THE LABIOVELARS
IN MYCENAEAN AND HISTORICAL GREEK

by OSWALD SZEMERENYJ

In the field of phonology, Mycenaean Greek presents as already accom-
plished many complex developments known from historical times; such
are, e.g., bh, dh, gh > ph, th, kh; s > h > @, or ty > ss. But there is one
important set of sounds where Mycenaean lags behind and shows its archaic
character.

As is known, the Indo-European labiovelars, velar stops accompanied
by simultaneous lip-rounding !, are represented by simple labials, dentals or
velars in historical Greek. Thus IE *£%is and *penk™e appear as tic (Thess. »ic)
and mévre[méune ; *k¥oleros and *Ek“ali- as mérepog and wani-xog, while *g¥ou-
kYolos gives Pouxdéhog. One of the major surprises held by Mycenaean is the
fact that the original labiovelars did not reach this stage by the time of the
tablets: for them a special set of signs is used. M. Lejeune has shown in a
detailed study 2 that at the time the Linear B signary was devised, signs of
Linear A and at least one new sign were used to denote the original labiovelars.

A much more difficult question is whether the sounds so denoted were
still labiovelars. Lejeune has pointed out that the Mycenaean forerunner of
tnmog is spelt with the same sign as, e.g., Bouxbrog from *g¥ou-k¥olos (= gou-
qoro) or &uptrohog from *amphi-k¥olos (= apiqoro). This would indicate that
by the time the signary was constituted there was no difference between an

1 See, for a restatement of this old definition, S. W. Allen, Lingua 7, 1958, 113.

2 See now Mém. 316 ; on the problem of labiovelars the same paper 285 f. On pa, =
qa, see also Georgiev, e.g. Izvestija Akademii Nauk 14, 1955, 275; Etudes Mycénien-
nes 1956, 53 f; Heubeck, IF 63, 1958, 113 f.; 65, 1960, 258. It is rather disappointing
that, at this late hour, P. Ramat can still speak of pa, = pa (PP 66, 1959, 193 £.)
and maintain that pafe represents kwa- (195), although this error was shown up three
years before, see Szemerényi, Gl. 35, 1956, 103!; Winter, Language 32, 1956, 506; and
more recently Heubeck, IF 63, 1958, 136; Lejeune, Mém. 290 f.
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original k¥ and the sequence k + w» found in IE *¢kwos. On the other hand,
the sequence & + w, that appears at morpheme junctures when a suffix begin-
ning in »- is added to a stem ending in a velar, has so far never been found
represented by this set. We have, e.g. fetukowoa = tervy-Foa or parakuwe and
parakewe, indicating -Rwe.

Further complications would be introduced if sign 87 were to be identified
as kwe; in that case one could hardly see the point of differentiating -kuw-
and k-w- by using for the latter, say in Awe, not only Auwe and kewe but
also kwe. But if the suggestion that sign 87 is fwe should prove correct,
this difficulty disappears.

Now it might be argued that the difference in the use of the labiovelar
set on the one hand and the disjunct set kewe/kuwe etc. on the other, repre-
sents a linguistic reality. Just as ¢(k)y develops into Attic -5- within a word,
e.g., 8cog péoog, but into -11- at the morpheme juncture in, e.g., péhrre TAdrTo,
so there is an obvious difference between 7kwo on the one hand and tetukwoa
on the other : the latter does not seem ever to have developed into tetug(p)oas.
As against such considerations, we must not overlook the fact that we would
be ascribing a completely anachronistic philological training to our Myce-
naean scribes. Yet we see that for them there was no difference between
tkkwo-s and amph-1k¥o-los, and we would in any case expect the difference
between single and geminate consonants to be ignored, since even in the
historical period it took the scribes a long time to realize the importance of
writing geminates. It is even less likely that morpheme-boundary would have
been a meaningful concept.

It seems therefore that we are forced to conclude that the difference bet-
ween k%e and kewe/kuwe (and kwe ?} was of a different character. In the case
of the labiovelars followed by a front-vowel the obvious inference would seem
to be that k¥(e/:) had already been palatalized, so that the real sound was
something like #8™(¢/7) 4. In that case it is easy to understand why at the mor-
pheme-boundary, where the velar was retained in the language, the sign
k¥e or k¥ was unusable. An indication of such a phonetic development
would appear in the spellings odakuweta, odakeweta and odatuweta if the latter
were accepted as the original. Furthermore, the assonance of finwasijo and
ginwaso may yet turn out to be far from deceptive ®.

This interpretation entails a further modification of current views. We
are still under the spell of the grid-system. This, combined with the uniform
Indo-European antecedent 2* before any vowel, makes us inclined to accept
the usual interpretation of the set as ge ¢7 qo ga. Buf if ge and ¢z are in rea-

3 See Allen, Lingua 7, 1958, ri1g3i,
¢ On the phonetic details see Allen, 1. ¢, 116f., and, on k%, p. 122 1.

8 See for the time being, Lejeune, Mém. 300; on odatwela also Gallavotti, Myce-
naean Studies, ed. E.L. Bennett, 1964, 57.
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lity palatalized sounds, we have to give up this uniform interpretation. For
obvious reasons ga and go can never have represented fya fyo or #"a and
1§¥0. Hence it follows that, in the synchronous system of Mycenaean, gz and
go are not to be taken in one series with ge/gi. Their appearence in one sec-
tion of the grid has a diachronic foundation but this must not mislead us into
construing their synchronous phonetic (and phonemic) status on this dia-
chronic basis. What exactly the phonetic nature of these sounds was, is not
at all certain. The argument used above would suggest that they must by
then have moved away from %" or kw in the direction of the later develop-
ment ; but exactly how far cannot be established with the present evidence,

From the point of view of historical phonology one further problem
arises. Some Greek dialects develop the voiceless labiovelar (k%) into a labial
even before front-vowels, notably the Aeolic group. Common Greek mévre,
for example, appears as méune in Lesbian and Boeotian. This labialization is
the rule even in the other dialects with the voiced stop g” and perhaps even
with the wvoiceless aspirated stop (&4%), if they are followed by ¢; e.g.
IE *g%i- ‘ live ’ gives Biog everywhere, and g¥hs is perhaps represented by 8guc.
But with the voiceless stop 2%, the labialization is confined to the Aeolic
group. However, it has been argued that this labialization is also found in
Arcado-Cyprian. Thus the Cyprian forms meicer mewce ¢ ‘ shall pay ’ corre-
spond to Attic teioer, teloy (from *E%ei-) and mepmopépov also presents m,
not . But here = may be regular before a and netse, which in any case curiously
contrasts with Arcadian arutetcatw, &mureiétw, €oteiow’, may be due to o-
grade forms (e.g. mowa) where m was regular. But Strunk has recently gone
even further and attempted to enlarge the number in Cyprian, and add exam-
ples from Arcadian, and even Pamphylian 8. In his view op7 in the Idalian
tablet (1. 29) represents ope from *yok¥e (= &é1¢), and Arcadian ivpopPicy
derives from *bhysg™i- found also in Li. brizgilas ‘ bridle, rein ’; the Pamphy-
lian name IleAdpag is identical with Hom. néwp(iog). But none of these com-
parisons is tenable or convincing. Mycenaean of¢ shows that it is useless to
trace an alleged Cyprian ope to *yok¥e, since the conjunction has an original
dental. Mycenaean pogeja as forerunner of gopBeit shows the labiovelar but
the labial development is due to gopB& (Myc. poga) and -popBoc. The Pamphy-
lian name may, but need not, be connected with wé\wp ; even if it is, a labio-
velar is not proved for this word as I hope to show elsewhere ; cf. also the
text further on.

This question is, we now see, less important from the point of view of
Greek dialectology than from the point of view of the constitution of Epic

¢ See now Thumb-Scherer, Griechische Dialekte II, 160.

? Schwyzer, Delectus 656, 35, 43, 37.

8 K. Strunk, Die sogenannten Aolismen der hom. Sprache, Koln 1957, 32f. See
my review JHS 79, 1959, 191f.
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Greek. Since the labialization is post-Mycenaean there is, from this side, no
real obstacle to linking labializing Aeolic more closely with non-labializing
Mycenaean : any dialect may develop different features from the original
‘ stock ’. But from the point of view of Homeric language, it is important to
know whether labializing forms demand an Aeolic stratum or can still be
reconciled with a direct descent from Mycenaean Epic. It is worth recalling
that the number of labializing forms in Homer is minimal. Altogether there
are five Homeric forms that are still claimed as Aeolicisms ? :

I. méhwp and its derivatives
2. Pépebpov = Att. Bdpadpov

3. méhopor and its group

4. miovpes [mlovpog = TétTapeg
5. gnp = O

But a brief examination shows that this is a rather heterogeneous group.

1. The reason for assuming a labiovelar in mélwp is the Hesychius-gloss
TEAWP' TEAWPLOV, Woxpdy, uéyo ; TeAwptog’ péyog, meAmptos. The word also occurs
in the interesting epigram found in Memphis, which begins with the line:

oIt Adov xoatevidma TeAwpiov &v Tprédotat 10

This poem of six elegiacs, written in Egypt, is surprisingly lavish with high-
flown words. In addition to Smatog, mdparog (With a not very clear play on
these words) and mapa 0iv’ drée, we find &pecor, épéwv — again only known
from Hesychius' gloss épéas’ téuva. Oeooodol, Epéeopr ténvors — and xéhwp
(‘ sound, voice’ = ‘lament ’?). It is therefore quite in order that teroproc,
another unusual word, should also appear. The cumulative effect is of course
rather different. One cannot help feeling that the author drew on a list of
words (epic ?, or merely ‘ recherché’), such as has recently been published —
again from Egypt . The words tAéfiog (hapax, ‘ long-lived ’ ?) and ecnéotog

9 See Chantraine, Grammaire Homérique I, 113f. and Conclusion (x957) 509.
Note however that pelopa, claimed as an Aeolicism (p. 495) is in no way different from
éwveme sim. ; de(tjopaw was obviously out of the question, since Biog, the leading form
of the group, asserted its supremacy. Thumb-Scherer (II 209) seem to ascribe an Aeoli-
cism wijiu to Homer. On the problem of Aeolicisms see also Strunk, Die sog. Aolismen
der homerischen Sprache, 1957, 20 f.; Ruijgh, L’élément achéen dans la langue épique,
1957, 2.7f. (both reviewed by me at JHS 79, 19509, 191-3) ; Webster, From Mycenae to
Homer, 1958, 159f., esp. 161; Kirk, The Songs of Homer, 1962, 149; Palmer, at: A
companion to Homer (ed. A.J.B. Wace & F. H. Stubbings), 1963, 79.102.

10 T am indebted to P. M. Fraser for identifying the epigram in Peek’s Griechische
Vers-inschriften I, Berlin 1955 ; it is no. 1313, now dated by Peek in the 2nd ¢. A.D.
(as against Puchstein’s Ist c. B.C).

1 Cf. The Hibeh Papyri II, E. G. Turner, 1955, 1f. “ It is not a glossary ... Its
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(‘ fatal’ ?) are certainly used very idiosyncratically. And vehdpiog itself,
though probably used in the sense of péyag, is hardly ‘immense, gigantic ’.

As to the Hesychius-gloss, we have no knowledge of how the word was
used in the works excerpted. It seems therefore quite unjustifiable to infer
from his lemma etymological identity of red@piog with meddpuoc 12.

Even less likely, in my view impossible, is the further connection with
Hom. tépac on the basis of an IE *k%eras/k¥eror, the latter being dissimilated
to *k%lor 3. If nothing else, the meaning of Hom. wéiwp  giant ’ rules out a
connection with tépac which is an ‘ ominous sign’ and cannot be separated
from Hom. 7elpex . And both words are hardly likely to be of Indo-Euro-
pean origin ; mélwp in particular can be suspected of ‘ Eastern ’ provenience.

2. The alleged Aeolic character is even fainter in Bépefpov seeing that
Attic also has a labial in BapaBpov. The differing vocalism in the two forms,
e-€ as against a-«, certainly points to assimilation; the original could have
been *g¥erathron or *g¥arethrom. In the former case ¥ the assimilation would
be post-Mycenaean (and therefore not uniform in the dialects), as is suggested
by Myc. gerana ‘ ewer, jug ’, which is most likely continued by BaAaveiov etc. 1
In the second case the suffix would seem more normal (cf. 8Aedpoc, déeFpov,
Yopetpa, papbyyedpov)’. In either case the development is regular in Arc.
Sépedpov (Hes. ; also spelt Lépzdpov) 18, and Att. Bapadpov. The Homeric vo-
calism on the other hand has an exact parallel in Béepvov. This is from
Badiw which again appears with a-vocalism in Att. BeAlw, but with e-vocalism
in Arc. 3\ (inscr. €63éMhovres ; Hes. Yéahew' Badrew). And just as in the case
of Békepvov — to which Pérog may be added — no one would think of an
Aeolicism, since quite clearly the other derivatives of the root, such as Boiy,
-Borog etc. prevailed with their labial independent of the dialect, so in Hom.
Bépebpoov the labial cannot be regarded as a sign of an Aeolic stratum 1°.

use in fact appears to be that of a Gradus in Parnassum ’ (p. 2). *“ ... more than thirty
of the words in this list — that is, one in four — are unknown to our lexica ” (ibid.).

2 To mention just one possibility, tehdpioc may be based on an adjective *re\-
wpo; ‘ whose time is full = fully grown, big ’, from which, under the influence of =érwpog
and its group, both téwp and terdproc were formed.

13 See Osthoff, Archiv fiir Religionswissenschaft 8, 19os, 51 f.; Boisacq, Dict.
étym. de la langue grecque, 765; Lejeune, Traité de phonétique grecquez 40, 130.

14 See on this, Scherer, Gestirnnamen bei den idg. Vélkern, 1953, 30 f.; but he is
wrong to admit (31 bottom), even as a possibility, connection with néiwe.

1 Accepted by Kurylowicz, Apophonie 208%; see now Szemerényi, Syncope in
Greek and Indo-European and the nature of Indo-European accent, Naples 1964, 215 f.

1¢ This attractive suggestion was made to me by Col. P.B.S. Andrewes.

17 Schwyzer GG I, 533.

18 Cf, Tsakonian Aépese, Schwyzer, GG I, 295.

1 See also v.Wijk, IF 20, 1907, 343 ; Specht, KZ 59, 1932, 117, on the inflection
and vowel-variation.
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3. The same circumstances explain meA- which adopted the labial on
account of Zmhero and moropor (mwA-).

4. More complex is the case of mnicvpec. The Indo-European numeral
had a complicated ablauting declension, the most important cases having
the following forms: nom. *Ek¥efwores, acc. k¥etwrns, gen. *k¥eturéom, loc.
*k¥etwyst. This complicated pattern appears in no Greek dialect; each dia-
lect generalized one particular stem-form. Thus Attic (and Boeotian) made
use of tertap-(nettap-) from the loc., as did Ionic 2° which further assimilated
it to téooepec; W. Greek téropec adopted the vocalism of the nominative.
The original weak form only survives in Lesbian nécuvpec 2. But the divergent
development of the dialects cannot reflect a very old dialectal division ; Myce-
naean must still have possessed the ablauting paradigm. Hence -vp- in the
Homeric form is not an Aeolicism but merely an archaism. Hom. nicupes also
diverges from the Lesbian form with its .. This is problematical in any case.
It certainly cannot reflect an Indo-European ‘reduced’ grade ?2; it must
be a rather late assimilation of s-u to #-u (-4 ?) 8. The o, instead of =, is pro-
bably due to levelling in the original paradigm *k%essores | k¥eturas, and not
parallel to #pioug 2. So the only point of contact is the initial labial since we
would expect *téoupag or *ticupac 25. And here again it is unnecessary to
assume an Aeolic stzatum. It is quite sufficient to assume that ticupag became
unusual and was approximated to the living form méoupeg of the neighbour-
hood.

5. Even simpler is the case of ¢#p. It occurs twice ; at I1.2, 743 it undoub-
tedly refers to the Centaurs and the same must be true of 1,268 2. In view
of the fact that normal Homeric 67 corresponds with Thess. ¢ip (in mepetpa-
xovreg, Larisa, and perhaps ®uidépeipoc = -Onpoc), it is possible that ®ipec
represents *ghwéres (as does 0%pec), although we (and the ancients) may
be the victims of sound, and ®%pec, the name of the Centaurs, may be just
as much a foreign word as Kévravpo. seems to be. But even if ®¥pec is indige-
nous, and therefore ‘ Aeolic ’, it does not guarantee an Aeolic siratum. It is

20 T do not know of any evidence to claim this form for Arcadian as well, as is
done by Buck, Greek Dialects 395 (but cf. Bechtel, GD I 72).

21 Jn spite of Hesychius’s wécoupes, this seems the correct form, see Bechtel, l.c.

22 See, e.g., Schwyzer, GG I 590.

23 A parallel, this time in Lesbian, is probably provided by Sappho’s niectyycwy;

see Bechtel, GD I 61.

2 See Schwyzer, GG I 590, as against Bechtel, l.c.

% The form wiovpac appears 4 times (Il. 15, 680; 23, 171; 24, 233; Od. 22, 111),
niovpec twice (Od. 5, 70; 16, 249); the latter must be based on the former.

2¢ In spite of the different print in the Oxford text, curiously inverted in Monro’s
school-edition.



The labiovelars in Mycenaean and historical Greek 35

quite possible that the story of the ®¥jpec, first sung by local bards in Thes-
saly, was received into the main stream of epic poetry, naturally with the local
form of the name.

We must therefore conclude that the representation of the labiovelars
in Homeric Greek does not justify the assumption of an Aeolic phase in Epic
poetry. Our evidence on this point is compatible with the view that epic
diction is in the direct line of descent from Mycenaean Epic #7.

Even less successful have been attempts to find Mycenaean instances
of early labialization. The only convincing instance is #popogo (PY Fn 1192, 1:
zeukeust ipopogoige) which is immowopPéc and thus represents earlier zkwo-
phorg¥os ; but ippo- is obviously due to assimilation to the following labial 28.
The often quoted variation between Pylian peregota /gereqota cannot be regar-
ded as a sign of incipient labialization®; it is simply a lapsus or dissimi-
lation 2°.

Another important fact revealed by the tablets is that Mycenaean preser-
ves the labiovelar even when it is followed by a consonant. A well-known
instance is girijato = (¢)mplato. Even more important is the fact that the
historical ending -o¢ is still -0k™s (spelt -ogoso), for it is difficult to believe that
the historical -o¢ is not the direct descendant of Myc. -0k“s but based on the
analogy of the oblique cases where the labiovelar appeared before vowels 3.
It is rather the alleged or real instances of the loss of the labial element (1o,
&tpoxtog, &viypov, 8xtahrog) that require a special explanation; they are
either to be rejected (almost certainly &zpaxtoc) or due to dissimilation (moAd-
oxtog, from moAv-omtog). Regular also are such sequences as ¢ in Aetdow, video,
etc. For original £%s two interesting and contradictory examples appear in
Mycenaean. The Classical name Méyog is still mogoso 22 ; here the sequence

27 See Webster, From Mycenae to Homer, 1958, esp. 159 f.; Strunk, o. c. C. H.
Whitman (Homer and the heroic tradition, 1958) does not seem to pay any attention
to this question; see his discussion pp. 22 {. 60 f.

28 Lejeune, Mém. 302 (followed by Heubeck, IF 65, 1960, 256.258), speaks of
‘ dissimilation régressive ’ but if this were the case, tkwophorgwos ought to have deve-
loped into tko-, not ippo-. The incorrectness of ‘ dissimilation régressive ’ is made patent
by Heubeck’s clearer definition (Glotta 39, 1961, 165) : the first labiovelar loses its velar
(1) element and becomes a labial (!). In other words, in ikwophorgwos kw loses k and w
becomes p. This is pure paper-phonetics. Dissimilation would have led to loss of the
labial element as stated above and as is shown by a generally recognized case of regres-
sive dissimilation such as xamvég from *kwapnos. The other examples — all names —
must be ignored.

2% Recently Gallavotti, RFIC 36, 1958, 113, 115, 117.

%0 See Lejeune, Mém. 249, 302 ; Heubeck, IF 65, 1960, 254 f. But cf. fn. 28 above.

3% Schwyzer, GG I, 299 bottom, after Georgiev. This is now recognised even by
Kurylowicz, Apophonie 360 f., who denies the Indo-European origin of labiovelars.
See also Lejeune, 312 f.

32 On this name and its identification with Hittite Muk$u$ etc., see Kretschmer,
Anzeiger der Osterreichischen Akademie, 86, 1949, 201 f; H. Grégoire, La Nouvelle Clio
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-k¥s- developed into -¢- as in the type in -o. But historical Eigog is now
known to have been k"siphos in Mycenaean times (dual gisipee). Here, then,
instead of expected *$ipoc we find Eipog, obviously due to a post-Mycenaean
dissimilation of the labial element in %% caused by the following labial:
R¥siphos > ksiphos 3 ; cf. xanvés < kwap-. This is somewhat surprising since
Jépag seems to correspond with Skt. ksap- ‘ night ’ etc., and here the sequence
*k¥sep(h) developed normally.

One further question concerns the historical development of g%i. If the
phonetic interpretation of Pisani and Allen 3 is correct, as seems to be the
case, then we can expect no palatalization: f. is regular, 3. cannot appear.
Yet the form év3ediwxéra at any rate has long been regarded as proving such
a development ¥. This form occurs in the well-known Heraclean tablets
(Schwyzer, Delectus 62, 120): tabra 8¢ mavra (: 3évdpea) Tepurevpéva maphéfovtt
%ot 8vdediwndra, Soco Ev T cuvBiran yeypadatar. Since Roscher’s study 3¢ it
is generally agreed that the word corresponds to Theophrastus’ éufefrwnére,
and therefore it is assumed that the normal Greek fibw is represented by
3uwbe» at Heraclea. But the assumption of diog Siéw, instead of Biog Pidw is
so monstrous that any explanation that will rid us of these forms must be
welcome %7, Now the dialect of Heraclea goes back, via Tarentum, to Laconia.
In Laconian, earlier dz from gy or dy appears as 83 or 3-: puxyd36uevog, (Ari-
stoph. :) yupvaddopor puotddnv (= wubilewv), Aedg®. It is therefore reasonable

1, 1950, 162 {; Barnett JHS 63, 1953, 140 f. ; Studies H. Goldmann, 1956, 215 ; Chadwick,
TPS 1954, 5'; Hanfmann, HSCP 63, 1958, 72 f. ; Heubeck, Lydiaka, 1959, 43 £.; Docu-
ments 421 ; Goetze, JCS 16, 1962, 53. In view of the fact that the coexistence of Greek
Médoc and Hittite MukSas might be found puzzling, it is of interest to note that the
name of the German town Mobschatz (N. W. of Dresden) which in 1091 A. D. appears
as Mococize and in the local dialect still sounds Mugs, is also recorded as Mobschitz
as early as 1288 ; see W. Fleischer, Beitrage zur Gesch. der deutschen Sprache u. Lite-
ratur (Halle) 81, 1959, 318 f.

3 This as also Lejeune’s view, Mém. 315 f. Ventris-Chadwick, Docs. 348, conside-
red it a loanword, which is more likely than an Indo-European derivation (Heubeck,
Minos 6, 1958, 55 {.), although Egypt. kepes is hardly suitable. Benveniste’s derivation
of Ossetic aexsyrf ‘ scythe’ from Ripra- is denied, on grounds of semantics, by Abajev,
Voprosy Jazykoznanija 1959/2, 146 f.; cf. Szemerényi, Syncope 205'. 408.

3 Pisani, Studi 60o; Allen, Lingua 7, 1958, r2I.

3 Cf. Schwyzer, GG I 300; see also Pedersen, Travaux du Cercle Linguistique
de Prague 8, 1939, 289. If ’Avtidiog, &idiog, i3iog started with a labiovelar, Hamp’s
solution (Glotta 38, xg60, 196) would account for them.

3¢ RhM 44, 1889, 312-6.

37 Pisani, Ricerche Linguistiche 1, 1950, 176, suggested that an original sequence
*g%¥e-g%i- regularly developed into 8¢Bi- and then assimilated into 8¢8t-. But, as is known,
the reduplication follows the root (¥mepve, not Etepvz, even less #telve), not the other
way round. Besides, the term used is an obvious calque of ¢éuftéw and so of a rather
late date, which means that the native verb was substituted for Attic Biéw. Hamp’s
attempt (Glotta 38, 1960, 197) is not adequate.

38 Thumb-Kieckers, Handbuch der griechischen Dialekte I?, 1931, 85 f.
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to assume that original {jw (Att. {&) became *$7jw, *3¢w. Heraclean on the
other hand shares with other dialects the tendency to use a stem-extension
in -o- (cf. subj. mpudt from mpudy, fut. wpwwoet, i.e. mpLéw in contrast to Att.
mptw) 3, which is also attested in the perfect, especially in Doric dialects : £0e-
xoatt Hes., Theran impedwxa, Cyr. lopirevwxérwv dpopevwxérwv, Delph. xates-
xebwxe xateoxevwrol 0, It seems therefore that Heraclean -deduwxéta represents
de-3n-w-xéta, the ‘ normal’ perfect of *$hw ‘¥&’%, with the normal change
of sw t0 1.

From the point of view of Greek dialectology the difference between
(completely) labializing and non-labializing dialects is often used for far-
reaching conclusions. Yet we should not lose sight of the fact that the deve-
lopment is much more complex in ‘ both areas’, as can be seen from the fol-
lowing tables:

General treatment Aeolic
TéTTapeg Técupeg
Eteioa Ercion
R tnrédev, mmrol ThHAOL
mévte TEUTE
e Te
Téhog TENOC
Tiowg Tive Tiowe Thvw
E*1  Tic T tig mig (Thess. nig)
TN tipa Tiuiog
&ritog
&8y
oy dépo
g%  dehplc &dehpde Achgpot &dérpeoc Bérpor Bérguy
Sopar | Bodhopon Behx- | Borr-
0derbe &Behog

#» Thumb-Kieckers, 99; Buck, Greek Dialects 126.

4 Schwyzer, GG 1 775; Buck 1. c. Cf. dvhedobor, Thumb-Kieckers I 100.

4 See Thumb-Kieckers g6 ; the assumption of 8§#w seems justified in spite of the
fact that some other dialects (e. g. Cretan) show {dw, and that Heraclean has presents in
-i€w and the words Zwnipe Laptwcovtt (Thumb-Kieckers 97, 99). At a time when Koine-
influence is already very extensive, such forms are not surprising ; they do not imply
that ‘ Heraclean ’ (or ‘ Tarentine ’) separated from Laconian before { became §(3). Note
Tarantine -csw, innovated for -Lw, Thumb-Kieckers I 98 {.; Leumann, KSchr. 162. ’
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i Blog B’f.orog
Bo Bio
Yeooapevog Boeot. 6i6-¢peorog 42

g¥he  Oettadig Dérreros
Seppds Séppog

g¥hi B ?

It will be seen that, even in the non-labializing group, g% (and g"k ?)
are labialized before 7, though not before e. But it is just as important to
note that in the labializing area £ shows no labialization before  (tig, Tl
tivw) and the particle 2%e is never ne®. In point of fact, in Lesbian only wijiut,
méovpeg and méune are really well-established, and it is not impossible that
“full’ labialization occurred in Thess.-Boeotian only after the departure of
the future colonizers of the Aeolis 4.

In view of these facts we can hardly draw any conclusions as to the ori-
ginal focus of labialization within the Greek world. If there really was a po-
werful labializing centre in the Aeolic group, it is rather surprising to find
that it did not engulf such important and common terms as <t twpa and ve.
One might just as well assume that the partial labializing tendency (before
velar vowels) coming from the still prestige-endowed areas of the old Myce-
naean empire was carried beyond its legitimate confines in the Aeolic group —
although not before certain important words had chosen the natural develop-
ment.

The patchy character of ‘full’ labialization also speaks in my view
against its connection with the really complete labialization of the Oscan-
Umbrian group, where we do find labialized pis pe etc. #® This also rules out
the alleged isogloss between Greek and Armenian (even Albanian) in the
matter of palatalization of labiovelars. Whereas Armenian does not palata-
lize original g% before ¢ and ¢, Greek does palatalize before ¢ (3eheds, addy,
dnropor) but not before ¢ (Blog PBix). Similarly, if Armenian does palatalize

42 T do not count (8)0ékw (as is done by Scherer) since it does not have a labio-
velar ; Debrunner, Fs. Zucker, 1954, 83-110, showed that ¢0é\e is the primary form and
this rules out connection with OS Zelati, in spite of Debrunner’s remark (rog) that 2
might be a preverb. See the text further on, p. 43.

43 See on this point Allen, Lingua 7, 1958, 127 ™.

4 See Hamm, Grammatik zu Sappho und Alkaios, 1957, I5 f.

4 T stress this because Pisani has now repeatedly claimed that the Aeolic group
is closely linked with Oscan-Umbrian. See, e.g., RhM g8, 1955, 9 with fn. g; RIL 8o,
1956, 9, 13, 16 (lega linguistica). Against the combination of the Greek and Osco-Um-
brian labializations see also Ambrosini, ASNSPisa 25, 1956, 72 ; Leumann, at Leumann-
Hofmann-Szantyr, Lateinische Grammatik I, 1965, 20*.
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&"h before e/i and thus *eg¥his appears as i#, Greek does not palatalize before
v and hence we find &¢w. Hence the behaviour of Armenian and Greek, though
showing some superficial resemblance, dissolves into a series of disagreements
when examined more closely. It is quite unjustified to state that the develop-
ment of labiovelars before palatal vowels is identical in the two languages
and then proceed to draw even geographical conclusions concerning the early
migrations of the Greeks %,

But whereas, in the case of Armenian, the distance of the historical habi-
tats in itself counsels caution, with dialects that, in historical times, lived in
close proximity of, and are known to have had contacts with, the Greek world,
the question of linguistic interaction acquires renewed interest.

That the Lycians meet both these conditions is clear ; especially close were
their connections with the Pamphylians4?. Now one of the few points of
Lycian grammar that seem to be well-established is that the relative-indefi-
nite was #-4. Since Lycian, as a member of the Anatolian group, can be
presumed to have shared the relative-indefinite k¥is of this group, its #-
obviously derives from k¥:- and thus shows the same development as E.
Greek tig .

But this type of palatalization of a labiovelar to #(2)- is unique in the
Indo-European world : being confined to these two languages, it is unlikely
to be independent in both. Since, on the other hand, it is found in the whole
Greek area, it cannot, even if this were theoretically possible, be due to Ly-
cian influence on E. Greek. Surely it must be the other way round: the
peculiar Lycian development is due to the influence of Greek.

A similar problem would seem to arise with Lydian whose connections
with the Greek world are also well-known. There the relative is said to appear
as prd/pid, obviously continuing IE A¥ss/k"id. Now Lydia is close to the
Aeolis, with its ‘ marked ’ labialism. Since the labjalism is more consistent
here than in other areas of Greek, one might suggest that this is due to a
foreign impulse, and I did, in fact, consider the possibility that Lydian
with its complete labialization (seeing that 2 > p even before z) might have

4¢ See for the linguistic evidence Pisani, Ricerche Linguistiche 1, 1950, 165 1.,
esp. 175, 176, 192 ; and for the conclusions RhM 95, 1952, 16 f.; 97, 1954, 47 f.; 98,
1955, II.

47 See Thumb-Scherer II 176 f.

4 Pedersen, Lykisch und Hittitisch, 1945, 21 f.; Heubeck, Lydiaka, 1959, 72;
Georgiev, Issledovanija po sravnitel'nomu jazykozpnaniju, 1958, 156; Laroche, BSL
55, 1960, 175 f.; Houwink ten Cate, The Luwian population groups of Lycia and Cilicia,
1965, 69 f.

4 This is also observed by Pisani (RhM 98, 1955, 11) who, however, draws no con-
clusions ; nor does his pupil A. Steiner in his long discussion, RIL 88, 1955, 334, €sp.
fn. 31, although p. 337 seems to hint at an extensive palatalization, affecting even
Lycian. But in my view it is a historical process, within a well-defined area.
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been the source. But the peculiar behaviour of Aeolic which avoids the labial
exactly where the Lydian would show it, tends to discourage such a con-
clusion, however well it might suit the principles of linguistic geography.
It is to be abondoned altogether if Heubeck is right in arguing that the
Lydian word is not p7s but &"s (or sim.) .

The facts outlined inevitably suggest that we cannot be right in attemp-
ting to split up the Greek world into well-regulated labializing and non-
labializing areas. The only peculiar feature of, that is to say the only real
exception to, the well-established rule that the development of the labio-
velars is solely determined by the following vowel (and preceding #), is in
the groups g%(h):, where, however, the labialization is general 5. It is there-
fore worth trying a different approach.

If one examines the examples of the labialization of voiceless labiove-
lars, one is struck by the fact that the two most reliable instances are
represented by the numerals ‘4’ and ‘5°. Now it is well-known that these
numerals show very similar irregularities in other languages, too. In Ger-
manic, for instance, IE *k%etwidres and *penk™e ought to result in (Gothic)
*hwidwor and *finkw, but we find fidwor and fimf. As will be seen, the chan-
ges are identical with those observed in méoupeg and wépme. Yet no one would
assume labialization for Germanic. It is quite clear that in Germanic inter-
nal and serial assimilations took place: in *finkw the initial assimilated the
final (labio)velar, and in fidwor the initial f- is due either to fimf or to the
influence of -w-, or possibly to both factors. It is very likely that the same
process accounts for the development of IE *penk™e to Latin quinque, i.e.
both inherited -gue and guatiuor contributed to its qu-; exactly the same
happened in Celtic where we find Olrish cdic beside cethatr, and OWelsh pei-
guar beside pimp (Modern pedwar[pump) 2. It is therefore legitimate to as-

80 T ydiaka, 1959, 15 f., esp. 40 f.; cf. Friedrich, IF 65, 1960, 191 f.; Vetter, Sit-
zungsber. Osterr. Akad. 232/3, 1959, 36'7; Masson, OLZ 1961, 354 f.; R. Gusmani,
Lydisches Worterbuch, 1964, 33 f. This instance shows the dangers of using ill-establi-
shed data of these ill-attested languages where practically everything is ill-established.
This also applies to the argument concerning Lyc. #- above.

81 That is, if the explanation of Heraclean &viediwxérx given above is correct.
I should add here that Palmer’s connection of Mycenaean gino- with fwvéew fits in, while
connection with Hom. 8wwtés would be ‘ irregular ’; cf. D.M. Jones, Glotta 37, 1958,
115, and Chantraine-Dessenne, REG 70, 1959, 301-1I.

2 Tt is quite unjustified to construct a ‘ sound-law ’ for the sake of quingue and
coqud quer us (from *pek™o *perk™us) and especially to connect this change with the
one seen in Celtic (W. pimp, pobi ‘ cook’); see, e.g., Leumann-Hofmann 129, and most
recently, Krahe, Sprache und Vorzeit, 1954, 84 ; Porzig, Gliederung des idg. Sprachge-
bietes, 1954, 100. That the change in Lat. quercus is independent from the Celtic change
is shown by Hercynia (stlua) which shows no assimilation from *perkun- (see also Krahe,
Mélanges Mossé, 1959, 230 ; Bolelli, Ricerche linguistiche 5, 1963, 102); it even suggests
that the Latin change presupposes an inflection *perkus/gen. *perkw-os {rom which a
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sume that the labialization in méocupe¢ and mwéume is due to analogical pro-
cesses, and not to a general sound-change.

Even clearer seems to be the case of tqAdBzv [ ndot. On the basis of the
alternation t/w it is generally assumed that the initial was IE *£%-; outside
cognates usually quoted are Welsh pell ‘far’, pellaf ‘ extreme’, and Skt.
carama- ‘ last, extreme ' 8, Since in that case we have to start from an Indo-
European root * k¥el- (and *k%els- in Celtic ?), Greek presents a rather sur-
prising lengthened-grade form. Serious difficulties arise when we take into
account Greek maiar, which is again generally attached to this group. For
Mycenaean now clearly shows that mdiat cannot derive from an old labio-
velar. The forms parajo and paraja, representing the adjective modauds 5,
are spelt with pa and this is never used for an original k%a.

This means that the customary equation of tyiol/mAHhor must be given
up . We are now left with two unrelated groups: miot, mdron, mahatés with
original n- on the one hand, and the group represented by Hom. tié0ev
etc., on the other. But since there is no need any longer to regard the - of
the latter group as deriving from an Indo-European labiovelar, we may
suggest that this group belongs with tyiixog, Lat. tdlss, and Lith. $ol(as), all
descended from IE *#dlis ‘of that size, stature’ 57. Particularly close is, seman-

new nom. *perk®us was derived. Since, then, there are only three cases on the Latin,
and two on the Celtic side, it seems much more likely that the change originated in one
case — by ‘accident’ — and was then transferred to one or two similarly structured
forms by the process called ‘ philological Lautersatz * by A.S.C. Ross (Studia Neophi-
lologica 30, 1958, 11-16; see also Pisani, Rendiconti di Istituto Lombardo 75, 1942,
172-190; L’etimologia, 1947, 96 £.). There can be little doubt that in both groups the
leading word was *penk¥e which became *R¥enk%e. During the time original *penk¥e
and new *kVenk¥e were in competition, the old form *pek™o (and *perk"us in Latin)
also acquired a byform *%kVek¥o (and *k%erkWus).

53 See Boisacq, Dict. étym. 740, 966 ; Schwyzer, GG I 295, 300, 631 ; Pokorny, IEW
640.

8 The fact that Lesbian also shows 7, excludes the possibility of v being due to
compensatory lengthening.

% See, e.g., Lejeune, Mémoires 118-120, 311. Heubeck (Sprache 4, 1958, 9o*, follo-
wed by Thumb-Scherer, II 334) is obviously wrong in try.ng to separate parajo from
madotég. Note especially the contrast between paraja in PY Sa 787 and newa PY Sa
843 (+ Xa 1190 + Sa 1270); see Chadwick, Minutes of the London Seminar, 28.5.
1958, but especially Chadwick-Baumbach, Glotta 41, 1963, 232; Doria, Testi Micenei
II, 1958, 23.

5¢ How dangerous it is to operate with personal names is shown by Taiepdwnc
which is usually grouped with the words under discussion and equated with an Aeolic
IInepavne. But the crucial TI- of the Aeolic form is not attested (see Hamm, o. c., 152%)
and Tnlepdvng, together with THiepoc, may be borrowed from Asianic Telepinus, as is
suggested by Barnett, Studies H. Goldmann, 1956, 210.

87 T have discussed this group in Annali, Istituto Universitario Orientale, Napoli,
Sezione Linguistica, II, 1960, 1 {.
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tically, the Baltic group formed by Lithu. fol2, adv. ‘ far’, foliss, adj. ‘ far’,
tolis * distance ’, toluma, tolivmas “id.’, télimas ‘ far, distant’, (nu)-tolti ‘ go
away ' (Fr. ‘s’éloigner ’, Germ. ‘sich entfernen’); Latv. fals ‘ far, distant’,
tale * distance ’, talu ‘ far away ’, talums ‘ distance '; O Pruss. falis ‘ farther
away ’ %,

Turning now to the voiced labiovelar, we find that the Aeolic forms
(Lesb.) Bénropor, (Thess.) Béaropar, (Boeot.) Bethouyn (from Bhropar), show not
only a labial but also varying vocalism. Attic-Ionic Boblopar agrees in its
vowel with Lesbian Béaopor while the Thessalian-Boeotian vocalism is paral-
leled by W. Greek (Heraclean, Theran, Cyrenaean, Rhodian, Coan, Calym-
nian, Elean) d#opor and (Phocian, Locr.) deihopor. A further peculiarity is
seen in the present-form Béropon which is found in Arcadian (Schwyzer, Delec-
tus 654, Péreror, but note that « is not used in this inscription ; 656, BoAé-
pevoy, @ used; 657, BéAntol, w used ; 665,, SrxPorevoapivos, o is used; 6745
Béanror, w used), Cyprian (? cp. ot Bére ti Oérews, Kdnpror Hesych.) and
Tonic (Thasos, 777 A, RéAyv; Eretria 808;, Borépevov, Béinrar ; Oropus, 811,
BéanTo, 1.43 BoAopévor).

The alternation between - and 3- is indicative of an original labiovelar :
the root is *g¥el-. The development of the labiovelar is in agreement with
the general rules applying to the labiovelars, but from our point of view the
Aeolic forms of the mainland are noteworthy because Thess. Béaiopor and
Boeot. Beidoun show labial development before a front-vowel and thus seem
to bear out the doctrine of Aeolic labialization. But the varying vocalism
of this verb is still obscure and it can only be clarified if we gain a better
insight into the general pattern of its inflexion than has been the case hitherto.

To begin with, the etymology of this verb cannot be regarded as satis-
factorily established. Today, Kretschmer’s suggestion that our verb is a
middle form of BdM\w, is accepted by many 5. He thought that the semantic
gap was bridged by certain uses of Bdiropar, especially such phrases as Hom.
Bareolar &vi Jupd, &vi gpect, petd g@pest; the perfect BéBoura, expressing
the result, thus acquired the meaning ‘to wish’ which was then somehow
transferred to the present too (l.c. 164). But the last two steps are by no

88 The clear equation tnlo- = Lithu. toli- favours Vasmer’s suggestion (REW 1
327) that the Slavic group of Russ. dal’ ‘ distance’, dalékij ‘ far, distant’ is transfor-
med from *i@l- under the influence of dolgij ‘ long ’, davé * long ago’ etc. It is even pro-
bable that the interpenetration went deeper. The Slav comparative dalje cannot have
an original & (Vaillant, Gram. comp. I 575 f.) ; in the same way, davé ‘of old, once (upon
a time) ’ has a strange lengthened grade if it derives from IE *deu-, not explained by
Otrebski, Sprache 6, 1960, 165. Both are clear if original *delje and dev-[dov- became
da- under the influence of *tdl-, while the latter changed to *dal-.

% Kretschmer, Glotta 3, 1912, 160 f. Cf. Schwyzer, GG I 284, 693 ; Frinkel, IF
59, 1948, 156 f.; Hamm, o. c., 127; Frisk, GEW I 259.
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means convincing, and even the first step is unsatisfactory as a starting point.
A phrase like (Od. 12, 217-8):

ool 8¢ xuBepviid’, &8 Emirélhopar AN &vi Bupd
Badevu, &mel vdg yraguetis ol vepdc,

clearly shows the meaning expected of Baihe : ‘ tu autem in corde tuo iacta,
voluta ’; cp. ‘ tales iactantem pectore curas ’ (Virgil, Aen. I 321), * atque haec
ipse suo tristi cum corde volutat ’ (¢bed. VI 185), etc. From this meaning we
can never get to our goal .

Curiously enough, the clearest cognate of our verb has so far escaped
notice. The Slavonic languages present Russ. Zeldt’ ‘ desire’, Old Church
Slavic %eléti, Zelati &mbupelv, Oérewv etc., which show not only the requi-
red meaning, but also the required form: together with Gk. Bodlopat they
derive from TE *g¥el-. The reason for the failure to recognize this clear rela-
tionship is the attachement to another Greek verb, $éiw, which, together
with the Slavic group, is traced to IE *g¥hel- .. But a few years ago the late
Debrunner cogently proved that 9éiw was a secondary form, arisen from
¢¥é by aphaeresis 82. This would seem to put an end to any comparison
of ¢0érw with Zeléti. Oddly enough, Debrunner himself thought (. ¢., 109)
that the equation could be saved by resorting to a prefix é- so that the stem
would still be *9eX-. But the plain fact is that ¢0éxew would be the only instance
in the whole Greek vocabulary in which this mysterious prefix, unattested
in any other Indo-European language (!), would make its appearence .
This is quite sufficient to give up the etymology, especially as now we have
the equation BoA-/dch- = fel- which suffers from no disability #. But the

80 See also the misgivings of K. Forbes, Glotta 36, 1958, 22.

81 See, e.g., Vasmer, REW 1 414; Pokorny, IEW 489, etc. - ON gildra ‘ trap’,
gtlja ' lure ' cannot derive from *g%k- in any case.

¢2 Debrunner, Festschrift Zucker, 1954, 83-110, esp. 105. See also the earlier discus-
sions by Schulze, GGA 1897, 9113; Schwyzer-Debrunner, GG II 491 ; Frinkel, Lingua
Posnaniensis 3, 1951, 116 f.

% I am not here concerned with other prefixes such as o-, -, 6-, on which see Schwy-
zer-Debrunner, II 491; Pokorny, IEW 280 f.; and quite recently Bailey, BSOAS 20,
1957, 48; and, with especially large claims, Steinhauser, Zeitschrift fiir deutsche Mun-
dartforschung 27, 1960, 101 f. Greek évelpw, as against *ger- of the other languages,
remains difficult, but a prefix is most unlikely (see Schwyzer, GG I 648 with {n. 3,
but also Specht KZ 62, 1935, 56). This should be taken into account when we try to
assume éyeipw already for Mycenaean (see Palmer, TPS 1958, 13 on fto-no-e-ke-te-ri-jo).

8 T should mention here that Zeléfi means not only ‘ &mbupelv, Bérewv > but also
‘ mevbelv, xhatewv ’, and the nominal derivative Zalb means ‘pwpetov’ and Zelja is “ OpFvog .
For this reason some scholars think the whole group must be connected with that of
Lithu. gélti  sting, smart ’, geéld ‘ pain ’, OHG guala ‘ pain ’, OHG quelan * to suffer pains ’,
OE cwelan * die’, ON kvelia ‘ cause pain, torture ’, OE cwellan, OHG quellen * kill ’ (see,
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group of IE *g¥el- ‘ desire, wish ’ is not confined to the two verbs mentioned
so far. In view of its meaning, ‘ desire, long for ’, the Slavic verb represented
by Russian Church Slavonic fbldéts, Serbian Church Slavonic #bdéti, ‘desi-
derare ', unmistakably belongs with our *g¥el-. This means that Skt. grdhyati
‘is greedy, desires violently’, gardha- ‘ desire’, Avest. gordda-, usually
equated with this Slavic group, must also be derived from IE *g¥el-dh-, and
not from *gheldh- %. Thus the hitherto assumed IE *gheldh- * desire’, con-
fined to Aryan and Slavic, will have to disappear from our dictionaries ;
instead, a new IE *g%el- will have to be entered, attested in Greek, Aryan
and Slavic ¢8.

Having settled the question of the etymology, we must now turn to the
peculiar paradigm of Bodloua: how is the bewildering variety in the voca-
lism, and especially the vocalism of the present, to be interpreted ?

That the present Boul-/Boir-/8mA- absorbed a consonant after the root-
final -A- was recognized fairly early. Brugmann was the first to posit a pri-
mitive *gelnomas | golnomas 7. But this explanation was attacked on the

e.g., Pisani, Rendiconti, Istituto Lombardo, 77, 1944, 550 ; Friankel, Lingua Posnaniensis
3, 1951, 118; but cf. Vasmer, REW I 414). But whereas the semantic shift from ori-
ginal ‘ sting ’ to ‘ pain, torture, kill ’ is clear, the further change to ' compassion, mour-
ning ’, but especially to ‘ desire’, is impossible. The reverse, however, from * desire’
to ‘miss, mourn for’, is just asclear and in line with Horace ’s well-known address,
consoling Virgil, disconsolate at the death of his dearest friend Quinctilius (Carm. I
24, 1) : Quis desiderio sit pudor aut modus tam cari capitis ? And in general desiderium
is ‘ dolor ipse et molestia, quae sentitur in carentia rei optatae’, ‘ grief for the want of
anything, regret’. Note also that in Slavic Zeléti there is no trace of the meanings
‘ pain, torture’, whereas Z¢lo, truly connected with Lith. géliz ‘ sting ’, has the meaning
" sting ’. It is therefore clear that, apart from the last-named, all the other Slavic words
(Russ. Zeldt’, Zaldt’, Zal’, Zelja) are to be connected with *g¥el- ‘desire, wish ’.

¢ Cf., e.g., Pokorny, IEW 434. It goes without saying that Slavic goldo- ‘ hunger ’,
if correctly connected with Znld-, also derives from *g¥ol-dho-, not *gholdho-. A nice
point concerning the history of Indo-European philology would be to establish who
first invented the initial gh- for this group; there is not the slightest indication of it
either in Sanskrit or, naturally, in Slavic. We must also doubt whether the Aryan group
could be grouped with Gothic grédus’ (yearning) hunger ’ etc., since its vocalism fits
in much more naturally with *g¥el-dh-.

¢ The gloss gailer 9érer (Hes.) should be dismissed from any debate on é0iiw.
For more recent explanations, cf. Pisani, Rendiconti, Istituto Lombardo, 77, 1944, 550-I
(in spite of Debrunner, Festschrift Zucker, 1954, 110'?); Friankel, Lingua Posnaniensis
3, 1951, 117. We must not lose sight of the fact that the glossographers noted words in
poetic and prose texts because the usage was peculiar, usually a bold metaphor. The
damage done by indiscriminately taking as an ordinary meaning of a word a lemma en-
tered in a glossographer is by now almost irreparable. To use gpaAile. for comparative
purposes, when we cannot have the faintest idea of the context in which it was used,
is highly perilous.

%7 Brugmann, Curtius’ Studien 4, 1871, 121I.
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ground that original -Av- cannot give -A- with compensatory lengthening ,
and that from -Av- we would have either -A\- (cp. 8\uwe, &Aég) or -Av-
(: miavepa) 8. Since original -Ac- would meet the requirements, Meillet sug-
gested that Bodropor derived from *Borsopat, the aorist subjunctive of Béropar ;
Bénopar [ Snropor preserved the old e-vocalism of the aorist, while *@éAcopat
was analogically reformed after the present Béropar 7°. Kretschmer noted
the peculiar o-vocalism of the present Péropor and thought that it could only
come from the perfect *BéBorx, which, as we have seen, he regarded as the
resultative form (‘I have decided = I will’) of the middle of BaAhw. In his
view the original paradigm (in Attic) was:

pres. Paidopoar aor. subj. *3éxcopar perf. BéBora
which, under the influence of the perfect, became
*Boropat *Bércouer *BéBoha

and, after the change of Bércopar to Boddopor, the new paradigm was adjus-
ted to
Bobropat Bodrwpat BéBovra ™.

The development in the other dialects did not, in his view, call for further
comment (J. ¢. 164).

A few years later, Meillet seems to have slightly modified his earlier
view : féMopen is no Jonger regarded as an aor. subj., “ on ne peut penser
qu’a une formation du type de lat. guaeso (ancien *quaissé) en face de quaero ;
c’est une sorte de désidératif "’ 72,

Today, the Meillet-Kretschmer view is generally accepted . But there
are several difficulties which are not really faced, especially in Meillet’s view.
On his view, the pivot of the whole system is a primeval present with o-vo-
calism represented by Béroupor; it is this that induces the change from the
expected aor. subj. (or present desiderative) *g%el-s- to *g¥ol-s-. But it is
also acknowledged that o-vocalism is exceptional in the present %, in other

88 See O. Hoffmann, Die griechischen Dialekte I, 1891, 218. He assumed that the
original cluster was -Ay-, which, in Béropar, was simplified to -)-, but all this is impos-
sible.

® J, Schmidt, KZ 32, 1893, 38s.

70 Meillet, IF 5, 1895, 328.

1 Kretschmer, Glotta 3, 1912, 161 {.

72 Meillet, MSL 20, 1918, 130-1; no notice is taken of Kretschmer’s discussion,

" See, e.g., Boisacq 129, 1101 ; Specht, KZ 59, 1932, 104; Schwyzer, GG I 284,
693 ; Chantraine, Morphologie 291, Gram. Hom. I? 311. 426 ; Frisk, GEW I 259 ; Lejeune,
Traité de phonétique grecque, 19552 108.

™ See, e.g., Meillet-Vendryés, Gram. Comp. 235; Chantraine, Morphologie 247,
Gram. Hom. I 311. Meillet’s view that o-vocalism points to an early athematic inflec-
tion (MSL 19, 1915, 181 f.; 20, 1918, 103 f.; Introduction?’ 203) is contradicted by the
enormous number of athematic presents with e- vocalism. Most of his positive material
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words it is highly irregular and requires some more rational explanation
than tacit acquiescence. It is likewise difficult to see why a desiderative as
distinct from the future, should be introduced into the Greek verbal system.
There is no trace of it in the living system.

Tf one is prepared to acknowledge that &Aé€w might have had a desidera-
tive -¢- originally, in Homer it is a pure, independent present, with no non-
desiderative dréxe at its side . The difficulties caused by visopar or vicoopar
do not disappear with the assumption of a desiderative suffix 76. It would
be much easier to accept the aor. subj., since with a verb of this meaning
the generalization of a ““ subjunctive " is at least attested in Gothic wiljau,
OHG willu, OE wille ' ; the tendency to use welim, nolim, malim is also well
known. But the change of the expected *g%el-s- to *gVol-s- would be incompre-
hensible : no other example of such a change seems to be attested. We can
also see the reason for this: far from succumbing to the pressure of other
tenses, it is the aorist that leads the way. This is clear in Podopon itself:
the dialectal Be\\- [ 3n\- can owe their e-vocalism only to the aorist *g%¥el-s-.
Finally, we should note that the aorist subj. or desiderative interpretation
is solely based on the assumption that the last consonant cannot be -v- and
therefore must be -s-. But this assumption is quite clearly wrong. There can
be no doubt that an original *g¥ol-n- would have resulted in BouA-/BwA-/BorA- 8.
From the phonetic point of view there is therefore no difficulty in starting
from a present *g“olno-/g"elno- as was maintained by Brugmann throughout
his life . The only question is whether this formation can be justified.

is quite inadequate for the task. Arm. ufem ‘ eat’ does not prove *ad- as will be shown
elsewhere. Lat. uomo, tonat, domo have nothing to do with an o-grade athematic and the
use of Russ. ston# etc., when both OSlav. stenjo and Lithu. stenz show that it is due to
the noun sfon, seems incomprehensible. From Slavic pado ‘ fall * Meillet deduces that it
is an original athematic (lengthened !) o-grade aorist of *ped-; but is there any other
example of such an aorist ? It is impossible to produce here the whole material but even
a cursory check shows that there is no foundation for the doctrine. Meillet himself points
out that in some cases composition may be responsible for the o-grade (which is not so
different from Hirt’s suggestion in Ablaut, 1900, 175 f., whom he subsequently attacked
in MSL 20, 103). In others, one should stress, nominal forms have exerted an influence ;
padp is clearly connected with the lengthened o-grade of pad- ‘ foot ’. It should also be
noted that in many of his examples the o is preceded by a labial. A thorough revalua-
tion of the very heterogeneous material would be a distinct service; at present, see
R. Hiersche, IF 68, 1963, 149-159.

s Cf. Chantraine, Gram. Hom. I 44o0.

¢ Chantraine, 1. ¢., and 313, as against Morphologie 291.

77 Prokosch, Compar. Germanic Grammar, 1939, 224 {. ; Braune-Helm, Ahd. Gram,,
19507, 306-7; Sievers-Brunner, Altenglische Gramm., 19512, 392-3.

78 Cp. Schwyzer’'s characteristic hesitating attitude (GG I 283) with Lejeune’s
much more discriminating and clear-cut exposition, Traité de phonétique grecque,
19552, 132 f.

" Cf. Brugmann, Griech. Gram., 1900?, 73.88.288; IF 32, 1913, 184 f.; Grundriss?
IT 3, 1916, 122 f. 3x6.
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We have seen above that the Indo-European antecedent of Bodiopar
was of the form *g%el-. Whatever the origin of the labiovelars, this form was
certainly in a ‘ Reimverband * with the root *wel- * choose, wish ’. Now beside
the original athematic form *wel-ms, represented by OLithu. pa-velmi, Lat.
uolé and Germanic wiljax (which is an optative of the athematic inflection),
we find, in Aryan, several other formations in the present. In Vedic the gth
conjugation vrnite is the only type in use, but from the Upanisads onwards
the 5th conjugation vrnotz | vrnute is also attested ®. The antiquity of both
types is guaranteed by the fact that both occur in Avestan from the Gathas
onwards 8. It seems therefore reasonable to assume that at least one of these
types was also used in the Early Greek present of *g%el-. In trying to recons-
truct the primitive Greek form, we should bear in mind that the Aryan forms
are middle and show the nil-grade of the root in the present. We shall there-
fore posit for Early Greek either *g¥/-na-mai or *g“l-nu-mai. What forms can
be expected from these antecedents in historical Greek ?

The problem of the development of a sonant liquid faces us in some -vou.-
presents, too. The verbs 9dpvupon Bpvopr otdpvupe Sudpyvour are also based
on a root form with 7 and, as can be seen, 7 is in them represented by op.
We need not discuss here the reasons for the deviation from the normal
op [ee 82, But we may observe that the tendency noticed in these verbs would
be reinforced by a preceding labiovelar. We can therefore expect from *g%[nu-
mai no other development than *g¥olnumai > *Bordvpen | *Borvper. In the
same way, *g"“Imama: would have resulted in *BoMopar | *Borapar. Support
came also from the noun fouy as we shall see presently.

It is rather difficult to choose between these two antecedents. In the
case of *BoMopat | Pohapen the transfer to the thematic inflection would
be of the same type as that seen in xapve tapve daxve . The mode of transfer
is indicated by such forms as papvoiuebo (Od. 11,513), its reality by &lewvev
beside Lefvapev. Hom. elhopon presents an exact parallel. On the other hand,
an original *Boipoe [ *Boivpen, most forms of which differed from the the-
matic type only in having -v- instead of -o- (*BoAvpat, *Boadpebo, Borduevog
etc.), could just as easily be transferred to that group.

The noun Boury ‘will, decision; counsel’, with the dialect variants
BoAha | Bwha, may also have helped in stabilizing the thematic inflection, since

80 See Whitney, Roots, 1885, 163.

81 See Bartholomae, Altiranisches Woérterbuch, 1904, 1360 f.

2 Ruipérez discussed the problem in Emerita 17, 1949, 106-118, but his assump-
tion of disyllabic roots (with 7 > wp > op) is hardly convincing, see Risch, Glotta 33,
1954, 217.

8 See Schwyzer, GG I 693. On wivew see now Leumann, Mus. Helv. 14, 1957, 75 f.,
esp. 78 f., and Frei, Cahiers F. de Saussure 16, 1959, 3 ., esp. 9 fn. 35; L. Gil, Eme-
rita 32, 1964, 174; on xduvw, tduve, G. Cardona, Language 36, 1960, 502 f.
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the pattern ‘ thematic noun : thematic verb’ was pervasive, while ‘ thematic
noun: athematic verb in -vpar’ was not. That this noun is derived from our
verb cannot be doubted #. The antecedent is less clear. Theoretically it could
be either *g“ol-sa or *g¥ol-na. Meillet (J. ¢. 131) thought that Poury “ doit
étre un ancien *g¥olsd ”’. But the only parallels he can give come from Sla-
vic, for the very good reason that in Greek there are no suitable instances 8.
On the other hand good, and archaic, examples such as mwowy, dvy (Aeol.
dwa, from *wos-nd: *wes- ‘ to buy’) and xvowvé (from xri.- 8), are definitely
in favour of *g"olna 7. But whether the antecedent of PovAy, was *g“olnd
or *g¥olsa 8, it is clear that the existence of an Early Greek *g"olla was of
considerable help in establishing the initial *g"oll- in the present of the verb,
too, which, as we have seen, derived from g%-n-.

One last problem in this group is presented by the present Béropar of
Arcado-Cyprian and some Ionic areas. After what has been said above we
can no longer accept Meillet's suggestion that it is the thematized form of
an old athematic o-grade present #°. But it is just as unlikely that it should
represent a reduced *g%Jomaz °° or *Bahopat %, since there is no reason why
the full-grade should be avoided. Frisk envisages the possibility that péiopec
is a short-vowel subjunctive of an old athematic aorist ®2. But the recourse
to the aor. subj. again fails to answer the question why the aorist and why

8 ‘“ Tn réalité, on n’a aucun droit de lier la forme du verbe ‘ vouloir’ 4 celle du
substantif . . . ; les sens divergent, et il n’est pas évident que BouAy soit un nom verbal
sait sur Podropor ”’ (Meillet, MSL 20, 130) is a very strange statement indeed. For the
femantic development of Bou)#; from  will, decision’ to ‘ counsel ’ see Porzig, Die Na-
men fiir Satzinhalte im Griechischen u. Indogermanischen, 1942, 230.

8 See Schwyzer, GG I 516. The only promising word that seems to combine o-
grade deverbative formation with an s-suffix, the noun 36%0, is not really parallel ; it has
-& and its ending -sd is not original, see Leumann, Homerische Woérter, 1950, 173 f.;
J. Egli, Heteroklisie im Griechischen, 1954, 79 f. D. Tabachovitz (Homerische e&i-
Sitze, 1951, 140 f.) criticizes Leumann’s view, but has nothing to offer. Cf. Frisk, GEW
I 410; Szemerényi, Syncope, 1964, 376

88 See on this and Myc. kofona, Palmer TPS 1954, 25 f.; Myc. Greek texts, 1963,
186 f.

87 This form was posited by Brugmann, Grundriss? I 358 ; Porzig, Namen fiir Satz-
inhalte, 1942, 230; Lejeune, Traité de phonétique, 132, 192 ; while Meillet’s *g%olsa is
accepted by Chantraine, Formation des noms, 1933, 23; Buck, Comparative Grammar
of Greek and Latin, 1948, 149.

88 But this certainly cannot be based on the aor. subj. Bols- as is strangely taught
by Frisk, GEW I 259. On the other hand, the lerminus technicus Pwira ‘ council’ in Argo-
lic, Cretan and Boeotian, is not an Aeolic element in Doric, nor a Common Greek *g¥olna
(Porzig, Namen fiir Satzinhalte, 1942, 230) but borrowed from Ionic-Attic.

8 Meillet, MSL 19, 186; Meillet-Vendryés, Gram. comparée 235.

% Specht, KZ 59, 1932, 104.

1 Brugmann, Grundriss? II 3, 122 f., 316%.

%2 Frisk, GEW I 259.
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the subjunctive should have been used. It is worth recalling that Wacker-
nagel emphasized that, as shown by Goth. wiljau, Latin uelim and Greek
patpav etc., it was the optative that was commonly used of this type of verb,
not the subjunctive *. Here again, I believe, Aryan gives a clue to our pro-
blem. Gathic Avestan in particular offers, besides the suffixed forms vynu-,
vynd-, the unenlarged athematic present *vartai. The attested forms are:
varatd (Y.30,5) ‘ they chose’, varomaidi (Y.32,2) ‘ we choose ’ ¥, vairimaids
(Y.35,3) ‘we might choose’ (pot.), fravardtd (Y.31,10) ‘chose’, fravariné
(Y.12,8,1) ‘I wish to choose’, ni-varani (Y.53,4) ‘I will love’ %. In accord
with this, we find in Vedic the root-aorist based on the nil-grade of the
root: indic. 1. sg. duvri, 3. sg. durta, opt. 3. sg. vurita, but also the s-aorist
forms dvyse, dvydhvam, dvysata. Accordingly, we now have reason to assume
for Early Greek a present *g“el-mai, subj. *g¥elomai, and a root-aorist *(e)g"l-
man, subj. gl-omai, perhaps also an s-aorist *(e)g%ls-fo, *(e)g"ls-nto. But
there is no foundation for assuming, as has always been done to date, an
s-aorist *(e)g¥els-man.

Against this background, we might still wish to maintain that the aor.
*o“l-man, *g¥l-so, *g¥l-to etc., developed, with the change of *g¥[- to *Boi-,
into *Boi-pdv, *Boi-co, *Por-to, showing the required stem-form *BoA-, which
could then induce a similar change in the present form *g%el-mas, *g¥elomas
to *Borpar : *Péroper. But it will now be clear that the alternation between
BoaA-/Bedr- 1s better understood as being, in the latter case, due to an amal-
gamation of the two present-types *g¥ollomai | *g¥elmai into *g¥ellomas.
And if this is true, péropar is also likely to represent a blend of the two pre-
sents, but of a slightly different kind: *g¥ollomas affected *g“elomar only
to the extent of changing its root-vowel to o. In this the noun *g¥olld (from
*g"olnd) may of course also have played its part. As far as the problem of
the initial labiovelar in this group is concerned, we now see that whereas
in W. Greek the development of *g%ellomai to Sfhouar | Selhopar was ‘ regu-
lar’, in E. Greek the o-grade, with concomitant B, was generalized in Bouk-/
BoMr-/ Boi-, except in mainland-Aeolic where the coexistent presents g¥ollo-
mai[*g"el(o)mai, led to g%ollomail*g¥ellomai, eventualy with the suppression
of the former, but with the retention of its labiovelar development. It is of
course possible that the labiovelar development in Bé\lopor is not due to
(a long dropped) RéAhopar but to the noun PoArd and/or the aorist &BAéuav.
The latter line would be paralleled by méhopau [ émiépmy, while the former seems

33 Wackernagel, Vorlesungen iiber Syntax, 1%, 1926, 60.
% See M.W. Smith, Studies in the Syntax of the Gathas, 1929, 71, as against Bartho-
lomae, AiWb. 136I.

% Smith, o. c., 158. Note that Humbach’s interpretations (Die Gathas des Zara-
thustra I-II, 1959) are in many cases rather different.

4
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to have a correspondance in meioat (: Att. teiocor) which is, to all appearan-
ces, solely conditioned by mowd.

If one is still prepared to believe in Aeolic labialization, the use of &3ex-
pebg in Lesbian poetry and inscriptions is surely bound to be rather discon-
certing. That poets who use mnapBevixd for the mopbévog of other dialects,
should eschew their dialect-form in this important kinship-term is hardly
credible. Nor is it any more likely that 8épa ‘ neck ’ is again a foreign import.
The place-name Belgoi, as compared with the more widespread Achgot,
certainly suggests a labiovelar, although one does not really feel that a com-
parison with 3shpic déreaf etc. is very helpful — we may be the victims of
popular etymology. But even if the name is of Indo-European origin, with
a true labiovelar, a primitive *g%elbho- could develop into feigpo- in the
same way as méume developed from *penk™e, ie. by simple assimilation of
the labiovelar to the following labial. We should not, however, lose sight
of the fact that an original *belpho- may in some dialects have been dissi-
milated to *delpho-. An exact parallel to the latter process is supplied by
the contrast of Boeot. BépUpa and Cret. 3éplpx (with a third variant in
véptpa) where Indo-European origin, and with it a labiovelar, is utterly
unlikely %. As far as the common noun Att. 3cipic, Lesb. Béreuves is concer-
ned, it would seem reasonable to assume borrowing of a Mediterranean term
rather than internal derivation from 8eigig etc.; but even in the latter case
g¥-ph > b-ph could be normal in Aeolic, as in the now famous ipopogor <
1kwophorg®o-.

Another often quoted example of Aeolic labialization is the Boeotian
name Ouépeotog, derived from 9Yécoashar [ mobéw. But the name is also spelt
Owépetarog and the second part as ([Irwio-) gnorog ®. It is therefore by no means
certain that -geotoc represents *g¥hedh-tos. It may just as easily, in fact
more easily, derive from *@aeortog (cf. paewvoc) with the Boeotian contrac-
tion of ae to % (later ei). It is equally unfounded to infer from the contrast
Thess. Ierdadot : Boeot. Qetrodot 1 Att. Oetrodot that the primitive form had
a labiovelar. Since the original form of the name is unknown, and Indo-Euro-
pean derivation is made rather difficult by the presence in the local form of
-9~ it is probably best to regard it as an autochthonous, certainly non-Indo-
European and pre-Indo-European, name which may have started as Getrool
(or sim.) with subsequent dissimilation to ®-T- and II-t0- or, more likely,

8 Cf. Lejeune’s note (Traité de phonétique 38%), who evaluates the data differently.
For the dissimilatory processes note (see Grammont, Traité de phonétique, 19565 310)
OE tlapor ‘ candle’ from papyrum ; Slav topols ' poplar ’ from Lat. populus; Serbian
dabar ‘ beaver’ from bbbrn, on the one hand, and, on the other, Dutch 2apel ‘butterfly’
from papilio; Lithu. klebonas ‘ priest ’ from MLat. plebanus, in all of which one of two
consecutive labials is dissimilated to a dental or velar.

37 See for the references Thumb-Scherer II 30, 33.
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as IletBadot which in nearby Boeotia became ®srradol and was then transpo-
sed into the ‘ correct ’ dialect-form in Att. @ctradot %,

These observations will make us rather distrusful of the only remaining
example, Thess. ¢¥p, contrasting with $+p in other areas. We have already
mentioned the ®%pec of the Iliad (1,268; 2,743) and suggested that their
appearence in Homer was due to a Thessalian story being woven into the
epic texture. Now we should point out that the identification of these ®¥pec
with ®%pec cannot be anything else but popular etymology. The Centaurs
are, at the beginning of our tradition, neither beastly nor beast-like beings ;
the theriomorph representation does not reach further back than the 6th
century B.C. % An excellent example is Chiron, the ¢ip 9elog of Pindar
(P. VI 119). Once we realize that the ‘ realia ’ make it impossible to connect
their name with 64p, it is difficult to escape the conclusion that it is rather
to be connected with the numerous place-names that appear in the form
Depat or Dy, Prpat, Pépar, scattered over the Peloponnese and Boeotia-
Thessaly 1. The founder and eponymous hero of Thessalian ®@epat is called
®épne and his name may be identical with Macedon Bépxg, just as the Macedon
place-name Bépoix seems connected with ®epait 100,

It would seem to be more difficult to challenge the authenticity of the
verbal form mepmipaxovres, Teetpaxovteg attested several times in inscriptions
of Larissa, celebrating those who took part in the game of bull-chasing 102,
For this is quite clearly the Thessalian equivalent of Att. Te9mpoxéres. But
it is strange, to say the least, that the two inscriptions concerned come from
the Ist century B.C. (IG IX 2, 536) and the beginning of that century (IG
IX 2, 535) respectively. What is more, other inscriptions from the same period,
when they have to give a noun-equivalent of the expression oi tév tabpov
mepelpandvteg, Use ol vevetxnqudreg Tavpobnple (IG IX 2, 531, 10 f.) or of ve-
vixudreg Tavpolvplay (2b2d. 532, 8-g) or simply ravpobnpiey (533, 9; 534,
9). It is rather difficult to accept that in all these inscriptions tavpoGnpla
shows xow#-influence, while in mepeipaxdvreg the local form tenaciously

9% QOther place-names, quoted by Thumb-Scherer IT 30, 60, are so unimpressive
that they are ignored here.

% See Bethe, RE XI, 1921, 172 f., esp. 178,

10 Cf. RE XIX, 1938, 1980 f., 1796 f.; RE Supplem. 7, 1940, 984 f.

101 See D. Detschew, Die thrakischen Sprachreste, 1957, 53 f. Brandenstein, RE XIX,
1808, 30 f. would derive ®uapai from IE *bha- ‘ shine’, so that the place-name would
mean ‘ clearing ’, while ®eps would be connected with IE *bher- ¢ hervorragen ’. Since
the form ®apat appears in Elis, I would rather regard it as the Elean form of ®npai
(with 1 > «) and feel rather doubtful about an Indo-European etymon. It is worth
pointing out that the name of ®epai which in literature (Strabo IX 405; Steph. Byz.)
and on coins occurs as Qapai, shows the same change of ep to op as the name of Kiéprov
which appears also as Kudptov (Thumb-Scherer I 52).

102 On the tovpoxafadre see RE VA, 1934, 24 1.
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survives. The total absence of such forms as ¢epuos, &Bérpeos or Bépa (for
Becoude, &dehp(e)dg, Oépv) makes it extremely unlikely that this should be
the case. The impression is strong that with the dying out of the patois 1%
efforts were, from time to time, made to revive it, and these efforts, as usual,
often led to hyperdialectal features!®. That some sort of feeling existed
that an Attic (or non-Aeolic) dental corresponded with a Thessalian (and
sometimes general Aeolic) labial is, and was, clearly shown by the shibbo-
leth, the name IletSadoi as against ®ettarot. Further examples, no doubt
always interpreted in this way, were Belooi [ Aehgol, BéNhopar as compared
with W. Greek vlopor and others.

Viewed from this angle, the interpretation of the ®¥pec as 63pec acqui-
res renewed interest. For it shows that a name that was originally a mere
ethnic, was filled with a new, awe-inspiring, content which was the result
of a false linguistic feeling - of popular etymology. It is not unreasonable to
assume that this fatal step was first taken by ‘ foreigners ’. But once it was
taken, it was bound to shape the very figure of the ®%p (or Centaur), who,
so far a mere, or (ab)normal, human had henceforth to accommodate the
attributes of a 94p. This would account for the curious fact that the horse-
aspect is so late to emerge.

To sum up. Our re-examination of the peculiar Aeolic labialization, has
led to the surprising result that this labialization, at least as a regular pho-
nological change, is non-existent. There are individual instances of a labial
development — where other dialects show the ‘normal’ dental develop-
ment — but they are due to special circumstances, such as the pressure of
the paradigm (meioow: mowd, BéAhopar: Bord-) or the pressure of the system
(mérrapeg because of wéure) or the phonetic shape of the word (néune). But,
generally speaking, the Aeolic dialects arée no more of a markedly labializing
disposition than the others 1%, Throughout the Greek lands, the development
of the labiovelars is, apart from ‘accidents’, determined by the following
vowel (and a preceding #). The only real exception, and this again general,
is the voiced labiovelar which, before :, gives, rather unexpectedly, B.

103 See A. Debrunner, Geschichte der griech. Sprache II (Sammlung Géschen 114),
1954, 43.

14 Cp. the monstrosities of Hellenistic Cretan, such as duév Spuév Twvev ouyyeviev
xpivovtey (Debrunner, 1. ¢. 40), ‘restoring’ the dialect-form in lieu of Koine -zc.

18 Strunk, die sog. Aolismen der hom. Sprache, 1957, 26, also thought that labia-
lization was ‘“im Aolischen selbst gar nicht durchgangig. ”’



