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1. The Problem

In recent years agreement has been reached about the basic
points of the laryngeal theory. PIE. had three laryngeals; no
pertinent evidence has been found for more of them. The basic
developments in the separate languages have been established.
However, as to the details very much still has to be settled. For
Greek, Peters (Untersuchungen 1980) discussed a large number
of questions for which no final answer can be given; in my
review (Kratylos 1981, p. 113 ff.) I put together ten points which
he discussed. |

This may be the right time, then, to suggest a change in detail
of one of the well established laws. It concerns the development
of the ‘long resonants’, i.e. the sequences of vocalic resonant
plus laryngeal when before consonant (RHC). On its develop-
ment there is general agreement. When not preceded by a vowel
the resonant in this sequence is now automatically indicated as
syllabic (RHC). Within the framework of the laryngeal theory it
has not been observed, as far as I known that this sequence
gives a different development in word initial position, at least in
some languages. It seems that here the laryngeal was vocalized
rather than the resonant. For this reason, and because syllabi-
city was automatic, i.e. non-phonemic, in PIE., I shall not indi-
cate syllabicity. Pre-laryngeal handbooks noted ra- etc. in this
case. (We shall return to this in section 9, and in séétion 10 to
what happened phonetically.) |
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I came upon the matter on the basis of Greek material, but it
seems that other languages have the same difference. I assume
the following developments (the older notations in brackets):

IIr,  Gr. _ It.-Kl. Gm. BS.
CIHC (CIC) ir,ar A, A0, A0 @ ul il, ul
CmHC (CmC) a um, po, po  ma um  im, um
CiHC (CiC) T = 1 i i i
IHC- (lbC) ? AgAG, A0 la la ?
mHC- (maC) mi? pg,pd,po ~ md ma ?
iHC (iaC)) ? *ye, *yd, *yo yd jd ?

Forms with n are parallel to those with m, those with u to those
with i. The case with r, however, is different, because r- in abso-
lute initial position apparently did not occur in PIE.: forms that
seem to have r- in fact had Hr- (cf. Lehmann, Lg.27, 1951, p.
13-17). We shall discuss these forms below.

In Balto-Slavic a laryngeal was never vocalized. The material
I collected does not allow to decide what the development in
initial position was. I am not certain either about Indo-Iranian:
I return to it below. It should be noted that in Tocharian the
laryngeal was always vocalized, so our problem does not exist
there. I have no opinion on Hittite: perhaps there was no differ-
ence here either. '

I shall now first give the Greek forms that convinced me of
this deviant development. After that I shall give the relevant
material from Greek, which is meant to be exhaustive. Then I
will give material for the other languages, on the basis of
Pokorny. This is, of course, not sufficient, but I cannot under-
take a large scale research for the other languages at the
moment.

The problem is bound up with the question whether PIE. had
a phoneme *a. I think this is not the case, and I start from that
conception.! Nevertheless the argument does not depend on

! In an article in KZ.98 (1985) p.1-10 Lubotsky shows that the word for 'dry’,
Gr. abog etc., did not have PIE. *a. The article shows nicely how difficult it is
to find the right solution. ] am therefore not convinced by the much used
argument that “there is no other solution”. See now his contribution to the
Viith Int. Conf. for Hist. Lingu., Pavia 198S.
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that conception. On the contrary, it provides independent evi-
dence that in a number of cases where this is often done, we
must not posit *a.

2. Greek

The evidence is not very large; otherwise the development
would have been recognized long ago. (In fact, as we shall see,
the development was recognized long ago.) I give first the three
words which convinced me of the development, after that the
full material of Greek.

2a. Examples

dotv. Its connection with Skt. vdstu is generally recognized.
It is further connected with the root of Skt. vdsati, Goth. wi-
san ‘to be’, Gr. deoo. This presents a difficulty for the Greek
a- of &otv; for the absence of prothetic vowel in this word
(*a(w)astu); and for the long vowel of Sanskrit. (These pro-
blems even invited scholars to believe that the word was non-
IE., e.g. E.J.Furnée, Vorgriech., 46.) Such a situation mostly
means that (part of) the interpretation is incorrect. The connec-
tion with *h,ues- ‘to dwell’ is attractive but not compelling. If
we dismiss it, the interpretation is clear: Sanskrit has full grade
(not lengthened grade), Greek zero grade. vdstu must represent
- PII. *uaHstu, and Greek .ot represents *uHstu.

The analysis is supported by Tocharian, if we follow Kort-
landt’s view of the development of the PIE. long vowels in this
language (a short survey is given in my Origins, p.208). A wast,
B ost go back to PToch. *wost, which has -o- from older -4-.
This fits in with vdstu as *uoh,stu, with o-vocalism frequently
found in neuter u-stems. In fact, Kortlandt’s analysis first con-
vinced me of the development uh,C- > waC- in Greek. Note,
however, that the interpretation of Tocharian is not essential to
the argument. :

&ylog, &yvég can only be explained by assuming *ih,g-
> *%ag-. This seemed impossible because of the evident con-
nection with Skt. ydjati Now recently Lubotsky has shown
(MSS. 40, 1981, p.135), starting from Sanskrit problems, that
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yaj- derives from a root with a laryngeal: in *ieh,g- the laryn-
geal and the glottal element preceding the PIE. ‘voiced’ conso-
nant merged when another consonant followed, resulting in a
short vowel and a voiced stop. Thus the forms are explained
without recourse to a PIE. phoneme *a (or a reduced vowel ,).

The third word is poxpds. Here we must consider the internal
Greek evidence before comparing possibly related forms. The
word clearly belongs with pfjxo¢ and pfixiotog. The noun and
the superlative normally have full grade, whereas adjectives in
-r6- had zero grade of the root. This gives a root *meh,k-, and
*mh,Kros > ponpdg. Those who postulate PIE. *a and *a for
this root have to assume a lengthened grade in the noun and the
superlative, and a full grade in the adjective, all three of which
are in contradiction with normal morphology. The assumption
here of PIE. *a, for which in general very little evidence can be
adduced, is therefore both phonologically and morphologically
improbable. It is quite impossible to assume that the long @ was
an innovation of Greek (for which I see no basis). It is not
impossible to assume a secondary zero grade a in poxedg (still
with pfjxog as *meh,Kos), but I don’t think that such an innova-
tion is probable. Forms like oa8p6¢ - ofjfw, canpdg - ofjmopat
(Chantraine, Formation p.224) are hardly strong enough to
function as a model to change **unupdc.

This word was compared with Av. mas-, OP. ma®d- ‘big’. This
comparison gives a problem for the vocalism, as one would
expect H > i in Indo-Iranian. It is good method, however, to
observe that the comparison of a perfectly understandable set of
Greek forms with a group of Iranian words presents a problem,
which means that the comparison is probably wrong. It should
also be noted that Av. masah- n. and masista- do not have a
long vowel as do the Greek forms. Note further that parallel to
mas-, masan-, masah-, masyah- there is the same series with -z-
from maz-, Gr. péyac.

The root of poxpdg could be the same as that of Olr.
mar < *moh,-ro-.
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2b. Survey

R.S. P. Beekes

I shall now present the Greek material, in the order A-, p-, v-,
*w-, *y- and @-, and a remark on forms that had *sR-. I checked
the words in Frisk and discuss all forms of which I think they
could have RVC- < RHC-. For *w and *y I checked all words
with é&-, £&-, 0-, 1}-, ®- and {-; I add a separate category where *w
or *y- or *s is possible. I give the final results in advance:

probable
A Aaviavoe, Aod-

B podéo
- pokog

v vaim, voo-

w &yvop
dotv
*Foy-

y Gyiog

w-/y-/s-

sR- hayoio

Aappave
aOETV

possible/doubtful
Aayoiw, Adyvog
Aoxig

Adpno

Aoiapdg

Aoy oive
MAaiopat, Aoo-

poviave, pod-
pdoow
péTeoV

apotov

[ 4

€é-

Mamapdg

unreliable/irrelevant
Aax®OG

Adotn

Ador®, AoK-

Adtpov |
Adpupa

Aémog

- AOPog

poiopat, pao-
HAxoQ
poxedvOg

. HOUTEELY

pooAopon
(noté(0)w)
péoxonpo

HaxopoL

péuy

HED®

ROoXETY (LnXAopoL)
noAg

vaxn

voo@L

Gvog

gxnAog

aPeog
all unreliable

Edog
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2c. A- .

Aayaio, Myvog ‘geil, wolliistig® has been connected with Olc.
slakr etc., Toch. A slakkdr ,sad“, Lat. laxus, Skt. §laksna-
(explained by Lubotsky, MSS.40, 1981, p.133 from *sleh,g-).
Greek may have had an s-less form (*/h,g-), but the other lan-
guages have slag- from slh,g-. (Mjyo seems to have had -é-, but
a connection is semantically not ev1dent) lowyag(o Lat.
langueo can have *lh,-n-g-.

Aoxic ,,Riss, Fetzen, Lumpen“ is connected with Lat. lacerare
‘zerfetzen’. Russ. laxon 'Lappen Fetzen’, from *laks-, would
confirm the laryngeal. v

Aaxxog ‘Wasserloch’ etc. is connected as *lakuo- with Lat.
lacus, OIr. loch, OS. lagu, and OCS. loky. The word might have
had *Ihk- except for Slavic. Pok. p.653 posits Venet.-illyr.
*lokua for South-East French loye and adds: “unklares o auch
im gall. ON Penne.locos (gen. -ous).” The last two words are of
course less reliable, but they could show that Slav. o represents
o; could we posit */h,0k- ? (cf. section 8). :

AapBave. The basis was *slag”™-, which must have been
*slh,g"-. Myopat, €iinga may show old full grade *sleh,g"-
(with restored vocalism in the perfect). See on 2j.

Aapmno. *le/oh,p- in Lith. lopé etc., *lh,p- in Hittite lapzi, lap-
nuzi, OlIr. lassaim? Aopmn- from *lh,mp-?

Aovdave. The old forms in Greek are Ao, AMdSw and
(Ae)radelv, AaBpda, Aodr-: *leh,dh-/llh,dh-. (The verbal forms
could be supposed to have secondary reduced grade a, but
rather seem old; and the nouns with Ad3- would have retained
long a if that was the regular phonetic development.) Lat. lateo
may continue *lh,-t-

Aamnapdg ‘schlaff’. Neither Frisk nor Chantraine mention the
forms given by Pok. p.655 s.v. léb-, I6b-, lab-, Lb- (sic; also with
s-). Several languages point to *(s)lab/p- *lh,p- seems quite
possible. Cf. 2j.

Adodn ‘Listerung’. The forms compared with las- (Lat. lasci-
vus etc.) are rightly rejected on semantic grounds by Chan-
traine. Remains Goth. lai-lo-un ‘thodépnoav’, which would
point to a root *leH-. Thus *lh,(s-, -dh-?) is possible.
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Moxw ‘krachen, schreien’. Old are Aaneiv, AéAnua. No ety-
mology, except the root */a- ‘to cry’ in Lat. lamentum, Lith. loti,
Pok. p. 580.

Adtpov ‘Bezahlung’ cannot have the root */é-, Pok. p.665.
Perhaps the word is non-IE.

Ad@vo pl. ‘Beutestiicke’. Neither the connection with
glAnga nor that with dpei-Aagfc ‘qui s’étend, vaste’ (first used
from trees, later in general) is compelling. One compares Skt.
labhate, r- ‘take hold of, grasp’ and Lith. Iobis ‘groBer Besitz’,
labas ‘gut’. Semantically the last two groups cannot be equated:
‘riches’ may come from ‘that which is taken’, but ldbas shows
that the starting point was ‘good(s)’. (Note further that the Lith-
uanian root had no laryngeal, both because of ldbas and
because of the accent of lobis; the root can therefore not have
been *labh- as Frisk and Chantraine say.) The Baltic group,
then, must be dissociated from both the Greek words and from
Skt. labhate. Greek and Sanskrit could be identified as having
*Imbh- ; the equation is of course much too unreliable to posit a
PIE. phoneme a. _

Aayaive ‘graben’. If the connection with MlIr. ldige (*laghia)
‘Spaten’ is correct, we could have */h,gh-.

Aénog ‘kahler Fels’ is compared with Lat. lapis. Both forms
could have *Ih p-, but such a reconstruction is of course very
uncertain. The words could be non-IE.
~ Mhafopon ‘heftig begehren’, Adoton etc. are based on *las-,

which is found in other languages, e.g. Lat. lascivus; Pok. p.
654. Skt. lasati, where both s and a present problems, must be
separated; Kuiper thinks it is a Munda word, see Mayrhofer
s.v. Thus *Ih,s- is possible.

AOBoc ‘Lappen’. Connection with Aefnpic ‘abgezogene
Schlangenhaut’ is far from certain. Connection with Germanic,
e.g. NHG. Lappen may point to *lob-. If Lat. Ilabare
‘(sch)wanken’ is connected, */h,b- is possible for the three lan-
guages, but the Latin word must not be cognate, and there is
another explanation for its d, see section 4.
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2d. p--

poddo ‘von Nisse triefen’ must contain *mh,d-. The same
development is found in Lat. madeo and OIr. maidid. Skt.
mddati has been explained by Lubotsky, MSS. 40, from *meh,d-.

paiopat ‘tasten, beriihren’ and ‘streben, trachten’ is based on
Hoo-, which may be *mh,s-, but connectlon with Lith. mo;u
moti ‘winken’ is uncertain.

péxop has no etymology.

uoms&vég idem.

ponpdc was discussed in 2a.

pavdive may be based on the aorist p.aﬁsw Connection
with ngoundig (Dor. @) is unproblcmatlc A root *mendh- is
also considered because of some glosses, pevifpoig pepipvoug.
Forms outside Greek “sont assez loin pour le sens”, Chantraine
S.V. :

ponéewv (with éuponéomg?) could have *mth/k - though a
root *menp-, *menk”- is also possible.

paodopor ‘kauen, beiBen’ is supposed to be based on the root
of pédviar yvédor. Comparison with Lat. mando would lead to
a laryngeal. “Les autres rapprochements ... sont douteux ou
impossibles”, Chantraine s.v. '

pdoow ‘kneten’. If the connection with pala is correct (as is
generally assumed), and if its long a is old (I don’t understand
why the etymological dictionaries see it as a special problem),
the root had a laryngeal. However, I consider the connection as
far from certain. Still derivation from a root *m(e)h,g/k- is most
probable (NHG. machen; OCS. maZg, mazati (with -eh,-); W.
maeddu; Latv. mdcu, makt; Lat. mdceria); that with NHG.
mengen, Lith. minkyti seems to me less probable.

poté(O)o ‘suchen’ is supposed to have the same root as paio-
pal, from *pot(0)- < *mh,-t(0)-?

péyaipa has no etymology. It can be of non-IE. origin.

pdyopat. Chantraine rejects all proposed connections, also
that with pnyovi, which would prove a laryngeal. Still a zero
grade is probable (Frisk thinks that it is an old thematic aorist),
and thus *mh,gh-.

pay. No etymology.
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pédw ‘herrschen, walten’, péSopa ‘fiir etwas sorgen’. The lat-
ter form is often connected with ufjdopat ‘to consider, to pre-
pare (a plan)’. Frisk rejects old lenghtened grade (i.e. he
assumes in laryngeal terms *meh,d-) and suggests that the two
verbs be separated. Chantraine, however, remarks (s.v. pédw)
“Mfdopot appartient certainement a la méme racine.” He sug-
gests an ablaut *méd-/med- (what is now called an (akro-)static
paradigm). The relevance here is that one might assume *meh, d-
with *mhd- in pédopar. However, when the situation within
Greek gives no certainty, we must see whether the cognate lan-
guages give decisive evidence. For pédw, -opot the other lan-
guages give many verbs from a root *med- (Lat. meditari,
medeor, modus ; Olr. mess; Goth. mitan) with perhaps a basic
meaning ‘to measure’. Thus there is no reason to assume a lar-
yngeal in this form. For pfhdopot the most striking cognate is
Arm. (pl.) mitk’, with i from &, with the same meaning as pfdea,
‘plans’. The word is mostly plural, but may have been an s-stem,
just like pfidog. The long vowel of the Armenian noun makes it
almost certain that we have a root *meh,d-. Against Chan-
traine’s ablaut must be objected that lengthened grade (meéd-)
could not have arisen if the middle paradigm of the two Greek
verbs is old. (The active pédw does exactly not have lengthened
grade. This argument is based on the assumption that the leng-
thened grade in these inflections arose in monosyllabic forms,
which are not found in middle paradigms.) The full grade of
pfhdopar, however, may be due to a static inflection. I would
further connect pfjtig with this root, on the basis of the meaning
(as does Frisk), but for the same reason I would not.immedi-
ately connect these forms with the root *meh,- (and *med-) ‘to
measure’ (see under pétpov). Thus I have:

*meh,-, *meh,d- ‘to plan’
*meh,-, *med- ‘to measure’

The last form, *med-, could be an enlarged form of *meh,-, i.e.
*mh,ed- (see section 8), but this must remain a guess. That ulti-
mately the two sets are one, with a basic meaning ‘to-measure’,
is quite possible, but should not be assumed too easily.
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pétoov. It is certain that this word contains the root *meh,-
(as *med- would have given *mestron); Brugmann assumed
*mh,-e-trom, and the possibility of such a formation cannot be
denied. The development of such forms is discussed in section
8. Of course, now the possibility of *mh trom arises, and this is
the easier solution.

unrndopor ‘meckern’. Old are péunxa, aor. paxeiv; the latter
could represent *mh,k-. But as the word is probably of ono-
matopoeic origin, the form will be analogic..

noAc ‘kaum’ has been connected (as “mit Miihe’) with p®dAog
‘Kampf, -getimmel’ (cognate with Lith. prisimuoleti, Russ.
mdju, OHG. muoan ‘miihen’?). If so, it could be *mh,l-. I think
it improbable that poAig is *uwAig with -o- after pudyig; cf.
xmoic. Quite possible seems to me the explanation of Guotov as
*mh,to- from the root *mo- ‘sich miihen’, Pok. p.746.

2e. v-

vaiow ‘wohnen’, from *voao-yo, can hardly be anything else
but *nhzs- though there is no etymology. Reduced grade from
*nes- in véopou ‘to return’ is semantically 1mprobable and for-
ma]ly impossible.

vaxn ‘wolliges Fell’ has been connected with OE. nesc if
from *nak-sko-, and OPr. nognan supposed to be from *nask-
-no-. This would make *nh,k- possible, but the whole is very
uncertain. The word must not be IE.

vOo@L has been analysed as *vot-6-, with the root of v@dtov;
if so, it could be *nh;t-.

2f. w-

dyvop ‘to break’, pf. Edye points to a root *ueh,g- with *uh,g-
> Fay-. The vocalism of the perfect is secondary (Kortlandt,
Lingua Posn. 23, 1980, p. 127, thinks that restored h, coloured o
to a, which means that the development is not s:mply phoneti-
cal), but the length will be old. If ioyf) < *Fi-Foy-n is from the
same root, the o-vocalism is the one expected in an g-stem and
the length is explained by the laryngeal (*uoh,g- > Fwy- con-
firming that the phonetic development was &4); however, it is
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not certain that the word contains this root. Even more uncer-
tain is the connection with Lat. vagina.

dvaé, If the word is IE., it is rather unH- (unH-ek-).

dotv was discussed in 2a.

*Fax- in idyo ‘aufschreien’ from *Fifay- is connected with
Nx1N, Dor. yd, which will be *ueh,gh-. It is possible that -Foy-
originated in the reduplicated *uiuh,gh-, where h, > a is nor-
mal, but dperoyvie and the aorist *Faye supposed behind
foxe suggest that the form does not originate from the present
only. Secondary ablaut cannot be excluded, but there is little
reason to prefer that.

gxnAog, Dor. -GAo¢ with Fex- has not been explained.

2g. y-

aPpdg is often taken with 1jpn. However, Dor. 1)B- points to e-
vocalism, and *ih,g"- would have given *$Boog (1ifn is mostly
connected with Lith. jéga, which confirms the e-vocalism.)
aPpdg could be *ih,g"-.

aywog, ayvog see above, 2a.

dxnog. No certain etymology. If OIr. hicc, W. iach derive from
*ieh k- *ih k-, the Greek word cannot be cognate. Ruijgh, Etudes
p.54 n 40, and 65, suggests that Myc. a,-/ja-/a-ke-te-re represents
/yaktéres/ ‘réparateurs’. The word could represent *ih,Kos, but
there is no evidence. Pisani’s connection with Skt. ydsas- (Frisk
3, p.24) seems to me quite improbable. If there is a connection
with Hitt. saktaizzi (Szemerényi, Gnomon 42, 1971, p.652) the
word does not concern us here.

¢- in forms with the root of inut (éveth, Eopde, Epétal, cuve-
10¢ etc.) may represent *ih,-C-. Peters, Sprache 22 (1976) p.
157-61, reconstructs *Hieh,. As *Hih,C. would have given {-, ¢-
would have to be analogical.

2h. w-, y- or s-

For the followmg words a form uHC- or iHC- is possible, but
there is no evidence. Words with spiritus asper could also con-
tinue sHC-.

dntw. Quite uncertain. See Szemerényi, Gnomon-42 (1971)
p.656.
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dttopan from *ih,t- with ftolov from ieh,t-?

€\elv. Connection with Goth. saljan ‘darbringen, opfern’ etc.
is far from evident. Olr. selb “possession’ from *selma fits much
better, but we expect a zero grade in the thematlc aorist, so one
mlght think of a form *i/uh,l-.

£1d (n.pl.)" aAnd, aym‘}a Hes. (Frisk s.v. ¢1afw) cannot be
from *s-e-to-s, i.e. *h,s-eto-.

£16¢ in vain’ probably had w-. Connection with adtwg is
impossible (*h,uet- would have given *aetos), nor with gdvig
(Pok. p.345; *h,eu, *hjuet- > *e(w)etos). If Alb. hut ‘vergeb-
lich, leer, eitel’ represents *h,uto- (M.E.Huld, Alb. Etym. p.
151), it cannot be cognate. It may simply be *uetos but, if it con-
tains old accented -tds (which is far from certain), one could
expect.zero grade, i.e. *uh,10s.

Ootog has no etymology. *ih,ti- is a mere possibility.

2i. 0- :

As PIE. probably did not have words with 1n1t1al r- there are
no words with rVC- < rHC-. Words that had Hr- got -, G- or 0-
in Greek and do not concern us here. For Greek words with ©-
there is mostly evidence for preceding u- or s-. Some of these
present Qo- for which ura- (94xLc) or ura- is assumed (QGSop-
vog < *urad- beside OGS < *urad-). These forms present a
problem, but they are not our subject. (Many of these words
look non-IE.: gadapvoo, padauryE, 0deavog.) Only for 0élw
‘farben’ no initial u- or s- is posited; however that may be, there
is no reason to assume that the -e- here resulted from a laryn-
geal.

2j. sR-

Aayaiw, discussed in 2c, might have Aay- < *slh,g-.

AapPdve points to AaB- < *slh,g"-; see 2c.

Aanagdg may have *lh,p- as well as *slh,p-; see 2c.

adeiv could be derived from *suh,d-.

£80c¢, N80o¢, elwda are generally consndered as cognate. The
reduplication proves *su-. The long vowel of f8o¢ and slwda
suppose *sueh,dh-, *se-suoh,dh-. €3o¢ could then represent
suh,dh-, but it is remarkable that two ablaut grades of this noun
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would have been preserved. I don’t think this is the right expla-
nation. First we find *suedh- in Lat. sodalis (suodales on the
inscription of Satricum; Walde-Hofmann s.v. give the best
treatment of the whole problem). Then, the meanings of jBo¢
‘dwelling-place, abode, haunts; habits; character’ are also
found in Skt. svadhd, where it is still clear that it is a compound
of *sue ‘self, own’ and *dheh,-. The fact that the Sanskrit noun
seems a recent formation whereas the other languages have an
unanalysable *suedh-, does not mean that this root does not
have the same origin: that is asking too much of chance. Thus,
we must assume suedh- from *sue-dhh,-. The long é, however,
remains a problem. We find it in Goth. swes, Olc. swdss etc. and
in Lat. suésco, suévi, suétus, so it must be old. One might think
of a root noun, but I don’t think that is the solution. Given Lith.
svécias < *suetios, Av. xvaétu-, xvaétat- with *sue/oi-, and OCS.
svatp ‘relative’, I am rather inclined to assume a parallel *suée
(-)dh-, perhaps *sueh;-dh-, beside sue(-)dh-, with ablaut sué- or
suoh,-.

Thus there is some evidence for the same development in
sRHC-, but I hesitate to consider it as certain.

3. Other languages

We shall now look at the evidence from the other languages. 1
. considered the roots RV- in Pokorny, which is not an enjoyable
task because of the great number of uncertainties. The present
review is not, therefore meant as an exhaustive treatment, which
would take much more time and space.

The result is that I find no certain evidence for the intercon-
sonantal treatment (RH), and much for the initial treatment
(R2), though this is often rather doubtful.

The material is presented here according to the rehabxhty of
the evidence for the initial treatment. I give evidence for /-, m-
and n-; r- is discussed later, as it could not stand in initial posi-
tion. The reader is referred to Pokorny; I cite only a few forms
for the full grade, but give all the zero grade forms.
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3a. Survey

A survey of the results is given first. (Under ‘unreliable’ not
all forms discussed have been glven In brackets Pokorny’s
lemma.) :

probable possible/ doubtful  unreliable

I-  Lat. lateo (la-?) _ OIr. lassaim (la(i)p-) . Goth. lapon (“I‘é(i)l-)
Lat. lascivus, OIr. = .Lat. lapsus (léb-) Lat. lacio (lek-*) .
lainn (las-) ' Goth. lasiws (lés-)

Lat. lassus, Goth.
lats (le(i)-)
Gutn. lapigs, Olr.
la(i)the (léto-) _ .
m- Lat. madeo, Olr. maidim, - OIr. maith (ma-?)
Goth. matjan (mad-)
Lat. macer, Olc. magr-
(mak-)
Skt. mitd- (me-)
Goth. mapl (mod-)? :
n- Lat. natrix, Olr. nathir, Lat. natis, -es (not-)
Olc. nadr (nétr-)

i-  W.B. iar (iéro-) * Lat. iacio (ie-) W. iach (iek-)
W. ial (iélo-)
~u- Lat. vadum, Olc. vada Lat. vacare, Goth.
(uadh-) wans (*udstos)

Lat. vapor (uép-)
Lat. vagari (uag-)
Lat. vacillo, W
gwaeth (usk-)
Hr- Lat. ratus, Goth. W. rhathu, OS. ratta
rapjo (ré-') (réd-)
' ' OIC. raptr (rep-?)
Lat. ratis (ret-)
HR- Goth. namo
sR- Lat. natare (sna-) Olc. slakr; Lat. Lat. macula (smé-)
laxus? ((s)leg-) Dutch slap (Iéb-)

3b. Probable evidence for RVC- < RHC-

la-* "verborgen sein’. See on Aaviave above Lat. lateo may
have */h,t-.

las- lasznv sein’. See on Mkatopat above. Lith. loksnus

‘zirtlich® < *laksnus; Russ. ldsyj ‘naschhaft’. Zero grade: Lat.
lascivus; OlIr. lainn < *lasni-.
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lé(i)-3, lé(i)d-, lad- ‘nachlassen’. Andeiv; Goth. letan. Zero
Goth. lats ‘slow’, Lat. lassus < *lh,d-t6s.

léto-, lato- ‘warme Zeit: Tag, Sommer’. OCS., Russ. léto
‘year’; Swed. dial. ldding ‘spring(time)’ < *lét-. Zero Old Gutn.
lapigs ‘im Friihling’, Olr. la(i)the ‘day’.

mad- ‘nass sein, triefen’. See on padaw. OE. mas, OHG.
muos, NHG. Gemiise. Zero Lat. madeo; OIR. maidim ‘faire
irruption’; Goth. matjan ‘eat’, OHG. mast ‘fodder’?

mak-, mak- ‘lang’. See on paxdg. Lat. macer; Olc. magr;
Hitt. maklantes.

me-3, (met-) ‘messen’. See on pétpov. Skt. mimdti, Lat. métior.
Zero Skt. mita-, Skt. Av. miti-; Pkt. metta- from *mitram may
point to an old *mh,trom. On these forms see section 4. (The
root met- of Lith. métas ‘time, year’ cannot be directly related,
unless it would represent PIE. *mh,-et-.)

mod- or mad, mad- ‘begegnen’. OE. mot, Goth. gamotjan.
Zero Goth. mapl, Olc. mal (< *madla-) cannot continue simple
d. Still *mHtlo- is possible.

nétr-, natr- ‘Schlange, Natter’. OS. nadra. Zero Olc. nadr;
Lat. natrix; OIr. nathir, W. neidr.

iéro-, ioro-, isro- ‘Jahr’ (p.296). Goth. jer; ®pa. Zero Welsh,
Breton iar < *iara ‘Henne’. ‘ »

uadh-, uadh- ‘gehen’. Lat. vado. Zero Lat. vadum ‘Furt’; Olc.
vada, OHG. watan. :

3 c. Possible but doubtful evidence

la(i)p- ‘leuchten’. See on Adumnw. Lith. Iopé ‘light’, OPr. lopis
‘flame’. Zero OIr. lassaim ‘flame’, W. lachar < *laps-; Hitt.
lapzi < leh,p-, Oettinger, Stammbild, p.443.

leb-, lob-, lab-, Lb- ‘schlaff herabhidngen’. Lat. labor. Zero lap-
sus; on ldbare see section 4.

not-, nat- “Hinterbacke’. See on vOo@L. Zero Lat. natis, pl.
nates.

ie-, i>- ‘werfen’ See on £- above. Zero Lat.. iacio.

3d. Unreliable evidence

legh-, Iagh-* “Zweig, urspr. Haselstrauch’. Slav. *leska in Serb.
lijeska ‘Haselstaude’. Lith. lazda ‘Haselstrauch’ cannot have a
from a laryngeal.
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legh-, Iagh-? ‘niedrig’. Olc. Iagr ’low Laty. lgzns thh lekstas
‘flat’. No evidence for lagh-. -

le(i)t-, bri- *wollen’. Connected with Am Ajv, Afjpa? Zero
Goth. lapon “invite’, *Ih,t-?

lek-2, Iok- und lek-, Iak— ‘biegen, GliedmaBen’. Anxdv, Lith.
Iekti. Zero MGE, haxtitw; Lat. lacertus. There are forms with -e-
(Lith. lekiu) and the circumflex of Lith. /ékti shows that the root
did not contain a laryngeal. Gr. Aax- could be */k-. But it is not
certain that all forms belong together.

lek-*, Ik- ‘gedrehtes Reis’. OE. lela < *Iahtl—‘? Zero Lat.
lacio, lacesso. Quite unclear.

lek-2, I>k- ‘zerreiBlen’. See on Aaxic. ‘

lep-, lop-, lap- “flach sein’. Goth. lofa ‘flat of the hand’; Latv.
lgpa, liopa. Zero OHG. laffa. But OCS. lopata, Russ. lopata
‘Schaufel’, if cognate, did not have a laryngeal, nor did Kurd.
lapk.

(lés-), las- “schlaff’. Zero Goth. lasiws, Olc. lasinn. Lat. subles-
tus? But Slavic, Bulg. los ‘schlecht’, if cognate, had no laryn-
geal. ’ ‘

ma-? ‘gut, zu guter Zeit’. Lat. manus, matirus. Zero Olr.
maith ‘good’.

magh-, magh- ‘kénnen’. pfjxoc. Zero Goth. magan. But OCS.
mogo shows that the latter word, an original perfect, had
PIE. -0-.

me-2, met- ‘mihen’. No evidence for zero grade.

mé-4, mo- ‘groB’.-OHG. -mar, Goth. merjan ; Slav. -mér; OIr
madr. Goth mais, Osc. mais, however, are not *ma-is but
*meh,-is ; cf. Cowgill in IE. and IEs. 1970, p. 149 n.40. Note that
*meh,- cannot be cognate with *meh,/ moh,-.

iam- ‘graben’. OCS. jama. Zero (81-)apdm; rather with OHG.
maden, root *h,meh,-. -

iek-, isk- “heilen?. See on &xnog (2g). OIr. hicc < igkko-.
Zero W. iach < iakko-; not reliable enough.

ielo-, ialo- ‘unreif’. Latv. jéls ‘unbearbeitet’, Russ. jalyj. Zero
W. ial ‘Lichtung’, anial ‘Einode’.

ua-; uo-, ua- ‘schlagen’. déw, odrdw; Latv. vdts: completely
obscure.
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udg-? ‘schreien’. Lat. vagio; Lith. végrauti; Skt. vag- from
*ueh,g- before consonant according to Lubotsky’s rule (MSS.
40, p.134); so there is no evidence for zero grade.

ual- ‘stark sein’. Lat. valeo. This group is quite unclear to me.
If we leave out Lith. veldéti, OCS. viado, Goth. waldan, which
may represent *ueld-, uold-, there remain beside Lat. valeo, OlIr.
Slaith < *uld-ti- and Toch. A widl, B walo ‘king’, obl. lant, lante
from *uls-nt- with the vocalization normal in Tocharian; W.
gwaladr ‘leader’ points to *wala-tro-. L.S.Joseph, Eriu 33 (1982)
p.42 assumes *uelH- beside *ueld- and thinks that *uela- was
assimilated to *uala-, a development supported by the roots of
the type *h,erH- > aRa-. But these roots were rare, and it is far
from evident that TeRa- was influenced by aRa-. Lat. vale- <
*uole- < *uylh,-eh,-? Celt. uala- < *ulh,-e- and uld- shortened
from *ula- < *ulh,-?

udagh- ‘schreien’. See on *Fay-. Goth. gaswogjan etc. has an
initial s- and no laryngeal if Lith. svagéti belongs with it. This
group can therefore better be kept apart.

uap-, up- ‘rufen’. No evidence for uap-. Zero up-: Av. ufyeimi.
Lat. vapulare ‘to be flogged’ would give a root uap-. There is no
evidence for @p-: on the Balto-Slavic words see Kortlandt, KZ.
91 (1977) p.37-9. :

uastos, i.e. ua-, ua- Pokorny p.345 ‘leer sein’. Lat. vanus,
vastus? Zero vdcare, but see on this type section 4; Goth. wans
(*ua-no- or *uH-ono-); Skt. iind-, Av. iina-. It is not certain that
these forms belong together. Pokorny groups them under eus-,
which would mean HeuH-, but edvi¢ is no decisive evidence for
this root (it cannot have had a laryngeal after the u).

ué-, ua- Pokorny p.82 ‘blasen’ was in fact *h,ueh,.

uép-, usp- ‘blasen?. Skt. vapayati if from uép-. Zero Lat.
vapor. .

uag-, uag- Pokorny p.1120 ‘gebogen sein’. OIr. fdn ‘Abhang’.
Zero Lat. vagari ‘schweife umher’. A connection is far from cer-
tain. '

uok-, (uak-) Pokorny p.1135 ‘gebogen sein’. No full grade.
Zero Lat. vacillo; W. gwaeth ‘worse’ <*uakto-.

Add. H.Nieuwenhuis studied the Gothic forms--with RaC-
(waC- not included; there are no forms with jaC- from iHC-)
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and concluded that rapjo, mats, lats nadrs and namo will con-
tinue, and mapl, lasiws and nati may continue RHC-.

3e. Hr-

ré-1, ra- see Pokorny p.59. Lat. reor with rdtus < *(H)rH-t6-?
Goth. rapjo, garapana. 1bid. s.v. rédh-, radh- ‘iberlegen’. Skt.
radhnoti, Goth. garedan. OCS. nerodsno is no evidence for a
laryngeal.

re-? Pokorny p-332f. “locker, ausemandergehen Lat. rarus
< roro- (i.e. *HrH-ro-) “ganz unsicher.”

ré-4 ‘ruhen’ Pokorny p.338. OHG. rawa; épof. For OHG
rasta ‘Rast’ a form ros- is posited (*HrH-os-77). It is uncertain,
of course, that it is derived from this root. Here belongs Skt.
irmd < *HrH-m- and ildyati < *HrH-ei-.

-5 ‘dunkel’. Olc. rdma-legr, Lat. ravus, i.e. *HrH-uo-?

réd-, rod-, rad- ‘schaben, nagen’. Here Lat. rado and rodo are
taken together, as is usually done. The forms can be accounted
for as Hreh,d- and Hroh,d-, or as HrHd- and Hreh,d-/HroHd- if
the first from resulted in rad- and not in rad-. However, I con-
sider it as far from evident that ‘to scrape, scratch’, and ‘to
gnaw, bite’ are cognate. The latter is what (some) animals do,
with their teeth; the first is what men do, with an instrument, or
animals, with their claws, which is something entirely different
from gnawing. Further there is OHG. razi ‘scharf (vom Ge-
schmack), wild’. This word, which belongs to ‘to bite’, points to
e. If all forms go back to one form, this must have had 4, i.e.
Hreh,d-, Hrohd- and Hrh,d-. But as o-vocalism in rédo is
improbable, I would suggest *Hreh,d-. If HrHC- gave raC- in
Latin, rado must have had full grade with h,. Note that the
forms may also have differred in the initial laryngeal. - A zero
grade is supposed in OS. ratta ‘Ratte’ (= Nager), though the
geminate gives a difficulty. Further W. rhathu ‘raspeln, glitten
ebnen’ is given, but here the th gives a difficulty.

rép-2, rap- ‘Pfahl’. Olc. rdfr beside raptr.

rét-, rot-, rat- ‘Stange’. OHG ruota, Lat. ratis ‘FloB’?
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3f. HR-

I did not systematically study forms with HRHC-, which can-
not be found easily. I just mention one word, which I came
across.

The word for ‘name’ is reconstructed by Kortlandt (Ann.
Arm. Lingu. 5, 1984, p.42) as *h,néh,-mn, gen. *h,nh,-mén-s. 1f
this is correct, Goth. namo etc. would continue *h,nh;m-. It
would show the same development as HrHC-, i.e. the same
result as RHC- without initial laryngeal. (Note that I would
expect *nam- also in Celtic - and in Latin, if this would not
have used the full grade -, and not *nam-.)

3g. sR-

(s)leg-, (s)lag- ‘schlaff sein’. Cf. on Aayaiw, 2¢. | Olc. slakr,
perhaps Lat. laxus, langueo. But there are s-less forms, Olc.
lakr. On Skt. slaksna- see on 2c. Toch. slakkdir has the normal
treatment of Tocharian.

sme- ‘schmieren’. Gr. opijv, op®@dE. Lat. macula < *smh,-
tla? Quite uncertain.

(s)mélo- ‘kleineres Tier’ (Pokorny p.724). Gr. pfjlov. Zero
Goth. smals etc. W. mal “small’ (cf. Meid, Tain B4 Froich p.91).

sna-, sna-t- ‘flieBen’. Gr. vijxw. Lat. ndtare < *snh,t-; but see
section 4. W. naid ‘Sprung’??

leb-, 1ob-, lab-, 1.b- “schlaff herabhingen’. See 3b. Forms with
s-: Dutch slap. Expressive words.

4. Conclusions

Evaluating the Greek evidence there is to my mind enough
reliable evidence to regard the assumed development as certain.
Compare section 7 on the absence of counter-evidence. It
should be considered that some of the cases of the second cate-
gory (poss./ doubtful) will also be correct.

As to the other languages, there seems enough evidence for
Latin and Germanic, though a more detailed study is necessary.
Given the close relation.of Italic and Celtic, which most pro-
bably had the development CRHC > CRaC in common, the
same development may safely be attributed to Celtic.
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Lat. ldbare etc. gives a problem. We must perhaps rather start
from *labare and assume shortening through the accent (labare,
vddare as against labi, vadere), as assumed by Dybo (Vopr.
Slav. jaz. 5, 1961, p.9-34; cf. Kortlandt, Eriu 32, 1981, p-1-22).

The case for Indo-Iranian is much less clear. The only posi-
tive evidence I found is mi- (s.v. mé-3). Here may be a factor
that this root has a reduplicated present, e.g. mimite (with sec-
ondary lengthening) < *mi-mH-. Still, the forms with mi- seem
to me regular phonetic developments. Also, I see no evidence
for NHC- > Skt. a- (dta ‘frame of a door’ had H- if cognate
with Lat. antae; ati-, if cognate with Lat. anas etc., will befrom
*HnHi-; on adhra- see section 7). On the other hand #nd-, if
from *uHné- (cognate with Lat. vanus), would show that the
laryngeal was not vocalized.

5. HrHC-, HRHC-

Forms with Gr. Qe-, pa-, go- are not to be expected if it is true
that PIE. did not have initial r-. In fact we saw that Greek forms
of this type are rare and of uncertain etymology.

In the other languages too evidence for r- plus short vowel is
rare. But Lat. rdtus (re-') can hardly be analogical (sero, serere -
satus is not a sufficient basis for reor, réri - ratus), and in Ger-
manic there are some forms showing this development. It seems
that in Italo-Celtic and Germanic the development RHC-
> RaC- may have occurred after the loss of the initial laryngeal.
It must be noted that here there seems to be counter-evidence,
in Lat. r@rus, ravus, radé ? These words might have full grade, of
course.

I did not study systematically other forms of the type HRHC-,
i.e. with other resonants than r, but I discussed the word for
‘name’. Here Germanic, Goth. namo, probably has *nam- <
*HnHm-.

If the two forms cited above (dta, ati-) developed from
*HnHC-, Sanskrit shows another.development (not *HnHC- >
*niC-, but *HnHC- > *(H)aHC- > aC-). Also HrHC- here
gave ir- as in irmd-.

See the table at the end of section 6.
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6. sSRHC-

There are, of course, not many forms of this type. For Greek
there are three or four forms that point to sSRHC- > sRVC-
(with short vowel). The development cannot be considered cer-
tain, but the evidence is in favour. I do not know of counter-evi-
dence, i.e. SRVC- as result of this group.

For the other languages the evidence is even weaker, also
because some forms had s-movable. Still there are some forms
that point to the development in question, and I know of no
counter-evidence.

The results of sections 5 and 6 may be presented as follows:

HrH-C- Skt.ir- Gr. VrV It.-Kl. ra-? Gm. ra-?
HnH-C- a- VnV- na-? na-?
sRH-C- (*s)RV-(?) sRa? ~ sRa-?

7. Counter-evidence

As important as the positive evidence is the fact that there is,
as far as I see, no. counter evidence. In Greek, Afijvog had initial
u- (in fact Hu-). vijooa is quite unclear; if cognate with lat.
anas, it would have had initial laryngeal. An exception is
formed by a group of forms, the negative adjectives with vy,
V-, vo-, where we have e.g. *n-hleu-és > vmlefg ‘unavoid-

able’. Here, however, an explanation is easy: these are com-
* pounds of which the first element remained a separate syllable.
One might say, therefore, that the nasal was (itself) syllabic (so
that the laryngeal was not vocalized). (We shall return to the
question of the ‘syllabification’ in section 10.)

In the other languages I found no exception either. Lat. rarus,
ravus, discussed in section 5, have initial - and so are anyhow
irrelevant. ' | |

Possible counter evidence of Sanskrit was discussed in sec-
tion 4. Further irmd- ‘arm’, irma- ‘wound’ and irmd ‘quietly’
all had Hr-. For Skt. adhrd-, if from *p-h,dhré-, from which
Gr. vodpdg may also derive, as well as for asat- and ayavasa-
Forssman, FS. Hoenigswald) the same explanation holds as for
the Greek adjectives.
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8. RHV- . 4

It may be pointed out that if pérpov derives from
*mh,-etrom, the development is just as unexpected as pox- <
*mh,k-: one might expect *mh,etrom > **emetron or **ame-
tron. One might assume that the initial vowel was removed, but
I rather think that the development to forms of the type pétpov
was regular, exactly because it is parallel to the development
RHC- > RVC- discussed here: the initial resonant before
laryngeal was not vocalized..

I have not found more certain instances of this type. It should
be realized that among the forms for which RHC- was given as
possible, phonetically RHVC- is also possible. I can mention
only two forms where this type was assumed. Flobert, Latomus
32 (1973) p.567-69, explained Lat. mos from *mh,-os, from the
root *meé- ‘to measure’. Kortlandt, Baltistica 21 (1985) p.119,
explained the form *nas- ‘nose’ found in several languages from
*nh,-o/es-.2

Sansknt has a few forms of the type lraC- but these probably
all had an initial laryngeal: irajyati (cf. dp€yw); iradhate; iras-
yati (irsyati, dpfy, Lith. arsus); ildyati < *HrH-éi-.

A problem is presented by Skt. rdtna-, which is generally con-
nected with ra- ‘bestow’ which is connected with Lat. rés etc. A
root ré- implies Hreh,-, and *Hrh-etno- must have given
**iratna- The analysis, therefore, must be given up; the connec-
tion is, after all, not necessary.

9. Older interpretations

It may be noted that the problem was not created by the la-
ryngeal theory. It existed as well when one worked with a schwa.
For a form *makros was supposed to give poxpdg, but kmatds to

2 Kortlandt assumed a proterodynamic paradigm, but I think that a hysterody-
namic one is also possible, and preferable as the proterodynamic inflection is
predominantly that of the neuters. We would get then:

nom. *neh,-s

acc. "nh,-es-m

gen. “nh,-s-os
The latter form can now explain nas- except in Indo-Iranian and Balto-Slavic,
where it must come from the accusative."
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give -xuntog. In the latter case the notation 71 only concealed
the problem. When Cuny (Revue de phonét. 2, 1912, p.101ff.)
noted that the development of *plané- implied that 2 was less
vocalic, or more consonantal, than the preceding resonant, the
problem of *makros was not solved.

Hirt’s theory in fact had an explanation: it assumed ma for
Kmoatos (> -xpuntog) and ma in *mokros (e.g. 1dg. Gr.2, p.
124ff.). But the type ,ma was improbable in itself and need not
be discussed again. And he did not explain why oms did not
occur word-initially (though one might accept that). We cannot
reproach him that he did not explain that there was no ma in
inlaut, because he admitted it (ibid. p.139ff.; in forms like t£t-
Aapev, otpatdg, Yvadog etc., a heterogeneous lot of forms; but
we must admit that some of them, like the last one, have not yet
been explained).

10. Vocalization

The notation *Kmbh,tos is not a phonemic one; phonemic is
/Kmh,tés/. And it is not adequate for PIE. as, e.g., Tocharian
vocalized the laryngeal (one could assume PIE. Kinh,tos >
PToch. Kmh,tos, but that is uneconomical). Nor is Kmbh,tos
phonetically adequate, because the development “of m” to m,,
m,, ma in this position (in Greek e.g.) requires and additional
rule (to m > a/C - C), whereas another is necessary for
*h,eKkmh,om and still another for *mh,Kros.

In the case of CmHC it is best to write Cm HC as the first
phonetic development. For mHC-, where m_HC- is clearly not
what happened, one might assume mH,C-.

Of course we would like to find a set of rules which deter-
mine where this prop vowel developed. It is clear that the rules
are language-specific. I limit myself here to Greek. I admit that
I can find no overall rule. I give here the forms you can get with
-mH- and -Hm- followed or preceded by a stop (= C) and word
end. (So I do not consider forms like HnHC- or HnHn-, the lat-
ter perhaps in dvayxn.). '

mH: Cm HC = VmHC  mH/C- -Cm.H?
CmHV VmHV mHYV- -VmH,
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Hm: CHmC VHmC  HmC- -CHm?
CHmV - VHmV H.mV- -VHm

-Cm_H is based on the 1 sg.med. ending -(C)mH, which pro-
bably gave -Cma, later -pdv. It does not work, however, for
-CiH > -Cya. It may ha\%e been -CmH, (-CmH, seems to me
very unlikely). -Cia must then have been replaced by -Cya after
the oblique cases; thus ijgh Mnemosyne 36 (1983) p.376,
who also uses a ‘voyelle d’appui’.

H.mC- is based on Rix’s article MSS. 27 (1970) p.79-110
(e.g. < h,nun > enwa; note that this is an instance of HnRR!).
Rix assumed that the laryngeal was vocalized (p.80; but his
words “im Anlaut vor r” as well as “Ersatz [of the laryngeals]
durch ‘prothetische’ Vokale are rather unclear).

Again, I can find no general rules, but it may be useful to put
the problem in this way.
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