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9. Remaning evidence fonp and pa.

The preceding chapters have provided us with advamnk in which the remaining evidence
for *r in lonic-Attic can be discussed. | have distinge three groups of potential
counterevidence to a Proto-lonic vocalizatigre*-oap-: words with pa- that are candidates to
contain the outcome of %n front of - (section 9.1), verbal forms with a raddtaC- (section
9.2), and words with word-final-F > -pa (section 9.3). After that, | will discuss evidertbat
can be left aside for various reasons (section #idguss the evidence foirh- (section 9.5)
and give an overview of the remaining evidence -tgr- in isolated nominal formations
(section 9.6).

9.1 The development of *s- in lonic-Attic

Some words with etymologicatrs- have pa- as the outcome in front o6- The reason to
treat these words together are the problems suinegrthe adjectivédpacic ‘bold’, which
have been discussed in section 4.5. There aredsic bptions for explainin@pocic:

(1) a conditioned sound change= -pa- | _s (Bpaoctg the regular Proto-lonic form)
(2) an unconditioned change > -ap- (Bpacvg an artificial Epic creation).

Let us briefly repeat the arguments for considefipgovg an artificial creation of Epic
Greek. Sincépoovg is attested also in lonic-Attic prose, it seembeoan important piece of
counterevidence against a Proto-lonic vernaculangd ¥ > -op-. However, given the
levelings described in section 4.4, the expectadamoe of an ablauting Proto-Greakstem
paradigm would have been Proto-loni@apovc. | have argued that an earliebopovg is
indeed presupposed by the spread-gbcalism through the derivational systembéépocog,
Bapcém, Dapoive, etc. Moreover, the adjectiiapcaréog (attested both in Epic Greek and
lonic-Attic prose) seems to have replaced tiigptuc, because it iSopcaréog, NotBpacig,
that stands in a derivational relation with thea®al forms wittopo-.

The regular Epic outcome of non-ablautirlﬂrgu- is found in personal names and
compounds witldpacv-. Moreover, the Homeric formulipoceidov amo xeipdv may contain
the Epic reflex of the weak stertl%ew-of the originally ablauting adjective (section .8)7
| have suggested that the Homeric #sucvv was artificially created on the twofold basis of
Bpaceidov and the compounds witbpacv-. The new adjectivépactc, with its martial
meaning ‘bold, daring, reckless’, may then havenbkerrowed from Epic Greek into the
lonic-Attic vernacular.

Two problems with scenario (1) must be stressegdairticular. First of all@pacvg
would not be the expected Proto-lonic outcome ofilalauting paradigmt®ersus; *thorsew:
Secondly, the conditioned phonological developnvemiild require a phonetic underpinning.
Since a decision concerning the regular developroehrs- should not be based merely on
Opaovg, we have to review the other evidence for pre-fomith *-rs- in the vernaculat’®

9% The evaluation of PNs with a first memb@upo- or @pac- is complicated by the fact that they are so
frequent throughout alphabetic Greek, and appeansaoriptions from almost every dialect. A prioii, is
possible that names witbpaov- contain the reflex of Epicr¥ and that those wit®apov-, @appu-contain the
lonic-Attic vernacular outcome, or that of some Weseek dialect. However, since names vwitfipcv- may
always have been influenced by forms ldcog or Bapcaréog, | will not base my argument on them. On
Crete,fopovc is attested twice as a PN in Polyrrheri@ (I 23, 37 and 53), but the-vocalism of this form
would be enigmatic in a genuine Cretan word. Onéddcascribe this name to an Achaean substrate ete Gif.
the discussion in Leukart (1994: 191). The Myc. RiNsi-tais generally interpreted as"frstas/, a hypocoristic
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Before this can be done, it is necessary to resolweliminary issue. If$underwent an early
intervocalic lenition to h in Greek, why wasn’'t the group-rsV- (underlying 6pacig)
affected? This question can be answered after sidenation of the lenitions>h |N_, as in
dafjvon ‘to learn’ as opposed @movc ‘dense’.

9.1.1 The development of NsV-

The main problem is the retention @f--n dacvg ‘hairy, densely grown’, which is odd in
view of the outcomes of the PIE roatens in Greek’’’ The verbal root is represented by the
reduplicated presdiddokm ‘to teach’ (whence secondary a@tod&ot), Hom. dafjvar ‘to
learn’ (intr. aor.),0é6ae ‘taught’ (red. aor.), and in nominal formations the relic first
member ofaippov ‘prudent’?”® The verb has secure cognate formations in Iratffa8ince
the s was not preserved in any of the Greek forms qitgld, it cannot be doubted that
*-NsV- underwent a regular lenition toNhV-, independent of the accent.

But how to explairbactc? Its most obvious cognate Laknsus‘thick, dense’ may
continue tns-6-or *dens-o; becausedns-u-would be expected to yield astem* densuis
Neverthelessdacvg looks like an inheritedi-stem adjective, because a stedms-u- is also
presupposed by the semantically ident@alrLog (Sadroc) ‘dense, hairy, shaggy’ <dhs-u-
16-.%8% Thus, Sowrdg points in the same direction &&ijvor anddédae: *-NsV-was regularly
lenited to *NsV- This makes the the retention of in dacvg an even more urgent problem.
It has previously been ascribed to expressive gatioim (Szemerényi 1954: 261) or to a
“double treatment” of *Ns\- (DELG s.v. davAdc), but neither of these proposals offers a
satisfactory solutioft*

The retention of - can be easily explained, however, if we suppdsg docig
continues an ablauting paradigndéns-u; *dps-éw; and that the lenition s> *h in
intervocalic position took place before the firsges of the first compensatory lengthening
started to affect intervocalidNs-. This means thatdnh-ew-could be restored tadhs-ew-on
the basis of the strong stendens-u- In dovAidg, the s was not restored because the
paradigm had no ablaut. Thus, the paisvg besidedaviog provides clear-cut evidence that
theu-stem adjectives retained paradigmatic ablaut @idPGreek at least?

By way of excursion, let us consider HittdasSsu ‘strong, powerful; heavy, well-fed;
difficult, important’, which points to a pre-formdé&ns-u-with full grade root (cf. Kloekhorst,
EDHIL qg.v.). The identity ofdasSu and dacv¢ is often implicitly rejected when scholars
speak of two homonymous roots. However, it deseattesntion that one of the meanings of
Hitt. dassu is ‘heavy, well-fed’, from which one could derittee meaning ‘dense’ via ‘thick,
fat’. Indeed, one of the meanings of Ldénsusis ‘thick’, and the semantic development is

derived from a compounded name with first meml#rsi-. On this idea, and the comparison wibpsitng
(Hom.+), see section 2.3.1.

9" For a more complete overview of the evidence Marolessou & Pantelidis (2011). In my view, thesao
sufficient reason to assume, as they do, that¢herd influenced the development oN$\-. After completion
of this chapter, the recent book by Nikolaev (20d&ne to my attention. He gives (2010: 238-39, 2Ad)same
explanation fordacvg proposed here, with references to earlier liteea{®eldeslachtsStudia Indogermanica
Lodziensidl (1998), 57-69 was not available to me).

8| do not believe thaiai- in aippwv was originally the word for ‘battle’, as some sketie admit.

79 For 81ddokm, cf. OAv. 1s. pres. micdidaishé ‘I learn’, 3s. inj. pres. actidgs ‘teaches’. Note the identical
causative meaning of the (active) reduplicated &ioms in Greek and Avestan. The Vedic calasaya-is
probably secondary.

%809 On the accentuation, see Radt (1982 and 1994)theoreconstruction, see de Lamberterie (l.c.)w§ezkr
(1939: 307), Frisk anBELG (s.v.dav1dc).

%l 5zemerényi accepts Meillet’'s view “that - earlier ec-, is due to expressivity”, while derivirigioc from
*dpsulo- This view is accepted by de Lamberterie (199@)70

92 Further evidence for the preservation of PD akitautstem adjectives has been provided in section 4.1.
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common (cf. section 4.3.1 orupetc). In Greek, the meaning ‘dense’ was apparently
restricted to animal hairs and to the foliage eés.

In my view, the verbal rootdens ‘to be learned, (tr.) to teach’ and the root eamd
in the adjective dens-u- ‘dense’ are etymologically indentical. Although semantic
development from ‘dense’ to ‘experienced’ may semd at first sight, a good parallel is
attested in Greek. Besidaxvog, muokivog ‘hairy, dense’ andwoka ‘frequently’, mokiyunong
literally means “with dense planstykwvoppaov “with dense mind”. Another possible instance
is the Homeric formula.daoov kiip ‘wily heart’, beside the normal meaning ‘hairy,ndely
grown’ of Adotoc.

Given these parallels, we may now tentatively retmict what happened. The
original meaning of the rootdens-is ‘dense, thick’, as presupposed by the HitBegek and
Latin adjectives. The verbal root then underwentsemantic development to ‘wily,
complicated’ (of the mind), hence ‘experienc&.The Caland first memberdhs-i-
contained irbaippwv corresponds to Veditasra-and Av.dayra- ‘wise, capable’ < dns-ré-.
These were relatively late derivations from thebeémroot, created after the precursor of
Sacvc had become semantically isolat8d.As for Hittite das8u, it might show the
intermediate stage of the semantic developmens imeaning ‘difficult’.

No matter whether this identification of the rawtoactg and daviog with that of
dafjvon IS correct, it appears that the retention @f in dacvg can be explained from an
ablauting adjectival paradigm.

9.1.2 Retained e- from *-rs-: regular or analogical?

In a number of Greek words, a surfacing intervacait seems to derive from a pre-form
containing a sequencers- (e.g. Opacvg). Manolessou & Pantelidis (2011) have recently
discussed all the alleged exampl&sThe following examples are candidates to havernetia
*-s

93 A possible semantic motivation could be that trerds of a wily person are ‘impenetrable’, an irdtaly
woven web that is complicated to understand. TfgE (s.v. dafjvar) points at the use of adjectives like
nmowilov ‘complicated’ Od. 8.448),navtoinv ‘manifold’ (Od. 6.223) to qualify the object of learning. Note, i
this context, Av.hizuw dayhah- ‘power of the tongue’. On the other hand, somewathese stories can be
straightforwardly unraveled (and whose mind caedsly penetrated by others) would be considerelisfo
94 A further instance of the intermediary root meanicomplicated’ is perhaps the neuter plugyea ‘plans,
ruses’, whose etymological identity with Vedénsas ‘ability’, Av. hizuw dayhah- ‘power of the tongue’
cannot be doubted. However, from a Pidems-os-one would expect an lonic outcorfi@eivea, and there is
some evidence to suggest that the pre-formdneto had *i. Hackstein (2002: 185f.) accounts f@jveo as
follows: “in einem ablautenden Paradign@ens-osdns-es-h wurde die Schwundstufe @hs- >) urgr. *das-zu
*da-n-s- re-na[s]al[is]iert nache-stufigem *ens; eine Mdglichkeit die (...) sich (...) auf unzweidedi
Parallelfalle berufen kann.” If such an ablautisgtem paradigm could be reconstructed, the retentio
intervocalic s in the pre-form daseha< *dps-es-h could indeed be explained by inner-paradigmatieliag
with the singular form. It is problematic, howevthat there is generally no evidence for root abilaGreeks-
stems (see section 4.1.6). For the “renasalizatidrihe root, Hackstein refers édgupoc ‘amazement’, but this
word has no clear etymology, and there is no ewvdédnr the full grade root®up- assumed by Hackstein.
According to the handbooksdéns-oswas reshaped todans-osby influence of thea < *n in the verbal
paradigm ofdafvai. This view is rejected by Hackstein (I.c.). In miew, the reshaping could perhaps be
accounted for if the derivationally relatedstem adjective had a strong stenafis-u-<< *dens-u-at some
point. This would be paralleled by the replacementorms like kpétog >> kpdroc, which started from the
adjectivexpatvg (see section 4.2.1).

95 Most handbooks and historical grammars, e.g. Igeg1972), Rix (1992), or Sihler (1995), do notcdiss
the issue. The problem is only briefly mentionedSichwyzer (1939: 307, with marginal references lteo
literature), who remarks that inrsV- “oc wenigstens zunéchst erhalten zu sein [scheintfiahe means by
“zunachst” is unclear: ifs- was retained in this position when the intervacédinition took place, there is no
reason to assume that it was lenited afterwardsyiiview, there is no reason to doubt that the kbgmaent of
intervocalic *Ls- was accent-conditioned, as Wackernagel origiralbposed: *Ls- was preserved only when
the accent was on the immediately preceding sylabhd otherwise developed tb- with compensatory

251



Opacvg ‘bold’ (6dpoog ‘courage’)

tpacid ‘hurdle for drying figs’ gapodc ‘hurdle for drying cheese; sole of the foot’)
npdoov ‘leek’

ypaoog ‘smell of a goat’ {pdw ‘to eat’)

the Dp. in -G®aot of r-stem substantives, suchmagpdot, Bvyatpdot, avopdaot.

agrwnE

Two explanations for the retention of--are conceivable. First, it is possible thas *-
regularly underwent lenition also after,’and that instances of retained were analogically
restored after cognate forms with a full-grade r@asically, the same explanation required
for Sactc besidedaijvon).”®® Thus, the pre-form ofipactc may have reintroduced- from
the strong stem of the adjectiv€'érs-u; where we have seen that the lenition did not take
place, or even from a different cognate formatitke I*0époog ‘courage’ (>> lon.-Att.
0Gpooc).”®’

As a second possibility-fs- may have escaped the lenition of intervocafib&cause
*r did not behave like a full vowel. It is phonetigatonceivable that ¢ had a retroflex
realization after = compare the distribution found in Avestan, whesavas lenited td in
intervocalic position, whereas inrsV- its allophonic realizations- escaped the lenition.
This is, of course, due to a late-PIE (Balto-SlaWlo-Iranian) phenomenon known as the
ruki-rule. Even if there is no concrete indication thath an effect was operative in an early
form of Greek, it is difficult to exclude this saaio on forehand®

There are two potential pieces of evidence in favbia regular lenition ¥sV- >
*-rhV-. First, de Lamberterie (1990: 701-3, taking upuggestion by Wackernagel) argued
thattpavAdg ‘lisping, stammering’ continues a pre-forfr$-u-16-, a derivative inlé- derived
from the weak stem of the PIH-stem adjective tfs-G+ ‘dry’ (see section 10.4.4 on
yhapupdg). For the semantics, he pointsiggvopmvog ‘stammering’, which literally means
“with a dried up voice”, and which appears in caowjion with tpavidg in Hdt. 4.155.
Secondly, one could derivg@dam ‘to eat’ from a zero grade thematic formatiagrs-e/o; to
be compared with the Vedic rogtas ‘to devour’ if this contained a full grade roogres-

As we will see below, however, this second exangptiibious.

If the lenition of * took place early enough, it would be possible $orige its
retention in trs-6- (in tpacid, tapcog), Opacie, and in the Dp. in¥si (Gvdpdot, Tatpdot) to
analogical levelling. Thus, the issue depends enetfaluation ofpavidg as an example in
favor of lenition, and ofipacov andypécoc as counterexamplé®’ Let us therefore turn to a
discussion of the Greek forms which contasacs- or -upo-. The individual examples are
treated in alphabetical order.

lengthening of the preceding vowel. The evidenaenfrsigmatic aorists is rather complicated, butaib de
reconciled with Wackernagel’s idea (cf. Miller 1978s Miller observes, the middigpcopat ‘to become dry’
is a strong example against Forbes’s assumptiob8(1249ff.) that *Ls- was regularly reduced td.- with
compensatory lengthening. Forbes assumes-thatas regularly retained in-rsV- but she does so merely
because this enables her to explain cases of eetaitervocalicLs- by analogy (e.gépcog besidedpacic).

%6 Thys de Lamberterie (1990: 701ff.).

%7 Manolessou & Pantelidis posit the same rule fois¥% and for §sV-: retention of s- only when the accent
follows, lenition in other cases. In my view, thadence does not warrant such a drastic solutiate khat their
rule for *ysV- predicts exactly the opposite of Wackernagelle ffor intervocalic *Ls- (1888), where only a
directly precedingaccented syllable causes tkete be preserved.

98 Another case where tlid not function like a full vowel is the developnt of *tw- in the position beforer*
As | have argued in section 2.5fw- was reduced to t- when directly followed by i whereas intervocalic
*-tw- was preserved as such at that time.

%9 De Lamberterie (l.c.) discusses onbypodc andBpaocic, for which he assumes analogical restoratiorsof -
under influence oféposopor andbopo- / Bepo-, but does not give his opinion apdcov andypdcoc.
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9.1.3 The Dp. in -(pact

In the dative plural of-stems, Homer only ha&dpdot, dotpdot. After Homer, the only
frequent Dp. form remain®vdpdot, but we also findvyatpdaot (first Hes.fr. 165.7, Hdt., B.,
X., PL) androtpdot, untpact (both rare),yaotpdot (1x). We may conclude that at least
avopaot andbvyatpdot were normal vernacular forms, all the more soesidomer only uses
fuyotépeoor.”® The Mycenaean formu-kato-si or tu-kafa-si (MY Oe 112.2) is badly
readible; the latter reading is preferred by thgomitg of scholars, but it would be imprudent,
as Haug remarks (2002: 59), to base any theory tipsiorm?®*

It is possible that Homiotpdol andavopaot show the regular development of a pre-
form with Epic ¥, in view of their respective dactylic pre-formgstrsi and metrically
lengthened anrsi for tribrachic *anrsi (see chapter 7). In the vernacular, forms fik&pdot
andfvyatpaot are hardly probative for the development pfefther, because the other case
forms of the plural (apart from the Np.) inheritecero grade of the suffix (cf. Afivopag,
Boyorpag, Gp. avépav, Buydtpwv). It is therefore likely in any case that an owuteo-op-
would have been replaced wiibu-, So as to avoid stem-final alternations.

For the same reasons, no conclusions can be bagbd ®p. of ‘four’. Classical Attic
hastéttapot, and lonic and the Koine havéscepot; both forms may have been analogically
influenced by the Nptéttapeg or téooepeg, respectively. Besides, a relic fortarpaoct is
attested in Early Greek Epic (Hes. fr. 294.2, Aagsnfr. 5.2) and in Pindar. This form must
be the outcome of Proto-Greek"&twrsi > *k"etrsi (see section 2.5), with Epig.*Since the
vocalization to ep- was posterior to the loss ofw- in front of *r, the Attic Dp.téttapot
cannot be the regular outcome &f'&twrsi. It is possible, however, that the reduced Dpmfor
*k"etrsi first yielded *k"etarsiin the Proto-lonic vernacular, and thats*-was subsequently
introduced from the Ns.K¥etseres< *k"etweres If Att. téttapec generalized the vocalism of
the Dp., this could explain the difference with theic and Koine forméooepec.”®? It is hard
to exclude, however, that the vocalizatidtetrsi > *k"etarsiwas influenced by forms with a
full grade, notably thek"etwer-underlyingtéooepec.

9.1.4ypacog and ypam
It has been proposed that the substangpmesoc ‘smell of a he-goat’ (Eupolis, Ar., etc.,
mostly with sexual connotations) derives from thene root agpdawm ‘to eat’ (cf. DELG s.v.
ypaoog). For the semantics, it is noted that the formabynparablepdayoc *he-goat’ Od.+)
is also attested in the meaning ‘smell of the hatg&ince this word is usually analyzed as a
zero grade trg-o- to tpoywm ‘to eat, gnaw, devourypdacog is supposed to continue an earlier
*grs-o-‘grazing’, lexicalized as ‘he-goat’.

It must be stressed, however, that the precisenstieation of the ablaut between
pdy® andtpdyog remains unclear (see section 9.4.1). This castbtd@n the reconstruction

990 Note that the Dp. forms in g@iot cannot be used as evidence for an accent-coneiitidevelopment ofr*
At first sight, one could think thatvépact and dotpiot preserve the PIE accent, in view of Vegigbhyas
(RV), pitrsu (AV) and nrsu. But this is not certain, because the accent ®fGheek forms could theoretically
also be due to Wheeler’'s Law (retraction to theuftenate in a word of dactylic metrical structur@),which
case the development would be PQratfsi (with the normal accentuation on the Lp. ending)patrasi >
natpdct. Columnization of the accent after the other dasms (cf.ratépeg, natpdv) cannot be excluded either,
neither in Greek nor in Vedic. Cf. the discussiomMeier-Briigger (1992b), which does not lead téearcresult.
91 Meier-Briigger (1992b: 388), Hackstein (2002: 6§ alanolessou & Pantelidis (2011: 370) base their
arguments on the Mycenaean form. But since theme f&irther reliable evidence foar- as a Mycenaean reflex
of *r (see section 2.1), the form is best left aside.

992 See Stilber (1996: 117-8). With McCone (1993: 4% assumes that the suffix allomorph--in téooapeg
originated in the dative. But neither of them ekmawhy we find the outcomess-, -t1- < *-tw- in this form,
rather than the expected reductiotwt > -t-.
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of *r in tpdyog, and thence also on the former presencerdh*pacoc.*> Moreover, the
assumed semantic development is possible, but byneans compelling, and the word
belongs to a peculiar register. Finally, an impatrtguestion is whethetpdaw can be derived
from a zero gradedrs-e/o-at all. In order to answer this, a brief discussb its attestations
IS necessary.

The impv. 2s.ypac61 is only attested aka-ra-si-ti in the Cyprian syllabary. The
inscription where this form occurs (MassdBS 264) starts withka-i-re-te : ka-ra-si-ti :
[wa]-na-xe: ka-po-ti which Masson interprets as followsuni¥ete. I'pact, [Fa]vag, ka(c)
n®0y, “Hail! Eat, Lord, and drink!®%* Furthermore, the glosga: ¢dye. Kompiot (Hsch.)
deserves to be taken seriously, because it agaspia the direction of Cypru§?® Finally,
&ypae IS attested in Callir. 551 (Pfeiffer),kai y6vog ailndv &ypae kndepdva. This form is
traditionally analyzed as an imperfect, but in vielthe absence of further context, a
thematic aorist cannot be excluded. Note that- ¢dye is glossed as an aorist, and that
ypacbt also seems to be an aorist in view of the conjanatith the root aorist "i/.>%®

The verbal root also underliegiotp, Gs. yaotpog, secondarily alsoépog (Il.+)
‘belly’. The pre-form underwent dissimilatoryloss, probably in forms withpoaotp-, with a
zero grade suffix (Vine 2011). The non-epic paradig N.yactp, A. yootépa, G. yootpdc,

D. yootpi, which is the expected outcome of a PIE hysteradyo paradigm of the type
nathp.®*” Such a preservation of PIE ablaut is rare in Gréekas leveled out in the types
cwtp, cotipe androwry, towévae. This suggests thatiotp is an inherited word® it is
commonly reconstructed as PIErs-#r, G. *grs-tr-6s°°° The etymological appurtenance of
ypaotic ‘green fodder’ (pap.™3c. BC) to the above forms is doubttff°

Thus, the Cyprian imperative forms, the Callimachewalicative, and the substantive
yoaothp can be reconciled with a verbal ragpas-C- *grah-V- Since both Cyprypdc61 and
yaothp preserve archaic morphology, an IE origin of tleigt should be seriously considered.
How should we reconstruct the Proto-Greek form?r@lage no clear instances-od- < *r in
Cyprian, but we do have a few reasonable instanfeso- or -or- < *r (section 3.5).
Therefore, a reconstruction PGrgrs- is at least questionable. Since the existence of a

993 Hackstein (1995: 180) reconstructs the roottes,d-, but the laryngeal seems to be based only on thelG
presenttpoywm. If this is correct, the Greek them. aoriptiysiv would have to be an innovation. Wasiysiv
(beside prespdym) influenced by the older thematic aorjstysiv?

9% Similar zero grade imperative forms gt ‘speak!” < *"h,-d"i, io61 ‘know!” < *uid-d'i, and especialljo6
‘be!’ beside Av.zd < PIE *h;s-d'i. And note also the imperativé{e)d-di ‘eat!’ presupposed bsbio.

9% On the other hand, the formation and dialectajiorf ypaivew- £o0isv (Hsch.) remain unclear. It is perhaps
conceivable that the preseniaive arose in Cyprian beside the contracted aorist foypd, by analogy with
pres. Baivo : aor. &Ba (for the semantics, not that cattle either walksgoazes). Another possible formal
comparandum i8paive, a by-form of the normal presesjido ‘to do, perform’.

99 The thematic imperativepd < *gra(h)ecould be a replacement of the older formic6t on the basis of the
indicative&ypae. However, the dialectal origin &fpac cannot be ascertained.

97 The Gsyaotépoc occurs only once in Homer, the Dswotépt only 6x in Homer, 1x Hes., 1x E. These by-
forms were clearly devised for metrical reasonsteNibat the Asyactépa is frequent in the fifth footipra
yvaotépo toye I, 17.313,B0re yaotépa péoony Il. 13.506), like the Dsyactépt (uéon &' év yaotépr mii&e(v) I.
13.372 = 398).

9% Beekes’ objection to this etymology that “a bellges not eat’EDG s.v. yaotijp) is not to the point: the
Greek evidence, starting with Homer, shows thatoamp is often a gluttonous or craving stomach, and
typically envisaged as something on which a man imagome dependent (hunger, gluttony). Szemerényi's
suggestion to connect the Callimachean w@nda ‘sacrificial meat, innards’ (retained as an aliive to the
traditional etymology by BeekeBDG s.v.yaotp) does not explain the formation pictp (agent noun), and
is therefore best discarded.

999 But if the reconstruction ofpdo as *rns-is correct (see belowjpotip must be reconstructed agriis-ter.

1090 The oldest attestations of this word present &by kpdotic (Ar.). Frisk (s.v.ypto) suggests thatp- may
be folk-etymological after an unknown word, bustassumption is gratuitous (8ELG s.v.ypaw, with further
discussion). The fact thatpdotic has the older attestations rather suggestsyihattic was due to folk-
etymological connection withpdo.
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phoneme & in PIE is also doubtful (Lubotsky 1989), the omgmaining option is to
reconstruct the pre-form of Gregkas- as PIE %rns-'%%

This suggestion seems to be confirmed by the etygnedl comparanda gpaw. The
only serious candidate is Vegtas ‘to devour, digest’, attested grasetim (3du. impv. pres.
mid.), jagrasind (ptc. pf. mid.), grasitd (ta-ptc.), grasistha- (superlative, ‘devouring
most’) %% It is remarkable, first of all, that the root ismablauting. From a rootgtes.,
Sanskrit would normally form a middle perfédagrsana and ata-ptc. “*grsta-, with zero
grade root. Thus, Vedic points in the same direcés Greek: a rootgtns- which only
occurred in the zero grad®” In an ideal situation, the primary aspect of thésbal root
would provide information about the origin of thera grade, but unfortunately the primary
formations are difficult to reconstrut®*

Given that a non-ablauting Proto-Greek rogtris- (or *gras) is the most likely
option, it appears impossible to explain the retendf intervocalic s- in ypdcog, as opposed
to its lenition ingypae andypa- @dyes. Therefore, neitheypaw norypdcoc, whatever its exact
origin, can be used in the present discussion.

9.1.5tapooc and Tpacid, Tapony
The verbtépoouo ‘to become dry’ is rare in Greek, being attestaty an Homer, together
with an intr. aor. infrepofvan, teporjuevar (both 1x). This aorist must be a recent reshaping
in view of its full grade root®® The normal verb in Classical Greeksigoive ‘to dry’. The
question is, now, what weight should be attachatiedollowing forms with ep- or pa-.

lon. tapodc (M.), Att. tappog has a wide range of concrete meanings, which ean b
divided into two general categories: 1. ‘(plaited¢k for dehydrating and drying cheese, etc.’
(Od. 9.219, Theoc.), ‘plaited tube, mat of rushes,dkof flat basket’ (Hdt., Th., Ar.),
‘entangled roots forming a network’ (Thphr.). 2ols of the foot’ {I. 11.377 and 388, Hdt.,
Hp.), thence a designation of all kinds of flatesdts like ‘blade, rudder, row of oars’ (Hdt.,
Th., E.+). The appurtenance of all these words¢ardot ters-is clear: in meaning koapodg
could refer to any kind of object made of dried en@ts, especially to plaited wickerwork,

1901 The present argument does not change if one dis#ste reconstruct the root as PIBras (e.g. Sihler
1995: 153). It is perhaps better to reconstruaa-initial palatovelar 3-, which underwent depalatalization in
front of r in Indo-Iranian.

1992 The material is discussed by Kiimmel (2000: 166)well as in thelIV? (s.v. *gres). The later Ski.
causativegrasaya (Br.+) is an innovation with productivé-vocalism of the root. Chantrain®ELG s.v.)
speaks of a “vieux mot populaire”, which he recamss as gras, including also Lat.gramen ‘grass’.
However, the concept of “mots populaires” is questble, and the reconstruction of Pl&i% doubtful as well
(see above). As an alternative, Lgtamencould also be compared with the Germanic verb P&man- ‘to
grow’ (de Vaan,EDL s.v.gramer). The reconstructionypd-jo assumed by Manolessou & Pantelidis (2011:
369) is unmotivated.

1003 K immel LIV? s.v. *gres) remarks that “Gegen Nasal spricht jedgehsistha-”, but one wonders whether
this superlative is an old formation. It is impdidsito explain the Vedic evidence by “Narten” abléie. an
upgrade of the normal PIE ablaut schenge/*d to *¢ / e), because the Greekvocalism would remain
unexplained.

1004 The coexistence of middle present and middle peféems in Vedic could point to an older intransitverb
meaning ‘to devour, digest grass’. This would hamine with Gr.yactip, as an organ that habitually digests.
However, Cyprypacf seems to be the 2s. impwrhs-di of a root aorist, with the zero grade of the root
expected in such a formation. As for other rootthznsame lexical field, the regular PIE preserthexmeaning
‘to eat’ was clearly k;ed-mi The normal Greek aorigloysiv ‘to eat’ had a different meaning in PIE (cf. Ved.
bhéjati ‘to share, apportion’). However, if one wishesassume thatgrns- formed a primary aorist in the
meaning ‘to eat up, consume, devour’, it must tb@nainto account that there are other root aovistls this
meaning: Vedaghas 3p. aksan (< *g""es- but only attested in Indo-Iranian) and Pig"“érhs- ‘devour’. There
may have been semantic nuances that can no loegecbvered.

1995 The intransitive verbal semantics match thetem adjective attested in other IE languages (fad-
‘greedy’, Av.tarSu ‘dry’, Goth. paursusdry’, G. dirr).
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and meaning 2. ‘sole of the foot’ is in my view bdsrived from ‘callous skin’, rather than
from ‘flat object’ (as assumed by Frisk ab&LG, q.v.)1°°® The zero grade formationrs-6-
looks archaic, which is confirmed by its wide seti@mrange in Greek?®’ The same IE verbal
root served as a basis for Artfar ‘stick for drying grapes etc.” <tfs-and OHGdarra ‘rack
for drying fruit or grains’ < tors-eh-.

A second etymon containing the zero grade roohésrare wordepooid (Eup., Ar.,
S.), tapouj (Semon.) ‘hurdle for drying figs, dried figs; p&ador drying cereals’® The
oxytone suffix t (see Chantraine 1933: 82, Risch 1974: 116-7) esestibstantives which
refer to a collection of objects, or to a place mehehey are collectetf®® Both semantic
interpretations are possible fgsacid: its base form trs6- may have referred either to the
dried aliments themselves (figs, grains, etc.){oothe baskets or items of wickerwork that
were kept in a storage place (aipcog, meaning 1).

Althoughtpaoid is attested only in poetic authors in the Clasgeaiod, it looks like
an Attic vernacular word because it is atteste&damedians. It seems attractive, then, to
assume thatpooia is the regular outcome oftrs-iz-, and thattaponi had its vowel slot
restored after the verbal root. The same analogéstbration would then have taken place in
topodg. It must be objected, however, th@poopot is not a productive verb anymore in
lonic-Attic, where it had been replaced &ypaive. Moreover, the meaning atipodg ‘sole
of the foot, blade, rudder’ was without a doubtcher connect with that apoopon ‘to dry’
already for speakers of Proto-lonic, whilencia is still semantically and morphologically
perspicuous as a “place for dry storadf&®.In other words, given the semantic isolation of
tapodc, it is problematic to assume that a pre-fortpotbog was influenced byéposopat, and
thattpacid escaped this influendé!

The possibility may therefore be envisaged tipabia, which in the Classical period
is attested in poetic authors only, is originaltyEpic word which was superficially Atticized
only in its suffix 1. Note that Homer attests a large number of noons)i(Risch, I.c.), and
that this formation yielded convenient dactylicrfar if the root ended in a short vowel plus a
single consonant. There would be a clear motivatiometaining trsia-: just like xopdin, the
vernacular formapou] would have been ill-suited to the metrical demawmiddactylic poetry.
Drying hurdles are mentioned in Epic Greek, as bwsoclear from the appearanca@iocdc
in the Cyclops-episode of tli@dyssey

Thus, there are two possible ways out of the dilansketched above. If one accepts
that pa- was the conditioned outcome af ih front of *s, on account ofpooid, then it must

1098 «pje auffallende Bedeutungsverschiebung zu ‘Fusshisw.’ ist von der flachen Gestalt der betredfem
Gegenstande ausgegangen. Sie wurde dadurch eslgictibss das primére Verb der poetischen Sprache
vorbehalten blieb und in der Prosa von anderen Agen fir ‘trocken’, z.B&npaive, ersetzt wurde” (Frisk,
S.V.TapcOg).

1997 Eor the zero gradetr's-6- cf. other inherited formations likayov ‘yoke’, kapmoc ‘harvest'. In the present
context, it is interesting thatpcopat itself has lost all traces of ablaut: the intn.astepoijvon ‘dry up’, and the
aoristtéponve (Il. 17.529) was, as a factitive formation wive, clearly built on the middle presetipcopat
(semantically close i8épueto ‘became warm’ fepuoive ‘to heat’, and cf. als®dpoive, adaive, Enpaive).
This supports a relatively high antiquity of theagrade derivativets-6-

1098 Aelius Herodianus also had&ppia- tpacid, which must be due to a folk-etymological conrmetivith
Bappoc ‘endurance’. The glossopofitar dyysia, év oig ol Tupoi yoyoviar ‘vessels for keeping cheese cool’
(Hsch.) seems to presuppose an agent mepsyyng “dryer”.

19991n Homer, a collective meaning is foundsipacty ‘garden bed with leeksiogw ‘back bristles of a boar’,
ayvpai ‘heap of chaff',omodw ‘heap of ashes’gvOpax ‘heap of glowing coals’. Other forms refer to a
location, e.goxom ‘lookout place’ éoyatiy ‘boundary, extremity’.

1010 «pie auffallende Bedeutungsverschiebung (...) wudbeurch erleichtert, dass das primare Verb der
poetischen Sprache vorbehalten blieb und in des&Pwon anderen Ausdriicken fir ‘trocken’, zpaivo,
ersetzt wurde” (Frisk, s.¢apcog).

10111t is futile to discard the reconstructiotrg6- in favor of a different pre-form likettsu-6-, as is done by
Forbes (1958).
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be accepted thatpodg contains the restored outcome of This is problematic in view of
the various lexicalized meanings wipcog. On the other hand, if one accepts that the poetic
word tpacid could be of Epic origin, thetopodg may simply contain the regular outcome
-op- < *r, also in front of &. | prefer the second option.

9.1.6tpMpov

The nountprpeov means ‘timorous, shy, easily frightened’ in &Aax 1067, where it is an
epithet ofkénpol, a species of waterbirds. In Homer, it only occirscombination with
néLeW OF medeldg ‘pigeon’ Tpripova méreav Il. 22.140, 23.853, 855 and 87a¢. 20.243,
néhewon tpipoveg Od. 12.62-3,tpnpwot nehetdow Il. 5.778). At first sight, it seems that
TpHpwv IS an adjective, but this would be morphologicdifficult because barytone nouns in
-ov- refer to individuals with a characteristic adjeat property (cf. the overview in Risch
1974: 56). Moreover, the existence of a substantygpov ‘pigeon’ is implied by
noivtprpwv (II.) ‘rich in pigeons’. It is therefore likely thahe simplextpripov was the
original word for ‘dove, pigeon’, and thafiewo is an old feminine of the adjective for ‘grey’
(thus also Frisk, s.utéleia) which had taken over the function gffpwv ‘pigeon’ already
before Homer.

It is clear thattpnpwv derives from the root ofpéw ‘to flee from, be afraid of, shy
away’ (cf. Ved.trasanti‘they tremble, quiver’) astrs-r6- ‘frightened, timorous’ > trasré- >
*trar6-.2°*2 Note thatré-adjectives could be derived from intransitive \&rboots. From
*trar6-, a derivative traron ‘shy guy could be productively derived (cf. e.gpaBég
‘squinting’ — otpdpwv ‘squinter’). The reconstructiontrard- is confirmed by the glosses
TPNPOV- EAaPPOV, dELOV, TayD, mhoiov pikpdv “nimble, weak, quick, a small vessethopov-
1<p>0y0, andtapov- tayv (all Hsch.). The latter two prove the etymologitai-.'*

Since ep- was the normal, regular outcome of it may be wondered whethera-
in *trahro- < *trasré- is due to a conditioned development, in froneiher *s or *h. This
depends on one’s opinion about the first compengdémgthening affecting original Rs
and *sR: did it pass through an intermediate stage withR¥, or was there only an
intermediate stage with geminates? This difficetue cannot be treated in detail here, but a
special developmentr*> -pa- in front of *h would be phonetically conceivable, and
paralleled bytpavidg ‘stammering’, if this indeed continues PGir.stu-16-

For purposes of relative chronology, it is inteireggthattpnpog < *trasro- took part in
the first compensatory lengthening. This could ynihlat the vocalization ofr*took place
before the completion of this sound change, at leais environment but perhaps also more
generally. If there was an intermediate stage #itin-, the vocalization of i would have to
pre-date the elimination oh- in this position. However, we have to be carefol to draw
any rash conclusions, because a pre-fotrhrd- would contain a highly specific phonetic
environment where a vocalization tar- (yielding *tarro-?) would hardly have been an
option. Furthermore, the presentehs > Hom.tpéw ‘to be scared, flee’ may have influenced
the place of the vowel. Finally, it must be askdaaivthe pre-form of Homapveiog ‘ram’
(Att. apvemc) was. If this form derives fromwirsn<i-6-, as seems probable in view of Ved.
vrspi- ‘ram’, this would show that the pre-formwrhneio- regularly developed to

1012, LSJ(s.v.1pripov), BeekesEDG s.v.1pripav).

1913 |10 tpapov- 1<p>oyv, the formtpayd found in the ms. may be due to contamination whth definiendum
tpapdv. On the other handppdv- toyd may be a case of dissimilation. In view of thekesges as well as the
etymological analysis, the occurrencetpfipwv in Ar. Pax 1067 (with #- even afterp in Attic) must be an
epicism. This is confirmed by the fact that Aristapes uses Homeric phraseologypfipowvt nekein (Av. 575),
with the Epic Ds. fem. ingin.
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*war(h)reio-, and that in trhro- > *trahro- the vowel slot was indeed influenced by the
verbal root treh- 1%

9.1.7 Uncertain and irrelevant evidence forepe- and paoc-

The reconstruction ofiponv ~ &ponv is only of minor importance for determining the
development of ¥s- In inscriptions£pony is attested in Lesbian, Kos, Gortyn, Messenian,
Epidauros, Cyrene, and Efi$:> Herodotus hagponv, but since Eastern lonic inscriptions
otherwise haveéiponv, this form could be ascribed to the influence efghboring Doric
dialects (Kos, Rhodos) on the lonic of Halikarnassbhe formégponv is found in Homer,
literary and epigraphic Attic, Koine, and dialebtaln Arcadian and lonic inscriptions
(Miletus, Thasos). It seems, then, that Proto-Id@ddpony.

Since a zero grade refleyoev is attested in Thessalian (Garcia Ramon 2007 @ldes
gpomv in Lesbian, and since West Greek Basnv, the ablaut must have been preserved into
Proto-Aeolic (and, a fortiori, in Proto-North Greelter the split with South Greek). This
means that Proto-lonic may have had ablaut, toomisitter what the regular outcome efs-
was, Proto-loniéponv may have been influenced by the full grade form.

Traditionally, the side-by-side of Vedrtsabh& andrsabh& has been taken to point to
two etymologically distincin-stems tirs-n- and *hirs-n- (cf. Peters 1993b). But recently,
Pronk (2009: 179) has convincingly argued that IRPdH just one adjective: “Nsug&rsn, As.
*ursen-m Gs. urs-n-os‘male of an animal’ (...) This word also occurredths second part
of the compound ¢"hsu-urszn ‘bull’ (or perhaps, with a full grade g¥ehsu-urszn), which is
preserved in Tocharian and Germanic. In Greek,-Inglnan and Armenian, the second part
of the compound was wrongly analyzed assen and started to lead an independent life”.
Pronk’s idea allows us to explain all Greek formmf one basic ablauting paradigm without
initial digamma.

For the adjectivénikapoioc ‘transverse, crosswise’, which contains--< *-ti-, see
section 9.4.

Although npdoov ‘leek’ does not occur in Homer, its derivatizpaoiy| is attested in
the Odysseyin the meaning ‘garden bed’ (i.e. “place wherek¢ée®r similar plants are
grown”).2%* Itself, mpaoov first occurs in Attic comedy (e.g. Ar., further kp., Thphr.). The
plant mpdcov is often mentioned together witmbvov, ynteov ‘onion’, which is a clear
substrate word in view of the variation in the drdgtop and the suffix (BeekeEDG
s.v.)1°2” On the basis of Greekpdoov and Lat.porrum ‘leek’, a pre-form Hrso- could be
reconstructed®® The etymological dictionaries (FrisRELG, EDG g.v.) doubt the value of
this etymology, in view of the possibility that terd was borrowed in the Mediterranean,
together with the plant. | will therefore not ug&cov as evidence.

An interesting new perspective apdacov has recently been opened by Wachter's
etymology for Persephort€® Wachter remarked that the oldest Attic form ofseghone is
probably ITeppogatta, which is attestated on Attic vases (see Wach®®62139-40). He

10141 leave aside the problem of the lacking reflexritial digamma in Homer, which may be solved eithy
assuming thaépveiog was introduced from the lonic vernacular (seekFsis.), or by assuming influence of
aponv.

1915 Though see the doubts on the dialectal authentéithis form in Minon 2007: 200-201.

1018 Mpaciai also occurs as a toponym in Laconia and is theenaivan Attic deme. Oxytone nouns in are
frequent in Homer; other examples are given byiR{8874: 116-7).

1917t is not certain, in my view, that ‘leek’ was tliginal meaningnpéoov may perhaps have denoted a
different species of culture plant. Similarly, MdEekis related to GLauch Du. look, which originally denote
any kind of plant that can be peeled hoblauch knoflooR.

198 The original accentuation cannot be reconstrudiedause Greek neuters regularly bear recessieatacc
1019 5ee Wachter (2006), and also the email discussion
http://klaphil.unibas.ch/fileadmin/klaphil/user_opHd/redaktion/idg/Persophatta.pdf.
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derives this form from PGr.ﬁerso-N’hpt-ja, which would mean ‘threshing ears of grain’. The
phraseology contained in this name is matched kxactindo-lranian (Ved.parsan préti
hanmi “I crush [my enemies] in heaps”, RV 10.48.7, AparSamgm nijabm hiiat “when
someone threshes ears of corn” (see the discussEWAias.v.parsa-). Greeklleppogparta
now seems to prove that the syntagner‘sé-*g""hen-is of PIE origin. As Wachter shows, the
original meaning of §*"en-, at least with agricultural products as an objetdy well have
been ‘to strike repeatedly, thresh’. In Greek, dhier trace of this meaning is preserved in
uvAnearov digitov axtig “mill-crushed grain of barley’@d. 2.355).

The question remains, however, what the originaammey of *persé is. Wachter
follows a suggestion by Weiss to compapersé with the neuter prso- that is allegedly
reflected in Latporrum Gr. npdcov ‘leek’. Although a number of interesting observas
have been made by the contributors to Wachter'slafisgussion, it seems unlikely that the
leek was cultivated early enough outside of therNeast to justify an Indo-European
etymology. Ifrpdcov is a loanword, we do not know whether it was bagd in the form
*prso- or *praso (after the lenition of intervocalis to h).!%%° For the latter option, we may
comparexépacoc ‘cherry’, another culture word ending inco- that cannot be reconstructed
for PIE.

The neuterpépoog ‘quarter, part of a city’ (Hdt. 1.180f. and 18&id of Babylon,
which is divided in two parts by the Euphratesjasnd in various other meanings in later
authors (“any piece cut off or severet3). BeekesEDG, q.v.) accepts the comparison with
Hitt. parsi®®, pars®™ ‘to break’, parsa- ‘morsel, fragment’ which is cited with some
hesitation by KloekhorstEDHIL, q.v.)1%?* But in my view, this etymology is too uncertain,
and | prefer to considerapcog a loanword.

9.1.8 Conclusions on ¥s-

There is not much evidence for regular = -pa- in front of a sibilant in the Proto-lonic
vernacular. No conclusion can be based on Dp. fékasétpaot, avopdaot, dotpaoct, where
we may either assume analogy after the Ap. and @, pre-form with Epicr* The forms
npdoov, ypaoog, papocog cannot be relied upon, ariggonv may have an analogical vowel
slot. The only two suggestive cases foe*-pa- in front of - arefpactg andtpacid.

From the point of view of lexical semantics, howegveipcdc is a much better
candidate to contain the unrestored outcomer dh&ntpacw). To assume that the lexically
completely isolated formapcog underwent an analogy witttpcopon ‘to dry’, and that the
perspicuous derivativepacid ‘drying place’ did not undergo this analogy, stheds the
imagination. It is more probable, in my view, thah.-Att. tapcdég and lon.tapo contain
the regular outcome of-fs-, and that the rare poetic wotfacid was taken from the Epic
tradition. If one is inclined to defend a conditahreflex ¥ > -pa- in front of - on the mere
basis oftpacid andfpacig, a phonetic motivation for the different treatmarduld have to
be supplied.

If we suppose that the derivation®iwiog ‘stammering’ from trs-u-l0-‘dried up’ is
correct, it is the only compelling piece of eviderfor the participation of-fsV-in the early
Greek lenition of intervocalic-5-. The evidence for retainedrs- can indeed be explained by
analogy (e.g. PGr.t%su- restored after tfersu?, or by assuming lexical borrowings (e.g.
npaoov). Furthermore, since the lenition of intervocatis- was certainly older than the

1020 Ringe (1989: 142-43) suggests thpicov was borrowed into Greek in the formrso- after the lenition of
intervocalic *s.

1021«The most promising etymology (...) is a connectiith Hitt. parsi-*™, pars#™ ‘to break’, par$a-‘morsel,
fragment’, if we assume that in a zero grabi&s-o-, the-s- was preserved between vocalic resonant and vowel.
The Hitt. word is compared with the Gm. group of ®M:stg OHG brestan OE berstan‘to burst’. Within
Greek, we find a verbal forgipoar = oyican (EM)” (BeekesEDG s.v.¢apcoc).
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vocalization of ¥, and since the full grade root wasers, tpavidog would prove a
conditioned vocalization 1* > -pa- in front of *h-. Although | find de Lamberterie’s
etymology oftpaviog promising, it must be stressed that a numbersafeis depend on this
single example, and that it would be the only reagpassume a conditioned development
*-rhV-> *-rahV-. Since we cannot exactly determine the phoneti@son of Proto-lonic, it

is hard either to exclude or bolster this specidltange with phonetic or typological
arguments.

9.1.9 Excusus: Attictéppo

As was remarked in section 1.3.1, the only poténtgromising example of a vernacular
reflex -op- in Attic is noppw ‘further (X., com., PL),népow (Pi., trag., Th.}°* A
denominative verlropovvm, nopcaive ‘t0 prepare, provide for, arrange, etc.’ is agdsin
poetry (Hom.+, Pi., trag}*®* Homer hastpoce ‘forward, further’ (5x, also in Hdt.) and
npocom (13x), but does not attesbpow (except indirectly intopovve, mopoaive). Class.
noppo (toépow) and Homzpos(c)w must be the same word in origin (BfELG s.v.népow,
paceFrisk), as is shown by their complementary diakdistribution and identical semantics.
In fifth century Greekspdow is regular in lonic (Herodotus, Hippocratic corpushereas
Attic only has it in the tragedians and in Xenoph®hereforeoppm was without a doubt
the Attic vernacular form?*

It has been proposed that the variation between Aéppw and lonictpdow is due to
liquid metathesis (e.gDELG s.v. npocw), but this remains pure speculation (see section
1.4.2). It is also difficult to explain the vocatisof topow from ano-grade'®?® Since Hom.
npoécw is always used in front of a consonant (wWifltL scansion), the word is a good
candidate to derive from a pre-fornprtio.'??® We therefore have to ask whether the
vernacular forméppe (tépom) may also derive frompirtis.*%?’ If this is indeed the case, the
only feasible conditioning factor for theevocalism ofroppw would be the preceding labial
consonant.

1922 pindar also usespoiov ‘farther’, mopoiota ‘farthest’, recently created grades of comparisbthe adverb.
1923 The verb is not attested in comedy, nor in preseept for the usual suspects of high-register bokeay
(Herodotus, Xenophon). In Epic Greélptive, évtive, dreybvo andropovve all share the basic meaning ‘to
arrange, prepare’. Since there is no derivationativation for the suffix évo in mopcive, it was clearly
influenced by this small group. The same has beepgsed fordieyove (DELG s.v. ddéym); dptove also
seems secondary beside the expected formafioiw. This means thatopoaive (fut. mopoavéovoa Il. 3.411,
v.l. mépoauve for nopovve Od. 7.347) must be the older form of the verb.

1924 Thucydides usesdpow, nevertpécw. The formndpow is found in Pindar, Euripides, and Sophocles ot
in Aeschylus. All these authors also attgsicw. While bothnpocwm andnopow are used in poetry, it is further
noteworthy that the latter is restricted to lyrigepry. This could suggest thapocw originated in Epic Greek,
and thattépow originated in the parallel lyric tradition.

19251 the meaning ‘forward’ PIE hadpf and *pro, but not or-. Moreover, to assume argrade por- would
entail that Proto-Greek had two formations for wikatlearly the same word.

1928 For further argumentation in favor of this conabus see section 9.1.9. Forssman (1980) has shiatritie
development of PGr. intervocalicrt- in Hom. €ppw ‘to get lost’ < *wertio was different from that of PGr.
intervocalic *1s- (preserved in Homer ags-). This implies that the formopow (as attested e.g. in Pindar)
cannot be derived frompbrtio. On the other hand, if6pow derives from Prtio, we may assume thatrti-
behaved differently from intervocalicrti-. This is not contradicted by literary Doméppov < *Krtion, because
the precise dialectal origin of this form is uncle@nd it could stem from a dialect in whigbp- and po- had
merged. Thus, unless one is prepared to assunggid etathesis, the formbpow itself points to a pre-form
*prtio, or else its origin must remain unclear.

1927 The comparison of Attéppe with Lat. porré (e.g. Frisk s.v.) is probably illusory, becauseldes not
explain the other Greek forms. An alternative emptaon forporra has been proposed by Nussbaum (cited in de
VaanEDL s.v.por-).
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It is very unlikely, however, thabp- was regular after any labial consonant: in that
caseqpapteiv, papvapat, Ppadvc, andppoyig could not be explained in a regular was? In
order to save the idea, we have to restrict thelitoning environment to the position after a
bilabial stop (p or *p"). In that case, all potential counterexamples addngl explained away.
The Homeric aoristrpabov (besidenépbw) must have the reflex of Epiq ‘anyway (plus
introduction of the normah-vocalism in the aorist; see chapter 8). For Hapunideg, one
could argue that Balles’ derivation fronprku-id- ‘rib cage’ is not quite certain (see section
9.4.1). Finallytpacov might be a borrowing (see 9.1.7 above).

However, to assume such a specific condition wbelén emergency solution from a
phonetic point of view. Why would bilabial stopsvieaa different effect on the anaptyctic
vowel as compared to labiovelar stops or the kalabhasalm? Since there is no further
compelling evidence for amcolored reflex in lonic-Attic, it is better to leanoppw without
a definitive explanation.

9.2 Verbs with a non-ablauting rootCLaC-

A number of Greek verbs have a non-ablauting miothe structureCLaC- A simple
thematic present is attestedfildpopon ‘to falter’, yAdoo ‘to dig a hole’,ypaow ‘to scratch,
write’, and ypaw ‘to devour'l®?® A yod-present is found iffAdrte ‘to hinder, obstruct’,
dpaccopar ‘to clutch at, grasp with the handtpdcow ‘to knead, form’, andppdocm ‘to
fence in, fortify’°*° The forms with xa- will be treated in chapter 10. Singpiw has been
shown to derive fromdrns-e/o-in section 9.1, it remains to explain the reflpx--in ypaow,
dpacoopot, andepacow.

9.2.18paocopar and dpayun

The verbdpdaocopar ‘to grasp with the hand, clutch at’ is quite rameClassical Greek, and
mainly attested in poetry. Forms with preverb amattested before the end of the Classical
period. Homer only has the formulaic verBgpuymc koviog dedpayUévog aipoToécoNg
“moaning aloud and clutching at the bloody dust” {3.393, 16.486)"** Since this middle
perfect has presentic meaning, it looks like ancEpplacement of the metrically somewhat
inconvenient formdpacoopevoc.’®®? Further derivatives likespaypo ‘sheaf, bundle’ and
Spaynog were productively formed from the verbal rd&t

1928 Eor the uncertain etymology @payiov, see section 6.8.4. One could theoretically assiaiBpadoc and
Bpoyvg followed a productive pattern ofstem adjectives whemvocalism was the norm (ckpatig, mhatig,
Bpacvg). One would also have to assume thatahecalism ofapapteiv was taken over from other thematic
aorists. But this is not a viable track, becauseisblated formuépvapor < *mma- proves thag-vocalism was
regular in lonic-Attic also aftem.

1929 There are also the so-called Doric presempgipo, Tpiew, Tphyo, Tpérm (corresponding to Classtpéow,
pée, TpEX®, Tpénm). On these forms, see section 3.2.

1930 And alsopamto ‘to sew, stitch together’, which has no etymology.

1931\When the object is a mass noun like sand, satihar, spaccopar governs the (partitive) genitive.

1032 5ophocles and Euripides also use the middle peviith presential meaningeiic éAmidoc yap Epyopat
dedpaypévog “for | come clinging to the hope (that | will seff nothing but what is fated)” (&t 235);ti pov
dédpakan yepoti kavtéyn mémiov “Why do you cling to me with your hands and hoégtfto my clothing” (E.
Troi. 750); cf. also EOr. 1413. If such cases are to be analyzed as Homerihis could explain the rarity of
the present stem (only 1x Hdt., 1x /&an 545, apparently slang).

1033t is uncertain whethe¥poxtév ‘small vase’ (inscr.) belongs here. Also attesieebapkec: déopot ‘sheaves’
(Hsch.) an®pdé, -xéc ‘handful’ (LXX, Hsch.), but these forms are late, and the dal@ctgin of the glosses in
Hsch. is unclear. Besides, the root-final is at variance with the etymological evidencejohitpoints to *g"-.
Both irregularities oBapkec may be explained if the gloss is of Cretan orighis dialect did not have a sign
<y>, and hasap- as the regular outcome aof.*
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An etymological connection with the Avestan rabainj- ‘to hold; fix’, YAv. pres.
drazaite‘holds’ makes good send®* Just likedpaooopat, the Avestan verb is a deponent
and can be derived from PIEImg™ie/0-'°*° A nasal present may also be continued in Olr.
dringid ‘climbs, clambers, advances’, MWIringo, but this is less certain because the
meaning is somwhat different. The Slavic cognat&s@fGzati, Ru.derzat ‘to hold’ points to
a nasalless rootdred™-. Thus, the - in Spdccopor may be the reflex of a syllabic nasal
(*drpgh-j e/o’) rather than of f* (*dorgh-j el/o5), as was already suggested by Haug (2002: 61).

The etymology ofopoyur, the weight and monetary unit, is not quite cleard the
word need not have a Greek etymolddi.Since adpoyun originally had the weight of six
obols or obeliskoi (cfDELG s.v.dpdttouat, Der kleine Paulys.v.Drachm@, the meaning of
dpayuarta ‘sheaves, bundles’ suggests thabpayurn originally denoted a “bundle” of six
obols. Let us suppose, for the sake of the arguntieatt this etymology is correct. Given that
the Proto-Greek root wasitk’-, there is a natural explanation for the differeneaveen yp-
and yu-. The clusteryu- did not undergo regressive assimilationdayun), except across a
synchronic morpheme boundary (in productive fororetilikedpaypa, dedpayuévog), where
-yp- is the result of assimilatiol?®’

But how can we explain the difference betwegyun and the dialectal forms
Sapyna (Elis, Arcadian, Boeotian, Cretan: Knossos) angyva (Elis, Cretan: Gortyn)$*®
The Cretan forndapyva has been explained away with a specific dialexdalmilation xu- >
-kv- (Schwyzer 1939: 215), but this idea is not supggbby any evidence, and it does not
explain why the form also occurs in Elis. Is it gitie that a pre-formdrk’mnz- would be
preserved as such until Proto-West-Greek? On fockhane expects an early reduction of
*-mna- to either *ma- or *-na-, except when the group was directly preceded lshat
vowel (cf. Bélepva, andlouvog, atépapvog). It is difficult to cite clear parallels for the
environment found in dorkhmn:i-, because most other examples @hfyi- were preceded by a
vowel or diphthong. If it is accepted thadorkhmrﬁ- would be retained until Proto-West
Greek, we may assume that the vocalizatiorpte in Class.opoyun was influenced by the
presentdpacoopor. The West Greek forms withop- might then contain the regular
vocalization in the respective dialects (Elis, @mwt while Arcadian and Boeotidiupyua
would have to be koine forms. It must be stresbeayever, that there is no unambiguous
further evidence forr*> -op- in Elis. Moreover, it cannot be entirely excludédt this word
was a borrowing. There is no reason, then, totitisé pa- in dpayun is the regular outcome
of *r.

1934 The present is attested as YAlaZzaite‘holds’ (gxni draZaite viSahe“holds the reins of the wagon”, V.
5.11), ptcdrazzmna- Cf. also OAv. 2p. desidlidrayzo.duiie (Y. 48.7).

1035 This connection is accepted in th&/? (s.v. *dred-). Although it cannot be entirely excluded that the
Avestan present was originally a thematic root n&delE *dred-e/o- extended withya- (cf. LIV? l.c)), it is
attractive to directly equate the Greek and Ave$tamations. The older comparison &fdccopor with Arm.
trc ‘ak “Reisigbiindel” (see FriskDELG s.v. dpdocopar) leads nowhere: Armc - may be derived from-Ks-,
but the formation is not matched in Greek.

1036 Beekes EDG q.v.) considerspayur to be Pre-Greek in view of the dialectal formshviitipy-. In my view,
this is hard to substantiate, because the dialtatals may also contain the regular outcomerof *

19371t has been suggested (BELG s.v.8paocopai) that the suffix obpoyuy started with-s-, as e.g. imhoyuog
‘braid’ < *plok-smo- But since the assumption of a suffbsfho-does not have a clear motivation, and sipee -
may have to be derived from earlieni- (see below), it seems more promising to assuntejthes the regular
outcome of the root-final stop ofdtk'mnz-. That the assimilation toys- only occurred when the group
contained a morpheme boundary is shown by synatatipiunanalyzable forms likékun, Mxpdo. On these
issues, cf. Slings (1979).

1938 The Cretan formdapyva is now also attested in Olympia (SPELG, Supp. p. 1289), andupyua is also
found in Thespiae (Roesdi,hesp 38 and 39 [both ca. 386 BC]) cf. Haug (2002: 61).

. The appurtenance of Mydo-ka-mais highly uncertain, see section 2.3.2.
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9.2.2ypaom

The presentpdown ‘to scratch; write’ is the primary formation withiGreek, because the
aorist ypayau carries an additional and productive suffsc (cf. LIV? s.v. *gerd-). The
present is, however, barely attested in pre-ClabSiteek'®*® This can be explained by the
semantic development form ‘scratch’ to ‘write’, lhich the root ceased to have inherent
presentic aspect (indicating an iterated actiom), &quired an inherent telic asp&éf.

Etymologically, ypdepw probably derives from a PIE roogerd-, continued in the
Germanic group of OFeorfan‘to carve, engrave’ and also in a Baltic verb niegrito
speak, honor': OPgerbt ‘to speak’,girbin ‘number’, Lith.gerbiti‘l honor’, inf. gefbti.'*** It
is normally assumed thapapw derives from a zero grade thematic preseg;rbhte/o- or
rather from an ablauting athematic root present’@lﬂt?— I *grb™ 1942 However, the Greek
verb is attested agpdow in all dialects, including those where normally develops ao-
colored reflex. Thus, on Lesbos we only find evidefor ypapw, and no forms withypoe-
are atteste’** The same is true of Arcadian (cf. the discussipHaug 2002: 61). In Cretan,
ypoow iS also the normal form, even if the expectedesefdvf *r is -up- in this dialect (see
section 3.2}°** Although ypag- might theoretically be due to Koine influence some of
these dialects, the uniform attestationy@dow throughout Greek, also mcoloring dialects,
casts grave doubts on the suggestion that thisogrtinues a pre-form PGrgrph-e/o-.

There are, however, a couple of nominal forms woe- scattered across
inscriptions from various dialects. Chantrain2e(G, s.v. ypdow) ascribes these forms to
different dialectal vocalizations ofr ***> However, the forms witlo-vocalism are found
mainly in West Greek dialects (Delphi, Peloponngseisich do not normally show an
colored reflex of f. Let us consider these forms in more det#f:

1039 Only A. Choe 450, Xenophanes fr. 15 DK. In Homer, only theistofni-)ypayor is found (7x). In all
instances but one, this aorist carries the meatingraze, scratch the surface’ (of the skin oretntet), where
the aoristic aspect conveys the idea of one sisgtatch. As is noted bRELG (s.v. ypdow), this earlier
meaning is also found in the derivativgsuntic ‘scratching’ ©Od. 24.229) andénypafdnv ‘scratching the
surface’ (I. 21.166). In the one remaining attestation, Horeéars to writing:.onuato Avypd ypdyoag v mivokt
nrokt® “writing/scratching baneful signs on a folded &bl(ll. 6.168-9). It is not entirely clear to what kinfl o
writing the passage refers, and on what kind ofemat(cf. Kirk 1990 ad loc.).

10401 other words, the aorist is complexive and desdhe completion of a document or inscription;fihesent
denotes the habitual or repeated action of makmgnscription, but it must more originally have déed the
iterative action of scratching. In this way, thensatics harmonize with the formal analysis, whiefuires that
the (complexivey-aorist is a younger formation than the (originatirative) presentpapo.

1041 A reconstruction gerb™ would also be possible, given that in Baltic defization of % may have taken
place in front of ¥ in the zero grade forms. The semantic developmaderlying the Baltic forms may have
been ‘number’ < ‘carved number’, ‘honor’ < ‘honoy lengraving’. Even if alphabetic writing seems t® b
comparatively recent in Northern Europe, the usean¥ings for counting may well be much older. Hfere,
the Baltic words could be reconciled with the Gemmnand Greek evidence if we depart from an oldeaming
‘to carve, engrave’.

1992 Thus Frisk DELG, EDG, LIV

104311 Balbilla, yponmota is probably a hyper-Aeolism (cf. the discussioisiimgs 1979: 251-52 n. 37).

1044 The oldest attested forms in Cretanangant[a] (Eleutherna)C Il, 13.7, 8" c.), 8’ eypanev (Eleutherna 4:
3, 8" c., or perhaps rathée ypanev?), andeypapcva (Lex Gortynl.55). Later on, forms withpog- are found
beside forms witlypag-, sometimes in one and the same inscription (indsns, among others). Bile thinks that
the original Cretan form igpoe-, even if this form is only found in later attestas: “C'est peut-étre
uniquement aux lacunes de la documentation quiil &tribuer la situation surprenante du crétoi€88: 124).
It seems more likely to me that the rgptip- was present throughout the verbal paradigm ina@reas in many
other dialects, at an early date. The faprtran (IC 1V 41, 1.11, Gortyn) is entirely unclear and mbst left
aside for obvious reasons.

10454p|yt6t que d’'un vocalisme alternant, il s’agit d’un flottement dans le tiraten grec méme, azpéoc.”

104¢| have gathered the material from Bechtel (1921H24.14), and checked it against the searchabtatmse
of Greek inscriptions at the Packard Humanitiesiture.

263



- ypopevg ‘secretary, registrar’ is widespread on the Petmesus (Argos, Mycenae,
Epidaurus, Sicyon, Arcadia, Elis) and its color{i@grene)™®*’

- The following forms are found only in Argoligpoga ‘painting, scratching’ypogig
‘stylus for writing on wax tablets’ypopsvw ‘to0 be ypoeevc’, ayypopa ‘register,
inscription’, eyypooeo. ‘registration, act of inscription’.

- ovyypooog (f.) ‘engraved list’ (Argolic, Delphi).

- avemypopog ‘on which there is no inscription’ (1x in the Helean Tables, against
many instances apoe-).

- aviypogov ‘Copy’, eyypopog ‘register, registration list' (Crete, post-claggicbut all
earlier forms on Crete haypoo-).

- yporhov (Melos,IG XI1.3.1075) is most probably a proper natfi&.

Clearly, the forms with -o- are concentrated on Breoponnesos. The only form found in
more than two different dialects ypogpevg, and most instances of the root allomogphe-
are found in prepositional compounds #pogpog (of the type classiypagpoc ‘not written’
with recessive accent and passive meaning of tbendemember). The only dialect where
ypoo- is found beyond these two categories is Argolic.

In Elis, ypopevg is attested at an early date™(6.), but it stands alone against
numerous attestations apog- (see Minon 2007%?*° In her dialectal grammar of the
inscriptions from Elis, Minon suggests that thenstgog- originated in this agent noun,
which is of the same type a®vedc.'%° This is an attractive solution, but it is unlikehyat
this innovation would occur several times indepetige Since agent nouns irbc were
productive in Mycenaean, and sing®oeevg IS attested mainly on the Peloponnesos and on
Crete, the form could well be a relic from the Myaean period. Of course, scribes existed in
the Mycenaean period, but we do not have the Myeam&erm for writing. The prepositional
compounds inypogog, which are also widespread, may then have bednemied by the
agent noun ingug.

It does not follow fromypogevc that a more original form of the verb wag#ow (as
assumed by Bile 1988: 124, and earlier e.g. Bedf2ll-24 I.c.). This would conflict with
the Baltic and Germanic comparanda, which havelagfade | "gert-. Nor does it follow
that the forms withypog- continue arp-grade PGr. gorp’™ which was remodelled after the
vocalized zero gradgpag-, as assumed by Frisk (g.v.). In my view, therengévidence for
this root could be explained if we assume thatptieeform ofypaeo was PGr. yrnp™-e/o- a
thematicized nasal infix present. It is true that cognate nasal present formations are
attested, but the reconstruction of PGarrip"-e/o- seems to be the only way to explain the
Greek dialectal evidence, and it is paralleled ly same type of formation ipidfopot
(beside athematic Av. 3prvrancaite see section 10.3.1ppdccouor (see the previous

1047 perhaps also in DelpHFD I, 1:578, . 27:ypoev]). The same official is callegbaupateng at Athens.

1048 1t was interpreted by Bechtel (I.c.) as /diap, the ptc. of a verlpopw. However, it is most probably a
proper name, because the same name appears oneafetmd in Olympia and signed by a Melian called
Ipopav (Tpogov emote Matwog, IvO 272 =Del.? 209). The only other sign of a vefpéew is in Gortyn
(amoypogovot IC IV, 174 A.52), but the attestation of this verbage (2 c. BC), and stands against many older
attestations ofpdoeo in the same dialect.

1049 The formskatalofer and kotaloPevot, from the roothaf- ‘to take, seize’, are found in the dialect of
Epidaurus G 1485), which is a variety of Argolic. Again, a sedaryo-grade is found in an agent noun &b

in Argolic, and nowhere else in Greece.

1050« on peut supposer que, pour le nom d’agenthtsixcde la résonance vocalique dea*été influencé par
le vocalismeo radical, soit des plus anciens substantifsség soit des noms d’agents thématiques, dont certains
forment couple avec un nom d’agent efic-avec le méme vocalisme radical, aipévoc ‘tueur’, avecepoveig.”
(2007: 301).

1051 Beside the various different forms withoe-, Argolic also attestgpodpata (with a special development of
the colliding labials in §rap™ma). This could corroborate thapoo- is a relic from the Mycenaean period.
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section), and the semantically close Indo-Iraniaesent Ved.krntati, Av. koraptaiti ‘to
cut’.*®*This assumption would perhaps even allow us tda@xphe forms withypoe- as due

to the vocalization of a syllabic nasal in a labemvironment (as perhaps in Mycenaean,
section 1.3.2). But this remains highly speculatared as we have seepppsvg may also be
explained by the influence of other agent nounthefsame type.

9.2.3¢ppboocm
According to the etymological dictionariegpdocw ‘to fence off, block, defend’ has no
ascertained etymology. FrisSGEW s.v. ppdcow) only mentions the comparison with Latin
farcio ‘to stuff’ andfrequens ‘stuffed, frequent®>® But the semantics of this connection are
weak (cf. ChantraineDELG g.v.), because the action referred togpyicow always has the
aim of preventing the (undesired) penetration thhoa passage or into a protected af&4in
Homer,ppéoowm clearly has military connotations and means ‘“twcéeoff, fortify’.*%>> While
this meaning remains in use after Homer, the nregiuent meaning in Classical Greek is ‘to
bar, obstruct, block, clog’, especially of roadsl gmassage®-® As Taillardat has shown
(1965), the middle may have a special nautical imegto raise the deckboard¥>’

Beekes recently proposed thgpacow is of Pre-Greek substrate origin, not only
because oftvpyoc andevpkog, but also in view of the interchange betwegaé- andeapé-
(on which see below). This suggestion, which isdhartest in any case, loses much of its
viability in view of Puhvel’s proposal (1999) torile ¢péoow from the PIE root Blerg™ ‘to
rise’ 128 Puhvel argues that the Greek meaning is inheliteiew of his proposal to translate
parkiia- as ‘to fence off, put beyond reach’ on the NeditditBronze Tablet. From the
semantic and formal match betweepdoccw and Hitt. parkiia-, he concludes that they
continue the same inherited present formatikﬂngh-je/o-. Within Greek, thes-aoristppa&an
would have been formed secondarily on the basig@bow.'* If this is correctppicco <
*br¢"-ie/o-would be good evidence for * -pa-.

1952 A early pre-form ofpagw may still have been athematic: 3gr-n-éd-ti, 3p. *gr-n-b™énti.

3 « .. eine Uberzeugende aussergriech. Entsprechuhly. f8eit alters wird damit latfarcic ‘stopfen,
vollstopfen, masten’ unfifequens ‘gedrangt, voll, haufig’ verbunden (...)".
1054 |nstead, Chantraine draws attention to the glossésec- yapaxeg ‘pointed stakes, palissaded camp’ and
@Oprog- Teigoc (Hsch.), and concludes that the root underlyppgoso was *'rk-. However, the aberramt
vocalism ofppikeg andevpkog besideppdcom cannot be explained in an inherited Greek word, rather calls
to mind cases likeoupog ‘mound, tomb’ andipyog ‘bulwark, defensive wall’. The latter word is aft¢hought
to be a borrowing from an Indo-European subst@tguage, in view of the semantically attractive parison
with derivatives from PIE B'erg"- ‘to rise’, e.g. GBurg ‘fortress’, Av. baraz- ‘elevation’. On the other hand,
since chance resemblances can never be excladgghc and evpkog could also be Pre-Greek words, with a
typical fluctuation in the stops (thus BeekeBG s.v.). Therefore, these glosses are better lafedsom our
evaluation ofppdcco.
1055 Cf. ppacavto 8¢ vijag Epkei yodkeio “they fortified the ships with a wall of bronzel (15.566).
10581 53 (s.v. ppoowm): I. Fence in, hedge roundience with the collat. notion of defensecure, fortify(...),
strengthen one’s fortificationso be embanke(bf the Nile);neppaypévoc armed, prepared for defenck. To
put up as a fence, lIStop up, block road, etcy...) bar.
1957 This nautical meaning is found already in Homgro€e 8¢ v pinecot Stopmepsc oloviviot, KOROTOG EIAP
guev, Od. 5.256-7), and also in Alc. fr. 6.7 (on which $=gow) and ASept 62-4 and 795-8.
1958 1n Puhvel's words, the root “expresses strengtimtined with elevation, as in the root noun itseHioh
yields Avestanbrz, Farsiburz OId Irish bri, OHG burg ‘hilltop, stronghold, fortress’. (...) Beside natlra
fastnesses, there is reference to man-made raefedsgs. Sktbrizhati means ‘fasten, strengthen’, German
bergenis ‘shelter, salvage’, Russidréregis ‘embankment, barrier, shore’, even as we spdakhoring up
defenses’.”
1059 This account is followed, with some hesitation,thg LIV, The absence of traces of Grassmann’s Law in
Greek is not surprising, because the root is fadidwy another consonant in all attested format{éppaxtoc,
neppayuévog, etc.). Therefore, the root-final consonant mayehlaeen subject to regressive assimilation prior to
the operation of Grassmann, éfdcce from *d"reh,g™ ‘to irritate’ beside the Homeric perfegttpmyo.
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Although | find Puhvel’s root etymology very atitave, | disagree with him about the
exact derivation of the Greek verb. Let us firstcdiss the likelyhood of an inherited PIE
present br¢"-ie/o- The primary root meaning of PIBb%rg"- seems to have been telic and
intransitive ‘to rise’, as reflected in the Hitt.iddle impv. parktaru ‘may it rise up! and
Toch. Bpark-? ‘to rise’ (of celestial bodiesf® Hitt. parkiia- ‘to raise’ can be analyzed as a
factitive beside the primary formatigrarktaru'®®* As we will see belowgpéoow is also a
factitive verb, and the origin of its formation ¢hthat of thes-aoristppa&at) can be explained
accordingly. Thus, neith@pdoom nor Hitt. parkiia- need be an old formation.

Further suspicion arises when we consider thetatiess ofppdcow. The present
stem is unattested in Homer, and remains rarevadtes. This general rareness is obviously
connected with its factitive semantics. In factnito ppdcocw is attested only once in
Herodotus'°®? and Attic ppétte first appears in Xenophon and Plato. On the ottzerd,
Thucydides, Sophocles and Aristophanes do notppéscw, but only attestppayvot as a
present?3 The earlier date of these authors implies thabttler form of the present stem in
Attic was ppayvout. Thus, nothing speaks in favor of the view thatfdrmation of ppdcowm
is inherited, as Puhvel assumed.

It is now necessary to consider the Greek attesimtmore closely. Combining the
lonic evidence from Homer and Herodotus, we arave regular paradigm pregpdocco,
aor. ppa&o, aor. passepaydivor, pf. mid. zéppaxtar. However, it is difficult to use any of
these forms as evidence far > -pa-, because a considerable number of forms wifh is
attested in Attic and other dialects. The eviddnon literary sources is as follows:

- gapEoped’ (Alc. fr. 6.7 = POxy 1789§%%

- MEQOPYUEVOS GVTL TOD TEPPAYUEVOS Kol EPApEavTo AvTi ToD £QPAEavTo Kol QopPKTOV
epaktov (EM 667.22, referring to the treatisepi mafdv ascribed to Herodian)

- Goeopkrog- apviaktoc ‘unguarded, undefended’ (Hsah8564)

- eapyuo- epayudg ‘fence’ (Hscho 164)

- @apktov: puAaknv okevale ‘prepare the guard’ (Hsclp.176)

Forms with ep- are also well-attested epigraphically, in tentpléding records from the late
fifth century onwards:

160 The creation of various adjectival formations likét. parku, Arm. barjr ‘high’ < *b"érg"-u-, *b"rg"-éu-,
Toch. Bpéarkare‘long’ < *brg"-ré6- can be understood if the verbal root was origjniaifransitive. Vedbrhant-
‘elevated, lofty, strong’ < PIE Brg"-ént- (cf. Olr. Brigit, OHG Purgun) may then represent a more archaic
formation, if it was coined when the participle fsufént-when this still had non-agentive meaning.

1081 As for Hittite, cf. Kloekhorst EDHIL s.v. parkiie/a®-): “Alt[hJough the bulk of the attestations inflec
according to theie/a<class, there are a few unextended forms. In thesolixts (OH/MS), we find 3s. pret. act.
parkiiat vs. 3s. impv. midparktaru These forms point to an original situation in @hihe stenparkiie/a- is
used in the active only and the unextended gtark- in the middle (...)".

192 | the specialized meaning ‘to reinforce a dyke'dykov odtoc 1od Neihov (...) &v puiakfiot peydAnot
Exetal, ppoccopuevog va wav Etog (Hdt. 2.99).

1953 63 ye otoxGln Kamoppayvvoat kbkA® TO Tpdypa. (S.Ant 241),ai yovaikeg THv dopiadhov ppdyvovrar ‘the
women bar their vagina’ (Ar. fr. 367 Edmondsjg t¢ 6500g ... dneppdyvvcav ‘they blocked the roads’ (Th.
7.74.2). Note that there are no attestations ofptlesentppdooco in these authors. It is possible tlgiyvop
was analogically formed after semantically closebsdikennyvow (aor.xfjéa) ‘to fix, attach’, or especially the
oppositepnyvop ‘to break through’ (in Hdt. also of a dam). Howewgpdatte was certainly of secondary origin
in Attic (analogical, or due to influence of lonjcand there is no reason either to consider lgpitcown (as
attested in Hdt.) archaic.

1984 The form is discussed by Bowie (1981: 126-27)his analysis of aorist subjunctive forms in the two
Lesbhian poets, he concludes that the long vowegusabive is a strong indicator of lonic or Epic @iri. This
allows us to explain the aberrant refley-< *r in a Lesbian word. The question then remains véretipé- is
an old form in comparison with Homerppo&-.
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- papyoot to fabpov tov ayoiuatow Kot tag Bvpog “to provide with a fence the steps
of the statues, and the doors” (Atii6, 1 371.20, 421/0-416/5 BC)

- SLpOPYCAVTL TO LETOKIOVIO TETTOPO OVTO, T TPOG TO Tavdpoacelo kopovt (Attic, 1G 12
373.251, 409/8-407/6 BC).

- gapéic vaov (IG IVZ(1) 102.75, building records from Epidauro¥,et BC) glossed as
“Vergitterung (des Tempels)” by th& editor.

- poapyuoto (same inscr., 253)

- gapypo (Del.® 89.8, Argos, 8 c. BC)

- dwoeopypatov (Epidauros|AEpid. 52, A.10).

Thus, there is independent evidence for the voatdia *r > -ap- in three dialects: Attic,
Argolic, and the lonic variety from which Alcaeusriowed papébued’. Especially the
epigraphic evidence deserves to be taken seriously.

The question then remains how the forms wide- can be explained, especially since
all manuscript evidence, in lonic-Attic prose araky alike and beginning with Homer, has
forms with pa-. It is interesting that many editions of the #d@ns and of Thucydides print
forms with op-, based on the observation that Attic inscriptistest to show forms withpet-
only in the fourth centur}’®® While emendating the unanimous evidence of maiptsds a
rather debatable editorial practice, the fact remdnat the two oldest epigraphic attestations
of the verb in Attic have the aorigtipycat.

The traditional approach to this problem has beeregjard ep- as old in the aorist,
and to assume thato- is old in the presengpdcow. Indeed, among the epigraphic evidence
for -ap-, there is no single instance of the present stdioreover, it is remarkable that
Herodian (as quoted by tHeM, see above) mentions the middle pertegiopyuévoc, the
aorist épap&avto, and the participlepopxtov, but no present form withap-. For these
reasons, Meisterhans & Schwyzer (1900: 181) sethepfollowing distribution: $pdrtm
bildet im Altattischen den AoristpapEa; spater in  Ubereinstimmung mit dem
Prasensstamméppata”. 12

But is it likely that pa- was introduced from the present into the othems? Such
influence of the present stem is not very commossiaek generally. Moreover, the aorist
was much more widely used, in agreement with tloéitiee semantics of the root. A final,
chronological problem is that the spead @f--would have to have taken place much earlier
in the variety of lonic underlying Homer, where mistances already havpa-. This is not
very attractive if one accepts thgipEoueba in Alcaeus was a borrowing from pre-classical
lonic or from Epic Greek. In this connection, itimsportant thatpa- is not metrically secured
in any of the five Homeric attestationsy§- may be substituted without metrical damage).
The same holds for the only attestation in Pitd&rand for all instances in the tragedians.
Thus, the situation is at least consistent with ¥iew that pa- was introduced into the
manuscript traditions of these authors at sometpdhlre same assumption may then be made
for Thucydides.

If one still wishes, in spite of these problemsrétain the doctrine that the allomorph
with -pa- was generalized from the present stem, it mustsBed how the difference between
the presenppdtto or ppayvout and the oldest aorist forgipéar came into being. Let me
stress again that this distribution would be lefexplained if we follow Puhvel’'s view that

1085 Already for 19" century editors like Dindorf, it was common praetito restore forms liképapxtoc for

attestedippoxtog. Cf. the comment ihSJ(s.v. &pakroc): “depaktoc, Old Attic doapxrog (although this form
has generally been altered by the copyists)”.

10% This explanation was retained in Threatte (198(0F)4However, note that the oldest Attic presens wat
opattm, butepdyvou (see above).

1067 ¢ pveot pacar (Pi. Isthm 1.66), wherépveot scans as a dactyl.
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Proto-Greek had a preserts™-ie/o- beside an aoristbfrg"-s-°%® The only conceivable
phonological solution seems to be that the prestmh contained a vocalized nasal, i.e. that
the underlying formation was PIEb*rng"-e/o-'°%° However, such a reconstruction is not
without problems. If b'rmg"e/o- > PGr. rak"e/o- was reshaped, why wasn't the new
formation based on the productive and more freqaerist stem p'rks? Furthermore, the
nasal presents built on this root in other IE |laagps are unlikely to be old. Armenian has a
nasal presenbarnam ‘raises’, but this was probably secondarily forntssbide the aorists
ebarj ‘raised’, barjaw ‘rose’*°’° And Ved. pari brmhati ‘fortifies’ (SB+) is likely to have
replaced the older causative predmanthayati‘strengthens’ (RV+) under influence dfmhati
fixes' (RV+).107

Thus, it seems better to analyze botiéyvour and ppdocco as formations of inner-
Greek origin. This may be confirmed by the derimadil prehistory of the entire verbal
paradigm, which in my view was based on compourideds like PGr. h-p"rk™-to-.2"2Such
a scenario is paralleled by the origin of othetifae verbs. First of all, Tucker (1990: 297-
306, esp. 305) has shown that denominative verb&uirthat were derived from substantives
belong to the “instrumentative typetopydn = ‘to provide with aropyoc’.?”® Like ppasco,
such verbs are rare in the present stem and ofimur @as an aorist (with factitive meaning) or
a middle perfect indicative or participle (‘provatievith walls’). Moreover, they often pair
with negated adjectives (Hormmmopywtog ‘without fortifications’). Tucker concludes thdte
type mopyoéwm originated as a factitive denominative based ars i the typetenvpyouévog :
ATOPY®TOG.

This type of pairing is widespread within Greeke(ddeillet 1929), and already
attested in Mycenaedf’* From Homer onwards, we find pairs likereheopévoc : dtéheotog
andxkeyapiopévog : axapiotog which have an archaic appearance. A nice examagtand in
Hdt. 5.6: 10 pév éotiybor evyeveg wéxpiral, 10 0¢ Gotiktov dysvvég, “to be tattooed is
considered a sign of nobility, to be without adatbf baseness.” Many such pairs may have
served as a basis for the creation of a denomméietitive (cf.xapilopon ‘to do someone a
favor = “to provide withyépic”, otiCw ‘to tattoo’ = “provide with a brandmark®’® In a
similar way,ppdoco ‘to fortify, strengthen one’s defenses’ may bemad as a denominative
factitive based on the paitcppayuévog ‘fortified, with raised defenses’ besidgpaxtog
‘without fortifications, unarmed'.

Since the “instrumentative” factitives id® were derived from a substantival base
form, it is attractive to assume that®g"-to- was based on the root noun PIR'erg™,

1988 The assumption thatup- was regular only in front of a stop plus- (O’Neil 1971) is phonetically
unmotivated and completead hoc

1959 One could theoretically assume that the origirtagdigm had an aorist stempepé- beside a present or
middle pf. stem withppoK-, and a subsequent levelingdapé- : ppoK-, then toppaé- : ppaK-. But this seems
rather far-fetched, and the zero grade aoristtiebexplained as an innovation of Greek: see below

1070 5ee the discussion V2 (s.v. *b"erg™).

071 See Gat (1987: 215).

1072 Other such compounds in Classical Greekhat@ppoxtog ‘ship-fenced’ (on which see Taillardat 1965),
Kotdopaktog ‘with raised deckboards’, and probably, witkdissimilation, pvgaxtog ‘latticed fence in a
lawcourt’.

1073 mypyow ‘to provide with fortifications” has almost thersa meaning agpéoocwm in Homer.

1074 Cf. ka-ko de-de-me-ntk"alkoi dedemeno-/ ‘bound with copperka-ko-de-to/k"alko-deto-/ ‘id.’, a-ra-ro-
mo-te-me-ndararmotmena/ ‘fit together’a-na-mo-to/anarmosto-/ ‘unassembled’. The opposition witgated
to-adjectives is found not only with middle perfectat also with middle aorist participles in exangplef
archaic appearance, exgpikivtoc ‘known all around’ :xk\bpevog ‘famous’, debitoc ‘unwaning’ : eiuevog
‘dead’.

1075 4o ‘to join’ and tedéw ‘to fulfil’ may originally have been factitive vbs, too, but this would require a
more detailed argumentation than can be given here.
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*p'rg"- ‘elevation, stronghold'®’® In other words, %"rg"-to- would be of the type Lat
barbatus ‘bearded’, rather than an original verbal adjeztiThe antiquity of #" rg -to-
seems corroborated by L&brtis ‘strong’, which could be derived from the same-faiem in
view of OLat. forctus (attested in Festus)’’ Moreover, the same formation is attested in
Vedic. The only Vedic verbal forms with the meanitg strengthen’ are the hapaéri ...
babthanra- ‘strengthened, fortified’, of rockégiri-) functioning as a stronghold (RV 5.41.12),
and pari brmhati “fortifies’, pari-brdha- “fortified” (both $B).2°"® Like nEpaypévos and
dopaxtoc in Greek, they point to pre-formsb- H“rg -mhyno- and *b" rg -to-, and the
semantic match is perfect.

Thus, a compounded adjectiven- bhrg -to- of PIE origin formed the basis of a
factitive verb meaning ‘to fortify’. In Proto-Gregthis verb formed an aorlspt"rkh -s- (> Att.
papEar) and a middle perfect ptcpe-grk™méno-°"° Disregarding their problematipe-,
the presentsppayvour and gpdoccw may have been added to the paradigm following
productive patterns. This derivational scenario ey elucidates whypdocom has factitive
semantics, but also explains why all stems cordanero grade root allomorph, and why no
primary verbal formations are attested.

Thus, | do not think that the present stem (whetipéryvo or ppdcocm) may have
caused the introduction gbe- in the rest of the paradigm. Let us thereforesatgr a second
possible way to explain the variation betweep--and pa-. As we have seen, Homer only
attests forms withpa-. Is it possible to assume that the Homeric foomstain the reflex of
Epic *r, and that the early lonic and Attic vernaculard kep- throughout the paradigm? The
introduction of pa- in the Koine would then have to be due to Homerftuence, and the
elimination of ep- in the manuscript tradition of Classical authomuld be due to Koine
influence.

Problematic for such an assumption, however, i$ i@ reconstructed early lonic
vernacular forms withap- were not introduced into Epic Greek, as one waxpect on the
basis of the scenario proposed in chapter 6. Stflpssible motive for the retention of forms
with Epic *r would exist if there was an original semantic eli@nce with the vernacular
forms. Indeed, the Epic forms have a specializelitany or nautical meaning (‘to fortify,
strengthen one’s defenses’, ‘to provide with deekds’), whereas the normal and most
frequent meaning in Classical Greek is ‘to block’bOne would then have to assume that
the use ofppa&or in the meaning ‘to fortify, raise one’s defensesClassical authors is an
epicism. A parallel case of an epicism with a festd military meaning istpatog ‘army’
(section 6.7.7).

But although it is conceivable that a semanticedéhce was perceived between the
Epic and vernacular forms, this assumption is naent at all. Without a doubt, the nautical
meaning ‘to provide with deckboards’ belongs toeahhical jargon of spoken lonic, but
whereas Alcaeus attests the form witlp-; Homer did not replacepdaée in the same

1976 There is ample evidence for a PIE root nobfers"-, *b'rg"-: Av. bar‘mountain’ (Ns., either zero grade or
full grade), Mir.bri ‘hill’, Goth. baurgs‘town’, OHG burg ‘stronghold’ < *"rg"-, ON bjarg, OHG berg hill,
mountain’ < *t"erg"-. Thus n-b"rg"-to- W|thout fort|f|cat|on may have been formed aldsawithin PIE, or
within Greek as long as the continuant of the ramtn *b"erg™, *b"rg"- was still around.

1077 Although the meaning dbrtis in Classical Latin is generally ‘strong, bravespecially of men, it is quite
conceivable that the older meaning was ‘strong)-defiended’. The comparison with Skhrgha- was already
suggested by Brugmann on several occasions. | damterstand de Vaan’'s commel®DL s.v.) that this
etymology “does not explain the meaningartis”.

1978 The Indo-Aryan roobarh- ‘to strengthen’ is certainly derived from ‘to bégh', because formations like
brhant may mean either ‘high, lofty’ or ‘strong, wellf#@ded’. The verbal forms mostly occur in combioati
with the preverbsi- or up&, in which case they mean ‘to lay low’ or ‘to putderneath’, respectively.

1979 Note the use of an instrumental dative in cades Hdt. 7.1425 yap dpomorig o méhon v Adnvaiov
pxd énéppoxto “the Athenian acropolis used to be fortified withpalissade”. ‘to enclose, defend (with
fortifications)’.
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meaning atOd. 5.256. Moreover, the meaning ‘to provide with emde’, attested in the
epigraphic Attic forms withap-, is very close to Homergpa&ovto ‘provided with a defense
wall’ (Il. 15.566). A final objection is that the expectagdcome of Epic I after a labial
consonant ispo-. This problem could perhaps be mended by assuthatghe vernaculat-
vocalism was generalized, but then it remains @amckhy the vernacular form witlp- was
not introduced.

In conclusion, | propose that the verbal paradighmepdcom, with its factitive
semantics, originated as a denominative beside congedto-adjectives like D-phorkh-to-
‘un-walled, without defense’. The creation op"s-g'rk™méno- “fortified’ and an aorist
*phorkh-s- ‘to provide with a defence wall’ followed produati patterns in early Proto-Greek.
The regular outcome of*rk-s-is preserved in Old Attic, Alcaeus, and Argolicgap&-, but
its stem was replaced in later Attic and the Kaith ¢pa&-. Although the precise origin of
this latter form remains unclear, influence of glnesentppdyvopu or ppdccw on all the other
forms seems highly unlikely to me.

9.2.4 Conclusion

The three verbs with a non-ablauting r&aC- treated in this section cannot be used as
evidence in favor of i > -pa-. From a phonological perspective, it is possifoleanalyze
dpacoopor and ypapm as older nasal infix presents. Note tRa&foupot (chapter 10) and
ypao (section 9.1) favor the idea of a regular vocaiara*CLNnC > CLaC. The reconstruction
*drng™-ie/o- of SE(&GGoum is favored by the Avestan cognatezaite‘holds’, and in the case
of ypdow, *grnb’-e/o-is the most obvious way to explain the appearafgpae- in dialects
with o-colored reflexes ofr* Finally, even if the origin ofpa- in ppdcc® remains unclear,
an older form with ¥ > -ap- is probably retained in the Attic aorigip&ot.

From a morphological perspective, it may be askbdther it is legitimate to assume
an older nasal infix present ipapw, because there is no obvious cognate formation. In
Greek, there are hardly any nasal presents ofyihe Ved.yundkti (athematic), Latiungo
(thematic), but there is one probable instariggito ‘to glow, shine’. A nasalless root
*lehyp- is attested in Hitllapta ‘flashed’ < Yehpp-t, Lith. I6pé ‘light’, OPr. lopis ‘flame’, and
perhaps in Olrlassar‘flame’, W. llachar ‘shining, brilliant’ < PCelt. tapsaro- Greek may
have preserved the outcome of the nasal infix fdona*lh,np- because the root had been
reanalyzed as ateliayun-: cf. the presence of the nadalinpog ‘brilliant’ which replaces the
outcome of an olderlk,p-ro-.

9.3 Word-final *-r

As we have seen in section 1.2.3, it has been peapthat a Proto-Greek word-finalr *-
developed toap at an early date in all Greek dialects, includeplic, Arcado-Cyprian, and
Mycenaean. In the traditional framework, this depehent to ep was noteworthy because it
differed from the regular word-internal outconpe.—~ In combination with the parallels from
Indo-lranian and Celtic, this different developmdet to the idea that f-> -ap was
chronologically prior to word-internal f- > -pa-. But given the evidence for word-internal *
> -ap- in lonic-Attic, the chronological argument ceasede cogent. In this section, | will
therefore focus on the following two questions:

(1) did all dialect groups undergo a change>-ap, with a-vocalism?
(2) Is there any evidence for the chronologicabgity of the word-final vocalization?

Let us start with the evidence from dialects withoecoloring word-internal reflex. In chapter

3, we have seen that Lesbian poetry, just likeclgttic, only attests forms inap, -atoc.
However, it is hard to exclude in general thatéity Lesbian forms are epicisms, so that their
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probative value is reduced considerably. Moreowusgy, -atog could be due to a leveling of
*-0p, -0TOG.

In section 1.3.2, we have discussed Ruijgh’s opirtioat the regular Mycenaean
development was F-> -op. Ruijgh made this assumption mainly in order tplai the cases
of o-vocalism in Mycenaean neuteistems and heteroclitics. But his scenario appetarbe
rather doubtful, and it must be stressed that tisene direct evidence for heteroclitics in /-or/
in Mycenaean. In fact, Garcia Ramoén (1985: 212418 collected a number of Arcado-
Cyprian and Mycenaean cases of word-firl < *-r, of which the following are quite
suggestive?®°

- Arcadiannop ‘by’ < PIE *pr

- Myc. a-mo-ra-ma/amor-amar/ ‘day by day’, Cypramar ‘day’
- Cypr.autar (= Hom.avtdp)

- Myc. A-RE-PA/aleig'ar/ ‘unguent™%8?

Even if we leave aside the two heterocliticsar andA-RE-PA Arc. nop and Cyprautar still
seem to speak in favor of an early word-final onteoar in the Achaean dialect§® | am
therefore inclined to agree with Garcia Ramén as point, but some caution is necessary in
view of the limited amount of evidence.

There is, however, one potential problem with a-@aeek outcome - > -ap: the
Homeric neutersjtop ‘heart’ and &op ‘sword’.’*®® Theoretically, these words could be
vestiges of a dialect which had estolored reflex of word-final % — but which dialect? If a
change #*r > -ar in Achaean dialects is accepted on account offahas cited by Garcia
Ramoén, one would have to assume thvap andéop originated in an Aeolic dialect. But does
-op in these forms really derive fromr*in the first place?

9.3.1d0p and fytop

In Homer, dop is attested in the NAs. (10x) and the Bspt (12x, mostly as a dactyl with
metrical lengthening)?®* In most instances, the NA%op is followed by another consonant,
so that we could envisage to assume an older fa@mwp {(cf. téxpwp). However, the colon

dop 0&0 (3x) shows that the short suffixal vowel in the $\As real.

The etymology oftiop is unclear. The traditional derivation frofeipwm as ‘hanger’
(Frisk, g.v.) is formally unattractive: a neuteragrade root noun, with the semantics of an
agent noun, would be unparalleled. Moreover, af@nme with -w- is phonologically
impossible if the Mycenaean P&to-ri-me-ne/ahori-meRs/ is related. The reconstruction
*ns-r, based on the comparison with Latsis ‘sword’, Skt.ast ‘knife’, and Palaichasira

1080 Garcia Ramén (o.c. 215) actually speaks of a “mmmplogical shift”, and assumes a rather complitate
scenario involving sandhi phenomena. But whatelerunderlying phonological processes, it seemgs thed
word-end was a conditioning factor for the outcoae

1981 | principle,amar and the form /alelfar/ underlyingA-RE-PAcould owe theirar to a generalization of the
a-vowel in the oblique cases of neuter heteroclitBst it should be taken into account tHeRE-PA (with
underlying Ns. form) is a ligature, which probalelgme into being at a rather early date (Garcia Rah®85:
212 with n. 62). It is therefore possible, thougl certain, tha-RE-PAcontains ar as the regular outcome of
*-r,

1982 Thys, it is incorrect that the only examples fbe tdevelopment of word-final f-are found among
heteroclitic neuters of the typguop, -atog, as stated by Haug (2002: 51). If we derive A from *pr by an
early word-final vocalization, we have to assumat tthe preverb remainegy: for a longer time, in view of
Hom. mpokeipeva < *pr-keimena(see section 7.2.6).

1083 See e.g. Ruijgh (1961, 1985). Garcia Ramén (1988) suggests that their vocalism is secondary #fe
compounds infytwp, -Gwp. | doubt whether this can be correct, becaussupeosed analogy would have led to
the introduction of a novel type (neutersdap were a well-established category).

1984 The hapax Apéopag (Od. 17.222), which is irreconcilable with an old reyimust be a later deformation.
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‘dagger’, is not much better: the different suffisa of the Greek word would remain
unexplained, and the Sanskrit and Anatolian woreain problematic on their own
account:®® Ruijgh’s (1985: 153ff.) morphosemantic analysistié pre-form hs-r as ‘life-
saver’, from the root oféouat ‘to return’, seems rather far-fetched. Since wedgaling with
an item of material culture, a borrowing seemsrtiost likely possibility. This could at the
same time explain the aberrant morphology anddtifle of dop. For these reasons, | will
refrain from usingiop in this discussion.

This leaves us with the isolat&adop, which only occurs in the NAs. in Homer (95x,
mostly verse-final{?*® Both the Classical prose forfitpov ‘abdomen’ < #t-r-o- and the
outer-Greek cognates Olnathar ‘entrails, bowels’, OHGadara (f.) ‘vein’ contain ther-
suffix, and point to a PIE stenhfeht-r-. It is reasonable, then, to assume that the Eypm f
nrop continues a pre-form PGrett. However, given that Epic forms witho- like Bpotog
need no longer be explained as Aeolicisms (seetehd} | do not consider an Aeolic origin
of qtop to be very likely. Since we are dealing with aquad example for the alleged
development % > -op, | will not base any conclusions gmop.

The a-coloring of Cypr.autar, Arc. map, and possibly Mycamor-amar, A-RE-PAis
opposed to the evidence fotvocalism (or lack of evidence favocalism) in word-internal
position in these dialects. It therefore seemsoltow that the vocalization in word-final
position was earlier in this dialect group.

9.3.2 %1 > -ap in lonic: chronology
Let us now turn to our second, chronological questiis it possible to assume that the
vocalization of *r was a Pan-Greek development? As we have seefo(sdcR.3), Garcia
Ramon (1985: 212-3) argued th&ip (Gs. £apoc) ‘spring’ < PGr. ‘wesr proves the
chronological priority of #r > -ap over the intervocalic lenition-%- > -h-. But Haug (2002:
51) rightly remarked that a development PGve$r> *wehr, with a later vocalization of-¥,
cannot be excluded. The example does prove thatotalized before the loss of intervocalic
*h. But if tpavdog does indeed derive fromtrahulo- < *trsulo- (see section 9.1), this
conclusion does not help us to chronologicallyidgtish the word-final and word-internal
developments ofr*

Let us now consider the Homeric reflexes of thenety *wesr In fact, the evidence
seems to presuppose thap—had been generalized in the oblique cases aharraarly date.
It is usually assumed that the PIE ancestd@opfwas a heteroclitic neuteu&s-r, *ues-n; but
no individual IE language attests such a paradiged. vasar’ (in vasarhi-, of unclear
meaning) andbasri ‘in the morning’,vasara- ‘matutinal’, Av. vagri ‘in spring’, Lat.ver, ON
var, Arm. garown all ‘spring’, simply point to a plain-stem. An-n- is attested only in Slavic
(e.g. OCSvesna'spring’),'?®’ but given that ther- also appears in Littivdsara‘summer’, one
might rather assume that the Slawie was taken from another lexeme, e.g. ‘autumn’ (OCS
esem, OPr.assani¥. In my view, the pervasiveness of the in derivatives, especially the
locatives Vedbasri, Av. vayri, as opposed to e.g. Vedlhani to ahar ‘day’, forbids us to
reconstruct an oblique stem withnt This leads to the following reconstruction of an
acrostatic neutarstem in PIE:

Ns. *ués-r Eap, ONvar, Ved.vasar)'®®
Ls. *ués-r-i‘in spring’ (Ved.basri, Av. vagri)

— *uesri-né-‘spring-’ (Lat. vernus Hom. giapwoc). 208

1983 For criticism, see de VaaBDL s.v.ensis with refs.).

1986 The Dsjtopt is found only once in Pindar (fr. 52f.12) and lisacly secondary.
1987\/ed. vasanta-'spring’ contains a different suffix.

1988 For the derivation of ONar from PIE *ués-i see Gsiorowski (2012).
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The appearance efapwvoc in Homer shows that the generalization gf--was early: there is
no trace of the expected outcoifieipwvoc in Epic Greek, even if a putative Teipwvog dpn
‘spring season’ would have yielded a convenientnide. Instead, we fing giopo[g dpn ‘in
spring’ (Hes. fr. 70.13)g[fapog dpn (h. Dem 174), and Homer only uses the first hemistich
dpn év glapwvi] (4x), probably replacing earliedpn (p)siapwvi) (cf. Chantraine 1942: 128).
All these formulae show a metrically lengthenedhfoof the root. It seems to follow that
*eipwvog did not exist even in the earliest stages of tipec Eradition, and that wehar,
*weharino-had been generalized already before Proto-lonizidw of the ample evidence
for the prolonged retention of word-internalit Epic Greek when this sound vocalized in the
Proto-lonic vernacular, this suggests that the Noai#on of word-final ¥ preceded that of
word-internal ¥.

Most of the further Homeric evidence for word-finakp consists of neuter
heteroclitics, such asewop ‘boon, refreshment’, plubveiata. In such paradigms, the ending
-ap may theoretically have introduced the vowel of dhéique suffix et-. But in a number of
other neuters which are only attested in the NAs:op, it is less easy to assume such
analogical influencesirap ‘defense wall’ < tvel-wr, dixap ‘defense’,brap ‘waking vision’,
niop ‘fat’, Svap ‘bad dream®® It is not evident that all these forms were origjin
heteroclitic, or that their heteroclitic inflectiomas preserved long enough to influence the
outcome ep. While Hrap anddvap remain in use in Classical prose, the fosiisp, dicap,
and niap are poetic and quite possibly Epic words. In Hame®rap is formulaic, and a
substitution of Epic f for -ap is metrically impossible in any of its five instas. There is no
trace of the supposed heteroclitic inflectiorféivap ‘palm of the hand’ (in Homer only Gs.
0évapog Il. 5.339; the NAs. is attested in Pind®: Thus, these forms confirm the
conclusion drawn on the basis &fp, £apog: the vocalization toap seems to have been
earlier than that in word-internal position.

Finally, it deserves attention that the followirdvarbs or particles imup are attested
in Homer, and uncommon in later poetry:

g10ap ‘straightaway, forthwith’ < PGr.jt‘uf‘-or (only 9xII., always with ep in the

arsis in front ob¢).'%%

doap ‘straightaway, forthwith; suddenly, swiftly’ (34xften in front of6¢).

avtap (particle) ‘on the other hand’ < PGrad-tr.

Their rarity in post-Homeric Greek suggests thasthparticles were traditionally limited to
Epic Greek. However, there is no trace of Epidrf word-final position in these particles.
This again suggests that the word-final vocalizatip > -ap had already taken place when
Epic *r arose as a consequence of the vernacular vocatzzftword-internal ¥.

1093

9.3.3vm6dpa and other instances ofpa
Let us now return to Hoenigswald’s idea (sectidgh3). thatipovpa, toepa, andvomdédpa have
the regular outcome of f-after a light syllablé®* Hoenigswald (1988: 201-02) noted that

1989 The Class. formypwvog is a contraction of gapvoc.

109 Note, however, thatvap has a plurabveipata, traditionally interpreted as a contamination kEsméveipog
and earlier dvata (Chantraine 1933: 218; Frisk, g.v.).

1091 cf. Risch (1974: 62). The word has to be comparémarily with OHGtenar ‘id.’. But if Lat. femur, -inis
‘thigh’ is related, the word was originally a hegelitic. A stem in ep- was also generalized in post-Homeric
Koap, -apog ‘eye of a needle, orifice’ (Hp.+).

1992 For the etymology, see Willi (2002).

1093 Nothing can be based on the derivatiygptepoc ‘swifter’, of horses (. 23.311), which looks like a nonce
formation.

1994 Forssman (1980: 192 n. 63) speculated #wipo ‘hither, here’ could be reconstructed adeiwit
“hergewendetturned hither”. For the formation, he compares#anfiaorat ‘willing’ (< “turned forward”),

273



most instances of word-finakp have a heavy penultimate syllable, éygap ‘day’, epsiop
‘source’, 6veap ‘benefit’ (all Hom.+) < PGr. &mr, *phrévvor, *onawr. He remarked that all
such examples have the heteroclitic suffiw®, and proposed thdtpovpa ‘farmland’ also
originally contained this suffix. Thu&povpa would derive from a PGr. neutearo-wr (with
the root oftpotpov ‘plow’, dpow), and is supposed to show a conditioned developrerr
-pa after a light syllablé®®® Hoenigswald adduced two other examples for this: fiodpo
‘(looking) sternly’ < PIE upo-di, and toppa ‘up to that point, that long’, which was
reconstructed by Hamp (1983) as PtB-i'r-t, literally “carrying that™°%

We have already remarked that nothing can be basddoenigswald’s scenario for
dpovpa ‘cultivated land’, the reconstruction of which nisuch-debated. The OId Irish Ns.
arbar, Gs.arbe ‘grain, corn’ < PCelt. &rawr, *arwensdoes indeed presuppose an original
heteroclitic paradigm, but the most commonly acegpeconstruction afipovpa is *hyrhs-
ur-ih,.*% Finally, if one assumes thapoupa is an older collective, a thematicized derivative
PGr. *aro-wr-o- cannot be excludeld?

Concerningtogpa as the direct outcome of PGitop’r: Hamp's reconstruction PIE
*to-tﬂrt is merely a possibility. Even if it is correct,egould assume that the final was
taken over from another temporal adverb or conjandfter the loss of-t, for instance from
g&vba ‘then; when’,uivovBa ‘a short while’ oréneita ‘then’. Alternatively,to¢pa could be the
old neuter plural of a thematic formatiomo*'r-o-. Finally, a regular pa < *-r in to6@pa
would be at odds with the reflesp in adverbs likéipap anddatap.

This leaves us only withrodpa: its reflex pa must be accounted for. Hoenigswald’s
explanation for the different treatmentigiodpa andepeiop is ingenious, but it can hardly be
correct. First of all, his scenario does not adegjyaxplain the outcomes of word-internal *
(see section 1.4.4). A further problem is the exise of counterexamples. Hoenigswald
assumes thainp ‘spring’ < PIE *wes:-rintroduced ep from other heteroclitic neuters. But as
we have just seelgp does not have heteroclitic inflection in Greekd aven the existence
of a heteroclitic PIE avatar is doubtfdf® There are more counterexamples: the particles
doap andatap (assuming that they derive from a pre-form in),*and notablyéieop ‘bait’

(E., X., PL.) < PGr. §"éle-wr ‘pierced (piece of meat}’® This word is synchronically
isolated: it preserves the old meaning ‘to pieafethe PIE root §"elhy- continued inBéAio
‘to throw, hit’, and for this reason did not residhe labiovelar outcont- (as opposed tp-
in Bélog, Bérepvar).

Let us now consider the actual attestationg&twbpa. It only occurs in one single Epic
formulavrodpa 1dav | ‘looking sternly’ (26x Hom., further onlynodpa id6odc’ Scut 445),

Vedic adverbs inwt (an-api-vrt), and Proto-Celtic Writ- ‘against’ < *wrt-(V). But sincedebpo is also a normal
lonic-Attic prose word, | do not think that tleecolored outcome ofr*can be accounted for.

199°\ith a secondary transition to the feminine gender

109 The-t-extension in composition was a regular additioromts ending in a resonant or glide already in PIE:
see the Vedic compounds-it-, -vrt-, and especiallphara-bhft ‘carrying a burden’.

1097 Cf. Peters (1980: 143ff. and 198ff., following Bwsken), and see Widmer (2004: 45f.) on the semantic
difference between Celtic ‘grain’ and Greek ‘cudtigd land’.

109% Beside Homaeiaro, Arm. aliwr ‘flour’ < * alewr < PIE *h,lehy-ur, we findékevpov, plur. dievpa ‘flour’ <
*aleur-o- as well as Mycme-re-u-ro‘id.” < * mele-wr-o0-“ground stuff’. For such a thematicization, efbpov,
vevpd ‘sinew, bowstring’ < PIE &néh-ur-o-m, *-éh-, where Greek does not preserve the older hetéeocli
found in Av.snjuuar < PIE *snéh-ur.

1099 Moreover, iféap were an original heteroclitic, it would remain lemr, in Hoenigswald’s scenario, why its
treatment was different from that &povpa. An alternative suggestion of Hoenigswald’s isra-form *wes-r
(I.c., n. 15), but it would bad hocto assume a lengthened grade formation on thebssis of Greek, given that
the Homeric forms witkiap- can be adequately explained by metrical lengtigeim a tribrachic sequence.

100 of course, it cannot be excluded thétsap was re-created beside the oblique steitar-. However, the
fact that the obliqués)iéart- is first attested in post-Classical times doesrender this option very attractive.
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which recovers éipodra widin.**°* Since all other forms with etymological word-finar
ended up withap already in Homer, it would be attractive to aseribe different outcome in
voopo to the lost word-final consonant. It is impossjlilewever, to insert the original word-
final stop *k in this formula. For this reason, | propose thvaidpa is the product of a form
with Epic *r in word-final position: tipodik did not join the early vocalization ofr: then
developed to épodr, and preserved in this form until it entered E@ieek as part of the
syntactic unit tipodrwidon. This means that we have to assume the follownngreology:

1. word-final vocalization # > -op (*upodik)
2. loss of word-final consonants upodn
3. creation of the Epic formula podrwidon)t?
4. vocalization of all remainingr*> ap in the vernacular,
but preservation of the formulaipodrwidon with Epic *r
5. vocalization of Epic F Omodpa (F)idmdv)

There is one complication with the reconstructeldrcdupodrwidon [p: with its sequence of
four light syllables, it would not fit the Epic hameter. This means that we have to assume an
old metrical lengthening. This may seem like ah hoc assumption, but in fact, a rather
similar case is provided by the paiteipéciog ~ anepeiclog ‘countless, unlimited’. Both
forms are adaptations of a pre-form-per-eto-“which cannot be traversett®® which did

not fit in the hexameter:

- amepéotog 4x, of which 3x before|
- dmepeiolog 13X, only |y dnepeict’ dmowva and | dnepeicia £dva ‘immense dowry’.

It is true thatanepéciog |p is one single word, whereasodpa iddv |p is a syntagm, but
metrical lengthening could be applied to syntagows in Ztvyoc Hdatog, Xtvyog Héwp (used
betweendand §), the formsidwp andbdatog would not require metrical lengthening on their
own account. If we accept thatpodr widon could be treated as a single unit for metrical
purposes, metrical lengthening of the second dglalas the only way to use this syntagm in
the Epic hexameter. Apart frodeipéociog, we could then compare other cases of seemingly
old metrical lengthening in the second arsis:

- Mydbeog |p (11x, always in this position, traditional epitluétPylos)
- &pn v glapwvi] |p (4X, beside 2x verse-fingl ¢iapwijotv, -oiowv)
- vokta ot auPpociny |p (5%, but also frequent in other positions, sediced.2.3).

Thus, | tentatively suggest to explainodpa idov as containing the reflex of Epig 1n a
syntagn-*®* As far as | am able to see, this is the only wagdcount for the outcomee <
*-r'T in Ymddpa, as opposed tap < *-r in all other examples (and word-internap- in the
vernacular). The loss of word-final stops was vearly (it has left no prosodic or

H1O1The Hellenistic poets Callimachus and Nicandersatihe secondary reshapingdpaé ‘id.”.

192 Eor semantic reasons, one could assume thatitiealrshape of the formula wasipodr drkan (see section
8.3.1 on the semantics of the réepxk-).

103 Eor this semantic interpretation and the devedeaivation ofansipéoiog, dnepeiciog, see Vine (1998: 26ff.).
1041t is not possible to explaitepa in the same way ast6dpa. Given that the adverb is almost exclusively
verse-initial in Homer, a supposetbffr would scan regularly in an acephalic verse, asattl for verse-initial
émet (1. 23.2,0d. 4.13, 8.452, 21.25, 24.482, in all these cashevwfed byé1). But the acephalic use éfsi
(745x) is clearly incidental, whereasppa is exclusively verse-initial. Moreover, we exp#w outcome of Epic
*r to be colored by a preceding labial stop (@focw, Appoditn). It is better to regard the etymology and
precise reconstruction ebepo as uncertain.
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phonological traces in Epic GreeRf? and if the above scenario forodpa is accepted, it

furnishes a strong piece of evidence for a stitllie@ Pan-Greek vocalization of word-final
*_r 1108t also seems likely that initial digamma wasl $tilplace when Epicr*vocalized: one

would expect adpodridon to have vocalized aSvnodap iddv. This part of the chronology
is corroborated by the-coloring of Epic ¥ in Hom. podoevt- < *wrdowent:

9.4 Uncertain evidence forep- and pa-

The forms in this section can be left aside from ¢bmpelling evidence for the development
of *r. In most cases, previous authors have proposee-pn with *r. Etymologies with an
obvious weakness are not discussed separdtélyeither are forms which can be due to
secondary abladt®® | will first discuss forms that are too ambigudosserve as evidence,
and then discuss etymologies that are in my viewenable. The material is treated in
alphabetical order.

9.4.1 Ambiguous or uncompelling evidence

Vine (1998: 81-2) has derived the nominal foiiprag ‘rapacity; rapacious, robber’ (Hes.+)
and the denominative vetiprnalo ‘to rob, seize, plunderli(+, plus further derivatives) from
a compound 4r-ph,g-. He proposes (o.c. 48-9) to connest-*with aipéw ‘to take, seize’,
which in his view can be reconstructed as-ie/o- which was influenced byiypéo ‘to
seize’!® But since Vine leaves open the analysis of therelement ph.g- of this
compound, we have to excludigrag from the evidence.

The substantivearponog ~ arepmog ‘trail, footpath’ has no clear etymology.
Chantraine DELG s.v. atpandc) remarks that the connection withérnm ‘to direct, turn
towards’, dtpandc denoting a “chemin qui ne tourne pas”, is folkmbjogical. Both Frisk
and DELG (s.v. atpandg) assume that the word consists of copulativeand the root of
tpoméom ‘to tread grapes’, in which case the original miegrwould be “trodden path”. It is
problematic, however, that copulatige is normally used to form possessive compounds of
the typedioyog ‘spouse’ < **having the same bed”. Apart from thise passive meaning
‘trodden’ would require a formation intfp-t6-, becauseponio is a transitive verb. Beekes
(EDG s.v.atpamog) suggests that the variatidmpandc ~ drapndg is a substrate phenomenon,
but his comparison of Rtropa ‘path’ is nothing more than a guess.

Previous treatments of this word have left theatayn pa- ~ -ap- unexplained. The
prose form was clearlytpanog (25x up to Plato in the onlin@LG), while the variant
drapndc (even less common: 5x) is limited to poetic austiot’ With one exceptionytaproc

11951t has been supposed that the adverb$dnog contain a trace of of word-final stops (cf. BeeE®G s.v.
aArodamdc), assuming that- would have originated in the neuter pronoun P@liod. But as long as the origin
of the suffix damdc itself remains obscure, the idea remains unpravabl

1% 0n the basis afnodpa, Barnes (2011: 2 with n. 6) recently claimed that word-internal development *
-pa- pre-dated the loss of word-final stops: “the teSon of syllabicy is quite early within the relative
chronology of Common Greek sound changes: it miestqule, for example, the loss of final consonamitsch
have disappeared without any prosodic trace.” Bist argument depends on two crucial premises:hdf) the
word-internal development wag * -pa-, and (2) that word-final -+ > -ap is part of the same development.
Both assumptions are incorrect.

1971 mean words such as (iipvoy ‘grasshopper’, Lesb. Boeatopvoy. This word clearly belongs to the
substrate in view of its suffix, its meaning, arethuse of the variants with initiel (cf. Beeke€DG s.v.). This
means thatop- / -op- is not necessarily due to a different vocalizatid a syllabic liquid. Cf. further: (2)afdoc
‘wand, staff’, which can hardly have an IE etymaolag view of its suffixal é-; (3) padauvoc ‘branch’ (LXX),
which has a variartpoédouvog (Thphr., Call., Nic.).

108 gych asaptog besidedépom ‘to flay’, omoptoc besidesneipo ‘to sow’, etc.

109 Itself, aypéw can be analyzed as a denominative verb which vesivedl from compounds in &gro-
‘seizing’, from the root ofiysipw ‘to gather’ (cf. Tucker 1990: 168).

HOHom. (1. 17.7430d. 14.1), Alem. (fr. 102), Parm. (fr. 2) and Empelésq(fr. 112).
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is found in verse-final position of a hexametere Hame variation appearsdtopnitoc ‘id.’
(only Il. 18.565,0d. 17.234,h. Ap 227, Parm. fr. 20) besidepomitoc (only Od. 13.395).
These forms are based on the more usual wpdEitog (adj.) ‘traversible by wagons’,
(subst.) ‘carriage-road’ll(+, qualifiesodog in Pi. Nem 6.54, X.Anah 1.2.22). Again, the
normal epic form hasup-, while the hapaxXtpanitoc can be considered a nonce formation,
created under the influence of the vernacular fatpunoc. If dtpondc contained the older
vocalization, it is not evident why it would be simed by hexameter poeBELG remarks
that arapnoc is preferred for metrical reasons, but a dactfdien drparndg would not be
inconvenient by definition. We may therefore con@uhatataprog is the older lonic form.
But if so, how diditpardg come into being?

| propose thatitpandc was originally an adjective of the ty@gpoeog ‘unwritten’
with privative a-, and to reconstruct a pre-formp-trp-o- ‘untrodden’ where trp- would be
the old zero grade dadpanéw ‘to tread (grapes)’. Departing from collocationsel dtpanoc
000¢ or drpanog kéAevbog ‘untrodden path’, the oxytone accentmponog can be ascribed to
its substantivization. The meaning ‘untrodden’ dbecdly suits the attestations of the word.
In Herodotus and Thucydide&panog exclusively refers to the shortcut at Thermopyige
means of which the Persians take the corridor. &tparndc was probably more like a trail
than a path. In Homer, we findotd nounaidsoocav dtaprov ‘along a rugged path’ and
Tpnyeiay atapmov ‘rough path’. The Epic form&ropndc and arapmitog would then contain
the regular Proto-lonic development of a pre-fomrirp-o-, whereas the prose forémpomnog
would have to be due to influence of the vesbméo. ™1 In tpane itself, po- would have to
be due to an unattested full gradeep-. It must be admitted, however, that the assumed
influence of tparéw on the lexicalized itemitapndc remains rather hypothetical. It is
therefore better not to base any conclusiongmnndg ~ dropndc.

The root vowel slot ofipapro ‘obtained by lot or fate’ (Hom.+) could in prindgbe
secondary afteneipopon andéppope ‘id.” (both Hom.)**2 The same analogy can be invoked
for the Aeolic pendantuuopuevov (Alc.), which may be a replacement of the regéleolic
reflex with u(B)po-, or a more direct reshaping of the actieuops. But it would be
attractive, in view of the reflex of compensatogndthening and the initial aspiration in
eipapro, to assume that this form represents the regui@ome of ‘hehmto.

In lexicographical sources, two variants with a usewe pfpa- are attested:
éuppopéva: eipappévae (EM 334.10 = Sophr. fr. 119) anghfpator sipopron (Hsch.)™
Both are quoted as Doric in Frisk, because theyaaoeibed to Sophron, a writer of prose
dialogues in a Sicilian Doric dialect (Syracusec@ony of Corinth). The independent
evidence of two glosses cannot be lightly dismiss¢éalvever, since they are of non-lonic
origin, they are of no consequence for the preieetis that the lonic outcome igp-. It is
not easy to evaluate the evidence of the Doricedtalof Magna Graeca generally: there is
some evidence for botpa- and ap- (see section 3.3).

kapnog ‘wrist’ (Hom.+) has been etymologically connectedh the Germanic strong
verb *hwerban-‘to turn’ (Goth./airban ‘to move around, dwell’, OMverfa‘to turn around;
disappear’, OEhweorfan‘to turn, travel, move around, change’, et¢lf. The phonological
side of this equation is unproblemati&/{*... p dissimilated toc ... © in Greek, whetherR"
derives from PIE K- or from *u-),"*" but the semantic connection is not extremely

0 poetry,dtpandg is attested in Semonides (fr. 14), Pindar (fr. &Bkut a shaded, dark path), Empedocles
(fr. 24), and in Aristophanes (5x). Furthermorelemominative verldtponitw occurs once in Pherecrates (fr. 26
Kock).

1210 Hom. eipapro occurs 3x in an almost identical lingiv 8¢ pe Asvyodéo Bavéate gipapto dhdvar (Il., Od.),
andviv &’ dpa ¢’ oiktictm Bavatm sipapto dAdvar (Od.)

113 The glosPePpapévov, cited in the etymological dictionaries, is ndiaieed in Latte’s edition of Hsch.

114 For the connection, see Pokorny s.v.

H13g5ee section 10.4.4 and Schwyzer (1939: 302) foetlidence.
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compelling. For this reasorgprog ‘wrist’ is at best a possible example of the vazlon to
-op-.

The Epic adjectivacapmaipog ‘agile, swift’ contains a suffix éiipog which, like
-oAéoc, is synchronically one of the secondary Calandixes (see Risch 1974: 105)°
Even if the origin of é\og is unclear, it could be suspected that Epic Gi@ate had an
adjective k"érp-u- *k"rp-éws; to be compared with ONverfr ‘quick’. While the connection
is semantically plausible, the lack of a directniat counterpart suffices to eliminate
kapraiog from our compelling evidence. Moreover, the voslel of the reconstructed root
*k"erp- is identical to that okapréiipog, so that the reflexop- may have been analogically
restored in the assumed ablautingtem adjective (see section 4.1.1).

The presenkapoo ‘to dry up, wither, wrinkle’, especially of theigk s first found in
Hesiod Op. 7 and 575); its sigmatic stems are attestedar®ityssey(13.398 and 430), and
the verb remains current only in poetry. Derivagiagexapeog (n.) ‘arid stalk, twig, chip of
wood, halm, hay’ (lon.-Att.)xapenpdc ‘made of dry straws’ (Hon 172),xapoen ‘hay’ (X.),
and notablyK(xp?(x?uéog ‘arid’ (1. 13.409,0d. 5.369) which clearly influenced@boréog and
dvotoréoc ‘id.’. Y Chantraine (1933: 253f.) suggests tRapoaréoc was derived from
Kappog, but given the concrete lexicalized meaningsdgipoc, this is not evident. One might
therefore speculate thawpeoiéog replaces an oldeu-stem adjective, which could also
underlie the glossapeuveshor Enpaivectar, eOeipesdon ‘to dry up, wither’ (Hsch.).

Letoublon & de Lamberterie (1980) compaigoew with Lith. skrebinti (tr.) ‘to dry,
parch’ (and many other meanings like ‘to cracklskyebti(intr.) ‘to dry up, become parched
or roasted, develop a crust*® This comparison is excellent both semantically forchally,
except that it would entail, in their reconstruntitkred-, a PIE root with a voiceless and an
aspirated stop. Given that the root fw=®obile, this problem may be solved by positing
*(s)d'reb’-, with Grassmann’s Law in Greek. Clear cognatethefBaltic verbs are found in
Germanic: ONskarpr ‘shriveled’ andskorpinn‘wrinkled’, from a root which acquired itg-
by degemination from Pp-, which developed from-bn- by Kluge’s Law. In his recent
study of the Germanio-stems, Kroonen (2011: 108) compares Lith. sksembudirectly
with OE scrimman ‘to shrivel’, MHG schrimpfen schrumpfen‘to shrink’ < *skremb;
*skrump-, and reconstructs a nasal presesklrgrbh-n(é)m-.

Since the reconstructed roogsjd'reb™ would have a full grade I, this etymology
could furnish additional evidence for a regular alamation ¥ > -ap- in lonic. There are,
however, several problems of detail. First of dle etymology would entail the
reconstruction of a zero grade thematic prengrtbb‘-e/o-, for which there is only limited
evidence in Greek:'° Furthermore, if we reconstruct an oldestem adjective €upevg, this

118 1n Homer mostly adverbiatapraiipoc, which often accompanies verbs denoting an adtiwalving the
hands or feet. The adjective only occurs in the With noci or ndédecot.

117 The neuterapgog is also attested in Cyrenaean, a descendant afniat. See section 3.3.1 for further
possible evidence farp < *r in this dialect.

H184jt, skrébti(skrembuiskrebai) ‘eine diinne Kruste ansetzen, sich mit einer soidiiberziehen:; steif werden,
gefrieren; (von Braten, Gebackenem) gertstet, braenden, sich braunen, anbrennen, brenzlig werden’
skrébinti ‘trocknen, dorren; braunen, rosten; zum Knist&ascheln, Klappern bringen; (intr.) rasseln, klappe
rascheln, knistern’skrebinis ‘etwas Raschelndes’ (...)", FraenkelEW s.v. skreléti, ‘rauschen, rasseln,
knistern’). Further possible relatives are Ligkifbti, 1s. skirbstu ‘to become sour, shrink, become lean’ and
skuibti, 1s.skurbstu'to become poor, become lean, shrink’.

1119 According to Letoublon & de Lamberterie (1980: Baipoo, ypdoo, and Dor.gaipe (beside analogical
Att. pBeipw) are examples of old zero grade thematic preser@seek. They also compare the so-called “Doric
presents” of the typepdaew ‘to feed'. In their view, lonic-Attic innovated bintroducing thee-vocalism of the
sigmatic aorist inpépm, as also happened in cases bkévo (besidedeio, cf. Cret.ducvour), £pdo (beside
£pEat, cf. Myc.wo-z4. It can be objected, however, that there is nattmevidence for the so-calléadati-type

in Greek, and that a case lik@ym ‘to run’ cannot have taken its vocalism from tlist. See the discussion in
section 3.2.
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can hardly be the outcome of g"éb"-u-, *g"rb™éu- because such a paradigm would be
expected to yield kpagig after leveling of the full grade slot (see sectos). Perhaps, then,
the reconstructedktpetc is best derived from the intransitive midaiépeopon ‘to dry up’
(Archil.+), in which case the activedpew would be a secondary oppositional transitive.
Since the oldest Greek situation is hard to recaostit is better not to base any conclusions
on képem andkop@aréog.

The neutemxpéavog ‘helmet’ (Hdt., Att.) is the usual word for ‘helman Classical
Greek, where it replaced the various Homeric tefseeDELG s.v.). BeekesHDG s.v., cf.
alsoDELG s.v.) remarks thatpdvoc “must be connected with the group of words foraithe
horn’, but cannot contain a laryngeal”. Nussbau®B8@t 9) mentions the word as a possible
*kr-n-es-or *kr-ne-s-*horn’ > *crest’ > ‘helmet’.**° In my view, this reconstruction is too
mechanical. There are no clear outer-Greek comgarand the formation would be strange
for an IE word (zero grade root, double sufiixes). In combination with the absence from
Homer, all details point in the direction of a lmwing.

kpnvy ‘source, well’ (non-loniapdava) has no clear outer-Greek comparanda. Within
Greek,xprivn could be connected with the poetic weggbvvog ‘source, stream’, but only if
we depart from pre-formsktsni- > *krahni > kpfivy and *krosno-> kpouvvog (both with £
Compensatory Lengthening¥* The formkpovvoc could then be compared with a Germanic
word for ‘wave, flood’, ONhrgnn, OE hraen< PGm. ‘hrazm- (see Frisk s.v.). However,
Lobeck (sedDELG s.v.kpovvoc) already pointed at the possibility thgivn reflects a pre-
form *krahng < *krh,s-n- ‘head’. For the semantics, he compared taput fontisand Gr.
kepoAn in the meaning ‘fountain’. Indeed, Hesychius agtests a glosgpdava: kepoAn.
Although Lobeck’s proposal would preclude the camio& with kpovvdg, it could well be
correct+'#

The PIE root perk- furnishes a case opa- in the glosstpaxvév- pérava (Hsch.).
The full grade of the root is found #gpxvoc ‘speckled’ (Arist.), name of a bird of prel.(
24.316), alsGrinepkvog (X. Cyneg 5.22). The underlying formation can be comparéth w
Ved. prsni- ‘speckled’ and OHGorh(a)na‘trout’, both of which continue PIEpYk-n-, and it
seems attractive to reconstrugiokvov as *prk-né-. Within Greek, a full grade is found in
népkog (M.) ‘a kind of eagle’nepkn ‘a kind of fish,perca fluviatilis, mepxélw ‘to color dark,
ripen’, and it was probably introducedzppxvog. It would be rash, however, to conclude that
npakvov proves a regular outcomgo- < *r in the lonic-Attic vernacular, because the origin
of the gloss is unknown. It is possible, for ins@nthatrpaxvov was taken from a West-
Greek dialect which hadea- as the regular reflex. Furthermore, the full grddattested in
another glosszgpekvov: mowkihdypoov. éhaepdv (Hsch., perhaps to be correctedéiapov
‘deer’), deserves to be mentioned.

We further have to discuss the somewhat more obsglossapaxes: (...) Elagot
‘deer’ (Hsch.). Schindler (1972: 34, 36) compargdikec with the rare wordtpog, -kog
‘deer’ and reconstructed an ablauting root nopar¥-, *prk- that would have been leveled,

1120 Nussbaum also discusses the glegsvoc: @Beip ‘louse’, Booknua, npopatov ‘piece of cattle’ (Hsch.),
which may derive from Ar-no- and offers a much more likely continuant of thertii-word. Its formation can
be reconciled with tha-stems attested elsewhere, and the meaning ‘catfiejuite well (cf. OHGhrind ‘cow’).
Still, as a gloss, this cannot be included amoegptimary evidence either.

121 This reconstruction is compatible with the Aedtiem kpavva (Alcaeusfr. 150.5 LP), but the interpretation
of the context is unclear, so that the meaningafvva cannot be ascertained. Moreovepavva is also
compatible with a pre-form PGrkrfzhna.

1221¢ wprvn indeed derives fromkrahna < *krsri-, it could provide further evidence for an earlgnpGreek
vocalization of the syllabic liquids before a tasytbabic consonant. In this connection, note thkofang
remark by BeekesEDG s.v. xpnvn) about the reconstructed pre-forkréna-: “but note that all dialects have
the vocalization #a-, so the etymon probably did not have vocalic Therefore, the explanation remains
uncertain.”
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after the vocalization of the weak stem, f@dk-, *prak- and later to non-ablautingpog.
However, the assumed analogy is questionable: aralevys why the vocalized weak stem
*prak- was not leveled topark- on the model of the strong stempaork-. If we consider the
attestations more closely, it appears that befoeeeind of the Classical perioghoé is a
hapax in Homer 1d¢ mpokag noe Aaywotg ‘deer and hares’©d. 17.295), and the same
applies to the derivativés-stemmnpokdac, which only appears inpokddwv axdépnror ‘whose
desire for deer cannot be satisfied’ Aphr. 71). It is attractive to assume that bafio& and
npokad- are the regular outcomes of pre-forms witprke in Epic Greek, with po-
conditioned by the preceding labial stop. The r@benof Epic * in *prk- can be motivated,
because the normal word for ‘deer’ in lonic-Atti@s¥iagpoc. Within this framework, the
origin of npdxeg must remain obscure, but again, it cannot be eecluhat the word is of
non-lonic-Attic origin. Similarly, the glosaopkog: élaeovc (Hsch.) does not prove the
presence ob-vocalism in the root noun, because it may stermfem Achaean or Aeolic
dialect (from the latter if we assume analogicaélag of the full grade slot).

apomidoeg ‘midriff’, whence ‘heart, soul’ is attested in Hemc formulae likeq] idvinot
npamidesct andfmap Vo nponidwv [p. The word remained without an etymology for a long
time*?3but a recent proposal by Balles (2002) desenasedatonsideration. She starts from a
comparison withppéveg, for which she accepts an original meaning ‘midrifike @pévec,
npamnideg also denotes the seat of human thoughts and ematiad is clearly used as a poetic
equivalent of the former. Balles proposes thadnidec continues an inherited formation
originally meaning ‘rib-cage, chest’, which becanotesely associated withpéveg (and was
partly conflated with it) in the epic tradition.

How does this etymology work formally? Balles deswipanidoeg from an early
collective *tpano- ‘rib-cage’ with the suffix t5-. The function of this suffix was to derive
“lexikalisierte Konkreta” (e.gvuktepid- ‘bat’, “nightly creature”«— vikrtepog ‘of the night’,
vePpid- ‘fawnskin’ « vePpoc ‘fawn’, or mapnis- ‘cheekpiece’ « mopeioi ‘cheeks’).
Therefore, a singularzpanic would have to denote an individual, concrete ifgrtaining to
(made from, located in) the rib-cage. Balles’ ferttargument is too complicated to be
repeated here in sufficient detail. In my view, #i@plest scenario would be that the singular
*npanic denoted some specific organ located in the cliestjdentity of which cannot be
recovered anymore. Thganideg may have denoted the collection of such orgarnstlaence
also the ‘chest’ or ‘rib-cage’ as a whole.

This *npand- can be compared to Veparsu- ‘rib, sickle’ (AV+), parsvé ‘flank or
side of an animal’ (RV+, cf. Osfars ‘side, flank’), Av. parasu.masah‘having the size of a
rib’, parasui- ‘rib; area of the ribs’, which presuppose a PlEbstantive perk-u-. A
derivative *prk-u-6- ‘consisting of ribs’ (cf. the Vedigrddhi-derivationparsva) would now
immediately yield the required pre-formmpuné-, provided that *u- resulted in a non-
geminated =-. As Balles points out, there is only one reldiiveecure instance of the
geminate treatmentiz-: inmog ‘horse’ < *h;ekuo-. But in view of the well-known problems
with inmog (e.g. thei-vocalism, dialectal forms withkk-), she argues that the outcome of
intervocalic *%u- in Greek may have been--after all. Alternatively, she suggests that a pre
form *mponno- may have been reduced toptino- as a result of dissimilation.

Although Balles’ attempts to solve the problem of < *-ku- are in my view not
entirely satisfactory, her etymology is semanticaliractive and has to be taken seriously. As
an alternative solution, one could think thaku- was retained longer intervocalically (in

123 Cf, Frisk’s judgment (g.v.): “Bildung aufc(...) von einem unbekannten GrundwoiPELG (q.v.) simply
leaves it at “Pas d’étymologie”. A connection withéne ‘to be conspicuous, stick out’ is semantically wea
Against the connection with words for ‘shape, bo@®E hrif ‘womb’, Lat. corpus ‘body, mass’, Vedkp-
‘shape, appearance’), if these derive from a prevfék'rep- at all, it may be objected that a labiovelar
dissimilation k"...p-> *k...p-would be expected in first millennium Greek (seb8yzer 1939: 302).
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inmog) than after ¥ (in mpanideg). There are more environments wheredid not behave like

a normal vowel (cf. the reduction oftiv- to -t- only before ¥, section 2.5). Thus, it would be
conceivable that a pre-form PIEprku-6- ‘consisting of ribs, rib-cage’ would yield pre-
alphabetic prk"6-, whence prk"id-es Sincenpanidec only occurs in poetry and in particular

in Epic Greek, a pre-form with Epig *tould be considered. It is problematic, howeueaf t

we do not find aro-colored outcome of Epicr*after a labial consonant (see chapter 7). It is
also somewhat problematic thatoridec generates a heavy scansion of a preceding short
vowel when it is preceded by a prepositiond tponidwv, ard npanidwv). Thus, in view of

the large number of problems involved, it is bettet to base any conclusions gumnides.

The verbtpdyon ‘to gnaw, graze, eat’ has an aorpirysiv which is attested only a
few times in Attic comedians, mostly as a prefi¥edn Evtpaye, also withmopa-, dwo-,
kata-). The relation between the vocalism of preseut @orist stem cannot be understood in
Indo-European terms. We could assume thafeiv was influenced by the aorigtiysiv ‘to
eat’, which also occurs with prefixata- and is an inherited formation (Vethaj ‘to
distribute, share food’}'** The relation betweetpayeiv andtpayog ‘he-goat’ is unclear.

9.4.2 Irrelevant words; untenable and doubtful etynelogies

The etymology obtepont|, detpami) ‘lightning’, dotpdntm ‘to flash’ and related forms has
been discussed by Beekes (1987). He reaches tlbusmm that the word cannot be Indo-
European, in view of the interchange ~ &, which cannot be explained in Indo-European
terms. It is found iniotepomn ~ otepomn (both Hom.) and more marginally iotpdntm
(general lon.-Att.) ~otpante (only S., A. R.). Beekes convincingly argues aggihe earlier
reconstruction as PIEhsster-nok"-eh, ‘star-eye’, which is semantically not evident deads

to phonological problems.

Even if the word is a borrowing from e.g. Pre-Greeke could think that it was
borrowed in a form with % In that case,d)ctepony may be left aside, and the following
dialectal forms may be comparedstpann, the glossestpond: daotpamy. Iagor (Hsch.,
Ael. Herod.),ctoprav- v aotpariv (Hsch., Ael. Herod., without dialect indicatior@nd
epigraphic Arcadian Gaog Xtoprao (IG V(2) 64, 8" c.). But this remains mere speculation.

It has been assumed thiatpaktog ‘spindle; arrow’ (general lon.-Att.) contains the
reflex of a zero grade roottrk-, which is also supposed to underliepexng ‘precise’
(Hom.+), see Frisk s.\étpaxtog. Apart from the fact that such a root is not agdsanywhere
(as Frisk admits), it cannot be used as evidence toe various reasons. First, there is no
good outer-Greek comparandum f@tpaktoc. The comparison with Sktarku- ‘spindle’
mentioned by the etymological dictionaries can Iseatded, because this form derives from
the verbal rootark- ‘to turn’ < PIE *terk"-, which contained a labiovel&l?®> Secondly, there
is a variantidpokrtog (Hsch.), which could point to Pre-Greek originughBeekesEDG s.v.
dtpoktoc). Finally, the word-formation is unclear: copwatia- makes no sense. Given that
the word denotes a concrete object, for which #meous IE languages have different names,
a substrate word seems most probable.

Since Prellwitz, the glosppaxava ‘wild herbs or vegetables’ (Pherecr., Hsch.) has
been compared with Germanic and Slavic words fawt;rcarrot’ (OHGmoraha G. Mdhre <
PGm. *‘murh5 PSI. "merky). Note, however, that the Greek meaning is quifferént from
that of both Northern European words, that the &drom of Bpaxava is different, and that it
is very weakly attested. If the comparison is odrrat all, we could be dealing with a
European substrate word. Beekes further mentionséleis (1972: 330) assumption of a Pre-

1124 The LIV? reconstructs a PIE root a rodthy,g- ‘zernagen’ on the basis of Hackstein's (1995) carigon
with Toch. Btressam ‘chews’.
125 Chantraine (1933: 301, cf. alBELG s.v.) rightly judges the etymology to be “douteux”
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Greek word (he compardidikavov ‘cabbage’), andDELG (s.v.) only remarks that there is no
established etymology.

The adjectiveémkapoiog ‘transverse, crosswise, at a right ang@d(9.70, of ships;
further Hdt.+) can hardly be derived from a phrésexapoi (as per Bechtel 1914: s.v.). As
stated byDELG (s.v. émkdporog), it is better derived from the rookér(t)y ‘to cut’. The
semantic motivation is obvious: cutting is done @tansverse angle with regard to the object
to be cut. Semantic parallels derived from the sapot are Lith.skeisas ‘crosswise’, Ru.
cérez'across’. Since the suffixec must be a later additiobgiképoiog implies the existence
of a pre-form *xopt(o)- < *-krt-(0-) or *-kr-t(0)-. The verbal rookep- is attested in Greek
(keipo ‘to shave’,dioképoar ‘to cross’). It is therefore possible thap- contains the restored
vowel slot of the verb, so thaitikapoiog cannot be used as evidence for the regular
development.

Although the formation ofvtpamelog ‘witty’ is not entirely perspicuous (cf. a similar
suffix in evméunelog andevtpoyaroc), the semantic interpretation as “sich leicht wedl
(Frisk, based on the German translation ‘gewaraaitd) the derivation from the thematic aorist
stemtpane/o- ‘to turn, direct’ (Chantraine 1933: 243) are gueble. Therefore, the form
does not provide direct evidence for the regulacame of ¥.

The adjectiveka@apoc frequently means ‘pure, clean, proper’. It has ialedtal
variant koBapdc, attested in Lesbian (Alc. fr. 38) and in variotéest Greek dialects?®
Trying to revive Brugmann'’s old connection with Vedithira- ‘loose’, Peters (1993a: 95-
101) reconstructs a PIE pre-formirthyr-6- (sic, with prevocalig).**?’ He further assumes an
inherited present#roth,r-ié/6- on the basis of a comparison between the hagmkaryati
(RV 10.77.4, of the earth) and Gawbaipw ‘to purify, clean’. He explains the Lesbian and
West Greek variankofapdc from a different pre-form PGr. kfoth,-ro- > Pan-Greek
koBapog, with “vowel assimilation” tokabapdg in lonic-Attic (o.c. 98). Theo-vocalism of
PGr. *rothy-ro- is supposed to have been introduced fronmytitepresent.

| have severe problems with almost every assumptiade by Peters. Let me first
address some issues of reconstruction. First, -fopme *krth,r-6-, which according to Peters
(0.c. 97) was built on an abstract noutrth,r ‘Lésung’, is untenable: PIE did not have a
separate phoneme,*and certainly not in prevocalic positibH® The hapaxratharyati, the
only reason to reconstruct an inheritgdd-present, occurs right aftesdthuryati ‘totters,
shakes’ in the previoupada and is therefore best analyzed as a nonce formatiowel
assimilations are never a real solution for phogicll problems in Greek, and mostly boil
down to arad hochypothesis?

On the other hand, there are grave semantic obectPeters assumes that ‘loose’, ‘to
loosen’ are the original meanings wdbapdoc and kabaipw, leading via ‘to dissolve’ to ‘to
clean, rinse’. For this shift of meaning, he comgsadom.Abua ‘dirt’, which is supposed to
be related tdbw ‘to loosen’. However, Homer us&sfapog three times as a substantive in
the meaning ‘open or cleared spaté®.For examplell. 8.490-1:

VOOQL VEDV Oyoy®V TOTOUGD ETTL SIVNEVTL,

12 The varianiofapoc is attested epigraphically iw0dpot tekeion ‘with complete purification’ (OlympialvO
7.2), Epyopan &k kobap<dv> kobapd (IG XIV 641, Thurii, 4" c. BC), yoi peotix tag yodc kpdc kodapdc
doxipag, hoiag xa ha ya @éper (Tab. Heracl[=1G XIV 645] |, 103) andivkoBapiovt (ibid. I, 132).

127 Mayrhofer KEWA) rejects the comparison wittubopoc, but in EWAiaretains the comparison with Gmc.
*hreddan ‘save’ (OEhreddan G.retten) as a possibility.

11281t would be much more natural to assume a pre-fokrth,-r6-, which would be aé-adjective with zero
grade root derived from an intransitive verb. Petbowever, wants the laryngeal to be prevocaloabse this
allows him to explain the aspirated st@p. in his view, *th,V- would yield 8V-, while *-th,C- would result in
-taC-.

129 5ee van Beek (2011a) for a discussion of a numibeequently cited examples of the phenomenon.
13%«clear of objects, free”, “open spacd”3J mg. 3, suggesting that the omitted head nountéas;).
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&v kaBop®d 601 o1 vexd@V dEPAiveTo YDPOG
“[Then did glorious Hector make an assembly of Tmejans,] leading them away from the
ships beside the eddying river, in an open spaceravthe ground showed clear of dead.”
(Wyatt).

As DELG remarks, ‘clearing, open space’ is the only megratiested in thdiad.
Surprisingly, this crucial fact is completely igedrnot only by Peters, but also by Frisk and
most other previous treatments of the word. Thecsjg meaning continues to be found after
Homer, e.g. in Pindar, in a passage which treasfabndation of the Olympian games by
Heracles Ql. 10.43-49):

00" ap’ év [licq Eloaig OAov te oTpaTOV

Ao te mioov Aldg GAKIIOG

vi0g otabpdto {abeov dAcog maTpl peyioTo:

mepi 0 ma&ang AATv pev oy’ év kabapd

OLEKPLVE, TO O KOKAW TESOV

£€0nke 06pmov Aoy,

Tipndoog mopov AApeod

petd 0dek’ avaxktwv Oedv
“Thereupon, Zeus’ valiant son gathered the entmayaand all the booty at Pisa, and
measured out a sacred precinct for his father magity. He fenced in the Altis and set it
apart in the operéy kabapd diékpive), and he made the surrounding plain a restingeplac
banqueting, and honored the stream of Alpheos alatigthe twelve ruling gods.” (transl.
Race).

A surprising number of uses @&ifapog is clarified once we depart from an original meani
‘cleared, open’xkelevbm T &v kabapd, kélevbov v kobapdv (Pi.) denotes a ‘clear path’
(without obstacles) or a ‘cleared path’ (not ovewgn). LSJalso points atv xaBapd Brivot

‘to leave the way clear’ (SOC 1575). Herodotus attests y@pov kabopov dyoydv 10 KTijvog
‘having led the cattle to a clearing’ (1.132), amgborts that one of the arms of the river
Araxis péet o1 kabopod, ‘flows through open land’, to the Caspian se2@2). Last but not
least, this meaning is found in the Heraclean Tahdereiviobapiovtt ... T0 Top TO AOTAOV
yopia péovta means ‘to clear [of rubbish] the gullies besideittown plots of land’, in order
to avoid inundation&™**

We may conclude that the original meaninge@apdc was not ‘loose’, but ‘cleared’.
Peters’ idea can therefore be safely rejectedidw wf the problems to reconstruct a proto-
Greek form, Beeke€DG s.v.) has recently assumed that the interchan@epoc ~ kobapog
points to a substrate word. As long as good alteresmare lacking, this seems the best option
by comparison.

The epic verlpaprtm ‘to grab, catch’ is typically used of predatoranters, warriors,
Harpies, snakes, Gorgons (etc.) trying to reaclr thetim in pursuit. Its opposite is often
aréopat, arvéon ‘to escape (from)’. An indication thatp- reflects ¥ has been seen in the
isolated formsueudmotev (Scut 252) anduanéswv (Scut 231, 304), which would contain a
metrical reflex of this phoneme (see Beckwith 199®5-6). Before this speculative
possibility is further investigated, the problemghahe reconstruction and etymology of
uapmteo must be addressed.

311G XIV 645, |, 130-33:10¢ 88 Tpaoac Tae i TdV xdpov Pedoas Kol TOC POOS 00 KOTACKOWOVTL 008
Srckoydvtt TdL hodatt 008¢ £pepEovtt TO hvdwp 008" dpepEdvl, dvkobapiovtt 8¢ hooodxig ko dedvTon T Tap
0 a0tV Yopic péovia ovde tag hodmg o dmodedetypévog apoacovit ovdeé cuvhepEovil 00de KmALGOVTL
nopevesbor (...).
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The dialectal origin ofidprte is not clear. The aorigjiapyev is ascribed to Cyprian
by thegl6ssai kata poleigcf. Ruijgh 1957: 166), and a glos&uuopyic: pétpov ortikdv, to
nupédyvov, Aiokeic is found in Hesychius. Moreover, the following sges are attested in
Hesychius without dialect identification:

Bpowyar: cuAlafeiv. dvaidoat. kpoyat. Onpedcat.

Bpdmtew: €cbiev. kpoimTewy, apavilew. 1@ otopatt EAKEW. 1| oTeEVAley.
EPpayev: Ekpoyey. EMEV. KATEQAYEV.

EPpamtev: Ekpountev. EAAQLEEV.

It is not easy to obtain a clear picture from thgesses. From the interpretationpptuyat as
ocvMaeiv ‘to grasp’,Onpedoar ‘to hunt down’, a relation between this gloss adgnto ‘to
catch’ could be tentatively assumed. But in thatecahe connection with other glossed
meanings likexpomtewv or agavilev remains unclear. It is suspicious, too, that agotbot
shapefpax- is attested in the gloss@pokeiv: cuviévar and Bpa&ot: cvAlofelv, daxely,
katamieiv (both Hsch.). The interchange of root-final vehath labiovelar could point in the
direction of substrate origin (Beekéd)G, Introd. section 5.6). Yet another gloss Ifia®&u
in the meaningoeofco ‘to slurp, gulp down’ (Hsch.), a verb which isestted with preverbs
in similar meanings already in Homer? Again, the variation in root vowel betwegpotau
and Bpa&ar may point to Pre-Greek origin (thus BeeKkeBG s.v.). This could be further
confirmed byBpoyyog ‘windpipe, throat’ (if this has the typical Pre€&k pre-nasalization) or
by Bpoxboc ‘id.” (if due to different adaptations of a clustef stops). The variation in root
vocalism is perhaps also found fipayyoc (m.) ‘hoarseness, angina’ besifipoyyoc (see
BeekesEDG s.vv.). In view of the numerous problems with tBeonstruction ofiépnte and
the lack of a good etymology, it is completely umaie whether this verb ever contained a
syllabic liquid. The situation may be comparedéaponn beside Arcotoprao (see above).

The substantivguaptvg, Gs. paptopog ‘witness’ has no good etymology. The main
problem is posed by its morphological analysis: shieface form of the suffix(Bur- is
unparalleled in Greek. Frisk proposes to deparnfem abstract nounmfar-tu- ‘testimony’,
which he recognizes as the original form in A&ptov (Simon.fr. 11.1), Dp.udptoot. This
abstract then would have secondarily changedeéts $v attestedhartur- under influence of
*martu-ro, perhaps starting from the Gpaptopwv. Several steps in this reasoning need
special pleading, as is stressed bothDiBL.G and by BeekesEDG, assuming a substrate
word following Furnée 1972: 296§ The connection with a rootsmer ‘to remember’,
which is further attested only in Indo-Iraniandifficult for this reason.

Traditionally, map8évog ‘maiden’ is a beloved object of etymological sgaton. A
fair number of scholars have embraced the etymofmgposed by Klingenschmitt (1974):
*pr-steno-“with protruding breasts”, “die Briiste hervor hadé However, apart from being
rather sexist, this proposal does not explain thealization ofr as ep-.*** Klingenschmitt
has to assume that the prepositimp- was reintroduced in the compound in view of the
accent-conditioned development gfthat he defends. In my view, the reconstructedistp
point is semantically too uncertain. Alternativeijjamp (1972) assumed a PIE formation
*brg"-uen-‘having height' comparable tob*rg"-ént- (Ved. brhant- ‘elevated’) and b"rg"-
nt-ih, (Olr. Brigit, Ved. brhat-, epithet of Was). This form would have been remodeled to
PGr. *p'rk™-wen-6- ‘the Elevated one’, which then developed 8'kK""ené- > napbévog
(accent retraction by Wheeler's Law). Semanticathis etymology is attractive because
*b'rg"-nt-ih, was the main epithet of the mythical maidear excellencePIE *h,eus-os-

132 cotapotete (Od. 4.222) avappotete (Od. 12.240).
133Byt | do not agree with Beekes that smirtu- would have to vocalize d&smratu.
11340n Klingenschmitt’s accounty in an unaccented initial syllable would have telgipa-.
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‘Dawn’. However, the lack of good parallels for affsx *- wen in Greek renders it quite
uncertain. No conclusions can therefore be basdtisetymon.

For mpapog, a hapax in Aristophane$i{esm 50), Frisk thinks of a “Schwundstufige
Form vonmpdépog”. But the etymology is doubtful (“wenn tUberhaugthtig Gberliefert”, Frisk
adds). Homazpopog ‘warrior who fights in the front ranks’ itself mayell be a shortened
form of ipdparyoc ‘id.’.

The adjectivepadwog ‘slender, tapeable’, mostly of branches (Hom.+apih.
Bpadwoc ‘id.’, Hom. hapaxpodavoc ‘id.” (of reeds)™® The suffixation woc reminds of
Caland formations liketvkivog ‘dense’, adwog ‘thick, full, rich® (*shd-). However, the
difference betweemadivog and podavog is difficult to explain within Greek. Even {§os-
may be the Aeolic root shape, the difference irfixsation between both forms persists.
Moreover, the roopad- has no clear-cut etymology, the connection wite Yedic hapax
avradanta‘were weakened’ (mentioned by Mayrhofer sSARAD being uncertain. Beekes
(EDG s.v. padwvog) interprets the variation betwegndwoc andpodavog as pointing to Pre-
Greek origin.

The neutepakog ‘shred, rented garment; (pl.) rag®©d.+) contains a rootwrak- if
we follow the evidence of glosses wthok- (Hsch.). In view of its different meaning ‘long-
robed women’s garment’, the appurtenanc@pifceo. (Sapph. 57.3) is somewhat uncertain.
The connection withhyvopt is untenable, not only because of theocalism ofpaxoc, but
also in view of the voiceless root-final stop. Tdanection with Vedvrscanti ‘they hew, cut
off (defended by Mayrhofer s.WRASC) seems highly uncertain. Unless one wishes to
follow the speculations discussed by Frisk (fakog), there is no indication that the word is
inherited.

The group ofetpafoég ‘squinting’, otpefroc ‘bent, twisted, curled, shrewd’ (cf.
otpapnroc ‘wild olive tree’) must primarily be compared witdtpopog ‘whirl’, otpdupog
‘id.”. Since the root has pre-nasalization, thenaiy is most probably Pre-Greek (cf. Beekes
EDG).

A glosstetaprero- étpineto (tpémouan ‘to face, be directed’) is attested in Hsch. It is
now corrected, in Latte’s edition, t@tapneto- étépmero (tépmopar ‘to enjoy’). Since the
reduplicated aoristetdpnecbor ‘to enjoy’ is a specific Homeric word, Latte’s geoture
seems attractive.

The verbtparéo ‘to tread grapes’@d.+) is derived from a PIE rootirep- ‘to tread’
by LIV Besiderponéo, the lemma contains only Balto-Slavic material mieg ‘to beat, hit’
(Slavic) and ‘to transgress’ (Old Prussian). Tharmxtion is possible, but not evidently
correct. As theLIV? remarks, “die Semantik der Wurzel bedarf ebenfaleh weiterer
Klarung”. Further, the semantic field of viticuleurs known to contain many loanwords. If
tpaném IS indeed an inherited wordpan- may also be a secondary zero grade begige.
We have to assume, then, that a full grattept was around late enough in lonic-Attic to
influence the vocalized zero grad@rp-. See section 9.4.1 @npoandc.

The substantiverpaymiog ‘neck’ has been connected wittpéyw ‘to run, turn’
(originally of a wheel, in Homer only present). Adugh the semantic development ‘wheel,
turner’ > ‘neck’ is well-attested (cf. Lithkdklas ‘neck’ < PIE *K"eK'lo- ‘wheel’), the
formation oftpayniog is unclear. Sincepey- is the full grade slot of the roaipay- may be a
secondary zero grade allomorph. This weakens tlieetal value oftpdyniog in any case.
Beekes EDG s.v.) follows Furnée (1972: 115 n. 5) in assumangubstrate word because of
possible evidence for a Pre-Greek suffiXo-.

1331t is uncertain thapadapvog ‘branch’ (cf. opéduavoc) is related. If so, it would presuppose an eaftiem
*padovog, in which the ending was replaced lyvog afterfauvoc ‘thicket’, pauvog ‘thorny shrub’.
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9.5 The development of fn
As we have seen in section 1.2.4, Haug sugges&tdrtdeveloped toop- in front of a nasal
in all Greek dialects. In what follows, | will cader whether there is evidence for (1) a Pan-
Greeka-colored development ofrh, or for (2) a Pan-Greek developmenn® *-arn-, with
subsequent dialectal coloring, and (3) fon * -apv- as the regular lonic-Attic refleX3°

Let us remark from the start that there is no geadence for a reflexpe- in lonic-
Attic, the only possible example being Horpdvewa ‘cornel cherry’, Thphrxkpdavov ‘id.’,
Lat. cornum‘id.” < *krno-.***" In nominal formations, there is hardly any evidefor -op-
either™% The glosscapvoc- @Beip, Booknua, tpopatov ‘louse; head of cattle’ (Hsch.), in its
second meaning, could be from PIErio- ‘horned animal’ (see Nussbaum 1986: 6). But
since there is no dialect indication, the form a#nbe used in the present context. The
adjectivecnapvog ‘sparse, rare’ (Class.) could be reconstructetispsno-, from the root of
oneipo ‘to disseminate’. But the formation need not bd alnd the suffixation may have been
modelled on the oppositeskvoc or cuyvog (cf. Frisk, g.v.). In view of its lexically isolad
position, one could envisage to derpdpun ‘battle lust’ directly from PIE 8"r-m(n)-éh- (cf.
yépua, derived from the synchronic root gpiipw), but then again, it cannot be excluded that
the rootyop- was reintroduced at some point.

The following verbal forms which continuerh- have the vowel in front of the liquid:

- 96pvopon ‘to mount’ (Hdt.),0apvucou- dyevety, kuiokesOor ‘to mount, get pregnant’
(Hsch.) < PIE #"r-n-hs-.

- uapvopor ‘to battle’ (Hom.+) < PIE mr-n-h-, dissimilatedpapvauevog (Att. and
Corc. inscr.); alspopvapevoc: payopevog ‘fighting’ (Hsch.).

- mopvauev- Tolely ‘to sell’, mopvéapeval- keviobueval, toiovuevor (both Hsch.) < pr-
n-hy-, beside Classtiépvn, with the root vocalism of aottepdoau.

- mwtépvopo ‘to sneeze’ (Class.), aditapov (Od.) < PIE *pstr-nu-

- otopvopt ‘to spread out’, probably forctdpvou < *str-n-hs- with the root vocalism
of aor.octopéoau.

The question is whether any of these forms is cdingeevidence for the regular,
undisturbed outcome ofrh. The presentatépvopor andBdapvopon can be reconstructed as
PGr. *ptr-nu- and PGr. thor-nu- < PIE *dhor-n-h;-, respectively, and their vowel slot may
theoretically have been influenced by the themabigstsrtapeiv andfopeiv. This makes the
evidential value of most such nasal presents fBai-Greek vocalization tap- uncertain.
Such influence is probable in the case of the ghdpsvodar, becaus@®opvopon (Hdt.) even
adopted the-coloring of the aoristopsiv; the same happeneddmopvop << *otdpvopt.t*>

1138 The group In is treated in section 10.5. As we will see, therene decisive piece of evidence against a
Common Greek epenthesis i@NV-: the West Greek advedyiavedg ‘all together’ (Elis), also attested in the
glossdalavéng dhooyepdc, Tapavtivol (Hsch.), related to HomiwAAéeg ‘thronged, gathered together’ < PGr.
*smw]n-es; from the root okiMéw ‘to press together’. The reflexes HomA- and West GreeK.e- differ both

in vowel color and in the place of the vowel.

137 0n the difficulties concerning the reconstructiointhis form, see section 6.8.3. The formsivoc (n.)
‘helmet’ (Class.)xpavadg ‘rocky’ (Hom.), dAyo-dpavéwv ‘powerless’ (Hom.) have no convincing etymology.
The aoristdpapeiv to run’ < *drm-e/o-is of no consequence, because it could be analogfter 3é6popse,
dpopog. Similarly, tétpapog ‘trembling’ (Hp.+) may have been influened by tiudl grade oftpéum. Nothing
can be based either on the reconstructiotpéfug ‘perineum’ (Archil.+) as tr-mi-, which is accepted by Frisk
but lacks further motivation.

38| do not include the Gsipvoc ‘lamb’: this must be analogical after the Ngsv in view of the laryngeal
reflex intoAOppnv and Vedidran- ‘lamb’.

139 For nrapvopor one may doubt this scenario, becausevihpresent is probably inherited (in view of Lat.
sternw, cf. LIV? s.v. *pster), and the aokntapov may have been based on this present within Giidedee is,
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Two verbal formations in the above list, howevegfinitely speak against a Pan-
Greeka-anaptyxis, because they show @nooloring which cannot be analogicabpvauev
and popvauevog. Both are only attested as glosses, but thereniseason to doubt their
authenticity. Inmopvauev, the combination ob-vocalism with the infinitive endinguev
suggests Thessalian oridif{® Although the vowel normally arises after the lidjim Aeolic
dialects (po-), the corresponding aorist may have played airoke reshaping toop-.**** In
nopvauevog and lonic-Atticuapvopal, we are dealing with a defective paradigm withaoy
other stems, so that both forms are probably tigelae and unrestored outcome of PGr.
*mrna-. There is no indication of dialect in the glgspvauevog, but a reflex ep- would be
regular in Arcadian, in Cretan (after a labial cament), and possibly in Cyprian (see chapter
3). The two glosses prove that the vocalizatiorf ©fnV- differed per dialect. This refutes
Haug's thesis thatCLNV- yields Common GreekCalLN\~.

The nasal presentapvouor ‘to fight, contend’ (Hom.+), with by-fornBapvopevog
(inscr.), is the only formation of this root atedtin Greek!*? The etymological
identification of this nasal present with Vedrmati ‘to rob, grab’ (“packt an”), as from PIE
*mr-n-hy-, is likely***® The Greek middle present, with reciprocal meaniexplains the
semantic development (“try to catch one anothed, i@ a wrestling match).

It used to be assumed that the variatidpvapor ~ Bapvouevog is due to an original
vocalization of ‘mrnamai> *mranamai> *branamai(e.g. Kurytowicz 1968: 318). But this
scenario can be ruled out, because there would s no clear model to replace a putative
*pbranamaior *mranamaiwith Bapvapon or papvapat, respectively. The reason is that there is
no further trace of the assumed rooterh- in Greek, let alone of an ablauting full grade
form.*** A reasonable alternative explanation fopvauevoc has been suggested by Lejeune
(1972: 152) and Méndez Dosuna (1985: 142): the esempu of nasalsm ... n ... mwas
dissimilated tdb ... n ... m

We may conclude thapigpvapor is strong evidence for a regular lonic-Attic
development fn > -opv-. In addition, the glossespvauev andpopvapevog prove that the
reflex of *rn underwent theo-coloring of other dialects (Aeolic, Arcado-Cypr)an
pwopvauevog proves that someo-coloring dialect also had this vocalization sldityt
unfortunately the gloss has no indication of dial€@n the basis of the evidence fgn}it is
not easy to exclude a Pan-Greek developmamnt**-arn-, but on the other hand, there is no
compelling reason whatsoever to make such an aseumps we will see in section 10.6, a
Pan-Greek developmenir*> *-sIn- can be excluded on account of Eleghaveoc.

however, no reason to insist on this, because tiseo¢her, more convincing evidence fap- as the regular
reflex in a nasal present.

140t West Greek origin cannot be entirely excludgdsection 3.2.2 on the Cretan evidenceofgpcalism.
141 népvmu ‘to sell’, lonic introduced the vowel of the adrigpdoar, and inpépvapon (no aorist), it has the
expectedh-coloring.

1142 The formBapvapevoc is attested three timeks I1X 12 868 (Kerkyra, 8 c.); IG IX 12 214.4 (Acharnania,"5
c.); 1G 12 934.46 (Attic, &' c.).

11431t is accepted by MayrhofeE{VAias.v. mar-?), referring to Thieme for the distinction withinedic from
mar- ‘to crush’. The further comparison of Hitmarriie/a™™, marra™ ‘to melt down, boil (vel sim.)’
(Oettinger 1979) is highly uncertain in view of tsemantics: in the meaning ‘to crush’, Vedati probably
derives from a different root fielh- ‘to crush’ ~ *‘meld ‘to weaken, soften’).

144 \Within Greek, the.IV? comparesiopaive ‘to quench’, but it is not clear how the companisaith pépvopat
works formally. The idea thatapaive is from “*mmh,-enti’ (LIV?), from the same paradigm amtneh-ti,
can hardly be correctnirnh-enti (without the vocalization signs) would yieldntananti (*CRhe- > CaRa). It
seems better to compapepaive with *mer ‘to disappear’ (with secondarily added suffixivm, for which
Frisk (s.v.) comparesnpaive ‘to destroy’ andaive ‘to invigorate’) or else to leave it without etytogy.
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9.6 Evidence for-ap- < *r in isolated nominal formations

In addition to the evidence for * -op- accumulated in the preceding chapters, the fatigw
nominal forms are isolated within Greek and have wyet received a comprehensive
treatment. Although some of these forms have beentioned along the way in connection
with various problems, it seems worthwhile to caldem in this section.

apmn ‘sickle’ is related to Latvsirpis, sirpsand Slav. $rp» (OCSsrsps, Ru.serp,
both with the same meaniny'> Perhaps, a verbal root is preserved in katps, sarpio ‘to
prune’. If so, we are dealing with a zero gradd ramun *srp- in the meaning ‘pruner’ which
received an extensiond- in Greek. It has been assumed that Celsiertez ‘sickle’ (Mlr.
serr, OW serr) also belongs to this etymon asetp-eh- (see Matasovi EDPC s.v.)*° but
this does not drastically change the picture. Tdrenfaprn < PGr. *srp-a- is isolated within
Greek and has no ablaut. There is no indicatidreeithat an ablauting root noun still existed
within Greek when the liquid was vocalized. | there conclude thatipnn contains the
regular, unrestored vocalization gfih lonic-Attic.***’

As argued in section 2.kapmég ‘fruit, harvest’ must be separated from M¥a-pa
The assumption of a secondary zero gra@aRT of the type advocated by Kurytowicz
(section 1.4.3) is unlikely. Within the frameworkaregular changer* -ap-, kopndc can be
directly derived from an inherited pre-fornkrp-6-. The word is also attested in many West
Greek dialects, where it may either be the verreadorm, or due to epic influence.

Although the reconstruction ofapé < *turk- is made difficult by a number of
complications involving the reduction of the clustetw- in Greek, the solution proposed in
section 2.5 avoids all the problems. | have argted word-internal *#w- was regularly
reduced in front of i (as evidenced byetpa-, tétpact, andtétaptog ~ tétparoc). Prior to
this development, the word-initialtw- presupposed by the cognatescdpé must have
developed to t*-, perhaps already t®, after which t°rk- or *srk- regularly yieldedsopic-.
The “Doric” and “Aeolic” glosses witlovpk- may be explained by assuming that North
Greek preserved the syllable ons€w* for a longer time than South Greek. North Greek
solved the problem of vocalization posed btk- by reinterpreting the labial off-glide as a
vowel, yielding *°urk-, but South Greek first underwent the reductioritick-. Of course, it
is not easy to exclude alternative solutions, babrclude thatapE < Proto-South Greek
*t°rk- may well be an instance of the regular lonic-Atticalization to ep-.

lonic-Attic has several related words for ‘roperdoenaprov (Hom., Hdt., Th. etc.),
onaptn (Ar.), onoptiov (X.+). They must be connected within Greekoteipa ‘anything
wound or coiled’, e.g. ‘cord, belt, etc.” (classahd perhaps also tacipov ‘sail, cloth, burial
shroud, etc.” ©@d.+). Although these words have no clear IE cogndféshe suffixes are
characteristic for an inherited word. This mearat txdptov may reflect a form with zero
grade, i.e. 3pr-to-. It cannot be entirely excluded thatop- was influenced by the full grade

14> g5ee Frisk an®ELG s.v. Gpm).

1146 Alternatively, the Celtic words have been analyzsdborrowings from Latserra ‘saw’. This has been
judged semantically implausible, but this is natewsarily the case, given the side-by-side of égd- ‘sickle’
and Khot.harraa- ‘saw’, NP arrah ‘id.” < PIr. *hrna-ka- The relation between these Indo-Iranian words and
*srp- ‘sickle’ remains unclear.

147 For Beekes (p.c.), the fact that syllabjcwould appear asup- in &pnn was reason to discard the regular
etymology in favor of the assumption of a Europeabstrate word (Beekd&DG s.v.). But with the possibility
that -ap- is the regular reflex ofr* this objection disappears.

1148 |t is possible that the words derive from the saow as OLithspartas'tie’, which belongs to Lithspirti.
This verb has several meanings: ‘to offer resiggn&ick with the hoofs’ (of horses), ‘strike, @l (of
lightning), ‘push, sting’ (of bees), ‘move quicklpe speedy, hurry’. Etymologically, this verb desvfrom
*sperH ‘stamp into the ground, push down’ (the form nmagher be TsperH; cf. Lubotsky 2006) as found in
Hitt. ispar-' ‘to trample’, Ved.sphurati‘to kick away with the foot’, Av.spar ‘to tread, trample’, etc. As a
speculative suggestion, could the semantic cormedietweernsndprov, oneipa and this root be that a rope
‘binds down, puts to the ground’ a thing or person?
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slot *sper-in the related words. However, given that the gigras ofordaprtov (etc.) are non-
ablauting, and that no corresponding verbal roaitiested in Greek, and that the meanings
are heavily lexicalized, there is no reason to @m&suhat the vocalism ofrndptov was
influenced by a full grade form. In this respeetgptov ‘rope’ is different froméonaptog
‘unsown’, which may have been influenced by thé dudde oforeipw and the zero grade of
the intransitive aorisiropijvar.
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