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Homeric yoov ‘bewailed’ (Z 500)

Alan J. Nussbaum

Abstract: The 3" pl. indicative yoov at lliad Z 500 has always presented problems. It
means ‘bewailed’ and belongs to present yodw but might be imperfect and might be aorist.
Neither is straightforward in form. Imperfect, the analysis of most of the ancients because
it is ‘k@AAl0v,” is shown here in addition to conform to a particular pattern of Homeric
narration, while aorist, following the minority ancient view, requires either an
indefensible, effectively pre-Greek, ancestral form or a morphological analogy that is
unworkable. The form taken by this consequently demonstrable imperfect has most often
been explained via an elaborate phonological scenario that is questionable, it is argued, in
both of its key points. It has also, less usually, been morphologically accounted for as a
slightly disguised version of the expected 3™ pl. imperfect of the “Aeolic” inflection of
Tonic etc. yodw. This is the correct view, it is maintained here, but can be made a much
stronger hypothesis by a demonstration that there are two (but not three) additional pieces
of evidence for the “Aeolic” inflection of this very verb in epic language—one of which,
pres. infinitive yorjuevay, is standardly recognized as “Aeolic,” but never evaluated and
deployed in the discussion of ydov; while the other, the irregularly short iterative imperfect
form yoaoke in the Hymn to Aphrodite, has never been utilized as evidence bearing on the
problem of y6ov at all.

Keywords: Homeric language, Greek dialects, Greek phonology, Greek verb, “Aeolic”
inflection

1. The passage in the lliad where the peculiar-looking verb form yoov appears' is in Book
Z right after the meeting between Hector and Andromache:
... kimoato & €v8001 oA
AUELTTOAOUSG, TfioLY 8¢ YOOV TTAoT|OLY EVDPCEV.
ol pev 1L {wov yéov “Ektopa ¢ évi olkey- (500)
o0 yap pw €T’ E@avto UTOTPOTIOV €K TTOAENOLO
€eaOaL Tpo@uydVTa PEVOG Kol XETPaG AX oL@V,

Andromache goes home, joins her maidservants there, and starts them lamenting. Then
comes the sentence with the anomalous form: ‘And they bewailed Hector, while still alive,
in his own house.’

A number of mss. offer y6wv, unambiguously 3 pl. imperfect of yodw, in this line. See
Ludwich (1902-7); Allen (1931), ad loc. This reading, with its iambic shape, would manifestly
be unmetrical in this spot. But Meister (1921), 612, stressing the occurrence of yoéwv beside
y6ov, audaciously proposes a yowv scanning as a single long by synizesis in this third biceps—
a marked versification, to be sure, inasmuch as metrically monosyllabic words scanning as a
long are so placed only about 4% of the time in Homer (O’Neill 1942, 139 [Table Two]).

Scripta Classica Israelica vol. 44 2025 pp. 115-142



116 HOMERIC T'OON ‘BEWAILED’

2. The conspicuous difficulty is that beyond the identification of the form as a 3™ plural
belonging somewhere in the averbo of yodw ‘(be)wail’ (< *gow-ayo/e-?), it is not
immediately clear how to parse this yo6ov. For a ydov scanning as ™~ is not trivially
analyzable either in form or in meaning. It would obviously help if we could decide for
sure whether its meaning is that of an imperfect or an aorist. It would also solve the
problem if the surface shape of the form were unambiguous. But neither a 3 pl. imperfect
nor a 3" pl. aorist, since both would be morphologically problematical, seems the obvious
choice at first glance.?

The three aims of this note, in connection with this difficulty, are (1) to support the
parsing of the form as an imperfect, (2) to point out a difficulty with what may fairly be
called the standard phonological and morphological account of how a 3™ pl. imperfect
*goaon acquired the metrical shape that yoov exhibits here and (3) to defend an old but
rarely adopted analysis of the form.

3. Uncertainty surrounded the question already in antiquity, as is shown by the relevant
entry in the Etymologicum Magnum:

T'éov: Oi pev £t {wov yoov "Ektopa Stov.

AvTi Tob £ydwv, £€8privouv. ‘0 pév ATtoAAwVI0G
Sevtépag culuyiag ahTd givan Aéyet, kai Tapata-
TikoU- 0 8¢ Hpwdiavog, Seutépou dopioTtov: MoTep
KTUTIG) EKTUTIOV, 0V TW Yo, £Y0ov. K&AALov 00V kot
ovoToAny AéyecBat tapatatikoD xpovou. [el®oueda
AmoMwviw. OVtw Znvddotog.

3.1 The entry analyzes the form (exampled in a partial line containing an expression that
is neither quite identical to the one in Z 500 nor found elsewhere) as an imperfect (Avti
T0D £y6wv) and glosses it as one as well (§0prjvovv). The further points made* are (1) that

2 The root, at any rate, is inherited. See IEW, 403; LIV?, 189; GEW 1, 317; DELG?, 22. Also
EDG s.v., where it is proposed, however, that fodm and yod jointly reflect a *g"-initial root,
with *g"- > *g- in zero-grade *g"u- somewhere in the prehistoric averbo of yotw, and a
semantic differentiation between the two presents that ‘can easily be secondary’ despite the
certainly accurate observation that they ‘se distinguent franchement’ (DELG?, 222). The
problems besetting this scenario would be to identify some cogently reconstructible form(s)
in *g"u- that triggered the paradigm split, and to offer an adequate explanation of the semantic
divergence of the two verbs, inasmuch as Bodw seems to be punctual and perfective (as
suggested by its well-attested aorist forms in Homer—beside only a small number of present
forms) while yodw (with no Homeric aorist forms at all) apparently has processual and
imperfective value.

GEW 1,317 is judiciously neutral on the imperf. vs. aor. question, as is DELG?, 221 (in accord
with Chantraine 1958, 392" and Chantraine 2013, 379°), both s.v. yodw. So too Risch (1974),
2407

Much the same information and analysis, with some omissions and some additions, is
presented in the scholia to Z 500 and in Eustathius 658, 3ff. ad Z 499-500.
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this was the analysis favored by Apollonius Dyscolus; (2) that Herodian, on the other
hand, took it as a thematic aorist (£yoov to pres. yo® like &éxtumov to ktun®); but (3) that
an imperfect with shortening (cvotodr]) of (€)ydéwv to yoov gives better sense (kGAALOV);
(4) that the EM itself, as the entry already implicitly says at the top, is following
Apollonius, and (5), apparently, that “Zenodotus” did too.>

3.2 A couple of comments on the EM’s treatment are perhaps in place. One is that it does
seem, in agreement with EM’s ‘kdAhov,” that an imperfect gives better sense than an
aorist in Z 500.° Only one line before, Homer uses an aorist to describe Andromache’s
prompting of the bewailing (yoov ... évdpoev).” And it would be attractive to think that
yoov in line 500 indicates that once Andromache got them going, the women were
carrying on with it as the scene closes (‘And so they were bewailing Hector, though still
alive, in his own house”).

3.3 More than this, however, there is positive support in Homeric usage for a pattern of
narration in which a character specifically arouses a ybog with aorist @pce—or it
spontaneously arises with aorist ®pro—and the action consequent to the arousal is
regularly imperfect, at least if that action is weeping or the like:3

* °0¢ paTo, TH & dpa TaTpdg VY’ fuepov ®poE yéolo- (L 507)

According to Schneider (1910) (= Grammatici Graeci 11.3: Apollonius Dyscolus, fragments;
see 1.3, 111), this EM entry incorrectly attributes to “Zenodotus” (fourth century BCE) a
judgment that was really that of Zenobius (second century CE)—if, indeed, Obt® [ZnvéPioc]
was really meant to attribute an opinion to Zenobius in the first place, and not just to credit
him as the source of the view reported as that of Apollonius.

So too Monro (1891), 37 (§32.3): “y6ov ... makes better sense as an Impf.,” as well as Bechtel
(1906), 319.

The unique expression | yoov ndonow évdpoevi in Z 499 is highly reminiscent of the much
better embedded | V¢’ ipepov dpoe yoolo# (P 108, 153; Q 507; & 113, 183; t 249; vy 231)
and is obviously related also to | yoov ipepov dpoe#, which is also unique (¥ 14).

Though one may note that this aorist + imperfect sequence occurs more generally—as in, to
take one example at random (cf. Chantraine 1963, 193 [§287]):

Kai téte 81 0dponoe kai n08a pavtig dpdpwv-(A 92)
When somebody arouses something emotional in others with the aorist ®poe, the consequence
of this arousal, in the progress of the narrative, can also be an aorist—if that consequence is

the kind of action that would be most naturally expressed by an aorist anyway and/or the verb
in question is an actual or virtual aoristus tantum:

« A 8’ adtig Tpdreaov OAORTIOC &V pévog Gdpoev- (O 335)

ol &' 6U¢ Th@poto Babeing Moav Axaiovg:
Conversely, it would seem anomalous at first glance that the action of starting up (€£bpyetv)
a yoog or anything else is always expressed either by an imperfect or a present participle:

|7 éEfjpxe yooro# (X 51+) and |5 adwoD £&fjpxe yoolo# (X 315+)

# poAmiic é€apyovteg|t (£ 606 =5 19)

But ££apyev has no forms but these in Homer and no aorist forms at all (which remain very
rare even after Homer).
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... 0 pev "Extopog avépo@ovolo
KA S ...

avTap AYAAeD¢ KAATey £0V TTatép’ ...
p Aax S

* &G PaTo, ToToL 8¢ TioY V@’ (iepov WPGE YdoLo. (6183)
KkAate pev Apyein ‘EAévn, Awdg ékyeyavia,
KAate 8¢ TnAépoyog te kal Atpeidng Mevédaog

" vy

o (G Q&TO, TG & #T1L AoV V¢’ (pepov wpae yoowo (P 231)

”

KAaie &' Exwv Gloyov Bupapéa, kedva iSulav.

« &upotépolot 8¢ Toloty V@’ (HeEPOG MPTO YHOL0- (m215)
KAaiov 8¢ Atyéwg, advatepov 1] T oiwvol

This extends to a case in which weeping as a consequence of the instigation of a y6og is
only indirectly noted:

.. LETC 8¢ 0L OFTIC YOOU (pepov wpoe. (W 14)
Sgvovto Yauabol, Sevovto 8¢ tevxea YWTHV
Sdxpuot- ...

3.4. A positive drawback, moreover, to the analysis of yoov as an aorist is that if it is one,
it is virtually the only aorist form of yodm—regardless of morphological type—ever
found, at least until very late. Although a future yonjoeton is already Homeric in the
repeated line segment # évBepévn hexéeoot yonoetall (O 124, X 353), the only aorists one
may cite are a yofjoot from the 4P (VII 608.3) and on an undated inscription in hexameters
from Amorgos (/G VII,7: 445); a yonodpevot on an inscription in elegiacs, also undated,
from Teos (SEG 2: 616. 5); as well as an éyonoav, also from the AP (VII 611.3); and a
yofoato from the third century CE Quintus Epicus (10.465).° It is thus difficult to avoid
the conclusion that yodw denoted an activity that was so processual as to make an aorist
unuseful and an imperfect exactly right.!® Herodian’s justification, moreover, of a
thematic aorist parsing (®domep ktvn®d Ektvmov, obtw yod, Eyoov [Ilepi pnudtov 3.2:
802.22]) makes crucial use of an Attic present form ktvn®, which can scarcely be invoked
either in a parallel to or in a model for a pairing to which a Homeric &yoov/ yéov could
have belonged.

3.5. Taking all of this into consideration, the “bottom line”” of what is said in this EM entry
is that an imperfect parsing is supported by native intuitions of the aspectual value of yoov

9 A [y]6[n]oe is read on IG I12 6983, an Attic inscription.

The only verb forms from this root that LIV?2, 189 registers as even potentially reconstructible
for PIE are a neutral present and an intensive present.
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in Z 500, which is further buttressed by Homeric narrative patterns more generally.!! In
contrast, the analysis as an aorist, for which the language demonstrably had no use
anyway, was motivated only by an attempt to see the form as belonging to a pattern that
a single ancient authority aligned, unworkably, with what seemed to be a parallel pattern
elsewhere.

4. To finish up the preliminaries, it is necessary to make specific mention of one other
form that will obviously be relevant to 3™ pl. yéov. It occurs in the Odyssey:

NG E@apmv, Tolowy 8¢ katekAdodn @ilov ftop,
£l6pevol 82 kat avBLydwv TiAAovTo T Yaitag: (k 567)

This tells of the unenthusiastic reception that Odysseus’ men give to the news that there
will be a detour to Hades on their way home: ‘sitting down on the spot, they kept wailing
and tearing their hair.” The 3" pl. yowv in this line, transmitted without notable variant,'?
will clearly have to figure somehow in any verdict on 3™ pl. y6ov. In function it is
practically certain to be an imperfect. Still more so is the shape of the form as transmitted.
But there are two possible accounts of it. The simplest is just to see this yowv as the
contracted outcome of the “normal” imperfect: *gdéaon > y6wv,'* and thus simply a
“recent” form. A more involved scenario, but not decisively a better one,'* would be to
assume that yoov, the peculiar imperfect that we saw in the //iad, has gotten replaced here,
in a typical kind of normalization, by exactly that same contracted imperfect—no matter
what we end up doing about the Iliadic form: *ydov tiAlovto 1€ >> yomv tilhovto T€. The
only important point is that whatever is made of yowv in k 567, it shows either directly or
indirectly that Homeric language eventually had access to what we would call the normal
Ionic imperfect of yodw—unless, indeed, we insist somewhat arbitrarily upon supposing
that this yéwv is merely an artifact of the very early textual transmission, and that a yoov
(= yo6ov) in a “prehistoric” exemplar written in an alphabet with no o (epichoric Attic as
the default) was eventually transcribed as the equally metrical yowv, the only form by
then, when the text was put into the Ionic alphabet.

5. May we then simply proceed on the understanding that yoov is an imperfect?!® Not
quite. The aorist analysis, though not well vindicated, as noted above, by the purely verbal
present — aorist analogue proposed by Herodian, has been recast by some modern
scholarship in a denominal—or, at least, nominal-involved—form.

5.1 One reads already in Monro (1891), 37 (§32.3), in substance, that ydov may belong to
a small class of thematic aorists derived from thematic nominals (though the paragraph

Most recently adopting the impf. analysis is Forssman (2019), 112 (§9.3.2).

12 See, e.g., Ludwich (1889); West (2017), ad loc.

13" So, most recently, Forssman (2019), 112 (§9.3.2).

In its favor is only that irresolvably contracted -®wv < -aon is a markedly rare thing in Homer.
See Forssman (2019), 112 (§9.3.2).

A theoretically possible but barely advocated view is that beside present stem *gowao/e-
Greek just happened to have a simple thematic with o-grade root—i.e., a *gowo/e-. On this
Forssman (2019), 109 (§9.2.2 1) says that ‘Eine Nebenform yoe- wegen Inj. yéov ... ist
unwrsch.” It would be difficult to disagree.
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actually says, but does not mean, ‘nouns’). Putative aorists of this type, according to
Monro, would be 8éppete ‘warm!” (pl. imv. 6 426) and 8éppeto ‘grew warm’ (X 348, 6
437), from Bepuodc ‘warm’; dmhecBon (T 172, ¥ 159) ‘get ready’ from émiov ‘implement’
(: pres. OmAém); our yoov (Z 500) ‘bewailed’, from yoog ‘a wail’ (: pres. yodw); and
apaptelv ‘miss’ from an *amarto- (viz. ¥*p-myp-to-) ‘with no part in’ (apparently invoking
the *mer- of, e.g., uépoc). In the note to this section, however, Monro adds that ‘[s]Jome
at least of these instances may be otherwise explained,” pointing out, i.a., that ‘[f]or
OmlecOor we may read [pres.] omieicOou,” and that yéov may perfectly well be an
imperfect rather than a thematic aorist (on which more below). For the record, Monro’s
privative compound *amarto- as the basis of aor. fjpaptov etc. is an obsolete construct at
best and is not even mentioned in modern handbooks, which treat the etymology of the
verb as unknown.!® Now the thematic verb stem that appears in Homer as the active imv.
0éppete (with factitive meaning [0 426: || 0épuete 6 Vowp#]) and as the dictionally related
middle indic. 6éppero (with fientive value [ 348 = 0 437: || 6éppeto & DOwp#])
indubitably shows the -m- of the unambiguous nominal formant of 8eppog ‘warm’. There
is consequently no denying that this adjective was directly involved in the creation of the
verbal stem.!” But 0¢ppeto all by itself is enough to show by its meaning that these are
forms of a thematic present stem rather than aorist.

5.2 The derivation of a very small number of thematic aorists from nominals is also
mentioned, though as a mere possibility, in Leaf (1900), ad Z 500, where Monro’s
OmhecBon : dmhov and Béppeto : Beppog are repeated, and a new example, which should
have been given as &ktone (® 75+) ‘crashed, thundered’ : ktdmog (IL.+) ‘sound, noise’,'8
is added. But émiecBat, even if real, is still not an assured aorist, and Béppete, 0épueto
are positively best taken as forms of a thematic present. Aor. €xtume : nominal ktoMOC,
however, would in fact be parallel to aor. y6ov : nominal y6oc—if an explanation by way
of a model for the creation of an aorist yoov, rather than an imperfect, were really wanted.
In addition, the extreme rarity of a pairing like &xtume : ktdmog must cast some doubt upon
the theory of its recruitment as a model for further examples.

Nevertheless, the idea not only of making y6ov an aorist, the less satisfactory option,
but also of explaining it as directly derived from the verbal abstract yd6oc on the model—
uniquely deployed here—of &ktvne : ktomog was adopted in Chantraine (1948), 392, 392!
(§186). It appears in all the re-issues of the original version of this fundamental work and
has been retained without change in the revised Chantraine (2013), 379, 379! (§186).

5.3 Leumann (1950), 186—7 envisions ‘ein priméres Practeritum 3. sg. yoe, 3. pl. yoov,’
which apparently amounts to an underived thematic aorist on the root (necessarily non-
ablauting, if so) of yo6og ‘lamentation’. The pres. yodw (Hom. yodoylev, yodmvteg etc.)
that goes with this aor. *yog, yoov is explained, in this scenario, as a denominative to y60g
that has been redone as an -G pres. on the model of Bodw ‘shout, roar’ (Hom. Pod,
Bodwot etc.), a regular denominative to Bon} ‘a cry’ (Hom.+). Neither the ancient

16 See GEW 1, 87; DELG?, 68; GED s.v. dpaptéve; Sommer (1905), 30-8; Schwyzer (1939),
7047.

17" See Rau (2009), 116.

What Leaf’s note here actually says is ‘cf. “ktome” by “ktonéw”,” which is not intelligible in

the context.
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preference for an imperfect meaning of ydov nor the peculiarity of an o-grade in a primary
thematic aorist is addressed.

6. Even if it can be said with some cogency, however, that yoov at Z 500 is an imperfect,
nailing down the precise history of that imperfect is somewhat more difficult. For two
different accounts—neither decisively vindicated—have been proposed in the past.

6.1 One way of explaining an imperfect that takes the shape yoov in the text, and which
may fairly be labeled the standard view, seems to go back to Bechtel!® and involves a two-
step phonological development: *yoaov > *yoeov followed by *ydeov > yodov by
“hyphaeresis.”

6.1.1 The first step is to invoke a sound law first formulated by Johannes Schmidt,?® by
which a Proto-Greek short @ became e in hiatus before any kind of o vowel. The effects
of this rule, according to Schmidt, would be conspicuously displayed in Delphian
inscriptions, for example, where they would be especially frequent in forms of coAdw
‘take away; rescue’:

emrtipenv (/G IX,12%: 1.95 etc., none before third century); culewv (BCH 110 [1986], 438.4
etc.); ovieovteg (BCH 91 [1967], 87A.15 etc.); cvieol (SGDI 11: 1696) vs. cuintw (SGDI
II: 1705); cvAnv (SGDI 11: 1802).

But putative examples can be quoted from other dialects as well.?! In Cretan, for instance,
they are not uncommon:

Gortyn Law (IC 1V: 72) powidv, gp1dv, emaptopevov (all with aé > ed and then regular
Cretan eb > io where the ed sequence results from lost intervocalic *s (> *%) or *y but not
*sz),

And a number of other Doric (including NW Greek) dialects also exhibit presumptive
traces.?

Outside of Doric, the dialect that shows a good number of apparent cases in one way
or another is, in fact, Ionic,>* where the examples all come from two morphological
categories. Contract presents of the -ad- type show -eo- or its outcome in a fairly large
number of forms:

fivteov, éovAeov (Hom.); popevpevog (Theogn.); Epoiteov (Hdt.) etc.

The peculiar thing about these verb forms is that e for aé is found only in forms
transmitted in literary lonic texts. Inscriptional forms regularly show -ao- or its
contraction:

19 Bechtel (1906), followed without comment by Schwyzer (1939), 252, 683. Most recently,
Forssman (2019), 117 (§9.3.11) supports the view that ‘3. Plur. I yéov Z 500 zeigt wohl
Hyphérese (*yooaov oder *yodeov),” though without confronting the issues that that account
entails.

20 Schmidt (1889), 321-37.

21 Buck (1955), 125 (§161.2).

22 Buck (1955), 22 (§9.7); Bile (1988), 80 (§21.11), 83-5 (§21.121).

23 See Méndez Dosuna (1985), 223-5.

24 Schwyzer (1939), 242-3; Buck (1955), 125 (§161.2); HGD 2, 275 (§312 9b); Stiiber (1996),
113-5.
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évikov (Ceos IG XI1,5: 608; IG XI1,5: 444 Paros etc.), arovpvov (Teos SGDI TI1.2: 5632),
aicvpvavtog (SEG 4, 427.1; SylP: 57), adikwvtar (Delos IG X1,4: 599 late 4c) etc.

The other place where the rule is said to be reflected in Ionic is the paradigm of neuter
nouns in -ag, -0-0g etc. Descriptively, these switch, outside the nom.-acc. singular, to the
more common -g-0¢ etc. type in lonic:

Tépac: tépeog, tépea (Hdt.); yépag: yépea (20x Hdt., inscrr. Miletus [SEG 15: 677, SEG 4:
445, SGDI 111.2: 5496, Dittenberger Syll.’: 1037] 4c and Cos [IG XIL4 1: 297); xépag:
Kképeog képet képea kepémv (Hdt.).

The idea is that these represent a generalization based on the gen. singular and plural,
where the -e- was phonologically regular:

-a-0s, -a-on > -e-0s, -e-0n = -e-i, -e-a, -e-si.

And this time, in contrast to the situation in the -ao- verbs, there is at least some evidence,
even if indirect, for e in place of etymological a beyond textually transmitted cases:

vepea (inscrr. Miletus and Cos, as above).

On the basis of this kind of evidence, in any event, Schmidt suggested the Proto-Greek
rule described above, supposing in addition that the dialects that show practically no traces
of it (e.g., Attic [regularly Tiudpev, tiudot ete.] or Laconian [hefovti, evhefohaig with
hefo- = *hébo- < *hébao-]) and others® have eliminated the e forms that would have
been phonologically regular under this theory by paradigmatic leveling.?®

6.1.2 But whatever else may be thought of this sound law, it can no longer be considered
Proto-Greek. The only parallels in Greek for dissimilatory vocalic fronting and raising—
of /e/ before both /o/ and /a/, as it happens—are (1) the e6 > i6 rule mentioned above for
Cretan but found in many other dialects as well (Thess. 610¢ [0g6¢], Boe. 10ovtog [€6vTtog],
Lac. aviox1ov [fjvioxémv], Heracl. adwiov [aducéov])?’ and (2) a rarer but analogous ea
> ja development (Cypr. we-pi-ja [Erea] ICS 217.B 26). And since this lone parallel is
evidently a vowels-in-hiatus kind of phenomenon, an ao > eo development, also
amounting to a dissimilatory fronting, would lose the support of its only parallel if it too
were not limited to a vi_v2 environment. But it has long been the communis opinio that
Proto-Greek had neither A-loss nor y-loss hiatuses. For the former, the settled doctrine (1)
that the Mycenaean sign a: spells /ha/ (e.g., az-te-ro = dtepog ‘[the] other”), and (2) that
pa-we-a: therefore represents p"arweha ‘cloaks’ (Hom. gapea),2® which entails 7 > @/
v_ v much later than Proto-Greek. The chronology of y-loss between vowels is less easy

25 See, e.g., Buck (1955), 37 (§41.2).

26 It is fair to doubt, however, that very frequent Ion. yépea has really gotten its stem-final -&-
from the gen. sg. and pl.

27 Buck (1955), 21-3 (§9).

28 Cf. also we-as-no ‘robe’ (: *wes ‘wear, be dressed’ [LIV?2, 692-3; IEW, 1172-3).
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to pin down,?® but the weight of contemporary opinion® is that y > @/ v_v was still
ongoing in the Bronze Age—though even the completion of y > @/ v__ v by the time of
the Linear B tablets would not, of course, show that the loss was Proto-Greek. This means,
naturally, that the a6 > eo rule proposed by Schmidt was at best an independent
development of the dialects that show it—or, in other words, more or less the same sort
of thing as the ed/ ad > io/id change that happened in quite a few dialects too. For the
dialects with no evidence of Schmidt’s sound law, it could still be assumed that the traces
were leveled out. But if the whole thing is now a post-Proto-Greek matter altogether, there
is no reason to suppose that an a6 > eo ever happened in those dialects in the first place.3!
6.1.3 Getting back to Bechtel’s explanation of yoov, this all means that the first step in
that proposed development, and therefore the whole process, can only have happened
within the history of some dialect. And for the scenario to work, three things now have to
be true of that dialect: 1. It obviously must be a dialect that contributed to epic language.
2. It must be a dialect that had the putative sound change aé > eo. 3. It must be a dialect
that kept thematic inflection of “contract” presents, at least up until the time when putative
ao > eo was effectuated.

29 This question is obviously too complicated to be addressed here in any detail. But as an

illustration of what is involved, we may point out that some of the most conspicuous evidence
in favor of the standard doctrine is debatable. There is a frequently encountered view, to be
specific, that the vacillation of Myc. -Ce-jo and -Ce-o in “material” adjectives (< *-eyo-)—
e.g., e-re-pa-te-jo vs. e-re-pa-te-o ‘of ivory’—demonstrates that the loss of intervocalic y was
still in progress in the Mycenaean era (e.g., Lejeune 1972, 169 [§171]). But this is quite unsure.
For there is the possibility that the subphonemic transitional glide /j/, always written between
an /i/ and a non-front vowel (wi-ri-ni-jo ‘leathern’, ke-ra-i-ja- ‘of horn’ [fem.]), was generated
also in the sequences /ea/ and /eo/, but was merely less robust there—which both explains its
inconsistent notation and indicates that “real” phonemic y had simply been lost
intervocalically by the end of Mycenaean period, as is shown anyway by the spelling o-u and
never *o-ju for ou ‘not’ (00) < *h,oyu (Cowgill 1960, 347-50).
30 See Bartongk (2003), 139; Hajnal-Risch (2006), 232—7 (C. §82.B); Garcia Ramén (2016),
213.
In fact, a close study of the evidence pertaining to the appearance of eé for etymological ad
in Greek, which obviously cannot be presented here, indicates that the entire phenomenon, in
no matter what dialect, is the product of analogies and not of a sound law at all—with one
type of analogy producing secondary -gg/o- for -ae/o- inflection in Doric contract presents,
and other types responsible for -e¢/o- in place of “expected” -ae/o- in literary lonic compound
presents (e.g., povr| beside npocepdvee etc. already in Hom.) and some decompositional
simplexes (e.g., emvéwm Thgn.+]) as well, on which see Forssman (1966), 82-3.

In this particular case, the idea that nom.-acc. pl. yépea (beside Ion. yepo [= yépa < *géraal)
SEG 17: 377.3) has its -e- analogically from gen. sg. *-e-os and/or gen. pl. -e-on is badly
undermined by the distribution of forms: yépea is attested many times (20x in Hdt., nearly a
dozen times in Ion. inscriptions [especially from Cos and Miletus]), while *yépeog is never
found at all, and yepéov is vanishingly rare (once in a fragment of Menecrates [4.11], quoted
later by D.H [Ant. Rom. 1.48.3.11], and on one inscription from Mytilene [/G XII,2: 484.2]).
This will be discussed in detail in another place. For now, see again Méndez Dosuna (1985),
223-5. The explanation by way of Schmidt’s sound law is, however, maintained by Stiiber
(1996), 113-5.

31
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The only dialect that satisfies these criteria is Ionic. In the other dialects from which

Homeric forms can stem, what Schmidt regarded as an a6 > eo sound change cannot be
shown to have operated, and the “contract” presents show athematic inflection. It may not
be much progress, but now at least it can be specified that the question is whether
Bechtel’s account will work in Homeric Ionic.
6.1.4 An answer may start by asking why there have to be two stages to the development
(*goaon > *goeon and then *goeon > yoov) at all, or why it could not have been *goaon
> yoov directly. For if a vowel is going to be lost by hyphaeresis in any case, it is not
immediately clear why it should change first. Bechtel does not say anything explicit about
this, but the reason seems to be that although there are post-Homeric Ionic parallels for
what looks like the loss of /é/ between two /6/ vowels*>—

*-o(iy)eont- > -o(iy)ont-: moovtog (Chios BCH 1913, 194-202, no. 20, ca. 400); *-oeont-
> -oont-: opovoovteg (Amorgos SGDI 111.2: 5363, after 300), *-oeont- > -oont- > -ont
(vodvton [Democritus Frag. 129. 2 and 3])

—there are no such inscriptional and/or literary parallels for the loss of /d/ in the same
position. In Homer in particular, no form would point to the loss of @ preceded by ¢ in a
sequence of three consecutive vowels, unless it is claimed that yoov itself is a unique
example of it. It therefore looks as if Bechtel wanted to take advantage of forms like
opovoovteg to get from a three-syllable imperfect *goaon to the two-syllable yoov that we
have.
6.1.5 But it is difficult to believe very confidently in this vowel loss for yoov. First, there
is room for some doubt that what would happen before medial -n#- would also happen
before final -n, though this is hard to judge for very many dialects because of the scarcity
of evidence bearing on the treatment of *-oeo- altogether, and especially in these two
positions specifically. But to judge by the analogous hyphaeresis of simple -eo- before -nt-
and -n, where preservation is the rule in most dialects, but which shows reduction to -ont-
and -on in some (katowkovteg [IC IILiii: 5, SEG 36:811] and eneotatov [/C I1L.iii: 3 C.16]
E. Cret. [Hierapytna]), the treatment is not always uniform in both environments (Delph.
Oeapovtov [FD 3: 4.369] vs. napekareov [SGDI 1I: 2675]. One may note, possibly
tellingly, that in the rather full treatment given to this -eo- > -o- phenomenon in Schwyzer
(1939), 252-3, the available examples of -eoCC- > -oC- (including but by no means
limited to -eont- > -ont-: Eub. ®oxdog [/G XI1.9: 56, no.454 ca. 475], Meg. ®oyvettog
[SGDI MI.1: 3025.63] < Beo-) far outnumber those attesting -eoC > -oC (E. Cret.
eneotatov [/C IILiii: 3 C.16], as above). There is consequently no guarantee that any
variety of Ionic ever underwent hyphaeresis of *-(o)eon > *-(0)on even if there are traces
of *-(o)eont- > *-(o)ont- there.

Beyond mistrust of an Ionic *-(o)eon > *-(o)on assumed on the basis of *-(o)eont-
> -(0)ont- (mowovtog [Chios], opovoovteg [Amorgos]), however, there is the possibility of
making a case that -oed- hyphaeresis itself was post-Homeric altogether in Ionic. Homer

32 See SGDIIIL.2: 555 sub no. 5363 and, in more detail (with more examples drawn from more

dialects than just Ionic), Schwyzer (1939), 252-3. It should be noted, however, that many
supposed examples of etymological -eea- and -eeo- surfacing in the end as -éa- and -éo-are
probably to be explained in a different way: *-eea/o- > -éa/o- > -éa/o- (Nussbaum 2018, 271—
302).
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has a decent number of -0eé and -oed- forms of voéw (< *noheyo/e- with two old hiatuses,
one may note):

voéw 3x 11, 5x Od.; voéovtt 1x II., 1x (in a 3x repeated line) Od.; voeovon 1x 11.

In every case the etymological /oed/ sequence is metrically guaranteed as still trisyllabic.>?
Homer does not have many other verbs in -oed and -oeo-, but the forms that can be found
also fail to show the vowel loss on which Bechtel’s explanation has always depended:

34 < 35 ¢

Aogov-* ‘washed’ 1x Od.; oivoyoedvteg
with molovtog (Chios), as above.

pouring (wine)’ 1x Od.; contrast moigov 2x 1.

It therefore seems anything but obvious that y6ov would be an already-Homeric
hyphaeresized form of *géeon (however that may itself have arisen’®).

6.1.6 The dispositive point in all this, however, is perhaps that the very verb under
discussion here (yodw) never shows any other form in Homer or even after Homer in
which a vowel would seem to have been hyphaeresized between the two o-vowels, at least
on the surface. The relevant Homeric forms are:

With unmolested -oao-: yodowev (1x 1), yodoev (1x 11.)

With -0aé- “distracted” to -006-: yodwvra (1x Od.), yodwvrec (1x Od.), yodwvrag (1x Od.),
yodwaa (3x /1. [in 4 appearances], 5x Od.), yodowoav (2x Od.)

33 Sotoo voswv (Hes. Op. 286). It would be arbitrary to insist that voedvteg (Hes. Op. 261) stands

in the place of an “original” fvoovtec, of course.

It is not especially plausible that 3™ sg. impf. 16’ (Ad¢) at k 361 is analogical to a putative 1%
sg. and 3" pl. */don that was produced by a hyphaeresis of impf. Adgov (5 252) (: fut.
Aoéooopon [£221], aor. hoéooar [T 320] etc.) to a present *loweyo/e- (> hovw [Hom. Aovecba,
fut. -Aovcopa, aor. Aodow ete.]). The attestation in Homer of unhyphaeresized Adeov is itself
a bit of an embarrassment to this account of this A0, as is the existence of a Adw in, e.g., Attic
(see LSJ 1062, col. 1), which is not otherwise much of a hyphaeresizing dialect. Hom.+ 26w
can in any case be explained as a different, and inherited, simple thematic present formation,
with Lat. lavo, -ere as an exact correspondent (by “Thurneysen-Havet’s Law”; see, e.g., Weiss
2020, 152).

It would again be arbitrary or even tendentious to contend that oivoyoedvteg is “really”
Toivoyoovteg, though it would be reasonable to wonder whether -yogv- in this form, with
“recent” Ionic but thoroughly Homeric -gv- from -eo- (Chantraine 2013, 61-5, especially 63—
4), might not have been triggered by the separate present oivoyogbvewv (2x 1., 2x Od.).

The dubiousness of a putative *gdeon > yoéov obviously undermines the plausibility of a
*g6eon that arose in some way other than via Schmidt’s aé > e6 rule as well. Specifically,
Leumann’s idea (see §5.3 above) that the present yodw represents a denominative in original
*-e(y)o/e- to the verbal abstract *gowo- ‘a groan’ (> y6oc) that was remade as an -a(y)o/e-
present in assimilation to fodiw, leaving only *goeon > ydov as a trace, would also be strongly
disfavored if *-oeon > -oon cannot be counted on. But Leumann’s overall scenario has other
problems too (on which see again §5.3 above)—to which it may be added that yodw, as a
virtual praesens tantum, is less likely than it might seem to have followed the lead of an averbo
like Bodw: (€)Bonoa, in which the present is the marginal member (as observed above).

34

35

36
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With -0ad- contracted to -06-: Yowv (1x Od.), yodvteg (2x 11, 1x Od.)*’

If fifteen times we have uncontracted forms that rule out hyphaeresis in the first place,
and if three times we have contracted-looking forms that also rule it out at least as they
stand, then invoking hyphaeresis to explain the last remaining form must inspire
skepticism. Furthermore, the Homeric present stem forms of the rhyme-verb Bodw
‘shout’—as comparatively few as they are, and with no form occurring more than once—
show exactly the same pattern as yodo (except without cases of unmolested -o0ad-):

With -oao- “distracted” to -006-: Bodwaot (1x I1.), Podwv (1x II. [in 2 appearances]), Podmvra
(1x 1), Boodwvteg (1x 11.)

With -oaé- contracted to -06-: Po@v (1x 11.), -Bodvte (1x 11.)

In other words, all the available evidence suggests that at least the second step in Bechtel’s
phonological explanation of yoov is something that did perhaps happen in Ionic, but, if so,
only after the formational period of the Iliad and Odyssey—and may not have happened
before final -n at all 3

6.2 This brings us to the second way of explaining an imperfect that takes the transmitted
shape y6ov. If yoov in Z 500 is an imperfect, which remains the clearly superior parsing,
but does not come from regular, expectable *goaon by sound change(s), we could resort
to a fairly obvious alternative way of still explaining the form as an imperfect. Nor is this
alternative especially difficult to envision. In fact, it was envisioned modo grosso at least
as long ago as Brandreth (1841), 102, followed by Fick (1886), 320 (both ad loc.), where
the idea was to see yoov as a rearrangement of a 3. pl. impf. in the “Aeolic” inflection that
is indeed found in Lesbian and Thessalian, but also in Arcadian, Cyprian, Mycenaean
and—most importantly for present purposes—in Homeric language.® This is the well-
known athematic inflection of present stems that would belong to the so-called “contract”
type in Attic, Ionic and Doric—which is to say -é- in place of -eo/e-, -a- in place of -ao/e-,
and -0- in place of -oo/e-. Forms pointing to this kind of present inflection include: Lesb.
artnron (/G XI1.2: 14), kdAnu<p>1(Sa. 60.4 PMG), LopnwcOo (/G X11.2: 1 etc.), koAncBot
(IG XI1.2: 645 etc.), evepyetevieoot (IG X1, 2 527), momuevog (IG XII Suppl.: 137);
Thess. otpatayevtog (SEG 31: 577), diecapeipeva (IG 1X.2: 1229 etc.); Arc. moevio (IG

37 The suggestion (Bechtel 1908, 196) that yéwv and yodvteg are substitutions of contracted

forms for forms that have undergone the hyphaeresis (*go(e)on and *go(é)ontes) that the same
author proposed (Bechtel 1906) for ydov < gd(e)on itself is both arbitrary and even self-
defeating, implying as it does that in yomv and yo®dvteg lonic actually had unhyphaeresized
and contracted forms (that had furthermore not undergone an *ao > *eo change either). And
accounting for yoéwv and yo®vteg as Atticisms of the tradition is surely the counsel of despair.
It is far from sure or even plausible that the widely transmitted forms odn(1)g (1 681) and com(v)
(I424), apparent pres. subjunctives (see Ludwich 1902—7; Allen 1931; West 1998-2000 etc.
ad locc.), provide evidence of a *sa(w)oéi(s) that hyphaeresized the 4 in its first syllable after
w-loss. It seems probable that these forms are of a piece with the 3 pl. pres. subj. (I 393) widely
transmitted as céwot for cadot. Cf. also Hesych. (1320) *ode1g odlers? See also §6.3 below
and the Appendix.
39 See, e.g., Schwyzer (1939), 729-30; Buck (1955), 123—4; Bliimel (1982), 167-77 (§§181-9);
Scarborough (2023), 136-42 (§2.1.3); Dubois (1986),142-52; Egetmeyer (2010), 465-73;
Chantraine (2013), 294-5, 486.
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V.2 6), adwevta (IG V.2 6), adwnpevog (IG V.2: 6), Copovio (IG V.2 6); Myc. tere-ja-
e (PY Ep04, Eb40) = teleyyahen (-hen infin. to pres. teleyya- [= *teleyyao/e-]).

6.2.1 As is already clear from the examples just given (Lesb. aitnton etc.), the stem in this
type of inflection ends in a long vowel that does not alternate with a short one (except
where the underlying long vowel has been shortened by Osthoff’s Law [Thess.
otpatayevtog etc.]). This is especially evident from a category like the -pevon infinitive.
In these forms, primary or “real” athematic presents (so-called “-pu presents”) show a
zero-grade:

{-pevon (: gl-p), i-pevon (: -p), ioté-pevon (: iom-p < *hista-).

But verbs with “Aeolic” inflection show the same long vowel that they show everywhere
else:

Hom. dapevor (E 823+), mevOnuevor (o 174+), mobipevor (u 110), eipevar (X 265),
popnpevar (O 310).

6.2.2 The imperfect of this kind of inflection of yodw would have had in its original form:
*(e)goan  *(e)goamen
*(e)goas  *(e)goate

*(e)gbéa'® *égodn/ *gddan

—with the 3™ plural expected to have a short & as the stem-final before the ending -, as
an analogous paradigm like that of the Homeric “passive” aorist in invariant -(6)n- would
suggest:

*yoapev -(O)npev
*yoarte = -O)nre
Fyoav?! -(0)ev (HyepOev A 57 etc.)

6.2.3 Even if the metrical shape of yoov in Z 500 can be explained, however, by taking it
to represent this kind of descriptively athematic 3 pl. imperfect, that idea still does not
exactly impose itself. For one thing, it is necessary to determine whether it is possible that
the 3™ pl. *yoav finally gets represented by yoov. If this happened, it would have to have
been a kind of diektasis or distraction (see also §6.1.6 above).*? This is a phenomenon
limited to epic language—in which an old, but metrically irreplaceable, uncontracted

40 To 3. sg. imperf. act. *(e)géa cf. oaw (I1 363, ® 238) to Moamm ‘save’, the “Aeolic”

correspondent of lon. caow (-6 factitive to odog ‘safe and sound’).

As an evidence of this type of Aeolic 3™ pl. imperfect, Fick (see Leaf 1900, ad loc.) quoted a
vélav (: *yélap = yehdw ‘laugh’) from a fragment of Sappho or Alcaeus (PLF" Incert. Frag.
8). To be sure, the quantity of the a in the final syllable cannot be determined in its context:
yéhav &’ dBavarot O¢ot. But the null hypothesis is that it is short—judging again from the
indications of the 3 pl. aor. “pass.” -(0)ev, which is the closest available parallel, since that
of, e.g, &Pnpev, EPnte, EPav is inexact because its stem does not end in an invariant -a (or -n):
cf. dual Batnv.

42 Chantraine (2013), 77-84 (Ch. V).
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sequence, especially of @ plus o, is represented by a two-syllable version of the vowel,
namely 6 (= o), that would have been the eventual contraction product.

a. The commonest type, with do by “nature” or position retained as om, can be exemplified
by:

0paw — 0poOw, OPAOVGL = OPOWAL, OPAOLTE = OPOWTE, OPAOVTEG = OPOWVTES

b. The next most frequent is an @ or @oCC sequence that is replaced by “distracted” 60
or oocc:

HVAOVTO — UVMOVTO, -8pAouct = -8phwol, PaIXoUsL = paludwol, ifdovca —
npowoa
c. But what is needed for y6ov as a representative of *yodv is the diektasis of two vowels

in hiatus that are both the nuclei of metrically short syllables. This is rare, but not
unexampled. For at least do sequences are found that take the form 0o in Homer:

abog, 6oV — 660g (T 300), séov (H 310 etc.) and cf. céot (A 344 etc.)*
Nom. *Ileipaog — Ileipooc (B 844, A 525)
Cf. nom. *Ileipaog > Ieipwg (A 520)
gen. | *Tlelpdo’ viov# represented as | Tleipew viov# (Y 484)
patronymic Ieipaidao (A 228)

If distracted renditions of these non-identical vowels in hiatus in fact take their cue from
what would be the contracted outcome of such sequences, and since oa gives the same
contraction product as ao in lonic, it does seem possible that y6ov is indeed a diektasized
rendering of a *yodv. As an additional factor favoring this eventual representation of the
form, it is unquestionably the case that yoov as we have it looks more like the normal Tonic
yowv than a hypothetical Aeolic *y6av could. In addition, the Homeric paradigm of yodm
has a good number of more banal diektasis forms:

YOO WVTQ, YOOWVTESG, YOOWVTAS, YOOwaa, Yodwaoav; v.II. yodwpev, yodwev

And these necessarily have three o-vowels in a row, and even two consecutive short ones,
which might have something to do with this slightly unusual yoov as well.

d. All in all, then, it seems at least possible that an “Aeolic”’-type athematic form could
have gotten a diektatic treatment of oa and ended up as yoov.

6.3 Nor would yodm ‘bewail’ be the only case in Homer of a present stem that very
specifically shows “Aeolic” inflection in its imperfect indicative (+/- other forms) beside

43 This despite Chantraine (2013), 83, since there is no particular reason to rule out an analogical

explanation of fem. oon (0497) and neut. céa (Q 382 +). And the idea that the adjective had
an o-grade root is hardly tenable against the evidence of cadppwv (& 168) and related forms
(cadepova [© 462, H. Bacch. 49], caoppocivng [y 13], caoppocvvnot [y 30] and several
more in Archil., Theogn., Pind., Simon., Bacchyl.) together with ca®tepog (A 32), caboelg
(A 83) etc., and odg, odv in the epics themselves as well as in Attic (including, e.g., Thuc.,
Ar., Antiph.), together with indications like Cypr. PN sa-wo-pi-o /Sawobid/ (ICS 255) or Boe.
Zavkpatég. (/G VII 1888 c, 8).
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the “contract” forms that would be regular in Ionic. Another clear case is that of the verb
meaning ‘save’.**

The extra-presential forms of this verb in Homer include a fut. act. and midd., a very
well represented aor. act., and a much less frequent aor. pass. The fut. forms are of the
shape camow, -gig, -et etc. (II., Od.) and camcear (Od.). The aor. act. forms are what

would be expected to go with this future:

gotwoa (Od.), ctwoag (11.), (§)cawaoe (II., Od.), écawcov (IL); subj. canong (II.), camon
(1), camdoetov (I1.), cadcouev (I1,0d.); opt. camceiag (I1.), canco (1., Od.), coboeiov
(I.); imv. cawoov (II., Od.), cadcate (/1.); infin. camcépevar (1), cawcépev (11.); aor.
pass. £é66mbev (Od.); imv. canbnto (I1.); inf. cawbivar (1., Od.).

These fut. and aor. forms guarantee that the present of this verb, if any, would be non-
“Aecolic” cadw, which would itself be unambiguously analyzable as the -6 factitive to
odog ‘safe and sound’. This, in turn, is consistent with such forms as 3 pl. pres. indic.
caovot (Tyrt. IEG 11.13), 2 sg. imv. cdov (H. Dem. 3), 3 sg. opt. caot (Thgn. IEG 1.868).
In the epics themselves, this present is presupposed by the imperfect iterative cmeckov
(®363), representing *ocaosokov|"™ ‘I often saved’. Beside this, however, strong traces of
an -opt inflection for this present are found: 2. sg. pres. indic. cdwc/camig (Ale. [PLF:
313]) and, crucial for the present point, the Homeric forms 3 sg. impf. céio (I1 363, @ 238)
and 2 sg. imv. cao (v 230 [2x], p 595), which is already enough to establish an instance
in which Homeric language (if the Hymns qualify as such) has both “Aeolic” and non-
“Aecolic” present inflection side by side in one verb.

Other Homeric forms of this present are either interestingly ambiguous on this score
or provide additional evidence of -opt beside -6w inflection.*

6.4 So far, consequently, there is nothing actually against this “Aeolic” athematic
explanation of y6ov. But it would obviously corroborate the case if something positive
can be said for it. What is needed is some evidence that this particular verb did in reality
inflect, at least in part, according to the athematic Aeolic pattern in the epic dialect. In
fact, there are a couple of indications that it did.

6.4.1.a. The first such thing that comes to mind is the pres. infinitive yofjuevol (Z 502).46
Infinitives in -juevon to -G presents are not at all common in Homer. They are much less
common, in any case, than -fpevat to -m. There are only yonuevau itself (: yoov [k 567],
yoaaokev [0 92], yoowoa [E 413+] etc.), aprjpevon ‘pray’ at x 322 (: apdron [I 240+],
npounv [E 114+]) etc.), and mewvnuevon ‘starve’ at v 137 (: mewbov [T 25] etc.). Each
occurs only once.

6.4.1.b. Furthermore, aprjpevar is peculiar, since it is the only active form of this otherwise
deponent verb (which occurs in the present, imperfect, future, aorist and perfect) that is
found in Homer or elsewhere. But the explanation of dpnuevar is obvious. The phrase at
% 322 that contains this uniquely active form is:

... apripeval || év peydpolowv#

44 See also Forssman (2019), 41 (§2.2.1 II). On the supposed “Aeolic” pedigree of imperfect

dual forms in -V to -G presents see, for now, note 51.
45 See Appendix.
46 See also Forssman (2019), 41 (§2.2.1 1I).
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And this may justly be suspected of having been modeled on the one at = 502 in the lliad,
where yonuevat appears instead:

... Yonjuevat || év peydpolow.

Active inflection in the present is, after all, the invariant rule for yodw. One is entitled to
suppose from this that yorjuevan already belonged to the epic morphological inventory
when the exceptional aprjpevon was created.

6.4.1.c. Tlewvnpevay, for its part, is an infinitive not to a banal -do/e- present, but to
an -dgo/e- present with -a- throughout. This is not unambiguously clear from the Homeric
forms that happen to occur:

(mewawv [T 25], tewdovta [T 162], mewdovte [I1 758]).

These forms, if made to an -do/e- present of the usual sort, would all present an
unavoidable cretic sequence (fmewvdov etc. =~ ), impossible to place anywhere in a
hexameter. Consequently, the Homeric forms, in the absence of further information, could
be suspected of showing a frequent type of metrical lengthening.*’ But residual Attic
forms (though this present joined the ordinary -do/e- type later*®) confirm a real,
etymological -do/e- present stem (> Att.-lon. *-co/e- > lon. *-No > -, -ng1 > -1j) here:

infinitive newijv (Ar. Ach. 794 +); indic. newfic (Hdn. Ilepi mabdv 3.2: 315.11), mewij (Ar.
Eq. 1271+); subj. mewij (P1. Phaedo 85a +).

The other relevant factor is that the segments making up v 137 (# oitov & ovkétr’ Eonf°
mewnuevar | elpeto yop pv#) do not seem to suggest a secondary explanation of
newvnuevon like the one that looked plausible for dpnuevor above. Nevertheless, a
secondary explanation based upon the very unusual coexistence of an older Att.-lon.
mewno/e- with a newer mewvoo/e- may be considered. Since this verb for ‘starve’ is at least
as well represented in the imperfect as elsewhere, we may perhaps conjecture that the 3
sg. of the older inflection, which would have been *(§)reivn (< *[¢]neivne), played a role
in the creation of mewnueval. This impf. *(€)meivn would have become more or less
opaque as soon as the newer and less marked newvaw inflection began to compete. It was
then, in this scenario, that it became eligible to play a role in the analogical creation of a
purely epic infinitive by a process like (¢)daun (B 860 = 874, 1 545+) : dapnuevar (K 403
= P 77+) = *(€)meivn : x, which would reliably produce the infinitive mewnuevat, of
course.*

47 Chantraine (2013), 100—1 (§44 A. a).

48 3 pl. pres. indic. mewdow (Ar. Plut. 504), impf. éncivov (Ar. Aves 1282, Ach. 535+; Xen.
Hell. VI, 2.15.2), pres. ptcpl. m. dat. pl. tewv®dot (Ar. Aves 580+). For additional forms see
Veitch (1887), 518.

An equivalent solution—on an understanding that -qpevar to an -ém is more cogent, because
more frequent, than -juevon to an -dw—could start with recognizing that an -no/e- present like
newno/e-, in Ionic, would develop, e.g., an indic. 1% sg. *newém (< *newno) and 3rd pl.
*newvémot (< *mewvovot), with the latter analogically redone as *mewvéovot to conform to the
usual indicative rather than subjunctive pattern. This would have led to a pres. indic.
inflectional pattern *newvéw, newi]g, mewi, *mevéovot and enabled *newéwm : mevpevor on
the model of kaAéw : koAqpevar, mevhéw : mevOnuevor, eAém : eiAnuevat, and especially—

49
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6.4.1.d. This leaves yorjpevon as the one and only Homeric active infinitive in -juevon that
goes with an unremarkable active present in -do/e-. But, as suggested above, it also
appears likely that yorjuevon was actually the model for the unexpected active infinitive
apnuevol, from which it was concluded that yonuevar must therefore have been around in
epic language for at least a relatively long time. This means at the same time, however
that yodw is the only verb in Homer that displays the pattern -G, -deig, -det etc. : -nuevar.
In other words, that pattern is completely unproductive in epic language, which, in turn,
means that as far as can possibly be told, yonpevor was probably not itself analogically
formed by an epic poet, since no model—or at least no exact model—seems to exist. But
if yonuevor was not analogically formed, and is therefore not a creation of epic language,
then the Homeric repertory presumably came by it honestly, so to speak. It may be
considered, that is to say, an epic Aeolicism that has merely Ionicized *-oipevar
to -fuevar.>®

This infinitive is therefore one indication that the epic dialect, to put it synchronically,
inflected yodw at least partly in the athematic-looking “Aeolic” fashion. If so, we would
now have a small piece of positive support for the idea that y6ov in Z 500 represents a 3™
plural imperfect *y6av of just such a paradigm.’!

6.4.2 There are, however, two other features of the Homeric averbo of yodw that are
relevant here. By themselves, neither would necessarily mean very much, but in light of
what it seems possible to conclude from yo6ov itself and from yonjuevan, they at least
deserve to be mentioned.

6.4.2.1. a. First there is the iterative imperfect in -oxo/¢- to this verb. As a rule in Homer,>
contract presents both in - and in -4o make the -oko/e- imperfect from the full thematic
stem in -gg- or -oe- (the latter regularly represented with distraction to -aa-), which is what
would be expected of such present stems in the first place:

KOpEOUOL : KOUEEOKEV EKTIEPAQ : TIEPANOKE
Oxéewv : Oxéeokov TESAQ : TESAATKOV

Contract presents with a heavy and metrically long root syllable, however, would
systematically contain a cretic sequence if they were made in the same, expectable way
(where O = syllable): Ogeokov etc., Odgokov etc. The Homeric solution to this problem

because of semantic relatedness to mevpevar ‘starve’—mobéw : mobjpevor ‘miss, long for’.
In either case, mewnpevan cannot count as an -fjpevat infinitive to an ordinary -6 present.

50 Chantraine (2013), 294-5.

S Another set of Homeric forms that have been analyzed as “Aeolic” -7 presents corresponding
to -Vo/e- stems in lonic etc. (Chantraine 2013, 295) are a number of duals. While these forms
made to -eo/e- presents mostly show the -gitnv that would be banal as the outcome of ancient
Tonic *-ee-ton or *-ee-téen (e.g., aiveitov [c 64], kopeimv [@ 113] etc.), those that go
with -ao/e- presents, instead of expected -atnv < *-ae-t@n, regularly show -yt (portiTnv
[M 266] etc.). This might seem to establish actual “Aeolic” inflection for an additional tranche
of -ao/e- presents in epic language. But the fact that “Aeolic” -n- inflection in the -eo/e- cases
is mostly missing argues against this, as does the circumstance that the stem-final -n- of
these -jtnv duals to -ao/e- presents is always placed in the biceps and is thus consistently
resolvable.

52 For more on this see Nussbaum (1998), 6472 with reference to Kimball (1980), 44—6.
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was to make the iterative imperfect of contract presents with a heavy root syllable
in -gokov and -ackov rather than -égckov and -Geckov/-GocKov:

WOET: HOeokoV  VIKQ : VIKACKOUEVY
TIWAETTAL : TWAEOKETO TPWTIAOBE : TPWTAOKETO etc.

To judge by the completely consistent evidence of the accent as transmitted in the forms
that could disambiguate, in addition to the complete absence of graphic contraction
products, iterative imperfects like those just exampled are not the result of contraction:
*olyvéeoxke, if it had existed, would have yielded an *oiyveioke vs. actual ofyveoke, just
as *®m0éeorov would have developed to *d0eickov vs. actual dOeckov. Instead, these OFw
and Ofw presents act as if they were made, speaking purely descriptively, from athematic
stems with a final short vowel. In any case, the distribution is clear and regular: in contract
presents after a light syllable we find -éeox- and -daok-, while after a heavy syllable it
is -eok- and -aok-. This pattern is followed by forms of 27 different contract presents that
make iterative imperfects in Homer.

6.4.2.1.b. There are exactly three verbs that offer exceptional forms. The first of them,
kaAém, does makes a regular kaAéeokov, - (2x II., 1x H. Pan, 1x Hes. Th.), but there is
also anomalous koAéoketo (O 338).°% Similarly, 84w makes an irregular-looking
gaokeg, - (4x I1.), while its by-form elackov, -¢ (3x I, 1x Od., 1x Hes. Frag.) is a
representation of regularly formed *$éeokov, -£.>* But the third present in this tiny group
is precisely yodw, which once makes the iterative imperfect that would be expected
(yodaokev 0 92), but then, twice within eight lines of the Hymn to Aphrodite, offers two
instances of the irregularly short form in what is essentially a repeated line segment:

\ o )

# Tov 6n émerta yoaoke|tr (209), # ovkeT Emerta yoaoke|r (216).

These abnormal short forms require an explanation, occurring as they do in only three of
the twenty-eight contract presents that form an iterative in Homer—and appearing only in
some such forms at that.

6.4.2.1.c. For xoAéwm : kaléokeTo, a rationale is not far to seek.>® For it is guaranteed by
KaANu<p>t (Sappho PLF 60.4) and «k[dAn[pu (Sappho PLF 1.16) that kaAém did in fact
inflect as a descriptive athematic kdAnwu in Lesbian and therefore, presumably, in other
dialects showing “Aeolic” inflection as well.’® This makes it possible to suppose that while
KkaAéeokov, -€ (II. +) was the iterative imperfect to kKoAéw, kaAéoketo (/1) was the version
of the form made from Aeolic kdAnut. The model for its formation would have been
provided by the -okov imperfects derived from presents inherited as athematic, in which
the weak stem of an ablauting present preceded the -cko/e-, as in {otdton (K 173, O 293,

53 The form is passive: vidg 8& Zerhoto | koéoketo Bovkoidao. It has dictional congeners in

the naming construction ° ot Titfjveg koAéovton (2 279) and |* ol Nmjiddeg kaléovran (v 104 =
348), cf. also |"koi dOavoror kodéovtar (E 342) and " kai develol kodéovtar (0 433, p 423 =
T 79). It also has versificational ones in |" tiéoxeto "Thiog ipny (A 490) and the like (H 140, A
208).

54 Nussbaum (1998), 66-70, 70-2.

55 Nussbaum (1998), 68.

56 So too possibly Thess. (Pelasg.) mpokaieovOar if this is a subjunctive in *kalé-o-. See
Scarborough (2023), 138-9.
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X 318) : Totaoke (t 574) or edro (A 188+) : pdoke (A 306+),%7 and where the exact model
for kaAnu : kaAéoketo would have been provided, in turn, by iotnu : iotacke and enui :
¢@doke. The pres. infinitive kaAnpevon (K 125) could, of course, support the idea that epic
language really did have a present kéAnw at its disposal, but a single occurrence in the
tenth book of the /iad is not an ideally sturdy basis for that belief. It is not quite worthless
either, however, since it is not as if -£® presents make Homeric -fjpevar infinitives without
further ado.
6.4.2.1.d. In the case of €énokec and &aocke (/1.), the way is once again theoretically open
to explaining the irregular short iterative as derived from “Aeolic” *£aju rather than €d,
with *&ayu : €doke parallel to fotapy iotnu : iotooke. For a present of the *£apu type is
plausibly attested both in the Thessalian pres. imv. gatov (/G IX 2: 1229.26-7) and the
Arcadian pres. pass. gatot (IG V 2: 262, 1.23 [Mantinea]).>® If so, and if elackov, glacke
(l. +) is a replacement paradigm for *édeokov/-¢, it would be a second case in which an
iterative imperfect has been derived both from a contract present and from its surface
athematic “Aeolic” correspondent. This time, however, we lack any additional indication
from Homeric language itself that the epic repertory included “Aeolic” present forms of
this particular verb.

Furthermore, it is impossible to rule out a different way altogether of accounting for
irregularly short ackeg, -€.%° For although there is reason to be skeptical of do from deo
by hyphaeresis in Homer (§§6.1.4 — 6.1.6 above), that is not to say that epic language

57 Nussbaum (1998), 69. It could be pointed out, however, that Hom. géoke is not exactly an

Ionic iterative imperfect in the usual sense. First, forms of that class are never augmented,
while &packov, -g¢, -g(v) are frequent in Homer. And while some of them may be “repaired”
(e.g., by reading *aA\Aa pe paokeg for alha |’ Epackeg in N100), this is far from the rule.
Furthermore, non-imperfect forms simply pointing to a pres. ¢dckw are not infrequent,
although—notably—they are all post-Homeric: Aesch. ¢dowovteg (Suppl. 388), ¢dok®
(Choeph. 91); Thuc. packdvtav (1.136.1), pbokovteg (2.54.2) and frequently, but always as
pres. participle; Eur. pdoxovoa (4lc. 637); Soph. pdokow’ dv (4j. 1037), pbokew (EL 9),
odoxwv (EL 319) etc.

58 For the Thessalian form see, e.g., Bliimel (1982), 175 (§188). On the Arcadian form see
especially Dubois (1986), 149. It is unlikely that either of these forms is a contracted
continuator of *e(w)ae-. First, in both these dialects an -@- present is the default expectation
(note 39 above) as the correspondent of an -ao/e- present in Ionic (and elsewhere). In addition,
there is some unclarity about the contraction of -ae- both in Arcadian and especially in
Thessalian. To be sure, -awe- > -a- in Arcadian (Dubois 1986, 30) appears to be supported by
sixth-century [o]pe0lo. (IG V 2: 75 [Tegea)) beside fourth-century enadra, putatively epat’la
UGV 2: 6.5 [Tegea)), if indeed that is not a dialect borrowing from elsewhere (HGD 2, 122).
But even so, the contraction seen in fourth-century emaOia would seem to be a recent one,
given that another fourth-century inscription from the very same town (/G V 2: 560 [Tegea])
offers uncontracted de- in aghog. And since /G V 2: 262, the inscription supplying €atot, has
been dated to the fifth century, it would appear to be too early for a contraction of *eaetoi >
eatoi. In addition, the Arcadian crasis (Buck 1955, 80; HGD 2, 122) of ka(y) epi was evidently
kepi (xem twice on /G V 2: 113) and that of ta epionta was tépionta (temovta IG V 2: 75),
suggesting that *a(y)e (even in contrast to *a(w)e > a?) might have contracted to é.
Furthermore, Arcadian inscriptions display forms in which a sequence of an a-vowel and an
e-vowel appear as og or an (HGD 2, 122).

59 Nussbaum (1998), 69-70.
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shows no hyphaeresized forms at all. For a case can be made in favor of -é(w)aa > -éa in
| kpéa &Spevor|| (A 345, X 347), presumably representing elided kpéoa, beside kpéo
oM (@ 231, u 19, 364 etc.) and many other such guaranteed dibrach xpéa forms.*
Similarly, nominal s-stems in etymological *-é(w)-é(h)- that end up as descriptive -e-
stems in Neo-lonic and already in Homer—i.e., *kléweh-a > xAéo etc.—have also
probably gotten this shape by way of a simple é(w)eha > éa development, amounting to
the loss of one, presumably the second, of the two e-vowels.®! And the consequence is
that there are two ways of explaining the short £aokeg, -¢ of the Iliad, neither of which
can be decisively excluded.

6.4.2.1.e. As for irregularly short yoaoke (H. Aphr. 209, 216), the lack of support for
hyphaeresis, Homeric or otherwise, in the sequences odo and ode (§§6.1.4 — 6.1.6 above)
would seem to open the door to consideration of the idea that although yodaokev (1x Od.)
is the regular, predictable iterative to present yodw, this ydoaoke might be a congener of
Karéoketo to kéAnut and, possibly, ackeg,-€ to Eau—which is to say that this yoéaoke
was derived from the “Aeolic” *yoopu that may underlie infinitive yonuevon and, in the
proposal being made here, imperfect yoov (= *yoav).

This account of the form is not at all sure but is not to be dismissed in every possible
version either. The factor that demands attention in the evaluation of yoaoke as a potential
artifact of an -opu inflection of yodw in epic language is that while kaAéoketo and
gaokeg, -€ occur in the /liad and never again, yoaoke does not appear until H. Aphr. and
is found only once, in effect, even there. By the usual calculus, this would favor the view,
as the default, that the form is an innovation vis a vis yodookev in the Odyssey.

But this is not itself a reason to rule out all possible connection between yéaoke and
the “Aeolic” inflection of yodw in Homer that is suggested by yonjuevotl. After all, an
“Ionic” iterative imperfect made to an “Aeolic” athematic present is an analogical creation
in epic language by definition. And this means that a recently formed yoaoke might simply
be a relatively late deployment of the very same analogical process—namely iotnut :
fotacke = Myoénui: yoaoke—as operated in the earlier-attested cases of wéAnut:
kaAéoketo and, possibly, &arot : Eaoke (§6.4.2.1.¢c.).

A more concrete and specific version of this inner-epic analogical explanation of
yoaoke, however, is possible—but only if Homeric language really did have the use of
the imperfect *yoav of which yoov in Z 500 would be the transmitted form. The idea
would be an analogical

impf. iterative yoaoke «— actual 3" pl. impf. *yoov

on the model provided by such pairs as
impf. iterative (&v)icoke (Hes. Th. 157) : 3% pl. impf. (Eovev (A 273)/(uédnev (y 377)
impf. iterative ti0coxev (Hes., frag. 67 [b] M-W) : 3% pl. impf. (np6)tifev (o 112)

and less exactly by

60 Metrically guaranteed dibrach kpéa also survives into Hesiod (probable in frag. 17a.9) and

Theognis (1.293) as well as Euripides, Teleclides, and Aristophanes. See Sommer 1957.
61 Nussbaum (2018), 294-301 (§2.3.4).
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impf. packov, -g¢, -€ (N 100+)/ pdaoke®? (K 331, A 306+) : 3% pl. impf. Epav (T 161+).63

An even larger set of models—though purely formal this time—tesided in the tolerably
frequent -cko/e- iterative imperfects made to -ca- aorists, where pairs like

impf. iterative éAécackev (B 199) : 3% pl. Bhacav (T 281+)/ filacav (A 154)
impf. iterative oncicaocke (0 89) : oncicav (I 177+)/ €oneicav (v 55)

could also, of course, have encouraged an innovated
yéooke « 3" pl. impf. *yoov

The only obvious alternative to this explanation of putatively recent yoaoke, in fact, is to
suppose that by the stage of the tradition represented by the Hymn to Aphrodite, the
morphological rule for deriving lonic iteratives that dictated -aecio/e- after light syllables
and -aoxo/e- after heavy ones had simply been relaxed by generalization of -acko/e- to
any verb in which it would be convenient (with the opposite generalization
of -aeoko/e-/ -aaocko/e- to stand after a heavy syllable remaining impossible, of course).
Such a scenario would, of course, immediately allow for the yoaoke in question here—
though it remains implausible without an explanation of why there is only one instance of
a form that illustrates this supposed revision of the derivational rule in question.

6.4.2.2 The final piece of the averbo of yodw that might, at least at first glance, support
an explanation of y6ov as representing an “Aeolic” athematic imperfect, is the pres. act.
participle—or rather some forms of it. In §6.1.6 it was already argued that the Homeric
forms of yodw as transmitted do not support the vowel loss that Bechtel proposed in his
explanation of y6ov. But the evidence compiled in §6.1.6 also shows that there are only
two forms of yodw in Homer that look contracted at all.

One is the 3" pl. imperfect of the Odyssey passage (k 567) in §4. But the contracted
form there is not metrically guaranteed (|* yowv tidlovtd te yaitog) and could
theoretically represent a substitution of the regular lonic form—or, later on, even that of
the Attic one during the written tradition—for an athematic form. As noted above, this is
completely unsure and may even qualify as arbitrary. It remains the case, however, that
continuators of uncontracted goao- in this verb (cf. §6.1.6 again) are significantly more
numerous than contracted ones.

But even if imperfect yoov at k 567 is and always was the contracted Ionic form, it
makes its first and only Homeric appearance in the Odyssey. And this leaves the
contracted-looking forms of the pres. act. participle (yodvteg X 315, 355; 1 467) as the
only forms of pres. yodw in the I/iad that do not continue the original uncontracted forms
either directly or indirectly by way of diektasis.

In and of itself, this does not mean much. But it can be added that these participial
forms occur in two expressions of a very common shape and position:

62 Necessarily analyzed as impf. to a pres. péokam because eligible for augment, though no form

but the impf. occurs in Homer and Hesiod, or anywhere else, apparently, before Aeschylus.
Of the 15 occurrences of this form in Homer, nine are in the expression #Qg dp’ Epav, which
may be the form taken by a *#Qc¢ dpa @bév. Four others occur in #Qg &pav, where the
augmented form is guaranteed, and which could have been the expression from which &pav
was generalized everywhere.

63
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' dveoteviyovto yodvteg (2 315 = 355)  |° todg 8¢ otevéyovto yodvieg (1 467)

It further emerges, moreover, that the template that produced the two expressions that
feature irresolvable yo®vteg has other unmistakable outputs:

|™ éneotevayovto &’ Etaipot (A 154) I’ peyéra otevéyovto 0éovoan (T1 393)
|’ émi 8¢ oTevéyovto yuvaikeg (T 301 = X 515 = Q
746, Q 722)
|’ émi 82 oteviyovro yépovreg (T 338)
|’ émi 8¢ oteviyovto moAiton- (X 429)

Naturally, we could assume that the yo®vteg expressions appearing in X 315, 355 and 1
467 just above are simply of comparatively recent origin, that they were modeled on A
154 and on IT 393 etc., and that they made use of the contracted form of the participle that
was available by then. This story of the Homeric form yo®vteg is not ruled out by
anything.

It might seem, however, that it could be more compelling than it is. For the fact
remains that no other contracted form of yodm has managed to work its way into the /liad
at all. In adddition, the late-origin explanation of the yo®dvteg expressions (X 315, 355 and
1467) would be more conclusive, it might be argued, if at least one of the supposed models
(A 154 and IT 393 etc.) was better represented than the yo®vteg expressions are. But that
is really not the case. For [*dveoteviyovto yodviec (X 315 = 355) and
|* tovg 8¢ oteviyovto yodvieg (1 467) are actually better represented—though the
numbers as a whole are all too small to support really cogent inferences—than any one of
the potential models. The situation might therefore be seen as leaving just enough room
to consider the possibility that |*~~ 777~ yodvrecH and yo®dvtec#H contain a
modernization/ Ionicization of an “Aeolic” *ydavtec# that would go together with the
imperfect yoov (for *yoav) itself (§§6.2.2 — 6.2.3), and with the well-embedded infinitive
yonuevar (§6.4.1), and possibly also with the very unusual short imperfect iterative
yoaoke (§6.4.2.1.b and e). Finally, a small potential benefit obtained from supposing that
yo®dvrteg is a recent lonicization of *ydavtec# is that it immediately explains a related little
peculiarity. As things stand in the traditional text, the //iad has only the contracted-looking
form of the masc. participle of yoaw (yodvteg X 315 = 355), while the Odyssey still has
the uncontracted form three out of four times (yodwvta t 119, yodwvteg | 234, yodwvtog
K 209 vs. yo®vteg 1 467). Though this is hardly a serious problem, the question would not
arise at all if Homeric yo®vteg systematically conceals “Aeolic” *yoavteg.

But arguing that | dveoteviyovto yodvreg and |° Tovg 8& oteviyovto yodviec—on the
grounds that they are at least as well represented as any of the expressions produced by
the same template (| éncotevéyovo & £taipot, | &mi 8¢ oteviyovio yépovreg etc.), and
are therefore liable to be at least as old, and may consequently continue archaic
expressions—cannot succeed in the end. For on the one hand, the yo®vtec# expressions
could have been created comparatively late on the model of a congener that does not turn
out to be more frequent than they are in the poems as we have them. Furthermore, the
yodvtecH# expressions may even be conceived as having been modeled on all of the other
|~ ~ otevéyovro ™~ *#and | T~ T otevéyovto ~ T *# expressions simultaneously, as it were.
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Furthermore, the |*~~ otevéyovto ™~ *# and |° ~~ ~ otevéyovto ~ ~ *# expressions are
themselves only one fairly small group among the outputs of two epic dictional
“templates” that have been far more productive. Other products of the templates that
produced our (-)oteviyovto expressions are:

To

Cf.

To:

Cf.

|’ tovg 8¢ oteviyovio yodvieg 1467

5
:

€mi 8¢ otevdyovto yépovteg T 338
peyéda oteviyovto 6éovoar I1393
|* tov 8¢ Mocovto yépovteg 1574, &
448

101 8’ £pOEyyovTo KoAeDvieg K
5 7018 £¢08 AeD
229,255
|> éug 8¢ @O&yyovto kakedvieg p 249
[ oi & fomdlovro id6vieg H Aphr
15

&va oleov EEaryayoveg

S {eov & 6 H 435
[* tovg yap pivodeckov Edovreg & 17

|’ &po. Onfcavto idovteg 0 17

|’ otiyog iotacav dugiénoviec B 525
I’ tva te Evvéyovot tévovieg Y 478
Toi 8¢ POvOBovoy €dovteg a 250,
127

|* &va yevopev &Eayaydvieg H 336

I’ xoi dreEbpecOa pévovieg A 348,
X231

|* neveaivopev dppovéovieg O 104

|’ koo pamropey Gpeiémovreg y 118
|’ xoi Téthapey eicopdmvreg v 311

[ 6t p’ AABete kndfcovteg; Q 240
|’ kool pélete Suopevéovteg B 73

|5

> émi 8¢ otevérovto yovaikeg T 301,
X 515,Q 722

|’ émi 8¢ oteviyovto moAitar- X 429

5
:

mokivol kKhovéovto parayyeg E 93
Tpowv girovto edrayyes E 591, A
344

[ mieioton khovéovto palayyeg A
148, O 448

|> evovto 8¢ Sdicpuot kdAmor 1 570

To

Cf

To:

Cf

™ dveoteviyovto yodvieg X 315,

355

[ épnroovto pévovieg, O 435, O
3,0367

" kabMato untomvteg Y 153

" éunticovto pévovteg w273

| éo0Aevov Bepamovteg E 48

| Yrotpopéeckov Opdvteg Y 28
avii&av yerdwvieg o 40

HOL’ doyoAOmOl pHéEvovieg o
304
™ épdpaivooty Ebovteg TT 260
ayoloued’ e€epéovreg Kk 249
kabeldpecba kovteg Y 136, a
372
| ta ol 8idopev @ihéovieg 6 545
glokopev gicopowvteg 1 321, A
363
™ tva. pOsicopev ELOVTeg T 369
KeAevete Keptopéovteg 0 153

|tr

|tr

|tr

|tr

|tr

|tr

|tr

154

gmeotevayovto 6’ €taipor A

| énecogvovto 8¢ haoi B 86
| mepi kTeivovTo Kol GAAoL A 538

| petesoebovto yeparai Z 296

[T Sbw & &u’ Emovto voufisg X
525,p 214, v 175
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| nepiooeiovto & E0sipar T 382,
X 315, H Bac 4

™ éneppdovto yovaikeg v 107

> tovoovto 8¢ pdvoyeg tnmor 11375

|5
|5

Kvijpot poovto apowai X 411,Y 37
KeYApovTo 8¢ Tavteg Ayanol & 344,
p 135

[ 80ev V8pedovto moAiton n 131, p
206, H Dem 99

> kovpog dvérovto BbeAlar v 66

In the context of all this, it seems a particularly vain endeavor to pursue the vindication of
a scenario in which |~~~ otevéyovto yodvtecH# and [T~ -cteviyovio yodviecH are
especially well embedded outputs of these templates, are therefore expressions of
exceptionally long standing in the tradition, are consequently archaisms, and are
accordingly likely to represent predecessors that featured “Aeolic” *yoavreg.

7. A summary of the conclusions reached and the proposals made in this discussion is
easily given.

a. The Homeric 3™ pl. ydov is much more likely to be an imperfect than an aorist.

b. Once the case of pres. ptcpl. yodvreg is set aside as a plausible instance of the ordinary
introduction of an irresolvably contracted form of a stem that otherwise appears in
uncontracted form, the Homeric averbo of pres. yodw includes three oddities: impf. yoov,
infinitive yorjuevay, iterative yoooke.

c. All three simultaneously cease to be odd if “Aeolic” inflection of this present, which is
confirmed in any case by the infinitive, is assumed to have been a feature of the grammar
of Homeric language.

d. Adopting Bechtel’s approach produces a doubtful explanation for impf. yoov itself, and
a rather ad hoc account of impf. yowv and ptcpl. yodvteg, but does nothing to clarify the
very unusual short iterative yéaoke directly, and infin. yopuevar would have to be classed
as a genuinely old epic Aeolism anyway.

APPENDIX: MORE ON XAQMI BESIDE 2AOQ INFLECTION IN THE HOMERIC PRESENT OF
‘SAVE’

The 3 pl. pres. subj. at I 393 is mostly transmitted as cémot: fjv yop oM pe comact Ogoi|’
(see, e.g., Ludwich 1902—7; Allen 1931; West 1998-2000 ad loc.). This is printed by
Ludwich, while Allen and West, with some ancient authority, opt for ca®doct. A non-
“Aecolic” cadw should, of course, have made a subjunctive of the shape *sa(w)oosi, which
would have regularly resulted in the cadot that the latter editions offer. But it is perhaps
worth noting that a oot should theoretically have formed subj. *sd(w)oonti (short-
vowel subjunctive to athematic w-stem [cf. aor. £yvo : subj. yv@ < *gnéei]), which could
have given the same result.

At 1424 a 3 sg. modal form of this present, perhaps subj. and perhaps opt.,°* is widely
transmitted as con (1) (see Ludwich 1902—7; Allen 1931; West 1998-2000 ad loc.), which
is printed by van Thiel (1996), e.g. But a form of a very different shape also has wide

t.,64

64 Chantraine (2013), 350-1.
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support from variants and reported ancient readings (to mention only those that are
metrical) like co® (Ven. A), co® (Herodian), 66w, céot, caoi (see Ludwich 1902-7;
Allen 1931; van Thiel 1996; West 1998-2000 ad loc.). This prompted the conjecture of a
ca® (Christ, Rzach), which (while Ludwich stayed with co®) is printed by Allen and
West, evidently correctly:

8p’ GV @palwvtal évi ppeot pijTv dueivw,
1] K€ o@w vijag te oo kai Aadv Axaidv (1424)

An only slightly modified version of the same language—with a second person modal
form in place of the third—occurs at I 681, where, moreover, a rather similar farrago of
vv. Il is found. A well-represented variant here is a form consistent with the reading con
at [ 424—which is to say comc. But in this passage too, the tradition offers a variety of
variants such as co®g (Aristarch., Hdn.), cad®g (also Aristarch.), c0wc, cdwc, coo1c, Gooig
(see Ludwich 1902—7; Allen 1931; van Thiel 1996; West 1998-2000 ad loc.), which invite
the reading cadg that is one of the two attributed to Aristarchus anyway,% and is the
choice of Allen (1931) and West (1998-2000):

a0ToV o€ Ppalecdal év Apyeioloy Gvwyev
OTTWG KeV Vij&g Te oad§ kal Aaov Axoudv: (1 681)

Syntactically, the choice between a subjunctive and an optative is not entirely
straightforward. At1424 (... pfitw ... /1 k€ o vijdg te cod), a relative clause of purpose
(°... a better plan to save the ships ...”) with a subjunctive verb and x¢ might be the
unmarked choice (cf. ... KAntovg dtpHvouey, of ke thyiote/ EMOwS’ € KMoiny... [ 165—
6], and see Monro 1891, 257-8 [§282]; Chantraine 1963, 247 [§364]). But it is not as if
optative plus modal particle is ruled out in such a situation: GAA’ dye o1 twvo povty
épeiopev 1 tepfa ... 6¢ K’ gimot ... (Chantraine 1963, 248 [§365] and cf. A 62 and H 342,
@ 336, € 166, « 343), which, if need be, can be rationalized as a relative clause in which
the verb is simply a potential optative (... who could say ...).

The situation at I 681 is rather different. This is unlikely to be a purpose clause, since
such clauses introduced by 6n(m)wc in Homer do not, as a rule, add a modal particle either
to a subjunctive or to an optative, especially in the /liad (Monro 1891, 261 [§264], 280
[§306]; Chantraine 1963, 268 [§395]). Rather, the unforced reading of ... ppalecOor ...
dvoyev/ Onnog kev Vijdg te codG . .. is as an indirect question, in effect, in which the direct
version would have had a potential optative (and see Chantraine 1963, 296 [§435], citing
as a parallel, i.a., ppalopecd’ dg kév pv ... memiBoev [I 112] ‘let us think of how we
might persuade him’ [weniBopev: Chantraine 1963; van Thiel 1996; West 1998-2000 vs.
lect. fac. memiBopev: Ludwich 1902—7; Allen 1931]). To this example may be added, e.g.,
also ti¢ 8’ 018’ &l kév oi ... Bupodv dpivarg (A 792). That a direct question can, by the way,
show a potential optative as its verb is demonstrated by such instances as t@v 6’ GA wv

65 [ gratefully accept the suggestion of one of the anonymous readers of this submission that a

footnote be added, in connection with the citation of readings proposed by ancient philologists
and editors, in which mention is made of contemporary work exercising the question of
whether these authorities were reporting on the received text of their time or were promoting
conjectures of their own—a body of recent literature in which West (2001) and Schironi
(2018) are conspicuous.
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TigKeV ... obvouat’ gimot ... ; (P 260) and, especially relevant to 1 681, ég ke oV yeipova
POTO 6aMGEWS . ..; (P 149). In any case, however, a subjunctive cannot be ruled out in |
681. As pointed out to me by Hayden Pelliccia, P 1445 attests an indirect question that
is almost perfectly parallel to the one in I 681, but with an unambiguous subjunctive:
@pbaleo viv dmmg ke TOAY Kol doTv camong (or ... camoel, still subj.).

If, therefore, I 424 and 681 have the same mood, it could be either optative or
subjunctive. The alternative possibility—i.e., a subjunctive in one but an optative in the
other—might seem unnecessarily complicated at first glance, especially if the composition
of one of these lines specifically involved recycling language from the other. But a special
circumstance is that the 2" and 3™ sg. subjunctives of pres. cadm would be identical to
the 2" and 3™ sg. optatives—aca0ig and cooi being the forms in both moods. This itself,
however, does not explain co@¢ and ca@. But if we exploit the fact, pointed out above,
that Homeric language had both a cadé® and a oy, and recall, also from above, that the
subjunctive of the athematic “Aeolic” present would be expected to have had a starting
point of the shape *sd(w)oeis, *sd(w)oei, which would become *sd(w)ais, *si(w)oi, (cf.
again aor. subj. yv® < *gndei), an explanation of cadg and cad qua subjunctives of Géopt
is immediately provided—with the 3" sg. *sd(w)oei > cad very possibly attested as such
at 1 424, and 2" sg. *sd(w)oeis > ca@c at 681. And it is at this point that it becomes
important to recur to the identity of subj. caoig, caot with opt. caoig, cooi in lonic. For if
an lonic-speaking poet in the Homeric tradition knew that his own subjunctive caoi(c)
could take the form ca®(c) in epic language, he would naturally assume that his own
optative caoi(g) could likewise be converted to epic ca@®(g). But there is a different, epic-
internal analogical process that could have produced subj. and/or opt. ca®d(c) at I 424 and
681 as well. This would take the 3 sg. impf. indic. as the starting point and operate with
Ion. (¢)cdov : Ton. subj. and opt. caoi(g) = “Aeolic” cbw (IT1 363, @ 238; §6.3 above) : x,
which would produce epic hybrid subj. and opt. cad(g).
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