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2. The Mycenaean reflex of f
and the numeral ‘four’

It is widely assumed that the regular reflex okibnsonantalr*in Mycenaean wago-. |
will argue that this hypothesis is incorrect: iméar B, the reflex of &r is regularly spelled
<Co->, which can only representr- or unchangedr-. Before we can evaluate the relevant
Mycenaean evidence, the material has to be sifté=l will therefore start by reconsidering
the evidence for am-colored reflex, departing from Garcia Ramén’s tireent (1985). As a
second preliminary, we will consider the appardtdgraation between the spelling€Ce->
and <Co-ro-=> in a number of Mycenaean words, from which Hekbg972) drew the
conclusion that was preserved as such in Mycenaean.

It is necessary to make some preliminary remarkghenuse of onomastic evidence,
which makes up a large portion of the Mycenaearen@t Since anthroponyms do not have
a meaning in the same way as appellatives do,dlvegys have to be treated with caution in
etymological questions. They are, however, notrelytidevoid of linguistic context, because
Greek inherited an Indo-European naming traditidnctv made abundant use of traditional
poetic phraseology. It is clear, for instance, th&¢-wo-ke-re-we-i-janust be interpreted as
/Etewo-kleweh-io-/ ‘of Etewokleds’, and that the underlying name can be identifigth
Class.EteoxAiic “True-Fame”. Similarly, we can be quite confidexiout the identification
of a-no-me-dewith class.Avépoundong and its reconstruction asAhr-medes. This second
example, though potentially more ambiguous, canrdied upon for two reasons. The
interpretation ofme-deas /-ngdes/, 11dnc is confirmed by other Mycenaean names with this
second member, as well as by thetem inflection of some such names. Moreover, the
interpretation ofa-no- as /any/ is quite secure because, as Muhlestein (1958) as first
member provides a pendant to the second membegsnno /-anor/ and -a-do-ro /-andro-/,
from the stem &nr- ‘man, hero’. In other words, &-no-does not represent /ahrthe second
member-a-no/-anor/ would be left without a corresponding first meanb

However, only a relatively small part of the nanfesnd in the tablets can be
etymologized at all. It is often assumed that namese-u (Hom. and class.ebg) and -0
(class. ec) are hypocoristic or truncated forms of compoundahes. Although this analysis
may be correct in a number of cases, it must ndotgotten that names ending-e-u were
highly frequent in the substrate language (Pre-Kremnd that a large number of Mycenaean
PNs ending ine-uresist interpretation. Another type of uncertaiistgncountered in a name
like pa-ra-to, which has been interpreted as /@t but could theoretically also represent
/Pratos/.

In conclusion, | exclude hypocoristic or truncafds from the evidence, and include
compounded PNs with a pre-form containingohly: (1) when they have a clear avatar in
alphabetic Greek (e.ga-no-me-de~ AVSﬁOpﬁ&]Q), or (2) when they contain traditional
phraseology (e.qa-no-go-ta~ *hynr- + *g"en- a poetic syntagm for which further evidence
is found in Homer, Mycenaean, and Vedic).

2.1. The color of the anaptyctic vowel in Mycenaean

In an influential contribution to the discussionoifurgo Davies (1968) argued that the
regular outcome ofr*was normallyar/ra not only in lonic-Attic and West Greek, but also i
Mycenaean and Arcado-Cyprian. All instances-ebcalism that are secure in her view, such
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as Myc.wo-ze ‘works’ < *wrgiei, would be conditioned by the preceding.®’ But this
conclusion cannot be upheld, because Morpurgo Bdefea number of crucial factors out of
consideration, a fact to which Garcia Ramon (19&&) drawn attention. He argued that the
spellings €a-> and €a-ra=> may be explained in various ways, and that theonditioned
and regular outcome of PIECYC in Mycenaean wasCorC- or -CroC- (spelled €o-> and
<Co-ro->).28

First of all, the outcome in word-internal positiorust be distinguished from that in
other positions. In word-final position,r*> -ap may have preceded the dialectal vocalization
of word-internal *r-.%° Secondly, most Mycenaean forms witlCa=> or <Ca-ra> were
excluded from the evidence by Garcia Ramon on ogneunds. In some cases, the
vocalism is due to a laryngeal development: for plam-Greek development<CRHV >
*CaRV, *HRG > *H,RC- and ¥, | > ap, or | *C_ IV, see section 1.2. In other cases, the
etymology or interpretation accepted by Morpurgoviba is too uncertain. After these
reductions, Garcia Ramon retains the following enat for spellings with @a-> or <Ca-
ra-> in forms with etymological €rC:

1. ka-po/karpo-/ (KN F 841.5, clasgapnog ‘yield’)

2. ra-pte /"raper/ ‘saddler (KN Fh 1056+, PY An 172.1+)e-ra-pe-me-na
I"e'rapmena/ (clas$anto ‘to sew, stitch’, ptc. pféppoppéva)

3. ta-pa-e-o-te(KN B 823), interpreted as'drp'a dontes/ (Homzopeuc ‘dense’)

4. PN ta-ta-ke-u (PY Cn 655.20), interpreted as /Start-ageus/ dart@rkeus/

“Army-Leader”

tu-ka+q-si /thugatarsi/ (MY Oe 112, 134.2), Dp. ‘daughters’

PN wa-ra-pi-si-ro /Wrapsilos/ (PY Cn 436.7, MY Au 102.1), interprtéy

Heubeck as a short form o¥Wrapsi-kiwos “who beats the people (with a stick)”

containing the root opariCw ‘to strike with a stick’. Heubeck and Garcia Ramon

identify the roots oponilw andpénm ‘to incline’.

oo

As Garcia Ramon points out, the analysis of scitifzalds offers no evidence in support of
Risch’s idea that the forms withCa-> or <Ca-ra-> are from a different sociolect “mycénien
spécial”’, as opposed toCo-> or <Co-ro-=> from “mycénien normal” (Risch 1966). Since
there is no evidence for a phonologically condgidrthange either, Garcia Ramon concludes
that the forms with €a-> or <Ca-ra-> are due to analogical developments. Followinglaa

by Kurytowicz (see section 1.4.3), he assumestti@tix forms witha-vocalism contain an
early, pan-Greek secondary zero grade. He conclilndé¢sn words deriving from a pre-form
*CrC, “the spellingsTa(...) andTa-ra(...) render Tar/ and Tra/ respectively, with a fula-
vowel to be interpreted as morphologically conaid” (1985: 222-3).

Since | do not accept Kurytowicz’s idea of a se@ydzero grade, | will now propose
alternative explanations for each of the six casesCa-> or <Ca-ra-=> listed by Garcia
Ramén. The verpante has no Indo-European etymolodyGiven that we are dealing with
artisanal vocabularypénto could well be a loanword. As Garcia Ramén himself noted

8 |n this chapter, | focus on the Mycenaean evidetimeArcado-Cyprian material is treated in chapter

8 Throughout this paragraph, | use the notati@a instead of Garcia Ramén'sTe> (etc.) because the
evidence does not only include examples wHereocclusive or &, but also examples containing.

89 Compare the distinct development of égk ‘blood’ andahar ‘day’ in Indo-Aryan, where the finak-of asrk
was added before the vocalization aof in ahar. See section 1.2.3 and 9.3 for a more elaboratisi§ion.

% SeeGEW, DELG, andEDG.

%1 Garcia Ramoén thinks that regularly formed middéefgct *se-sb™toi may have yieldedhehrptaior even
*herptai by application of the sound changes. These outsomeuld have been awkward in terms of
paradigmatic alternations (they “would not havieefitinto the pattern of the root structureReT” 1985: 219).

36



(1985: 201-3), the nanta-ta-ke-ucould also be interpreted asaSageus/ or /St-ark'eus/.
Heubeck’s interpretation of the name /Wrapsilogalied “cogent” by Garcia Ramon (1985:
222). In my view, it is not compelling at all, aeden if it would be correct, it cannot be
excluded that the root gbaniw ‘to strike with a stick’ was borrowed aswrap-, and
unrelated t@énw ‘to incline’. As Haug remarked (2002: 5%)-ka+q-si is a “lecture peu sdre
sur laquelle il serait imprudent de fonder une tie8p especially given that other scholars
have readu-ka+o-si.

The two remaining forms require a more detailed¢usion. Mycka-pois generally
interpreted as /karpo-/, the same form as alphal@&tekkopnog ‘fruit, harvest’. This word
is etymologicaly isolated within Greek, but derivieem the PIE root Kerp. Concrete
evidence for an ablauting PIE rodterp- is found in Lith.kirpti, 1s. preskerpu‘to cut off,
shear’. The root is also attested in Hkarp-(iie/a-f' ‘to lift, take away; pluck®® The a-
vocalism of Latcarps remains problematic, but that is an issue to belved within Italic®®

Following Kurytowicz’'s explanation (1968: 244) oft.carpo as a case of secondary
ablaut, Garcia Ramon explaikgprog as an old, Proto-Greek replacement kyipb-. | see no
motivation, however, for such a replacement. Theans that the lonic formapnog is best
interpreted as the regular outcome of PKEpt-. As for Mycenaeaka-pq it is important to
consider the context of this form. It is attestediyon KN F 841, of which lines 5-6 redd:

su-zaNI 75ka-po ef
Jwa OLIV 46 e-ra-wd

The view that ka-po efra-wa is surely to be interpreted as ‘fruits of oliv§Garcia Ramon
1985: 217) is widely acceptéd But for su-zaearlier in the same line, Chadwick remarked
that the interpretation ‘fig-trees’ is plausibleas* the annotationN] 75] would seem
superfluous if the fruit is meantDpcs? 440). If this is correcka-po ef could be interpreted
as /kapo- e[lainas/ ‘[olive] plantation’, in which caska-powould have the same meaning as
Kfjmoc ‘plantation, orchard’ in Home¥. Nothing in the context of KN F 841 would rule out
this interpretatiori’

The final exampléa-pa’ only occurs in the forna-pa-e-o-te(KN B 823). It has been
interpreted as ®arg'a/ and compared with Homerimpeoc ‘numerous, dense’, which
derives fromtpépopon ‘to grow thick’, originally ‘to coagulate’ (cf. déamberterie 1990:
676-82 and section 4.3 below). Departing from thigial interpretation by Ventris and

For this reason, he argues, a secondary zero gsadd™- could be introduced not only in the middle perfec
*he-hrag-toi, but also in the intransitive aoris¢-hrag-¢ and theyod-present hrap™ie/o-

92 This means that the Greakvocalism cannot be explained by assuming a Europebstrate rootkarp-.

9 According to a rule of Schrijver's (1991: 429-36xrps may owe itsa-vocalism to forms with a following
consonant. See section 1.4.3.

% Garcia Ramoén (1985: 217 n. 82) remarks that detuire KA-PO probably has nothing to do witta-pa
Indeed, its meaning cannot be established on tk&s lod the attestations (in PY Un 267, it occursaitist
together with WINE, CONDIMENT, and WOOL). Saccori9f2) proposed to compakA-PO with class.
kapeog ‘dry stalk’, esp. of cinnamon. This is only podsilif kapeog contains an old& and is etymologically
unrelated to Lithskrebinti‘to shrivel’ (on which see section 9.4).

% See e.gDMic. s.v.ka-pa “la interpretacién mas verosimil, y generalmeateptada, esopnoc.” Similarly
Docs? 219. As far as | have been able to trace, theilplesparallelkopnog élaiog ‘yield of the olive tree’ in
Pindar N\em 10.35) has not been noticed so far. But thisagymt does not carry too much weight, because it
may have been created at any date, given the ng=aofrits constituents.

% |t has been suggested that the older meaningijmfc was simply ‘lot, (uncultivated) plot of land’, as
Cyprian (cf. MassonCS 217 and 316). But in Homexjiroc refers to arbpyatoc (a plot of land with trees on
it) in Od. 4.737 &fmov ... moAvdévdpeov), 7.129, 24.247 and 338. Moreoveiiytog refers to fertile enclosures in
Pindar Ql. 3.24,Pyth 5.24,Pyth 9.53). The word also occurs in Arcadian and @ssical lonic-Attic prose.

° The interpretation #poi/ is also mentioned as a possibility by Ba&orf2003: 194) as an alternative to
/karpoi/, but without any reference.

37



Chadwick, Lejeune (1971: 239) proposed to reapa-e-o-teVIR® 10 a-pe-o-teVIR? 4 as
tMarg'a dontes ... ampeontes/, to be translated as “being directly attelqtiaggloméré”)
[to the sanctuary]: 10 men; being in the surrougslif‘périférique”) [of the sanctuary]: 4
men”® This interpretation was accepted by Garcia Rarh®85; 199-200).

If t™Marg'a/ is the correct interpretation td-pa’, the form would have the wrong
vowel slot in comparison witlpépopat, so that a normal analogical origin a@f- cannot be
justified. This problem, which also concerns thphabetic formtopevg, is dealt with by
Garcia Ramon in the following way: “As in the caseka-poandra-pte, and irrespective of
the base form of the rootTReT [...] or *TeRT [...]), the shift trp"ts — tappic (: Tépea)
may be due to a secondary apophony. This reintate oftapea : tapeig (cf. alsotdyoa :
Tovg, Bopd : Bopdc) seems to be supported by the existence of othesrlas of a structure
similar to that oftapea (cf. téya, Ooud, kapta, péia)”’ (1985: 219).

Garcia Ramoén’s argument is rather vague. On ataligé reading, he may be taken
to mean that thea- was imported in tapoa ‘dense, numerous’ frorfiaud (with identical
meaning), just likexapta ‘very’ may have taken the root vocalism@fia ‘very'. But even if
such an analogical introduction afvocalism is accepted, the problem of the wrong elow
slot of *"arp"a (“irrespective of the base form of the root”, Gar®®amén) cannot be so
easily dismissed. As | will argue in chapters 4 a&ndhe ep- in kapta andtapeig is to be
understood as the regular outcome joirtlonic-Attic.

Since | accept Garcia Ramon’s conclusion that élgelar spelling of the outcome of
*r in Mycenaean was with theseries, a putative Mycenaeafartg'a/ cannot be explained
from a pre-form thorpha: that would contradict the evidencetofpe-za a-no-ga-si-ja andto-
gi-de all of which contain a reflex ofr*after a dental consonant and before a labial Sttip.
therefore seems unlikely to me that Lejeune’s pritation otta-pa-e-o-tes correct, even if |
have no convincing alternative interpretation.

In conclusion, there is no reason to assume thstemde of pan-Greek secondary
ablautTeRT: TaRT Of course, the abladteRT: TaRTdid occur on a large scale in Greek,
but only in dialects where the syllabic liquids dmped ara-colored reflex. Notwithstanding
this criticism, Garcia Ramon’s conclusion that ¢hisrno compelling evidence farvocalism
among the Mycenaean reflexes of PIESrT still stands firmly. From now on, we may
concentrate on Mycenaean words that are spelled-re-> and <Co->. Which of these
spellings writes the regular reflex off-?

2.2 Syllabicr in Mycenaean?

A basic orthographic rule of Linear B tells us tiato-/ is regularly spelledGo-ro-> (e.g.
po-ro- /pro-/ ‘before, in front’), and that (preconsoraht/Cor-/ is regularly spelledGo->
(e.g.-wo-ko/-worgos/ ‘-maker’). Among the words derived frampre-form with ¥, some
present the spellingGo-ro-> (e.g. Ip.ge-to-ro-po-pi‘cattle’ < PGr. ’kwegr-pod-ﬂ‘i), but most
cases have the spellingCe> (e.g. 3s. pres. indvo-ze‘works’ < PGr. *wrgiei). For the
interpretation of this orthographic difference,rthare four basic options:

a) the spelling €o-ro-> writes the regular reflex ofrto be interpreted phonologically
as /Cro/; that other items are writte@@=> is due to various causes (e.g. analogy)

% |n Docs' (171 and 408), the oppositida-pa-e-o-te: a-pe-o-tewas interpreted as“arg'a dontes/ : /ap-
e'ontes/ = ‘present’ : ‘absent’. But since one woengbect the meaning ‘present’ to be expressed bydpates/
(cf. alphabmopéovec), other scholars (e.g. Ruijgh) have proposed terfmetta-pa-e-o-teas /8 par-éontes/,
where /8i/ ‘there’ would be an adverbial use of the Ds. farhthe demonstrative pronoun. This explanation ha
its own problems, see Garcia Ramodn (l.c.).

% For a discussion of these forms, see below.
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b) the spelling €o-> writes the regular reflex ofr¥ to be interpreted phonologically as
/Cor/; that other items are writtelCg-ro-> is due to various causes (e.g. analogy)

c) the spelling €o-> writes preserved, that other items are writterGo-ro-> is due to
various causes (e.g. analogy)

d) the spellings €o-> and €o-ro-> are different attempts to write a preseryed

Various previous scholars have opted for a), trasisig to Mycenaean the broadly accepted
of the difference between lon.-Attpe- and ep-. In what follows, we will see that this
explanation conflicts with the Mycenaean evider@ption b) is preferred by Haug (2002:
59), but he does not explicitly take a positiontiea place of the anaptyctic vow8f.Option

c) has not been proposed before, and d) has beempadned by Heubeck (1972).

In a few lexical items likena-to-ro-pu-ro~ ma-to-pu-rq the spellings €o-ro-> and
<Co-> seem to alternate. In his discussion of thesemples, Heubeck argued that the
orthographic variation results from attempts torespnt one and the same soundhe
allophone of /r/ between two consonants. This viewften referred to with skepticism, and
has been subjected to a detailed criticism by H@0§2)** To my knowledge, the only
scholar who explicitly accepted Heubeck’s thesisGarcia Ramén (1975: 62-63% A
general criticism has been that Linear B does momally display such variation when it
represents a single phonem&Scholars unwilling to accept Heubeck’s conclusiomaske
various additional assumptions in order to accdonthe fluctuation betweenGo-ro-=> and
<Co->: incidental spelling errors, a distribution degeg on the accent, liquid metathesis, or
a combination of these factors.

2.2.1 Heubeck’s argument for the preservation af in Mycenaean
Let us now consider the evidence adduced by Heuladmkg with Haug's criticism of it. The
spelling variation betweenGo-ro-=> and <Co-> is attested in the following words:

1. ma-to-ro-pu-ro(PY Cn 595.5) ~ma-to-pu-ro(PY Mn 1412.4), for /Mtro-pulos/ ~
IMatr-pulos/ “Mother-Pylos”, cfuntpo-noiig ‘metropolis (of a colony)’.

2. qe-to-ro-po-pi‘cattle’ (PY Ae, Ip.) ~to-pe-za‘table’ (PY Tapassim KN V). In both
casesy is expected on etymological grounds: PGdetr-pod-gii versus tr-pedi.’**

3. to-no‘ornamented chair, throne’ (Pyassin) ~ to-ro-no-wo-kointerpreted as ‘chair-
makers’ (KN As 1517.11%%

190 “pendant toute cette discussion, nous avons aduesTT donne BrT en mycénien.” (Haug 2002: 59).
Thompson (2002-2003: 356-9) also seems to conbidtre most likely option. According to Heubeck 729,
option b) is “generally assumed”, but few accowetglicitly claim that the regular outcome af ih Mycenaean
was or-, rather thanro-.

191 While Hajnal does not accept the preservationr dh Mycenaean, he admits that “Heubecks Lesart
strenggenommen nicht als falsch erwiesen werden”k@tajnal-Risch 2006: 202f., referring to GarciarRn
1985: 196). Hajnal's main argument against the gxedion ofr is that it leaves the supposed alternative
Mycenaean reflexar- unexplained. If indeedr can be a reflex ofr* we would have not only variant€e-> ~
<Co-ro->, but also variantsGa-> ~ <Ca-ra->, i.e. four different ways of spelling a singlegpieme. But as we
have just seen, none of the examples foa< or <Ca-ra-> is convincing.

1921 his discusion of the relative chronology of rdhessalian developments, Garcia Ramén datesp, po
after 1200 on the basis on Heubeck’s thesis forévigean. Since Mycenaean is a South-Greek diakestist
not compelling: it cannot be excluded that the lation of the syllabic liquids in Proto-Aeolic agted before
our Mycenaean sources. In a later publication, @gRamon has remarked that “Heubeck’s theory cadiyhbe
definitively confirmed or disproved” (1985: 196).

193 E g. Ruijgh: the Myceneaen writing system “morgregénéral une économie rigoureuse, qui n'admeegué
de graphies alternatives. C’est pourquoi I'hypoghdain doublet graphiqui/to-ro pour I'expression de la
syllabetr nous parait extrémement invraisemblable.” (1928)4

1% On the origin of the first elementr*, see section 2.5 below.

195 perhaps also presenttrno-e-ke-te-ri-jo if for /t"orno-hekerion/ (Risch 1972: 18).
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We may leave aside the following forms adduced leylb¢ck, for which | refer to Haug's
arguments (2002: 57-8):

4. ku-su-to-ro-gasum, total’ (KN, PYpassin) besideku-su-to-qa(PY Eb 847.2)°
5. po-po-i(MY Qi 702.3) as a variant @o-ro-po-i (Oi 701.4}°"
6. PNo-pe-to-re-u(PY Ep 704.1) beside-pe-te-re-uPY Ea 805, Eb 294 1%

According to the most widespread view, there arenstances of the thematic vowek in
Mycenaean compound®’ If this is correctma-to-ro-pu-rowould have to represent the direct
outcome of a compound withntitr-. However, Haug (2002: 55ff.) has argued that the
compositional vowel does appear in a limited nundferasesko-to-na/ktoina/ ~ ko-to-no-o-

ko /ktoinook"os/, 0-wo-we/o"wo-wens/, PN-su-ku-wo-do-ta™isk"uo-dobi/ (Ds.), PNke-
ro-ke-le-we-o/K"e"ro-klewe'os/ (with a first member ‘hand’)ji-wo-pu-ka-ta/Diwo-P.../.
More recently, this view was also accepted by GaRamon, in a discussion ie$u-ku-wo-
do-to (2007b: 326).

Not every single one of these cases is equally inomg in my view. The precise
interpretation ofdi-wo-pu-ka-tais uncertain (cfDMic. s.v.). In the case dfo-to-na‘plot of
land’, we could be dealing with an older collectiyre which case the thematic stem form in
the compound is expectétf. Haug’s interpretation af-wo-weas /dwo-went-/ ‘with handles
on it' is doubtful, because the compositional vovielnot attested in other Mycenaean
possessive adjectives iwent. | therefore prefer the traditional interpretatimiw-o"wes/
‘with a single ear’. We are left, then, with thengoounded personal naméiswo-pu-ka-tai-
su-ku-wo-do-tpandke-ro-ke-le-we-oThe evidence is slight, but sino&-to-ro-pu-rois also
a name (toponym), | agree with Haug that it mayl Welong in the same series.

The difference between the outcomés-ro-> in ge-to-ro-po-piand <¢o-> in to-pe-za
is a long-standing problem of Mycenaean studiasceSthe respective etymological relatives
have pa- in Alphabetic Greekt€tpamoda, tpanela), most scholars have tried to explain the
spelling 4¢o0-> as secondary in some way or another (see seZ#QnA notable exception is
Haug, according to whoro-pe-zamust contain the regular development. He sugg26t2:
57) that the scribe who wrotege-to-ro> tried to express the morpheme boundary between
/k"etr-/ and /pod-/ more clearly by adding the extra sigo>.'*? But since"*<qge-to> would
have represented either"#tor-/ or /K'etr-/ in an unambiguous way, this sounds sliglatty
hoc As an alternative, de Lamberterie suggestgaud Haug, |.c.) that the syllabification
/k"etropodfi/ may have been preferred ovelékorpodpi/ after the model of the prevocalic

196 A restored form on the basis of a drawing. Heub@ck. 64-5) regards the latter form as a scrilvedre
because one expeatsgyrade of the root in afi-stem. As Haug remarks, PY Eb 847.2 is now genecalirected

to ku-su-ga so the form has to be removed from the evidence.

197 The interpretation of the latter form is quite artain. Heubeck mentions the possibilitiesl4ppo-/ and
/propo-/, and judges the latter to be more probdblénis is correct, we are dealing with argrade, in which
case the form has to be eliminated from the evidemyway.

1% These are interpreted as referring to the samsopeand may therefore be variants of the same nSee
Thompson (2002-2003: 262-65) for a critical distus®f the supposed phenomenon of epenthesis.

199 5ee e.g. Hajnal-Risch (2006: 103 n. 183); forrmegal assessment, cf. Meissner and Tribulato (282@-3).

10 Cf. Meissner and Tribulato (2002: 322), followihgukart (1994: 315).

1 Haug objects to the commonly accepted interpatatbiw-d'wes-/ ‘with a single ear’ thatiog does not
occur as the first member of possessive compoumddphabetic Greek. In his view, the abbreviatio® M
‘alone, only’ would show thatmonwosis the normal word for ‘single, alone’ in Mycenaed his is hardly a
compelling argument. It is possible, for instantd®t *oiwo- was replaced bymonwe in the simplex, but
retained in some compounds. Moreover, it cannaXetuded that the two forms belonged to differenfisters.

Y2 The only parallel adduced by Haugaisa-ro-mo-te-me-ndararmot-mena/ (pf. mid. ptc. of /armot-/, Class.
Att. appotto): “La aussi, ce sont sans doute des considératmmphologiques qui ont mené a une graphie plus
complete” (I.c.).
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allomorph /K'etr-V-/. It could be objected, however, that thiiabification was not preferred
in other cases like preconsonardaho- < *anr- besidea-re-ka-sa-da-ra< *aleks-anra (cf.
class. avopo-). In sections 2.5 and 2.6, | will propose a nexplanation forge-to-ro-
Anticipating this conclusion, we may conclude tlatto-ro-po-pibesideto-pe-zais not a
convincing example of the fluctuation studied byubeck.

The third exampleto-no /t"ornos/ or /tornos/ ‘seat, throne’ (PYpassin), is often
compared withto-ro-no-wo-ko(hapax, KN) under the interpretatiofiréno-worgoi/ ‘chair-
makers’. Since the simple-no is not attested in Knossos, some scholars havemass a
dialectal difference between Pylido-no and Knossiano-ro-no. However, in view of the
unclear context of KN As 1517, it is impossibledgstablish the meaning ¢d-ro-no-wo-ko
with certainty. Since the example has played suchrmgportant role in previous discussions,
let us consider the tablet more extensively. Ittstaith }no re-qo-me-np where the last
word probably represents /I&tmenoi/ ‘being left’ Pocs?). This is followed by a number of
masculine proper name®{soMEN® 17, line 10). After an empty line, there follows:

12. o-pi e-sa-re-we  to-ro-no-wo-ko
13. po-to-ri-jio | pe-we-ri-jo |
14. du-ni-jo l

These lines may be translated as: “At éhsa-re-u[there are the following{"rono-worgot
po-to-ri-jo, pe-we-ri-jq du-ni-jo (...).” Chadwick Docs?® 172) remarks thatesa-re-useems
to be the title of an official, but the meaningtbé whole passage is uncle&@hronoworgoi
may be makers of chairs or garlands, but noticettieaform ofopovog at Pylos id0-nd’. As
was also noted by Haug (2002: 57), it cannot béuebec that the first member contains the
word for ‘embroideries’, Homppova.

The main reason whip-ro-no-wo-kois thought to mean ‘chair-manufacturers’ seems
to be that embroidering is considered an unliketyvity for male laborers* But first of all,
one wonders whether it can be excluded that mbaterdéss made embroideries, both generally
speaking and in Mycenaean Greece in particdfaSecondly, it is unclear whether the
original meaning ofpéva was indeed ‘embroideries’. The etymologydpbva is unclear®
In Hellenistic poetry, it occurs in the meaning th@nal herbs’, but this is clearly
inapproriate in Homer. In its only Homeric attestaf Andromache is still unaware of
Hektor’'s death while she is weaving a two-layeredpfe fabric:dirlaxo mopevpény, &v o6&
Bpova mowcil’ £mocoe ‘and she embroidered it with varicolorégéove’ (Il. 22.441). The
Homeric scholia and Eustathius state that)gdocowm in the meaning ‘to embroider, weave
into’ is a Cyprian word (cf. Ruijgh 1957: 166, Bawt934: 70-1). But what did Andromache
weave into the purple cloth? Some scholia explam word as referring to flowers or
figurines, but others (see Erbselad2.441) glos$pdva with ta Borta Epro ‘dyed wool” and
&von mowkida, &€ ov Bantovot ‘varicolored flowers(?) used for dyeing’. Thisdlso attested in
Eustathius (1278, 46Rpova. 8¢ kupimg pev 1o ék Onpiov § ta €k YA dvabopovia dviciuo
eappaka, vov 8¢ Katd petovoiov Opdva fiyouv edppaka Een ta PePfappéva Aiva §| Epa. In

13 This problem is stepped over in many discussidnsase words (e.g. Thompson 2002-2003: 359-60).

14 Eor instance, “derivation from Horfipova ‘embroidered flowers’ seems less likelyDdcs?, 587).

115 According to Dr. G. Vogelsang-Eastwood of the legidextile Research Cent(p.c.), whom | asked about
this matter, professional male embroiderers woukhebe more likely if the garments in question weestined
to be exported. For domestic produce, on the dtaed, female embroiderers would definitely be etgukc

116 The connection ofpova with Alb. dréri ‘deer’, if < *d"roni- ‘varicolored’ (Frisk s.v.), cannot be further
substantiated. Various scholars (Furnée 1972: i89already Lawler 1948: 81) have proposed @péva is a
Pre-Greek word because of the varigriiva: dyalpata, §j paupoato dvowva ‘ornaments, or stitchings of flowers’
(Hsch.).
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other words, both the herbs or planggduoxe) from which the dyes were obtained and the
dyed products themselveso 1j £pia) could be calle@pova.

The interpretation 06pova as ‘embroidered flowers or figurines’ would makaod
sense in the Homeric passage, but so would ‘dyes,wolored threads™’ In my view, the
interpretation as ‘threads of dyed wool’ is pref#eabecause it is lactio difficilior.**® If this
is correct, the Mycenaedo-ro-no-wo-kocould be workers who produced colored threads by
dyeing wool, which is definitely an occupation oém not of women.

Thus, it cannot be excluded thatro-no-wo-kocontains not ‘throne’, but a cognate of
Hom. 6poéva as its first member. The consistent spellingosho ‘ornamented chair’ in Pylos
favors this interpretation. Since there is no evagefor * in 6pdva, to-no ~ to-ro-no-wo-kois
not a compelling example of the orthographic vamat<Co-> ~ <Co-ro-> studied by
Heubeck. As foto-ng it could theoretically be the outcome of a prmfo*thorno-. But as we
will see in chapter 7, the reconstruction of thisravis beset with difficulties. For this reason,
| excludeto-nofrom the compelling evidence for in Mycenaean.

Haug (2002: 59) concludes his criticism of Heubeckigument with the following
words: “Les meilleurs exemples disparaissent Idsgse rend compte que la thématisation
dans les composés et les dérivés est un processast@éja amorcé en myceénien. Les autres
exemples se heurtent a des difficultés diversasiesd, les données dialectales ou la structure
morphologique du mot empéchent de posermr wroyelle original, et parfois, les données
philologiques ne sont pas assez sdres pour qu@limse y faire confiance.”

It is indeed difficult to give one firm instance tie orthographic fluctuations on
which Heubeck bases his argument for the preservaiir.'*® | agree with Haug that the
introduction of a compositional thematic vowel canbe excluded foma-to-ro-pu-rg and
that the lexeme underlyintp-ro-no® may be related to Honfipova rather than tao-no
‘chair’. It only remains to explaige-to-ro-po-piversusto-pe-za to which we shall return in
section 2.4. | do not agree with Haug, howevert thaad already vocalized tor- prior to
Mycenaean. The case made by Heubeck for the pegservofr is not only based on the
fluctuations within Mycenaean, but also on the itlest certain Epic words wittpe- or pa-
would scan properly only if we restore a pre-formhwr. This argument is not accepted by
Haug, but can in my view be bolstered with new argnts. The matter is taken up in
chapters 7 and 11, where | will defend option chtismed above.

2.3. The Mycenaean evidence

The evidence is divided into two parts. In sec®ad 1, the reliable and probable evidence for
*r is listed in alphabetical order, and each itengiieen a brief discussion. Section 2.3.2
contains evidence of which the interpretation cmstdoo many uncertainties, or which has
been wrongly adduced by previous authors. The mhtbas been collected from the
evidence listed by Morpurgo Davies (1968), Heubd&R72), Garcia Ramon (1985),
Thompson (2002-03), and Hajnal-Risch (2006). Apating the probable conclusion that *
was preserved in Mycenaean (see chapter 11), myopdgical interpretation of the reflex

7 The meaning ‘(threads of) dyed wool’ would alsbtfie Homeric compounds ifpovog quite well: see the
discussion in section 7.3.6.

18 The first interpretation may have been based ensttholiasts’ interpretation of the context of Hemeric
passage. Similarly, Risch (1972: 19) judged thats“dem Zusammenhang [sich] am ehesten die Bedeutung
‘Stickereien, Figuren irgendwelcher Art’, evtl. $tanmte Figuren oder Ornamente’ [ergibt]”. But dig
perhaps take this information from the scholiasfTteoc. 2.59, who wrote th@pova meanstd avOva ipatio
‘clothes decorated with flowers’ in Cyprian, and nerouwciipéva (do ‘embroidered figures’ in Thessalian?
Hsch. also has an entdpova: dvon. kol o ék ypoudtov nowiluata ‘embroideries consisting of ornaments’.

19 cf. also Thompson’s remark that if Heubeck woutd dorrect, “it is surprising that we do not see enor
variation of this sort” (2002-03: 358).
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<Co-> is /Ck/, and that of €o-ro-> is /Cro-/. Those who disagree with this conclosmay
prefer to read €o0-> as /Cor-/ instead.

2.3.1 Examples deserving consideration

1. PNsa-no-me-déAnr-medes/ (only PY Jn 706.5) ana-no-qo-ta/Any- K""ontas/ (KN

passim.

2. a-no-ga-si-ja/anrk™ asi-/ ‘manslaughter’ (only PY Ea 805).

3. TN ma-to-pu-ro/Matr-pulos/ “Mother Pylos” (only PY Mn 1412.4), assumithat the
by-form ma-to-ro-pu-ro (only PY Cn 595.5) stands for thematicizedati-pulos/
(see section 2.2).
ge-to-ro-po-pilk"etro-pod-fi/ ‘cattle’ (PY Ae, Ip.).
to-gi-de /stik""idei/ ‘with a spiral’ (PY Ta 642.3+), also ito-gi-de-we-sa/stk""id-
wessa/ ‘provided with spirals’ (PY Ta) atwqi-de-jq -ja (PY Ta).
0-pa-wo-ta/op-awrta/ (PY, KN) ‘pads’ or ‘plates’ attached to bodyreour
to-pe-zaltr-pedda/ ‘table’ (PY Tapassim KN V).

PN To-si-ta/Trsitas/ (PY Cn 719.2).

wo-do-welwrdo-wen/ ‘rose-scented’, qualifies fragrant oil (Fi¥1203 etc.}2°

O Wo- ze/wrddyell ‘works’ (PY passim and many other inflected forms of the present
stem with the zero grade of this root (both PY KiN] for attestations, sd@Mic. s.v.
WO0-Z8.

kWh

a s

'—‘©.°°.\‘.°”

Comments on the individual items:

1. Since Muhlestein (1958), the PAs0-me-ddAnr-medes/ (PY Jn 706.5) and-no-
go-ta /Anr-kWhontas/ (KN, frequent) are compared with classvépoundng and Hom.
avopeipoving (epithet of Ares Enualios). An important argumentfavor of Muhlestein’s
interpretation (1958: 224) is that-do-ro/-andro-/ anda-no/-anor-/, which are both frequent
as second members in personal names, would lack@ponding onomastic first member if
a-no-would not be from &nr-. A clear overview of all Mycenaean PNs in"éntas/ is given
by Leukart (1994: 51ff.), who criticizes the integfations with first member /Ad/ ‘up,
above’ suggested by Ruijgh and Palmer. The absehdhe compositional vowelo- in
Mycenaean is an archaisft.

The formg-na-qo-ta(KN B 798.4) is sometimes identified as the saraes@n asa-
no-qo-ta(Leukart 1994: 54 with lit.). If this is corredhe form witha-na- may be a mistake
for the otherwise frequent name wakno- unless one wants to follow Heubeck (1972: 68-9)
in the assumption thaCy- could also be spelled with ti@s-series.

2. The abstract noua-no-ga-si-ja‘manslaughter’ is attested in the syntagme-ka
a-no-ga-si-ja/eneka ar*"asis/ ‘on account of manslaughter’ (PY Ea 805). Thistagm
has been convincingly compared with Cla&gko dvdpoxtoaciag ‘id.” by Garcia Ramon
(2007a)*?* The underlying pre-form PIEnr-g“'n-t- may reflect traditional phraseology: cf.
Ved. nr-han-‘slaying heroes’, which qualifies the Maruts’ dsadeapon.

4. A long-standing problem of Mycenaean philologyhow to interpret the difference
between the outcomego<ro-> in ge-to-ro-po-piand <o-> in to-pe-za Most accounts try to
explain €o-> in to-pe-zaas secondary; a number of them will be discussedtia following
section. It deserves attention that Haug propasesplain the outcometg-ro-> in ge-to-ro-

120 probably, the word for ‘rose’ also occurs in datives and personal names, but not as a simplex (cf
Thompson 2002-03: 361).

121 0n the collectiveivdpamoda ‘slaves’ andavdpardc ‘man by man’ (both Hom.+), which do not seem teeha

a trace of the compositional vowel either, seeigedt.3.3.

122 That the rookra- replacedpa- < *k""a- is probably due to metrical reasons: see se@tidr.
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as secondary. In sections 2.5 and 2.6, | will psepa different analogical model to explain
/K" etro-/.

5. to-qgi-de‘with a spiral’ refers to a kind of decoration dsen vessels and furniture.
It is generally reconstructed agR"id- or *s'grkWhid-. In the first interpretation, which is the
most widely accepted one (s&dic. s.v.to-qgi-dg, the word would be related tpénw.
Within Mycenaean, the-grade attested ito-ro-ge-jo-me-ndtrok’eiomeno-/ ‘making tours’
(PY Eq 213) has been compared. Foritseem formation, Homporic ‘keel’ has cited as a
parallel, but a rather incomplete one because Wmaid has ano-grade. The second
interpretation, proposed by Palmer, is semanticallich more plausible: to derite-gi-de
from the root ofotpépw ‘to whirl, turn around’. Note that in alphabeticregk, tpénw
primarily means ‘to direct’ rather than ‘to turnkhereasotpépm mostly denotes circular
motion around a vertical axis. But however this rbay given that we are dealing with a full
grade Il in either caseto-gi-de is an important piece of evidence against a regula
development f > Myc. ro.

6. 0-pa-wo-ta(KN Sk 5670.2+, PY Sh 737+) /aqqvrta/. Although the precise referent
is unclear, it is agreed that at least part ofdttestations refer to something like “plates’ or
‘pads’ attached to body-armourDecs? glossary)*> An accessible summary of the
attestations and their contexts has been givenibg {1994: 37-39). The pre-fornop-awr
to- is a compounded verbal adjective containing the zgade root of &wer ‘to hang,
attach’ that is continued in Homer éasipo. Note, however, that an analogical reshaping of
the zero gradeawro- >> awor- after the full grade dwer cannot be entirely excluded if one
accepts thatr*had already vocalized in Mycenaean.

7. Concerning the reconstructiontofpe-zaas *r-peda, it is usually thought that the
first member derives fromk*twr- ‘four-". There are, however, reasons to think otfise (cf.
Thompson 2002-03: 356-7 and section 2.5 below).npson sticks to the reconstruction
with *tr- on the basis of the internal Greek evidence, loiat hot share his doubts concerning
the IE origin of the word. For more details, sewe

8. Of courseto-si-ta is only a personal name and must be treated vath. dt is
traditionally compared with Hom®epoitng, but would have to contain the (more original)
zero grade of the root. Leukart (1994:. 191-4) haggested to analyzéo-si-ta as a
hypocoristic name derived from *JfBi-teés/. This could make sense in view of the PNs
Oepoiroyog and Arc. ®opovroyog (name of a man from Eastern Achaea), which contain
Adyoc ‘ambush, armed band'. Similarly, *Ii6i-teks/ would containtéhoc in the sense
‘military unit, division’ (LSJqg.v., mg. 1.10). This would imply thab-si-ta was derived from
a possessive compound ‘whose unit bgssoc'.

This analysis is quite possible, but as always ytéhaean onomastics, it requires that
we make a number of assumptions. Alternativelygoitild be envisaged to derite-si-ta
directly from an inherited adjectivajbysitc}, as reflected in Veddhrsita- ‘strong’ (e.g. of
weapons) and YAwarsSita, which could point to the existence of such ae&de in Proto-
Indo-Iranian and even earli&* Although there is no further trace of this formatin Greek,
this analysis works excellently from a formal pespre. It does not explain, however, the

123 vine suggests that a heteroclitic neutepd-wr, *opi-wnt- underlies (part of the attestations of) the Myc.
form o-pa-wo-ta He suggests that the tablets distinguish betwwertypes ofo-pa-wo-ta for helmets §-pi-ko-
ru-si-ja o-pa-wo-ta and for corslets (plain-pa-wo-tg. The first “may mean something like “helmet spike
continuing the same word as alphabetic Gr&edap” (p. 38); the second would indeed be /op-aworthest-
protecting plates or pads). If Vine is right, pafrthe attestations af-pa-wo-tawould still require the traditional
analysis.

124 The formation of the adjectived®sité- is odd. Could it be assumed that the original fovas a compound
*drsi-hyi-t- or *d"rs-hyi-t- ‘going straight at’, with a by-formd‘rs-hiit-6- ‘one who goes straight at'?
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form of Homeric and later alphabetic Gre@kpoitng (with long 1-), for which the traditional
analysis as a hypocoristic remains the most promisolution™*>

9. The alphabetic Greek form of this word pgdov. Arguments in favor of
reconstructing the pre-form e¥o-do-weas *wrdo-went; rather than wordo-went; depend
partly on the interpretation of the alphabetic Gre®terial to be provided in chapter 7. For
now, it deserves attention that the reconstruadioa pre-form twrdo- allows us to avoid the
conclusion that the alphabetic fofdov is due to liquid metathesis. The possibility iseaf
granted that the diverging dialectal reflexes a$ thord are due to borrowing from a Near-
Eastern source, such as an Iranignd&. But although the word could indeed be of foreign
origin, it seems preferable to try and explainGiéek forms from a pre-form wittr *as long
as we are not led into contradictions (cf. MorpuBpvies 1968: 811).

10. Theoretically, the zero grade wb-ze may be analogical after the full grade
*werg. A different avatar with zero grade has been ragsliin wo-ro-ki-jo-ne-jo (PY Er
312.7, 718.11), but | exclude this form from thédewnce (see below).

2.3.2 Doubtful and irrelevant examples

1. a-mo-ra-ma‘day by day’ was interpreted by Heubeck as represg Amr(r)-ama/
but preferable isamor-amar/ (cf. Leukart 1987: 349ff.).

2. In a-re-pa-zo-0~ a-re-po-zo-o‘'unguent-boiler’, Heubeck (1972: 69) suggested to
derive the second form frormfeiphor-, but “only with reserve”. As against the commonly
accepted aleiphp- (seeDMic. s.v.), Heubeck’s suggestion is uncertain and aabe relied
upon.

3. do-ka-ma-i‘?’ (PY An 1282.3, Dp.) occurs on a tablet whicdsigns numbers of
laborers to the production of certain chariot pastsech as wheels and halters. It therefore
probably refers to a part of the chariot, but iimknown to which part exactly. The following
interpretations have been propod&tfa) comparison witldoyus ‘hand’s breadth’, (b) with
dpayun, the later monetary unit, as fromlorkhma‘hi. According to Chadwick (l.c.), neither
option “offers satisfactory sense”. (c) A connewctigith doxdc ‘beam’ could make sense in
the context of the tablet, but it is hard to see ladorm *dokna could be derived froriokdc.

Alternatively, it is possible thatlo-ka-ma contains a substantivized form of the
adjectivedoyuog ‘oblique, slanted'. It is likely thadoyun ‘hand’s breadth’ (com.) developed
from *“the distance across (the hand)”, and it seeuite possible that parts of the chariot
frame were called ‘crosswise, oblique’ (cf. the Estyword cross-beamn?’ However, as
mentioned byDocs?, the group of men assigned to the task of produdiorka-més is
double the size of the group working on wheelssTiproblematic because the production of
wheels is known to have required much more laban tthat of most other chariot parts,
including cross-beams. As long as the interpreggtioblems concerningp-ka-ma-ihave not
been solved, the form cannot be used in our digmuss

4. do-ge-jg which occurs repeatedly on a much-discussedttédBlé An 607), has
been tentatively interpreted as /dé%ilai/ ‘female reapers’ (e.g. Docs? 167), from the root

125 |t Myc. to-si-ta and Hom.®gpaitng are not directly related, one could also accoantaf formal difference
between Mycenaean and alphabetic Greek: if théee&orm of the name wasT¥rsitas, it would not make sense
to introduce the full gradéspo-, because this would destroy the metrical strgctirthe form. If the Myc. form
was already /Torstas/, as Leukart assumes, this difficulty would vanidowever, in my view it is more likely
that Mycenaean preserved for reasons that will become clear later on.

126 seeDocs? 522. For other, implausible suggestionsiflic. s.v.

127 |n other wordsdoyun does not frondéyopar, as is assumed WySJ The barytone accentuation of the variant
doyun may be connected with its substantivization.

45



of dpénw ‘to reap’. But other scholars think the form iseaale theonym (cf. the older lit. in
DMic. g.v.)?8

5. mo-ro-qa(PY, KN), the title of high officials notably atyl®s, has been compared
by Mihlestein (1958) with the classical fofpépng, a variant oBpapevg ‘arbiter’. Since the
word has no etymology and the equation is not ategrthere is no way to test whether either
of these words hadr* For the same reason, Palmer’s alternative irggpon as /mo(i)ro-
kkwa-/ “holder of a plot” (se®Mic. g.v. with references) remains uncertain too.

6. pa-wo-ke pa-wo-ko (both PY), appellatives denoting female persorasiehbeen
interpreted as containing a second memberges/ /-wgon/. While this is possible in
principle, it is problematic that no convincing erpretation of the first member has been
given so far. Possibilities include /pan-/ (cf. sdaravodpyog ‘criminal’), /par-/ (cf. class.
Tapepyov, mapepydc), and /Barwo-/ (cf. Myc.pa-we-a Hom. papea ‘clothes’)*?° We may
safely leave the form away from the evidence, beeatuadds nothing new to the information
provided bywo-ze

7. to-mi-ka (KN, of clothing) has been interpreted as /torkals “vierfadig,
viergezwirnt” by Mduhlestein (1968: 115, alsmpud Morpurgo Davies 1968: 813). He
suggested thatte-> < *tr- ‘four’ is the same element found to-pe-za and compared the
Pamphylian glosspiickov- iudtiov. Acrnévdior (Hsch.), which would contain the numeral
‘three’ and originally mean “dreifadig”. He comparthe second member /misko-/ptickov
with the root of classtpiptoc ‘woven from three threads’, and assumes that gad¢ook
place in an original -mitisko- He finds the Mycenaean pendant of the Pamphyjiass in
the broken attestatiamrimi-ka (KN Ld 788 A, on the B-side of which he restorgslfpa-
we]-a), which in his view shows thatr: developed out of R*twr- ‘four-’. Needless to say,
this proposal is far too speculative to be useth& present discussion (cf. the remark by
Thompson 2002-03: 357).

8. tu-ka+o-si /t'ugatorsi/ ‘daughters’ (reading by Miihlestein angeLiae, accepted by
Heubeck 1972)tu-ka+a-si /t"ugatarsi/ (reading accepted by most other scholAs)Haug
remarks, this is a “lecture peu sire sur laquélleerait imprudent de fonder une théorie”
(2002: 59).

9. The Dp.u-do-no-o-i (PY Fn 187.13) refers to male individuals. It isngrally
supposed that the second member /-noho-/ derigastiie root ovéopar ‘to return’, and that
the compound means something like ‘who bring inewatt is often assumed that the first
member represents the outcome oflr+ ‘water’ (cf. DMic. l.c., Bartogk 2003, index), but
this is unlikely if *n yielded Myc. o- in a labial environment only (cf. section 1.3 Aeubeck
interprets the form as /udd’oi"i/. However, no interpretation of the tablet conteas found
general acceptance (see the discussion of varimpogals inDMic. s.v.), which leaves the
proposal a mere possibility.

10. The toponymsi-pa-ra-ki-ri-ja (PY An 298.1) andi-po-ra-ki-ri-ja (PY Cn 45.4-7,
11) are clearly similar to the later, classical r@ggionsta vrepdxpia ‘the highlands’,ot
‘Yrepaxpiot ‘inhabitants of the poor highlands of Attika’,.i.evhich lies (or: those who live)
on the other side of the hilltops”. Heubeck propose interpretu-pa-ra- and u-po-ra- as
variant spellings representing one and the samerlyimg form /up(r)-a°’/. The zero grade

128 Chadwick (0.c.) comments that “the word will pgseamean ‘picker’, possibly ‘reaper’ or ‘gleanerThis
proposal could be attractive becaysg.odponneg ‘apple-reapers’, which presupposes a simplex agenon
*§pomeng ‘reaper’, is attested in Sappho. (Bscs” remarks, a man’s nana®-ge-uis attested in KN B 804, but
its appurtenance to the word in question is ungejtdt might be objected, however, that the etyogidal
connection oBpénw with the Slavic root of SCdrpati ‘to tear’, Cz.drpati ‘to pick, scratch, crumble’ precludes
a labiovelar in Mycenaean. If the reconstructiordofge-jaas *drk"-ew-ya, the motional feminine of an agent
noundponevg, is correct, the form provides another argumeatreg fo- as the regular outcome aof.*

129 The latter has been proposed by Bader (1965: J6Rfflowed by Morpurgo Davies (1968: 812). Howeve
first member /Parwo-/ is extremely unlikely because both Mga-we-a and Homgdpoc ares-stem forms.
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first member tipr must in his view be compared with Pamphap. The reintroduction of
*upr, of which the form withu-po-ra-would be the regular spelling, is supposed to uetd
the “analogical effect of other compounds in whilse second part had an initial consonant”
(1972: 67). The fornu-pa-ra-is supposed to have been written by a scribe vaaodupra-].
Heubeck gives a similar interpretation of the BMo-ra-ta as /Anfr)-altas/ ‘feeder of
heroes’.

In my view, this interpretation is unlikely: was an allophone af in the position
between two consonants, and there never was a pieoftalistinct from /r/. An alternative to
Heubeck’s assumption is the following. If we suppadhat u-pa-ra-ki-ri-ja /upr-akria/
represents the regular outcome of the Proto-GreeKgom *upr-akria, u-po-ra-ki-ri-ja can
hardly have been an alternative realization. Theelsgonic form of the preposition may have
been /upor-/, e.g. by analogy with /upo-/ or byuleg development of word-final - it
cannot be excluded, then, that /upor-/ vaeoduced inu-po-ra-ki-ri-ja.**° This explanation
of u-po-ra-ki-ri-ja has also been suggested, be it with reservatoimthbmpson (2002-2003:
363-65); he also extensively discusses other plessitierpretations, and conveniently
summarizes the literature on the alleged phenomehanaptyxis in Mycenaean.

11. wo-ne-we(PY Cn 40.2, 643, 719), Np. msc. of an adjectdescribing flocks of
sheep. It has been analyzed by some scholars aseives/ and would consequently belong
to apnv, apvog ‘lamb, sheep’, deriving from a pre-form witlwn-. This interpretation is
impossible because the root of this word was agtdalrh;- (cf. Beekes 1988a: 74), and
apvog must be analogical after the Ngmv < *urh;-en (cf. kdov ‘dog’, Gs. kvvdg). Other
scholars have interpretesto-ne-weas /woirgwes/ ‘wine-colored’, but the value of such
interpretations remains unclear (BMic. s.v. and Bartotk 2003, indices}**

12.wo-ro-ki-jo-ne-jo*?’ (PY Er 312.7, 718.11) has been interpretedrasgioneion/,
supposedly from the zero grade roatry- of wo-ze ‘works’.>*? It is an adjective which
gualifies plots of landka-maor e-re-mqQ and seems to be derived from a base fornoim .-
However, the semantics of the context are unckmad, it has also been suggested that the
underlying form is a PN Wroikion- who was the owner of the plots in question (see
Thompson 2002-03: 362). The form can thereforeefieolit of consideration.

13. The interpretation afo-ro-ne-ja(MY Oe 111.2), probably an adjective qualifying
wool, remains unclear. The interpretation as /wi@h®f lamb’, comparing classipnv, is
adopted by many scholars (sBdic., s.v., and Thompson 2002-03: 357-8). But this is
impossible because the root contained a larynges ébove omo-ne-wé.** Further, the
interpretation /wloneia/, fromwolno- > class.oblog, “with the metathesis seen in the by-

130 See section 1.2.3 on the outcome of word-fimalPor an analogical final vowel in prepositions, Mfyc. pa-

ro /paro/ beside classapd.

131 The formation in-e-we in combination with the adjectival semantics, Idobe taken to point to a-stem
adjective. | think of an interpretation /wélmes/ or /whéwes/, from an ablauting-stem adjective welnu-
*w|néw-which would belong to the root efAopon ‘to throng, be compact’. It would form a nice coenpart to
Hom. éoAréec ‘thronged, all together’ <smwln-es-(on which see section 10.5.2). Semantically, fitéssthe
attestations ofvo-ne-wefine, because the Cn-tablets deal with flocks ro&ls cattle (cf. the analysis of these
cattle inventories in Palmer 1963: 164ff.). Frora fame root is probably derived Homog ‘thick, compact,
woolly’ < *wolno-, qualifying animal hair and wool. It must be atted, however, that a number of details of
interpretation of the three tablets on whieb-ne-weoccurs are unclear. This analysis would requise¢ the
vocalization of * took place after the development of intervocalin*to 4l-, because)-pe-ro-si/og“ellonsi/
does not havdn- anymore in Myc. This chronology is, of courseitgyossible.

132 Cf. the discussion by Bader (1965: 17-19, folloyviralmer), who shows thato-ro-ki-jo-ne-jo cannot be
compared with alphabetiépyiov, since that form probably stands fépysiov, an older form ofopysdv <
*worgawon. Bader’'s assumption of metathesiswn-ro-ki-jo-ne-jo/wrogioneyo-/ from earlier */worg-/ is led
by her desire to connect the form with the roaerfg ‘to do, perform’. But nothing assures this cortiet
because the interpretation of the context remaiatear in both attestations.

133 The notation */u(h,)en-/ adopted by Hajnal (2006: 205) is illustratige the embarrasment.
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form Ajvog < *wlanos?” Docs® 322), is hardly understandable. If Chadwick metra
*wolno- may have been reshaped twléno under the influence oflanos: this cannot be
entirely excluded, but does not seem very likely.

From this overview of the evidence, it appears that strongest candidates to contain the
regular outcome ofr*(section 2.3.1) have the spellin@€&>. These area-no-me-deg/Any-
medes/, a—no-qo-ta/An!-kWhontﬁs/, a—no-qa—si-ja/aQFkWhasE-/, ma-to-pu-ro/Matr-pulos/, to-
pe-za/tor-pedda/,to-qi-de/snghidei/, and possiblyvo-do-we/wrdo-wen/. On the other hand,
the interpretation omo-ro-ga wo-ro-ki-jo-ne-jg andwo-ro-ne-jaremains unclear. Ife-to-
ro-po-pi can be explained in a different way, we may caelthat syllabograms of the type
<Co-> write the regular reflex ofGr.***

2.4 Previous explanations ofje-to-ro-po-piversusto-pe-za

Before proposing my solution, | will now first rew three previous attempts to explain the
difference betweenge-to-ro-po-pi and to-pe-za (1) liquid metathesis into-pe-za (2)
analogical explanation ab-pe-za (3) an accent-conditioned development.

2.4.1 Liquid metathesis

Variations like to-no ~ to-ro-no- have been interpreted by Risch (1966) as a means t
distinguishmycénien spécialrom mycénien normalln his view, the variant withof- has
undergone metathesis and is characteristic forsPylbereas the original form witio- is
characteristic for Knossdd> He connected the supposed metathesigoino with the
anaptyxis of e- in forms like PNo-pe-to-re-u~ o-pe-te-re-u both phenomena would be due
to the avoidance of clusters consisting of stog fiuid.

More recently, Risch’s hypothesis has been analymedhompson (2002-03: 259),
who rejects the evidence for liquid metathesis ards which originally containedr* It has
been supposed that the loss wf in to-pe-zacan only be explained if an intermediate stage
was *ropeda < *twropeda, where the glide was lost in front of a conson#éndo, to-pe-za
/torpedda/ would be an instance of liquid metathesis. Ha®veVhompson remarks that this
analysis can only be upheld if a chain of assumgtie made concerning the original form of
the word. Generally, he concludes that “liquid rttegais is restricted to a handful of words,
and so does not provide evidence of dialect dityersicertainly not thamycénien normal
underwent metathesis of generally.” (2002-03: 366). Although | severelyubbthat there is
any evidence for liquid metathesis in Mycenaeamlla{note that all the alleged examples
contain the vowelo), | agree with Thompson on his conclusion aboutrdsowith
etymological 1.

In connection with the Mycenaean material, it haerbrepeatedly remarked that
liquid metathesis is found in many languages, #&ad it may apply irregularly?’ But when
invoked ad libitem an irregularly operating liquid metathesis has real predictive or

134 Whether it stood for or or cannot be decided on the basis of Mycenaean alomidl;return to this issue in
section 2.7 and in chapter 7.

135 In Hajnal-Risch (2006: 102-3), Hajnal seems togesy thatge-to-ro- can be analyzed as a metathesized
form, whereas the regular form should be seetv-dpe-za This is apparently based on a misunderstanding of
Risch’s original doctrine.

136 Cf. Thompson’s seemingly ironic remark that “theflexes of t provide a fertile ground for looking for
examples of liquid metathesis” (0.c. 356), suggesthat liquid metathesis cannot be the correcttisnl.

137 | ater, Risch repeated this view with the followiogmment: “... die Liquidenmetathese ist auch in et
griechischen Dialekten, aber auch in anderen Sprabkiufig, z.B. Homexpadin undxopdin, vgl. auch dtsch.
Brunnen- Born. Fir eine Dialektklassifizierung eignet sie sialr selten, so im Slavischen, wo zg6d furs
Polnische gérod firs Ostslavische ungdrad flirs Stidslavische charakteristisch sind (...)” (1999). Cf. also
Thompson (2002-03: 362), Hajnal-Risch (2006: 203).
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explanatory powet® If the Mycenaean facts can be explained by sotnatige and analogy
— and they can — we need not take refuge inatkytum ignorantiae

2.4.2 Ruijgh’s analogical explanation ofo-pe-za

The hypothesis that the four main dialect group&i&ek already existed in the middle of the
second millennium is based on the vocalizatiorhefgyllabic liquids (section 1.1.1). Ruijgh
stated his arguments for this view, and againstdekis hypothesis of retainggdas follows:
“L’arcado-chypriote et I'éolien présenteop et po comme substituts de dans les mémes
conditions ou l'ionien-attique et le grec occidéntat ap et pa; ainsi, I'arcadien fournit
tétop-to¢ répondant a attétap-toc. Il est donc évident que la distinction graphigiuetype
to-ro : to répond a la distinction phonologiqugo : top, conformément aux regles
orthographiques du mycénien (...)” (1978: 420).

Ruijgh apodictically claims that the place of theaptyctic vowel is, in principle, the
same in all four major dialectal groups. But thiira is not borne out by the evidence. In a
number of cases, Aeolic dialects haye--where lonic hasop-, €.g. Lesb.oufpotmyv ‘to
transgress’ beside lon.-Attinapteiv. Particularly embarassing are Thesstpotoc and
Boeot.netpartog beside Arczetoptog and lon.-Att.tétaproc.

Since Ruijgh accepts thato- is the regular outcome ofr,* he contrives a special
explanation forto-pe-za This isolated lexeme would have acquired by analogy with the
cardinal *k"etortos whereasge-to-ro° /k"etro-/ would be the regular development of
*k"et(w)r-. But the place of the anaptyctic vowel in the aaati*k"etortos which is actually
unattested for Mycenaean, requires an explanaseif.iHere, Ruijgh assumes that the vowel
slot was adapted from an older fotun- that was once present in the ordinalgtog ‘fourth’,

a form which in his view underlies the PNpkaioc (e.g. Ruijgh 1992: 87 with n. 32, 1996:
117). This emergency solution fos-pe-zais highly unsatisfactory?® It is unlikely that a
morphologically opaque form */tro-/ was replaced dyother opaque form /tor-/ that was
taken from the ordinal K"etortos which itself is supposed to be analogical. If first
member ofto-pe-zawould have been restored, one would expect to thedsynchronically
productive compounding allomorge-to-ro°**° Thus, to-pe-zacannot be readily explained
by analogy if ro- was indeed the regular outcome gf As we will see, a much better
candidate to have undergone analogical reshapiperis-ro-po-pi

2.4.3 Klingenschmitt’s accent-conditioned explanabin

Departing from a regular developmemt= Myc. ro, Klingenschmitt has proposed to explain
to-pe-zaby a further conditioning: “Die mykenische Formsdé/ortes fir ‘Tisch’to-pe-za
[*torpezd zeigt gegeniber spaterempanclo sogar die lautgesetzliche Vertretung von
betonteny im Wortinlaut; ebenso ist wohl mylo-ze[* woérze] < *urgie-i zu beurteilen. Das
spatererpancla hatra wohl analogisch aus urspringlich endbetonten Fordes Paradigmas

138 The following remarks by Hajnal are illustrativém einzelnen bleibt es allerdings schwierig zuseheiden,

in welchen Fallen wirklich Metathese vorliegt, odeo for/ bzw. fo/ lautgesetzlich sind, da ersteres
akzentuiertes t/, letzteres unakzentuiertes #+/ bzw. */-r-"/ fortsetzt.” (2006: 102), and: “Im Einzelfall wird
die Entscheidung, ob Ligquidametathese vorliegt,hnmasatzlich durch mogliche analogische Einflisstevd
seitens vollstufiger Formen) erschwert, welche dille die oben genannten Lautungen verantwortliah se
kénnten.” (ibid. 103)

139 perhaps, there is a reason why Ruijgh erectautilikely construction. He wants a development*-or in
word-final position, in order to explain tlevocalism in the neutan-stems. Even so, it could be assumed that
Mycenaean had the word-final developmentdnand at the same time preservedrt word-internal position.
For the syllabic nasals, see section 1.3.2.

19 For arguments in favor of derivindr* from ‘three’, see section 2.5.
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(Gen. Sg. trape#is usw.) bezogen” (1974: 275-76Y. In other words, he supposes that
secondarily accented ¥ieldedor or ar in all Greek dialects, whereas unaccentegi&lded
ro orra.

In his article, Klingenschmitt did not discuss thycenaean evidence in full.
Assuming that the Limitation Law operated beforecelyaealf?, the following examples
form potential counterevidence against the accentlitioned rule (in alphabetical ordéf}:
PNs a-no-me-de /Anr-médes/, a-no-qo-ta /Anr-k"*"'énta-/, a-no-qa-si-ja /anrk""as-/
‘manslaughter’,0-pa-wo-ta /op-awta/ ‘pads or plates attached to armagg-to-ro-po-pi
Ik"etr6-poppi/ ‘cattle’ < *K'et(w)f-pod-, PN to-si-ta /T"rsitas/, wo-do-we/wrdéwen/ ‘rose-
scented’.

It is true that not all these counterexamples gueally compelling. The Myc. form of
the simplex ‘rose’ is unattested, but was probabht-accented, just like alphabetic Greek
podov. It is also possible to argue thapa-wo-tais analogical for *awrota after the full
grade "awer- Serious counterevidence, however, is the diflezdretweerm-no-me-dea-no-
go-ta, a-no-ga-si-ja (all with unaccented rj and the corresponding classical forms with
Avdpo-, avdpo-. Since names with a second membelaimdy- are frequent in the tablets (e.qg.
a-re-ka-sa-da-ra/Aleks-andi/), and sinceandr- must have been the oblique stem of the
simplex, | do not believe that the first memiaeno- can be analogical after compounds in
vop.t** If a first member andro- had come into existence by regular sound chathgee
would have been no clear motive to replace its &lso questionable to assume tto-ro-
was generalized from compounds with an accentednsemember. Possessive compounds
generally have a recessive barytone accent in Gasak most of them would have had an
accented first member.

In his discussion of the evidence foo—and or- from *r, Hajnal (Hajnal-Risch 2006:
102-3, 202-205) concludes that the evidence camm@txplained in its entirety by the accent-
conditioned development. However, his assumptionrrefular liquid metathesis in forms
like a-no-me-deandqge-to-ro-po-piis designed merely to save Klingenschmitt's raled may
be safely discardef®> In fact, the accent-conditioned development itse#frdly has
explanatory power. Consider the following examphekjch according to Hajnal (Hajnal-
Risch 2006: 102 n. 182) could be explained withabeent-conditioned developméfit:

1. wo-ze‘works’ and other present stem forms of the sameb.vThis depends on
whether verbs had already acquired recessive aetehts stage (¥'g-ie/o), which seems
likely but cannot be proven. The present stgaizecan be explained without a problem if
<Co-> writes the regular reflex ofr* Hajnal's derivation ofvo-ro-ki-jo-ne-jofrom this root
as /wrogbneion/ “(ein bestimmtes Grundstiick)” is too uncertaimely upon: see above.

2. According to Hajnal, who adopts the reconstnmt’idhor'no- for Myc. to-no beside
Hom. 6pdvog ‘chair, throne’, the compoun-ro-no-wo-ko(KN As 1517.11) Frono-worgoi/
would have the regular development in unaccentesitipn. Apart from the fact that one
would expectto-no to be restored if the compound means ‘chair-makess have already
seen thato-ro-no-wo-komay contain a different etymon (Ho®pova). In my view, to-no

141 See section 1.4.1 for the problems with applylig tule to alphabetic Greek. Klingenschmitt's asuohas
been followed in a considerable number of subseqdsicussions, e.g. Leukart (1994: 54 n. 23), Thaonp
(2010: 190).

142 This assumption potentially affects only the forwrga-wo-taandge-to-ro-po-pi

143 The material has been gathered from Hajnal-Ri260§: 102-3, 202-205).

144 cf. alsoa-di-ri-ja-te /andriantei/ ‘with a man’s figure’, which was patily based on an adjective /andrio-/ <
PGr. *anr-io-.

145 This also applies to the analysis by Thompson Z28@03), discussed in section 2.4.1.

16 |n the PNke-ro-ke-le-we-pGs. /Klerro-kléwdos/ “Hand-Famous” (PY Sa 487), Hajnal assumes dqune
*K'es-r, but a compositional thematic vowel cannot be @oeti.
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does not derive from a pre-fornd™no-, but even if this reconstruction would be corréicg
hypothesis that &o-> writes the regular reflex ofr*explains the material as well.

Thus, there are no cases where the accent-corgtitiaude helps us to explain the
Mycenaean reflexes of *On the contrary, a number of forms remain in neleget another
analogical explanation, among thege-to-ro-po-pi Since Klingenschmitt’'s rule seems to
have been devised precisely in order to explairdifierence betweeto-pe-zaandge-to-ro-
po-pi, we may safely reject his proposal.

It has already become clear thaipe-zais a hard nut to crack ifGo-ro-> is assumed
to write the regular reflex of preconsonant&lr= | will therefore depart from the simple
hypothesis that the spellingce-> writes the regular outcome o€f, and that all evidence for
<Co-ro> must be explained in a different way. | will n@axgue thatge-to-ro; like Hom.
tetpa-, has an analogical vowel after other compounéisgelements (Myce-ne-wo; Hom.
TEVTA-, ..., OEKA-).

2.5 lon.-Att. tétaptog and the reduction of *tw-

In order to make an analogical originage-to-ro’ plausible, | will now consider the Homeric
and alphabetic reflexes of ‘four’. The key questigrhow can we explain the loss of the glide
-w-, which supposedly took place bothge-to-ro°and into-pe-z&

In the paradigm of PGr. N.k*etwores‘four’ and related formations, there are three
forms which have no trace of the labial glide: tadive *k"etrsi > tétpact (Hes.+), the first
member K'etr- (lon.-Att. tetpa-, Myc. ge-to-rq Thess.netpo-), and the ordinal R"etrto-
(Hom. tétpotog, lon.-Att. tétoptog, Arc. tetoptoc, Thess. metpotoc). Most previous
treatments of these forms departed from the assomgitat the loss ofw- occurred only in
front of a consonant, and never in front of sykaBegments. Klingenschmitt reasons as
follows: “Es gibt nun sogar ein zwingendes Argumewntelches die Annahme einer
mykenischen Vertretung von ursprunglichem wortitéademy als or/ro unumgéanglich
erscheinen lasst. Mykenisctk“etro- (qe-to-ro-po-pj < *k"etur- und *o6r- (to-pe-za <
*k"ur- konnen indogermanischas nur bei Vorliegen einer Gruppewv (< idg. tu) +
konsonantischem eingebilsst habenk*etu- > *k"et'ro- > *k"etro-; *K"tur- > *twro- >
*tro- (urgriechisch etwattaped'ids); danach analogischdr- fir *twor- (*twsrped’ia).”.**

The argument supposes that was lost only after *had vocalized age- or +o-.
This would indeed explain the formé&tpoot, tetpa-, Myc. ge-to-rg andtétpatog. However,
it requires that we make a number of additionalaggions. In order to explaito-pe-za
Klingenschmitt needs to assume leveling of a pgradiftworpeda, G. *troped@és to
*térpedi, G. *tropediés then to t0rpedin, G. *torpedés This would mean that neithes-
pe-zanor ge-to-ro-po-piis the regular outcome of its pre-form, whichhiedretically possible
but not very likely.

Furthermore, it presupposes that lon.-Attoaptoc and Arc.tetoptoc are secondary
forms, and that the regular outcome of the ordioah is reflected intétpatoc. This is hard
to accept for three reasons. First, there was nivento replace a regular outcomeparog,
because this form would have been protected byitstemembertetpa-. There is no clear
model for the replacement either: a proportionalagy with the cardinal would normally
have yielded Att' "téttaptog (etc.)**® Secondly, a stenetap- is not found elsewhere, and an
analogy which eliminates a perspicuous stem fagnp-) with a novel onettap-) is hard

147 Cf. more recently Thompson (2010: 190): “The @ustw before a consonant has simplifiedt o e.g.,qe-
to-ro-po-pi k"etropoppi “four-footed animals” (instr. pl.) <k*etwropodfi < *k“etwmpodpi (showing that this
simplification must postdate the changesg)t¢...)".

148 Cf. Hirt (1901: 235): “Nach Brugmann (...) hattaptoc sein einfaches von tétpa bezogen (...). [Aber
hlatte es ein #ttaptoc gegeben, so ware es wohl dutébrapeg gehalten.” Influence of a hypotheticatvprog
ontétporog (proposed by Ruijgh, e.g. 1996: 117) cannot beelgpbither.
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to sustain. Thirdly, tha-vocalism oftétaptog cannot have been taken from the cardinal form
(Att. téttapeg, Hom. téocapec), becauseréooepeg occurs beside the ordinaétaptog in
Eastern lonic¢?® The same argument applies to Arcadian, which t@®epec beside
tetoproc.t® Thus, it is doubtful thatétpatoc was replaced byétaptoc on the basis of the
cardinal in any Greek dialect, let alone in threeletts independently. Anticipating my
explanation for the poetic formgtpatoc, | conclude that lon.-Atttétaptog and Arc.tetoptog

are the regular outcomes, in these dialects, oPtbéo-Greek ordinal formk¥etwito-.

Since PIE *tu- turns up before a consonant asu*- not as *tw-, the condition
“before consonant” proposed for the reduction @fv* is uninformative">* All instances of
the reduction of *w- before a surfacing consonant contain an undeylyirehistoric f.
Therefore, | propose that the condition for theustn was tw >t | _r, and that this sound
change took place prior to the vocalization of The loss of a labial segment between two
non-labialized phonemes is phonetically naturakt€ribat labialized rhotics are difficult to
realize, and typologically rare). The—was preserved in front of a vowel in most casenfo
of the cardinal: lon. and Areéooepec, Att. téttapeg (with secondarye-), etc>?

A seeming objection to this scenariosi®& ‘meat’, where tw- was not reduced tB
in front of *r. The pre-form ofsap& is PIE *urk-, which regularly vocalized asturk- in
Greek!>* Why did this form not develop intStapc? There are two ways to proceed. First,
one could think that a full grade form of the roms around in Greek. In Schindler’s view
(1972: 34), Aeolic and Dorievpé (attested in glosses likepkeot- cap&iv. Aioieic Hsch.)
point to a full grade formttiork- elsewhere in the paradigm, with> u by Cowgill's Law>*

It could then be assumed that a paradigmd¥pxeg, Dp. *tap&i was first leveled t@vpxeg,

149 The regular form in Herodotus and in lonic instidps is tétaptoc. The Magnetian formsttap[t]og is
explained by Nachmanson (1904: 146-7, who callddhm “ominds”) as due to influence edttapokostny in
the previous line. That form is probably due toi@&thfluence. A similar form is read in Miletus:es&cherer
(1934: 58), who thinks that it may have been “dwlels Kardinale beeinflusst”. But since the cardived ec-

in lonic, we may have to reckon with incidental geate spellings.

150 See section 3.5.3. Morpurgo Davies states thateéxpect for the Arcadian ordinal an originaktpotoc (or
*étpatog) because otherwise it would be impossible to flystie presence of a singtenstead of the geminate
-11- expected as a treatment of the clustéu-*{(1968: 795). This argument is invalid, becausdeipends on the
relative chronology (see below).

151t is possible that prevocalic PIEt#- had already become monophonemit¥-*early in Greek. When | write
*-tw- in reconstructed forms that postdate Proto-Gredl, not mean to exclude this possibility.

12 An additional advantage of this scenario is thaidy explain the West Greek cardinal forfaopec. The loss
of *-w- in this form has been ascribed to a dissimiladgainst the initial K- (Szemerényi 1960: 148), but this
dissimiation did not take place in the cardinalnioin other dialects. In th&rundriss (Il 2, 13), Brugmann
already assumed that WGeropeg was influenced byetpa- andtétpatog, which seems much more logical. Of
course, Brugmann also departed from the assumgtiainthe vocalization off*to pa- preceded the loss of
digamma. Within the present scenario, we may singggume that the ordinal fornk“etrto- and the first
member K'etr-, perhaps assisted by case forms with singldike G. *k"etursm (cf. Lillo 1990: 15-16),
influenced the old nominative form of the cardiri&d’etworesto become remodelled tdk*etoresin West
Greek.

133 The Greek vocalization ofCurC, *CunCasCurC, CunC has been variously explained. Ruijgh (1992: 78)
refers to a “régle de Beekes” (referring to Beek885: 134-135), which states, in Ruijgh’'s termsttthe
semivowel is always vocalized in a sequence of sewel (, u) plus semiconsonant (liquid or nasal) between
two consonants, (e.g. not onlklét-, *krit-, but also um, -im, link"- rather thanum, -im, link"-). This goes
against the rule formulated by Edgerton and Schinitiiat the second of two resonants always vocalBeekes
departed from the two Vedic Ap. ending@sand ias, a problem which certainly deserves consideratin.
since syllabification was subphonemic (and theeefantomatic) in PIE, and since this automatic \ieatibn
could change in the daughter languages, the Greeeree forCurC, CunC may also be due to a post-PIE
resyllabification. There is no need to insist, wiRhijgh, on analogical origin of such sequencesiwitGreek.
Moreover, the issue is not strictly relevant fog firesent discussion, because forms liK&trto- are post-PIE
creations in any case.

1% The formovpk- is ascribed to Aeolic in most lexicographical sms, but to Doric Rwpieic”) in EM 708.33.
See Vine (1999) on Cowgill’'s Law in connection witfip&.
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ocapé&i, and then tadpkec, capéi in lonic. But it is perhaps not very likely thétet root had
ablaut in Greek, given that Lubotsky (1994) hasfeml at the general lack of evidence for a
full grade in other reflexes of this PIE rd6t.The formssvpkec andodapkec could also be due
to dialectally different vocalizations of a pre4ioPGr. *5\wrk-.

A second option is to depart from the different @lepment of tw- in word-initial
position. Apart fromeéapé, two examples prove that the underlying affricafe < *t\w- was
reduced tas- relatively early*>® The adjectivesdoc ‘safe and sound’ < PGiwawo haso- in
all dialects, and Attsatto ‘to stuff’ PGr. < *twnk-ie/o-is also found in Cretvvescakoot =
ovv-ek-caéar (see Bile 1988: 145). This may be contrasted with development of word-
internal *tw-, which vyields - in Attic téttapec. In other words, word-internal-tiv-
behaves like *i-: both groups yieldoo- in lonic and most other dialects, but--in Attic,
Boeotian and Cretal?/ In word-initial position, on the other handw: > - contrasts with
the development ofKi-, which yields Attict-, but lonicc- (as intyuepov ‘today’, beside
lonic ouepov; cf. also Att.tijtec ‘this year, Myc. za-we-te/kya-wetes/ ‘this year's’}>®
Thus, the reflex of tiv- has merged with that ofti* in alphabetic Greek: ctéfopon ‘to
revere, honor < tieg"-e/o-(Skt.tyaj- ‘to abandon, give up’), attested in both lonidl atic.
This implies that the reductionw- > o- is probably due to an early sound-change that was
Proto-lonic, perhaps even Pan-Greek, and prioth&reduction of word-internal t- in
front of r. The merger of tiv- and *i- could be explained by an intermediate affricatede
*t\w- that was reduced tat™® only in initial position. In intervocalic positigron the other
hand, *tw- (or *-t'w-) may have remained stable for a longer periothiswway, the different
treatment obapé < *srk- < *trk- can be explained. Note, in passing, gt points to T >
-ap- as the regular development in lonic-Attfe.

If correct, this analysis has repercussions forettyenological origins of the word for
‘table’. The comparison between lon.-Adpanela and Myc.to-pe-zaallows us to reconstruct
the first member astf-. Most scholars assume thdt-*is a reduced form of the numeral
‘four’, with a double zero gradek*tur-.**° In the first place, this conflicts with the comniypn
accepted interpretation epvedreio ‘(kind of) helmet’, which is compared wittztpapaiog

155 Note Schindler's formulation (ibid.): “Puisqu@arC pour CraC, mis & part quelques cas qui ne sont pas
clairs, est normalement diCerC ou CorC dans des formes apparentées, il est 1égitime ttpigr copE comme
issu de twork-, avecu au lieu deo au voisinage d’'un labiale.” Given that the trasfitl explanation forep-
referred to by Schindler will appear to be unteadhlthe following chapters, one wonders whethdrirgtier's
assumption is still legitimate, especially in vieaf Lubotsky’s arguments. Vine (1999) favors Schimtd
explanation.

1% The reflex ofsdoc > lon.-Att. oidc ‘safe and sound’ <ttvawo-is found in most dialects, cf. dialectal West
Greek forms wittoa-. A reflex ofodrro ‘to stuff, coerce’

157 An affricate stage is still preserved in Creta#nBile (1988: 142-46).

%8 The *ija- of *kig-wetesmay have been taken frorki#meron< *ki-amero-

159 Thus, North Greek may have preserved the differdretween the original onsetsv* and *j- when these
had already merged intot® in this position in South Greek. North Greek themlved the problem of
vocalization posed bytiwrk- by a resyllabification tfurk- > cupk-. In South Greek, on the other hand, the
reduced form #rk- eventually vocalized asupx-. Another example of a dialectally differing anagtc vowel is
Boeot.Bavéa ‘woman’ besideyvvn in all other dialects. Here, it is South Greek athhas an anaptyctic-, but
this does not contradict the distribution betweéné andcbvpé. First of all, the anaptyctic vowel iova and
yovn is due to the fact that the word was a monosydlaBecondly, the labiovelars may have remainedtinta
longer in South Greek, so that North Greek intr@dlithe anaptyctic vowel into a fornbriz, and South Greek
into *g"na. See further section 9.6.

180 see, for instance, the list of reference®Mic. s.v.to-pe-za Thompson remains sceptical of the connection
with ‘four’, “both from the point of view of theealia, and because of its phonological difficulties” (2003:
357). On Muhlestein’s analysis of Myto-mi-kg see section 2.3.2 above.
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‘with four edror (cf. LfgrE s.v.) and derived from a form starting with a nie¢gsized PIE
*KMru- < *k"ur-.*** The following scenario could then be envisaged:

1. PIE *K"tur- > *k"tru- (cf. Av. cafru-, Lat.quadru)

2. Early PGr. K"tur- is reintroduced in the precursor of ‘table’, aylabifies
as *K"twr-. But *k"tru- is maintained in the precursorgfdieta.

3. *k"etwr- is introduced as the regular first member of tfotik"twr- and *K"tru- are
reduced to PGr.tivr- and *tru-, respectively® *tru- is preserved only impvpdieia,
*twr- only in the precursor of ‘table’.

4. Loss of w- in *twr-, yielding *tr-peda.

The final change, however, conflicts with the depehent observed inapé < PGr. twrk-. In
order to save the analysis dfr*in *tr-peda as ‘four-’, it would have to be assumed that
inherited *wr- had already developed td’: (vel sim.), reflected insapé, before K"“twr-
developed to twr- (as reflected in tr-peda).'®® This “secondary” twr- might then have
joined the reduction seen ik“etwr- > *k"etr-.

This scenario cannot be entirely excluded, bue&nss rather complicated, to say the
least'®* It is therefore worthwhile to consider an alteivetoption: what if the first member
of *tr-pedia was not ‘four’, but tr- ‘three’?®° There is evidence for an older formr*three’
in Ved. trtiya- ‘third’ (cf. Mayrhofer EWAias.v.trtiya-) and in Old Prussiatirtis ‘id.". Just
like the ordinal tr-to- was replaced bytfi-to- everywhere except in Vedic and Old Prussian,
the compounding elementir* may have been preserved only in Gredkpeda. This
analysis is attractive from the point of view realia: geometrically, tables are stable when
they have three feet, but unstable with four féetould also be in line with the Mycenaean
attestationsto-pe-zawas not conceived of as a compound any longer,sam@gly means
‘table’, but it is qualified asve-pe-zawek(s)-pedt/ ‘six-footed’ ande-ne-wo-pe-zéenewo-
pedda/ ‘nine-footed™®® Both are multiples of three.

Whether the derivation ofpa- from *tr- ‘three’ is correct or not, the difference
between Mycto-pe-zaand Homzpanela ensures that the pre-form of ‘table’ containgdrt
mid-second millennium GreeR! Regarding the words for ‘four’, we may concludattthe

181 This etymology is not evident (cf. the doubts ieeRes 1973: 388 n. 1), because it would make thd an
extremely archaic compound, whereas the second erenals no IE etymology. But since the analysistpfin
‘table’ does not really depend on it, | will assuthat it is correct.

%2 The loss of K"- can be regular only before two following onsehsmnants. If thew- was lost first, the
labiovelar of "tr- would be preserved.

183 |t should be taken into consideration, then, tgtenaean also attests forms like-ra-tu-wo/maratwo-/
‘fennel’, class.udpabov. In other words, the evidence few- of secondary origin (not affected by the sound
change tw- > *t>-) may suggest that this group was preserved dsialdycenaean.

181t is not evident, for instance, that the develepmto *°r- took place in word-initial twr-, but not in the
more complicated word-initial clustek*wr-.

185 Morpurgo Davies (1968: 803f.) suggested this i, but remained rather sceptical. She objedteat
there is no independent evidence in Greek itselftier- or *tr- ‘three’, but only “from Sanskrit and Hittite —én
even this is disputed.” (art.cit. 804). | fail taderstand her objection that Mycenaean also hasmtlphemdri-
in ti-ri-po ‘tripod’ beside 4o-> in ‘table’: to-pe-zacould be an archaisnrj-pod- a more recent creation.

186 Attestationsio-pe-za e-re-pa-te-ja ... we-pe-xgPY Ta 713.2)to-pe-za ... e-ne-wo-pe-£ibid. 713.1 and
passin).

7 There is no foundation whatsoever for the assumpte.g. Morpurgo Davies 1968) that ‘table’ is a
borrowing that was adapted by folk etymology told/ia meaningful compound. The point emerging frdw t
tablets is, precisely, that the etymological comqmmbumeaning ofto-pe-zawas not conspicuous anymore.
Morpurgo Davies is overly sceptical when she douhtt the interchange Myar ~ Hom. po. should be
explained by assuming a syllabic liquid. Her owguament is biased by the ambition to show that Mgeamo-
vocalism from a syllabic liquid is only regular exfiv-, a proposal which is untenable, as | have argbede
See chapter 3 for a discussion of the Arcado-Cypmaterial.
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Pan-Greek reduction of word-interndév- to 4- was conditioned by a directly following *
This is the only way to explain the lonic-Attic fortétaptog. It remains to explain the Epic
form tétparog, the residual Dpétpaoct, and the first membeetpa-, Myc. ge-to-ro-

2.6 Analogical explanation ofrerpa-, ge-to-ro’, and térparog

The numeral first members of several possessivepoands derive from a pre-form which
ended in a syllabic nasaknta-, siva- < *enwa, and dexa-.'®® In Epic Greek, this
“compositional e-" has been extended analogically to ‘five’, ‘satid ‘eight’, as is shown by
the following instances:

‘five’: mevraétmpog ‘five years old’ (I. 2.403passim andnevtdeteg ‘five years long’
(Od. 3.115) for penk’e-wet-es

‘Six’: e&aetec (Od. 3.115) << {s)weks-wet-es

‘eight’: oxtakvnua ‘eight-spoked (wheel)'l(. 5.723),0xtéfrmpoc ‘consisting of eight
pieces’ (HesOp. 442),oxtandony ‘eight feet long’ (HesOp. 425).

In Epic Greek, there are no exceptions to this epref «-. The post-Homeric evidence
shows a similar picture: even if there are someesaf older forms likéxtdnovg, the first
memberstevto-, Ea- andokto- are also normal in the classical langusjdt follows that
tetpa- may have been influenced by the higher numersal fnemberdepta, *enwa, and
deka, which arose by regular sound chande.

We may now explain Myaje-to-ro-po-pias follows. Since we already firrdne-wo’
le(n)newo-/ ‘nine-’, it may be assumed that Mycemadad at least partly carried out a
levelling similar to that of Epic Greek, but gerliiag the ©- which arose in a labial
environment in ‘nine-’ (see section 1.3'2).The spread of thiso- from ‘nine’ to ‘ten’ is
found in several dialects, including Arcadidsxotoc, and it is possible that Mycenaean
already haddeko- ‘ten-" and dekote ‘tenth’.!’? Since the o- of deko- and dekote was
productive in the Arcadian ordinals, where it spréarepunotoc ‘fifth’ (cf. Morpurgo Davies
1968: 795), it is quite possible that it had spréadhe first member ‘four-’ already in
Mycenaeart?

188 The evidence for these forms from Epic Greek isoflews: ‘seven’: éntamorog ‘seven-gated’ I{. 4.406,
etc.),cdroc éntafoeov ‘shield with seven layers of cow-hiddl (7.222, 245 etc.frtonodny ‘seven feet long’
(1. 15.729),éntéeres ‘lasting seven years’dd. 3.305), hydronynmertamopog “with seven fords” (. 12.20
passim. ‘nine’: givavuyeg ‘nine nights long’ [. 9.470),civdeteg ‘nine years long’I{. 18.400). ‘ten’:dskdyiot
‘ten thousand’l{. 5.860, 14.148)%vwdckdpolov ‘consisting of twelve cows'l(. 23.703) dekddmwpog ‘ten palms
long’ (Hes.Op. 426),5vmdekaunvog ‘twelve months old’ (HeOp. 752).

189 Cf. dxtaxootor (Th., Hdt.), dxtamhdotov ‘eightfold’ (Ar.), oxtaunvog ‘lasting eight months’ (X.), beside
oxtdnovg (old com.),dxtmdaxtolog (Ar.).

170 Note that a similar spread is foundtpdc, -G8oc ‘fourth day’ (Hes.+), which took the suffixs- from
dekdc, -adog ‘team of ten’ < Hekmt-. In the words of Rau (2009: 13 n. 2), “Tie that surfaces in Gkiexdg,
-adog is secondary, and is due to contamination withftmmally, semantically and derivationally similé&s-
stems.”

1 Ruijgh (1996: 118) draws the opposite conclusiarhis view,£a- andnevo- are analogical afteretpos-.
His reason is, obviously, that he wants to expldi@ o-vocalism of Myc.e-ne-wo-pe-zdanine-footed’ as
analogical aftege-to-ro- Thompson (1996-97: 319) objects to Ruijgh’s sdenthat influence from ‘four’ on
‘nine’ is only plausible if the other numerals alsaderwent it. This objection also applies to tmalgsis
proposed here, but see the main text for a solution

172 The latter form may be attested in the Bé&tko-to(PY), but the alternative explanation as /Dektthée
accepted one” (vel sim.) cannot be excluded.

13 The evidence for the numerals in the Aeolic disledso deserves to be reconsidered in this ligge; the
discussion in section 3.4.1.
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To this scenario, it may be objected that the analdid not affect all intermediate
numerals in Mycenaean, which preserves-pe-za/Mweks-ped¥a/ ‘with six feet'?’
Moreover, the analogical introduction of a vowekiénpa- would have changed the metrical
structure of the posited pre-forrk™etr-. Was there a motive to replace ‘four-’, but ndx-¢
One possible solution would be that the Proto-Grieetn of ‘four-” was not K'etwr-, but
*K"etru-. This would be the expected outcome of the PIEnfoktru- into which an e- was
secondarily introduced (cf. Aeadru-, Lat. quadru). Thus, ‘four-’ was influenced by ‘nine-’
and ‘ten-’ because it ended in a vowel, arfld)weks was exempted from the spread of -
because it did not have a final vow& .We may assume that ‘five’, ‘seven’ and ‘eight'als
received this -o- in Mycenaean.

We now have to consider whether a similar explanats possible forrétpoatog.
While this form is normally viewed as the regulartapme of k"etrto-, it must not be
forgotten thattétparog is restricted to Homer and a few occurrences ter |poets, and that
the only regular prose form in lonic-Attic igtoproc.t’® In the previous section, several
objections against an analogical explanationéedptog have been advanced. In Epic Greek,
the variation betweemétaptog (14x in Homer) andétpatog (8x) is potentially well-suited
for metrical purposes. Therefore, the possibilitgttétpatog was analogically influenced by
déxaroc andeivaroc deserves consideratidfi. Special by-forms inetoc are also found for
some of the other ordinals in Epic Greeldoatog ‘eighth’ besidedydooc, £Bdopatog
‘seventh’ besidé€Bdouoc, andtpitatog ‘third’ besidetpitoc. These forms are all but limited
to hexameter poetry, and they were clearly creetenider to make certain case forms fit the
metre (forms likedydonv, pdounv, tpitnv would be unfit):’® It is unlikely, however, that a
metrically unproblematic pre-formk*etrto- was extended tok*etrato- If artificial Epic
forms in «wto¢ are not found for ‘fifth’ and ‘sixth’ either, thisnust be ascribed to the
unproblematic metrical structure afuntog and éktoc. It seems, then, that an analogical
spread of atog to tétparoc within Epic Greek can only be motivated if the jfwem already
had a dactylic shapé?

There are now two options. One could conjecturetti@pre-form ofétpatog was in
fact *k"etruto-, with the same metathesis found in the first mamié&tru-. This is highly
improbable: the ordinal form reconstructed de'etwrto- (cf. also OCScetvmts, Lith.
ketvitas Lat. quartus) is probably a reshaping of post-PIE date, becaselndo-Iranian
evidence (Sktturiya-, YAv. tairiia- ‘fourth’, g-xtairim ‘four times’) points to an older form
PIE *k"tur-i(H)o-. A putative k"etruto-would have to be of PIE date in view of the asslime

" 1n alphabetic Greek, we fintta- (already advé&aetsg Od. ‘six years long’) replacing the older fort#, éx-,
e.g. adj&&érea (11.), Exmoug, ékdaxtvrog (inscr.). Note that the ordinal remaifigog ‘sixth’ throughout classical
Greek.

7> This scenario could also explain the regular laicklcL scansions (see chapter 6) in the Homeric examples:
Kovény 0Béto tetpagdinpov (Il. 5.743 and 11.41); |odxoc 8éto tetpabélvpvov (. 15.479,0d. 22.122),
tetpapir® (Il. 22.315), terpdporov |p kovény (Il. 12.384),tetpdyvog (Od. 7.113 and 18.374). The only
exception is thdicL scansion inetpdxviiog atll. 24.324 ¢ terpdkvkhov anqvnv ‘four-wheeled wagon’). This
situation can be interpreted in two ways. It isgilole that the single instance MIicL scansion irtetpdaxvichog
reflects an archaic scansion d&'&tr-. On the other hand, it is possible that this sicanis due to an incidental
application of the licence (note thatpdrxvkiov would synchronically contain a cretic sequencayl &at the
heavy scansion ofip- in all other cases reflects a pre-forik‘étrV-. The latter option is perhaps more likely,
given that the only other instancewfpdxvkiog (Od. 9.242) has an irregular metrical lengtheningosf -

% The only post-Homeric attestations wtpatog are: B. 4.11, Simon. 14.131.5, Alcm. 20.1.3,Mith 4.47
andfr. 135.2 (both Pindaric attestations have a melyitaihg first syllable).

7 This was also suggested by Waanders (1992: 379f.).

178 Fortpitatoc, only B.Epin. 1.112 and EHipp. 135 may be mentioned iff'. poetry. Ifteprétorg is correctly
restored for the ms. fornetpdroic in Pi. Ol. 8.46, it must have been taken from Lesbian pos&g von der
Mahll (1964: 50f.). But this restoration is rathgnaky in my view. The forméyddotog and éBdopotog are
restricted to Homer and Hesiod.

9 |n this connection, it may be noted thétpotoc never undergoddcL scansion in Homer.
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metathesis teru-, but it seemsd hocto posit such a pre-form only in order to expleiom.
TETPOTOG.

A second, more promising scenario would be that Henpatog contains an old
metrical lengthening. Note that in Homeézpatog is restricted to the As. nttétpatov (7X)
and the Ns. msaétpatog (only Il. 23.615), whereasgttaptog is normal in various different
case forms. The metrical lengthening may have maity occurred in a syntagm like
tétpatov fuop (2x verse-initial inOd.), where k"etrton would scan as a tribrach, or
o¢ tétpatov |g (2x 1., both times in hyperbaton with a verse-final npum a slot where many
old metrical lengthenings are found. | will furtredaborate this explanation in section 6.7.4.

It has to be stressed once again that lonic-A#tiaptoc and Arcadiartetoptog must
be the regular outcomes ofetwrto- in these dialects, because they cannot be expl&ipe
analogy. As for Mycenaean, we may conclude tfeato-ro-po-pirepresents Netro-pod-pi/,
which may have an analogicab--after enewe, *deke, and thatto-pe-zais the regular
outcome of its pre-formtf-peda.

2.7 Conclusions regarding Mycenaean

The inescapable conclusion of the preceding sexi®that the outcome of In Mycenaean
was certainly notre-, but either er- or preservedr-. Among the forms retained in section
2.3.1, the following material conclusively refutbe thesis thatr*yielded fo- in Mycenaean:

1) PNsa-no-me-déAnr-medes/, a—no-qo-ta/Ang-kWhontﬁs/
2) a-no-ga-si-ja/anrk""asi-/ ‘manslaughter’

3) to-pe-zaltrpeda/ ‘table’

4) to-gi-de‘spirals’, whether from trk"idesor *strk""ides

On the other hand, there are no forms with a sgekiCo-ro-> that necessarily reflect the
regular outcome of a form withy *the first membege-to-ro-may be explained by analogy,
to-ro-no-wo-ko may contain the avatar o06pova, and ma-to-ro-pu-ro may have a
compositional e-. For reasons to be discussed in section 7t8-4p ‘seat, throne’ is best
derived from a form witlo-vocalism of the root.

This conclusion is further corroborated by otherdemce. It is welcome that the
inherited present formatiomo-zeis the regular outcome of its pre-form (cf. Gottaurkjan
Av. varaziia-). The difference betweewo-do-we/wrdo-wen/ ‘rose-scented’ and its direct
Homeric cognat@odoevt- can be understood much easier if the pre-forntatead a syllabic
liquid (see the discussion in section 7.2.8p-ffa-wo-tais interpreted as /op-aworta/, thor—
could theoretically replaceo- after the full grade of the rootatver, but if Mycenaean
retainsy, this way out is barredlo-si-tamay be an older form tha®epoitg, perhaps with
the outcome of a PIEd*irsité- ‘'strong, aggressive’ as its underlying appellafven.

There is no compelling evidence for the outcome*bfin Mycenaean. When
discussing the Homeric evidence fpo- from *r in chapter 7, we will return to the question
whether Mycenaean may have preserved this phorfeoneow, nothing in Mycenaean itself
cogently speaks against such an assumption.
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