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MORE ON THE LARYNGEALS WITH LABIAL AND
PALATAL APPENDICES

FRANCISCO R, ADRADOS

I. THE LARYNGEALS TODAY

1.1. In 1961, when I published my Estudios sobre las laringales
indoewropeas [Studies on IE Laryngeals} (which will henceforth be
referred to as the new, enlarged edition of 1973: Estudios sobre las
sonanies y laringales indoeuropeas [Studies on 1E Somants and
Laryngeals)), the laryngeals were rejected by most scholars of
Indoeuropean. Tn certain cases, this rejection was explicit and was
at times expressed in somewhat violent terms: I do not see any
need to quote details of names and texts. More often, there was
simply disregard of interprectations on the strength of laryngeals:
it will suffice to recall in this respect the praxis of H. Frisk’s ety-
mological dictionary of ancient Greek. Nevertheless, when Jooking
back today, at the same time as one contemplates the current
panorama, it may be said that things have changed almost com-
pletely. The scholar of Indoeuropcan who explicity rcjects the
laryngesals or does not use them is now extremely rare, whereas at
the time of my book (and before, at the time of the paper of mine
which anticipated this latter — Adrados 1956), to talk of laryn-
reals was to go against the current. Today, on the contrarv, not
to acknowledge and use them is to go against the current.

1.2. There are certainly differences of opinion as to the number
of the laryngeals: between the sole laryngeal of S8zemerényi (1967)
and Lindeman’s six (two serieg, voiceless and voiced), there are
various proposals. There are algo different points of view with
regard to their phonological definition; the main opinions are collec-
ted in A, R. Keiler’s book (1970). It may, however, be said that the
predominant theory is that there were three laryngeals H,, H, and
H, with results which are already common doctrine for non-Anato-
lian languages. With rcspect to the treatment of the laryngeals in
Anatolian languages, there is still, however, a series of doubts: we
shall return to this point Ister.

1.3. The situation is really characterized on the one hand, by the
generalized acknowledgement of the three laryngeals (which are
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sometimes multiplied in an attempt to offer satisfactory explana-
tions of the Hittite data) and on the other hand by certain advances
in details to which we shall refer. One furtber feature of this situation
are the unsolved problems with regard to the Anatolian languages
we have just mentioned. But above all, the theory of the existence
of laryngeals with labial and palatal appendix, which enjoyed a
certain vogue after an article by A. Martinet (1953) and which I
developed to its logical consequences (Adrados 1956, 1961, 1963,
1875), today seems practically neglected. This has happened without
this theory really having been made the object of sufficient criticism.

In view of the fact that the appendices ouly affect part of the
results of the laryngeals, part of the laryngeal theory is still left
intact when they are not taken into consideration. But I believe
that this procedure considerably reduces the thcory’s usefulness
in the reconstruction of Indoeuropean. This article is fundamentally
intended to advocate the validity of the laryngeal theory which
makes use of the appendices. I believe that now that the existence
of the laryngeals is accepted by the general community of Indo-
european scholars, this ficld of rescarch is better prepared for the
next step: the acknowledgement that the laryngeals under certain
circumstances developed elements ¢ (#) and = () which derived
from their phonetic and phonological characteristics: that is, from
the so-called palatal and labial appendices respectively.

Maybe it was logiocal in a first phase, that the acceptance of the
laryngeale should bave been limited to the phonetic evolutions
common both series of laryngeals, namely, those with labial and
thosc with palatal appendix: those evolutions which permitted one
to deduce only three laryngeals H,, H, and H, with three different
timbres. They are simplified results and casier to accept. But I
believe the moment has come to pay attention to the rest. I refer
of course to the formulation of the theory which, based on former
research, J expounded in the papers I have just mentioned and
which appeared from 1956 onwards, as likewise in publications by
gtudents of mine such as ¥, Villar (1974). A. Bernabé (1975, 1976,
1977), among others, and in as yet unpublished papers of mine and
theirs. It is clear that as time goes by certain modifications and
improvements on the original theory arc being produced.

1.4. Really, if the theory of the laryngeals with appendices is
today almost always silenced, this has not prevented an ever-
inereasing number of facts from coming to light which speak in its
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fauvour. Scholars have also continued research on the phonetie
problems which form the basis of the theory. But before going on to
this subject one should briefly consider certain aspects of the
laryngeal theory — those not related to the existence of the labial
and palatal appendices — which are worth our attention.

IT. ADVANCES WHICH DO NOT AFFECT TEE PROBLEM OF THE
APPENDICES

2.1. As I stated above, there are just as many advances in this
field as inadequacies. Among the former, one should count certain
steps forward in the interpretation of the evolution of the groups
with a laryngeal. The discovery of the existence of geminaies
proceeding from consonani or resonant ~- laryngeal groups i8 t0 my
mind a decisive discovery. This was put forward by A. Bernabé
(1973), supported by dense documentation, for the case of the s and
the resonants. Then, independently, by C. Watking {1975: 375 ff.)
for the same phonemes and also for the occlusives. This is a discov-
ery susceptible to morphological application: for example, to
explaining & 3rd sing. dakk: as contaeining a trace of the old -H
which I believe was lost in this person and others, whilst it was kept
in lst sing. in order to draw a morphological distinction between
1st ging. /[3rd sing. (cf. Adrados 1973: 158).

It is worth noting that in Germanic an identical evolution has
been discovered in the resonant 4 laryngeal group, with gemination
of the former, cf. R. Liithr (1978): this result has influenced the
controversy about the intervention or otherwise of the laryngeals
in the Verschirfung, which I cannot go into here.

2.2. An object of further studies bas been the suggested initial
vocalization of the laryngeals which I dealt with fully in Adrados
1961: 32 ff., with the conclusion that the laryngeal may give a
prothesis, but that the prothesis does not demonatrate the existence
of a laryngeal. Apart from R. 8. E. Beckes’study (1969), to which I
refer in Adrados 1978: 883 If., T would mention ag highly detailed
studies with important advances, thosec of H. Rix (1963) and A.
Bernabé (1975).

2.3. Progress being made with regard to the g/8 degree of disyllabic
roots with a resonant is also of interest. This subject has been
speculated upon for many years by a long series of linguists; the
most important data are to be found in R, 8. P, Beekes (1969: 216
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ff.), J. Gil (1970), F. R. Adrados (1973: 207 ff.) and J. Gonzélez :
Ferndndez (1979). In this case, the facts speak so clearly that
despite neogrammatical tradition which demands absolutely
uniform phonetic results, the existence of doublets tdrd and ird is
commonly acknowledged as is that of other forms such as tdr, tra
for a TRH group; although J. Kurylowicz gives analogical explana-
tions. My proposal iz that the different trcatments #ir, trd, tdra
depend on the diverse possible placings of the supporting vowel
(voyelle d’appui), related in turn to displacements of the syllahic
boundary; as for ##d, it represents & sort of compensatory lengthen-
ing comparable to those of Slavonic (ort gives orot in Russian, in O.
Slav., rat > rof: the starting-point is or%). In any case, other
proposals finish by acknowledging the existence of phonetic doublets
(although there may be at fimes analogical alterations). Thus, when
Beekes (1969: 203 ff., 209) speaks of drd and 74 as representing a
reduced degree and a @ degree respectively ( Schwundsiufe), although
the truth is that one cannot see what phonetic translation these
terms have nor in any case what conditioning produces both
degrees. In fact, the most common alfitude is K. Strunk’s (1970)
when, following E. Schwyzer’s and others’ precedent, he leaves
the explanation pending and simply accepts the facts.

2.4, The progress which is being made lics in the fact that the
existence of mulliple results from one and the same group, that is
resulty of a phonotic origin, is not only acknowledged but is being
backed with new data contributions, I refer in the first place to two
articles by K. Strunk (1970) (a) 1970 (b} in which he postulates g/
degrees in Greek not only of the type thdna-fosfé-than-on but also of
the type péli-s, é-thor-on. Without going into detall and keeping the
discussion of the second syllable with -¢ for later, 1 would point out
that the acceptance of o before a resonant as a phonetic solution in
Greek should be considered in relation 1o what we know today of
the evolution of the resonants (cf. Adrados 1973: 9 ff., and lately
Bernabé 1977 (b)). I also refer to an article by J. Gonzalez Ferndndex
(1979) in which he supplies new material on the different solutions
of the g/¢ degree, not only in Greek but also in Latin and several
Ianguages, strongly arguing in favour of an interpretation based on
the existence of different syllabic boundaries.

2.5. I should also like to point out that this existence of different
possibilities in syllabic boundaries has been acknowledged several
times in relation to contexts with a laryngeal. Thus, for example,
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by M. Mayrbofer (1964: 177, 187}, who thus explains contrasts in
0. L. such as raythjraydh, pirsdfpuri. However, one should add that
for Maythofer, the syllabic boundary ie conditioned by the context
(before & consonant the H goes with the previous syllable, before a
vowel it goes with the following and is lost). But the truth is that
examples like these may be found as likewise their contrary and
that the parallel of the various svllabizations of the muta cum
liguida group (at times conditioned locally or temporally, at times
alternative) encourages the idea that, atl least in part, this is a case
of free choice on the part of the speaker.

2.6. There are, among others, the advances which I referred to
above. But at the same time, T also pointed out that the problem of
relating the Hittite data to the Indoeuropean laryngeals has not
brought about any progress in this period. From time to time there
are attempte to explain the duality of A/k% or thet of 3/# with the
aid of differences of sonority or others among the laryngeals, the
introduction of a fourth or cven a fifth and sixth laryngeal, etc.
But these are somewhat speculative attempts which are not
backed by any exhaustive collection of data. This is what Gusmani
(1679) criticizes quite rightly, although it i8 no less true that he
himself in turn bandles & minimum amount of material and makes
rather surprising statements such as that the % of Hitt. effar,
bani-, ete., does not seem to correspond to a laryngeal which has
disappeared.

2.7. Certain contributions are to be found in an article by Th. V.
Gamkrelidze (1968) in which he tries to explain  and A} as allo-
phones conditioned by the context (% aftere, pk after a or ) and the
lack of H as an analogical fact: esfas would lack 2- by analogy
with the @ degrees of the plural in which H- vocalizes in ¢, In any
case, he demostrates that the data are not suitable for postulating
different laryngeals as the basis of the different treatments in Hit-
tite. This same conclusion ig the one to be drawn from an article by
Michelini, who admits, but does not explain, the oceasional lack of
Hittite 4- in words with an initial laryngeal (Michelini 1974: 470).

In this way, Gamkrelidze gives a theoretical foundation (whether
rightly so or not) to the procedure used by almost all linguists
when they use laryngeals in reconstruction. They practically ignore
the problems of representation of the laryngeals in Hittite and
work with three traditional laryngeals [, H,, H,, accepting similarly
traditional results for the other languages.



2.8.1. One may say, however, that the problem of the representa-
tion of the laryngeals in Hittite is something of a weight on the
conscience of Indoeuropean scholars. I personally belicve — and
with this I conclude this rapid review — that there is no reason to
think along these lines. The data I collected in my article of 1970
and which supplement my former book, data which partly came
from an unpublished paper by F. Mittelbeger for a symposium of
Indogermanic scholars in Bonn in 1970 and partly from an also
unpublished doctoral thesis by A. Bernab¢é on the Hittite laryngeals,
seem sufficiently conclusive to me. I should like to recall them
briefly here, adding a fow discoverics.

2.8.2. The presence of both k and b in Hittite cannot be attributed
to the idea that they come from two different laryngeals, for they
appear in the same roots and the same morphological elements;
neither is there, in general terms, a complementary distribution.
There is an alternation between & simple consonant and a geminate
which for the rest is frequent in Hittite and which reflects two
different syllabizations (cf. watarfwattaru-). Together with free
usage (aria(p)bi-, lo(h)hanza-, ete.), lhere are certainly some
gecondary fixations. These may be of a dialectal nature: Hitt.
hubha- [Hier. Hitt. hubadala-, Hitt. paddulabh-| Luw. hatiulahi-;
but obthers are morphological, and are destined Lo characterize a
category formally: thus in the case of the 1st sing. pres. and pret.
of -1 verbs, for example in dabhi, dakhun, in which the laryngeal,
a8 I have suggested, is of radical origin, In 2nd and 3rd sing. there
are traces of a simple &, thug in 2nd sing. -#8 < -tH: < -Hiti: on the
3rd. sce above.

2.8.3. In a similar way, the data available tu us present alter-
nation of this same } or Ak with § forms in the same root or charac-
teristic. Fluctuations such as tannallquwanzi{danaltahpuwanzi, Sa-
an-zi{ia-an-ah-zi clearly show that the p of Hittite was being lost
and that it was at times kept in spelling (doubtless oven geminated
by a conscious reinforcement), and at times not. There are numerous
parallels to this process in several languages: there 1s nothing
strange about it neither does it go against the regularity of phonetic
evolution, it is simply that we are dealing with a moment at which
the process of loss of the laryngeals had begun but was not vet
completed.

However, in this case there algso exist tendencies to the fixation
of both % {or k) and 9. At tiines there is a dialectal basis for this
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(Luw. puare-/Hitt. parh-, parahh-); at others there are phonctic
phenomena {assimilation in 28u-, sakki), caexistence of consonantic
and vocalized forms (dophifdanzi}; in even other instances there is
lexical fixation (damadzifdameshas ‘violence’, with metathesis;
anté ‘hot'[handaid ‘heat’, ete.). One should note the importance of
the levellings destined to create morphological distinctions, such as
that related to the distinction of the persous of the verh mentioned
above. In fact, in verbs with radical -H we find oppositions between
Ist and 3rd sing. such as memaphifmemai, dahpijdai: it is clear
that in the third pereons the H was lost. Later, -(k)bi and -i- were
taken as endings and were transferred to various verbs. But there
is a trace of H, as I have said, in the 2nd and 3rd persons singular.
On the other hand, the existence of a suffix -a¢b (and -neh) with
generalized § is well-known in the Hittite verb,

2.9.1. This theory, so simple and suited to the Hittite data, does
not appear to have had much repercussion. But recently published
data in relation to Palaic and Luwian, seem to confirm it definitely.
Independently of each other, Georgiev (1974) and Watkins (1975)
concentrated on ithe Luwian abstracts in -ehs or -ahit and they
have compared them with both the Indoeuropean abstracts in
-G (first declesion) and the neuter plurals, which are in fact etymo-
logically the same, If wc compare the Hittite nouns in -ai§ and the
neuter plurals in -z and adduce even further the Palaic ncuter
plurals both in -aga, -ea and -2, Watkins’ conclusion (1975: 367)
seems clear that thig is a “sound change in progress™. with the
laryngeal lost in Hittite and preserved in Luwian (a¢ |, and in
Palaic (as g). This does not mean that there was a special laryngeal in
Hittite which was lost, but that this loss was not counteracted in
this case by morphological or other reasons. Luwian and Palaic
show themsclves to be more conservative.

2.9.2. Watkins' article gives even further data of analogical
interpretation. Thus the vacillating spelling in Palaic of the -na-
verbs: with -ne, -nz-¢ and na-a-ga. Moreover in other verbs: thus
in tak-ka-wa-ga-ti alongside tdk-ke-wa-a-4i which correspond to a
Hittite verb in -aizzi, without a trace of either g or &. This latter is
to be found in Luwian in verbs of the same class (3rd sing. pres.
3-li-il-ha-a-i-tt, ete.).

2.10. It is, thevefore, in Anatolian that the Indoeuropcan  was
lost; and Hittite is preeisely the language which most evolved in
this respect. However, there was not a total loss of H: it could be
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preserved to mark lexical or morphological distinctions, above all; :
and moreover, the -H may have heen geminated and used for the °
same purpose. Othor vacillations, into which 1 do not wish to go, are
the preservation of consonantic b alternating with its vocalization,
generally in a. At other times the intermediate stage a is preserved
(although at times one may doubt whether the @ is phonetic or .
whether it is merely graphic).

IOI. THE LARYNGEALS WITH APPENDIX: ORIGIN AND FIRST
JUSTIFICATION ON THE THEORY

3.1.The fact that we were able to speak of evolutions of the
laryngeals common to all of them except as far as their influence on
the timbre of vowels in contact is concerned, does not in any way -
mean that we advocate the existence of a series of larymgeals
without appendix alongside two others with labial and palatal
appendices respectively. This is what Ruijgh (1068: 413) has
understook, doubtless on account of a somewhat inattentive
reading of my expoundings of the theory. In actual fact, when I
write H, I refer to any laryngeal, to the extent that they all have
common traits and results, When I write H,, H,, and H, I add
reference to the timbres they give fo the vowels in contact, namely
e, a, o reapectively; and when, within each of these spellings, I
distinguish one variant HY from another H%, and the same goes
for the other timbres, I add the fact that a laryngesal takes either
a Jabial or a palatal appendix and that they have results which
one should refer to these appendices: in general terms, the labial
laryngeals give results with « (%) and the palatals with 4 (4). Thiz |
ig ll. #, H,, H,, H; do not denote independent laryngeals but
features common to them all (Z) or to two with two different
appendices (each of the others). H¥ and H denote in parallel fa- '
shion simply labial and palatal lavyngeals respectively, with ab- |
straction of the timbzres. "

So far, T have done no more than to take from the results of the
laryngeals those traits which are not related to the appendices.
For those who reject theee latter, this really means the whole of the .
results: for me, only part of them. Really, features derived from the
appendices have appeared in my examples which I have disregarded.

3.2.). It may be advisable to gketch the theory of these laryngeals -
very roughly, above all in order to demonstrate the huge difference f
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which exists between the formulation of a series of authors and my
own, which, although derived from the former, is far more compre-
hensive. I shall call them Theory I and Theory IT {my own). A brief
exposition will show that it is a grave error to identify them, as Sze-
merényi does (1968: 173 “similarly Adrados . ..”). Also that criti-
cisms which apply to Theory I, such as that the hypothesis on 2w,
y as coming from the laryngeals “are all based on the interpre-
tation of a few scattered facts” (Lindeman 1970: 77), are not at all
suited to Theory IT. I shall deal below with the criticisms levelled
specifically against this latter.

3.3.1. Theory T postulates one laryngeal H,; with a labial appendix
and one H, with a palatal appendix: the appendices ars corrclative
to the timbres. Really, the linguists who postulate one or another
laryngeal are different, with exceptions. The founder of the theory
of HY (and therefore a forerunner of that of H{) i# A, Martinet in his
above-mentioned article of 1953, He thus explains doublets such
as that of Lat. octéfociduus: these are two treatments, one precon-
sonantic and the other prevocalic respectively, and he believes
that to postulate H§ with correlation of timbre and appendix, is a
phonologically correct reconstruction. The most one can criticize
in this is that the doublet d/du is rare and in practice exclusive to
Latin; and that on the other hand both within Latin and outside it,
the doublets 6/ou, djau, &/éw among others, are cxtremely frequent,
a fact whish must of necessity be explaincd analogically. This is
far too narrow a basis.

My theory, Theory II, is based precisely on the phonetic, and
not analogical origin of these doublets.

3.3.2. Theory I, however, has enjoyed a certain vogue for some
time, The year prior to my article of 1956 came Hamp’s (1955)
although I did not know of it when my article was written, but T
quoted it in 1961: 164. Then came Schmalstieg (1956), Rosén (1957),
Puhvel (1960), Erhart (1970: 20 ff. he admits A and H%), Garcia
Teijeiro (1970: 73 ff.), Gonzalez Ferndndez (1972: he admits H} and
HY but not HY, that is, emaui and gnous would be phonetic, but not
pléus). See on Puhvel, my criticism collected in 1978: 369 ff.

This is as far as the laryngeal Hf is concerned. The laryngeal Hi
was postulated by W. Diver (1959), a mention of which 1 introduced
to a new fontnote in the proofs to my book of 1961 (XIX, n.2) in
which I postulated the whole scries Hi, H%, Hi. Tt is to be found
again in Risch (1955), who postulates a Hittite result ai from eH; and
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eH,, and an ¢ coming from both laryngeals in the §§ degree, but
leaves many lonse ends in Hittite and does not touch the rest of °
Indoeuropean (cf. Adrvades 1961: 169). Also Liebert (1957) admits :
sporadic results with ¢ from the laryngeals in general, it seems.

As may be seen, sometimes scholars go further than admitting
one laryngeal with a palatal appendix, but display no ambition to -
build a coherent system for the whole of the laryngeals. As in the
case of HY, and with certain exceptions, a phonetic evolution is
postulated which produces a resonaunt and leaves & wide margin
for analogy as well as many phenomena not taken into account.

3.8.3. These are in fact extremely fragmentary theories. However,
the criticisms levelled against them, thus those of Polomé (1965:
33 ff.) and Crossland (1958), were quite insufficient for although as
I have said it is true that to postulate an alternation o/au for
Indoeuropean offers no guarantee at all, it is even less certain to
argue that when -H- was lost hetween vowels it left a sort of anti-
hiatic -%- (in gnoui, etc.). The fragmentary and isolated nature
of the data, the inadequacy of the theory to explain without resort
to arbitrary analogies vast series of in fact parallel data is, certainly,
the reason why Theory T has liltle by little been abandoned.
Schmitt-Brand(l’s criticism (1967: 36 ff.) is specifically based on
these points of view. I shall return to this below.

3.4.1. With this, [ shall go on to Theory II, that which I myself
proposed: from 1956 for H¥ {with its three timbres), from 1961 for
H' (also with its threc timbres). An cxtensive exposition would
certainly be out of place here. The theory postulates the existence
of twa series of laryngeals:

Labial series: HY, HY, HE
Palatal series: Hi, Hi, H}

which in ecertain positions lose the appendix without leaving any
trace of it, whilst in others precisely leave traces of the appendix.
The “traditional” results of the laryngeals are, therefore, those in
which no frace is left of the appendix: for example, in initial
position before & vowel or u; in medial position before g, « or an
occlusive {except in the case of anaptyxis or vocalization); before
non-laryngeal -i (Hitt. dohi); when there is vocalization in -a-.

I do not believe in fact that phonological reasons account exclu-
sively for a labial appendix in the case of the laryngeal H¥ (nor for
the palata] appendix to Hf): the combination of the labial appendix
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and the different timbres of the laryngeals may be compared to
the existence of & whole series of lahiovelars; perhaps the results ki
and ks in several Indoeuropean languages (Gr. drktos, O. 1. rkgas,
etc.) in turn reveal the existence of a complete series of Indoeuropean
palatovelars, as has on occasion been suggested.

3.4.2. In any case, the important thing is the data. The starting-
point is that alongside vowels of the three timbres, therc appear
in certain roots % or u elements, in others? or Z elements, which can
by no means be explained as lengthenings, nor as coming from an
Indoeuropean % (%) or ¢ (¢), for in this case therc is no phonetic
possibility whatsoever of explaining why these phonemes sometimes
appear and sometimes do not in one and the same root.

A good cxample of the group V-£% would be the series:

1: 6-C: Gr, éplosa, Olee. flod ‘tide’
2: eu-V: Gr. pléwo, Q. Blav. plovg and Olnd, pldvate “to
swim’
3: CuC: Gr. plytés, Olnd. uda-prut ‘who swims in the
waler’

Everything indicales that type 1 and 2 are full degrees, and that
iype 8 is a # degree. One cannot postulate an element -« added to
the root becaunse all the efforts of generations of linguists to discover
phonetic laws which explain evolutions du > &, du > d, éu > &,
bave failed: see J. Gil (1970) for the oldest history of thig problem, and
see below on some recent attempts. Neither can one imagine this «
to be a morphological element (lengthening or suffix) added or not
arbitrarily and given very diverse meanings or none at all according
to each case. Oun the other hand, one can explain a full degree 6 only
as from a laryngeal. Then 6 comes from ell,, according to the
traditional laryngeal theory; but rcally, it comes from eHY, with
loss of appendix before a consonant. The same full degree before
a vowel gives ew because the H¥, as it belonged to a different syllable
to the preceding vowel neither lengthened this latter nor eontami-
nated it with its timbre. In the @ degree the vocalization H* gives
bu > w, no more nor less than k¥ gives ku in numerous examples of
the various Indoeuropean languages. 8

3.4.3. If this were an isolated case, one might not give too much
importance to it. But there are hundreds of parallel cases which
give seriea:!

1T give the references to my lists of roots in Adrados 1973.
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A 145 @-Cleu-V|C-u-C (OInd. snati, Gr. ndsos, ndn; Gr, néws ;
OInd. snuid-)

A 130 2-Cleu-V[C-u-C (Lat. semen, OHG samo; Hitt, Sehur).

B 25 5-Clei-V{C--C (Gr. kénos, Lat. cos; Olnd. dild-).

B 10 5-0/ei-VjC-i-Q (Gr. thésato, Lat. fémina; OInd. dhdyati;
Mir. del from -i-).

B 6 aCleuw-V[C-i-C' (Gr. démos, Hitt. damai¥; Olnd. dayate).

The presence of long vowels in places in which, according to our
knowledge of Indoeuropean, full, non-lengthened degreea are
reqquired, is the main proof that a laryngeal intervenes here, as for
the rest it is commonly acknowledged. Morcover, it seems obvious
that on this laryngeal are based solutions of the type euw-V, ei-¥
(also ou-V, 0i-V, by apophony), without lengthening or change of
the vowel timbre. The only alternative is to suppose that one and
the same root alternatively gete H (with the three timbres), » or 2
lengthenings: in fact numerous attempts to explain @ as a reduction
of du or G by means of a phonetic process, have always failed, as T
have already stated.

3.4.4, However, the following reasona, among others, corroborate
the idea that the long degree wilth change of timbre, on the one
hand, and the « or ¢ on the other, are different expressions of the
same older phoneme (a laryngeal):

a)u (u) and 7 (i) appear in different roots, in the same way as
the three timbres also appear in different roots. In both cases,
there are only a few deviations from the norm which are obviously
secondary. Therefore, & specific timbre and the development of a
specific resonant, z (2) or ¢ (%), arc implied. Timbre and resonant
are combined as characteristic of one root. There are six com-
binations, corresponding to the laryngeal series HY, HY, HY Hi,
Hi, Hi.

b} The regularity of oppositions of the type dhé-Cldhei-V (before
the themantic vowel to be precise) does not fit in with the idea that
these are arbitrarily added lengthenings and have all the aspectsof a
phonetic evolution.

On the other hand, thore is even less possibility that these are
lengthenings with their own, semantic or grammatical meaning.
Whenever this latter exists, it is to the contrary the result of a
secondary process on the basis of the creation of oppositions and of
the subsequent spreading of the elements (&, 4, #, u, ete.) thus
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charged with meaning. See below. The very multiplicity of these
meanings is witness to their secondary nature.

¢) The » and ¢ Which appear in these roots alternating with long
vowels as full degrees are different to those which appear in other
instances in which they do not alternate with long vowels or even

ive forms of the type ai, etc., except in the case of lengthened
degrees (Dehnstufen) with a morphological purpose and of recent
origin, I refer above all to roots of the type leik¥- "to leave’, dheugh-
‘4o be snccessful’, ei- ‘to go’, frei- ‘three’; or others doubtless
Jengthened from this type with the addition of a laryngeal: disyllabic
roots of the type g¥iH¥-[g¥eiH-|g¥ieH- ‘to live’; and to roofs with
imtial Hy-, Hi- (with logs of appendix, the same as before a conso-
nant), thus HueHi- ‘to blow’, HieHY- ‘to join’. We are here faced
with old @ (), ¢ (%), this is guarenteed by the difference in phonetic
treatment. The same goes in the case of deictic ¢ and «, before
which precisely, the appendices are dropped, cf. supra, 3.4.1.

Certain oppositions i/i, u{Z, which may he explained by displace-
ment of syllabic boundary (Lat, wir/OInd. wiras << wi-Hro-[yill-ro,
Goth, sunusfOInd. sunid- << *su-Hn-[suH-nid, of. Bernabé 1976:
175) are further proof of old independent w, i.

d) The forms with » (%) or ¢ (i) and those which offer the tradi-
tional solutions of the laryngeals are still implied in the same roots
in phonetic solutions which may only be explained by resorting to
laryngeals with appendix within a regular evolution.

3.4.5. This fourth point will take up a moment. In effect, by
exemplifying with the laryngeal H¥, alongside the three fundamental
results described above, that is:

Full degree:  eH}-C > acC e-HEV > euV
@ degree: CHY-C > CulC

and alongside the parallels with other laryngeals (6/eufu, dfew/t, etc.),
we {ind far less frequent variants which, once more exemplifying
with H%, are of the following type:

Full degree:  eH,-HYC > auC eH - 14V~ > auV
¢ degree: O°H,-C > CaC C°HYC > Caul

- That is to say that oceasionally and minoritarily we have, in full
degree positions, a new result which joins the long vowel and the
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altered timbre, and thie both before s consonant and before a
vowel. Moreover, in # degree positions, we have the solutions 4,
au (4, ai) alongside & (7). Cf. in the roots exemplified above A 145
OInd. snauti, Gr. neus (from naus), Lat. ndto, Gr. ndros < ndwe-;
A 130 Lat. séuz, OEngl. sawan, Lat. satus, Olce. saurr; B 25 Lat,
catus, Olce. hein < -ai-; B 10 OInd. dhayd, Lat. déju; B 6 Gr.
dddtos, Goth. dails,

3.4.6.1, If we begin with the variations #fdfau and #/dlas, it is
infinitely clearer and easier to explain them, rather than by alter-
native lengthenings, by turning to what occurs in the treatment of
the resonants where we find both d, and ¥, % vocalizations (and even
others). The timbres depend on the phonetic context, although
later there are usually levcllings which lead to the generalization
(rarely absolute) of one in each language. On the other hand, there.
are very clear traces that the vocalization took place both in the
syllable before the resonant, in the following one, and in both at
once, that is, there were °R, R® and °R°, to exemplify with 2. I have
studied all this since 1958 (Adrados 1958, 1859, 1959 bis, colleoted
in 1973: 3 ff., also 1969, collected in 1973: 859 ff.) and there is a
wide bibliography on the subject which has been taken further by
A. Bernabé (1877 b).

In this latter article, as in many former ones, there is abundant
documentation on @ degree % {or ¥, in other roots) in languages
which, like Greek tend to generalize d. See for example Gr. glyphd]
glaphyros, kylizjkdaliz, sarxfsijrz, ridsajrademnos, skirtdsfskaliro, ete.
At other times it is comparison that attributes an % or 7 to the @
degree of a resonant: cf. e.g. Gr. dnymafLat. nomen, Gr. blijdso{Goth.
quellan. I do not believe it is necessary to exemplify the vacillations
as to the place of vocalization (dr/rd, ete.); as far as double vocaliza
tion is concerned, thig is well known in the type BH > dra, ete,
(ef. also Adrados 1973: 207 ff.).

3.4.6.2. It is clear that each language tends to generalize one
timbre and that, in the casc of the laryngeals, the vocalization % or ¥
was backed by full degrees with » (%) or ¢ (7): verbs in -neu-/-nu-;
types OInd. snauti/snutd, Gr. chéwo{chyids, ete. But in principle it is
the same process by which the development of a supporting vowel
led to a vocalization conditioned, as far as its timbre was concerned,
by the phonemes in contact, later tending to bccome fixed with
respect to timbre and placing. 1t is the same case as that of vocali-
zation after a laviovelar: a type £*C may give, when it vocalizes
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(for the appendix is frequently lost and this gives kC), ki (cf. Gr.
gynd, Lat. uf), but may also give 4 (¢f. Boeotian bana).

3.4.6.4, That there were at the same time vocalizations C°HC
< 0¢C, CH¥C > Cill, and C°H** (> Cauc (and parallel results
with H% is normal in Indoeurcpean, the vocalizations of which
fluctuated on account of syllabization and of the phonetic influence
of the phonemes in contact. It 8 not an irregularity, strictly
spesking, if one does not classify as irregular all that occurs in the
vocalization of the resonants, labiovelars, etc. When H¥ >
(guaranteed by fepur and other Hittite forms) prevailed, the timbre
of H* was followed (as in *¢*°na, Gr. gyna, in *n°gh¥, Gr. nuch-, eto.)
I repeat: the vacillation djé (df¥) tended to be reduced by means
of analogical processes: the tendency, except for OInd. 2 (in which ¢
was generalized) was to generalize 4 with the exception of those
forms which were supported by vocalic degrees with 7, #. But there
are left to us enough discordant elements of the type of afdufen/d, or
that of dfit (¥) to demonstrate which is the older and which the
more modern treatment. On the other hand, not only the appeudix
of the laryngeal influenced the timbre. Against a Gr. form dolichds
from *dolIl’- (see below), there is dolugaef in Hittite: without a
doubt it i& the gk that has imposed the timbre.

See below 4.3.2. on %, Z in @ degree.

3.4.7.1. 8o much for the § degrees. The full degrees of the du
type are eagily explained. If they lengthen the preceding vowel,
this is because the laryngeal formed the syllable with it; if they
take «#, on the other hand, this is because it formed part of the
following syllable to which it gave a centre on vocalizing. That is to
say that there was gemination; ndus for example, comes from
*nell-H¥s. These geminations were frequent in Hittite, as we
have seen, but no rule can be given for the use of the simple or
geminated consonant (not only f) They arc also known in the
whole of Indoeuropean.

3.4.7.2. Therefore, vacillations (both in the same lanpguage and
more frequently, shared by several languages, each of which
generalizes one result) of the d/au type before & consonant and the
exfdu one before a vowel, with & greater number of the former
forms (d, ew), are not strictly epeaking an irregularity. They repre-
sent two different syllabizations, one of which is joined to the
gemination of the laryngeal, which in tum implies a vocalization
before a consonant. The analogy has influenced the imposition of
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one solution or the other, also in relation to what occurs in the
9 degrees, but not always successfully. Moreover, the problem
cannot be reduced, as is most frequently the case, to a few root- .
words in which forms of the dig-/dieu-{dieu, g¥o-[g¥ou-[g¥ou- type
alternate, forms whose alternance cannot be reduced to phonetic
conditionings of the traditional type. Identical alternances are
widespread in all manner of roots and suffixes (Greek nouns in
-g-[-Zy-, Hittite ones in -ai-[-a-, the Latin type amduifamasts and
their parallels in other languages). The documentation on this
matter is overwhelming, see below.

3.4.7.3. This latter is clearly backed by the Hittite data. Before
a consonant in this language we have douhlets such as papd-|
pahhi$sa-, forms such as pahhur, lahhu-; before a vowel we likewise
find lahhu-, nahhu-, ete. It is clear that in papé- the appendixz has
been lost hefore the *s and that the subsequent evolution will be
*pi2-, whilst there is gemination and double vocalization at other
times. It is quite possible that, at times, in Hittite itself the first §
may fall and that the preceding vowel may be lengthened: T have
given this interpretation in Adrados 1973: 140 (na-a-hu-un as
against na-ak-hu-un).

OIne should mention on the other hand that the treatments which
arc normally prevocalic of the type ei-, ou-, ete., are also sometimes
found before a consonant: the types of Greek épleusa (together with .
éplosa) alongside pléwd, Lat. niitrio (from neut-) alongside O.Ind.
sndii, ete. 1t is sometimes easy to resort to an analogical explanation,
at others not g0 easy. But it is easy to think that voecalization before
a consonant does not necessarily require gemination: eli%-C
easily gives eu-C. One need do no more than bear in mind doublets
in Hittite of the lahu-{labhu- type. [ repeat that these diphthongs,
which alternate with other long oneg, with a simple long vowel and
with a, are etymologically different to those which come from ei, ou,
ete., which do not alternate with ¢ or long vowels (except in Dehn-
stufe). .
3.4.7.4. I would recall even further strictly phonetic treatments
of the laryngeals with appendix which give the result «, ¢

a) R (representing a resonant) -H¥-V > RauV.This is a treatment
of the double  degree of the roots with resonant and laryngeal: the
prevocalic treatment RauV corresponds to the normal preconso-
nantic treatment RBaC. {(In OlInd. @re, Lith. ufv, iFv, O.8lav, ddre,.
ete.) Cf. Lat. gnauus, flavus from genH¥, bhelll¥ in the 9/@ degree,
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1,at. pravus/*prowus together with OInd. piarva-, OSlav. pritvi from
erHY, Lith. $ifvas from kerHf, ete. There are parallels with A%,

b) C-H¥-V > CiV{CauV and C-H'V > CiV{CaiV. The possibility
of a gyllabation with development of ® > & is clear. Cf. Lat. tenuis
and Gr. lanawds from fenH¥, Lat. ceruws and Gr. kerawds fram
kerHy, Tat. coruus{OInd. kirava- from kerHY. Similarly there is Gr.
pdlls from glelHi, Olnd. mdnyate << menH% and also -ai solutions.
Cf. Adrados 1973: 289 ff., 295 ff.

Really, the most serious problem of the theory liesin the occasion-
al appearance before a vowel of forms with no trace of the laryngeal
appendices, as likewise in initial position. Thus in roots such as
genHY which give at the same time forms such as Lat. ingenuus,
genui and others such as genus and their equivalents in other
languages. In Hittite one may see very clearly, although without
any perceivable rules, the alternance of prevocalic forms -2- (-Ab-)
and -hu- (-hhu-): cf. lahha- and Gr. lawds, Hitt., pahhuenz, ete, This
is a difficult problem which I cannot solve here. Together with
cases in which the root is possibly found in its form without larvn-
geal lengthening (gen, not genHY), there is certainly analogical
pressure which favours the loss of the g, pressure which is almost
invariably exerted in Hittite, except in forms supported by an
analogy in the opposite sense (that of pahhueni over pabbur, for
example). In certain cases I believe that the loss of the appendices
was regular before etymological ¢ and «. In any case this is a minor
irregularity which may doubtless be explained on the strength of
diverse secondary levellings.

3.4.7.5. Strictly speaking, there is not then any shocking irregu-
larity in these solutiong or in other minoritary ones, which I shall
not discuss here in order to be brief, and which are likewise explained
fundamentally by displacement of syllabic boundary. However,
this is what has basically been argued against the theory by some
critics such as Cardona (1963), Ruijgh (1968, cf. supra 3.1.), Zgusta
(1965, a paper which is otherwise balanced and valuable), Michelini
(1974 big, with explanations which &plit roots and admit a “hetero-
geneous’ u after dé, snd, ete. ete.).

3.4:8.1. It is quite possible that the origin of these criticisms lies
In expository defcets in Adrados 1961, which insisted on the non-
validity of the neogrammatical principle of the phonetic law. This
has been understood as a denial of the regularily existing in
phonetic evolution: and it is not this at all. There is regularity in the
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principles which bring it about, but in the details there are often
conflictive points which are later aolved by means of levellings that
were not always abgolutely completed. This is a more realistie
conception of phonetic evolution, which on the other hand is
becoming increasingly widespread, and which 1 have done no more
than to apply to Indoeuropean: see details of the argument in
Adrados 1968 (b), 1964, and 1967. To prefer to cling to certain out-
of-date dogmas rather than to study the facts directly and, in the
light of these latter, to modify one’s method to the right extent, is
to cut off the path of scientific progress. Yet however, thig is
done only too often. I shall merely quote Ruijgh’s words in the
above-mentioned publication, to the effect that, when difficulties
arise ''il vaut formuler le probléeme que poser des hypothéses con-
traires aux principes de la loi phonétique” and F. Villar’s com-
ment (1970).

3.4.8.2. There is nothing suggested by my laryngesl theory which
i3 opposed to those principles of phonetic evolution known today,
with its regular conditionings, its internal tensions, its secondary
quests for a new regularity; if there is any opposition, this is to &
conception of the phonetie “law” which is today always rejected
in theory but is still applied in practice. What are impossible to
explain by traditional means (loss of the -% or -2 in ecertain contexts),
are appositions of the - [du/ eu- type: the proof lies in the new
attempts of which I speak below, but wich I do not believe have
led to acceptable results. It is also wrong to explain as phonetic a
minimum of examples on the strength of H4 and Hi and the great
majority of them as analogical (Marbinet and Diver’s theory).
Either one thing or the other: either one admits three laryngeals
with each of the two appendices or one discards the appendices.
And then we should be left at square one. This is really what has
happened with the practical negligence (explicit rather than critical)
into which all theories on the laryngeals with appendix have
lapsed.

3.4.8.3. One should not forget, however, that another of the
obstacles to he encountered is due to Martinet’s original theory and
the phonological basis given to it. For this linguist, the supposed
6/@u opposition would be based on the notion that it is precisely
the laryngeal H; which makes one expect a rounding of the lips, &
rounding which in a tautosyllabic pronounciation of vowe] and
consonant finges the former to 6, and in heterosyllabic position
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produces %. For Martinet (1962: 36) the reconstruction of the
taryngeals HY, H§ and Hy “témoigne d’un certain manque d’'intérdt

ur les conditions phonologiques de la réeonstruction™. U. Schmoll
(1963) and R. Schmitt-Brandt (1967: 41) express themselves in
similar terms and think that the appendix % is incompatible with
the timbres e and a.

To my mind, these declarations in turn bear witness to a certain
lack of interest in the data: there are hundreds, even thousands of
cases of alternances afau, eféu, 6fcu and others mentioned, whereas
cases of 8/@u arc very few indecd and exclusively Latin, depending
on a Latin evolution. By no means whatsoever may it be ar-
bitrarily denied that a laryngeal with any timbre could take the
gppendix in question or the 4. This is an aprioristic statement,
contrary t0 the data and with no sound argument in its favour.

V. ALTERNATIVE RECENT ATTEMPTS TO SOLVE THE PHONETIC
PROBLEMS UPON WHICH THE THEORY OF THE LARYNGEALS
WITH APPENDIX IS BASED

4.1. The basis of the theory of the laryngeals with appendix is,
as is obvious, the existence of alternances of the d@/dufex type in the
full degrce and dfdjan in the @ degree within the same root or
suffix; and of course of other parallel ones with other timbres which
gometimes give 7 (2) results. There are irrefutable facts, which it has
been impossible to explain by traditional phonetic laws of the type
“du before a consonant gives @’': there are too many examples
" againet this, too many parallel data {eu, df#, etc.) which are left
unexplained. Nevertheless, for reasons which in fact depend on the
idea that the solutions suggested for the evolution of the laryngeals
with appendix seriously transgress the principle of the “phonetic
law”, the explanation of this problem as I have just summarized
it has not received much acclaim. As 1 have said, I believe this is
an error, but this is how it is. Now, under these circumstances it is
logical that alternative attemptis should have been made to explain
the matter in hand, I shall now refer to these: partly on the strength
of an important paper by A. Bernabé which deals precisely with this
question (Bernabé 1976 and 1977).

4.2. Tt is clear that there are only two ways out of it: one is to
Buggest that w (y) and ¢ (4) are lengthenings which are either
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arbitrarily added or not or else are dropped under certain cireum.
sbances for phonetic and analogical reasons; and the other is to
suggest that they are part of the root and to also give a few reasons.
for their occasional loss. These are what I shall term Theory 1 and
Theory IL

Tn order to avoid confusion, I would like to point out that when
I refer herebelow to the theory that » and ¢ are lengthenings
arbitrarily added or not, that is to say, Theory I, I do not wish to
deny by my criticism that in a very old phase of Indoeuropean,
even H was & lengthening added to certain roote, with which « and
i in the ultimate analysis derive from lengthenings. But these are
two different approaches. For the Indoeuropean available to us,
H is already part of the root and functions systematically as such in
certain roots. It is quite a different matter to propose that in a
later phare v and ¢ were either added or not to certain roots sporadi-
cally and arbitrarily. I refer to this when 1 speak of “lengthenings”
helow,

4.3.1. Theory I is nothing new: it is the renovation of the old
ideas on lengthenings « (%) and ¢ (7). I should like to refer suc-
ces sively to the proposals of Schmitt-Brandt (1967), Lindeman
(1968 and 1969), Schindler (1973), Georgiev (1973) and Michelini
(1974).

4.3.2. It is impossible to give a detailed criticism of Schmitt-
Brandt’s book here, backed as it is by ideas related to the resonants
which T do not share; ef, certain remarks in J. Gil (1870: 97 {1.} and
A. Bernabé (1076: 174 ff.). As regards the subject which most
directly interests me here, for Schmitt-Brandt, ¢ (%), » (u) are
not based on the laryngeals. The older elements arc always 7, u
which are either part of the root or a ‘lengthening’ added arbitrarily
to such and such a root, sometimes to roots with a laryngeal,
Within this scheme, the long diphthongs of the 6u type are explained
by a u {or 2) lengthening and a lengthened degree (Dehnstufe); the
alternating forms of the & type are explained either by lack of an 7 or
« lengthening, or by their loss before a resonant or -s.

These attempts, which crop up periodically {cf. W. 8. Allen 1976),
to underestimate the long diphthongs by considering them to he
recent are really due to the helief, as they cannot be phonetic-
ally interpreted, that they disrupt the regularity of 1ndo-
european morphology. [ believe there 1s no other argument in their
favour,
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For it has rightly been pointed out that the lengthened degree is a
rare and recent phenomenon in Indoeuropean and is of morpholog-
ical origin. Both before a consonant and hefore a vowel, du, €i, etc.
appear in places in Which Indosuropean morphology demands the
full degree: in the root of nouns and thematic presents, in N.-Acc.-
Voe. of the sing. and Nom.-Voc. plural of diverse athematic nouns
with sigmatic nominatives, etc., ete. I have given examples above
and hundreds more may be found in my previous publications.
The long vowel in these cases is of phonetic and not morphological
origin. It therefore implics a laryngeal.

Of course, if one accepts this, it might invariably be thought that
y and ¢ are a lengthening, here preserved, in other instances dropped.
But the supposed phonetic law by which -2 and -u are dropped
before a resonant or -g has been put forward too often, always to be
finally rejected for its inadeguacies and contradictions. Doublets
of the type of Gr. hierds (Are.) [hiereis, ndn/nawa, are infinite as are
the violations of the rule of the type of Hitt, -aid/-an, Olnd. dydus/
dyédm. On the other hand, it does not seem suitable to resort in cases
like these (and in others such as Lat. amdwifomdsti) to arbitrary
lengthenings. Where this mey be done is in the case of the roots:
OInd. dirghd- would have -II, Gr. dolichés -i, Hitt. dalugaes -u; there
would be a practically generalized *laH-u, *poH and *poH-i ‘to
drink’ would alternate, ete., ete. The same roots are split and
numerous data are left unexplained such as for example, the @
degree with 4 (%) alternating with d.

I do not wish to infer with this that Schmitt-Brandt’s book does
not contain stimulaling ideas. In particular, his acceptance that
w << u° and % << °u (and likewise in the casec of ¢, i) is close to my
own ideas which start from H* (H!): with a supporting vowel (or
schwa secundum, as one prefers) after the laryngeal when it produces
the short vowel and with double vocalizations and compensatory
lengthening when it produces the long one. Inboth ecases the freedom
of the vocalization is explained on the basis of diverse alternating
syllabic boundaries.

4.3.3. 1 believe that one should not have returned to cxplanations
which had really been refuted long ago. It is more or less the same
in Lindeman’s case (1968). For example, according to him, the
duality between forms with dhé and with dhei would be explained a8
coming from & root *dhe: which would sometimes be lengthened
with -eH,: the form *dhieH, would be reduced to *defl, before
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suffixes with -2z, and would have spread later. Similarly, *peH,
would come from *gpei-H;. However, to obtain g0 many long vowel
forms from dissimilations against which there are many examples
{cf. Bernabé 1976: 143) is & highly unconvinecing solution; the 6u and
other forms arc left unexplained.

For the rest, this proposal seems to have been abandoned by its
author, who in 1978 deduces Hitt. Saif/Siyanzi from sa,-yefofss yo-:
that is, he postulates the group H-i doubtless thinking that forms
such as Lat. smen come from the root not lengthened with -i. With
this, one returns to the old theory.

4.3.4. Georgiev’s position (1973) is somecwhat different. This
linguist deals with root-words with a long diphthong, identifying
their -u (he does not deal with those with -¢) with a suffix -4 which
denotes the agent (of. Olnd bhiksi-, etc.). The first thing one
should state is that his basis is too narrow: these root-words cannot
be separated from those with -i neither can either of these types be
separated from nominal and verbal forms with similar phonetic
treatments and which, on the other hand, demonsatrate that -
originally had no meaning in itself and ig not & suffix of the agent,

On the bagis of the -z suffix or lengthening, Georgicv postulates
forms such as Nom. sing. *died-u-s, Gen. sing, *dill-6u-s, Nom. pl.
*dieH-eyu-es, Ace. pl. *diH-un, ete., all of these being forms in which
the intervocalic If was dropped. From this would come a contraction
*didues (cf. Olnd. dydvas, gdvas, ndvas) in the Nom. pl. (morpholog-
ically not very clear), which, together with the Gen. sing. {cf. Ved.
dyos which does not really represent *didus) would by analogy
create lengthened forms of the type of Ace. sing. OTnd. dyém, Lat.
dizm etc. There would he no phonetic loss of -u, but an analogieal
extension of a long vowel.

I helieve the basts of this theory to be extremely week and that
it also leaves the greater part of the material unexplained. Schindler
i really right when (1973) he points out that in this theory the H is
quite superfluous. He prefers a phonetic explanation: *didum >
*diemm >>*diém. But we are faced with the same problem as always:
this is a phonetic law against which there arc all manner of data,
thus the infinite number of forms with a long vowel in diffcrent
circumstances, the -6u forms, ete., ete.

4.3.5. In brief, all these theories are infinitely less economical,
Iess regular and affect a emaller number of cagses than the phonetio
theory which operates with laryngeals with appendices. They bring
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in unnecessary hypotheses, split up forms of the same root as if
they were different roots and resort to highly implausible and
isolated phonetic and analogical processes. The same may be said
for the resurrection (once more) by Michelini (1974) of the theory
of the lengthenings in its purest state, that is, without considering
“phonetic loases”. It is not true that the long vowel roots which
alternate with -z forms are few; it iz unacceptable to break the
links between so many forms with and without -» (OInd. drati/drd-
vats, Gr. dsonnymildsygon, ete.). One cannot speak of morphology
in relation to a -u or an -¢ which appear in roots with no special
meaning whatsoever and which are morphologized only sccondarily
with quite different meanings.

4.4.1. The foregoing does not mean any more than that the
theory of -u or -¢ lengthenings and that of its phonetic or analogical
lngs upon occasion, is still as unfeagible as ever. Perhaps the soundest
proof of this is that anew theory has been put forward, Schmalstieg’s
(1973), which disregards these lengthenings and pives a purely
phonetic solution to the facts studied here. It is not a laryngealistic
explanation and 1 believe it is less economical and leaves more
lacunae chan that of thelaryngeals with appendix: of. A, Bernabé’s
eriticism (1976}, the arguments of which I still believe to be
valid despite Schmalstieg’s rejoinder (1978). But the essential
point is this: Schmalstieg perceived the inadequacies of the theories
based on lengthenings and noted that the alternance of long vowels
with forms with either a dipthong or with ¢, u is the conscquence of
an old group of vowel plus an element X. This element X which is
to my mind a laryngeal, i an ¢ or a % for Sechmalstieg, This theory
differs radically to those of the group I termed Theory I: it is a
Theory II, parallel to that of the laryngeals with appendix. Tt
gubstitutes this latter and at the same time, all the ensemble of
laryngeal theory.

4.4.2.1. Bchmalstieg’s theory is a coherent explanation of forms
which are traditionally explained by means of two series of elements
(laryngeals and lengthenings u, ¢) and which I on the other hand,
explain by one sole series (laryngeals with appendix). The question,
therefore, is to see whether my explanation is more economical or
not. First of all, however, 1 shall set out the pointa in common,
which are of great importance.

To & great cxtent, Schmalstieg strictly coincides with my own
views, simply substituting H* and ## by % and ¢ and attributing
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the same phonetic results to them. Thus, when he suggests, for.
example, that

ou-C > oC and ou-V > ouV
he 1= practically repeating my proposal:
od*-C > 6C and o-II*V > ouV

The same goes for the case of the other old diphthongs, although,
as u, ¢ lack the timbres peculiar to the laryngeals, Schmalstieg’s
monophthongizations (01 > ¢, euw > %, et >4, at >4, au >6)
can only scantly explain the true alternances which are found
(of the types dlei, oi, cte.).

Like myself, Schmalstieg explains the Olnd. 7 in the g degree as
a generalization of the solution i which is also given, together with
d, in other languages,

4,4,2.2, Tt thus occurs that an enornmous amount of the material
on roots and morphemes which I handle in my previous books on
the subject (Adrados 1961 and 1963, above all), is also used by
Schmalstieg in a way which is strictly parallel to my own, except
that, I repeat, he starts from u, § and not from H¥, H% 1 refer, in the
vocabulary, to doublets such as Gr. géids/gélys, Indoeuropean in
general da-/dou-jdu- ‘to give’, and in yaorphology to oppositions
such as -nd-{-ni- in the [ndian verb, /¢ in Baltic, Greek verbs, ete.,
-@f-y and -df-ay in Old Indian and Avestic nouns, -gi§ in Hittite
(zabhaid, ete.) and -gs in Latin (diés, etc.). My material is far more
abundant and includes the study of the morphologizations; but
there is in fact a step forward in the same direction and from similar
points of view,

4.4.2.3. 1 should also Jike to mention Schmalstieg’s theory that
in an inflexion such as that of *reHi- ‘thing’ (for him *rei-), the
explanation of the variants of the type of Olnd. Nom. sing. rayis/
instr. rdyd is on the basis of *roy-i-s/*roy-y-€, that is, on the accep-
tance of a simple / geminate opporition, in this case with distribution
of y-y between two gyllables and with loss of the y of the former thus
lengthening the preceding vowel. This is exactly my own explanation
(with Hj). The important thing is that gemination isnow acknowl-
edged as likewise spontaneous syllabic displacement; i recall that
Mayrhofer already admitted this second point on the bhasis of HY,
cf. above 2.5.; ef, even earlier Szemerényi (1956: 173).
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4.4.3.1. T believe that these are the most valuable results of
Schmalstieg's theory. If this was all, one might perhaps value his
theory and mine equally. But I believe that mine has the advantage
in that it explaing in a phonetically impeccable way marginal
results presenting difficulties that Schmalstieg’s theory is incapable
of solving. I once more refer to A. Bernabé's criticism (1976). 1
ghall give here the most essential points in a way that is coherent
with the former explanation:

Schinalstieg is incapable of cxplaining:

a) — The alternance in the full degree, of the regular results
(& ... ) with forms of the du type, whether before a consonant
ar before a vowel.

b) — The alternance, also in the full degree, of the regular results
with those of the preconsonantic ei type (@-Clei-C, eto.).

¢) — The alternance of all these full degrees with ¢ < # degrees
(for all cases) and awufai (according to the roots and forms),

d) — Despite all, he still works with -u and -2 “lengthenings” with
no very clear explanation,

e) — He is left without an instrument to explain results of the
laryngeals which do not depend on the appendices: above
all, the aspirations and development of initial protheses and
the aspiration of voiccless occlusives (see Villar 1971).

I believe that Schmalstieg’s rejoinder to Bernabé (1978) leaves all
these problems practically intact. Disregarding the last of them,
which is sufficiently clear and needs no comment, I shall now
discuss the others.

4.4.3.2. a) — The resuits of the ou {ype, which alternate in the
full degree with 6C and euV (ouV by apophony), are explained by
Schmalstieg as contaminations of the “phonetic’” results. This is
an extremely narrow basis and an unfounded hypothesis, There is
no real bagis to the notion that in an alternating ending of the
type of Ved. -@/-du one sghould start at -6Cfeu¥V - and then, in the
second case, go on to -Gu > au. To think that an OInd, sndufi is a
contamination of snafi and snaevats and likewise in all cases, is to
unnecessarily complicate matters by inventing non-existing forms,
And what should one say of 80 many forms in which there is opposi-
tion of &feu, dfdu, 6{Gu, ete. (Olnd. jajrdufjajfidatha, Lat. amdsfamaut,
sémenfseut, ete., ete.)? The starting-point of the whole theory lies
in oppositions of this type and yet they are not explained in
Schmalstieg’s: neither are the forms themselves explained nor their
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effect on the timbre of the vowel, for the contractions of d.iphthongg-
suggested by this author give other results.

The explanation is so weak that Schmalstieg, in his rejoinder tq
Bernabé, complements it with the influence of the Dehnstufe, Buy
vast serics of old data with highly irregular distribution cannot pe
explained by means of short regular serics of recent data.

4.4.3.3.b) — The preconsonantic results of the ei type are
explained as belonging to “‘recent” results as against the old mono..
phthong ones, There iz no proof of this recent nature. If thers
are analogies, it is often impossible to find their starting-point,
Neither is the other alternative solution acceptable (Schma.latieg'
1978: 139), that of the losa of rhort vowels In imprecise cireums
stances (ejeC’ < e2C). On the other hand, there are series eifoifi;
and eufoufu which are obviously old ones {(of the type of *leik#,
*trei) and which lack parallel forms with & long vowel: a different
phonetic reconstruction is needed, based on u, ¢ (and not on HY, H.
as in the other case), There is no trace whatsoever of I8k¥, tré-, for
example. This is a serioug blow against Schmalstieg’s theory. For
old diphthongs have not been monophthongized. Then, when there
are alternances of the type of élei, 5fou, ete., before a congonant in
the same root, this is not a question of chronology. I have given my
explanation: these are results from two different syllabizations,
one of which is accompanied by vocalization. That ei is more recent
than £ is yet to be proved; my explanation, however, employs a
phenomenon of general phonetics.

4.4.3.4. ¢) — The g degree d gives Schmalstieg great trouble.
He has to resort to devices like gplitling OInd. pitd and Gr. patér
(based on a precedent of Barrow’s). Should we split in two any root
which takes either & or % (%) in the @ degree? The matter is even
more serious if one does not accept the laryngeals but merely a 2
responsible for the ff degree. A root of the s type requires the forms
Cea, Cos, in its full degrees: yet we are told that the long vowels
always come from diphthongs with -« or -i, Left without laryngeals,
Schmalstieg is deprived of a valuable instrument in reconstruction
(remember what I said on item d). On the other hand, the ¢ degrees
au, at are not even mentioned. This is another point which has
been left unexplained.

4.4.3.5. d) — Schmalstieg 1978: 107 rightly points to the deictic
-1, ~u of certain verbal endings. But to identify them with supposed
lengtheninga of rootssuch as bhe, scems erroneous: we once more come
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pack to the famous lengthenings, in fact it appears that Sehmal-
stieg suggests that any -u or -i in these diphthongs is a lengthening.
I have already criticized the semantic problems and those of anoth-
er type {e. g. the real deictic -¢ and -2’& do not come in series with
a long vowel such as those studied here) of lengthening. 1 would
add bere that the peculiar contractions suggested explain, for
example, bhe-u > bhii as a full degree, when it is really a ¢ degree,
and leave the real full forms unexplained. After rightly transferring
the debate on the whole complex of these data to the field of phonet-
ics, Schmalstieg once more turng back to the supposed length-
enings.

4.4.4. Thus, in fact, I believe that Schmalstieg’s work is a con-
firmation of the needs to which the theory of the laryngeals with
appendix responds. It is a good parallel and a reasserfion of many
of their solutions. But it is a far less economical theory and one
far morc open to criticism in the name of regularity in phonetic
evolution.

V. NEW DATA OF USE TO THE THEQORY OF THE
LARYNGEALS WITH APPENDIX

5.1. Thus, {or the past few years, the need has been felt to explain
in & new way the data on which the theory of the laryngeals with
appendix is based. This iz proof that previous cxplanations were
unsatisfactory. But these new theories do not satisfy either, contin-
ually being renewed and for the most left to one side without even
oriticisam or commentary. Nevertheless, their very existence is
important. for the reasons stated above. Moreover, here and there
they contribute highly interesting points as, for example, that in
relation to syllabic boundaries and vocalizations; the relationship
between long vowels and forms with %, ¢, which scholars are now
trying to establish by phonetic means along new principles, ete.

Meanwhile, new data have come to light which 1 believe can be
interpreted from the point of view of the laryngeals with appendix:
gometimes their discoverers point this out, sometimes they do not,
They are support for this theory, and I shall offer a short review
of them.

I shall disrcgard the strict and detailed application of the laryn-
geals with appendix to the problem of Indoeuropean morphology
in works of the Spanish school later than the phonetic study by
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Adrados 1956, 1961, 1973: [ mean Adrados (1963, 2nd. edit. 1974,
1975), Gonzilez Ferndndez (1974, with a personal variation, see
sbove), Villar (1974) and Bernabeé (1976, 1977) above all, T shall
refer only to other publications.

5.2.1. It is curious that there should be increasing empbasis on
phonetic results which I attribute to the laryngeals of the Hf type :
rather than on those derived from the H* type. With explicit re-
ferenee to said laryngeals, one should quote L. G. Heller’s article
(1966, {1973]) in which he attributcs the origin of reduplications with !
¢ to same: that is, to give two examples, Gr. kickle would come
from *ghHi-ghHil-eH, (1 would rather suggest *ghHi-ghl-eHl}), Gr. |
bibddss would come from *g*Hi.g*Him- (I would simply suggest
gt Hig-*Hi, of. the full degree ¢ba). :

The article has certain obscure points, for it speaks simply of a
palatal laryngeal, although the truth is that it gives examples with -
the three timbres. On the other hand, it gives examples of roots in
which there is really a laryngeal H¥ (*dhell¥, *deH} in Gr. tithemt,
didomi, ete.) I do not really believe that reduplication with ¢ auto- -
matically means the presence in the root of a laryngeal II* but it is °
plaurible that this should be the starting-point, later analogically
extended to other roots. Cf. e. g. Hitt, i8hai-fishiia-, Luw. hishiia-
‘to tie’ from a root *seH,

5.2.3. At the beginning of this article I referred to Georgiev's
(1974) and Watkins’ {(1975) contributions on the Luwian abstracts .
in -aki and -ahit, closely related to the nouns in -df-d@ (first declen-
sion) and the neuter plural algo in -d@/-d, originally the same forma-
tion. In this passage I referred only to the fact that the presence
of the laryngeal in these formations is now directly witnessed whilst -
its presence had so far been merely deduced by comparison and
internal reconstruction. But at this point, the reader will clearly °
see that this is precisely a laryngeal Hj, the same that I postulated
years ago (Adrados 1961: 268 ff., cf. also Villar 1974: 146 ff,
Adrados 1975: 372 ff., 436 ff.).

The same authors mention forms with -i in several languages -
which the Spanish school has long interpreted as coming from a
palatal laryngeal. Georgiev quotes Olnd. séndysm, séndyai, séne
from sena; Gr. gynai, OSlav, zenojg, ete.: there is an infinite number
of other examples. Of course both Georgiev and Watking postulate
H-1, but we already know the difficulties of proposals such as these.
One should rather think that Palaic solutions such as thoso we have -
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geen (in neuter plurals and in verbs) -a-, -aa-, -aga-, bear witneas
to not only & laryngeal which is being lost, but also to a laryngeal
which during a first phase had lost its appendix.

On the other hand, the fact that Luwian -aj¢ corresponds to
Hittite -(@ )at is once more witness to the tendency of the laryngeal
s0 be lost in this language. Moreover, one should add the pure
gtems in -afz of Lycian, used mainly as Dat. sing. and correspond-
ing to Hittite -ai; of. my paper “Further Considerations on the
Phonetics and Morphologizations of H* and H¥” (forthcoming).

On the other hand, if the larvngeals were being lost in Hittite
and if there are alternances h(23)/f, there iz nothing strange in
that there should be alternances of the pifi and pufu type: examples
were really found long ago (c¢f. Adrados 1973: 393 ff.). But now
Watking’ above-mentioned article offers others: he finds data which
make him postulate the loss of an H before -i in the verbs in -aizzi/
-aits. If one explains that he postulates -H-i- where I postulate
simply H* one may observe in fact that we are working along the
same lines, So far nobody had suggested the existence of a laryn-
geal in this inflexion.

5.2.4. Alternances of long vowel[ifu)are not lacking in Hittite,
many had been collected in previous papers; they were for example,
the basis of Risch’s theory and I had added numerouns data; they
are also to be found in Villar (1974) in hig study of nominal inflec-
tion. There are now new data in J. J. Weitenberg’s article (1979)
on the Hittite stems with s diphthong. By using material from old
Hittite, he demonstrates the inextricable mixture of forms in -a
and -ai. There is -af and -a#8 in Nom. sing., -an and -ain (-een) in
Acc. sing.: -an is considercd to be the older form, whilst the use of
-ain increased with time and is analogical to the Nominative,
Weitenberg rightly points out the analogy of Lat. digm, Olnd.
dydm. One should note that in the Nom. Indoeuropean presentsa
both a long vowel and a long dipthong (Lat. digs, OInd. dyaus).
That iz, the pecaliarities mentioned are almost always connected
with root-words, they have far wider extension and are of Indo-
european origin. Asis well known, the Gen. ging. of this declension
i8 in -ijad, obviously from *-H*-ps.

5.2.5. One could bring forward much more material, but I shall
leave the Anatolian langunages and search outside them, I should
like to refer to an article by C. Sandoz (1974). I had suggested that
originally the verbs in -neu-[-pu- represented an execision of the
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phonetic resulls from *-neH-f*nH-, which also gives verbs in
-na-{-na- {in OInd. -ni-). But I believed that this H was not always
H¥ although it was the modet of the second Lype, and 1 gave mate-
ria] in favour of old nasal verbs with H, and H,, both with labial
and palatal laryngeal. Traces of this are to be found (Adrados 1974:
690 ff.) in the -ni- of OInd. {2 generalization from HY), in verbs in
-nat in Germanic and Baltic, in -ni fogether with -nd in Hittite, in
thematizations such as Gr, fggno, OInd. isanyati, Toch. -A%-, -f- <
*.p [}, ete. Bimilarly, in C. Sandoz’s above-mentioned paper, the
existence of Indoeuropean verbs in *-neimi is put forward as parallel
to those in -neumi, on the strength of comparisons such as OlInd.
ubhngit with Gr. hyphaino: the type would have passed into the
normal one in -ndmi by the confusion in OTnd. of the result of 7
and 2. Really, one should postulate that *-neH* and *-neH! con-
verged in -nd, hence the origin of successive reorganizations.

5.2.6. An article by A. Maniet (1969) examines a morphological
contrast, that of Gr. philéofephilése which T had explained with the
aid of H%: it was observed that the regular solutions of -H' are
et V{eC. Maniet’s solution cannot be the same for be works with
-e-i-f-e-H-. Tt is, 1 repeat, simpler to postulata -Hi-,

5.2.7. It is not a definite conclusion, but is worth noting that in
Messapian the first declension presents datives of the sing. both
in *-ai (theotia << *tewtd) and in -ahi {elfetahi, perhaps ‘mother’),
cf. O. Haas 1962: 187 ff. As we interpret these datives as pure
stems in *-eHi, it may easily be though that in forms of the second
type the - is a trace of the palatal laryngeal. It is quite true that
-ht is generalized as a form of the dative where a laryngeal is not
expected. But it is no less true that there are traces of A as coming
from a laryngeal: for example, corregponding to Gr. grdus (with
H¥) there is grahis, Gen. sing. graheos[graveos (Haas, 1. c.: 196).

5.2.8. ITowever, perhaps the most intercsting contribution during
thesc years is that of K. Strunk, who in two articles (1969, 1970)
suggested the existence of @/ff degrees in disyllabic roots which in
Greek give oRi (R symbolizing any resonant): pélis, dolichds, am--
boliergés. At other times, another short vowel would appear in the
second syllable: korésai, tomdntes, ete.; before & vowel the laryngeal
of the second syllable would be lost, with which he explains, for
example, polyjs.

All this theory is based in the first place on the acknowledgement.
of the vocalism o in the vocalization of the resonants: a fact which
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it would be a good thing to start accepting, for formerly it was
restricted to a dialect such as Aeolie, See bibliography below on
these vocalizations.

I believe that morphology (the case of the thematic aorist) and
comparison (cf. Gr. dolichés, OInd. dirghds) speak ior this theory:
in the case of Strank’s first examples T had postulated a F/@ degree.
But this is not what interests us most here but the appearance of
the ¢ in the second syllable. It is true that Strunk does not know
how to explain it very clearly; he speaks of a ‘‘combinatory variant”.
The fact is that he recognizes the ¢ in a f degree ag against full
degrees with a long vowel: that is, the ¢ vocalization i acknowl-
edged as coming from a laryngeal. This is the laryngeal H¥ and 1
have given extremely abundant examples of this phenomenon (in
Adrados 1961): T give examples not only in Greek, bul in Indo-
european in general; not only for ¢ < Hf, but also for -u < -H¥.

To be precise, I have interpreted polys as from *polHY-, which
together with forms with a long vowel such as Olnd. dprdf bas
others with # as Lat. pléus, Olnd. paprdu, Gr. pléewon, ploutos, ete,
This means that the -# of the -4 stems & of laryngeal origin; if this
has nol yet been acknowledged, then the laryngeal origin of the
-7 of the pdlis type has been, as T had proposed;; this is based on alter-
nances of the polé: type with a long vowel, That is, we are on the
point of diecovering that nominal (and verbal) formants come from
radical laryngeals. Specifically the formants -i, -¢ (not only -é€, -a,
ete.). |

5.3.1. There are few data and interpretations which have come
to light over the past few years and which contfribute to the theory
of the laryngeals with labial appendix. This is indirectly related to
0. Parlangeli’s paper (1972) in which he gives new Messapian ma-
terial for the perfect in -u, deriving it from first pergons of the ging.
of the type of Lith. sakds ‘1 said’, Olnd. daddu, Toch, B tekdwe,
according to a doctrine which is for the rest weil-known; I have
interpreted these forms as coming from the radical H¥ laryngeals.
But Parlangeli does not realize that the same formant also has
other functions and that that of marking the perfect is a speciali-
zation. I would also mention J. Saint-John (1976), who considers
that in the Latin perfects in -ui there is an antihiatic -~ {cf. supra
3. 3.3. on this theory). Therc is-at least a step forward in that he
gttributes phonetic and not morphelogical origin to this form.

5.8.2. Although limited, T. Gonzélez Rolén’s contribution (1972)
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is of interest within the laryngealistic theory. He explains the Latin
perfects fizi, uixi, struxt, fluxi, corresponding to the presents fiuo,
wino, struo, fluo, as coming from *-H%s, according to a treat-
ment which has been put forward {cf. data in Adrados 1973: 90,
the origin is in Martinet 1953). This same laryngeal is the origin
of the -% of the present. The reciprocal confirmation of tho origin
of the -y and the 2 is worth noting. More data on the -% of the per-
fect, within the same line of thought, is to be found in O. Parlan-
geli’s above-mentioned article (1972).

VI INDOEUROPEAN MORPHOLOGY, THE TOUCHSTONE FOR THE
THEORY OF THE LARYNGEALS WITH APPENDIX

6.1. In criticisms of the theory of the laryngeals with appendix,
some of which I have mentioned above, onc notices a lack of atten-
tion (which would be essential) to the repercussion of this theory
in the interpretation of Indoeuropean morphological evolution.
I believe it is precisely the fecund nature of the theory in recon-
structing the creative process of Indoeuropean morphology which
most speaks in its favour.

This is really the second strong argument to be put forward in
favour of the laryngeals with appendix. The first is that they pho-
netically explain a series of morphological elements with ¢ (), w
(#) which it was impossible to interpret as old lengthenings and
morphemes; moreover, it explains them phonetically in a plausible
way, that is, without arbitrariness and at the same time realisti-
cally. The second argument, closely rclated to the first, is that it
is thus possible to see how elements which were originally radical
take on grammatical meaningg in a second phage depending on the
oppositions into which they arc integrated, and hence arc wide-
spread as suffixes or endings.

6.2.1. In fact we are dealing with something as simple as the fol-
lowing. Several prosent stems with -u () and numerous others
with -i () exist in verbs of different langnages. In many cases, these
are certainly suffixes which spread when added to roots or stems
without & laryngeal; they are often diffusions and specializations
of a recent date. But there exist a certain number of verbs in which
the -u (-u) presents all the characteristics of being a perfectly
phonetic development of a root which we know from independent
data to have had -HY; similarly, -i (i) is found in roots with -H'.
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Let it be well understood that we are not going into whether at the
remotest date the elemeni HY or H* was a lengthening, or whether
before there existed a root *g¥elH!- ('to throw’, whence Gr. *balis >
balld) there wes *g¥ei- or not; if before *g¥eiHY- (whenee Lat. wjuo)
"to live’ existed, there was *g¥ei- or not. The important thing is that,
from a very remote date onwards, these roots appear with the
Jaryngeal in all manner of nominal and verbal forms, and that it
was an element with no semantic or morphological value.

6.2.2. Therefore, it i8 quite normal to attribute a radical origin
to the -u (-2) and the -¢ (2}, particularly an origin in roots such as
those mentioned. This is confirmed by the fact that in principle
the - (u) and -¢ (-¢) of these verbs carries no special meaning,
and that they also appear in nominal forms and in the verh outside
the present tense.

To be precise, roots in -H¥ present a -u or -u in forms of the aorist
and perfect of several languages: sometimes in all persons and at
others in only some of them. These arc forms such as the perfects of
OTnd. jajriaufjajniatha (from *genti%- ‘to be born’), Lat. pléus, Lith.
pyliad (3rd. sing. pylia) from *pleHY- ‘to fill’, Lat. daus, Lith. davied
from * deH}- ‘to give’, and many other forms of these languages,
of Tocharian, of Messapian, of Greek iteelf (I believe that the suffix
-uot of the perfect sprang from roots with -H¥: beblewds, tethndwash
More seldom we find an -¢ (-4) outside the present tense which
comes from roots with the laryngeal -Hi,

6.2.3. Either within or outside the present tense, certain stems
which end in the above-mentioned resonants might sometimes
have been specialized from a remote date onwards to mark aspects,
voices, A ktionserten, ete. But the fundamental point is the specializa-
tion which makes them indicate (sometimes together with other
elemnents) whether the stem is a present, an aorist or a perfect:
ab limes and secondarily, the person.

It is easily seen that when & normal phonetic treatment reduces
the -u (-u) or the -i (-7} to one eole stem, then it is automatically
converted into a characteristio of this stem in virtue of the oppo-
sition thus established. For example, the u (%) iz phonetic in Gr.
pléwdiéplosa, in Lith. ddomijdaviad, in Lat. uiuvofuixi, plesfpleus,
ete.; so in certain cases it automatically became a present tense
marker, in others a marker of other tenses than the present (aorist
or perfect originally). Forthermore, in an archaic Latin inflezion
amuijamasti the different phonetic treatments (auV/dC) serve
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to differentiate persons, and the same occurs in Toch. B, kdlpawaf
kilpasta); in the Lithuanian preterite & final fluctuation *-guf*-¢,
*.Guf*-@, which is of phonetic origin (solution before a vowel and a
gonsonant, regpectively at the beginning of the following word) and
which in OInd. tends to become frece, is used on the other hand to
oppose lst. sing, {(-ed < *-gy, -ad < *-au) and 3rd. sing. (-€ <
*-eu -0 < *-6u).

The same occurs with -i (-2). The most frequent case is that in
‘which the present hag -4 or -f, either thematic or semithematio,
against which there is an old aorist with -z or -@. There ig, then,
a trace of an alternance *-Hif¥-eH*: cf. Gr. chairofechdrén, OSlav.
minjoiminézi, ete., but there is also, for example, -@iV/iC, that
18, two phonetic variants of the full degree: Gr. *tvmaié > #imdo
(alongside Aeol. timamsi, of. Hitt, katrami, newadmi)/etimdasa, Lith.
dovendjuldovendti, ete.

6.2.4, In fact, -u, ~¢ and their variants, and likewise -, -¢, are
found in the different wrongly called tense stems (and also in the
models), sometimes also indicating diverse apecializations (stative
value, aspect in Slavonie, ete.). Their appearance in principle is
phonetically conditioned: only by mcans of opposition within a
morphological reries of a language or group of languages, are the
-, -, -2, -4’8 specialized and morphologized. But the origin is pre-
cisely wherever there is no trace of grammatical meaning: in
roots with & laryngeal. It should be noted that what we postulate
for -u, -t should likewise be postulated for -2, -4 (both for the present
and for the aorist; for the indicative and for the subjunctive): the
acceptance of the laryngeals with appendix does no more than carry
further a theory which is in any case essential once the laryngeals
are acknowledged. When they are not acknowledged, the problem
of the specialization of the other lengthenings, the -s- for example,
is exactly the same in actual fact. See below.

From the foregoing one may draw the conclusion that, as they
derive originally from the root, -z and - may appear in several
stems of same whenever the phonctics require this: the morphology
then distinguished the stems with the aid of other devices (vocalic
alternances, etc.). Cf. e. g. OSlav. pres. moljg jpret. moli. But most
often it: happens that, once a suffix is created with a given gramma-
tical meaning, it spreads only with this and tends o be differen-
tiated. Although there is no lack of interferences between the suf-
fixes with -¢ and -4, enlargements with -2, -@, ete.
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6.2.5. It is also logical that even where the -H is not etymological
but hag been transferred as a morphological characteristic; the pho-
netic results should be the same. For cxample, an inflexion such as
Greek: philésfephilesa is only explained by means of an elemont
*_oJIVY ~ -eiV[*-¢HIC > -éC: yet however these are denomina-
tives and there is no original -Z71. It is doubtless analogical to other
denominatives of the type examined above: -@V/-aC (its oldest
model derived from root-words of the type of Gr. mndomai from
*g¥neHi-0- is specifically radical and thematic). In it the laryngeal
i8 original, see above 5.2.3. on traces of same in Hittito and OInd.
In a similar way, Latin preterites such asg amauifemdsti or Tocha-
rian ones such as kilpawe/kilpiste present normal phonetics al-
though here it is not a case, strictly speaking, of roots. Evid-
ently formants with *-eHY, *-eH!, etc., appeared in an older phase;
they are often used in atems opposed to others without a laryngeal
{or with a laryngeal which was lost without leaving traces), of
the type of Gr. leipdfclipén, Lat. legoflegé-bam, Goth. habafhabai-
-da, ete.

6.2.6. I am not going to describe the details, which include many
irregularities (slidings and secondary specializations, contamina-
tions, ete.): I have already given full descriptions in my former
publications (above all Adrados 1961, 2nd edit, 1973; 1963, 2nd
edit. 1974; 1975). It is a question above all of demonstrating that
the morphological theory fits perfectly into the phonetic theory of
the laryngeals with appendix, and that this so generally neglected
fact is the best proof of the validity of the latter,

If it is denied, it is not only that a few isolated facts are left
unexplained for which unconvincing theories are time and again
manipulated. Central morphological facts of the verb (and the noun)
are left unaccounted for, hundreds, thousands of forms in all the
Indocuropcan languages.

6.3.1. Once we have come to this point, it would be a good idea
to state that the current trend of rescarch in this field is far better
prepared to take in ideas such as these. This is for two reasons: on
account of the progressive acceptancc of the fact that the same
formal elements are grammaticalized or morphologized in differ-
ent ways for reasons of the system (for integration in different op-
positions); and because of the equally progreszive acceptance of the
fact that polythematic verbal inflexion is secondary in Indoeuro-
pean, which implies the need to study its origin.
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Let us examine the first point. In Indoeuropean Linguistics the
interminable controversy is traditional on whether the -¢, the -,
the -s, ete., that is, the different characteristics of the verbal stems,
are originally of the present or aorist or if their oldest meaning is
stative or intransitive or desiderative, ete. In other instances, it was
a question of demonstrating that the -s- of the aorist was differcnt
to that of the subjective or the -¢fo of the indicative was also dif-
ferent to that of the subjunctive, ete., etc. T am not going to go
into this controversy now as I believe it is based on false hypo-
theses: that the polythematic verbal system (and in particular the
version peculiar to Greek and Indo-Greek) comes from the oldest
type of Indoeuropean; and that within it, each formal character-
istic had one function and each function one sole formal charac-
teristic (1:1 ratio). I have fully criticized this in a former paper
(Adrados 1971}, among several others.

Precisely the fact that it i3 impossible to digscover one sole original
meaning for the -u (-u) and -i (-£) of diverse verbal and nominal
formations, often with unmistakable traces of radical origin and
secondary spectalization, i8 what has made impossible any expla-
nations of same which would be coherent from both the phonetical
and morphological point of view; in fact, this has made it impos-
sible to reconstruct “one’” Indoeuropean -z or - with “one” pgram-
matical meaning. However, there is a change of opinion which differs
from the older current of ideas and accepis the presence in the
Indoeuropean verb (to keep for the moment to this latter) of the
same morphological elements with several functions. There is also
a tendency to apply structural criteria in order to explain the
origin of the diverse grammedlicalizations by means of opposi-
tions.

6.3.2. See, for example, in F. Bader (1974: 15), the simple ad-
mission that various lengthenings -, -8, -u, -k, ete., may, indepen-
dently of their origin, be added to the same or different roots to
mark tenses and persons, likewise different according to the oppo-
sitions in which they are included. Opinions such as these arc be-
coming increasingly general. For example, W. Meid (1979: 170)
uses this criterion quite normally to explain the creation of the Indo-
european opposition of present/aorist on the basis of an -s- which
was previously indifferent to it. N. Berg’s (1977) paper in the same
sense on the origin of the Greck past-perfect is also a remarkable
contribution.
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More or less explicitly, structuralist positions of this type are
spreading. Without going into the theoretical details, T shonld jike
to refer here to papers of mine which support this theory (above
all Adrados 1963: 55 ff., 1965, 1968, 1971).

I would point out that the theorics developed by Kurylowicz,
above all from 1964: 9 ff. onwards, and followed algo by Watkins,
have certain points common with mine when they explain certain
semantic developments by means of oppositions. But Kurylowicz
is more concerned with explaining the birth of derived meanings
with later formal specialization and does not go info the fundamental
question of explaining the grammaticalization, within the new
systems of oppositions created, of older formal elements which
had nothing to do with the new meaning (cf. Adrados 1971).

6.3.3. It is above all important, as I said above, that the thesis
is today becoming more widely acknowledged which has been the
substance of several works of mine since 1962 and which postulates
that the verbal system of Anatolian represente a more archaic
phase of Indoeuropean than that other which is at the root of the
other Indoeuropean languages. To be precise, Indoenropean only
secondarily created a verbal system which opposed several stems
for each verb: present, aorist and perfect (later dialectally, the fu-
ture, also); indicative, subjunctive and optative (the imperative,
as 18 known, is archaic and of the same stem as the indicative),
This is today the position of authors such as Kerns-Schwarz (1972),
W. Meid (1975, 1979), W. P. Lehmwann (1974), W. Cowgill (1975,
1979), 0. Carruba (1976), E. Neu (1976), W. R. Schmalstieg (1977},
B. Rosenkranz (1979).

It, therefore, turns out that we are now faced with & problem of
enormous dimensions, which did not arise for the traditional school
of thought which postulated that the polythematic verbal model of
Greek and Indo-Iranian was that peculiar to the oldest type of
Indoenropean. We are now faced with a series of stems which were
only secondarily opposed o each other and which possessed a large
series of formal markers. Furthermore, we know that these formal
marlkers were neither of the present nor the aorist nor the subjunec-
tive, etc., precisely because they existed at an earlier date to the
creation of these categories, of which Anatolian bears withness.

6.3.4. Therefore, we must explain how and why an -s- beecame
a charasteristic of the aorist or the subjunctive or, also, within
the present, of the desiderative. It is no good saying that -s- was
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originally of the preterite or that there were two -s-'s, a preterite
one and a subjunctive one, etc. An alternance Eoot/Root-8 was uzed
in several ways to create oppositions: the -s was opposed to @ or to
other suffixes or to the -8 itgelf with lengthenings or special voealic
degrees of the root. This is the path followed approximately by the
above-mentioned authors: for details of my own position see Adra-
dos {forthcoming article in Indogermanische Forschungen.)

That is to-say, the problem of the -« and the -7 is not an isolated
one for apart from the -s there are several lengthenings with the
same problem and there are also, as I have said above, -2z and -a.
Radical elements, maybe of various ages, diverse lengthenings,
have been grammaticalized to express the new oppositions. More-
over, as -u, -¢ ar¢ variants of -@, -2 which are independently inexpli-
cable, the whole of the laryngeal theory is that which supports the
evolution of Indoeuropean morphology; and this latter, in turn,
supports the laryngea! theory.

6.3.5. 1t should be notod that we establish two groups among the
formal elements which are to be found in the sole stems of Hittite
verbs and which were then grammaticalized in later polythematic
inflexion: a) lengthenings strictly speaking, such as -s-, -f-, -sk-,
and a fow others, added to the root without any mecaning of their
own originally; b} the laryngeals -H¥ and -H' with their diverse
timbres and vocalic degrees and their diverse solutions. In the sec-
ond case, they are radical elements, at least at a certain stage of
Indoeuropean: but the morphologization and diffusion of these
radical elements (without any mcaning of their own, of course)
and of the lengthenings, are perfectly comparable. Maybe at an
older stage, as we havesaid, -H*and -H? may also have been lengthen-
ings. But as far as we arc concerned here, this is indifferent. Here
it is & question of finding the means of explaining the creation of
the formal markers of the new categories and functions on the
strength of lengthenings and laryngeal elements.

6.4.1. Hinally, it should be made clear that the evolution of
verbal and nominal morphology are parallel, except for the fact
that in Anatolian both have rcached a comparable degree of devel-
opment (monothematic Inflexion, with certain exceptions of
heteroclisig), whilst in later Indoeuropean the nominal inflexion
was less developed than the verbal, it did not create polythematio
systems except for the oppositions in the adjective of masculine
and feminine. Thus, Hittite offers a panorama of nominal inflexion
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which is roughly comparable to that of the rest of Indoeuropean,
much more so than verbal inflexion.

6.4:2. Now, in nominal inflexion, the laryngeal stems are of great
importance and these stems develop forms with -« and -4, according
as to whether they end in the laryngeal -HY or in -H%, On account
of the processes of morphologization to which we have referred,
some forms with -» or -2 were grammaticalized and denoted certain
cages; on the other hand, by adding the thematic vowe] to these
stems, derivates (nouns or adjectives) in -uo,-¢0 were deduced
which later spread as suffixes. The details may be seen in Villar
(1974) and Adrados {1975: 370: ff., 462 ff.) I shall give only a few
data which are important to my thesis, after mentioning those
given above on stems with a long diphthong, the presence of &
laryngeal HY << -hi, -i in certain forms of Anatolian and the exist-
ence of -7 stems, the -3 of which comes from the vocalization of a
laryngeal {cf. supra 5.2.8).

6.4.3. Purc -H¥ -H? stems may in principle have the three
timbres, although some are more productive than others; they may
be in the full degree or in the § degree, which often alternate,
within the same paradigm, with the consequent morphologizatious.
When it is a cage of @ degree, -d or -¥, -4 or -#& may be expected,
according to the laryngeal, with secondary levellings by analogy
to the full degree: alongside -@, there is -d (Gr. ngmphd{nijmphd,
OSlav.: rokafroko); alongside -Gu or -éu, there is -% {Olnd. Nom.
dyaus [Instr. pl. dyubhis, Dat. kardve/Gen. kdros/{Nom. kdrus);
alongside -@i or -¢i, there is -7 (parallel examples in *refli-, of. supra
5.2.4.,in Olnd. agnis). Of course, one may likcwise propose influence
in the opposite sense, In any case, it is a phenomenon which is
quite comparable to the excision in the verb of -nd-[-nd- stems
(except in OInd.) and -neu-f-nu- stems.

As for the full degree, if onc exemplifies with -eA%, it may in
principle give -a, -du, -eu; by exemplifying with -eH3, it may in
principle give -é, -&4, -ez. The various results and solutions may
sometimes give free allomorphs, thus in Hittite -4 stems which
have D. L. ¢, -et, -¢; these forms arc sometimes distributed among
the languages and dialects; we have already spoken of the presence
in Greek of - and -eu stems, compare, too, Dor. Ace. sing. bdn,
other, dialects boun. _

But most often there are distributions which give rise to morpho-
logizations. Thus in oppositions of the types of OInd. Nom. dydus/
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Acc. dydm; Hitt. Nom. -ai¥fAce. -an (see 5.2.4.); Nom. -2 (Gr,
chord, Lith. ranka, OSlav. roka, Goth, giba, OInd. praja, ete.)/Dat,
-ai (Gr. chérai, Lith. rankai, OSlav. roke, Goth. gibai, OInd, prdjay-
at); Nom. -u {OInd. sunds, Goth. sunus, OSlav. synu)foblique cases
with -6u, -ou (Loc. OInd. sanau, OSlav. syri; Dat. OInd. s@nave,
OSlav. synovi), among many other numerous examples.

6.4.4. As I raid, not all slems in a laryngeal have the same dif-
fusion. There are a few isolated roots with & long diphthong which
we have already mentioned. There i8 a certain diffusion of *-eHi
stems {in Latin and Baltic above all}, of *-eH§ (above all in Greek
and also in Iranian). *-eH} stems (of the type of Gr. peithd,
OInd. sdkhd) are relatively rare. The type I - is extremely
frequent (which also gives neuter plurals), so are -i and -u. The
most remarkable points about these types are, from our point of
View:

a) — The oecasional presence of direct traces of the laryngeal,
cof. supra 2. 1.

b) — The radical nature of many stems: that is, as in the verb,
the morphological elements -& (-2-), -¢ and -u are radieal in origin.
Thus, for example, in the word for ‘woman’, *gﬁ‘fmﬂg (Gr. gyna,
OInd. gnd, ORlav. Zena, with another vocalic degree); ‘strength’,
*g¥ei HE (Gr. bi@, Olnd. jyd), ete. The same oceurs in the -4, -u stems,
cf. supra 5.2.8. and examples such as *delHi-, whence Lith. dalis,
OInd. dalis; *genll®- whence Gr. génys, Olnd. hanus; *gterH}
whence Gr. bargs, Olnd. guris; ete. Cf, Adrados 1978: 341 ff,

¢} — The inextricable mixture of forms with and without -u,
with and without -¢. Thus in the root-words with a long diphtong
in the -é and -6 stems of several of the above-mentioned languages,
in the -¢ ones in Hittite, in the first declesion of OInd., in Gr. gyné/
gynaikds ete. cte. Tt 18 impossible to explain this by the mixture of
two types of stem, one should rather say that the excision of the
-& and - inflexion is secondary.

d) — The possibility of explaining certain endings and certain
suffixes as of radical origin, For cxample, in the -i stems a Dat. sing,
such as Gr. pdler, with parallels in other languages, is simply a pure
stem with F/F degree: But from this point on, -e: was considered
as an ending, whence Olnd. agraye, sinave, ete. In the same way,
a suffiz -jo is radical in for example, Gr. gynaios from *g¥neH}-o0-;
the same goes for -#o (Lat. ingenuus and gnduus from *genH¥). All
this has its exact parallel in what happens in the verb.
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c) — It is also obvious that the frequently feminine nature of
*-gf-a (*-eHif*-H}) comes from a polarization as against -0 and
its use in Nom. Acec. Voc. pl. neuter is equally secondary. There are
traces of a lack of generic and numerical meaning.

6.4.5. All this seems to be eloquent proof that we are dealing
with stema with a laryngeal, that these laryngeals took palatal or
labial appendix and that from forms originally radical which ended
up in these laryngeals by means of gprammaticalization and second-
ary diffusion, several devices were created to oppose the cages,
as likewise endings and suffixes. To be precise, in the sing., the
Nominative, the Dative-Locative (a unique case at the beginning,
I believe) and the Vocative, as also in the plural, the Nom. Ace.
Voc. of the neuters, are pure stems which were later differentiated
by means of these devices. But, thanks to the use of the various
pronetic solutions, differences were introduced which helped
distinguish the other cases.

6.5. T repeat that in fact morphology is the main touchstone for
proving that at an older date all the laryngeals had appendices.
Moreover, the laryngeals with appendix are the key to the creation
of nominal and verbal inflexion at their different stages. They are

at least one of the keys.
Of course, there ig still much to be researched on the subject of

the evolution of these Imdoeuropean phonemes in the different
languages. My Estudios sobre las laringales indoeuropeas ( Studies on
1E Laryngeals) of 1961 merely contributed a first step forward,
really one along the path of research trodden before or simulta-
neously by several scholars, In the second edition of 1973, certain
complementa and modifications were added to the theory expound-
ed therein. Others have later been put forward and I should drew
the reader’s attention now to my article “‘Further Considerations
on the Phonetics and Morphologizations of H* and H* (forthcoming
in Emerita), in which I put forward solutions in doubtful cases of
supposed phonetic irregularity. For the regular nature of this evo-
Iution, and its parallel to that of the resonants, is becoming ever
more clearly defined.

FRANCISCO R. ADRADOS

Dugue de Medinaceli, 4

MADRID — 14

SPAIN
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