Gothic (sind), this verb form “is preserved in OE OS QHG, partly
with the addition of the ending [*-un]” (Prokosch 1939:220), i.e., OE sind-
on, OS sind-un, OHG sind-un.26 But there are problems in deriving these
Germanic cognates from the Indo-European etymon *sénti because of the
Germanic realization of the obstruent in the ending. According to the traditional
view, Proto-Germanic possessed a third person plural present verbal ending in
*-n¥- and in *-np-, both of which derive from IE *-(e/0)nti. The first
shows the operation of Verner’s Law and the second does not. During the
period of dialectal development within Germanic, it is assumed

that Gothic, Old Norse, and Ol High German had generalized Indo-European present -
forms in which the original accent rested on the root and not on the thematic vowel
[i.e., Vemer’s Law variants]. On the other hand, Old: English, Old Saxon, and Old
Frisian [...] had generalized Indo-European verb forms with accent on the thematic
vowel, thus’ leadmg in this group of dialects to the voiceless splrant (King 1968:
248).

Now if the original Indo-European third person plural present of the verb o be
was *sénti, then this form should have developed into PG *sinpi. However,
the attested Germanic items point to PG *sin¥i. Equally puzzling is the fact
that Old English and Old Saxon continue to show a voiced consenant in the
desinence here in spite of the widespread generalization of the voiceless spirant
in the third plural suffix (and in other verbal endings).

- The first anomaly has been explained in various ways. For example, Pro-
kosch (1939:220) says that “probably we must assume IE *senti by the side
of *¥sénti”, while Brugmann (1894:552-553) suggests that *sin®i “is either
the unaccented form of the word [...] or has taken the place of the regular
*sinpi = Goth. *sinp OHG *sind [...] on analogy of bairand berant”.
Brugmann’s first hypothesis has recently been endorsed by Bennett (1972:
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109), who proposes that *senti was “subject to reduced syntactic stress”.
The second anomaly has largely been.ignored in the literature. However, 1
believe that the reconstruction of an original third person plural suffix in
*-(e/0)N and the recognition of the late emergence of the primary/secondary
gli_chotomy together provide a coherent explanation for both apparent anom-
ies.

Before I demonstrate this point, I must outline my view of the chronology
of certain relevant sound changes within Germanic. I subscribe to Lehmann’s
opinion (1961) that '

the consonantal shift [...] occurred in pre-Germanic (with an allophonic variation
between voiced and voiceless spirants conditioned by the position of the still
movable accent), while the stabilization of the accent and the resulting
phonemicization of the voiced and voiceless spirants fall in the Proto-Germanic
stage (Antonsen 1965:21).27

The important matter here is that the sound changes which altered IE *-¢(-)
took place at a very early date; indeed, even the accent shift is to be ascribed to
the earliest “‘establishment of an independent Germanic linguistic community”
(Antonsen 1965:22). ‘

As I noted earlier, *-ti, as the exponent of primary suffix in the third per-
son plural, did not become an obligatory (or nearly so) component of third
person plural verb forms uatil the period of dialectal development. With the
completion of pre-Germanic consonantal changes, the hypercharacterized
(primary) third person plural present suffix had two variants, conditioned by
accent — *-(a/o)n¥i and *-(e/o0)npi — although the non-hypercharacterized
(secondary) suffix *-(e/o)n was still frequently used in present function.
When the accent shift was completed, the distribution of the two hyper-
characterized variants was no longer predictable phonologically. Since they
had never been obligatory components of third person plural present verbal
formations and therefore were never fully integrated into particular verbal
paradigms, there was now a great deal of variation in their use with individual
verbs. But gradually, as hypercharacterized third person plural suffixes
became the norm in the present, one variant or the other tended to be
generalized in the various Germanic dialects. This generalization was based on
the phonological shape of the third person singular (*-¥ or *-p), which was
defined by the way in which the individual dialects leveled their verbal
paradigms.?8 However, relics like OF sind (< *sin#1) demonstrate the exis-
tence of an original alternation between voiced and voiceless spirants in the
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third person plural which was motivated by more than phonological
considerations. That is, early Germanic showed *sin, *sinpi, and *sin¥i as
third person plural present forms of o be, with the latter two variants (or their
later forms) eventually supplanting *sin. as the primary/secondary dichotomy
became obligatory. *sin®i was then apparently made the normal form,2% and
it continued to survive probably because the paradigm of to be was so ir-
regular (i.e., it defied conventional morphological analysis) that speakers soon
reinterpreted its members as constituting single morphemes.30 .

Excellent evidence for this morphological reinterpretation is provided by
the fact that even those dialects which generalized the voiceless spirant in the
suffix of the third person plural (i.e., Old English and Old Saxcn) maintain the
voiced spirant (or its reflex) in the inflectional ending of this form. The
reanalysis just described also provides an explanation for the addition of the
desinence *¥-un to *sind. Since the morpheme *sind now had no explicit
morphological marking as a third person plural, *-un was affixed as a means
of hypercharacterizing this function. o

The suffix *-un is traditionally viewed etymologically as the third person
plural preterite (< secondary) ending *-pt (cf. Prokosch [1939:220] and
Krahe {1963:140]). Of course, I prefer to see it as an cccurrence of the third
person plural ending *-p (> PG *-un) in present function. It may perhaps be
objected that the derivation of *-un from *-p (cf. Schmalstieg 1974:190) is
problematic because within Germanic short vowels “in final syllables [...J tend
to disappear” (Er‘ékosch 1939:133) and “final consonants in unaccented
syllables disappear [...] with the exception of s and r”* (Prokosch 1939:140).
Thus, according to Krahe (1963:131), word-final *p became *un and then
was lost completely or passed to u, depending on a variety of conditioning
factors: However, I would suggest that the shift of final *un to v “in zweiter
Silbe”, (Krahe 1963:131) was not a totally regular change; in other words,
some residual occurrences of final un continued to exist, including the third
person plural suffix *-up, The survival of this desinence in di-syllabic verbs
made it subject to analogical extension. The hypothesis that such residue exists
is quite in keeping with current views about the morphological conditioning of
sound change (cf. Anttila 1972:77-78) and the lexical diffusion of sound
shifting (cf. Chen & Wang 1975).31 As Antilla (1972:85-86) emphasizes:
“The Neogrammarian absolute regularity [...} of sound change is untenable”,
for “frequent forms, such as pronouns and grammatical morphemes are [...]
prone to undergo irregular changes”.
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Besides the third person plural marker *-un, I believe that a final un
(< *p or *m) is preserved in certain numerals, i.e., IE *newp “9” > Go.
niun, OE nigon, OHG niun, IE *septm *“7” > Go. sibun, OE seofon,

OHG sibun, and “Idg. dakm [>] got. tafhun, ags. tien, tyn” (Krahe 1963:
90) (“as. tehan, ahd. zehan fordern eine Grundform *defom’ [Krahe 1963:

90]). Although the preservation of final n in these items is traditionally
ascribed to the influence of the corresponding ordinal (cf. Streitberg
[1896:218] and Prokosch [1939:288]), this is not a necessary assumption. In-
deed, as Schmalstieg (personal communication) points out, “If one were to
accept the notion that the derived form does not influence the fundamental form
[cf. Jeffers & Lehiste (1982:70)], then the proposed analogical development of
ordinals influencing cardinals would not be possible.”

3.3.1 Another persistent enigma of comparative Indo-European linguistics
whose solution is suggested by the approach defined above is the origin of the
Oscan-Umbrian third person plural secondary ending -ns. Through the years
this morpheme has engendered an incredible number of theories concerning its
appearance in these dialects. For example, von Planta (1897:281) argues:
“Dass die in Frage stehende Erscheinung daraus zu erkliren ist, dass das
urspriingliche -t zu -d, das urspr. =nt zu -ns wurde, wihrend aus den
prim. Endungen -ti, -ntf durch Abfall des -i[...] -t -nt entstand, ist nicht
wohl zu bezweifeln.” On the other hand, Ehrlich (1900:306-307) concludes:

In uroskisch-umbrischer Zeit eigneten sich die en-Stimme, damals wie .im Lat,
abstufend flektiert und weit verbreitet, in Verbindung mit dem verbum substan-
tivam die Kraft des alten Perfekts und verbale Rektion an, Thre Pluralformen
gewithrten insbesondere nach Aufgebung der Kopula dem Sprechenden die
Mébglichkeit, ein Suffix -ns zu abstrahieren, das, urspriinglich beschrinkt
verwendet, durch die Gunst der Umstinde zum Perfektsuffix erhoben wurde. Dies
Suffix gelangte schliesslich, mit dem Sekundirsuffix des Singulars eng verbunden,
zu allen Tempora und Modi, die bisher das Sekundiirsuffix -nt gehabt hatten; zum
Imperfekt, vermutlich auch Plusquamperfekt und zu den Konjunktiven. Ein
Nachspiel hatte der Prozess im Oskischen, wo auch der Imperativ die Pluralendung
-ns empfing, '

The nominal origin of the morpheme is also asserted by Buck (1904:152):
“The original endings of the Third Singular and Third Plural were primary -ti,
-nti, secondary -t, -nt [...]. The -nt probably became first ~nd, then -n
(cf. L. dan-unt etc.) and to this an s was added under the influence of the
plural ending of nouns.” Brugmann (1904b:593) maintains:
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Die SE -ns erklirt sich am einfachsten, wie mir scheint, so, dass zu der Zeit, als
inder 3. Pl -nt und -r (im, Med. -nto und ~ro } nebeneinander standen, nach
der Nebenform des letzeren -rs (av. -r?$) dic Endung -nt zu -nts erweitert
worden ist [...]. Diese Ubertragung geschah, nachdem uridg, ~fs bereits zu -ss
geworden war (daher umbr. sins “sint” gegen zefef “sedens™),

while Gray (1927:82) proposes that “this Osco-Umbrian -ns was derived
from *-nts”, with*-s represennng the same sufﬁx that appears in other plural
verbal endings.

In my view, the Oscan-Umbrian secondary suffix -ns shows the expected
third person plural form in *-N in contamination with another suffix, *-is.
Now Watkins (1969:156-158) argues that Proto-Italic possessed an “alte 3.
Sg. Form -is”, attested widely in the Latin perfect tense, e.g., in the second
person singular perfect suffix ~istf. Actually, I believe that this Latin ending
shows a contamination of the ancient non-personal suffixes *-(i)s and *-{,
plus a perfect suffix -7 (< *-ai, whose origin will be pursued in Chapter IV).
The suffix *-js is also probably seen in the Latin third person plural perfect
suffix -erunt (< *-js-onti, a contamination of *-js and the third person
plural primary desinence). The suffix *-is has traditionally been connected
with the -jg-aorist of Sanskrit (cf. Meillet 1964:214); but, as Kurytowicz
(1964:109n.8) points out, “Whether there are inherited -is- aorists [in
Sanskrit] with a genuine 7, corrcsponding to Lat. -is- in pupug-is-ti,
seems doubtful — the total absence of -i$- in Iranian points to the contrary.”
Watkins (1962: 13) also says that Lat. “~is- most emphatically has nothing to
do with the Indic -is-aorist™. Nevenheless the connection of the Latin form-
ation with the -s-aorist is still generally assumed (cf. Buck [1933:297] and
Watkms {1969:155]). The origin of the i-element remains an enigma in the
hterature (cf-Kurylowicz 1964:125); but its antiquity is suggested by the
existence of a cognate -is-formation in the preterite of the Hittite p7-con-
jugation, e.g., dai§ “he placed” {Watkins 1969:55). However, I would like to
suggest instead that the Latin (and Hittite) ending -is- represents a reflex of
the ancient non-personal suffix *-s in contamination with an element *-j,
which itself probably represents an occurrence of the deictic particle *i added
to a non-personal verbal formation in *-g (cf. Gk. 3rd sg. pres. -e-i, “where
-¢ is simply the thematic vowel” [Watkins 1962:102]) and subsequently
reanalyzed as a person marker in the manner outlined in Section 2.2 (i.e.,
¥-g-i > *-f), Apparently *-i never gained productivity in the proto-
language, but its existence seems to be attested in this contamination. Although
“the traditional view that the Latin perfect is a blend of the IE perfect and
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aorist” (Buck 1933:291) is generally a valid assessment, it is not necessary o
assume that the -fs-formation is therefore to be traced directly to an inherited
sigmatic aorist, just as perfect forms like dixi, coxf, auxi, etc. are. As Wat-
kins (1962:90) himself says, “The use of an -s as desinence of the 3 sg.
preterite (or secondary ending) recurs in [...] Indo-European languages™. 1
argued in Chapter II (2.2) that the deictic origin of ¥-s was responsible for
this state of affairs. Moreover, in Italic the Indo-European Proper perfect,
‘which “indicated a fulfilled state” (Lehmann 1974:141), had become a preterite
tense. Lehmann (1974:180-190) thus notes: *“Latin vidi ‘I have seen’ [...]
illustrates the normal shift to a ‘preterite’ tense, a shift also exemplified in
Armenian egit, which corresponds to Skt. évidat ‘he found™. Therefore, it
could very well be that the ancient (second-)third person preterite (< non-
present) formation in *~(i)s was assimilated into the perfect system because
the perfect came to be a preterite tense (cf. the discussion of the incorporation
of sigmatic constructions into the aorist system of some dialects). In a real
sense, then, this perfect formation in -is- represents a specifically Latin
development, although the -is-element itself is an ancient suffix, just as Ger-
manic r-preterites show a specifically Germanic utilization of ancient sigmatic
forms.

The perfect formations of Oscan-Umbrian present distinct contrasts to
those of Latin. Buck (1904:169-170) says: “This tense, as in Latin, includes
various formations. While the vi- and s-Perfects of the Latin are lacking,
their place is taken by others specifically Oscan-Umbrian”. But although the
ancient secondary ending *-is is not found in the Oscan-Umbrian perfect, it
can be assumed, on the basis of Hittite correspondences, that it was an in-
heritance of Common Italic. I believe, however, that it is to be found in Oscan-
Umbrian in the third person plural secondary ending -ns, affixedto *-N asa
means of hypercharacterizing it. That is, just as *¥-t/ was added to *-N to
emphasize its third person primary status, so *-is was added here to em-
phasize its third person secondary status. Of course, “in final syllables [of
Oscan-Umbrian] also, syncope is far more widespread than in Latin. A short
o, e, or | is dropped before final s (Buck 1904:59). Thus, *-nis became
-ns in Oscan-Umbrian, since “secondary final ns resulting from syncope of
vowels remains unchanged” (Buck 1904:73). Apparently the suffix *-js in
third person singular function comes to be lost in Oscan-Umbrian, perhaps
undergoing reinterpretation as a second person desinence. I am tempted to
argue that such Umbrian third person singular future forms as fus, heriss,
etc., which occur in place of the expected fust, heriest, etc., may represent
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old non-present (> preterite and future) formations in *-is rather than cases
where “the primary -t/ became -t through Proto-Italic loss of the 7, and this
t is partly preserved, partly lost” (Poultney 1959:121). That is, the old non-
present suffix *-is came to assume a primary future signification in Oscan-
Umbrian, However, if Nussbaum (1973:365) is correct in ascribing this alter-
nation in the future-tense to scribal error, then this subsidiary proposal of mine
must be discounted.

3.3.2 As'a final illustration of the utility of my analyses of the categories of
persen and number in the Indo -European verb as a means of explaining
difficult dlalectal data, I want to explore one of the most intriguing questions
concerning Gothic verb morphology — the origin of the second person dual
ending -ts. The problem here stems from the fact that the suffix appears to be
cognate with the Sanskrit second person dual ending -thas, both forms
implying an Indo-European *-te/os. Thus, the Indo- -European dental con-
sonant should have produced Gothic -p, not ~t, according to the operation of
Grimm’s Law.

Among the early explanations of the origin of Gothic -ts are two
suggested by Brugmann (1916:641). He says:

Die Annahme, dass -ts zunéchst nur hinter s, 7, A gestanden habe und von da aus -
verallgemeinert worden sei, eine Auffassung, die durch das -t der 2. Sing. Ind. Perf,,
z,B, skalt, jnahe gelegt ist [...], ist wenig wahrscheinlich, weil keine Form anf
-stg oder dgl. erscheint: ¢s heisst z.B. ga-séhuts, nicht *ge-séhls. Eher ist
glaublich, dass t vor dem stimmlosen -s lautgesetzlich aus einem Spiranten
entstanden war, vgl. aisl. 2 aus ¥s in géz, Gen. zu gé¥r “gut” u. dgl. Mark. 10,
38 steht witups in CA,

Most other explanations of the ending tend to follow one of the two theories
which Brugmann propounds here. Prokosch (1939:212), for example, says of
the suffix: “The ending of the 2nd pers., -ats, must be identical with Sk. -a-
thas, IE -o~tes/-tos, probably for earlier -e-tes/-tos (Sk. th may be an
Indic innovation). This should give us Go. -aps; t for p is probably dis-
similation, somewhat similar to the fact that st never became sp.” Wright &
Sayce (1954:137-138), on-the other hand, accept the first proposal made by
Brugmann (1916:641):

nimats has -ts from the pret. dual; [...]}. The pret. indic, is morphologically an
old perfect, which already in prim. Germanic was chiefly used to express past tense
[...). -tha, the original ending of the second pers., would have regularly become
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-p in Goth [...], except after prim. Germanic s, f, ¥ where it regularly became
~t, as Goth. last “thou didst gather” [...]. This -t became generalized in prim.
Germanic, as Goth, O.Icel. namt. But in the West Germanic langnages the old
ending was only preserved in the preterite-present verbs.

Hirt (1932:139) also prefers a modified version of Brugmann’s first sug-
gestion, “stating that regular /8/ or /p/ < /t/ had become /t/ again before /s/
after the loss of the preceding vowel” (Schmidt 1974:83-84).

Some innovative proposals, however, have been made in recent years.
Stang (1949:33) maintains that the original ending included *-¢ plus a laryn-
geal consonant, which became -th in Sanskrit and generally -p/-& in
Germanic with complete loss of the laryngeal. But the Gothic ending, he
believes, continues to reflect the influence of the laryngeal, which prevented
the shifting of *-t to *-p. Schmidt (1974:84-85) makes the interesting
suggestion that the ending “must be traced back to the Proto-Indo-European
numeral for ‘two’, *dwd- or its weak form *dwo-/dwi-". He says:

If we conclude that the same numeral from *dwo-/dwi- is reflected in the
Gothic inflectional endings of the duat 2, we have a solution for the troublesome
-ts, because now it can be explained according to regular phonologic
developments rather than through spasmodic, unpredictable changes. The
development of *dw(o)-s/dw(i}-s > *-t(w)-z > *-t(u)z > Go. -t-s fol-
lows exactly definable phonologic processes: first, short -o-/-i- regularly
disappears in weakly stressed final syllables; the preceding -w- becomes -u- and
is lost in third or subsequent syllables; /d/ becomes /t/ according to the Proto-
Germanic consonant shift;-and P. Gme. fz/ becomes Go. /s/ in final position. The
final -s of the dual 2 may have its origin in the *-si/~s ending of the sing. 2,
in the -5 of the dual 1 (IE. *~wes/wos ), or the plural 1 (IE. * -mes/maos).

I follow Schmidt in maintaining that the -t of the Gothic ending derives
from an earlier *-d. However, I feel that Schmidt’s argument that this *-d is
part of the numeral ‘2’ is weak for two reasons: first, the occurrence of this
numeral as a desinence is attested elsewhere only in the pronouns; and second,
the correspondence between the Gothic form and the Sanskrit ending is so
close that any proposal should attempt to account for their common origin.

1 would suggest that the Gothic second person dual ending -ts and the
Sanskrit second person dual ending -thes both derive from an original I1E
*-dh + *-e/ps, a contamination of the old second-third person desinence
#-dh (or #-T) and the non-singular marker *-(e/0)s. However, Gothic
attests the voiced form of the deaspirated sandhi variant of the suffix (*/d/),
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while Sanskrit attests the devoiced variant (*/th/). It is possible that Sanskrit
shows the voiceless deaspirated sandhi variant (*/t/), which was ‘reaspirated’ -
under the influence of a following laryngeal, but this complication is quite
unnecessary in light of the arguments presented in 2.1.10 regarding the origin
of the denta! stop markers of the second and third persons. Apparently when
the contaminated ending *~T-e/0s was being created, speakers could choose
either sandhi variant as the basis of the suffix, resulting in a period of vacil-
lation in use when two alternate forms of the ending *-Te/0s existed side by
side, with the Indo-Iranian dialects eventually generalizing the one containing
*/th/ and the Germanic dialects eventually generalizing the variant containing
*/d/. The ending *-de/0s would then yield Go. -ts through the operation of
Grimm’s Law and the loss of weakly accented short vowels in final syllables.

3.4 The Iterative :

I believe that a discussion of the origin and development of the category
non-singular in verb conjugation should consider the emergence of the iterative
formation. Now one of the most widely attested stem-forming verbal suffixes-
in the Indo-European language family that can be traced to a Proto-Indo-
European etymon is *-sk-, cf., e.g., “hitt. 3e sg. ~-ékizi, 3e plur. ~skanzf ;
tokh. B, 3e sg. -fssem, 3e plur. ~gskam ; lre pers. sg. act. gr. -skd_ = lat.
-scd =v.h.a, -sku; [...] le sanskrit a -cche- et l'avestique -sa-"" (Meillet "
1964:2203. Until recently, scholars were perplexed about the original function
of this suffix because it plays a variety of roles in the hlstoncal dialects
themselves. As Szemerényl (1980:253) says:

Semantisch zeigen die verschiedenen Sprachen sehr verschiedenartige Entwick-
lungen.-Die im Latein so bedeutend gewordene inchoative Funktion ist in den
anderen Sprachen kaum bekannt, sicher ist sie sekundir von Fillen verbreitet
worden, in denen der Stamm die inchoative Nuance nahelegte, wie bei crésco. Im
Hethitischen, wo die Bildung sehr produktiv ist, kann ein iterativ-durativ-
distributive Bedeutung festgestellt werden, vgl. walliskitsi “er preist wieder--
holt”, atskantsi “sie fressen (die ganze Nacht hindurch)”, Interessant ist, dass im
Tocharischen (B) -sk- gewthnlich ein kausative Bedeutung entwickelt: rittédskau
“ich verbinde™; es gibt aber noch Reste ¢iner iterativen oder durativen Bedeutung,
However, Dressler, in a brilliant study (1968) based on typological consider-
ations, maintains that the iterative function of *-sk-, so prominent in Hittite
(cf. Friedrich 1974:140-141), is basic, with the other attested functions devel-
oping from it (1968:233). The iterative category itself is viewed by Dressler
(1968:43) as a variant of the category plurality, manifested in verbs as well as
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in nouns. Erhart (1973:245) characterizes Dressler’s thesis in this way: *T...]
der nominale Plural und die Aktiopsarten der verbalen Pluralitit als
kombinatorische Varianten des Semems ‘Pluralitit’ aufzufassen sind”,

I believe that the etymological analysis of *-sk- and, indeed, the iterative
category itself can proceed still further by pursuing some of the ideas inherent
in Dressler’s proposal about the relationship between verbal and nominal
plurality (non-singularity).32 Dressler (1968:51-91) emphasizes the close
functional and formal relationship between verbal and nominal plurality.
Functionally, the distinctly ‘quantitative’ nature of the iterative aspect (and the
closely related intensive, distributive, and durative aspects, cf. Dressler
[1968:42]) constitutes a vivid parallel to the notion of quantity inherent in
nominal plurality. Formally, the two major variants of the plural category
are both frequently manifested “durch Reduplikation oder Verdoppelung
(Epanadiplosis)” (1968:84). Moreover, Dressler (1968:85) indicates that both
plural variants also commonly share “ein lexikalisches Mittel” of marking,
apart from epanadiplosis. For example, in this regard, Jespersen (1935:210)
writes: “If we say ‘they often kissed’ we see that the adverb expresses exactly
the same plural idea as the plural form (and the adjective) in many kisses.”
The parallel lexical expression of verbal and nominal plural can be seen even
more clearly in a pair of expressions like He walks frequently and He takes
frequent walks. Finally, Dressler (1968:85) notes that sometimes nominal
and verbal plural variants are marked by the same affixes, although this
situation is rare because verbal plurality tends to be less grammatlcahzed than
its nominal counterpart (1968:94),

I noted above that the non-singular markers of Indo-European mcluded the
suffix *-{e/0)s, in origin an enclitic adverb. It is my opinion that this suffix
is a component of *-sk-, In support of this claim, I must point out that the in-
dependent existence of *-s-, apart from *-k-, in the suffix *-sk- is strongly
suggested by the existence in Hittite of a suffix in *-g- which is functionally
identical to *-sk-. Watkins (1969:73) thus observcs

Wir haben im Hethitischen nur noch eine Handvoll Formen mit dem iterativ-
durativ-(imperfektiven) Suffix -§a-, das der Funktion nach mit ~§k=- identisch
ist: @§5a~ “machen” von fe- (iya-), halzessa- “rufen” von halzai-
(halziya~), wares$fa- “zu Hilfe kommen” von warrai- [...]. Es sind Relikt-
formen; die Kategorie ist friih [...], und so gut wie ausgeldscht worden durch die
im Hethitischen alles iiberschwemmenden -3k~ Formien.
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Apparently these relics are preserved in other Anatolian languages: “Vgl. pal. 3
Sg. Pris. meri-§si ‘zerstiickelt’ (§7-Konj.), neben heth. Simplex merriya-
‘id’ [...]. Im Luwischen haben wir das Suffix -§8s/7-, hierogl. luw. -sa-
und im Lykischen -s-" (Watkins 1969:73). Such evidence leads Szemerényi
(1980:253) to conclude that “Formal wird -sk~ eher eine Vereinigung zweier
Suffixe, also s + &, darstellen,” although he does not explicitly identify the
nature of these original forms (cf. also Watkins 1969:56). Since verbal
plurality and nominal plurality share a number of common formal markers,
including lexical means of expression, it would not be unreasonable to suggest
that in Indo-European the same adverbial element may have served as an
exponent of both. This element became enclitic in nature and eventually
evolved into a specialized bound morpheme, but still retained its optionality
until the late Indo-European Period, at which time application of the number
category “became more regular” (Lehmann 1974:202).

When the enclitic adverb (> non-singular marker) *-(e/0)s was added to
non-personal (second-third person) verbs, the following formation resulted:
*-g-(e/0)s (person marker plus enclitic adverb). To this “verbal plural’ struc-
ture could also be added a deictic particle — namely *k, with original ‘here
and now’ signification later weakening to ‘there and then’ signification —
whose function was to indicate the time of the action. The weaker deictic force
of *k perhaps explains the ‘remarkable’ fact that “the iteratives in -$k-[...]
take secondary endings” (Lehmann 1974:148). It would seem that the
formation in *-g-s~k was reanalyzed as *-sk-g, with *-k losing its tem-
poral meaning, perhaps through the simple process of contagion
(condensation) (cf. Bloomficld 1933:438-439). In any event, the continued
existence of Hittite iteratives in *-s- demonstrates the original optionality of
the deictic element *k. *-sk- was subsequently analogically extended to the
first perSon as a ‘plural’ stem-formant,33



Chapter IV

The Origin of the Hi-Conjugation,
the Perfect, and the Middle Voice

No formation in the Indo-European family of languages has remained more
of an enigma for historical analysis than the Hittite #i-conjugation, As
Morpurgo-Davies (1979:577) recently commented: “The discussion about the
origin of the Hittite -pi-conjugation continues nor is there an end in sight”.
The general association of the Hittite desinences -fi (Old Hittite -he }, -ti, -i;
the perfect endings *-a, *-tha, *-e of Indo-European Proper; and “the oldest
forms of the middle endings, which in the 1-3 sg. and 3 pl. differed only in
vocalism from those of the perfect” (Jasanoff 1979:79) is widely accepted,
although “serious obstacles [...] stand in the way of a direct identification of
the present of the hi-conjugation with either the IE perfect or present middle”
(Jasanoff 1979:79),

The perfect denoted a state in the parent language (cf. Ved. véda, Gk. ( W)o?de,
Go. wait “knows”; Gk. mémone “intends”, Lat. meminit “remembers”, Go.
man “thinks™), but stative §i-verbs are neither especially numerous nor associated
with roots which can be shown 1o have formed perfects in Indo-Eurcpean [...]. A
straightforward derivation of the #i-conjugation from the middle is not easily
reconciled with the fact that the middle remains a living category in Hittite, with
endings (-ha(ri), -ta(ti), -(t)a(ri), etc.) which contrast in both form and
function with those of active hi-verbs (Jasanoff 1979:79).

Cowgill (1979:25) echoes the same conclusion when he asserts: “[...] the
correspondences between Anatolian active hi-conjugation and IEP perfect is in
form only. On the one hand, the stem shapes and the endings of the two
formations correspond well [...]; on the other, the functions and lexical con-
stituencies of the two formations correspond very, very poorly.” In light of
these problems, the continued widespread acceptance of such theories can be
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ascribed only “to the apparent absence of serious alternatives” (Jasanoff 1979:
81). However, I would like to submit such an alternative analysis. In brief, 1
propose in this chapter that the Hittite fi-conjugation and the perfect of Indo-
European Proper both represent innovative developments from an earlier cate-
gory in Common Indo-European — a class of verbal stems in*-§-.34

Despite Kurytowicz’ assertion (1964:58) that “the perfect and the (medio)-
passive are genetically related”, I find more plausible Cowgill’s analysis
(1979:27) “that Anatolian and IEP mediopassives correspond rather exactly to
each other and are sufficiently different from perfect and h7-conjugation that
the two categories must have been distinct far back into the prehistory of our
language family.” Cowgill (1979:25) says, in more detail:

[...] of the three basic types of verb inflection in Anatolian, the mediopassive and
the active mi-conjugation correspond quite satisfactorily in form, in function, and .
in lexical distribution to the mediopassive and active present formations of Indo-
European Proper. In particular, the fit between the mediopassive of Anatolian and
that of (P)IEP is so good in all regards, despite numerous surface innovations
- everywhere in endings, and these formations are so distinct from both the
Anatolian active pf-conjugation and the IEP perfect, that they must be descended
from a formation that was a distinct entity in the proto-language of our entire
family and which had there more or less the same shapes, functions, and lexical
distribution as do the mediopassives of Hittite, Vedic Sanskrit, and Homeric Greek.

Still, there do exist “manifest relations, both formal and semantic”, between
the perfect and the mediopassive (Cowgill 1968:26); but the formal
correspondences are the result of analogical reformulations motivated by
certain natural functional similarities, As Lehmann (1974:143-144) pats it:

The meaning of the perfect in PIE must be proposed on the basis of the
thoroughly explored Vedic and Homeric texts, though the other dialects confirm the
stative, resultative meaning, as in the Germanic preterite-presents [...]. The middle
[...] indicates that the result of action expressed by the verb has an impact for the
subject [...]. Since both the perfect and the middle in this way have implications
based on the result of an action, their forms show a natural relationship. But apart
from their relationship in sharing resultative meaning, they should not be more
closely aligned. - ‘

The appearance of the perfect middle category is a very late innovation, for, as
Szemerényi (1980:270) observes, “Urspriinglich hatte das Perfekt nur ‘aktive’
Endungen”. But since ancient endings can come to mark new functions, it is
possible that the formal exponents of the perfect middle are themselves ancient.
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I shall add further support to these claims about the relationship between the
middle voice and these other constructions when I consider the origin of this
voice category below,

4.1 Verbal Stems in *-§

In Shields (1980); I first proposed that Indo-European possessed a class of
verbal stems which were terminated in *-&. Although I now believe that some
modifications of specific analyses made in that paper are required, it seems to
me that this basic tenet of the article remains valid. Since the existence of these
verbal forms in early Indo-European is the basis on which my theory of the
origin of the Hittite fi-conjugation and Indo-European Proper perfect is built, T
shall review in detail my key arguments in support of this assertion.

In the first place, it is probably true that the Indo-European verb and noun
shared a common lexical origin, Thus,

Hirt (1904/05: 38ff.)fnotes that we encounter both thematic and athematic nouns
and verbs, verbal and nominal stems in ~5, -jé and with the suffix -sk~-. In the
Indo-European nominal and verbal endings we find only the sounds m, s, ¢ (d),
and af. The velars, labiovelars, labials (except for b#), and | are completely mis-
sing from the aforementioned morphological categories (Schmalstieg 1976:23).

Now in Shields (1977:56-57), I wrote:

In reconstrﬁfcting the early stages of Indo-European, T assume on the basis of
their inflection three major nominal declensions: 1) consonant stems, 2) vocalic
resonant stems, and 3) vowel stems [...]. The vowel stems bad *-8 and *-0 as
stem-final phonemes. That Indo-European had {...] nominal forms in *-# is
suggested by substantives like Gk. numpha “nymph”, nephélegeréte “cloud-
gatherer ;-hippéléta “horseman”, peirs “test”, géphira “bridge”, Umbr.
Tur._s'a “Tursa”, Lat. mense “table” (also perhaps resulting from the iambic
law), OCS Zeno “woman”, glavo “head”, etc. These nouns function as
nominatives and vocatives in Greek and Italic, while Old Church Slavic utilizes
them only as vocatives. At a later date the 8 —declension was generally assimilated
to the relatively recent 4-stems [cf. Shields (19822:63-77)].

Therefore, if one assumes the validity of the hypothesis concerning the
common origin of the noun and the verb, then it would be expected that the
verb would also have a stem-final phoneme in *-a- as well as in *-e/0-.
Secondly, remnants of the ancient verbal stems in *-§- are still attested in
a rather small group of relic verbs which survive in Greek, Sanskrit, and Irish,
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In Greek they are generally limited to middle voice: 1st pers. sg. middle 4ga-mai
“I revere”, kréma-mai “Ihang”, deéd-mai “Iseem™, péta-mai “Ifly”, éra-~
mai “I love passionately”. Sanskeit forms which show this construction include:
3rd pers. sg. pres. act. vami-ti “he vomits”, svapi-ti “he skeeps”, §vési-ti
“he snorts”, and rédi-ti “he cries”; while Irish shows this stem in the pret. do
cer “he fell” (< *kerd-t). These verbs have generally been reconstructed as
consisting of a verbal root plus a suffix in *-3. However, I belicve “that IE [a]
and [a] are allophones of the same phoneme, and that /a/ developed to [8] only
under certain conditions” (Wyatt 1970:17) (Shields 1980:262),

i.e., under conditions of weak stress. Both allophones of */a/ pass to fa/ in all
dialects except Indo-Iranian, where “*/a/ passes (to {a]) to /if in unstressed
open syllables, [...] save when grammatically relevant [...], but remains
elsewhere” (Wyatt 1970:52-53). “Thus, the ongmal phoneme here is to be
reconstructed as *e ” (Shields 1980:262).

I want to emphasize that the traditional reconstruction of an Tndo- -European
phoneme *s which passed to / in Indo-Iranian and a elsewhere is by no
means established fact. Thus, Burrow (1973:106) argues:

Among the vowels of Primitive Indo-European it has been customary to
postulate the so-called ‘schwa’ (2). This is based on such comparisons as Skt.
pitar “father” : Gk. patdr, etc. Skt. sthité- “stood” : Gk. statds, etc.In
sach cases the @ was considered to represent the reduced grade of the original long
vowels, comresponding to the zero grade of the short vowels e, 8, 0. It was
supposed to have become § in Indo-Iranian and & in all the other IE languages
[...].If this 8 had been confined to the comparatively few words in which Sanskrit
{ appeared to correspond to gin the other languages, it would never have acquired
very great importance in Indo-European theory. It was due to its becoming a basic
element in the early theories of apophony that it acquired such importance in the
traditional theory of Indo-European.

Likewise, Wyatt (1970:50) maintains: “[...] however theoretically unsatis-
factory and disquieting their conclusion may be, Wackernagel and Petersen are
correct in deriving all forms showing final ~/a/ in European languages from IE
*-/af, regardless of whether Sanskrit has -fa/ or -/i/,” Although Wyatt’s
assertion (1970) is very controversial, I agree with Collinge (1971:73) that it
represents “a notable plea for sane simplicity in PIE phonology™.

Third, I also feel that the zero ending of the second-third person of the a-
conjugation could be strengthened by the deictic particle *-i in the manner
outlined in Chapter II: *-a-g-J. As the e-class verb began to disappear as a
productive type (see below), some of its members which showed the
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morphological sequence *-a-g-i underwent reanalysis, with *-aj-¢ as the
resulting morphological segmentation, In other words, a new stem-formant
was created and then generalized throughout the paradigm. The prevocalic
sandhi variant, *-a{-

[...] can be seen in such Homeric Greek forms as entéd “I approach™, askhaldd
“I am grieved”, epolikhméad “Ilick off”, diph&d “1 seek”, eifuphaé “Iroll
along”, eirgtad “I ask”, koiméa *“1calm”, kubernad “I steer”, kukéd “I stir
up”, néméadé “I distribute”, skirtdd “Ileap™, stréaphéd “Iturn™, trdpad “I
change”, trékhdé “Irmun”, psélaphéd “I feel”, These forms show a later
contamination of the stem element of the thematic forms in ¥-o0- and the original
sequence in *-ai~ [...]. The preconsonantal sandhi variant in *-4&- [with ana-
logical restoration of *-7, resulting from a contamination of the sandhi variants
*-gf- and *~§-] is secn in a number of Sanskxit forms. As Whitney (1973:
390) observes: “A number of denominative stems occur in the Veda for which no
corresponding noun-stems are found, although for all or nearly all of them related
words appear [...]. A Vedic group of stems in dya [...] have allied themselves to
present-systems of the ng~-class, and are found alongside the forms of that class:
thus, grohéyéti beside grbhnédti. Of such, RV. has grbhéyé~-, mathayé-,
prugdysa-, srathdys-, skabhiyé-, stabhays-. A few others have no ng-class
companions: thus, daméyéd-, $améayé~, tuddyd- (AV.), and panaye-, naséys,
vrsdyé- (vrs— ‘rain’), vasdyd- (vas- ‘clothe’), and perhaps addye- (as-
‘attain’).” In'regard to these verbs, Sturtevant (1929:13) notes that “peculiarly
significant is the fact that in the oldest documents of IE speech there are numerous
dyo-verbs for which no neuns of any form can be cited as primitives.” This leads
him to conclude ‘that the suffix was originally independent of nouns in 4, and that
it was probably more ancient than they {...]. 4yo is to be considered a unit; it was
not, as has usually been supposed, a conglomerate of stem-final & and suffix yo.”
Sturtevant (1929:13) also supports this claim by noting that “Brugmann [(1916:
198)] mentions as examples of old dyo-verbs of unknown source Lat. hio, Lith.

“Zidju-*yawn’; [...] Lith. uldju ‘shout, call’, Lat. uluio ‘yell’;Lat. juvo ‘help’;
Lal. mico ‘vibrate’; Olr. scaraim ‘separate’; Goth, mitén, OHG mezzém
‘measure’; Lith, }indaju ‘stecke worin’; Ch. Sl. razvrizsjp ‘open’™ (Shields
1980:263-264). :

Perhaps the uncontamined preconsonantal variant of the stem-formant *-ai-,
ie.,*-4-, is attested in such forms as Lat. eram “he was”, “from *esé&-, the
root *gs- with an 4 which sometimes occurs elsewhere in past tenses, as in
Lith. buve ‘was’ from *bhudt (asin L.*rust instead of erat )” (Buck 1933:
278). As the overtly present element ¥-f disappeared through monoph-
thongization and as new forms generally began to replace the a-class verbs,
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this stem-formation was perhaps specialized in this secondary function (past
tense) in some dialects.

4.2 Early Indo-Eurcpean Verb Classes. If one assumes the existence of an
original Indo-European class of verbs in *-&-, then Indo-European possessed
three major verbal types at some point in its evolutionary development:
a-verbs, o-verbs (with an e-grade variant only as ablaut gradually emerged as
a morphological marker), and consonantal verbs (including resonant stems).
Originally these verbs showed the following paradigms: :

a—class o-class consonantal class
1 pers. -a-m(/-h) ~g-m{/=h) ~C-m(/~h)
2/3 pers. -a-¢ -0-¢ -C-g.

These three classes were functionally equivalent; their only difference involved
the phonological nature of the stem-final phoneme. This Indo-European verbal
system underwent & vast number of changes within a relatively short period of
time, including the appearance of the first-person marker *~w, the second-
third person markers *-s and *-7, and a set of inflections denoting middle
voice. However, before I begin my discussion of those changes relevant to the
emergence of the Hittite pi-conjugation and the perfect of Indo-European
Proper, I want to consider the process by which verbal stems in *-8- and
*-p- evolved. For the sake of simplicity and clarity, I shall begin with the
thematic (*-o-) stems.

4.2.1 The Origin of the Thematic Vowel

In traditional Inde- European studies, an important charactcnsuc of Indo-
European conjugation is the division of verb stems into thematics and
athematics. “It is generally admitted that the thematic verb stems [...] are of
more recent origin than the athematics, and have increased at their expense”
(Kerns & Schwartz [1968:717]; cf. Brugmann [1916:33] and Meillet [1964:
202]). Indeed, Kerns & Schwartz (1968:717) emphasize that “the paucity (if
not complete absence) of simple thematics in Hittite” (cf. Sturtevant [1933:
303] and Kronasser [1956:89]) suggests “that all ultimately monosyllabic verb
bases of PIE were [...] biphasal athematics of the type *és-/s* ‘be’, *éy-/i*
‘g0’, *bhé-/bhe* ‘appear, seem, become’, *wdid-/wid* ‘know, see’”. In
contrast to the lack of simple thematics,

there are frequent Hittite thematics characterized by the counterparts of suffixal
formants -ye and -ske of IE proper [...]. [Tlhe formants ~ye and ~ske (and
possibly a few others) are indeed the earliest if not the only progenitors of the
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thematic verb stems, even though the ablaut variants *e/6¢ may not yet have been
apportioned in the ultirately characteristic pattern of IE proper (Kems & Schwartz
1968:717-718).

Thus, “during the emergence of Anatolian, the thernatic type was becoming
popular in incipient IE proper, so that old biphasal *leikW-/*1ik¥- devel-
oped a thematic competitor [...]” (Kerns & Schwartz 1971:3). I am in essential
agreement with these conclusions reached by Kerns & Schwartz. What I wish
to do here is to present a theory of the original nature of the thematic vowel
itself within the broad context of their observations and the more narrow
context of the theories already developed in this volume.33
In 2.2, after arguing that ablaut variations post-date the development of the
earliest Indo-European conjugation, I reconstruct the following paradigm for
athematic ‘biphasal’ verbs like *es- and *ghWen-; :
1 pers. *és-m *¥ghWén-m
2/3 pers. ~ . *E5-p *ghWen-¢
In sum, such verbs did not show a biphasal structure in early Indo- European
Now I have also demonstrated that Indo-European possessed deictic particles
in *e/0 and *yo, both with non-present value (cf. Sections 2.1.2 and 2.1.3).
I assume that at some point in its development, *yo acquired the accent (>
ablaut) variant *ye. In Shields (1980:264n.8), I point out that the passage of
¥g to *e isa natural function of placing the accent on an originally unaccented
*o, In my opinion, the deictic element *yo was enclitically attached to active
verbs in Indo-European as a means of indicating the non-present functien,
while the deictic particle *e¢/o0 became contaminated with the iterative verbal
structure in *-s-k- to reinforce the non-present value of *-k-:
__Verb-p-yo :
, Verb-g~s-k-o.
Both constructions were then reanalyzed:
Verb-yo-g
Verb-sko-g.
However, as the second-third person marker *-¢ was gradually replaced by
*-g and *-T, and as the precise indication of tense became more and more a
function of the distinction between primary and secondary endings, *-yo-
evolved into a purely formal element associated -with verbs (similar to the
formal stem-elements *-j-, *-y-, etc. found in nouns), while a single mor-
pheme *-sko- came to indicate only the iterative function, having likewise
lost all temporal significance, This is the situation attested in Hittite according
to Kronasser (1956:179,185), who assigns “iterativ-durative Aktionsart” to
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-8k- and who ascribes with certainty only one productive function to the
Hittite reflex of *~yo- — the derivation of denominative verbs. In the dialects
of Indo-European Proper, *-yo- did become associzted with a variety of
more specialized meanings (cf. Meillet 1967:138-142), probably resulting
from the influence of the inherent meanings of certain verbs with which *-yo-
habitually appeared. A parallel development occurred in the case of the
feminine markers *-&-, *-i-, and *~g- of nominal declension, which
acquired their value in Indo-European Proper from the semantic structure of
certain items (e.g., *g"ena- “woman”: Skt. gné < *g¥na, Gk. guné, OIr.
ben, Go. quing, OCS Zeng; *ma “mother” [with reduplicated variants
*mama, *mammé]: Skt. mé, Gk. mémmé, Lith. mams) to which they were
attached (cf. Brugmann 1897). The multiplicity of attested functions of *-yo-
strongly speaks for dialectal specialization.

I would also suggest that before the separation of the Proto-Anatolians and
before the development of verbal stress patterns other than root-accent, the
deictic *e/o was beginning to be added to simple verbal stems as a means of
indicating the non-present:

Verb-g-o.
This structure was reanalyzed as:
Verb-o-9

and *-o- similarly became a purely formal stem-element without temporal
value, Hittite apparently never made *e/o a productive element, resulting in
its eventual disappearance there. However, in Indo-European Proper, it
achieved productivity and was gradually extended analogically until it became a
primary marker of the present stem. It was probably the development of
polythematic verbal structure (cf. Adrados 1981a), or multiple stemn conju-
gation (cf. Kerns & Schwartz 1946), in Indo-European Proper which was
responsible for its specialization and survival there. Such polythematic verbal
structure itself was a function of the great increase in the number of
grammatical categories explicitly expressed by Indo-European Proper verb
forms. In any case, I believe that the attested use of *e/¢ to form the sub-
junctive (a development frorm the non-present, cf. Neu [1976] and see Chapter
V) in Greek, Latin, and Indo-Iranian (cf. Kurytowicz 1964:137-138) repre-
sents a hold-over from the time when the primary value of *e/0 was non-
present deixis. In other words, *-e/¢ residually retains here its original
primary function (non-present) as a secondary function (cf. Kurytowicz 1964:
15-16), just as the personal marker *-s residually retains its original un-
differentiated second-third person function in such secondary verbal forms as
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Hitt. daié and Skt. bhiyds. As Adrados (1981b:54) points out: “Itis [...] an
erroneous conception to claim that there were always 1 : 1 ratios in [...]
Indoeuropean, that is, that each morpheme marked one category and vice-versa
[...]. Only the context dispelled ambiguity.”

4.2.2 The Origin of the Stem-Formant *-a-
The same processes which brought about the emergence of thcmatlc
conjugation were also responsible for the appearance of ancient verbs with a
stem-element in *-a-. In Section 2.1.4, I posit a deictic particle *a, which was
similarly attached enclitically to second-third person verbal forms in *-g:
Verb-g-a.

After reanalysis, this formation was segmented morphologically as:
Verb-a-¢

with *-a- representing a purely formal stem-element.

4.3 The Evolution of Indo-European a-Class Verbs
Within early Indo-European the a-stem class of verbs began to disappear

as a productive linguistic category, as the.attested binary systemn of thematic
and athematic verbs demonstrates. I believe that this class was eliminated
through a merger with the o-class and especially with the consonant-class. The
complete formal merger of certain g-stem verbs with the o-stems was effected,
to a large extent, after the introduction of the personal suffix *-w, for *-ga-w
would have become *-§ in preconsonantal position — a formant which is
homophonous with the preconsonantal reflexes of *-0-m and *-o-w. As
noted above, sometimes the merger of the a-class and the o-class forms was
not complete, resulting in the appearance of a minor class of verbs in *-ayo-.
The merger of members of the 8-clas$ with the consonant class was precipi-
tated by, the following reanalysis:

.1 pers. -a=m/-h > -am/-ah

2/3 pers, ~a-¢ > -8,
Of course, all verbal paradigms at this stage of development could optionally
incorporate the deictic particle *J, among others, resulting in the suffixes:

a—class o-class consonant class

1 pers. -ami/~ahi ~o-mi/-o/hi  -C-mi/-C-hi

2/3 pers. ~-af -0-¢-i -C-p-1.
It should be emphasized again that in addition to the general reanalysis just
described, the second-third person formation *-a-g-j of a few a—lass verbs
was reanalyzed as *-ai-¢, with the subsequent generalization of this new
stem-formant throughout their paradigm. As we have already seen, such
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multiple reanalyses of the same sequence of morphemes are quite common in
the evolution of Indo-European conjugation.

The various s-class inflections reconstructed here are clearly attested in the
historical dialects. The first person suffix *-ah is'seen in the Hittite pi-conju-
gation first person marker -afhi, a contamination of the suffixes -ap and -#7.
The suffix -pi itself comes from the original consonant class ending *-h asa
result of mutual analogical influence between the old e-class and the
consonantal class (see below). The -7-element of this ending may represent the
deictic particle *-i or the paradigmatically extended second-third person affix
*-af. The first person singular perfect middle suffix *-aj (Skt. -e, Gk. -m-
8i, with -m- coming from the active ending *-m(i), cf. Szemerényi [1980:
221]) of Indo-European Proper also perhaps derives from *-hai, while the
first person singular perfect active desinence *-a (Skt. -a, Gk. -a) derives
from *-ha (cf. Neu 1967:225), a contamination of the first person marker *-p
and the paradigmatically extended non-personal suffix *-a (lacking the deictic
particle *-7). This same *-he ending is seen in various first person endings of
the mediopassive in Hittite and in uncontaminated form in the Luwian first
person preterite active desinence -ha. The attested functions of this inflectional
element within Anatolian clearly demonstrate that such specialization of variant
forms was largely a dialectal phenomenon. Because of the close association
which developed in Indo-European Proper between the perfect and the middle,
it is possible that the first person singular secondary middle suffix *-m-4
(Gk. -mé-n), shows *-m with the original a-stem suffix *-ah or *-am
(> *-& in preconsonantal position). The ambiguity of Hittite orthography
makes the identification of such long-vowel formants impossible in that
language. The Sanskrit first person singular middle secondary ending -a, seen
in the optative, probably reflects the same *-he as the Hittite mediopassive.
For reasons explained below, I reject Szemerényi’ s claim (1980:221-222) that
Skt. -a represents a shortening of *-4§.

The suffix *-a(f) is seen in second person singular present function in the
Hittite hi-conjugation ending -t/ < *-T-ai, a contamination of the non-
personal suffixes *-T and *-af, while the pi-conjugation attests-te < *-T-g
in the second person singular preterite. In the latter case, the old non-personal
suffix *-a is not extended by the deictic element *-{, Indo-European Proper
shows the cognate suffix *-Ta in the second person singular perfect active
(cf. Skt. -tha, Gk. -tha).

The Hittite third person singular present active ending -7 of the hi-
conjugation is probably a reflex of *-a1, as is the third person perfect middle
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ending *-ai (Skt. -e) of Indo-European Proper. The third person singular
perfect active ending *-e (Skt. -e, Gk. -e) requires special explanation. 1
believe that the original form of this ending was *-g (cf. also Neu 1967:226)
and that the innovative third person singular perfect active suffix *-e perhaps
represents an analogical extension of the vowel grade (*e) of the stem-final
vocalic element which is found in the third person smgular present-stem of
thematic verbs. The appearance of this ending then resulted in the
specialization of *-& to middle voice in the third person.. The homophony of
the first person (*-ha(i}) > *-a(i)) and the third person (*-a(i) ) in the per-
fect active may have encouraged this analogical development. The existence of
a third person ending in *-a (without *-{) is perhaps directly attested in the
secondary middle suffix -& in Indo-Iranian (cf. Ved. eise “he ruled”, dduhe
“he milked”). Moreover, Kurylowicz (1964:58) observes: “Concerning the
regular ending -ta of the 3rd p. sing. one must take into account an older form
*-g, indirectly attested by Vedic aduhet, ésayat for *éduha, *asaye
representing mediopassive forms.” The origin of this ending is much disputed,
although most scholars (e.g., Watkins [1969:84]) suggest that it derives from
an original *-o. However, this is not a necessary assumption, since an ori-
ginal *-a is also a possibility. Indeed, the only other language where such a
construction is directly attested, Hittite (esa “he sits”, kise “he becomes™; cf
Burrow 1973:312), also permits the reconstruction of an original *-a.

Although in later Common Indo-European the original a-class verbs were
now generally converted into thematics or athematics, their inflection would
have characterized them as a special subclass within the latter type. Yet, as part
of the athematic group, their inflectional pattern tended to be extended to
original consonant stem forms; and analogical reformulation probably worked
in the"opposite direction as well. Perhaps contaminations of the two gradually
crystallizing inflectional patterns brought about such suffixes as *-T-a(i)
< the consonant stem second-third person suffix *-T plus the original a-stem
(> consonant stem) second-third person suffix *~a(j), and the appearance of
the original consonant stem first-person marker *-hi beside *-gh in the hi-
conjugation. In any event, I believe that some athematic verb forms came to
adopt the inflectional pattern largely based on that of the old a-stems, while
others came to adopt the inflectional pattern largely based on.that of the old
consonant stems, although sharp differences between patterns evolved very
slowly and were not fully present until the dialectal period because of
widespread paradigmatic polymorphy.
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It is at this point that Anatolian and Indo-European Proper began to diverge
in their utilization of the two sets of verbal inflections, which were still
functionally equivalent before the disintegration of Common Indo-European.

In Hittite the two sets of desinences never show functional specialization.
But their distribution in this language does undergo significant changes. With
the passage of *c to e in Hittite, parts of the inflectional pattern of ‘thernatic’
verbs, which was very similar to that of the old consonantal class but with the
thematic vowel *-o0- placed before the endings, came to look very much like
parts of the old a-stem class, e.g., both *-g-h and *-ah would have become
-af), just as both *-o0-¢ and *-& would have become -g. Because of this
fact, originally thematic verbs were largely remodeled on the pattern of the
original g-stems (> athematics), which became the so-called fi-conjugation.
Such remodeling perhaps contributed to “the paucity (if not complete absence)
of simple thematics in Hittite” (Kerns & Schwartz 1968:717) referred to
above. (Although the context of his argument is different, Kronasser
[1956:178-179] also proposes that simple thematic verbs were recast as
athematics in Hittite.) Of course, the inflectional pattern of old consonant stem
verbs evolved into the m/-conjugation. However, since these conjugations
remained unspecialized, they were subject to the vagaries of further formally
motivated analogical changes, resulting in many reclassifications of verbs.
Indeed, some verbs continue to vacillate between the two conjugations into the
historical period. As Friedrich (1974:78) says: “Manche Verba flektieren
iiberhaupt nach beiden Konjugationen: dafehhi und deliyami ‘ich lasse™.

In Indo-European Proper, the reinterpreted inflectional pattern of the a-
class verbs did develop a specific function - the indication of stativity. A
further reanalysis, identical in nature to the one which brought about the
functional specialization of the primary markers of the feminine gender (*-4,
*-j, *-1) of Indo-European Proper nouns, operated here. That is, “the se-
mantic feature (FEMALE} was given formal expression because one or more
forms possessing this feature had the formal property which came to serve as
its exponent” (Shields 1977:58). The feminine suffixes were then analogically
extended to other female-denoting forms; and non-female forms possessing
these suffixes were interpreted as grammatical feminines, although some relic
items retained their original gender, e.g., masculine &-stems like Lat. nauta
“sailor”, (See Shields [1982a:72-81] for further details.) In the case of the
perfect paradigm, a number of forms possessing the original inflectional
pattern of a-class verbs were semantically stative (cf. Ved. véds, Gk.
(w)oide, Go. wait “knows"; and this inflectional pattern was interpreted as a
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formal exponent of that semantic feature. As in the case of the origin of the
feminine markers, the number of relevant lexical items could have been small.
The inflectional pattern of these items was then analogically extended to
statives which originally did not manifest it and eliminated as an inflectional
pattern for non-stative verbs. It was this analogical development which most
directly accounts for the fact that “when we try to set up equations between
Hittite pi-verbs and IEP perfects, we find almost none” (Cowgill 1979:26).
The Hittite cognates of the few forms of Indo-European Proper which
motivated the origin of the perfect could have very readily been lost by the time
of historical records.

Since the inflectional pattern which characterized the stative verbs of Indo-
European Proper was at the time of its specialization a variant of athematic
verbal inflection, it follows that the perfect of Indo-European Proper does not
show a ‘regularly developed’ thematic type (Kerns & Schwartz 1968:717).
But because the thematic class remains viable outside the perfect in Indo-Euro-
pean Proper and because laryngeal consonants are lost in these dialects, addi-
tional variant forms are in evidence. As noted earlier, the thematic first person
singular suffix *-§ can have its origin in*-om; but etyma in*-0-h and *-o-w
are also possible. Probably the attested suffix finds its origin in all three. With
the loss of *-h after a consonant in word-final position, athematic non-stative
verbs adopted the suffix *-/n(i) as a marker of the first person function,

4.4 Theoretical Implications. As in the case of other analyses presented in this
volume, I want to explore the explanatory power of the general theory just
outlined. Specifically, I wish to demonstrate how the reconstruction of an
Indo-European class of verbs in *~a- can serve as the basis for an explanation
of the origin.of two problematic structures — the Germanic third weak class
and the Sanskrit aorist passive. '

4.4.1 The Origin of the Germanic Third Weak Class

Perhaps no problem of Germanic verb morphology has generated so much
debate among scholars as the origin of the predesinential element of the third
class of weak verbs (cf. Go. haban, ON hafa, OHG habén, OS hebbian “to
have™), As Jasanoff (1973:850-851) points out:

Not only do the verbs of this class show peculiarities in all the older Germanic
languages, but they differ remarkably in their conjugation from one language to
another, so that it is not at all obvious how the Common Germanic paradigm
should be reconstructed [...]. ’
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The situation is simplest in Old High German. The entire conjugation of
habén is athematic (to the extent that this term still has any meaning), and is
based on a single stem habé-: 1 sg. habém, 3 sg. habét, 3 pl. habént, [...]
pret. 1 sg. hebéta, pres. pic. habénti, pasiptc. gihabét [...]. _

The OHG pattern is not found in any other Germanic language. In Gothic the
corresponding verb haban exhibits a systematic opposition between stem forms
habai- [...] and habe-. To the habai-group belong 2 sg. habais, 3 sg. habaip,
2 pl. hebaip, the corresponding imperatives (2 sg. habai étc.), the weak preterit
1-3 sg. habaida etc., and the past ptc. habaibs. The rest of the paradigm is
indistinguishable from that of a normal strong verb: 1 sg. haba, 1 pl. habam, 3
pl. haband [etc.]. The Gothic alternation of the stems habai- and haba- is not
completely isolated. It recurs almost exactly in Old Norse, where a typical 3rd class
weak verb, vaka “wake”, is conjugated in the pres. indic. as 1 sg. vaki, 2-3 sg.
vakir, 1pl. vokum, 2pl. vaki®, 3 pl. vake. Except for 1 sg. vaki, each term
is directly equatable with its Gothic counterpart; and vaki itself is almost certainly
an analogical form, created to conform to the otherwise regular pattern 1 sg. = 3
sg. minus -1 [...]. In other moods and tenses the picture is the same [...],

The greatest complexity is found in Old Saxon and Old English. In both
languages, the 3rd weak class is a mere vestige of a category, the great majority of
originally 3rd class verbs having been absorbed into the productive 2nd, or J-class.
Old Saxon has carried this development to an extreme, and only two verbs,
hebbian “have” and seggian “say”, are usually considered to represent the un-
mixed type. Their inflection is characterized by an alternation between a stem in
~g~ (or -a-), from older *-&- < *-ai-, and a stem in —fa-. 'I‘l(}g forms in ~e~
comespond in distribution to the -a7i~ forms of Gothic (e.g., 2 sg. habes, habas,
3 sp. habed, habad) with the significant exception of the short preterit 1-3 sg.
habde and the matching ptc, gihabd, which have the appearance of archaisms.
The remaining forms, corresponding to those with the simple thematic vowel in
Gothic, show general agreement with the 1st weak class [...]. The situation is very
similar in Old English. Habban, secgan “say”, and one or two others follow a
paradigm essentially identical to that of Old Saxon [...]: In & number of other
verbs, however, Old English has introduced a regularized paradigm (type Anglian
Tirzan “live®, 1 sg. 1ifze ) which has no counterpart in Old Saxon. This type
appears {0 have been created analogically on the basis of inherited 2 sg, and 3 sg.
forms with *& stem vocalism (earlier *af) .

Such complexity leads one to concur with Fullerton’s assessment (1977:58) of
these data: “Accounting for the various alternations of third-class weak verbs,
reconciling them with each other and with non-alternating OHG ¢, and
deriving the third-class patterns from Indo-European has seemed like an
insurmountable task,” '

In developing my own view of the Indo-European origin of the pre-
desinential element of the core forms (present active indicative) of the
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Germanic third weak conjugation, I shall focus on the Gothic data. This

approach is quite traditional, for, as Bennett (1962:135) says: “[...] most

discussions of the subject lean heavily on the evidence provided by Gothic™.
§till, in order to develop a comprehensive explanation, I shall consider other
dialectal data as well. Alternate interpretations of these data “have been nicely
summarized by Bennett (1962). Flasdiek (1935) discusses in detail the studies
which had appeared before his own” (Fullerton 1977:58), and Fullerton
(1977:58-69) provides an especially useful review of scholarship since 1962,

I begin by noting that, in spite of the fact that I do not agree with the
particulars of his analysis of the origin of the third weak class, I do believe
Jasanoff (1973:851) is correct in asserting: “Although it displays an
extraordinary degree of paradigmatic diversity in the older Germanic
languages, the 3rd class is not a late category”. To my mind, this situation is
merely another manifestation of the archaic nature of the Germanic languages.

Now if one-accepts the idea that at some point in its development Indo-
European showed the following verbal paradigm (strengthened for present
tense by the deictic *i):

1 pers. ~a~h-i
2pers. © - -a-g-i
3 pers. -a-¢-i,

the idea that once the a-class non-singular formation in *-a-f appeared, it,’
too, was subject to deictic extension (*-a-N-J), and the idea that the second-
third person singular members of this paradigm could be reinterpreted as *-ai-
(a stem-formant) with a tendency towards subsequent paradigmatic general-
ization, then the following paradigm would have emerged before such para-
digmatic generalization took place:

“1pers.—. ~a-h-i
2/pers. -gi-g (later -ai-5)
3 pers. -gi-p (later -ai-T)
non-sg. ~-a-N-1. -

The reanalysis of ¥-a-¢g-i as *~af-g would have caused the loss of the speci-
fically present value of the second and third person singular forms, making it
likely that the first person singular and the non-singular members of this para-
digm also became unspecified (unstrengthened) for tense:

1 pers. ~8-h _
2 pers. -ai-p (later -ai-s)
3 pers. -ai-¢ (later -ai-T)

non-sg. -a-N.



100 INDO-EUROPEAN VERB MORPHOLOGY

Moreover, if one accepts the view that the Gothic evidence regarding the
predesinential element of the third weak class reflects the Proto-Germanic
situation, then the Proto-Germanic distribution of stem-formants can easily be
derived from this ancient Indo-European paradigm:

1 pers. sg. (Go.) heba (< *-§ < *-§ < *-gh)

2 pers. sg. (Go.) hab-gi-s

3 pers. sg. (Go.) hab-ai-p

3 pers. pl. (Go.) hab-a-n-d (< *-a-N-ti).
The first person plural (Go. heb-a-m) was constructed on the basis of the first
person singular, just as the second person plural (Go. hab-ai-p) was con-
structed on the basis of the second person singular. Quite clearly, the assertion
that “the distribution of forms in -a- and -aj- in the Gothic (and Common
Germanic) 3rd class paradigm is not easy to motivate historically” (Jasanoff
1973:855) holds little validity when the data are analyzed in this way.

In addition, Jasanoff’s observation (1973:862) “that 3rd weak class verbs
in Germanic commonly correspond semantically to middles in other IE
languages (cf. Meid 1971:7)” and that “this is hardly surprising, for the
‘internal’ value of-the IE middle [...] is very close to stative [...]” is also easily
explained by my theory. Simply, because the perfect, like the middle,
possessed an original stative meaning and because the perfect and the third
weak class share a common origin in a-class verbs, there exists a natural
connection between the stative function and the third weak class. As I noted
above, I do not sec this semantic function as necessarily implying an
etymological relationship between the middle and the present active indicative
of the third weak class, as Jasanoff (1973) does. Indeed, I agree with
Fullerton (1977:59) that “the theory of Jasanoff (1973) deriving the stem
suffix Go. af [...] from middle endings”, i.e., from the activization of an
older middle paradigm, is rather ‘farfetched’; and I believe that Jasanoff’s
theory, to a large extent, actually denies the archaic character of the Germanic
verb since it suggests that the third weak class as it is attested in Gothic is only
indirectly derivable from Indo-European sources.

Although the focus of my discussion here is on the forms of the present
active indicative, it is clear that other members of the attested Gothic third weak
paradigm are explained as naturally within the context of my theory as are
these core items. Among the other problematic forms showing a stem in -&i-,
the second person singular imperative (habais) and the second person plural
imperative (habaib) are quite predictably built on the stem of the second person
singular and plural of the present active indicative (just as the third person
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plural imperative in -a- [frabanda] is built on the third plural of the present
active indicative). The appearance of -af- throughout the preterite (e.g., 1st
pers. sg. indic. habaida) is likewise expected. Historically, weak verbs show
a dental element as the primary indicator of the past tense and a lack of vowel
gradation in the preterite stem. The third weak class was made to conform to
this pattern through the generalization of -ai- in the preterite stem. The choice
of -ai-, instead of -a-, as the predesinential element was motivated by the fact
that it is the form of the paradigmatically dominant third person. As far as the
Gothic subjunctive and passive are concerned, Polomé (1967:83) points out
that “in the other Gothic forms of the 3rd weak class the very same thematic
vowel as in the 1st weak class and in the strong verbs is to be found before
inflectional endings.” Though many details need further elaboraticn, it appears
that analogical influences are at work here. Such a claim is quite reasonable,
for since the mediopassive was a dying category in Gothic (and probably late
Proto-Germanic), its forms were naturally subject to inter-paradigmatic
influences.

But despite the fact that Gothic attests an ancient predesinential formation
in the present active indicative of third class weak verbs, one cannot deny the
antiquity of the Old High German data, which point to the existence of a
predesinential element *-é-, for an apparently cognate element is attested in
stative formations of Italic, Greek, and Balto-Slavic. It is precisely the seeming
antiquity of this latter suffix which has led many scholars to attempt to
reconstruct a common source for both Germanic predesinential formations.
However, as Jasanoff (1973:850) notes: “[...] no IE present built on the
stative suffix *-é~ will account phonologically for the form of the suffix
[-a(i)- ] in Germanic”, just as *-a(i}- cannot serve as the etymon for the -§-
of Old High -German and the other Indo-European dialects. Still, I believe that
my analysis provides an explanation for the appearance of this stative suffix
#-g- -in the Germanic third weak class. It is important to remember that a-
class verbs were largely achieving relic status in Common Indo-European
itself, as they were assimilated into the thematic and especially the athematic
conjugation, although their inflectional pattern as athematics served as the basis
for the perfect of Indo-European Proper and the fi-conjugation of Hittite. I
would argue that the suffix *-¢-, whatever its origin, started to become a
productive stative suffix in late Indo-Eurcpean Proper and began to be
extended to remaining stative verbs with predesinential *-a(i}~, especially in
the central group of dialects. That this generalization of *~&- began in late
Indo-European Proper is suggested not only by the limited geographical
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distribution of the suffix but also by the differing degrees of paradigmatic
integration which it shows in the historical dialects.

In Greek the main older function of the suffix is to provide aorists, denoting entry
into a state, to otherwise characterized presents — ekhérén to kheiré “rejoice”,
ekdén to kaié “burn” [...]. Particularly in view of its expanding role in the
formation of the future (skhésé < ékhd “have” [...]) and perfect (nenéméka < 4
némd “dismibute” [...]), the exclusion of -~ from the present system is
remarkable. This aspect of the Greek situation recalls the state of affairs in Baltic
and Slavic, where the suffix *-&- supplies preterits (aorists) and infinitives to
‘stative” verbs whose presents typically continue a formyation akin to the TE perfect.
Parallel to Gk. aor. emanén, pres. mafnomi, Lithuanian has inf, mindti
“remember”, pret. 3 sg. minéjo, but pres. 3 sg. mini < pf. 3 sg. *mgne-i

\[...]. Only Latin, with é-presents like habed “have”, maned “remain”, taced
“be silent” etc. departs significantly from the Greek and Balto-Slavic pattern. It is
far from clear that this situation is old. The Latin 2nd conjugation is notoriously a
‘mixed category, comprising in addition to the habed type both denominal
formations (e.g., albed “be white”, sened “be old”, rubeé “be red”) and
iterative-cavsatives in *-eye/0- (¢.g.. moned “wamn”, noced “harm”, doced
“teach™). In all probability the é-inflection of deverbal statives in the present tense
is an innovation of Latin; a stative present like habed follows the model of
denominal rubed (and/or causative moned, where ~é- < *-gye-) in precisely
the same way that the dialectal Lith. pres. 3 sg. minéje (for mini < *mgne-i)
follows that of denominal 3 sg. rudéja “rubet” (Jasanoff 1973:853-856).

Within the Germanic group, only Old High German shows the fully regular
generalization of *-&- in the verb forms under consideration. In contrast,
other members of the Germanic family show, to varying degrees, the archaic
predesinential elements in *-a- and *-ai- associated with stative verbs.

Before concluding this section, I would like to make a suggestion about the
origin of the stative suffix *-§-. The Greek and Balto-Slavic evidence implies
that originally “the stative suffix *-é- was restricted to one or more non-
present functions” (Jasanoff 1973:856). It should be recalled that a deictic
particle in *¢ with non-present signification can be reconstructed for Indo-
‘European. Thus, a specifically non-present athematic formation in *-g-é can
logically be posited for Indo-European conjugation. This non-present structure
itself would have been subject to reanalysis as *-é~g¢, with *-é&- eventually
undergoing paradigmatic generalization and acquiring a secondary stative value
because of the influence exerted by the inherent meanings of the verb forms to
which it happened to be frequently attached. Through time, the secondary
stative function of *-é- tended to become primary.
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4.4.2 The Origin of the Sanskrit Aorist Passive Marker -i

Another enigmatic construction which has been observed by comparative
Indo-European linguists is the Sanskrit aorist passive, Burrow (1973:341)
describes the formation as follows:

There exists a passive aorist in -f, used only in the 3rd person singular, which is
independent of any [...] acrist stems: &fAdyi “was known”, ddarsi “was seen”,
etc. Unangmented forms (which appear in both indicative and injunctive use) are
always accented on the root syllable: $r4vi, pédi, etc. Roots having i, u, roas
medial vowel appear in the guna grade (aceti, dbodhi, asarji), elsewhere there is
normally vrddhi {égémi, &kari, éstavi, asrdyi), more rarely guha (ajani,
avadhi). The formation is taken by some 40 roots in the RV, to which others
are added later. It appears also in Iranian (Av. sravi, OPers. adariy = Skt. sravi,
&dhari), but not elsewhere in Indo-European.

I have already made reference to Watkins’ reasonable assertion that-this suffix
is to be related etymologically to the deictic particle *. However, I believe it to
be possible that this suffix is a reflex of the old s—class third person suffix *-g,
Earlier I defended the view that the Indo-European vowel phoneme */a/
had [a] and [#] as its allophones and that the latter allophone appeared primarily
under conditions of weak stress. Both allophones passed to /a/ in all dialects
except Indo-Iranian, in which [9] is realized as /i/ in unstressed open syllables,
“save when grammatically relevant” (Wyatt 1970:52-53). I have also demon-
strated above the frequent specialization of linguistic doublets, and I have
referred briefly to the lexical diffusion of sound change. This latter theory
should perhaps be more fully explicated. In this regard, Wang (1969:15) says:

[When sound change occurs,] what actually takes place is a kind of diffusion from
morpheme-to. morpheme in [...] the speaker's vocabulary. This diffusion within a
lexicon is basically the same mechanism as the more observed forms of diffusion
across dialects or languages, and differs only in its scope of operation; lexical
diffusion is more tocal, the other forms are more global,

We do not need to insist that lexical diffusion is the only means by which the
pronunciation of morphemes changes. It is sufficient for the argument here that
this is one of the primary means through which a sound change implements itself.
According to this view, during the early phase of the change only a small sector of
the relevant morphemes is affected. Some of the affected morphemes may change
to the ¥-pronunciation directly. Other morphemes, however, will at first have both
the X-pronunciation and the Y-pronunciation, fluctuating either randomly or
according to some such factor as tempo or style [...]. But the X-pronunciation will
gradually be suppressed in favor of the Y-pronunciation. These doublets, then,
serve as a kind of psychological bridge between the two end-points of a sound

SR
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change, carrying along with them even those morphemes which do not go through
a doublet stage.

This hypothesis of lexical diffusion suggesls that, at a given time in any
living language, we should expect to find several sets of morphemes with dual
pronunciations.

It is these originally functionally equivalent dual pronunciations which become
independent morphological markers through functional specialization. All three
of these proposals play a role in my own explanation of the origin of the
Sanskrit aorist passive.

Now Indo-Iranian shows a first person smgular middle secondary ending
in -a, which is preserved in the optative (Skt. bhdvey-a “be”, Avest.vauray-
& “choose”) and which stands beside a thematic ending in -e (< *-haf) (Skt.
ébhav-g). I believe that the ending -8 derives from an inherited *-ha. Itis
significant that Indo-Iranian also shows an alternate first person secondary
middle suffix in -/, limited to athematic stems (e.g., Skt, &duhi “I milked”,
gkri “I have done”, Avest. aoj7 “I said”). I would like to suggest that the
endings -& and -/ are etymologically related. Simply, as the [a] allophone of
*-a began to pass gradually to -f, producing doublet forms, -/ became
specialized in athematic stems, with the result that both forms of the morpheme
have been preserved. The fact that the original suffix *-hs was at times
accented would have also contributed to its retention in the language, and
accent was thereby analogically extended to some occurrences of the -/ ending
itself after its appearance. The laryngeal of the desinence *-ha _has simply
been lost here.

As T argued earlier, the existence of an inherited third person singular
middle secondary ending in -& is also directly attested in Indo-Iranian (Ved.
aisa “he ruled”, dduhe “he milked”) and reflects an ancient a—class ending
*-5. Now as some occurrences of this third person singular secondary middle
suffix *-s began gradually to pass to -i in Indo-Iranian, I believe that the
resulting doublets were also morphologically specialized, just as they were in
the case of the first person suffix *-(h)e. However, in this case the special-
ization of -i was as a passive aorist marker. It is interesting that in Vedic and
Avestan there is a third person singular primary middle desinence -e (duhé
“he milks™), which probably comes from the old a—class suffix *-ai. This end-
ing is limited to passive and reflexive function in transitive roots (Insler
1968:325). According to Insler (1968:329-330), the existence of this suffix
provides the reason for the specialization of -i:
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[...] the invariable occurrence of the 3rd sgl. primary ending -e (< *-ai) is con-
fined to the passive employment of transitive roots in both Vedic and Avestan. Yet
in form it is completely homonymous with the 1st sgl. ending -e [(<*-haf)]
which is also invariable, so to speak, in all classes of medial athematic presents
(both transitive and intransitive). The replacement of the likewise older invariable
3rd sgl. IIr. *-4 by IIr. *~j in the passive aorist of transitive roots was the
attempt to utilize in this class a desinence homonymous with the innovated 1st
sgl. *-i, 36 an ending which was also invariable in all athematic classes. In other
words: If in the present passive employment of transitives one was permitted in
Indoiranian to use only the 3rd sgl. ending *-af (as in bruve, Av. tmruve), a
form coinciding with the ‘universal’ 1st sgl. *-{(h}/ai, then in the aorist passive
employment of the same transitives, a category where likewise one and only one
form of the 3rd sgl. was permitted, one analogically replaced 3rd sgl. *-a& by *-i
in order to utilize a desinence that equally coincided with the (newer) ‘universal’
*-i of the 1st sgl.37 The secondary use of 3rd sgl. - in the Indic deponents
abodhi, apadi, etc. may be a development only in that branch, but the absence of
comparable Avestan forms leaves the issue undecided.

This analysis of the origin of the passive aorist suffix -7 perhaps sheds
light on a certain development which Wyatt is hard pressed to explain. Simply,

it is not easy to believe (and Wyatt [1970]) admits that his own heart is not in it, p.
51} that the absence of the Indo-Iranian shift of unaccented -8 > -i in the singular
perfect active answers to the morphological significance of - in distinguishing
indicative -dha from imperative -dhi; after all, viddh/ differs from véttha in
three other phonological features (Collinge 1971:72-73).

Now it can be argued that the retention of -& as the marker of the first-person
perfect active was motivated by the fact that this would have provided a means
of distinguishing to a large degree the first-person perfect active and the first-
person _secondary middle. The only remaining homophony would have
occurred in the case of the unaccented secondary middle -e, since -e would
have marked this latter function in thematics, -i would have generally marked
it in athematics, and -4 would have marked it in certain athematic stems. This
retained first person perfect suffix may then have exerted some analogical
pressure on the second person ending -tha, resulting in the retention of -a
there also. After all, it was noted before that although the third person is the
starting point for most analogical changes within verbal paradigms, cases of
analogical remodeling based on the first person are not unknown. Moreover,
the theory of lexical diffusion provides stifl another approach to the difficulties
posed by these forms, since, as Chen & Wang (1975:226) observe, “more
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often than linguists have thought, a[n innovative] phonological rule peters out
toward the end of its life span, or is thwarted by another rule competing for the
same lexemes.” That is, the rare exceptions to Wyatt’s theory concerning the
development of IE */a/ in Indo-Iranian, which his reviewers (e.g., Collinge
[1971] and Szemerényi [1972]) have been so quick to point out, may simply
be residue resulting from the incomplete spread of the change throughout the
lexicon. In this regard, Reighard (1974) has established that certain lexical
classes relevant to the diffusion of a number of phonological changes in Latin
are morphologically defined. The exceptions to the phonological change
proposed by Wyatt which are attested in the perfect may thus be a function of
the perfect endings constituting a unified lexical class which did not undergo a
phonological innovation. This assessment is actually a refinement of Wyatt’s
own view (1970:51) that the exceptions constitute cases of morphologically
conditioned sound change.

4.5 The Origin of the Middle Voice
- The Indo-European language that is reconstructed for the period before the
disintegration of the unified Indo-European speech community clearly shows
two voice categories — an active and a middle.38 However, the existence of
these two separate morphological entities in the earlier stages of the langunage is
by no means as certain. Indeed, Kerns & Schwartz (1971:5) observe that “...]
the implementation of different voices seems to have evolved from a unitary
morphological situation”, for “the middle endings were not so much estab-
lished in the parent speech, as the active” (Misra 1968:100). My theory of the
origin of the middle is based on the assumption that the appearance of two
diatheses is characteristic of later stages of Common Indo-European, before
significant dialectal development. In my opinion, the original exponents of the
middle voice were reanalyzed dative-case enclitic pronominal forms with a
deictic origin. It is important to remember that even after successive reanalyses
in particular constructions, the deictics of Indo-European maintained their
morphological integrity, making them subject to still further reanalyses.
Among the proposals which underlie my central thesis is the idea that the
middle voice endings originally indicated *that the verbal meaning, whether
action or state, is to be interpreted with respect to the subject” (Lehmann
1974:127) (or, as Lyons [1971:373] puts it: “The implications of the middle
[when it is in opposition with the active] are that ‘action’ or ‘state’ affects the
subject of the verb or his interests™). I have already expressed my acceptance
of the position that the middle and perfect do not bear a direct etymological
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relationship, though some apparent formal correspondences between the two
categories cannot be denied. These corrcspondences result from analogical
refonnulatlons motivated by the fact that both categories “have implications
based on the result of action” (Lehmann 1974:143-144). Moreover, I feel that
the original marker of the middle voice was *-o (cf. Lehmann [1974:103],
Adrados [1975:605], Szemerényi [1980:225]), although it was extended by
*— in some dialects (cf. Kerns & Schwartz 1971:26), e.g., Lat. 3rd sg. ~tur,
OIr. 3rd sg: -thir, Skt. 3rd pl. -ran. I am comfortable with Watkins’ sug-
gestion (1969:194-197) that this r-element originally had nothing to do with
the middle voice, but was merely an appended particle (cf., e.g., “gr. ére, ér,
hra, kypr. ér ‘also’, lit. i ‘und auch’ [...], ai. ar-am ‘fiiglich, passend,
zurecht, genug’” [Hirt 1927:12]). I leave open the question of this particle’s
original meaning, noting that the widespread geographical distribution of the
suffix {Anatolian, Armenian, Celtic, Indo-Iranian, Italic, Phrygian, Tocharian,
Venetic) and 1ts diverse formal and functional dialectal manifestations (¢.g.,
3rd sg. mid. Lat. -tur, 3rd pl. mid. Skt. -re, 3rd pl. act. Skt. -ur, Hitt.
-ir) (cf. Adrados [1975:628-630], Flobert [1975:453-478], Szemerényi
[1980: 224-225]) suggest that it probably “was of Pan-IE extent, at least
optionally” (Wyatt 1972:613), and played a role in conjugation which is no
longer directly attested in any historical dialect. However, I think it is
interesting that Indo-European possessed a non-singular marker in *-(e/o)r,
about which Erhart (1970:80) says: “Eine andere Pluralendung [...] liegt
vielleicht in den armenischen Formen auf -er, -gar, und in den keltischen
(mittelirischen, mittelkornischen) Formen auf -er vor; alle diese Formen
gehen wohl auf ein i.e. r-Kollektivam zuriick.” Beekes (1987:215-216)
identifies this same non-singular (< .collective) element in the numeral ‘4’,
*kWatwor---1 feel it is possible that the r-endings .of the verb derive from
non-sirigular *-(e/o)r. This non-singular suffix was apparently never very
productive, so as other markers were generalized at its expense, it became
subject to reinterpretation. The frequent observation (cf. Szemerényi
1980:225) that r-endings were originally limited to third person is also
explained by this proposal, for, as noted earlier, the appearance of specialized
first and second person non-singular suffixes was a late development in Indo-
European. The extension of *-(e/o)r to the third person singular was perbaps
motivated by its frequent collective value.

Another assumption of mine is more broadly syntactic in nature. Simply,
under various circumstances, the verb could assume initial position in its
clause.39 As Meillet (1964:365) points out: :
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Aucun mot n’avait dans la phrase indo-européenne une place définie et
constante. La plupart des langues indo-européennes ont tendu 3 fixer plus ou moins
Iordre des mots, et la prose sanskrite par exemple offre presque un ordre fixe, Mais
cet ordre varie d’une langue A I’autre, et presque partout il subsiste des traces
importantes de la tiberté ancienne,

This freedom, Meillet (1964:365) maintains, was the result of the fact that “les
rapports entre les diverses parties de la phrase étaient indiqués par la flexion et
par ’accord; [...] les mots étaient placés de maniére 4 attirer l'attention sur les
parties de la phrase importantes pour le sens. Ainsi ’ordre des mots avait une
valeur expressive, et non syntaxique.” Recently a great deal has been written
about the nature of word order in Indo-European, and in such discussions “the
‘verb’ [...] is the most powerful unit variable {...]” (Friedrich 1976:476).
Although the SOV order is most commonly ascribed to Indo-European,
arguments against this theory, which is most emphatically advanced by
Lehmann (e.g., 1974) and his students (e.g., Justus [1976, 1978]), are quite
common. As Jeffers (1976:983) notes: “[...] certain of L[ehmann]’s claims
about word order in the dialects are highly exaggerated [...]. Moreover,
L[ehmann]’s data offer significant problems which; for the most part, he fails
to confront [...]. In many situations, conflicting evidence is ignored” (cf. also
Section 1.2.2). Indeed, Friedrich (1975, 1976) argues at length that Indo-
European was an SVO language, while Hali & Hall (1971) and Miller (1975)
propose that it was VSQO. I believe that whatever the ‘basic” word order pattern
was, the possibilities of multiple interpretation of the data suggest a language
with significant flexibility in word order, as Meillet indicates. Even Friedrich
(1976:477), while espousing his ‘Type II Hypothesis’, admits that “a case
system of [the Indo-European type] is congruous with and-typical of a loose,
partly disharmonic type II structure”.

Turning now to my assurnptions about noun declension which have an
impact on my theory of the origin of the middle voice category, I provide
extensive arguments in Shields (1982a:33-60) that the Indo-European
accusative, genitive, ablative, dative, instrumental, and locative cases all share
a common origin in an objective case category. In Shields (1983), I attempt to
relate etymologically the Old Hittite directive case in -& to this same ancient
morphological category. Of course, such a view about the gradual develop-
ment of the late Indo-European system of nominal inflection is not new.
Specht (1947:353), for example, writes that “die Zahl der nachweisbaren 7
oder 8 idg. Kasus ist sicher nicht auf einmal entstanden, sondern sie ist
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allmiihlich ausgebaut worden.” In what follows, special emphasis is placed on
the original unity of the dative and genitive cases. Therefore, it is important to
note that Kurytowicz (1964:199-200), before stating that the locative and the
genitive constituted an original single case (see Section 2,1.1), stresses that the
dative and the instrumental were at first merely secondary functions of the
locative. The universal linguistic connections between the locative and the
genitive have been described by Lyons (1968:496-500, 1971:388-395) and
Clark (1978:117-118), so it is not surprising to see within Indo-European a
similarly close connection between the dative case and possessive meaning, cf.
Lat. Gaius mihi est némen “Gaius is my name” and Hitt. ANA SES-/A
NU.GAL kuitki “My brother has nothing”, where “das Verbum ‘sein’ kann ein
possessivischen Dativ(-Lokalis) bei sich haben” (Friedrich 1974:121).

As far as the personal pronouns of Indo-European are concerned, I believe
that enclitic forms, still attested in various dialects, especially Hittite, were very
common, if not normative, in earlier stages of the language. Such pronouns
were always appended to the first word of the sentence, as in Hittite (cf.
Friedrich 1974:147), There was no special reflexive form in Indo-European,
as “the lack of a reflexive pronoun in Sanskrit and the variation in forms from
dialect to dialect indicate” (Lehmann 1974:128). “The late origin of the re-
flexive pronoun may also be demonstrated by noting its defective set of forms
in the dialects, even in a contemporary dialect like German. A full paradigm
was never developed” (Lehmann 1974:128). Typically, reflexive function was
originally marked by the personal pronouns themselves. The same situation is
also attested in Hittite, where “unser Reflexivpronomen kann durch das
entsprechende Personalpronomen |...] ausgedriickt werden”, although the
partlcle -ze (-z) can perform the same role (Friedrich 1974:63).

Vanous Indo-European dialects attest personal pronouns in *moi and *toi
with dative function: Skt. me, Avest. me, OPers. maiy, Gk. mof, OIr. ~m-,
Lith. mi, OCS mi; Skt. te, Avest. te, toi, OPers. taiy, Gk. toi, Lith. ¢i,-
OCS ti (cf. Petersen 1930:172-173, 176-177). Many of these languages at-
test these forms as genitive and, less frequently, accusative markers as well
(cf. Petersen [1930;173,177] and Schmidt [1968:227-228]); and they also use
them enclitically. The Latin pronouns mis, tis (< *-of- + *-s = genitive
marker) are to be related to these other dialectal forms, although they show
specialization in the genitive and subsequent hypercharacterization. The
multiple functions of the attested items, which Petersen (1930:173) describes
as “survivals rather than innovations”, result from the original unity of these
cases. Hittite generally shows enclitic personal pronouns in -mu and -ta
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with accusative-dative function. However, rare alternates in -me (-mi) (<
*moi) and ~te (-ti) (< *tof) arc attested (Sturtevant 1933:194).40 According
to Kronasser (1956:142), ~mu represents *me with the vowel of ammuk “I”,
while -ta does indeed derive from *toi, with the -a here representing a case
of orthographic & for e (cf. Kronasser 1956:38-39).41 I follow Sturtevant
(1933: 194) in deriving the Hittite enclitic possessives -me- -(-m{-) and -te-
(-ti-) “from the combination of a stem in ¢/ with the case endings”, i.e., ap-
parently Hittite largely specialized *mei and *tof as genitives (like Latin) and
later reanalyzed the case suffix as part of the stem, creating possessive
pronoun forms.

Indo- European did not possess a third person personal pronoun instead,
demonstratives served in this capacity (cf. Brugmann 1904b:408). But Hittite
does attest a third person dative enclitic -se (-$7) (< *soi, cf. Neu [1979:
188]), which Kronasser (1956:144) relates to the demonstrative stem *so-. I
believe that Hittite -$e thus reflects the Indo-European use of the enclitic
forms of the demonstrative *so- as third person pronouns. It is-clear that
Indo-European also possessed a demonstrative stem in *e- (e.g., nom. sg.
masc, *e-s: Umbr. es-to-, OIr. §, OHG ér; acc. sg. masc. *e-m: OLat.
em, Skt. im-am,; cf. Brugmann [1904a:32, 1911:326-327]), whose use as
an enclitic third person pronoun is attested in Hittite forms like -2 (nom.
masc.), -an (acc.), etc. In Section 2.1.2, I note that Sturtevant (1933:199)
sees the o-grade of the demonstrative stem *e- (cf. Skt. asye, Osc. es-
fdum) in Hitt. -a$, etc. Although Hittite attests no dative form of this enclitic,
and the cognate demonstratives of the other dialects generally show
complicated reformulations involving ‘formative elements’ in *-s-, ¥-sm-,
and *-sy- in the dative, ablative-genitive, and locative cases (Lane 1961:470-
475), I would suggest that a parallel enclitic form in *-o0/ with dative function
probably existed, especially in light of Brugmann’s reconstruction (1911:327)
of a “Lok. Sing, *¢i als Adverbium [...] in folgenden Formen: griech. i
‘so, wenn’, ef-ta ‘dann’, got. ef Relativ-partikel [...], aksl. i (ji} ‘und’
[...1.”

One final observatlon Is necessary before I prescnt the specific reanalyses
which gave rise to the middle voice. Fillmore (1968:65) emphasizes the close
deep semantic ‘connection’ between dative case forms and “the various uses of
the middle voice”. He also notes “the parallels one finds” between middle
voice, dative case, and “certain [...] uses of ‘reflexive pronouns’” (1968:65).
Baldi (1976:242) maintains “that the entire middle system of Indo-European
[i.e., all of Hirt’s ‘types of middle’ (1934:197-203)] can be classified as a
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system of covert reflexivity (as opposed to overt reflexivity, marked by the use
of the Active voice with reflexive pronouns.” More precisely, Baldi (1976:
234,142-243) argues that in the middle voice the deep agent is coreferential
with what Fillmore (1968:24) calls the deep dative element (if the verb is in-
transitive, the agent may also be coreferential with what Fillmore calls the deep
object [Baldi 1976:234]). In any event, it is clear that the dative and the middle
bear an intimate semantic relationship to one another; and it is the semantic
connection between these two categories which allowed the reanalyses of the
surface-ambiguous constructions presented below to proceed 42
In early: Indo-European, then, the notion of “verbal state or action
interpreted with respect to the subject” (e.g., ke sacrifices for himself) would
have been expressed by verb (frequently in clause-initial position) + dative
case of the appropriate enclitic personal pronoun (coreferential with the sub-
ject). At the time of the origin of the formal middle voice category, *-s and
*-T were competing with older *-¢ as markers of the non-personal (second-
third person);-and deictic particles, including */, could optionally be added to
these markers as a means of temporal specification. Therefore, the following
non-personal verbal formations with enclitic personal pronouns in dative
function existed in Indo-European:
- Verb-g-toi (Verb + non-personal marker + enclitic pronoun)
Verb-g-soi (Verb + non-personal marker + enclitic pronoun). .
Such formations were reanalyzed because of inherent surface ambiguities (cf.
Anttila 1972:92-94). The element *-~i was associated with the optional deictic
particle #J, and the elements *-t and *-s were associated with the homo-
phonous verbal markers of the non-personal. *-o- was then segmented as a
verbal marker bearing the meaning of “verbal state or action interpreted with
respect to-the subject”™:43
Verb t-o-i (Verb + non-personal marker -+ middle voice marker +
‘ deictic particle)
Verb s-o-f (Verb + non-personal marker + middle voice marker +
' deictic particle).
it should be omphas1zed that the operation of this process of reanalysis at one
stage of the linguistic development of Indo-European did not preclude the
eventual re-emergence of verbal formations containing enclitic personal
pronouns in reflexive function since these pronouns continued to exist as
autonomous entities in other environments in the language. That is, just as the
continued independent existence of deictic particles led to their subsequent
enclitic attachment to new verbal formations after they were reanalyzed as
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suffixes in others, so the continued productive use of enclitic personal
pronouns in Indo-European, along with the general lack of specifically
reflexive pronominal elements and the permitted morpho-syntactic patterning
of these forms, made possible the creation of new reﬂexlve constructions
involving enclitic personal pronouns.

As the non-personal marker *-t became specialized in the third person and
as the distinction between primary and secondary endings (based centrally on
the presence or absence of deictic [> inflectional] *i) gradually crystallized,
*-t-o became the secondary suffix of the third person middle (Skt. -te, Gk.
-to) and *-t-p-i the primary marker of the third person middle (Skt. -te,
Gk. [Arcad.] -toi) (cf. Szemerényi 1980:220-223). Likewise, as *-s be-
came specialized in the second person, *-s-0 (Avest. -sa, Gk. -so) and
* g-p-i (Skt. -se, Gk. [Arcad.] -sof) became parallel second person middle
desinences (cf. Szemerényi 1980:220-223). As far as the- crucial Greek
evidence is concerned, I thus consider Attic -tei, -s8i to be innovative ana-
logical forms (cf. Kurytowicz [1964:5%-60] and Ruipérez [1952]), or perhaps
generalizations of the old a-class third person suffix *-gi to *-t and *-s,
which then underwent specialization in the middle voice. In any event, it seems
that they do not represent original middle desinences. Kurytowicz (1964:60)
says in this regard: “The testimony of Arcadian (-toi, -ntof) and Cypriote
(-tui) [...] has recently been reinforced by the Mycenaean primary ending -to
representing -(n)toi [...]”, although it must be acknowledged that Schwink
(1989:140) views “the Mycenaean evidence [as] quite ambiguous”. Once the
middle was established as a formal category, other suffixes — like those of the
old a-class verbs — were integrated into it.

A comparable personal (first person) construction would have taken the
following form:

Verb-m-moi (Verb + personal marker + enclitic pronoun).

This formation, of course, did not possess the inherent surface ambiguity of
the parallel non-personal structures and therefore was not subject to reanalysis.
Indeed, the variety of attested first person middle endings (e.g., prim. Skt. -e,
Gk. -mai; sec. Skt. -i, -e, Gk. -mén; cf. Szemerényi 1980:220-221),
implies that they were later middle desinences, formulated in order to complete
the middle paradigm. However, instead of deriving Gk. -ma/ from an ex-
tension of *-m to the ancient e-class suffix *-(h)ei, as above, one could
derive it from *-moi, “in which -8~ has replaced -o- on the basis of forms
with -a- (< *-g)” (Schmalstieg 1976:33). A suffix *-mof itself could resuit
from a reanalysis of the fast speech alternate of the personal verbal con-

HI-CONJUGATION, ETC. 113

struction in *-m-mo/ that appears above. Simply, in allegro style, Verb-m-
moi could have passed to Verb-moi through degemination (cf. Rubach
1977:80), with the latter structure being resegmented as Verb-m-o-i (Verb +
personal marker + middle voice marker + deictic particle), especially under the
inflyence of non-personal constructions.#4

While I am considering alternative explanations, I also want to present still
another explanation of the origin of middle forms like Ved. éduhe “he
milked”, ai$a “he ruled”, and Hitt. ése “he sits”, kise “he becomes”. If
one accepts Watkins” assertion (1969:84-85) that these items show an original
ending in *-g, instead of *-a, then the *-¢ suffix may be a result of the
reanalysis of Verb-g-oi (Verb + old non-personal marker -¢ + enclitic
pronoun) as Verb-g-o-i (Verb + old non-personal marker -¢ + middle voice
marker + deictic particle) — a reanalysis parallel to the ones which gave rise to
the middle suffixes *-to(1) and *-so(i). Again it is obvious that “there are
very few unique solutions to the problems posed by historical and comparative
linguistics™ (Shields 1982a: 2).




Chapter V
The Origin of the Optative

and the Subjunctive

In this brief chapter I want to deal with the origin of the optative and
subjunctive moods of Indo-European. Traditional reconstructions of Proto-
Indo-European ascribe to the language independent optative and subjunctive
categories (cf. Brugmann [1904b:551-557] and Meillet [1964:223-226]). In
athematic verbs, the optative is believed to have been formed by the modal
suffix *-yé- “in sg. 1, 2, 3 and mostly in pl. 3, and by *-f- in pl. 1 and
pl. 2. Thus, operating with the verb *és-/s* the optative stem is *s-yé- in
the first group of forms and *s-i< in the second. If the indicative stem is
thematic, its form with stem final -o- [was] extended by ~i~, as *bhero-i-"
(Kerns & Schwartz 1971:22). In athematic verbs, “The subjunctive mood was
formed with [...] a modal suffix -e-/-o0- e.g. IE es-o0-t (beside indicative
es-ti) > Skt. asat (beside indicative asti); with a verbal base ending in a
primary vowel, the modal affix -e-/-0-- was contracted to the final vowel of
the base,” resulting in *--/-d- (Misra 1968:105). (On the origin and nature
of the §-subjunctive, see below.) The formal sources of these markers
remained quite obscure'to traditional theorists, as they still do today.
Moreover, no consensus was ever rcached about the original signification of
these two modal categories, although Delbriick’s view that the optative
expressed “primarily wish (secondarily potentiality)” and the subjunctive
“primarily will (secondarily future)” (Hahn 1953:138) was and remains the
most popular.43 '

More recent approaches to Indo-European morphology and syntax, which
emphasize the absence of these categories in Hittite, suggest that “the optative
and subjunctive are IE proper neo-categories” (Kerns & Schwartz 1971:21).
On the basis of this idea, Neu (1976:251-253) maintains that at the time of the
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migration of the Proto-Anatolians, the Indo-European active-voice verb
showed a present and a non-present form. After the departure of the Proto-
Anatolians, this non-present category bifurcated into a preterite category and a
mood category, and then the mood category bifurcated into the optative and the
subjunctive. Obviously, the imperative category had an independent existence
from a much earlier date. The idea that the optative and the subjunctive
originally constituted a single grammatical category within Indo-European is
not new, even though it was never widely accepted. Thus, Hahn (1953 140)
points out that in contrast to Delbriick,

Others believe that the sharp distinction between the two moods is an
independent development of Greek and Sanskrit. The leaders here are Morris and
Oertel. Like Bergaigne, Morris [...] — followed by Nutting [...] — holds that the
categories in the original language were vague and indefinite; later Qertel and
Morris jointly [...] maintain that the undifferentiated condition of Latin, not the
modal distinction of Sanskrit and Greek, represented the state of affairs in Indo-
European.

What is novel about Neu’s hypothesis is the supposition that it was the non-
present category that gave rise to both of these modal categories. Although I do
not fully agree with every detail of Neu’s analysis, I believe that his derivation
of the optative and the subjunctive from an original Indo-Eurcpean non-present
formation is an accurate portrayal of linguistic history. To my mind, the logical
etymological source of the markers of these original non-present constructlons
would be deictic particles.

5.1 The Theory. As I maintain in Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2, Indo-European
possessed deictic particles in *i and *s. These two deictics are attested in the
particle *ei, a contamination of the two (cf. Hirt 1927:15). According to
Brugmann (191 § 990), “*ei ‘in dem, in dem Falle, da (lokal), so’” is seen
in “griech. ef ei-ta, got. ei, wahrscheinlich auch aksl. i, as well as in the
“Lok. Sing. [demonstrative] *ef” which he reconstructs for the demonstrative
stem *e- (1911:327; cf. 4.5). This particle is most likely attested in the
nominative singular masculine demonstrative form *ei (i.e., *ei-g: Skt, ay-
ém, Avest. ay-am, Lat. Js [< OLat. ei-s]). Indeed, it seems that a
demonstrative stem- *ef~ is found in other case-forms as well, e.g., dat.-abl.
pl. *ei-bh(ylos: Skt. ebhyas, OLat. fbus; loc. pl. *ei-su: Skt, esu, OCS ixv
(Szemerényi 1980:190). With the monophthongization of preconsonantal
word-final dipthongs in late Indo-European, *ei would have developed two
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variants — *-ef and *-f. I would like to suggest that the nominative singular
feminine demonstrative form *7 (Skt. iyam, Avest. fiysm, OPers. iyam < *I+
am; Gk. /a [w1th -g from the accusative (cf. Brugmann 1911:328)]; Lith. ji)
represents the preconsconantal sandhi variant of *ei. According to Szemerényi
(1980:190-191), a demonstrative form *7 is also to be reconstructed for the
nominative-accusative plural neuter (see Szemerényi [1980:190-191] for
details). Moreover, the deictic particle *J, which is attested in Avest. 7, Gk. T,
OCS -i, and Skt. 7-dré- “such a one, a similar one” (cf. Brugmann
[1916:980-981] and Hirt [1927:11]), is probably to be related to the demon-
strative stem *7- (Hirt 1927:27) and can therefore be analyzed as a precon-
sonantal sandhi variant of an original deictic element in *ei. It would seem that
the deixis of both *¢ and *ei was non-present, for Brugmann (1911:312)
observes that the demonstrative stems *e- and *7- “waren vermiitlich im
Uridg. in der Bedeutung von *to- nicht wesentlich verschieden, also
allgemeindeiktisch”. The fact that deictic *e came to be used as a marker of the
dialectal imperfect (i.c., as the so-called augment) and that the Greek particle
ei(-ta) (< *ei) continues to maintain the meaning “then (and there)” (cf.
Brugmann 1916:990) makes the original non-present temporal signification of
*g and *ef completely clear.

~ On the basis of such views, it seems to me that a new theory of the origin
of the optative and subjunctive markers can be constructed. Simply, the deictic
particles *e and *ei were among those which were suffixed to non-personal
verbs in *-¢ in order to indicate the non-present. In athematic conjugation, *e
was enclitically attached to the non-personal in *-¢, yielding *-g¢-e, which
was then reanalyzed as *-e-¢ (> subjunctive function). In thematic stems, the
addition of *e to *-e-g resulted in *-e-g-e, which, of phonological neces-
sity, became -*-é- and was reanalyzed as *-§-g (cf. Burrow 1973:346). That
is, when’the vowel *a, *e, or *o was followed immediately by another
occurrence of itself or an occurrence of one of the other two vowels,
contraction took place. “The product regulated itself after the quality of the
first”, with a few possible exceptions (Brugmann 1888:106). The thematic
subjunctive marker *-§- probably results from the addition of *e to non-
personal verbal forms in *-0-¢, i.e., ¥-0-g-¢ > *-d-¢, while the athematic
variant *-o0- was created from the following proportional analogy (cf. Misra
1968:105): : ,
e
X.

(= TR
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The question naturally arises as to why the o-grade variant of the stem vowel,
as well as the expected e-grade, is ascribed to the second-third person. Since,
according to the Greek evidence, the thematic subjunctive distributes the stem-
vowels *-5- and *-g- “the same as in the indicative” (Brugmann 1894:465-
466), it could be argued that the variant *-3- is itself merely a secondary

analogical creation:
: e : @
e X

However, I have argued above that patterns of vowel gradation, which had
their source in a variety of linguistic changes, developed only gradually within
Indo-Eurcopean into a coherent morpho-syntactic device. Under such
circumstances, complete consistency would have been difficult to achieve, and
therefore some vacillation in use is expected, especially in a secondary
formation like the subjunctive, which tends to be archaic despite recent
functional specialization (cf. Kurytowicz 1960:79-80). More importantly,
although the thematic optative generally shows the o-grade variant of the stem-
vowel in the second and third person singular, Baltic attests to the fact that an
alternate e-grade form once existed in this construction: “Diese Erkldrung
kénnte im Baltischen cine Stiitze finden, wenn dort die mit -ej~ gebildeten
Imperative (urspriinglich Optative), wie apreuss. weddejs, wirklich auf idg.
~gf=, nicht -¢i-~, zurfickgehen” (Szemerényi 1980:241). In‘other dialects, the
thematic optative shows the generalization of the stem-variant in *-o-
(Szemerényi 1980:241). Since the subjunctive and the optative develop from a
common source, it would seem natural that the thematic subjunctive, too, once
showed a stem in *-o- in the second and third person function. After the
subjunctive marker *-¢- came into existence, its distribution was generally
defined by the distribution of ¢-grade in the indicative, cf. the Greek data,
although specifically dialectal developments, including the emergence of the &-
subjunctive (see below), disrupted the pattern of occurrence. For example, in
Sanskrit the distinction between a subjunctive in *-3- and a subjunctive in
*-&- was lost when the vowels *5 and *é merged as 4. The Latin data are
complicated by the fact that the optative and the subjunctive never fully
bifurcated and that a modal formation in *-4- developed at the expense of one
in #-5-, resulting in the loss of the marker *--. In Celtic, the apparent
generalization of a subjunctive suffix *-§- alsc led to the disappearance of
*-3-, as well as *-g- (cf. Lewis & Petersen 1961:288-289). All in all, the
original distribution of the thematic subjunctive formant *-¢- is difficult to
assess.
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The athematic optative suffix *-i-, I believe, represents the preconsonantal
variant of the verbal constuction *-g-e/ (1.e., non-persenal marker *-g +
deictic particle *ei) > *-g-i > *-i-g, while *-yé- shows a contamnination of
the modal suffix *-7~ and the modal (> subjunctive) marker *-§- (i.e.,*-7~+
#-5- > *-yg-), The thematic optative formation in *-o-i~ derives from *-o-
g-i (< *~ef) (cf. Burrow 1973:351), which was subsequently reanalyzed as
#-p-j-g, It is interesting to note that in Greek the particle e/ “kniipfte
Wiinsche und Aufforderungen, wie das nichstverwandte ai. ayéd ‘so’”
(Brugmann 1904b:616). I believe that Greek attests to a late Indo-European
Proper specialization of the meaning of this particle — a meaning closely
related to the indication of non-present time, It was this implication of ‘wish’
in the meaning of *ei/*7 which was central in its coming to serve as a marker
of the specifically optative function.

I also want to point out that Watkins (1969:232) reconstructs the original
second-third person singular thematic optative desinence as *-g, i.e.,*-0-i-g.
He says: '

Der alit. Imperativ auf -7, refl. -fe-s gibt direkt die endungslose 2. Sg. *-of
wieder. Im Slawischen konnen wir die Imperativ nes-i nes-émv nes-été von
einem ebensolchen Paradigma mit 2. Sg. *-o0f, 1. Pl. *-oi~mo, 2. PL. *-oi-te
herleiten [...). Die 3. Sg. *-0i mit zéro-Endung ist sozusagen belegt in der
Optativform §4yet, die dreimal im MS [...] erscheint; ein = ist angefiigt zur
Verdeutlichung der 3. Sg.-Funktion wie in adayalt] und Opl. duhiyalt]. '

Such an assessment lends support to the theory presented here, since the
existence of a zero marker in the second-third person (singular) is a necessary
prerequisite for its validity. ' : '

Apparently- Hittite lost the non-present formations in *-e and *-ef (¥~7)
which gave rise to the optative and the subjunctive of Indo-European Proper.
Because Hittite failed to specialize them as modal structures, it found them
unnecessary when other non-present constructions became more productive.
The same general explanation applies to the apparent lack of the subjunctive,
ie., the markers *-g- and *-g- in modal function, in Germanic, Armenian,
Baltic, and Slavic. Since the subjunctive and the optative were never formally
differentiated in these dialects, such redundant elements tended to disappear.

5.2 Some Implications of the Theory. My theory of the origin of the optative
and the subjunctive markers naturally accounts for the particular inflectional
endings utilized by each modal category. In the dialects, the optative takes
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only secondary endings, while the subjunctive takes both primary and
secondary. Since these categories derive from a non-present formation, it is to
be expected that secondary endings would have become associated with them,
But in the subjunctive, “this partial use of primaries was encouraged by the
future-tense implications of certain [...] subjunctive functions” (Kerns &
Schwartz 1971:24; cf. also Burrow 1973:348). That is, in very late Indo-
European and the dialects, as tense became a fully grammaticalized category,
the present-tense forms came to be the primary exponents of future time-
reference. But the residual future function of the subjunctive, resulting from
both its general non-present origin and its specialized modal uses, led to the
extension of primary endings to this category.

Before concluding, I want to say a few words about the so-called &-
subjunctive of Latin, Irish, and Tocharian {cf. “lat. feram feras ferat[...]
air. bera berae beraid, beide aus *bher-g-m, -8-s(i), -&-t(i} usw., [...]
toch. (A) -em, -at, -8s usw,, z.B. kalkam ‘eam”” [Szemerényi 1980:242]).
Kurytowicz (1964:137) maintains that this formation “most certainly repre-
sents the modal residue of an old ~4- preterite, well attested in Baltic and
Slav, (Lat. ruat : Lith. birve)” (cf. also Szemerényi 1980:242). But if one
accepts the derivation of the other subjunctive and optative markers which
was presented above, then it is clear that the origin of *-4- can really be
found in the general non-present category of Common Indo-European. In
fact, it is possible to show that its origin is even formally the same as that of
*-g-and *-g-. If the deictic particle *e was added to non-personal a-class
verbal forms to hypercharacterize non-present meaning (i.e., *-a-¢-g), then
the resulting structure, after contraction and reanalysis, would have been
*-g-¢. Only Latin, Irish, and Tocharian specialized this formation as a modal
construction; Baltic and Slavic specialized it as a preterite, and other dialects
Jost it completely,46

Chapter VI

A Brief Chronological Summary
o .

For the sake of clarity and coherence, my presentation in this volume has
been organized topically. However, in order to remain true to my conviction
that establishing relative chronology is a central concern of linguistic recon-
struction (cf. Meid 1975), I now want to outline briefly the chronological
development of the verbal categories of Indo-European which have been
considered. This chronology is largely inherent in the analyses which I have
already devised; here I am merely making this chronology explicit. In what
follows, I find it useful to present my remarks in terms of a five-stage
evolutionary model.

6.1 Stage I

Aftéremerging from an isolating stage Indo-European mtroduced intoits .

conjugation the opposition personal (first person) : non-personal (second-third
person) through the incorporation of enclitic first-person pronominal elements
into verbal paradigms, This development also established the relevance of
assonance concord to verbal formations, since both the non-personal category
and the nominative case category were marked by *-g. At this point in time,
there were no formal markers for voice, aspect, or mood, but tense was
indicated by means of enclitic deictic particles which signified ‘now’ or various
degrees of ‘not-now’. Of course, this method of temporal specification
continued well into the dialects. During Stage I, which might be termed
‘Primitive Indo-European’, the language was clearly more agglutinative than
inflectional. : .
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6.2 Stage I

With the rise of allomorphy and polymorphy, Indo-European became truly
inflectional. Such polymorphy evolved from the reanalysis of various non-
personal verbal constructions in *-¢ with an enclitically attached deictic. Thus,
¥-g, *-T, and *-¢ all came to mark the non-personal. At the same time,
original sandhi variants tended to become reanalyzed as independent suffixes,
and extant suffixes were subject to frequent contamination. In addition to
creating polymorphy, these developments led to the formal expression of
certain functions which were inherent in context or in the meanings of
individuval verb forms. For example, the imperative mood came to have
specific exponents, like *-uy and *-toN, associated with it. A series of der-
ivational suffixes marking the ‘non-present’ (especially *-(e/¢)s- and
*-(e/0)T-) appeared by way of alternative reanalyses of formations which led
to the existence of inflectional suffixes (like *-s and *-T); and stem-formants
in ¥-g- and *-0- shared this same origin. The ‘Common Indo-European’
Stage ended with the emergence of the copula in *es-, the middle voice
category, and the usc of enclitic quantitative' adverbs to specify non-
singularity. Thus, my assessment comes close to that-of Polomé (1982b:15),
who argues that the disintegration of the Indo-European speech community
commenced at a time when the language “contrasted an *active’ and a ‘perfect’,
to which a ‘middle’ was added”, even though I would derive his ‘perfect’ from
a class of verbs in *-a-. ‘

6.3 Stage I :

It is in this period that dialectal differentiation was initiated with the first
migrations of the Anatolians. This stage can thus be called ‘Late Indo-
European’. Although desinences in *-s and *-T began to assume their his-
torical distribution by the end of this stage, resulting in the appearance of
specialized second person and third person formations, non-personal construc-
tions in *-g continued to be common throughout most of this era, along with
vacillation in the function of *-s and *-7. Additional non-present con-
structions, e.g., those in *-k and *-(e/0)1, were introduced, with subsequent
morphological reanalysis. The number of desinences available for allomorphic
variation or morphological specialization increased,. too, because of the
monophthongization of preconsonantal diphthongs. It is at this time that the &-
class verbs started the process of assimilation into the thematic (o-class) and
athematic (consonant class) types. The use of non-singular affixes became
more widespread and consistent — the iterative came to be well established,
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and first and second person. non-singular suffixes began to evolve; although
their shape did not crystallize until much later. This stage ended with the
introduction of the opposition between primary and secondary endings (an
opposition which was strictly optional) and the bifurcation of the non-singular
into dual and plural. Although ablaut had not yet fully emerged as a formal
morpho-syntactic device, its foundanon was laid in the form of frequent accent
and sandhi variation. - ‘ :

6.4 Stage IV P Co '

After the departure of the Anatohans was complete, we enter the Indo-
European Proper Period — an era which ended rather guickly with the
separation of the Germanic group. It was during this time when the perfect
emerged as-a formally and functionally identifiable category from the old

a-class verb endings, which came to mark the fi-conjugation of Hittite. A
special aorist stem, whose original meaning Lehmann (1974:145-146) (cf.
Hoffman 1967:214-234) identifies as “resultative statement of confirmation”,
also appeared at this point in the development of the language (though perhaps
Just after the exodus of Germanic), and was probably derived from the same
process of semantic specialization as the perfect (see Section 4.3). Szemerényi
(1980:213) likewise posits a late origin of the aorist: “Von den Tempora
gehéren die Systeme des Priisens und Aorists eng zusammen™; and Adrados
(1985:42) traces its origin in ‘IE III’ to the non-present. The appearance of
special stem-formations like the perfect and the aorist marked the full
development of what Adrados (1981a:96-97) calls ‘polythematic’ inflection
(“stems which are in opposition, systematically, to that of the present”), a
primary characteristic which separates Indo-European Proper and Anatolian.
As ’Adgadé's'"(19813:99) says: “In this new [Indo-European Proper] system
each stern had two different ones opposed to it, those called aorist and perfect,
which join to differences of meaning others related to vowel gradation,
lengthenings and endings (and possible augment and reduplication).” In
keeping with this developmental tendency, a special ‘modal’ stem evolved
from the non-present at the end of this period.

6.5 Stage V

This stage is characterized by rapid dialectal differentiation within Indo-
European Proper. Stage V probably began with the shift of the meaning of the
perfect and aorist to past tense, resulting in the incorporation of certain older
non-present formations into the aorist {(e.g., s-formations) and the perfect
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(e.g., k-formations). ‘Allomorphization’ is the name which Adrados (1987:7)
uses to refer to this process whereby “different stems become part of one and
the same term of an opposition”. Additional stems were created in some
dialects with the bifurcation of the modal category into subjunctive and
optative. Dialectal differentiation proceeded further with the emergence of
special future forms and the appearance of the imperfect. Generally speaking,
we witness in this period the frequent dialectal adaptation of elements which
first became available at much earlier stages of the langnage (cf. also the
Umbrian perfect suffix *-nky- and the Lithuanian imperative suffix -k(i)).

6.6 Conclusion

I want to emphasize again that the reconstructions posited in this volume
cannot be verified as historical facts; but, in light of current historical linguistic
theory and methodology, they do represent plausible explanations of the data. I
feel it to be especially significant that the data are viewed here:in terms of a
consistent and coherent framework, so that the plausibility of one
reconstruction lends plausibility to another, and vice versa. I am aware that
‘plausibility’ may not be a sufficient goal for some Indo-Europeanists; yet,
when I consider that the expanse of the ‘laboratory’ of historical linguistics
includes the entire world and its recorded languages of the past five millennia,
I'am reminded of the motto displayed in the laboratory of Auturo Rosenblueth:
“In this laboratory the only one who is always right is the cat” (quoted in
Fromkin & Rodman [1988:430]).

Endnotes

1) According to Anttila (1988;171), “Lass [...] has now expressly changed his position to
the side of teleology; see now Lass (1987).” The complicated issue of the causality of
linguistic change (i.e., the why, not the how) is, of course, a hotly debated matter (cf.
Anttila 1988:174-178), although some recent major studies are prevailingly functional
(teleological) (cf. Haiman {19851, Anitila [1989], Wurzel [1989]).

2} In regard to lexical encoding of temporal relations, Comrie (1985:8) distinguishes
lexically composite expressions (e.g., five minutes after John left ) and lexical items (e.g.,
yesterday ). “Since the stock of items listed in the lexicon is necessarily finite, the range of
distinctions possible lexically is necessarily smaller than that which is possible using
lexically composite expressions™ (Comri¢ 1985.8). According to Comrie (1985:9), Modem
English possesses thirty temporal items. Of course, deictic particles would constitute a very
restricted subclass of lexical items in any given language.

3) Although ablaut, as a morpho-syntactic device, is a late phenomenon in Indo-European,
the time it begins to emerge is difficult to assess largely because “PIE ablant [...] was due to
mechanical causes and only secondarily, to a limited extent became functional” (Kerns &
Schwartz 1972:456). Still, in some form, it must be placed “before the departure of the
Anatolians” (Kems & Schwartz 1972:456; cf. also Kronasser 1956:45-47).

4} Something should perhaps be said in regard to the phonetic realization of the phoneme
represented by.*/db/, Because it is probably true that the phoneme */th/ is a secondary
development in Indo-European {see below), the reconstruction of */dh/ as a voiced aspirated
stop seems (o present typological problems, for, as Jakobson (1962:526) observes: “To my
knowledge no language adds to the pair ft/ - /d/ a voiced aspirate /d"/ without having its
voncel%ss counterpart /1, while £/, /d/, and "/ frequently occur without the %omparatwely
rare /d"/ [...]; therefore theories operating with the three phonemes /i/ - /d/ - /d” / in Proto-TE
must reconsider the question of their phonemic essence.” This ‘reconsideration’ has prompted
the so-called glottalic theory, in which the old voiceless unaspirated stops are viewed as
glottalized ones (cf. Gamkrelidze & Ivanov [1973, 1984], Hopper [1977]). In light of the
controversy surrounding this theory (cf. Section 1.1.2 and Szemerényi 1985:11-15), I shali
continue to utilize the more traditional phonemic system ascribed to Indo-European. I do,
however, want t0 make some reference to a recent reasonable analysis done by Peeters
(1971), where it is suggested that “those phonemes [the so-called voiced aspirates] were most
probably no real voiced consonants and are defined in terms of distinctive features as neither
voiced nor voiceless and non-siop. They would beiter be symbolized as bfi, dh, gh OF pos-
sibly b, d -g—” (1971:4). That is, “the presence or the absence of voice in 'bh ‘was irrelevant
for the maintenance of the oppositions bh - b and bh - p” (1971:2). If I read Peeters
correctly, I believe he is suggesting that just as the PIE phoneme */s/ had a voiced ([2]) and a
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voiceless ([s]) allophone (cf. Lehmann 1952:9}, so */dh/ had both varietics. Peeters’
“assumption accounts equally well for the {ater development in Greek, in which bh, dh, gh
were made voiceless (perhaps analogically with the series or voiceless stops) and in Sanskrit,
in which they were voiced (perhaps analogically with the series of voiced stops)” (Peeters
1971:4), In regard to the precise mode of articulation of the ‘voiced aspirates’, Peeters
(1971:4) simply observes: “[...] phonemics does not enable us to decide between a fricative
or aspirate articulation, since they would both have the same functional role in supporting an
opposition: non-stop v. stop.” It is interesting to note what Peeters’ analysis implies about
the proposed sandhi alternations: simply, the voiceless allophone of *-/dh/ would appear in
voiceless sandhi environments, while-the voiced allophone would appear in voiced ones.
Although I do not intend to pursue the matter here, the approach devised by Peeters may
constitute the basis for a plausible theoretical alternative to the glottatic model,

5) Hyman (1975:147) describes this hypothesis as follows: “Voiceless stops, as suggested
by the implicational universal of Jakobson [(1968)], are universally less marked than voiced
stops, voiceless fricatives, etc. Thus, markedness is no longer treated as a property of the
phonologies of individual languages, but rather as part of general phonological theory, which
aims to capture the linguistically significant generalizations characterizing sound systems. It
derives its support from studies of universals in language acquisition, linguistic typologies,
and linguistic change.

6) Meillet (1964:172) notes that this alternation exists beside one where “A la fin des
racines, les occlusives sonores aspirées alternent parfois avec les sourdes aspirées: *-g ¥p-
*-kh-: gr. dnuks, dnukhos, lat. unguis, v.irl. ingen ‘ongle”; lit. hdges ‘ongle’, v.sl
nagiiti ‘ongle’ : skr. nakhéh persan ndxun ‘ongle’. *-~dh-: *~th-: skr. ddha: &tha
‘et, alors’, *-bh-: *-ph~: skr. ndbhih ‘nombril, moyeu de roue’, v.pruss. nabis
‘nombril’; lat. umbilicus, irl. imbliu : av. nérg, pers. naf ‘nombril’; le ph de gr.
omphalds et le b de v.h.a. hebolo peavent reposer soit sur *bh, soit sur *pk”. Of course,
these latter pholological data provide strong evidence for an Indo-European voiced/voiceless
sandhi alternation involving so-called aspirated stops,

7) I leave open the question of the time of origin of this phoneme. Lehmann (1952:80-84;
cf. Kurytowicz 1956:381-382) presents rather strong evidence “that the laryngeal /by survived
into the dialects after the PIE voiceless stops. In all dialects but Ind.-Ir. the clusters of
voiceless stops plus /h/ did not become phonemes; we have, however, in the patterns of
development of these clusters in other dialects some evidence for PIE clusters with
aspiration. These clusters became separate phonemes only in Ind.-Ir. presumably after merg-
ing with allophones of PIE /bh dh gh/. Phonological developments in Ind.-Ir., that is, the
absence of palatalization of /kh/, and the variety of development of stop plus laryngeal
clusters in other dialects support the conclusion that /ph th kb/ were phonemes only in Ind.-
Ir., not PIE” (1952:84). Now since a sandhi variant is a conditioned variant and since
Lehmann admits there is evidence for a PIE phone-type (although no phoneme) *[th], my
hypothesis that the deictic in *-[th] derived from *-[dh] within Indo-European is consistent
with Lehmann’s observations. I do want to emphasize, however, that if Szemerényi (1967)
is correct in reconstructing for Indo-European the traditional neogrammarian system of four
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types of phonemic stops, including voiceless aspirates, this hypothesis presents no particular
problem for my analysis, since */dh/ would simply have passed to */th/ or */t/ (*/d/?) in
certain sandhi environments,

8) The appearance of the dental in the first person dual and plural of the middle voice (Skt.
-mehi, -mehe, Gk. -methon, ~metha) results from analogical pressure exerted by the
{second-)third person on the other members of the paradigm.:

93} Specifically, Sanskrit shows its use in the singular, dual, and plural, although it most
frequently appears in the singular (second person} (Burrow 1973:349). “In Greek the inherited
-t§ isrestricted to the third singular™ (Buck 1933:303). “In Latin the -t serves as second
and third singular” (Buck 1933:303). .

10) Of course, in Alemannic the indicative plural unexpectedly shows the vowel -6-,
However, in this discussion I shall net consider the origin of this problematic dialectal
development; for, as Lehmann (1943a:316) points out: “Since OHG has a number of
innovations in its verbal system, e.g., the 1st pl. -més ending, [...] that are not found
outside the OHG dialects, it seems to me that one cannot ascribe so much impoertance (0
forms that are found only in OHG. The customary explanation of the endings -ém, -Gt,
-Gn as Alemanaic innovations [...] is plausible.” The occurrence of -f~ in the first and
third singular optative of Alemannic should be similarly viewed, being an analogical
lengthening based on other optative forms (Lehmann 1943a:316). -

11) In his refined version of the ‘reduplicated perfect theory’, van Coetsem (1983.60)
ascribes to analogy a more important role in accounting for the attested lexical distribution of
-r- and says that “verb types with single initial consonants were probably more plausible
candidates for the analogical spread in question than those with initial consonant clusters” (cf.
Bech 1969). Thus he observes: “In the particular case of OHG steroz, one could consider 1
a development of § from the st anlaut [i.e., ‘PGmc. *ste-stdut- (cf. Goth. staistaut)
supposedly became *steséut- > *stezaut > -steroZ’ (Connolly 1983:325)], However,
this seems less plausible in view of the general analogical expansion of r as attested in the
ON and QHG ¢ preterites” (1983:84). Nevertheless, this approach leads van Coetsem
(1983:60) to admit that he has trouble in explaining “the choice of z (> r) as a model for
analogical extension, rather than another consonantism, such as T (cf. Gothic 1ailaik)”.

12) [ leave open the question of whether or not “a few [sigmatic] forms have [...] contrib-
uted to the system of the weak preterite, as Goth. visss O.H.G. wissa “he knew’ whose
plurals wissum wissut wissunmay be compared with Gr. fsen” (Brugmann 1894:365).
Although these items may be relatable to the s~aorist, a phonological explanaticn of -ss-
seems very plausible {cf. Prokosch 1939:85). ) ‘

13)1 igndre here the complicated developments affecting the vocalism of these preterite
verb forms in *-r- (cf. Prokosch [1939:176-182] and Meid [1971:90-106]). My focus is on
the r—element itself.
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14) Rubach (1977:80) says: “It goes without saying that with the increase of casualness
and the tempo of speech all articulatory processes will tend to simplify, ie., those
articulatory movements which can be avoided will be avoided. It is precisely this tendency
which is reflected as assimilations and deletions in the phonological system of the language.”

15) The Greek endings -sthe, -sthon, and -sthan should be added to the list of
contaminated forms identified by Erhart (1970:58): “gr. stha, het. Sta, §ten(i), toch, A st
B sta, lat. isti, istis”. The Greck soffix -stha, which was originally found in the perfect
(cf. Buck 1933:245), is obviously not viewed here as the result of “the regular treatment of
two dentals” in Greek, i.e., ¥-d + *=t{h)a > -stha (Buck 1933:286). Instead, it is assurned
that “the preform of Greek -sthais[...] *st{hje” (Cowgill 1965:173). Adrados (1975.622)
proposes that the Old Church Slavic aorist ending -s£% bears an etymological relationship to
the Hittite suffix ~§ta, and Schmalstieg (1977a:73) also notes “the striking parallels”
between Hittite -§ta and “the OCS aorist in [...] st (2nd and 3rd sg.) bysit ‘was’™.
Moreover, Watkins (1969:217) mentions the parallels between these suffixes and the Venetic
ending -sto.

16} This generalization even spreads to the preterite indicative of the strong verbs “in Ru.J
and North.” (Campbell 1959:302). In Old High German -sf comes to appear in the
subjunctive {present and past) as well (cf. Braune & Mitzka 1963:259).

17} Old High German also attests -st from only the ninth century (Braune & Mitzka
1963:259); but, again, pre-ninth century texts are very-rare. Lockwood (1965:8) observes:
“The earliest continuous texts in OHG date from about 750, but not until well on in the next
century do the records become at ail extensive.”

18) Benveniste (1971c) primarily makes note of a number of languages in which the form
of the third person pronoun is related to the copula. However, such examples in themselves
do not explain their origin, Thus, Benveniste (1971c:164-166) begins his brief discussion of
their development by asserting that such languages (including Indo-European) originally had
no copula verb. He then suggests that the use of third person pronouns in copula function
results from structures like [ he his servant, The man he his servant, where the non-
possessive pronoun serves a kind of appositional function, with the eventual “syntactic
assigning of the pronoun to the function of a copula”. Although I find this explanation
plausible, I would nofe first that, although linguistic redundancy of this type is not exactly
uncommon, it is by no means a widespread phenomenon, and second, that there is ho
structural evidence that Indo-European possessed such appositional constructions. It is also
not clear how Benveniste can explain in a natural way certain distributional features of the
copula, viz. its possible deletion only in the present tense, or how he can account for the
integration of the neéw copula into the existing inflectional system of the language. Indeed,
Benveniste providas no real insight into how such ‘syntactic assignment’ proceeds.

19) When I first proposed, in Shields (1978b), a form of this hypothesis that the Indo-
European copula stem *es- derives from the reinterpretation of an old demonstrative, 1 was
unaware that Li & Thompson (1978) had documented the same general developmental
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process in certain other languages. However, typological considerations — the fact that
copula sentences have compulsory subjects (cf. Benveniste 1971¢) — have now led me to
incorporate some of their findings into my own analysis of the Indo-European data.

20} Although our analyses differ in details, Schmidt (1985) also derives the -u- of Latin
perfects like amavi, névi and the -u- of some other dialectal verb forms (e.g., Toch. B
prekwa, Skt. jajfiéd) from the deictic particle *u,

21) Solta (1970:83) notes that the relation between some non-verbal functions of *-1-
(e.g., it5 use as a marker of the diminutive) and its original desiderative function is difficult
to explain. Unfortunately, I can offer nothing further in this regard.

22y Although Kerns & Schwartz (1971:14) and Endzelins (1971:242) view Lith.. k(1) as
an original deictic particle, they offer no explanation as to how or why it appears in the
Lithuanian imperative. Indeed, Kerns & Schwartz merely say that the Lithnanian imperative
marker -k(i} “possibly” derives from “an asservative particle *ge”, while Endzelins makes
no attempt at identifying the element.

23) I subscribe to the hypothesis of Meillet (1964:91-95) and Lehmanna (1952:8) that Indo-
Eurcpean possessed only two voiceless velar consonant phonemes — /k/ and &Y — with
[k] constituting an allophone of /k/. As Allen (1978: 104) points out; “[...] it is 2 general
characteristic of most satem languages, persisting into their individual histories, to palatalize
the velar consonants before front vowels”. See Shields {1981) for a further discussion of my
views regarding the satem palatalization.

24) For a survey of previous scholarship regarding the origin of *-npky-, see Markey
(1985:262-263). Buck’s characterization {1904:172-173) of his own theory is revealing about
the nature of scholarly opinion concerning this matter: “But neither this nor any of the other
explanations is entirely convincing,”

25y Kems & Schwartz (1971:12) thus observe that “these ~k- perfects proliferated ana-
logically nntil they far outnumbered the IE type”.

26) OE sint represents an unaceented form of sind (cf. Wright 1925:297}. The regular
Old High German form is sint (& PG *sin¥i). sind(-un) is merely a spelling variant
with no phonological significance (cf. Braune & Mitzka 1963:304).

27) The term “Pre-Germnanic’ “designates a particular segment of Indo-European, or perhaps
of western Indo-European, which is not yet clearly definable and may well have included at
some time non-Germanic dialects” (Antonsen 1965:22).

28) Since Verner's Law and the accent shift occurred at such an early date, it is clear that
the standardization of verbal paradigms within the various Germaric dialects must have been
subsequent to these sound changes. The dialects thus generalized a particular inflectional
pattern, not a particular accentual pattern (cf. Prokosch 1939:210).
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29) Although the precise motivation for the generalization of *sin#®j is unclear, the
change itself is in keeping with the linguistic tendency for there to be “as much one-to-one
symbolization between meaning and form as possible” (Anttila 1977:55).

30) Of course, these morphemes must be characterized as ‘portmantean morphemes’ {cf,
Hockett 1957:236). A paraliel to the results of this reanalysis would be the manner in' which
speakers of English have come to analyze pronominal paradigms like we/us/our(s).

31) Chen & Wang (1975:256) argue thal *a phonological rule gradually extends its scope
of operation to a larger and larger portion of the lexicon, until all relevant items have been
transformed by the process. A phonological innovation may turn out to be ultimately
regular, i.e., to affect all relevant lexical items, given the time to complete its course. But
more often than linguists have thought, a phonological rule peters out toward the end of its
life span, or is thwarted by another rule competing for the same lexemes.” Even though he
has some misgivings about certain aspects of the theory of lexical diffusion, Labov
(1981:271) concludes that “we have arrived at a situation where no reasonable person can
maintain what might be called the Neogrammarian dogma: that sound change is always
gradual, always regular, affecting all words at the same time.”

- 32) Alihough until this point I have used and will continue to use the term plurality in
reference to the quantitative category. under consideration because it is associated with
Dressler’s analysis, I frankly prefer the term non-singularity since the dual and the plural of
Indo-European originally constituted a unified nen-singular category.-

33) Of course, the suffix *-g(k)- was further subject to the process of thematization (see
Section 4.2.1). I am tempted to propose that the alternate form *-isk-, especially common
in Greek and Armenian, “vgl. gr. thnéisks, kidisketal, mnéisketar (Watkins 1969;
56), shows a contamination of the quantitative adverbial particles *~i and *-(e/0)s.

34) My approach is thus similar to that of Cowgill (1979) and Jasanoff (1979} in that the
fi-conjugation and the perfect of Indo-European Proper are not derived from any traditionally
recognized category of the parent language. Of course, the nature of the original entity from
which the two formations evolve differs considerably among the three theories. For a
summary of other recent hypotheses about the origin of the 47 -conjugation, see Jasanoff
(1979:79-82). '

35) There have been a number of recent proposals concerning the origin of the thematic
vowel. For example, Knobloch (1953:411) says that “c’est 1'insertion d’une marque
pronominale pour renvoyer & 1'object {complément direct) dans le complexe verbal, la
conjugaison objective.,” Schmalstieg (1980:92), too, derives it from a pronominal source,
although he posits no ‘objective conjugation’. Watkins (1969:106) sees its origin in o-stem
nominal forms which began to function as verbs, while Adrades (1975:539-540) believes it
to be a reanalyzed segment of the enlargements *-g/0m, ¥-a/0s, *e/at and *e/ont
which came to serve as person markers.
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36) Of course, Insler’s-ideas about the origin of this ending are quite different from my
view that it is a specialized phonological doublet. He says: “Already in Indoiranian times, the
relationship between' Lst pl. primary *-madhai ; secondary *~madhi-cansed the analogic
creation of a new 1st sgl. secondary *~j : inherited primary *-ai, again pressured by the
attempt to distinguish between 1st and 3rd singular, with these endings developing into Indic
-mahe, -e, -mehi, - (1968:323).

37) Insler {1968:330n.27) explains: “Although the general tendency is toward differen-
ttation of 1st and 3rd sgl., the adoption in the passive aorist of the 1st sgl. ending *-i by the
3rd sgl. was permissible since no 1st sgl, passive forms seem to have been used in the older
language,” It should alse be emphasized that even though I follow Insler in his analysis of
the motivation for the adoption of -i in the third person passive aorist, I obviously do not
see the origin of the suffix as a direct analogical extension of the first person desinence -/,
but rather as a phonological doublet whose specialized funcnon is a result of the analogical
pressure that Insler describes.

38)“[...] the passive developed only after PIE, in the various dialects. This assumption is
[...] supported by the diversity of passive formations™ (Lehmann 1974:184).

39) I subscribe to the position of Lehmann (1974:160) that since “sentence-connecting
particles [...] are infrequent in Vedic and relatively infrequent in the earliest Hittite texts, [...]
we may conclude [...] that formal markers of sentence coordination were not mandatory in
PIE", although they frequently served as the initial element of Indo-European sentences.

40) In Hittite, the e-vowel is “very frequently [...] written with the vowel (Sturtevant
1933:50-51).

41) 1t could also be true that -t represents an old directive in general dative-locative
function (cf. Neu 1979:189). Of course, in later Hittite the directive and the dative-locative do
fall together - (cf. Friedrich 1974:121).

4

42) Tt is possible that, in terms of deep case analysis, the dative and the benefactive muost
be distinguished (cf. Chafe [1970:148] and Stockwell et al. [1973:743-744]); but since in the
surface structure of Indo-European, this distinction is not manifested (i.e., Indo-European had
no special benefactive case), the matter will not be pursued here. Baldi (1976), however, does
adopt this dichotomy, using the terms experiencer and benefactive in reference to what I call
the dative. According to Chafe (1970:148), deep benefactives underlie the possessive function
of the surface dative case-forms noted above.

43) Thus, I believe that the marker *-a(~) of the middle voice has a different origin from
the thematic vowel (cf. also Adrados 1981b:47-55). For this reason I reject the conclusions
of Bader (1975) regarding the nature of the thematic vowel in Hittite and its origin in the
middle voice. See also Watkins (1969:107-108) concerning a middle/stative origin of the
thematic vowel.
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44) After the middle voice became an established category, some verbs which “were so
definitely characterized as either active or middle [...] could not admit the double diathesis of
which the other verbs were capable” (Benveniste 1971a:147). These verbs constitute the so-
called activa tantum (e.g., Skt. dsti, Gk. ésti “he is”) and media tantum (e.g., Lat.
nascor, Gk. gignomei “I am born™}.

435} Summaries of various theories about the original meaning of these categories,
including Delbriick’s Sanskrit- and Greek-based views, appear in Hahn (1953:1-51). Of
course, Hahn herself (1953:139) believes both to be original futures (i.e., subjunctive =
“more vivid futurity” : optative = “more remote futurity [or potentiality]”). More recently,
Gonda (1956) argues that the subjunctive indicated “visualization™ (i.e., “existence in [...]
[the mind] or before [one's] mental eyes™) (1956:69) and the optative “contingency” (i.e., “the
possibility of non-occurrence™} (1956:51), while Lehmann (1974:130-131) similarly
maintains that “any attempt to equate the uses of the subjunctive and optative in Sanskrit or
Greek with the uses of their earlier forms in PIE will lead to serious misinterpretations” and
concludes that the subjunctive originally indicated necessity or obligation and that the
optative was originally voluntative in nature (1974;184),

46) Of course, Latin may show a trace of the use of *-4- in simple preterite function -
“the isolated [...] eram [...] from *esd-" (Buck 1933:278), although it is possible that this
preterital *-4- may have a different origin (deriving from *-af, cf. Section 4.1) than modal
*#-5~, I should point out that my theory of the origin of the optative and subjunctive
markers also provides an explanation of the apparent relationship between the aorists in *-&-
of Greek, Baltic, and Slavic, and the optative/subjunctive suffix *-&- (cf. Kurytowicz
1964:140), for the aorist category incorporated non-present structures in late, dialectal Indo-
European, after its development into a preterite tense. Indeed, Nen (1976:253n.1) emphasizes
“dass Prateritum und Modus am gleichen Knoten sitzen, zeigt sich auch morphologisch u.a.
dadurch, dass dieselben Formantien (wie #-§-, *#-g~, ¥-yd-/%-j-, *-g~ etc.) in Priterital-
wie Modalkategorien auftreten ” (cf. also Szemerényi 1980:242-243),
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