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  A Ngge-Bffasgcrwgaeegegait Agegeveaek t$ tke ffEsterical Deveggge irgeget

                      of gke GergakaugÅë Copeela:

                Kow Rs tke Sasgepgetieee to be Exptagfterk?x:

                            '[g]geskiya '[ff"anaka

a. gktwodesetgGit: Peeasggargty gf tke Gevcrxaawtc CogeeeEa

   In this paper I should like to deal with a preblem of the Germanic copula,

especially to approach the problem of how the suppletion observed in the Germanic

copula historically developed. Prokosch (1939: 219ff.) observes that the Germanic

copula consists of three er four Proto-Indo-European (PIE) reots, i.e., "es-, *' wes-,

*bheza- and possibly *er-. This is made clear by observing or comparing the copular

paradigms in majer Germanic dialects, given in (1)-(3):

(1) West Germanlc
  a. Old Engiish (cf. Brunner 1965: 352ff.; etc.)

             Indicative Optative/Subjunctlve
Pres. sg. 1 eom (bEo)
         2eart bist sie(sLsY) blo,beo
         3is bi6
     pl. sint bie6 sien(sin,sYn)bion,beon
              sindofl,-un bee6
Pret. sg. 1 wees

         2 wii>re wdere
         3 wees

     pl. wteron wadren
                Imperative IRfinitive
     sg.bio,beo wes bion,beon,wesan
     pl. bio6,beo6 wesa6

b. Old Saxen (cf. Gall6e 1993: 269f.; Helfenstein 1870: 505; etc.)

                   Indicative Optative

Pres. sg.1 bium/n sT
         2 bis (t) sTs
         3is(t) bie sf,wese
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Pret.

 pl. 1

   2
   3
sg. 1

   2
   3

sind

sindu/on

sundon

was
 A'warl

was
 pl. 1,2,3 warun l,2,3 warfn

SfR

 A'warl
warfs

 A-warl

sg.

pl.

2

2

    Imperative

wls, wes
wesa6, wesat

Infinitive

wesafl, weseft

C. eld High German
   ]ffelfenstein 1870:

Pres. sg. 1

         2
         3 ist

      pl. I

         2
         3 smt
Pret. sg. Iwas
         2 wari

         3 was
      pl. 1 warum

         2 warut
         3 waruft

 (cf. Braune&
505; etc.)

Indicative

 bim, biR

 bist

birum birun
     '
birut

Eggers 1987: 302f.;

Optative

si

sis, sist

si

(SiM), SiR

sit (sTnt N)

sin

wari

warls

wari

warlmes
warit

warln

Sonderegger 1987: 224;

sg.

pl.

wis, b

weset,

 Imperative
is

sit

Infinitive

wesan, (sfft)

(2) NerthGerrnanic

   Old Norse (cf. Gordon
         Indicative

Pres. sg. 1 em
         2 ert
         3 er

pl. Ierum
         2 erue

1957: 3081 etc.)

0ptative

se

ser

se

s6m
s6e
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         3sundon se
Pret. sg.l var veera
         2 vart veerir
         3' var veeri
pl. Ivarum veerim         2 varue veerie
         3 vfiru veeri
         Imperative Infinitive
         ver, verie vera
(3) EastGermanic
   Gothic (cf. BrauRe & Ebbinghaus l981: 129f.; Helfenstein 1870: 5e5; etc.)

                   Indicative Optative

Pres. sg.1•im sijau
         2is sij ais
         3ist sij ai
du. Isiju
         2

      pl.l sijum sijaima
         2 siju sij ais
         3 sint sij aina
Pret. sg.1 was wasjau
         2 wast waseis
         3was wesi
      pl.l wasum waseima
         2 wGsut weseit
         3 wesun wEseina
Infinitive wisan

3

Various differences can be found among the dialects, but these paradigms show a

crucial similarity. That is, the PIE root *es- is used in the indicative preseRt and the

root *wes- in the indicative preterite. This type of suppletion is not found in the

copular paradigm of the other Indo-Etiropean branches. In this paper I should like to

discuss what kind of mechanism or motivation there was when the Germanic dialect

developed the paradigm of the copula to form this type of suppletien. West Germanic

shows a further peculiarity, i.e., the root *bheza- is used in the indicative present. As
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an Old English peculiarity, furthermore, we can observe that the PIE root "er- is

possibly employed in the second singuiar indicative present. These points are beyond

the scope of this paper, and I should iike to leave a detailed analysis of them for my

future research. The discusslon below concentrates olt the problem of the suppletion

by *es- and *wes-.

2. Agepreackes tkgs far twade

2. 1 Major Handbooks on Germanic
    Conceming the relevant suppletioR, traditional handbeoks have given lto adequate

explanation. Streitberg (1963: 316f.), for example, makes no mentien of the suppletion

in the Germanic copula. Helfenstein (1870: 501f.), Prokosch (1939: 219fÅí), Krahe and

Meid (1969: II.139ff.), Bammesberger (1986: 119ff.) do ma'ke mention of the suppletion,

but none of them attempts a principled explanation of the pheitomenon at issue. Hirt

(1931-34: II. 182), oit the other hand, presents a unique, but iRsufficient view. The

preterite paradigm is made up of the perfect forms of *ewes-`stay', and according to

him, this is a prefixed form of "es-. In other words, the relevant supp}etien is to be

ascribed to the unprefixed form in the present aad the form characterised by the

movable w in the preterite (cÅí Hirt 1931-34: I. 143). Even if this is a correct

assumption, a problem will remain. What kind of motivation was there to create the

relevant suppletion? Namely, we may ask why the prefixed form was chosen fer the

preterite and the unprefixed form for the present. Moreover, I am sceptical of the view

based on the movable w, and below I should like to approach our problem in the light

of the more widely accepted view that the roots *es- and *wes- are independent roots

with different meanings.

   Among the handbooks on Germanic, Ramat (1981: 176) seems to be the one which

fumishes a promising idea:

The suppletion of the roots reflects the ancient aspectual opposition: consider the

Latin szam (root *es/s-) versus fblz- (root "bhurm-). The root "es- had a durative

value while the root bha- had a momentary value. Compare the oppositiofts
between Gk. eimz' (present) and ophy-n (aorist),between OInd. a'smi aRd dibhavanz.

It is characteristic of Germanic that both of these two roots appear in the present

and thus form a new opposition with the root *wes-. [My translation: T.T.]

It is suggested here that the suppletive paradigm ef the Germanic copula is somehew

reflective of the original aspectual difference between the relevant roots. ffowever, it

remains unclear what kind of lexical aspect the root rk4 wes- originally expressed and

how this root was incorporated into the preterite paradigm of the Germanic copula. In
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    ANon-BrugiinannianApproachtotheHistoricalDevelopmentoftheGermanicCopula 5

Section 4 below we shall attempt to elucidate these points.

2. 2 Benveniste (1971)

    Although he does net deal with the problem of the suppletion in the Germanic

copula, Benveniste (1971: 131ff.) makes an important contribution to elucidating the

development of the Indo-European copula. He claims that the meaning of PIE *es-

should not be described as `to be' but rather `to have existence, to occur in reality'. (cf.

op cit., p. 164). This is because the nominal sentence without a copula (`X Y') is

typically used in Indo-European where we would say `X is Y' in Present-day English

(cf. oP. cit., p. 131). This seems to be a correct ebservation and we may consider that

the Indo-European copula develeped from an existential verb. As Munro (l977)
illustrates, the development from existential to copula is also attested in some non-

Indo-European languages as weli.

   Anether important idea provided by Benveniste is that the verb *es- must have

had a pre-stage before developing the existential meaning. He states:

    We must insist upon the necessity for rejecting every implication of a lexical "te

    be" in the anaiysis of the nominal sentence, and of reforming the habits of

    transiation imposed by the different structure of modern Western languages. One

    can start a strict interpretation of the nominal sentence enly by freeiRg oneself

    from that servitude and by rGcognizing the verb esti in Indo-European as a verb

    just likethe others. It is such, not onlY in that it bears all the morphological marks

    of its class aRd that it serves the same syntactic function but because it must have

    had a definite iexical meaning before falling - at the end of the long historical

    development - to the rank of "copula". It is no longer possible to attain this

    meaning directly, but the fact that *bhu- `to putforth, to grow' furnished part of

    the ferms of *es- gives an inkliRg of it. (Benveniste 1971: 138)

Here specification of the original, lexical meaning of "es- is lain aside, but we shall

approach this issue in Section 4 below.

2. 3 Shields (1992)

    Shields (1992: 53fO presents a unique idea on the development of the Indo-

European copula. He preposes that the verb *esti developed from the PIE demonstra-

tive or deictic proneun "(e)s `that'. This type of development, i.e., from a pronoun

referring to a topic to cepula, is typologically attested (cL Li and Tornpson 1977;

Benveniste 1971: 164-6),butthis view does not seem to me very cenvincing. One of the

reasons is that the verb at issue exclusively shows the athematic present conjugation,

which suggests its archaism, whereas the development of the copula is best considered

to be relatively recen't. In other words, if "esli was created as a copula from a prenoun,
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it would be more natural that the verb showed a them3tic or some other more recent
                                                  )
type of, cenjugation. In Section 4, I shall attempt to offer a different proposal frem

Shields'.

2. 4 Gamkrelidze and Ivanov (1995)

    Like Benveniste (1971) and Shieids (1992),Gamkreiidze and Ivanov (1995) do not

directly treat the problem of the Germanic cepula, but their idea is worthy to be

touched upolt here. They consi.der PIE was a language of the active type, whose verbal

system had a binary structure, i.e., consisted of the active aftd the inactive classes of

verbs (op. cit., 233fÅí and 254ff.). According to them, the verbal system is character-

ised by doublet leximes and by a clear merphological difference. In (4) the examples

of doublets given by them are reproduced (op. cit., 256):

(4) *-m(i) series (active) *-Ka series (iltactive)

    PIE pt' es- `be' .PIE *bhul{- `be'
    PIE "ses- `lie, sleep' PIE *khei- `lie'
    PIE "stha}I- `stand' PIE "er- `stand, staltd up'

The active counterparts are characterised by the ending "-m/-s/-t or *-mi/-si/-ti

for the lst, 2nd, 3rd person singular, while the inactive counterparts by the ending

*-ffa/ -t(h) ffa/-e.

   One of the problems of their proposal, iR terms of our concern, is that their

discussion sounds as if the original meaning of PIE "es- and "bhzaff- were `be', now

irrespective of the acitve/inactive semantic distinction. This is strange in considering

that such a lexical, or more definite, meaning as `grew' can be assigned to the roet

fi bhen- or "bheeff- (cf. Pokorny 1989: l46). And also, as claimed by BenveRiste (l971:

l38) (cf. 2.2 above),there is no reason to deny that PIE sk' es- once had a more definite,

lexical meaning as well as other ancient IRdo-Europealt verbs. As discussed in Section

3 below, I can accept their assumption that PIE was an active language, whose verbal

system consisted of active and inactive verbs, bnt it does not seem to me that their

proposal on the relationship between PIE *es- and *bheuff- supplies a crucial key

directly leading to a solution to the problem ef the Germanic copulai.

3e ReÅí*gestrwaegggit Medeg

   Before proceeding to the section where I propose my ewn view, I sheuld like to

clarify what reconstruction nkodel my approach is to be grounded upon.

3. 1 Why a Non-Brugmannian Approach ?
   The traditional Brumannian reconstruction model takes it for granted that PIE
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had a similar verbal structure to that of Old Indic or Greek, which is furnished with

a full array of teRses, moods and aspects, cf. Drlnka (1995: 1). But this model does

not seem to me te be capable of providing a natural, convincing explanation of the

development of the Germanic cepula. Cencerning the root *es- (or the Indic root as-),

Vedic shows the perfect morphology, a-' sa, a-' sitha-, aww' sa (< *e-os-), as well as the
present conjugatioit, tzsmi, a'si, asti (< *es-). Due to this fact, it is possible to deem

that Germanic once had a stem "os- > *as- for the perfect or preterite cenjugation.

But if this is true, why was it lost to *was-? It dees ftot seem that there are any

phenoiogical or other reasons to cause "as- te be corflpletely lost in Germanic.

Furthermore, it seems difficultto explain why Greek losl the perfect conjugation of

e2pt2. For these and other reasons, it seems safer to consider that the verb from k' es-

was eriginally a praesens tantum (cÅí Pokerny i989: 340; Bammesberger l986: 119f.).

{ believe that a fton-Brugmannian approach, positing that unlike those in Greek and

Aryan, PIE verbs did not have a rich cenjugatien fer tenses, moods aRd aspects, gives

a more credibie account of the suppletieft in the GemRanic copula. Despite Szemerefiyi's

(l989: 328) negative celtviction that ttit is ebviously impossible to infer restrictions of

the celttents of certain verbal reots from the suppietive relationships [my translation:

T.T.]", I believe that the suppletive relationship betweeR "es- and *zves- in the

Germanic copula enables us te infer something about their original characteristics.

3. 2 PIE as an Active LaRguage

   The following remarks by Lehmann (l974: 139) gives a fairly clear image of the

PIE verbal system from a non-BrugmaRnian perspective:

In PIE, tense and time of the action were not indicated by means of verbal affixes.

Indications of the time of the actiolt were given by means of particles or adverbs

or were implick in the aspects of the verb form.

This type of recenstructieR ef the PIE verba} system is typologicaliy supportable, cf.

Comrie (l976: 83f). Treading in the footsteps of Gamkrelidze and Ivanov (1984),

Lehmanfl (1992: le7ff. & 169ff.; i993: 208ff.) presents a more definite picture of the

parent language, i.e., that PIE or Pre-Indo-Europealt was an active language.

According to him, various peculiarities in the reconstructed PIE, unexplained in the

tradltional framework, are residues of the active-type language structure. What is

directly relevant to our concern is the assumptien that the PIE verbal system consisted

of active and inactive verbs, cÅí 2.4 above. But a more minute classificatien of verbs

seems to be necessary ilt order to give a substantial account of the development of the

Germanic copular paradigrn.

   Kurzov2 (1993: 118) proposes the system given in (5) for PIE verbs2:
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(5) diatheticclasses: active

                 (denoting an action)

aspectual subclasses:

             imperfective perfective

             present aerlst

     mactlve
(deneting non-action)

process

medium
state

perfect

N.B. active verb:

  inactive verb:

subject =

subject 4

ageRt

agent

ffere, subclassifications are given to both the active and tke inactive classes. Active

verbs are subclassified into two types, according to whether the relevant verb denotes

an imperfective (durative) Aktionsart er a perfective (rnomentary) Aktionsart.

Active verbs with an imperfective (durative) Aktionsart are supposed to be the

precurser of Indo-European presents and those with a perfective (momentary)
Aktiensart the forerunner of Indo-European aerists. In respect of inactive verbs, they

are alse subclassified into two types, accordiltg to whether the verb at issue expresses

a process or a state. These are considered to be the predecessors of Indo-European

middles and perfects. (And aiso, note that Kurzova's framework presents an intelli-

gible definition cenceming the baslc distinction between the active and the inactive.

Active verbs are defined as requiring an agentive subject and denoting an agentive

action, while inactive verbs as requiring a non-agentive subject and denoting some-

thing non-agentive.) Kurzova (1993: ll6) illustrates the four types ef verbs at issue by

giving the examples in (6):

(6)

a
e

lsg.

2sg.

3sg.

active

-m
-s

-t

verbs - aorist-present - actions

OInd aorist

`go' (< *gwfi-)

a-ga-m
a-ga-b < -s
a-ga-t

OInd present
`strike, kill' (< 'lti

hait-m-i

haip-s-i

han-t-i

gWheflww)

be inactive verbs

lsg. -a <
2sg.-tha <

3sg. -e/-o

-h2e

-th2e

- perfecto-naedium

     Gk perfect
      (< *woid-)
      o7' 6ev

      o7'6oev

      o7' 6e

- state, processes

Kitt middle
`sif (< *e-s-)

eg -ha-hari

eg -ta-ri

eg -a- (ri)

Lat perfect

(< sk'woid-)

vid-i < -h2e-i

vid-is-ti < -th2e-i

vid-i-t < -e-i-t

(6a) raises two examples of active verbs. By the first example, it is meant that a PIE
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verb from the root "gWit- `go' must have been an active-rr}omentary verb and that a

root aorist form is attested in, say, the corresponding Old Indic verb. The second

example shows a verb frorn *gWhen- `smash' was once an active-durative verb and that

the athematic root present is observed in the Old Indic counterpart. (6b) gives

examples of inactive verbs. As represented by Greek perfect-present oi'6cr and its

Latin counterpart vid-z-, the PIE verb "zuoid- is considered te be an inactive-stative

verb `be in the state of seeing' or `know'. The PIE verb from rk' erms-, on the other hand,

is interpreted as an inactive, precess-denoting verb, `be in the precess of sitting'. The

Hittite'medium tantum eg -ha-hari reflects this verb.

3. 3 A Test for the Original (Sub-)Class

    Under the framework se far reviewed, it nfiay be expected that morphelogical

traits of a verb wili to some extent help us to infer its original status. As also

suggested in (6), such non-secondary, very ancient forms as athematic root presents,

root aorists, perfect-presents and media tantum may provide keys in inferring the

original status of a verb. A similar idea is also suggested by Krahe & Meid (I969: III.

231Åí). The aorist of the Greek yL-(y) y(1)-6%-(h) `get knowledge of' is le'-7vbl-v. This

aorist is an older forra than the present 7L-(7) y61)-6x-ai),since the former ls composed

of an augment plus a root injunctive, which is considered to be very archaic (cf.

Bamrr}esberger 1986: 19Åí), aRd the latter is a form extented by the iterative element

-sk- and reduplication. In our frareework, the original status ef this verb is interpreted

as an active-momentary verb. The rneaning `get knowledge of' seeins in accordance

with thls interpretation. For further details of this kind of tests, see Tanaka (in

preparation: Chapter 2).

4. Prepased ExpgaRatgex

    Now I weuld like to propose my own view on how the Germanic copula developed

ferm the roots, "es- and "wes-, in terms of the framework given in the preceding

sectlon.

4.1 PIE*'es-
   As claimed ifl 2.2 above, it is reasonable to consider that \' es- must have originally

had a more concrete lexical meaning than `be' or `exist'. As a morphological trait of

this verb, it is important to note that athematic presents are observed in many of the

Indo-Eurepean dialects and thatthere is Iittle or no evidence that they are secondarily

created forms. Under our framework, this suggests that originally *es- was an active-

durative verb. Now I wouid like to propose that the meaning `sit and occupy (a place)'

should be ascribed to the PIE verb "es-nzi/-sl/-ti. There are some pieces of support-

ing evidence for this.
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    First, as delineated in (7), two other forms with meaRings related to `sit' are

derivable from the root "es-. If Benveniste's (1935: 147ff.) root theory may be assumed

here, se' sed- is decomposable inte the Type II stem from the root *hies- plus a determi-

native "-d-. The other form "erms- is interpretable as the root *hies- plus a laryngeal

infix at `P' osition 2', in the sense ef Karstierfs (1971) infixation theory.

(7)

a. *sed- < "his-ed- (Type II stem from the root X: hies- plus a determinative *-d-,

  in the sense of Benveniste 1935: l47ff.)

  an active, punctual/perfective verb, `sit down' (?), cÅí Pokorny (l989: 884), Porzig

  (1954: 91), etc.

  OInd. sad- (stidli, tisadat, PLE sasammda, ...) `sk', Lat. sedeo `sit', etc.

b. X: e-s- `sit' or `be in the process of sitting' < *' hie-H-s- (position 2 infixation, in the

  sense of Karstieia 1971; see alse Cewgill 1979: 36)

  Only raedia tantum, OIftd. a-ste, ]Iitt. ega(ri) `he sits', etc. cf. Pokomy (1989: 342f.)

(Relatedness between *es- and *e-s- is not a ftew idea, see, for instance, Brugmann

1895: g 494.) The derivability of *sed- aftd "e-s- from *' es-, or their relatability, seems

to be in support ef the proposal that the origiRal rneaning of k' es- was something

related to `sit'. The rnarmer ef action of the verbal meaning can be aitered through the

derivational precess, s"ch as additioit of a determimative er infixation, but I do Rot go

into details of this point here.

   Furthermore, the idea that *sed- and *e-s- derived from *es- seems to gain smpport

froin Kurylowicz's fov{rth law of aRalogy:

   When a form undergoes differentiatien as a consequence of a morphological
   change, the new form corresponds to its primary fwaction and the original form is

   reserved for the secondary function (Kurylowicz a949; tr. by Anderson 1988: 358)

AlthQugh conterexamples iinay possibly be fownd (cf. Hock 1991: 225ff.), this law is

coitsidered to hold up best among his six laws of analogy, cf. Hock (1986: 234). While

the basic form aj es- lost the original meaning `sit', the newer ferms "sed- and *erms-

preserved it into historical, dialectal periods. This is in accordance with the predictien

made by Kuryiowicz's law.
   My proposal impHes that a semantic change from `sit (3nd occupy a place)' to

`exist' took place in "es-. This type of rneaning change can be observed widely. The

basic actiens of a human being, such as `sit', `stand', `lie', are liable to be used as an

existential. Censider the examples in (8) from English:
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(8) Existential sit, stand, lie (cf. Palmer 1988: 71; etc.)

 a. E[er house sits at the foot of the hill.

b. The statue slands in the middle of the square.

c. Los Angeles lies on the west coast of the United States.

ll

This tendency is also observable in other languages as well, cf. Buck (l949: 635f.).

    In sum, I would like to prepose that "es- suffered a series of semantic bleaching

described in (9):

(9) Semantic Bleaching of "es-

  a. Stage 1:`(voluntarily) sit and occupy (a place)'

  b. Stage 2:`(actually) exist'

  c. Stage 3: `be' (copula, auxiliary)

4.2 PIE *wes-
    As far as PIE *wes- is concerned, such meanings as `stay`, `dwell`, `pass the night'

have traditionally been assigned to this root, but this subsection attempts te reconsider

the original meaning of the PIE verb from this roet in the light of eur theoretical

framework.
  (IO) gathers up materials reiated to this root in majer Indo-European dialects:•

(le) PIE "zves- `to stay, dwell, pass the night' (Watkins 1985: 78; Pokorny 1989:

    ll70Åí)

    OInd. va'sali `stay, dwell, pass/spend the night', cf. Av. vaohaiti `dwell, stay'

    Gk ke' (F)eon `remained' < *-wes-m.,an athematic root aorist, always with

    vOxTev `night', cf. Lehmann (1986:405) (cf. "die(of notin use;pres. a'e6xtu `sleep',

    Liddell & Scott 1968: 29)

   OIr. fo(a)id < "woseli `spend the night', fess, feiss `f. sleep'

   Lat. Vesta, goddess ef the hearth

   Gk. gGTZev `hearth', Zt'6w `city'

   }Iitt. hues- `live, be/stay alive'

No archaic verbal morphelogy such as athematic root presents, perfect-presents and

media tantum caR be feund among the related verbs but only Greek root aerist
ke' (F) e6ev `remained' (< *-wes-7ge,) counts as this. Thls is important from the

viewpoint ef our theoretical framework. Due to this, it is inferred that the original

status of the verb from "wes- was an active-momentary verb. I would like to

prepose that this verb originally denoted a momentary or perfective action, `stop

one's journey (for the night, for the hearth, etc.)', from which the meaning `stay' or

`dwell', attested in cerresponding verbs in dialects, is readily derivable. From the
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 supposed original meaning, another meaning could develop. If one stopped one's

 journey at a certain place, it would imply that one stayed at least for a moment at

 the place or that one existed for a moment at the piace. As the aspectual opposition,

  linearity versus punctuality, can match the opposition, simultaiteousness versus

  anteriority (cf. Kuryiowicz 1964: 34; see also Lehmann 1993: l76f.), this would

 constitute the basis for the meaning `existed'. I shall return to this point in 4.3 below.

   <ll) sums up my proposal in this subsectien:

 (11) SemanticChangesof*wes-
          `(veluntarily) stop one's journey (for the Right, for the hearth)'

              / `momXentarily exist'

      `stay', `dwell' l
                                                 `existed'
                                                     vl
                                                 `was' (copula, auxiliary)

  4. 3 The Development of the Copular Paradigm in Gerxnanic

     Issues concerning the suppletion in an adjectival declension are tetally beyond

 the scope of this paper, but I would like to discuss our problem in parallel with the

  development of the suppletive paradigm of an adjective for `good', for this would

 make it more feasible to understand the nature of the relevant phenomenon. (l2) is

  my proposed schema of the development of the Germanic copular paradigm:

 (l2) pre-Germanic Structural Change

  a. Stage I: Lexical Parallelism

             "es-ti: "wes-t `exist'(presentialvs.preteritalnuance)
             (duetosemanticbleaching,cf. [9] and [ll] above)
             \'ghCdh-: "bhod-`(be)good'(weakvs.strongconnotation)
 b. Stage II: Paradigmatization

     *es-ti(pres.): *'wos-e(pret.)
     *gh6dh- (pos.): *bhod-jo-s- (comp.)

                     (due to the paradigmatic influence)

  -i> Go. ist: was OE is: waes

       g6bs:batiza g6d-:bet(e)ra,bettra
  (gen. gUdis)

     (12a) represents a stage at a period not long after Germanic split off frerfi the

  parent language (Stage I). Atthis stage, there was no verbal conjugation for tenses

  or aspects, and different lexical items could be used to express the difference
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between the presential and the preterital nuance of a verbal meaning. Thus, as far

as the existential meaning is concerned, the presential nuance tended to be expressed

by a durative or'imperfective verb *es-li and the preterital nuance by a momentary

or perfective verb, X: wes-t. Sirnilariy, at this stage, adjectives were net furnished

with a declension for degrees (as well as in PIE,' cf. Lehmann 1990: 10),and different

lexical items, "gho-dh- and *bhod-, were presumably used in highlighting the differ-

ence which is in modern languages expressed by the difference in degree, good and
better. In other words, *ghomdh- and *bhod- must have had slightiy different

meanings or connotations, `geod but Bot out of the ordinary' for the former and tvery,

especially good' for the latter. (If we may assume that rr}any of the original active

characteristics were still retained in the language atthis stage, *' ghomdh- and *bhod-

were not adjectives in a strict sense, but were inactive verbs, ghoumdh-a/-tha/-e, and

*bhod-a/-lha/-e. There was no verb as a copula, `be'.)

    Some time after this stage, the structural change which may be called <paradig-

matisation' (cf. Kurzova 1993: passim) took place in the language. This is Stage II,

represented by (l2b). This stage is characterised by several successive changes: part

of the former inactive verbs were reinterpreted as adjectives'and acquired their

declensions apartfrom verbs, the category of copula was needed and created, verbs

newly created their own cenjugations for tenses due to the structural chaRge frorn

the active-inactive to the nominative-accusative, etc. As far as the existential verb

and the new}y emerging copula,are concerited, the opposition between *es-li and

*ewes-t, which was based on the difference in nuance between presential and preter-

ital, is now reinterpreted as the difference in tense, and the verb *wes-t acquires a

new verbal morphology characteristic of the Germaftic preterite, i.e., the o-grade

stem plus the `perfect' endings, hence *wos-a/-lha/-e3. This paradigm, *es-li for the

present and *wos-e for the preterite, comes to be used as a copula as well, to the

extent that the existential verb is liable to be reinterpreted as a copula, cf. 2.2 above.

Sirailarly, the former oppesition between X:ghowwdh- and "bhod-, with the weak and

strong cennotations of the meaning `be good', are now built into the new adjectival

paradigm. The strong connotation in "bhod- leads to its reinterpretation as the

comparative degree, and this causes its form to be extended by the suffix *v'omas- (>

"- ios- > *-is-; cÅí Prokosch 1939: 265), which is a morphologicai marker of the

comparative degree in the new adjectival paradigm. This stage constitutes the basis

of the verbal and adjectival paradigms which survived into the historical, dialectal

periods, see the relevant suppletive paradigms in Gothic and Old English given in (12).

5. Ceitcgusgoit

    This paper has attempted to make a new proposal on the mechanism of the

development of the Germanic copula. My idea is summed up in (l2). In our
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 discussien abeve, however, other reots constitutiRg the (West) Germanic copula
 such as "bheuff- and *er- have been lain aside. Aitalysis of them is leftte my future

 study, but I would like to add semething of its prospect here. Variety of•roots for

 the Germanic cepula, it seems to me, all the more suggestthat the category ef copula

 had'not yet been firmiy established at the Proto-Germanic' period. There were

 several'lexical items that could have the existentia} meaning as a result ef semantic

 bleaching, and these iater constituted part of the copuiar paradigm. Presumabiy,

 East and North Germanic suffered some kind of morphologicai levelling removing

 "bheuff-, "er- and possibly other roots from the paradigm at issue and thereby

 coflstituted a simpler paradlgm thafl those attested in West Germanic dialects.

                                 Ngtes

*- I am especially grateful to Richard }Iogg, Vit Bubenik, Konstantin Krasukhin,

Keigou Noda and Satoshi Uehara for their invaluable cemments on afl earlier
version of this paper. Needless to say, however, I am solely responsible for the

content ef this paper, and any inaccuracies or shortcomings are mine alone.

1. Mereover, I am doubtful of the view •that PIE *bheeeff- was an inactive verb, as

well as of Ramat's (l981: 176) opinion that it had a•vaomentary Aktiensart, cf. 2.1

above. Instead, I regard it as aR active•verb with a durative marmer of action. In

this paper, however, I shall not enter iRto any more details of this point.

2. Kurzova (1993: 15fL) denies that the language structure of PIE was an active

language, while admitting an active-inactive verbkl systera for PIE. But -this is not

directly pertinent to our present discussion.

3. 0f course, the verb *wes-l rernains unchaRged outside the opposition er lexical

parallelism at issue, as a verb for `stay, dwell' (and it later suffers thematization

along with the ether stroflg verbs).

    As other instances of acquiring the shape of an o-grade stem with the `perfect'

endings due to the paradigmatizatien, we could present the following ones:

(i)pre-Gmc.-D>Go. CÅíGk. Lat.
  *bher-6 baira`Ibear' op'epbl fer6
  *bhor-a bar`Ibere' e'vfayoxcr tuli
                                                  (cf. Austefjord 1979: 214)

  *gwem-w -i> -6 qima `I come'
    (thematization)

  *gwom-a qam`Icame'

This was enabled by the situatien that quite a number of state-denoting inactive

verbs were still retaiAed as a productive category at the pre-Germanic period. For
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details of this point, see Tanaka (in preparation).
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ゲルマン語繋静の歴史的発達に関する   

非ブルータマン絢アブ闇偏チ；  
補充法をいかに説明するか  

田 中 俊 也  

ゲルマン語における繋辞（copula）のシステムには、他の印欧語の語派には見られない  

特徴がある。直接法において、現在時制では串es－という語根が用いられるのに対して退去時  

制では＊wesLという語根が用いられるという補充法（suppletion）が見られるのが、その特  

徴である。ゲルマン語諸方言においてなぜこのような補充法が見られるのかという問題に  

対し、従来の印欧語／ゲルマン語比較言語学研究では十分な説明がなされていない。本稿  

の目的は、そのような補充法が歴史的にどのように形成されるに至ったものかという問題  

について、説明を与えることをこころみることである。   

本稿では印欧祖語の再建モデルとして、近年のいわゆる「非ブルークマン的」なモデル  

のうち、Lehmann（1993）やKurzov畠（1993）が授業した仮説を採用する。その枠組みの  

元で、＊es－および＊wes－という語根から派生した動詞が印欧語祖語でどのような特徴があ  

ったかを考察し、その観点からゲルマン語の繋辞のシステムが発展して行ったプロセスを  

明らかにしようとするものである。  

N．B．本稿は、1997年8月10日より16日までHeinrichHeineUniversitat，Diisseldorfに  

て開催された第13回国際歴史言語学会（13thInternationalConference on Historical  

Linguistics）において口頭発表した原稿に加筆、訂正を加えたものである。この発表の時  

点ではKennethShieldsJr．，”OntheOriginofDialectalAblautPatternsofthePresent  

ActiveIndicativeofIE＊どぶ－‘ToBe”’，教わγねcゐg却用C妨作Cゐ〟卵gllO／2（1997）を目に  

することができず、その論考によって指摘されている、印欧話語において＊es」による繋辞  

が通常のアプラウトのパターンに従っていないという特徴について、本稿では十分な考察  

が行われていない。この点に関する考察は、今後の課題としたいと思う。  
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