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On the origins of the Indo-European
dative-Iocative singular endings
Francisco R. Adrados

1. *-i, *-ei, old final elements of stems
The reconstruction of a locative singular ending *-i and a dative
singular one *-ei is traditional. However, like other scholars.' 1 arn
al' course of the opinión tha t dative and loca tive were not distinguished in Indo-European, and that the distinction in Hittite of a
locative and a directive or terrninative, insofar as it existed, is
secondary, an intent that never managed to prevail at best. That is,
that the distribution of -i and -ei, their use in the different languages,
is also secondary. In any case, this does not take liS to the heart of
the matter for it is a question of one and the same ending in two
different degrees of alternance.
The problem is as follows. It is well known that there are noticeable remains of athematic pure stems, which among other things,
function as locatives or dative-Iocatives in different languages;
alongside these forrns, there are those others which add *-i or *-ei
(or both things alternatively) to the stem. Where, then, do these *-i,
"<ei endings come from?
There is a traditional thesis which states that it is an agglutination
onto the stem of an adverbial or pronominal element. A similar
explanation is usually given to endings in *-oij*-ei and in *-0 of
nouns, too (second declensicn), whilst the dative singular in *-i5i of
said stems are habitually interpreted as derivates of *-o-ei. 2 According to this view, we are faced with postpositions which would
later have been agglutinated.
I believe that this thesis has a series of drawbacks and that one
can fonnulate another that enables us to explain sirnultaneously the
cases of the athematic declension with *-i, *-ei as endings; cases of
athematic inflexión in *-i with non-desinential *-eí, <ei, these being
part of the stem; cases of the second declension with *-oi, *-oij *-ei
and *-ó (dative, locative, and instrumental, according to the usual
classifícation); and finally, others of the inflexion in *-a either with
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this form or with the forrn *-c]i, which, arnong others, perforrns the
functions of dative-locative. In principle, an explanation that affects
a máximum of problerns at the same time and which is sirnpler, is
also more plausible. The one 1 arn going to put forward on the one
ha nd affects several sterns; on the other, i t affects cases such as the
dative, locative, and instrumental, regarding which there is a tendency today to consider thern as secondary specializations on the
basis of an old Indo-European case which was the fifth along with
the nominative, vocative, accusative, and genitive, and which, either
with apure stcm or with the above-mentíoned forrns, indicated
several relationships of the local or adverbial type. If we manage
lo prove that the Iorms of these cases in the different sterns and
different languages are the resuIt of secondary specifications on the
basis of older unitarian forms, we shall doubtless have progressed
along the course we have marked out.
My starting point is as follows. We could without doubt accept
that *~i) *-ei is an agglutinated element in the athematic declensions
except f or tha t in *-1 (i n forms such as *pod-ei, *pod-i) if i t were
not that a) it is the sarne element that appears as a thematic one
precisely in stems in *-í and, b) this theory is faced with problems
when it is applied to thernatic stems of the second declensíon. 1
shall expIain this further.
a) As examples of <t, *-ei, and also *-ei, in dative or locative,
Greek forms such as poli, polei, pólei, can be put forward, the details
of which 1 am not going lo go into here, but which are sufficiently
clear. Likewise, there are forros frorn other languages: Olnd. agnáy
(-i), Goth. anstai « <éi), OCS poti, nosti, Lat. oui, etc. « *-ei) ,
Lat. oue « <i). One should add fonns such as suppai, suppi in
Hittite, as likewise parallels in other languages of Asia Minor. One
should also explain that suppai certainly comes from <s; as perhaps
does Goth. anstai and without doubt, gasta (from gasts < "ghostisv,
see below. In all ihese cases, it is a question of fonns with apure
stern, parallel to others in -r, -11, -s, etc., recently studied by Neu.
Alongside these forms. others of the type of OInd. agnáye « *-ejel), pátye, dhiyé, Hiu. .vuppaia (also forrns in -ija) are obvio usly
recharacterized forms: -ei was taken as an ending that was added
to the di verse a them al ic stcrns a nd fina 11 y, to the same sterns in-l.
Thc saine should be lhough t of the -a oC Hit tite, most certainly
derivcd rr0111 *-c7i: suppu]a frorn *-üj-ü( i) .
1

lndo-European dative-locative singular endings

31

My conclusion is therefore the following: the diverse endings with
-i are original1y final ones of pure sterns in dative-locative singular
use (and a t times in other uses, too). Grammaticalized as endings,
they la ter became widespread.
b) 1 add here that which concerns the stems in *-0, which 1 shall
atternpt to explain briefly. In fact, there is no room here, even as a
working hypothesis, to suggest the possibility of an agglutination.
For forms of the types of *ped or "pod 'foot', "kuon or "kun 'dog',
"nebhes, "nebhos 'cloud', were Indo-European words subject to the
secondary addition of endings of whatever origin they might be;
*egni 'fire', "ou! 'sheep', "ghosti 'guest' were also Indo-European
words which from a certain date onwards were susceptible to usage
either as pure stems or with the addition of endings. Yet "deiuo,
*lj¡kYo, etc., were never Indo-European words .
What Specht and others had already deduced from diverse data
- the recent nature of the Indo-European thematic inflexion has been confirmed by the data of Anatolian. We know that a
nominative singular in this Ianguage can be kessar or kessaras
'hand', that in the accusative it was kessar or kessaram, etc. 3 The
forms in -oj-e are mere abstractions and nothing eIse: As against
oppositions of the type of nominative -sjvocative -0 (*-isj*-i,
*-dsj*-d, etc.) beside the nominative -os, a vocative *-0 was ereated (and *-e, to attain greater characterízation with the aid of
vocalic alternance).
It is thus impossible to postulate a dative *-oi < *-o-ei or a
Iocative *-oi, *-ei < "<o-i, *-e-i: Irorn forms which never existed.
The authentically old forros are those in *-os and in "<om, of which
lengthened forms *-os and *-i5m were used to secondarily charac-

terize the norninative plural and genitive plural. 4
Where then do the forrns in *-ói, "<oi, *-0 COIne frorn? This lattcr
could perhaps be considered as a form abstracted frorn the others,
like that of the vocative, lengthened for the purpose of differentiation. Yet it is rather a variant of *-oi, secondarily classified as an
instrumental: see what 1 say below 011 the variants *-aij*-ii. We
have, in faet, forrns in *-i preceded by the thematie vowel (*-6i,
*-oj*-ei) which cannot be explained by either agglutination or by
secondary extension of the *-i to a pre-existent form: there was in
fact no such formo

J.t..

1"' WIU.\('U J\.

n araaos

2. *-a(i), an old themañc element: *-oi, analogical to

same
My hypothesis is the following: *-o(i) is analogical to <ntt), there
was, as is well known, all manner of reciprocal 'infl uence and
interference between the two declensions in *-ií and *-0 from an
early date. As regards *-o/ei, this is a second analogical form: in
this ending, the usual short quantity of the thernatic vowel prevailed
(aboye all in the singular: "<os, *~01n, *-e); in *-ói the fact that the
model had a long vowel prevailed, 1 have already said that *-{j is
sirnply a varia nt 01' *k{>i.
1 am not un~~ware ihat it is traditionally postulated that this is a
case of three different forrns , one for the dative, one for the locative,
and another for the instrumental. Yet 1 have said that the dative
and loca tive should be accepted as original1y ha ving onc single
formo Of course, certain languages tended to specialize *-oi as
against *-oi (and <ei as against *-i) as the dative against the locative.
But this is a secondary phenornenon.é Likewise, the instrumental
in *-()~ which is only to be found in thematic nouns and is doubtless
analogical to the instrumental in *-a and *-e of stems with these
long vowels.
1n any case) the problem 01' the secondary distribution of the
forms - their chronology, dialectal distribution, differences according to the sterns - is not of particular interest to me here.
Wha t 1 am in terested in is tha t just as 1 explain "<ei, *-i on the
strength of the stems in *-i because they are forrns of sorne and not
of the rest, 1 likewise explain *~o(i), *-olei on the strength of *-ii(i)
(and stems in *-é(i) , *-ó(i), with a long vowel) because in these
sterns the forrns in question are well explained, while those of the
second declension are noto
In principle, the explanation of *-ái could be sought along thc
lines of agglutination. Given that a root 01' stem in *-á (and *-e,
*-lj) was indeed a t the sume time an 1ndo-European word tha t
could be used either with its pure stern or with endings, it could
be postulated that *-Zíi cernes from *-fi-ei: the traditional explanation, as is well known. If we accepted this theory, it would
cbviously be 011 thc basis of asserting the origin of this *-ei in
*-i stems.
But 1 do not think the explanation should be accepted. 1 believe
ihat the forrns in *-ti and <n: like those in *-a and "<ai, are simply
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pure sterns, later c1assifíed and specialized in severa] functicns
(norninative, dative-locative, and vocative singular aboye all, and
also norninative-accusative-vocative plural neuter). In a form like
*gl l nü i 'womau' or "potniái 'lady' the final *-ái corresponded respectively to the root and the stem (neither more nor less than the
*-a or *-a of "gvnii and "potnia, derived from "potni" JI in certain
languages, whilst others syllabized *potniH, whence OInd. patnl).
However, a desinential *-ái was to be seen here which analogieally,
as 1 said aboye, gave rise to the forms *-o(i), "<o]«! mentioned
aboye in the nouns of the second declension.
Tha t *-ái and *-ií were, as 1 suggest, two variants of one originally
identical form, presents not great problem. It would be a case of a
fact parallel to the existenee of variants *-cij*-iiu, *-o/*-ou, *-é/*-eu,
a well-known faet, whatever the explanation given for it (01' the
type of Olnd. jajñájjajñau, a~·.tií/a~'.tiiu, etc.). For exarnple, it could
be though t that in principle *-ai and *-a (as in the parallel case 1
ha ve just mentioned) were combinatory variants, the former before
a vowel and the latter before a consonant: cf. Hitt. suppaia with
-ai before a vowe1. But both were generalízed later, thus in Hittite
there is both suppo and [uppai. Moreover, they were later reclassifíed to mark different functions. Neither is there any problem
in the interpretation of the form with a short vowel, *-a. On the
other hand, SOIne have an infrequent forro *-iíi, see below.
The faet is that the stems in *-á (and those "in '*-e and in *-0)
have highly noticeable connections. It is enough to recall that 1
have just quoted as a parallel to the *-iii/*-á opposition that of
Hittite forros of a stem in *-i suppi. Now, it is well known that
Hittite mixed up the two older declensions in *-os and in <a into
one. A forrn annas 'rnother' may come frorn a stem in *-ü, for
example. On the other hand, as *a and *0 are confused in Hittite
a, either for phonetic or graphic reasons, we cannot find here any
differences between original forms in *-ii(i) and *-(0), and 1 think
that this is one of the basic reasons for the fusion of the two
decIensions in one, for most forms coincide."
However, regardless of the presence of forms with original *0 in
certain words of the first Hittite (and Anatolian) declension, the
fact is that in the dative-locative (also taking the forms of the socalled directivo), we fínd both in nouns in -as (beneath which those
in *-a are concealed) and in those with a stem in -i and in -ai
(including the neuters), dative-locative forms sueh as those mentioned aboye: that is, in -i, -iia, -a, -ai, -aja. It may be said that in
t
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this respect there is no difference between these declensions. On the
other hand, the very forrns 1 have just mentioned went over to the
da ti ve - loca tive of the other declensions: as they are thema tic
Iorms (except for the -{[ of -ija, -aia, as 1 have said) in the declensions
in *-ci and *-i and not so in the others, this confirms what 1 said
before on the spreading of said forms, interpreted as endings. The
attribution of diverse forms arnong these to different declensions is
based on recent classifications, as well as on the kinship of the
forrns in questíon with others in *-a and *-ai of the norninativeaccusative-vocaiive plural neuter and with abstracts in -ati(t) of
Luwian and corresponding forms in other languages.?
To sum up, wherever it is a question of thematic elements, and,
likewise, wherever there are desinential elements abstraeted analogically frorn rhe forrner, we fínd forms with *-iii or *-a alongside
others with <t: obviously they must have been present also with
*.¿;(j) , *-i"j(i) in words with sterns in *fI¡ and *}-/), also in alternance
wi th '" -i (01' thc type of G k. peithá (i), O Ind. riiyás < * rej~), etc.
Thc abst ructing 01' él declension in -í without long vowel forms
(except in the dative-locative in *-ei), is doubtless a recent phenomenano
As a ma uer of fact, the old relationship between these stems has
been exarnined severa! times, but has been lost from sight on many
other occasious. To give an example, it is usual to postulate that
Iorms of thc Gothic dative-locative such as anstal (from ansts, fern.)
01' gasto (frorn gasts, masc.) COIl1e, respectively, fr0111 the analogy
01' ihe sterns in *-0 «
"<os ) and in *-ij « *-a). H The only thing
thut is clcar here is that both the oId stems in <o and those in *-i
have id éntica! dative-locative with secondary distribution in the
lauer 01' he two cornplcmentary forms *-aij-a between the ferninine
and masculino. Thc form of the thernatic ones doubtless comes from
the analogical forrn *-()(i) which we already know. AH this proves
that the non-distinction of the above-mentioned inflexions, al least
as far as the dative-Iocative is concerned, is not exclusive to Anatolian: il is an older phenomenon. Only that stage of Indo-European
which 1 have called lE 111 or post-Anatolian earried out the separa 1ion of the inílexions \Vi th the aid of a grea tly renova ted system
01' vocalic alternances, and even then, not completcly.
In any case, ccrtain dala should be added on the relationship
bciwcen forms in *-cí and forrns in *-cii in order to show that my
auribut ion of a single origin for the nominative singular in *-tí and
the du tive-locaiive in *-¿¡í is nol arbitrary. On the one hand, as I
í
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have already said, an older cornplernentary distribution of *-ii and
*-t7i can be postulated; that is, there is no phonetic problern. On
the other, there is nothing strange about the fact thai apure stem
should be specialized as either norninative or dative-locative (and
also as vocative and as norninative-accusative-vocative plural neuter): This phenomenon is to be re-encountered in the athernatic
declensions. But it so happens that besides this, the identity of *-ií
and *-cii fonns is not orily shown indirectly through their alternance
with "<ei, *-i forrns, as 1 have demonstrated so faro It is also an
obvious and tangible fact.

3•
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tl, *-iiís *-a, *-ai , *ei-, *-i as older variants

r n fact, in the inflexion of the sterns in <n, these forrns are closely
interrningled with those in *-a (there is no need to give exarnples), and
also with those in *-Zii and those in "<ai. Among the former, one should
not only count those which appear as variants of pure sterns in *-a,
but also forms in which the stern is fol1owed by an ending.
Thus, il is well known that in the ludian inflexion of the stems
in -á, we not only have forms of apure stem in -ti (which function
in this language also as instrumental) and others with
followed
by a consonantal ending, but also forrns in *-ay followed by a
vocalic ending.
They are forms of the type of prajay-ii (and -ai, -ás, -ám, -os)
which are obviously recharacterized forrns to mark the different
cases more clearly than with the mere pure stem in *-ai. For this is
a case of apure stem in *-üi~ that much is quite clear: the desinential
elements in the above-mentioned forms are -ü, -ai, etc., and not
*pyci, *-yai, etc. This is also shown by the faet that there are forrns
in *-ai in diverse languages. There are also forms in *-ai: they are
obviously pure stems in a relationship of vocalic alternance with
the equally pure stems in <ái and have been grammaticalized either
as vocative singular or as nominati ve-accusative-voca tive dual
(OInd. práje and prajé respectively),
This form which occurs in the sterns in *-a also occurs in the
so-called roots in a long diphthong of the type of rás / ráyas. It
has its parallel in data from other languages: within thc declension in <s. cf. for example, OCS ienojo, Lith. rañkoje, We also
find forrns of él pure stern in "<ul, Ior exarnple, in the duals (OCS
-á
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iené, etc. and, sorne think in Gk. khoraii. Another noteworthy
example is the Greek vocative gúnai frorn gune (cf. also the cases
with gunaik-),
The foIlowing principle could be formulated: there are pure stems
in *-a, in *-rji, in *-0 01' in "<ai; and there i5 also the fact that when

these pure sterns have a consonantal ending added to them, they
appear in the COrIn of <ñ , and when a vocalic ending is added,
they appear in the forrn of *-a i. 1 have elsewhere come to the
subseq uen 1 concl usion tha t deriva tes (nominals, adjectivals or verbals) with *-jo/e al' sterns in "<aha must be interpreted as simple
derivares with "<o]«, the thematic vowel: the yod is part of the
nominal stern. Thus, in cases such / as Gk. gunaios, mnat i tomai
frorn the root *g'JncJ / *glJncíi or OInd. dhytiyati. Among nurnerous
other exarnples we could point to Lithuanian nominal and adjectival
sterns in -Iijo, -éjo, -6)0, etc. 10 The opposition between Gk. tlmámi
and Aeolian Gk . lima(í)i5 (and other similar ones in diverse languages) is thus lo be explained by the mechanism studied aboye.
1 do not wish to stress these data, which 1 have studied eIsewhere.
What 1 do wísh to show here is that if the declension in *-a presents
on Iy forrns with *-a, *-üi 01' *-ai and not with *·ei or *-i, and the
declension 111 *-í in turn presents, save rare exceptions, forms in *-i
or <»; but not in *-li, elc" this cannot be interpreted unless it be
as the result of él regularization, We have in fact found brídges
between the two series in Anatolian languages and also in Gothic.
These bridges are also to be found elsewhere, and in particular, in
sterns in *-ó and in *-e which preserve alternances of the type of
OInd . .sakliii / sakliáyam / sakhlbhis / sakhye, pan/has / piinthibhis
(cf. oes ¡UJI f), G k. pei//76 / peithoús < *peithoios, Lat, nubes /
nubium, nubibus (cf. ua tesluatis, uolpés and uulpisi, Lith. ivak é (cf.
Lat. /áces) j-il' (cf also bitis and bite, upis and úpé, etc.).
Exarnples such as these, which are perfectly comparable to others
01" similar aliernances either in verbal inflexi ón, or in nominal and
verbal derivation, ccnfirrn n1Y idea of the close connection of stems
in *-ü(i), *-é(i) and *-8(i), and those in *-i; and, of course, of the
two series 01' endings which 1 am studying here: *-ii, *-iii, *-ií, *-ai
(and parallel forms of other timbres); and *-i, *-ei. Both series, as
I have said, were specia Iized in different stems: there are aboye all
ihose in *-á (with él tendency to drop the final *-i except in the
dative-Iocative singular) and those in *-i. But 1 have said that this
specialization, which is absent from Hittite and presents lacunae
here and there in other lariguages, looks very much as if it is recent.
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On the otber hand, even within the above-mentioned inflexions,
the specializations in question are a recent phenomenon. We find
*-Zí in the nominative singular, but also sometimes in other cases:
in the instrumental singular of Vedic, in certain nominative-accusative-vocative plural neuters, in the so-called instrurnentals of the
type of Gk. krúpha. Their adscription to the feminine is, as is
known, secoridary.P On the other hand, we have already seen that
*-ai, in principIe present in the da tive-locative singular, is the basis
for a series of derived cases (and the same goes for *-cl). In turn,
*-a appears in the norninative, accusative, and vocative of the sterns
in *-iiijia, but outside these it is to be found in the norninative and
vocative singular, and in the nominative-accusative-vocative neu ter
plural, aboye all. As for "<ai, we have found it in the vocative
singular and in norninative-accusative-vocative dual. It is also found
in the nominative-accusative-vocative of the neuter in the singular
and plural (Hitt. haitai, etc.). Finally, the proposition that *-ei was
originaIly a da tive ending and *-i a loca tive one, cannot be upheld
if', as there is a tendency to believe today, there was only one dativelocative case. The distribution of the two forms is secondary: either
one or the other is chosen according to the stems and dialects, or
else both are maintained and are opposed with diverse functions.
N aturally, the multiplicity of forros is better main tained in less
regularized languages such as the Anatolian o~es, in which, as we ha ve
seen, we find a dative-Iocative singular either in .¡ or in -a or -ai (plus
the recharacterized form in -aja) and we find more or less the same
forms in the norninative-accusative-vocative neuter plural and even
elsewhere. Yet a distribution such as Greek makes between various
dialects t-ei, -i, -ei) presupposes a similar older stage; and recharacterized forms as in OInd. agnaye mean that they co-existed for a certain
time alongside non-recharacterízed forms (pure stems) of the agne
type.

4. The phonetic origin of the endings in question
So far, 1 have established the morphological origin of the endings
we are dealing with here: they are the ends of pure stems which
later, at times, became independent and were applied to other sterns;
sometimes they were even applied to the original one by means of
the regularizations 1 have discussed. As far as *-o(i), *-ojei in the
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second declension are concerned, they represent a mere analcgical
irnitation.
But Iet us now turn to the phonetics of the matter. Here, to judge
by what we have seen so Iar, we may state the following:
a) *-aj-úi (and, we suppose, *-o/-oi, *-6/-lJi, *-e/-i!i) may be considered, originally, as variants conditioned by syntactic phcnetics,
before él consonan! and a vowel respectively, They would Iater have
been distributed according to morphological criteria, becoming
grarnmaticalized in different functions.
b) *-a/-c7i, *-i5j-/5i, *-('/-éi should be considered as full grades of
diverse sterns, originally ending in laryngeals of the three timbres.
As for *-u/-oi, this may in principIe be a zero degree corresponding
to any of the former Iul] degrees, but in practice it appears to
respond always lO *-Új-cíi.
e) *-ei¡-i are in normal relation as full and zero grades.
The basic problem po sed is, as may be seen, that of the original
relationshíp of these two forms with the rest. It is not that there
are no other problems: there are exceptional cases in which we have
-el before él conscna nt (Ol nd rás) and *-iíi befare a vowel (Hitt.
-:.abbai.f) , t here is the problem of the relationship of *-a/-ái and
a boye a 1I ~ t here is the general pro blem of the relationship of the
long diphthcngs ro the forms of the simple long vowel, which 1
believe 1 have shown elsewhere can only be solved with the aid of
the laryngeal theory - a theory that takes into account palatal and
labia1 laryngeals .
Here, 1 shall concentrare on the fol1owing probtem: according to
the timbres, we have *-ü(i), *-i5(i) , *-e(i) in the full degrees, and
uniformly, *-ei (also "<oi, cf. Gk. "peithojos > peithoúsy. As 1 have
said , in the 0 degrees we have either <a, *-ai or *-i. NaturalIy,
there was a secondary distribution so that forrns in *-ei, *-i correspond to a stern in *-i, forms in *-a( i) lo a stem in *-ii) etc. Yet 1
believe that ir is quite olear that this is merely a secondary distribution. How, then, has this multiplicity of results come about? With
the he!p of the theory of the long diphthongs, one may perhaps
auernpt to find a solution to the oppositions of the *-ii/-iii type,
although [ have already said that 1 do not believe in this solution.
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But neither with this hypothesis nor any other which starts from
an original *-í can the dualities 1 have just mentioned be explained.
r believe that only by resorting to the laryngeaIs with appendix,
in this case with pala tal appendix, can this questicn be sol ved . 1
have applied this solution in other publicatíons, but 1 believe that
in the present example, things are made much c1earer. The solution,
to exemplify with *H~ (the other cases are parallel), is as follows:
*-eH~

> *-ií(i) / *-ei: the first is a monosyIlabic soIution which in

turn spli ts into two, usualIy according to a rule of syn tactic phonetics
already mentioned; the second is a disyllabic solution in which the
timbre of the laryngeal does not color the preceding vowel and * HJO
vocalizes in *i.

> *-á / <a¡ / *-i: the three solutions depend on whether
vocalization is anterior or anterior and posterior or just posterior:
they are in general terms in relation to data of syntactic phonetics.

*-}Jj

1 am not going to go into the details of this theory here, but refer
to two recent articles 13 besides my Estudios sobre las sonantes y
laringales indoeuropeas mentioned aboye. However, 1 do wish to
point out that, apart from the need to find a phonetic link between
the above-mentioned endings, a link which I.see no other way of
esta blishíng, there are even more data in favor of this theory.
These data are to be found in the forms in which, in Anatolian
languages, the laryngeal before *-i is still preserved, despite the faet,
as is known, that the *h was being dropped in these languages at
the stage at which we know them.
Frorn different points of view, 1 have elsewhere collected the data
which concern us here.!" These data are essentially as follows:
a) Abstracts and collectives of Luwian in -ahi (t) parallel to those
in -( a i-a-i (with ending -S) in Hittite; in this language forms are
also found in -ahhi, -ahi, and also, simply, forros in -bi of the
declension in -l.
b) Forms in -a-ga of the neuter plural in Palaic, obviously recharacterized forms with original -lja.
e) Forms in Lycian in -ahi (and in -ehi, derived from these), which
not only function as adjectives but aboye aIl as pure stems maínly
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in the function of genitive singular, but also of genitive plural and
other cases (norninative, dative, accusative singular; and there are
others with agglutination). In the neuter plural there is -aha, corrcsponding to the fonn mentioned in b). In my above-mentioned
work 1 believe 1 have mude quite clear the nature of pure stems of
these forrns and their case function with the noun and the adjective.
Lycian sornetimes used the -ahi]aí opposition to distinguish cases
(genitive and dative singular aboye all), according to a well-known
prccedure.

Yet this does not only occur in Anatolian. Old Indic forms such as
sakhibhis, pathibhis and others preserve in their voiceless aspirant a
trace of the old laryngeal, in rnuch the same way as tasthimá and
other forrns. Forrns such as sakhii, etc., have taken over the voiceless
aspi ran t.
1 end with this. It seerns obvicus that in lE III outside Anatolian,
the sterns in *-0 were widely developed, being reduced to an inf1exion
withoui *-s in the norninative singular (as against the Hittite type
in -ais¡ and with onIy monosyllabic treatments of the vowel-pluslaryngeal group (*-a, not *-ei). 15 Besides, in the case of the 0 degree
of the vowel , the solutions <s and *-aí (*not -i) were favored: a
certain type of "rhyme" was created. Conversely, in other stems,
the 0 degree *-Í was favored and in the full degree forms which
"rhymed " with the forrner (*-ei). As is said above, there is a
previous stage in Ana tolian at which these types of forms are mixed
with a certain freedom. Sometirnes, this mixture survived here and
there in the sterns in *-("5 and *-0.
The inflexion in *-ii has ha rd 1y left any traces in Ana tolian, except
in forms in *-(1 of the nominative-accusative-vocative neuter plural
(although al times singular). In the declension in -as of Hittite,
certain forms of this inflexión are to be found securely integrated:
as *0 was altered to a, the two inflexions were confused, with the
exception of the norninative singular with 0 ending. In any case, it
is likely that the diffusion of the inflexion in *-fi was post-Anatolian:
a boye all beca use it is really a parallel lo the thematic inflexion,
which in Hittite still displays non-thernatic forms (nominative and
accusu ti ve singula r wi th 0 ending, of the kurur type alongside
kururas. k ururan; da t1 ve singula r in -i; nominative plural in -e~1. Of
course. there was still no difference in this language between masculine and ferninine. On the other hand, certain inf1uences of the
stems in *-cj on those in *-0 and vice-versa already belong to lE
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III: 1 shall not go into this matter here; but it indicates the recent
nature of both formations, even though they began in IE 11.
These are the arguments that can be put forward in favor of the
thesis 1 sumrnarize here. *-ii, *-ai and *-ei are originalIy endings of
pure sterns with a final full degree, stems in *-H~: they were later
grammaticalized and spread variously through severa] declensions.
The same goes for the endings of pure stems in *-e and *-0, and
could also be said for the corresponding forros in the 0 degree,
that is, *-0, *-ai and *-i, which originated from the stems which
ended in any of the three laryngeals. *-0, *oi, *-0, finally, are

analogicaI forms.
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