A, AUFSATZE

“Stative” "-& revisited

§1. In my 1978 monograph Stative and Middle in Indo-European
(Jasanoff 1978; henceforth SMIE) I discussed the problem of “&-verbs” or
“gstatives” around the IE family. “8-verbs” are stative, inchoative, or
passive verb forms whose salient morphological characteristic is a suffix
reconstructible as *-&- < *.ehy- Uncontroversial reflexes of this morpheme
are found in seven branches of the family:

Italic. In Latin, stative presents in -& may be deverbative, as in habes,
-&re ‘have’ (= Umbr, habetu habeto’), maned, -€re ‘remain’, taced, -ere
‘be silent’; or denominative, as in rubeg, -ére ‘be red, blush’, areg, -ere
‘be dry’, sened, -&re ‘be old’} Denominative statives in -ed, -gre are
productively accompanied by inchoatives in -8scd, -8scere (cf. rub@sco
‘turn red’, dr@sco ‘grow dry’, sendsco ‘grow old). Stripped of their verbal
inflection, the stems of such verbs may combine with facis ‘do’ to form
a periphrastic factitive (cf.,, e.g., ar@-facig ‘make dry’, with tmesis in
3 sg. facit are) or serve ag the basis for the creation of nominal forms
{e.g., drea ‘threshing space’, acstum “vinegar' (: aced ‘be sharp’}, rubsta
*kind of (reddish) toad’).

Anatolian. Hittite has a residual class of denominative statives in -e-
{(-&} {e.g., 3 sg. mardezzi s false’ (: maria-), tannattezzi ‘is desolate’
(: tannatta-}}); related to these are the preductive and very common
inchoatives or “fientives” in -eé- {e.g., marfeszi ‘becomes false’,
tannatteszi ‘becomes desolate’, Salledzi ‘grows great’ (: Salli-), etc.)?

Greek, Greek presents two quite separate groups of forms: 1} denom-
inative contract verbs with presents in -éw (for *-Miw) and futures and
aorists in -no- {e.g., tvééw, ~ow, -noa ‘be in bloon’ (; &vlog flower’),
Bopote (-no-) ‘have courage’ (: 8époog ‘courage’, Bopats ‘bold’), Boppte

! The clarity with which this distinction is now made, not only in Latin and
Italic but in PIE itself, is due to Watkins (1971),

*The Hittite type marSezzi, tannattezz, etc. was discovered by Watkins (1971:
72 £). .
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(1o~} ‘be amazed’ (: 8éufog “amazement’)); and 2) non-denominative
intransitive (“passive”) aorists in -n- built to primary verbs (e.g., épévnv
‘went mad’ (: pres. peivopon ‘rage’), &(F)aynv ‘broke (intr.) (: pres.
(Fy&yvom break (tr.Y), éppony flowed’ (: pres. pém flow?)). Inner-Greek
offshoots of the aorist in -n- include the “normal® acrist passive in -8y
(e.g., EAExBv ‘was said, EgAnony ‘was Joved), the passive/intransitive
future in -(@no- (poficopar, AexOhoopo, etc.), and the perfect in -n(x)-
{nepdovnpaon, éppinka, etc.).

Slavic. Old Church Siavonic has both denominative and deverbative
&-verbs, Denominatives, more often inchoative than stative, have
presents in -&o, infinitives in -&ti, and aorists in -8xs {e.g., stardfo, -6t
-&xb ‘grow old’ (: start ‘old’), bogatdjo ‘get rich’ (: bogats ‘rich’), céldjo
‘become healthy’ (: c&ln *healthy')). Deverbatives likewise have in-
finitives in -8t and aorists in -&xn, but form their presents with an
etymologically unclear suffix - < *4- (e.g., boZdp (3 sg. buvdity), -&ti
‘be awake’, menfo, -&ti ‘think’, pri-lnpljo, -8t ‘adhere’).

Baltic, The situation in Lithuanian is similar to that in Slavic. Denom-
inative inchoatives and statives have presents in -&fu, infinitives in
-¢i, preterites in -&au (< *-g/3-), and futures in -&siu {e.g., senéju, -84,
-gjau, -&siu‘grow old’ {: sénas ‘old’), jaundju, -&ti ‘get younger® (: jiunas
‘young’), storéju, -6ti ‘get fat’ (: storas fat’). Deverbative statives inflect
like denominatives in the infinitive, preterite, and future, but have
presents in -i- < *-I- (e.g., budZiit (3 p. budi), -&ti ‘be awake’, minis, -&t
‘mentior’, turig, -&ii ‘have’). Infinitives in -84 are also found beside
presents of other types (e.g., §vitd (3 p. $vifa), -&ti “licker’, OLith,
merdrmi, -&ti be on the point of dying’, etc.),

Celtic, &-verbs are not a synchronic category in Celtic, but have left a
clear reflex in Olr. ruidid, ruidi ‘blushes’, forming a word equation
with Lat. rubgre, Lith. radéti ‘rust’, OCS rvdéti sg ‘blush’, and OHG
rotén “turn red’.

Germanic. Both deverbative and denominative statives and incho-
atives in Germanic are characterized by an etymologically problematic
suffix *.ai-/*{jla- (e.g., deverbative Go. 3 sg. habaip ‘has’ {= OHG
habet), Go. pahaip is silent’ {= OHG daget), Go. munaip *has in mind’
(= OHG fir-monat ‘despises’); denominative Go. fastaip ‘fasts’ (= OHG
fastét; cf. *fasta- ‘firm, fast’), Go. armaip ‘has pity’ (= OHG (bi-)armat;
cf. "arma- ‘miserable’)). The only unambiguous reflexes of *-&- are in
nominal forms like Go. armaio ‘mercy’ (< *&i4) and faheps joy* (cf.
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OHG gi-fagét ‘rejoices’), the former recalling Lat. drea (cf. above) and
the latter the Balto-Slavic infinitive type in *-&ti.

Putative reflexes of &verbs in the other IE languages, such as the Armenian
passives and deponents in - (e.g., berimt ‘I am carried’, unim T have’) and
the Tocharian class II/IV presents in A -a- and B -e-/-0- (e.g.,, A wikatdr,
B wiketdr disappears’, A wakatdr, B wokotir breaks (intr.)") will be dealt
with as they arise in the discussion below.

§2. A great deal has been written about &-verbs over the past century,
most of it long since rendered obsolete by the advent of the laryngeal
theory and other refinements in our knowledge of PIE phonology and
morphology. At the time SMIE was written: in the 1970, the theory of
*-.g- that seemed most in need of critical attention was a view held by the
late Warren Cowgill (see Cowgill 1963: 265 £, based in part on Bennett
1962), and subsequently elaborated by his students Hans Hock (1973:
3321.) and Donald Ringe (1988-90: 87 ff.; 1996: 56 ff,, 119 ff.). According
to the “Cowgill school,” PIE *-eh,-, with zerc grade *-h;-, was an aorist
suffix which retained its original value in Greek (cf. épévnv} and, extended
by further material, in Slavic (cf. mbnéxp < *-8-s-) and Baltic (cf. mindfau
< *-§-ja-). Such “€-aorists” were said to have given rise to two kinds of
derived presents. In the later and more transparent type, *jé/d-was added
to the full-grade aorist suffix *eh,-, producing the suffix complex *-eh;-jé/&-
“* gjé/6-") seen, e.g,, in the Latin statives of the second conjugation and
the Balto-Slavic denominatives of the sfaréjp-, sen&ju-type. In the other,
more archaic class of derived stative presents, *-jé/6- was added to the
zero grade of the aorist suffix, yielding stems in *-h;-jé/6- (“*-2jé/6-"). The
distinctive claim of the Cowgill school was that the suffix complex *-h;-jé/6-
was the source of the Slavic deverbative presents in *I- (OCS menjo,
mbnity), the Baltic deverbative presents in *i- (Lith. minid, mini), and the
Germanic presents in *“ai-/*(fla- (Go. munaip), The Tocharian class Iil
and IV presents were added here by Ringe {cf. above).

Much of the argumentation in SMIE was devoted to exposing the inad-
equacies of this model, and, in particular, to showing why the sequence
*hy~jé/ 8- could nothave yielded the Balto-Slavic, Germanic, and Tocharian
forms it was invented to explain. But SMIE also had two positive goals —
to argue for an alternative explanation for the forms which Cowgill and
his followers had tried to derive from presents in *-h;-jé/6-, and to offer a
new view of the original function and distribution of the &-suffix. The
resulting synthesis was, I believe, correct in all essential respects. In the
quarter century that has elapsed since SMIE appeared, however, a veritable
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“knowledge explosion” has affected almost all areas of IE comparative
grammar, and some of the insights gained over this period shed light on
problems that were impossible to resolve in the 1970’s. This is itself
sufficient reason to revisit the issues that animated the discussions and
disagreements of twenty-five years ago. There is also a more specific
reason why a re-examination of the a-verbs is particularly apposite now.
In 1998 the Cowgill analysis was revived in an extended presentation by
Jon Axel Hardarson (HarBarson 1998), whese views were almost imme-
diately taken up in the influential Lexicon der indogermanischen Verben
(henceforth LIV) published in the same year.? As a result, the putative
aoristin *-eh;-and present in *-f1,-j6/6- now find inclusion, as the “fientive”
and “essive,” respectively, in a major IE reference work.

§3.  Ouwr return to the problem of the &-verbs can begin with a brief
review of Hardarson’s major claims. The cormerstone of the case for a PIE
“g-aorist,” for Hardarson as for everyone elge, is the Greek aorist in -n-
(Epdvqv, £(F)&ynv, ete.), which he characterizes as “fientive” or “patientive”
depending on the valence of the underlying root (327). Cognates for this
supposedly inherited formation are hard to find. Hardarson adduces the
fact (324) that in Balto-Slavic, the infinitive stem in *&- of deverbative
statives forms the basis of the acrist or preterite (OCS inf. budéti, menéti
- aor. bbdExt, mbnéxt; Lith. inf, budéti, minéti - pret. budéiau, mindau).
But it cannot be emphasized too strongly here that such aorists or preterites
do not constitute evidence for an &-aorist of the Greek type, A yawning
semantic gap separates OCS bbdéxb, menéxv and Lith, budéfau, mindjau,
on the one hand, from Gk. &uévnv, &(£¥ymy, etc, on the other. The Baltic
and Slavic forms are not fientive or patientive (i.e., passive); they are simply
the stative preterites corresponding to the stative preserts *budi-, *minf-
and the stative infinitives *budati, *minéti. A form like 1sg. *budésm,
which must have been the Proto-Balto-Slavic antecedent of OCS bndéxp
and Lith. bud¢jau, meant T was awake’, like a PIE imperfect or pluperfect,
not T awoke’ like an aorist in the Indo-European sense.! To express the

? The oral version of Hardarson’s paper was given in 1996, at the Tenth Fach-
tagung of the Indogermanische Gesellschaft in Innsbruck, References to LIV in
this paper are to the 2001 (second) edition,

*1follow the traditional practice of labeling the Balto-Slavic category ancestral
to the Slavic aorist and Baltic preterite the “aorist” — an acceptable usage so long
as we remember that the Balto-Slavic aorist, unlike its Greek counterpart of the
same name, was a purely temporal category, _
Verbs with “second stems” in *-V- ("4, “&, etc.) generally have aorists in % V.x/
§/%-(< *V-s-} in Slavic and preterites in *-V-{a- in Lithuanian. The Slavic situation
is the more original; Baltic *-{- is the replacement of earlier *s-
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non-stative meaning ‘awoke’, Slavic and Lithuanian both employ transfor-
mations or replacements of the PIE middle root aorist — in Slavic the
secondarily sigmatized aorist 1 sg, bedoxs (for earlier *bovd®), 2, 3 sg. bude,
etc. (: pres. be(d)ng), and in Lithuanian the d-preterite 1sg. budaii, 3 p.
bado, etc. (: pres. bundi).®

Hardarson's further evidence for an &-aorist adds nothing important
to the picture. The Armenian aorist type tak'eay T hid’ (< *taki- pres.
#ak'®im < *taki-sk-), which, following Klingenschmitt (1982: 282), he
attributes to a PIE aorist in *-&- (324), can phonologically just as easily go
back to an aorist in *&-s-. From the point of view of overall patterning,
the sequence *-8-s- is clearly the better choice; the pair tak¢im: fakeay
looks very much like a present in *“&ske/o- (cf. the type Lat. rubgsco,
senesco, etc.) coupled with a derived s-aorist of the type OCS staréxt or
Gk, 286ponoa.® The Old Albanian aorist stems pa- ‘see’ and ra- fall’, which
Hardarson (325), again citing Kilingenschmitt (1982: 150 £.), tentatively
refers to &-aorists *pas-&-and *ros-&-, are not probative either, since there
is no evidence that the lost stem-vowel was -,

In short, once the Balto-Slavic stative “aorists” in *-8-s- (> OCS -éx3, Lith,
-&fau) are removed from the picture, HarBarson’s case for a PIE athematic
aorist in *-eh;- is based entirely on the category that gave rise to the
hypothesis in the first place — the Greek aorist in -n-.

§4. Hardarson finds evidence for PIE “essive” presents in *-hy-jé/6- in
five present formations in the daughter languages: the Greek type Sopoéo,
the Armenian stative type mnam I remair, the Germanic class III weak
verbs in *-ai-/*(jja-, the Tocharian class Ill and IV presents, and the Indo-
Iranian passive in ~y4-. All of these can be, and have been, better explained
in other ways.

5 As will be discussed elsewhere, the Slavic (and Balto-Slavic) “thematic” aorist
{*badh, -e, -6, etc.) probably goes back to the same PIE middle aorist formation as
the Indo-Iranian “passive” aorist (¢f. Ved. 3 sg. dbodhi ‘awocke’, pl. abudhran),
Balto-Slavic thematic aorists were converted to 4-preterites in Baltic (cf. Stang
1966: 378). See further note 45.

¢ The suffixes *-skefo- (present) and *s- (acrist) are of course derivationally
and etymologically related: note the ancient pairs *pr(k)ske/o-‘ask’ (Ved. pfochati,
Lat. posco, etc.) : aor. "préif-s- (Ved, dprat, Toch. B preksa, etc.), and *hyis-ské/d-
‘seek’ (Ved. fcchdti) : aor. *hydis- (Ved. aisrt).
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The Greek 8apotw-type and Arm. mnam need not detain us for long.
As shown by Watkins (see note 4), presents of the type Bopoéwm, dviéw,
etc. are unproblematically derivable from preforms in *eh,-je/o-(> *-&je/ ),
which at some point prior to the quasi-regular Greek shortening of *-&fe/o-
to *-eje/o- were mechanically provided with aorists in *&-5-(cf. upéo for
*uipdio < *ehyje/o- aor. ryfico). Hardarson opts for a more complicated
account, substituting (328 £.) *-h,-f&/¢- for Watking’ *-eh,-je/0-, and “-éhy-/
*.h,- for Watkins” *eh;-s-. To justify the phonological development of
*-hfe/o-to Gk. -ee/ o~, heis obliged to reject “Pinault’s Rule” — the widely
accepted inner-PIE loss of postconsonantal laryngeals before *4-in medial
syllables {cf. Pinault 1982). He makes no effort to explain the apparently
exceptionless replacement of his aorists *8opon-, *&vln-, etc. by sigmatic
Bopono-, &vina-, etc., despite the robust survival of &-aorists elsewhere in
Greek (fpdwmy, &(Péymy, etc.)’

The proposed derivation of Arm. mnam from *mn-h,-jé/6-, an idea
advanced by Barton (1990-91), is vitiated by the etymological ambiguity
of stem-final -a- in Armenian, which can in principle go back to any or all
of “&-, *-a-, *dfefo-, and *dje/o- Hardarson’s choice of *-dfe/o- (< -h,-j&/
-} for the forms he calis “a-statives” (329}, besides again flying in the face
of Pinault’s Rule, is completely arbitrary. mnam itself, as he admits, could
equally well come from a lengthened-grade iterative *mén-gje/o-, a form
indirectly attested in Greek (Argolic) émpepnvoxovn (¢ *Em-pnvée). And
since it is in fact quite common for PIE presents in “*-gje/ 0-” both iterative
and denominative, to acquire stative value in the IE daughter languages
(cf. Gk. dpéo ‘see’, Lat. sperg, -dre ‘hope’, Go. miton ‘think’, etc.), there is
no need to look any further for the source of “stative” -a-2

? One could, of course, argue that there was a principle behind the addition of
-0~ t0 *opom-, *é&ven- but not ¥pavy-, \(payn- ~ specifically, that the former corre-
sponded to presents in -ém, while the latter did not (cf, paivope, (£)éyvopar). The
important point, however, is that since the pattern -8o : -moo was completely
regular and productive, the acrists *8apono-, *6venc- could have been created at
any time, with or without a mediating stage *Bapon-, *avan-.

® As another example of his type HarBarson cites {again following Barton)
{manam, aor. imacay ‘understand’, with a base ima- supposedly going back to
*im-fy-jé/6-. imanam, however, has exactly the same structure as loganam, logaci
‘washy’, which looks very much like the indirect reflex of an iterative Youhy-ehyfe/
o- 1‘[‘ Ylowafe/ 0-*), Other probable iteratives are, e.g., pfngam ‘sneeze’ and kardam
‘call’.
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§5.  Unlike the Greek and Armenian forms just discussed, which are
quite unproblematic within their respective traditions, the Germanic
class Il weak verbs in 3 sg. pres. *-aip constitute one of the most difficult
problems of Germanic comparative grammar. My own suggested solution,
an earlier version of which appeared in SMIE (73 f.), will be given in §21.
The detailed discussion that follows deals only with the quality of the

evidence for *-hy-jé/6-.

Following the Cowgill school and some earlier authorities, Hardarson
(329 £f.) assumes that the Proto-Germanic class I paradigm was char-
acterized by an alternation between *-ai-in the 2 sg., 3 sg., and 2 pl., and
*ja- in the 1 sg., 1 pl,, and 3 pl. This view, though widely and carelessly
repeated, is not in fact what the evidence shows. In Old Norse, which
provides the best starting point for a survey of the data, there are actually
three class III paradigms: 1) that of the great majority of class 1il verbs,
with *ai- in alternation with *a- (e.g., 1sg. vaki ‘I am awake’, 2,3 sg.
vakir (< *wakai-), pl. vokum, vakid, vaka); 2) that of segfa ‘say’ and (by
analogy) pegja 'be silent’, with *-ai- in alternation with *ja- (1 sg. segiand
(rare) seg, 2, 3 sg. segir and (rare) segr, pl. segjum, segid, segja); and 3)
that of hafa ‘have’, with apparent contamination of forms in *ai-, *-a-,
and *-i- (1 sg. hefiand hef, 2, 3 sg. hefir and hefr, pl. hofum, hafid, hafa).?
No such variety is found in Gothic, where all class III verbs, including
“have” (“say” does not occur), have -ai- alternating with -a- (sg. haba,
-ais, -aip, pl. habam, -aip, -and; pret. habaida). Old High German shows a
different situation again. Here -e- (< *ai-)} is generalized throughout the
paradigm, both in “normal” class Il verbs {e.g., dagén ‘be silent’, pres.
dagem, -&s, ~&t, -&mes, -6t, -ent) and in “have” and “say” {(habam/sagem,
-&s, -8, etc.). “Have” and “say,” however, also show significant variant
farms. Among these are 1) 1 sg. habu, sagu, recalling Go. 1sg. haba]® 2)

® In making sense of these forms, it is important o bear in mind thatthe 1 sg,
present in Old Norse is always synchronically derivable from the 2,3 sg. by
deleting the final -r. In the paradigm of segfa, the {purely West Norse) absence of
gemination before the --is due to contamination with segir < *sagaiz and segr<
*sagiz, while f-umlaut has been generalized from segja, segr, etc. The most striking
feature of hafa vis-a-vis segfa is the complete absence of unambiguous ja-forms;
the “short” paradigm hef(r}, hofum, etc. is indistinguishable from that of a strong
verb,

1% In Tatian scribe v, to be sure, and hence uncertain as to dialect. See most
recently Klein (2001).

Diie Sprache 43,2 (2002-2003), 127-170




134 Jay Jasanoff

2,3 sg. hebis, -it, segis, -itand pret. hebita, segita (for normal habata, sageia),
as if from class I weak verbs *habjan and *sagjan; and 3) pret. hapta and
(it is probably safe to infer) *sacta, with voiced clusters *-bd- and *-gd-
and no union vowel. Another such form is hocta ‘thought, considered’
(< *hug-d-; pres. (class I) hucken < *hugjan), to which we will return below.
It will be noted that neither Old Norse, nor Gothic, nor Old High German
lends even weak support to the view that all class II verbs originally had
a paradigm with alternating *ai- and *-ja- Rather, the forms in these
languages suggest that the basic class HI type had a paradigm with *ai-
and *a-, but that “have” and “say” departed from the normal pattern in
ways still to be clarified. The evidence of the Ingvaeonic languages (chiefly
Old Saxon and Old English)" only strengthens this impression. Here, for
the most part, all “normal” class Il verbs are transferred bodily to class II
(<L, e.g., OS hwiton, OF hwriian ‘turn white’ (= OHG wizen); OS folgon,
OE folgian follow’ (= OHG folgen)). Special paradigms, however, are
retained by “have” and “say,” which have stems *hab(bjja-, “sag(g)ja-
where Gothic has haba- (OS 1 sg. habbiu, pl. habbiad, inf. habbian, OF
1sg. heebbe, habbap, habban; OS 1 sg. seggiu, pl. seggiad, inf. seggian,
OE secge, secgap, secgan). Other irregularities of “have” and “say” in
Ingvaeonic include 1) preterites of the OHG hapta-type (OS habda (ptep.
gi-habd), OF heefde (ptcp. ge-haefd); OS sagda, OF seegde); 2) inone dialect
of Old Saxon (Heliand ms. C), 2,3 sg. forms with -i- instead of -e- (-a-)
< *-ai- {habis, -id, segis, -id for -es/-as, -ed/-ad {ms. M); ¢f, OHG hebis, -it,
segis, -it); and 3) in the Northumbrian dialect of Old English, 1 sg. forms
hafo, sego, like OHG habu, sagu and Go. haba. Old English also has class
1l forms of the type 2 sg. hafas(t), sagas(t), 3 sg. hafap, sagap, as if < *habo-,
*sago-1?

§6. Whatare we to make of this proliferation of data? The natural point
of departure is “say,” the only class IIl verb with ja-forms in both North
and West Germanic. In the case of this word Hardarson’s reconstruction
of a paradigm *sagjy, *-ais, *-aip, etc. is obviously attractive. But it is sure-

" Old Frisian adds nothing to our understanding of the problem and will be
omitted in what follows.

12 Mention should also be made of the special class III treatment in Anglian,
Here the 3 sg. in &b < *-aip gave rise to a secondary stem in *&a-, mimicking the
secondaty stem in *oja- (beside 3 sg. *-0p) in class Il (fifian, gan < *libajan, copying
sealfian < *safbdfar). The remade class I1I forms can be distinguished metrically
and in other ways from their near-fookalikes in class IT; details are given by
Flasdieck (1935 158 ff.) and Cowgill (1959: 13 £},
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ly no accident that “say” also has an unexpected o-grade of the first
syllable, and that the PIE root "sek'- underlies an o-grade iterative-
causative *sok"-gje/o- in Balto-Slavic (cf. Lith. saky#i ‘say’, Serbian Ch, SI.
so¢iti indicate”). A plausible inference to be drawn from these facts would
be that “say” originally formed both an o-grade iterative-causative
*sag{w)ja, "~(i}is, *~()ip and a zero-grade class III weak verb (e.g., "skwo,
*skwais, *skwaip, vel sim.),”® from which a Proto-Germanic combined
patadigm was created by generalizing the “heavier” variant of.the root
{%sag(w)-) and the “heavier” variant of each ending (*5, *-ais, *-aip, etc.)."
Such a scenario would account for most of the special morphological
features of “say” in Old Norse and West Germanic, although it would not
by itself explain the deviant profile of “have.”

To see the problem of “have” in context, we must first turn to two
other verbs with class I affinities. The first is *hugjan think, consider’,
revealed by its reflexes across Germanic (cf. Go. hugfan, ON hyggja, OHG
hucken (huggen), OS huggian) to belong properly not to class Il but to
class 1. In Old High German, hucken shows occasional class III transfer
forms, notably the preterite hogéfa. Such forms are also found in Old
English, where hycgan is actually assigned to class 11l in many traditional
grammars (cf. 1 sg. hycge, 2 sg. hygstand hogast, 3 sg. hygp and hogap,
etc.). How is the late and partial shift of *hugjan to class Ill in some West
Germanic dialects to be explained? The reason was clearly not the quasi-
stative meaning “think” or the stem-final *ja-, since the nearly synon-
ymous weak verbs *pankjan (OHG denchen, OE pencean) and *punkjan
{OHG dunchen, OF pynicean) showed no comparable disposition to leave
class I. The decisive point of contact with class IT, rather, was that *hugjan
had the anomalous preterite and past participle “hugd- (WGmc. *hogd-),
with the same voiced cluster and lack of union vowel as in *habd- and

B *5eg(w)o, *seg{w)ais, etc., with the substitution of e-grade for zero grade,
would also, of course, have been possible, But *sk* is well attested as the zero
grade of PIE *sek’ ‘say”; cf, Gk. impv. tvi-one(g) ‘say?, Lat. inquit (< tnsk*) says’,
MW chwedl (< *sk"etio-) ‘tale’.

4 An underlying iterative-causative “sok*-6je/o-is also assumed in LIV526 £,
where the class I forms in *-ai-are attributed to the influence of “pagai-be silent”.

*The reflexes of *punijan are used impersonally, as in Go. mis pugkeip, CHG
mir dunchit, OE me pyncp ‘I think’,
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"sagd-'* In early Old High German the coexistenice of “normal” habata
and sageta beside archaic hapta and *sacta led to the creation of “normal”
hogeta beside archaic hocta, despite the absence of a supporting present
*hogem, *-&s, etc. Similarly, hogde in dialectal Old English was renewed
as hogode, which probably played a role in the creation of 2, 3 sg. hogast,

hogap.

The other verb which bears importantly on “have” is “live.” In Gothic
and Old Norse, “live” is an ordinary class III verb (Go. liban, libaip; ON
lifa, Iifi(r), etc.), without any of the peculiarities that set apart “have” and
“say.” In West Germanic, however, the familiar idiosyncrasies reappear,
including a stem *libb)ja- in Old Saxon and OId English (OS 1 sg, libbiu,
3 pl. libbiad, -iod; OE libbe, libbap, elc.), class ] forms in Old High German
(2, 3 sg. libis, -it alongside regular lebs, -8, a 1 sg. form Lifo)fo in dialectal
Old English, and a preterite — the only other such “short” form in
Germanic ~ with -d- added directly to the root-final voiced obstruent
{OS Libda, OE lifde). Since there is no sign of a stem */ibja- in Old Norse,
the jaforms of “live” are best regarded as an inner-West Germanic
creation. It is easy to see how these could have come about: the West
Germanic preterites *sagd- ‘said’ and *hogd- ‘thought’ (> OS sagda, hogda,
OE szgde, hogde) corresponded to 1 sg. presents *saggju and *huggiu
(> OS5 seggiu, huggiu, OF secge, hycge), so the pretetite *ibd- lived’ was
provided with a 1 sg. present *Iibbju. The preterite in *-bd-, which had no
etymological connection with the class III suffix (cf. note 15), thus became
the vehicle for accommodating the inflection of “live” to that of its two
most salient class IIf congeners, “have” and “say.”

1 It must be emphasized that the voiced clusters in these forms and in *ibd-
(cf. below) have nothing to do with class Il inflection as such. *habda-was formed
within Germanic by combining the synchronic root *hab- (< *kap-8) with the
productive suffix form *-da- (< *46-); the result was a participle with the meaning
“had,” contrasting with *hafta- < *kap-td- ‘taken’. Similarly, Gme. *hug-da-zand
the parallel *hug-di-z‘mind’ (= Go. ga-hugds, OF -hygd) were made by combining
synchronic *hug- with synchronic *da-/*di- the “unreformed” i-stem noun may
survive in O hyht hope, trust, joy”. The voicing in *sagda-and *ibda-is likewise
secondary. What is genuinely old in these forms (and in the dental preterites later
built to them} is the absence of a union vowel — *.ai- in class HI, *i-in class | —
between the root-final consonant and the dental.

No credence can be placed in the proposed derivation of *habda-from *kapats-
(i.e., *kap-hy-td; Cowgill apud Bammesberger 1969: 534 £, Not only was “%5”
lost in precisely this position in the Germanic word for “daughter” (Go. dauhtar
< *d*ugatér < *-h,tér), but *-h,- was probably lost between obstruents in PIE itself
{cf. Jasanoff 2003: 77). The alleged participiai typein *#,-to-isin any case a fiction;
see below,
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§7. We can now return to “have” itself. The unambiguous ja-forms of
this verb are confined to the Ingvaeonic languages, where, like the ja-forms
of “live,” they can easily be explained analogically (*sagd-, *{‘luga'- : *5ap]o,
*hugjo : : *habd-: X; X = *habjo). Yet the f-umlaut and optional syncope
in ON 2, 3 sg. hef(i)r show that “have,” though lacking ja-forms in North
Germanic, must already have differed from “normal” class Iil verbs at
the Northwest Germanic stage. ON hafa presupposes t?vo partly
overlapping presents, one with the standard class III aIt‘ernaizon of *-ai-
and *-a- ( *habo, *-als, *-aip, etc., whence the full ending -ir), and the other
an ordinary thematic present in *-i-/*-a- (*habg, *is, *-ip, etc., whence t_he
umlaut and “short” ending -r). It is not clear how this situation » _wrhlc‘h
is not predicted under any theory of class IIl — arose. One posmblht_y is
that early Germanic originally had only a “normal” class Il paradigm
*habo, *-ais, *-aip, etc., but that at some time prior to the breakup of
Northwest Germanic the non-stative use of *haban in the sense ‘take,
obtain, bring’ — a common meaning of hafa in Old Norse — brought
about a secondary distinction between *habo, *-ais, "-aip ‘have’.and anew,
specifically non-stative *haba, *-is, *-ip take’. If the difference in meaning
between the stative and non-stative forms was later lost, the doublets
2 sg. *habais{ *habisand 3 sg. (= 2 pl.) *habaip/ *habip could have survived
as free variants. In West Germanic, the synchronically marked paradigm
*hab0, *-ais (var, *is), *-aip (var. *ip), pret. *habd-waseventually (.:onfuse'd
with that of “say” (*sag(g)jo, "-als, *-aip, pret. *sagd-), ‘jlive”' (*I:E??}, *ais,
*aip, pret. *libd-), and (dialectally} “think” (*hug(g)io, *.-15, *—1‘}7, prfzt.
*hogd-), resulting in the quasi-attested Ingvaeonic *hab(b)jo, *-ais, "-aip.

Whatever the merits of this scenario — and it is certainly not the only
oneimaginable” — the inescapable larger conclusion is that the agreement

7 Two possible variants:

1) Barly Germanic originally had only a thematic (“strong”) present *haby,
* is, *-ip, etc,, meaning ‘obtair’. In the course of a gradual semantic shift from
‘obtain’ to have’, the forms in *is and *-ip were replaced, fo the extent they had
stative value, by *habaisand *habaip, with the endings of “normal” class Hl verbs,
The two sets of forms, though eventually falling together semantically, survived
into North and West Germanic, and events proceeded as above.

2) Early Germanic inherited two paradigms, one of the class ITI type (_*habb,
* afs, *aip, efc.) and meaning ‘have’, and the other thematic (*hab3, *is, *-ip, etc.}
and meaning ‘obtain’, The overlap of the two in the 1 sg.,, 1 pl., 3 pl,, efc. lec*i to
their merger into a single lexical item with both meanings; the doublets 2 g, ha-
bais/*habis and 3 sg, (= 2 pL.) *habaip/ *habip survived as interchangeable free
variants into Northwest Germanic.
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of “have” with the other “special” class III verbs in West Germanic is a
late and unoriginal feature.

§8.  The Germanic facts can now be summarized. Even under the most
superficial reading of the evidence, the only conceivable candidates for
an inherited class Il paradigm in *ai-/ *ja- are the four verbs with
preterites in *-bd-or *gd- — “have” (*hab-), “say” {*sag-), “think” (*hug-),
and “live” (*1ib-). Of these, only *sagai-/ *sagja-, which probably had its
origin in the fusion of two originally distinct presents, is securely recon-
structible with a stem in *-ai-/ *-ja-for Proto-Germanic or Proto-Northwest
Germanic. *hugjan, despite its irregular preterite, was basically a weak
verb of class I, its partial transfer to class Il was a sporadic development
within West Germanic. Neither “live” nor “have” originally had ja-forms,
“Live” was a normal class Il verb in *ai-/ *-a- which acquired the stem-
form *1ib(bjja- in Ingvaeonic under the influence of “say” and “think™;
“have” was basically like “live,” though with variants *habis and *habip
in the 2,3 sg. In non-Ingvaeonic West Germanic (i.e., Old High German)
the patterns of convergence were different. Here the -u of OHG 1 sg. habu
(= OE hafo), sagu (= OF saxgo), and *Iibu (cf. OF li(o)f0) was extended to
“say” from “have” and “live”; the -i- of OHG 3 sg. hebit (= OS habid),
segit (= OS segid), libit was imported into “say” and “live” from “have”;
the -i- of OHG pret. hebita, segita, libita was ultimately taken from the
Ja-forms of “say.”®

It is important to note that although Ingvaeonic *ai-/*ja- can easily
be explained as the replacement of Germanic *-ai-/*a-, the converse is
not true. If Gothic had inherited, e.g., a 1sg. *munja corresponding to
3 sg. munaip ‘intends’, it would be virtually impossible to understand the
remodeling of *munya to the attested muna. HarBarson claims, most
implausibly (330, n. 18), that in the Germanic dialects ancestral to Gothic
and Old Norse, diphthongal forms like munaip were analyzed into an
invariant part muna- and a thematic ending -ip, thus triggering the rise of
analogical thematic formsin1 sg. *a-0,1 pl. *a-am(z),and 3 pl, *a-anp/d.
These forms, he says, were then further transformed: the 1 sg. in trimoric
*-O'was analogically shortened to bimoric *-g, the 3 pl. in *-and was phono-

*® In short, Old High German showed as great a tendency as the Ingvaeonic
dialects to provide “have,” "say,” and “live” (though not “think”) with a single
inflection. The striking difference between the Old High German and Ingvaeonic
“solutions” is that the stem forms in *ja-, which were extended in Ingvaeonic,
were suppressed in Old High German.
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togically shortened to *-&nd, and the 1 pl. in *4m was ana-logically
shortened to -4m. But this account, grossly ad hocin any case, is undercut
by the fact that there were no comparable developments in the weak verbs
of class If, where the 1 sg. ends in -0 < *-§, the 3 pl. ends in -ond < *-onp/d,
and the 1 pl. ends in -6m < *-om(z). Nor does Hardarson make any attempt
to explain why “say,” the one class III verb with genuinely old, in-
dependently motivated ja-forms, was also the only verb which, under his
account, escaped the supposed analogical change from *aji-/*ja-to *-ai-/
*a- in Old Norse.

§9. The view that the class Ill suffix was *al-/ *ja-, in short, is fun-
damentally untenable. But even if the Proto-Germanic paradigm could
be reconstructed *habjo, *-ais, *-aip, etc., as claimed by Hardarson, Cowgill,
et al., it is inconceivable that these forms could have come from FIE
*kap-h,-é/6-(or *kh,p-h-jé/6). The putative development of *kap-hy-i6-h,
to *habjo and *kap-hy-fé-ti to *habaip requires us to assume 1) that *-hy-
first developed to vocalic *-a-in medial syllables in Germanic, even (despite
Pinault's Rule) before *-; 2) that the e-variant of the thematic vowel then
became *i-, either exclusively before endings containing a high vowel or
by a general raising of "-e-to *4- in mediai syllables; 3) that intervocalic
*j- was then lost before *-i-, but 4} not before other vowels; 5) that medial
*-a- was Jost between consonants (1 sg. *kapjo < *kapajo), but 6) not before
*i- (3 sg. "kapaiti); 7) that the diphthong *-ai- then yielded *-ai-; and 8)
that only after the change of 1 sg. *ajo to *jo did a second jloss rule
eliminate intervocalic *- (*J-} before vowels other than *-{cf., e.g., 1 sg.
salbo < *-gj5). Among the grotesquely stipulative features of this
explanation, particular note should be taken of the otherwise unmotivated
“special” loss of intervocalic *j- before *-i- (assumption 3)” and the
retention of *2 as a distinct vowel in Germanic until after the late raising
of %-e- in medial syllables (assumptions 5-7).2° And quite apart from con-
siderations of overall economy, it is an observabie fact that the Germanic
reflex of PIE *H-je/o- was *ji-/*-fa- and not *ai-/*ja-. The PIE present
*haérhs-je/o- ‘plow’, a stemn found in no fewer than four other branches of
the family (cf. Olr. airiu, Lith. arif, OCS orjo, Gk. &pow), appears in Ger-

1 As shown by Thérhallsdéttir {1993), there was only one rule of intervocalic
fHoss in Germanic, which deleted *4- after both stressed and unstressed vowels
except when it was “protected” by a preceding */-.

% The loss of interconsonantal laryngeals in medial syllables, whether or not
passing through a “schwa” phase, is an isogloss that Germanic shares with Balto-
Slavic; it must have been a very early rule. See note 16.
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manic as a normal present in *jan (Go. arjan, 3 sg. *jip; ¢f. OHG erien, -if,
efc.), with no hint of the expected diphthongal forms in *-ai- To suggest,
as Hardarson does, that “bei den Stativverben der interkonsonantische
Laryngal — als funktionstragendes Element — durch den konser-
vierenden EinfluG der Morphologie linger erhalten blieb als der funk-
tionslose Laryngal im Auslaut einer Wurzel” (331) leaves one wondering
whether the principle of Ausnahnsiosigkeit is simply being overridden
because it fails to support a favorite theory.

§10. Hardarson’s remaining evidence for “essive” presents in *-h~jé/6-
comes from Tocharian and Inde-Iranian. The Tocharian class I presents,
represented by A wikatdr and B wiketdr ‘disappears’, are an exclusively
deponent class characterized by the invariant stem vowel A -a-, B -e-. The
a: e correspondence points to Common Tocharian non-palatalizing *-e-,
which ordinarily goes back to PIE *0-2 The standard view, therefore,
takes the class III paradigm from a pre-Tocharian middle in 3 sg. *otor,
pl. *-ontor, with the same non-alternating o-timbre of the thematic vowel
as in the Gothic passive (cf. 1, 3 sg. bairada (< *~otoi) ‘am/is carried’, 2 sg.
bairaza (< *-osoif), 3 pl. bairanda (< *-ontod)). Hardarson rejects this
analysis, preferring the more complicated account given by Ringe (cf.
above). The distinctive claim of Ringe's approach is that the class IT theme
vowel goes back not to CToch. *e- < pre-Toch. *o0-, but to an otherwise
unknown Common Tocharian vowel %4-, supposedly the confraction
product of pre-Toch. *&fe/o-< *h;-jefo-.

The all-impertant forms for Ringe’s theory are the presents of class IV
— the descriptive class that takes the place of class II when the underlying
root contains an a-vowel. Class IV presents, though etymologically
identical with those of class IIl, show an unexpected phonetic rounding
in both syllables of the stem. Thus, e.g., the root AB wak- ‘break open’
(< PIE *yag-or *u(e)h,g-) forms a present A wakatdr, B wokotir (< CToch.
*wokotar; class IV) rather than A *wakatdr, B *waketdr (< CToch.
**waketor; class III). The source of the class IV rounding was clearly the
theme vowel. If this was PIE/pre-Toch. *0-, as generally assumed, the
rounding in *wokoter would have come about via the phonologically

3 I write *e and o for the relatively low Common Tocharian mid vowels
(= the "= and *4 of other writers), and subdotted *¢ and *p. for the much less
common high mid vowels.
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natural change of pre-Toch. *wag-o- to CToch. *wok-0-7 Ringe, how-
ever, denies the possibility of such a development in Tocharian, citing
nouns like A ak, B ake ‘end’ < *ak-0s (s-stem) and B antse ‘shoulder’ <
*3ms-o- (o-stem) to argue that CToch. *a was not subject fo rounding by
a following *o. His preferred alternative is to set up up a new rounded
vowel - which he attributes to *#jefo- But this is somewhat of an
overreaction; the absence of rounding in ak/ake, antse, etc. could also be
due to analogy with the large number of inherited s- and o-stems where
the root did not contain an a-vowel.® Without a decisive argument against
“o-umlaut,” the case for Ringe's ad hoc *-6- disappears, and with it the
evidence for pre-Toch. *ajefo-< *-Iy-jefo-.

§11. The Indo-Iranian passive in -y4-, Hardarson’s final supposed reflex
of the “essive,” is not at first blush a problematic category. Passives of the
type Ved. vidyite ‘is found’, uhydte ‘is conveyed’, dhiydte ‘is put’, efc. are
standardly assumed to have been specialized from je/o-presents of the
type mdnyate ‘thinks’, biidhyate ‘is awake, wakes up’, mriydte ‘dies’, etc.,
which are usually — and sometimes contrastively — intransitive (cf.,e.g.,
Jiyateis born' vs. jénati, jandyati ‘begets’, pdcyate ripens’ vs. pAcati ‘cooks’).
Typological parallels are plentiful; a semantic development from in-
transitive to passive is also observable in the Greek aorist passive in -(G)n-
{see §824 ff.) and the Indo-Tranian passive aorist in 3 sg. -i Yet despite the
simplicity of this picture, Hardarson follows Rasmussen (1993: 481) in
separating the two functions of -ya-, taking mdnyate, etc. from PIE *“je/o-,
and vidydte, etc. from PIE *-hy-jé/¢-. The identification of the passive with
the supposed “essive” creates more problems than it solves. The suffix-
shapes *a- and *-Hja- are indistinguishable in most environments in
Indo-Iranian, where sequences of the type *CHj- uncontroversially
yielded *-Cj- by Pinault's Rule and root-final *-i- and *-u- were leng-

2 The suggestion, in other words, is that the late PIE/early pre-Toch. sequence
*a. . .%o would have given CToch. *o. .. *o, with two instances of the Tocharian
apen o-vowel; the subsequent developmentto A a. .. aand B o. . . o would then
have been perfectiy regular.

B Nor should it be forgotten that the inherited s- and o-stem paradigms
contained many forms in which the root vowel was not followed by PIE short
*o-, such as the s-stem oblique cases in *es-and the o-stem case forms in *-0-and
o

* Evidently accepted by Hardarson as well, who thus claims exactly opposite
“schwa” treatments in Indic and Germanic: in Indic, loss before *j- and
vocalization before other consonants; in Germanie, vocalization before *+- and
loss everywhere else.
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thened before all *-suffixes, regardless of etymology. In the few cases
where the difference between *fa- and *-Hja- canin principle be detected
- ie, after anit roots ending in a liquid or nasal — it is clear that the
mark of the passive was *ja- and not *Hja-. Thus, the passive of kp-‘do’
is kriydte, not *kirydte; the passive of han- ‘slay’ is hanydte, not “hayate,
the passive of gam- "go’ is gamydte, not “gamydte. The passive taydte ‘is
extended, is completed’ (: fan- ‘stretch’), which Rasmussen (481) takes from
PIE *tn-h,-f&/ 6-, is better seen as an analogical sefform based on the partial
morphological overlap of tan- (pres. fanéti) with the semantically related
set root san'- ‘strive for, achieve’ (pres. sandt).

Before leaving Indo-Iranian, it is worth reflecting on the fact that
attempts to connect ya-presents like ményate (= Gk. poivopon) andfor
vidyédte with the &verbs of other IE languages are over a century old.®
Froma naive point of view it is indeed tempting to compare the historically
obscure paradigms of the Germanic third weak class and the Balto-Slavic
F-presents, both of which superficially offer evidence for a suffix-form
*-jo-, with the more transparent je/o-formations of Vedic and Greek. But
in the wake of endless failed attempts, it is by now safe to say that any
hope of combining the Germanic, Balto-Slavic, Indo-Iranian, and Greek
forms under a common formula — *-h;~{&/6-, *&f-/*ai-, or the like — is a
will-o™-the-wisp. The dialectal Germanic class III forms in *+a- are sec-
ondary, and the resemblance of the Balto-Slavic presents in *f-to presents
of the manyate/poivopou-type is, as we shall see below (§§18 ff.), illusory
as well * Neither Germanic nor Balto-Slavic, nor still less Toch-arian, offers
any basis for tampering with one of the clearest formations in IE
comparative grammar — the unitary class of stative and processual
presents in *~jé&/d-,

§12.  Itis ime to take stock. The serious evidence for a PIE “fientive,” or
aorist in *-&hy-/*h;-, comes down to a single formation — the Greek aorist
in -1~ (Epdvny, etc.). The evidence for a PIE “essive” or stative present
type in *“hy-jé/6-, is weaker still — so weak, in fact, that there is no reason
to believe that such a category existed at all. The conception that underlies
Cowgill’s and Hardarson’s theory of &-verbs — that ely-aorists were
fundamentally like root aorists, and that just as root aorists gave rise to
derived presents in *j6/6- (cf.,e.g., aor. *g¥ém-/ *gm- ‘go’ — pres, *gin-ié/ o-,
“pérg-/*urg- ‘work, effect’ - pres. *urg-jé/6-), so aorists of the type

¥ Hardarson himself gives a good survey of such attempts in his footnote 33,
* Hardarson, for his part, avoids the trap of the Balto-Slavic comparison; see
§19.
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*X-6h;-/*X-h,~could give rise to presents of the type *X-lt-jé/6- — is simply
incorrect. The stative presents in the IE daughter languages continue a
variety of formations, some of them containing clear reflexes of the esuffix
(e.g., the Latin type taced, -8re) and some of them not (e.g., the Germanic
class I type *bagan, *aip). But none of them go back to *-h-jé/6-.

There is actually nothing too surprising about any of this. The mor-
pheme *-eh;- is quite unlike any other PIE tense-aspect marker. Its
exceptional properties include the following:

1. it may be extended by further suffixes, both verbal (e.g., *je/o-in
Lith. senéfu, OCS stargjo; *-s-in Hitt. mardedzi; *.gke/o-in Lat. rub@sco)
and nominal (e.g., *to-in Lat. acétuny; *-#- in Go. faheps).

2. it is capable of standing in word-final position without any verbal
inflection, as in the Latin aréfacio/ facit 4ré construction (cf. §1) and its
intransitive counterpart with fic ‘become’. Here too belong the older
but identically formed b-future and b-imperfect (arebg, arebam, etc.}
and the structurally comparable Slavic imperfect (e.g., 1 sg. staréaxn,
mpndaxy, etc.).?

3. It alternates with nominal suffixes in “Caland systems.”” Thus, e.g.,
the common &verb *hyrud™¢h,-‘be(come) red’ (Lat. rubere, Olr. ruidid,
Lith. radet, OCS redéti sg, etc.) forms part of a derivational famity
that includes an adjective *hyrud®rd- ‘red’ (Gk. épubpde, Lat. ruber,
Toch. B ratre), an i-stem abstract *h,rud™4- ‘redness’ {(Ved. rudhi-kri-
‘scattering blood’, Lat. rithi-dus ‘red’), and an s-stem abstract *hréud™
es-(Gk. épetbog, Lat. rubor); another such family is *h,ek-6h,-‘be sharp’
(Lat. acere) : *hek-ro- ‘sharp’ (Gk. &xpog, OLith. asiras, OCS osirs) :
*h.ef-I- ‘sharpness’ (Gk. éxig 'sting’) : *h,ék-es- ‘sharpness’ {Lat. acus,
-eris ‘chaff’}. Caland alternations are further reflected in language-
particular “mini-systems” like the productive Latin pattern caled ‘be
warm’ : calidus : calor; palled ‘be pale’: pallidus : pallor, etc., and the
Greek pattern &viEwm : Givlog, Bopoiem : Bépoog, Boyfém : 8ouPog, etc.

¥ The famously mysterious second element in the Slavic imperfect was
probably originally *&sfo)m, *8ss, *8st, pl. *&s(o)mos, *&ste, *gsont, the augmented
imperfect of the copula; the same paradigm also gave the “imperfective” aorist
[E)éxn, [Bl, etc, The use of *-&- as a “union vowel” between the root and the
auxiliary in both Latin and Slavic (Lat. dac-8-bam = OCS ved-&-axn) virtually
assures the etymological identity the two formations.

B As pointed out by Watkins (1971: 64) and developed by Nussbaum (1975
50 ££,; 1999: 384 fL.).
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These facts are so familiar that they run the risk of being taken for granted.
It is altogether extraordinary, however, that a characterized P11 tense stem
— and especiaily an aorist or “fientive” stem — should have combined
freely with auxiliaries, served as the basis for the creation of verbal
abstracts, and participated in Caland alternations. To appreciate just how
peculiar the suffix *ehy- was in these respects, we need only imagine
how Proto-Indo-European would have looked if, say, the s-aorist stem
*pdgt-s- (; *yept-‘convey’) had formed a verbal abstract *puégh-s-ti-, ligured
in a periphrastic construction *pégs-s biuH- ‘be conveyed’, or spawned a
Caland adjective *pegt-s-ro- ‘conveying’. That we find such derivational
families organized around stems in *-eh,-, but not around s-aorists or
root aorists or nasal presents or perfects,® is a fact that needs to be ex-
plained at ieast as urgently as the forms that have occupied us thus far.

§13. Since 1978 (SMIE 122 ff.)  have taken the position that PIE “stative
*-g-" was not properly a verbal suffix at all, but originated in forms like
the Vedic adverb giha ‘hidden, in concealment’. Historically, gidha
(< *grugh-éh, with “adverbial” dislocation of the accent) is the instrumental
singular of the root noun guh- ‘concealment, hiding place’ (: pres. giihati
‘hides’). Itoccurs in three relevant syntagmas, exemplified in the passages
below:

a) paddm nd taydr giha dddhano

maho rayé citiyann dtrim aspah RV 5.15. 5
‘Der du wie ein Dieb deine Spur verbirgst, du hast jetzt zu groBem
Reichtum dich offenbarend dem Atri (aus der Not) heraus geholfen™

b) githa cdrantam sdkhibhih sivébhir

divé yahvibhir n4 gtiha babhtivaRV 3. 1. 9
‘Thn, der vor seinen guten Freunden sich verborgen hielt — vor den
jlingsten Téchtern des Himmels war er nicht verborgen’

¢) vidmd te ndma paramém giiha yad

vidmi tim dtsam ydta Zjagdntha RV 10, 45, 2
‘Wir kennen deinen hichsten Namen, der geheim ist; wir kennen den
Quell, von wannen du gekommen bist'

® The occasional instances in which a characterized present stem has been
reinterpreted as a root in the daughter languages (e.g., Skt. prechati ‘ask’, perf.
papraccha, ger. -prechya; OHG fregnan ‘ask’, pret. fragn) offer at best a very feeble
parallel to the derivational productivity of *efi~

® Translations from Geldner (1951).
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Passage a) illustrates the use of giiha with the roots dha- and kp-‘make’ to
mean *make {to be) with concealment’ > ‘make hidden’ — the same
syntactic combination, if we accept the equation of stative *-&- with the
instrumental in *-eh,, as in Lat. aréfacio. Passage b) illustrates the use of
githa with bhit- and as- ‘be(come)’ to mean *be(come) with concealment’
> ‘be({come) hidden’ — the construction found, mutatis mutandis, in Lat.
arefio, arebo, arébam, and the Slavic imperfect. Passage c) shows githain
the role of a predicative instrumental without an overt copula, Here there
is no formal match with any familiar syntagma in the other IE languages.
Functionally, however, the phrase giha ydd conveys exactly the same
meaning that elsewhere is expressed by a relative clause with an &-stative
{e.g., Lat. quod latet). Interestingly, an &stative from the root *gheugt- is
actually found in Lithuanian, where gho#eH, pres. 3 p. gliZi ‘nestle’ {with
secondary -0~ for -u-, as in riidéti) contrasts with non-stative g2, pres.
gliZa ‘protect, brood over’. Similarly, Ved. mfs3 ‘in vair', properly the
instrumental of the root noun corresponding to the verb mfgyate ‘forgets,
neglects’, is etymologically related to the Hittite Z-stative mardezziis false’
and its inchoative doublet mardeszi,

Besides instantly explaining the periphrastic constructions with verbs
of making and be{com}ing, the “instrumental” interpretation of stative
*.&- accounts directly for its Caland behavior. Caland systems, as we now
know {cf. Nussbaum 1999: 404, Schindler 1980: 392), are based on root
nouns: the suffixed stems *hrud®-ré-, *yrud®-i-, *hyréudes-, etc. represent
paraliel derivatives of an underlying *hrud®- redness’, a direct reflex of
which survives in Olr. rd {stem rod-) ‘red color’. But root nouns were
declined in Proto-Indo-European, and one of their case forms was the
instrumental singular in *-éh,. If *hyrud®éh, (instr. sg.) ‘with redness’ was
in fact the source of the stative stem *hyrud™éh,- ‘red’ (: Lat. rubsre, Lith.
radeéti, etc.), then the Caland properties of stative *& are not only ex-
plained, but predicted.

§14, How, then, are we to understand the conversion of instrumentals
of the type gttha/*ghug»-éh, into actual verbs? In SMIE (124 f.) I suggested
that clauses of the type *X. . . ghugt-¢h, X is/was hidden’ were reanalyzed:
*ghufb-ghy was reinterpreted as a true verb and provided with verbal
endings. The result, I said, was an athematic paradigm in *eh;- {*eh-m(i),
*eh,-sfi), etc.), which in some TE dialects was extended to *eh,-je/o-. Under
this analysis, the most archaic real “&-verbs” were the Greek éndvnv-type
and the Hittite marfezzi-type, which I took to be athematic.
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This account was not altogether satisfactory. To begin with, the pro-
posed direct verbalization of *X. .. gtugt-¢h, (predicate instrumental) to
*X. .. glugh-éh,-i(i} (stative verb) would have been far from trivial. While
cases are certainly known of predicative nominal forms — especiaily
participles — acquiring verbal inflection, the fact remains that IE languages
employ all kinds of adverbial elements as predicates without converting
them into verbs. Second, there is a chronological difficulty. The creation
of &-verbs from instrumentals must have been an inner-PIE development;
one of the &-verbs assignable to the parent language was *gtugh-¢h,- itself,
the ancestor of Lith. griZéti. Yet if the mechanism for the creation of &-verbs
was the misparsing of nominal *-éh, and its consequent remodeiing to
*-éhy-t(i), it is hard to see how or why the “unverbalized” predicative
instrumental *ghugt-¢h; would at the same time have maintained its
existence as a free-standing form, surfacing millennia later as Ved. gtha,
So too with Ved. mfsa beside Hitt. mardezzi: if PIE *mys-6h, ‘false, neg-
lectful’ (< ‘with neglectfulness’) was reinterpreted as a verb and replaced
by *mys-éhy-t(i), why are both forms still found in the daughter lan-
guages?™ Clearly, it would desirable to find some mechanism other than
direct verbalization to bridge the gap between instrumentals and &-verbs.
Thanks to a small but important discovery in the realm of Hittite
phonology, such a mechanism is now available,

§15. Letus begin by considering just those stative and inchoative verbs
in the daughter languages where a clear reflex of *-eh;-, unextended by
*g-or *ske/o-, figures as a constituent of the present stern. This description
embraces the Latin maneo- and rubed-types, the Hittite mardezzi-type,
the Greek 8apoéo-type, the Slavic stargjo-type, the Baltic senéju-type, and
Celtic (= Olr.) ruidid, -ruidi it does not include Gk. &eéovny, which is an
aotist, nor the supposed Germanic, Balto-Slavic, and Tocharian reflexes
of the “essive,” where the presence of *{e}h;- is, as we have seen, a fiction.
Of the six branches of the family with clear “&-presents,” three point
specifically to *eh-je/o- (“*-8je/0-"): Baltic and Stavic, where the *Je/o-is
still palpably present, and Greek, where *-j- was lost and *fi{jio was
morphologically shortened to -60.* Latin is ambiguous: the 1 sg. in *e5

8 Or in Greek, if xpf ‘there is needed, necesse est’ is the reflex of an instru-
mental *gtr-éh; (cf. Balles 2000: 31 £.), how did it escape conversion to an &-present
*ypte/o-?

1 take it for granted that the “Aeolic” inflection of contract verbs {1 sg. -,
-G, ete.) is secondary.
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implies earlier *-&je/o-, while the 3 pl. in *-ent suggests rather athematic
“onti. Olr. ruidid, -ruidiis similarly compatible with either thematic *-&jets
or athematic *-&#.* The crucial language is Hittite. In SMIE T assumed, in
part following Watkins, that the marSezzi-type presupposed an athematic
paradigm in *“-eh,-n, *-eh,-si, etc. It is now clear, however, that intervocalic
“-f- was lost in Hittite, and that *-eh,jeti and *-eh,ti, along with *-ejeti and
*.eti, would all have fallen together under the accent as -8zzf (-ezzi).¥
There s thus no certain evidence for a PIE athematic present type in *-eh,-
mi, *-ely-s1, etc, at all. The “&-presents” of the IE daughter languages can
all be derived from a single PIE type in *-eh,-je/o-, reflexes of which can
probably also be recognized in the isolated Vedic participle sanayat ‘old’
(: Lat, sened, Lith. senéju; cf. adverbial sand ‘from long ago’) and the
Armenian passive in -i- (cf. berim ‘I am brought’, sirim ‘I am loved’, etc.).

This result greatly simplifies the problem of relating &-verbs to giiha-
lype instrumentals. Rather than posit a process of direct verbalization,
we can now assume a derivational schema

predicate instrumental *X-¢h, —~ present *X-ehy-{&/6-
‘with/characterized by X-ness’ ‘be(come} characterized by X-ness,
be{come) X,

where the input was a nominal form — specifically, a predicate instru-
mental functioning as an adjective — and the output was a normal de-
nominative present of the familiar type in *-jé/6-. There is nothing strange
about indeclinables serving as the derivational basis for denominative
verbs; cf,, e.g., Lat. intrdre ‘enter’ < *become internal’ {: infra ‘within’), OF
innian *go i’ (: inne ‘withir), Serbo-Croatian napredovati ‘advance, go
forward’ (: naprijed ‘forward’). One of the implications of this analysis is
that the traditional distinction between “denominative” and “deverbative”
&-verbs is illusory, or at least epiphenomenal. A verb like Lat. rubed is
conveniently classified as denominative because it is synchronically as-
saciated with the nominal forms ruber, rubor, rubidus, etc.; a verb like
Lat. manes, which lacks nominal connections, can more appropriately be

* Note that (pace Watkins 1969: 171) the MW 1 sg. ending -if (e.g., kenif 1
sing’, eff 1 go’, etc.) does not point to an athematic stative ending *&mi. The ending
-if is simply the thematic 1 sg. in *# (< *0) extended by *mj, as in Ved. -ami or
Gaul, -umi {cf. uediurmi 1 ask).

™ Cf. Melchert {1994: 130); so too Hardarson (337 £.).
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thought of as deverbative or deradical. But both are underlyingly denomi-
native in the sense that they rest on predicate instrumentals — in the one
case *hyrudi-éh; ‘red’ (< ‘with redness’), in the other *mp(n}-éh, ‘steadfast’
(< *with steadfastness’}.

§16, Other e-formations find a ready explanation within this framework.
The Latin inchoatives in -8scd (rub@sco, sen8scd, etc.) are based on the
statives in -ed < *&j0, made by substituting *-ske/o-for *-je/o-on the model
of inherited pairs like *gtm-ské/6-: “gip-jé/6- ‘go,come’ (cf. Ved. gdcchati
‘goes’, Gk, fhoke ‘come!’ vs. Lat. venit ‘come’, Gk. Beive ‘go’) and *Hjud"-
ské/6-: *Hjud!-jé/d- ‘be active’ (cf. Toch. A yutk- (< *-d"sk-) ‘e agitated’
vs. Ved. yridhyate fights’). The functionally equivalent Hittite inchoatives
in -ed- < *eh,-s- {mareszi ‘becomes false’, efc.) reflect a paralie] replace-
ment of *je/o- by athematic *-s-, Particularly interesting are the cases in
which instrumentals of the gtih#-type were taken as the derivational basis
for declinable nouns and adjectives. Here belong, e.g., forms like Lat. ace-
tum — not the “fo-participle” of aced, -ére {(pace Hardarson 338; see
Nussbaum 1999: 408 f., note 44), but a substantivization of the adjective
*ak--16- “(being) sharp’, built direcily to the instrumental *ak-& ‘sharp,
with sharpness’® Following the normal PIE pattern, such adjectives in
*.fo- gave rise to abstracts in *ti- (*-efy,-#i-), exemplified by nouns like Go.
faheps joy’ and Hitt. passuezzi (nt.) ‘kingship® (: bagSue($)- ‘be(come)
king’).* Inevitably, the new nominal forms tended to be linked syn-
chronically to the corresponding &verbs. The “verbalization” of *-&-to-
and *-2-ti- was especially pronounced in Balto-Slavic, where all &verbs,
both “denominative” and “deverbative,” have participles (< adjectives)
in *-g-to- (Lith. -&fas, OCS -&#p) and infinitives (< abstracts) in *&-ti- (Lith.
~&ti, OCS -64).

The PIE range of “stative %8~ thus included three groups of forms: 1)
predicate instrumentals of the type *X-éh, ‘with X-ness, having X°, with
approximately the same range of values as Ved. griha (§13); 2) stative/
inchoative denominative presents of the type *X-eh,-jé/6- ‘be(come) with

% For a typological parallel compare Ved. puran4-‘old’ beside purf formerly’
{Alan Nussbaum, p.c.), and note sahasans- ‘'strong’, Savasand-‘powerful’, etc., built
to the instrumentals sfhasd, s4vass, etc. We will meeta further attributive-forming
suffix in §25.

%71 here reproduce the theory of the relationship of #- to to-stems taught by
Jochem Schindler at Harvard in the 1970's: pre-Hitt. "dalugas length’ (s-stem) —
*dalugadta- ‘possessing length, long’ (to-stem) — dalugasti- ‘condition of being
long, length’ (ti-stem).
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X-nesy’, possibly already joined in the protolanguage by the overtly in-
choative type *X-ehy-s(ké/d)- ‘become with X-ness’;” and 3) instrumental-
bnsed nominal derivatives, including (inter alia) the types *X-ehy-to-
‘having X-ness’, *X-ehy-ti- {condition of) being with X-ness’. The individual
1i branches exploited this inherited material in different ways, Latin, e.g.,
extended the periphrastic use of the bare instrumental (cf. ar&-facig, facit
M6, are-bam, ete.) and retained a large class of presents in *-&e/o- and
*.gske/0-, to which an analogical perfect system was built on the model of
the iterative-causatives in *-eje/o- (e.g., taced: tacul: facitus, following
moned{< *ejo) ‘warn’ : monuf (< *-ewal) : monitus (< *etos)). Analogical
tenge stems were also created to supplement the paradigms of everbs
elsewhere in the family, as in Greek (pres. fapotw ~ fut. Supofiown, aor.
$0dponoa, perf. teBdponxa), Baltic (pres. senéju, inf. senéti - fut. senésiu,
pret. sengfau), and Slavic (pres, star&jp, inf. staréti - aor. staréxv). Examples
can be multiplied.

A complete theory of &verbs, of course, must do more than merely
explain the relationship of presents in *-ehy-jé/d- to nominal forms in
*.ghy,-to-/ *-ehy-ti-and instrumentals in *-¢h,. It must also account for what
has been perceived as the “aoristic” behavior of the suffix *eh- — its
partial exclusion from the present syster in Baltic and Slavic (Lith. pres.
minin, mini, inf, minéti, pret. mingfau; OCS pres. mbnjo, mbnity, inf. monét,
aor. mbnéxt) and its role as the marker of the aorist passive in Greek
(tpdvny, etc.). This is the problem to which we now turn.

§17. As already discussed (cf. §3), the traditional identification of the
Greek aorist in -n- with the Balto-Slavic infinitive in *-#- and preterite
(“aorist”} in *&-s- (> Baltic *&-j&-) is a Scheingleichung. The Greek forms
are true aorists, derivationally unrelated to any other &-formation and
clearly in need of special treatment — which they will receive in §§24 ff.
The Balto-Slavic forms, by contrast, are entirely unproblematic. To clarify
the often misunderstood position of &-verbs in Balto-Slavic, our discussion
below will focus en three specific lexical items — the denominative *sen-&-
‘be(come) old’ and the deverbatives *min-e- ‘think’ and *bud-&- ‘be awake’.

¥ g.presents must primitively have had both stative and processual value;
only in cases where *s-, *-ske/o-or some other marker was employed to express
the inchoative sense did the meaning become rigidly stative.
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§19. The origin of the present type in *-I, like that of the corresponding
Germanic type in *-ai-/*a-, is a classic problem with no universally ac-
cepted solution.*® Cowgill (1963: 265 £}, true to his general position, sets
up pre-Balto-Slavic preforms of the type *mup(n)-hy-ié/d-, *bud®h,-ié/6-,
etc., despite the fact that such an analysis is effectively ruled out by the
phonology of the verb “to plow” (pres. *herh;-je/o- > Lith. 3 p. dria, not
*ari; OCS 3 sg. orjety, not Yoritt). Even Hardarson, who readily admits
“essives” for Greek, Armenian, Germanic, Tocharian, and Indo-Iranian,
hesitates to do so for Balto-Slavic. He prefers the compromise view of
Rasmussen (1993: 483 £.), who locates the primary source of the Balto-
Slavic i-inflection in the PIE perfect. According to Rasmussen, the PIE
3 pl. perfect ending had the form *inti in Balto-Slavic (< *-pfi, replacing
earlier *), from which *i- was analogically extended to the rest of the
paradigm. Later, the nucleus of perfect-based i-presents was enlarged by
the morphological adherence of the “essives” proper, which contributed
their 1sg. in "o (< *-hy-{d-h,) to the inflection of the newly expanded
stative type. The result, for Rasmussen, was a paradigm *minjo, *minisi,
*miniti, etc., which survived with only minor changes in Baltic. In Slavic,
where the statives in *-i- merged into a single class with the iterative-
causatives in *-I- < *-gfe/o- (type nodp, nosisi, etc. ‘carry’), the long vowel
of the latter forms was generalized to the statives as well.

This account bears a strong family resembiance to the theory of
f-presents set forth in SMIE, ch. 4. There, like Rasmussen, 1 took the 3 pl.
to be the key form, citing both the originally athematic East Baltic future
(e-g-, Lith. 1 pl. diosime ‘we will give’, 2 pl. ddosite) and the lone reflex of
the perfect in OId Prussian (1 pl. waidimai ‘we know”, 2 pl. waliditi) to
illustrate the extraction of *-i- from a lost *inti < *-pfi. As I also pointed
out, however, neither the regular athematic (Narten) paradigm of the
future nor the paradigm of the perfect could actually have been the source
of the normal i-present inflection, since the future and the perfect never
extended the -i- of the plural forms to the 3 sg. (cf. Lith. 3 p. duds < *s-H,

The problem has been bedeviled for most of the past century by the spectre
of a PIE “semithematic” conjugation ~ a supposed present type with a thematic
1sg.,1 pl,,and 3 pl. in *jo- in alternation with an athematic 2 sg., 3 sg., and 2 plL.
in %4, Sustained by Meillet's influential Le sfave commun (Meillet 1924) and other
writings, the semithematic conjugation has lived down into present-day hand-
books of Baltic and Slavic, despite the fact that the Italic, Celtic, and Germanic
evidence that once supported it has long since been better explained in other

ways.
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OPr, 3 p. waist (= QOCS 3 sg. véste), ete.).” I concluded that the ordinary
stalive i-presents of Balto-Slavic must have developed from a different
morpholopical category with “spreadable *-i* in the 3 pl. The obvious
candidate would have been some species of middle, where the historically
expected 3 pl. ending would have been *-intai < *-qtol,

“The PIE middle was lost in Balto-Slavic, and many of the details of its
history and ultimate demise in this branch of the family will never be
known, But it is still possible to envisage the steps by which an inherited
middle root present (vel sim.; see below) could have been transformed
into a Balto-Slavic i-present. In the display below, column I represents a
possible middle source paradigm in dialectal (post-laryngeal-loss) PIE;
column Il shows the same paradigm after the operation of essential sound
changes and the generalization of *i- through the plural; column I
represents an intermediate stage with *-i-extended from the plural to the
singular; and column IV shows the “activized” Balto-Slavic paradigm after
the loss of the middle as a category.®

1 il m A%
ag. 1 *mp{n)-ai *minai *minjai *minjo
2 *mn-soi *minsai *minisai *minisi
3 *mn-(tjoi *mintai *minitai *miniti
pl 1 *myi-med®ai *minimedai  *minimedal “minimes
2 *mn-diyoi *minidyai *minidpai  *minite
3 *mnfr)-ptof *minintai *mininfai *mininti

The forms in column I'V would have yielded Lith. minia, mini, mini, etc.
and (with analogical *-i- for *I-) Slavic ménjo, mbnisi, mbiits, ete.®

1 Or indeed to any of the singular forms: f. 1 sg. OPr. waidmai ‘I know'(?)
(= OCS vé{d)ms), 2 sg. OPr. waissei (= OCS vé(d)si), fut. postasei (< -sti-s-sei)
‘yau will become’. Note also OLith. rdudmi 1 weep’ beside Latv. pl. raudim, - —
apparently an old Narten present.

2 Some arbitrary assumptions have of course been made: the primary middle
endings are set up with ", as in Germanic, Indo-Iranian, and Greek, and not *r,
as in Anatolian, Tocharian, Italic and Celtic; the 3 pl. is given as "-ptoi rather than
*roi the 3 sg. in *-ofis assumed to have been replaced by *-foi/*tafin time for the
spread of *-i-to the singular. The same picture, with differences of detail, is given
in SMIE (109 ££.).

¥ Note that pace Rasmussen (ibid ), the assumption of a heterogeneous “essive”
in *-h;-je/o-is not needed to explain the 1 sg. *minjo.
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§20. Tt is not enough, of course, to show that a middle *mp(n)-ai, “mp-
soi, *mp-(t)oi, etc, could have yielded an i-present in Balto-Slavic; we must
also ask whether there is any independent reason to believe that such a
paradigm ever actually existed. In SMIE| tried to show that the class 11
weak verbs of Germanic and the class III/IV presents of Tocharian — the
supposed reflexes of &-verb presents in these languages — were likewise
based on athematic middles. Depending on their semantics, I assigned
the middles that I posited for the &-verbs of Balto-Slavic, Germanic, and
Tocharian to two distinct PIE categories. In cases where a Balto-Slavic
i-present, Germanic class IIl verb, or Tocharian class III/IV present was
strictly stative,  assumed a reduplicated perfect middle; this inferpretation
seemed attractive, e.g., for Balto-Slavic *mini- and *budi-, which I com-
pared directly with the Vedic perfect middles mamné and bubudhé (cf.
above). On the other hand, when a Balto-Slavic, Germanic, or Tocharian
form showed processual rather than stative meaning, I set up a present
middle of the type Ved. duhé ‘gives milk’; this was my analysis, e.g., of
the Slavic verb “to piss” {*sbép, *sblidi, “spdiin, etc.}, cognate with Toch. A
sikatdr s flooded’ (class III).# With the loss of perfect reduplication in
Balto-Slavic and Germanic, of course, the perfect middle and the “duzhé-
type” would have fallen together.

This account can now be consolidated and simplified. As discussed in
Jasanoff 2003, ch. 6, many of the roots that denoted entry into a state in
PIE were associated with stative-intransitive systems, derivational
complexes consisting of 1) a middle root aorist {e.g:, 3 sg. *mén-to ‘brought
to mind’ (cf. GAv. mamita));*® 2) a stative perfect (e.g., 3 sg. *memdn-e ‘has
in mind, remembers’ (cf. Lat. meminit, Gk, pépave, etc.); 3) a je/o-present
(e.g., 3 sg. *mp-jé-tor ‘thinks’ (cf. Ved. mdnyate, Gk. peivetou, etc.), and 4)
a “stative-intransitive root present” {e.g., *mn(n)-ér ‘thinks’ (cf. Go. munaip
{see below), Lith. mini, OCS munits)). The last of these was the duhé-
type, the “schwundstufiger Wurzelstativ” of LIV (15). The term “stative,”
as applied to these forms, is a label rather than a description, for it has

* With an infinitive *sbeali < *-ati that underscores the independence of the
present stem in *i-from the infinitive stem in *-&-. The exceplional pattern recurs
in OCS sppi-, inf, sbpati ‘sleep’.

4 Such aorists, as | have further tried to show (ihid)), were normally of the
formal type I have labeled “stative-intransitive,” with o-grade in the singular, e-
or zero grade in the plural, and — at least originally — the “he-conjugation”
endings. Aorists of this type yielded thematic aorists in Slavic and d-preterites in
Baltic; cf. note 5,
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become clear since 1978 that duhé-presents covered almost exactly the
same range of processual and stative values as fe/o-presents of the type
*mp-jé/ 6-, *brud”-jé/ - etc.* We can therefore explain the i-presents of Balto-
Slavic, the class II verbs of Germanic, and the class III/IV presents of
Tocharian without reference to the perfect middle, The forms attributed
to athematic middles of two distinct types in SMIE can now be referred
exclusively to stative-intransitive root (duhé) presents.

The relevant part of the history of the “deverbative” &verbs *ming-/
*mini- and *budé-/*budi-in Balto-Slavic can accordingly be summarized
as follows. “Stative stems” (< instrumentals) of the type *mpfn)-é-,
*b'ud™.é- gave rise to a full set of derivatives in dialectal IE, including the
denominative presents *mgn}-2-ié/5- ‘be mindful, think’ and *bud®2-jé/6-
‘be attentive, be awake’. Competing with these were other forms of similar
meaning ~ perfects (3 sg. *memodn-e, *bebdudt-e), jefo-presents (3 sg.
*mp-jé-tor, *bud"jé-tor), and stative-intransitive root presents (3 sg.
*mp(n)-or, *budb-6r).¥ The individual IE daughter languages selected
from among these forms in different ways: Latin favored *-&jé/d-; Indo-
Iranian expanded the role of *jé/6-; Greek made its own, less systematic,
choices. The Balto-Slavic strategy was to generalize the type *mn{n)-dr,
*b*ud®-or, thereby eliminating the forms which might otherwise have
surfaced as *minéju, *budéu in Lithuanian and *mbenéjo, *brdéjp in Slavic,
The subsequent treatment of the “statives” *mp(n)-or, *brud™dr was as
iliustrated in §19, with *-i- spreading from the remade 3 pl. in *intai
(< *-ptoi/*ptor) and persisting as a stem vowel long after the disap-
pearance of the middle as such.

521. The more uniform data of Germanic and Tocharian can easily be
fitinto this picture. In Germanic there is precious little evidence for stative
*--at all; the only clear cases are the already cited Gothic nominal forms
faheps oy’ and armaio ‘mercy’. faheps (: OHG gi-fagen rejoice’) is an
abstract in *-&-ti-, the formal counterpart of a Balto-Slavic stative infinitive;
the root recurs in the Caland ro-stem adjective fagrs ‘suitable’, standing
in the same relationship to the stative stem *fag-2- as, e.g., Lat, ruber to
rubére, or macer ‘thin’ to macare ‘be thin'. armaio (: armaip, OHG armet
*has pity’) is an abstract in *-gja-, structurally comparable to Lat. areaand,

% See the synchronic study by Kiimumel (1996).
¥ Not all roots, of course, were as supple as "men-and *beud™: many made a
perfect, a je/o-present, or a duhé-present, but few made all three.
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like the Latin form, built directly to a present stem in *&fe/o-* Taken
together, faheps and armalo make it clear that Germanic inherited the
same “package” of presents in *-&/e/o-and nominal forms in *-&to-, *-&4-,
etc, as Balto-Slavic. What sets Germanic apart from Balto-Slavic is the fact
that the present type in *-gje/o-, which would have yielded a Germanic
paradigm in *-&- (cf. class Il *salbon ‘anoint’ < *-gje/o-), was eliminated,
not partially as in Balto-Slavic, but completely. Its replacement was the
class i inflection in *-ai-/*-a-.

As argued in SMIE (73 {£.), the Germanic presents in *-ai-/*-a- are in
fact cognate with the Balto-Slavic presents in *i-. Like the Balto-Slavic
forms, they originated in presents of the stative-intransitive (duhé) type,
the pre-Germanic paradigm of which would have looked approximately
as follows:*

1sg. *mun-ai  pl.*mun-medai
2 mun-sai *mun-dwal
3 *mun-ai *mun-unpat

In contrast to the situation in Balto-Slavic, the PIE middle did not simply
disappear in Germanic. Qua passive, it is still a productive category in
Gothic, where a present passive in 3 sg. -ada < *-ofoi can be formed to
any transitive strong or weak verb {cf. bairip ‘brings’ : bairada ‘is brought’,
nasjip ‘saves’, nasjada ‘is saved’, etc,).” In its non-passive functions,
however, the middle was abandoned.™ Its loss was accompanied by the
mechanical “activization” of thematic deponents, so that, e.g., the Germanic
cognate of Ved. vértate, -ante ‘turn’ and Lat. uvertifur, -untur ‘id." is Go.
wairpip, -and ‘become’ (= OHG wirdit, werdant), with the normal active
endings. Almost inevitably, the athematic deponents of the duhé-type
were activized as well. The process was relatively straightforward in forms

8 The lowering of -&- to -ai- [&:] in hiatus is regular; of. safan ‘sow’ < “s@an <
*s&jan,

# Asin our pre-Balto-Slavic paradigm, arbitrary assumptions have been made
about the phonology and the form of some of the endings. Not arbitrary, of course,
is the reconstruction of dentalless *-af < *-oi in the 3 sg., which was the single
greatest factor in determining the subsequent history of the paradigm in Germanic.

3 For the phenomenon of “persistent”’ *--in the Gothic passive see §22.

5! A conspicuous but isolated exception is Go. 1, 3 sg. haitada ‘I am called,
(sYhe is called’, matching OF hatte ‘id.".
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like the 1 sg. and 3 pl.,, where the endings *-ai and *-unpai were replaced
by active *-6 and *-anp(i), respectively; the fact that the new forms were
“thematic” was simply a consequence of the near-total eclipse of athematic
Lm(i) and *inp(i})/ *-unp(i) in Proto-Germanic. But the 3 sg. “mun-ai was
treated differently. Here there was no replacement of the “stative” middle
ending; instead, the no longer transparent final diphthong was reanalyzed
as part of the stem, and the synchronically endingless 3 sg. *munai was
extended and clarified by the addition of the productive ending *-b(i).2
The result was a new 3 sg. *munaipfi), the source of Go. munaipand OHG
-monét. The distribution of the stem-forms *munai-and *muna-was later
rationalized, with *munai- spreading to the 2 sg. and 2 pl. {Go. munais,
munaip).®

The paradigm of Gme. *munail thus points, tike that of Balte-Slavic
*mini-, to a PIE duhd-present with 3 sg. *mg(n)-6r. For obvious functional
reasons, the roots that made presents of this type in the parent fanguage
also often had a robust system of &forms, including a nearly synonymous
present in “-&e/o-. The “Northern” dialects of late PIE converted the
associational tendency into a rule: any properly verbal root with a stative
stem in *-8- was provided with a duhé-present, which eventually took
the place of the theoretically expected &e/o-present. This is still, in effect,
the situation in Balto-Slavic, where the pattern *mini- : *miné&t, uniform
in verbal roots, contrasts with *sengje/o- : *senéti in non-verbal roots. It is
not unlikely that Germanic passed through such a stage as well — a stage
in which “deverbative™ and “derominative” statives had different presents
(*munaip vs. *armep) but shared &-forms elsewhere in their extended
paradigm. Ultimately, however, Germanic went much further than its

%2 Morpheological blends of this kind, in which an opague form is repaired by
the addition of transparent material rather than rebuilt from the ground up, are
very common, Stock examples include the Vedic 3 sg, “middle” in -at (in forms of
the type aduhal[t] ‘gave milk’), the Vedic3 pl. middle in -ran, the Greek 1 sg. middle
in -ptiv, the Latin 3 pl. perfect in -erunt, the Old Irish 3 pl. preterite in -atar <
*-ont-ar, the Hittite 3 sg. “middle” in -azi (in forms of the type pardiya[zi] ‘breaks’),
and, closer to home, English plurals like children (older childer < OE cildru), kine
({older kye < OE cf), and (baby-talk} feets.

% The model, of course, was the distribution of the e-and o-variants (= Ger-
manic i-and a-variants) of the thematic vowel in strong and class ] weak presents.
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eastern neighbor, replacing *&- by *aj-/*a- in the present and virtually
eliminating it everywhere else

§22. Tocharian, strictly speaking, tells us nothing about &-verbs at all,
since no reflex of stative *-&- has yet come to light in this branch of the
family. But Tocharian does preserve a substantial inventory of modified
dufié-presents, many of them formed to roots associated with @-verbs
elsewhere. These, of course, are the class ITf deponent presents in A -a-,
B .e. (< CToch, *e-} and class IV deponent presents in A -a-, B -o-
(< CToch, *o-), the phonology of which has already been discussed in
§10. The class I1I/IV stem vowel was PIE %-0-, clearly comparable to the
non-alternating *-o-of the thematic middle in Gothic (cf. passive bairada,
nasfada < *-otoi, for expected *bairida, nasjida < *-etoi). In SMIE (47 §£) 1
considered whether non-alternating or “persistent” *-o- in thematic
middles might have been a PIE feature. I now think this unlikely. What
Germanic and Tocharian inherited from PIE was a commeon tendency for
thematic middle paradigms to generalize *0-as the thematic vowel when
the 3 sg. ended in *or/*-of rather than *etor/ *-etoi* How this tendency
played itself out in Tocharian can be seen from the development of the
class Il paradigm of I{y)uk- ‘shine’:%

i Il m v
sg. 1  luk-(m)ar *luk-o-mar Yuk-o-mar  *luk-o-mar
2 Muk-tar *luk-e-tar Yuk-o-tar *luk-o-tar
3 *uk-or *luk-or *Tuk-or *uk-o-tor
pl.1 Huk-med'ar  *fuk-o-metor *uk-o-metor *luk-o-metor
2 Muk-d'gor *uk-e-tyor *luk-o-tyor  *fuk-o-tyor
3  “Yuk-ptor “luk-o-ntor *luk-o-ntor  *luk-o-ntor

¥ *.&. must still have been vigorous in Germanic at the time of the creation of
the dental preterite, which, as I will argue elsewhere, originated in constructions
of the type *warm-& ded@ ‘made warm, cale-fecit’ and *warm-& dedai ‘became
warm, calé-factus est’.

5 The form of the 3 sg. ending was important because, as will be seen directly,
the presence of *or/*of rather than *etor/*etoj in this position guaranteed the
dominance of o-timbre within the paradigm. The predecessor of Go. bairada must
have been a form like Olr, ‘berar < *-or, with dentalless *or;, rather than a form
like Gk. pépeton.

* Again with arbitrary features, such as the form of the 1 pl. and 2 pl.endings
and the relative chronology of some of the sound changes.

Die Sprache 43,2 (2002-2003}, 127-170

Stative 159

The forms in column I are those of a dialectal IE duhé-present. Column I
shows the same forms after thematization and essential other changes;
column 11T shows an intermediate stage with *-o0- generalized from the
first and third persons to the second; and column IV shows the effect of
replacing 3 sg. *-or by *tor in the context of an already thematized non-
alternating paradigm. The forms in column IV were the direct source of
the attested class IiI present B fyuketdr™

It is no accident that the closest equivalent of Toch. B [yuketdrin Latin
is the &-verb Icare.® Other class III/IV presents with links to &verbs and/
or duhé-presents outside Tocharian include A asatér, B osotér ‘dries out’
(root ds-; cf, Lat. arére); B mérsetdr forgets’ (root mérs-; of. Hitt. marde($)zi
‘is/ becomes false’, Ved. mfsa ‘in vain’); B palketiir ‘burns’ (root pilk-; cf.
Lat. fulgére shine'); A pirkatirarises’ (root park-;cf. Hitt. parkeszi‘grows
high?); A sikatdr ‘is flooded’ (root sik cf. Slav. "splith); A wakatir, B
wokotir ‘breaks open {intr.)’ (root wik- cf. Gk. (F)ayfivon ‘break (intr.)’).
B lipetdrs left over’ (root Jip-) forms a three-way equation with OCS pri-
Inpity ‘sticks (to)’ {inf. -Iepét) and Gme. libaip lives’ — all pointing, pace
Hardarson (334) and LIV (408), to a duhé-present with 3 sg. "lip-or.

§23. Stative-intransitive root presents thus yield an internally consistent
explanation for the Balto-Slavic i-presents, the Germanic class Il weak
verbs, and the Tocharian class ITI/IV presents — the three categories that
make up the heart of the case for the supposed PIE “essives” or stative
presents in *h;-6/6-. It remains only to emphasize that unlike the alleged
suffix-complex *,-jé/6-, which has no independent basis in the com-
parative data from outside Balto-Slavic, Germanic, and Tocharian, the
duhé-type is a well-established PIE category. Uncontroversial reflexes of
duhé-presents are found in Anatolian and Indo-Iranian. Of these, a
surprising number enter into word equations with Baito-Slavic and Ger-

manic “&-verbs™

Ved. duhé = ON dugir (< *dugaip)} ‘helps, is strong’. PGme. *dugaip
(class HI) is confined to Old Norse; the other Germanic languages have
the preterito-present *daug (Go. daug, OE déag, etc.). Both are old; for

7 With the usual “morphotogical” reflex of PIE *-u- via intermediate *-4u-.
The initial palatalization Is taken from related forms with etymological *-eu-and
8U-,

* With analogical -8~ from the noun /tix, Iicis and for the Old Latin causative
Incere < "louk-ejef o-.
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the formal relationship between the two compare Go. man : munaip
and kann : kunnaip ‘knows how' * In PIE the perfect *d"ed"6ugt-e and
the stative-infransitive root present *d*ugs-dr formed part of a single
stative-intransitive system (§20).

GAv. sruiig ‘is famed (as)’ = Latv. sluv (< *-vi; inf. sluvéf) ‘becomes

known’.# Other components of the stative-intransitive system of *kleu-

‘hear’ were the perfect (cf. Ved. susrdva, etc.) and the “passive” aorist

{(Ved. éravi, GAv. srauul). The relationship of GAv. sruiig (duhé-pres.)

to srauul (pass. aor.) is exactly parallel to that of Ved. vidé(: vid- find’;

Zee below) and cité (: cit- ‘recognize’) to the passive aorists avedi and
celi.

Hitt. lagari is bent’ = OCS leZits (inf. leZati < *-&ti) ‘lies’. The underlying
duhdé-present *Jegh-dr formed part of a stative-intransitive system, the
other components of which, all attested, were a middle root aorist {cf.
Gk, Aéxcro lay down’),f' a perfect (Aehoyvie ‘woman in childbed’), and
a je/o-present (ON liggfa, OF licgan lie’).

Hitt. istuwari ‘becomes public’= OHG stuet(< "stuwaip) ‘atones, stands
condemned (of)". The expected Vedic "stuvé s praised’ is not actually
found, but the passive aorist 4stdvi ‘was praised’ strongly suggests
the one-time existence of such a form (cf. the pattern srauuf : sruiié,
deeti : cité, avedi : vidé).®

Ved.' Yridé ‘is known’ < *is found’ = Go. witaip ‘observes’ = Lith. pa-
vdi(inf. -vydeti) ‘envies’. As argued in Jasanoff 2003, 231 £., the basic
sense of FIE *uid-or was ‘appears, is found’, from which ‘s known’

% In the latter case with heavy restructuring: kunnaip is historically a nasal
present “gafy-n-or *g-n-hy- and kann has been built to it. Also interesting is the
pair OHG mag: maget is able’, attributed by LIV (422) to the same root {“ *mag-*)
as Ved. & mahe ‘obtains’,

® See LIV (335) and the references there cited. Ved. §rnvé ‘is famed as’ is
explained by Kttmmel (1996: 118, 154) as an alteration of *§ruvé, the expected
Indic counterpart of GAv, sruiie.

61 From an earlier “stative-intransitive” aorist *ogh-/ Ylegt- {cf. note 45), with a
direct reflex in the Hittite fi-conjugation verb k- ‘make crooked’.

1 see little to recommend the LIV identification (600) of istuwari with Ved,
stive, the middle corresponding to the Narten present stduti.
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developed as a subsidiary meaning within the parent language.®
Insofar as it retained its original value ‘appears’, *wid-6r came to be
paired with an active present *yeid- ‘see’, which gave it the additional
middie sense ‘see with respect to oneself, i.e,, ‘observe’, ‘envy’, efc.

§24. One and only one &-formation remains to be accounted for — the
unique Greek intransitive (“passive”) aorist in -n- and its productive later
yariant in -01-. There can be no doubt that the *-2- of the aorist passive is
the “same” as that of other verbal &-forms, and hence ultimately traceable
to the *eh, of the instrumental singular. But it is not easy tofind a plausible
mechanism by which an instrumental of the type gaha/ “ghug’-éh, could
have been transmuted into an aorist. T'wo theoretically possible scenarios
can be dismissed as unlikely:

1. Direct verbalization. A predicate instrumental of the type *mn(n)e
‘(is/ was) minded/mindful’ could in principle have been reinterpreted
as a finite form meaning ‘came into the condition of being minded/
mindful’, leading to the creation of an aorist paradigm “mp(nje-m,
*mp(n)e-s, *mp(n)é-t, etc. (> Gk. éuévmy, -ng, -n, etc.). This was the
explanation favored in SMIE (cf. §14). But apart from the non-trivial
character of the assumed morphological remodeling (see above), the
semantics are wrong; the predicate instrumental would not have had
the punctual, change-of-state meaning of an aorist.

2. Analogy. Alternatively, an analogical aorist *mp(n)é-¢ could have
been created to serve alongside the present *mypn)é-fe-ti, a model being
provided by roots in *-eH- with presents in *eH-je-#f and aorists in
*.aH-t It is doubtful, however, that such a model ever existed. Presents
in *eh,-je/o- (> *H(fim > -tw) invariably have acrists in *ely-s-(> -no-)
in Greek (cf. opotem : Bopoiico, &vBée : dvedioo, etc.), and nota single
Greek aorist in -n- corresponds to a present in -¢w (or -fiw) < *-ehy-fe/o-
Even at the PIE level, the status of the supposed pattern *eH-je-ti
(pres.) : *-eH-t (aor.) is questionable.%

# According to this view, the familiar *poid-e knows’ (Ved. véda, Gk. oide,
Go. wai, etc,) originated as an innet-IE back-formation to *pid-6r ‘is known’,

# Presents in *jefo-to “long-vowel” roots are quite common in the IE daughter
languages, especiaily Balto-Slavic and Germanic, where they are traditionally
called verba pura. The Anatolian counterparts of such presents, however, are not
thematic mi-conjugation verbs in -fe-/-fya-, but athematic hi-conjugation verbs in
i cf., e.g., Hitt. 3 sg. i§pai: pl. i¥pivanzi ‘be sated’ beside Ved. sphayate ‘grows
fat, Lith. sp&iu ‘have time to spare’, OE spowan < *spoffjan ‘thrive’; Hitt. 3ai: 5i-
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We must therefore look for a different kind of explanation, proceeding
on the basis of what we already know. We know that PIE had stative
presents of the form *X-efy-je/o-, and that their status as presents was
marked by the present-forming suffix *je/o-. We further know that FIE
{or some early IE dialects) had inchoative presents of the form *X-gh;-
s(ke/0)-, which took their inchoative present value from the inchoative-
forming suffixes *s-and *-ske/o-. Finally, we have seen that PIE had verbal
abstracts of the form *X-eh,-ti-, which owed their function as verbal
abstracts to the abstract-forming suffix *#- The generalization is seif-
evident, but important enough to be stated explicitly: the morphological
role of a given &-formation was determined by the derivational material
that followed the*-8-, not by the *-&- jtself. It may not be obvious how any
of this relates to the problem of the Greek aorist in -n-, which conspicuously
lacks any added derivational suffix. Yet strictly speaking, it is only the
finite forms of the n-aorist that are “suffixless” in this sense. The aorist
passive also has nominal forms — an infinitive in -fivon and a participle
in -gig, -évtog ~ which show the familiar ROOT + *-&- + DERIVATIONAL
SUFFIX + DESINENCE structure of “normal” e-formations {(-fivon
< *-ehy-sen-; -€vt- < *-ehy-(ent-). It is this property of the infinitive and
participle of the n-aorist — their conformity to the normal structural
template for derived forms in *-&- — that makes them the natural point of
departure for an account of the w-aorist as a whole.

§25. The aorist passive infinitive, represented by forms like povijvar,
(Flerfivert, pofivon, etc,, is transparently the case-form in -ou (“directive’™?)
of a neuter abstract in *-ser/n-, the same derivational suffix whose
endingless locative underlies the normal thematic infinitive in -eiv
< *-e-hev. Greek clearly inherited or created a nucleus of nouns of the

yanzi{‘press; release, shoot” beside Lith. s¢fu ‘sow’, OCS s&p id.", Go. saian< *sgfjan
‘id.’; and Hitt. parai: pariyanzi ‘blow’ beside Slav. *préjp ‘sweat’ (= Russ. préju).
Our traditional picture of the morphology of verba pura must therefore be revised:
instead of normal thematic presents with a 3 sg. “eH-je-ti, we must now set up
hyeconjugation “i-presents,” with a 3 sg, in *eH-j-e (cf. Jasanoff 2003: 97 f£.). No
such revision is needed or even possible in the case of the stative presents in
*ehy-jefo-, which are reflected by ordinary thematic mi-verbs in Hittite (marsezzi,
dannattezzi, etc.). Verba pura and statives thus had different present paradigms
in the parent language, and we cannot use the fact that some verba pura (e.g.
“sehy-i-} had rootaorists beside them (e.g,, "sehy- of. Lat. s8ul) to explain the creation
of aorists in *eh;-to stative presents in *-ehy-je/o-.
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type *mp(n)é&-sy ‘condition of being minded/ mindful’, *uagé-sy ‘condition
of being brokery, etc., parallel in formation and meaning to the better-
known abstract type in *-&-ti- It is perhaps more than a curiosity that the
well-developed Hittite “bakery” vocabulary includes an item MM4waked-
gar (i.e., “bite-bread™), which phonologically also seems to go back to

*yapd-sr.

The participles poveis, -Evrog, (Flayeig, ~Evtog, etc. are likewise in-
dependent nominat forms that were subsequently grammaticalized. The
suffix *-(é)nt-, with functions generally paralleling those of *t6-, made
adjectives as well as participles in PIE; of,, e.g., *b"rg"-ént- ‘having height,
high’ (Ved. brhdnt-, Av. barazant-, etc.), *kruh,-ént- ‘having gore, bloody’
(Av. xruuant), Hitt. happinant-‘havingriches, rick’, etc. Since PIE is known
to have had adjectives in *-&-i6-/ *-ehy-t6- (cf. Lat. acetum, etc.), with *-eh;-
extended by *6-, there is every reason to believe that there were also ad-
jectives of the type *rud"é-nt- (i.e., *hyrud®éhy-nt-or *hyrud®eh,-ént-) ‘red’,
*mp(n)é-né- ‘minded/ mindful', and *pagé-ni- ‘broker’, with *“ehy- ex-
tended by *-(é)nt-. The function of these forms would have been to supply
declinable attributive adjectives to uninflected predicate instrumentals
— a usage that may have contributed, e.g., to the vigor of the participial
adjective type rubéns, tacens, etc. in Latin.® In Greek, *rudPé-nt- was sup-
pressed, perhaps simply because there were enough ways to say “red”
already. But *mpin}é-né- and *gagé-ni- survived to yield the participles
povéve, (Floyéve- < pre-Osthoff's Law *uaviiv-, ¥ playfive-. What needs
to be explained — and what, as we shall see, may hold the key to the
whole problem of the aorist in -v- — is how and why these forms were
specifically incorporated into the Greek verbal system as aorist participles.

§26. The oldest n-aorists in Greek seem to have been the replacements
of middle root aorists. Thus, e.g., vy corresponds to the root aorist
manta in Gathic Avestan and (with analogical zero grade) dmata in Vedic
Sanskrit; tepofivon ‘dry up’ (for *rapofivan) corresponds to the Vedic root
aorist participle trsand- ‘thirsty’; éuiyn ‘mixed (intr.) competes with a root
aorist épixzo in Greek itself; &(F)éyn and many other n-aorists belong to
roots whose overall averbo points to a middle root aorist even though

1 do not, of course, mean to suggest that *eh,-ser/n- was the general source
of the Hittite suffix -es¥ar/-esn-, on which see Rieken (1999: 383},

% And the existence of inherited participles in *&nt-may in turn have helped
to fix -ent, rather than *eunt, as the regular 3 pl. ending in the present paradigm.
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none is directly attested. In concrete terms, it follows that at some point
in the history of Greek, forms like 3 sg. *udg-(tlo ‘broke (intr.)’ were
superseded by forms like *yag-é-t (*nag-éh,f), and forms like the middle
participle *ydg-menc- {*mh;no-) (having been) broken’ were superseded
by forms like *gag-&-nt- (“ely-(e)nt-). Our knowledge of linguistic change
in progress makes it likely that this process would have been gradual,
beginning in certain verbs and/or in certain parts of the paradigm and
eventually spreading to others. The specific proposal I will make here is
that the lecus of the initfal penetration of *-&- into the aorist in Greek was
the participle. The first step in the creation of the w-aorist, I submit, was
the replacement of aorist middle participles of the type *mén-meno-, *pdg-
meno-, etc, by the etymological adjectives *mp(n)-é-nt-, *yag-é-nt-
(*-ehy-(ejnt-), etc. Semantically, the two formations were very close, and
the participial “feel” of stem-final *-nt- naturally encouraged the confusion
between them. The reinterpretation of *mun)-&nt-, "gag-ént-, etc. as
specifically aorist participles was conditioned by the punctual, aoristic
meaning of the roots *men-, *yag-, etc,, and by the fact that present
participles with stative *-&- ended in the contrasting sequence *-&jont-,
with presential *je/0-%

The de facto substitution of *mp(n}-é-nt-, *yag-é-nt- (*-eh,-(eint-), etc.
for *mén-meno-, *ydg-meno-, ete. would have had the effect of producing
a synchronic situation in which some intransitive root aorists had normal
middle finite forms (3 sg. *mén-to, *ydg-to, etc.) but participles in *-&-nt-
(*-eh-(e)nt-).¥ It may seem surprising that a routine morphological
renewal of the participle would have led to so dramatically “irregular”
an outcome; from a naive point of view, one might rather have expected

%7 In the case of *gag- in particular, the original stative-intransitive aorist (cf.
note 61) is preserved in Hitt. wik- ‘bite’ (fi-conj.) and Toch. B wakam ‘will break
{(intr.)’, Since stative-intransitive aorists are normally represented by middle root
aorists in Greek {cf. Atx+o beside Hitt. [ik- ‘bend’), we should have expected to
find a middle root aorist *()Foxto as the Greek cognate of Hitt. wik-. This is the
form whose place was taken by &(F)dyn. See further Jasanoff (2003: 163 ., 209},

® Indeed, itis even possible that the present stems *mpngje/o-and *gagaje/o-,
along with their participles *mynéjont- and *pagéjont-, were in use at the time of
these developments — just as the present stems *mingje/o-, *budgje/o- were
probably once in use in Balto-Slavic (cf. §§17-8).

® 1t is important to stress the word “some.” In cases where the root lacked
Caland connections and had no old &forms (e.g., in the case of *greu- ‘pour’),
there would have been no adjective in *-&nt- to compete with the old middle
participle and hence no interference with the inherited state of affairs. The
intransitive aorist of yéw ‘pour’ is thus ybvo, with participle xfuevos.
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that the replacement of *ydg-meno- by *yag-é-ni- would be attended by a
simultaneous change of *gdg-fo to *wag-é-t (and 1 sg. *pdg-man to
*uag-&m, etc.) in the indicative. But the participle and the finite forms
were fun-damentally different. The establishment of *yag-€-nt-as an aorist
participle consisted in the reinterpretation of an existing nominal stem —
the adjective *pag-é-nt- ‘broken’ — as a proper verbal form, No comparable
substitution of an aorist 3 sg. *yag-é-t for *udg-to was possible at this
stage, because, as the comparative evidence makes clear, no such form
existed. There was no &-aorist in PIE, and no “fientive” in *-&- (*-eh;-) that
could be pressed into service as a surrogate for the root aorist.

Where, then, did the finite aorist paradigm *yag-&-m (*éh,-m), *-&-s,
*-&-t, etc. come from? The only answer that fully comports with the
testimony of the other IE languages is that the aorist “passive” in -1y, -1g,
-, efc. was a back-formation from the participle in *-nvt-, created at some
time prior to the Osthoff shortening of *-nvt- to -eve-, and possibly much
earlier.”® Far from representing a pristine PIE category, the n-aorist, with
no close cognates outside Greek, emerges as one of the most highly
transformed, least original &-formations in the family.”

§27. The subsequent history of the n-aorist in Greek saw further func-
tional and formal changes. Functionally, the intransitive value of the
n-aorist in pairs of the type &(F)é&yn broke (intr)’ : &(F)bke ‘broke (ir.),
£ ‘appeared’ : Epnve showed’, etc. led to its gradual evolution inte a
true passive. Formally associated with this development was the spread
of the longer suffix-form -6n- (cf. EAéy6n ‘was said, épAfen ‘was loved’,
£A00n ‘was [oosed’, etc.), a sequence whose somewhat murky history can
now be better understood.

7 From a purely formal point of view, the “cleanest” scenario would probably
date all the developments described above to the period before the loss of
laryngeals. But there is no basis for deciding on one chronology over another.

I There is a bare possibility that the n-acrist has a counterpart in Lithuanian,
Although the Baltic &-preterite as a whole is quite distinct from the forms discussed
here, I have elsewhere (Jasanoff 2003: 156, n. 23) called attention to the existence
of a small class of archaic-looking Lithuanian &preterites which recall Greek acrist
passives in function and, in one case, etymology: mine (= énévn??) recalled’ (: inf,
mifiti, pres. ména); mire ‘died’ (: inf. miPti, pres. mirdta); vire boiled’ (: inf. virti,
pres. vérda); and gimé ‘was born’ (; inf. girnti, pres. géma). It must remain a task
for the future to determine whether the *-& of these forms is genuinely equatable
with “stative *-&-” and if so, whether participles of the type *mp(n)-&nb-, "my(r)-é
nt- etc. {= Lith. mings, mirgs) played the same role in Baltic as their equivalents in
Greek.
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Two old ideas regarding the origin of the aorist in -8n- — periphrasis
with *d"ely- ‘put, do’ and analogical generalization from a supposed PIE
2 sg. middle in *thgs (= Ved. -thds) — can be swiftly discarded.™ -8- is
clearly a special case of -1-, with -8- abstracted from roots or stems ending
in *=d", Yet itis difficult to find a model for the resegmentation. Nothing
can be built on the fact that both an aorist éoyefov ‘held’ (: 8xw) and an
aorist Eoy &ty ‘stood fast’ (: Toyw) happen to be among the Greek reflexes
of the PIE root *segh- ‘hold, prevail’; the two forms belong to different
presents and have nothing synchronically to do with each other.” More
promisingly, Risch (1974: 253 {.) adduces the extended root *pul-d™- of
Gk. nh8e ‘cause to rot’, with middle nd8opon Tot (intr.); he suggests that
in the aorist the contrast between transitive €nvoa (< *-d"s-) and in-
transitive *¢wd8wy (< *-d"&= n-aorist) led to the reinterpretation of the -9-
as part of the suffix. But here too there is a fatal problem: the intransitive
sense of the verb n08w is confined to the present system. There is no
intransitive aorist *rvfn- and no evidence that there ever was.

A better candidate for an explanation along the same lines is "pleh;-
*filF, which makes a transitive active present mipnAnpt and a transitive
s-aorist Emincw. The intransitive present corresponding to wtpminu is
the dh-present mAf8w, with an enlarged root *pleh,-dh- that became
independent early enough ko spawn a small Caland system of its own (cf.
s-stem wAfifog (= Lat. plebas) ‘crowd’, extended u-stem nAn0fg Gd.”). We
should thus not be surprised to find a Caland g-stative *nhnd-n- as well;
and as it happens, just such a form, thinly disguised, can be seen in the
Homeric aorist passive éninobyy, with the same substitution of -06- for
-0-as in Eyvaobnv for *&yvabny (: yryvioxe know”), duviotny for *Epvibny
( mpvioropen ‘remember’), and other examples. The prehistoric system
would have been the following;

present aorist
“fill’ wpmAnme Erdnoo
‘become full’ wAHRw *ERAROnY

7 Pace Rix (1976: 219£). Although Wackernagel’s comparison of Gk. 2 sg.
~Bng with Ved. -thas (1890: 313) is still eye-catching, the reconstruction *#hasis no
longer defensible. Schwyzer (1939: 762) gives a survey of the older literature,

? The late form &oxé6ny (4th ¢.) is a normal case of -6n- added to the quasi-
raot oye-; Eoye8ov, though synchronically an aorist, is historically the imperfect
of a no longer extant present *ox£6w.
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The pattern observable in these forms would have suggested a natural
way to form passives to the transitive s-aorists of contract verbs (¢piAnco,
£tipdicn, etc.) — a function not easily filled by bare - (*éqinmv 1 was
loved’, #*&tydiny 1 was honored’?). Speakers were inevitably led to set up
a proportion Exknoo : *Eixhfbny : : Epidnoe, Etipdioe ; X, where X was
solved as épLAfOny, Stpdionv.

§28. Our survey is now complete, As outlined in §16, the original PIE
inventory of &-formations consisted of forms of three types — 1) predicate
instrumentals in *-éfy; 2) derived presents in *-eh;~fé/d- and 3) nouns and
adjectives in *-efy- followed by a nominal suffix. We have seen above
how this inherited mucleus, variously exploited and elaborated around
the family, gave rise to new formal categories of tense-aspect and voice in
the different IE languages. [t is significant that these “second-generation”
é-formations ~ forms like the Hittite inchoative presents in *-&-s-, the
Latin future and imperfect in *-&-b"y-, the Slavic stative preterites (“ao-
rists”) in *-&-5-, the Greek “passive” aorists in -(6)1-, and others — are all
marked by a high degree of formal transparency, even when the details
of their derivational history are uncertain or contested. Lying behind this
transparency is the important fact that the suffix *-8-/*eh;- was apo-
phonically invariant, After the loss of laryngeals, the stative morpheme
was a clear and segmentable *#- there were no ablaut variants *-o- < *-of;-
or — pace Cowgill, Hardarson, et al. — "o~ < *-hy-.

If PIE *-&-/*-ehy- had been an ordinary verbal suffix, its failure to
participate in ablaut alternations would be surprising. Within our
framework, however, the apophonic stability of stative *-&- is self-
explanatory. Historically, the ending of Ved. griha and its PIE forebear
“grufgt-ah, ‘with/in concealment, hidder’ was the fuil-grade, accented form
of the PIE instrumental singuiar in “éh, ~ *-h,. By late PIE, such forms
had become indeclinable modifiers, convenient to use but inconveniently
restricted to predicate position. It is this that explains their predilection
for further suffixation of a low-level, structure-preserving type. The
purpose of creating nominal and verbal derivatives in *eh;-t-, ®.ehy-(e)né-,
*-ehy-jé/ -, *-eh,-s(ke/0)-, etc. was to extend the functionality of *-eh,-while
maintaining its synchronic transparency.
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