FREDERIK KORTLANDT

I.-E. palatovelars before resonants in Balto-Slavic

1. Two recent publications once again draw the comparativist’s attention to
the classical problem of the velar series in Proto-Indo-European. Steensland
shows in his monograph on the subject (1973) that the so-called ‘pure velars’
are largely in complementary distribution with the other series. Cekman lists
70 instances of “Gutturalwechsel” in Baltic and Slavic, not counting the ono-
matopoeic cases (1974). Both investigations support the conclusion that there
were no more than two velar series in Proto-Indo-European.

2. What were the phonetic characteristics of these two series? The immediate
comparative evidence points to a palatovelar and a labiovelar series. Steens-
land’s rash rejection of such a reconstruction as “von Kurytowicz ... ein fiir
allemal als typologisch undenkbar abgestempelt” (1973:120) is not in confor-
mity with the author’s serious analytical work elsewhere in the book. The
simultaneous presence of palatovelars and labiovelars and absence of ‘pure
velars’ is well attested in the languages of the world, e.g. in the Caucasus
(Circassian, Ubykh) and on the Canadian Pacific coast (Kwakiutl, Heiltsuk).*
A wider acquaintance with less privileged languages would save Indo-
European linguists a lot of unwarranted generalizations.

3. Cekman attributes the large number of doublets in Baltic and Slavic to the
previous existence of a Proto-Balto-Slavic centum dialect (1974:133). Unfor-
tunately, such an assumption can be neither proved nor disproved because

it cannot be co-ordinated with any other linguistically relevant fact. In
particular, the centum words in the Balto-Slavic area do not in any way
deviate semantically from the regular inherited lexicon. Cekman’s assumption
must be considered an ultimum refugium and should only be resorted to if
every other line of investigation fails to explain the facts.

* The presence of uvular series in these languages is not relevant in this connection.
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4. For the time being I think that we must look for a phonetic explanation.
Re-examining the existing literature, I find no substantial progress in this
part of Indo-European linguistics since Meillet’s 1894 article on the subject.
As far as I can see, his conclusions remain valid and unsurpassed. In the
following I shall continue this line of thought and indicate how a further
specification of the conditions only corroborates Meillet’s results and demon-
strates the fruitfulness of his approach.

5. I find two positions of neutralization between palatovelars and labiovelars
for the Indo-European proto-language, viz. after *u and after initial *s. The
neutralization after *u was established by Brugmann (1881:307n.) and de
Saussure (1889:161f.), e.g., Gk. leukos, zugdn, boukdlos, thugdtér, Arm.
loys, dustr. The neutralization after initial *s is discussed by Meillet (1894:
294ff.) and Steensland (1973:30ff.) and can hardly be doubted. It accounts
for such correspondences as OCS skopiti, Lith. kapoti, Gk. koptd; Lith.
skirti, kisti, OCS (s )kora, GK. keiro; Lith. (s )kefd%ius, OCS treéda, Goth.
hatrda; Lith. (s Jkefsas, OCS &ré¥s, Gk. egkirsios; Skt. kavih, Gk. koéa, thuos-
koos; Lith. skélti, kdlti, OCS klati, Gr. kldg, and possibly for a number of
cases where an initial *s has been lost in the historically attested material, as
may have been the case with OCS kosa, Skt. s@sti; OCS kotora, Skt. satdyati;
Russ. cévka, Lith. Seivd; Russ. kopyto, Skt. saphdh (cf. Martynov 1968:
1491f)).

6. In the Western languages (Italic, Celtic, Germanic) the labial feature of
the labiovelars was lost before rounded vowels and before obstruents (cf.
Meillet 1894:2791%.), e.g., Goth. haidus, Skt. ketith; Goth. hails, OCS céls;
Lat. cottidie, incola, stercus, secus; Olr. guidiu, Gk. pothés; Olr. gorn, Skt.
gharmdh. This rule accounts for the correspondence between OCS gosts and
Lat. hostis, Goth. gasts.

7. The palatal feature of the palatovelars was lost before a following *r in
Indo-Iranian. This development was established by Weise (1881:115f.), e.g.,
Skt. kravih, Gk. kréas; Skt. krdtuh, Gk. krdtos; Av. xrit-, Gk. krios, Skt.
grasate, Gk. grd. It also accounts for the correspondence between Skt. grhdh
and Gk. khortos, Lith. Zdrdas. The palatal feature was restored whenever
there was a model for its restoration, e.g., Skt. svasrith (svdsurah), smdsru
(hdri-smasaru-), dsru (Lith. aSard), djrah (Gjati).

8. The same development can be established for Balto-Slavic (cf. Meillet
1894:297), e.g. OCS kryti, Gk. kripto; Lith. krokti, Gk. krdza; Lith. kristi,
OCS krsxa, Gk. kroud; OCS grzmeti, groms , Gk. khremizo, khrémos; Lith.
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griéti, Gk. khrio; OCS gredo, Olr. adgrennim. Other examples: OCS krovs,
Welsh craw; Lith. kraké, Gk. krossai; Lith. kraiijas, Skt. kravyim, Welsh crau;
Lith. kirnis, Gk. krdnon; OCS érans, Skt. krsnah; OCS svekry, Skt. Svasrah;
Lith. smakras, Skt. $mdsru; OCS zZrsds, Lith. Zérdas.

9. Here too, the palatal feature was restored in a number of cases, e.g. OCS
zreno, Lith. zirnis, Goth. kaiirn, cf. OHG kerno, OCS zsréti, Skt. jarati; OCS
sradsce, Lith. Sirdis, GK. kardia, cf. OPr. seyr, Arm. sirt, Gk. keér, OCS sréda,
Lith. Serdis; ORuss. ssrsts , OHG hursti, cf. ORuss. serex 3k, Lith. Serjs;
ORuss. s srna, OPr. sirwis, cf. Lat. cervus, Gk. keraos. If OCS psstry, ostry are
identical with Gr. pikros, dkros, which is not necessarily the case, the palatal
feature has been restored on the basis of other derivatives of the same root,

cf. Lith. paias,aserys, Skt. pésah, asinih.

10. The similarity between the Indo-Iranian and Balto-Slavic developments
suggests that they arose from a common innovation. This is not necessarily
the case. Since most examples from Indo-Iranian involve a word-initial palato-
velar, the development was possibly limited to this position. It had a much
wider range in Balto-Slavic, where the palatal feature was also lost before
other resonants under certain conditions. There is positive evidence against
the development having occurred in Armenian, cf. srunke, Lat. cris, and mery,
Gr. mékhri. The palatal feature cannot have been restored in these cases
because there was no model for such a restoration. The metathesis in the latter
word was posterior to the Armenian palatalization (cf. Kortlandt 1975,
section 5), which was in turn posterior to the assibilation of the palatovelars
in this language (cf. Kortlandt 1976, section 3).

11. In contradistinction to Indo-Iranian, the depalatalized velar often spread
to related forms in Balto-Slavic, e.g., Lith. gardas, Russ. gérod next to zerd',
cf. zordd, Lith. Zardas, zardis; Russ. cerémuxa, ceremsa, Lith. kermisé, cf.
Sermuk¥nis, Gk. krom(m Juon, Welsh craf;, Lith. kdrvé, Russ. kordva next to
Polish dial. karw, OPr. curwis, cf. Gk. kerads, Welsh carw; OCS Zeravs , Lith.
gérve, garnys, cf. Gk. géranos, Lat. gris, Welsh garan. If the Armenian word
krunk is related to the latter family, it must be a borrowing, not only because
the initial £ cannot represent a palatovelar and because the initial cluster has
not undergone metathesis, but especially because -#- would require PIE *-sr-
or *-rs- according to the sound laws of this language. Words like OPr. kérdan,
kermens do not belong in this paragraph because the initial velar must be
attributed to the presence of a mobile *s, not to the influence of the follow-
ing r.
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12. Burrow has suggested that the distinction between velars and labiovelars
before r was preserved in Sanskrit if the resonant was syllabic and long
(1957:143), e.g. kirtih, gunih, Gk. keruks, baris. 1 think that a similar rule
can be formulated for Balto-Slavic. Unfortunately, the original distribution

is blurred by subsequent developments. As was pointed out by Trautmann
(1923:3), the choice between the reflexes -ir- and -ur- of the syllabic resonant
is largely dependent on apophonic relationships in Baltic and Slavic. Thus,
the original qualitative alternation which is still extant in OCS ganati, Zeng
has disappeared both in Lith. giriti, genit and in OPr. guntwei, gunnimai, cf.
Hitt. kuenzi, kunanzi. Similarly, we find the original reflex in ORuss. gzrlo,
Lith. gurklys, OPr. gurcle, cf. Gk. bdrathron, not in Lith. girtas, OChSL, Zsrq,
where the vowel quality is based on Lith. gérti, OChSI. Z7éti. There is a second-
ary back vowel in the noun Russ. korm, which is undoubtedly related to the
verb Lith. Sérti. I am unable to explain the front vowel in Lith. kirmis, OCS
¢ravse, Skt. kimih, where Welsh pryf points to an original labiovelar.

13. The loss of the palatal feature was not limited to the position before a
following *r in Balto-Slavic. Meillet suggested that the development of the
palatovelars before */ was determined by the following vowel (1894:298),
e.g., OCS slovo, Gk. kléos, but Lith. klausyti, Arm. luay. Other examples:
Lith. $tiéti, Sliniti, §litis, Gk. kling, klisis, Lat. clind; Lith. 2léja, Olr. glé; OCS
poklops , Gr. klépts; OCS glens, Russ. glev, Gk. gloiés; OCS glogs, Gk.
glokhis; Lith, migld, OCS magla, Gk. omikhié. The correspondence between
OCS kiléty and Lith. 3lité is perfect, except for the existence of Lith. klétis:
the latter must be an older borrowing from Slavic.

14. Analogical levellings led to the introduction of the depalatalized velar
before *I plus front vowel, e.g. OCS glina, Lith. glitus, Gr. gloiés; OCS
zaklepe, OPr. auklipts, Gk. klépto. They also re-introduced the palatal feature
before *I plus back vowel, e.g. Lith. $liioti, Lat. clud; Lith. Slaunis, Skt.
sronih; Lith. Slainus, Olr. cléin; OCS sluti, Lat. clued. The coexistence of
forms with and without the palatal feature gave rise to a large number of
doublets, e.g. OCS kloniti, sloniti, Lith. klanas, ¥liéti; Lith. klausyti, OCS
sluati; Lith. kleivas, Yleivas; Lith. glibti, 21ibti, kliatikti, Yliaakti, glegZnas,
ZlegZnas. This type of alternation became productive in Lithuanian at a
certain stage (cf. Cekman 1974:128).

15. The palatal feature was also lost before a syllabic */, e.g. Russ. Zélty;j
next to zoloto, zelényj, Lith. geitas (with secondary vocalism), 2élti, Zalias,
Skt. hdrih, Gk. khole. The feature was restored in Lith. Siltas, cf. Yaltas,
Welsh clyd, Lat. calidus. Words like Lith. kdlti, kélmas do not belong here
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because the initial velar is due to the influence of a preceding mobile *s, not
to the following resonant.

16. I think that the same rule which Meillet established for the development
of the Proto-Indo-European palatovelars before */ in Balto-Slavic can be
formulated for their development before *w: the palatal feature was retained
if the resonant was followed by a front vowel and lost if the following vowel
was back, e.g. Polish zwierz, Lith. Zvéris, Gk. thér, Lat. ferus; Polish swiety,
Lith. $veritas, Latv. svinét, Av. spanta-; Polish switaé, Lith. $vitéti, $vitras,
Skt. svitrdh ; Polish gwiazda, Czech hvézda, Gk. phoibos; Polish kwiat, Czech
kvét, Skt. svetih. The development before a syllabic *u was the same as
before other vowels, not as before other syllabic resonants, e.g. Polish jezyk,
OPr. insuwis from PIE *-uH-,

17. The palatal feature was largely restored analogically, e.g., Polish dzwon,
Arm. jayn, next to Polish dZwigk, Russ. zvenét’; Polish swiat, swieca, Lith.
Svaityti, Skt. svetdh, next to Polish swit, Lith. ¥visti, Sviésti, ¥viesus; Lith. zva-
igtdé, ¥vainas, Latv. zvdigzne, zvaidrit next to Lith. ¥vygulys, Latv. zvidzét,
Lith. Zvalgyti next to ¥velgti, Gk. thélgo; Lith. Yvangéti next to Zvéngti, Arm.
jayn; Lith. a¥vd next to advienis, OPr. aswinan, Skt. dsvah. The depalatilized
velar was extended in a few cases only, e.g. Polish gwizdadé, cf. Lith ¥viégti,
Polish kwitngé, Latv. kvitét, cf. Polish kwiat, Lith. 3vitéti. The velar in Lith.
pékus, OPr. pecku stems from the oblique cases because Skt. pasiih belongs to
the hysterodynamic paradigm, as the gen.sg. pasvih shows (cf. Kuiper 1942:
S1f.). Latv. kuna has nothing to do with Lith. 5ug, etc. (cf. Biga 1922:196).

18. The palatal feature was also lost before nasal resonants in Balto-Slavic,
e.g., Lith. akmuo, Skt. ésma; OCS gniti, OHG. gnitan; OPr. balgnan next to
balsinis. The feature was restored in Lith. a¥muo, cf. a¥tris, and in the family
of Latv. znuots, Russ. znat’, zndmja, Gk. gnotos, gnosis, gnoma, cf. Lith. %én-
klas, Goth. kannjan. The palatal in Lith. ié¥mas is regular because it goes back
to a cluster containing *s, as is clear from the aspirate in Gk. aikhimé (cf. de
Saussure 1892:90f.).

19. There are a few indications that the palatal feature was lost before a syl-
labic *n, e.g., OPr. cucan (i.e., *kunkan), GK. knékos, and Lith. gentis (with
secondary vocalism) next to Zéntas, OCS zets, Skt. jriatih. This might also
provide an explanation for the coexistence of Lith. Zgsis and Russ. gus’ if we
assume an earlier alternation in the root of this old consonant stem. The
vocalism of Gk. khén and Lat. @nser can hardly go back to the Indo-European
proto-language. I think that it is an old European word which was differently
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adapted to existing patterns in various languages. Alternatively, the velar in
the Slavic word must be attributed to Germanic influence.

20. Indications that the palatal feature was lost before a syllabic *m are very
scarce, e.g., Lith. kufnpis next to Surmpis. This pair of words is probably not
old. Some counter-examples cannot easily be explained in terms of analogical
levelling. Though the palatal feature might have been restored in Lith. dé¥imz,
deXimtas on the basis of forms comparable to Skt. dasamdh, Lat. decimus,
such an explanation is hardly possible in the case of Lith. ¥irnzas, Skt. satim.
It seems more probable that the syllabic *m received a svarabhakti vowel at
an earlier stage than the other syllabic resonants in Balto-Slavic so that the
depalatalization rule did not apply.

21. As far as I can see, the Albanian material agrees with the rules put for-
ward for Balto-Slavic, e.g., ka, gardh, viéhérré, mjégullé, Russ. kordva, gorod,
svekrov’, mgla. Other examples: quhem, qanj, grua, giu (from *glun- from
*onun-), Gk. klutos, klaio, graiis, gonu (cf. Hamp 1956:128 and 1960:275f.).
Elsewhere 1 have suggested that the initial velar in Alb. gjénj is the regular
reflex of a palatovelar before a syllabic *u, cf. Gk. ékhadon (1976, section 2).
The Albanian development before *w cannot be compared with that in
Balto-Slavic because in the former language the resonant turmed into a feature
of the preceding obstruent at an early stage (cf. Kortlandt 1976, section 3).

22. The following conclusions about the chronology can be drawn. The loss
of the palatal feature before *r may have been a common Indo-Baltic develop-
ment, which Armenian did not share. Indo-Iranian did not share the Balto-
Slavic depalatalization before other resonants, whereas Albanian did. The
restoration of the palatal feature took place independently in Indo-Iranian
and Balto-Slavic, in the latter dialect group partly after the split into a Baltic
and a Slavic branch. The material shows that the loss of the palatal feature
was anterior to the rise of an epenthetic vowel before syllabic *r, *I, *n, but
probably posterior to the same development before syllabic *m. The agree-
ment with Albanian suggests that this language was still a transitional dialect
between Balto-Slavic and Armenian at the time under consideration.
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