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THE COMMON ORIGIN OF THE *-0 STEM DATIVE, ACCUSATIVE
AND INSTRUMENTAL CASES

In this paper I shall propose a scenario to explain the origin of the *-0 stem dative,
accusative and instrumental singular cases. Sandhi variation dependmg originally on
whether the following word began with a vowel (V) or a consonant (C) created for an
etymological single case different realizations which in the course of history adopted
different functions. A ‘partial parallel is furnished by the English possessives my
and mine, which now have different functions, although originally the distribution
was quite automatic my resulting from the preconsonantal sandhi variant and mme
resulting from the prevocalic sandhi variant (S trang 1970, 198).

I suggest that the *-o stem dative, accusative and instrumental singular (and in
Latin, Greek and Indo-Iranian the neuter nominative singular) all derive from a single
inflectional morpheme *-oN. The accusative singular has retained the etymological
pre-vocalic sandhi variant *-oN, whereas the dative and instrumental singular have,
for the most part, adopted the etymological pre-consonantal sandhi variant *-3.
However, traces of the original *-oN are encountered in the etymological definite
dative singular masculine pronouns (Slavic) t-om-u, (Lith:) t-am-ui and in the Slavic
instrumental singular ending -oma, where the old *-oN- occurs in position before the
etymological vowel. Both the Slavic *-o stem dative singular ending -# and the
accusative singular ending -» also derive eventually from varying sandhi developments
of etymological *-oN. For the Slavic dative singular ending I envision the passage of
*-oN + C> *-un + C > *-y + C (and with loss of nasalization in stem-stressed paradigms
and subsequent generalization of the denasalized form in all paradigms) > -u. This
would have a partial parallel in the situation described by Zinkevicius (1966,
77) for certain western Lithuanian dialects (Klaipéda, etc.) in which the genitive plural
ending has the variants: §ak-@n or Sak-ii ‘(of the) branches’ (the latter form without
the final nasal). According to Zinkevicius, perhaps under the influence of the root-
stressed type the second variant is more characteristic of the younger generation and
in places in the east has completely ousted the first variant. For the Slavic accusative
singular ending -» I envision the passage of *-oN + C> *-un + C > *-un + V> -» and
subsequent generalization to all the *-¢ stem paradigms.



The dative plural endings Gothic -am, Lith. -am(u)s, Slavic -omwv bear witness to
the morpheme *-oN- in pre-vocalic position before the particle *-u- plus the plural
element *-s5. The plural element *-s is added directly to the accusative singular *-oN
to give *-oNs > (with loss of the nasal and compensatory lengthening of the preceding
vowel) *-ds > Lith. -uos- (as in ger-uos-ius ‘the good’), Lat. -os. (I hereby retract my
1967, 51-52 and 1968, 185 notion concerning the origin of the Lithuanian ending.)
Thumb-Hauschild (1959, 36) write that the existence of the Old Indic accusative
plural ending -@n(s) or -am(s) is not evidence for the existence of Indo-European *-ons.
The Old Indic -an is, in their view, rather an analogical lengthening on the basis of
the nominative plural -ak. I suggest that within Indo-European on the basis of the
accusative singular *-oN an iany/Ating form *-oNs was recreated which competed
with the older form *-gs (which in turn had derived from an earlier *-oNs). The two
competing forms *-oNs and *-ds may by way of contamination have produced the
Old Indic accusative plural mentioned above. The newer ending *-oNs gave Gk. -ovg
and Slavic *-uNs > *-iis > *-i1 > -y. The Slavic *-o0 stem instrumental and accusative
plural ending -y both deriving from *-oNs, show thereby the original identity of these
cases. Essentially [ agree with Maziulis’ view (1970, 160-161) that both the Lith.
dat. sg. (vilk)-uo and the Lith. instr. sg. (vilk)-u are derived from the same Baltic
dative *-0 (with a later circumflex in the dative ending). In MaZiulis’ view the Greek
situation is somewhat more archaic than the Lithuanian in that the dative and
instrumental are still expressed by a single case in Greek. Differently from MaZiulis,
however, I would add the accusative singular to this mix.

Probably only the Indo-European *-o stem nouns showed an original morphological
difference between the ablative and the genitive. In other stems the genitive case in
-es, -os and -s also had ablative meaning (Brugmann/ Delbriick 1911, 163~
164). The study of Hittite and Tokharian did not alter this conception very much.
Hittite has two *-o stem ablative endings, viz., -az (possibly derived from the adverbial
suffix *-zos and then spread to other stems) and a second one homonymous with the
gen. sg. -as, this latter certainly the original ablative undifferentiated from the genitive
(Kronasser 1955, 101-103; Sturtevant 1951, 88-89). In Later Avestan also
the -1 of the etymological *-o stem ablative spread to other stems (Reichelt 1909,
168; Sims-Williams 1998, 142). The Tokharian A and B ablatives (different
from each other) are apparently derived within that language family itself, see van
Windekens (1979, 254-2560).

I agree with the old suggestion that the ablative ending represented by Old Lat.
-od and Old Indic -atr both derive from the addition of the dental element to the
etymological dative-instrumental in *-6 (see Maziulis 1970, 106 with literature).

o



Wackernagel and Debrunner (1975, 90-91) note that the Old Indic *-0
stem instr. sg. ending -ena (which comes from the pronoun) coexists with an apparently
earlier ending -@. They write that the fact that -a@ is old is shown by the fact that it
appears in isolated adverbs, e.g., v. sdnd ‘since ancient times’, from the word sdna-
‘old’, pas‘cc‘f ‘behind’, cf. also pas’cér. This last example is interesting, because it is
evidence of the derivation of the ablative case from the instrumental. Meillet (1964,
322) wrote: ‘La possession d’une finale d’ablatif singulier distincte de celle du génitif
est I'une des caractéristiques du type thématique. Le fait pourrait tre di a la fixation
d’une postposition -d(-#) indiquant le point de départ, cf. lat. dé’. According to
Specht (1947, 371): ‘Die Entwicklung wire dann so vor sich gegangen, dass sich
aus dem pronominalen idg. *me-d, *tue-d (= ai. mat, tvat) eine Endung -ed losloste,
die mit dem Stammvokal e/0 ein -éd oder -od ergab’. Maziulis (1970, 104) wrote
that both the ablative singular form, e.g., Lat. (GNAIV)-OD and (RECT)-ED (adverb)
‘recté’ < *-0/€ + *-(o/e)d and the instrumental singular form, e.g., Lith. (vilk)-u (< Lith.
-tio) or Old Indic (pas’c)—ri (adverb) ‘behind’ < Indic *-¢€ derive from Indo-European
*.g/e. As mentioned above since the ablative is original only in the *-o stem nouns, I
propose that the Latin consonant stem ablative in -€ is of analogical origin, viz., acc.
sg. servom ‘slave’: abl. sg. servo i acc. sg. regem ‘king’ : abl. sg. : x and x = regé.
Other Latin ablatives are also analogical, see Baldi (1991, 314) and Kithner/
Holzweissig (1974, 396).

Maziulis (1970, 106) writes that the Lith. gen. sg. (vzlk) -0 (= Latv. vilk-a, Old
Slav. visk-a) is to be derived not from Indo-European *-6d but from Indo-European
*-6. According to MazZiulis (1970, 21) stressed Indo-European *6 gave Baltic 0
which passed to Old Prussian 4, Lith. and Latv. uo whereas the unstressed variant
passed to Lith. 6 = Latv. 4. His suggestion would explain the difference between the
Baltic (and Slavic) genitive ending *-g (Lith. -0) and the Baltic dative-instrumental in
*.g. Shields (2001) gives a different explanation for the Baltic *-o stem gen. sg.
ending, an explanation which would also explain the difference between this case
and the instrumental singular. |

The original meaning of the accusative case was extremely broad. Krys’ko
(1997, 252) wrote that A.V. Popov (1881) showed with many eXampIes that the
accusative in the Indo-European languages can perform all the functions which other
cases perform and showed that the object function of the accusative is the result of
the refinement and differentiation of the primary ‘independent’ (circumstantial-
defining) meaning of the accusative, the case of the object in the broad sense, indeed,
not an object, but a disseminator of the action.

Thus the syntactic accusative meaning is new, one which in my view arose
when the old present and / or imperfective intransitive verbs of'the old split ergative
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stage gained in transitivity and Indo-European became a nominative-accusative
language. For example, the original meaning of goal of motion is encountered in the
so-called accusative of direction, cf. Lat. domum ire (replaced in late Latin by in (ad)
domum), Gk. olxov (8épov) ievar ‘to go home (to the village)’ (Hofmann,
Szantyr 1972,49). Delbriick (1893, 177) gives the examples: gramam (acc.)
gacchati vs. gramdya (dat.) gacchati ‘he goes to the village’. These latter sentences
furnish a good example of the phonological as well as the morphological differentiation
of the etymological ending *-om. The older *-om is reflected in the acc. gra-m-am
and the newer *-¢ is reflected in the dat. gramd-ya, where the particle -ya helps
distinguish the old semantic dative case from the new syntactic accusative case.
Common in the Indo-European languages is the use of either the accusative or
instrumental object of a verb, cf. Old Indic aksair (instr. pl.) or aksdn (acc. pl.) divyati
‘plays dice’ (Renou 1984, 292). Likewise many Lithuanian verbs can govern either
the accusative or the instrumental case, (see the Lithuanian Academy Grammar, III,
55). In such a pair as linguoja galva (instr.) ‘shake the head’ and linguoja galvq
(acc.) one can see the etymological identity of the accusative and instrumental in
the *-a stem nouns. The nasalization was lost in the instrumental probably in
unstressed final position originally. The difference between the instrumental and
accusative derives then from different generalizations of ending *-aN < *-aN. The
earlier meaning is reflected in the instrumental case, whereas the later more transitive
meaning is reflected in the accusative case. Note the example: aklai sékti vadi
(instr.) or aklai sékti vadg (acc.) ‘to follow the leader blindly’ (Senn/Salys 1957,
632). The accusative form vdd-q reflects the etymological ending *-oN and the
instrumental form vad-u reflects the etymological ending *-6 (etymological sandhi
doublet). A split in the case usage occurred after sék#i gained in transitivity
sufficiently to create an accusative case complement. Essentially a sequence such
as *sek"efoi yod-oN (acc. sg.) ‘follows the leader’ developed a sandhi doublet
*sek"etoi yod-6 which was morphologized. The older form phonologically *yod-
oN adopts the newer accusative or syntactic meaning. The older meaning is retained
in the phonologically more recent *yod-6. Note that the cognate Old Indic verb
sac- can be used with different meanings with the accusative, instrumental or dative
cases (Delbriick 1888, 131, 142). The Greek cognate was used with the dative
by Homer (Odyssey 11,372): of tot &p’ adtéd {Atov gi¢ &’ €movio ‘who followed
thee to Ilios’, but later with the accusative case (Schwyzer 1966, 70).
Krys’ko (1997, 253) writes that the double accusative is a relic showing the
polyfunctionality of the accusative case. The double accusative expressions may
then have supplied part of the impetus for the differentiation of the cases. The
different meanings of the accusative are encountered, for example, in Latin, e.g.,
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(archaic) circumdare murum (acc.) urbem (acc.) ‘to surround the city with a wall’
(Haudry 1977, 163). At a later date this would be replaced by circumdare urbem
(acc.) muro (abl.). The Latin ablative muro is used here with instrumental meaning.
The accusative form mur-um reflects the etymological ending *-oN and the ablative
form mur-o reflects the etymological ending *-6 which derived from an earlier *-oN
(etymologically sandhi doublet). This is an example of the morphologization of
etymological sandhi doublets.

In Lithuanian we encounter the instrumental case as the second object with the
verb ‘to choose’, e.g., i§rinko Urbonq seniiinu (instr.) ‘they chose Urbonas as village
elder’ (Lithuanian Academy Grammar, III 37) whereas in a similar construction in
Old Indic we find the double accusative: agnim (acc.) hotaram (acc.) prd vme ‘I
choose Agni priest’ (Macdonell 1916, 304). I propose that the sandhi variant *-6
(> Lith. -u) replaced the original *-oN (> Old Indic -am), the reflex of which was
retained in Old Indic as the accusative case.

Haudry (1977, 158) gives the following example of the double accusative
from the Rig Veda (10.80.7) agnim maham (acc.) avocama suvrktim (acc.) ‘a Agni
nous avons adressé un hymne-bien-tourné’. In this regard Elizarenkova’s Russian
translation is instructive: K Aruau (dative) oOpaTunuce MBI C BETHKONEITHOM MECHEH
(instr.). The prepositions are etymologically secondary so in fact we would have a
dative and instrumental replacing the two accusatives of an earlier epoch repre-
sented by Old Indic.

According to Haudry (1977, 172) Gk. BaAiew can be translated either by ‘to
throw’ or ‘to hit, to reach’. Thus BaAAew AiBov ‘to throw a stone’ vs. BaAlew Tva
AMBw ‘to hit, to wound someone with a stone’. I propose that it was just exactly the
existence of an original double accusative construction which led to the morpho-
logization of the sandhi alternant *-4 as a dative-instrumental (in Greek later reinforced
by the etymological locative ending *-i).

Another syntactic relic is Lat. #é (acc.) litterds (acc.) doced ‘I teach you letters’
which can be compared with the Georgian example below. Tschenkéli (1958, 5)
gives the example: mama ajlevs $vil-s pul-s ‘“The father gives the son the money’ in
which both §vil-s ‘son’ and pul-s ‘the money’ are in the dative case. In Georgian the
dative with present tense verbs can function both as the marker of the direct and the
indirect object. Tschenkéli (1958, 365) writes that typically, but not necessarily,
the indirect object is a person and the direct object is a thing. Typologically Georgian
is much like what I propose for early Indo-European, viz. dative objects in the present
tense and ergative constructions in the aorist and imperfect tenses.

The double accusative with factitive verbs is widely represented in the Indo-
European languages, cf., e.g., Old Persian hya Darayavaum (acc.) x§aya@iyam (acc.)
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akunau§ ‘who made Darius king’ (Kent 1953, 80). Old Indic furnishes the example:
tésam pasdanam adhipém akarot ‘he made Pusan their lord” (Macdonell 1916,
304). Compare the Latin example: Ciceronem (acc.) consulem (acc.) creaverunt ‘They
made Cicero consul’ (Woodcock 1959, 12). Note that a Russian translation of
this might be: Coeraru Luyepona (acc.) xoxcynom (instr.), in which we see an
instrumental case replacing an old accusative. Suk ys (1976, 83) suggests that the
substitution of the instrumental for the accusative in the original double accusative
construction is incorrect, viz. the use of padaryk mane galingu (instr.) ‘make me
powerful’ instead of the correct padaryk mane galingq (acc.) is under the influence
of neighboring languages. Certainly the double accusative construction is older,
but the instrumental might have developed naturally in such constructions with the
meaning of ‘in the capacity of, as’, as in Slavic. The Greek sentence with a double
accusative: pid-ov (acc.) 1ov Gilizzmov (acc.) fyodvro ‘they considered Philip a friend’
(Brugmann/Delbriick 1911, 631) might be translated into Russian as cuumany
Qununa (acc.) opye-om (instr.) < -oms. The modern Russian *-o0 stem instrumental
singular morpheme -om < -oms is etymologically, of course, a variant of the same
case we see in the Old Persian and Indic accusative -am and Gk. -ov.

The foregoing considerations support the thesis that the dative, instrumental and
accusative cases reflect a former morphological identity which was later destroyed
by the assignment of different meanings to the various sandhi variants, mostly the
accusative to *-o/N and mostly the dative and instrumental to *-6

IDE.O KAMIENO DATYVO, AKUZATY VO IR INSTRUMENTALIO BENDRA
KILME

Santrauka

Indoeuropieiu o kamieno vienaskaitos datyvas, akuzatyvas ir instrumentalis yra kilg i§ vienos
morfemos *-oN. Dél sandZio, nelygu ar kitas odis prasidéjo balsiu (V) ar priebalsiu (C), i§ etimologiSkai
bendros formos atsirado skirtingy realizacijy, biitent *-oN + V> #*-0N + V (. y. niekas nepakito), bet

*-oN +.C > *-0 + C. DaZniausiai *-oN tapo vns. akuzatyvo, o *-@ — vns. datyvo ir instrumentalio
rodikliu.
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