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0o AND oH,

1. Sinee the carly days of larvngeal theory there has been disagrecment ahout.
the question whether @ PIE *H, merged with *H; and *H, in the neighbourhood
of *o (e.g., Saussurs, Kurveowicz, CoweiLn, BEEKES) or coloured a contiguous
*0 to *g (e.g., BENVENISTE, KURVLOWICZ, LEIJEUNE, LiNnpEMAN). In his review of
Beckes™ dissertation (Lingua 26, 1971, 181 - 198), Ruwen lists the following argu-
ments in favour of the latter view:

(1) Perfect nénnye<néndya, AEANSa<iérado cf. Eppoye, nénotda. These forms can
hardly be explained otherwisc than by assuming that -@- develeped phonetically
from *-oH,-. They provide a model for the analogical introduction of the present
tense vocalism in the perfect: “il est facile de rendre compte de formes telles que
kéxevda (:xkeb8w “cacher’) & partir du type AéAGS0 (: AGSw ‘étrc caché’); noter la
parenté sémantique entre les deux verbes” (p. 190).

(2) Compounds inrndpodyds<< *-0-Hamolgd-, otpotdyds<<*-0-Hayogd-. This phonetic
development created the model for the analogical introduction of the long vowel in
such forms as Ennpoifog < Enfipoifog next to phonetically regular éndporpoc.

(3) 1st sg. ending -por next to 2nd sg. -oot and 3rd sg. -toi. I think that we have
to start from *-(m)as, *-(s)tot, *-(¢)ot. The problem is that *-a¢ does not nccessarily
continue *-H,oi, though this is a reasonable reconstruction.

(4) Expected o-grade in aydg, dvepog, aptdpodg, enun <oedud, cf. Tpoog, TOTUOG,,
nopdu6g, Adyun. As for dvepog, Lat. animus, I am inclined to disagree both with
Ruijgh’s *HonHimos and with Beekes’ *HaenHimos and to posit *HynHiemos, cf.
kGAopog < *ElHsemos and viyvepin<*nHenHiem-. Arm. holm is probably of non-IE
origin. In &p13pdg we may assume zero grade, as Ruijgh remarks himself, ¢f. OHG,
ON, OIr, rim. I think that the o-grade in dyég and ¢@fipn is hardly open to doubt.

2. BEEKES has returned to the matter in a separate article (Die Sprache 18, 1972,
117 - 131), where he regards the following cases as certain:

(1) Boudg, cf. Efnv.

(2) povh, cf. pnui.

(3) mowpfv, mddv, cf. Lat. pasco.
(4) 6kar, cf. INyo.

(5) mrhooo, cf. gthoco.

(6) Oyxog, cf. dykdln, dyxodv.
(7) dxpig, cf. dxpog.

(8) oiwvdg, cf. Lat. avis.
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(9) ovg, of. Lat. auris.

(10) Skt. dyu, cf. aiei.

To these we may add 8ypog (cf. dyw), Svap (PIE *Hzonr, *Haner-), dyoyf dkokf
(cf. 28wdn), Snonf<<*HCoHC-). In view of the examples where *Hs colours a neigh-
bouring *o to *a, Ruijgh suggests: “Il vaut donc mieux expliquer les cas isolés de
mots tels que Pw-pudg, po-vii, 8y-og comme résultat d’une apophonie plus récente,
qui n’a pas réussi & pénétrer plus profondément dans le systéme de la morphologie
grecque”’. Here I agree with Beekes: “It is not probable that isolated cases are
due to a recent reshaping’”” and “for some good cases such an analogical secondary
ablaut cannot possibly be taken into consideration” (p. 120). Beckes’ examples
appear to belong to an older layer.

3. Since both points of view rest upon considerable evidence, neither can be
refuted: they must be integrated into a single consistent theory. I agree with Ruijgh
that *H, coloured a contiguous *o to *e in Greek. However, I agree with Beekes
that the relevant instances do not date back to the Indo-European proto-language.
The simplest assumption is that the opposition between the laryngeals was neutra-
lized in the neighbourhood of PIE *o, where they merged into *Hjs, and that *Ha
was restored in certain productive categories in Proto-Greek. Thus, we have &yog<<
<*H,0g06s, oiun<<*bhoHemeH s, BéPrixa < PEPaKka < *-g¥-0H - (cf. 86d01kn) on the ana-
logy of dyo<<*Haeg-, onpui<<*bheHs-, Bipnmi<<*-g¥-eHa- next to Sypog<<*Hsog-<
<*Hsog-, dyaryf), oovi, Bouds<*-oHz-<*-0Hz-. The analogical development musé
be dated before the loss of the laryngeals because the latter eliminated the motiva-
tion for it. Semantically, the restoration of *H, in pfijun‘saying’ and the preserva-
tion of the old ablaut in @wvA “voice’ is quite acceptable. The @ in népog<<*prHaés
{Skt. purdh) was probably taken from ndpa after the loss of the laryngeals. The origi-
nal reflex was preserved in Aeolic tépovreg<*tmHiontes. The timbre neutralization
of the laryngeals in the neighbourhood of *o has its analogue in Shuswap, which
offers the closest typological parallel to the PIE laryngeals. In this language, all
consonants which are members of pairs exhibiting the rounding-correlation are
rounded before and after the rounded vowel (cf. A. H. Kurekrs, The Shuswap
Langunage, The Hague 1974, p. 22). As in Shuswap, the opposition between *Hje-
and *Hso- was apparently not neutralized in Proto-Indo-European: initial *H, and
*Hs were preserved as h before *e but lost before *o in Armenian, while *H; was
always lost before a vowel, e.g. hot<C*Hsed- (original s-stem, cf. Lat. odor), hoviw <<
<*Heui-peHs- (cf. Lat. ovis, pastor), but orb, orjik’, ofk’, ost (cf. dppavég, Spxis,
Bppog, 8Log, OHG ars, ast). There is zero grade in oskr<*Hsstuer- (cf. dotéov). For
®ORog, Arm. hum, Skt. amdh I would suggest PIE *HseHymds, Lat. amdrus<*HeHsm-,
OIr. om<*H:Hselom-.
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