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Abstract

The Khotanese and Sogdian genitive plural endings cannot be satisfactorily explained
from the traditionally posited ending *-nam. Instead, Khotanese -nu and Sogdian -nw
point to *-nam. Instead of assuming a special rule that shortens the expected *-nam to
*-nam, it is argued that the evidence from East Iranian is to be taken at face value. A
short ending *-om can be reconstructed for Proto-Indo-European as well and the East
Iranian reflexes of a short ending are probably an archaism.
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Introduction

In Old Iranian, the genitive plural ends in *-am or *-nam. In Old Persian, it is
written (-n-a-m), and found, for instance, as (-a-n-a-m) /-anam/ in the a- and
a-stems and as (-u-n-a-m) /-inam/ in the u-stems (Kent 1950: 59, 60, 62). In
Avestan, we find -gm in consonant stems and -rngm in vowel stems (Hoffmann
and Forssman 2004: 116). The element -n- has spread from the n-stems. Since
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ON THE EAST IRANIAN GENITIVE PLURAL ENDING 119

-(n)gm is metrically disyllabic in Old Avestan, the ending must in origin have
been *-aam or *-aHam (possibly pronounced as *-a’am). Apart from the disyl-
labic reading in Old Avestan metre, these endings are parallel to the acc.sg.
-am of the feminine a-stems, as expected, and not with the acc.sg. -am of the
masculine a-stems or the nom.acc.sg. of the neuter a-stems. Thus, the acc.sg.f.
of the a-stems is (-a-m) /-am/ in Old Persian and -gm in Avestan, while the
acc.sg.m and the nom.acc.sg.n. of the a-stems is (-m) /-am/ in Old Persian and
-am or -dm! in Avestan (Kent 1950: 59—60; Hoffmann and Forssman 2004: 118,
121).

In Khotanese, the situation is different. In the oldest attested phase of this
language, the genitive plural in -nu is parallel to the acc.sg.m. -u rather than
the acc.sg.f. -0. The explanation for this state of affairs is usually a shortening
in the genitive plural ending of original *-rnam to *-nam, but since there are no
parallels for such a shortening this explanation is ad hoc. Instead, we should
seriously consider the possibility that the original genitive plural ending was
not *-am but *-am. This original ending is suggested already by the pure fact
that the long ending *-am goes back to *-aam or *-aHam: apparently this end-
ing is a conglomerate of two elements, obviously *-a- and *-am.?

In the following, I will discuss the genitive plural endings of a number of lan-
guages that are relevant to this point: Khotanese, Tumsuqese, Sogdian, Bactrian
and Indian “Saka”3 I will then argue that the short genitive plural has parallels
in other Indo-European languages so that it is most probably an archaism of
East Iranian within the Indo-Iranian branch.

1 This is the basic ending. There are several variants, especially after w and y.

2 On the basis of Vedic metrics, Kiimmel (2013: 202—205) investigates the possibility that the
second of the two a-vowels is long. He concludes that the most likely reconstruction is indeed
*-aHam, not *-aHam.

3 Ido notinclude Ossetic, because the evidence is inconclusive. Cheung argues that *-am has
become *-u, and that the suffix -on reflects *-anu < *-anam, with shortening from *-anam
(2002: 127). This is possible, but not certain, since as a general rule *a becomes o before a
following nasal (o.c. 14) and the conditions for u-umlaut are not met, so that the presence of
the intermediate *-u cannot be proved. It is true, however, that an intermediate *-ana can be
excluded, since *-a@ becomes Digoron -e; cf. Dig. fide ‘father’ < *pHta. The outcome of *-am
is unknown.

INDO-IRANTAN JOURNAL 61 (2018) 118-130 Downloaded from Brill com10/05/2022 08:31:12AM

via Leiden University



120 PEYROT
Khotanese

The evidence from Khotanese is straightforward. The problem with Khotanese
is that, already from Old Khotanese onwards, the comparatively rich inflexional
system gradually erodes towards the much simplified one of Late Khotanese,
which is typologically markedly different from the oldest stage of the language.
Nevertheless, the original form of the relevant endings in Old Khotanese is
clear. The nom.sg. of the masculine a-stems ends in -d@, and the correspond-
ing accusative in -u (Emmerick 1968: 252, 255). The nom.sg. of the feminine
a-stems ends in -a, and the accusative in -o (Emmerick 1968: 271, 273). Traces
of a neuter with nom.sg. -u and pl. -e are also preserved (Emmerick 1968: 253,
265). The genitive-dative plural of the a-stems ends in -dnu or -anu, that of the
a-stems in -anu, that of the i-stems -inu or -dnu, etc. (Emmerick 1968: 266—
267, 278, 293—294). In all stem classes, the original genitive-dative plural ends
in -nu. Obviously, the comparison with the accusative singular endings points
to *-nam for the genitive-dative plural, so that Emmerick (1968: 266) is forced
to assume a special shortening of *-anam to *-anam in order to explain -anu.
By themselves, these endings point to *-anam and *-anam, respectively.

That the basic reflexes of Old Iranian *-am and *-am are -0 and -u, respec-
tively, in Khotanese, is generally accepted. Nevertheless, it should be noted
that already within Old Khotanese, final -u changes to -0 so that the differ-
ence between the two finals is blurred (Emmerick 1987: 40—41; Emmerick and
Maggi 1991; Maggi 1992: 58—60). However, for the genitive plural no variant in
-0 is attested so that this ending really points to *-am. Moreover, remarkably
the acc.sg. ending of the masculine a-stems and the nom.acc.sg. of the neuter
are not affected by this sound change, according to Maggi for semantic reasons

(1992: 60).

Tumsugese

Tumsugqese is important because it is on the whole more archaic than Kho-
tanese. However, the poor attestation of this language is a serious obstacle to
its interpretation, both synchronically and diachronically. For example, not all
letters of the script have been deciphered with certainty. Nevertheless, some
points are clear. The nom.sg. of the masculine a-stems ends in -i and the cor-
responding accusative in -u. Genitive plurals in -anu, -enu, -anu, and -unu are
found (Konow 1935: 792; 1947: 177). These facts suggest that the genitive plural
goes together with the acc.sgm., as in the closely related Khotanese. How-
ever, the acc.sg. ending of the feminine a-stems unfortunately has not so far
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ON THE EAST IRANIAN GENITIVE PLURAL ENDING 121

been identified with certainty. Konow (1935: 792) gives roro as the acc.sg. of
rora- ‘fortress, which fits the gen.sg. rorye, but this analysis is not repeated in
Konow (1947:187), where the word is listed instead as rora-.# Skjeerve (1987: 81)
equates the 1sg. acc. pronoun mvo with Khotanese muho (also Schmidt 1988:
312), mainly used for the plural, but also for the singular (Emmerick 1989: 220),
and derives both from *muuam, itself analogical for expected *mam after the
2sg. *%(u)uam (Av. 9Bgm). This is a good possibility, and the combined evidence
of roro and mvo suggests indeed that the gen.pl. in -nu cannot reflect *-nam, but
clearly the evidence is not as strong as one would wish.

Sogdian

In Sogdian, the plural inflexion of nouns has been replaced by productive for-
mations based on originally collective nouns. In the light stems, the nom.acc.
ends in -’ /-ta/ and the gen.-loc.-abl. in -ty’ /-tya/. In the heavy stems, we find
direct -¢ and oblique -#y /-t1/ (Sims-Williams 1989: 184).

A trace of the original Iranian plural inflexion is preserved in the form of an
archaic genitive plural that is still “fairly common” in Buddhist and Manichaean
Sogdian (Sims-Williams 1979: 337). This ending is normally -’z /-an/. In the
Ancient Letters, an older variant - nw is found. From the opening formula Sims-
Williams (1991:178-179,182; see also Henning 1936:197) gives AL 11 r2 ZKyHM(w)
By’n(w), AL 111 r2 ZKysn(w) By’nw, AL 1vr2 ZKyHMw By”n, AL V4 wysnw By’nw,
AL vin1 ZKyHMw By”n, which all stand for wesanu Sayanu or wesanu Bayan, ‘to
the gods.. To this may be added e.g. AL 11 rg ZKyHMw swydyk’nw ‘the Sogdians’
and AL 11114 [xw](n)’nw ‘Huns’ or [cy]n’nw ‘Chinese’ (Sims-Williams 2001: 268).

A similarly formed pronominal genitive plural in -nw, without the preced-
ing ->-, is more frequent, being found, for instance, quite a number of times
in Buddhist texts. Some examples from the “Sttra of the causes and effects of
actions” are 7, 259 wysnw ‘those’; 538 wyspysnw ‘all’; 520 cywysnw (cy + wysnw)
‘from those’; 103, 15 mysnw ‘these’ (MacKenzie 1970).

The oblique plural ending in -nw is parallel to the acc.sgm. and the
nom.acc.sg.n. of the light stems, but not to the acc.sg.f. of the light stems. In
the light stems, the nom.sg.m. ends in -y and the acc.sg.m. and nom.acc.sg.n.
end in -w. In the feminine light stems, the nominative and the accusative both

4 Emmerick (1985: 17) analyses rasananda ‘questioner’ and diydnda ‘presenter’ as a-stem
acc.sg.f,, but according to Schmidt (1986: 144-145; see also Skjeerve 1987: 87) these are rather
gen.sg.m. in -a. Schmidt reads diyinda ‘seeing), risananda ‘knowing’ (with ra = rd), and adds
rasanda (differently, Emmerick 1985: 19).
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122 PEYROT

end in -’. As a result of the so-called “rhythmic law” the corresponding endings
of the heavy stems have all been reduced to zero. Accordingly, the oblique plu-
ral ending in -nw points to *-nam or *-anam. In order to reconcile this ending
with the expected *-anam, usually a special shortening is assumed as in the
case of Khotanese (Sims-Williams 1990: 280).5 Obviously, the Sogdian ending
by itself points to *-nam.

Even though -w is the expected reflex of *-am, it must be pointed out that
-’nw is most probably not the regular outcome of *-anam, because according to
the rhythmic law the -w should have been lost as in the acc.sg.m. of the heavy
stems since the preceding syllable has a long vowel. Although the rhythmic law
is in essence formulated on the basis of the length of the root syllable (see in
detail Sims-Williams 1984), there is no reason to assume that it did not oper-
ate in endings if it was in origin a sound law. I therefore suppose that the final
-w after -'n is analogical after variants of the same ending with a preceding
short vowel. For examples of such variants, cf. the Sogd. pronominal ending
-nu in wesanu etc. and the Khotanese variants cited above. It is possible that
the phonologically regular ending -’r with loss of *-w was preserved as well, so
that -’n and -’nw were variants. This explains why -’nw could be replaced by -’n
while -w remained in the acc.sg.m. and the nom.acc.sg.n.

Bactrian

In the Bactrian language of the documents, noun inflexion has been reduced to
asimple opposition singular vs. plural without any distinction of case or gender.
In the older stage of the language as shown in the inscriptions from the Kushan
period, traces of case (three, according to Sims-Williams 2015: 258) and gender
are preserved, but on the whole Bactrian noun inflexion is drastically simplified
compared to Khotanese, Tumsugese and Sogdian, and no firm conclusions can
be drawn from the few endings that are preserved. However, even the endings
of Bactrian are not completely without use.

To begin with, the genitive plural is well attested, serving in inscriptional
Bactrian as an oblique and in the documents as the general plural. The end-

5 Gershevitch argues, without doubt because of the genitive plural, that *-am became -w in
Sogdian, not -* (1954: 53). Against Gershevitch, see Sims-Williams (1981: 15).

6 Itis conceivable that the old ending -’nw is an historical spelling for -’z (Sims-Williams 19g0:
280) or that the pronominal ending -nw is an historical spelling for -n (Gershevitch 1954: 53).
However, even if these endings were historical spellings, this does not affect the derivation of
-nw from *-nam.
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ON THE EAST IRANIAN GENITIVE PLURAL ENDING 123

ing is consistently -avo, as for instance in the formula paovavo pao king of kings’
(e.g. Rabatak 14). The letter o can stand for w and u, among others, but is at the
end of the word most probably silent. Thus, the final -0 of -avo cannot be used
to prove that this ending was originally *-anu. However, evidence from other
endings can narrow down the possibilities for the oblique plural -avo.

Final *-a becomes -a in Kushan Bactrian, as shown by Rabatak 14 mida ‘father’
< *pHta; in the documents, the later form m:do /pid/ is found. Some feminines
in -a are preserved as well, such as Al ‘fortress), later A1 [liz/. Obviously, as
shown by mida, a possible source for the -a of the feminines is the nom.sg.f. *-a.
No special oblique of the feminine in -a is registered so far. Although many
points of Kushan Bactrian syntax are still unclear (Sims-Williams 2011: 36-37),
direct and oblique were probably identical in the feminine singular. This is
suggested by the direct auya, vava and ouua in Rabatak 9—10 ta auya vava odo
1ot auye oppa aopopoldo moBooavo gpopapdo ‘the above-mentioned Nana and the
above-mentioned Umma, Aurmuzd, Muzhduwan, Sroshard’ (coordinated with
direct aopopodo uolbooavo opopapdo) and the oblique vave in Rabatak 2 ago vava
0do ago otamovavo ut Secyavo ‘from Nana and from all the gods’ (coordinated with
oblique otomovavo ut Bayavo; Sims-Williams 2008: 55-56). Possibly, the nomina-
tive, accusative and genitive all merged into the feminine -a by sound law,”
but since the nominative may also simply have replaced the accusative, this
remains uncertain.

In conclusion, the oblique plural -avo is compatible with a derivation from
*-gnam, and since no variant **-ava is attested, a direct preform *-ana is not
probable. It cannot be established whether *-anam can be excluded as well,
since *-@m need not have developed in the same way as *-a.

Indian “Saka”

Liiders has identified the expression daivaputra sahi sahanu sahi ‘the king, the
son of gods, the king of kings’ in the inscription of Samudragupta in Allahabad
of the 4th century CE (1913: 426). sahanu sahi is obviously Iranian, sahanu being
the genitive plural of ‘king’ and sahi probably the nominative. Liiders suggests
that this title goes back to the Kushans, but adapted in form to the grammar
of the Iranian northern Ksatrapas, the “Sakas’, whose language was, according
to him, identical to Khotanese. Liiders must be right that the expression is not

7 Forthe genitive in *-a@yah, cf. perhaps oayo ‘shadow’ < *sd@yaka- (Sims-Williams 2007: 261; Gho-
lami 2014: 62).
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124 PEYROT

Bactrian proper, and therefore not a genuine Kushan expression: in Bactrian,
the oblique plural of pao ‘king’ is paovavo, not **paoavo. In addition, pao does
not contain /h/ (which should have been written with v) but /w/ or /u/, and
there is no match of the nominative in -i in Kushan Bactrian, where rather the
oblique ends in -t or -¢ (Sims-Williams 2007: 40). However, we should in my
view be cautious with identifying this Indian “Saka” language with Khotanese
for historical and geographical reasons. Indeed, a nom.sg.m. -/ and a gen.pl.
-anu remind of Khotanese, but the same endings are found in Sogdian and the
Saka language may simply have been close to these, but not identical. After all,
the word for king’ in Khotanese is rre, which is not related to the etymon here
represented by sahi® Clearly, sahanu may derive from *-anam, but since the
acc.sg.m. nor the acc.sg.f. are attested for exactly this dialect, there is no way to
be sure.

East Iranian *-nam

It is now clear that the evidence from Khotanese, Tumsuqgese and Sogdian
points to an original East Iranian plural *-nam instead of the usually posited
*-nam. There is no evidence for a sound law that shortens final *-am to *-am in
this position, and the genitive plural endings in these languages are thus par-
allel to the acc.sg.m. from *-am, not to the acc.sg.f. from *-am. Nevertheless, it
might be countered that a sound change without parallels operated in the gen-
itive plural only, yielding the required *-rnam secondarily from an earlier *-nam
through a special shortening.

Kiimmel mentions the evidence for *-am from Khotanese but claims that
“dieses kann aber durch lautgesetzliche Kiirzung aus *-am in nachtoniger End-
silbe erkldrt werden” with reference to Emmerick (1968: 266). However, in real-
ity Emmerick writes, “<® O.Ir. *-Gnam one would expect *-ano, cf. ASf -0 < *-am.
But *-ano is not attested even as a spelling variant. *-Gnam was probably short-
ened to *-anam as a result of the heavy stress on the penult in Kh.” The shorten-
ing Emmerick assumes is an ad hoc explanation for the genitive plural ending
only, and this cannot of course be called a sound law.

Although in my view the burden of proof rests with the supporters of such
a special shortening, I will adduce two main arguments against it below. These

8 It may in addition be noted that the original initial *xs- of this word should have given ks-
in Khotanese. Therefore, as suggested to me by Nicholas Sims-Williams (p.c.), the Khot. title
ssau, sau (Bailey 1979: 412b—413a) is probably borrowed from Bactrian pao.

«_» »” «

g9 For “<’, one has to read “from’, “out of”, or “as the reflex of”.
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ON THE EAST IRANIAN GENITIVE PLURAL ENDING 125

are drawn from Khotanese because this language preserves the Old Iranian
endings better than Sogdian. It must be pointed out that if the short geni-
tive plural *-nam results from a secondary shortening, this shortening should
have occurred at an early stage since it is found in East Iranian dialects that do
not form a special subbranch within East Iranian. The assumption of multiple,
independent special shortenings obviously is increasingly implausible. There-
fore, the counterevidence to any special shortening that is presented below
invalidates any such development for Sogdian as well.

I see two lines of argument against the assumption of a special secondary
shortening of *-nam to *-nam in the genitive plural ending: in other, morpho-
logically independent finals *-am yields Khotanese -0 as well; and, if shortening
occurs, it is the vowel of the penultimate syllable rather than the final syllable
that is shortened.

Other endings in which original *-a@m has yielded -o are (that is, apart from
the acc.sg. of the feminine a-stems):

— 1sg.opt.act. -‘o < *-yam (Av. -iigm,'° Skt. -yam; Emmerick 1968: 206—207)
The clearest example of this ending is 1sg.opt. hisso to his- ‘come’, because
it unambiguously shows the palatalisation. A counterexample seems to be
paysaiiu to paysan- ‘recognise’, since it shows the same characteristic palatal-
isation, but has -u instead. One would have to assume that this ending is
influenced by the injunctive 1sg. -u < *-am; in any case, functionally, the opta-
tive cannot be distinguished from the injunctive (Emmerick 1968: 201).

— gsg.ipv.amid. -to < *-tam (Av. -tgm, Skt. -tam; Emmerick 1968: 213)

Of this remarkably archaic ending Emmerick gives only Admdito of him- ‘be’
as an example (cf. also Emmerick 1970: 132a).

As pointed out also above, it should be noted that the -o of the endings just
listed could theoretically be the effect of weakening of -u as in 3pl.sbj.act.mid.
-aru, 3pl.opt.act.mid. -iru > -aro, -iro; these endings must be compared with
the Avestan secondary 3plmid. ending -ram (Emmerick 1968: 203), so that
-ru would expected, but -ro is found besides. Another case in point is the
directional suffix -alstu, -alsto, of which -alstu is probably the earlier vari-
ant (Degener 1989: 105b). Although, indeed, the Sirarigamasamadhisiitra, in
which also the 3sg.ipv.mid. hdmdto (cited above) is found, has always -alstu,
never -alsto (Emmerick 1970: xx), the 3pl.opt. ends in -iro, not -iru (e.g. p. 129a

10  Since the Avestan ending is metrically disyllabic, this *-yam derives from earlier *-yaH-am
(Hoffmann and Forssman 2004: 226).
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vamasiro to vamas- ‘believe in’ and p. 118b viro to ak- ‘be’). Thus, the change of -u
to -0 and the variation resulting from it weaken the evidence of the 1sg.opt.act.
-io and the gsg.ipv.mid. -to. By contrast, the spelling of the gen.pl. in -nu is
remarkably consistent in Old Khotanese, and shows no interchange with -no,
so that this ending can only derive from *-nam.

My second line of argument is that in Khotanese shortening in originally
disyllabic endings is actually found in the penultimate, not in the final syllable.
Examples of this shortening are the gen.-dat.sg. and the loc.sg. of the feminine
a-stems, and feminine @-stems enlarged with a ka- suffix, i.e. *aka-stems.

In the feminine a-stems, the oldest gen.-dat. ends in -‘e, which derives from
*-yah or *-iyah (Emmerick 1968: 274). This *-({)yah in turn reflects *-dyah, ulti-
mately from *-ayah (Skt. -ayas, op -aya”). Also the loc.sg. -‘a goes back to an
intermediate form with shortened medial vowel: < *-dya < *-aya (Skt. -ayam;
Emmerick 1968: 176). In both cases, the shortening is also found in Avestan:
gen.sg. -aiid, loc.sg. -aiiai (see also Sims-Williams 1990: 280).

In the case of the *aka-stems, shortening of the first *a to *d has led to the
merger of this whole class with the *aka-stems. As noted by Emmerick (1968:
300; see also Sims-Williams 1990: 281), the expected category of Khotanese
aa-stems from earlier *aka-stems does not exist, and the words for which an
*aka-suffix can be reconstructed are found instead among the aa-stems. Obvi-
ously, this is due to a shortening of original *-aka to *-dka.

In both the endings of the feminine a-stems cited above and the *aka-stems
we see that @_a sequences where indeed reduced, but with shortening of the
first @, not of the second. This is a further argument against the ad hoc short-
ening of the gen.pl. *-anam to *-anam assumed by Emmerick. To this can be
added more evidence from the gen.pl. ending itself. As in Avestan, where -angm
is found for expected *-anam, Khotanese shows short vowels before the gen.pl.
ending -nu, for instance -dnu in the a-stems and i-stems (Emmerick 1968: 267,
293). This shortening in the penultimate syllable of the genitive plural further
confirms that weakening did occur, but in the penultimate and not in the final
syllable.

The fact that in East Iranian the short-vowel genitive plural ending is pre-
served is probably linked to the spread of the element -n- from the nasal stems.
While in consonant stems such as the nasal stems the short-vowel ending could
apparently remain, it became early on difficult to recognise in vowel stems, e.g.
*-g-am > *-am, *-a-am < *-am etc. In Avestan, -am spread from the a- and a-
stems to the consonant stems, and the resulting nasal-stem ending -nam in
turn was taken over by the vowel stems. In Khotanese and Sogdian the long-
vowel ending did not spread to the nasal-stem genitive plural, but this ending
was generalised throughout the nominal system. In other words, the general-
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ON THE EAST IRANIAN GENITIVE PLURAL ENDING 127

isation of the element -n- solved the difficulties and ambiguities arising from
the short-vowel ending -am, so that there was no need to replace it with a long-
vowel ending.

Proto-Indo-European

As argued above, Khotanese and Sogdian point to a genitive plural *-nam with
a short vowel instead of the traditionally posited long-vowel ending *-nam.
Since it is unlikely that *-nam derives from *-nam through a special shortening,
the evidence of East Iranian for the reconstruction of this ending for Proto-
Indo-Iranian should be taken seriously. The relevance of an unbiased look at
the East Iranian data is given by the reconstruction of a short genitive plural
in *-om for Proto-Indo-European by Kortlandt (1978). According to Kortlandt,
this short ending is required in the reconstruction of a number of different
Indo-European branches, and the long ending *-6m or *-oHom (i.e. PIIr. *-am or
*-aHam) traditionally reconstructed can easily be explained from the addition
of *-om to the stem vowel of the o-stems.

Kortlandt's argumentation cannot be repeated in full here. The most impor-
tant evidence he adduces is Slav. *- and Lith. -y < *-uN < *-om; Umbrian -om;
Av. stardm; Old Irish fer™ ‘of men’; Old Icelandic hana ‘of cocks’; Goth. -e <
*-eiom. He further connects the short ending *-om with the ending of the gen-
itive plural pronouns Ved. 1st person asmakam, 2nd person yusmakam. Thus,
the ending *-om was in origin not a genitive plural ending, but a neuter adjec-
tival ending. This is now further confirmed by Kloekhorst (2017), who shows
that the Hittite endings -as (the “singular” genitive ending) and -an (the “plu-
ral” genitive ending) were both indifferent to number. According to him, the
difference was rather that -as had specific and -an nonspecific semantics.

Kiimmel (2013) argues against Kortlandt’s reconstruction. For Italo-Celtic,
he argues that both short *-om and long *-0m would explain the material
(p- 197), and for Balto-Slavic he prefers a special shortening in front of -m
(p. 200). About Anatolian he is brief, and he concludes that the evidence is
ambiguous, “Gegen *-om spricht aber jedenfalls nichts” (p. 2o01). He does not
address the Germanic evidence. Concerning Indo-Iranian, the main topic of
his paper, Kiimmel further points out, referring to de Vaan (2003: 464), that
Av. stardm is actually to be read stramca which reflects *-am, not *-am. For
Umbrian -om, he refers to Meiser (1986: 121), who shows that u and o are not
distinctive before nasals, so that this ending is ambiguous, too.

Kiimmel is certainly right in dismissing the evidence adduced by Kortlandt
from Avestan, and indeed, Umbrian and Anatolian are ambiguous. For the
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Celtic and Balto-Slavic evidence, see Kortlandt’s reply (2014) to Kiimmel. Also,
the evidence from Germanic still stands. From Indo-Iranian the disyllabic read-
ing of -am as -aam remains strong evidence for an originally short ending *-am,
as argued in the introduction above. To this must now be added the East Iranian
forms discussed in the preceding.

References

Bailey, Harold W. 1979. Dictionary of Khotan Saka. Cambridge: Cambridge University.

Cheung, Johnny. 2002. Studies in the historical development of the Ossetic vocalism. Wies-
baden: Reichert.

de Vaan, Michiel A.C. 2003. The Avestan vowels. Amsterdam: Rodopi.

Degener, Almuth. 1989. Khotanische Suffixe. Stuttgart: Steiner.

Emmerick, Ronald E. 1968. Saka grammatical studies. London: Oxford University.

Emmerick, Ronald E. 1970. The Khotanese Suranigamasamadhisiitra. London: Oxford
University.

Emmerick, Ronald E. 1985. The Tumshugese Karmavacana text. Stuttgart: Steiner.

Emmerick, Ronald E. 1987. “The transition from Old to Late Khotanese.” In Philippe
Gignoux (ed.), Transition periods in Iranian history. Actes du symposium de Fribourg-
en-Brisgau (22—24 mai 1985). Leuven: Peeters, 33—42.

Emmerick, Ronald E. 1989. “Khotanese and Tumshuqese.” In Riidiger Schmitt (ed.),
Compendium linguarum Iranicarum. Wiesbaden: Reichert, 204—229.

Emmerick, Ronald E. and Mauro Maggi. 1991. “Thoughts on Khotanese e and o0.” In
Ronald E. Emmerick and Dieter Weber (eds.), Corolla Iranica. Papers in honour of
Prof. Dr. David Neil MacKenzie on the occasion of his 65th birthday on April 8th, 1991.
Frankfurt / Main: Lang, 67-73.

Gholami, Saloumeh. 2014. Selected features of Bactrian grammar. Wiesbaden: Harras-
sowitz.

Henning, W.B. 1936. “Soghd. By”n-" Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesell-
schaft 9o: 197-199.

Hoffmann, Karl and Bernhard Forssman. 2004. Avestische Laut- und Flexionslehre. 2.,
durchgesehene und erweiterte Auflage. Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachwissenschaft.

Kent, Roland G. 1950. Old Persian. Grammar, texts, lexicon. New Haven: American Ori-
ental Society.

Kloekhorst, Alwin. 2017. “The Hittite genitive ending -dn.” In Bjarne S.S. Hansen, Adam
Hyllested, Anders R. Jorgensen e.a. (eds.), Usque ad radices. Indo-European studies
in honour of Birgit Anette Olsen. Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum, 385—400.

Kortlandt, Frederik H.H. 1978. “On the history of the genitive plural in Slavic, Baltic,

Germanic, and Indo-European.” Lingua 45: 281-300.

INDO-IRANIAN JOURNAL 61:(2018) B8543 51 1241

via Leiden University



ON THE EAST IRANIAN GENITIVE PLURAL ENDING 129

Kortlandt, Frederik H.H. 2014. “Reconstructing Balto-Slavic and Indo-European.” Bal-
tistica 49/1: 5-13.

Konow, Sten. 1935. “Ein neuer Saka-Dialekt.” Sitzungsberichte der Preussischen Akade-
mie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-Historische Klasse, Jahrgang 1935: 772—823.
Konow, Sten. 1947. “The oldest dialect of Khotanese Saka.” Norsk Tidsskrifi for Sprogvi-

denskap 14: 156-190.

Kiimmel, Martin. 2013. “Zur Endung des Genitivs Plural im Indoiranischen.” Indoger-
manische Forschungen 118: 193—211.

Liiders, Heinrich. 1913. “Die Sakas und die ‘nordarische’ Sprache.” Sitzungsberichte der
Koniglich Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Jahrgang 1913: 406—427.

MacKenzie, D.N. 1970. The ‘Stitra of the causes and effects of actions’ in Sogdian. London:
Oxford University.

Maggi, Mauro. 1992. Studi sul sistema accentuale del cotanese. Unpublished PhD thesis
Napoli.

Meiser, Gerhard. 1986. Lautgeschichte der umbrischen Sprache. Innsbruck: Institut fiir
Sprachwissenschaft.

Schmidt, Klaus T. 1986. Fragmente eines buddhistischen Ordinationsrituals in westtocha-
rischer Sprache. Aus der Schule der Sarvastivadins. Unpublished habilitation thesis
Miinchen.

Schmidt, Klaus T.1988. “Ein Beitrag des Tocharischen zur Entzifferung des Tumsuqsaki-
schen.” Altorientalische Forschungen 15: 306—314.

Skjeerve, Prods Oktor. 1987. “On the Tumshuqese Karmavacana text” Journal of the
Royal Asiatic Society 119: 77—90.

Sims-Williams, Nicholas. 1979. “On the plural and dual in Sogdian.” Bulletin of the School
of Oriental and African Studies 42: 337-346.

Sims-Williams, Nicholas. 1981. “Some Sogdian denominal abstract suffixes.” Acta Orien-
talia 42: n1—19.

Sims-Williams, Nicholas. 1984. “The Sogdian ‘Rhythmic Law”” In Wojciech Skalmowski
and Alois Van Tongerloo (eds.), Middle Iranian Studies, Proceedings of the Interna-
tional Symposium organized by the Katholieke Universiteit Leuven from the 17th to the
20th of May 1982. Leuven: Peeters, 203—215.

Sims-Williams, Nicholas. 1989. “Sogdian.” In Riidiger Schmitt (ed.), Compendium lin-
guarum Iranicarum. Wiesbaden: Reichert, 173-192.

Sims-Williams, Nicholas. 1990. “Chotano-Sogdica 11: Aspects of the development of
nominal morphology in Khotanese and Sogdian.” In Gherardo Gnoli and Antonio
Panaino (eds.), Proceedings of the first European conference of Iranian studies. Part 1:
Old and Middle Iranian Studies. Rome: Istituto italiano per il medio ed estremo ori-
ente, 275—296.

Sims-Williams, Nicholas. 1991. “A Sogdian greeting.” In Ronald E. Emmerick and Dieter
Weber (eds.), Corolla Iranica. Papers in honour of Prof. Dr. David Neil MacKenzie

INDO-IRANTAN JOURNAL 61 (2018) 118-130 Downloaded from Brill com10/05/2022 08:31:12AM

via Leiden University



130 PEYROT

on the occasion of his 65th birthday on April 8th, 1991. Frankfurt / Main: Lang, 176—
187.

Sims-Williams, Nicholas. 2001. “The Sogdian Ancient Letter 11.” In Maria Gabriela
Schmidt and Walter Bisang (eds.), Philologica et linguistica. Historia, pluralitas, uni-
versitas. Festschrift fiir Helmut Humbach zum 8o. Geburtstag am 4. Dezember 2001.
Trier: Wissenschaftlicher Verlag, 267—280.

Sims-Williams, Nicholas. 2007. Bactrian documents from Northern Afghanistan I1: Let-
ters and Buddhist texts. London: The Nour Foundation.

Sims-Williams, Nicholas. 2o11. “Differential object marking in Bactrian.” In Agnes Korn,
Geoffrey Haig, Simi Karimi and Pollet Samvelian (eds.), Topics in Iranian linguistics.
Wiesbaden: Reichert, 23—38.

Sims-Williams, Nicholas. 2015. “A new Bactrian inscription from the time of Kanishka.”
In Harry Falk (ed.), Kushan Histories. Literary sources and selected papers from a sym-
posium at Berlin, December 5 to 7, 2013. Bremen: Hempen, 255-264.

INDO-IRANIAN JOURNAL 61:(2018) 1187130 51155y

via Leiden University



