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Abstract

The scope of the present thesis is to trace the history of primary *Ci clusters in
Greek. The dissertation is divided into eight chapters. Chapter 1 explores the early
history of */j and *k™"; with particular emphasis on the development of
*(-C)ti- and *(-R)ki-. The former unexpectedly became /(-C)s-/ in the t-dialects,
while *(-R)ki- yielded /(-R)s-/ in Cretan and Boeotian, but /(-R)t-/ in Attic and
Euboean. It is argued that singleton *(-C)ts- from any source was fricativized at an
early date in strong positions, by extension of the rule that fricativized original
(singleton) *-ts word-finally. Depending on whether or not *(-R)ki- had merged
with *(-C)ts- at the time of the fricativization, the former sequence either resulted in
a fricative (cf. *ki- > Boeot. /s-/, *-Rki- > Cret. /-Rs-/), or followed the development
of intervocalic *-ki- (cf. *ki- > Att., Eub. /t-/). Chapter 2 examines certain issues
related to the historical phonology of the groups *di and *gi. Chapter 3 investigates
aspects of the history of *-Ri-. It is proposed, among other things, that the outcome
of *-er/ni- was both -ér/n- and -eir/n- outside Aeolic, (partly) depending on the
dialect. Chapter 4 is concerned with the details of the sound change *pi > /pt/. In
Chapter 5 it is argued that the Greek reflexes of *-ui-, namely -ii- and -iu-, are best
understood as products of palatalization. Chapter 6 offers a full account of the
development of PGk. *-si-. It is contended that the result of that cluster was -ii- after
any vowel and in all dialects (irrespective of the presence or not of a morpheme
boundary), and that *s was palatalized before yod at some point in its history.
Chapter 7 discusses the chronology of the loss of yod after consonants relative to
other sound changes. The most important findings of the dissertation are
summarized in chapter 8.

Zusammenfassung

Das Ziel dieser Arbeit ist es, die Geschichte der primédren *Ci-Cluster im
Griechischen zu verfolgen. Die Dissertation ist in acht Kapitel eingeteilt. Kapitel 1
befasst sich mit der Friihgeschichte von *Mi und *k“"j wobei zwei Probleme
insbesondere im Vordergrund stehen: 1) die Entwicklung von *(-C)ti- zu /(-C)s-/ in
den #-Dialekten, und 2) die Fortsetzung von *(-R)ki- durch boot., kret. /(-R)s-/ vs.
att., eub. /(-R)t-/. Es wird argumentiert, dass nichtgeminiertes *(-C)ts- (jeglicher
Herkunft) zu einem frithen Zeitpunkt frikativiert wurde, als Folge einer Erweiterung
der Regel *-ts > -s. Je nachdem ob *(-R)ki- zum Zeitpunkt der Frikativierung mit
*(-C)ts- zusammengefallen war oder nicht, wurde erstere Sequenz schlieBlich zu
einem Frikativ (vgl. *ki- > boot. /s-/, *-Rki- > kret. /-Rs-/) oder teilte die Entwicklung
von intervokalischem *-kji- (vgl. *ki- > att., eub. /t-/). Kapitel 2 befasst sich mit
bestimmten Fragen der phonologischen Entwicklung der Gruppen *di und *gi.
Kapitel 3 untersucht Aspekte der Geschichte von *-Rj-. Es wird unter anderem
vorgeschlagen, dass das Ergebnis von *-er/mni- nicht nur -ér/n-, -err/nn- war,
sondern auch -eir/n-, (teilweise) abhingig vom Dialekt. Kapitel 4 befasst sich mit
den Details des Lautwandels *pi > /pt/. In Kapitel 5 wird dargelegt, dass die
griechischen Reflexe von *-yj-, ndmlich -ii- und/oder -iy-, am besten als Produkte
einer Palatalisierung verstanden werden. Kapitel 6 bietet einen vollstindigen
Uberblick iiber die Entwicklung von urgr. *-si-. Es wird behauptet, dass das
Ergebnis dieses Clusters nach jedem Vokal und in allen Dialekten -ij- war
(unabhingig vom Vorhandensein oder Nichtvorhandensein einer Morphemgrenze)
und dass *s (oder *h) vor *i palatalisiert wurde. In Kapitel 7 wird die Chronologie
des Verlusts von *i nach Konsonanten im Verhéltnis zu anderen Lautwandeln
erortert. Die wichtigsten Ergebnisse der Dissertation sind in Kapitel 8
zusammengefasst.
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0. Introductory remarks

“Il semble que nous devrions organiser

un colloque sur les palatales.

Ce serait bien souhaitable”

(Morpurgo Davies apud Ruipérez 1988, 166).

The present thesis examines the history of *Ci clusters in Greek. The focus is
on primary *Ci, but words originally going back to *°Cih, (> *°Cia) were also
taken into consideration during the assessment of the material. The reason for
this is that the change of *-ik, to *-ia (and of *-ih; to *-ie) was early enough to
precede the elimination of primary *Cj sequences. I have consciously refrained
from embarking on a discussion about the possible value of the Linear B signs
za, ze, and zo (on this matter see especially the works of Crespo 1985, Del Freo
1989, and Mexas 2011, all with lit.). This is mostly because I have nothing new
to add to the existing debate, but also because cogent arguments for and against
the two interpretations have been put forward from both the affricate and the
palatal camps. Questions that have no direct bearing on the historical grammar
of Greek (such as that of the distribution of the change (*)/-(d)dz-/ > /-zd-/ in
the Greek dialects) have not been addressed.

To my knowledge, this is the first-ever attempt at a full-scale treatment of
Greek *Ci clusters. A similar dissertation was published over a hundred years
ago by Otto Lagercrantz (1898), but that work had different objectives and is
now largely outdated. This lack of scholarly interest in a crucially important
aspect of Greek linguistic prehistory is surprising. Although the result of *#
etc. is generally not a matter of dispute (but note that there is no unanimity
regarding the reflex of *si), there are still many unknowns about the history of
*Ci in Greek: historical linguistics is not only concerned with the ‘whats’, but
also with the ‘whys’, the ‘whens’, and the ‘hows’. In the present case, it has
rarely been asked why e.g. *#i and *ki have different outcomes in different
positions in the Greek dialects. Similarly, the phonology of Greek *Ci clusters
has never been the subject of a systematic and chronologically sensitive
investigation.

The dissertation is divided into eight chapters. Each of these is devoted to
a specific cluster or to a group of phonologically related clusters, but with two
exceptions; chapter seven, which touches upon issues of relative chronology,
and eight, which concludes the thesis. There are no special interconnections
between the main parts of the dissertation; each chapter is essentially a short
case study. Generally, linguistic material is not cited for its own sake. An
abundance of forms relevant to the issues treated in this work can be found in
e.g. Lagercrantz 1898, Wathelet 1970, 110 ff., Lejeune 1972, 100 ff., Peters
1980, Méndez Dosuna 1993, Brixhe 1996, and in Barber 2013. The names of
ancient works and authors are abbreviated according to the OCD, but for the
Etymologicum Magnum the abbreviation ‘EM’ is used. For the long mid
vowels I use &, &, ¢ and o, 0, 9. For the palatal approximant in ancient
Indo-European languages I use i; however, palatalization is indicated by a
superscript j.



1. *(-)t(h)(+)j- and *(_)k(y)(h)j_

1.1 Introduction

The development of PGk. *(-)/™ (+)i- and *(-)k*’®j- (henceforth *(-)¢(+)i- and
*(-)ki-) is complicated. Heteromorphemic *-t+j- and *-k+i- (> *-t.ti-, *-k.ki-;
cf. Méndez Dosuna 1994a, 115 ff. and notes 25 and 333 below) give -11- in
Attic (cf. e.g. PAitto, eurdtto)', Euboean (cf. Melttog IG XIL9 244A,
Melrta IG XI1,9 243 < *melit-ia®, exnpnrroviov IG XI1,9 90), Boeotian (cf.
e.g. yaprertav CEG I, n° 326, mpottoca’ SEG 32:456, dwaeuiartt IG VII
207)," and Central Cretan’ (e.g. wtton = ovoon IC IV 72.VIII 47, svyAwd {1} ot
IC 1 xxiii 3.7 f.) (on Aetolian see Méndez Dosuna 1985, 127-129).° but -oo- in

' On -o0- in Sth-c. prose writers such as Thucydides, see Crespo 1979. For -6o- in Attic
inscriptions, see Threatte 1980, 538—541. Vara’s 1979 (see also Teodorsson 1993, 311 with nn.
24 f.) attempt to show that -oc- is genuine Attic is unconvincing. -oc- in Xen. ntiocopev (Cyr.
3.3.18; mmooe/o- is also found in the Athenian dramatists) and Soph. ntocceton (fr. 872.3; Pl.
dwamtotte) (NB neither form is found in Homer) should rather be seen as a literary feature (the
/(p)t°/ cannot have played a role here, cf. ntitt®, tdtte; cf. Schwyzer 1939, 319 n. 1 and
Hackstein 1993, 136 f. n. 1). Neumann (apud Wehgartner 1989, 230 f.) reads ntocce on a Sth-
c. Attic lekythos (AVI 2503), but on this reading see the remarks by Henry Immerwahr in AVI
(pace Neumann, there are no other examples of -6o- on Attic vases or inscriptions that could
be considered genuine Attic; Exekias’ tecapa AVI 6979, uttered by Achilles while playing a
board game with Ajax, is striking, but it is found in a heroic context and Kretschmer 1894, 80
thinks that Exekias might have been a non-Athenian, since he wrote 10Adog instead of 10Aedg
on AVI 2216). On Adkapng et al. 2013, n° 2261 A (npac(c)ot), see Méndez Dosuna 2018, 278.
On the corrected sampi(?) in Att. Netog (AVI 0731) = Néocog (cf. now also 4th-c. ?Ion.
Nettedng; Adkapng et al. 2013, n° 229B), see Brixhe 1982, 220 f. (san, not sampi; but the
painter was possibly an Athenian, see Threatte 1980, 24); Dubois 2017, 225 f. with lit.

* See further e.g. Kim 2014, 124 f with lit; pace Schwyzer 1914 (*meli-lik"-ia
‘Honigleckerin’; cf. Skt. madhu-lih-).

3 With secondary *-kj- for *-gi- after forms where the velar stood before a voiceless consonant,
cf. e.g. Méndez Dosuna 2005, Barber 2013, 262 ff.

* -tt- < *-t+j-, *-ki- in Attic, Euboean, and Boeotian has been seen as an areal feature by
several scholars (cf. for instance Solmsen 1909, 105; Allen 1958, 126 with n. 61; Nagy 1970,
126; Colvin 2004, 102; Miller 2014, 321).

> The material from other parts of Crete is limited and late, but (e.g.) 3rd-c. oscorg (IC III iv
8.5.32) from Itanos (east) and 3rd/2nd-c. ocoa (IC Iix 1.118) from Dreros (central east), which
can be neither Attic nor lonic, suggest that *-#- became -cc- in East Cretan (see further Brause
1909, 148 ff. and n. 88 below). Unless otherwise stated, the term ‘Cretan’, when used in the
context of stop palatalization, always refers to Central Cretan in this study. — Sheets’ (1976,
156) statement that *-kj- yielded -86- in Cretan is not correct. All of the examples cited by him
are cases of voiced, and not voiceless velars plus *i (see also Peters 1980, 289). — The
outcome of *-¢j- and *-ki- was denoted by -00- in Cretan during the Hellenistic period (but this
spelling is not completely unknown in Classical times). Allen (1958, 126 n. 63; similarly
Barton¢k 1961, 162; Kiimmel 2007, 169) believes that Cret. /-tt-/ simply became /") at
some point (differently Brixhe 1996, 105 ff.). This is probably correct: in several geminating
Modern Greek dialects (e.g. Cypriot), geminate (voiceless) stops are consistently aspirated (see
Arvaniti / Tserdanelis 2000; Arvaniti 2010; Armosti 2011; Movoiéccov / Mmnocéa-
Mmnelavtakov 2012, 954; cf. also Ridouane 2010, 65. 69 f.; compare further Messapic *-#i-
> -t0-, e.g. De Simone 1972, 156—158). — The result of *ts and *# was represented by -C- in
Cretan during the 7th and 6th centuries. On the value of zeta in Archaic Cretan, cf. on the one
hand Méndez Dosuna 1993, 99 f. with n. 45. 102 and on the other Brixhe 1996, 93—110.

6 6th-c. yete16 = yeoeio (desiderative of xé{w) on a Rhodian vase showing a man in crouching
position probably continues *£"eds- and possibly shows the change of *-fzs- to -tt- that is also



the rest of Greek (cf. e.g. Arg. eooa[c] = ovong 1G 1V2,1 122.2, nepiocov 1G
IV21 103.B50; Arc. Iladosocoa BCH 39 1915, 53-97, noocov IG V,2
6.A.Col.I.41; Ton. xpéccmv, purAdcow; Lesb. yapieooa Sa 108, oykapvcoetm
IG XIL,2 645).* In Mycenaean, the result of the palatalization of * in the
sequence *-t+i- is denoted by s (e.g. a-pe-a-sa < *°at-ia = dmnovoa). The
outcome of *-k+i- was probably z (cf. *ka-zo-e < prob. *kak-ioh-; a-o-ze-jo, cf.

found in Boeotian (pace Wachter 1998; see Peters 1991, 570 f. with ref. to Gallavotti; yetat in
the same text could be the Rhodian equivalent of {ketai, see Méndez Dosuna 2005, 99 n. 5; cf.
perhaps Att. hipoypatdc = Tnmoxparovg, Vanderpool 1949, 403; see further Threatte 1980, 461
f. and note also ebw < *euhe/o- etc.). The problem with the assumption that the tau in yeteld
represented /-tt-/ is that Rhodian is an s-dialect (cf. e.g. onocod[c], ooo[ot] SEG 4:171). If we
are not prepared to attribute the s-forms to an Aeolic substrate in Rhodes (on which see
recently Nussbaum 2019, esp. 457 f. with n. 71. 459 n. 77), as per Peters, the only alternative
seems to be that yete1d represents [k ettseiio]. Since the most salient element of an affricate is
the fricative, Méndez Dosuna (1993, 91 n. 19) objects that the spelling of [t(t)s] with a <>
would be surprising. However, the initial affricate of Old Persian *Cica-farnah- =
Tw(o)apépyng (Thuc.+) was apparently perceived as /t/ in Greek; the same is true of the
affricate in OP *Cifra-vahista- = TOpadomg (Xen.+) and *Cican-taxma = Tprravtaiyung
(Hdt.) (cf. e.g. Jacobsohn 1927, 261 n. 3; Schmitt 1967, 121 f.; Mayrhofer 1973, 258; Hinz
1975, 75). For more examples see Steiner 1982, 62 f. with lit.

7 On 3rd-c. Lesb. amalhottopevoig[, see Hodot 1990, 28 f. with ref. to Peters.

¥ On Cypriot see Egetmeyer 2010, 124 f., but cf. also Eust. sch. II. 3.96 “Aikiog 8& Atovioiog
iotopel [...] 811 Octrorol kai Kitieic, ody’ ol katd dowikny, AL’ oi mepi Kdmpov, dv molic
Kitwov, [...] 8drattov Eleyov kol mittav kol kopdiudttely kol Mattoliov”. According to
Jacobsohn (1913), -tt- was also found in Chalkidike; compare the ethnic name Attapiog (cf.
"Aconpa, Aconpitng).

The result of *-#i- and *-ki- in Thessalian is -60-; see Garcia Ramon 1975, 83; 1985,
116 f.; 2007b, 92 f.; 2008, 196. 198; Peters 1984, 83 f.; 1999; Tziafalias / Helly 2013 (indef.
mooca n.); cf. now also Adxoapng et al. 2013, (e.g.) n° 1134A (npaoco[voa]), 217A (npaccot);
further Méndez Dosuna 2018, 281. 287. There is some evidence for -t1- as well (see Schulze
1897, 900 f.; Solmsen 1903, 612; Peters 1999, 450 n. 22 with ref. to Helly; and the passage
above), but -tt- in Thessalian is confined mostly to names with uncertain etymology (on
nettopeg see n. 89 below). Peters (1984, 83 f.), following previous scholarship (Schulze,
Solmsen, Bechtel), has attributed the forms showing -t1- to Northwest Greek influence. This
hypothesis is mainly based on a number of Aetolian ethnic/place names like Bovtrog/Bovtrioc.
However, the etymology of these names remains largely unknown, and regular vocabulary
shows -co- in Aetolian (cf. Méndez Dosuna 1985, 127-129). The name of the Thessalians,
which probably comes from *4*"ef"ial6- (Weiss 1998), is always spelled with -t1- in Thessaly,
but, as Weiss has proposed, that name was possibly of Boeotian origin.

The idea that -tt- in Boeotian is to be attributed to influence from neighbouring
Northwest Greek varieties (Schulze 1897, 901 f.; Peters 1984, 84; cf. also 1999, 450 f. n. 22;
Cowgill 1966, 84 n. 22) seems unnecessary to me (cf. also Miller 2014, 296. 321). The fact that
*-tj- and *-ki- gave -00- in Thessalian and Lesbian is hardly a compelling reason to doubt that
the original outcome of these clusters was -tt- in the dialect of Boeotia. Peters (1999, 450 f. n.
22 with ref. to Schindler) traces Boeot. (F)acavdpo- back to (*suad-ti- >) *suad-ti- *[°atti-]
(with a secondary *-#i- cluster, but cf. n. 29 sec. par.) > *huass- > *huas- (*/-ss-/ > /-s-/ after a
long vowel). Garcia Ramoén (1992, 252 ff.), followed by Méndez Dosuna (1994, 215 n. 13),
favours an analogical explanation for the consonantism of forms like Facovopo-. Boeot.
vaooag in Aristophanes is probably not an original dialect form (Colvin 1999, 167).



perhaps Hom. docontp ‘helper’; but cf. also &olog ‘[temple] servant,
attendant’, DELG 777, s.u. 2 6¢oc).”

? Both initial *ki- and secondary *-ki- are denoted by z in Mycenaean (for the former see
below, for the latter cf. e.g. su-za < *sitkeia). This speaks in favour of the assumption that prim.
*_ki- > Myc. z (cf. further a-ze-ti-ri-ja < (¥)askétriia-; Méndez Dosuna 1994).

According to Palmer and several scholars nowadays, (Pylos) wa-na-so-i (and
wa-na-se-wi-ja/-jo) is related to vacca < *uanakia and to the appellative dvo& ‘king, ruler’
(cf. wa-na-ka-te wa-na-so-i PY Fr 1227, wa-]na-so-i wa-na-ka-te Fr 1235.1). If the above
comparison is valid, then *-ki- had two outcomes in Mycenaean. The suggestion of Lejeune
that Myc. wa-na-s- continues *uanakti- is difficult to accept. Words like Aéowva beside
Aéwv, -ovtog rather point to *uanakia (Peters 1980, 289 f.). Assimilation of *-k#i- uel sim. to
*-ttj- is improbable: stop clusters remain intact in Mycenaean and in most Greek dialects (stop
assimilation is common only in Cretan and Thessalian). A possible simplification of the cluster
*-kti- would probably lead to *-ki- (see Miller 2010, 179; 2014, 284 with lit.; cf. further Balles
2000, 148-150 with n. 18 on aiyvmidg ‘vulture’ << *h,ygi-pio- < *hyrgi-pt-io-; cf. also Att.
ITicoparog [see n. 191]; the simplification of *4"7i- in El. oepodg [further LIPP II, 267 with n.
8] — NB in onset position — does not entail that internal *-k#i- might be liable to reduction).

It is possible that in morphologically opaque environments *-kts- was metathesized to
*-tsk- or was replaced by *-sk- (*-kts- is preserved in vo&i and dva&l): cf. Att. dlookEr[ =
Dok g (AVI 4610) < *°tk° and Cret. aor.(?) subj. katackevnt (cf. Hajnal 1988, 74 ad init.;
LIV, 645 f. n. 6) < *tken- in the analysis of Jasanoff 2018, 138 (&&wog probably continues
*ag-s-; cf. Anttila 2000, 263 f.). This might attest to a dispreference for the sequence *-kts- in
early Greek (but cf. dveyiog ‘cousin’). However, reconstructing *uanaktsa > *yanatsa on the
basis of ®1hooket[ and katackevnt would be far too speculative (loss of the initial element of
an illicit [onset] cluster is seen in Gk. dodnog; cf. €piydovmoc, fapvydovnoc, and e.g. Lejeune
1972, 277). (The metathesis in ®1AookET[ at least may be a purely graphic phenomenon; pace
Lipp 2009, 303: cf. Att. =x for xz, Threatte 1980, 20 f.; 1996, 677 [also for the use of Kz for
regular Attic Xz; =X for XZ in Attic is seen as a real sound change by e.g. Allen 1987, 60;
differently e.g. Méndez Dosuna 2017, 249. 258]. However, *TK > Gk. /ks/ is found only in
dookéEr|[ and katackevnt and in both cases the cluster appears in the apparently metathesized
form -=K-. Also, =K for [ks] is rare in Greek and unparalleled in Cretan.)

Peters (2000a, 92 n. 8; cf. also 1986, 313 ff.) assumes dialect mixture in order to
account for wa-na-so-i (see also Del Freo 1989, 187; Miller 2014, 321 with lit.; and cf.
generally Duhoux 2007). If we want to retain Palmer’s idea, this seems the only reasonable
way to explain why Hand 2 writes both wa-na-so-i and za-we-te (pace Ruijgh 1985, 106-126).
But divorcing the former from the family of dva& and dvacca always remains an option. For
Petrakis (2016, 67 n. 28 with lit.), the connection with Gva&, wa-na-ka is “hardly necessary”.
Miller (2014, 284) is also sceptical about the comparison. Meissner (2013, 16), following in
principle PetruSevski, finds it likely that wa-na-so-i is a place name representing dat./loc. pl.
/warnas(s)oihi/.

The Mycenaean PN A-re-su-ti-jo, Su-di-ni-ko, and Su-we-ro-wi-jo have been connected
with the root *kiey by Neumann (1983, 332 f; 1992, 433-436). His interpretation of
Su-di-ni-ko ?/sudiniko-/ (cf. mavovdi) and Su-we-ro-wi-jo ?[suuerrhouiio-] (cf. Evovurg) is quite
hypothetical (cf. Garcia Ramén 1994, 57 n. 13). However, his analysis of A-re-su-ti-jo as
[arEssutiio-] (Neumann’s transliteration) ‘von Ares bzw. von Kampfgeist getrieben’ (:*kiey; cf.
Apng A00cc00G, -(0)ovuto-) seems more promising (cf. Ruijgh 1985, 117 n. 43). Neumann
(1983, 332) wonders whether the upsilon could have influenced the development of *-ki- here
(cf. further the discussion on Att. mavovdi on pp. 23 f. with n. 73). According to Ruijgh (e.g.
1985, 117 n. 43; already Chadwick, see DMic., s.u.), A-re-i-ze-we-i is the “dat. de
Apem-'coéng” (:*kiew). This interpretation remains uncertain: Melena (2014, 47), for
example, follows Palmer and connects the second member with Gk. ckedog ‘vessel, etc. also
military equipment’ (cf. A-no-ze-we/A-no-ke-we).



Tautomorphemic *-#j- gives -6- in Attic-lonic (this alternates with -co- in
Homer, e.g. 160(c)og;'’ cf. also Eub. omopor IG XIL9 188.5) and Arcadian
(oow SEG 37:340), but -6o- in the rest s-dialects (cf. e.g. Arg. hosoa[nep] IC I
viii 4*.a13, Herac. hoooa n. IG XIV 645, Lesb. moccav IG XII Suppl. 143.38),
and -t1- in Cretan (omottor IC IV 72.1V.40) and Boeotian (omottov SEG
43:212(A).28.30).'" '* The result of *-fi- in Mycenaean is represented by s

' Hom. t6000¢ et sim. may but need not be of Aeolic origin.

"' Vine (2006) connected kohooodg ‘gigantic statue’ with South Picene golofitir ‘erigitur’. He
derived both words from a substantivized adjective *kfhs-d"h;-o- ‘action de mettre (qqch.)
debout’ (< *kfh 3-dhh ;-0- ‘mettant debout’ : kelH ‘élever, ériger’; for an alternative derivational
scenario, see Neri 2017, 337). According to Vine, kohooodg is a jo-derivative of *kélot"o- (<
*kjh s-d"h;-0-), and its original meaning was ‘quelque chose placé debout’.

*kolot"ié-, with a (synchronically) tautomorphemic *-zi- cluster, would be expected to
become koAocdg in Attic-lonic (cf. T0c0¢ < *totios etc.). However, Herodotus, the tragedians,
and other (non-Attic) writers have consistently koAoccog (Diodore of Sicily koAotto- does not
inspire confidence; see Dobias-Lalou 2000, 64 n. 42). Surprisingly, the expected East Greek
form, with a singleton sigma, is found in two Cyrenaean inscriptions from the 4th century,
which however reproduce linguistic material that can be traced back to the 7th and 6th
centuries (SEG 9:3.44; 9:72.117.120 [beside tocoa, omocom]; IGCyr: https://igcyr.unibo.it/ige
yr011000?q=IGCyr011000; https://igcyr.unibo.it/igcyr016700?q=IGCyr016700; last accessed:
30/6/2019). The existenc-¢ of a form with one sigma in Greek is also supported by two uariae
lectiones in Diodore (see further Dobias-Lalou 2000, 64 n. 42 with lit.).

Cyrenaean has, as expected, 0660¢, 106606, (ekacaa,) etc. (Dobias-Lalou 2000, 65),
and *-#i- > -o- is not found in Doric dialects. Hence, kolocog cannot be the regular outcome
of *kolot"j6- in Cyrenaean. Vine (2006, 508 with n. 34) argues that Cyr. kohooog results from
degemination. However, double sigma remained intact in the dialect of Cyrene (see
Dobias-Lalou 2000, 64), and [-ss-] (as all other geminates) is consistently written <-£=-> in the
inscriptions in question. Vine refers to Lonati (1990, 132), but her take cannot be correct
(non-writing of geminates in an archaic document; cf. also CEG 13, s.u. koAocc6c).

Vine claims that “le -oc- (att. -t1-) pourrait en principe résulter réguliérement de la «
seconde palatalisation » grecque; et cela serait & son tour cohérent avec la formation secondaire
en *-jo-" (p. 510). kolot"ié- seems really old (Vine himself considers it possible that it was
inherited), it is not clear to me how the cluster in that word could have undergone the second
and not the first palatalization (for these terms see the next section). Restoration of the yod in a
Jo-derivative would be unlikely (technical terms like ki666¢/kittdg prove nothing [cf. Vine
2006, 510 n. 39]: provided that they are really jo-derivatives, their stems could have ended in a
velar).

It has been thought (see Benveniste 1932, 122 and recently Badoud 2011, esp. 138 ff.),
on the basis of non-linguistic arguments, that the cultural term xoAoccdg is of Doric origin. So
KkoAooodg could be a borrowing in East Ionic. Alternatively, kohocoog has been reformed after
nouns in -6o0g; but the analogical introduction of a second sigma in (Attic-)lonic, though
possible, is not self-evident. It is more difficult to account for Cyr. kolocog, but Cyrene (which
was established by Therans) has seen the arrival of populations from the Aegean islands and
the Peloponnese during the first half of the 6th century (Dobias-Lalou 2000, 10; see also 293).
Tonic varieties were spoken in several Aegean islands, and Vine’s kolot"i- would be expected
to give kolooog in Arcadian. Currently, I cannot see how the matter could be settled.

2 A major problem with the idea that the 3sg. thematic ending (i.e. /-ei/) goes back to *-#
#V- > */-¢/ > */it/ (thus Willi 2012) or *-gi #V- > */-tf/ — */-t[ #C-/ > */it[ #C-/ > /i #C-/ (thus
Ellsworth 2011) is that there is no evidence for prepalatalization (for this term see chapter 3) of
palatalized stops or affricates in Greek (though note that the development of preconsonantal
*// and */t[/ in that language is not known, and coda consonants are particularly liable to
prevocalization; cf. Operstein 2010). On the origin of the Greek endings cf. rather
Hoenigswald 1986; Kim 2004, 119 n. 33 with lit.; Hardarson 2011, 4 f.; Miller 2014, 250 f. On



(e.g. to-sa). Clear examples of tautomorphemic *-ki- are missing, cf. perhaps
yAdoow/yAdTTo ‘tongue’ < *glok'ia, micoa/nitta ‘pitch’ < *pikia (for the
morpheme boundary cf. Peters 1980, 140 ff. with n. 94 and n. 24 below)."
Initial *#- and *ki- gave o- in most dialects (cf. esp. Boeot. a-capa'*
prob. < *(-)/"i°"* 1G VII 3171.B46, a-cefrovtag < *(-)7i° IG VII 2418.3, caetog
= ofjtec ‘this year’ <[<] *kiduetes'® SEG 43:205.12, Hsch. ogio: £diwéo.
Bowwrol < *kiey-s-m 7 West Cret. copo IC IT x 13,'® and perhaps Central Cret.
evoePieg IC T xxiii 3) except Attic (cf. ofjpua ‘sign, mark’, céfouan ‘feel awe,
fear’ vs. tuepov ‘today’, tevtdlom ‘to be employed upon’ < *£i°;" for the last
two words cf. Wackernagel 1887, 121-123; Hermann 1914, 56; Neumann
1992, 436 n. 6; Garcia Ramon 1994, 56; and especially Vine 2009 and
Forssman 2011, 69 f.), Euboean (cf. 6th-c. cgpa IG XIL,9 288; 4th-c. Tque[pov]
IG XIL9 1167; and perhaps late 2nd-c. qtivev SEG 29:806), and some
unspecifiable Doric varieties (cf. tatec®” and now tauepav in Adkopng et al.
2013, n°® 1732A; 450-400), where the former gave o- but the latter t-. The

déomowva < *demspotnia, which was derived from an intermediate *°pot/nia by Ellsworth, see
Balles 2000, 157 n. 34. xai, if from *kati (thus e.g. Hackstein 2011, 195 f.; Miller 2014, 276;
cf. Hitt. katti ‘[along] with’, kaciyvntog ‘brother’), is a difficult case; for the problems
associated with the dissimilation analysis, I refer to Klingenschmitt 1975, 73 and Willi 2005
(incidentally, for the hypothetical change of *kati #t- to *kai #t-, cf. e.g. fast[/normal] speech
MGk. omnitt Tov/tng ‘his/her house’ [spii tu/tis]). Bader and Taillardat (references in Willi 2005,
241 n. 43) compare doi and vai. Klingenschmitt (1975, 73 ft.; followed recently by LIPP II,
391 n. 1) derives koi from an i-locative to a root noun kds- ‘fortlaufende Anreihung,
kontinuierliche Folge’ (cf. Ved. sds-vat ‘eine kontinuierliche Folge bildend’, ?dvdpokdc ‘man
by man’). Willi’s (2005) proposal was rejected recently by Dunkel (see LIPP II, 391 n. 1). The
question of the origin of xoi must be left open.

B dyiktios (> 81666¢/81tt6¢) was possibly analyzed *duik"-ios, cf. dixa ‘in two’ (differently
Peters 1980, 287 n. 241).

' Cf. also ?early Sth-c. ?Boeot. capnmt in Adkapng et al. 2013, n° 1037A.

"% sapa ‘sign, mark’ most likely continues *d”jah,mnp uel sim. (thus e.g. Allen 1958, 124 n. 56;
Ruijgh 1995, 33 n. 109; Forssman 2011, 71; cf. Skt. [lexic.] dhyama n. ‘thought’ [but see
KEWAII, 114], dhydyati ‘thinks’), cf. Nagy 1990, 202 ff.; Belardi 1999 (differently EDHIL,
1020 with ref. to Janda: *tiah,mn).

' See Vine 2009. — In the light of coietoc, it seems preferable to take Pind. 6 ‘why?’ (Megar.
0a) < *k*ia as Doric rather than Boeotian (pace e.g. Lejeune 1972, 46; for Dor. 1- < *ki- see
below). The /t°/ here could be explained analogically (after, e.g., i etc.), but, unless we are
ready to assume that an earlier o6 was directly replaced by 16, this would require the
assumption that (*/ts-/ <) */t'-/ < *kj- was still intact at the time of the palatalization of the
labiovelars in Boeotian. Chronologically, this is unlikely (cf. 1.3.3.4). Pindar also has cdpepov.
This is commonly thought to be a Doric form. Since *ki- becomes 6- in Boeotian, this could
well be Boeotian.

17 Schulze 1892, 98; Kiparsky 1967, 627 f. (pace Hettrich 1976, 53 f. and passim; cf. Peters
1980, 87-90 n. 40).

'8 Cf. West Cret. dattopevog < *-rs- (Bile 1988, n° 34.18).

19 «sgvopan ist im Ion. ein lebendiges Verbum, im Att. gehort es jedoch ganz der hohen
Dichtung an” (Forssman 2011, 70; thus also Hermann 1914, 56).

2 Pace Vine 2009, 205 with n. 1. — Hsch. tditeg: kat’ £toc; Suid. Tijteg kai Tijta: 100t @
gtel, €n” €toc. [...] ToDT0 ol Awpieic tateg Aéyovat, Kai dut Tod & tfdec. Schol. in Ar. Ach. 15a
tiiteg & améBavov: €mi &toc, dmep ol Awpieic tdteg Aéyovotv. Cf. further Dor. catet (Adxopng
et al. 2013, n® 228; 4th ¢.?), Sicil. oateg (IG XIV 256.9), Hsch. tiiteg év 1®de 1@ &tet. ol ¢
Awpieig oatég paow [...].



result of *#i- in Mycenaean remains unknown (Ruijgh 1995, 33 n. 109 proposes
to see e-ru-sa-mo[ as a PN in /°samos/; cf. E/Apioapog etc. : ocoaua); the
outcome of *ki- is denoted by z in that dialect (e.g. za-we-te = ti|teQ).

The sequence *-nt+i- gives /-(n)s-/ in all of Greek (cf. Cret. mavoo IC IV
13, xatolmovoa IC IV 72.VI 32 f.; Boeot. naca e.g. IG VII 3172.158, 4136,
vnopywodc SEG 45.451; Att. mdoa; Myc. pa-sa, etc.).”' Similarly,
*-nk+i- resulted in /-(n)s-/ even in a t-dialect like Cretan (but on the idea that
*-Rk+i- became /-Rs-/ in all of Greek, see sections 1.3.3.2-4 and n. 28); cf.
especially Cret. 7th/6th-c. mav]cepdt = mavovdi/maccvdi ‘with all one’s force’
(: *kiey ‘move quickly’).

1 govbdig = obong in Adkapng et al. 2013, n° 5A = Lhéte 2006, n® 45 (Doric? mid-5th c.) is
perhaps a hypercorrect spelling for eovoag (cf. Ion. éodoa; Thess. eovoag, e.g. SEG 31:575;
42:510). In the dialect concerned, /t"/ had possibly been fricativized, as in Laconian, Elean, and
Cretan, and <> could be used for original /t"/ as well. This led to occasional spellings like the
above. Compare Lac. Oolafa = Bdhacoa, mombal = ?motijcar (both 5th c¢.), Mebaviol = prob.
Meooaviot (5th c.), [IplavOig = prob. IIplaveig* (6th c.), and perhaps (differently Brixhe 1996,
110) Cret. moMb1 = oMo, Fete(0)01 = £teot (cf. del Barrio Vega 2007 with lit.; Colvin 1999,
166; Miller 2014, 205 with lit.).

For Arc. saca* < *h sptia cf. Peters 1989, 73 f. with lit. (neglect of the morpheme
boundary in informal styles); Viredaz 1993, 335 (“réduction phonétique irréguliére dans un
mot grammatical”); Brixhe 1996, 50 n. 40 (analogy after participles in -voa < *-ntia). Risch
(1979, 272) believes that *-ontia and *-atia < *-ptia in feminine participles were considered
“comme un seul morphéme”; this is unlikely. Wrongly Moralejo 1993 (incidentally, on Arc.
Avepdooa < *-ouetia in Paus. 8.35.9, cf. the excellent paper by Volkmar Schmidt 1978, 48 ff.).

Pace Hinge 2017, ipdooo [d] (: ipdc) goes back to *himnti, not *himantio (see
Debrunner 1907, 221; Barber 2013, 296 with n. 2; and especially Peters 1980, 194 n.
149); -ecoa < *yetia, not *-uentia (how is -66-/-11- < “*-nts-" “nicht unwahrscheinlich”, while
we have e.g. Cret. /-ns-/ and Att. /-Vs-/?); *-nti- cannot give a geminate by regular sound
change, *-.ti- was not geminated (see below). — On 3rd-c. Gela (acc. pl.) maccog and Cret.
(gen. sg.) maveco<c>, see Minon 2000, 236 f. with lit.

Minon (2000, 239 with lit.; 2007, 350 ff.) proposed that secondary [-s-] < *-nti- merged
with [-ss-] in Hellenistic Elean (cf. also Blevins 2004, esp. 286; /-VsV-/ « *-Vh)- <
*-VsV- became /-VhV-/ in Elean). The geminate in 3rd/2nd-c. El. avtomodidwooca and
feokoleoooa would reflect exactly that merger. It is interesting that this irregular geminate is
found twice in participles. An athematic participle like *didh;ntih, would have become
*didassa in Greek (on the phonology cf. Peters 1980, 193 f. n. 149). This form could have been
later thematized under the influence of the masculine (Risch 1979, 274 n. 23). *didoassa would
produce °6dwoco quite straightforwardly (pace Minon 2000, 232). -occo could then be
substituted for regular -wca < *-ontia (cf. El. dwaddoa) also in thematic verbs (cf.
Bcororedoon) (somewhat differently Nikolaev 2010, 257 f. n. 58). Alternatively, -coo in the
two forms may be seen as a “hypercorrection ‘chic’”, comparable to the one found in
Hellenistic and Roman vijocog/vicoog for vijcog/viicoc, cf. (Brixhe apud) Smith 2000 (thanks
to Martin Peters for this reference). — Pace Minon (2000, 234), 2nd-c. Apkovcco and
(undated) ITe@ovooa could (also) show influence from -ovoca < -oesoa. — The best analysis
of the geminate sibilant in KAewpoooa (Melos, NB attested twice in different texts) and (Hes.,
Hsch., schol. on Ap. Rhod.) Topdooa remains that of Peters 1993a, 101 ff. (Minon 2000, 243,
following in the footsteps of O. Masson, sees ‘expressive’ geminates here).

drropon ‘das Gewebe anzetteln” comes from *attie/o- < *hyptie/o- (cf. Alb. end
‘weben’; Klingenschmitt 1982, 113 n. 8); Rix’s law possibly did not apply before nasals, see
Nikolaev 2010, 258. 238 ff.



It makes no sense to restrict the change of *-#/k+i- to Gk. /-s-/ to the
environment after nasals (cf. already Peters 1980, 287 n. 241%%). Compare oica
(Hom.+; Myec. asz-sa) ‘portion, destiny’ (< *ait-ia < *haitih; < *hyaiti-ih;;
Nussbaum apud Neri 2005, 217 n. 63), &a* ‘Anschlu’ < *sek'tia (Peters
1980, 141 n. 94; but see also Hofler 2017, 476 f.), and perhaps diya ‘thirst’ (<
V*dik“-tih,, cf. Peters 1980, 140 f. n. 94; compare d¢invov ‘meal’, Myc.
de-qo-no TH Fq (2) 254.1; CEG 12, 296 f.), Hom. neica ‘obedience’ (<
2%pleif’-ia < V*beid"-tih,, Peters 1980, 141 n. 94; see however Hofler 2017,
400), and &Acog ‘(sacred) grove’ (Hom.+) < ?*altios (Solmsen 1909a, 215 n. 4;
cf. ALt ‘sacred precinct of Zeus at Olympia’ and Myc. 4-se-e, DMic., s.u.;
*alsos is also possible, see Hofler 2017, 337-339). For *-Rki-, one may
compare 3rd/2nd-c. Boeot. Evov[tov] < *-kiu-to- (e.g. SEG 22.382, SGDI
2519, BCH 82 1958.82 ff.; cf. Garcia Ramoén 1999, 56. 59), but the sigma of
ogvopar (cf. also unaugmented forms like oVto, GLOMUEV, etc.) may have been
generalized throughout the paradigm in Boeotian, which makes it possible that
*°V-kiuto- was not *°V-ttuto- but *°V-(s)suto- in that dialect (cf. further n. 91).
In other words, Evov[tov] represents only weak evidence for the development
of *-yki- in the dialect of Boeotia.”

Pace Dressler (1976, 127) and Peters (1980, 140 with n. 94), the fact that
Ton. aioo was possibly segmented *aiti-a** can hardly be the reason behind the

22 «[M].W. kénnte man iiberhaupt von einer Vereinfachung nach R ausgehen [...]".

2 On Ton. 81€6¢ and tpiEdg < ?2-k"fios (cf. Hom. Six0a, tpiyda), cf. Barber 2013, 200 f;
Schulze 1895, 394 f. &&m < *ék"so rather than *ék's-ti (LIPP II, 206 with n. 19). — The
ending of the s-aorist infinitive, -cou, has been traced back to *-fiai and compared with Vedic
infinitives of the type bhdaradhyai (e.g. Rix 1992, 238; Lipp 2009, 107). (Forms with double
sigma such as opdooat are secondary; see Schulze 1888, 266 ff.; 1895a, 126 ff.; Miller 1982,
75.) This comparison faces serious problems (see Peters 2002, 123 f.; Fortson 2012, 108—111;
2013, 52 f)). For example, Cret. opoocar or Boeotian adikeion = ddwfjoon are difficult to
account for in terms of a preform *-'jai (cf. Garcia Ramén 1990, 152 n. 50), since the
expected outcome in these dialects would be -1t-, -{-, or -60-, not -c-. It would be possible to
argue that geminate palatalized alveolars were replaced by singleton ones after forms where
*_{"j° was preceded by consonants, but this idea is unattractive: the “*dhi° morpheme [...] was
originally depresential and thematic [...]” (Fortson 2013, 52). Another obvious problem is the
long *a of the Indic forms (*-fiai #C- > *-{"igi #C-? Garcia Ramén 1977, 194 n. 51). It is
easier to assume that the sigma in -cou is the suffix of the aorist itself or, perhaps more likely,
that -oor has been abstracted from the (hysterokinetically inflected) allative case of
proterokinetic s-stem nouns (see Peters 2002, 119 ff.). That the ending -cOot comes from
*_sd"iai cannot be excluded (Peters 2002, 123 f.); a development *-st'iai > /-st¥ai/ > *-si'aj
would be unsurprising (cf. Méndez Dosuna 1994), but it would be impossible to show that *¢"j
was phonologically distinct from *# when palatalization occurred. On -c0ai, see rather Garcia
Ramon 1993, 111 f. n. 17.

1t is not clear whether the morpheme boundary was lost in “Sachbezeichnungen” in *-ih; as
per Peters (but see 1.2.1.2). Peters (1980, 141 n. 94.) reconstructs a form *vépeca in order to
account for the denominative vepes(o)awm ‘feel just resentment’. He also derives ¢boa ‘breath,
wind’ from *p"uHtih,, and vocag (éxéhovv Té Sévpa) in Pherecydes from *snuh,-ti-h, (for the
latter see Peters 1989, 217-220). According to Peters (1980, 144 £.), dpovpa < *arour-ia (Myc.
a-ro-u-ra) beside noétvia < *potn-ia suggests that the morpheme boundary in the former was
not identifiable by the speakers (differently Kim 2004, 112 f. n. 23); but &povpa could also
continue (ntr. pl.) *aroura (see Forssman 1983, 290 with n. 1 and cf. Peters 1980, 134 n. 82;
1984a, 88* n° 591; differently but less convincingly — against *arouria anyway — Ruijgh



singleton sigma in that word. Gemination did not apply to the sequences *#
and *ki (etc.) when these were found after a consonant/resonant (or in word-
initial position), since in that case they were tautosyllabic;” cf. e.g. the
superlative Gotota in Elean and in the Xouthias inscription (cf. &yyt, *ank"ios
‘closer’, Peters 1980, 288: cf. also Hsch. énociovénaiciot in the interpretation
of Nussbaum 2013, 13 f.), Dor. kappwv << *kartios (cf. also &ppw ‘get lost,
disappear’ < ?*uertio, Forssman 1980, Viredaz 1993, 336 with n. 45, LIV, 691
f.; cf. further CEG 11, s.u.”’), Arc. Aevoo ‘see’ < *leukic (Nussbaum 2013,
esp. 12 ff.; forms with a geminate are probably secondary; on Arc. Agvto- see
ibid.), and the PN Arc. Evoowddc IG V.2 278 (: *kieu; 4th c.; HPN, 403).*®
There was probably no Cretan fout(t)a etc.; compare especially 7th/6th-c.
(Central) Cret. Atoovidag (cf. SEG 52:838; epichoric alphabet; on the use of
the sigma here cf. also p. 24), cf. further Minon 2007a, 190 n. 96; Genevrois
2017, 29 f. with n. 3 (p. 30); Solmsen 1909, 71 f.; Awcwv, Myc. A4;-so-ni-jo,
etc. The cluster in oica became a fricative at an early date in all dialects, as did
*°4° in e.g. *pantia.”’

1983, 374). Att.-lon. Bfjco/Bfjca beside Dor. Bnoo- ‘Schlucht’ could go back to an original
*glatsa(-); see Peters 1999, 448 n. 9. 450 f. On Gon ‘loathing” (accor. to Peters 1980, 141 n. 94
<< *(s)atia), compare now Peters 2013, 236 f. n. 33; Meissner 2013, 17 f.; Hofler 2017, 340—
342.

3 “It is clear that the syllable boundary plays a role in gemination. The presence of a syllable
boundary and potential morphological boundary within a consonant are necessary for the
existence of a geminate” (Goblirsch 2018, 52). On the syllabification of postconsonantal
*-Ci- in Greek, see now Cooper 2015, 107 ff.

% On Hsch. dootota’ &yyota. Aloyorog Hdwvoic cf. e.g. Peters 1980, 288; cf. further p. 22.

*7 Differently Klingenschmitt 2004 (on his proposal cf. Vine 2011, 10-14); Nussbaum apud
Cooper 2015, 112 n. 10 (unlike Forssman 1980, 188 n. 41) still considers it possible that £Eppw
continues *uersio (: *uers ‘wipe, sweep’; cf. LIV, 690 f.).

% 1t should be emphasized that, pace Peters (1980, 288 ad fin.) and Nussbaum (2013, 13), real
indications that *-Rki- became /-Rs-/ in all Greek dialects only come from Cret. mwav]oepot,
perhaps 3rd/2nd-c. Boeot. Evov[tov], and secondarily from the development *ki- > Boeot.
o- (however, as will be argued below, the fact that *ki- became t- in Attic runs counter to the
idea of a pan-Greek change *-Rki- > /-Rs-/). Forms such as Arc. Agvow, El. doiota, and the
like merely show that gemination did not apply after non-syllabics.

¥ Ellsworth (2011; see already Holt 1937; Hill 1967; neither study is cited by Ellsworth),
claims that the change of *# to si results from a process of i-devocalization. More precisely,
Ellsworth assumes that *-tiiV- was realized either as *-tiiV- or as *-ti/- in the environment
after short vowel, and that secondary *-ti- was affricated and fricativized. According to him,
the /i/ was eventually restored after the *-ij- variant and the /s/ was extended to other parts of
the paradigm (e.g. the nominative). Formally: (e.g.) *-Viis, *-Vtiios/*-Vtios > *-tis,
*-tijos/*-tsos > *-tis, *-tijos/*-sos — *-sis, *-sijos.

The assibilation of *# is not a strictly East Greek phenomenon. For example, adjectives
in *-tifos show assibilation in all Greek dialects (further e.g. Thompson 2008, 757). If we
follow Ellsworth’s analysis, then the singleton /s/ in #-dialects such as Boeotian (cf. e.g. Boeot.
tag anodootog in IG VII 3172.132) will be difficult to account for (cf. Miller 1982, 88 f.). One
would normally expect /-(t)t-/ from *-z.i-; we will need critical ordering to separate out *-£i- in
*totios/*eretio and *-ti- in, say, *potios. Given that palatalized consonants were preserved until
relatively late in Greek (cf. e.g. Méndez Dosuna 1993, 102), it will be difficult to explain how
primary and secondary *-#i- remained distinct in z-dialects.

It may be argued that in the case of secondary *-£i- the result in the first place was an
affricate, but the affricate from *-#(¢)i- < *-tii- must have been a geminate and it would be
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Schematically, these changes can be summarized as follows:

*(-C)ti- > Gk. /(-C)s-/, Myc. -s°

*(-R)ki- > Gk. /(-R)s-/, Myc. z°; but *ki- > Att., Eub., partly Dor. t-
*-ti- > East Gk. -6(0)-, non-East Gk. -66-/-t1-, Myc. -5°

*-t+i- > East Gk. -66-/-11-, non-East Gk. -66-/-11-, Myc. -5°

*-k+i- > East Gk. -00-/-11-, non-East Gk. —(5(5—/—1.‘1.‘—30, Myec. -z°

Three points deserve mention regarding these developments. 1)
Tautomorphemic *-zi- (and original *-fs-) gives /-s-/ in East Greek, while
heteromorphemic *-#/k+i- give /-ss-/ in lonic and Arcadian, but /-tt-/ in Attic
and Euboean (by contrast, *-i- and *-#/k+i- have the same outcome in non-East
Greek). 2) *#i- and *-Ct+i- give /(-C)s-/ in the t-dialects (*#i- > Att. 6- would be
unsurprising, cf. t6c0¢ etc.). 3) Initial *ki- and *-Rk+i->' most likely gave
/(-R)s-/ in Cretan and Boeotian (where /(-R)t-/ would be expected), but
*ki- became /t-/ in Attic, Euboean, and, in part, Doric.

These matters have either been ignored altogether or partially dealt with
in the literature. In order to understand the history of *# and *£j, it is crucial to
investigate in detail the origins of the above discrepancies. It will be
convenient to begin our discussion with the first point, since this has received
the most attention over the last 60 years, and the majority of scholars now
agree as to why *-zi- and *-#/k+i- show different outcomes in East Greek.

expected to pattern with (primary) intervocalic *-ts- (> Boeot. -t1-; though sec. *-ts- has
become -6o- in Boeot. ayopacoty Roller 1989, n® 87.21). It is difficult to believe that when the
affrication occurred original *-#ts- was already */-t't'-/ in Boeotian (via so-called regression; see
Méndez Dosuna 1993, 95 ff.); *#i assibilation was a rather early change. Also, a geminate
affricate would be expected to give *-ss- after fricativization. It may be that the /s/ was
generalized from words where secondary *-#i- stood after a consonant or that words showing
assibilation outside East Greek (and Lesbian) are borrowings from Attic-Ionic (cf. Miller 1982,
89), but there is no way of knowing this. However, the latter alternative would have the
advantage of explaining why assibilation is found only in certain categories outside East Greek
and Lesbian. (Actually, reconstructing *-#i- > *-tsi- > -si- would not solve the above problems,
unless we suppose that *-£si- < *-fi- was not geminated, or that /s/ was indeed generalized from
the position after consonants; note also that it is not clear whether affricate gemination applied
after long vowels; it may have not.)

An important issue raised by Barber (2013, 102), whose work should be consulted for
further arguments against Hill’s/Ellsworth’s account, is that this kind of prosodically-restricted
sound change seems to have worked only in cases that included *f; for instance, no -(log
adjectives from stems ending in *d or *g are found.

Finally, it is possible that *# assibilated to si in Greek also in initial position before a
consonant; see Fischer 1969 (cf. Neri 2017, 321) and Hollifield 1978, 174 (thanks to Martin
Peters for drawing my attention to these two works); but cf. also Miller 1982, 90 and Schwartz
1992, 394 with n. 14.

For the best approach to and details about the change *#i > si, see Miller 1982, 82 ff. and
2014, 323 f. A recent paper on the matter with different conclusions from those of Miller (and
without reference to him) is Thompson 2008.

% Pace e.g. Schwyzer (1939, 318), it is unlikely that -tt- and -co- were originally different
ways to spell the same sound, see Willi 2003, 237 with lit.; cf. also Chadwick 1969, 91.
3! T know of no Greek words where *-ki- is immediately preceded by a stop.
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1.2 The alternation -6-, -c6-/-t1- in East Greek

According to a widely held view going back to Ernst Risch (1955, 66 f.; 1966,
150-152; see already Thurneysen 1921, 190-192; Pedersen 1923, 114-116
with lit.), there were two distinct palatalization phases in Greek (similarly e.g.
Allen 1958; Cowgill 1966, 79; Ruijgh 1967, 50-52; 1985, 116 f.; Wathelet
1970, 126 f. n. 134; Dressler 1976, 127; Peters 1980, 142. 144). In the first
place, palatalization occurred only in East Greek and was confined to
tautomorphemic clusters; either because it was undone or (less likely; see
below) because it was blocked in heteromorphemic sequences.’” The resulting
palatalized alveolars were affricated and eventually fell together with original
*_fpg-> > *_gs->* > East Gk. /-s-/; cf. dikdoat, ETéleca, etc.).35 Sometime after
the first palatalization, and while tautomorphemic *-#- was already *-tts- or
even *-ss- in East Greek, a second, much wider, this time pan-Greek
palatalization process occurred. This resulted in the elimination of *-#+j- and

32 The restoration of the yod was largely due to analogical pressure from je/o-verbs, primary
comparatives, and jig-nominals, whose stem ended in a resonant, labial, or perhaps velar. For
the ‘blocking’ of phonological processes across morpheme boundaries, see Dressler 1976 (see
also Zsiga 1995 on the variability of palatalization across word boundaries in English).

33 Affricates are phonological units, not simple sequences of consonants. In the IPA, this fact is
normally denoted by a ligature underneath or over the segments, but for the sake of simplicity
this convention will not be followed in this work. — /t'/ affrication would normally lead to /ts"/
(> /8)), te/, /tJ/ uel sim. in the first place (see e.g. Bateman 2007, 313. 315 and the material
collected in Kiimmel 2007, 260 f.). For simplicity’s sake, secondary affricates are written s in
this work except in cases where the phonology of the sound is relevant to the argument being
made.

The assumption that the immediate result of /t/ affrication was a palatalized (alveolar)
sibilant affricate uel sim. is perhaps supported by the following considerations. It seems that
secondary *-rs- < *-rfi- (cf. Dor. kappav << *kartios; Att.-lon. etc. Eppo < ?*uertio)
underwent assimilation even in dialects where original *-rs- normally remained intact (see
Forssman 1980, 194 ff.; cf. also NAGVI, 241). As far as I can see, there is not much that we
can do to explain why secondary *-rs- allegedly changed but original *-rs- did not:
phonetically speaking, primary and secondary *-rs- were probably not identical, otherwise
*-rti- and original *-rs- would be expected to have the same outcome in Greek. It would follow
from this that the affricate from which the fricative in secondary *-rs- was produced was not
really a [ts] (thus essentially Forssman 1980, 197 f.). (Possibly, there was also another word in
Greek where a sequence of a rhotic plus sibilant became -pp- in all dialects; namely moppdg
‘red, tawny’, if from *pursuds as per Hoffmann 1898, 589 and Solmsen 1901, 309; see further
Jacobsohn 1908, 507 n. 89; Schulze 1910, 792.)

3 On the change *-#fs- > *-ss-, see section 1.2.2.

3% Willi (2008, 155 n. 10) proposed that Tonic 16c0¢ < *fotios (vs. épéoow) owes its singleton
/s/ to syllabification. According to him, t6co¢ was syllabified *fo.tios under the influence of its
derivational basis (cf. Lat. fot(i) etc.). I fail to see how this theory explains Attic t6cog vs. e.g.
BAltto. In any case, Willi’s proposal requires the assumption that the basis of (Ion.) pécog <
*med"ios was preserved until quite late in Greek. Nevertheless, a locative *med”i- is nowhere
attested in Indo-European, as far as I know; pécog is probably inherited (cf. Ved. madhya-,
YAvV. maidiia-, Lat. medius, Arm. mej, Goth. midjis). Another problem is raised by the
morphologically unmotivated adverbs np6c(c)w < *pro-tio- and émic(c)w < *op-itio- (Dunkel
1982; CEG 15, s.u. dtampvciov), since omicw is found several times in Homer and npdco is the
only form in Herodotus. Finally, and most importantly, “[s]yllabification is typically not a
process susceptible to analogy. [...] [It] is (nearly) universally a process derived solely by
phonological rules” (Byrd 2015, 145-147 with lit.).



12

*-k+i- in Attic-lonic and Arcadian. In non-East Greek, where the first
palatali;ation did not apply, the affected clusters were *-ti-, *-t+i-, and
*-fti-.

Risch’s two-stage theory is the best analysis of the dichotomy between
*_tj- and *-t/k+i- in East Greek.’’ However, the assumption that the first
palatalization was an exclusively East Greek phenomenon need not be correct
(cf. Sheets 1976, 159 ff.; Viredaz 1993, 331 f.).38 As far as I can see, this idea
is based on two facts. First, on the presence of *#*i > /si/ in East Greek (cf. e.g.
Parker 2008, 443), and second on the absence of evidence for two distinct
phases in non-East Greek.

Nevertheless, #-assibilation is not only found in East Greek (cf. further
Miller 1982; 2014, 321. 323 f.; Thompson 2008; and n. 29 above);39 but even if
it were, it does not follow that palatalization before yod was initially only an

36 Wyatt (1968) and Wathelet (1970, 123 f. 126) believe that the first (Wathelet) and second
(Wyatt) palatalizations had already occurred when Indo-European speakers arrived in Greece.
Since Pre-Greek names in -coog/-ttog (cf. also Att. (h)[Acdg, Knewodg) cannot continue
heteromorphemic *-f+i- (a morpheme boundary in a borrowing would be unlikely), and
original *-#ts- gives /-s-/ in East Greek, Wathelet claims that the names must have been
borrowed at a time when primary and secondary *-fts- (< tautom. *-fj-) was already *-ss-.
Wyatt derives -660g/-tt0¢ from *-t/os (uel sim.; cf. Luv. -assa). This forces him to assume that
the palatalization of heteromorphemic clusters was a Proto-Greek process. Wyatt’s and
Wathelet’s hypotheses are far-fetched. It is possible that the suffix in question originally
contained *[-k’-] (>> *-ki-?), see Beekes 2009. Myc. ku-pa-ri-s° = xomdpico/tro- could hardly
contain *-#/kj-, but assuming that the suffix went back to *-fu- (Chadwick 1969, 90; Crespo
1985, 99 n. 20; Viredaz 1993, 333) would not work, cf. p. 28. The consonantal part of the
suffix may have been perceived in different ways in different places. On -Goog/tt0¢ see more
generally Yakubovich 2010, 9-11; Meissner 2013, 12—14; Miller 2014, 19; all with lit.

37 Sheets (1976, 162 ff.) assumes that the reason why *-ti- and *-t/k+i- develop differently in
East Greek is that a drag chain phenomenon took place in that dialect group owing to the
affrication and subsequent assibilation of *#i. More precisely, Sheets believes that when
*-ti- became *-tsi- “in the context of an ongoing assibilation” to *-si-, original intervocalic
*-ts-, as in dat. pl. *soma(t)tsi, fell together with secondary *-ts- (in *-#si- < *-#i-) and was, as a
consequence, “drawn into the assibilation process”. When *-(?)ts- became (*)-(s)s-, */-t't'-/
deriving from tautomorphemic *-zi- was affricated to fill the gap. */-'t-/ from *-#/k+i- did not
undergo affrication at that point, because the process affected “only those examples of /¢/
which stood in morphologically unproductive environments” (p. 163; Sheets’ emphasis).

This account requires that primary *-fts- and secondary *-fts- (from tautom. *-j-)
became *-ss- independently of each other, which is unnecessary (and possibly not a very good
idea, cf. 1.2.2). Further, since *#i > si is also found in non-East Greek, one would expect
original *-fts- to have been fricativized in dialects like Boeotian as well. However,
*-tts- gives -11- in that dialect. Also, the position of drag chain effects in historical linguistics is
somewhat controversial (cf. e.g. Ohala 1989, 191-193; Blevins 2004a, 278 ff. with lit.; Miller
2010, 270 ff. with lit.; Gordon 2015; Samuels 2017 with lit.). Hamp’s (1960) account is rather
idiosyncratic, phonologically speaking. In other respects, his approach resembles quite closely
that of Risch. For another, yet improbable, analysis of the contrast between -6- and -6o-/-11- in
East Greek, see Lagercrantz 1898, 63 ff.
3¥ Dating Risch’s first palatalization after the second is theoretically possible (especially since
palatalization frequently fails to apply within morphemes, see Bateman 2007), but it would
require a considerable number of additional, pretty much gratuitous hypotheses.

% «[...] [T]he completeness of the change [in Lesbian — GK] suggests more than just
spreading Ionic influence” (Miller 2014, 321). According to Thompson (2008), *# > /si/ was
originally pan-Greek.



13

East Greek phenomenon (similarly Sheets 1976, 160). As for the second point,
in dialects where *-fi-, (original) *-tts-, *-t+i-, and *-k+i- merged, nothing
precludes the possibility that two palatalization phases occurred. It may be that
in Doric and Aeolic s-varieties affrication occurred only after the application of
the second palatalization; that is, when */-tt'-/ < *-i- (resulting from the first
palatalization) had already merged with */-t't-/ < *-t/k+i-. Alternatively, */-t't'-/
from heteromorphemic sequences was affricated before the fricativization of
*_tts- (< */-U0-/) < *-tj-. It is also theoretically possible that */-tt'-/ < *-fi- and
*/gf) < * -t/k+i- became */-tts-/ or /-ss-/ independently in the individual
dialects (but cf. 1.2.2).%

In Cretan and Boeotian, where *-#i-, *-tts-, *-t+j-, and *-k+i- all yield
/-tt-/, nothing speaks against the application of the first palatalization either. It
could be assumed for example that */-tt-/ < *-t/k+i- emerged before the
depalatalization of */- -/ < * t}- or that original and secondary *-fts- merged
with */-08-/ ~ *-gts- < *-t/k+i-*

1.2.1 Some surprising forms
1.2.1.1 teTov/temog
Two Ionic forms deserve mention at this point. The first is [p]eTov in a 5Sth-c.
inscription found in Sane, Chalkidike (colony of Andros), and the other is
1€TO- in an inscription from the Milesian colony Nymphaeon (Black Sea; ca.
400, cf. SEG 59:866). The text in which [p]eTov occurs is unfortunately very
fragmentary, and the restoration by the first editor (EAicdfetr Toryapida) is
only based on the fact that sampi is normally found in cases where later Greek
has -o(c)-. The reading [p]eTov seems plausible (Dubois 2017, 223), but we
cannot put much weight on it.*

The difficulties surrounding teTo- are of a different nature. Here the
readings are clear but the interpretation remains uncertain. TETOV/TETOG iS
always found in the contexts PN,om tp€c teT0¢ and PNyom extnv teTov. It

40 %_t(+)i- and *-kj- were distinct in Mycenaean, and *-ki- was possibly palatalized later than
*-t+i-. *-kj- probably fell together with *-#(+)i- at a comparatively late stage in some dialects.
But this was not a general phenomenon in Greek (see 1.3.3.4).

*! Since an unconditioned change of a sibilant affricate to an alveolar stop is almost completely
unheard of typologically (cf. Méndez Dosuna 1993, 98. 100; Kiimmel 2007, 96 f.; Kochetov
2011, 1674. 1675; Jasanoff 2018, 136), it seems that the -tt- outcomes result from
depalatalization of */-t't'-/ (differently Viredaz 1993, 333 f.. *-fts- > /-tt-/). That the palatal
stops were at some point affricated in e.g. Cretan and Boeotian is suggested by the fact that
original *-fs- also became /-tt-/ in these dialects (cf. e.g. Cret. anodartabBat, dattovtal, Boeot.
gyaetta[to], Kotookevortn, omoloywrtocHn). This change is the result of so-called
regression: “[p]lalatal /t't’/ would have begun to evolve into /tts/ in Cretan, Boeotian and
Rhodian just like in the other dialects. When affrication was still a variable rule /t't”/ — /t't’/ ~
/tts/, the change was aborted. Overgeneralization would have caused /tts/ — whatever its
etymological origin — to be interpreted as coming from /t’t’/” (Méndez Dosuna 1993, 101). See
also Brixhe 1996, 63 n. 68.

2 <META> on coins from Mesambria probably mirrors the original pronunciation of this
Thracian name (cf. Brixhe 1982, 219 f. 225; Dubois 2017, 223 with nn. 36. 38), but the
possible preservation of the affricate of *med’jo- in a Megarian colony would not be
particularly problematic under the traditional approach.
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seems likely that the inscription concerns the sum of money paid or to be paid
by certain individuals. Regarding the two forms that are of interest to us,
Dubois (2017, 218 f.) has made the plausible suggestion that they represent
variant forms of the adjective t66(c)og. Crucially, as pointed out by Dubois, an
ancient tradition going back to Dionysius Thrax has it that the Aeolic
equivalent of tocobtov was téccovtov (on the stem allomorph *fe-, cf. LIPP
I, 782 ff.; cf. further Ved. kati < *k*oti vs. YAv. caiti < *k*éti; the failure of
Brugmann’s Law in Ved. #dti does not necessarily point to *zéti).

Dubois’ analysis of teTov/temog cannot be considered certain but it is
intuitively appealing (cf. also [p]eTov). If it is correct, then this is a potential
game changer (cf. Dubois 2014, 606 n. 14). It is a well known fact that sampi
in native vocabulary normally represents the sound resulting from *-kj- or
*-tu- in archaic and early classical Ionic inscriptions (cf. e.g. Brixhe 1982,
221). According to all recent analyses that I am aware of, <> denotes an
affricate. The use of sampi in Ionic probably indicates that (*)-zzs- < */-t't-/ <
*-ki- and *-tu- had not yet been assibilated in some lonic-speaking areas in the
6th and 5th centuries. That T is used apparently to denote tautomorphemic
*-tj- in Nymphaeon and Chalkidike suggests that *-#j- was still an affricate in
these cities in the late archaic/classical period. This is in direct conflict with
Risch’s scenario, according to which, tautom. *-zi- had already become
(*)/-ss-/ > /-s-/ by that time (cf. Risch 1955, 75; and e.g. Heubeck 1971, 123 £;
Ruijgh 1985, 116; Brixhe 1996, 60 f.*%). If *-#j- was still an affricate during the
6th/5th century in some parts of the lonic-speaking world, then the question
arises as to how *-#j- and *-#/k+i- remained distinct in East Greek.

It could be that *-£+i- was still /-'t-/ in some alphabetic Greek dialects,
but this would go against the Mycenaean data, and *-kj-, which was possibly
eliminated later than *-t+j- (and via a mid-stage */-t't-/), was probably an
affricate in 5th/6th-c. Ionic. Assuming that original *-zts- and *-tts- < *-£i- were
degeminated before they become fricatives would be counterintuitive given the
clear evidence for */-ss-/ > /-s-/ in East Greek. Also, degemination is not
common in that dialect group. “[T]here seems to exist no language contrasting
/t$s/ and /t$ts/, which suggests that such a contrast [...] is difficult for
speakers/hearers to implement/perceive” (Méndez Dosuna 1993, 99 n. 43). One
could toy with the idea that original *-ts- was not geminated in East Greek and
that secondary *-fts- < tautom. *-fi- merged with *-£.s- in these dialects,** but
the contrast between geminate and singleton intervocalic affricates could be
enhanced by a simple resyllabification of *-z.s- to *-.ts-. Also, the East Ionic
phonemic inventory probably contained /-tts-/ during the archaic and early
classical periods (cf. teTapagovta etc.), so assuming that teTo- represented
/tet.so-/ would not solve the problem without additional hypotheses. A
historical spelling in the present context cannot be excluded, but even if

* For example, according to the aforementioned scholars, Mycenaean fo-so represented either
/tosso-/ or /toso-/.

* Alternatively, prim. *-fs- was not geminated in any Greek dialect and the merger worked the
other way around in e.g. Boeotian (cf. Boeot. -tt- < prim. *-fs-).
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teTo- was the orthography during, say, the 6th century, the use of ™ here would
still be surprising.

It may be assumed that in (late) Sth-c. Ionic affricates (from *-#/k+i- and
*-tu-) had been fricativized, and that the current value of sampi was /(J)J/ or
/(s")s'/. That made it possible for palatal/palatalized sibilants that did not
continue *-t/k+i- or *-tfy- to be denoted by T. One such case could be
temov/teroc.” Alternatively, the sibilant from *-fi- and the affricate from
*-t/k+i-, *-tu- were still palatalized in some Ionic cities during the 6th and 5th
centuries, and ™ could be used for both /-tts’-/ and /-(s)s'-/ (for Diver 1958, 17
f., Ion. -7-, -60- = “§5”). Cf. also Brixhe 2013, 175 with lit.

1.2.1.2 ¢0av

In Hymn. Hom. Merc.*° 113 f., e.g. in the edition by Allen, Halliday, and Sikes
(Allen et al. 1936), we read Adumeto d& EAOE | TMAGoE Pdoay ieloa TLPOG PEya
dawopévotlo. The translation is ‘and the flame shone from afar, emitting a
stream of fire burning up high’ (Vergados 2013, 324). ¢doav ‘blast of fire’ at
the beginning of the second foot in line 114 is a conjecture. The transmitted
forms are @vcav in E and ¢0lav in all other manuscripts. Peters (apud Méndez
Dosuna 1993, 100 n. 45) is certainly right in considering the latter the /ectio
difficilior. There is no question that the intended word here was ¢doa (see e.g.
Solmsen 1909, 248). ¢Olav is probably an alternative spelling for ¢doav. If
this is so, @0lav in our passage obviously bears the wrong accent. It is not
difficult to understand why. <®YZAN> was incomprehensible to later copyists;
the least intrusive way to transcribe the form would be to write @¥OZav (cf. also
o0Ca ‘headlong flight, rout’ < *phugja).47 ¢@Voav in manuscript E is probably a
conjecture (cf. esp. its unexpected accent mark; a ‘correction’ of an original
(*)pdoav to eucav is improbable: the first syllable of the word is in the arsis
and there was no word @vca in Greek). This was made by someone who was
clearly more familiar with the text. Perhaps he was not very confident about his
choice, which explains why he kept the wrong accent of @ulav even though
evoav was unmetrical and essentially unattested in Greek.

* The idea that /s'/ was a part of the phonological system of Greek during the archaic period is
not new. As is well known, the Greek alphabet originally contained both sigma and san (<m>)
(cf. the fact that the Etruscan alphabet had both). In most epichoric scripts of the archaic
period, the latter has been lost. In some Doric-speaking areas (e.g. Crete, Thera, etc.) san is
used for /s/, and sigma has been abandoned. It has been proposed (see Lejeune 1972, 89) that at
the time of the creation of the Greek alphabet, the Greek phonological system had two
s-sounds. /s/ from PIE *s, and a “sifflante forte” deriving from the palatalization of certain
consonant groups. Originally, the one was denoted by sigma and the other by san (the original
value of Phoenician sade, on which Gk. san was based, may have been a sibilant fricative; cf.
e.g. Ruijgh 1997, 561; Woodard 1997, 176. 187). For different approaches to the problem of
the original value of san, see most recently Ruijgh 1997; Woodard 1997, 175 ft.; Slings 1998.
% On the recent proposal by Schenck zu Schweinsberg (2017) that the hymn dates from the
Hellenistic period, see Strauss Clay 2018 and Thomas 2019 (Vergados 2013, with discussion
of previous views, dates the hymn to the second half of the 6th century; most scholars believe
that the poem was composed during the 6th century).

7 Of course, the first syllable of both *¢dlav and ¢v{av would scan long.
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Gk. ¢doa possibly goes back to *pitia (Peters 1980, 141 n. 94; Ruijgh
1985, 112; see also the discussion in Solmsen 1909, 247 f.). A preform *p"itsa
is also possible but seems less likely (cf. Solmsen ibid.). *p'itia would be
expected to give Todoca/edtra (cf. YAdooo/yAdtta), but as argued by Peters,
the morpheme boundary in ja-stems that were semantically
“Sachbezeichnungen” was perhaps not identifiable by the speakers (cf. further
n. 24). Under the traditional theory, the affricate resulting from
tautomorphemic *-#- in East Greek was fricativized long before the alphabetic
period. However, @0lav suggests (cf. e.g. the s-aorist Croton h&Cato : *sed)
that *-f£s- < *-fj- remained intact in Ionic until quite late in its history (but
notice the alliteration of the sibilants in tAdce edoav igica mupodc, Vergados
2013, 324; arguably an affricate would not have a very different acoustic effect
here).* Nothing would change with regard to our problem if *pit(t)sa is the
correct etymon.

An alternative analysis of the consonantism of @vlov may be available,
but it is very speculative. Intervocalic /s/ underwent rhotacism in Oropos and in
some parts of Euboea; cf. for example mid-6th-c. (Eretria) viképag = viknoag
or late 5th-c. (Tamynae) sipedwv = giced®dv (see further del Barrio Vega 2015,
18). The change of /s/ to /r/ no doubt involved a stage [z] (e.g. Kiimmel 2007,
44. 80 f.). According to Peters (1995, 194 with n. 30) and others, the Hymn to
Hermes was composed by a West lonian poet (for a recent discussion see
Vergados 2013, 148-153). It would be possible to see the zeta here as an
approximate’ spelling of the sound [z]; cf. e.g. Maced. Mg(o)lo/mpioxo- (:
pé(o)oog, 6poc/dpog) in the analysis of Méndez Dosuna (2012, 137 f.) and 4th-
c. Maced. Atovd{iog = Atovietog (beside x<p>bowmv, with sigma). See further
Schwyzer 1939, 217 f.

1.2.2 The fricativization of the affricates -

It is commonly assumed that in s-dialects (e.g. Ionic) */-t't'-/ was first affricated
and later assibilated to (*)-ss-. Nevertheless, a change /-tts-/ > /-ss-/ is rather
unlikely from a phonological perspective. The fricativization of an affricate
stop is an unambiguous case of lenition. It is a firmly established fact that
lenition processes (excluding degemination) do not affect ‘true’ (as opposed to
‘fake’/concatenated’ 0) geminate consonants (see Kirchner 2000; 2001 with lit.;
Blevins 2004a, 183 f.). Numerous weakening processes that apply to singleton
consonants simply fail to apply to geminates in the world’s languages. To
illustrate the point, in Tuscan Italian, the affricates [t/] and [d3] are fricativized
to [f] and [3] respectively in intervocalic position and across word boundaries;
cf. Standard Italian amici [ami:tfi] ‘friends’, cacio [ka:tfo] ‘cheese’ vs. Tuscan
Italian [ami:fi], [ka:fo], etc. However, this process does not apply to geminate

* This analysis would entail that /dz/ > /zd/ (cf. Eub. ®solotov; Bechtel 1924, 81) was a
relatively late phenomenon in Euboean.

* Unless ¢ was sporadically pronounced [z(z)] in 6th-c. Euboean (cf. Schwyzer 1939, 217 f;
Barton¢k 1961, 151; Nagy 1970, 127).

*0 That is, heteromorphemic.
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affricates, cf. e.g. SI, TI faccio [fattfo] ‘I make’, SI, TI roccia [rott[a] ‘rock’
(see Marotta 2008, 251 ff.). Examples like the above can be multiplied at will.

The only case of geminate lenition known to Kirchner (2000; 2001)
comes from Florentine Italian. However, in that dialect lenition only applies in
extremely fast and/or careless speech, which makes it “unlikely that the
duration of the fast-speech ‘geminate’ approaches the typical duration of a
geminate in slow or normal speech” (Kirchner 2001, 107).°" Apart from Greek,
there are only two languages allegedly showing (*)/-tts-/ > /-ss-/ in the relevant
six-page list in Kiimmel’s book (2007, 69-75). These are Sardinian and West
and East Finnish. For the latter, the references given by Kiimmel (p. 414) have
not been of much help to me. ((*)/-ki-/ >) (*)/-tts-/ > /-ss-/ in Sardinian is only
found in the dialect spoken in Barbagia (sibilants alternate with affricates in
some localities; see Wagner 1941, 106-110; esp. 107). However, according to
one analysis (Calabrese 2005, 348 ff. and earlier publications), the process
(*)/-ki-/ > /-ss-/ in Barbagia did not involve a stage with a geminate affricate. If
Calabrese’s proposal is correct (which is unclear to me given the evidence for
(*)/-ki-/ > (*)/-tts-/ in Sardinian), then there is no connection between this and
the change *-t/k(+)i- > -oo- in Greek. In any case, applying Calabrese’s
approach to the Greek data would again not solve the problem posed by the
apparent lenition of a geminate stop/affricate to a geminate sibilant in s-
dialects.

Phonologically speaking, Gk. /-ss-/ could also continue singleton *-s-
(cf. e.g. Leumann 1977, 197; Weiss 2009, 170), but a change of */-t't'-/ to
*_t5- would be rather unexpected (though cf. p. 14).>* Also, the process */-tts-/
> /-ss-/ appears to have happened twice during the history of Ionic and
Arcadian.” Initially, according to the common view, it applied to original
*-tts- and *-tts- resulting from the first palatalization. At a later stage, it
affected *-fts- from */-t't'-/ < *-t/k+i-. When the affricate arising from the
second palatalization was fricativized, original *-ts- must have already been
eliminated.

In geminate affricates “it is usually the stop-closure component [...] that
is phonetically lengthened” (Laver 1994, 439). Geminate affricates showing a
longer fricative element are not unknown (see e.g. Thurgood / Demenko 2003),
but are rare (in Polish, geminate affricates are variably articulated either with
longer closure duration, or with longer frication; rearticulation of the affricate
—e.g. [tftf] — is also an option; see Thurgood / Demenko 2003).

> Even if we were to set up a scenario according to which Greek generalized fast-speech
‘geminate’ (i.e. phonetically short) affricates (this must be assumed to have happened twice in
Ionic and Arcadian), it would still remain unexplained why the reflex of these affricates is a
geminate consonant (cf. Kirchner 2000, 513).

>2 There is no doubt that Gk. *-#j- became *-fi- in the first place, cf. Boeot. etc. -tt- < *-j-.
Note further that resonants are clearly geminated in Greek, and stronger consonants are
generally more liable to gemination before yod (cf. Callender 2007).

> If the affricate in *-fsi- (< *-fi-) was geminated in East Greek (as might be expected, cf.
Brixhe 1996, 45; but see n. 29 3rd par.), it probably fell together with original *-#£s- and *-ts-
from tautomorphemic *-#-.
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In theory, Gk. -co- could be seen as a conventional way to spell /-tts-/.
Miller (2014, 284 n. 118) is uncertain about whether -6o-(/-t1-) is to be taken
at face value (cf. also Brixhe 1982, 214), and affricates in loanwords are
frequently spelled <c> in late texts (alternative spellings are <t> and <ot>; see
Steiner 1982, 62 f.).54 Also, -m- alternates with -co6- in two East Ionic
inscriptions (LSAG, 344 n° 52 ca. 465, eharovog 1l. 16 f., eha[c]oovag 11. 23 £;
DGE, n° 744 bef. 454, Alwapvare[o]v 1. 2, AAkapvnocov, AMKOPVIGGEDV
1. 40 f; on the long alpha see Jacobsohn 1913, 309). Nevertheless,
ancient -66- < *-t/ki- is pronounced [-ss-] in geminating dialects of Modern
Greek (cf. e.g. Cypriot yAoooa [ylosse]), which likely means (but cf.
Movoiéssov / Mracéa-Mmnelavtdiov 2012, 956 esp. the first par.) that, even
if Classical Gk. -oo- represented /-tts-/, this sound was lenited to /-ss-/ during
the later history of Greek in geminating varieties at least (cf. further Allen
1987, 61).>> So, assuming that the original value of -6o- was /-tts-/ would not
really solve the problem.

Unfortunately, the question of the fricativization of Greek geminate
affricates must be left open.”

1.3 The development of word-initial and postconsonantal clusters

The old idea that the affricate resulting from *-#+i- (and *-k+i-) was assibilated
earlier and more rapidly after *n or generally resonants (see Peters 1980, 287 n.
241 with lit.) is questionable. There is, as far as I am aware, no typological or
other evidence suggesting that preceding resonants (or stops) per se could
influence the development of palatalized sounds. Further, it seems that *# was
assibilated at an early stage also in initial position (cf. Peters 1980, 290°"). It
would be tempting to see the two changes as a single phenomenon (thus Allen
1958, 124 n. 56; Sheets 1976).

1.3.1 Allen

Allen (1958, 124 n. 56) has proposed that the reason behind the unexpected
result of *# after consonants and word-initially is to be sought in
syllabification. According to him, a third palatalization process occurred in
Greek that applied before the other two and affected only tautosyllabic
sequences (for the tautosyllabicity of Gk. *-Cj- after consonant, see now
Cooper 2015, 107 ff.; cf. also the lack of gemination in *-Cti- and *-Rki-, and
Devine / Stephens 1994, 42 f.).

> Spellings like <t(t)o> are almost non-existent in Ancient Greek. A well-known example is
wetpakotion < *kerr® in IG V2 159 (Tegea 5th c.). Another one may be Lesb. ducat{ecfon
(SEG 34:1238; 3rd c.), but Hodot (1990, 28) convincingly proposes to read dwatdecOau.

> _60- is pronounced [ts] in some modern dialects, but this is seen as a secondary development
by (e.g.) Newton (1972, 92) and Movoiéocov / Mroacéa-Mnrelavtdicov (2012, 955). See
however Pisani 1965 with ref. to Rohlfs (“Bewahrung des alten Zustandes”) and Kiimmel
2007, 155 f. (“Archaismus?”).

6 On the non-merger of palatals from labiovelars and *#/ki in s-dialects, see Brixhe 1996, 88—
90.

*7 “[Glerade im Anlaut hitte man eine fortgeschrittenere Entwicklung der Konsonantengruppe
erwartet, cf. die entsprechenden Verhiltnisse bei an- und inlautendem *(-)fu- [...].”
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Byrd (2015, 228 f. with ref. to Olga Urek) claims that Latvian yod
palatalization occurs only when the target and the trigger “are found within the
same syllable”. For such a generalization to hold, the process should be
blocked in heterosyllabic sequences. In Urek’s recent dissertation (2016, 60 ff.
135 ft.), I have found no reference to such a phenomenon; the relevant clusters
seem to always be tautosyllabic in Latvian (see already Byrd 2015, 229 again
with ref. to Urek). As far as I can see, Byrd’s claim is based on the fact that
forms like /ku.snja/ [ku.pa] (with a palato-alveolar fricative) contrast with
/gul.sja/ [gul.fa] (with non-palatal /). But unless I am missing something,
[gul.Ja] and the like merely show that palatal assimilation did not occur across
syllable boundaries. Palatalization is confined to the position before
tautosyllabic vowels in some languages (see Bateman 2007, 71 with lit.), but
we should be very careful in drawing far-reaching conclusions about Gk. *#
(and *ki) from this kind of evidence.

It appears that palatalization is rarely restricted to tautosyllabic sequences
(cf. also p. 91). But let us accept as a working hypothesis that the reason behind
the different development of *-Cti- and *#i- lies in the syllabification of these
clusters. As Peters (1980, 288 n. 241) remarks, it will not do to assume that
*-Cti- was phonologically more advanced simply for chronological reasons,
because even an early palatalized */-Ct-/>® < *-Ctti- (as e.g. in *pantia) would
still be expected to be unpacked to */-Ct"j-/ (under the pressure of the
morpheme boundary) and eventually develop as the rest heteromorphemic
sequences. This difficulty can perhaps be avoided if we assume (cf. Nussbaum
2013, 2. 16) that Allen’s first palatalization resulted in an affricate directly, but
there is currently no way of showing that the change in question was a case of
full/place-changing palatalization (for this term cf. Bateman 2007; Kochetov
2011). The hypothetical first palatalization affected both *(-C)ti- and
*(-R)ki- in some dialects (e.g. Boeotian), but only *(-C)ti- in others (e.g. Attic).
No explanation of this discrepancy has been offered by Allen. Why did velars
palatalize so early only in certain areas? Finally, at a prehistoric stage, the
syllable onset *#i was also found in a word like *erettio. Perhaps gemination
was later than Allen’s first palatalization, but the former change was apparently
very old (see further pp. 90-92). Although it is not impossible that *# behaved
differently before a tautosyllabic yod when the former was part of a geminate,
it has not been made clear by Allen how exactly *.#i in *eret.ti6 and *.ti in e.g.
*pan.tia were kept distinct.

The proposal that tautosyllabic sequences were eliminated first in Greek
does not seem to work properly. As things stand, it is better not to rely on this
theory to explain the dichotomy between postconsonantal/word-initial and
intervocalic clusters.

¥ Singleton *[t'], *[k'], and *[ts] were probably not real phonemes in Greek, but allophones of
*/9t/ ete. in postconsonantal and word-initial position (cf. Méndez Dosuna 1993, 87 n. 12. 99).
Since this is not yet a generally accepted idea, and for the sake of simplicity, I will be using
slashes in reconstructions involving these sounds.
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1.3.2 Early fricativization of singleton *s
As far as one can see, */-t't-/ was affricated to *-#£s- in Boeotian and Cretan
(see n. 41). This change was never completed in these dialects and the affricate
was ultimately lost. It is reasonable to think that at some point */-t't'-/ could
also be realized as *-tts- in Attic and Euboean/Proto-Attic-Ionic as well. Now
affrication probably affected palatalized alveolars in all positions. Since
secondary and primary *(-C)ts- gave /(-C)s-/ in the t-dialects,” it follows that
singleton *#s was for some reason fricativized to /s/ before the complete
replacement of (prim. and sec.) *-tts- by (*)/—t(j)t(j)—/; otherwise *(-C)ts- would
be expected to give e.g. Boeot., Cret. */(-C)t-/ (thus essentially Méndez Dosuna
1993, 101; similarly Peters 1980, 287 n. 241).%°

As mentioned already, affricate fricativization is clearly a case of
consonant weakening. Lenition processes typically begin in weak prosodic
positions (but cf. Méndez Dosuna 1996). Word-initial and post-coda
consonants, i.e. consonants in strong positions, are expected to be affected (if at
all) last by leniting sound changes (e.g. Ségéral / Scheer 2008, 135. 140). It can
be concluded from this that the fricativization of singleton affricates started life
in weak positions and gradually affected *#s across the board. As is well
known, (final) codas are weak. It seems likely that the ‘normal’ development of
*(-C)ts- (from any source) was interrupted in Greek owing to the fricativization
of word-final *-#s and the later extension of that rule to all singleton affricates
(for *-ts > -g in Cretan and Boeotian, cf. e.g. Cret. mevofevg IC IV 83.3,
katabeve, emonevoave IC IV 72.VI 19 f; Boeot. katapag SEG 44:414.8, maug
BCH 25 1901, 361 f,, 1. 17).5"- ¢

> For the latter cf. Cret. eonevoapeg (SEG 27:631.A1; 5th ¢.), emonevoavtog (IC IV 72.V 3 f;
480-450), (totl) Aewovol (ibid. 32), emeomevoe (ibid., 52 f.), enelevoavrta (ibid. 7 f), etc.,
Boeot. anact (SEG 43:205.21; 3rd c.), [leicwweMdag SEG 19:354, 500450 (: meloan ‘prevail
upon, persuade’ rather than teioon ‘pay’; cf. HPN, 315. 368 f.), [Teioiotpo[t]a (Roller 1989, n°
87.55; but note Att. Teisistpatn SEG 44:203), I[Tocitipm (Roller 1989, n° 87.62; 3rd/2nd c.).
501t is also possible that word-initially and after a consonant */t/ was affricated earlier than its
geminate peers. Of course, consonant strengthening in strong positions is commonplace (cf.
e.g. Gk. *i- > *dz-; Méndez Dosuna 1995, 111 n. 17; 2009, 83 [cf. also 1994, 211-213]
postulates a change /-s.t"-/ > */-s.ts-/ [“renforcement™] > /-ss-/ for Elean). However, there is no
unanimity about whether stop affrication is a type of consonant strengthening or weakening.
Several scholars consider it (for various reasons; among them is the fact that it is common in
word-initial position) a type of strengthening. Nevertheless, others see it as a first step towards
frication (see the recent study by Buizza / Plug 2012 wih lit.). Buizza / Plug (2012, 4) argue
“that decisions as to whether a given case of plosive affrication is best interpreted in terms of
lenition or fortition should ideally be based on a thorough phonetic analysis of the process,
along with distributional analysis, and should take into consideration, where possible, relevant
findings in the fields of experimental phonetics and laboratory phonology”.

% I am unconvinced by Seigneur-Froli’s (2006, 349 ff) and Scheer’s (2012, 263 ff.) attempt to
show that the word-initial and postresonant positions were weak (/that consonants were strong
only after obstruents) in prehistoric Greek. Their analysis of Gk. *Cj clusters is not compelling:
for example, the claim that “IE yod disappears everywhere in Greek except after obstruents”
(Scheer 2012, 273) is clearly wrong. The strengthening of *i- to *dz- (cf. ch. 2), which neither
scholar has adequately explained, clearly does not lend support to the proposal that word-initial
consonants were weak in prehistoric Greek. On PGk. *s- > /h-/, see Méndez Dosuna 1996.
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The fricativization of singleton *#s was probably earlier than the
restoration of the yod (and the subsequent depalatalization) in
heteromorphemic sequences, and consequently earlier than the second
palatalization. The opposite scenario would entail that tautomorphemic and
heteromorphemic clusters fell together after the second palatalization in East
Greek (cf. tautom. Att. *#- > o- and heteromorphemic *-ntt+i- > -(v)o-); we
know that this cannot have been the case. The present analysis also suggests
that the first palatalization affected both tautomorphemic and heteromorphemic
*-ti- in the first place. In other words, it suggests that Risch’s first
palatalization was not really blocked but undone in heteromorphemic clusters.

If fricativization happened while some dialects still possessed */t'/, it is
perhaps peculiar that all #-dialects generalized /s/. If this is not due to chance,
then the uniform outcome is possibly due to the early date of the change.

1.3.3 *ki- and *-Rki-
1.3.3.1 ‘Boeot.” tevuncoato
Antimachus of Colophon (fr. 3*%) holds that the Boeotian oronym Tevunccog
was so named because Zeus created (tevuncato) an dvtpov ‘cave’ there in
order to hide Europa. Wackernagel (1887, 121) has argued (and he is followed
in this by e.g. Bechtel 1921, 249 and recently Matthews 1996, 89) that
tevpfoato (: *kiew; cf. Av. Siiaoman- ‘deed, work, action’) can be neither
Ionic (for phonological reasons) nor Attic, and that Antimachus probably used
here a word of Boeotian origin.**

However, the reflex of *ki- was /s-/ in Boeotian (cf. cagtog, Hsch. o&ia).
It is difficult to disconnect tevpficoto from Av. Siiaoman- (pace Szemerényi
1938). This leaves us with two alternatives: either *ki- > 1- was a feature of
some East lonic varieties as well (cf. Eub. *ki- > 1-), or tevunoaro was made
up by Antimachus.® Since no East Ionic form showing -tt- < *-t/k(+)i- seems
to exist, the first proposition is not convincing. Possibly, tevuncaro is an
artificial form. It can be argued that Antimachus, knowing the old tale about
Zeus hiding Europa in a cave on mount Teumessos, and realizing the phonetic
similarity between Tevunocdc and his native *cevunoaro, created tevpuncoto
(NB the real Boeotian form would end in -dooto) by overgeneralizing

62 Le Feuvre (2011, 317) rejects the traditional derivation of Hom. képpopoc ‘ill-fated’ from
*Kat-popog (Schulze 1888, 262 n. 1; Bechtel 1914, 186) and reconstructs instead *katsmoros (:
*smer) > *kasmoros > *kahmoros > *kammoros. This analysis could be correct and would
have certain implications for the chronology of the change *ts > *s. However, Hsch. kdopopog
dvotnvog (not discussed by Le Feuvre), if from *katsmoro- as is likely (thus Schulze, Bechtel),
suggests that secondary *-sm- did not merge with original *-sm- (cf. however the preservation
of the sibilant in optkpog; see further n. 228). The derivation képpopog < *KAT-LOpOG remains
valid (“kappopog ist eine bildung jiingerer zeit”’; Schulze ibid.).

53 See Matthews 1996 and recently Lombardi 2003 with ref. to Medaglia.

5 Cf. also Hsch. Tevpng motapdg Onpdv; Tevunoio mepi tic Tevunoiag dAdmekog oi o
OnPaika yeypapdteg ikava iprikacty. Boeot. Tevpaoctye[velg, mentioned by LGPN 11IB, 403,
is a false reading for TeA[e]outnw; see Roller 1989, n° 87.73.

5 But cf. also Pind. 16 < *k“ia (Boeotian? see n. 16) and Attic forms like ootpoxidd (see n.
109).
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lon. -00- = Boeot. -t1-.°® Pausanias (9.19.4) informs us that the Boeotians
thought that MukaAnocog got its name from the lowing of a cow (0167t 1| fodg
gvtadBa épvknoarto”). In Hymn. Hom. Ap. 224, Mvukainocsog and Tevpunccdc
occur side by side. Matthews (1996, 89) asks whether the etymology was (also)
suggested to Antimachus by the coupling of the two names in that passage.
This is not impossible. Since there is incontestable evidence for *ki- > o- in
Boeotian, I will tentatively consider tevufcato as a non-Boeotian form.

1.3.3.2 *-Rki- in Attic

Since *ti-/*-Cti- become (-C)s- in all of Greek, and *ki-/*-Rki- seems to have
given (-C)s- in Cretan and Boeotian (for Cretan see below), the fact that
*ki- results in 1- in Attic, Euboean, and partly Doric implies that *-Rki- gave
*-Rt- in some f-dialects.

There is evidence for *-Rki- > -Rs- in Attic, but it seems unlikely that
*(-)ki- became (e.g.) Att. (-t)t- in all positions except after resonants, and all
relevant words can be explained away.®’

The adverb docov (Hom.+) < *ank'ios (the geminate is secondary, see
Seiler 1950, 45 f.; Peters 1980, 288; Nussbaum 2013, 14 f. with n. 26) is only
attested in the tragedians and Aristophanes (Eg. 1306) as far as the Attic dialect
is concerned. In Aristophanes, docov is spoken by the chorus leader in the
antepirrhema of the second parabasis (cf. further Totaro 1999, 52-61;
Anderson 2003).°® Generally, the Aristophanic parabasis has a less colloquial
tone; poetic words in it are common in both the recited and the sung parts®
(see Mastromarco 1987; Totaro 1999, 9 f. with n. 25 and passim; on poetic
language in Aristophanes see more generally Rau 1967; Hoffmann / Debrunner
1969, 120 ff)).” dooov is clearly fossilized in Greek, with no corresponding
positive adjective and traces of hyper-characterized forms already in Homer
(cf. docotépw at p 572 and t 506; Barber 2013, 165). It could have been just a
poetic word for ‘nearer’ in the Attic dialect of the 5th century; it is unclear
whether it was ever a genuinely Attic word (cf. Wackernagel 1914, 124
bottom; Seiler 1950, 46; Basset 2009, 123 n. 12; Barber 2013, 165 n. 36).”"

5 Attic *tevpnoaro (cf. perhaps Hsch. tevpdron teyvalet) could also have played a role here,
but tevpdopat is first attested in Antimachus. Recall that Antimachus was also a grammarian.
57 There are no secure attestations of Acvo(c)w (Hom., trag.) < *lewkio and yravo(c)m <
*glaukio (Callim.+) in Attic.

% For the structure of Old Comedy, see Pickard-Cambridge 1962, 194 ff. For the structure of
the parabasis, see Sifakis 1971, 33 ff.

% The antepirrhema was recited.

7% Note that line 1302 in the same antepirrhema where &docov is found is quoted from Eur.
Alcmaeon in Psophis fr. 66 (e.g. Rau 1967, 189; Totaro 1999, 54). — On docov Epyopon (cf.
frig avdpdv docov ovk EnAvbzl, Eq. 1306), compare Hes. Th. 796, Semon. fr. 7.33, Aesch. fr.
175.1, Soph. OC 722.

! Paroxytone Hom. éccov in (e.g.) Herodian and the Venetus A (as opposed to docov in other
manuscripts) must represent the original Homeric form (cf. Jacobsohn 1908, 346; Wackernagel
1914, 124 f.). The first vowel of a hypothetical East lonic *asson < *ason would be rather
unusual for a primary comparative in that dialect (cf. also Peters 1980, 289 n. 242). *ason was
probably remade to *dsson in East Ionic (cf. Seiler 1950, 46; Vessella 2007, 139); “vulgatum
docov ad normam Atticam accommodatum est” (West 1998, xx; pace Barber 2013, 165 n. 35).
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The PN Evcowokn in the epitaph IG II? 11468 (: *kieu; ca. 400) can be
the name of a non-Athenian. Bechtel (1901, 423) observes that since the name
is not accompanied by a patronym or an ethnonym, Evcoickn must have been
a slave. He goes on to speculate that a name meaning ‘Hurtig’ would be quite
fitting for a slave. If the name Evcoiokn was given to the person in question by
her master, then it is possibly Attic. The sculptor name Xv[p]ev[og (cf. Rhod.
2opevog) < ?*kiu(u)-mhmo- (ct. Ved. cydvana-) ‘who gets in motion’ (Garcia
Ramén 1999; but Nussbaum 2019, 455 n. 60, without reference to Garcia
Ramon, derives the name from od¢ ‘boar’) on a basis found on the Athenian
acropolis (IG 1I? 4898; before 350) need not be Attic (similarly LGPN II, s.u.).
2nd-c. Evcoug (: *kiey?’* SEG 21:1006, 30:246; Athens) is late and need not
be the name of an Athenian (similarly LGPN II, s.u.).

The adverb mavovdi/macovdl ‘with all one’s force” (Thuc. 8.1.1.4,
Pherecr. fr. 36, Xen. Cyr. 1.4.18.7; cf. also Hom. movovdin ‘with all speed’
[LfgrE, s.u.], Bacchyl., Eur., Xen. macovdiq) probably belongs with the root
*kiey and is cognate with cevopan etc. (cf. e.g. Leumann 1950, 190; Risch
1974, 123; Neumann 1992, 435. 436; Viredaz 1993, 333 n. 5; doubts by Garcia
Ramon 1994, 57 n. 13). °cvé- in °cvd-i is abstracted from an adverb *kju-da,
*/k'u-da/, or */t'u-da/ (cf. zero-grade piyda, kpOPda, @OYda, etc. and Aesch.
ovonv); compare Neumann 1992, 435.

The evidence of mavovdi/macovdi is not decisive. A poetic or lonic word
in Thucydides and Xenophon would be far from surprising (see e.g. Gautier
1911; Hoffmann / Debrunner 1969, 133—139; Pritchett 1975, 85-87 with lit.).
Pherecrates’ macovdi is only mentioned by Photius p. 401,14 (= Sud. © 763)
and is given out of context (§ott kai &v Avtopdrolg Pepekpdrovg). Since
poetic (and non-Attic words) are not uncommon in certain parts of Attic
comedy, maocvdi in Pherecrates, if real, is of little value for present purposes
(on non-Attic vocabulary in Pherecrates, and on Pherecrates’ language in
general see Urios-Aparisi 1992; Quaglia 2003).”

72 Thus Bechtel 1901, Minon apud CEG 13, s.u. ogbopar. That Evoovg belongs with *kjey is
mostly suggested by Hsch. gbcovg: 6 dievtuydv. kai fipmg €yydplog. kol gvkivntog (emph.
mine — GK). e0popog [sic]. A connection with the root seen in (Ion.) céog < *° ‘safe and
sound, alive and well’ seems less likely but would not be completely out of the question: cf.
Hsch. ebooot aceardg oplopevol and dvccoog ‘wretch, rogue, brute’ in Theocr. 3.24, 4.45
and SEG 38:940 (Camarina; mid-5th c.). The exact meaning of Theocr. ebcoog (ebcoa Tékva
24.8) is not easy to establish (Gow 1952 translates ‘safe’), despite Bechtel. The syntax and the
sense of the abstract eboowa (Soph. OC 390; fr. 122), which has also been connected with *kjeu
by Bechtel, are “doubtful” (Edmunds 1981, 228 n. 30).

> If mavoudi is Attic, it will be difficult to account for its consonantism. I can think of only one
way to do this, but it is not very promising. As is well known, the phonetic value of Classical
Attic <v> was probably [y]. The change *ii > j is attested in both Attic and (East) lonic, and its
(probable) absence from the dialect of the Chalcidian colonies in Magna Graecia may simply
indicate that *j’ underwent backing to # in colonial Euboean. Therefore, u-fronting possibly
dates from the Attic-Ionic period or earlier (thus Méndez Dosuna 1993c, 115 ff.; cf. also del
Barrio Vega 1990a, 180; differently e.g. Miller 2014, 46 with lit. [ca. 550]; Samuels 2017, 99 f.
[ca. 700-600]; Méndez Dosuna 2018a now considers *ii > j a change of Proto-Greek date). If
the change is reasonably old, we might argue that the palatal stop */k'/ was affricated to *[t/]
before high front vowels in Attic(-lonic), and that that *[t[] was affected by the general
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1.3.3.3 Cretan

novoudi has the form nav]oepdt’* in Cretan (IC I xxviii 7; late 7th/early 6th c.,
central Crete; see Bile 1988, 105. 212 n. 234; Viredaz 1993, 333 n. 5; for the
chronology, see also Genevrois 2017, 302). The sigma here is remarkable. At
such an early date <z> is by far the most common grapheme for the
representation of the outcome of the intervocalic clusters. During the archaic
period, *-zi- is denoted by <> in Cretan only in two inscriptions, as far as [ am
aware (cf. ocot SEG 27:631.10, ocog, ocw SEG 35:991A.3.7; both Lyttos,
central east). Nevertheless, one should not fail to notice that *-C#- is always
represented by <z> in Cretan, even in archaic texts (cf. -voa < *-ntja in IC IV
64; 1x 2.11; IV 72.11145.53.VI1 32 f., etc.).

Schwyzer (1939, 623 n. 7), followed by Risch (1972, 71 n. 19), has
cogently argued that the e-grade in mav]oepotl is analogical after cegvopo
(adverbs in -dnv, -60v, and -6a normally have the zero grade of the root; cf. e.g.
Schwyzer 1939, 626). If the affricate in *ts(e)uda was fricativized after the
formation of the compound,” the e-grade coupled with the sigma in mav]oepdt
would suggest that *ki- became s- and *-nki-, -ns- in Cretan (a change of
*(°)(t)su® to *(°)(t)seu® after a hypothetical, less advanced */tYeu-/"® is not
very likely; one would expect *(°)(t)su® — */(°)t®eg°/77). The outcome of
*-nki- in mov]ogpdt may have been influenced by word initial *zseu-, but this
would not necessarily affect the above conclusion; cf. the next paragraph. It is
theoretically possible that the e-grade was introduced at the palatal stage, i.e.
before the early fricativization of the affricates (in which case, the argument for
the result of initial *ki- would be questionable), but the change of *°Cu° to
°Ceu® here does not seem that old.

The affricate in *#s(e)Juda may have been fricativized before the creation
of mavovdi. In this case, mav]oepdt would indicate that the outcome of *ki- was
s- in Cretan. Since there is no evidence that *-Rki- could be phonologically less
advanced than *ki-, and since such a development would make no real sense
from a general viewpoint, *ki- > s- in Cretan would possibly entail that *-Rki-
yielded -Rs- in that dialect (the same argument could be made regarding the
change *ki- > s- in Boeotian).

fricativization of singleton affricates (but */k// before mid front vowels became /t/, cf. Tevtélo;
for parallels of c-affrication before front vowels, see Kiimmel 2007, 208. 213). This last
change was admittedly rather early, but a later, independent (? cf. Att. t6cog, pécog, etc.)
fricativization of *[t[] cannot be excluded (*/k'/ might have been retained for quite a while in
Attic). That the outcome of *ki may have depended on the quality of the following vowel in
Greek has also been proposed by Giinter Neumann 1983, 332 (cf. Myc. A-re-su-ti-jo Vvs.
A-re-i-ze-we-i, see n. 9).

™ Adverbs in i are mostly compounded (e.g. Schwyzer 1939, 623). movovdi is the only known
such adverb from the root of cgvopat, so the restoration of Guarducci must be correct. Risch
(1972, 71 n. 19) asks whether mov]cerdt anopeln is a haplography for nov]oepdio<t o>mofet[m.
™ The resegmentation *kjud-a is found in more than one Greek dialects. On the face of it, this
would suggest that mavovdi is not a very recent creation. _

75 If we take Att. Tfpepov vs. TovoLdi at face value, Att. had */t-/ < *ki- but -ns- < *-nki-.

T If *pan(t)sudi (~ */pantudi/) became */pant¥eudi/ after presential */tVeu-/, tav]oepdt would
not be expected to be written with a sigma in Archaic Cretan.
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At least one Doric variety had tdteg instead of cdteg (see n. 20 above),
and it is likely that tapepav in the new Dodona tablets is Doric as well. It
seems logical that a dialect showing 1- word-initially from *ki- also
showed -t1- word-internally between vowels (cf. Att. *ki- > t-, *-ki- > -11-).
However, the only Doric variety consistently having -tt- in internal position is
Cretan, and there are no traces of Cretan dialect in the Dodona tablets (Méndez
Dosuna 2007a, 141 n. 12; also, *ki- probably became o- in Cretan). There is
some evidence for -tt- in Northwest Greek (and Thessalian; cf. n. 8) and an
inquiry from a speaker of a Northwest Greek dialect would be far from
surprising in Dodona, but the exact provenance of Dor. tdteg in Hesychius and
other sources is impossible to determine. It seems likely that the 7-dialects in
Greek were more than four (cf. Schulze 1897, 900-902; Jacobsohn 1913), but
certainty on this point cannot be attained.

1.3.3.4 *ki- and *-Rki- in the context of the Greek palatalizations

Ruijgh (1995, 34 n. 110) argues that Att. T- < *ki- has been generalized from
phrases like *&AAd ttruepov. In other words, he proposes that *-V#
kkiV- followed the development of intervocalic clusters and that the resulting
*/-tt'-/ or */-tt-/ eventually replaced *(¢)s- < *ki- in Attic (cf. the devoiced
geminate in 2nd-c. Cret. Ttnva << *diém IC IV 174 and the form [Cret.] Tnva;
the lautgesetzlich form Anva is also attested in Cretan’™).”” Arguably, Ruijgh’s
explanation would be plausible only if tuepov, tifiteg, and tevtalw were
variants of onjuepov etc. in the dialect of Attica. However, this is not the case.
Further, *ki- > t- is also found in Doric (and Euboean): it is unlikely that the
same process applied independently in different dialects and that in all cases it
affected *ki-. *ki- > 1- does not give the impression of an analogical
development.

In support of his idea, Ruijgh cites Att. ©®d (EGen., EM; cf. also Pherecr.
grtmuévog), the simplex of dwattawm ‘sift, riddle’ (traditionally from *#u°).
According to Ruijgh, since *fu- gives o- in all Greek dialects, including Attic,
the initial alveolar of 1® must be secondary after the compound. However, the
case of Sartaw is different, and Att. ©é (cf. esp. Pherecr. éttnuévoc), if real®”,
could well be a secondary creation after dwattéw; it need not represent the
original, uncompounded form of the verb (Wackernagel 1887, 122 n. 1; 1925,
48 f.). At any rate, Ruijgh’s proposal also faces the problem that the original
consonant cluster of dia-ttéw was probably *ki, not *fu (see Puhvel 1996 and
201981; cf. LIV, 360; EDHIL, 477), so it is not certain that the simplex would
normally be To® in Attic.

7 For a different analysis of Ttnva, see Brixhe 1996, 97.

” In Old Spanish, postconsonantal -CL-, -PL-, and -FL- gave /-Ct[-/, but the same clusters
yielded /A-/ word-initially. In a few words, the postconsonantal outcome of -PL- is also found
in initial position. According to Penny (2002, 72), this phenomenon “no doubt originated under
circumstances where the word was preceded by another ending in a consonant [...]”.

%0 See Rodriguez-Noriega Guillén 2010, 331.

8! Thanks to Jaan Puhvel for sharing the conclusions of this paper with me.
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Boeot. caetog and Cret. mav]oepot (cf. also Boeot. Evovu[tov]) vis-a-vis
pan-Gk. oéfouar, ma(v)ca, etc. suggest that in some dialects *ki-/*-Rki- and
*ti-/*-Ctj- fell together at some point and underwent the same phonological
developments. This seems not to have been a general phenomenon in Greek
(e.g. *ki- gives Att. /t-/, whereas *#i- and *-Cti- become /(-C)s-/ in that dialect).
A simple way to explain how the relevant sequences merged only in parts of
the Greek speaking world would be to date the change */k'/ > */t/ (or even the
palatalization of velars) after the elimination of */t// / fricativization of *[ts] (~
*/t'/) < *ti in dialects where *ki-(/*-Rki-) and *#i-/*-Cti- develop differently
(crosslinguistically, palatalization of /ki/ is frequently later than that of /ti/, cf.
Aski 1999, 38; compare also Brixhe 1982, 21 1).82 In these dialects, it may be
further argued, ‘secondary’ */t'/ < *ki simply followed the development of
*/-00-/ (< */-KK-/) < *-kj- (and */-0'Y-/ < *-£(+)i-), and was either depalatalized
(cf. Att. 1-, -11-) or affricated (with later fricativization of the affricate; cf. lon.
o-, -00-). It is virtually impossible to know in which s-dialects *(-R)ki- and
*(-C)ti- fell together before becoming /s/ (if we judge from the situation in
Attic, where *ki- and *#j- have different outcomes, and from Cyzicus voavTov
discussed below, these clusters probably became /s/ independently in Ionic). In
dialects like Cretan where *kj-/*-Rki- and *#i-/*-Cti- seem to have resulted in
/(-C)s-/, */kK!/ and */t/ probably merged at some point prior to the
fricativization of singleton affricates.**

There are weak indications that in certain dialects *kj- and *-Rki- were
not more advanced phonologically than intervocalic *-ki-. To begin with,
Brixhe / Tekoglu (2000, 31) have plausibly identified Pamph. Ya with t¢/cd <

%2 Pace Brixhe (e.g. 1996, 57), Pamph. Mavata beside oco/tipdpeca in the great inscription
from Sillyon hardly supports the idea that *ki was eliminated later than *# in Greek, since in
the former a conservative spelling is highly likely (see Peters 1980, 289 and recently Miller
2014, 284). Also, the lack of examples of *-t+i- spelled with sampi in Ionic is an argumentum
ex silentio (pace Brixhe 1982, 225; see also the discussion on *-fi- > -7- in section 1.2.1.1).
The contrast between *ki > z and *# > s in Mycenaean could be significant, but since the
values of the graphemes in question (including that of s to spell ancient *-#-, pace e.g.
Woodard 1997, 94 ff.) are still disputable, nothing can be gained from it either (for example,
both s and z could spell affricates). — The proposal that za, ze, zo initially denoted (primary)
/kia/, /kie/, and /kio/ (see most recently Viredaz 1983, 151 with lit.; and esp. del Barrio Vega
1990, 302-304) remains highly hypothetical; especially in the absence of alternative spellings
with *ki-ja, *ki-je, and *ki-jo.

% Under this approach, *-Rki- would be expected to give *-Rt- in Attic. On the whole question
see 1.3.3.2.

% Dorsals exhibit full, while coronals secondary palatalization in Bulgarian (see Bateman
2007, 235 f. 248 with n. 71. 305). It could be argued that the palatalization of *k before yod
yielded indeed */K'/ in the first place in East Greek, but */t[/ in dialects like Boeotian. So
theoretically the reason behind the merger of *ki-(/*-Rki-) and *#i-/*-Cti- only in certain Greek
dialects may not be purely chronological (although I happen not to believe this). Another way
to explain the disagreement between Boeotian etc. and Attic would be to assume that the
fricativization affected both *[tf] (~ *[K']) and *[ts] (~ [t']) in Boeotian and Cretan but only
*[ts] (~ [t]) in Attic. An alternative version of this theory would involve the assumption that
*/k'/ affrication started before the fricativization only in Boeotian and Cretan and not in Attic.
Both these accounts take */k/ affrication for granted; however, there is no evidence that */k//
could also be realized as *[t[] at such an early date.
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*k‘ia. The word is found in the following context; [€] alto (= adtdV) T1¢ Hau
FeEE (cf. &1 0e T1g Tva plus subj. in e.g. IG XII,3 254). The use of the special
sign <> (cf. Mavata etc.; further Brixhe 2005) here suggests that *ki- in
Pamphylian underwent no special changes other than those affecting *-kki-.*

The term vavrov (Cyzicus; Milesian colony) in a lst-c. copy of a
document from the 6th century has been plausibly derived from *nau-kiouo- by
Dubois (2014; 2017, 219-221; cf. Cos vavocog IG XI1,4 1:293; Arc. Bovoog f.,
Hsch. pniocdn: 680¢ 8’ fig mpodPoarta éadvetar. ‘Podion, etc.; for the phonology
cf. PonBog < *°0o¢ and Viredaz 1992, Alonso Déniz 2012, 14 f. with nn. 13—
15).%® The use of sampi in vavTov possibly indicates that the affricate resulting
from the palatalization of *-Rki- was not yet fricativized in 6th-c. lonic (as was
the case with the affricate from *-ki-). Nevertheless, we should not be too hasty
in our conclusions, since the consonantism of this word might be secondary
after forms where the cluster stood after a vowel (as in late 2nd-c. Cos
vavooog; cf. Nonnus pniAocsc6oq).

The fact that *kj- and *-kj- are both denoted by z in Mycenaean (cf.
za-we-te, ka-zo-e; compare further n. 9 above) is perhaps another indication
that *(-R)ki- and *(-C)ti- merged only in some dialects (cf. also Myc. pa-sa).”’

1.3.4 Remarks on *fu

The sequence *fu gives 6- word-initially in all dialects (cf. e.g. Cret. copeheg
IC IV 41.1V 4; Eub., Cret. Xotipog I1G XI1,9 56,382, IC IV 71; Att. o®dg; Boeot.
Zavyeveg IG VII 585.1V 4, Zwotpotw IG VII 2716, nepicaog; for the last form
see Brixhe 1996, 51 with lit.). The result of *#u in internal position is -6o- in s-
and -t1- in t-dialects (cf. lon. etc. téooe/apec; Att. téttapeg, Arc. nuoeco-,
Boeot. mettapeg, hpitta SEG 47:250, Eub. tettapaxovia IG XIL9 1188;
(Central) Cretan examples are missinggg).89 If oicog ‘withy, Vitex

% For another possible form from Pamphylian, see Brixhe 2005, 62 f. with ref. to Neumann.

% The relevant passage reads [...] TopeE vanTOL, KOl TOV TOAGVTIOV KO WAOVING Kl TNG
teTapTng Kot ovdpamodwving. The translation given by Dubois (2014, 604) is the following; “a
I’exception du nautsos, de la balance publique, de la taxe sur la vente des chevaux, de la
quarte, et de la taxe sur la vente des esclaves”. vavTov, according to Dubois, meant something
like ‘taxe portuaire’ («— *‘le chenal d’acces au port, ’acces au port «— le lieu ou se meuvent les
bateaux’).

%7 The development of *-Rki- in Mycenaean remains unknown. Pace e.g. Ruijgh 1999, 532 (see
also Hajnal 1995, 65 n. 79; further references in Hellemans 2005, 201), ka-za, if cognate with
yohkoc, rather comes from *A'alkeid, not */"alkia (cf. ka-ke-ja-pi); cf. Heubeck 1961, 167;
Risch 1979, 267; Méndez Dosuna 1993a.

% The supposed nutdov in IC I xvii 2.b8 is probably a false reading for Juet ptbov, see IC 1,
154. nuoo- in IC 1T iii 1 and vi 7 (3rd c.) comes from eastern Crete.

% Pace Sihler (1995, 186) and Hinge (2007, 153), Dor. tétopeg continues *k“étores «—
*k‘etucres, it does not come directly from the latter (see Eichner 1982, 301. 318). — With
what we know, and particularly in the light of h&iucov in IG IX 2, 1222.1f. (Magnesia), Thess.
nettopeg looks suspect (pace Bliimel 1982, 127, and despite Aeol.-looking me®). Garcia Ramén
(1975, 83) considers the °t1° here analogical after metp®. Peters (1984, 84) attributes it to
influence from Northwest Greek dialects (cf. further n. 8). Brixhe (1996, 63) hesitantly takes
nettapeg for a borrowing from Boeotian. — Another interesting form is tetapaxovta attested
in Epidaurus (E), Troizen (T), and possibly Elis ([E] 1G IV%1 106.A64.71, 4th c. — beside
tecoap®; [E] IG 1V2,1 110.A11£.17, 4th/3rd c.; [E] IG 1VZ1 109.1142.144, early 3rd ¢c. —
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Agnus-castus’ < *uoituo- (cf. Peters 1980, 100) in Theophrastus is Attic (for
some late forms with sigma that could also be Attic, see DELG, s.u.), which is
likely, then the development of *-Rtu- in ¢-dialects was probably /-Rs-/ 20

The fact that initial *fy- shows the same development with *#- in the
t-dialects is a strong indication that *fu and *# fell together before the
fricativization of singleton *zs (cf. e.g. Lagercrantz 1898, 119; for the
phonology, cf. Cowan 1965, 6; Kim 2001, 90 ff.; Kiimmel 2007, 175; Bateman
2007, 74; Méndez Dosuna 1994a, 111 n. 17; 2018a). It seems that, after *ts
fricativization, the yod was restored in heteromorphemic *# sequences (see p.
21; this assumption is definitely needed if we want to follow Risch’s analysis
of the dichotomy between -o- and -co-/-t1- and avoid Allen’s theory about the
development of *#- and *-nt+i-). Since yod restoration cannot have happened
in the case of */-t't-/ from *-fty-, one would expect intervocalic *-ffu- to
give -o- in Attic-lonic and Arcadian. This is not what we find. A way to
explain this discrepancy is to assume that palatalization was undone in
*[k"et't'uares] and *[hémit't'uo-], or that it was blocked altogether in these two
words, under the pressure of *k“et(u)r° (in the paradigm of the former) and
(*)hémitu- (>)> fjmovg (similarly Risch 1979, 272; Eichner 1982, 317).”!

Ruijgh (1997, 564) argues that *fu- > o- is “un fait accompli dans le
langage d’Homere”. This is probably correct. However, in 1 293, A 219, and ¢
77°?, a short vowel scans long before the word oapé “flesh’ < *fupk- (in T 450
and in Scut. 364. 461 lengthening does not occur). This might indicate that the
affricate resulting from *fu- was still intact until a relatively late period in lonic
(thus essentially Lagercrantz 1898, 61; Chantraine 1948, 179; Risch 1961, 95).
If the chronology proposed above is valid, then the preservation of traces of
*ts- < *tu- in Homer would entail that *#s- < *#j- was also preserved in early
Ionic. This would be remarkable inasmuch as *#- > - gives the impression of
a very early change.

Before making any strong claims about the history of *#u and *# based
on the three Homeric verses, it is advisable to have a closer look at the
material. It should be mentioned from the outset that */y4- does not normally
lengthen a preceding short vowel in Homer;” the examples are numerous (see
Lagercrantz 1898, 118 and particularly Perpillou 1976, 52 ff.; ancient *#-, as

beside tecoap®; [T] IG IV 823.54.63.7, 4th c.; see further Nieto Izquierdo 2008, 472 f.; also for
some 3rd-c. examples of tetapto-; for Elean see Minon 2007, 152. 385). tetapaxovta is a
compromise between teocapaxovta and tetopeg (Méndez Dosuna 2009, 86; cf. also
TeTPA°/TETOP®).
% Cf. also d\ewso- ‘cup’ (Hom., Ar., Callim., Ath.) < ?*h,leituo- (cf. Schulze 1888, 255;
Eichner 1982, 317; Neri 2003, 315 ff.). Cret. cuveoocakcatr = *ovvekoa&at (cf. odrto ‘stuff” <
*tunkio) is worthless.
°! For forms like Hom. émooeiov and mepiocsiovto (perhaps the geminate affricate was early
on replaced by -ss- under the influence of the simplex here), cf. Hom. t6cc0¢ etc. (Aeohc‘7)
21293 EyKotd e GAPKOG TE Kol 00TEN PVEAOEVTO; A 219 0D yap ETL GAPKAC T& KOl O0TEN TVEG
&yovotv; 6 77 de1010T0 GAPKEG OE TEPITPOUEOVTO HEAEGTLY.
%L 151 #Aptémdi oe mentioned by La Roche (1869, 65) is of course irrelevant (cf. Hartel
1873, 56 ff. 74): for well-understood reasons (see Schulze 1892, 229 ff.; Solmsen 1911, 163—
165), the dative singular in -1 could scan long in Homer.
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expected, does not make position either, see Lagercrantz 1898, 56 f. 62; in P
463 and W 198, a short vowel is lengthened before oebonto < *i°**). The fact
that oGpé, which is otherwise rare in the epics’, is the only word containing
*tu- that lengthens preceding short vowels raises doubts about whether the
traditional analysis of verses like 1 293 (#&yxatd e cbpxoag [...]) is correct (cf.
Lagercrantz 1898, 61; “Weil anlautendes tf- bei Homer einfaches o- ergiebt
[...], kann das ¢ in cdpé nicht diesen Ursprung haben”).

obp& does not demand etymological lengthening (thus also Perpillou
1976, 55). Hartel (1873, 74; see also Risch 1961, 95) argues that de1d10ta “ist
durch die starke Interpunction entschuldigt” (cf. ® 474 vnmotie, 3| T Vo).
Whether a pause after the arsis could lead to vowel lengthening in Homer (cf.
Hartel 1873, 9—11. 77. 89. 93. 101 ff.; Solmsen 1901, 163) has been called into
question by Meister (1921, 40—42), but a vowel in the trithemimeres may be
lengthened before a simple consonant anyway: cf. e.g. A 338 & vi¢ 3| Ietedo
(despite Hartel 1873, 64) and below.

T€ at 1 293 possibly originates from verses where te was ‘regularly’
lengthened before resonant (Hartel 1873, 74; cf. also k 238 papow memAnyvia
Kot oveeoiow éépyvu-).”® According to Hartel (1873, 10), there are over fifty
such cases in the two epics. Note further that the template #X-te Y-te in Homer
(cf. 1 293 #&ykatd te cdpkog 1¢) mostly involves a second member beginning
with two consonants (e.g. A 49, E 742, Z 48, © 162, 326, 340, etc.; compare
also #al| Te peybn te, #€100¢ te nuéyeddg e, etc. and Eben 2004, 106 f.); cf.
Eben 2004 and n. 96.

griin A 219, in the strong caesura, could show simple ‘Arsisdehnung’ at
the beginning of the second foot (cf. Solmsen 1901, 140; Hoffmann 1842, 102.
163 f.; Y 434 0ida & 811 3] o0 pév £60A0c; and Se1didta above). It should also
be mentioned that the formulaic opening phrase in A 219, o0 yap &t1, which is
found four times in total, is always followed by a double consonant in the

%P 463 G ovy fipst pdTag bte oedarto dubkev; ¥ 198 HAn e oevonto kompevar. dka 88
“Ipic. Neither example is decisive (cf. Hoffmann 1842, 103 and below).

% sapk- is found twice in the Iliad and four times in the Odyssey.

% The lengthening of short vowels before words beginning synchronically with resonants is a
well-known trait of the Homeric language. Vowels were most frequently lengthened before
words going back to *sR- (> /R-/). But resonant-initial words that never contained
*sR- occasionally also lengthened preceding short vowels; cf. e.g. v 327 AiocecsOor 0¢ v
avtog, tva vnueptég évionn. As Eben (2004) has shown, examples like tva vnuepteg in y 327
should rather not be connected with the phenomenon of resonant lengthening. These are in all
probability cases of dictionally-induced breuis in longo; cf. e.g. T 35 &y & dveydpnoev, dypoc
6w gile moperéc. The formula dy & éveydpnoey et sim. is very frequently found before
consonant in Homer (cf. for instance A 440 dy & dveyopnoag Zdkov mpog puvbov Eeimev).
When this phrase needed to be used with a second half that began with a vowel “the desire to
maintain formulaic phrase outweighed the resulting brevis in longo” (Eben 2004, 9).
According to Eben, this is how most cases of non-etymological resonant lengthening arose in
hexametric poetry (for [...] fva vnueptég évionn, cf. e.g. E 470, y 101, & 330 [...] xoi pot
VNUEPTEG EVIOTEC).
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Iliad.”” It appears that the sporadic lengthening of short vowels before cép& has
no linguistic basis.

Nikolai Kazansky (1997) has proposed that the Ahhiyawan name attested
in the so-called Tawagalawa letter (ca. 1250 BCE, written in New Hittite; e.g.
Yakubovich 2010, 89 n. 14 with lit.) as " Tawagalawa (this may be the brother
of the king of Ahhiyawa) is to be connected with the PN XakoAdg/Zaxoraog <
*tuako- (for the etymology of caxog ‘shield’ see Lipp 2009, 167 f.; cf. further
CEG 14, 166 with lit.). The standard view (due to Emil Forrer) is that
"Tawagalawa is related to Gk. 'Eteokifig (cf. Myc. e-te-wo-ke-re-we-i-jo).

YakoAa(o)g is an extremely rare name in Greek; it is found four times
and only in late inscriptions (Macedonia SEG 60:627, 61:506.Col.Il F.8, ca.
250-225; Sparta [Fundort] SEG 42:329, ca. 200; Breccia, Egypt, cf. Fraser
2007, 85, late 2nd c.; Larissa Tziafalias / Helly 2013, 229 with n. 201, ca. 225—
200).”® Also, pace Kazansky, the inexact rendering of the Greek name in
Hittite is not a serious enough reason to reject the traditional interpretation of
"Tawagalawa (cf. e.g. Neumann 1996; Janko 2014, 469).

If Kazansky’s idea is accepted, then the elimination of initial *#y- must
be considered a relatively late change in Greek; perhaps of late Mycenaean or
post-Mycenaean date. But this chronology is improbable if *fu and *# merged
before the fricativization of singleton affricates, as is likely.” This last
assumption entails that *fy was already palatalized in the dialect(s) of the
tablets.

As a matter of fact, there is compelling evidence that *fu had already
been eliminated in Mycenaean.'® The form po-ro-su-re (close to the ideogram

B 141 =128 ob yap &t Tpoinv aipficopev evpoéyviav; E 379 ov yap &1t Tphov kol Ayondv
@O OTIG aivn.

% Hatzopoulos (2010, 358 f.; followed by Tziafalias / Helly ibid.) has no doubts that the first
member of ZakoAda(o)g derives from onkdc/cakog m. ‘sacred enclosure, precinct, sepulchre,
burial-place, pen [for lambs etc.], fold’ (this word has no established etymology; a connection
with cdtto < *funkio [cf. DELG, 998] is hardly possible). I cannot share his certainty. Frazer’s
derivation of ZaxoAaog from Zw-/Zao- is problematic: what is °ko(Ad0g)?

% The interpretation of Old Persian takabard in Yaund takabara ‘shield-bearing Greeks?” is
still disputed (see the discussion in Rollinger 2006 with lit.). It goes without saying that
whether taka® is to be connected with Greek linguistic material as per Pisani 1964 (who
compares 60Kog; cf. cakes@opog, pepescaxnq) is far from clear.

' The PN Tu-wi-no, gen. Tu-wi-no-no, which is frequently cited against this idea, has no clear
interpretation. It could be Zivov, but civopor ‘harm’, from which Zivov is traditionally
derived, possibly does not come from *#° (see Hollifield 1978, 174 and cf. Schwartz 1992,
394). In view of @vwvog (LGPN IIIA), Tu-wi-no may well represent [t"uuinon], as per Palmer
(see DMic., s.u.). — Even if Leukart’s (1994, 112 f. n. 224) derivation of ITico/ITico. from
*pituyda > *pitua > *pisud is correct, which is far from clear (see Peters 1999, 148 with n. 8),
Myec. Pi-sa-wa-ta (: 2Tico/ITicd) is irrelevant to the discussion of the development of primary
*tu in Mycenaean, pace Leukart (the same applies to the forms adduced by Melena 1983, 262
ff. in support of the view that the sign *82 represents /twa/; on this proposal see further Judson
2016, 162 ff). — Myc. o-da-tweltu-we-ta, ajypa-tu-wo-te, ke-ke-tu-wo-e, with a
heteromorphemic cluster, are not decisive; cf. i-qo vs. fe-tu-ko-wo-a; and Allen 1958, 119 n.
31. — Myec. Ta-wa-ko-to, To-wo-ng[, etc. are obscure.



31

CAPS = i-gi-ja ‘chariot’) in KN Sg 888! very likely represents /polo(tt)stres/
uel sim. ‘drawn by foals’ (DMic., s.u.; Plath 1994, 54). The second member of
this adjective must be related to cvpw ‘draw’ < *myric (Vine 1999, 570 f.
reconstructs *tyorio; the first member is probably ndAog ‘foal’).

Ruijgh (1967, 356) has connected Myc. a-re-se-si with digicov ‘cup’.
This is accepted by Aura Jorro (DMic., s.u.). If Schulze’s etymology of
dAewcov is correct (see n. 90), a-re-se-si may be seen as further evidence that
*fy had already been palatalized in Mycenaean.'**

1.3.5 Conclusion

Non-geminate *#s from any source and in strong prosodic positions became a
fricative at an early stage in all of Greek. This change was probably preceded
and, in a way, prompted by the fricativization of original *-zs word-finally. The
fact that *ki- gave 1- in Attic and Euboean possibly indicates that in some
dialects *#s was fricativized before the merger of *# and *£i.

%" This has been found in the so-called Area of Bull Relief (that is, not in the Room of the
Chariot Tablets).

12 The f in Hsch. tpé* o¢. Kpijreg (= TF€) (the gloss could be Pamphylian, cf. Brixhe 1996, 51)
is probably analogical after the nominative 10 (Brugmann 1897, 311; cf. Sihler 1995, 379;
LIPP II, 810; compare Dor. t¢ < *fe [further e.g. Colvin 1999, 193]). — Achaean (Croton
[Crimisa], ca. 475) Zoo[t]uy[o1? has been traced back directly to *fuduo® (cf. cao-, cw- ‘safe
and sound’ and Peters 1980, 290 n. 243) by Méndez Dosuna (2014) (names beginning with
*owtuy° etc. are not known to me). In an earlier paper (1991, 49 f. with n. 19), the same author
derived the first member from *dzouo- (cf. Cypr. Zo-wo-), with analogical vocalism after
names in Xa(F)o- and ®@a(F)o-. This is certainly possible: cf. Hellenistic Cypr. Zmtv[yovg]
(Egetmeyer 2010, 325. 371) and Hom., Hdt. cdog (cf. odog/cdc, Lodc/(dc, compare for
example DELG, 1084; Ruijgh 1980, 89; Vine 1999, 593 n. 128). In any case, the reading
Zao[t]uy[on is not certain; apart from the references in Méndez Dosuna 1991, 50, cf. also
IGASMG 1V, 130 and Dubois 2002, 157. — It has been proposed that Arcadian (tepatov is a
dialectal form of cewpoiov ‘joined by a cord, of cord, twisted’ (: ceipd ‘rope’ < *tuer(H)id;
Creparov modifies Admog n. ‘mantle’ in the relevant text). Hesychius and other writers cite a
form Celpd/Cepdv “ipdtiov’; this has been equated with celpé ({epd fjTol oepd: dc Tveg, RV
Evoupd T O émevedvovto peTO TOVG yrtdvog domep gpomtidng). (epd/lepdv is very likely
non-Greek (Cepa(t) in two New Phrygian inscriptions seems unrelated, cf. e.g. Brixhe 1982,
241 f.; Orel 1997, 324). The interpretation of {tepatov remains uncertain; see the discussion in
Duhoux 2006, 42 ff.
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2. *dj and *gi
The reflex of *di and *g was (-8)8-'" in Elean (e.g. Swadot, 060d0),
Laconian (e.g. omdop[evog, Aomvp[og; for some forms with <z>, see Striano
Corrochano 1989, 136 f.), Boeotian (e.g. emeyapidde, peddovog, dwet), and
Cretan (e.g. dikaddev, caAmvog[v], 6001; archaic Cret. edwkale etc.; on East and
West Cretan, Brause 1909, 140 f.), but (-)¢-'** = /(-d)dz-/ or /(-)zd-/'* in all
other dialects (e.g. Att.-lon. éAnilw, Cfv, etc.; Myc. has z: e.g. fo-pe-za,
me-zo-e; on the phonology of the change *d/gi > (-0)0-/(-)(-, see further
Méndez Dosuna 1993, esp. 102).'°° The palatalization of *d and *g cannot be
earlier than the palatalization of *7 and *k in Greek; voiced stops do not
palatalize unless voiceless ones do. Also, voicing is generally an inhibiting
factor for palatalization, and voiced stops tend to be palatalized later than
voiceless ones diachronically. See Hall / Hamann 2006; Stephens / Woodard
1986, 143 f.; Crespo 1985, 102 with lit.; cf. Parker 2013, 222 f.

In d-dialects, the outcome of word-initial *j- is 6- (compare for example
Cret. dvyov IC IV 75; El. vradvytoig Minon 2007, n° 9; Boeot. duyastpov SEG

183 0n Megarian -36- in Aristophanes, cf. Bode 1950, 37 n. 5; Barton¢k 1961, 152; Méndez
Dosuna 1993, 90 n. 18; Colvin 1999, 164 f.; 2004, 103. On Lesb. dikatdecBou, see Hodot
1990, 28 f.

-00- is sometimes written -tt- in Cretan, Elean, and Laconian inscriptions; cf. e.g. EL
attapov, vootirtny = alnuov, vootilewv (cf. also Lac. fAipdrtopeg = PAipnaopev in Ar. Lys.
1164; Colvin 1999, 164. 167 corrects this to PAipaddopecg); cf. Debrunner 1907, 222 f. 233 £;
Méndez Dosuna 1993, 97 with n. 38. Compare further néc(c)ov- 8pog: ywpiov Kvnpiot: nediov
AioAgig [...], perhaps with (/-ss-/ <) (*¥)/-tts-/ < *-ddz- (but */-dd-/ > */-0t-/ > (*)/-tts-/ > /-ss-/
is also possible; differently Teodorsson 1993, 308 and Weiss 1995, 153: -6(c)- = /dz/; further
discussion in Egetmeyer 2010, 126). Pace Kiimmel (2007, 141), -tt- for -86- results from
geminate devoicing (for parallels see ibid.), see Méndez Dosuna 1993, 97. 106 f. with n. 57. 86
n. 7; see also Allen 1958, 126 n. 63.

Forms like Hsch. éumaitovtar éumaifovot (< *-pauiddie/o- or *-pauiggie/o-, with
‘automatic’ degemination after a diphthong) or émittopon (= onilopar). oV meiBopor. Boiwtol
are ambiguous; cf. caAni{o vs. coAnicow etc., with secondary devoicing of the stem-final stop
after (e.g.) sigmatic forms (cf. e.g. Méndez Dosuna 2005, Barber 2013, 262 ff.). If the
premature y-loss in *pauid- was early enough (cf. e.g. Cypr. pa-i-to-se, contracted Hom. woud-;
Kostopoulos 2017, 177 f. n. 64 with lit.), éumaitovton could be taken as a form showing a
hypothetical change of sec. */-Rt-/ to /-Rt-/. However, even if gumaitovton continues
*/-pait'o-/, this form in no way proves that (primary) *-Rki- > */-Rt-/ > /-Rt-/ in some dialects,
since secondary */-Rt’-/ could become /-Rt-/ in a f-dialect even after the possible (early)
fricativization of *-R¢s- < (prim.) *-Rki-.

1% Compare further -68- for -(- in Sappho, Alcaeus, Alcman, and Theocritus; cf. e.g. Willi
2012a, 274 f.; Miller 2014, 240.

19 Probably with degemination of the postconsonantal geminate in intervocalic position (cf.
Méndez Dosuna 2007b, 301).

1% Cret. pépe/o-/pnpe/o- probably continues *uerzelo- < *uerdelo- < *uerdelo- <
*uergielo- (pace Brixhe 1996, 104); cf. e.g. Hsch. wiipi& mépniE. Kpiteg (see Bechtel 1923,
671 f. with ref. to Brause; Barton¢k 1961, 156; cf. also Solmsen 1901, 165 n. 1 bottom; d-
fricativization after /r/ is a common process crosslinguistically, see Kiimmel 2007, 58—60).
Ion., poet. £pdw ‘do’ probably comes from *uerzdo with cluster reduction (Schwyzer 1939,
335; Hawkins 2005, 52).
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47:250). In all probability, (*i- >) *[}—]107 > *[dj—] happened before the
depalatalization/affrication of */(-d)d’-/ < *d/gi (cf. Méndez Dosuna 1993, 97,
Brixhe 1996, 68 bottom; compare also Myc. ze-u-ke-si vs. me-zo-e). This is
confirmed by the double consonant in Boeot. teptddvya (SEG 43:212.54).'%

Unlike in #-dialects such as Cretan or Boeotian, *d/gi did not give
(-8)3- in Attic and Euboean.'” Barton&k (1961, 169) and Nagy (1970, 126)
assume mut. mut. that (*/ -dd-/ ~) *-ddz- had already turned into /-zd-/ 10 When
*/-tt-/ (~ *-tts-) became /-tt-/ (supposedly under the influence of Boeotian) in
these dialects. This is possible. But in Elean and Laconian clusters of voiceless
alveolars and velars plus yod yield -66-, whereas *d/gi become -65-. It appears
that affrication did not apply to/was not generalized in both voiced and
voiceless groups in some dialects''" (unless */-t't'-/ > */-tts-/ occurred prior to
*di > */-dd'-/ in Elean and Laconian).'"?

7 On *j- > *[j-] cf. Kiimmel 2007, 159 f. — Melena (2014) has proposed that the
strengthening of *j- took place after the creation of Linear B. For a critical review of this
theory, see recently Judson 2016, 144 f.

1% Greek palatalized stops were always geminate between vowels.

"% The d-outcome was apparently not unknown in Attica in less formal styles; cf. ootpaKidd,
entpanedifo (see Colvin 2004; for possible, similar forms from other dialects see Méndez
Dosuna 1993, 89 n. 16 with lit.; Colvin 2004, 103). Wachter (2010, 61 n. 10) asks whether the
spelling with -6- simply indicates that coda [z] was weakened in lower registers in Attic (but
cf. Méndez Dosuna 1993, 91 n. 20). He compares the fact that the individual who wrote
ootpak1dd initially wrote ot° instead of 06°. Weakening of /s/ in coda position before stops is
possibly attested in words like iotmp < Fiotop (see Sturm 2018; cf. also Nussbaum 1998, 140
f. n. 146). [-z-] > [-h-] before [-d-] (and [-s-] > [-h-] before [-t-]) entails weakening before all
stops, cf. Méndez Dosuna 1993, 94 with lit.

"9 For the metathesis of (*)/-ddz-/ to /-zd-/ and its distribution in Greek cf. Leumann 1959, 162
f.; Méndez Dosuna 1993, 88-95; Hinge 2006, 91 ff.; Teodorsson 1993 (but I do not endorse
the radical conclusions of the last two works; incidentally, Boeotian coAniddm, known from a
commentary to Dionysius Thrax [moapd toic Boiwtolg 10 c@dlm did 600 86 cpddd® Koi T
caATi{o caAmiddw], is problematic since it presupposes *-ndz- > *-nzd- > *-zd- > -dd-, which
for various reasons is phonologically doubtful for Boeotian, cf. Méndez Dosuna 1993, 94 and
passim; the form is probably not real). For the phonology of the change (*)/-(d)dz-/ > /-zd-/, cf.
e.g. Steriade 2001, 233-235; Blevins / Garrett 2004, 138 and passim.

i For varieties like e.g. East Ionic or Arcadian that may mean that affrication of */-f6-/ and
*/-dd-/ were two separate events.

"2 Bartongk (1961, 160. 163) argues that *-ddz- (recte: */-dd’-/) became /-dd-/ in Laconian,
Cretan, Boeotian, and Elean because an early fricativization process had led *d towards *d in
these varieties, thus creating a gap in the individual phonological systems. However, not all
d-dialects show evidence of d-fricativization. Barton€k (1961, 174) also claims that the reason
why *-t/ki- and *-d/gi- resulted in -co- and -06- respectively in Elean and Laconian was
because (*/-t't-/ ~) *-tts- became /-ss-/ before the (alleged) fricativization of *d and
consequently before */-d'd’-/ > *-dd-. This is pure speculation.
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3. Liquids and nasals plus *i

3.1 *-Ri- and (pre)palatalization

The sequences *-ar/ni- and *-or/ni- became -air/n- and -oir/n- (cf. yaipw,
poipa) (seemingly) in all Greek dialects (but see 3.3.2; on *-a/omi- > -0/otv-,
see ch. 4). Conversely, *-e/i/ur/ni- gave -e/i/urr/nn- in Thessalian and Lesbian
(see Bliimel 1982, 96-98) and -é/#/iir/n- (cf. teive, Kpive, dtpive) in the rest
of Greek (but see 3.3; NB archaic and classical examples of *-Vr/ni- outside
Attic-lonic and Lesbian are extremely rare; cf. e.g. Bechtel 1921 and 1923).
This distribution will only make sense if we assume, most notably with Hock
(2004) and Operstein (2010), that * and *n before yod underwent so-called
prevocalization. This term refers “to phonological processes which have in
common the development of a vocalic prearticulation by consonants”
(Operstein 2010, 3). Roughly speaking, when the prevocalized segment was
(e.g.) palatal or palatalized, the resulting prevowel was palatal (in that case one
speaks of prepalatalization). When, e.g., a labialized consonant was
prevocalized, the prevowel was labial (prelabialization). For instance, the
change of *K'arié to yoipw probably involved a mid-stage *[k"a'r'r'a].
Similarly, a verb like *agerio became Att.-Ion. (etc.) dyeipw /agérd/ and
(Thess.,) Lesb. dyéppm probably via *[age'rr0]. Whether *-Vr/ni-
became -Vjr/n- (through segmentalization''® of the onglide) or -Vr/n-/-Vrr/nn-
(through absorption of the onglide by the vowel/loss of the onglide) depended
on the articulatory distance between the prevowel and the preceding vowel (on
degemination, see sect. 3.2). This interpretation of the Greek data is supported
by a considerable amount of crosslinguistic evidence (see Operstein 2010, 83
ff. and passim)."™*

Another corroborating argument for a C[onsonant] P[revocalization]
analysis of the Greek material is that plain resonants and generally consonants
may also prepalatalize under certain circumstances in Greek. Compare e.g. the
change of (*)/n/ to /i/ in Lesbian, Elean, Theran (Laconian colony), and
Cyrenaean (Theran colony) (V = /e/, /a/, /0/), ‘dissimilated’ Cret. (Arg., Sicil.)
poutv(p)g ‘witness’ < *marturs, and iterative onomatopoeic ie/o-presents with
i-reduplication such as poipviie ‘compress the lips, make grimaces, suckle’ <
*mol-mol-ielo-. The sequence */Vns/ became /Vis/ via *[V'ns] in Lesbian etc.
(see further Operstein 2010, 157). The same holds — mutatis mutandis — for
].Lm‘cul(g_)g and powdAlw < *mol-mol-ie/o- (see further Kostopoulos 2017, 179—
197).

'3 For this term see Hock 1991, 119-120.

1% Traditionally, the processes *-VRi- > -VR-, *-VsR- > -VR-, and *-VIn- > -VI- are collectively
referred to as ‘the first compensatory lengthening’. As it emerges from the above remarks, the
change *-VRi- > *-VR- is not really a compensatory lengthening and has phonologically very
little in common with (e.g.) *-VsR- > *-VR- (it is unlikely that *-VRj- > -FR- involved a stage
*-VRh-: intervocalic *-j- did not first develop into *-A- in its way to zero, and *i- > A- is a
mirage; see n. 302 and p. 91).

"5 Prepalatalization of plain consonants and prepalatalization of secondarily modified
consonants have distinct characteristics. “In the case of plain consonants, CP is essentially a
subtype of lenition: it tends to target weak consonants, especially sonorants and fricatives, and
weak prosodic positions. [...] In secondarily modified consonants, CP seems to function
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The absorption of the front prevowel by the back vowel /u/ in words like
0tpOve is unexpected under the present approach. Nevertheless, in Midland
American English, absorption of the palatal onglide occurs after both [i] and
[u] (after [e], [a], and [&], the prevowel is segmentalized; in southern dialects
segmentalization is also found after /u/, see Hock 2004, 161 with n. 14). It
should also be mentioned that Attic-Ionic /-Ur/n-/ < *-ur/ni- may immediately
go back to *-uir/n-, since the diphthong *-ui- is monophthongized to
*_j7- before consonants in Attic-lonic at least (Ruipérez 1972, 150 f.;''
however, Lesb. -vpp/vv- suggests that *-ur/ni- gave -vp/v- without an
intermediate stage *-uir/n-"""). Note further that in Attic and Ionic, *u might
have already been [y] when the prevowel was absorbed (cf. n. 73).

Prepalatalization points to previously contrastively or contextually
palatalized consonants (cf. Operstein 2010, 123 ff. and passim), so probably *R
(including */) was palatalized in Greek when followed by yod, as did the
respective sequences with alveolars and velars. It is relatively clear that the
liquids at least had already been palatalized in the Mycenaean period. The
evidence for this comes mainly from three facts. First, the 3sg. pres. ind.
a-ke-re = dyeipelr shows no trace of the yod (but cf. Ruijgh 1967, 67 with n.
95). Second, the sign ra,, which, together with ro,, is mainly used to denote
primary (cf. the comparative a-ro,-a and la-ro,-e < *arioh- ‘better’) and
secondary (*)Li sequences, is also found in the aorist participle a-ke-ra,-te
/agerrantes/ < *agersantes (Peters 1989, 78 prefers /angellantes/). If ra;, stood
for /-(L)Lia-/ at the period when the tablets were written, the use of that sign in
a form that contained an intervocalic geminate would be difficult to
understand. The form a-ke-ra,-te suggests that *-LLj- had already become
*/-1)I'-/ in Mycenaean (cf. Gallavotti 1958, 122; pace Dunkel 2002). Third,
ro, alternates several times with ro in ku-pa-rop) ‘cyperus’ (cf. xdmeipog,
Alem. komopoc(*), etc.; but cf. also Ruijgh 1967, 67 n. 93).''® The spelling
ku-pa-ro would be rather unexpected for a form (*)kuparrio-; ku-pa-ro most
likely represents [kupa®”r"r%-]. Cf. further Heubeck 1979, 245-249.

Another question is whether *L was palatalized after the
creation/adoption of the Linear B script. That would be impossible to know in
the present state of our knowledge. Although the original value of ra; and ro;
may well have been /-(L)Lia/o-/ (cf. Gallavotti 1958; Lejeune 1976, 204-206;
Heubeck 1979; Leukart 1992; Morpurgo Davies 2012, 518-522 with lit.), there
are no examples of primary *-Lia/o- showing alternative spellings with ra,/ro;

synchronically as an articulatory and perceptual enhancement of the secondary articulation. In
contrast to plain CP, which can act on both individual consonants and consonant sets, this type
of CP tends to affect all or most of the consonants with the relevant secondary articulation.”
(Operstein 2010, 21).

1% For the sound change see e.g. Lejeune 1972, 229 and Miller 2014, 46 f. with lit. The Ionic
evidence for */-uiC-/ > /-0C-/ is rather limited.

"7 The few cases of -vpp/vv- (beside -Dp/v- < *-ur/ni-) in Alcaeus are taken as hyperacolisms
by Ruipérez.

"8 A case involving ra; is the obscure personal name T a-ra)-to. On pi-ti-ro,-we-sa (: ntilov;
cf. also the PN Ko-tu-ro, =~ KotdAwv?), which may contain a singleton liquid, compare on the
one hand e.g. Leukart 1992, 389 f. with nn. 21 f. and on the other e.g. Garcia Ramon 2014, 38.
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and ri—ja(/ri—jo)119 (cf. e.g. Garcia Ramoén 2014, 38-40 and passim; *-tria,

which is presupposed by -ti-ra; [cf. -ti-ri-ja], comes from PGk. *-triia < PIE
*-trih, with syncope in fast speech; see Lejeune 1976, 205; Peters 1980, 215 £.;
Garcia Ramon 1984, 248 f.). That Mycenaean probably had /-Li-/ from
syncope in allegro forms when the script was created does not preclude the
possibility that original *-Li- was already */-L'L'-/ at that time. In other words,
ra; could have been created when only secondary /-Li-/ (>> /-L'L’-/?) existed in
the language, as was perhaps the case with fa, (= /tia/? < *-tiia; on this see
most recently Judson 2016, 51-55).

If the isolated PN E-re-pa-i-ro (cf. also E-re-pa-ro) is to be read as
/elephairdon/ and be compared with the rare denominative €éiepaipopor ‘cheat
with empty hopes’ (cf. Hom. Eieprjvop), as e.g. Neumann (1995, 156)
believes, then prepalatalization was already present in Mycenaean (but cf.
a-roz-a, not tas-ro;-a). However, Gotd (1995) has connected €iegaipopion
with Ved. valh (upavalhamasi etc.) ‘confuse by means of riddles’ (LIV, s.u.
*yelh;b"), and if his analysis is correct, the Mycenaean name cannot be related
to éhepaipopar. Myc. Ko-i-ro could be connected with yoipog < *K'orios (on
the etymology see further below); cf. Ko-ro, Xopog, Xopwv (Melena 2014, 98
voices doubts about this comparison).

3.2 *-VRi-, (de)gemination, and yet more prepalatalization

Hock (2004, 163) argues that degemination in cases like *[-a'f'r’-] > /-air-/ and
*[-'fr-] > /-er-/ should be seen as “a kind of temporal compensation™’.
However, geminate resonants were not degeminated after long vowels or
diphthongs in Greek.'”' Moreover, degemination possibly affected Att.-Ion.
Topdg ‘cheese’ < *tirio- (with an original long vowel) as well (cf. Myc.
tu-ro,'* PY Un 7184 =~ topos, Av. tiairi- n. ‘cheeselike milk, whey’,
Apabhramsa tira- ‘cheese’; further Meier-Briigger 2004). In Thessalian, where
resonants were geminated before secondary yod, consonant doubling occurred
after both short and long vowels.'” A change of *[-urr-] (< *[-¥'rr-]) to

119 . . . . . . L.
ro, is probably a Linear B innovation and it never alternates with ri-jo in our documents.

Melena (2014, 66) tries to explain this by assuming that the creation of 70, took place after the
palatalization of the liquids. Judson (2016, 50 n. 136) disagrees: “[s]ince LB did not regularly
distinguish geminate consonants, it does not seem likely that a new sign would be created
specifically to represent them”. This is correct, but 70, could have been created at the stage
/-U)o-/; e.g. for Risch (1979, 275), Crespo (1985), and Leukart (1994, 27 n. 1) the
syllabograms of the z-series denoted palatalized stops.

120 «“The new sequence yR” and the old "RR” have the same quantity”.

12l Cf. (among others) (Alem.) kAdppa, Hsch. koppovie kopokoopia, Afjupo, TAnpperic,
TAuUdpic, Piupe, okdupo, otoppo, Aeol. kpavva, Aeol. pufvvog, dALog (= HAedS), pdAdov,
Hsch. kotAlovca tAAovca, TpuynAla: tpmdyAn, Lovvout, yodvvou, etc. Examples with
diphthongs are very rare but do exist: cf. yapoppipelg (Theophr.), Aéheipon, didiepa,
Gleypo.

'22 This may also be seen as a syncopated diminutive *#irijo- (thus Lejeune 1972, 156; Garcia
Ramén 2007, 183 n. 22; Ruijgh 1967, 275 n. 22 is against this interpretation; see also Meissner
2013, 25).

12 Compare evviovto[ (SEG 37:494.9) etc., Amovihovwieiov (SEG 31:574.6), kbppov (=
koprov; IG IX 2, 517.26.46), Kpavovvviowg (IG IX 2, 461a.7), Sovppavia < ?*dovpeavto (=
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*[—ﬁrj—] prompted by the absorption of the prevowel would make no real
sense.'

Operstein (2010) has cogently argued that CP results from temporal
realignment of intrasegmental gestures. According to her, consonants are
composed of a vocalic (V-) and a consonantal (C-) gesture; when gestural
retiming takes place, the latter is normally shortened and the former moves
closer toward the nucleus. CP of secondarily modified consonants, in

dwpovpevov; Garcia Ramon 1987, 139; BCH 59 1935, 37; face 2.22), exegyeppav (=
éxeyepiov; SEG 53:851.B3), mpovppa (= o@podpiw; SEG 37:494.3), odwoaocteppelg (=
dwaotpioig; ibid., 1. 12), Epneddrovvve[ol] (SEG 43:311.A1). Compare also the Athenian
deme name KvOnpprog (Schwyzer 1939, 274; Szemerényi 1974, 21).

As far as one can see, r-gemination has not applied to yovpa, yovpov, yovpot (cf. yopia,
yopiov) (SEG 37:494.11; Helly 1970, 251 f. 11. 13. 18. 25. 33. 38; late 3rd c.). Interestingly, a
long vowel is involved here, but these forms are too isolated to be of any importance. An
example involving /s/ may be Awovvocot, but this could show (sporadic: cf. Aovvocoelog,
ekkAglootat) geminate simplification in a word with two geminates (thus Garcia Ramon 1987,
118. 136); cf. Kpavovvv-/Kpavvovv- (Jacobsohn 1908, 332 f.) and the Latin mamilla (‘nipple’)
rule (mamma ‘breast’) (further Ito / Mester 2003, 47 ff.; this does not involve only resonants,
cf. saccus : sacellus). Incidentally, pace Solmsen (1909, 262), dAAnio- ‘one another’ <<
*aljoalio- (Wackernagel 1890, 294 f.; the second vowel is somehow analogical), which
otherwise would be an excellent example of non-gemination after a long vowel, may have
undergone a similar process.

Stops are geminated after long vowels (cf. yAdtta, vijooa, etc.) in Greek. Nevertheless,

this is not a very strong argument in favour of *-VRi- > *-VRRi- (the long alpha in pdAAov is
best explained as an Attic innovation, see e.g. recently Dieu 2011, 125 ff. with lit.), since
*_VRRj- is generally ‘heavier’ than, say, *-VTTi- (cf. Ryan 2011; compare the fact that
Osthoff’s Law does not work with stops; thanks to Gary Millert for calling Ryan’s paper to my
attention). In West Germanic, where gemination is otherwise regular before yod, consonant
doubling after a long vowel is common only in Upper German dialects (see Simmler 1974, 212
ff. 375; Callender 2007, 190).
124 1t is true that “[t]he length [...] of the vowel preceding the triggering consonant may [...]
affect CP” (Operstein 2010, 13), but there seem to be no languages where CP applies only after
short vowels to the exclusion of long ones in Operstein’s sample (the opposite phenomenon is
certainly attested though; prepalatalization after long vowels is of course very common, see
e.g. de Bernardo Stempel 2003, 52 n. 75 with lit. on Celtiberian), and in Lesbian
prepalatalization clearly occurs after long vowels as well; cf. 3pl. subj. ypapmict, yivookoiot,
etc. < *-onti, compare Bliimel 1982, 53 f. 148 f. (palatalized resonants after diphthong do not
show the effects of prepalatalization; cf. éhavvo < *elaunie/o-).

It is always possible that °xpoipo continues *kraira < *krahaira < *kraharia (Peters
1980, 248 ff.) and not *kraira < *kra(h)ria (Nussbaum 1986, 241 f.). Nussbaum (2001)
considers Hesychian ypoBio §| ypartio. IToviyvpic. Tapavtivolr a derivative of an earlier
*gra(h)uid (cf. ypaio, ypadg ‘old woman’; see also Nikolaev 2008, 560). Under this approach,
vparBia would be an example of prepalatalization after a long vowel (Osthoff’s Law does not
apply to *-Vui- sequences), but it seems that Leumann’s (apud Scheller 1951, 32 n. 1) proposal
that the gloss is related to ypadg is untenable, see Restelli 2000. — */;0n-er-io- ‘what is in a
dream’ (> Att.-lon. dvepog ‘dream’; cf. Balles 2000, 151 f.; Nikolaev 2009, 466) has been
remodelled to *(h3)onorio- in Armenian (cf. anowrj ‘dream’) after the collective *hznor. In
theory, Aeol. &vopog could continue *(h3)ondrio- as well. Apparently, a similar analogy
happened in Cretan dvoipov (Hsch. 4334; cf. dvap Hsch. 4534 and dvap; see Peters 1980, 198).
In view of zero-grade vaipov, and in the absence of a word T6vmp in Greek (Balles 2000, 151
reconstructs *hznor for both Armenian and Greek), assuming *onerio- — Aeol. *onario- (>
6vorpog) after *onar (as per Peters 1980, 198; followed by Balles 2000, 151 n. 22) remains the
simplest solution.



38

particular, is seen by her as “anticipation of the secondary articulation gesture
of the consonant (i.e. of the consonant’s V-gesture — GK) with respect to its
primary constriction gesture” (ibid., 54). Weakening of the C-gesture is the
norm in plain CP but it is less frequent in CP of secondarily modified
consonants (cf. ibid., 54 f.). In non-geminate consonants, reduction of the
C-gesture results in various degrees of weakening and may eventually lead to
complete loss of the segment. In geminates, reduction of the C-gesture is
always perceived as degemination (ibid., 87). It follows from the above
considerations that, in all likelihood, the ‘erosion’ of the C-gesture of the
geminate began at the prepalatalization stage in forms like yaipo < *[k"a'r'ro-]
and topdg < *[ti’rr'o-]. This means that degemination has nothing to do with
the lengthening of the nucleus per se.

There may be evidence from Greek that degemination can indeed happen
at the prepalatalization stage. The forms aAa (= dAla) in L. 2 and cvvaralesOon
in 1. 3 of the well-known Sicyonian bronze tablet from Tzami (ca. 500; phot. in
Lolos 2010, 277) are particularly noteworthy. In the (prose) inscription in
question (which has been written carefully by a single, experienced cutter,
probably in one session; cf. Lolos 2010, 276. 278), geminate lambdas (words
with other geminates are not attested) are otherwise written consistently:
compare Kailpiog (1. 7), IoAladag (1. 7), Kaaludgg (1. 10), [ToAhwag (1. 11),
[Teptiog (1. 19). Why is it that (-)aha(-) is written with a singleton (cf. Lejeune
1943, 185 n. 2)?'* Note that not all of the names above are hypocoristics/show
hypocoristic gemination. KoAMBiog and KoAilikAgg at least contain real,
etymological geminates: KoAAl- results from contamination of *kali-V (cf.
perhaps Hom. Agionvop < *dueitianor; cf. Knecht 1946, 21. 23. 25, Von
Kamptz 1982, 106) > *kalli-V — the Caland variant of *kaluo- before a vowel
— and *kali-C; see Schwyzer 1939, 447 f. n. 6; Peters 1991, 642 n° 901.

Since the writing of geminates in early alphabetic inscriptions is rare,
Risch (1987, 7 f.) wonders on the basis of kaAlote[pav]o in 1. 3 of the Nestor
cup (Barton€k / Buchner 1997, 146 ff.; ca. 735—720)126 “ob mit AL in den
frithen Belegen nicht eine wirkliche Geminata, sondern eine besondere palatale
Aussprache bezeichnet wird”. So, as per Risch, there may have been an early
convention according to which a palatal/palatalized /I/ was denoted by <AA>.

This idea is unworkable as far as our case goes: despite the fact that four
out of five of the names in our tablet contain -AAt- (that is, [(K)£i]?), and that
dAlo- was probably already depalatalized in the alphabetic period (though see
below on Elean), [TeptAlog could hardly contain [°(K)A-]."*7 Also, speakers are

123 1t is true that all of the written geminates are in anthroponyms, but why should /-I-/ be
written in names to the exclusion of regular vocabulary? All scholars, including recently Lolos
(2010, 284. 288. 291), believe that the names attested in our text are simply Sicyonian.

126 Cf. further e.g. Boeot. yopiettav CEG 1, n° 326, 700-675; 6th-c. Lac. mepicariec IG V,1
231, Boeot. mepucardeg (obviously for mepucarrec) CEG I, n° 335.

127 Although Kochetov (2011 with lit.) mentions that in Chimalapa Zoque (and some other
languages) both progressive and regressive palatalization is attested (according to him,
progressive palatalization is mainly found in the Americas), the coexistence of the two in a
system is rare. For example, Bateman (2007, 75—77) knows of no cases where the trigger can
cause palatalization both when it precedes and when it follows the target (cf. also Bhat 1978,
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rarely (if at all) aware of allophonic variation; it is thus unlikely that there was
a special way to spell the allophone of /l/ before /i/ in ancient Sicyon. In any
case, it is far from clear that Risch’s analysis of xoAMote[@av]o is correct.
First, as Risch himself notes, there is a respectable number of archaic Greek
inscriptions where geminates are actually written (see also Immerwahr 1990,
169). Second, the geminate in the form concerned may well be attributed to an
already existing, more elaborate, book script, where for example the forms of
the letters were relatively smaller and more even, each verse was written on a
separate line (as in Nestor’s cup; this is also a remarkable feature), and
geminate consonants were written consistently (thus most recently Léschhorn
2007, 276 with n. 27; see also Cassio 1994, 190 f., Immerwahr 1990, 2. 19,
Burkert apud Risch 1987, 9 n. 26, and Heubeck 1979a, 115 f. 164). Note that
most of Risch’s examples for written geminates in archaic texts (primarily
vases) include mythical names/theconyms or occur in hexameters (cf.
Loschhorn 2007, 276 n. 27; NAGVI, 232).'%

If we search for a linguistic explanation of the data, three possibilities
immediately present themselves. 1) in some (registers of some) dialects the
prevowel in *[-a'PP-] (cf. Cypr. a-i-la /aila/ etc.'”, El athotpia*’, EM ofha-
avti tod Ao, Kompror, Hsch. aidotpomov: dAlototpomov < *ali-) was
absorbed by the nucleus; 2) after degemination, the prevowel was lost in
Sicyon; 3) Sicyon (-)aia(-) represents [(—)ajl(j)a(—)], with a degeminated
sonorant and a (still) subphonemic prevowel.'*!

Before discussing these proposals some general remarks on PGk. *-/i- are
in order. Kiimmel offers several examples of “spontane Entpalatalisierung von
Lateralen” in his 2007 book (p. 206 f.), so if *-/i- became *[-VPF-] in all of
Greek, possibly the reason behind the unexpected outcome of that cluster was
that *[-9PP-] was depalatalized quite rapidly, perhaps even before resonant

62 f.). Woodard (1997, 153) is against the existence of progressive palatalization in Greek:
“[...] typological evidence shows that for any given language, there is a strong tendency for
palatalization to be consistently either regressive or progressive and, moreover, that
progressive palatalization is far less common than regressive” (but Kochetov 2011, 1673
claims that both types are common).

128 In a text from Phigaleia, Arcadia (IG V,2 429; manumission, mid-4th c.), with several cases
of omitted letters (ex[10]i<v>yave 1. 5 [on this cf. NAGVI 232 f. with n. 727], yp<€>pa|[ta] 1.
6, ev<o>t 1. 7, e<e>t’, <t>¢ 1. 8), we find akog (1. 8) = dAlog next to Amorliwwvt (1. 9) (on
Baoyt]ou see Peters 1999, 449 f. with nn. 17 f.). — Risch (1987, 7 n. 19) mentions that eight
out of 30 archaic examples with written geminate show -AA- (for more instances of
written -AA- in archaic vase inscriptions, see NAGVI, 232), but this may have to do with the
fact that -Ah- is found in highly productive KaAA1® and in names such as Andéiiov and
Ay\evg: -nm- is also written frequently in archaic texts; personal names in ‘Inno-/-unn- were of
course wildly productive in Greek (cf. NAGVI, 232).

12 Further Egetmeyer 2010, 123.

B0 ghotpra is found in a somewhat carelessly written text and is immediately preceded by o
&, so a dittography or (less likely in my view) a mistake here would not be out of the question
(see e.g. Minon 2007, 358; -/i- normally gives -AA- in Elean). On the possibility that atkotpia
represents /al'P-/ and not /ajl-/, see below.

11 Assuming that */ was geminated only sporadically in Greek would be completely ad hoc. /I/
before yod (after short vowel) is consistently geminated in all West Germanic languages; see
Simmler 1974, 50 ff.
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prepalatalization. However, if we assume that *[—G)ljlj—] was depalatalized so
early in Greek, it will be difficult to account for (e.g.) prepalatalized a-i-la in
Cypriot. As a matter of fact, the development of *-eli- in that dialect may even
suggest that /-I'-/ was preserved until late in some parts of the Greek speaking
world. The fact that *-eli- became /-eil-/ instead of */-€l-/ in Cypriot (cf.
A-pe-i-lo-ni /apeiloni/ < *apelion-">?) possibly indicates that /-prepalatalization
is a different (probably later) phenomenon from the prepalatalization of other
resonants (cf. e.g. *-eri- > -ér-, -err- and Danielsson 1903, 380 n. 3); cf. further
Danielsson 1903, 378; Cowgill 1969, 22. 24; Viredaz 1983, 153; Brixhe 1996,
83 (Danielsson 1903, 378, following Brugmann, sees the spelling atho- vs.
oho- in Elean as an indication that /-PP-/ still existed in that dialect'’®)
However, as we will see in the next section, there may be evidence that
*-er/ni- also became -ejr/n- in Greek.

It is possible that Gk. */-'P-/ was simply not prepalatalized in all
dialects."** For example, although [rj], [sj], [ts], and [n] were prepalatalized in
certain positions in the history of French, [£] was under no circumstances
affected by prepalatalization (see Pope 1934, 92. 130-132; Pierret 1994, 160—
162). It seems that in some Greek varieties (Cypriot and partly Elean), */-I'I'-/
was depalatalized by means of prepalatalization (as was the case with the other
resonants; cf. further pp. 95 f.), while in others it became /-11-/ through simple
loss of the secondary articulation.

To return to (-)aio(-), prevowel absorption after /a/ is not attested in the
Greek dialects, and a change *[-a''I-] > [-al-] is improbable from a general
viewpoint: a palatal onglide would be easily distinguishable after a low vowel
like [a] (cf. e.g. Operstein 2010, 13. 101. 103 f. 133. 147). Hence, the first of
the three possible analyses mentioned above is best left aside.

There are two main difficulties with the idea that Sicyon (-)aAo(-)
represents [ala] < *[a'fa] < *[a'I'Va]. The first centers around the fact that
resonants are not normally degeminated in cases of prevowel loss in Greek (cf.
geminated Lesb. -tvv- < *-ini- etc.). The second is that a front prevowel would
not be expected to be lost after /a/ (cf. *-air- < *-ari- etc. and 3.1 above).
However, “[a]s a natural consequence of their shortness, prevowels [...] are
easily dropped in either extremely fast or extremely slow and careful speech”

132 The contrast between /apoll-/ and /apeil-/ points to *°Ji- (pace Beekes 2003, 4. 9 n. 11; Mye.

|pe-ro,[ has been connected with the name of Apollo by Ruijgh 1967, 274 and Heubeck 1979,
246). Cf. also ["|a-ap-pa-li-u-na-as in the Hittite Alaksandu treaty (e.g. Watkins 1995, 149;
Brown 2004, 246-248; Yakubovich 2010, 122 f.; Miller 2014, 204 with lit.; Bachvarova 2016,
245 ff. with n. 123). Compare further Peters 1989, 211 (“[a]ngesichts seiner gemeingriech.
Bezeugung in von Dialekt zu Dialekt variierender Gestalt kann fiir den Namen sinnvollerweise
allein ein schon urgriechischer Ursprung angenommen werden [...]”).

133 Cf. the spelling <ill> for ([j] <) Vulgar Latin [£] < (*)/i in French (e.g. paille ‘straw’ < Lat.
palea; cf. Pope 1934, 131; Pierret 1994, 160). — In principle, it is possible that Cypr. °i-/°
denoted [-VFP-] as well (cf. Danielsson 1903, 378). However, given EM oika and secondarily
Hsch. ailotpomov, with singleton <A>, it seems preferable to think that °i-/° represented /-il-/ in
Cypriot (forms showing /-11-/ < *-[i- in that dialect are probably not dialectal; see Egetmeyer
2010, 123 f.).

1% Pace Goidanich 1893, 15 f.; Operstein (2010, 105 n. 8) does not exclude this possibility (cf.
also Allen 1958, 117 n. 23; Sheets 1976, 145 f.).
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(Operstein 2010, 18; see further ibid., 111 f. 151). Further, as will be discussed
in greater detail in 3.3.3.2, it is possible that Aeol. ®avv® = ®awv®, Kopp® =
Ko1p®, and Arc. yopo- = yoipo- attest to an occasional deletion of the prevowel
in Greek. It could be argued that the prevowel in (-)oda(-) was lost in fast
speech but after degemination (note that yopo- could represent [khoro—]).

I cannot find a serious objection against the idea that Sicyon (-)aAa(-)
represents [—a?l_(j)a—]. It may be argued — with all due caution — that in
Sicyonian */-PY-/ was (sporadically?) prepalatalized, as in Cypriot (and perhaps
Elean), and that at the time when the text in question was written, the prevowel
had not yet acquired segmental status in that dialect. (As a matter of fact,
Meister 1889, 58, followed by Goidanich 1893, 32-35, has proposed that EI
atM(otpra) represents [@'1°]; generally, the writing of prevowels is not an
uncommon phenomenon, cf. Operstein 2010 and n. 193 below.)

Regardless of whether we choose to follow the second or the third
alternative, the fact remains that degemination in Sicyon (and by extension in
Greek and perhaps in other languages where geminate prepalatalization occurs)
should be assumed to have preceded the segmentalization/absorption of the
prevowel.

3.3 The development of *-er/ni-

It is commonly believed that *-er/ni- became -ér/n- in non-Aeolic dialects
and -err/nn- in Thessalian and Lesbian. Panagl (1981) has proposed that the
original outcome after *e must have been *-eir/n- in all dialects (cf. Lesbian
*/ens/ > /eis/; the iota in mpdpa < ?*proueria may be analogical, see Peters
1980, 190 f. [Nussbaum 2014, 236 still prefers the reconstruction *prouarial).
He argues that the vocalism of the present stem in cases like krteivo is
secondary after the sigmatic aorist (cf. e.g. &ktewva < *-ens-; cf. further Specht
1931, 98 ff.). The original outcome, according to him, was probably preserved
only in isolated forms like feminines in *-i@ (cepaetc.).

A problem with Panagl’s account is that the aorists of e.g. kpaivo, paivo,
and popaive were Ekpavo/Ekpnva, Eppava/Eppnva, and €udpova in (e.g.)
Attic-lonic, and the aorists of @aive, caipw, caiveo, and kabaipw, Epnva,
gompa, Eonva, and ékabnpa respectively. The fact that the alleged extension of
the vocalism took place exclusively in cases where the stem vowel was /e/
raises doubts about the validity of Panagl’s theory.

The evidence supporting the view that PGk. *-er/ni- became -ér/n-
outside Aeolic is meagre. The two most commonly cited forms are Arcadian
(Tegea) pOnpwv (IG V,2 6.A.Col.I1.17; ca. 350) and Cret. emneperon in IC IV
72.11.17 (Law Code of Gortyn; 480-450)."*> According to most scholars,

133 pre-Eucleidian Att. omoktevet found in earlier works is probably an aorist subjunctive (see
Threatte 1996, 533). — @Bepat, a few lines before ebnpwv (I. 8), has been taken by e.g.
Solmsen (1897, 452 £.) and Jacobsohn (1910, 83 n. 1) as a 3sg. aor. opt. eOep(p)ar. But there is
a real possibility that eBepar is an engraver’s error for (fut.) pBepet, since it is coordinated with
3sg. fut. dtakwAvacet in our inscription (see further Lillo 1997 and Peters 2002, 118 with ref. to
Thurneysen). In any case, (*)epBeppa need not have been the only aorist formation from the
root in question in Arcadian (cf. on the one hand impf. @pnAov [pres. opniw*] in Dubois 1988
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emmeEpEtan is the 3sg. subjunctive of an unattested denominative *$mumelpdopan
(cf. Hsch. émumeiper poyyedetar | poryedey, meipa ‘attempt’ < *peria'®).
Although the passage in which our form is found is a notoriously difficult one,
semantically this analysis would make perfect sense (a1 ko tov ghevbepav
emmépgtron Owmev would mean something like ‘if someone attempts to have
intercourse with a free woman’; for a recent discussion see Genevrois 2017,
254 1.). There are still researchers that believe that emmepgran is the subjunctive
of émopépopat (notably Maffi 1984), but what émpépopon would exactly mean
in the relevant context is not quite clear (see Willetts 1965; 1967, 58 f.; for the
connection with €mpépopon see more generally the objections by Gagarin /
Perlman 2016, 346 f.). I think it is relatively safe to assume that emn€p&ron is
indeed a denominative from neipa.

The development *-eri- > -ér- outside Aeolic is also supported by
onpaedpmt in Aleman fr. 1.92 (cf. osepapdpog ‘trace-horse’, oepd ‘rope, cord’
< *wer(H)ia;"" for the etymology cf. Solmsen 1909, 127 with reference to
Schulze; Scheller 1951, 39 n. 3; Peters 1980, 48. 131 n. 79; 1981, 191 n. 3;
Dieu 2016, 284 ff. with n. 98) and by the Euboean proper name Navotépgg (IG
XIL9 56,288 5th c., Hoffmann 1898, 396; cf. oteipa Hom.+ ‘forepart of a
ship’s keel’ < *steria, Eichner 1974, 36 ff.; cf. also tp®dpa ‘forepart of a ship’
< *°rig). Note, however, that Novotépég comes from Styra, where also
NeoxAgogg (IG XIL9 56,290; 5th c.) and Apiotoxredg[g] (IG XIL,9 56,34; 5th
c.) are found, which show that /ei/ was already monophthongized in the speech
of some individuals in 5th-c. Euboean. Finally, cf. perhaps EGud. (s.u.
"Hrewpog) dmnpog = fimewpoc™® < *h,aperio- (for the etymology cf. Balles
2000, 152; Weiss 2010, 379 f. with n. 91; Neri 2017, 222 f. n. 74)."*°

There are two more examples with nominal -ér- < *-erj- in Greek that
seem not to be widely known. The first one is Att. acc. pl. on€pag ‘rounded
moulding’ = omneipag ‘anything twisted, coils, rope, rounded moulding etc.’
(probably from *speria; e.g. Risch 1974, 136; DELG, s.u.; cf. CEG 5, s.u.) in

I, 61 ff. 1. 40 and on the other opsihovot in IG V,2.343), so the existence of pOnpwv beside
@Bepar cannot be used as an argument against Panagl’s proposal.

136 For the latter see Solmsen 1909, 249; Peters 1981, 191 n. 3; Ruijgh 1985, 111; cf. also
Thess. Ileppag, [Tepparog (Hom. Ieipatog?) (HPN, 367).

17 Given the acute in Lithuanian tvérti “seize, form’, oeipé probably goes back to a sef root (cf.
LIV, 656), so it can only continue *fuerHjd with Pinault’s law, since *tuerHsd would have
resulted in *fuerVsa in early Greek (cf. also Peters 1981, 191 n. 3; Dieu 2016, 284 f. n. 98 with
lit.).

B8 "Hrepoc, 81t Tiig e1 19p0dyyov, dmepog yip ol Aiokeic Aéyovat kai 8mnpog, TPETOVTES THY &L
dipBoyyov gig 1. [...] elol 8¢ Twveg tomot, oftveg kaAodvtar "Hmepor, domep kol 1 yij, &5
gvavtiov Thi¢ T0aKkmc. dAL’ ol Awpieig dnnpog AEyovoty ATEPAVTOG.

13 Cf. further aiyepo- for aiyewpo- f. ‘black poplar’ in Com. Adesp. fr. 1276 (cf. DELG, 29 f;
Beekes 2014, 54). — Peters (1989, 74—76) derives the name of Neleus’ daughter, [Inp®, from
(neipa <) *peria (for the doublet Neikewg [< *nehelauos; cf. Nniedg, hypoc. of *nehelauos] :
IMewpd see ibid.; for the latter see also EM, s.u. éleynic), assuming that that name shows
Messenian vocalism (cf. further the eta of Nnkevg; as is well known, Nniedg was the mythical
king of Pylos, and Messenian was of the Doris seuerior-type).
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IG T’ 386.Col.111.158'° (408/407, inventory; the meaning here is not clear; see
Cavanaugh 1996, 193 and Clinton 2008, 80) and IG PP 474.64 (409/408,;
inventory), which I have learned from Frankfurter (1879, 40), and the second is
Att. nom. sg. 6&pa = oelpd (e.g. Cavanaugh 1996, 141) in IG I’ 387.Col.1.39
(407/406; inventory). 4

3.3.1 JuavBpa and the graphemic representation of secondary /&/ in Corinthian
The grapheme for short /e/ and original long /&/ was <B> in the Corinthian
alphabet. Conversely, the long closed /¢/ that has arisen from the early
monophthongization of /ei/ was denoted by <E>. The sign for secondary long
/&/ < *¢ in Corinthian is not known (see Arena 1990 = 1999, 311; NAGVI, 243
f.). Wachter (NAGVI, 243) finds it possible that /e/ and original and secondary
/&/ (from *e) were denoted by the same grapheme in that dialect (that is, <B>;
“[a]s is normal in Greece, the spelling seems to concentrate on distinctions of
quality rather than quantity”). If this is correct, Corinth. JiavBpa = (prob.)
°Gvetpa on COR 96A'* (first member Kodlt®, Ani°? NAGVI, 98; 595-570) is
possibly another example of the development *-eri- > -ér-.

It is worth mentioning in connection with Wachter’s hypothesis that,
according to Peters (1981, 190-192), Corinthian was of the Doris media-type
(= seuerior 1st and 2nd comp. leng., mitior contractions and [partly] 3rd comp.
leng.; mitior-like Corinth. Avtopedovoa, Movcai, and °Boviog have little
evidential value; see NAGVI, 245). Peters has based this conclusion on the
form JiavBpa and on the name KAEtoAdg < *ikAepe® in IG IV 415 (Oenoe).
KAEToAag happens to not be decisive (NAGVI, 244 n. 796). According to
Peters (1991, 569), a further indication that Corinthian originally showed
media vocalism comes from 3rd-c. Camarina Kinvayo[pog < *kleugn® <
*kleuehn® (Camarina was a colony of Syracuse, and the latter was a Corinthian
colony; on the provenance of the text see SEG 47:1432). It is not very likely
that this form preserves the original Corinthian vocalism; for two reasons. First
and foremost because of 6th-c. (/early Sth-c.) Kiewovg < *kleuén- on a
funerary stele from Camarina (IGASMG V, n° 82; cf. SEG 34.939,1), and
second because during most of the 5th century Camarina was under the
Geloans (but the Corintho-Syracusan presence in the city hardly ever ceased to
exist; cf. OCD, s.u. Camarina): Gela as is well known was a Creto-Rhodian
colony, and in both Cretan and Rhodian *-esR- yielded -¢R- (cf. KAnvayo[pac).

0 In all editions the form has been restored to ome[tp]ar in Col.I.105. Only traces of the
epsilon can be seen in the excellent photograph at https://digital.library.cornell.edu/catalog/ss:4
56700 (last accessed: 30/6/2019).

"1 Seprv, which is written Z&pev on Attic vases (e.g. AVI 2805; 550-525), has been
connected with celpd by some scholars (cf. Solmsen 1909, 126—-128; Bader 1994). Lujan / Vita
(2018) consider Zepnv a loanword and connect it with Ugaritic (du./pl.) §rm ‘musician, singer,
instrument maker’ (for the meaning of Ugaritic s, see especially the reference to Watson apud
Egetmeyer 2019, 178); cf. Myc. se-re-mo-ka-ra- (/sérémo-/, not /seirémo-/ as per Lujan / Vita
2018 and others). However, the original meaning of Xeipnv/-fjveg may have been ‘bee(s)’; cf.
Roscalla 1998, 41 ff.

'*> The numbering of non-Attic vases follows that of NAGVI.
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It should be stressed in any case that the change of /¢/ to /¢/, and more
generally the change from mitior to seuerior vocalism, is not unknown
crossdialectically. This change has apparently affected both individual dialects
as well as the dialects of colonies whose mother city was mitior (see Méndez
Dosuna 1985, 274-276; 1991, 38 ft.; 2007, 451 f.). Hence, even if we ignore
Kiewovg altogether, KAnvayo[pag hardly provides any clue as to the original
vocalism of Corinthian. In fact, KAgwvovg beside later KAnvayo[pag might even
testify to the occurrence of the change in question in Camarina (thus hesitantly
Mimbrera Olarte 2012, 68. 93, who also notes that the Doric of Sicily is of the
mitior-type). However, KAnv® beside Kiew® is also attested in Cos (Doris
media; Barton€k 1966, 52), Cnidos (media?), Lipara (colony of Cnidos; for the
forms see Mimbrera Olarte 2012, 68), and in late inscriptions from Ithaca,
Zacynthos, and Cephallenia (Ruijgh 2007, 397). Bechtel (1923, 602) believes
that secondary /¢/ became /¢/ in those dialects, but wouldn’t that mean that
primary /¢/ also shifted to /&/? According to Mimbrera Olarte (2012, 68. 93),
KAnvayo[pdc may well be a foreigner'*. Ruijgh (2007, 397) has adopted the
same strategy in order to explain Kinv® in the lonian islands.

But on COR 18a and possibly COR Gr 2 (both 7th c.) would be in favour
of the idea that secondary /€/ from comp. leng. was denoted by <B> in
Corinthian (thus Peters 1981, 191). Wachter (NAGVI, 244) rejects this
(without reference to Peters), claiming that given (monophthongized)
[TotEda[v] (COP 3), which is even earlier than B, it is unlikely that
(monophthongized?) E (which is the regular form of ‘I am’ in Corinthian'**)
is “the result of a modern intrusion of [eimi] [...] into the Corinthian dialect”:
/eimi/ “first had to be monophthongized, together with the [ei] in Poseidon’s
name, and this must have happened well before such documents as our COP 3,
and needed time”. However, there is no reason to suppose that the diphthong
was transferred as such from the second person singular. The replacement of
the original long e-vowel of the first person (cf. Bu) could have taken place
when the original diphthong in the pivot form had been monophthongized. In
fact, a change of 1sg. /¢mi/ to /émi/ after 2sg. /&/ (< /ei/) would arguably be
even more trivial than /€mi/ to /eimi/ after /ei/. It is impossible, however, to
exclude that the form Bt was not written by a foreigner working at Corinth
(note that Xotpacov on COR Gr 2 — which contains Byt — represents the
oldest attestation of <OY> for secondary long /o/ in Corinthian) (NAGVI, 244).
For TIBpaEoBBv =~ Tlepardbev (: meipa?), which suspiciously shows the same
spelling with Bt and JuavBpa, there are alternative explanations (see NAGVI,
152).

143 “Ello no extrafia, si se tiene en cuenta que a partir del siglo 1v Sicilia fue repoblada varias
veces con colonos de muchas partes de Grecia” (p. 68).

144 Cf. diphthongal (e.g.) Att. eyi. On this as well as on other dialectal attestations of /eimi/,
see the references in Peters 1981, 192 n. 8 and see NAGVI, 244, Threatte 2016, SEG 33:568
(Thrace; ca. 500); compare further Barton¢k 1966, 117 n. 285; Bliimel 1982, 109 n. 104, Nieto
Izquierdo 2008, 27, and the situation in Sicily, where e.g. both &u and ey are found in
Selinous during the archaic period (see Mimbrera Olarte 2012, 66 f. but cf. Willi 2008a, 47
with n. 83).
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New data that can help us decide how secondary /€/ was really written in
Corinthian are now provided by the oracular lead tablets found in Dodona. A
part of these important texts has been recently (re)published by Lhote 2006.
Lhote 2006, n° 99A (ca. 450), written boustrophedon in the Corinthian
alphabet, reads BumopovouBvor E¢ Bmdapvov, = £umopevdpevor &ig
‘Enidopvov;. In this text, /e/ is as expected written <B>, but secondary /&/ that
has arisen from the second compensatory lengthening is denoted by <E> in Eg
< *ens (as is the case with regular Corinthian Ept)."*> "¢ In Adxapng et al.
2013, n® 4015 (450-440; Corinthian alphabet), we read o@EAEV mBvt[R]
dpayuag ZBvo[t]. The present infinitive is quite telling in this case: both the
secondary /&/ from the first compensatory lengthening and the /&/ from
contraction are denoted by <E>. The same infinitive with the same orthography
is also found in 2977B (450—400; Corinthian alphabet, Méndez Dosuna 2016,
134). Yet another example of the use of <E> for secondary /&/ in the Corinthian
alphabet may be found in 825A (5th c.), if Méndez Dosuna’s (2016, 125 f. with
n. 28) interpretation of kapEpR as sigmatic aorist of pépw (plus ka < xa €-) is
correct. A clear case of the use of <E> for the result of the contraction of */ee/
is h[B]«kE = fjkel < *-ee in 2242A (500—450, Corinthian alphabet; on the form
uBVE see Méndez Dosuna 2008, 73). Another noteworthy form is the infinitive
moAEv = moAelv (cf. SEG 60:333; Lejeune 1943; Lolos 2010) from
neighbouring Sicyon, where the Corinthian alphabet was used (with slight
differences, see LSAG, 138 ff.).

Given these forms, yBpo = ygipa ‘hand’ < *g"esr- in 2549A (ca. 450;
Corinthian or Corcyrean alphabet) is remarkable. An occasional slip of the
engraver would not be out of the question here (cf. GEo[g147 beside yBvo[ito in
1848A, and E pB =7 un in 534B [1171B B uk]; cf. Lejeune 1945, 104 with n. 4.
105 n. 5), but, in any case, in some Northwest Greek varieties (mitior), in East
Argolic (mitior), and in Syracusan'*®, the word for hand occasionally shows
seuerior vocalism (see Méndez Dosuna 1985, 70 ff. esp. 77 f.; 1991, 41 £
Nieto Izquierdo 2008, 101 £.)."* It should also be noted that there is evidence
from poetic texts that, beside yeip-, a stem yep- existed in Greek (the latter was

143 Epidamnus, on the Adriatic coast, was a joint colony of Corinth and Corcyra. It seems not
very likely that the present text is Corcyrean, since secondary /&/ is written <BI> in Corcyra (cf.
e.g. FRyat[ov, FRyata IG IX 17, 4, 873.A7.B16; 500-450; Browrt in IG IX 17 4, 882, 6th c.
and Lhote 2006, n° 139). That the result of the first comp. leng. is written <BI> in Corcyra is
perhaps another indication that Corinthian was of the mitior-type.

16 ge Jes/ in Lhote 2006, n° 98 (ca. 475; before a vowel; Corinthian alphabet) is just the
preconsonantal variant of the preposition that has lost its nasal without compensatory
lengthening (cf. Lejeune 1972, 131).

147 <g> for /e/ is not unknown in areas where the Corinthian alphabet was used: in Cleonae,
<E> = e/, <B> = /¢/, <E> = /&/ and in Phlius <E> = /e/, /&/, <B> = /¢/. Cf. Lejeune 1945, 104
withn. 5. 105 n. 5.

18 Sophron yiipa (Page 1942, 330 n° 73.3).

The exact reason for this is not yet known, but it seems likely that the forms in question
were introduced in the individual dialects via technical vocabulary or names of foreigners (cf.
Méndez Dosuna 1985, 77), or that the vocalism/paradigm of the morphologically isolated
name yeip was sporadically brought in line with that of 6vp, Onpdg in some dialects (thus
Ruijgh 1986, 458 f. n. 2; Méndez Dosuna 1991, 42).
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extracted from the dative plural yepoi); cf. e.g. Hymn. Hom., Pind., Trag.,
Simon. ¥épa, Soph. yépec, xepdv, yepolv, etc. (further Wackernagel 1888, 131
ff.). There seems to be no reason to assume that forms like yépa were confined
to poetry.

The above material suggests that /°anéra/, with a secondarily lengthened
e-vowel, would be written T°avEpa in Corinthian (cf. Att. <E> = /§/ and
NAGVI, 243). This entails that JiavBpa on our vase cannot be taken as an
example of the development *-erj- > -ér-; at least not without additional
hypotheses.

JwavBpa possibly represents Aeolic-like /°anerra/ (see NAGVI, 244. 301
f. 340 £; cf. e.g. Mowa, [Tvotopedoioa, but cf. also below on Arc. yopo- =
yopo-)."*" It could also be that the <B> here is due to a slip made by a foreigner
working at Corinth, who ignored the standard orthography of the word (cf.
ibid., 244. 301 £.)."°! If that was the case, it would not necessarily mean that the
original outcome of *-eri- was -ér- in Corinthian: there may be evidence that
*-eri- also gave -eir- in Greek (see imm. below), and, as mentioned previously,
é < ei was written <E> in the Corinthian alphabet.

3.3.2 Some interesting forms
3.3.2.1 Old Attic <°ANEIPA>
On several Attic vases from the archaic and classical periods, the name
Antavepa < *°aneria (cf. Sommer 1934, 41) is unexpectedly written with
<Er>. The relevant forms are Agwav[e]ipa (AVI 6268; AVI: 560-550, B[eazley]
Alrchive] P[ottery] D[atabase]'>*: 575-525; Prometheus painter), Adwovelpa
(AVI 3623; AVI: 525-500, BAPD: 525-475; Oltos), Aaavepa (AVI 6514;
AVI: 500475, BAPD: 500-450, Louvre: ca. 480; Siren), Aaiavelpa (AVI
5462; AVI: 450-425, BAPD: 475-425; Group of Polygnotos), Anavepa (AVI
5657; AVI: late 5th c., BAPD: 450-400, The Met'>*: 420-410; Meidias [Ionic
alphabet'*]), Agwavepa (AVI 2689; AVI: 410-400, BAPD 450-400, MFA:
420-410; Aristophanes), and Agwveipa (AVI 2690; AVI: 410-400, BAPD:
450-400, MFA: 420-410; Aristophanes); compare also Avtiove[ipa] (AVI
5473; ca. 420), Iwoe[pa (AVI 1754; 425-400; Meidias), and E]vmatepal]...]
(AVI 1683; undated).

Although the writing of /&/ with <EI> is generally very uncommon before
450 (cf. Threatte 1980, 174 f.; 1996, 512), it is not unknown in the late 6th

130 Wachter (2016, 151 n. 44) corrects Att. Adwavepa on AVI 4455 (525-500; Ambrosius
painter) to Aai{v}avep(p)a. According to him, this form is to be compared with Corinth.
JuavBpa. Given Att. 6Epa etc., the analysis Aai{v}avEpa is also possible (cf. further 3.3.1). —
That JiavBpa represents [°ane’ra] seems less likely to me; for this last interpretation cf. n. 193
and Sicyon (-)ado(-) discussed in 3.2 above.

1 Yet another possibility is that the painter was a speaker of Doris seuerior (uel sim.) or
media and he wrote the form as he pronounced it. In that case, JiavBpa would be a possible
example of the change *-eri- > -ér-.

132 https://www.beazley.ox.ac.uk/pottery/default.htm (last accessed: 30/6/2019).

'3 The Met = The Metropolitan Museum of New York; MFA = Museum of Fine Arts Boston.
'3 But this is irrelevant to the question of whether <EI> here represents /&/ or /ei/ (cf. Threatte
1980, 173; Wachter 1991, 110 f.).



47

century (especially in private texts'>®). Almost all of our 6th-c. (Attic)
examples of <EI> for /&/ come from vases. In all nine cases the relevant form is
enoter.>* 1" However, five of these nine forms have been written by the same
individual; the famous painter Oltos (AVI 2351, 3621, 4590, 6379, 8162; all
dated 525-500 by AVI)."*® Also, Oltos was not an Athenian (Kretschmer 1894,
74; cf. also Masson 1990, 508; Dubois 2008, 188; on the hypothesis that he
was non-Greek see Chiarini 2018, 197 ff. with lit.), and the same is true of
Chelis, who wrote emotet on AVI 5301 (525-500)."*° Note in connection with
this that in some parts of Greece (as for example in Corcyra and Cleonae; for
the former cf. nn. 145 and 197, for the latter cf. the present infinitive gpev in
IG IV 1607'; cf. LSAG, 148)'°", the writing of /&/ with <EI> was a very early

: 162
convention. 6

'35 The Attic vase inscriptions were not of course official documents of the Attic state and they
were not written by trained scribes (cf. Threatte 1980, 2).

1% On Threatte’s 6th-c. examples see Wachter 1991, 110 f. n. 101. The editors of IG I’ insist
that in 1214 (= I* 983; ca. 525) enot€ and not emotet is the correct reading (cf. Threatte 1980,
174 n° 2). Immerwahr transcribes Evyeipog (HNP, 470) in AVI 4316 (550-525). Nevertheless,
in both available photographs the text clearly reads <EYXEPOx>. — Recently, Lazzeroni (2014)
tried to show that the imperative met in the formaula yoipe kot met ([...]) contains a long
closed /&/. This is impossible: miet is attested numerous times in 6th-c. Attic vases and it is
always written <MIEP> (cf. e.g. Solmsen 1899, 348; “Attisch miet hat echten Diphthong in der
Endung, wie die ausnahmslose Schreibung ITIEI beweist”). The two instances of <IIE> in AVI
6300 and 8094 (no phot.) are probably careless omissions.

"7 This is unexpected, since the orthography of inflectional endings is relatively conservative
in Greek inscriptions; compare Threatte 1980, 16. 200. 386; Brixhe 1989; Stiiber 1996, 29 f.
(from the ca. 45 examples of <Er> for /&/ before ca. 400 listed in Threatte 1980, 174 f. and
1996, 709, an ending is involved in ten).

'8 The years 525 to 500 are the years of Oltos’ activity. — Immerwahr (1990, 61) on the basis
of several misspellings of potter names calls Oltos’ spelling and writing “poor”. Later on in his
book (p. 173 £.), he is not sure about Oltos’ possible partial illiteracy, since his “errors are more
restricted” in comparison with those of Lydos and Makron. According to Wachter (2016),
Oltos generally writes “gut attisch”. — Aawavelpa on AVI 3623, which is our second earliest
example, has been written by Oltos (who may have also written enot€, instead of his usual
emotel, on AVI 3253). Given the other attestations of the name, this fact is of little importance.
Compare also with respect to this the remarks of Threatte (1980, 6): “[t]he attribution of vases
in Beazley’s catalogs makes it convenient to refer to dipinti on groups of vases by the name of
the painter. This is purely a matter of convenience and does not necessarily imply that all the
inscriptions were executed by the painter himself. It would be naive to assume that the
inscriptions were not sometimes put on by a helper, and rarely different hands can be
recognized in the same signature”. On this last fact see also e.g. Immerwahr 1990, 52. 116 n.
22. 174 with n. 6.

' The three remaining forms are found in AVI 0950 (AVI: 550-525, BAPD: 550-500;
Nikosthenes potter, painter unidentified; no photograph), AVI 2067a (painter unidentified;
525-500) and in CEG I, n°® 42 (525-500). Another example of erotel may exist in AVI 6760
(525-500). According to the BAPD, all of the late 6th c. examples cited above could well
belong to the first quarter of the 5th century.

' Differently Arena 1990 = 1999, 296 n. 105. 311 (hypercorrection after occasional spellings
“di carattere dotto” like Corinth. ITotB1dav, on which see of course NAGVI, 268).

161 Compare further the colonial law of Chaleion (IG IX,1? 3:718; Locris 500—475), 6th-c.
enoiBtl (SEG 51:742) from Ambracia, 6th-c. pe[A]ewv and ewar (SEG 43:633) from Casmenae
(Syracusan colony), and 6th/early 5th-c. KAewvovg from Camarina (see 3.3.1). — There are
some early cases of <-OY> in the genitive singular of o-stems in Selinous and in Syracusan



48

At any rate, [epoiig] is found ca. 40 times in Attic epigraphic texts of the
6th and 5th centuries, and its regular orthography was emoie during that
period'®; the existence of ca. 10 examples with the spelling <EI> is statistically
unsurprising. Contrariwise, epigraphic °aveipa is only found eight times in
Attic, and almost always it is written with epsilon and iota.'®* The use of <EI>
in our forms is too consistent to ignore (according to Wachter 2016, 151 n. 44,
Old Attic <°ANEIPA> represents diphthongal /°aneira/; cf. also Heubeck 1980,
285 and NAGVI, 98. 244: *-er/ni- > Gk. -eir/n-). Also, if we saw
Agwv[e]pa'®, from the first half of the 6th century/mid-6th century, as an
instance of <Er> for /&/, this would make the form in question the earliest
example of that orthography in the whole Attic corpus.'®

3.3.2.2 Old Ionic <MEINE/O->

Two other forms that apparently go against the traditional theory about the
result of *-er/ni- in Greek come from an ostracon found in the northernmost
Greek colony, namely the so-called Taganrog settlement (now under water) in
the sea of Azov (north-east coast of the Black Sea).'®’ In a beautifully inscribed
graffito dated between 550 and 525 (but more towards the middle of the
century) we find 2sg. pres. imp. <IEINH> and Isg. pres. ind. <IEINQ> (see
Vinogradov 1999). Greek mewvdwm is probably a denominative of meivny (= Att.
neiva) ‘hunger, longing for’ < *penia (Peters 1980, 131 n. 79. 175 n. 126; cf.

colonies, but this phenomenon has probably a phonological explanation (see Arena 1987, 10—
14; the pronunciation was [0]).

192 Wachter (1991, 110 f. n. 101) proposes hesitantly that the orthography of [epoiig] may have
been influenced by the 3sg. pres. mowel (“particularly since the augment may have to be
elided”). This idea is not very attractive.

' 6th c.: AVI 1101 (ca. 570-560), 3253, 4749, 5048, 5790, 6333, 7263, 6621?; 5th c.: 2675,
2876, 3120, 32427, 3821, 4399, 4646, 4771b, 5014, 6687; 18 cases in total, plus ca. two dozen
in inscriptions.

' In view of the clearly redundant first nu in Adwavepa (525-500) and the fact that the
second (and last) word in the relevant vase (AVI 4455), Néocog, is written Nicog (the vocalism
of miovpec cannot be compared with that of Nicoc, pace Wachter 2016, 151 n. 44; cf. e.g.
Eichner 1982, 371-373), the missing iota in the first form is of little importance. Generally,
Ambrosius’ inscriptions are rather sloppy, compare Apiotopvpog for Apiotdovopog (AVI
5402), Kpaiaioyog for Karatoypog (AVI 5926), and Zatpufg for Zatvpog (AVI 8107). Note
further that Ambrosius has also written [Tocedov for expected I[Tocedov on AVI 3588 (525—
500; <e> for /ei/?).

' This reading by C. J. Ruijgh was recently accepted by Wachter (2016, 150). For two good
quality photographs, more or less confirming the (former) existence of <Er>, see Kluiver 1995
(esp. fig. 31) and https://weblimc.org/page/monument/2086430 (last accessed: 30/6/2019).

' The name of the Muse Kiewd contains a metrically lengthened first syllable (for some
unlengthened variants see Wachter 1991, 110 with n. 100 and AVI 1993, 3490, 3492, 4285,
5463, 8169). Whether this name is written with (Wachter 1991) or without iota (Threatte 1996,
262) on the famous Frangois vase (AVI 3576; AVI: 570-560, BAPD: 600-550; phot. in
Cristofani 1981, 186 fig. 197) is irrelevant to the present discussion (pace Wachter 1991, 108
ff.): as Peters (1991, 690k f.) has proposed, the <er> in K\eid was probably pronounced [-eii-],
since metrically lengthened /o/ in prevocalic position is written <or> in Homer.

" The Greek colony in Taganrog was probably established in the late 7th/early 6th century
(e.g. Treister / Vinogradov 1993, 551; Tsetskhladze 1997, 42; Koshelenko / Kuznetsov 1998,
255).
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also Watkins 1985, 615; differently CEG 5, s.u. meivn: denom. from neiva; on
this, as well as on the supposed priority of Att. aAn0e1d over Hom. dAndein <
*_esiid, cf. Solmsen 1909, 236 ff. esp. 254 f., Sommer 1977, 319 £.)."®® The
alphabet and (probably) the dialect of the text are East Ionic (the pottery found
in Taganrog comes primarily from lonia; cf. e.g. Kopylov 1999, 3). If *penia
became (*)pénd in non-Aeolic dialects, the use of <EI> here is remarkable.
<gr> for /&/ was very rare in East Ionic even in the 5th century (as far as I
know, there are no forms from the 6th century showing this orthography); the
writing of /&/ with <E> only became frequent after ca. 400 (see Wachter 1991,
111 with n. 105; Stiiber 1996, 28 f.).

However, there is evidence that the monophthongization of /ei/ to /&/
started quite early in some lonic varieties (compare e.g. Enev from Miletus; cf.
SEG 15:674; 550-475), and the mother city of Taganrog (recte: Kremnoi? see
the literature in Dally et al. 2006, 275 n. 6) and thus the specific lonic variety
spoken there is not really known (cf. e.g. Tsetskhladze 1994, 119).' 1f
Taganrog was colonized by, say, Milesians (thus hesitantly Kopylov 1999; but
Tsetskhladze 1998, 22 with n. 77 considers it possible that the mother city was
Clazomenae), as was Berezan (ca. 645; Tsetskhladze 1994, 117 f.; Kopylov
1999, 7) and other places on the north-west (the Taganrog settlement was on
the north-east) coast of the Black Sea (most of the Greek cities in the Black sea
area seem to have been either Milesian or Megarian colonies), perhaps
new- here is an early case of <Er> for /&/.

But it seems reasonable to think that at least in the early stages of the
monophthongization, the most common orthographies in monophthongizing
varieties were the traditional one (i.e. /&/ < /ei/ = <EI>, /&/ < lengthened *e =
<g>) and the phonetic one (i.e. <E> for /¢/ from any source). For instance, in
the two famous letters from Emporion and Berezan (cf. SEG 53:1153; Dubois
1996, n° 23; late 6th c.), which were written by non-professionals, the phonetic

18 eivn was a verbal abstract in *-jah, possibly to the root seen in Greek movog ‘work, labour,

stress, trouble, pain’ and mévopar ‘toil, work, (posthom.) be poor’. The semantics are not
impeccable (Risch 1974, 167 bottom, for example, is sceptical about that etymology), but a
parallel seems to exist in PGme. *yumyru-/*yungru- (cf. Goth. hithrus, Olcel. hungr, OE
hungor, OHG hungar ‘hunger’) and e.g. Photius kévket (sic)- mewq: it is likely that these forms
are to be connected with Lith. keiikti ‘harm, injure’ and kanka ‘torture, suffering’ (: *kenk
‘make suffer’[?]; see Schulze 1888, 270 and most importantly Neri 2003, 292 ff.). We should
bear in mind that there were no roots of the type *CeRR in PIE (cf. Schindler 1972, 5), so in
order to derive meivn from something like *pein(i)ah,, or even to consider it “post-verbaux”
(DELG, 289), we would need a considerable number of additional hypotheses apart from
reconstructing a completely unattested root; this makes the idea that mew- continues original
*pein- rather unlikely.

1% Cf. further the archaic cases of <E> for /ei/ from Berezan, Olbia, and Emporion (East Ionic
colonies) briefly discussed below (n. 201), and monophthongized Leucas (Corinthian colony;
Strabo 10.452, see also Graham 1964, 30 with n. 3. 31 n. 2) ®uhokAESa < *°kleui® (early Sth
c.? Méndez Dosuna 1982, 77 f.) and Ambracia (Corinthian colony) kateyE = katéyet (ca. 550;
cf. SEG 44:463). — “An inverse spelling generally indicates absolute neutralization (total
merger). In this case, as /ei/ was becoming /&/, /&/ could be spelled EI, but remaining [ei]
retained the conservative spelling EI. The inverse spelling, whereby original /ei/ is spelled E,
signals complete merger” (Miller 2014, 47 n. 24).
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spelling is found throughout (cf. n. 201). Another example: the diphthong /ai/
merged with /e/ during the imperial period in Attic (cf. Miller 2014, 53); the
spelling of /e/ with <A> is “much less common” than the spelling of old /ai/
with <E> in Attic inscriptions of the 2nd and 3rd centuries CE (Threatte 1980,
294).

All this is in accordance with the earliest inscriptional evidence from
Berezan. Despite the fact that /ei/ is written <E> in the Berezan letter (Dubois
1996, n° 23), which implies monophthongization, the use of <Er> for /§/ in
Berezan (and nearby Olbia; colony of Miletus) during the early 6th and early
5th centuries is limited. The main evidence for this spelling comes from forms
of eyt (see Dubois 1996, n° 29 [Olbia, 5th c.]. 32. 39. 55. 76. 91; SEG 32:727.
729; Berezan, ca. 550—500)170, which, however, despite gut in n° 90 (550-525,
Berezan; for Att. €u cf. Threatte 1980, 176 and e.g. AVI 0012, 0374, 1248,
1117), may well contain a genuine diphthong (cf. p. 44 above; NAGVI, 244;
Threatte 2016). The PN(?) ]&ewve[ (SEG 32:728) from Berezan, which is dated
ca. 500, is perhaps too fragmentary to be given much weight. The next earliest
examples that I can find are actually quite late; these are Dubois 1996, n° 10
(400350, Bewvan; cf. also n° 16), 14 (375-350; several cases, but also wvesOat
in 1. 28'™), 15 (375-350, ewooyn, elomhovy), and 25 (ca. 350, xopewv, €1g) (all
Olbia).

Additionally, in Berezan and Olbia the distinction between <Er> /ei/ and
<g> /g¢/ is firmly maintained; cf. SEG 48:988 (Berezan, 550-510; e, ayet,
gval, vravetal, and possibly JeAAgv), Dubois 1996, n° 31 (Olbia, ca. 500;
ebelerl Pevev), 38 (Berezan, 550-525; undég, kheyet), and SEG 54:694 (letter
of Apatorius; Olbia, late 6th c.; Hpoaxiewdew, Hpaxiedny, Evar, em[t]0gva,
k&vot, eikoowv). (Compare further Dubois 1996, n° 4 [Olbia, ca. 450; tap&vai].)

Although the text in the Taganrog ostracon was perhaps metrical and
possibly contained the poetic adjective kvdioc (see Vinogradov 1999), it
would be unsatisfactory to take the <EI> in <[IEINE/O-> as a literary feature (cf.
NAGVI, 335 f. and pp. 52 f. below): the text where <IEINE/O-> is found does
not seem to reflect any known poetic passage'’>, numerous metrical archaic
inscriptions simply make use of <E> for the secondary long /&/ (cf. CEG I), and
Att. <°ANEIPA> rather speaks against this interpretation.

The simplest way to interpret the <EI> in lon. mewvn and mewvo is to take it
as representing the diphthong /ei/ A7

170 Cf. also eyt on 10D 9 (late 6th ¢.; NAGVI, 213) from another Milesian colony in the Black
Sea, Kepoi.

1 Cf. also (e.g.) apyvptd emonpov in 1. 5 and Dubois 1996, 32.

172 But Wachter (in NAGVI, 335) sees a literary feature even in Xopacov in COR Gr 2 (7th-
c.), which is found in a quite fragmentary context (Xotpacov ha gotvAra §u) and for which
nothing (or very little) really speaks for a poetic form.

173 “Laconian’ 3pl. pres. newv@vtt (for Tanv-) (thus codd.) in Xen. Hell. 1.1.23 is interesting, but
the correct Laconian form would end in -dvtt and in the same passage we find ‘Lac.” dpav
instead of expected *0pfjv. — Another form that is worth mentioning is Ionic (Teos) nmepov
(469—459; LSAG, 345 n° 62 1. A9 f.). /&/ is represented by <E> in this inscription, but keivov is
written kewd in B7 f. — In Alcman, apart from onpaedpmi, there are several other words that
possibly contained old *-eri-. Those with an established etymology always show <-gip->
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3.3.2.3 Adepo/Adipa

The name of the goddess Adeipa (Pherecyd.+; IG 11> 1496.103; 331/330) quite
likely contains the suffix -eipa that is seen in e.g. Gk. wiepa ‘fatty, rich® <
*piHuerih, (e.g. DELG, 245; Nikolaev 2019, 793; for the suffix see Peters
1980, esp. 187 ff.). The default assumption would be that the alternative form
Aoipa (Aesch.+; IG PP 250.16, 450-430), known from Attic inscriptions and
Attic/Atticising writers, is a contracted version of earlier Adewpa (thus
Nikolaev 2019, 791; cf. tugg < *-aeis etc.). If this is so, then the resulting
i-diphthong strongly suggests that the <er> in Adepa represented a real
diphthong and not a long closed /&/.

3.3.3 *-er/ni- > -eir/n-?
Let us now explore the idea that *-er/ni- gave both -ér/n- and -eir/n- outside
Aeolic.

If there was one environment where oscillation between segmentalization
and absorption of the prevowel would not be particularly surprising, that would
be after the close-mid vowel /e/ (cf. Panagl 1981, 332): the articulatory
distance between /e/ and a palatal prevowel was neither great, nor
inconsiderable.

Segmentalization after /e/ is far from uncommon crosslinguistically (cf.
Operstein 2010), and is certainly not unknown in Greek: *-eli- becomes -eil- in
Cypriot (cf. A-pe-i-lo-ni), (*)/-ens/ gives /-eis/ in Lesbian (for examples see
Schwyzer 1939, 287; Lejeune 1972, 129 f.; Hodot 1990, 75), and I have argued
elsewhere (Kostopoulos 2017, 180—186) that the aorist stem &veiwc- (cf. Att.
éveyk-) < *enenk-, which contains a genuine diphthong in Ionic at least, is the
result of (plain consonant) prepalatalization.

It should further be noted that in Modern Irish prevocalized resonants
show all three possible outcomes after e.g. [a], according to dialect. For
example, in Ulster (north) teann °‘tighten’ is pronounced [tJhaN'] without
prevocalization (cf Aeol. -gpp-), in South Connaught/Connacht (west) the
same word is [tJ a:N], with absorption of the prevowel (cf. Arc. pOnpwv), and
in Munster (south) teann is pronounced ["aun], with segmentalization of the
prevowel (cf. Ion. tevo) (see e.g. O Baoill 1980, 104).

(papyri: oveipwv, avelpopéval, Teipet; citations: dysipnic, dvepov, Potiaveipnt, potepa). The
result of compensatory lengthening in Alcman papyri is mostly denoted by <n>, while in
citations there is variation between <et> and <n>. For this reason, Hinge (2006, 29; further 22
ff.) argues that *-er/ni- possibly gave -eir/n- in Alcman. This is indeed a possibility, especially
in the light of the material presented in this section, but Alcman papyri also contain forms like
giuev (accent sic) ante correcturam (fpuev p.corr.), 00deig, macelv (a.c.), dpapeitor (accent sic),
and pi]yeioa. Further, as Cassio (2007) has shown, the ‘interpretatio Laconica’ of Alcman’s
text and language in general may not be as old as it has been thought to be, so a secondary long
<g> in an ancient Alcman manuscript could have been transcribed <er> by some later scholars.
Although I remain sceptical about the evidential value of Alc. teipel, Svepov, etc., it is
certainly an interesting coincidence that forms which seem to point to a development
*-eri- > -eir- (also) exist in Alcman (for a new theory and discussion of previous proposals
concerning the reason behind the use of digraphs in Alcman and Theocritus, see Willi 2012a
with lit.).
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From a general perspective, then, it would be perfectly acceptable to
assume that *-er/ni- gave -eir/n- in some dialects of Greek. However,
*-eri- has clearly become -ér- in Att. 6€pa and on€pag, which casts doubt on
the hypothesis that <°’ANEIPA> contained a genuine diphthong.'™* If <°ANEIPA>
really represents /°anéra/, then much of the attraction of the diphthongization
theory is lost (although there is nothing wrong with the idea that
*-er/ni- developed differently in Attic and Ionic'™). But it is actually not
impossible to reconcile <°ANEIPA> with 6€pa and on€pag. The various ways
that this can be done are explored in the following sections.

3.3.3.1 <°ANEIPA> does not presuppose Att. -eir/n- < *-er/ni-

Adoavepa (e.g. in AVI 6514) clearly contains a non-Attic, apparently Doric,
phonological element: according to Wachter (2016, 149 ff.), choral poetry was
a “literarischer Modetrend” (p. 152) from ca. 540 until 450 in Attica (cf. further
e.g. ‘Att.” KoAlona). Adwavelpa on Attic vases was possibly not a hybrid form
with both Doric and Attic phonological characteristics (but such an analysis
cannot be excluded); it must have been pronounced in the way it was normally
pronounced by poets such as Bacchylides (where in fact this name is found
twice); that is, (I suppose) [daiianeira].

The digraph in mid-6th-c. Agwv[e]pa could be seen as an occasional
poetic spelling of /&/ 76 Wachter (NAGVI, 335; see also Wachter 1991, 111 f)
has argued that the writing of digraphs for secondary long vowels was probably
an innovation first introduced in poetic texts: “[...] there was one situation
where a form which rendered quantity as accurately as possible was of great
advantage: in reading metrical poetry written in a difficult idiom”. Although
one may disagree with Wachter about the exact reason why the orthographic
convention was adopted in the first place (cf. Allen 1987, 72), it is indeed
possible that the digraph in forms such as Corinth. late 6th-c. -ayyeiag (COP

17 Unless /ei/ was monophthongized earlier before liquids (see 3.3.3.3 below), the possibility
that ongpag and 6€pa show <E> for original /ei/ is vanishingly small. First of all, the two forms
are found in three different texts, and in all of them the original diphthong is consistently
written <EI> (/¢/ is almost always denoted by <E>; ome[p]a may have been written in
Col.I1.105 of IG I® 386, but cf. also ITepoevg in 1. 2 and Threatte 1980, 173 ff. esp. 175 n° 33).
Our forms would be the only examples showing <E> for /ei/ in the relevant inscriptions.
Second, the spelling of /ei/ with <E> is generally rare in Attic, and before the 4th century it is
almost entirely found in private texts. There is only one case of <E> for /ei/ in public
documents from the 5th century (see Threatte 1980, 300 n° 5 = IG I° 264; for IG I* 107.2 see
now IG I’ 108.2; on mpogpépevo[i]g and Epépevor, see Kostopoulos 2017, 165 £.), and even “in
the decrees and inventories of the first half of the fourth century B.C. in which there is great
variation between E and EI for [e-] there is almost universal retention of EI as grapheme for the
original diphthong” (ibid.).

' In the absence of evidence for a change *-er/nj- > -ér/n- in (East) Ionic (it is possible that
Eub. Novotépgc originally contained a diphthong), East Ion. <IIEINE/O-> is not really
problematic.

17 But there seems to be indirect evidence through the petaypappotiopdc of the Epics in the
Ionic Alphabet (ca. 400) that when the Homeric poems at least were transliterated into the Old
Attic alphabet, probably in the late 6th century, no digraphs were used for the secondarily
lengthened e- and o-vowels; see Heubeck 1979a, 168; Peters 1991, 353v; West 2001, 21-23.
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1A), “in a hexameter line containing a highly archaic formula also attested in
epic” (NAGVI, 335), is “a reflection of written poetic texts” (ibid., 121;
differently Arena 1990 = 1999, 296 n. 105. 311)."”" It is thinkable that from
places like Corcyra or Cleonae, where, thanks to the early monophthongization
of /el/, /&/ was written <EI> from an early date, that orthography soon spread
among poetic circles as a convenient aid to recitation (cf. NAGVI, 336).
Compare especially emotet in the metrical part of CEG I, n® 42 (6th c.; Attica)
beside emol€ in the signature (see also Jeffery 1962, 127).

Alternatively, Agwav[e]ipa could in essence be East Ionic. This form is
found in a scene where Hercules (written HEpakAg[c], with a non-East Ionic
aspirate; cf. also NAGVI, 334b) kills Nessos. Labels to heroic scenes “are
taken from epic tales and some of them show various linguistic features which
point to literary language” (NAGVI, 331 £)."7® Tonic Anidavepa is attested in
the Hesiodic Catalogue of Women'” (NB fr. 25.17 ff. is our earliest attestation
of the myth of Nessos, see NAGVI, 292) and °4velpa was common in the
Homeric poems (for East Ionic echoes on non-Attic vases, see NAGVI, 332 f;
cf. also 333-335). Even if the name Anidvelpa was not introduced in Attica via
an East Ionic tradition — i.e. if a form [d@iiangra] was current in Attic during
the 6th century,'™ it cannot be excluded that an East Ionic form was used on
our vase. For a possible parallel see NAGVI, 178b. 333(11).

Late-5th-c. Agwavelpa and Anwovelpa (3x in total) can be taken as
instances of <Er> for /&/. Unfortunately, assuming that the (relatively obscure)
theonym Adepa/Adipa is anything else but Attic would simply go beyond the
evidence.

3.3.3.2 The two outcomes belong to different registers

It is difficult to find cases where prevowels show a double treatment after
certain vowels in the same linguistic system, not least because — as it emerges
from Operstein 2010 — the number of languages where diphthongization and
lengthening are in complementary distribution is not particularly large.''
However, sequences of sonorant plus yod apparently develop in two ways after
*a and *o in Aeolic (and elsewhere). More specifically, there is evidence that
in Thessalian and Lesbian *-anj- and *-ori- have become -ann- and -orr- in
some words (for Thess. *-oni- > *-0in-, cf. kowog < *komio-; for attestations

7 Cf. especially Heubeck 1979a, 115 f. with n. 629. 164.

'8 All of the scenes on our vases are heroic. I copy the relevant text from AVI; 6268, Heracles
and Nessus. 6514, Heracles receives the boy Hyllos from Deianeira; at left, Athena; at right,
Oineus. 5657, Heracles and Deianeira. 5462, Heracles and the centaur Eurytion. 3623, Heracles
and Nessos; at right, Deianeira. 2689 and 2690, Heracles and Nessus.

179 fr. 25.17 Merkelbach / West 1967 = 16.17 Hirschberger 2004.

180 «Im 6. Jahrhundert [...] dominieren [...] die ionisch-attischen Formen, die einerseits die
[...] altattische Mythentradition reflektieren, andererseits die «homerische» Tradition, die
damals von den in Ionien ausgebildeten Rhapsoden verbreitet wurde und in vielen Fillen
sprachlich mit der attischen tibereinstimmte” (Wachter 2016, 151).

'8l “The patterns of alternation between the two outcomes clearly warrant a separate
investigation, but there is no sufficient comparative data available for this to be pursued in the
present study” (Operstein 2010, 83).
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see Blimel 1982, 100 n. 97). Compare the names Kyme or Phocaea
®avvayopoc and Erythrae ®avvobemg'™ (cf. Garbrah 1978, 15. 42. 63. 145;
LGPN VB, 443; cf. also SEG 29:1149, 8:510; on Acolisms in Ionic see Hodot
1990, 25 n. 78 and esp. Hualde Pascual 1997 and Santiago Alvarez 1999),'™ as
well as several Thessalian and Macedonian (cf. Peters 2000, 383 n. 26 with lit.)
names with /(-)korr-/ (cf. xoipavog) < *kori- as first or second member, such as
Koppayog etc. (see Arena 1965; Heubeck 1978; Peters 1980, 170 f.; Garcia
Ramon 2007, 182; cf. also Boeot. Koppayiong, Koppwvadac, Epir. Koppadag).

Another form showing -opp- for expected -oip- is poppav in a
commentary on Sappho found in the Cologne papyrus collection (Gronewald
1974). This may be taken as a hyperaeolism, but given East Aeol. ®avv® it is
attractive to simply consider it genuine.

It should also be mentioned that in Sappho and Alcaeus some forms
containing ancient *-ur/ni- show the unexpected development /-tir/n-/ (the long
quantity of the upsilon can be confirmed only in some cases; cf. Hamm 1957,
16); compare especially peyoidveo, which notably is first attested in the
Lesbian poets.

The correctness of Arena’s and Heubeck’s interpretation of ®avv® and
Kopp® is perhaps now confirmed by a new Arcadian bronze tablet from the
archaic period (ca. 500; see Heinrichs 2015; Carbon / Clackson 2016; BE 2016,
n° 214). In lines 4, 5, and 13 (cf. also xo[ in l. 1) of that important inscription,
the word yoipoc ‘pig, piglet’ (< *g"orio-; see Heubeck 1978, 97; Mastrelli
1994; CEG 3, s.u. with lit.; Nussbaum apud Meier-Briigger 2004, 255; cf.
further Thess. Xopplovvelog, see Garcia Ramoén 2007a, 56)'** is written
yopo- (the exact forms are acc. sg. yopov and acc. dual xopd). The non-notation
of the geminate liquid is certainly not unexpected in this archaic text'™: cf.
especially 7x opév(-) ‘male’ < *hgyfsénl%. (The word for ‘pig’ was also yopog
in Arcadian, cf. the name XotpoBvwv in IG V 429; cf. Dubois 1988 11, 261.)

The tablet under discussion is an ancient copy of a text written probably
on some perishable material. “[T]he copyist was [...] not familiar with the
Arkadic idiom, [and] the master text(s) he had before him was/were at least

182 «@oyvodec continua un pit antico ®avédeg (cfr. Gavodikog), adattato alla forma
Davvayopas” (Arena 1965, 441).

'8 Hoffmann (1898, 582) connects ®ovv® with gagvvo- (similarly e.g. Hodot 1990, 87 n. 224).
But, although ®agevvng is attested in Lesbian, pagvvo-/pogwvo- is otherwise very rare in Greek
personal names (cf. HPN, 440 f.; Arena 1965, 440 n. 3 is explicitly against the comparison
with @aevvo-). Also, the existence of ®awayopog and Davayopag/ng as well as of (Ion.)
®avobepig (for the last name see LGPN I and VA) rather speaks for a connection with paive
(cf. also Bliimel 1982, 97).

184 On Myec. K/ko-ro(-) (and Ko-i-ro) cf. Ruijgh 2004, 13; Garcia Ramoén 2010, 85; Melena
2014, 24. 98.

185 Heinrichs (2015) and Carbon / Clackson (2016) believe that <XOPO-> represents Opo-.

'% Incidentally, this form confirms that Arc. Toppevtepov should be read as T’oppevtepov (with
elision), and that “das Arkad. neben dpoev- ‘ménnlich’ [...] auch noch eine Variante mit
0- gekannt hat [...]”, as Peters (1993, 380) thought 26 years ago (cf. now also Thess. opoev n.,
Garcia Ramoén 2007b, 105 f; for the lack of digamma in the Arcadian form, both
contamination with *ersén and early loss before /o/ are possible, cf. Peters 1993, 378 ff.; on
FOQAEKOG! etc. see most recently Dubois 2012).
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partially written not clearly enough or even faded or otherwise damaged in
places” (Heinrichs 2015, 26 f.). yopo- is found thrice in our document, so
despite Heinrichs’ remarks this form is almost certainly real. The three editors,
as well as Dubois apud BE 2016, n° 214, also take yopo- at face value.

On the basis of Kopp® and of unmistakably Aeolic forms like péryorpog
and Ovowpog, Peters (1980, 171 n. 122) has plausibly suggested that
*-ori- probably yielded both -oir- and -orr- in that dialect group.187 It is
imaginable that under certain circumstances, as for example in fast speech,
prevowels were weakly articulated in some languages. If prevowels were
weaker in fast speech in Greek, then their perceptual saliency was probably
diminished even after /a/ and /o/ (palatal prevowels are usually particularly
prominent after these vowels; see Operstein 2010, e.g. 13. 101. 103 f;; on
weakly articulated prevowels, see ibid., 104. 111). That could have easily led
to their occasional loss in Aeolic and Arcadian (cf. Operstein 2010, 18 with lit.;
see further ibid., 111 f. 151 and pp. 40 f. above). Recall that the prevowel was
lost in Aeolic in cases where it was difficult to be distinguished from the
preceding nucleus, cf. *-er/ni- > -gpp/vv- (further Arena 1965, 439; Bliimel
1982, 96-98).'™

It may be suggested that in normal speech the prevowel was salient
enough to be taken as a diphthongal glide in Attic even after /e/, while in fast
speech the weakly articulated prevowel was perceived as extra length in that
dialect. In other words, it would be possible to conjecture that in lower
registers the outcome was a long vowel, while in more formal speech the
prevowel acquired segmental status in Attic-lonic (cf. Forssman 1975, esp. 31;
Duhoux 1987, esp. 188 f.). In poetry, where the elevated style called for a less
colloquial tone, diphthongal forms must have been rather frequent. The name
of Deianeira (and other names in °Gveipa) was probably known to the painters
mainly through (oral) poetry and/or epic tales (cf. NAGVI, 296b. 331). Perhaps

'8 Hickey (2011, 269) notes that Modern Irish tinn ‘sick, sore’ is pronounced both [tam;] and
[ti:n;] in county Cork (that is, /i/ was apparently either lengthened or diphthongized in parts of
the Irish south; for prevocalization in Irish see Operstein 2010, 86 f.). He notes further that
both [ma:1'] and [mauvy] are found for [mal*] ‘slow” in West Irish dialects, but perhaps ‘West
Irish’ is a rather broad term for our purposes (cf. O Siadhail 1989, 2 ff.; Hickey 2011, 119 ff.).
Finally, although [a] is lengthened before a preconsonantal nasal in West Galway (which can
be further divided into Cois Fhairrge and West Connemara), in Cois Fhairrge a diphthong is
seen in a small number of forms (see O Siadhail 1989, 53 f.). Unfortunately, I am not qualified
to judge whether the Irish and the Attic-lonic forms are really comparable.

'8 Alternatively, prepalatalization was an optional rule in some dialects (optional
prevocalization of secondarily modified consonants is not uncommon crosslinguistically; see
e.g. O Siadhail 1989, 49-56; Operstein 2010, 117 with lit.). — It could be argued that cepd. and
onepag show loss of the prevowel, but this is unconvincing since the Aeolic examples rather
suggest that prevowel loss does not involve degemination, and forms like *ogpd and *omépa
are otherwise not attested in Greek (though note aiyepo- = aiyeipo- [see n. 139] and Eustathius
Comm. Od. II, p. 277.38—40: ceipai Toivov €Aéyovtd Tiveg memAeypévar Sl oxoivav, eUTAV
dMAadm. €viedbev 8¢ eilijpbot dokel kal 1 WwTiK®dG 6épa 1 TG B0pog Khelovoa, molat puev
oyotvog oboa, Kai oTd simely osipd Tkt Dotepov 88 kai éml EvAiveov poyA@dV TV évtdg
Tapavoovpévy | mapaedepouévy, va § Bc mep Sepd dépn, obtw kol cepd oépa TO
WBOTIKOV).
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the way they wrote that name conformed to the way it was pronounced by the
bards/storytellers. This analysis is not contradicted by Att. Aaipa.

3.3.3.3 Early monophthongization of /ei/ before liquids/resonants
There is a general consensus that in the American south /ai/ is most frequently
monophthongized before liquids (“as in [fa:r] ‘fire’”), less frequently before
nasals (“as in [ta:m] ‘time’”) and voiced stops (“as in [ta:d] ‘tide’”) (in that
order), and rarely before voiceless stops (“as in [ta:t] ‘tight’”’) (Schilling Estes
1996, 115; see also e.g. Hazen 2000; Bowie 2001, 333 ff.; Fridland 2003, 280
f.; Bernstein 2006, 214; Johnstone et al. 2015, 22).189 Similarly, in African
American English, ai-monophthongization is most common before liquids;
monophthongization is less likely to happen before nasals (which are less
sonorous than liquids), and is quite uncommon before stops (see
Mendoza-Denton et al. 2003, 117 ff.; Thomas 2007, 460 f. with lit.). Finally, in
Lancaster County, Pennsylvania, where one of the several dialects of so-called
Pennsylvania Dutch (i.e. German) is spoken, monophthongization of /ai/ to /&/
(this change is not to be attributed to contact with English) occurs only before
liquids, according to Louden (1997, 81)."°

Hence, it seems that the sonority hierarchy can play a central role in
monophthongization (thus explicitly Mendoza-Denton et al. 2003, 117). Now
/ei/ was monophthongized to /¢/ in Attic at a relatively early date. As e.g. the
example of ai-monophthongization mainly before liquids in the speech of
African and southern white Americans suggests, the change of /ei/ to /&/ in
Attica may have started in specific environments. More precisely, it is possible
that, originally, ej-monophthongization in Attic was predominantly’' found

% ai-monophthongization is common before voiceless stops in some parts of the American

south (and among certain social groups; see Thomas 1995, 151 f.). According to Thomas
(1995, 152) and de Lacy / Kingston (2013, 323) the pattern with monophthongization only
before voiced consonants is probably older. aj-monophthongization is also common
word-finally, though this has been seen as an extension of the original pattern (i.e. before
voiced consonants) by de Lacy / Kingston (2013, 323). Monophthongization in the southern
U.S. primarily depends on the environment. Some studies have shown that other factors may
also play a role in the occurrence of monophthongization, such as sex, age, educational
background, etc. (cf. e.g. Bowie ibid.; Greene 2010; [J.] Thomas 2013 with lit.). The existence
of a syllable boundary between the diphthong and the following consonant has also been
shown to affect monophthongization in some regions (see Hazen 2004, 65 ff.). “The exact
relationship between syllable position and sonorance of the following sound is not entirely easy
to describel[;] [...] tautosyllabic liquids and voiced obstruents favor /ay/-monophthongization
more than their nontautosyllabic counterparts, while the reverse is true for nasals and voiceless
obstruents” (Bowie 2001, 333 [ff.]).

1% In Pennsylvania Dutch, [ai] has been monophthongized in almost all environments among
midwestern Amish communities (the diphthong is still found only before [9] and [e]; Louden
1997, 81). — The monophthongization of PGmc. *ai in West and North Germanic was also a
context-sensitive process; see e.g. the overview in Versloot 2017, 284-288 with lit.

1 Cf. IMicwopotog on a sherd from the Athenian Agora (archaic, mid-6th ¢.? cf. Vanderpool
1949, 405-408; Threatte 1980, 190), dokig = dokelg (AVI 2994; 550-525), and
TaAd[Ec)/Taredeg (AVI 7537, 7587; 550-525) for *Takedeg (see Threatte 1980, 191). Note
that original *-efL- was very rare to non-existent in Greek (there were no roots of the type
CeRR in PIE, and liquid-initial suffixes were not many); cf. further n. 192 sec. par.
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before liquids (the vowel shift /&/ > /1/ in Attic also originated in certain
phonological contexts; see Wackernagel 1909; Threatte 1980, 190 ff.; 1996,
710 f.; Hawkins 2012, 152—-154; cf. also Flemming 2003). If /ei/ > /&/ began
earlier before /L/ than before other consonants, then it was possibly completed
earlier in that environment as well.

If so, *-er/ni- possibly gave -eir/n- in Attic, and o€pa and on€pag
perhaps indicate that the monophthongization was already at a quite advanced
stage before /r/ in that dialect by the late 5th century.'*> '3

Appendix: A note on dpeivov
As is known, dueivov, the suppletive comparative of dyoBoc, contains a
genuine diphthong.'”* The default assumption would be that apeivov continues

192 peters (1981, 190 n. 3 with lit.) connects Ietponetc with meipo “attempt, trial, experience’ <

*peria. The former cannot be derived directly from the latter, so Peters derives [Tepaigdc from
an unattested *péra (with long *a) < *peria (from which nepdm was derived; neipa would
then be a backformation from meipdm; on this last point see already Sommer 1948, 118). On a
semantic level, the connection between Ilepaiedg and meipa is not immediately apparent. If
neparod] on AVI 0465 (early 6th c.) and ITepadd on AVI 6251 (600-550) have anything to do
with Iepaievg, then this last word in the interpretation of Peters would hardly fit the present
theory (Peters 1989, 75, building on Guarducci, compares Tipowog : Tiuédng with Hom.
[eipatog and our IMepado [: TIEpadec*?], cf. also Peters 1980, 175 n. 126; Jeffery [cf. LSAG,
70; followed by LGPN II] thinks that the name was Ilepddng*; Immerwahr 1990, 13 n° 35
considers it possible that it was ITeppadng*). For Ileipaiedc, compare further on the one hand
Att. ey potevg in IG IP 346.67 (431/430, old Attic alphabet; beside kAivon Xiopyec, [...]
[KAtvar MidEciopy]ec) and [lepatet in IG 1P 370.63 (inventories; 418/7—415/4), and on the
other Igpat- in e.g. IG I® 455 (ca. 445), 363 (ca. 440), 319 (432/1), and 294 (432/1).

According to Peters (1991, 353v), Att. dpethe/o- /op"cle/o-/ had a secondary variant
Jopeile/o-/ in Attic-Tonic (the question of the origin of the alleged diphthong here is left open
by him). The only texts that contain <O®EIA-> without any other trace of <EI> for /&/ are IG I?
245 (470-460), 256 (440-430; ope|[t]Aetm beside telgv etc.), and 161 (435-405; o]peldev; the
orthography of suffixes is frequently quite conservative, see n. 157 and esp. Brixhe 1989, 35 on
late Sth/early 4th-c. lon. oped&v; Thasos ogellev beside &var in IG XII Suppl. 347 [after
386/5] is perhaps too late to be given much weight). Importantly, these are all public
documents, but they are also quite short, so we cannot be certain that the <Er> here is not
merely a digraph representing /&/. Threatte (1980, 174; 1996, 680) considers the early
examples of <O®EIA-> as instances of <EI> for /&/. In any case, I do not think that the possible
existence of /op"eil-/ between 460 and 430 in Attic would pose major problems for the present
theory.

'3 1t is not uncommon for prevowels to be recorded in writing (see Operstein 2010, e.g. 52.
103. 141 f). To mention a familiar case, the ‘weightless’ vowel produced by i- and
u-epenthesis is systematically written in Avestan (e.g. bara'ts; see Hoffmann / Forssman 2004,
51 ff). It is theoretically possible that, in the 6th century, Attic at least still preserved
prepalatalized resonants, and that Att. °<ANEIPA> denotes [°ane’t?a]. However,
chronologically this idea has little to recommend it. Moreover, the proposal that Attic
speakers(/listeners) were able to hear a distinct sound after the vowel until ca. the mid-5th
century seems to me to be in direct conflict with the (subsequent) change (*)[-€'t/n-] > -ér/n-.
By reading Operstein (2010, 84 f.), one may form the impression that a similar situation is
attested in (Middle) Scots, where e.g. the result of /-prevocalization after /a/ is denoted by
aulaw, but later surfaces as /a/. au/aw from prevocalization fell together with the original
diphthong at some point and was subsequently monophthongized; see Macafee 2003, 141. 148.
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*amen-ioh- (cf. Panagl 1981, 333). This analysis was relatively popular during
the 19th century, but owing mainly to the diphthong in Attic and elsewhere it
has now been abandoned (a recent discussion of the etymology of dueivov can
be found in Dieu 2011, 47 ff.). If <°ANEIPA> really contains a diphthong and is
(at least in part) genuine Attic (thus Wachter 2016, 151 n. 44), which is
possible, (Classical) Attic /amein®/ does not decisively exclude the
reconstruction *ameni®.'””

A somewhat unexpected fact is that the adverb Guewvov is written ca.
fifteen times ougvov in the new Dodona tablets. The non-
Corinthian, -Megarian, etc. (cf. Barton¢k 1966, 78; LSAG, 132 f.) cases of
such a spelling that I can find are 2810A (500—450; Euboean'”® or Locrian
alphabet; contains Ionic-looking vav]kA&pe[ov, but cf. Méndez Dosuna 2018,
275), 3708A (mid-5th c.; alphabet of an Elean colony in Epirus), 62A (late 5th
c.), 3325A (“Epirotan or Corcyraean version of the Corinthian script”, Méndez
Dosuna 2016, 136"7; late 5th ¢.), 643A (ca. 400), 2261A (ca. 400; beside €t /ei/
‘if’; Méndez Dosuna 2018, 268. 278: Doric with Attic features?)'”® 2651A
(400-350; the long closed /¢/ in [Doric] €]oettan is spelled with <Er>, but the
reading here is uncertain), 2584A (400-350; apocopated mepi, long a: Doric,
Thessalian'?), 2938A (400-350; beside e ‘if’), 2813A (400-350), 4143B
(400-350), 1157B (4th c.), 3135A (late 4th c.; non-Att.-lon. Tpaccol[t), S51A
(ca. 350; /&/ in [€]ooerto(n) is written with <Er>), Lhote 2006, n° 100 (400-375;
Ionic, beside et ‘if”), 103 (400-375; Attic, beside &1 ‘if’).200 n° 607 (early 5th
c.) contains another example, but cuvkguevov in 1. 2 shows <E> for /ei/. 734A
(450-400) reads Juevov, but this may represent Juevov.

1% Cf. the material in Hoffmann 1898, 389; Meisterhans 1900, 36 n. 193 (mainly Attic-Ionic).
To the forms found in these works one may add e.g. IGASMG 1 73 (7th/6th c.; Selinous) and
SEG 34:972 (450425, Selinous); cf. further Adkapng et al. 2013.

195 Regardless of whether we choose to analyze <°ANEIPA> along the lines of 3.3.3.3: in the
beginning, ej-monophthongization may have been found mainly or only before liquids (which
are more sonorous than nasals), as is the case mutatis mutandis in e.g. African American
English.

1% On ej-monophthongization in Euboean, see p. 42.

197 Jei/ was monophthongized quite early in Corcyrean, but /ei/ and /&/ were normally written
<Br> in that dialect (note also ITpokABdac LSAG, 229 n° 8, probably from the Corinthian
colony Anactorion in Acarnania), cf. Mh&iétog in IG IX 12, 4, 881 (6th c.) or Ag&Biotag in IG
IX 1°, 4, 883 (5th c.), and see n. 145 (cf. also NAGVI, 336). There is evidence for ei-
monophthongization in Epirus; cf. Ambracia xateyfE mentioned above (n. 169; but from
Ambracia cf. also 6th-c. emoiBt SEG 51:742) and BtopokAEdog < *°kleui® (Dodona; ca. 5007
LSAG, 230 n° 14; perhaps from one of the Corinthian colonies near or at Epirus, cf. further
Lhote 2006, 332-334).

198 ¢nidowtov has been written emilomov here, but dpewov has been written auévov twice (1. 4
(a)pgvov and 1. 5 a[p]gvov), so a careless omission seems unlikely (despite the missing alpha in
(a)pgvov).

19 In that case, if Guewov contained *-enj-, one would normally expect Tapevvov here.

2% In Attic, the writing of secondarily lengthened /e/ with <E> is very common until ca. 375.
Conversely, “[t]he use of E for the inherited diphthong €1 remains exceedingly rare in all types
of texts” during the period 403—375 (see Threatte 1980, 177 ff.). The situation in (East) lonic is
quite similar (see Stiiber 1996, 28-30).
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It seems most likely that all instances of augvov in the oracular tablets of
Dodona show <g> for original /ei/. Admittedly, the writing of <E> for /ei/ is a
rare phenomenon in the Greek dialects and in the Dodona documents®"’
(though the monophthongization of /ei/ is clearly not), but duewov happens to
be a very frequent word in our corpus (cf. Méndez Dosuna 2018, 272;
“[u]ncontroversially, the probability of a word being misspelled is directly
proportional to its frequency in a given corpus”), and our texts “were often
scribbled in a rush by non-professional writers” [...] and “composed ex
tempore by inquirers who had a poor command of writing” (ibid., 267. 270; cf.
the countless misspellings in the corpus).””> On the other hand, if we trust the
index in Adxapng et al. 2013, more frequent words than duewov, e.g. €t ‘if’,
never show the spelling <e> in the new Dodona tablets, and the same applies to
words of medium frequency like &nerta (though see the four examples of &te
cited above; €ite is another word of medium frequency in the corpus). This
evidence is not probative, but it urges caution.

Before closing the discussion of apew-, Arc. Aunveag (IG V,2 229)
deserves mention. Most 19th-c. scholars connected this name with dueivov
(see e.g. Meister 1889, 95). Under this approach, the name Apunveag would be
a hypocoristic of a widespread name like *Apunvoking (cf. Apevoxific), and
the Arcadian equivalent of Boeotian Apewveag (IG VII 2587, undated) and
Attic (etc.) Apeviag (IG P 641, 510-500; IG I* 1279, ca. 480).%

201 For Attic, for example, with its huge epigraphical record, Threatte (1980, 300 f.; 1996, 671.
729) was able to cite less than 25 certain cases (to these add AVI 7322, 3588). From Laconian
only three examples are known (see Striano Corrochano 1989, 74; but see also ibid., 41 ff.).
For Ionic we have two Euboean forms (or three; Cassio 1994, 192 and passim), one from
Miletus, two in a business letter from Emporion (colony of Massalia; Massalia was a colony of
Phocaea; cf. SEG 53:1153, 530-500; gxoct and perhaps kelevE), and ca. seven from Berezan
and nearby Olbia (cf. Dubois 1996, n° 23 [Berezan letter, 550-500; SEG 57:693]. 42
[“[e]xercice scolaire”]. 52. 102). Note also Apgvo[ on a 6th/5th-c. vase from Naucratis (cf.
Hoffmann 1898, 389. 424 f.; Bechtel 1924, 34; Stiiber 1996, 30; on the possibility that
Naucratis was established by Milesians, see most recently Demetriou 2012, 109 ff. with lit.; the
dialect of Naucratis was East Ionic, cf. NAGVI, 214 ft.). Selinous, Thera, Argos, Lesbos, and
Pamphylia provide us with one case each, see Mimbrera Olarte 2012, 90; Dominguez Casado
2014, 127 (on 18d¢ see Bechtel 1923, 545); Nieto Izquierdo 2008, 121; Hodot 1990, 70 f;
Brixhe 1976, 39 (the interpretation of the Pamphylian form is uncertain).

After a full search of the exhaustive index of Adxapng et al. 2013, I was able to find
only ten instances of the spelling in question in the (4216) Dodona tablets. These are:
ovvkEpevov in 607 (early Sth c.) mentioned above, the 1pl. optative cwBgpec = cobeipey in
419A (500-450), Dedag in 1433A (450-400), engyov[ti] in 4079A (late 5th c.; éneiyw has no
established etymology), €te = eite in 2589A (late 5th c.), 1403B (late 5th c.), 1174A (early 4th
c.), 986B (early 4th c.), and avte = avtel in 1246A (late 5th c.) and 3315A (ca. 400) (but cf.
also Cret. avtn; cf. Bechtel 1923, 760 f.; Bile 1988, 212 f. with n. 230). (On the supposed
agBai(ov)g in 1108A see Méndez Dosuna 2016, 126 £.)

292 Of course most cases of the spelling <E> = /&/ < /ei/ in Greek come from private documents.
23 Cypriot A-me-ni-ja < *-ed- is ambiguous and nowadays (unlike during the 19th century; see
e.g. Schulze 1897, 894) it is usually connected with Thess. Apeveag (on which see below)
rather than Arcadian Aunveac. I suspect that there is no linguistic reason for this: Bechtel has
arbitrarily corrected Arc. Aunveog to Ap(eyvedag in SGDI, n° 1242, and although this
correction was never taken seriously (see e.g. Meister 1889, 95; Schulze 1897, 894), Bechtel
(1921, 405) has not mentioned the Arcadian name in his discussion of 4-me-ni-ja, and thus the
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However, Schulze (1897, 894) disassociated Aunveag from apeivov and
connected the former with East Aeol. Apevvapevog. This last name seems to be
an aorist participle of an unattested *dauevéw built to duevig ‘without pévog’
(Bechtel 1921, 92; cf. oiléw, datéopar : @ikat, ddccacOat). On the basis of
names such as AleEapevog beside AleEeag, Ale€iag, and Apvvvapevog beside
Apvveag, Apoviag, one could argue (with Schulze) that Apnveag is the
hypocoristic of an unattested Arcadian *Apnvauevog (= Apevvapevog). This
may be further supported by Thessalian Apeveag, which Schulze and others
correct to Apev(v)eag (but geminates are otherwise consistently written in the
inscription where Apeveag is found; Bechtel 1917, 6 f. derives Apeveag
directly from apevrig and compares Thess. Apeviokoc).”**

3.3.4 Conclusions on *-er/ni-

Despite the fact that our knowledge about ‘Taganrog’ phonology and
orthography is very limited, it is possible to argue on the basis of Taganrog
(Old Ionic) <MEINE/O-> that *e was diphthongized when before *-r/ni- in some
parts of the Greek speaking world. This proposal also gains support from Old
Attic <AA/EIANEIPA>. However, late-5th-c. Att. 6€pa and on€pag suggest that
*-er/ni- became -ér/n- in Attic. In view of these facts, it was proposed above
that Aawavepa is a Doric form. Agwav[e]ipa could be East Ionic or it could
contain an early instance of <Er> for /&/ in a poetic/literary context (cf. 6th-c.
Corinth. -ayyethag). The late-5th-c. examples of <°ANEIPA> can be seen as
cases of <Egr> for /&/. Another approach would be to assume that
*-er/ni- yielded -ér/n- in lower registers but -eir/n- in more formal styles of
Attic. Alternatively, it can be argued that *-er/ni- originally gave -eir/n- in
Attic-lonic, and that the well-known Attic monophthongization of /ei/ started
earlier before resonants.

On the evidence of Att. ogpa, Arc. ¢Onpov, Cret. nEpa*, and
Lesb. -gpp/vv- (which supports the idea that the prevowel was — in some
dialects at least — not easily distinguishable after /e/), it is clear that the
original outcome of *-er/ni- was -ér/n- in some Greek dialects.

old comparison was forgotten (especially since Dubois has not discussed the Arcadian name in
his grammar). The comparison of A-me-ni-ja with Arc. Aunveog is therefore still valid.

2% Masson (1996, 96 n. 51) finds the connection of Apevedc with aueviic “trés peu satisfaisant
pour la sémantique”. He proposes to connect the forms with pévog and interprets the a- as an
“a-augmentatif”.
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4. *pi (and *mi)

Glide hardening in sequences of labial plus yod is relatively common in
palatalizing languages; cf. e.g. Modern Cypriot sg. kovni [kupi] ‘paddle’ : pl.
kovma [kupce] (SMGk. [kupge]), Kirundi /j/ : [fc], etc. (see further Newton
1972; Kimmel 2007, 153 f.; Kochetov 2016; Baltazani et al. 2016).205
Proto-Greek *pi (> Gk. nt™*®) most probably underwent glide hardening to
*[(-p)pc-] (< *[(-p)ps-]; cf. Newton 1972, 170; Kiimmel 2007, 153 f.) at some
stage (cf. Brixhe 1996, 70). In intervocalic position, this change must have
been followed by degemination of the preconsonantal geminate (cf. Schindler
1967, 246; Méndez Dosuna 2007b, 301 n. 57; Noreen 1923, 207; Pajak 2010,
271 ff.). At a later point, *[c] in *[pc] was probably perceived as */t/ (cf.
*pulakic > PLALTT® etc.).””” A problem with this analysis is that
postconsonantal */t'/ (< *#j) would not be expected to be depalatalized in all of
Greek.

According to Kochetov (2016, 3), sequences of consonant plus palatal
consonant are marked and tend to be avoided (no examples are offered by
Kochetov in support of this claim; preconsonantal palatalized consonants —
which are also marked — are frequently depalatalized crosslinguistically, see
Kochetov 2002, e.g. 31). Baker (2004, 130 with n. 21), on the basis of
distributional evidence from Spanish and French, posits a markedness
constraint *CC™ in order to account for the unexpected change /k&-/, /pA-/,
/fA-/ > /£-/ in initial position in Romance. It might be argued that *[pc] > */pt//
postdates the early fricativization of singleton affricates, and that palatals were
depalatalized after a consonant in later Greek. But in such case one would
perhaps expect *-Rki- to give /-Rt-/ in Tonic:** the contrast between Att. - and
Ion. - suggests that */t'-/ < *ki- was preserved until quite late in Attic-Ionic,
and if my remarks on p. 26 are on the right track, that would mean that */-Rt'-/
< *-Rki- was also preserved until late in that dialect group. Kiimmel (2007,
153. 206) does not seem to exclude the possibility of a direct change of *[pc] to
*/pt/ as regards Greek.

PGk. *mj also underwent glide hardening. For a form like Baive (*mi
also occurs in kowodg and perhaps in yAdiva [cf. yhapvog]; for the latter, Ruijgh
1985, 112; Rosot 2013, 107-109 with lit.; but see now also Garnier 2017) we
have to assume the following sequence of sound changes; *g“mio >
*[gamPno]?” > *[g'a'm’nd] or perhaps *[g'anno]*'® > */gaind/ (cf. further

2% For the phonetics/phonology of this process see Baltazani et al. 2016 and the references in
Arvaniti 2010, 107 n. 1. See also Miller 2010, 181.

296 Most of the available material regarding this development can be found in Debrunner 1907,
207 ft.

271 would assume that *[pc] > */pt/ happened at a time when Greek still possessed palatalized
alveolars/consonants (such sounds were preserved until quite late; see Méndez Dosuna 1993,
99 f. with n. 45. 102).

2% But it should be noted that preconsonantal /t/ is generally more liable to depalatalization
before heterorganic consonants; see Kochetov 2002, 29-31.

29 With a contextually palatalized labial.

219 Hock (2009, 91) cites a “S. Ital. venneiifia” (cf. Lat. uindémia, Fr. vendanger, It.
vendemmia).



62

Brixhe 1996, 70 f.; Hock 2009; Operstein 2010, 75. 97. 110 f. 115 f.; Bateman
2007, 100 ft.).

Hock 2006 (similarly Risch 1979, 274. 277) considers the change *pi >
/pt/ (et sim.) a case of dental insertion (he reconstructs */p/ > */pt’/ > /pt/ and
compares e.g. “W Ukr. p¥ > pt”” and Czech “m’ > mii”’). He believes that this
process was motivated by the markedness of palatalized labials. If this is
correct, then labials were palatalized in prehistoric Greek.

However, in Modern Greek, sequences of alveolar(/dental), labial, and
rhotic plus yod undergo glide hardening®"', but secondary palatalization is not
attested in that language (Baltazani et al. 2016) and full/place-changing
palatalization of labials and rhotics is highly disputed (see e.g. Bateman 2007;
2010; Hall 2000, e.g. 4). This means that, although (e.g.) [pj] becomes [p¢] in
Standard Modern Greek, MGk. [p] was probably not palatalized before [j] (this
is of course the communis opinio among scholars).’'* It seems that
palatalization and glide hardening are employed complementarily in Modern
Greek and its dialects, with the latter being found with consonants that avoid
palatalization (cf. Kochetov 2016; Baltazani et al. 2016).>"* Thus, if the ancient
Greek change results from glide hardening, as is possible (and in my view most
likely), then Gk. *pi > /pt/ quite likely did not involve a mid-stage *[p’]. The
same applies mut. mut. to the change *-mi- > -in-.

As for when *pi was eliminated with respect to the creation of the Linear
B script, only speculations can be made (words containing original *pj are not
attested in Mycenaean). As is well known, ‘complex’ syllabograms have the
structure CUV in Linear B (cf. e.g. dwo, nwa). The sign pte is unique in being
the only one with a structure CCV. Lejeune (1976) and others have argued on
the basis of this fact that at the time of the creation of the syllabary *pi was still
/pi/ in Mycenaean (secondary palatalization of labials presupposes
palatalization of coronals, dorsals, or both; see Bateman 2007, 51. 53. 62).
Judson (2017, 124-126) voices doubts about whether pte really started life as
*/pie/ (for example, pte is probably a Linear B innovation and *pjie is primarily
found in verbal forms, which are rarely used in the tablets; what would be the
motivation for the creation of a sign pie in the first place?). I must say that I
share her scepticism.

211 /n/ and /I/ are an exception to this; cf. SMG evvid [ene] ‘nine’, eéhd [eAe] ‘olive, mole’, etc.
212 Labials, /r/, and most alveolars are normally not palatalized in other palatalizing
environments (e.g. before /i/). /s/, /z/, /1/, and /n/ (or /1/ and /n/ alone) are palatalized in some
varieties, cf. e.g. Newton 1972; Baltazani et al. 2016; see also the previous footnote.

13 Kochetov further mentions that glide hardening also affects sequences of labials plus /u/ in
Kirundi.
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S.*ui

5.1 The outcome of *ui

The sequence *-uj- becomes either -ii->'* or -iu- in Greek. Compare Myc.
i-je-resja uel sim. < *-éyia®” and Hsch., EM 28,7 aipetoc a(i)etoc.
Hepyaiot®'® < *hrauieté->'"" The -ei- in forms like evpeio is a genuine
diphthong (e.g. Jacobsohn 1910, 165; Forssman 1975, 15): cf. the
denominatives in -gwo < *-eyjo in Elean®'® (Schmidt 1899; Minon 2007, 396 f;
cf. also Dodona pactei&l Lhote 2006, n° 29; note that there were several Elean
colonies in Epirus, e.g. Pandosia®"®), Arc. Epnsmvzzo (Carbon / Clackson 2016,
1. 17; ca. 500), Cret. 08 e in IC IV 65 (beg. 5th c.), 08 eion in the Law Code
of Gortyn (IC IV 72.Col.X 50 f. 54; ca. 480—450), and 0&Aeyav in IC I viii
4* al6 (mid-5th c.), Att. toeldc in the state decree IG IP 34.27 (448/447; Old
Attic alphabet), hiepeia and 08Aeta in the deme law 1G P 250.A5. 23. 27 f. B33
(ca. 450-430), hiepewn in the sacred law IG PP 255.B11. 14 (ca. 430), and
finally Epid. h§uteiav, 6gkeay in IG IV31 40.9; 1V2,1 41.4.10 (law, late 5th c.;

2% Hom. vaer (C 292), vaovow (® 197) [d] (< *nauielo-; cf. Hsch. vaver péet, PAOCet;

dwvadoar dwomAiedoat; voiov 1 222) and démron [a] at Y 316 = @ 375 (: daiw ‘light up, kindle’
< *dauielo-; cf. e.g. dedavpévog) possibly show [-ii-] > [-i-] with subsequent loss of the
singleton glide as per Chantraine 1948, 167 and Allen 1987, 82; cf. Hom., Att. dei [a] (see
DELG, 42b) < *ajuei and see also Bechtel 1908, 210 f. and Sj6lund 1938, 35-38 (differently
Schulze 1888, 258; 1892, 51; Crespo 1977, 89 ff.).

213 Haug (2002, 116 f.) believes that the first resonant in */-euih,/ was lost already in PIE by
Stang’s Law (cf. *g“oums > *g“o(n)s) and rejects the idea of a pre-Mycenaean change *-yi-
> -fi- (according to him, the preservation of the yod in later Greek as well as the short [e]
in -gwo are analogical). But the *m in *goum(s) (or *n in *g"ouns) was phonetically
consonantal (cf. most recently Zair 2018, 280-282 with lit.), while the */i/ in */-euih,/ was
realized as *[i]. It is impossible to derive Myc. -e-ja from */-euih,/ via Stang’s Law. — On the
basis of the old idea that the suffix -g0g has been borrowed from an unknown non-IE language
(this theory was recently revived by Meissner 2016; see also Judson 2016, 61 n. 68 with lit.),
Ruijgh (1967, 248) tries to account for the missing /u/ in Mycenaean °e-ja by assuming that the
suffix -gwx is prehellenic, and not the continuation of PGk. *-euia. As most scholars in the field
of IE studies, I find the idea of a non-IE -gig hard to accept (see Schindler 1976 and most
recently Olsen 2019). But in any case, taking what clearly seems like a native feminine suffix
(cf. -ewa < *-esia) as a borrowing from an unknown source is — to say the least — highly
counterintuitive. — Myc. gqa-si-]re-wi-jo-te, if relevant, is of course secondary (e.g. Risch
1979, 273 £.; Peters 1980, 215).

21 giBetog in Hesychius is a conjecture for transmitted oipetog (see the apparatus in
Cunningham 2018, s.u.).

21" Macedo (2017) traces the Mycenaean divine epithet a-re-ja (dat. sg.) back to an action noun
(*aleiia <) *aleuyia ‘defense, warding off” (to the root *hyley ‘keep away, ward off”). He
compares Aphrodite Zvppayio, Demeter Opovowa, Zeus Kepavvog, etc. The form a-re-ja is
associated with Hermes; until a case with a masculine GN beside a feminine noun is found,
Macedo’s analysis will remain highly speculative (or is a-re-ja to be understood as masc.
[aleiia-]? cf. Leukart 1994, 210-213).

218 74/ is unstable word-internally in Elean (cf. Minon 2007, 359 ff)), so verbal forms
showing -gie/o- in archaic Elean inscriptions hardly support the idea that the original outcome
of *-eyi- was [-eii-] in the dialect of Elis.

1% According to Solmsen (1904, 166 n. 1), the inflection in -c1o was possibly not confined to
Elean but was a characteristic of other Northwest Greek dialects as well.

2% Digamma-less Eptelav possibly suggests that *-yj- became -ij- in Arcadian (as in
Mycenaean), but cf. also n. 222.
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/6/ = <0> and <0Y>, /5/ = <0>).**! For later lonic -ga for -1 see Smyth 1894,

197 ff. Lesbian forms like ebpna = €0peia in no way support the conclusion
that *-eui- yielded /-€i-/ in some dialects: [-eii-] from any source (cf. aprov,
[TevOuino-, for the latter see Peters 1980, 324) was at some point
monophthongized in the language of Aeolic poetry; see Forssman 1975 and
Nikolaev 2012, 184 n. 143 (pace Slings 1979, 250). Attic iepéa (lon. igpén,
iepf}) is irrelevant, since it continues *-éud (see Schulze 1892, 488 ff. and
Sommer 1977, 312 ff.; cf. also Solmsen 1909, 252 n. 1; Forssman 1975, 33 n.
2; Threatte 1980, 315; Stiiber 1996, 92 f. with lit.; Balles 2008, 235).?*

The forms di-u-jo (PY Tn 316, Hand 44) beside di-wi-jo, and di-u-ja (PY
Tn 316; Cn 1287, Hand 31; cf. also di-u-ja-jo-ge PY Tn 316; di-u-ja-wo TH Of
26) beside di-wi-ja probably continue original *diuiios and *diuiia as per
Heubeck (1963; 1970), Schindler (1976, 352), Peters (1980, 216 f. with n.
168), Dunkel (1991, 15 n. 47); Garcia Ramoén (2014, 36 n. 8. cf. also 38), and
Melena (2014, 100 f.) (pace e.g. Ruijgh 1967, 130 f.; Risch 1974, 135 n. 120;
Viredaz 1983, 176; Leukart 1994, 175177 with lit.; Hajnal 1995, 43 ff.).***

According to (e.g.) Killen (2004, 220 f.), Ka-ra-wi-ja in the new Thebes
tablets (TH Fq 169.4 and possibly 207.1 and 228.2) is undoubtedly a variant
spelling of Ka-ra-u-ja in MY Fu 711.8 (“note that the commodities issued on
Fu 711 include barley (HORD) and flour (FAR), which are the two
commodities listed on the Fq tablets”). Most Mycenaeologists believe that Ka-
ra-wi-ja/Ka-ra-u-ja is to be compared with later Greek ypoio ‘old woman’ (<
*grayid < *grahuia [Nussbaum 2001?**] or perhaps *graiuia [Peters 1980,
135; cf. also Nikolaev 2008, 560 with lit. and Hofler 2017]), and that it is either
a theonym/anthroponym (cf. SEG 58:1873) or an appellative (cf. e.g. Killen
2004, 220 f. and 2006, 103 n. 71. 105 with lit. [title? name of a divinity? for the
latter cf. also Ruijgh 2004, 9]; Duhoux 2005, 9; Bernabé 2012, 194; Melena
2014, 100 f. [“adjective based on /graus/”]; further literature in Aura Jorro
2017, 259). The two forms could also be connected with the theonym Kioio <
?*klayiia (Heubeck 1979, 241 n. 10; compare Myc. ka-ra-wi-po-ro,
ka-ra-wi-ko : xAeig ‘key’; the sanctuary of that goddess was in Messene
according to Pausanias (9.3)). This is rejected by Aura Jorro (2017, 259).

2! muatewd<t> in 1. 4 of an early 5th-century lead tablet probably from southeast Sicily (cf.

SEG 57:905; ca. 470 or slightly later) is found next to the infinitive eypuew (L. 3).

222 1epear in 1. 13 of the new Arcadian inscription discussed on pp. 54 f. is to be connected with
Att.-Ton. iepéa/iepén (pace Clackson apud Carbon / Clackson 2016, 142; cf. diphthongal
gurteloy < *-eyia- in 1. 17). This assumption seems somewhat problematic, since /u/ is
consistently written in all positions in our inscription (cf. ofi, apeb<Ao>, fFetei, evpotot,
Kopfov, I'eveorav, Atpovoodl, etc.). However, in lines 1 and 2 of the same text we find
digamma-less nom. pl. kpea [a/a] (cf. Peters 1980, 262 f. with n. 217 with lit.; Nussbaum
1998, 70) < *kreuaha (it seems that aspiration anticipation did not affect *u, cf. Eop ‘spring’ <
*yehar and Nussbaum 1998, 139 ff. n. 146; notice that both 1epedit and kpea continue *-éua(-)).
23 “[I]t is possible that Mycenaean scribes were more prone to write allegro forms than were
the writers of later centuries” (Cowgill 1966, 89). — The /-ui-/ cluster in the comparative
me-wi-jo-e/me-u-jo /mei.uio-/ (= peimv) is most likely secondary (see Peters 1980, 217 n. 168;
Hellemans 2005, 152—-154; Dieu 2011, 579 ff.; Barber 2013, 176 f.). — On *diuios beside
*diyiios in Greek see Jacobsohn 1910, 163 ff. with lit.

2 Thanks to Alan Nussbaum for sending me this handout.
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If Ka-ra-wi-ja/Ka-ra-u-ja is a personal name or an adjective based on
vypadg (cf. Myc. ka-ra-we), which is likely, then this word probably continues
*°uiia and is thus irrelevant to the present discussion. This is the least costly
assumption, but -wi-j° is widely attested in Mycenaean, whereas -u-j° is mainly
found in perfect participles, in the word for ‘son’, and in the few forms
discussed in this section. On the other hand, syncope is relatively common in
Mycenaean and in Mycenaean proper names (cf. Leukart 1994, esp. the
cross-references on p. 28 n. 1); cf. Ke-ra-u-jo, Pa-ra-u-jo, Po-ro-u-jo (which
quite possibly contained *-ijo- at some earlier stage), and Au-ja-to beside
Au-wi-ja-to (see Hellemans 2005, 148 with lit.).

If Ka-ra-wi-ja/Ka-ra-u-ja 1is really the Mycenaean equivalent of
alphabetic Greek ypaia, then the preservation of the sequence *-ui- in this word
will be hard to explain. Hellemans (2005, 152) proposes that the change */-ui-/
> /-ii-/ only affected high frequency vocabulary first (cf. also Viredaz 1983,
180; Hajnal 1995, 45 with n. 44), but our data do not give the impression that
*-ui- was in the process of becoming /-ii-/ in Mycenaean. It would be
theoretically possible to consider Ka-ra-wi-ja/Ka-ra-u-ja a historical spelling,
or to attribute the preservation of the cluster here to the inherent conservatism
of proper names/theonyms, but that would be pure conjecture. Until more is
known about Ka-ra-wi-ja/Ka-ra-u-ja, it seems prudent not to base any
conclusions on these two forms.**

5.2 The historical phonology of *-ui- > -ii-/-iu-
It has been argued that PGk. *-yj- was assimilated to -ij- after vowels other
than *a and *o and that the sequences *-aui- and *-oui- were metathesized
to -aiu- and (*)-oiu- (cf. esp. Scherer 1967, 329 and Peters 1980, 217 n. 168;
compare further Hermann 1923, 41; Heubeck 1963; 1970; Risch 1974, 135 n.
120).° If *-yj- became -ij- and -ju- via assimilation and metathesis, it is
unlikely that the application of the one or the other change depended on the
quality of the preceding vowel. Perhaps *-ui- was assimilated only in certain
dialects and metathesized in others, but for reasons to be discussed in a
moment, it seems improbable that -ji- and -ju- result from assimilation and
metathesis.

Theoretically, if -elo continues *-éuia and not *-euia (both are possible,
see Schindler 1976, 352**7), and a sequence *-Vuj- was syllabified *-V.yi- in
Greek (thus Miller 1994, 8),*® the change *-uj- > -ii- might be seen as a

AR

3 de-wi-jolde-u-jo-i have not yet received a satisfying interpretation (see the lit. in Hellemans
2005, 146). On ge-te-jo, ge-te-0, qe-te-a,, if these forms are to be compared with the verbal
adjectives in -téog, cf. Malzahn 2002; Pike 2006; Willi 2009a. It is unclear whether lka-wi-ja
and ka-u-ja[ are the same word (see Hellemans 2005, 147).

226 Ruipérez (1990), who was one of the main supporters of the theory that Myc. °e-ja is
irrelevant to the question of the treatment of *-ui- (see Ruipérez 1966), thought that
*-e/iui- gave *-&/iu- (despite Elean -gwo [-€iid] < *euio).

227 Solmsen (1909, 253) opted for *-éuia; Sommer (1977, 323 n. 1) preferred the reconstruction
*-euia.

228 Osthoff’s Law has failed to apply to kpnuvog. Miller attributes this fact to syllabification,
claiming that the consonantal cluster in *-Vmn- (and *-Vui-; cf. ®ov < *6uiém, but this could
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regressive assimilation motivated by a phonotactic constraint against
tautosyllabic *ui sequences: cf. the epenthesis in the Corinthian hapax F1oxkE
‘pursues’ (NAGVI, 114 f.) < *ujok-** and perhaps cases like Hom. adephm <
(*)auu® < *an-u° and Hes. 2sg. aor. opt. kawa&ong < (*)kauu® < *kat-u°>° (cf.
also Byrd 2015, 225).2' In order to account for aifetdg, it may be further
argued that *y after short vowels was ultimately palatalized and prepalatalized
before yod (a metathesis *au.uieto- > (*)aiueto- cannot be ruled out®?).
However, if *-VuiV- was geminated to *-VuuiV- in Greek, as was probably the
case in West Germanic (see e.g. Thorhallsdottir 1993, 216 ff. 243 ff.; Ringe /
Taylor 2014, 53; but see also Callender 2006, 66 f.; Murray 2000, 230 f. with
lit.), /ui/ was an acceptable syllable onset in early Greek.” In any case, the
present scenario is based on too many hypotheses that are currently impossible
to prove and thus lacks credibility.

As is well known, *y was palatalized in Tocharian and Old Irish in
certain contexts (Pinault 2008, 444 f.; Cowgill 1967; McCone 1996, 131; see
also Ringe / Taylor 2014, 53 on West Germanic); palatalization was a

have become *giiom before the application of OL) was tautosyllabic. Peters (1980, 332. cf.
also 256) sees *-Vmn- only as a potential Osthoff environment (cf. *mesamriia > Ion.
pecsapuPpin), since as is well known *m frequently behaves as an obstruent in Indo-European;
see further the recent discussions in Cooper 2013, 11 f. and 2015, 317 ff. and in Zair 2018 (cf.
e.g. forms like opikpog — with an unexpectedly preserved sibilant — beside pikpog; cf. further
Solmsen 1888, 84—86). On Miller’s proposal, particularly in connection with Osthoff’s Law,
see Simkin 2003, 191 ff.

229 peters 1980, 138 n. 92. 99; 1989, 255 (cf. (F)imwky [see DELG, s.u.], (F)iepou [T, etc.).

29 Cf. further Schulze 1892, 56 ff.; Schwyzer 1939, 224. 407.

B! oGKkE suggests that (tautosyllabic) *ui ceased to be an acceptable syllable onset at some
point in Greek (cf. Peters 1980, 136 f.; for epenthesis as a repair strategy in Greek, cf. métvia
etc. in the interpretation of Peters 1980, but on motvia and the like see also Kim 2004, 112 f. n.
23; “[...] the best examples of reflexes of the “doubly consonantal” *#ui- are in languages
where *u- developed to [B] or [v] (e.g. Skt. vya-): this may not be accidental” Simkin 2003,
195 n. 259). The same conclusion may be drawn from the problematic trisyllabic diov in
Sappho (if from *6.ujiom), but, as Schindler (1969) has suggested, this form could continue
deov.

It could be argued that heteromorphemic *-ui- in *-éuia was resolved via assimilation,
while tautomorphemic *yj- in F10KE via epenthesis. However, the assumption that illicit
clusters could be eliminated through different repair strategies depending on the presence or
absence of a morpheme boundary is difficult to verify. In Greek, stop clusters that go against
the ideal order for segments in the sonority hierarchy (see e.g. Miller 1994, 7; Devine /
Stephens 1994, 22-25) are eliminated through regressive assimilation or cluster simplification
in derived environments. Compare *Hjod-k'id (cf. Ved. ydc cit, YAv. yaicit) > *hok-k"id >
Aeol. 8/6tT1, Att. 811, *Hiod-k'o- > *hok-ko- > Hom., Aeol. dnnwc, Att. 6nog (cf. also Hom.
Kkak-keioviee, Myc. po-pi [pop™p"i] < *pod-p"i, ko-ru-pi-ge [korup™p"i-] < *korut'-pi, etc.);
cf. Ruijgh 1977, 261. Contrariwise, illicit clusters that are found within morphemes are
removed via metathesis (cf. also dodmog < *gdoupos; /dg/ was not a permissible syllable
onset): cf. e.g. Tiktw < *f#itko (: *tek) (on dhookET[ etc. see Jasanoff 2018, esp. 138 and n. 9
above). Nevertheless, it is impossible to know whether *7T+K > T+T and *TK > KT ever
applied complementarily on a synchronic level.

2 Cf. tautomorphemic *TK > KT, -ddz- > -zd-, but also *uiok- > (*)uiiok-.

3 Incidentally, it is questionable whether gemination would occur in the sequence */-Vu.iV-/,
despite words like yA@dooa < *glok"ia: fu/ is more sonorous than /r/, //, /n/, and /m/, and
generally increased sonority is associated with greater weight (see Ryan 2011).
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widespread phenomenon in (the prehistory of) both languages. Most stops and
resonants were palatalized before yod in Greek. It would make sense to think
that *u also underwent palatalization in that position (thus Danielsson 1903,
383; Hermann 1923, 41; Allen 1958, 116 n. 23; Stang 1957, 31; Diver 1958;
Cowgill 1969; Lopez Eire 1969, 10; Ruipérez 1972, 145; Sheets 1976, e.g. 108,
Risch 1979, 272. 276 [somewhat hesitantly]; Garcia Ramoén 1985, 115 n. 2;
Hock 2004, 160).*** The palatalization hypothesis is strongly supported by
‘metathesized’ aifetdg (cf. also Crespo 1977, 89 f.):* as argued above,
*-Ri- > -iR- in Greek probably results from prepalatalization of previously
palatalized segments. Importantly, in Ossetic, which is a palatalizing and
prepalatalizing language, *-ui- is also ‘metathesized’ to (*)-iu-, see Cheung
2002, 97 ff. esp. 102. 116 f. Compare further the remarks of Operstein (2010,
100):

“The question which naturally arises is how to choose between the
metathesis and CP accounts when the intermediate stages are not
documented. I suggest that in such cases it is necessary to consider
the place of the process in the overall phonological tendencies of
the language. The aim here is to see whether the process is isolated
at a given historical period or whether it forms part of a more
general tendency. Based on the evidence assembled here, CP of
secondarily modified consonants is usually not an isolated
phenomenon in the language’s phonology but tends to affect all or
most of the relevant consonants and frequently cooccurs with either
depalatalization or umlaut. [...] If, for example, it is known that the
language is in the process of losing secondary palatalization, the
surface Cj transposition is more likely to be the result of CP than
metathesis”.

Under the assumption that *y was palatalized and prepalatalized in Greek,
Myec. i-je-re-ja (et sim.; cf. also Myc. -di-jo- in the interpretation of Heubeck
1963, 199 and 1970, 67) is a problematic form: if the prevowel was absorbed
by the nucleus in the position after *e, or if it was segmentalized, then the
expected form would be Ti-je-re-wa.”>® Hermann (1923, 41) proposed (mut.
mut.) that */—Lljgj—/ (phonetically, that was probably *[-yy-1°") was “weiter
palatalisiert” to -ii- after front vowels (cf. diphthongal e0peia). According to
him, */-u'v’-/ regularly became -ju- after *a and *o (cf. aifetoc) via

24 Melena (1978) has speculatively proposed that the sign *79 of the Mycenaean syllabary
represented /w'w'o/ (my notation). For a recent, balanced discussion on the possible value of
*79, see Judson 2016, 157-161.

23 0On Aworpov and apotrav, cf. Heubeck 1970, 68; NAGVI, 41 f. 121 f.; Miller 2014, 223.

36 n/ is preserved in all positions in Mycenaean, including after diphthongs (cf. a;-wo-ro =
aiddog ‘shining, spotted’; see Leukart 1994, 222; Tichy 1983, 347 f.; cf. also epigraphical
OFEL).

7 This is the consonantal counterpart of the front rounded vowel [y]; cf. Fr. huit etc. (compare
further e.g. Kiimmel 2007, 164. 220. 265. 267. 278).
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‘epenthesis’.”*® The change W~/ > /-ii-/ is typologically uncontroversial, cf.

Kiimmel 2007, 278 (compare further the palatalization of the labiovelars before
front vowels, and the neutralization of *K* before yod™; cf. e.g. Stephens /
Woodard 1986). The development /-u'w’-/ > /-ii-/ after front vowels is
phonetically plausible.*** Unfortunately, no exact parallels to this change are
known to me (despite Kiimmel 2007, 278. 403 ad fin.).

It is also possible that */-y'w’-/ became -iu- or -ii- (after any vowel)
depending on the dialect (cf. Ruijgh 1967, 67;**' on *(-)aui- > (-)aiu- in Attic,
cf. further Wackernagel 1885a, 276-279**%). In Greek and other languages
palatalized labials (but *u was a labiovelar) were possibly “introduced by an
earlier cross-the-board consonant palatalization; [...] by over-extension of the
(more) natural process of palatalization of non-labials” (Hock 2006, 444).
Palatalized labials are marked and diachronically unstable, and tend to be
eliminated more rapidly than other palatalized segments (cf. e.g. Bateman
2011; Hock 2006, Kochetov 2002; Operstein 2010 all with lit.; cf. also ch. 4).
It may be argued that in some dialects *[-Vy'w'-] was early on unrounded to -ii-,
while in others (e.g. Attic-Ionic, Pamphylian) it was simply depalatalized with
concomitant segmentalization of the onglide (after any vowel; for this
prepalatalization pattern, see further p. 96). Both these changes must have
occurred earlier than the depalatalization of other resonants (cf. the different
prepalatalization patterns), and may be seen as outcomes of the inherent
instability of palatalized labials.

5.3 Conclusion

More data from the archaic and Mycenaean periods will be needed in order to
decide under what circumstances *-ui- became -ii- and/or -iu- in Greek.
Currently, it is impossible to be certain about what really happened, but with
what we know the idea that -ii- and -iy- are the immediate results of *[-(u')u'-]
seems to work best. Hermann was possibly right in thinking that */-u'w’-/ was
unrounded to -ii- only after front vowels. However, -ii- and -iu- could well be
just different reflexes of *-ui- in different dialects.

2% For some inconclusive evidence for the change */-aui-/ > /-aju-/ in Mycenaean, see Peters
1980, 323 Add. ad p. 73; see also Leukart 1994, 123 f.

2 via *[K!i] > *[K"i] > *[K'i].

9 If Hermann’s account is correct, the problematic Ka-ra-wi-ja/Ka-ra-u-ja could perhaps be
taken as representing something close to [gray(y)a].

! In a posthumously published, possibly unfinished, and undated article, Sommer [d. 1962]
(1977, 324 n. 1) reconstructs *-eui® > *-eju®, but without reference to Myc. °e-ja.

2 If Att.-Ton. ¢ov continues *[ow6m] (cf. nn. 228 and 233), and *[ow'ém] became *[6i0m]
directly already in pre-Mycenaean times, this could hardly have developed into a diphthongal
®0ov (on diphthongal oicwvdg in non-Attic writers, if from *ouiono-, see Peters 1980, 294 ff.
esp. 305).
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6. The development of *si
6.1 *si after *e, *u, or *i
The sequence *-esi- became -eii- in Greek (cf. Peters 1984a, 99* f. with lit. and
Méndez Dosuna 1984, 458 f.). Compare Hom., Lesb. teleiw < *telesio,
desiderative formations in -ogiw < *-sesio (Hollifield 1982)**, Boeot.
OFBayevewng (6th c.; SEG 58:484) < *°genesia(-), [latpoxiewa (5th c.; SEG
25:544; cf. lMotpoxing) < *°kleuesia (ct. Hes. Kiégwa; Gk. /-eei-/ > /-ei-/, cf.
Toteic), Att. Agwpevewa (early 6th c.; AVI 0322; cf. Adwpevne) < *°menesia,”*
®pacucieng (mid-6th c.; IG I’ 1261), Epyoxieln (525-510? 1G I’ 615),
Xopucheta (470-450? 1G I 858), Iptyeveia (AVI 6051, 500-475; AVI 4649,
475-450), Selinous ApiotokAerag (550-525; AVI 6031, IGASMG 1 57; beside
g, [oowpa[tlewav < *°kratesia(-) (ca. 450; 1G XIV 268.5 f.), Epid.
Adcpatewn (6th/5th c.; IG TV 1 140; cf. Adkpotng/Anikpatnc), Camarina
Tipokpatewav (ca. 480—450; IGASMG 11 127), Thess. Twpoxpateia (4th c.; IG
IX,2 1227.9) (for the morphology of the names see Solmsen 1909, 248 ff.; on
°kpatna etc. see Dobias-Lalou 2005).

téhelog and tédeoc have different histories and neither contained *-si-:
the former continues *telesiios and the latter *telesuos (see Hermann 1923, 49
f.; Ruijgh 1967, 201; 1977, 257; Peters 1980, 88 ff. n. 40 with lit.; Nussbaum
1998, 41. 47 £.).*** The suffix *-jo- in isolated and clearly archaic formations
like Hsch. depov: dppnrov (: *uerh;) is a reduced form of *-ijo- in long forms,
and it was never productive in Greek (see Balles 2000, 154 ff. and passim, and
cf. Ruijgh 1967, 198 f.; Peters 1980, 131 n. 79 with lit.). The hapax Hom.
knoeoc ¥ 160 (beside knodeloc), which at any rate comes from *kadesiios and
not *kdadesios (Ruijgh 1967, 198 ff. 213 n. 6; 1977, 256; Wathelet 1970, 135 f.
n. 22; cf. e.g. Hom. tetrasyllabic aiddiog, see LfgrE, s.u.), has probably lost its
[-i(1)-] secondarily (see Bechtel 1908, 210 f.; Allen 1987, 81 ff.; cf. also n.
214**%). Alternatively, that form started out simply as a possessive formation
ending in *-eh-6- (Peters, p.c.). As for émumdeiog vs. Hdt. émtoeog (cf.
gmundég/Emitndeg), where most likely *-ijo- was found (cf. Peters 1980, 131 f.
n. 79; Balles 2000, 145. 154-157), the loss of the second member of a
diphthong before a vowel is certainly not unknown in Herodotus and in

8 A recent alternative analysis is that of K6lligan (2018), who derives the verbs in -cgim from
u-stem adjectives built to unreduplicated s-presents/desideratives of the type Ved.
d(h)aksu- ‘burning’. He finds evidence for this class of adjectives in the relatively obscure
Myc. term e-wi-su° and in alphabetic adAiog ‘cheap, easy’ and oicviog* ‘unseemly, evil’.
*-seuio > *-sejjo would be expected to be remade analogically to *-seyuo after the aorist and
future and perhaps after the weak stem of its nominal basis in e.g. Attic-Ionic, cf. -edm <<
*-eyuio (El. -eww). This did not happen here. If I understand correctly, Kolligan (p. 102)
attributes this fact to a presumable lack of sigmatic forms in verbs in *-seuio. This fails to
convince me.

244 /&/ is shortened before /o/ and /a/ in Attic-lonic; see Peters 1980, 87 ff. n. 40.

5 On the suffix *-yo- cf. Garcia Ramén 2000; Rieken / Sasseville 2014; Oettinger 2017 with
lit.

6 Wathelet (1970, 134 n. 17; see also Haug 2002, 92) unconvincingly assumes pressure from
the adjectives of material.
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Classical Ionic (see Smyth 1894, 197 ff.; Hoffmann 1898, 528 ff.; cf. also
Méndez Dosuna 1985, 44 ff. 116 f. with lit.).

As Hermann Jacobsohn (1910, 111 f. n. 1) has convincingly argued,
tedéw et sim. (dkéopon Hom.+, cf. Hom., Pind., Ap. Rhod. dkewdpevog, dicog;
vewém Hom., Hdt., cf. Hom., Hes., etc. vewkeilo, veikog; aidéopor Hom.+, cf.
a1dec(0)-, aidmg, Meissner 2006, 151 f.; perhaps dpxéw Hom.+, cf. dpkes(o)-,
Alc. dpxog n., Klingenschmitt 1982, 236) are rather analogical after primary
verbs in -éw/-ec(c)a (similarly Ruijgh 1967, 214; Crespo 1977, 84 f.; Peters
1980, 142 f. n. 96; 1984a, 99*; Wathelet 1970, 136; Ruijgh 1977, 257
considers teAéw a primary verb); thus, éxdies(o)a : kKaAéw :: étéhec(o)a : X,
where X = 1eAé.

The -ém presents with aorists in -noa instead of -e5(c)a, which are found
beside s-stem nouns (cf. pryéw/-nca, piyog), are not relevant to the question of
the development of *-si- in Greek. The prototypical representatives of this type
of verbs continued stative formations in *-eh;- (cf. Watkins 1973, esp. 88 ft.;
Peters 1980, 90-92; 1991, 616; Jasanoff 2004, 132. 144 ff. 149). The -é® verbs
(with aor. in -noa) from compound s-stem adjectiV63247 are also irrelevant
(pace Blanc 2018, 29 f., who derives these verbs from *-esio): it is clear “daf}
die Komposita bei der Bildung ihrer verbalen Ableitungen [...] bloB analogisch
dem bei den unkomponierten s-Stimmen giiltigen synchronischen Muster
gefolgt sind” (Peters 2007, 264).2**

It seems safe to conclude that *-es(+)i- became -eij- in Greek (on €ueio
beside €uéo see pp. 82 f.).

The development of PGk. *-usi- and *-isi- presents no problems. The
former, which is mainly preserved in feminine perfect participles,
yields -vt- (cf. idvia etc.; cf. also Peters 1984a, 99%).* As expected, the latter
gives -1- (cf. e.g. xovim ‘cover with dust’ < *konisio, Schulze 1892, 352 ff.; on
olm, dlopan see Solmsen 1901, 60 ff.).

The word Ounv [0] ‘membrane’ (: *sieuH ‘ndhen’; LIV, 545; for the short
root vowel cf. Bader 1990, 34 f.; Rasmussen 1989, 118; Steer 2014, 342 ff.)
does not constitute reliable evidence for the development of initial *si- in

247 For the Homeric attestations see Fawcett Tucker 1990, 27 £. 35 f.; for later Greek see Blanc
2018, 30.

8 But see also Peters’ (2007) analysis of (compounded) émiOnoe. — dxndeoev (with -eo-) at =
427 (cf. axndng, Hom. impf. dxndeig, Aesch. pres. imp. axnodet) is probably secondary after the
type teléw (note further Soph. dxndrcol and Hom. dnokndnoavte ¥ 413; cf. Risch 1974, 308;
Fawcett Tucker 1990, 37 with n. 25). — Pace Blanc (2018, 31. 32 n. 30), present participles
such as (e.g.) dopoadéovtt (I 32; dppadéovor 1 294; cf. Hom. dppadng), nepiobevémv (y 368;
cf. Pind. mepiobevnic), Hom. dvopevéwv (cf. Hom. dvopevng), vmeppevéovteg (T 62; cf. Hom.
Vmeppevrg), olynmerémv (O 24. 245, ¢ 457, t© 356; cf. Hsch. eimmedeic: npdot. gdmvior), or
oAyodpavémv (O 246, IT 843, X 337; cf. Ar. dOhryodpavéeg) are metrically convenient (further
Blanc 2018, 31 f.) artificial creations (NB corresponding finite forms in -ém are either not
found or are later); see Leumann 1950, 116 f. with n. 83; Risch 1974, 308; Fawcett Tucker
1990, 183 n. 242; Meissner 2006, 212 ff.

¥ For Att. (Thphr., Phot.) pda “fly’ (cf. pvia, Hom.+) < *musia (mentioned as a problematic
form by Barber 2013, 114 n. 76) as well as on Att. dnd® (Ar.+; Hom., Cret. d0nvio; cf. EDHIL,
299 with lit.) and other Att. -less forms, see e.g. Lejeune 1972, 247.
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Greek, since the root *sieuH had a i-less variant in some branches; see
Rasmussen 1989, 109-119.>

6.2 *-asi-

As far as *-asi- is concerned, our main evidence comes from the following
verbs: vaio ‘dwell’ < *nasie/o- (Hom.+; cf. Hom. dmeviooato; on the
synchronic and diachronic relationship between the two forms as well as on the
phonology and morphology of the former see Garcia Ramoén 2004),
(ém-)dyaiopor ‘to be indignant at, admire’ (Hom.+; cf. Hom. d&yapou,
fyGooaro, dydoosacdar, dyondc ‘noble, glorious’ < *agas-uo- [: *meg-h,-1""),
vepaiopan (cf. yépag ‘gift, present’; this is a dubious hapax in Nicander A/. 396,
see Gow / Scholfield 1953), Arat. dyoiow = dtydlw ‘divide in two’ (Siydoot is
attested quite late; cf. also oydw [also in Aratus]), Cret. Boouw ‘penalize’ (cf.
also Att. pres. 8oav, fut. 0pacet, IG I 4.7.12; I 1362.14), Nik., Arat. icaiopot
‘resemble’ = icalopot (for icam* see Peters 1980, 144 n. 96. 326 ad fin.),
kepaiw ‘mix’ (Hom., Delph.; cf. kepdo(c)ar, Hom.+), Cret. (amo)rayoim
‘release’ (cf. Cret., Hsch. Aaydo(c)ar), Ahaiopor ‘desire earnestly’ <
*lilasie/o- (Solmsen 1888, 107; Tichy 1983, 230; for further bibliography see
Dieu 2012%%), and paiopan ‘seek after, seek for’ (Hom.+, poetic)*> (for more
verbs of this type see Schmidt 1885, 294 and Specht 1931, 40; see also
generally Reichelt 1909, 84 ff.). paiopot is now also attested in a new prose
inscription from Aspendos (ca. 300; see Brixhe / Tekoglu 2000, 46 f.; the form
is the 3pl. imp. wopo0dv = *sicpaiovrov).

Most of these verbs have been created secondarily on the model of verbs
like vaio : véooay, dyaiopar : dydoocacOor, and dofopar®* : S(c)cocbot
(Hom.+) ‘divide, distribute (e.g. kpéa)’, after their aorist (/future), and thus do
not continue *-asi- directly (cf. Schmidt 1885, 294; Schulze 1892, 366 n. 2;

20 Contra Parker (2008, 449), Aeolic fo f. ‘one’ continues *s11° (< *si°), not *ii°® (< *si°) (see
Peters 1980, 132 n. 80. 133 n. 81; Eichner 2015, 20; Neri 2018, 261 f. with lit.). — Pace e.g.
Rasmussen (1989, 118), kaoobw/kottoo ‘stitch’ (cf. Ounv) can hardly continue *kat-sii-. First
of all, it is unlikely that this verb contained the apocopated form of the preposition xatd (see
Kretschmer 1909, 52 f.). Also, *kat-siii- would be expected to become *kasii- in Attic-Ionic
(via */°tts¥°/) (cf. Lagercrantz 1898, 114). The same applies to *kat-sii- (without *7). It could
be supposed that *kat(t)-sii- was a relatively late creation and that its affricate fell together with
*-tts- from heteromorphemic clusters, but that would involve the assumption that the change
*s- > h- took place after the fricativization of original *-ts- in East Greek, which is possible
but questionable. A hypothetical *kat-h(i)ii- would not easily lead to kaco/ttv-. Perpillou
(CEG 3, s.u. kaoobw) supposes that *siiz- became *iiz-, with loss of the word-initial sibilant,
and reconstructs *katizi-. *iii- would normally give T{v- in Greek; did secondary *i- behave
differently (cf. vunqv)? Beekes (2014, 152) considers kaccvw/kattow a word of Pre-Greek
origin.

2! pisani apud LfgrE I, s.u.; Peters 1980, 88 n. 40; Ruijgh 1991, 137; cf. téAeog < *teles-uo-.
22 Dieu (2012) derives Maiopat from a root *lehsu (cf. dmolado ‘enjoy’).

?>* See Solmsen 1888, 107 f.; Chantraine 1948, 370; Risch 1974, 335; Hackstein 2002, 179;
Neumann 2005; and especially Garcia Ramén 2012, 152-154. 156 f. 160 f. with lit. and
passim; further references and discussion in Minon 2007, 391 n. 126. 527.

% For the diphthong here cf. LIV, 103 f.; Solmsen 1888, 108 n. 1.
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1897, 900 n. 2; Meister 1921, 99; Bechtel 1923, 746; Specht 1931, 40; Risch
1974, 248. 257. 335; Ruijgh 1991, 137 f.).

Distracted Hom. yehdw-/yeAdo- (yeAdovieg o 111, yehdwvteg/yeAdovTeg
v 390; 3pl. impf. yehdwv v 347) presupposes a contracted stem yelw- that
originally contained a long syllable before the thematic vowel (so
veA®®- cannot be connected with yeAdw; the distracted form of this verb is as
expected yehow- in Homer); cf. Szemerényi 1967, 79 £.2° Peters (1980, 144 n.
96) connects Theocr. (I 90) 3pl. yehavt™® and Arg. Sweyeha and
katoyehopevos™’ (IG TV2,1 121.35.123) with Hom. yeAdo-, reconstructing
*geldo < *gelasio (Hock 1971, 455 and Ruijgh 1992, 446 f. trace the Argolic
forms back to an athematic *geldmi;258 Hock also compares mewvijv and owyijv
and wonders whether “we might be dealing [...] with a verb with presumably
archaic retention of an inflection in *-d@e/o-). Given Theocr. mapeidvta (cf.
€M) and some athematic-looking, Doric, epigraphic forms (for which see e.g.
Schwyzer 1939, 681 f.), Peters (1980, 326 ad fin.) also reconstructs a thematic
(*elaelo- <) *elasie/o->°. In 1984 he further proposed that the Theocr.
indicatives &pacot and €pator continue thematic *erasie/o- (see Peters 1984a,
100*; with secondary, Lesbian-like accent for (*)épaicor/-tar”®). Based on this
material, Peters argues that the original outcome of *-asiV- outside Aeolic was
*qiV- > *-qp-%

He believes (1984a, 100*) that in the non-Aeolic dialects the diphthongal
outcome was found only when *si stood after *e or *u (Peters 1989, 130
attributes the gen. sg. -o10 in Achaean TeAecowo, Ka..kowo [6th c.]262, and
yopoto to “dol. Substratwirkung”; in my view, -owo here could represent an
archaism; cf. Appendix I). But why should the quality of the preceding vowel
play a role on whether assimilation or compensatory lengthening would occur?
Admittedly, as has been discussed above, it is theoretically possible that

3 Differently Ehrlich 1908, 114: “[d]ie unregelmissige Zerdehnung ist das Wagniss eines
jiingeren Rhapsoden”.

26 yu 1. yehedvnt and yehdvy, see Molinos Tejada 1990, 288.

37 For expected *dieyeln < *-ae, *kotayshopevog < *-go- (cf. yehdo). The argolic forms
could not contain /a/ from contracted /-ae/ and /-20-/ as Szemerényi (1967, 84) argues.

2% On Ale. yéhav (3pl. impf.; pace e.g. Barton 1990-1991, 36 n. 30) and Sappho yelaicag
(fem. pres. prtc.), see Hock 1971, 72. 454; Peters 1980, 326; 1998, 592 n. 27 with ref. to
Sommer 1977, 229.

9 “Dje [...] dor. ého-Formen werden von yeha- nicht zu trennen sein: *elasie/o- oder rein
formale Analogie nach yeia-.”

20 1 fact, épdioou is found in the Palatine manuscript and £pdtan in a papyrus from ca. 500 CE
(see further Molinos Tejada 1990, 288; Gow 1952 11, 19). These are both lectiones faciliores.
1 peters (1998, 591 f. nn. 25 f) sees further evidence for this development in the verbs
Kepaw/kepdopar, dydopar, épdopat, and yehdw (Hom.+; cf. also Sappho pdopor beside aor.
poaoc(c)-) (“[...] Stimme auf *-aje/o- [...] haben im ion.-att. Bereich passim die Flexion der
viel héaufigeren *-die/o-Priasentien angenommen [...]”). These are rather analogical after the
respective aorists (which are all already Homeric), on the model of verbs of the type *°C/R-io :
*°C/R-sa; see Nussbaum 1998, 12 n. 8; Meister 1921, 90 ff.; Risch 1974, 248. 257. 320;
Fawcett Tucker 1990, 206 f. 209.

62 Despite doubts raised by Arena, Heubeck, and Wachter (see NAGVI, 157), and although the
interpretation of Telecoo and Koa..ko10 remains uncertain, these two forms can hardly be
anything else than (hypocoristic?) personal names, see Rizakis 2008, 253.
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*-eui- underwent ‘assimilation’ and *-aui- was ‘metathesized’ in the Greek
dialects, but pace Peters (1984a, 100%)**® this ‘assimilation’ is not comparable
to the assimilation envisaged by him (and others), since it allegedly occurred
via a mid-stage */-eu'v’-/. In any case, the two patterns could not be connected,
since *-aui- was ‘metathesized’ but *-ahi- supposedly yielded *-di-.

According to Peters (1980, 144 n. 96), (én)dyaiopat, AMiaiopat, and voio,
which are only attested in Homer and in later poets,”®* as well as yepaiopon,
dyoiw, and icaiopor in Nicander and Aratus are all Aeolic. kepaim in a
Delphic prose inscription from the 5th century is attributed to Aeolic influence
in Delphi by Peters (thus already Solmsen 1906, 216; cf. also Shipp 1972, 49).
Similarly, (omo)layoww and Owoiw, which are only attested in Cretan prose
inscriptions, are seen as “Aolismen” by him. (Pamph. 1opoiodv is found beside
[e.g.] metpaxic and according to some ancient authors Side was colonized by
Cymeans; cf. further Brixhe / Tekoglu 2000, 52 f. with lit.; Brixhe 1976, 148 n.
1.)

The possibility that none of the forms above is ‘echtdialektisch’ does not
seem very likely (similarly Hajnal 1988, 75). It is perhaps possible that all the
verbs found in the Homeric epics (and later poetry) are Aeolic, and that those
attested only in (Apollonius Rhodius,) Aratus and Nicander have been created
by analogy with words of Aeolic origin, but the idea that Delph. kepai€tau,
Pamph. wopaiodv, and exclusively Cretan (amo)royoiw and Owoiw do not
preserve the original outcome of *-asi- in these dialects lacks conviction.

It is highly questionable whether Aeolic elements are found in Delphic
inscriptions; all supposed Aeolisms are either shared vocabulary or innovations
that could have arisen independently in Delphic: cf. the opt. mepueiev (cf. Hom.
ielev, see Sommer 1977, 200 with n. 23; Peters 1980, 105); 5idnu for dém (see
Solmsen 1906, 217; this is also attested in Attic, see Threatte 1996, 518 f.); the
use of thematic endings in the pluperfect (cf. 3pl. epectaxeov and e.g. Cypr.
Isg.(/3pl.) plup. o-mo-mo-ko-ne; epectakeov was built on a possible 3sg.
*/ephestﬁkee/ ~ */ephestﬁké/, cf. Schulze 1897, 899 n. 1; Ringe 1984, 204 f. 508
f.; Hom. fvédygov, Nussbaum 1987, 248-250), the word taydg ‘commander,
ruler’, and the dat. pl. in -ec61*® (on the idea that this need not be Aeolic, see
e.g. Méndez Dosuna 1985, 482; Parker 2008, 447; Cassio 2018, esp. 194 £.; cf.

63 «[...] so kann man i.ii. das Verhalten von *-yj- und weiter jenes von *-/nj- als Parallele

anfiihren”. The fact that *-er/ni- patterns with *-ur/nj-, and *-ar/ni- with *-or/ni- in Greek
cannot be used as an argument in favour of Peters’ analysis.

2% gyadpevor is found in Hdt. 8.69 (Wilson 2015), but the u.l. &yeo- is the lectio difficilior
(Rosén has printed dyeopevot in his 1997 Teubner edition). The form with epsilon probably
shows the well-known (partial) shift from -éo to - inflection, which is common in Ionic (and
other Greek dialects; thus Hoffmann 1898, 267; doubts by Jacobsohn 1910, 94 n. 2; differently
Fritsch 1888, 39); cf. Hom. dydopor, Smyth 1894, 566 ff., Bechtel 1924, 40, Schwyzer 1939,
681 n. 5, Méndez Dosuna 1985, 223-225 with lit. (compare further EGud. dyéopar odv
Nyéopnv [...] and Hsch. dyedpevor Bavpalovteg).

This, as is well known, is not only found in Aeolic (and Delphic), but also in Pamphylian,
Argolic, Locrian, Elean, Cyrenaean, Geloan, Selinous, and in Corinthian colonies in Magna
Graecia (for the data and references, see Garcia Ramén 1990, 134 ff. with n. 3; Peters 2000,
380 f.). For (e.g.) Peters (2000, 387 and passim; see also 1986 and Miller 1982, 76), -ecot is
“eine exklusive Neuerung einer [...] Stufe des Urdol.”.
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also Garcia Ramon 1990, 143—-145 with n. 30. 153 f. n. 56; Willi 2008a, 129 n.
42).

The existence of Aeolic elements in Cretan is no less controversial: the
intrusion of -pev in the thematic verbs (cf. Cret. [n]popeiepev; Hajnal 1988,
73 compares athematic Cret. etc. peuna-, but see also Cret. inf. {/ [6]&p16u?:v266)
is certainly a trait of the Aeolic dialects, but clearly not a feature that could not
have emerged independently in Cretan; cf. Garcia Ramon 1973, 267-269;
Parker 2008, 458; Nikolaev 2013, 84 n. 18; see further the discusison in Hock
1971, 472 ff. (“[t]hematic -men [...] can hardly be an old ‘Central’ Greek
feature”). The infinitives eunv (IC IV 47.Col.A 19; early 5th century; beside
aAro-) and gpev (IC I xvi 5.15; 150-100; geminates are normally written in this
text) < *esmen have been thought to represent Aeolic-like /em(m)én/, with
non-notation of the geminate (Hajnal 1988, 73 f. considers it possible that Cret.
eunv stands for /émgn/), but the assumption that [-mm-] happened to not be
written in these two forms is unfounded (despite Bile 1988, 155), and the same
word is also spelled nunv and nuev (with the expected orthography) in the two
inscriptions. Further, a parallel case is attested in Rhodian: in a 4th-c. tablet
found in Dodona, the infinitive of the verb ‘be’ appears as guewv (see Lhote
2006, 187 with lit.; “[l]a solution d’une influence de substrat est absolument
exclue” Wathelet 1970, 200 n. 125*7). The old law term aproma = aBAapio,
with an o-colour reflex of */ between labials, need not be taken as an Aeolic
form in Cretan, see van Beek 2013, 298 f. On 101, which has been connected
with fo (= pia) (cf. Chantraine 1948, 259), cf. Peters 1980, 102 with n. 48 with
lit. 132 n. 80; Hajnal 1988, 74.2%

As for Peters’ *geldo < *-asio, in my view Theocr. yeAdvtt and Arg.
deyeda and katayehapevog can hardly be relevant to our problem. It is well
known that verbs in -a® occasionally show -a(-) instead of expected -1(-)
and -o(-) (this corresponds to Att. -a(-) and -»(-)) in the Doric dialects (for a
possible Arcadian example see Dubois 1988 I, 149 f.; cf. also ‘Boeotian’
ododite and @vodvieg in Ar. Ach.).*® Compare among other forms Epich.
ontiviec, tehsvtdon’ , Sophr. éneyyvauevor, Epir. inf. tiudv, Acarn. cOAG[V],
Theocr. dudvieoot (: apdow), 3pl. Dod. tpavtt (Lhote 2006, n° 68; mid-4th—
3rd ¢.), 3pl. Bodvrt (Heraclides Milesius®’' apud Eustathius), and vikévtt
(Peloponnesian proverb apud Pollux) (cf. Ahrens 1843, 197; Méndez Dosuna

2% This could also be taken as an Aeolic-looking athematic form.

27 On the hypothesis of an Acolic substrate in Rhodes, see Peters 1991, 570 f.; Nussbaum
2019, esp. 457 f. withn. 71. 459 n. 77.

268 According to Peters (1989, 7-9), the hypothesis of an Aeolic substrate in Cretan is further
supported by Cret. (Orph.) et = éooi (hypercorrect spelling on the basis of a hypothetical rule
‘substr. -60- = Cret. -C- /-tts-/*; cf. kon/@apilog in the same texts) (this is rejected by Genevrois
2015, 285 n. 123) and Cret. foiopon beside Lesb. foAropon (cf. West Gk. devniopar). See
further Peters 1986, 316 f. n. 46.

%9 For the origin of this -o(-), cf. Thieme 1980, 132; Méndez Dosuna 1985, 227; Dubois 1988
I, 150 with lit.; Peters 1991, 618.

270 £ 113.390 te]hevtdo’ OAkog [...].

"' On this less known grammarian see DNP, s.u.
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1985, 225; Molinos Tejada 1990, 80. 83).272 These forms make it unlikely that
the origin of the alpha in yeldvt etc. should be sought in the internal history of
this verb.

veldvti, therefore, in one of Theocritus’ Doric poems, could just be
another form of the type tipavti, as e.g. Méndez Dosuna (1985, 227) suggests
(see also Hock 1971, 450 f. 454 and cf. Wackernagel 1887a, 237).
Accordingly, Theocr. mapelavta beside apparently athematic forms in Doric is
worthless. Peters’ proposal about €pacatr/-tar is pure conjecture. As Snell
(1958) has argued (not cited by Peters) the two forms, though indicatives, are
probably based on Sappho subj. (6ttm T1) Epatar (on which see most recently
Waanders 2003, 17 f.): “[...] da solcher Konjunktiv ohne Modalpartikel spéter
auBBer Gebrauch kam, und da an der Sappho-Stelle schlieBlich auch der
Indikativ hétte stehen konnen, nahm Theokrit ihn als solchen”.?”

The only indication that yeAdvti should not be compared with tipavt ete.
comes from Hom. yehdw-/yed®o- (Hippoc. yerfjv is ambiguous, cf. Smyth
1894, 526 f. n. 2), which however could simply be seen as a distracted form
(for contracted *yelw- < *yelwo-) of a denominative from yéhog
(Wackernagel 1885, 87 f.; Schmidt 1889, 142; Brugmann 1913, 355;
Szemerényi 1967, 81; Risch 1974, 329 [“oder statt yehoidvieg -olwv (so
Eust.)”*”]; Crespo 1977, 87 [but see also 56]; Ruijgh 1992, 446 n. 32). In that
case, the vocalism should be taken as analogical (for expected *yeAioim <
*gelosio; with short stem vowel, cf. yelolog etc. < *-osijo-) after yéhwg;
compare e.g. iIdpow < *s(u)idrosio (for the short stem vowel, cf. e.g. acc. sg.
8pd K 574 in the fifth foot, i.e. in place of *i5poda), with -o- after 15pdc”’® (cf.
Szemerényi 1967, 79. 81; Peters 1984a, 100*). Accordingly, I see no reason to

2 Other relevant finite forms may be the Elean optatives 3sg. pawto (: pdopay; cf. tipdro),
ovArag/a (cf. Tugn), and the recently published an<o>Aopaito (: ?AwPaopa; for the correction
see Méndez Dosuna 2009, 81). Minon (2007, 404; see also 396 with n. 157) believes that the
thematic vowel was dropped (with hyphaeresis) in these optatives (cf. gvmolol < *gvmoteot;
Hock 1971, 390). I do not understand her objections to the interpretation given above. That
there is evidence for -de/o- inflection in Elean seems irrelevant to me, since ‘irregular’ -0(-) in
the -am verbs in Doric was sporadic anyway (cf. Méndez Dosuna 1985, 221 f.). poito and
ovAatE/a have also been taken as showing Aeolic inflection, see Hock 1971, 392 ff. with lit.

3 For Parmenides’ weird 3rd sg. ind. mapiotarar, transmitted by Aristotle (“whose memory
for poetry was as lamentable as his talent for composing it”; West 1966, 68), Theophrastus’
napéotnkeyv is to be preferred (thus Snell 1958 with reference to H. Frankel; Coxon 2009, 4.
95.379; Alonso Déniz 2010, building on Passa 2009 — who promotes the reading mopictarat,
attributes the lengthening to the possible existence of a 3pl. *iotdton < *iothorot, cf. the
analogical 3pl. Ton. tiBéatat; but the short /a/ was strongly supported by 1sg. mapictapar). A
supposed ind. xkpépartar in the Carmina Anacreontea (17.17) has been compared with
gpacar-tor by Schwyzer (1939, 681 n. 8), but this form does not seem to exist; it is actually
Kpepdrat, see the edition of West (1993).

2™ On yéhwg as an old s-stem, see Solmsen 1888, 109 and most recently Meissner 2006, 134 ff.
with lit.

> On Eustathius’ yehowo- (as well as on Hymn. Hom. Ven. 49 yehowjoaca) see Peters 1998,
592 n. 27.

7% Barber (2013, 300) sets up the following proportion; tekeo- : eMéo :: 1pwo- : X, where X
= 5pD®.
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reject the old idea (e.g. Jacobsohn 1910, 166 f. with n. 1) that
*_asi- gave -aii- in all Greek dialects.*”’

6.3 *-osi-
As is well known, the genitive singular of thematic stems is -oy(o) in East
Thessalian and (in part) Homer, but -ov/-® in Attic-lonic, Arcadian, Cypriot,
Doric, Lesbian, and Boeotian. According to everyone in the field, the former
continues directly the PIE gen. sg. *-osio. A theory going back to the famous
paper of Kiparsky (1967) holds that tautomorphemic *-Vsi- yielded -Vii- in the
Aeolic dialects, but *-Vj- in the rest of Greek. Heteromorphemic *-Vsi- gave
everywhere -Vji- according to Kiparsky. A similar theory is that of Nussbaum
1985 (this is known to me mainly through the work of Crist 1998, 55 f.; see
also Jones 2008, 96 f.). Nussbaum proposes that tautomorphemic
*.VsiV- yielded *-VhV- everywhere in Greek, and that Thessalian -oto
indicates that *-osio was resegmented as *-os+io in Aeolic. In a similar vein,
Wathelet (1970, 138 f. with table 3) argues (without reference to Kiparsky) that
tautomorphemic *-si- became *-h- via */-¢'-/, while heteromorphemic
*-si- became *-ii- in all dialects. According to Wathelet, Aeolic and
Mycenaean -oiio points to a resegmentation *-os+io in these dialects.*”
Wathelet’s theory does not work. Gemination is earlier than
palatalization; if we assume that *s was palatalized before yod, the
reconstruction *-si- > *-ssi- is difficult to avoid. Crucially, */-s's’-/ could only
result in -ss-, -is-, or -ii- (< -ih-) in Greek (assuming */-oh’ho/ > */-00/ would

27 As has been suggested by Pott, Att. dxpodpon ‘listen to’ must contain the adjective
dpo- ‘topmost, outermost’ and a form of ov¢ ‘ear’; cf. Myc. a-ko-ro-we(-e) ‘with pointed
ears’ (this adjective refers to cows; see further de Lamberterie 2009, 103—108). De Lamberterie
(2009, 108 f.) proposes that akpodpon derives from *akrohuahie/o-, with dissimilatory loss of
the first aspirate (which is not uncontroversial; but cf. also *ouos discussed on p. 79).
According to him, the element *-ohuah- is an analogical creation on the basis of *ohuas,
allegedly continued in the secondary nom. sg. Simon., Orph., odac, Sophr. dag (cf. Hom.
obarog; tépag, -0tog): “[a] partir de 1a (i.e. *ohuas — GK) s’est développé, en composition, un
second membre *-ohpah- paralléle a *-ohpeh- [...]” (cf. e.g. *akrohueh-, Myc. a-ko-ro-we).
ovog and dag are only marginally attested in Greek and, according to Poltera (1997, 137), the
former is “sans doute” a “création metri causa”. At any rate, the two forms do not seem very
old; they could have been formed at any time independently. According to Peters (p.c.), and I
consider this as the most promising solution, dkpodopot is a derivative from an *akrousa-, an
abstract derived from a thematic possessive compound *akrous-o- ‘the one who strains his
ears/listens carefully” (cf. also de Lamberterie 2009, 108) <« ‘the one having
protruding/pointed ears’ (on *°ous- for expected *°ouses-, cf. Peters 1980, 296). — I cannot
follow Peters (1994; 1994a, A-106 f.) in reconstructing *gaiia/*gaia (< *gasia) as the
immediate preforms of Gk. yaio/yf| ‘earth’. A recent discussion of the etymology of yoio/yfi
can be found in Willi 2007.

8 Jones (2008, 96) proposes that non-Thessalian -ov/-® has arisen via “*-osyo > *-ohyo >
*-ohho > *-oho > -oo > -0” (it is not absolutely clear whether this analysis is his or
Nussbaum’s). Since we do not really know what the development of intervocalic *-hAi- was in
Greek, the degemination/simplification of *-hk- to *-h- in reconstructed *-ohho remains an ad
hoc supposition. Also, the change *-ohyo > *-ohho seems unlikely to me on phonological
grounds. — Hajnal’s (1995, 48-51; similarly Hellemans 2005, 77. 83) proposal of a
monophthongization “[-oiyo] > /-Gio/” is ad hoc: prevocalic diphthongs are normally not
monophthongized in Greek.
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not be a good idea; cf. sect. 6.4). Wathelet’s proposal would also fail to account
for the fact that -ov is more frequent in the pronouns in Homer (see further
Ruipérez 1979 and below).

A problem with all three theories is that the outcome of *-sR- in Greek
does not depend on the existence of a morpheme boundary between the sibilant
and the resonant: cf. e.g. yetho- < *ghesl- and eipo < *yes-mn. Evvou (= lon.
etvop) and the like are different, since here the /s/ was probably restored after
verbal and nominal forms where the sigma stood before obstruent (cf. e.g.
Hom. perf. €oton, plpf. €oto, &€c0og n., etc.); compare e.g. [lehomdvvnoog <
*[Iéhomoc vijooc”” (see Brugmann 1885; Solmsen 1888, 73 f.; Wackernagel
1890, 295; Peters 1980, 143 n. 96; Garcia Ramon 1982, 112—-117; Cassio 1994,
201). Even if we grant that *s or *h was normally restored after the aorist or
after the nominal basis in *telesio, *°genesia, etc., it will still be impossible to
explain the diphthong in desideratives in -oeim < *-sesio and in isolated *musia
> woio. In any case, the resegmentation *-os+io, proposed by Wathelet and
Nussbaum, is not well motivated (despite the nominative in /-os/; Garcia
Ramon 1975, 47; Ruipérez 1979, 286 n. 17; Haug 2002, 77 n. 25).

An important issue raised by Méndez Dosuna (1984, 459) against
Kiparsky’s idea (see also Malikouti-Drachman 1975, 147; Peters 1989, 129;
Jones 2008, 96 n. 202) is that in the dialects of the Doris media-type (seuerior
Ist and 2nd comp. leng., mitior contractions and [partly] 3rd comp. leng.) the
genitive singular of the o-stems always appears as <-OY> when written in the
Ionic alphabet (cf. e.g. Dominguez Casado 2014, 113 for Theran; further
Barton¢k 1966, 52 f.). If Greek -ov went back to *-gio < *-osio, then *-go
would be expected to give -9 (= <-0>) in the dialects of the Doris media. The
outcome -ov clearly points to a contraction involving the sequence *-6o0. Note
further that in Theran, the genitive singular is almost always (except once)
denoted by <-0> /-6/, not <-0> /-9/ in the archaic period™ (see Dominguez
Casado 2014, 86—89); compare further the similar situation in Melos (Bechtel
1923, 559; LSAG, 308. 413 n° 25b pl. 62°%").

Hom. oxpvoéoong (Z 344) and dxpvodevtog (I 64), beside kpvoeig, have
probably arisen via reanalysis of a syntagm *-06 kpv° (Leumann 1950, 49 f.;
see the recent, useful discussion in Reece 2009, 81-88). These two forms
provide further evidence for the existence of a genitive singular (*)-60 in early
Greek.

The eighteen verses of the #IAiov mpomdpoBe(v)-type also support the
idea that -ov goes back simply to (*)-66. Willi (2009, 249 f.) among others sees
metrical lengthening or a special form of diectasis in such cases; that is, he
prefers to read IMiov (Kiparsky reads *IAi00, with a @Voel pokpov /o/).
However, it is improbable that the original form of the formula opotiov
ntoAépolo# was *Opotid mrorépoto#, since — with few explainable exceptions
— mt- (< *p-) only appears after a short vowel in Homer. opotiov nttoAépoto#
rather goes back to *opotioo nrorépoio# (see Jacobsohn 1909, 268 f.; 1910, 86

29 Cf. also later {dopa for (opa (: *ies).
20 But frequently /5/ is written <0> and /&/ is written <0> in Theran inscriptions.
81 In that dialect, <c> = /5/ and <0> = /5/.
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n. 1; cf. Chantraine 1948, 110; Peters 1989, 21; Wachter 2015, 76. 85 n. 24;
West prints opotioo in both his editions, see West 1998-2000 and 2017). More
important are the objections by West (1992, 174);

“[Alnyone who seeks to account for Homer’s TAiov and Aidiov in
this way (i.e. by positing *TAtov etc. — GK) must explain (a) why
the licence is only used in the genitive singular [...]; why never
molossic TAimt [...], etc? And (b) why the following word almost
always begins with two consonants, if not to lengthen the second o
of -00. In two of the three exceptions the following word begins
péya-, which is equally capable of lengthening a preceding short
open syllable. The remaining case is [liad ii 731 AcoxAnmo® 600
TOA0E”.

It may be possible to claim that *-go was shortened to *-6o in Attic-lonic (cf.
Peters 1980, 87 ff. n. 40; pace Haug 2002, 87), but the genitive singular would
be the only known example of this sound change, and the Doric *-60 would
still remain difficult to understand under this approach.

-ov is most frequently found in the thesis in the Homeric epics, it is the
only genitive ending used with words of the (metrical) type dyavog, doauwvboc,
apyvpomiog, and d&yplog, and is consistently avoided with words like dyaog,
Alkivoog, and &vOpwmoc. This may lead to the conclusion that the immediate
preform of this ending was *-00 (Platt 1897; Magnien 1922). The peculiar
absence of -ov in the thesis of the fifth foot in Homer (but cf. dnpov fjuc# at
£ 239%%), where two shorts are normally required, though hard to neglect, does
not necessarily speak in favour of *-60 (or *-00). The ending (*)-oo0 was
probably already contracted when the Iliad and the Odyssey were composed
(Magnien 1922, 170 f; Chantraine 1948, 46 f).** “Le génitif -oto0, *-00
constitue une alternance antique; il a été une forme vivante dans la poésie,
antérieure a I’lliade et a 1’Odyssée” (Magnien 1922, 170). According to
Durante (1971, 52 n. 1), this conclusion is also supported by ‘instrumentals’
like TMo@t (kKAvta teiyea) at @ 295: although the cretic in TAiov could have
easily been avoided by using (*)IAioo instead, the bards preferred to create
purely artificial forms like TAtot (cf. Chantraine 1948, 238 f.).

According to Kiparsky (1967, 632; 2017, 118), the reconstruction *-osio
> *-gio > *go (supposedly > *-00) is supported by the verse end AckAnmiov
800 naide at B 731 and by &ov (for 00) at B 325 and a 70. However, it is more
likely that the iota of AcxkAnmod has been lengthened for metrical reasons
(thus Haug 2002, 86; differently Crespo 1977, 43 f.; cf. also Cowgill 1969, 26):
metrical lengthening was a common strategy to accommodate an original cretic

22 Willi (2009, 263 n. 13) notes that “the same passage shows an uncommon number of further
examples of spondees in the fifth foot (Od 14.246, 14.252, 14.256)”.

8 1 jke-vowel contraction after s-loss was already completed in Homer; see Peters 1980, 257—
260 (Peters 1980, 250-286 dates the change [*/VihVy/ >] */V+Vy/ > /V,/ before the fronting of
*a to *c in Attic-Ionic). — Haug’s (2002, 86 f.) attempt to explain the absence of -ov in the
thesis of the fifth foot fails to convince me (similarly Willi 2009, 263 n. 13).
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to the hexameter (see the discussion in Schulze 1892, 275 ff. and Danielsson
1897, 51 ff.; cf. further e.g. Corc. gen. sg. TAacwapo in IG IX,1 867, with a
metrically lengthened /i/). In fact, that AokAnmod contains an artificially
lengthened /i/ was also the view of an early authority such as Herodian (“obtwg
éxtatéov o 10 pétpov”’; Hdn. Ilepi Thioxijs Ilpoo. 3,2.36.38; see further the
apparatus in West’s 1998 edition).

As far as the “Monstrum” (Bechtel 1908, 99) dov (gen. sg. rel. pron.)
goes, the most down to earth assumption seems to be that this is a hybrid form
based on later contracted o0 and on the original form (*)8o (which in fact is a
u.l. at o 70**%); cf. Wackernagel 1878, 267; Meyer 1896, 528; Bechtel 1908, 99
with lit.; Jacobsohn 1910, 173 n. 1. 178 n. 1; St. West 1988, 84; Forssman
1991, 280 (West in both his editions prints 6o; see West 1998-2000; 2017).
(On Hom. &ng for fic, which Haug 2002, 97 attributes to diectasis — as have
done Brugmann and Ehrlich before him, see rather Forssman 1991, 280 f. and
cf. Jacobsohn 1910, 178 n. 1 with lit.).

At any rate, Kiparsky’s quantitative metathesis (recte: synizesis with
compensatory lengthening of the following vowel) of *-do to *-00 is unlikely
on phonological grounds (cf. Méndez Dosuna 1993b esp. 109 f.; Haug 2002,
85), and e.g. *-go-, as several other vowel sequences, does not undergo
quantitative metathesis in Greek (see e.g. Peters 1980, 251 n. 208).

The hiatus at A 109 (#Avtigov ad moapd odg Elace Eipet [...]) is not
unparalleled in Homer (see Knos 1872, 47 f.), but in any case it could be
explained without assuming a change *60 > *00 (pace Kiparsky 1967, 631). If
the original text was *[...] map’ 00¢ [...], which is unclear (cf. West 2001, 211
with lit.), then possibly what we have here is another case of a form *ouos ‘ear’
as in Aeol. (Balbilla) wata (for *ovata) and mid-4th-c. Coan ovata (for
*wata; Coan was of the Doris media-type), which presuppose /9s/* and /9s/*
(< *ouos) respectively (for this interpretation of the two forms see Peters 1991,
541*®; the short vowel in *Guos may have been generalized from the
presumably dissimilated weak stem *oueh- < *ouheh->*°). In that case, Hom.
*00¢ would simply show lengthening in the penthemimeres (cf. Hoffmann
1842, 102; Meister 1921, 41 with n. 1; Wackernagel 1888, 141; Szemerényi
1967, 55 n. 29; Cowgill 1969, 26; Haug 2002, 85); cf. e.g. B 507 of 1¢
molvotapuiov s| Apvny, I 310 7 pa, kai & Sippov s| dpvac. Due mainly to the
irreducible odg at Y 473 and (perhaps) A 109 (as opposed to uncontracted
Hom. ovat-), Fischer (1996) and Haug (2002, 85 f.) trace the Greek word for
‘ear’ back to a root noun (see further the bibliography in NIL, 340 f. n. 1). But
*ouos among other forms supports an s-stem analysis and de Lamberterie

2 If T understand correctly, Reece (2009, 83. 86) takes &o for a conjecture of an early copyist.
% Differently, but in my view unconvincingly, Szemerényi 1967, 52. 55. 56 with n. 33. 69.

6 1t is not clear (to me) what happened to primary *4...h in Greek, cf. Ruijgh 1967, 45 n. 6;
Nussbaum 1998, 140 n. 146 with lit.; Jatteau 2016, 528530 with lit. Perhaps palatalization
played a role in (Ar., Soph.,, Hdn.)) abde ‘Enpaive’ < *hysusie/o- (with so-called
Hauchumsprung; Peters 1980, 11; LIV, 285; de Lamberterie 2009, 92 n. 35; cf. also LIV
s.u. *hyseus; secondary *-yi- apparently gave -v-).
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(2009, 111 n. 87) is explicitly against the reconstruction of a root noun for
Greek (see also Peters 1980, 58 ft.).

Pace Willi (2009, 264; cf. also the references on p. 267 n. 15), the high
number of ‘irreducible’ pronominal -ov in Homer (cf. Chantraine 1948, 46.
166) does not necessarily point to the existence of (elided) *-0h’ (supposedly
from *-Gio). The weakening of the aspirate in *-0ho®®’ (if this is the correct
preform of the ending; more on this below) could well have started earlier in
the pronominal domain resulting in more instances of pronominal /-06/ in
Homer: as is well known, reductive changes, assimilations, and vowel shifts at
least tend to affect high-frequency vocabulary/function words first in linguistic
systems (cf. e.g. Bybee 2001; Phillips 2006, esp. 58-76; Manker 2017). For
example, Tocharian B 7iis ‘I’ is exceptionally more frequent than 7ids ‘I’ in the
classical language, which makes it probable that the personal pronoun was
affected earlier than regular vocabulary by the late change ¢ > i next to palatal
consonants. Similarly, the gen. sg. of the demonstrative pronoun, cpi, is
frequently (and unexpectedly) cwi in Classical Tocharian B. Again, the
weakening of p to w, which is a change confined to late texts, seems to have
applied earlier to pronouns (see Peyrot 2008, 56. 90. 197 with ref. to Stumpf;
Kim 2009, 739). Cf. also p. 82 ad fin.

In conclusion, -ov/-® comes from *-60; Kiparsky’s analysis should be
abandoned (similarly e.g. Cowgill 1969, Ruipérez 1972, 152 ff.; Garcia Ramon
1975, 70. 100; 1985, 118; Peters 1980, 142 f. n. 96). Since PGk. *-si-
became -jj- after *e, *a, and *u, and PIE *-osio became -oijo in Thessalian and
Mycenaean, then, per implicationem, *-osi- resulted in -oii- in Greek.**® -ov/-0
cannot be the regular outcome of *-osio.

Appendix I: The difficult case of the genitive in -ov/-®
The question of the origin of -ov/-® is quite complex. That PIE had a genitive
singular ending *-eso/-oso is now accepted by several scholars (see recently
Melchert 2012 with lit., Hardarson 2016 with lit., Neri 2017a, 78; 2018;
Bonmann 2017, 137; Jasanoff 2019, 49 with n. 7 is still sceptical about whether
*-eso/-oso was really a PIE ending). Importantly, traces of both *-osio and
*-eso/-oso have been claimed to exist in Anatolian (cf. e.g. HLuv. /-asi/,
Lyc. -Vhe), and Carian in particular may preserve traces of both endings (see
Melchert 2012). It is possible, then, that originally the o-stem genitive singular
also had two forms in Greek.**

However, the situation in that language is complicated by two facts; 1)
the genitive in -oto is disproportionately more frequent in the nominal than in

7 Dunkel (LIPP II, 782) derives Greek tod from *#éso. This is impossible: *téso would have
given ftéo/ted in lonic (cf. Smyth 1894, 251 ff.; Stiiber 1996, 60-63) and ftio in (e.g.)
Boeotian (cf. Bliimel 1982, 41 f.; Méndez Dosuna 1993a), see Ruipérez 1979, 288.

28 peters (p.c.) prefers now (cf. 1984, 100%) to derive xpod from *k"rosiia rather than *k'rosia
(cf. Solmsen 1901, 116).

¥ On the question whether Greek had an o-stem genitive singular in *-os (cf. Hittite, Palaic,
and HLuvian gen. sg. /-as/), compare on the one hand Duhoux 2017 and on the other
Thompson 2017 (both with lit.).
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the pronominal domain in Homer; 2) -ov in the Iliad is more frequent in the
pronouns than in the nouns; see Ruipérez 1979, 289 ff. (the figures given by
Ruipérez for selected parts of the Iliad are 100x -o10 in the nouns/adjectives vs.
22x -ow0 in the pronouns/article, and 119x -ov in the pronouns/article vs.
57x -ov in the nouns/adjectives). It seems that, initially, Greek somehow had
*_oho in the pronouns but *-ohjo (or the like) in the nouns.””° Further evidence
corroborating the view that -ov/-w was originally a pronominal ending in
Greek may be provided by 16 yapowo in the still unpublished Achaean
inscription B 1292 (inventory number; Olympia museum) found in Olympia
(see Peters 1989, 128; Siewert 2014, 155 with n. 50), and perhaps by Thess.
KEVO beside moAgpoto in an inscription from Pherae (thus Ruipérez 1979; cf.
SEG 23:415; 450-425).%"

I cannot follow Ruipérez (1979, 290 f.), Garcia Ramoén (1975, 70), Lillo
(1985), and Peters (1989, 128) in reconstructing an original system with *-oso
in the pronouns and *-osio in the (o-stem) nouns and adjectives. If this is not
how the endings were distributed in the protolanguage, which is unlikely (cf.
e.g. LIPP II, 780; Bonmann 2017; Neri 2018; compare for instance late-PIE
*t6sio™?), then it is very difficult to understand how such a pattern could have
emerged during the internal history of Greek.”” Further, it is highly
questionable whether such an asymmetric distribution could have been
preserved for thousands of years in Greek to be clearly observable in Homer
and to have left traces in alphabetic dialect inscriptions. In Mycenaean,
contrary to expectations, no such pattern seems to exist; -oiio is the only ending
unambiguously found in the tablets (see below). The equation between Ved.
gen. sg. tdsya and Hom. toio, the rarity of toio in Homer (which rather speaks
for an archaism), and the fact that Thess. and Myc. -oiio in the pronouns can
hardly have replaced an earlier *-oho (see further p. 87) strongly support the
idea that *-osio was originally both a nominal and a pronominal ending in
Greek (cf. e.g. Jacobsohn 1910, 171 n. 1).

Now if we do not want to follow Willi’s (2009) ingenious but hardly
correct (cf. pp. 76 ff.) explanation of the Homeric data (generalization of elided
*toh® < *toio < *tosio), and if we do not want to assume that pronominal *-osio
and a hypothetical nominal *-oso were lost during the prehistory of Greek,
there seems to remain only one way to approach the problem of the Greek

0 Risch (apud Ruipérez 1979, 292) does not believe that Ruipérez’s statistics make the
reconstruction of a pronominal ending *-oso unavoidable: given that nouns and adjectives are
more frequent than pronouns in formulas, an old ending would be more likely to be preserved
in the nominal domain. According to Risch, (*)-oo comes from -oi0 with loss of the glide
perhaps in colloquial speech.

#! But this document may contain non-Thessalian features: compare the aspirate and the
Attic-Ionic-like long /&/ in hipgvag (cf. Lac. hipavav) in 1. 7, as well as aspirated yovtot in 1. 4
(see further Bliimel 1982, 88-90. 242).

2 #t6si0 probably continues **tésmio (cf. Ved. dat. sg. tdsmai, abl. sg. tdsmat, etc.), with
application of a version of the asno rule; cf. Gippert 2004; Byrd 2015, 20; Bonmann 2017, 138.
177 f.; Neri 2017a, 52 f.; 2018.

23 «[.] [E]s ist nicht ersichtlich, wie ein solches Nebeneinander auf einzeldialektaler
Neuerung beruhen konnte” (Peters 1989, 129).
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o-stem genitive singular. This is to hypothesize that in some dialects PGk.
*-osio somehow became (*)-oo in the pronouns and from there spread to the
nouns.

Theoretically, it is not impossible to derive pronominal -ov from *-osjo.
Pronouns and function words tend to be reduced more than content words in
everyday speech (e.g. Bybee 2001, 60-62; Jurafsky et al. 2001), and there are
regular, reductive sound changes that target only function words to the
exclusion of content words™* (see e.g. recently Manker 2017). It could be
argued that a special reductive process affected pronouns during the early
history of Greek, whereby prevocalic diphthongs completely lost their second
element. Nevertheless, diphthongs before vowels — and [-oiio-] in particular
— are normally preserved in other pronouns; cf. e.g. Tolog ‘such, such like’
(rare in prose), T01060¢, T010010¢ ‘such as this’, moiog ‘of what kind?’. It seems
that the pronominal status of toio could not have been the key factor for its
hypothetical reduction.

According to Schmidt (1905, 36 f.), Hom. pev, cev, €0 come from *peto,
*oel0, *elo with loss of the second element of the diphthong in enclitic
position; contracted (non-enclitic) €ued (etc.) < éuéo is a compromise between
éueio < *emesio and (unstressed) pev < (*)ueo (Jacobsohn 1910, 168 f. has
endorsed Schmidt’s proposal). Beekes (1986), with good reason (since the
statistics are quite remarkable, see ibid., 365), cannot understand why an
unstressed *peto (*oegto, *€lo) is never found in Homer. If we follow Schmidt,
however (whose paper is not cited by Beekes), the absence of *ueiwo is
completely unsurprising (cf. Schmidt’s wording, “éusio, ogio, glo stehen nur
im hochtone, die enklitischen formen haben nie €1”). I tend to see the absence
of unstressed *peto as a strong argument in favour of Schmidt’s analysis (cf.
further Jacobsohn’s 1910, 167 ff. account on té0 = tivog; cf. GAv. cahiia <
*Kesio [diff. LIPP II, 452 n. 2. 456] rather than OCS ceso™”).

Postulating with Schmidt a change *-Viil- > *-ViV- (uel sim.) in
unstressed forms seems to be a legitimate solution to the problem of *peto. It is
well-known that unstressed forms of pronouns and clitics in general can be
phonologically reduced; and not necessarily through regular sound change. For
instance, in certain A-preserving dialects of Greek, the nom. sg./pl. of the
article has lost its initial aspirate. In (e.g.) Boeotian, where the sequence /ao/
remains uncontracted until quite late, the gen. pl. of the feminine article is tav
< *tawv, while the gen. pl. of d-stems ends in -awv (see further Méndez
Dosuna 1993b, 116 n. 39; Lejeune 1972, 268; for the accentual profile of the
definite article, see Devine / Stephens 1994, 356-361). Dutch zij ‘she, they’,

2 To name a well-known example, English /0/ weakened to /3/ word-initially in function
words but not in content words; compare on the one hand pronouns like thou, thy, the article
the, the demonstratives this and that, and on the other nouns such as thunder or thumb, the
verbs think and thaw, adjectives like thorough and thin, etc.

25 On téo cf. also Schmidt 1905, 35; Hermann 1923, 32 f.; Szemerényi 1956, 197 f.; Strunk
1957, 72 n. 162; Ruipérez 1972, 154; Peters 1980, 268 n. 223; Ruijgh 1985, 133; Haug 2002,
99; Hawkins 2013, 101 n. 327; LIPP II, 458; Neri 2017, 78; and below (Hermann, Ruijgh,
Hawkins, Dunkel, and Neri equate téo with ceso). According to Forssman (1980a), Lesb.
6t-1o (cf. Lesb. dtti¢ = 6ot1g, Hom. 8t1£0/87(T)€0) perhaps continues *-k“oso.
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and wij ‘we’ have the reduced variants zo and wa respectively (Gerritsen /
Jansen 1980, 42). English Aim is pronounced [1m] instead of [him] in enclitic
position; as e.g. in / met him [met 1m], for [met him], with a non-clitic pronoun.
Degemination under weak stress is perhaps attested in OHG demu and OS
themu (dat. sg. masc./neut. of the dem. pronoun) << *pammii (ct. Go. pamma);
cf. Hirt 1932, 82; Prokosch 1939, 269; Stiles 2013, 25; Hardarson 2016, 155;
Fulk 2018, 196.° See generally e.g. Hock 1991, 87 and Anderson 2005, 11
and passim with ref. mainly to Zwicky.

Beekes, following Schwyzer and Rix, believes that éueio shows metrical
lengthening (c&io and elo, according to him, are secondary after éueio). The
absence of *pelo would be easy to understand under this approach: the creation
of a metrically lengthened *peio would make no sense, since (*)ueo would
scan normally. But the lengthening of the middle of three short vowels would
be rather unique in Greek, since £fjog is a special case (cf. Nussbaum 1998, 155
ff.). Haug (2002, 97; without citing Schmidt) proposes that Hom. €ued (etc.)
comes from *emesio with *°esi® > *°¢j° as per Kiparsky (1967) and possibly
shortening of the long vowel after the accusative €ué. éueio, according to him,
represents either unshortened /em&o/ or Aeolic /emeiio/. But, as explained in
the previous section, there are reasons to doubt that Kiparsky’s account on the
development of PGk. *-si- is correct.””” Wachter (2015, 103 n. 38) proposes
that the variants without iota are analogical after téo, the (rare) genitive
singular of the interrogative pronoun. According to Ruijgh (1978, 305 f.), éueio
is analogical after toio (cf. also Chantraine 1948, 265). Haug’s, Wachter’s, and
Ruijgh’s theories fail to account for the absence of unstressed *peto, *oe10, and
*¢lo in Homer.

If éuéo/éued (et sim.) has arisen in the way envisaged by Schmidt, we
could assume that (*)-oo in the pronouns is analogical on the model of
pronominal genitives like épéo (§ped), céo (oed), and &o (ev). That is, (e.g.)
*emeiio : *(e)meio :: *toiio : X, where X = *foio. Jacobsohn (1910, 171 n. 1 ad
init.) has proposed exactly that, but only to dismiss it later on in the same
footnote (p. 173). His idea would straightforwardly explain why -ov is more
frequent in the pronouns. The reason why -o10 is so marginal in the pronominal
domain would not be very easy to understand under his approach (in Homer,
the distribution of gueio and pev is clearly more balanced), but I do not
consider this a very serious objection to the present account.

Schmidt (1905, 37 f.) believes that tod comes from *tosio with loss of
the “” in proclitic position (similarly Schwyzer 1939, 273; Strunk 1957, 72 n.
162; Lopez Eire 1969, 9-18; Ruipérez 1972, 153 f.; Ruijgh 1977, 257).
Jacobsohn (1910, 171 n. 1; and subsequent scholars) rightly takes issue with
this theory: although the use of the demonstrative as an article (i.e. as a

2% Certain phonological peculiarities of Indo-European pronouns have been attributed to
irregular reduction “im Schwachton” by Klingenschmitt; see e.g. 1987, 188; 1994, 362.

#7 Haug (2002, 100-103), building on Schwyzer, proposes that Hom. éfjog comes from
*seuesio-; again with *°esi® > *°¢i°. However, *-esy- results in -n- in Homer only when
followed by *e or *i (cf. Hom. teAnigig < *telesuent-); otherwise the outcome of that sequence
is denoted by <-g1->, see Peters 1986, 305 with n. 6. On £fjog see rather Nussbaum 1998.
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proclitic) was probably a regular feature of Homer’s vernacular, it is clear that
the Homeric language lacked that feature (Wackernagel 1928, 128; Leumann
1950, 12 n. 2). This, coupled with the fact that -ov is found in highly archaic
passages in the epics, makes Schmidt’s proposal difficult to accept (that the
demonstrative retained its deictic value until quite late in Greek is now also
suggested by the Mycenaean tablets, where instances of e.g. /to-/ used as an
article are not found; cf. also Morpurgo Davies 1968a)*®.

A last alternative to the problem of the o-stem genitive would be to
follow Ruijgh (1967, 74; cf. also 1977, 257), who has proposed that (*)-oo was
created on the basis of the @-stem genitive in (*)-d(h)o. Given that the genitive
in -ov is more frequent in the pronouns in Homer, this analysis would involve
the hypothesis that the analogy started in syntagms like *foiio tamiiaho —
*toho tamiiaho uel sim. Ruijgh’s approach would also explain why -o10 is so
rare in the pronouns.

If -ov/-o is really analogical after the genitive singular of masculine
a-stems (or after *(e)meio), that would also explain the existence of -ov/-® in
Lesbian and West Thessalian, since that ending could have easily come into
being at anytime during the internal history of these varieties; as it possibly
happened in several other dialects (Lesbian -o is usually atrributed to
borrowing from neighbouring Ionic varieties; thus most recently Willi 2009°”).
Since most scholars believe that (*)-aho was based on *-oho, it behoves us to
investigate in more detail the history of the masc. a-stem genitive.

Appendix II: The difficult case of the genitive in -ao

1. Introduction

As is well known, the genitive singular of masculine @-stems is (*)-@(h)o in
dialects other than Attic (Ionic has -em < *-@o) (for a useful, though dated,
overview, see Meyer 1896, 446 ff.). This case form replaced the original
genitive singular in *-as < *-ah(a)s (Duhoux 2017, 162 f. sees now traces of
*-@s in Mycenaean A-e-ri-qo-ta in PY An 657.11 f. and in Pi-ro-i-ta KN V(7)
1523.5b). The origin of (*)-a(h)o is not very clear. It was initially thought that
it was formed by analogy with the o-stem genitive when that was still
uncontracted, but in Mycenaean the genitive singular of masc. a-stems is -a-o
while that of the o-stems is -0-jo. The latter would be expected to be t-0-o0 if
the above assumption were right (cf. Geiss 1956; the default extractee from *[-
oi.io] would be *[-i0]).>” There have been numerous attempts to explain how

% The use of the demonstrative as an article is extremely rare in Pamphylian. “Il est [...]
possible qu’en pamphylien I’ancien démonstratif 6, &, t6 ne soit jamais devenu un véritable «
article »” (Brixhe 1976, 126).

299 «Cette hypothése est peu vraisemblable ; on sait que la morphologie est particuliérement
résistante aux emprunts, et le lesbien n’est pas 4 un tel degré imbibé d’éléments ioniens que
I’on s’attende 4 trouver une désinence empruntée” (Haug 2002, 87 £.; cf. also Cowgill 1969, 25
bottom). — Bliimel (1982, 72 f. 240), followed by Peters (1984, 86), tentatively traces - back
to *-oiio < *-osjo on the basis of a sporadic but relatively early Lesbian change of the sequence
(*)[-aiia(-)] to /-a(-)/ (see also Hodot 1990, 223 and Peters 1994, 203).

3% As Lejeune (1965, 20) points out, a similar problem is posed by East Thessalian -a(o)
beside -01(0).
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(*)-a(h)o was formed. However, as highlighted by Hellemans (2005, 81 ft.)
and Willi (2009), most of them have been unsuccessful.

Miller (2014, 338 n. 142) still follows the suggestion of Lucidi apud
Morpurgo Davies 1968, 17 n. 1 (that is, nom. */-0s/ : gen. */-osyo/ :: nom. */-a/
: gen. X, where X = */-ayo/), but the complete absence of f-a-jo spellings in
Mycenaean, even in Pylos where the material adjectives in -e-jo have no i-less
variants, makes this idea very difficult to accept (see Peters 1984, 86 n. 10; a
list of Mycenaean genitives in -a-o can be found in Willi 2009, 268). It could
be suggested that *i was lost earlier after long vowels (cf. Szemerényi 1956,
199; Haug 2002, 94 f.), but in the absence of evidence for the existence of such
a process in Greek, this idea is ad hoc. Lejeune (1965, 20) supposes that -ao
results from contamination between gen. pl. *-@hon and (nominal) (*)/-00/"!
or (*)[-o(D)io].

A new theory (Neri 2018, 259 f.; cf. also Shields 2005, 236 f.) traces Gk.
-a0 back to thematic hypostases based on the old genitive singular in *-ah;(a)s
(via the postposition *e/o — Zugehorigkeits-, Possessivsuffix? originally with
a deictic value ‘da; dazu, dahin’; cf. PIE gen. sg. *-os and *-0s0). This analysis
is certainly workable, but if *oso was not a Proto-Greek ending, as I believe,
then much of its attraction is lost.

There is no point in presenting and discussing every single idea that has
been proposed thus far, since this has largely been done by Willi and
Hellemans. It is worthwhile, however, to discuss the new theory advanced by
Willi, as well as Lillo’s analysis, since this is now favoured by most scholars.

i1. Willi’s proposal

Willi argues that the a-stem genitive was created at a time when Kiparsky’s
*-gio had become *-0ho. According to him, the newly created ending was
regularly denoted by -a-o in Mycenaean, while for the old o-stem genitive a
conservative spelling was used, i.e. -o-jo.

Willi’s account should be modified to some extent: intervocalic *-i-
probably did not develop to *-A- in its way to zero in Greek (see Hamp 1960,
192, Cowgill 1969, Hellemans 2005, 114-117, Kiimmel 2007, 146 n. 87;
Bozzone 2013, Melena 2014, 76),302 so the a-stem genitive should be assumed
to have been based on an ending *-0o. Further, as I explained above,
Kiparsky’s analysis can hardly be correct. If one wanted to operate with a
Mycenaean ending with single yod, one might hypothesize that in that dialect

' According to him, this ending was subsequently lost in both Mycenacan and (East)
Thessalian.

392 A change of /-ViV-/ to /~-VhV-/ would be a case of fortition. In weak prosodic positions,
fortitions are rather uncommon. For instance, in the numerous examples of i-loss between
vowels catalogued in Kiimmel 2007, 126 ff., there is not a single case where /i/ has become /h/
in its way to zero. The hypothesis that intervocalic yod became an aspirate before being
completely lost in Greek is mainly based on the unlikely assumption (cf. ch. 3 and sect. 3.1 in
particular) that *-e/i/uRi- > -é/i/iiR- is the result of compensatory lengthening (via *-e/i/uRh- >
*-e/ifluhR-), and on the outdated idea that PGk. *i- partly became *k- (more on this change
below, p. 91; for the evidence pointing to /-i-/ > /-h-/ in Mycenaean, see Bozzone 2013, 19-22
and Hellemans 2005, 49 f. 115. 123 £.).
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the genitive singular had the reduced form [-oi0] (< -oiio uel sim.); this could
be compared with later Greek (*)-oo (cf. Appendix I).

Not everyone in the field of Mycenaean studies is certain that the
elimination of intervocalic *-j- had already started/was complete in
Mycenaean. For example, Hellemans (2005, 108 ff.) concludes that it had not
(but without discussing Myc. [KN, PY] o0-u- = o0 < *h,oiu; cf. LIPP II, 352 ff.
with n. 19 and ref. to Cowgill). Ruijgh (1967, 64) believes that “y était en
train®® d’évoluer vers k. Despite Willi’s efforts, it still requires a leap of faith
to believe that -o-jo is a historical spelling, and the lack of orthographic
variants with -0-o is suspicious if -o-jo represented [-00]. Further, the
replacement of *-as by (*)-aho does not give the impression of a late change.
Finally, since *-osio gave -oiio in East Thessalian, it will be difficult to account
for Thess./Aeol. -ao under Willi’s approach. Willi considers Aeol. -00 a
borrowing from non-Aeolic varieties.

iii. Lillo’s proposal

Lillo (1985, 250-256; 1987, 91 f.; see also Gallavotti 1968, 48) believes that
the source of the a-stem genitive is the genitive singular of the demonstrative
pronoun, viz. *foho (cf. possible syntagms like *toho tamias etc.). This theory
has been hesitantly adopted by e.g. Peters (1989, 128), Leukart (1994, 43), and
Garcia Ramon (2017, 658).

However, although it cannot be denied that the pronominal inflection has
played an important role in the development of the nominal inflection in the
Indo-European languages, as far as the masculine g-stems go, it seems that for
the most part these have closely followed patterns found in the nominal
domain, and more precisely in the o-stems (despite the situation in Mycenaean,
Méndez Dosuna 1982, 65 and Hawkins 2013, 101 n. 327 insist that -ao was
somehow created after nominal (*)-o(1)0): for example, the nominative plural
of masc. a-stems was formed by analogy with the o-stems (as in Latin, cf. e.g.
Weiss 2009, 235; differently, but less economically, e.g. Meiser 1998, 132); in
some dialects (as in Latin, mut. mut.), -acv-no1, i.e. what was synchronically
the dative plural, was reformed to -auig after the corresponding case form of the
o-stems, -o1g; the accusative plural -ovg (e.g. in Cretan), for expected */-as/ <
*-ahym/ns (cf. e.g. Ved. -ah), shows influence from the o-stem accusative
plural in -ovg; the nominative/accusative dual ending - (< *-oh;) of the
a-stems has been taken over from the o-stems.*"*

In Latin, as is well known, the genitive marker -7 has been extended from
the o- to the a-stems (cf. -ai). In Phrygian, where masculine a-stems are found
next to feminine ones, the contracted form of the o-stem genitive, -0, has been
extended to the masc. a-stems. Also, in that language, the original genitive
singular has been replaced by -avo by analogy with the (alternative) o-stem

3% My empbhasis.

% During the prehistory of the Attic dialect, the old ending of the masculine @-stems (cf.
Ion. -e®) was replaced by the genitive singular of the o-stems (cf. e.g. Att. 0 momtig, ToD
momroD). This change probably involved the substitution of /-(€)d/ by /-(¢)d/, cf. Szemerényi
1956, 206-208; Nussbaum 1998, 63 n. 217.
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genitive singular in -ovo (the °v° between the two vowels is probably a
transitional glide); cf. e.g. Orel 1997, 26. 51. 395; Brixhe 2004, 51.

If Lillo’s account were correct, one would expect the pronominal genitive
singular to be /-oho/ in Mycenaean. However, pronouns in the genitive case
normally show -0-jo in that dialect: cf. au-fo-jo (PY Eb 156.2; Hand 41) =
avtoio (Hom.+), to-jo(-qe¢) (TH Fq 214, 239, etc.; Gp 150, 235; PY Eb 156;
Hand 41) = 1016 ¢ (Hom.), fo-so ]030 (PY Er 312.2; Hand 24) = *t60(c)o10,
wo-jo (PY Eb 472.B; Hand 41) = olo (Hom.+).

It has been proposed that fo-so-o in KN Od 666 (Hand 115) and PY Xa
1342 (Class iii), and f0-0 in PY Un 1321 (Hand 34) represent genitive singulars
(see the references in DMic., s.uu.), but this is uncertain (“/c/erto ¢ solo il gen.
in -0-jo”; Bonfante 1984, 188). In KN Od 666, it is not clear whether we
should read ] to-so o LANA 14 or ] to-so-o LANA 14; the editors have opted
for the first reading. Since the element jo-/o- (always prefixed) is usually found
in headings, f0-so-0 ge-[ in the heading of PY Xa 1342 (as well as to0-so-o0 in
KN Od 666) is interpreted as /tos(s)on ho(s)/ by Melena (2014, 125) and
others. The form f0-0 (and to-so-o, but “mit Vorbehalten) has been considered
an ablative in /-6/ by Hajnal (1995, 37. 266 with n. 348).%%

One might suppose that the pronominal genitive became *-ohio/(*)-oiio
in Mycenaean and East Thessalian (cf. e.g. Gallavotti 1968, 48; Garcia Ramon
1975, 70. 100; Ruipérez 1979, 291), but this is counterintuitive: it presupposes
that a hypothetical *toho tamids led to *toho tamiiaho, but that *toho
logohio(/logoiio) led to *tohio(/toiio) logohio(/logoiio); despite the rhyming
a-stem genitive in (*)-aho. Analogy generally aims at making a paradigm less
complex than it already is, and marked case forms tend to be replaced
diachronically, not to be extended to new items (cf. Manczak 1958; Fertig
2013). It may be no coincidence that -oijo, unlike -6, is only marginally
attested in Greek. Since high frequency words, such as pronouns, tend to resist
morphological change (e.g. Bybee 2001), it is apriori more likely that
pronominal -oiio (cf. Myc., Thess., Hom. [toi(i0)], Ved. tdsya) in two
conservative Greek dialects like Mycenaean and East Thessalian®”’ represents
an archaism.’*®

iv. Gk. *-0iho?

In section 6.4 it will be argued that PGk. *s was palatalized and possibly
prepalatalized when followed by *i. There are some difficulties with the latter
assumption, but since our current understanding of the workings of
prepalatalization in Greek is quite limited, and the origin of the a-stem genitive

3% Differently Ruipérez 1992 with lit.; Moralejo 1993, 31.

3% The interpretation of Myc. to-e = 2to-me < *tosmei (cf. Ved. dat. sg. tdsmai) is marked by
difficulties (cf. the lit. in DMic., s.u.). Beekes (1986, 370 f.) argues that that form presupposes
the existence of a Mycenaean genitive singular */toso/. This need not be the case; cf. Ruijgh
1985, 134-136; Hajnal 1995, 138 n. 176.

397 On the archaic character of East Thessalian see Garcia Ramon 1975, 99.

3% Pronominal endings have certainly changed in (e.g.) the history of Greek, but most times
this has happened in cases where a highly marked ending was replaced by another, less marked
one (cf. e.g. the replacement of dat. sg. *tosmai by *toi or of gen. pl. *toisom by *tom).
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still poses problems, it may be worthwhile to investigate the possibility that
(*)-aho was created at a time when the genitive in *-osio was *-oiho.

Given the dative/locative plural in *-@hi next to *-oihi in the a- and
o-stems respectively, as well as the dative singular in /-61/ (with what would
seem synchronically as a bimoraic version of the stem vowel plus the dative
singular ending®®), it is likely that a possible *-0iho would have been thought
to contain *-oi-, a diphthongal version of the stem vowel, plus a genitive
marker *-ho in early Greek. According to most scholars (including
Wackernagel 1903; Morpurgo Davies 1976 [with p. 183 n. 8]; and Garcia
Ramon 1990; Lazzeroni e.g. 1988 and Cassio e.g. 2018 are some notable
exceptions), the dative plural -esot in Aeolic and other dialects was based on a
proportion -ot : -otot :: -&¢ : X, where X = -goot (for a slightly different
account, whose acceptance does not affect the present argument, see Peters
2000). If this is the correct analysis, then -oto1 was indeed thought to contain
an element /-0i-/ plus the ending /-si/ in Greek.

The simplest rule’'® that could be abstracted from a form like *log-oi-ho
would be “to form the genitive, add -/o to the genitive stem”. This rule would
produce a form like e.g. *famiiaho straightforwardly.”'' For a similar process,
compare the extension of the marker -7 from the o- (cf. e.g. domini) to the
a-stems (cf. e.g. terrae < (*)-ai) in Latin. Yet another parallel comes from
Young Avestan. In that language, the -f of the a-stem abl. sg. -ar was attached
directly to the existing stem of the ablative in other stem classes (cf. e.g. -0i¢
for -0is* < *-qis in the i-stems, -aot for -aos/-ous < *-aus in the u-stems, or -at
for (*)-as/-ah in the s-stems; see further Hoffmann / Forssman 2004, 116 ff.).

F. W. Householder (1961, 186 f. with n. 3) argued that the o-stem
genitive singular was *-oiso in early Greek. He unconvincingly traced that
ending back to *-osio, with metathesis on the basis of 1) a possible, but

3% Compare the analogical ablative singulars (e.g.) -id and -id of the i- and u-stems in Italic.
These were based on the old o-stem ablative singular (*)-6d; obviously the speakers of the old
Italic dialects analyzed (*)-0d as containing a long stem vowel plus an ablative marker /d/.
Compare further the similar situation in Celtiberian; see e.g. Villar 1997, 920-925.

319 I the sense of Ringe 2007; Ringe / Eska 2013, 152 ff. with lit.; cf. also Miller 2010, 97 ff.
with lit. On proportional analogy and analogy in general, compare further the remarks of Miller
(2010, 98); “it makes no more sense to constrain analogy than it does to talk about constraining
the brain. There is no denying that analogy is to some extent constrained by the language
system in which it operates. But the fact remains that any links the mind/brain can make will
produce valid analogies. Whatever constitutes a cognitively identifiable relationship is subject
to possible analogical influence”.

31" Myec. -0-jo cannot represent /-oiho/. /-oiho/ would be written f-0-0 in Mycenaean (see
Ruipérez 1979, 285 f.). -0-jo probably stands for [-oiio] (e.g. Heubeck 1979, 241; Risch 1979,
272; if so, and if -oijo continues *-oijho, the change of *-iA- to -ii- was already accomplished by
the time of our earliest records; cf. Ruipérez 1972, 158; Lopez Eire 1972, 274 f.: Myc. °0-i =
[-oiii] < *-0ihi). Pace Haug (2002, 83), the lack of the spelling t-o0-i-jo is not at all surprising:
the writing of prevocalic diphthongs as <JV-i-jJ> is an extremely rare phenomenon in
Mycenaean. As a matter of fact, the only clear case is ke-ra-i-ja-pi in KN Sd <4450>.a.
However, the same scribe has written ke-ra-ja-pi ten times, and ke-ra-ja-pi is always followed
by o-pi-i-ja-pi (with an intervocalic aspirate), which makes it plausible that ke-ra-i-ja-pi is just
a case of dittography (Nussbaum 1986, 40). All other examples of the spelling <V-i-j/’> may or
certainly involve an intervocalic /h/ (see Melena 2014, 92-98).
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unattested, instrumental plural *-0ip”i (with a secondary diphthong after *-0is),
and 2) the locative plural *-oisi (he did not exclude Diver’s 1958, 24 scenario
about a regular change of *-osio to *-oiso, however). According to him, the
genitive in (*)-@ho was based on a proportion dat./loc. pl. *-oisi : gen. sg.
*_oiso :: dat./loc. pl. *-asi : X, where X = *-dso.>"?

Eska (1995, 42; see also Eska / Wallace 2001, 80 f.; Watkins 2001, 220—
222) has proposed that the Lepontic genitive singular -oiso results from
contamination between *-osio and the pronominal gen. pl. *-oisom (cf. Celtib.
$oisum).’" Similarly, Neri (2018, 259) suggests that the diphthong in -oiso (he
tentatively derives this ending from *-oso, see also Watkins 1999, 8)°'* is
analogical after the pronominal element *-0i-. The old explanation of the
Lepontic ending (still supported in de Bernardo Stempel 2007, 166 n. 148; see
further De Simone 1992, 21 and the references in Eska 1995, 42) is that -oiso is
a ‘metathesized’ variant of *-osio. This is rejected by Eska (1995, 42) on the
grounds that the cluster *-si- remains intact in Lepontic. However, the names
Tisiui and Aesia mentioned by him in support of this assumption probably go
back to *-sii-, not *-si-.

It is interesting that a quite similar problem exists in Messapic and
perhaps in Venetic’'”. In the former language, the genitive singular of a- and
(i)ia-stems is -aihi and -ihi respectively. De Simone 1992 (see now also De
Simone 2013, 57 ff.), followed by Eska / Wallace 2001, derives the Messapic
ending from (thematic) *-o-7, connecting it with the genitive in (*)-7 found in
Italic and Celtic. As several scholars have argued (see Orioles 1991, 165;
Matzinger 2005, 40; 2014°'°, 34-36; Gusmani 2006; Prosdocimi 2006; Ciceri
2012) — and I mostly share their reservations — De Simone’s proposal is
difficult to accept. The Messapic genitive singular is best explained, with
Gusmani (1976, 147 ftf.; 2006) and Matzinger (2005, 39 f.), as deriving directly
from PIE *-osio. It could be that the diphthong in the Messapic ending is also
analogical after pronominal *-o0i-, but it may be more prudent to assume that it
is Lautgesetzlich. Matzinger reconstructs the following sequence of sound
changes; *-ahia > *-ahie > *-aihie > (dissimilation) *-aihe (Neri 2017a, 78
reconstructs *-aihia) > -aihi (on *e > i, cf. Zis ‘Zeus’ < *djés’'’). Assuming
dissimilation is not needed: prepalatalization presupposes contrastively or

312 Willi (2009, 245) voices doubts about “whether the locative plural would have been a firm
enough basis for an analogical proportion” to work. Compare, however, Hill 2007, 95 f. (who,
incidentally, does not believe in non-proportional analogy).

313 De Bernardo Stempel (2007, 166 n. 148) rejects Eska’s idea as implausible. The proposal
has been provisionally accepted by e.g. Schrijver (1997, 16), Watkins (1999 and 2001), and
Neri (2017a, 78).

34 %_Psio is not unknown in Celtic; see e.g. Schrijver 1995, 319.

315 Eska / Wallace (1999) argue that the Venetic inscription *Oderzo 7, where the form
kaialoiso is found, should rather be considered Lepontic (this is accepted by Watkins 2001,
220), but de Bernardo Stempel (2007, 166 n. 148), with reference to K. H. Schmidt, still
follows the traditional view and considers it Venetic.

316 The new, published version of this work is unfortunately not available to me.

37 Matzinger (2014, 24) asks whether *é > 7 here was conditioned by the preceding palatal
glide. That would also support his analysis of the genitive.
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contextually palatalized consonants, and yod absorption after palatals is
commonplace (cf. also Operstein 2010, e.g. 100 ad init.). If I understand
correctly, Neri supposes that unaccented *e was reduced to *2 and then zero in
word-final position. Yet another approach would be to assume a change of
*°hii to °hi.

De Simone (1992; cf. also 1972, 165 f.) objects that *-si- does not
become -ih- in Messapic under any circumstances, and that the expected
outcome of *-osjo in that language would be *-as(s)e. However, all examples
adduced by him in favour of such a development rather continue *-sij-, not
*-si- (Peters 1998a, M-21 n° M165).

“An analogical PGk. *-oisio would be expected to give -oiio via *oiho (<
*/oil’o/) in later Greek. However, the introduction of *-0i- to the genitive
singular is not a well-motivated change. It would arguably be bold to assume
that it happened twice (or thrice) independently (cf. Eska / Wallace 1999, 127;
unless this analogy was somehow prompted by the postconsonantal *j).
Prosdocimi (2006, 1429 n. 14b) and Gusmani (2006, 202) have tentatively
connected Gk. -oto with the Lepontic and Messapic genitives, reconstructing
an Indo-European variant *-ois(i)o. This is rather hypothetical.

v. Final remark

To return to Ruijgh’s idea about the origin of the genitive in (*)-oo, if (*)-dho
was based on our hypothetical (*-osio >) *-oiho (> -oiio) (or if (*)-aho
ultimately goes back to Proto-Greek *-ahyso as per Neri), then (*)-oo could
indeed be an innovation of some Greek dialects produced by analogy with the
genitive in (*)-aho (perhaps at a time when *-osio was still *-0ih0). In that
case, (*)-oo would go back to *-oho.

6.4 The sound change *-si- > -ii-
PGk. *-si- could have become -ii- via either *-ssi- or *-(h)hi-. It is convenient
to discuss the former possibility first.

In West Germanic, where gemination before *; is extremely common,
PWGmc. *-si- clearly underwent consonant doubling (see e.g. Simmler 1974,
102 ff. 230 f.; Ringe / Taylor 2014, 51). Similarly, /s/ is geminated before
secondary yod in Thessalian; cf. e.g. Thess. yopuvaccapyeicavta, d0pH0GG0C,
the PN Mvaocoag for Mvaociag* (with absorption of the /i/), or ekkAieisoon (cf.
further Hermann 1923, 38; Méndez Dosuna 1994a; Garcia Ramoén 2011, 127).

Gemination before (primary) yod is probably a pre-Mycenaean sound
change: alveolar palatalization postdates it and is at the same time
pre-Mycenaean; also, the Linear B sign ra,, which was mainly used to denote
secondary but probably also primary /Li/ sequences (cf. e.g. a-ror-a), is also
used to denote the geminate liquid in the aorist participle a-ke-rar-te
/agerrantes/ < *agersantes.’'®

318 As witnessed by Greek {nmog horse’ < *hjokkuos < *hkués, gemination before *y at least
predates the merger of PIE *-ky- with *“ in Greek. That merger is probably of
pre-Mycenaean date (see Kostopoulos 2017, 186 ff. with nn. 91. 94 with lit.). — Gemination
before *u is a quite restricted sound change in Greek, as in Germanic (cf. Ringe / Taylor 2014,
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The recent, important paper by Bozzone (2013) opens new possibilities
for the chronology of gemination (and palatalization) in Greek. Bozzone argues
convincingly that Gk. - < *Hj- (Peters 1976; Garcia Ramoén 1999a with ref. to
Schindler) results from palatalization of the first laryngeal before yod
(similarly, the aspirate of inmmog is seen by her — to my mind correctly — as
the result of the palatalization of *h;- before *i; for this idea see already
Ambrosini 1991, 59): *h; was palatalized to *[¢] when followed by *i, and *[¢]
eventually merged with (*)4 < *s (possibly after having been phonemicized as
*/h'/). According to Bozzone, the laryngeal was lost without trace in the groups
*hyi- and *hzi- (cf. already Kiimmel 2007, 161: “?*h > *¢ / j>0 *urgr. (alter
*h;, wenn [h], >> h)”; compare also Ittzés 2012 with lit.). This last idea may
gain support from a new theory, according to which Pinault’s Law (*-CHiV- >
*-CiV-) only affected tautosyllabic *-hi- and *-h3i- (but not *-h,i-; see Byrd
2015, 208 ff. esp. 233 ff.): “if the onset sequence *,[hysi- were blocked in
PIEP™ then it follows that the word-initial sequence *#hysi- was blocked as
well” (ibid., 234).

Following Bozzone, Kiimmel, and Byrd (2015, 234), I believe that
*h,i- > h- in Greek is best understood as the result of palatalization (pace Neri
2018, 260 f. n. 24).>?° It appears that this process should be seen in the broader
context of the Greek palatalizations. There seem to be no phonological systems
where [h] is palatalized to the exclusion of all other consonants (in all
likelihood, *h; was phonetically [h]; see e.g. Kiimmel 2007, 161. 327-336;
Bozzone 2013, 14 f.; Byrd 2015, 222 n. 51).321 As it emerges from Ruhlen
(1975), but also from Bhat (1978) and Bateman (2007), glottals are not
common palatalization targets. /h/ frequently occurs in strongly palatalizing
languages, such as Romanian and Japanese (cf. further Bessell 1992, 46 f.).
This makes it likely that /-palatalization crucially depends on the existence of
other palatalized consonants in the phonological system. Generally, certain
implicational hierarchies apply to palatalization. For example, it is recognized
that the existence of palatalized labials (which are rare crosslinguistically)

50). As far as one can see, originally it occurred only with stops; cf. innoc, Tétt/c00pec, etc.
(for isolated later cases involving resonants see Méndez Dosuna 1994a; pace Leukart 1999, it
is not very likely that -no(-) in Myc. se-ri-no and Sa-ri-no-te represents /-nno-/ < /-nuo-/:
gemination could not have resulted in loss of the /u/ in Mycenaean, the two changes are not
related; it could be, as Leukart himself points out [p. 360], that /-nuo-/ et sim. was occasionally
pronounced /-n*o-/ in fast speech). Hence, the fact that *-su- did not become *-ssu- in Greek
proves nothing about the treatment of PGk. *s before yod with regard to gemination: for
example, PGk. */ was geminated before *i, but not before *u.

319 According to Lipp (2009, 449 ff.), Pinault’s Law did not operate in the proto-language but
was a later development of individual branches.

320 In internal position, *%; was lost before *; with subsequent lengthening of the preceding
vowel (as did *h; and *h;; cf. e.g. Vet [U] Hom.+ ‘send down rain, to rain’ < *suhj-ie/o-; LIV,
545): compare for instance the long augment in the 3sg. impf. Hom. fie(v)Me(v) << *é&e(n) <
*e-hi- (: *hjei ‘go’; cf. Ved. 3pl. ayan; Peters 1980, 103—106). This leads to the unsurprising
conclusion that *4; was retained longer in initial position in Greek (cf. Peters 1980, 118. 193 n.
149).

21 On the “odd” case of Nenema, an Austro-Tai language where /h'/ is apparently the only
palatalized phoneme, see Bessell 1992, 46.
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presupposes that coronals and dorsals also palatalize; similarly, under specific
circumstances, dorsal palatalization entails coronal palatalization (see Bateman
2007; see also e.g. Hall / Hamann 2006 on d-affrication/assibilation).

It seems likely that the palatalization of */; took place at a time when
alveolar stops at least were also palatalized before *i. Since gemination
predates palatalization, it follows that gemination occurred at a time when
laryngeals were still part of the phonological system of Greek.**

So, there are real possibilities that PGk. *-si- first became *-ssi-. Now, as
is well established in the literature, geminates do not lenite (see e.g. Kirchner
2000; 2001; Blevins 2004a, 183 f.; see also sect. 1.2.2). Therefore, it is highly
doubtful whether our reconstructed *-ssi- could ever have become *-hhi- (and
then ultimately *-ii-) by regular sound change. Assuming degemination here is
theoretically possible, but heteromorphemic *-s+s- remains intact in most
dialects (unlike in PIE, cf. e.g. *h,és-si ‘you are’ > *h;ési), and (primary)
tautomorphemic *-ss- does not exist in Greek as far as [ am aware.

As emphasized by Malikouti-Drachman (1975, 147 f. n. 29), it is possible
to analyze the Greek *-si- sequences both from the perspective of *sR as well
as from that of *Cj clusters. Highly influential scholars such as Jacob
Wackernagel (1881, 268), Wilhelm Schulze (1892, 61 n. 2), Johannes Schmidt
(1899, 306), and Karl Brugmann (1913, 82; “mdglich”) believed that
*-si- underwent ‘j-metathesis’ in Greek. In recent years, this analysis has been
adopted by William Diver (1958, 24) and Simon Slings (1979, 250 n. 31) (see
also Hajnal 1988, 75 n. 67; Kazansky 2019).

The consonants that are most susceptible to palatalization among apicals
are the sibilants and the nasals (Bhat 1978, 71; cf. further Kiimmel 2007, 252.
257 f.; Bateman 2007; and Operstein 2010, 155). Bateman (2007, 56) reports
that in Karok, a Hokan language spoken in California, /s/ is the only phoneme
that palatalizes. Although sibilant palatalization is crosslinguistically less
widespread than, say, velar palatalization, it is more frequent than the
palatalization of rhotics or labials. Importantly, rhotics and *u were probably
palatalized in Greek, which makes it likely that — perhaps with the exception
of *p (see ch. 4) — palatalization applied across the board in that language
(Hock 2004). .

It is possible, then, that PGk. *-si- became */-s's'-/ at some point.
Given the Greek data of the historical period, the only reasonable way to
proceed from */-Vs's’'V-/ would be to assume prepalatalization of the
sibilant.’** Prepalatalization is very common in Greek, and /s/ (either plain or

323

322 Solmsen (1897a, 49 n. 1) conjectures (mut. mut.) that gemination before yod preceded the
devoicing of the IE mediae aspiratae. He bases this idea on the fact that PIE *D" has voiced
reflexes in Macedonian, and on geminated forms like Maced. (etc.) Koppayog < *kori®.
Though most common with obstruents, gemination before /i/ and resonants in general is fairly
trivial crosslinguistically (cf. Kiimmel 2007, 178), so in principle *-Rj- > *-RRj- could have
happened independently in Greek and Macedonian.

33 On the possibility that /s/ from any source was palatalized before secondary yod in
Mycenaean, see Hellemans 2005, 84 f. with lit.

2% Cf. the sporadic prepalatalization of plain /s/ before /t/ in cases like Boeot. ouotea (see
further Schwyzer 1939, 276; Peters 1991, 567 with lit.).
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palatalized) is one of the most frequently prepalatalizing consonants across
languages (see Kiimmel 2007, 265; Operstein 2010, 153 ft.). For example, “in
Southern American English, with its fairly extensive prepalatalization, the most
frequent trigger seems to be the palatoalveolar sibilant /f/” (Operstein 2010,
146). Languages where (*)/s'/ or (*)/[/ is or was at some point prepalatalized
include standard Estonian, Gallo-Romance, some Provengal dialects, Middle
English and some present day varieties of English, Daco-Romanian, Majorcan
Catalan, Portuguese, and Spanish (cf. also the prepalatalization of Lat. sj in
some Ligurian dialects; Operstein 2010, 18. 101. 112 f. 116-120 with lit. 141
f.). Interestingly, in Portuguese (and Spanish), “no prepalatalization is attested
in consonant-yod sequences involving velars and most alveolars” (ibid., 118—
120).

Provided that *[-Vis'V-] > *[-V/h'V-] is a legitimate Greek sound change,

the reconstruction *[-VssiV-] > *[-Vi§s'V-] > *[-Vi§V-] > *[-VIWV-] >

*[-VihV-] > (a551m11at10n)325 [-ViiV-] requires the assumption that
palatalization and prepalatalization (which probably resulted in degemination
quite rapidly) happened before the completion of the change *-VsV- >
*_VhV-2%° Chronologically, this seems perfectly possible. However, we cannot
be certain about whether a hypothetical *[-V's$'V-] would have become

*[-V'W'V-] in Greek. If we reconstruct *[-V/s's'V-] > *[-VisV-] > *[-VihV-]
instead, then we are forced to assume that palatalization, prepalatalization,
prevowel segmentalization, and probably depalatalization took place before the
completion of s-aspiration (debuccalization) in sequences like *-is-, *-us-, etc.
These are many changes, and *-is- > *-jh- is apparently rather old (cf.
Danielsson 1903, 382). Another difficulty with this account is that
depalatalization of */-s's'-/ should be seen as a very early process; perhaps
significantly earlier than the depalatalization of e.g. the resonants (cf. Ruipérez
1979, 286 n. 16).**

Although hard evidence supporting the chronology *-si- > *-hi- is
missing, and gemination is a manifestly old sound change, it is worthwhile to
have a closer look at the traditional analysis.3 2 If it was *-hi- that became -ii-,
we need to determine the phonological mechanism whereby this change
happened. *-Vhr-, *-Vhl-, *-Vhm-, *-Vhn-, and *-Vhy- all result in
Aeolic -VRR- and non-Aeolic -VR-. There must be a specific reason why

32 Kiparsky 1967, 620. 630. 634; differently Cowgill 1969, 25.

326 According to Méndez Dosuna (1996, 100 f.), *-sR- > *-hR- is earlier than *-VsV- > *-VhV-.
The latter change must have been later than the introduction of the name of the Ligurians in
Greek, cf. Afyveg (Lat. Ligures; for some details about the chronology of *-VsV-> *-VhV-, see
Doria 1979, 134 f. with lit.).

327 On the other hand, Kiimmel (2007, 267 f.) notes that “spontane” depalatalization of
coronals is particularly common with sibilants (on the special status of /r'/, see Hall 2000 and
cf. Hall / Hamann 2010, both with lit.).

2% If gemination was earlier than the loss of *#; in initial position (see pp. 91 f.), and
s-aspiration was earlier than gemination (as implied by the reconstruction *-si- > *-hj-), it
follows that at some point *4; (= [h]?) and *& < *s coexisted in Greek. The fact that these two
sounds developed differently may be accounted for by assuming that they were phonetically
different; cf. further Bozzone 2013, 15 f.
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*_hj- was the only cluster that behaved differently.*® Any theory that traces the
history of the sequence *-si- should accurately account for this fact.

If we follow the familiar idea that *-AR- was assimilated in all dialects
with subsequent degemination and compensatory lengthening, it is possible to
attribute the discrepancy to the assimilation itself (see Cowgill 1969, 23), since
*-ji- (from any source) does not degeminate with lengthening of the preceding
vowel in non-Aeolic dialects. But one of the reasons why the supposed
pan-Greek assimilation of *-AR- to *-RR- is doubtful is exactly this lack of
degemination in *-ji- (see Peters 1986, 313; cf. also Malikouti-Drachman 1975,
146). Kiimmel (2007, 136 n. 74) proposes that *-jji- between vowels was
retained because, unlike *-uu->"", it was considered part of a diphthong (cf. also
Hettrich 1989, 39 f.; Miller 2014, 310. 338).*! However, -A\- < */-I'P-/ was not
degeminated either (cf. further Ruijgh 1978a, 421; Kiimmel asks whether the
feature PALATALIZATION blocked degemination in this case; cf. also Viredaz
1983, 153). Peters (1991a) has convincingly derived the geminate in Gk. évvéa
‘nine’ from *-enun(-V)-, with loss of the *y already in Proto-Greek as in *polid
< *polyid (cf. moA)°). If he is right (but the °nn° here looks old anyway), the
preservation of the geminate in the numeral for ‘nine’ in non-Aeolic dialects
will remain unexplained under the assumption that the change of
*_VhR- to -VR- involved a mid-stage *-VRR- (cf. ibid., 309). Another old,
preserved geminate is found in the word Dor., Ion. (, Att.) yévva/a ‘descent,
birth’ (and its derivatives), which Hackstein (2002a, 2 f.) has plausibly derived
from *genh;-mn-ah;, (cf. *génh;-mn > Ved. janima ‘origin, birth’) > *gen-mn-
ah; (on the loss of the laryngeal see Byrd 2015, 88 ff. esp. 107 ff.) > *gennah;
(on *-Cmn- > *-Cn- see Nussbaum 2010).

Crosslinguistically, the most common sound change that affects the
sequence /hi/ is palatalization. [¢] and [l'] are (/were) the palatal allophones of
/h/ in palatalizing environments in numerous languages; e.g. Avestan
(Hoffmann / Forssman 2004, 107; cf. Kiimmel 2007, 161), Japanese (e.g.
Tanaka 2014), Korean (e.g. Shin et al. 2013, 77), Romanian (e.g. Chitoran
2001, 10. 188), Modern English (cf. e.g. the pronunciation [¢u:man] for
/hju:man/), Modern Icelandic (Haugen 1984, 336 f.; see also Vrieland 2014 on
Faroese), Modern Welsh (T. A. Watkins 1993, 301), Amharic (Bateman 2007,
310), etc. As in several languages, /hj/ is ‘palatalized’ to [[] in Kirundi
(Kochetov 2016, 8 f. with lit.), obviously via a mid-stage [¢]. Since Greek is a
strongly palatalizing language, it would seem plausible to assume that Gk. *A
was palatalized before yod (similarly Danielsson 1903, 382;
Malikouti-Drachman 1975, 149; Risch 1979, 272. 276; Hock 2004, 160; cf.

329 The development of *-/i- and *-hR- was different even under an approach like that of Peters
or Kiparsky.

330 fy/ according to him was/is more consonantal in Greek and other languages (/u/ and /i/ are
usually considered sounds of equal sonority; see e.g. Parker 2002, 240; cf. also ibid., 262).

31 Ruipérez’s (1972, 153. 164. 169) hypothesis is unconvincing: the second *j in *-ViiV- was
not intervocalic (similarly Szemerényi apud Ruipérez 1972, 169), and it would not be expected
to be lost in all dialects before the supposed application of degemination. Ruijgh (1967, 64 n.
78) believes that *-AR- > *-RR- was not pan-Greek, but that *-4i- was assimilated in all dialects
before the first CL.
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also Stang 1957, 31 f.; Diver 1958, e.g. 8; Kati¢i¢ 1959, 130; Hellemans 2005,
77).

Danielsson (1903, 382) (similarly Hock 2004, 159 f.) assumes (mut.
mut.) *[-WH-1>** > *[jj-] (which is trivial; at least with singletons) and then
merger with —jj—.”% This is the most efficient way to analyze the change
*-5i- > -ji-. Gk. */h'-/ < *h,i- fell together with /h/ in initial position. I am not
sure that this can be seen as a drawback to Danielsson’s proposal (I take it that
*/W-/ < *h,i- and */-Wh-/ < *-sj- merged at some point).>”* o

- Greek *-ii- (< *-hi-) could be derived from */-W'W-/ also via
*[JWH-]/*[Y¢¢-] > *-ih- (cf. Operstein 2010, 23): ‘weak’ palatalized
consonants were normally prepalatalized in Greek, and “palatals of all manners
of articulation are among the most frequent triggers of prepalatalization” (ibid.,
139).>* ¢-prepalatalization occurs e.g. in Old English, Tsakonian, in other
varieties of Modern Greek (cf. e.g. Peloponnesian [e¢(i)s] £yeic), as well as in
Romance, Celtic, and Scandinavian languages (Operstein 2010, 23. 38. 108.
114; Kiimmel 2007, 88). Two close parallels to the proposed change *-Ai- >
*-ih- are found in the Slovene dialect spoken in Crni vrh, where /-hi-/ is
palatalized to */-h'-/ and prepalatalized (with subsequent depalatalization) to
/-ih-/ (see Greenberg 2000, 144 f.; Kiimmel 2007, 265. 409), and in Khotanese,
where */-hi-/ > */-W'-/ > /-ih-/ with ‘Umlaut’ of the preceding vowel (see Hitch
1990, 182-189. esp. 189; Kiimmel 2007, 265. 362).

A potential difficulty with the idea that */-W'h'-/ was prepalatalized in
Greek is that *-si- resulted in -jj- after any vowel and in all dialects (contrast
Aeol. -e/i/lurr/nn- and non-Aeol. -é/i/iur/n- < *-e/i/ur/ni-). Nevertheless,
phonemicization/absorption/loss of the onglide may well have occurred at
different periods and at different rates in different consonants/consonant
groups. Synchronically, CP of secondarily modified consonants acts as a
perceptual enhancement of the secondary articulation; i.e. as a way of

332 Hock reconstructs *[hh'-].
333 Although consonant strength seems to have played a role in gemination before yod (the
scope of this process is not well understood; cf. e.g. Vennemann 1988; Denton 1999; Callender
2006 with lit.; 2007; Goblirsch 2018, 48 ff. with lit.), the default assumption would be that Gk.
*-hi- became *-hhi-, so in what follows I will assume that */ was also affected by gemination
(on the position of laryngeals in the sonority scale see Hume / Odden 1996, 357 ff.; Parker
2002, 240 and passim; and Walker 2011, 1839). On the whole question cf. also Méndez
Dosuna 1987. (If *h was geminated, the sound change that ‘bled’ CL in the sequence *-/i- may
have been gemination rather than palatalization.)

If *-hi- was not geminated, *[-¢-] (< *-si-) would be expected to give pre-Mycenaean
*-j- under Danielsson’s approach. Pre-Mycenaean *-j- is normally lost in later Greek. A
reconstruction *[J¢-] > *-jh- > *-ji- (see below) would be acceptable, since prepalatalization of
singleton consonants does not always result in loss of the prevocalized segment.
34 Lack of prepalatalization in initial position is attested in Huaraz Quechua (Peru); see
Operstein 2010, 225.
335 Original Gk. *-jh- (< *-is-) gives -ii- (cf. ogio ‘shake’ < *ueiss). In principle, since
*-hi- becomes -ij- according to my analysis, original *-ih- might have become -jj- via
metathesized *-hi- (cf. *-yh- > *-huy- etc.) and subsequent palatalization (Kiparsky 1967, 630,
who believes that *-4i- and *-jh- had different outcomes, assumes that *-jh- was not
metathesized; see further Peters 1980, 309). In that case, there will be no independent support
for the hypothetical change of secondary *-ih- (< */-Wh-/) to -ii-.



96

maintaining and improving the contrast between palatalized and the respective
non-palatalized segments (see Operstein 2010, 10. 102. 103. 106. 109, etc.).
Gradually, this can have the opposite effect in that the secondary articulation
may be lost on the consonant and the prevowel may become the only surface
exponent of it (ibid., 21). This leads, eventually, to the phonemicization™®,
absorption, or loss of the synchronically unmotivated onglide. Depalatalization
was probably a gradual process, we would not expect all consonants to lose
their secondary articulation at the same time (see below on Cypr. */-II'-/;
judging from the uniform outcome of */“Wh'-/, the depal. of this sound must be
carlier than that of */-r'r-/ and *-n'n/-/*").

If prevowel phonemicization applied at different periods in different
consonant groups, the contrasting prepalatalization patterns of *[-'r'r’-] and
*[“n'n’-] on the one hand and *[“WW-] (and *[W'W-]? see 5.2) on the other
would be far from surprising: chronologically distinct prepalatalization
processes can have different results in Greek. For example, the prevowel in the
sequence *[-en'n-] was lost in Lesbian, but early Lesbian *[elns] (< *ens)
resulted in /eis/ in that dialect. In Cypriot, *[-I'I-] apparently becomes /-il-/
after any vowel, and not only after /a/ and /o/ (compare A-pe-i-lo-ni /apeiloni/ <
*apelion- and a-i-la /aila/ < *alia). It would be possible to claim that the reason
behind this discrepancy is that */-PP-/ and */-r'r'-/, */-n'n)-/ were depalatalized
at different periods in Cypriot (see further p. 40). The Cypriot and Lesbian
cases also provide good inner-Greek parallels for the pattern with
segmentalization after all vowels (of course, this pattern is far from unknown
crosslinguistically; see Operstein 2010, e.g. 112).

6.5 Conclusions

PGk. *-si- most probably gave -ii- in all dialects and in all environments. *s
was probably palatalized before yod. The change *-si- > -ii- may have involved
the following stages; 1) *-ssi- > */-ssl-/ > *-jh-, 2) *-hj- > */-h'h'-/ > *_jh-, 3)
*hi- > */-Wh-/ > *[jj-]. Currently, the thlrd alternative seems more
straightforward in terms of Greek historical phonology.

336 Hock (1991, 119 f.) plausibly suggests that segmentalization results from wrong timing of
articulatory gestures.

37 According to Bozzone (2013), */h'-/ < *h,- was still partially distinct from /h/ in
Mycenaean. If that was so, depalatalization possibly progressed more slowly in
non-prepalatalized segments. That would make sense if the above analysis of
prevocalization/prepalatalization is correct. With regard to the present problem, nothing would
be gained by following Danielsson’s approach.
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7. The chronology of i-loss after consonants relative to other sound
changes

As has long been recognized, the Indo-European voiced aspirates had already
been devoiced by the time of the palatalization of voiced stops; cf. e.g.
péo(o)og < *med"jos, 06mto (: *d"emb"). Since stop palatalization is
pre-Mycenaean, the devoicing was probably a pre-Mycenaean phenomenon as
well. This assumption is corroborated by the fact that *dh, unlike *d, is written
with the #-series in Linear B (cf. e.g. tu-ka-te-re /{"ugatrei/).***

Since *Cij clusters arising from the process *-ih, > *-ja (on which see
Peters 1980, 127-129) behave exactly as the primary ones regarding
gemination and palatalization, it seems reasonable to assume that the change of
*-ih, to *-ia happened before the application of gemination and stop/resonant
palatalization, or at least while these changes were still active in Greek. The
geminate in forms like Pfioca and yA®ooa strongly suggests that the loss of
preconsonantal laryngeals was earlier than (the second) palatalization (compare
also *hi- > h- vs. *-Vh,i- > *-Vi-; see further n. 320).%*" 3%

Since *h; was probably palatalized before *i in initial position, it was
tentatively proposed in section 6.4 that (stop) palatalization is earlier than the
loss of laryngeals word-initially.

The reason why the sequences *-si- and *-sR- develop differently in
Greek may in essence be chronological. It could be that */ before yod was
geminated and perhaps (/ or) palatalized earlier than the so-called first
compensatory lengthening.

It is frequently mentioned that Grassmann’s Law was later than the
palatalization of stops. This may be illustrated by forms such as 8dococwv (cf.
tayvg) or Bantw (cf. tdeoc). Barber (2013, 106) argues that the contrast
between plain and aspirated stops might have been neutralized before *i in
Greek. At any rate, that Grassmann’s law applied at a period posterior to the
loss of postconsonantal *i can be established on independent grounds, since the
former is most likely post-Mycenaean (e.g. Ruijgh 1967, 44—46; Miller 1977;
Plath 2002 with lit.; de Lamberterie 2012, 347 ff.>*").

33% On the proposal that *b" was still intact in Mycenaean at the time of the adoption of Linear
B (Melena 1987, 227 ff.; Hajnal 1993; Ittzés 2009, esp. 296 f.), see the critique by Thompson
(2006, 111 ftf.) and Judson (2016, 28 ff.; 2017a); cf. also Beekes 2014, 125.

339 According to Neri (2017, esp. 343), the Wetter-Regel (traditionally *-VHTRV- > -VTRV-)
would not normally apply to a form like *gléh;g"-ia (further Neri 2003, 324 n. 1150; 2017, 328
f.). Therefore, the loss of the laryngeal in e.g. yYA@ooo could have happened either at the *-ik,
or at the *-ia stage.

3 Dor. kappwv does not provide decisive evidence for the chronology of palatalization with
regard to the vocalization of the liquids (pace Moralejo 1993, 31 f.): this word could go back to
*krtios > *kartios > */kart'os/, but also to (e.g.) *krtios > *kyttios > *[krt'tos] > *[kar(t)tf'os],
with degemination of the postconsonantal geminate. Incidentally, the early fricativization of
the affricate in the word in question must have taken place after the vocalization of *r in the
position between consonants/stops (the fricativization of */ts'-/ from *#i-, *ki-, and *fu-, which
must have been a rather early event, possibly postdates the change of *s- to *k-; unless
weakening only affected */s-/ to the exclusion of */s'-/).

! Nussbaum (1986, 184 f. n. 53) is sceptical about this chronology. However, the scribe who
wrote (°)ka-ra-a-pi < *krh,spb"i instead of +(°)ka-ra-a,-pi in PY Ta 708.2 and 722.2 (i.e. Hand
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8. Overall conclusions

There is no apparent reason to doubt that Risch’s analysis of the (East Greek)
contrast between -6- and -66-/-11- (as in 1000¢, PAitT/épécom, etc.) is in
general terms correct (but, phonologically, the change */-tts-/ > (*)/-ss-/, which
allegedly happened twice in dialects like East Ionic, would be rather unlikely;
cf. also the unexpected consonantism of Ion. teTo- and @Olav). When clusters
of *t plus yod were separated by a synchronically transparent morpheme
boundary (cf. *mlit-ie/o- vs. *totio-), the yod was restored and palatalization
was undone. Heteromorphemic *# clusters were eliminated at a later stage,
possibly when other consonants underwent palatalization. Despite the fact that
the effects of Risch’s first palatalization are still observable only in Attic-Ionic
and Arcadian, the restoration of the yod in heteromorphemic sequences need
not have been a strictly East Greek phenomenon. For example, that *-zj-, *-tts-,
and *-t/k+i- show the same outcome in non-East Greek may be an indication
that e.g. in s-dialects the results of the two palatalization processes merged
before the affrication of */-t't'-/ < (tautom.) *-#i-.

Singleton */t/ < *# (in initial position and after consonants) becomes /s/
in all Greek dialects. It is most likely that */t'-/ > /s-/ and */-Ct-/ > /-Cs-/ are
not two separate phonological events. Primary *fs after consonants also
becomes /-Cs-/ in all of Greek; it seems that at some point singleton *zs from
any source was fricativized to /s/. This change is possibly an extension of the
process (word-final) *-ts > /-s/. Its application interrupted the normal
development of the sounds involved (cf. e.g. */(-C)t'-/ > Boeot. /(-C)s-/). In my
view, the reason why *ki- and *-Rki- pattern with *#- and *-C#- in Cretan and
(probably) Boeotian, but not in Attic*®, possibly boils down to chronology:
(*/ts/ <) */t'/ (< */K/) < *ki must have fallen together with (*/ts/ <) */t// < *fi in
some dialects (e.g. Cretan) before the fricativization of singleton *#s (and
perhaps before *-£s > /-s/). In Attic, and possibly in East Greek and other
s-dialects, fricativization applied before the merger of the two sounds, and */t/
(< */K'/) < *ki simply followed the development of intervocalic */-t't'-/ (< *-ki-,
*-t+i-) in the relevant dialects; i.e. it was either depalatalized (Attic), or
affricated (and later fricativized). The early fricativization of singleton
affricates probably preceded the second palatalization, since it affects both *#-
and *-t+i-, and tautomorphemic *# cannot have been phonetically identical
with heteromorphemic *# after the application of the second palatalization.

The palatalization of *d and *g cannot have happened earlier than that of
*t and *k; palatalization of voiced alveolars presupposes palatalization of
voiceless ones. *[J-] < *i- became */d-/ > /d-/ in the d-dialects. The change of
*[3-] to */d’-/ must have happened before the depalatalization of */(-d')d-/ <
*d/gi. This is confirmed by Boeot. mepiddvya. -

Palatalized resonants (including sporadically */-FI'-/) were prepalatalized
in Greek. Generally, the prevowel was either absorbed by the nucleus (after
degemination) or was lost (without deg.) when the preceding vowel was /e/, /1/,

2) also wrote we-a-re-ja instead of twe-a,-re-ja (cf. we-ay-re-jo; PY Ta 714.1, Hand 2!) in Ta
642.1, cf. Melena 2014, 76.
%2 The evidence pointing to a development *-Rki- > -Rs- in that dialect is inconclusive.
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or /u/, depending on the dialect. Otherwise, the prevowel surfaced as [i].
Exceptions to this rule do exist however; most notably in Aeolic (cf. ®avv® =
®ov®, Kopp® = Kop®°) but also in Arcadian (cf. yopo- = yowpo-). The
palatalization of the liquids and nasals may but need not have taken place after
the creation of Linear B.

*-er/ni- is commonly thought to become -ér/n- in dialects other than
Thessalian and Lesbian. In Classical Attic (and other dialects) there is clear
evidence supporting this view. However, Ada/€avelpa on 6th-c./early Sth-c.
Attic vases and mewve/o- on a 6th-c. East-lonic ostracon (cf. also Att. Aaipa,
prob. from Aédepa) are not consistent with the traditional theory. It is possible
to argue on this evidence that *-er/ni- yielded both -ér/n- and -eir/n- in Greek,
but further research will be needed on this matter.

In the light of Sicyon ola and cvvoralecOou (cf. dAlo-), with an
unexpected singleton consonant, it may be proposed that */-FF-/ in some
dialects was still prepalatalized and possibly still palatalized in the late archaic
period (cf. also El. atk- beside aA-). Alternatively, the prevowel in (-)aAa(-)
was lost in fast speech (cf. ®avv®, Kopp®), but after the occurrence of
degemination. On the basis of the two Sicyonian forms, it can be argued that
degemination happened at the prepalatalization stage in Greek. That */-PP-/
was depalatalized later than the other resonants is perhaps also suggested by
Cypr. /-eil-/ < *-eli- for expected */-€l-/. .

PGk. *pi became /pt/ probably via (?*/pt/ <) *[pc] (similarly, *-mi-
> -in- via *-mp-). It is unclear whether PGk. *p and *m were palatalized before
yod. The existence of the sign pte in Linear B is not a strong argument for a
late date of the change *pi > /pt/ (cf. further Judson 2017, 124-126).

*-yui- developed to -ii- and/or -ju-. -ii- (as in Myc. i-je-re-ja; Att.-Ion. -el0
< *-eyja is ambiguous) is probably the immediate result of */-u'v’-/ (cf. e.g.
prepalatalized aifetog). The change */-u'u'-/ > -ii- presumably happened only
after front vowels, but it could also be that in certain dialects */-u'u’-/ was
unrounded to -ji- regardless of the phonetic environment. *ui > -jy- (via
*[Ju'u’-]) was either confined to the position after *a and *o, or happened after
any vowel and was characteristic only of certain dialects.

PGk. *-si- becomes -ii- in all of Greek. Verbs like teAém, where the
cluster seems to have been lost without a trace, are secondary. The genitive
in -ov comes from (*)-00 and cannot represent the regular outcome of *-osio. It
is likely that *s was palatalized before yod at some point in its history. More
specifically, palatalization presumably affected *-ssi- (in which case -ii- must
result from prepalatalization of */-s's’-/) or perhaps more likely *-Ahi-. In the
latter case, the changes that eventually led to -ii- could have been *[- h'h'- 1>
*[-jj-] or *[-H-] > *[JWh-] > *_jh-

The order in which the individual sequences were palatalized is difficult
to pin down. Typological and inner-Greek considerations suggest that alveolars
were palatalized earlier than velars and other consonants in Greek (cf. the
restoration of the yod/the second palatalization in East Greek and perhaps the
divergent outcome of *#- vs. *ki- in Attic and elsewhere). Diver (1958, 6)
believes “that when the palatalization began in Greek it affected equally all
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consonants standing before )”. According to him, it is less likely that
palatalization “affected various consonants at distinctly separated times”. If we
leave aside the special case of the alveolars (and perhaps the labials; cf. Hock
20006, 444), there are currently no reasons to challenge Diver’s claim.
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