‘Widow’

1. The word for ‘widow’ is one of the first words that were recog-
nised as Indo-European. It is found already in Cceurdoux’s letter.
After some discussion its reconstruction and etymology seemed cer-
tain. When I considered to write a short note on the Greek cognate,
it soon appeared to me that the handbooks contradict each other
and that some of them contain clear mistakes. One major problem
even seemed not to have been noticed. No less than four Sanskrit
words have recently been shown not to be cognate. So there is rea-
son to reconsider the whole problem.

The relevant words are:

Skt. vidhiva, Av. vidava < *uidheud;

OCS vzdova, OPr. widdewis < *uidheud;

Alb. Tosc. ve, Geg. vej(€) < *uidheud;

Lat. vidua;

Goth. widuwo, OHG wituwa, OF wuduwe, widwe etc.;
Olr. fedb, W. gweddw, MC guedden.

Further: Gr. 7jid¢og, Lat. viduus.

The Albanian form (not mentioned by Pokorny; added by Hamp,
IF 67 (1962) 150) was already explained by Jokl (1923, 51f.). Both 4
(h) and w disappeared in intervocalic position; the first vowel, pre-
ceding the penultimate stress, disappeared; final 4 became é This
gave *vée, which became T. ve, but Geg. vejé with j as a Hiatustilger.

2. It has long been thought that Gr. 7ideog ‘unmarried young
man’ was cognate, but difficulties of form and meaning caused hesi-
tation. The latest etymological dictionary of Greek, by Chantraine,
ends with: “Donc étymologie douteuse.” Even more negative s.v.
xijon: (‘widow’) “auquel il est impossible de rattacher 7idcoc.” EM
s.v. viduus express doubt as well.

The Greek word may represent *nfid¢Fog. The formal problem is
the 77-. One suggestion was that the 77- was a prefix. The idea goes
back to Pott (1883, 177) who understood it as ‘noch ledig’ and com-
pared 7-6n. This idea was taken over by Prellwitz 1931, 126, who
compared Bulg. javdovica ‘widow’. In the latter the meaning ‘noch’
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is, of course, impossible. Sturtevant 1939, 149, who could not decide
whether 7- continues ¢ or 4, operated with a prefix ye/o-, which be-
fore word initial preconsonantal laryngeal was lengthened to é- or
@-. The - he compared semantically with di-viduus. If it was é-, he
could not interpret the meaning. (This is strange as it would be the
same prefix as a-.)

As to the original colour of the vowel, Frisk and Chantraine note
that the a- of Kerkidas is a hyperdorism, because Sappho has 7-. But
Sturtevant notes that the form in Sappho may be an epic form. Thus,
I think we cannot be sure in this matter.

It is hard to argue about prefixes as their meaning, and their very
existence, is mostly hard to establish. But there are prefixes in some
later languages, and there seems to be some evidence for PIE pre-
fixes. I call prefix a morpheme that occurs only prefixed to another
form. Thus negative p- and ni- are not prefixes, as ne and ni occur
as independent words. T'wo prefixes must be acknowledged for PIE.
One is the *4, e- which is the augment and the deictic element which
is found in pronominal forms (Gr. (§)#et etc.); these two forms may
be identical in origin; they are strictly limited to the use indicated.
The other is the s mobile, of which the meaning is unknown. Here
we are only concerned with prefixes consisting of one vowel, for
which see Pok. 280. I shall briefly reconsider the evidence. Recent
surveys are EWAia s.v. @ and Lloyd-Springer s.v. a-.

*4-. There is no evidence for a prefix of this form.

Greek has the d-copulativum (from *sm-) in ‘d@loyog etc. (with a
variant called intensivum in dedvov: molbpepvov Hes., as in Skt. sd-
cetas ‘wise’). Another ¢- from *p has been assumed in diéyw etc.,
which is defended by Chantraine. However, if this *p- is the zero
grade of *en 'in’, there was an initial laryngeal, and *A,p- would
have given év- in Greek (Rix 1970; Beekes 1969, 1321.). (That nega-
tive n- did not have a preceding laryngeal is shown by the type
viiens < *p-h leu-, as **h,n-h, len- would have given *avelef-. Be-
cause of the vocalism of d-, dv- only A, is possible.) Therefore this
idea must be given up.

*e-. There is no evidence for a prefix e-. (9éiw is secondary for
98w < *h,g"hel-; éyeipw < *h,ger-). See above on the augment
and the pronominal e-.

*0-. The only PIE word for which a prefix o- has been assumed is
the word for ‘branch’, Gr. 8{og, Arm. ost, Goth. asts, which would be
* 0-sd-o0-, with the root of ‘to sit’. This idea must be given up. Direct
reconstruction leads to * Hosdo-. There is nothing that indicates that
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further analysis in a prefix + sed- is correct. Semantically ‘a thing
(for birds) to sit on’ is as doubtful as ‘the thing that sits on (a tree)’.
It is not really obvious that a branch is denoted as a sitting place for
birds; this is not exactly typical of a branch. *nisdos is quite differ-
ent. A ‘nest’ is typically ‘the place on which birds sit’. The word there-
fore proves nothing for ‘branch’. The proponents of the theory
should at least produce one semantic parallel from other languages.
To denote a branch as ‘sitting on’ is not obvious either, while ‘grow-
ing out’ or the like is (cf. sprout etc.). Also the combination of o-, if
it means ‘towards’ (see below), with ‘to sit’ seems a contradiction.
The etymology is a relic of early etymological attempts that should
now be given up.-In the separate languages, several Greek words
were considered to contain a prefix o-. Beside d-copulativum (from
*sm-; but see Ruijgh, Mnemosyne 4, 1961, 200f.: analogical from
ou-) there would be a prefix meaning ‘nahe bei, an, zu, mit’ in
() xéAAa, S10bve, doyog, Bag, Syov. All these words are highly du-
bious and no conclusion can be based on them.?)

') The best instance seems 6xé1lw beside which we find %14, The word is
always connected with x£louar. This is certainly wrong. The first verb means
‘run (a ship) aground’, the second ‘urge, exhort, command’ (see LS)). It is clear
that the two notions are quite different and have nothing to do with each other.
The two have been connected under the meaning ‘to drive’ (Germ. ‘treiben’).
Thus, even LSJ give as first meaning of #1w ‘to drive’, but then goes on to spe-
cialize that it a/ways means (trans. and intr.) run (a ship) aground, on shore, to
land, (cause to land), put (seamen) to shore, into harbour’. Thus ‘to drive’ is pure
phantasy, for the sake of the etymology. (In fact you don’t have to drive a ship to
the shore, you rather have to diminish the speed, so as not to wreck the ship.)
The forms of the two verbs have nothing in common either: we find (8)#éA A
(very rare), xéAow (#e)®), xéloar and Sxeilen against xéhopa (#éxdopar), xedn-
oouai, aor. () xéxAero, éxgAtjioaro. It is clear that the link between the two verbs
was made, long ago, from a desire to connect two roots kel-. The etymology
should be given up.

Thus we are left with (6)#644® ‘to run a ship aground’. The form with initial
vowel is found in poetry, while prose (Hdt., Attic) has the form without. This
may point to a dialectal difference. (I do not think that the vowel was removed
in artificial epic language.)

The word has no etymology. It is a typical technical, nautical term, for which
Indo-European ancestry is not very probable. Further Indo-European words do
not show an interchange between forms with and without ‘prothetic vowel’ (see
Beekes 1969, 72f. and 75f.; as to deoa and dorv, they are not cognate, see
Beekes 1988, 24). I therefore suggest that the therm is of non-Indo-European
origin. A well-known loanword in this field is the verb xufeovde. Substratum
words do show forms with and without initial vowel; cf. doragpic : orapis. See
Furnée 1972, 375f.; such a vowel is more often o- than e- or a-. (I think that
167w : Aénw belongs here, too; see Beekes 1971).
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Outside Greek only Arm. yogn ‘much’ is mentioned. The analysis
is improbable.?)

Melchert (Stud. in Hitt. Hist. Phon. 1984, 168 and KZ 101 (1988)
223 n.6, 224 with n.7) finds a prefix o- (i.e. h,0- or A;0-) in Hitt.
hamank- ‘intertwine, wrap around’ (cf. Germ. mengen), hatk- ‘close’
(*teg- ‘cover; after Sturtevant) and halk- ‘gather, collect’ (*leg-
gather) This is quite hypothetical; nothing suggests such an analy-
sis. As there is no solid evidence for a prefix o- in the other Indo-
European languages, the analysis should be given up.

Thus, no reliable evidence for a prefix o-, either in PIE or in the
later languages, remains.

*4-. There is no specific evidence for d-, but OHG wuo-, Slav. ja-
and Skt. 4 can go back to 4. See below on these forms.

¢ is found in OHG 4-, OF - (Angl. é&-), OFr. é-. See Lloyd-
Springer s.v. d- and Lloyd 1978. It means ‘von ... weg, fort; fehlend,
verkehrt’.

For Greek one cites 7jfaidc (unreliable; see ‘Frisk and Chantr.)
and 7jpéua.) - Lat. héres does not contain a prefix.4)

For Slavic a few forms with ja- are cited, of unclear meaning; see
Vasmer s.v. It is assumed to continue é-, 6- or d-, but the Old
Church Slavic forms without j- seem to forbid é-.

Sanskrit 4 can continue these three forms. (Of course, 4 is not a
prefix, but it is mentioned because it is often etymologically con-
nected with the supposed prefix(es) é- and o-.

Thus, the best instance of an IE prefix o- disappears. (In the original language
the o- may have been a prefix, or a laryngeal, but we cannot know.)

2) yogn will contain (the preposition) o-. The idea that -ogn contained a prefix
o- depends on the comparison with Skt. dhands- ‘schwellend, strotzend, geil,
iippig’. This word has no certain cognates in Indo-Iranian (EWAia). As further
cognates have been suggested Lith. gana ‘sufficient’ and Gr. stevéw. As to the
meaning the connection is possible but not evident. However, @hands- must be a
compound with & while Armenian has short o-. There is no indication that & has
a cognate with a short vowel. Moreover, yogn is an n-stem, so the root will
rather be -(0)g-, while the root of the Sanskrit word is han-. In that case the
words cannot be cognate. EWAia does not mention the Armenian word any
more.

%) fidua is quite obscure; see Beekes 1969, 163 and 262 (with two possible
etymologies, between which I cannot decide). The word must have had Hr-
There is no evidence for a prefix.

4) I agree with Dunkel 1987 that Aérés and ynowotai derive from *gheh, ro-
hyed-. The Latin & must then be analogical after forms where -4, ed- followed a
consonant; the long vowel must have originated in the nominative.
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o0- is found in OHG wuo-, OFE 4- ‘down (away from); after, late;
added, supplementary’ (Lloyd 1978, 249).

For Greek @dpvouau, dxéavog and dypdc are given, but these are
all unreliable.?) Not here ynoworai; see n.4.

Slav. ja- and Skt. 4 could be 6.¢)

Thus only & and ¢- or 4- can be considered.”)

We now return to 77{¢0g. o- and - are not relevant. As there was
no a- e, only é&- and - would remain. Here the meaning of the
West-Germanic form does not fit. Slav. ja-, found with the word for
‘widow in Bulg. javdovica, is unclear. For Greek no reliable evidence
remains. So I conclude that it is very unlikely that 7i%soc contains a
prefix (7-).

If the 7- was not a separate element, it formed part of the root.

®) Qxeavég is clearly non-Indo-European, <f. Qyriv, Qyevi. &ypd¢ has no
etymology (that with Skt. vy-d-ghra- ‘tiger’ should be remembered as a curiosity
only). dpvouat ‘cry’ (of wild animals) compares with Skt. rasiti, ruvdti ‘to roar,
bellow’, OCS rovg, ruti. That it is cognate with oedyouat is, of course, quite un-
certain. As PIE had no initial -, it must have a root * HreuH-. Chantraine sug-
gests a prefix Ho- before HreuH-, but the supposed meaning of o- (‘towards’)
does not fit here. So rather */;reuH- with expressive lengthening (Frisk). Thus,
there is no Greek evidence for a prefix - (thus Chantraine s.v. dye0g).

¢) Schindler 1969, 160ff. reconstructs *G-h,ui-o- for ‘egg, as a compound
with *6, meaning ‘das beim Vogel Befindliche’. The interpretation is hardly ac-
ceptable. The meaning is quite unconvincing. (I am not sure that *A,0uiom
would not do. Sievers’ law does not seem too serious a problem. Full grade
*h,eu- for bird’, which Schindler does not accept, is unavoidable for Latin and
for Arm. haw, o-grade because of Gr. olwvég, which is undoubtedly cognate
with the bird-word (it cannot be derived from *wfy-, as then the word for ‘egg’
would also have of-).

7) To summarize the results for PIE, we find no evidence for a short vowel.
We have:
é- in WGm. *¢é- ‘von weg, fort; fehlend, verkehrt’;

possible in Skt. & ‘towards’ etc.
0- in WGm. *4- ‘down (away from); after, late; added, supplementary’;

possible in Slav. ja- (meaning uncertain; a.o. annihernd?);

possible in Skt. & (see above);
a- possible in WGm. *g-, Slav. ja-, Skt. & (see above).
It is easy to connect the first two as */,eh,/h, oh,; thus Pok. 280, who takes them
as instrumentals of the pronominal stem *4,e-. But there are objections. 1) This
stem A;e- has no variant £, 0-; nor is it clear why two variants would be in use. 2)
An instrumental does not easily explain the meanings (one expects it to mean ‘in
that way, thus’ like Greek 7). 3) é- and 6- in West-Germanic do not seem to
have had the same meaning. Skt. 4, of course, is an independent word, not a pre-

fix, so that it is very improbable that this form or one of these forms was a prefix
in PIE.
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This leads to the idea that it was a lengthened prothesis. This is not
a new idea. It was first given by Froehde (1884, 328), who thought it
was a-, lengthened for unknown reasons. De Saussure 1884, 740, as-
sumed prothetic - However, he thought that the length was due to
a thythmical law of Greek (every sequence of three non-final short
syllables becoming long - short - short). This, as we now know, is not
correct. Maybe it was for this reason that his explanation was not ac-
cepted. Boisacq s.v. n.1 had the same idea, perhaps independently.
The third was Cop 1956, 228, who assumed a prothetic d-, “vor #
ganz natiirlich.”

As this solution has been found many times now, while it is not
even mentioned by Chantraine, it should receive due attention. Al-
though on the one hand prothesis was freely adopted, on the other
hand it was not taken seriously, perhaps for this very reason. We
now know that the Greek prothetic vowels continue initial laryn-
geals, and a form *h uidhenos > *gf1defog is not problematical.
Frisk accepted this solution: “»- erklirt sich unschwer als metrische
(thythmische?) Dehnung eines prothetischen é-” The form with
three initial short vowels could not enter the hexameter, so that one
vowel, preferably the first, had to be artificially lengthened. The
word is predominantly poetic, and can therefore be an artificial form
taken from archaic poetry. This means, of course, that the form was
no longer alive and represents a precious archaism. Metrical leng-
thening of & o we have in the case of dleoixapnog. In our case we
have the complication that *eudsog would give an unparallelled se-
quence. So metrical lengthening is necessary for the hexameter, and
nothing stands in the way of this explanation. A rhythmical leng-
thening, if this means a real fact of the language as in the compar-
atives in -@7€00g, is to my mind without parallel and should not be
assumed. - On the meaning of the word see section 3.

Thus we should reconstruct the word for ‘widow’ as *h,nidhewa
(or rather -eh,-). It remains possible, however, that the prothetic
vowel was d-. In that case we have h,-.

3. For a long time it was supposed that the word for ‘widow” was
derived from an adjective ‘bereft of, deprived of, without. This ad-
jective seemed to be found in Skt. vidhi- and Lat. viduus.

This situation has changed. Mayrhofer 1968 has shown that the
Sanskrit word, occurring once in the Rigveda, designates the moon.
It could still be ‘the lonely one’, but there is nothing to prove that.
Mayrhofer prefers ‘einteiler, from *vi-dh-u- (i.e. *vi-dhh-u-).
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Thus, this word disappears.®) However, we shall see that this is not a
problem. On the contrary, the existence of an #-stem would be sur-
prising; see section 8 a.

As for Latin, it has been argued that viduus was derived from
vidua. It appears first in poetical language and only in post-Augus-
tan times in prose. Though the evidence may not be absolutely cer-
tain, the adjective is unreliable. (That viduus ‘widower’ is late and de-
rived from the feminine is, of course, a different matter. It seems
that one does not always clearly distinguish between the adjective
and the masculine substantive.)

Thus, it would seem that there is no reliablé evidence for the sup-
posed adjective. However, we must now consider 7idsoc. Here we
come to Chantraine’s objection that it is difficult to derive the word
for ‘young man’ from the one for ‘widow’. Hermann (1918) sug-
gested that it could first have come to mean Jungfrau’, but I fail to
see how this could have happened. It is much easier to assume that
an adjective ‘verwitwet, alone’ was derived from the word for ‘widow’
and that the masculine of the adjective came to indicate the Tonely’
boy. But, as the young man about to marry is not ‘verwitwet, ver-
waist’ (and as there is in Greek no trace of the adjective, while in
Latin it exists), I would rather suppose that 7idcog¢ directly continues
the adjective of which the feminine was used for ‘widow’. The adjec-
tive might have lost its negative meaning and have indicated simply
ledig’ (which is used in German to indicate the young man who has
not yet married). But it must be admitted that this remains uncertain.
In any case it is possible to explain (the meaning of) the Greek word.

Even if there is no direct evidence for the adjective, it remains pro-
bable, I dare say certain, that ‘widow’ was derived from an adjective,
for four reasons.

a) The Sanskrit and Avestan words are mostly used as adjectives.
In Avestan it occurs only once, in vadu vidava F 2f., which translates
into German as ‘Wittfrau’. The Sanskrit word is often found with
stri-, yosit-, nari-. This situation is exactly parallel with Gr. xiomn,
where the adjective from which it was derived still exists.?)

%) Skt. vidhura- (ep. class.) means ‘distressed, depressed’ and is a younger
form of vithuri-, and is not related (KEWA and Mayrhofer 1968).

?) Chantraine s.v. notes that it occurs twice with yvvij, once with uirne, and
three times alone. In fact the situation is as follows. In B 289 it is an adjective of
yvvij, but in Z 432 it is a predicate, but looks rather like an adjective (cf. dppavi-
#0g) than as a substantive: u1j 7naid’ dopavixov Fine xiony te yvvaixa. In X 499

~ %

it is an adjective with urtno. Z 408 has # rdya x7on | oed &oopar. Here “I, who
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b) It is hardly possible to imagine a substantive from which ‘wi-
dow’ would have been derived. It cannot have been derived from a
word for ‘widower,, for, it is generally acknowledged that ‘widow’
was primary, ‘widower’ secondary. We can see that for ‘widower’ dif-
ferent formations were coined in the separate languages, and we
know that the position of a ‘widow’ was very difficult in ancient so-
cieties. As E.Fraenkel (1935, 50) put it, “der Witwer aber ist erst eine
Erfindung eines jiingeren Zeitalters.”

c) Then there are several parallels to show that a word for ‘wi-
dow’ is often an original adjective. First, there is Greek x7jon
(Hom.). This case is again interesting in that the adjective yfjoog
is attested only later (Euripides), though to my mind Hom. yngodw
already points to yfoog. But Chantraine correctly points out that
the substantive is the feminine of “un ancien adj. *ghé-ro-” (i.e.
* gheh, ro-, root gheh,- “verlassen’, on which see Ruijgh-Van Krimpen
1969). Schrader-Nehring gives Lith. seiré, which is cognate with
OCS sirs ‘left alone’; OFE lif idem; Olc. ekkja < *aina-k-.

d) The formal analysis of *uidheua, or Skt. vidhdva, leads to an
adjective. An 4-stem that indicates a female/woman cannot have
been derived from an o-stem substantive (nor from a consonant-
stem, in which case we get an abstract noun), but only from an o-
stem adjective (AiGr II12 § 139-141, 149; Risch 1974, 15f.; Meillet
1950, 116). Thus *h,uidhend (-eh,-) is the feminine of an adjective
*h widhenos. Now the full grade -eu- points to an older u-stem.
(This is confirmed by the Celtic forms, discussed in the next sec-
tion.) So the original adjective was *h, uidhu-/eu-, which will have
had a meaning like yfipog and Lat. viduus, i.e. ‘deprived of, bereft of,
without’.

4. It is mostly suggested that all forms derive from *(h,) uidhend
(e.g. Pokorny, Lehmann). This is incorrect. EM and Chantrains
state that the Germanic and Celtic forms go back to *h uidhua
(henceforth I add the laryngeal). This is correct for Celtic but not
for Germanic. The Latin form could go back to both -eu- and -u-.

will soon be the widow of you” (and not of somebody else) is ridiculous. It
clearly means ‘who will be bereft of you” (everybody else would be tolerable). In
X 484 and 2725 (xad’...) Aeineig yhonv év ueydpoior the adjectival meaning
seems clearly present: not ‘you leave me as a widow in the palace’, but ‘you leave
me alone/bereft’. Thus, in all instances the adjectival origin of the word seems
clear.
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This is not correct either. In this section we shall consider Latin and
Celtic, the Germanic forms are discussed later (section 6).

As to Lat. vidua, viduus (I shall use the latter form here), it is cor-
rect that -uus can go back to both -ewos and -uos. However, single
-u- 1s impossible as -dhy- resulted in -b-. Thus Sommer 1914, 65, 224
and Sommer-Pfister 1977, 170. Leumann (1977, 167f.) does not
mention the development. The (only) example given is lumbus ‘loin’
< *londhuos, OHG lenti < *londh(u)io, OCS ledvsje, an etymol-
ogy accepted by WH and EM. Goto 1985, 84 ff. discusses this group.
(His connection with land’ and other words is far fetched and quite
uncertain, however.)

There is another example, not mentioned in this context (but see
Sommer-Pfister 139 n.3), i.e. plebés < *pleh,dhuehs, cf. Gr.
7And0¢. Here EM hesitate and consider a loanword. But the etymol-
ogy cannot reasonably be doubted. The meanings ‘a/the mass of
people’ are identical, which is not trivial. The first four phonemes are
identical (*pleh,-), both words have a stem in a laryngeal (and a
nominative in -s). The only difference is full : zero grade (4, : ek,) in
the suffix, which is not problematical, and 4 : dhu. As there is at least
one Latin word showing dhy > b (and no counterevidence), the ety-
mology is impeccable.’®) Thus Lat. viduus seems to continue -eu-.
See however note 11 for a different solution.

The Celtic forms, however, require * A, uidhud. This is the form re-
constructed by all Celtic handbooks, Pedersen 1909, 63, 360; Lewis-
Pedersen 1937, 4, 12; Thurneysen 1946, 46. Cornish -ex is a later
development. The group [dB] derives from a sequence -dw-. Irish
had syncope, but syncope of the -e- (of *h,uidheud) cannot be in-
voked, as the syncope dates from after the apocope (Thurneysen

%) One might wonder why dhy did not, like dij, become # (as in suduis), be-
cause @h mostly became d. There is a parallel for the different development in
that di became ii (peior < *pedios) while dhi became di (medius). Apparently
dh had not merged with d, and the intervening aspiration prevented the assimila-
tion. Later dh became d and there were new clusters di, dy. These did not
develop like the earlier clusters. Now dy became &, but di did not have a parallel
development, as there is no sound parallel to 4. Later dj became i (and tu be-
came tu; note that ¢ did not become p at stage 5). (Initial dy- retained its stop
character and became 4-). Thus:

PIE 1. di du dhi dhy ndy ndhy ty
PIt. 2. z1 uu

3. & dy oy
4. b mb? mb
5. di tu

(I know no example of original ndy).
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1946, 68), through which the word would have become disyllabic,
and syncope is not found in disyllabic forms. Thurneysen 68 consid-
ers the possibility of a very early syncope especially for fedb, but the
evidence adduced is unconvincing: céo/ ‘music’ would derive from
*kiwolo-, but there is no support for this reconstruction (thus Ven-
dryes s.v.). Further Thurneysen mentions three verbal forms, but the
history of these forms is very complicated and not reliable enough to
establish a sound law for which there is no further evidence. More-
over, Kortlandt (1986, 90) pointed out that intervocalic # in un-
stressed syllables would have disappeared. In British syncope is
found of a non-initial short vowel preceding the stress (Lewis-Pe-
dersen 1937, 761.). As the stress was on the penultimate, * A, uidhewa
cannot have lost its middle vowel. So both Irish and British require
*h, uidhua. (The fact that Pokorny, as a Celticist, does not mention
this, may have been the reason why many handbooks do not state it.)

5. Thus we arrive through reconstruction at two forms. *A, uidh-
eud and *h uidhud. The question must now be answered how the co-
existence of the two forms can be explained. It is impossible that one
of the two forms was the PIE form, as it would be inconceivable that
it was replaced by the other in one or more languages.

We saw that the word for ‘widow’ is the feminine of an adjective.
This adjective now seems to have had two forms, one in -uos and
one in -euos. As ablaut in o-stems is excluded, the ablaut points to an
original #-stem. That different ablaut forms were converted into o-
stem adjectives is known from other adjectives, even within a single
language. In Greek we have xevdg, xeivos < *kenwos beside xevedg
< *kenewos. We have Gr. tavads < *tnh,-eu-os. Olr. tanae <
*tnh,-eu-ios beside Lith. tevas < *tevh,-u-os.

Thus, we arrive at the conclusion that PIE had an adjective
*h,uidh-eu-/-u- meaning ‘bereft, deprived of, without,, the feminine
of which was used to indicate the ‘widow’. The question arises
whether we can find what this feminine looked like. We must there-
for look at the Germanic forms now.

6. We shall first have a look at Goth. widuwo. This form cannot
go back to *h,uidhua, as the group -Cw- remains, even in Sievers’
condition: gatwo, weitwops, wanrstwa, whtwo, nidwa, bandwa, -o,
Sfijapwa, bidagwa, ahwo, arhwo, tathswa, manwus, sparwa etc. It is ap-
parently for this reason, and because other languages point to -eu-,
that all handbooks give the form in -ewa as the protoform of the
Germanic words (e.g. Prokosch 1938, 91, Lehmann s.v.).
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It is strange that, as far as I have seen, no handbook remarks that
this protoform is problematical. As all handbooks state, -e- in inter-
nal syllable was retained or became -i- in the Germanic languages.
As for Gothic, Krause (1968, 90) mentions, that @ in a second syl-
lable before a strongly stressed third syllable may become # before
mm in a compound: dat. sg. ainummehun beside ainamma. This con-
cerns a, not e, and in very special circumstances; it cannot explain
widuwo. I looked through all Gothic words given by Lehmann 430-
454, but there is no other word with -uw- (nor one with -iw- <
-ew-). Yet we know what the development of -ew- in this position
was, from the u-stems, which have nom. pl. -jus < *-iwiz < *-eues,
and the gen. pl. -iwe < *-eu-(ei)om. This ~ monstrates that -ew-
became -iw- in Gothic. (Note that a developme..t to -#w- would not
have been embarassing in an u-stem inflexion.) Thus, widuwo can-
not derive from either -ex- or -u-.

Before discussing the other Germanic forms we shall present the
solution. Van Wijk s.v. weduwe gives the PGm. form as *widuwon
and, as far as I saw, only Boisacq drew the right conclusion, positing
PIE *yiduyd. This form with antevocalic -uw- can only represent
PIE *h uidhuH-. We shall look at the consequences of this recon-
struction in the next section.

We shall now have a look at the other Germanic languages. We
have:

OHG wituwa, -ewa, -awa, -wa;

OS widnwa, widowa;

OLFr. widowa;

MDutch wéduwe, wédewe, weenw-tje;

OE: WS wuduwe, wudewe, weoduwe, widuwe, wyduwe; Angl.
widwe;

OFr. widwe.

The OHG forms are easily understandable if we start from wi-
tuwa, by weakening of u to e, assimilation to 4, and syncope. On the
other hand, of one assumes an original *witwa, a secondary vowel is
improbable: it is only found between 7 or / and w, and the vowel is
mostly o (Braune-Mitzka.1976, 61-70).

In Old Saxon o is a variant of u.

Middle Dutch has e as weakening of #, which is normal. (i in
open syllable became ¢.) weeuw- shows regular loss of intervocalic d
(-gie is the diminutive ending). (Modern Dutch wéduwe has u again
through influence of the w.)

The Old English forms for ‘widow’ are discussed by Brunner 1965,
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114 n.6. He assumes that i became # through umlaut in common
Old English, and that Angl. widwe lost # through an early syncope
(i.e. before the i was changed to u). Ausgleich gave widuwe and weo-
dnwe with normal velar umlaut. He does not mention widewe.
There are several problems, to my mind. First, the syncope assumed
is rare and late according to p.133f., while in our form it would have
to be common Old English (before i > ). Then, the ausgleich be-
tween forms of different dialects seems difficult, even more so as the
result (widuwe) was subject to the change into weoduwe. Lastly the
change into widewe is difficult. Campbell 1983, § 385 states that of
two short unstressed vowels the first became e when the second
wovel was a back wovel (nabula, nafela). But it is questionable
whether the final vowel of ‘widow’ was a back vowel at the time.

Campbell 1983, § 218 does not give a full discussion of ‘widow,
but seems (I am not quite sure what his view is) to assume that wi >
wn before u was not general, and that weoduwe derives from orig-
inal *widuwe. This supposes much more complicated. dialectal dif-
ferences. A solution along these lines seems more probable to me.

Whatever the details, it seems clear that *widuwe was the original
form, and this agrees with the other Germanic languages.

Thus the West-Germanic forms go back to the same form as the
Gothic one, PGm. *widuwén. We remarked already that -e- was
preserved in all Germanic languages so that it is impossible to start
from *widewon.

7. Germanic points to a form *h,uidhuh,- (I think that it is safe to
assume that the laryngeal was the feminine marker 4,). How is this
form to be interpreted? The form is evidently based on the adjective
in -u-/-eu- from which the adjectives in -uos/-enos were derived. It
seems obvious to interpret the (PGm.) form *h uidhuh,- also as an
adjective, just as *h,uidhena. This means that *A,uidhuh,- was the
feminine of *h,uidhu-1*) No doubt the form had ablaut
-hy,-/-eh,-.

11y In this connection we might consider the possibility that Celtic *A,uidhua
is not the feminine of a form in -os but of an #-stem. The same may hold for
Latin, where *h,uidhuh, > *vidii may have been replaced by vidua (cf. analogi-
cal guia beside regular gui). Thus Italo-Celtic and Germanic would continue a
form in -uh,. (Cf. EM “il est naturel de supposer qu’il [the vocalism] est le méme
qu’en germanique et en celtique.”) - The question whether u#d belongs to an u-
adjective or a uo-adjective is perhaps not a real one, because the feminine (in -&)
is not, originally, derived from the o-stem, but combined with it (-d is neither the
o-stem -0 + h,, nor -e + A, as the o-stems did not have a stem in -e; see
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The feminine of #-stems normally has the form -uih, . The forms
in -us are doubtful. The Sanskrit forms in -is were probably formed
after the substantives. Since J.Schmidt 1889, 57 ff., however, femi-
nines in -uh, have been claimed. The forms for which such a femi-
nine has been claimed are Gr. npéopa, ainfiv (ntr. pl. aind), molAs
(ntr. pl. modda). (I leave other forms, like &epoa, édwv, out of ac-
count as being too uncertain). I still consider mpéofa as acceptable
(but note that Furnée 1972, 301 and 389, claims that the word is
non-Indo-European on account of its variant stems), just as aimij
(for *aind < *aumfa < *-p-uh,). 1 have nothing to add to my dis-
cussion 1969, 156, 158ff. (I still consider it more probable that
7motve was coined on mpéofe than vice versa. That métva continues
*potni seems to me out of the question: this form would simply have
been replaced by motvia, not by an entirely aberrant form.)

As to moAA7, it is clear that 70AUg continues an archaic PIE inflex-
ion which differed from the normal proterodynamic pattern of u-
stem adjectives.’?) As to the form 7m0Al-, I agree with J. Schmidt that
it results from *pol-u-h,. Szemerényi 1974 rightly stresses the impor-
tance of the neuter plural 7odld. A survey of the Homeric forms
may be useful.

oAb, moAdDg, mOovAUS ntr. mOAY,  mOAAGY, mOVAD  moAAT}

TOAVY,  TOAAOV, movAUV TOAY,  7mOAAGV, mOVAD  mOoAARV, movAby
moAéog moAéog TOAATiS
TOAAD TOAAGD TOAAR

pl. moAées,  moAdoi noAAd moAAai
noAéeg,  moAAdovs TOAAG moAAdg
noAéwv, mOAAGYV TOAAGY noAddwv, -éwv
noAéol,  moAloiot noAloiot noAAfjot
noléoot
TOAEEo0L

Beekes 1985, 184ff.; cf. Rix 1976, 136. Perhaps we are approaching here the
origin of the adjectival system -os, -(e)4,. Le.

nom. -u(s) fem. -u-(e)h,
gen./erg. -u-0§

was replaced by
nom. u-0s fem. -u-(e)h,.

That is, the feminine remained as it was, while masc. -#(s) was replaced by -uos.

12) The Greek -0- of the root, as well as the Germanic and Celtic -e-, must be
old. This brings me to the assumption that the inflexion was of the static type,
with -o- in the nom. sg. and -e- elsewhere (cf. my earlier explanation 1985, 98).
As another static adjective I suggested *nog”-/neg™-; 1990, 239. From this system
the -0- and the -e- can be easily explained. I assume the Sanskrit zero grade to
be an adaptation to the normal proterodynamic pattern. Cf. *dom(s), gen. dem-s,
replaced by Av. nomé < *dmas.
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Szemerényi’s explanation of the form is untenable, but 70A1” is eas-
ily explained from (a static form) * pol(H)-u-h, (the laryngeal was
lost when in antevocalic position). For the development of ly > I
see H. van den Oever’s dissertation (in prep.). The neuter plural and
the feminine originally had the same form. I see no objection in the
reshaping of the feminine form in -a into a normal a-stem.

It must be admitted that the evidence found hitherto was “very
poor” (Kuiper 1942, 17). I think that ‘widow’, the bereft-fem.,
*h, uidhuh,- is unassailable.

The form most probably had ablaut -4,-/-eh,-. This ablaut occurs
in both protero- and hysterodynamic inflexion. (There were adjec-
tives with hysterodynamic inflexion, Skt. madhus, gen. madhvas; Skt.
gen. mahas.) As the hysterodynamic forms in Sanskrit are found in
the substantives (§vasrith), it is perhaps more probable that the adjec-
tive was proterodynamic, as were the feminines in -i4,.

We still have to explain the coexistence of *h,uidhuh, and *h, uid-
heua. 1 think that PIE only had the u-stem adjective with the femi-
nine in -#h,. In the western languages the latter form was preserved.
Other languages replaced the adjective by *A,uidhenos and then re-
placed the feminine by *h,uidhend, which was used to indicate the
‘widow’. This is not surprising as Greek replaced the adjective by
x7fioog and used its feminine for ‘widow’. I consider this a direct con-
tinuation of the PIE situation.

8. What remains of further relations of this word?

a) We have seen that Skt. vidhi- and vidhura- are not cognate.
We have seen that the Sanskrit word for ‘widow’ was derived from
an adjective in -euos; it would therefore be surprising if the same
language still had the #-stem form of the adjective. Thus, the fact
that vidhi- does not belong here fits better with the interpretation
of the forms concerned.

Skt. vidhyati ‘to pierce’ was also usually connected with it, but the
meaning shows that it has nothing to do with our word. Thus Mayr-
hofer 1968, 103 n.3.

b) It has for a long time been assumed that Skt. vindhdte ‘leer
sein’ contained the root seen in ‘widow’. However, it is now generally
accepted that Skt. vidh- rests on an Indian development of vi dha-
(lastly Hoffmann 1969). The word appears to mean ‘to distribute’. It
has therefore nothing to do with the word for ‘widow’ (see Mayr-
hofer 1968).
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c) Lat. divido has long been connected with ‘widow’. Thus EM
state s.v. viduus that it is “sans doute” cognate, though s.v. divids
this is “possible”. It seems useful to have a closer look at the verb. It
contains *dis-. It is important to know whether Umbr. vetn, vef are
cognate as they could continue a root form *ueidh-. The first form is
discussed by Meiser 1986, 180ff.: its interpretation is quite unclear, a
meaning ‘separate’ is improbable. The interpretation of vef as ‘partes’
is possible but uncertain (Ernout 1961, 135). So only dividé remains.
We must ask what the exact meaning of divids is. Usually it is
glossed as ‘to separate” and ‘to distribute’. I find no discussion of the
relation between these two aspects. It seems to me that it has exactly
the meaning of Dutch verdelen (Germ. verteilen). This means litter-
ally ‘make (something) into parts (delen)’. From this basis it can
mean ‘to separate’ and, if the parts are meant as shares for people, ‘to
distribute’. (Eng. divide also has both meanings, but is of course the
heir of the Latin verb.) Now the question is whether a root with this
basic meaning is cognate with ‘widow’. I think that this is impossible.
A widow was not made into parts. Here one uncritically started from
the meaning ‘to separate’, but this is not the central meaning of the
Latin verb. Also, the widow was not separated from her husband;
this would indicate a divorce. Then, it seems to me that the basic
meaning of the verb is exactly what one would expect if it arose
from *vi dheh,- ‘to place apart’. The old idea that it arose from this
syntagm, therefore, seems very attractive (Prellwitz 1892, 113). As
has been pointed out (now Mayrhofer 1968, 103 n.4), it would have
developed independently from the Indo-Aryan verb. If this is cor-
rect, it means that the syntagm *oi dheh,- is of PIE date. (Melchert,
Studies in Hitt. Hist. Morph. 1984, 157 f., thinks that Hitt. wida(i)-
‘to bring’ was derived from a noun *ui-dhh, -eh,-, which is quite un-
certain. On Luwian cf. Watkins, Sprache 32 (1986) 325f.)

d) Thus, no cognates of the word for ‘widow’ remain. This is un-
problematical, of course. Mayrhofer (1968, 105) suggests that the
word contains the adverb *9i-. This seems improbable to me because
then only -dh- remains for the root. A root *dhH-, the zero grade of
a verbal root, is improbable, as PIE probably did not yet have verbal
compounds, and as the meaning (at least if the root was one of the
roots dhH- we know) is incompatible with ‘widow’.

e) One might try Myc. ewisu-. Mycenaean has wisowopana and
ewisuzoko, ewisu*79ko. The first word probably contains wiswo-,
Gr. ioog but all other elements are obscure. It has been assumed
(lastly Ruijgh 1987) that ewisu- contains the same root as wiswo-.
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This is improbable. Of course, the underived form in -# may live on
in a language, but then only in archaic or fossilized forms, as in
Stevi-rAnpoc beside orev(F)ds. (Both Mycenaean forms are found
in Pylos.) But the presence versus absence of &- forbids the equation.
Hom. &io7 is an artificial form of the epic language, for a number of
reasons (Beekes 1969, 65f. and esp. 289). We now have a root *&f13-
in Greek as a candidate for the Mycenaean word, but I have no sug-
gestion for the interpretation. It would be surprising, however, if
Greek had preserved the u-stem beside the o-stem 7jideog.
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Add. Neumann’s Indo-European etymology of xuvpeovdw (KZ 100, 1987,
64-9) does not convince me. He connects it with »iofi ‘turning pillar’ which is
derived from the root *k“erp/b- (Pok. 631). Note that the only evidence for
the root form *k@erb- is Gr. x0pBi;, and that Gr. xapnds Handwurzel is also
supposed to derive from this root, showing a quite different development of
*kwrp- (the connection is ‘of course doubtful). A development *kurb-ni >
*nvofavi/xvofivi > *nvfaova/xvfipva > *xvpeova (from which the verb was
derived) implies too many unusual developments to be acceptable. To these must
be added & > m for Aeol. and Cypr. xvpepv- (in two dialects). On the other
hand the word shows clear characteristics of a Greek substratum word (-rn, b/m
and perhaps k/g because of Latin gubernare; see on all these aspects E. J. Furneé,
Die wichtigsten konsonantischen Erscheinungen des Vorgriechischen, The Ha-
gue (Mouton) 1972 passim).

Zu xvfeoviw

In dem oben auf dieser Seite abgedruckten ,Addendum‘ von
R.S.P.Beekes finde ich xvfeovdw nicht zutreffend beutteilt: a) Das
,Steuer eines Wasserfahrzeugs® ist in den idg. Sprachen durchweg mit
eigenen Mitteln benannt worden; da den iltesten Griechen ein Kahn
(vai) bekannt war, wire nicht einzusehen, warum sie das Wort fiir
das unentbehrliche Lenkungsmittel hitten aus einer Substratsprache
entlehnen sollen. b) Der Lautwandel 4 > m ist in den beiden an ihm
beteiligten Dialekten sporadisch und jung. c) Entsprechendes gilt fiir
das g in lat. gubernare; es in die Zeit der Wortprigung hinaufzuda-
tieren, wire ein Anachronismus. d) Meine Deutung in KZ 100 rechnet
nicht mit ,many unusual developments‘, sondern nur mit zwei - auch
sonst hiufigen - Verinderungen: der Metathese des r und der Ana-
ptyxe eines Vokals. L. Threatte, The Grammar of Attic Inscriptions I,
1990, 477 sagt: ,When part of a cluster of three consonants, g or A
may sometimes move to other position in the word".

G.N.
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