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T H E P E R S O N - E N D I N G S OF T H E I N D O - E U R O P E A N VERB. 

Professor D E L B R Ü C K , in Iiis interesting E I N L E I T U N G IN D A S S P R A C H S T U D I U M , 

rests his defence of the agglutination theory of K O P P on the assumption 
of a relationship b e t w e e n the personal terminations of the verb and the 
personal pronouns. E v e r y theory on the origin of inflection must start, 
he says, from the ' Thatsache einer die Erklärung durch Zufall ausschließen-
den Ähnl ichkei t zwischen einigen Personalsuffixen und Pronominibus' (p. 70). 
W h y w e must start f rom this particular ' f a c t ' , he does not explain, tho' I 
suppose he had in mind C U R T I U S ' S attempt to show that verbal flexion is 
older than nominal flexion, an attempt which, as I have elsevvhere endea-
vored to p r o v e , seems to me the exact converse of what is warranted b y 
the evidence. N o r does he explain w h y we must accept as a fact ' what 
has been denied b y more than one scholar. A c c e p t i n g it as a ' fac t ' , however , 
as [ mysel f former ly did , it b y no means follows that we are compel led to 
g o further and accept the agglutination theory. VVhen the général t y p e of 
a language is inflectional, liew forms will naturally adapt themselves to the 
général t y p e , and words, such as the English 1 i k e , will pass in time into in-
flections. E v e n if w e suppose the personal terminations of the v e r b to have 
originally b e e n personal pronouns no light will be thrown on the origin of 
flexion, since in b e c o m i n g flectional suffixes they would only have fol lowed 
the a n a l o g y of the nominal declension. Before the origin of flexion can be 
d iscovered, a satisfactory account must be given of the origin of the case-
endings of the noun. 

But is the relationship between the personal terminations of the verb 
and the personal pronouns really a ' fact '? I also once thought so , but 
further study has convinced me that I was wrong. W h e n we try to analyse 
the terminations of the verb, we find that they connect themselves, not with 
the personal pronouns, but with the suffixes of the noun. 

T h a t this is the case with the infinitive will be denied b y no o n e , nor 
will it be denied that the infinitive m a y b e , and often has b e e n , used 
in p lace of the persons of the finite verb. F I C K has gone further and has 
pointed o u t , with the hand of a master, that the first person sing, of the 
A t m a n e p a d a present in Sanskrit is itself nothing but an infinitive.1 B h ä v - e 
or a d - é are as much infinitives as v i d - é , and c h â y e stands b y the side of 

1 GÖTTINGER GEL. ANZ. 6 . APRIL 1 8 8 1 . 



2 Α . Η . SAYCE. 

c h é t e . N o known phonetic laws will enable us to extract the Greek -μαι 
from - μ α μ ι , but -ai is the Greek infinitive ending which corresponds with the 
Sanskrit -e. A s F I C K lias noticed, the Latin d e d ! is the Indian d a d é . W e 
may, therefore , conclude that just as the participle a m a m i ni in Lat in con-
tinued to be employed as a second person plural , so too in Lat in und San-
skrit old infinitives continued to be used as first persons singular. T h e r e is 
no reason w h y a similar use of the infinitive should not have survived else-
where in the verb. 

Novv the resemblance between the personal endings of the verb and the 
personal pronouns turns out , when closely e x a m i n e d , to be really illusory. 
It exists only in the case of the first person singular. A i l attempts to 
connect the third person with a personal pronoun have been unsuccessful, 
while it is only in Greek, where an original t w lias b e c o m e s, that the second 
personal pronoun resembles the termination of the second person of the verb. 
Between the dual and plural forms of the pronouns and of the verbs it is 
difficult to discover any likeness whatsoever. 

O n the contrary between φέροντι and the participle φέροντες there is 
an unmistakable connection, while, as regards the nasal, φεροντι bears the same 
relation to φερέτι1 that a d â n t a s does to a d a t â s . But φερέτι is a stem of 
e x a c t l y the same formation as γενετι (γένεσις): Cp. Sanskrit stems like r a m a t i , 
v r k â t i . T h a t there is no difficulty in an abstract noun being used to dénoté 
the third person of the verb is proved b y Turkish, w h e r e d o g d i s ' a striking' 
and he struck', as well as b y Semitic grammar. 2 I will not décidé, h o w e v e r , 
whether φερέτι is the locative of a stem φερέτι or whether it is the stem itself, 
tho' m y own inclination would be to regard it as a locative; in any case it 
seems to me impossible to dissociate it from a noun like γένε3ΐς. 

E q u a l l y impossible is i t , as it seems to m e , to dissociate φεροντι f rom 
the present participle φέροντες. Both in Turkish and Semitic the present 
participle is used as a third person, and it is perhaps the most natural w a y 
in which primitive man could express this grammatical relation. Hovv 
φέροντες became φέροντι I conceive to be as follows. In the first and second 
persons plural the terminations -μες and -τες stood b y the side of -με and -τε 
(Skt. - m a , - t a ) . T h e analogy of these persons caused a form φέροντε to 
spring up b y the side of φέροντες in the third p e r s o n , and the termination 
of φέροντε was in its turn assimilated to that of φερέτι. I think there can be 
little doubt that the secondary termination of the third person plural (-οντ) 
was due to assimilation to the ' s e c o n d a r y ' termination of the third person 
singular. 

If we now turn to the first person singular we shall find that its supposed 
connection with the first personal pronoun is réfutée! b y the d iscovery of 
S C H E R E R and B R U G M A N N that -μι and -m w e r e not the only suffixes b y which 

1 T h e a c c e n t u a t i o n is b a s e d o n FICK'S d i s c o v e r y that , w h e r e Ο a n d E are c o r r e l a t e d , ε m a r k s 

the a c c e n t e d v o w e l , ο the u n a c c e n t e d one. B h a v a t i , b h â v a n t i , a n d t u d â t i , t u d â n t i are d u e 

to c o n t a m i n a t i o n . 
2 S A Y C E o n THE TENSES OF THE ASSYRIAN VERE, IRL. OF THE ROYAL ASIATIC SOCIF.TY 

IX. Ι. ( 1 8 7 6 ) . 
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it was denoted. T h e suffix -a served the same purpose , and if we m a y 
judge from the preponderat ing employment of this suffix in Greek and 
Lat in it was more in use than -μι. N o w -a has no resemblance whatever to 
the first personal pronoun. O n the other hand it is a nominal suffix. S o 
also is - m , especial ly when it is remembered that in forms like έ'χεΡψ 
(έ'χεοα; the m is sonant just as it is in an accusative like -oom. Between 
the nominal and the verbal m, m no phonetic distinction can be drawn. T h e 
question now arises : which is the older form, -ui or -m, since it is piain that 
t h e y cannot be dissociated from one anotherî F o r m y part, I see no possible 
w a y of deriving -m from -μι; there is no known phonetic law which would 
permit i t , and assimilation is equally out of the question. O n the other 
hand, the a n a l o g y of φερετι would easily explain the transition of φέρομ into 
φέρομι. It therefore seems to me that -m, -m is the more original form of 
the first person singular, from which -μι has been created b y assimilation to 
φερετι, and consequent ly that the first person singular of the verb was pri-
marily a noun in the object ive case. It was, in fact , the object of the first 
personal pronoun. 

If the ' secondary ' ending -m is the older, the primary' -μι being the 
p r o d u c t of analogy , it will follow that the ' secondary ending -ς of the second 
person singular is also older than the 'primary 1 -σι. If so, we have again a 
c o m m o n nominal suffix, and our only hésitation would be as to whether we 
should regard this suffix as here denoting the subjective (or nominative) case, 
or as be ing the suffix which we find in abstracts like γενο-ς. In any case, I 
bel ieve that the verbal conjugation was primitively φέρομ, φερές, φερετι and 
not φέρομι, φερέαι, φερετι. In the past tenses analogy acted in a contrary 
w a y to what it did in the present, the termination of the third person φερετι 
be ing here assimilated to those of the first and second persons, thus producing 
the ' s e c o n d a r y ' termination -τ . 1 

Just as w e find -α b y the side of -m in the first person, so also we find 
— <>et b y the side of -s in the second. This -ί>α must be closely related to 
the -ί)ι- of the imperative, and both -ίΐα and -Iii are nominal suffixes. T h a t 
t h e y did not originally dénoté a specific person is clear from the fact 
that -Da also appears in the first person plural where it is attached to the 
terminations -με; and -με (-μεσ&α, -μείία). A c c o r d i n g to A I - O L L O N I O S there 
w a s an yEolic form -μείίεν, which bears the same relation to μεΐ)α that ουρα-
νο-ΙΙεν does to υ-αι-!)α. B y the side of -îhv there also existed -1>ε in the 
second person pl., like -με b y the side of -μεν; but 1 suspect that the vocalic 
termination was influenced b y that of φερε-τε. A t any ra te , it cannot be 
compared with the Skt . - d h w e and - d h w a m . 

T h e forms of the first person plural are -με (which has been lost in 
Greek and Lat in, e x c e p t in combination with -ί)α), -μεν and -μες. T h e origin 
of -μεν seems to be the same as that of the ν e p h e l k y s t i k o n ; -μεν came 
to stand b y the side of -με like κέν b y the side of -/ε, νυν b y that of vu, or 
ήμΐν b y that of αμμι, and in Jonic and Lesbian succeeded eventually in 

1 1 réserve the 3. person s ing , o f the perfect for future d i s c u s s i o n . 
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banishing -με altogether. 1 Perhaps in /Eolic the analogy of the middle form 
in -υ,εΗεν had somethins to do with this result. In -uî-ς we find the same ι Ο I ' 

suffix as in the second person singular, while -με, like -τε, présents us with 
the termination that we have in άμμε, σφέ or the dual παϊδε. In -με3ί1α the 
attachment of -ίΐα to -μες is similar to that of -31 to -ς in a w or d like ποδεσσι; 
ποοες : -οδϊ33ΐ : : φερομες : φερομεαίΐα. 

T h e dual forms - v a , - v a s , - v a h i etc. I shall for the present leave 
aside.2 It has already beeil recognized that the Greek middle form -μεί)ον 
has been modelled after the 2. and 3. persons in -(σ)Οον, and that these have 
fol lowed the analogy of the active -τον, -την. T h e t w o latter are merely 
accusatives of nouns in -το- and -τη, and it is impossible to discover a n y 
relies of personal pronouns in them. T h e y must be ranked a long with 
the verbal adjective in -τό-ς and the middle person-ending in -το, of which, 
h o w e v e r , I am not prepared to ofïfer an explanation any more than of the 
middle person-ending -μαν (-μην). 

Against the hypothesis of a nominal origin of the forms of the finite 
verb no syntactical objections can be raised. T h e r e are m a n y languages 
which do not possess a true verb, and the Polynesian v e r b is really a noun. 3 

F r o m time to time we find constructions surviving in the 'Indo-European 
languages themselves which point to an âge when the primitive Indo-European 
had not as yet evolved the conception of a verb. T h e original έγΐΐόμ 
φέρομ I (am) a bearer differed but little from the Lat in e g o V e r b u m , 
and τΓεμ φερες was exact ly équivalent to t u s c e l u s . T h e meaning of the 
sentence was determined b y the context and the order of the words which 
composed it; it was only gradually that this meaning c a m e to be transferred 
from the context and attached to the terminations of the words themselves. 
Lunwic.'s principle of adaptation will alone account for the fact that the 
verbal person-endings are not self-explanatory, that is to say, do not contain 
the singular, dual, and plural forms of the personal pronouns. If t h e y did 
so, there would be as little difficulty in proving the fact as there is in the case 
of the first and second persons of the Semitic verb. 

O X F O R D . 

Α . H . S A Y C E . 

1 W e m u s t , h o w e v e r , r e m e m b e r that - μ ε ν is a t e r m i n a t i o n o f the i n f i n i t i v e a n d r e a p p e a r s in 

μ ε ν α ι a n d the p a r t i c i p i a l -μένος. A s 7-έν is o l d e r t h a n n i , s o it i s v e r y p o s s i b l e t h a t - μ ε ν is 

o l d e r t h a n - μ ε . In this case -|*εν a n d - μ ε w i l l b e i n d e p e n d e n t f o r m s , - μ ε b e i n g p o s s i b l y d u e t o 

a s s i m i l a t i o n to - τ ε . 

2 V a a n d v a s are related to -Γεν (as in φερε-Γεν = φέρειν) as m a a n d m a s are t o - μ ε ν . 

C o m p a r e a l s o V e d i c d â - v a n e , G r e e k δοΓέναι (οοΟναι) , a s w e l l as the S a n s k r i t s u f f i x e s - d h - w ë , 

- d h - w a m . 

3 S e e STEINTHAL , CHARAKTERISTIK DER HAUPTSÄCHLICHSTEN TYPEN DES SPRACIIRAUES 

pp. 156—176. 
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