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Some Greek aRa-Forms

I1. tavade 2. Corn. carow etc. II Y&Awg III yuvf) IV The H,o-
Problem 1. m&poc 2. *al-/ol- 3. Hittite V Latin 1. nota, cognitus

2. gravis

At the V Fachtagung fiir allg.u.idg.Sprachw. I pointed out, that most Greek
aRa-forms continue a sequence 10{1_1_2:3 (Flexion u. Wortbildung, ed. RIX, 1975,
pp. 9-14). For the type HouaToc WAANDERS arrived independently at the same
conclusion (Mnemosyne 27, 1974, 1-6). In the following I present a few other

forms that must be interpreted in this way.

1. Tavade.

That tavadg (11589, Aleman 3,70 &1€Ba Tavaole mo[ofl and Tavad-
e Lpoc ; besides Tavafung and Tavainode) is a reality is demonstrated by
Myc. tanawa 'slender' (of wheels) and by Celtic forms, Corn. tanow < *tanauo-,
OIr. tanae < *tanaujo-. Hitherto this form has not been explained. There can be

no doubt that it is an old IE word.

Mostly a form *tn@)u- is posited for Tavv=-, Skt. t;ag_x_i_—, but there seems
to be no way to explain TavaF~ from this basis. Would this form have been
thematized, it would have given *’révoc; , of. udvv, uévég . Nor is it possible
to imagine a direct PIE antecedent: *tneu- or the like seems hardly possible.
Greek forms in —a (F)oc are rare, SCHWYZER 472f. Ayovdg and dyhade
seem non-IE (cf. FURNEE index); %spaég may not have had -y-, given Myc.
kerajapi; Tohadc, in Ar.Aves 687 (doubted by some scholars) and Quintus
Smyrnaeus, may be an Augenblicksbildung. In any case we have here a root
in 22 of which the form TaAx- is widespread. It seems improbable that To—

vabe was created after one of these forms.
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SZEMERENYI, Syncope 154-9, stresses that there is no suffix —aFo-,
only -wo- and -ewo-. He thinks that the fem. of *tavvg, *taveFyo, was
assimilated to *TavaFyo and that this form induced a masc. * tavaFoc.
There are several objections to this view. 1) A fem. *TaveFya perhaps never
existed. Classical —€ L&t seems to replace —=uya < *_—_gil_}z, not via -ewya. This
is suggested by Mycenaean, which has -eja as the fem. of the nouns in -gvg.
(On this form see Glotta 51, 1973, 230-3) 2) It is improbable that the feminine
characteristic —€(F)yoa was affected by assimilation. Note BapeTa. I con-
fess that I have no solution for upaTaLf (there is no }—12’ because Skt. kratu-
does not have -th- as in Egg_li-_). 3) From *tavaFyox we expect *TavaLog N
as Hpotart g from *MpaTa Lo (supposed this development is correct) and €Tol-
poc for E'cocpog from é'roc'ipoc. 4) The most serious objection is that the same

mechanism is required for Celtic: *tanewya > *-owya- >*anawya, which induces

*tanawyo- (Oir‘. tanae) and (!) *tanawo- (MCorn. tanow). The idea is therefore

very improbable.

That the formation of this word is not solved, appears from the remarks
in RISCH, Wortb.d.hom.Spr., 19742, 168. It is supposed that the o comes
"yvom Gegenbegriff TAoTv=/TAaTaF="for which the starting-point might
have been (KASTNER, Adj.zweier Endungen 27ff.) tavaFnung after * tAato—
Fnung. Of course, MWAaTaF- is found only in the feminine TAdTa L, and
compounds with * TAaTa (F )= are not known in Greek. The last point specially
makes this idea very uncertain, because we are far from sure that TAataF =
ever occurred in compounds. That the feminine mAaTtoFya was the starting is
very improbable (you would expect *TovaFyx — *tavaioc), and whether mAc—
TaF~ occurred in the inflection of the masculine forms cannot be demonstrated.
Also, the opposite of Tovadg is rather mauxbc. The idea is typically a Ver-

legenheitsansatz. Of course, this explanation also overlooks the existence of

*tanaw (y)o- in Celtic.
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The only other suggestion made is that it was assimilated from * TevaFocg,
HIRT, Hb.gr. Laut- u. Formenl. 19122, 164. In The Development of the PIE
Laryngeals in Greek 206, I objected to assuming assimilation in eRa (or oRa),
because these forms appear to have been preserved unassimilated in Greek. Also
the same assimilation would have to be assumed for Celtic. Further, if assimila-
tion would be admitted, we would have to explain * TevoFog. This would demand
*'ﬂzgg . In Development 190f. I denied the presence of a laryngeal, as is gen-
erally done, because there is no positive evidence for it and because Skt.fem.
tanvf seems to exclude it. I think, however, that tanvf, for #Z@vT < ﬁenl_lz}\li_ll_z
or *tanivl < *tenh 2}\1&2, can be easily understood as a recent formation on the
basis of masc. tantd-. Only J. MANESSY-GUITTON, Word 19 (1963), 31-7, as-
sumes a laryngeal (*ﬁl}gz_\y_p_—). It might also be objected that, if Skt. tand- had

a zero grade, we would have got *tinu- < *théu—. But tanu- could as well con-

tinue *tﬂz‘ﬁ: as full grade is also attested by Lith. 1@’_@ , Lett. tiévs and

Lat. tenuis. The accentuation of the Baltic forms confirms the laryngeal. (Prof.
KORTLANDT confirmed this to me)) In Lat. tenuis the laryngeal has been lost
(as in culmus < *ﬁolhzmos). Germanic, e.g.OIc. punnr < *punwa-, has the reg-

ular development of *tnh uo-.
o=~

If the word would have a laryngeal, it is not necessary to assume assimila-
tion from *'révocFOq . Tavadg could then be easily explained as *gh LR
The Celtic forms could derive from the same form. This could be a themati-
zation of *tgh ool which is understandable both as the acc. stem of a hys-
terodynamic/holokinetic pamdigm (in which case *tnh, 2;2: of the Germanic
forms could represent the stem of the oblique cases) and as the oblique stem
of a proterodynamic/-kinetic noun (*té_nhz—u_—s , found in Indian, Latin and
Baltic, gen. *tnh z—éu_—s). I think that this easy explanation proves that we
must accept the laryngeal. Then Tavvu- in compounds will represent *_tgl_lz_-_g: .
In general forms like *_1_;&1&&1_:, with vocalic resonant before vowel, are not very

certain and most of them appear to contain a laryngeal.
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Now one might also consider whether T&vuTal does not represent *Lnl_lﬂ—u_—
either. In Development 279 I objected to the analysis *fn-n-eu- that —-nn- would
have given -avv-. This might as well hold for Sanskrit; see AiGr. I Nachtr.
zu 11, 14. The alternative *{gn-u- (or how one wants to indicate it) becomes
less probable now that several instances where ¢ was assumed, appear to be
better explained without it.Skt. tandti cannot re;resent *191_1_29_“11 , as this would
have given *M . Sanskrit seems to have generalized the full grade, as ap-
pears also in tarute (this is a set-root, so that *trHu- would have given *tiru-,
but even an anit-root (*tg-u-) is supposed to have given *tiru-). After all, Skt.
might have an anit-form *en-eu-, but Gr. Tavvu- is hardly understandable

without laryngeal.

In conclusion I would say that Greek tav- could be explained by *en-, what
would require the existence of such forms or such a phoneme, but that Tavo-
F(o)=-, Celt. *anau- would require the much more improbable assumption of
*teneu-. Also, in compounds one expects *tnu-, not *enu-. All these difficul-
ties are solved at once by assuming a laryngeal, which is confirmed by the Bal-

tic accentuation.

2. Corn. carow etc.

The parallelism of Corn. carow, Bret. karo (Welsh carw) to Corn. tanow,

Bret. tanao, tanc (W. teneu is not a regular development) indicates for these

forms a basis *fgggz—eu—o—, not *kPuo- as is mostly posited. It seems that
here a form *karau- was not posited, because this stem nowhere else shows
-a- in the root. Though the situation concerning these words is very compli-
cated, it seems safe to connect these Celtic words for 'deer' with Lat. cervus
(that could have had a laryngeal) and SCr. kriva etc., Lith. kirvé 'cow', which
certainly point to a laryngeal.
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o. YdAwG.

Though much has been written on Y&Awc 'husband's sister' and its cognates
(for litt. see FRISK, and WH s.v.glos), there is still no satisfactory view of the

whole problem. I think we can now arrive at one.

1. First something may be said of Hesychius' yeAxpog ™ aderpol yuvd,
DpuyLoTi D (on the meaning see below). Ed. HERMANN proposed to read *ye-
AaFog for it, and this is accepted by many, though others think that a corrected
gloss has no value. I think that the form is probable because it fits in with all
facts and theory, ahd I shall use it, but the argumentation does not depend on it,

except on one point where I shall state that.

Those who assumed that Phrygian was a satem-language, tried to explain the
Y- (Russ. ZC”J’?:. etc. point to a palatal g). As on this question, however, there
is as yet no certainty, it need not detain us. However, nobody seems to have
doubted that the gloss really is Phrygian. It is well known, however, that this
label is certainly not always reliable (cf. HAAS, Phryg.Sprachdenkmiler, 1966,
129ff.). Though I can give no positive argument, I think it quite possible that the

word is in fact Greek.

2. The Homeric forms dat.sg., nom.pl. yaA6w, gen.pl. yaAdwv were
derived from * YoaAwo—-, a supposed thematization of an ancient y&Awg of the
type MATPWG (e.g. SCHWYZER, Gr.Gr.I, 480). This not convincing. It is not
clear how a form like dat.sg.*thKw(F)(g became Yoc}\é(g in Homer: when the F
was still present, there could‘ be no shortening or metathesis, and when the F
had disappeared, —ww-— (of ~wo =) would have been contracted soon, so that in
Homer no form with shortened -w- could be expected. It is not probable, then,
that Yoc?\étg ever was a reality, and not rather an instance of diektasis. This
diektasis, however, supposes a short vowel before the F (otherwise the diektasis
would have given YaAw— again). This vowel, which was contracted with the thema-

tic =0- into =w=- must have been oc. This « is also shown by Phryg. (?) *yela=-
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Foc, but this form is admittedly unreliable. (If the word is Phrygian, the evi-
dence is even less secure, since }_51 and 1_1_3 also became a in Phrygian; only if
the word would be Greek, would it demonstrate 22') Another indication is found
in yalo®dvn , given only by Suidas. This form, which is nowhere cited in the
litterature, was adduced by VEY, BSL 51 (1955) 87-9, who pointed out that the
form * Yyahodvn , generally read there, was a conjecture. I could only find the
original reading in the Thesaurus. It seems very probable, then, that the Greek
forms are based upon *yoAaFo-. This is also the opinion of COWGILL, apud
ANTTILA, PIE Schwebeablaut 83. (FRISK and CHANTRAINE are not clear on
this point.)

3. This (second) o will continue a laryngeal. This was, as far as I see, until
now only assumed by VEY (1. c.)z) and ANTTILA (1.c. )3). The best evidence for
a laryngeal is that it also solves another pfoblem, that of the root vocalism of
Greek. For now we can explain *yaAaF- by *glh_-eu-. (COWGILL 1.c. assumed
assimilation from *ygAo—, on which see above(I.1). I pointed out that, though
the possibility of this assimilation can hardly be denied, it is not probable as an
overall explanation. In a case like YéAac/yaAivn for example, assimilation is

no explanation.)

4. This reconstruction means that Greek no longer provides evidence for a noun
in -ou-s. Nevertheless this type is probable (because of the parallel ndtpwg -
though it is not clear why only this form was thematized), and Lat. glos is evi-

dence for it.

Now the word appears to have had a laryngeal, we would have to assume that
glos represents *mzﬂ_—_s_ , with the -1- not vocalized. Such a form is perhaps
not impossible (see below), but ANTTILA's suggestion that a vowel may have
been syncopated, is attractive: *_gy_xz@_s_ might have given *golos > glos in Latin.

The Slavic words, CS zwlsva, Russ. zolévka etc., for which *zxlwv- <

)

*gel_ug: is postulated, may have its ending modified after "‘sveer4 . Iam not

competent to judge the root vocalism.
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The vocalism of Arm. tal must have the same origin as the Greek word.

As } here developped into al, it is probable that :gl_ze_- resulted in -ala-.

5. Now we have the following evidence for vocalism:

root ?8elh - ?yelaFog suffix -ou- glos
Blh - Y&Awg, ?glos -eu- *yvolaFo-

The suffix form -du- points to a hysterodynamic inflection, so that we might
expect a paradigm:

acc. *g_lokiz—_ég;xgl

gen. *gylz:g‘ﬁ
(On the paradigm cf. KZ 86, 1972, 30-63 and Flexion u.Wortbildung, 9.) Of
course we must be careful, because we cannot say that we really have evidence
for this paradigm, that is for this combination of root- and suffix-forms. E.g.
*yghaF~ seems to point to *g_e&zig&. Most important is, I think, that we do
have proof for -eu- beside -ou-, for * yaAaF- cannot represent *g},l_lzg_\g_—_ >

( *yohoF-).

6. As to the meaning of the word, Ed. HERMANN, GGN 1918, 222f., pointed
out that probably the unmarried husband's sister was meant, as only then it could
be understood why she had a place in the extended family. For, when she married,
she would leave her family and take her place as wife, daughter-in-law etc. This
special meaning is attested for Latin in Corp. gloss. II 24, 29 cited in the The-
saurus as follows: 1) ToD dvdpdc adelofi, YEAwC, ABEAQT YURETN Topd
H)\a{)'tulo. In the edition of the Corpus we do not find the words oOEAPH YRRETH
(in this form it is cited by DELBRUCK, Idg.Verw. 148). It appears that gloss 32
of the same page has: glumea: XAwpag. AN Yaueth wc MAabtog. It
seems evident that the part after XAwpac belonged to the lemma glos. The re-
construction, as given by GUNDERMANN in Archiv.f.lat. Lexicogr. 12 (1902)

414, is entirely convincing.
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FRIEDRICH, Ethnology 5 (1966) 8, states that "both the Sanskrit and Slavic
forms have been independently folk-etymologized [sic] as 'the spiteful, malevo-
lent girl'"; I cannot check this. However, this refers more to her relation to

" her brother's wife (which was the same as that of the mother-in-law to her
daughter-in-law; see e.g. GHURYE, Family and Kin, 19622, 314) as to her
status of not-married woman. It seems probable, then, that the word had this

narrow meaning in PIE, but we cannot be sure.

As to the meaning 'brother's wife', it has been held that this was recent: for
Latin we only have it in a gloss (Non.p.557), as is the case for Greek; for the
Phrygian (?) form exactly this meaning is given. BENVENISTE, Voc.d.inst.
251, supposes it was an old reciprocal term. This is explicitly stated by Ae-
lius Dion. (p.113 ERBSE; cited in CHANTRAINE, Dict.étym.) muo il ﬁ ToU
abeApoT YUVN..., TPdg dMAAag Y&p Aéyovtol. Note that in Dravi-
dian, Kannada nadini has both meanings (while Skt. ndnandar-, which may be
a Dravidian loan, has only the meaning 'husband's sister'). However, as the
position of the two women in the family was entirely different (see above), it
seems more probable that the reciprocity was recent - and this is what is sug-
gested by the testimonies - dating from a time when the extended family did no
longer function in this respect and when the distinction was no longer of any use

(as in Dutch zwager is used of husband's brother as well as of wife's brother).

oI, yuvd.

It is generally agreed that the oldest inflection of the word for 'wife' had a
genitive *guiell_z:_s_s but full grade of the root in the nominative. HAMP, Glotta
38 (1960) 200-3, assumes a third ablaut form on the basis of OIr. gen.pl. ban,
from *gEroll_lz: HAMP supposes that Aeol. Bav=a continues this form *gfl_rggzl,
and assumes a Sievers' form *giog; for Yuv-. The first assumption seems
highly probable. As to the second, I think that a Sievers' form is a priori im-

probable - do we have one sure instance of this type in anlaut in Greek ? - and
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that two dialect forms (yvv—, Bav=) a priori rather will represent different
dialectical developments of one form. The difficulty, admittedly, is that, if
*gf_l;ﬂ: gives Bap- (Balvw), for *gigllz_—_ one would even more expect a-vo-

calism, as it is reinforced by the a-colouring laryngeal.

(Note that, if the original nom. was *guen.hz_—__s_ , as is suggested by Skt. janih,

the proterodynamic type seems to have had a gen.pl. with zero grade.)

IV. The gzg—Problem
1. WLEOG .

It seems now generally aécepted that mdpoc, with Skt. purds, continues
*pglizc_')_g_ (cf. also KZ 87, 1973, 215-221). As far as I see the importance of this
form has hitherto been overlooked. For this one form definitely proves that 1_12
did not change o into a. The « of Tdpo¢ proves that the laryngeal was gz (12 1
would have given €p, 113 0p), and the Greek o requires PIE o. It seems im-
probable that, if the regular outcome were *mopog, this —og would have been
changed to =0¢ by analogy. Adverbs in =og are not less well attested as those
in —o¢: &udc, méhag, evrumdg, dtpépa(c), eymdic, Npépa(c);
ayudc : évtdg, éntée, mpdc, Evayxog, mpoiudg (both lists being
complete, as far as I see). The last two words in ~o¢ are rare, and the others,
two in -téc and Tpdg, seem no basis to cause a change of *mapag into
ndpoc. The word must then be added to the sure cases in Die Sprache 18 (1972)

131.

The forms to be expected from RH-V may be listed here:
5-111_-2 > gpe 51_11_—3 > EpO
3'1122 > 0P gl_lz:g > apo
5'1_1_3_—_9 > 0po 533;9 » 0po
(The same with A 1,V )

2. I may add here another clear instance of a/0 that should be added to the evi-

dence, though it does not belong to the central theme of this article. It is the root
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*gl_—_/_ol_— tdariiber hinaus', POK. p.24. The most clear forms are OIr. al 'jen-
seits, iiber... hinaus', tall (¢ *to-al-nd) 'jenseits, dort', anall 'von jenseits,
von dort, heriiber' with OIr. ind-oll 'ultra', ol—chenga}e 'auBerdem, sonst' (<
'jenseits (und) diesseits davon'), ol-foirbthe 'plusquamperfectum', Lat. uls,
ultra. Less evident though probable is the connection of this root with Lat. olim
(*ll:;’li;’ a rare instance where we are sure of long vowel in the neighbourhood
of laryngeal) and the forms continuing *alios (perhaps from an adverb *ali). If

5)
*g] - * —. *ol- & - wi
al- was 1_12e1 , *ol- must be *h, ol- with the o unaffected ’.

3. I may also recall Hitt. haui- 'sheep’, hastai 'bone', for Hitt. h points to
EZ (e.g. EICHNER, MSS 31, 1972, 87 below) and many languages show o-vo-

5
calism (81c, ootéov; Lat. ovis, 0s).

V. Latin.

1. nota, cognitus.

The type which was the starting-point for WAANDERS and me (see above)
for the discovery of the explanation of the aRa sequence, the nouns with -eto/a-,
may solve a Latin problem. "Aucune forme normale de la racine de (g)n0scd
n'expliquerait 1'3 de nota' is the conclusion of ERNOUT-MEILLET. SCHULZE's
note on nota, KZ 45 (1913) 23, suggesting that *§no-t- developped from *'g_nhg:t_—
has won a certain fame. Undeservedly, I think, because it has always been evi-
dent that Latin did not have the 'triple reflex' of the shwa/laryngeal found in
GreekG). Also it is doubtful, whether a vocalization *g*r_xl33’£_:, instead of *gg}_13’c;

occurred. (ayvoéw cannot be considered proof of *@3: > yvo=-.) 0

I think we might consider *gn_h?’ﬁ to have given n6ta. As far as I know,
Latin has no other instances of -eto/a-, but this cannot be a decisive counter-
argument. The only remarkable thing in this reconstruction is that it would not
have had vocalic n. But there seem to be parallels for it, e.g. Skt. vratd- <

*urh . -eto-, glos < *glh _ous cited above, perhaps gravis below.
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In the same way cognitus might represent *-gnh_etos > *-gnStos > -gnitus.
O
I think this explanation is more probable than that of J.P.SMIT, which I pre-
sented in Development 204 (*-gnHtos > *-gnaHtos > *-gnatos with specially

Latin loss of H in compounds).

2. gravis.

Gravis is mostly explained as *gura—n:. I would not deny the possibility of
such a form (*gll_rlr.;z;\g;). We might now, however, consider *gurh —eu- >
*grav-. It supposes a feminine ending *ju—ihz, which would have to be demon-

strated elsewhere.

As to the laryngeal, both the vocalism of Bap¥c, gurd-, and the vocalism
of gravis, require forms like *g_‘_lez_‘_: and *gui-eu_- . In this situation, highly
parallel to that with ‘rocv{)- and tTavaF-, it is probable that a laryngeal was
in the game. Again, the Skt.fem. gurvi does not seem conclusive counter-evi-

dence.

For a vocalization *ghlg iz we might compare ratus, where I see no other
possibility than *5131@_3_ (*rh, 1 -etos would have given *retus), which does not

mean that the one possibility we see is necessarily the correct one.

Notes:

1) Often YaAAopog is cited as a varia lectio (thus still LATTE), but this is
glossed as Ppuytandv. Svopo [mopa Admwouv] . It is evident that
there is no reason for this interpretation. Cf. HAAS, Phryg. Sprachdenk-
miler 1966, 161: "nicht zu begriinden''.

2) VEY's theory as a whole is unacceptable to me; see my Development 209.
Also he assumes an s-stem for this word, which is most improbable (the
-s- > -h- is needed for his theory).

3) ANTTILA suggests that Lat. glos contains *§loH-, but I don't understand
whether he rejects this idea or not. It is very improbable, as the word
will continue the u-stem of Greek and Slavic.
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4) I do not accept an ablaut 5u/T < ue < su/au < ou as does e.g. SCHMEJA,
IF 68 (1963) 24f.

5) For Lat. ol- *112‘1;_ (instead of *h_ol-) might be considered, but there is no
positive evidence for it. I think ol- was the regular outcome of *h_1-, the
laryngeal not influencing the development. (As *JH in Lat. gives 18, it seems
not impossible that *1_1_2‘1; gave *al-))

6) RIX, MSS 27 (1970) 94f., also assumed developments that suppose that the
three laryngeals were still distinct in Latin. See my discussion in IIJ 14
(1972) 73f.

7) SZEMERENYI's connection with the root *gnet 'to press' (OE cnedan) hag
not been substantiated (Glotta 38 (1960) 239f.).
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