The Greek i- and u-Stems and wéAwg, -nog

By R.S.P. Beekzs, Leiden

§ 1. The inflection of the ¢- and u-stems was treated by Kuiper in his
Notes on Vedic Noun-inflection in the light of Pedersen’s distinction
between a protero- and a hysterodynamic inflection. As regards
the inflectional type mdli, -nos, however, Kuiper made no explicit
statement, though it might have been considered evident that the
stem moln- derives from a hysterodynamic?) type. It is the aim of
these pages to demonstrate that we must indeed assume such an
origin. It seems useful to give a short survey of the Greek i- and
u-stems, and to make a few remarks on them because the treatment
in many handbooks is not very clear and out-dated, while they are
not systematically treated in the Notes.

For the sake of clarity the two possible types of PIE inflection
may be repeated here.

sg.nom. HD CéC-éu-s/-ou-s PD CéC-u-s
acc. CC-éy-m CéC-u-m
gen. CC-y-6s CC-éu-s/-ou-s
dat. CC-y-éi CC-éy-i

pl. nom. -éu-es -éy-es?
ace. -U-18 -u-ns?
gen. -U-om -eu-om
loc. -U-SU -eu-su

A few general remarks must be made first.

1) Henceforth HD; PD will be used for proterodynamic.



The Greek i- and u-Stems and mdlg, -nog 229

As to the accent (for that of the HD nominative see KZ 86, 1972,
30-63), in both types the introduction of a ‘columnal’ accent may
give a root as well as a suffix accent. Therefore, the original inflec-
tion cannot be inferred from the accent as long as it cannot be
demonstrated that one of these accental innovations was exclusively
reserved for one of the ancient categories in Greek.

As for the vocalism of the root, this was identical in both cate-
gories, so this cannot be used as evidence either (unless it should
prove that Greek in one case alwaeys generalized one root form).

As to the suffix, both types contain full and zero grade forms,
which are, therefore, not decisive. Only a lengthened grade vowel
(n or w) is sure evidence for HD origin. Also the existence of old
forms with ¢ or ¥ would prove a HD type.

If Greek itself gives thus very little decisive evidence about the
original inflection, the only other way is to use etymological compari-
son. As, however, the PD type tended to be generalized in all lan-
guages, we can only rely on the cases where etymological comparison
indicates IID origin. And such cases are very rare.

Taken together, then, we see that both internal and external evi-
dence can only establish a HD inflection with certainty. This
means that, though the PD inflection everywhere greatly extended
its domain, it can hardly ever, not to say never, be established with
certainty that it was the origin of a given Greek inflectional type.
Indeed, all the forms that seem to continue the PD type can have
developed from the HD one. (Essential was that Greek gave up
the genitive ending -s.) It is, therefore, extremely difficult to say
something definite as to the exact origin of most Greek inflectional

types.

§ 2. With the i-stems the situation is much less complicated than
with the u-stems, with which we shall start. I distinguish, partly on
historical grounds, the following types.

1o Zebg, Awg Ta  vérvg, -vog

2°  Bagideds, -fjog b édyris, -doc

3°  amdrows, -wog 8ay, mAndvs, -Yog

4° &g, énoc? 8a, dpls, -vds
(moéofug, -neg?) 8b  depoeds, -Yog

5°  mijyve, -eo0c]-gwg 9°  waig, vndc

ba  mélexve, -gocf-ewe 10°  yonds, yonds

6°  90dg, -dog 11°  wivg, viog[vidog

7°  mitvg, -vog 12°  Bobe, Pods
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Neuters
13°/1°  ydwv, yovrdg 15°/3° @i, -eog
14°/2°  ddapv, -vog (16°/4°)  pdiv

10 Zebg, Au(F)ds is the only word in Greek, as is Dyaih Divdh in
Sanskrit, that faithfully preserved the HD scheme, *Di-éu-s
* Di-u-6s (Notes 39). (One might ask whether the nominative had an
older form *Déj-éu-s, as might be posited theoretically.) For the ac-
cusative (*Di-ém << *Di-éu-m for *Di-éy-m) see Notes 68-70.

2° Baoidede, -fjoc. Kuiper (Nofes 56 et passim) showed the existence
of a HD type -éu-s, -y-és, from which the Greek inflection may
have developed through generalization of -éu- of the nominative,
as in Avestan nasqum, nas-Gv-o.

The difficulties that remain may be summarized. 1) There are
no inherited words with -svg (see 2). Xededs has cognates in Slavic
(*%ely), but this name of an animal which is at home in eastern
Europe, may well be non-IE. Furnée, Vorgr.2) 247, points to the
suffixes -vuva : *-vfva (-ovy, Aeol. -vwa), -wwy. Also yeldeds appears
late; yéivc is much older. 2) The words that are cognate with
Indo-Iranian words that are hysterodynamic do not have -gvs:
vénvg, mélexve, wwijyvg. (Furnée, Vorgr. 150, posits *meldexevs for meldd-
xear médexvy diorouov Hsch., but we do not know how old this is;
also note the accent.) 3) There are many names in -gvg of pre-Greek
origin. In Mycenaean they are the largest group but one (Landau,
Myk.-Gr. Personennamen 178-80, 240).

So far there seem to be two arguments against Indo-European
origin (1 and 2) and one that positively points to pre-Greek origin
(nr. 3). The argument adduced for 1E origin, that wéiexxor contains
the stem form of the oblique cases of a HD type, *pelek-u- (Notes 47),
becomes dubious now that Furnée, Vorgr. 150f., ascribed the ge-
minate to the pre-Greek substratum. The variant fédexxoc (Somoidy
7¢; see Furnée 1.c.) shows f instead of &, which points to the Greek
substratum. [Telexdw beside medexxdw suggests gemination, though
it remains possible that the first form was derived from mélexvg,
the other from mélexxov (< *peleky-) or influenced by it. Also gemi-
nation is not very frequent in substratum words (Furnée cites three
cases). Neverthless the form is now too dubious to be used as evi-
dence. Another problem is presented by the fact that the Myce-
naean feminines have -eja (e.g. #jereja) instead of expected -euja or

2) E.J. Furnée, Die wichtigsten konsonantischen Erscheinungen des Vor-
griechischen (The Hague 1972).
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-ewija [-ewjo/.?) Here again Mycenaean gives unexpected new evi-
dence, which may prove to be very important. This form was dis-
cussed by Ruipérez (Proc. Cambr. Coll. Myc. Stud. 211-216; with
reference to other views), whose interpretation seems to me con-
vincing. It must be discussed here at some length. Ruipérez argues
as follows.

The feminines of u-stem adjectives have -u-th, (> -vi) in Vedic,
which form is also found in Hittite words. We may expect the same
form in Greek, i.e. *-uja. This form may have been replaced by -sia.
This hypothesis is confirmed by the fact that for -sia of u-stem ad-
jectives we find in Homer and in Ionic inscriptions also -ea forms,
but not for -sta from s-stems (classical -s:ca must then have been
analogically remade). The same may apply to the feminines from
nouns in -evg, as appears from Cret. Foixear and iepén in Callimachus
(Epigr. x1, 1). This -eja (not -ewja), replacing -uja, explains, and is
confirmed by, Myec. -¢ja. The -u- in -u-ih, is the zero grade of -éu-
(cf. wirews unrovid, depdmwy Pepdmawa), “an alternative which we
hesitate to recommend on account of the fact that the inflection
of these nouns does not exhibit any vocalic ablaut . .. or else as the
u-stem of -v¢ nouns, in which, according to some scholars, the -evg
nouns originated.”

The argument of the -ea forms is attractive, but the develop-
ments of -4-, -s3- and -ug- require a new detailed study. E.g. we might
expect that -sia from -esja had become -sa at least at the time of the
Tonic inscriptions (cf. -osio > -ov; Tédetog[téAeoc etc.). Also one
would have expected the development -sia > -sa (from -eja) much
earlier than in Ionic of the end of the epic phase. (Shipp, Stud. Lg.
Hom. 31, thinks that dxéa Toig may be much older than fadéns
etc.; see on the last form Hoekstra, Hom. Modifications 119.) It
seems to me, then, that -eia as we find it in Homer represents al-
ready an analogically remade form, and that Ion. -ea is a develop-
ment of this restored -sia; a difficult, but — as it seems — neces-

3) Szemerényi, Mvijung ydow 2, 1957, 159-81 (repeated in Atti e Mem. 1°
Congr. Mic. 2, 1967, 720-22 and SMEA 6, 1968, 7-13), seems not to know
Kuiper’s Notes. Because of the Mycenaean feminines in -eja he explains -evg,
-njo¢ from -esus -esy- (which would be the stem of 8¢ “good’!). This is in all
respects improbable, and impossible because -esy- gives -eu(f)- in Attic-Tonic
and -eww-, written -ev(F)-, in Aeolic. His remark that “it is sufficient to note
that after the loss of the digamma these developed into -ews” is ununder-
standable. For Homeric -7jog can then in no way be explained (Tonic giving
-et- and Aeolic -gv-) and secondly -gi0- was probably not metathesized at all.
As far as I know there is no clear instance of it.
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sary assumption. That -swa, or better -ia in -eia, was restored (or
rather protected) is a very probable assumption for Greek, which
has feminines in -ta, -eta, -via. But whether the -sa forms are direct
evidence or not, the explanation of -¢ja remains. As regards the
replacement of -uja by -ejo we could point to the fact that the
feminine ending of the adjectives with -ueni-, *-upt-ih, > *uatjo >
*-yasa, was already replaced by -wesa in Mycenaean: pedewesa
[pedwesa| “provided with feet’, mitowesa [miltowesa| ‘painted red’.

That the old feminines of the adjectives had -u-ih, also in Greek,
is probably indicated by ITdraia << *plthy-u-ih,, Skt. prthivf. (In
fact ITAdraa could also represent *plthy,-eu-ith,, but if this was the
basic form, the -e- would probably have been immediately restored
after the mass of forms where -eu- did not follow a A,. So ITAdvaia
more probably is an old form with -u-ik,. The difference with the
development of -u-ih, with the other adjectives as assumed by
Ruipérez is that here, in I7Adrawa, h, was vocalized, while elsewhere
-u-ih, followed a consonant that could not be vocalized.)

The form wunrovid, which Ruipérez cites, seems a close parallel
for the supposed feminines in -uje to masculines in -evg. For there
can be no doubt that this word is derived from wusjrews, which con-
tinues a type in -6u-s (Frisk seems not to know Notes 57f.). How-
ever, the formation is probably not exactly the same. Kuiper ex-
plains unrovid and OE mddrie from *mehytr-uhy-1(0)-. Here too the
intervocalic -§- was preserved analogically (cf. for the regular loss
*pohyju > mwiwv). Also it is important to see that here the -u- in
-vie was not replaced. There was simply no basis for a change. Only
-wie or -owe could be expected, but such feminines are rare, while
-via is supported by the ending of the perfect participle (Myec. araruja).

For the origin of the -u- in -uja Ruipérez gives two possibilities.
As to the second of them, cited verbatim above, it is not clear to
which theory it exactly refers. As far as I see it can only mean the
theory that the -evc nouns continue an PIE type of u-stems. (It
has never been maintained that they were reshaped -vg nouns.) In
the first possibility it is only stated that in the inflection as we know
it, we only find -éu-. In fact we know that if the -evs type is of PIE
origin, it must have been a HD wu-stem, presenting -éu-, -eu- as
well as -u- (Ruipérez seems not to know Kuiper’s Notes). There is,
then, not the slightest difficulty in a feminine -u-ih, to these nouns,
when they are of PIE origin.

But now I think we can draw at last a conclusion: a type masc.
-¢u-s, fem. -u-th, can only be of PIE origin. The feminines are
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exactly the type to be expected in PIE, and it is hardly possible
that, even if exactly this same type existed in the pre-Greek subs-
tratum language, it was taken over by Greek; it would have made
feminines according to its own system (i.e. -éu-ja). I think then,
. that Ruipérez’s interpretation of the problematic Mycenaean ending
-eja at last gives convincing evidence that the -evg nouns continue
a Indo-European hysterodynamic inflection of u-stems.

3° Type mdrpws, -wos. Here we must assume a HD inflection with
a nominative in -ou-s, from where -Gu- > -wf- was generalized
(Notes 37, 50, 56).4) (The fact that fewe perhaps did not have a y,
when Myec. tiriseroe is rightly interpreted as *zgionpw:, does not
prove that the interpretation of this whole category is wrong, as
one might read in Chantraine’s words, Morph.?2 69.)

4° For the sake of completeness the much debated form enog,
if this is a genitive of &d¢, may be mentioned. It could countinue a
HD genitive *es-éy-os, but it is difficult to combine this with 7dg
etc., if this represents *és-u- (cf. my Development of the PIE Laryn-
geals in Greek 2871.; though at present I am less sceptic as regards
Ruijgh’s suggestion that the é belonged to the neuter form).

mpéofus would also belong to this type, when (pseudo-) Hes.
Sec. 245 mpéofnes is ancient. However, it might be analogic, after
pacilijec (Chantraine, Morph.2 93).

Important is the alternation y/f. The y of (Doric) mperyvs can
have arisen before zero grade -u-, but the f is more difficult. Neither
before -u- nor before -éu- (there is no indication of -ou-) is it regular.
It is hard to suppose that it was taken over from Aeolic, which
moreover seems to have y (mpioyees). Therefore the § should have
arisen before -y- (whether -g%yos > -ffog > -floc or rather -g*uos
> -guos > fi(f)oc; the only parallel is éxardupn < -gv(H)u-d, Le-
jeune, Traité phon. 72). This would suggest HD inflection.

However, the situation changes entirely when Furnée, Vorgr.
295 n. 15, 301 A 3, 353 n. 52, 389 with Nachtr. (also 281), is right
in considering the word as non-IE (,,Daf} die verschiedenen Formen
von zmpeoyvs sich nicht sdmtlich dialektisch erkléren lassen, ist wohl
ohne weiteres klar, p. 353; note eifm/ea/iofeio, p. 301). For the
labio-velar cf. Kuiper, Lingua 21 (1968) 269-77, Beekes, Develop-
ment 193d., Furnée 3881f. It should be stressed that the pre-Greek
labio-velars did not develop exactly in the same way as the PIE

4) For dAws the old oblique stem @/f- is found in the Cyprian derivative
alawo [alw-o-/, cf. Mnemosyne 24, 1972, 350-52.
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labio-velars. In this way the o/ fits better, because the explanation
suggested above is not too convincing. Though this loan may of
course have been early incorporated in a Greek inflection, it is safer
not to base any conclusions on it.%)

5° and 7° Some general remarks about the substantives in -vg,
-gog[-ews and -vg, -veg must first be made. Kithner-Blass and Schwy-
zer give hardly any explicit statement. Chantraine (Morph.?) states
that the first type is well represented (p. 91 “un bon nombre de
substantifs”) and the second “n’est pas trés richement représenté”
(p- 93). This could obscure a right view on these problems. In fact
only three or four nouns have -eog/-sws (wijyvs, méhenvs, &yyelvg—
which has also -vog forms—and in Attic nosaﬁvg) whereas I count
19 words with -vg, -vog.5)

As to the accentuation, too, there must be made a correction.
Vendryes, Traité d’accent. 179, Chantraine, Formation 119, Bally,
Manuel d’accent. 78, state that masculines are paroxytona, feminines
oxytona. The last statement is evidently wrong: only five feminines
(in -vg) are oxytona, but 15 are paroxytona! (See note 6; add wjyvs
mwélexvg to the masculines, & yelvg to the feminines.) The words in
-0 are all oxytona?) and feminines (except iydc). (Iydvc and
dpevc—also accented 5-—are included in type 8b.)

5° (See above on 5° and 7°.) To the type =ijyve, -coc, Att. -ewg,
belong wéiexvg and Zyyelvs (which also has -vog), and in Attic mpéo-
Buc (see 4°). As mijyvs and mélexvg have cognates that are evidently
of HD origin (Av. -bazaus, Skt. parasvd), the Greek declension must
be derived from the same type. Kuiper regards the Ionic (non-
Attic) type -cog as older than Att. -ewg (Notes 45), and points to the
importance of the dual for mfjyvs, which had (HD) mijys(F)e. How-
ever, this explanation does not hold for wédexvg and &yyedve, where
the same generalization of -¢f- is found (nor is it probable that

%) The theory that mgéofa represents an ancient feminine in -uh, can there-
fore better be given up (cf. Development 158; but it should be retained that
méTva was coined after moéofa, ib. 156). Then aind, aizy (ib. 158) must not be
explained in this way either. Note that aimds is also of pre-Greek origin:
Furnée, Vorgr. 158, who convincingly connects &Ealpvns, éfamivng, dpag,
dove, alypa.

) Masc. férouvs, Poijyus, véxvg, ordyvg, feminine doxve, drpdpadvs, yévug,
yiiove, trvg, wdyove, ®ixvg, x0pdvs, pluapxvs, pitvs, mitvs, gdw/eue, olxvs, yélvg
and (oxytone) dedeis, iyvig, bevidg, liyvis, doreds (-vg? Frisk).

") ayids, g, i&bs, loyds, vnddc, 0ills, dopis, mindis and all nouns in -rdg.
Some are also given with a circumflex.
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these words followed mijyvg). Also, as we shall see, vivs too, which
is probably of HD origin, had generalized -¢/- (see 11°). It seems,
then, that -sf- was generalized from the accusative singular and
the nominative plural (and dual).

The Attic genitive dorews is generally considered as analogical
after mdiewg. But T think Schwyzer (p. 573) is right when he says
that this is much less evident for wfjyve etc. Kuiper too thinks that
the creation of parallel i- and u- declensions was the essential factor.
To my mind the very restricted number (three or four) tells against
this assumption. (In #yyelvs we see -vos forms coming in.) When we
then see that two of the three words are of HD origin one would be
inclined to consider the possibility that -ew¢ continues -nfoc. It
might be objected that Ionic -eog (mryeoc Hp., Hdb., medéxeos ac-
cording to Hdn. Gr.; &yelvs has -vog) would be difficult to explain,
but Tonic also has -go¢ from nouns in -svg (Thumb-Scherer 2.273—
hardly after the s-stems—; Hdt. generally). I see no means to de-
cide the question.

5a. For a supposed subtype with long v, wélexvg, see Ta.

6° 10%g, -éog. In principle -ey- may originate in both types. It is
hard to decide. Beside the well-known type wiards, Skt. prthi-, we
find full grade of the root in #dds, Skt. svadi-, perhaps in moids
(*polh,-), in Lat. brevis, levis, in Arm. melk. It is probable that this
full grade had the accent, as might still be found in #7ivs and per-
haps in ITAdrawa in spite of its zero grade (the plural ITlavaual in-
dicates a shifting accent). However, full grade of the root and shift-
ing accent, occurring in both declensions, do not give a clue. The
dialectal forms of adjectives like pavds, orevds, Eévog, udvog show a
group -»F-. This might, of course, have come from a (PD) nomina-
tive-accusative stem -yv-, but it will rather be an old group -ny- and
so indicate a HD inflection. In xevdg/xewds beside xeveds[xevevFog we
probably have forms -u- and -ey- of that declension side by side.?)
Cf. sub 11° on wvids.

The oblique stem -ef-, then, may well be of hysterodynamic
origin, as in wijyvs -eos. But we have no right to exclude the pos-
sibility that there were also adjectives of the other type. (Cf. 4° on
enog.)

8) Furnde, Vorgr. 221A 5, 226, 382, considers these adjectives as pre-
Greek. I do not consider this as proven, but it merits serious consideration.
He adduces Pavév: Aemrdy beside pavds. Note ordver: {o)veiveror Hsch. For
Eévog the & points to pre-Greek origin.



236 R. S. P. Beekes

7° mitvg, -vog. Cf. above on 5° and 7°. Kuiper considers them as
continuing a HD type with the zero grade of the suffix of the ob-
lique cases (-y-0s, -u-si, etc.) generalized, comparing Skt. krdiul
krdtvah. For véxve (on the long v see below) the Avestan acec. nasdum
proves this beyond doubt. However, one might also suppose that
the stem of the nominative and accusative of a PD type was the
starting point.?) In fact both explanations may well hold good,
some words being of one, others of the other origin. (Also many
foreign elements have come in, since most words are probably not of
IE origin.)

Ta. véxvg, -vog and wélexvs, -eog. As Av. nasaum and Skt. parasvd
show, these words are of HD origin. However, the nominative makes
difficulty. Kuiper (Notes 5, 37, 47-50), following Pedersen, connects
-vg with -éus. As a phonetical development éu > ¥ is of course
impossible, we must assume that éu/u was replaced by ¥/v. Such a
transformation, however, is of a different kind from those we nor-
mally find. One might compare -vo-ui/-vv-uey for -neu-/-nu-, but
here we do not have -éu-, and we probably have a normal kind of
analogy after -vd-/-va- from -nehy-[-nhy-, i.e. va:vd = v : z1),

%) A sure instance of the last is yovvdg, dovpds << *yovF-og, dogF-oc (for PIE
*gn-eu-s, *dr-eu-s) with the stem form of the nominative, ddgv.

10) There is one other case where ¢ is thought to have replaced original
eu, 2 pl. imperative xAire (from which %199 would have its long v) for *kleute
indieated by Ved. $rdtd, Av. sraota. This explanation too seems to me im-
probable. The long v might be simply due to metrical lengthening in Homer
(in both forms; e.g. Strunk, Nasalprdisentien 83f.), but I think that the form
is rather analogical. Chantraine, Gramm. hom. 1.379, suggests as origin
“racines dissyllabiques comme §5¢:°. I think that disyllabic roots are not
involved in any special way (though 8% might be called one from a PIE
point of view). The fact is that -9: occurs 1. in the presents I, lodt, pdd and
Hom. §i6w®, Und, Suvod, dovode; 2. in perfects lodh, dvdyde, mén(e)iod,
Seldid, Eotad, Tédvad, Tériad; 3. in aorists orijd, -Biid, T, Yy, oo,
nide and the type pdvyth, oddnti. This means that -& occurs after short
vowel only in three presents (i, iod, pdde; of which the first two verbs are
outside the general system in several ways) and in perfects that have redupli-
cation. Homer indeed has duvvd: &p-, but these are trisyllabic forms (as
those of the perfect). All disyllables (I, lo¢ and gpdd again excepted) have
a long vowel (and nearly all trisyllables a short vowel) before -, and to this
group belongs not only 868 but also zid that stands beside &mior as xAvd
beside &xlvov. K259« therefore is most probably analogical (with xAo7e follow-
ing it). (Zdde+ 819¢ Hsch. might contradict it, but what is the value of the
accent ?)

Nor is there enough reason to consider fouey as continuing *es-o- (e.g.
Schwyzer 674). It has long ¢ in Homer only at the beginning of a verse (Chan-
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If, then, ¢/v in these words must be explained, it must be after
the types 8, as dpods, -bog. This influence might be explained by the
fact that some words may have had feminines in -y-ehy-s (the type
8a,), as was established by Kuiper (Nofes 57), who pointed to
*medh-éu-s *mdh-y-os (Ved. mddhuh mddhvah) with *medh-y-éhy-s
*mdh-u-hy-0s (madhuh AS 7.56,2b). (We may have souch a couple
in yeldeds (*ghel-éu-s) — yédvs (*ghel-u-¢hy-s), but see sub 2°.)

It should be remarked also that for mélexws, -coc a replacement
éufu by ojv seems impossible.

The basic problem, however, is whether the long v existed at all.
The words here relevant (that can be shown to have been HD)
are véxvg, médenvg and péyvg. The last word has long v only twice in
Buripides (EI. 1214, Fr. 530, 6), but the same author also uses the
short ending (Ph. 63 and (yéw) Andr. 1181). It is most probable,
then, that this is simply a metrical licence, as is generally assumed
(LSJ, Frisk, Chantraine, Dict. étym.). (Zvdyvs, which has -0g in
BEuripides (HF 5) but -0y in Callimachus and Ap. Rh., does not seem
of importance, but that it provides a parallel for yéwe.) ITédexvg has
long v only in Homer, -0y P 520 and -0g I' 60. In the last case it
stands before dg, before which a short syllable is very often leng-
thened (cvdg g, odeg dc, mdic dg, xaxoy, Au, nives, Pedv ete. ete.). It
seems, therefore, that the one remaining instance is rather due to
metrical licence too. Conclusive evidence provides the accent : méle-
»vs must have short v. (The accent is perhaps confirmed by 7élex-
nov.) Néxvg seems more difficult. It has very often -og, -o» in Homer
(eight times), but again only in Homer. Here it occurs mostly be-
fore the bucolic caesura, where it is often followed by a consonant
(véxvy pépov three times, ete.). In the present context, then, it seems
most probable to me that this is also only a licence of the epic lan-
guage. In the classical language we find véxds, -dv in Eur. Or. 1585,
Supp. 70, Simon. 114,5, A.R.4, 480, Bion 1,71 (twice), AP 17,1
(Alc. Mess.) (cf. Kithner-Blass 1.439, LSJ, Frisk). Already in the
Grundrif3 (I1 1.210) it was assumed that this v was long, but on the

traine, Gramm. hom. 1.457) and it behaves like a ‘runover word’ (though it
is perhaps not exactly one), on which see Hoekstra, Hom. Modifications,
spec. 121-23 (further see the index). (Even less, of course, is Adpiloc a rea-
lity.)

As to the well known problems *siénus and *uiros I can only say that it is
remarkable that both roots contained a laryngeal. Therefore I would suppose
that in *seuH-n-/suH-n- and *yeiH-r-/yiH-r- at some time a laryngeal dis-
appeared, but the conditions cannot yet be determined.
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basis of a supposed ablaut éu/u (with éw in Av. nasdum). Such an
ablaut can no more be accepted, and the basis for accepting the
Homeric long v as a reality therefore disappears. If one would
nevertheles consider the ¢ as a reality, one would have to assume
that éu/u was replaced by o/v (which is not possible for méiexvg, -eoc)
after an existing type /v, but that it was after Homer again brought
over to the class -Uc, -vog, which is an improbable construction.

All taken together it means that the long » cannot be accounted
for and that the evidence itself for long v is unreliable. I think,
therefore, that there is no type -, -voc or -vg, -go¢ continuing a
HD paradigm.t)

7b. As a subtype of the preceding group could be considered the
nouns in -zé¢, Grovriords, é0nTds ete. (see e.g. Chantraine, Formation
290-92). They are mostly deverbatives. Kuiper has convincingly
demonstrated HD origin for their Indian cognates (Nofes 53, on
the basis of the gerunds in -fvd) and therefore supposed that the
long v replaced -éu-. In the light of the preceding I think that this
idea must be given up, but I cannot give a convincing alternative.
As compared with »éxvg ete. it must be observed that the nouns in
-zi¢ are feminine, and are oxytona. All words in -o¢ are feminine
oxytona (except iy?7c), and we might therefore suppose that the
fact that the words in -7i¢ were feminine caused the introduction
of the long u. One might also suppose that PIE knew feminines in
-ty-Ghy-s beside masculines in -féu-s, and that these were generalized
in Greek. Both suggestions, however, cannot be substantiated.

8° Some words originally had u followed by a laryngeal. In PIE
they were, therefore, not u-stems.

1) Ag the Greek evidence for & probably disappears, the Indian facts
compared ( Notes 49f.) must probably be interpreted otherwise. This evidence
was ddmanas- ‘householder, master’, fjiinas- ‘gradnasig’ (the two words in
any case of very different structure), parsal (‘rib’, beside pdréu-, in Gana-
patha 244,11) and agregiih (@ given by Patafijali and in the Candravrtti).
I cannot explain these forms. Perhaps for the first two lengthening (of short
u) must be considered (cf. pdrinas- << *pelh;nes-). It has been supposed that
Lith. namanaitis “Sohn des Wirts® derived from *namiinas = Skt. ddmiinas.
Lithuanian further has a word virdiné of this type. Latin has pectinia, for-
tina, Portiimus, Neptiinus. These suffixes have not been explained, but they
rather point to an old -in- < -aHn-.

Kuiper pointed out (Zarthoshti Madressa Centenary Volume, Bombay 1967,
123-29) that the Gath.-Avestan nom. sg. ahi (Y 27.13) must be an old asig-
matic hysterodynamic nominative, but it is not sure whether the -u was
long or short.
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8a,. Ilnddc (beside Lat. plébés) seems to derive from *pleh,dhu-
¢hy-s, -dhu-hy-0s, with -uh,- generalized (Pedersen, Cinquiéme décli-
naison 62f.).

8a,. The parallel form with A, will have been more frequent
than the preceding, but it is mostly not possible to distinguish bet-
ween the two. Here may belong dotc, from *dér-y-éhy-s *dru-hy-Gs
(see KZ 86, 1972, 36).

8b. Ogeic must have been a root noun, *abhréuH-s *hbhruH-os
(Notes 9).*2) Here may belong iyd7c.

In general it is difficult to decide to which of the three classes a
given word belongs.

9° waic, vnds must represent *néh,us *nehyuds (which points to a
HD paradigm, i.e. an original *néh,-éu-s *phy-u-6s), Notes 391.

10°  yonis, gen. Att. ypads cannot have had the same form as
vadc, since yoewds is mostly disyllabic in Homer. There must have
been a consonant between %, (of *greh,-) and «, which can only have
been § (I or y are improbable as it would imply a group of two iden-
tical consonants; hiatus from H or s would not have been preserved
so long). A nominative *greh,jus gives no problem, but *§r(e)hy-
1u-0s would have given *ypatog (with -i- retained down to the classi-
cal period; cf. on vids below); was the -i- removed after the nomina-
tive? As a PD gen. *greh,-jéu-s is even more difficult, we must
probably accept HD origin; Nofes 51.

11° A few words may be added on vidg. Kuiper, Notes 50f., as-
sumed HD origin, but thought that the oldest Greek inflection had
no -g¢- and that vide was an innovation, adding wida: vidoc =
edpéa : edpéog. This would mean, however, that vida was formed on
the basis of vidog, which must then be old. (Also edpéa, being an iso-
lated creation of the epic language for the sake of the metre, cannot
have played a part.) Schwyzer explained the -e- as due to influence
of #6d¢ (p. 574), but it can hardly be seen why the adjectives would
have influenced this one substantive. A study of the forms in Homer
seems to suggests that the forms without ¢ are older, cf. viog : vidog =
11.10: 1, Od. 3: 5. Also in one case we are almost sure that vides
stands for older viec: B 518 vides Tpirov peyadiuov Navpolridao for
viec Fuplroo ueyadiuoo N. (cf. Hoekstra, Hom. Modifications 24). The
great majority of vieg and viac occur in the verse final 9. Ayaudv. It

12 For another word of this type see Orbis 22, 1973 (*kréuhy-s, Av. xri,
Dutch rauw ete.).
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should be stressed, however, that in itself this does not prove that
the form, and the formula, is very old. However, the ¢ forms are
(beside the thematic ones) the only forms of Attic,'??) and decisive
seems that in Crete (where vivg and vivy are also preserved) the
Laws of Gortyn oppose vieeg to acc. vivyg (Chantraine, Morph.?2 95).
This proves, I think, that ¢ is old at least in this form. However,
our problem is not settled by it, for it seems that both the PD and
the HD inflection had this nominative (Notes 30 and 36). But the
form *suju-, to be assumed for the e-less forms, which could be
explained as the generalized nom.-ace. stem of a PD type, is rather
of HD origin: even Cretan vivg vises vivvs suppose a form *suju- as
the origin of the -i-. On this assumption the oldest Greek and the
PIE inflection may have been:

vivg vieeg PIE *séu-iéu-s -1éu-es
vivy (vida?) wiag (or vivvg?) Fsu-1éu-m -u-n8
viog vioy *su-ju-0s -fu-om
it viaot (for *vivor?) *su-gu-61 -Ju-8t

(If vieeg : viag is old, the difference would have been extremely un-
pleasant for the epic poet, who would like to have forms of the same
metrical structure; cf. 5. Ayaiiy.)

The Attic type vide vidoc is exactly mijyvc, -eog, while vivs viog
parallels vadc vyfdc.

12° Pots, fods must, as against vadc vids, represent a PD noun,
probably *quéH-u-s *gquH-éu-s (Notes 321.).

Neuters

13°/1° The type ydvv yovvde, ddgv dovpds is secondary for PD *doru
*dreus (Ved. ddru dréh, Av. dauru draos ); Notes 31.

14°/2°  ddwgv, -vog (also uédv). Perhaps the same type as ydw
yovvdg with -vog instead of -Fog in accordance with Sievers’ Law
(-uu- after a consonant group. But uédv is of HD origin: Skt.
mdadhvah mdadhvd, Notes 41.

122) As Attic has generalized the e-forms and as these belong to a later
level in Homer, they seem to be Attic-Ionie. This could imply that the
e-less forms in Homer are Aeolic, which would agree with the explanation
of the accent of vioc as Aeolic. May we conclude from B 518 viec fipiroo that
Aeolic also knew genitives in -00? (In Thessalian we find -ov, -0 as well as
-ot0, -ot, cf. Thumb-Scherer 22. 64f. If they indeed coexisted, -ou cannot
have developed from -o:0.)
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15°/3° [Ilév, -coc. Nothing definite can be said. As to dorv, it is
not certain that it is cognate with Skt. vdstu/vdstu (Greek Fao-
is difficult; u.s-? cf. favd as against pvvy} from *¢%,m-). Connection
with the root *hyyes- is hardly possible for Greek (where we would
expect ¢f-). Furnée, Vorgr. 295 n. 15, 339 and 46 with n. 113 now
adduces evidence for pre-Greek origin (Boeot. alotv, the derivative
doTgoY).

(16°/4°) A few words are evidently of non-IE origin, foddv,
ndv, plov, vamv, odgv. Some have variants in -

§ 3. The i-stems of Greek present the following types.

- 1° g, oidg is of HD origin, as is Skt. dvih avydh, because of the
genitive in -i-os. Only @ddic follows the same pattern.

2° qdlig, -tog. This type can be explained in different ways, as
can sritvg, -vog (see above). As in Tonic wdiiog is evidently later than
moinog, it is rather built on the nominative stem (wdli-¢) than a
generalization of a HD zero grade. Of course both processes may
have occurred.

3° adlwg, -nogl-ews, on which see below.

4° The type meidd, -ofc will represent the HD type -0¢, -1-0s
found in Skt. sdkha, dat. sdkhye (*sékH-6i, *s(e)kH-i-¢éi). This type
has no -s in the nominative. (Note that here too no inherited forms
can be shown. On the other hand we do have evidence for pre-
Greek words in -w, xauwd, Inpxd, Zaned[Pdrneon ete. Cf. Schwyzer
479.)

§ 4. The fact that dic was HD does not imply that the type
qohis, -nogl®) cannot have been so; cf. wijyvc and -evg, -nos. That
there is no trace of a PD ¢-inflection?®) might be explained as
follows. In the oblique cases the ¢ of -ej- was lost early (probably

13) The emphasis is on type. II6Mis itself may be of pre-Greek origin, be-
cause of wtdlic; see Furnée, Vorgr. 307-19.

14) An indirect trace is found in dotéor, which has -gov from -eg-om, of which
-e3- is the oblique stem form of the nominative found in Skt. dsthi (Kuiper,
Notes 63). But here Hitt. hastas suggests a HD paradigm. I cannot agree
with Kuiper that mdhi (beside mahdm), pdsu (beside pasih from *pek-éu-s)
proves that the Hittite type cannot be old, for in general Hittite seems to
have preserved the distinetion in the nominatives better than Sanskrit. But
the neuters are still very difficult.

Glotta LI 8/4 6
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at the end of the Mycenaean period %)) and the -e- must have been
contracted with the following vowel early. This made the inflection
less clear, which is why it was given up. One form, however, may
have been taken over from a PD type, the dative wdle. Whether
sédne (once in Homer and in a few inscriptions) is old or not, it
cannot have given mdler (-é0 remains as -y (-nt), and certainly -éi-¢
will have remained as -n). The original HD ending -j-e¢ can
hardly be the origin of -ei, so that we must assume PD -ej-i as its
source.

§ 5. The stem mody- can hardly be explained as due to influence
of the nouns in -evg, -nog or of meéofve, mpeaPn-. The last form is
isolated, and -evs, -oc can hardly have transformed -ic (-eog, if it
was originally PD). The type zijyvs, -ews is only Attic, comprises
only a few words and was rather itself formed after zdii, -5og.
As far as T know it has never been supposed that this type (roly-)
was formed after another inflectional type.

§ 6. The generally accepted explanation (e.g. Chantraine, Morph.?
88) derives moln- from an old locative with a lengthened grade
stem. This would be understandable because of the meaning of the
word wdic. However, this can be no argument, as we are concerned
here with a cafegory, not with one word only, and there is no
reason to suppose that the word sddic was of central importance
in the formation of the category.

When we would accept this explanation, it would imply a HD
inflection, as this type of locative belonged only to the HD in-
flection (Notes 53-55). There is no reason to assume that this
locative was generalized as was (that of the u-stems) in Old Indian
and in Germanic (anstat, sunau).

But it is improbable that the locative was able to transform a
whole category, specially in Greek, where this case was eventually
given up and cannot therefore have been very important in the
last period of its existence. This explanation was given for want
of better, when the hysterodynamic inflection of ¢- and wu-stems
(-nf- was likewise derived from a locative in -éu) was not yet

15) In Mycenaean, therefore, PD i-stems might still be expected, in the
form -is, -et0s (-4, -ejo). However, they could not be distinguished from the
type mdlug, -nog (-nj0c, -€4os also being noted -ejo). Unhappily we have no evi-
dence for ¢-stem inflection. (In Chadwick-Baumbach’s list I find only two
i-stems—kati [kathis| and potipt [portiphil-, a surprisingly low figure.)
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known, and was therefore more or less hesitatingly accepted. It
should now be given up.

§ 7. The only other possibility of explaining moly- is to start
from a HD inflection -é-s, -j-0s, with -éi- generalized, and I see no
objection to it. It is not of the same type as -svg, -7og, which
would be *-eig, -50g.1%) The type -5, -no¢ is parallel to Avestan
dainhud, -Gvo, the nominative having probably been taken over
from the PD type.

§ 8. The type is at least Ionic-Attic. Attic, which has only this
type of i-stems (dic and -w excepted), must have inherited a certain
number, otherwise it could not have generalized this type of
inflection. As it must have inherited them from Ionic-Attic, Tonic
must have known the type.

In the oldest Ionic inscriptions there is some evidence for -noc,
-ewg (Thumb-Scherer, Handb. d. gr. Diall. 2.272).

As to Homeric mdlnog,'?) it cannot be Attic, so it must be Ionic
or older. Ruijgh, Lg. 21 (1968) 394f., considers (-gvg) -%jo¢ in Homer
as an Aeolism, since in Ionic this form would already have been
metathesized when the epic tradition reached Ionia. He rejects
Hoekstra’s thesis (Hom. Modifications 31-41) that metathesis
occurred only shortly before the composition of the Iliad (as there
are hardly any formulae with metathesized forms). I have no
fixed opinion on these difficult problems, which cannot be dis-
cussed here.'®) Of course, when -noc << -nfoc was metathesized,
then certainly was -nog << -njog, and wdinos would be Aeolic, if not
‘Achaean’. (Though in this word one would then expect mzoliy-,
which does not fit the metre. But it could nevertheless have been

16) T think Schwyzer is right in rejecting the idea that -n¢ in dyxvioudrng
represents -&(¢)s (nor -y-¢ with » from the oblique stem), tempting though
it is; for u#ric compare below on udvrig.

17y [1é2nog (IL. 5, Od. 8) stands at the end of the verse with two exceptions,
but there are few formulae. “Egua méinos (7 549, v 121 non-final) may be one.
*En dypo vdogpr wéinog (a 185 7 383 w 212, 308) need not be very ancient, but
the (very) unusual long wordfinal syllable before the bucolic caesura may
stand for *dygoo (cf. Hoekstra, Hom. Modifications 24, on ueyaddpov).Another
may be mgondgoite méliog (B 811, @ 567) with mwéiioc disyllabic, as this may
have replace older ndinoc, standing at the end of the verse as éxdregde méinog
(£ 263). (This was replaced by ngdodev mdiiog (X 464, & 524), which has the
younger v-ephelcysticon.)

18) Ruijgh’s thesis that -nfo-, with the 7 present, suffered metathesis does
not seem probable to me.

(i3
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used, as were Zdxwvdog, d¥dvaros ete.) In general it seems to me
that the form in Homer is older than Ionic, because it would be
strange if Ionic had introduced only this form of the type. The
following may give some slight confirmation for Aeolic origin.

The only other form of this type in Homer might be udvryog,
varia lectio in udyrios, dlaod » 493 p 267 (at the beginning of the
verse). With pudvriog the metre is irreparable,'®) with udyryog it
is correct if we read *Falaoi(o). We have no evidence for /-, but also
no evidence against it. (The fact that other occurrences in Homer
show no f-, does not prove that the word did not have one, though
this is still often thought.) *falaos might have the same structure
as ravdog. (Its PIE origin is difficult. If Tavads is *tm,u-, *Falaog
must be *yl,u-. Of course the word could be non-IE.)

If pdvenos is old, wayry- might explain the fact that the ¢ of
udyrig was not assibilated. (Ifdoiws, which most probably derives
from a HD paradigm (Noies 66f.), has -oi-, but there is no evidence
that this word ever had -(r)y- in Greek.) Chantraine, Formation
276{1., considers gdric (and pijric?) as a Homerism. This can only
mean that it is an Aeolic form (Boeotian and Thessalian preserving
-7t-, while Arcado-Cyprian and Mycenaean assibilate). This ex-
planation is more probable, as it ‘could also explain Bwri-, Opri-
(see on the whole complicated problem Schwyzer 270f., 464, 505
and Lejeune, Traité 54£.). Mdyric itself cannot be inherited, since
*my-t- would have given *uaz-. It is therefore of Greek origin. But
this points to a time or place where a suffix -7ic existed. In Homer
uavtnog dlaot is used of the Theban 20) Teiresias, which might also
indicate that the form udyrnos is Aeolic as well. This agrees with
Ruijgh’s thesis.

§ 9. We can conclude that the type -ic -5o¢ can be demonstrated
for Attic-Ionic and perhaps also for Aeolic, that the explanation
from a locative in - is improbable, while such a locative belonged
to a HD inflection from which the type can be more easily derived
(starting from the nominative). It differs from the type -evg, -7o0c,

1%) In any case the first a of diao- would have to be long, which it is no-
where else. I do not agree with Ruijgh, I’Elément Achéen 160: “s’il s’agit d'un
otiyog Aayagd, le caractére archaique en est prouvé™ (following Meillet, Origi-
nes 65). Since the study of Mycenaean and the formulaic technique it has
proven that the oldest elements perfectly fit the dactylic hexameter.

#0) Note that @nfalov Tepesiao (in fine) will stand for @nBaioo. In u 267
both formulae occur together, but pdvrinos Falaoi(o) and OnBaioo Tewgeciao
cannot be combined in one verse.
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but daiwhus, -Gvo in Avestan provides a parallel. The nominative
must have been taken over from a PD inflection. In its turn this
interpretation confirms that of -evs, -no¢ as continuing an Indo-
Furopean paradigm.

Summary: All i- and u-stem inflections are discussed in the light
of Pedersen-Kuiper’s hystero- : proterodynamic theory (-evs of PIE
origin; mpéofvs pre-Greek; © representing éw denied; wids). The
Attic-Tonic type mdls, -nos is perhaps also Aeolic (also updvrnog)
and did not develop from a locative in -é, but from a hystero-
dynamic type with a nominative in -éis.
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