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 SCAS (Uppsala) & Lund University 

 This paper is centered around using poetic-mythological vocabulary from Northwest Semitic 
 languages as a key to reconstruction of IE phraseology. Mythological material from the NWS 
 area  –  especially  Ugaritic  –  can  sometimes  be  shown  to  represent  Indo-European 
 borrowings  into  NWS  poetic  language;  by  studying  these  cases,  knowledge  may  be  gleaned 
 about the loan-giver. 

 The  famous  phrase  *  eg  wh  ent  og  wh  im  (“he  slew  the  serpent”,  or  its  laryngealistic 
 equivalent,  *  h  1  eg  wh  ent  h  3  eg  wh  im  )  has  a  reconstructible  analogue  in  Proto-NWS  (*  maḫaṣ́a 
 naḥaša  –  based  on  Hebrew  and  Ugaritic  material),  suggesting  an  early  loan  from  IE  into 
 NWS  or  Central  Semitic.  In  an  earlier  publication,  1  I  reconstructed  this  Semitic  phrase  with 
 an  emphatic  sibilant/affricate  in  the  first  word:  *maḫaṣa  naḥaša  (arguing  that  the  sequence 
 nasal-guttural-sibilant in both words represents an attempt to create a sort of counterpoint – 
 using  different  sounds  –  of  the  assonance  of  the  two  *  g  wh  -s  in  the  IE  phrase  from  which  it 
 was  calqued).  Deeper  study  of  the  phonology  of  the  Semitic  phrase  suggests,  however,  that 
 the first word was originally not *  maḫaṣa  but *  maḫaṣ́a  (the similar roots *  mḫṣ́  and *  mḥṣ  , both 
 meaning  something  like  “strike”,  having  been  conflated).  This  reconstruction,  based  on 
 inner-Semitic  poetic  data,  and  its  use  of  the  highly  marked  phoneme  *  ṣ́  –  which  phonetically 
 was  probably  an  ejective  lateral  fricative  with  affrication,  [  t  ɬʼ]  –  can  indirectly  provide  clues  to 
 the  phonetics  of  the  IE  phrase  by  which  it  was  inspired:  specifically,  of  the  repeated  *  g  wh 

 phonemes  (a  repetition  for  which  the  borrowers  tried  to  create  a  sort  of  analogue  using  the 
 repeated  phoneme-series  nasal-guttural-sibilant/affricate).  The  reconstruction  thus  illustrates 
 poetic  calquing  through  phono-semantic  matching  (as  defined  by  Ghilʿad  Zuckermann  2  ). 
 This  comparison  supports  the  interpretation  of  *  g  wh  as  a  breathy-voiced,  highly  marked  and 
 complex  phoneme  3  (as  opposed  to  suggestions  questioning  the  breathy  phonation),  as  I  will 
 argue  that  the  choice  of  the  complex  (and  unstable)  Semitic  sound  *  ṣ́  –  with  a  special 
 airstream  mechanism  as  well  as  added  affrication  –  represented  a  conscious  way  of 
 imitating the dual (and poetically effective) occurrences of *  g  wh  in the PIE phrase. 

 If one adopts the reconstruction with a laryngeal, *  h  3  eg  wh  im  , the effect becomes even 
 greater, as *  h  3  was probably (?) itself articulated as a labialized uvular fricative, reinforcing 
 the assonance with *  g  wh  , and the occurrence of this laryngeal would mesh well with the dual 
 gutturals (  ḫ/ḥ  ) of the calqued Semitic phrase. 

 The  presentation  thus  focuses  on  the  interplay  between  phonetics,  etymological 
 poetics,  inter-phyletic  loans  and  phono-semantic  calquing,  illustrating  how  the  study  of 
 “cross-border”  poetic  interaction  can  illustrate  the  phonetic  realization  of  early  poetic 
 phraseology. 

 3  Which I also argue based on other data in Wikander (forthcoming), in a dialogue with Kümmel 2012, Kloekhorst 
 2016, and Yates 2019, among others. 

 2  Zuckermann 2003: 34--37. 
 1  Wikander 2017a: 60--67. 
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 Indo-Iranian laryngeal(s) in Proto-Uralic 
 Sampsa Holopainen 
 University of Vienna 

 In  this  presentation,  the  possible  cases  of  the  laryngeal  reflexes  in  Indo-Iranian  loanwords 
 into  the  Uralic  proto-language  are  analyzed  and  their  impact  for  the  reconstruction  of  the 
 Proto-Indo-European  laryngeals  is  discussed.  Although  the  archaic  (Proto-)Indo-Iranian  (= 
 PIIr)  loanword  layer  in  the  Uralic  languages  is  well-studied  (see  Joki  1973;  Holopainen 
 2019),  and  although  it  is  known  that  consonantal  reflexes  of  the  Indo-European  laryngeals 
 survived  in  Proto-Indo-Iranian  (Kümmel  2018),  it  remains  controversial  whether  any  reflexes 
 of  laryngeals  can  be  found  in  the  loanwords  that  were  acquired  into  Proto-Uralic  (=  PU), 
 although  they  are  in  other  ways  archaic  and  show  evidence  for  early  phases  of  Indo-Iranian 
 phonological  developments  (Holopainen  2019:  327–331).  Several  possible  but  controversial 
 cases  of  laryngeals  being  reflected  by  the  velar  stop  *  k  in  the  loanwords  have  been 
 suggested  by  Katz  (2003)  and  some  additional  cases  with  the  PU  velar  spirant  *x  have  been 
 discussed  by  Koivulehto  (2001),  Parpola  (2010)  and  Kümmel  (2019),  but  no  consensus 
 exists on the matter. 

 Such  etymologies  include,  for  example:  PU  *  karšV  ‘bear’  ←  PIIr  *  Hrtša  -  id.,  PU  *  saxi  - 
 ‘get,  obtain’  ←  PIIr  *  saH  -  ‘win,  obtain,  reach’  (Vedic  sā́  -),  PU  *  saŋka  -  ‘old’  ←  ?  PIIr  *  sanaH  - 
 ‘old’. 

 On  the  other  hand,  many  convincing  early  loanwords  show  lack  of  any  laryngeal 
 reflex,  for  example:  PU  *  asVra  ‘lord’  ←  PIIr  Hásura  -  ‘lord’  (<  PIE  h  2  m̥su  -),  PU  *  osa  ‘part’  ← 
 PIIr *  Hánća  - ‘share’ (< PIE *  h  2  enḱ-o  -). 

 The  lack  of  laryngeal  reflexes  in  Indo-Iranian  loans  is  in  contrast  with  the  possible 
 Proto-Indo-European  loanwords  into  Uralic  that  allegedly  show  reflexes  of 
 Proto-Indo-European  largyngeals  (Koivulehto  1991).  However,  the  reception  of  these 
 etymologies  has  been  versatile  (Lindeman  1993;  Hyllested  2015),  many  etymologies 
 involving  notable  problems.  Reworking  the  possible  Indo-Iranian  cases  of  laryngeals  in  the 
 loanwords can give us new means to approach this problem too. 

 The  aims  of  this  presentation  are  two-fold.  1)  If  different  reflexes  for  the  three 
 different  laryngeals  can  be  established  in  the  loanwords,  this  gives  us  means  to  study  the 
 “proto-phonetics”  of  the  Indo-Iranian  laryngeals,  which  has  impact  for  the  PIE  reconstruction 
 as  well;  this  could  give  additional  support  to  Kümmel’s  (2018:  169–170)  idea  of  at  least  two 
 different  laryngeal  reflexes  in  Proto-Indo-Iranian.  One  could  assume  that  only  a  reflex  of  *  h  2 

 is  reflected  by  a  velar  stop  or  velar  spirant  in  the  Uralic  side.  This  could  point  to  the 
 conclusion  that  the  articulation  of  *  h  2  in  Proto-Indo-Iranian  was  close  to  a  velar  fricative, 
 whereas  at  least  *  h  3  had  become  a  glottal  stop.  2)  If  all  the  alleged  cases  of  laryngeals  can 
 be  explained  differently,  this  can  make  the  idea  that  Indo-Iranian  laryngeals  had  a  “weak” 
 articulation  by  the  time  of  the  contacts  with  Uralic,  which  also  gives  evidence  of  the  changes 
 leading from PIE to PIIr. 

 One  possibility  to  explain  the  different  reflexes  (mentioned  by  Kümmel  2019)  would 
 be  to  assume  difference  in  chronology  (loanwords  not  showing  reflexes  of  laryngeals  being 
 later), but this does not work well with the chronology of vowel substitutions. 
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 What could the Indo-Europeans compare with? The status of PIE comparative 
 adjectives 

 Rafał Szeptyński* & Marek Majer  + 

 *Polish Academy of Sciences (Kraków),  +  University of Lodz 
 This  paper  deals  with  the  morphological  relations  between  positive  and  comparative 
 adjectives  reconstructible  for  Core  PIE.  It  is  largely  accepted—even  if  often  tacitly—that  at  a 
 certain  early  stage  of  PIE  the  only  way  in  which  the  comparative  could  be  derived  from  the 
 positive  was  via  suffix  substitution;  this  is  the  so-called  primary  comparative  of  the  type  CPV 
 *  su̯eh  2  d-i̯os  -  ←  POS  *  su̯eh  2  d-u  -  ‘sweet’.  On  the  other  hand,  in  typological  literature,  it  is  often 
 stated  that  comparative  forms  are  morphologically  marked  with  an  additional  affix  in  relation 
 to  positive  adjectives,  as  in  familiar  structures  of  the  type  sweet-er  ←  sweet  (cf.  Jakobson 
 1965,  Haspelmath  2008).  Thus,  as  far  as  majority  opinions  are  considered,  the  modern  PIE 
 reconstruction  is  at  odds  with  a  typological  tendency.  While  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  latter 
 claim  in  its  radical  versions  (cf.  Dressler  1986)  is  untenable,  the  question  concerning  the 
 typological status of the PIE reconstruction remains open. 

 The  starting  point  for  our  analysis  is  a  restrained  version  of  the  typological 
 generalisation,  viz.:  if  a  language  has  special  comparative  forms,  marking  with  an  additional 
 affix  (or  periphrasis)  is  a  productive  means  of  their  derivation  from  positive  adjectives.  This 
 approach  accounts  for  the  peculiarities  of  the  documented  IE  systems,  which—having 
 inherited  the  atypical  primary  relation—are  far  from  adhering  to  it  exclusively  due  to  various 
 innovations, cf. exx. (i) – (iii). 

 By  reviewing  the  typological  tendency  in  question  cross-linguistically—both  within 
 and  outside  the  IE  family—we  aim  at  demonstrating  that  the  reconstruction  of  the 
 substitutive  model  as  the  only  one  for  the  formation  of  the  PIE  comparative  lacks  parallels 
 and  should  therefore  be  avoided.  Thus,  we  draw  attention  to  three  features  which  possibly 
 distinguished  the  protolanguage  from  the  early  IE  idioms.  Firstly,  the  original  prototypical 
 positive  of  gradable  adjectives  was  potentially  a  root  formation,  vestiges  of  which  can  be 
 identified  in  Indo-Iranian,  cf.,  e.g.,  Ved.  jū́-  ‘quick’  →  jávīyas  -  (Rau  2009);  note  that  here  the 
 structure  of  the  comparative  would  have  been  purely  additive  and  thus  unremarkable 
 typologically.  Secondly,  the  comparative  formant  could  retain  its  complex  nature  with  the  first 
 element—of  contested  origin  (cf.  Rau  2014,  Szeptyński  2018)—being  of  a  substitutive 
 character  and  the  second—i.e.  uncontroversially  the  nominal  suffix  *-  s  -—  realising  the 
 additive  model.  Thirdly,  it  has  been  pointed  out  in  the  literature  (e.g.  Puhvel  1973,  Sihler 
 1995)  that  the  comparative  may  not  have  been  fully  grammaticalised  in  the  protolanguage 
 yet;  it  is  important  to  stress  that  the  comparative  function  of  a  genetically  uniform  formation 
 could  spread  by  diffusion.  The  latter  view  fits  in  with  the  recent  hypothesis  (Szeptyński  2018) 
 that  the  comparative  is  an  areal  feature  characteristic  of  Western  and  Central  Eurasia  as 
 well  as  North  Africa,  propagated  relatively  late  through  language  contact;  PIE  might,  in  fact, 
 have been the source or early participant in this process. 
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 Examples 
 (i)  emergence  of  the  so-called  secondary  comparative  in  *  -ter-o-  in  Indo-Iranian  and  Greek, 
 which  took  over  the  role  of  the  productive  formation,  cf.  Gr.  POS  μωρός  ‘silly’,  CPV 
 μωρότερος 

 (ii)  simplification  of  the  morphological  structure  of  positive  adjectives  by  merging  thematic 
 suffixes  (*  -o-,  *-u-,  *-i-  etc.)  with  desinences;  since  the  comparative  remained  a  transparently 
 suffixed  formation,  its  substitutive  character  was  thus  replaced  with  an  additive  one,  cf. 
 PGmc.  POS  *  þunn-uz  ‘thin’  [R-E],  CPV  *  þunn-iz-ō̄  [R-S-E]  <<  PIE  POS  *  tn̥h  2  -u-s  [R-S-E], 
 CPV *  tenh  2  -yōs-∅  [R-S-E] 

 (iii)  decomposition  of  some  suffixes  (*  -ro-,  *-no-,  *-mo-  etc.)  and  the  absorption  of  their  first 
 segments  by  adjectival  roots,  parallel  to  (ii),  cf.  Lat.  POS  ruber  ‘red’  (PIE  *  h  1  rud  h  -ro-  ),  CPV 
 rubr-ior  ‘redder’ 
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 Comparative adverbs and deadverbial comparatives in Greek and beyond 
 Lukas Kahl 

 Harvard University 
 As  has  been  observed  at  least  since  MAHLOW  1879,  three  branches  of  Indo-European 
 sometimes  display  an  unetymological  long  vowel  as  part  of  their  otherwise  transparent 
 gradation morphology: 

 –  Greek  shows  secondary  comparatives  in  -ώ-τερος  and  superlatives  in  -ώ-τατος  of  type 
 σοφώτερος  “wiser”  and  σοφώτατος  “wisest”  (as  opposted  to  expected  †  σοφότερος  and 
 †  σοφότατος). 

 –  Germanic  shows  comparatives  in  *-  ȏz-an-  and  superlatives  in  *-  ȏs-ta  -  of  type  Gothic 
 swinþoza  “stronger”  and  swinþosts  “  strongest”  (as  opposed  to  the  more  archaic  *-  iz-an-  and 
 *-  is-ta-  in  spediza  “later” and  spedists  “latest”) 

 –  Balto-Slavic  shows  comparatives  in  *-  ě-jьš-  of  type  Old  Church  Slavonic  novějьš-  “newer” 
 (opposed  to  simple  *  -jьš-  in  boljьš-  “  greater”)  as  well  as  in  -ais  -  of  type  Old  Prussian  urais- 
 “older” (as opposed to  -is-  in adverbial  tālis  “further”). 

 In  Greek,  the  problematic  vowel  could  theoretically  be  the  result  of  analogical,  expressive,  or 
 rhythmic  lengthening  of  the  expected  short  vowel.  The  observed  distribution  of  long  and 
 short  vowel  variants  in  Greek  is  indeed  probably  due  to  prosodic  constraints  on  sequences 
 of  light  syllables  (as  per  STERIADE  2018).  The  ultimate  origin  of  the  long  vowel  variants, 
 however,  is  more  plausibly  sought  in  morphological  analogy.  Note  also  that  mere  lengthening 
 cannot account for the parallel phenomena in Germanic and Balto-Slavic. 

 In  my  contribution,  I  defend  an  updated  version  of  Mahlow’s  hypothesis  deriving  the 
 long-vowel  variants  from  adverbial  case  forms  to  which  a  comparative  suffix  was  added. 
 explicate  the  analogy  by  which  Greek  adverbial  comparatives  influenced  the  formation  of 
 their  adjectival  counterparts  and  argue  for  the  typological  plausibility  of  such  a  development. 
 Balto-Slavic and Germanic each require additional arguments. 

 In  Slavic,  the  long-vowel  comparative  *-  ě-jьš  -  induces  the  first  palatalization  of  velars 
 (indicating  an  original  *  -ē  )  while  the  common  adverbial  ending  *  -ě  induces  the  second 
 palatalization  (indicating  an  earlier  diphthong  *-  ay  ).  I  reconcile  this  with  the  above 
 explanation  by  arguing  for  the  co-existence  of  two  types  of  adverbial  comparative  in  early 
 Slavic,  one  corresponding  to  a  case  form  of  the  adjectival  comparative,  the  other  created  by 
 adding  the  comparative  suffix  to  an  existing  adverb  in  *  -ě  <  *-  ay  .  The  former  (more  archaic) 
 type  ultimately  displayed  the  effects  first  palatalization  and  influenced  the  latter  type,  which 
 came to predominate. 

 For  Germanic,  I  propose  a  phonological  pathway  leading  to  the  reconstructible 
 morpheme  *-  ȏz  -  from  a  pre-form  **  -ȏ-iz-  with  trimoric  adverbial  ending  *-  ȏ  (<  ablative 
 *-  óh  2  Vd  )  plus  zero-grade  of  the  primary  comparative.  I  conclude  that  analogy  or  leveling 
 need not be invoked to account for the Germanic facts. 
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 Reconstructing the Proto-Indo-European subjunctive: new perspectives from 
 the Celtic data 

 Mark Darling 
 University of Oxford 

 The  Proto-Indo-European  subjunctive,  as  traditionally  reconstructed  (Clackson  2007:137; 
 Fortson  2010:§5.55),  is  considered  to  have  two  principal  allomorphs:  the  ‘short-vowel’ 
 subjunctive  is  built  to  the  strong  form  of  athematic  verbal  stems  and  characterised  by  the 
 thematic  vowel  *-  e  /  o  -;  the  ‘long-vowel’  subjunctive  in  *-  ē  /  ō  -  is  formed  to  thematic  stems.  This 
 allomorph  is  analysed  as  a  contraction  of  *-  e-e  -  and  *-  o-o  -,  i.e.  the  thematic  vowel  of  the 
 verbal  stem,  followed  by  that  of  the  subjunctive.  These  formations  are  well  attested  in  three 
 of  the  four  branches  of  Indo-European  which  attest  the  Proto-Indo-European  subjunctive, 
 and  can  be  supported  by  word-equations  such  as  Vedic  ásat(i)  ,  ásan  –  Latin  (future)  erit  , 
 erunt  <  *  h  1  és-e-t(i)  ,  *  h  1  és-o-nt(i)  (cf.  also  Homeric  1sg.  ἔω  [Od.  9.18]  <  *  h  1  és-oh  2  )  ;  Vedic 
 bhárāt(i)  , Greek φέρῃ < *  b  h  ér-ē-ti  . 

 Since  the  subjunctive  morpheme  *-  e  /  o  -  is  identical  to  that  of  the  thematic  present, 
 scholars  have  attempted  in  recent  years  to  connect  the  two  formations  (Dahl  2005;  2013; 
 Bozzone  2012).  The  suggestion  is  that  the  thematic  present  became  grammaticalised  as  a 
 subjunctive,  according  to  the  theory  of  grammaticalisation  as  described  by  Bybee,  Perkins 
 and  Pagliuca  (1994),  who,  through  a  large,  cross-linguistic  study,  determined  that  modal 
 verbal  forms  often  develop  through  the  marginalisation  of  morphology  which  had  previously 
 encoded  tense,  as  new  tense  morphemes  are  developed.  This  is,  however,  hard  to  reconcile 
 with  the  fact  that  the  thematic  present  in  *-  e  /  o  -  is  (a)  all  but  unattested  in  Anatolian  and 
 Tocharian  ‒  generally  considered  the  ‘earliest’  two  branches  to  separate  from 
 Proto-Indo-European  ‒  suggesting  that  it  is  a  comparatively  recent  formation,  and  (b)  highly 
 productive  in  the  very  branches  which  also  attest  the  thematic  subjunctive.  Clearly,  the 
 thematic  present  is  a  poor  candidate  for  the  origin  of  the  Proto-Indo-European  subjunctive, 
 and it is prudent to seek another source. 

 The  fourth  branch  which  attests  the  Indo-European  subjunctive  is  Celtic.  This  branch, 
 however,  paints  a  rather  different  picture  of  the  subjunctive  than  that  in  Greek,  Indo-Iranian, 
 and  Italic.  Although  there  is  limited  evidence  for  a  short-vowel  subjunctive  of  root  presents 
 (e.g.  Old  Irish  mad,  ‘if  it  be’  <  *  ma  eseti  <  *  h  1  és-e-ti  )  and  root  aorists  (OIr.  beith  ,  Gaulish  bueti 
 <  *  b  h  uh  2  -e-ti  ),  almost  every  other  subjunctive  attested  in  the  Celtic  languages  derives  from  a 
 morpheme  *-  s  e  /  o  -,  e.g.  OIr.  -  ges  ,  ‘I  would  pray’  <  *  g  u̯h  éd-soh  2  ;  MW  duch  ‘(s)he  would  lead’  < 
 *  deu̯k-se-ti  ;  Gaulish  íexsetesi  ,  ‘you  would  curse/decry’  ←  *  Hei̯g̑  h  -se-te  -.  In  this  paper,  I  will 
 attempt  to  show  that  the  Celtic  evidence  lends  itself  towards  the  reconstruction  of  both  a 
 Proto-Celtic  and  a  relatively  late  Proto-Indo-European  subjunctive  in  *-  s  e  /  o  -.  This  morpheme 
 need  not  have  been  primarily  associated  with  the  Proto-Indo-European  s  -aorist,  although  it  is 
 likely  that  it  came  to  be  so  within  Proto-Indo-European.  It  will  also  be  shown  that  this 
 reconstruction  might  allow  us  to  explain  other  phenomena  in  the  Indo-European  languages 
 more  satisfactorily,  such  as  the  fact  that  Vedic  attests  several  ‘aorist’  subjunctives  in  -  sa  -  to 
 roots  which  do  not  otherwise  form  s  -aorists;  and  the  origin  of  the  Tocharian  Class  VIII 
 presents  in  *-  ṣə  /  se  -,  termed  “de-modalised  subjunctives”  by  Jasanoff  (2003:180–82),  but 
 generally resistant to diachronic analysis (Malzahn 2010:429–32). 
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 ‘Narten’ presents as characterised formations: the case of *weḱ- ‘to wish’ and 
 *ḱerh  3  - ‘to feed’ 

 Dario Colajanni 
 The  so-called  ‘Narten’  present  is  classified  by  the  LIV  2  as  Class  1(b)  “Akrodynamisches 
 Wurzelpräsens,”  a  root-present  with  fixed  accent  on  the  root  (hence  acrostatic  in  English 
 scholarship)  and  ‘upgraded’  ablaut  *ḗ/é.  Similarly,  the  standard  textbooks  of  Indo-European 
 linguistics  classify  this  verbal  type  as  a  root  present  (cf.  Fortson  2004:  146;  Clackson  2007: 
 80).  Although  the  motivating  factor  remains  to  be  established,  most  authorities  follow  a 
 suggestion  by  Schindler  (1994)  who  proposed  that  upgraded  ablaut  is  lexically  determined 
 (i.e. ‘Narten’ roots). 

 Schindler’s  theory  of  ‘Narten’  roots,  however,  has  been  strongly  criticised  (for  a 
 review  of  the  Avestan  evidence  behind  the  theory  see  De  Vaan  2004).  In  particular,  the 
 acrostatic  root  present  with  descriptive  ablaut  *ḗ/é  has  been  explained  as  a  characterised 
 formation.  This  interpretation  was  advanced  first  by  Martin  Kümmel  (1998)  and  more 
 recently reproposed by Craig Melchert (2014). 

 Kümmel  (1998)  points  out  that  six  roots  (*deḱ-  ‘to  accept’,  *ḱeHs-  ‘to  instruct’,  *k  w  yew- 
 ‘to  set  in  motion’,  *k  (w)  remH-  ‘to  stride’,  *tetḱ-,  *welh  1  ‘to  choose’)  attest  a  root  aorist  alongside 
 a  ‘Narten’  present  and  two  roots  (*h  1  ed-  ‘to  eat’,  *ḱremh  2  -  ‘to  relax’)  may  have  had  a  root 
 aorist  alongside  a  ‘Narten’  present.[1]  Under  Schindler’s  theory,  the  existence  of  a  normal 
 ablaut  root  aorist  would  be  incompatible  with  the  existence  of  a  ‘Narten’  present.  However,  if 
 ‘Narten’  presents  were  conceived  as  another  means  of  deriving  imperfective  presents  from 
 telic roots, the normal ablaut root aorist would not be surprising, and in fact expected. 
 Melchert  (2014),  furthermore,  observes  that  “if  the  acrostatic  present  truly  is  a  root  present, 
 there  should  not  exist  a  PIE  root  aorist  to  the  same  root,  nor  a  competing  characterized 
 present  formation  ”  (my  emphasis).  Melchert  adds  two  roots  (*h   1   es-  ‘to  be’  and  *weḱ-  ‘to 
 wish’) that attest an ordinary root present alongside a ‘Narten’ present. 

 This  paper  provides  further  evidence  that  ‘Narten’  presents  where  in  fact 
 characterised  formations  by  exploring  the  case  of  two  roots  (*weḱ-  ‘to  wish’  and  *ḱerh  3  -  ‘to 
 feed’)  in  which  a  competing  characterised  formation  or  a  root  formation  is  attested  alongside 
 a  reconstructed  or  reconstructible  ‘Narten’  present.  In  these  cases,  it  is  possible  to  diagnose 
 a  different  semantic  nuance  for  the  Narten  formation,  along  the  lines  of  Kümmel  and 
 Melchert’s durative/iterative  Aktionsart  . 
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 A diachronic pragmatic approach to the development of the IE injunctive and 
 augment 

 Ian Hollenbaugh 
 UCLA 

 One  of  the  most  elusive  questions  in  Indo-European  Studies  is  how  the  Vedic  injunctive  (inj.) 
 relates  to  its  formal  matches  in  other  IE  languages.  As  Kloekhorst  (2017:298–9)  points  out, 
 despite  a  formal  match  of  the  Ved.  present  inj.  with  the  Hittite  preterite  and  the  augmentless 
 imperfect  in  Homer,  the  Ved.  inj.  sets  itself  apart  functionally  by  being  underspecified  for 
 tense  and  mood  (Kiparsky  2005),  while  the  augmentless  forms  in  the  other  languages  are 
 simply  past  in  tense.  Thus,  the  Ved.  pres.  hánti  matches  Hitt.  kuenzi  ‘kills’  in  form  and 
 meaning,  but  Ved.  hán  matches  Hitt.  kuenta  only  formally.  The  latter  means  only  ‘killed’, 
 while  the  former  can  mean  ‘killed,  kills,  will  kill,  may  kill,  etc.’  (i.e.,  any  temporal  or  modal 
 interpretation,  depending  on  context).  Oddly,  the  inj.  as  a  synchronically  living  functional 
 category  is  found  exclusively  in  Vedic,  and  even  there  it  is  practically  restricted  to  the 
 Ṛgveda  (except  in  mā́  -prohibitives)  (Hoffmann  1967:110).  Elsewhere  in  IE,  it  is  simply  a  past 
 tense. This fact has so far received no satisfactory explanation. 

 By  applying  a  framework  known  in  neo-Gricean  pragmatics  as  the  “Horn  strategy” 
 (after  Horn  1984)  to  tense-aspect  systems  (following  Grønn  2007;  cf.  Blutner  2000),  I  explain 
 the  functional  development  of  the  “injunctive”  from  its  PIE  origin  into  Hittite,  Vedic,  and 
 Greek.  Crucially,  my  analysis  relies  on  formal  contrasts  within  the  entire  verbal  system. 
 When  a  speaker  uses  a  particular  form,  it  is  always  instead  of  some  other  form  that  could 
 have  been  used.  So  a  Ved.  hearer,  upon  hearing  the  aorist  inj.  prá  vócam  will  assume  by 
 default  that  the  speaker  is  employing  a  less  marked  form  to  convey  some  special  meaning 
 for  which  the  more  marked  form  (aor.  ind.  prā́vocam  )  is  ill  suited,  in  this  case  ‘I  shall 
 proclaim’  (RV  I.32.1)  instead  of  ‘I  have  proclaimed’  (RV  IV.45.7).  This  partial  blocking 
 process  is  represented  as  a  2×2  game  between  the  speaker’s  preference  for  “short, 
 unmarked  forms”  (vertical  arrows)  and  hearer’s  preference  for  “stereotypical,  unmarked 
 meanings” (horizontal arrows) (Grønn 2007): 

 In  each  table,  the  speaker  prefers  the  minimally  marked  form,  such  that  the  inj.  (=Hitt.  pret.) 
 wins  out  (  ✓  )  over  the  indicative  (ind.),  which  is  no  longer  viable  (  ✗  )  in  the  unmarked  meaning 
 (column  1).  Meanwhile,  the  hearer  prefers  the  underspecified  meaning  for  this  unmarked 
 form,  such  that  the  meaning  [PRES]/[PAST]  is  ruled  out  (  ✗  )  for  the  inj.  in  row  a.  The  inj.  is 
 thus  the  optimal  candidate,  while  the  more  marked  form  is  “weakly  optimal”  (ibid.)  in  the 
 form-to-meaning  mapping:  despite  being  preferred  by  neither  speaker  nor  hearer,  the  ind. 
 pres./past  is  the  most  appropriate  form  given  its  meaning.  Hence  the  mappings  a  →  1,  b  → 
 2. 
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 For  Vedic,  in  contrast  to  the  augmented  forms  (Tables  1  &  2),  the  inj.  is  pragmatically 
 driven  toward  a  preference  for  non-past  meanings.  But  in  contrast  to  the  pres.  ind.  (Table  3), 
 the  inj.  also  has  preterital  uses.  In  this  way,  the  Ved.  inj.  can  be  used  to  convey  a  whole 
 range  of  temporal  (and  modal)  meanings,  while  the  ind.  cannot.  In  Hittite  (Table  4),  however, 
 which  lacks  the  augment  (and  aor.),  no  contrast  of  the  type  in  Tables  1  &  2  can  arise  capable 
 of  deriving  non-past  uses  of  the  preterite  (formally  “inj.”).  Hence,  the  Hittite  secondary 
 endings  have  only  non-present  (i.e.,  past)  meaning,  whereas  their  inj.  cognates  in  Ved.  have 
 both past and present uses. 

 I  then  apply  similar  reasoning  to  the  “inj.”  in  Mycenaean/Homeric  Gk.,  which 
 complicates  matters.  Unlike  Hitt.,  Gk.  has  the  augment,  yet  its  “inj.”  forms  are  uniformly 
 preterital  in  meaning.  Further,  where  Ved.  has  the  inj.  in  gnomic  sentences,  Gk.  requires  the 
 augment  for  the  gnomic  aor.  already  in  Homer.  I  will  show  that  this  type  of  analysis  makes 
 correct  predictions  about  the  Gk.  data  from  a  synchronic  perspective,  while  also  being 
 consistent  with  the  comparative  evidence,  such  that  from  a  common  origin  I  am  able  to 
 derive the divergent systems of Hittite, Vedic, and Myc./Hom. Greek. 
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 Panel 3 - 1st Oct (15.30-17.00) 
 Chair: Agnes Vendel 

 Reconstructing Proto-Indo-European word order: a treebank-based 
 quantitative study 

 Erica Biagetti,* Guglielmo Inglese,  #  Chiara Zanchi,*  Silvia Luraghi,* Maria Molina  + 

 *  University of Pavia,  #  KU Leuven,  +  HSE and RAS (Moscow) 
 Word  order  (WO)  has  always  been  a  central  issue  in  the  reconstruction  of  PIE  syntax 
 (Delbrück  1893–1900).  Since  the  publication  of  Greenberg  (1963),  scholars  proposed 
 various  reconstructions  based  on  implicational  universals,  often  at  odds  with  one  another 
 (Lehmann  1974,  Friedrich  1975;  see  Viti  2014,  Keydana  2018).  In  recent  research  on 
 comparative  syntax,  a  growing  role  has  been  played  by  treebanks.  Dependency  treebanks 
 are  especially  suitable  to  study  WO  correlations  (Liu  2010,  Levshina  2019).  Based  on 
 dependency  treebanks  from  over  90  languages,  Gerdes  et  al.  (2021)  proposed  a  new 
 approach  to  WO  universals,  contrasting  implicational  with  quantitative  universals,  i.e.  the 
 probability  for  certain  patterns  to  occur  in  correlation  to  other  patterns  measured  on  actual 
 occurrences.  Remarkably,  this  approach  is  only  possible  inasmuch  as  treebanks  share  a 
 common  scheme  of  annotation  scheme,  as  do  the  Universal  Dependency  (UD)  treebanks 
 (Nivre et al. 2016). 

 The  relevance  of  treebanks  for  historical  linguistics  has  been  highlighted  in  various 
 publications  (Eckhoff  et  al.  2020).  Haug  (2015)  showed  how  treebank-based  research  can 
 clarify  long  standing  issues  on  WO  in  ancient  IE  languages  (Passarotti  et  al.  2015, 
 Gulordava  &  Merlo  2015).  In  our  paper,  we  follow  the  methodology  laid  out  in  Gerdes  et  al. 
 (2021)  and  investigate  data  on  WO  in  treebanks  of  ancient  IE  languages  in  light  of  the 
 reconstruction of WO patterns in PIE. 

 At  this  stage,  our  data  primarily  consists  of  the  treebanks  currently  featured  in  SUD 
 (  Surface  Syntactic  Universal  Dependencies  ):  not  only  Ancient  Greek  and  Latin  (Perseus 
 treebanks)  and  Old  Church  Slavonic  (OCS),  already  included  in  Gerdes  et  al.  (2021),  but 
 also Old Russian, Gothic, and Vedic (Hellwig et al. 2020). 

 To  exemplify  our  methodology,  consider  the  order  of  nominal  modifiers,  i.e.  adjectives 
 and  genitives.  Preliminary  results  in  Figure  1  and  2  show  that  ancient  IE  languages  follow  a 
 harmonic  order  (Croft  2003:  59-62):  Gothic,  OCS  and  Old  Russian  are  mostly  head  initial, 
 whereas  the  most  ancient  languages,  that  is,  the  Rigveda,  Homeric  Greek,  and  Classical 
 Latin  show  a  less  marked  preference  for  head  final  and  head  initial,  respectively.  This 
 distribution  supports  the  reconstruction  of  an  essentially  free  WO  pattern  of  nominal 
 modifiers,  perhaps  with  an  incipient  generalization  of  head  initial  in  western  languages  and 
 head final in eastern languages. 

 In  addition,  treebank  data  also  shows  the  existence  of  possible  trends  in  the 
 development  of  WO  patterns  over  time.  For  example,  available  data  from  different 
 chronological  stages  of  Latin  (to  Romance)  pinpoints  the  existence  of  an  ongoing 
 generalization of the head initial order (see Figure 3). 

 A  quantitative  treebank-based  approach  may  therefore  offer  a  much-needed  more 
 accurate  empirical  basis  whereby  a  more  well-informed  reconstruction  of  WO  patterns  can 
 be  achieved.  In  our  presentation,  we  discuss  the  potential  and  the  limitations  of  such  an 
 approach. 

 To  achieve  clearer  results,  we  plan  to  expand  our  dataset:  we  will  convert  into  SUD 
 the  Classical  Armenian  PROIEL  treebank  (Eckhoff  et  al.  2018)  and  the  Old  Irish  UD 
 treebank.  For  Hittite,  we  will  also  consider  data  on  WO  from  the  Hittite  Corpus  (Molina  2016). 
 Moreover,  we  also  plan  to  investigate  WO  for  different  patterns  (subject,  object  and  verb, 
 demonstratives  and  numerals,  adpositions)  and  different  parts  of  speech  (nouns  vs. 
 pronouns). 
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 Figures 

 Figure 1  : Order of genitive and noun in SUD treebanks  (  OCS  = Old Church Slavic,  Got  = Gothic,  ORus  = Old  Russian, Lat = 
 Latin Perseus, Hom = Homeric Greek, RVd = Rigveda) 

 Figure 2  : Order of adjective and noun in SUD treebanks 

 Figure  3  :  Order  of  genitive  and  noun  in  the  diachrony  of  Latin  (  Prs  =  SUD  Latin  Perseus,  Prl  =  SUD  Latin  PROIEL,  LLCT  =  SUD 
 Latin LLCT, ITTB = SUD Latin ITTB,  Ita  = SUD Italian  ISTD) 
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 Corpora 
 Hittite Corpus  :  http://hittitecorpus.ru/ 
 Parsed Old and Middle Irish Corpus  : 
 https://www.dias.ie/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=6586&Itemid=224&lang=en 
 PROIEL  :  https://proiel.github.io/ 
 Surface Syntactic Universal Dependencies  :  https://surfacesyntacticud.github.io/data/ 
 Universal Dependencies  :  https://universaldependencies.org/ 
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 On verb-initial sentences in Proto-Indo-European 
 Virna Fagiolo and Simone Gentile 

 Roma Tre University – Sapienza University of Rome 
 This  paper  aims  to  discuss  verb  initial  sentences  in  PIE  from  both  a  syntactic  and  pragmatic 
 perspective.  Although  many  studies  dedicated  to  this  topic  exist  (Kroll  1918;  Klein  1991;  Lühr 
 2007;  Viti  2008),  a  more  detailed  research  is  needed.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  some  scholars 
 argue  that  initial  verbs  were  mostly  used  as  discourse  organizers  indicating  a  shift  in  style 
 (Luraghi 1995). Typically, they occurred at junctures in the discourse: 

 Gr.  ἦλθε δ᾽ ἐπὶ πτωχὸς πανδήμιος 
 ‘There came up a public beggar’ (Hom. Od. 18.1) 
 ἦν δὲ σφόδρα καὶ τοῦτο κεφαλαλγές 
 ‘This, too, however, was exceedingly apt to cause headache’ (Xen. Anab. 2.3.16) 

 Lat.  pugnatum est ab utrisque acriter 
 ‘Both sides fought fiercely’ (Caes. Gal. 4.26) 
 sequimur nos admiratione iam saturi 
 ‘We follow lost in wonder’ (Petr. 28.6) 

 Skt.  aúkṣan ghr̥taír ástr̥ṇan barhír asmai 
 ‘They sprinkled him with ghee and they strewed ritual grass for him’ (RV 3.9.9) 
 huvé vaḥ sūnúṁ sáhaso yúvānam 
 ‘I invoke your sun of strength, the youthful’ (RV 6.5.1) 

 In  this  paper  we  focus  on  new  data  available  from  ancient  IE  languages,  specifically  from 
 Hittite  and  Avestan  corpora,  which  were  so  far  neglected.  It  seems  possible  to  believe  that 
 also  in  these  two  languages  discourse  factors  −  e.g.  emphasis,  focus  and  topicalization  − 
 may cause deviations from the SOV order, as results in the following examples: 

 Hitt.  kuenzi  -  uš  LUGAL-  uš huisnuzi  -  ya  -  aš  LUGAL-  uš  
 ‘The king either kills them or the king spares them’  (KBo 6.26 IV 17-18) 
 nu eppirr  -  a mekki kuennir  [  r  ]-  a mekki  
 ‘And they seized many (men) and slew many (men)’  (KBo 2.5 III 36).  

 Av.  vaēdā tat̰ yā ahmī mazdā anaēṣ̌ō 
 ‘I know the reason why I am weak, O Mazda’ (Y. 46.2) 
 usəhištat̰ vohu manō haca gātuuō zaraniiō.kərətō 
 ‘Vohu Manah rose up from (his) golden throne’ (Vd. 19.31) 

 These  verb  initial  sentences  are  analysed  according  to  morphosyntactic,  semantic  and 
 pragmatic  criteria.  Data  will  provide  evidence  for  the  claim  above  that  (1)  in  several  IE 
 languages  verb  initial  sentences  expressed  textual  discontinuity  (Dressler  1969)  –  that  is  the 
 introduction  of  a  new  topic  in  the  discourse  –  and,  as  a  consequence,  that  (2)  this  syntactic 
 principle  could  be  ascribed  to  PIE.  Therefore,  it  appears  to  be  a  typical  example  of 
 conservation in syntax. 
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 ‘Leading us the way’: on the constructionalization of (late) Western PIE 
 expansion 

 Juan Gabriel Vázquez-González 
 University of Huelv  a 

 The  entry  for  *pent  -  in  Malory  and  Adam’s  Encyclopedia  of  Indo-European  Culture  (1999: 
 202)  describes  the  semantics  of  this  verb  as  ‘find  one’s  way’.  The  entry  exemplifies  this  term, 
 which  is  only  found  in  Germanic  (i.e.:  OE  findan  ,  PDE  find  ),  by  relating  it  to  the  derivative 
 *  póntōh  2  s  ‘untraced  path’  and  its  cognates  (Latin  pōns  ‘bridge’,  Greek  πατέω  ‘to  step’  and 
 Old  English  pæþ  ‘path,  track’,  etc.).  Curiously,  the  heading  itself  –FIND  ONE’S  WAY– 
 displays  the  type  of  verb-noun  combination  which  is  the  object  of  our  study  here.  In  this 
 paper,  we  are  going  to  focus  on  idiomatic  structures  made  up  of  *pent-  (and  other  units)  and 
 derivatives  like  the  aforementioned  ones  in  order  to  prove  the  role  that  Diachronic 
 Construction  Grammar  (Barðdal  2013;  Barðdal  et  al.  2015)  may  play  in  opening  up  new 
 areas of research in historical reconstruction. 

 We  take  a  construction  to  be  a  form-meaning  correspondence  which  is  more  than 
 just  the  sum  of  its  parts  (Goldberg  1995  and  2006).  Like  Israel  (1996:  217-230),  Goldberg 
 believes  that  the  Way  construction  (1995:  199-218)  is  a  polysemous  pattern  primarily 
 expressing  MEANS  and  creation  of  a  path  (  Frank  FOUND  HIS  WAY  to  New  York  )  and, 
 secondarily, MANNER (  He seemed to be whistling his  way along  ). 

 In  a  previous  contribution,  we  have  proved  the  existence  of  an  alternative  ditransitive 
 Way  construction  for  Proto-Germanic  (Vázquez-González  and  Barðdal  2019:  550-620) 
 which  shows  [Nom-Dat-Acc]  and  [Nom-Acc-Dat]  case  frame  patterns.  This  ditransitive  Way 
 is  more  productive  than  the  modern  English  possessive  Way  in  Old  English  and  is  also 
 attested  in  Gothic,  Old  Norse-Icelandic  (2019:  582)  and  Old  Saxon  (  endi  [ik]  skal  im  thana 
 weg  rûmien  ,  Heliand,  l.896:  ‘and  I  shall  make  him  his  way’).  This  paper  aims  to  reconstruct 
 the  ditransitive  Way  construction  for  late  Western  PIE  by  comparing  the  results  obtained 
 from  Germanic  (Old  English  in  particular)  with  those  for  Latin  and  Ancient  Greek.  Firstly,  we 
 will  prove  the  existence  of  the  MEANS  and  MANNER  types  in  the  ditransitive  Way  for  the  three 
 languages: 

 Old English  : [...] he hæfð  us gerymed     rihtne  weg to     ecan life.  MEANS 
 ‘he hath (for) us cleared (a) straight way into eternal life.’ (WHom 6 B2.2.1) 

 Latin  : [...]  eam sibi uiam ipse patefecit ad opes  suas amplificandas  [...]  MEANS 
 ‘he opened this way to praise his own works for himself.’ (Cicero, Philippicae 5.49, l.16) 

 Ancient Greek  : οὗτοι δὲ αὐτῷ τὴν ὁδὸν ἡγέοντο ἐς Σφενδαλέας,  [...]  MANNER 
 ‘These (from Asopus) guided him (Mardonius) to Sphendalae,’ (Herodotus, Hist. 9.15, l.5) 

 More  importantly,  and  in  consonance  with  the  aforementioned  definition  of  construction,  we 
 will  also  reconstruct  the  semantics  of  the  ditransitive  Way  pattern  and  will  proceed  to  list  the 
 verb  classes  involved.  In  our  analysis,  the  study  of  cognates  like  OE  weg  and  Latin  uia  and 
 of  terms  like  Latin  iter  or  Ancient  Greek  ὁδός  forms  part  of  a  bigger,  constructional  picture. 
 This  work  forms  part  of  an  ongoing  research  project  focused  on  the  study  of  the  interaction 
 between  possessive  and  ditransitive  Way  constructions  in  Standard  Average  European 
 (Haspelmath 2001: 1492-1510). 
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 Panel 4 - 2nd October (10:15-12:30) 
 Chair: Krishnan Ram-Prasad 

 A note on another source of root-extension in IE. The “deep” morphology in 
 OCS adv.  skvozě  ‘through’ and related cases 

 Katsiaryna Ackermann 
 Austrian Academy of Sciences – Russian Academy of Sciences 

 The  proposed  talk  carries  on  a  series  of  studies  in  the  root  structure  in  PIE  and  focuses  on 
 the  traces  of  root  extension  by  means  of  particle  absorption.  The  comparative  derivational 
 analysis  of  the  secondary  adverb/preverb  OCS  skvozě  ‘through’  and  the  root-related  family 
 (so  far,  with  no  plausible  etymological  connection,  cf.  EDSIL  has  no  mention  of  the  etymon, 
 REW  II  636,  ERHSJ  III  268)  helps  identify  in  BSl.  traces  of  the  PIE  spatial  adverb  and 
 particle  *(H)eĝ  h  of  ablative  semantics  and  productive  for  a  period  of  time  in  B.-Sl.  and  later  in 
 Sl. 

 In  particular,  BSl.  shows  the  enclitic  zero-grade  allomorph,  otherwise  probably 
 tangible  in  Skt.  ba-h-íṣ  ‘outside’  and  beyond  (EWAIA  II  220).  The  assumed  univerbation  of 
 *  sku̯e/o(h  2  )  (LIV  2  561,  EWAIA  II  751)  with  the  postponed  -  ĝ  h  -  underlying  OCS  skvozě  does 
 not  imply  that  a  unique  syntactic  collocation  became  idiomaticized  but  should  have  had  a 
 productive  model  to  follow.  In  BSl.  -  ĝ  h  got  fossilized  in  a  series  of  core  ablative-allative 
 prepositions,  visible,  e.g.,  in  BSl.  *  iz  ‘out,  outside’,  *  uz  ‘upwards’,  PSl.  *  nьz(-)  ‘downwards’, 
 *  bez  ‘without’,  *  orz  ‘apart,  asunder’,  *  prěz  ‘through,  throughout’,  etc.  (that  will  be  drawn  to 
 discussion)  and  likely  amalgamated  in  a  handful  of  PIE  roots  contributing  to  the  compound 
 semantics  (that  we  will  touch  upon  as  well).  In  G.  Dunkel’s  analysis  of  the  IE  evidence 
 summarized  in  LIPP,  preference  is  given  to  the  classification  of  the  postponed  *  ĝ  h  -containing 
 particle  exclusively  as  a  word  or  sentence  intensifier,  which  is  formally,  as  well  as  micro-  and 
 macro-semantically difficult. 

 In  my  talk  I  revisit  the  conclusive  material  that  will  make  it  necessary  to  reanalyse  the 
 structure  of  a  series  of  inherited  spatial  adpositions  and  adverbs  and  show  that  the 
 morphosemantic  template  as  in  our  BSl.  showcase  example  lives  on  in  numerous  formations 
 scattered  across  the  IE  branches;  whereas  formal  discrepancies  impeding  hitherto 
 conclusive  reconstruction  may  be  accounted  for  in  terms  of  paradigmatic  variation  of  the 
 encliticized  pronoun.  Judging  from  the  panchronic  perspective  and  adducing  the  evidence  of 
 modern  IE  languages  where  the  same  morphosemantic  template  is  fully  productive  allows  us 
 to  draw  a  tentative  model  of  the  cognitive  capture  of  spatial  reference  which  appears 
 basically  invariant  and  is  obviously  conceived  natural  by  the  speakers  of  IE.  The  latter 
 aspect,  namely  that  of  clear  cognitive  plausibility  in  linguistic  reconstruction  makes  up  one  of 
 the methodological standpoints the author promotes. 

 Keywords  :  root  extension,  univerbation,  trapped  morphology,  ablative  particles,  clitic 
 absorption 
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 ‘Balkan Indo-European’: between dialectology, typology and the linguistic 
 reconstruction 

 Wojciech Sowa 
 Adam Mickiewicz University (Poznań) 

 In  the  Indo-European  studies  there  is  an  agreement  that  the  Balkans  became  a  place  of 
 coexistence  of  several  Indo-European  dialects,  certain  features  of  the  morphology, 
 phonology  and  lexical  isoglosses,  found  later  on  in  historically  attested  material  could 
 originate  there.  This  area,  tentatively  called  ‘Balkan  IndoEuropean’  contains  Greek, 
 Phrygian,  Armenian,  Albanian  and  probably  also  other  languages  of  the  region,  as  Thracian 
 or  Macedonian  (Klingenschmitt  1994,  244ff.,  Matzinger  2005,  383ff.,  Sowa  2006,  611-628). 
 The  common  characteristics  of  the  Balkan  Indo-European  apply  to  the  phonological, 
 morphological,  and  to  the  lexical  level.  They  may  have  originated  as  a  result  of  different 
 linguistic  contacts  so  that  the  Balkan  Indo-European  could  be  interpreted  as  a  sort  of 
 language  league  (Sprachbund)  of  the  Bronze  Age.  It  seems  however,  that  at  least  Greek, 
 Macedonian  Armenian  and  Phrygian  stem  from  a  sort  of  one  common  protostage  (Hajnal 
 2003,  135),  what  probably  could  be  understood  as  a  common  prehistoric  dialectal  area 
 within late Indo-European (Ritter-Sowa 2004, 646f.). 

 The  following  paper  aims  at  the  critical  assessment  of  the  evidence  quoted  in  favour 
 of  this  hypothesis  and  the  implications  of  such  theory  for  the  historical  developments  of  the 
 languages  ascribed  to  the  Balkan  areal  (Ancient  Greek  dialect,  Phrygian,  Armenian, 
 Macedonian  question,  etc.).  The  evaluation  of  the  linguistic  theory  will  aim  at  identifying  the 
 exclusive  features  of  this  dialectal  group,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  it  will  examine  whether  the 
 assumed  set  of  ‘Balkan’  characteristics  can  really  be  found  in  the  studied  material  of  the 
 historically attested languages of the region. 

 After  revision  of  features  postulated  for  the  Balkan  IE  the  paper  will  try  to  argue  for 
 the  preservation  of  such  features  inherited  from  the  common  Balkan  past  in  ancient  Greek 
 dialects,  Phrygian,  Macedonian  and  Thracian.  This  will  be  illustrated  by  examples: 
 palatalization  of  the  inherited  labiovelars  in  Balkan  areal;  the  tentative  correspondence 
 between  Phrygian  aorists  edaes  and  Greek  dialectal  3pl.  forms  εθεαν,  εδοαν;  and  the 
 consequences  of  the  Balkan  Indo-European  hypothesis  for  the  status  of  Ancient 
 Macedonian.  With  the  help  of  the  evidence  from  the  Greek  dialects  and  the  other  languages 
 ascribed  to  the  Balkan  continuum  the  paper  will  critically  review  existing  opinions  according 
 to  which  none  of  the  isoglosses  shared  by  the  Greek  dialectal  groups  are  directly  connected 
 with  any  specific  non-Greek  language  that  supposedly  belonged  to  the  same  Balkan  past.  In 
 the  end  the  paper  will  ask  the  question  whether  the  Proto-Greek  and  the  putative  Balkan  IE 
 can  be  considered  the  same  chronological  stage  or  whether  in  order  to  understand  the 
 complex  linguistic  situation  in  this  area  ca.  3000-2000  BCE  one  has  to  assume  a  much  more 
 differentiated picture. 

 Literature 
 Hajnal,  I.  2003.  Methodische  Vorbemerkungen  zu  einer  Palaeolinguistik  des  Balkanraums.  In:  A. 
 Bammesberger, Th. Vennemann (eds.), Languages in Prehistoric Europe, 117–145. Heidelberg. 

 Kalleris, J.N. 1954. Les anciens macedoniens. Etude linguistique et historique, I, Athénes. 

 Katičić, R. 1976. Ancient Languages of the Balkans. The Hague. 

 25 



 PIER: Problems, possibilities, & new perspectives  Abstracts (20/9/21) 

 Klingenschmitt,  G.  1994.  Die  Verwandtschatsverhältnisse  der  indogermanischen  Sprachen.  In:  J.E. 
 Rasmussen  (Hrsg.),  In  Honorem  Holger  Pedersen.  Kolloquium  der  Indogermanischen  Gesellschaft 
 vom 26. bis 28. März in Kopenhagen, 235-251. Wiesbaden. 
 Matzinger,  J.  2005.  Phrygisch  und  Armenisch.  In:  G.  Meiser,  O.  Hackstein  (Hrsg.),  Sprachkontakt  und 
 Sprachwandel.  Akten  der  XI.  Fachtagung  der  Indogermanischen  Gesellschaft,  17.–23.  September 
 2000 in Halle an der Saale, 375–394. Wiesbaden 

 Matzinger,  J.  2012.  Zwischensprachen.  Areallinguistische  Bemerkungen  aus  dem  Bereich  des 
 Balkanindogermanischen.  In:  V.  Sadovski,  D.  Sti  er  (Hrsg.),  Iranistische  und  indogermanistische 
 Beiträge in Memoriam Jochem Schindler, 137-159. 

 Wien.  Pudić,  I.  1972.  Die  Sprache  der  Alten  Makedonen.  In:  V.  Georgiev  (ed.),  L’ethnogenese  des 
 peuples  balkaniques.  Symposium  international  sur  l’ethnogenese  des  peuples  balkaniques,  Plovdiv, 
 23–28 Avril 1969, 207–223. Sofia. 

 Sowa,  W.  2005.  Anmerkungen  zum  Balkanindogermanischen.  Indogermanica.  Festschri  für  Gert 
 Klingenschmitt. Hrsg. von G. Schweiger, 611-628. Taimering. 

 Sowa,  W.  2006.  Makedonische  Glossen  in  antiken  Quellen.  Studia  Etymologica  Cracoviensia  11. 
 115–133. 

 Sowa, W. 2011. ‘Der Name der Rose’. Historische Sprachforschung 124. 152-159. 

 Velkova,  Ž.  1986.  The  Thracian  Glosses.  Contribution  to  the  Study  of  the  Thracian  Vocabulary, 
 Amsterdam. 

 26 



 PIER: Problems, possibilities, & new perspectives  Abstracts (20/9/21) 

 Isomorphic co-expression of modification and possession in Proto-Indo-European 
 One origin of nominal -  s  - and -  t  - stems 

 Roland Pooth 
 University of Cologne 

 In  IE  languages,  several  basic  noun  stems  are  accompanied  by  secondary  -s-  and  -t-  stems 
 with  no  obvious  functional  difference.  Even  if  examples  are  scarce,  instances  are  scattered 
 all  over  IE  languages.  The  -t-  stems  are  not  productive  within  old  IE  languages,  and  it  is 
 problematic  to  explain  the  existence  of  stems  like  *méli-t-  on  a  post-PIE  basis,  cf.  Greek  μέλι, 
 μέλιτος  n.,  Gothic  miliþ  (<  *mélito-  ),  Hittite  militt-/  malitt-  n.,  Cuniform  Luwian  mallit-  ,  Palaic 
 malitanna-  ‘having  honey’,  Hieroglyphic  Luwian  malidima/i-  ‘honey-sweet’,  Alb.  mjal,  mjalte 
 ‘honey’  <  *melitom.  The  underlying  t  -less  *méli-  is  found  in  Latin  mel  n.,  mellis  ,  Old  Irish  mil, 
 Welsh  Cor.,  Bret.,  mel  ‘honey’,  Arm.  mełr,  gen.  sg.  melow  ‘honey’,  and  OE  mele-dēaw  ,  OS 
 mili-dou  ‘mildew’,  OHG  mili-tou  n.  ‘honeydew’,  and  OE  milisc  adj.  ‘honey-sweet’.  Moreover, 
 the  two  suffixes  -s-  and  -t-  occur  side  by  side  as  morphs  within  pairs  of  suffixes  that  must  be 
 of  PIE  age  (e.g.  -ti-,  -si-  ,  the  participle  suffixes  -nt-  -ns-  and  -ut-  (-uot-)  us-  etc.).  We  are, 
 therefore,  looking  at  scattered  traces  of  a  very  old  grammatical  phenomenon.  The  following 
 minimal pair can be established by means of comparative and internal reconstruction. 
 (1)  *méli- :: *méli-t-  ‘soft’ (‘soft one’, later ‘honey’) 

 An  abstract  property  noun  *mél-i-  ‘softness’  (with  a  root  *mel-  ‘soft,  softness’,  also  in 
 *mel-d-  ,  *mel-d  h  -  ,  *mel-h  2  -  )  can  be  reconstructed  internally  on  the  basis  of  the  formation  type 
 *h  1  ér-i-  (Greek  ἔρι-  f.,  root  *h  1  er-  ).  The  IE  meaning  ‘honey’  of  *méli-t-  is  derived  from  ‘soft 
 one’,  while  the  original  word  for  ‘honey,  sweetness,  sweet’  was  *méd  h  u-  (Vedic  mádhu-  etc.). 
 Similarly, Rieken (1999: 95) analyzes  *mélit-  as  *méli-  and  -t-  . 

 In  my  talk,  I  will  outline  the  following  research  question:  In  that  we  find  such 
 scattered  traces  of  an  older  grammatical  pattern,  what  pattern  are  we  actually  looking 
 at?  The  answer  will  be  based  on  the  typological  pattern  of  co-expression  of  modifying  and 
 possessive  constructions.  In  languages  exhibiting  this  pattern,  the  modification  construction 
 is  formally  identical  to  attributive  possession,  with  the  modifier  in  the  slot  of  the  possessum 
 and  the  modified  noun  in  the  slot  of  the  possessor  (Shirtz  &  Gildea  2019;  Koontz-Garboden 
 & Francez 2010; Ross 1998). 

 I  will  include  a  discussion  of  previous  ideas  (for  a  survey  see  Vijūnas  2009:  17ff.). 
 Rieken  (1999:  95ff.)  suggests  that  the  suffix  -t-  was  a  determiner.  Based  on  the 
 co-expression pattern, I will argue that we can build upon Rieken’s position. 

 The  result  of  the  argumentation  will  be  to  reconstruct  minimally  two  3  rd  person 
 POSSESSUM  (=  PROPERTY  )  markers  -s-  and  -t-  for  PIE,  maybe  even  more.  Since  possessum 
 markers  typically  occur  as  a  set  of  markers  –  usually  differing  for  person  –  the  number  of 
 suffixes  cannot  be  considered  an  extra-difficulty.  These  two  suffixes  are  likely  to  be  related  to 
 the  two  3  rd  person  referent-indexing  suffixes  -t-  and  -s-  ,  which  can  be  interpreted  as  direct  vs. 
 inverse  markers  (Pooth  2018).  Here  also  belong  the  two  corresponding  demonstratives  -t- 
 and  -s  , proximative *  sí-  *só-  etc.,  obviative *  tí-  *tó-  etc. (cf. Orqueda at this conference). 
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 Reconstructing PIE ‘6’ 
 Zachary Rothstein-Dowden 

 Harvard University 
 This  talk  will  reexamine  the  reconstruction  of  the  numeral  ‘6’  for  Proto-Indo-European. 
 Pokorny  (1959:1044)  follows  conventional  wisdom  in  setting  up  the  improbable  list  of 
 preforms  *  su̯ek̑s  ,  *  sek̑s  ,  *  ksek̑s  ,  *  ksu̯ek̑s  ,  *  u̯eks  (:  *  uk̑s  ).  This  list  highlights  a  number  of 
 problems  with  the  reconstruction  of  the  numeral  that  are  still  outstanding  fifty  years  later:  (1) 
 Did  the  numeral  begin  with  a  *  k-  ?  (2)  Why  do  some  languages  show  (-)  su̯  -  while  others  have 
 only  simple  (-)  s  -?  (3)  Why  is  it  that  Iranian  and  Old  Prussian  point  to  a  preform  *  uk̑s-tó  -  that 
 lacks an (-)  s  - altogether? My talk will seek to answer  these questions. 

 (1)  The  affricate  onset  of  the  Middle  Indo-Aryan  cha  ‘six’  is  usually  seen  as  agreeing 
 with  Avestan  xšuuaš  ‘six’  in  pointing  to  a  preform  PIIr.  *kš(u̯)aćš  with  initial  *  k-  .  As  the  initial 
 consonant  of  *  k-š(u̯)aćš  does  not  have  a  ready  or  obvious  source  within  Indo-Iranian,  many 
 linguists  have  been  led  to  posit  a  preform  *  ks(u̯)ek̑  s  for  the  protolanguage.  I  will  briefly 
 review  the  forms  of  the  numeral  ‘six’  in  the  daughter  languages  and  show  that  reconstructing 
 a  k  -initial  preform  is  highly  uneconomical.  Because  Avestan  xšuuaš  can  also  continue 
 *  šu̯aćš  ,  a  reconstruction  with  initial  *  k  rests  entirely  on  MIA  cha  ,  which  disagrees  with  Vedic 
 ṣáṭ  in  its  onset.  If  cha  can  be  explained,  a  preform  in  *  k  -  should  be  given  up.  I  will  review 
 previous  attempts  to  explain  the  onset  of  cha  from  within  Indic  (Fierlinger  1885:195;  Berger 
 1955:70;  Viredaz  1997:119ff.;  Lubotsky  2000).  I  will  argue  that  all  of  these  approaches  fail  to 
 adequately  explain  why  MIA  cha  ‘six’  begins  with  an  affricate,  while  MIA  soḷasa  ‘sixteen,’  and 
 MIA  saṭṭhi(ṃ)  ‘sixty’  do  not.  I  will  then  present  a  new  and  original  phonological  account  that 
 successfully  explains  both  MIA  cha  and  the  problematic  forms  of  the  numeral  in  the  modern 
 languages  of  the  “Dardic”  (Pashai  cḥā,  cḥa,  cḥē,  cẹ  etc.;  Khōwar  cḥoi  )  as  an  inner-Indic 
 development. This original proposal will be my primary contribution to the larger problem. 

 (2)  With  initial  *  k  -  out  of  the  way,  it  is  possible  to  systematize  the  remainder  of 
 Pokorny’s  reconstructed  forms  along  well-paralleled  morphological  lines.  As  has  been 
 suspected  by  previous  researchers,  the  numeral  six  originally  had  an  ablauting  paradigm 
 *  su̯ék̑s  -  :  *  suk̑s  -́.  Although  ablaut  is  not  common  in  numerals  in  the  daughter  languages,  it  is 
 clear  that  it  once  was.  I  will  review  the  evidence  for  ablaut  in  numerals.  It  then  becomes  clear 
 that  the  preform  *  sék̑s  ,  reconstructable  on  comparative  evidence,  is  a  compromise  between 
 *  su̯ék̑s  -  and  *  suk̑s  -́  that  resulted  from  paradigmatic  leveling,  some  of  which  occurred  at  a 
 demonstrably late date. 

 (3)  I  will  finally  argue  with  Szemerényi  (1960:78f.)  that  *  uk̑s-tó  -  ‘sixth,’  the  “lectio 
 difficilior”  for  the  ordinal,  suggests  that  the  original  form  of  the  numeral  was  **  u̯ék̑s  -  :  **  uk̑s  -́ 
 in  the  deep  history  of  Proto-Indo-European.  The  source  of  initial  *  s-  was  likely  the  following 
 numeral  septm̥  ‘7.’  I  will  provide  parallels  for  contamination  between  sequential  numerals  to 
 bolster this point. 
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 Chair: Mark Darling 

 The outcomes of PIE *h  2  and *h  3  in Anatolian and the  consequences for their 
 phonetic value in Proto-Indo-European: a reassessment 

 Alwin Kloekhorst 
 Leiden University 

 In  an  earlier  article  (Kloekhorst  2018)  I  argued  that  the  Proto-Anatolian  outcomes  of  PIE  *  h  2 
 and  *  h  3  were  uvular  stops:  PIE  *  h  2/3  >  PAnat.  */qː/;  PIE  *  h  2/3  u̯  >  PAnat.  */q  w  ː/.  The 
 reconstruction  of  these  PAnat.  uvular  stops  was  primarily  based  on  data  from  Lycian  and 
 Carian:  in  these  languages  the  outcomes  of  PIE  *  h  2/3  and  *  h  2/3  u̯  had  yielded  velar  stops:  PIE 
 *  h  2/3  >  Lyc.  χ  =  [k],  Car.  k  =  [k];  PIE  *  h  2/3  u̯  >  Lyc.  q  =  [k  w  ],  Car.  q  =  [k  w  ]  (although  some 
 scholars  would  interpret  Car.  q  as  [q]).  These  two  languages  thus  show  an  outcome  different 
 from  other,  better-known  Anatolian  languages,  where  we  instead  find  uvular  fricatives:  PIE 
 *  h  2/3  >  Hitt.  ḫ(ḫ)  =  [χ(ː)],  CLuw.  ḫ(ḫ)  =  [χ(ː)],  HLuw.  h  =  [χ(ː)];  PIE  *  h  2/3  u̯  >  Hitt.  ḫ(ḫ)u̯  =  [χ  w  (ː)], 
 CLuw.  ḫ(ḫ)u̯  =  [χ  w  (ː)],  HLuw.  hw  =  [χ  w  (ː)]  (length  depending  on  specific  conditions).  In 
 Kloekhorst  2018,  I  argued  that,  on  typological  grounds,  the  relationship  between  the  velar 
 stops  in  Lycian  and  Carian,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  uvular  fricatives  in  Hittite  and  Luwian, 
 on  the  other,  is  best  explained  by  reconstructing  Proto-Anatolian  uvular  stops,  hence  *[qː] 
 and  *[q  w  ː].  Moreover,  I  argued  that  this  may  indicate  that  in  Proto-Indo-European,  too,  *  h  2 
 and *  h  3  were uvular stops rather than fricatives (as  is commonly assumed). 

 In  the  period  since  the  appearance  of  this  article,  I  have  had  several  discussions  with 
 colleagues  (partly  through  academia.edu)  who  expressed  their  doubts  regarding  my 
 argumentation,  and  who  would  rather  reconstruct  PAnat.  fricatives  as  the  outcome  of  *  h  2  and 
 *  h  3  :  */χː/  <  *  h  2/3  and  */χ  w  ː/  <  *  h  2/3  u̯  .  This  would  then  mean  that  there  is  no  need  to  change  the 
 communis  opinio  that  in  Proto-Indo-European  the  consonants  *  h  2  and  *  h  3  were  fricatives. 
 Their main concerns with my article were: 

 -  are  we  certain  about  the  phonetic  value  of  the  relevant  Lycian  and  Carian  phonemes; 
 are they really stops? 

 -  can  the  data  of  Lycian  and  Carian  (attested  in  the  first  millennium  BCE)  really 
 ‘overrule’ the data of Hittite and Luwian (attested in the 2nd millennium BCE)? 

 -  Lycian  and  Carian  are  probably  closely  related  languages,  forming  a  sub-branch 
 within  the  Luwic  sub-branch:  isn’t  it  therefore  more  economical  to  assume  one  case  of 
 ‘hardening’,  i.e.  from  fricatives  to  stops,  in  Proto-Caro-Lycian,  than  several  cases  of 
 spirantization, from stops to fricatives, in both Proto-Luwian and pre-Hittite? 

 In  the  present  contribution,  I  will  address  these  points  of  concerns,  and  treat  them  with 
 special  emphasis  on  the  methodology  of  phonetic  reconstruction.  Moreover,  I  will  take  into 
 account  the  newest  insights  in  the  interpretation  of  Carian  (especially  Adiego  2019)  and 
 incorporate  recent  publications  regarding  the  outcome  of  *  h  2/3  in  Lydian  (Yakubovich  2019; 
 Oettinger fthc.; Melchert fthc.). 
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 Explaining Root Restrictions of PIE 
 David White 

 Certain  regular  lexical  gaps  involving  roots  with  obstruents  have  long  been  a  puzzle.  The 
 “root restrictions” of PIE forbid combinations of T and DH, and of D and D. These restrictions 
 were  surely  motivated  by  the  “original”  obstruent-system  of  PIE.  A  sequence  of  stages  and 
 changes  that  might  provide  an  explanation  is  as  follows.  The  system  posited  below  is  only 
 vaguely  similar  to  the  systems  posited  by  Gamkrelidze  &  Ivanov  (1995)  or  Clackson  (2007: 
 48), which have a different distribution of non-modal phonation and no pharyngealization. 

 The  “original”  system  .  Plosive  consonants  (“Ŧ”)  were  of  two  types,  pharyngealized 
 and  non-pharyngealized.  Vowels  were  of  two  types,  creaked  and  murmured.  Because  the 
 effects  of  pharyngealization  across  Vs  (L&M:  309)  would  muddle  perception  of  creak  and 
 murmur,  roots  with  two  pharyngealized  Cs  were  forbidden.  Using  “x”  to  represent  creak,  and 
 “ɦ”  to  represent  murmur,  the  six  possible  combinations  with  Ŧ-Ŧ  were  1)  ŦxŦ,  2)  ŦˁxŦ,  3) 
 ŦxŦˁ, 4) ŦɦŦ, 5) ŦˁɦŦ, and 6) ŦɦŦˁ. 

 Re-assignment  of  creak  and  murmur  .  Creak  and  murmur  were  re-assigned  to 
 (non-  pharygneal)  Ŧs.  The  types  became  1)  Ŧ  x  ..Ŧ  x  ,  2)  Ŧˁ..Ŧ  x  ,  3)  Ŧ  x  ..Ŧˁ,  4)  Ŧɦ..Ŧɦ,  5)  Ŧˁ..Ŧɦ, 
 and  6)  Ŧɦ..Ŧˁ.  Because  late  PIE  almost  certainly  had  Ŧs  with  murmur,  not  easily  fit  into  an 
 “original”  system,  re-assignment  of  murmur  from  some  previous  system  seems  probable.  If 
 murmur  was  opposed  to  creak,  there  would  be  a  parallel  re-assignment  of  creak.  The 
 pharyngeal  series  would  develop  an  association  with  modal  voice  just  by  absence  of  creak 
 and murmur. 

 Development  of  voice  distinctions  .  The  creaked  series  became  regarded  as 
 voiceless,  the  murmured  series  as  voiced,  and  the  pharyngealized  series  as  voiced.  The 
 types  became  1)  T  x  ..T  x  ,  2)  Dˁ..T  x  ,  3)  T  x  ..Dˁ,  4)  D  ɦ  ..D  ɦ  ,  5)  Dˁ..D  ɦ  ,  and  6)  D  ɦ  ..D.  Murmur  is 
 clearly  associated  with  presence  of  voice.  Pharyngealization  would  (in  this  case)  be 
 associated  with  modal  voice.  Though  creak  is  not  particularly  associated  with  absence  of 
 voice, phonetic distancing would (in this case) cause it to become so. 

 Loss  of  creak  and  pharyngealization  .  Creak  and  pharyngealization  were  lost.  The 
 types  became  1)  T..T,  2)  D..T,  3)  T..D,  4)  D  ɦ  ..D  ɦ  ,  5)  D..D  ɦ  ,  and  6)  D  ɦ  ..D.  Creak  and 
 pharyngealization  had  become  redundant.  Though  the  same  might  seem  to  be  true  of 
 murmur, “voice” in Dɦ was murmur rather than true (modal) voice. 

 The last stage is the system traditionally reconstructed for PIE. Though the posited 
 “original”  system  is  odd,  only  an  odd  system  could  explain  the  root  restrictions.  As  such 
 systems  are  more  likely  to  exist  (or  persist)  in  areas  that  are  isolated,  which  the  western 
 steppe  was  not,  it  seems  probable  that  early  PIE  had  a  “micro-homeland”  somewhere  else. 
 Creak  and  pharyngealization  are  known  from  the  NW  Caucasus.  Though  murmur  is  not, 
 creak  is  the  natural  opposite  of  murmur,  and  can  develop  from  glottalization,  which  is  known 
 from  the  Caucasus.  It  appears  that  an  earlier  system  of  Caucasian  provenance  was  altered, 
 during  secondary  acquisition,  due  to  being  regarded  as  “unpronounceable”.  Though  this  “roll 
 over”  created  root  restrictions  without  apparent  motivation,  the  “original”  system  appears  to 
 be recoverable. 
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 Did Proto-Indo-European have initial *r? 
 Michele Bianconi 

 University of Oxford / Università per Stranieri di Siena 
 It  is  well  known  that  most  Greek  lexemes  with  initial  rho  (probably  pronounced  [hr])  go  back 
 to  pre-forms  with  initial  *  sr-  or  *  wr-  (  e.g.  ῥέω  ‘flow’  <  *  srew-  ,  cf.  Skt.  sravati  ‘to  flow’;  ῥέζω 
 ‘perform  (a  sacrifice)’  <  *  wreg̑-  ,  cf.  Engl.  work  ).  At  the  same  time,  Greek  cognates  of  words 
 beginning  with  r-  in  other  IE  branches  descriptively  show  a  ‘prothetic’  vowel  (ἐ-,  ἀ-  or  ὀ-):  e.g. 
 Skt.  rudhirá  ,  Lat.  ruber  ‘red’,  but  Gk.  ἐ  ρυθρός  ‘red’  etc.  Prothetic  vowels  are  more  often 
 found  before  resonants  (  e.g.  Gk.  ἀ  νήρ  ‘man’  ~  Skt.  nar-  ‘man’,  Lat.  Nerō  (PN)  ;  Gk.  ὄ  νομα 
 ‘name’  ~  Skt.  nā́ma  ,  Lat.  nōmen  ‘name’),  but  this  ‘vocalic  prothesis’  also  affected  words 
 beginning  with  most  other  consonants  .  Armenian  shows  a  similar  state  of  affairs  as  Greek: 
 here,  a  ‘prothetic  vowel’  is  found  in  a  number  of  words,  which  have  cognates  in  Greek 
 (  C  LACKSON  1994: 33  ). 

 The  general  opinion  on  ‘prothetic  vowels’  radically  changed  with  the  discovery  of 
 laryngeals.  Jerzy  Kuryłowicz  first  suggested  that  the  prothetic  vowels  ἐ-,  ἀ-,  and  ὀ-  could  be 
 vocalic  outcomes  of  *  h  1  -  ,  *  h  2  -  ,  and  *  h  3  -  respectively.  This  position  has  been  widely  accepted, 
 and  most  instances  of  Greek  and  Armenian  prothetic  vowels  are  now  considered  reflexes  of 
 laryngeals.  Re-reading  all  Greek  ἐρ-,  ἀρ-  and  ὀρ-  sequences  not  derived  from  *(  H  )  Vr-  as  *  Hr- 
 led  some  scholars  to  postulate  that  PIE  itself  did  not  have  initial  *  r  -  (  L  EHMANN  1951  ).  The 
 languages  of  the  Anatolian  branch  famously  lack  words  with  initial  r  (with  the  exception  of 
 some  secondary  cases),  and  tend  to  preserve  laryngeals,  and  this  was  regarded  as  an 
 additional proof thereof. 

 Since  the  decipherment  of  Hittite,  it  was  noted  that  initial  /r/  was  also  absent  from 
 initial  position  in  non-Indo-European  languages  of  the  Anatolian  area,  namely  Hattic, 
 Hurrian,  Urartean,  and  –  at  a  much  later  stage  –  even  Turkish.  This  led  some  scholars, 
 especially  in  the  1950s  and  1960s  (  e.g.  E  VANGELISTI  1965,  L  AZZERONI  1967),  to  argue  that  this 
 restriction  was  not  coincidental  or  independent;  in  their  opinion  it  was  in  fact  part  of  a  much 
 larger picture, and it affected several IE and non-IE of the “circum-Aegean  Sprachbund  ”. 

 Today  we  regard  some  of  these  facts  in  a  different  manner  (  e.g.  the  fact  that  Turkic 
 had  such  a  feature  before  its  arrival  in  Anatolia  makes  Turkish  irrelevant  to  the  question),  but 
 no  consensus  has  been  reached,  and  scholars  have  argued  in  favour  of  either  hypothesis. 
 Even  in  recent  handbooks,  one  reads  both  that  «PIE  probably  did  not  have  *  r  in  Anlaut. 
 Apparent  cases  had  *  Hr-  »  (  B  EEKES  2011:  171)  and  that  «the  lack  of  r-initial  words  in 
 Anatolian,  rather  than  reflecting  something  inherited  from  PIE,  could  be  an  areal  feature» 
 (  F  ORTSON  2010: 498  ). 

 If  we  exclude  chance,  this  common  restriction  can  be  interpreted  in  two  possible 
 ways:  either  Greek,  Armenian,  and  Anatolian  preserve  a  situation  already  present  in  PIE,  or 
 they  innovate.  Through  a  comprehensive  reanalysis  of  the  available  evidence,  I  will  try  to 
 understand  whether  the  prohibition  of  initial  /r/,  shared  by  Greek,  Anatolian  and  Armenian  is 
 a  PIE  archaism,  a  common  innovation,  or  an  areal  phenomenon  affecting  Greek,  Armenian, 
 and  the  Anatolian  languages.  I  will  also  assess  whether  or  not,  and  to  what  extent,  ‘prothetic 
 vowels’ before /r/ should be regarded as the outcomes of laryngeals. 

 I  will  show  that  the  problem  of  initial  /r/  is  connected  to  the  outcomes  of  initial 
 laryngeals,  to  the  structure  of  the  PIE  root,  and,  more  marginally,  to  the  presence  of  /a/  in 
 PIE.  I  will  conclude  that  the  main  problem  with  the  idea  of  an  r-  constraint  of  PIE  date  is  that 
 we  have  no  independent  proofs  in  favour  of  it:  this  alleged  constraint  has  been  in  fact 
 postulated  mainly  because  of  bits  and  pieces  of  Greek,  Armenian,  and  Anatolian  evidence, 
 which  –  brought  together  –  do  not  offer  enough  support  for  pushing  this  restriction  back  to 
 the  common  phase.  PIE  is  likely  to  have  had  forms  beginning  with  both  *  r-  and  *  Hr-  ,  and 
 there is no reason to exclude either. 

 It  is  therefore  more  likely  that  the  prohibition  of  initial  /r/  is  an  innovation  in  Greek, 
 Anatolian  and  Armenian,  and  the  presence  of  neighbouring  languages  which  also  avoid 
 initial  /r/  (Hattic,  Hurrian,  perhaps  Phrygian)  makes  the  possibility  of  a  contact-induced 
 phenomenon  more  likely  than  a  common  innovation  in  the  genetic  sense.  If  this  is  the  case, 
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 a  possible  reason  for  this  change  in  Greek,  Anatolian  and  Armenian  is  a  common  substrate, 
 which  is  however  virtually  impossible  to  prove.  This  is  why,  unless  new  data  change  the 
 actual  situation,  the  safest  solution  is  to  consider  the  prohibition  of  initial  /r/  in  the 
 Graeco-Anatolian  area,  a  non  better-defined  areal  phenomenon  dating  back  at  least  to  the 
 early  second  millennium  BCE,  and  to  leave  the  burden  of  proof  upon  those  who  want  to 
 argue  for  such a PIE restriction of initial /r/. 
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 Panel 6 - 2nd Oct (15:30 - 17:00) 
 Chairs: Edoardo Chiattelli & Krishnan Ram-Prasad 

 Back to the etymology of Vedic  sá 
 Verónica Orqueda 

 Pontificia Universidad Católica de Chile 
 It  is  well  known  that  the  use  of  the  Vedic  demonstrative  sá/tá  -  challenges  their  traditional 
 view  as  reflexes  of  a  typical  anaphoric  pronoun  of  neutral  deixis  (Klein  1996)  in 
 Proto-Indo-European,  and  that,  considering  especially  their  use  with  1  st  and  2  nd  person 
 pronouns,  authors  have  searched  for  alternative  analysis.  Thus,  for  instance,  Delbrück 
 (1888)  considered  Vedic  sá  as  a  particle,  and  Jamison  (1992)  claimed  a  rather  emphatic 
 type of deixis of this pronoun, especially in cases of 2  nd  person referents with imperatives. 

 From  the  morphological  point  of  view,  the  comparative  method  has  traditionally  led  to 
 the  reconstruction  of  a  suppletive  paradigm,  with  forms  with  *  s  only  in  the  masc./fem. 
 nominative  and  forms  with  *  t  in  the  whole  remaining  paradigm,  which  is  at  odds,  among 
 other  cases,  with  the  attestation  of  forms  such  as  Vedic  sim  and  sasmin  ,  traditionally 
 considered  as  relics.  In  turn,  from  a  semantic  perspective  some  authors  have  suggested  that 
 *  só/*tó  may  have  differentiated  according  to  the  animacy  degree  of  their  referents  (e.g., 
 Szemerényi  1978,  Meier-Brügger  1992).  Unfortunately,  this  hypothesis  has  not  offered  a 
 satisfactory  answer  to  the  problematic  uneven  distribution  of  stems  in  grammatical  cases. 
 Interestingly,  Sturtevant  (1939)  connected  the  differentiation  of  two  forms  (particles,  in  his 
 view)  with  a  functional  differentiation  related  to  information  structure:  *  só  would  introduce 
 new subjects, and  *tó  would not. 

 In  this  paper,  I  reassess  the  problem  of  the  use  of  the  sá,  sā,  tad  paradigm  in  Early 
 Vedic  and  suggest  that  it  derives  from  the  paradigmatization  of  two  different  demonstratives 
 in  PIE  that  need  to  be  reconstructed,  a  proximate  and  an  obviative,  which  may  have 
 indicated,  respectively,  a  referent  that  ranked  high  and  low  according  to  a  referential 
 hierarchy,  following  works  by  Pooth  (2018)  and  Orqueda  &  Inostroza  (forth.).  To  do  so,  I 
 analyze  and  classify  a  sample  of  pronominal  forms  extracted  from  Books  2  through  5  in  the 
 Ṛgveda  according to the features of animacy, topicality  and person number of their referents. 

 As  I  will  show,  these  Vedic  pronouns  can  be  seen  as  reflexes  of  former  proximate 
 and  obviative  markers  (and  not  a  single  neutral  3  rd  person  anaphoric  pronoun),  as 
 derivatives  in  *  s  -  (contrarily  to  those  in  *  t-  )  preserve  their  more  frequent  use  with  highly 
 animate  and  topical  referents.  This  can  be  seen  as  complementary  with  the  use  of 
 derivatives  in  *  t-  with  2  nd  person  referents  in  cases  where  a  1  st  person  referent  acts  upon  a 
 2  nd  person  referent  or  cases  where  the  invocation  to  a  2  nd  person  implies  a  more  topical  1  st 

 person.  To  support  this  claim,  I  will  provide  evidence  from  other  IE  languages  that  may 
 support  such  functional  reconstruction.  As  well,  I  will  show  that  this  scenario  is  well  attested 
 in  languages  with  hierarchical  alignment  and  direct/inverse  voice  marking,  in  which  direct 
 forms  are  used  when  a  higher  participant  acts  on  a  low  one  (Haude  &  Zúñiga  2016):  e.g.,  a 
 ½  person  participant  acting  upon  a  3  rd  person  participant,  or  a  1  st  person  participant  acting 
 upon a 2  nd  person participant. 

 Delbrück, B., 1888:  Altindische Syntax  . Halle. 

 Jamison,  S.  1992:  Vedic  ‘  sá  figé  ’:  An  inherited  sentence  connective?  Historische 
 Sprachforschung  105, pp. 213-39. 

 35 



 PIER: Problems, possibilities, & new perspectives  Abstracts (20/9/21) 

 Klein.  J.,  1996:  “Sá-figé”  and  Indo-European  deixis.  Historische  Sprachforschung  109,  pp. 
 21-39. 

 Meier-Brügger, M., 1992:  Griechische Sprachwissenschaft  .  Berlin/New York. 

 Orqueda,  V.  &  Inostroza,  D.,  forth.:  From  Proto-Indo-European  to  Old  Latin  ipse  and  iste: 
 Two sides of the same coin?  Emerita  . 

 Pooth,  R.,  2018:  Transitivity  Direction  in  Proto-Indo-European:  Direct,  Inverse,  and 
 Intransitive Verb Forms. Manuscript 26.10.2018, 
 https://leidenuniv.academia.edu/RolandPooth 

 Sturtevant,  E.,  1939:  The  pronoun  *  so,  *sa,  *tod  and  the  Indo-Hittite  hypothesis.  Language 
 15, pp. 11-19. 

 Szemerényi,  O.,  1978:  Introducción  a  la  lingüística  comparativa  (transl.  A.  Alvarez).  Madrid, 
 Thumeysen. 

 36 

https://leidenuniv.academia.edu/RolandPooth


 PIER: Problems, possibilities, & new perspectives  Abstracts (20/9/21) 

 Spatial Frames of Reference in Old Latin 
 Annamaria Bartolotta 

 Università degli Studi di Palermo 
 This  paper  investigates  the  spatial  Frames  of  Reference  (FoRs)  in  Old  Latin  within  the 
 framework  of  Cognitive  Linguistics  (cf.  Talmy  1983;  Levinson  2003;  Levinson  &  Wilkins 
 2006).  Differently  from  modern  Indo-European  languages,  which  are  heavily  based  on  the 
 so-called  relative  or  egocentric  FoR,  ancient  Indo-European  languages  such  as  Vedic  and 
 Homeric  Greek  did  not  make  use  of  such  an  egocentric  orientation  system  at  their  earliest 
 stage,  since  the  relation  between  FIGURE  and  GROUND  was  not  specified  by  imposing  an 
 external  deictic  observer’s  viewpoint  (cf.  Bartolotta  2018;  2021).  The  historical-comparative 
 analysis  of  the  most  ancient  literary  texts  in  the  Indo-European  tradition  gives  us  the 
 opportunity  to  investigate  early  spatial  orientation  systems  that  might  have  been  inherited 
 from  the  proto-language.  Strikingly,  data  from  the  Rigveda  and  the  Homeric  poems  show 
 that  those  languages  made  use  of  the  same  two  orientation  systems,  i.e.  the  intrinsic  and  the 
 absolute  .  Thus,  the  fact  that  both  languages  appear  to  lack  the  relative  or  egocentric  FoR 
 challenges  the  reconstruction  of  a  deictic  orientation  system  also  for  Indo-European.  More 
 specifically,  the  use  of  spatial  terms  FRONT,  BEHIND,  LEFT,  RIGHT  shows  no  evidence  for  a 
 spatial  perspective  projected  by  bodily  coordinates  (on  front-back  and/or  right-left  axes) 
 either  in  Vedic  or  in  Greek.  The  aim  of  this  study  is  to  add  the  perspective  of  Old  Latin,  by 
 focusing  on  the  meaning  and  the  contexts  of  use  of  these  spatial  terms  in  the  comedies  of 
 Plautus.  The  results  of  this  analysis  are  consistent  with  the  hypothesis  according  to  which 
 the  ternary  relative  FoR  was  not  the  primary  orientation  system  in  Proto-Indo-European.  In 
 fact,  the  data  show  that  Plautus  made  primarily  use  of  the  binary  intrinsic  FoR  (both 
 object-centered  and  direct  ),  as  the  GROUND  s  taken  as  reference  points  of  the  spatial  scene 
 were  always  entities  endowed  with  unambiguous  intrinsic  front-back  sides  (e.g.  the  house, 
 the  doors,  the  army,  the  human  body  and  its  parts).  Furthermore,  although  more  rarely,  the 
 spatial  scene  could  also  be  described  by  referring  to  fixed  constant  bearings  abstracted  from 
 the  environment  (e.g.  prevailing  wind  directions),  according  to  the  absolute  or  field-based 
 FoR.  In  both  intrinsic  and  absolute  FoRs,  the  spatial  description  does  not  change  by 
 changing  perspective.  Consequently,  it  is  not  strictly  necessary  to  involve  an  extra-entity,  i.e. 
 a  deictic  observer  imposing  her/his  own  viewpoint  to  the  scene,  as  is  crucial  in  case  of 
 GROUND  s  that  are  intrinsically  ‘unfeatured’.  It  is  plausibly  for  this  reason  that  no  trace  has 
 been  found  of  the  more  complex  relative  FoR  in  Plautus’  comedies.  These  results  are 
 consistent  with  both  typological  and  historical-comparative  studies.  In  a  typological 
 perspective,  the  universal  status  of  the  egocentric  or  relative  FoR  proper  to  modern 
 Indo-European  languages  (Mühlhäusler  2001)  has  indeed  been  challenged  by  recent 
 evidence  on  many  non-Indo-European  languages  (see,  among  others,  Levinson  2003; 
 O’Meara  &  Pérez  Báez  2011).  In  addition,  it  has  been  shown  that  there  is  a  constraint  toward 
 the  absolute  -  intrinsic  FoR  combination  in  the  world’s  languages  (cf.  Kataoka  2002).  In  a 
 historical-comparative  perspective,  these  preliminary  data  might  allow  us  to  list  Old  Latin 
 among  those  ancient  Indo-European  languages,  like  Vedic  and  Greek,  which  originally  did 
 not make use of a deictic orientation system. 
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 Prospects of computational internal reconstruction: machine learning and 
 phonological predictability 

 Frederik Hartmann 
 Universität Konstanz 

 Since  its  first  application  about  200  years  ago,  comparative  reconstruction  has  remained 
 crucial  for  the  reconstruction  of  PIE  albeit  not  having  undergone  drastic  alterations.  The 
 advent  of  computational  methods  has  enabled  many  scientific  fields  to  further  their 
 understanding  of  processes  and  concepts  or  to  improve  on  traditional  methods  by  extending 
 them  with  a  computational  or  statistical  component.  Linguistics,  too,  has  begun  utilizing 
 computational  methods  in  certain  areas  such  as  natural  language  processing  and  word 
 embeddings.  However,  in  Indo-European  linguistics  and  linguistic  diachronic  research  in 
 general,  these  approaches  are  still  rarely  found.  The  project  at  hand  aims  to  present  an 
 approach  for  the  integration  of  computational  methods  into  the  reconstruction  process 
 regarding  two  aspects:  (1)  Verifying  phonological  reconstructions  obtained  by  traditional 
 methods  and  (2)  gaining  new  insights  into  the  phonological  details  of  reconstructed  PIE 
 sounds.  I  will  introduce  a  Bayesian  mixture  model  clustering  algorithm  and  a  deep  neural 
 network  application  for  historical  phonology  which  is  suited  for  reconstructed  PIE.  At  the 
 heart  of  these  models  lie  the  principles  of  local  predictability  [see  e.g.  2,  3]  and  statistical 
 phonological  constraints  that  can  be  employed  to  estimate  sound  clusters  and  phonological 
 properties  based  on  the  features  in  the  immediate  phonetic  environment  of  each  sound.  The 
 methods  are  being  presented  in  two  case  studies  on  the  PIE  laryngeals:  The  first  model  is  a 
 Bayesian  mixture  model  which  is  trained  on  the  phonetic  environment  of  the  laryngeals  to 
 determine  the  internal  validity  of  the  current  reconstruction.  Contrary  to  what  a  minority  view 
 holds  [e.g.  6],  the  Bayesian  mixture  model  can  demonstrate  that  all  three  laryngeals  cluster 
 as  distinct  entities,  each  with  their  own  phonotactic  attributes  as  the  current  consensus 
 suggests  [4,  5,  1].  This  means  the  clustering  algorithm  can  classify  environmental  feature 
 samples  in  clusters  which  suggest  a  tripartite  laryngeal  system.  As  a  second  method,  the 
 study  makes  use  of  deep  neural  networks  as  part  of  the  larger  field  of  machine  learning 
 algorithms.  The  phonetic  environment  data  of  all  non-laryngeal  PIE  sounds  serves  as  the 
 basis  for  training  the  networks,  enabling  the  algorithm  to  determine  the  laryngeals’  features 
 solely  by  their  immediate  phonetic  neighbours.  More  specifically,  a  4-layered  dense  neural 
 network  with  a  binary  output  layer  is  trained  on  samples  of  phonetic  feature  matrices 
 encoding  the  features  present  in  the  phonetic  environment  of  a  given  sound.  The  validity  of 
 this  method  is  assessed  beforehand  using  New  High  German  phonetic  data.  After  the 
 training,  the  neural  network  is  then  tasked  with  detecting  the  laryngeals’  features.  The 
 predictions  of  the  model  have  the  potential  to  either  validate  the  current  reconstructions  or 
 inspire  new  research  into  certain  previously  undiscovered  aspects  of  the  laryngeal 
 phonology.  These  approaches  based  on  phonological  environment  data  can  be  seen  as  a 
 computational  implementation  of  internal  reconstruction  utilizing  synchronic  information  of 
 PIE.  As  such,  it  enables  researchers  to  assess  the  coherence  of  current  phonological 
 reconstructions  of  PIE  and  it  can  be  used  to  uncover  phonological  properties  of 
 reconstructed sounds. 
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