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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
The Development of the Indo-European *-wr-/-wen-Heteroclites in Sanskrit and Beyond
by

John Bunyan Clayton V
Doctor of Philosophy in Indo-European Studies
University of California, Los Angeles, 2023

Professor Stephanie W. Jamison, Chair

The heteroclitic nominals of Indo-European retain one of the oldest types of inflection in the family,
one with suffix-final -7- in certain cases and -z- in others. This alternation finds no parallel elsewhere
in Indo-European morphology and has been considered one of the characteristic traits of an archaic
Indo-European language. This dissertation examines a subcategory of these nominals, the *-wr-/-
w(¢/o)n-heteroclites in the Sanskrit language with comparative phonological, morphological, and
mythopoetic evidence from the other Indo-European languages. This study finds that numerous
*-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites has gone unnoticed because of the obscuring effects of the metathesis
rule *wr > *ru. The resulting Sanskrit -ru- and -/u- nominals could be built either to verbal
roots or to *-éhy-abstracts and frequently functioned as animate adjectives. The discovery of
these -ru- and -lu- adjectives provides new insight into the morphophonological system of Indo-
European and demonstrates the predictive power of the compositional method, which models
Indo-European morphology with discrete, accentually tagged morphemes, over the older Erlangen
model, which applies abstract templates or vowel melodies over strings of morphemes. These
heteroclitic adjectives also represent a morphological innovation within the Indo-European family
that does not appear in the earliest attested branch of the family, Anatolian. A large class of
*-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclitic nominals attaches to inherited *-éhy-abstracts—a pattern examined in
Sanskrit and throughout the other Indo-European languages. These *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions
are shown to be an archaic feature of the family with reflexes throughout the nominal and verbal
systems of various daughter branches including Indo-Iranian, Anatolian, Ancient Greek, Latin, and

Tocharian.
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pivanam mesdm apacanta vird ' n'yupta aksa dnu divd asan |
d'va dhanum brhatim apsi antdh ' pavitravanta caratah pundnta ||
‘The heroes cooked a fat ram; there were dice strewn down for gaming.

Two roam the lofty steppe, provided with filters, purifying in the waters.’

— RV 10.27.17 (after J&B)

"¢ dro, Ildtpoxhog 8¢ ik Encmeifed’ Etalpey.
a0Tdp 6 ve xpelov uéya xEBBokev €v mupog Ay,
ev &’ dpa vétov E0mp’ Glog xal mlovog alyde
v 8¢ ouog oLdhoto Pdyy tebaluioy dholpf.
¢ 8 Exev AVTouédwy, tduvey 8’ dpo dlog Aythheve.
‘Thus Achilles spoke, and Patroclus trusted his dear companion.
Then he threw down a butcher board in the light of the fire,
And on it he put the loin of a lamb and of a fat goat,
And on those, the rack of a porky sow swelling with lard.

And Automedon steadied for him, and shining Achilles began to cut.’

— 11. 9.205-209

To my family,
who have always

slain the fatted calf for me.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 Hetroclites and their history

From the earliest human prehistory, fire and water have played a dominant role in daily life and
survival—providing heat and cooling, illumination and reflection, sustenance and refreshment,
destruction and growth, purification and ablution. It is no wonder, then, that these concepts were
central to Indo-European religion and that the names of the raw substances in Proto-Indo-European,
*péhywr and *wodr, are inherited into the Present-Day English words fire and water with relatively
few complications. But the inflection of these Proto-Indo-European words was by no means simple
and have represented a central crux of the Indo-European nominal system. Morphologists use the
term “heteroclisis” (literally ‘different inflections’) to describe paradigms either where the multiple
inflectional categories appear together (Table 1.1) or where multiple stems appear together (Table

1.2).

Table 1.1: L epulum ‘feast’ Table 1.2: L femur ‘thigh(bone)’
N.SG F.PL N.SG N.PL
NOM epulum  epulae NOM/AcC  femur femora
AcCC epulum  epulas GEN feminis  feminum
GEN epult  epularum DAT femint  feminibus
DAT/ABL  epulo epults ABL femine feminibus

In the case of epulum, the stem remains the same throughout, but the category of endings changes

between the singular and plural, going from neuter second-declension endings to feminine first-
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declension endings. This type of heteroclisis may submit to a different type of analysis, however:
it could easily be argued that epulum only changes gender between the singular and plural and that
each gender selects its default inflectional endings. For femur, on the other hand, the inflectional
endings come from one inflectional category, but the final -r- of the stem in the nominative, ac-
cusative, and vocative becomes an -n- in the other paradigmatic cells. Unlike the epulum type, this
paradigm cannot be explained by simply appealing to a change in gender or inflectional category;
instead, the change between femur and femin- requires suppletive stem morphemes. The Proto-
Indo-European words *péhowr ‘fire’ and *wddr ‘water’ fall into this latter category and show the

same *-r- ~ *-p- alternation seen in femur:!

Table 1.3: PIE *péhywr ‘fire’ Table 1.4: PIE *wddr ‘water’
N.SG N.PL N.SG N.PL
NOM/ACC *péhywr *phywor NOM/ACC *wodr *yweédor
GEN *phywén(°fe)s  *puhyndéh;zom GEN *wédn(°le)s *wédnoh;;zom
DAT *phywéney *puhynos DAT *wédney *wédnos

It is this latter category of heteroclites, and specifically those that show a stem-final *-w(/e)r-
~ *-w(¢fe)n-2 alternation in Indo-European, that shall be the focus of this dissertation. Crucially,
this heteroclitic stem allomorphy does not have a synchronic phonological basis within any attested
language or even a widely accepted explanation within the prehistory of the Indo-European language
family. The inflectional peculiarity of these forms seems to lie squarely in the domain of the
morphology; were the alternation synchronically derivable from a single underlying form, the

category would not be considered heteroclitic.

IThe reconstructions are based mainly on Yates (2021a).

2Where notations like *-w(o/e)n- appear, the (¢/e) indicates cases where various vowels may be reconstructed
within a given morpheme. This variation may occur for several reasons. For instance, the daughter languages may
irreconcilably disagree about the reconstruction of a given morpheme, as in the athematic Gen.sG ending, which may

be reconstructed as *-s, *-es, or *-0s depending on the daughter language under investigation. On the other hand, some



1.1.1 The importance of heteroclisis to Indo-European studies

The heteroclites have often been acknowledged as one of the hallmarks of an ancient Indo-European

language. The characteristic look of an r (or /) in the strong cases beside n in the weak cases was

identified by Hrozny (1915, 1917) as one of the most important pieces of evidence that helped him

to identify Hittite and prove its status as an archaic Indo-European language.

(1.1) a.

“Sehr wichtig war die Feststellung einer Deklination, die gerade fiir die indogerman-
ischen Sprachen und nur fiir sie besonders charakteristisch ist. Dem Verfasser gelang
es zundchst in dem Worte wa-a-tar mit ziemlicher Wahrscheinlichkeit das hethitische
Wort fiir ,,Wasser* festzustellen, das natiirlich mit altsdchs. watar, ahd. wagzzar, gr.
Udwpe usw. ,,Wasser* identisch ist. Es gelang aber weiter festzustellen, daf3 von diesem
Worte der Gen. sg. nicht etwa *wa-a-tar-as o. 4., sondern itiberraschenderweise wohl
n-e-te-na-as, der Abl./Instr. it-e-te-ni-it/d usw. lautet; statt des -r des Nom. und Akk.
(vgl. die Identitdt des Nom. und Akk. bei dem indogermanischen Neutrum!) bieten
die librigen Kasus des Sg. ein -n-. Denselben Wechsel zwischen -r- und -n- weist aber
das entsprechende indogermanische Wort auch z. B. im Griechischen auf, wo zu Udwp
der Gen. Uda-toc lautet, wobei das o dieser Form bekanntlich aus n entstanden ist!
Es ist die bekannte hochst eigenartige Deklination, die auch z. B. im lat. femur, Gen.
feminis vorliegt. Einen stirkeren Beweis fiir den Indogermanismus des Hethitischen
kann man sich wohl kaum wiinschen.” (Hrozny 1915: 24-25)
‘Very important was the discovery of a declension that is particularly characteristic
precisely of the Indo-European languages and only of them. The author first
managed to discover with considerable likelihood the Hittite word for “water” in

the word wa-a-tar, which naturally is identical to OS watar, OHG wazzar, Gr.

vowel variation stems from the Indo-European system of accent and ablaut explained in §1.3.1, whereby the mid vowels

*¢ and *o may alternate or delete according to incompletely understood morphophonological principles. When (¢/e) or

similar appears in an uninflected morpheme or stem, this indicates that various vocalisms may appear depending on

the specific morphophonological context.



Udwep, etc. Even further he managed to discover that the GEN.sG of this word is not
something like *wa-a-tar-as vel sim. but surprisingly u-e-te-na-as, the ABL/INS
ui-e-te-ni-it/d etc; instead of the -r of the Nom and acc (cf. the identity of the Nom
and acc in the Indo-Euorpean neuter!), the remaining cases of the sG provide
an -n-. The same alternation between -r- and -n- is displayed, however, by the
corresponding Indo-European word also, for example in Greek, where Udwp has
the GeN USa-tog, where the o of this form famously has arisen from n! It is the
famous, extremely peculiar declension that is also present e.g. in L femur, GEN
feminis. One can hardly wish for a stronger argument for the Indo-Europeanism
of Hittite.’

b. “Wichtig ist auch, dal das Hethitische diese Deklination in einer seltenen Reinheit
erhalten hat. . . ; darin ist wohl ein altertiimlicher Zug dieser Sprache zu erblicken.”
(Hrozny 1917: 64)

‘It is also important that Hittite has retained this declension in a rare purity. ..

therein must be glimpsed an archaic trait of this language.’

Likewise, one can hardly wonder why Benveniste (1935) chose the heteroclites as the primary

topic for his work on the “origins of the formation of the nouns in Indo-European”, whose opening

paragraph appears in (1.2).

(1.2)

“On s’accorde a tenir le type nominal dit en r/n pour le vestige le plus archaique
de I’ancienne flexion indo-européenne. Sa singularité méme, la rareté des formes qui
I’attestent, le caractere élémentaire des notions qu’il traduit, I’éviction ou la normalisa-
tion auxquelles il a été soumis de bonne heure, autant de preuves que ce type est une
survivance d’un systeme aboli et que, contrastant par son anomalie avec les formations
courantes, il réleve d’une structure plus ancienne.” (Benveniste 1935: 4)
“There is agreement in taking the nominal type, which are said to be in r/n, as the most
archaic vestige of ancient Indo-European inflection. Its very singularity, the rarity

of the forms that attest it, the elementary character of the notions that it translates,

the elimination or normalization to which it has been subjected at an early stage: so
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many proofs that this type is a legacy of a discarded system and that, as it contrasts
with the common formations because of its anomaly, it pertains to a most ancient

structure.”

1.1.2 A brief history of Indo-European scholarship on heteroclisis

Indeed, since their discovery by de Saussure (e.g. 1879: 223-228), the Indo-European heteroclitic
nominals have never wanted for attention with Schmidt (1889: 172-218) analyzing their plural
formation, Meringer (1891) wrestling with the Vedic inflection of the word *wddr, and Pedersen
(1893) providing an early survey of potential heteroclitic forms and struggling with the *-z-formant
that pervasively appears in the inflection of the *-r-/-n-heteroclites. Not all the forms adduced
in this early literature would stand up to muster, as de Saussure identified three categories of
heteroclites (*-@-/-n-, *-r-/-n-, and *-i-/-n-), of which only the *-r-/-n-heteroclites are now widely
accepted. Regardless, the era-defining grammar of Brugmann? 11.1: 578-582 accepted the category
of heteroclites, and soon thereafter came the monographic treatments of Petersson (1921, 1922),
which were marred in part by his assumption (following Meringer and Pedersen) that Proto-Indo-
European had the nominative endings *-i, *-u, *-r, *-a, *-s, *-g, *-d, and *-t; only *-s represented a
true (animate) nominative ending. The other major flaw with Petersson’s analysis was the omission
of data from the recently deciphered Hittite, whose heteroclites played a starring role in the analysis
of Hrozny (1917: 61-80), as referenced above. And what an omission it was, as the Hittite and
the other Anatolian languages would turn out to have several synchronically productive categories
of heteroclites (*-r/-n-, *-tr/-tn-, *-sr/-sn-, *-wr/-wen-, and marginally *-mr/-mn-) with the *-éh;-
trl-tn-, *-wrl-wen-, and *-mr/-men-heteroclites providing verbal nouns, infinitives, and supines
for the verbal system. The seminal work of Benveniste (1935) provided a clear-eyed analysis and
accounting of the newly discovered Hittite and Indo-European heteroclitic categories and sought
to derive many other nominal suffixes from the relics of such moribund inflectional paradigms

elsewhere in Indo-European.

The next major breakthrough in heteroclitic studies came from a series of papers by Schindler

(1975a, 1975b), where he described the heteroclitic paradigms according to the “Erlangen” model



of PIE morphology (described in §1.3.2.1)—analyses that still hold sway today. Since then, these
obscure and frequently altered heteroclitic inflectional patterns have provided no shortage of fodder
for recent morphonological scholarship (e.g., Oettinger 1982, 2015; Yates 2017a, 2019a, 2021b,
2021c¢). Likewise, some recent attempts have been made at diagnosing the semantics (Friedman
1999) and origins (Adrados 1991; Lipp 2019; Pinault 2019) of the heteroclites, none of which have
received wide approval. Within the individual Indo-European subfamilies, there has been copious
research analyzing the heteroclites in Anatolian (Eichner 1973; 273-419 Starke 1990: 433-572;
Rieken 1999), Ancient Greek (Fraenkel 1909; Hirt 1912: 389-392; Chantraine 1933: 217-220;
Schwyzer 1: 517-521; Dede 2013), Indo-Aryan (AiGr III: 309-319; Hoffmann 1975; Tucker 2019;
Clayton 2021b), Iranian (Kiimmel 2019), Tocharian (Del Tomba 2019, 2021), Celtic (Lambert
1978; Stiiber 1998: 83), Armenian (Olsen 1999: 128-129, 154-158, 163-169), and Germanic
(Klimp 2013).

1.2 Phonology

To fully understand the behaviors of the *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites, we must address a few topics in
the phonology and morphology of Proto-Indo-European. Specifically, the behavior of the sonorants
and their syllabification will play a crucial role in the analysis to follow since the formants in

question, *-wr- and *-wén-, have only sonorants as consonantal material.

1.2.1 Sonorant syllabicity alternations

Critical to the operation of the Indo-European morphological system was the apparent ability of all
Indo-European sonorant consonants to become syllabic under the appropriate contexts. All of the
Indo-European sonorants (*y [j], *w [w], *r [r], * [1], *n [n], *m [m]) had syllabic allophones (*i

[i], *u [u], *r [r], *I [1], *n [n], *m [m]) that arose in phonotactically necessary contexts.

Perhaps the simplest rule-based statement of these phonotactic conditions comes from Schindler

(1977b), who posits the basic syllabification rule in (1.3).



-syl -syl
(1.3) eon — [+syl] / syl syl
-syl # #

(applied iteratively right-to-left)

Some scholars (e.g. Mayrhofer 1986: 160—-161, 168; Jasanoff 2017: 3 & n8; Ringe 2017: 11—
12) assume that *i and perhaps also *u had phonemic status as well as being allophones of *y and
*w respectively. Evidence adduced for phonemic high vowels includes the Gr. thematic locatives
in *-0-i > -ot, which count as disyllabic for accentuation (e.g. olxot ‘at home’ < PIE *wdyk-o-i
Loc.sG; Tofuol ‘on the Isthmus of Corinth’ < PGr. *i(s )t"m-6-i), and exceptional syllabifications in
like **/kur-ko-/ > PIE *kurko- ‘foal’ (H kitrkas, MP (kwlk), Arm. k ‘owrak) for expected *kwrko-
(Byrd 2015: 148—150). The *CurC syllabifications in particular will be a topic of great importance
for analyzing the outcomes of PIE */wr/ sequences. I do not immediately have a solution to this
problem, but the theory espoused by Leiden scholars that the PIE vowel system had only phonemic
mid vowels (*¢ and perhaps *0) seems neither typologically likely nor attestationally motivated. I

would reconstruct the following phonemic vowels for Proto-Indo-European:

(1.4) K *u, *i
*e, *e *0, *0

*q, *q

The failure of rule-based analyses to account for the many intricacies of Indo-European syllabi-
fication has inspired to two recent book-length Optimality Theoretic analyses of the subject, Cooper
(2014) and Byrd (2015). All these analyses, however, require sonorant syllabicity alternations as
a repair for the consonant clusters which would arise from vowel deletion by Indo-European mor-
phology.3 Thus we find syllabicity alternations like those in *phytr-éy DAT.SG ~ *phytf-su LocC.PL
‘father’ and *h;dont-s Nom.sG ~ *h;dnt-6s GEN.sG ‘tooth’. Yet such a morphological system quickly
becomes untenable (and unlearnable) when this allophony of sonorants breaks down. As argued
in Clayton (2021a), only the liquids and glides maintained fully productive alternations into the
oldest attested stage of Indo-Aryan, the branch of Indo-European that will be the chief focus of this
dissertation. By the time of Middle Indic, all productive sonorant syllabicity alternations had been

weeded out (Turner 1923; von Hiniiber 2001: 122—123). This progression is schematized in (1.5).

30ther repairs for consonant clusters exist, such as simplification by deletion (*H > @/ C___.CC, Hackstein 2002;
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(1.5) Sonorant syllabicity alternations since Proto-Indo-European:

Proto-Indo-European

. GLIDES » LIQUIDS » NASALS
*/i/ */w/ */r/ */1/ */n/  */m/
N N N N N N

] A *wl ) *[e] *[] <[] *[ *[n] *[p] *[m]*m]
Vedic Sanskrit

b.

GLIDES » LIQUIDS » NASALS
Gl e
N PN \\ N\ | |
2 ) 1 3 N A Y [m]

non-alternation
Middle Indic

c.

GLIDES » LIQUIDS » NASALS

e.g. **d"ughytr-és ‘daughter’ Gen.sG > *d"uktrés > OE dohtor, Arm. dster, OLt. dukterés) or epenthesis of the so-called

“schwa secundum” in #(s)TTRV- sequences, as in the cace of the compound form of ‘four-’:

*etru® > Av. caBru®, Gaul. petru®

*#Wotru® > L quadru®

*ktru® > Gr. tpugpdheia (truphdleia) ‘four-crested (helmet)’,
(i) **"twr® ‘four-’ >

?Ven. trumusiiati- ‘theonym’

*etur® > Ved. catur®, PGerm. *fedur®

*k"etwr® > Gr. tetpa’ (tetra®)
Note that in the allomorphs *k",tru®/*k"tru®, *wr > *ru metathesis is apparently preferable to syllabifying /k*twr-/ —

*[k"tur-]. One would imagine the onset *k"- to be phonologically licit given that initial velar-coronal clusters are an

outcome of the thorn-cluster metathesis **TK- > *KT-, e.g. PIE *d"g"ém- > *g"d"ém- > Ved. ksdm- ‘earth’ (Schindler

1977a; Melchert 2003; Jasanoff 2018), but the cluster *k"1r- was apparently simplified already in PIE.
8



As these phonological processes steadily morphologized within each subgroup, various confla-
tions of formerly disparate categories occurred, leading to confusion and dissolution of the already
opaque heteroclitic inflectional paradigms. The addition of the mysterious *-z-formant to the hete-
roclites was a particular problem for Sanskrit as *-wen-t- ~ *-wn-t- alternations surfaced as -vant- ~
-vat-, which from a synchronic perspective seemed to show morphological insertion of -n- instead

of phonological allophony of -n-.

1.2.2 Metatheses

Sonorant syllabicity alternations and their productivity are not the only source of difficulty within
diachronic Indo-European morphophonology. The Indo-European sonorants were susceptible to

two major metatheses, laryngeal metathesis (1.6) and *wr], > *ru metathesis (1.7).

(1.6) Laryngeal metathesis (*CHUC > *CUHC; Winter 1965: 191-192; Mayrhofer 1986: 174—
175; Byrd 2015: 25, 102-103; Jakob 2017):
a. PIE ¥/pehz(y) ‘to drink’ + *-16- VB.ADY — **phsité- > *pihst6- > Ved. pitd-, OCS
pitii ‘drunk’
b. PIE % ‘toburn’ + *-né- vB.ADI = **dhyuno- > *duhono- > Ved. dund- ‘burned’

(1.7)  *wrls > *ru metathesis (AiGr I: 206-207; Brugmann? I: 260-261; AiGr I Nachtr: 113;
Tedesco 1957; Hoffmann 1980: 94-95; Mayrhofer 1986: 161-162; Pinault 1988; Lubot-
sky 1994: 98-100; Lipp 2009: vol. 1, 81-82232, vol. 2, 343-350; Meier-Briigger 2010:
229; Del Tomba 2021):
a. PIE *kYetwr® ‘four-” > *k"(e)tru® > Av. cabru®, Gaul. petru®, L quadru®*
b. PIE *smdk-wr > Hitt zamatmhur ‘beard’

Ved. §masru-
As shall be shown in §1.2.2.1, both of these metatheses have a great deal to do with how we

reconstruct the paradigms of the *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites. As such, the question of when and in

4See fn. 3 for more details.



what branches these metatheses occurred will determine what paradigms can be reconstructed at

what stages of the Indo-European family’s dispersal.

1.2.2.1 The combination of metatheses

When syllabicity alternations and metatheses combined, the resultant forms began to look very
different from the underlying representations. Clayton (2021b) argues that Indo-Aryan preserves
relics of metathesized N.Nom/Acc.sG -ru < *-wr, which were often reanalyzed as u-stem adjectives
(e.g. Ved. péru- ‘swelling, fructifying’ < *péyh;-wr, Smasru ‘beard’ < *smo’k/-wor, Pa. nharu ‘sinew’
< *snéh;-wr, Ydari- ‘liberal’ « *déhsz-wr, Pras. pyorii ‘gift’ < *pro-dehz-wr). Chapters 2-3 of this
dissertation will substantiate these claims. In the oblique stems, laryngeal metatheses appear in
certain roots. For roots in W, zero-grades in the root and suffix could also result in metathesis,
viz. ¥*CeH-wén- > *CHun- > *CuHn- (e.g. *pehywén- > *puhyn-), but as discussed below, the

evidence for such *puh,n- forms is difficult.

1.3 The morphology of Indo-European and its heteroclites

To understand the inflection and development of the *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites, one must first
review the morphophonological theory which underpins the older Indo-European languages and
the reconstruction of Proto-Indo-European. To that end, this section will give a brief introduction to
how Indo-Europeanists reconstruct the nominal morphology and the phonological issues intrinsic

therein.

1.3.1 Indo-European accent and ablaut

One of the most recognizable features of the Indo-European family is its system of “accent and
ablaut” (A&A), a system of accentually driven, morphophonological vowel gradation. According
to all the modern schools of Indo-European scholarship, Indo-European morphemes underlyingly
possessed an *e-vowel (called “*e-grade” or “full-grade”) which could be deleted to *@ (“*@-grade”

or “zero-grade”), lengthened to *e (“lengthened grade”), backed to *o (“*o-grade”), or both backed
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and lengthened to *o (“lengthened *o0-grade”). Traces of these vowel grade alternations appear in
the reflexes of the Proto-Indo-European verbal root 3/sed ‘to sit’ (cited here in its full grade, the
traditional citation form). Table 1.5 is adapted and expanded from the chapter on Indo-European

morphology in Fortson (2010: 75-85).

Table 1.5: Ablaut grades of Vsed “to sit’

GRADE /sed ENG. SKT. Gr. L L. OlIRr.

* g *sdl- nest? nida-* Cw (hizdo)® nidus 2 lizdas? net?
*e *sed- sit© sadas- 4 gdoc (hédos) 4 sedeo © sédeti € sess
*0  *sod- sat 8 saddya-"  6d6¢ (hodés)!  soliumi  sodintih suide
k¢ *sed- seat¥ sadya-! — sedesk — sid ¥
*0 *sod- soot™ — — — stiodis™ sadid "

& *%(h; )ni-sd-6- “*where [birds] sit down’ ~ ‘nest’ h *sod-éye- ‘to make sit’ ITER/CAUS

b gi-sd-é- “to sit’ PRs ' *god-0- ‘sitting, riding’ (~ Gr. ‘road’)
*séd-ye- ‘to sit’ PRS I *s0d-yo- ‘seat’

k
1

[= T o]

*séd-es- ‘seat’ *sed- ‘seat; dwelling’ (~ Olr. ‘peace’)
*sed-éhjye- ‘to sit’ STAT *sed-yo- ‘riding horse’
*sed-tu- ‘seat’ M *5od- “*stuff sitting on the surface’ ~ ‘soot’
*(se-)sod- ‘to sit’ PF " *g0d-ye- ‘to set’

(LIV?: s.v. *sed-; NIL: s.v. *sed-; Fortson 2010: 79—80)

a

o

To make this system of A&A viable for Proto-Indo-European, many scholars have assumed
that most lexical words derive from verbal roots, which minimally had the shape ¥/CeC. Under
the assumption that every root must begin and end with a consonant, roots could undergo vowel
gradations like those in Table 1.5 in a templatic manner, with certain morphological categories
selecting different grades of the root. Thus, the iterative/causative suffix *-éye- generally selects
*o-grade of the root, as in (1.8a), while the verbal adjective suffix *-#6- generally selects zero-grade

of the root, as in (1.8b).

(1.8) a. /sed ‘tosit’ + *-éye- ITER/CAUS — *sod-éye- ‘to make sit’
> Goth. satjan*, ‘to seat’, Lt. sodinti ‘to set’, Ved. sadaya- ‘to set’
b. ¥ stehy ‘to stand, station’ + *-t6- vB.ADJ — *sthyto- ‘standing, stationed’

> L status ‘set’, Gr. otatoc ‘placed’, Ved. sthita- ‘standing; firm’

Crucially, the choice of vowel grade is not determined solely on the basis of accentuation, since
11



*-éye- and *-10- select different root grades despite both accents falling on the syllable immediately
following the root. Yet neither *-éye- nor *-to- was fully uniform in the vocalism that the root
assumed. The *-éye- iterative/causatives could also take zero-grade of the root, with the *o-grade
likely representing a transitive formation and the zero-grade an intransitive formation (Jamison
1983: 9-24,200-212), though others have considered phonotactic or analogical explanations for the
variation (Ko6lligan 2002; 2007: 57; Willi 2018: 273-280; Sasseville 2020a: 215-254). Likewise, the
*.16- verbal adjectives did not always take zero-grade, often preferring *e-grade in ¥/TeT, ¥/ReH,
and 3/CReC roots for phonotactic reasons (Vine 2004). The details of these suffixes and their ablaut
do not matter here beyond serving as cautionary tales about the difficulty of reconstructing the
vocalism in Indo-European paradigms. Understandably, much of the morphophonological debate
since the dawn of Indo-European linguistics has concerned the relationship between vowels and
accent because of the enormous inter- and intra-language variation in ablaut found in various
morphological categories. In what follows, I will discuss some of the phonological factors relevant
the functioning of the reconstructed Indo-European vowel alternations and the impediments that

sound change posed to the system of A&A.

1.3.2 Morphophonological theories on the development of accent and ablaut

Several theories exist to describe the operation of the Indo-European morphophonological sys-
tem, and each understandably makes different predictions about what forms should surface in the

protolanguage and how these forms should develop.

1.3.2.1 Erlangen

Since the 1970s, the theory of Indo-European nominal morphology has been dominated in much
of Europe and North America by the “Erlangen Model”,> which provides a set of ablauting
templatic classes characterizing suffixed nominals of the shape R(oot) + S(uffix) + E(nding) and
“root” nominals of the shape R(oot) + E(nding). Crucially, the Erlangen model often does not
describe morphological patterns that can be found in attested Indo-European daughter language but

instead reconstructs idealized versions of the paradigms in the prehistory of Proto-Indo-European
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itself. This often means Erlangen reconstructions are internal reconstructions of pre-Proto-Indo-
European. The major paradigmatic classes of the Erlangen model are given in tables 1.6 (athematic
suffixed nominals) and 1.7 (athematic root nominals). This system generally distinguishes ‘“‘strong”
cases (Nom/acc/voc) from “weak” cases (GEN/ABL/DAT/INs/LOC) by means of changes in accent
and ablaut. Note that the classes below apply only to the “athematic” nominals, which lack the

“thematic vowel” *-o/e-, since only athematic nouns show accentual mobility and paradigmatic

ablaut.
Table 1.6: Erlangen athematic suffixed nominals
CLaAsS SuBcCLASS Case R S E ExAMPLES
I (“Narten™) S é o o Fhyreg-r-o? OAwv. razar’
Acrostatic W é @ @ *hrég-n-eh;® OAv. rasna
S 60 @ @ Fnok“-t-s¢ L nox
II g / 9 ’ .
(*ole”) W é @ @ *néktsd H nekuz
I (“original”) S é o @ *péhy-wr-@°© H pahhur
Proterokinetic W @ é @ *phy-wén-(o)s' H pahhwenas
) S 6 @ @ *Fdoru-ot Ved. daru
IT (“de- tatic” . . .,
("de-acrostatic™) W @ é @ *dréw-sh Ved. drés
Hysterokinetic S @ é @ *tphy(- )tér—s'i Ved. pita
W @ @ é Fphy(-)tr-éy’ Ved. pitré
o S é o @ *pént(-)oh-s¥ Ved. panthas
Amphikinetic p .
phtkinet W @ @ é “*pni(-)p-6s'  Ved.pathds
2 ‘order’ N.NOM/ACC.SG ‘fire’ N.NOM/ACC.SG U > #phyter ‘father’ M.NOM.SG
b .

‘fire’ N.GEN/ABL.SG J ‘father’ M.GEN/ABL.SG
k

1

‘order’ N.INS.SG
‘night’ F.NOM.SG
‘night’ F.GEN/ABL.SG

o

‘tree’ N.NOM/ACC.SG
‘tree’ N.GEN/ABL.SG

‘path’ M.NOM.SG
‘path’ M.GEN/ABL.SG

=0 ~h O

5See for instance Pedersen (1926, 1933), Kuiper (1942), Schindler (1967, 1969, 1972, 1975b, 1975c, 1994), and

Rix (1976, 1992).
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Table 1.7: Erlangen athematic root nominals

CLASS SuBcrLass Casge R E ExAMPLES
Z * _’/_ a -
ey 5§ 9 L
Immobile 3res §
S 0 O **dom-s°¢ Gr. 3&
GE* Al
IL("ole™) W  é @ *dém-sd Gr. deo®
. S é @ Fhnér-s©  Gr.ovip
Mobile W @ é *hnrdst Gr. 6vdpbe

¢ > *dom ‘house’ F.NOM.S& > *pner ‘man’ M.NOM.SG

f ‘man’ M.GEN/ABL.SG

a ‘kj 1)
ng’ M.NOM.SG
b ‘king’ M.GEN/ABL.sG ¢ ‘house’ F.GEN/ABL.SG

The Erlangen model has the interesting property of both over- and undergenerating attested
paradigms. On the one hand, the root ablauts of some reconstructed classes (including all acrostatic
and immobile classes) barely appear in the synchronic morphology of any one language, and thus
multiple languages typically must be used to reconstruct *o/e and *e/e ablauts. On the other hand,
the athematic classes above do not nearly cover all the attested athematic categories in the daugh-
ter languages, nor indeed do they make predictions about nominal paradigms with two or more
derivational suffixes. To be sure, I have not reproduced all the complexity of the Erlangen model
here, nor would all paradigms be expected to survive pristinely after millennia of sound change and
analogy. Nonetheless, the Erlangen model assumes a (near) opposition between accented syllables
with full-/lengthened-grade and unaccented syllables with zero-grade that does not faithfully appear

in any attested language.

1.3.2.2 Compositional models

In response to the complaints raised above (among others), some recent (mostly American) schol-
arship (e.g. Kiparsky and Halle 1977; Keydana 2005; Kiparsky 2010; Kim 2013; Keydana 2013,
2014; Sandell 2015; Yates 2017b; Lundquist and Yates 2018) has sought to model Indo-European
A&A using compositional instead of templatic morphology. While I will not give a full exposi-
tion of this method (or set of methods) here, I will briefly outline the basic principles and their

(dis)advantages. At the root of this system is the “Basic Accentuation Principle”, defined in (1.9),
14



applied to morphemes that were underlyingly accented, unaccented, and perhaps pre-accenting.

(1.9) Basic AccentuaTioN PrincipLE (BAP):
“If a word has more than one accented vowel, the first of these gets the word accent. If a
word has no accented vowel, the first vowel gets the word accent.”

Kiparsky and Halle (1977: 209)

To the BAP must be added rules governing the deletion of mid vowels in order to predict the ablaut
patterns of the nominals, including a “Zero-Grade Rule” in (1.10) and a “Post-tonic */o/ Deletion

Rule” in (1.11).

(1.10) Zero-Grabpk RuLE (ZGR, Kiparsky 2010):

“e,o — @ before an accented morpheme.”¢

(1.11) Post-tonic */o/ DeLETION RULE (POD, Yates 2021a: 16):
“Short athematic */o/ is deleted in a post-tonic o before a tautosyllabic sonorant conso-

nant.”

Using this basic framework, we can model a system of nominal A&A roughly isomorphic
with that of the Erlangen model, as shown in Table 1.8. Note that the alternative forms differ in
whether underlying or surface accents trigger the ZGR and whether metatheses apply. Under the
Compositional Model, *e/e and *o/e alternations are not directly predicted by a inflectional template
but may arise from underlying vowel quality/quantity, morphological analogy, or phonological
effects. Likewise, all proterokinesis must derive from accentual heteroclisis, viz. the suffix must be
unaccented in strong cases and accented in the weak cases. Such a requirement is more palatable
for segmentally heteroclitic suffixes like *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n- but must be understood as dogma for any
“homoclitic” proterokinetic nouns. Though I will not expound here, the Compositional Model also
improves upon the Erlangen model by predicting the inflectional patterns of nominals with more
than one suffix (which the Erlangen model generally ignores) and of verbs (which the Erlangen

model explains separately).

6Yates (2017a) assumes that various daughter branches may differ as to whether the ZGR is triggered by underlying

or surface accentuation.
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Table 1.8: Nominals in the compositional method

ERLANGEN COMPOSITIONAL
CLass Case ScHEMA  UNDERLYING SURFACE ExAMPLES
rd ¢, \_f * g G . T
S #/R-S-E/ *per-wor-@/ { [perwr] : mL?up e _
Acrostatic *[perur] Xed. paruvr, ‘H peru
P TPRp [pérunos] perunas
W #R-S-E/ Flpér-wén-os/ { *[pérwenos] Ved. pdrvanas
*[péhywr] H pahhwar
S */R-S-E/ *Ipehy-wor-@/¢ { *[péhyur] H pahhur
. *[péharu] Skt. 9paru-, "TA por
Proterokinetic *[phyiinos) » Goth. funins
W */R-S-E/ */pehy-wén-6s/9 { *[puhonos] Arm. hno-c <, » L pir-
*[phowénos] H pahhwenas
.. S  */R-S-E/ *Ipehy(-)tér-s/ € *[phzter] Gr. natfp
Hysterokinet i
YSICTORINCUC v w/R-§-F/ *Ipehy(-)tér-6sIt  *[phytros) Gr. Tatpog
. S */R-S-E/ *Ipent(-)ohy-s/&  *[péntohys]  Ved. panthas
Amphikinet -
mphikinetic W */R-S-E/ */pent(-)oh,-s/t *[pnthy6s] Ved. pathas
. S */R-E/ */hzreg-s/ i *[hzrégs] L rex
I 1 p .
mmobile w R Mhgréscsli *hgrégos)  » L régis
Mobile S *¥R-E/ */hyner-s/ ¥ *[hynér] Gr. dvip
W #R-E/ *Ihyner-6s/! *[honros) Gr. 6vdpoe

‘limit; stone’ N.NOM/ACC.SG ¢ ‘father’ M.NOM.SG
‘limit; stone’ N.GEN/ABL.SG f “father’ M.GEN/ABL.SG
‘fire’ N.NOM/ACC.SG & ‘path’ M.NOM.SG

‘fire’ N.GEN/ABL.SG P ‘path’ M.GEN/ABL.SG

‘king’ M.NOM.SG
‘king’ M.GEN/ABL.SG
‘man’ M.NOM.SG
‘man’ M.GEN/ABL.SG

[= T o] o

1.3.3  *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites

Because of the vast number of *-r/n- and *-//n-heteroclites in Indo-European, I will limit myself only
to the *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites and primarily their reflexes in Sanskrit—no small task in view of
the morphophonological considerations given above. In an article on the A&A of the heteroclites,
Schindler (1975b: 9-10) assigns the *-wr/-wén-heteroclites to the acrostatic and proterokinetic

declensions with n.coL’s of the amphikinetic declension, as shown in (1.12).

(1.12) a. Acrostatic N.SG:
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1. *méhg-wg’ ~ méJhZ-un-os > H mehur ~ mehunas ‘length (of time)’
ii. *pér—wg ~ pér-un-os » H¥*peru ~ “4perunas ‘rock, stone’, Gr. nelpop ~ nelpatog
‘end, limit’, Ved. pdrur ~ parvanas ‘knot; joint’
b. Proterokinetic N.SG:
1. *péhy-wr ~ phy-wén-os > H pahhur ~ pahhwenas ‘fire’
ii. *péyh-wr ~ pih-won- > Ved. péru- ‘swelling, fructifying; cream’ ~ pivan- ‘fat’,
Gr. iop ‘fat (substance)’ ~ lovog ‘fat (adjective)’
¢. Amphikinetic N.coL:
i. *%péhy-wor-hy ~ phy-un-6s — *péhywor ~ puhynés ‘fires” »
*phywor- > TA por
*phywon- > Goth. fon

*piihyr- > Gr. nhp, ON fiir, U pir, pir, OL piurigo ‘to clean’

While the evidence in favor of acrostasis (1.12a) and proterokinesis (1.12b) can be exemplified
within single languages, the Paradebeispiel for the amphikinetic N.coL in (1.12¢) finds its alleged
evidence spread across several different languages, and neither of its expected stems *péh,wor
(with root full-grade) nor *puhyn- (with n-final double zero-grade) is actually continued in any
language. Yates (2017a, 2019a, 2022) has called into question the existence of an amphikinetic
N.coL with singular desinences. He instead uses the Compositional Model to explain the apparent
proterokinetic heteroclites by positing differing accentual properties for the suffixes: underlyingly
unaccented *-wor- vs. underlyingly accented *-w¢/sn-. With an underlyingly unaccented root pehs,
the BAP assigns a default accent to the leftmost syllable of the fully unaccented **peh,-wor-@&,
giving us *péhowr, and the leftmost underlying accent in **peh,-wén-os surfaces in *phywénos. In
principle, the accented ending in **peh,-wén-os could induce zero-grades of all preceding syllables,
giving **phy-tin-6s > *puhynos with metathesized zero-grade. Nevertheless, the origins of the stem
variants *phywor-, *phywon-, and *piihyr- remain problematic (despite the extensive attempt of

Klimp 2013: 55-86).

For the acrostatic paradigms in (1.12a), the Compositional Model predicts these by assuming

underlyingly accented roots which always surface accented. The fact that they never show root
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zero-grade could perhaps be explained by morphological or phonotactic effects, though a fuller

survey of the evidence is necessary.

1.3.4 Lindeman’s Law and *R(?/o)-éh; formations

A curious feature of Indo-European phonology (first described by Lindeman (1965)) is that sono-
rants at the end of word-initial cluster in monosyllabic roots may become syllabic even when
followed by a vowel (*R — *R / #C___VCy#). For example, >l<dyé’ws ‘sky’ (> Gr. Zeig) - *diews (>
Ved. diyauh ‘sky’), *dwoh; ‘two’ (Ved. dva) — *dudh; (Ved. dva, L dub, Gr. d%w). This phonetic
adjustment is called Lindeman’s Law, for recent treatments of which see Barber (2012) and Byrd
(2015: 21, 190-192). While the addition of the *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-suffixes never creates monosyllables
susceptible to this process, they may be attached to forms that have undergone the process. In
particular, there are two types of verbal abstracts of the shape *R(@)-éh, and *R(0)-éh, to which
*-wr-/-w(o)n-suffixes frequently attach, as Chapter 4 shall demonstrate. These two types are of-
ten referred to as the “fuga-formation” and “toun-formation”, respectively, after two words that
characteristically show this formation, L fuga ‘flight, escape’ < *b’ug-éh, and Gr. Tou#, ‘cutting;
stump’ < *tomh;-éhy. If the fuga-type is built to a root of the shape ¥/CeR, however, the resultant
formation (*CR-éh,-) will be susceptible to the creation of a “Lindeman’s variant” *CR-éh;- (e.g.,
¥/ser ‘to flow’ = *sr-éhy- ‘flowing’ > Ved. sard-). The resultant Lindeman’s variant may then be
the target of further derivation by (among other things) *-wr-/-w(o)n-suffixes, creating *sr-éhy-wr

> H Sarawar ‘torrent” (§4.1.1).

1.4 Plan of the dissertation

Within the vast topic of heteroclites in Indo-European, this dissertation focuses on the particular
outcomes of the strong forms of the *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites in Sanskrit and particularly the
effect of *wr > *ru metathesis on the paradigms of the inherited heteroclites. Chapter 2 begins
with a survey of the scholarship on the previously known heteroclites in Sanskrit, then lists and
categorizes the Sanskrit formations in -ru- and -lii-. Chapter 3 in turn examines the previously

known heteroclites as well as some newly proposed ones to argue that many of the old -ri-/-lii-

18



formations actually reflect the outcome of inherited *-wr-. Finally, Chapter 4 examines the evidence
for -wr/-w(o)n-heteroclites built to *-éhy-abstracts in a range of other Indo-European branches,
namely Anatolian, Greek, Italic, and Tocharian, to determine their phonological, morphological,

and semantic distributions.
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CHAPTER 2

The development of the strong cases of the

*-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites in Sanskrit

2.1 *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites in Sanskrit

Because of the complex morphological patterns intrinsic to heteroclitic paradigms, the traces of the
Indo-European *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites have been discovered in fits and starts, even in extensively
studied languages like Sanskrit. These heteroclites were characterized by direct forms in *-w(o)r

and obliques in *-w(¢/o)n-, examples of which appear in (2.1).

(2.1) Stress patterns of the *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites:
a. Proterokinetic: PIE *péhy-wr ~ *phy-wén-(¢fo)s > H pahhur ~ pahhwenas ‘fire’
b. Acrostatic: PIE *pér-wr ~ *pér-wen-(¢/o)s > Ved. pdrur ~ pdrvanas ‘*knot; joint’, Gr.

nelpap ~ melpatog ‘end, limit’

The N.NoM/Acc.sG *-wr, in particular, has remained elusive due to its susceptibility to syllabic
metathesis to *-ur and segmental metathesis to *-ru. Furthermore, questions remain as to whether
Proto-Indo-European or Proto-Nuclear-Indo-European had masculine *-wr-/-w(¢fo)n-heteroclites
in addition to the standardly reconstructed neuter forms and if so, what forms the m.Nom.sG and
M.Acc.sG endings should take. This chapter will provide an overview of the evidence in favor
of masculine reflexes of the *-wr-suffix in Sanskrit, which combine with the many masculine

-van-possessives < *-wen- to suggest a complete set of masculine *-wr-s ~ *-w¢fon-heteroclites

Tedesco (1957) noticed the segmental metathesis to *-ru while discussing the Indo-Aryan

reflexes of the heteroclite *snéh;-wr ~ *snéh;-wen- ‘sinew’.! According to Tedesco, Sanskrit did

not retain the N.Nom/Acc.sG directly: the earliest Vedic forms snavan- (AV, TS, TB, SB, VS) and
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snavan- (SB) came from the oblique *snéh;-wen- but were replaced in later Sanskrit by snayu- (TB,
Susr.), which he identifies as a hypersanskritization of *snavu-,2 a regular MIA development from
*snavr- < *snéh;-wr.3 Middle Indo-Aryan, however, preserved lautgesetzlich reflexes of the direct
cases: not only AMag. nhaii- < *snavu- < *snavr but also the segmentally metathesized Pa. nharu-
< *snéh;-ru < *snéh;-wr.

For syllabic metathesis, Hoffmann (1975) discussed *-wr > -ur, which further could be rein-
terpreted as -us-stems already in the Vedic period because of the ambiguities of Sanskit external
sandhi. Thus, in RV, we find the heteroclitic pdrur ~ pdrvanas < *pér-wr ~ *pér-wen-(¢fo)s and
homoclitic pdrus ~ pdarusas « pdrur, both in the meaning of ‘node of a plant stem; knot’.#4 AiGr
IT 2: 489—-491 provides a list of forms ending in -us-, noting that some possess corresponding
-van- forms, but the list misses some associated -van- forms (e.g., *térhy-wr ~ *trhy-wén- > tdrus-
‘(struggle/power to) overcome’ (RV) vs. turvdne ‘to overcome’ (RV)). Since these analyses, the
N.NoM/Acc.sG of the *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites has gone untreated; in particular, the potential for
segmentally metathesized *-ru < *-wr in Sanskrit itself has not been properly examined. This

chapter demonstrates that such segmentally metathesized *-ru outcomes are continued in Sanskrit

!Benveniste (1935: 111) mentions the Prakrit forms without further analysis. One could argue that §mdsru- ‘beard’
< *smo’lé—wor (cf. H zama(n)kur “id.”) is the first recognized form from a *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite in Sanskrit with a
-ru-metathesis, but as will be discussed in §3.4.1, there is no direct evidence that this form was heteroclitic.

2Tedesco (1957: 186—187) provides a plausible explanation for how speakers could replaces MIA *-vu- with Skt.
-yu- based not only on the abundance of Sanskrit nominals in -yu- but also on the coexistence of forms like Pa. ayu-
‘life’ and Pa. avuso ‘friends’ voc.pL < *ayusas ‘having life’. This would allow speakers to see -yu- and -vu- as dialectal
equivalents with -yu- as the more Sanskritic variant.

3Tedesco reconstructs PIA *sn(i-v[-t- with a *-z-suffix as in the simple *-#/n-heteroclites (e.g., * xy?,kw-!( -t) ~
*hyek"-n-os ‘liver’ > Ved. ydkrt ~ yaknds, 'CL.Arm. leard, *Iéékw-j( -f) ~ *ek"-n-6s ‘excrement’ > Ved. Sakrt ~ Saknds,
thematized Gr. x6npoc) and in CL.Arm. neard ‘tendon, sinew’ < *snéh;-wr(-t). The forms descended from *snc‘i—vor( -1)
through Middle Indo-Aryan (*snavu-(t)- > AMag. nhaii- and Ved. sndyu-) are inconclusive because the *-ut-stems
merged into the -u-stems (e.g., PIA *marit- > Pa. mari ‘spirits of the air’” m.~oM.pL). To my knowledge, no example

of Sanskrit N.NOM/AcC.SG -vrt < *-wr-t is anywhere attested, so this question cannot be decided.
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in the form of -ru-stem adjectives.

2.2 “*wr > *ru metathesis

Many branches of the Indo-European family have long been known to possess examples of the
segmental metathesis *wr > ru/__Cyl, (Brugmann?®I: 260-261; Hoffmann 1980: 94-95; Meillet
1937: 134; Mayrhofer 1986: 161-162; Lubotsky 1994: 98-100; Lipp 2009: vol. 1, 81-82232;
Meier-Briigger 2010: 229; Del Tomba 2021: with lit.) as in the Paradebeispiele in (2.2):3

(22) a. *"twr- ‘four’ > L quadrupes ‘four-footed (animal)’, Gr. Tpupdhieio ‘four-crested

(helmet)’, Av. cafrudasa- ‘fourteenth’, Gaul. petru- vs. Ved. catur-, Gr. tetpo-,

Goth. fidur-

b. >’<smék/-wor ‘beard’ > Ved. smdsru- (RV), CLArm. moruk‘ vs. H zama(n)kur (see

§3.4.1)

C. *swek/—wof-hg— ‘mother-in-law’ > Ved. $vasrii-6 (RV), OCS svekry, OL socrus vs. Gr.
Exvpa, CLArm. skesur

d. *¢"wr-16- > Ved. d-hrutd- ‘not crooked’ (RV) vs. d-pari-hvrta- ‘unafflicted’ (RV;
Hoffmann 1980: 94-95; Lubotsky 1994: 100)

4When I say that a form ending in -ur is attested, it should be noted that in most sandhi situations, the outcomes
of underlying -ur# and -us# are normally indistinguishable. Whitney (1889: 61) notes that in some Vedic compounds,
underlying -r# is preserved before voiceless consonants (e.g., sivar-pati- ‘lord of heaven’ (RV)). To my knowledge,
no such instances occur in which inherited *-wr + Cl_yice]- cOme out as -urC- anywhere in Sanskrit. See, however,
Rothstein-Dowden (2022: 248-249) for discussion of Parucchepa- < pdrur + §épa- ‘penis’.

SBecause of the wide scope of this sound change, occurring at least in Tocharian, Italic, Celtic, Indo-Iranian,
Hellenic, Armenian, and Slavic, one may well ask whether this sound change might have happened already in Proto-
Nuclear-Indo-European. I will discuss this question from the Vedic perspective in §3.8.

6Both Ved. §mdsru- and $vasri- underwent a distant assimilation of *s... § > §. .. § similar to §asd- ‘hare’ < *Sasd-

< *kaso- (cf. OHG haso, OPrus. sasins, W ceinach ‘hare’).
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As shown in (2.2b) and by Tedesco (1957), this segmental metathesis occurred in final position in
Vedic and Indo-Aryan, and thus it is reasonable to search for evidence of the metathesis elsewhere in
Sanskrit and particularly in the N.Nom/acc.sG of the *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites. Indeed, Del Tomba
(2021) has recently argued that the N.Nom/acc.sG of the *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites underwent a
segmental metathesis to *-ru- in the prehistory of Tocharian. Based on the data to be adduced

below, I reconstruct the following distribution for Sanskrit:

n_#
(2.3) *wr>Ved.-ur/y rX, #
VC__#

Skt. -ru- ~ -lu-

2.4) Fwr» / elsewhere
MIA  -vu- ~ -ru- ~ -lu-

The non-metathetic environments of (2.3) may be attributed to the language’s total ban on *-rr-
and *-nr- sequences, dispreference for undergoing the *wr > *ru metathesis after -7- in a preceding

syllable, and avoidance of superheavy (trimoraic) syllables.

Each of the environments in (2.3) conspires to prevent metathesis in Sanskrit. The non-
metathesis after *r and *n is straightforward enough, as *pér-wr > *pérru or *d"én-wr > *d"énru
would result in the sequences *-rr- and *-nr- which are nowhere found in Sanskrit (Kobayashi 2004:
93-4, 99-100). Lubotsky (1994: 100) cogently demonstrated the second anti-metathetic environ-
ment, after a syllable containing an *r, when he explained the distribution of -ru- and -vr- reflexes of
*¢hyr-16-: -hvrtd- appears after prefixes containing *r (e.g., Ved. d-pari-hvrta-) and -hrutd- appears
elsewhere (e.g., Ved. d-hruta-). This avoidance of consonantal r’s in consecutive syllables is remi-
niscent of Latin’s complete set of distant dissimilation processes that targeted identical sonorants in
adjacent syllables (e.g., *traberna > L taberna ‘hut’, L peregrinus > L pelegrinus ‘pigrim’; *regul-
alis > L regularis ‘ductile; ruled’; OHCGL?: 168-169). Finally, Sanskrit seems to have avoided
creating superheavy (trimoraic) syllables through metathesis. There is other evidence that Sanskrit
and Indo-European more generally avoided superheavy syllables. Byrd (2015: 192-203) has mo-
tivated Sievers’ Law by appealing to avoidance of superheavy syllables; separately, Hoenigswald

(1988, 1989, 1991) and Ryan (2021) have pointed out that superheavy syllables are avoided in the
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cadences of Sanskrit and Ancient Greek verse. Under this hypothesis, *térh;-wr would probably
have been syllabically metathesized to *#arHur at a very early stage (of Indo-Aryan, at least) since
either un-metathesized *tdarH.wr or segmentally metathesized *tdrH.ru would result in superheavy
syllables. These rules must have been susceptible to both dialectal differences and analogy, given
that Middle Indo-Aryan has both metathesized reflexes (Pa. nharu-) and unmetathesized reflexes

(AMag. nhaii-) of *snéh;-wr- ‘sinew’.

2.3 Data and methods

As a result of the segmental metathesis above and the syllabic variability between *-wr ~ *-ur,
three types of heteroclitic Nom/acc.sG’s occurred: in Skt. -ur » -us-, in Skt. -rii-/-lii-, and in MIA
*.yy -> Skt. -yii-. In order to assess what Sanskrit forms in -ur/-us-, -rii-/-lii-, and -yii- could come
from heteroclites, we must find other support for taking a particular form to be a reflex of a PIE
heteroclite. Example (2.5) lists the types of evidence to be used, namely -ur/-us-, -rii-/-lii-, and -yii-
forms (2.5a) as well as various oblique (2.5b), feminine (2.5c), and non-primary (2.5d) formations

within Sanskrit and other heteroclitic evidence from other Indo-European languages (2.5¢e).

(2.5) a. Nom/acc.sG *-wr- >
i. Skt. -ur » Skt. -us- nominals
ii. PIA *-ru » Skt. -rii~/-li- adjectives
iii. PIA *-wr- > MIA *vu -> Skt. -yii- nominals
b. oBL *-wén- > Skt. -vin- nominals
C. F *wér-ihy- > Skt. -vdri- nominals?

d. Suffixed heteroclitic forms: *-wer-6-, *-wn-ko- > Skt. -vara-, -vaka-

"Tucker 2019 rightly argues that not all the Vedic feminine agentive suffix -vari- were inherited and that the
suffix underwent some productive extension within the history of early Indo-Aryan. The same must also hold for the
agentive/possessive suffix -vén-, which shows even wider productivity and a tantalizingly elusive connection to the
possessive suffix -vant- < *-wen(-)t-. Yet the cooccurrence of the lautgesetzlich outcomes *-wén- > -vén- and *-wér-ih,-

> -vdri-, however productive, beside the unproductive suffix -ur/-us- and marginally productive suffixes -rii-/-lii- should
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e. Cognate *-wr-/-w(¢fo)n-heteroclites in other Indo-European languages

I will also argue that the *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites used to have masculine strong cases of the form
*-wr-s M.NOM.SG and *-wr-m M.ACC.SG, resulting in Ved. -rii-s/-lii-s and -rig-m/-lii-m respectively. To
these marginal paradigm cells were supplied productive -ii-stem paradigms which appear in minor
adjectival subsystems in the later language. In the following discussion, forms are provided with
their earliest textual attestations or, in the absence of textual attestations, their earliest grammatical
citations. Where the attestations within a text are few (three or fewer), I will provide the citation;

otherwise, only the text will be listed. The forms are listed in Sanskrit alphabetical order.

2.3.1 Data for the -iir- and -1is-stems

The main data previously considered for the development of the strong cases of the *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-
heteroclites have been forms in -ur/-us- which appear with accompanying in -van- or -vari- forms in
Sanskrit or cognates elsewhere. To my knowledge, only primary formations have been discovered

thus far, though not all of them are formed to clear verbal roots:3

(2.6) -ur/-us-forms built to synchronic roots:
a. \tar' ‘to overcome’ (RV) =
1. tdrus- ‘(struggle/power to) overcome’ (RV 1.122.13, 3.2.3, 6.25.4) < *térhy-wr
. turvane ‘to overcome’ (RV) < *trhy-wén-ey N.DAT.SG
iii. ’tirvat- ‘victorious’ (RV) < *trhy-wen-t-°
b. +/par ‘to cross’ (RV) =
1. parurlpdarus- ~ parvan- ‘knot (of a reed); joint’ (RV) < *pér-wr
C. \/)Ej ‘to sacrifice’ (RV) =

1. yajurlydjus- ‘sacrifice’ (RV) < *hjyﬁ/’-wor

not be ignored a priori.
8AiGr II 2: 489-491 §316

9See §3.2.3.
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ii. ydjvan- ~ ydjvari- ‘sacrificing’ (RV) < *h;ydg-won- ~ *h;yag-wer-ihy-
d. V/Sas ‘to instruct; rebuke’ (RV) =
i. S$asur ‘command, instruction’ (RV) < *lééhls-wor
(2.7) -ur/-us-forms without clear roots in Sanskrit:
a. i. drurldrus- ‘wound’ (AVS 5.5.4 ~ AVP 6.4.3, SB, PB)
ii. anarvdn- ‘unassailable, unstoppable’ (RV)
1. anarus- ‘without wounds’ (SB)

b. dhan-ur ~ dhan-van- ‘bow’ (RV)

These forms will be examined along with several (unlikely) other candidates in -us- in §3.2 and

§3.3.

2.3.2 The -rii- and -hi-stems in the grammatical tradition

The history of the -rii- and -li“stems is much more complicated. Some of the interesting forms in
-rii- and -lii- are cited only in Panini and other grammarians, especially the examples from P given
in (2.8). Those forms having no direct textual attestations will be prefixed with a superscript (9) for
convenience. The Paninian evidence comes from three siitras given in (2.8) as well as the centuries
of commentarial tradition thereon. All four sutras fall under the governing sutra P 3.2.134, which
describes affixes encoding agency, and in each sutra, suffixes are given with the roots/stems to

which they attach.

(2.8) Panini’s discussion of the agentive suffixes -ri-/-alii-/-luka-:1°
a. P3.2.158:

sprhi-grhi-pati-dayi-ni-dra-tandra-srad-dha-bhya aluc

10T am grateful to Madhav Deshpande for his interpretive help with this and other Paninian material. Segments
rendered in boldface are it-s or anubandha-s, markers from the grammatical tradition that indicate the morphosemantic
characteristics of a morpheme. These if-s guide the application of Paninian grammatical rules and are deleted during
the derivation of a given form.
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“[The affix] aluic [occurs to denote an agent noun after the verbal stems] \/@—i—
‘to desire’, @—i— ‘to take’, \/ﬁ—i— ‘to fly’, @—i- ‘to give’, ni-\/dra ‘to
fall asleep’, Vtandra ‘to be tired’, §rad—/dha ‘to believe in’ [when the agent
performs the action at the current time because of his nature, sense of duty, or
skill].”
(tr. with (anu)vrtti based on Katre 1987 & Sharma 2002: ad loc.)
b. P3.2.159:
da-dhet-si-sada-sad-o ru-h
“[The affix] rit [occurs to denote an agent noun after the verbal roots] Vda ‘to give;
divide; protect’, \/dTe; ‘to suck’, \/si, ‘to tie, bind’, Vsad ‘to fall’, and Vsad ‘to
sit” [when the agent performs the action at the current time because of his nature,
sense of duty, or skill].”
(tr. with (anu)vrtti based on Katre 1987 & Sharma 2002: ad loc.)
c. P3.2.173:
§r-vandy-or aru-h
“[The affix] aru [occurs to denote an agent noun after the verbal roots] Vsart ‘to
injure, hurt” and Vvand' “to praise’ [when the agent performs the action at the
current time because of his nature, sense of duty, or skill].”
(tr. with (anu)vrtti based on Katre 1987 & Sharma 2002: ad loc.)
d. P3.2.174:
bhiy-ah kru-klukan-au
“[The affixes] kri and klukan [occur to denote an agent noun after the verbal root]
V/bhi “to fear’ [when the agent performs the action at the current time because
of his nature, sense of duty, or skill].”

(tr. with (anu)vrtti based on Katre 1987 & Sharma 2002: ad loc.)
To make this more explicit, here are the forms generated by these rules respectively:

(2.9) Outputs of Panini’s discussion of the agentive suffixes -ru-/-alii-/-luka-:

a. P3.2.158:
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1. sprhayalii- ‘desiring’ v. nidralu- ‘sleepy, disposed to sleeping’
ii. grhayalu- ‘taking, grasping’ vi. tandrali- ‘disposed to tiredness, lazy’
iii. patayalu- ‘flying’ vii. Sraddhali- ‘faithful, trusting’

1v. dayalii- ‘doling out; compassionate’

b. P3.2.159:

i. daru- ‘giving’, ‘splitting’, ‘guarding’ iv. Sadrii- ‘liable to fall down, unstable’
ii. dhari- ‘suckling’ v. sadri- ‘sitting, stable’

iii. seru- ‘binding’

c. P3.2.173:
i. Sardru- ‘harmful’ ii. vandaru- ‘praising’
d. P3.2.174:
1. bhiru- ‘fearing, timid’ ii. bhiluka-(/bhiruka-1) ‘fearing, timid’

2.3.3 Data for the -rii-stems

The -rii-derivatives which Panini provides (P 3.2.159, P 3.2.174) are all attached directly to verbal
stems and represent a mixture of textually attested and unattested forms. The adjectives in -rii- that

I consider to belong here (including some not listed by Panini) appear in (2.10-2.16).12

The derivational category of -rii-stems (2.10) with the most members and the oldest attestations

are those built directly to a known Sanskrit root. Six roots (\/k_c‘z, Veay, \da, \/dha(y), V pay',

UProvided by the varttika bhiyah krukan api vaktavyah ‘[The affix] krukan with \/bhi ‘to fear’ [...] is also fit to
be spoken’ (Pat. 3.2.174).
12Gathered and augmented with more examples and citations from Whitney (1889: §1192) and AiGr 11 2: 288 §177,

859-861 §689.
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V' bhay') build -rii-stems in the Vedic Sambhitas, while three roots (v/sa(y), / Sad, \/ sad) are reported
only in (P 3.2.159) and the ensuing grammatical literature. With the exception of bhiri- and its
derivatives, all forms have full-grade of the root. Most of these formations will be treated in Chapter

3.

(2.10)  -rii*/-ruka-forms built to roots:
a. Vka ‘to love’ =
i. cdru- ‘beloved, agreeable’ (RV)
b. /cay ‘to observe’ =13
i. céru- ‘observant’ (RV 8.61.7)
ii. nicerii- ‘observant’ (RV 1.181.5)
iii. mdhikeru- ‘greatly observant’ (RV 1.45.4)
c. Vda ‘to give’ =
i. dari- ‘giving” " (RV 7.6.1)
ii. (*pra-daru- >) Pras. pyorii ‘gift’ 15
d. V/dha(y) ‘to suck’ =
i. dharii- ‘suckling’ (AVP 5.24.2c* = AVS 4.18.2¢)
e. \/IW ‘to swell” =
1. péru-Iperi- ‘swelling, fructifying; richest’ (RV; TS 3.1.11.8; VS 6.10)
ii. pilu-/pili- “fructifying’ (AVP 7.19; AVS 20.135.12)
f. \/W ‘to fear’ =
i. bhird- ‘fearful’ (RV 2.28.10, 1.101.6)
ii. °bhiruka-:

abhiruka- ‘fearless’ (MBh. 7.50.43)

13See §3.6.3 for discussion of the problems associated with this form’s interpretation.
“4See §3.5.3 for discussion of the problems associated with this form’s interpretation.

5CDIAL: #8661
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Ydamsabhiruka ‘fly-fearing (buffalo)’ (H 1282)
dharmabhiruka- ‘shying from duty’ (MBh. 8.49.11)

Sitabhiruka- ‘sensitive to cold’ (Susr. 1.46.4)

iii. Y9bhiluka- ‘afraid’ (P 3.2.174)

iv. abhiruna- (AVP 1.33.3d = AVS 7.89.3), abhiriina- (VS 6.17) ‘impudence”’
g. \/T(y) ‘to bind’ =

i. Yserii- ‘binding’ (P 3.2.159)
h. V$ad ‘to fall’ =

i. Y9Sadri- ‘liable to falling, unstable’ (P 3.2.159)
i. sad ‘to sit’ =

i. Ysadrii- ‘sitting, stable’ (P 3.2.159)16

A small class of -ru-forms built to -a-stems are attested in the grammatical literature. Though
their attestation is not promising, their -a-stem bases will prove to be an important category in
Chapter 4, where the Ved. -a-stems and their PIE ancestor *-éh,- are shown to be the new host for

*-wr-/-w(o)n-heteroclite forms.

(2.11)  -ru-forms built to -a-stems:
a. bharya- ‘wife’ (SB 14.4.1.20, 14.6.7.1) =
1. bharyaru- ‘the father of a bastard by someone else’s wife’ 7
b. himsa- ‘harm’ (MBh.) =
i. Yhimsaru- ‘tiger’ (Trik. 2.5.4)

ii. 9himsaluka- ‘biting dog’ (Har. 222)

6Bhatk 7.21 does use sadru- (along with sprhayalu-, nidralu-, Sraddalu-, and dharu-), but these forms cannot be
accepted as true attestations since the Bhattikavya intentionally uses forms from Panini to demonstrate proper grammar
and rhetoric. Indeed, the proximity of five forms from P 3.2.158-9 in a single verse highlights the artificiality of the

work.

TPW: s.v. bharyaru- and AiGr 11 2: 861 §689c give this form from lexicographers, but I cannot find it in the lexica.
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A single illness name pakarii- illustrates -rii- derivation from a -a-stem. The stem-final vowel

lengthens to -a-, suggesting the dominance of -aru- as the going derivational pattern.

(2.12) -ru-forms built to -a-stems:
a. paka- ‘abscess, inflammation’ (Susr.) =

i. pakaru- ‘some illness’ (VS 12.97)

As mentioned by P 3.2.173, a few forms are derived from roots with an intervening -a- attested
nowhere else. All of them come from RV and the pattern remains unproductive later. For the form

Sardru-, normally taken to \/sar' ‘to destroy’, I provide a rather different account in §3.7.1.

(2.13)  -rii*forms to roots with :
a. \/piy ‘to abuse’ =
1. piyaru- ‘scornful’ (RV 1.190.5, 3.30.8)
b. Vvand ‘to praise’ =
i. vanddru- ‘praising; praise’ (RV)
c. "Vsar “to destroy’ =

i. Sardru- ‘destructive” (RV 10.86.9)

There are a handful of derivatives in -eru- of unclear formation. Three appear to be built directly
to a root, while two attach to the thematic nouns kapha- ‘phlegm’ and himd- ‘cold’. AiGr 1I 2:
513 §346 plausibly suggests that himeri- may be a Middle Indicism for *himaryi- < *g"i-mer-
y-u- of comparable formation to Gr. yeiuéploc ‘wintry’ < *gfey-mer-yo-, though the -u-stem is
unexplained. Two of these forms, maderi- (RV 10.106.6) and sanéru- (RV 10.106.8), come from
the notoriously untranslatable verses 5-8 of RV 10.106 (for discussion and literature, see J&B;

J&BC™: ad 10.106). I have no more to say on the formation of any of these forms.8

18 Against AiGr 11 2: 513 §346, mitrériin m.acc.pL (RV 1.174.6) does not belong here. Similarly to J&B™: ad loc.,
I take this as mitrd- ‘ally’ + fru- ‘abandoning’ from \/7r ‘to go (away from)’, which is supported by the quadrisyllabic

scansion mitra-irin in a tristubh cadence (— w — X |). The formation 7ru- is problematic, but the hymn’s composer
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(2.14) -eru-forms built to various stems:
a. kapha ‘phlegm’ (Susr.) =
i. Ykaphelii- ‘phlegmatic’ (Unadis. 1.93), = §lesmatakataru ‘ Cordia Latifolia, whose

fruits are slimy’ (Ujjv.Unadis. 1.95)

o

. /tam ‘to suffocate’ =
i. dtameru- ‘not languid’ (VS 1.23)

c. Vmad ‘to invigorate’ =

i. maderi- ‘invigorating” (RV 10.106.6)
d. /san ‘to acquire’ =

i. sanéru- ‘acquiring’” (RV 10.106.8)
e. himd- ‘cold’ =
i. himeru- ‘chilly’ (MS 4.2.14)

ii. Yhimelu- ‘chilly’ (Pat. 5.2.122)

There are two formations in -ru- built to athematic roots, one a hapax in (KausS$ 5.2.3) and one

appearing only in the grammatical literature. These seem to be one-off constructions.

(2.15)  -rii-forms built to other stems:
a. kisku- ‘handle’ (PB 6.5.13) =
1. kiskuru- ‘staff, club’ (KausS$ 5.2.3)
b. carman- ‘hide, skin’ (RV) =

i. Ycarmaru- ‘shoemaker’ (Trik. 2.10.3)

Agastya is notorious for his wordplay and neologisms. It is conceivable that the -u-stem mitrérun that ends pada a
is modeled after ddasin ‘impious’ m.Acc.pL that ends pada b, especially as both are direct objects of jaghanvam
‘having smashed’ and describe dereliction of duty. See Clayton (2022b: 45-46%3) for discussion of the neologism
Surtd- ‘conquered’ in the same verse.

The forms kaseru-/kaseru- ‘backbone’ (Halayudha apud Skdr.), ‘the bulbous root of Scirpus Kysoor grass’ (Susr.)

lack a clear derivational base.
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Finally, there are a set of formations without an obvious Sanskrit base.

(2.16) -rii-forms without an obvious Sanskrit base: 1
a. dasru- ‘tear’ (RV 10.95.12, 10.95.13)
b. ari- ‘thigh’ (RV)?°
c. jatru- ‘collarbone’ (RV 8.1.12)
d. Yparu- ‘sun, fire’ (Ujjv.Unadis. 4.101)
e. S$dtru- ‘opponent’ (RV)
f. 1. Smadsru- ‘beard’ (RV)

. hari-§masaru- ‘gold-bearded’ (RV 10.96.8)

Of these, dsru- ‘tear’, Yparu- ‘sun, fire’, and Smdsru- ‘beard’ will receive extended treatment in

Chapter 3.

2.3.4 Data for the -lii-stems

The forms in -ali- make up a larger and more productive category than those in -rii-.2t With
the exception of 9bhalu- ‘sun’, attested only in the grammarians, all forms are non-primary and

generally adjectival in meaning.

(2.17)  -lu- built to roots:

19T omit several forms from consideration because of obscurity of meaning or etymological source. These include
the taxonyms camiiru- ‘a type of deer’ (M.Spv. 1.8) = samiiru- (Ak. 2.5.9) = samiira- (H 1294), Sigru- ‘Moringa
oleifera, horseradish tree’ (Susr.), ruru- ‘a type of antelope’ (VS 24.27, 24.39); the ethnonym Sigru- (RV 7.18.19); and
the topynyms Meru- ‘a holy mountain’ (MBh.) = Sumeru- (R) = Pa. S(i)neru-, Vitadru- ‘a river name’ (Ujjv.Unadis.
4.102).

20See Nikolaev (2021) for a recent etymology deriving this form from *(h,)wlh.-Lu-.

21'These data have been gathered and augmented with more examples and citations from Whitney (1889: §1227b),

Pischel (1900: 402 §595), and AiGr II 2: 290-291 §180, 866 §697-698.
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a. \/bha ‘to shine; appear’ (RV) or bha- ‘light’ (VS 30.12, SB9.4.19,11.83.11) =
i. Y9bhalu- ‘sun’ (Ujjv.Unadis. 1.5)
ii. vibhavan- ‘shining forth’ (RV)

iii. vibhavat- ‘shining forth’ (RV 1.58.9)22

The largest category of these forms are built to -a-stems. They mostly describe bodily states and
emotions and skew heavily towards the medical literature for attestation. Seven appear beside forms
in -vat-, and five have descendants in Middle Indic. This category, which I derive from *-éhy-wr-

» -alii-, analogically extends from a few main lexical items, of which dayalu- ‘charitable’ plays a

crucial role (§3.7.2).

(2.18)  -lu- built to -a-final stems:23

a. irsya- ‘envy’ (AV) =
i. wrsyalu- (H 391; Kathas. 61.147), Pk. isalu-, Or. isalu-, M isalu ‘envious’
il. 1rsyavat- ‘envious’ (Kathas. 52.28, 61.142)

b. krpa- ‘pity’ (MBh.) =
1. krpalu- ‘pitious, compassionate’ (MBh. 5.6.14, 11.8.41, 12.83.60; (BhagP)
ii. krpavat- ‘pitious, compassionate’ (Kumaras. 5.26)

c. ksudha- ‘hunger’ (MBh.) =
1. ksudhalu- ‘hungry’ (Var.BS 67.110, 67.114, 100.9)
ii. ksudhavat- ‘hungry’ (Bhaisajyaratnavali apud Skdr.)

d. gh[nc'i— ‘warmth; sunshine’ (RV), ‘compassion’ (MBh.) =

1. ghrnalu- ‘compassionate’ (BhagP 4.22.43)

22This form only appears in the M.voc.sG vibhavas with the innovative ending -vas.
BAiGr 11 2: 290 §180a lists the forms pipasalu- “thirsty’ and bubhuksalu- ‘hungry’ built to pipasa- ‘thirst’ (SB
10.2.6.19, 12.2.3.12) and bubhuksa- ‘hunger’ (MBh.), respectively, but I can find no evidence for either pipasalu- or

bubhuksalu-.
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ii. ghrnavat- ‘disgusting’?* (Sarasv.)

. tandra- ‘laziness, lassitude’ (MBh. 12.184.8, YajnS 3.158) =

i. tandralu- ‘tired’ (Susr. 6.39.44)

. trsna- ‘thirst’ (RV 1.38.6,7.89.4, 9.79.3) =

1. trsnalu- ‘thirsty’ (Susr. 6.27.12)

. daya- ‘dole, pity’ (SB 14.8.2.4) =

i. dayalu- (P 3.2.158, MBh. 8.67.3, BhagP), Pk. daalu- ‘charitable’
ii. mahadayalu- ‘very charitable’ (MBh. 13.17.98)

iii. dayavat- ‘charitable’ (MBh.)

. nidra- ‘excessive sleep” (RV 8.48.18) =

i. nidralu- (Susr. 1.46.166, 6.60.13, 6.60.16), Pa. niddalu-, M nidalu- ‘sleepy’

il. atinidralu- ‘overly sleepy’ (MBh. 3.270.20)

i. lajja- ‘shame’ (MBh.) =

i. lajjalu- (SarngS 2.2.41), Pk. lajjalu-, S lajaro, G lajali ‘shameful’

il. lajjavat- ‘shameful” (MBh. 3.52.17)

j. lala- ‘saliva’ (BhagP, Susr.) =

i. lalalu- ‘drooling’ (CarS 6.30.247, 6.30.249)
. Sanka- ‘doubt’ (SB 10.1.1.10, 12.8.3.11) =

i. Hind. §ankalu- ‘suspicious’

. Saya- ‘resting place’ (RV 3.55.4) =

i. Sayalu- ‘sleepy, sluggish’ (Pat. 3.2.158, M.Spv. 2.80)2

24Perhaps with a development similar to that of pitiful ‘feeling pity’ ~ ‘deserving pity’.

25We also find an apparent derivation from an -a-stem in samsaya- ‘doubt’ (AsvSr., MBh.) = sams$ayalu- ‘doubtful’

(Nais. 3.61,13.21, 20.73), but since Nais. also uses unprefixed Sayalu- (3.66, 11.92, 18.121) and places the first instance

of samsayalu- (3.61) five verses away from the first instance of Sayalu- (Nais. 3.66), I assume that samsayalu- was

created analogically to Sayalu- and not directly from samsaya-.
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m. Sraddha- ‘trust’ (RV) =
i. Sraddhalu- (BhagP 3.8.9, 11.11.23, 11.20.28), Pk. saddhalu- ‘faithful’

ii. Sraddhavat- ‘faithful’ (BhagP 5.16, Kathas. 101.108)

A smaller category of forms in -lu- are built to thematic -a-stems, but always with derivatives
in -alu- by analogy to the category in (2.18). On the whole, these forms appear later and contain
more forms from the grammatical literature. Perhaps the earliest attested of these -alu-derivatives
come from Susr., a medical text whose dating is difficult since its redactional history likely begins
in the second half of the first millennium BCE and ends in the second half of the first millennium

CE. Furthermore, none of these forms appear beside any -vat-, -van-, or -vari- forms.

(2.19) -alu- built to -a-final stems:
a. anda- ‘egg’ (Pt.) =
i. Yandalu- ‘fish’ (Sc. apud Skdr.)
b. usnd- ‘hot’ (RV 10.4.2) =
1. usnalu- ‘suffering from heat’ (Pat. 5.2.122.7; Vikr. 17.10), M unhalné ‘to be
affected by heat of weather’
¢. karncuka- ‘armor; snake skin’ (MBh.) =
i. Ykaricukalu- ‘snake’ (Sc. apud Skdr.)
d. kanta- ‘thorn’ (BhagP) =
i. kantalu- ‘a type of (thorny) plant’ (Rajan.)
e. krsa- ‘lean’ (RV) =
1. krSaluka- ‘leanish’ (Divyav. 37)
f. krodhd- ‘anger’ (AVP 16.139.7 = AVS 9.7.13; AVP 5.19.7, AVS 4.38.4) =
1. krodhalu- ‘passionate’ (Susr. 6.60.14)
g. trprd- ‘hasty’ (Katy.Sr. 25.11.30), trprdm ‘hastily’ (SB) =
i. Ytrpralu- ‘restless?’ (Pat. 5.2.122)

h. sita- ‘cold’ (RV 10.34.9) =
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1. Sitalu- ‘suffering from cold’ (Pat. 5.2.122; Var.Br. 17.10)2¢
i. sneha- ‘oil’ (MBh., Susr.) =
i. Pk. nehalu- ‘oily’
j. svapna- ‘sleep’ (RV) =
1. svapnalu- ‘sleepy’ (Susr. 3.3.26)
k. hidaya- ‘heart’ (RV) =
i. Yhrdayalu- ‘warm-hearted’ (Pat. 5.2.122), Or. hiali ‘charming’

1. ghordaydvin— ‘warm-hearted’ (Pat. 5.2.122)

Finally, three adjectives are built to non-primary verbal stems. Of all the forms in -alu-, only
patayalu- ‘flying’ appears in Vedic and thus is attested with an accent. Despite the small size of

this category, there is good reason to believe it is old (as is discussed §§3.7.2 and 3.7.3).

(2.20) -alu- built to non-primary verbal stems:
a. pataya- ‘to fly’ (RV) =
i. patayali- “flying’ (AVP 20.18.8a ~ AVS 7.115.2a)
b. ’grbhdyant- ‘grasping’ PrRs.ACT.pTCP?? (RV 1.148.3) =
i. Ygrhayalu- ‘grasping’ (P 3.2.158)
c. sprhaya- ‘to desire’ (RV 1.41.9, 8.2.18) =28

1. sprhayalu- ‘desirous’ (MBh. 5.43.10)

The formation of derivatives with the complex suffix -a-lii- to verbal stems matches that of the

periphrastic perfect constructions in -d-. These periphrases attach -dm F.acc.sG chiefly to derived

26MW: s.v. mentions a form Sitaru- ‘sensitive to cold’ in the lexicographers that I have not found.

27Jamison (1983: 100) argues that the hapax stem grhdya- is a nonce formation based on the deverbative stem
grhaya- < *ghgbhhg-ehg-yé-. Given the marginality of its base, ggcrhayc_zlu- likely was created by analogy to sprhayalu-.

280r perhaps this form belongs in (2.18) given the existence of the adjective sprhaydyya- ‘desirable’ (RV), which

implies the existence of a form *sprhaya- ‘desire’.
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stems and are governed by the auxiliary verbs \/kar ‘to do’, \/as ‘to be’, and \/bhii ‘to become’ and
allow for perfects to causatives, desideratives, and other derived verbal categories (Whitney 1889:
392-394 §81070-1073; AiGr 11 2: 252-259 §143; Kiimmel 2000: 61-63). The first such formation
appears already in AVS 18.2.27 ~ AVP 18.65.10, where a periphrastic perfect gamayam cakara is

built to a causative of \/gam ‘to go’:

(2.21) AVS 18.2.27 (~ AVP 18.65.10; describing a dead man in a funeral hymn)
dpemdm jiva arudhan grhébhyas ' tam nir vahata pari gramad itdh |
mytyir yamdsyasid diitah praceta ' dsin pitfbhyo gamayam cakara ||
‘The living have expelled this man from their houses. Carry him out away from this
village.
Death was the attentive messenger of Yama. He has made their breaths go to the

fathers.’

2.4 The distribution of -rii- and -lii-stems

Though many of the above -rii- and -lii“stems represent productive formations in the later language,
a few patterns emerge. The -rii-stems appear significantly earlier and derive mainly from roots.
When they do not derive from roots, formations in -aru- dominate. On the other hand, -lii“stems
appear generally later and describe bodily and emotional states. When not derived from roots, the
-lii“stems overwhelmingly favor derivation from -éhy-stems. Chapter 4 will argue that derivation
from *-éh,- is common among *-wr-/-w(¢fo)n-heteroclites and the likely origin of the -aru- and
-alu-stems. First, however, Chapter 3 argues in detail for deriving some of the -rii- and -lii-stems

from *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites on morphological and comparative grounds.
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CHAPTER 3

. (») (»)
Proto-Indo-European *-wr- » Sanskrit -ru- & -lu-

3.1 Sanskrit -ur/-us- vs. -rii-/-lii-

This chapter will be primarily concerned with the evidence for the hypothesis that the strong cases
of some *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites were inherited into Sanskrit as forms ending in -rii~-lii-. To do
this, however, we must first deal with the previously known heteroclite reflexes in -ur/-us-. This
chapter will progress as follows. First we will look at the nouns in -ur/-us- that I find likely to be
reflexes of inherited *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites in §3.2, followed by those nouns that I find unlikely
to be inherited reflexes in §3.3. Next in §3.4 we will look at nouns in -ru- and -lu- to evaluate
their sources. Following that are the adjectives in -ru- and -/u- of various stock (likely primary
adjectives in §3.5, unlikely primary adjectives in §3.6, and a discussion of non-primary adjectives
in -li- in §3.7). Finally, §3.8 will discuss the distribution and age of the *wr > *ru metathesis,
and §3.9 concludes. Within each section, the entries will be laid out by root when available and
will appear in order of plausibility, with the forms I deem most likely to descend from inherited

*-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites appearing first and those least likely appearing last.

3.2 Nouns in -ur/-us- likely to be from *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites

As noted in Chapter 2, this category was first identified in Sanskrit as reflexes of PIE heteroclites

by Hoffmann (1975), who provided both Indo-Iranian and Indo-European cognates.
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3.2.1  ¥/per ‘to go through’

Identified by Hoffmann (1975: 331-337), Ved. pdrur ~ pdrvanas ‘knot, knot of a reed; joint’ <
*pér-wr ~ *pér-wen-os is one of two *-wr-/-w(¢fo)n-heteroclites to show true heteroclitic inflection
in Sanskrit itself. This form finds a close cognate in Gr. nelpap ~ nelpatog ‘end, limit’ (Att. né€pog)
through an apparent semantic development ‘*thing passed through’ — ‘“*edge’ — ‘limit, joint’.
Furthermore, Greek and Sanskrit share a parallel privative adjective *7i-per-wor ~ *i-per-wen- >
Ved. aparvan- (RV) ‘place with no junction’, Gr. dnelpwv ‘boundless, endless’. Even by the time
of the RV, however, the synchronically obscure N.NoM/Acc.sG pdrur had already created a separate
stem pdrus- (e.g., pdrusa N.INS.SG, pdrusas. N.GEN.SG; RV), of the same meaning based on the

sandhi ambiguity of -7# and the influence of forms like ayus- ‘life’ N.

Bailey (1961: 470—473) argues that YAv. druca pa“ruugnca (Yt. 13.99, Yt. 19.85) meant ‘from
both bow and arrow’, taking paruugn as ABL.SG < *pdr-wan-s, with a semantic parallel in OKhot.
pu(r)na- ‘arrow’ < *pauruna- < *par-un-a-. Instead of taking *pdar-wan- from the heteroclite *pér-
wr ‘knot, limit’, Bailey prefers to reconstruct a different heteroclite to Vper(hy) “to fly’ found in
*por-no- ‘wing, feather’ > Ved. parnd-, YAv. par’na- ‘feather’, OE fearn ‘fern’, Lt. sparnas ‘wing’
and *per(hy)-o- > OCS pero ‘feather’. He understandably does not list TB parwa ‘feathers’, which
could be a recharacterized -wa pL to *péru- < *pérru- < *pér-wr, according to the principles in
Del Tomba 2021 (if such a *-rr- geminate could be formed and degeminated). Kiimmel (2019:
161) cites Bailey on pa“ruugn but without comment equates it to Ved. pdrur ‘knot’ and glosses
pa‘ruugnea “and arrows” as if from *parwan=ca < *pér-won-hy-k"e. Bailey takes druca ‘from/by
bow’ from a (heteroclitic?) form *druéns=k"e aBL.SG or from *druh;-k"e iNs.sG, which he compares
to PIIr. *druna- > Skt. gdrul_aa-, OKhot. durna-, BSog. dr’'wn, ZPahl. drwn, Oss.D. drdund, dndurd,
Oss.I. drdyn ‘bow’, all of which he believes go back to *dru- ‘wood’. The best explanation comes
from Hintze (1994: 356-357), who instead accepts the v.I. reading druca *pa“ruugnaca ‘with wood
and shaft’ < *drii-h;-k"e pér-won-eh; -k"e where *pér-won- refers to the shaft of a reed between two
knots. She assumes that the full-grade suffix -uugn- < *-wan- must be analogical, since *pa‘runa <
*pér-un-eh; might be expected. If an oblique *pér-un- is to be reconstructed, it would be similarly

replaced in Vedic pdr-van-.
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Is there any evidence for oblique *pér-un-/-un-? The Gr. oblique neipot- goes mechanically
back to *pér-wn-t-, which is very similar in formation to Ved. pdrvata- ‘rocky, mountainous’,
YAv. pa'ruuata- ‘mountain’ < *pér-wn-t(-)o- and H M4perwant- ‘rocky, craggy’ < *pér-wn-t-. If
the heteroclite *pér-wr ~ *pér-un- ‘rock, mountain’ > H “4peru (dissimilated from *perur) ~
Nasperun- ‘stone, cliff, boulder’ is not homophonous but in fact the same word as the ‘limit, knot’
heteroclite (as per Rieken 1999: 337-338 & n!%38 with lit.), then the oblique *pér-un-/-un- would
be confirmed. EDH: s.v. N*4peru | perun- does not think that the meanings ‘limit, knot’ and ‘rock,
mountain’ can be easily reconciled, but if this heteroclite comes from ¥/per ‘to go through, cross’,
it must have meant ‘thing gone through, crossed ~ limit’. In Indo-Iranian, ‘limit’ came to mean
‘knot (of a reed)’ because the knots of a reed at the limits of the reed segments. But at the Indo-
European phase, ‘limit’ may have come to refer to rocks and mountains in their common function
as milestones and border mountains; alternatively, large stone formations could be thought of as
‘knotty’ or ‘rugged’. If these two heteroclites are to be united, then Ved. pdrur, Gr. neipop, and H

Nasperu would be morphological equations.

It is worth noting that the Hittite form M4peru is spelled (N4pé-e-ru) in both of its attestations,
which could spell ¥4péru < *pér-wr. Likewise, Gr. nelpap could come from *pér-wr since OsthofF’s
Law in Greek (PIE *V > PGr. *V / __RCy],-) would shorten *per.wr to *pérwr > nelpop. As such,
an acrostatic accentual pattern *pér-wr ~ *pér-un- is quite plausible for this word.! Of course, we

do not find Ved. *parur, but this could be leveled from the oblique pdrvan-.

VHED 9: s.v. “peru objects that the dissimilation of *perur to ¥4

peru is contradicted by kirur ‘enmity, war(fare)’,
but this form is not heteroclitic (EDH: s.v. kurur-), so the oblique cases in kitrur- and various derivatives like kirrura-
‘enemy’, kitrur-y¢ja-* ‘to be hostile’, etc. could have analogically reinforced the final - in the n.Nom/acc.sG and
prevented deletion. Alternatively, as Anthony Yates suggests to me, a N.NOM/ACC.PL **pe%’-wor—hz > PIE *peérwér

would yield pre-H *péro > H péru ‘rocks, mountains’ [pé(:)ro] by PA *r > H & / o[ sress)___# (Yoshida 1990: 108-112)

and PA *w>H@ /T 5 (AHP: 128-129).
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3.2.2 *d%n-wr ‘bow’

Hoffmann (1975: 327-331) likewise identified a *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite in the noun dhdnur
~ dhdnvanas ‘bow’ < *d"én-wr ~ *d"én-wen-os with its Old Iranian cognates YAv. Ganuuar? ~

Banuuan- ‘bow’ and OP fanuvan-iya- ‘archer’.? Once again, dhdnur has already been reanalyzed

as dhdnus- in the RV.

*
3.2.3 ‘/terh; ‘to cross; overcome’

The root 3/terh; ‘to cross; overcome’ shows ample Indo-Aryan, Indo-Iranian, and Indo-European
evidence for a *-wr-/-w(¢fo)n-heteroclite. Within the RV, the is the -us-noun tdrus- ‘(struggle/power
to) overcome’ (RV) < *térhy-wr, the infinitive turvdne ‘to overcome’ (RV) < *trhy-wén-ey,*> and
the odd forms turvdni- ‘overcoming’ (RV, 8x) < *trhy-wén-i- with unexplained -i-extension and
the related hapax tuturvdni- ‘id.’, all pointing to a *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite. Furthermore in Ira-
nian, we find YAv. thaeso.ta"ruuan- ‘overcoming enmity’ < *#(e)rhy-wen-, YAv. vispa.ta'ruuari-
‘overcoming all’ < *t(e)rhy-wer-ihy-. Anatolian also has reflexes of the heteroclite in the Hittite
verbal noun tarhh(u)was ‘conquering’ GEN.SG < *trhy-wén-s and supine tarhh(u)wan ‘to conquer’
< *trhy-wén as well as the pan-Anatolian ‘Storm God’ deity H tarfl(u)want-, CLuw. P Tarhuwant-
/PTarhunt-, HLuw. Tarhunt-, Lyd. tarvtalli-, Lyc. Trqqiit-, Mi. Trqqit- < *trhywent- ~ *trhyunt-,
to which the Ved. epithet of Indra tiirvat- ‘overcoming’ has been compared (EDH: s.v. tarhu-%).
The root “/terhy , however, attests a present stem with *-u-, found in Ved. tiirvasi ‘overcome’
25G.PRS.ACT.IND (RV 8.99.6) < *t7hy-w-e-si and H tarhuzi 3sG.PRS.ACT.IND ~ taruhanzi ‘overcome’
3PL.PRS.ACT.IND < *térhy-u-ti ~ *trhy-w-énti, to which tiirvat- and its Anatolian comparanda could

easily be a PRS.ACT.PTCP.

2Hoffmann (1975: 329) explains the unexpected PIE *d" > PIr. *f as analogical to the PIr. verb 3/fang ‘to draw’.

3For *t[hng- > turvV- instead of XanV—, see Lubotsky 1997.
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324  ¥hjeln, ‘to drive’

The AV possesses a noun drur/drus- ‘wound’ and privative adjectives anarvdn- ‘unassailable;
unstoppable’ (RV; once anarmdn-, AVS 7.7.1) and anarus- ‘without wounds’ (SB). Hajnal (1999)
discusses this word at length, comparing it to PGerm. *arwiz > Olc. grr, MLG are ‘scar’ and H
erman- ‘sickness’ from 3/hjer ‘to be hurt’, a comparison already found in EWA: s.v. drus- and
tentatively supported by EDH: 247-248. These may suffice as comparanda, but I prefer to derive
drur from PIE *h;élhy-wr beside Gr. éhadve ‘to drive’ < *h;(e)lhy-un-y¢fs-. The verb éladve can
indeed mean ‘to strike, deal a wound’ as in the case of the famous scar given Odysseus by a boar

in (3.1).

(3.1) 0d. 19.393-394
. a0Tixa 8 Eyvw
OoUANY, TV ToTé UV 60¢ Hhaoe Aeuxd 686vTL . ..

<

. and immediately she knew

(the scar of) the wound, which a boar once dealt him with its white tusk ...’

Under this explanation, drur would mean ‘driving into, wounding’. While the Vedic sources
are not consistent in their characterization of the affliction described by drur, Hajnal vacillates
unnecessarily between the translations ‘wound’ and ‘illness’. Examples like (3.2) in AV seem to
describe major physical contusions or lacerations, though whether hdras- means ‘flame’ or ‘furious
passion’ remains a matter of debate (cf. EWA: s.v. hdras-). SB (3.3) has a copulative noun drur,
which Hajnal translates as “krank” without explanation and from which is formed the indeclinable
dnarur ‘unwounded’. Finally, SB and PB (3.4) have the causative adjective druskrta- ‘having been
wounded’, which metaphorically describes the Voice after a sacrifice and is coordinated with krira-

‘bloody, gory’ kriirikrta- and ‘having been made bloody, gory’.

(3.2) AVS5.5.4 (~ AVP 6.4.3)
vad dandéna ydd isva yad varur hdrasa krtam |

tasya tvam asi niskrtih sémam nis krdhi pirusam ||

‘If by club, by arrow, or by ardor a wound is made,
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of that you are the cure; cure this man.’

(3.3) a SB3.13.7
. arur vai puruso 'vachito ’narur evaitad bhavati yad abhyankte . . .

. a wound indeed is the skinned man. Then he becomes unwounded when he

salves himself.. ..’

b. SB3.1.3.10 (~ 3.3¢)
athaksyav anakti |
drur vai piirusasyaksi prasan* maméti ha smaha yajiavalkyo duraksd iva hasa piiyo
haivasya diisika té evaitad anarus karoti yad dksyav andkti
‘Then he salves both eyes.
“A wound indeed is man’s eye. I have alleviation’.” spoke Yajfiavalkya. Bad-eyed
indeed he was then. Then indeed he had pus and rheum. These two (eyes) indeed

he makes unwounded thus when he salves both eyes.’

c. SBK 4.1.3.10 (~ 3.3b)
dthasyaksint anakty drur va dksint prasan maméti hovaca yajiiavalkyo duraksd iva
hasa tdsya ya diisika ydtha pitya evam tad dnarur évaine karoti
‘“Then he salves both eyes. “A wound indeed are the eyes. I have alleviation®.” spoke
Yajiiavalkya. Bad-eyed indeed he was then. What rheum he has, that is just like

pus. Thus he makes these two (eyes) unwounded.’

(34) a. SB13.3.6.6
. sdrva vai samsthite yajiie vag apyate satrapta yatayamni bhavati kriirikrteva hi
bhavaty aruskrta . . .
‘With the sacrifice completed, the Voice is gained, truly whole. Gained then, [the

Voice] becomes depleted; so it becomes bloodied and wounded. . . .

4Unacknowledged in Hajnal’s discussion of SB 3.1.3.10 is that the form prasén is a hapax. EWA: s.v. SAM! with
lit. takes it with V/§am' ‘to become tired” as if a compound “prokom < *pro-kémhy(-s) ‘fully ceasing, alleviating’, but
the morphosyntax is difficult. Is prasan mdma to be understood as ‘I have alleviation’ with some sort of N.AcC.sG

*prokém? The difficult interpretation of prasan only hinders narrow translation of drur.

44



b. PB9.8.13
samvatsare ‘sthini yajayeyuh samvatsaro vai sarvasya santir yat pura samvvatsarad
yajayeyur vacam aruskrtam kriram rccheyuh
‘After a year, they should sacrifice the bones. This year is the alleviation of all. If
they sacrifice before (the end of the) year, they would reach the wounded, bloody

voice.’

The remainder of Hajnal’s examples of arus- appear as first members of compounds. He takes
the plant name arundhati- as a haplology of *arun-rundhati- ‘(plant,) which closes/stops a wound’;
if correct, this seems to describe staunching bleeding.> He also discusses a medicinal tool of variable
spelling (arusrc‘ina- AVS 2.3.3-5; arusyana-, v.l. aruspana- AVP 1.8.3-4), which he derives from
*arus-Srana- ‘wound paste’ with 9§rana- ‘cooked; moist’ (Pat. 6.1.27). The arusrana- is used to treat
roga- ‘breaking, infirmity’. P 3.2.35 has an irregularly formed compound arun-tuda-, which should
mean ‘striking a wound’ and which Ak. 3.1.82 glosses as marmasprk. Hajnal bafflingly translates
marmasprk as “sehr brennend” ‘burning greatly’, instead of the literal ‘touching/grazing the vital
organs’. Finally, Hajnal discusses a demonic epithets arur-magha- and arun-mukha-, which could
mean ‘rich in wounds, having wounds as gifts’ and ‘having a wounded face’, respectively. Overall,
the evidence that drur/drus- means ‘illness’ instead of ‘wound’ is not compelling. The adjective
anarvan- found 18x in RV primarily describes gods as impervious warriors and protectors of
mortals. The epithet further describes heroes who cannot be wounded in battle, not beings immune
to illness. Indeed, in the oldest material drur/arus- and its derivatives describe severe wounds

resulting from stabbing, smashing, and flaying, much like Odysseus’ goring wound in (3.1).

Regardless of the underlying root, the Vedic forms drur, drus-, and anarvan- as well as Indo-
European comparanda support drur as a heteroclite. The strong stem drur can derive unproblemat-
ically from either *h;ér-wr ‘harming’ or *h;élhy-wr ‘driving through’. For an-arvdn-% ‘unharmed,
impervious’, we might expect an earlier root zero-grade, either *anrvan- < *n-h;r-won- or *anurvan-

< *n-h;lhy-won-, but neither form is attested. If *anrvan- or *anurvan- were leveled to anarvan-,

either V/h jer or h 1elhy would serve, but if the root full-grade is original, only *n-h;er-won- would

50n this form in a context of flowing blood, see (4.5).
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be lautgesetzlich, as *n-hjelhy-won- should produce “anarivan-.

3.2.5 Xy léehls ‘to order, command’

Ollett (2012) has exhaustively analyzed the OAv. sax‘ar’, sax’ani ‘imprecations?’ and argued
that they are both n.Nxom/acc.pL of a heteroclite *Iééh;s—wg ~ *Iééh;s—wen—. The former, sax'ar’,
would be inherited from an original *k,hlswo"r < *léeh;s—wor—hg, whereas the latter, sax’ani, was
innovated from an oblique PlIr. *sahwan- and recharacterized with N.NoM/ACC.PL *-7 < *-l, (cf.
YAv. baeuuani ‘thousands’ N.NoM/Acc.pPL to baeuuar-). On the basis of this strong Iranian parallel,
the reconstruction *lééh;s—wﬂ > Sasur ‘order, command’ falls out naturally, with no metathesis

because of the heavy CVC- root (§2.2).

326 ¥ h;yag ‘to sacrifice’

Some difficulty arises from the unmetathesized form ydjur/ydjus- ‘sacrifice’. Itis attested 5x in RV ,8
where also appear ydjvan- and ydjvari- ‘sacrificing’ < *h;ydg-wen- and *h;ydag-wer-ihy-,° all of
which suggest this could be an inherited *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite. There are two ways to account
for the lack of metathesis in ydjur/ydjus-. Because it has no apparent morphological cognates
outside of Indo-Aryan, one could suggest that the form is a Vedic-internal innovation (viz., pdrvan-
: parur :: ydjvan- : X, X = ydjur), but there is no evidence that ydjvan- is older, especially given
the extent to which ydjur is embedded within the Vedic tradition. On the other hand, I tentatively
propose that there was an acrostatic accentual pattern *h;ydg-wr ~ h;ydg-un- much like *per-wr ~
*pér-un- » Ved. pdarur ~ parvan- discussed in §3.2.1. A preform *h;yag-wr would not undergo *wr
> *ry metathesis since this would produce a disfavored superheavy syllable in */;yag.ru. Then the
pre-Ved. paradigm *ydjur ~ *ydjun- would undergo the same morphological levelings proposed

for *per-wr ~ *pér-un- » Ved. pdarur ~ parvan-. While this account remains speculative, it would

¢The oxytone accent of anarvdn- is characteristic of privative bahuvri-s (Whitney 1889: §1304a), as also in hapax
endingless locative aparvdn ‘where there is no joint’ (RV 4.19.3).

7Also followed by Kiimmel (2019: 161).
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account for the absence of *ydjru-.

Another explanation could follow Lubotsky (1981: 135), who reconstructs the root as W. 10
According to Lubotsky’s Law (LL), a laryngeal is deleted in Indo-Iranian when followed by another
consonant (e.g., *h;yehy§-no- > PIIr. *Hyajnad- > Ved. yajiid-, Av. yasna- ‘sacrifice’). If *wr > *ru
metathesis predated LL, the metathesis of *h;yeh,g-wr would again produce a disfavored superheavy
syllable in *h;yéhyg.ru. If, on the other hand, *wr > *ru metathesis postdated LL, then LL would
not occur giving *hyyéhyg-wr > *HydHjur > *(H)yajur > *(H)yaj.ru, once again with a superheavy
syllable. Under this account, the expected outcome would be *yajur, but this lengthened grade could
have been leveled as in the rest of the paradigm of V/yaj per Lubotsky. That said, the evidence for
Lubotsky’s Law has not received wide acceptance (see, for instance, the critiques of Lipp 2009:
vol. 2, 159-174; Neri 2017: 204-221), and I am inclined to reconstruct *a ~ *q alternations for

Proto-Indo-European.

3.2.7 /meyth, ‘to meet, confront’

The root /meyth, ‘to meet, confront’ has Indo-Iranian support as a *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite in
the Vedic form mithund- ‘paired’ (RV) < *mith;-un-o- beside YAv. mifuuana- ‘paired’ < *mithy-
wen-6- and miQuuara- ‘paired’ < *mithy-wer-o0-, but the forms mithus carantam ‘going astray’ (TS
4.7.15.2) and mamedam istam nd mithur bhavati ‘This sacrifice of mine shall not fail’ (7B 3.7.5.12)
might appear to show *méythy-wr » mithur/mithus- ‘confusion’ without metathesis, which could
be expected after a CVCCC- syllable. The form mithus, however, need not be old. Only the 7S has
mithus cdrantam; parallel passages have the more common mithuya cdarantam (AVS 4.29.7b, AVP
4.38.7b) and mithu carantam (MS 3.16.5.16). This has led Schmidt (1889: 359-360) and AiGr II
2: 922 to declare mithus- merely an extension of a -u-stem mithu- ‘falsely, wrongly’ with -s-, as in
tiivi-s-mant- ‘powerful’ beside tuvi® ‘strong’ or ayu- ‘life’ beside ayus- ‘life’. As Stephanie Jamison

suggests to me, mithds ‘together, reciprocally, confusedly’ (RV), an adverbial accusative of a neuter

83 of those times (RV 8.41.8, 10.12.3, 10.106.3) are sandhi contexts where ydjur appears.
9For the reconstruction of the initial *k;-, see Woodhouse 2011: 164-167; Bozzone 2014: 7.

10 ikewise Woodhouse (2011: 164-167, 168-169, 174-175).
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-s-stem, could have spread its -s to the semantically similar mithu analogically. Furthermore, if the
form mithus were old, we would expect to find a full-grade root méth- < *méyth,-. As such, these

Taittirtyan forms should be discounted for analysis of the N.NOM/AcCC.SG.

3.3 Nouns in -ur/-us- unlikely to be from *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites

331 ¥ genh; ‘to be born; beget’

This root possesses some forms in RV that appear heteroclitic, but they are all of complicated
interpretation. On the one hand, janiis- ‘being born, birth’ (RV 33x) looks like it could be built
from the strong stem of a heteroclite *génh;-ur-, but it has unexpected oxytone accentuation.
On the other hand, the hapaxes vi-java ‘proliferating’ m.Nom.sG (RV 3.1.23) and pirva-javari
‘being born before’ F.Nom.pU (RV 10.65.8) look like they come from oblique *grih;-won- and
feminine *grih;-wer-ihy- with accented root zero-grade. To make matters worse, janiis- possesses
the unique M.NOM.SG janiis, with an ending found nowhere else in the -us-stems. We can eliminate
vi-java and pitrva-javari easily as archaisms. Beside pirvajavart, we find the synonymous forms
piirva-ja- (RV 8.6.41) and pirva-jda- (RV 7.53.2, RV 10.14.15), suggesting that piirvajavari- is
part of the productive °Cd- = °Ca-van-/-vari- process discussed in Chapters 2 and 4.1 The same
argumentation likely applies to vi-java: though there is no vi-ja- attested, the collocation vi \/](17
is attested 5x in RV, implying that a noun *vi-ja- may once have existed. In the absence of these
-van- and -vari- forms as inherited parts of a heteroclitic paradigm, the noun janiis- must be taken
at face value as a *-iis-stems of the same type as vaniis- ‘zealous’ and fdpus- ‘burning, hot; heat’

below.

1See likewise Scarlata (1999: 142).
2Following AiGr 11 2: 292, J&BE™: ad VI1.58.2 concedes that the more common animate -as-stems could have

served as a model for the nonce form janiis, though other explanations like -ii-stems are also considered.

48



3.3.2  /wenh; ‘to wish; love’

The RV attests an adjective vaniis- ‘zealous’ which might be taken as a derivative of the noun *vdnur
from a putative heteroclite *wénh;-wr, but this verb does not find any convincing heteroclitic support
elsewhere. The formation and identificaiton of vdnivanas (RV 10.47.7) is complicated (on which,
see Schaefer 1994: 2729; J&BCo™: ad X.47.7), but it likely represents an intensive formation of
some sort and not some unlikely form like *wénh;-won-es. As such, the heteroclitic origin of vaniis-

remains suspect.

3.3.3  ¥/tep ‘to be hot’

The form tapus- ‘heat’ appears in the RV as a simplex and the first member of compounds and serves
as the stem for a derivative tdpusi- ‘glowing; glowing weapon’. Benveniste (1935: 39) argues that
YAuv. tafnu- ‘fever’ shows evidence of a heteroclite but leaves the derivation of *fep-nu- unexplained.
YAuv. tafnu- and tafnah- ‘heat’ are better taken from an adjective *fep-no- ‘hot’, whence also Olr.
tene ‘fire’ < *tepnet- (LEIA: vol. T, 49-50). Otherwise, there is no good evidence that ¥/tep had an

old heteroclite *#ép-wr, and thus tdpus- may be a Vedic-internal innovation.

3.34 /gy ‘to conquer’

The form jayiis- ‘victorious’, attested only 3 x in the RV in the form jayisa, which WRV: 478 takes
as a M.NoM.DU describing the ASvins but which J&B: ad 1.117.16, V1.62.7, X.39.13 translate “with
your [=the ASvins’] victorious (chariot)”. No other relevant or heteroclitic forms appear to this verb
in Indo-Aryan or Indo-European, so as with fdpus-, there is no good reason to reconstruct an old

*gWeéy-wr.

3.3.5 Summary of the nouns in -ur/-us-

Based on the above survey, only the following forms were found to have N.Nom/acc.sG forms

inherited directly from their preforms:
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(3.5) a. parur ‘knot (of a reed); joint’ </« *pér—w[

b. dhdnur ‘bow’ < *dén-wr

c. tdrus- ‘(struggle/power to) overcome’ < *térhy-wr

d. drur ‘wound’ < *h;élhy-wr or *h;ér-wr
e. Sasur ‘order, command’ < *kéhis-wr

f. ydjur ‘sacrifice’ « *hyyag-wr

The form mithur ‘confusion” also appears to come from old heteroclites but not in a lautgesetzlich

manner. All other forms were rejected.

3.4 Nouns ending in -ru- and -lu-

Having examined the Sanskrit forms ending in -ur/-us-, I will now move on to the Sanskrit nouns in
-ru- that have been thought to derive from *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n- heteroclites. Only five in number, these
forms nonetheless have good Indo-European pedigrees (if unclear morphological backgrounds and

attestational histories).

3.4.1 *smok-wr ‘beard’

The word §mdsru- ‘beard’” < *smo’k’—wor has precise morphological cognates like H zama(n)kur
(EDH: s.v. zama(n)kur), CLLArm. mawruk‘ < *mowru-3 (EDAIL: s.v. mawruk ), Lt. smdkras
‘chin’ (with *-ra-stem analogically reshaped from PBS *-ru- per LED: s.v. smakras) and several
closely related forms (Olr. smech ‘chin’ N/F < *smek-0-/ *smelé—ehg— (LEIA: s.v. smech), Alb. mjeker
‘beard’ < *smek-r-ehy- (AE: s.v. mjék/er, -ra; AED: s.v. mjekér). Despite its apparently old *-wr
suffix, there is no direct evidence for heteroclitic *-wén- forms (Lubotsky 1994: 99), unless the
intrusive -n- in Smasrund- ‘bearded (of a goat)’ (7S 2.1.1.5, 5.5.1.2; KS 24.7) is a contamination
from an oblique stem *smék-un-. The -n- could just as well be the -n- found throughout the neuter
u-stems. No other compelling examples exist in Sanskrit of *-n-6- being added to *-ru- < *-wr

to my knowledge. While several adjectives in °runa- could have provided a compelling analogical
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source for Smasrund-, most get the -r- from the root or lack good etymologies:

(3.6)

(3.7)

(3.8)

(3.9)

(3.10)

(3.11)

arund- ‘tawny, ruddy’ (RV)
Likely related to arusd- ‘red (of fire, horses, cattle)’ (RV) < *h;er-u- (whence *h;r-ew-d™

‘red’ > ) or *h;el-u- (cf. OHG elo ‘red-brown’; EWA: s.v. arund-)

darund- ‘hard, harsh’ (SB 1.2.3.8, 13.4.4.9; MBh.; dc'iruna— with analogical accent in
Unadis.) < daru- ‘tree’ (EWA: s.v. ddaru-)

dharina- ‘holding’ (RV) < *d"er-tin-o-" or *d"er-ii-no-"

karuna- ‘miserable, pitiful’ (MBh.)

No good etymology. The sense could maybe come from ‘*compassionate < *having
the holy work of compassion’ from karina- ‘action, holy work’ (EWA: s.v. kariina-) <
*k"er-un-o-, but this is highly speculative.*

susrina- ‘having good hearing’ (RV 10.74.1)

J&BCo™: ad X.74.1 plausibly takes this hapax susriinam as a conflation of nearby susrutas
‘hearing well” and vanim ‘eager’.

taruna- ‘young, new sprung’ (RV) < *tér-u-no-’ ‘weak’

Cf. Gr. tépu: dofevée, hemtdv ‘tépu: without strength, weak’ (Hsch.), teplvne: tetpLu-
uEVog 6vog xal YEpwy 7] Sucavainntog Yépwy ‘tepUvng: worn out donkey and old man

or old man unable to recover’ (Hsch.; EWA: s.v. tdruna-)

Only a—bhfm—na- (AV), a-bhiriu-na- (VS) ‘fearless’, if from a heteroclite (see §3.5.2), could show

a conflation of -ru- < *-wr and -un- < *-wen-, but this is hardly strong support. Likewise, see the

discussion of *-r- and *-n- conflation in §§3.4.3, 4.3, 4.4.

The form hdri-Smasaru- ‘gold-bearded’ (RV 10.96.8) could be an inherited form *°smel€-eh2-

(whence OIr. smech ‘chin’ F) + *-wr- but is more likely an innovative nonce form on the basis

BWith *w < *k from depalatalizated * before *r.

“Furthermore, *k"er-iin-o- should yield *cariina-, but this could perhaps be leveled by analogy to the verb \/kar

‘to do, make’.
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of similar -aru- forms. Compare Ved. vanddru- ‘praising; praise’ (RV) with YAv. duZ-vandru-
‘blaspheming’ (Yz. 19.87). While smdasru- is assuredly of old stock, its status as a heteroclite is

speculative.

342 Y (s)neh; ‘to twist’

As mentioned in §2.1, Tedesco (1957) has shown that the heteroclite *snéh;-wr ~ *snéh;-wen-
‘sinew’ displays a variety of Indo-Aryan descendants containing the strong stem, including Ved.
snayu (TB 1.5.9.7, Susr.) and AMag. nhaii- from unmetathesized ksnawu- < *snéh;-wr- and Pa.
nharu-, naharu- from metathesized *snéh;-ru-. Its oblique forms are better attested in early Vedic
with snavan- (AV, TS, TB, SB, VS) and snavdn- (SB). It also has a privative adjective asnavaka-
‘sinew-less’ (TS 7.5.12.2) as if from *n-sneh;-wn-ko-, though this is certainly a nonce formation

with productive -ka-suffix given the context:

(3.12) T7§7.5.12.2

... retasvine svaharetdskaya svaha

prajabhyah svaha prajananaya svaha

lomavate svahalomdkaya svaha

tvacé svahatvikkaya svaha

cdrmanvate sviahacarmdakaya svaha

[6hitavate svahalohitaya sviha

mamsanvdte svahamarsdkaya svaha

snavabhyah svahasnavékaya sviha |

asthanvdte svahanasthikaya svaha

majjanvdte svahamajjdkaya sviha |

angine svahanangaya svaha |

atmdne svahanatmane svaha . . . ||
‘... Hail the one with semen! Hail the semen-less! Hail the begotten ones! Hail

the begetter! Hail the hairy! Hail the hairless! Hail the one with skin! Hail the

skinless! Hail the one with hide! Hail the hide-less! Hail the one with blood! Hail
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the bloodless! Hail the one with flesh! Hail the fleshless! Hail the sinews! Hail the
sinew-less! Hail the bony! Hail the boneless! Hail the one with marrow! Hail the
marrow-less! Hail the one with limbs! Hail the limbless! Hail the one with breath!

Hail the breathless! ... ||

Somewhat problematically in context, both of the plurals prajabhyah ‘begotten ones’ and snavabhyah
‘sinews’ are hailed directly and not with possessive adjectives prajavate ‘one having offspring’ and

*snavavate ‘one having sinews’. This perhaps indicates later additions to the list.

Outside Sanskrit, *snéh;-wr has many reliable reflexes: YAv. snauuar?, TB siior, Gr. veUpov (<
*snéh;-ur-o-), CLArm. neard (< *snéh;-wr-t-), L nervus < *snéhj-ur-o-, OE sinu ‘sinew’ (Schindler
1975b: 9). Note that Del Tomba (2021: 54-58) has recently argued for a similar metathesized strong
stem in TB s7ior ‘sinew’ < *snéh;-ru- < *snéh;-wr-. Latin likewise shows a metathesis in nervus
< *newro- < *snéh;-ur-o- which we find regularly in other *-wr- contexts (e.g., L parvos ‘small’ <

*pawro- < *pehyu-ro-; OHCGL?: 170).

3.4.3 Vedic dsru- ‘tear’ and \ hyek ‘sharp, bitter’

The reconstruction of Ved. dsru- ‘tear’ RV 10.95.12-13 and its status as a *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite

have long been a topic of debate. The cognate set is voluminous:

®

(3.13) ’ Anatolian: H ishahru-15
b. Armenian: Cl.Arm. artawsr, artasu-k © pL
c. Baltic: Lt. dsara, Lv. asara

d. Celtic: Olr. dér; MW deigyr; Corn. dagr; Bret. dazrou

e. Germanic: Goth. tagr; ON tar; OHG zahar, trahan; MHG zaher, traher, trahen;

NHG Tréine, Zdihre (obs.); OE tehher, tear, teagor; OF tar; OS trahn

BSEDH: s.v. iShahru- correctly doubts the appurtenance of this form. Even with a reconstruction like *s-hgélé-w!’, it
would contain a unique assimilation *s-hzélé-w! > *s-hyéhy-wr and the only word-final example of *-wr# > *-ru. For

discussion of *wr > *ru metathesis, see also §3.8.
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f. Hellenic: Gr. ddxpu

g. Indo-Aryan: Ved. dsru-, Pa. assu

h. Iranian: YAv. asriu®; MP ’sr

i. Italic: OL dacruma, dacrima; L lacruma, lacrima
j. Nuristani: Pras. iicii

k. Tocharian: TA akdr, akrunt pL; TB akriina pL

I will not attempt a full rehash of all the debates surrounding this word, but I will highlight a

few key points:

1. The forms are generally divided into two categories, those starting with inherited *d- (Ar-
menian, Celtic, Germanic, Greek, Italic, Tocharian) and those with *a- (Baltic, Indo-Aryan,
Iranian, Nuristani, Tocharian). One popular account of this distinction is to reconstruct *dorlé—
hgélé-ur ‘acrid fluid of the eye’ vs. *hzélé—ur ‘acrid fluid’ from the roots W ‘to see’ and
W ‘sharp, bitter’ (Kortlandt 2003; Pinault 1997). Others start simply with *drak-ur and
*ak-ur (e.g., Hamp 1972; Eichner apud Mayrhofer 1986: 162; Lubotsky 1994: 99).

2. There are a few pieces of evidence that suggest that the N.NoM/Acc.sG was underlyingly

*-wr/*-ur and metathesized to *-ru:

(a) The shapes of Cl.Arm. sG artawsr and pL artasu-k ¢ pose interesting morphophonolog-
ical issues; as Kortlandt (2003) discusses, to get the -w- in the sG, there must have been
a sequence k- > *kr- > *-wr-, while the -s- in the pL requires *ku- > -su-. Then a
complicated series of intraparadigmatic levelings must have occurred whereby the -s-

was inserted between the new *-wr- sequence.

(b) In arguing the Sanskrit evidence for Weise’s Law (WL) whereby Indo-European pala-
tovelars depalatized before *r (*k, *g, *¢h > *k, *g *g¢h/ _ r) Kloekhorst (2011:
268) claims that Ved. dsru- escaped depalatalization because the *wr > *ru metathesis

occurred after WL.
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PIE *hy ék-ru- * élé-wcr—
WL *hyék-ru- —

*wr > *ru — *hyék-ru-

Ved. Xakru- asru-

Under this analysis, *wr > *ru metathesis would counterfeed WL. Kloekhorst also
provides the examples of *smdk-wr-16 > §mdsru- (not *smdkru) ‘beard’ and *swek-wi-
hy-1 > §vasrii- (not *svakri-) ‘mother-in-law’.

(¢c) According to Hamp (1972: 297), certain Germanic forms like MHG traher point to

*-ur, but EDPG: s.v. *tagra- ~ *trahna- instead derives traher < PGerm. *trahra-.

3. Itis generally held that the ‘tear’ word is a heteroclite (Hamp 1972; Kortlandt 2003; Eichner
apud Mayrhofer 1986: 162; Pinault 1997; Kloekhorst 2011: 268). This claim rests on three

types of data:

(a) The mix of -r and -n forms found in Germanic: e.g., OHG zahar vs. trahan; MHG zaher
vs. traher vs. trahen; NHG Trdne vs. Zdihre (obs.). Lubotsky (1994: 99), however, prefers
to interpret this as a distant *r. .. r dissimilation. Thus, PGerm. *trahra- developed in

three ways:

(3.14) a. No dissimilation: *trahra- > OHG *trahar > MHG traher
b. *r...r>*r..n: *rahna- > OHG trahan > MHG trahen > NHG Trdne

c. *r...r>*..r:  “tahra- > OHG zahar > MHG zaher > NHG Zdhre
There is some reason to follow Lubotsky on this as several languages show similar
dissimilations (e.g., Gr. ddxpu, Olr. dér).

(b) The -n- that appears in the pL’s of TA akrunt pL, TB akruna pL (Pinault 1997; Del Tomba
2021: 54-58).18

16See §3.4.1 for reconstruction.
17See (2.2c¢) for reconstruction.

18See also §3.4.1 and fn. 36.
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(c) I would also add that a reconstruction *hge’lé-wor ‘sharp/bitter fluid’ would semantically
match *séhy-wr ~ *séhy-un-os ‘sour fluid’ > H §épur ~ §ehunas ‘urine’ (Oettinger

2015).°

Overall, reconstructing a *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite *(dg’lé—)hgélé—wcr ~ *(d[lé—)hgék,—un— seems plau-
sible enough. We might expect a N.NoM/AccC.SG in *(Dhydk-wr or *(Ohyék-wr, but there is no
unambiguous evidence for this. The Germanic, Indo-Iranian, Baltic, and Tocharian evidence could
derive from to *(®hy6k-wr, but L dacruma and Gr. éxpu must represent *(°hyék-wr.2° As such,

*(dgflé-)hgélé-w[ is the safest reconstruction.

3.4.4 Fpéhywr ‘fire’

One of the best attested heteroclites ending in *-wr/-wén- in Indo-European is the word *péhowr
~ *phywén-(¢fo)s ‘fire’ > H pahhur ~ pahhwenas, Gr. nlp, U pir, TB puwar, TA por ‘fire’ among
others. I say “heteroclites ending in *-wr/*-wén-" because the form, while clearly heteroclitic, is
of unclear morphological division. It remains possible that *péh,w-r is a simple *-r-/-n-heteroclite
built to the long-diphthong root YV pehyw “to purify’ (LIV?: s.v. 1. *peuH-) and meant ‘purification,
purifying thing’ both in the ritual sense of fire acting as the conduit to the gods and in the pragmatic
sense of fire and ash’s many sanitary and culinary uses. Indeed, Dunkel (2000: 94) derives L
pur(i)go ‘to purify’ from *puhyr-hy§-ehy-ye- ‘to lead the fire’. Furthermore, *wdd-r, the frequent
counterpart of *péh,wr, appears to be a simple *-r-/-n-heteroclite built to {/wed “to stream, be wet’
(LIV?: s5.v. *ued-), so a parallel formation for ‘fire’ might be expected. Yet Ved. pundti ‘purifies’

3SG.PRS.ACT.IND < *pu-né-hy-ti (among other forms) points to ¥/pewh,. For the ‘purify’ root and

19Qettinger (2015: 257-259% & * with lit.) ably parries the attempts by EDH: s.vv. $éhur | §ehun-, mehur | mehun-
to deny the validity of Eichner’s Law in these contexts.

20 Armenian has been argued to show PIE *o > Cl.Arm. « in initial open syllables (for a good survey of this debate,
see Ravnas 1991: 9-12), but that would require *o > a to occur after *djlé-hzélé-w[ became *drékur but before both
of the metatheses of *#dr- > *#(V)rd- and *wr > *ru, but since the PIE *o > CLArm. a / #Cp___C,;V is a matter of

debate, it seems easier to reconstruct *°hyék-wr.
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the ‘fire’ word to be connected, the root would need have created an innovative full-grade \/*pewh,
from the metathesized zero-grade *puh,C-. On the other hand, V/pehyw could have been falsely
extracted from *péhy-wr, but what then would the root be? One might suggest Vpeh; “to guard,
protect’ (LIV?: s.v. *pehy(i)-) in fire’s capacity to protect from cold and darkness, but I know of
no phraseological support for this interpretation. Alternatively, Sasseville (2020a: 135-136) has
proposed the existence of a verb ¥/peh, ‘to burn’ found in two CLuw. forms (pa-ah-hi-it-ta-ru),
(pa-ah-hli-it-ta-rul]) 3s6.prRS.MID.IND < **peh,-yé/s- that appear in incantations from a purification
ritual. Unfortunately, the CLuw. forms and their interpretation are by no means secure. Overall,
we cannot be certain of the morphological breakdown of this heteroclite, but since it has the
appropriate shape, it likely influenced or was influenced by the “true” *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites

morphologically and thus deserves discussion.

A recent study by Klimp (2013: 55-86) summarizes the Indo-European data for this word and
takes note of the form Skt. pavaka- ‘fire’ (MBh.) < *pehz-wn-ko-. This new stem is built by the same
pattern seen with udakam ‘water’ (RV) < *ud-n-ko- replacing the old N.NoM/AccC.SG var ‘water’ <
*woh;r < *wdd-r.?* But do we have evidence for N.NoM/Acc.sG of *péhy-wr in Sanskrit? Perhaps.
We find attested in the late grammarians Ujjv.Unadis. 4.101 (circa 13™ ¢. CE?) and Unadik. apud
Skdr. 126.3 (early 18 ¢. CE) evidence for a form 9paru- ‘sun, fire’, which would be the expected

outcome of *péhy-wr:

e *péhy-wr > Yparu- ‘sun, fire’

(3.15) Ujjv.Unadis. 4.101:
a. piyate rasan iti perur adityah

“‘he drinks the juices’: peru- [is] sun”

21This picture is somewhat confused by Ved. pavakd- (RV), a frequent epithet of the fire god Agni, which myste-
riously always scans as *pavakd- in all metrically clear contexts. It is conceivable that we are dealing with a separate
formation *powh,-ehy-ko- ‘purifying one’ from pava- ‘purification’ < *powh,-éh,-. The form *pavakd- would then be
redactionally replaced with pavakd- on the basis of pavaka- ‘fire’. Yet, -aka-formations are by no means common or
well understood in Sanskrit (AiGr II 2: 266-267 §150).
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b. samvatsaravapuh paruh perur tvasid dinapranir iti hattacamdrah
“‘having the form of a full year paru- or peru- was dinaprani- [‘day leader’]’

[according to] Hattacandra.”

(3.16)  Unadik. apud Skdr. 126.3
paruh . .. vahnih | suryyah | ity unadikosah

“paru- ... ‘conveyance/fire, sun’ [according to the] Unadikosa”

Beyond the late attestation of this material, several issues present themselves. We find peru-
alongside or instead of paru-. The reference to drinking juices in (3.15a) is odd, but as we will see
in §3.5.1.1, the term peru- ‘fructifying; cream’, an epithet of good fluids like soma and water, had
already in the Vedic period been reapplied to Agni in his capacity as Apam Napat ‘Child of the
Waters’. The explanatory quote piyate rasan ‘he drinks the juices’ is a folk-etymological attempt to
explain the conflation of peru- with paru-. Perhaps more troubling is the conversion of the neuter
*péhy-wr to masculine paru-. This may be accounted for by the dominance of the animate deity
Agni throughout all Vedic ritual, effacing the conceptual opposition between animate *h;ng"ni- and
inanimate *péhy-wr (EIEC: s.v. FIRE). Notice also that pavaka- ‘fire’ is masculine, not neuter, in

MBh. and later. Due to the poor shape of this material, no conclusions may be drawn with certainty.

3.4.5 /b%h; ‘to shine; appear’

The form 9bhalu- ‘sun’ is given in Ujjv.Unadis. 1.5 (bhalur adityah ‘bhalu- is sun’). This late
form is rather doubtful, but if it came from *b’éhy-wr-s ‘shining’, it would find support as a
*-wr-/-w(¢fo)n-heteroclite in Sanskrit and elsewhere. RV has vi-bhava m.Nom.sG and vi-bhavari
F.voc.sG ‘shining widely’ < *h;wi-b"éhy-won-, *hywi-b"hy-wer-ih;-. Likewise, Avestan has YAv.
vohuua-uuant- ‘with good light’ (Y. 7.5) < pre-YAv. *wohufawant- < Plr. *wahubawant- < *wesu-
b'ehy-went- and YAv. viia-uuant- (Yt. 8.2) ~ viia-uua'ti- (Yt. 17.6) ‘shining widely’ < pre-YAv.
*wiawant- < Plr. *Hwibawant- < *hjwi-b"ehy-went-. In Gr., we find °¢&v ‘light’ (Avaipdy
‘ruling the light’, ApZupasv ‘id.”) < PGr. *°p’awont- < *b"hy-won-t- ‘shining’ and goelve ‘to bring
light, cause to appear’ (Od.) < PGr. *pawenyé- < *b"h,-wen-yé- (Peters 1993: 106—-108; van Beek

2014: 100-101). If we accept the hypothesis of laryngeal breaking for Greek whereby unaccented
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*CUhyp;C > *CWe/a/oC (Olsen 2009), the following etymologies would also be possible: Gr.
gatve ‘id.” (IL) < PGr. *phwanyé- < *buhyn-yé- < *b"hy-un-yé-. But as soon as the laryngeal
metathesis occurred, the stem *buhyn-yé- would seem morphophonological distant from W,
and speakers therefore innovated a morphologically parsable form *b",-wen-yé-, leading to the
variability between Hom. gaive and goelvew. Despite this, the status of 9bhalu- ‘sun’ remains

speculative.

3.5 Primary adjectives in -rii-/-lii- likely to be from *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites

In the following section, I will discuss the forms in -rii-/-li- built to verbal roots which are good

candidates to be descended from *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites.

3.5.1  peyh, ‘to swell’

The best attested adjectival *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite in Indo-European is certainly the one built to

the root \/peyh, ‘to swell’, attested in at least three major branches: 22

(3.17) a. Ved. pivan- M/N pivari- F ‘fat, rich’ (RV+) < *pihe-won- ~ *pih.-wer-ih;-
b. Gr. nlwv M ~ Tlelpa F~ Tlov N “fat, rich, abundant’ (IL+) < *pihy-won- ~ *pih,.-wer-ih,-
~ *pih.-won; Gr. miap ‘fat, cream; richest substance’ < *pih-wr
c. OIr. iriu ‘earth, soil’, ’Eriu ‘Treland’; MW *Ywerdon; W Iwerydd, Iwerddon ‘id.” <

*pih-wer-ihy-on-23

22The suggestion by EDAIL: s.v. that Cl.Arm. yoyr ‘fat’ may come from *peyh,-ur-ihy- > PArm. *he(i)ur-i- > *hoyr-
i- > yoyr is intriguing. A feminine of the shape *R(é)-ur-ih,- may also be found in Myc. a-ro-u-ra, Gr. dpouvpa, Cyp.
a-ro-u-ra-i ‘cultivated field’ < *hyérhz-ur-ihy-, but this form could also be reconstructed *hy#hz-ur-ihy- or *hy(é)rhz-
ur-hy-. Since W has the most widely attested feminine of a *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite, Armenian would have to
preserve a deep archaism.

23The vocalism of Eriu is difficult; the outcome *Jriu is expected, especially when W Iwerydd, Iwerddon could go

back to *pih,-wer-ihy-on-. The topographic loanwords to non-Celtic languages also disagree on this matter: L Ibernia,
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For the Gr. adjective in (3.17b), we find two main semantic categories: ‘fat’ describing animals
(IL.+) and ‘rich, abundant, fertile’ describing soil, crops, and land (/l.+).2* These two families of
meaning show different diathesis of the root ¥/peyh, ‘to swell’. The meaning ‘abundant’ describing
lands (found also in Celtic) has an active sense ‘swelling (Tr), fructifying, fertile’ while the meaning
‘fat’ has a mediopassive meaning ‘swelling (INTR), fattened’. One might argue that ‘fat, cream’ is
the substance which fattens those who consume it, but the contrasting term Gr. 6t€op, otijp, oTelop
‘hard fat, suet, tallow’ < *stéh,-wr ‘that which stands firm’ shows that iop ‘(soft) fat, cream’ must
originally mean ‘that which swells, is lactated’. This section will argue that this duality of diathesis

or lability applies to the previously obscure Ved. terms péru-/peru- ‘causing to swell, fructifying;

Ivernia, Gr. Iepvia, Tepvic point to PC *giweriyon-, but the Hiberno-Latin forms Ebernia, Evernis, Hebernensium
pattern with Eriu (Stiiber 1998: 95-97). Pokorny (1925) suggests that *#; epi-wer-iyo- ‘protected land; hill’ could yield
Eriu, a position that is bolstered by Isaac (2009), who points out that he previously overlooked MW form Ywerdon
could come from the same preform. For Isaac, W Iwerddon comes from the PC epithet *@iweriyon- ‘fertile’ (whence

Olr. iriu ‘earth’) and replaced MW Ywerdon. Regardless of the account, PC *giweriyon- must be reconstructed.
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swollen; cream’ and pilu-/pilii- ‘milky, creamy’.

3.5.1.1 Vedic péru- and perii-

The two variously accented forms péru- and perii- were formerly assigned separate lexical meanings
and etymologies,?> but since the in-depth survey of Liiders (1940: 751-761), the forms have been
taken as accentual variants from the same root \/}?y" ‘toswell’ (KEWA: s.v. péruh with lit. EWA: s.v.
péru-; J&BCO™: ad 1X.74.4). The forms have not yet received an adequate etymology.26 1 propose
here that these forms should be reconstructed as *péyh,-wr- > *payHru- > *pdayru- > péru-, whence
perii- with an analogical oxytone accentuation by analogy to the -z-stem adjectives. To this end,

we will need to reexamine some of the attestations of péru- and peru- with an eye towards their

241,57 s.v. wlwv cite the use of motdtw in B.Ep. 2 = AP 6.53 as meaning “fattening, fertilizing”, but they err:

(i) EU8nuoc tov vnov e’ dypol tHvd’ avebnxev
6 TAVTOV AVEULY TLoTATY ZepUpw:
e0&auévey yép ol nAbe Boabbog, Sppa téyloTa
Axpfion TENOVLY xopmov An’ Ao Toyvwy.
‘Eudemus dedicated this temple on his land

to Zephyrus, most abundant of all winds;

For he came hastening to help the praying man so that he might very quickly

winnow the grain from the ripe ears.’

In this context, Zephyrus uses his normal windy powers to help winnow grain, i.e., blow the lighter chaff away
from the heavier grain when both are tossed in the air. The word motdte follows the frequent use of wiop ‘cream;

richest/best/most abundant portion’ + partitive GEN.PL discussed below.
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morphology and semantics.

The two places where péru- is attested (RV 9.74.4, 10.36.8) would thus preserve the archaic
accentuation. Indeed, the latter attestation exemplifies an inherited formula *péyh,-wr- + partitive
GEN.PL ‘the cream of X’, much as as we say cream of the crop, créme de la créme, or (to slay) the

fatted calf to refer to the best portion.

(3.18) RV 10.36.8
apam pérum jivadhanyam bharamahe ' devaviyam suhdavam adhvarasriyam |
surasmim sémam indriyam yamimahi ' tad devanam dvo adya vrnimahe |
‘We will bring (forward) the cream of the waters, providing riches for the living,
pursuing the gods, good to invoke, the glory of the ceremony.
Soma, destined for Indra, with his good reins would we hold fast. — This help of the
gods we choose today.’

(tr. after J&B: ad loc.)

This description of soma as ‘cream of the waters’, the best of all ritual fluids, would be parallel
to the use of Gr. nioe in /I 11.551 and h.Ven. 30, where niop does means literally ‘cream’ and

metaphorically ‘richest/best/most abundant portion’ of something.

25For example, WRV: s.vv. peri, péru translates perii- as “durchdringend, durchfahrend” from /par ‘to cross’ but
péru- as “gihren, schwellen machend” from \/]?y[ ‘to swell’. Likewise PW and MW: s.vv.

26The dialectal Nor. fel(e), file ‘cream, thickened milk’ has previously been suggested as a cognate of péru-/perii-
‘causing to swell, fertilizing’ (WP: s.v. poi, pt; KEWA: s.v. péruh) as evidence for a suffix *-Iu-. The etymology of these
Nor. forms is matter of some difficulty. ON pél ‘freshly curdled milk, buttermilk’ < PGerm. *pihla- < *tenk-lo- (cf.
Skt. takra ‘a buttermilk-water mixture’ < *tnk-lo-, Lt. tdnkus ‘thick’ < *fonk-u-) has long been connected with Nor.
fel(e), file through a sporadic alternation between *f and *p before * (Lidén 1897: 39—42; NDEW?: s.v. Filebunke),
but all agree that there is likely another form beginning with *f- with which *pihla- was conflated. ON {7 is normally
lowered to Nor. é before a deleted * or nasal except when the next syllable contained a high vowel (AnGr* I: 101), so

fel(e), file must come from PGerm. *fi(N)hla- and cannot go back to PGerm. *filu- < *peyh,-lu-.

62



(3.19) 1l 11.548-550 (describing Ajax fleeing battle)
¢ 8 albova Aéovta Bodv Amo uecoadiiolo
£06£00VTO XUVESC TE %ol AVEPES AYPOLHDTAL,
ol € U olUx eldol Bodv éx nlap EAEahat 550
‘And as from the cattle’s inner stable, a fiery lion
was driven off by dogs and rustic men,

who do not allow it to seize the fattest/cream of the cattle, . ..

(3.20) h.Ven. 29-32 (describing Zeus appeasement of Hestia)
) 8¢ mathe Zebg d@dxe xahov Yépag avtl yduoto,
xal Te uEow olxw xat dp’ ECeto mlap holoa. 30
ndow & €v vnolol Oedv Tiwdoydc ot
xol Topd Mol Bpotoict Oedv mpéofBelpar TETUXTAL.
‘And to her Father Zeus gave a beautiful honor in place of marriage.
And she sat in the middle of the house taking the richest portion/cream.

And in all the temples of the gods she has a share of honor,

And among all mortals, she has become foremost of the gods.’

In neither Greek passage does niop refer to literal fat so much as the best portion. So too does the
description of soma as the apam pérum designate it as the best of all waters. The collocation apdm
periih appears several times in the Sambhitas, particularly in the invocation of Agnisoma, where the
animal victim is allowed to drink for the last time. VS 6.9-10 will act as a representative version of

this prayer, from which the parallel passages differ slightly.

(3.21) VS§S6.9-10(~ TS 1.3.8.1, MS 1.2.15,3.9.6, KS 3.5, KpS 2.12)%
devdsya tva savitith prasave ’svinor bahiibhyam pusné hdstabhyam |
agnisémabhyam jiistam ni yunajmi |
adbhyds tvdausadhibhyé 'nu tva mata manyatam dnu pitanu bhrata sagarbhyé "nu sikha
sayuthyah |
agnisomabhyam tva jistam préksami ||9)|

apam perur asi |
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apo devih svadantu svattam cit sid devahavih |
sdm te prand vatena gacchatam sam dngani yajatraih sam yajidpatir asisa ||10)|
“To the impulse of the god Savitar, to the arms of the ASvins, to the hands of Pusan,
I bind you, welcome to Agnisoma. (I bind) you to the waters, to the plants. Let the
mother permit you, the father, the full brother, the herd companion. I besprinkle

you, welcome to Agnisoma.

You are cream of the waters. Let the waters, the goddesses, sweeten even the seasoned
true oblation of the gods. Let your breath unite with the wind, your limbs with those

worthy of worship, your lord of sacrifice with a prayer.’

Because the victim drinks the waters, it becomes the essence of the waters themselves. In attempting
clarifying the obscure form perii-, TS 6.3.6.4 folk-etymologically misinterprets apam periir as

‘drinker of waters’ instead of ‘cream of the waters’.28

(3.22) TS6.3.64
apam periir asity ahaisd hy apam pata yé médhayarabhydte
““You are cream of the waters,” he says, for this is the drinker of waters who is

sacrificed for nourishment.’

Because of this early reinterpretation of perii-, PW lists perii- as meaning “trinkend” ‘drinking’
from \/pa ‘to drink’, which MW follows. Unsurprisingly given the frequent repetition of apam
periir asi in the Samhitas, perii- had already been combined with apam ndpat ‘Child of the Waters’,

an epithet of Agni, in RV 7.35.13 (~ AVP 12.17.3 = AVS 19.11.3).2°

2 apam periir asi is quoted in KS 26.8 and KpS 41.6, the ritual exegeses of KS 3.5 and KpS 2.12, respectively. Here
also SB 3.7.4.6.

28More tautologically, MS 3.9.6 says apam periir asiti | apam hy ésd periih ‘He says “You are cream of the waters,”
because this is cream of the waters.’

29This extension of perii- to be an epithet of Agni likely also led to its use as a word for ‘fire’ in Ujjv.Unadis. 4.101

as mentioned in §3.4.4.
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(3.23) RV 7.35.13 (~ AVP 12.17.3 = AVS 19.11.3)
§am no aja ékapad devé astu ' sam no ahir budhniyah Sam samudradh |
§am no ap“t'im ndpat perur astu ' sam nah pfsnir bhavatu devdgopa ||
‘Luck for us be god Aja Ekapad; luck for us Ahi Budhnya [/Serpent of the Deep], luck

the Sea.

Luck for us be the richest/swelling Child of the Waters; luck for us be Préni, who has

the gods as her protectors.’

(tr. after J&B: ad loc.)

Yet péru-/perui- has retained more literal meanings of *péyh,-wr- beyond the ‘cream of the
waters’ formula. In several passages describing rain, péru-/perii- has a meaning of ‘causing to
swell, fructifying’. In RV 5.84.2, part of a riddle hymn describing the earth at night during the

monsoon season (Jamison 2013), a storm casts fructifying moisture across the land.

(3.24) RV 5842 (=%7S2.2.12.3)
stémasas tva vicarini ' prdti stobhant'y aktiibhih |
prd ya vajam nd hésantam ' pertim dsyas'y arjuni |
‘Praises sound in response to you, oscillating lady, through the nights,
as you fling the fructifying (moisture) forward like a (horse) neighing for a prize,

silvery one.’

(tr. after J&B: ad loc.)

Likewise we find a use of péru- meaning ‘fructifying’ in RV 9.74.4 as part of a hymn where soma
is analogized with rain. In this verse, péravah m.Nom.pPL describes both fructifying rain gods, the
Maruts, “pissing down” rain and the priests “pissing down” the soma juice along the filter. péravah
mixes morphological archaism and innovation. While it preserves the older barytone accentuation,
this attestation of péru- is not in M.NOM.SG Or M.ACC.SG, the forms that were the source of the

innovative -u-stem declension (¥péyhy-wr-s, *péyh.-wr-m > pérus*®, pérum).

(3.25) RV 9.74.4 (~ KS 35.6 = KpS 47.7)

atmanvan nabho duhyate ghrtam pdya ' rtasya nabhir amitam vi jayate |
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samicinah sudanavah prinanti tam ' ndro hitdm dva mehanti péravah ||
‘The embodied cloud is milked of ghee and milk. The navel of truth, the immortal

(drink soma) is born.

United, possessed of good drops, they (the Maruts) please him. The fructifying men

piss down the one propelled.’

(tr. after J&B: ad loc.)

Liiders (1940: 751-761) correctly identifies pérum in TS 3.1.11.7-8 as another example of the
fructifying powers of rain. Both the 7S and AV passages describe rain swelling brooks with
fructifying water which is (rather explicitly) compared to women in the act of lovemaking or

procreation.

(3.26) TS 3.1.11.7-8 (~ *AVP 19.22.12 = *AVS 6.22.3)3°
divé no vrstim maruto raridhvam prd pinvata visno d$vasya dharah |
arvan eténa stanayitniitéhy apé nisificann dsurah pita nah ||
pinvanty apé maritah sudanavah payo ghrtdvad viddthesv abhiivah |
dtyam nd mihé vi nayanti vajinam vtsam duhanti standyantam dksitam ||
udapriito marutas tam iyarta vistim ||7)|
yé visve martito jundnti |

krésati +galda kanyéva tunnd pérum tuiijand pdtyeva jaya |8||

30Both AVS 6.22.3 and AVP 19.22.12 corruptly replace pérum with the hapax érum. Liiders rightly amends (i), the

transmitted text of AVS 6.22.3, to (ii).
(i) udapriito mariitas tam iyarta Vrstir ya visva nivdtas p!néti \
éjati glaha kanyéva tunndirum tundand pdtyeva jaya ||
(i) udapriito mariitas tam iyarta ' vrstir ya visva nivdtas pradti |
éjati * gdlha kan'yéva tunnd ' *pérum *tuiijand pdtyeva jaya ||
‘Maruts, springing in water, send forth the rain which may fill all valleys.

Let the brook stir like a banged girl, streaming forth fructifying (water/semen) like a wife with her husband.’
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‘From heaven grant us rain, Maruts. Swell the streams of the bullish steed.
Come hitherwards with this thunder, pouring down the waters, our father Asura.
The bounteous Maruts swell the waters present at the sacrifices with ghee, the milk.
The prizewinning one they lead around as if a steed to rain. They milk the thundering
and immortal spring.
Maruts, springing in water, send forth the rain. ||7||

What all the Maruts impel,
Let the brook howl like a banged girl, streaming forth fructifying (water/semen)

like a wife with her husband.’ ||8]|

I will mention three more uncertain uses of péru-/perii-. RV 1.158.3 contains an enigmatic
description of the ASvins saving Bhujyu from the sea with their chariot. In this verse, their chariot

is described as both perii- and pajra- ‘strong, sturdy’.

(3.27) RV 1.158.3
yukté ha ydad vam taugriyaya pertir ' vi madhye drnaso dhayi pajrdh |
iipa vam dvah Sarandm gameyam ' §iiro nd djma patdyadbhir évaih ||
‘Because your harnessed (chariot)—fat, sturdy—was set apart in the middle of the
flood for the son of Tugra [=Bhujyu],
I would come to your sheltering help by flying ways, as a hero (flies) his course.’

(tr. after J&B: ad loc.)

Baunack (1898: 529-540) argues at length for interpreting perii- as an epithet of soma meaning
“strotzend” ‘abundant’ in its capacity as a rejuvenating drink. I am inclined to take a more pedestrian
interpretation of this passage and understand the two epithets of the A§vins’ enormous chariot as
‘fat’ and ‘sturdy’. If perii- can mean ‘fat’ in this context, the semantics would match those of pivan-

found elsewhere in Sanskrit.

Finally, differently accented péru- and perii- appear in consecutive verses of the 7A 3.11.6-7.

The first use closely recalls péravah in (3.25) with another use of the “pissing” metaphor, while

67



the second refers to golden soma and governs the verb pinvate ‘swells’. The barytone accentuation
of the former must be explained as a direct allusion to (3.25), while the latter must represent the

productive oxytone accentuation.

(3.28) TA3.11.6-7
indro rdja jagato yd ise | saptdhota saptadha viklptah | pdrena tantum parisicydmanam
| antdradityé mdnasa carantam | devanam hidayam bréhma "nvavindat | brahmaitad
brahmana tjjabhara | arkdm Scétantam sarirdsya mdadhye | a ydsmin saptd péravah |
méhanti bahulam $riyam | bahvasvam indra gématim ||6||
dcyutam bahulam $riyam | sd hdrir vasuvittamah | perir indraya pinvate . . . ||7||
‘Indra, the king who is master of the living world, was transformed into the sevenfold
(Adityas) with seven Hotar priests. At the far end of the thread which, when
unspooled, goes by thought to the Aditya within, the brahman found the heart of
the gods. From the sacred formulation he has selected this formulation, a song
dripping in the middle of the flood, on which the seven fructifying (Adityas) piss
abundant prosperity full of cattle and many horses, O Indra. ||6]|
Golden (soma), best at procuring goods, fructifying, swells unshakable, abundant

prosperity for Indra. . .." [|7||

3.5.1.2 Vedic pilu- and pilii-

Yet péru- and perii- are not the only Ved. forms which I believe derive from *péyh,-wr-. The words
pilu- and pilii- T also take to mean ‘fat, cream’ and ‘fatty, creamy, milky’, respectively. In my view,
these forms variously describe the galaxy, trees, and perhaps elephants. In his discussion of AVP
7.19, a hymn to the pilu- tree, Griffiths (2009: 435-448) extensively discusses the past literature
on these forms and comes to the conclusion that, with the exception of the word pilii- ‘elephant’,
all the other Vedic forms refer to the pilu tree, which he accents pilu-. I am not so convinced. For
the accentuation, three citations provide evidence for pilu-/pili-: AVS 20.135.12 with pilu, AVS
18.2.48 with pilumati, and MS 2.7.12 with pilvayor. In his discussion of the pilu tree, Griffiths

(2009: 436-437 & n%?) claims that only pilu ‘pilu fruit’ transmits the accent reliably, that piliimati
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“full of pilu trees’ is accentually corrupt, and that pilvayor refers instead to ‘elephants’. As outlined
below, I only really agree with Griffiths on the last point. To begin with AVS 20.135.12, this passage

describes the boons given by Indra to an unlucky bird:

(3.29) AVS20.135.123
tvam indra kapotaya ' T chinndpaksaya vancate |
+Syamakam pakvdm tpilu ca ' var asma *akrnor tbahii ||
‘You, Indra, to the trembling dove with rent wings,

To him you gave ripe millet, cream, and much water.’

These boons are normally translated as three separate items, Syamakam pakvdm ‘ripe millet’, a neuter
hapax form pilu ‘fruit of the pilu tree’, and var ... bahii ‘much water’.32 Given the accentuation
and the neuter gender, I instead take pilu ‘cream’ to be the morphological and semantic cognate of

Gr. niap ‘fat, cream’ from *pihc-wr.

For the word pilvayor in MS 2.7.12 (= ApSS 16.18.6), Griffiths (2009: 436—437) hits the nail on

the head in identifying this as a nonce thematicization of pilu- ‘elephant’ found in later Sanskrit.

(3.30) MS2.7.12 (= ApSS 16.18.6)
ustarayoh pilvayor dtho abandhaniyayoh |
sdrvesam vidma vo nama vahah kilalapesasah ||
‘Of two camels, of two elephants, and of two (animals) to be tied on,

Of you all we know the name, kilala-ornamented draft animals.’

The accentuation of pilvayor would point to an underlying pilii-, which easily could have originally
meant ‘fat (animal)’ owing to elephants’ enormous size. It is difficult to tell whether this word could
be inherited given its scanty early attestations. The term must have been borrowed either into or out

of Indo-Aryan, given the existence of Ak. piru, pilu, peru ‘elephant’.

31T follow Griffiths (2009: 436—437) in his textual emendations if not his translation.
32Bizarrely, Griffiths (2009: 436—437) (correctly) emends to N.Acc.sG bahii but translates it together with M.Acc.sG
Syamakam pakvdam as ‘much ripe millet’.
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In the funeral hymns AVS 18.2.48 = *AVP 18.67.9, pilumati names the middle zone of the
heavens. Whitney and Lanman (1905: ad loc.) translates pilimati as “full of stars” following
the commentary’s “worthless etymological guess (palayanti ’ti pilavah: grahanaksatradayah)”.
Hoffmann (1976: 389) prefers to translate piliimati “fettreich” ‘full of fat’ and takes it to an adjective
pilii- which he finds thematized in ustarayoh pilvayor ‘fat camels’ from MS 2.7.12 (= ApSS 16.18.6).
Griffiths (2009: 435, 442—-443) stumps instead for “Full-of-Pilu” and imagines the pilu tree as a prop
of heaven based on AVP 7.19.4, where the tree is described as ya mahati mahonmana ' sarva asa
vyanase ‘Who is great, of great measure, penetrating all (heavenly) spaces’. Yet the interpretations

of Whitney and Lanman, Hoffmann, and Griffiths can all be united!

(3.31) AVS 18.2.48 = *AVP 18.67.9
udanvdti dydur avama ' piliimatiti madhyama |
trtiya ha pradydur iti ' yasyam pitdra asate ||
““Full of water” is the lowest heaven. “Full of pilu-" is called the middle.

The third is called the “Fore-heaven”, in which the fathers sit.’

The lowest heaven clearly describes the rain-filled atmosphere, while the third heaven describes the
abode of the immortals and the dead. As Stephanie Jamison suggests to me, the fat- or milk-filled
heaven could refer to the astronomical sphere where the “Galaxy” or “Milky Way” resides. This
would place the third heaven beyond the visible sky. But could this also refer to a pilu tree? The
description of the heavens as a galactic tree also finds parallels in Indo-European. Most prominently,
the Norse world tree Yggdrasill connects the human plain Midgardr with the gods’ plain Asgardr
and therein the hall of the slain, Valholl, much as piliimati- stands between the realm of the mortals
and that of their ancestors. The tree Yggdrasill is also where Odinn hangs himself from the tree for

nine days and nights in order to gain the knowledge of sacred runes for magic and poetry.

The description of the pilu tree in AVP 7.19 matches the description of Yggdrasill in several
ways. As mentioned above, AVP 7.19.4 describes how the tree penetrates all heavenly spaces as a
cosmic tree would. I also find the two trees’ depiction as the source of magic striking. The hymn
begins in AVP 7.19.1 with angiraso janmanasi ‘you are a descendant of Angiras by birth’ and the

name angirasa is repeated in AVP 7.19.6, where new-born Indra is depicted suckling upon the tree.
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(3.32) AVP7.19.6
vada pilav angirasa ' pakvo ()tistho vanaspate |
athahur indram jajianam ' Sakram *barjah've prati ||
‘Angiras-descended pilu tree, when you stood ripe,

then they say mighty Indra, having been born, (was) at (your) nipples.’

The adjective angirasa- often refers to objects and plants involved in magic (Griffiths 2009:
439), and when Indra appears with the family of singers, the Angirasas, he does so in his capacity
as Brhaspdti ‘Lord of the sacred formulation’, when he uses magical formulations to sing open
mount Vala and release the heavenly cattle. This depiction of Indra suckling the magical tree is
reminischent of Odinn’s self-martyrdom on Yggdrasill to learn the sacred runes. The pilu tree is
also associated with two demons Arati and Araya, whose names both mean ‘not giving liberally;
illiberality’ (AVP 7.19.3-5) and who may be compared to the dragon Nidhoggr and the innumerable

snakes that infest the roots of Yggdrasill.

There is also evidence within the hymn to suggest that the tree name pilu- meant ‘milky, creamy’
from *pih,-wr-, built to v peyhy ‘to swell’. In AVP 7.19.8-9, pilu- occurs close by the verb a pyayate

‘swells up’ and is directly equated with the pivam ‘fat(ty)’.

(3.33) a. AVP7.19.8
yat pisacaih purusasya ' jagdham bhavat'y atmanah |
a pilo pyayate punas ' tava casnati pippalam ||
‘Whatever of a man’s self is eaten by pisacas
swells up again if he eats of your fig, pilu.’
b. AVP7.19.9
pillum tvahuh pivam tvahur ' atho tvahur vanaspatim |
sarva te bhadra namani ' tebhir nah pah'y amhasah ||

‘They call you “pilu”, they call you “fat”, and they call you “lord of the forest”.

All your names are auspicious. With these protect us from trouble.’

Griffiths interprets these collocations as mere folk etymology, but I find this hard to believe.
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These verses instead preserve the original understanding of the tree as a galactic tree. Later lexica
say that the pilu tree is ‘Careya arborea’, which has edible fruit.33 But the association of pilu- and
‘Careya arborea’ could be a later transferal. The word pippala- (used in AVP 7.19.8) normally refers
to the fruit of the sacred fig tree, and indeed a divine fig tree Asvatthd-3# is the seat of the gods in
the third heaven (AVP 7.10.6a = 19.11.1a = 20.61.8a = AVS 5.4.3a = 6.95.1a = 19.39.9). A galactic
tree that extends from earth to all the heavenly spaces would surely occupy part of the third heaven
as well. If indeed piliimati should mean ‘(the heaven) holding the milky/galactic tree’, the removal
of pilu in AVS 20.135.12 as a fruit name would mean that pilii- could be the true accentuation for
the adjective ‘creamy, milky, fatty’ and thus the tree name, but the data are too unclear to be sure.
Regardless, as with péru- and perii- above, a change to adjectival oxytone accentuation would be
expected in any case. More research remains to discover the full ramification of this mythological

proposal.

3.5.1.3 The development of *péyh,-wr

But how would this constellation of forms come about? The old and unproductive forms in péru-
‘fructifying; richest’ point to a strong stem *péyh,-wr-, while the more common pivan- ‘fat’ requires

a weak stem *pih.-won-. The root accentuation of *pih.-won- can be explained using the compo-

33Dravidian may possess some loanwords from this word or its ancestor: Ta. perai-maram, Ma. per(u), pera ‘Careya
arborea’ (DED?: 393 #4443) point to a preform *peru-, suggesting that the tree name pilu- replaced an earlier *peru-,
but it is hard to tell.

34The name Asvatthd- is normally take as a Middle Indicism for *asvasthd- ‘where horses stand’ from dsva- ‘horse’
+\/stha “to stand’, ostensibly referring to how horses would eat the fallen fruit of the tree. It is curious though that
Yggdrasill traditionally thought to mean ‘Ygg’s [=Odinn’s] horse’, a kenning referring to when Odinn suspends himself
from Yggdrasill. A§vattha- could also mean ‘seated on a horse’ and allude to an inherited epithet of the tree as a divine
steed, perhaps for conveying gods between realms. Alternatively, the ending -ttha- appears elsewhere in the Sanskrit
plant names kapittha- ‘Feronia Elephantum’ (MBh.), kulattha- ‘Dolichos uniflorus’ (MBh.), and dadhittha- ‘Feronia

elephantum Correa’ (GobhGS 1.5.17), so perhaps Asvatthd- is best understood as ‘horse tree’.
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sitional method by assuming an underlyingly accented root V/péyh, with a zero-grade induced
by accented *-wdfen-; thus **péyh,-won- > *pih.-won-. From this oblique stem, an innovative
zero-grade strong stem *pih,-wr- was created. Gr. miop shows that this change must have hap-
pened already in Greco-Indo-Iranian, leaving the Vedic reflexes of *péyh,-wr- as morphological
archaisms. Crucially, all the words that derive from the innovative strong form *pih.-wr- (Ved. pilu
‘cream’, pilu- ‘milky (tree)’; Gr. miop ‘fat, cream’) have a narrowed sense of ‘fat, cream, milk’

instead of the broader sense of ‘swelling, fructifying’. This account is schematized in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: The development of *péyh;-wr

M N

Ved. péru-s, perii-s ~ «  *péyh;-wr-s  *péyh;-wr

Ved. pivan-, Gr. tiov- < *pthy-won-

Ved. pilii-s «  *pthy-wr-s  *pthj-wr > Ved. pilu, Gr. tiop

If Cl.LArm. yoyr ‘fat’ is indeed from *péyh,-ur-ih;- (see fn. 22), then the Greco-Indo-Iranian r
*pihe-wer-ihy- would also have to derive analogically from the innovative *pih,- stem. The strong
forms of the adjectives Ved. pivan-, Gr. wtov- ‘fat’35 must also be analogically extensions on the

weak stem *pih,-won-.

3.5.2  bleyh; ‘to fear, be afraid’

As seen in (2.10f), v b"eyh, provides a number of forms in -rii-, -ruka-, and —riﬁﬂa—, with the
simplex bhirii- ‘fearful’ appearing already in RV 2.28.10, 1.101.6. Much like pilu-/pili- in §3.5.1
above, I assume we are originally dealing with an old heteroclite *b"éyh;-wr- ~ *bihy-wén- ‘fearful,

fearing’, which rebuilt its strong stem as *b"hy-wr-36 > *bhiru- > bhirii-.

35Ved. pivanam m.acc.sc (RV 10.27.17), pivanah m.Nom.pL (TS 3.2.8.5); Gr. wova m.acc.sG (IL), miov
N.Nom/Acc.sG (Pi.P 4.56), miwv M.NOM.SG (Ar.Ra. 1092).
36The only potential -ru- derivative with accented root bhi- comes from abhiruna- in AVS 7.89.3 (though VS 6.17

reports abhiriinam as if by analogy to bhirii-).
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AiGr 112: 860 §689af3 propose the cognates Lt. bailus ‘fearful, timid, skittish’, Lv. bails ‘timid,
shy’. There are several reasons to doubt this etymological comparison, however. Most obviously,
the Baltic forms require an *o-grade of the root, while bhirii- requires a zero-grade. Furthermore,
LED: s.v. bail¢ argues that Lt. bailus as well as Lt. bailybé/bailybé ‘fear’, bailys ‘coward’, bdilauti
‘to be fearful’, bdiletis ‘to fear’, and bailinti/bdilinti ‘to scare’ all derive from a “neo-stem” bail-
extracted from bdilé/bailé ‘fear’ (similarly Lv. bails from baile ‘fear’; EDBIL: s.vv. bailé, bailus
does not take a stance on the derivation of bailiis). Of course, it cannot be guaranteed that the -rii-

in bhiri- actually came from an *-/- at all.

While Sanskrit does not provide any other support for this form being a *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-
heteroclite, I propose to find a cognate in PIr. *baywr ~ *baywan- ‘a very large number; 10,000” >
YAv. baeuuar’~ baeuuan-, MSog. Brywr, Khot. byurru, Oss.D. beurd, Oss.1. bird, MP/MPth. bywr,
NP bevar, -> C1.Arm. bewr ‘10,000, myriad’ (DKS: s.v. byurru; EDIL: s.v. *baiuar- / *baiuan-; Kiim-
mel 2019: 162). Unlike Indo-Aryan, Iranian would build a novel oblique stem *b"yhy-wo/en- from
the strong stem *b’éyh-wr-. For the semantics, I would propose *b’éyh;-wr meant “*frightening
thing ~ (*frighteningly big thing ~») big number ~ 10,000” similar to how Eng. monstrous and
NHG Ungeheuer describe terrifying things and large numbers.3” One might object that Ved. bhirii-

means ‘scared, timid’ and not *‘frightening’. There are two ways of addressing this complaint. On

(i) AVS7.89.3 (=AVP 1.33.3d ~ VS 6.17)
iddm apah prd vahata ' avadydam ca mdlam ca yat |
ydc cabhidudréhanytam ' ydc ca Sepé abhfrur_mm |
‘Waters, carry forth both this reproach and whatever is impure

and whatever untruth I have inflicted and whatever impudence’ I have sworn.’

The meaning of abhiruna- is not entirely clear, but from the context of slights to the divine, I suggest ‘impudence,
irreverence’ in the sense of ‘lack of appropriate fear/reverence’. Whitney and Lanman (1905: ad 7.89.3) doubt the
form abhirunam, suggesting with the commentary that it may come from abhi ‘to’ + rnd- ‘debt’ (in an unattested form
“rund-). The passage in AVP 1.33.3d reads identically, however, and VS 6.17 differs only in accentuation. Overall, I am

inclined to take the form in AVS at face value. For the -na- extension, see also §3.4.1.
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the one hand, nominals pertaining to fear frequently switch from ‘having fear’ to ‘causing fear’ as
in Eng. fearful or frightful. In Ved., bhismd- means ‘terrible, dreadful’ and not *‘afraid’. On the
other hand, there is some evidence that Avestan had transitive forms of this verb which could mean
‘to frighten’ (OAw. biiente 3pL.PRS.MID.IND (Y 34.8), YAv. baiiente 3pL.PRS.MID.IND (Y7. 17.12-13);
AiW: s.v. bay-; EDIV: s.v. *baiH; Kellens and Pirart 1991: 118), which would allow *bhéyhg-wgf-
to have a transitive meaning ‘frighting’ and intransitive ‘fearing’, (at least in Iranian). As with all
matters pertaining to the Avesta, however, this topic is debated (see, for example, Humbach and

Faiss 2010: 177 for an opposing view).

To my knowledge, the only older etymology for the Iranian forms comes from Bartholomae
(1895b: 112), who compares PIr. *baywr ~ *baywan- to Ved. bhiiri- ‘many, much, abundant’, OAv.
bit'ri-, YAv. bu'ri- ‘abundant’ < *b'ih,-Li-. The idea would be to build a *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite
to a *-ey- extension of W ‘to be(come), grow’, viz. *b’uhy-ey-wr. This would produce PIr.
*buHaywr > *bwaywr, which would then dissimilatorily lose the first *-w-. While the semantics of
this proposal might work, the morphology and phonology are completely ad hoc. The dissimilation
would have to occur in these very special circumstances, since YAv. buiie ‘to become’ (A 1.10-11)

< *blyhy-éy (cf. Ved. bhuvé “id.”, RV 10.88.10) instead preserves the -u- vowel with a hiatus-filling

_y-_

3.53 deh; ‘to give’

P 3.2.159 provides a form 9dari- ‘liberal’ < *déhz-wr-, which seems to find a descendant in
Pras. pyorii ‘gift < *pro-dehs-wr- (CDIAL: #8661). Despite the fact that 9dari- is not directly
attested in Sanskrit, we can say with certainly that Vi deh; made a *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite from

the abundance of Sanskrit and cognate evidence. \/da productively forms a dizzying number of

37The Gv. 15.10 possesses a form bhelu, which MVyutp. 7893 glosses with Tib. 7iar fier, as part of list of immensely
large numbers for counting the number of bodhisattvas. This form could in principle match PIr. *baywr semantically
and be derived from *b’éyhy-wr- (> *b"ayHur- > *b"ayru- > bhelu), but the form is attested quite late and appears in
a list of similarly shaped forms: elu, velu, gelu, Svelu, nelu, bhelu, kelu, selu, pelu, melu (Schiefner 1960—63: 639). As
such, this is likely a nonsense form.
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°da-van- and °da-vari- forms that will be discussed in detail in Chapter 4.38 The simplex INF davdne
‘to give’ < *dehz-wén-ey is well attested already in RV and finds formal and functional equivalents
in Gr. 8oUva, déval (Tegea), Cyp. to-we-na-i ‘to give’ < *dhz-wén-ehy-i, HLuw. (la)launa ‘taking’
< *dehz-un-ehy, H dawas ‘taking’ GEN.sG *dehsz-wen-s, dawanzi ‘id.” < *dehz;-wen-ti, and Celtib.
taunei ‘putting’ < *d(e)hz-un-ey3° (Meillet 1918; Schwyzer 1: 808—809; Carter 1953; Garcia Ramoén
1994).40

One question does arise as to the meaning of the form dari- in RV 7.6.1. This hymn praises
Agni, but begins by comparing him to Indra and Varuna. Agni is called dariim, a term normally
thought to mean ‘breaker’ < *dor-ii-m from the root \/dar ‘to break, burst’, and this interpretation
is reinforced by the use of puramdara- ‘breaker of strongholds’ in RV 7.6.2, an epithet normally
associated with Indra.#' It is conceivable that dari- is a pun here, originally meaning ‘giving’
but contextually assuming the meaning ‘breaking’. Besides this usage, the word darii- meaning

‘breaking, breaker’ is otherwise unattested.?

(3.34) RV 7.6.1
prd samrajo dsurasya prasastim ' pumsadh krstinam anumadiyasya |
indrasyeva pra tavdsas krtani' vande darim vandamano vivakmi ||

‘(I proclaim) the praise of the universal king and lord, of the man to be celebrated by

38To name some of them: bhiiri-davan- ‘giving much’ (RV), asva-davan- ‘giving horses’ (RV), vasu-davan- ‘giving
goods’ (RV), vaja-davan- ‘giving prizes’ (RV), Sata-davan- ‘giving hundredfold’ (RV), satra-davan- ‘giving always’
(RV), sahasra-davan- ‘giving thousandfold’ (RV), su-davan- ‘giving well” (RV), sva-davan- ‘self-giving’ (RV), ayur-
davan- ‘giving life’ (Kauss, VS, TS).

391f not from *dh(e)h]—un—ey.

40See also the proposal that H paddur ~ padduni ‘mortar’ comes from *h;po-dhs-iir ~ *h;po-dhz-un-i (Rieken
1999: 357-358; AHP: 34)

“Though also used of Agni performing Indra’s deeds in RV 6.16.14 and of Indra and Agni combined (Indragni) in
RV 10.109.8.

“2darund- ‘hard, harsh’ comes from daru- “tree’, for which see §3.4.1.
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the settlements.
Extolling the deeds of the mighty one—I extol the one giving/breaking—I proclaim
them like those of Indra.’

(tr. after J&B: ad loc.)

3.5.4  /sehyl ¥/shyey ‘to bind’

P 3.2.159 supplies the form Yseru- ‘binding’, which lacks any other literary attestations. Neverthe-
less, there may be some comparative evidence to support the reconstruction of a *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-
heteroclite to this root in Indo-Aryan and in Indo-European. Puhvel (1964: 189) has suggested
that PDrav. *ceru ‘a yoked pair of oxen with plow’ (whence Ta./Ma. er ‘plow, yoke of oxen’, Ka.,
ar, eru ‘a pair of oxen yoked to a plow’, Te. eru ‘id.’, Kui seru ‘yoke of oxen, pair (of oxen for
plowing)’, Go. ser ‘plow’) could be an early loanword from Indo-Aryan. PDrav. *ceru would more
easily come from a Skt. form *seru- < *shyey-wr- ‘a binding/yoking (of cattle)’.4> Hittite may also
possess a cognate form in®Sishawar ‘yoke-plow pair’ < *shyd/ey-wr (HED 2: s.v. ishawar, ishaur,

EDH: s.v. iShai-/ishi-).*

3.55  ¥sed ‘to sit’

The form Ysadru- ‘sitting, stable’ (P 3.2.159) finds a near-perfect cognate in idpUw ‘to seat’ <

*s,d-ru-yé-, as suggested already by AiGr II 2: 860 §689af3.4> Beside this we also find compounds

43For the phonology of Skt. s -> PDrav. *c, Skt. e -> PDrav. *e, and development of PDrav. *c in Dravidian, see
Burrow (1947: 135, 141'), Emeneau and Burrow (1962: 16 #55), DED?: 244-245 #2815, Andronov (2003: 88-89),
and Krishnamurti (2003: 121-127).

44For the development of PA *-ay-wr > H -awar, EDH: s.v. ishai-'/ishi- compares the development of *sehyi-wr
> H Sawar ‘sullenness, anger’. Craig Melchert insists to me, however, that H sawar means only ‘anger’ and must be
separated from H $Gi-“ ‘to become sullen’. It does not seem so difficult to me for the concepts of anger and sullenness

to cooccur in the same lexeme, but I cannot offer a better explanation for the Hittite facts.
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in °sdd-van-:46

(3.35)

®

adma-sadvan- ‘meal companion’ (RV 6.4.4)

b. wupa-sadvan- ‘approaching for worship’ (A§vSr. 2.5.9)
c. dru-sadvan- ‘sitting in a tree’ (RV 6.3.5)

d. nr-sadvan- ‘dwelling among men’ (RV 10.46.1)

e. pari-sadvan- ‘surrounding’ (RV 10.61.13)

This material could support reconstructing a *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n- heteroclite.

3.6 Primary adjectives in -rii-/-lii- unlikely to be from *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites

3.6.1 ¥dh;(i) ‘to suck’

The form dhari- ‘sucking, suckling’ appears once in AVS 4.18.2 = *AVP 5.24.2 and is reported by
P 3.2.159.

(3.36) AVS 4.18.2 (= *AVP 5.24.2)
y6 devah krt'vam krtva ' harad daviduso grhdm |
vatso dhardr iva matdram ' tam pratydg vipa padyatam ||
‘O Gods, whoever, having performed witchcraft, should bring it to the home of one
unaware,

let (the witchcraft) go back to him like a suckling calf to its mother.’

This form has long been closely connected to Gr. 6filuc M/F ~ BAhero F ~ BfAu N “female’ < *d’éh;-
Iu- and perhaps to L felix ‘fruitful, fortunate’ < *d’eh;-I(w)-i (the L data is ambiguous; AiGr II 2:

860 §689a(3; EWA: s.v. dhari-; EDL: s.v. felix, -icis inter alios). Beyond these, there are numerous

45See Vine (1999: 10) for this reconstruction and discussion of Greek schwa secundum.
46With EDH: s.v. (GIS)@afdwer-, I donot think H (GIS)@asdeer— ‘twigs, brushwood’ can be derived from *hy0-sd-wer-

‘whereupon (birds) sit” with certainty, contra AHP: 63, 134, Rieken (1999: 347), and NIL: 591, 59410,
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forms with *-[- suffixes: Gr. Onhx| ‘breast, nipple’ < *dleh;-1-éhy, C1.LArm. dal ‘colostrum, beestings’
< *dMy-1-y(e)hy- (EDAIL: s.v. dal), Lt. délé ‘leach’ *d"eh;-1-eh,-, L felare ‘to suck’ *d'eh;-I-eh;-yé-
to give a few. If dharii- and 6fhuc are cognate, as seems likely, dharii- probably gained its oxytone
accent from an earlier *dhdaru- following the pervasive -ii-stem oxytonesis in Sanskrit. Note also
the opposite valencies of 6fjAuc ‘female « *one giving suck’ and dharii- ‘sucking’. Given the lack

of any related *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite forms, this -ri-stem is best derived from *-lu-.

3.6.2 3/peh; ‘to drink’

As discussed in §3.5.1, there is no form peri- meaning ‘drinking’. While there are some forms
in °pavan- ‘drinking’ (3.37), these may easily be derived productively from compounds in °pa-

‘drinking’ like suta—pc‘i— ‘drinking soma’ (RV), soma—pc‘i— ‘drinking soma’ (RV).4

(3.37) asrk-pavan- ‘drinking blood’ (AVP 4.13.6 = AVS 2.25.3, VS 6.19)

®

b. gharma-pavan- ‘drinking hot milk’ (VS 38.15)

c. ghrta-pavan- ‘drinking ghee’ (AVP 18.17.4 = AVS 13.1.24, VS 6.19)
d. vasa-pavan- ‘drinking fat’ (VS 6.19)

e. suta—pc‘ivan— ‘drinking soma’ (RV)

f. soma-pavan- ‘drinking soma’ (RV)

Besides these forms, Vop. mentions Ysupivan- ‘drinking well’ while discussing P 3.2.74. All in all,

none of these forms points to an inherited *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite.

3.63 ¥ k”ey ‘to observe’

There are several forms céru- ‘observant”’ (RV 8.61.7), niceru- ‘observant”’ (RV 1.181.5), mahikeru-
‘greatly observant”” (RV 1.45.4)48 of difficult meaning. The present consensus (AiGr 11 2: 860
§689a0; EWA: s.v. céru-; J&BCo™: ad 1.45.4, 1.181.5, VIII.61.7) takes them tentatively with the

4TFor discussion of the productivity of -van- ~ -vari- in this root and in general, see Scarlata (1999: 315, 740-742),

Tucker (2019), and Chapter 4.
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verb \/cay ‘to observe’ < PIE Vi k"ey (whence Gr. tlw ‘to esteem, respect’, OCS cajati ‘to expect’).*?
There is no support known to me for *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n- heteroclite forms in either Sanskrit or elsewhere

in Indo-European, so these forms may derive from *k"6/ey-Lu- as easily as from *k"d/ey-wr-.

3.64 khyed ‘to fall’

P 3.2.159 gives the form SSadru- ‘liable to fall, unstable’, which could be mechanically reconstructed
as *Iéhgéd-w!’-, but I can find no exact morphological cognates. Latin does have cadaver ‘corpse’,
which I argue in §4.3 to be from *léhzd-éhg-wor, but it is of the productive *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-type.
Unless we are dealing with a marginal example of the Smdsru- vs. °§Smasaru- pattern (§3.4.1), these
must be considered separate formations. If YSadru- has any reality, it may be modeled on Ysadru-

‘sitting, stable’ (§3.5.5).

3.6.5 key(h) ‘to lie’

The form YSeru- ‘dozing, sleeping’ < *Iééy(hx)—wcr— appears only in the grammatical tradition (P
3.2.159) but does find some support for cognate *-wr-/-w(¢fo)n-heteroclite forms. In Vedic, we
find multiple compounded forms of *kih-wer-ihy- > °§ivari- (3.38), which match 9stvan- ‘boa

constrictor’ (Ujjv.Unadis. 4.113) < kihg-wen-.

(3.38) a. uttana-Sivari- ‘lying spread’ (AVP 7.11.1 = AVS 3.21.10)
b. upa-sivari- ‘lying near’ (MS 2.13.16)

c. talpa-Sivari- ‘lying in bed” (RV 7.55.8)

48MS 2.5.1 has a man’s name tipa-keru-, but KS 13.1 transmits it as upa-ketu-. Given the uncertainty of the form
compounded with the difficulties of onomastic etymology, I will leave these aside.

49This construction form LIV?: s.v. 1. *k¥ei-. But EDSIL: s.v. *Cajati and EDG: s.v. tlw argue in favor of a root shape
W on the basis of the Slavic accentuation, Gr. moAU-Tt-tog ‘highly honored’ < *°k"ih;-to- < *°k"h;i-to-, and a
general distaste for reconstructions involving Narten grades. If one were to reconstruct *k"9/¢h;i-wr-, céru- would still

be the expected outcome.
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d. prati-§ivari- ‘lying close’ (AVP 17.4.5 = AVS 12.1.34, TS 1.4.40.1)

e. vahya-ivari- ‘lying on a litter’ (AVP 4.6.3 ~ AVS 4.5.3)

Yet the set character of this root is problematic, and the root is normally reconstructed % (LIVZ:
sv. 1. Igej-). Indeed, LIPP: vol. 2, 414 & n% suggests that % ‘to be here ~ to lie’ may be
extracted from the deictic stem *key- ‘here’ without a final laryngeal. Also, Ved. nisita- ‘night’ (TS
2.2.2.2-3), if related, could point to either *m’—léi—t—ehz- ‘lying down (time)’ but also *m’—léhx—t—ehg—
‘bedding down (time)’ from m ‘to sleep’ (cf. perhaps Gr. x&uo ‘deep sleep’ if from >*<I€0’hx-mon;
EWA: s.vv. nisita-, SAY!, SA). If % ‘to sleep’ did exist, it may have become conflated with
% to create W in the prehistory of Indo-Aryan. The forms Y§ivan- and °sivari- could also
have been built to the verbal noun °si-, though the compounds in °sivari- do not share any first
members in common with the attested compounds in °§i-. Regardless, something innovative seems

to have occurred in Indo-Aryan.

Outside of Sanskrit, Goth. heiwa-frauja ‘master of the family’, ON hjon, hjin ‘man and wife’
pL, OE hiwan, OF hiuna ‘members of the house’ pL, OS hiwa, OHG hiiin ‘spouse, family member’
< PGerm. *hiwan- ‘spouse, married couple’>° could come from kihg-won- or key-won- (HGE: s.v.
*xiwan; OFED: s.v. -higen; EDPG: s.v. *hiwon-). The Germanic evidence is unclear, however,
because Indo-European possesses several formations to % ending with *-w- (e.g., L civis
‘citizen’, Ved. séva- ‘dear’, Lv. sieva ‘wife’), and because Germanic productively builds animate

*-n-stems, allowing for a reconstruction like *léey—w-on—. Overall, the existence of this heteroclite

is unclear.

3.6.6 d"h; ‘to put’

The root \Vdha ‘to put’ does attest forms with -van- and -vat- in RV (sva-dhavan-, sva-dhavat-
‘possessing self-endowed authority’) and -/u- and -vat- in later material (§rad-dhalu- (BhagP 3.8.9,
11.11.23,11.20.28), Pk. saddhalu-, srad-dhavat- ‘faithful’ (BhagP 5.16, Kathas. 101.108)). None of

this points to an inherited heteroclite, however, since as Scarlata (1999: 262-265) has demonstrated,

50For the semantics, compare Gr. dxottic ‘wife’ < *sg’z-léoy-ti-s ‘lying together (with)’.
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the bases of sva-dha- ‘self-endowed authority’ and srad-dha- ‘faith’ are not root nouns but *-éh,-
abstracts, respectively *swe-d"h;-éh,- and *k,red—dhh]-éhg—. Thus these -van-, -vat-, and -[u- fall into

the productive extension of *-éhy-stems discussed above and in Chapter 4.

The hapax Sraddhivam (RV 10.125.04d) does not represent *kred-d"h;-wo-. 1 take it instead as
a nonce formation in service of the “extreme phonetic figure” recognized by recognized by Watkins
(1995: 111). The context for this form is a pada at the center of a hymn to the goddess Speech: RV
10.125.04d Srudhi Sruta sraddhivam te vadami ‘Listen, o you who are listened to: it’s a trustworthy

thing I tell you.” (tr. J&B: ad loc.). Watkins claims that:

“the hidden message of the goddess Speech to the poet. . . is an exhaustive classification
of the speech sounds of the Vedic language, with one example of each class: the vowels
a i u and a single icon each of the oppositions of quantity (a : a) and nasalization (a :
am); a single sibilant §; a single liquid r; a single semi-vowel (glide) v; a single nasal
m; and a single order of stops, the dentals ¢ d dh as tokens of the oppositions of voicing

(t : d) and aspiration or murmur (d : dh).”

Thus, the root \/dha shows no apparent evidence in Sanskrit for an inherited heteroclite.

3.7 Non-primary adjectives in -ru-/-lii-

As discussed in Chapter 2, most of the -rii- and -lii“adjectives appear to be productively built to -a-
stems from *-éh,-. Since many of these forms were likely created analogically, I shall not treat each
of them in detail. There are a few forms, however, which stand out from the others either because

of the lack of any apparent base within Sanskrit or because they appear early in the language.

3.7.1 Sararu- ‘horny’

As already reported in P 3.2.173, the hapax Sararus (RV 10.86.9) has been taken to mean ‘destruc-
tive, harmful, noxious, etc.” and derived from v/ sar’ ‘to destroy’ < \*/ léerhg ‘to shatter’ (whence
also Gr. xepailw ‘to plunder’; LIV?: s.v. 1. *kerhy-). The context is the enigmatic hymn RV 10.86,

a dialogue between Indra, his wife Indrani, and the monkey Vrsakapi wherein Vrsakapi makes
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many vulgar remarks about Indrani using a unique palette of sexual terminology.>! Indrani uses
the epithet Sararu- of Vrsakapi when describing him making a pass at her, and for this reason, a
meaning like ‘destructive’, ‘noxious’, or even ‘homewrecker’ could serve. Given the overwhelming

sexual context of the hymn, I believe a meaning of ‘horny’ or ‘horned up’ would serve far better.

(3.39) RV 10.86.9
aviram iva mam aydm ' $ardarur abhi manyate |
utahdm asmi virini ' indrapatni mariitsakha ' visvasmad indra iittarah |
‘[Indrani:] “This horny creature has designs on me, as if I lacked a man [/hero].
And I have a man [/hero]—with Indra as husband and the Maruts as companions.” —
Above all Indra!l’
(tr. after J&B: ad loc.)

But how could this word mean ‘sexually aroused’? I use the translations ‘horny’ or ‘horned up’ very
specifically since I believe this word comes specifically from PIE *ker-hy- ‘horn; head’, which has
been discussed in detail by Nussbaum (1986). Under my analysis, §ardarus would derive from *ker-
éhy-wr-s ‘having horn(s)’ and find exact cognates in H SDkarawar ~ karaun- ‘horn(s), antler(s)’ <
*kr-éhy-wr ~ *kr-éhy-un- (Nussbaum 1986: 31-34; EDH: s.v. SDkarawar / karaun- ) and, 1 would
also propose, Gr. xepauvog ‘thunderbolt, lightning’ < *ker-(e)hp-un-6-. The alternation between
the derivational stems *kér-ehy- and *k/or-éhz- need not pose any issue, as both forms must be
reconstructed for PIE and reflexes of both appear within Gr.: xépa (I1.+), Myc. ke-ra vs. x&pd. (I1.+)

‘horn’ (Nussbaum 1986: 44-46, 107-110).52

Yet the semantics of these cognations require some more explanation. While Eng. horny and

horned up ‘sexually aroused’” do provide a nice parallel for Sardru-, these English meaning is not

StFor further discussion of this text as an oblique reference to the Vedic kingship ritual, the ASvamedha, see Jamison
(1996: 74-88).

52The reconstruction *ker-éhy-wr-s for Ved. Sardrus must contain a conflation of the root full-grade of *Iéér—ehz-
and the oxytone accentuation of *Iéor-éhg-, indeed just as Gr. xdpd contains the reverse situation, root zero-grade and

barytone accentuation.
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old?3 and does not represent a shared semantic inheritance. Fortunately, there is evidence in Sanskrit
for the same development occurring: the term $iniga- ‘horn’ RV (which incidentally comes from the
same root for ‘horn’, Iéj—n-g—o-) has a derivative §rngara- that means ‘beautiful’” in MBh. but also
is the technical term for erotic emotions in the Indic typology of poetic rasa-s ‘flavors; emotions’.

§rngara- has this erotic sense thereafter in R 1.4.8, Kavya literature, and Rajat..

(3.40) R 1.4.8 (Valmiki teaches Kus$a and Lava, the sons of Rama and Sita, the Ramayana itself)
hasyaSrngarakarunyaraudravirabhayanakaih |
bibhatsadirasair yuktam kavyam etad agayatam ||
‘(The two sons) sang this poem furnished with amusement, eroticism, compassion,

anger, heroism, terror, disgust, etc.’

This shows that the Indo-Aryan tradition was capable of the metaphorical extension of words
for ‘horn’. Furthermore, words for ‘horn’ often function as epithets for the male member (e.g.,
Ir. adhard ‘horn; erection’) and give rise to other sexually charged terminology (e.g., It. cornuto

‘horned; cuckold’).

As for the proposal that Gr. xepauvéc ‘thunderbolt’ comes from *ker-(e)hy-un-o- ‘having horns’,
I suggest that the term refers to the branching, antler-shaped appearance of lightning. Like Sardru-,
xepauvoc is also normally taken from m ‘to shatter’ (Benveniste 1935: 112; GEW?; DELG?;
EDG: s.v.) and could have been assisted by the semantic interference of this root just as in the case

of Sararu-.

Another issue arises from the etymology for §araru- proposed here: the metathesis of *wr >
*ru should not have occurred after a preceding *r, or at least not in Vedic. Yet an appeal to dialectal
terminology may be appropriate here given the low register of the vocabulary. As with *snéh;-wr
giving both Pa. nharu and AMag. nhaii ‘sinew’, we may be dealing with a loanword from a dialect

which allows metathesis after a preceding *r.

53The Oxford English Dictionary lists the first usage of horny meaning of “sexually excited; lecherous” in 1889

(horny, adj. and n. 1989).
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3.7.2 dayalu- ‘charitable’

As seen in (2.20), a few forms in -alu- seem to be derived from verbal stems (patayalii- ‘flying’ <
patdya- ‘to fly’, Ygrhayalu- ‘grasping’ < grbhdyant- ‘grasping’, sprhayalu- ‘desirous’ < sprhaya-
‘to desire’). As suggested in that discussion, these forms seem to match the periphrastic perfect
constructions which use a verbal stem + -@m F.acc.sG with Vkar ‘to do’, Vas ‘to be’, and /bhii
‘to become’ (Whitney 1889: 392-394 §§1070-1073; AiGr 11 2: 252-259 §143; Kiimmel 2000:
61-63), but I have yet to adduce a formal point of contact between these periphrastic perfects and
the -Iu- forms. In fact, the forms daya- ‘dole, pity’ (SB 14.8.2.4), dayalu- ‘charitable’ (P 3.2.158,
MBh. 8.67.3, BhagP), Pk. daalu- ‘charitable’, mahadayalu- ‘very charitable’ (MBh. 13.17.98), and

dayavat- ‘charitable’ (MBh.) provide just such a connection.

The noun daya- serves double duty in (SB 14.8.2.4) as a lexical noun meaning ‘dole, pity’ and

in MBh. 7.41.13ab as part of a periphrastic perfect:

(3.41) MBh. 7.41.13ab
bhaktanukampi bhagavams tasya cakre tato dayam |

‘Please with his own share, the venerable (god) pitied/had pity on him then.’

daya- < *dhy-ey-éhy- is built to the present stem ddyate ‘to divide, dole out; have pity on’, which
has a perfect cognate in Gr. Satopar ‘id.”, both from *dhy-éye- (LIV?: s.v. *dehy(i)-; Lubotsky 2011:
113—114). While daya- appears first in SB, adayd- ‘without mercy’ is found in RV 10.103.7 and

could be reconstructed as *n-dhy-ey-hy-o- (though *n-dh;-ey-6- cannot be excluded).

(3.42) RV 10.103.7
abhi gotrani sihasa gd/hamdnoi“dayé virdh Satamanyur indrah |
duscyavandh prtanasal ayudhyd ' “smakam séna avatu prd yutsi ||
‘Plunging toward the cowpens with overwhelming strength, the hero without mercy,
Indra of the hundredfold battle-fury,
difficult to shake, overwhelming in battle, impossible to combat—Iet him further our
armies in the combats.’

(tr. J&B: ad loc.)
85



This *-éh,-abstract to a present stem provides not only the base for dayalu- (Pk. daalu-) < *dh,-ey-
éhy-wr- and dayavat- < *dhy-ey-éhy-wen-t- but also the elusive link from the periphrastic perfect

construction to the system of *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-derivation.>*

3.7.3 patayali- ‘flying’

The word patayali- ‘flying’, the oldest and only accented -alii- form in Sanskrit, appears once
in AVS 7.115.2 and the entirely parallel AVP 20.18.8. For its single appearance, the form will
receive an extended treatment here because it possesses previously unidentified cognate forms
in Gr. netenvoc ‘flying, winged” (/1.+) and its dialectal variants and Gr. tétevpov ‘bird’s perch;
acrobat’s springboard’ (Theoc.+).55 A reconstruction *peth;,-ey-éhy-wr- ~ *peth;,-ey-éhy-wen-

could serve as the ancestor for Ved. patayalii- as well as those in (3.43).

(3.43)  *peth;,-ey-ehy-wen-6-s > *petawenos >

a. metenvog (IL+) e. motavog (Pi.P, Pi.N)

b. meteewbdc (AP) f. motnvoc (Pi.P 5.114,5¢ P1.Phdr.)
c. metewde (Aesop.+) g. mtnvog (Aesop.+)

d. metnvoc (A.Th.+) h. mtavog (AA+)

541t is also conceivable that we are dealing with a *-y-éh,-suffix of the type favored by Sasseville (2020b) for
Sanskrit and Luwian. Under such an analysis, dayd- would reflect something like *dhy-e-y-éhs-.

5>Benveniste (1935: 112) has already suggested a derivation from a heteroclite built to /peth> for this word.
There is a form métaupov attested in Apollod.Dam. (2" c. CE) and later, but it is hard to imagine a Doricism retaining
an inherited -o-vocalism would survive unattested for so long only to reappear; more probably, this is a hyperdoricism.
Both forms could come from *peth;,-ey-ehy-ur-o- ‘place of flying’.

S6Forssman (1966: 153—154) suggests that the single use of notnvée in Pindar cannot be explained as a Attic-Ionic
form introduced accidentally into the text during transmission because the literary form notnvég is much less frequently
attested than Pindar’s normal form notavéc. He can find no reason, however, to differentiate Pindar’s usages of notavog

and notnvég semantically or syntactically and concludes that the true origin of the variation is lost to us.
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This strange array of dialectal forms have been mustered before, as in Chantraine (1933: 206),
GEW?: s.v. tétopat, EDG: s.v. nétopat, and DELG?: 5.v. tétopaL. These Gr. forms can be analyzed
in several different ways: by the grade of the root, by the vocalism of the suffix, and by the presence
of vowel hiatus in the suffix. When dividing them by root vocalism, Detschew (1936: 228) has
suggested that those forms with root *o- and zero-grade may go back to old tou?| forms. noty
‘flight’ is attested in Od. 5.337 and could provide a a source for totavécg, notnvoe, ntnvoc, and
ntavog, if from *p(o)th;-éhy- (Whence also motdouat < *poth;»-éhy-ye-). Given the age of these
attestations, these could go back to *p(o)th;,-ehy-wen-6- with no trace of the intervocalic *-w-
retained. In this way, the forms with root *e-grade (3.43a-3.43d) may be separated from the rest
(3.43e-3.43h). There are advantages and disadvantages to separating out the *e-grades, however.
On the upside, separating the vocalisms would mean that the mot- ~ nt- alternation would fall
category of zero-grades replaced by o-grades discussed by Penney (1978: 310-326) and leave the
net- forms as a separate formation. On the downside, the root *e-grade forms would no longer
possess evidence for original *-a- in the suffix (a theoretical issue only for the equation of netenvoc
and patayalu-). More difficult, however, is the semantic identity between the usage of Homeric
netenvoc and Pindaric motavog discussed below and the recurrence of the rare suffix -avog ~
-nvog in two sets of synonymous forms. It seems better to assume that met- is original and that
nt- is formed analogically in the same was as the zero-grade future nticoyal beside full-grade

netioouat. Conversely, tot- must be analogical to motdoyat.

The spellings netewvoc and netnvoe looks like the outcomes of a contraction, while Hom.
netenvoc and neteevog, attested in later grammarians, scholiasts, and anthologies, must be (pseudo-
)epicisms. But how do we account for netenvoc and neteewvoc? These cannot be lautgesetzlich
outcomes of *petawends > pre-Att.-Ion. *petewends > *netenvoc as the quantitative metathesis
from *ee > e, is not the normal type of quantitative metathesis found in Greek, which only occurs
in *ea, *eo > €a, ew (e.g. Hom. Bociifio > Att. Baciréa ‘king’” acc.sG, Hom. vnéc > Att. vedc
‘temple’ NoM.sG; Schwyzer 1. 245-246; Chantraine 1973: 68-73; Rix 1976: 57). It may instead
have been motivated by the unacceptable metrical shape of a GEN.PL *netnevidy < *petawendon,
with is final cretic (— w —) could not fit anywhere in a hexameter line. The GEN.PL metenvisv

would be the source of the new stem netenv- as it appears as 9 of the 10 attestations of netenvo-
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in Homer (/I. 8x, Od. 1x). The usages and positions of netenvdv have all the hallmarks of an

old formulation with 7 attestations at line end and 2 before the bucolic diaeresis. Furthermore, the

GEN.PL consistently functions as a partitive genitive in superlative constructions describing eagles

and other raptors (3.44) and constructions with £€9vog ‘clan’ describing groups of birds (3.45).

(3.44)

(3.45)

a.

®

1l. 8.247 (= 1l. 24.315):
TEAELOTOTOY TETENVEYV
‘[the eagle], most absolute of flying (omens)’
1l. 17.675:
ogutatov dépxeabhal movpaviny TeTENVEY
‘[the eagle, whom they say] sees keenest of those flying under heaven’
1l. 21.252-253:
aietol oluat’ Eywyv wéhavog 1o Onenthpoc,
0¢ 07 dpo x4peTloTtog TE Xal GALETOS TETENVEHY
‘[Achilles rushed back] with the swoop of a black eagle, the hunter
who is both strongest and fastest of flying things.’
1. 22.139 (= Od. 13.87):
EAVPEOTATOC TMETENVHY
‘la hawk,] swiftest of flying things’
1. 15.690-692:
AN &g T opvifov tetenvdy aletog albwy 690
€0voc Eqpopudital motaudy mépa Booxoueviwy
YNVOV 1) YEREVWY 1] xUxvwy Soulyodelpwy
‘But as onto a flock of flying birds the fiery eagle

rushes as they are feeding beside a river,
b

geese or cranes or long-necked swans, . . .

Il. 2.459-461:5

v 8, O T dpvifwy meTeENV@Y EBvea TOANS
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YNVOV 1) YeRdVLY 1] xUxvwy Soulyodelpwy 460
Aciw() év hewwdvt Kabaotplou dupl péebpa
‘And of them, as the many flocks of flying birds,

geese or cranes or long-necked swans

on the Asian meadow beside the streams of Caystrius, ...’

Only Od. 16.218 has metenvd N.Nom.pL, which could come from a metrically acceptable *netnevé,
but this form spans the bucolic diaeresis, implying a newer formulation. As Brent Vine has suggested
to me, netenvocg could be an adjustment of netnvoe in the Kunstsprache modeled after words like
xhendov (0d.+) vs. xAndav (A.A+) ‘omen’ (in a very similar meaning!) to solve the metrical

problems posed by *retnevéyv and netnvodv.

Beyond the formal similarity of the forms in (3.43) and patayalii-, 1 argue that the context of
the latter’s use in AVS 7.115.2 (= AVP 20.18.8) closely matches similar usages in Ancient Greek as
part of an inherited augurial formula. In both traditions, I will argue, patayalii- and netenvog are

associated with fortunate omens and black, taloned birds.

(3.46) a. AVS7.115.1 (~ AVP 20.18.7)
prd patetih papi laksmi ' ndsyetdh pramiitah pata |
ayasmdyen‘ankéna ' dvisaté tva sajamasi ||
‘Fly away from here, evil omen. Disappear from here. Fly away yonder.
By a metal hook we fix you to the hater.’
b. AVS7.115.2 (= AVP 20.18.8)
ya ma laksmih patayalitr djusta ' abhicaskdnda vandaneva vrksam |
anydtrasmdt savitas tam ité dha " hiranyahasto vdsu no raranah ||

‘What flying omen, unwanted, has alit on me, like a creeper on a tree,

put that far from us, from here, Savitar, gold-handed, granting us gifts.’

57The repetition of ynvév 7] yepdvwy 1} xUxvwy oukiyodelpwy opens the possibility that /1. 2.459-461 is modeled

after 1l. 15.690-692, which once again describes a swooping eagle.
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c. AVS7.115.3
¢kasatam laksm'yo mart'yasya " sakdm tanva janiisé “dhi jatih |
tasam papistha nir itah prd hinmah ' §iva asmdbhyam jatavedo niyacha ||
‘The mortal has one hundred and one omens>® born from birth with the body.
The worst of these we send forth away from here. Jatavedas, bind lucky ones to us.’
d. AVS7.115.4
etd ena viyakaram ' khilé ga visthita iva |
ramantam piinya laksmir ' yah papis ta aninasam ||
‘These I have divided like cattle spread in a wasteland.

Let the auspicious omens stay. Whichever are evil, those I have made disappear.’

While at first my translation of laksmi- as ‘omen’ instead of ‘mark, sign’ may appear unwar-
ranted, especially given the lack of overt bird terminology beyond the frequent use of words for
flight, the ritual instructions for this hymn found in KausS 3.1.16-18 make the avian association

explicit.

(3.47) KausS 3.1.16-18
krsnasakuneh savyajanghayam ankam anubadhyanke purodasam pra patetah iti anavrtam
pra padayati ||16||

nilam samdhaya lohitam achadya Suklam parinahya dvitiyayosnisam ankenopasadya

58The phrase ékasatam laksmyah ‘one hundred and one omens’ seems to correspond to the phrase mrtydva ékasatam

‘one hundred and one deaths’:

(1) mrtyava ékasatam (AVS 8.2.27), mortyiln ékasatam (AVS 11.6.16) ‘one hundred and one deaths’
(i) Satdm anyan pdri vrnaktu mrtyiin ‘Let them turn away the other hundred deaths.” (AVS 1.30.3)

(iii) vy anyé yantu mrtydvo yan ahiir itaran chatdm ‘Let the other deaths go away, which they call ‘the other

hundred’.” (AVS 3.11.5)

See Whitney and Lanman 1905: ad iii.11.5 for literature.
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savyena sahankenavan apsv apa vidhyati ||17||
trtiyaya channam caturthya samvitam ||18||
‘Having bound a hook on the left leg of a black bird and on the hook a sacrificial
cake, (saying) “Fly away from here” (AVS 7.115.1), (having turned) to the
south(west)’, he lets it go forth.
Having donned a dark-colored (undergarment), having bedecked (himself) with a red-
dish (overgarment), having bound around a white (head wrap), with the second
(verse, viz. AVS 7.115.2) he puts his head wrap down into the waters, having
placed it near (the waters) with the hook, with the hook in his left (hand).
With the third (verse, viz. AVS 7.115.3, he puts down into the waters) the (reddish)
overgarment. With the fourth (verse, viz. AVS 7.115.4), the (dark-colored) un-

dergarment.’

Caland (1900: 45!1) correctly interprets the use of a blackbird here as a scapegoat ritual for the
evil laksmi- and cites a modern ritual from the Kharwars where a black rooster is similarly affixed
with a metal bangle on the leg and loosed as a scapegoat for disease and sin. The attachment of a
metal hook in on the leg of the bird not only matches the hook for attaching the evil signs to an enemy
in AVS 7.115.1 but recalls the talons of birds of prey. Slightly more difficult is the interpretation of
the word anavrtam, which Caland (1900: 44—45) translates “in siidwestlicher Richtung”. He argues

for this interpretation under his translation of Kaus$ 3.1.11.

(3.48) KausS 3.1.11:
anavrtam avrtya sakrj juhoti

‘having turned not a full turn (=facing to the south/southwest), (the priest) offers once.’

In a footnote (44°), he compares anavrtam avrtya ‘having turned not a full turn’ to pradaksinam
avrtya ‘having turned to the right’ and prasavyam avrtya ‘having turned to the left’ and assumes
that the priest would start facing east and turn an incomplete half-turn to the rightwards direction
(135°), leaving the priest facing southwest. KausS 5.3.22-25 also makes use of this idiom in a

directional context:
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(3.49) KausS 5.3.22-25:

anavrtam ||22||

agospadam ||23||

anudakakhatam |24 ||

daksinapravane va svayamdirne va svakrte verine 'nyasayam va ni dadhati ||25||
‘(having turned) to the southwest,
to a place without cattle tracks,
to a place without a water ditch,
in (a place) sloping southwards or (a place) having split itself or naturally salty/barren

(a place) or in another’s abode, (the priest) puts down (the ritual implements).’

The explicit use of daksinapravane ‘sloping southwards’ strongly supports the idea that the
anavrtam (avrtya) ‘having turned not a full turn’ resulted in a southerly orientation. The direc-
tion of this ritual could reflect the pan-Indo-European augurial preference for bird omens occurring
in the right field of vision. Since the Vedic priests typically face east towards the rising sun, a bird
released to the south(west) would fly propitiously to the right side of the ritual ground. Furthermore,
the description of separating the laksmi- in AVS 7.115.4 is reminiscent of this augurial division of

the sky.

All of these avian details find striking parallels in two augurial requests for protection in /1.
8.245-252 and 11. 24.314-321. In both instances, the kings Agamemnon and Priam seek guarantees
of safety from Zeus, which he fulfills by sending an eagle, the teAci6Tartov Tetenv®dY ‘most absolute

of flying (omens)’.

(3.50) 1l. 8.245-252 (Zeus heeds Agamemnon’s pleas to save the Achaean army)
O¢ Pdto, Tov 3¢ mathe 6AopUpaTo ddxpu Yéovta, 245
veloe 8¢ ol Aaov obov Euueval o0d’ anoléabol.
a0Tixa 8 aleTOV NXE, TEAELOTUTOV TETENVEV,
VePBpov Eyovt’ oviyeoot, tExog ENdgolo Tayelng:
T 8¢ Alog Buud mepualhél xdPPRoke veBpody,

gvho mavougaie Znvt péleoxov Ayaiol. 250
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(3.51)

ol & dc oby eBovh’ 6 T dp” éx Awdg Hilubev Gpvic,

udrrov eént Toweool Hopov, uvhcoavto de ydpunc.
‘Thus he spoke, and the father took pity on the one shedding tears,
and he nodded his assent that his army be safe and not perish.
And immediately he sent an eagle, most absolute of flying (omens),
holding in its talons a fawn, offspring of a swift doe.
And beside the splendid altar of Zeus it threw down the fawn
Where the Achaeans often sacrificed to all-oracular Zeus.
And when they saw then that the bird had come from Zeus,

They leapt more so upon the Trojans and heeded their battle lust.’

1l. 24.314-321 (Zeus heeds Priam’s pleas for his safety retrieving Hector’s corpse)
O¢ Epat’ evyouevog, o0 8 Exdue untieta Zelg.
altixo 8 aleTOV NxE, TEAELOTATOV TETENVRY, 315
uéepvoy Onenthe’, OV xal TEEXVOV XAAEOUGLY.
ooomn 8" Lopdolo HUer Hadduolo TETUNTAL
dvépoc depvetolo, €0 xhnic’ dpapula,
1666° dpa 100 Exdtepbey Eoay ntepd: eloato d¢ Gty
defloc dit€oc dd doteoc. ol de 1ddVTEC 320
yhOnoayv, xal ndowy évi geeal Buuog iavo.
‘Thus he spoke, praying, and Zeus the counselor heard him.
And immediately he sent an eagle, most absolute of flying (omens),
the hunter uépgvoc, which they call “dusky/spotted” also.
And as wide is the door of high-roofed treasury
of a wealthy man, — a door well-fitted with bolts —,
so wide were its wings on either side. And it appeared to them

on the right, darting across the city. And seeing it,

they rejoiced, and in all their breasts the soul warmed.’

The first of these parallel passages depicts an eagle in its characteristic behavior as a raptor,
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gripping a fawn in its talons, while the second explicitly described the eagle as broad-winged, dark-
colored,> and flying on the right side — both Iliadic passages strikingly similar to the krsnasakuni
‘black bird of omen’ with a hook bound to its leg in Kauss$ 3.1.16—18. The employment of netenvoc
with eagles in their capacity as long-winged and long-taloned hunters mirrors the usage of ntnvoc
in A.Pr. 1021 and notavog in Pi.P 5.114 and Pi.N 3.80, showing the apparent synonymy of meaning

and usage between these dialectal variants.

(3.52) A.Pr 1021-1025
... Aoc 3¢ ool
TTNVOG xUwY, dapovog aletodg, AdfBpwe
SLopTOUAGEL GOUATOS UEYO EAXOC,
AxANTOC EPTV SAUTAAEVS TV UEROG,
xehawvodypwtov 8’ fnop éxBowvhoetad. 1025
Hermes addresses bound Prometheus:
‘Then, Zeus’ flying hound, the blood-red eagle, will violently cut off a great

piece of your body, stealing up unbidden as an all-day banqueter, and it will

59The interpretations of ubppvov and mepxvoy in Il. 24.316 are somewhat difficult. uépgvog appears only here in
Homer and later as a term for eagles (Hes.Sc. 134, Lyc.Alex. 838) and in later grammarians (Hdn., Soud.), where it
its glossed uéiac ‘black’. I am inclined to follow the suggestion of EDG: s.v. uépgpvog that ubéppvog should mean
‘dark-colored’” and be compared to ép¢pvéc ‘dark’ < *h;rg"-s-né-. To me, this seems to be a *-s(-)no-adjective *mrg"-
$(-)no- built to the ‘bird” word *mrg"-o- (cf. Ved. mrgd- ‘bird, beast’, YAv. mar’va- ‘bird’). Note also the frequent use
of *-s(-)no- suffixes in words referring to light and dark: *h;rg"-s-no- > Gr. 6ppvéc ‘dark’; *krsno- > Ved. krsnd-, Lt.
kifsna-, OCS criinii ‘black’; PC *dusno- > Olr. donn ‘brown’; *luk-sno- > Gr. Moyvog ‘lamp’; *lowk-snehy- > L liuna,
CLArm. lusin ‘moon’, YAv. raoxsna- ‘light’, OPrus. lauxnos ‘stars’ pL, OCS luna ‘moon’.

nepxvoy can also mean ‘dark-colored’ as in ripe grapes or olives, though it comes from *p(e)rlé—no— ‘speckled’,
whence also Ved. prisni- ‘speckled’, Olr. erc ‘perch; salmon’. In support of the ‘dark-colored’ meaning is also /I.
21.252-253, where an eagle is described as uéiavog ‘black’ with a reuse of the word Onpntfipoc ‘hunter’ as in the line

under discussion (see (3.44c¢) for a full translation).
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feast on your black-colored liver.’

. Pi.P5.107-115

... Avdpa xelvov EnavéovTl GUVETOL:

AeyouEVOV EpEw:

XEEGGOVOL UEV aAlog

voov @EpPeTal 110

YAGoGdy te: Odpcog 3¢ Tavintepoc

€v OpvIEly aleTog EMAETO:

Sywvioc 8, Epxoc olov, obévoc:

€v 1€ Moloalol moTNvog anod Yateog gilag,

méavtal 67 dpuoatnidtag cogodc. 115

‘This man the wise praise. I will say what is being said: beyond his years, he

nourishes his mind and tongue; in courage he is long-winged, an eagle among
birds; his contest strength is like a bulwark; flying among the Muses because

of his beloved mother, he has shown himself a clever charioteer.’

. Pi.N 3.80-83

..ot 8 aletog WxLg €v moTavolg, 80
oc Ehafev alho, AGHe ueTauaduEvoC,
dapovov dypay moacty:
PO YETAL OE XOAOLOL TATELV VEUOVTAL.
‘Swift among flying (birds) is the eagle, which, searching from afar, suddenly seizes
its blood-red prey with its talons. But the cackling jackdaws graze the lower

regions.’

Through this extended comparative discussion, I have shown that Ved. patayalii- and Gr.

TETENVOC represent cognates from *peth;-ey-éhy-wr ~ *pethy -ey-éhy-wen-. Unfortunately, H

pitteyawar ‘running, flying’, whose only attestation appears in (3.54), likely does not form an

exact parallel with the Vedic and Ancient Greek forms. As Melchert (2022: 118-119) has recently

argued, the stem of H piddai- ‘to run, flee, fly’ must have come from an old *pth;,-6y- ~ *pthy,-
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éy- alternation, to which Lﬁpitte( y)ant- ‘fugitive’ must represent an old participle *pth;,-éy-ent-.
Without a plene spelling *pitteyawar, we cannot be sure whether pitteyawar comes from *pth; -
ey-éhy-wr or is part of the productive class of -war ~ -was verbal nouns built to the weak stem in

-iya- (e.g. tiya-war <= dai- ‘to put’, piya-war < pai- ‘to give’).%0

(3.54) KUB 36.75 iii 14-15 (OH/Middle Script, Schwemer 2015: 368-369, 372):
dudduwaranza-kan LU-as mahhan pitteyawar pessiyanun

‘Like a crippled man, I have given up running.’

3.8 The distribution and age of *wr > *ru metathesis

In the preceding sections, we have seen how Sanskrit-internal and comparative morphological
evidence supports the interpretation that many -ri- and -lii“stems derive from the strong cases of
inherited PIE *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites. Four paradigm cells (three endings) provide the source

. . () (2)
of these innovative -ru- and -/u-stems:

(3.55) a. M.NOM.SG *wr-s > -ru-s, -lu-s » -ru-s, -li-s
b. M.ACC.SG *wr-m > -ru-m, -lu-m  » -ri-m, -li-m
C. N.NOM/ACC.SG *wr-g@ > -ru, -lu » -ri, -lit

From these frequently occurring paradigm cells, speakers could build out a complete -ii-stem
paradigm. The accentuation of these lemmata, when attested, shows a clear pattern of oxytonesis
mostly clearly visible in *péyh.-wr- >(>) péru- » peri- ‘swelling; fructifying’.

For this account to work, however, there must be some discussion of when phonologically the
metathesis was licit and when chronologically it occurred. In the preceding discussion, I have found
no examples of *-wr- > -rii-/-lii- in surface VC___environments,® implying that the crosslinguistic
dispreference for superheavy syllables prevented the creation of novel "Zuu Cy.ru- syllabifications.®?

The only truly clear evidence for this prohibition comes from *kéh;s-wr > Sasur ‘order, command’,

60T thank H. Craig Melchert (p.c. April 19, 2023) for this observation about the productivity of building -war ~

-was verbal nouns to weak stems.
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not *$asru-/*sasrii- (§3.2.5). Likewise, there are no surface examples of -Vnru- or -Vrru- as -nr-
and -rr- sequences are nowhere permitted in Sanskrit.®* Thus *pér-wr becomes pdrur ‘joint’, not
*pdrru- > *paru-, and *d’en-wr becomes dhdnur ‘bow’, not *dhdnru-. The only tricky situation
arises from tdrus- ‘(struggle/power to) overcome’ < *térhy-wr: why should it not develop as *térh;-
wr > ¥térhy-ru- > *tdriru- or taru-? The best solution is probably that of Lubotsky (1994: 100),
who noticed that *wr > *ru metathesis is frequently blocked by a preceding -r- (i.e. *térhy-wr could

not metathesize to an illicit **térhy-ru-).

Unfortunately, no information may be gleaned with respect to Indo-Aryan laryngeal vocalization.
The only sef form which can be reconstructed with metathesis is *peyh,-wr- ‘swelling’, but *-¢/eyHC-
generally results in monosyllabic Ved. -eC- as can be seen in the aorist injunctive of W ‘to
fear’ (*méh; b"%éyhy-me > ma bhema ‘we do not fear’ 1PL.AOR.ACT.INJ (RV 11.2, 8.4.7)) or the

development of the thematic optative:

Table 3.2: Thematic pPrRs.ACT.OPT Of \/>|< ber ‘to bear’
PNIE Ved.

SG PL SG PL

1 *b"r-o-yh;-m  *b"r-o-yh;-me bhdreyam bhdrema
2 *bMr-o-yh;-s  *b'ér-o-yhj-te  bhdres  bhdreta

3  *bPér-o-yhj-t  *b"ér-o-yhj-ent  bhdret  bhdreyur

Because the Indo-Aryan outcome of laryngeal vocalization was always *7, the preceding *y may well
have dissimilatorily blocked or assimilatorily absorbed laryngeal vocalization in the environment

*Vy  C.

All of this leads to the conclusion that there are no developments in Indo-Aryan that limit
metathesis to that branch alone. Indeed, this is a welcome outcome as (2.2) shows that the effect has

occurred sporadically throughout the daughter branches of Proto-Nuclear-Indo-European. One is

élIndeed, to my knowledge, there are no -u-stems of the shape -VC.Lu- or -VC.CLu- anywhere in the language.
62See Cooper (2014) for extensive argumentation in favor of -VC.CV- syllabification.

63See Nikolaev (2021) for the development -Vr- from *-Vir- < *VLHL-.
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struck by the comparative productivity of the metathesis in Sanskrit final syllables beside its dearth
in Iranian, where no examples of final *-wr# > *-ru# are known to me. On the other hand, Avestan
has regular metathesis of initial *wr > Yruu /# ___ (Bartholomae 1895a: p. 177; Morgenstierne 1973:

pp- 58-59; Cantera 1999).

It is hard to say whether limiting the metathesis to Indo-Iranian has any ramifications for
Weise’s Law, as discussed in §3.4.3 and Kloekhorst (2011). The evidence for Weise’s Law is by
its nature difficult to assess since the law replaces palatals with plain velars, so that examples
are confined to securely reconstructible root etymologies attested in so-called satam languages.
If Kloekhort is right that Weise’s Law existed and predated *wr > *ru metathesis, Weise’s Law
would remain the only ferminus post quem known to me. Importantly, *wr > *ru metathesis is
not found in Anatolian. Kloekhorst is somewhat inconsistent on this point. He rightly rejects
the cognation of H ishahru- ‘tear’ and *(dorlé—)hgélé—wor ‘tear’ (see §3.4.3 and fn. 15) but uses the
metathesis in analyzing H kutruwan- ‘witness’, which he derived from *k, tru-en- < *k“et-wr- ‘four’
+ individuating suffix *-9/¢n-, supposedly meaning ‘the fourth person (at a trial beyond the plaintiff,
defendant, and judge)’ and compared semantically to L festis ‘witness’ < *tri-sthy-s ‘third person
standing/present (at a dispute)’ (EDH: s.v. kutruuan- [ kutruen- with lit.). Firstly, the semantics of
fourth person at a trial are not as compelling as third person present at (i.e. observing) the dispute
under investigation. Secondly, it is impossible to assume that *-wr- would metathesize to *-ru(w)-
(with this syllabification) before a vowel but would not metathesize word-finally in any of the
numerous instances of verbal nouns ending in *-wr# > -war/-ur. Furthermore, as Craig Melchert
advises me (p.c. Jan. 1%, 2022), there is a perfectly good cognate for kutruwan- in Lt. gudriis
‘cunning, sly’ < *g(Wud"-ru-. Interestingly, however, Kloekhorst (2011: 269) claims that *wr >
*ru did not occur in Anatolian, contradicting his etymology in EDH: s.v. kutruuan- / kutruen-. If
we accept then that *wr > *ru metathesis did not occur in Anatolian but did occur in Tocharian

(Del Tomba 2021), then we have a properly Proto-Nuclear-Indo-European phenomenon.
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3.9 Conclusions

This chapter has argued that Sanskrit retains reflexes of the strong forms of the *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-
heteroclites in both metathesized and unmetathesized forms. The N.NoM/acc.sG *-wr became both
-ur (parur ‘knot (or a reed); joint’ < *pér-wr) and -ru (asru ‘tear’ < *hgék,—wor) according to a set
of phonological principles given in (2.3-2.4). Moreover, I have argued that Sanskrit has animate
adjectives derived from the heteroclitic strong stems in *-wr-s ~ *-wr-m. These could be primary
formations (péru-/peri- ‘swelling; fructifying; fat’ < *péyh,-wr-) or could be built to *-éh,-abstracts
(patayalu- ‘flying’ < *peth;-ey-éhy-wr-). This last category, the *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions,
will receive further treatment in the next chapter, where I show that they are an inherited category

of Proto-Indo-European date.
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CHAPTER 4

The morphology and semantics of

*-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions in Indo-European

In the preceding chapters, I have argued that there are reflexes of the strong stem of the *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-
heteroclites preserved in Sanskrit in the form of -rii- and -lii“suffixes. While a handful of these are
primary formations, that is to say, built directly to the full-grade of the root, the majority of the
formations seem to target -@-stems from feminine *-éhy-abstracts (daya- ‘dole, charity’ = dayalu-
‘charitable’, Sayd- ‘resting place’ = Sayalu- ‘sleepy’, Sraddha- ‘trust’ = Sraddhalu- “faithful’).
Given this apparent phenomenon, the question remains whether this pattern of derivation of *-
wr-/-w(¢fo)n-heteroclites from *-éh,-stems appears robustly outside of Sanskrit. This chapter will
examine the evidence from Sanskrit and other branches of Indo-European (specifically Anatolian,
Ancient Greek, Latin, and Tocharian) to identify traces of an Indo-European-wide *-éhy-wr-/-

w(o)n-construction and discuss the semantics of the construction.

Unsurprisingly, this type of construction has been observed before. Eichner (1973: 92%) in a
footnote tentatively identifies H karawar ‘horn(s)’ < *Iég—éhg—wg as the starting point of a Hittite
pattern of -awar suffixes made out of *-éh,-abstracts with collective *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-suffixes attached.
Nussbaum (1986: 31-36) follows this interpretation and carefully investigates Eichner’s handful
of Hittite examples (karawar ‘horn(s)’, partawar ‘wing’, asawar ‘pen, sheepfold’, and harsawar
‘tilled land’). From here the belief in a collective construction in *-éh,-wr-/-w(o)n- has gained some
approval Melchert (1984: 63-64 & n!15-117; 1994: 86), Pinault (2011: 460), and Melchert (2014:
259).

Yet describing the *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions as collectives will not suffice for the Indo-

Iranian data. Tichy (1986) has shown that Ved. rtavan-, Av. a§auuan-, and OP artava m.NOM.SG
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‘truthful, righteous’ can all go back to a construction *hy(0)r-t-éhy-won-/-un-/-wer-ih,- ‘provided
with/having truth’ from an old neuter collective or feminine abstract*h,(o)r-t-éh,-. The Indo-Iranian

development of this word is shown in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: *hy(o)r-t-éhy-w(o)n- in Indo-Iranian
Ved. OAv. < PIIr. < PNIE < pre-PNIE

M.NOM.SG rtava asauua < *°aHwa < *®%¢hywo < **hy(0)r-t-éhy-won-s

M.ACC.SG rtavanam aSauuanam < *°aHwanam < *°éhywonm < **hy(0)r-t-éhz-won-m

M.DAT.SG  rtav'ne asaune < *°dHunay < *°éhyuney < **hy(o)r-t-éhy-won-éy

As shown by the Vedic preservation of stems in the Mm.NOM.sG and M.Acc.sG are likely innovative
and thus the reconstructed (pre-)PNIE forms are Transponaten. The true PIE forms were likely
M.NOM.SG *°éhy-wr-s and M.AcC.sG *°éhy-wr-m. One might well expect M.NOM.SG *°éhywor <
**%éhy-wor-s and M.Acc.sG *°éhyworm < *°éhy-wor-m with application of Szemerényi’s Law (**-
VRF# > -VR#) in the M.NOM.sG, and in principal the Indo-Iranian forms could represent *°éhywor
since final sonorants are lost after long vowels in alter Proto-Indo-Iranian. Since Ancient Greek
also has -awv < *-éhy-wa(n) (§4.2), however, it seems more likely that these animate forms in
M.NOM.SG *°éhy-wr-s and M.Acc.sG *°éhy-wr-m were innovated some time within Nuclear-Indo-
European after the application of Szemerényi’s Law by simply applying the endings *-s and *-m
to the N.NoM/Acc.sG in *-wr.1 This innovation was not to last, however, as the *-wr-s ~ *-wr-m
~ *wn- alternation was remodeled to *-wo ~ *-won-m ~ *-wn- by analogy to the *-mdn-stems in
*-mé ~ *-mon-m ~ *-mn-.2 The accentual affects of the analogy may perhaps appear in the small
class of possessive adjectives in -vdn- found only in early Vedic (Srusti-van- ‘having obedience,
obedient’ (RV), rna-van- ‘having a debt, indebted’ (RV), sumna-vari- ‘bring favor’ (RV)). These

-van-forms likely represent an abortive innovation that did not overcome the dominant tendency for
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faithful stem accentuation.

To account for these animate adjectives, Melchert (1984: 64117) suggests that there was a set
of amphikinetic adjectives (°-éhy-won- ~ °-éhy-un-°/es) with possessive semantics built from the
hysterokinetic collectives (°-éhy-wer ~ °-éhy-un-9/és). This is an interesting proposal, though as we
shall see, the attested formations in the daughter languages for this construction also include agentive
and resultative semantics as well. Furthermore, none of the constructions examined show any form
of hysterokinetic inflection or clear collective semantics. Where accentual information is available,
it always points to *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-. As discussed in the previous chapters, the oxytone -alii- in

patayalii- ‘flying’ must be analogical, while §ardru- ‘horny’ preserves the inherited accentuation.

4.1 *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions in Anatolian

The data from Anatolian provides a mixture of tantalizing forms which could derive from *-éh;-
wr-/-w(o)n-constructions, but some difficulties arise in their analysis. To begin with, Anatolian has
abundant infinitives and verbal nouns derived from *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites, and of these a fair
number are built to *-éhy- factitives, which have been thought to continue old *R(2/o)-éh, abstracts
(Sihler 1995: 528 §475; Sasseville 2020a: 67-77). Here, for instance are the Hittite verbal nouns

built to factitive stems:

(4.1) Hittite verbal nouns in -ahhuwar ~ -ahhuwas built to factitives in -ahh < *-eh,-:

a. H armahhuwas GEN.sG, -wazza DAT/LOC.SG ‘impregnation’ < armahh-' ‘to impreg-

nate’

LA similar account may serve for the feminines in *-wér-ih,-, whose accentuation and suffixal *e-grade would be
analogical to forms like *déyw-ihy- ‘goddess’ > Ved. dévi-, YAv. daéuui-, Lt. deivé. The reconstruction of the feminines
in *-wér-ihy- remains a topic for further research, however.

2] follow Yates (2022) in his arguments that the animate *-modn-stems did not have an amphikinetic paradigm *R(¢€)-
mon- ~ *R(&)-mn-E but instead had suffixal accentuation derived by accentual shift from acrostatic neuter *R(€)-mn

paradigms: *dhér—mp (whence Ved. dhdrman- ‘foundation’) = *d"er-mén- (whence Ved. dharmdn- ‘support(er)’).
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b. H [inn]arauwahhuwas GEN.sG ‘strengthening’ <= innaruwall-' ‘to strengthen’

c. H iSiyahhuwar NoM/ACC.SG, -was GEN.SG, -wanni Loc.sG ‘informing’ < H isiyahh-'
‘to inform’

d. H kunnaphhuwas Gen.sG ‘setting right’ < H kunnahh-* ‘to set aright’

e. H maniyahhuwas Gen.sG ‘distributing’ < H maniyahh-' ‘to distribute’

f. H maninkuwahhuwar ‘nearing’” < H manninkuwahh-' ‘to near’

g. H Suppiyahhuwar, -wa§ Gen.sG ‘purification’ < H Suppiyahh-' ‘to purify’

h. H watarnahhuwas Gen.sc ‘ordering’ < H watarnahh-' ‘to order’

One might look at these forms and consider this sufficient evidence for *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-
constructions in Anatolian, but despite Sasseville’s discussion, there is no good evidence that the
*-¢hy-factitives should be derived from *R(2/o)-éh, abstracts. The *-éh,-factitives likely represent
a primitive of PIE morphology that happens to be homophonous with the *R(2/0)-éh, abstracts.
Moreover, the sheer productivity of *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites in making verbal nouns further
undermines these as examples. *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite-derived verbal nouns, infinitives, and
supines represent the default category in Anatolian across the verbal system, so the appearance of
such heteroclitic forms in the *-éh,-factitives does not necessarily represent an archaic retention of

an inherited category.

Indeed, better evidence for inherited *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-heteroclites would come from nouns de-
rived from -éh,-stems (especially those without associated verbal stems). Some potential examples

appear in (4.2).

(4.2) Nominal forms ending in -eh,- with *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n- and *-went-suffixes:
a. H <kursawara nom/acc.pL (<- Luw.), CLuw. kursaunantinzi ErG.pL ‘island’,® Lyc.
krzzdna-se-* ‘peninsula’< *k*rséhy-wr/-un- ‘cutting off” < ?*k¥rs-éh,- (whence per-

haps CLuw. ku(wa)rsa-ssa- ‘(military) division’ poss, H kursai ‘cut off, separate’
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2SG.ACT.IMP <- Luw.)>

b. H miyahuwant-* ‘old’ < *mih; 3-éhy-went- <= *mih;/3-éhy- ‘growth’

Unfortunately, each of these examples runs into various difficulties in their derivation. Begin-
ning with the words for ‘island’ (Luw. loanwords into H: <kursawara Nom/acc.pL, <kursawanza
pat/Loc.pL; CLuw. kurSaunantinzi ERG.PL, kurSawan-assis pOoss.NOM.SG.ANIM) and ‘peninsula’
(Lyc. krzzana-se Loc.sG), we find that there does appear to be a H verb kursai ‘cut off, separate’
2sG.ACT.IMP,® whence also derive VRV Gursamassa, a city name, and kursammalliyas, a hapax epithet
of the Storm-god in a Hittite inventory, both from an intermediate Luw. *kursamman- ‘separation’
(CLL: s.v. *kursamman-). Furthermore, there is no guarantee that the base PA *kworsc‘i- came from
an *-éhy- stem, especially as we might then expect the CLuw. form to be *kursahuwar (though see

below on this point). Overall, *k*rs-éhy-wr/-w(o)n- remains plausible.

I follow the derivation of Eichner (1973: 56-59) for miyahuwant-, mihuwant-, mehuwant- ‘old
« having growth’ from *mih;;;3-éhy- ‘growth’ + *-went-. The base form of the word is only ever
written with the Sumerogram “*SU.GI, making the basic root shape difficult to determine. Objecting
to Eichner’s derivation, Kloekhorst (EDH: s.v. mehuuant-) incorrectly derives this lexeme from
*meyh,-went-, whence he also derives H mehur ‘time, period, season’. He reasons that *mih;/3-éh;-
went- should have produced *miyahhuwant- with geminate 4k, which is nowhere attested. Instead,
Kloekhorst argues that the forms in mehuwant- are the oldest and were associated by speakers
with the (unattested) 15G.PRS.ACT.IND *me-hi and 1SG.PST.ACT.IND *me-Jihun of the verb mai-' ‘to
grow’, which he reconstructs *mh;-oy-. These reconstructions fail in a few ways: */mh,-oy-/ should
have been syllabified as *mh;-oy- to produce something like *ahhai-, and posttonic lenition should

have produced *me-hi and *me-hun. Next, he supposes that when these forms were replaced by the

3Starke (1981: 142-152) and AHP: 275, 285, 315

“AHP: 312. Cf. also H Hu(wa)rsanassa/i- and Gr. Xepobvnoog (as if ‘dry island’), both loanwords from Carian
(Oreshko 2020: 551, 556-557 & n??).

SCLL: s.vv. *kursa(i)-, *k(u)warsa-.

6Starke (1981: 149) takes this to be as a Luwian loanword into Hittite, but EDH: s.v. kuer-% / kur- / kuuar- and

Simon (2022) takes it as a native Hittite formation. In any case, the verb must exist.
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forms miyahi* and miyahun, speakers would have altered mehuwant- to miyahuwant- by analogy.
This explanation is rather implausible. Assuming the forms *me-hhi and *me-hhun existed (or the
historically more plausible forms *me-hi and *me-hun), -(h)h- was not part of the verbal stem
itself but the desinences -(4)hi and -(h)hun. This would require speakers to resegment *me-(h)hi as
*me(h)h-i for the purposes of an ad hoc analogy. Furthermore, the spellings on which he ostensibly
bases his analysis of mefuwant- are (me-hu-un-ta-ah-hu-ut) and (mi-e-hu-un-ta-ah-hu-ut) ‘to age’
2sG.amp.MID.IND, both in New Hittite texts, and only (mi-e-hu-un-ta-ah-hu-ut) unambiguously
points to mehuwant-. The other 5 complete attestations have either (mi-ya-hu-) or (mi-hu-) and
come from a mix of Old and New Hittite texts, implying they are older. If anything, it would seem
that the analogy ran in reverse from Kloekhorst’s proposal: miyahuwant- ‘old’ was influenced in
New Hittite by mehur ‘time’ (for which see also fn. 19). Instead, I follow AHP: 85, who improves
on Eichner’s etymology by assuming miyahu-want- was constructed after *-hj- had undergone
lenition to *-/- in final position, producing *miyah-. The fact that this form is attested only as a
-want-adjective is also not very strong evidence in favor of a *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclite in a language

where the category was fully productive.

Hittite has a small set of forms in -awar ~ -aun-, originally identified by Eichner, that look
plausibly like they could go back to *-éhy-wr ~ *-éhy-un- and do not obviously derive from verbal

stems:

(4.3) Hittite forms in -awar ~ -aun-:"

a. asawar ~ aSaun- ‘pen, sheepfold’ < *h;oséhy-wr ~ *hjoséhy-un- < *h;os-éh,- ‘loca-

7For a full list of -war ~ -un- forms in Hittite, see Kronasser (1962-87: 297-308). Here also might belong H astawar
‘a food forbidden for pregnant women’ (Beckman 1983: 134, 156), but its meaning and etymology are unclear and
in its two attestations it is spelled (a-as-ta-u-wa-ar) and (as-ta-u-wa-ar), not *(a$-ta-a-u-wa-ar) = *astawar. Beckman
(2010) suggests that this form may mean ‘leftovers’ and derive from a verb *astai- from a noun *asta- (neither of

zi ¢

which he glosses) from ass-* ‘to remain, be left over’. The semantics and proposed derivation might lead us to expect

*.1-6hy-abstract. If indeed derived from as§-%, the initial plene spelling of @tawar could be analogical to the verb.

e zi ¥z

Unfortunately, ass-* remains without a compelling etymology (EDH: s.v. ass-* with lit.).
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tion, seat’ (whence HLuw. asa- ‘seat’8)

b. “SNparsawar ~ harSaun- ‘tilled land’ < *hy(0)rhzséhy-wr ~ *hy(0)rhzséhy-un- <
*hy(0)rhz-s-éhy-° ‘tilling’

c. Vkarawar ~ karaun- ‘horn(s), antler(s)’ < *kréhy-wr ~ *kréhy-un- < *kr-éhy- ‘horn’
(see §3.7.1 for discussion of this form)

d. Wpartawar ~ partaun- ‘wing’ < *p(o)rtéhy-wr ~ *p(0)rtéhy-un- < *(s)p(0)r-t-éh;-
10 “flying, flight’

e. Sarawar ~ Saraun- ‘torrent’, flood”” < *sréhy-wr ~ *sréhy-un- < *sr-éhy- ‘flowing’

(whence Ved. sara- ‘brook’, torrent?’)

Phonological obstacles stand in the way of the etymologies given in (4.3), however. Specifically,
*hy seems to have been preserved as labialized PA *HY > H -h(h)u-, CLuw. hu, HLuw. hu, Lyc.
g, Car. g between a vowel and *u (e.g., *pd/ehwr ‘fire’ N.NoM/Aacc.sG > PA *pdHur > H pahhur,
CLuw. pahur) and between a vowel and *w (e.g., *p(e)hpwén-i ‘fire’ N.Loc.sG > H pahhweni).1! But
where does this leave the status of the Hittite forms in -awar ~ -aun-? Melchert (AHP: 86; 2014
259) suggests instead that these heteroclites were derived from old *-éh,-stems only after final
*-¢h, became *-a but before it shortened to -a. This explanation could work, but it would mean that
this heteroclite class would have to have arisen within the internal history of Hittite. In my opinion,
what may have occurred is two types of concurrent analogy. On the one hand, the *-éh,-stem bases,
though not attested in H, could have exerted analogical pressure on their heteroclitic derivatives.!?
Likewise, the verbal nouns in -atar ~ -ann- < *-éhp-tr ~ *-éhy-tn- (AHP: 86) could have influenced
the inflectionally similar *-éhy-wr ~ *-éhy-un-stems. Note that the verbal nouns built to factitives
in (4.1) do not have the same ablaut pattern as the nouns in (4.3); all the verbal nouns have a -war

~ -was < *-wr ~ *-wen-s GEN.sG ablaut pattern, and indeed the factitive verbal nouns in -hhuwar

8The *-éh,- origin of HLuw. asa- is shown by the absence of i-mutation in the NOM.SG asas ((MENSA.SOLIUM)d-
sa-sa) and ACC.SG asan (“MENSA.SOLIUM”-sa-na), ((“MENSA.SOLIUM)d-sa-na), {(“MENSA.SsOLIUM”)d-sa-na-"). | am
indebted to Anthony Yates for bringing this form to my attention.

9For discussion of this root and its sigmatic forms see, see LIV?: s.v. *hyerhy- and EDH: @drf—i .

10For the verbal root, see LIV?: s.v. 2.%(s)per-.
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~ -hhuwas have an unexpected syllabification since *-éh,-wr should have become PA *-aH"-ur>
-ahhur like *méhy-wr > mehur ‘time’. I am inclined to accept Melchert’s derivation of -awar ~

-aun- as reflecting PIE *-éh,-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions.

For the first four examples in (4.3), I will not have much more to say about their formation.
For asawar ‘pen, sheepfold’, the *-éh,-base seems apparent in HLuw. asa- ‘seat’, and I have
discussed Vkarawar ‘horn(s), antler(s)’ in §3.7.1, where I base my argument on the treatment
of this word and its cognates by Nussbaum (1986). (3% parsawar and V?Ypartawar, on the other
hand, have no identical *-éh,-abstracts attested in Indo-European that are known to me, and thus
these reconstructions are purely mechanical.® For Sarawar, however, a somewhat longer treatment

1S necessary.

UAHP: 68 §4.1.3.2, HHP: 402403 §10.5.2.2, and Kloekhorst (2018)

12See similarly Watkins (1975: 371-372).

BNIL: s.v. *hyerhz- does identify some potential *-éhy-abstracts for the root W (*harhz-éhy- > Mess. ara-
‘field’, Alb. aré ‘cornfield’), but none with the intervening *-s-. Nussbaum (1986: 33—34) instead suggests that harsawar
may be a conflation of the primary heteroclites *hyérhz-wr ~ *hyrhz-wén- ‘plowing’ (whence Olr. arbor/arbae ‘corn’,
Gr. &poupa, CLArm. harawunk © “tilled land’) and *k™éls-wr ~ *k"[s-wén- ‘drawing’ (whence YAv. karSuuar’karsuugn
‘region’) and the *-éhy-form *k*ols-éhy- ‘drawing’ (whence YAv. karsa- ‘land bound by furrows’), and from this
construction he assumes *-a-war spread to other agricultural terminology like asawar ‘pen, sheepfold’. Given the high
productivity of *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions I discuss in this chapter, I do not think this Hittite-internal analogy is
necessary. He furthermore suggests that “"?partawar ‘wing’ may find an *-éhy-base in Gr. ondpTn ‘rope, cord’ <
*(s)pr-t-éhy- (beside omnelpa ‘coil’ < *(s)per-ihy-) but does not clarify the semantic relationship between ropes and
flight (unless he is thinking of trapeze artists or dei ex machinis). GEW?, DELG?, and EDG: s.v. ondpTov connect this
word to the semantically closer *omdpyw, ondplat ‘to envelop’. Nussbaum (1986: 34'8) glosses ¥/per as ‘traverse, fly’
and adduces L porta ‘passage, gate’ < *p(o)r-t-éhy-, but connecting the widely attested ¥/per ‘to cross’ (which never
shows s-mobile) with the marginal m ‘to fly’ does not seem warranted (thus the separate entries in LIV?:

s.vv. 1.%per-, 2.%(s)per-).
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4.1.1 Hittite Sarawar ~ Saraun- ‘torrent’, flood”’

The meaning of H Sarawar remains uncertain. According to CHD S: s.v. Sarawar, it appears un-
broken in five contexts (N.NoM/Acc.SG Sarawar (Sa-ra-a-u-wa-ar) 3x, ($a-ra-u-wa-ar) 1x; N.ERG.SG
Saraunanza (Sa-ra-u-na-an-za) 1x) and perhaps once in a broken context (§a-a-ra-a-u-wa-). Due
to its appearance in close connection with harsiharsi ‘thunderstorm’ and heyaues-a ‘rains’ (KUB
32.117 obv.! 3—4 + KBo 32.117 obv.! 3—4, Old Script), with the Storm-god’s angry reactions (KUB
7.13 obv. 29-30), and with the results of an incorrectly timed purulli-festival (KUB 18.11 obv.
5-6), it is thought to be a (negative) meteorological phenomenon of some sort. It also appears as
part of a metaphor in a broken section of the Song of Hedammu, a subsection of the Kumarbi cycle.
In this scene, the goddess Sauska goes to the sea monster Hedammu, whom Kumarbi has fathered

to defeat his other son TeShub:

(4.4) KUB 8.66 1t. col. 4-5 + KUB 33.86 iii 3—4 (New Script, CHD S: s.v. §arawar):
[MU3h)edammus INIMMS-ar ANA YISTAR memis|[kiuwan dais ]
kwiszza MUNUS-nas zik
dISTAR-is ANA M ped[ammu EGIR-pa] memiskiuwan dais
ammuk=za MNUSKLSIKIL hars|[alanza’]
nu=mu Sarauwar GIM-an HUR.SAG-us lahhurnuz[i . . . ]
‘Hedammu [began to spe]ak words to Saugka:
“What (sort of) woman are you?”
Sauska began to speak [back to Hed Jammu:
“I am an an[gry’] girl. The mountains [spread out’] their greenery for me like

Sarawar.”’

The broken context leaves much uncertain, but most interpretations understand a verb ‘spread out’
or ‘cover’ in the final line of Saugka’s response. # Given the aforementioned meteorological contexts
of Sarawar’s usage and the way in which Sarawar might spread over mountains, CHD suggests a
translation “blizzard” or “storm clouds”. While this could work, I think a derivation from *sr-éh,-

‘flowing, torrent’ is possible, and thus Sarawar would mean ‘torrent(s), rain-filled streams on the
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side of a mountain’. A resultative meaning would seem appropriate for this context.

A reconstruction *sr-éhy-15 would find a close cognate in Ved. sard-, which is normally trans-
lated ‘brook, stream’. The word appears twice in AV, and in both cases the meaning is not entirely
clear. In (4.5), the word is used to describe a certain medicinal vine silaci-/laksa-, which stems
from the blood of the god of death Yama’s horse and quickly grows/flows among and around the

trees of the forest.

(4.5) AVS5.5.9 (v AVP 6.4.9; addressing a healing vine silaci-/laksa-)
dasvasyasndh sampatita' sa vrksam abhi sisyade |
sard patatrini bhiitva ' sa na éh'y arundhati’® ||
‘Congealed from (Yama’s) horse’s blood, you flowed into the trees.

Having become a winged (=leafy) torrent, may you come to us, wound-closing one.’

In (4.6), sara- is used as part of list of epithets of a female deity and is paired with the divine

name Sarasvati (lit. ‘full of lakes’).

(4.6) AVP 16.48.2
sara casi sarasvati casi ' tasyas te brahma ca ksatramca | . . .
“You are the torrent and you are Sarasvati (lit. ‘full of lakes’). You have the sacred

formulation and dominion. ...’

The use of sara and sarasvati together recalls the two holy rivers Sardyu- ‘full of flowing, streams’
and Sdrasvati- ‘full of lakes’. The age of these river names is confirmed by the Iranian cognates
OP Haraiva- (WAK: s.v. Haraiva-!), YAv. Haroiva- ‘Areia’ < *ser-é-yw-o- and OP Hara"uvati-
(WAK: s.v. Hara.uvati-), YAv. Harax"a'ti- ‘Arachosia’ < *sél°fes-wnt-ih,-, pointing to an old pair of

opposed hydronyms.

4See CHD S: s.v. $arawar for a summary the translations.
I5For the syllabification of *sr-éh;-, see §1.3.4.

16For the interpretation of arundhati-, see §3.2.4.
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Indo-European possesses other derivatives of ¥/ser ‘to flow’, though morphologically more
distant: Gr. op6¢ ‘whey; watery substance’ < *sor-6- and L serum ‘id.” < *ser-o-. However, we
might not need to look so far from Anatolian for reflexes of *s(o)r-éhy-! HEG: sarunta/i- suggests
that H (<)(™“)Sarunta/i- ‘well(spring)’ could be from *sor-éhy-w(e)n-t-.V7 Sarunta/i- is clearly a
Luwian loanword into Hittite given its spelling with <* and its Luwian i-mutation between Acc.sG
<Saruntin and ABL.SG "'sdruntaz. The meaning of ‘well(spring)’ is shown by the determiner ™"
and by the two contexts in which the word appears: a place whence water is drawn (KUB 31.77 i
8—14) and as part of a list of cities and landmarks whence a god is invoked (KUB 29.4 iii 43-48).
To account for the change from Luw. *saraw(a)nta/i- to *sarunta/i-, Tischler appeals to the same
syncope found in *miyahuwant- > *mihuwant- ‘old’ (discussed above) and cites HHP: 180-183,
who provides more examples of syncopes in the vicinity of w. Furthermore, the Luwian forms
of the ‘horn’ word, CLuw. *zarwan- and HLuw. suran-, likewise seem to show a syncope with
respect to H karawar. Likewise Sasseville (2020a: 19%), building on AHP: 260261, suggests that
the Luwian factitive 3PL.PST.ACT.IND ending -unta may derived from *-éhy-nto via an intermediate
from *-aunto. If Tischler is correct in deriving Sarunta/i- from a form like *s(o)r-éhy-un-t-, then it
would be a match for the base heteroclite found in H sarawar ‘torrent’. He also points out the likely
appurtenance of the mountain name ¥V*S*6Sarwantass[a in the meaning ‘rich in well(springs)’
(HED 10: s.v. sarunt-, sarunti- adduces the Greek parallel of nroAunidag “I87 “many-fountained Mt.
Ida”). The use of #V*sASSarwantass|a ‘rich in springs’ as epithet for a mountain can only strengthen

the interpretation of (4.4), where Sarawar seems to cover a mountainside.

4.1.2 Conclusions for Anatolian

This section has shown that the Anatolian languages certainly had a synchronic processes by which
new heteroclites could be derived from the reflexes of *-éh,-stems. Beyond that synchronic process,
certain archaic nouns like karawar ‘horn(s)’, asawar ‘pen, sheepfold’, and sarawar ‘torrent’, flood”’

seem to derive from old *-éh,-abstracts with no apparently related verbal stems in *-eh;,-. All these

YEDH: s.v. (<)Sarunta/i- instead suggests “*sru-nt- 77 < ¥/srew ‘to flow” (Skt. \/srav, Gr. géw ‘id.”), but admits

that “the formation is not fully clear.”
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archaic forms seem to either represent result nouns or extensions of the base *-éh,-abstracts with

no discernible change in meaning; a collective interpretation is not necessary.

4.2 *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions in Ancient Greek

Ancient Greek has already had several *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions identified in past scholarship,
and in particular, the onomastic forms in *-éh,-won- > Myc. -Ca-wo, Hom. -awv, -fiwyv, Dor. -GFOV
have received no small amount of attention (Jacobsohn 1930: 104-105; Schwyzer I: 521; AiGr 11
2: 900-902 §718; Ruijgh 1967; Risch 1974: 57 & n°%; Tichy 1986: 91-92; de Lamberterie 2012).

Below I list some members of this category:

(4.7) Mycenaean and Alphabetic Greek words that descended from *-éhy-won-:
a. Myc. a-re-ta-wo| /aretawon(-)/, Hom. Apetainy < dpeTh ‘virtue, excellence’ 18
b. Myc. a-ti-ja-wo /antiawon/ < *hyent-y-éhy-won- ‘confronting’ 10
c. Myc. a-mu-ta-wo /hamutawon/, Hom. Auubaioy < *sm-ud-éhy-won- ‘striking/hitting
together’ 20
d. Hom. 3iduydov- ‘twin’ (only in dual) < *diduma- ‘twinhood’2!
e. Hom. Ixetawv (brother of Priam) <= ixétnc ‘suppliant’

f. WGr./Arc. xowalv, Att. xowoy ‘partner’ < *kom-y-éhy-won- ‘having common (inter-
est)’
= Jon. EUVALV/EUVEWY, Dor. Eova(w)v, Att. Eovaov ‘partner’ < PGr. *ksun—y-(f—won—

‘having common (interest)’

8From either *hy(e)r-et-éhy- ‘well-proportionedness’ (Vine 1998: 61-62) or *hy(e)rh;-t-éhy- ‘preparedness’ (EDG:
5.V, GEETH).

®Compare the factitive verb *hyent-y-éhy- > Luw. hantiya- -> H hantiyai- ‘to place before’, Gr. dvtidw ‘to encounter’,
Arm. anc “anem ‘to pass by’ (LIPP: 310 & n**37).

20de Lamberterie (2012)

2l Compare the city of Aiduua in Asia Minor where the twins Apollo and Artemis had temples.
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g. Hom. Moy awv (name of a Homeric doctor) < poy# ‘battle « cutting’” 22

h. Hom. éndiwv ‘companion’ < *sok"-éhy-won- ‘following’23

i. Myc. pa-ja-wo-ne /paiawonei/ paT.sG, Hom. ooy, Att. ITowayv (an epithet of Apollo
in his capacity as a physician) < *pyeh,-u-y-éhy-won- ‘cutting’ 24

j. Hom. Tugawv (serpentine antagonist of Zeus) < tugA ‘smoke’ 2

Similarly to Indo-Iranian, the *-éh;-won-constructions show a mixture of possessive semantics

(e.g., Apetawyv ‘having virtue, virtuous’) or agentive semantics (e.g., ).26

Ancient Greek also has at least two examples of nouns in *-éhy-wr-/-wn-t-. Vine (1994) derives
omeap ‘awl’ from *hz(0)k*-éhy-wr ‘hole(-making) thing, opening thing’, in turn from an abstract
*h3(0)k"-éhy- ‘opening’. 6neop stands beside another paradigm éneoc ~ 6nédt-, where the oblique

underwent the quantitative metathesis from *opéat- < *opawat- < *h3(0)k"-éhy-wn-t-. The addition

221 suggest this interpretation of uoy# because of pdyoupa ‘large knife’ < *mak"-éhy-wer-ih, “cutting tool’. The
words Moydiwv and udyotpa appear close together in a surgical scene in /I 11.833 and 11.844, respectively. The
description of Maydiwv as ‘cutting’ seems to refer to the doctorial ability of cutting/surgery. See also (4.7i).

23The *-¢hy-abstract is indirectly attested in *sok"-hy-oy- ‘follower’ > Ved. sdkh(a)y-, YAv. haxa ~ has-, ‘OP’ haxa-
“friend’ and **sok"-h;-y6- ‘part of a following’ > *sok"-yé- > L socius ‘sharing; ally’, OE secg, ON seggr ‘warrior,
man’ (see recently Weiss 2019; Yates 2019b).

24Compared to maiw ‘to strike’, with GEW?: s.v. maudy and EDG: s.v. noudy, -8vog suggesting ‘striking with magical
healing powers’. LIV?: s.v. *pieh;- connects the verb ntaie ‘to cause to stumble’ and takes both verbs from *pyeh;-u-yé-
(whence Lt. piduti ‘to cut, mow, torment’, Lv. plaiit ‘to mow, hit’) with a dissimilation to *peh;-u-yé- for naiw. If the
verb’s original meaning was closer to that of the Baltic languages (i.e., ‘to cut, stab’), then the semantics would be
similar to Moy 8wy in (4.7g). Lv. plauja ‘reaping, harvest’ would be the exact base form *pyehy-u-y-éhy-.

25The name seems to mean ‘smoking’ and either references or is referenced in his eventual imprisonment under
various volcanos (Etna, Ischia).

26The Greek situation also recalls the Luwian possessive adjective suffix -wann(i)-, which is frequently applied
to personal and geographic names. It seems possible that the frequency of Anatolian names in *-wan(n)- may have

encouraged the production of native Greek -3(f)ov- names in the Epic tradition.
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of *-¢- to the oblique is a regular characteristic of Ancient Greek neuter heteroclites (e.g., *b"réh;-wr
~ *blpéh;-wn-t- > *plrewar ~ *plréwat- > @péap ~ @péat- ‘well(spring)’). According to Vine, the
alternative form 6meac arose because the oblique *h3(0)k"-éhy-wn-t- made a substantivized neuter
adjective *opawat which lost its word-final *-t#, yielding *opawa, which was recharacterized
with -c. Semantically, 6eap ‘awl’ behaves like an agent or instrument noun ‘hole(-making) thing,
opening thing’.?’

The Hom. noun xtéap ~ xtéat- ‘possession, property’, found in Homer only in the pAT.PL
xtedtecol(v), seems instead to be a result noun built to *tk-éhy- ‘obtaining, possessing’ (whence
ntdoual ‘to get’ < *tk-ehp-yé-) from W ‘to obtain; receive’. In Homer, we never find the scansion
*x1ed7-, which we would expect from *tk-éhy-wn-t- > *ktawat- > *kte.at- > *ktéat-, but *»xtedit-
would always result in a metrically unusable cretic (— «w —); The attested xt€at- may thus be due
to metrical shortening. The N.Nom/acc.sG xt€ap does not appear until Lyc.Alex. 895. Despite these

issues, the semantics and derivation of the form look perfect for a *-éh,-wr-/-w(o)n-construction.?8

The form Ugeop ‘mistletoe’ appears first in Thphr.HP, where it also has a Gen.sG Ogéopog,
and in Hsch. with the form Ogalop: t0 €mpuouevov Talc mevxalg xot eAdtolg ‘Opatop: the thing
growing on pines and firs’. Despite the early appearance of a non-heteroclitic GEN.sG in -opog,

(35

Schwyzer 1: 5198 rightly suggests a derivation “*Uga-fop, eig. ,Gewebe”, that is to say *ub’-éh,-
wr ‘webbing’, referring to the web-like shape of a mistletoe plant as seen in Figure 4.1.2° We
seem to have a result noun of the abstract *ub™¢éh,- > 07 ‘web’—a fact further confirmed by the
form Ogaiop from Hsch., which seems to be a pseudo-etymological analogy to the verb Upaive ‘to

weave’ (which could itself in principle go back to *ub’-ehy-wn-yé-).

This section has shown that the earliest stages of Ancient Greek have evidence for *-éhy-wr-/-

27See Vine (1994) for further discussion of the meaning and development of various related forms such as Myc.
o0-pa-wo-ta /lopawota/ ‘helmet spikes’ and émftiov, omntidiov ‘small awl’.

28For alternative theories and literature on this form, see Dede (2013: 141-146).

29Nikolaev (2004: 221-230) provides a phonologically, morphologically, and semantically elaborate derivation
Uopeap < *(h Jup"k Pewar < *(h; Jup-skew-r ‘the thing behind the needles (of a tree)’, which EDG: s.v. Ugeop rightly
rejects.
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Figure 4.1: A mistletoe plant (picture from Wikimedia)

w(o)n-constructions with animate possessive/agentive forms and neuter instrument and resultative
forms. Furthermore, none of the neuter forms adduced show collective semantics or hysterokinetic

inflection.

4.3 *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions in Latin

Latin has two neuter nouns papaver ‘poppy’ and cadaver ‘cadaver, corpse’, which on their surface
point to *-éhy- with some ending -ver. Older treatments have derived these from *papa-wes-
and *cada-wes- with rhoticism in the oblique case (e.g., GEN.SG *papa-wes-es, *cada-wes-es >
*papa-wer-es, *cada-wer-es > papaveris, cadaveris) which was then analogically leveled into the
NOM/ACC.SG, creating papaver, cadaver (LEW?3: s.vv. cadaver, papaver; DELL*: s.vv. cadauer, -eris;
papauer, -eris; EDL: s.v. cado, -ere).3° LEW3 follows an older suggestion that the *-wes- element

in cadaver is an old pF.AcT.pTCP to the same root as cado ‘to fall; die, be slain’, but EDL rightly
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objects that the -a- and the neuter gender are unexplained.

More recently, Cohen (2014a) discusses the word papaver as part of a discussion of the
development of word-final *-r# in Latin, where he modifies the findings of Frotscher (2012) and

argues for the following distribution:

Lur/kv__#

4.8) PIE*r>{ Lor/m__#

L er / elsewhere

While I find his phonological distribution plausible, his etymology for papaver does not work quite
as well. He takes this form as an intensive reduplication of *péh,wr ‘fire’ with the derivation **peh;-
péhywr > *phy-péhywr > papaver. With regard to the semantics, Cohen (2014a: 23) says only that
the poppy “is something that, figuratively, is in intense flame,” and I suppose a field of red poppies
could brook comparison to a sea of flames, but some textual support for such a fanciful epithet
would have been useful.3! While the phonological development of *phy-péh,wr > papaver remains
workable, the morphology is to my knowledge unparalleled. The reduplicated nouns from roots
of the shape 3/C;eC, typically take the form *C;o/e-C;C>- (e.g., Vkvel “to roll’ = *k¥e-k"I-6-m
‘wheel’ > Ved. cakra-, YAv. caxra-, OE hweol, ON hvél; 3 tek ‘to fashion’ = *té-tk-on- ‘craftsman’
> Gr. txTwy, Ved. tdksan-, Av. tasan-); 1 can find no examples of total reduplication (*C;eC»-
C;éC>-) nor instances where the root syllable retains the accent instead of the reduplicant or suffix.
Latin does have reduplicated perfects like futudi ‘to beat’ 1sG.PF.ACT.IND from *te-towd- (whence
Ved. tutéda ‘to beat’ 3sG.pr.AcT.IND), which copy the vocalism of the root to the reduplicant,
but these always show zero-grade of the root and in any case are not morphologically related to
Cohen’s proposed intensive nominal reduplication. In all, it seems better to seek a different origin

for papaver.

30EDL makes no mention of papaver, most likely because of its obscurity and lack of obvious cognates.
31As far as I can tell, this idea of deriving papaver from *péhywr ‘fire’ does not originate with Cohen but instead
with an unpublished manuscript by Manaster Ramer (n.d.), to which Cohen has had access since 2010 according to

Cohen (2014b: 41) but which he fails to cite in this instance.
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Figure 4.2: Poppy pods (pictures from Wikimedia)

Unsurprisingly, I will derive papaver from a *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-construction,>? in this case from
pre-L *papa- ‘swelling, boil’, whose diminutive is found in papula ‘pustule, pimple’.33 EWLS?: s.v.
PAP, PAMP has also suggested a connection between papula and papaver from a root Ypa(m)p
‘to swell, inflate’ (whence he also derives Ved. pippala- ‘berry, fig’ and Lt. pampti ‘to swell,
bloat’). While pippala- does not belong here, the Balto-Slavic forms Lt. parmipti ‘to swell, bloat’,
pampa ‘swelling, bump, blister’, and OCS pgpii ‘bud, navel’ (< PBS *pompu-) could go back to a
(pseudo-)root Ypa(m)p “to swell, bloat’, which could also produce *pap-éhy- > PIt. *papa-. The
construction *papa-wr could mean either ‘thing having a swelling/boil’ or ‘swelling thing’ referring
to poppies’ characteristic pods which swell up at the end of the stalk and ooze fluid when cut, as
seen in Figure 4.2. While less romantic than Cohen’s fiery proposal, this etymology comports better

with the morphology of Indo-European and of poppies.

A similar account may be proposed for cadaver. The association with cado ‘to fall; die, be slain’
remains correct, though now as a *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-construction PIt. *kada-wr, which could have
either a possessive meaning ‘thing having a downfall/death’ or, more likely, a resultative meaning
‘thing having fallen/died’ similar to *h3(0)k"-éhy-wr ‘hole(-making) thing, opening thing’ > Gr.
oneop ‘awl’. I can find no convincing forms that look like an old *-éhy-stem *kada-.3* As for

further etymological comparisons for cado, Ved. \/sad ‘to fall’ and Gr. xexd3ovto ‘they shrank

32As also Melchert (1984: 63'19).

33In general, diminutives retain the gender of their base unless there is a semantic differentiation (LGr. I: 307-308).
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away (in fear)’ 3pL.AOR.MID.IND (/. 4.497) are frequently adduced from % or W (LIVZ:
S.V. >’<12ad-). Such a root could well produce an otherwise unattested *-éh,-abstract ‘downfall, death’.
this root derivation has been proposed by J. Schindler apud Melchert (1984: 63) and is followed by
Pinault (2011: 460), though neither provide analysis of the semantics or the root beyond associating

cadaver with cado.

In this section, I have shown that both L papaver and cadaver could go back to old *-éh;-
abstracts with *-wr suffixes but without any trace of the oblique stem *-we/en-. This is unsurprising,
however, since Latin retains only three *-r/-n-heteroclitic paradigms (only femur ~ feminis ‘thigh’,
iecur ~ iecinoris ‘liver’,3 and iter ~ itineris ‘way, road’), and the latter two show a conflation
of both -r- and -n- in the oblique stem, showing the paradigmatic influence of the N.NoM/ACC.SG.
The words papaver and cadaver likely did not possess the appropriate semantics to appear either
with high enough frequency or in formulaic enough poetic or legal contexts3® to retain any of the

unparalleled potential outcomes of *-éhy-wr ~ *-éhy-w(°[e)n- listed in (4.9).

34] can find no other secure examples of an *-a-stem to this root in Italic or elsewhere. The Oscan word kadum
(Ve: 6.2; WOU: s.v. O.kadum; ST: 37.5; Imagltal: Campania / CAPVA 34.2) has been translated variously as ‘hatred’,
‘harm’, and ‘ruin’, but the context is too uncertain to be sure. If it did mean ‘harm’ or ‘death’ and was a N.NOM/ACC.SG,
a plural *kada could serve as a base for the *-wr-/-w(o)n-derivative, as *hyrt-éh, ‘truths’ does for *hyr-t-éhy-won- >
Ved. rtavan-. On the other hand, the medieval glossary Glossae Luctatii Placidi grammatici, allegedly authored by the

4th cen. CE grammarian Lactantius Placidus, contains the following gloss:

(1) cadula frusta ex adipe. cada enim aruina dicitur.

CIEE)

‘cadula (means) pieces of fat. For cada is said for “fat, suet”.

The use of cadaver chiefly for human corpses (and especially of fallen soldiers) argues against a butcherly meaning ‘a

thing having adipose flesh, fatty thing’, and indeed DELL": s.v. cada doubts the reality of cada and cadula altogether.
35See OHCGL?: 257-258 & n’ for discussion of the complex attestations, inflection, and development of L iecur.
36While cadaver does appear in an OL inscription prohibiting the dumping of corpses in a grove (CIL: I? 401, ca.

early 3rd cen. BCE), the form is cadaver N.Nom/Acc.SG.
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(4.9) Potential lautgesetzlich outcomes of heteroclitic *-éhy-wr ~ *-éhy-w(/e)n-:

a. L-aver ~*-an-3> < PIt. *-awr ~ -awon- < PIE *-éhy-wr ~ *-éhy-won-
b. L -aver ~ *-avin- < PIt. *-awr ~ -awen- < PIE *-éhy-wr ~ *-éhy-wen-
c. L-aver ~*-un- < PIt. *-awr ~ -awn- < PIE *-éhy-wr ~ *-éhy-un-

To judge from these few examples, the semantics of L -aver seem to be resultative, ‘swelling thing ->
poppy’ and ‘thing having fallen/died -> corpse’, or perhaps possessive ‘thing having a swelling/boil

-> poppy’ and ‘thing having a downfall/death -> corpse’, but they do not seem to be collectives.

4.4 *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions in Tocharian

The Tocharian reflexes of the *-r/-n- and *-wr-/-w(¢fo)n-heteroclites have received a good deal of
attention recently by Del Tomba (2019, 2021) who has also argued in favor of *wr > *ru metathesis
in this category. First, Del Tomba (2019) cogently shows that the TA plural ending -dm found in a
closed class of originally heteroclitic words comes from a reanalysis of the heteroclitic *-n- oblique.

Thus for TA ytar ~ ytardm ‘road’, he provides the following derivation:

TABLE 2 Heteroclitic inflection from PIE to Tocharian A

PIE Pre-PTch PTch Pre-TchA TchA

Strong stem  *it-or > *yat-ar sg. > *yatar > *ydtar > ytar

Weak stem  *itn- >*yat-an- pl. >%yata-na >>%ydtar-dn(a) > ytardim

Figure 4.3: The development of TA heteroclitic singular and plural stems per Del Tomba (2019: 7)

The change he adduces closely mirrors the conflation of *-r- and *-n- forms in the oblique stem of
L iter Nom/Acc.sG ~ itineris GEN.SG discussed in §4.3, showing that the introduction of strong-stem
*-r- or weak-stem *-n- into the opposing stem represents a typological pathway in the development

of the Indo-European heteroclites.

3For *w > @/ o, see OHCGL?: 165-166.
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Del Tomba (2021) builds on these findings by showing that several plural endings (TB -wa,
TA -u; TB -(a)una among others) originate from inherited heteroclitic material and that *-wr
metathesized to *-ru in Proto-Tocharian as well. For the plurals in -(a)una in particular, Del Tomba
uses the same reasoning as in his previous discussion of TA -dm. With Pinault (1997: 224-225),
he assumes that the ‘tear’ word (for which, see §3.4.3) had a pre-PT plural *akru- < *akrow. But
because this word was a heteroclite, Del Tomba reasons that *-na was imported from the oblique
*akw(2)na < *aléwy-hz, resulting in TB akruna ‘tears’. Furthermore, I observe that a certain subset
of TB adjectives (the gerundives I and II in -lye/-lle < *-I(i)yo-,3® the adjectives in -re < *-ro-,
and the privatives in a(n)-/e(n)- + -tte < *n- + -t0-3>°) shows -ona only in the feminine plurals
(e.g., ratre M.NOM.SG ~ rtarya F.NOM.SG ~ Iiitrona F.NOM/OBL.PL < *h;rud"-ré- ‘red’; Krause and
Thomas 1960: 148-150 §§225-229). At least the -re-stems must be oxytone (Winter 2005: 368),
which leads to the suggestion that some oxytone feminines in *-éh,- built plurals by attaching a
heteroclitic *-won- and the N.NoM/acc.pL suffix -hy: thus, réitrona < hjrud’-r-éhy-won-hy (Pinault
2008: 513-515). At least in the case of *h;rud™-ré- ‘red’, we can find another *-éh,-abstract in ON
rodra ‘blood (of a slaughtered animal)’ < *h;rud"-r-éh,-, but the productivity of this -ona suffix in

Tocharian B implies that *-éhy-un-h, plurals were widespread.

Beyond the r.noM.PL suffix -ona, we find examples of *-éhy-wr as well. Pinault (2008: 612-614;
2011: 460) reconstructs the TB suffix -or used to build absolutives to preterite participles as *-éh;-
wor, as in TB karyor, TA kuryar ‘trade’ < *k"rihy-éhy-wor to PIE W ‘to trade, buy’. But
Del Tomba (2021: 54—8 & ny) has now shown this -or could well go back to *-éhy-ru < *-éhy-wr.

Other TB absolutives of this shape include:

(4.10) Tocharian B absolutive constructions:

a. ayor ‘gift, giving’ < ai- ‘to give’ 40

38Pinault (1989: 102—-103), Ringe (1996: 116), Pinault (2008: 611-612), and Malzahn (2010: 49), seemingly cognate
with the CI.Arm. verbal adjectives in -/i (Olsen 1999: 395-398).
39Pinault (2008: 614—-615) and Malzahn (2010)

40DTRBZ: s.vv, ayor, ai-
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b. onkor ‘together <- taking (together)’”, erkor ‘seizing, taking’ (TA emtsur) < erik-

‘to take, seize’ (TA emts-) < *hlpk,—‘“
c. kdskor ‘idle talk, gossip’ < kdsk- ‘to scatter; confuse’ < >‘<(g'Whon—sl€é—42

d. yaitkor ‘commandment’ < wdtk- ‘separate, distinguish; decide; command’ < h;wi-

d"h-ské-+3

I'do not give all the available absolutives or their etymologies due to my limited control of Tocharian
phonology and literature. In future, I would like to carry out a fuller survey of this data. Regardless,
the presence of *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions in Tocharian seems assured. These neuter plurals,
if correctly reconstructed, need not show any sort of collective semantics since they have overt
plural marking. Likewise, the derivation *-éhy-wr > *-éhyru > TB -or once again does not require

an origin in a hysterokinetic paradigm.

4.5 Conclusions

Through this investigation, I have confirmed that several branches of Indo-European other than Indo-
Iranian show evidence for *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions with a variety of semantics with regard
to the *-éhy- base, including possessive, agentive, and resultative. Nowhere however, is there clear
evidence for the collective semantics or hysterokinetic inflection proposed by Melchert. Though
I have not investigated every branch, the distribution across Anatolian, Tocharian, Indo-Iranian,
Ancient Greek, and Latin guarantees the age of the formation and bolsters the claim that Vedic
-aru- and -alu- formations arose bymetathesis from inherited *-éhy-wr-. The agentive semantics
of patayalii- ‘flying’ and dayalu- ‘charitable’ and possessive semantics of Sraddhalu- ‘faithful’

and Sardaru- ‘horny’ find parallels in Ancient Greek onomastic material and perhaps L papaver

aLIV?: sy, *h 7 nek- and DTB?: s.vv. enk-, onkor. onkor would be the regular result of o-umlaut, while erikor must
have been remodeled after the other forms of erik-. See also Lt. nasa ‘crop, yield, harvest’ < *h,nolé-éhg- (LED: s.v.
nasa), though with different ablaut grade.

2DTB?: s.vv. kiisk-, kiiskor*

43Melchert (1977: 113) and DTB?: s.vv. yaitkor*, witk-
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‘poppy’ and cadaver ‘corpse’. In this this light, the Ved. nonce formation hdri-Smasaru- ‘having a
golden beard’ (RV 10.96.4) for expected *hdri-Smasru- can be understood as an attempt by the poet
to provide neuter Smdsru- with animate inflection and possessive semantics using the -aru-suffix.

Future work remains to examine this construction more deeply in Tocharian and Iranian.
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CHAPTER 5

Conclusions

In the preceding chapters, I have identified evidence for *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n- in Sanskrit that was previ-
ously overlooked because of the obscuring effect of *wr > *ru metathesis—a metathesis that the
category seems to share with Tocharian as shown recently by Del Tomba (2021), perhaps pointing to
a shared innovation of Proto-Nuclear-Indo-European. The word *péyh,-wr- ~ *pih.-won-‘swelling;
fat’ seems to be of particularly archaic form as it has reflexes in at least three different branches
(Ved. péru-Iperii- ‘swelling, fructifying; fat, cream’, pilu-/pilii- ‘fructifying; fat, cream’, pivan- “fat,
rich’; Gr. o ‘fat (noun), cream’, LWy ~ nfapoc ~ lov ‘fat (adj), rich, abundant’; Olr. iriu ‘earth,
soil”) and shows strong cases with root full-grade and animate strong stems *péyh,-wr-s M.NOM.SG
~ *péyhe-wr-m > *péyhcrus ~ *péyh,rum > Ved. pérus* ~ pérum » periis ~ pertim, to which an
innovative -z-stem paradigm was built. The majority of novel forms in -ru- and -/u-, however, were
not primary derivations but were instead built to *-éh,- abstracts. With this in mind, I have also
marshaled evidence for *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n--constructions in Anatolian, Ancient Greek, Latin, and

Tocharian, which join Indo-Iranian to confirm the antiquity of this category.

5.1 Animate *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-adjectives

That Sanskrit -ru-/-lu- represent old animate strong stems in *-wr-s ~ *wr-m ~ *-wr-@ comes
as a welcome result as it cleans up the paradigm of the one well-attested primary animate *-
wr-/-w(¢fo)n-heteroclite, *péyh,-wr- ~ *pih.-won-‘swelling; fat’. Formerly, it was assumed that the
adjectival masculine and neuter nominatives and accusatives were in *pih,-won- as seen in Ved.
pivan- and Gr. rtwv ~ mdelpa ~ wov, but this account had two major disadvantages. First, it assumed

an accented zero-grade root, *pih,- in the mM/N.Nom/Acc.sG when a full-grade is expected in the
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strong cases of the heteroclites. To be sure, there are a class of roots witht the shape W that
appear almost exclusively in the zero-grade throughout their derivatives (e.g., W ‘to be(come);
grow’, W ‘to smoke’, 3/puhy ‘to putrify’, /srih.g ‘to freeze’; see recently Vine 2022), but
/peyh, has archaic-looking full-grades:

(5.1) a. *péyh.-°les- > Ved. pdyas-, YAv. paiiah- ‘milk’
b. *poyh.-mn- > YAv. paeman- ‘mother’s milk’?
= *poyh,-mén-ihy- > YAv. paemaini- F ‘sucking’
= *poyhy-mn-yéhy- > PGerm. *faimnijg ‘young woman’ > OE femne, OF famne
C. *péyh,-tu- ‘nourishing; nourishment’ > Lt. piétiis L ‘dinner’, Olr. iath ‘land, territory’

d. *péyh.-no- > Lt. pienas, Lv. piens ‘milk’

Second, the M/N.Nom/Acc *-won- beside F *-wer-ihy- has always shown an awkward mismatch: the
masculine and neuter strong stems derived from the oblique stem *-w(o)n- while the feminine stem
derived from the strong stem *-wer-. This is not a fatal complaint, as we find a mixture of derivation
types from strong and weak stems elsewhere in Indo-European: *h;énhy-0fes- ‘burden’ (> L onus
‘burden’, Ved. dnas- ‘cart’) = *hzenhyos-to- (> L onustus ‘burdened’) vs. *skél-°/es- ‘bending,
crook; perversion’ (> L scelus ‘evil deed’, Gr. oxéhog ‘leg’) = *skeles-to- (> L scelestus ‘evil’).
Nevertheless, a solution that does not resort to different derivational stems for the mM/N.NoM/AcC

and the F is surely preferable.

The animate *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-adjectives thus far have only been found in Nuclear Indo-European
and chiefly in Indo-Iranian and Ancient Greek, suggesting that this may represent a Proto-Nuclear-
Indo-European innovation at oldest. Luwian does possess a class of -wan(ni)- possessive adjectives
that could in principle go back to *-wén-, but clear oxytone animate adjectives in *-wén- appear

nowhere else besides a handful of Vedic forms in -vdn- that are to be explained otherwise (§4).

1T assume an irregular *o-grade here because of PGerm. *faimnijg and PIE *poyh,-d-o- > PGerm. *faitaz ‘fat’ >
ON feitr, OF fat, but in principle the root could also be \/pehy/3i ~ pihys; to which an innovative full-grade \/peyhy;

was built. A reconstruction *pehy/;i-mn-yéh,- could also supply the Germanic vocalism.
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Furthermore, none of the Luwian -wan(ni)- possessives appear beside related *-wr forms, implying

that *-wén- may be an Anatolian or Luwic innovation.

5.2 *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions

This dissertation has argued for the antiquity and productivity of *-éhy-wr-/-w(o)n-constructions
that could be both neuter nouns or animate adjectives. While some of the neuter nouns have been
previously assumed to be collectives in previous scholarship, none of the evidence point clearly to
a collective meaning, and forms like the Tocharian B absolutives in -or < *-éhz-wr, the Latin nouns
cadaver ‘thing having fallen/died ~ corpse’ and papaver ‘swelling/swollen thing ~ poppy’, and
Ancient Greek oneop ‘hole(-making) thing ~ awl’ clearly have agentive/patientive meanings based
on the verbal abstracts from which they are derived. The animate *-éh,-wr-/-w(o)n-adjectives all
have possessive or agentive semantics. In terms of inflection, these constructions all show fixed
stress on *-éh,- where detectable, though Sanskrit shows innovative oxytonesis in -ali- and -arii- by
analogy to the productive -ii-stem adjectives. The obliques show *o-grade *-won- and zero-grade

*-un- consistent with a posttonic syllable closed by a sonorant.

Much work still remains to be done on this category. As discussed in §4.4, further work
must be done on Tocharian to explore the distribution and etymologies of the TB -or absolutives.
Furthermore, I have not fully surveyed all the branches of Indo-European for reflexes of *-éhy-wr-
/-w(o)n-constructions. Specifically, Iranian certainly has unsurveyed *-awan(t)- formations (e.g.,
Sog. ->wnd, Khot. -ausia; Gershevitch 1954: 166 §§1087-1088), and Celtic, Armenian, Balto-
Slavic, and Albanian may as well. A fuller analysis could clarify the semantics of this structure and

what sort of derivatives may be made to it.

5.3 The accent and ablaut of Sanskrit *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n-heteroclites

For the primary, synchronically heteroclitic descendants of N *-wr-/-w(¢/o)n- in Sanskrit, we find
only acrostatic inflection: *pér-wr ~ *per-wen-les » Ved. pdrur ~ pdrvanah ‘limit, joint’. Traces

of erstwhile proterokinesis does appear to be archaically preserved in the Ved. infinitives turvdne
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‘to overcome’ < *trhy-wén-ey and davdane ‘to give’ < *dehz-wén-ey, but even the latter does not
show the expected zero-grade found in Gr. doOvat, Cyp. do-we-na-i. The primary heteroclitic
adjectives show root full ~ zero ablaut across various synchronically separate stems but immobile
root accent throughout: péru- & pivan- < *péyh.-wr- ~ *pihc-won- and maybe Yseru- ‘dozing,
sleeping’ & Y§ivan- ‘boa constrictor’ & °§ivari- ‘lying’ < *lééy(hx)-wg- ~ i (hy)-won- ~ ki (hy)-wer-
ihy-. The compositional method of A&A accommodates this pattern by assuming an underlyingly
accented \/péyh, and *-wén-, giving *pihy-won- < **péyh.-wén-. All other Sanskrit *-wr-l-w(¢fo)n-
heteroclites examined show stable accentuation and ablaut grades.

Further research is required to determine whether certain of the W roots show zero-
grades with laryngeal metathesis. For instance, *stéhy-wr ~ *sthy-wén- ‘thing standing (firm)’ seems
to have thematic derivatives with *sth,uC- > *stuh,C-: Ved. sthﬁnd—, Av. stund-, stiina- ‘post, pillar,
column’ < *stithyno- < *sthyiino- **stéhy-wén-6-; Ved. sthura-, sthuld- ‘big, strong, thick’, Av.
Baesata-stura-, Pa'ri-§tira- ‘the Hinderer”, Arm. stuar ‘thick; large’ < *stuhyré- < **sthyuré- <
**[stéhy-wer-6-/. The circumstances under which both the root and heteroclitic suffix appear in the

zero-grade at the same time require further exploration, however.
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126.3 57, 58

SusSruta Samhita

1.46.166 35
1.46.4 30
3.3.26 37



6.27.12 35
6.39.44 35
6.60.13 35
6.60.14 36
6.60.16 35
Taittiriya ffral.zyaka
3.11.6-7 67, 68
Taittiriya Brahmana
1.5.9.7 52
3.7.5.12 47
Purusottamadeva, Trikandasesa
2.10.3 32
2.54 30
Taittiriya Samhita
1.3.8.1 63
1.4.40.1 81
2.1.1.5 50
2.2.12.3 65
2.2.2.2-3 81
3.1.11.7-8 66
3.1.11.8 29
3.285 73
4.7.15.2 47
5.5.1.2 50
6.3.6.4 64
7.5.12.2 52

Ujjvaladatta’s comm. on Unadisiitras

1.5 34,58

1.95 32
4.101 33,57, 64
4.102 33
4.113 80
Unadisutras
1.93 32
Varahamihira, Brhajjataka
17.10 37
Varahamihira, Brhat Sambhita
100.9 34
67.110 34
67.114 34
Vikramorvast
17.10 36
Vajasaneyr Samhita, Madhyandina Recen-
sion
1.23 32
12.97 31
24.27 33
24.39 33
30.12 34
38.15 79
6.10 29
6.17 30, 73,74
6.19 79
6.9-10 63
Yajiiavalkya Smrti
3.158 35



Shorthands

AE See Demiraj, Bardhyl. 1997.
AED See Orel, Vladimir. 1998.
AHP See Melchert, H. Craig. 1994.
AiGr1 See Wackernagel, Jacob. 1896.

AiGr 1 Nachtr See Debrunner, Albrecht. 1957.

AiGr112 See Debrunner, Albert. 1954.
AiGr 11T See Wackernagel, Jacob. 1930.
AiW See Bartholomae, Christian. 1904.
AnGrt 1 See Noreen, Adolf. 1923.

Brugmann? 1 See Brugmann, Karl. 1897.

Brugmann® 1.1~ See . 1906.
CDIAL See Turner, Ralph L. 1962.
CHD § See Giiterbock, Hans G., Harry A. Hoffner, Theo P. J. van den Hout, and Petra M.

Goedegebuure, eds. 2019.

CIL See Mommsen, Theodor et al., ed. 1863.

CLL See Melchert, H. Craig. 1993.

DED? See Burrow, Thomas, and Murray Barnson Emeneau. 1984.
DELG? See Chantraine, Pierre. 1999.

DELL* See Ernout, Alfred, and Alfred Meillet. 2001.

DKS See Bailey, Harold Walter. 1979.

DTB? See Adams, Douglas Q. 2013.

EDAIL See Martirosyan, Hrach K. 2008.
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EDBIL
EDG
EDH
EDIL
EDIV
EDL
EDPG
EDSIL
EIEC
EWA
EWLS?
GEW?
HED 10
HED 2
HED 9
HEG
HGE
HHP

Imagltal

J&B
J &BC om.
KEWA

LED

See Derksen, Rick. 2015.

See Beekes, Robert S.P. 2010.

See Kloekhorst, Alwin. 2008.

See Rastorgujeva, Vera Sergeyevna, and Dzhoy losifovna Edel’man. 2000.
See Cheung, Johnny. 2007.

See de Vaan, Michiel. 2008.

See Kroonen, Guus. 2013.

See Derksen, Rick. 2008.

See Mallory, James P., and Douglas Q. Adams, eds. 1997.
See Mayrhofer, Manfred. 1986.

See Vanicek, Alois. 1881.

See Frisk, Hjalmar. 1973.

See Puhvel, Jaan. 2017.

See . 1984.

. 2013.

See

See Tischler, Johann. 1983.
See Orel, Vladimir. 2003.
See Kimball, Sara. 1999.

See Crawford, Michael H., William M. Broadhead, James P. T. Clackson, Fed-

erico Santangelo, Sean Thompson, and Margaret Watmough, eds. 2011.
See Jamison, Stephanie W., and Joel P. Brereton. 2014.

See Jamison, Stephanie W. 2015.

See Mayrhofer, Manfred. 1956.

See Smoczyniski, Wojciech. 2018.
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LEIA
LEW?3
LGr. 1
LIPP
LIV?
LSJ?
MW
NDEW?
NIL
OFED
OHCGL?
PW
Schwyzer 1
ST

Ve

WAK
wouU
wPpP

WRV

See Vendryes, Joseph, Edouard Bachellery, and Pierre-Yves Lambert. 1959.
See Walde, Alois, and Johann Baptist Hofmann. 1938.

See Leumann, Manu, Johann Baptist Hofmann, and Anton Szantyr. 1977.
See Dunkel, George E. 2014.

See Rix, Helmut, and Martin Joachim Kiimmel, eds. 2001.

See Liddell, Henry George, Robert Scott, and Henry Stuart Jones, eds. 1996.
See Monier-Williams, Monier. 1899.

See Falk, Hjalmar S., and Alf Torp. 1960.

See Wodtko, Dagmar S., Britta Sofie Irslinger, and Carolin Schneider, eds. 2008.
See Boutkan, Dirk, and Sjoerd Michiel Siebinga. 2005.

See Weiss, Michael. 2020.

See Bohtlingk, Otto, and Rudolph Roth. 1855.

See Schwyzer, Eduard. 1939.

See Rix, Helmut. 2002.

See Vetter, Emil. 1953.

See Schmitt, Riidiger. 2014.

See Untermann, Jiirgen. 2000.

See Walde, Alois, and Julius Pokorny. 1927.

See Grassmann, Hermann. 1873.

135



References

Adams, Douglas Q. 2013. A Dictionary of Tocharian B: Revised and Greatly Enlarged. 2nd ed.

Leiden Studies in Indo-European 10. Amsterdam / New York: Rudopi.

Adrados, Francisco R. 1991. El formante -n y el origen de la flexién heteroclitica del indoeuropeo.
Emerita: Revista de lingiiistica y filologia clasica 59 (1): 5-21. https://doi.org/10.3989/
emerita.1991.v59.11.

Andronov, Michail S. 2003. A Comparative Grammar of the Dravidian Languages. Beitrage zur

Kenntnis siidasiatischer Sprachen und Literaturen 7. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Bailey, Harold Walter. 1961. Arya Ill. Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies,
University of London 24 (3): 470-483. JSTOR: 609760. https://www.jstor.org/stable/609760.

. 1979. Dictionary of Khotan Saka. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Barber, Peter J. 2012. Re-examining Lindeman’s Law. In Laws and Rules in Indo-European,
edited by Philomen Probert and Andreas Willi, 182-204. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199609925.003.0012.

Bartholomae, Christian. 1895a. Awestasprache und Altpersisch. In Grundriss der iranischen
Philologie, edited by Wilhelm Geiger and Ernst Kuhn, vol. 1, bk. 2, 152-248. Strassburg:
Karl J. Triibner.

. 1895b. Vorgeschichte der iranischen Sprachen. In Grundriss der Iranischen Philologie,

edited by Wilhelm Geiger and Ernst Kuhn, vol. 1, bk. 1, 1-151. Strassburg: Karl J. Triibner.

. 1904. Altiranisches Worterbuch. Strassburg: Karl J. Triibner.

Baunack, Theodor. 1898. Bhujyu, ein schiitzling der A¢vin. Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprach-
Jorschung auf dem Gebiete der Indogermanischen Sprachen 35 (4): 485-563. JSTOR: 40846
263. https://www.jstor.org/stable/40846263.

136


https://doi.org/10.3989/emerita.1991.v59.i1
https://doi.org/10.3989/emerita.1991.v59.i1
http://www.jstor.org/stable/609760
https://www.jstor.org/stable/609760
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199609925.003.0012
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40846263
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40846263
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40846263

Beckman, Gary M. 1983. Hittite Birth Rituals. Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz.

. 2010. Hittite astawar = “leftovers”. Nouvelles Assyriologiques Bréves et Utilitaires, no. 4,

91.

Van Beek, Lucien. 2014. Homeric xpeiwv ‘lord’ and the Indo-European word for ‘head’. Indoger-

manische Forschungen 119: 99-123. https://doi.org/10.1515/if-2014-0007.
Beekes, Robert S.P. 2010. Etymological Dictionary of Greek. Leiden / Boston: Brill.
Benveniste, Emile. 1935. Origines de la formation des noms en indo-européen. Paris: Maisonneuve.

Bohtlingk, Otto, and Rudolph Roth. 1855-75. Sanskrit-Worterbuch. 7 vols. St. Petersburg: Kaiser-

lichen Akademie der Wissenschaften.

Boutkan, Dirk, and Sjoerd Michiel Siebinga. 2005. Old Frisian Etymological Dictionary. Leiden

Indo-European Etymological Dictionary Series 1. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

Bozzone, Chiara. 2014. Initial “Yod” in Greek and the Etymology of Gk. {nnoc ‘horse’. In Pro-
ceedings of the 24 Annual UCLA Indo-European Conference, Los Angeles, 26-27 October
2012, edited by Stephanie W. Jamison, H. Craig Melchert, and Brent Vine, 1-26. Bremen:

Hempen.

Brugmann, Karl. 1897. Einleitung und Lautlehre. Vol. 1 of Grundriss der vergleichenden Gram-

matik der indogermanischen Sprachen, 2nd ed. Strassburg: Triibner.

. 1906. Lehre von Wortformen und ihrem Gebrauch: Allgemeines, Zusammensetzung (Kom-
posita), Nominalstamme. Vol. 2, bk. 1 of Grundriss der vergleichenden Grammatik der in-

dogermanischen Sprachen, 2nd ed. Strassburg: Triibner.

Burrow, Thomas. 1947. Dravidian Studies V1. Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies,
University of London 12 (1): 132—-147. JSTOR: 608991. https://www jstor.org/stable/608991.

Burrow, Thomas, and Murray Barnson Emeneau. 1984. A Dravidian Etymological Dictionary.

2nd ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
137


https://doi.org/10.1515/if-2014-0007
http://www.jstor.org/stable/608991
https://www.jstor.org/stable/608991

Byrd, Andrew Miles. 2015. The Indo-European Syllable. Brill’s Studies in Indo-European Lan-

guages & Linguistics 15. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

Caland, Willem. 1900. Altindisches Zauberritual: Probe einer Ubersetzung der wichtigsten Theile
des Kausika Sutra. Verhandlingen der Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschap-

pen, AFD. Letterkunde Nieuwe Reeks, 3, 2. Amsterdam: Johannes Miiller.

Cantera, N. Alberto. 1999. Av. ayuriia- und siyuriia-: Zu einem umstrittenen Lautgesetz im

Jungavestischen. Miinchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft 59: 39-50.

Carter, Robert E. 1953. Cyprian dofévat and dugdvol. Classical Philology 48 (1): 23-24. JSTOR:
265650. https://www.jstor.org/stable/265650.

Chantraine, Pierre. 1933. La formation des noms en grec ancien. Collection linguistique publiée

par la société de linguistique de paris 38. Paris: Klincksieck.

. 1973. Phonétique et morphologie. Vol. 1 of Grammaire homérique, 5th ed. Tradition de

I’humanisme 11. Paris: Editions Klincksieck.

. 1999. Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque: Histoire des mots. 2nd ed. In col-

laboration with Alain Blanc, Charles de Lamberterie, and Jean-Louis Perpillou. Klincksieck.

Cheung, Johnny. 2007. Etymological Dictionary of the Iranian Verb. Leiden Indo-European Ety-

mological Dictionary Series 2. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

Clayton, John. 2018. Rounding of Indo-Iranian *R(H). Paper presented at the 30" Annual UCLA

Indo-European Conference, Los Angeles, CA, 9-10 November, 2018.

. 2019. Rhinoglottophilia in Avestan: Explaining Younger Avestan *h > ph. Paper presented

at the 315t Annual UCLA Indo-European Conference, Los Angeles, CA, 8-9 November, 2019.

. 2020a. A reflex of the Indo-European dragon in Italy: The relationship of Lanuvium and
*Déhynu. Paper presented at the 39" Annual East Coast Indo-European Conference, Virtual,

12—-14 June, 2020.

138


http://www.jstor.org/stable/265650
https://www.jstor.org/stable/265650

Clayton, John. 2020b. Rhinoglottophilia in Avestan: *& > [h] and Its Orthographic and Phonological
Consequences. In Proceedings of the 31st Annual UCLA Indo-European Conference, edited
by David M. Goldstein, Stephanie W. Jamison, and Brent Vine, 79-93. Hamburg: Buske.

. 2021a. Morphological change from allophonic asymmetry: Indo-Iranian nasals and direc-
tional remodeling. Paper presented at the 95th Annual Meeting of the Linguistic Society of

America, Online, 7-10 January 2021.

. 2021b. The reconstruction of *-wr-/-wén-stems in Vedic. Paper presented at the 32nd

Annual UCLA Indo-European Conference, Online, 5—7 November 2021.

. 2022a. A Minnerbund for All Seasons: L. Mavort-, Ved. Sdrdho marutam, U Serfus

Martius, Gr. duoupbc, and H mehur. Paper presented at the 33" Annual UCLA Indo-European
Conference, Los Angeles, CA 12—13 November, 2022.

.2022b. Labiovelar loss and the rounding of syllabic liquids in Indo-Iranian. Indo-European

Linguistics 10 (1): 33-87. https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-0000010021.

. 2022c. The Lengthening of *i, *u > 1, u/ __rC in Sanskrit. Paper presented at the 232nd
AOS Annual Meeting, Boston, MA, 17-21 March 2022.

Clayton, John, and Alex Roy. 2023. A Marriage of Conveyance: urvdri- ‘bride’ (AV) and Its
Etymology. Paper presented at the 233" AOS Annual Meeting, Los Angeles, CA, 10-13
March, 2023.

Cohen, Paul S. 2014a. Latin memor ‘mindful’ and papaver ‘poppy’, and the Latin reflexes of PIE
final *r. Linguistica Brunensia 62 (1): 21-27. https://hdl.handle.net/11222.digilib/130119.

. 2014b. Some Hittite and Armenian Reduplications and Their (P)IE Ramifications. Indo-
European Linguistics 2: 24—41. https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-00201003.

Cooper, Adam 1. 2014. Reconciling Indo-European Syllabification. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

139


https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-0000010021
https://hdl.handle.net/11222.digilib/130119
https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-00201003

Crawford, Michael H., William M. Broadhead, James P. T. Clackson, Federico Santangelo, Sean
Thompson, and Margaret Watmough, eds. 2011. Imagines Italicae: A Corpus of Italic Inscrip-
tions. 3 vols. Bulletin of the institute of classical studies supplement 110. London: Institute of

Classical Studies University of London.

Debrunner, Albert. 1954. Die Nominalsuffixe. Vol. 2, bk. 2 of Altindische Grammatik. Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Debrunner, Albrecht. 1957. Nachtréige zu Band I. In Altindische Grammatik. Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht.

Dede, Francesco. 2013. I nomi greci in -op e -wp: Eteroclisi e classi nominali. Lingue, culture e

testi 15. Rome: Il Calamo.

Del Tomba, Alessandro. 2019. The origin of the Tocharian A plural ending -dm. Indo-European
Linguistics 7 (1): 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-00701004.

. 2021. Metathesis of PIE *-ur in Tocharian. Miinchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft 74
(1): 51-85.

Demiraj, Bardhyl. 1997. Albanische Etymologien: Untersuchungen zum albanischen Erbwortschatz.

Leiden studies in indo-european 7. Amsterdam / Atlanta, GA: Rodopi.

Derksen, Rick. 2008. Etymological Dictionary of the Slavic Inherited Lexicon. Leiden indo-

european etymological dictionary series 4. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

. 2015. Etymological Dictionary of the Baltic Inherited Lexicon. Leiden indo-european

etymological dictionary series 13. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

Detschew, Dimityr. 1936. Die Ethnika auf -avéc, -nvoc. Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprach-
forschung auf dem Gebiete der Indogermanischen Sprachen 63 (3/4): 227-240. JSTOR:
40847158. https://www.jstor.org/stable/40847158.

140


https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-00701004
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40847158
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40847158

Dunkel, George E. 2000. Latin verbs in -igare and -igare. In 125 Jahre Indo-Germanistik in Graz:
Festband anldfslich des 125jdhrigen Bestehens der Forschungseinrichtung "Indogermanistik”
an der Karl-Franzens-Universitdit Graz, edited by Michaela Ofitsch and Christian Zinko, 87—

99. Graz: Leykam.

. 2014. Lexikon der indogermanischen Partikeln und Pronominalstimme. 2 vols. Indoger-

manische bibliothek. II. Riehe: Worterbuch. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Kroonen, Guus. 2013. Etymological Dictionary of Proto-Germanic. Leiden indo-european etymo-

logical dictionary series 11. Leiden: Brill.

Eichner, Heiner. 1973. Die Etymologie von heth. mehur. Miinchener Studien zur Sprachwis-

senschaft 31: 53-107.

Emeneau, Murray Barnson, and Thomas Burrow. 1962. Dravidian Borrowings from Indo-Aryan.
University of California Publications in Linguistics 26. Berkeley / Los Angeles: University of

California Press.

Ernout, Alfred, and Alfred Meillet. 2001. Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue latine: Histoire

des mots. 4th ed. Paris: Klincksieck.

Falk, Hjalmar S., and Alf Torp. 1960. Norwegisch-ddnisches etymologisches Worterbuch: mit Liter-
aturnachweisen strittiger Etymologien sowie deutschem und altnordischem Worterverzeichnis.

2nd ed. 2 vols. Olso / Bergen: Universitetsforlaget.

Forssman, Bernhard. 1966. Untersuchungen zur Sprache Pindars. Klassisch-Philologische Stu-

dien 33. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Fortson, Benjamin W. 2010. Indo-European Language and Culture. 2nd ed. Blackwell textbooks
in linguistics 19. Oxford, U.K. / Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell.

Fraenkel, Ernst. 1909. Zur Frage der idg. r-n-Stamme. Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprachforschung
auf dem Gebiete der Indogermanischen Sprachen 42 (2): 114—127. JSTOR: 40846385. https:

/Iwww jstor.org/stable/40846385.
141


http://www.jstor.org/stable/40846385
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40846385
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40846385

Friedman, Jay. 1999. A Lexical Analysis of Simple *-r/n- Heteroclisis in Proto-Indoeuropean.

UCLA Indo-European Studies 1: 31-69.

Frisk, Hjalmar. 1973-79. Griechisches etymologisches Worterbuch. 2nd ed. Heidelberg: Carl Win-

ter.

Frotscher, Michael. 2012. The fate of PIE final *-r in Vedic and Latin. In The Sound of Indo-
European: Phonetics, Phonemics, and Morphophonemics, edited by Benedicte Nielsen White-
head, Thomas Olander, Birgit Anette Olsen, and Jens Elemegird Rasmussen, 73-96. Copen-

hagen studies in indo-european 4. Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum Press.

Garcia Ramon, José Luis. 1994. Correspondencias y ecuables en la reconstruccion indoeuropea-
chipr. to-we-na-i /dowenail, véd. davane, IE *daz-wén-. In Quid Ultra Faciam?: Trabajos de
griego, latin e indoeuropeo en conmemoracion de los 25 anios de la Universidad Auténoma
de Madrid, edited by Luis M. Macia Aparicio, Vicente Picon Garcia, M. Esperanza Torrego
Salcedo, and Jesus de la Villa Polo, 45-55. Madrid: Ediciones de la Universidad Auténoma
de Madrid.

Gershevitch, Ilya. 1954. A Grammar of Manichean Sogdian. Publiations of the Philological Society.
Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Grassmann, Hermann. 1873. Worterbuch zum Rig-Veda. Leipzig: P.A. Brockhaus.

Griffiths, Arlo. 2009. The Paippaladasamhita of the Atharvaveda, Kandas 6 and 7: A New Edition

with Translation and Commentary. Groningen oriental studies 22. Groningen: Egbert Forsten.

Giiterbock, Hans G., Harry A. Hoffner, Theo P. J. van den Hout, and Petra M. Goedegebuure, eds.
2019. The Hittite Dictionary of the Oriental Institute of Chicago: Volume S. Chicago: The

Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago.

Hackstein, Olav. 2002. Uridg. *CH.CC > *C.CC. Historische Sprachforschung 115 (1): 1-22.
JSTOR: 41289070. https://www.jstor.org/stable/41289070.

142


http://www.jstor.org/stable/41289070
https://www.jstor.org/stable/41289070

Hajnal, Ivo. 1999. Altindisch drus- “Wunde, Erkrankung”. In Gering und doch von Herzen: 25
indogermanistische Beitrdge Bernhard Forssman zum 65. Geburtstag, edited by Jiirgen Habis-

reitinger, Robert Plath, and Sabine Ziegler, 89-100. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

Hamp, Eric P. 1972. Latin dacrima, lacruma and Indo-European ’tear’. Glotta 50 (3/4): 291-299.
JSTOR: 140010387. https://www.jstor.org/stable/i40010387.

Hintze, Almut. 1994. Der Zamyad-Yast: Edition, Ubersetzung, Kommentar. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

Von Hiniiber, Oskar. 2001. Das diltere Mittelindisch im Uberblick. 2nd ed. Philosophisch-historische

klasse, sitzungsberichte 467. Vienna: Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften.

Hirt, Hermann. 1912. Handbuch der griechischen Laut- und Formenlehre: Eine Einfiihrung in das
sprachwissenschaftliche Studium des Griechischen. 2nd ed. Indogermanische bibliothek: I.

Reihe: Grammatiken. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Hoenigswald, Henry H. 1988. A Note on Semivowel Behavior and Its Implications for the La-
ryngeals. In Die Laryngaltheorie und die Rekonstruktion des indogermanischen Laut- und
Formensystems, edited by Alfred Bammesberger, 199-211. Indogermanische Bibliothek: III.
Reihe, Untersuchungen. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

. 1989. Overlong Syllables in Rgvedic Cadences. Journal of the American Oriental Society
109: 559-63.

. 1991. The Prosody of the Epic Adonius and Its Prehistory. Illinois Classical Studies (16):
1-15.

Hoffmann, Karl. 1975. Ved. dhdnus- und pdrus-. In Aufsdtze zur Indoiranistik, edited by Johanna
Narten, 1:327-337. Wiesbaden: Reichert. Reprinted from Die Sprache 20 (1974): 15-25.

. 1976. Notizen zu Wackernagel-Debrunner, Altindische Grammatik I, 2. In Aufsdtze zur
Indoiranistik, edited by Johanna Narten, 2:387-402. Wiesbaden: Reichert. Reprinted from
Miinchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft (1956): 5-24.

143


http://www.jstor.org/stable/i40010387
https://www.jstor.org/stable/i40010387

Hoffmann, Karl. 1980. Das Verbaladjektiv von hvr bei Panini. Studien zur Indologie und Iranistik:
Festschrift Paul Thieme zur Vollendung des 75. Lebensjahres dargebracht von Schiilern und
Freuden 5-6: 87-98.

horny, adj. and n. 1989. In OED Online. Oxford University Press. Accessed May 1, 2023. https:
/Iwww.oed.com/view/Entry/88526.

Hrozny, Friedrich. 1915. Die Losung des hethitischen Problems: Ein vorlaufiger Bericht. Mitteilun-

gen der Deutschen Orientgesellschaft zu Berlin 56: 17-50.

. 1917. Die Sprache der Hethiter: ihr Bau und ihre Zugehorigkeit zum indogermanischen

Sprachstamm: Ein Entzifferungsversuch. Boghazkoi-studien 1. Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs.

Humbach, Helmut, and Klaus Faiss. 2010. Zarathushtra and His Antagonists: A Sociolinguistic

Study with English and German Translations of His Gathas. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

Isaac, Graham R. 2009. A note on the name of Ireland in Irish and Welsh. Eriu 59: 49—-55. JSTOR:
20787545. https://www.jstor.org/stable/20787545.

Jacobsohn, Hermann. 1930. Zu den griechischen Ethnika. Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprach-
forschung auf dem Gebiete der Indogermanischen Sprachen 57 (1/2): 76—117.

Jakob, Anthony. 2017. The metathesis of *-Hu- and *-Hi- in PIE, Leiden University. https://hdl.
handle.net/1887/52572.

Jamison, Stephanie W. 1983. Function and form in the -dya-formations of the Rig Veda and Atharva
Veda. Ergiinzungshefte zur zeitschrift fiir vergleichende sprachforschung 31. Gottingen: Van-

denhoeck & Ruprecht.

. 1996. Sacrificed Wife / Sacrificer’s Wife: Women, Ritual, and Hospitality in Ancient India.

New York: Oxford University Press.

.2013. A Sanskrit Riddle in Three Movements: Rig Veda V.84. In Beyond Hatti: A Tribute

to Gary Beckman, 155-158. Atlanta, GA: Lockwood Press.

144


https://www.oed.com/view/Entry/88526
https://www.oed.com/view/Entry/88526
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20787545
https://www.jstor.org/stable/20787545
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/52572
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/52572

Jamison, Stephanie W. 2015—. Rigveda Translation: Commentary. http://rigvedacommentary.alc.

ucla.edu/.

Jamison, Stephanie W., and Joel P. Brereton. 2014. The Rigveda: The Earliest Religious Poetry of
India. South Asian Research. Oxford / New York: Oxford University Press.

Jasanoff, Jay H. 2017. The Prehistory of the Balto-Slavic Accent. Brill’s Studies in Indo-European

Languages & Linguistics 17. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

. 2018. Palatable thorns. In Vina Diem Celebrent: Studies in Linguistics and Philology in

Honor of Brent Vine, edited by Dieter Gunkel, Stephanie W. Jamison, Angelo O. Mercado,
and Kazuhiko Yoshida, 133—140. Ann Arbor / New York: Beech Stave Press.

Katre, Sumitra M. 1987. Astadhyayi of Panini. Texas Linguistic Series. Austin: University of Texas

Press.

Kellens, Jean, and Eric Pirart. 1991. Les Textes Vieil-Avestiques: Vol. Il1l: Commentaire. Wiesbaden:

Reichert.

Keydana, Go6tz. 2005. Indogermanische Akzenttypen und die Grenzen der Rekonstruktion. His-
torische Sprachforschung 118: 19—47. JSTOR: 40849240. https://www .jstor.org/stable/
40849240.

.2013. Proterokinetische Stamme, Akzent und Ablaut. In Indo-European Accent and Ablaut,

edited by Gotz Keydana, Paul Widmer, and Thomas Olander. Copenhagen: Museum Tuscu-

lanum Press.

.2014. Ablaut in indogermanischen Primédrnomina: Die hysterokinetischen Stimme. In Das

Nomen im Indogermanischen: Morphologie, Substantiv, versus Adjektiv, Kollektivum. Akten
der Arbeitstagung der Indogermanischen Gesellschaft vom 14. bis 16. September 2011 in
Erlangen, edited by Norbert Oettinger and Thomas Steer, 113—128. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

145


http://rigvedacommentary.alc.ucla.edu/
http://rigvedacommentary.alc.ucla.edu/
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40849240
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40849240
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40849240

Kim, Ronald I. 2013. Metrical grid theory, internal derivation and the reconstruction of PIE
nominal accent paradigms. In Indo-European Accent and Ablaut, edited by Gtz Keydana, Paul
Widmer, and Thomas Olander, 63—105. Copenhagen studies in indo-european 5. Copenhagen:

Museum Tusculanum Press.

Kimball, Sara. 1999. Hittite Historical Phonology. Innsbrucker Beitrdge zur Sprachwissenschaft 95.

Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachwissenschaft der Universitét Innsbruck.

Kiparsky, Paul. 2010. Compositional vs. Paradigmatic Approaches to Accent and Ablaut. In Pro-
ceedings of the 21st Annual UCLA Indo-European Conference, Los Angeles, October 30-31,
2009, edited by Stephanie W. Jamison, H. Craig Melchert, and Brent Vine, 137-181. Bremen:

Hempen.

Kiparsky, Paul, and Morris Halle. 1977. Towards a Reconstruction of the Indo-European Accent.
In Studies in Stress and Accent, edited by Larry Hyman, 209-238. Los Angeles: University of

Southern California Press.

Klimp, Jenne. 2013. Remnants of *r/n-Stem Heteroclite Inflection in Germanic, University of

Groningen.

Kloekhorst, Alwin. 2008. Etymological Dictionary of the Hittite Inherited Lexicon. Leiden Indo-

European Etymological Dictionary Series 5. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

.2011. Weise’s Law: Depalatalization of Palatovelars before *r in Sanskrit. In Indogerman-
istik und Linguistik im Dialog: Akten der XIII. Fachtagung der Indogermanischen Gesellschaft
vom 21. bis 27. September 2008 in Salzburg, edited by Thomas Krisch and Thomas Lindner,
261-270. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

. 2018. Anatolian evidence suggests that the Indo-European laryngeals *h, and *h; were
uvular stops. Indo-European Linguistics 6: 69-94. https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892 -
00601003.

146


https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-00601003
https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-00601003

Kobayashi, Masato. 2004. Historical Phonology of Old Indo-Aryan Consonants. Study of Lan-
guages and Cultures of Asia and Africa Monograph Series 42. Tokyo: Research Institute for

Languages and Cultures of Asia and Africa.

Kolligan, Daniel. 2002. Zur Funktion schwundstufiger -éie/o-Priasentia im Indogermanischen. In
Indogermanische Syntax: Fragen und Perspektiven, edited by Heinrich Hettrich, 137-156.

Wiesbaden: Reichert.

. 2007. Iteratives and causatives in Latin: A unified approach. In Greek and Latin from
an Indo-European Perspective: Proceedings of the GLIEP conference, Cambridge, July 8-9,
2005, edited by Coulter George, Matthew McCullagh, Benedicte Nielsen, Antonia Ruppel,
and Olga Tribulato, 49-64. Proceedings of the cambridge philological society, supplementary
volume 32. Cambridge: Cambridge Philological Society. http://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/id/
eprint/53955.

Kortlandt, Frederik. 2003. Arm. artawsr ’tear’. In Armeniaca: Comparative Notes, edited by Robert
S.P. Beekes, 60—62. Anatolian and Caucasian studies. Reprinted from Annual of Armenian

Linguistics 6 (1985): 59-61.

Krause, Wolfgang, and Werner Thomas. 1960. Grammatik. Bk. 1 of Tocharisches Elementarbuch.
Indogermanische Bibliothek: I. Reihe: Lehr- und Handbiicher. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Krishnamurti, Bhadriraju. 2003. The Dravidian Languages. Cambridge Language Surveys. Cam-
bridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Kronasser, Heinz. 1962-87. Etymologie der hethitischen Sprache. Edited by Erich Neu. 2 vols.

Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Kuiper, Franciscus B.J. 1942. Notes on Vedic Noun Inflexion. Medelingen der Koninklijke Neder-
landse Akademie van Wetenschappen, Afdeling Letterkunde 5 (4): 161-256.

147


http://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/id/eprint/53955
http://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/id/eprint/53955

Kiimmel, Martin Joachim. 2000. Das Perfekt im Indoiranischen: Eine Untersuchung der Form
und Funktion einer ererbten Kategorie des Verbums und ihrer Weiterentwicklung in den

altindoiranischen Sprachen. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

. 2019. Suppletive phenomena in older Indo-Iranian noun inflection. In Diachronic Per-

spectives on Suppletion, edited by Ronald I. Kim, 155-171. Stuien zur historischverleichenen

Sprachissenschat 13. Hamburg: Baar.

Lambert, Pierre-Yves. 1978. Restes de la flexion hétéroclitique en celtique? In Etrennes de sep-
tantaine: Travaux de linguistique et de grammaire comparée offerts a Michel Lejeune par un

groupe de ses éléves, 115—-122. Etudes et commentaires 91. Paris: Klincksieck.

De Lamberterie, Charles. 2012. Sur un anthroponyme héroique du grec ancien (hom. Auyv6dwy,
myc. a-mu-ta-wo), avec un excursus relatif a la famille du verbe €y w et a la loi de Grassmann.

Revue des Etudes Grecques 125 (2): 341-363. https://doi.org/10.3406/reg.2012.8099.

Vendryes, Joseph, Edouard Bachellery, and Pierre-Yves Lambert. 1959-96. Lexique étymologique
de lirlandais ancien. 7 vols. Paris: Dublin Institute for Advanced Studies / Centre National

de la Recherche Scientifique.

Leumann, Manu, Johann Baptist Hofmann, and Anton Szantyr. 1977. Lateinische Laut- und
Formenlehre. Bk. 1 of Lateinische Grammatik. Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft 2.2.1.

Miinchen: C.H. Beck.

Liddell, Henry George, Robert Scott, and Henry Stuart Jones, eds. 1996. A Greek-English Lexicon.
9th ed. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Lidén, Evald. 1897. Studien zur altindischen und vergleichenden Sprachgeschichte. Skrifter utgifna
af K. Humanistiska vetenskaps-samfundet i Uppsala, 4, 1. Uppsala: Almquist & Wiksells
Boktryckeri A.-B.

Lindeman, Fredrik Otto. 1965. La loi de Sievers et le début du mot en indo-européen. Norsk

Tidsskrift for Sprogvidenskap 20: 38—108.

148


https://doi.org/10.3406/reg.2012.8099

Lipp, Reiner. 2009. Die indogermanischen und einzelsprachlichen Palatale im Indoiranischen.

2 vols. Indogermanische Bibliothek. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

. 2019. The Proto-Indo-European *-r/n- stem suppletion and the locative of heteroclitic
neuters. In Diachronic Perspectives on Suppletion, edited by Ronald 1. Kim, 97-142. Studien

zur historisch-vergleichenden Sprachwissenschaft 13. Hamburg: Baar.

Lubotsky, Alexander. 1981. Gr. myvuut : Skt. pajrd- and loss of laryngeals before mediae in

Indo-Iranian. Miinchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft 40: 133-38.

. 1994. Avestan 63orastar- and the Indo-European root / turk-. Die Sprache 36 (1): 94-102.

. 1997. The Indo-Iranian reflexes of PIE *CRHUYV. In Sound Law and Analogy: Papers
in honor of Robert S.P. Beekes on the occasion of his 60th birthday, edited by Alexander

Lubotsky, 139—-154. Leiden studies in indo-european 9. Amsterdam / Atlanta: Rodopi.

. 2011. The Origin of Sanskrit Roots of the Type siv- ‘to sew’, div- ‘to play dice’, with
an Appendix on Vedic i-Perfects. In Proceedings of the 22nd Annual UCLA Indo-European
Conference, November 5th and 6th 2010, edited by Stephanie W. Jamison, H. Craig Melchert,

and Brent Vine, 105-126. Bremen: Hempen.

Liiders, Heinrich. 1940. Vedisch hesant, hesa, hesas. In Philologica Indica: Ausgewcdhlte kleine
Schriften von Heinrich Liiders: Festgabe zum siebzigsten Geburtstage am 25. Juni 1939
dargebracht von Kollegen, Freunden und Schiilern, 751-784. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht. Reprinted from Acta Orientalia 13 (1934): 81-127.

Lundquist, Jesse, and Anthony D. Yates. 2018. The Morphology of Proto-Indo-European. In Hand-
book of Comparative and Historical Indo-European Linguistics, edited by Jared S. Klein,
Brian D. Joseph, and Matthias Fritz, 3:2079-2195. Handbiicher zur sprach- und kommunika-

tionswissenschaft 41.3. Berlin / Boston: Mouton de Gruyter.

Mallory, James P., and Douglas Q. Adams, eds. 1997. Encyclopedia of Indo-European Culture.

London / Chicago: Fitzroy Dearborn.

149



Malzahn, Melanie. 2010. The Tocharian Verbal System. 1092. Brill’s Studies in Indo-European

Languages & Linguistics 3. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

Manaster Ramer, Alexis. n.d. A Simply Perfect Bear of an Etymology, or Two, or Even More:
PIE *hzort—t—lgo— [sic] ‘bear’, OlInd. rksa ‘bald, bare’, PIE *fe-tk-on- ‘craftsman’ (with some
discussion of *k"ek"-I-o- [sic] ‘wheel’, mems ‘meat’, *tetr- ‘grouse’, and several other “perfect”

nouns). Unpublished manuscript.

Martirosyan, Hrach K. 2008. Etymological dictionary of the Armenian inherited lexicon. Leiden

indo-european etymological dictionary series 8. Leiden: Brill.

Mayrhofer, Manfred. 1956-80. Kurzgefasstes etymologisches Worterbuch des Altindischen. 4 vols.
Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

. 1986-2001. Etymologisches Worterbuch des Altindoarischen. 3 vols. Heidelberg: Carl

Winter.

. 1986. Lautlehre: Segmentale Phonologie des Indogermanischen. Vol. 1, bk. 2 of Indoger-

manische Grammatik. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Meier-Briigger, Michael. 2010. Indogermanische Sprachwissenchaft. 9th ed. Berlin / New York: de

Gruyter.

Meillet, Antoine. 1918. Sur cypriote dofeval. Memoirs de la Société de linguistique de Paris 20:
293-294.

. 1937. Introduction a I’ étude comparative des langues indo-européennes. 8th ed. Edited by

Emile Benveniste. Paris: Librairie Hachette.

Melchert, H. Craig. 1977. Tocharian verb stems in -tk-. Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprach-
forschung 91 (1): 93—130. JSTOR: 40848519. https://www.jstor.org/stable/40848519.

. 1984. Studies in Hittite Historical Phonology. Erginzungshefte zur Zeitschrift fiir Vergle-

ichende Sprachforschung 32. Géttingen: Vandenhock & Ruprecht.

150


http://www.jstor.org/stable/40848519
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40848519

Melchert, H. Craig. 1993. Cuneiform Luvian Lexicon. Lexica Anatolica 2. Chapel Hill, NC: H.
Craig Melchert.

. 1994. Anatolian Historical Phonology. Amsterdam / Atlanta: Rodopi.

. 2003. PIE “thorn” in Cuneiform Luvian? In Proceedings of the Fourteenth Annual UCLA
Indo-European Conference, Los Angeles, November 8-9, 2002, edited by Karlene Jones-Bley,
Martin E. Huld, Angela Della Volpe, and Miriam Robbins Dexter, 145-161. Journal of Indo-

European Studies Monograph Series 47. Washington, DC: Institute for the Study of Man.

.2014. PIE *-eh;, as an “Individualizing” Suffix and the Feminine Gender. In Studies on the
Collective and Feminine in Indo-European from a Diachronic and Typological Perspective,
edited by Sergio Neri and Roland Schuhmann, 257-271. Brill’s Studies in Indo-European

Languages & Linguistics 11. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

. 2022. More on ablaut patterns in the si-conjugation. Indo-European Linguistics 10: 107—
128. https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-bjal0019.

Meringer, Rudolf. 1891. Beitrige zur Geschichte der indogermanischen Declination. Sitzungs-
berichte der kaiserlichen akademie der wissenschaften in wien: Philosophisch-historische

klasse 125.2. Vienna: F. Tempsky.

Mommsen, Theodor et al., ed. 1863—. Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum. Berlin: Berlin-Brandenburg

Academy of Sciences and Humanities. https://arachne.dainst.org/project/cilopac.

Monier-Williams, Monier. 1899. A Sanskrit-English Dictionary: Etymologically and Philologi-
cally Arranged with Special Reference to Cognate Indo-European languages. Edited by Ernst

Leumann and Carl Cappeller. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Morgenstierne, Georg. 1973. Orthography and Sound System of the Avesta. In Irano-Dardica,

31-83. Beitrage zur iranistik 5. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

Neri, Sergio. 2017. Wetter: Etymologie und Lautgesetz. Culture Territori Linguaggi 14. Perugia:
Universita degli Studi di Perugia.
151


https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-bja10019
https://arachne.dainst.org/project/cilopac

Nikolaev, Alexander. 2004. Die Etymologie von altgriechischem U3pic. Glotta 80 (1/4): 211-230.
JSTOR: 40267173. https://www.jstor.org/stable/40267173.

. 2021. Rhotic degemination in Sanskrit and the etymology of Vedic uri- ‘thigh’, Hittite
UZU(wywalla- “id.” Indo-European Linguistics 9: 171-202. https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-
bjal0011.

Noreen, Adolf. 1923. Altislindische und altnorwegische Grammatik (Laut- und Flexionslehre):
Unter Beriicksichtigung des Urnordischen. Bk. 1 of Altnordische Grammatik, 4th ed. Samm-

lung kurzer Grammatiken germanischer Dialekte 4. Halle: Max Niemeyer.
Nussbaum, Alan J. 1986. Head and Horn in Indo-European. Berlin/New York: de Gruyter.

Oettinger, Norbert. 1982. Die Dentalerwietung von n-Stimmen und Heteroklitika im Grieschischen,
Anatolischen und Altindischen. In Serta Indogermanica: Festschrift fiir Giinter Neumann zum
60. Geburtstag, edited by Johann Tischler, 233-245. Innsbrucker Beitrage zur Sprachwis-

senschaft 40. Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachwissenschaft der Universitidt Innsbruck.

.2015. Der Flexionstyp idg. *séhy-ur ,saure Fliissigkeit‘, *néb"-s n. ,Gewdlk‘. Indogerman-

ische Forschungen 120: 255-267. https://doi.org/10.1515/if-2015-0012.
Ollett, Andrew. 2012. Avestan sax'ar-/sax’an-. Unpublished manuscript.

Olsen, Birgit Anette. 1999. The Noun in Biblical Armenian: Origin and Word-Formation: with
special emphasis on the Indo-European heirtage. Trends in linguistics: Studies and mono-

graphs 119. Berlin / New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

.2009. The Conditioning of Laryngeal Breaking in Greek. In Protolanguage and Prehistory:
Akten der XII. Fachtagung der Indogermanischen Gesellschaft, vom 11. bis 15. Oktober 2004
in Krakau, edited by Rosemarie Liihr and Sabine Ziegler, 348-365. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

Orel, Vladimir. 1998. Albanian Etymological Dictionary. Leiden / Boston / KoIn: Brill.

. 2003. A Handbook of Germanic Etymology. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

152


http://www.jstor.org/stable/40267173
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40267173
https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-bja10011
https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-bja10011
https://doi.org/10.1515/if-2015-0012

Oreshko, Rostislav. 2020. The Last Foothold of Arzawa: The Location of Puranda and Mount
Arinnanda Revisited. In Hrozny and Hittite: The First Hundred Years: Proceedings of the
International Conference Held at Charles University, Prague, 11—14 November 2015, edited
by Ronald I. Kim, Jana Mynéfovd, and Peter Pavik, 544-570. Culture and History of the
Ancient Near East 107. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

Pedersen, Holger. 1893. r-n-Stamme: Studien tiber den Stammwechsel in der Declination der idg.

Nomina. Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprachforschung auf dem Gebiete der Indogermanischen

Sprachen 32 (2): 240-273. JSTOR: 40845891. https://www.jstor.org/stable/40845891.

. 1926. La cinquiéme déclinaison latine. Copenhagen: A.F. Hgst.

. 1933. Etudes lituaniennes. Copenhagen: Levin & Munksgaard.

Penney, John H. W. 1978. Problems of Greek and Indo-European ablaut: The origin and develop-

ment of the o-grade. PhD diss., University of Oxford.

Peters, Martin. 1993. Beitrdge zur griechischen Etymologie. In Miscellanea Linguistica Graeco-
Latina, edited by Lambert Isabaert, 85—113. Collection d’études classiques 7. Namur: Société

des études classiques.

Petersson, Herbert. 1921. Studien iiber die indogermanische Heteroklisie. Skrifter utg. av veten-

skapssocieteten i lund 1. Lund: Berlingska boktryckeriet.

. 1922. Zur Kenntnis der indogermanischen Heteroklisie. Lunds Universitets Arsskrift. Ny

Foljd 18 (7): 1-64.
Pinault, Georges-Jean. 1988. Védique jirvi-/jivri-. Indologica Taurinensia 14: 313-338.

. 1989. Introduction au tokharien. LALIES 7: 3-224.

. 1997. Remarque sur le pluriel tokh. B. akrina, A akrunt. In Sound Law and Analogy:
Papers in honor of Robert S.P. Beekes on the occasion of his 60th birthday, edited by Alexander
Lubotsky, 219-234. Leiden Studies in Indo-European 9. Amsterdam / Atlanta, GA: Rodopi.

153


http://www.jstor.org/stable/40845891
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40845891

Pinault, Georges-Jean. 2008. Chrestomathie tokharienne: textes et grammaire. Collection linguis-

tique publiée par la société de linguistique de Paris 95. Leuven / Paris: Peeters.

. 2011. Some Tocharian abstract suffixes. In Indogermanistik und Linguistik im Dialog:
Akten der XIII. Fachtagung der Indogermanischen Gesellschaft vom 21. bis 27. September
2008 in Salzburg, edited by Thomas Krisch and Thomas Lindner, 453-462. Wiesbaden:

Reichert.

. 2019. One Centruy of Heteroclitic Inflection. In Hrozny and Hittite: The First Hundred
Years: Proceedings of the International Conference Held at Charles University, Prague, 11-14
November 2015, edited by Ronald Kim, Jana Mynafovd, and Peter Pavik, 295-316. Culture

and History of the Ancient Near East 107. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

Pischel, Richard. 1900. Grammatik der Prakrit-Sprachen. Grundriss der indo-arischen philogie

und altertumskunde, 1:8. Strassburg: Karl J. Triibner.

Pokorny, Julius. 1925. Der Name Eriu. Zeitschrift fiir celtische Philologie 15 (1): 197-203. https:
//doi.org/10.1515/zcph.1925.15.1.197.

Puhvel, Jaan. 1964. The Indo-European and Indo-Aryan Plough: A Linguistic Study of Technolog-
ical Diftusion. Technology and Culture 5 (2): 176—190. https://doi.org/10.2307/3101160.

. 1984. Words beginning with E and I. Vol. 2 of Hittite Etymological Dictionary. Trends in

Linguistics: Documentation 1. Berlin / New York / Amsterdam: Mouton de Gruyter.

. 2013. Words beginning with PE, PI, PU. Vol. 9 of Hittite Etymological Dictionary. Trends

in Linguistics: Documentation 32. Berlin / New York: de Gruyter.

. 2017. Words beginning with SA. Vol. 10 of Hittite Etymological Dictionary. Trends in

Linguistics: Documentation 33. Berlin / Boston: Mouton de Gruyter.

Rastorgujeva, Vera Sergeyevna, and Dzhoy losifovna Edel’man. 2000-2007. Etymological Dictio-

nary of the Iranian Languages. 3 vols. Moscow: Vostochnaya Literatura.

154


https://doi.org/10.1515/zcph.1925.15.1.197
https://doi.org/10.1515/zcph.1925.15.1.197
https://doi.org/10.2307/3101160

Ravnes, Erling. 1991. The Chronology of the Sound Changes from Proto-Indo-European to Clas-

sical Armenian. PhD diss., University of Oslo.

Rieken, Elisabeth. 1999. Untersuchungen zur nominalen Stammbildung des Hethitischen. Studien

zu den Bogazkdy-Texten 44. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Ringe, Donald A. 1996. From Proto-Indo-European to Proto-Tocharian. Bk. 1 of On the Chronology
of Sound Changes in Tocharian. American Oriental Series 80. New Haven, CT: American

Oriental Society.

. 2017. From Proto-Indo-European to Proto-Germanic. 2nd ed. A Linguistic History of

English 1. Oxford / New York: Oxford University Press.

Risch, Ernst. 1974. Wortbildung der homerischen Sprache. 2nd ed. Berlin / New York: Walter de

Gruyter.

Rix, Helmut. 1976. Historische Grammatik des Griechischen: Laut- und Formenlehre. Darmstadt:

Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft.

. 1992. Historische Grammatik des Griechischen: Laut- und Formenlehre. 2nd ed. Darm-

stadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft.

.2002. Sabellische Texte: Die Texte des Oskischen, Umbrischen und Siidpikenischen. Hand-
buch der italischen dialekte 5. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Rix, Helmut, and Martin Joachim Kiimmel, eds. 2001. Lexikon der indogermanischen Verben: Die

Wurzeln und ihre Primdrstammbildungen. 2nd ed. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

Rothstein-Dowden, Zachary. 2022. Against the Supposed Law of Geminate Sibilant Occlusion in
Indic. In Proceedings of the 32nd Annual UCLA Indo-European Conference, edited by David
M. Goldstein, Stephanie W. Jamison, and Brent Vine, 243-252. Hamburg: Buske.

Ruijgh, Cornelis Jord. 1967. Sur le nom de Poséidon et sur les noms en -a-fov, -1-Fov. Revue des

Etudes Grecques 80 (379-383): 6-16. https://doi.org/10.3406/reg.1967.3916.

155


https://doi.org/10.3406/reg.1967.3916

Ryan, Kevin M. 2021. The Development of Diphthongs in Vedic Sanskrit. Journal of the American
Oriental Society 141 (2): 289-298.

Sandell, Ryan. 2015. Productivity in Historical Linguistics: Computational Studies in Word For-

mation in Ancient Greek and Sanskrit. PhD diss., University of Californa, Los Angeles.

Sasseville, David. 2020a. Anatolian Verval Stem Formation: Luwian, Lycian and Lydian. Brill’s

studies in indo-eruopean languages & linguistics 21. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

. 2020b. Luwian and Sanskrit action nouns in *-i-ehy-. Indo-European Linguistics 8: 275—

288. https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-bjal0003.

De Saussure, Ferdinand. 1879. Mémoire sur le systeme primatif des voyelles dan les languages

indo-européennes. Leipzig: Teubner.
Scarlata, Salvatore. 1999. Die Wurzelkomposita im Rg-Veda. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

Schaefer, Christiane. 1994. Das Intensivum im Vedischen. Historische Sprachforschung: Ergidnzung-

sheft 37. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Schiefner, Franz Anton. 1960-63. Uber die hohen Zahlen der Buddhisten. Mélanges asiatiques

tirés du Bulletin de I’Académie impériale des sciences de St.-Pétersbourg 4: 629—-648.

Schindler, Jochem. 1967. Zu hethitisch nekuz. Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprachforschung 81:
290-303.

. 1969. Die idg. Worter fiir ‘Vogel’ und ‘Ei’. Die Sprache 13: 144—-167.

. 1972. ’apophonie des noms-racines. Bulletin de la Société de Linguistique de Paris 67:

31-38.

. 1975a. Armenisch erkn, griechisch 680vr, irisch idu. Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprach-
forschung 89 (1): 53—-65. JSTOR: 40848446. https://www.jstor.org/stable/40848446.

156


https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-bja10003
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40848446
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40848446

Schindler, Jochem. 1975b. L’ apophonie des themes indo-européens en -1/n-. Bulletin de la Société

de Linguistique de Paris 70: 1-10.

. 1975¢. Zum Ablaut der neutralen s-Stimme des Indogermanischen. In Flexion und Wort-
bildung: Akten der V. Fachtagung der Indogermanischen Gesellschaft, Regensburg, 9. bis. 14.
September 1975, edited by Helmut Rix. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

. 1977a. A Thorny Problem. Die Sprache 23: 25-35.

. 1977b. Notizen zum Sieverschen Gesetz. Die Sprache 23: 56—65.

. 1994. Alte und neue Fragen zum indogermanischen Nomen. In In honorem Holger Ped-
ersen. Kolloquium der indogermanischen Gesellschaft vom 25. bis 28. Mdrz 1993. Edited by
Jens E. Rasmussen, 397-400. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

Schmidt, Johaness. 1889. Die Pluralbildungen der indogermanischen Neutra. Weimar: Hermann

Bohlau.
Schmitt, Rudiger. 2014. Worterbuch der altpersischen Konigsinschriften. Wiesbaden: Reichert.
Schwemer, Daniel. 2015. Hittite Prayers to the Sun-god for Appeasing an Angry Personal God:
piété privée en Mésopotamie, edited by Margaret Jaques, 349-93, 421-57. Orbis Biblicus et
Orientalis 273. Gottingen: Academic Press Fribourg, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Schwyzer, Eduard. 1939. Allgemeiner Teil, Lautlehre, Wortbildung, Flexion. Vol. 1 of Griechische
Grammatik: auf der Grundlage von Karl Brugmanns griechischer Grammatik. Miinchen: C.H.

Beck.

Sharma, Rama Nath. 2002. English Translation of Adhyayas Two and Three with Sanskrit Text,
Transliteration, Word-Boundary, Anuvrtti, Vrtti, Explanatory Notes, Derivational History of
Examples, and Indices. Vol. 3 of The Astadhyayr of Panini, 2nd ed. New Delhi: Munshiram
Manoharlal.

157



Sihler, Andrew. 1995. New Comparative Grammar of Latin and Greek. Oxford / New York: Oxford

University Press.

Simon, Zsolt. 2022. Hittite kursa- (eDiAna-ID 618). eDiAna. Accessed May 16, 2023. http:

/lwww.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=618.
Smoczynski, Wojciech. 2018. Lithuanian etymological Dictionary. Berlin: Peter Lang.

Starke, Frank. 1981. Die keilschrift-luwischen Worter fiir ,,Insel* und ,,Lampe*. Zeitschrift fiir
vergleichende Sprachforschung 95 (1): 141-157. JSTOR: 40848660. https://www.jstor.org/
stable/40848660.

. 1990. Untersuchung zur Stammbildung des keilschrift-luwischen Nomens. Studien zu den

Bogazkoy-Texten 31. Wiesbaden: Harrasowitz.

Stiiber, Karin. 1998. The Historical Morphology of n-Stems in Celtic. Maynooth Studies in Celtic
Linguistics 3. Maynooth, Ireland: The Department of Old Irish, National University of Ireland,

Maynooth.

Tedesco, Paul. 1957. The Sanskrit and Middle Indic words for ‘sinew’. In Mvrjunc ydotv: Gedenkschrift
Paul Kretschmer, 2. Mai 1866-9. Mdrz 1956, edited by Heinz Kronasser, 2:182—-187. Wien:

Wiener Sprachgesellschaft.

Tichy, Eva. 1986. Vedisch ortc'ivan— und avestisch asauuan-. Die Sprache: Festgabe fiir Manfred
Mayrhofer 32: 91-105.

Tischler, Johann. 1983-2016. Hethitisches etymologisches Glossar. In collaboration with Giinter
Neumann and Erich Neu. 10 vols. Innsbrucker Beitridge zur Sprachwissenschaft 20. Innsbruck:

Institut fiir Sprachwissenschaft der Universitat Innsbruck.

Tucker, Elizabeth. 2019. Old Indo-Aryan feminines in -vari-. In QAZZU warrai: Anatolian and
Indo-European Studies in Honor of Kazuhiko Yoshida, edited by Adam Alvah Catt, Ronald L.
Kim, and Brent Vine, 358-369. Ann Arbor, MI / New York: Beech Stave Press.

158


http://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=618
http://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=618
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40848660
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40848660
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40848660

Turner, Ralph L. 1923. The Loss of Vowel-Alternation in Indo-Aryan. In Proceedings and Trans-
actions of the Second Oriental Conference: Calcutta. January 28th to February Ist, 1922,

487-494. Calcutta: Calcutta University.

. 1962-85. A Comparative Dictionary of the Indo-Aryan Languages. London: Oxford Uni-

versity Press.

Untermann, Jiirgen. 2000. Worterbuch der Oskisch-Umbrischen. Handbuch der italischen dialekte 3.
Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

De Vaan, Michiel. 2008. Etymological dictionary of Latin and other Italic languages. Leiden

indo-european etymological dictionary series 7. Leiden: Brill.

Vanicek, Alois. 1881. Etymologisches Worterbuch der lateinischen Sprache. 2nd ed. Leipzig:

Teubner.

Vetter, Emil. 1953. Texte mit Erkldirung, Glossen, Worterverzeichnis. Vol. 1 of Handbuch der

italischen Dialekte. Indogermanische bibliothek. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Vine, Brent. 1994. Greek dneac/dneap ‘awl’. Glotta 72: 31-40. JSTOR: 40266983. https://www.
jstor.org/stable/40266983.

. 1998. Aeolic 6pnetov and Deverbative -et6- in Greek and Indo-European. Innsbrucker
Beitrige zur Sprachwissenschaft: Vortrige und Kleinere Schriften 71. Innsbruck: Institut fiir

Sprachwissenschaft der Universitit Innsbruck.

. 1999. Greek pila ‘root’ and “schwa secundum”. In UCLA Indo-European Studies, edited

by Vyachaslav V. Ivanov and Brent Vine, 1:5-30. Los Angeles.

. 2004. On PIE Full Grades in Some Zero-Grade Contexts: *-ti-, *-t6-. In Indo-European
Word Formation: Proceedings of the Conference held at the University of Copenhagen October
20224 2000, edited by James Clackson and Birgit Anette Olsen, 357-379. Copenhagen

studies in indo-european 2. Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum Press.

159


http://www.jstor.org/stable/40266983
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40266983
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40266983

Vine, Brent. 2022. Myc. tu-wo, Hom. 60oc and the vocalism of s-stems in Proto-Indo-European.
In Colloquia Classica et Indogermanica VII: Miscellanea in Honorem Nikolai N. Kazansky

Septuagenarii. Acta Linguistica Petropolitana 18 (1): 444-462.

Wackernagel, Jacob. 1896. Lautlehre. Vol. 1 of Altindische Grammatik. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht.

. 1930. Nominalflexion—Zahlwort—Pronomen. Vol. 3 of Altindische Grammatik. Gottingen:

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Walde, Alois, and Johann Baptist Hofmann. 1938. Lateinisches etymologisches Worterbuch. 3rd ed.

Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Walde, Alois, and Julius Pokorny. 1927-32. Vergleichendes Worterbuch der indogermanischen
Sprachen. 3 vols. Berlin / Leipzig: Walter de Gruyter.

Watkins, Calvert. 1975. Die Vertretung der Laryngale in gewissen morphologischen Kategorien
in den indogermanischen Sprachen Anatoliens. In Flexion und Wortbildung: Akten der V.
Fachtagung der Indogermanischen Gesellschaft, Regensburg, 9. bis. 14. September 1975,
edited by Helmut Rix, 358-378. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

. 1995. How To Kill a Dragon: Aspects of Indo-European Poetics. Oxford / New York:

Oxford University Press.

Weiss, Michael. 2019. Cim haxa ha$e baraiti? In QAZZU warrai: Anatolian and Indo-European
Studies in Honor of Kazuhiko Yoshida, edited by Adam Alvah Catt, Ronald I. Kim, and Brent
Vine, 393-398. Ann Arbor, MI / New York: Beech Stave Press.

. 2020. Outline of the Historical and Comparative Grammar of Latin. 2nd ed. Ann Arbor /

New York: Beech Stave Press.

Whitney, William Dwight. 1889. A Sanskrit Grammar: Including Both the Classical Language,
and the Older Dialects, of Veda and Brahmana. 2nd ed. Leipzig: Breitkoff & Hartel.

160



Whitney, William Dwight, and Charles Rockwell Lanman. 1905. Atharva-Veda Samhita. 2 vols.

Harvard oriental series, 7-8. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Willi, Andreas. 2018. The Origins of the Greek Verb. Cambridge / New York: Cambridge University

Press.

Winter, Werner. 1965. Tocharian Evidence. In Evidence for Laryngeals, edited by Werner Winter,

190-211. Janua linguarum: Series maior 11. London / The Hague / Paris: Mouton & Co.

. 2005. B -nfi- : -wnn- and related problems. In Kleine Schriften / Selected Writings:

Festgabe aus Anlass des 80. Geburtstags, edited by Olav Hackstein, 1:366-392. Bremen:
Hempen. Reprinted from Tocharian and Indo-European Studies 4 (1989): 5-31.

Wodtko, Dagmar S., Britta Sofie Irslinger, and Carolin Schneider, eds. 2008. Nomina im Indoger-

manischen Lexikon. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Woodhouse, Robert. 2011. Lubotsky’s and Beekes’ laws, PIE *(H)r-, *(H)i(V)-, *a and some other

laryngeal matters. Studia Etymologica Cracoviensia 16 (1): 151-187.

Yates, Anthony D. 2017a. Hittite ‘fire’ and “proterokinesis’ as epiphenomenon. Paper presented at

the 29th Annual UCLA Indo-European Conference, Los Angeles, 3—4 November 2017.

. 2017b. Lexical Accent in Cupefio, Hittite, and Indo-European. PhD diss., University of

Californa, Los Angeles.

. 2019a. Hittite pahhweni, Greek mupl, and their implications for Indo-European ablaut.
Paper presented at the 38th Annual East Coast Indo-European Conference, Philadelphia, PA,
20-22 June 2019.

. 2019b. Suftixal *o-vocalism without "Amphikinesis": On Proto-Indo-European *oi-stems
and Ablaut as a Diagnostic for Word Stress. In Proceedings of the 30th Annual UCLA Indo-
European Conference, edited by David M. Goldstein, Stephanie W. Jamison, and Brent Vine,

199-221. Bremen: Hempen.

161



Yates, Anthony D. 2021a. Indo-European word prosody and the impact of Anatolian. Paper pre-
sented at the Oxford Workshop on Indo-European Accentuation, Oxford, UK, July 15-15,
2021.

. 2021b. The origin of stress mobility in Indo-European *—r/n-stems. Paper presented at the

32nd Annual UCLA Indo-European Conference, Online, 5—7 November 2021.

. 2021c. The synchronic and diachronic prosody of Hittite -r/n-stems. Paper presented at
the 40th Annual East Coast Indo-European Conference, Virginia Tech / Cornell University,
17-19 June 2021.

.2022. A new prosodic reconstruction of Proto-Indo-European *-mon-stems. Indo-European

Linguistics 10: 14-288. https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-bjal0015.

Yoshida, Kazuhiko. 1990. The Hittite Mediopassive Endings in -ri. Untersuchungen zur indoger-

manischen Sprach- und Kulturwissenschaft 5. Berlin / New York: de Gruyter.

162


https://doi.org/10.1163/22125892-bja10015

	Introduction
	Hetroclites and their history
	The importance of heteroclisis to Indo-European studies
	A brief history of Indo-European scholarship on heteroclisis

	Phonology
	Sonorant syllabicity alternations
	Metatheses

	The morphology of Indo-European and its heteroclites
	Indo-European accent and ablaut
	Morphophonological theories on the development of accent and ablaut
	*-wr̥-/-w(e/o)n-heteroclites
	Lindeman's Law and *R(ø/o)-éh₂ formations

	Plan of the dissertation

	The development of the strong cases of the *-wr̥-/-w(e/o)n-heteroclites in Sanskrit
	*-wr̥-/-w(e/o)n-heteroclites in Sanskrit
	*wr̥ > *ru metathesis
	Data and methods
	Data for the -úr- and -ús-stems
	The -rú- and -lú-stems in the grammatical tradition
	Data for the -rú-stems
	Data for the -lú-stems

	The distribution of -rú- and -lú-stems

	Proto-Indo-European *-wr̥- >> Sanskrit -rú- & -lú-
	Sanskrit -ur/-uṣ- vs. -rú-/-lú-
	Nouns in -ur/-uṣ- likely to be from *-wr̥-/-w(e/o)n-heteroclites
	*per ‘to go through’
	*dʰén-wr̥ ‘bow’
	*terh₂ ‘to cross; overcome’
	*h₁elh₂ ‘to drive’
	*ḱeh₁s ‘to order, command’
	*h₁yaǵ ‘to sacrifice’
	*meyth₂ ‘to meet, confront’

	Nouns in -ur/-uṣ- unlikely to be from *-wr̥-/-w(e/o)n-heteroclites
	*ǵenh₁ ‘to be born; beget’
	*wenh₁ ‘to wish; love’
	*tep ‘to be hot’
	*gʷey ‘to conquer’
	Summary of the nouns in -ur/-uṣ-

	Nouns ending in -ru- and -lu-
	*smóḱ-wr̥ ‘beard’
	*(s)neh₁ ‘to twist’
	Vedic áśru- ‘tear’ and *h₂eḱ ‘sharp, bitter’
	*péh₂wr̥ ‘fire’
	*bʰeh₂ ‘to shine; appear’

	Primary adjectives in -rú-/-lú- likely to be from *-wr̥-/-w(e/o)n-heteroclites
	*peyhₓ ‘to swell’
	*bʰeyh₂ ‘to fear, be afraid’
	*deh₃ ‘to give’
	*seh₂/*sh₂ey ‘to bind’
	*sed ‘to sit’

	Primary adjectives in -rú-/-lú- unlikely to be from *-wr̥-/-w(e/o)n-heteroclites
	*dʰeh₁(i) ‘to suck’
	*peh₃ ‘to drink’
	*kʷey ‘to observe’
	*ḱh₂ed ‘to fall’
	*ḱey(hₓ) ‘to lie’
	*dʰeh₁ ‘to put’

	Non-primary adjectives in -rú-/-lú-
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