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Plus (a change . ..: Lachmann's Law in
Latin

Jay H. Jasanoff

Lachmann's Law (LL) is the rule of Latin according to which verbal roots
ending in an etymological voiced stop (*-b-, *-d-, etc.), but not a voiced
aspirate (*-bh-, *-dh-, etc.), lengthen their root vowel in the past participle
and its derivatives (e.g. ago 'drive', ptcp. actus (+actio, etc.), cado 'fall', ptcp.
casus< *cassus). Neglected for most of the twentieth century, LI. became
well known through its role in the brilliant 1965 doctoral dissertation ofPaul
Kiparsky. For Kiparsky, LL was the Paradebeispiel of rule insertion or non
chronological rule addition, a type oflinguistic change said to be predicted by
the theory of generative grammar but impossible to accommodate within
the traditional Neogrammarian framework of sound change and analogy.
Until the end of the 1970S, LL figured prominently in the often polemical
debate over the status of analogy as a mechanism of language change; at
one point no fewer than three squibs were dedicated to it in a single volume
of Linguistic Inquiry.! Then, almost as abruptly as it had begun, the near
obsession with LL came to an end. 1bday, as before 1965, the -rule is known
mainly to specialists in the history of Latin.

A form like tietllS can be derived historically fro III earlier >lag-los hy
assuming two sound changes-one that lengthened the vowel before the
voiced +voicclcss cluster. <.md another that spread the voicelessness of the
>I-t-Ieftwards. l But voicing assimilation is found in every IE language and
was dearly an inner-PIE process, while lengthening before voiced +voiceless
clusters was a much later developmcnt pcculiar to Latin, or at least Italic.
How, then, can the cluster *-gt- have been accessible to speakers at the

This paper, an oral version of which was presented in our honorand's class at Oxford in
1996. benefited in its early stages from discussions with Alan Nussbaum. A thorough review
of the literature on LL through the early 1980s is given by Collinge (1985: 105 fT.).

I The year was 1979, and the squibs were the contributions listed below under the names
of Joseph, Klausenburger, and Stephens. See n. 10.

l Transcriptions arc informal; where no confusion would result I write' *ag~' for '>l-hl eg-',
'*-0' for ""~oh/, etc,
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moment when the lengthening rule applied? The usual Neogrammarian
solution, classically articulated by Saussure (1885: 256) and repeated as
recently as Leumann (1977: 114), was that inner-PIE *aktos was analogically
remade to *agtos in post-IE times. Secondary *agtos, according to this view,
gave *iigtos, which then, by a second application ofthe voicing assimilation
rule, gave *aktos (= actus).

Kiparsky (1965: i. 32) rejected this scenario in no uncertain terms:.

He [Saussure] supposes that IE aktos reverted to phonetic agtos, then was length
ened to agtos and finally reassimilated to aktos. In spite of its ad hoc character
and phonetic implausibility (on which Saussure himself remarks) this has come
to be the generally accepted view.. , . But there arc insurmountable objections to
it. To account for lengthening in dental stems (e.g. casus) we should then have to
suppose that forms like *cadtus were restored, and that after the lengthening by
Lachmann's Law these forms underwent not only reassimilation of voicing but
also reassibilation by the old rule that dentals became sibilants before dentals. This
kind of miraculous repetition of history stretches our credulity to the breaking
point. It snaps when we recall that dental dusters of secondary Latin origin do not
in fact assibilate in Latin, e.g. ad~tero> attero, and not 'asserrj'. There is, so far as I
can see, no way ofsaving Saussure's theory of Lachmann's Law.

LL, in Kiparsky's view, was acase of insertion: a rule that lengthened vowels
before -gt- and -dt-, viz.

[
+Obstruent] [+obstruent]I-consonantal] => 1+ long] F----. .
+ vOICed -voiced

was added to the synchronic grammar of Latin at a higher point in the
ordered list of phonological rules than the rule of voicing assimilation. In
schematic terms, taking G1 and G1 to represent chronologically successive
grammars,

G,:
underlying form lag~to-I

rules:

vOIcmg asslm.

underlying fi:mn /;.lg~to-I

rules:

LL

voicing assim. '

LL thus operated, according to Kiparsky, on underlying -gt-and -dt-, despite
the fact that these clusters never surfaced phonetically.

Kiparsky's analysis was all exciting proposal in 1965, since it seemed to
show that there were possible-and documented-linguistic changes that
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could not be explained within the standard framework of (surface) sound
change and (surface) analogy, buttbat could easily be accounted for within
the' mote abstract model of generative phonology. Normal sound change,
in the early days of generative phonology, was regarded as a process of
rule addition: implementing a sound change meant appending a new rule
to the end of an ordered list of synchronic phonological rules (ef. Halle
1962: 64 ff.). Enthusiasts for Kiparsky's approach, such as King (1969), saw
no essential difference between this process and rule insertion, which dif
fered from ordinary rule addition only in that the 'landing site' of the
new rule was synchronically higher than one or more historically earlier
rules. LL was hailed as proof of the superiority of the 'grammar change'
model of linguistic change to the classical Neogrammarian combination
of sound change and analogy. In the ideological wars of the time, it was
seen as another nail in the coffin oftaxonomic (=structuralist) phonemics,
with which the Neogrammarian approach to linguistic change was by
implication identified.

Doubts, however, persisted. Normal sound change is rooted in acoustic
and articulatory facts; in English, for example, the regular lengthening of
vowels before voiced obstruents (ef. hat [h"'t] vs. had [h",:dJ) reflects the
natural tendency of speakers to assign part of the voicing of the conso
nant to the preceding vowel. Under Kiparsky's analysis, no perceptual or
production errors could have been involved in the replacement oflate PIE
*aktos by Lat. actus, since the crucial voiccless+voiced combination never
surfaced phonetically. It was unclear, therefore, how or why a speaker of
pre-Latin would ever have been tempted to enact Kiparsky's LL scenario.
King, after a long and futile search for typological parallels, dramatically
reversed his 1969 position and concluded that rule insertion, as a species of
linguistic change, did not exist (King 1973).

The rule itself was not free of difficulties. A tot.11 of seventeen Lltin p'1St
pnrticiplcs satisfy the strucltlral description of f..,L, but only thirteen of these
actually show the expected lengthening. The examples can conveniently be
arranged by root vocalism. The lengthening of -a- to -ih -u- to -ih and
-0- to -0- is exceptionless:3

3 Compare forms with a voiceless stop or voiced aspirate and no lengthening: facio
'do' :fro: factus; patior 'suffer': passus; rapio 'seize': rapui: raptus; nanciscor 'meet with':
tlactus;pando( < "paino) 'extend': pandi: passus; trahi'i( < "-gh-) 'draw': tTaxi: tractus;fodio
« "-dh-) 'dig': fOdi:fossus; docca 'teach': docui: dactus; diko 'lead': di1:d: ductus; rumpo
'break': rupi: rnptus; iubeo « "-dh-) 'order': iussi: iussus; and others. Even before plain
voiced stops, a synchronic morpheme boundary must be present; derivationally isolated
forms like lassus 'tired' < >tlad-to- and tussis 'cough' < >ttudwti~ retain their short vowel (cf,
Kiparsky 1965: i, 31).
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'drive'
'fall'
'break'
'fix'
'touch'
'pour'
'beat'
'hate'

ago (present)
cado
[rango
pango
tango
fundo
(undo

: egi (perfect)
: cecidi
: fregl
: pepigl
: 'etigi
: fudl

tutum
oJ,

: actus
: casus
: fractus
: piictus
: factus

fusus
tusus
iisus

-e- is lengthened to -e- in four examples:'

'eat' edo edI esus
'read' lego legi Iectus
'guide' rego rex; rectus
'cover' tego texi : tictus

... but here there is a conspicuous exception:

'sit (downY 'edeO/sldo: sem : ,;;ssum (supine)'

Finally, there is one 'good' example of the change of -i- to +:'

'see' uideo: uidi: uisus

... but no fewer than three 'bad' ones, with no lengthening:

'splif
'tear apart'
'draw tight'

findo
scindo
stringo

: fidl : fissu,
sciddi SclSSUS

: strinxi : strktus

In short, LL always 'works' when the root vowel is -0- (5 examples), -u
(2 examples), or -0- (1 example). It is usually also valid for -e- (4 good
examples: 1 exception), but mostly fuils for -i- (1 good example: 3 excep-

4 Again, lengthening is absent when the root ends in a voiceless stop or yoiced aspirate: cf.
uehi} « "'-gh-) 'convey': «ext: uCetUS; sed} 'cut': secut: sedus; meto 'mow': messuf: messus;
-spicio 'look at': -spexf: -spectus; etc. The status of emo 'buy'; emt: emptus with respect to
Lt is unclear. Etymologically, ofcourse, the participleshouId have been "entus< "(h,)tp-to
or *(h,)em-to-; bnptus must go back, directly or indirectly, to a reconstituted "em-to-, with
"-m- reinserled from the prescnt stem. While it is possible thai restored '{'mlO- simplY,WIVe
'embto-, with cpenthetic *-b- and subsequent tL lengthening, a direct devc!opriJcnt from
*emlO- to 'empto-, with automatic lengthening before -mpt-, is also thinkable.

S The supine is quoted instead of the participle, which is restricted to compounds (pos
sessus, obsessus, etc.).

(; -1- is expected, of course, before a root-final voiceless stop or voiced aspirate: cf. fingo
« ....-gh-) 'shape': finxi: [ictus, pingo {prob. < "pikno) 'paint' :pinxi~ pictus; mingo{< ""-gh-)
'urinate': minxi: mictus; -Jinquo 'leave': -liqui: -!ictus; uinco 'conquer': ufd: uictus; mitto
'send' : mlSI: mlssus, etc.
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tions). The exceptions-sessum, fissus, sdssus, strletus-are not discussed
by eitber Saussure or Kiparsky.

Kiparsky's discussion of LL, embedded as it was in a general assault
on analogy as an explanatory tool in historical linguistics, naturally called
forth an analogical counterattack. The opening salvo was fired hy the great
theoretician ofanalogy, Jerzy Kurylowicz (1968), who began by accepting
Kiparsky's dismissal of the Neogrammarian account:

To assume an intermediate phonetic arrangement, viz. the restitution of g under
the influence of ago and second devoicing of *agtos, this time to aktos, would be
dearly unacceptable. Nowhere and at no period has gt been apossible combination
in I.E. languages opposing voiced g d to voiceless k t.

Kurylowicz's response, however, was to construct an entirely different ana
logical scenario. Following an approach pioneered by Osthoff (1884: 113)
and Kent (1928), he took the long vowel ofactus, casus, etc. to be an import
from the perfect. In a verb like lego 'read', the present active with *-e- (3 sg.
legit) served as forme de fondation to the perfect active with *-e- (J sg. legit);
therefore, since the active as a whole 'founded' the passive, the long vowel
was extended from the perfect active to the perfect passive:

pres. act. legit ::;:> perf. act. legit

U

pres. pass.legitur ::;:> perf pass. *leetus (est) > leetus (est)

The other such cases cited by Kurylowicz were

alo : edi, whence innovated e(s)sus
uideo uldl, ., ., ui(s)sus.
emo ('buy') emi, ., ., em(p)tus

: odi, .. ., o(s)sus

From these examples speakers supposedly abstracted the principle that
roots in *-g-, *-d-, and *-m- formed their participles by adding -tus and
lengthening the vowel of the present. Thus were created actus (: aK(1),
((l(s)sus (: earN;), and tcetus (: reg(1), evell though the perfects of these verbs
were not formed by simple lengthening (egf, not *iigi; (eddi, not *cadf; texi,
not *tegt).

As presented, this account is obviously unsatisfactory. Kurylowicz's ini
tial group of five verbs (Iego, edo, etc.) is arhitrary; no mention is made
of two other lexical items, fodio: fodi 'dig' and scabO: scabi 'scrape', which
also form their perfects by lengthening the vowel of the present, but which
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have root-final *-dh- (not *-d-) and *-bh- (not *-b-), respectively.' In addi
tion, there are endless problems ofdetail.lb explain the non-lengthening of
sdssus, strfctus to *sci(s)sus, *strIctus, Kury{owicz is obliged to claim that the
nasal ofthe presents scindo and stringoprevented speakers from connecting
the present stem too closely with the participle. But this makes it hard to
account for [u(s)sus and tU(s)sus (: [undo, tundo), which he attributes to
a 'tertiary' analogy that substituted the attested forms for 'correct' *[ussus
and *tiissus (riiptus (: rumpo) inexplicably failed to take part in this de
velopment). To explain the unexpected long vowel of Mctus (: tango) and
fractus (: frango), Kurylowicz invokes paetus (: pango), which he sees as a
PIE iuheritance (cf. Gk. "'IKTOS).

Attempts to improve on Kurylowicz's solutiou soon followed from Wat
kins (1970) and Strunk (1976). Watkins accepted Kurylowicz's premiss
that leetus etc. acquired their long vowel from the long-vowel perfect,
but tried, not very successfully, to explain the spread of long vocalism iu
the participle without reference to the voicing properties of the root-fiual
consonant. rectus (archaic perfect regi) and tectus (archaic perfect *tegi?)
were, according to Watkius, first-order analogical formations like lectus
itself. Another such form was actus, with its long vowel taken from the
hypothetical pre-Latin perfect *agi; actus in turn generated tractus, tactus,
etc., and, indirectly, most of the other LL forms. But herein lies the fatal
problem: the perfectofago is not *agibut egi, an inherited lengthened-grade
preterite « *h,eg-, by Eichner's Law) of the same type as legi, emi, edi, aud
(perhaps) regi.' Elements ofWatkins's solution-presence vs. absence ofa
long-vowel perfect, transparency vs. opacity of the present stem, relative
lateness of certain forms-recur in Strunk's monograph-length treatment
of LL. When all is said and done, however, Struuk's theory is little more
than a post hoc, case-by-case justification ofwhy each form turned out the
way it did!

Later discussions ofLL add nothing new to the picture. JO In the last ana-

7 To be sure, the whole idea of associating length with the character of the rool-flnal
consonant seems counterintuitive. One wonders why Kurylowicz's speakers, havingsensibly
built lectus to lCgi and uisus to uidf, did not simply proceed to the creation of "[tctus beside
fed. *cepws beside cepi, 'tecws beside egi, etc. _

8 Although the supposed perfect ·agi, allegedly bolstered by ON ok (: aKa 'drive'), is a
staple of the LL literature, it cannot be emphasized too strongly that there is absolutely no
evidence for such a form. For the pattern ago: eg;, which cannot be explained within Latin
and aJrnost certainly goes back to PIE, see Jasanoff (1998: 305-7) and the references there
cited. ') See the succinct review by Anna Morpurgo Davies (1979).

10 This holds true, for example, of the three 1979 squibs,in Linguistic Inquiry, which are
largely concerned with the pros (Klausenburger 1979; Stephens 1979) and cons (Joseph 1979)
ofconverting the KurytowiczlW'atkins theory into 'rule addition' notation. Agenuinely dif~
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lysis) we have t'llfce basic approaches to choose from: (1) thc Neogrammar
ian solution (analogical reintroduction ofthe voiced stop with subsequent
lengthening by sound law); (2) Kiparsky's solution (rule insertion); and
(3) the Kurylowicz-Watkins-Strunk solntion (analogical lengthening from
the perfect), The ohjections to (2) and (3) have been reviewed above; it is
time to return to (1),

Enough time has passed since the 'analogy wars' of the 1960s and 1970S
for us to be able to recognize the heavy rhetorical component in much of
the discussion surrounding LL Both Kiparsky and Kurylowicz, as quoted
above, were witheringly dismissive of the possibility that a preform *aklos
could have been remade to '1'agtos; Kurylowicz's remarks in particular go
beyond the bounds of responsible generalization, 1I Kiparsky, in rejecting
the scenario *kassos:::> *kadtos> *kadtos> *cassus> casus, set up a straw
man; the real question to ask in connection with roots ending in *-d-was
and remains-whether early pre-Latin *kassos could have been remade, not
to *kadtos) but to *kadsos (> *kadsos> *cassus> casus») with *-d- restored
and *-s- retained (cf, the s-variant of the suffix in lapsus (: labor 'glide:),
mulsus (: muleeo 'stroke'), sparsus (: spargo'strew'), etc,), Simply to pose the
question is to see that the possibility cannot be dismissed out ofhand-an
indication that the much-vilified Neogrammarian theory may not be so ad
hoc or unnatural as its detractors have maintained.

Unexpected light is shed on the problem ofLL by the seemingly unrelated
irregular superlative maximus 'greatesf (: positive magnus) comparative
maior< *mag-jos-). From a second-century inscription (CIL vi. 2080. 17)
where it is explicitly marked, we know that the -a- of this form is long. We
also know, thanks to the fundamental work on Italic and Celtic superlatives
by Warren Cowgill (1970), that the oldest reconstructable preform for
maximus is *magis1];lmos) with the root *mag- of magnus and maior and
the Italic and Celtic superlative suffix *-is-",mo-,12 There is only one way
that the -a- ofmaximus could have come to be long: syncope of*-i- brought

ferent appro'1Ch is t'lken hy Konlandt (1989; 1999), hut his glottalk interpretation, which
effectively denies the merger of ~-gt- and ~-kt- in the parent I<lnguage, is ullllcceptable.

11 For counter-examples to Kurytowk:t's d'1im that vokedl1ax + voiceless/tense clusters
arc impossible in IE languages, we need look no further than English, where stich groups are
perfectly common at historkal morpheme houndaries (tadpole, mgtime. magpie, bodkin,
abSC1lt, etc.) and in proper names of non-Anglo-Saxon origin (Aztec, Rabkill, Ahl, etc.). A
Slavic example is given below.

12 Older treatments of the superlative in Latin-sec e.g. Buck 1933: 215-16 and Leumann
1977: 497-8-are notoriously confused, with fluctuating roles assigned to sequences vari
ously reconstructed 'I-_tpmo_, ~-sl!,mo-, *-istpmo-, and *-isstpmo-. For our present purposes,
Cowgill's essential result is that the -x- !-ks-] of maximus is not original, but the result ofa
pre-Latin syncope.
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the '-g-and the '-s- of*magis'l'mos (or perhaps at this stage 'magisomos; d.
Vine 1993: 247 ff.) into contact, and the resulting sequence '-ags- developed
to -iiks-, with dcvoicing of the -'l--g- and lengthening of the preceding vowel.
This, of course. is precisely the sound change that we know in a different
guise as LL. What the example of maximus shows us is (a) that Latin at
an earlier point in its history tolerated voiced +voiceless obstruent clusters.
and (b) that such clusters were systematically devoiced with compensatory
absorption ofthevoicingas length bythe preceding voweL" Naturally, none
of this proves that early pre-Latin 'aktos and 'kassos actually were remade
to 'agtos and 'kadsos, as we would have to assume under a refurbished
Neogrammarian account. But there is now independent evidence that such
intermediate preforms, if they ever existed, would indeed have given the
attested adus, casus.

What then of the supposed remodelling of 'aktos, 'kassos to 'agtos,
'kadsos-the step denounced as 'phonetically implausible' by Kiparsky
and 'clearly unacceptable' by Kurylowicz? Watkins (1970: 57), in an inter
esting aside to his main discussion, mentions but does not fully explore
a suggestively similar development in certain dialects of Ukrainian and
Russian. The relevant facts are discussed by Andersen (1969)" and Flier
(1978). Proto-Slavic, like Latin, inherited the PIE rule of right-to-left voic
ing assimilation and the rule ofsibilant insertion in dental+dental clusters
(>Slavic '-sT-). Another change affected the cluster '-kt-, which gave PSI.
'-1'- and East Slavic '-c- before high front vowels. Early East Slavic (=Old
Russian) thus had infinitive forms like the following:

ved- 'lead' (1 sg. vedu) + -ti (infin.) > vest! 'to lead'
vez- 'convey' (1 sg. vezu) + -ti (infin.) > vesti 'to convey'
pek- 'bake' (1 'g. peku) + -ti (infin.) > peN 'to bake'
bereg- 'guard' (1 sg. beregu) + -ti (infin.) > berdi 'to guard'

With the syncope of the jers (ii, i), a number ofpreviously disallowed con-

I) Note that these developments need not have preceded the pre-Latin voicing of intervo
calicsingle *+to *-z-. Thechangeof*-s-to *-z-{whencelater -r-}wasa purelysubphonemic
event; both before and after the rule, ~lt1agisol11os was phonologically Imagisomosl, and the
duster that resulted from the syncope of *-i- was phonologically I-gs-I. That the phonologi
cal sequence /~gs-Iwould have been read (-gs-J and not I-gz-Jis shown, in the last analysis,
by its development to I-ks~ J in maximus. I am indebted to Tohn Penney for helping me
clarify these issues.

Since *magislpmos yielded maximus, it might have been expected that the parallel
*pedistpmos 'worst' (cf. peior 'worse' < *ped-jos-) would yield *pesimus « *pess- < ~pets- <
*ped-s-). The actual form is pess;mus-presumably reflecting the influence of the normal
superlative type in -issimus, which 'protected'the *-ss-of~pessjnmsand triggered shortening
of *-e- to -e- by the 'littera-rule'.

14 Aml(~rsen (1969) is I he 'forthcoming sl tidy' In which Wal kins rt'(el"S hi.~ ft'ad(.'rs (ibid.).



Plus ,a change ...: Lachmann's Law in Latin 413

sonant clusters. inclu<;ling combinations of a voicedllax obstruent with a
following voiceless/tense obstruent, were introduced inl'o the East Slavic
phom)logical system. In many di<1lccts. including those which led to Stan
dard Ukrainian, such dusters were maintained. Dialects of this type ex
ploited the new acceptability of voiced +voiceless combinations to intro
duce a secondary contrast between, for example, (Ukr.) vesty 'to lead' and
ve".ty 'to convey'-the latter 'helped' by the restitution of -z- from the
present stem. In some varieties of Ukrainian and Russian the process was
taken further: forms like peCi (: pek-) and berea (: bereg-, Ukr. bereh-)"
were remade to pekti, berehti or to peka, berehl:i, with the hybrid groups
-kl:-, -hl:-.

These facts, parallel in almost every respect to the first part of Saus
sure's scenario for Latin, completely undercut any possible objection to the
Neogrammarian approach in principle. It remains only to see how an up
dated Neogrammarian account would work in detail. The first step, dearly,
must be to assume that at a stage of Latin following the earliest syncope
rules l6-a stage, for example, when the preform of mittimus was *magso
mas (vel sim.)-root-final *-g- was restored before suffixes beginning with
avoiceless obstruent:

*aktos, *rektos, *striktos :::::> >fagtos, *regtos, *strigtos
(cf. Ukr. vesty => vezty)

When the root ended in *-d-, the sequence *-55- (or its predecessor *-ts-)
was remade to the hybrid duster *-ds-:

"kassos, *tussos. *fissos :::::> *kadsos, *tudsos, *jidsos
(cf. Ukr. bereti => berehb)17

Voiced >j'-g- and *'-d- would not, of course, have been restored in syn
chronically opaque forms like *lassos'tired' (< *lad-to-) and *tussis 'cough'
« *tud-ti-), both discussed by Kiparsky (c/. above). On the other hand,
when a dear morphological boundary was present. there is no reason to
assume that the analogical reintroduction ofvoicing would have been con
fined to the perfect passive participle." Thus, for example, the 'faxim-type'

15 The consonant transcribed h in Ukrainian is a voiced velar fricative. the reflex of
PSI. *g.

16 Syncope is attested at all periods ofLatin (d. Leumann 1977: 95 ff.); the precise formu
lation and chronology of the individual rules is of no concern to us here.

17 This type of contamination. in which the form targeted for analogical renewal is
blended with a form that might otherwise have replaced it entirely, is familiar (0 speakcrs
of English from child language plurals like fccts (""feet x/oots), ~e('ses (~.~ceseXK005CS), etc.

III Nor, iulie('d, is Ihere <lny rcason to ruk out Ihe possihility of reslonlliuns (If thl'
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subjunctive *aksim, *aksis, *aksit,ctc. would presumably have been remade
to *agsfrn, etc. in tandem with the remodelling of If-aktos to *agtos.19 Simi
larly, the nom. sg. of the word for 'foot', originally 'pos(s) « 'pod-s), was
probably remade to *ped-s at this time, with the 'weak' stem-form "'ped_.20

Lachmann's Law proper converted the participles *agtos, *regtos, 'tkad
505, *tudsos, etc. to *iiktos, *rektos, *kiltsos, )j'tUtsos (> actus, rectus, hi(s)sus,
ti1(s)sus).21 and the non-participles *magsomos, *agsi-, *pcds to *mtlksolllos,
*iiksf-, 'fpets (> maximUS, iixf-, pes(s)). The rule itself was typologically un
remarkable, recalling changes like the lengtheningofvowels before devoiced
syllable-finalobstruents in Polish (ef. BQg< Bogii'God', gen. Boga; w§.dka<
woduka 'vodka' beside wada 'water').22 Pre-Lat. '+-i- was not subject to LL
lengthening (ef. strictus, fissus), in keeping with the cross-linguistic ten
dency ofhigh front vowels to remain short (ef. e.g. OIr. det [d'",d] 'tooth' <
pre-Ir. 'dant, bnt -icc [ig'] 'goes' < pre-Ir. 'inket).

Two forms-uisuswith -1- and sessumwith -e--show the 'wrong' Lach
mann treatment. ufsus 'seen' is evidently a neologism based on the perfect
uidi 'saw'; such a form may have been needed because the inherited parti
ciple 'yissus < 'wid-too, like its cognates in Celtic (Olr. -fess) and Germanic
(*wissa-), had been specialized in the meaning 'known' in the IE dialect

type *missos=!> *mitsos (: mitto) or *jussos=!> *juBsos (: it/bea), involving consonants other
than etymological voiced stops. But since there would have been reassimilation without
lengthening in such cases, there is no obvious way to recover them.

I'J The length of the a- in axim, -is, etc, is guaranteed by the absence ofvowel weakening
in Plautine forms of the type 3 pI. adaxint.

}.Q The long vowel of the regular nom. sg. pes is more interesting than may at first appear.
Lengthening no longer functions as a synchronic mark of the nom. sg. in Latin; lengthened
grade nominatives normally survive only in cases where they are synchronically perceived
as suppletive (e.g. homo, stem homin- 'man'; uerres, stem uerr- 'boar'), or where the long
vowel has been levelled throughout the paradigm (e.g. flax, stem I/OC- 'voice'; lex, stem leg
'law'). This makes it hard to see how the remodelled word for 'foot,' with its conspicuously
innovated lack of qualitative ablaut. could have acquired an analogical lengthened~grade

nom. sg. *pe(d)s. thereby becoming the only noun in Latin with a nom. sg. in -V-s and
an oblique stem in - ifc-. The assumption of a remade nom. sg. *ped-s, with subsequent
LL-type lengthening, seems much more efficient.

Here too perhaps belongs coniilnx, coniiig- 'spouse', if the presence of the nasal in the
nom, sg, points to an older, synchronically irregular nom. sg. *coniux < (secondar;y) *_jug_s.
Such 'false' lengthened grades in the nom. sg. would have been natural targets for levelling;
this is probably what explains remex (stem remig-) 'oarsman', with *-iix for expected *-ilx<
·-ag-s).

21 The simplification of low-level *-/s- to *-sS-, ofcourse, is independently motivated by
assisto< ad-sistO, assero< ad-sera, and countless other examples.

21 Example from Pisani (1981); contrast plot < plotil 'wall',. geri. plota. Lengthening in
Polish does not depend on devoidng, however, since it <llso operates before sonoranls (cf.
OPol. dbm < domii 'house'; Michael Flier (pers. comm,)},
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ancestral to Italic.23 In the case ofsessum, the initial pre-LL remodelling was
not to *sedsum, which would have given *se(s)sum, but to *sezdsum, with
*sezd-, ext~acted from the 'perfect sed,< *sezd- and the present sMa::: *sizdo
'sit d()wn'. A preform ofthis shape, with loss of the *-d- through normal
cluster reduction, would almost certainly have given sessum.24

We have thus come full circle. During its brief period in the limelight,
LL was made into something much more than it was--a metaphor for
the claim that abstract phonology was 'rear. that Ncogrammarianism and
structuralism were different faces of the same bad coin, and that surface
driven analogy was as outdated as the Model T. Today we can take a
calmer view of these issues. Both Kiparsky and Kurylowicz saw LL as a
proving ground for extreme positions. the one wishing to attribute almost
nothing, and the other almost everything, to analogy. In fuct, the truth
lies somewhere in between. Sound change and analogy are both primary
mechanisms of linguistic change, and the results of their interaction are
varied and often surprising. LL, as a sound change that operated mainly on
inputs created by analogy, is interesting in its own right. In the last analysis,
however, its claim to a place in the history of linguistics stems not from
what it is but from what it is not.
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