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Ablative Formations'

Olav Hackstein
MARTIN-LUTHER-UNIVERSITAT IN HALLE

1. The position of the ablative in IE case morpholggy. Within the IE system of case formation,
the ablative is peculiar in that it shows the most morphological constraints. Among these,
two peculiarities in particular, found outside the Anatolian and Tocharian branches,
are noteworthy: first, the declensional restriction of a distinct ablative morpheme to
the thematic and the pronominal declensions; and second, the complete absence of a
distinct ablative ending in the plural. The pronominal declension apart, only the singular
of the thematic declension employed a distinct ablative ending. Otherwise, the ablatve
morphemes were homophonous with the genitive morpheme in the non-thematic
singular, and with the dative in the plural of all declensions. This can be illustrated by
the Sanskrit nouns #va- (them./m.) ‘horse’ and #p- (cons./f.} ‘water™.

Singular:  distinct ablative (them decl.) homophony (otherwise)
ablative: {-24} ablative = genitive: {-as}
s = E @uys

Plural: homophony (all declensions)
ablative = dative: {-bhyas}
dsvebhyas adbhyds

FIGURE I. RESTRICTION OF DISTINCTIVE ABLATIVE $G. MORPHEME OUTSIDE ANATO-
LIAN AND TOCHARIAN: SANSKRIT

The restriction of a morphologically distinctive ablative to the singular led Delbriick
in his comparative syntax (1893:182, following Gacdicke 1880:144 n.) to hypothesize
that the ablative was, morphologically and functionally, an intrinsically singular case.
According to Delbriick the singular restriction followed automatically from the ablative’s
core function of designating a single point of reference and departure. This was taken by
Delbriick to imply a singular noun. This argument, however, is flawed by the fact that
grammatical number is not necessarily commensurate with natural number. A singular
poun may designate several referents, and nothing would prevent us from conceiving of
a singular entity as comprising a multiplicity (e.g. collectives). Conversely, a plural, if
used distriburtively, may well designate several, individual points of departure.

Since Delbriick’s era, new developments in Indo-European linguistics, notably the
discovery of the Anatolian and Tocharian branches, have cast the singular restriction

1. 'The present paper grew out of a lecture presented in Erlangen on December 13, 2005. I would like to thank
the audience for its comments, in particular Bernhard Forssman, Norbert Qettinger, and Evgen Hill. Many
thanks also ro Detlev Groddek for discussing the Hirtite passage KUB s5.11 92 with me. Remaining infelicities
are of course my own.
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of the ablative in an entirely different light. In contrast to all other branches of Indo-
European, both Anatolian and Tocharian are peculiar in employing a single distinctive
ablative morpheme for bo#h numbers indiscriminately. Accordingly, the Anatolian and
Tocharian facts are suggestive not of a singular restriction of the Indo-European ablative,
but rather of its indifference to number. The paradigm of Hittite bapa- (a-stem/corm.)
‘river, creek’ will serve as an illustration of the lack of a number distinction 1t che Hiretite
ablanve and the Anatolian ablative in general:®

Ablative sg.:  pap-az  I1D-az
= Ablativepl: pap-as? [DMES.gg

FIGURE 2. SINGULAR-PLURAL HOMOPHONY IN THE HITTITE ABLATIVE

From the above singular/plural homophony it follows that the singular or plural meaning
of an Anatolian ablative is in principle inferable only from the context and sense of a
given passage. Fortunately, however, metalinguistic graphemic evidence is often available
which can formally specify a plural meaning, notably the purely graphemic use of plural
determinatives in ideographic spelling. An intended plural is indicated by the postposed
determinative (MES), which—being purely graphic—remains unexpressed in actual
speech. Thus the ideographic spellings ID and pl. IDMES cach involve the self-same
nominal stem, i.e., apa-.

Tocharian (East Tocharian) shares with Hittite and Anarolian the homophony of the
ablative morpheme ({-4s}) in the singular and plural. By contrast, however, Tocharian
shows the vestiges of a free ablative morpheme. The status of {-4s} as an unbound
morpheme is most clearly hinted at by 1ts postpositional use with inflected case forms.
The East Tocharian ablative is formed by tagging the same ablative morpheme {-ds} onto
the oblique singular and plural stems:

Singular Pharal
Nominative: yuk ‘equus’ yuka#i ‘equr’
Oblique (< *accusative):  yuk ‘equum’ yukas ‘equos’
! l
Ablative: yuk-ds ‘(ab/de) equo’  yukas-ids ‘(ab/de) equis’

FIGURE 3. SINGULAR-FPLURAL HOMOFPHONY IN THE EAST TOCHARIAN ABLATIVE

In addition to the Anatolian and Tocharian evidence presented above, traces of an
original lack of number distinction in the ablative are also furnished by the other Indo-
European branches. An argument which to my knowledge has not been advanced
heretofore is implicit in the inflection of the personal pronouns. While in the first and
second person the singular and plural pronouns not only have distinct stems but also
formally differentiate singular and plural endings for most cases, the ablative deviates
in employing the same morpheme for both the singular and the plural. Thus, the PIE
ablatives *med ‘from me’ and *psmed from us’ end in the same morpheme {-¢d} — contrary

2. See Neu 1979:191; Starke 1977:126, 1982:415, and 1990:42.
3. For attestations see HW™ 2:203, 205 5.2 bapa-.
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to the nominative, in which the nom. singular and nom. plural endings are different
(singular {-@} versus plural {-(g)s}).

Singular Plural
Nominative:  *gdoh, T *uci- (e)s “we’

*ruH ‘you’ *tuH-s ‘you (pl.)’
Ablative: *méd fromme”  Fmsméd ‘from us’

*tyéd ‘from you’  *usméd ‘from you (pl.y’

FIGURE 4. HOMOPHONY OF THE ABLATIVE MORPHEME IN THE IE PERSONAL PRONOUN

The question of how to account for the failure of the ablative to differentiate singular
and plural has not been answered conclusively so far. The present paper sets as its goal
to answer this question. In what follows I shall present facts indicative of an inherited
aggludnating morphelogy in the formation of the Indo-European ablanve.

1.1, Survey of vesearch. Before proceeding, it will be usefual to lay out some of the results
of previous research. In fact, the possibility of an agglutinating ablative in Indo-European
has been proposed before and was developed further in the wake of the discovery of
Anatohan and Tochanan.

1.1.1. Classical Armenian: Sophus Bugge 1803. The year 1893 can be considered the
starting point of all attempts to elucidate the morphological prehistory of the Proto-
Indo-European ablative. In that year Sophus Bugge (1893:75) published a brief remark on
the Armenian ablative morpheme {-¢}. Occasional instances of a postpositional use of {-¢}
(e.g., nom. akn ‘eye’, gen.-dat.-loc. akan — ablative y akan-¢ ‘from the eye’) led Bugge
to conclude that the Armenian ablative morpheme originated as an independent word.
Furthermore, Bugge suggested identifying {-£} etymologically with Sanskrit 4%, Greek
érr and other cognates thereof. Bugge’s suggestion failed to influence the reconstruction
of the PIE ablative for several decades, however, the more so because the remaining IE
languages known in Bugge’s time could not provide the missing link berween an ablative
in *-#f and the more customary type in *-4, as known from Latin and Indo-Iranian. This,
however, and the isolation of an ablative in *-#f was to change soon with the discovery
of Anatolian and Tocharian. As we shall see later on in this paper, these two branches
provide the cruciaf key to a unitary analysis and an equation of the ablatives in *-# and
those in *-4.

1.1.2. William Austin 1042, Pisani 1966: Classical Armentan and Anatolian. The next
step was taken half a century later by William Austin, a student of Edgar Sturtevant’s,
again with a brief remark stating that Classical Armenian {-py} and {-¢}, if traced back
to PIE *-oti and *-eti, could be identified with the ablative endings of Luvian -## and
Lycian -adi/edi.* Although Austin’s phonological account of Hittite {-4z} from PIE *-zs
is demonstrably false,* his basic idea of setting up an equation between the Hirtite and
the Armenian ablative endings can be upheld. Consequently this idea was taken up again
and (with the correct phonological interpretation) endorsed by Pisani 1966:220f.

4. Austin 1942:23: “These endings [ = Arm. Abl. ¢y, -£] may be identified with the Lycian ablative endings
-adi and -edi and more remotely with the zero grade of the same suffix (-#s) that was generalized in the Hirtite
ablative.”

5. Hittite {-az} goes back to Common Anatolian *-4# as is clear from its sandhi variant -azi occurring before
ditic = (¥)a ‘and’; see Oettinger 1976:23f. n. 6 and Garrett 1990:272 with references.
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1.1.3. Jay Jasanoff 1987: Armenian, Anatolian and Tocharian. Austin’s proposal, however,
still did not provide the “breakthrough solution.” The Armemian {-£} was by itself still
open to other reconstructions, and the Anatolian evidence as the sole secure indication
of a *ti-ablative was too meager a basis for further reconstruction. The crucial next
step was not taken until 1987, when Jay Jasanoff (1987:106f.) freed the #-type ablarive
from its isolaton. In establishing that the East Tocharian ablative morpheme {-ds} can
straightforwardly be reconstructed as *-V#z, Jasanoff added the missing link that was
crucial to positing a Proto-Indo-European #i-type ablative. The key to the equation of the
Anarolian and East Tocharian ablatives was a sound law according to which a voiceless
dental between a vowel and word-final *-f becomes palatal 5 in East Tocharian. This
rule was independently discovered and published in 1987 by Klingenschmitt (1987:188
with n. 64), but without invoking the evidence of the ablative. Apart from the East
Tocharian ablative formant {-ds}, Jasanoff’s and Klingenschmitt’s rule also explains the
East Tocharian ending of the third singular active -4ds (< *-s7 < *#5% < *+% < PIE
*-(e)ti).

1.2.1. Additional evidence: copulative s in West Tochavian. Recent studies have brought
to light additional evidence corroborating Jasanoff’s and Klingenschmitt’s rule. Thus,
it is possible to derive the West Tocharian conjunction /s/ («— *&52 < *ydss) from PIE
*(ln)eti (with the apheresis of the inittal syllable common to words 1n clitic function) and
equate it with Latin ¢ and Gothic #.° Punctionally, PIE *(b etz is originally an ablative
built on the demonstrative stem PIE *( )e-, and the semantics of West Tocharian /s/
‘and apart from that’, “and beyond/furthermore’, ‘and” are entirely consistent with its
postulated ablative origin. The semantic development can be envisaged either as a) local
from there’ > temporal ‘and then’ > copulative “and’ or as b) figurative ‘apart from
that” > ‘beyond/furthermore’ > “and’. The connecting particle /5/ is also attested in fuller
form as sdp, which goes back to *(l)eri + *(hJepi. Toch B sdp means ‘and more thereof,
additionally, and beyond’, e.g. Toch. B LP 15 a5 (ed. Pinault 1987:90) sap ma tirkanat
‘and more do not let pass through?”, B HMR 3 b6 tane spak pete ‘and thereof give more!’

In sum, the sound law behind the interpretation of East Tochartan ablative {-ds} as
PIE *-V#i is secure, and so is the equation of the East-Tochartan and Anarolian ablative
formants. With this established, there remains no reason to uphold any of the reservations
against including the Classical Armenian morpheme {-£} in the equation. Moreover,
there are, it should be noted, probable instances of Armenian-Hittite equations of frozen
case forms in *-#; cf. Hittite tuuaz ‘from afar’ < *duebyri (cf. Ricken 1999:69f.) and
Armenian erkay-n ‘long’ — *erkay < *duéhyti. This account is much less complicared than
Olsen’s (1999:284) alternative explanation (< *erkapain < *erkapani) which requires a
number of additional hypotheses. In addition to the phonological equation linking the
respective ablative morphemes, further comparison reveals morphological and syntactic
traits shared by Classical Armenian, Hittite and Tocharian. Morphologically, Classical
Armenian {-£}, Hittite {-(a)z}, Tocharian A {-ds} are indifferent to number. Furthermore,
all three morphemes show the potential for postposttional use with inflected case formns.
Synrtactically, furthermore, in a branching noun phrase or within a group of coordinated
nouns only the last member will take the ablative morpheme (group inflection). Given

6. I have dealt with this etymology elsewhere; see Hackstein 2004¢:95, 2005:176.
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these correspondences, Godel’s reservations about equating the Classical Armenian and
Hittite morphemes (1975:105) have to be given up.

r.2.2. The ablative morpheme of West Tocharian: Toch. B {-mem}. Given the presence of
an inherited ablative formant *-7 in Proto-Tocharian and East Tocharian, it would be
surprising if not a single trace of it survived into West Tocharian. In fact, it is possible
that the productive West Tocharian ablarive morpheme {-mem}, for which there 1s no
generally accepted etymology (Adams 1999:468), is ulimately related to this same *-£2,
West Tocharian {-mem} can plausibly be derived from an enclitic ablative demonstrative
*tmem “from there, thereof, thence’ with apheresis of the dental onsct. A parallel to this
derivation of an ablative by the postposing of an ablative demonstrative 1s furnished
by the agglutination of Ved. ¢ (< PIE *104), on which see Bichlmeier 1999:28ff. The
posited *tmem in turn derives from < *tdm”-em and Proto-Tocharian *tem-enti, replacing
earlier *1¢d®-enti.® This formation, if projected back phonologically into PIE, would
reflect *tod-onti. Along these lines, then, Toch. B mem contains an ablative ending *-onti,
a generalisation of the #-stem ablative ending. Crucially, such a generalisation of ablative
*-onts in Proto-Tocharian would be a perfect match for the spread of the same ending
complex in Anatolian.™

1.2.3. Case-derived ablative formation and group inflection.

(@) Classical Armenian

Morphology: case-derived ablative formation
nom. g7 ‘who’, dat.-loc. orum — abl. y orm-¢ ‘of ffrom whom’
nom. tef ‘place’, loc. ¢ tebvof — abl. i tebvoj-é ‘off/from the place’

Syntax: group inflection
PronOunyy .joc. + NOUN,ppive Y-&ism ascarh-¢ ‘of/from this world’ (John 18:36)
Adjectiveyy Joc, + NOULplarive 70 banderi-£ “from the new garment’

(Luke 5:36)

(b) Hittste
Morphology: case-derived ablative formation
Neo-Hitt. loc. E-ir ‘in the house’ — abl. pir-za (E-ir-za) From [m} the housc
= endingless locative pir + ablative morpheme z(a) (alongside parnaz)™
Syntax: group inflection
adjective, . + NOWNylarive - kadlarit uddanaz from the harmful word’

=. tim as in Toch. A tém, showing the special development of weakly stressed or unstressed *-¢/a- > Toch.
-¢/a- > -4- as found inter alia in clitics {(see Hackstein 2004b:289, 2005:179 with references).

8. The replacement of the pronominal neuter ending -4 by -m in Proto-Tocharian is borne out by Toch, B méé-
tau-7iz, the abstract noun formed from makie ‘self, with sau- from carlier *tom before -5, cf, Winter (1989:29):
“it [Toch. B mak-re “self << “same’ << ‘like that’], oo, should be taken to reflect a Proto-Indo-European neurer
form in *-om when occurring as the nucleus of B maktansiz.”

9. OnToch. B -em < *-onti, see Cowgill 1985:104 (following Szemerényi), Ringe 1996:77.

1o.On the spread of ablative *-enti in Anatolian see Jasanoff 1973:123f,, Warkins in Garrett 1990:276, Oettinger
1904324, Melchert 2000:58f. n. 22.

r1.Jasanoff (1973:109): “The element *-¢i seems originally to have been added to the endingless locarive.” Cf.
Neu 1979:190 and 1980:20f,

xa.Pedersen 1948:22-4, Kronasser 1956:104, Josephson 1966:136f., Jasanoff 1987:110 n. 40, Neu 1979:191 on
ilazmir = ifaz-fmit ‘from their mouth(s)’, kartazmir = kartaz-smit ‘from their heart(s)".
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(c) Tocharian . _
Morphology: case-derived ablative formation
feminine oblique tdm — ablative tdmas (A 90 a4), tamds (A 57 b6, 333 b7 +;
ct. Sieg, Siegling, and Schulze 1931:170 §285)
Syntax: group inflection
Pronounypique + NOWpiagve 22C surmas ne ‘for which reason’ = Skt. yendsthena
(cf. Sieg, Siegling, and Schuize 1931:177 n.1)
adjective oyiique + NOUN,plarive Fidkeyds wimantwis ‘from the gods’ palaces’
(A 58 a6)
adjectiveypiigue + NOUNGblique + APPOSItiONaplative fHILEPArAMSE cakvavartss lantis
‘from the Buddha-like Cakravart, king” (MSN 1.4[IL.2] b2)

1.2.4. Classical Armenian, Anatolian, Tocharian vs. the remaining branches of Indo-
Eurgpean. Having demonstrated the affinity of the ablative morphemes of Classical
Armenian, Anatolian, and Tocharian, the following question imposes itself: How are
the £i-type ablatives related to the ablatives in *-4 of Latin, Indo-Iranian etc.? From
a phonological standpoint, a unitary analysis is possible. While Classical Armenian,
Anatolian, and Tocharian continue the ablative morpheme without apocope, all the
other branches generalize the apocopated allomorph *-¢# throughout the paradigm. This
variant, in origin an allomorph of PIE date, was voiced to *-4 by regular sound change
already in the proto-language, for which see the thorough treatment by Szemerényi
(1973:55—63, 72), Cowgill (1975:52), and Ringe (1097:134-8).

Ablanves in paradigms:

No apocope Apocope and *-t > *-g/ #
Hitnte, Tocharian, Classical Armenian  elsewhere
-(V)ti *Gti > *-Gt > *-0d

*_gti > *-gt > *-ad

The d-type ablatives show signs of a previously unbound morpheme. Among these
indications are the circumflex intonation of the Baltic (*ablative-)genitives and occur-
rences of metrically disyllabic -2 in Vedic. These features were already taken by Kappus
(1903:13f.; likewise Hirt 1927:170}, Meillet (1920:50), and Stang (1966:44., 181) to imply
a contraction with an earlier postpositional unbound morpheme. None of these authors,
however, noted the evident similarity of this to Bugge’s 1893 proposal, and Meillet, strik-
ingly, although familiar with Hittite and especially Tocharian, did not follow up on the
transparently agglutinating character of the Tocharian and Hittite ablative morphemes.

2. Evaluation: problems and methods. Despite these facts, however, the demonstrated
possibility of reconciling the #-and 4-type ablatives remains a purely theoretical phono-
logical option. The question emerges whether beyond this abstract possibility there is
any concrete proof of the historical identity of the two ablative types. In the following, 1
shall present evidence to substantiate such an identiry.

2.1. Personal pronouns. The connection between #i- and 4-type ablatives is most conspic-
uously borne out by pairs of cognates which— while being etymologically equivalent—
oppose the two types of ablative formation. One such case is provided by the personal
pronouns, whose potential for preserving archaic morphology is well known. In com-
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paring the ablatives of the first and second person pronouns of East Tocharian to their
Indo-Iranian correspondents, we obtain etymologically identical pairs in *-ezz (East

Tocharian), *-ot2 (Luvian) and *-ed/od (Indo-Iranian).

EAST TOCHARIAN

PIE *ty-eri > Toch. A
CwAs

PIE *ns-eti — Toch. A
wasds (e.g. A 119 bg),
with was- generalized
from nom.-obl. was;
cf. Lat. nos — nobis

PIE *us-eti — > Toch. A
yasis (¢.g. A 340 a4),
with yas- generalized
from nom.-obl. yas;

LUVIAN

PIE *tx-0£® > Luv. abl.-
InStr. tuwart

PIE *ps-oti possibly in
Luv. abl.-instr. CLuv.
anzati (if not dnz +

refl. -#, see Plochl 2003:

64f.)

PIE *us-0t2 — *u-n-s-ots
{-n- transferred from

1.pl. pronoun) > HLuv.

unzare

INDO-IRANIAN

PIE *suet/*tyor > *tued)
*tuod > Skt tvdd

PIE *ns-et/*ns-ot > *ns-ed/
*ns-od (cf. Szemerényt
1900:228, *nsmed > Skt.
asmad)

PIE *us-et > *us-ed —
*usmed > GAv. x$mag
(< **$mad; cf. Hoffmann/
Forssman 2004:161),

cf. Lat. vos — vobis Skt. yusmad

2.2. Indeclinables in PIE *-oti and *-eti, isolated case forms, and hidden ablatives: local
adverbs. It is possible to find similar pairings among (local) adverbs. These are again
noteworthy because of the adverbs’ tendency to preserve frozen case forms.

(2) Hittite arabza ‘from outside’ < *herhy-ti/*mrhy-ti (cf. Ricken 1099:68) and Vedic
drdt ‘von fern, aus der Ferne’ (EWA#a 1:173; Puhvel 1984:135)

(b) Toch. A #ds modal adverb ‘thus™ (< PIE *fofi) and Ved. ##d ‘thus’ (RV, see
EWAia 1:609), Hom. & ‘then’ and ‘therefore’,” Lith. #7 genitive of demonstrative s
{m.) from PIE *14d.

2.2.1.1. The preposition/preverk *proti. Among the local adverbs of East Tocharian,
one turns out to be particularly worth investigating: the local adverb and postposinon
andipras, which goes back to a univerbation *ono[d) proti/proti.

Toch. A anapri, B enepre ‘before’ < PIE *ono[d}pro
Toch. A aniipris’ < PIE *ono[d) prir ‘from before’
or Toch A andgprés instead of *andpras’” < PIE *ono[d] prét ‘from before®

13.PIE unstressed *-off > Proto-Anatolian *-edi (lenidon) > *-adé > HLuv. -aré (rhotacism); sce Mclchert
199460 and 2003:179.

14.5ee below, $2.3 (8).

15. Homeric 73— the reading of the papyri and most codices—is surely to be preferred to the reading m or
i on the basis of the transmission alone. Deriving Homeric 7é from an ablative *04 is a valid option. It is
not possible, however, to rule out an alternative derivation from instrumnental *z#n purely on formal grounds:
monosyllables in a long acute-accented vowel change 1o circumflex intonation in Greek, cf. xz from PIE *hird
and Schwyzer 1939:377f. Nevertheless, the ablative option (< *dd) is clearly better sernantically, at least in the
case of temporal 73 ‘then” and plausibly alse with causal 5 “therefore’, assuming a shift from ablative to temporal
to causal semantics. Given this, West’s decision to print wi (West 1998:xxit and passine) pucely on the basis of
Apollonios Dyskolos, despite the textual transmission, ought ro be rethought.

16. Toch. A andpris “before’ (MSN 1.2 [T1.1] asf., ed. Ji, Winter and Pinault 1998:68f.) with vowel weakening
from A anapris; see Pinault 1901:181f. As for the etymology see Hackstein 1996:102 0. 7.

17.CE. témas (A 90 a4) alongside tdmds (A 57 b6, 333 b7 +).
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What interests us most in the present context are two observations. First, it is hard to
believe that pris (to be reconstructed as *proti/proti) and the prepositions OCS protivi,
Greek mpoT1, mpog, Skt. prati (< *proti) are not related. Second, East Tocharian pris is
synchronically a transparent ablative in 5, whereas *prots as presupposed by OCS protiviz,
Greek meott, mpsg, Skt. priti has never been conceived of as an ablative—at least not before
now. Is it possible that PIE *prozs 1s itself a frozen ablative?

To rackle this question, let us first consider the semantics of anidpras. In the occurrence
given below, anipras is used as a postposition to a first person singular personal pronoun:
fiy andpras. Taken together with the verb siém ‘he stepped/came to stand’, the noun phrase
#y andiprds can be understood either as local ‘he came to stand in front of me’ (German
“por mir’)"® or as directional ‘he stepped in front of me’ {German ‘vor mich’).”

AkAL yes naken iy andprds eprevam sim
“a god came to stand before me/stepped in front of me in the dark™ (A MSN 1.2 [IL1]
asf.)

2.2.1.2. Ablative and dirvectional *prou: & contradiction? We have just noted that andpris,
though morphologically marked as an ablative, is not ablatival from a semantic stand-
point, but rather locatival or directional. In other words, andpras would be an ablative
with locatival and/or directional meaning, and under our hypothesis the same goes
for PIE *preti/proti, whose descendants (OCS protivi, Greek npéts, mode, Skt. priti) are
mostly directional in the individual languages. But isn’t a locatival or directional ablative
a contradiction in terms? To anticipate the answer, by ne means. There are in fact a host
of parallels for ablatival adverbs developing locatival and directional meanings. Cf. for
instance Latin de ab ante > Italian davanz ‘in front of’, Latin ab ante > Italian avanti
‘ahead, to the front’, or the directional/locatival uses of the Hittite ablative (Melchert
1977:151f., 195f.) like Hittite hantezziaz ‘in front, kunnaz ‘on the nght’.

bas$us arabza wizzi tunakkisna paizzi o
“Outside (from outside), the king is coming. He is entering the chamber.” (KBo 17.11
iv 6'—7' [StBoT 12 1v' 32]). Cf. Starke 1977:199.

arabza paiwani MAS.GAL -na peniwens
“We go outside and drive the goat away.” (StBoT 8 iii 43). Cf. Starke 1977:199.

However, parallels are not tantamount to an explanation. How are we to account for
the shift from ablatival to local and directional semantics?

(a) Abiative to locatival. To begin with, a shift from ablatival to locatival can be induced
by the context. Thus, when coupled with a verb of motion, an ablatve adjunct will
indicate the point of departure, with the ablative serving its core funcdon, e.g., German

18.Ji, Winter and Pinault 1998:68f.: “a god carne to stand before me in the dark’; Sicg, Siegling, and Schulze
1931:287: A 214 a2 ‘vor mir im Luftraurn stand er’; Thomas 1990:31: “[Es] ging [kam daher] ein Gott des Nachts
[und} stellze sich vor mir itn Luftraum auf’; Pinanlr 1990:182: “un dieu venait nocturne, [et] en face de moi dans
les airs se plaga®.

r9.Cf. A 22 aa siim “stellre er sich hin’ (Thomas 1957:19, 100), A 20 a4 yok koc Smam “richrete sich das Haar auf
{Thomas 1957:99).
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Er gebt aus dem Haus. With non-motion verbs, however, things are different. Take, for
instance, a verb with stative Aktionsart (lexical aspect) like shine. With a verb like shine
the aspect of motion is certainly backgrounded, even strongly backgrounded; hence a
shift of the focus of attention from the directionality of the shining to the location of the
shining source is natural:*

The sun shines (down) from the sky. > The sun shines in the sky.
Die Sonne leuchtet vom Himmel, > Die Sonne lenchtet am Himmel,

We are dealing with complementary perspectives that imply each other. The context
apart, another factor triggering the shift from ablative to locative semantics is the change
in constituency. In a sentence like (1) below, the prepositional phrase fiom the distance
can be understood either as an adjunct to the verb (be) hears or as an adjunct to the object
the/a noise. In the latter case, the semantics of the noise coming from the distance imply a
locative interpretation, i.e., the noise in the distance.

(1) He hears the/a noise [ from the distance) apepial pp-

(2) > He hears [[ the/a noise] [ from the distance],dnomina PP |

Semantically = He bears the/a noise, wihich is in the distance.

(b} Locatival >> directional. In addition to the shift from ablative to locative seman-
tics, there 15 evidence for a distinct mechanism which brings abour the change from
locative to directional semantics. Thus, in some languages the concepts of [ocality and
directionality may be more closely related than in others. A case in point is furnished by
Latin verbs of placing (ponere, locare, collocare, statuere, constituere), which prefer to express
the destination by a non-directional adjunct (ix fenestra ponere). In other languages, by
contrast, it is obligatory for adjuncts expressing the destination to be directional; cf,
German directional i + accusative (in das Fenster lggen). In Latin, it is the telicity of
verbs of placing which downplays the directionality per se and highlights the destination,
thereby enabling a local adjunct to stand in for a directional one. This state of affairs is
very likely old. The double function of the PIE locative in signifying both the place where
and the direction whereto was already noted by Delbriick (1803 :2174.); of. also (and in
the same vein) Neu 1980:13, s3f. on the Hittite locative.

(c) Ablasive >> locarival >> directional. Examples of a two-step process comprising a
shift from ablative to locative to directional semantics can be found.*

* Skt. pascad
1) Ablative from behind’ o
nik nah pascid aghim nasat, bhadrin bhaviri nab purd

“No vice would reach us from behind, and the virtue of auspiciousness would ever
be before us.” (RV 2.41.511bc)

20. Cf. Delbriick 1393:559.
21. Cf. Gaedicke 1880:127f. with additional Vedic examples.
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2) Locational ‘behind’ (pastaz in contextual opposition to purd)
si pascat patu nah purdh
“May Indra offer protection behind us and before us.” (RV 8.61.15d)
sd Jaro dty aricyata pascad bhimim dthe purdl
“Having been born he exceeded the earth at the back and in front.” (RV 10.90.5¢)
3) Directional ‘to the back, backward’
gacchati puraly Sarivam dhivati pascid asamstutam cetah
“Forward moves my body, while backward runs the restless heart.” (Kalidasa,
Abhijiianasakuntalam 1, Verse 31.1)
*Skt. grad
1) Ablative from a distance’
s sutrimi svdvirh indrvo asmé Gviac cid dvésaly sanutar yuyotu
“May that helpful and preserver Lord drive from us, cven from afar, all those who
hate us.” (RV 6.47.13cd)
2) Locational ‘in the distance, far away’
biranyadantam Sicivarnam avit kséorid apasyam

T saw the golden-toothed, bright-coloured, far away from his place.” (RV 5.2.3ab)

3) Directional ‘to far away’
arvad visysti 15avabh patanty raksasam : |
“Far away let the discharged arrows of the demoniacs fly.” (AV 2.3.6, trans. Whitney)
oSkt. adhds-13d
1-2) Ablative ‘from below’ and locational ‘below, bencath, under’
vrscém adbistad vi ruji sahasvn jahi rikso . ..
“Cut him up (from) below, split him, subdue him, kill the demon.” (RV 3.30.16¢)
3) Directional ‘dowrr’, fig. ‘to hell’ (Classical Sanskrit)
adbastiad gatam
“gone to hell” (Bana, Kidambar: 289)
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s Latin fntus®®
1} Ablative ‘from inside’
eo thi avgentum inbebo iam intus ecferrs foras

“I will order the money to be brought out there for you from inside.” (Plautus
Bacch. 95)

2) Locational ‘inside’
intus est in aedibus
“He is inside, in the house.” (Plautus M3, 483)

3) Directional ‘inside’
frtus it artus

“into the limbs” (Lucretius 2.711)

tamgue fores aperit, iam ducitur intus . . .

“(She) opens the door and is brought inside . . . ” (Ovid Mez. 10.457)

Even within the same language, the shift from ablative to locational and further to
directional semantics can occur more than once. To name one significant example, the
Italic branch of Indo-European and notably the Romance languages® show this process
recurring in the same words, each time entailing a repair strategy to reinforce the ablative
semarntcs by lexical means:**

(2) PIE *hen ‘in’ > Lat. in:
1) — ablative snfus “from inside’ (Pl. Bacch. 95) > locational “inside” (P1. Msl. 483)
2) — renewed ablative de sntus ‘from inside’ > locational French prep. dans
‘within, inside’ (cf. adv. dedans ‘within, inside’)
3} — renewed French ablative de dedans ‘from inside’

(b) Latin ablanive unde ‘whence’ > locational ‘where’
1) — renewed ablative de #nde ‘whence’ > Spanish locational domde “where’
2) — renewed ablative Spamish de donde “whence’

Returning to our initial question as to whether the locative/directional meaning of
East Tocharian andprds is in contradiction to its posited ablative origin, we are now in a
position to answer this question in the negative. Nor does the directivity of Skt. priéz
preclude its derivation from a petrified ablative *prozz “from ahead’. As we have seen, the

22. Cf. Hofmann and Szantyr 1972:278.

23. For documentation see Meyer-Liibke 1809;:159f; of. Michel 1997:97f.

24.On the process of repetitive lexical renewal see Kurylowicz 1964190, Lehmann 200z2:20f. (rcmforccmcnt),
and with additional examples Hacksrein 2o004b:270.
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developmental pathway leading from ablatival to locatival and ultimately to directional
use of adverbs is natural, and recurs both within the same language and across languages,
related and unrelated.

2.2.1.3. Word-formational vestiges of ablative *proti. The comparative evidence of parallet
developments apart, vestiges of the older ablative meaning of *prozz “from ahead’ are
still traceable in older layers of derivation. A promising candidate is the PIE compound
*preti-hk™o-, proti-bs(e)k*-o-, as presupposed by Skt. prarika-, Greek mosrwmoy and Toch.
A pratsak, B pratsako. The semantics of this compound have mostly been understood as
active looking ahead’, presumably on the basis of the meaning “face’, found in Sanskrit
and notably in Greek. This, however, does not exhaust the range of meanings attested
for this compound. Other languages, like Tochartan, attest the meaning ‘chest’, which—
unless understood metaphorically—would seem more compatibie with a passive reading,
i.e., ‘that which is seen (from) ahead’. An underlying passive reading® would also fit
better for a number of meanings attested for Vedic prdtika-, which frequently can be
glossed as ‘outward appearance’. In these cases, prazika- is more plausibly explained as
designating an object ‘seen from ahead’, and less kikely to be conceived of as an agentive
compound ‘looking ahead’; the same holds for Skt. dn#ka- ‘face’ << “(what is) looked
at’ (passive). Among the referents of Vedic pratika- we find the brightness of the dawn
(RV 6.50.8 and 10.88.19), the ontward appearance of a wartior described as resembling a
cloud (RV 6.75.1), and the shining surface of the earth reflecting the radiant sun (RV
7.36.1).

A further piece of evidence indicative of the original ablative semantics of *prosi
is furnished by Greek. While it is normal for the reflexes of PIE *proti to govern the
accusative in the various daughter languages, and somewhat less often the dative (as
in QCS protive, protivii, LLP 3:387), Greek is strikingly deviant in that it is the only IE
language to show genitival government after *proti when used in the ablative sense (for
which see Chantraine 1986:133f.). To regard this use as an innovation does not carry
much conviction in light of old, partly parallel constructions like éx/am + genitive. By
contrast, the explanation as an archaism would be perfectly consistent with the posited
ablative use of *prot:.

In light of the ablative origin of PIE *preti/*proti, the reconstruction of sentences like
the following appears plausible. And crucially, a change in constituency (ablative adjunct
‘from in front> > postposition ‘towards, against’) could induce a change from ablative to
directional semantics:

(a) PIE %-m préti euider : |

abl. ‘him from in front she saw’ >> direct. ‘she looked towards him’
(b) PIE *i-m préti eueukst

abl. ‘him from in front she spoke’ >> direct. ‘she spoke towards him’

25. As independently supported by OCS kako, take < PIE *%0-hk™0-,*t0-hk"o- (ctymoiogy first given in
Szemerényi 1956:99 n. 1) with passive semantics ‘what-like, seen like what’, ‘that-like, seen like that’. For
transitive PIE *h,ek", see LIV? 297. The passive use of *-%k™0-, however, is not meant to exclude an active
meaning in other cases. Depending on the internal syntax of compounds, an active reading with first compound
members that function as adjuncts expressing a shift of the perceprual focus (*#,k™0- 1 *apo-ik™o- looking away™:
ai. dpaka-; of. Klingenschmitt XS 540 n. 23) is certainly possible and attested.
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2.3. Quantifying pronouns in -ti (PIE *to-ti, *k™o-ti/k"-t, *Hio-ti) as frozen ablatives.
Prepositions and local adverbs are not the only lexical domains to show traces of pet-
nfied ablatives in *-#. The same can be shown to apply to pronouns as well. A case
in point are the quantifying interrogatives (‘how many/much) and demonstratives
(‘that many/much’) in *-#7, Latin guot, toz, Young Avestan éasti, Skt. kdti, tdti etc. from
PIE *k%0-ti/*k"e-t1, *toti/*tets. These PIE forms, like their descendants in the daughter
languages, have the appearance of uninflected forms. The indications are, however, that
they originated as inflected case forms, and more specifically as archaic #-type ablatives.

Our working hypothesis will be, first, that the interrogative numeral pronouns Latin
guot, Young Avestan casti, Skt. kdti descend from original pronominal ablatives and are
akin to the Hittite interrogative ablative kwéz; and, second, that the demonstratives Latin
zot, Skt. zdti are likewise of ablatival origin, with a possible cognate in East Tochartan
ablatival-modal s ‘thus’.

In comparing the reflexes of PIE *k%p-i/*k%-ti, *toti/*teti semantically, a striking
dichotomy emerges. The Hittite and Tocharian forms attest to an ablatival[-modal]
reading, while the quantifying function is characteristic exclusively of the non-Anatolian-
Tocharian: branches.

HITTITE/TOCHARIAN: PIE REMAINING BRANCHES:

ablatival(-modal) quantifying

Hitt. kwéz also modal < ablative *&%0E/*(% > ‘how [much/many]? Lat.

‘how™® ‘whence, of which kind, in  guot, Av. laiti, Ved. kidti
which way, how?’ {analogical inirial)

Toch. A #s also modal <« PIE ablative *ti/tdti > Lat. tor, Ved. wdti so

‘50" ‘thence, of such akind, so>  [much/many]’; cf. Ved. sz

‘s0, thus’

26, Cf, also the newly identified ablative-instrumental HEuvian REL-afi (/kwadi/ “with what/which’ from PIE
*k*di), Melchert 2003:191 and n. 19. (I owe this reference to R. Ploch! per 4ist.) No unambiguous trace of
*k¥ori/*k"¢ti survives in Tocharian. Toch. A Ejcds ‘whence’ is an inner-Tocharian creation, which superseded
*k"otif*k"et: in the prehistory of Tocharian. Despite claims to the contrary, Toch. AB kar ‘how much, how
far’ cannot be considered a possible reflex of PIE *2"ri/*%#:. Invoking an allegro variant *£%¢ (alongside
*¢"ori; cf. Hilmarsson 1996:169) would not resolve the matter, since a final syllable triggering the s-umlant
of (PIE */of >) PToch. *¢ to Toch. AB /o would be needed. The derivation of AB kos is open to other
suggestions. Phonologically most straightforward is the suggestion (Hilmarsson 1996:169) of a preform *&%-
swds, or alrernarively *£%-m5 (Hackstein z0c4a:177). With a slight modification one mighr also think of a
preform *k%s-swis ‘in which way’, ‘what softhus’ < *£"sd-swis (cf. structurally *Ejpd-&"5 in Greek smimeg).
Adams’ alternative proposal to derive AB kos from *£"eh, -wots (Adams 1999:207) would contradict the expected
reduction (and loss) of word-final PIE *-& in Proto-Tocharian, . Ringe (1996:74-6).

27.Toch. B z¢ ‘so much, so many, so far’ has recently been proposed as a possible reflex of *#013 (Adams
1999:31a)}. It is not clear, however, how to reconcile the i-apocope and the missing final syllable with the /&/
needed to trigger the umlaut of (*/of >} */2/ to /o/ in the first syllable. Alsa phonologically difficult is Adams®
alternative proposal, Toch. B tot from *tef -wors (Adams 1999:310). Nor can Hilmarsson’s suggestion *rodd = Skt.
tada be upheld as long as one takes Toch, /rs/ to be the regular outcome of intervocalic PIE *#; of, Hackstein
zo01:18—21 with references. A moare promising starting point is the neuter demonstrative PIE *o4. Taking up
again the old proposal of analyzing PIE *#a as an orginally emphatic reiterative formation with reduplicated
demonstrative *29-fo (see Szemerényi 1973:60, 1990:217), which would resulr in *ot (by sandhi or apocope) and
ulamately in *4 (by the voicing rule of word-final dentals; cf. Ringe 1997:134-8), one could reasonably propose
an instrumental of chis same basc *ro-to, PIE *totoh, (> *026) ‘thereby, thus’. This instrumenral form would
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These descriptive facts lend themselves to a diachronic interpretarion. Anatolian and
Tocharian are more conservative here in retaining the original ablatival and modal func-
tion. The remaining Indo-European branches, by contrast, are innovative in converting
the pronominal fi-ablatives into quantifying numeral pronouns.

From the etymological link posited between Hittite £%2z etc. and Latin guot etc., it
follows that the quantifying meaning ‘how many’ of Lat. guor ctc. must have evolved from
an original ablative function. This leads one to ask whether a semantic development from
an ablatival-modal function to a quantifying one is plausible. In fact, closer inspection
reveals many instances of the shift

Qualitative >> quantitative.

(1) Depending on its context, the Latin instrumental-modal interrogative gu## how?’
can take on a quantifying meaning ‘how much/many’, when occurring as an adjunct of
price. In the following Plautine passage (Pers# 661), someone inquires about the price of
a slave girl, saying literally, “How she is offered/sold, at that amount give indication,”
which may be rendered as, “Name at what amount she’s being offered.”

(Tum tu pauca in verba confer:) qui datur, tanii indica.

(2) French combien ‘how much/many’ can be traced back to Old French con bien
and Latin quomodo bene ‘how well’. Depending on the semantics of the accompanying
verb, a shift to a quantitative reading may occur, e.g., How/What is it? > How much is
i2? Compare OId French ja ne savras conuistre con bien tu vaudras (Chrétien de Troyes,
Cligés 2565f., ed. Micha 1982:78) “you will never know what (lit. how well > how much)
you are worth.”

The use of a qualitative interrogative to signify a quantitative meaning is common in
other languages as well; compare, for instance, English-German translation equivalents
such as English What day (are you coming)? = German Am wievielten Tay (kommst du)?

(3) A striking Anatolian-Tocharian correspondence is the use of the demonstrative or
interrogative pronoun with the enclitic similative marker Hittite -man, Luvian -mant,
Lycian -mét, and Tocharian B -mant. While Tocharian B se-mdnt, ce-mant ‘this-like, such
(a)’,*® Hittite kust-man “while, as long as, undl™? (cf. dialectal German ‘wie dass, solange
dass”), and CLuvian kx-man ‘when, if’ show the original qualirative meaning, Lycian
lesi-mé, kyit-métis ‘as many as”*® deviates in that it has developed a quantifying reading.

(4) The Latin quantifying pronouns guantus and santus form part of a set of »s-
derivatives built from the pronominal stems *mo-, *k*-, *Hjo-, and *s/zo- (Flackstein
2004b:286fF.). Crucially, however, not all of these four n#-derivatives show quantifying
function. Rather, the mo-derived nt-stem of Tocharian and the *Hjo-derived #z-stem, as
found in Indo-Iranian, bear witness to a qualitarive function.

directly yield Toch. B zot ‘so much’ with no further complications. As for the semantic shift from ‘thereby, thus’
1o ‘so much’, a host of paraliels are available, for which see below (sections 1—8).

28. E.g., nominative se-mamnt fiyaise empele ‘such a terrible danger’ (B 295 ba MQ), oblique ce-mint reki ‘such a
word’ (B 225 b2 MQR}.

29, Cf. Sternemann 1966:271—4.

30, Cf. Laroche 1979:60f. and Melchert 2004:33.
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qualitative: quantifying qualitative: quantfying
modal modal, temporal

*mebpt Toch. A *"ehnt *Hiehnt Skt. ydt “in-  *tehypt Lat. tantus
mant, mant ‘like, Lat. guantus ‘how®  asmuch as, as soon ‘that much, that
as, so™ ‘much, how many’ as’ (RV), ‘inasmuch ~ many’

as, since (AV); GAv.
yag ‘inasmuch as, since’
(Narten 1986:164~7)

(s) Another case of the shift from qualitative to quantitative semantics is implicit in
the comparison of Latin gualis ‘which (kind of)’, zélis ‘such (a)’ (PIE *2%h,-li-, *teb,-
l1-) to Baltic and Slavic cognates, all of which have extended their meaning to include
quantitative function, e.g. Lithuanian kdl(ez) ‘how long’, £dles “so long’, and (with *%-,
*to- instead of *k"eh,-, *tehy-3*) OCS kolf ‘how’ and koli kvazy ‘how many (times)’ (LLP
2:42), tolt “thus’ and 2/ kraty ‘that many’ (LLP 4:473f.). Compare also the abstract nouns
Latin guali-tas ‘quality’ (*k"eh,-Ii-) versus OCS koli-cistvo (LLP 2:41, *£70-lej-) ‘quantity,
number’.

(6) Sanskrit #i ‘thus’, when used to conclude an enumeration, takes on the meaning
‘so much’, e.g.:

yd evdm vidvin vikovakyam itibasapurinam ity dharabah sviadhydyim adbite

“who knowing this, studies day by day the dialogue, the traditional myths and
legends, [ =] so much, for his lesson” (SB 11.5.7.9; Eggeling).”

Sanskrit 77 was also assumed to be related to quantifying kdzi by Wackernagel (1954
640): “Verwandt [mit £4-] ist wohl das adverbiale -# in v. #£”). There is in fact evidence
to substantiate this claim, notably the phraseological match between specifications of
tume using Hitt. kuéz, Greek mooe-, and Latin cot- on the one hand, and Skt. iy- on the
other hand as their first member; Hittite, Greek, Latin and Sanskrit furnish evidence for
a temporal locution coupling *&%jti/*k"¢ti/*sti with the coreferential expression for ‘day’:

INTERROGATIVE INDEFINITE  DEMONSTRATIVE

Hitr. kuéz Siwattaz ‘from what day, Lat.costi-die  Skr. ity-abé (S'B 3.3.4.17 and
since when’ = ‘(for) how many days’ ~ ‘on whichever 19; 9.5.1.8) ‘on such and such
apéz Siwattaz ‘since that day’ (KUB 14.8  day’ a day’ (Eggeling), “an dem
obv. 31 +, see HW” 1:142), Grecek mooo- und dem Tage’ {(PW)

duap (1. 24.657) ‘how many a day’

This phraseological match illustrates, first, the correlation between kazi and #3, and
secondly the aspectual shift from a temporal starting point to an expression of duration
(‘from what day, since when’ > “(for) how many days’), and finally the ablatival origin of
*Z"oti/*k"eti as in mooo-Huap, given that its Hittite correspondent is synchronically still
clearly an ablative.

3 1. For the transition ‘like’ — “so, thus’, sec Hackstein 2004b:284..
32.See Vasmer 1045:643 s.». skofke and more explicitly Szemerényt 1956:113 . 3.
33.Cf. also PW 1790 s.r. éti and Bohtlingk 1887:519.
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(7) As has become clear from the examples in (1) through (6} above, the qualitative-
modal use of adverbs and ablatives provides a frequent source for a quantitative reinter-
pretation. In this respecr, it is worth noting that the Hittite ablative kuez also appears in
modal function:**

DU URUNeyik TUKU-an Zl-an
kuzz KASKAL-ahmi, VRUTanizilan kuapi barkanumi
n=an Zl-an apéz SE.,-numi

“The angry mind of the Stormgod of Nerik,
in that (modal kuéz) I march into battle [and] if (kuapi) 1 destroy the city of Tanizila,
will I thereby {(apéz) soothe 1t?”¥ (KUB 5.1 192}

(8) An adverbial-modal ablative *foti is a possible source for East Tocharian tis.%
There are instances where East Tocharian s is employed as a modal adverb. Thus the
closing section of the Pratimoksasatra (ed. Schmidt 1989:74, sub 353, V 4 Pr. 2) shows
East Tocharian 5ds téprem as the translation equivalent of Sanskrit e#2-vat ‘so much’:

Sanskrit
eti-vat tasya bhagavatah siitragatam

=Tocharian A
tés tiaprem atsam cams fiom-kilywitsyap sutram kilko

“So-much forsooth has become part of the venerable’s Stitra.” 353 a3)

For another attestation compare the prepositional phrase, attested in the East Tocharian
Maitreyasamitingtaka (ed. Ji, Winter, and Pmault 1998:160):

tis tiprem mak kylewasassil siya(k)
“together with so many women” (Toch A MSN 23 {IIL.4] az)

In sum, the suggested account of the quantifying pronouns in *-#: as petrified ablatives

34. Cf. ablative-instrumental HLuvian REL-a# {fkwadi{ “‘with what/whicl’, sec 0. 26 above with references. Cf.
also CLuvian &wati ... gpatifn) ... ‘as..., thus...’ in the following note.

35. The interpretation of this passage is not unanimously agreed upon. Haas (1970:17) has understood it as a
single complex sentence. Some prefer to break it up into two sentences, e.g. Unal 1974:49, Puhvel 1997:220.
There is, however, unequivocal evidence in favor of a correlatuve construction kuéz . . apez. .., e.g.:

a. nu man O MESAE SE.DT

b. kuéz parinan harkanzi

C. n=at apis pesiant

a, “If (there are) M.,

b. where they crouch down

c. from there he throws it...” (KUB 25.3 obv. iii 28—-30; of. HW® 1:144)}

Passages like this srongly suggest that KUB 5.1 1 92 should be construed in an analogous fashion.

A parallel to kuéz, .. apéz. .. is furnished by the CLuvian correlative construction &wasf. .. apatin} ...
as..., thus..." On the larter see Melchert z003:207.
36.For the phonological development see n. 7 above,
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has two virtues. First, it explains the status of these forms as indeclinables. Second, it
explains their indifference to number,>” which still reflects the state of affairs found with
the Anatolian and Tochanan ablative.

3. Summary. Returning to the initial question of whether there is an etymological relation
between the ¢i-type ablative and the 4-type ablative, we may now conclude that there is
ample evidence to support such a connection. Among the indications are etymological
equivalents where the two types of ablative formation stand in opposition to each other.
These can be found in the pronouns and as frozen case forms in the guise of adverbs.

As long as the two ablative types still remain an integral part of the nominal paradigm,
the dichotomy between them largely coincides with the linguistic differentiation be-
tween Anatolian-Tochartan (and Classical Armenian) and the other IE languages. Once
removed from the paradigm, however, this dichotomy becomes blurred, in that rem-
nants of ti-type ablatives can also be found as extraparadigmatic archaisms in the non-
Anatolian-Tocharian(-Classical Armenian) area. Among these we find particles (*( )etz},
adpositions (*preti/*proti), and interrogatives (*&%ets/*k"oti).

As a result of the foregoing discussion, the contraction theory, as assumed for the
A-type ablative, has been further substantated. Positing originally agglutinating case
morphology for PIE is by no means implausible. The formation of the ablative via
agglutnartion in the PIE case system is parallel to PIE locative formations with the
postposed adposition PIE *en ‘in’,3® e.g. PIE *d%4%m ‘earty’, with locative PIE *d%5m-
en (Skt. jmdn “on (the) earth”) from *2%§%m-¢n® alongside locative PIE *d%%em(3) (Hitt.
dagan). Agglutinative case formation with postposed *-ez continues to occur in a number
of the Indo-European daughter languages inclnding Lycian (adverb pddé ‘right there,
right away’ < *pod-en ‘afoot’, Hajnal 1995:183), Sabellic (von Planta 1897:440ff.), and
Lithuanian (inessive Zem-én ‘on the earth’).

The status of the PIE ablative as an originally secondary (agglutinating) case form as
opposed to primary {inflectional) case forms also accords well with typological obser-
vations and in particular with the case hierarchy set up by Blake 2o001:155ff. According
to this hierarchy the ablative case is found at the right end of a scale ranging from least
marked to highly marked, and from the more essential to the less essential, implying that
the tendency for language to dispense with a distinctive ablative case (and to express
ablative semantics analytically) 15 quite strong.

Nevertheless, it must be admitted that the analysis I am proposing also has some loose
ends. Although an agglutinating origin of the PIE ablative is secure, some uncertainties
remain as to the exact components of the contraction. For one thing, the aggiurinated
particle can be set up as cither *ets (cf. Greek ém, Skt. 421, Lat. ez, Goth. i, Toch. Bs),
*otifart (cf. OCS ot# “away . . . from’),*® *ati (cf. Greek ar-ap, Lat. at, Goth. ap-pan ‘but’,

37.CE Lat. guot and Skr. kit with a coreferential plural noun, e.g. Old Latin guot iuga (Caro Agr. 62) and Vedic
Sanskrit fts ydjand (RV 10.86.20).

38. See in detail Nussbaum 1986:187-00, 280-91.

9. Nussbaum 1986:190, Forssman zo00:50.

40.Cf. Kappus rgo3:13f., Hirt 1927:170, Szemerényl 19901231 and 233 suk (22) with references. The reconstuction
of OCS oré as PIE *ori/ati can only be upheld under the premise that OCS -t goes phonologically back to *-#;
«f. Airzermiiller 1991:177. As for the formally comparable case of verbal 3sg. OCS -t < PIE *-#, an (additional)
analogical influence, exerted by the PIE imperative ending *-2# is not excluded; cf. Forssman 1981 and, differently,
Cowgill 1985:106.
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Olr. aith- ‘again’) or apheresized *-#i (as seen in the Anatolian and East Tocharian ablative
endings). It is possible, however, to reckon with ablaut variants (cf. *prezz/*prots) or with
different pronominal stems, e.g. *¢-, *2- (without initial *4 because of Anatolian, see
Starke 1982:416 n. 40a). Most branches of Indo-European—viz. Iralic, Greek, Albanian,
and Lithuanian —presuppose *-3t¢ > *-3t > *-6d. Latvian presupposes *-att > *-gr > *-ad,
if the formation is not analogical (cf. Hock 2005:16). Hittite and Tocharian bear witness
to a variant *-f showing apheresis of the tutial syllable.

A second and major problem is the question of how to envision the first component
of the contraction, i.e., as a bare stem in * ¢- or as an inflected case form of some kind.
The present analysis and the indications of agglutination surely tip the scales in favor of
an inflected case form, leaving us, however, with the problem of which case form to opt
for. Tocharian would point to an oblique-accusative. It is true that the oblique-accusative
functions as a basis for many other case forms in Tocharian, indicating that some sort
of generalisation (and levelling) was at work in Proto-Tocharian. Nonetheless, Vedic
construes 4¢1 (the particle thought to be cognate with the ablative morpheme under the
present proposal) with the accusative, e.g. Vedic jd@ndri dti RV 1.64.133, 2.2.10b +.%'
However, a phonological solution somehow reconciling a putative PIE syntagm PIE
*ekuom eti with *hekudd seems unlikely, and assuming allegro-variants with irregular
drop of word-final *-em would seem ad hoc.

From a Hittite standpoint, and judging from postpositionally derived formations
such as locative-derived ablatives** (Hitt. per=z() ‘from in the house’), another pos-
sibiliry suggests itself. One could posit a syntagm PIE *heknof et from on the horse’.
Hypothesizing a sandhi development of locative *-0f to *-0@ before et7 (with a parallel
in Ske. nagare #ha ‘in this city here’ — nagara tha) and a subsequent contraction plus
i-apocope, the actually attested outcome *-od results.

A final problem is how to account for the declensional restriction of the 4-type ablative
to the o-declension outside the pronouns. Under the present hypothesis, which assumes
the 4-type and the #-type ablatives to be ultimately identical, this constraint can only be
secondary. For tracing the ablative morpheme back to an unbound postposition implies
that it could originally be tacked on to any stem regardless of its declensional affiliation,
which is precisely the situation found in Hirtite and Tocharian. Two scenarios are
possible. If the restriction of the 4-type ablative to the o-stems is primary, preserving an
carlier stage of the spread of ablative {-e4} from the personal pronouns, the generalization
of {-¢¢i} to all other declensions in Anatolian and Tocharian would be a secondary
development. If, on the other hand, the constraint is secondary, a 4-type ablative could
originally be formed from all stem classes but subsequently came to be restricted to
the ¢-stems in the wake of a functional extension of the inherited genitive and dative
morphemes, whose functional breadth included ablative function. The entire question
merits further study.

41 Matzinger {2005:124.) rejects Bugge’s account of the Armenian ablative morpheme. His main argument is
the functional discrepancy between directional Skt. 48 (governing the accusative} and the ablative function
of the ablative morpheme. Following the sarne line of reasoning, however, one would also have o reject the
connection of Italian local and directional devanti ‘in front, ahead” with Latin ablative de ab anze in light of their
semannc discrepancy.

42. Not assumed to be a recent feature of Hittite morphology; cf. Jasanoff (1973:126): “the oldest form of the
ablative in Hittite continues an older syntagm endingless locative + particle *-#.”
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Abbreviations

EWAia = Mayrhofer, Manfred. 1086—2001. Etymologisches Warterbuch des Altindoarischen.
Carl Winter.

HW? = Hethitisches Worterbuch. Zweite, vollig neubearbeitete Auflage auf der Grundlage
der edierten hethitischen Texte. Carl Winter. 1975—.

Klingenschmitt KS = Klingenschmitt, Gert. 2005. AufSitze zur Indogermanistik, ed.
Michael Janda, Rosemarie Liihr, Joachim Matzinger, and Stefan Schaffner. Verlag
Dr. Kovac.

LLP = Slovnik Jazyka Stavoslovénskeho (Lexicon Linguae Palacoslovenicac), 1-4. Academia.
1966—07.
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