A. AUFSATZE

H,0

1. The question whether the second laryngeal (%,)! changed o to @ or not
is one of the points in the laryngeal theory on which general agreement has
not yet been reached. The problem is not without importance. For example
Kurylowicz (Apophonie 168, Idg. Gramm. IT 205) has whole constructions
based on ok, > @ in the ‘Sudsprachen’, which, to my mind, must fall.

I discussed the problem Dev.2 128,166-8,290. In these pages I would like
to review the present state of the problem, adding some new evidence and
refuting some criticism. I think there can be no doubt that o was not affected
by h,.

2. I start from the assumption that as regards the ‘colouring’ there was
no difference between the sequences h,0 and oh,. This point is generally
accepted, as far as I see.

The major difficulty is that in many IE languages o and @ as well as 6 and
a fell together. We find:

Gr. Lat. Arm., Celt. Lith. Germ. Slav. I.-Ir. Hitt.

6 o o % a(a) uo} - -
- - _ o a a a
a af(n) a a a )
0 o 0 0,a 0}

a a . 0 a a
a  a a a a

It appears that the evidence must come from Greek and Latin, while some
further material could be expected from Lithuanian, Armenian and Celtic.
As reliable material from the last two languages is, in general, scarce, and as
Lithuanian can only be useful for ok,, the matter must be decided largely
on the basis of Greek and Latin. It is useful to point this out, because it ex-
plains why it is difficult to find decisive evidence.

! To designate the laryngeal I use the sign H, but when it is followed by a
number %, because there is then no reason to use the disturbing capital, as
misunderstanding is excluded.

? Dev.: R. 8. P. Beekes, The Development of the PIE Laryngeals in Greek
(The Hague 1969).
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3. There are cases where — as anybody allows — we seem to have an inter-
change a/o, @/6 in the same element, which is most easily explained by
groups with e/o - h, on the assumption that o retained its colour.

Those who maintain that o was changed to a have two arguments, of which
in general the weakness may be pointed out here.

1. There are forms where we expect o-vocalism but find a (supposing k.0
> a; this argument providing positive evidence).

2. Forms with o alternating with @ are due to secondary ablaut (this
argument explaining evidence to the contrary).

As for 1, we should realize that our expectation may be wrong. We have
drawn up rules to which most forms concerned obey, but there are almost
always exceptions. To give one example, proterodynamic neutral u-stems
have o-vocalism: 3épv, *h,0ju > Skt. ayu (below), yévo, nevertheless we
find Lat. genu, Hitt. genu.

Ruijgh (in his review of Dev., Lingua 26 (1971) 189-195) supposes
&vepog < *h,omh,-mo-, which is a good case to show how difficult these
problems are. The rule that -mo- has o-grade of the root is well established :
*Folhymo-, OHG halm, Lat. culmus etc., *orHmo- (I use the notation of
Meillet, Introduction®, p. 265, but see below), Goth. arms, OCS ramo. But
there are other forms:

0-voc. reduced grade zero grade
halm wdhapoc (*kdhy-)®
arms Skt. irma- (-rH-),
OPr. ¢rmo
We find a comparable situation with -m-a@:
o0-voc. reduced grade zero grade
OHG hamma (*konh,- whpn (*kphs-),
ma) OIr. cndim
moAdyy), Lat. OIr. lam (*plh,-)

palma (*pelh,-)

My conclusion is that we must be careful with ablaut grades; what holds
good in many cases, need not be true in all. As for gvepog, Lat. animus, if it
was not *hmenh,-mo-, it could have been *h,nh, -mo- (probably not *.mnh,-
mo-, since I expect *eve- from it, though this is not sure, cf. Dev. 229).

Cases with e-grade indeed are hard to find. Lat. rémus is complicated as it
seems to have -smo. E-grade have 9epuég, Arm. ferm, beside Av. garama-,
Lat. formus. The statement that ¢ was typical of the adjective, o of the
substantive, seems based on this case only and has therefore little value. It
is contradicted by the forms with o. That these would have their o from the

8 Kdapog has been explained from *xohapog through assimilation, but o is
never assimilated in Greek; see Schwyzer Gr. Gr. I 225f., Dev. 206.
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substantive (Skt. gharmd-) is mere hypothesis, and it would have to be
assumed for two languages (in Avestan and in Latin; the connection with
OlIc. varmr has been doubted). A sure case is Lat. armust, which must
represent *h, erHmo-, but I cannot use this evidence at this moment, since
one might hold that armus from *h, orHmo- confirms h,0 > o (in Latin).

Moreover, I think that these old words showing ablaut derive from original
hysterodynamic m-stems. In hysterodynamic words we find o and e grade
side by side (mowuty, xohwv-be; olwv-6¢ below, névrog against Zoony, yelrwy, Aet-
uov, eldde, Hog; see my article on the hysterodynamic nominative which will
appear in KZ 1972), so we may expect them here also.

In general, then, these rules about the distribution of e and o seldom ob-
tain for 100 9,, and if they do our material is so limited that we cannot con-
clude from that that it obtained in all cases that really existed.

4. Ad 2. Secondary ablaut as a general solution for ‘unexplained’ cases of
o-vocalism is a mere guess. It is a far-reaching hypothesis which can hardly
be made probable. The weakness of this suggestion appears from Ruijgh’s
words (Lingua 26 (1971) 193f): “Il vaut mieux expliquer les cas isolés de

* As to Lat. armus, the treatment of Ernout-Meillet seems to me very
inadequate. For irmd- ete. a basis *ars-, *7- is posited (where we might posit
*ara- or *ora-). I may cite what follows: “Ceci ne se concilie pas avec gr. &ppég
‘jointure, épaule’ de *ar-smo- (. ..). C’est & gr. &ppéc que ressemble lat. armus. —
En arménien, I’*épaule (d’animal)’ se dit er¢ . . . La racine y est donc de la forme
er-, et ’'on retrouve un procédé analogue & gr. dppds et lat. armus (pour une
trace de vocalisme e en germanique, v. sous armentum).”

It is not sure that Arm. eri belongs to the ‘arm’ word, because it has no m,
as do all other languages. Its e- makes connection with lat. armus impossible.
It does not, then, give any difficulty for the interpretation of armus ete. (That
armentum ‘troupeau de gros bétail’ should have the same root as armus is most
improbable, that it contains *ar- ‘to fit’ is a mere guess. Its etymology need not
concern us here. De Vries (Etym. Wb. v.s.) moreover rejects the connection
with jormuni.)

It is not stated explicitly why d&ppée gives difficulty. I suppose it is the fact
that it must derive from an anit root *ar-. However, it is misleading to state
that dppéds (also) means ‘épaule’. Liddell-Scott give ‘joint, fastening, bolt,
peg’ and in the Hippiatrica ‘shoulder-joint’. It is evident that this word is
derived from a root meaning ‘to fit’. The fact that it is (once ?) used also of a
shoulder is not relevant to its etymology. The Greek word, then, does not have
the meaning ‘arm’, and should for this reason and for the anit root not be
connected with armus etc. As the root of irmd- etc. always has a laryngeal,
and *ar- (*h.er-) ‘to fit’ never has one, it is very doubtful whether the first root
is an enlarged form of the second, i.e. whether *h.er-H- contains *h.er- ‘to fit’.
This belongs to what Frisk calls the ‘entbehrliche Wurzelspekulationen’. The
essential point is the statement: “C’est & gr. dppdc que ressemble lat. armus’.
What is meant is probably that we should expect *aramus from *h.erHmo-.
But this case is entirely parallel to palma, werdpy and culmus, xdhapog, so that
armus may well represent *h,erHmo-. Both as to form and meaning armus
should be connected with irmd- etc., while dpuds and Arm. eri should be kept
separate.
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mots tels que Boude, povh, dypog comme résultat d’une apophonie plus récente,
qui n’a pas réussi a pénétrer plus profondément dans le systéme de la mor-
phologie grecque”. It is not probable that isolated cases are due to a recent
reshaping (which is then called abortive), rather than cases where an old
ablaut (a/o, @/6) has been preserved. Moreover, we would have to assume
a parallel development for other languages. Most important is that — as such
general considerations seldom carry conviction — for some good cases such
an analogical secondary ablaut cannot possibly be taken into consideration.

5. In his review of Dev. (l.c.) Ruijgh adduces as evidence for h,0 > a,
beside isolated instances where o is expected, three arguments:

1. perfects of roots with @ < eh, in the stem had @ also from oh,, which
was one of the points from where the vocalism of the present was introduced
in the perfect. E.g. mhyvopr < *pehog-, nénnya < *-poh,g-.

2. The lengthening of the first vowel of the second element of compounds
would be due to stems ending in o followed by a laryngeal of the second
element, -0-h,- giving -&-, which was considered as a simple lengthening of
the a- < hy-. If -ohy- would have given -w-, such a reinterpretation would
have been impossible. E.g. innaporyés > *-o0-hymolgo-.

3. The 1 sg. Middle ending -a¢ would have o, as have -soi, -to.

The first argument is a new one. I can only say that it could have been
a factor, but that there is no necessity to assume it. There is a general level-
ling of ablaut and a general introduction of the present stem in all verb
forms, which does not depend on this one phonological factor. In the case
of 1 following a sonant, the form may derive from the zero grade, e.g. re-tAn-
< -tlhy-; see Dev. 244. (For BéPapea this is evident, since *g*loh,- would have
given *Bre-. Térpnpar, and tpynréc, seem older than térpmxa (Which also has
h,, so that ok, would have given ), which certainly have *#mh,-.)

The second argument also is not more than a possible way of explaining
a problem, but it is far from evident that this is the right one.

The last argument starts from one wrong and one unproven hypothesis.
The unproven one is that the three endings must have had the same vocal-
ism. In Cyprian, e.g., this is not the case, where we find -pou against -cou -tot.
The wrong one is that -a: may be compared with -soi -toi. The first belongs to
a different set of endings (with ks, th,, g; see e.g. Szemerényi, Einfiihrung
p- 305). There is, then, no reason to assume h,0i. In an article which will
appear in IF 1972, T demonstrated that, if these endings had the same vowel,
it must have been e.

The counter arguments, then, are either wrong or indecisive. Mostly one
rejects the evidence for one or two cases (as does Lindemann, Einfithrung
in die Laryngaltheorie, pp. 34f and 48f), but there are several cases for
which the evidence cannot be reasonably doubted.

6. The Material

It is my aim to review here all the material that may be relevant to the
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problem, as far as it is known to me. Much of it has been discussed in Dev.
(122, 166-8, 290) and I will not repeat that here. I shall present here only
new evidence, or more complete considerations on the old material. After
this detailed discussion I shall give a complete list (§ 28) with a synopsis of
the relevant forms and a reference to the full discussion either in Dev. or in
this article.

7. (olwvédc) There can be no doubt that the connection of oiwvéc with Lat.
awvis ete. is the most evident one, that with {éc ‘arrow’ is far fetched®. If this
is right, it can be easily explained as athematization of *oiwv, as we have in
x0Awvée. Nouns derived from nounsin -wv are also found in &yxdvy, xopdvy,
peredvy, -6c. In an article in KZ 1972 (‘The Nominative of the Hystero-
dynamic Noun-inflection’) I try to demonstrate that the nominative of
this type had full grade of the root (and root accent). The a-vocalism of Lat.
avis requires *h,eui-. For *olwv I would therefore suppose a nominative
*h,oug-on (of which the genitive would have been *h,ui-n-0s)¢. That the
root of these hysterodynamic nouns could have o-vocalism appears from the
forms cited in § 3 (mowpdy, névrog) and from the above cited xowvée, xopdvy.

5 Ununderstandably complicated and unacceptable is Schmeja’s derivation
(IF 68, 1963, 34-6) from a word for ‘egg’: @év — *@wvos. He indicates himself
some difficulties: ‘“Auffallend ist nur, dal der im Griech. (nach Metathese
-Fi- > -tF-) neu entstandene Langdiphthong ¢ in ¢év (...) erhalten geblieben
ist, wihrend er in olwvds < *dwvog gekiirzt wurde; vielleicht spielen hier rhyth-
mische Griinde mit.”

Schindler, Die Sprache 15 (1969) 144-67, also discussed the possibility that
the word for ‘egg’ is cognate with that for ‘bird’. His article is wholly unac-
ceptable to me and is not relevant here.

I do not understand Belardi’s objection (Doxa 3, 1950, 215f) against
*oFLwvog: “‘Pesclusivo trisillabismo in Omero rende improbabile la connessione
con Lat. avis”. First, *oygon-os (*oftwvoc; Belardi writes *oft-w-vé-¢, but
refers to Boisacq 694, where L is found; of course *ofi-w- was realized as *ofLw-)
could never have been other than trisyllabic. Secondly there are places in
Homer where one could assume four syllables, e.g. xdvag #3” olwvode at the end
of the verse in B 393 6 379 N 831 P 241. (But this is not decisive evidence to
assume four syllables.) The objection, then, is not true, and if it were true,
would be no objection.

6 In aletéc < *afi-et- Greek preserves another noun probably of this type
from the same root: *h,eus-ot, ace. -ét-m, gen. *hyyi-t-6s. — E.J. Furnée, Die
wichtigsten konson. Erscheinungen d. Vorgriech. (Leiden 1972) 115 n. 4 con-
siders aletés as pre-Greek, because of a variant aintdc. However, this 1 occurs
in one manuscript of Pi. P. 4. 4, where ¢ stands in a place that requires a long
syllable (this slight metrical licence evidently caused the ‘conjecture’) and in
Aratos 313 and 523, where it is ‘““‘une forme purement artificielle” (Chantraine,
Dict. étym.): it is a pun on dntor and énreital resp. There can be no doubt as
to the PIE origin of this word. (Note that Alb. wito ‘pigeon’ may continue
*houi-i-; Solta, Stellung d. Arm. 173. T may also recall Welsh hwyad ‘duck’
which could represent *aygetos according to Pedersen VKG I 55f., but which
is not mentioned by Frisk or Chantraine.)
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Since Schulze (KI. Schr. 662) the o-vocalism of olwvég is explained by

assimilation from *«lwv-. But:

1. Schulze did not know that o-grade was possible in these forms;

2. Greek has often o-grade in other -wv forms;

3. there is no sure case of this type of assimilation;

4. there are counter-instances that show that such assimilation did not occur.
On 1 and 2 see above.

Ad. 3. Schulze cites as evidence xoydvy, srpwvides/ copevidec and dppwdéem/
bppwdéw. None of these cases, however, is without difficulty. The interpreta-
tion of xoydvy is not sure, see Frisk. It has been connected with Skt. jdrigha,
jaghdna-. Both the Greek and Sanskrit words seem to me to be non-IE. (see
Mayrhofer Etym. Wh. s.v. jdngha). This is the more probable if wpoy&vou
is cognate with xoydvy. The explanation of wpoy&veu as comic contamination
of mpwxtbe and xoydvy is far from sure, and to my mind improbable. Redu-
plication (in xo-ydv-n)is well know from Greek substratum words. We need
not assume that the o was assimilated from «.

The same is true of capwvic/copwvig: the word is probably not IE. In
these substratum words an interchange o/o is found more often, an explana-
tion being impossible. It should be added that it would be strange when the
assimilated and the unassimilated form would exist side by side.

The origin and relation of Ton. dppwdéw — Att. dppwdée is not clear. Connec-
tion with 8ppog < dpoo- is improbable as it supposes “daBl die att. Form ins
Tonische eingedrungen ist mit gleichzeitigem Ubergang von dpp- zu gpp-"
(Frisk). This means that we are not sure what the original vocalism was.
That &pp- was changed in Attic to dpp- by association with (Attic!) &ppog
seems a possibility. As proof of assimilation gppm- > dppw- it cannot be used;
moreover gppwdéw is the Tonic form, and Ionic has olwvée, not *aiwvoc.

Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. I 255 only gives the last two cases as instances of a
supposed assimilation « : 0(w)> o : o(w). This type of assimilation, then, has
not been demonstrated.

Ad 4. Aidv “life, age’ is a sure instance of exactly the same sequence, where
no assimilation occurred. (One could also point to «iéy << *aios-u, presup-
posing *aiwe, where ot has been retained.) Another sure piece of evidence is
alwpén’.

7 To connect the word aldpa ‘swing, hammock’ with delpw it has been explained
as derived from the verb alwpéw, ‘“‘ein Deverbatives Intensivum” with ‘“‘sowohl
Intensivreduplikation wie Dehnstufe’” (Frisk). I do not believe in this intensive
reduplication; the cases cited (Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. I 647a 1), Suddcoeadu,
ToULTIAA®, TOLPVGGL, TOTVO, are to my mind for a large part non-IE. Our case
would be the only one to have it with F-, and -oat- would have to be analogical,
since dissimilation from *Fap-Fwp- is improbable, in any case it would be the
only instance of it. Decisive is that delpw has a stem *ofep- from *hyyer-, and
the laryngeal, or the «-, is neglected in the analysis *fo-Fwp-, which is therefore
impossible. (Continue next page.)
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One might point out that «icv has no original o in the root (so that we
should not expect it in olwv-6¢ either), or otherwise points to 2,0 > a. On the
last assumption olwv-é¢ is inexplicable, and the fact that both e and o occur
in hysterodynamic nouns cannot be doubted (the forms cited in § 3). There
is no explanation of this fact. (Perhaps o was normal in the nominative,
while e belonged to another case: vocative, accusative, locative ?).

I resume. The most evident etymology connects olwvéc with Lat. avis.
The a-vocalism demonstrates *h,eni-. Olwvég is then without any difficulty
explained as a thematic derivation from *h,oug-6n > *olwv, cf. *kolH-on >
*xoAwv in xolwvée. This formation must be very old. It is improbable that oi-
originated from «i- by assimilation, as there is no positive evidence for this
type of assimilation and as aldv («i6) and aiwpéw are evidence to the contrary.
Analogic introduction of the o is improbable either, because one sees no
basis for the analogy. Secondary ablaut, if this is anything else then analogy
(which I do not think), is a vague guess that could not be substantiated. The
form, then, can only be explained, and easily so, by assuming h,0 > o.

8. Hjougon.

A few words may be added about *h,ougon.

The reconstruction may seem doubtful, as it is based on one language
only. However, because of the o-vocalism of the root, it is hardly possible
that it is a Greek formation. It must therefore date back to PIE.

As, then, the reconstruction is reliable, we have in *h,0uion an important
testimony for full grade of the root in such — hysterodynamic — forms, and
more specially of o-vocalism. (For root accentuation there is no independent
evidence in this case.)

9. "(od¢) An important form provides the word for ,ear, where Greek has
od¢, while a-vocalism is found in Lat. auris ete., OIr. au, d. (Not relevant are
Av. u& and Arm. unkn, which have zero grade, and Goth. auso etc., Lith.
austs, OCS uz, of which it is uncertain whether they have ou or au.)

Meillet probably saw the difficulty of these forms, for he assumes for
*qus- “a prothétique”, Introduction 312. We need not discuss this sugges-
tion. A form *jus- (e.g. Frisk) means either *,us- or *Hus-. The first will
hardly be accepted by anybody — I know of no case where it has been assum-
ed with some probability —, the second must have had &, to explain the a-
vocalism?.

If aidpa is IE at all, it may have been derived from alwpéw, but this can itself
be denominative supposing *ailwpog, -ov. This in turn may be secondary for
*ouwp, as xoiwvég supposes *xodwv. This form might continue ¥h,eug-or or
*heety-0r (of which the first has at least the root in common with delpw).

8 A form Hus- is hardly acceptable. Of course Hus- would have given wus-,
also in Greek. Rix, MSS 27 (1970) 108 n. 5, supposes that HiC- became iC-,
but HuC- > ofe/ouC-. This assumption seems improbable to me and it is refuted
by 93w (belonging to addh ete., Dev. 89,127) and de-aive, if my interpretation
of Mye. ewepesesomena (ewepsésomena from *hpyebh-, Dev. 67) is right.
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Szemerényi (SMEA 3, 1967, 47-88) explained the o-vocalism through
influence of the words for ‘eye’, &uua, dpdaurpde, . This suggestion, taken
over by Ruijgh (l.c., 194), may be attractive to those who speak Dutch,
where these words are oog and oor, but it is hardly understandable that *aus-
(0s) Jaus-nt- took over the o from *6kvs, *oke-mn, dpFaruéc®. Moreover Greek
has also traces of *aus-. The evidence may be put together here.

1. Hom. maphiov, Att. mapetat, Aeol. mapabar. For the connection with ‘ear’
see Frisk s.v. The forms have been convincingly explained by Kiparsky,
Lg. 43, 619-35 (-aus- > -awh- > -ahw- > Aeol. -aww-, written -av-, elsewhere
> -gw-). The form is found in Myec. parawajo/paraw(w jaié/‘cheek-pieces.’
2. dra (codd. &ra) * dra. Tapavrivor, Hesychius. Kiparsky (l.c.) proposes
*ouspta > *6(w)ate > ate, but this is impossible. The groups 6@ (mpwav >
mpav) and @o give & in Dorie, but oa and ao both give o (Buck, Gr. Diall.
pp. 37 and 42, Lejeune, Traité 235f; cf. Dev. 215). In these two cases (6d,
a6 and oa, ao) the lengths of the vowels are equal. When o + a gives o (even
though 6 + @ gives &), we may be sure that 6 + ¢ would have become . We
must therefore assume *aqus-nf- to explain &ra. (Szemerényi starts from
*$Far-, but Kiparsky clearly demonstrated that *ouspt- gives *ouat-).

3. *adc. The testimony for a nominative *«i¢ is very dubious (see Wacker-
nagel, TF 45 (1927) 312 = KI. Schr. II 1252f). It rests on Paulus ex Festo
100,4: heus adverbium vocandi a Graeco ays. As heus means ‘ho, hark’ and
ays must represent a Greek form *adc, it has been supposed that *adc was a
(Doric) form for ‘ear’. Frisk hesitatingly accepts it, Szemerényi (l.c.)
rejects it. The only thing in favour of the suggestion is that the Roman
scholar might have known the word from Tarentum (see nr. 2). But there is
more against it. It is not stated that a word for ‘ear’ was meant with ays.
If it were, it is strange that there is no comment, for Romans of course
knew olg, as we do, but not *ade. It seems therefore more probable that a
Greek interjection is meant (or could not connection with &iw be considered ?)
Further, we would have expected *ac, not *adc, just as Doric has ¢ (not o,
which has Attic ov = [6]). The evidence, then, is not reliable.

4. abaowy doty is cited by Chantraine, Morphologie? 85 R II, as given by
Hesychius, but it is not found there (as was pointed out by Szemerényi).
Chantraine kindly informs me that he took the form from Meillet—
Vendryes, Traité de gramm. comp. (19482) p. 475. He was not able to
retrace the origin of the ‘gloss’, nor am I. It seems, then, that we must forget
it.

5. ddvda: eldoc dvortiov mapd *Adxpdve dg ’Apiotodvne, Hesychius. The value
of this form is reduced by the fact that its formation is not clear.

Greek, then, has evidence for a- beside o-vocalism, though only in two
forms (1 and 2). This refutes, I think, Szemerényi’s theory that the o-

9 °Ogdaruée is certainly of non-IE origin; see Dev. 193.
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vocalism is analogical. He has to assume that, when o-vocalism was introduc-
ed, the word for ‘cheek’ had become sufficiently independent to remain
unaltered. This possibility may be granted. But gra shows that Doric had
a-vocalism beside o-vocalism (&¢, dat-; Szemerényi’s denial of Doric dovt-
does not convince). It is hardly possible that o-vocalism within one dialect-
(group) was not introduced in all forms (of the word for ‘ear’ itself), while we
find the o in all dialects. On the other hand it is not difficult to understand
that, when both e- and o-vocalism originally coexisted in the word, both
vocalisms occur in one dialect’. Szemerényi’s idea must therefore be
rejected. As stated above, the idea is improbable in itself'!.

The root of the word for ‘ear’, then, had the forms *h,eus-, *h,ous-, *hyus-,
and Greek retains the o-vocalism, which shows that %, did not affect the
timbre of the o.

10. (mowpvv, pd-/pdé-) On the question whether pa- and pé- are forms of
one root we shall be short. The distinction is based on a difference in meaning
supposed to be parallel to a difference in form: *pg- ‘fiittern, nihren, wei-
den’: *po- ‘weiden, hiiten, schiitzen (bedecken)’. For the distinction of the
forms the Indian, Tocharian, German, Slavic and Baltic forms are of no
use. It is, then, based on Lat. pasco pastor pabulum, maréoper (and Arm.
hauran ?) against oAy wév wéua. Of course, the two fields of meaning distin-
guished have one in common (‘to tend’), from which both ‘feed’ and ‘protect’
can be easily derived. (Trier starts from ‘Zaun, -geflecht’, the basic mean-
ing of nearly all German words according to some scholars; see De Vries,
Altnord. etym. Wb. s.v. fédr.) I think a convincing argument can be found
in Hitt. pahs- ‘schiitzen’. If we were to distinguish *pd- = *peh,- from *pé-
= *peh,-, the meaning of the Hittite word would make us expect *po- =
*pehs-. This, however, is impossible, as Hitt. pas- ‘einen Schluck nehmen’t2
must certainly represent *po- = *pehg- ‘to drink’, which shows that hy in
this position disappeared. The -%- therefore must represent h,. Further, the
-s- of Hittite has its parallel in Latin. This means that the form (*peh,-s-) of
the one and the meaning (‘schiitzen’) of the other of the two supposed roots
are found together in Hittite. This strongly suggests that it is in fact one
root. We have, then, *peh,- > *pa-/*pohy,- > *po.

11. (ovo(1)&, sta-/sto-) If Frisk’s explanation that oto()4 is based on
*otwf)oa > *otof)a > *oroww and contains the root *steh,-, is accepted, we

10 Tt should be stressed that the co-occurrence of o and ¢ in one paradigm
presents a problem. However, this cannot be a reason to deny the reconstruction,
because the same is found in so sure a case as yéw, Lat. genu (see above § 3).

11 T am glad that Prof. Chantraine wrote me that he is of the same opinion.

12 On the basis of this meaning Kronasser, Vgl. Laut- u. Formenl. d. Heth.
p. 43, suggests connection with Lat. pasco, for which he compares matéopor
‘ich esse’ oder ‘trinke’. However, Bechtel, Lexilogus zu Hom. s.v., demonstrat-
ed that its use for drinking is secondary.
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must start from *stoh,u-ih,. The same root has been assumed for ordpif
(-Soxig Eunivy Hesychius); Frisk s.v. otfuwv. Neither of the two hypotheses
can be regarded as certain. However, Lith. stuomud, stiiomas (beside stomud
< *sia@-), all meaning ‘Koérperwuchs, Gestalt’, seem more reliable witnesses
for *stoh,-; see Fraenkel s.vv. (It is not necessary to explain the o-vocal-
ism of stuomud from that of stidomas; see above §§ 3 and 7).

12, (3vap) For Bvap Bverpoc Hamp, AION-L 2 (1960) 187, convincingly
argued for *Hony *Hner-. If we assume h,, we could explain the Cretan
forms &vop dvonpov, when we allow different levelings of 8vxp *dvep- (This
possibility was not considered in Dev. 71; assimilation gvap > &vap, Which
was suggested there, is very improbable, as o is never changed by assimila-
tion in Greek.)

13. (0i8éw) With the root of oidéw has been connected Lat. aemidus.
Though this connection seems generally accepted (Frisk, Ernout-Meillet,
Kurytowicz, Idg. Gramm. IT 252), it cannot be regarded as certain.

14. (éndc) With dede, Lat. cior must probably be connected Lat. acupedius
and accipiter (‘hawk’). See Ernout-Meillet s.vv. They suppose for acu- a
zero grade form »-. This, however, would mean a (PIE) vocalized laryngeal,
*Hlku- (*Hku- would have given Lat. *cu-), which is not probable. It must
be a full grade *h.ek-. In that case h, is necessary. Whether then *6k- re-
presents *oh,k- or *h,ok- is difficult to decide. However, h, seems sure, and
for our purpose it is irrelevant whether we have ok, or hyo.

15. (x&dmn) Ky —xdnro is adduced by Kurylowicz, Idg. Gr. I1252. Po-
korny (p. 527f) establishes a-vocalism (<< h,e) on the basis of Skt. kapatt
‘two handful’. Ernout-Meillet (s.v. capio) rightly consider this basis not
safe enough (Mayrhofer considers non-IE origin), and posit *kép-/kep-
on the basis of cepi. This, however, is not possible for xen-, which must be
*khy(e)p- (unless *k,p- is assumed, which is not impossible). Lat. cépi may
be analogical ; OIc. hdfr ‘Fischnetz’ is too doubtful to establish é. Connection
with Lith. kdopa ‘Haufen, Schar’ would confirm é. (I could not see Karaliu-
nas, Baltistica 5 (1969) 183-96, who denies the connection kiopa — kadipas.)

16. (Yop.béc) Mostly Yop.deis, together with Jdyw Ydpaete., considered as the
o-grade of *psd- in {7y, and connected with Skt. psati ‘kaut, verschlingt’.
However, there are some semantic obstacles, though these are not decisive
(Yjv ‘reiben’: Skt. psati ‘kauen’; if fwpds ‘Brocken, Bissen’ against v ‘reiben,
kratzen® would be difficult, we could as well use Yc>yw ‘zer-, abreiben’), while
several forms that are adduced have a strong non-IE aspect : Jaddihe, Padupde
(beside Yadupbs!), Pappog (beside Yapadoc, &uadoc, YHeoc, Lat. sabulum giving
a root *(p)sam-/sab(h)-; see Kuiper, Mvhiung ydpw I 228). It is of course
possible that IE and non-IE elements were mixed. The evidence, then, is not
very reliable.

17. (dywy#) The interpretation of dywy+ is quite uncertain. The latest
discussion is from Benveniste (BSL 59, 1964, 32): it is parallel to 23wd%
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which is *¢38, from a root *6d- found in Arm. utem and Lith. ©odas ‘gnat’,
“renforcé et réinterprété par un rappel de &3-.”

18. (&pog) A group that is of importance here is dpog ‘shoulder’ beside
Hesychius’ guéow: dpomidrar. The group was recently discussed by Ambro-
sini, Ann. Pisa 26 (1957) 3-20 and Polomé, RBPH 45 (1967) 824-6.
There are many difficulties. Skt. ansd-, Goth. ams(a) suggest *omsos, but
this form would have given *odp.og in Ionic-Attic (if not *obvog, see Lejeune,
Traité 124 with n. 3). If a form with -6m- is considered, -oms- seems not
possible, as this was in Greek shortened to -oms-. The form with -opp-, cited
to show the Aeolic development, is émoupasiog which one manuscript gives
for érwpadtoug in Theocritus 29, 29. This -opp- can represent -oms- without
difficulty.

Ambrosini proposed a noun *hzem-s *hym-es-, supposing that duécw was
of Phrygian origin. In that case it would be of no interest to us. But I am
not convinced that this is right. As the word is apparently given in the dual
(of an o-stem *Guecoc), it is evidently taken from a — (archaic ?) Greek —
text. It would then have to be a Phrygian loan, but Phrygian loans in Greek
(for a word of the ,vocabulaire fondamental’) are rare, if they exist at all.
(One might rather think of Macedonian. Cf. for h; > « aBpodtes dpde.) The
difficulty, of course, is the intervocalic 6. I have no solution for it, but given
the many uncertainties I would not at present exclude the possibility of
Greek *h,o0m- or *oh,m-, *hymes- (*hym-et-i- ¢ ¢ Cf. Skt. aratni beside dAév-7).

19. (&ren) *Qrethy) supposed to derive from *oFx-t- has been connected
with ¢, that probably had a stem *¢Fu-. These reconstructed stems would
have to be *h,0uh,-, *h,euh,-, but the connection of the two words is se-
mantically far from sure.

20. (oipog) Benveniste, BSL 50, 391, connected ofuy, oipog ‘song’ with
Hitt. ishamai- as ¥*sHom-jo-. When the k represents %,, the hypothesis would
be of interest to us. However, in the sequence -mg- the m turned to » in
Greek, as appears from Bafve < *gUp-i-. (The alternative in Schwyzer, Gr.
Gr. I 309 Zus. is improbable. Lejeune, Traité 124 n. 2, gives no comment.)
The idea, then, must be given up.

21. (0d3%ecox) In this discussion the form oddfiesoo has been mentioned,
e.g. Kurylowicz, Idg. Gr. I1252. He understands it as a variant of addfecox.
As such it would show *h,oudeh, > *odd% (with the expected o-vocalism)
and would be a striking confirmation of our theery.

However, this form does not exist. In the first place it is not a variant, as
say e.g. Liddell-Scott and Chantraine (Dict. étym. s.v. add7), but it is
a conjecture of Aristotle. Also this conjecture was not made torestore addfecox
to an older form, but it was coined by Aristotle from o38uxc, as appears from
the fact that it is presented by the scholia with the interpretation ‘¢riveros’
‘em y¥c’. Most explicit is the statement of the scholia E.P.Q.T on ¢ 334:
Cnret *Aprarotédg, dud tt iy Kadodor xal wiy Kipwqv xed wiy *Ivés addheooag
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Myer pbvag. oo yap ol ol A oy elyov. xel Moo pév od BeBodivTa.
petaypdeet 3 . .. oddNeoon . . . miow yop abrow éml yig duouv. This clearly
shows that Aristotle replaced the word he found in the text by another, be-
cause he did not understand it'2. (Of course, Aristotle’s suggestion is useless.)

13 Tt is curious to see that this simple epithet has caused trouble from anti-
quity to now. In the phrase dewh 9edc addfeooo (n 449, » 136 = X 8 = p 150) it
is mostly translated ‘speaking with human voice’ (Liddel-Scott, Stanford
ad e 334), ‘mit menschlicher Stimme begabt’ (Ameis—Hentze—Cauer ad
% 136, Frisk), following a tradition: wv{j dvdpwrivy yewuévn. This is obviously
wrong. Aristotle rightly remarked that all gods have @wv) = add% (there was
no distinction between the words). There is no evidence that the gods were
ever imagined as not having a voice or as having another kind of voice as men
have. This may be demonstrated from Homer: 9e& (9eolg) évahiyxtog addhv
T 250 « 371 = t 4, 9eod (-olo, ...) &vev addhv O 270 B 297 & 831 £ 89. Ap-
parently aware of this difficulty is Chantraine, Dict. étym. s.v. add%, who
presents another interpretation: “possédant le langage humain par opposition
a celui des dieux”. This suggestion is impossible because «d89 never means
‘language, (tongue)’, but ‘voice’, and from there ‘the ability of speaking’ (if
this is what is meant with the slightly ambiguous word langage). The answer
to Aristotle’s question why specially these goddesses were add7econ is simple:
because they are described as singing goddesses. The epithet clearly means ‘ha-
ving a good voice’. Both Calypso and Circe are said to sing o7l oA} (61, » 221).

There is no difficulty in the fact that elsewhere addhesoa evidently has a
different function. Addhecoo means ‘having voice’, not ‘having human voice’,
for this translation suggests that it indicated human voice in opposition to
other types of voice, but such do not exist. Then we can distinguish three
contexts (in Homer):

T dvdpdmay . . . addnévrev { 215

Bpbtog addAeoso € 334 (of Ino)
IT addfhevro 8 Ednue . . . “Hen T 270 (of Achilles’ horse)

IIT dewn Hedg addhesoa » 136 = A 8 = w 150 (Circe), n 449 (Calypso)

In I man is distinguished by a typical characteristic — as epithets do —, his voice,
i.e. his ability of speaking. As the scholiast (V ad & 334) clearly says: &mel ol
Svdpwmor pwviievtes Tpdg To dhhe La. (Note that in € 334 Ino is not a 9edg odd?-
ecoa; she is said to have been a Bpértog addfesow, that is a human. AddHecoon can-
not, therefore, be used to put her on a line with Circe and Calypso, as did,
e.g. Aristotle and Untersteiner (see below). In IT ‘having voice’ is also clear,
for horses do not normally have a voice = the ability of speaking, as men do.
‘Having voice’ in ITI, where it is used of somebody who sings, naturally means
‘having a good voice’. These adjectives easily take the notion of ‘many’ (iySvéeig,
devdphetg, midNeg ‘riche en sources’ Chantraine, Formation 272) or ‘good’
(unmiberg, teppidels ‘4 la belle bordure’, Chantraine ibid. 271). I do nct think
that Untersteiner, Odissea Libro XI, ad vs. 8, is right when he says that
oadd? “‘significa la parola umana sotto 'aspetto della sua musicalitd’; this is
an ad hoc assertion for which there is no evidence in Homer. I think the slight
modification in the value is due to the context. However, he is right, I think,
when he holds that the singing of the two goddesses had originally a deeper
meaning. To my mind it refers to the magic practices of Circe, as does dew?.
Perhaps Sewi) 9eog addfecoa originally even meant ‘the terrible goddess with
the voice’, i.e. ‘with the dreadful voice’, or ‘the mighty, powerful voice’. There
is, then, no difficulty whatever with form or interpretation of addfhecoo.



H,0 129

Aristotle’s conjecture has no right to a place in an Indogermanische Gram-
matik, nor in this discussion.

22. (pwvh) As to @ovi) (Dev. 167) compare now Frisk. (As gwvéw probably
replaced *gwvdew, this part of the argumentation in Dev. 168 must be given
up.) There is little evidence for a root *bhen-, which has also been suggested.
Skt. bhanati and OHG bannan may have *bhh,-en-. Moreover, Kuiper,
Proto-Munda Words in Sanskrit 32, considers bhanati as a secondary form
taken by a non-IE bhanati. Another explanation (followed by Frisk) is that
which connects it with OCS zvons as *ghyon-. However, I see no reason to
abandon the connection with gypi. The semantic objection (see Frisk) is
not decisive; cf. addh — adddw, pwvi) — puvéwm.

23. (9&Fx) The forms $6Ea, té9wxtar beside dyw (Dev. 168) have been
explained as shortened from 9wpnocoper (see Chantraine, Dict. étym. s.v.
*3dbecw). This idea is not very probable : why would $wx- have been connected
with $&y-/97y- ? The forms 95Exw- pediou, Tedaypévor: pepeduopévor show that
the a-forms have same meaning. Té3wxrton: Teddpmron shows a meaning that
can be easily derived from 9#ye ‘schirfen, anfeuern’. It is enough to demon-
strate 9ay- /9wy- (It may berecalled that nticow /nTdocw is exactly parallel.)

24. (Skt. dyu) Indo-Iranian has one word that is of interest here, Skt. dyu,
Av. ayi. If this represents *h,0ju, with @ from o according to Brugmann’s
Law, o must still have been present as such in Indo-Iranian.

25. (Arm. hotm) Arm hotm is since Meillet, BSL 26,11, connected with
&vepoc ete. with o-vocalism of the root. As gvepoc, Lat. animus require *hoenh,-
mo-, this etymology would imply *h,onh,-mo-. However, it would require a
dissimilation nm > Im, which cannot be demonstrated elswhere (though it
cannot be refuted either by a case with -nm- preserved). Etungn has been
supposed to show a dissimilation (-no(n)gh- >) -nungn- > -lungn, but this
is almost certainly wrong (see my article ‘udvuyeg {mmor’ in Orbis 20). In
anun < -nomn- there was no such dissimilation. The idea therefore is very
doubtful. Van Windekens proposed (Handes Amsorya 1961, 547f) con-
nection with Toch B onolme ‘be alive’ ete.

26. (OIr. %an) Celtic too has one form with o where the other languages
have a < h.e. It is the word for ‘lamb’, OIr. 4an, Welsh oen from *ogh*nos,
against Lat. agnus, Gr. duvéc (for the stop, g» or gh®, see Pokorny 9). The
Celtic o- has been explained through influence of *ouis < *heyi-*4. This
idea cannot be refuted. One could only point out that the long @ or 6 of
Slavic (7 )agne points to ablaut of the root, so that h,0- beside h.e- might be
expected as well.

27. (Lith. dolektis) Very difficult is the interpretation of the group to which
Lith #olektis ‘elbow’ belongs. The form #olektis beside alkine point to *ol-ek-,
ol-k-. This type of ablaut is not known from one paradigm. (The same type

14 Cf. Luw. hayt-, HierHitt. hawafi-, Lyc. yava-. However, the possibility
of *h,oui- cannot be excluded.
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is perhaps found in &My ete. beside dréxpavov, if from *srevoxp-.) The form
is only important here if Hesychius’ &\ wiyvc. *ASaudvey belongs to it and
if this word is Greek. However, &\ef could only represent *h,l k- (*h,]-k-would
have given *&\x-). Neither *h,6l-ek- | hye/ol-k- nor *oh,l-ek- | hoe/ol-k- (with *h,
I.k-) can be fitted into a PIE paradigm. Most important, however, is that gaaf
is not found in Hesychius. I do not know how it came into the discussion.
28. Survey of the Material
I will presently give a survey of the cases that point to k.0 or oh,. They
will be given in alphabetical order, whenever possible under the Greek
cognate, because the majority of the material comes from Greek. After these
the words from other languages will be given. Signs have been put before the
catchword, meaning: (?) probable, ? doubtful, ?? very doubtful (see the
following paragraph).
2 ? dywyh Dev. 1251 and above § 17.
. Bouée, from the root Ba- in ZByv; Dev. 167, 290.
. D&, Tédwntan beside Hyw, Suye, teuyuévor. Dev. 168 and above § 23.
. ¥ xdymy beside xdmrew ; 0-vocalism perhaps also in Lith. kdopa. Above § 15.
. 8ynog beside dyx- (see Frisk s.v.). Dev. 128.
. (%) 8ypoc, if from &yw. Dev. 128.
. (%) otdéw, if cognate with Lat. aemidus. Above § 13.
8. ? oivog, if cognate with aiox. Dev. 128.
9. olwvéc from *h,oui-6m, cognate with Lat. avis < *h,euts. Above § 7.
10. 8xpic, Lat. ocris, Umbr. ukar, gen. ocrer beside &xpoc, dxpic. Dev. 128.
11. (?) 8vap, if together with gvap from a paradigm *h,ony *hyner-. Above § 12
12. olc¢ against waptiiov ete., Tarentine gra, Lat. auris. Above § 9.
13. oy, név beside Lat. pabulum, pasco, pastor, Hitt. pahszi. Dev. 168 and
above § 10.
14. nrdoow beside nthoow (Dor. wrax-). Dev. 290.
15. (?) ovod (crowk), Lith. stuomud, sthomas from the root *sta-, *steh,-.
Above § 11.
16. @wv# from the root *bheh,- in gyui. Dev. 167 and above § 22.
17. % Jwpde, Ydyw beside Jiv; above § 16.
18. (%) 1 sg. - < -0h,. Dev. 168.
19. (?) oxde, Lat. ocior beside Lat. acupedius, accipiter. Above § 14.
20. ?? &pog, if duéow is Greek. Above § 18.
21. Skt. dyu < *h,ofu, cognate with aiet etc. Above § 24.
22, %% Arm. hotm, if from *h,onh,-mo- beside *h,enh,-mo- in &vepog ete.
Above § 25.
23. (?) Celt. ian < *h,ogh*no- beside Lat. agnus. Above § 26.

O O W N

29. Conclusion
The material discussed and presented above may be grouped according to
its probability. It gives this picture:
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sure probable doubtful very doubtful
Bopdg dypog AT dywyh
SEon oidéw oltog Aduog
&ynog Bvap Poopds hotm
olwvédc GTOX

Buptg -0 (1 sg.)

ov¢ oOude

oLV dan

TTOCCW

povi)

dyu

The conclusion is evident from this table. There are some ten sure, some
five probable cases!® where o-vocalism was retained before or after k,. This
is enough material to establish a fact, the more so as in this case the material
must come from a small group of the IE languages as we saw above (§ 2).
The second, a-colouring laryngeal, then, did not affect the timbre of PIE o.

Addendum:

Lat. rado rédo, Skt. rddati can only be explained from a root *rehd- [rhed-.
However, we cannot be sure whether rad- represents *reh,d- or *rhd- (with
any laryngeal).

Lat. aio and &v-wy-a I hope to discuss elsewhere.

Prinsenlaan 23, R.S.P. Beekes
Oegstgeest,
The Netherlands

15T may add that I myself consider -o < -0-h, as sure; it is only in this
context that I think that it should be classified as ‘probable’, in the hope that
anyone can accept this.
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