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This study investigates the etymological origin of the family of the Greek adjective
Kohog ‘beautiful’ from the parent language Proto-Indo-European (PIE). After
examining its use in archaic hexameter poetry and reviewing previous proposals, the
author situates the problem in the broader context of the morphological behavior of
Greek and PIE roots of adjectival meaning, and pursues evidence for derivation from
the root *kel- ‘cover’ in light of the larger categories of nominal derivation in PIE. By
means of etymological analysis of semantically comparable lexemes, the dissertation
finally explores the conceptual relationships involved in the emergence of the lexical

meanings of the forms ancestral to kalog and its relatives.
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INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this study is to investigate a particular kind of concept whose apparent peculiarity
to human beings renders it apt to offer insight into patterns of cognition and experience. The
principal path of that investigation is a family of Ancient Greek words susceptible to analysis in
terms of historical and comparative grammar. The concept in question is the evaluative notion
representable as BEAUTY. The most prominent member of the family in question is the adjective
KoAog ‘beautiful, fine, etc.”, whose semantic range, as the usual glosses suggest, generally
corresponds to the notion of, for the most part, positive value inasmuch as such value is
perceptible. With thought and word in sight, we can advance a specific historical question posed
for the purpose of conceptual inquiry: why does kaAd¢ have this meaning?

The initial step in answering this question is to define a corpus in which the lexical family
first appears and to observe patterns in the use of its members. Due to its size and antiquity, the
most suitable corpus consists of Homer’s two poems (lliad and Odyssey),* to which we add two
of Hesiod’s (Theogony and Works and Days)? and two Homeric Hymns (Hymn to Demeter? and
Hymn to Aphrodite). As far as observing patterns is concerned, the most suitable procedure is to
establish relatively specific conceptual categories across which patterns in the use of xaAdc and
its relatives may present themselves more clearly.

We may begin in Homer with the use of xaioc itself, 4 including its comparative koAAwv

and superlative xéAMotoc. In total, the term occurs 316 times, 27 of which involve parts of the

! Text of Martin L. West 2001, 2011, 2017.

2 Text of R. Merkelbach and M.L. West. 1990.

3 Text of Richardson 1974 and 2010.

4 LfgrE: 1303-1313. For treatment of the semantically comparable yapig in Homer, see Latacz

1966: 78ff. For discussion of Homeric terms in the domain of beauty, see Shakeshaft 2019. For
discussion of the metrical behavior and descriptive use of kaAdg in Homer, see Bertrand 2019.



body. The most striking feature of its somatic use is that fact that, in almost half of those
occurrences, it is ypmg ‘skin’ that is qualified (13x). The use is clearly formulaic, given that ypag
and kolog only appear together in the phrase ypoa xaAdv, which occurs 3 times at line end, 4
times after the hephthemimeral caesura, and 6 times before the trochaic caesura. The next most
common (5x) body part are the eyes (duuata, edea), followed by rpocwna ‘face’ (4x).
Surprisingly in contrast to the frequency of the compounds kéAMOpi§ ‘with beautiful mane’ and
KaAAmAoKkapog “fair-tressed’ to be mentioned later on, a term for hair is the phrase’s head only 2
times, with 2 different terms, mioxapoc ‘lock(s)’ and £Bepa (horse)hair’, the latter of which is
used to refer to the crest of Achilles’ helmet (X 315). Last and least, mapniov ‘cheek’, coupov
‘ankle’, and unpog ‘thigh’ are each qualified 1 time (but cf. koAAirapnog ‘fair-cheeked’ [16x]
and kaAAiocpupog [5X]).

Another well represented category (16x) is what may be represented as SPACE,
comprising defined land of any kind (e.qg. cities, fields, etc.). 13 different terms are qualified:
gpya ‘works’ in the sense of ‘cultivated land’, tépevog n. ‘precinct’, TN Ainewn ‘Hightown’,
noMg ‘city’, dhon ‘vineyard’, Bfiooa ‘glen’, dAcog n. ‘grove’, v ‘harbor’, ayov ‘(place of)
assembly’, yopog ‘dancing place’, Toponym (TN) Kprjtn ‘Crete’, Epkea ‘enclosure’, and dypog
‘field’. The comparable category WATER is represented 14 times with 4 different terms: Howp
‘water’, pon ‘stream’, péeBpov ‘id.’, and motopdg ‘river’.

Human beings are qualified 24 times, WOMAN 13 times, MAN 11. Of the former class, 6
are proper names (Kootiavepa, Kieondtpn, [ToAvddpn, [Tolvkdot, Exikdot, Apiddvn), 6
are instances of yovi) ‘woman’, and 1 of Buydtnp ‘daughter’. Of the latter class, 9 are of specific
figures (Nireus, Paris, Agamemnon, Ganymede, Achilles, Telemachus [2x], Odysseus, and

Eurypylus). A generic odacg is qualified 1 time with the positive (1 513), while Odysseus’ men are



qualified with the comparative when restored to human form (x 396). Both uses involve
collocation with the lexeme péyag ‘big’. This phrase, which appears most notably in Achilles’
rhetorical question posed to the pleading Lycaon (ovy 6péanc, olog koi &ye koAdg te puéyag te; ®
108), clearly serves to express the notion of nobility of appearance and thus nobility itself.

The category VOICE (11x) comprises 4 instances with 6y* “voice’, and 7 as an adverbial
accusative modifying forms of deidw ‘sing” and dodidw ‘id.’. This adverbial use seems worthy
of being classed with the adjectival one because it is vocal activity that is qualified. The
conveniently named, generic category BELIEF (10x) comprises 7 instances of iepov ‘sacrifice’, 2
of k\éog ‘glory, renown’, and 1 of yépag ‘gift’.

The category ANIMAL is instantiated 10 times, most often with flocks of sheep (4x), twice
for cows, and one time each for horses, rams, dogs, and generic sacrificial animals. GODDESS is
instantiated 6 times, of which 5 are of specific individuals (Eos, Charis, Athena, a goddess whose
epithet is ALocvdvn [Thetis or Amphitrite], and Aphrodite), and 1 of the nymphs to which
Nausicaa’s maids are compared (1 108). SUPERTERRESTRIAL (5x) includes 2 instances of dotp
‘star’, 2 of dvepog ‘wind’, and 1 of vepéin ‘cloud’. For the category GOD, forms of kolog appear
3 times, qualifying 3 superhuman males (Ares [2x], Otus, and Ephialtes). PLANT is instantiated
but once (mrAatdvictog ‘plane tree’).

160 of the 316 instances of kaAd¢ belong to the macro-category Artificial, which
comprises artificial objects ranging in size from buildings and vehicles to items smaller than the
human body. The most frequently instantiated category is ARMOR (41x), with 7 different terms:
the generic tevyea (22x) and &vtea (8X), kvnuig ‘greave’ (5X), domig ‘shield’ (2x), odkog ‘id.’
(2x), k6puc ‘helmet’ (1x), and Tpvediela ‘id.” (1x). The frequent phrase tedyea kaAd is

formulaic; it is usually found at line end (10x), or before the trochaic caesura (7x). The



functionally equivalent phrase &vtea kola is also found at the end of the line (3x). After ARMOR,
the next most common category is CLOTHING (38x), represented by 9 different terms: nédiha
‘sandals, foot-covering’ (14x), eipata ‘clothes’ (9x), yitdv ‘tunic’ (2X), nénlog ‘woven cloth,
mantle, robe’ (2X), kpridepvov ‘headdress, veil’ (1X), pdpog ‘mantle, cloak’ (4X), yAdaiva ‘cloak’
(3x), Ldvn ‘belt, girdle’ (2X), dinhag ‘double-folded mantle’ (1x). The most frequent term occurs
in the phrase xola édha, which always appears at line end. The generic sipata in gipoto kadd
gravitates to the end (6x). As far as employment with kalog is concerned, CLOTHING clearly
comprises formulaic material. Given its similarity to CLOTHING, we can note here that CLOTH is
instantiated 7 times with 3 different terms: €ipia (pl.) ‘wool’ : pijyoc ‘rug, blanket’ : acc. sg. Aita
‘linen cloth’.

The next most frequently instantiated, but significantly smaller, coherent category is
STRUCTURE (19x), which includes d®pa ‘house’, tetyoc ‘wall’, EnaA&ig ‘battlement’, [Tocidrov
‘Temple of Poseidon’, and avAn ‘courtyard’. In contrast, while the conveniently constituted
category ARTEFACT is just as common, the 14 different terms belonging to it are of various
types: Quyov ‘yoke’, Aémadvov ‘yoke-strap’, opury§ ‘lyre’, a&ivn ‘axe-head’, pdoyavov ‘sword’,
oteeavn ‘garland’, TAvvdc ‘trough, washing-tank’, énibnua ‘lid’, ceaipa ‘ball’, pécodun ‘tie-
beam’, kAnic ‘bar, bolt’, OOpetpa ‘door’, kopmvr ‘door-handle’, papoog ‘rod, wand’.

VESSEL is instantiated 15 times with 6 different terms: kéveov ‘reed-basket’, AéBng
‘kettle, cauldron’, démag ‘goblet’, dAeicov ‘id.”, mpdyoog ‘ewer’, and kpnthp ‘mixing-bowl’. The
conveniently generic category VALUABLE is instantiated 11 times with 4 different terms: &evrjiov
‘gift of hospitality’, keyumAiov ‘stored treasure’, ddpov ‘gift’, and aéO ov “prize’. 3 terms for

FURNITURE (7X) occur: tpdameCo ‘table’, Opovoc ‘chair’, and ynAog ‘chest’. Finally, there are 5



instances of VEHICLE, each appearing once: dippot ‘chariot’, vavg ‘ship’, dpuata ‘chariot’,
auaco ‘wagon’, and anrvn ‘four-wheeled wagon’.

The remaining 30 instances of kalog belong to the conveniently designated abstract
category AFFAIR, which includes, on the one hand, predication of infinitives, neuter pronouns,
and unexpressed neuter subjects (21x) and, on the other, the use of the neuter accusative singular
or plural as an adverb (11x).°> The conspicuous feature of this category is the extent to which
Present-day English (PDE) beautiful or beautifully is an inappropriate translation. When, for
example, Euryalus insultingly dismisses Odysseus as a sea-merchant, the hero responds with
“E€lv’, 00 KoAOV Eeuteg dtacBdlmt avopi Eotkag (0 166). If we were to translate o0 kolov Eeuneg
with “you did not speak beautifully”, the translation would imply that the (negative) value
attributable to Euryalus’ speech was in some sense self-sufficient or self-contained as an object
of perception to the one assigning value. Instead, what is expressed by the qualification of speech
as koAov is a value that is saliently relational and beyond itself, being of consequence to subjects
as social beings, to a subject with some endpoint in view. As far as Odysseus is concerned,
Euryalus’ speech woefully fails to meet such an endpoint conceived of as a standard of
communicative behavior: not xaAdv for this relationship.

This relational, end-oriented aspect may also be exemplified by Odysseus’ expression of
appreciation of Demodocus’ singing: fjtot pév 168e kaAdV dxovépey éotiv 4o150d / t01008’ olog
66’ €oti, Og0ic évariykiog avdny (1 3). As evident from the comparison to the gods, it is the
singing that is beautiful; yet what is qualified as kolov is the hearing of it. While it is

conceivable to translate t6d¢ kaAov dkovépev éotiv as “this is (a) beautiful (thing), to hear...”, it

® Though classed separately, there is one instance of the adverb in kalédc (B 63), which would
bring the instances of kaAog to a total of 317.



is just as fitting or even preferable to use “a fine thing” or “(a) good (thing)” to translate the
predicate of dxovéuev éotiv do1dod (etc.). The reason for this preferability seems to be that the
hearing, which is not itself perceived, is valued as a means to an experience of what is assigned
self-contained, intrinsic value, namely the beautiful singing. Moreover, the hearing of what is
beautiful is good for something, principally life itself and one’s experience of it.

Compared to most Homeric instances of kaAdc, a usage such as this one is an outlier in
two respects. The first is that, unlike most entities qualified, which are visually or, far less
frequently, auditorily perceptible, the notion of value is not so closely tied to perception of, for
the most part, external stimuli; indeed, hearing is itself perception, rather than an external
percept. The second is that, as just mentioned, the notion of value is related to something beyond
that to which value is assigned. These two respects appear to underlie the practical or ethical
sense ‘good’ in some instances of kaAdc. The fact that such instances are outliers corresponding
to the meaning of the adjective in later Greek is of course in keeping with the assumption that,
despite its larger semantic range relative to PDE beautiful, the Archaic Greek adjective kaAdc
originally and principally denoted what beautiful does today.

The originality of an aesthetic meaning attributable to the root xa)- is especially evident
in the fact that the meaning of the substantive kdAioc never corresponds to the ethical sense that
eventually wins out in xa)dg itself.6 The 16 Homeric instances of this substantive are all used in
reference to the positively valuable visually perceptible appearance of deities and human beings.
Paris, for example, is described as glittering with beauty and garb (kdAAet 1€ otiABov kai

elpaocw- T 392). Insofar as kaAlog is used in connection with anthropoids, there is the question

6 On the lexical semantic distinction between the simple positive adjective and the s-stem
substantive, see Konstan 2014: 37-39.



of sexual value, which is certainly relational beyond itself insofar as the complex of features
expressible by kadAlog is a type of goodness for something, namely sensual and sexual activity,
and is thus presentable as a cause of the particular desire underlying marriage and related actions
(e.g. xai XA@dpwv eidov mepikoréa, Ty mote Nnhevg / yRpev £0v petd kdAdog, [A 282]). Yet
there are cases, such as the epiphany of Demeter discussed below, where the kéAlog of an
anthropoid body does not clearly connote positive sexual value. In any case, we can be more than
confident that the meaning of kéA\oc corresponds to the originally dominant aesthetic sense of
the adjective.

The aesthetic meaning of kéAlog is the cause of the meaning attributable to its adjectival
derivative mepucaAinc ‘exceedingly beautiful’, which occurs 55 times and is always used of
visually perceptible entities. The most common class is VEHICLE (9X): digppog ‘chariot’ : vadg
‘ship’, followed by ARTEFACT (8x) comprising 6 different terms: poppuy§ ‘lyre’, Bopog ‘altar’,
kiBapig ‘lyre’, Epya ‘works’, otetlelov ‘axe-handle’, dyaAua ‘ornament, necklace’. FURNITURE
(7x) comprises 5 different terms: ymAdc ‘chest’, ebvn ‘bed’, tpimovg ‘tripod’, dippog ‘stool’,
Bpovog ‘chair’. Two kinds of what is classed as VALUABLE (6X) occur: debiov ‘prize’ and ddpov
‘gift’. STRUCTURE (4x) manifests itself with 3 different terms (6®pa ‘house’, do6poc ‘id.’, and
avAn ‘courtyard’). The same is the case for SPACE (4x): téuevog ‘sacred precinct’, Aipvn ‘surface
of water’, dypoc ‘field’, and for VESSEL (4X): 6émag ‘goblet’, dAeicov ‘id.’, kdveov ‘basket’.
BODY is instantiated 3 times with 2 different terms: deipn} ‘neck’ and dooe ‘eyes’. WOMAN is
also instantiated 3 times but with 3 different substantives: kovpn ‘girl, maid’ and the Personal
Names (PNs) 'Hepifowa and XAdpic. In contrast to their frequency with koldg, ARMOR and

CLOTHING are only instantiated 2 times each with but 1 term: tevyea ‘arms’ and némhog ‘robe’



respectively. Finally, WATER, PLANT, and LIGHT are each instantiated 1 time with pnyodg ‘oak’,
poog ‘stream’, and @dog ‘light’ respectively.

Mention should also be made of the adjective xéAApoc,” which occurs 6 times in Homer.
It is used of gifts (ddpa) 3 times, 1 time of skin (ypac), 1 time of voice (6y), and 1 time of wind
(ovpoc). This last use stands out because, like voice, wind is not a visually perceptible object. Its
effects, however, are visible. Since those effects are practically significant, it is conceivable that
the sense of kaAog, as in the use of kahog with Gvepog (€.9. Bopént avépmt dkpaéi kot [€
253]), is not aesthetic, but pertinent to the wind’s value as regards a particular end, namely
navigation.

The remaining Homeric instances of the root kaA-/kaAA- are in bahuvrihi (i.e. pOSSessive)
compounds whose first member (FCM) is kaAA1- ‘with beautiful X’. There are 11 different
second compound members (SCMs). Since these compounds are in effect compressed
predications of kaidg, more data on what is qualified can be adduced. The most frequent one is
the mostly equine epithet kaAMOp1E ‘with beautiful mane/hair’ (17x). The next most common is
kaAMmdpnog ‘with fair cheeks’ (16x). The rest are somewhat or even considerably less frequent:
kaAMmAdkoapog ‘with fair locks’ (6x), kaAAryovong ‘with fine women’ (5x), kaAAippoog ‘with
beautiful streams’ (5x), kaAlicoupog ‘with fine ankles’ (5x), kaAAilwvog ‘with fine girdle’ (3x),
KaAAikopog ‘with fair hair’ (2x), kaAlpéeBpog ‘with beautiful streams’ (2x), kaAlikpndepvog
‘with beautiful headdress’ (1x), and kaAAiyopog ‘with beautiful dancing-space’ (1x). In all cases
what kaAAi- qualifies is visually perceptible and in most cases superficial with respect to the

percept as a whole (e.g. mane : horse, hair : woman, girdle : woman).

" For treatment of the class of adjectives formed with this suffix, see Arbenz 1933.



Now that we have considered all lexical occurrences of the root kaA- in Homer, we can
turn to its appearance in Hesiod’s two poems and in our two Homeric Hymns. In the Theogony
and Works and Days are found 16 instances of kald6g. GOD comprises 2 instances with 2
different terms, "Epog ‘Love’ and “Ipepog ‘Desire’. The same is the case for GODDESS (Aubvn
and Apoditn), VOICE (ao1dn ‘song’ and dy* ‘voice”), and WOMAN, both in reference to
Pandora (map0Oevixfic karov gidoc [Op.63]; kaAdv kakdv évt’ dyadoio [Th.585]). MATTER
includes 1 adverbial use in an aesthetic sense (kaAov 8¢ 6’ Vt” dppvCt depkiowvtar [Th.911]).
The following categories are each instantiated 1 time: SPACE (yop6¢ ‘dancing-place’),
STRUCTURE (d®pa ‘house’), ANIMAL (uijhov ‘sheep’), BELIEF (iepdv ‘sacrifice’), VALUABLE
(ebrov ‘prize’), BODY (ypmg ‘skin’), and WATER (péebpov ‘stream’). There are 6 different
compounds with KaAAt- as first member: koA lmdpnog ‘with fair cheeks’ (6x), kaAricoupog
‘with fine ankles’ (4x), kaAAikopog ‘with fair hair’ (2X), keAlryOvaug ‘with fine women’ (1x),
KaAApéebpog ‘with beautiful streams’ (1x), and kaAlippoog ‘with beautiful streams’ (1x). While
K@AAoc does not occur, its derivative mepikaAing ‘exceedingly beautiful” does appear 1 time in
qualification of doca ‘voice’.

In the Hymn to Demeter and Hymn to Aphrodite are found 21 instances of kaAdg. BODY
is instantiated 6 times with 3 different terms: dupa ‘eye’ (4x), tpécwmov ‘face’ (1x), and kepaAn
‘head’ (1x). While CLOTHING is instantiated 3 times with 1 term in the formula eipata kaid
‘beautiful clothes’, PLANT (3X) is instantiated with 3 (fov ‘violet’, dévdpeov ‘tree’, and dpig ‘tree,
oak”). SPACE is instantiated 2 times with 2 different terms (8pog ‘mountain’, §Acog ‘grove’). The
same is the case for VALUABLE (é0vppa ‘object of delight, adornment’, yépag ‘honor’). BELIEF

(2x) is instantiated with iepov ‘sacrifice’. ARTEFACT and ACTIVITY are each instantiated 1 time



with 6ppot ‘necklace’ and yopog ‘dance’ respectively. Finally, MATTER is instantiated 1 time

with an adverbial use in the ethical domain (kaAd TOnvoiuny “I would nurse well” [h.Cer.142]).
There are 2 different compounds with koAAt- as first member, kaAAictépavog ‘with

beautiful garland’ (2x) and kaAricpupog ‘with fine ankles’ (1x), both used of Demeter.

nepikaAlng ‘exceedingly beautiful’ occurs 4 times: twice of Persephone, once of gifts (d®pa),

and once of the necklace (6pupot) Aphrodite wears in Anchises’ presence (h.Ven.163). There are

4 occurrences of kGAAog in the set of these two hymns, 2 instances are of mortal males (Anchises

and Ganymede), and 2 of immortal females (Demeter and Aphrodite). The former are in a sexual

context, namely seduction and abduction, while the latter are in a context of divine epiphany

where the goddesses’ sexuality seems less relevant. Demeter’s epiphany to Metaneira is a good

example of value attributable to a percept intrinsically (h.Cer.275-280):

Q¢ einodea Oed péyeboc kai gidoc dpenye

yiipoc drmcapuévn, mept T AUei T€ KAAAOC anTo-

ooun 6’ ipepodecca Bunévimv Amd TETADY

ckidvaro, Thie 8¢ PEyyoc amod ypodc dboviTolo

Adume Bedc, EavBai 6¢ kOpo katevivobev drovc,

avyic 6’ €mAncon mokwvoc d6poc dctepomijc dc.

“So spake the goddess and changed her stature and form,

Casting off her old skin, and round about her beauty blew,

And the lovely fragrance from her incense-filled robes

Dispersed itself, and far off shone a luminance from the deathless skin

Of the goddess, whose golden tresses covered her shoulders,

And radiance filled the well-built house like lightning.”

In this transformation from apparent anility, we can observe several specific features of beauty

arguably relevant to the concept corresponding to the general meaning of kdAioc. As implied by

yipog arocouévn, the appearance of kaAAog is dependent on the revelation of a surface through

the removal of one that covered it, in this case, aged skin. Freed from occlusion, kéAlog is

presented as some sort of physical substance surrounding and emanating from the goddess like

10



an expanding vapor. This image of visible vapor is paralleled by an aesthetically pleasing
olfactory emanation from her clothing. Visual perception then reasserts itself in connection with
the goddess’s skin and hair. Even in this exceptional scene, it is as if beauty were being
presented in terms of how the property prototypically manifests itself.

As far as kdAhog and kaAdc are concerned, the clear inference from the data presented
and discussed above is that the core-meaning of the root appears to serve a concept identifiable
prototypically as the property of being positively valued on the basis of visually perceiving a
surface. While this abstract definition is without doubt applicable to all sorts of terms across
languages translatable with beauty and beautiful, it is worth keeping in mind some of the
concrete objects in connection with which Epic poets use derivatives of Vka-. In the biological
domain, we may note the prominence of skin and hair, and, in the artificial, of armor and
clothing. Even if we discount the frequency and formulaic profile of armor as an effect of genre,
the combination of frequency and formulaicity observable in the other categories leaves us in
little doubt that visually perceptible surfaces are central to the conditioning of the positive-value-
assignment underlying most uses of the linguistic expression.

In investigating the historical cause of that expression’s lexical semantics, we must
consider two areas of inquiry: (1) the morphosemantic processes defining the spaces within
which develop the senses of the lexemic forms involved in the ancestry of \VkaA-, and (2) the
conceptual relations that disposed those forms to be used in senses ancestral to the attested
meaning. By continual consideration of both form and meaning, we will not only get a handle on
why kaAd¢ means ‘beautiful’, but even obtain some insight into where BEAUTY stands in the

network of ideas and what function amongst them it performs.
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CHAPTER 1

FORSCHUNGSGESCHICHTE
Why kaAdc means ‘beautiful’ is specifically an etymological question — an attempt to discover
the true sense in which a word was first put to use. In this respect, even the first etymology of
KaAog, appearing in Plato’s Cratylus (416bd), merits mention as a stage in the project of trying to
understand how the relationships that exist between concepts are realized as the “real” senses of
words. Taking the articular substantival phrase to xaA6v as his explicandum, Socrates derives the
form-meaning pair from 10 kaAodv ‘that which calls’, which is supposed to have been
established in reference to the intellect (diévowa), for the reason that the human or divine intellect
is cause of the fact that things are called (kAn6fvat) by names. In applying this general truth, the
question we might ask ourselves in the sketching out of the following history of research is how
parallelable and thus realistic it is that a human intellect would conceive of and cause reference
to what is beautiful in one way or another.

Before that question can be posed, one must of course impose certain constraints derived
from historical phonology and morphology. In the time of Theodor Benfey’s Griechisches
Wurzellexikon (1842 11: 173-174) and Georg Curtius’ Grundzilige der griechischen Etymologie
(1879: 140), which freely associate kalog with various Indo-European data, these constraints had
yet to be properly developed. Beyond the then relatively recent recognition that the answer to the
etymological question is assuredly to be found through comparison with languages to which
Greek is indubitably related, the free associations of form and meaning found in pre-Neo-
Grammarian work are understandably incredible.

By the beginning of the 20" Century, the forms given prominence by etymologists such

as Prellwitz (1905: 205) and Boisacq (1916: 399) are Epic and Classical Sanskrit kalya- ‘sound,
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ready’ and Vedic kalyana- ‘beautiful’ (RV +; vrki- fem. kalyani-).8 The reason for this
prominence is the fact that the kal- of both forms is at face value phonologically corresponsive
to the root of kaAdc. This apparent correspondence is the basis of the most influential account of
the background of that root.

The account of Jacob Wackernagel (1934: 191-97) is based on the assumption that the
correspondence between Viah- and the kal— of kalyana- justifies the reconstruction of a root
*kal- that already bore the meaning ‘beautiful’ in the language ancestral to Greek and Vedic.
What has to be explained, then, is the material after the root. For Wackernagel, the means of
explanation is derived from a basic fact about the family of kaidg that we shall discuss in much
greater detail in the next chapter: suffixal substitution. Adducing the Boeotian kolroc bearing
the suffix -p6-, Wackernagel argues that beside the stem of the positive adjective ancestral to this
form existed a compositional stem *kal-i- comparable to kvdt- (kvdiGvelpa ‘giving men glory’)
beside k0dpoc ‘glorious’. When, therefore, the root of *kal-u0- was needed in an FCM, *-i- was
substituted for -u06- to produce a *kal-i- for use in compounds, one of which was the preform of
kalyana-. Wackernagel’s contribution primarily concerns the SCM of this erstwhile bahuvrihi
(possessive compound); by comparison to Hesychius” ®@AAOV (- thv 100 Bpayiovoc kapmrrv) and
to the less perspicuous ani- m. ‘axle-pin; part above the knee’ (RV+), it is argued that the —apa-
of kalyana- reflects via Fortunatov’s Law a Proto-Indo-lranian *a/alna- akin to dAévn “elbow,
forearm’.® The compound as a whole would thus have expressed the sense ‘with beautiful
forearms’ comparable to that of the Homeric Aevkd®Aevog ‘white-armed’. The remaining

assumption pertaining to Indic is that the compound, which would have denoted the beauty of a

8 For extensive philological treatment of kalyana-, see Beucker 2007.
9 For treatment of this law, see Collinge 1985: 41-46.
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particular body-part, came to be used in reference to bodily beauty in general (4o pépovg).
Concerning the Greek facts, the compositional *kal-i- whose meaning was allegedly generalized
in a single Vedic adjective is by his account the indirect ancestor of the widely attested
compositional form koAi-; while the kaly- of kalyana- would reflect that preform directly, the
geminate in koAAt- is supposed to have been analogically imported from the s-stem kéAiog, for
which he reconstructs a phonologically feasible *kal-ne/os- formed by suffixal substitution.
Despite its philological acumen and attentiveness to morphological patterns,
Wackernagel’s account has long been problematic on account of its indeterminacy in phonology
and lexical semantics. On the phonological side, we may note that the Old Indic sequence kal-
can reflect far more possible sequences of the proto-language than koi— can. Given this greater
possibility, anyone prepared to believe his account would have to rely heavily on the
correspondence in meaning. When, however, one takes into account those same possibilities of
form, it is easy to imagine that the correspondence, rather than resulting from inheritance of the
same root with a suspiciously suitable meaning, is instead simply an accidental development
from distinct PIE roots. In the case of kalyana-, one might justly adduce a form that Wackernagel
was perhaps too hasty in dissociating, namely the above-mentioned kalya- ‘sound, ready’ of later
Sanskrit. Wackernagel asserts, reasonably enough, that kalya- belongs with VVedic kald- “(right)
time, season’, but considers the meaning of kalya-, such as its use as a substantive in the sense
‘daybreak’, too distant from that of kalyana- to render a root-connection plausible. Only a
moment’s reflection upon the TIME-VALUE relation and its lexical instantiations is sufficient for
support of a connection between kalya- ‘seasonable (time)’ and kalyana- (cf. PDE tidy < ME tidy

« tide ‘time”; Mod. Gk. opoiog “fair’ : dpa ‘hour, season’).
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The question we might pose concerns the identity of —ana-, under the reasonable
assumption that kalya- was an FCM. According to Pinault (2003), who otherwise accepts
Wackernagel’s account, the SCM is instead a loanword with the meaning ‘haunch’ borrowed as
the above-mentioned ani- m. ‘axle-pin; part above the knee’ (RV+) from a non-IE language
supposed to have been spoken in Central Asia at the time when the ancestors of the Indo-Iranians
and those of the Tocharians, who allegedly borrowed the term as well (TB hapax ofii ‘hip’, cf.
Adams 2013: 119-120), arrived in the region. Given the unlikelihood of independent borrowings
of a core vocabulary item from an unattested language, the account is hardly an improvement on
Wackernagel’s. If we are to explain the —ana- of kalyana- beside the ani- whose meaning seems
to correspond to the more general notion of joint or fitting, it is conceivable that the SCM had
been formed with the root reflected in Greek épbpov ‘joint, limb’ and, as in Wackernagel’s
account, would undergo Fortunatov’s Law (*Har-na- > —ana-; cf. Ved. kasu-ka- ‘sharp, biting” :
Lith. kartus ‘bitter’, IEW: 938-947). The compound would thus have meant ‘having
seasonable/fit limbs’.

In any case, if the kaly- of kalyana- is to be identified with kalya- ‘ready, sound,
seasonable’, and if the latter in all likelihood shares a root with kald- “(right) time, season’, then
one might easily undermine the connection of kalyana- with xaAédg by associating kald- with PIE
roots like *k"elhi- ‘turn’ or *ker- ‘cut’, for whose derivatives there is independent evidence of
use with temporal semantics (e.g. repumiopévov éviavtdv a 16; kaipodg ‘(decisive) time’
[Chantraine 2009: 461-462], cf. OE f#id ‘time’ < *dih2-ti- “division’). This hinting at
etymological alternatives is meant to highlight what Wackernagel is asking us to believe, namely
that there was indeed a root *kal- with an already highly abstract meaning perfectly reflected in

but two daughter-languages separated by at least a couple thousand years. In sum, as an answer
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to an alleged correspondence it was invented to explain, the hypothesis of *Vkal- ‘beautiful’
lacks explanatory power and, as an etymological primitive, provides no insight into the
lexicalization of the concept.

An attempt to offer such insight is the proposal of Andreas Willi (2017: 507-12), who
connects kokdg with the widely reflected *VKley- ‘hear’ (— *lu-t6- > khvtodc ‘renowned”),
under the assumption that the socially evaluative sense ‘renowned, noble, glorious’ based on the
resultative sense ‘heard of” would condition a shift to an aesthetic sense. In light of, for example,
his adducing of PDE glorious in precisely this sense, such a shift is in principle conceivable,
provided that one can make phonological and morphological sense of the root-etymology. This
does not, however, appear to be the case.

Drawing inspiration from de Lamberterie’s (1990 I: 31) speculation that u-stem
adjectives were in origin resultative like the allegedly related perfect participle in *-yos-, Willi
reconstructs an adjective *k/u-U- ‘renowned’. In particular, this adjective is postulated in an
attempt to account for the gemination, which is claimed to have originated in the comparative
kaAAiov. Taking the necessarily uncertain Mycenaean ka-wi-ja (KN Uf 79) and ka-wi-ta (PY Cn
600.9) as hypocoristic derivatives of compounds with a supposed /kalwi-/ as first member, Willi
disregards regular syllabification (i.e. *klu-i0s-) by reconstructing the comparative as *k/u-ios-,
which, after glide assimilation to *k/i-ios-, developed to a *kall-ios- whose supposed Sievers’
Law reflex was *kall-ii0s-; on the basis of this *kall- the superlative *kalwisto- (< *k/u-isto-)
was remodeled and all other geminated forms derived (e.g. kGAAog, kaAAi-, etc.). Since Willi
operates under the assumption that the comparative in *-ios- and superlative in *-isto- are
historically derived from the root and that xaAdg (Boeot. kaipOc) must reflect a secondary,

eventually thematized u-stem adjective, he reconstructs a presumably Pre-Proto-Greek *k/u-U-,

16



whose neuter nom./acc. plural is assumed to have been *k/u-ua rather than the phonologically
regular *klu-ua or, as one might mention, the *k/w-éwa expected of an actual u-stem adjective
reflected in Greek (cf. /160¢ : Ndéa < *hwadéwa). Willi further assumes that this *k/u-u4, after
developing to *kaluué and then to *kalya by degemination, served as the model for a thematic
paradigm “in the usual manner” (i.e. *kalya : *kaly6n). While such paradigm derailments are not
unheard of (cf. dakpv : ddkpoa : dakpvov ‘tear’), the phenomenon is rare and, in this case, the
starting point is itself highly dubitable.

Without morphological and even phonological constraints, the derivation from *Vkley- is
unacceptable. Yet even if the formal argumentation were unproblematic, what has to be assumed
in terms of lexical semantics does not fit the facts of use in the earliest texts. As we observed,
kaAog in Homer is primarily used in an aesthetic sense and of entities which one can visually
perceive. The senses of nobility or moral value, which by his account would arise from the sense
of renown, appear in specific contexts of evaluating a man’s social standing or the suitability of
certain actions and conditions. While these semantics would win out over the general aesthetic
meaning, the path from the socially evaluative ‘renowned, noble, glorious’ through the aesthetic
‘splendid, beautiful, fine’ to the social or generally ethical ‘fair, noble, good’ seems implausibly
tortuous.

In terms of lexical semantics, the proposal of Lucien van Beek (2013: 307; 2022: 473—
475) is relatively straightforward, though in terms of form similarly problematic. It exists as a
means to the end of explaining the geminate observed particularly in the s-stem adjective
nepkadng ‘very beautiful’, which is interpreted as a derivative not of kéAloc, but of the
thematized nasal infix present seemingly reflected in Latin ex-cello, -ere ‘rise above, excel’ (<<

*Kk/-n-h1-e/o- ‘rise’; cf. Lith. kylu, Kilti ‘aufstehen, sich erheben’ : *kelH- ‘aufragen, hochragen’
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LIV2: 349). Beside this lost nasal present, Proto-Greek is supposed to have inherited and
subsequently thematicized a deverbal u-stem adjective *kal-- (cf. Lith. kilus ‘protruding’) to
produce the preform of kaiog (< *kalw-0- << *k/h1-U- ‘prominent, excellent”).

The first problem with the proposal is its reliance on the rule of forming s-stem
compounds from verbs. Though Greek did indeed develop such a rule (e.g. dueidpveng ‘torn on
both sides’ : dpvmtom ‘tear’, Meissner 2006: 192), there is little reason to invoke it when Greek
itself shows no trace of the supposedly basic verb, but amply attests the s-stem kaAhog from
which a denominal tepicaAiing may be formed by the inherited pattern (e.g. uévog — eouevig;
cf. Ved. manas- ‘mind, spirit’ — suménas- ‘benevolent’). Secondly, even under the unsupported
assumption that u-stem adjectives could be formed in PIE from verbs, there is no reason to
suppose that there was a deverbal *k/h1-U- reflected in Greek and Baltic; given the general
productivity of u-stem adjectives in the latter branch (e.g. kalbus ‘loquacious’ : kalbéti ‘talk’),
the Lithuanian kilus van Beek adduces is unlikely to be inherited. Moreover, even if we suppose
that the proto-language possessed such a deverbal u-stem adjective, there is no path from *k/h1-
U- to kahog that makes any phonological or morphological sense. Since a thematicized *k/h1-u-06-
(> Proto-Greek fklews-) cannot produce kaAdc, van Beek must suppose that this thematicization
took place only after *k/hi-U- developed to *kal-0- (>> *kalwd-) — a claim that simply assumes
that Proto-Greek retained the allophones of PIE */w/. There is also the matter of thematicization
itself; while it is clear that thematic forms do indeed stand beside u-stems of some description
(lon. otewvog ‘narrow’ < *otevpog : TN Ztevoxkinpog ‘Narrow Lot’ [Hdt.9.64.2]) and that some
u-stems are replaced by more recent thematic stems (e.g. kpatig : kpatepdc ‘mighty’), there is
no evidence that the thematic vowel alone simply served as a means of meaninglessly

recharacterizing athematic stems.
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Finally, there is the matter of lexical semantics, which involves the connection between
elevation or prominence in a physical environment and, in a visual array, the distinctiveness of
an object underlying the worthiness of paying attention to it. While the recency of deverbally
forming s-stem adjectives and the dubitability of PIE deverbal u-stems in general render the
morphological foundations of the derivation from *+kelhx- in particular unstable, the path from
the spatial ‘risen, elevated’ through the evaluative ‘outstanding, excellent’ to the specifically
aesthetic ‘beautiful’ is in principle conceivable, and offers some insight into the nature of the
concept, namely that the anything to which the property is attached necessarily appears as an
object worthy of attention and interest.

Such worthiness is generally true of the concept and of any lexical root realizing it. Yet
for one wishing to identify the root ancestral to Vkak-, the object of attention and interest is
necessarily the morphology. Despite the attention and interest understandably accorded to formal
matters in the above-discussed proposals, each is beset by a larger methodological problem: the
absence of a well-developed theory of the behavior of Proto-Indo-European morphs. In lieu of
such a theory, etymologies are limited to the relation of phonologically resemblant roots whose
semantic contributions cannot be evaluated in an independent, systematic, or constrained way.
Accordingly, the purpose of the following Chapter is to lay the contextual and theoretical
groundwork for understanding the morphology of Vka- and how that morphology realizes

derivational and lexical semantic information.
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CHAPTER 2
SYNCHRONIC MORPHOLOGY
In all varieties of Ancient Greek, Vka)- is characterized by allomorphy. In Attic, this allomorphy
consists in the alternation between Viok- in the simple positive adjective kalog and VicarA-
everywhere else (xahog : karr-).2? The latter, pandialectal allomorph is represented most
prominently by the s-stem substantive kdAlog, the comparative kaAAiov, superlative kdAotog,
and by what may be termed the “compositive” koAli- (e.g. kaiit-yovouka ‘populated by
beautiful women’ Hom.).'* In light of this binary opposition, we may provisionally characterize
the kaddg : koA)- alternation as the expression of a unit of meaning concerned with the presence
or absence of the simple positive adjective.
In Attic, the root is realized as xaA- in the context of the semantic unit consisting of the
simplex positive adjective. The dialectal variation is chiefly confined to the manner in which the
simplex positive adjective is realized. Since Homer attests xaAdc, it is appropriate to assert that,

in the variety of lonic contributory to the Kunstsprache, the realization of the root in the context

10'With the allomorph of the positive adjective are more recently formed xaiotng ‘beautifulness’
(Chrysipp.Stoic.3.60), akdiwc ‘unwell” (POxy.1676.22), and the later compounds in koio- (e.g.
FCM koro-@uAidlog ‘with beautiful leaves’ Thphr.HP.5.3.2, SCM aneipoxaroc ‘inexperienced
with 1o kolov’ PL, X., Plu.), of which the most prominent is kalokéyabog ‘gentleman(ly),
admirable’ (Attic prose).

1 To these forms, all of which are Homeric and continue to be widely attested, may be added
nepkalng ‘very beautiful” (Hom. +), dxaAing ‘charmless’ (Hp.Ep.15, Luc.Hist.), kdAAog
‘beautiful” (Od.), koAOvo ‘beautify, embellish, sweep clean’ (S., Pl., Arist.), kaAAovtig
‘sweeper, cleaner’ (UPZ8.6 ii B.C.), kA vvtpov ‘broom; shrub’ (Cleanth.Stoic.1.130, Plu. Dio
55; Arist. HA553a20), kaAivvBpov (LXX, BGU1120.17), kaAlvvthpia ‘festival of adornment’
(Phot., EM487.13), kaAMdopata ‘sweepings’ (1G12(5).593A22 Ceos), kaAlovn ‘beauty’ (Hdt.,
E., PL.), kaAAoovvn (-a lyric Doric E.), kaAlomoidg ‘beautifying’ (Plot.6.7.32), kaAlomil®
‘embellish’ (Attic prose), kaAlo® ‘render kolhiov’ (LXX), kaAlotedm ‘be kdAotog’ (Hdt.
E.), kaAAictevpa ‘offering of what is most beautiful; the fairest prize; prize for beauty’
(E.Ph.215, 1d.0r.1639, Lyc.1011), koAoteiov ‘offering of what is fairest, finest prize, contest
of or prize for beauty’ (E.IT.23, S.Aj.435, etc.).
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of the positive simplex meaning is kaA-. In contrast to this form of lonic, the Boeotian realization
is kaA- as in Attic, but, in contrast to both Attic and Epic, the meaning of the simplex positive
adjective is realized with the morph -wo-, as evident from the 6™ century attestation of <kaApov>
at the Temple of Apollo Ptoios (SEG 29: 449). In sum, there are amongst the dialects three
variants of the simple positive adjective: kalog, karog, and KoArdc.

In contrast to this variation, all dialects realize the root as koAA- in the context of any
semantic unit that does not bear the meaning simplex positive adjective, such as the one
responsible for the substantive realized by kaAAoc. This s-stem realizes three units of meaning:
that of the root, the substantival, and the inflectional. The root is realized with the addition of a
mora to the /I/ of the root; the unit of substantival meaning is realized in turn by the neuter
sigmatic stem class, which requires that the realization of the inflectional unit, i.e. markers of
case, belong to that class.

As discussed in Chapter 1, the usual method of dealing with k&\Aoc is to view the s-stem
as just another carrier of an allomorph whose diachronic source is to be sought elsewhere, for
example, in the comparative kaAliov. Instead, we can economically derive the allomorph from a
single source. This formulation stems from observation of the derivational behavior of s-stems
that participate in systems of suffixal alternation similar to that of VicoA-. This inherited
phenomenon, known since Nussbaum 1976 as the Caland System after the morphological
process of compositional substitution first observed in Avestan by the Indo-Iranist Willem
Caland (1892: 266-268; 1893: 593; e.g. Av. tiy-ra- ‘sharp’ : tiz-i-sruua- ‘sharp-horned’, xri-ra-
‘bloody” : xruu-i-dru- ‘with bloody club’, etc.; Wackernagel 1897: 8f.),%2 is characterized by the

patent fact that the simplest adjectival, substantival, and verbal members of such systems look

12 For a history of research into the Caland System, see Dell’Oro 2015.
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like primary derivatives employing a certain subset of suffixes that produce stems formed in
parallel from roots. To illustrate, glossary representations of certain roots are listed below
alongside some predominantly and descriptively primary members of their derivational families.
Though not all items are attested in a given family, the members most helpfully but not
exhaustively displayed are the adjectives (positive, comparative, superlative), the substantive, the
compositive, and the verbs (stative, [anti-]causative3):*4

Voioy- ‘ugly, shameful’ : aioypdg ‘ugly’ : aioyimv : aioyotog : aloyog ‘shame’ : aicyive
‘disgrace’

Véhy- “painful, careful’ : éhyewvoc (tragedy, etc.), Hom. dheyewoc (cf. dAéyo “care for’),
apyoréog ‘painful’ : ddyimv : dhyiotog @ dAyog ‘pain’ : dAyém ‘feel pain’ : dieybve ‘heed, care
for’ (dyovo ‘distress’ tragedy, later prose, etc.)

Vapy- “flashy’ : apyoc ‘bright, swift’, Aeol. apyevvoc ‘white’ : Apyoc ‘Argos’s : apyucéponvog
‘with bright lightning’ : dpyaive ‘brighten’ (E.Fr.73)

\Bad- ‘deep’ : Padic ‘deep’ : Paoowv (Epich.188) : Padimv (Theoc.5.43) : Badiotoc : PévOoc
‘sea-depth’ (n.b. post-Hom. Bd&0Oog ‘depth’) : BabOlwvoc ‘deep-girded’ : fabOve ‘deepen’

\Bap- ‘heavy’ : Papvg ‘heavy’ : Bapog (tragedy, prose, etc.) : BapvOvpog “sullen’ (E.Med.176) :
Bapéw ‘be weighty on’ (pf. part. Befapnag ‘weighed down’) : Bapvbw ‘be weighed down’:

Bapdve ‘weigh down’

13 While the term causative does have a usual value in IE studies, | choose to use the term in this
work not in reference to the morphological class characterized by radical o-grade and a suffix *-
éie/o- (e.g. *sod-éie/o- ‘make sit’ > Goth. satjan ‘to set”), but primarily to a kind of verb
expressive of the bringing about of a state. Correspondingly, the term anti-causative denotes a
verb expressive of the coming about of a state without an agent to bring it about.

14 All items occur in Homer unless stated otherwise.

15 This particular item, here adduced solely for formal purposes, is not to be considered the
synchronic substantive of Vépy-.
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Véheyy- ‘disgraceful’ : éhéyxiotoc ‘most disgraceful’ : Ekeyyoc ‘disgrace, reproach’ : éAéyyo
‘reproach’

\evp- ‘broad, wide’ : edpvg ‘broad, wide’ : ebpog ‘breadth’ : edpvdyvia ‘with wide streets” :
e0pOve ‘broaden’

\éy0- ‘hateful’ : &0pog hateful’ : éyBimv (drama, prose) : &xdiotoc : £xboc ‘hate’ : ExBopoun ‘be
hated’

VOopp- ‘astounding, astonished’ : Odppoc ‘wonder’ : Baupéw ‘wonder at’

\Oapo- bold, daring’ : Bpacig, Bapoaréog ‘bold’ : Bapooc/Opdcog ‘boldness, courage’ (cf.
Aeol. Bépoog Alc.206.2, etc.) : Opacvkdapdiog ‘bold of heart’ (cf. Oepoienng ‘bold of speech’
B.12.199) : Oapoéwm ‘dare’ (cf. Aeol. part. 0époeic’ Theoc.28.3) : Bapovve ‘embolden’

\Vkepd- “crafty’ : kepdaléog ‘crafty, cunning’ : kepdiov ‘more advantageous’ : képd1GTOC
‘craftiest’ : képdog ‘craft, gain’ : kepdaive ‘gain’ (Hes.+)

\knd- “caring, cared about’ : kidetog ‘cared for’ : kidiotog ‘most worthy of care’ : kfjdog ‘care’ :
PN Knducpdrng (IG 11%: 1699) : kndw, -opan ‘cause care; care about’

Vipat- ‘powerful, strong’ : kpatic, kpatonde, kaptepdclpatepds : kpéoomv (lonic, etc.) (cf.
kaptwv Leg.Gort.1.15) : kaptictoc/kpatiotog (Attic, lonic, etc.) : kaptoc/kparoc (cf. kpétoc
Alc.25) : xaprainedoc ‘with hard ground’/kpataryvaroc ‘with strong breast-piece’, PN
Kaptdduog, -vtog (IG 112: 3318, etc.) : kpatéw ‘have power’ (cf. kpétnoor Sapph.Supp.9.5) :
Kaptove ‘strengthen’ (kpoatove post-Hom.)

k8- ‘glorious’ : kvdpdg ‘glorious’ : kKLdiwV : KOSGTOG : KDSOG ‘glory, honor’ : KudGvelpa
‘giving men glory’ : xvdaive ‘glorify, exalt’

Vpox- “big, long’ : pokpdc ‘long’ : pdoocwv : pikiotog : pijkog ‘length, size’ : unkove ‘lengthen,

prolong’ (post-Hom.)
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Vpey- “big, great’ : péyag ‘great’ : pélov (lon., etc.) : péyotoc : péyedog ‘magnitude’ (Ion.
uéyaboc Hdt., etc.) : peydbvuog ‘great-hearted’

Vpio- “hateful, contemptuous’ : picog ‘hatred’ (post-Hom.) : moéo ‘hate’

Vray- “thick’ : morydc ‘thick’ : mboowy : ThyoTog : méxog ‘thickness’ : moyv- (post-Hom.) :
nayove ‘thicken’ (post-Hom.)

\mhat- ‘broad, flat’ : Matdg ‘wide, broad’ : mhdtog ‘breadth’ : mAative ‘widen’ (post-Hom.)
k- ‘much, many’ : ToAO¢ ‘much’ : MAéwv ‘more’ : mAgioTog ‘most’ : mATj0og ‘multitude’

\pty- chilling, chilled’ : pryedavoc chilling” (cf. prynhog ‘id.” Hes.+) : pryiov : piyiotog : piyog
‘cold, chill’ : pryém ‘shudder’

\tapp- “fearful” : topParéog ‘fearful’ (h.Merc.165) : tépPog “fright’ : tapPéw ‘fear’

Vtay- “swift’ : tode swift’ : Odoowv (tayiov post-Hom.) : téyiotoc : téyog ‘speed’ : Todm®AOG
‘with swift colts’ : tayVvve ‘hasten’

Vyevd- “false’ : yudpog ‘false’ (Thgn.122 v.1. wodvoe, Lyc.) : yeddog ‘lie’ : wevdopon ‘speak
falsely’

\Vyoy- “cool” : yuxpdc ‘cool’ : yixog ‘coolness’ : yoyw ‘cool’

Many of these derivatives may be described as primary, in the sense that the suffixes are added
directly to the root. For example, though for historical reasons primary adjectives in -ug may be
considered basic to factitives/causatives in -Ovo (e.g. fabdg — Pabive, Bapdc — Papive, etc.),
one cannot soundly claim that aioydve — as well as the post-Homeric aAybveo, unkove, and
KaAAOve for that matter — are formed from adjectives in -0g; no such adjectives exist nor is it

necessary to suppose that they had existed (e.g. *aioy0g, de Lamberterie 1990: 195).1¢ The

16 The personal name Aicyviog proves Calandish behavior but does not constitute evidence of
*aioyvg itself.
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unnecessariness of reconstructing such adjectives is apparent when one considers the claim that
aioyvvo, etc. may instead exist simply by virtue of the fact that families with adjectives in -ig
and causatives in -Ovo include types of derivatives that the Vaioy- and other families also
possess. Accordingly, the suffixal overlap within, between, and amongst these families produces
a network of derivationally productive implications. As in many conceivable networks, there are
nodes where lines of association crisscross to larger, more central or smaller, more peripheral
nodes.!” When we speak of sequences of morphs, the larger nodes are those sequences produced
and perceived more frequently.

The non-accidental feature of any Caland System, Greek or otherwise, is the fact that the
most frequent tokens, and thus the largest nodes, are adjectives rather than verbs. As elaborated
by Rau (2009: 78-9), the centrality of this category is an expression of an underlying semantic
property; the roots whose derivatives form Caland systems may be almost entirely characterized
as expressive of “Property Concepts”, which, according to Dixon (1982, 2004), comprise
dimensions (e.g. BIG/SMALL, LONG/SHORT, etc.), physical properties (e.g. BEAUTIFUL/UGLY,
LIGHT/DARK, etc.), colors (e.g. RED, WHITE, etc.), speed (SWIFT/SLOW), age (NEW/YOUNG/OLD),
value (e.g. GOOD/BAD), and human propensity (e.g. BOLD, FEARFUL, etc.). As one might quickly
intuit, the common theme of this conceptual class, which mostly corresponds to Aristotle’s
category of quality (mo1dv ‘of a certain nature’ Arist.Cat.10a27), is a relative durability and
aptitude to essentiality as regards the entities possessing these properties. Though potentially
evocative of concepts involving posture and change, property concepts are not themselves

concerned with actual motion, spatial orientation, or temporality as in the case of what may be

17 In this image, the size and centrality of the node represent the quantity of its connections with
other nodes.
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termed “Activity Concepts”, which languages tend to express with verbs as a syntactic category.
Moreover, as functions that assign objects to sets, Property Concepts are often associated with
only one argument,8 and with arguments characterized by the potential for rather than the
actualization of some state or activity. When all of these features are considered, Property
Concepts stand in faint but perceptible contrast to other categories of conception, most notably
those realized by roots whose families have agentive verbs at their center.

For our purposes, the syntactic and morphological consequences of Property
Conceptuality are clear: the roots that denote Property Concepts germinate derivationally central,
morphologically nominal adjectives around which items of other lexical categories grow; in the
early stages of Greek and her sisters, the realizations of these items may display alternations of a
particular group of suffixes associated with the Caland System. When such suffixes and their
alternations are involved, the syntactic category of adjective is most commonly realized in Greek
by the suffixes -po- (e.g. aioypog, kvdpdg, etc.) and -v- (e.g. edpic, kpatdc, etc.). Given that the
adjective in most systems is conceptually predisposed to be of common occurrence and that the
suffixes -po- and -v- are its most common exponents, it follows that their formal properties tend
to provide the pattern for building a family and reshaping its members.

In the case of building, we may cite as a famous example the emergence of V&yb-
‘hateful” and its family solely within Greek. Like other roots, V&x6- provides the base for an
especially frequent and thus derivationally central adjective in -p6-: éx0pdc ‘hateful” (Hom.+).

Like certain other adjectives in -p6- (e.9. kvdpdg “‘glorious’), the status of £y0pdg as a superficial

18 “Argument” is here used in the logical and linguistic sense in reference to an object assigned
to a set by means of a predicate/function. For example, the predicate old (= is old), which
realizes a Property Concept, can only take one argument (now in the set of what is old), which
happens to be the grammatical subject interpretable with the semantic role of theme. For
introductory discussion of semantic roles, see Blake 2001: 66-70.
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base arises from a synchronic rule of replacing -po- to form the other members of the family (—
gxbimv : Exbiotoc @ Exboc : Exbouar). In other words, £x0pdc provides the sole gateway by which
these other members are formally derived in parallel from the root; on the one hand, since the
underlying structures of meaning realized by £x6og, €xfopan, etc. have at their immediate
structural core the root realized by V&x6-, these structures may be considered underlyingly
primary; on the other hand, since &yfog, &Oopon, etc., as sequences of morphs, depend on £x0pog
through replacement of the suffix -p6- (cf. kvd-pdc : kbd-0g ‘glory’), the resulting sequences may
be considered superficially secondary. The value of this distinction becomes clear when we
consider the origin of the root’s Property Conceptuality and the role that -p6- played in
generating a Caland system within Greek.

As the doctrine goes (Frisk 1960-1973: 600-601, Chantraine 2009: 373-374, and Beekes
2010: 488-489), £y0poc reflects an *eg"-s-t-r-6- ancestral to the stem from which was formed
Latin extra ‘outside’. All that need be said at this juncture is that, whatever the formal analysis of
the entire sequence, the material following that which is reflected by £, Lat. ex, etc. stands in the
same class of pronominal, locational, or contrastive derivatives characterized by conglomerates
in *-(t)(e)r-o- (cf. Lith. katras ‘which of two’ : motepog ‘id.’; Lat. inter ‘between, among’ :
gvtepa ‘innards’; Lat. dexter : de€itepdg ‘right’, etc.). Accordingly, the etymon of &x0pdc appears
to have expressed the spatial meaning ‘on the outside (adj.)’ (cf. Lat. exter, -a, -um id.”), on the
basis of which the Greek meaning has been derived by metonymy; a path is paved from the more
concrete domain of space to the more abstract domain of social relation (i.e. OUTSIDE —
STRANGE — HOSTILE; cf. Lat. hostis ‘foreigner, enemy’ : Goth. gasts ‘stranger, guest’). What is
significant here is the fact that this inferential sequence happens to have conditioned the

expression of a Property Concept (HOSTILE). As long as this association was recoverable, the
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derived nature of this Property Concept as expressed by the preform of £x0p6g continued to be
apparent. At some point, however, we must assume that the Property Concept came to be
underlyingly realized with such frequency that Pre-Proto-Greek language users were unable to
recover the original domain. Since the capacity of the meaningful unit was consumed with
servicing the Property Conceptual sense, that sense became the sole meaning.

Initially, this unit of meaning was realized by all the material preceding the thematic
vowel in the preform of &x0poc (i.e. Pre-Proto-Greek *ekstr- ‘hostile”); a window into this earlier
situation may afforded by £y0aipw ‘hate, consider x an £y0po¢’ (Hom.+), which displays the
replacement of the thematic vowel (cf. kaBapog ‘pure’ : kabaipw ‘purify’) and the retention of
all that precedes it (i.e. *r-0- : *r-ie/o-). Such retention would continue for as long as the *—r—
was recognized as part of the root. The crucial development, however, was the reanalysis of the
segmental sequence *—r6— as the same morphological *-ré- reflected by adjectives in -po- (e.g.
youypoc ‘cold’) historically distinct from the class of *-(t)(e)r-o- derivatives to which £y0pog
originally belonged. Among Property Concept adjectives, those in -po- were above all
conspicuous for their frequency and frequent Calandish behavior (kvdpog : kvdimv : KvdioTog !
KDO0G : KLot- : kudaivm). Accordingly, there must have been considerable pressure on the
ancestor of £yfpdc to participate in an analogy of the following kind: yuypog (vel sim.) : ydyog
(etc.) :: &xBpoc : x = €xO-oc, ExO-opon, etc. This analogy had the effect of generating a new root
éy0- along with its own Caland system, which includes, for example, the underlyingly primary,
but superficially secondary comparative £x0iov, superlative &ybistog, and s-stem substantive
&yBog. For our purposes, the generation of this system demonstrates several important points.
Though certain Caland systems are inherited occupants of some of the most ancient layers of the

lexicon (e.g. €pvOpadg ‘red’, épvbaive ‘redden’ [Hom.+], etc.), the archaic behavior itself
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maintains enough productivity to generate systems that cannot be plausibly explained as being
composed of members individually inherited from (some stage of) the proto-language. Instead,
an entire system can be shown to have germinated even from but one inherited item whose
identification as such is the task of comparison and reconstruction.

Having provided a clear example of a system’s relatively recent formation on the model
of the positive adjective, let us turn to some instances where the members of such systems are re-
formed on that model. Since our focus is on the s-stem substantive, it is profitable to observe
that, while &x0pdc has conditioned the creation of &ybog out of whole cloth, the s-stems Béfog
‘depth’, Odpcog/Opdoog ‘boldness’, and képtog/kpdtog ‘power’ are best characterized as
renewals of inherited s-stems. As discussed by Meissner (2006: 71), each of these substantives
appears to have been created on the model of its adjective in -0¢ and to have displaced an s-stem
whose formal archaism is betrayed by root vocalism that can only be explained as a retention
from the language ancestral to Greek. In the case of Ba0b¢ ‘deep’ : Babog ‘depth’, the poetic
register attests BévBog ‘depth (usually) of the sea’ (Hom.+). With its synchronically divergent
radical e-grade and specialized semantics, it is unsurprising that BévBog was replaced by the post-
Homeric Baboc, whose root vocalism indubitably facilitated association with the derivationally
central Babv¢ and its general meaning. In the case of Opacig ‘bold’ : Odpooc/Opdcoc ‘boldness’,
it is also clear that the mechanism by which Attic, lonic, etc. expunged the allomorph 6gpo- was
the generalization of the positive adjective’s root vocalism to the s-stem that happens to be
reflected by Aeolic 8époog (Alc.206.2, etc.). Finally, in the case of kpatig ‘mighty’ :
Kaptog/kpdrog ‘power’, though the kpeg(1)t- allomorph is preserved in the comparative (e.g. lonic
kpéoowv), the same remodeling appears to have taken place in Attic-lonic, but not in Aeolic

Kkpétog (Alc.25).
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In each of these cases (i.e. BévOog : Babog, kpétog : kpatog, BEpoog : Bapcog), Meissner is
keen to maintain the entirely defensible position that these pairs of s-stems do not display
apophonic variants inherited from the fracture of a single paradigm. Like the genesis of the V&y0-
system, the agreement of root vocalism between the adjective in -0g, a morphological category
effectively characterized by an inherited radical zero-grade, and the substantive in -oc [-gog], a
category customarily and traditionally characterized by radical e-grade (e.g. uévog ‘might, spirit’
. pépapev ‘we are eager’, mévlog ‘grief’ : Enabov ‘I suffered’, etc.), is most economically
explained as an innovation within Greek. Despite the particular innovatory character of this
development, it must also be recognized that the innovation takes place within highly archaic
confines on the semantic/syntactic and morphological levels. In semantic/syntactic terms, it
should be noted that, next to the syntactic category of adjective, the next most derivationally
central category in the Caland System is the substantive, which performs the essential task of
presenting the Property Concept as an object assignable to sets. In morphological terms, the
archaism consists in the fact that, though the root is now realized with the same allomorph as the
adjectival stem (e.g. kpet- in kpét-og cedes to kpat-), the structure that makes up the substantive
continues to be realized as an s-stem, the most productive exponent of the substantival category
among Caland systems both in Greek and its earliest attested relatives (e.g. Ved. &mhas-
‘distress’, prathas- ‘width’, etc., Rau 2014: 336).

Recognition of this retained productivity goes hand in hand with the undeniable and, for
our purposes, crucial observation that, in some cases, the s-stem substantive is as derivationally
central and subject to being formally imitated as the adjectival stem. One does not have to look
far before realizing that an enormous variety of stems have been derived directly from the

family’s s-stem or by analogies involving the s-stem. To begin our series of examples, let us
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consider s-stems’ property of adopting the derivational behavior of thematic stems. For instance,
though the suffix -ep6- is historically composed of the e-grade of the thematic vowel and the
suffix *-ro- (Nussbaum p.c.) — an analysis supported by the multitude of -ep6- adjectives beside
thematic nouns (e.g. d6\og “trick’ : dorepog “tricky’ (post-Hom.), e6Poc “‘fight’ : poPepdc
‘“frightful (post-Hom.), fearful’, etc., v. Chantraine 1933: 228-230), it is quite clear from the
attestation of kpdrog : kpatepdg, kpvog ‘icy cold, frost’ (Hes.+) : kpvepdg ‘icy, chilling’, and
otvyog ‘hatred’ (tragedy, etc.) : otuyepdc ‘hateful’ that -p6- simply replaces the sigmatic suffix
according to the trivial analogy: -og [-ov] : -epd- :: -o¢ [-€0c]: X (Nussbaum p.c.).

This analogy is immediately paralleled by the one that produces the enormous class of
denominals in -¢o (e.g. ©évBém ‘grieve’ : mévOog ‘grief’). Though the suffixal conglomerate -é®
was originally composed of the thematic vowel’s e-grade and the verbal stem formant *-ie/o- (cf.
Ved. mantra- m. ‘prayer’ : mantraya- ‘utter prayers’, etc.), as reflected by undeniable derivatives
of thematic stems (e.g. oivoc ‘tale, praise’ : aivém ‘praise, approve’ : kopog ‘order, etc.” :
Koopém ‘provide with order, etc.’, vocog ‘sickness’ : vocéw ‘suffer illness’ [post-Hom.]), the
Greek-internal derivation of denominals in -é® from s-stem substantives (Nussbaum p.c.), which
historically formed denominals in -gio [< *-es-ie/o-] (e.g. Téhog ‘end’ — 1eleim ‘complete’ vs.
teléw [Hom. +]), has become wildly productive, as is plain from a plethora of forms placed in
parallel (e.g. dAyog ‘pain’ : dAyéw ‘feel pain’, fapog ‘weight’ : Bapém ‘weigh down’, Oaupog
‘wonder’ : BauPém ‘wonder at’, Bdpoog ‘courage’ : Bapcsém ‘have courage’, kpdtog ‘power’ :
kpotém ‘have power’, picog ‘hate’ : picéw ‘feel hatred’ , piyog ‘cold’ : pryéw ‘feel cold,
shudder’, othyog ‘abhorrence’ : ctuyéw ‘abhor’, TapPog ‘fright’ : TapPéw ‘be afraid’, etc.). In
most of these pairs, the s-stem is so derivationally central to its own system that it is

inappropriate to claim that the base is anything other than the s-stem itself. This is particularly
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the case, for instance, with the pairs piyog : pryéw and tépPoc : TapBéw; in both pairs the positive
adjectives associated with these systems, pryedavog “chilling’ (cf. pryniog ‘id.” Hes.+) and
tapParéog ‘fearful’ (h.Merc.165), are so marginal in stem-formation and attestation that one is
forced to admit that the s-stem alone provides the model for the denominals.

As if this basic status were insufficiently clear, an additional, especially interesting
indication of de-sigmatic derivation is the fact that, regardless of the s-stem’s remodeling after
the radical zero-grade v-stem adjective, as in Opacvg : Odpcog/Bpacog and kpatig :
Kaptog/kparog, the root vocalism of the denominal agrees with that of the s-stem (8dpcog :
Bapcim, kpatog : kpatéw), as is clearly the case in Aeolic 6éponut* (f. nom. sg. part. 6époeic’
Theoc.28.3) beside 0¢poog (Alc.206.2, etc.) and kpétnu* (aor. inf. kpétnoon Sapph.Supp.9.5)
beside kpétog (Alc.25).

The centrality of s-stems is furthermore evident from forms whose existence in certain
systems requires an implicational overlap of stem-types. When we re-examine the
aforementioned aioyvvo, diyove, and unkdve, verbs belonging to systems lacking adjectives in
-0¢, it is not difficult to imagine what that overlap would be; to each of the v-adjectives listed
above (Babvg, Bapic, evpig, kpatdg, moyde, TAatdc, ToAvg, Tayvg), from nearly all of which are
formed causatives in -Ove (n.b. moAdg : TAf00¢ : TAnOOve [post-Hom.]), corresponds an s-stem
substantive (B&0og, Bépoc, evpog, kpatog, mhyog, mATBoc, Téyoc). Under the overwhelming
weight of this pattern, it is no surprise that aiocybve, dAydve, and pnkove should be formed from
aioyog, dhyog, and pfkoc simply by suffixal substitution. This kind of derivation by
implicational overlap is also on display among more marginal adjectival stems, such as those in -
aAéog, a suffix of unclear origin but in unmistakable synchronic rapport with s-stems. For

example, while many Caland systems have adjectives at their center (e.g. Bapvg, puéyag, etc.), no
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one would claim that the system of Vikepd-, for example, is of such a kind; given the frequency of
its s-stem képdog ‘craft’, it is highly probable that kepdaAéog ‘crafty’ was formed from it in a
manner parallel to é\yoc : apyoréog [< *algaléos], Bdpooc : Bapoaréoc, TapPog : tapPoréoc.

In a case similar to Vkepd-, a both historically and synchronically clear-cut instance of
derivation from a systemically central s-stem is the formation of kndeio¢ ‘cared for’ from kfjé0¢
‘care’. As evident from the post-radical material, krde1og reflects a derivative in *-ijo- to the e-
grade of the s-stem (i.e. *-es-ijo- > *-eh-ijo- > *-eh-io- > -g10-). Such non-substitutive derivation
is also manifest in Vapy- and Véay-, from which are formed the adjectives apysvvog ‘white” and
aAyewvog ‘painful” (Hom. dleysivdg) respectively, both derived by the addition of *-n6- to the e-
grade of an s-stem (i.e. *-es-n6- > *-eh-nd- > lon. -gwvo- vs. Aeol. -evvo-, cf. épefevvog @ EpePog
‘nether darkness’ [Hom.+]). While, in the former case, Vapy- still possesses a derivationally
central adjective apyog whose corresponding substantive has been marginalized as a toponym
(i.e. Apyog ‘Argos’), apyevvog likely points back to the s-stem’s genuinely appellative age and,
in the latter case of Véay-, that age never ended for the derivationally central s-stem é\yoc ‘pain’.

Having discussed some sundry respects in which the derivational centrality of s-stems
manifests itself in Caland systems, let us examine some cases in which that centrality is of
supreme importance for understanding the distribution of the allomorph koAA-: the formation of
the comparative, superlative, and compositive. In the preceding discussion, | have taken care to
show that, because Vkepd- and Vind- form families whose central members are s-stem
substantives rather than adjectives, the marginal members of those families can only be analyzed
as derivatives of the s-stems by suffixal substitution. Among these more marginal members are
the stems formed with -tov-, -1670-, and -1-. In the case of Vkepd-, Homer attests both kepdiov

‘more advantageous’ and képdiotog ‘craftiest’. In the case of Vknd-, the superlative kfidiotog
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‘most worthy of care’ as well as the inscriptionally attested compositive knot- are also found (PN
Knducpdng I1G 11%: 1699; cf. 0épooc : Oepot-emng ‘bold of speech’ B.12.199). We might extend
the list to include Vé\eyy- “disgraceful’ and Vpry- ‘cold’. In the former case, there is simply no
nominal base from which one could form éréyyiotog ‘most disgraceful” other than by suffixal
substitution from &\eyyog ‘disgrace, reproach’. Though in the latter case of \pry- one finds
pryedavog “‘chilling’ and prynidcg ‘id.” (Hes.+), these adjectives are too marginal in form and
attestation to be plausible models for pryimv and piyiotog ‘most horrible’; instead, piyog ‘cold,
frost, chill’ is almost certainly the base. Finally, in the case of VaAy-, since the directly de-
sigmatic airyswvog and the suffixally substitutive apyaiéog are themselves derived from éiyog,
there is good reason to believe that aAyimv and Glyiotoc are no exception.

In several other cases, such juxtapositions even bring up the question of whether the
replacement of an adjectival suffix such as -po- or -0- to form the comparative, superlative, etc.
is the actual process synchronically and historically. In some such cases, the pattern seems to be
the replacement of the positive adjective’s suffix by the suffix of the s-stem substantive, which
acts as a suffixally substitutive gateway for the formation of the comparative, superlative, etc.
This mediative role is on full display in a handful of families. As is arguably the case, Vaioy-
first forms the pair aioypog : oicyog ‘shame’, from the latter of which, according to the de-
sigmatic pattern (képdog : kepdiov : képdiotog), are formed aioyiov and aicyiotog ‘most
characterized by aioyoc’. In principle, this pattern also appears in Bad0g : Bafog (: Baccwv
[Epich.188] : Babiwv [Theoc.5.43] : Babiotog ‘having the most Baboc’) as well as in &xOpdc :
&xBog (: &xBiowv [drama, prose] : £xbiotog ‘most worthy of £x0og’) and kvdpdc : koG (: KLdiwV :
K0O16TOG © KLO1-). At some point, however, using this pattern to explain yet more formal

correspondences runs into the difficulty of accounting for root allomorphy. For example, when
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presented with kpéocmv and kaptiotog/kpdtictog, one would have to claim that the ancestor of
kpéoomv was modeled on kpétoc and that kpartictog, if not modeled on kpatog, was modeled on
Kkpéroc at a later date. Similarly, in the case of Vpak- ‘big, long’, while pfjkog ‘length, size’ and
unkietog match in the allomorph unk-, the comparative’s root vocalism corresponds to that of
the positive (uaxpdg : pdoowv). Clearly and crucially, not all allomorphy can be explained in
Greek-internal terms. Yet the matches that did exist must have been exploited for the Greek-
internal institution of suffixally substitutive de-sigmatic derivation from a formally invariant
root; there is simply no better explanation for pairs like &Eleyyog : éAéyyiotoc, piyog : (pryimv :
piylot0Q), etc.

At long last and with all these synchronic relations in mind, we can presently propose
what by now should be beyond doubt: the distribution of xoA)- is the direct result of de-sigmatic
derivation. In contrast to attempts to account for the gemination as an export from more marginal
members of the family (i.e. comparative, superlative, compositive), the derivationally central s-
stem kdAlog is simply the best source from which kaAA- as the elsewhere allomorph issued; the
s-stem acts as a derivational base insofar as the replacement of its suffix by -iov-, -ito-, and -1-
produces the corresponding stems. Since whatever root allomorph the s-stem bore is borne in
turn by those stems, the gemination seen in kaAAiov, kéAlotog, and KaAAl- (KOAAOVY, KOAAOV®,
etc.) can all be seamlessly attributed to kéAlog by Greek-internal analogy.

In terms of the economy essential to a fruitful hypothesis, substitutive derivation from the
s-stem substantive is optimal for its accordance with observable de-sigmatic behavior and
requirement of no additional assumptions. Yet it must be stressed that the proposal as such is a
synchronic formulation designed to account for the distribution of the allomorph kaAX-. The

principal advantage of the hypothesis is that it opens up a fruitful avenue of historical enquiry — a
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course along which the origin of the root allomorphy and suffixal substitution may be
investigated. Accordingly, given the general centrality of the adjective-substantive pair and the s-
stem’s role as the gatekeeper bearing the elsewhere allomorph found in almost all items of the
system, it is reasonable to set forth the hypothesis that the substantive kxdAlog and the positive
adjective kalog constitute the inherited material around which the entire system was built, either
within Greek or its immediate ancestor. It is therefore probable not only that the root allomorphy
was original in the preforms of kdAiog and kalog, but also that the variation originated in
reconstructible morphological processes whose identification may finally allow us to ascertain

the historical cause of the fact that the meaning ‘beautiful’ is represented by Vio-.
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CHAPTER 3

RECONSTRUCTION TO PROTO-GREEK
In the previous chapter, we made mention of the family of \&y0-, the relevant point being that in
Greek terms the whole system was generated on the basis of a single inherited item: £x6p6c
‘hateful’. In other words, there is from the Greek standpoint but one historical primitive
responsible for the invariant Véy0-. While the family of £x0pog resembles that of kaidc in the
relatively recent emergence of its peripheral members (e.g. comparative, superlative, etc.), it
should be noted that the latter family resembles certain others, such as those of Vicpat- and Vpoik-
, Characterized by root allomorphy dependent on the morphosemantic identity of the stem
formed. For example, when the comparative suffix is added, Vipat- ‘powerful, strong’ is
realized in lonic as kpet- (: kpéoowv ‘stronger’). In the case of Vpak- ‘big, long’, the
corresponding allomorph is punk- when the sigmatic suffix is added to form the substantive pfjxoc
‘length, size’.

As mentioned in the discussion of the descriptive limits of substitutive de-sigmatic
derivation, the root allomorphy itself can only be understood as a primitive from the Greek
standpoint. Simply stated, pairs like kpat- : kpet-, pox- : unk-, etc. are inherited. Though the
same of course can and must be said in the case of ko- : kaAA-, the allomorphy of Vicoik- is of an
unusual kind. To the extent that morphosemantically conditioned root allomorphy still exists or
recently existed (e.g. yvopog : yebdog, abdic : PévOoc, etc.), it is usually an alternation of zero-
grade and e-grade (e.g. xpatepdc : kpéoowv). Our foot in the door for identifying the origin of
this vestigial e : zero allomorphy is simply the generalization that the two core members of
Caland systems, namely the positive adjective and the substantive, are realized by certain

frequent stem-types characterized by or predisposed to have a particular grade of the root. In the
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case of the former, the frequent stems in -pog and -O¢ ensure that the zero-grade is well
represented in a given family (kpatig : kpdrog : kpatepdc). In the case of the latter, the s-stem,
whose root is for independent reasons originally and frequently in e-grade (e.g. kpétoc : yévog,
névog, etc.), is obviously responsible for the existence and possibly the slight spread of the e-
grade allomorph in a given family (e.g. kpétog : kpétnu*). However, given the unusual nature of
the ko~ : koAl- allomorphy, we must deal with the forms of the positive adjective and
substantive on their own terms. Determination of the origin of this root’s allomorphy thus
involves the reconstruction of the most probable preforms for both items in Proto-Greek.

Since, for instance, the positive adjective is formally most conspicuous for its dialectal
variation, it is best to begin with its reconstruction. Moreover, this reconstruction should begin
with a description of the forms in each of the relevant dialects. To start with Attic, the Property
Concept that we may conveniently and provisionally represent as BEAUTIFUL is frequently
realized as a root whose meaning may with similar convenience and provisionality be
represented as ‘beautiful’. Beyond being a lexically meaningful package containing the linguistic
representation of conceptual information, this root bears morphological information. In effect,
this information is an instruction that, when the positive adjective is to be derived, the means of
doing so should be an accented suffix -6- added to the allomorph ko)- for the formation of a
stem kaA-6- inflected according to the 15-2" declension.

Let us now consider the process for Central and East lonic, which for convenience can be
called “Ionic”.*® Naturally, the underlying structure of the positive adjective is identical to that of
Attic. When, however, that structure is provided with form, Via- itself is realized as kaA- with

an additional mora. The result of the stem’s derivation is thus kaA-0-.

19 Presumably the form of the positive adjective in West lonic was identical to that of Attic.
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The reconstruction of the form in Proto-Attic-lonic is more than facilitated by the
evidence of Boeotian <kaArov> (SEG 29: 449). In this dialect, the structure is also the same. The
most conspicuous difference is the fact that —p—, the first segment of the positive adjective’s
suffix, does not exist in the inventories of Attic and lonic. The instruction associated with the
Boeotian root is that the suffix -ro- be added to the allomorph kai-. The structure is thus
represented as koA-Fo-.

The loss of —g— in Attic and lonic, the former simply, the latter with Third Compensatory
Lengthening (Lejeune 1972: 158-159), is the only event that need be taken into account for the
reconstruction of a Proto-Attic-lonic *kal-woé- effectively identical to the Boeotian form and, at
first glance, attributable as such to Proto-Greek. In other words, it is in principle possible to
reconstruct *kalwos as the Proto-Greek form. The plausibility of this reconstruction depends on
the assumption that *kal- was the root. Under such an assumption, the *—a— would be inherited
from Pre-Proto-Greek and ultimately PIE. However, as discussed in Chapter 1, there is no
comparative evidence on the basis of which we can securely attribute *\kal- or *Vkal- to (some
stage of) the proto-language.

The alternative is Proto-Greek *kalwds. This reconstruction is based on the recognition
that, in various attested Greek dialects, Pre-Proto-Greek */ appears to have four reflexes: o, Aa,
o\, and Ao. While evidence for the former two is of course abundant, evidence for the latter is
rare. For example, to the stems of paABakog ‘soft’ (Hom.+) and yoldw ‘slacken’ (h.Ap.6 +)
correspond the noéABaxog (Alc., Sapph.) and yoiawot (Alc.18.9) of Aeolic poetry; to Attic
aprapég and aprdpeo correspond Cretan afionég and aprornia ‘freedom from harm’. In light of

this correspondence, the Proto-Greek reflex of */ must be reconstructed with a schwa so as to
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encompass the dialectal treatments. Since the appearance of this schwa is entirely predictable, it
is epenthetic. Accordingly, the underlying representation of *kalwds would be */kl-wd-s/.

The sole cause for pause in reconstructing *kalwos is the fact that, wherever there is
evidence of the root, its vowel is —a— (e.g. Sappho’s kdAMotov 16.4). The dialectal ubiquity of a-
vocalism may thus be construed to support the argument that, if xo)- were to reflect *kal-, one
would expect to find o-vocalism in the dialects where there is some evidence that Proto-Greek’s
epenthetic schwa merged with o (i.e. Aeolic, Arcadian, Cypriot, and Mycenaean). To this claim
one may pose several objections. First, in the above-mentioned dialects, a-vocalism is also found
in the reflexes of the syllabic liquids (e.g. tu-ka-fa-si ‘Ovyatpdot’ MY Oe 112). Second, in
various and comparable environments, the evidence for oA and Lo in particular is too meager to
establish precise conditions and exclude aA as a regular reflex of *al in those dialects. Third, in
light of the root’s cultural importance and the cross-dialectal predominance of a-vocalism, a
hypothetical Txo)-, even if it existed in Aeolic and Arcado-Cypriot, would be prone to
replacement by borrowing and diffusion of kxal-. Accordingly, the invariance of the root’s
vocalism poses no substantial problem to the reconstruction of the form with an epenthetic
schwa.

Having provisionally established Proto-Greek *kal- as the root and *kalwds as the form
of its positive adjective, we are now in the position to consider the possible preforms of the s-
stem kdAlog. In accordance with our hypothesis, the identification of the s-stem’s most probable
preform should enable us to determine the origin of the geminate-bearing allomorph xaAA-. As
mentioned in Chapter 2, kalA- is best described as the “elsewhere” allomorph, as it appears
before all suffixes but that of the positive adjective. In this synchronic sense, the s-stem

substantive is not particularly special.
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Reconstruction of the Proto-Greek preform of the s-stem depends on successfully
accounting for the geminate whose pandialectal status points to a much older development.
There are but two (Pre-)Proto-Greek sequences from which pandialectal —-AA— can be derived: *—
In—or *—lj—.

There is evidence for the reflection of *—In— with total assimilation (Lejeune 1972: 153—
154).2° For example, comparative evidence supports the reconstruction of various terms formed
with reflexes of *\hzel- ‘brown, red’ as n-stems or their derivatives (e.g. Arm. efn ‘hind’, OCS
Jjelenw ‘deer’, Lith. élnis ‘id.”, Pokorny 1959-1969: 302-304). A likely reflex of one of these
derivatives is the isolated éAA6¢ ‘fawn’ (t 228), which points to a *hiel-n-6- apparently derived
from the n-stem *hzel-n- indirectly reflected by &\agog ‘deer’ (< *h1él-p-b"o-). Moreover,
Hesychius’ &velog vePpog arguably reflects a transposition, merely graphic or otherwise, of the —
A—and —v—in an item closely akin to é\Aog in derivation. Accordingly, if é\Aog can be taken
back to *eln0s, it is in principle possible to reconstruct a Proto-Greek *kalnos.

The other possibility is *kaljos. The development *—lj— > —A\— is proved, for example, by
comparison of gAiog ‘other’ with Latin alius ‘id.” (cf. Goth. aljis, Arm. ayl, Olr. aile, TB alye-k
[< *alio-]?Y). Yet unlike the assimilation of *~In—, whose apparent ubiquity favors the attribution
of —\A— to at least a late stage of Proto-Greek, *—Ij— > —AA— appears to be more recent in light of
the fact that Cypriot and Elean, dialects of no particular affinity, attest respectively <ailov> ‘of
(the) other’ (gen. pl.) and <atdotpro> ‘alien’ (Buck: 1955: 146; 159). At first glance, this

metathesis is problematic for the reconstruction of *kaljos; if kéArog reflects *kaljos, one would

20 As Nussbaum points out (p.c.), there is the possibility that the geminate treatment was only the
outcome at a morphological boundary, whereas *—In— within the same morph underwent the First
Compensatory Lengthening.

21 For the reconstruction of the root, see Rieken and Yakubovich 2022.
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expect evidence of a dialectal allomorph txaiA-. Instead, Elean attests only xoAA-. However, it
should be noted that both dialects also display —AA— in items whose preforms would be expected
to undergo metathesis (e.g. Cypr. <oio> aArd ‘but’; Elean <aAho> ‘other’ neut. pl. nom./acc.).
Given the marginality of the metathetic outcome even within the dialects that display it as well as
the cross-dialectal predominance of gemination in an allomorph of a culturally important root, it
would not be inconceivable that a hypothetical Txak-, even if it existed in Elean, Cypriot, or
another dialect, would be prone to replacement by borrowing and diffusion of koA)-, especially
on account of the latter’s resemblance to the allomorph kai-, which differs from kaAA- solely in
quantity, as opposed to the addition of quality in TxoA-.

Since *kaInos and *kaljos are both phonologically permissible preforms, the question can
only be resolved morphologically. This morphological resolution amounts to an assessment of
the probability that, in light of certain residual patterns recurring in Greek’s Caland System
generally, a given preform would be generated within a system whose central member is an
adjective in *-wo-. In other words, how far does Greek-internal evidence enable us to determine
the derivational distance and thus affinity between that substantival preform and the adjective
*kalwos?

Determination depends on an analysis of *-wo- itself. Set beside other classes of
Calandish adjectival stems that descriptively consist of a root and suffix (e.g. po-stems [e.g.
gpubpog] , v-stems [e.g. mhatig], etc.), the class of adjectives formed with a thematic suffix
whose initial segment was demonstrably *w is marginal. Among such adjectives, not all of which
have developed Caland systems, are for instance kevog ‘empty’, povog ‘rare, sparse’ (Attic
prose), and otevog ‘narrow’, for each of which the preexistence of *-wo0- is inter alia guaranteed

by variants with Third Compensatory Lengthening (e.g. kewog, pavog [Emp.75.1], otewvog).
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Of these woé-stems, otevoc/otevdg is of particular interest because, distantly after kaiog,
it comes the closest to participating in suffixal alternation of the Caland type. Though undeniably
vestigial, the alternation itself is clearly evidenced by the compound Ztevbxinpog ‘Narrow
Lot(ted)’, a Messenian toponym mentioned by Herodotus (9.64.2; Mod. GK. ZtevikAapog).
Since the -(p)o- of the positive adjective is replaced by -v- in composition, we can infer that,
given the phonemically distinct status of */w/ and */u/ in Proto-Greek, the root was simply *sten-
and that from this root were formed two stems: a simplex adjectival *sten-wo- and a *sten-u-
apparently in use as an FCM. The generation of these sequences is profoundly reminiscent of and
demonstrably akin to two kinds of phenomena.

The first and immediately comparable phenomenon is of course the descriptive
replacement of the suffix of the positive adjective or s-stem substantive by the “compositive” in -
1-. Though largely vestigial and in some cases (all but) completely fossilized (e.g. dfjvoc
Bovievpa [Hsch.], nvea ‘plans’ [Hom.+] : daippwv ‘prudent’ [Hom.+]; £puOpdg : épvoifin ‘corn
rust’ [Attic prose; “Rhodian” gpv0ifn??]), the suffix -1- still constitutes a synchronically
intelligible class whose appearance is governed largely by the substitutive procedure mentioned
above (e.g. apydg ‘shining, swift’ : dpywépavvog ‘with bright thunderbolts’; 8époog ‘boldness’ :
Oepotenn|g ‘of bold speech’; kdAAog : koAAilmwvog ‘beautifully girdled’ [Hom.+] ; k00p0dg : kdd0g
. Kudhvelpa ‘bringing men glory’; mukvog ‘compact, well put together’ [Hom.+] : mokiunong
‘shrewd’ [Hom.+]; tepmvog “delightful, pleasant’ [v.1. at 0 45+] : tepmképavvog ‘delighting in
thunder’ [Hom.+]). Given that sequences ending in -t- are variously formed on the model of

adjectives or substantives (e.g. apy-6- — apy-1-; kGAA-oc- — kadi-1-), such derived sequences

22 Pod101 8¢ Epu0ifiov ATOAmvoc Exovaty &v T ydpa iepdv, Tv Epucifnv kedodveg £pvOipnv-
(Strabo. Geogr.13.1.64).
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are in a sense secondary. Underlyingly, however, it is arguably the case that the structure realized
by a root and a compositive suffix is generated by primary derivation. The primary evidence for
this claim is the variability of base-selection in the surface derivation itself. Since some systems
allow the adjective to be the base of the compositive, while others the substantive, it is less
economical and thus less probable that the same kind of FCM structure is derived from two kinds
of derivatives. Instead, the root itself appears to be base of the compositive in -1-, which, it
should be noted, is posited with particular provisionality to account for an idiosyncratic exponent
as isomorphically as possible. That being said, if we were to characterize the compositive as the
semantic object it is, it might be appropriate to assert that it serves at the very least to authorize
the position of an additional root within the same unit of nominal structure. In other words, a
bahuvrihi like kal\iCwvoc is a form of data-compression characterized by the representation of
another root as a modifier predicated of the possessum (i.e. ‘whose girdle is beautiful’).

For our immediate purposes, the notion of a compositive meaning allows us to appreciate
that, depending on the root, the compositive is realized with the formally variant but necessarily
semantically identical exponent -v- (< *-u-). Despite its extreme vestigiality and isolation, the
existence of this exponent is especially evident in the synchronic alternation of the adjective
tavaog ‘outstretched’” (Hom.+) and the by no means infrequent FCM stem tav-v- (e.g.
tavomeniog ‘with flowing robe’ [Hom.+], etc.). Like Vkah-, Vtav- ‘outstretched” has an
allomorph appearing in the stem of the positive adjective. When the root becomes the base of
that adjective in -6-, the root’s allomorph is tava-. In contrast, when the compositive is derived,
the elsewhere allomorph tav- is selected. Significantly, there is a special instruction associated
with Vrav- requiring that the compositive suffix be -v-. The question of course is the historical

source of this instruction.
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While the appearance of v-stems as FCMs is entirely the norm when a given system has
such an adjective at its center (e.g. Pabv¢ : Babvlwvog ‘deep-girded’, etc.), the absence of such
an adjective in the family of Vtav- is problematic for the view that the compositive tav-v- is
merely the compositional form of an actual adjective like Babvg. Alternatively, one might claim,
by appeal to comparative evidence (e.g. Ved. adj. tanu- ‘thin, etc.”), that tav-v- is all that remains
of just such an adjective that happened to be lost on the way to attested Greek. Although it is
highly probable that the proto-language possessed this u-stem adjective, the precipitancy of
supposing that tav-v- is proof its existence in Proto-Greek becomes clear when we consider the
other phenomenon to which Xteviokinpog is comparable.

As has long been observed (Schulze 1892: 39), when the meaning of an adjective is
represented in a stem serving as first member of a possessive compound, the compositional stem
is that of the substantive. In synchronic terms, what we are observing is the compositional
replacement of a derived adjective by its substantive. For example, when the meaning ‘having
gold’ or ‘being golden’ is realized in the first member of a possessive compound, it is largely
represented by the stem of the substantive xpdoog rather than that of the adjective ypvceog (e.g.
xpoodOpovog ‘having a throne of gold’ or ‘whose throne is of gold’ [Hom.+]). In effect, a
compound like ypvcoOpovog is a representation of a syntagm like ypbceov Opdvov €yovca or any
variant with the concordant adnominal ypvceoc.

Since the use of the substantival stem and the -1- : -v- compositive category are both
compositionally conditioned substitutive procedures robustly attested in some of the earliest
Greek, it highly probable that they are historically one and the same process. In other words, the
-1- : -u- compositive as a type must have originated in the use of substantival FCMs that

happened to be i-stems and u-stems. The strength of this claim, which originates with Schindler’s
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analysis (1986) of possessive compounds as representations of instrumental syntagms, lies
mainly in synchronic observation. Given that compounds are data-compressing representations
of other kinds of constructions, one cannot always know exactly what kind of construction is
represented historically. Accordingly, the hypothesis that the -i- : -v- compositive category
originated in the FCM use of substantivally employed i-stems and u-stems arises not from
presupposing the nature of the original construction represented compositionally, but from taking
the morphosyntactic phenomenon of compounds like ypdco0povog at face value; xpdodg is a
substantive after all.

Based on the recognition that stems like apy-1- and tav-v- are interpretable as erstwhile
substantives just as ypvo-06- is synchronically, the synchronically patent relationship between the
basic ypdooc and the derived ypuceog constitutes strong evidence that the alternation between
*sten-u- and *sten-wé- was regulated by the same principle. Given the Pre-Proto-Greek
allophony of *[w] and *[u], we have reason to suspect that between the Pre-Proto-Greek suffixes
*-u- and *-6- was a morphological boundary that distinguished the substantive, represented by
*sten-u-, and the derived adjective, represented by *sten-u-6-. By this reasoning, we may
provisionally propose that the Proto-Greek *-wo- of *kalwds likewise contained an effaced
morphological boundary that once distinguished the thematic adjective from its substantival u-
stem base (i.e. *-u-0-).

Though the evidential discussion of this particular u-stem should be deferred for clarity
of argument, let us at this juncture generally observe that, even for what is synchronically the
same Greek root, there is evidence of an i-stem alongside one in *-u-. As an initial example, let
us examine some of the system of Vapy- “flashy’. In addition to the compositive apy-1-, Homer

attests an adjective apywoéeig ‘white’, which presupposes an *apywvog (cf. ahywoeig ‘painful’
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[Hes.+]; aibwvog [Hsch.] [: Aibioy (Hom.+)], Bauwvog ‘crowded’ [h.Merc.44], mokivog ‘compact’
[ mokundng], toyvoe ‘swift’ [Theoc.2.7+] [: Laconian tayivag ‘hare’ Ael.NA.7.47]). As one can
observe from these examples, a suffix of the shape -wvo- is somewhat productive and associated
with the Caland System. Though for this reason it is at least conceivable that -wvo6- has been
spread to other systems by implicational overlap, the creation of the preform of *apywdc within
Greek by means of a suffix -wvo- is especially unlikely in light of additional evidence for dpy-
followed by morphs whose first segment is // (e.g. dpywiiog or dpythog ‘white clay’ [Ar.+];
apyitic, -160¢ ‘vine with white grapes’ [argitisque minor Virg.G.2.99; etc.]). In other words, the
segment —i— is somehow part of the \Vépy- system inasmuch as it is constitutive of several morphs
forming stems to that root. In this sense, the relationship between the —— of the compositive apy-
1-, the —i— of -t116- and -to-, and the —1— of -wvo- is a strictly morphological and historical
question. However, in the synchronic analysis of *apy-wvo-, we would have to assert that the
suffix -wv6- happens to realize a particular packet of positive adjectival meaning whose
interaction with the meaning of Vépy- produces the meaning ‘white’ expressed by *apy-wvo-.
Though the term “suffix” may imply that -wv6- belongs to a certain set of identical exponents
(which is certainly the case; cf. mok-vdc, etc.), the crucial notion is that, from a synchronic point
of view, a particular unit of positive adjectival meaning happens to be realized with this
exponent.

By similar reasoning, we may adduce the adjective Gpyveog ‘silver-shining, silver-white’
(Hom.) (— apydeeog ‘id.” [Hom.+]). Though without doubt an old-fashioned and marginal item
in the grammars of bards and laymen alike, this epithet, used only of sheep, can be safely
assumed to have been analyzed as a synchronic member of the family of Vépy-. When the root

became the base of a positive adjectival structure, the interaction of the root and the meaning of
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the suffix generated an idiosyncratic semantic structure realized as apy-vepo-. Though basically
unparalleled as a suffix, this -veo- is still an exponent of a particular unit of meaning. What is
significant is not the exact identity of that unit, but the fact that the isolated morph -veo-, viewed
morphologically, happens to contain a segment whose appearance elsewhere in the \ apy- family
cannot be coincidental.

The segment —v— also appears in dpyvpog ‘silver’. In accordance with the kind of analysis
we have employed, the lexical semantic idiosyncrasy of this item is a function of the interaction
of the root and the morphosemantic unit that makes the whole object a substantive. Though this
idiosyncrasy no doubt conditioned the innovative positing of Vépyvp-, it is safe to assume that
the stem-sequence consisted of apy- + “-vpo- at an earlier stage. Despite being the formant of a
substantive, this “-vpo- bears a certain resemblance to -vpo6- — a suffix that forms adjectives in
various systems. For example, from the roots Avy- “clear, shrill” and Oayp- ‘thick, close’ are
formed Ayvpog ‘clear’ (Hom.+) and Bapvpdc ‘frequented’ (Hsch.) respectively. Though both
adjectives stand beside adjectives in -0- (i.e. Ayvg ‘clear, shrill’ [Hom. +]; Oopudc* [Bapéeg ‘in
crowds’ Hom.+]), and thus may appear to be formed from these v-stem adjectives, the most that
can be said is that the v-stems implicationally make available the option of forming adjectives in
-upo-. Yet even if one should accept the claim that a suffix -p6- was added to the stem of an
adjective in -0-, the -p6- adjective implied by the substantive dpyvpog would presuppose an b-
stem adjective for which there is no Greek evidence. More to the point, if the relationship
between the post-Homeric ioydpdg ‘strong’ and ioyvg ‘strength’ is any guide, we should
correctly expect the sequence preceding the —p— in dpyvpog — as well as the —p— in dpyvpog — to

have been that of a substantive in the language ancestral to Greek.
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Setting aside momentarily the matter of the grammatical category of the structures
realized by descriptive i-stems and u-stems, let us continue to consider the systemic, root-
conditioned nature of the appearance of the segments —— and —v— as well as allophonic remnants
in systems similar to that of VkaA-. Though not all of the following items must have been
synchronically available to or associable by a given Greek speaker, each juxtaposition is justified
historically:?

Voib- ‘burn, flash’ : —1— Aidioy ‘Ethiopian’, aifwog ‘burning’ (Hsch.) : —v— aifboow *stir,
kindle’ (lyric, later epic)

—1—: Bpt-, Bpt- ‘weighty, strong’ : Bprapdg ‘mighty’, SBpiuog ‘id.’, Bpmmvog ‘loud-shouting’,
\Bpio- ‘weighty’ : BpiBvg ‘heavy’, Ppibo ‘be heavy, weighed down’ : —v— \Bap- ‘heavy’ : Bapig
‘heavy’, Bapvbw ‘be weighed down’

VOay- “‘thick, close’ : —t— Bapvog ‘crowded, close-set’ (h.Merc.44 +) : —v— Bapdc* ‘id.’

Bapo-, Opac-, Oepo- bold, dare’ : —i— PN @gpoitng, Oepotennc ‘bold of speech’ (B.12.199) : —v—
Opacvg ‘bold’

—1— : Vet ‘smooth, level’ : Aglog ‘smooth, level’ : —v— \/kavp- ‘smooth, level’ :

Aevpdg ‘id.”

Vuik- “little, small’ : —— PN Mikivag ‘Shorty’ (D.S.17.113.1, etc.) : —v— pixv0woc “little,
childlike’ (Hsch.), pikkog ‘pkpog’ (Dor., Boeot.) < Proto-Greek *mikwos

Vpop- “dark, black’ : —— poppog “dark, black’ (Hsch.) : —v— popvoce soil, defile’

neh-, moA- “‘dark, grey’ : —— moAdg ‘grey’, meadg ‘discolored, livid, dark, dull’ (post-Hom.),
neMdvoc/mehtvog ‘livid® (post-Hom.), medAddg ‘dark-colored, dusky’ (post-Hom.) : —v— (: *—u—)

néleo ‘dove, pigeon’” < Proto-Greek *péleuja

23 All items are Homeric unless stated otherwise.
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otep-, otop- ‘hard’ : —— otéprpog ‘firm, solid, barren’ (post-Hom.) : —v— otepedg “firm, solid” <
Proto-Greek *sterewds, otopuvn ‘lancet’ (Aret.CD.1.2.)

TPEQ-, TPOY-, TPOP-, TaP@- ‘thick’ : —1— tpdic ‘well-fed’ : —v— tap@ig ‘thick, close’

Vtay- ‘swift’ : —i— tayivag ‘hare’ (Ael.NA.7.47) : —v— toydc ‘swift’

QoA-, oA~ ‘white’ : —1— @olog ‘white-(spotted)’ (Call.Fr.176), policoopon ‘become white,
foam’ (Hsch.) : —u— @oAvg ‘moppdg’ (Antim.98), parvve ‘whiten’ (Hsch.)

Some comments on these systems are in order. As is clearly the case from observing but cross-
sections of the systems of Bpi- “strong’ and VPpi0- ‘weighty’ compared to VBap- ‘heavy’, the i-
vocalism is of the root itself. In other words, it is difficult to imagine that VBpi0- and Vpop-,
despite the considerable conceptual affinity of their meanings, were actual synchronic
allomorphs, given the radically divergent sequence —16- in the former root. Though a synchronic
\Bp- seems unwarranted, the semantic correspondence and segmental overlap between Vppio-
and VBap- certainly justify the hypothesis of a historical relationship (v. IEW: 476-477). In
terms of the sequence of segments, the historical relationship between Vppt- and Vppi6- is
clearer. Beyond the apparent addition of —6— in VBpi6- — a segment interestingly also apparent in
Bapvbo ‘be weighed down’ (cf. Ppibw “id.”), all that need be said is that the meaning
corresponding to VBpi- realizes a more abstract Property Concept STRONG derived from the more
concrete domain of WEIGHT. This ramification and details aside, each root can be related to the
others historically, in part through acknowledgement that the segments we are investigating must
have appeared in morphological alternations of such antiquity that they and their historical
allophones have even embedded themselves in roots whose fundamentally necessary synchronic
analysis necessarily involves decisions all the more subjective due to the philological nature of

the evidence.
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Similar issues of synchronic interpretation are involved in the analysis of Aglog ‘smooth,
level’ and Aevpdg ‘id.’. Given their synonymy, an analysis alternative to the one listed above —
and no doubt depending on the grammars of individual speakers — would involve a single VAe-.
In the case of Aeiog, the stem would be formed with “-10-, which, when affixed to Ae-, would
form the diphthong —e1—. In the case of Aevpdc, the stem would be formed with -vpo6-, which
would form the diphthong —ev—. If this analysis ever synchronically corresponded to the
grammars of real people, those grammars would have conserved the originally suffixal status of
the alternating segments.

Morphology of the root is on a more consistent footing when we consider the system of
Vuik- “little, small’. Though the most notable member of this family is the -p6- stem adjective
uikpog ‘small, little’ (Hom.+), the PN Mikivag ‘Shorty’, to be discussed later on in this Chapter,
does provide evidence of an adjective *pikwvog ‘little, small’ derived from an i-stem whose suffix
descriptively replaces the one reflected in -p6- (: pik-1- : pik-p6-). The appearance of —1—
immediately after the root is paralleled by that of —v— in the inscriptionally attested pikvfog
‘little” (AP6.335[Leon.]), PN MikvBog (: Mikv0etog [Inscr.Délos 443 B b 69]), and the
Hesychian gloss pikt0wvov: 1o pikpov kol vimiov. If we operate with an adjective *pikv0og as is
reasonable enough, it is similarly necessary to argue that an adjectival suffix -v06- historically
contained a boundary between the —u— and —6— (cf. VBpt- : VBpi0-). Further evidence of this
boundary can be adduced by comparison to the semantically equivalent pikio6g (post-Hom.),
characterized by the appearance of the allomorph pikk- with geminate —xk— when the root
becomes the base of a stem in -6-. By comparison, for instance, to the phonologically and
morphologically similar yAvkkog (: yAvkdg ‘sweet’ [Hsch.]), it is highly probable that this

gemination resulted from the sequence *—kw— in a *mikwds produced by the addition of *-6- to a
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u-stem in the language ancestral to Greek. To continue with morphophonemic parallels, the
relationship between the above-mentioned povég ‘rare, sparse’ (Ion. pavog [Emp.75.1]) and
Hesychius’ pévo: ukpov is explicable in the same terms.

These items highlight the importance of observing morphological patterns to uncover
more evidence of the erstwhile allophones. This principle is no less on display in the family of
\otep- ‘hard’. Like each of the systems we have been comparing, Votep- shows evidence of the
allophones of Pre-Proto-Greek *; and *u. Evidence of *; is most clearly observed in the adjective
otéppog ‘firm, solid, barren’ (post-Hom.). By comparison to its synonym octepedg, we can of
course isolate the root otep- and a suffix “-ipo-. Viewed morphologically, this latter exponent
bears a striking resemblance to the above-listed popwpdg ‘dark, black’ (: popvoow ‘soil, defile’,
cf. aibdoow ‘stir, kindle’ : Aibioy ‘Ethiopian’), which would appear to require the same analysis
but for the position of the accent (i.e. -upo-). When we compare the “-ipo- of otépupog to the “-
voo- of dpyveoc, our expectation of evidence of *y reflected in the Votep- system is justified.
Turning to otepedc, we need only consider how the appearance of this item both in Homer and
Attic prose supports the reconstruction of post-radical *-ewo-, inasmuch as the sequences *—eho—
(< *—eso-) or *—e0— (< *—ejo—) would not be expected to be reflected without Attic contraction
(cf. lonic n. gen. sg. yéveog ‘of a race’; m. nom. sg. ypvoeog ‘golden’; vs. Attic yévovg and
ypuoodc). The preexistence of *u is additionally supported by ctopuvn ‘lancet’ (Aret.CD.1.2.),
whose post-radical sequence -vvn- resembles that of aicyvvn ‘shame’ (post-Hom.) and tepvvng
teTpLppévog dvog (Cf. tépu- dobevég, Aemtdv [Hsch.]). As a surgical instrument, the object
denoted by ctopuvn would necessarily be hard. To return to otepedg, the likelihood of *sterewds
as its preform is even more apparent when we consider the form xeveog ‘empty’ (Hom.; cf. Cypr.

<ke-ne-.u'wo-ne>), whose relation to kevog (: kewog) further supports the preexistence of *u in the
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Votep- family, inasmuch as *ken-ewo- beside *ken-wé- would resemble a *sterewd- beside a
*ster-wo- derived from a u-stem.

The family of ne)k-, mok- “dark, grey’ also provides evidence of *; and *y. At first glance,
the most striking feature of the family, to the extent that it can be analyzed as such
synchronically, is its root ablaut — a condition closely paralleled by @o)-, oi- ‘white’. Beside
the well-represented moA16¢ ‘grey’, there is a marginally attested meA1d¢ ‘discolored, livid, dark,
dull” whose suffix -16- appears identical to that of toldc. By comparison to Mycenaean <po-ri-
wa> (KN Ld 587 + 589 + 596 + 8262), it is certain that the latter item is to be reconstructed as a
Proto-Greek *poliwds, which, given the identity of suffix between molog and meAog, was likely
paralleled by a Proto-Greek *peliwds. In light of teldvog/meitvog ‘livid’ and the ornithonym
nélewo ‘dove, pigeon’ to be discussed below, it is also certain that the root was *pol- (: *pel-) and
that the suffix *-iwd- is historically segmentable (i.e. *-i-u6-).

The question concerns the relationship of this *-iwo- to the *-wo- of *kalwds. As a
working hypothesis, we have proposed that *kalwds is historically analyzable in the same
manner as *stenwos, whose compositive *sten-u- has been argued to reflect the stem of a
substantive. Accordingly, we are operating with an original morphological boundary (i.e. *-u-0-)
that distinguished the derived adjective from its substantival u-stem base. In the case of *poliwos
and *peliwos, such an analysis appears improbable principally because the assumption of *-i-u-
6- would require a u-stem *pol-;-u- or *pel-i-u- for which there is no evidence within or outside
of Greek. Instead, it seems necessary to operate with a Pre-Proto-Greek *-ux06- for *poliwos and
*peliwos. The question, of course, is its origin.

Given that the appearance of *w and *o in suffixal material is associable with roots

associated with stems in *-u-, it is reasonable to suggest, even solely on the basis of Greek
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evidence, that the unitary suffix *-x0- was added to the i-stem indirectly reflected by *poliwds
and *peliwos because the system also included a u-stem from which an adjective in *-6- (i.e. *-u-
6-) had been formed. In other words, in light of the correlation between the appearance of *u-
reflexes and that of *i-reflexes immediately after the same roots, it would come as no surprise
that a sequence generated through derivation from a u-stem should be metanalytically applied to
an i-stem of the same system. For example, it is possible, as an initial hypothesis, to derive the
above-mentioned Agiog from a Proto-Greek *1éiwos (: *le- + -"iwo-) when we consider the fact
that the basically synonymous Agvpog presupposes a u-stem. Similarly, the evidence for *u in the
family of po-, poA- “white’ (i.e. poAvG ‘muppdc” [Antim.98] and podvve ‘whiten’ [Hsch.])
supports the derivation of paiiog ‘white-(spotted)’ (Call.Fr.176; cf. paAicoopot ‘become white,
foam’ [Hsch.]) from a stem in *-u0- (i.e. *-i-u0-) immediately comparable to *poliwos, *peliwds,
and, with accent retracted, to *I1éiwos.

By harnessing such mutual implications, stem-types can be predicted and investigated.
Within Greek, the best evidence for the u-stem in the weA- family appears to be nélela ‘dove,
pigeon’ (Nussbaum 1997: 191). Viewed morphologically, the exponent -gia- appears most
closely akin to the feminine stem of certain adjectives in -v-. For example, the suffix of 6dieia
‘rich, plentiful’ (Hom.+), whose presupposition of OaAvc* (cf. Oopdc™ [ Oapelai : Oapéec]) is
supported by Balvoia ‘offerings of first fruits” (Hom.+) and falvver OAAew motet (Hsch.),
would accordingly reflect *ewja, pointing to an e-grade allomorph of a Proto-Greek *-u-. The
only difference, of course, is the fact that, in contrast to the post-radical material of OdAea,
which may be analyzed as -¢- (< *-eu-), an allomorph of -v-, + -1a-, an exponent of inflection and
agreement (e.g., fem. nom. sg.), the synchronically indivisible suffix -giwa- of méieia forms a

substantive with a fixed (natural) gender and special lexical semantics (i.e. ‘the grey one’ :
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‘dove’). Even on Greek-internal grounds, this semantic divergence corresponding to what must
have been the same morphological sequence (i.e. *-ew-ja-) supports the argument that the
preform of -1a- was originally derivational. For example, the form taveion ‘beams’
(Thphr.HP4.1.2), in light of our earlier analysis of the isolated compositive in -v- as an erstwhile
substantival stem (Ztevoxinpog : otevdg), may therefore be analyzed as a derivative of the
substantival u-stem probably reflected by the FCM of tavdrenlog, etc. In addition, this analysis
would resolve the stem-type discrepancy between the tov-v- compositive and the adjective tova-
6-. If we compare tavadg to otepeds, otepedc to keveds, and kevoc to otevog, whose etymon
must have been derived from a substantive, it is highly probable that tavaog is ultimately derived
from the same substantive from which the etymon of taveion was formed. Accordingly, just as
tavadg and taveion (etc.) point to derivation from the substantival preform of tav-v-, so, too,
does mé)etn point to a u-stem and a substantive in particular.

Given the evidence for the basic status of substantival u-stems in families that also
present evidence of i-stems, it is in principle predictable that the i-stem, whose erstwhile
substantival status is evidenced inter alia by the compositive in -1-, should also serve as the base
of other nominals. In particular, in light of the large amount of evidence for post-radical *; in the
nek- family, it is highly attractive to analyze neALog ‘dark-colored, dusky’ (post-Hom.) in this
manner. Like Vko-, the gemination of nel-"s allomorph is distributionally restricted, the main
difference being its appearance in the positive adjective. Viewed historically, this adjective, like
the s-stem kaAog in particular, has two possible preforms, one with *—In— and the other *—Ij—.
As implied by the solid representation of forms reflecting *i in the neA- family, the
reconstruction of *pel;ds rather than *pelnos is absolutely justified. In addition, the relationship

between moA16¢ and telhdc would be paralleled by cioAd¢ ‘curved, bent’ (post-Hom.) and
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okelAbg ‘crook-legged’ (Hsch.). The question now, therefore, is what morphological analysis we
can provisionally assign to meAldc (< *pelids) from a Pre-Proto-Greek standpoint. By
comparison to *stenwos, whose suffix’s erstwhile divisibility and derivation from a u-stem are
undeniable, our *peli6s, whose synchronic segmentation would be *pel-i6-, is plausibly analyzed
as a *pel-i-0- exactly parallel to *sten-y-0-.

At this point, our presentation of Greek evidence for reflexes of *; and *u right after the
root in (historically) the same systems should have made clear the deep-seated nature of the
coappearance of these two segments and, in particular, the systematicity of the alternation of the
morphs in which they figure. We are now therefore in a position to decide which reconstruction
of kdAAog, *kalnos or *kaljos, better conforms with the evidence surveyed. In particular, we must
now examine what would be morphologically involved in the derivational history of each
reconstruction.

Let us begin with *k3Inos. The stem of this item, if it existed, would be underlyingly
represented as *kl- + “-nos-. As a neuter substantive in *"-nos-, *k3lnos would be immediately
comparable to the class of neuter s-stem substantives for which a morph *"-nos- is
synchronically isolable (e.g. téuevog ‘precinct’ [Hom. +] [: tépvo/tduve ‘cut’]; ktijvog ‘cattle’
[post-Hom.] [: ktdopon ‘acquire’]). Once we have isolated *”-nos-, there then arises the question
of its relationship with *”-0s-. Greek itself provides a handful of examples of neuter s-stem
substantives that have been derived from thematic adjectives (Nussbaum 1998a: 525). Among
these substantives we may note ndpog ‘loss of strength’ (Alc.98) beside anpog ‘maimed’
(Hom.+), pdaxpog ‘size, length’ (Ar.Av.1131) beside pokpdc, and oteivog ‘narrow space; distress’
(Hom.+) beside otewvoc (Attic otevog). In each case, while the thematic vowel of the base is

replaced by that of "-oc-, any material between the root and sigmatic suffix is preserved. It is of
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course this fact that makes clear that these substantives are both morphically and underlyingly
secondary to the adjectives. As is also quite clear, these thematic adjectives are heterogeneous.
Depending on, for example, an Aeolic individual’s grammar, ndpog ‘weakness’ (Alc.98) would
be derived from a ndipog (< *mapoc) ‘maimed’ conceivably analyzed as maip-o- with a simple
thematic suffix. The substantive paxpog would transparently consist of “-oc- and a p6-stem.
Finally, based on our experience with the system of ctev-, we know that the Proto-Greek
preform of oteivog was *sténwos- and that its base was *sten-wo-. In light of these examples, it
is uncontroversial to hypothesize that *k3lInos, if it existed, was derived from a thematic adjective
in *-n6-.

If such an adjective existed, it would be necessary to situate it in the context of other vo-
stem adjectives whose families exhibit Calandish alternations, some with more typical suffixes
than others.

VOoA- ‘warm’ : Oakmvog ‘warming, fostering’ (Pi.0.1.6) : OGAmoc ‘warmth’ (post-Hom.) :
BoAmidm ‘become warm’ (Hom.+)

Vioy- “dry’ : ioyvéc ‘dry, withered” (post-Hom.) : ioyahéog “dried’ (t 233) : ioyaive ‘reduce
swelling” (post-Hom. v.1. of ioyvaive ‘dry out’)

k98- “glorious’ : kDSvoC ‘glorious’ (v.1. Hes.) : k08pog “id.” : kbd1éverpa ‘bringing men glory’
Kudww ‘act proudly’ : kvdaive ‘glorify’

\mepk- ‘dark, dappled’ : mepivoc dusky, dark; eagle [Q 316]” : méproc ‘hawk’ (Arist.HA620a20)
: mepkaivo ‘darken, dapple’ (E.Cret.15; Hsch.)

Vrok- ‘thick, close’ : mokvog ‘close-set, compact, intelligent, etc.” : TokUNdYg ‘sagacious’

Vopepd- “terrible’ : ouepdvog ‘terrible’ : opepdoréog “id.’
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VoTAB- ‘shimmery’ : otinvog “glittering” : oTiApndédv “brilliance’ (Thphr.HP5.4.2, etc.; cf.
aAyndmv ‘pain, suffering’ [post-Hom.])
\tepn- ‘delight’ : Tepmvog “delightful, pleasant’ : tepmiképanvog ‘delighting in thunder’
Even with this slight selection of vo-stem adjectives, it is clear that Proto-Greek *-no- was a less
vestigial — or even marginally productive — suffix than the Proto-Greek *-i0- reflected in meAldg.
The vo-stem adjectives alternate with other stems whose suffixes have clear Calandish
affiliations. Most importantly, these vo-stems can appear alongside other stems whose suffixes
bear reflexes of Pre-Proto-Greek *i (e.g. kbdidveipa. : Tokiunong : tepmképavvos) but do not
seem to occur alongside reflexes of Pre-Proto-Greek *u. While this fact may be attributed to a
greater productivity of i-stems in Pre-Proto-Greek, it is worth noting that one has to go outside of
Greek to find evidence of *-n6- in historically the same system as a stem whose suffix is formed
with *u. For example, Vioy- “dry’, the reflex of a reduplicated derivative of *\sek- ‘dry’ (cf. Ved.
asakra- ‘not running dry’, Pokorny 1959-1969: 894-895; LIV?: 523-524), is normally
connected, despite tolerable discrepancy (i.e. Gk. y : Ved. k, etc.),?* with the Avestan u-stem
adjective hisku- ‘dry’ and Proto-Celtic *siskwo- ‘dry’ (> Olr. sesc ‘dry, barren’, MW hysp ‘id.’,
MBret. hesp ‘id.’, Matasovi¢ 2009: 337). Similarly, Vrepx- ‘dark, dappled’ is the descendent of
the root reflected by OHG faro ‘colorful’ (< *porku6- “id.”’, Kroonen 2013: 130). If anything is
clear about these data, it is that the relationship between *-nd- and morphs with *u/u is
characterized by considerable derivational distance in space and time.

In contrast, certain nominals that reflect Proto-Greek *-i6- belong to systems that do

indeed contain items whose suffixes reflect Pre-Proto-Greek *u. As discussed above, tehhdg

24 This discrepancy may be resolved by supposing a rightward Hauchumsprung from *hisk- to
*isk"- (Weiss p.c.).
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‘dark-colored’, derived from a *pel;@s, stands beside a méieia ‘dove’ whose suffix points to a u-
stem. Comparative evidence for this u-stem is solid (v. Nussbaum 1997: 191). In light of Proto-
Indo-Iranian *palusa- (Ved. parusa- ‘speckled’, Av. pourusa- ‘grey’), which points to a *peluso-
as a derivative of a u-stem, the evidence of post-radical *10 in this family (Lat. pullus ‘dark-
colored, grey’ < *p[o/e/ A]luo-) is interpretable with a boundary (i.e. *pol-u-6-), though it is clear
from the likely case of cross-contamination with the i-stem that this sequence was eventually
monomorphic (i.e. *pol-i-u0- > mohog [: Myc. po-ri-wa]). The i-stem’s derivative that meAAOC
reflects is thus both morphically and underlyingly paralleled by *pol-u-0- ‘dark, grey, etc.” (:
*pel-i-6- “id.”).

Though this extraordinary parallelism is difficult to match, there is additional evidence of
the derivational propinquity of i-stems, u-stems, and their derivatives. As is also mentioned
above, the adjective oxeAlog ‘bandy-legged’ (Sch. IT 234, Hsch., EM701.10), in its connection to
okoMog ‘curved, bent, crooked’ (Hom.+) (cf. okéhog ‘leg’ < *skel-o/es- ‘a bending’, [Pokorny
1959-1969: 928]), is comparable to meAddg beside moloc. While a preform *skelné- for oxelddg
cannot of course be ruled out phonologically, there is certainly morphological justification for
the supposition that okelAoc reflects *skelié-. This derivation, which depends on the
identification of an i-stem, is based principally on the analysis of ckoA16¢ and associated forms.
For oxoMdg itself, there are two possible preforms: *skolijo- and *skolixz6-. Unless one operates
with a unitary suffix *-j6- ultimately traceable in theory to thematic derivation from i-stems (cf.
*-u0- : *-y-0-), in which case *skolij6- would indeed point to an i-stem (i.e. *skol-i-i6-), *skolij6-
would have to be analyzed in the most basic descriptive terms as an *-i;0- derivative of some
stem whose indeterminacy likely constitutes a dead end for the derivation. We do not encounter

such a dead end in the case of *skoliu0- because this preform offers us an i-stem whose status as
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the base to derivation with unitary *-u6- is multiply paralleled. If the above-discussed Agioc
‘smooth, etc.” and Aevpog ‘id.” share the same root, it is possible to derive the former from *Iéh1-
i-u0- and the latter from *leh1-u-ré- (Nussbaum p.c.). In terms of morphic sequence, this *Iéhi-i-
u0- is comparable to a group of stems characterized by post-radical *-i- preceding *-u06-. In
addition to *pol-i-u6- (> ntoldg) and *pel-i-u06- (> meldg), we may mention the preform of Latin
helvus ‘light bay’ (Varro +), which must reflect a *g"elhsixo- (Nussbaum 1999a: 386-387; de
Vaan 2008: 282) necessarily derived from a *g"elhs-i- extensively reflected in Indo-Iranian (Ved.
hari- ‘yellow, green’ : hirismasru- ‘whose beard is gold-colored’ : Av. zairi- ‘golden, green,
tawny’, etc.).

Returning to okoA1dg as reflex of *skolix6-, we may also mention the related hapax
oklo1og ‘0 okoMdc’ (Hdn.Gr.1.109), which in principle could reflect *sklouiio- or *skloui6-, but
more plausibly reflects *skloiu6-. Insofar as this item is hypothesized to have meant ‘curved,
bent, crooked’, we can compare certain formally and semantically similar terms. In the most
basic descriptive terms, we can begin with Latin curvus ‘curved, bent’ (Pl. +), whose assignment
to *(s)ker- ‘drehen, biegen’ (Pokorny 1959-1969: 935-938) would imply a *ky-u6- (or *kor-
©0-). In turn, this *kr-u06- can be compared to the *kr-ej-u0- reflected by Lithuanian kreivas
‘crooked, curved, misshapen’ and to a *kr-o0i-u0- possibly reflected by the dialectal variant
kraivas ‘id.” (Smoczynski 2018: 598). Different in root but similar in structure is Lithuanian
sleivas ‘crooked, bandy-legged’ (< *klej-u6-; variant slivas “id.” < *kli-u6-), which is derived
from *Vkel- ‘bend, curve’ (e.g. Goth. hulps ‘gracious’ < *J-t6- ‘inclined, disposed’) or *Vklei-
‘lean’ (e.g. kAive “id.”, Ved. srdya- “id.’, etc.), if *Vklei- ‘lean’ is considered an extension of
*\kel- “bend, curve’ as is traditionally but corrigibly supposed (Pokorny 1959-1969: 552, 600—

602). In light of the base-selection observed in *pol-i-u6- (: *pel-i-u6-), *Iéhi-i-w0-, and *g"elha-
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i-10-, it is highly probable that the *£lei-10- reflected by sleivas, like the *kr-ej-u6- and
(possibly) the *kr-oi-u0- reflected by kreivas and kraivas respectively, is ultimately analyzable
as bearing a full-grade of an i-suffix of nominal origin (*41-ej-16-). In consequence for okAotd¢
beside oxolog, we can justifiably affirm that, though the origin of this full-grade is unclear, the
reconstruction of a *skloiu6- is fundamentally economical, seeing as its relation to *skolix0- can
be described simply with reference to the morphophonemic slot of the o-grade.

Given the likelihood that okoAtdg and ohoiog reflect derivatives in *-y0- to an i-stem,
we are thus in a position to derive okeAlog from a preform segmentable as a *skel-;-6-
morphologically parallel to *pel-i-6- (> nehAdg). Just as *pel-i-6- stands in a system comprising
stems formed with post-radical *-u-, there is evidence that the i-stem from which *skel-i-6- was
derived also stood beside a stem in *-u-. The clearest Greek evidence of this u-stem is
okoAvmTopot ‘wave to and fro’ (Nic.Th.229), which refers to the writhing of a serpent’s tail.
Despite the semantic match with sxoA16¢, which is used in the Nicander scholia to explain this
hapax, it must be admitted that the apparently lengthened grade is somewhat problematic. The
best way of approaching it would involve considering reflexes of *\skel- in light of its likely s-
mobility.

In addition to oxeAloOg ‘crook-legged’ (oxeAlov: dieotpappévov), Hesychius also
mentions a keA\og ‘twisted, slanted’ (keAAOV- 6TpePLOV, TAdyOV; KeAADOOL TAOYLdGOL). IN View
especially of how Hesychius glosses these items (Sieotpappévov : otpefrov), it would be
inappropriate to separate the two over something as trivial as s-mobile (e.g. oxeddavvopu :
Keddvvopu ‘scatter’). Furthermore, the sense of physical deformity attested for okeALog, which
the Etymologicum Magnum (701.10) claims as a popular term for paipocg ‘crooked, bent, bandy-

legged’ (Arist.+), is paralleled by kvALdG ‘club-footed, bandy-legged’ (Ar. +; FCM kvAlomodicov
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‘club-footed’ [Hom.], epithet of Hephaestus). In light of the close semantic correspondence to
okeAog and its formal variant keAAdg, it is likely that kvAAdg is related as generally supposed
(Frisk 1960-1973: 47; Chantraine 2009: 576; Beekes 2010: 800—801). While its —v— gives at first
some cause for pause, the segment can be explained as the reflex of an *o that has been raised
before an *I palatalized by *i in accordance with the rule proposed by Vine (1999: 566) to
account, e.g., for the traditional and still unproblematic correspondence of Latin folium ‘leaf” (P1.
+) to vArov ‘id.” (Hom. +) (< *b"6lio-, Pokorny 1959-1969: 122). The only way to maintain the
compelling connection of kvALdog with okelhdc and keAdlog would be to suppose that the preform
of xvArdg differs minimally from that of keA\og in having radical o-grade (i.e. *kol-i-6-), which,
in light of *pol-i-y6- (> moAdg), *pel-i-ud- (> meldc), and *pel-i-0- (> medrog), is trivial. Given
the association of these terms with deformative curvature of the legs and feet, it is apposite to
compare kd®Aov ‘limb, member’ (post-Hom.). Though the derivational history underlying its
apparently lengthened grade is yet unclear, it is worth noting that its use particularly in reference
to the legs invites comparison with ockélog ‘leg’, one of the most prominent and antique
members of the family (cf. Lat. scelus ‘crime’ [P1.+] < *skél-o/es- ‘bentness, crookedness;
wrong’).?> Considering the slight semantic distance between x®Aov and ckélog, we may suppose
that the two are distantly related morphologically, as is generally maintained (Pokorny 1959—
1969: 928; Frisk 1960-1973: 61; Chantraine 2009: 582). Despite the distance, there does seem to
be some formal overlap. In this respect, we may consider Hesychius’ okoloic dpemdvolc, whose

interpretation is clarified by another entry: ck®Aototr dpendvoig o1 tv okoidtnta. The ablaut

25 Alternatively (Nussbaum p.c.; v. WH: 492), Latin scelus ‘crime’ may be connected with the
root of Gothic skulan ‘be obliged’ (cf. Proto-Germanic *skul-di- ‘debt, guilt’, v. Kroonen 2013:
450).
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relationship of these items makes clear the probability that at some stage of Greek the *(s)kel-
system contained several items with the o-grade allomorph.

In all likelihood, this allomorph was available in the derivational history of cxwAdntopon
‘writhe’. Though Chantraine (2009: 990) considers the post-radical material of this item to be
analogical to xeAbnte ‘cover’ (Hom.+) and to the solely lexicographically attested oxoAdmTmd
‘cut short’ (Hsch., etc.), it is arguably the case that such verbal stems containing —v— followed by
a labial were too marginal and disparate to have had this effect. If, instead, we compare kopHntw®
‘butt with the head’ (Theoc.3.5, etc.), whose relatives present abundant evidence for a u-stem (cf.
kopven ‘head, top, peak’ : k6pvc, -v0og ‘helmet’ : kapn ‘head’ [Hom.+]), it is conceivable that
okwAvmtopon reflects a verbal stem denominal to a derivative of an actual u-stem. In sum, we
may conclude for the family of oikoA6c, etc. that okeAldg, kehhdc, and particularly kvAldg
constitute additional evidence (1) for a morphic sequence *-i-6- and (2) for the existence of that
sequence in families with derivatives that bear suffixal *u of nominal origin.

At this point, we should mention one last group of direct Greek evidence for *-i-4- beside
derivatives of u-stems. In this group, evidence for *-j-6- may be found in 6aAAd¢ ‘young shoot,
branch’ (Hom. +), which belongs to the same family as 6dAAo ‘sprout, bloom, thrive’ (Hom.+).
As is clear, for example, from the above-mentioned 6d\euwa ‘rich, plentiful’, Baivoto ‘offerings
of first fruits’, Oadvver (BdAkev mowel [Hsch.]), all of which, as it happens, overwhelmingly point
to a u-stem, the root is a BaA- whose allomorph 6aA)L- appears in Bodioc and OGAlw. Since these
two items share this allomorph, it is in principle possible that 6dAAm provided the allomorphic
model by which 6aA)og was formed. If one assumes such influence from the verbal stem, it is
furthermore possible to derive the geminate of the allomorph from an *—In— sequence

attributable to a nasal-infix present. Depending on extra-Greek evidence, such a present stem is
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reconstructible as a possibility (Alb. del ‘emerges’ [*d"/-né/n-hi-], *Vdhalhs- ‘herausquellen,
hervorsprieBen’ LIV?2: 122 with refs.). As for the root itself, the best evidence is from Armenian.
Beside the traditionally adduced dalar ‘green, fresh’ (Pokorny 1959-1969: 234), we find a de?
‘herb’ (gen. defoy; cf. defin ‘yellow”), whose stem Martirosyan (2010: 231-232) reconstructs as
a *d"él(hx)-n- eventually thematized as a *d"el(hx)-n-0- comparable to a 0aAroc accordingly
derivable from a *d"/n6-. Despite this semantically justifiable root association, it is not necessary
or preferable that 6odLog reflect such a preform. If we do accept the connection, we would have
to suppose that the root allomorphs could consist of the phonemes *e and *o, which of course
has the advantage of being unexceptional in contrast to the *Vd"alhi- of LIVZ2. In this connection,
it may be fitting to adduce the Hesychian entry 6oAla: kKAGdovg fj @OAAa, §j E0pti Appoditng
discussed by Vine (1999: 567) as possible evidence of the above-mentioned raising of *—o— to *—
u— before an *—|- palatalized by *—i—. As | would argue, the applicability of this rule would
imply that 66AAa, which need only point to an accusative neuter plural of the second declension
(n.b. GO KAGSovG), reflects a *d"6l(hx)jo- of some semantic description. In morphological
terms at least, the relationship of 6vALa with BaA)og can be illuminated by supposing that their
preforms differed solely in the grade of the root and position of the accent (i.e. *d"6l(hx)jo- :
*d"/(hx)i0-).

Even if one does not accept that 6vAAa reflects a thematic derivative of an i-stem, the fact
that such an i-stem existed in the VOoA- family may be ascertained by the evidence of fdAuctpov
‘Thalictrum minus, meadow-rue’ (Dsc.4.97). Though LSJ notes variants (sed fort. BaAintpov:
Boinktpov [Gal.11.884]), the item occurs in Latin (Plin.Nat.27.138) with the spelling
thalictrum. Given the security of this spelling and the probability that the name of an herb would

be derived ultimately from a root whose derivatives would be used to refer to thriving, blooming,
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sprouting, and freshness, it is likely that 6 wtpov is related to OodAdc and that its post-radical —
1 reflects a morph whose allomorph conditioned the gemination in 8airog (< *d"/(hx)-i-6-). This
assessment of likelihood depends on the analysis of the morph -wtpo-. On first inspection, the
sequence —tpo— resembles the instrument suffix -tpo- (e.g. &potpov ‘plough’ : dpdw ‘plough’,
Aéxtpov ‘bed’ : Aéyouan ‘lie’, etc.). This is not to say, however, that OdAwctpov denotes an entity
whose semantic role is instrument. What does seem to be at play is the possibility that this -
wtpo- stem was derived from a verb whose subject could be characterized semantically as that
which undergoes the action of sprouting or blooming. To have access to this role, it is
conceivable that the *-tro- stem was formed from a verb whose meaning was ‘sprout’ and whose
stem ended in a velar. If we compare éAicow ‘turn, wind, whirl” (Hom.+) beside EM& (gen.
gMkog) ‘twisted, curved (thing), etc.” (Hom.+), it is also conceivable that the base of OdAktpov
was an often anti-causatively employed verb *t"alik- ‘sprout’ (pres. *t"slik- je/o-), whose base in
turn was a descriptive k-stem nominal derivative of the i-stem indirectly reflected by 6aAloc.
Accordingly, augmented with the evidence of 6diktpov, we may conclude that this 6aAAidg as
well as O0vAAa, if accepted, both of which point to thematic derivation from an i-stem, patently
appear alongside derivatives of VOa)- that display evidence of a u-stem (8¢Aewa rich, plentiful’,
Balvoto ‘offerings of first fruits’, Oadvver (OdAlewv moel [Hsch.]).

At this point, we have finished our discussion of evidence of stems that (1) directly
reflect *-j-6- and (2) exist in systems that also have evidence for a u-stem. The following
evidence, though indirect, is nevertheless overwhelmingly supportive of the argument that the s-
stem kaAlog reflects a Proto-Greek *k3l-jos- analyzable as a sigmatic substantivization of a

thematic adjective whose Pre-Proto-Greek ancestor was derived from an i-stem.
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The first piece of indirect evidence for an adjective in *-i-6- may be sought on the basis
of the hypothesis that the family of the (Pre-)Proto-Greek ancestor of Vpik- little, small’, whose
evidence both of i-stem and u-stem derivatives has been discussed above, included an adjective
in *-i-0-. Once we look past the conspicuous -p6- adjective that has come to dominate this
system, we can observe a rich, ancient, and supplanted undergrowth characterized by post-
radical ——, —v—, and evidence for *—y—. While evidence for the u-stem is most clearly supplied
by the derivatives of ptkvoc “little’ (AP6.335[Leon.]; PN Mikvbog : Mikt0etog [Inscr.Délos 443
B b 69]; uwcvbwoc ‘little, childlike’ [Hsch.]), the evidence of the adjective pikkoc ‘pkpdg’ (Dor.,
Boeot. Ar.Ach.909, etc.) requires some comment. In the first place, we should note what is in
effect a variant of this adjective: pikoc ‘pukpog’ (Hp.Nat.Mul.47, 1G22.47.12, etc.). The simplest
explanation of the singleton is of course to analyze the form as the reflex of a simple thematic
adjective *mik-0- ‘little’. The real question is the origin of the geminate in pikikoc. Though it is
very much conceivable, given the semantic category of the root, that the —xi— is the result of
“expressive gemination”?8 (i.e. *mik-0- ‘little’ — *mikk-0- ‘tiny’; cf.
yAoxkov- yaraOnvov [Hsch.]?”), one ought not to opt for this uncontrollable kind of explanation
if an answer can be sought more evaluably in the larger formal system. As applied to this case, it
is advisable to exploit the fact that pikkog occurs in a system in which there is evidence that a u-
stem existed.

An apt comparison would be the above-mentioned relation between the yAvkkdg “yAokog’
listed by Hesychius and yAvkog itself. In light of our extensive treatment of the relation between

the adjectival otevog and the originally substantival compositive in ZtevikAnpog, it is probable

26 Buck (1955: 76)
27 «ANohl ein Kinderwort mit hypokoristischer Geminata wie pukkéc” (Pokorny 1959-1969: 400
401).
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that yAvikoc was derived from a u-stem substantive, when we consider, at the very least, the
dispensability of assuming that the ancestor of yAvkikog was a merely formal thematization of the
u-stem adjective reflected by yAvkic — a kind of adjective that in Greek constitutes a perfectly
stable class. In any case, Pre-Proto-Greek derivation from a u-stem would have produced a
sequence reflected ultimately as the *glukwo- ancestral to yAvkkog. If comparison with inmog
‘horse’ is any guide (cf. Ved. dsva- “id.’, OE eoh ‘war-horse’, etc. < *h1ékyo-), the cluster *—kw—
is normally reflected as —nn— and dialectally as —xk— (i.e. ikkog [EM474.12]). In the case of
yAukkoc, however, because of the dissimilatory effect of the root’s *—u—, the labiality of the *—
w— was not enough to cause the *—k— to be reinterpreted as *—p—. The point we should make
clear here is the ad hoc nature of assuming expressive gemination for pikkog when, as in the
similar case of geminated yAvkkoc, a derivationally sound explanation is available.

The problem, of course, for a derivationally similar *mikwo- is that it should have given
something like Tuimog. A way out of this eventuality is not difficult to imagine. Unlike the
presumably isolated preform of inmog in Proto-Greek, it is conceivable that the derivatives of
*\mik- exerted sustained analogical influence on *mikwé- to keep its *—k—"s in line. There are at
least two parallels for this phenomenon. The first is mélexkov ‘axe-handle’ (Hom.+) beside
nélexvg ‘axe’ (Hom.+; cf. Ved. parasu- ‘axe’). Regarding néhekkov, no one, for semantic
reasons, would claim that its —kx— is due to expressive gemination, nor rightly claim that the item
is merely a thematization of télexvg ‘axe’. Whatever underlying semantic packet is responsible
for making an ‘axe-handle’ out of an ‘axe’, its realization by the thematic suffix and accent
retraction is truly the soundest assessment. Given the patent synchronic relationship between the
preforms of wélexvc and mélexkov, it is highly probable that the preform of the latter was given

the *—kk— treatment by analogy to its base. On the subject of analogy, the second, less
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manageable parallel is Adakkog ‘pond, cistern, tank’ (Hdt., Ar., etc.). In light of Latin lacus ‘lake’
(PI. +) and its cognates (e.g. Olr. loch < *loku- ‘id.’, OCS loky ‘puddle, pool, reservoir’ <
*lokuhz-, etc.), the Greek form undoubtedly reflects a derivative of the widely reflected u-stem —
an assessment supported by semantics (Aaxkkog ‘pond’ : ‘lake’ elsewhere). On account of this uU-
stem, *~kw— would underlie the geminate, which is explicable in two ways. On the one hand, —
Kk— as opposed to —nm— is conceivably analogical to the basic u-stem, though this seems less
certain given that this particular u-stem is not reflected in Greek. On the other hand, if the
dialectal ikkog is any guide, Aaxkog may indeed display such a dialectal treatment. In either case,
it is difficult to deny that —xx— comes from *—kw-.

In the case of mélexkov and Adkiog, resorting to expressive gemination is
methodologically unsound, principally because invoking it explains nothing. Yet even if it were
somehow appealing to do so, the geminate patently admits of another far more cogent
explanation: thematic derivation from an actual u-stem. Since in the Vik- system we have
substantial, though indirect, evidence of a u-stem (i.e. utkvBog, pikvOwog, etc.), it would be ill-
advised, despite the allure of iconicity, to ignore the evidential implication and very real
possibility that pikkoc, bearing a dialectally or analogically explicable geminate, goes back to a
*mikwo- interpretable as a thematic derivative of that u-stem (i.e. *-u-6-). Accordingly, just as
evidence of the u-stem justifies the reconstruction of an adjective in *-y-6-, any evidence of an i-
stem opens at least the possibility of an adjective in *-i-6-.

For the family of k-, the main evidence of that i-stem is the PN Mikivaig
(D.S.17.113.1, etc.), which immediately resembles the above-listed tayivag ‘hare’ interpretable
provisionally as a definite substantivization of toywvoc ‘swift’ (i.e. ‘the swift one’). Given the

cooccurrence of adjectives in -wvo- with forms bearing post-radical —1— of arguably i-stem origin
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(e.g. mukvog @ TuKMONG, apyvoELS : apyképavvog, aibwvog : Aibioy), it is entirely possible that
Mikivog was derived from an adjective whose preform *mikiné- little, short’ contained a
sequence *miki— identifiable as the reflex of an i-stem. In this *miki— consists the theoretical
possibility that its preform was the base of an adjective in *-j-6- (cf. *miku— : *mikwdo-). Whether
this adjective existed in Proto-Greek or not, it is worthwhile, as we shall see, to consider how the
*—ki— of a *miki6- would develop.

The general doctrine about the treatment of intervocalic *—kj—, *—k"j—, and *—k";— is that
they develop to —t1— in some dialects (e.g. Attic, Boeotian, etc., pvAak- ‘guard’ : pvAatte/o-)
and —oc— in others (e.g. East lonic, Leshian, etc., pviacoe/o- < *pPulak-je/o-; Lejeune 1972:
104-105). Yet in light of more recent research (Nussbaum 2013: 12-17), there is some evidence
that, whereas —tt— and —co—, as regular treatments, originally reflected heterosyllabic sequences
(i.e. *~k.j-, *—kM.j—, and *—k".j-), tautosyllabic sequences were reflected ultimately as —o—
possibly in all dialects.

As argued by Nussbaum (op. cit.), whose findings are reproduced here, the most salient
evidence of this treatment may be found in singleton spellings and in otherwise unaccountable
variation between <-c6—> and <—o—>. The primary evidence for singleton spelling in an item
that should reflect *—.kj— is the Hesychian lemma yAavodv: Aaumpdv, Opacv, itaudv. Given the
relation of this item to yAowkodg ‘shining, grey’ (Hom. +) and the fact that there is no Proto-Greek
phoneme other than *—j— that could have given rise to —o—, the only viable interpretation of this
lemma is that it reflects a *glau.ki6- thus syllabified to avoid *glauk., a superheavy syllable. This
syllabification may be contrasted with that of *p"u.lak.ie/o- (> pvlacce/o-), where the default *—
lak.— formed nothing superheavy. An apparent problem immediately arises from the discrepancy

between yAavodg (< *glau.ki6-) and the denominal yAavoowm ‘shine, glitter’ ([Hsch.];
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vmoyAavocm ‘glance furtively’ [Call.Dian.54, Mosch.2.86], diayhavcom ‘shine brightly’
[A.R.1.1281]), which transparently reflects a present stem in *-je/o- derived from yAavkoc (cf.
noidoow ‘soften’ [Ar., E.] < polakog [Hom. +]). Considering the phonotactically identical
status of nominal *glau.ki6- and verbal *glaukie/o-, we would expect the latter to be reflected as
a yhawoelo- for which, in fact, we have some evidence in yAavocovov: dvti Tod Adumovot
(EM.233.19). Accordingly, the obvious explanation for the geminate spelling in yAavoow
consists in the probability that yAavoe/o-, as one of legion of denominals reflecting a stem in *-
ielo-, was written with a geminate by analogy to verbal stems where the geminate is
phonologically regular (e.g. pvidcow, pardcow, etc.). This spelling may be interpreted as a
merely orthographic geminate representation of a real singleton in alignment to verbs in —cow or
as representing a real, albeit analogical, geminate. In either case, the singleton spelling of
nominal yAavcov is easily explicable. As a likely reflex of a thematic derivative of an i-stem (*-
i-6-), Proto-Greek *glauk;é-, synchronically analyzable as *Nglauk- + an idiosyncratic suffix *-
16-, would have belonged, as we have seen, to an entirely unproductive class, such that the
resulting *glau.s2-6- would not have been under systematic pressure for its root to be modified in
any way; there was after all no conspicuous category on the model of which gemination, real or
merely orthographic, could be imposed.

Since, by contrast, denominals reflecting *-je/o- were a conspicuous and coherent
category, it is no surprise that there is variation in the spelling of Homeric Aeboow ‘look, gaze’
(Aevoete A 120, Aevow IT 127, etc.), historically associated with Aevkog ‘white’ (Hom. +). A
slight problem, however, is posed by another item historically associated with Agvkoc. Listed by
Pokorny (1959-1969: 687—690) under *Vleuk- ‘bright, shine’ and analyzed ultimately as an i-

stem derivative by Nussbaum (1999a: 403; cf. OE lieg ‘fire, flame, lightning’ < *loyk-i-
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‘luminance’), the hapax Aodocov ‘pith of the fir-tree’ (Thphr.HP3.9.7; — Lat. lusson
Plin.Nat.16.187) is orthographically unexpected. Again, following Nussbaum (2013: 15-16), one
can address this problem by highlighting the fact that, while the Indo-European etymology is
clear enough, the form is nevertheless a hapax embedded in a semantically botanical sphere
comprising several terms whose forms bear the potentially imitable sequence —66— (e.9. xi6606¢
‘ivy’ [Thphr.HP3.18.6, etc.], vapkicoog [Thphr.HP6.8.1, etc.] ‘narcissus’, kumdpiocog ‘cypress’
[Hom. +], Bvoocog ‘flax’ [Emp.93]). This would imply that there was a Proto-Greek *l6ukio-
‘white (part)’ whose reflex was at least orthographically aligned with such botanical terms. As
for *16ukio- and its presumed adjectival base *louki6-, it is entirely possible, as Nussbaum adds
(loc. cit.), that this i-stem derivative, insofar as it meant ‘white’, underlies the family of the
Arcadian toponym Aovooi ‘Lusi’ (Arist.+; Aodoot ‘id.” [Call.+], & Aodoa ‘region of Lusi’
[Hdn.]; cf. Lat. TN Alba Longa).?®

The general point is that there is room for morphologically and semantically motivated
analogies responsible for geminate representation or even pronunciation of what should have
been and possibly still was a singleton by sound law. This fact is especially evident in the case of
the derivatives of Vayy- ‘close, near’. As observed by Peters (1980: 288), the Arcadian and Elean
superlative <actoto> ‘nearest’ (cf. dyyiota [Hom.+]), attested in inscriptions where geminates
are regularly written, must have been formed by appropriating the root allomorph of the
comparative.? As this allomorph do- (i.e. /a:s-/) was clearly generated by the assibilation and 2

Compensatory Lengthening conditioned by the addition to *Vank"- of the comparative suffix *-

28 Aodoog (B.), Aoveiog (Polyb.+), Aovoeig (Paus.), Aovsidtng (Xen.+), Aovoiedg (Is.+)

29 Interestingly, the reformation of the superlative after the comparative is paralleled by the
historical relationship between PDE next, the old superlative, and the more recent nearest,

formed from near, the erstwhile comparative of the positive nigh.
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10s- (or *-jon-), what deserves explanation is not so much <aciocta> itself, but the fact that the
comparative is spelled with <> (docov ‘nearer’ [Hom. +]). For (more eastern) Ionic, where of
course *—kM. j— > —so— is regular, the spelling dooov is trivially explicable as the graphic or real
adoption of gemination after other comparatives in —soov (e.9. fdocwv [: Taxdc], Edocav [:
Ehayg], etc.).

When Proto-Greek *Nank"- formed its comparative in *-jos- (or *-jon-), the sequence
was syllabified as an *an.k"-ios- that developed to *an.s2-0s-. According to Nussbaum (2013:
13-14), whose arguments are again reproduced, evidence for the allomorph *an.sz- (> do-) may
be found in two Hesychian items whose preforms display divergent treatments of the 2"
Compensatory Lengthening. The first item is énaicior kabnkovteg, EmPdAlovieg ‘present,
proper, coming in due course’. At first glance, this lemma may be analyzed as a compound
consisting of the prefix éni, the suffix -10-, and the stem of aica ‘lot, destiny’. While this analysis
would at first be favored in light of verifiable compounds of oica (€.9. é€aiciog ‘outside aica,
lawless’ [Hom. +], évaiciog ‘seasonable, righteous, favorable’ [S.0C.1482, A.Fr.179], évaicyog
‘id.” [Hom. +]), the other Hesychian lemma £ndctot, being glossed almost identically (-
Kkabnkovteg ‘becoming’), cannot be reconciled with this association. Given the semantic identity
of énaiciol and éndotot, the best approach would therefore be to view the notion of proximity as
the basis of the sense ‘present, proper’ and to reconstruct an *ep-ansz-i;0- whose 2" CL
treatment would be érdotog in most dialects and énaictog in dialects with a diphthongal reflex
(e.g. Lesbian). Accordingly, since both items, due to their derivational background, were not
predisposed to be analogically disturbed, there was nothing to prevent their etymologically

appropriate singleton spelling.
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Though the sequence that generated the allomorph *an.sz- (> do-) did not of course
contain the intervocalic *—.k™;— of interest to us, the fact that the reflex of *an.k"-jos-, which
must have had a single —o—, came to be spelled with <-66—> opens up the possibility that behind
geminate spellings elsewhere in the lexicon lay real singletons. Yet for our immediate purposes
one thing should be clear: when we do find a single intervocalic <—o—>, it is conceivable that *—
Kki— was its origin.

In light of *— kMi— > —c—, we may now propose a morphosemantic scenario for our
hypothetical *miki6-. The basis of this scenario is of course the real evidence for *mikjé-, which
we have predicted on the basis of the formal parallel of *mikwo-. It is now time to consider that
parallel semantically. Whatever historical and derivational semantic relationship that this
adjective had with *mik- ‘small’ as concerns thematic derivation from a u-stem ultimately to
this root, the *mikwo- derived from a u-stem is an adjective with the meaning ‘little, small’ (:
uikkog ‘id.”). Correspondingly, the formally parallel i-stem derivative *miki6- can be predicted
to have had the same meaning. Once we acknowledge the soundness of this semantic prediction,
we may further observe the typologically prevailing tendency for factitive verbs derived from
adjectives with the meaning ‘little, small” (vel sim.) to be used pejoratively. To begin with the
Paradebeispiel, we may note the Hittite adjective tepu- ‘little’ beside the factitive tepnuzzi
‘humiliates’. Famously, this factitive has an exact cognate in Vedic dabhndti ‘deceives’ (cf. Av.
dabanu- “id.”), beside which stands dabhra- ‘slight’ (: *Vdhebh-; Pokorny 1959-1969: 240; Koch
1980; LIV?2 132-133; NIL: 85-86). For Greek itself, we may note pikpog beside pikpovo
‘belittle’ (Demetr.Eloc.236) and cpikpbve ‘think meanly of” (App.Mac.9.3). Furthermore,
ueiwv, the comparative of uikpoc, has beside it peidw ‘lessen, diminish’, which may be used in

the sense ‘lessen in honor, degrade, lessen by word, disparage’ (X.HG3.4.9, etc.). Though it is
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sparsely attested, Latin forms from parvus ‘little, small’ a quasi calefacio-type factitive parvi
facio ‘make light of, despise, treat as of no importance’ (Paul. ex Fest., etc.). Finally, despite the
sufficiency of this catalogue, it would not be complete without mentioning NHG klein ‘little,
small’ beside verkleinern ‘lessen, belittle” and, of course, PDE little beside belittle.

There is an important current of figurative meaning in this already figurative factitive
pattern. While the pejoration often manifests itself in meanings such as ‘humiliate, slight,
deceive’, which, we should note, concern the causal agent’s external effect on the patient, we
should also note how the figurative factitive sense drifts into the domain of the causal agent’s
mental activity. This sense, for which we may use the term “estimative” in connection, for
example, with &xbaipm ‘hate, consider X an £€x0poc’, may be exemplified by several verbs,
varying in suffix, and expressing figurative factitive meaning. From é&ioc ‘worth(y)’ (Hom.+)
one would in principle expect an a&ow (post-Hom.) with the meaning ‘make worthy, dignify’;
instead, we find that it means ‘deem worthy’ almost exclusively. Similarly, pokapifem (Hom.+)
does not mean ‘to make someone paxkaplog or paxap (‘blessed, happy’ [Hom.+])’, but ‘to
pronounce or consider someone paxop’ (cf. eddaipwv ‘blessed’ [Hes.+] : evdapovitm “call or
account happy’ [post-Hom.]). Finally, piAé® (Hom. +) means not only ‘treat as (a) gilog
(Hom.+)’, which eventually manifests itself as osculation (Mod. Gk. piA® ‘kiss’), but also
‘regard as (a) @ilog’, which constitutes the familiar meaning.

Though in synchronic terms ¢ilog and piréw may be considered parallel derivatives of
Vour- “love, dear, etc.’, it is undeniable that gikog is the historical base of pi\éw. Whatever the
etymology of the former, the Proto-Greek preform of the latter may be unproblematically
analyzed as a stem in *-ie/o- of the usual type that follows the e-grade of the thematic base’s

suffix (i.e. *p"ilo- : *philé-je/o-; cf. Ved. kama- ‘love, desire’ : kamdyate ‘loves’). Taking *p"ilo-
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beside *p"ilé-ie/o- as our formal and semantic guide, we may hypothesize that *mikio- “little,
small (person/thing)’ was the base of a factitive *mikié-ie/o- whose literal meaning was
eventually overshadowed by the pejorative semantics noted above. Insofar as this *mikié-ie/o-
‘belittle’ (cf. ‘treat as (a) pidog’) meant ‘think little of” (cf. ‘regard as (a) ¢ilog’), it no doubt
could be used in the sense ‘disdain’, from which the path to ‘despise’ and even ‘detest’ or
‘abhor’ is trivial. This last stage, more or less captured by ‘hate’, would thus be expressed by
uicém (Hom.+), the precise reflex of *mikié-ie/o-.

As the reflex of a denominal to a thematic derivative of an i-stem to a root from which,
historically, a u-stem is also formed, picéw provides yet more evidence of the intimacy and
parallelism of i-stems, u-stems, and, in particular, their simple thematic derivatives. Whatever
the Pre-Proto-Greek origin of *\mik-, uikkoc, on the one hand, provides evidence of a simple
thematic *mikwo- to a u-stem derived from this root, and, on the other, picéw provides evidence,
albeit indirect, of a structurally identical *miki6- derived from an i-stem. The particular
parallelism of *mikwo- and *miki6- to xaidg and kadAiog respectively should put into focus not
only our immediate and by now straightforward task of choosing between *kslnos- and *k3l;ios-
as the substantival counterpart to *kalwd-, but should also enable us to nail down once and for all
the derivational history of the s-stem.

That history can be determined in light of the analysis assignable to the above-mentioned
oTEIVOG ‘narrowness’, mapog ‘weakness’, and pdxpog ‘length’, which are derived respectively
from otewdc, *mapog (i.e. Tnpodc), and pakpdc. As these s-stems are all patent derivatives of
thematic adjectives, it is extremely probable that *k3l;jos- reflects an s-stem derived from a

thematic adjectival derivative of an i-stem. Since i-stems and their derivatives appear time and
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again in the very same systems that form u-stems and their derivatives, it would be perverse to
deny that kaXhog reflects a *kaljos- of this de-thematic origin.

As a matter of fact, the derivational history here hypothesized for kdAioc would have at
least one parallel in Greek: the s-stem dAcoc ‘(sacred) grove, precinct’. Though, at first glance,
the medial —o— may be traced back to a variety of sources (e.g. *—t™(j, w)—, *~k;—, etc.), the
likelihood of *—ti— being the ancestral sequence becomes apparent when one considers the
formal, semantic, and contextual affinity of ALtig ‘sacred precinct of Zeus at Olympia’. The
toponym notably occurs in Pindar (0.10.45-6), who, using both terms synonymously, recounts
Hercules’ founding of the Olympic site: otafudto {aBeov dAcog matpi peyiot®, tepi 6& TAEog
ATy pev 0y év kabopd oékpive “he measured out the sacred precinct for his father most
mighty; having fenced round the Altis he separated it in clear space”. Since the referential
identity of (dBeov dAcoc and ALty is supported by Pausanias’ assertion (5.10.1) that ’Altig is
the local term for 10 dAcog 10 iepov, all that need be done is to relate the two formally. In this
respect, Pokorny (1959-1969: 26-27), Frisk (1960-1973: 79), and Chantraine (2009: 63) agree
that &hcog goes back to an *altios- which the last of these etymologists calls “combinaison d’
ailleurs bizarre” (i.e. *d@At-yoc). The bizarrerie appreciably subsides when we consider the
possibility that the i-stem substantive *alti- ‘grove’ provided the base for a thematic adjective
from which was formed an s-stem substantive *altios- of basically the same meaning as its
base’s base (cf., e.g., PDE hope : hopefulness). Though this chain involves a missing link, that is,
we must postulate an adjective *altio- ‘grove-related’, it is safe to say that the advantage of
systemically paralleled derivation from a single stem generally outweighs the embarrassment

imposed by the absence of specific evidence.
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Fortunately, when we turn to the question of the base from which *kal;ios- was formed,
our investigation is on firmer ground both in terms of the systemic patterns we have observed
and the specific evidence that can be brought to bear. Specifically, close and constant
observation of those patterns has enabled us to predict the reflex of a basic adjective *kali6-
derivationally parallel and semantically identical to *kalwoé- (cf. again *mikwo- “little, small” and
*miki6- ‘id.”). Accordingly, our target would be any evidence for a simple thematic adjective
bearing the allomorph kaA\-.

That evidence may arise from an adverbial form derived from the thematic adjective in
question. As is well known, the usual Homeric adverbial formation corresponding to kaAdg is not
KoA®c, which occurs but once (B 63), but the neuter accusative singular or plural (i.e. kaA6v :
karé; cf. ioov/ica ‘equally’ [: icog ‘equal’], mukvovimukva [:mokvdc], etc.). Even as adverbial
forms in -wg proliferated in everyday language, this archaic adverbial use of what is apparently
the neuter accusative remained of course the norm or at least an option for certain high frequency
adjectives (e.g. uéya ‘greatly’, moAv/moAld ‘a lot’, etc.). Given the cultural importance and
frequent occurrence of VkaA- ‘beautiful’, the continued use of kaA6v and kaAd is unsurprising
(cf. Mod. Gk. kaid ‘well”). It is in light of and together with this widespread and enduring
archaism that we should interpret the apparent adverb koAida (Alcm.98), which LSJ identifies as
Doric for xaAd. The accentuation given by this lexicon, which follows the edition of Theodor
Bergk (1882: 66), is contradicted by the edition of Denys Page (1962), who reads kdAio
peacoopévar ‘being beautifully put to melody’ (Fragment 35). This accentual indeterminacy is a
consequence of and of consequence to historical morphology insofar as the accent determines the
formal adverbial class to which <koAia> would belong. As Schulze (1892: 82) and Wackernagel

(1916: 87-88) argue, a barytone kaAla is justifiable because it may be classified with adverbs
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like téixo, woka, etc., which notably participate in Caland systems. However, the fact that Vicok-
has such a system does not decisively favor what is in effect a reconstruction which would
eventually appear in Page’s edition, but is implicitly contradicted by Apollonius Dyscolus
(Adv.155.10):
o&overtat kol 0 v OLOPOVIQ 0VOETEPMV TANOVVTIKADV. TaPd TO TVKVOG TANOVVTIKT| TPOPOPQ
yiveTar o03eTEPO TUKVA, @ GOVEGTL TAAY OPOQOVOV Emippnpe. TO TUKVE. 0DTmg ExEl Kod TO deé1d
Kol Ap1oTePd, onuaivovto 10 de&1d¢ Kol Apltotep®dS. TOoDTOV £0TL Kol TO KaAd (0 o1 EvOg PEV A
yYpapeTal Kot TO Kooy E00¢, mapd Awpiredot 68 o £Tépov A, kal ovy, (¢ Eviot VEAaPov,
kot AioMda Siédhextov: EBapiveto yap v, mpoc oig 008E 1O Kahdg Alokeig év Suthaciacud tod
A pogépovtar).
“Also oxytone are the adverbs homophonous with neuter plurals. From mokvog the neuter plural
expression is Tokvd, with which again the adverb mokvd is homophonous. So it holds in the case
of de&ud and dprotepd, which signify de€idg and dpiotepdc. Such is also the case for kaAd,
which is written with one A by common custom, but among the Dorians with another A, and
not, as some have supposed, in the Aeolic dialect; for it would be barytone, in addition to
which the Aeolians do not pronounce xoAdg with a doubling of the A.”
Since the oxytony of Doric xaALa is guaranteed by the comment that the form would be barytone
if it were Aeolic (¢Bapvoveto yap év), Wackernagel (loc. cit.) is forced to claim that Apollonius is
reporting a form whose accent has been analogically inserted after kaAdg or moAAd, principally
because “wir haben keine Sicherheit” that the form was not the barytone he alleges. Rather, we
do have certainty that the form was indeed oxytone, at least in the mind of an individual alive in
the 2" century A.D. for whom Ancient Greek was both a native language and an area of
research.

If we take the ancient grammarian’s observation seriously, the kaAAd he actually

describes and attributes to Doric would be difficult to derive by analogy to the s-stem

substantive. While, as we have seen, kaAAog is systemically central beside xalog and formally

30 Text of Schneider (1878: 119-210).
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imitable, it is not entirely credible that speakers would appeal to that Calandish s-stem to access
the allomorph kaA\- only to accent the alleged Calandish adverb in -a as an oxytone; one would
indeed expect a barytone (cf. tayo ‘swiftly, soon’ [Hom.+] : téyog ‘speed’ [Hom. +], kGpta
‘very much’ [Hippon.16+] : kdptog [Hom.+], etc.). Alternatively, this manifestly oxytone xaAid
could in principle be considered a secondary creation arising from the generalization of the
allomorph kaAA- and the retention or spread of the oxytony of kald. It is plausibly the case that,
like kodd itself, there was an entire thematic adjectival declension of which the adverb kalAd
was a specialized inflected form. Though there is no direct evidence of such an adjective (i.e.
*KkaAlog), even on Greek-internal grounds one would expect its existence. The question is how
credible it is that it would be generated in this manner within Greek. As we have extensively
discussed, the whole system, at least in Attic, revolves around the ka- : kaA)l- allomorphy.
While the former allomorph frequently appears in but one formation, that of the simple positive
adjective, that formation is so common and its root allomorph so systemically entrenched that it
would be implausible that speakers of, e.g., (the language ancestral to) Laconian would simply
replace it. Indeed, to the extent that non-Doric evidence is justly adducible, the general tendency
is for the allomorph xaA- to expand its domain, as its vehicle, the stem of the simple positive
adjective, encroaches on the territory of the old compositive (e.g. koAhipuiriog ‘with beautiful
petals’ [Anacreont.42.3] : kado@uALog ‘with beautiful leaves’ [Thphr.HP.5.3.2]).

The synchronic and systemic peculiarity of a simple positive thematic adjective bearing
the allomorph xaAA- leaves us with an effectively inescapable course of explanation for the
*KkaAAdg that the evidence demands: inheritance. In other words, koA\é would be the reflex of
the accusative neuter plural of the *kali6- we have predicted as the base of the *k3lios- ancestral

to kdAAog. The scenario would be simple. At the foundation of the adjective : substantive pair
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*kalwo- : *k3lios- would be an inherited pair of homosemous adjectives, *kalwo- : *kali6-, both
of which had currency in the Proto-Greek speech community. While the entire community, as far
as we know, happened to employ a substantival s-stem uniformly derived from *kal;i6-, it is
apparent that the basic adjective itself was retained in the more marginal Laconian (vel sim.), but
lost in Attic-lonic (etc.), where it was supplanted by its coeval twin *kalwo-. If, as seems
necessary, this scenario is basically correct, it would necessitate a reconsideration of our
“synchronic formulation” originally designed to account for the allomorphic distribution.
Though it is indeed conceivable that speakers synchronically accessed the kaAA- allomorph used
in the comparative, superlative, etc. by means of the systemically central, high frequency s-stem
substantive, it is not impossible that, in Proto-Greek and its immediate descendants, *kali6- or its
reflex was identifiable as the base not only of what would become kaiAoc, but also of any
derivative whose formation required the replacement of the thematic vowel.

For our present purposes, one thing seems undeniable: Proto-Greek inherited two
semantically identical adjectives *kalwo- and *kali6-, from the latter of which happened to be
formed the system’s substantive *kali0s-. As *kalw0- and *kal;i6- are systemic primitives from
the Greek standpoint, any account of the causes for which the preform of *vkal- came to express
‘beautiful’ must address the origin of the Proto-Greek suffixes *-wo- and *-i6- by means of
comparative evidence and the theoretical methods developed on the basis of that evidence. Based
on the largely Greek-internal argumentation thus far employed, we have reason to suppose that
*-w0- and *-;0- reflect simple thematic derivatives of a u-stem and an i-stem substantive
respectively (i.e. *-u-0- : *-i-0-). To determine the source of these Pre-Proto-Greek substantives,
we must investigate not only the derivational history of u-stems and i-stems, but also how that

history follows from our understanding of Proto-Indo-European nominal formations and the
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derivational semantic categories that give rise to them. Accordingly, we shall in the following
Chapters attempt to lay out a formal and semantic framework within which we can interpret the
comparative evidence as well as the reconstructions required for the articulation and evaluation

of the root etymology.

81



CHAPTER 4
PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN STARTING POINTS
Discovery of the Proto-Indo-European root underlying *Vkal- involves a matching of what is
original from the Greek standpoint to what is original from that of PIE. Just as we arrive at the
original *vkal- via its primary nominal derivatives, we must tie our search for the PIE root to an
examination of certain kinds of primary nominal derivatives in PIE itself. That examination is
guided by a certain implication arising from the hypothesis that the primary derivatives of *Vkal-
, *kalwo- and *kal;6-, reflect thematic adnominal derivatives of substantives in *-u- and *-i-
respectively. As will be fully discussed in Chapter 6, we have good reason to suppose that these
suffixes form stems derived from thematic adnominals by replacement of the thematic vowel.
Since, as is arguably the case for *kalwd- and *kali6- themselves, the suffixation of the thematic
vowel to the stem of a substantive appears to result in an adjective, the adjectival thematic base
of the u-stem and i-stem substantives from which the preforms of *kalwo- and *kaljo- are
predicted to be derived would seem to be derived from a nominal formation so uncharacterized
as to be almost coextensive with the PIE root. There are basically two kinds of primary PIE
nominals that match this description: root nouns and root-accented radical o-grade thematics (i.e.
topoc-type nominals). Since a PIE root is necessarily an abstract product of analysis, the
identification and evaluation of evidence for these primary formations will provide us with the
concrete basis for assessing the ultimate input to a derivational semantic history resulting in a
Greek root of Property Conceptual meaning.
In discussing roots that form Caland systems in Greek, we have had occasion to

distinguish Property Conceptual roots with correspondingly dominant adjectives from roots that
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form families with verbs at their center.3! In other words, the centrality of a derivative belonging
to a particular lexical category is a syntactic and morphological expression of the semantic
representation of a particular concept. Accordingly, we can speak of “adjectival” or “verbal”
roots provided that we recognize that the roots themselves, which are neither adjectives nor verbs
in any structural sense, bear these labels solely in reference to semantics (Nussbaum 2022: 205);
an adjectival root denotes a property, and a verbal root denotes an action or state. While this
conceptual distinction is essential for evaluating the semantic contribution and interaction of
derivational morphemes with the roots in question, we should not lose sight of the larger point
that the concepts and their representations as roots are functions that assign objects as arguments
to sets. In principle, therefore, a given nominal derivative of a root may denote the function itself
or one of its arguments.

One of Jochem Schindler’s many contributions to PIE nominal morphology was the
formal classification of root nouns partly according to this semantic distinction (Schindler 1972).
At the most archaic and ideal level reachable by internal reconstruction, there were two types.
Root nouns that denoted the arguments of verbal roots were characterized by radical o-grade in
the strong stem and radical e-grade in the weak. Since of course roots can have more than one
argument, the same morphology may create an agent for one root (e.g. *\bher- ‘bear’ — *bPor-
/bPer- ‘bearer’ [: p&p “thief’]), but a non-agent for another (e.g. *Ndem- ‘build’ — *dom-/dem-
‘building, house’ : Arm. tun ‘house’ < *dom nom. sg. : de—mdtng ‘master of the house’ < gen.

sg. *dém-s ‘of the house’). In contrast, the other type of root noun, characterized by radical e-

31 There are of course roots that have substantives at their center (e.g. VavOpwn- ‘man, human’
— Gvbpwmoc ‘a human being’).
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grade in the strong stem and zero in the weak, could denote the function itself (i.e. a state or
activity).

In Schindler’s formulation, when this ablaut pattern was applied to a verbal root, it
produced a verbal abstract or nomen actionis (e.g. *\dehs- ‘give’ — *déhs-/dhs- ‘action of
giving’ [: Ved. dé ‘to give’ < *dhs-éi ‘to/for giving’]). When, however, it was applied to what
would now, according to Nussbaum (2022), be analyzed as a Property Conceptual or “adjectival”
root, the product denoted a concrete entity characterized by the Property Concept. For example,
from *\hzner-, which Schindler considers a “verbe d’état” and accordingly glosses as “étre fort’,
was derived *hznér-/hapr-" ‘man’ (> dvep-/avdp-, etc.), whose basic meaning, according to
Schindler, was ‘celui qui est fort par nature’. In other words, the same formal process that creates
nomina actionis (i.e. verbal abstracts) for verbal roots apparently in the case of adjectival roots
nominalizes the argument (i.e. ‘strong one/one who is strong/one who has strength’), rather than,
apparently, the function (i.c. adjectival abstract ‘strength’).

The question why the application of this ablaut pattern to adjectival roots in particular
produces a noun that may be used to refer to an argument is just as important as what has
become of the adjectival abstract we expect. In light of Alan Nussbaum’s more recent research
(op. cit.), there is in fact evidence that the e/zero root noun to *Vhzner-, for example, was
interpretable as an abstract. Though as a simplex *hznér-/h2pr-" is universally reflected with the
meaning ‘man’, which derives from its reference to the argument (‘strong one’), the bahuvrihi
aynvop ‘manly, arrogant’ (Hom.+), whose FCM is aya- ‘great’ (: puéya ‘id.’, cf. dyav ‘too much’
[Attic]) and whose SCM at least appears related to avep-/avép- ‘man’, clearly does not mean
‘having (a) great man/men’ or ‘making men great’ (cf. kvoidvelpa ‘making men glorious, whose

men are glorious, in which men get glory”), but ‘having great strength’. Accordingly, if *hznér-

84



/hanr- could mean ‘strength, vigor, etc.” as an adjectival abstract just as we expect, the question
is, as posed above, why it meant ‘strong, vigorous one’ as well.

As observed by Nussbaum (op. cit.), we are dealing with an asymmetry. While verbal
roots are nominalized with two separate formations corresponding to arguments (: o/e) and
functions (: e/zero), the e/zero formation to adjectival roots apparently results in a meaning with
two, especially distinct senses: (1) adjectival abstract (function) and (2) concrete entity
characterized by abstract property (argument). The most reasonable inference would be that this
latter sense, which Nussbaum (p.c.) identifies as that of an “exemplar”, is somehow an
expression of a derivational semantic property of adjectival roots.

Though this semantic property will be properly considered in Chapter 6, we should
observe here that the unit of nominalizing meaning realized by the e/zero ablaut creates a stem
that can be used substantivally or as an adjective. For example, while avip and its relatives point
to the substantival use of *hznér-/hapr-" “strong one’, Avestan baraz-, the reflex of the same
formation to *Vb"ergh- ‘high’, appears to be used as an adjective ‘high’ (Nussbaum 2022: 217),
in addition to its use as a feminine substantive baraz- ‘height’ (cf. Olr. f. bri ‘hill’). What might
be inferred is that it is usage that assigns one nominal to the syntactic category substantive and
another to the category adjective. Moreover, as Avestan baraz- shows, assignment to one
category does not preclude its use in the other. Such variability would accord with the
supposition that the substantival and adjectival syntactic subcategories could not be completely
distinguished by the morphology of the proto-language.

The semantic properties of the roots themselves appear to shape the usage that determines
membership in one syntactic category or the other. While e/zero root nouns to “verbal” roots

appear to be entirely substantival, it is evident that, when the same formation was made from
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“adjectival” roots, the resulting root noun could be used as an adjective. In other words, Property
Conceptuality directly enables the adjectival use of a primary derivative that could otherwise be
used as a substantive of concrete, argument-designating or abstract, function-designating sense.

The basic semantic mechanics realized by the e/zero morph are also at work in the other
primary formation of relevance to us: topog nouns. Despite the familiarity of this type, we would
do well to begin with what all tépog nominals formally have in common: barytony, radical o-
grade, and a simple thematic suffix. Beyond this formal description, tépog nominals in
functional terms are generally recognized as substantives, either verbal abstracts or concrete
verbal nouns, which belonged to the common and eventually masculine gender. Though this is
an adequate description of t6pog nominals derived from “verbal” roots (e.g. *b"6r-o- ‘(act of)
bearing’ [pOpog ‘tribute’ : pépw ‘bear’]), those derived from “adjectival” roots are evidently
characterized by the same syntactic bifurcation as de-“adjectival” e/zero root nouns (Nussbaum
2022; p.c.). For example, from *\ghelhs- ‘green, yellow’ (: xAwpog ‘greenish-yellow, pale green’
[Hom.+]), *Vleuk- ‘bright, clear’ (: Aevkoc ‘light, bright, clear, white’ [Hom.+]), and *A1reydh-
‘red’ (: €puBpdg ‘id.” [Hom.+]), all of which indubitably denoted Property Concepts and formed
Caland systems in the proto-language, were derived the t6pog nominals *g"6lhs-o-, *I6uk-0-, and
*h1roud"-o-. While the first two are clearly reflected by substantives (yoAoc ‘gall, bile; anger,
wrath’ [Hom.+] < *‘that which is greenish-yellow’; Ved. roka- ‘light’, OE léah ‘meadow’, Lith.
lattkas ‘field’ < *‘that which is clear, clearing’), the last was likely used as an adjective in light
of Proto-Germanic *rauda- and its relatives (Goth. raups ‘red’, OE réad ‘id.’, etc., cf. Olr. ruad
‘id.’, Lith. razdas ‘reddish-brown’, SCr. riid ‘reddish’, etc., Kroonen 2013: 406).

Though none of these data assures a barytone *hiréud"-o-, there is an internal reason for

supposing that it was indeed barytone. As will be properly discussed in Chapter 5, topog
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nominals occasionally stand beside not only radical o-grade oxytones (e.g. 6006g ‘swift’ [Hom.+],
dopog ‘leather bag’ [Hom.], etc.), the so-called topoc-type (toudg “cutting, sharp’ [P1.+]), but
also radical e-grade thematic adjectives (Nussbaum 2017). In the case of *\ghelhs- and *Vlewuk-
themselves, there is evidence for *g"elhs-6- (> Olr. gel ‘shining’) and, of course, *leyk-6- (>
Aevkog). Similarly, there is evidence of a *hireyd"-6- in Proto-Germanic *reuda- (OE réod ‘red’,
ON rjodr ‘ruddy’, Kroonen 2013: 409). Given the parallelism particularly of the accentually
verifiable *leyk-0- ‘clear’ beside *l0uk-0- ‘clearing’ (> OE léah), the pair composed of *reuda-
and *rauda- strongly points to an earlier *hireyd"-6- : *hiréud"-o-, both of which, for reasons to
be discussed later on, were used as adjectives with the meaning ‘red’.

If, as seems likely, Proto-Germanic *rauda- and its relatives require the reconstruction of
an adjectivally employed *hiréud"-o- of the topoc-type, this kind of adjective was not alone. In
light of its famous Caland system in PIE itself (Av. xri-ra- ‘bloody’ : Xruu-i-dru- ‘with bloody
club”), *Vkreuhz- ‘bloody’ appears to have been the base of a *krdyhz-o0- ‘id.” (> PGme. *yrawa-
‘raw’ > OE hréaw ‘id.”, OHG hro “id.’, etc.) whose barytony would be supported by the
reasoning above. Despite the apparent absence of direct evidence for *kreyh2-6-,%2 there does
seem to be evidence of what may be its derivative. In light of ON hrar ‘raw’, Dutch rauw ‘id.’,
and MHG ra ‘id.” < OHG rao (cf. MHG r¢ ‘id.” < OHG hro < PGmc. *yrawa-), which point to a
Proto-Germanic *yréwa- (NIL: 444), it may be possible to reconstruct a *kréuh2-0- provisionally
interpretable as a lengthened grade derivative of the *kreuh2-6- that was generally supplanted as

the by-form of *kroyh:-o-.33

321t is not impossible that OE Aréow ‘raw’ (Ex 12°), an apparent variant of Aréaw ‘id.’, partly
reflects this preform.

33 For discussion of lengthened-grade derivatives of adjectives, see Nusshaum 2009 as well as
Chapter 7 of this thesis.
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While the evidence for *h1réud"-o- and *krduh:-o- is system-internal, the following
evidence of adjectivally employed toépoc-nominals is direct. Again, the Germanic languages
provide evidence of two homophonous adjectives: *faiya- ‘hostile’ and *faiya- ‘colorful’
(Kroonen 2013: 123). Despite semantic indeterminacies regarding the history of both items and
the possibility of their relation to each other, it is probable that *faiya- ‘hostile’ (> OE fah
‘hostile, criminal’, Old Frisian fach ‘guilty, outlawed’, etc.), the complete formal match of Old
Irish oech m. ‘enemy’, shares its root with Vedic pisuna- adj./m. ‘back-biting, slanderous, traitor,
etc.” (Pokorny 1959-1969: 795). Given the -una- of this latter item (cf. Ved. arjuna- white,
bright’ : 6adpovvog ‘bold’ [Hom.]), it is conceivable that the proto-language already had a Caland
system developed around a *\ppejk- from which was formed a possibly primary adjectivally
employable *pdik-0- whose reflexes roughly mean ‘inimical’.

In light of the meaning of pisuna- ‘back-biting, malevolent’, it is also conceivable that
there is some connection to mkpdg ‘pointed, sharp, bitter’ (Hom.+), when we consider the
latter’s use in the metonymy BITTER FOR HOSTILE (cf. PDE bitter enemy). There is general
agreement (Frisk 1960-1973: 535-536, Chantraine 2009: 868, Beekes 2010: 1190) that mikpdg is
a derivative ultimately of *\peik- ‘cut in/out, hew, carve’ (LIVZ 465-466).3* Since that which
cuts is often pointed or sharp, the form and meaning of a mkp6g derivable from an adjective
*pik-ro- ‘cutting, sharp’ are unproblematic (cf. OE biter ‘sharp, cutting’ < *b"id-ré- : *b"e;d-
‘split’ [: Goth. beitan ‘bite’, etc.]). Since cutting is a potentially harmful act occasionally arising
from enmity or malevolence, it is possible that the conceptual association generated a separate

root *\pejk- from which was derived *p6ik-o- ‘inimical’ (vel sim.). Yet admittedly, even if

3 For discussion of a radical e-grade oxytone derivative ultimately of *\pejk- ‘cut’, see Ginevra
2019.
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*p0ik-0- ‘inimical’ is related, however distantly, but traceably in conceptual terms, to the well-
represented *\peik- ‘cut in/out, hew, carve’, there is no guarantee that it really is a TopoG-
nominal in light of clearly secondary derivatives with radical o-grade (e.g. Goth. baitrs ‘bitter’ <
*phojd-ro- ‘cutting’ : *b"id-ré- ‘id.”).®

While the relation of *p6ik-o- ‘inimical’ to *\pejk- ‘cut in/out, etc.” is uncertain both
generally and in derivational specifics, what is certain is the relation of *faiya- ‘colorful,
variegated’ to this root (Pokorny 1959-1969: 794—-795). Still, it is worth considering, or rather
deconstructing, why this connection makes sense. When the surface of an object is cut, the way
in which light waves interact with that surface is changed. Since grooves created by incision tend
to trap light and generally reflect it differently from the unaffected parts of the surface, the
incised areas, often appearing darker or generally different, will almost necessarily cause
variegation. This reasoning is implicitly at the basis of the incontrovertible assignment of
nowiog ‘varicolored, etc.” (Hom.+), for instance, to *\peik- ‘cut in/out, etc.”. The apparently
problematic difference between mowilog and *faiya- ‘colorful’ is that, while the former would
conceivably have a secondary derivational history to motivate the aesthetic meaning, the primary
appearance of the latter suggests that this meaning was already a feature of the root in PIE.
Again, the only conceivable alternative to this last supposition would be that the *p6ik-o-

reflected by *faiya- ‘colorful’ is itself a secondary derivative with radical o-grade.3®

% |n particular, *p6ik-o- “inimical’ may be an adjectival derivative of an adjective *pojk-6-
‘cutting, biting’ produced via accent-retraction (v. Chapter 6), or, more likely, back-formed on
the basis of a *pejk-0- (newcodv- mupdv) and on the model of pairs like *hireyd"-6- ‘red’ :
*h1réud"-o- ‘red’ (Nussbaum p.c.). As for Gothic baitrs, it may, as suggested by Nusshaum
(p.c.), reflect a *b"oid-ro- produced via conflation of the adjective in *-ré- with a simple oxytone
one with o-grade of the root.

3 Given that the adjective *p6ik-0- ‘colorful” appears to be a topoc-nominal to a verbal root, it
is possible that it was back-formed on the basis of an adjectival derivative and on the model of
pairs like *hireyd"-6- : *hiréud"-o- as above (Nusshaum p.c.). Alternatively (also Nusshaum
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Certain derivatives of *\peik- ‘cut, carve’ did indeed have some Property Conceptual
value in the proto-language. An interesting example of this fact may be found through
comparison of two historically homomorphous primary derivatives. As mentioned above, mikpdg
means ‘bitter’ because its basic meaning is ‘sharp’ — a Property Conceptual sense presumably
derived from an agent-oriented interpretation of *pik-ré- “cutting’. The peculiarity is that this
very preform would underlie OCS pwstrv ‘motley’. If, as is highly probable, mikpog and pwbstrs
are both from *\/pejlé— ‘cut, carve’, one would have to assume that the latter reflects a
patient/theme-oriented interpretation. If, accordingly, *pik-r6- could also mean ‘cut, carved’, the
realization of the Property Concept VARIEGATED accessed by the above-mentioned reasoning
would be completely straightforward.

As has been recognized basically since the days of Caland’s “Law”, the syntactic slot
“primary adjective” is most conspicuously filled by adjectives in *-r6- (e.g. YAV. tiyra- sharp’,
K0OpOG, etc.). Though these Calandish adjectives undoubtedly have a further possibly inscrutable
history that makes them secondary at some level, no one would deny their primary status at some
stage of the proto-language itself. Accordingly, if, on the one hand, we consider, for example, the
famous *hirud"-ré- ‘red’ (> &pv@pog, Lat. ruber, etc.) alongside the adnominal, arguably tépoc-
type *hiréud-o- ‘id.” (> Goth. raups, OE réad, etc.), it would be quite appealing to interpret
*pik-ro- ‘varicolored’ and *p0ik-0- ‘id.” as primary derivatives generated by the same principle.

In other words, the status of *p6ik-o0- as an adnominal topog-noun follows from the supposition

p.c.), *pdik-o- “colorful’ may be an adjectival derivative of an adjective *poik-6- “variegated’
(Av. paesa- ‘aussatzig’) produced via accent-retraction (v. Chapter 6).
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that the *\pejk- that forms verbs with the meaning ‘cut, carve, etc.’3” came to have some
Property Conceptual sense already in PIE.

If there is a moral to this story, it is that the emergence of lexical semantic avenues of
access to Property Concepts can be traced to particular derivatives of what are generally
recognized as “verbal” roots in the proto-language. The key is to identify the diathetic and
generally semantic/pragmatic paths along which the minds of language-users are guided to new
means of access to Property Concepts. Since there is no guarantee that our Proto-Greek *kal-
ultimately reflects a PIE root already endowed with Property Conceptual meaning, we need to be
open to the possibility that a primordially non-PC or “verbal” root produced a PC-interpretable
derivative, such as *pik-ro- ‘variegated’ (< ‘carved’), on the basis of which developed a new
“adjectival” root with its own system of derivatives whose archaic morphological behavior
guarantees the inheritance of the root from PIE.

At the same time, we must keep in mind what is possible phonologically,
morphologically, and semantically in restrictive terms. Based on our reconstruction of the morph
*\kal- and the sequence of segments that constitutes it, we would require either a *k/— or a *k/-,
which are conceivably the zero-grades of a *\kel- and *Vkel- respectively. Based on an
examination of the entries in Pokorny 1959-1969, where many roots later identified as laryngeal-
final can be excluded with reference to LIVZand NIL, we may list *Vkel- ‘stechen’ (p. 545),

*\kel- “treiben’ (p. 548), *\kel- ‘Becher’ (p. 550-551), *kel- ‘warm’ (p. 551-552), *kel-

37 The meaning ‘paint’ evident in Tocharian B piriker (TA pikific) ‘they paint’ may be
considered an outgrowth of the general meaning ‘variegate’ ((anti-)causative), which itself
originates from ‘carve, hew’. Since the focus is on how an object’s surface is changed
aesthetically, ‘painting’, which is of course additive, is an accessible target of a metonymy
whose original source was the subtractive ‘carve, hew’.
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‘neigen’ (p. 552), *Vkel- ‘diinner Schaft, Pfeil, steifer Halm’ (p. 552-553), 890 *Vkel- ‘bergen,
verhiillen’ (p. 553-554), *\(s)kel- “krumm’ (p. 928), and, most eye-catchingly, *\kel- ‘in den
Worten fiir helle und dunkle Flecken, graue und schwérzliche Farbentone’ (p. 547-548).

Since *Vkal- “hart’ (p. 523-524) is semantically, morphologically, and possibly
phonologically unworkable and since, as we have discussed in Chapter 1, the *Vkal- ‘schén,
gesund’ (p. 524) has been created to explain, rather than explains, kaAdg, it would be reasonable
to suppose that the root is somewhere among those listed above. *\kel- “stechen’, *Vkel-
‘treiben’, *\kel- ‘Becher’, *Vkel- ‘warm’, *\kel- ‘neigen’, *\kel- ‘diinner Schaft, Pfeil, steifer
Halm’, and *V(s)kel- ‘krumm’ can be excluded straightaway on semantic grounds. For all of
these roots, some of which are Property Conceptual and others not, it is difficult to imagine a
scenario in which any derivative would have a PC interpretation at all or a PC interpretation on
the basis of which would develop a new “adjectival” root with the positive aesthetic and
evaluative meaning reflected in Greek. We are thus left with *Vkel- ‘bergen, verhiillen’ and
*\kel- ‘in den Worten...".

This color-related *Vkel- ‘a kind of dark/light spot” (Pokorny 1959-1969: 547-548)
merits serious attention because it would be, after all, not only Property Conceptual but of a
perceptual or phenomenal meaning adjacent to potentially positive evaluative aesthetics. There
are, however, serious problems with the forms and meanings of the data adduced to reconstruct
this root. The overarching problem with the entry is the root allomorphy that Pokorny assumes or
rather has to assume to encompass all of the data. The Sanskrit material, beyond the usual
phonological indeterminacies (i.e. k < *k/k¥, | < *I/r, r < *1/r), is semantically various and of
questionable affinity (kalaska- m. ‘stain, spot’, kalana- n. ‘id.” kalusa- ‘turbid, foul, muddy,

dirty’, kalmasa- “spot’, kalmdsa- ‘variegated’, karka- ‘white’, m. ‘mould’, karki vasa ‘white
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cow’, karka ‘white mare’, kalkd- m. ‘excrement, filth’, casa- m. ‘blue jay’). Assuming that these
Sanskrit forms all belong to *Vkel- ‘a kind of dark/light spot’, we would then have to assume that
all but casa- m. ‘blue jay’ reflect an allomorph of *Vkel- other than *kel- itself. One would then
have to say that the root allomorph was *kol- in some cases or *kal-. The theoretical suitability
of *kol- is of course the basis for selecting it, and yet the only certain evidence of o-grade, on the
assumption that the following datum is relevant at all, is k6AvuPog ‘grebe’ (Ar.Ach.876) and its
derivatives. Pokorny’s association of k6Avppog ‘grebe’ with Latin columba ‘dove’ and of both
with kehawvog ‘black, dark’ (Hom.+) is attractive semantically, given the tendency to name birds
after their dark hue (cf. néiewn ‘dove’ : Lat. palumbés ‘wood-pigeon’ [de Vaan 2008: 442]).

The trouble arises when one tries to reconcile *kel-/kol- with evidence for phonemic *a.
Under a second form of the putative root, namely kal- : kal- “mit unklarem Verhaltnis zu kel-,
we find in Greek the items knAic, knAidog (Dor. kaAic) ‘stain, spot, defilement’ (A.Eu.787+),
knAnvn: pédava (Hsch.), and knAdg- vepéin Gvodpog kal yepepivi nuépa: kol oi&, ftic katd to
uétmmov onueiov &yel todoedég (Hsch.). If these are related to each other and, on semantic
grounds, to kelawvdg in particular, one might suggest that the *kal- that these allegedly reflect is
the lengthened grade of the *kal- that may be reflected in the above-mentioned Sanskrit items, in
Old Irish caile ‘spot’, and in Lithuanian kalybas ‘white-necked’. Most importantly, one would be
forced to posit a root with an admittedly highly unusual allomorphy (i.e. *kel- : *kol- : *kal- :
*kal-, etc.). This awkwardness can be exemplified in no better fashion than to juxtapose Latin
caligo ‘darkness’ and kelawvdg itself. While the semantic match is impeccable, the
morphological discrepancy is profoundly problematic.

At this point, it is unclear whether the data of the entry can be plausibly redistributed

under roots whose forms and meanings are more than the products of mere guesswork. If at least
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some of the data in the entry are related to Proto-Greek *Vkal- ‘beautiful’, the only conceivable
semantic pathway, and that unmoored from morphological considerations, is to view the “root”
or a group of its derivatives as bearers of the meaning ‘variegated’. The basic notion, like the
conceivably ameliorative semantic range of mowilog ‘many-colored’, would be that the putative
*kalu0- or *k/u6- ancestral to kaAdc expressed the sense “visually stimulating’. Beyond its
vagueness, this claim is objectionable both semantically and morphologically, again under the
highly questionable assumption that the data of the entry belong to the same root. In light of our
hypothesis that the preform of kalog goes back to *kal-wo- whose ancestor reflects a thematic
adjective derived from a u-stem substantive, one could interpret the forms with post-radical —u—
or —-w- as evidence of the u-stem base of the *-4-0- stem adjective ancestral to *kal-wo-. When,
however, we actually look at such material, nothing in semantic terms is encouraging (e.g. MHG
hilwe ‘feiner Nebel’), and much is discouraging (e.g. kalusa- ‘black, dirty”). Though Greek has
arguably inherited an originally color-related ornithonym kéAvpfog ‘grebe’ (< *kolumb"o-
‘darkling’), the discouragement arises from the implausibility that the meaning of kaiog can be
explained from the meaning ‘dark’. As mentioned above, ‘variegated’ is in principle
conceivable, but the forms that actually bear reflexes of *—u— or *—u— do not display that
meaning. In sum, since we are profoundly and variously in the dark phonologically,
morphologically, and semantically with respect to *\kel- in den Worten...”, this “root”, such as
it is, should definitely not be pursued in a hypothesis for the etymology of kaidg.

Having eliminated other possibilities, we are thus left solely with *\kel- ‘bergen,
verhiillen’. This root is obviously “verbal”, as evident from a selection of its verbal and nominal
derivatives. To begin with the verbal material, we may note that at some stage of the proto-

language existed a radical e-grade simple thematic present of the same general profile as *b"ér-
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e/o- ‘bring, carry’. As displayed in LIV?Z: 322-323, this *kél-e/o- is reconstructed on the basis of
Latin oc-culo, -ere ‘cover up’, Old Irish -ceil ‘hides, conceals’ (absolute ceilid), Middle Welsh
kel ‘id.”, and OE helan ‘conceal, hide, cover’ (cf. [Kroonen 2013: 218] Old Frisian hela ‘id.’, OS
helan ‘id.” Middle Dutch helen ‘to hide, fence’, OHG helan ‘hide, conceal’, NHG hehlen
‘conceal’ [cf. NHG Hehler ‘fence’]). Despite the seemingly European distribution of this
present, it is probably attributable to Proto-Inner-Indo-European and may be described as the
central or dominant primary verbal formation. While the LIV? (loc. cit.) reconstructs a root aorist
*él-/k]-, the evidence adduced, the Old Irish t-preterite -celt and Gothic hulundi ‘cave’ as the
allegedly erstwhile participle, is insufficient to establish such a reconstruction. What is on firmer
ground, for Germanic at least, is a *-je/o- present built to the zero-grade (Goth. huljan ‘veil,
cover’, NHG hiillen ‘wrap, cover’). The LIV?’s note that this present, which may be back-
projected as *kj/-ie/o-, could be denominal is intriguing but difficult to investigate. While there is
in principle a chance that the stem *%/-je/o- is ultimately derived from a root noun, nothing
hinges on this speculation. What is overarchingly clear is the fact that the simple thematic
present is relatively ancient and central to the system. What this in turn reveals about the lexical
aspect of the “verbal” root is unclear, but, given the absence of clear evidence for a primary
aorist formation, we may assume that the root was atelic.

Regarding the lexical semantics accessible through the truly verbal evidence for the
meaning of the “verbal” root, a word should probably be said about the sense ‘conceal’ or ‘hide’
with which this root is often associated. When one performs the action denoted by these glosses,
it is in general reasonable to assume that the agent desires to prevent a possible experiencer from
perceiving something. Though it is of course difficult to investigate what may be termed

“conceptual derivationality”, it is undeniable that the possibility of an experiencer makes the
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concept denoted by ‘conceal’ more complex than that denoted by ‘cover’. Accordingly, it may be
appealing to suggest that the basic spatial operation denoted by COVER, which involves
potentially obscurative superimposition or circumposition, is in fact basic to the concept denoted
by ‘conceal’. In other words, CONCEAL would be the hyponym of COVER and as such should be
peeled away to investigate *Vkel- ‘cover’ and its derivatives on the basis of a more primitive
spatial concept.

An equally predisposed outgrowth of COVER is of course PROTECT. The derivation is
characterized by the conception that the patient/theme of the basic function is the beneficiary of
the derived function. In the case of CONCEAL, there is the implication of an experiencer, but in
the case of PROTECT exists the implication that the beneficiary is potentially the patient of
another function whose operation cannot reach its endpoint because of the interposition inherent
in COVER. The most notable nominal derivative of *Vkel- to exemplify this metonymy is the
proterokinetic men-stem *kél-mp ‘covering, protection’ reflected by Vedic Sdrman- protection’.
Beside this stem there is evidence of a descriptive mo-stem in Germanic (Goth. hilms [m.]
‘helmet’, ON hjalmr [m.] ‘id.”, OE helm [m.] ‘id.’, etc.), Baltic (Lith. Sd/mas [m.] ‘id.” < *kol-
mo-), and Anatolian (CLuv. zalma- ‘shield, protection’, Melchert 1988: 243). What is beyond
doubt is that this *kel-mo- and its apparent relative *kél-my belonged to PIE itself, where the
respective senses of ‘protective object’ and ‘protection” were already available.

At the same time, we should emphasize that a given derivative’s instantiation of a
particular kind of metonymic outgrowth from COVER does not mean that this outgrowth was
anything more than a sense, however dominant, of the etymological derivative’s full meaning.

When we encounter a *Vkel-related term that exists either in the domain of CONCEAL or
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PROTECT and is attributable to the proto-language, we should assume that at some point the
derived nature of one or the other domain was still perceptible.

A case can be made that a particular Vedic substantive of protective meaning reflects a
primary derivative of *\kel- ‘cover’. The item of interest is dsaraisin- ‘seeking shelter’, which
appears in the Atharvaveda (P 5.7.3; AVS 4.15.6):
abhi kranda stanayadardayodadhim
bhitmim parjanya payasa sam andhi
tvaya varsam bahulam etu sysfam
asaraist Kysagur etuv astam
“Roar on, thunder, shake the water-reservoir. Anoint the earth, O Parjanya, with milk. Let
abundant rain go, released by you. Let him of lean cattle go home, seeking refuge.”

This item is clearly a possessive compound consisting of -es-in- ‘seeking’ (cf. RV esa- m.
‘wish’) and what appears to be a thematic a@sara- m. ‘shelter’, beside which Mayrhofer (1986
2001 11: 620) lists an additional compound upasara- m. of the same sense in the Karhaka-
Grhyasitra. In her collection and discussion of Indo-Iranian reflexes of topog/topdc-nominals
potentially subject to Brugmann’s Law, Tucker (2012: 249) lists asara- as a member of the
productive category of radical —a— oxytone verbal nouns based on compound verbs (e.g.
sambhara- m. ‘bringing together, preparation’). While Tucker’s assignment of asara- to this
productive class, involving as it does the assumption of an oxytone asard-, is plausible, it should
be noted that the productivity of the category does not necessarily imply that the individual item

asara- was formed recently. Though Panini’s listing of a present stem sala- ‘cover’ in the

Dhatuparha supports the Indo-Iranian inheritance of *kél-e/o-, the marginality of its reflex

38 Text and translation of Lubotsky (2002).
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suggests that asard-, like other nominal derivatives of *\kel- in this branch (Ved. sarané-
‘protective’, n. ‘protection’, Sarman- n. ‘id.”), is a relic.

To be sure, it is unclear when the compound reflected by asara- was itself formed.
Descriptively, the compound bears the same preverb a- as found in @havd- m. “challenge’ (: d
hii- ‘call upon’; cf. @sada- m. ‘seat’, asrava- m. ‘flux’, etc.). It is unclear when and how exactly
this oxytone compound type that corresponds to finite verbs with preverbs or particles
developed. There are two facts that need to be considered before dealing with matters of
reconstruction. First, while the reflexes of topoc/topog-nominals, including compounds, are as a
type productive in Indo-Iranian, finite verbal derivatives of the root reflecting *VKel- are
marginal in Indic, though in Modern Iranian they have survived (v. Cheung 2007: 335). Under
the assumption that asard- is simply a creation of Indo-Aryan, one would then have to assume
that Indo-Aryan inherited the reflex of *kél-e/o-, formed the ancestor of d@sard-, and then all but
lost the finite verb. Accordingly, the evidential potency of this first fact, the productivity of the
topoc/topoc-type in this branch, is, in support of recent formation, somewhat neutralized.

The second fact that needs to be considered is that the root syllable does of course display
what may be aligned with the outcome of Brugmann’s Law. While this does not necessarily
mean that a@sarad- absolutely reflects a radical o-grade thematic nominal that existed in Pre-Proto-
Indo-Iranian, the near loss of the simple thematic verb from the Indic root \sa/- (or Vsar-) again
argues against the assumption that asara- is a relatively recent formation of Indic.

Since the genesis of asard- cannot be easily explained in solely Indic terms, one might
reasonably entertain the possibility that the ancestor of asard- was a creation of Proto-Indo-
Iranian, since Iranian also has a class of non-agentive verbal nouns or nomina actionis

corresponding to finite verbs used with particles (v. Tucker op. cit.: 242-247: with R(-a-), YAv.
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aipiiaiia- m. ‘undertaking’ [: \i- ‘go’], avakana- m. ‘grave’ [: Vkan- ‘dig’], pairi.kara- m.
‘furrow” : [ Vkar'- ‘plough’], OP patikara- m. ‘representation, image’ [: Vkar- ‘make’], YAv.
paiti.vagha- m. ‘item of clothing’ [: Vvah- ‘wear’]; with R(—a-), paitiiara- m. ‘adversity’ [: Var-
‘move’], aifigama- m. ‘year, winter’ [: Vgam- ‘come’], apayzara- m. ‘outlet’ [: \yzar- flow’],
vitdra- m. ‘crossing’ [: Vtar'- ‘overcome, go over’] pairi.frasa- m. ‘questioning around’ [: \fias-
‘ask’], fravaka- n. ‘speech, proclamation’ [: Vvac- ‘speak’], vivdpa- m. ‘destruction’ [: Vvap- ‘lay
waste’], pairi.vara- m. ‘protection around’, fravara- m. ‘protection in front’, vi.vara- n.
‘covering on all sides (with rain)’ [: var- ‘cover’], frauuaza- m. ‘conveyance forward’ [: vaz-
‘convey’]).

One aspect one might notice is a feature also present in the corresponding Indic class,
namely, the occasional appearance of short —a— of the root in forms that “should” reflect
Brugmann’s Law (e.g. Ved. samsrava- m. ‘confluence’ vs. asravd- m. ‘flux’). The fact that, for
example, the root allomorph in Old Persian patikara- m. ‘representation, image’ bears a short —
a— preceded by —k— suggests that this particular compound is no older than Proto-Indo-Iranian. In
contrast, the —a— of asard- not only displays the Brugmann’s Law outcome in typical terms but
may also be justifiably attributed to the actual application of the Law.

What is morphologically necessary for such an attribution is recognition of the possibility
that compound verbal nouns consisting of preverbs and simple thematic nominals with o-grade
of the root already existed in the language ancestral not only to Indo-Iranian but to Greek, etc. as
well (e.g. elcodog f. ‘entrance’ : OCS vuxodsw ‘id’). Though it is no doubt recently formed,
nepimhioog m. ‘circumnavigation’ (Hdt. etc.), for example, points to the representation of
compound verbs (e.g. teputAém ‘sail around’ [Hdt. etc.]) with radical o-grade simple thematic

SCMs. The point is where the pattern had its start. In the case of nepiniooc, we can easily
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assume that speakers simply employed the topog-noun Tidog (Hom.+) as an SCM to represent
mAém (Hom.+). In the case of asard-, we have no way of knowing whether the SCM was a
Top0c-type noun or a topog-type. What can probably be doubted is the possibility that the
ancestor of asara- was created without even the prior existence of a noun belonging to one of
those types. Nothing other than its appearance in the Atharvaveda suggests that asard- is recently
formed. The question, then, is what we are entitled to reconstruct on the basis of asard-. As it
happens, since there is no solid or direct evidence in Indic or Iranian for a simplex, there is no
guarantee that such a simplex existed in Proto-Indo-Iranian. However, what asara- does enable
us to do is to make a prediction. Given that this compound verbal noun type must of course have
originated with the use of radical o-grade simple thematic SCMs and given that there are but two
widely recognized nominal types that meet that description, it is a distinct possibility that there
was a radical o-grade simple thematic nominal made from *kel- ‘cover’ in the proto-language.
Accordingly, we may propose as predictive reconstructions a topoc-type *£6l-o- and a Topoc-
type *kol-6-. The initial purpose of the following chapter will be not only to assess the evidence
for these two reconstructions, but to investigate the morphosemantic nature and derivational
consequences of the relationship between the two reconstructed types instantiated by the pair that

we have hypothesized.
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CHAPTER 5

POSSESSIVE DERIVATION
We partly began the last chapter by operating under the assumption that root-accented radical o-
grade thematics or topoc-type nominals were as a type primary in the proto-language. We would
do well to examine the evidence justifying this approach. In his treatment of the relationship
between the topoc-type and the topdc-type, Nussbaum (2017: 237) observes that the latter type
is absent from some branches, that the type is rarer than the topog-type in branches where both
occur, and that the type never outnumbers the topoc-type in any branch. Taken together, these
facts, while they point to the PIE status of the topog-type, suggest that the PIE topoc-type is
derivationally more ancient. According to Nussbaum, this status may be taken to mean that the
topoc-formation was actually root-based at least at some stage of the proto-language. Under this
analysis, as well as that of Nussbaum 2022, the topoc-type is derivationally and semantically
equivalent to, and possibly coeval with, the e/zero root-nouns, which, as discussed in the last
Chapter, serve to nominalize the radical functions, resulting in verbal abstracts or concretized
verbal nouns if the root is “verbal”, and in adjectival abstracts, exemplars, or even adjectives if
the root is “adjectival”. The parallel semantic behavior of tépog-nominals becomes clearer
through a selection based on Nussbaum 2017 (: 234-236):
Anatolian (Hittite):
harga- “destruction’ : Vhark ‘perish’, parsa- ‘crumb’ : \pars- ‘crumble, break’, Sarra- ‘portion’
- Nsarr- ‘split, separate’, warsa- ‘mist, steam’ < *hau0rs-0- (cf. Ved. varsati ‘rains’), etc.
Indo-Aryan (Vedic):
Ved. ama- ‘violence’, kalpa- ‘ordinance’, ksaya- ‘dwelling’, jAna- ‘creature, person’, bhaga-

‘portion’, rdka- ‘light’, vaja- ‘contest, prize’, saka- ‘power’, stiva- ‘praise’, etc.
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Iranian (Avestan):

aésa- ‘quest’ (: \is- ‘seek’), gaiia- “life’ (: \j7 ‘live’), jaiia- ‘victory’ (: \ji ‘win’), mada-
‘inebriate exhilaration’ (: \mad- ‘drunken’), maraka-/ mahrka- ‘destruction’ (: Vmarc-
‘destroy’), rana- n. ‘battle’, raoda- ‘corporeality’ (: Vurud- ‘grow’), sauua- ‘benefit’ (: \sii-
‘swell’), zauua- ‘invocation’ (: Vzi- “call’), zaosa- ‘pleasure’ (: \zus- ‘take pleasure’), etc.
Hellenic:

Bolog ‘throw with a casting-net’ (Hdt. +) (: BdAlw ‘throw’), Bpopog ‘rumbling’ (Hom. +) (:
Bpéuw ‘roar’), yopog ‘cargo’ (Hdt.) (: yéuw ‘be laden’), yougpog ‘bolt’ (Hom. +), yovoc
‘offspring’ (Hom. +) (: ylyvopou ‘be born’), y6o¢ ‘weeping’ (Hom. +), d6Ao¢ ‘trick’ (Hom. +),
dopog ‘house’ (Hom. +) (: 6épm ‘build’), dpdpog ‘course’ (Hom. +) (: Edpapov ‘ran’), Opodog
‘noise’ (Hom. +) (: Opéopan ‘cry, shriek’), k6pog ‘satiety, insolence’ (Hom. +) (: kopévvou
‘satiate’), Adyog ‘account, speech’ (Hom. +) (: Aéyw ‘gather, account’), Adyo¢ ‘lying in wait,
ambush’ (Hom. +) (: Aéyopon ‘lie), poyog ‘toil” (Hom. +), popeog ‘blame, reproot” (E.Fr.633,
1G5(2).262.34) (: péppopat ‘blame, reprove’), pobog ‘battle-din’ (Hom. +), popog ‘lot, share’
(Hom. +) (: peipopon ‘receive portion’), vopog ‘usage, custom’ (Hes. +) (: véuow ‘distribute’),
Oykog ‘barb of an arrow’ (Hom. +) (cf. dyxvlic ‘hook, barb’ [Opp.C.1.155] : Ved. aficati
‘bends’), dykog ‘bulk, size, mass’ (Hom. +) (: fjveyxov ‘carried’), oikog ‘house, home’ (Hom. +)
(: Ved. visati ‘goes into, settles upon’), 6prog ‘oath’ (Hom. +), dpogog thatching, roof” (Hom. +)
(: épépm ‘cover with roof”), 6yoc ‘carriage, wheel” (Hom. +) (: péxw ‘carry’), 6xoc ‘holding’ (i.e.
Oyot ‘roadsteads for ships, harbors’ € 404) (: &yw ‘hold’), mhoog ‘sailing’ (Hdt. +) (: mAéw ‘sail’),
n600o¢ ‘longing’ (Hom. +) (: 6éccacBon ‘pray for’), noxog ‘fleece’ (Hom. +) (: mékw ‘comb,
shear’), mohog ‘axis’ (post-Hom.) (: méhopon ‘werden’), mdvog ‘toil, trouble’ (Hom. +) (: mévopou

‘toil’), mopog ‘ford, passage’ (Hom. +), pdBog ‘rushing’ (Hom. +) (: €pébw ‘incite’), pdog
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‘stream’ (Hom. +) (: péw ‘flow”), omdpog ‘sowing’ (post-Hom.) (: oneipw ‘sow’), 6T01}0G ‘TOowW,
course’ (post-Hom.) (: oteiyw ‘walk, march”), otolog ‘equipment’ (post-Hom.) (: otéAAw
‘equip’), otovog ‘groaning’ (Hom. +) (: otéve ‘sigh, groan’), otpdeog ‘twisted band, cord’
(Hom. +) (: otpéeo ‘turn, twist’), Toiyoc ‘wall of a house’ (cf. Ved. dehi- ‘embankment, dam,
wall’ : dégdhi ‘smears’), toxog ‘childbirth, offspring’ (Hom. +) (: tikte® ‘beget’), Topoc “slice,
section” (post-Hom.) (: téuvem ‘cut’), Tovog ‘tension’ (post-Hom.) (: teivm ‘stretch’), tpopoc
‘trembling” (Hom. +) (: tpépo ‘tremble’), tpdmog ‘turn, way’ (post-Hom.) (: tpénw ‘turn’),
TpdY0¢ ‘course’ (post-Hom.) (: tpéym ‘run’), eOGyyoc “clear noise, voice’ (Hom. +) (: ¢b&yyouan
‘utter’), eB6vog ‘ill-will, envy’ (post-Hom.), p06poc ‘destruction, ruin’ (post-Hom.) (: ¢Beipw
‘destroy’), opog ‘flight, fear’ (Hom. +) (: péPopon ‘flee’), popog “tribute’ (post-Hom.) (: pépw
‘bear, bring’), yoAog ‘gall, bile; anger, wrath’ (Hom. +) (: YAwpdg ‘greenish-yellow’), ypopog
yopoc motog (Hsch.), woyog ‘blame, fault’ (post-Hom.) (¢ wéym ‘blame, censure’)

Italic (Latin):

domus ‘house, home’ (: *Vdem- ‘build”), iocus ‘joke’ (: OHG jehan ‘say, speak’), licus ‘grove’,
lidus ‘game, sport, play’ (< *18id-0- : Ailet - mailet ‘plays’ [Hsch.]), modus ‘a measure’ (: Goth.
mitan ‘measure’), pondus, ponderis n. (cf. specifying abl. pondo ‘by weight’) ‘weight’ (: pendere
‘hang, weigh”), sonus ‘sound’ (: sonere ‘make noise’), etc.

Germanic:

*bauga- ‘ring” (ON baugr, OE béag, etc.) (: Goth. biugan ‘bend’ etc.), *dranka- ‘a drink’
(OHG trank, etc.) (: Goth. drigkan ‘drink’, etc.), *lauya- ‘open country’ (OE léah ‘lea, meadow’,
etc.), *rapa- (n.) ‘wheel’ (OHG rad, etc.), *snaiwa- ‘snow’ (Goth. snaiws, ON snar, OE snaw,
etc.) : *snéig"e/o- (OHG sniwit, Gk. veipet ‘snows’). Adjectives: *faiya- ‘variegated’ (OE fah

‘colored’, OS feh ‘colorful’, OHG feh ‘id.’), *faiya- ‘hostile’ (OE fah ‘hostile, criminal’ [: fag
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‘id.’], OFri. fach ‘guilty, outlawed’, OHG gifeh ‘id.”), *rauda- ‘red’ (Goth. raups, OE read, etc.),
*yrawa- ‘raw’ (OE hréaw ‘id.”, OHG hro ‘id.”), possibly stara- ‘stiff” (MDu. star ‘id.”, MHG
star ‘id.”), *wanya- ‘bent, crooked’ < *u0nk-0- (OE woh ‘bent, bad’, Goth. unwahs ‘blameless’;
cf. Ved. vaficati ‘wavers, staggers”)

Armenian:

gorc ‘work, deed’ (< *udrg-o- [: gorcem ‘work, make’ < *yorg-éie/o-]), loys, lusoy ‘light’
(subst.) < *I6uko- (cf. Lith. laitkas ‘open land’, OE léah ‘id.’, etc.)

Celtic (Irish):

MIr. gor ‘heat, inflammation’ (< *g“"6ro-), folc ‘flood’ (< *u6lko-; cf. OHG welh ‘wet’ <
*welha- < *yélko-)

Tocharian:

B kene / A kam ‘melody’ < *kdn-o- (cf. L. canere ‘sing’, etc.), B kele ‘navel’ (via ‘hub’) <
*k¥6lhi-0- (: mohog “axis’), B werke / A wark ‘the hunt’ possibly < *u0rgo- (: Arm. gorc ‘work,
deed’; Myec. to-ko-so-wo-ko [tokso-yorgos] ‘weaponsmith’), B skeye /A ske ‘effort’, etc.

Slavic:

SCr. gdj, goja ‘peace’ < *g"0ihs-0- (cf. Ved. gaya- ‘abode’), OCS groms ‘thunder’ : SCr. (dial.)
grom, gen. sg. groma, etc. < *gPromo- (cf. ypdpoc - wépoc mo1d¢ [Hsch.]), OCS krove ‘covering,
roof” : SCr. krov, krova, etc. (i kryjo, kryti ‘cover’) < *krOuhx-0- ‘heap(ing)’, OCS voz» ‘cart’ :
SCr. vz, voza, etc. (: vezo, vesti ‘convey’) < *udg"o- (cf. Gk. &yog ‘id.”)

Baltic (Lithuanian):

badas (accent class 2 [beside 4]) ‘hunger’ (: bedU, bésti ‘jab’) < *b"dd"hsi-o- (cf. Lat. fodis, -ere
‘dig’), bradas (2 [beside 4]) ‘fishing, fishery’ (: brendu, bristi ‘wade’) < *b"réd"-o- (cf. RuCS

brodw, SCr. bréd, broda ‘ford’), laiikas (4, earlier 2 [Zem.]) ‘field’ < *I6uko- (cf. Gmc. *lauya-
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‘meadow’ > OE léah, OHG [oh), raiidas ‘reddish-brown’ (cf. Goth. raups ‘red’, OE read ‘id.’,
etc., cf. Olr. rdad ‘id.”, SCr. riid ‘reddish’), tdnas (2 [beside 4]) ‘swelling, tumor’ (: tinstu, tinti
‘swell” < **stretch”) < *tono- (cf. Gk. tovog ‘tension’), vgsas (2 [beside 4]) ‘hook’ < *y6nk-o-
(cf. AV. -uuasta- ‘bent’ [< *-upk-to-] in AV. ni-uuastaké.sruua- ‘with bent horns”)
As discussed in the last Chapter and just above, if there is anything semantically predominant,
rather than universal, in this morphological class, it is that it names the function of the root rather
than one of its arguments. For “verbal” roots, this functional orientation results in verbal
abstracts/nomina actionis (e.g. Hitt. sarga- ‘destruction’) and in what Nussbaum (2014c: 247,
p.c.) has termed “instantials” or concrete instances of the abstract action (e.g. sonus ‘sound’). As
Nussbaum (2017) observes, conspicuously absent or underrepresented are items that may be
considered to bear the agentive meaning so frequent in the topoc-type. What we do find are
items that designate something instrumental to or characteristic of the action (e.g. OCS krovs
‘covering, roof” : kryti ‘cover’). Where there is also overlap with the toudc-type, we can observe
how the concrete use of the topoc-nominal to “verbal” roots may in effect constitute a nomen rei
actae (e.g. PGmc. *bauga- ‘ring’ < *‘bent thing’ < *‘act(ion) of bending’, cf. dopog ‘leathern
bag’ < *‘product of cutting’).

As also discussed in the last chapter, the usual semantic definition of the topog-nominals
as either abstract or concrete substantives only secondarily expressive of participants (i.e.
arguments) in the verbal notion does not capture the semantics of a variety of forms
characterized by what appears to be the same radical 6-grade and suffixal -o-. As an initial
example, *16yk-0- ‘clearing’ can only be tenuously understood as a verbal abstract or concrete
verbal noun. Given that the root was adjectival in the proto-language, it is perhaps more suitable

to assign to it an interpretation as an argument, i.e. ‘that which is clear’ (e.g., in a forested area).
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Similarly, the *g"dlhs-o- reflected by y6Aoc ‘anger’, formally identical to the topoc-type and
arguably identifiable as such, is obviously derived from a loud and clear adjectival *Vg"elhs-
‘greenish-yellow’ (Nussbaum 2022: 221). In Greek, the sense ‘anger’ is derived from ‘bile’.
Given the color of this substance, it is trivial to assume that *g"6lhs-o- designated an argument:
‘that which is greenish-yellow’. On the other hand, there is also evidence that topoc-nominals
derived from adjectival roots could also name the function itself. For example, with its Property
Conceptual meaning and resultant Calandish family, no one would deny that the function of
Vedic *Vsak- ‘able’ (: sakrd- ‘strong’ : Sdcistha- ‘strongest’ : sdci- f. ‘strength’) is nominalized
as an adjectival abstract in saka- m. “power’ (cf. MIr. gor ‘heat’ < *g""6r-o- “id.”). Despite this
more familiar abstract value normally associated with the topoc-type as a whole, we may
observe a certain asymmetry between topoc-type nominals to verbal roots and those made from
adjectival roots. While theoretically the former are expected to express primarily functions
(abstracts) rather than arguments (participants), the latter appear to have a much more
pronounced dual capacity, namely as exemplars (nomina argumenti) and adjectival abstracts
(nomina functionis).

Before returning to discuss the topoc-type as a whole, we should again note that this dual
capacity is nowhere more pronounced than in the use of topog-morphology to create what are
syntactically adjectives rather than the substantives traditionally recognized as the type’s only
syntactic expression (Nussbaum 2014b: 304). To be sure, the forms are mostly Germanic, where
the barytony of the preform cannot always be ascertained. Nevertheless, the probable existence
of actual adjectives of the same formal type R(6)S(-0-) is striking:

*h1roud"-o- ‘red’ (Goth. raups ‘red’, OE réad ‘id.’, Olr. rlad ‘id.’, Lith. raidas ‘reddish-brown’,

SCr. riid ‘reddish’)
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*Krouhz-0- ‘bloody’ (PGmc. *yrawa- ‘raw’ > OE hréaw ‘id.”, OHG hro ‘id.’, etc.)
*n6ik-0- (PGmc. *faiya- ‘variegated’ (OE fah ‘colored’, OS féh “colorful’, OHG féh ‘id.”)
*stor-o- ‘stiff, rigid” (MDu. star ‘id.”, MHG star ‘id.’; cf. TA stare ‘effort’)
*uonk-o0- (*wanya- ‘bent, crooked’ > OE waoh ‘bent, bad’, Goth. unwahs ‘blameless’; cf. Lith.
vgsas ‘hook’ < *u0nk-o- ‘bent thing’, Skt. vasika- ‘bend of a river, crookedness’)
We have already discussed *hiréud"-o- and *krduh-o- as well as the system-internal reasons
arguing for their barytony, namely their cooccurrence with radical e-grade oxytones (cf. *16uk-o-
. *leuk-06-, Nussbaum 2017: 251). The accent is of course known for *faiya- ‘variegated’ and
*wanya- ‘bent, crooked’, but there is something more profound semantically of which the accent
is a mere formal expression. As discussed in the last Chapter, *faiya- is without doubt the reflex
of a derivative of *\pejk- “cut, carve’. Despite the obviously “verbal” meaning of the root (e.g.
OCS pusati ‘write’ < *‘scratch, incise’), a notable feature of certain finite verbs associated with
this root is their sense of adornment and aesthetic modification (Ved. pimsati ‘haut aus,
schneidet, bildet, schmiickt’ : TB pirikem ‘sie malen, schreiben’). This sense stems from a
refocusing on the resultant state of the object and the aesthetic implications of that newly
imposed state. Viewed in these terms, the nasal infix present is interpretable as the means by
which a Property Concept state is imposed. Accordingly, a language-user may easily infer that
the root is itself Property Conceptual and thus potentially productive of primary adjectives like
*pik-ro- and *poik-o- “variegated’ (< ‘hewn’).

Basically the same principle is at work in the case of *x0nk-o0- ‘bent’. Insofar as the root
*yenk- meant ‘bend’ (Ved. vaficati ‘wavers, staggers’), and given that the interpretation of the
root involves an underlying state ‘bent’ and related PC notions like ‘crooked’, a primary

adjective automatically becomes possible. While, on the one hand, we have reflexes of such an
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adjective *udnk-o- (OE woh ‘bent, bad’, Goth. unwahs ‘blameless’; cf. Ved. vakra- ‘crooked,
curved, bent, tortuous, twisted, wry’), there is, on the other hand, evidence that the same
formation could be used substantivally. Lithuanian vgsas ‘hook (for hanging things)’ in effect
exemplifies, i.e., is an exemplar of, the property of being bent (i.e. *u0nk-0- ‘bent thing”).
Though its accent is unknown, the same can be said for Sanskrit vaszika- m. ‘bend of a river’,
which may also bear the abstract meaning ‘crookedness’. The cooccurrence of adjective and
abstract substantive in particular for the same root is also to be noted in *stor-o- “stiff, rigid’.
Again, the accent cannot be known from the Germanic reflexes (ON starr ‘stiff, rigid, hard’,
etc.), but the existence of an abstract in Tocharian A stare ‘effort’ (cf. Russ. stardtssja ‘exert
oneself, strive’, Adams 2013: 700-701) supports the inference of a status parallel to the
adjectival and substantival reflexes of *x0nk-o0- ‘bent (entity)’, namely that, in the case of
adjectival or effectively adjectival roots (e.g. *\peik- qua ‘variegated’), the same morphology
produces both adjectives and substantives that either exemplify the adjectival function or name
the function itself. The derivational semantic reasons for this behavior will be discussed in the
next Chapter.

At this point, before moving on to topo6g-nominals, we can recapitulate the theoretically
established semantic territory of the class characterized by radical o-grade, barytony, and a
simple thematic suffix. When the formation is applied to a verbal root, the nominalization of the
root manifests itself as a verbal abstract or as a concrete verbal noun (e.g. instantial péAoc ‘a
throw [with a casting-net]’). In the latter general value, one may observe the potential to denote
arguments. With adjectival roots, we find some semantic parallelism but also conspicuous
asymmetry. As with verbal roots, the application of R(6)S(-0-) to adjectival roots results in

abstracts, in this case, adjectival abstracts (e.g. Ved. saka- ‘power’, MIr. gor ‘heat’, etc.). Again

108



like the topog-derivatives of verbal roots, the de-“adjectival” type can of course be used
concretely. The main difference from “verbal” tépocg-derivatives with respect to the concrete use
is, however, the fact that the argument-denoting sense appears to be fundamental. To expand on
a previous example, the fact that y6Aoc means ‘bile’ is directly attributable to the concrete use of
its preform *gh6lhs-o- in reference to the argument x in the Property Concept function *Vg"elhs-
(x): ‘that which is ‘greenish-yellow’. What is fundamentally different from anything encountered
in de-“verbal” topog-nominals is the ability of adjectival roots to form actual adjectives.

This feature finally brings us to topdg-nominals, whose tendency to serve as adjectives is
by contrast entirely familiar (e.g. Topdg “cutting, sharp’ [post-Hom.]). As is well known, the type
is characterized by radical o-grade and an accented simple thematic suffix (R(0)S(-6-)). Just as
topoc-nominals are traditionally described as nomina actionis, so are toudg-nominals described
as nomina agentis. However, as one can gather from instances like 6opdg, this description does
not of course tell the whole story. The type is notable for the variety of meanings both in terms of
diathesis and syntactic category. This variety is on full display in the following selection based
on Nussbaum 2017: 237-2309:

Anatolian (Hittite):

maya- ‘young man’ < *‘grown up’ (: mai ‘grows, thrives’), marsa- ‘false’ < *‘incorrect,
confused’ (cf. Ved. mysyate ‘forgets’, Goth. marzjan “disturb’, etc.)

Indic:

aja- “driver’ (: Vaj- “drive’), esa- ‘hastening’ (: Vis- ‘impel’), karta- ‘hole’ < *‘(what is) cut’ (:
Vkyt- “cut’), gaha- ‘depth’ (: \/gdh- ‘plunge’), grabha- ‘handful’ < *‘(what is) grasped’ (:
\grabh'- ‘seize’), ghana- “killer, cudgel’ : “a slaying’ (: Vhan- ‘strike, kill’), java- ‘quick motion’

(: \jaV'-‘hasten’), tosd- adj. ‘hastening’ (: Veus- ‘drip, stream’), tyagd- (n.) ‘renunciation’ (: Veyaj-
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‘leave, abandon’), nayd- ‘leader’ (: \ni- ‘lead’), navd- ‘a roaring’ (: Vnav®- ‘cry, roar’), bhagd-
‘portion’ < **(what is) distributed’ (: Vbhaj- ‘share, divide’), badhd- ‘oppression’ (: Nbadh-
‘oppress’), bhard- ‘burden’ < *‘(what is) carried’ (: \bhy- ‘bear’), bheda- ‘sunderer’ vs. bheda-
‘a split, fissure’ (: \bhid- ‘split’), vaka- ‘speech’ < *‘(what is) spoken’ (: vac- ‘speak’), vaha-
‘draft animal’ (: Vvah- ‘convey’), yodh&- ‘warrior’ (: \yudh- ‘fight’), Saka- “able, powerful’ (:
\Sak-), sarpa- ‘snake’ (: \syp- ‘creep’), saha- ‘superior’ (: \sah- ‘prevail’), sadd- ‘seat, sitting’ (:
\sad- sit’), sparha- ‘desired, desirable’ (: \/sp[h- ‘be eager for’), svand- ‘noisy’ : svanda- ‘noise’
(: Vsvan'- ‘make noise, resound”), svard- ‘a sound’ (: \svar- ‘make noise, resound”), hvard-
‘snake’ (: Vhvar- ‘go crooked”), etc.

Iranian (Avestan):

rada- | rada- ‘caretaker’ (: \rdd- ‘make ready’), vaéda- ‘accomplisher’ (: Vvid- ‘find, know"),
vaza- “draft animal’ (: Vvaz- ‘convey’), aésa- ‘powerful’ (cf. Ved. isira- ‘id.”), snafa- ‘striking’
(Nsnab- “strike’), hdra- ‘watching over’ (: Vhar- ‘attend to”), etc.

Greek:

6o1d¢ ‘singer’ (Hom. +) (: deldw ‘sing’), apwyog ‘aiding (in battle), helper’ (Hom. +) (: apnyw
‘aid, defend’), apoAydg ‘dead of night’ < *“‘milking-time’ (: duédym ‘milk’), doxog (f.) ‘bearing
beam’ (Hom. +) (: 6éxto ‘received’), dopdc ‘leather bag’ (Hom. +) (: dépw ‘flay’), dpomd
openta ‘sliced off” (Hsch.) (: dpémw ‘pluck, cut’), Boog ‘swift, nimble’ (Hom. +) (: 6é® ‘run’),
Bopdg ‘semen’ (Hdt., etc.) (: Opdokw ‘leap’), kovtog ‘pole’ (Hom. +) (: keviém ‘goad, strike’),
Aowog ‘left, remaining’ (post-Hom.) (: Aeinw ‘leave’), Aomdg ‘peel, outer layer’ (Hom. +) (cf.
Aomog ‘a peeling’ : Aénw “strip off”), porydg ‘adulterer’ < *“pisser’ (post-Hom.) (: opeiym ‘piss’),
vouog ‘grazing range, habitation, district’ (: vépw ‘distribute’), 6Ak0Og “attractive; hauling engine;

furrow’ (: €Ak ‘draw, drag’), 006¢ (cf. Ved. sadd- ‘seat, sitting’, OCS xod» ‘motion’), poikdg
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‘bent’ (post-Hom.) (< *uroik-6-; cf. Av. uruaésa- ‘a whirl’ [< *uréiko-], uruuisiieiti ‘turns’ <
*yrik-ielo-), oxomdg ‘spy, watcher; mark, target’ (Hom. +) (: okéntopat ‘look at”), Topog
‘cutting, sharp’ (post-Hom.) (: tépve ‘cut’), tpomdg ‘twisted thong (for an oar)’ (: Tpénm ‘turn,
twist’), tpodg ‘feeder, rearer, nurse’ (Hom. +) (cf. tpogot dvti 10d Opéppato [Hsch.]) (: tpéow
‘nourish’), tpoy6g ‘wheel’ (Hom. +) (: tpéy® ‘run’)

Italic (Latin):

coquus ‘cook’ (< *k"ok"-0- [< *pok"-0-] : coquere < *k¥ek“e/o- [< *pek“e/o-]), procus ‘suitor’
(< *prok-0- : poscere “ask for’ < [*prk-ske/o-]), sulcus “furrow’ (cf. 6Adc “id.”), rogus ‘pyre’ <
*hsrog-0- ‘erected, heaped up’ (cf. rogum [n.] ‘pyre’ < *hzrog-6- employed as neuter
substantive; cf. ON rakr ‘upright’ < [*Asrog-0-]), uncus, -a, -um ‘bent’ (< *h20nk-6-; cf. uncus
‘hook, barb’ : 8ykog ‘id.” < *h20nk-0- ‘a bend”).

Germanic:

*rada- adj. ‘fast, easy’ (Goth. raps ‘easy’, OE reed ‘fast’) < *hxrot-6- ‘running’, *swana- ‘swan’
(ON svanr, OE swan) < *syonhx-0- ‘noisy’%°, *wraka- ‘pursuer’ (Goth. wraks ‘persecutor’) :
Goth. wrikan ‘pursue’, *blaka- (OE bleec, OHG blah-faro ‘dark blue’) ‘black’ (< *‘burnt’) <
*pMlog-6- (cf. pAéym ‘burn’, etc.), *raka- (ON rakr ‘upright’) < *hsrog-6- (: Goth. rikan, MHG
rechen ‘pile up’), *baza- (> OHG bar etc.) (cf. Lith. basas [4] ‘barefoot, bare’ [< *b"0s6-]),
*tama- (Olc. tamr, OE tam, OHG zam) ‘tame’ < *domhz-0- (or *damh2-0- : Gk. dépvnpu
‘subdue’)

Armenian:

gof ‘thief” (: gofem ‘hide’)

3% As Kroonen (2013: 496) astutely remarks, the Whooper Swan (cygnus cygnus) does have a
distinctive honk. In particular, the distinction relates to the morphologically similar Mute Swan
(cygnus olor).
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Celtic (Old Irish):

mol (m.) ‘mill-wheel shaft’ (< *molhz-0- ‘grinder’), roth (m.) ‘wheel’ (< *hxrot-0- ‘runner’ [:
Olr. rethid ‘runs’])

Slavic:

OCS drugw, SCr. driig, driiga, Russ. drug, driiga ‘companion’ (< *d"roug"é-; cf. OE dréogan
‘perform [service], etc.’, Go. driugan ‘perform [military] service’), OCS tokw ‘stream’ (: teko,
testi ‘run, flow”)

Baltic (Lithuanian):

Lith. draiigas (arch. and dial. 4) ‘friend’ (: OCS drugwv), ganas (4) ‘herdsman’ < *g¥hon-6-
‘beater’ (>> Ved. ghana- ‘cudgel’), vadas (4) ‘leader’ (: vedu, vésti ‘lead”), valkas (4) ‘support
for drying skins’ < *(h2)u0lk-0- “stretcher’ (: velky, vilkti ‘pull’, Av. aipi-uuaracainti ‘pull on
[clothes]’), laikas (4) ‘term, limit; end’ (< *loik"-0- ‘[time] left’ : Aowdg ‘remaining’), Lith.
takas ‘path’ (: teku, tekéti ‘run, flow”), Lith. bAsas (4) ‘barefoot, bare’.

As evident from this selection, members of the formal topo6g-class may be semantically
characterized as agent, etc.-oriented (e.g. 606¢ ‘swift, nimble’ : 6éw ‘run’) or as patient, etc.-
oriented (e.g. Aowdg ‘remaining’ : Aeinw ‘leave’). Both syntactic categories are represented (e.g.
substantival Tpo@dg ‘nurse’ : adjectival topudg ‘sharp’). Among substantives, we may also note
Topdg-nominals that do not even denote participants (arguments) in verbal action. For example, it
is generally recognized that 686¢ f. ‘way, road, journey’ reflects *sod-6-, a derivative of *\sed-
‘sit” (Nussbaum 2017: 242), presumably in reference to travel undertaken on horseback or by
wagon. As such, *sod-6- would refer to a period during which one sits rather than to the one who

does so. It is in effect an expression of an instance of the function rather than a designation for a
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participant as in so many other topog-nominals. The question thus naturally poses itself: what is
responsible for the semantic diversity displayed by toudg-nominals?

With reference to Schaffner 2001, Widmer 2004 and Nussbaum 2014c, the basic
argument of Nussbaum 2017 is that there is a definable derivational semantic relationship
between topoc-type nominals and topdg-type nominals by means of which one can interpret the
semantic variety of the latter category. Specifically, the hypothesis is that the former is the base
of the latter and that the relationship between the two is “possessive”. In other words, whatever
the derivative denotes is in some sense the possessor of what is denoted by the base. Since the
purpose of the hypothesis is to capture the semantic variety within an interpretive structure that
enables us to view that variety as a coherent expression of and as epiphenomenal to a more basic
semantic category, we would do well with some brief discussion of this category in the most
general conceptual terms.

It is axiomatic that the conceptual basis of the derivational semantic category termed
“possessive”, or, more clearly, “instrumentalistic” (Nussbaum p.c.), is delineable by means of the
representation WITH. Within the conceptual system, the basic function of WITH is to conjoin two
objects in such a way as to identify the one by means of the other. The function WITH thus
focalizes an object on the basis of its conjunction with the other. In semantic and syntactic terms,
the consequence of this focalization is that the focalized object is the structurally principal
member of the syntagm. This member is the head of the phrase. Since the nominal head (i.e.,
identified, focalized object) is an altogether different or different kind of being from the
identifying argument of the wiTH function, the derivational process that creates the phrase as
well as the phrase itself may be termed “exocentric”. To state a clear and famous example, Latin

barbatus ‘bearded’ is a syntagm derived from barba ‘beard’ as an expression of the WITH

113



relation. Accordingly, the head of the phrase realized by barbatus stands in reference to the
object we wish to identify.

Understandably, the abstraction and generality of this operation condition a variety of
semantic ramifications as a function of the specific semantic properties of the entities that serve
as the identifying arguments. These entailments are so pragmatically various that they can only
be dealt with superficially and on a case-by-case basis. For example, when we consider the
generally recognized “possessive” relation between pél ‘honey’ and péhoca ‘bee’ (v. Widmer
2004: 36-37), we can observe that the meaning ‘X with honey’ ramifies into ‘making honey’,
‘providing honey’, from ‘which one can get honey’, etc. These ramifications obviously depend
on what is salient at a particular moment to a given language-user in the relationship between
said user and this organism. It is fairly feasible for us to get a handle on this relationship because
it is relatively easy to think about the set of potential referents of ‘X with honey’. This is because
the ‘honey’ of ‘with honey’ corresponds to an inert conceptual substance lacking the interactive
property of entailing other objects performing particular semantic roles with their own webs of
entailment.

Things are more complex when the “possessum” is associated with an operation
comprising multiple participants (a complex argument-structure), as is often the case with verbal
abstracts. Stated abstractly, if the identifying argument selected by the wiTH function is itself a
function associated with, for example, an agent and patient, the referent of the possessive
derivative can in principle be either one or both depending on context. In other words, WITH is
what gives a referent access to the argument-structure of the possessum. As a context-free
thought experiment imperfectly designed to expose our presuppositions, let us consider and

compare the semantic implications of applying the wWiTH operation to three different concepts:
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WOOD, BEAUTY, and LOVE. In each case, the x in WITH Yy (X) is fundamentally a possessor but
potentially something else. In the case of wITH WOOD (X), X is potentially a theme (wooden),
source (where one can get wood), or location (where wood is). In the case of WITH BEAUTY (X),
the possessor is a theme (is beautiful, i.e., having the property BEAUTY), stimulus, source, or
location. In the case of WITH LOVE (x), the possessor is an experiencer (lover), in which case it
may also be a source or location, or a stimulus, theme, etc. Depending on the internal complexity
and interactivity of the concept, the possessor may potentially play more roles. In the case of a
concept associated with two major roles, such as LOVE, it is conceivable that the possessor would
be more frequently identified as the experiencer. Similarly, in the case of a concept associated
with an agent and a patient, it is conceivable that, given the importance of identifying the agent
in understanding causation, agency is more frequently assigned to the possessor of the action.

The preceding discussion has been designed solely to give us a sense of the territory
within which we can observe the semantic ramifications resulting from possessive derivation. It
is now time to consider some morphological exponents of WiTH that have been reconstructed for
PIE. This axiomatic consideration will enable us to contextualize the analyses to appear in the
following Chapters.

Possessive derivation, i.e., the semantic realization of the wiITH function, is
morphologically realized in two ways which have been termed “internal” and, by implication,
“external”.*® As general morphological terms in recent Indo-Europeanist research, internal
derivation refers to the use of rightward accent shift in stem-formation, while external derivation

refers simply to affixation. Internal derivation exploits both accent and ablaut. Since this

40 See Schindler 1975: 63; Watkins 1982: 261f.; Nussbaum 1986: 118-121, 187—191, 242-244;
Widmer 1997: 124f.; Nussbaum 1998b: 147-152; Schaffner 2001: 77 (note 25); Widmer 2004:
28-33.
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morphophonological exploitation was conceptualized as taking place solely within the
boundaries of a preexisting nominal form (representable as Root + Suffix + Ending), the process
was termed “internal”. In the 1970s, Schindler applied this process to develop the notion of a
“derivational chain” progressively linking stems within the pre-established paradigmatic accent-
ablaut classes acrostatic, proterokinetic, hysterokinetic, and amphikinetic. Though Schindler
never explicitly discussed in print the identity of the specific semantic category realized by the
internal derivational chain (Nussbaum p.c.), it is demonstrable from familiar examples such as
adjective miov “fat’ (cf. Ved. pivan- ‘id.” [amphikinetic *p(é)ihx-zon- : pihx-un-" ‘having fat’])
beside substantive wiap n. ‘fat’ (proterokinetic *p(é)ihx-uy, pihx-uén-) that the category in
question was generally exocentric and specifically “possessive” (Nussbaum 2014c: 239).

Recent growth in our understanding of the possessive semantics of the internal
derivational chain has gone hand in hand with the identification of certain “external” exponents,
namely some well-known suffixes, as bearers of possessive meaning as well. With a fair amount
of confidence, it is possible to reconstruct possessive semantics for the following suffixes
(selection based partially on Hofler 2017a: 41-44):

*-ihz-/-iehz- : *mel-i-t-ihz- ‘that which has honey’ (Gk. péhooa ‘bee’) «— *mél-i-t- ‘honey’ (Gk.
wéM, péhtog n. ‘honey’, Peters 1980: 200)

*-nt- : *bygh-pt- ‘lofty, high> (Ved. byhat- ‘high’) < *b"ergh-/b"r¢"- ‘height’ (Av. baraz- f.
‘id.”),

*-yent- : *ped-yent- ‘footed’ (Ved. padvat- ‘id.’, Myc. fem. <pe-de-we-sa>) « *p06d-/péd- ‘foot’
(Ved. pad- m. ‘id.’, etc.),

*-40n- : *sok%-e-hz-yon- ‘follower’ (Gk. omawmv ‘fellow, companion’ [Hom.+], Myc. PN <o-ga-

WO0-Nni>) «— *sok"-é-hz- ‘following, attendance’ (v. Beekes 2010: 1089),
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*-t0- : *h1ajd"-s-t6- ‘heated’ (PGmec. aista- ‘hot’, OF as¢ ‘kiln’) <— *h14id"-o/es- ‘heat’ (Ved.
édhas- n. ‘fuel’, cf. Nussbaum 1998a: 527)

*-n0- : *hzerg-es-nd- ‘shiny, lustrous’ (Aeol. dpyevvog ‘white’) «— * haérg-oles- ‘luster’ (TN
Apyogn.)

*-r6- : *h10s-U-r6- ‘goodly’ (: odpog ‘fair wind’) < *h1ds-u- n. ‘good’ (Hitt. assu- n. ‘good’,
Nussbaum 1998b: 152)

*-16- : *pojk-i-16- “variegated” (Gk. moucilog “id.”) « *p0ik-i-/péik-i- ‘variegation’ (cf. OE fah <
*n6ik-0- ‘multicolored’)

*-u0- : *mg-ha-s-u0- ‘grand’ (Aeol. dyavdc ‘illustrious, noble’ [Hom.+], Rix 1981: 117) «
*még-hz-s- (Ved. mahis-vant- ‘great’)

*-mo- : *dru-mé- ‘wooded’ (Ved. drumé- ‘tree’, dpvopog m. ‘copse, thicket” [poud Hom.]) «—
descriptive *doru- ‘wood’ (Ved. daru- ‘id.”, 86pv ‘tree, spear-shaft’ [Hom.+])

*.0- 1 *kuhi-s-0- “strong’ (Ved. Siisa- ‘strong, loud’, Mayrhofer 1986-2001 I1: 652) «— *kéyh:-
o/es- ‘swelling, strength’ (Ved. sdvas- ‘strength’, Av. sauuah- ‘advantage”)

The scholar who has contributed most recently and substantially to the refinement of our
understanding of possessive semantics, and, in particular, of the behavior of the suffix *-6- is
Stefan Hofler, who in his thesis, Der Stier, der Starke hat: Possessive Adjektive und ihre
Substantivierung im Indogermanischen (2017a), has identified numerous reflexes of possessive
derivatives formed with this suffix, most notably to s-stems (e.g. *h2ug-s-0-n- ‘that which has
strength, ox” < *haug-s-6- « *h2éug-o/es- ‘strength’ [Ved. ¢jas- ‘id.’]). As exemplified by
*uhi-s-6- ‘strong’ beside *kéyhi-o/es- ‘swelling, strength’, the addition of *-6- in the proto-
language could condition the reduction or deletion of the basic stem’s full vowels, resulting in

absolute zero-grade. In the case of other “*-0-" possessives, such as those clearly created in the
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individual daughter languages, one can observe the preservation of the syllable structure of the
base or the reduction of only the suffix (e.g. Ved. rabhasa- ‘forceful’ « rabhas- n. ‘force’;
gpopvog “fortified” [Hes.+] «— €povpa n. ‘protection’ [Hom.+]).

For our immediate purposes regarding the relationship between the topoc-type and
toudc-type in PIE, the existence of a possessive *-0- affixable to all kinds of athematic stems
brings up the question of how it surfaces when the base is itself thematic. When in the daughter
languages we encounter manifestly possessive thematic derivatives of thematic substantives (e.g.
Go@odelog ‘bearing asphodel’ [Hom. +] «— do@dderog m. ‘asphodel’ [Hes. +], Ved. karpa- ‘big-
eared’ « karpa- m. ‘ear’, Nussbaum 2014c: 243), the process appears to be — and no doubt
eventually was — the procession of the accent to the suffix of the base. In light of this processive
behavior, the accentually mediated derivational relationship between, for example, dop6derog
and acpoderdc would resemble the internal derivation of athematic nominals in PIE itself (e.g.
proterokinetic *téyhz-s/tuhz-és- ‘power’ [Av. touuis ‘strength’] — hysterokinetic *tuhz-és-/tuhe-
s- ‘powerful’ [Ved. tavas- ‘strong’]). However, the main reason to view this procession as
nothing more than resemblance is the hypothetical mechanism driving the internal derivational
chain. Unlike the supposed procession attributable to the relationship between the touoc-type
and touoc-type in PIE, the internal derivational chain is driven by the promotion of the weak
stem of the base to status as strong stem of the derivative (Nussbaum p.c.). Whatever the origins
of this promotive feature, it is fundamentally an expression of a contrast that is of course absent
from thematic nominals. As there is no weak stem to promote, the relationship between the
top0¢-type and topog-type should be understood as external derivation, in this case, the

substitutive affixation of possessive *-0-.
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It is now time to return to the *46l-o- and *kol-6- that we have predictively reconstructed
on the basis of Vedic asara- m. ‘shelter’. First, let us consider again what each would mean. As a
nomen actionis, *k61-0- would refer to the action ‘covering’ viewed abstractly. If viewed in
concrete terms, *£6l-0- could refer to an instance of the action or to an entity instrumental
thereto. In this latter domain, there would be some overlap with *4ol-6-. As a possessive
derivative, *kol-0- ‘having covering’ would have access to the semantic roles associated with the
abstractly employed *£61-0-, which, by virtue of its derivation from *Vkel- ‘cover’ would
basically involve an agent and a patient, including any additional roles entailed by those roles.
For instance, via an agentive interpretation ‘coverer’, *kol-6- could refer to the instrument with
which the action is performed. This interpretation is clearly involved in another possessive
derivative to a derivative of *Vkel-, namely *kel-m-o- (Goth. hilms m. ‘helmet’, etc.), which is
generally derived from the men-stem reflected by Vedic sdrman- n. ‘protection’. Alternatively,
and conceivably, *kol-6- could refer to the entity that undergoes the action and thus bear the
patientive meaning. In these interpretations, namely the agentive and patientive, *kol-6- could be
used either adjectivally or substantivally (cf. Ved. adj./subst. apés- ‘active; artisan, etc.’ [: subst.
apas- n. ‘work, deed’]). Finally, as a substantive, it is conceivable that *4ol-6- would not even
denote a participant at all, but simply refer to a sample or instance of the action. In principle, if
asara- m. ‘shelter’ does go back in some way to a *kol-0-, each of these readings is possible (i.e.
‘that which provides cover’, ‘that is covered’, and ‘cover’ subst.).

While these forms and meanings are theoretically sound, the problem of course is that we

have yet to see direct evidence of a radical o-grade simple thematic nominal to *\kel- other than
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asara- itself.* Moreover, asara- could after all reflect an Indic or Indo-Iranian creation rather
than the reflex of an actual *k61-o- or *k0l-6-. As ever, the question, therefore, is what we have a
right to reconstruct based on the assumption that the topoc-nominal as a type was primary in the
proto-language.

It is in this connection that we should consider another simple thematic nominal class
which, as Nussbaum argues (2017: 243-263), appears to be derived ultimately from the topoc-
type. This class, which we have already had occasion to mention in the previous chapter, may be
called the Aevkoc-type, or, according to Weiss (2018), the *temh1-6-s-type. As indicated by this
informal designation, the type is prototypically characterized by e-grade of the root and an
accented thematic suffix. Though the radical e-grade may lead some to suppose a parallel rather
than derivative status in relation to the topoc-type, the primary reason for the latter analysis is
the fact that Asvkog-nominals display precisely the kind of semantics one would expect of
possessive derivatives of the topoc-type (Nussbaum 2014b: 299; 2017: 243ff.):

*leuk-6- ‘having light, bright, clear’ (Gk. Agvkog ‘white’, possibly Olr. 16ch ‘bright’) < *I6uk-o0-
‘light, clarity, brightness, clearing’ (Ved. roka- m. ‘light’, Lat. /icus ‘grove’, OE léah ‘meadow’,
Arm. loys ‘light’, Lith. laiikas ‘open land’),

*1eg"-0- ‘(course) ridden’ (Goth. wigs ‘way’, etc., cf. semantically 686¢ ‘way’ [< *sod-0-
‘journey seated’]) < *udg"-0- ‘(a) conveyance, ride’ (Gk. 8yoc ‘wagon, chariot’, OCS vozs

‘cart’),

41 As far as | am aware, some meager evidence for a *kol-o0- to *\kel- ‘cover’ seems to be a
possible OE hal, hales ‘secret place’ (< *yala-, cf. helan ‘conceal’), appearing in swa hwelp
le6na eardiende on halum “sicut catulus leonis habitans in abditis” (Ps.16.12), but this may
rather be the dative plural of healh ‘corner, angle’ (< Proto-Germanic *yalya-) in the sense
‘recess’.
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*ghelhs-0- ‘yellow-green, golden-hued, shiny’ (Olr. gel ‘bright, white, shining’) « *g"6lhs-0-
‘yellow-green (substance)’ (Gk. yoAog ‘gall, wrath, anger”)
*gerhz-0- ‘ripe, worn out, aged” (Arm. cer ‘old’) < *g0rhz-0- ‘ripeness, exhaustion, old age’
(Ved. SCM ajara- ‘unflagging’)
*leyb"-0- ‘pleasing, loved’ (Goth. liufs ‘dear’, Olc. ljufr ‘beloved, dear’, OE léof ‘id.’, etc. OCS
ljubw ‘sweet, pleasant’) « *l6yb"-0- ‘dearness, love’ (Skt. lobha- ‘desire’, Goth. galaufs
‘valuable’)
Though the position of the accent can only be sporadically verified, pairs like those above can
continue to be listed, albeit with the occasional need to suppose an intermediate derivational
stage. For example, by a process of “substantivizing” accent retraction, the radical e-grade
barytone *uérg-o- n. ‘work, deed’ (8pyov ‘id.’, Av. varaza- ‘id.”, OHG werc ‘id.’, etc.) may be
viewed as derived from a patientive *yerg-6- ‘done’ (Nussbaum 2017: 248), itself derived from
the *u0rg-o- reflected by Armenian gorc ‘work, deed’. In other cases, however, it is conceivable
that, in lieu of evidence for a given toépog-nominal, a given Agvkog-type nominal would be
formed by analogy to a different morphological class. For example, as noted by Villanueva
Svensson (2021: 19-21), many roots that form Aevkdc-nominals also form radical e-grade simple
thematic presents (e.g. *\b"ejd"- “trust’ : *bPejd"-6- “trusting’ [Lat. fidus ‘faithful’] : *b"é;d-e/o-
‘to trust’ [Lat. fido ‘id.”]). Accordingly, it is conceivable that at least some Agvkdg-nominals were
formed by analogy to the stems of this common verbal class rather than derived from topoc-
nominals, which in some cases might not have existed for a given root.

Given that we have strong evidence for a *kél-e/o- ‘cover’, it is conceivable that this
verbal stem was inserted into an analogy that directly generated an adjective *kel-6- with the

basic meaning ‘covering, covered’. In principle, this adjective could be substantivized by the
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same process of accent retraction that produced *uérg-o- ‘that which is wrought’. We may
therefore propose *kél-o- ‘that which covers, is covered, covering’ as an additional predictive
reconstruction.

We are now of course confronted with the question of whether there is any actual
evidence pointing to a radical e-grade simple thematic nominal plausibly related to *vkel-
‘cover’. In a presentation concerning the derivational histories of certain Cuneiform Luwian
lexemes, Elisabeth Rieken (2021) has identified zalli-™ in the phrase ar-4a za-al-li-it-ti
‘uncovers’ (KUB 44.4+KBo 13.241 rev. 20: referring to Festival of the Grain Pile, CHD S:363)
as a denominal formed in Luwian from an unattested *zalla- ‘hiding place’ that appears to reflect
*él-0- via Cop’s Law (cf. mallit- < *mélit- ‘honey’). As it happens, this *zalla- would be in
complete accord with another datum associated with *vkel- ‘cover’, namely Middle Irish cel.
According to An Electronic Dictionary of the Irish Language (eDIL s.v. 1 cel), which explicitly
assumes an etymological relationship with ceilid ‘conceals’ (< *kél-e/0-), this item means
‘dissolution, extinction, death’. Its most frequent occurrence is in the idiom téit for cel (cf. luid
ar cel, IEW: 553-554), which may be illustratively glossed as ‘goes to death’. Given the
conservative nature of idiomatic expressions, it is worth considering that cel is something one
goes to (cf. PDE go to hell!), as opposed to something in relation to which some other kind of
light verb is required. In light of this fact, it is entirely appropriate to compare cel ‘death’ to
Proto-Germanic *yaljo- f. (Goth. halja ‘hell’, ON Hel ‘goddess of death’, OE helle ‘hell’, etc.),
which, despite uncertainties of derivational history, is normally connected with *\kel- ‘cover’
(Kroonen 2013: 204). As implied by this comparison, a Proto-Celtic *kelo- and Proto-Germanic
*yaljo- would both express the sense ‘place of death’ or ‘place of the dead’ (cf. local sense of

Gk. ¢idng ‘Hades’, Lat. Orcus ‘abode of the dead’, Hebr. %Y 52 0l ‘underworld’), presumably in
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reference originally to the physical place of inhumation or to the action of burial itself (cf. aAAd
pe tebvndTta yutn Kot yoio koAvntol, Z 464 “but may the heaped earth cover me up when I’'m
dead”). In principle, this Proto-Celtic *kelo- would go back to the substantive *kél-o- ‘covering’
presupposed by Luwian zalli-® ‘cover’. By semi-internal reconstruction, this substantive is
identifiable as the derivative of the Aevkdc-type adjective *kel-6- ‘covering, covered’.

This adjective is important for the reason given at the beginning of Chapter 4: it is
morphologically simple enough to be aligned with the root that we have reconstructed for Proto-
Greek. At least provisionally, we have completed our first matching of what is in effect original
from the standpoint of PIE to what is original from the standpoint of Greek. The next step in the
pursuit of the PIE root-etymology is to consider the morphosemantic significance of the actual
adjectival stems, *kalwé- and *kali6-, that we have reconstructed as parallel derivatives of Proto-
Greek *Vkal-. Specifically, we must investigate how the hypothesis of a PIE verbal adjective
*kel-6- ‘covering, covered’ relates derivationally to the Proto-Greek Property Conceptual

adjectives *kalwo- and *kolié- ‘beautiful’.
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CHAPTER 6

DETERMINATIVE DERIVATION
At the end of Chapter 3, we hypothesized that *kalwd- and *kali6- reflect simple thematic
derivatives of a u-stem substantive and an i-stem substantive respectively (i.e. *-u-6- : *-i-6-). In
light of the previous Chapter, we can now augment this hypothesis with the proposal that these
adjectival derivatives were formed with a suffix *-6- that expressed the “possession” of whatever
was denoted by those substantives. To understand their meaning and derivational history, it is
necessary to consider what *kal-wo-, *kal-i6-, and *kel-6- all have in common in syntax and
semantics, as well as the consequences of how the first two more deeply differ from the last.

At face value, the basic similarity between *kal-wd- and *kal-i6- on the one hand, and
*kel-6- on the other, is that they are all adjectives predicable of or attributable to a substantive.
Though in practice an essential feature of PIE and its daughters, the fact that such adjectives
mark these syntactic relations by formal agreement is accidental. What is relevant here is that
their predicative and attributive use assigns them to a larger syntactic class of modifiers that may
be termed “adnominal” (Nussbaum p.c.). In addition to inflectable adjectival stems, this class
includes uninflectable particles such as *en ‘in, on’ as well as already inflected substantives such
as the *-en locative *d"¢"m-én ‘on the earth’ (Ved. jman ‘on earth’, Nussbaum 1986: 188) or the
instrumental reflected by Vedic giiha ‘hidden, in hiding’ (Jasanoff 1978: 122-125; 2002—2003:
144-148). The feature uniting all of these adnominals is the fact that, like verbs, they all assign a
given substantive to a set. Since attribution seems to compress the information produced by
predication (e.g. the horse is beautiful — the beautiful horse), this basic set-assignment function
is applicable whether the adnominal is predicated of or attributed to that substantive. In other

words, the substantive to which an adnominal is attributed is still an argument by virtue of being
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qualified by or having the property denoted by the adnominal function. In a sense, the head
substantive serves to limit the application of the function by providing a substance to which the
property can attach itself and in which the property as an attribute is instantiated. For example,
the substantive horse in the phrase (the/a/@) beautiful horse provides just such a substance.

It is worth considering that the provision of a substantival head is not the only way by
which an adnominal function can be limited. Viewed semantically, the adnominal is the domain
of an operation that imposes definiteness, however definiteness may be defined. As another
thought-experiment, let us consider an adjectival function such as beautiful or good alongside the
potential array of senses generated by the addition of the definite article. As a definite nominal
phrase, the beautiful or the good is in principle neither adjectival nor substantival. The definite
article itself determines the application of the function. While the question of how that
application is determined can only be answered by context and experience, the operation of
determination itself may be analyzed as having certain semantic ramifications. The basis of these
ramifications seems to be the capacity of the determiner to facilitate reference to the argument of
the adnominal function.

Though only marginally or vestigially encountered in contemporary English, adnominal
phrases consisting of the definite article and an adnominal may be used to specify and refer to
particular individuals, such as monarchs and other people of interest (Nussbaum 2022: 216; e.g.
Alexander the Great, Aristides the Just, etc.), whose potential onomastic overlap with other
individuals necessitates distinction by means of a determinative phrase. What is important here is
the fact that the means of expressing definiteness manifests itself alongside an adnominal that in
principle would be sufficient to distinguish the individuals in question (i.e. TGreat Alexander,

tJust Aristides, etc.). In other words, adnominal status may invite the means of expressing
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definiteness in the sense that, though performed from different angles, their shared service to the
same purpose of distinction binds them together and conditions their cooccurrence. While this
cooccurrence may seem redundant if viewed in artificial terms, it should perhaps be considered a
feature of natural language — an instance of firing and wiring together. Since speakers seek to
distinguish referents and since determinative and qualificative (i.e. adnominal) functions both
allow them to do so, it comes as no surprise that the lexical (i.e. qualificative) and the functional
(i.e. determinative) should rise to the surface jointly.

Let us now consider a context. Imagine two children, one of which is offering either a
blue marble or a red marble to the other wishing to receive one. The one offering asks the other
child which one he would have. To this the child that would receive responds: I'll take the red. In
this case, marble has been omitted because of course the context supplies this information. What
we are left with is an elliptical definite substantival phrase in which the argument is clear from
context. The expression of definiteness merely guides the qualificative function to the entity to
which the offering child has referred.

By comparison, there are cases in which events of this sort have conditioned the regular
omission of the original substantive, resulting in a new substantive that assumes the semantic
features and gender of the old (e.g. Mod. GK. to dnuotikoé [oyoieio] ‘primary school’,
dnuotikn [yAdooa] ‘demotic’, etc.). If viewed as a derivational process, the regular or
conventional omission of the original substantive from a phrase that includes an adnominal and
an exponent of definiteness may be considered endocentric, because the output of the derivation
remains an element of the set denoted by the omitted substantive. In other words, the red in the

sentence above is still a marble or n dnpotw is still a language.
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Sometimes the endocentricity of determination can be tautological. Let us consider the
meaning of the good in the sentence what’s the good of that?. In this case, the definite
substantival phrase the good has an internal predicational structure, that is, the thing denoted by
the good is the argument x in [good (x)]. As a designation of the argument, the good is a thing
that is good. The substantival phrase denoting that which is good draws its substance from the
function itself, as opposed to the earlier case of drawing substance from some other entity whose
name has been contextually (or > conventionally) omitted. Though it may not be possible to
distinguish the following usage in all cases, it is worth considering that the tautological
determination of the adnominal may substantivize the function itself. When in a more
philosophical moment a person says something like I love the beautiful, that person is not
actually referring to an element in the set denoted by beautiful. Instead, that person is using a
means of referring to an element of a set as a means of referring to the function that assigns this
element. As a designation of the function, the beautiful is the equivalent to the adjectival abstract
beauty (cf. the red of the morning sun, Nussbaum 2022: 216), which, insofar as it names the
function, serves as a nomen qualitatis. Moreover, to say that one loves beauty or the beautiful is
not the same as saying that one loves all the elements of the set denoted by beautiful. Instead,
one must use an exponent definitive of a generic element as an instrument of abstracting the
quality from the particular or concrete items characterized by that quality. That is to say, without
definition there is no abstraction.

Understandably, it is difficult to keep arguments and functions apart. For example, when
in Spanish one says lo absurdo in the sentence lo absurdo no tiene por qué ser horrendo “the
absurd does not have to be horrendous”, the argument denoted by lo absurdo is meant by the

force of the neuter article lo to be generic. This generic quality, comparable to the wolf in the
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sentence the wolf is a fearsome beast, brings us close to the abstract, function-naming
interpretation insofar as it is possible that a designation of an entire class, namely the absurd,
resembles — and may be identifiable with — the universal force of the function itself.

It is important to recognize that functions are a general property of semantic and
conceptual structure. The adnominal *kel-6- ‘covering, covered’ is a function, the adnominals
*kal-wo- and *kal-i0- are apparently iso-functional functions, and the root that the latter two
share corresponds to a concept that is indeed a function. The crucial difference between these
items, whose etymological connection we have hypothesized, is traceable to the concepts
involved. The primary bearer of conceptual information is the root. When we consider *kel-6-,
we recognize that, in a sense, it does assign a property to something. By means of the unit of
meaning realized by *-6-, *kel-6- qualifies a referent as something that performs or undergoes
the action denoted by *Vkel- ‘cover’. However, this qualifying function is something that must
be derived: it is not a basic feature of *Vkel- itself, which, as a “verbal” root, relates objects to
their more accidental situations, rather than assigns the features or properties by which they are
more essentially characterized. In contrast to *\kel-, this latter function of assigning a property is
characteristic of *kel-’s hypothetical descendant *Vkal- ‘beautiful’. Accordingly, as adjectival
stems, *vkal-’s primary derivatives, *kal-w6- and *kal-i6-, unlike the stem *kel-6-, can be said to
be doubly adnominal. One type of adnominality, shared with *kel-6-, is on the more superficial
level of syntax and semantics. As mentioned above, this type includes adjectival stems and
adnominally employable particles and case-forms of substantives. The other type of
adnominality is a function of *Vkal-’s fundamentally Property Conceptual nature. Given the

hypothesized relationship between *Vkel- and *kal- historically, the question as ever concerns
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the mechanism or historical process by which this PIE “verbal” root would be ancestral to an
“adjectival” root in Proto-Greek.

A good place to begin to address this question is with the derivational behavior of PIE
roots of adjectival meaning. As discussed in Chapter 4, adjectival roots have the peculiar feature
of forming primary derivatives that can be used adjectivally or substantivally (Nussbaum 2022).
For example, while the e/zero root noun to the verbal *Ndehs- give’ is only a verbal abstract and
thus solely a substantive, the e/zero root noun to the adjectival *Vhhergh- ‘high’ appears to have
been used as an adjective (Av. baraz- ‘high’) and as a substantive (Av. baraz- ‘height; mountain’
: Olr. f. bri “hill’). Similarly, the topog-formation to adjectival roots results both in substantives
(e.g. OE léah ‘meadow’, yO6hog ‘biliosity’, etc.) and in adjectives (e.g. OE fah ‘colored’, Goth.
raups ‘red’, etc.). The best approach to these data is to suppose that they are all expressions of
the same principle: determinative derivation (Nussbaum p.c.).

This boils down to the determination of the qualificative function expressed by the
adjectival root. For example, when the root noun *b"érg"- / b"+¢"-" is used as an adjective, this
adjectival use may be understood to result from the root’s Property Conceptual nature. If we
were to reconcile this use with its use as a substantive, the best hypothesis would be that the
e/zero formation happens to be realizing a unit of meaning that limits the qualificative function
‘high’. As such, the adjectival use of *h"érg"-/b"yg"-" would theoretically resemble an adnominal
phrase consisting of the definite article and an adjective, and would thus express the sense ‘the
high X’ or ‘X the high’, as in the definite adnominal phrases mentioned above (e.g. Alexander the
Great, Aristides the Just, etc.). Similarly, in the case of *hiréud"-o- ‘red’, the realization of a unit
of determinative meaning by R (8) S (-0-) corresponds to a definite (determinate) nominal that

may be used adjectivally (i.e. ‘[the] red”).
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As discussed above, by context and even eventually by convention, a definite adnominal
may be used substantivally, assuming the semantic features and gender of the original
substantive. Though relatively generic, insofar as human males are often default referents and
insofar as they are considered ‘strong’, this conventionalization of a definite adnominal phrase
may have been at work in the emergence of *hzner-/hzpr- ‘the strong’ as a designation of a
human(-like) male (Ved. ny- ‘man’, avdp- ‘id.’, etc.).

A related question concerns the status of generic inanimate arguments. Used
substantivally, *b"érg"-/b"-¢"-" could refer, like *h2nér-/h2pr-" “‘man qua the strong’, to an
argument. Given the semantics of its root, this argument would be an instance or exemplar of the
property (i.e. ‘high X’). If generic and inanimate, *b"érg"-/b"yg"-" ‘the high> would have the sense
‘that which is high’. As evident from Avestan baraz- f. qua ‘mountain’ and Old Irish bri f. “hill’,
the generic inanimate argument interpretation is the gateway for reference to specific entities
characterized by the property. For example, as discussed above, the meaning of y6Ao¢ ‘wrath,
biliosity’ is interpretable under the assumption that the context-free sense of its substantivally
employed preform *g"6lhz-0- ‘the yellow’ was ‘that which is yellow’. If we peel back the work
of context and reference, we can discern what may be going on with *g"6lhz-0-’s hypothetical
possessive derivative *g"elhs-6- ‘yellow-green, golden-hued, shiny’ (Olr. gel ‘bright, white,
shining’). The general PC meaning of this adjective only makes sense if its base *g"6lhs-0- was
used in reference not just to an argument (i.e. ‘that which is golden-hued”), but to the function as
well. By the same reasoning, the cooccurrence of topoc-type and Aevkdc-type adjectives to the
same roots (e.g. *Vhareud"- ‘red’, *Vkreyhz- ‘bloody’) is explicable if the latter (i.e. *hireydn-6-
‘red’ [> OE reod ‘id.’], *kreyh2-6- ‘bloody’ [> OE hreow ‘raw’]) reflect possessive derivatives

of the former in their use as abstract substantives (*hiréud"-o- ‘the red, redness’, *krouhz-0- ‘the
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bloody, bloodiness’), as opposed to the attenuated definite adjective interpretation that is directly
reflected (e.g. Goth. raups ‘red’, OE hréaw ‘raw’). In the case of *b"érg"-/b"rg"-", the abstract
interpretation is directly reflected (Av. baraz- f. ‘height”), in addition to being supported by the
reflexes of *byg-pt- ‘high’ or “height-y” (Ved. byhat- ‘high, lofty’, Av. barazant- ‘id.’).

The significance of the evidence discussed above is that the generic inanimate argument
interpretation and the function interpretation are two sides of the same coin. We cannot imagine
the function itself without having in view some defined generic thing that the function assigns to
a set. Accordingly, just as the generic argument interpretation is the gateway to reference to the
things characterized by the property, so, too, is it the means by which we name — and make a
thing of — the quality itself.

The determinative meaning that conditions these semantic ramifications is realized by a
certain set of primary derivational exponents, such as the above-discussed R e/zero and R (6) S (-
0-), whose status as determinative is dependent on the adjectival semantics of the root. As
Nussbaum has proposed, the following primary derivational suffixes are, in contrast, inherently
associated with determinative meaning. The most notable of these suffixes is *-hz- ‘the’. As its
most notable creation, this suffix forms from *\meg- ‘big, great’ a proterokinetic *még-h, ‘the
great’, whose status as a means of designating an argument is most prominently reflected in the
adjective péya ‘great’ (cf. Vedic méhi “id.”). As for the abstract substantival interpretation, there
is some evidence. For example, in light of the ypvo60povoc-phenomenon discussed in Chapter 3,
the FCM ayoa- (e.g. dyaxieng ‘very glorious’ [Hom. +]) is interpretable as the reflex of an
absolute zero-grade *mg-h2- in its substantival value (Nussbaum 2022: 218). Since, in the case of
the preform of ayaxheyg, it is the *kléu-o/es- that is qualified, the only substantival value that

would make sense is that of the abstract function itself — a usage that we shall contextualize in
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Chapter 8. Moreover, the ancestor of Vedic maha- ‘great’, as a simple thematic possessive
derivative of *még-he- ‘size’ (— *még-h2-0- ‘sized’), would also constitute evidence of the
abstract interpretation.

Alongside *-h-, Nussbaum (2022: 219-220; p.c.) discusses the use of *-t-, *-n-, and *-k-
in primary determinative derivation. Though the evidence is meager at the primary level, it is
appropriate to mention the acrostatic t-stem reflected by Hittite nekuz (gen. sg.) ‘evening’, Gk.
vo€ ‘night’, etc. As there is evidence of an anti-causative (Hitt. nekuzzi ‘gets dark’), the
the root in question, *Vneg"-, is best viewed as underlyingly adjectival and thus basic to a
primary derivative bearing the determinative PC meaning ‘the dark’. On the inanimate exemplar
interpretation, *n6/ég"-t- ‘the dark’ came to refer to evening or night at such an early date that
the temporal meaning ‘night’ is completely dominant. In contrast, the n-stem formed from*-/kas-
‘grey’ (Lat. cascus ‘old’ [Enn.+] < PIt. *kas-ko- ‘grey’), unless formed from an adnominally
employed preform of Vedic Sasd- ‘hare’ (< *kas-0- ‘grey’), provides evidence both of the
argument interpretation (OHG haso m. ‘hare’, OE hara m. ‘id.” < animate exemplar *kas-on-
lkas-n- m. ‘the grey [one]’) and the abstract, insofar as Latin canus ‘white, hoary, grey’ is
analyzable as the reflex of an *-6- possessive *kas-n-6- to an abstractly employed *kas-on- ‘the
grey, greyness’. Similarly, the suffix *-k- appears to have been used in forming from *\mieho-
‘soft” (Skt. mlata- ‘softened’, YAv. amrata- “unsoftened’) a *mjéha-k-/m/h2-k-" that realized a
lexeme serving both as an argument-designation ‘the soft [one]’ (*mléha-k- > *mldk- > A&
[Attic prose, etc.] ‘stupid’ < *‘soft in the head’) and as an abstract ‘softness’. This latter value is
evidenced by the adjective paiaxdc ‘soft’, whose analysis as a possessive derivative involves the
supposition that its preform was created more recently on the basis of the strong stem eventually

eliminated in the base (*m/h2-4- > *mélak- — *malak-6-; Nussbaum 2022: 220; p.c.).
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While the above stems are reconstructed as primary, it should be noted that most of our
evidence of the suffixes that form them comes from stems that are manifestly secondary. The
secondary thematic adjective ancestral to Latin vérus ‘true’ (cf. OHG war ‘id.’, Olr. fir ‘id.”) was
clearly the base of an *-h2- stem. According to Nussbaum, the interpretations corresponding to
the definite adjective, inanimate adjectival exemplar, and adjectival abstract are reflected
respectively in the feminine agreement function of Latin véra f. ‘true’, and in the lexical
meanings of OCS véra f. ‘belief” and OHG wdra f. ‘loyalty’. By this account, *yérehz- f. (vel
sim.) ‘the true’, insofar as it expressed ‘that which is true’, signified a specific thing that one
observes as true (OCS vera f. ‘belief”), whereas the quality itself would correspond to a general
characteristic ‘trueness (to X)’ (OHG wara f. ‘loyalty’).

For our immediate purpose of illustrating secondary derivatives, it is interesting, and
perhaps unsurprising, to note that the only adnominal bases that *-h2- does not evidently select
are those ending in a laryngeal. In contrast, *-t-, *-n-, and *-k- have no such restriction. For
example, by comparison inter alia to Latin salvus ‘safe, sound’, whose preform *sjh-y-0- may
be analyzed as an accent-retracting derivative of an absolute zero-grade *-6- possessive to a u-
stem derived ultimately from *selh2- ‘whole’ (Nussbaum 1997: 186-192), the base of the
abstractly employed t-stem ancestral to saliis, saliitis f. ‘heath’ is identifiable as an adnominally
employed instrumental of this u-stem (i.e. inanimate exemplar = abstract *s/hz-u-hi-t- ‘that
which is with health, health’, v. Pike 2007). Similarly, the descriptively possessive *-hxon- stem
*haj0-hyon- reflected by Vedic ydvan-, yin- ‘young, youth’ (Lat. iuvenis ‘id.’; Hoffmann 1955) is
more precisely analyzable as a determinative n-stem derived from an adnominally employed
instrumental to *h26/&iu- n. ‘lifetime, vitality’ (NIL: 277-287; Nussbaum 1998c: 9-11). While

this *h2i0-h1-on-, as an animate (masculine) exemplar, would have expressed the substantival
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sense ‘the one with vitality, young man, etc.’, its adnominal use would condition its status as
base for determinative derivation. In other words, insofar as *hzi0-h1-on- ‘the vital, the young’
meant ‘young’ (adj.), the n-stem could itself be determined. The suffix that was employed to do
SO was *-k-*2 (e.g. *sén-e-k- ‘the old’ [Lat. senex] « *sén-0-*3 “id.” [Ved. sana- ‘id.’, Lith. sénas
‘id.”]).

According to Nussbaum (p.c.), the resulting *hzju-h1-n-k- ‘the young’, as an adjective and
exemplar, would be strikingly comparable to the k-stem reflected by véaé, véaxkog ‘young, young
man, veaviog’ (Ton. véng [Call.]). This comparison is partly based on the fact that the Greek
reflex of *néu-o- ‘new, recent’ partially signifies what must have also been expressed by *hziU-
hi-on- and its derivatives before their disappearance in the dialect ancestral to Proto-Greek. To
the extent that *néu-0- meant ‘young’, it was eligible for the determinative derivation of an item
with the sense ‘the young’. The item in question was of course *néu-e-hz-, characterized by the
same semantic ramifications discussed in connection with *yér-e-hz- ‘the true’. On the basis of
this *néu-e-h2-, there appear to be two ramifications corresponding to the scenarios potentially
responsible for the meaning of the k-stem reflected by véaé. If, on the one hand, *néu-e-hz- was
employed as an adnominal (the) young’, it could be basic to an endocentric *néu-e-ho-k- ‘the
young one’. If, on the other hand, *néu-e-h2- was used as an abstract substantive, the adnominal
use of its instrumental *néy-e-ha-h1 “with youth” would also render it eligible to form a k-stem.
In this latter case, the resulting *néy-e-hz-hi-k- ‘the one with youth’ would be structurally similar
to the *hail-h1-on- that Greek has replaced. Though the k-stem derived from this *hzid-hi-on- is

nowhere attested, it can be inferred, for example, from Latin iuvencus ‘young (bull)’ (cf. Goth.

42 Evidence for the palatal *-k- may be derived from Vedic yuvasd- ‘young, youth’ (vide infra).
43 This traditional reconstruction is presented here merely to illustrate a derivation.
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juggs ‘young’, OIr. 6ac ‘id.’, etc.) and, above all, from Vedic yuvasd- ‘young, youth’, whose
form certifies that the suffix in question was not the categorically different *-ké- to be mentioned
in Chapter 7 (e.g. Ved. rdjakd- “petty king’ «<— rajan- ‘king’). Accordingly, the preform of
yuvasa- suggests an analysis that by now should be entirely familiar — a possessive derivative of
an abstractly employed determinate derivative (i.e. *hzju-hi-p-k-6- ‘youth-ful, young”).

The suffixes discussed above, namely *-h,-, *-t-, *-n-, and *-k-, are noteworthy for their
use, in theory, both in primary and secondary derivation. At this point, we shall more thoroughly
direct our attention to the suffixes that participate in secondary determinative derivation,
concluding with those that do so exclusively. Two suffixes should be noted before moving on to
the exclusively secondary category: *-r/n- and *-s-. The main reason for viewing these suffixes
as determinative is the fact that both appear to perform at least a part of what we have attributed
to the determinative derivational category — the creation of substantives from adnominals. For
example, from *\peihx- “fat, swollen’ (e.g. mipeh] ‘soft fat’ [Hdt.+], Av. paéman- n. ‘milk’, Ved.
payas- n. ‘id.”) are ultimately derived both a *pihx-wy/uén- “fat’ (> niop ‘id.”) and a *pihx-uo/es-
‘id.” (> Ved. pivas- [— poss. pivasa- ‘fat’ adj.], Av. piuuah- ‘id.”). As Nussbaum (2014c: 235—
236) argues, both of these stems appear to be derived from an adjectival *pihx-z0- of some
description. The larger reason for supposing this derivation is the fact that these stem-types are
found beside thematic adjectives (e.g. Lat. arvus ‘plowed’ [P1.+] [< *hzerhs-uo- ‘plowed’] : Olr.
arbar ‘grain’ [< *hzérhs-u-y/én- ‘tillage’]; Ved. daksa- ‘able’ : daksas- ‘ability’, Nussbaum
2014c loc. cit.). In the case of these derivatives of *\peih«- in particular, it is also necessary to
note moin ‘grass’ (Hom.+) and Lithuanian pieva ‘meadow’, which, in pointing to a *p0i(hx)-ue-
h2- (to be discussed below), presuppose something like the *pihx-u0- ‘fat(ty), abundant, etc.’

basic *pihx-ur/uén- ‘fat’ and *pihx-yo/es- ‘id.’.
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For our purposes in the longer term, it is worth considering a formal derivational feature
of the *pihx-u0/es- reflected by Vedic pivas- ‘fat’. Regarding its supposed base *pihx-y0-, there
are two interpretations. On the one hand, it could in theory reflect an apparently primary *-46-
stem of the type reflected in Vedic pak-va- ‘cooked’ (cf. pacati ‘cooks’). On the other hand, it
could reflect a possessive derivative of a u-stem (i.e. *pihx-u-0- ‘with *pihx-u-’). In both cases,
*pihx-z0- would be oxytone. As an accompanying feature of the formation of the s-stem, the
accent seems to have been retracted (*pihx-yo/es-).* In the formation of secondary s-stems
generally, we also find an accented full grade. For example, given the relation between Vedic
varivas- n. ‘open space’ and url- ‘broad’ (cf. vdariyas- ‘broader’, etc.), it is conceivable that the
preform of urd- was internally derived from a u-stem substantive (theoretically *hiu6/érhx-u-
‘width, breadth”), from which was derived a thematic possessive (v. NIL: 250-253). While the
radical grade of this thematic adjective is unknown, it may have been a zero-grade *hiyyhx-u-0-
‘wide’ (cf. Osc. f. nom. sg. uruvl < *hiyrhxuéh), if the *kuhi-s-6- “strong’ from *kéyuhi-o/es-
‘swelling, strength’ is any guide. In any case, what we see in varivas- is possibly the reflex of an
accented radical e-grade s-stem *hiuérhx-u-o/es- almost certainly derived from a lost thematic
adnominal (cf. otevu- : otewvog ‘narrow’ [Proto-Greek *sten-wo-] — oteivog ‘narrowness’
[Proto-Greek *stén-wos-]).

As evident from oteivog ‘narrowness’ («— otewvdg ‘narrow’), and, theoretically, from
*pihx-uo/es- “fat’ («— *pihx-u(-)6- ‘fat’ [adj.]), accent retraction is a common, though not

universal (e.g. youvog — youvng, -fitog ‘light-armed foot-soldier’), feature of determinatives.

4 Interestingly, if as seems likely, *pihx-uy/u(E)n- ‘fat’ is a derivative parallel to this s-stem, it
would be proterokinetic only in the sense that the accent would alternate between the root and
the suffix. That is, the descriptively proterokinetic *pihx-ur/u(E)n- would not necessarily have
the strong radical e-grade characteristic of the proterokinetic type.
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The phenomenon may be understood as determinative insofar as it produces substantives and
conceivably definite adjectives. In the case of substantives, we have already had occasion to
invoke the process to explain *kél-o- “(the) covering’ (> Luwian *zalla-, MIr. cel) as a derivative
of a Aevioc-type adnominal *kel-6- “covering, covered’, just as *yérg-0- n. “work’ would be
derived from a *uerg-0- ‘wrought’. In the case of the adjectival category, we have already
observed that Latin salvus ‘safe, sound’ points to a *s/h2-4-0- whose accent must be explained by
retraction (v. Hofler 2017b). The necessity of this explication follows from the fact that the root
is in zero-grade. Since we have strong evidence that this root formed a u-stem and since simple
thematic possessive derivation is otherwise known to cause absolute zero-grade, the going
hypothesis would be that the base of *sjho-y-0- was a *s/h2-u-6- of possessive meaning.
Accordingly, *s/h2-u-0- would in theory have originally served as a definite adjective. The
attenuation of determinative meaning in PIE itself is conceivable.

According to Nussbaum (p.c.), one reason for supposing this attenuation is a certain
peculiarity of the internal derivational chain. According to the theory, the strong stem of the
derivative is formed from the weak stem of the base (e.g. acro. *krot-u-/krét-u- [Ved. kratu- m.
‘power’] — protero. *Krét-u-/kyt-eu- [kpatdg ‘mighty’]). Accordingly, in the case of *pihx-
urluén- ‘fat’ (miop ‘id.”), for example, what we should expect would be a hysterokinetic *pihx-
ueén-/pihx-un-" ‘fat’ adj. (cf. proterokinetic *téuhz-s/tuhz-és- ‘power’ [Av. touuis ‘strength’] —
hysterokinetic *tuhz-és-/tuhz-s- ‘powerful’ [Ved. tavas- ‘strong’]). What is found instead in an
amphikinetic *pihx-yon- “fat’ adj. (Ved. pivan id.”, miov ‘id.”). Given that a hysterokinetic *pihx-
uén-/pihx-un-" ‘fat’ and an amphikinetic *pihx-zon-/pihx-un-"would be in effect semantically
identical, it is conceivable that the latter points to a formation via determinative accent retraction

from the theoretically predicted hysterokinetic adnominal. Some indication of the possibility that
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amphikinesis is not actually an instance of internal derivation is provided by the observation that
the process does not involve the characteristic promotion of the weak stem. Instead, the
theoretical base of *pihx-uon- ‘fat’, namely *pihx-uén-/ pihx-un-", has its strong stem “promoted”
and its derivative has a retracted accent. Moreover, if a hysterokinetic adjective *pihx-uén-/ pihx-
un-" existed, there would indeed be semantic parallelism with the eventually agreement-
facilitating feminine *pihx-uer-i(e)hz- reflected by pivari- “fat’ and miepa ‘id.” (Hom.+). That is
to say, hysterokinetic *pihx-uén-/pihx-un-" and *pihx-uer-ih2 would be parallel possessive
derivatives of the proterokinetic *pihx-yy/uén-. This is not to say that *pihx-uon- ‘fat’ is not
possessive (its endocentricity would preserve the possessive meaning of *pihx-uén-), but that the
creation of a definite adjective through accent retraction has led to a PIE formal asymmetry
whose basis in derivational semantics has been effaced already in the proto-language.

It might be added that there is no guarantee that the comparatively reconstructed *pihx-
uon- that could allow a priori *pihx-uén-/pihx-un-" ever had the full grade characteristic of the
traditionally reconstructed proterokinetic strong stem (Nussbaum p.c.). If Nussbaum’s hypothesis
of the derivation of *pihx-uy/uén- from *pihx-u6- is correct, the radical zero-grade would be in
this case a trait passed down from one derivative to another until the line reached the
amphikinetic *pihx-zon-, where again it seems to be simply a matter of accent retraction. In
contrast, the amphikinetic type is normally reconstructed with é-grade of the root in the strong
stem (e.g. *déhs-tor- ‘giver’ [ddtwp ‘id.” Hom.+]). The best approach to the type characterized
both by accent retraction and by radical e-grade is to assume some connection to the process
whereby *génhi-to- ‘the begotten’ (OHG kind child’) is derived from *gnhi-t0- ‘born’ (Lat.

natus ‘id.’, etc.). By this comparison, an adnominally employable hysterokinetic *dhs-tér-/ dhs-
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tr-" ‘giving, giver’ (cf. analogous hysterokinetic reflected in mowéveg dvépeg ‘sherpherd[ing]
men’ [Alcm.+]) would be the base of a definite *déhs-tor- ‘the giving (one), giver’.

The installation of the radical é-grade represented by *génhi-to- ‘the begotten’ is
paralleled by the installation of radical 6-grade with the same determinative meaning. For
example, *b"y-t6- ‘borne, carried’ (Ved. [-]bhsta- <id.’, etc.) is interpretable as the base of the
*P"or-to- ‘the borne’ reflected by @optoc ‘burden’ (Hom.+). It is unclear how this type
originated. One possibility is that the R (-0-) was copied from topog-nominals that were
reinterpreted as determinatively derived from radical zero-grade adnominals (Nussbaum p.c.).
For the sake of provisional illustration, we might start out with an adjective *luk-6- ‘bright, light’
(Ved. rucé- ‘id.”). As a possessive to a root noun *leyk-/luk- ‘light’ (Ved. ruc- f. ‘id.’), this *luk-
6- would be semantically equivalent to the *leuk-6- ‘bright, clear’ derived from *I0uk-0- ‘light,
clarity’. If the latter was re-interpreted as a determinate derivative of *luk-6-, there might have
emerged a rule of imposing a determinative radical 6-grade.

This determinative radical 6-grade is also found in a type characterized by *-hz- as well.
For example, the above-discussed *pihx-u0- “fat(ty), abundant, etc.” would appear to be the base
of the *pdi(hx)-ue-hz- ‘the abundant’ (> moin ‘grass’, Lith. pieva ‘meadow’) mentioned earlier.
Since both radical 6-grade (in the right derivational circumstances) and *-hz- serve the same
determinative purpose, it is at least understandable that they should cooccur. This cooccurrence
is also encountered in derivatives formed with radical é-grade. Beside the *tihx-s-ro- ‘dark’ («—
*témhx-o/es- [Ved. tAmas- n. ‘darkness’]) reflected by Lithuanian timsras (West-Aukst. timsras
‘dark (red)’), there is the *témhx-s-re-hz- ‘the dark’ reflected by Latin tenebrae ‘darkness’ (cf.
Ved. tamisra- ‘dark night’, Hofler 2020: 192-193). Finally, there are cases where the

superaddition of *-h2- cooccurs simply with accent retraction. This can be illustrated by maAdun
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‘palm’ (Lat. palma ‘id.’, OIr. Iam ‘hand’, v. H6fler 2017b), which would reflect a *p/h2-me-h2
analyzable as the derivative of a possessive derivative (*p/h2-m(n)6- ‘broad’) of a men-stem to
*plehz- “broad, flat’ (cf. Lat. planus ‘id.”). This possessive would be comparable to *g¥her-m-6-
(> Oepuoc ‘warm’ : Arm. jermn ‘fever’ [< *g¥"ér-mp ‘warmth’]), the standard example of a
derivative of a men-stem displaying the outcome of the asno Rule (v. Nussbaum 2010; Byrd
2015: 20).

There are of course cases where the addition of the determinative suffix does not coincide
with a retraction of accent. This type may be illustrated by the Toun-type, analyzable as a
derivative of the possessive toudc-type. For example, it is in principle possible that, in addition
to the Aevidc-type derivative reflected by Old Irish gel ‘shining’ (< *g"elhz-6- ‘golden-bright’),
the preform of *g"6lhz-o0- ‘the yellow, gall, etc.’ was the base of a radical o-grade possessive in
*-0- (i.e. *g"olhs-6- ‘yellow, bilious’). On the basis of this possessive was formed *g"olhs-é-h2-
‘the yellow, gall’ (cf. Lat. toga < *tog-é-hz- ‘covering’, Nussbaum 2017: 233, 262), whose reflex
yol ‘gall, bile’ (Archil.+) displays the meaning that *g"6lhs-0- must have had in order for its
own reflex yoAog to signify ‘wrath’.

Of *-h2- derivatives that bear the same accent as the base, the class most relevant to us is
the puyn-type (e.g. Lat. fuga ‘flight’, Nussbaum 2017: 258). Given the R (z) S1 (-é-) Sz (-h2-)
structure, it is preferable to analyze the type as originating in determinative derivation from
possessives in *-6- to root nouns (e.g. *luk-0- ‘light’ adj. [Ved. ruc-a- ‘light’] «— *léuk-/luk-"
‘light’ [ruc- f. ‘light’], Nussbaum op. cit.: 251; *hirud"-6- [Lith. rudas ‘reddish-brown’, cf. Lat.

rubus m. ‘black-berry bush’#®] «— *hireyd"-/hirud™ ‘red’ [subst.] [Olr. ru, rod ‘reddening

%5 The use of the reflex of *hirud™-6- to refer to the blackberry bush is interpretable if the redness
of the unripe blackberries was salient.
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(dye)’]). Regarding the family of @uyn itself, the root noun is directly reflected in the erstwhile
accusative of the adverb @vyade ‘to flight’ (Hom.) (< *b"ig-m de), and indirectly by ¢vla
‘headlong flight, rout” (Hom.), whose ancestor *b"ug-ih2-, as a possessive derivative of *b"ug-
‘fleeing’, would have originally signified a sample of the action denoted by *b"ug- and thus an
instance thereof (i.e. ‘flight”). The same ramification of possessive meaning is accessible in guyn
if we suppose a parallel derivative of the root noun, namely an adnominal *b"ug-6- ‘fleeing’, that
was determined as *b"ug-é-hz ‘the fleeing, flight’.

The guyn-type is of particular relevance to us because it provides the most important
piece of evidence for the assessment of a *\kel- related item that we have yet to discuss, namely
Latin clam ‘hidden, secret(ly)’ (P1.+). The obvious approach to this adverb/indeclinable
adnominal is to interpret it as a fossilized accusative singular of an @-stem of some description.
Given that a fossilized a-stem should actually reflect an *-h2- derivative of a thematic adnominal,
it is in principle possible that clam reflects the accusative of a *£l-é-ho- ‘covering’. On the other
hand, one could always claim that the preform of clam was reshaped by analogy to its antonym
palam ‘open(ly)’ (PL +). This is unlikely because there is evidence of a radical zero-grade a-stem
elsewhere in the family. A Lindeman variant of the de-thematic ha-stem (i.e. *k/l-e-h2-) appears
to be reflected by Old English hulu f. ‘husk, pod’ (< Proto-Germanic *yulo- ‘[seed-]covering’).48
Accordingly, by comparison of clam and hulu, we can not only set up an a-stem in the dialect
ancestral to Italic and Germanic, but also interpret its preform as the derivative of an adnominal

*(])1-6- ‘covering’*’ possessively derived from a root noun to *Vkel-.

46 On Lindeman’s Law, see Weiss 2020: 44.
47 It is conceivable that this *4/I-6- is the preform of Lithuanian silas ‘coniferous forest’, which
Smoczynski (2018: 1379-1380) associates with *\kel- ‘cover’.
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Given that the g-stem ultimately derived from this root noun presupposes a thematic
adnominal, there is now indirect evidence of two separate simple thematic adnominals to *Vkel-.
On the one hand, we have the *kel-6- whose genealogy we have traced in some detail, and, on
the other, the *k(/)I-6- derived theoretically from a root noun *kel-/kl- ‘covering’. The remainder
of this Chapter will be dedicated to exploring the derivational consequences of the adnominal
status of these thematic items.

Having outlined the semantic ramifications of determinative derivation and discussed
many of its exponents, we are now in a position to consider the last two suffixes of concern to us:
*-i- and *-u-. As determinative exponents, these suffixes form stems that display all of the
syntactic and semantic behavior we have described; they serve as definite adjectives, exemplars,
and abstracts. The sole respect in which *-i- and *-u- differ from all other exponents is
morphological: only thematic stems are eligible bases.

As first observed by Schindler (1980) in his foundational treatment on the origin of the
Old Indic cvi-construction (e.g. Ved. kriird- ‘bloody, wounded’ : kriiri kp- “to bloody, wound’),
the nature and ramifications of which we shall consider more closely in Chapter 8, the o-stem
adjective is the base of the i-stem. The PIE status of the derivational rule is evident from the
following examples derived from Schindler 1980: 390 and Nussbaum 1999a: 399:

Anatolian: Hitt. antara- ‘blue’ : S'®antari- c. ‘blue wool’, dannatta- ‘empty’ : dannatti-
‘desolation’ (Melchert apud Nussbaum 1999a: loc. cit.)

Indic: Ved. jira- ‘lively’ : jiri- ‘flowing (i.e. “living”) water’, ruca- light : rici- f. ‘light,
splendor’, usra- ‘matutinal’ : Gsri- ‘id.’

Iranian: Av. tiyra- ‘sharp’ : tiyri- m. ‘arrow’
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Hellenic: dxpog ‘top point of” [Hom. +] : 6xpig f. ‘jagged point’ [Hp.Art.14] : dxpig f. ‘hill-top’
[Hom.+]

Italic: OL forctus ‘strong, brave’ : forctis ‘id.” (> CL fortis), torrus ‘brand, firebrand’ : torris m.
‘id.”

Germanic: OE eald ‘old’, OS ald ‘id.’, etc. (cf. Lat. altus ‘tall’ : alere ‘nourish”): Goth. alds f.
‘age, generation’ (< *aldiz ‘state of being grown, aged’, cf. ’AAtic ‘Olympian Grove”)

ON strangr ‘strong’ : strengr m. ‘string, cord, rope’ (< PGmc. *strangi- [Kroonen 2013: 483];
cf. Lat. stringere ‘draw tight”)

Celtic: Olr. gar ‘short’ : gair n. ‘brevity’

Slavic: OCS z»lv ‘wicked’ : zwlb f. ‘wickedness’

Baltic: Lith. rudas ‘reddish-brown’ : ridis, -iés f. ‘rust’

The obvious and crucial formal fact about this largely vestigial process is that the suffix of the
base is replaced. In addition, because of the root vocalism displayed by ékpic and dxpic, the type
IS reconstructed as an acrostatic with o-grade in the strong stem and e-grade in the weak (i.e.
*ha0k-r-i-/h2€k-r-i- ‘the pointed’). Given the limitations of evidence within each branch, it is best
to align the following fragments (v. Nussbaum 1999a):

Levkoc-type adjective *hzerg-0- “flashy’ (Gk. apyog ‘shining, swift’) — *h26/érg-i- ‘the flashy’
(Hitt. harki- ‘white, clear’; Ved. FCM in PN Rjisvan- ‘Flash-Dog’; FCM in, e.g., dpyimodog
[kOvag] ‘flashy-footed dogs”’)

*ghelhs-0- ‘yellow, golden-bright’ (Olr. gel ‘bright’) — *g"6/élhs-i- (Ved. hari- ‘tawny, golden-
yellow [horse]’, FCM *g"/hs-i- in hirismasru- ‘whose beard is gold-colored’, Av. zairi- ‘gold-

colored, tawny”)
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descriptive né-stem adjective *hiuhz-n6- ‘abandoned, empty’ (Ved. and- ‘deficient’, Av. ina-
‘empty’, cf. Lat. vanus ‘id.” < *hiyeh2-nd-) — *hiud/éhz-n-i- ‘the abandoned, bereft’ (edvig adj.
‘bereft’ [Hom.+] < definite adj. *h10h2-n-i- ‘devoid’, Nussbaum 1998b: 80-81)

*leyk-0- ‘light” (Aevkdg ‘white’, etc.) or *luk-0- ‘id.” (Ved. ruca- ‘light’) — *10/éuk-i- ‘the light’
(Lat. fiict claro “in broad daylight’, Ved. ruci- f. ‘light’, OE lieg ‘flame’, OCS /uce m. ‘light”)
t6-verbal adjective *mp-t6- projecting’ (: *Vmen- ‘emproragen’ [LIV: 437], Lat. mentum “chin’,
Goth. munps ‘mouth’) — *md/én-t-i- ‘prominence’ (Lat. mans, -tis m. ‘mountain’ [< *mon-t-i-],
Nussbaum p.c.)

*h1roud"-o- (Goth. raups ‘red’, Lith. raiidas ‘reddish-brown’) or *hireud"-6- (OE réod ‘red’, ON
rj6ar ‘ruddy’) or *hirud"-6- (Lith. rudas ‘reddish-brown’) — *h1ré/éud"-i- ‘the red’ (Ved. PN
Rudhikra- ‘Blood-spiller’, FCM in épvoiPn ‘corn-rust’ [PL., etc.] [: épvbiPn ‘id.’], épvoinehag
‘erysipelas’ [Hp., etc.])

*plh1-ré- ‘full’ (— plehi-r6- > Lat. plérus/que] ‘most’) — *pléhi-r-i- ‘the full, fullness’ (Arm.
lir ‘plenitude”)

*d"ub-ré- ‘deep’ (MIr. dobur ‘dark; water’) — *d"ub"-r-i- ‘the deep, depth’ (OCS dvbrs f.
‘abyss’)

In this set of evidence, we can observe that each of the semantic ramifications identified in
Nussbaum 2022 is represented. For example, Hittite harki- ‘white, clear’, Greek edvig ‘bereft’,
and Avestan zairi- ‘tawny”’ point to definite adjectives, Vedic hari- m. qua ‘bay horse’ and Latin
mons ‘mountain’ to exemplars, and Armenian lir ‘plenitude’ to an abstract. It should also be
noted that the FCMs reflected by hiri- ‘tawny’, apyt- ‘flashy’, etc. also provide evidence of
abstract meaning. If, following Schindler (1986), we take the ypvc66povog-phenomenon, which

reflects the use of the FCM as the representative of an adnominal instrumental, to be an archaism
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inherited from the proto-language, the i-stem FCM must have been serving as a substantive, even
though the force of the FCM is that of an adjective qualifying the SCM. Since an exemplar lacks
the universal force needed to assign to something the property by which the exemplar is itself
characterized, the substantive must have had an abstract value in these compounds.“® On the
formal side, it is also important to note that a given i-stem could have been formed from any one
simple thematic formation. In theory, and at the earliest stage, the imposition of R (6/é) would
result in the same derivative to different thematic bases (e.g. *hiréud"-o- or *hireud"-6- or
*hirud"-6- — *h1ré/éud"-i-), though eventually repetition of the base’s vocalism must have
become the norm (e.g. Av. tiyra- ‘sharp’ : tiyri- m. ‘arrow’, etc.).

The same formal and semantic features are characteristic of the other determinative suffix
that replaces the thematic vowel: *-u-. In comparison to *-i-, this suffix appears to have been a
less common means of deriving determinatives from thematic adnominals. Nevertheless, as first
observed by Nussbaum (1998a: 527-528), the existence in the proto-language of a rule -o-
(adnominal) — R (6/€)*° S (-u-) (definite) is beyond doubt (examples partially derived from

Nussbaum 2014a: 235):

48 The construction underlying such compounds will be discussed in Chapter 8.

4% Though less perceptible than in the case of i-stems, the fact that these determinate u-stems
were originally R (6/€) acrostatics is inferable from certain paradigm fragments. For example,
when we compare mtoAv¢ ‘much’ to Vedic puru- ‘id.’, and indeed to oxytone u-stem adjectives in
general (e.g. Bapvg ‘heavy’ : Ved. gurd- ‘id.”), the radical o-grade of molbc is obviously out of
place, but its accent is not. By appeal to the theory that oxytone u-stem adjectives reflect
proterokinetic internal derivatives of acrostatic u-stem abstracts (e.g. weak stem *krét-u- ‘power’
[> Ved. kratu- m.] — strong stem *krét-u- ‘powerful” [weak stem *krt-€u- : kpatdg ‘might’]),
noAbc may be analyzed as the product of conflation between a *p/hi-U- ‘much’, representing the
internally derived proterokinetic adjective (*pélhi-u-/*p/hi-éu- ‘having a lot”), and a *polhi-u-
‘much’, representing the basic acrostatic *p6/élhi-u- ‘the full amount, a lot” (Nussbaum p.c.).
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*bheh2-n6- ‘shining’ (OIr. ban ‘white’) — *b"6/éhz-n-u- ‘the shining’ (Ved. bhanii- m. ‘beam of
light’, Av. banu- ‘id.”)
*p/h1-n6- “filled, full’ (Ved. pizrnd-, OIr. lan) — *pléhi-n-u- ‘the full’ (OIr. lin m./n. “full
complement, multitude’)
*dheh1-16- ‘suckling’ (— *d"ehi-l1é-h2 [> OnAr| ‘teat, nipple’, OE delu f. ‘id.’]) — *d"éhs-1-u- ‘the
suckling’ (attenuated definite adjective 6fjAvg ‘female’ adj. [Hom.+], cf. Ved. dharu- adj.
‘sucking”)
Since both i-stems and u-stems are formed from thematic bases, an i-stem and a u-stem could
have been formed from the same thematic adnominal. The most notable instance of this
phenomenon is in the family of *Vhzerg- “flashy’, from which is ultimately derived the plausibly
Levkoc-type adjective *hzerd-0- “flashy’ reflected by apyog ‘shining, swift’. The i-stem *h2o/érg-
i- is directly reflected as an absolute zero-grade FCM (*hzrg-i- > apyi-, Ved. rji-) and indirectly,
for example, as the base of the possessive *-no- stem reflected by the *dpywvog presupposed by
the extended form dpywoeig ‘bright-shining” (cf. moki- : Tokvog ‘put-together’). The u-stem
*h20/érg-u- ‘the shiny, shininess’ appears to have formed two possessives, one in *-ro- and the
other in *-n6-. From both of these possessives were derived determinatives via accent retraction.
While from *hz(e)rg-u-ré- ‘shiny’ was derived the substantivally employed *hzérg-u-ro-
ancestral to dpyvpog ‘silver’, a *hz(e)rg-u-no- ‘shiny’ would in theory have been the base of the
attenuable definite adjective *hz2érg-u-no- ‘the shiny’ reflected by Vedic arjuna- ‘white, clear’.
Another root that has evidence of both an i-stem and a u-stem is the familiar *\g"elhs-
‘yellow-green’. As discussed in reference to Nussbaum 2022, this root was the base of a *g"lhs-
0- ‘the yellow’ from which were derived *g"elhs-6- ‘yellow’ (Olr. gel ‘shining’) and possibly

*gholhs-0- ‘yellow’ (— *g"olhs-é-h2- > yoAn ‘gall’). As all of these were adnominally
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employable, the last two assuredly so, any one of them might have been the base of the
*gho/élhs-i- reflected, for example, as the adjective/exemplar hari- and as the FCM of
hirismasru- ‘whose beard is gold-colored’. Evidence of *g"6/élhs-u- is less direct. While the
preform Proto-Germanic *gelwa- ‘yellow’ (OE geolu ‘id’, OHG gelo “id.’, etc., cf. Lith. Zelvas, -
a < *2élvas ‘greenish, yellowish’ < *g"elhs-y0- Smoczynski [2018: 1725]) may be analyzed as a
primary -u0- stem, the existence of forms reflecting *-u- renders this analysis improbable. As
Kroonen (2013: 174) points out, the lack of a-mutation in ON gulr ‘yellow’ suggests that its
preform was *gulu- (< *g"/hs-u-). Given the radical zero-grade reminiscent of adjectives like
kpatog ‘powerful’, Ved. urd- ‘wide’, etc., this *gulu-, | propose, may be interpreted as the reflex
of a proterokinetic *g"élhs-u-/g"/hz-éu- internally derived from *g"6/élhsz-u- ‘the yellow’. As an
adnominal, this *g"élhs-u-/g"/hz-éyu- (or its base qua definite adjective) might have been the base
of the s-stem substantive *g"élhs-u-s- ‘the green’ reflected by Latin holus, holeris n. ‘vegetable’,
plausibly so analyzed in light of helus et helusa antiqui dicebant, quod nunc holus et holera
(Paul. ex Fest.).%

To conclude our treatment of roots that have evidence of an i-stem and a u-stem, we may
observe the vestiges of both types in the family of *\pel- ‘grey, dark’. When we assemble the
various forms, evidence for the i-stem is abundant. Within Greek, we have moAog ‘grey’, melog
‘discolored, livid, dark, dull’, meMdvoc/neltvog ‘livid’, and medlog ‘dark-colored, dusky’ (post-
Hom.). As evident from Myc. po-ri-wa, mohog reflects a *poliud- descriptively analyzable as a
*-u0- derivative of an i-stem bearing the radical o-grade of the acrostatic strong stem. It is likely

that meAoc reflects the same sequence but with the radical e-grade of the weak stem (i.e. *peliu0-

50 Nussbaum (1999a: 389-390). While de Vaan’s (2008: 287) *g"élhs-o/es- cannot be
phonologically excluded, his claim that helusa merely represents the transmission-related
addition of <a> to helus is unconvincing.
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). The sequence *pel-i- is also reflected by nehdvoc and its variant telttvog. In accordance with
Nussbaum’s overall method of analysis, the theoretically adnominal value of *pel-i- ‘the grey’
would render this i-stem eligible to form a t-stem *pel-i-t- ‘id.’. Insofar as this item was used as
an abstract, it might be the base of the possessive *pel-i-t-0- ‘grey’ reflected by Vedic palita-
‘id.’. A variant of this *pel-i-t-6-, namely *pl-ei-t-0-, appears to be reflected by Old Irish liath
‘grey’ (Nussbaum 1997: 191). Insofar as the basic t-stem *pel-i-t- was used as an adnominal, it
could be the base of an n-stem *pel-i-t-n- whose abstract use would underlie the possessive *pel-
i-t-n-0- reflected by nelttvoc.

As discussed in Chapter 3, the most plausible preform of meAlog ‘dark-colored, dusky’
appears to be *pel-i-0-, which we can now analyze as a possessive derivative of the i-stem.
While it is conceivable that *poliu6- and *peliu6- also reflect possessive derivatives of this i-
stem, the fact that the sequence *—u6— occurs elsewhere in the family suggests that *polix6- and
*peliu0- were produced on the model of an item in *—x6— belonging to the same family (cf.
mokvog : Tokwoc). It is in this light that we should consider the evidence for the u-stem to *vpel-
‘grey, dark’. The reason for supposing that such a stem existed is the evidence of *—u—and *—y—
in forms whose root is plausibly or certainly *pel- “grey, dark’. In the plausible category, we
may interpret télewn f. ‘dove, pigeon’ as the reflex of a devi possessive derivative (Schindler
apud Peters 1980: 200) of a u-stem abstract whose suffix was in the e-grade: *pél-eu-ihz2- “grey
(one)’. Certain evidence for this u-stem is provided by Vedic parusa- ‘speckled’ and Avestan
pourusa- ‘grey’, which, as also discussed in Chapter 3, appear to go back to a *peluso- ‘grey’
that we are now prepared to analyze. Given an adnominally employable acrostatic u-stem *p6/él-
u- ‘(the) grey’ or a proterokinetic internal derivative thereof (i.e. *pél-u-/pl-éu- ‘grey’), the u-

stem could be the base of a determinative s-stem of the same type as *g"élhs-u-s- ‘the green’, the
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preform of the presumably Very Old Latin helus (> holus ‘vegetable”). As an abstract
substantive, this *pél-u-s- ‘the grey(ness)’ would be the base of the possessive in *-0- reflected
by the Indo-Iranian forms. In light of this evidence for a u-stem, it is conceivable that the
preform of Latin pullus ‘blackish-grey’, namely *poly0-, *peluo-, or *p/uo-, contained a
morphological boundary between the *—u— and the *—o0—. The predictable analysis of this
*p[o/e/ A]luo- would thus be as a possessive derivative of the u-stem. As a member of a family
that contained an i-stem and derivatives thereof, it is conceivable that this *p[o/e/ Z]1-u-06-
provided the model for the extraction of the sequence of *—x6— and its application to the i-stem.
If this was the case, it would be explicable as an interactive consequence of the parallel
derivation of an i-stem and a u-stem in the same family. Though, unlike the cases of *\hzerg-
‘flashy’ and *Vghelhs- ‘yellow-green’, there does not appear to be direct evidence of a simple
thematic adnominal to *\pel- ‘grey, dark’, existence of such an item is cogently implied by the
strong and very ancient evidence of an i-stem and a u-stem to this root. For our immediate and
long-term purposes, two derivatives of *Vpel- provide a striking parallel for the *kali6- and
*kalwo- that we have reconstructed for Proto-Greek. That is to say, given that *p6/él-i- and
*po/él-u- are theoretically sister-derivatives of the same thematic adnominal (conceivably a *po6l-
0-, *pel-6-, or *pol-06-), their own possessives *pel-i-6- and *p[o/e/ J]1-u-6- would be cousins.
The family-lineage metaphor is apt here because it is worth emphasizing the non-accidental
nature of the existence of descriptive *—i6— stems and *—u0— stems to the same root; their
existence is ultimately a function of a derivational rule of replacing *-o- with *-i- and/or *-u- in
the proto-language.

What this means for us is that we have strong empirical and theoretical reasons for

assuming that, as we hypothesized at the beginning of this Chapter, *kali6- and *kalwo- reflect
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possessive derivatives of an i-stem and u-stem respectively, and that these stems were derived in
parallel fashion from at least one of the two simple thematic adnominals we have reconstructed
(i.e. *kel-6- “covering, covered’ and/or *kI-6- “id.”). At long last, we are now in a predictive
position to reconstruct two stems, *£6/él-i- and *k6/é1-u-, which, as theoretically homosemous
substantives, expressed the meaning ‘covering’. However, it is one thing to reconstruct these
items because it is theoretically justifiable; it is quite another to reconstruct them because we
have evidence of *k6/él-i- and *k6/él-u- themselves. Given the fragmentary state of the data, it
does not seem possible to recover very much direct evidence of these stems. Nevertheless, as the
following two Chapters are designed to show, there is compelling indirect evidence for these
stems that is accessible through analysis of particular types of derivatives. To assess the
derivatives in question, these Chapters will approach their analysis in terms of the larger

derivational semantic and syntactic categories of which they are specific expressions.
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CHAPTER 7

GENITIVAL DERIVATION
The preceding two Chapters have dealt with possessive and determinative derivation. In this
Chapter, we shall discuss one more category of derivational semantics by means of which we can
assess evidence for *k6/él-u- in particular. Following Nussbaum (2009), whose views this
category as subsuming the meanings of the genitive, ablative, and locative cases of PIE, we may
call this category “genitival”. As in our discussion of possessive derivation, it is best to approach
the genitival category in terms of its conceptual basis. By means of this general and abstract
approach, we will be able to observe how the specific and concrete data are situated in the larger
derivational semantic territory that we are exploring for evidence of our u-stem.

The genitival category may be assigned the conceptual representation OF, the basic
function of which is to relate two objects in such a way as to identify one by reference to the
position or composition of the other. The notions of physical or conceptual position and
composition are related in the sense that, when we recognize the location or source of the entity
to be identified, we understand its makeup or nature in terms of its positional history in relation
to the basic object or as a function of that object’s nature. In other words, where it is or has been
is a means of understanding what kind of thing it is. For example, the meaning of Romanus in
relation to Roma can be understood in at least three interrelated ways. One can think of an entity
located in Rome, such as the Forum Romanum. Since Forum, the head of the phrase, is
understood in terms of its being located in that which is denoted by the base, we can translate the
phrase as ‘the Forum of Rome’. This translation is a reflection of our understanding that the
location of something in something else is not accidental, but essential to understanding what

kind of forum it is. Furthermore, the notion of the source of something seems to presuppose its
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erstwhile location in something else. We might imagine a scenario in the early history of Rome
when all the soldiers of Rome actually lived in Rome (and its immediately adjacent territory).
When they went on campaign against other Italian peoples, the value of Rémant in the phrase
milites Romani would conceivably be ‘from Rome’ as entailed by ‘in Rome’. Finally, both ‘from
Rome’ and the presupposed notion ‘in Rome’ would overlap with the more complex notion ‘of
Rome’, in the sense of belonging to or being affiliated with Rome. This latter sense is precisely
that of populus Romanus ‘the people of Rome’. Accordingly, we can conjecture that the OF
function involves three interconnected concepts: static location (‘in/at/on/under/by’), origination
(‘from/of”), and appurtenance (‘of”), which were expressed in PIE by the locative, ablative, and
genitive cases respectively.

The basic argument of Nussbaum (2009) is the idea that these inherently interconnected
concepts underlie certain ramifications of meaning that continually manifest themselves in
certain sets of derivatives formed with an identifiable set of morphs whose productivity and
employment may vary from branch to branch. These ramifications include patronymics (e.g.
Tehopdviog [ATog] < Terapwmv, Lat. Marcius < Marcus, etc.), what may be termed
“appertinents” (e.g. Vi 6& Ppotén ‘with mortal speech’ [t 545] : Bpotdg ‘mortal’), what may
be termed “resemblants” or approximatives (e.g. kOveoc ‘shameless, i.e., doglike’ [I 373],
expressions of contempt (e.g. avdpiov ‘manikin, pitiful fellow’ [Ar.] « avnip ‘man’), 6pBrog
‘upright, somewhat 6p06¢’ «— 0pO0o¢ “upright, straight, etc.”), locativals (e.g. okdtioc ‘in the dark,
secret’ : ok0toG ‘darkness’), expressions of material (e.g. Lat. aureus ‘golden’ «— aurum ‘gold’),
expressions of source (e.g. Ved. avyaya- ‘from sheep’ < avi- f. ‘sheep’), and diminutives (e.g.

Lat. oppidulum ‘little town’ «— oppidum ‘town’).
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The general point is that these ramifications are liable to appear in derivatives formed
with a variety of suffixes. While there are tendencies for certain suffixes to be associated with
certain ramifications, for example, (reflexes of) *-eio- with material adjectives (e.g. Aibgog
‘lapideus’ [Hom.]), these tendencies are not rules (e.g. Bupedg m. ‘door-stone’ [Hom. +] «— 60pn
‘door’). To get a sense of the derivative nature of these tendencies and to prepare for the
forthcoming analyses, we should first list some reconstructible exponents associated with the
genitival category (examples from Nussbaum 2009):

*_ko- : Ved. rajaka- “petty king” «— rajan- ‘king’, Lat. civicus “of citizens’ « civis ‘citizen’
*-16- : Ved. bahula- ‘thick’ (cf. mayvlog ‘thickish’) «— bahu- ‘thick’ (cf. moyvg ‘thick’), servulus
‘young slave; worthless slave’ «— servus ‘slave’

*-ij0- : *phatr-ijo- ‘paternal, fatherly’ (Ved. pitriya-, Gk. matprog, Lat. patrius) < *phatér-
‘father’ (Ved. pitar- “id.’, etc.)

*-gjo- : hiranyaya- ‘golden’ < hiranya- ‘gold’

To these exponents may be added the morphophonemic process known as vyddhi or “increase”.
In general terms, this exponent is characterized by the addition of a suffix to a base that has been
modified through the insertion or prolongation of a vowel in a syllable corresponding to the root
and/or suffix of the original base. To begin with the standard example, *deju-6- ‘god’ is derived
from *diéu- ‘sky(-god)’ by the insertion of *—e— into the base and by the addition of an accented
thematic vowel. The zero-grade *d;u- is thus increased. Since this increase coincides with the
addition, in this case, of an accented thematic suffix, it is evident that the unit of meaning

realized by the process was genitival rather than possessive,> which, as we have seen time and

51 Interestingly, *deiu-6- ‘god’ and *diy-ih2- (> 1o f. ‘divine’ [Hom. +]) would not be entirely
parallel in terms of derivational semantics (Nussbaum p.c.). While *deju-6- ‘god’, i.e., ‘of the
sky’, points to genitival derivation from *djéu- ‘sky’, *diu-ih2- ‘goddess’, pointing to possessive
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again, may also be expressed by -0-. As in the possessive Aevkoc-type, when the accented
thematic suffix is added to a thematic base, the suffix -0- appears to replace the thematic vowel
of that base. For example, the famous relation between OHG swehur ‘father-in-law’ (cf. Ved.
svasura- ‘id.’, etc.) and suager ‘brother-in-law’ (v. Darms 1978) may be understood not as a
rightward shift of accent that accompanies the increase to lengthened grade, but as the
replacement of the base’s thematic vowel by -0- (i.e. *suékuro- ‘father-in-law’ — *syékur-6- “of
the father-in-law, on his side, brother-in-law’ or ablatival ‘descended from’).

As a process known mainly from Indic, vyddhi is traditionally understood as an increase
to the lengthened grade (e.g. Ved. &yas- n. ‘metal’ — ayasd- ‘of metal, metallic’). Within the
proto-language itself, this increase to the lengthened grade presupposes a full grade that was
lengthened. For example, as mentioned in Chapter 4, while Germanic has evidence of a *yrawa-
‘bloody, raw’ (> PGmc. *yrawa- ‘raw’ > OE hréaw ‘id.”, OHG hro ‘id.’, etc.), it also has
evidence of a *yrewa- (ON hrar ‘raw’, Dutch rauw ‘id.’, and MHG ra ‘id.’). Given that the
former would reflect *kréuhz-0- and the latter, if it existed prior to Germanic, *kreuhz-6-, the
best way to make sense of *yrewa- would be to suppose that its base had an e-grade that was
lengthened. In light of what we have learned from Nussbaum 2017 concerning the relationship
between the topog-type and Aevkdc-type, it is conceivable that the ancestor of *yréwa- was
formed from a *kreuh2-6- possibly reflected in Old English Aréow ‘raw’, a marginal variant of
the more common hréaw ‘id.”. As a vpddhi derivative of *kreyh2-6- ‘raw’, the adjective *kreuho-
6- would have borne the resemblant or approximative sense ‘somewhat raw’ (cf. PDE -ish), but

eventually became equivalent in meaning to the reflex of *kréuhz-o-.

derivation from *diéyu-, might thus have signified ‘inhabiting the sky’ or ‘with Sky’, if the
feminine possessor was understood to be the wife the skygod.
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Another case of a vrddhi adjective derived from a thematic nominal would be the *yér-6-
ancestral to Latin verus ‘true’ (OHG war ‘loyal’, OlIr. fir ‘true’, W. gwir ‘id.”). Though
reconstructions and morphological analyses vary (cf. *uéro- : *\yuer- ‘Freundlichkeit
(erweisen)’, Pokorny 1959-1969: 1165-1166; *uehi-ro- ‘true’, de Vaan 2008: 668; Garcia
Ramon 2006), it is preferable to suppose that the meaning of this ancient and widespread
adjective is a predictable consequence of the kind of derivative it is. This assumption would
involve assigning the preform of verus to an otherwise familiar root. According to Nussbaum
(p.c.), a good candidate would be the *~yer- of Latin vereor ‘fear’, TB warsscm ‘smells’ (intr.),
etc. (‘beobachten, wahrnehmen’, LIV?: 685-686). This root has evidence of a radical o-grade
adjective in Germanic (Goth. wars ‘careful’, OE war ‘wary, cautious’) that may be interpreted
as a topoc-type *uor-0- ‘perceptive’. The basis of this interpretation is the theoretical expectation
that *Vyer-, as a verbal root, would not be able to form an adjectivally employable t6poc-type
derivative. Nevertheless, a substantival *u0r-o- ‘perception, observation’ is perfectly conceivable
and possibly reflected in TB were m. ‘smell’.

Another theoretical expectation is the eligibility of *x0r-0- ‘observation’ as base to a
possessive *yer-0- with the meaning ‘observant’ or ‘observed’. Indirect evidence for this *yer-0-
may be drawn from Latin vereor ‘fear’. Belonging as it does to the 2" conjugation, vereor would
reflect a Proto-Italic stem *weré(j)e/o- ‘be wary’ analyzable as an *-ehize/o- stative. This
analysis invites two competing interpretations. On the one hand, this stative may be assigned to
the class of *-ehyje/o- presents derived from verbal roots (e.g. clueo(r) ‘be heard, esteemed’,
iaceo ‘lie’, etc.), in which case vereor ‘fear’ would resemble tened ‘hold’ in having e-grade of
the root. On the other hand, there is the possibility that, in light of the fact that certain thematic

adnominals have themselves manifestly formed statives in *-ehiie/o- (e.g. *sen-ehiie/o- [Lat.
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seneé ‘am old’, Lith. senéti ‘grow old’] « *sén-0-2 [Ved. sana- ‘id.’, Lith. sénas “id.’], Latin
albed ‘am white’ «— albus ‘white”), our *uer-0- in the sense ‘wary’ formed a *yer-ehi-ie/o- ‘be
wary’. As a possessive to *u0r-0- ‘observation’, this *yer-6- would be diathetically variable;
while vereor presupposes an experiencer-oriented sense, it is conceivable that *xer-6- could also
be said of themes, patients, or stimuli and thus mean ‘observed’. The relationship between *yer-
6- and *yer-6- may be explained in two ways. The most direct would be to suppose an
endocentric genitival adjective of roughly the same meaning as the base (cf. Ved. citriya-
‘shining’ « citra- ‘id.”). Alternatively, one might imagine a substantivized derivative (*uér-o-
‘the observed, observance’) or employment of *yer-6- on the basis of which *yer-6- would be
derived and express the sense ‘observed’ or ‘of, within, or subject to observance’. In any case,
the apparent lengthened grade of the preform of vérus would be attributable to vyddhi derivation
from a thematic nominal bearing an e-grade.

According to Nussbaum (p.c.; cf. Nussbaum 2018: 244 n. 24), a plausible case of vyddhi
involving a base bearing an o-grade would be y®poc ‘definite space, place’ (Hom.+), which
would be akin to yopog ‘dance’. The meaning of the latter is best accommodated under the
assumption that the preform of yopd¢ denoted a ring-dance (Chantraine 2009: 1224-1225 with
refs.) and that the root in question was *\(¢her- ‘surround, enclose’ (e.g. yoptoc ‘farmyard,
pasturage’ [Hom. +], Lat. hortus ‘garden’, etc.). Under this analysis, yopog ‘dance’ is
interpretable as the reflex of a Topoc-type derivative ultimately of *V(@her- “surround, enclose’,
the original sense of *(gMor-6- being ‘surrounding, surrounded’ as a function of its derivation
from a topoc-type *(@"ér-o- ‘envelopment, enclosure’. With an increase to lengthened grade, a

replacement of primary -o- by genitival -6-, and, in a subsequent stage of derivation,

52 As noted previously, this traditional reconstruction is presented for convenience.
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determinative retraction of the accent, the preform of ydpog may be derived. By this account,
*(g"6r-6- would have been formed from a *(g)"6r-o- ‘envelopment, enclosure’ and have meant
‘of the enclosure’. Its determinate derivative *(¢"or-o- would thus have meant ‘that which is of
the enclosure, delimited space’.

A relevant question at this stage is the historical relationship between the genitival
meaning of (P)IE vyddhi and the general increase of vyddhi itself. According to Schindler
(Nussbaum p.c.), vyddhi originated in hypostatic or de-phrasal derivation by the affixation of *-
0- to substantives in the locative case (e.g. *pod-/ped- ‘foot’ loc. sg. *péd ‘at the foot” — *péd-6-
‘pedal’ > mnodv ‘end of an oar, oar blade’, i.e., ‘at the foot’, cf. Schindler 1972: 35). While this
origin story is by no means completely accepted (v. Fortson 2020: 49), we would do well to
consider how it relates to the formal and semantic explicanda. Regarding the semantics, we
should note that static location is a standard means of conceptualizing appurtenance. If X is
located at y, x may be conceptualized as an entity within the domain of and thus belonging to y.
For example, beside *deiu-6- ‘belonging to the sky, god’, there appears to be evidence of a
derivative of *diéy-/diy-" ‘sky(-god), luminance, day’ whose e-grade surfaces after the *—i— of
the root. Some indication that Latin dius ‘daylit’ (Cato +) does not reflect *deiu-0- (> deus : gen.
sg. divi ‘god, divine’) is provided by Oscan diiviiai ‘Diae’, whose <ii> does not represent the
reflex of *—ei— (cf. deikum “dicere”). This diiviiai would appear to be the feminine dative
singular of a reflex of an *-i;0- derivative to the preform of Latin dius. In all likelihood, the
preform in question was *dijey6- (— *dizeu-ijo-, Nusshaum 1999b). What sense can be made of
this form? Obviously, there is a relation to *diéu-/diy-" ‘sky(-god), luminance, day’ and clearly
dius ‘daylit’ has the right meaning for analysis as the reflex of genitival derivative to *diéy-/diy-"

(i.e. ‘daytime’). The question would be to identify the process whereby *-6- is added to a form of
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*diéu-/diy-~ whose full grade is in the “right” place, namely not where it appears in *deju-06-
‘god’. At some level in the history of *diéu-/diu-", the suffixal status of *—u— is undeniable (e.g.
Ved. adya ‘today’, Lith. diena ‘day’, etc., Nussbaum p.c.). We can thus analyze the preform as
the u-stem *d;i-éu-/di-u-" recognized by Rau (2003: 112ff.). The question now would be the
formation of its locative.

At the earliest reconstructible stage, the formation of the locative singular to some types
of athematic stems was characterized by an increase of one unit of e-grade applied to the
allomorph of a suffix as it appeared in the weak form of a stem (e.g. Ved. gravan- m. ‘pressing-
stone’ : weak stem, e.g., in instr. sg. gravna : loc. gravan; Fortson 2010: 116). To this suffixally
increased stem was optionally added a deictic *-i (e.g. gravani ‘at the pressing-stone’).
Moreover, in an *o/e root noun like *p6d-/péd- ‘foot” or *dém-/dém- ‘house’, for which the
“suffix” was the ablaut pattern itself, the addition of one unit of e-grade to the weak stem
resulted in the locatives *ped ‘at the foot’ (cf. Olr. is ‘below’ < *péd-su << *ped-su “at the feet’,
Schindler 1972: 33, 35) and *dém ‘at home’ (> Av. dgm, Schindler op. cit.: 35). Accordingly,
when one unit of e-grade was added to the suffix of *di-u-, the theoretically expected result
would be *di-éu ‘in the sky; by day’.

The best evidence for this *di-éu appears to be Vedic jyok ‘for a long time’
(Lindemanized jiyok).53 The form is generally and justifiably associated with dyav- ‘sky, day’
(Mayrhofer 19862001 I: 604; NIL: 73), while the meaning and the hitherto unexplained —k call
for comment. If *di-éu ‘in a day’ could be used to designate a general period of time (Weiss

p.c.), the generic period might have been interpreted as a long time.>* Though not entirely

53 For phonological development *di— > jy—, see aan de Wiel 2000: 535ff.
% For example, while OE Awil f. ‘while, time, a long time’ and its reflex denote a generic period
of time, the use of (for) a while to express long duration is common, e.g., after the party he
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comparable, the plurals in the phrases cited by Mayrhofer (1986-2001 I: 604), namely dydbhiz
and abhi dyzn ‘lange Zeit’, illustrate the semantic relationship between ‘day’ and ‘long
duration’. In any case, everything preceding the —k of jyok more or less demands a relationship
with dyav- ‘day’. Regarding the —K itself, one would have to reconstruct a *-k of some
description. While one might think of the deictic Proto-Italic *-k(e) (e.g. hic : hunc ‘this one’,
etc.), this is normally identified as a relative of the proximal demonstrative found in, for instance,
Lithuanian sis “this’ (< *kis ‘the one here’; de Vaan 2008: 102). Besides, proximal deictic
meaning is not what would be expected for something that came to mean ‘for a long time’.
Accordingly, it would be preferable to identify an element agreeable with the meaning of lengthy
duration, that is, the ‘for’ in ‘for a long time’. Such an item may be found in the Proto-Slavic
preposition *k»(n) ‘to’ (OCS kw»), which should go back to a *kom conceivably ancestral to the
Vedic particle kdm that accompanies datives (Derksen 2008: 259). Though the rules governing
the morphology of PIE particles, pronominals, and deictic elements are basically inscrutable, it
does not seem difficult to imagine a directional particle *k from which was ultimately derived
the *kom ancestral to *ks(n) ‘to’ and whose appendence to *di-éu ‘in a day’ would reinforce
what would eventually become the sense of long duration.

That the addition of *k was not actually the cause of this sense is suggested by the
interpretation of Latin dii, which can mean both ‘by day’ and ‘for a while, for a long time” (P1.
+), as the reflex of *dii-éy, the Lindeman variant of *d;i-éu (v. Weiss 2020: 44). It is in light of
the Lindeman variant that we must interpret dius ‘daylit’ and its preform. It seems clear that dius

‘daylit’ is somehow related to *di-éu-/di-y-" ‘sky(god), day’. Moreover, as mentioned above and

stayed a while. Imagine a context in which focus intonation is used: after the party he stayed a
while. Interpretation: the person in question may have overstayed his welcome.
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discussed by Nusbaum (1999b), dius ‘daylit’ cannot go back to *deju-0- ‘of the sky, god’, nor
can it reflect the segmental sequence *dieu-0- (> tiovos). In light of Oscan diiviiai ‘Diae’ (< PIt.
*diwija-), dius ‘daylit’ must reflect the sequence *dijey-6-. As evident, for example, from the 2"
declension masculine vocative singular to stems in -ius (e.q. filius : filt ‘son’), the sequence *—
iie(—) became *—i(-) already in Proto-Italic. A *dijeu-0- ‘of the clear sky’ would thus develop to
a *diwo- (> dius) unproblematically. The question here is what is implied by the phonological
sequence *—ije— within a form that must be reconstructed to explain the preform of Oscan
diiviiai ‘Diae’. In other words, what is the origin of that sequence? Without doubt, and as we
have mentioned, it must have been produced by Lindeman’s Law. This of course demands a
monosyllable, which several forms of the basic *d;i-éu-/di-u-" ‘sky(god), day’ certainly were (e.g.
acc. sg. *dizem > [Ved. diyam ‘sky’, Lat. diem ‘day’]). Accordingly, one could imagine that the
strong stem in its Lindemanized form was selected as the base of the thematic adjective *dijeu-6-
‘of the sky’. The problem here is that there would be no way to motivate the selection of that
variant.

Instead, it is explanatorily preferable to assume that the thematic adjective was formed on
the basis of a form of *d;-éu-/di-u-" in which it was possible for the Lindeman variant to be
morphologized. This form would be the locative *diiéy ‘in/at/under the sky’. It is important to
note that this analysis, based on Nussbaum 1999b, kills several birds with one stone. That is to
say, we account precisely for why a Lindeman variant would appear in a non-monosyllable (i.e.,
in a product of derivation whose phonological shape would decondition the Law), why the suffix
of the base is in the e-grade, and, most importantly, why dius means ‘daylit’, that is, “‘under a
clear sky’ (e.g. sub dio caelo [Cat.Agr.9.5.2]; fulgur dium ‘lightning in a clear sky’ [CIL 6

30878]).
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This derivation amounts to taking an indeclinable adnominal that happens to be part of a
paradigm and supplying it with an agreement-enabling inflectable element. It is thus a
hypostasis. One should not forget the network of implications that are tapped into when one
considers a *dijey-0- with this derivational history. Something ‘in the sky’ may be understood to
be ‘of the sky’, that is, of genitival meaning. It is in this light that we are to interpret the origin,
for instance, of *deju-6- ‘god’. Since the hypostatic derivation of *-0- stem adjectives from
commonly occurring locative adnominals resulted in semantically locatival-genitival adjectives,
and since the formation of the locative case for some athematics involved an increase of one unit
of e-grade, it comes as no surprise that (Pre-)PIE should develop a rule of increase by one unit of
full-grade plus *-6- to create nominals of general genitival value. In the case of *deju-0- in
particular, the increase by one unit targeted a syllable that was of course uninvolved in the
apophony of the base. This fact is a consequence of the status of vyddhi as a process independent
of its de-locatival origins. Similarly, the lengthened grades of, under the above-stated analyses,
the vyddhi derivatives *yér-6- ‘observed’ (> Lat. vérus ‘true’), *(¢or-0- “of the enclosure,
enclosed’ (— *(@"or-o- ‘kind of enclosure’), etc. are attributable to the ultimate prototype of
derivation from locatives to stems whose (zero-)suffixes in the weak stem already bore e-grade
(e.g. *ped- : loc. sg. *péd “at the foot” — *péd-0- ‘id.” > mndov ‘blade of an oar’ [Hom. +]).

Itis in light of vyddhi as a semantically genitival exponent and its delocatival origins that
we are to interpret a certain set of evidence for *k6/él-u- ‘covering’. Before examining that
evidence, we should consider how this u-stem would have originally been inflected. This is best
determined by comparing it to another u-stem that was assuredly acrostatic. Following Cowgill
(1960), we can identify Greek ov ‘not’ (cf. Arm. o¢ " “id.”) as the reflex of the neuter accusative

singular *h20;-u of *h20/éi-u- ‘lifetime, age, vitality’. Accordingly, though we do not know what
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the gender of *£6/él-u- would have been, we are in a position to assert that ablaut pattern of
*hp0/éj-u- and *k6/él-u- would have been identical, as of course supposed by their assignment to
the acrostatic class. What is relevant here is the general principle stated above, that is, to form the
locative singular, one adds one unit of e-grade to the suffix as it appears in the weak stem. The
weak stem of *h20/éi-u- would be *h2é;-u- (e.g. dat. sg. *hz€i-u-ei ‘for life, forever’ >> *hzaiu-éi
[> aiel ‘always’]), on the basis of which would be formed the locative *hzi-€u ‘in (life)time’.
This locative is directly reflected by Lithuanian jai ‘already’ and OCS ju(Ze) (Smoczynski 2018:
441). As a member of the same accent-ablaut class as *h20/éj-u-, *k6/él-u- is thus expected to
have formed a locative of the shape *kl-éu (Lindemanized *£/l-éx), for which the meaning would
be ‘in/at/under cover(ing)’.

It is in light of this expectation that we now adduce the evidence of Proto-Germanic
*ylewa- (> ON hlé ‘shelter’, OS hleo ‘cover’, and OE Aléow ‘cover, shelter’ > PDE lee ‘sheltered
side’). As evident from its reflexes, the basic meaning of this item must have been ‘shelter’,
‘protection’, or ‘concealment’. This last sense is quite clear, for instance, in Old Saxon. At
Héliand 1124, when Jesus is returning from the “forest” of the Judaean desert to reveal his power
to the world (that he is kraft mikil kidien wolda / weroda te willion 1123-1124), he is said to
leave the hleo of that forest (tho forlét he waldes hléo). Since Jesus was not there for shelter or
protection, the only viable interpretation is that the forest concealed him until he was willing and
ready to manifest himself to the people. In addition to hleo ‘Verborgenheit, concealment’,
Tiefenbach (2010: 170) lists a feminine wa-stem hlea ‘Bedeckung, Verborgenheit’, which
appears at 2410 in the Parable of the Sower: thé slégun thar eft krid an gimang, weridun imu
thene wastom: habda it thes waldes hlea forana obarfangan “but then there struck weeds in

multitude, (and) hindered the (corn’s) growth: the forest’s hlea had covered it over” (2409—
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2411). Rather than concealment, we observe the sense of superimposition, which in this case is
the exact opposite of protection.

The immediate reason for noting the sense of ‘concealment’ and ‘overcovering’ is that
the senses of ‘shelter’ or ‘protection’ are adjacent to pragmatic and semantic territory within
which one can propose an alternative root etymology. According to Kroonen (2013: 231),
*ylewa- is to be understood as ‘shelter from the wind’. This is entirely credible; after all, this is
indeed what its reflex means in English, Old Norse, etc. (cf. ON Theonym Vindhlér ‘Heimdallr’,
de Vries 1977: 665). Moreover, there is substantial evidence from derivational relatives of
*ylewa- for a meaning in the vicinity of ‘warmth’. Given the climate of the lands inhabited by
speakers of old and prehistoric Germanic languages, it comes as no surprise that the notions of
shelter and warmth would be more intimately related. The question is what root etymology
should be proposed on the basis of items like ON hlyr ‘warm, mild’ (cf. n. subst. hly ‘protection,
warmth”), OE hléowe (hliwe) ‘sheltered, warm’, etc., which reflect a *yliwja- derived from
*ylewa-. For Pokorny (1959-1969: 551-552), de Vries (1977: 235, 241), and Kroonen (loc. cit.),
this has been answered by supposing a connection with the root of Latin calere ‘be warm, hot’.
This connection is seemingly supported by another item, Proto-Germanic *y/ewa- ‘warm’ (> Old
Danish laa ‘lukewarm’, OHG lao ‘mild, lukewarm’), along with an apparently derivative
*yléewija- ‘id.’” reflected by Old Icelandic hler ‘warm, mild” (de Vries 1977: 241). The question
here is how to characterize the relationship between *ylewa- ‘shelter’ and this *y/éwa- ‘warm’.

Pursuing the calere connection, Kroonen assumes a *\klehi- ‘warm, hot’ that made some
kind of nominal stem in *-46- not further analyzed. This *£leh1-y6-, presumably meaning ‘warm

spot’, is claimed to be the preform of *ylewa- ‘shelter’ by Dybo’s Law of pretonic shortening (cf.
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Goth. gius : Ved. jiva- < *g"ihau6- ‘alive’).>® Correspondingly, the adjective *ylewa- ‘warm’
would reflect a *£1éha-yo- that would not undergo shortening (i.e. laryngeal loss). Accordingly,
both *ylewa- ‘shelter’ and *y/éwa- ‘warm’ can be united by supposing that they simply reflect
two different positions of the accent.

There are various problems with Kroonen’s analysis and root etymology. In the first
place, his scenario requires a laryngeal whose existence and source cannot be established; the
root itself (*Vkel- ‘warm werden’, LIVZ 323) was clearly anit, as evident from the Baltic
derivatives (Lith. Siltas ‘warm’, Latv. silts ‘id.” [cf. Welsh clyd ‘warm, cozy’] < *k]-t6- ‘warmed,
heated’). Moreover, since the root syllable of Latin cales could easily have been modeled on a
form potentially subject to Lindeman’s Law (e.g. cale-facio ‘make hot’ < instr. sg. root noun
*[(/)1-éh1 “with heat’ [Jasanoff 1978: 118-126]; cf. mare < *myr-i- ‘sea’), the likelihood of a set-
root is minimal, and even if there were a sez-root (e.g. Ved. Vsra- ‘gar werden’, Mayrhofer
1986-2001 11: 668-669), Kroonen would need to postulate Schwebeablaut if a relation with
Vedic sarad- f. ‘autumn, year’, Young Avestan sarad- f. ‘year’, and Old Persian <0rd-> is
maintained (< *kel-(e)d-, NIL: 414-415). Alternatively, one could claim in defense of *kleh1-40-
and *kléhs-yo- that the *—eh1— is not of radical origin but constitutes the base from which a *-y6-
derivative was formed according to a de-instrumental pattern (cf. FCM of cale-facio ‘make hot’).
Against this claim is the observation that, while thematic possessive derivatives of t-stems, etc.
are found in this value (e.g. Lat. acétum “vinegar’ < *hoek-ehi-t-6-, Nussbaum p.c.), de-casuative
behavior in the case of *-y0- is marginal, though allegedly not impossible (e.g. Lat. saliva- <

*saliu0- «— *s/hxihi-y0- ‘slimy’ « *s/hx-i-h1 ‘with slime’, Vine 2016: 486-487). Finally, even if

%5 1t should be noted, however, that it is not universally accepted that this rule of laryngeal loss
involved sequences in which the vowel preceding the laryngeal was [— high] (cf. Olr. sir < *sehs-
ro- “id.” [cf. Lat. serus ‘late’], Weiss p.c.).
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we were to grant a *klehiu0- ‘warm spot” and a *kléhiyo- “warm’, what sense could one make of
their accents? One might assume that an original adjective *lehix6- came to be used as a
substantive, but, as for *kléhiyo- “warm’, Kroonen gives no explanation as to how its adjectival
status relates to the position of its accent. Though we might imagine an eventually attenuated
definite adjective *kl1éhiy0- “(the) warm’ derived from a still adjectival *klehix0- “warm’, this
analysis offers little help when so many explanatorily infertile assumptions have already been
made.

The relationship between *ylewa- ‘shelter’ and *ylewa- ‘warm’ is extensively discussed
by Darms (1978: 54ff.), who suggests that it can be explained by supposing that *y/éwa- is
possibly an instance of vyddhi within Germanic. Though such vyddhi is not impossible, the
derivational path is unnecessarily beset by the problematic proposal that the basic *ylewa-,
having been produced through the Proto-Germanic lowering of */i/ before a mid or low vowel in
the next syllable (< *yliwa-; cf. OE nest ‘nest’ < *nizdo-, Fulk 2018: 56), reflects a derivative in
*_10- from *\Kklej- “lean, bend’ (LIV2: 332). The formally most akin alleged comparanda are
Latin c/ivus “hill, slope’, Proto-Germanic *ylaiwa- (> Goth. hlaiw ‘grave’, OE hlaw ‘mound’,
etc.), and Gothic hlijans ‘tabernacles’ (acc. pl.), which, following Uhlenbeck (1900: 80), Darms
takes to be a scribal error for *hliwans (< *ylewa- < *yliwa-). The claim that hlijans was written
erroneously is incredible, as <w> and <j>%¢ are quite distinct. The path of least resistance may
involve a more seamless link with *Vklei- ‘lean, bend’. Given that, as Darms himself notes
(1978: 59), other terms for structures appear to be derived from *Vklei- (e.g. Goth. hleipra ‘hut,
tent’ < *£léjtreho-, Hom. Gk. khoin ‘hut, shed, booth’ < *Klitijehz-, etc.), hlijans is best taken via

the Gothic raising of */e/ back to a PGmc. *ylija- characterized in turn by the usual raising of

6 i.e. Y /w/and G /jl.
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*/e/ before */i/ or */j/. Accordingly, the most suitable preform is a *klejo- interpretable as a
Aevikoc-type derivative (*klej-6-). As mentioned above, such a derivation would have the
advantage of sharing an origin with more certain derivatives of *Vklej- (e.g. Goth. hleipra ‘hut,
tent’, etc.). Since the basic notion might have arisen from the fact that such structures are
supported by posts on which the enclosing material leans, it is possible that *klej6- had the sense
‘leant upon’ (cf. PDE lean-to ‘shelter with sloped roof”, Olr. cli, cleth ‘house post’, Nussbaum
p.c.), in addition to the sense ‘leaning, bending’. Moreover, the sense of being ‘bent’ seems
evident in the Aevkoc-derivative *klej-0- ‘bent’ reflected by Old Irish clé “left’ < *‘crooked’ (cf.
Olr. fochlae < *upo-klei-o- ‘north’; Goth. hleidumei ‘left’, Matasovié 2009: 207; cf.
Latv. krails ‘bent’ : kreilis ‘lefty’, Pokorny 1959-1969: 935-938, s.v. (s)ker- ‘drehen, biegen’).

In any case, it is unlikely that hlijans constitutes evidence for a *yliwa- from which the
attested forms would develop through an intermediate *ylewa-. Darms’ proposal of *yliwa- (<
*li-»0-) additionally rests on the above-mentioned association with Lat. c/ivus hill, slope’ and
PGmc. *ylaiwa- ‘(grave-)mound’, which point to a *kloj-»0- of some description. Moreover,
Lithuanian sleivas ‘bandy-legged’ and §livas “id.” point to *klej-yo- and *kli-y0- respectively, the
latter of which would also directly underlie the supposed *yliwa-. In favor of *yliwa- (< *kli-yo-
: *kloj-10-) semantically is the notion that a convex surface, given that it covers an interior space,
is conceivable as a shelter. Against this argument is the fact that, by steps of inference (“bent
thing’ > ‘cover’ > ‘shelter’), a *li-w0- is more expensive than supposing a derivative of *Vkel-
‘cover’. An additional expense is that, as Darms himself admits, the association of the supposed
*vliwa- (> *ylewa-) with *y/ewa- requires a vyddhi derivative at an unusually late date.

Yet vrddhi derivation remains the best way to account for *ylewa- ‘shelter’ and *ylewa-

‘warm’. This claim is based on the notion that the meaning of the adjective *y/éwa- is consistent
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with the assumption of genitival derivation from an item with the sense ‘shelter’. Since * ylewa-
had the sense ‘shelter’, it is more than conceivable that *y/éwa- had the sense ‘warm’ because its
derivational meaning ‘under cover, sheltered’ was generated on the basis of the sense ‘shelter’.
Moreover, the genitival generation of the ‘warm’ semantics is applicable whether the derivative
reflects vyddhi (Old Danish laa ‘lukewarm’, OHG ldo < *ylewa-), *-(i)ja- [< *-ii0-] (Olc. hlyr
‘warm, mild’ < *yliwja-), or *-(i)ja- [< *-ij0-] added to the vyddhi-characterized adjective (Olc.
hleer ‘warm, mild’ < *yléwija-; cf. 6p06¢ ‘straight, upright’ — 6pbiog “id.”). As mentioned
above, the association of warmth with shelter is a pragmatic consequence of climate.

If the semantics of warmth are entirely derivable from and localizable in genitival
derivation from *ylewa- or its preform, the natural question now is why *ylewa-, an item for
which we have to reason to attribute the semantic range ‘cover, concealment, protection’, means
‘shelter’. Though the obvious answer is that *ylewa- is ultimately derived from *Vkel- ‘cover’, it
is necessary to state explicitly how that derivation works. With evidence of an erstwhile o-stem
*ylewa- (ON hlé ‘lee’, OE hleow ‘shelter’, OS hleo ‘concealment’) and de-thematic hz-stem
*ylewo- (> OS hlea ‘overcovering’ < *-e-hz-) clearly involving the sense of superimposition, we
can connect the dots by setting up an adjective *klex6- ‘covering, covered’. Given the certainty
of the root etymology, what morphological analysis can be assigned? In principle, one might
imagine a primary *-u6- (adjective) to *Vkel- ‘cover’ (cf. Ved. pak-va- ‘cooked’). The problem,
of course, is that one would expect a *kel-16- or *kJ-u6- rather than a *kle-6- for which one
would have to assume a completely incomparable root allomorph.5” This problem is not only

solved but completely dissolves when we posit a morphological boundary between the *-ey- and

S7 The avoidance of this assumption has no doubt contributed to the assignment of *ylewa- to
*\kel- ‘warm, hot” or *Vklej- ‘lean, bend’, despite semantic justification for *Vkel- ‘cover’.
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the thematic vowel. What this means, naturally enough, is the acknowledgement of a u-stem to
*\kel- ‘cover’.

It is not difficult to imagine what would be responsible for the shape of the u-stem base to
which the thematic vowel is added, especially in light of what is simultaneously explained in
terms of semantics. We have already hypothesized that, if a *kd/él-u- existed, its locative would
be *kl-éu. This *kl-éu would basically mean ‘in/at/under cover’. If one were to supply this
adnominal phrase with hypostatic *-6-, the output would be a *l-ey-6- semantically equivalent
to its base. In other words, the meaning of this item is in complete agreement with the
supposition of derivation from an adnominal that bears the morphology of the locative case.
What is important is that this *1-éx, however fixed and frequent it was, served as an adnominal.
It is this adnominal status that rendered it eligible for hypostatic derivation, just as the form and
meaning of, for instance, ne{d6¢ ‘on foot’ (Hom.+) are completely explicable on the basis of a
derivation that selects an adnominally employed locative *péd-i ‘on foot’®® (> Lat. abl. sg. pede
‘by foot”) and generates an inflectable version of it (i.e. *ped-i-6- ‘on foot’). Thus, when a
hypostasizing *-6- was added to *l-éx ‘under cover’, the result was an adjective *kl-ey-6-
‘under-cover’.

Now one could claim that *kl-ey-6- with its full-grade suffix is a kind of vyddhi
derivative of *ko/él-u-, just as *dr-ey-0- ‘wooden thing, tree’ (> OE tréow ‘tree, etc.”, ON tré
‘id.” etc.) appears to be a suffixally vyddhi-ed derivative *d6/ér-u- n. ‘wood, tree’ (> Hitt. taru-

‘id.”, Vedic daru- n. ‘id.”, §6pv n. ‘tree, spear-shaft’). Yet what this claim would amount to is an

%8 This locative, with its deictic *-i added to the weak stem, is presumably younger than the one
with lengthened grade (i.e. péd “at the foot’). In other words, this younger locative form is an
expression of the shift toward identifying the deictic particle itself as the exponent of the locative
case.
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application of an analysis that relies on the same conceptual semantic nexus that gives rise to a
genitival derivative. In other words, while *kl-ex-6- might have originated hypostatically as a de-
locatival, it is still enmeshed in an inferential web of genitival relations. A substantive derived
from *l-ey-6-, namely *kl-ey-é-ho- (vel *kl-éu-e-ho- > OS f. hlea ‘overcovering’), or a *kl-ey-6-
employed as a substantive (i.e. ‘under-cover’ is ‘a place under-cover’ is ‘a place with cover’ is ‘a
place that covers’ is ‘a cover’), insofar as the substantive means ‘in the *k6/él-u-’, would
designate an entity that appertains to the *k6/él-u-. Given this nexus of implications, it is entirely
plausible, as discussed above, that vyddhi originated in a handful of actual delocativals on the
basis of which morphological procedures like suffixal increment were generalized as general
genitival exponents. In sum, when one operates with a delocatival origin of vyddhi, one gets the
morphology of vyddhi and the meaning of vyddhi for free.

At this point, we have argued that Proto-Germanic *ylewa- ‘shelter’ not only provides
evidence for a u-stem to *\kel- ‘cover’, but also that that u-stem was the base of a hypostatic
derivation that contributed to providing the de-locatival blueprint for vyddhi as a general
genitival exponent in PIE. In accordance with the well-founded assumption that PIE had a
genitival process characterized by adding one unit of full grade to a root or suffix of the base, we
may assert that, *y/éwa- ‘warm’, unless formed from *ylewa- by vrddhi within Germanic,
reflects a *kléy-0- formed from *kley-0- (cf. *kreyh2-6- ‘bloody” — *kréyuh2-6- “a bit bloody’). If
the latter, as we have reason to believe, meant ‘shelter’, then *kley-6- (vel *yléwa-) could have
been understood in the sense ‘in shelter’ or ‘in the lee’ (Nussbaum 2009: 11).

Proto-Germanic *ylewa- ‘shelter, etc.” and its ancestor *l-eu-6- ‘under-cover’ are not the
only genitival evidence for a u-stem to *Vkel- ‘cover’. The remaining evidence is provided by

Greek itself. As both Chantraine (2009: 533) and Frisk (1960-1973: 897-898) point out in
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connection with *Vkel- ‘cover’, kokeov ‘sheath’ (Hom.+) might in fact continue a (Proto-Greek)
*kolewd-. This reconstruction is justified from the fact that, since koieév is found not only in
Homer but in Attic prose as well (X.Cyr.1.2.9; Arist. HA.531b24), the sequences *—ejo— and *—
eso— are both excluded from being ancestral to the uncontracted —eo— of koieov (cf. lonic n. gen.
Sg. yéveog ‘of a race’; m. nom. sg. ypvoeog ‘golden’; vs. Attic yévoug and ypvcodg). In favor of
*—ey0— is the variation in the spelling of the first syllable; while Homer displays an apparently
metrically lengthened kovAeov ‘sheath’, the extra-Epic reality of <ov> [o0:] is supported by the
KOVAEOG ‘heart-sheath, pericardium’ of ITonic prose (Hp.Cord.3). To unite the two, one could
claim that, whereas xovieov displays Third Compensatory Lengthening, the instances of koiedv
in Homer are attributable to dialects that did not undergo 3" CL. Though this proposal is
possibly on the right track, it gives rise to the disadvantageous implication that Attic koAeov
reflects a morphologically dubitable *kolwewd-.5°

A path forward may be followed through comparison to Nussbaum’s (2009: 16-17)
discussion of kevog ‘empty’, which, as we saw in Chapter 3, may be taken back to a Proto-Greek
*kenwo- (> lon. kewvdg). Unlike, for instance, otevog ‘narrow’ (Ion. otewvdc), evidence of whose
originally basic u-stem as an erstwhile substantival FCM is provided by Xtevoxinpog ‘Narrow
Lot(ted)’, the source of the base of kevoc is less directly observable. Since Armenian sin (gen.

snoy) ‘empty’ provides evidence for a Agvkoc-type *ken-6-,% it is justifiable to postulate a

59 This dubitability stems from the hypothetically necessary assumption of a morphological
boundary preceding the *~wd-. One would be forced to assume a *-u0- derivative of a thematic
stem and it is difficult to motivate this unusual sequence semantically.

%0 On the correspondence of root, see Clackson 1994: 138-139. According to Martirosyan (2010:
575), sin may also reflect a *kenew0-, identical to the preform of the variant kevedc (see below).
This alternate preform does not rule out a *k6/én-u-, given that the *—ey— of *keney6-
presupposes the eligibility of a preceding ablaut increment stemming from its origin as an
athematic suffix — something to which *-x6- might not be entitled.
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derivative *k6/én-u- ‘emptiness’ (Nussbaum 2009: 16), whose weak stem would provide the
base for the possessive *ken-u-0- ancestral to kevoc/kewog. Yet beside kevog/kewvog, Homer and
the dialects also show kevedc (Hom., Cypr. keneuwone < PGK. *kenewo-).

To explain kevoc beside keveog, Nussbaum (loc. cit.) has proposed to expand the scope of
vrddhi to include the modification of non-radical material. In light of our preceding discussion of
the exponent’s de-locatival origins, whatever had been increased by the locative was at some
stage a suffix or marker of primary derivation. As we have seen, when a hypostatic derivative
was formed from *pdd-/péd- “foot’, the locative singular *péd “at the foot” provided the base to
which the inflection-enabling *-6- was affixed (i.e. *péd-0- ‘(thing) at the foot” > mnddv ‘end of
an oar’). Since the “suffix” of a basic root noun was the ablaut pattern itself, vyddhi could give
the impression that the locus of operation was the radical syllable. This arguably led to the
formation of genitivals such as *der-u-6- ‘of, from wood’ (> OE teoru ‘tar’ > PDE tar, Kroonen
2013: 514) beside the formally more archaic and for that matter suffixally vyddhied *dr-eu-6- (>
OE tréow ‘tree’). Accordingly, that non-radical material was visible to vyddhi is non-
problematic. What is especially innovative is the invocation of the process to explain adjective to
adjective derivation. Such an endocentric outcome is by no means unusual. As Nussbaum (2009:
14) notes, the input of a genitival process that produces an adjective can itself be an adjective
(e.g. 6pHAG “upright” — dpbrog “straight up’, Ved. citrd- ‘shining’ — citriya- ‘id.’, etc.). In this
sense, it is hardly surprising that from the possessive adjective *ken-y-0- ‘empty’ was derived a

*ken-eu-0- ‘empty-ish” whose genitivally derived approximative force was eventually lost.®!

61 A similar history may lie behind otepedg ‘firm, solid’ and tovadg ‘outstreched’. Since the
preform of otepedg is likely *ster-eu-6- (Beekes 2010: 1400), one might imagine a *ster-y-0-
serving as its base. As for tavadg, the evidence of tavv- (e.g. tavomeniog ‘with flowing robe’) as
an isolated FCM supports a u-stem substantive *t6/én-hz-u- ‘the outstretched, extension’ («— *tp-
h2-0- « *tén-e-ha- < *ten-6- « *ton-o- [tovog ‘stretching’] « *\ten- ‘stretch’, Nussbaum
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In almost the same manner we may view the ancestor of Attic koAedv. Once we rule out
*kolwewo- as a morphologically uninterpretable sequence, we are left with the above-mentioned
*kolewd- (< *kol-ey-6-). By comparison to *ken-ey-0- beside *ken-y-06-, an intriguing possibility
would be to derive *kol-eu-0- ‘cover-like (thing)’ from a *kol-4-0- of some description. While
this *kol-»-0- must be postulated and is of unclear morphological analysis so far, it is likely that
possessive derivation lies somewhere in its history. In one scenario, the radical o-grade would be
a hold-over from the strong-stem vocalism of the original acrostatic *£6/él-u- (— *kol-y-6-
‘providing cover’). In another scenario, we might imagine a radical zero-grade possessive
derivative *k/-y-0- ‘providing/provided with cover’ from which was derived a radical 6-grade
determinative *£6l-y-0- ‘that which provides cover’ (cf. *5s-t6- [~ *zis-to- > Ved. &sta- n.
‘home’] — *nds-to- [> vootog ‘return home’], Garcia Ramoén 2016, Hofler 2019). In any case,
*Lol--0- could explain the [0:] <ov> of kovAedg ‘heart-sheath’ if we suppose that it served as
the base of an *-ejo- derivative *kol-y-ei6- ‘cover-like (thing)’,82 which could be formed from a
substantive *k6l-y-o- or an adjective *kol-y-6- (cf. the *-0- — *-ejo- of Ved. séna- ‘old” —
sanaya- ‘id.”). By this reasoning, koledv and kovAeog reflect two separate genitival formations
derived in parallel from the same source.

That source of course need not be assigned the analyses mentioned above. One could in
principle assert that the *£olyo- apparently basic to the preforms of koAedv and koviedg is a
primary *-y0- stem formed from *kel- ‘cover’. The problem with this analysis is that it does not

cohere with the preform of koAeov. If we are dealing with a *-yo- stem, why should there be

p.c.), from which was formed a possessive *ten-hz-u-0- ‘outstretched, thin” (> Lith. tevas ‘thin’,
Latv. tiévs ‘id.”). Presumably a radical zero-grade variant of this possessive (i.e. *tp-hz-u-0-)
would be the base of a suffixally vyddhi-ed *tn-hz2-eu-0- ancestral to tavadg. Otherwise, Tavadg
would reflect a *tanawod- (< *ten-hz-u-6-) by vowel assimilation (Nussbaum p.c.).

62 This form is comparable to Qupedg ‘door-stone’ in its oxytony.
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what appears to be an apophonic increase just floating before the alleged suffix *-x0-? If the e-
grade is to be actually identified as constituting an allomorph of a real suffix, there is no choice
but to identify that suffix as that of a u-stem. Though, as mentioned above, it is unclear how this
u-stem was derivationally basic to *4ol-y-0- ‘covering’, what is beyond doubt is that a u-stem to
*kel- existed.

We are thus in possession of at least two justifiably reconstructed items that support the
hypothesis of our stem *k6/él-u- “covering’. These are *l-ey-6- “‘under-cover’ (> PGmce. ylewa-
‘shelter’) and *kol-eu-0- ‘covering(-like) thing’ (> koledv ‘sheath’). The former appears to be of
so ancient a formation as to actually reflect de-locatival hypostasis, while the latter seems to have
been formed according to a fully-fledged genitival process, that is, by vyddhi itself. As such, both
*l-ey-6- and *kol-ey-06- as derivational fragments may illustrate stages in the evolution of a
genitival exponent as well as the conceptual basis of the derivational semantic category, namely
the relationship between (static) location and appurtenance as realized by the relation OF. In the
next Chapter, we shall in effect return to the relation WITH to examine more evidence for *k6/él-

u- as well as, crucially, for its i-stem sister.
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CHAPTER 8

THE PREDICATIVE INSTRUMENTAL PERIPHRASIS
In the previous Chapter, we discussed how the adnominal locative is interpretable as an
expression of the relation OF. This interpretability conditions the emergence of a general
genitival exponent from originally de-locatival hypostasis. In this Chapter, we shall establish a
framework for assessing certain evidence of *k6/él-u- and *k6/él-i- by discussing an aspect of
how the relation wWiTH that underlies possessive derivation is realized by the adnominal
instrumental. We have already observed how the adnominal instrumental is eligible as a base for
the formation of determinatives (e.g. *s/h2-u-hi-t- ‘the healthy, health’, cf. Pike 2007). It is now
necessary to consider the behavior of the adnominal instrumental itself.

The PIE instrumental case, as a syntactic and semantic operator, is one of the main ways
by which the WiITH relation expresses itself. Since substantives in the instrumental case could be
used as adjuncts to verbs, often to indicate the means by which the action of the verb is
performed, the adverbial usage of the instrumental has loomed large in our understanding of this
case. Yet the instrumental could also be used as an adjunct attributed to substantives. The basis
of this attribution is an underlying predication WITH y (X). Since, as in possessive derivation, all
sorts of entities can serve as y, the potential semantic roles of x are many and varied but are all
based on the function discussed in Chapter 5: to conjoin two objects in such a way as to identify
the one by means of the other.

The object serving as the means of identification can be concrete or abstract. Let us focus
on the abstract means. As we have repeatedly observed in possessive derivation, possession of an
abstract opens up for the possessor the semantic roles with which the abstract is associated. Thus,

something possessing an adjectival abstract may be — and usually is — interpreted as the theme
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(e.g. *meg-h2-6- ‘great, big’ [Ved. mahéa- ‘id.’] « *még-he- ‘the big, size, etc.” [FCM daya-
‘great’]); something possessing a verbal abstract may be interpreted as an agent, experiencer,
etc., or as a patient/theme undergoing the action or being in the state denoted by the verbal
abstract. As we have also observed, possessive derivation has numerous morphological markers
capable of creating inflectable stems that realize adnominals. Yet possession itself also has the
power to create already case-marked, and thus uninflectable, adnominals by means of the
instrumental case.

Even when we put aside the abundant evidence of the adnominal instrumental in the
daughter languages, we would already have some suspicion that the use of an adjectival abstract
in the instrumental case was another means of expressing what was expressed by inflected
adjectives derived from or basic to such abstracts. As demonstrated by Schindler (1986), the way
to make sense of the ypvcopovos-phenomenon, that is, the replacement of an adjectival
adnominal by the corresponding substantive as FCM of a bahuvrihi-, is to suppose that the FCM
represents the substantive in a construction in which it modified the substantive represented by
the SCM. The question here is how a substantive could modify another substantive. The obvious
answer is that the modifying substantive was in a particular case that enabled it to be an
adnominal. Since the relationship that obtains between the compound members is possessive,
that case must have been the instrumental (‘a throne with gold’). In the case of the famous
Ytevokinpog, this conclusion involves the implication that PIE had at least two ways of creating
an expression for ‘narrow’. One way involved possessive derivation of a fully inflected
adnominal from the abstract (*std/én-u- ‘narrowness’ — *sten-u-0- ‘narrow’), while the other
involved the use of that abstract in the instrumental case (*stén-u-h: ‘with narrowness, i.e.,

narrow’).
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Though such uses and the ‘with X-ness’ glosses that represent them may seem strange to
some speakers of many modern Indo-European languages, the use of abstracts in this way is
merely an expression of the instrumental’s role in realizing the WITH relation regardless of where
the thing possessed appears on the concrete-abstract spectrum. For example, at RV 1.138.3ab, a
yasya te pusan sakhyé vipanyavah / b krdtva cit santo 'vasa bubhujriré “Piisan, since in
fellowship with you your admirers who have just this purpose have benefitted by your aid”,® it
does not matter how concrete or abstract the conceptually abstract kratu- ‘mental power,
resolution, etc.’ really is. What matters is that the instrumental case enabled one to say that one
has that entity.

Beyond pointing out the general availability of the instrumental to create adnominal
versions of concrete and abstract substantives, it does not seem possible to recover how a *stén-
u-hi would itself be motivated. That is to say, we do not know how an abstract instrumental
substantive predicated of or attributed to another substantive would have differed in terms of
non-superficial semantics from the attribution or predication of a fully inflected adnominal
associated with that abstract. What is in any case clear is what is achieved semantically through
the predication of an instrumental. As in the case of predicating inflected adjectives, what we get
is a nominal sentence whose predicate constitutes a condition in which the subject exists. This
stative nominal sentence pattern has been clear at least since Karl Hoffmann’s (1956a and b)
work on the construction and Jasanoff’s (1978: 123) analysis of Vedic githa ‘hidden’ in guha yad

‘quod latet’, etc., as a predicative instrumental. Though the status of giha as a root-noun reflex is

63 Here and henceforth Jamison and Brereton translation.
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not beyond doubt,5* there is effectively direct evidence that instrumental root nouns, particularly
to adjectival roots, were used as predicates in nominal sentences.

As demonstrated by Balles (2000: 31-32; 2006: 258-260), the impersonal yp is best
analyzed as a predicative instrumental to a root noun. Though in Balles’ account the root in
question is *Vgher- ‘desire’ (> Ved. Vhar- ‘be gratified’, yaipo ‘rejoice’, etc.), a likelier
candidate, according to Nussbaum (p.c.), would be the *Vgher- ‘short’ already mentioned by
Pokorny (1959-69: 443) as the root of ypn and yeipov ‘worse’. Nussbaum’s justification for this
etymology arises in part from the derivational history of the associated OId Irish gar ‘short’,
which appears to reflect a Lindeman variant *g"yr-6- of a *¢"r-6- analyzable, because of its
radical zero-grade, as a possessive derivative of a root noun *g"er-/g"r- ‘shortness’ (cf. *luk-6-
‘light’ [Ved. ruca-] < *leyk-/luk- [Ved. ric-, Lat. /izx]). Not only would its instrumental *g"r-
éh1 be an impeccable preform of ypn, the gloss ‘with shortness’ is entirely concordant with the
latter’s deontic meaning (i.e. *‘be short’ > *‘be lacking’ > ‘be necessary’, cf. d¢l ‘is wanting’).

The existence of such obvious fossils as yp1| is by no means the only evidence of
semantically adjectival root nouns being used in the instrumental case to predicate states. One
piece of evidence is based on Jasanoff’s (2002—-2003: 147) analysis of e-stative presents (e.g.
Lat. caleé ‘am warm, hot’, etc.) as *-ie/o- derivatives of the instrumental root nouns themselves
— in effect a verbalizing hypostasis of the uninflected stative predicate. According to this theory,
the stative value of the eventual suffix stemming from *-éhi(-)ie/o- is the direct result of the

original stative use of the instrumental root noun. Though this exponent of stativity notably

64 According to Barth (2018: 153-160), who argues against adverbial accent retraction as a
general Vedic process and views the isolated oxytone in guha gtiham (RV 1.67.6) as a nonce
creation, the best hypothesis is that guia is simply the adnominal instrumental of a barytone
thematic guha- ‘hiding place’.
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appears in derivatives of verbal roots (e.g. Lat. clueé ‘I am heard, am famous’, Lith. turéti ‘to
have’ [: *Vtwerhx- ‘take’], etc.), it is of course at home in families formed from adjectival roots
(e.g. Bapoém ‘be of good courage’, Lat. rubeo ‘am red, redden [intr.]’, etc.), and is deeply
embedded in the Caland System. Characteristically, what this Calandish status means, at least in
part and in principle, is that, if a given adjectival root had a certain set of typical derivatives (*-
ré- : *-i-, etc.), an *-éha(-)ie/o- present could be analogically formed even from a root that had
never formed an instrumental root noun potentially basic to a *-ie/o- present. It is naturally this
productivity that makes *-éhi(-)ie/o- a part of the Caland System.

It is worth considering the semantic slot filled by this member of the System. Though in
principle a *-je/o- present formed from an adnominal could be causative/factitive (e.g., as a
reflex of the type, peidicow ‘make mild’ « peilryog ‘mild’ [Hom. +]), *-éha(-)ie/o- is largely
intransitive.®® Given that denominal *-je/o- is not itself an exponent of intransitivity, the
assumption would be that the intransitivity *-éhi(-)ie/o- is a result of the type’s origin in
hypostasizing statively employed predicative instrumental root nouns as verbs. While stativity
would be the predictable output of this derivation, it is also worth mentioning that the intransitive
present created by this hypostasis need not have been simply an inflectable stative predicate.
With the addition of an exponent of tense and aspect, *-éhi(-)ie/o- would have formed presents
that, under certain circumstances, could express the gradual development of the state. In other
words, it is more than conceivable that some *-éhi(-)ie/o- presents could be used as anti-

causatives, i.e., fientives (e.g. Lat. rubeé ‘am red’ and ‘grow red, blush, etc.”).

65 As Nusshaum observes (p.c.), there is evidence of transitivity in Latin verbs like pudet ‘causes
shame to x [acc.]” and misereor ‘I pity’ (i.e. ‘I deem x [acc.] miser”).
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For our purposes later on in this Chapter, it is important to note that this combination of
stativity and anti-causativity (anti-causativity = fientivity) could be expressed by another
formation: prototypically radical e-grade simple thematic presents (e.g. Ved. tdpa- ‘be/become
hot, burn’, A&y, -opan ‘blaze, shine forth’). According to, and in agreement with, Rau (2012),
this class was originally active in form and intransitive in meaning. The causative actives
apparent in Vedic (e.g. prathati ‘spreads out’) and dominant in Greek (e.g. pAéy® ‘burn, lights
up, make illustrious’, épevbm ‘make red’ [cf. OE réodan ‘id.’]) are explained as back-formations
from the middle, which appears in many cases to have replaced the older intransitive active (e.g.
PAéywm ‘blaze, shine forth’, pevbw ‘become red’®®), probably due to a tendency to align middle
morphology with reduced valency (i.e. the number of arguments supported by a predicate).
Though the exact origin of this class of radical e-grade simple thematic active presents is perhaps
imponderable, what is beyond doubt is its participation in the Caland system, especially as it is
reflected in Indo-Iranian and Greek (e.g. Ved. pythu- ‘broad’ : prathas- ‘expanse’ : prdthati
‘spreads out’, €pvOpog ‘red’ : Epevboc ‘redness’ : Epevbw ‘redden’).

Having noted the existence of this type, henceforth designated the épevbw-type, let us
return to the base of the *-éhi(-)ie/o- stative, henceforth designated the rubeo-type. While, as
mentioned above, the rubeo-type provides considerable evidence for the use of predicative
instrumental root nouns, even clearer evidence is adducible from the cale-faciol-fio-type first
explained by Jasanoff (1978: 121-126) as an (anti-)causative periphrasis consisting of the light

verbs fio ‘become’ or facio ‘make’ and the reflex of the instrumental singular of a root noun.

% In a description of tetanus, xai 10 TpdcOmOV Epevbdet, kai cpddpa ddvvartal, “and the face
becomes red, and is greatly pained” (Hp.Morb.4.38).
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Most notably, this (anti-)causative pattern is paralleled in Vedic by the use of the cognates bhii-
and dha- with guha in particular.

This Latin and Vedic evidence has justified the reconstruction of a widely recognized
periphrastic construction consisting of the light verbs *d"eh:- ‘put, make, do’ (causative) and
*p"uhx- ‘become’ (anti-causative) and an underlying stative nominal sentence constituted by an
instrumental substantive predicated of either the subject of *b"uhx- or the object of *d"eh-.
While at the earliest reconstructible stage the substantive in question was a root noun, as exactly
reflected in the cale-faciol-fio-type, a variety of stem-types could in principle be employed as
instrumental stative predicates periphrastically augmentable by an anti-causative or causative
layer. At roughly the same time as Jasanoff’s historical analysis of the cale-faciol-fio-type,
Schindler (1980) demonstrated that the old Indic cvi-construction (e.g. Ved. krird- ‘bloody,
wounded’ : kriiri k- ‘to bloody, wound’) ultimately goes back to the use of predicative
instrumental i-stem abstracts in the same construction as reflected by the cale-faciol-fio-type. As
a whole, this construction has been extensively studied by Balles (2006), who thoroughly
assesses the Indic evidence and effectively justifies Schindler’s reconstruction.

While the construction is perhaps most notable for its remnants in tense/aspect formation
(e.g. Latin’s —b— morphs: calébit ‘will be warm’, monébat ‘warned’ etc., Jasanoff 1978: 123;
Germanic weak preterite: Goth. salboda ‘anointed’, cf. OHG salba ‘ointment’, Lithr 1984: 43—
44; copular *hzes- : OCS -ax- imperfect kryja-axo ‘they covered’, Balles 2008: 169-171), it is
also significant because it has left considerable traces in the realm of nominal morphology and
arguably underlies certain secondary roots. The most famous of these traces is represented by the
class of Latin adjectives in -idus (e.g. ribidus ‘red, reddish’ [P1.+]), first analyzed by Nussbaum

(1999a) as the reflex of an i-stem and a suffix *-d"o- subsequently analyzed by Hackstein (2002)
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and Balles (2003) as *-d"hi-0-, a nominalized form of *d"eh:- and a compositional thematic
suffix. The basic history of a form like ribidus may be described as follows. Since the
instrumental of *h1ré/éyd"-i- ‘the red, redness’, namely *hiréyd-i-h1 ‘with red(ness), red’, was
the complement (i.e. constitutive) of a predicative phrase selected by the causative *d"eh-, the
entire phrase *hiréud"-i-h1 d"ehi- would mean ‘make X red, redden’. On the basis of this (kind
of) phrase, one could form a compound such as *hzreyd"-i-d"hi-6-, composed of the bare stem of
the stative predicate, the zero-grade of the light verb, and a compositional thematic suffix
analyzable ultimately as possessive. This compound would have two general meanings as a
result of the semantics of the light verb. Since *d"eh:- has (at least) two arguments, a causal
agent and patient/theme, the compound of which it is in effect the second member could in
principle be used to refer to the agent or to the patient/theme. In other words, the formation of the
compound effaces the distinction between ‘reddening’ and ‘reddened’; only context would have
guided the users of such expressions. This theoretical expectation of diathetic variability is
accompanied by the hypothesis that the anti-causative *b"uhx- could also serve as an effective
SCM and that a compound so formed would with far less ambiguity be used to refer to the
patient/theme. We shall return to nominal evidence of *b"uhx- in compounds parallel to the
rubidus-type later on in this Chapter.

The clearest trace of a ribidus-type compound in Greek is arguably found in the family
of \Bpi6- ‘heavy, laden’ (Rasmussen 1989: 94-95), which forms a small but unmistakable
Caland system complete with an adjective in -ug (Bp100¢ ‘heavy’ [Hom. +]), a substantive in -og,
-g0¢ (Bpibog ‘weight’ [Hp., E.+], cf. BptBocvvn ‘heaviness’ [Hom.+]), and, most interestingly, a
descriptively simple thematic stative/anti-causative in -g/o- (BpiBo ‘am heavy, weighed down’

[Hom. +]). That this VBp16- originates from the same root as the VBap- of Papvc ‘heavy’ is
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undeniable semantically (Frisk 1960-1973: 267—268; Garcia Ramén 2009), and, in light of the
intimate relationship between i-stems and u-stems, more than justifiable morphologically.

The PIE root is reconstructible as *Vg"rehz- ‘heavy’, from which, though their exact
thematic base is unknown, an i-stem *g"ro/éhz-i- ‘heaviness, weight’ and a u-stem *g*“ré/ehz-u-
‘id.” were ultimately formed. While the proterokinetic internal derivative of the latter is widely
reflected (Ved. guru-, Av. gouru-, Goth. kaurus* ‘heavy’), evidence of the i-stem is almost
entirely confined to Greek (cf. Ved. grisma- m. ‘summer’, Wackernagel 1934: 197-198). Beside
\Bpi6- ‘heavy’, one can isolate a Ppi—/Ppi— that appears in various items in the semantically
adjacent sphere of strength and intensity (e.g. Bplapdg ‘mighty’ [Hom.+], Bpmmvog ‘loud-
shouting’ [Hom.], Bptudc ‘péyac, xoremog’ [Hsch.]). Moreover, there is a Bpi which Apollonius
Dyscolus deems equivalent to Bpi0émg (Adv.157.13), and which Hesychius glosses with éri tod
ueydiov, kai ioyvpod, kai yaremod tibetan (cf. Pprapog ‘mighty’). Though it is unclear what the
exact formal history of this item would be, its meaning strongly suggests that it should not be
separated from forms in Bpi—/ppi— nor from \Bpid- ‘heavy’. Given their sequence Bp— and the
ser-status of the ancestral root, it is necessary to assume laryngeal metathesis (Weiss 2020: 123—
124, cf. Lat. [i.e. Sabellic] britus ‘heavy, unwieldy, stupid’ < *g¥ruhzto- [<< *g"yh2-u-t(-)6-
‘heavy’], cf. Latv. grats “difficult’, de Vaan 2008: 76). In all likelihood, the environment for
such a change (i.e. HI > IH / C(R)_C) would have been provided long ago by preforms such as
that of VBpi0- in particular.

The semantic and morphosyntactic history resulting in this root begins with the
predicative adnominal use of the instrumental of *g"r6/éhz-i- ‘heaviness, weight’, namely
*g"réhz-i-h1, to mean ‘weighty’. The causative phrase *g“réhz-i-h: d"eh:- would thus mean

‘render weighty’ and be eligible for representation as an adnominal compound *g"rhz-i-d"h1-6-
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‘rendering weighty’, ‘rendered weighty’, or simply ‘weighty’. While it is clear from the reflex
that such a form would have undergone metathesis to *g"rih2d"h16- at some point, it is unclear
how one can clarify the morphological consequences of the Property Conceptual meaning
represented by our last gloss ‘weighty’. In other words, how did the material preceding the
supposed thematic suffix become a root with its own Caland system? A best guess to explain its
reflex’s derivatives (i.e. Bpi0vg ‘heavy’ : Ppifog ‘weight’ : BpiBm ‘am heavy, weighed down’)
would exploit the internal analogies of the system. At an ideal level of morphological
reconstruction, a prototypical adjective in -0¢ and a prototypical Calandish substantive in -og, -
eog could both appear in a given Caland system because the former would reflect an internal
derivative of a determinate acrostatic u-stem derived from an o-stem adnominal, while the latter
would reflect a determinate s-stem derivative of that selfsame o-stem. As one can imagine, the
patterns of derivatives conditioned by the centrality of the primeval thematic adnominal would
allow plenty of apparent by-passing of steps in a derivational sequence. Naturally, that sequence
begins with a thematic adjective *g“rihz2(-)d"h1-6- ‘weighty’, but need not proceed to a u-stem
substantive basic in the abstract to the ancestor of BpiBvug ‘heavy’, the continuator, in terms of its
functional slot, of *g“rih2(-)d"hs-6-.

A good bet would be to view the s-stem BpiBog ‘weight’ as the direct reflex of the item
derived from this thematic adjective. Though only first attested in the 5" century (Hp., E.+), in
contrast to the already Homeric adjective in -0g and stative/anti-causative in -g/o-, fpibog would
not be without parallel as an expression of a necessarily Pre-Proto-Greek morphological pattern.
For example, it is at first glance by no means clear why the substantive corresponding to péyog
‘great’ should be formed with the complex sigmatic suffix -60o¢ (i.e. péyabog ‘size’ Hdt.; uéyebog

[Hom., Attic]). That this sequence was generated by derivation from a thematic stem is accepted
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by Meissner (2006: 51-52), who writes “we find *-d"0- as in péyafoc / péyebog, giving excellent
support for Nussbaum’s hypothesis [1976: 90], argued almost entirely on the basis of evidence
from Latin, that *-d"o- was a marginal Caland suffix”. While the past twenty or so years of
research have shown that there was no such suffix per se, its association with the Caland system,
though marginal relative to *-rg-, *-0-, etc., is not only patent but falls out from our current
understanding of the use of adjectival abstracts in the predicative instrumental causative
periphrasis. What this claim amounts to is the scenario that the instrumental of *még-hz- “(the)
big’ was used with *d"ehs-, that the periphrasis was compositionally nominalized as *;:g-h2-
d"hi-6- ‘(rendering/rendered) big’, and that the s-stem derived therefrom, namely *még-h2-d"ha-
o/es- ‘magnitude’, came to serve as the abstract corresponding to the once definite adjective
reflected by uéyog ‘magnus’.

The relationship between péyag and péyabog is precisely comparable to that between
noA0¢ ‘much, many’ and the effectively suppletive nAf0o¢ ‘multitude’ (Hom.+) insofar as the
latter serve as abstracts to the former. This fact itself invites the suspicion that 7Af6o¢ has a
history similar to that of uéyabog, the major difference being the status of the 8-bearing 7in6- as
an effective root. This radical status is apparent from the fact that 7Af0o¢ has beside it what
appears to be the reflex of an ha-derivative of an oxytone u-stem adjective (mAn6vg ‘multitude,
crowd’ [Hom.+]) and, most interestingly, a stative/anti-causative in -g/o-, namely min6w
(Hom.+), whose meaning ‘be/become full’, as opposed to T‘be/become much, many’, calls for
comment.

An explanation for the discrepancy begins with a consideration of the semantics of
*\plehi- itself. By all accounts the root was a verbal one with the meaning “fill’ (e.g. mipminput

‘id.” [Hom.+], mAfjto ‘got filled’, etc.). Though in general accurate, this imprecise gloss conceals
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a certain fact about the particular activity concept — that it is associated to a special degree of
intimacy with the imposition of an abiding state abutting and even identical to what is in effect a
Property Concept FULL. It is on the basis of this concept that, already in the proto-language, (1)
certain historical derivatives of *\pleh1- displayed Calandish behavior and (2) that they could be
used in the non-PC (or trans-PC) quantificational sense ‘much, many’. Given the antiquity and
profundity of these semantic associations, it is conceivable that even a formation as archaic as a
root noun *pléhi-/p/hi-", while principally employable as a verbal abstract ‘filling’, could also
express the sense of a state (e.g. erstwhile FCM in Ved. purandhi- ‘Segensfiille’, Av. parandi-
‘id.” < *p/hi-hzend’-i- “full florescence, plenitude’ Mayrhofer 1986-2001: 145-146 with refs.) or
be used to refer to something concrete (‘a filling”). According to Nussbaum (p.c.), this latter
sense arguably underlies the term for ‘fortified settlement’ in Vedic pdr- “city, citadel’ (loc. pl.
pursU, Mayrhofer 1986-2001: 145) and, if the i-stem is innovative, Lithuanian pilis, -iés
‘fortress’ (Latv. pils ‘castle’, Smoczynski 2017: 961-962). That the sense of fortification should
be involved secondarily is unsurprising; the organized concentration of people and property is
correlated with the need and means, chiefly by enclosure and often elevation, to protect that
assembly. The claim would thus be that *pléhi-/p/hi-" qua concrete “filling’ was a political term
— semantic territory where historical derivatives of *\plehi-, some of which we shall consider
below, are well represented (e.g. ©Af0og ‘the commons’ [e.g. Thuc.], Locrian mAin0a ‘assembly’,

Lat. plébés®” ‘the common people’).

67 As suggested by Nussbaum and Weiss (p.c.), the —b— of plebés may have originated from an
acrostatic paradigm with a full-grade ending, e.g. gen. sg. *pléfes < plefwes < *pléhidhi-y-es
‘of the multitude’.
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On the other side we should consider the employability of *pléehi-/p/hi-" as an expression
of fullness itself. In theory, this abstract could serve as a predicative instrumental *p/h1-éh1 ‘with
filling’ eligible for use in the (anti-)causative periphrasis. The compound nominalization of the
resulting phrase *p/hi-éh1 d"ehi- ‘provide x with filling> was thus *p/h1-d"h1-6- “filling’ but also
‘filled, full’. Insofar as the theme-oriented resultative sense ‘filled’ was more or less equivalent
to a timeless PC sense ‘full’, the s-stem substantive formed from *p/hi-d"hi-6- was, like the
ancestor of puéyaboc, an adjectival abstract. As we have observed in our consideration of the
background of Vedic varivas- n. ‘open space’ (: url- ‘broad’ < *hiyrhx-0- ‘id.” < *hiu6/érhx-u-
‘width, breadth”), the formation of such an s-stem often involves the installation of a new é-grade
in the root (*hwuo/érhx-u- ‘width, breadth’ — *hiyrhx-u-6- ‘wide” — *hiuérhx-u-o/es- ‘width,
breadth’). We thus have some reason to suppose that the preform of mAfj6og was a de-thematic
*pléhi-dhi-o/es- “fullness’ (i.e. *-d"hi-0-s-).

The derivation of *pléh:-d"hi-o/es- ‘fullness’ from *p/hi-d"hi-6- “full’ is supported by
two clearly de-thematic categories. As mentioned above, the Locrian equivalent of 7Afjfog qua
‘assembly’ appears to have been a 7An0a (IG9[1].334.40) interpretable as the reflex of an *-h-
derivative of *p/h1-d"hi-6- with é-grade of the root (i.e. *pléhi-d"hi-e-ho- “the full, fullness’).
This *p/hi-d"h1-6- was conceivably also the base of an acrostatic u-stem *plé/éhi-d"hi-u-
‘fullness’. The main reason for supposing such a paradigm is the relative ease with which one
can derive the form and meaning of the Latin p/ébés ‘common people’ associated with TAnfvc
‘multitude, crowd’ (de Vaan 2008: 471). With a zero-grade suffix and full-grade ending, a neo-
acrostatic genitive singular, for instance, *pléhid"-y-es (<< *pléhi-d"hi-u-s) would have given a
Proto-Italic *plet'wes ancestral to (*plébwes > *pledwes >) a *pléBwes from which would

develop the plébis apparent in common and conceivably conservative phrases such as tribinus
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plébis. This brings up the exact relationship with mAn@vc. As this item is an v-stem, that is, a *-u-
h2- stem, it is necessary to assume an adnominal u-stem. Given the originality of an acrostatic u-
stem, it may be preferable to assume a proterokinetic adnominal basic to the *pleh:-d"hi-G-ha-
reflected by mAin@uc. In any case, the basic u-stem as well as the a-stem reflected by miq0a
provide significant traces of derivatives that presuppose the thematic adnominal *p/h:-d"h1-6-
“full’ basic to *pléhi-d"hi-o/es- ‘fullness’. The question now concerns the derivational
consequences of this radical é-grade s-stem.

That the substantival slot of a given Caland system is frequently filled by a neuter s-stem
is a settled matter. It is in light in of this fact that we should consider the potential role played by
the s-stem in implicationally generating another Calandish stem realizing another semantic-
syntactic slot. One such slot was the stative/anti-causative present realized by the originally
active radical é-grade simple thematic stem or £épevfw-type. Even when we restrict our attention
to solely Greek data such as 6épog ‘summer’ : 0épopon ‘become hot’, OéAmog ‘heat’ : OdAmouan
‘become hot’, ydyog ‘coolness’ : yoyopar ‘become cool’, §dog ‘delight’ : fidopar ‘take delight’,
gpevbog ‘redness’ : épevBopan ‘become red’, yeddog ‘deceit’ : yevdopum ‘lie’, €xBog ‘hate’ :
&xBopan ‘be hateful, hated’ : diyog “‘grief” : dyopon ‘grieve’, and kf|oog ‘care’ : kndouat ‘care
about’, it is quite clear that a member of one these categories, namely a neuter s-stem or an
gpevbo-type anti-causative, could in principle have conditioned the creation of the other in a
given family.

In the case of TAf0o¢ ‘multitude’ beside TAn0® ‘@am/become full’, one might propose,
following Rau (2009: 140), that the ancestor of the latter provided the model for the creation of
the s-stem, under the assumption that A0 reflects a *pléhi-d"e/o- formed with a distinct

stative/inchoative suffix *-d"e/o-. While such a suffix no doubt existed eventually (e.g. BopHm
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‘be weighed down’ [Hom.+], pivobw ‘decrease’ [Hom.+], etc.), the problem with assuming it for
m\n0 becomes apparent when we reconsider Bpibo by comparison. Given the certainty that
Bpibw ultimately shares a root with Bapvc, one would have to assume that the suffix *-d"e/o- was
added to the remnant of a nominal i-stem just as -6¢/o- was added to Bapvg to create Bopvbo.
Since, at some level, a denominal analysis is unavoidable, it is preferable to view Bpibw and
mAn0m as expressions of the same tendency. In other words, at the historical stage at which the
preforms of Bpibe and mAOw were created, the *~d"— did not contribute to a verbal stem formant
but was rather analyzable as part of a (secondary) root. The best way to arrive at a stage ancestral
to a secondary root is to assume a compound whose derivatives developed Calandish (i.e.
mutually suffix-substitutive and ultimately root-based) behavior.

If we start out with a systemically central *pléhi-d"hi-o/es- “fullness’, that is, an eventual
root + s-suffix sequence *pléhid"hi-o/es-, it is more than conceivable that the radical é-grade s-
stem provided the model for the creation of an £pghbw-type anti-causative to the “extended”
*\pleh1d"h1- (e.g. *g"Mér-o/es- ‘warmth, heat’ [0épog ‘summer’, Ved. haras- n. ‘flame’] : *g¥hér-
e/o- ‘be warm, hot’ [0épopar ‘become hot’] :: *pléhid"hi-o/es- “fullness’ : x = *pléhid"hi-e/o-
‘be/become full’). That such a stem as *pléhid"hi-e-(t)i ‘becomes full’ existed is probable when
we consider the possibility that Old/Young Avestan frada- ‘increase (trans. act./intr. mid.)’ is the
cognate of 7An0m (Johansson 1917: 73; Cheung 2007: 86; Rau 2009 loc. cit.). This present is
formed from a root \firdd- ‘increase, prosper’ from which are derived a root-nominal adjective
frad- ‘increasing’, a t-stem® (e.g. fradat-vira- ‘increasing men’, fradati-ca ‘and to prosper’
[Yt.6.1]), and an s-stem firadah-* in the personal name Dazhu-fradah- ‘whose increase is of the

land’ (Yt.13.116 [Bartholomae 1904: 682]; cf. s-stem infinitive fradanhé ‘to prosper’ Y.44.20).

68 This stem would probably have been derived from a thematic adnominal (Nussbaum p.c.).
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There is also an i-stem attested (acc. sg. fraidim ‘prosperity’ [Y.53.6]). On the whole, these
derivatives point to a lost thematic adnominal formed in parallel to the preserved radical
adjective. As for the verb itself, it appears to display, as in the Greek thematics listed above, the
same more recent utilization of the active vs. middle formal contrast as an expression of
causation vs. anti-causation respectively (e.g. fradat ‘makes prosper’ [Y.46.13d] : fradanté ‘they
prosper’ [Y.43.6¢], Garcia Ramén 2006: 200). By this account, mAn0w would more faithfully
reflect the use of the active as an anti-causative.

What is being proposed is the generation of a secondary root on the basis of a compound
formed from a light verb construction. Since a *p/hi-d"hi-6- “full’ is potentially basic, most
Caland-characteristically, to an s-stem (*pléhi-d"hi-o/es- ‘fullness’ [Av. fiadah-*, ©A§00c]), an i-
stem (*plo/éha-dPhi-i- [Av. frdidi- “prosperity’]), and a u-stem (*pl6/éhi-d™hi-u- [>> min6ug, Lat.
plebés]), it is no wonder that a radical é-grade active thematic would be analogically derived on
the model of an s-stem simply because anti-causatives in R(é)S(-e/o-) were entrenched in Caland
systems with co-occurrent s-stem substantives near the center. For something like *pléhid"hs-
e/o- in particular, the designation as a derivative of a secondary root should be understood in
solely formal, Calandish terms; there is no doubt that users were able to analyze this item as a
derivative ultimately of a base *Vplehi- “fill’. It is likely this analyzability that rendered the
interpretably suffixal *-d"(h1)e/o- deployable for the formation of anti-causative presents echoed
by the likes of pvvBw ‘diminish’ (intr.) and BapObw ‘am weighed down’. Accordingly, while
BopvBm would reflect a conservatively active anti-causative “fientive” stem in *-d"(h1)e/o-
formed more recently from the proterokinetic adjective *g*rh2-0- ‘heavy’, the synonymous

Bpibw would reflect an earlier and genuinely substitutively formed present stem.
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The facilitation of root-based derivation by appeal to the s-stem reflected by BpiBog is
probable precisely because of the prevalence of s-stems as fillers of the substantival slot. Though
Bpibw lacks the radical é-grade characteristic of the Calandish anti-causative simple thematic
present, this deficiency is explicable as a reproduction of the radical grade proper to the s-stem
model; while the preform of nAffog (: TAn0w) was marked both by determinative accent-
retraction and e-grade of the root (i.e. *p/h1-d"h1-6- “full’ — *pléhi(-)d"hi-o/es- ‘fullness’) —an
incentive for the formation of a radical é-grade thematic present — the s-stem formed from the
risbidus-adjective *g"rihz(-)d"hi-6- ‘weighty’ simply repeated the base’s vocalism. It is thus not
difficult to imagine that a *g"rih2(-)d"h1-o/es- ‘weight(iness)’, possibly with the cooperation of
an originally substitutively formed *g"rih2(-)d"h1-0- ‘weighty’ (> Bp100c), would have invited a
simple thematic *g"rih2(-)d"hi-e/o0- ‘become weighty’ with the only grade recognized for this
secondary root, namely zero.

Like any historical enterprise, the tracing of derivatives such as Bpibo and Bapvbw, the
former synchronically primary and the latter de-adjectival, renders one conscious of paths not
taken. In principle, a causative periphrasis involving the i-stem’s u-stem sister *g"r6/éhz-u- could
have been nominalized as a thematic adjective generative of its own Caland system (+Vpp06- :
+BpBoc : TPpuBm). Similarly, it is conceivable that *g"r6/éhz-i- (: *g"rha-i- > MIr. bair ‘heavy’)
qua (definite) adjective (cf. tpogig ‘well-fed’ : tpépw ‘thicken’) might have survived to be the
base of a stative/anti-causative present in *-d"(hi)e/o- (Bapibw). These possibilities are
imaginable precisely because of our current understanding that acrostatic i-stems and u-stems
were derived from the same thematic source. Accordingly, this derivationally parallel status as

well as the homosemy of both stem-types may be taken as the basis for the hypothesis of i-stem
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and u-stem remnants in intimately related families arguably sprung from nominalized (anti-
)causative periphrases.

At this juncture and in this respect, the family that should concern us is that of ev6vg
‘straight, direct, straightforward’. The most conspicuous fact about this adjective is that, while
€vBvg is the form in Attic and elsewhere (e.g., Pindar), the corresponding form in Homer and
lonic generally is iBvc. Since these two necessarily related forms cannot of course be reconciled
phonologically, one must approach the question morphologically. This involves the integration
of some additional data. Within Greek, we have the adverb &i0ap ‘at once, forthwith’ (Hom.+),
whose meaning, if explained as the outgrowth of a sense ‘straightway, directly’, is entirely
reconcilable with the semantics of £000¢/iBvg. More distant in every respect but conceivably
related on semantic grounds is Vedic sadhii- ‘straight, correct, successful, conducive, etc.’,
situated at the center of a robust Caland system based on an apparently solely Indo-Iranian root
*saHd"-IsHd"- (Ved. sidhré- ‘successful, efficacious’ [: sidhyati ‘succeeds’] : sadhistha-
‘straightest, most effective’ : sadhati ‘succeeds; renders successful’; OAv. hadraiia ‘sincerely’®°
: hadista- ‘most effective’). It is this relative isolation and striking morpho-semantic resemblance
to the Greek data that give weight to the suspicion that the material preceding the *-d"- in all the
adduced forms originates ultimately from the same root. In other words, the hypothesis is that, in
light of the Greek data, the preform of *VsaHd"-/sHd"- lacks exact comparanda in Greek
precisely because it would be based on a compound that nominalized a variant of the same

construction consisting of the causative light verb and a nominal stem derived from the same

root. Given the analysis of *VsaHd"-/sHd"- as the reflex of a secondary root based on a

69 Pokorny (IEW: 892) states “hadroya- f. ‘Verlangen nach Erreichung des Zieles’
(von *hadra- m., idg. *seédh-ro- ‘Erreichung des Zieles’)”. Gloss ‘sincerely’ is reproduced from
Rau 2009: 165.
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compound, the first member thereof would necessarily point to a substantive derived directly
from a root of the shape *sehx-.

By appeal to e00vg itself, whose ev— under our hypothesis would allow us to exclude *—
h2- and *—hs-, this root can be reconstructed as the *Vseh:- identifiable in the *-r6- adjective
reflected in Latin sérus ‘late’, Old Irish sir ‘long, long-lasting’, and Old Welsh hir ‘long, tall,
lengthy’. Though temporal meaning is well represented in the derivatives of this root (Ved. sayd-
n. ‘evening’, Goth. seipus ‘late’), such a sense is conceivably an outgrowth of the spatial
meaning evident in, among other sources, the above-mentioned Celtic data (Olr. sir ‘long, long-
lasting’, OW hir ‘long, tall). It is therefore appealing to assign a general meaning ‘long’ to the
adjectival root *Vseh-.

(Anti-)causation of a state characterized by this Property Concept has some relevant
ramifications. As noted by Matasovi¢ (2009: 337), Middle Irish sinid ‘stretches, extends,
straightens’ is undoubtedly related to Sir ‘long’. Though the exact formal prehistory of this weak
(originally denominal) verb is unclear, its meaning is entirely reconcilable with a derivation
ultimately from *Vseh:-. The justification for this conceivably arises from the notion of
elongation. Based on our experience and observation principally of extending our arms, there is a
correlation between elongation and extension, the former of which may thus provide the means
of conceptualizing the latter. It is via the notion of extension in turn that one can infer direction
or the imposition of the state of being straight. For the sake of comparison, this relationship is on
full display in the derivatives of the *Visreg- ‘extend, straighten’ (dpéyom ‘extend’ [Hom.+], Lat.
rego ‘rule, keep straight’, etc.). In particular, the basis of the Property Conceptual sense ‘straight’
seems to be the understanding that an object existing in a state resulting from the act of extension

has the property of being straight. This PC state can be reached from more than one angle. For
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instance, the Vedic adjective rju- ‘straight’ (cf. Av. arazu- ‘id.”) reflects a proterokinetic
derivative conceivably formed from an acrostatic u-stem derived ultimately from *Vhareg-, while
Latin réctus ‘straight, upright’ reflects a verbal adjective in *-t6- primordially capable of
resultative-stative expression (i.e. ‘extended’, cf. opextov d6pv ‘pike’ B 543).

The question that confronts us now is the relationship between this semantic affinity and
the morphological variants presupposed by the mainly Greek and Indo-Iranian data. Given the
difficulty of separating e00v¢/iboc and *\saHd"-/sHd"- formally and, above all, semantically, the
best approach to solve the formal discrepancy would be to suppose that the secondary root
reflected by Vedic \sadh-/sidh- originated in the causative periphrasis and that the predicative
instrumental employed in this construction was that of a root noun *séhi-/shi-" ‘the long, length’
(— *Vsehi- “long’).7® As such, the phrase *shi-éh: d"ehi- ‘lengthen, elongate’ would belong to
the cale-facio-type and be eligible for the formation of a compound. Like *p/hi-d"hi-6- “filled,
full’, this compound would consist of an absolute zero-grade FCM, a reduced form of *\/dhem-,
and a compositional thematic vowel. Via a thematic/patientive interpretation, this *shi-d"h1-6-
would have originally meant ‘lengthened, elongated’. In light of the semantic outgrowths
discussed above, this resultative sense would have easily entered the territory of ‘extended’,
‘straightened’, and, by the attenuation of resultative stativity, have assumed the PC meaning

‘straight’.

0 As evidence for this root noun, I propose that *séhi-/shi- ‘the long, length’ had a locative *shi-
én ‘in/of/for a long (time)’ (— *shi-én-t- > OHG sint ‘since’ : PGmc. *sin(t) ‘ever, lasting’
[Goth. sinteins ‘daily’, OHG sin-fluot, sint-fluot ‘Sintflut, diluvium’, singruona ‘evergreen’,
etc.], cf. aiév ‘ever, always’ < *hzei-u-én ‘in lifetime, forever’, ON si ok & ‘ever and aye’) from
whose hypostasis was generated *shi-én-o- ‘long-existing’ (Ved. sana- ‘old’, etc., cf. OCS
davens ‘antiquus’ [: *Vdyeh,- ‘long, far’]).
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Though it is impossible to specify with precision the derivational stages to which
corresponded the aforementioned semantic domains, the morphological history unfolding from
*shi-d"hi-6- is not difficult to sketch. What does require initial comment is the justification for a
thematic *shi-d"h1-6- in particular. In other words, given the implicationally generative nature of
Caland systems, the u-stem adjective reflected by sadhii- could in principle have been formed
originally from the root, as indeed the Vedic adjective is synchronically. Moreover, de-radical
status is plainly attributable to the less frequent sidhra- ‘successful, efficacious’ based on the
zero-grade variant. Yet considering the availability of this latter allomorph, one wonders why the
Vedic U-stem adjective fails to be reflected as sidhU-T, as is usual for the continuants of
proterokinetics. In this connection, one could claim that the allomorph sadh- is adopted from the
gpevBm-type present sadhati ‘succeeds; renders successful’. While certainly plausible and
definitely viable as an explanation for an item like Bp100c (: Bpifog : Ppibw), the claim does not
address the question of how exactly, if we recognize the compositional origin of *VsaHd"-/sHd"-
and thus the status of its preform as a secondary root, this Caland family was founded.

As in the prehistories of VBpi0- ‘heavy’ (< *‘laden’) and Vmno- ‘full’ (< *“filled”), it
makes sense to suppose a thematic adjective at the origin of the system. Bearing the form *shi-
d"hi-6- and the meaning ‘extended, straightened, straight’, this adjective would conceivably be
the base of an acrostatic u-stem substantive *sé/éhi-d"hi-u- straightness, rectitude’ possibly
ancestral to the Vedic hapax sadhu- n. ‘Heil, Segen’. While this substantive may in fact be a
back-formation from sadhu- as Widmer (2004: 179-180) argues, it is interesting to note, as
Widmer (loc. cit.) himself does, that the form corresponding to sadhu- in the Samaveda (1217¢)
is an s-stem sadhas- “id.”. Though it is impossible to be certain that its preform *séha(-)d"hi-o/es-

‘straightness, rectitude, etc.” existed alongside its likewise de-thematic relative *s6/éhi-d"hi-u-
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‘id.’, the existence of such derivatives provides a much more economical way of explaining
sadhati ‘succeeds; renders successful’. Our immediate comparandum in this regard is the
*pléhi(-)d"hi-e/o- ‘be/become full’ reflected by nAf0w ‘id.” and Avestan frada- ‘increase’. Given
the antiquity of the u-stem and s-stem to the secondary root of this verb, it is appealing to
suppose that, just as these nominal stems have provided the implicational blueprint for *pléhs(-
)dhi-e/o-, the same stems to *Vsehs(-)d"hi- ‘straight’ have conditioned the creation of an anti-
causative radical é-grade thematic present *séhi(-)d"hi-e/o- ‘get straight’. In particular, the
radical é-grade s-stem possibly reflected by sadhas- would be a good candidate for the formation
of such a verb. As for sadhu- itself, again while it is probable that its root vocalism is modelled
on that of sadhati, this modelling is by no means necessary and does not exclude the erstwhile
existence of a genuinely internally derived and ultimately de-thematic u-stem.

In fact, the existence of this thematic stem, namely *shi-d"hi-6- ‘extended, straightened,
straight’, may be supported with a slight piece of extra-Indo-Iranian evidence. As de Lamberterie
(1990: 295) notes with reference to Lidén (1906: 75-76), who associated sadhui- with the
following form for the first time, Armenian aj (gen. ajoy) ‘right, dexter’ appears to reflect the
same root as reflected by Vedic \sidh- (< Proto-Indo-Iranian *NsHd"-). Though de Lamberterie
operates with a reconstruction *shi-d"-i0- consisting of a root *sehi-, an extension in *-¢”-, and a
suffix *-io-, this sequence, phonologically supported by Martirosyan (2010: 99-100), who
accepts the Vsidh- connection, can be morphologically rewritten according to the following
proposal. Supposing an acrostic i-stem formed from our *shi-d"hi-6- (i.e. *s6/éh1-d"hs-i-
‘straightness, rectitude, the right’), we may suggest that this derivative was the base of a thematic
possessive *shi(-)d"(h1)-i-0- ‘right’ (> aj ‘id.’; cf. phonologically Arm. mej ‘middle’ < *médnjo-).

Accordingly, what one would infer from the Indo-Iranian and Armenian evidence is that at some
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point in the language ancestral to both branches there was a root *seh1d’- (<< *sehi-d’h1-) with
the meaning ‘straight’. The question that reasserts itself here is the exact relation of this root’s
reflex Vsadh- to the supposed root reflected by the semantically equivalent £0009c/iboc.

The modern point of entry for addressing the question is naturally de Lamberterie’s
(1990: 271-298) discussion of €v6v¢. His basic intuition, as confirmed by phraseological
parallels and semantic analysis, is of course that e000c/iboc and Vsadh- are related in some way.
In his final analysis, however, there is an apparent aporia consequent to the forced acceptance of
“une racine a deux formes, *sehi/shi- et *sej-/si-, dont chacune regoit un élargissement *-k- et *-
d-, ce qui aboutit a quatre bases radicales” (p. 294). Aside from, for example, the attempt to
relate fiko ‘have arrived, am here’ (Hom.+) and the problematic assumption of root-extensions,
the main difficulty in the reconstruction of a single root characterized by such an alternation is its
profound lack of parallelism with any other PIE phenomenon. While one could merely imagine
an i-present forming a stem that would eventually be reanalyzed as a root (cf., e.g., *\pehs-
‘drink’ [e.g. Ved. pdtave] : *\pihs- [e.g. pitdye]), what the proposal is calling for is the complete
substitutability of *—hi— and *—i—; it is this that is objectionable. In any case, the object of his
proposal resembles what we propose here: the origination of secondary roots.

For de Lamberterie’s secondary root analysis, the point of departure is a *\seid"-
analyzable as the latter “form” of *sehi/shi- and *sei-/si- and an extension in *-d"-. On the basis
of this *Vseid’- were formed a radical é-grade thematic present (*séid’-e/o-) and, after the verbal
stem, an adjective in *-0- (*seid’-0-). The reflex of the former would be Vedic sédhati ‘repels’,
which we shall mention again shortly, while that of the latter an *€i00¢ partially ancestral to
£000c/iB0c. Aside from the issue of its Pre-Proto-Greek preform, there is in fact some evidence

for this reconstruction. As de Lamberterie notes (p. 287—288, with refs.), a Cretan inscription
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from Lyttos (SEG 35: 991) displays the sequence AOAOZ | AEI®EIA interpretable as & 650g &

€if&ia ‘the straight road’. While this form constitutes good evidence of *ifvg, this *€ibvg, or
rather €i6vc*, is implausibly supposed to be the preform of ev6vg by means of an ad hoc
assimilation of the second member of the diphthong (Schwyzer 1959: 256; Willi 2001: 120-
130). Similarly arbitrary is Chantraine’s (2009: 367) speculation that, under the influence of the
adverb &b ‘well’, the £0— of £00vg arose from a refashioning of iBoc.

Concerning v itself, de Lamberterie rightly rejects the possibility of precocious itacism
on account of its already Homeric attestation. There thus arises the need, as we have seen, to
account for the form as primitive from a Proto-Greek standpoint. To do this, de Lamberterie
envisions a U-stem adjective formed on the basis of a reduplicated present *si-sid"-e/o-
comparable to the *si-sg"-e/o- ancestral to ioyw ‘hold fast’ (Hom. +); just as ioym allegedly has
beside itself a substantive ioyvg ‘strength’ reflecting, as a type, an *-ii- (< *-(-h2-) derivative of a
supposed deverbal adjective *ioybc ‘strong’, iBvg is the base of a substantive v ‘direction’
(Hom., h.Ap.539; e.g., av’ iBuv ‘against’ [® 303]). Since, given the Hesychian lemma Bioyvv,
YoV ioyvv, this comparison must be rejected, de Lamberterie’s *si-sid™-0- (> *hihit"(-), whose
reduplicated sequence would underlie the i of iBvg by contraction, should also be set aside as
the preform of iBoc.

We are therefore in need of an explanation for three data points corresponding to what
appear to be three items original from the standpoint of Proto-Greek: the eb0— of €06V, the &i— of
£iBvc*, and the i of ibHc. Once we recognize, as we have already mentioned, that these items
need not — indeed cannot — go back to the very same preform, we are then free to divide and
conquer. Our first conquest should probably be the length of the iota in iBoc. Given our modern

understanding of how such a phoneme could have arisen, the best hypothesis would be to assume
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that it is the result of laryngeal metathesis. Again, if we accept, as most scholars justifiably do,
that there is some distant kinship with sadh:i-, we may thus propose that the i of iBvc, alongside
the —i— of €i00c*, reflects a suffix added to *Vsehi- ‘long’.

With our discussion of VBpi0- ‘heavy’ in mind, this suffix can of course be identified as
the formant of an i-stem determinative *so/éhi-i- ‘the long, length’ for which there is in fact
some indirect evidence. As Kroonen (2013: 435) notes, Proto-Germanic seems to have had an
adjective *sida- ‘long’ (ON sidr ‘long, hanging down’, OE sid ‘wide, broad’, OFris. side ‘low’,
MDu. side, sijt ‘broad, wide’, OHG sito adv. ‘loose’), whose closest extra-Germanic relative
would be an i-stem abstract reflected in Celtic (Olr. FCM sith- ‘long’, OW hit ‘length’, OBret.
hit “id.”). In light of this connection, the possible preforms of the Proto-Germanic reconstruction
*sida- are *shieito- (in principle), *seh1itd-, or *sihito- with metathesis. Whichever one we
choose, we must recognize (1) that an *—i— ultimately identifiable as the determinative suffix
must have had a place in the Pre-Proto-Germanic preform and (2) that the i-stem formed with
this suffix was obviously the base of a t-bearing derivative that continued the basic PC meaning
‘long’. Considering the eligibility of definite adjectives to be the bases of actual t-stems (e.g.
Ved. héri- ‘tawny’ [< *g"6/élhs-i-] : harit- ‘tawny; bay’ [*g"elhs-i-t-]), and the employability of
t-stems as abstracts (e.g. Lat. saliis ‘health’ < *s/hz-u-hi-t- ‘[that which is with] wholeness’), we
might imagine that *s6/éhi-i- qua definite adjective ‘(the) long’ was the base of a *sehs-i-t-
‘length’ from which was formed a possessive *shi-i-t-0- ‘lengthy’ (cf. erstwhile definite
adjective with accent retraction harita- ‘yellow, tawny’ < *g"élhz-i-t-0-). To account for the
Germanic and Celtic data, we may propose that Germanic inherited a variant that had undergone
the metathesis to *sihi-t6- in the dialect ancestral to both branches. On the basis of this

adnominal was formed *sihi-t-i- ‘lengthiness, length’. Since any syllable-forming desinence
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would have conditioned the consonantal allophone, the resulting sequence *sihi-t-i- would have
undergone the Weather Rule (H > @ / -V_TR—; Widmer 2004: 18-19; Neri 2017; Weiss 2020:
123), producing a generalized *si-t-i- directly ancestral to the Celtic forms.

Whether one accepts these morphological details or not, the one piece of morphology that
is simply undeniable in these preforms is, again, the *-i- suffix. Though Kroonen assumes that
this suffix was the formant of an i-present, this assumption does not pull its weight in explaining
and cohering with the multitude of facts that the hypothesis of a nominal *-i- suffix does. The
specific means by which this hypothesis assumes explanatory power is the reconstructibility of
the causative periphrasis.

Alongside the root-noun-based periphrasis *shi-éh: d'ehi- ‘lengthen, extend’, it is
possible to reconstruct one that involved the i-stem *s6/éhi-i- ‘length’. When this phrase, namely
*séhs-i-h1 d"ehi- ‘lengthen, extend’, became the basis for a thematic compound, the result was a
*shi-i-d"hi-6- ‘extended, straight’ for which there are two sources of indirect evidence in
Hesychius. As evident from the second part of its gloss, the first lemma, {Ba- 1 OnAia TV
86TV evotc,™ kai 6pOn, pakpd, otev, Sikaia, is assuredly related to iBvc. While the cause of
its barytony remains unclear, the form is certainly that of a feminine adjective presupposing an
*{0oc or *10oc ‘straight’. This presupposition brings us to the second, and initially, unpromising
datum: i0cdv- moyn, Aayopdg, kol TpmrTog, dAlot 8¢ ta yhovtd. Capitalizing on the meaning of
TpwKTOg, one might imagine that i0év was a term for what Galen and posterity would
respectively refer to as angvbvouévov Evtepov and intestinum rectum (cf. Skt. sidhra- n. ‘anus’).

The morphological history implied by this analysis would be that the apparently determinative n-

I The meaning of this phrase is unclear to me.
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stem (i.e. ‘the straight [gut], rectum”) was derived from a thematic adjective whose feminine i0a
we seem to have attested.

Additional evidence is interpretable in light of our theories of potential derivatives of
thematic stems. As mentioned above, there is good reason to associate the Homeric adverb £i0ap
‘at once, forthwith, ed0vc’ with iBvc. The best analysis appears to be that it reflects the neuter
accusative of an *-r/n- stem. By appeal to Nussbaum’s (2014c: 234-238) analysis of tékuap
‘sign’ (Hes.+) and other forms as reflecting substantivizations of thematic adjectives (e.g. *hii-
t0- ‘gone’ — *hii-t-y, -ten- ‘travel’ [Lat. iter ‘way, journey’]), it is conceivable that *shi-i-d"hi-
0- “straight, direct’, reflected as *sihi1-d"hi-6- by laryngeal metathesis, was the base of a
*séih1d"h1-7/-en- ‘direction’, with retraction of the accent to an e-grade installed in the root.”

The same installation of radical e-grade but with a different suffix may be involved in
another piece of evidence for *shi-i-d"hi-6- ‘straight, direct’. As brilliantly argued by Nyman
(1990), the semantic prehistory of Latin sidus, sideris n. ‘star, constellation’ is accessible
provided that one analyze the meanings of the derivatives considerare and désiderare as
holdovers from a time when the basic sidus ‘star’, which the author reconstructs as *sid"os-,
meant ‘target, mark’ (< ‘direction’), the original context for these verbs of eventually mental
experience being hunting (i.e. directing aim/missing the mark). In full agreement with this
pragmatic/semantic scenario, we may add that the meaning of this s-stem was probably
‘direction’ by virtue of its derivation from an adjective with the meaning ‘direct’. Moreover, I
propose that the adjective in question was our *shi-i-d"hi-6- ‘straight, direct’. While in principle

the —i— of sidus could be the result of metathesis of the laryngeal in the root of this adjective

72 The substantivizing é-grade of *sé;hid"hi-y/-en- “direction’ produced a sequence arguably
subject to Hackstein’s (2002) rule of laryngeal deletion (*CH.CC > *C.CC). It is therefore
conceivable that *sejhi1.d"h1— developed to *sej.d"hi— already in the proto-language.
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(*sh1id"h1-6- or *sihid"h1-6- — *sihid"hi-o/es-), it is just as likely, especially in light of the
apparent neo-full grade reflected by £i0ap, that the output of the derivation was *séi(h1)d"ha-
o/es- ‘that which is straight, direction’.

Insofar as this s-stem substantive was the adjectival abstract corresponding to the
meaning ‘direct’ of the secondary root *Vséi(h1)d"hs- straight, direct’,”® it is conceivable that it
could implicationally condition the creation of at least two derivatives of interest to us. We have
already had occasion to mention Vedic sedhati, usually glossed as ‘repels’ and employed with
the preverb apa ‘away’. Given its appearance most notably with this preverb, it is likely that its
earlier meaning was ‘direct, drive’ and that the sense of repulsion emerged from its use with this
preverb. The meaning ‘direct’ would thus be an outgrowth of the causative ‘make straight’ —a
semantic pathway perfectly paralleled by the frequent use of £v0vve/iBuve with objects that are
directed, driven, or steered, such as horses, wagons, or ships. This underlying causative meaning
is reconcilable with an analysis of sédhati as the reflex of a radical é-grade thematic present.
Following our treatment of the origin of mAn0m, we may propose that the s-stem *sé;(h1)d"ha-
o/es- ‘direction, that which is straight’ provided the model for the de-radical formation of a
*séi(h1)d"hi-e/o-, which, like Avestan fidda- ‘increase’, was used causatively going into Indo-
Iranian. Accordingly, an original meaning of *sé;(h1)d"h:-e/o- would have been an anti-causative
‘straighten (intr.), go straight’.

As for the simple adjective meaning ‘straight, direct’, it is also imaginable that the
original system composed of the basic thematic adjective *sihid"hi-6- straight, direct’ and the

derived s-stem substantive was reoriented around the latter, resulting in the creation of a u-stem

3 According to Weiss (p.c.), Old Irish con-saidi ‘complains about; stirs up, excites, sets at
variance’ could reflect a causative *soid"hiéje/o- ‘send straight’ to this secondary root.
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adjective that need not have arisen by internal derivation from an acrostatic substantive. To
explain Cretan i0¢ia, one could suggest a proterokinetic *séi(h1)d"h1-u-/sihid"hi-éy- whose
strong stem would be continued, with adjustment of the accent, by the £i60¢* accessible through
the Cretan form. Correspondingly, as the root vocalism of the weak stem is usually, but not
universally (e.g. 16vg ‘pleasant’ < *suehzd-U- ‘sweet”), continued by adjectives in -vg, the form
in Homer and lonic generally, namely iboc, is explicable as the reflex of a *sihid"hs-0-.

We are thus left with the need to account for ev6vg itself. Given our experience with the
prehistoric relationship between pBpt6vg and Bapvg, the former bearing the compositional remnant
of an acrostatic i-stem and the latter reflecting an internal derivative of an acrostatic u-stem, it is
worth reasoning in parallel fashion that, beside the i-stem employing periphrasis *séhi-i-h:
d"ehs- ‘lengthen, extend’, there was an all but identical *séhi-u-h1 dehsi- ‘lengthen, extend’
based on a *s6/éhi-u- ‘length’.

For the sake of providing evidence for this u-stem, we should note a certain parallelism
between the possessives apparently formed from *s6/éhi-u- and those from *s6/éhi-i- (*suha-16-
‘long” : *sih1-16- “id.” [> *si-16- > ON sil n. ‘langsam fliessendes Wasser’, cf. de Vries 1977:
475]). Just as we find evidence of a stem in *-mo- derived from *sé/éhi-i- (*si(h1)-mo- ‘long’ [:
OHG gi-semon ‘await’] — *s0i(h1)-mo- [> OHG lanc-seim ‘slow, lasting’]), there appears to be
evidence of an adjective in *-mo- formed from *s6/éhi-u- (— *shi-u-mo-; cf. *kruhz-mo- ‘gory’
[Av. xrima- “grisly’] « *kréyhz-/kruhz- ‘gore’ [Av. xri- f. ‘id.’]). Under the meager and
dubitable entry *seua-, sii- (‘(loslassen?) nachlassen, lassen’? IEW: 915), one finds the
subsequently reassociated &G ‘leave alone, allow’ (: *Vhiuehz- ‘leave’, Nussbaum 1998b)
alongside a stray *si-moé-s ‘flagging, tarrying’ reconstructed to account for the sim- of OHG vir-

sumen ‘neglect, delay’ (< *-sam-iji/a- : NHG ver-sdumen ‘id.’). Given the connection between
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length of time and (morally unacceptable) lingering (simig ‘negligent, dilatory’ : sizmen ‘give
way’ : sumheit ‘negligentia’; NHG Saumsal ‘id.” : saumselig “dilatory’; cf. dn0a ‘for a long time’
: dnOvvo ‘tarry’), this Vsam- is in all likelihood the reflex of a *suh1-m6- ‘long’ consisting of a
once possessive suffix -mé- and a secondary root arising from reanalysis of the sequence *suhi—
produced by laryngeal metathesis.

The hypothesis that this *suhi- was a secondary root of considerable antiquity even in the
proto-language is consistent with, supported by, and illuminative of some Indo-Iranian data. One
datum that stands a chance of being explained via *suhi-mo- is the post-Rigvedic svamin- m.
‘master’. According to Sims-Williams and Tucker (2005: 595-602), svamin- was once an Indo-
Aryan i-stem whose instrumental singular in -ina triggered remodeling as an -in- stem (cf. Ved.
kiri- m. ‘singer’ : kirin- ‘id.”). Their major claim is that this *svami- reflects a stem in *-mi- with
an unusual allomorph of *Vseyhi- ‘impel’, the basis of the root-etymology being the notion that
the svamin- is an authority figure conceivably instigative of the sacrifice (cf. Ved. siri- ‘patron’
< *suhi-r-i- ‘impelling one’, Barnes forthcoming). Given its honorific value and resemblant root-
shape, *svami- is identified as a relative of Bactrian youayo ‘elder’ (< *huaiah-aka- [: Plr.
*hyaH-iah-]) and Avestan huuoista- ‘best, eldest’ (cf. OAV. dami- ‘creating’ [adj.] : Ved.
dhészha- ‘most bestowing”) — a sense of seniority argued to have arisen from the meaning ‘most
impelling’ in a manner comparable to Vedic jyesthd- “eldest’ (: jyéstha- ‘mightiest’ : \jya-
‘overpower’).

Since, however, we possess extra-Indo-Iranian evidence for a *suhi-moé- expressive of
temporal length in particular (OHG siimen ‘linger’), it seems preferable to associate svamin-
‘master’, youayo ‘elder’, and huudista- ‘eldest’ (<< PIr. *hyaH-ista-) — the last clearly a rhyme

form to its phonologically regular opposite yoista- ‘youngest’ (Fortson 1996: 43) — with the
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*\suehi- secondary to *Vseh1- ‘long’ rather than *\seyhi- ‘impel’. Like the *shi-én-o- reflected
by sana- ‘old’, *suhi1-mo- may very well have borne the sense ‘long-existing’, itself ameliorable
to ‘long-standing, senior’. It is accordingly conceivable that *svami- reflects an exemplar
*su0/éh1-m-i- ‘the senior’ derived from a *suhi-mé- whose relation to *syéhi-jos- ‘elder’ and
*syéhi-isto- ‘eldest’ would be characteristically substitutive (cf. YAv. tax-ma- “firm’ : tgs-iiah-
‘firmer’ : tanc-ista- ‘firmest’). As for the position of the new full-grade, we need look no farther
for comparanda than in *<dueh2- “long, far’, the position of whose full-grade is variable but
normally right before the laryngeal (OP duvaista- ‘very far’ : Ved. davistha- “id.”).

If, as seems likely, *\suehi- ‘long’ is related to *\seh1- ‘long’, one can infer not only that
*s0/éh1-u- existed, but that it was formed so long ago as to participate in derivations and
constructions whose products provided the basis for secondary roots in PIE itself. Regarding in
particular parallel derivation and the apparent use of parallel derivatives as predicative
instrumentals in the causative construction, we are at liberty to suggest that one such secondary
root was a *Vseu(h1)d"hi- ‘straight’ generated in the same manner as the homosemous
*seh1dhi- and *Vsej(h1)dhi- ancestral to Vsadh- and Veif-/Nib- respectively. On the basis of
*séhi-u-hy d"ehi- ‘elongate’ was formed a *shi-u-d"hi-6- ‘elongated, extended, straight” whose
reflex *suhi-d"hi-6- (>> *suhid"hi-6-)7* ‘straight’ was conceivably the base of an acrostatic
*s6u(h1)d"hi-u-/séu(h1)d"hi-u- “straightness’ basic itself to a proterokinetic adjective
*séy(h1)d"hi-u-/suhidhi-éy- “straight’. In sum, just as sadhui- and ei0oc* reflect the full-grade of
the strong stem and the oxytony born of the weak, *sex(h1)d"h1-0- can be evaluably identified as

the preform of an v6vc.

4 Though perhaps unworthy of mention, it is not inconceivable that voc6¢ m. ‘javelin (Plb. +)
reflects a possessive derivative of an i-stem abstract derived from our *suhid"hi-6- ‘straight’
(Transponat *suhid”(h1)-i-0- ‘straight’).
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Admittedly, the derivational chain extending from the reconstruction of *séhi-u-h: d"ehs-
cannot be substantiated fully and must rely on several postulates, the first of which, as in the
history unfolding from *séhi-i-h1 d"ehi-, would be a thematic adjective *shi-u-d"hi-6-. It is
impossible to state definitively whether this adjective was the base of an acrostatic u-stem
substantive from which was derived the adjective ancestral to €b6v¢ or, as in the scenario
discussed above, the preform of ev0b¢ was formed from an eventual secondary root through the
intermediation of an s-stem that itself must be postulated.

Despite these uncertainties, it is likely that there was indeed such a root meaning
‘straight, direct’ and that, at some identifiably Greek level, the existence of its reflex Ve00- did
not entirely depend on the adjective in -vg. To substantiate this claim, we may note another
Hesychian lemma: g00épa- uépoc 1 tijg vedc. Though it is unclear exactly what kind of nominal
stem this lemma point to, its relation to gv0vg is highly probable from, for instance, the
lexicographer’s identical glossing of a certain relative of this -0¢ stem: evBvvnpia- 10 év 1®
£04pel COLUAYLLOL DTTO TV ApYLTeKTOV®V. Kol uépog Tt Tiic vems. As defined by LSJ, this
feminine substantivization of an adjective in -1o¢ derived from a nomen agentis to 0vve
designates “the part of the ship wherein the rudder was fixed”. In all likelihood, the 00¢pa
designated the same or similar component. For the sake of stating the morphological
possibilities, we may suggest that, unless it reflects a feminine substantive derived from an
adjective in -gpoc (a type notably affiliated with s-stems [e.g. kpatepdg : kpdroc]), the form
points to the accusative singular of a stem in *-ér-, the main comparandum being the ultimately
Calandish aifnp, aifépog m./f. ‘heaven, ether’ (cf. aibpog ‘the clear chill of morn’ [Hom. +] :
aifw ‘light up, burn’ : aibog ‘burning; shining’, etc.). Whether the evidence of g00épa and its

interpretation as the bearer of an Vev6- reflecting a secondary root of the meaning “straight,
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direct’ are acceptable or not, what remains clear is this: the hypothesis of a u-stem FCM
completely parallel to the i-stem justifiably reconstructed for £i0c*/iboc is the only way to unite
data that are evidently worthy of association on formal and semantic grounds (i.e. Ved. sadhi-
‘straight’ [root noun origin] : i00c*/iBvg ‘straight’ [i-stem origin] : €000¢ ‘straight’ [u-stem
origin]).

The principal consequence of our discussion of ev0vg and its relatives is that it is
perfectly reasonable, when the data are various but reconcilable, to proceed to reconcile them by
means of morphological procedures predisposed to create isofunctional formal variants. By way
of comparison, it is communis opinio that Hittite daluki- ‘long’, Vedic dirghd- ‘id.’, Avestan
daraya- ‘id.’, dohyog ‘id.” (cf. évdeheyng ‘continuous, perpetual’ [P1.+]), Latin longus, PGmc.
*langa-, etc. are all related to each other, and yet there is no phonological way to derive every
one of them from a single preform. It is therefore necessary to attribute to the proto-language
variants that have been regularly generated by identifiable rules of PIE syntax and derivation. As
we have been attempting to demonstrate for much of this Chapter, a major consequence of these
rules is the generation of secondary roots whose derivatives contain remnants of nominal stems.
The claim is that, by invoking the compounds formed on the basis of PIE (anti-)causative
periphrases, we can unearth hitherto inaccessible layers of PIE nominal morphology.

It is in this spirit that we shall undertake our next excavation project prior to the ultimate
assessment of evidence for *£6/él-u- and, most importantly, for *k6/é1-i- at the end of this
Chapter. The main respect in which the next set of data differ from the relatives of Vppi6-
‘heavy’, \mino- “full’, and Ve0o- “straight’ is the hypothesis that such compounds and secondary
roots could also arise on the basis of nominalizations of the anti-causative periphrasis with

*\b'uh«- ‘become’. Bearing the compositional thematic vowel, an SCM constituted by *\b'uhy-
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would in the first instance be entirely parallel in form to the *-d"h1-6- reconstructed as the
nominalization of the causative light verb. Setting aside for a moment the role of *vb"uhx- as the
anti-causative light verb in the predicative instrumental periphrasis, we have reason to believe
that, already in the proto-language, the historical result of adding the compositional thematic
vowel to *-b'uhx- was, first, the loss of the laryngeal by the so-called the veoyvoc rule (Jasanoff
1997: 1802 with refs.), and, second, the loss of the resulting glide (i.e. *-b"uhy-6- > *-b"y0- > *-
b"o-). Amidst the evidence for this arguably already PIE *-b"o- (e.g. Lat. probus ‘upright’ <
*pro-b"o- < *pro-b"yo- < *pro-b"uhx-o- ‘with a forthright nature’, Weiss 2020: 173), one may
note the —po- (Ved. -bha-) that appears in various names for animals and their offspring (e.g.
gpipog ‘kid’, cf. Lat. ariés ‘ram’; Ehagog ‘deer’ [< *hiél-p-bMo-] : éAA6¢ ‘fawn’ [< *hiel-n-6-], cf.
Lith. élnis ‘deer’; Ved. vrsan- ‘bull’ — vrsa-bha- “id.”).

At face value, there are two possibilities for the origin of this —po-. According to the
scenario just mentioned, —po- would reflect *-b"o-, ultimately the verbal governing member of a
*Jb"uhx- compound that nominalized a syntagm with the meaning ‘be born of x (abl.)’. If this *-
b"o- is best analyzed as an erstwhile second member of a verbal governing compound, it follows
that the compound originally represented a construction in which the nominal predicate (the
generative animal), being the source, had ablatival value in the internal syntax of the compound;
the perfective copula *b"uhx- would merely predicate the ablative noun phrase of the offspring
specified. Naturally, the specific meaning of *b"uhx- in such constructions was ‘be born’.

While the designation of animals by reference to the adults from which they are born is
pragmatically and semantically appealing, it is worth noting the other morphologically relevant
means of conceptualizing these animals. Given that the offspring naturally resembles or appears

like the adult of the species, it is conceivable that the —po- in question goes back to a thematic
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derivative of *\behz- “shine, appear’ (i.e. *-b"h2-0-). For the animal names in particular, there is
in fact no way to exclude this possibility. Moreover, there is semantic justification for the
supposition that this *-b"h2-o0- is reflected, for example, in the epithet &pyvpog ‘shiny-white’
(Hom.), whose compositional preform appears to contain the weak stem of an FCM *h20/érg-u-
‘brightness, whiteness’ (i.e. *hzerg-u-b"h2-0- ‘shining/appearing bright’, Heidermanns 1996:
270). Concerning the syntax on which this compound is based, we might suppose that forms of
*\bheh- “shine, appear’ were used with the instrumental of this abstract (i.e. *h2érg-u-hi bPeho-
‘look bright”). Since there is in fact a root noun to *\b"eho- (Ved. bhd- f. ‘light, radiance”), it is
conceivable, as in the case of *-d"h;-6-, that the sequence *-b"h2-6- was in the first instance
analyzed as a possessive derivative of a verbal abstract root noun SCM representing a finite verb
whose predicate was the instrumental of the abstract *h2é/érg-u- represented as the FCM.
Regarding the syntax conceivably underlying the *-b"h2-o0- compounds attributable, under one
scenario, to the animal names, one might imagine a phrase consisting of the root noun *b"ehz-
‘appearance’ and the genitive of the adult animal (i.e. ‘[having] the appearance of X’).

Though, as just stated, it is impossible to exclude the possibility that the zoonymic —po-
reflects *-b"h2-0-, it is also necessary to note that there are cases where a derivation involving *-
bh2-6- is unlikely semantically, especially when we take into account lexical data arguably
related historically. On the basis of this claim, let us proceed to meet the family where such data
make their home.

Anyone perusing the IEW entry under *(s)ter-, whose derivatives arguably belong to a
semantic field encompassing ‘hard’, ‘firm’, ‘solid’, ‘stiff’, ‘rigid’, ‘rough’, ‘unyielding’, ‘barren’,
and ‘void’, will be struck both by its size (p. 1022-1027) and by the formal diversity of the

associated material. This formal breadth is largely due to the inclusion of data that Pokorny
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analyzes as consisting of the root in question plus additional material, the notorious extensions
that have always caused trouble because of their resistance to morphosemantic analysis. Though
| do not presume to be able to assign an identifiable function to every so-called extension, | do
believe that it is possible to show that some of the material in this entry contains the remnants of
nominal morphology associated with the predicative instrumental (anti-)causative periphrasis.
We can begin this demonstration with some Greek data, the most familiar of which is
otepedg ‘firm, solid, stiff’. Given its preform *ster-ey-0-, which we have analyzed as a suffixally
vrddhied derivative of an *-0- possessive adjective formed from a u-stem abstract (i.e. *sto/er-u-
‘hardness, solidity” — *ster-y-0- ‘solid” — *ster-ey-06- ‘somewhat solid’ [cf. kevoc : kevedc]),
the post-radical -i— in the obviously related and previously mentioned adjective otéprpog “firm,
solid, barren’ (post-Hom.) is by now unsurprising; both items point to a thematic adnominal from
which a *st6/ér-u- and *st6/ér-i- would be derived. Before examining that history, we should
note another undeniably related set of data: otéppog, -co¢ ‘hide, skin’ (A.R., etc.) and its
immediate relatives. The most immediate seems to be Hesychius’ material adjective otepeiva:
depuativn: ol 6¢ déppata dvela: ol 6¢ oteipa, §j oxkinpd. Based on the second part of this gloss
(particularly okAnp@), there is strong semantic ground for associating otepedg and otépipog
historically. Since a raw hide is a hard and stiff thing, it is no wonder that such an
object/substance should have been conceptualized as an entity characterized by that Property
Concept. Beside Votep- itself, that concept seems to have been expressed by a related root
Votepg-. While this root’s most notable derivative is the s-stem just mentioned, Hesychius also

attests a otépoviov whose own gloss, okAnpov, otepeov, leaves little doubt that the meaning
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‘hide, skin’ of otép@og is a derivative sense. What we are undeniably dealing with is a secondary
root, for which there is some evidence, most decisively from Slavic.”

This evidence illustrates different ramifications from the semantic territory ‘hard, firm,
solid, stiff, rigid” attributable to *\ster- and its offspring *\sterb"-. Whereas Church Slavonic
ustrabiti ‘restore, refresh, heal’ and Old Polish postrobic¢ ‘strengthen’ point to a causative
*storb"éje/o- whose underlying state was ‘be firm, solid, stout’ (cf. Church Slavonic strsbls
‘sound, firm’), the fientive found in older Russian stérbnuts ‘stiffen, become rigid, die’ displays
more or less the opposite semantic direction. Of some interest is the Russian Church Slavonic
aorist u-strebe (oycrpede) ‘grew up, 1opvvOn’. Like the genuine Old Russian present usterbnuti,
this aorist reflects the zero-grade of the root. As a thematic aorist, the form as a whole (except
preverb) would thus go back to a *styb’et ‘became stiff, stout, etc.” morphologically and
semantically comparable to the solely Homeric active thematic aorist £tpage ‘grew up’
corresponding to tpépopon ‘become thick, grow, etc.’. If comparison with the present and aorist
of this ultimately adjectival root (cf. tappvg ‘thick’) has any merit, it suggests that there should
have once been a radical é-grade thematic present *stérb"-e/o- ‘become stiff’. By most accounts
(e.g., Orel 2003: 375 with refs.; Kroonen 2013: 477), this present is actually reflected in
Germanic (OE steorfan ‘to die’, OFri. sterva ‘id.’, OS sterban ‘id.”, OHG sterban ‘id.”).
Moreover, the meaning of this verb has provided some justification for the association of the
marginally attested and morphologically indeterminable Middle Irish ussarb, glossed with bas
‘death’ (eDIL s.v.). A reasonable guess would probably be that this Irish substantive reflects a
nomen actionis formed on the basis of a *stérb"-e/o- or its reflex that had already developed the

sense ‘die’. While it is unclear whether the sense/meaning ‘die” evident in stérbnuts and NHG

> | thank Wayles Browne for his guidance concerning the following discussion.
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sterben should be attributed to the reconstructible simple thematic verbal stem(s) formed from
the root *isterbh-, there is little doubt that there was such a root. The question we must now
attempt to answer is how this root arose.

In light of its historical segmentation as *ster + b", the former element being identifiable
as *\ster- ‘hard, stiff, etc.’, the best available analysis of *ster—, given the necessary origin of —
b"— either from *VbMuhx- or, in principle, *\b"eho-, is that it reflects a root noun FCM *ster-
‘stiffness’ whose instrumental was predicated by means of a verb derived from one or the other
of the two “b"—"" roots just mentioned. On semantic grounds in particular, we have reason to
doubt that the verb in question was *b"ehz- ‘shine, look, appear’ (Ved. bhati ‘shines’). While it is
imaginable that speakers would have used an expression like *str-éh: bPeha-ti ‘it looks stiff> from
time to time, the less visual nature of the Property Concept expressed by *ster- makes an origin
in an anti-causative construction, which would have been common in any case, more likely.

Like the other root noun periphrases we have reconstructed, namely *p/hi-éh1 d’ehi-
‘provide with filling’ and *shi-éh1 d’ehi- ‘elongate, extend’, *str-éh: b"uhx- would have
expressed a change of state, the main difference of course being the absence of agency (i.e.
‘become stiff”). Accordingly, the resulting compound *sty-b*(u)-06- would have solely and
originally borne the simply patientive/thematic sense ‘stiffened, (having become) stiff’. Since,
however, it is more than imaginable that its re-analyzed reflex *styb"-6-,7® interpreted as a simple
thematic adjective, would have lost this resultative sense, the s-stem substantive *stérb"-o/es-
derived from this adjective would thus have meant ‘stiffness, stiff thing’. As an

abstract/adjectival exemplar belonging to what was at some point a productive and influential

76 This thematic adjective seems to have been the base of a radical 6-grade determinative
*storb"-o- ‘stiffness’ reflected by ON starf n. ‘labor, toil, exertion’ (Kroonen 2013: 474).

211



type, this s-stem may be viewed as the fulcrum on the basis of which were formed the radical é-
grade anti-causative *stérb"-e/o- (aor. *styb-e/0-) and, with radical status more firmly secured,
the causative *storb"-éje/o-. On the nominal side, we may note the *-16- adjective *styb’-16-
‘stiff, firm’ reflected by Church Slavonic strsblb ‘sound, firm’ as well as what might have been
an ultimately attenuated resultative adjective in *-nd-, namely *styb’-né- ‘stiffened’, which
seems to have been the base, with addition of endocentric -ijo- and installation of determinative
radical é-grade ([definite] adjective), of the stem ancestral to otépeviov (- oxkANpOV, GTEPELHV).
The preceding discussion has focused on the genesis of the secondary root *Vszerbh-
‘stiff” on the basis of a compound whose FCM was a root noun employed in the anti-causative
predicative instrumental periphrasis. Given the syntactic and semantic equivalence of a u-stem or
i-stem abstract, it should come as no surprise that such stems would be identically employed.
The primary difference is the derivational history and how that history contributes to explaining
the semantic variety of certain forms (particularly otépipog ‘solid’ and ‘barren’) assignable to
the primary root *\szer-. As an adjectival root, *iszer- is hypothesized as the base of the
abstract/exemplar root noun we have just discussed as well as of a semantically parallel tépog-
nominal *stdr-o- ‘the stiff’. To this reconstructed nominal correspond two reflexes which
illustrate the substantival and definite adjectival interpretations. On the one hand, we seem to
have in Tocharian A the substantive stare with the meaning ‘effort’ (cf. semantically ON starf n.
‘Arbeit, Streben, Amt” — starfa ‘sich abmiihen’, IEW: loc. cit.), and, on the other, the Proto-
Germanic adjective *stara- ‘stiff, fixed’ (MDu. star ‘id.”, MHG star ‘id.”), whose most notable
derivative is the senere-type stative reflected by ON stara ‘stare’, OHG starén ‘id.’, and OE

starian ‘id.’.
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If this adnominal *stor-o- was the base of an i-stem, it would be a *st6/ér-i- with the
more or less predictable meaning ‘stiffness’. Depending on one’s assumptions about the
semantic territory of the primary root, what is not entirely predictable is the fact that otépipog
means both ‘solid’ and ‘barren’, the latter sense being assigned by Pokorny to a separate root,
namely and most notably that of Vedic stari- f. ‘infertile cow’ and oteipa ‘barren’ (Hom.+), both
of which go back to a *ster-i(e)h2- of some description. Setting aside for the moment details of
morphology, we should observe that there is an undeniable affinity between the Property
Concepts realized by ‘hard, stiff, etc.” on the one hand and ‘barren’ on the other. As a
fundamentally biological PC, BARREN intersects with STIFF by virtue of the correlation between
lack of pliancy and the incapacity to receive or produce. Rigid entities do not yield, take in, or
put themselves forth in the dynamic manner characteristic of fertility (i.e. cultivable land) or
sexual maturity (i.e. organisms). Given this conceptual connection, and the primacy of ‘hard,
stiff, etc.” as the basic meaning of *\ster-, it is worth asking whether it is possible to identify a
derivative in which the shift from ‘stiff’ to ‘barren’ could be localized. Though a matter of
considerable uncertainty, this question might begin to be addressed with the theoretical
admission that the i-stem *st6/ér-i- for which we find so much evidence in the *Vszer- family
could in principle be the derivative of at least two thematic bases. While, as mentioned above,
this stem might be produced from *stor-o- qua (definite) adjective, there is some evidence that a
radical e-grade possessive, namely *ster-0- stiff, barren’ («— *stor-o- ‘stiffness’), also served as
the base of a *std/ér-i- with the sense ‘barrenness, infertility’.

Before considering this i-stem, let us discuss some evidence for the *ster-6- on which it
depends. Peeling back the Germanic *-on- stem reflected by Gothic stairé ‘infertile woman’, we

can remark that this weak feminine would very likely continue a de-thematic *-h- stem *ster-e-
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h2- whose radical e-grade would betray its origin from a *ster-0- ‘stiff” bearing the already
entrenched sense ‘barren, infertile’. Less decisive but still worth mentioning is the evidence for
an n-stem to *Vister- (OHG stero ‘ram’ [presumably castrated], Alb. shtjerré ‘lamb’ < *ster-en-
[de VVaan 2008: 586]). This indecision arises from the possibility that a *ster-o/en- could be
reconstructibly primary. Yet such a derivation would be unlikely, necessitating as it does the
attribution of the sense ‘barren, infertile’, which we suspect to be conceptually and
morphosemantically derivative, to the earliest reconstructible stage. Instead, even the fully
ablauting *stér-on/sty-n-6s set up by Kroonen (2009: 189-190) on the basis of West Germanic
fragments (e.g. NHG Storre m. ‘stump; gelded stallion’, Du. dial. storre ‘small person or animal,
piglet” < *sturran-) would be reconcilable with the supposition of an originally de-thematic n-
stem that has conceivably adopted amphikinesis secondarily (i.e. *stér-o-n- >> *stér-on- ‘the
infertile one’; cf. Av. maratan-/marafdn- ‘mortal man’, Nussbaum p.c.).

The reconstruction of *ster-0- ‘stiff” with the already dominant sense ‘barren’ has the
advantage of explaining some hitherto isolated material. Under the old assumption of a separate
*ster- ‘barren, infertile’, the most notable member of the family after oteipa itself is of course
Latin sterilis ‘unfruitful, barren’, which seems to have replaced a thematic variant sterilus* (Fest.
sterilam sterilem Lindsay 1913: 419). Since an *—e— would have become t—u— before the I-
pinguis of this thematic form (v. Weiss 2020: 69-70), it is likely that it reflects a *ster-i-lo-
analyzable as a possessive *-16- derivative of the i-stem presumably derived from *ster-6-
‘barren’. It is at this point that we should consider another conceptual and semantic connection
that may support the reconstruction of this thematic adnominal. Such a connection would be
based on the correlation between infertility or unproductivity and vacuity or privation.

Accordingly, it is not inconceivable that our *ster-6- ‘barren’ would have also borne the sense
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‘(de)void’ — a semantic outgrowth easily illustrable for sterilis itself (e.g. non tamen adeo
virtutum sterile saeculum “yet the age [was] not so destitute of virtues” [Tac.H.1.3]).

The particular advantage of operating with a *ster-0- of such a sense is that it allows us to
flesh out de Vaan’s (2008: 586) intuition of a relation between sterilis and the Notep- of
otépopat ‘be without, lack, lose’ (Hes.+), a root otherwise known only from Greek. Though of
ancient appearance, this radical e-grade anti-causative thematic present is slightly younger than
the undoubtedly related otepéw ‘deprive’ (Hom.+). Given its original base ctep-¢- (aor. infin.
otepéon [v 262], cf. éotépnoa [E.Andr.1213]), this semantically identifiable causative is
structurally comparable to the radical o-grade type but for the absence of o-grade itself. This
slight deviance may merit a denominal analysis, especially in light of the ease with which this
isolated Greek root can be related to the derivatives of *Vster- qua ‘barren’. By comparison to
our earlier account of picéw from a Proto-Greek *mik-ié-ie/o- ‘belittle’ derived from an adjective
*mik-i0- ‘small, little’, we make note that the addition of *-je/o- to thematic stems sometimes
results in the preservation of thematic vowel in the e-grade (e.g. ptAéw «— @ilog), as opposed to
its complete replacement elsewhere (e.g. kabaipw ‘purify’ « kaboapdg ‘pure’, yorénto ‘treat
harshly’ « yaAendc ‘harsh’ [Hom.+], etc.). The invocation of this preservation permits the
reconstruction of a factitive *-ie/o- present derived from the adjective *ster-6- ‘barren, void’.
Standing beside its parallel substantival derivative *ster-i- ‘barrenness, vacuity, privation’, the
resulting verb *ster-é-je/o- ‘make void, deprive’ would have contributed to speakers’ postulation
of a root *Vster- ‘devoid’ on the basis of which Greek or its ancestor would form the radical é-
grade thematic present underlying otépouar ‘be without, lack, lose’ (< *‘become void’).
Naturally, the postulation of such radical meanings relies on the derivational realia. As just

mentioned, a fairly central one among them was the i-stem derived from our *ster-0-. The
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meaning of this i-stem is supported by the analysis of *ster-i-lo- as a possessive. This analysis
may in turn be supported and augmented by Nussbaum’s (p.c.) interpretation of the necessarily
possessive *ster-i(e)hz- (Ved. stari- f. ‘infertile cow’, oteipa ‘barren’) as the reflex of a *ster-j-
ih2- ‘barren’ derived from the i-stem abstract basic to *ster-i-lo- as well. Given the unwontedness
of the sequence *ji in the proto-language (v. Nussbaum 2021: 400-401), it is probable that the
first segment of the devi-suffix conditioned the loss of the base’s i-suffix when the devi-stem’s
suffix was in zero-grade (i.e. *steriihz2- > *sterihz-). By recognizing this phonological
effacement, we can restore the i-stem *stér-i- ‘barrenness, privation’.

By recognizing in turn an i-stem with this meaning, we are now in a position to consider
its contribution to the latter sense of the meaning of otépipog ‘firm, solid; barren, unfruitful’.
Given this semantic range, | suggest that otépipog reflects a compound whose FCM *steri- is the
formal exponent corresponding to two different thematic derivatives of the same *Vszer- whose
derivatives partly occupy the domain of ‘hard, stiff, etc.’, on the one hand, and partly that of
‘barren, infertile, void’ on the other. In particular, while the definite adjective *stor-o- ‘(the)
stiff” would be the base of a *sto/ér-i- ‘stiffness’, the adjectival derivative of the abstract *stor-o-
‘stiffness’ itself, namely *ster-0- ‘stiff, barren, void’, would be the base of a formally identical i-
stem bearing the sense ‘barrenness, privation’. Accordingly, it is not unthinkable that the
periphrasis *stér-i-h1 b"uhx- would have meant according to context either ‘become stiff” or
‘become barren’. Correspondingly, the resultative thematic/patientive compounds formed on the
basis of this periphrasis would have meant ‘(having become) stiff, stiffened’ or ‘(having become)
barren’. For the preform of 6tépipog in particular, we might imagine a *st(e)r-i-b"(x)-6- basic to

the attenuated definite adjective *stér-i-b"o- conceivably ancestral to the Greek adjective.
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As suggested by the tentative reconstruction *st(e)r-i-b"(x)-6-, there is a fair possibility
that there was once a compound with an absolute zero-grade FCM. This *str-i-b"(x)-6- may in
fact be reflected by the Middle Low German strif (var. stref) ‘stiff, taught, firm’ adduced by
Pokorny (loc. cit.) and Frisk (1960-1973: 810) in connection with the adjective otpupvog ‘firm,
hard, solid’ (Hp.+; — otpipvoc ‘tough, gristly meat’ [LXXJbh.20.18]). As in the case of Church
Slavonic strsubls ‘sound, firm’ (< *stybh"-16- “stiff, firm’) and the *-nd- stem *styb’-n6- “stiffened’
basic to the ancestor of otépeviov (- oxkAnpdv, otepedv), the conceivably resultative *-nd- stem
reflected by stpipvoc suggests that *strib"- was analyzed at some point as a root. The radical
status of this *Vsreib’- “stiff’ may be appreciated with an examination of some Germanic verbs.

The West Germanic languages present evidence for a *iszib- “strive’ basic to several
variants belonging to the weak conjugation. In Old High German, we find an apparently class |
streben ‘strive’ (NHG streben ‘strive, aspire’)’” whose variant strebon belongs to class 1.
Beyond High German, we may select Middle Dutch streven ‘strive’ (de Vries 1971: s.v. streven),
Old Saxon strevon ‘id.” (> MLG streven ‘to become or be stiff; stretch; resist; fight; make an
effort’), and Modern West Frisian stribje ‘strive; become rough, stiff’. The general impression
derived from these data is the difficulty of reconstructing a stem belonging to one particular
weak class in Proto-West-Germanic. Moreover, there is some evidence that there was also a
variant belonging to the strong conjugation. Pokorny observes that, beside streven, Dutch
displays an archaic variant strijven. Though this form is identified as weak by Philippa et al.
(2003-20009: s.v. streven), its root vocalism makes it difficult to exclude the existence at some

point of a strong verb for which there is in fact some evidence in Middle High German. As noted

" Althochdeutsches Worterbuch. (n.d.). http://www.koeblergerhard.de/ahdwbhin.html (last
accessed February 16 2023).
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by Pfeifer (s.v. streben),” one does find attested, corresponding to weak streben ‘strive, rise up,
move, struggle, fight’, a 3" singular preterite strép and past participle gestreben “striven’.
Naturally, this evidence of a strong verb further complicates our reconstruction. We should
therefore state what we are in a better position to accept.

First of all, the semantics of this West Germanic lexeme fit perfectly well with the
meaning attributable to *Vster- “stiff, rigid’. The very notion corresponding to ‘strive’ is
intimately related to our sense of what the human body experiences when undertaking or
preparing to undertake an exertion. Secondly, this semantic association can be granted a
historical foundation by recognizing the basic status of the form ancestral to the above-
mentioned Middle Low German strif (var. stref) ‘stiff, taught, firm’. If a weak verb is attributable
to Proto-Germanic and its ancestor, whatever kind of weak verb it was must have been
denominal to the reflex of *strib"-6- ‘stiff’. For example, one can imagine a senére-type
stative/anti-causative *strib"-éhi(-)ie/o- ‘be, become stiff> as per Jasanoff (2002-2003: 155
156). Alternatively, or in addition to this scenario, the presumably resultative *-n6- stem
reflected by otpipvog (cf. oteyvic ‘covered, watertight’ [Hdt. +] : otéym ‘cover’ [A. +]) does
support, as proposed above, the reconstruction of a *\strejb’- “stiff’; it is from this root that one
might have derived a radical é-grade anti-causative *s#éib"e/o- ‘become stiff’” possibly
reflected faintly in Middle High German and Dutch, though this cannot be proved. What is in
any case certain is the existence of some ultimately denominal verb to the secondary root
*\streib™ in the dialect ancestral to Germanic. The derivational history of this secondary root

proposed here, namely as the product of reanalysis from a compound formed on the basis of a

78 streben®, in: Wolfgang Pfeifer et al., Etymologisches Wérterbuch des Deutschen (1993),
digitalisierte und von Wolfgang Pfeifer liberarbeitete Version im Digitalen Worterbuch der
deutschen Sprache, <https://www.dwds.de/wb/etymwhb/streben>, abgerufen am 16.02.2023.
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predicative instrumental anti-causative periphrasis, can be shown to make sense in the context of
additional Germanic data interpretable as evidence for the causative periphrasis with the i-stem
*sto/ér-i- ‘stiffness’.

Going back to the earlier question of extensions, we are now in a position to affirm that
the descriptive extension *-b"- added to *st(E)r-(E)i- is all the more interpretable as the remnant
of a nominal form of *\hhuhx- ‘become’ when the entire sequence *str-i-b" is juxtaposed to the
descriptive sequence *str-i-d"- reflected in Germanic. Beside *\strib- “strive’, West Germanic
presents evidence for a *Vs#rid- whose most notable derivative is the Class | strong verb
*stridi/a- (OHG stritan ‘fight’, MHG striten ‘battle, endeavor; stride’ NHG streiten ‘contend’;
MDu. striden ‘resist, struggle’, Du. strijden ‘fight’; OS stridan ‘quarrel, argue’, MLG striden
‘straddle the legs apart, stride’; OFri. strida ‘fight’; OE stridan ‘stride’). The way in which
Kroonen (2013: 485) glosses this item, namely as ‘to stand upright, resist’ (s.v. *stridan-),
reveals something of its semantic core and undeniable resemblance to *szrib-. In other words,
the senses ‘stride’ and ‘strive, contend’ are reconcilable if one operates with the notion of
entrance into the state of standing firmly and erect. The anti-causation of this particular state is a
prerequisite both for the motion expressed by ‘stride’ and for the general exertion particularly
realized in resistance or contention.

This latter sense is well-represented in the substantival relatives of *stridi/a- (OHG strit
‘strife’, OS strid ‘contflict, effort’ [i-stem noted by Tiefenbach 2010: 377], OFris. strid ‘quarrel,
fight”). The i-stem reconstructible on the basis of Old Saxon, namely *stridi- ‘strife, effort’,
stands beside the thematic adjective *strida- reconstructed by Orel (2003: 382, s.v. *stridaz) on
the basis of ON stridr ‘strong, rapid, hard, stubborn, severe’ (cf. OHG ja-stem adj. einstriti

‘tenacious, rebellious”), the closest nominal relatives of which are the ON a-stem strid n. ‘woe,
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grief, strife, combat’ and the feminine on-stem strida ‘strife, hardness, adversity” (de Vries 1977:
553). Though the formal details of the derivational history vis-a-vis the preform of the strong
verb attested in West Germanic remain unclear, what is undeniable and noteworthy is the
semantic core ‘hard’ evident in the Norse adjective. This adjective’s preform *strida- ‘hard, stiff’
would thus stand beside a *stridi/a- whose basic meaning was ‘stand firm’ — a sense entirely
reconcilable with an earlier anti-causative meaning * ‘become stiff.

Given this formal and semantic relationship as well as the generally recognized
appurtenance of *\strid- ultimately to PIE *Vster- ‘hard, stiff, etc.” (Pokorny loc. cit., de Vries
loc. cit., etc.), it is justifiable to reconstruct, beside the anti-causative periphrasis *stér-i-h1 buhx-
‘become stiff>, a causative one with d"ehs- ‘put, make, do’. In doing so, we would be joined by
Kroonen himself (loc. cit.), who sets up a “compound root” *strei-d"hi- ‘to stand upright’ as the
ancestor of his *stridan- ‘to stand upright, resist’. By appeal crucially to the predicative
instrumental causative periphrasis, this reconstruction can now be motivated and established on
the basis of a phrase *stér-i-h1 d"ehi- ‘make stiff, stiffen’. Though much remains murky, we can
state with some confidence that this phrase was the basis for a thematic adjective *str-i-d"h1-6-
‘stiffened, stiff” completely parallel to the one ancestral to MLG strif/stref ‘stiff, taught, firm’.
The most that can be reasonably said is that this adjective must have formed a critical mass of
derivatives capable of providing a model for the simple thematic present inherited by Proto-
Germanic. In other words, and for the sake of stating a scenario, once *str-i-d"h1-6- ‘stiff> and its
derivatives, such as the preform of ON stridr (< [determinative] *stréid"hi-0- ‘[the] stiff” or
*streid"hi-0- ‘[somewhat] stiff’), were analyzed as root + suffix formations, it is conceivable that

the *streid’hi- posited on the basis of these stems became the base of a radical é-grade simple
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thematic present *stréid”hi-e/o- ‘become stiff, stand upright” ancestral to the strong verb
definitely attributable to Proto-Germanic.

At this point in our argument we would do well to state once again what remains relevant
for the interpretation of the evidence with which we shall eventually conclude this Chapter. In
the case of the relatives of Bpibw, iB0c, and otépipoc (: oTprevoc), what we are dealing with is
the fossilization of substantives, in this case i-stem abstracts, in compounds underlying certain
secondary roots. For the “extensions” of *Vister- in particular, the secondary roots in *-d"- and *-
b"- with a preceding “extension” in *-i- should now seem hardly co-incidental. Both so-called
extensions are interpretable by appeal to the (anti-)causative periphrasis. We therefore have in
place a framework for analyzing fossilized layers of nominal material, represented most notably
and relevantly by the u-stem and the i-stem. As envisioned at the beginning of this Chapter, our
analysis is designed to render interpretable certain evidence for the u-stem *k6/él-u- and, above
all, for the i-stem *k6/él-i- ‘covering’. We are now ready to consider that evidence.

The u-stem *k6/él-u-, for which we have already provided evidence in the preceding
Chapter, simply has more and, in terms of derivational semantics, varied evidence than its i-stem
sister. In other words, while there is genitival as well as possessive (particularly predicative
instrumental) evidence for *k6/él-u-, the only unambiguous evidence for *k6/él-i- that | have
been able to find, as it happens from Germanic, derives from nominal and even verbal stems
based ultimately on compounds formed from the predicative instrumental (anti-)causative
periphrasis. To provide one last intimate parallel for interpreting that i-stem evidence, let us
consider some Greek reflexes of its u-stem sister.

The basis of interpreting this evidence, as well as the evidence of *£6/él-i- for that matter,

is the recognition that the meaning of *£6/él-u-, namely ‘covering’, may be arranged in a
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structure that predicates a state. The most intimate parallel for this stative expression is Vedic
guiha itself, the predication of which means ‘hidden, concealed’. By comparison to this
predicative instrumental, it is not difficult to imagine a phrase *£él-u-h1 b'uhx- whose literal
meaning was ‘become with covering’.”

As | have argued elsewhere (Merritt 2021), Greek has two main sources of indirect
evidence for this particular phrase: KéAb@og, -€o¢ ‘sheath, case, shell, husk, pod” (Ar., Arist.t)
and kolonto ‘cover’ (Hom.+). Given the form and meaning of the latter, it cannot be seriously
denied that there is a connection to *Vkel- ‘cover’. The problem has always been the origin of the
entire base kaAv- (cf. mepr-kalve-n ‘wrapping’ [P1.Lg.942d]); while the sequence koA~ is
certainly the reflex of *~/kel- in some way, proponents of the *kel- connection have been unable
to determine the morphological history of the once post-radical —ve-.

The point of entry for the solution of this problem arises from the recognition that the
entire base xaAv@- strikingly resembles the root or base of the s-stem kéAvpoc (— kerdlov
Arist. HA622a7; kehbpovdong ‘husk-like” Thphr.CP1.7.2 «— keAd@ovov; keAbdpova: AeTicpoTo
Hsch.). Without much discussion, Chantraine (2009: 494) and Frisk (1960-1973: 818) claim a
relationship with koAvmte. Both mention the difference of the supposed radical vowel’s quality
(i.e. keh-) as well as the quantity of the vowel preceding the labial element (i.e. <v-),2° which
Frisk singles out as subject to conjecture. With these differences in mind, there are at least three
reasons for attributing an etymological relationship to kéAb@oc and kaAdmtw. First and most
simply, ke\- may reflect the e-grade of *Vkel-. Second, the possibility that the ancestor of

KéADQOG was restricted to ‘biological covering’ is completely straightforward, and in fact

9 ‘becloaked, bemantled, besheltered, becoveringed’ (Nussbaum p.c.).
8 The final foot in in the phrase dvtopocidv kedden ‘the husks of affidavits’ (Ar.V.545) is a
bacchius (i.e. "~ 7).
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paralleled for the root in question by OE hulu ‘hull, husk’, which, as we have observed in
Chapter 6, would reflect a Lindeman variant of the radical zero-grade de-thematic hz-stem also
ancestral to Latin clam “secretly’ (i.e. *kl-é-h2>- ‘concealment’, [de Vaan 2008: 117]; cf. grade of
root in euyn ‘flight’). Third and doubtless without coincidence, kéAvpog displays the most
peculiar sequence —oo- all but identical to that of kaAbntw. Given that what precedes this
sequence reflects an isolable Indo-European root, it follows that the bases kaAve- and keAve-
contain related remnants of derivational material. In particular, it is arguably the case that
KaAvmto and kEAD@og Were at some stage derived from nominals whose stems were formed with
the ancestors of —ve- and —v- respectively.

As we have observed in all adduced reflexes of nominalizations of the predicative
instrumental periphrasis, the normal procedure for the formation of such compounds is the use of
the substantive’s bare stem as FCM (e.g. *str-i-b”(u)-0- ‘stiffened, stiff” [> MLG stref ‘taut’]).
This bare stem — in this case 0/é-acrostatic — could surface in absolute zero-grade (vide supra), in
its weak form (e.g. Lat. gelidus ‘ice-cold’ [< *gel-i-d"hi-0-], cf. ON kylr ‘chill’ [< *kuli-], OE
ciele ‘id.’[< *kali-]), or even in its strong form (e.g. Lat. solidus ‘solid’ < *solhz-i-d"hi-o0- [Vv.
Nussbaum 1999a: 401]). Accordingly, we should expect the compound formed on the basis of
*él-u-h1 b"uhx- to have been *kl-u-b%(y)-6-, *kel-u-b’(u)-6-, or *kol-u-b(y)-6- ‘provided with
covering’. However, the bare stem is not what is reflected by kéAveog, the length of whose
upsilon suggests the preservation of the instrumental desinence and its incorporation into the
compound (i.e. *kel-u-hi-b"(x)-0-). While the use of inflected forms as first members of verbal
governing compounds is not unknown (e.g. Hom. loc. pl. dpeci-tpogog ‘reared in the
mountains’, Ved. instr. gira-vydh- ‘increasing with song’ etc., Scarlata 1999: 368—369), an

additional account may be necessary to explain the appearance of an instrumental reflex.
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Explanations may be sought within the paradigm of *k6/él-u- itself. In one scenario,
because the locative *kl-éu was especially frequent, the weak cases of the old acrostatic
paradigm adopted suffixal e-grade, the result of which was neo-proterokinesis (i.e. *k61-u-/kl-éy-
; cf. Lat. mare < *myr-i- << *myr-€j ‘in the sea’ loc. of *mori-/méri-, cf. Olr. muir, Schindler
1994: 398). Nevertheless, one may object that, while neo-proterokinesis is common elsewhere
(cf. Ved. daru, gen. drék “of wood’), it is not the procedure adopted by the ancestor of Greek,
whose erstwhile acrostatics reflect radical o-grade and suffixal zero (e.g. 36pv, gen.
Sopdg/Sovpdg < *dor-w-06s ‘of wood’).8t

According to Nussbaum (p.c.), some insight into what happened to Pre-Proto-Greek
acrostatics may in fact be afforded by an examination of ©o\g ‘city’ (Hom.+), whose radical
etymon’s ser-character, likely and long attributable to derivation from *\plehi- “fill’ (Pokorny
1959-1969: 798-801), is suggested by comparison to the above-mentioned Vedic pur- “fortified
settlement’ and Lithuanian pilis, -iés ‘fortress’. While most dialects seem to have generalized the
nom.-acc. stem moA-t- to the oblique (e.g. gen. sg. mdéAiog, Buck 1955: 91), Homer displays,
uniquely among i-stems, an allomorph -n- (e.g. gen. sg. mdéAnoc) reflected by the -¢- of Attic (by
quantitative metathesis) and some early lonic inscriptions (e.g. toéiewc). The origin of this -n- is
unclear. Though it is often assumed to have arisen from a lengthened grade locative singular *-éi
(Sihler 1995: 314; dat. sg. moAni, Weiss 2020: 264) of proterokinetic origin (cf. Ved. agna ‘in the
fire’, YAv. gara ‘on the mountain’; PIIr. *-@ < *-¢ < *-¢j, ¢f. nom sg. ne0-® ‘persuasion’ [*-6 <
*-0i], Hackstein 2017: 1316 with refs.), another scenario better explains why originally acrostatic

*polhi-i- is the only example (almost) of -1 : -ewc i-stem inflection in Homer (Nussbaum p.c.). If

81 The reflection of radical o-grade and suffixal zero appears to be restricted to neuters of this
type (Nussbaum p.c.).

224



we start out with an acrostatic paradigm (nom. sg. *p6lhi-i-s, gen. sg. *pélhi-i-s, loc. sg. *p/hi-
é7) and suppose that, in at least the language ancestral to Greek and Indo-Iranian, the zero-grade
root allomorph conditioned by the locative was later generalized in the weak stem (e.g. OAv.
nom./acc. sg. aiiii : gen. sg. yaos < *hzi-éu-s ‘of life’ : *hzi-éu ‘in (life)time’), one would only
need to observe that, unlike Indo-Iranian’s suffixal full grade and desinential zero (e.g. Ved. gen
sg. agnéh [< *-é;-s]), Pre-Proto-Greek introduced a full grade ending (i.e. gen. sg. *p/h1-i-6s [vel
sim.] << *pélhi-i-s).82 Accordingly, once the allomorphic sequence *p/h1-i-(6s, -éi, etc.) (: strong
stem *pdlhi-i-) developed to (Pre-)Proto-Greek *plei- (e.g. gen. *pléi0s), the radical o-grade of
the strong stem *pol-i- was easily introduced (e.g. *péléios) to produce the stem variant reflected
by moAn- (e.g. gen. méinoc).8

By appeal to this scenario, the weak stem of our original *46/él-u-, with its strong stem in
*6l-u-, weak stem in *kél-u-, and locative singular in *kl-éy (Lindemanized *k/I-éy), would be
minimally remodeled, possibly after the locative, with radical zero-grade (i.e. *k/-u-). We may
thus suppose that, after the oblique was renewed as *k/-u-, the old acrostatic radical e-grade
instrumental *kéluhz, having been isolated from the paradigm, became an indeclinable
adnominal (cf. PDE life : alive < OE PP on [ife “in life’) — a situation comparable to the
aforementioned giiha of Vedic. Since *kéluhino longer belonged to the paradigm but still
participated in the *b"uhx- periphrasis, the entire indeclinable itself, rather than the bare stem of

the old acrostatic, was selected when the anti-causative periphrasis required nominalization (i.e.

82 Though it is unclear how the allative ending interacted with the ablaut of the stem, Cypriot <u-
wa-i-se / za-ne>, which reflects the allative *haiu-h2é(-i) “for life, forever’ (Weiss 1994: 151—
154), may simply reflect the totally zero-grade weak stem of the remodeled acrostatic paradigm
inherited by Greek’s ancestor.

8 These developments may be summarized as follows: (1) *p6lhi-i- : *pélhi-i- : loc. sg. *p/h1-éi,
(2) *pOlhi-i- : *p/hi-i-, (3) *poli- : *plei-, (4) *poli- : *pblei- (Nussbaum p.c.).
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*keluhi-b"(y)-6- ‘covered’) — an event in principle no different from the use of prepositional
preverbs (i.e. fossilized nominals) as first members of verbal governing compounds. For
example, the first member of the Vedic compound saca-bhii- ‘being along with’ likely reflects
the instrumental of some nomen actionis ultimately from *\sek¥- “follow’, which has been
grammaticalized as an adverb/indeclinable adjective/preposition/preverb, while the second
member reflects the athematic nominalization of *b"uhx-. At some point, then, the compound
adjective *keluhi-b"(x)-0- ‘covered’ served as the base of a determinate s-stem (i.e. *kéluh:-
b"(1)-o/es- ‘covering’, cf. Tnpdg ‘disabled’ : mipoc ‘weakness’ [Alc.98], otevdg ‘narrow’ — 1O
oteivog ‘confined space’ Hom. + [Nussbaum 2014a: 235]; Ved. sruta- ‘flowing’ — srotas-
‘stream’, etc.), from which the form and special semantics® of kéAbpog developed
unproblematically.

In the meantime, the renewal of *£06/él-u-, the neo-acrostatic *46l-u- : k/-u- : loc. k/l-éy,
continued to be used in the anti-causative periphrasis with *b"uhx-. In contrast to the indeclinable
adjective *kéluha, the instrumental of the new paradigm, possibly a Lindemanized */I-u-h1 or a

*IJ-u-éh1 with full grade ending (cf. Ved. s ‘with help’, OAv. xrat-i beside xrad-fa ‘with

8 It should be noted that the semantic development assumed here does not at first appear to be
what would be predicted strictly on the basis of a nominalization of an anti-causative periphrasis,
as we would then expect *keluhi-b"(x)-0- to refer to that which has undergone the event as theme
or patient. However, in light of the possessive semantics of the construction and the built-in
diathetic variability of what is still a noun with a complex argument structure (i.e. *k6/él-u- x’s
covering of y*), it is by no means written in the stars that the possessor of the possessive (i.e.
instrumental) verbal noun always be conceived of as a theme or patient. In the case of kéAveoc,
what seems to have happened is a semantic development based on the descriptively agentive
reading available to possessives (i.e. *‘that which has come to have [literally ‘be with’], i.e.
developed, a covering’ > *‘that which covers, a cover’ > ‘shell, husk, etc.”).

By way of contrast, Orel (1998: 474) derives Albanian thelb ‘kernel’ from a Proto-
Albanian *tsalba, which he considers ultimately derivative of *Vkel- ‘cover’. If this etymology is
correct, it may point to the nominalization of a *b"uhx- periphrasis involving a hypothetical root
noun *kl-éh (i.e. *kel-/kl-). In that case, the etymon of thelb would illustrate the
thematic/patientive interpretation of the possessive.
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spiritual power”), was recognized as a desinence-bearing item. Accordingly, when the periphrasis
was nominalized, the form selected as first member was the simple weak stem *#/I-u- derived
from the allomorphs available in the simplex. The second member of the compound would be the
nominalized form of *b"uhx-, which could have been thematic (e.g. &pipoc, kéADpog < *kéluha-
b"(u)-0/es- « *keluhi-b"(y)-6-, etc.) or athematic (e.g. Ved. saca-bhii- ‘being along with’).
Altogether then we would have a compound adjective *k/I-u-b"uhx-/b"(u)-6- ‘become/made
covered’, in which the Lindeman variant was not reduced to a monosyllabic *kl-u-, simply
because that form did not or no longer existed, whereas the entirely morphologized *£/l-u- not
only existed but was likely the only recognizable zero-grade form.

If we operate with an athematic second member, *£/I-u-b"uhx- would undergo
phonological changes previously discussed. Since *\bhuhx- did not allow full grade of the root
under any circumstances (Jasanoff 1997), the m./f. nominative singular, for instance, would have
been *-bPuhx-s (cf. saca-bhii-h). However, any vowel-initial endings (i.e. the majority) would
have conditioned the veoyvég rule; genitive singular *-b"uhy-ds, for instance, was followed by *-
b"y-6s and ultimately *-b"-6s (cf. again £pipog and Ved. vrsa-bha-). While in the language
ancestral to Vedic the nominative singular *-b"uhx-s conditioned the remodeling of the oblique
cases (e.g. -bhith, gen. -bhavar, dat. -bhive, etc.), it may be argued that, in the language ancestral
to Greek, the allomorph *-b"-, as analyzable from the genitive, dative etc. (i.e. *-b"-6s, *-b"-ej,
etc.), conditioned a levelling to the exclusion of the allomorph *-b"uhx-. At some point, then, the
stem of our compound may have been simply *k/l-u-b"-, which was eventually understood as a
simple adjective with the meaning ‘covered’. Pre-Proto-Greek *£/I-u-b"- or Proto-Greek *kalup"-
would have thus been eligible as a base for the formation of a *-ie/o- denominal present with the

basic causative/factitive meaning ‘make X covered’ (i.e. */l-u-b"-je/o- > *kalup"-je/o- >
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Koo, cf. kopvoowm ‘apply helmet’ «— kopug, -000¢ ‘helmet’). Alternatively, and more
plausibly, if the base was thematic all along (i.e. *4/I-u-b"-6-), the derived koAvmtem could reflect
the other procedure whereby denominal *-ie/o- was substituted for, rather than affixed to (e.g.
KOGHog — Koopém ‘adorn’, aivog — aivém ‘praise’, etc. < *-e-je/o-), the thematic vowel (e.g.
yoAénto ‘treat harshly’ «— yaAendc ‘harsh’ Hom. +, peilicow ‘treat gently’ «— peidyog ‘gentle’
Hom.+, etc.; cf. Av. baésaziia- ‘heal’ « baésaza- m./n. ‘medicine’, Tucker 2004: 559).

In light of the derivationally determined syntactic and semantic identity of *k6/él-u- and
the hitherto purely postulated *k6/él-i-, we hypothesize, just as we find nominal and verbal
evidence pointing to the nominalization of a periphrasis *kél-u-h1 b"uhx- ‘come to be with
covering, become covered’ (>> *kjl-u-h1/k/-u-éh1 bhuhs-), that there also existed an (anti-
)causative periphrasis whose heavy member was *k6/él-i-. Given all we have learned in this
Chapter, evidence for this i-stem, incidentally from Germanic, may now be adduced.

In all branches of this family there is evidence for a root that may be reconstructed as
*ylib- ‘protect’. In Gothic we have a Class I weak verb hleibjan ‘care for’ (+ dat.) (e.g. hleibida
Israela piumagu seinamma “he hath holpen his servant Israel” [Luc.1.54]), whose exact Old
Norse cognate is hlifa ‘shelter, protect, spare’ (+ dat.). Based on this correspondence, the *y/ib-
iji/a- reconstructed by Orel (2003: 177, s.v. *xlibjanan) is attributable to Proto-Germanic.
Though Seebold (1970: 261) had also reconstructed this weak verb, he also reconstructs, on the
basis of Old High German liban, leib, libun, ‘care for, spare’ a strong verb hleib-a- ‘schonen’
(i.e. *ylib-i/a-). We are thus in a situation similar to the reconstructive aporia relating to the verbs
derived from *strib-. Whether we attribute this variety to Proto-Germanic or not, the origin of
*~yIib- as a whole can be uncovered if we bring certain nominals into the picture. The immediate

nominal relative of ON hlifa ‘shelter, protect, spare’ is the strong feminine hlif ‘cover, shelter,
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protection, shield’ whose exact OHG cognate is /iba ‘calming, attention, care’. While the sense
‘shield’ of this Norse item has invited comparison to Latin clipeus/clupeus ‘round shield’ (de
Vries 1977: 238; Orel 2003: 177 with refs.), the etymological uncertainty surrounding the Latin
term seriously undermines the genetic connection. As suggested by Zupitza (1899: 94), what
may be more plausibly connected with hlif is the Old Irish o-stem cliab m. ‘basket; skep,
beehive; coracle, currach; framework of the ribs, breast, bosom’ (eDIL). Given its Proto-Celtic
preform *kleibo- and semantics of envelopment and enclosure, this connection is justifiable. By
comparison of their roots, Proto-Germanic *\y/ib- (— *ylib-6- ‘protection’) and Proto-Celtic
*\kleib- (— *kleib-0- ‘container’), we can proceed to evaluate the PIE possibilities.

According to Orel (loc. cit.: s.v. XlZbanan), *\ylib- “continues IE *£lej- “to bend’”.
Despite the lack of PIE roots of the shape *(lejb™-, there is basically no justification for
connection with the ‘lean’ root and much against it morphosemantically. On the morphological
side, maintenance of a connection to this verbal root *£lei- requires a labial element that would
have no analysis other than as an extension. This is an analysis of last resort and generally bad
practice if it can be avoided. On the semantic side, there is a slight degree of conceivability, for
instance because certain nominals derived from *\klej-, such as *kléjtreh,- (Goth. hleipra ‘hut,
tent’) and *klitizehz- (kAoin ‘hut, shed, booth’), denote objects that, by virtue of their
construction with pieces of wood leaning on each other, provide something that may be aptly
called shelter. Nevertheless, there is simply no derivational semantic path from ‘lean’ to the
meaning exhibited by hlif and its relatives.

Fortunately, we can associate *\y/i5- with a semantically perfect PIE root without appeal
to extensions of any kind, using technology developed extensively in this Chapter. The root is

obviously *Vkel- ‘cover’. What has not been obvious is how to get to what must be a secondary
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root *klejb™- whose meaning ‘protect’ is in effect identical (cf. Lat. protego “cover, protect’).
Middle Irish cliab may again provide some help. Assuming that its labial reflects *b" rather than
the marginal *b, we can set up its preform as a *kle;b"-o0- of some description. Whatever the
explanation as regards the radical e-grade, it is highly probable and even necessary that we are
dealing with a neo-full-grade. This means that the base of *leib"-0- was a *klib"-6- whose
derivational semantic analysis we are now more than ready to undertake.

If, as seems abundantly probable, hlif is reflex of an item ultimately derived from *Kel-
‘cover’, we have no choice but to interpret the *—i— of our *£lib"-6- as a suffix. Since there is no
evidence of an i-present to *Vkel- ‘cover’, this suffix is better taken to be of nominal origin.
Accordingly, the analysis of *klib"-6- as an erstwhile compound *&l-i-b"(x)-6- with the absolute
zero-grade of an i-stem FCM is truly beyond doubt.

The reflexes of the derivatives of this *£1-i-b"(x)-06- are interpretable in light of the
periphrasis in which this i-stem took part. Based on the phrase *kél-i-h1 bPuhx- ‘become
covered’, the resulting *£I-i-b"(x)-6- would mean more or less ‘come to be with covering,
covered’. As a compositionally generated possessive,® *kl-i-b"(1)-6- would have preserved the
diathetic ambiguity characteristic of possessives derived from verbal abstracts associated with
more than one argument. Accordingly, the meaning of *%l-i-b"(x)-6- would not be unlike that of
the *keluh1-b"(x)-6- underlying the base of the s-stem reflected by ké\bgoc. That which has

come to have a covering by being provided with one may be considered an entity that itself

8 What is meant here is the idea that possessive *-6- forms a stem derived from a compound
verbal abstract whose SCM is a root noun. While *£l-i-b"(x)-6- does not presuppose such an
SCM in this particular case, the compound type would in general be attributable to the use of
*bMihx-/b"uhx-" as an SCM.
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provides cover. The consequence of this reasoning is clear: *kl-i-b"(x)-6- would at times have
been able to refer to an agent or instrument that covers.

Following this interpretation, we may suppose that *£l-i-b"(x)-6- was an adjective with
the meaning ‘covering’. Since cliab is a substantive whose specific senses are in complete accord
with this general and abstract meaning, it is probable that its preform *lejb"-o- was in fact a
radical é-grade determinate derivative (ultimately) of *kl-i-b"(x)-6- (i.e. — *kléib"-0- “the
covering’). Though a genitival *leib"-6- cannot be formally excluded, one would have to
suppose an eventually substantival use as opposed to the more or less direct route presented by
determinative derivation. Moreover, the existence of what appears to be a determinative reflected
by hlif supports an analysis of the preform of cliab as a parallel derivative. In other words, *£I-i-
b"(x)-6- ‘covering’ (>> *klib"-6-) would be the base both of a *léib"-e-h,- “the covering’ (> ON
hlif, OHG liba) and of a *kléib"-0- ‘id.” (> MIr. cliab).

What is assumed here is that *y/ib-6- ‘protection’ is as much an original form from the
standpoint of Proto-Germanic as *kleib-0- ‘container’ manifestly is for Proto-Celtic. The
installation of radical é-grade interpretable in the background of the preforms of both
reconstructions would of course be of nominal origin. In keeping with the weak Class | verb
reflected in Gothic hleibjan ‘care for’ and Old Norse hlifa ‘protect’ is the supposition that *y/ib-
o- reflects a derivative of *£lib"-0- formed in parallel to a base *klejb"-o- from which the weak
verb would be derived. Since denominal *-ie/o- is not associated with the installation of e-grade
in the base, the preform of hleibjan and hlifa would likely be derived from the substantival
*[léibM-0- “cover’ ancestral to cliab. This denominal would belong either to the suffixally

substitutive (e.g. Av. baésaza- m./n. ‘medicine’ — baesaziia- ‘heal’) or retentive type (e.g.
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KOGL0C — Koopém ‘provide with koopoc, adorn”). In either case, the resulting *klejb"(-é-)ie/o-
would more or less have meant ‘provide with *klé;b"-o-, cover’.

This does of course bring up the question of the origin of the Class | strong verb that
Seebold (loc. cit.) attributes to Proto-Germanic alongside the weak. This attribution is slightly
problematic if the only evidence for a strong verb to *\y/ib- is Old High German /iban, leib,
libun, ‘care for, spare’. Yet if its strong conjugation is somehow an inheritance from the dialect
ancestral to Proto-Germanic, the emergence of the underlying radical é-grade simple thematic
present would indeed depend on the interpretation of *klejb"— as a root. Though the background
of this putative present *kléjb"-e/o- ‘cover, protect’ may be depicted in various ways, it is not
worth the attempt principally because nothing really obliges us to attribute *y/ib-i/a- to Proto-
Germanic. We are in a somewhat different situation when we consider Seebold’s next
reconstruction.

Beside *\y/ib- ‘protect’, Proto-Germanic seems to have had a *\y/id- of suspiciously
similar semantics. The main derivative of this root is a substantive assuredly attributable to
Proto-Germanic: *ylid-a- n. ‘cover, means of closure, enclosure’(ON hlid ‘gate(way), gap,
interval’; OE hlid ‘lid, cover’ [cf. OE gehlid ‘lid, covering, roof, enclosure, vault’], OFris. hlid
‘lid’, OS hlid ‘id.”, OHG ubirlit “id.”). Beside this substantive, Ingvaconic displays evidence of a
Class | strong verb *ylid-i/a- (OE be-hlidan [-hlad, -hlidon, -hliden] ‘cover over’, OFris. hlida
‘cover’, OS bihlidan [-hléd, -hlidun, -hlidan] ‘cover over’) that Seebold (1970: 262) attributes to
Proto-Germanic. As there is no evidence of a weak verb, we are left with two possibilities: (1)
this strong verb is an Ingvaeonic creation or (2) it existed in Proto-Germanic. In both cases, we
need an account of its origin, particularly in relation to the much more widely reflected

substantive *ylid-a- ‘cover, etc.’.
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Given its broader attestation, *ylid-a- is likely an inheritance rather than creation of
Proto-Germanic. This assessment brings up the question of how its root came about. As in the
case of *\ly/ib-, there are only so many Pre-Proto-Germanic possibilities, again leading to
potential associations with but two PIE primitives: *Vklej- ‘lean’ and *VKel- ‘cover’. For obvious
formal reasons, the preferred association has been with *\lei- ‘lean’ (Pokorny 1959-69: 600—
602). In particular, Orel (2003: 177) claims an exact equation with Vedic sritd- ‘leaning on,
situated in’ (: srayati ‘leans’). While phonologically and morphically impeccable, the
supposition of an eventually substantivally employed *£li-t6- ‘leaning (thing)’ is vitiated by the
fact that leaning is the not the essential activity of a lid. Rather, a lid is a thing that covers; any
reasonable account of the PIE origin of this Germanic noun must accord with that fact.

If one were to insist on a derivation from the *-t6- verbal adjective to *\klej- ‘lean’, the
semantic problem could be addressed in the following way. One could suppose that a *&li-to-
was used to refer to an object composed of pieces of wood whose leaning on each other created
an enclosure or barrier. This analysis may be supported by ON hlid whose sense ‘gate(way), gap,
interval’ deviates from the primarily superimpositive semantics of the West Germanic data. If the
sense of the Old Norse noun is taken to be more conservative, an apt morphosemantic
comparison would involve the relatives of Homeric k\icin ‘hut, shed, booth’. Morphologically
closest to *£li-t6-, the putative ancestor of *ylid-a- ‘cover, (means of) enclosure’, is Hesychius’
KAitog (- tomog | katweepnc), which could reflect either a masculine o-stem or an s-stem
derivative. In either case, its ancestor would have referred to an entity whose downward
inclination resulted in enclosure or superimposition. On the other hand, superimposition could be
an outgrowth of the basic arrangement of leaning wooden objects. In this connection several

Hesychian entries may be adduced: kiciov: Tpootds. TpdcT@OV. Kai BodV 6Tdo1g Kol £l60d0C.
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&viol Tag Tod TuA®VOG BOpag TAateiag, €ig ag dvvatal Ledyog fodv elceABev; KMGiN: oknvi.
kaBE6pa & 123 kol 1 Emawiic  159- dmd tod KAivesOar év adth) ta Opéupata. kal TpdOvpov.
Nikavdpog; kKhMoior ol adrelor ToAGVES; KAita: otool. T 6éAlag €ig T0 KotakAivesOat. When the
originally wooden objects arranged in succession were in the state of being *kli-to- ‘leaning’,
they could either support a roof, serve as an enclosure, or perform both functions.

And yet huts, porticos, and gateways are not themselves covers, whereas a lid certainly is.
Nevertheless, if we continue with *£li-t6- from *\klej- ‘lean’, we might next suppose that its
substantival use amounted to the sense of a neuter verbal abstract ‘leaning’. When used
concretely, a *kli-t6- might have been used to refer to a collection of leaning (wooden) objects
and, by extension, to a roof or wall. Alternatively or in addition, a *kli-td- might have also been
used refer to a single leaning object — perhaps composed of several constituent pieces — that was
set up against an enclosure, thus constituting a cover or gate for the enclosure itself. The main
feature of these semantic scenarios is that the senses of covering and enclosure are secondary,
dependent as they are on specific procedures of construction. What is fairly certain is that Proto-
Germanic *ylid-a- meant ‘cover, (means of) (en)closure’. What the above-reasoning demands is
that this meaning developed from the sense ‘a leaning, leaner’. While, as suggested by the Greek
data, a Neolithic architectural tradition might have been responsible for some senses displayed
by reflexes of *ylid-a- (‘gateway’, ‘fence’, etc.), it is still a fairly tortuous road.

In response, a proponent of the *Vklej- connection might assert that, despite the
secondary status of the semantics of covering and enclosure, one of the main features in its favor
is the localizability of the architectural semantics in a series of formations based on the *-t4-
verbal adjective in particular. Admittedly, there is no way of undermining this particular

argument. The only thing left at this stage is to consider what would follow from the pursuit of
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the *Vklei- hypothesis versus the *kel- hypothesis. In particular, what other facts or pieces of
evidence become more intelligible when we operate with one hypothesis or the other.

One fact that is difficult for the *Vklei- hypothesis to explain is the very co-existence of
*\lylib- ‘protect’ and *Vylid- (— *ylid-a- ‘cover, [means of] enclosure’) in Proto-Germanic.
Whatever the origin of the latter, their semantic similarity and all but total formal identity render
plausible the possibility that both originated in the same PIE root. In the case of *ylib- ‘protect’,
there is no morphosemantically viable way from *Vlei-. Unless one makes use of an
unevaluable labial extension unaccountably affixed to a form of *Vklei-, there is no path at all, as
there is no such labial suffix. Alternatively, if we operate with the *+kel- that must underlie
*\/){h‘b- ‘protect’ in any case, we can preserve the parallelism, most notably comparable to the
historically co-radical *Vstrib- “strive’ and *Vstrid- “stand upright’, and reach the semantics of
*\lyli®- far more directly.

We should also return to consider the origin of the strong verb *y/io-i/a- in light of each
hypothesis. In both hypotheses, this verb or its imaginable ancestor would be younger than or
dependent on the substantive *ylid-a- or its ancestor. Under the *Vklei- hypothesis, the genesis of
*ylid-ila- is not entirely straightforward. A Pre-Proto-Germanic origin can probably be excluded
as there is no conceivable means by which *£li-t6- would be the base of a *k1éjt-e/o- “provide
with a *£li-t6-> that could not be the regular preform of *y/id-i/a- in any case. The normal
process of course is the addition of *-je/o-. For this reason, one could imagine a *£li-té-je/o- or,
if formed later, a *ylid-iji/a- whose reflex was by some unknown analogy reformed as a strong
verb. While this is not inconceivable in light of the variation we have seen in verbs of both
conjugations to the same root, there is no evidence of a weak verb to which the attested strong

one would be secondary. Naturally, this could be a consequence of the available evidence, but
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that evidence is explicable otherwise. What is most pressing is the need to explain the strong
verb we actually have.

A denominal analysis of some kind is fundamentally necessary; the various scenarios of
the alternative, such as a *-d"e/o- present to *\klej-, are unappealing. Yet if we set up a scenario
within Germanic, we find ourselves in aporia, as there is, at least to my knowledge, no way to
generate a *y/id-i/a- solely on the basis of a *ylid-a-. If, on the other hand, we operate with the
*/el- hypothesis, the universally necessary denominal analysis works either within Germanic or
its ancestor.

The denominal analysis naturally begins with *ylid-a- itself, whose Pre-Proto-Germanic
form must now be discussed. Under the *~/kel- hypothesis, there are two phonological
possibilities: *kl-i-to- or (descriptively) *%l-i-d"o-. The first is less likely for several reasons.
While semantically conceivable as some kind of possessive derivative of our much sought after
i-stem, the immediate reason to exclude it is that there is no clear path by which the material
preceding the thematic vowel could be reanalyzed as a secondary root capable of becoming basic
to a radical é-grade thematic present. In contrast, with the *£l-i-d"o- that we may present
precisely as *l-i-d"hi-6-, there is such a parallelable path.

Given its basis as a nominalization of the causative periphrasis *kél-i-h1 d'ehi- ‘provide
with cover’, the ribidus-type nominal *l-i-d"h1-6- would have been used to refer either to the
entity provided with cover or to the one providing cover itself. In light of the latter agentive or
instrument-oriented interpretation, the meaning of *ylid-a-, particularly as reflected in West
Germanic, is entirely explicable. Whereas this is the main reason for preferring the *~/kel-
hypothesis generally, the specific advantage of *£l-i-d"h1-6- is, as just mentioned, the

parallelable possibility that it provided the model for the formation of a simple thematic present
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like Bpibo or miBw. Though the Calandish background of these stems is not paralleled in the
relatives of *ylid-a-, and thus cannot be invoked in an account of the origin of *y/id-i/a-, there is
the possibility that *y/id-i/a- or its ancestor was formed according to an analogy that could have
only arisen in the context of specific derivatives of *\kel-.

The genesis of a *£léid"h:-e/o- somehow based on *£l-i-d"h1-6- depends on the existence
at some point of a *\klejd"hi- reanalyzed from the nominal. If we suppose that this nominal *£l-
i-dhh1-6- was specifically an adjective, it would not have been the only adjective in the *\kel-
family analyzable as consisting of a zero-grade root/base and a thematic suffix. The postulation
of this adjective is justified by the indirect evidence for a possessive derivative of a root noun to
*/kel-. As mentioned in Chapter 6, Latin clam and OE hulu f. ‘husk, pod’ are best analyzed as
members of the uyn-type, that is, as reflexes of an *-hz- derivative of a thematic adnominal
whose zero-grade root is explicable by appeal to possessive derivation from a root noun. What
this reconstructible *4()I-é-h2- “covering’ thus presupposes is an adjective *£(/)I-6- ‘covering’
apophonically comparable to the semantically equivalent *£l-i-d"h:-6- eventually interpreted as a
formation based on a secondary root (i.e. *klid"h1-6-). Given this equivalence, and given that the
fundamental finite verb of the family was the radical é-grade thematic present *kél-e/o- ‘cover’,
it is possible to set up an analogy *k(/)I-6- : *kél-e/o- :: *klidh1-6- : x whose solution was
*kléidPhi-e/o- ‘cover’. While this analogy would have produced the preform of *ylid-i/a-, it is
also appropriate to reckon with the possibility that the same analogy took place in Proto-
Germanic. Assuming the inheritance of the thematic nominal basic to *(/)I-é-hz- ‘covering’ (>
*yulo- ‘[seed-]covering’ > OE hulu f. ‘husk, pod’), we could also set up an analogy involving the
perfectly reflected thematic present (e.g. OE helan ‘conceal, hide, cover’, etc.): *yula- ‘covering’

: *yeli/a- ‘cover’ :: *ylid-a- ‘covering’ : X = *ylid-i/a- ‘cover’.
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Whichever path we take, the priority of *ylid-a- and the absence of evidence for a weak
verb force us to consider scenarios of the kind we have been discussing. Though the presentation
of such scenarios may leave one with the impression of inventions to contend with impenetrable
obscurities, it should be stressed that these scenarios are devised with sensitivity to what is
rendered highly improbable by the available evidence. To reiterate, the *Vklej- hypothesis, while
formally and even semantically appealing for *ylid-a- itself (< *li-t6- ‘construction consisting
of leaning objects’ or ‘apposed leaning object’) is not as formally and semantically appealing as
the *kel- hypothesis. It does not provide as straightforward a semantic path to the root of *y1ig-
a- and *ylio-i/a-, nor does it provide a formally clear way to account for the origin of the strong
verb, which, under the *Vle;i- hypothesis, would have to be generated within Germanic by an
entirely unknown, possibly unrecoverable procedure. These uncertainties have no doubt led
Seebold (loc. cit.) to dismiss *Vklei- in favor of the *kel- hypothesis, despite the morphological
and derivational semantic obscurities that we have attempted to illumine here.

The major consequence of these attempts is as follows. Whatever scenario or chronology
we adopt, the ultimately preferable hypothesis of *\kel- necessitates the analysis of post-radical
material not only suspiciously resemblant to that of a root *\ylib- ‘protect’ that we have strong
reason to believe to be based on *Vkel-, but also containing the remnant of the very same formant
of a nominal stem hypothesized to have been used in a variant of the very same construction that
gave rise to that *\y/ib-. This stem ultimately was, with a fairly high degree of probability, the
*[6/él-i- that we have reconstructed as the sister of *k6/él-u- ‘covering’.

This Chapter may be concluded with the observation that, while we have had for some
time now theory-internal justification for the reconstruction of *k6/él-i-, there is no substitute for

the collection and evaluation of the evidence for the form that we had been postulating. Though
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these activities, which have substantially involved the presentation of parallels necessary for the
interpretation of that evidence, have taken up a great deal of our attention, the ultimate reward is
the security with which we can reconstruct both *£6/él-u- and *£6/él-i-. The lexical and

derivational semantic history of these sister stems is the subject of our final Chapter.
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CHAPTER 9

THE GENEALOGY OF THE PROPERTY CONCEPT
Justification for the reconstruction of *k6/él-u- and *k6/él-i- has up until now been phonological,
morphological, and syntactic. At the foundation of the latter morphological domain has been the
reconstruction of the derivational semantic processes responsible for the formation of the stems
whose scattered reflexes have been used to piece together an account of the form and meaning of
*k6/é1-u- and *k6/él-i- as products of a series of more or less predictable, algorithmic processes.
In such a program, the basic unit of lexical meaning, the arch-abstraction known as the PIE root,
is inserted into a machine consisting of derivational rules whose product is the particular
abstraction known as the PIE lexeme. Yet in the background consisting of our reasoning there
are innumerable calculations of probability and of relations of meaning that allow us to assess
the evidence on the basis of which we reconstruct the very processes that enable us to perceive
still more relations. Naturally, these calculations, performed by both producers and analysts of
linguistic data, are the fundamental result of our experience of the world and of the conceptual
and semantic systems developed to deal with it. Correspondingly and accordingly, the question
of what *k6/él-u- and *k6/él-i- meant, that is, how their range of senses interfaced with the
conceptual systems of ancient people, is something that we must handle head-on.

The question of lexical, as opposed to derivational, semantics is posed at the service of
our ultimate object: the nature of the Property Concept expressed by VkaA- ‘beautiful’. Up to this
point, the hypothesis that *Vkel- ‘cover’ is its etymon has been positively pursued solely by
appeal to the kinds of derivatives with which it is associated. From here onward, we must also
consider what the lexical meanings attributable to those derivatives may reveal of the nature of

the Property Concept in question.
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Perhaps the first step is to ask what kind of concept VkoA- expresses. By modest and
provisional appeal to Dixon’s (1982: 16) classification and its application by Rau (2009; 2012),
we can accept that there is a class PHYSICAL PROPERTY of which, according to Rau (2009: 79),
BEAUTIFUL and its opposite are members. This claim is best explored in light of some pairs
Dixon himself mentions: HARD / SOFT; HEAVY / LIGHT; ROUGH / SMOOTH; HOT / COLD; SWEET /
SOUR. When one considers the actual English adjectives corresponding to these conceptual
representations, it is clear that they often bear senses that correspond not to PHYSICAL
PROPERTY, but to other PC categories, most notably HUMAN PROPENSITY and VALUE. For
example, the sense of cold ‘unaffectionate’ and that of light in make light of ‘treat/consider
unimportant’ correspond to HUMAN PROPENSITY and VALUE respectively. The cognitive
mechanism generative of these conceptually distinct senses may be identified as Conceptual
Metaphor (Lakoff and Johnson 1980, 1999).86 Whatever label is used, it is fair to say that, on the
basis of certain fundamental correlations in our experience, concepts belonging to different and
frequently more complex categories of understanding are provided with the infrastructure
necessary for their formation, existence, and accessibility. In the case of the above-mentioned
senses, the natural origin of the path as well as the distinctive distance covered by the
transference itself are clear and palpable.

It is in this connection that we should consider the consequence of claiming that
BEAUTIFUL belongs to PHYSICAL PROPERTY. If indeed that is the case, it is fair to say that an

imaginable transference underlying some consequently derived sense expressed by the

8 For general treatment of the methods and frameworks related to Conceptual Metaphor Theory,
see Dancygier and Sweetser 2014 and Sullivan 2017. For an early application to Indo-European
data, see Sweetser 1990: 23-48. For specific treatment of Conceptual Metonymy, see Panther
and Thornburg 2018. For criticism of this system of methods, see Haser 2005.
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corresponding English adjective beautiful has not in fact covered much distance from the
supposed source domain of PHYSICAL PROPERTY to the target domain of, above all, VALUE.
Leaning more heavily on the universalizing fiction of conceptual representation, we may assert
that BEAUTIFUL, if indeed it even belongs to PHYSICAL PROPERTY, is so close to the domain of
VALUE as to be considered an inherently evaluative concept.

The considerable if not total consistency in the correlation between BEAUTIFUL and
VALUE is necessarily but insufficiently dependent on that which fundamentally fuels the
transference to, e.g., VALUE from other more humble and more definitely physical properties.
This fuel is naturally perception, that is, the provision of percepts necessary for evaluation,
decision-making, and action-taking. If with any justice BEAUTIFUL is assignable to PHYSICAL
PROPERTY, it is on account of its rootedness in perception or aesthesis. Though audition can at
times be the basis of the beautiful, percepts apparently possessed of the property are principally
objects of vision. Among the innumerable indications of this fact, one more relevant to us is the
formation and use of items derived from light-emission PC roots in a sense approaching or
equivalent to ‘beautiful’ (e.g. Ved. subh- f. ‘splendor’ « Vsubh- ‘shiny’, Rau 2009: 180). Given
Rau’s (p. 79) attribution of LIGHT / DARK t0 PHYSICAL PROPERTY, we would have to say that the
mode of reasoning responsible for the transference, that is, for the sense ‘beautiful’, has
deposited its cargo at the extremity of but still within PHYSICAL PROPERTY. Yet some semantic
units are already well placed to interface with concepts localized at that extremity, particularly
the categorial border shared with VALUE.

What this adjacency tells us about BEAUTIFUL is perhaps what function it performs in a
conceptual system: directly feeding and stimulating the evaluative component of that system by

means of primarily visual percepts. The cause of the primacy and privileging of visual stimuli is
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not difficult to imagine. As Aristotle observed (Met. 1.980a), people’s appetency for awareness
conditions their preference for vision, seeing as the manifold distinctions made manifest by this
sense in particular feed cognition more than any other. So central is cognition to the téhoc of
human beings that, even when life feels horrendous or pointless, we persist in the collection of
sensory data to feed that activity. In effect, beauty seems to ensure that we have a sense of value
in life.

Since beauty is a sign of value, BEAUTIFUL may serve as a mediator of VALUE. At the
core of this mediation is a mapping for which the distance between the source and target may
vary from culture to culture and from semantic unit to semantic unit. As a case in point, it is
occasionally the case that English beautiful is used in the sense ‘good’, as when someone is
morally evaluated (e.g., she’s a really beautiful person in reference to character). This use points
to the conceptualization of the prototypical VALUE PC GOOD by means of BEAUTIFUL.

Upon reflection, we may suggest that this conceptualization had yet to reshape the
meaning of simple positive adjective xaloc. If its semantic history is any guide,®” its purely
aesthetic value, at least insofar as BEAUTIFUL and GOOD are semanticized by the lexeme kaAdc,
is greater in the Archaic period than in the Classical, Hellenistic, etc. (Mod. GK. kxolog ‘good’). It
is arguably this fundamentally aesthetic value that still allows BEAUTIFUL as realized by Vka- to
be a problem of VALUE. Hesiod’s designation of Pandora as a kaAov xaxov (Th.584) is perhaps
the clearest indicator of this ambivalence.

Understandably, the basis of the problematization is in the nature of beauty itself. Since it
so often cooccurs with what is valuable and good, its occasional association with what turns out

to be undesirable and bad is a culturally significant question inspiring poetic and plastic

87 For discussion of the adjective’s lexical semantic change, see Smothers 1947.
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productions. This occasional discrepancy is a cultural fuel whose continued exploitation depends
on the conceptualization of GOOD by means of BEAUTIFUL. Given the intimately evaluative
nature of BEAUTIFUL, this pathway of conceptualization is likely to remain open for as long as
human beings continue to exist.

To return to our earlier question of categorial membership, if the idea of BEAUTIFUL as a
fundamentally evaluative PHYSICAL PROPERTY seems like a contradiction, the resolution, or at
least deeper understanding, of that contradiction depends on the same faculty responsible for the
evaluation of almost anything with a physical property, namely perception. What obviously
allows the above-mentioned use of cold and light in an evaluative sense is that COLD and LIGHT
(etc.) are, like all concepts, ultimately dependent on perception. It is justifiable and ideally
unobjectionable to assert that these properties do not actually exist in the physical world
independently of entities to perceive and conceptualize them. Indeed, their ontological
independence, that is, as properties that would exist without being perceived, is wholly a
consequence of their reification as concepts.

In the case of BEAUTIFUL, the fiction of ontological independence is analytically
advantageous. Just as it is possible to conceive of other more definitely physical properties as
existing independently of perception, so, too, is it possible to conceive of beauty as existing
independently of evaluation, that is, as a physical property purely dependent on perception. The
isolation of the perception-based core of the concept is the point of departure for uncovering the
relationship between VkaA- and its hypothetical etymon. The best way to orient ourselves in the
relationship between the PC BEAUTIFUL and the Activity Concept COVER is perhaps to

investigate certain paths whereby the generic object of perception is conceptualized. In other
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words, what lexemic evidence can be adduced to improve our understanding of the sources of
what we shall represent as FORM?

Nature has ensured that the shortest and most beaten path to FORM is SIGHT. This
association, so basic as to be apt to escape notice, is evidenced most prominently by the s-stem
substantive ido¢ ‘shape, figure, form’, which is used to refer to the object rather than to the act
of vision. While this stimulus-orientation is without doubt related to that of the radical é-grade
thematic present €idopon ‘seem, appear’, the meaning ‘appearance’ and its outgrowth ‘shape,
form” are a function of the fact that *\yejd- originally accommodated an experiencer and a
stimulus, however we understand the exact nature of that experience. Accordingly, some
substantives derived ultimately from this root in the proto-language would have been
predisposed to denote the process or state of appearance or the apparent thing itself. For
example, though the root as reflected in Indo-Iranian is effectively split on the basis of stems that
serve the meanings ‘know’ (Ved. veda ‘know’ : Av. vaéda ‘id.”) and the more agentive ‘find’
(e.g., nasal infix present in Av. vinastr ‘finds’ [: thematized in Ved. vindati ‘id.’]), the meaning
of the Avestan i-stem vaéoi- ‘form’, which Bartholomae (1904: 1321) understands as ‘Gestalt,
Form’, is historically intelligible as a result of the specifically visual, generally experience-
expressing value of *Vueid- ‘see, know, notice’. Given the evidence for a u-stem *uéid-u-/uéid-
u- to this root (e.g., Av. dat. inf. viduiié ‘to know’, Rau 1998: 148-149), we would expect to find
evidence of an o-stem, given that o-stem adnominals are eligible as bases to determinate u-stems.
Though continued substantivally, this o-stem, namely *yeid-o-, is reflected in Celtic (Olr. fiad
‘in the presence of”, MW gwydd ‘sight, presence’, Matasovi¢ 2009: 407—-408), Slavic (OCS vid»
‘sight, view, appearance’, Russian vid ‘id.’, etc., Derksen 2009: 521), and, given the Slavic,

demonstrably Baltic. Interpretable as derived from the *yeid-0- basic to the preform of Avestan

245



vaeoi-, the *uéid-o- reconstructed by Smoczynski (2018: 1622) is ancestral to Lithuanian véidas
‘face’ and Latvian veids ‘external appearance, shape, form’. Beside its instrumentative
denominal veiduot ‘shape’, veids is the base of an adjective veidigs, which Smoczynski (loc. cit.)
glosses with ‘nice-looking’ and ‘peculiar’. The first sense nicely illustrates an enduringly
noteworthy tendency for adjectives derived from substantives with the meaning ‘form’ to be
ameliorated. For example, and for the root in question, the Odyssean &iddApoc (® 279;
eidoipog koddg [Hsch.]), derived from gioc as kdddApog “glorious’ (Hom.+) is from kddog
‘glory’, profiles the positive sense of its base.

Though in Homer the frequent positive sense of giSoc usually emerges through
qualification or context (¢iSoc dpiotn ‘best in appearance’ B 715, etc.; nepicoot yovoukdv / £166¢
1€ uéyedoc te [o 249], Eurymachus to Penelope), the somewhat bare use of €idog by Herodotus,
namely €ideoc Emappévog ‘possessed of appearance, i.e. comely’ (doar pév vov €idedg te
gmappévar giot kai peyabeog, toyd drnolidccovtal, 1.199), points to the germ of amelioration
within the aesthetic substantive itself. By comparison, Latin speciés f. ‘look, form, (mere)
appearance, etc.” (cf. aspectus ‘view, appearance, form’) is particularly illustrative of this
descriptively ameliorative tendency (cf. PDE looks : look). Within its richly polysemous system,
one finds well entrenched the senses ‘splendor’ or ‘beauty’, which themselves largely form the
basis of the possessive speciosus ‘beautiful, splendid, etc.’. Yet as with speciés itself (qua
‘pretense, pretext, etc.’), there is of course the recurrent tension resulting from the sense of mere
appearance, especially when that which appears only seems to be good, but is in fact of
questionable value (‘showy; specious’).

Conceptualizing prominence in a visual array is another way by which FORM is

structured. As listed by Buck (1949: 874-875), the sense ‘form, shape’ can be expressed in
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Latvian by stavs ‘growth, stature’ (: stavet ‘stand’) in addition to the veids ‘look’ noted above.
This sense may be compared to the historically co-radical Latin substantive status in the familiar
senses of ‘state’ or ‘condition’, which approach ‘form’ (cf. Lat. instar ‘likeness’). It is worth
considering how the visual prominence underlying this sense of form comes about. In the case of
the morphosemantic mappings ancestral to szavs ‘growth, stature’ or, approximately, Latin status
‘(way of) standing, position’, FORM is approached on an explicitly single-argument basis; that is,
the state of objects in a visual array is conceptualized without a causal history involving any
other entity. This kind of conceptualization stands in close contrast to the pathway evidenced by
the derivational history of MHG gestalt f. ‘form, shape’ (> NHG Gestalt ‘id.”), whose relation to
stellen ‘set up’ presupposes, prototypically, agency in the original conceptualization as expressed
by the feminine preterite participle of that causative verb. What should be borne in mind is the
role of prototypically human agency in the creation and formalization of percepts, in addition to
the realization of the notion of natural form by means of lexemes meaning ‘stature, size’.

Concerning natural form, the substantive péyeboc ‘size’ as an exponent of an aesthetic
notion is primarily the product of that notion’s use in evaluating the physical appearance of
human beings. Its role in the early Greek conception of somatic aesthetics is clear (e.g. koAdg te
uéyag te d 108). What needs to be stressed in this connection is the fact that humans, both as
percepts and perceptors, are central to the aestheticization of péyeog, understood as the state of
being both tall and well-proportioned (Verdenius 1949). In other words, the sense of ‘stature’
attributable to the PC substantive péyebog is a function of its application to an object of standing
interest: people.

Given the role people play as dynamic objects of aesthesis, the process responsible for

their physical form is liable to re-presentation as the form itself. That process is of course growth
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and its role in conceptualizing the human form is easily illustrable (Av. raoda- m. ‘Wuchs; [pl.]
das dussere Ansehen’, Bartholomae [1904: 1495], Latv. augums ‘stature, height; form; frame;
figure’ [: augt ‘grow’], etc.). The dominant exponent of this pathway in early Greek poetry is
ovn ‘growth’, which, together with £idog, uéyeog, and Sépac ‘build’, serves as part of an
anthropocentric aesthetic network (e166¢ te néyedoc te puiv v dyyiota ddikel: B 58; o0 dépog
008& urv A 115). Like €idog ‘look’, gun is predisposed to express apparent physical value. This
expression is on full display at 6 167-168, where Odysseus fends off verbal attack by
commenting on the disparate distribution of valuable characteristics (oUtwg o0 mévtecot Ogoi
yapievia d1dodotv avopacty, odte UV 00T’ Gp Ppévag o¥T’ dyopntiv. “so not to all men do the
gods give fine things, not physique nor intelligence nor eloquence”). The passage displays not
only the familiar tendency for ameliorative sense, but also, via the idea of divine endowment, the
conceptualization of physical form as the product of agency. While in the case of @un the notion
of growth as the result of an internally caused process is fundamental to its aesthetic meaning,
the notion of agency in the generation of physical form is instrumental to the causal structuring
of that concept.

Given the ever-present need to discern human intentions and, correspondingly, the
tendency to interpret phenomena as their effects, the divine provision of gvr; may be considered
an instance of the predisposition to attribute agentive causes to forms. In light of its co-radicality
with ééuw ‘build’, the above-mentioned 6épag ‘build’ is a clear expression of this predisposition.
Occurring in Homer more frequently and in more varied contexts than eun but referentially
equivalent thereto, dépoc appears to have been the main lexical contributor to the
conceptualization of the human form. When its ancestor first came about, any number of

artificial structures might have been denoted (cf. 6éuvia ‘bedstead’ [Hom.+]). When its reflex
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actually appears in Homer, dépag is almost exclusively restricted to the denotation of the human
bodily frame (cf. PDE build ‘body-shape’). A notable exception is its use as an apparently
adverbial accusative comparing mass combat to blazing fire (&g ot pév pépvavto dépag Topog
aiBopévoro- [A 596, etc.]). Here the sense of dépag is undeniably ‘(in the) form (of)’. While one
might imagine the opposing armies forming a massive body of flame, that is, through
interpretation as a secondary (nominative) predicate (“they fought [as] a body of blazing fire”), a
more accurate characterization would appeal to the intimate use of dépag ‘body, bodily frame’ as
an accusative of respect with predicates of resemblance (£owa ‘am like’, €idopon ‘seem like’,
opoiog ‘like, similar’). What is in any case certain is the dependence of the sense ‘form’ on
‘bodily frame’, particularly that of humans.

The significance of 8éuag is for us the fact that, unlike the semantically adjacent eidog or
ovn, form is conceptualized ultimately by means of a technological notion; the source or
conceptual base in the conceptualization of FORM, namely BODY, is the target in the
conceptualization by means of BUILD. While we will return to the intermediation of the body in
the formalization of the object, we should note at this juncture that the object is often subject to
conceivably immediate formalization through the idea of an artefact. In light of its apparently
trivial status, this observation stands for us in need not of evidence but illustration.

To begin generally, the form of an artefact can be variously conditioned by the addition,
ablation, or pression of material. To the additive domain may be assigned the conception
evidenced by déuag itself, whose overlap with v is attributable to the notion of accretion. In
contrast, the form of an artefact can result from the removal of material (e.g., abscision, incision,
etc.). Finally, the application of pressure to an invariant amount of susceptible material can

contribute to the creation of an artefact. Indeed, while one of these functions may be especially
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salient in conceptualizing an artificial form, any and all of them can jointly contribute to the
creation of that form. Embroidery, for instance, involves impressive and incisive perforation with
certain displacement if not removal of material as well as addition of material. Given the
experientially interlocked nature of creative functions, it is no wonder that the derivatives of
*\peik- ‘cut’, for instance, encompass such a variety of activities, products, and properties
(writing, painting, variegation, etc.).

An example on which we have already touched is the polysemy of this root’s derivative
*pik-ro-. Depending on the diathetic interpretation of the verbal root’s semantics, the reflexes of
this *-ro- stem adjective come to express two different physical property concepts evidenced by
muepog ‘bitter’ (< *“cutting’) and OCS postrs ‘variegated’ (< *‘cut’; cf. mowkilog “variegated,
various’). In light of Vedic Silpd- ‘variegated’ (: silpa- ‘adornment, craft’) (< *sipla- < *pisia- <
*pikro-, Tedesco 1947), the aesthetic sense of the latter is reconstructible for the form *pik-ré- in
particular. Moreover, that exact sense does tell us something about what kind of cutting was
involved. Since variety of color is the product, the precise function must have been the repetition
of superficial incision.

While this pathway is certain for the semantics of *pik-r6- ‘variegated’, it is necessary to
consider other modes and results of cutting in order to interpret a set of evidence in the related
domain of form. However its ancestral root is to be reconstructed, there is general agreement that
Old Irish delb ‘form, figure, appearance, shape, image, statue’ (< Proto-Celtic *de/wa- ‘form,
appearance, image’, cf. OW delu [> MW delw ‘imago, figura, effigies’], Corn. del [Matasovi¢
2009: 95]) is genetically co-radical with Latin dolare ‘chip, hew, shape’ and Lithuanian dalyti
‘divide, share’ (Smoczynski 2018: 194). As for the post-radical material, Pokorny’s comparison

of *delwa- (s.v. *del- ‘spalten, schnitzen, kunstvoll behauen’) to the Proto-Slavic i-stem *dbly

250



(e.g., Middle Bulgarian loc. sg. dv/bvi ‘in a barrel, cask’, Russian CS loc. sg. delvi ‘id.”) suggests
that the post-radical sequence of *delwa- was *-u-e-h2-. Whether we operate with a boundary
after *-y— or not, we must acknowledge that *de/wa- presupposes a thematic adnominal base.
Though not an adnominal, the Old Irish dolb ‘magic, illusion, appearance’ (cf. Middle Irish a-
stem dalb ‘fiction, falsehood, guile’) adduced by Matasovi¢ (loc. cit.) points to an originally
determinate *dolwo- interpretable as a derivative parallel to *delwa-. Since their reflexes are
both in the semantic domain of appearance, it is conceivable that their shared ancestral base was
a radical zero-grade thematic adnominal of theme/patient-orientation, implying a history
comparable to that of *pik-ré- “variegated” qua ‘cut’. The product of this cutting could
conceivably be one of two kinds: by incision as in *pik-ro- or abscision. While it is impossible to
determine the original conception, two things are certain; first, if abscision was the most salient
process involved, the mode thereof must have been characterized by the disposal of what was
abscised and by the preservation of what remained; second, the remaining portion became the
basis contributing to the expression of the concept FORM.

The actual formation as well as scientific exploration of that concept depends, as in any
conceptual investigation, on the integration of data from adjacent domains. It is chiefly by this
integrative treatment that we can observe the network of relations that give concepts their
structure. Again, dépag nicely illustrates the interlocked nature of domains. Whereas, like the
preform of delb ‘form’, its etymon conceivably and principally denoted an artefact (i.e. a
structure), its reference to the physical body is clearly the basis of the broader aesthetic sense
(i.e. in dépag mopog ‘form of fire”) more directly acquired by *delwa- ‘form’ (< ‘graving’). This
use of dépac, as Cunliffe (1977 [1924]: 87) astutely notes, is much like PDE like, which “has

developed fr. orig. Teutonic *Iiko-, body, form”. Whatever its morphosemantic history in the
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stage ancestral to Proto-Germanic (IEW: 667; Orel 2003: 247; Kroonen 2013: 336-337), it is
clear that */ika- n. (Goth. leik n. ‘body’, ON lik ‘id.’, OE lic ‘id.’, OS lik ‘id.”, OHG [iA ‘id.”) was
a general term for ‘body’. For something to be *galika- (Goth. galeiks ‘similar’, OE gelic ‘id.’,
etc.) to something else means that there is a relation between the two in respect of the body. Such
a body cannot be the physical body itself, but the formal representation of the object.

The conceptualization of FORM by means of BODY relies on the totality of the perceptible
object. Yet in the domain of the physical body there are two entities whose role in constituting
the body is so significant as to be particularly connected to the conception of form: FACE and
SKIN. If viewed in light of distinguishing and interpreting percepts, form may be considered the
means by which those percepts are identified and classified. Given the distinctive role of the face
and skin in these functions, the path between their conceptual representations and FORM is brief
and frequently travelled. For FACE, let us note again that the Lithuanian and Latvian reflexes of
*uéid-0- ‘sight’ mean ‘face’ and ‘form’ respectively. Here it is arguably the case that the
meaning of Lithuanian véidas ‘face’ is an outgrowth of the meaning inherited by Latvian veids
‘form’, just as Latin faciés appears to have generally denoted ‘form’ and, in particular, ‘face’,
that is, the formal feature by which a person is most identifiable and individuated.

If FACE is the particular means of identifying the individual par excellence, the skin’s
almost complete co-extension with the body in general ensures that in terms of classification
SKIN provides a path to FORM. The polysemy of Old Norse hamr m. is especially instructive in
illustrating the relationship between the two concepts. On the one hand, it signifies ‘skin’ (e.g.
alptar-hamr ‘swan’s skin’, varg-hamr ‘wolfskin’, etc.) or ‘slough (of snakes)’ (cf. ON hams m.
‘id., husk’), and, on the other, ‘shape, form’. The importance of the latter sense is evidenced by

the term’s centrality to the conception of shape-shifting (Gudmundsdottir 2007: 279-280). To be
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ham-ramr is to have such an ability and the denominal hamask ‘rage’ means to undergo that
process (‘*sich in Tiergestalt verkleiden, daher: rasen’, IEW: 556-557). What these meanings
obviously indicate is the sense that assuming the skin of something is tantamount to becoming,
or at least appearing to be, a different kind of being.

Given the intimate relation between FORM and SKIN, our understanding of the former
may be deepened by considering how the latter can be conceptualized. One way of course is to
view skin as that which covers the body. This notion, repackaged as the integumentary system in
modern anatomy, is understandably ancient, widespread, and basic. As a simple and clear
illustration, Tocharian B ewe ‘skin, hide’ reflects, according to Adams (2013: 103-104 s.v. ewe),
a *h10u-es- + covering’ ultimately derived from a *\hiey- ‘put on’ also reflected in Latin induo
‘don’, Lithuanian aunz ‘put on shoes’, etc. The idea of covering or superimposition is
fundamental, but the fact that it is fundamental does not mean that the conception is incapable of
further analysis. If, as seems undeniable, skin can be conceptualized as a covering under the
assumption that it covers the body, it is necessary to ask in what sense that notion makes sense.
Certainly, the skin of an organism is not some superimposable thing by means of which the body
of that organism is covered either as an event or a process. Perhaps, then, it makes more sense to
interpret the statement as one whose predicate expresses a state. While such stativity is, or at
least seems, unproblematic, we appear to be left with a mereological problem; unless we state
instead that the skin covers the rest of the body, the part is alienable from the whole. One’s body
begins with one’s skin; it cannot unequivocally cover the whole of which it is a part. The
conception, therefore, that the skin covers the body must rely on some sort of compression
consisting in the effacement of the body’s totality and the representation of all but a part as a

whole. While such compression no doubt serves some computational and communicational
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function, the status of skin as the instrument of COVER just happens to open up the idea of skin’s
alterity, by which | mean that it is somehow something else; after all, a great many things may be
thought to be covered by things belonging to another kind.

The notion of alterity is explicit in another pathway of conceptualizing skin. Among
Buck’s (1949: 200-201) introductory remarks to his list of lexemes for ‘skin’ is the observation
that “[t]he semantic sources are partly ‘covering, surface’ of the ‘body’, but oftener ‘tear, cut’ or
the like, orig. referring to the hide detached from the body”. While it is in general difficult to
reason clearly about causation in paths of conceptualization, it is conceivable that the notion of
alterity has been fostered by reflection on the resemblance between the skin of a whole living
being and an artefact produced by the retention of a part abscised from a once living non-human
whole. In other words, skin is conceptually alien and alienable in part because of its routine
removal from other animals and its artificial reapplication to, above all, the physical person of a
human being.

Buck (loc. cit.) notes that the difference in the sources for ‘skin’ “is not reflected in actual
difference in usage”. Though, as he observes, dépua is mostly used by Homer in the sense ‘hide’,
its later range includes the skin of living beings. The Homeric situation is therefore contrary to
Buck’s observation. The rarity of déppa. in the sense of living human skin, which in Homer
corresponds to a separate lexeme (ypag, ypodc m.), is attributable to the fact that its prototypical
sense, i.e. its meaning, is in earlier Greek ‘hide’. This meaning is the result of its use in reference
to a detached object. The acquisition of the sense of living (human) skin on the part of dépua. is
an expression of the recurrent conception of SKIN as HIDE, a certain product of abscision (cf.

Ved. carman- ‘skin, hide’ < *kér-mp ‘cutting’).
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What deserves inquiry is the main baggage of this conception. If skin is where the body,
and thus somebody, begins, and if skin, perhaps for some reason of computational or
communicational efficiency, is conceptualized as a hide — something detached and reapplied —
there necessarily arises a degree of alterity and alienability. Since people know the origin of the
worn artefact in the biology of other like beings, and recognize its resemblance to a part of their
own body, the body that is the rest of the body becomes a part in place of a whole. The identity
of that part is a question of identity itself, of appearance and persistence of self.

The interplay of appearance and personal persistence inherent in Odysseus’s disguise as
an aged mendicant provides considerable insight into a conception of skin that makes this
interplay possible. Elaboration of and upon this conception is clearest in the transformation itself
(v 429-437):88

O¢ apa v eapévn papowt Enepdocat’ AOnv.
Kapye HEV ol ypdo KOAOV €Ml YVAUTTOToL LEAEGTLY,
EavOag & ék keQaAfc OAeoe Tpiyac, Auel 6& dépua
ndvtecov pekéecot malotod Biike yépovtog,
kvOlwoev 0€ ol 660 TAPOC TEPIKAALE™ £O6VTE:
apei 8¢ pv pakoc GAAo Kakov Balev 10E yrtdva,
POYOAEN PUTO®VTO, KAKMDL LEPOPVYLEVO KOTVDL
apei 8¢ v péya dépua tayeing €oc’ EAAQOL0,
YIAOV:

“Having thus spoken Athena touched him with her wand.
She shriveled his beautiful skin on his curvy limbs,

and effaced from head his blond hair, and set about

all his limbs the hide of an old codger,

and dimmed his eyes that were before well beautiful,

and threw about him another nasty set of rags and tunic,
tattered, befilthed, blackened by hideous smoke.

and round him set she a swift hind’s big bare pelt;”

88 For discussion of the role of transformation in Homer, Schwabl 1982.
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One can learn a great deal about what something is by thinking about its becoming. Though still
Odysseus, Odysseus becomes somebody else, in a sense both alien to natural experience and yet
easily apprehensible. This apprehensibility is a product of an ancient network of inferences
echoed amongst the constituents of the transformation, which strikingly and imaginably is one of
mere appearance rather than totality of being.

The two parameters by which his total appearance is altered are the apparent state of his
physical body, which even visibly remains constitutionally intact (cf., before fight with Irus,
Qeoive 6& unpovg / kadovg te peyarovg te [o 67—-68]), and the manner in which he is clothed. For
the most part, the values of these parameters are set by what is superimposed. Though the image
begins and continues with phenomena of senescence portrayed as the effects of agentive actions
of various kinds (képye, 6Aece, kvOlwaoev), the overarching action by which the apparent state of
the hero’s physical body is affected and to which the poet also assigns divine agency is the
setting about (auei...07ke) of an old man’s hide-like skin (8¢pua) upon all his limbs (ért
yvaumtoiotl pélecowv). This action responds particularly to the withering of the beautiful human
skin (ypda kaAov). Whereas the withering contributes to the transformation through alteration of
(pre-)existing skin, the same image of senescence is generated from the alternative angle of
superimposing new skin that is in fact old.

Given that the withering and the putting around, the main events of the aging, lead to the
same place, there appear to be two ways in which we can think about what happened to the ypoa
kaAOv in this disfigurative process. Beyond the notion of divine agency, the first way, namely
withering, is quite familiar as anti-causation; the beauty of the skin seems to dissipate as the
wrinkles appear, but the skin itself, at least in some folk-conception, persists. The other way is

truly unusual, yet utterly apprehensible; if the necessarily withered/wrinkled skin of an old man
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is superimposed, it follows that in some sense the yp6a kaAov, insofar as it is beautiful, is not
destroyed but concealed. Such concealment, the very purpose of course of Athena’s activity,
intimately involves the notion of preserving the identity of Odysseus and his characteristics,
among which is his beautiful skin, under the alienable disguise.

The idea that (particularly aged) human skin can be superimposed undoubtedly owes its
origin and development to the very activity portrayed in the second part of the transformation:
the dressing with (hideous) clothes.®® While one can infer the introduction of ugliness from the
withering of the beautiful skin and the dimming of the previously very beautiful eyes, this
dressing with dirty rags and tunic is where explicit ugliness enters the picture (xokov; Kok®dt).
Yet the deerskin that effectively completes the dressing is not described as ugly, though it is
inferably. There is a certain parallelism. Just as the ugly rags and tunic receive an enveloping
layer of hide (3¢ppa), the human skin (yp6a) whose beauty seems to be destroyed by withering is
paradoxically enveloped by the very same skin (8épua).

The question boils down to how one can conceive of a transformation, something
necessarily based on an internal temporal structure. The poet exploits two conceptions, alteration
of the same entity and imposition of another entity, and creates an image of the corrugation of
extant skin through the idea of superimposing some other thing familiar from the aesthetically
alterative and alienable world of clothing, whether woven or gained by abscision.

Since clothing, some of which was the actual skin of a non-human, is worn, it is worth
asking what consequences that has for one’s understanding of the age-related alteration of
existing human skin that is in some sense the same. When clothing and similar articles are

habitually worn, they of course become worn. The object becomes worn by being worn (PDE

8 On the role of clothing in concealing and reasserting Odysseus’ identity, see Block 1985.
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wear < *y0s-¢je/o- ‘wear’). Fundamentally, this change is one of loss: the disintegration of the
material composing a mere artefact. As for what remains, there is attention paid to its torn and
ragged state — a result of interaction with that inside which the clothed body finds itself. Contact
with the environment, that is, life in the world, wears a person out. Just as Odysseus wears what
is tattered (pdxoc; pwyoréa), his skin is withered with what can be imagined as cleft-like
wrinkles.

And yet, insofar as such signs of agedness seem to cover the body, the fictive old age is
not the product of ablation but of superficial accretion. However this figurative accretion is
thought to be produced, its existence is undeniable from the fact that old age is ideally
susceptible to ablation itself.?° Fairly straightforward is the Iliadic case in which Phoenix
imagines a hypothetical divine promise to shave off his old age and render him youthful (yfipag
amo&vcag Onoey véov NPmovto I 446). When in the Hymn to Aphrodite Dawn fails to request
that Tithonus remain youthful, the assumption of the neglected request is that yfjpog is something
that some deity will have to shave off for the maintenance of the favorite’s youth (ifnv aitfjcou,
Edoai T dmo yfipag 6Aowov 224). Since that merely immortalized favorite is not of course a god,
he is necessarily subject to the effectively inalienable accretion of old age that no one is both
willing and able to scrape away. In the Hymn to Demeter, by contrast, the epiphanous goddess
simply shoves it off of her own accord (yfpag anocauévn, 276). Such is seemingly the way of
reptiles, arthropods, and so celestial anthropoids. Humans, however, require divine intervention.

Such a requirement is met by the Asvins, whose rejuvenation of the devoted Cyavana is
mentioned throughout the Rigveda (e.g. yuvam cydvanam asvind jarantam | punar yuvanam

cakrathuf sdacibhih “[y]ou, o A$vins, made the aging Cyavana a youth again through your

% On this image in early Greek Epic, see Brown 2014.
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powers” 1.117.13ab; punas cyavanam cakrathur yuvanam “and you made Cyavana youthful
again” 1.118.6d).°* Different aspects of the rejuvenation are thrown into relief depending on the
image. On one occasion, the rejuvenation is specifically a reconstitution compared to the
construction of a chariot (yuvar cyavanam sandyam yadtha ratham | punar yiivanam cardthaya
taksathu/ “[y]ou two fashioned old Cyavana, like a chariot, into a youth again, (for
him) to move about” 10.39.4). Much to the dissatisfaction of Dawn, moving about is exactly
what Tithonus cannot do (GAA™ 6te o1 TauTaY 6TVYEPOV KaTd YTpaC EmELyey / 0VOE TL KIvijoot
ueléwv dvvat’ ovd’ avaeipat, hAp.233-234), whereas Odysseus, for whom old age is merely
superficial, certainly can and must if he is to regain his wife and household. What this shows is
that freedom from old age is partly defined by what one can do. Freed from old age, Cyavana
can satisfy his wife’s desire (yiiva yadi kythah punar / a kamam ynve vadhvas “as a youth—since
you two made him so again—he meets the desire of his wife” 5.74.5cd). Yet desire itself
depends not only on ability and action but appearance. Just as Zeus had abducted Ganymede 6v
oo kéArog (hAp.203), so too did Dawn snatch Tithonus (218), whose own kaAAoc-inspired
desirability fades precisely when signs of age appear (avtap énei TpdTOL TOAOL KATEYVVTO
£0e1pat / KOARG £k KEQOARG 01 YEVEDC T YEVELoL, / TOD & TiTot gVViiC LV aneiyeto motvia, Haog,
228-230). One’s youthful beauty seems necessary for another to feel desire, whereas youth itself
appears to be constitutionally necessary for one to move in satisfaction of that desire.

This is a question of ontological interdependence, of external appearance and internal
structure, of form and (dys-)function. Unlike Odysseus, Cyavana is absolutely and unequivocally
old, as is Tithonus. From this state the A$vins’ servant stands in need of total liberation. For

Cyavana to be liberated therefore means that he neither looks nor “is” old (yuvam cydvanam

9 For discussion of the nature and development of the Cyavana story, see Hopkins 1905.
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jaraso 'mumuktar “[yJou two released Cyavana from old age” 7.71.5) — a sense captured by
Griffith’s (1889-1892) rendering of jaras- m. with two noun phrases (“ye freed Cyavana from
old age and weakness”). This rendering highlights old age in isolation from the decrepitude it
causes. As is clear from the case of Tithonus, such old age cannot of course be the lengthy
duration of Cyavana’s life; indeed, the rejuvenation is an act of prolonging it (pratiratam
jahitasyayur dasra [ ad it patim akynutam kaninam “[y]Jou extended the lifetime of him who was
left behind, wondrous ones, and thereby you made him the husband of young women”
1.116.10cd). Liberation from old age as distinct from the weakness it causes can only mean
therefore the restoration of the appearance or form of youth rather than of youth itself.

This restoration is vivid and pliant. When the notion of release prevails alongside that of
appearance, what we get is the image of assisted ecdysis in which the “covering” (vavri- m.),
understood by Jamison and Brereton to be the beneficiary’s aged skin, is likened to a mantle
(jujurtso nasatyotd vavrim | pramuficatam drapim iva cydvanat “[a]nd, Nasatyas, from Cyavana,
who had become old, you removed his covering [=aged skin] like a garment” 1.116.10ab). What
is as alien to one’s sense of youthful self and as inalienable from oneself as aged skin is for
beneficent gods as easy to remove as clothes are alienable from one’s body. Such Asvinic ease is
equally evident from their removal of Cyavana’s vavri- “like a cloak” (prd cyavanaj jujuriso /
vavrim atkas nd muficathaz “[y]ou remove the covering like a cloak from Cyavana, who had
become old” 5.74.5ab). As a generic covering (cf. vynOti ‘covers”), vavri- m. is used to refer to
all sorts of objects, such as skin, clothing, and hidden places.®? Insofar as that covering is an item

of clothing, the implicational network proper to such an item is inherited.

92 The Young Avestan cognate °vaoiri- is used to refer to the skin on milk (hgm.vaoiringm ‘with
skin/cream’ and us.vaoiringm ‘without skin/cream’ V.5.52; Grestenberger 2013: 283-284).
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If rejuvenation can be understood as the removal of aged skin like clothing, it follows in
principle that the process could also be conceived as the superimposition of youthful skin. What
we get in the case of Cyavana is something more to the point: uta tyad vam juraté asvina bhiic |
cydvanaya pratityam havirdé / ddhi yad varpa itditi dhatthah “[a]nd again, Aévins, this is your
recompense to Cyavana, the giver of offerings, who was growing old: that you two lay an ageless
appearance on (him)” 7.68.6. The logic of the supernatural is impeccable, and generative of
deeper understanding. Though intimately tied to the preservation and presentation of the body,
clothing is alien to and removable from that body. Since some clothing is made from hide
inherently resembling human skin, the now metaphorically derived and conceptually accessible
removal of said skin should in principle enable the definition of exactly what some body is by
analyzing it from something else ultimately alien to that body.

In this connection, it is notable that, when Athena restores Odysseus’ form for the sight
of his son (r 172—182), the restoration is not portrayed as putting the hero’s youthful skin back
on:

1, Kod xpoceint paPdont dnepdocor’ Advy:
(@APOG LEV 01 TPATOV EVTAVVEC NOE YLITOVQ
OfK” auei otbeoat, déuag & depelie Kai v,

ay 0¢ pelayypotng yéveto, yvaduoi 6& tavouchev,
KLAVENL 6" £YEVOVTO YEVEIAOEG AUPL YEVELOV.

f pev ap” ¢ Ep&aca mdAv kigv: avtap Odveceng
fiev &g kKhMoinv. Baupnoe 8¢ v eilog vide,
TapPnooc & Etépmae BAL dupata, pn 0eog €in,
Kol P eovinoog &nea TtepdEVTA TPOST OO
“aAloi10g pot, Eeive, edvng véov NE mdpoibev,
Ao O¢ efpot’ Exelc, kal Tol YpdS 0VUKED™ Opoioc.

“So spake Athena, and touched him with her golden wand;

first a well-washed cloak and tunic

did she set about his breast, and made his build and youth to wax,
his dark skin returned, and his jaws became defined,

and the hairs of his beard turned glossy-black about his chin.
having made him so she went back; and Odysseus
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entered the hut. His dear son marveled at him,
and in fright cast his sight aside, lest a god it be,
and speaking he addressed him with winged words:
“Different, o stranger, dost thou seem to me now than before,
thou hast other clothes, and thy skin is alike no longer.”
What we find instead is an image of his proper skin reasserting itself (ay & peloyypoirg
véveto), the only superimposition being the well-washed cloak and tunic. This reassertion
suggests that, while a d¢ppa is alien and can thus be donned, worn, and doffed, a yp®g is not so
alienable, though it is indeed alterable (kai ol ypdg 00kéD™ Opoiog). Correspondingly, Cyavana’s
problem cannot be solved with a mere vavri- any more than Dawn can undo her lover’s age-
related disfigurement by decking him out (eipata kaAa didodoa 232). Since the corporeally
inalienable can be altered by withering eld, what is needed is a varpas- that persists and cannot
be thus altered. The slightly paradoxical feature is the fact that, unlike the reappearance of
Odysseus’ dark skin, the appearance of the varpas- is a superimposition (adhi...dhatthah) and as
such presupposes its alterity. Yet the end justifies the means if what the A$vins superimpose is
understood to be the complete form underlying both aesthetic and constitutional transformation.
This complete transformation, but in the natural direction, has come upon Tithonus and is
in store for Anchises. While Dawn’s emotions are inexplicit, her fovAn makes clear enough that
the situation is so aggrieving that her lover’s body and thus the aesthetic cause of her grief must
be locked away and concealed (év Boddpw katédnke, OOpag 6™ Enébnke paesvag 236). The
relation between the desire inspired by beauty and the grief caused by its loss to old age is
echoed by Aphrodite’s specious admission that, were Anchises (unnaturally) to remain such as
he is (£186¢ e Sépac te) and be hers, her heart would not be enveloped by grief (ov«k dv &reitd p’

Gyog mokvag epévag aupgekoivmtol 243), just as old age will soon indeed envelop Anchises

(yAipog opoiov apeikorvyet 244).
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As a transformative process, envelopment is characterized by the above-mentioned
ambiguity between being and simply seeming. Given the relation between old age and naturally
alterable, conceptually alienable skin, there is space for the conception of aged skin and the state
it indicates as mere appearance. Accordingly, unlike the inalienable yfpag that will soon envelop
Anchises, it is the alienability of the dépua yépovtog that allows the proper ypog of Odysseus to
be superficially alterable.

The alienability/alterity of skin, as evidenced by the etymology of 6éppa itself (: dépw
‘flay’), has conditioned the interpretation of the s-stem ypdc (gen. ypodc m.) as the reflex of
some lexeme that designated a set amount of ablated material (Buck loc. cit.). Tentatively
following the tradition of association with ypatom* ‘graze, scrape’ (3" sg. aor. subj. ypavon E
138), Chantraine (2009: 1234) supposes a *k"rowas whose oblique *k"rowoh- underwent a
syllable-deletion, resulting in a *k"roh- to which the nominative was presumably back-formed.
Chantraine’s scenario is partly based on that of Szemerényi (1967: 22), who had assumed an
etymologically unclear *k"roas (> ypcg by contraction), of which the oblique *k"rooh- was
reflected as ypo- either by contraction (followed by shortening) or by hyphaeresis.

Both of these scenarios, their starting points in particular, are problematic on account of
their phonological assumptions and of the formal anomalousness of what is reconstructed.
Chantraine’s reconstruction of a Proto-Greek *k"row-oh- relies on an association with
Mycenaean a-ko-ro-we (dual a-ko-ro-we-e), which, given its qualification of cattle, has been
interpreted as referring to the color of their skin (e.q., (h)akhrowés ‘of uniform color’, Chadwick-
Baumbach 1963: 257 with refs.). This connection with yp®g is only a guess and, as noted by
Szemerényi (loc. cit.) and Meissner (2006: 137—138), is not the only interpretation (‘with pointed

ears’ [: éixpog + ovg, Gallavotti 1957: 9] is equally conceivable). It does not impose itself, and
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even if it did, it would impose other problems. The (h)a-k"row-eh- that Chantraine would tepidly
support in connection ultimately with ypavw* is taken to be a compound comparable to dvaidrg
‘shameless’ (: aidmg ‘shame’). As mentioned above, Chantraine reconstructs as the base of that
adjective a *k"rowas whose oblique was *k"rowoh-. Even if one ignores the dubitability of the
syllable-deletion imagined, *k"rowoh- is anomalous and thus highly doubtful from the
comparative standpoint. As an s-stem with suffixal o-grade, one would certainly not expect to
find o-grade of the root. While one could imagine a *k"rewoh- ancestral to *k"rowoh- by vowel
assimilation, such an assumption would be yet another burden on economy. As for the root itself,
there is much difficulty. The connection with ypodw™*, maintained by IEW (s.v. g"réu- ‘rub’) and
going back at least as far as Schmidt (1893: 370-371), is presented by Chantraine with
reservation, and rejected by Frisk (1960-1973: 1120-1) and Beekes (2010: 1650-1). Skepticism
of that connection is justified when we consider how ypav- would seem to reflect a descriptive
*gMrehzu- both mysterious in itself (Beekes 2010: 1647) and phonologically irreconcilable with
Chantraine’s *k"rowoh- or its imaginable variants.

Szemerényi (loc. cit.) does not discuss his Proto-Greek *k"ross (: *kProoh-) in connection
with a particular PIE root. Even if one disregards this oversight, the Proto-Greek reconstruction
itself does not map onto something resembling a plausible output of PIE phonology and
morphology. Given the sequence of vowels in the *k"rooh- supposed, one would have to assume
that there had been a laryngeal between them and that the descriptive root, whatever its identity,
was of the shape *(gMrehy- ‘?°. Yet even if one accepts that assumption, there arises the problem
that the consequent *(¢"rEhy-os- is structurally aberrant. Moreover, even with acceptance of
*(ghrEhx-0s-, it is unclear why the vowel of the root should be o as allegedly reflected in

*k"rooh-. While one could imagine coloring under the assumption of a root *(g)"rehs-, a Greek-
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internal assimilation of the vowel of the root to that of the suffix is also, and merely, imaginable
(i.e. *k"reoh- > *k"rooh-). In sum, Szemerényi’s assumption-laden and explanatorily destitute
*k'roos (: *k"rooh-) must also be rejected.

Whatever the root of ypag, it must have been of the shape *(@er-. The notion that
ypaive ‘touch slightly, smear, stain’ or ypio ‘touch surface slightly, rub, anoint’ could be related
is deeply problematic principally because the roots of these verbs cannot be compared to that of
ypo¢ in a morphologically principled manner. One cannot really evaluate Pokorny’s speculation
that the root of ypaive and the root of ypiwm respectively reflect a *Vg"ren- and *\g"réi- formed
by extension from a *gher- ‘rub’, whose most notable and certain derivative is what appears to
be the reflex of an s-present (Skt. gharsati ‘rubs, grinds’, ghysza- ‘rubbed”).

The question boils down to one of morphology and semantics. To begin on the semantic
side, we must ask how plausible it is a priori that a term meaning ‘skin’ would reflect a
derivative of a root that meant ‘rub, scrape’. What conceptual pathway is actually envisioned?
No doubt, as mentioned above, the lexical semantic histories of éppo and Vedic carman- are in
the back of one’s mind. Yet is it truly plausible that the concept of hide, so disposed to aid in
conceptualizing that of skin, should be accessed via the notion of what is rubbed or abraded,
rather than what is actually cut and abscised? What this means is that it may be a step too far to
assume that effectively the same semantics would be operative if the original root meant ‘rub’.
Since this argument is not of course probative, insofar as it is somewhat conceivable that ‘hide’
could theoretically be a sense of something that meant ‘product of scraping’ (though perhaps not
‘rubbing”), the onus should therefore be borne by how well the hypothesis of this *\g"er- fares

with the fact that ypog would necessarily reflect an s-stem.
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Under his subentry for the s-extension, Pokorny (s.v. *\g"er- ‘hart woriiber streichen,
reiben’) lists Russian gordxw ‘Erbse’ and Serbo-Croatian grah ‘Bohne, Erbse’, which appear to
reflect a *g"orso- of some description. Under the assumption that Sanskrit gharsati ‘rubs, grinds’
and the reflexes of Proto-Slavic *gorxs ‘pea’ (v. Derksen 2009: 179) belong to the same root, it
is not necessarily the case that the final segment of the Sanskrit root is identical to the *—s— in the
preform of the Proto-Slavic. Given the intensiveness and repetition of action expressed by
gharsati (cf. BovAopar ‘wish’, Jasanoff 2003: 133), the —s— in this verb, as mentioned above, is
likely the remnant of the suffix of an s-present (rather than an extension). If one assumes that this
suffix was reinterpreted as part of the root, it would be necessary to conceive of *g"6rs-o- as a
genitival derivative of some simple thematic nominal of the shape *g"ors-o-. Since this story of
reanalysis does not impose itself, the alternative would be to view the *—s— of *g"orso- as the
remnant of a nominal s-suffix forming a stem indirectly basic to a preform *g"or-s-o-. In theory,
this s-stem could be related to the one ancestral to yp@c, but then again such a relation is far from
necessary and is in fact evidentially underdetermined in the case of *\gher- ‘reiben’. As just
alluded to, even Pokorny’s connection between gharsati and goroxs and grah must be merely
assumed. Given their leguminal semantics, it does not seem unthinkable that a connection should
be sought in the realm of biological envelopments (cf. OE hulu f. ‘husk, pod’ < Proto-Germanic
*yulo- ‘[seed-]covering’). In any case and in sum, while the preform of these Slavic data is
theoretically supportive of the reconstruction of an s-stem possibly related to the one reflected in
ypdc, there is no guarantee that *gorxs ‘pea’ is from *Vgher- ‘rub’.

If *\gher- “rub’ is to be set aside, we should look to another root and reapply our criteria:

(1) evidence for an s-stem and (2) a radical meaning that can be channeled by the s-stem
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derivative in a manner reconcilable with the meaning of yp@c. Both of these standards are met by
*~gher- “greifen, fassen, umfassen, einfassen’ (IEW: 442-443).

Before developing a scenario in justification of this connection, some discussion is in
order concerning the root’s exact reconstruction. As presented by Pokorny, its first segment is
*gh of which the sole evidence within the entry itself is Lithuanian Zdras ‘Lauf, Weg, Runde,
Wendung’, which is deemed uncertain. The uncertainty of the velar endures in the LIV? entry
(p.177), whose question mark precedes the *\g"er- ‘nehmen, holen’ ancestral to the Vedic V-
‘take’ basic to the thematic present harati ‘takes, brings’. Moreover, LIV? expresses uncertainty
concerning the relation of Latin hortus ‘garden’, etc., which IEW had associated. The
assumption inherent in the LIV entry is that, since the Vedic verb means ‘take, bring’, it is not
necessarily the case that harati is related to extra-Indic nominals, most notably Latin hortus,
which point to a root meaning ‘surround, enclose’. This uncertainty may be abstractly addressed
with the argument that the notion of taking is adjacent to that of embrace. For an entity to take
something is equivalent to that something’s entry into the sphere of power projected by that
which takes. The motion-related sense of bringing is also a natural outgrowth of taking inasmuch
as the agent’s sphere of control is mobile as a function of that agent’s mobility. Accordingly, it is
likely, if not certain, that harati and hortus share a root.

The more pressing matter is the semantically justifiable relation of *Vgher- to the root
ancestral to that of OCS gradw ‘town’. For this root, Pokorny reconstructs two variants *\gherd"-
and *gherd"- ‘umfassen, umziunen, umgiirten’. The main reason for this reconstructed variation
is the apparent fluctuation in the Balto-Slavic evidence. In light of Vedic grha- ‘household’ (Av.
gorada- m. ‘demonic habitation”) and Albanian gardh ‘hedge, fence’, the preform of OCS grads

(Russian gérod, etc.) must of course be *g"ord"o-, also reflected as Lithuanian gasdas ‘fold, pen’
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and Latvian gards ‘pig pen’ (Smoczynski 2018: 313). Beside these reflexes of *ghord"o-, there
appears to be a highly resemblant group composed of Russian zordd ‘wooden frame for drying
hay, enclosure for a haystack” and Lithuanian Zdrdas ‘rack for drying flax’ (Latv. zards
‘hayrack’). Moreover, Lithuanian presents a zZardis ‘enclosure for animals’ whose Old Prussian
relative was sardis ‘fence’. All of this taken together suggests that there was a variant *vg"erd"-
that existed in Pre-Proto-Balto-Slavic. In light of the Vedic grha- and Albanian gardh, this
variation should be retrojected to some stage of the proto-language, though its ultimate origin is
unclear. Whatever was responsible for the unusual correspondence, it is safe to assume that there
was at some stage a root *\g"erd"- ‘encircle, enclose’ (LIV?: 197).

The question now concerns the relation of this *\g"erd"- to the supposed *Vg"er-*greifen,
fassen, umfassen, einfassen’. Pokorny comments that Latin hortus justifies an analysis of
*g/gherdh- as an extended form of that *Ngher-. In light of what the reflexes of *ghyd"6- and
*ghord"o- actually mean, it is thoroughly plausible and generally accepted (e.g. de Vaan 2008:
290-291) that hortus reflects an ultimately co-radical derivative. What may be contested of
course is the interpretation of *\g"erd"- as an extended form, as opposed to a root that emerged
by reanalysis of some derivative(s) of the “un-extended” root. In addition and in sum, the
reasonable assumption of some relation between *+g"erd"- and the *gher- given by Pokorny is
consistent with the re-construction of the latter as *\gher-.9

Now that we have established *Vger- ‘enclose, envelop’ as the form of our proposed
root, let us consider its derivatives in order to provide the history of yp@dc with the background it

needs. A relatively recent and highly illuminative datum added to the list of reflexes of such

9 In light of harmya- ‘large house, stronghold, prison’ [< *g"er-m-ij6- ‘enclosure’] : Av.
zairimiiauuant- ‘with a permanent house’ (Mayrhofer 1986-2001 EWAIia Il: 807), it may be
necessary to operate with an original *Vg"er-.
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derivatives is Hittite karije/a-% ‘bedecken, verhiillen, verstecken’ (: TYkariulli- n. ‘hood’), which
Rieken (1999: 74) has derived from Pokorny’s *VgPer- “greifen, etc.’. This derivation is not
accepted by Kloekhorst (2008: 449—450), who deems convincing Puhvel’s (1984—: 82) claim
that Vedic carman- ‘skin, hide’ (Av. caraoman- ‘id.’), Latin corium ‘leather’, scortum ‘hide’,
cortex ‘rind, bark’, and OHG skirm ‘cover, shelter’ point to a root *V(s)ker- that did not mean
‘cut’ as normally supposed (*V(s)ker- ‘schneiden’ IEW 938-947). Accordingly, Kloekhorst
reconstructs a *(s)kr-ie/o- which, though undefined, is presumably supposed to mean ‘cover’ as a
function of its derivation from an alleged root of that meaning; after all, the above-mentioned
nominal data all refer to objects that in some sense “cover”.

This reasoning is faulty for reasons that should be clear from some of the preceding
discussion in this Chapter; an abscised object, insofar as it acts as a surface, is re-applicable as a
covering both in mind and in action. Since Puhvel and Kloekhorst have to invent a root meaning
‘cover’ in order to accommodate those nominal data, it is far preferable to operate with a version
of Rieken’s derivation. Furthermore, Kloekhorst’s objection that Rieken’s derivation supposes an
unattractive semantic development *‘to grasp, to seize’ > *‘to enclose’ > ‘to cover’ is also
unsustainable because, on the one hand, the concepts of such activities are in mutual proximity,
and, on the other, because it assumes in a historicized manner a linear development from a
meaning ‘to grasp, to seize’ evident in Vedic and presupposed to be original. When instead we
compare Vedic harati ‘takes’ and Hittite karije/a-? ‘cover’, which under our analysis would
reflect *(g)"ér-e/o- and *(8)r-je/o- respectively, we can reconstruct a radical semantic range of
physical comprehension, embrace, and envelopment. This reconstruction is supported by the

traditionally associated nominal material.
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The most prominent nominal derivative is of course *(@"ér-to- ‘enclosure’. As noted by
de Vaan (2008: 291), Latin hortus and Oscan hurz could reflect a radical zero-grade, but this
would be arbitrary principally in light of y6ptog ‘farm-yard, fodder’ and Old Irish gort “field,
crops’. Whatever the derivational base of this stem, it is without doubt a determinative. When we
consider the preform of yopdc ‘dance’ (- kOKxhog, otépavoc), we are on firmer theoretical footing.
The *(¢hor-6- to which it points may be possessively derived from a *(¢)"6r-o- ‘enclosure’. In all
likelihood, one of these simple thematics provided the base not only of the vrddhied preform of
y®dpog ‘place’ (< *(@hor-0- «— *(@ior-6- ‘enclosure-like’, Nussbaum p.c.), but also the base of
the preform of y6piov ‘membrane that encloses the fetus in the womb, afterbirth’ (Hp., Arist.,
etc.) and ‘any intestinal membrane, haggis-like dish made therefrom’ (Cratin., Ar., etc.). Pokorny
is uncertain about this last datum; while the item appears under his *Vg"er- ‘greifen, etc.’, the
latter set of senses just mentioned presumably conditioned his registration of the term under the
entry including xopdn| ‘guts, string of guts’, Latin haru-spex ‘soothsayer’, etc. (IEW: 443).
Whether xoptov belongs with *Vgher- ‘envelop’ or not, what merits attention is the a priori ease
with which something that meant ‘envelopment’ should also be used in the biological sphere
(e.g., seeds, membranes, etc.).

With this trivial observation in mind, it is worth revisiting the Russian goréxs ‘pea’ and
Serbo-Croatian grah ‘bean, pea’, for whose preform Pokorny presented *g"orso- as a possibility.
Seeing that we have rejected the association with Sanskrit gharsati ‘rubs’, we are free to
reassociate this item, though our starting point is better presented as a Pre-Proto-Slavic *gérso-
‘legume’. According to Derksen (2009: 179), Russian goroxs and its exact Slavic relatives are
related to Lithuanian garsas ‘Aegopodium podagraria’ (i.e. ‘goutweed’), which Smoczynski

(2018: 317) mentions as a dialectal variant of garsva ‘id.” and as a relative of the Proto-Slavic
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*gorxw given by Derksen. Given the meaning of the Lithuanian term, Pokorny aligns it with
OHG gers ‘Aegopodium podagraria’ (> NHG Giersch ‘id.”) and assigns it to its own entry
(Nghers- “in Unkrautbezeichnungen?” IEW 445). It is not immediately clear whether and how the
decidedly non-leguminal Balto-Germanic meaning and the Balto-Slavic morphology can be
reconciled. Moreover, the Lithuanian and German data point to slightly different preforms,
*(ghorso- and *(@Merso- respectively. If Proto-Slavic *gorxw is related to these forms, it would of
course reflect a *(@"orso- necessarily analyzable, at least on the superficial level of form, as a
vrddhi derivative of the *(¢)"orso- reflected in Lithuanian. Since the difference in root vocalism
between the preforms of garsas and OHG gers appears to be the product of derivation of
considerable antiquity and since these terms both mean ‘Aegopodium podagraria’, that sense
must be considerably ancient. If, therefore, one wishes, on somewhat fitting formal grounds, to
view Proto-Slavic *gorxs ‘pea, peas’ as the reflex of a vrddhi derivative of the preform of
garsas, one would have to assume that the meaning ‘ Aegopodium podagraria’ either did not yet
exist or was a sense so marginal that it did not feed the genitival derivation realized by the
vrddhi.

Here there are certain imponderables, but the main point to be made in this connection is
that, since Lithuanian garsas and OHG gers must go together, Proto-Slavic *gorxs ‘pea, peas’, if
it is related to garsas as is justifiably supposed, must reflect *(¢"orso-. The question then
concerns the relationship between this necessarily genitival derivative and the lexical meaning of
its reflex. What would the base of *(¢)"6rs0- have to have meant in order for this derivative to
have a leguminal sense? In other words, how might one conceive of peas?

An answer may lie in what follows from the supposition that garsas and gers are related

to Russian goroxs etc. The preforms of these items appear to be parallel determinatives
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conceivably characterized by the installation of radical 6-grade and é-grade respectively
(*(@hdrso- : *(@Nérso-). What this therefore means is that there may have been an adjective of the
shape *(g)"rsd- whose meaning was of such a kind as to condition the emergence of the sense
‘goutweed’ on the part of its derivatives. For the sake of setting forth a scenario, we should begin
with the observation that Aegopodium podagraria is a rapidly spreading weed growing low to
ground. Its popular designation Snow on the Mountain refers not only to its white flowers
backgrounded by green foliage, but also to its expansive, rather than individually concentrated,
distribution. Rather than rising from the forest floor in such a way that the plants appear distinct
from each other, goutweed covers the ground, so much so that other species find it difficult to
compete. By this account, the sense ‘Aegopodium podagraria’ would be an outgrowth of a
meaning ‘covering’ borne by *(¢)"érso- and its Pre-Proto-Balto-Slavic sister *(g"6rso-.

Despite the fact that this account requires the supposition that the sense ‘Aegopodium
podagraria’ was generalized somewhat independently in two formally distinct derivatives, the
story does buy us a morphosemantic motivation for the Slavic data. If *(¢)"6rso-’s main meaning
was ‘(the) covering’, the *(@"ors0- ancestral to Proto-Slavic *gorxw ‘pea(s)’ is interpretable as a
genitival *(@"ors6- meaning ‘in/of/from *(@"6rso-’. Accordingly, *(@"6rso- qua ‘covering,
envelopment’ might have had the sense ‘pod’ (cf. OE hulu ‘id.” < *kJ-e-h2 ‘covering’), on the
basis of which *(¢"rs6- would have referred to its nutritious contents (e.g. ‘pea in a pod’).%*

Since the root of course would be our *Vg"er- ‘enclose, envelop’, it follows that *(g)s6-
‘covering (adj.)’, the hypothetical base of *(g)"6rso- ‘envelopment, pod’, is best analyzed a

*(@hp-s-6-, that is, as a possessive derivative of an s-stem (cf. *kuh1-s-6- ‘strong’ [Ved. Siisa-

% Another possibility, brought to my attention by Sturt Manning (p.c.), is that *(¢"érso- was
used to refer to undergrowth in general. By this analysis, *(¢"orso- would have designated peas
or pea-pods of/from/in pea-plants covering the ground.
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‘strong, loud’] « *kéyhi-o/es- ‘swelling, strength’ [Ved. sdvas- ‘strength’, Av. sauuah-
‘advantage’]). Interestingly, our *(&"drso- ‘pod’ is formally and lexically comparable to the
preform of OHG hulisa ‘husk, pod, etc.” (NHG Hilse ‘id.”), which, though the exact formal
details are uncertain (Transponat *k/-es-e-hz- ‘the covering’, cf. OHG hulla “cloak, veil’ <
*]séhz- — *k]-s-0- ‘Verbergen habend’, Hofler 2017a: 296), can be traced back to a derivative
of an s-stem to *Vkel- ‘cover’ (IEW: s.v.). Accordingly, the base of *(¢)-s-6- would likely have
been a proterokinetic *(¢)"ér-o/es- ‘covering, envelopment, enclosure’.

Additional support for this derivation may be provided by Latin horreum ‘barn,
storehouse, granary’ (P1.+). According to de Vaan (2008: 290), this item, while lacking an agreed

299

etymology, is “from a root *g"er- ‘grab’> and is interpretable as the reflex of a derivative of a
*g"r-so- (> Proto-Italic *yor-so- ‘enclosed’). Citing Nussbaum (2007) for the notion that
derivatives in *-so- were productive at some point, de Vaan claims that *g"y-so- is not
impossible, despite the absence of evidence for an s-stem to the root in question. In light of our
preceding discussion, it appears more likely that there was indeed an s-stem to *Vg"er- ‘enclose,
envelop’. Under the assumption that horreum belongs with *Vgher- ‘enclose, envelop’ (a barn
being an enclosure after all; cf. Lat. cohors, cohortis in the sense ‘enclosure’, Nussbaum p.c.),
we should consider the possible preforms of the entire stem: *(@"ysejo- or *(¢orsejo-. Since we
are dealing with a genitival in *-ejo-, have reason to believe that a substantival *(g)"6rso-
‘covering’ existed, and recognize that, whereas *(¢)"yso- is less clearly substantival, the base of a
genitival is usually substantival, *(¢)"orse;jo- is the likelier preform. Accordingly, if *(¢"6rso-
meant ‘covering, enclosure’, its genitival derivative *(¢"orsejo- would have meant ‘of the

enclosure’ and, as a substantive, ‘a kind of enclosure’.
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Putting all of this together, we are now in a better position to recognize the existence of
an s-stem *(g"ér-o/es- ‘covering, envelopment, enclosure’. Supported by evidence for an
external derivative *(¢)"y-s-6-, this proterokinetic *(g)"ér-o/es- is conceivably basic to an internal
derivative. At the earliest stage accessible by internal reconstruction, this derivative would in
theory have been a hysterokinetic *(g)"'r-és-/(¢)"r-s-. As an adjectivally employable possessive
derivative of a verbal abstract, *(g)'r-és-/(¢My-s- would have qualified the agent, instrument, or
even patient/theme of the action designated by *(@"ér-o/es-. Its adnominal status would also have
entitled *(@Nr-és-/("r-s- ‘covering, enveloping (adj.)’ to be the base of a determinative formed
by retraction of accent to a radical e-grade installed to receive it (cf. *$nhi-t6- ‘born’ [: Lat.
natus ‘id.’] — *génhi-to- ‘the born’ [: OHG kind ‘child’]). The resulting amphikinetic *(g)"ér-os-
would thus have meant ‘the covering, envelopment’. Whatever its exact origin, the fortune of
this amphikinetic is clear. Its sense ‘envelopment’ would have conditioned its use in reference to
skin and its frequent radical zero-grade (e.g. loc. sg. *(g"r-és-i ‘on the surface’) would have been
generalized as observed elsewhere (e.g., Ved. acc. sg. usasam ‘dawn’ [: Lat. aurora ‘id.’] <<
*h2€us-0s-m ‘the shining one, dawn’). With the usual generalization of suffixal o-grade, the
resulting *(@"r-6s- or *k"réh- would give the ypdc with which we are familiar.

The use of *(&"ér-os- ‘covering, envelopment’ in the sense ‘skin’ is an expression of
SKIN IS COVER. As discussed above, this transference, though seemingly simple and intuitive,
relies on a not so simple notion of ontological independence. Since alien objects like the skins of
dead beasts and works of weaving truly cover the whole human body in its veritable totality,

living skin can be thought to cover the body in its merely apparent totality. If skin is thus

% By “whole”, I mean as the whole thing it is, not of course that clothes cover the entire surface
of the body.

274



conceptualized as the covering of the body, it assumes some degree of alterity from that of which
it is a part. Given the underlying truth of skin’s status as a part inalienable from the living whole,
it comes as no surprise that conceptual metonymy would generate polysemy leading to additional
somatic senses.®® While the ancestor of yp®¢, whose dominant sense in Homer is ‘skin’, might
have meant ‘skin’ as opposed to ‘flesh’, ypmg in Homer may denote both the skin above and the
flesh beneath. As noted by LSJ, ypdg can mean ‘flesh’ as opposed to ‘bone’ — a sense well
exemplified by @Ow00e1 8 ape’ dotedeL Xpog in the passage where Eumaeus describes the
grief-stricken Laertes’ abstention from food and drink (7 145). The fact that, before dying out,
ypo¢ would develop a distinctly “deeper” meaning is demonstrable from its sense’s opposition t0
‘skin’ in the Septuagint (Aénpa madaovpévn €otiv, &v Td dépuatt Tod xpwtog oty Le.13.11).
Finally, as also noted by LSJ, there are cases where the sense of ypmg approaches ‘body’ itself
(doBevel pev ypoti Paivov “walking with his weak frame” Pi.P.1.55). This last sense is basically
constituted by the notion of comprised flesh. Thus what started out as an exterior part was
internalized nearly to the point of co-extension with the whole.

This particular semantic trajectory is arguably a function of the depth inherent to the
human body. To understand the outgrowth of meaning that decisively won out, it is necessary to
consider the superficial starting point of that trajectory. If for the moment we try to set aside the
biological in general and the human in particular, we may attempt to observe that the
conceptualization of skin as a covering is conditioned by the belief that the body has an inside
and an outside that together make the body what it is. Concerning the semantic history of ypac,
one’s sense of what exists on the inside conditions the above-mentioned emergence of senses

that are no longer skin-deep. Again, if we try to set aside the biological, it may be acknowledged

% For an excellent case study in this process, see Wilkins 1996.
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that, in setting aside for the moment the conditioning role of animal-hide and clothes, the original
conception of skin as covering is an attempt to provide substance and access to the notion of a
surface. While for the preform of ypag this is a specifically human surface with all its
complexities and implied depth, if there is simply a sense of an interior, a superficies is
presupposed. Even when there is nothing over which a surface exists, a surface can exist through
analysis of length and width from the world of depth and apparent solidity in which we are
embodied and with which we interface.

The surface of something can be conceptualized in various ways evidenced by
lexicalizations. For example, Latin aequor ‘Flache’, eventually restricted to ‘surface of the sea’,
reflects an s-stem substantivization of aequus ‘level’, while in Latvian the notion can be
lexicalized by virsus ‘top, upper part’ (e.g. N0 zemes Virsus “and npoc®nov Ti¢ Yiic” Gen.6.7; cf.
Lith. virsus ‘top’, OCS vrexs ‘height’ : Ved. vars-man- ‘id.”). Finally, as evident from this last
example and eternally recurrent grammaticalizations (e.g. Lat. ante ‘before, in front of” < *hzen-
t-i ‘on the face’, cf. Hitt. sant- ‘forehead, front’), FACE is a fertile source, simply because, of all
solids, the human body has contents holding our most fervent interest.

The urge to comprehend an object, to understand what exists on the inside and under can
only be addressed by attending to the outer and the upper. In this sense, the term émdaveia
‘superficies’ (Democr., Arist., etc.) is entirely intelligible, the preverb betraying the conception
that what we see is on something (i.e. on the outside, cf. NHG Aussehen ‘appearance,
resemblance’); that is to say, the perceptual construction of objects involves the setting of
surfaces upon them. This is not to say that the experiencer is an agent; it rather seems that the

experiencer is but a spectator. Accordingly, if the program of experience involves the setting of
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surfaces in the construction of objects, the properties of those surfaces are equally emergent from
the interaction between the program and the entities that it renders into objects.

It is in this respect that we can understand the sense of ypmg with the liveliest afterlife.
Conditioned by its designation of the surface of the human body, yp@g is used to refer not only to
living skin by itself, but also to its color or hue, which in Homer is notoriously variable. Such
variability is characteristic of kak6tng (tod pev yap te Kokod Tpémetal ypmg GAALIG AL N
279), whereas permanence of hue marks the man of martial worth (tod 8’ dyabod odt’ ap
tpénetal xpm¢ o0TE TL My / tapPel, N 284-285). Regarding skin’s permanent color, there are
generally categoric and specifically aesthetic expectations. As evident, for instance, from the
restoration of Odysseus as perayypowg (m 175; cf. description of Eurybates as pehovoypoog at t
246), “black” skin is normal for and proper to real Mediterranean men, whereas “white” skin, as
Dee (2003-2004: 161-162) observes, was accepted and expected of “women, barbarians living
north of the Alps, the perilously ill, pasty-faced philosophers, and cowards”.

Since variability in the hue of an individual’s skin and the variety in skin-color amongst
groups are matters of constructive perception and classification, it comes as no surprise that color
itself can be conceptualized by means of skin. That the chromatic semantics of ypa¢ are an
expression of this conception is evident from the fact that ypag is first and foremost an
anatomical term only secondarily used for a type of visual percept — the predominant sense of its
largely post-Homeric genitival derivative ypoid ‘superficial appearance (“skinliness”), color, esp.
color of the skin, complexion’ (LSJ s.v.).

The multifaceted nexus between skin and color is especially evident in the semantic

range of Vedic varra- m. ‘color’.®” Historical chance governing the nature of interaction between

9 For treatment of specific color terms in Vedic, see Hopkins 1883.
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the Indo-Aryan migrants and the Subcontinent’s indigenous population in the Bronze Age has
conditioned the complexification and varied lexicalization of COLOR FOR RACE. Regarding the
lexicalization in question, while varpa- can mean ‘social group’, that sense is based on skin’s
superficially distinctive appearance, and on a simpler kind of metonymy (i.e. SKIN FOR COLOR)
that gave rise to the chromatic sense of ypac¢ and its derivatives. In this connection, it is
important to note that, though the Vedic term lexicalizes the intersection of skin and social
identity/alterity, varna- does not itself mean ‘skin’ but ‘color’ (cf. Av. varanah- n. ‘id.”).
According to Chakravarty (2003: 2—3), who approaches the polysemous system by means of
traditional exegetical terms, the primary series of senses consists of ripa- ‘outward appearance’,
varna- ‘color’, kanti- ‘beauty’ (i.e. ‘loveliness’), and dipti- ‘luster’ (i.e. ‘splendor’). A real sense
particularly of the latter two may be gleaned from this description of Dawn (RV 1.92.10):%

a plnak-punar jayamana purani

b samdndﬁh varnam abhi S'Limbh,amdnd

C Svaghniva Kytniir vija aminana

d mértasya devi jarayanty ayuh

“Being born again and again though ancient, (always) beautifying herself to the same hue, like a
successful (gambler) with the best throw who diminishes the stake (of his opponent), the goddess
keeps diminishing the lifetime of the mortal as she ages him.”

As suggested by Griffith’s translation of pada b (“decking her beauty with the self-same
raiment”), Varpa- is something continually superimposed as a beautiful thing (‘als Schmuck sich
anlegen’, Grassmann 1996: s.v. subh- [abhi]). While the loveliness of Dawn arises from this

adorable act of adornment, her sublime, subtly disturbing splendor consists in the fact that this

act is tied to the precariousness of life and its inexorable wasting away. The contrast set up in the

% Text of Aufrecht 1877; Jamison-Brereton (trans).
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image is arguably where its ultimate beauty derives. A major base of that beauty is the aesthetic
meaning of varzpa-.

It is generally accepted that the meaning of varpa- is due to its ancestor’s derivation
ultimately from the same root reflected in Vedic vyn6ti ‘covers’ (Mayrhofer 1986-2001 I1: 517—
518). In all likelihood, that root is *hxuer- ‘cover’ (‘einschlieBen, stecken, hineintun’ LIV 227),
which Lubotsky (2000: 317-8) has plausibly reconstructed largely on the basis of Indo-Iranian
and Balto-Slavic evidence (e.g. Vedic apavyti- ‘opening’, dpavrta- ‘opened’ : vynoti ‘covers’,
Av. varanao- ‘id.’, Lith. atvérti ‘open’, OCS zavréti ‘shut’, etc.). This attribution is justifiable by
means of a long neglected but still appealing comparandum. As a minor note of comparative
evidence reproduced by Chakravarty (2003: 2), Monier-Williams (1899: s.v. varna-) states
“accord. to some, Slav. vranii, ‘black’, ‘a crow’; Lith. varnas, ‘a crow.””. Despite the imperfect
citation (OCS vranu ‘raven; black’; Lith. varnas ‘raven’ : varna ‘crow’), the connection is
worthwhile, though not endorsed by Pokorny, who assumes an ultimate derivation from a *yer-
‘brennen, verbrennen, schwérzen’ (IEW: 1166; *\/yerH- ‘hei sein’ LIV?: s.v.). This derivation,
also adopted by Smoczynski (2018: 1609-1610), relies on the assumption of a *yor(H)-no-
‘burnt, black as a result of burning’, conceivably a possessive derivative of a radical 6-grade
determinative to an imaginable *-nd- verbal adjective. Given the number of formal and semantic
steps, this etymology is far from preferable to the one involving Vedic varza-. An excellent
defense of the connection therewith has been given by Schmalstieg (1999: 109-110), who argues
that an adjective with the meaning ‘colored’ could easily be narrowed as a specific chromonym.
Despite its intersection with the more complex concept of race, the dated sense of PDE colored
“black” is an example of such narrowing. As Schmalstieg notes, Latin coloratus ‘colored’ did

have the sense ‘ruddy’, which has been generalized as the primary meaning in Spanish colorado
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‘red’ (cf. de color ‘colored’). If therefore it is perfectly acceptable in principle that the semantic
development was *‘colored’ > ‘black’ > ‘corvid’, it remains to be seen how the adjectival sense
*<colored” emerged, as varpa- ‘color’ would reflect a substantive *(hx)uOr-no-.

With its radical and accented o-grade, this apparently determinate substantive would be
derived from an adjective conceivably of the shape *hxuer-no-, perhaps, (if not simply a primary
*-n0- stem adjective), a possessive derivative of the *-men- stem reflected by Vedic varman-
‘armor’ (i.e. *hxuér-mp ‘covering” — *hxuer-(m)n-6- ‘covering, covered’). If therefore *hxuer-n-
0- meant ‘covering’ (adj.), *(hx)u6r-no- would mean ‘the covering’. Though the richness of
people’s experiences that lay behind this meaning is of course unrecoverable, it is fairly clear
that at some point the mind of an individual or, given the generality of the concept, those of a
group of disparate individuals generated a new sense of this *(hx)u6r-no- as an expression of a
conception provisionally representable as COVER FOR COLOR.

That this generation occurred long before Proto-Indo-Iranian existed is evident, as
asserted, from the Balto-Slavic data. Lithuanian and OCS have varnas and vrans respectively,
both meaning ‘raven’ (Russian voron ‘id.”). Given this semantic match, the sense ‘raven’ is
probably of some antiquity, but ultimately derived from *‘colored’ as noted above. In light of the
fact that the accent paradigm 4 of Lithuanian varnas points to an original oxytone, the preform of
varnas and vrans is easily analyzed as a possessive derivative of the preform of Vedic varpa-;
on the basis of the sense ‘color’ in *(hx)u0r-no- ‘covering’, the meaning ‘colored” was expressed
by means of the substitutive possessive *-0- (i.e. *(hx)uor-n-6- ‘colored’; Nussbaum p.c.). It is
this relationship that allows us to reconstruct the form and meaning of *(hx)u0r-no- ‘covering,

surface, color’ (> varna- ‘color, form, beauty’) with exactitude.
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The metaphor responsible for the aesthetic sense of *(hx)u6r-no- (> varpa-) is instantiated
with comparable richness in Latin colos [gen. coloris, m.] >> color ‘color’, the single gloss only
scratching the surface (‘dye’, ‘hue’, ‘complexion’, ‘pretext’, etc.). For our purposes, it is
necessary to note that color is no exception to the general rule according to which an
evaluatively neutral perceptual term is apt to be used with a sense of beauty. In Vergil’s Second
Eclogue, the shepherd Corydon, unrequitedly desirous of the fair-skinned Alexis, exclaims
(Verg.E.2.17):

o formose puer, nimium ne crede colori!
alba ligustra cadunt, vaccinia nigra leguntur.

“O beautiful boy, trust not overmuch in thy color!

White privets fall, whortleberries get picked.”

On the one hand, what is here meant by color is relatively concrete, namely the skin-color or
complexion of an individual; on the other hand, the aesthetic property inherent in that
complexion is highly abstract and, given the context and adjective formase, presents itself
inferably in the representation of the speaking character’s subjectivity, within which we have a
snapshot of frustrated desire alongside a botanic prefiguration of the loss of what caused it.

This image of a complexion that inspires desire is understandably possible only if the
inspirative property focalizes itself in an object that, as a part, contributes to the constitution of
the whole forma (temporarily) proper to the épdpevog. While color here is tied to a concrete
feature of an individual, there is evidence that color lexicalizes the generic target of a metonymy,
namely COLOR FOR FORM, by which the outward appearance of something is conceptualized. For
example, Seneca the Younger poses the question (Ep.108.5): non novimus quosdam, qui multis
apud philosophum annis persederint et ne colorem quidem duxerint? “do we not know some

people who have sat through (classes) with a philosopher over many years and have taken not
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even a tinge?”. Insofar as color here signifies mere appearance, it is negative and insufficient.
Yet, as one might infer, even the mere color is preferable to nothing drawn from the experience.
This conceivable preferability suggests that “color” does indeed have some valid, constitutive
role.

The fact that color can lexicalize the aesthetic target in COLOR FOR FORM is of course a
product of the conception that conditioned the perceptual sense of the lexeme’s preform. It is
widely known and generally agreed that Latin color reflects an s-stem derived ultimately from
*\kel- ‘cover’ (IEW: s.v.; de Vaan 2008: 126).9 The preform might thus have been *kél-os- ‘the
covering’, an amphikinetic derivative comparable to the *(@"ér-os- we have reconstructed as the
preform of yp@q “skin’. If this is the case, it would similarly presuppose a proterokinetic *kél-
o/es- ‘covering’. In any case and in particular, it is worth comparing the semantic afterlives of
*(ghér-os- and *kél-os-; while the reflex of the former means ‘skin’ and thus ‘color’ secondarily,
that of the latter primarily means ‘color’, with ‘skin-color’ being secondary in a manner
comparable to but of course not identical with Vedic varpa- ‘color’. The historical question we
might ask ourselves, despite our endless lack of an ultimate answer, is what conditioned the
biological outgrowth on the part of *(g)"ér-os-, but the sense of a property of visual perception on
the part of *kél-os- directly. It seems as though *(g)"ér-os- took the scenic route, whereas
*(hy)udr-no- and *kél-os- cut to the chase. It might in principle have been the other way around.

The best way to compare the journeys consists in the assertion that the uses that gave rise
to their divergent senses are expressions of the urge to conceptualize SURFACE. The original
actional way (COVER FOR SURFACE) in which the surface came to exist fades into the

background in relation to the lexeme, as *(g)"ér-os- is used of the principal biological surface,

99 For an alternative, see Hofler 2015.
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namely skin, while *(hx)u0r-no- and *kél-os- are used in reference to the generic visually
perceptible surface and in particular to color — a specific and fundamental parameter constitutive
of visual appearance. If we view color not in the sense of a discrete member of a set but as the
totality of hues, shades, etc. interactively proper to the whole perceptible object at a particular
moment of experience, the surface that is projected becomes the chromatic totality (SURFACE
FOR COLOR). It is arguably this totality that facilitates the fluid connection between color and
visual appearance in general.

Such fluidity is characteristic of the Old Irish u-stem dath n., a general term for ‘color’.
In addition to such senses as ‘dye’, ‘hue’, and ‘complexion’ (“esp. beautiful complexion”, eDIL:
s.v.), dath can be used to refer to the outward appearance of something, especially when it
conceals what is real (cf. Lat. color qua ‘excuse, pretext’). The fact that dath means ‘color,
outward appearance’ is the echo of its reflecting *d"hi-tu- ‘placement’ (NIL: 101). This
reflection brings up the matter of how a surface comes about, given what we know about the
aesthetically vehicular role of the concept. In the case of Latin color, what must be presupposed
COVER FOR SURFACE — a conception whose source serves in one whose target, CLOTHING, also
has an aesthetically vehicular role.

It is clear that CLOTHING participates in the conceptualization of FORM. There is in this
connection a certain parallelism worthy of note. While FORM is accessible through the notion of
an artefact worn by the body, it may also be conceptualized by means of SKIN, as observed in our
discussion of Old Norse hamr m. ‘skin, slough; shape, form’. An examination of this lexeme’s
relatives is advantageous for the investigation of pathways in the corresponding conceptual

domain.
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The form is immediately comparable to OE ham m. ‘covering, garment, shirt’, reflecting
a Proto-Germanic *yama-, beside which one finds reflexes of an n-stem *yaman- (OE hama m.
‘covering, dress, garment’, OS hamo m. ‘covering’, OHG hamo m. ‘skin, covering, net’, Orel
2003: 158; Kroonen 2013: 206). Given the meanings observed outside of North Germanic, where
there notably appears the sense ‘apparition’ on the basis of ‘form’ (Faroese hamur ‘ghost’,
Norwegian ham ‘id.’, Swedish ham ‘id.’, v. Glintert 1919: 65), the sense ‘form’ itself is
obviously a late and peculiarly northern outgrowth of a polysemous system whose historically
central member was ‘covering’, with an excrescent ‘skin’ and ‘clothing’ in its orbit. The cause of
the fact that *yama-, from whose preform that of *yaman- appears to have been determinatively
derived, bore this meaning is in all likelihood its reflection of a top6¢-type adjective derived
ultimately from *Vkem- ‘cover, wrap’ (IEW: 556-557). Despite the absence of evidence for a
primary verbal derivative, this reconstructed pairing of radical form and meaning is justified on
the basis of nominals whose senses only make sense in light of that pairing. For example,
Pokorny’s adduced samulya- n. ‘woolen shirt’ (RV) seems to reflect a derivative of a stem in *-
lo- derived from a *k6/ém-u- ‘covering’. Such a derivation is reconcilable with Matasovi¢’s
(2013: 3-4) identification of koun ‘hair of the head” (Hom.+) as a derivative of what is
reconstructed as *kem(H)- ‘to cover’ in disregard of the above-cited Vedic substantive. The u-
stem suggested by that substantive would in theory be a derivative parallel to the Greek term’s
preform *k6m-e-hz- ‘covering’, determinatively derived from the adnominal *kom-0- ‘covering’
basic to the determinate *k6m-o-n- from which *yaman- developed as a variant of the *yama-
reflecting the substantival use of the topudg-nominal.

The artificial excrescence represented in this lexeme’s semantics is naturally an

instantiation of COVER FOR CLOTHING alluded to above. While evidence of the fruit of this
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conception is trivially adducible (Lat. toga ‘garment, gown’ [< *tog-e-h2- ‘covering’]'® : tego
‘cover’ [< *tég-e/o- ‘id.’]; kolvmtpn ‘veil, headdress’ : kdAvupa ‘head-covering, hood, veil,
etc.”: koAvmTo ‘cover’), it is worth noting that such a conception is far from being the only one
available.'%! For instance, Greek oyfjua ‘bearing, appearance, form, shape, figure’ (post-Hom.)
and Latin habitus ‘condition, bearing, posture, form, make-up’ both have the sense “attire, dress’
(LSJ “dress, equipment’, OLD ‘style of dress’, cf. Fr. habit ‘garment’). As evident from their
relation to &yw and habeo respectively, the basic meaning of appearance arose from the notion of
a body’s perceptible support of itself as an expression of what may be represented as HOLD FOR
FORM (cf. STAND FOR FORM [Lat. status ‘condition’, Latvian stavs ‘figure’]). After the
centralization of perceptual-aesthetic sense brought about by this conception, the vestiary sense
emerged through the use of FORM itself in the conceptualization of CLOTHING.

Just as CLOTHING can be conceptualized by COVER, the somatic excrescence represented
in the semantics of *yama- is an expression of the equally familiar conceptualization of SKIN by
means of COVER. In addition to this basic conception, the family of *yama- also presents
evidence of BODY in general as target. As listed by Orel (2003: 247), there is in most Germanic
dialects evidence of a compound consisting of *yama(n)- ‘cover’ as second member and */ika-
‘body’ as first (OE lichama ‘body, corpse’, OHG lihhamo ‘id.’, Old Dutch likamo ‘id.’, OS
likhamo “id.”, ON likami, likamr ‘id.”). Since its reflexes suggest that */tkayama(n)- was in sense
all but identical to */ika- itself, the question accordingly concerns the peculiar contribution of the
SCM in what must have basically meant ‘body-cover’. With the exclusion of an analysis as a

governing compound, principally because one would expect the sense ‘skin’ or ‘clothing’ rather

100 For the possibility that the apparently cognate South Picene tokam means ‘external form’, see
Watkins 1995: 132.
101 For discussion of clothing from the standpoint of IE onomasiology, see Lane 1931.
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than ‘body’, the underlying syntax is in all likelihood that of a karmadharaya (i.e. ‘a covering
that is a body”). This latter analysis, supported with the observation of Gintert (1919: 64) that
OE fleschama ‘body, carcass’ bears roughly the same meaning (i.e. ‘a hama consisting of
flesc’), %2 is consistent with the notion that COVER participates in the conceptualization of BODY
— a conception entailing and entailed by the conceit that the efficient cause of life is an
internality.

In this connection, the motivation of BODY IS COVER appears to be that it profiles the
relationship between the form of what is or was a lifeform and the inferable cause of its
observable activity. When BODY is conceptualized in performative terms as the instrumental
argument of COVER, one is encouraged to consider, by virtue of the entailed internality imposed
by this function, the existence of an internal entity identifiable as that inferable cause, namely the
self, on the social understanding of which Nature places an understandably high premium. With,
by contrast, the above-discussed conceptualization of BODY by means of BUILD (e.g. dépag
‘body’ : 6épw ‘build’), the focus is on the form itself, rather than its performance of what is not
directly perceptible.

As discussed in connection with 6épag and */ika-, the perceptibility of BODY as a whole
conditions its participation in the conceptualization of the ordered percept represented by FORM.
It is worth noting what is missing in this conception. When one conceives of that percept as a
body, the body does not necessarily present itself with a causal history. When, by contrast, FORM

is conceptualized with, for instance, GROWTH or CUT (e.g. pun ‘stature’; Old Irish delb ‘form”),

192 The possibility should be noted that Vedic sarira- ‘body’, which has been connected with
*\kel- cover’ at least since Charpentier 1907: 23, reflects a determinate derivative of a *-ro-
stem adjective derived from the phrase *kél-i-h1 ‘with covering’.
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what is profiled is how the form came to be. This kind of causal history is recoverable in the case
of a Vedic nominal whose lexical meaning clearly illustrates the amelioration of item that
expressed FORM as a function of a superimpositive conception.

Appearing as a neuter substantive and comparative adjective, Vedic vapus- (: vpuszara-)
is understood to mean ‘wonder’ and ‘wonderful’ respectively. According to Sastri (1951: 93-95),
this understanding is best captured by identifying vapus- as an expression of sublimity. As
evident, for instance, from the estimative vapusya- ‘marvel at’, the term refers to the stimulus of
the experience of wonder. Since vapus- may designate the property conditioning this experience,
as when the Maruts anoint and adorn themselves for wonder and splendor respectively (vapuse :
subhé [RV 1.64.4]), beauty or Schonheit are often appropriate renderings.

The question we might pose is how this term came to command the semantic range of
wonder and beauty. As listed by Monier-Williams (s.v.), the primary sense of vapus- is ‘form,
figure’, with ‘wonderful appearance, beauty’ being the prominent outgrowth. Under the
assumption that the sense ‘form’ is historically primary, Mayrhofer’s (1986—2001 I1: 505) claim
of etymological inclarity should be set aside in favor of his admission of the conceivability of the
association with \vap- ‘strew’ proposed by Pisani (1967: 380), who notes the non-evaluative
sense ‘body’ attested in Epic. Given its potential for ameliorative aesthetic use (cf. RV 1.92.4
dadhi pésamsi vapate nytir iva “she [Dawn] strews ornaments on herself like a dancing girl”), this
association with \vap- should not only be maintained, but also brings up questions of a
derivational and lexical semantic nature whose pursuit will facilitate conceptual enquiry.

Whatever the details of their preforms’ bifurcation, the comparison of the simple
thematic present formed from \vap- (; vapati ‘strews’) with Hittite’s hi-conjugated suwapp-

/hupp- “cast, throw’ justifies the reconstruction of a *\hauep- whose basic meaning was cast’
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(Melchert 1988: 233; 2007; 2013: 175). Since STREW presupposes the general kind of motion
represented by CAST, it is conceivable that the sense ‘strew’ reflected in Vedic developed for the
sake of specifying a particular resultant state. When an object or group of objects is cast in such a
way as to be strewn, the resultant state is typically a distribution resulting in a single stratum.
When, however, the resultant state of what is cast involves more than one stratum, the state may
be described as an accumulation (HEAP).X% The notion that both ramifications, STREW and HEAP,
are evident in the semantics of items derived ultimately from *Vhauep- “cast’ will enable us to
identify the reflexes of derivatives capable of clarifying the history of vapus- ‘form’.

As a root corresponding to an action, *Vhauep- was conceivably the base of substantives
that served as abstractly or concretely employable verbal nouns. One such substantive might
have been a root noun *hzuép-/haup- “casting, cast’ for which there is some indirect evidence in
the form of Hittite Aippa- “heap’ (cf. ON kostr m. ‘pile’ : kasta ‘throw’). Insofar as simple
thematic derivatives with zero-grade of the root are identifiable as possessives of root nouns (cf.
*kel-/k(])I- ‘covering, cover’ — *k(J)I-6- ‘covering’ [adj.]), hippa- may be analyzed as the reflex
of a determinate derivative of such a possessive. Interpreted as a patientive adnominal, the
possessive *haup-0- ‘thrown, cast’ would be eligible for a determinative derivation, one type of
which would have the accent-retraction resulting in the *h20p-o0- ‘the cast’ plausibly ancestral to
hiippa- (cf. *k(])I-6- ‘covering, covered’ [adj.] — *k(])I-é-h2- “the covering; the covered’ [Lat.

clam ‘secretly’, OE hulu f. ‘husk, pod’]).

103 |n connection with *Vh2uep- in particular, the association between accumulation and temporal
frequency may account for the etymology of Proto-Germanic *ufto ‘often’ (Goth. ufta, OE oft,
etc.), often but dubitably connected with V76 ‘under’, Gothic uf ‘id.’, etc. (Kroonen 2013: 558).
Since *\houep- formed a verbal adjective in *-t6- (: Ved. uptéa- ‘strewn’), one might suppose an
instrumental *haup-t6-h1 of the sense ‘in a piled up way, frequently’ (cf. NHG haufig
‘frequently’ : Haufe ‘heap’).
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In addition to its basic meaning ‘the cast’ underlying the attested sense ‘heap’, there is
reason to suppose that *h2Up-o- or its reflex could also be used to refer to riverbanks — features of
terrain characterized by their height relative to the river itself (cf. OCS brégw ‘bank, shore, steep
slope’ : *\b%erg"- ‘high’, Derksen 2008: 37). Indeed, as Melchert observes (2013: 176), Sanskrit
vapra- ‘mound, earthen bank’ (cf. Av. jaiwi-vafra- ‘mit tiefem Schnee’), having as its base \vap-
‘strew’, does bear the meaning ‘high riverbank’. If, accordingly, *hzUp-o- did have the sense
‘riverbank’, an imaginable genitival adjective such as *hzup-i;0- would expectably bear the sense
‘of the riverbank’. Since a substantive derived from such an adjective would in all likelihood
signify the river itself, we might be able to assign a formally and semantically acceptable
etymology to Lithuanian upeé f. ‘river’ (Latv. upe f. ‘id.”), whose traditional association with
Vedic ap- f. ‘water’, reproduced by Derksen (2015: 483; cf. OPr. ape ‘brook, stream’) and
dismissed by Smoczynski (2018: 1567-1568), should be set aside in favor of derivation from a
*haup-iie-hz- ‘that which is of the riverbank, river’ derived ultimately from the root noun of
*\hauep- “cast’.

Beside the root noun, there is abundant indirect evidence that another substantive formed
from *\hauep- was of the topoc-type. The most comparable set of forms pointing to such a
substantive consists of OCS vapa ‘pool, swamp, lake’ and Sanskrit vapi- ., which Monier-
Williams defines as ‘any pond (made by scattering or damming up earth), a large oblong pond,
an oblong reservoir of water, tank, pool, lake’. Since at least one of these forms points to a
lengthened grade of the root, one can generally assume a genitival derivation from a *(h2)u6p-o-
‘casting, cast’ by means of vrddhi. The specifics of formation obviously differ. In light of their
senses, it is clear that the derivational semantic process in question has prepared the way for

what happens to be a lexical semantic match. Since, as we observed in the case of Lithuanian upé
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f. ‘river’, a body of water may be characterized as that which is “of” the higher features of terrain
defining said body, it is possible that *(h2)u0p-0- in the sense ‘heap, height, bank” was the base
of two genitival adjectives: *(h2)uop-0- ‘of the bank’ and *(h2)uop-i-/(h2)u6p-i- ‘id.”. While the
former is of a common type we have encountered before (e.g. *(@"orsé- “in/of/from the
envelopment’ « *(@"drso- ‘envelopment’), the latter is of a vanishingly rare kind (e.g. *d"6/-0-
[ON dalr “dale’] — *d"6l-i- [ON deell ‘dalesman’]) which, according to Nussbaum (2014d), is
basic to the evidently genitival stem-type in non-ablauting *-i-h2- ancestral to the vrki-stem-class
(cf. Ved. rathi- ‘of the wagon, wagoneer’ « ratha- ‘wagon’). As a likely member of that class,
Sanskrit vapi- plausibly reflects a *(hz)uop-i-hz- ‘that which is of the bank’ analyzable as a
determinate derivative of the i-stem adjective. In parallel fashion, OCS vapa appears to reflect a
*hauop-é-hz- derived from the *(h2)uop-0- “of the bank’ arguably formed from *(h2)u0p-o0- in the
sense ‘heap, height, bank’.

Another set of forms brings up the issue of the geometric ramifications discussed above.
While the preform of OCS vapa presupposes a *(hz2)uop-6- whose base bore a sense generated
through the multistratal ramification, there is reason to suppose that *(hz2)uop-6- could also be
used in the sense ‘of the strewing, spreading’ by virtue of the unistratal ramification realizable in
the meaning of *(h2)udp-0- ‘casting, cast’. If we assume that *(h2)u0p-0- could be used in the
sense ‘strewing, spreading’, it is conceivable that *(h2)uop-0- is directly reflected by Russian
Church Slavonic vaps m. ‘color, paint’ (: vapwsno ‘lime, whitewash”). While vaps is traditionally
considered cognate with Old Prussian woapis ‘dye’ and Latvian vape [var. vapa] ‘glaze’
(Trautmann 1923: 341-342), in which case one would have to exclude the above reconstruction,
it is not improbable, especially in light of the semantically adjacent borrowing of Belorussian

krasé ‘color’ or Old Polish krasa ‘id.” (Old Lithuanian krosa ‘dye’, Smoczynski 2018: 612; Latv.
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krasa ‘color’, Karulis 1992: 418), that the root of the Baltic forms is of Slavic origin. Since a
substantive meaning ‘of the spreading’ can certainly signify the spread substance itself, it is more
than conceivable that *(h2)uop-6- in the sense ‘(what/which is) spread’ could have developed the
sense ‘paint’ or ‘color’ observed in vaps and its possible Baltic imitators.

The notion that the tépoc-type base of this Slavic form’s preform could bear the sense
‘spreading’ receives some support from Vedic vapa- ‘intestinal membrane, omentum’, itself
recognized as formed from vap- ‘strew’ (Mayrhofer’s 1986-2001 II: 504-505). Given its
relation to *\hzuep- ‘cast’, the only possible preform of vapa- is a *hauep-é-hz- to be analyzed as
a determinate derivative of a patientive *temh1-6-s-type adnominal possessively derived from
*(h2)udp-0- ‘strewing, spreading’. Since that which possesses spreading may be thought to have
undergone that action, the derived *hauep-6- could have had the sense ‘strewn, spread’. Since,
moreover, that which is spread may be thought to cover and enclose the space over which it is
spread, it is conceivable that the derived *hauep-é-hz- developed the sense ‘covering’, from out
of which excresced the biological ‘skin, membrane’ (SKIN IS COVER).

In light of the unistratal conception necessarily assumed to account for its meaning, the
evidence of Vedic vapa- offers some insight into the relation between \vap- ‘strew’ and vapus-
‘form’. The immediate formal question is the derivational history of vapus- itself. By
comparison, for instance, to Vedic ayus- n. ‘liveliness’ beside its base ayui- ‘lively’ («— ayu- n.
‘life’), we would have to suppose that the preform of vapus- was determinatively derived from
some sort of u-stem adnominal. Though neither an adnominal nor expressive of the unistratal
ramification, Hittite wappu- c. ‘riverbank, river shore’, recognized by Catsanicos (1985: 125) as
a relative of \vap- ‘strew’, does indeed point to a *(h2)u6p-u-/h2uép-u- ‘the cast’, whose base

must of course have been a thematic adnominal. Like the polysemous *(hz)uop-6- ‘of the bank’
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(multistratal) or ‘of the strewing’ (unistratal), there is reason to suppose that such a thematic base
of this *(h2)u0p-u-/h2uép-u- could instantiate both ramifications, under the assumption that, just
as *kel-0- ‘covering, covered’ was the base of *k0l-u-/kél-u- ‘covering’, the *temh1-6-s-type
*hayep-0- “casting, cast’, ex hypothesi expressive of the unistratal ‘strewn, spread’ (— *hauep-é-
h2- ‘covering’), was the base in question. If, therefore, *hauep-0- ‘cast’ meant ‘heaped up’ (—
*hayep-é-hz- ‘heap’ [: Skt. valmika-vapa- ‘ant-hill’]), its derivative *(h2)udp-u-/h2uép-u- ‘the
cast’ could accordingly express the sense ‘heap, height’ underlying the Hittite ‘riverbank’.
Additional evidence for this sense as well as for the u-stem in general can be derived
from Greek ainvg ‘high, steep’ — an item basically lacking an etymology (de Lamberterie 1990:
312). The first step in clarifying its origin is to set aside the traditionally associated oiya
‘forthwith, suddenly’, whose meaning of immediacy may be thought to derive from a sense
‘precipitously’ attributable to the sense ‘steep’. Since, however, the primary sense of ainig
seems to be ‘high, lofty’, as in its typical use as an epithet or designation of cities (e.g.
Messenian toponym kaAfv ©” Ainewav ‘and fair Hightown’ [I 152]), and since aiya must be akin
to synonymous adverbs, such as é€aipvng ‘suddenly’ and é€anivng ‘id.’, whose own kinship to
aimvg is formally dubitable, it is preferable to account for aimdg on its own terms. Beside the
adjective in -0c, Voin- is the ultimate base of a substantive ainoc n. ‘height’ (A.+) and a pair of
Homerically attested adjectives, aindg ‘high, lofty” and ainewvog ‘id.’, the latter of which points
to the basicity and antiquity of the later-attested s-stem substantive (< *aip-eh-né- ‘having
height”). Concerning the origin of this substantive, there are two possibilities. Given the general
dominance and formal imitability of the stem filling the adnominal slot of a Caland system, it is
at first glance conceivable that aimoc owes its initial creation to the rule replacing the -0- of aimig

with -og (cf. Babvg ‘deep’ : Paboc ‘depth’ [: older BévOoc ‘sea-depth’]). On second glance, one
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might consider the possibility that, just as 10 oteivog ‘narrowness’ was formed from otewvog
‘narrow’, aimdg ‘high, lofty’, the thematic by-form coeval with aimog, was in fact the 6-stem’s
base. Pursuit of what this latter possibility implies turns out to be somewhat fruitful.

We can take as our starting point the observation of de Lamberterie (1990: 303) that “il
serait certes possible, mais arbitraire, de poser un dérivé *ainpoc de aindg, du type de tovapog en
regard de *tavig ou de *otevpog en regard de *otevic”. Since we do not share the assumption,
namely that such thematic by-forms are senseless thematizations of u-stem adjectives — on the
basis of which assumption such a derivation would indeed seem arbitrary — we can again apply
the crucial analysis according to which otevog/otevog reflects a derivative of the u-stem
substantive reflected in the FCM of ZtevikAnpog. Since in all likelihood the *sten-u-6- ancestral
to otevoc/otevog is a possessive derivative of a *std/én-u- ‘narrowness’, and since such
possessive derivation by means of *-0- is apt to produce a stem characterized by absolute zero-
grade (cf. *kuhi-s-0- ‘strong’ [Ved. Siis&- ‘strong, loud’] < *kéyhi-o/es- ‘swelling, strength’
[Ved. sdvas- ‘strength’, Av. sauuah- ‘advantage’]), it is not inconceivable that the acrostatic
substantive reflected by Hittite wappu- c. ‘riverbank, river shore’ had an abstract value that
rendered it eligible to serve as the base of a possessive adjective of Property Conceptual
meaning. In other words, because the determinate *(h2)u0p-u-/h2uép-u- ‘the heaped’ could bear
the abstract sense ‘height’, its possessive derivative would bear the expected meaning ‘having
height, high’. Beside an internal *hzuép-u-/h2up-éu- ‘high’, with whose fate we shall concern
ourselves shortly, we can hypothesize an externally derived absolute zero-grade *haup-¢-0- ‘id.’
(cf. yAvkiov- yAokd ‘sweet’ [Hsch.]). Taking this sequence into (Pre-)Proto-Greek reveals the
likelihood of dissimilation (cf. eine < *e-ue-uk-e-t ‘spoke”); it is hard to imagine that, under the

pressure of all that labiality, an *aupwo- (i.e. *aupw0-) would not develop to an *aipwo-
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ancestral to aindg ‘high’ and basic to the preform of aimog ‘height’. It is accordingly conceivable
that, under the influence of *aipwo- and its derivative *aip-w-os/eh-, the reflex of the
proterokinetic adjective derived from *(h2)u6p-u-/h2uép-u- ‘height’, namely *aup-U- ‘high’,
would be replaced by *aip-U- with ease — an event or process possibly helped along by the reflex
of an imaginable neo-acrostatic *(h2)u0p-u-/h2up-u- ‘height’ (cf. [Pre-]Proto-Greek poli- [:
noMg] : *pléi-” [moAnog]), whose weak stem would be reflected as an excessively labial *aupw-
(> *aipw-).

While this etymological association of aimbc with *\/houep- expands the set of evidence
for the u-stem we know is needed for the history of vapus- ‘form’, the etymology itself
highlights the problem of the unistratal vs. multistratal ramifications. It is clearly the case that
vapus- reflects a *h2uép-u-s- derived from a u-stem adjective. The problem raised by the
association with the Greek adjective is that the multistratal meaning of its proterokinetic preform
*hauép-u-/haup-éu- ‘high’ does not match the unistratal sense needed to account for the meaning
of the Vedic noun. Unless we suppose an implausibly high degree of polysemy for the
proterokinetic adjective, that is, a patientive sense like ‘spread over > covering’ in addition to the
Property Conceptual sense reflected in Greek, it is perhaps too late in the derivational sequence
to view *hzuép-u-/houp-éu- as the base of *hauép-u-s-.

A preferable scenario presents itself if we return to the topoc-derived *hauep-6- basic to
the preform of vapa- ‘omentum’. Since this determinative *hoyep-é-hz- must have meant ‘what is
spread over, covering’, it follows that the parallel determinative *(h2)uOp-u-/h2uép-u- ‘the cast,
strewn’ could have been used as a definite adjective with the sense ‘which is spread over,
covering’. According to Nussbaum (p.c.), such a derivation of an s-stem substantive from what

must have been a definite adjective is paralleled, for instance, in the origin of Latin cinis, cineris,
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m. ‘ash’ (de Vaan 2008: 115) beside kovig, koviog f. ‘dust, ash’ (Hom.+). Whatever its root-
etymology, the Greek i-stem points to what may be tentatively reconstructed as a *kon-i-/ken-i-
obviously employed as a substantive. In light, moreover, of the denominal koviwo ‘cover with
dust’ (Hom.+), whose —t— points to the sequence *—isiV— (cf. teleio ‘complete’ : téhog ‘end’),
we can suppose that, on the basis of its adjectival use, *kon-i-/kén-i- ‘the dusty’ was the base of
an s-stem substantive *kon-i-s- ‘dustiness’ basic to a denominal *kon-i-s-ie/o- ‘render dusty’, a
possessive *kon-i-s-0- ‘dusty’ (> TB kentse n. ‘rust’, Adams 2013 s.v.), and, with its weak stem,
the *kén-i-s- ‘dustiness’ ancestral to cinis ‘ash’. Correspondingly, the weak stem of the definite
adjective *(h2)udp-u-/hauép-u- ‘the spread, covering’ seems to have been the base of a *hzuép-u-
s- ‘that which is spread over, covering’.

The lexical semantic development of this s-stem as well as of its base appears to have
been determined by the same series of conceptions. As listed by Monier-Williams, Epic Sanskrit
attests a personal name vapu- f. belonging to an Apsaras. Given the beauty of such divinities, the
name, clearly connected with vapus- ‘wonderful form, beauty’, must have meant ‘Beauty”’ (cf.
vapus- f. ‘Beauty personified as a daughter of Daksa and Dharma’, MW s.v.). Since, in all
likelihood, the form of this name reflects the weak stem of *(h2)u6p-u-/h2uép-u- ‘the strewn,
spread’, it is plausible that *h2uép-u- was also employed as a substantive bearing the same sense
as the derivative formed on the basis of its adjectival use (cf. adjectival tApu- ‘hot’ : tapus- ‘id.”).
By comparison to the conception COVER FOR SURFACE, it is conceivable that the substantives
*hoyép-u- and *hauép-u-s- both expressed the sense ‘covering, surface’ as an expression of
SPREAD FOR SURFACE. By additional comparison to SURFACE FOR COLOR and COLOR FOR FORM,
it is imaginable that *h2uép-u- and *h2uép-u-s- both developed an aesthetic sense on the basis of

a conception, namely SURFACE FOR FORM, the use of whose target in the conceptualization of
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beauty would have been responsible for the sense ‘wonderful appearance’ attributable to vapu-
and vapus- (FORM FOR BEAUTY).

Given the superimpositive starting point, it is worth considering another path by which
beauty can be conceptualized. As was in fact the case for the preform of Russian Church
Slavonic vaps “color, paint, dye’, the acrostatic u-stem derived ultimately from *\Aouep- “cast’
might in principle have developed the sense ‘color’ via SURFACE FOR COLOR. Subsequently, just
as Vedic varpa- ‘color’ could occasionally express the sense ‘splendor’, the meaning ‘wonderful
appearance, beauty’ proper to vapus- might otherwise have resulted as the realization of COLOR
FOR BEAUTY.

The centralization of the sense ‘beauty’ as an outgrowth of ‘color’ is arguably
exemplified by the reflexes of Proto-Slavic *krasa f. (accent paradigm b) (OCS krasa
‘adornment, decoration’, Russ. krasa ‘beauty’, Pol. krasa ‘beauty, color’), which remains
etymologically unclear (Derksen 2008: 245). The first step toward clarification rests on the
recognition that *\krds- was probably more than just an exponent of the meaning ‘beautiful’.
Though the sense of beauty was entrenched from early times, as evident from the meanings of
the reflexes of the derived *krdsvns (OCS krasonw ‘beautiful’, Russ. krasnyj ‘red, [obs., coll.]
beautiful’, Pol. krasny [poet.] ‘red, beautiful’, Bulgarian krasen ‘beautiful’), it is clear that the
primary domain of this root was chromatic rather than evaluatively aesthetic (e.g. Pol. krasy
‘variegated, colorful” : krasula ‘roan’). Russian krdsit’, for example, has as its primary sense
‘color, dye, paint, stain’ (cf. Pol. krasi¢ ‘paint, decorate’). Given its preform’s denominal relation
to that of krasa (: Russ. kraska ‘paint, tint, color, dye”), it is entirely appropriate to suppose that
*krasa and *krasiti meant ‘color’ and ‘colorare’ respectively, these being the senses echoed by

the above-mentioned Baltic borrowings (OId Lithuanian krosa ‘dye’ : krdsyti ‘dye, paint’, Latv.
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krasa ‘color’ — krasot ‘color, stain, paint’). Since, moreover, *krdsa meant ‘color’, the derived
*krasons would have originally meant ‘colored’ or ‘colorful’, the former sense underlying the
notably Russian ‘red’ in a manner exactly comparable to Spanish colorado ‘id.” (: de color
‘colored’), and the latter forming the basis of the widespread ‘beautiful’ — a sense which might
have assisted the shift from ‘color’ to ‘beauty’ on the part of *krasa itself. It is especially in light
of the apparently secondary status of ‘beauty’ that the proposals concerning this item’s
etymology are to be evaluated.

Though somewhat diffident, Vasmer (1953-1958: s.v. kpaca), who also mentions the
formally untenable association with Lithuanian’s etymological mysterious grozis ‘beauty’ and
grazus ‘beautiful” (v. Smoczynski 2018: 379), opts for a connection with Old Icelandic hrésa
‘gloriari’, hrodr m. ‘glory, praise’, etc. (IEW: s.v. kar-, kara- ‘laut preisen, rithmen’), whose
ancestral root seems to have been *Vkrehz- or *\krehs- (OE hréd 'glory' < *yropi- “id.” <
*Kréhoss-ti- : *kphos-ti- [ Ved. kirti- ‘fame’], Kroonen 2013: 249). This connection, reliant on the
association between beauty and the glory produced through praise, should be dismissed primarily
because it leaves the chromatic senses of *Vkrds-related material unexplained. One would have
to suppose that apparently ancient senses such as ‘color’, ‘paint’, etc. developed as outgrowths of
positive aesthetic senses, themselves secondary to those of social evaluation. Issues of direction
and distance constitute sufficient justification for rejection.

Given the priority of “physical” semantics, Pokorny (1959-1969: 571-572) assigns OCS
krasa ‘venustas, pulchritudo’, etc. to the root reflected in Old English heorp ‘hearth’, namely
what may now be represented as *Vkerhs- ‘burn’ (Goth. hauri n. ‘coal’, Lith. kuriz, kurti
‘kindle’, Kroonen 2013: 258). While what burns may shine and what shines may be beautiful,

there are potentially insurmountable hurdles in form and meaning. The first formal matter is the
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fact that the root reflected in *4rasa would have the shape CREH rather than the CERH of the
root in question. The second formal matter is the status of what would be by this hypothesis a
post-radical *—s— (e.g. OHG harsta f. ‘roaster’, Lith. kdrstas ‘hot’, Latv. karst ‘become hot’).
Though it could in principle be of nominal origin, it seems instead to be the remnant of a verbal
stem-formant comparable to that reflected in BovAopon ‘wish’ (< *g"6l-s-/g™él-s- ‘want’,
Jasanoff 2003: 75-76). These formal considerations would lead to a set of reconstructed choices
(i.e. *krehssehz- : *krohssehz- : krohssehz-) whose morphological and derivational semantic
histories would be difficult to determine. In other words and in particular, it is unclear within
what confines imposed by some series of derivational semantic processes the lexical semantic
story from BURN to COLOR can be situated. This lack of clarity is a major reason for rejecting an
association with *Vkerhs- ‘burn’.

The formal foundation of reasoning in favor of a new association is the need for a
preform whose root syllable was heavy and whose stem ended in the reflex of *-e-hz-. Since
some laryngeal would satisfy the first requirement and a thematic adnominal base would fit the
second, one’s sense of probability calls for a thematic derivative of an s-stem derived from a root
with a vowel immediately preceding a final laryngeal. At first glance, the involvement of such a
root in the etymology of an item belonging to immobile accent paradigm (b) is problematic.%
Instead of suffixal accentuation, what is expected is immobile accent paradigm (a), the usual
outcome for items whose accented roots were in lengthened grade (e.g. *slava [a] ‘glory’ <
*Klouehs- “kAéog”) or whose accented full-grade roots ended in a syllable-closing laryngeal (e.g.

*stati [a] ‘stand’, Dersksen 2008: 465-466). Since the consistently root-accented reflexes of the

104 1 am grateful to Jay Jasanoff (p.c.) for guidance in interpreting accentological data, which are
systematically examined in Jasanoff 2017.
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derived *krasiti and *krdsenw do point to the weight normally responsible for membership of
paradigm (a), the fact that *4rasa belongs to paradigm (b), though not unparalleled (cf. *#rava f.
[b] ‘grass’, Derksen 2008: 496), is admittedly unexplained. Despite this oddity, effectively
nothing should stand in the way of reconstructing a preform with a laryngeal-bearing root in the
dialect ancestral to Proto-Slavic.

In accordance with the hypothesis that the *—s— of *krasa ‘color’ reflects the zero-grade
suffix of an s-stem, and by comparison to the derivative ultimately of *\/zuep- ‘cast’ reflected
by Russian CS vapw ‘color’, it seems appropriate to suppose that the root ancestral to the *kra—
of *krasa is *\kreho- ‘heap, strew’ (‘authiufen, sammeln’, LIV?: 367; cf. Pokorny 1959-1969:
617). The clearest reflex of a verbal derivative to this root is Latvian kraju, krat ‘put aside,
accumulate, amass’. Accordingly, *krasa would reflect either a *krohzsehz- or a *kréhzseh:-
analyzable as derivative of a thematic adnominal derived from an s-stem. By comparison to the
form of Latin fas ‘morally right’ (< *b"éh2-0/es- ‘saying, utterance’, de Vaan 2008: 203), we may
hypothesize that the s-stem to *Vkrehz- was a *kréhz-o/es- ‘heaping, strewing, spreading,
covering’ for which there is some indirect evidence in Baltic.

Lithuanian and Latvian respectively attest to a krdsnis, -ies f. ‘(stone-)stove; pile of
stones’ and krasns ‘stove’, which Smoczynski (2018: 613) and Karulis (1992: 419) both connect
with Latvian kraju, krat ‘amass’. While Smoczynski’s connection with krat and thus *\kreh- is
entirely justified, what this scholar analyzes as a suffix -sni- is in need of further clarification. If
we compare the dialectal Latvian krasts m. ‘oven’ (: krastit ‘collect, hoard’), we may suppose a
formation similar to Latin fastus ‘right’ («— fas ‘id.”), that is, a possessive in -t0- derived from an
s-stem basic to a *-nd- stem from which the ancestor of this -sni- stem was formed. Since that s-

stem had the sense ‘heaping, heap’, its derivative, namely *krhz-s-no- (cf. Aoyvog ‘lamp’ < *IUk-
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s-no- ‘the lighted” «— *luk-s-no- ‘lighted” « *léuk-o/es- ‘light’), would have borne a meaning
‘heaped’ subsequently determined by means of the acrostatic i-stem derivative *kréhz-s-n-i- ‘the
heaped, heap’ ancestral to the Baltic cognates.

Given the evidence for an s-stem, we may proceed with the hypothesis that the preform
of *krasa was derived from a simple thematic derivative of *krehz-o/es- ‘heaping, strewing,
spreading, covering’. There are in principle two possibilities: a possessive *krhz-s-6- ‘spreading,
spread, covered, etc.’ or a genitival *kreh2-s-0- ‘of the spreading, covering’. Though it is of
course impossible to determine with certainty which of the two was involved, an appeal to
comparison with an item in the same semantic domain seems justified. Just as *(h2)u6p-o- ‘the
strewing’ was the base of the genitival *(h2)uop-0- ‘(thing) of the strewing’ ancestral to Russian
CS vapw “color, paint’, it is imaginable that *kréhz-o/es- was the base of a *krehz-s-6- basic to a
*kréhz-s-e-hz- meaning ‘that which is of the spreading, covering’. If we compare the
etymologically superimpositive and the ameliorable but basically chromatic semantics of Latin
color and Vedic varna- (cf. Olr. dath ‘color’), we might be able to conceive of what *krasa and
its preform meant to certain denizens of (post-)chalcolithic Ukraine. While it is possible that
*krasa could express the sense ‘beauty’ as outgrowth of ‘color’, what is certain is that, by the
time Proto-Slavic came into being, the meaning of this lexeme had already been determined by
SURFACE FOR COLOR (: SPREAD FOR SURFACE).

In our treatment of the etymologies of Vedic vapus- ‘wonder’ and OCS krasa
‘adornment’, we have identified two conceptions, FORM FOR BEAUTY and COLOR FOR BEAUTY,
on the basis of which the reflexes of *hzuép-u-s- ‘the spread, form” and *kréhz-s-e-hz- “that
which is of the spreading, color’ came to mean ‘wonderful form” and ‘beauty’ respectively. With

the aid of lexicalizations and human conditions discussed throughout this chapter, we have
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provided ample illustration of the fundamental relations between BEAUTY, general aesthetic
concepts, and those of superimpositive activity. We are now at long last entirely prepared to
discuss the realization of such relations in the semantic range reconstructible for *k6/él-u- and
*k6/é1-i- as well as the derivationally reproduced portion of that range by means of which the
Property Concept investigated in this work was lexicalized in the dialect ancestral to Greek.

By virtue of their derivation from the adnominal *kel-0- ‘covering, covered’ (— *kél-o-
‘the covering, covered’ > Luwian *zalla- ‘hiding place’ [— zalli-® ‘cover’]; > MIr. cel ‘death’),
*[6/él-u- and *k6/él-i- would of course have meant ‘the covering, covered’ theoretically in all
the senses made available by their status as determinate derivatives of a possessive adnominal
derived ultimately from the tri-argumental *Vkel- ‘cover’. Within this set of possibilities, it can
be assumed that the basic sense was either that of a verbal abstract (‘covering’) or of an exemplar
identifiable with the root’s instrument argument (‘covering, cover’). In light of the conceptual
neighborhood of COVER (: PROTECT : CONCEAL), it can also be assumed that this abstract vs.
concrete (or function vs. argument) distinction would be seamlessly reproduced in the senses of
‘protection’ and ‘concealment’, the latter of which is of particular interest because of its
introduction of an additional argument concerned with whether it experienced some stimulus.
While in the sense of ‘concealment’ the purpose of the instrument argument is to ensure the non-
occurrence of such experience, an inanimate exemplar of the sense ‘covering’ could conceivably
serve as an object of experience on the basis of its role as an instrument whose superimposition
is the basis of a surface. This general reasoning leads us to suppose that *k6/él-u- and *k6/él-i-
were very likely used in a sense approaching that of émdvewa ‘perceptible surface’ as an
expression of COVER FOR SURFACE. The question that confronts us is what additional senses can

be inferred on that basis.
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By comparison to the instrument-denoting exemplar *kél-os- reflected by Latin color, it
is probable that *£6/él-u- and *£6/él-i- could express the sense ‘color’ (SURFACE FOR COLOR).
There is in fact some evidence that *k6/él-u- in particular expressed this sense. As listed by
Smoczynski (2018: 1351), the Lithuanian ichthyonym salvis, -iés (a.p. 4) f., beside which one
finds salvas m. as a dialectal variant, may be used to refer to the brown trout (salmo trutta fario),
the brook trout (salvelinus fontinalis), the whitefish (coregonus), or the greyling (thymallus
thymallus). Though the form is often compared to Russian solovéj ‘nightingale’, the connection
is uncertain due to the possibility of its preform’s derivation from a Proto-Slavic *solvs cognate
with ON s¢lr “dirty-yellow’, OHG salwo ‘id.’, etc. (Derksen 2008: 460-461). As Smoczynski
himself notes, the Transponat (corresponding to the dialectal variant saivas) would be a *ol-yo-
of some description. In light of the tendency to refer to fish by their color both generally and
specifically, this reconstruction is best analyzed as a possessive derivative of a *k6l-u- that meant
‘color’. We can accordingly suppose that, while the dialectal salvas reflects the substantival use
of a possessive adjective *kol-u-6- ‘colored’, the preform of the standard Salvis was derived on
the basis of its thematic base’s adjectival use.'%®

Though this Lithuanian term may offer evidence for the sense ‘color’ attributable to
*[6/él-u- in particular, we are not in a position to infer that both *£6/él-u- and *k6/él-i- expressed
that sense. What can at the very least be assumed is that, on the basis of an eventually dominant
sense ‘(perceptible) surface’, both *£6/él-u- and *£6/él-i- could be used to refer to the external

appearance of an entity (SURFACE FOR FORM). In consideration of all the evidence and patterns

of thought surveyed, nothing should prevent us from supposing that, deep within the

1051 thank Miguel Karl Villanueva Svensson (p.c.) for discussion concerning the prehistory of
the accent of these forms.
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protolanguage, the semantic range of both *k6/él-u- and *k6/él-i- underwent the same expansion
into the territory of what may be generally represented as ‘form’.

If, as is now more than imaginable, a major sense of both *k6/él-u- and *£6/él-i- was
indeed ‘form’, it is conceivable, especially in light of the development inferable for *h2uép-u-s-
> vapus- ‘wonderful form’, that both terms could bear the sense ‘beauty’. Time and again, we
have observed cases where evaluatively neutral, general aesthetic substantives are used in an
apparently ameliorated sense. The observable fact is that, once a sense in the territory of ‘form’
is acquired and centralized by a given lexeme, that lexeme is predisposed to express an
apparently positive sense (e.g. 601 6’ &mt pev popen Enéwv, Evi 8& epéveg éoBrai. [A 367]). The
pragmatics of this phenomenon are fairly clear; interlocutors assume each other’s willingness to
be informative (Grice 1975). Since ‘good form’ contains more information than ‘form’, it is
understandable that there should arise many a context in which the specific sense would be
preferred. The underlying question concerns the predisposition for amelioration in particular;
after all, an equally evaluative sense ‘bad form” would carry just as much information.

When we ask such a question, we are of course no longer solely in the territory of lexical
semantics and pragmatics, but of conceptual analysis and philosophy. At the descriptive level of
conceptual relations, we may observe that the lexical semantic tendency for substantives of the
meaning ‘form’ to be used with a sense in the vicinity of ‘beauty’ is a necessarily recurrent
expression of an essential (i.e. hardwired) pattern of thought representable as FORM FOR
BEAUTY.1% Given this essential status, it stands to reason that the lexical semantic tendency may

be better understood if we attempt to develop some sense of what motivates the underlying

106 For discussion of developmental stages in one’s conceptualization of BEAUTY, see Diessner et
al. 2016, especially page 43, where an interviewee is reported to have conceptualized the
property concept as CONTENT, as opposed to the conception by means of FORM discussed here.
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conception. Understanding why FORM should be a means by which BEAUTY may be
conceptualized requires some consideration of the properties of the concepts. In this work, we
have defined FORM as an ordered percept or generic object of aesthesis, and may define BEAUTY
as the form of value when desire is an end in and of itself (i.e. desire to desire). As ordered
percept, form is at the foundation of our ability to assign objects to sets. In the absence of form,
there is no basis for value, meaning, and desire. Life (yvyn), as a desiderative principle, would
be impossible. As an adaptive recursive function, this principle induces the desiderative unit to
continue to assign objects to sets and thus to remain alive long enough for its genetic or
memetic'®” material to be copied. In terms of what may be termed “existential semantics”, beauty
appears to be an adaptation that induces the experience of value and meaningfulness necessary
for the desiderative unit to persist in its engagement with form.1% There is thus a necessary
relationship between the two concepts, conditioning the conceptualization of BEAUTY by means
of FORM.

While we can assume that this conception was responsible for the occasional use of
*[6/él-u- and *k6/él-i- ‘form, outward appearance’ in a sense approaching ‘beauty’, it is unclear
whether such an ameliorated sense was ever centralized as the primary meaning in the
protolanguage itself. If such centralization did occur, the meaning of any of their possessive
derivatives would be expected to correspond to the Property Concept. For example, as noted by
Schindler himself (1980: 392), the adjective corresponding to the PDE root noun beauty is the

derived beautiful. If, however, the centralization of ‘beauty’ (vel sim.) on the part of *k6/él-u-

107 For the original discussion of this imaginable unit of cultural replication, see Dawkins 1989:
192ff.

108 For discussion of beauty and aesthetics from the standpoint of neuroscience and evolutionary
psychology, see Chatterjee 2014.
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and *k6/él-i- is a bridge too far, there is another path by which the PC meaning might have
developed.

Recognition of this path depends upon the general observation that the meaning of a
possessive sometimes diverges from what is mathematically expected of such a derivative
(Nussbaum p.c.). For example, while the meaning of Latin barbdatus ‘bearded’ is entirely
predictable on the basis of barba ‘beard’, linatus from litna ‘moon’ does not mean ‘having the
moon’, but ‘having the shape of the moon’. This general phenomenon instantiates itself in an
especially apposite manner in the relationship between Latin forma ‘form’ and its possessive
formosus ‘beautiful’. Though the former does indeed have the sense ‘beauty’ in accordance with
the tendency discussed above, its primary meaning is the neutral ‘figure, shape, appearance’. The
meaning of the latter, however, is only positive. Just as PDE shapely, the possessive adjective
derived from shape, does not mean ‘having shape, shaped’, but uniformly ‘well-shaped’, the
positive evaluative meaning of the derivative formasus is configured on the basis of only one
particular sense belonging to its base. We have already identified the causes of such
configuration. On the conceptual side, one may note the underlying correlation of form and
beauty responsible for amelioration, and, on the pragmatic side, the desire for and thus
attribution of value to additional information in the form of specificity; after all, all sorts of
things have forma, but only some things have one worth mentioning.

It is at this point that we are in a position to specify the exact forms in whose meaning it
can be supposed that the Property Concept corresponding to Proto-Greek *vkal- was first
realized: a *k/-u-6- and a *k/-j-6- ancestral to the *kal-w6- and *kal-i6- reconstructed for Proto-
Greek. It is by now entirely clear that the only plausible analysis for these preforms is as simple

thematic possessives to whose bases their *-6- was affixed with such violence as to result in an
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absolute zero-grade — a phenomenon indicative of considerable antiquity. To exemplify this
derivation from and its effects on a u-stem, we may note that Tocharian B enkwe ‘man’ (TA ork
‘1d.”), which Campanile (1969) connected with Greek véxvg ‘corpse’ (cf. Av. nasu- ‘id.”), must
reflect a *pk-y-6- ‘with death, which dies, i.e. mortal’, precisely analyzable as a possessive of
*n6/ék-u- ‘death’ (Hackstein 2019: 108 with refs.). As for derivation from an i-stem, the Vedic
adverbial accusative tiiyam ‘swiftly’, whose immediate ancestor was formed by accent-retraction
and whose divergence in semantics from Vtav'- “strong’ supports its antiquity, points to a *tuha-i-
0- ‘strong’ derivable from a *t6/éuh2-i- ‘swollen strength’ reflected as the FCM tuvi- ‘strong’
(e.g. tuvijata- ‘of mighty birth’, Nussbaum p.c.); the adjective tavya- ‘strong’, by contrast, would
reflect a more recent layer of derivation from the i-stem.

For Greek, we may cite koipog ‘decisive time’, reflecting a radical zero-grade *ky-i-0-
analyzable as a possessive of an i-stem substantive *kor-i-/kér-i- ‘the cutting, cut’ (‘biting one’ >
kopig m. ‘bedbug’, Russ. kors f. ‘moth’) derived ultimately from *N(s)ker- ‘cut’ (: keipo ‘cut
short, shear’, Wilamowitz 1880: 508). By contrast, Aobccov ‘pith of the fir-tree’ (v. Nussbaum
1999a: 403), especially in light of Old English lieg ‘fire, flame, lightning’ (< *louk-i-
‘luminance’), would have to be explained by supposing the addition of the possessive *-0- to the
strong stem of the i-stem. The same phenomenon is arguably encountered in the preform of the
above-discussed salvas ‘greyling’. If, as seems likely, the Lithuanian ichthyonym does go back
to a *kol-y-6- “colored’, it is conceivably a younger derivative of *k6/él-u- than the *k/-y-6-
paired with the possessive derived from the i-stem.

The most striking feature of the derivation is the nature of this pairing. It is characterized
by complete morphological, syntactic, and lexical semantic parallelism. Only in one segment did

these forms differ. In all other respects, *k/-u-6- and *k/-i-6- must have been all but identical. At
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the morphological and derivational semantic level, such identity is predictable; both forms were
derived from stems derived in turn from the same thematic source!® (i.e. *kel-6- ‘covering’).
What is peculiar morphosemantically and lexically is the length of time during which the
preforms of *kal-wo- and *kal-i0- had to have clung to each other without breaking off to
contribute to or form families of their own, as in the case of the *mik-wo- ‘little’ ancestral to
uikkog “id.” (; pik-pog ‘id.”) and the *mik-i6- ‘id.”10 basic to the *mik-jé-je/o- ‘belittle, despise’
ancestral to picéw ‘hate’ (: picoc ‘id.”). In other words, *k/-u-0- and *kj-i-6- were understood for
a very long time to be derivatives of the same root. The only way in which such enduring co-
radicality is imaginable is to suppose that their PC meaning was so removed from the non-
aesthetic senses of their bases and of other *~/kel- derivatives that the *4/- of *k/-y-6- and *£/-j-0-
could be learned by many as its own (adjectival) root. Yet it is of course unclear whether a
derivation *VK/- ‘beautiful’ — *kJ-u0- : *kJ-i6- was truly an option in the language ancestral to
Greek and Indo-Iranian. There is no comparative evidence for something so specific. What can
instead be proposed for both branches is a remarkably close parallelism in the use of historically
co-radical material.

Uncovering that parallelism involves the hypothesis of another kind of parallel
derivation. In the case of *£J--0- and *XJ-i-6-, both the form and meaning of the derivatives are
due to their status as cousins derived from single parents sprung from a single source. Since the
sisters *k6/él-u- and *k6/él-i- both meant ‘form’, their consobrinal offspring would convey the

meaning ‘well-formed, beautiful’ by virtue of a possessive derivation that in each case happened

109 1n principle, that thematic source might otherwise have been the *£(/)I-6- derived from the
root noun.

110 The u-stem and i-stem bases of the preforms of these thematic adjectives were presumably
derived from the preform of pixkog ‘uikpdc’.
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to be realized by the addition of a suffix, i.e., externally. Attention to the incidentally external
nature of their possessive derivation entails the prediction that the meaning ‘formosus’ could also
be expressed by an item formed by internal derivation. It is therefore conceivable that, just as
*6/él-u- and *k6/él-i- formed *kj-u-6- and *kj-i-0-, the acrostatics were also basic to a *£él-u-
Ik())1-éu- and a *kél-i-/k(])1-éi- that inflected proterokinetically.

In the case of *k6/él-u- “covering’, there is some evidence that such a derivation took
place. Despite its status as non-evidence for derivation on the basis of the sense ‘form’, kGAvE,
kaivkog f. ‘seed-vessel, husk, shell, pod, flower-cup’ clearly has the right meaning for analysis
as historically co-radical with kaAdmto ‘cover’. Just as this verbal stem points to the retention of
a Lindeman variant in a sequence no longer subject to the law (i.e. *k/lub"-je/o- ‘render
covered”), it is quite imaginable that, when *k6/él-u- ‘covering’ formed the adjective *kél-u-
Ik())1-€éy- “(with) covering’, the variant stem-shape *£/l-u-, inferred from the strong and weak
stem, was morphologized before being selected as the base of a determinate &-stem *k/I-u-k- “the
covering’ (cf. *shi-én-e-k- ‘the old’ [Lat. senex] «— *shi-én-o- ‘old’ [Ved. sana- ‘id.’, Lith. sénas
‘id.”]).

In the case of the i-stem, however, there is not only indirect evidence for a proterokinetic
derivative, but also for its derivation from *k6/él-i- with the exact aesthetic sense hypothesized.
Insofar as *k6/él-i- meant ‘form’, *kél-i-/kl-éi-, the internal sister of external *kj-i-6-, would have
meant ‘well-formed’. To a degree, therefore, *k6/él-i- was the abstract substantive corresponding
to two parallelly derived possessive adjectives, one of which was *kél-i-/kl-éi-. Yet given the
salience of the PC meaning proper to the possessive adjective, it is conceivable that speakers felt
a need for the adjective’s specific lexical meaning to be realized in an (abstract) substantive

corresponding to *kél-i-/kl-é;- itself. In other words, there was a need for a substantive with the
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meaning ‘formositas, beauty’. Such a derivative is most easily imagined if we compare what
appears to be a determinate hz-stem derived from a proterokinetic adjective. As discussed in
Chapter 8, the *séj(h1)d"hi-u-/sih1d"hi-€éy- ‘straight, direct’ ancestral to Cretan £i00¢* and lonic
B¢ must have been the base of the *sihid"hi--hz- “direction’ ancestral to ibug f. “direction,
goal’ (mdioav £€n” Bvv “for every enterprise’ [8 434]). Just as the base’s absolute zero-grade was
selected for the stem in *-ha- (i.e. *sihid"hi-G- — *sihid"hi-G-h2-), it is possible that *kél-i-/kl-é;-,
from which the form *£lI-i- could be inferred, was the base of a *£lI-i-h2- arguably ancestral to
Vedic s$ri- ‘beauty’ (Av. sri- “id.”).11

Before pursuing this etymology in its own right, it is of course necessary to observe that
there is reason to doubt this lexeme’s traditional association with kpgiov/kpéwv, —ovtog ‘lord,
ruler’, solely on the basis of which a *Vkreihx- with the meaning ‘splendid’ or ‘conspicuous’ has
been deemed reconstructible (*krejhx-ont- “glorious’, Nussbaum 1976: 104—105; Narten 1987;
Mayrhofer 1986-2001 Il: 665-666; ‘sich auszeichnen, vortrefflich sein’, LIV 337). As argued
by Lucien van Beek (2014), the immediate preform of kpeimv/xpéwv is an Attic-lonic *kpnov
whose reflex underwent quantitative metathesis (i.e. kpéwv), but whose first syllable’s original
quantity was represented with the <ei> of Epic kpeiwv (i.e. no metrical lengthening per se).
Given the appearance of kpeiov/kpéwv mostly and most notably in Homer and later poetry, it is
plausibly argued that, wherever the form occurs outside of Attic or lonic (e.g. Pindar, Cypriote

inscriptions), it is a borrowing from the influential lonic of the Epic tradition.

111 | thank Alan Nussbaum for bringing to my attention the possibility of associating Vsray'-
“beautiful” with Vicok- “id.”. It is, moreover, interesting to observe that sri- is something that can
be worn (Agni; sriyam vdasano amyto viceta “dressing himself in beauty, immortal and
discriminating,” RV 2.10.1), as is the case for vapus- (Dawn; padya vaste pururiipa vapiimsi
“[a]t her feet she of many shapes [=Dawn] clothes herself in wondrous forms.” 3.55.14).
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On the basis of such argumentation as well as the observation that, as far as can be
discerned, the meaning of kpeiwv/kpémv is solely political (rather than aesthetic), van Beek
proposes to derive kpéwv, whose stem in —ovt- is convincingly argued to be an innovation (cf.
Aév ‘lion’ : Aéarva ‘lioness’), from a Proto-Greek *krahon- akin to *krhz-s-n- ‘head’ (Ved. gen.
sirsnéh, cf. xpatdg < *krahstls ‘of the head’). By appeal to derivation from locatives in
descriptive *-én proposed by Nussbaum (1986: 186-194), it is conceivable, as noted — but not
preferred — by van Beek himself (2014: 117), that the form *krh2-s-én “at the head’ (> Ved.
Sirsan ‘id.”) was the base of a *krhz-s-0n- (or *kréhz-s-on-) meaning ‘the one at the head’. Given
the fundamentality of the conception LEADER IS HEAD (cf. OF chief ‘leader’ < VL capus ‘caput’,
Heb. ¥Xn ‘head, leader’, etc.), we can assume that the preform of xpéwv was used to refer to the
person belonging to a part of a political or military group conceptualized as the head of an
organism with which that entire group is identified.

If, as seems likely, the reaffiliation of kpéwv denies justification to the reconstruction of
*kreihx-, the Vsray'- of which sri- is a primary derivative must be explained in a new way. In
particular, given that s7i- (Av. sri-) is synchronically a root noun parallel to other primary
derivatives (a-srira- ‘ugly’ [Av. srira- ‘beautiful’] : §réyas- ‘more b.” [Av. srayah-] : sréstha-
‘most b.” [Av. sraésta-]), we must consider how, in light of our hypothetical *41-i-ho-
‘formositas’, (the preform of) Proto-Indo-Iranian *\¢lajH- ‘beautiful’ came into being. It turns
out that it is not difficult to motivate the existence of such a secondary root; it all hinges on the
reanalysis of a secondary adjective as primary. As we observed in the genesis of the *Vsyeh:-
‘long’ secondary to *Vsehi- ‘long’, sometime after the u-stem *s6/éhi-u- ‘length’ formed a
possessive *shi-u-mad- > *suhi-mo- ‘lengthy, long” (: OHG vir-sumen ‘neglect, delay’), the

adjectival derivative in *-md- could be reinterpreted as the bearer of a suffix added to the zero-

310



grade of a Property Conceptual *\suehi- from which, characteristically, it was possible to derive
a *suéhi-i0s- ‘longer, elder’ (Bactrian youoyo ‘elder’) and a *suéhi-isto- ‘longest, eldest’ (Av.
huuoista- ‘eldest’) by suffixal substitution and the insertion of a new full-grade (cf. YAv. tax-
ma- “firm’ : tgs-iiah- ‘firmer’ : tanc-ista- ‘firmest’). In the same way, it is appealing to suppose
that the preforms of sréyas- ‘more b.” (Av. srayah-) and sréstha- ‘most b.” (Av. sraésta-) were
derived from a newly analyzable root by the insertion of full-grade and, in particular, the
replacement of the suffix forming the stem of a possessive adjective interpreted as the exponent
of the positive degree. In all likelihood, that possessive adjective can be identified as the preform
of Avestan srira- ‘beautiful’.

Just as Schindler (1980: 392) observed that the historical analysis of srira- ‘schon’ was as
a derivative of the root noun sri- ‘Schonheit’, one can easily imagine that the preform of srira-
was a possessive *klih2-ro- ‘beautiful’ formed from *£lihz- ‘beauty’ as had *k€él-i-/kl-e;-
‘formosus’ (: *k[-i-6-) been formed from *k6/él-i- ‘form’. Moreover, in a manner comparable to
the way in which *kél-i-/kl-ei- ‘formosus’ came to be sufficiently distinct from a possibly
moribund *k6/él-i- as to merit its own substantival derivative, that derivative eventually required
an adjectival derivative of its own. It is accordingly imaginable that, when that adjective was
formed, its distinctively Calandish *-rg- was felt to be an addition to the stem of what was in
effect a root noun *klih2- like PDE beauty itself. Thus in the fullness of time were *lih.- and its
derivative *£liho-ro- ‘beautiful’ possibly reanalyzed as parallel derivatives of a root *\klejh,-
basic to its own *kléihz-i0s- (> *élaiH-ias-) and *kléiho-isto- (> *¢élaiH-ista-).

If, however, we compare the role of the preform of £x0poc “hateful’ (: éxBiov : £xOioT0C),
the reflex of a merely descriptive adjective in *-ro- (i.e. *eg"-s-t-r-6- ‘external’), in

singlehandedly generating its own einzelsprachlich Caland system, it is not difficult to imagine
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that the root from which our adjective in *-r6- was formed only arose in Proto-Indo-Iranian. The
safest position would thus be that Proto-Indo-Iranian *NélaiH- ‘beautiful’ and Proto-Greek
*Vkal- do not reflect secondary adjectival roots that existed in the dialect ancestral to both
branches, but that the materials from which these roots were generated certainly did. What
evidently occurred was the inheritance of *klih2- (— *klih2-ré-) in the east, and that of *k/u0-
and *Jio- in the west.

Just as *kél-i-/kl-ej- was the base of the *klihz- indirectly underlying the particular Caland
system attested in Indo-Iranian, one can assume that the emergence of a *\kal- with Calandish
derivatives is proximately attributable to the formation of an s-stem substantive from *£/i6- or its
reflex. Whether this s-stem was formed as a *4/-i-o/es- in the dialect ancestral to Proto-Greek or
as a *kal-ios- in Proto-Greek itself cannot be determined. What can be safely inferred is the
cause of only adding the suffix and retracting the accent (cf. kdpog ‘power’ < *k(ihi-r-o/es- «
*kuhs1-ro- [: Ved. siira- “strong’]), rather than additionally installing a radical e-grade to receive it
(cf. Ved. pdrinas- ‘fullness’ : parna- ‘full’).

At some point during the coexistence of the homosemous thematic possessives, lexical
loss and replacement must have denied speakers the evidence necessary to maintain the
connection of *£/u6- and *Ji6- with *Vkel- ‘cover’. Accordingly, when a substantive expressive
of their peculiar (PC) meaning was required — the characteristically Calandish option being an s-
stem with radical é-grade — no such radical é-grade was installed, as there was no allomorphic
parallel.*? Just as the preform of Bpifog ‘weight” was formed from *g*rih2d"h1-0- ‘rendered

heavy’, it can be assumed that *£/-j-0/es- (> *k3l-jos-) was formed from */-i(-)6- (> *kal-i6-)

121t is in this light that the objection of Thompson Clarke (1988: 141), who claims that the
absence of radical e-grade may disfavor an Indo-European etymology, cannot be sustained.

312



without a new full-grade simply because zero was the only known grade in which this PC root
appeared. By the time the s-stem was formed, we may readily suppose that any regular
morphosemantic association between the verbal *Vkel- (; kaddmto ‘cover’) and an adjectival

*\kJ- (> *Vkal- > Viah- — kdAhog : kakoc ‘beautiful’) had effectively ceased to exist.
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CONCLUSION
This study has served as an attempt to investigate the Property Concept BEAUTIFUL in terms of
its interrelations in a conceptual system. Given the insight into that system uniquely provided
through the formal lens of linguistic inquiry, we have operated under the assumption that an
investigation into how a family of Ancient Greek words came to express the concept in question
can deepen our understanding of the concept itself. While investigating the historical cause of the
fact that kaAdg means ‘beautiful’ is the specific means to this end, the general aim of the study
has been an examination of the philological, linguistic, and conceptual context in which the
etymology of VkaA- proposed here is situated.

In the Introduction, we observed the frequency and formulaic behavior of forms of Vka-
used with terms for skin, hair, armor, and clothing. This observation is consistent with and
supportive of the derivation from Proto-Indo-European *kel- ‘cover’, but neglected in the
previous accounts surveyed in Chapter 1. The major problem with these accounts is still a
common feature of much work in Greek and Indo-European linguistics and etymology: the
association of phonologically resemblant roots whose meanings appear associable with whatever
attested lexeme is in question. Since etymology is only feasible in the context of classes of data
and of the theories necessary for their historical interpretation, Chapters 2 and 3 served to discuss
that context from the Greek standpoint, while Chapters 4 to 8 addressed nominal morphology
and derivational semantic categories for Indo-European in general. With this formal background,
we proceeded in Chapter 9 to consider the interface between the evaluative Property Concept
BEAUTIFUL and the kind of lexical meanings eventually attributed to our reconstructed
derivatives of the associated PIE root. Such consideration consisted of a network-based analysis

of Indo-European terms and concepts in the domain of FORM. The relationship between FORM
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and the concept in question was analyzed in such a way as to aetiologize the lexical semantic
developments underlying the family of Greek words in etymological pursuit of which this
contextualizing study was structured. It is by reference to this attempt to contextualize that | hope
broader and deeper historical and comparative research into concepts and their linguistic

expression may be undertaken.

Derivational Sequence

*\kel- ‘cover’ — *k6l-0- ‘covering’ (subst.) — *kel-6- ‘covering, covered’ (adj.)

*fel-6- — *k6/él-i- ‘covering, surface, form’ (subst.) — *£/-j-6- ‘shapely’ (adj.) — *kj-i-oles-
‘shapeliness’ (subst.) > kGAAog ‘beauty’

*el-6- — *k0/él-u- ‘covering, surface, form’ (subst.) — *k/-y-6- ‘shapely’ (adj.) > kaAdc
‘beautiful’
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