Arcadian ACutov (IG 5.2.3, 3) Plus/Miitus \evTovres (1G 5.2.16,10)
with an Appendix on Aeloow, Aevow and Proto-Greek *-Ki-

Alan J. Nussbaum

1 Homer and the tragedians frequently attest a present Asuo(o)w meaning ‘see’. The
first Homeric occurrence is typical enough:

AeOOOETE yap TO Ye TAVTEC d oL YEPOC EPXETOL OANT].

“For you all see that my prize is going elsewhere.” (A 120)

M The standard etymology of this present (so, e.g., DELG2 EDG, GEW—all s.v.
Aeboow) derives it from the IE root *leuk-, which is the basis for forms all over the
family meaning ‘light up, shine, appear, illumine’ and so on.1 The assumed pre-form
*leuk-io/e- would yield a Homeric Ae0o(o)w unproblematically.2

12 The received view that Aeva(o)w simply reflects *leuk-io/e- is complicated,
however, by the difficult questions posed by two Arcadian inscriptional forms: Asutov
(1G 5.2.3, 3) and Aeutovteg (IG 5.2°16, 10 possibly or probably to be substituted for the
older reading Asuoovtegd). These forms, evidently participles, are plausibly taken to
mean ‘seeing, with the eyes open, knowing(ly)’ and therefore to imply a Aevuto/e- that
means the same thing as Acuaiagio/e- (see especially Morpurgo Davies [1987], 459-61).
The two passages in question are:

IG 5.2.3 (Tegea):

tov hiepiv mévte kol eikool 61C Véu,ev kol Weldoc kai Ofyo- €i O &v KaTaAAOOE,
IvpopBiopov tvav T'ov Hopopuopova lvgopBiiv i 8’ av Aeutov pi Ivpoppii, Hikotov
daipxuag opkdv Iv dapiov kol mjappov éval

“The priest is to pasture twenty-five sheep and a team and a goat. If he departs from this,
there is to be an emphorbism. The hieromnamon is to impose the emphorbism. If he

1 There are no forms outside the present (e.g. an aor. *Aednoa-) to confirm *leuk- as the root
etymology. But the feeble indications of an aorist stem Aelo(o)a- at A. Pers. 710
(EAeua[o]ac, V.II. elevoeg, €aevooeg) and S. OC 1524 (Aebo[o]ar’, V.. AeOooe/) do not
seriously interfere with the established etymology either. These feeble indications are, after
all, feeble. And no modem editor seems to have chosen them. Even if, moreover, there were
cogent evidence of an aor. AcGo(0)a-, it could easily be explained as analogically made to
Aevo(o)w on the model of verbs showing the pattern of which e.g. mAdoow (S.+) :
TmA\aoMa  (Hes.+) ‘“form’ and épéoow (Hom.+) : fipea(o)a (Hom.+) ‘row’ are
representative.

2 See the Appendix (8812-15).

3 IG AETZONTEZ. On the history of the revision of the reading see Morpurgo Davies
(1987), 462-3.
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2 ARCADIAN AEYTON

knowingly fails to impose the emphorbism, he is obliged to pay a hundred drachmas to the
people and he is to be accursed.”

IG 5.2°16 (Tegea):

Kai avypayovtag 1 YAQIoPa TAdE TO( OTPOTAXOC TO? Tepl ZTpatéav &i¢ atdAav
avenvai iv Tav ayopav, 6nwg Kol oi Aotmoi AeVTOVTEC TAV TAG MOAIOG €[U]xaploTi'av
Gvdpec ayadoi yivovtal

“and the associate Stratagoi of Strateas, inscribing this resolution on a stele, are to put it
up in the agora, so that the others too, seeing the gratitude of the city, may become
exemplary men”

2. The traditional theory (presented and accepted by Dubois [1986] 1.77, 2.23 with
references to predecessors) is that the -t- of Arc. Aeutov and Agutovteg is a “grapheme
figé” replacing an obsolete T-like letter (i.e. the lonic sampi) that spelled -Is- (< *-ki- in
this case), so that Arc. AeuTtovt- has the same pre-form (*leukiont-) as Aeva(g)ovt-. This
assessment of the Arcadian form, however, is not very convincing.

2.1 First, the purely epigraphical viability of the account is highly debatable. The
problem seems to be (Morpurgo Davies [1987], 462) that there is no second example in
Arcadian usage of a letter of this shape that has such a value.

2.2 Although this is less than certain, it may also prove to be the case that the medial
consonant of AeUo(o)w — and therefore that of Aeutov — was not really a -ts- (which is
the only thing that should be spelled with sampi) in the first place. As is discussed in the
Appendix below (8812-15), it may well be that the pre-form *leukio/e- was syllabified as
leu.kio/e-, which raises the strong possibility that this stem would have shown the
treatment that was regular for medial tautosyllabic -.ki-. That treatment apparently
produced from - .ki- a -s2 (secondary -s-) of very early date (and not, or no longer, a -ts-)
— namely the kind of -s2 which, in combination with a preceding -n-, formed the input
for the “second compensatory lengthening” in dialects with that particular sound law,
but is presupposed by all the dialects in any case. If *leukid was likewise originally
syllabified as *leu.kip, it would presumably have also become *leus2 quite early. And
the use of a letter with the value ts and not just s would therefore actually be unexpected
and would require some further explanation.

3. As emerges clearly from Morpurgo Davies (1987), 464-8, however, there is no
obvious alternative to the traditional theory that is especially convincing either.

3.1 A solution whereby Arc. Aeuto/e- and non-Arc. Aeuo(o)o/e- have two different
root etymologies (*leut-o/e- vs. *leuk-io/e-) is always theoretically possible, but, as the
maximally uneconomical explanation, must obviously remain a last resort.

3.2 A root *leut ‘see’ with reflexes confined to Greek is satisfying only if this *leut
ultimately provides a trouble-free elucidation of the entire Greek state of affairs. The
reconstruction of a special root that can account only for one verb in one branch would
otherwise, almost needless to say, be too costly an assumption.

3.3 A non-problematic inner-Greek account based on an actual *leut alone, however,
does not in the end appear to be available. In addition to the lack of appeal of a special
PIE *leut ‘see’ that accounts for nothing but one Greek verb (or possibly just one
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Arcadian verb), it seems necessary to accept a solution that involves one of the
following doubtful scenarios:

(@) A pres. *leut-o/e- (Arc. ptcpl. Aeutdv) beside pres. *leut-io/e- (Aevo[o]w). But it is
quite atypical that Greek would show a R-o/e- present beside a R-jo/e- present from the
same root.

(b) A pres. *leut-io/e- (Aevo[o]w) beside what ought to be, in view of (a), an aor.
*leut-o/e- (Arc. ptcpl. Aemtov). This is the analysis adopted in LIV2 But a thematic aorist
with an e-grade root is difficult to vindicate, as the LIV2 entry itself points out. Nor is
aorist participial value exactly the unmarked interpretation for Aeutdv plus/minus
AeuToVTEG in their respective contexts. Present function seems decidedly less forced —
certainly in the passage from IG 5.2.3, at any rate.

() A root pres, (or even aor.) *leut-/*lut- as the locus for the generation of
allomorphic alternants *I(e)ut-/*I(e)us- (the latter before dentals and -s-) followed by
analogical levelings. This reconstruction is entirely dependent on a starting point that
cannot be independently supported and involves further assumed developments that
have only the vaguest and most incomplete parallels (perfect-present pi. (X)iduec,
(Y)Tote, whence 3 pi. (f)iaavri ‘they know’4 and from there the new present (/"E'atiut
etc. in Doric?5).

3A Furthermore, the only forms that could theoretically support a Greek *leut in a
positive way — namely the Hsch. glosses Aeuatd- Opatdi, MOoBoAnTa) and GAEUoTOC:
aopata along with vnAebotw ‘invisible’ once in Theocritus (Epigr. 15.21 [Syrinx], 20),
as if they reflected *leut-to--—-- do not in fact do anything to justify assuming an actual
*leut:

3.4.1 If this -to- derivative were old, it ought to reflect *lut-t6-, of course, and thus
have the shape AuaTo-,

3.4.2 The innovation, moreover, that Aevoto- therefore manifestly represents is easy
enough to explain as analogically made to Ae0o(0)w, whatever that present reflects.

3.4.2\ The most direct model for this would be the formal pattern that is in the end
observable in the pairs:

mnooow ‘sprinkle’ (Horn."O: (-xpucoinactog (Ale., Hdt.); cf. (¢énBnaotov ‘(kind of)
cake’ (Ar., Pherecr.+), maotéog (Ar.).

VOoow6 ‘squeeze, compress’: vagTog ‘compressed, solid’ (Hp.-t-), vaotog (sc.
TAakoUg) ‘(dense) cake’.7

TTioow ‘winnow’ (Ar., Pherecr.-i): dmtiotog (Hp.), cf. mtiotikog “for winnowing’
(Phryn. com.-i).

4 The motivation may have been more extensive, however. See Schwyzer (1939), 773 n. 2.

See, e.g., Schwyzer (1939), 665 (n. 3), 773 (§2d); Buck (1955), 127 (8162.9).

6 This expected correspondent of Attic vattw (Epict. ap. Stob.) is at best found only in
Hesychius: ivaooetl- OMOAIZIT. ONIBU (Latte); *oaran kol gaTTElV VAENL. v<a>00ay
(Eupol. fr. 477 [Kassel-Austin]?) (Hansen).

7 vaotog is itself analogically made to vaoow on a model like mdoow : maoTog, since aor.
gvagé (already Horn.) and pf. pass, vevayuévog (Ar., Hp.) — this last also beside an
analogical vévaotal (Theoc.) — demonstrate that vaocow reflects *nak-iofe-, so that an
original-to- derivative would have been *nak-t6-, yielding Waktd-).

ol
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dpuooopai8 ‘draw water’ (Hes. [Op. 550], Hdt.): cf. (om)apu<tt£ov (AIB, dpuatrp
Tadle, cup’ (Semon., Ale., Hdt.+), dpuatic ‘id.” (S), dpOaoTtixog ‘little cup’ (Phryn. com.,
Ar.-i), dpuotpic ‘ladle, cup’ (AP); cf. also ApUotdc ‘Ladler’(?), the name of an
Arcadian trencherman (Xen. An. 7.3.23T).

apvoow ‘draw water’ (Hom.-I-): cf. apoota- kotlAn. atauvog (Hsch.).

Kopugow ‘fit out, furnish; make crested’ (Hom.-i): cf. kopuota ‘(man) wearing a
helmet’ (Horn.)

The result of applying this model to the verb under discussion would obviously be:

AeVo(0)w ‘see’: AeUOTOC ‘seen’, GAELOTOC ‘unseen’.

3.4.2.2 But even in the absence of potential direct models of the type -cco/e- : -0T6-,
a AeuoTto- and/or GAeuato- would be reliably produced beside Aevo(o)w merely by the
application of the pattem(s) seen in a very large number of other verbs, of which the
following random few may serve as representatives:

Buw (Hom.-I-) ‘sacrifice’: Gautog (E.P)

Aouvopat (Hom.-1), Aobw (Hdt.-1) ‘wash, bathe’: dhoutoc (Hdt., Semon.+)

otadevw (Ar.d) ‘roast, scorch’: oTo@eutdc (A.+)

And if the pair at issue here is Aebo(0)w ‘see’: AeuaTdg ‘seen, visible’, nothing could
be a more relevant case than:

KAOw ‘hear’ (Hes."O: kAutol ‘renowned’ (Horn."O.

However this may be, the point to emphasize and retain is that the many identifiable
pairings of the type(s) -vo/e- : -vto- would simply conspire with those of the type
-0(0)o/e- : -aT0- to produce once again the attested

AeVo(0)w ‘see’: AeUaTOC ‘seen’, GAAELCTOC ‘unseen’.

4. It could be noted, though, that IG 5.2’l6 may offer a direct inscriptional indication
that Arcadian actually had Acua(o)o/e- in addition to Aeuto/e-, Morpurgo Davies (1987),
468 (“Addendum?”) reports (quoting E. Endeben via L. Dubois) that “... further analysis
of the relevant squeezes does indeed confirm the readings Aeutov and AgUTOVTE(
(though in one instance one side of the squeeze, that not normally used by the editors,
may speak for Aevoovteq [emphasis added]).”9 Furthermore, IG (see §1.2 above),
followed by other early editions (e.g. Schwyzer DGEEP), did print AeUgovTec in 5.2°16
(= DGEEP 658) while giving Asutov in 5.2.3 (= DGEEP 654). The one piece of non-
inscriptional evidence, however, that would directly support Aevo(o)o/e- in Arcadian —
i.e. the Anecdot. Gr. gloss Acboel- 0pd, attributed to Kleitor — is not necessarily
decisive (Morpurgo Davies [1987], 460-1, 463), though it may be wondered whether the
ancient philologist who collected an exotic Kleitorese "Ae0tel ‘sees’ would really bother
transforming it into a Acvoel that would also seem rather foreign, from his point of view,
before glossing it with the genuinely familiar 6pg.

5. The situation so far, then, is this:

The pres, Apuoco/e- ‘draw water’ is evidently a rearrangement of cpuo/e- and aput(e)o/e-
(see below). It may take its cue from dguoco/e- (Hom.+), which also means ‘draw water’.
But it still exemplifies the pattern being singled out for notice here and it goes without
saying that pairings arising analogically can serve as the models for yet further analogical
innovations.

9 So too in somewhat more detail Dubois (1986), 2.85.
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51 Arcadian certainly has a graphic Aeutov, for which teuton is a much less'costly
assumption than leutsOn, and may or may not have a Asutovteg that would represent
leutontes — in preference, again, to leutsontes. Consequently, whatever the ultimate
verdict on Asutovteg may be, Arcadian has a Asuto/e- ‘see’.

5.2 There also seems to be less than an even chance, however, that this Arc. Aguto/e-
really justifies either an inherited pres. *leuto/e- for Arcadian alone or an inherited aor.
*leuto/e- in Arcadian beside an inherited pres. *leut-io/e- that yielded Aelgionw in
Homer etc. (plus/minus Asutovteg in Arcadian itself)- A *teut entirely confined to
Greek is still a highly uneconomical assumption (83.2) and entails the difficulties
mentioned above (§3.3a-c).— whether this form is invoked: (1) only in a pres. *leut-o/e-
beside pres. *leuk-io/e- (despite §3.1) or (2) both in a pres. *leut-io/e- (> Ae0(0)ow) and
also in something else of the shape *leut-o/e- (§3.3a-b) or (3) in an absolutely original
root pres, (or aor.?) *leut-/*lut- that produces an eventual *I(e)ut-/*I1(e)us- (83.3c).

5.3 Nonetheless, it is just possible that in addition to the graphic Aeuto/e- that simply
spells a leuto/e- ‘see’, Arcadian also has a graphic Aevo(o)o/e- ‘see’ (84) that would
represent the leuso/e- attested elsewhere (Horn., Pi., trag."O as Acua(o)o/e-.

6. As a next step, it can be concluded that if Arcadian had both a AevTw and a
Aeba(o)w (= Aeva(o)w in Homer etc.) meaning ‘see’, it is clearly AeOTw that constitutes
the innovation.10 This, in turn, points the investigation at the question of whether Ae0tw
can in fact be explained as a by-form of Ae0o(o)w that was analogically created in
Arcadian. We may note already now, however, that if an account of Aelitw as an
innovated form of Aevo(o)w can be had at all, it no longer matters whether or not
Arcadian actually attests what would in this scheme of things be the older Asuo(o)w. For
if the original present did not survive there, it would merely mean that the new Ag0Tw
completely replaced the Arcadian correspondent of the Aelic(o)w seen in epic and
elsewhere.

7. In fact, it seems feasible to explain a pres, Aedtw ‘look, see’ as an instance of a
very marginal but nonetheless noticeable tendency in Greek to back-form presents in
-Tw (though more usually presents in -Téw) to the “sigmatic” components of a given
averbo. As Schwyzer (1939), 704 registers the phenomenon, “Att. Gv0Tw ... und GpUTW
... Lesh. aputrjuevol ...” — on which see below (888-10) — “sind (wohl nach nvuoa
avuaoTog, dpuatrp dpuotic) aufgekommen.”

7T The relevant components for this purpose include classes of forms like:

(a) verbal adjective in -a106- or -gTé0-

(b) agent derivative in -atip, -otd¢/-otNn¢ vel sim.

(c) aorist “passive” in -0y

(d) perfect middle-passive in -gtai (whence -gpat etc. and -guévo- participle)

(e) aorist active-middle in -ag(o)a- and/or fut. in -o(0)o/e-

10 Dubois (1986), 2.85 hypothesizes a correction by the engraver either of AETT to AETT or
vice versa, pointing out that it is not possible to tell by inspection which it was. The
suggestion in the end is that a more recent AET= has been substituted for an archaic AETT.
That scenario, however, is only cogent if the T of AETT really is a conservative spelling that
constitutes a modified version of a genuinely old graphic representation of Is — as it does
not really seem to be (see §2 above).
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(f) other rarer synchronically sigmatic items

7.2 As is well known, the -0- segments appearing in (a) - (d) above are of two
different types altogether, historically speaking.

721 In some cases the -0- ultimately reflects a consonant in the actual pre-form of a
particular “sigmatic component” or at least in the pre-form(s) of one or more of the
specific instances on which the pattern was originally founded.

7.2.L1 The consonant in question was in some instances simply an -s-\

Gikouoto¢ (Hom.+r dkouotéov (E+), akouotr¢ (Men.+ri nkolgbnv (Thuc.+),
fikouapévoc, (D.H.+1) fikouoe (Hom.-i), akougopatl (Horn."O: akolw ‘hear’, to the pre-
Gk. root *akous- from ultimate PIE *hXkous- (cf. Gmc. *haus-ja- ‘hear’ > Goth, hausjan
etc.).

aré\ecTTOC, TEAEOTNC, TEAEOTNP, TEAEOTWP, ETEAEDAN, TETEAEDTOL, TETEAEOUEVOC;
¢téNea(o)e : TeAeilo/teréw ‘accomplish’, denominative to s-stem téAog and reflecting
*teles-io/e-.

7.2.1.2 In other examples the consonant was a dental stop (D =-t-, -th~ -d-) and the
characteristic Greek developments -Dt- > -st- and -Ds- > -5(s)- are observable:

BAIaTNpiq (AP) ‘honey-taking’/ €BAlge (Att.) :BATtTw ‘take honey’ < *mlit-io/e-.

TAQOTOC, MAAOTNG, EMAdoan, mEnAaatal/ énAac(o)e : MAGOOW/MAGTIW ‘form’ <
*plath-io/e-. 11

ampevotoc, 1Wevotng, EP-evodn, Ewpevotal/ é-Yevoato, Pevaopal : -Pebdouat ‘lie,
say falsely’ < pseud-o/e-,

1.2.2 There are also, however, the familiar occurrences of a kind of “inorganic” -5-,
analogical in origin, that appears with some frequency in forms of the morphological
classes in question: 12

Horn, ayvwaotog (beside dyvwtoc) to &yvw etc., ddapoactoc (lon. dddpatog) to
dauvnut etc., TrupikauaTos to Kaiw (< *kau-io/e-) etc.

post-Hom. énavadny (Hdt.), dnavotog (A.+) to Tavw (* p aucf. Hom.+ mémautat,
Hes. énav®Onv earlier than Hdt. £émauo®nv) etc.

post-Hom. kekéAeuatal (Xen.+n ékeAebadnv (Hdt.+), akélevatog (A."O, KEAEUOTNAG
‘boatswain’ (Thuc.-i) to keAebw etc.

7.2.2'l Part of the time, the sequences -06- and -ot- (whence -op-) may be regarded
as showing a banal generalization of the -a- of the aorist:

KaloO- © KAUoTO- etc.; KEAEUOO- : KEAEUOTO-, KeAeUodn- etc. on the model of
@ikouoa- : AKOUaTo-, AKOUOAN- etc.

T.2.2.2 Sometimes, however, the source of the analogical -o- lies further afield:

yvwatag (Hom.-i), eywdaodn (A.+1 Eyvwaotal (E, Th-t) : yiyv@oKw, Eyvwv etc.

7.3 As a descriptive matter, in any event, there are a number of verb sets in which a
present in -Téw occurs beside a wide variety of sigmatic components of the kinds
catalogued just above (887.1, 7.2). In some cases (8§7.3.1) such a present can be
classified as an actual member of the averbo in question, while elsewhere (§7.3.2) it is

L For the root-final Y- cf. cpds. in -TIA0BO- (e.g. KopomAddiog ‘statuette-maker’ [PL+]) and
derivatives like Lac. TtAaBa ‘image, model’ and see GEW, DELG2 EDG s.v. nAdgow.
See, e.g. Schwyzer (1939), 503.
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merely possible to associate the present with the sigmatic pieces of what is descriptively
another verb.

7.3'l -1e0/e- and -a(0)a- etc. in what is synchronically the same averbo:

7.3.M1 aor. ¢mac(o)dunv (Hom.-t-)

‘eat’, fut. magopal (A.+), perf. nénacpal

(HontO, W. adj.. Gmootog (Hom.+), pres, matéopat (Hdt.-) ‘eat’
dnocta (A, ta macmpla  (E+)

‘sacrificial feast’

7.3.1.1.1 The *pat- directly observable in pres, matiopal and consistent with the
associated “sigmatic” components has standardly-cited comparanda in Germanic,13
where the most relevant forms are items like OE féda (m. -an-) and Ole.feeda (f. -On-)
‘food’, the Class | weak verb reflected by Go.fédjan, OE fédan, OHG fuottan ‘feed’,
and OHG fatunga (f.) ‘food’ together with kavatot ‘fed {pastus)'. This can probably all
be traced back to a Gmc. *foda- beside *fada-, reflecting in turn something like *pah2-to-
vs. *ph2to- (with the root of L. pasco, pavl ‘feed’). The (presumably adnominal) *ph2to-
reconstructed here can obviously be aligned with Greek matéopat by way of an
ultimately denominative *pate-i6/é- that predictably became *pateio/e- in pre-Greek.

7.3°1'1.2 One theoretically possible next step would be a reanalysis of *pateio/e- as
*pat-eio/e-, which would have triggered the pattern seen, in the end, in énag(o)auny,
anaotoc etc. beside matiopar. A drawback to this scenario, however, is that an exact
model for generating an old -o(0)a aorist, -opot (i.e. -otar) midd.-pass. perfect, and
-016- verbal adjective specifically beside a -teo/e- present is not easy to identify.

73113 It might therefore be appealing to suppose that the averbo collected under
the lemma matéopal is a merger of two things: 14

(@) A present matéopat reflecting denominative *pate-i6/é-, itself ultimately made
from an inherited *ph2-to- (cf. OHG kavatot) as just described.

(b) An inherited verbal adjective *phX-to- (cf. Lat. pastus as if < *pahX-to-), giving a
Proto-Gk. *pasto- (again cf. dmaatog etc.), to which aor. maa(o)a-, perf. midd.-pass.
nénao-(tat), and finally fut. mdoo/e- were formed on the pattern displayed by s-final
roots.

7.3.1.2 aor. £dac(c)a  (Hom.+)

‘distribute’, fut. odo(o)opar (Hom.+r

perf. 3édaopan (cf. also daopdc [Hom.+@ pres, datéopal (Hom.4-) “distribute’. 1
nom, daopata [Hsch.]), @dactog (S),

daotnp (Aetol.)

7.3.1.2.1 It would in theory be easy to start once again with a *dh2-to- to the *dah? of
Ved. ddyate ‘divides’ and Gk. datopat “distribute’ I6and then assume (1) a denominative

13 See Schaffner (2001), 194-7.

14 A conversation with Jay Jasanoff first got me thinking along the lines that led to this
proposal.

15 A 6acow in this meaning is found in Callimachus (Frag, anonym. 145). It would seem to
have been back-formed from aor. eboo(0)a, vbl. adj. daotdc etc. on the model of ndoow :
TaoTAG etc. (as in §3.4.2.1 above).

16 See Jasanoff (2003), 105.
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*date-i6/é- > Proto-Gk. *ddtejo/e- reanalyzed as *dat-eiofe- and thus (2) the creation of
£dao(o)a and the other forms of the averbo that conform to the general Greek dental-
final pattern. But direct evidence of the putative starting point *dh2-to- is not easy to
find.

73122 Since, moreover, both datéoparl and daiopal are characteristically used of
dividing and distributing food, there is an obvious pragmatic association between
datéopot and motiopatl. ‘eat’, which invites the surmise that motéopat, which is the
member of this pair that can be given a plausible derivational basis, was somehow the
model for dateopal. Even so, the original point of contact between the two verbs is not
Clear.

7.3.1.3 aor. inf. kévoar (Horn.P)

‘goad, sting, stab’, cf. kegtog ‘stitched’ pres, kevtew (Pi.)
(Hom.+), k,Zotpa (S) ‘hammer’

The pairing of aor. kévoao- with pres, kévteo/e- in what is unquestionably a single
averbo places this verb securely in the same group as nac(o)a- : nateo/e- and 66o(o)a-
: ddteo/e-, even though kévoa- has an analogical shape.17

7.3.2 -1e0/¢e- beside -a(0)a- etc. in two synchronically distinct verbs:

7.3.2.1 aor. €duvvacany (Hom.+) ‘be

able’ (: duvauat), nom, duvdatng (A.+), pres, dduvatéw (Epicharm.-1) ‘be unable’
ouvaoTebw  (Hdt.-i), duvactela (S, («—aduvatog ‘unable’)
Thuc.D

7.3.2.2 aor. nuoa (Hom.-i) ‘shout’ pres, Qutéw (Hom.-) ‘shout’ (<— &itn
(: abw [Hom.-1]) [Hom.-i] A shout’)

7.3.23 In both of the cases just listed, sigmatic components of the averbo of a
primary verb end up potentially pairable with a completely separate -teo/e- present that
has more or less the same meaning, but was derived from a nominal derivative of the
primary verb.

7.3.2.4 aor. €dynoaunv (Horn.), fut. o ,
Sinoopar  (Parm.)  ‘seek  for, out’ pres. {nt€w (Horn.P) ‘seek for, seek out

(- Signuait [Hom.+]) («—*{nrog [cf. Arc. oo (IG 5.2.4)])

The potential synchronic -o- : -teo/e- pairing here is a bit more remote still, since an
association of the type -{noa- :¢nt(o/(- would require extraction of the -{noa- from
8i¢noa-, analyzed as 3i-{noa- for the purpose.

1A The next kind of development to point out here, at any rate, is that in some cases
it is more or less clear that on the model both (1) of those -teo/e- presents that had

17 The root was "fewi to judge by kovtog ‘pole’ (Hom.+) and Latv. Sits (< *hito-) ‘spear’. The
Greek aorist stem kevoa- is therefore not old as such, since *kents- would give Proto-Gk.
*kens2, whence would regularly come either preserved *kens- or *kes- (“second
compensatory lengthening™) or *keis- in the various dialects. This implies that the Horn,
ikeioa- that would be phonologically regular, strictly speaking, was reshaped as kevoa- on
the model of pres, kevtéw, which should therefore be a fairly old present even if apparently
not attested before Pindar, keatog would be phonologically regular from a *kent-to- (>
*kenst6- > kesto-), but a full grade is out of order here and the form presumably reflects an
ultimate *kns-t6- > *kasto- remodeled to kesto- in assimilation to the present +/- aorist.
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sigmatic elements in their own averbo (§7.3.1) and (2) of those that were only
synchronically associable with the sigmatic components of a distinct but related verb
(87.3.2), a present in -teo/e- was evidently back-formed to a set of sigmatic components
of a few verbs.

74.1 aor. (ém)epaccdunv  (Horn.),
paooat ¢ninoat (Hsch.), fut. pdoooucu
(Horn.) ‘seek (after)’ (: poifopon. “seek after’);
nominal/denominative anpon'yactoc (Horn.)

‘unsought, untouched’, paomp (34) and (Thz(r)is), patii- {nt£ (Hsch.), poatnpi
paotelpa  (A) ‘seeker’, paotiplog (A, '

poaotug (Callim.) ‘quest’, pres, pOOTELW

(Hes-I-) ‘seek’, pogteutng (Xen.), pdoua

‘search’ (Cratin.)

In this rather unambiguous instance of the analogical type now in view, the sigmatic
pieces of the averbo of paiouyn (constructed around a basic mas- in the first place:
*mas-io/e- > patopat etc.), along with those nominal derivatives that reliably produce
relevant sigmatic items more generally (-yactog etc.), have evidently served as the
bases for the back-formation of a new present of the shape pateo/e- and, with “Aeolic”
inflection, patn-,

7.4.2 aor. £paoca (A, Hecat.-t), fot.
@Bdow (Hp,, Xen.+) ‘be first, anticipate’
(: padvw)

The aorist adoo- is, to be sure, an innovation beside the @8a-1gOa- aorist seen in
(Hom.-n Teénv etc. (3 pi. @Oav) and ptcpl. @aag (*phthant-). But the -oo- aorist,
comparatively recent though it may be, is early enough to have served as the model for
the rare present @Odteo/e- first attested in Aeschylus (with an aorist @6atnoa- of the
expectable shape reported by Hsch.). This present could theoretically be denominative to
a *@0ato-, of course. But a -to- adjective to p@avw is not actually found, which is a
problem for the denominative scenario — especially if it is supposed to have been
around to serve as the basis for an analogical present of such relatively recent date.

7.4.3 aor. frti€o, émegniunv (Hom.-t-)

‘shear’ (i meékw [Horn. metr. length. pres, TeKTéw (Ar.)
neikete, whence Hes. meikev])

7.4.4 aor. €ppPya (Hom.+) ‘throw’

(: pimtw [Hom.+]), nom, pvyig (PL-+) ‘a pres, pintéw (Ar., Hdt.+1
throw(ing)’

7.4.5 In the two cases just mentioned, it seems a straightforward matter to suppose
that the -era- aorists tti€a- and piya- served as the starting points for the back-formation
of presents in -teo/e-, both of which are comparatively recent. An additional point in the

kata@Batoupivn  (A); cf.
@Bamot} eBaot\ (Hsch.)

The aveppimowv of v 78, a line that ends tavepintouv dAa mnNd®, is not legitimate evidence
of an already-Hom. pres, piTrio/i-, but instead amounts to the exploitation of the relevant
Attic form to repair what was — or was taken to be — simply a brevis in longo engendered
by the adaptation of |avoppiTtTeiv aia mnd@ in n 328.
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second of these two instances is that the -teo/e- present is at the same time, descriptively
speaking, an “expansion” of a pre-existing simpler -ro/e- present.

8. An especially interesting case of a -teo/e- present back-formed to the sigmatic
elements of an averbo that originally featured a different present is that of apow ‘draw
(esp. water, wine etc.)’.

8.1 The original present is first found in Hesiod (npuov [Asp. 301]) and Simonides
(Gpueton [Frag. 72(a).n (Page)], cf. dpuouevol Hdt. 2.108.17) and continues to be
attested thereafter — e.g. in Plato (apuovtat [lon 534 A4]).

8.2 Beside this present is an aorist apug(a)a- (Hes. dpuooapevog [Erga 550], Hdt.
amapbooavteg [4.2.10], Pherecr. npuoav [Frag. 1381 (Kock)] etc.). Other sigmatic
components of the general averbo of dplw are an aorist pass, apicdn- (Hp.) and the
nominal derivatives dpuotip Tadle, cup’ (Ale., Semon., Hp.), dpuotig ‘id.” (Soph.),
dpuaotpic (AP) ‘id.”, and aplaotixog (Phryn. com., Ar.-i) ‘little cup’.

8.3 The present back-formed to the usual kinds of sigmatic elements this time is not a
-Teo/e- present as such, but we do find the athematic -tn- equivalent that would be
expected in Leshian, where the middle participle aputnudvot is in fact found twice in
Alcaeus (305.1.11, 396.2 [Page and Lobel]).19

8.4 In tabular form, the case looks like this:

pres, npuov (Hes.), dpvetal (Simon.)
etc.

aor. npugav (Pherecr.), apuocauevog
(Hes.) etc. pres. Lesh. apotnut (Ale.) ~ aplteo/e-

aor. pass. apvaOfj (Hp.)

nominal apuotnp (Ale.-), &puoTtig
(Soph.) etc.

9. In the case of apuo/t-, apua(c)a-, however, the virtual dpOteo/e- represented by
Lesb. apdtn- is not the only -1- present that was back-formed to the sigmatic
components of the averbo. A more frequently attested analogue is the simpler Attic
aputo/e-, 20 found in Cratinus (avapitouoa [36.1 Kock]), Pherecrates (apOteadat [130.5
Kock]), Aristophanes (GpUteabe [Nub. 272]), and Plato (upGtwoiv [Phdr. 268 EI] etc.).

10. Attic aputo/e- ‘draw water (etc.)’ beside Leshian aputn- ‘id.” would seem to
show, then, that in addition to the rather marginal process of back-forming -teo/e-
presents to the sigmatic parts of a given averbo, there was an even more marginal
process of back-forming simpler -tok- presents on the same basis. If so, however, a
clear candidate for an account in which a back-formation of this same kind appears only
as -to/e- with no -teo/e- by-form is dvOTtw/Aii. avutw ‘accomplish, finish, reach, obtain’

19  Yet another innovated present here is the lonic opugoopal. ‘draw water’ already mentioned
above (8§3.4.2.1 with n. 4) in another connection.

20 DELG remarks on apbw (s.v.; cf. also s.v. aviul) that ‘Tatt. a un présent a suffi -Tw,
marquant I’aboutissement...” A functional or semantic distinction (whichever such an
aspectual contrast should be called) would be difficult to find in the texts. It is almost as if
this observation was written on the basis of an already-formed conviction that -ro/e- is likely
to mark this kind of aspect in any given case.
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n

beside aviw/ avow ‘id.”,2l with the following dossier of forms (representatively

illustrated):

pres., e.g., awow (D 56), avoston (Pi.
Pyth. 2.49), avooic (A. Frag. 279
[Mette]), avue (Ar. Plut. 413) etc., fvue
(Hes. Frag. 37.6 [Merkelbach & West],
Hdt. 9.66.4, Dem. In Mid. 104.8).

aor. e.g., nvuoa (Theogn. 1.954),
fivugev (0 357), nvuoav (E Suppl. 1141),
nvuoagd’ (A. Prom. 700) etc., dvboanc
(Hes. Erga 395), avioeiev (Tyrt. Frag.
11.15 [West]), avoooac (ptcpl. Hes. Th.
954) etc.

aor. pass, itT-nvuaBn2 (Hes. Asp. 311)

perf. Avuatal, di-nvuapévog (Polyb.-I-),
O1-nvuo@aiZ3 (Xen. Cyr. 1.4.28)

nom, advvuotoc4 (Hom.-(-) “fruitless’,
Gvuotog (E., Hp., Xen.-)-), ‘practicable’,

Soph., Ar."O

pres, avotw/avotw (A., Thuc., Eur.,

avuoTikog (Arist.+) ‘effective’

2

24

This present is itself a thematicized remodeling of an older aw- preserved in a few forms:
fivuto (e 243), GvOu,ec (Theoc. 7°10) etc. This relict &w- is the Greek correspondent, in one
way or another, of the nasal infix present to *senh2- ‘gain, win’ reflected also by Ved. sanoti.
LIVZ 532f. seems to judge them to be independent remodelings of the expected outcomes of
what should have been PIE *sn-n(e)-h2- and should thus have resulted in Ved. fsanati and
Gk. iGvap/fjévnut.

The indicative forms of an aor. pass, stem taw6On- would almost all take the form ifjv0dn-
(----), which would make them unusable in the hexameter. It is natural to ask, therefore,
whether Hesiod’s ImnvuoBn] might not show -08- merely as a device for metrically
lengthening the short of the cretic. This would be grounds for excluding the form from the
present discussion, however, only if there were reason to suggest at the same time that it is a
purely epic creation that had to be used in place of the “real” aorist passive of this verb. In
fact, though, as already hinted, there is no 1av(On- and thus no conclusive argument to be
made for the “artificiality” of owuoln-. If, furthermore, one believes that morphological
rearrangements in epic language are in the end nothing but analogical innovations carried
out for special purposes, this case would merely underline the well-foundedness of the
pattern pres, -0 : aor. pass, 000NV anyway.

This infinitive (in -a8at) obviously does not itself establish a perf. midd.-pass. stem fvug- in
the least. But since there seems to be no evidence at all that the verb ever had avu-Invu-
instead, while forms of the type fjvuatan do at least eventually confirm the fvuo-, there
seems no harm in including the infinitive here.

Any form of Attic dvrvitog (Eur., Soph., Critias, PI.) that had a heavy final syllable (------ )
would be impossible to versify in hexameters without modification. Homeric dvrjvuatog
(tavnvGote [m 111]) causes no such problem, of course, and there consequently arises the
question once more (cf. note 22) of whether this Homeric version of this verbal adjective
was metrically lengthened by morphological means. Even if it was, one of the points already
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Once again, to be brief, it would appear that the elements in -gt06-, -06-, -01-1-0l-,
and -cr(cr)- of a given averbo served as the bases for the apparent back-formation of a
present in -To/e-,

11. With the identification of Att. dpUtw ‘draw water (etc.)’ and dvUtw ‘accomplish,
finish, reach, obtain’ as instances of an uncommon but detectable pattern in which
innovated presents in -to/e- are apparently created beside what we have been calling,
collectively, the sigmatic components of a given averbo — i.e. (§7.1) vbl. adjs. -oto-
and -oTéo-, aor. passive -00n-, perf. midd.-pass. -otai (and -opai, -opivo- etc.), aor.
act.-midd. -o(o)o- and/or fut. -a(o)o/e- etc. — we arrive at the point of the exercise.

11.1 Theocritus’ viiAeuoto¢ ‘unseen’ (83.4), which can hardly be anything but a
hyper-epic version of an GAeuvoto¢ to AeVo(o)w, incontestably does a great deal to
confirm the reality of the Hesychius glosses Aeuotd- Opata and dAsvoTog: dopata. The
AeuoTag in question, it was suggested when these forms were discussed earlier, itself
originated as an analogical derivative of present Ae0o(0)w, but its non-inherited status is
irrelevant to the proposal now about to be made.

11.2 It is, of course, impossible to say definitely whether Arcadian had the AeuaTdc
known from Theocritus and the dialectally unassignable Hesychius forms that go with it.
But it can at least be said that the phenomena we have just been looking at (§8§7-10) will
provide an economical solution to the question of the origin of enigmatic Ac0twv
plus/minus Aevtovteg if it is assumed that an analogical creation that would have been
so simply and strongly motivated as this Aevatag was in fact there.

11.3 Beyond that, it remains only to make the actual suggestion that is obviously
now ready to hand — namely, a scenario in which it is supposed (1) that Arcadian was a
dialect that had the analogical Aeuotog ‘seen’ known from elsewhere; (2) that this
AeuaTdg, once established in Arcadian, served as the basis for the creation of the same
kind of innovatory -Tw present as was just seen in Attic ap0Tw ‘draw (water etc.)’ and
avOTw ‘reach, obtain etc.”; and consequently (3) that just as -uoto- (and/or -uctéov,
-vabnv etc.) led to -0tw, an -evoto- would have been the point of departure for an
-e0tw. This scenario, finally, may be represented more schematically as:

dpuaoTthp, GpuaTic : Attic aplTw =

avrvuoTog, avuoTog : Attic Avutw =

AeuoTtdg, dAevotoc : Arcad. X, which would produce a Aeltw.

Appendix: Ae0oow, Aelow and Proto-Greek *-«i-

12. A loose end left by the discussion in 881-11 above is the question of the spellings
Asvoow beside Asuow, which seem to be in completely free variation in the mss. of the

made in connection with Hes. ftmviodn (in note 22) can be made again here — namely that
a metrically motivated analogical form is itself evidence that the pattern thereby propagated
(in this case pres, -0 : vbl. adj. -uoTto-) was anything but contrary to the system. In
addition, however, it may be said that even if avugtog is decompositional from Homeric
durvuatog (with cancellation of the compositional lengthening in -nvu-), an epic-inspired
form is one thing in Euripides but quite another in the Hippocratic Corpus and Xenophon. A
similar consideration would be relevant to dvuoTikog in Aristotle and other prose.
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poets who attest this verb. Even though this vacillation does nothing in the end to raise
doubts about the standard etymology, it is better in principle to have an explanation than
to lack one.

121 The frequency of both -00- and -o- in the mss. would seem to imply that
something more linguistically real than random and unmotivated haplographies or
dittographies is going on. If so, it might seem reasonable to think that AeOow is the lectio
difficilior, since the -ocow of Aeboow could represent an assimilation to the rather large
class of -aow presents of the type(s):

dpudoow join’ (Hp.), aedoow ‘touch’ (Hdt.+), éAicow ‘tum’ (Hom.+n évicow
‘attack’ (Horn.), épéoow ‘row’ (Hom.+1 Knpuoow ‘announce’ (Hom.+r} Kopugow ‘arm’
(Hom.+R pdoow ‘knead’ (Archil.), aptoow ‘dig’ (Hom.-Y nméoow ‘cook’ (Hom.+),
yapooow ‘sharpen’ (Hes.+) etc. etc.

12.2 On the other hand, it is not unknown that -o- and -co- compete in words that
synchronically speaking are more or less unanalyzable. This, moreover, would make it
difficult to argue in such cases that one of the contrasting forms is following the lead of
some conspicuous morphological type. A pair that looks as if it belongs in this category
is: puaog vs. puaadg ‘shriveled, wrinkled” (indiscriminately in mss. of Homer)

13. One approach to a -0(0)- < *-ki- like that of Aevo(0)w < *leukio/e- would be to
exploit the findingZ that tautosyllabic Proto-Greek -.k{#- developed to single -s2 in all
dialects, exactly as did tautosyllabic -.t(®- in, e.g., *pan.tw- > *pansZ- (whence Arcad.
etc. mavta/ Att.-lon. etc. ndioa/ Lesh., Cyren. Ttaica) et sim.

The idea would be, in other words, that tautosyllabic -.k(#- became -s2 not only in
dialects where heterosyllabic *-k.i- (< *ki, *kh.i, *kw.i) ultimately yielded -co- (i.e. in
cases like lon. etc. *tak.jo/e- > 1000w ‘arrange’, *pekw.io/e- > méoogw ‘cook’, *mak.ios
» pdogov “further’ [0 203]), but even where heterosyllabic -k<)i- eventually developed
to -rr- (e.g. Attic *tak.io/e- > tdTTw, *pekw.io/e- >TMETTW etc.).

As we will see presently, however, it is necessary to suppose at the same time — if
this theory is adopted — that when a geminate consonant is otherwise characteristic of
the morphological category that contains a form with -,s2 from tautosyllabic --k(#-, this
often led to the analogical introduction (at least graphically) of -s32----i.e. a doubled
-s2 from - k<ds-----in the forms that would have only single -.s2 by the actual sound
law.

131 In the key example of this, an *ankhios (syllabified as *an.khios), the neuter
comparative made on the Greek *ankh- of dyx1 ‘near’, seems very likely to have become
*ans2os in the first instance. There are at least three reasons for thinking so:

In the first place, only that reconstructed mid-stage — subject to the *“second
compensatory lengthening” (*ans2 > &s-) — immediately explains the initial S- of the
ultimately resulting adverbialized Attic (trag., Ar.) acoou ‘nearer’ (with the usual
remodeling of the -os final to -on).

Secondly, it simultaneously accounts for a medial -0(0)- in place of the -rr- that is
otherwise characteristic of Attic “primary” comparatives.

Furthermore, the theory of a development of *-n.khi- to -ns2 in Greek can potentially
explain two separate entries in Hesychius simultaneously, Tnaioloo KoOnkovieg,

2% See especially Peters (1980), 287-8.
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EmiBadANovteg (i.e. ‘present, coming in due course, normal, proper’) and émndaior
KaBnk.ovt€g both occur in their correct alphabetical order in the Lexicon. To be sure,
¢naiolol — especially in the meaning ‘proper’ — could easily be analyzed, both
formally and semantically, as a compound of which the second member is dica Tot,
destiny, fate’. An €mnaioio¢ of this analysis would even be strongly motivated as an
antonym to €naioio¢ (Hom.+) ‘beyond the destined, improper’ (although évaioiog [A.+]
and évaioy,o¢ [Hom.-i] both already supplied such an antonym). But this would do
nothing to elucidate the correctly alphabetized synonym émdaaiot. If we were to operate,
however, with an adjectival *ankhi-o- derived from ankh-i ‘near’ and therefore meaning
‘at hand, present, (now) arrived” and thus ‘successfully arrived, arriving in good order’
and so ‘regular, normal, proper’, it would be perfectly feasible to assume both an
endocentric augmentation with émn- (cf. Horn, €ikehog ‘like’ beside km-gikeAog ‘id.”) and
expansion of the -o- stem to -iio- (cf,, e.g., Horn, dpaog ‘upright” beside pdiog “straight
up, steep’). The result would be an *ankhio- = *an.khio- > *ans— »*ep-ansdio-. This
would develop regularly to €émaaio¢ in most dialects (whence Hsch. 4245), but to
énaiolol (Hsch. 4103) in a dialect like Lesbian.

132 Returning to Attic dogov, there remains the question of the -aag-. It will now be
clear, of course, that this geminate was not regularly produced by sound law. The
“second compensatory lengthening” to which comparative *ans2s would have been
liable always has a single -s2 as its result. Furthermore, there is specific and positive,
even if indirect, evidence that the normal outcome (ans2> as?2 was shown by this word
as well. An Elean inscription (DGEEP 424 [Olympia]), a text in which geminates are
consistently written, has the superlative aciota ‘dosest’, which clearly attests an
foloto- that was re-derived from the comparative as a replacement of the original
superlative ayxtoto-, and thus points to the expected comparative agov with single -er-
as the outcome of *ans2s. In Attic, that is to say, dggov seems to be a replacement of
regular agov by a reshaping that must have happened under the influence of the
“template” for primary comparatives formed by such Attic geminated items (even
though the geminate was -t+-) as EAATTOV, TTOV, B0TTOV and KPEITTOV.26

26 A similar mode of analysis is employed in Gunkel (2012), for which reference | thank Brent
Vine. The critique offered by Vessella (2007), 139 of the Peters (1980) account of agoov
(see n. 25) — an account, moreover, that makes some of the argumentation of Vessella
(2007), 136 otiose — is undermined by its omission of this Elean ag10ta, which served as a
significant piece of evidence in Peters’ original presentation. The speculation by Vessella
(2007), 139 about what kind of analogical remodeling phonologically regular "Eccov
“should” have undergone — and exactly when it would have undergone it — is also less
than compelling. And although the statement (Vessella [2007], 139) that “an early reshaping
[of (Kooov] to doocov with both the gemmate and long a would still not match the
distribution of overlong syllables in Homer” is accurate, strictly speaking, the scenario
proposed by Peters in no way presupposes that the reshaping of (*ploov to 0ooov was early
enough for the form to have constituted a deviation from that distribution in the pre-literary
Homeric tradition itself. For all we know, in fact, the Homeric expressions that end up
showing graphic aooov in a line-end segment have histories that reach back to the stage at
which the form was *ans2n, with no overlength at all. What is handed down as agoov in the
Homeric text, moreover, occurs in the cadence only 50% of the time in any case, which may
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13.3 Now, if the single -o- of frequent graphic Ae0ow < *leukio/e-, inasmuch as it is
the lectio difficilior, is linguistically real, and if tautosyllabic *-.ki- in Proto-Greek
reliably produced single -s2- early enough to be the starting point for all individual
dialect developments, it would follow that a *leukio/e-, if syllabified as leu.kio/e-, should
yield *leusd/e- and thereby justify transmitted Acbow as the phonologically regular
outcome everywhere — and certainly in all the forms relevant to Horn. AsUo(o)w. It
would only be necessary to suppose in addition that just as agov was remodeled to Att.
agoov because of EAdttov etc., the influence of the many presents in geminate -0o0w
(and even -ttw) is behind the frequent appearance of forms of the shape Aeboow in the
traditions of the poets attesting this present.

13.4 The same factor would be seen to account for -0o- (< *-.ki-) after diphthongs in
other present stems. A good example might be yAaOoow ‘shine’ (Callim.
Ottoyhavocovta  [Dian.  54], AR. Jdiayhavooouot [Arg. 1.1281], Mosch,
umoyAaOooeoke [Eur. 86]), which comes as if from a *glauk-io/e- (= glau.kio/e-) to
yAaukocg (Horn.P) ‘shining’ (later ‘gray’). And the hypothesis that -Vu.kiV- regularly
gave -Vu.s2V-, appearing as -VussV- only inconsistently and under morphological
influence, is apparently supported not only by the -o- spelling found at EM 233.19
FAaboouciv avti 100 Aaptrouot (a v.l. of A.R. Arg 1.1281, for what it’s worth), but
also by the related adjective yAauaog (yAavoov Aapmpov, 8pacl. Ttauov [Hsch.],
Mavoov: Aauttpov [EMV), putatively reflecting *glauki-6- (= glau.kios etc.). The idea
would be that this form, in the absence of a unitary, conspicuous, or derivationally
transparent class of adjectives in -coo-, maintained phonologically regular -s-.

13.5 Not surprisingly, the theory “*-Vu.kiV- >-Vu.s2V- and -VussV- analogical” is
not trouble-free. For example, it is practically the null hypothesis that Aovooov ‘white
pith of the silver fir’, attested once in Theophrastus (3.9.7), is to be explained as a
substantivized *louki-o- ‘white’ that is itself a derivative of the apparently inherited i-
stem *lo/euki- ‘light, whiteness’ (; *leuko- > Gk. Agukdc ‘white’) reflected by Skt. ruci-
(f.) ‘gleam’ (AV+), Gmc. *lauyi- (mn.) “fire’ (e.g. OE lieg, Ole. leygr) and, in principle,
OCS lud (m.) ‘light” — if not also by Lat. lici (clird) ‘in (broad) daylight” (PL) vs.
prima llice ‘at dawn’ (P1.+).27 There is no question that the proposition being considered
here predicts AoOoov from *lou.kio-. And there is no obvious class of -c0o- nominals
that could be imitated by this Aovagov. In fact, yAauooc just above appeared to suggest
positively that there was none. We therefore have an unexpected outcome.

13.6 1t may not be entirely necessary to abandon the whole scheme, to be sure, just
because of a hapax in a text that is itself essentially dependent on a single ms.28 In
addition, as briefly noted above, a certain amount of vacillation between -o- and -o00-
seems random. Finally, it may be worth pointing out the theoretical possibility that the
Arcadian town name that is transmitted both as oxytone Aouvgofi (Arist.+29) and barytone
Aougol (Call"'O — in addition to the regional designation t& Aouga (Hdn.); the stream

well make the entire issue of overlength here irrelevant in the first place. See also Gunkel
(2011), 75.

See Nusshaum (1999), 403.

See Einarson (1976).

The oxytone form of the name is specifically endorsed by Herodian (3.1, 206, 23).

BBN
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or spring name Aougoog (B.); and the ethnic designations Aolatoc (Polyb.+), Aouaglg
(Paus.), Aouatatng (Xen.+), Aouaielg (Is.+) — could all perfectly well reflect *loukio-
‘white’ and/or *loukio- ‘white (place, water etc.)’® and thus demonstrate that the
phonologically regular outcome of *loukio- was indeed Aougo-. If this is so, Aolggov
‘white pith’ — confined to a single untestable instance in Theophrastus — would be
either a false reading or an example of occasional (graphic or real) wavering between -o-
and -oo-, if it does not actually result from a remodeling of *Aovoov in assimilation to
other vaguely botanical words in -ggo-, normally borrowed, like kigoog ‘ivy’ (Hom.+)
VApKIoo0¢ ‘narcissus’ (Hom.+), kumapiooog ‘cyprus’ (Hom.-i), Buaoog “flax’ (Emp.-T).

137 To summarize, it seems feasible to maintain that the sequence *-Vu.kiV- acted
like *-Vn.kiV- and consequently gave a -Vu.s2V- before any individual dialect
treatments, and to suppose accordingly that -VussV- as an apparent reflex of *-Vu.kiV-
is analogical.

14. The next step, if the phonological history of Proto-Greek medial *-.kiV- were
being treated for its own sake, would be to study the development of *-VkiV- with the
object of determining whether or not the syllabification *-V.kiV- and an outcome like
-V.s2VV- was regular for this sequence too. This would involve an investigation of present
stems like Att. mpattw/lon. mpAoow etc. ‘do’ (*pmkio/e-); comparatives like Att.
fittov/lon. nooov ‘“-weaker’ (as if « *hékios), where the V's of the root, however, may
always be secondary;3l and a derivative like Att. yA@dtta/lon. yA@ooa (as if < *glokhia-)
‘tongue’, but only beside lon. yAaooa (< *glakhia-). Such an investigation, however,
which would take us very far afield, is not crucial for the limited purposes of the project
at hand.

15. Before closing the discussion, it should also be pointed out that although the facts
seem to allow the adoption of “*-Vu.kiV- > -Vu.s2V- and -VussV- analogical” as a
working hypothesis, there is also the opposite possibility to consider. Namely, it may be
thought that although Proto-Greek *-VnkiV- was syllabified -Vn.kiV- (and gave
-Vn.s2V-), the sequence *-VukiV- was syllabified -Vuk.iV- (in which case *-VkjV-
would presumably have been -Vk.iV-, though this is irrelevant for present purposes).
Under this assumption, it could be hypothesized further that -Vuk.iV- eventually gave
-VussV- as its regular outcome in (*phulakio/e- >) puAdoow-type dialects (and -VuttV-,
it should be noted, in puAdttw-type dialects). As a final step in this picture of the
developments, it may be supposed that by a further sound law -VussV- from *-Vuk.iV-
was simplified to -VusV- except where the geminate was supported by instances of
-VssV- from *-Vk.iV- in the same morphological category. In cases like the ones
mentioned above, this would mean that *glauk-iole- ‘shine’ (§13.4), for example, was
glauk.io etc. and developed to glausso just as *glauki-o- ‘shiny’ was glau.kios etc. and
then glaussés; but that the simplification of -VussV- to -VusV- failed with glaussté —
whence attested yha0oow — because of a large class of -cow presents as models for
restoration, while the simplification succeeded in glaussds > glausds — and so yAauao¢

0  The suggestion (PW 132 [Halbband 26], 1891) that the place name Aoucoi/Aolcol has
something to do with Aolw : Aovoo- ‘wash’ is fanciful. It is also morphologically difficult.
See Chantraine (1933), 433-6.

3l A generally valuable recent discussion of these is given in Vessella (2007).
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— because there was no effective set of -00o- adjectives to support undoing it. In the
instance at the center of attention here, this approach would mean a *leuk.i¢ > *leusso >
leuso restored as leussd, and would thereby still explain the lectio difficilior Aebow as an

older form or spelling and Aeboow as an innovation, whether linguistic or merely
graphic.
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