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SOME LIKE IT SHORT?
ON <EY> AND <HY> FOR <EQ> IN DORIC

Alcorac ALONSO DENIZ
EPHE (Paris)

‘You will not apply my precept’, he said, shaking
his head. ‘How often have I said to you that when
you have eliminated the impossible, whatever
remains, however improbable, must be the truth?’
(A. Conan Doyle, The Sign of Four, 1890, 93)

INMEPIAHYH. — H avaivon tov Tapadelyudtov e YPUQEG <EL>
KoL <NU> 0VTL TNG <E®> GTIG dWPIKES SLOAEKTOVS ATOJEIKVVEL OTL 1)
eovoroyikn epunveia dev gvatabel. To podiakd avlponovipio Kied-
vopog avti yuo Kiechvopog ogeiletor o AavOooHEVN aviyvoon Kot 1
veVvikn evikob MeveaBetg dev eivatl n eEEAMEN Tov TOUTTOL Mevecsbimg,
aALd 0 avapevopevog TOmog Yevikng Mevealéog tng dwpikng. Oa kata-
de1yBel emiong 6TL M avaroyio 6T HOPEOAOYiD EPUNVEDEL LE LKOVO-
TOMTIKO TPOTO 0’ VO Ta ovopata Tiwokpndv = Tiuorpéwy kar Epuo-
xpndv = Epuorxpéwv e THAoL Kol TIG WETOYEG Emoikodoundv =
EMOIK000UEDY, VOV AapnDY = vavK Lapéwy TG Add®dVNG Kot 0’ ETEPOL TNV
VTOTOKTIKT xpndvtal = ypéwvtal TOL PAPTLUPELTAL ETIGNEC GT1 A®SOVT.

RESUME. — L’analyse des exemples d’<gv> et <nu> pour <ew> dans
les dialectes doriens montre qu’une interprétation phonologique est a écarter.
L’anthroponyme rhodien Kiebvopog pour Kiedvopog releve d’une fausse
lecture et le gén. sg. MeveoBevg n’est pas 1’avatar phonétique de Mevecbémg,
mais du génitif dorien attendu MevesOéog. On montrera aussi que diverses
analogies morphologiques expliquent de facon satisfaisante, d’une part, les
noms Tipoxpnov = Tipokpéwmv et ‘Eppoxpniv = ‘Epuokpémv de Télos et
les participes £mouKO3OUNDVY = £TOIKOSOUEDV, VOVKAOPTUV = VOLKAAPEDV
de Dodone et, d’autre part, le subjonctif ypnOvtatl = ypéwvtat, attesté aussi
a Dodone.

1. INTRODUCTION

Doric dialects exhibit different outcomes of the sequence /ea:/ (from older
*_es0-, *-ejo- and *-ewo-).! It remains unchanged in most varieties, but contraction

! This paper is part of the research project FFI 2009-07645 (“Interdialectal contact in Ancient
Greek”) of the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation (MICINN). I thank Julian Méndez
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or synizesis of /e/ is also attested. However, some scholars have contended that,
on the one hand, the spelling <gv> for <e®> is evidence of a reduction, viz.
shortening, of /o:/ that led to a diphthong /eu/; on the other, <nv> for <ew>
allegedly betrays an ‘inverted quantitative metathesis’ /ea:/ > /:0/ that eventu-
ally became /:u/. My paper will focus on these two anomalous spellings. I will
try to show that phonology is not behind them.

2. <EY> FOR <EQ> IN RHODIAN

Rhodian amphora stamps bear the dating formula with the name of the
eponymous magistrate (the yearly priest of Helios, cf. GUARDUCCI 1967-1978,
vol. 2, 509-511) and the month in the genitive:

éni [[platopavevs. Oecpopopiov

Two different KAedvopog are attested as eponyms in the 3rd and 2nd c.
BC (for the chronology of KAgdvupog I and II, see FINKIELSZTEIN 2001, 56-57,
190-192; HaBIcHT 2003, 565). While the spelling Kiew® is attested in hun-
dreds of stamps, KAgv® occurs in two found in Pergamon:

éni Kigvvopov (I. Pergamon 11, no. 1097 and 1098 = SGDI 4245, no. 499 and
500)

Amphora stamps may also contain the name of the owner of the workshop,
often in the genitive: MevecBéwmg (/G XII 1, 1351.1). But what seems to be
the same genitive occurs with <gv>:

Mev<e>a0ets, avapov (IG XII 1, 1351.2; MeviaOetg stamp)
®ccpopopiov, Mevesbete (IG XII 1, 1351.3)

On only one occasion, MeveoOel¢ is attested as an eponym with &ni:

[¢]ml Meveobete. Y[alk[iv]0iov (/G XII 1, 1165)

According to various scholars KievvOpov and MevecOetc attest to a
reduction of /ea:/, that developed into a diphthong /eu/: Kiedvopog >
KX\ebvopog, Mevesbémg > MevecOevg (BJORKEGREN 1902, 54; HOFFMANN
apud SGDI 4, 593; BECHTEL 1923, 621-622; THUMB — KIECKERS 1932, § 153.4;
STRIANO 1991, 148-149). Allegedly, this treatment is paralleled by /eo/ > /eu/,

Dosuna for his invaluable comments and suggestions, and Dolores Sanz Villanueva, who has
helped me find some references. Unless otherwise mentioned, abbreviations of ancient authors,
corpora of inscriptions and papyri are those found in the lists of the Diccionario Griego-
Espaiiol available at http://dge.cchs.csic.es/lst/2lst-int.htm.
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which is profusely attested in Rhodian stamps and inscriptions (BECHTEL 1923,
621; THUMB — KIECKERS 1923, § 153.4; Buck 1955, § 261): éni AploTOHEVELG
(IG XII 1, 1100), éni Zoo[t]kAede (IG XII 1, 1189), etc.? Furthermore, -£ov-
(feo:/) > -gv- (/ey/) is also found in Rhodian documents: napackevatedoos =
napackevacobong (I. Lindos 2, col. D.103-104, Lindos, ca. 99 BC), kvevoav
= kvovoav (I. Lindos 671.6, Kamiros, early 1st c. BC), probably xved[ca]
(I. Lindos 182.2, Lindos, 200-170 BC).? Therefore, there was a similar develop-
ment of all o-vowels preceded by /e/.
To my mind, the traditional explanation is unlikely on several grounds.

2.1. Lack of regularity

Lack of regularity is a major problem to the above interpretation. The excep-
tions to the alleged sound change are numerous: épyocéwvt (IG XII 1, 677.7,
Ialysos, 4th c. BC), éovtt (IG XII 1, 155, d, 11.55, Rhodes, 2nd c. BC), a[i]-
pebéovtt (SEG 3, 674, A.31, Rhodes, 182-176 BC), gen. pl. Kapipéov (IG
XII 1, 694.1 and .18, Kamiros, ca. 325 BC), Augwvénv (/G XII 1, 695.A20+,
Kamiros, 3rd ¢. BC?), IIpivéw[v] (DGE 289.1+, Priene < Rhodes, 196-178
BO), iepéwv (IG XII 1, 761.39, Lindos, 3rd c. BC), émiteréwv (DGE 288.5,
Hierapytna < Rhodes, 3rd c. BC), tpinpéov (IG XII 1, 43.20, Rhodes, 125-100
BQ), tetpnpéov (IG XII 1, 45, 1st c¢. BC-1st c. AD), nom. sg. tAéwv (Syl
1225.6, Rhodes, 3rd c. BC), Avtihéov (GRACE 1953, 124, no. 26), etc.* By
contrast, <gv> for <€o> is abundantly attested in many of these inscriptions.

Moreover, HABICHT (2003, 565) has convincingly shown that the eponym
KAiedvopog I of stamps (FINKIELSZTEIN 2001, 56-57) occurs in four inscrip-
tions: Kiedvopog Aapoxpatevg (Syll? 585.224, Delphi, 180 BC), KAedvopov
Aapoxpdreog (SyIlP 614.25, Delphi, 180 BC), Kiedvo[pog Aapolkpdteng
(Tit. Cam. no. 157b, Kamiros, 200-150 BC) and Kiswvopo[v] (/. Lindos
698.10, ca. 200; metrical: KAew- = v —). Significantly, there is no trace of
<ev> for <e®>.

2 Forms like Amollwvidevg (NSERod. no. 4, 111, 2, Rhodes, 100-70 BC) for expected
Anollovida (NSERod. no. 4, 1.22) are probably due to Ionic influence.

3 Spellings like Ayaboxiéovg (IG XII 1, 1210, no. 7, Hell.), Apiotokiéovg (IG XIL.1, 1096,
Hell.), Aapokiéovg (IG XIV 2393, no. 202, Sicilia < Rhodes) etc. in amphora stamps are not
to be interpreted as instances of <gov> for <ew>, but as loans from Attic.

Despite claims to the contrary, Agvtuyidav in a fragment of the Rhodian poet Timocreon (fr.
727.2, PMG, Page) cannot be considered an instance of <gv> for <em> (cf. ALONSO DENIZ
ms.).

Cf. also <e®> in his grandfather’s name, Aopokpdatng Kiewvopov (Tit. Cam. 43, 11.10, Kami-
ros, ca. 204 BC). It is uncertain whether the ancestor of Kiedvopog II, mentioned in /. Lindos
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2.2. Development of /ea:/

The shortening and rising of /3:/ in /ed:/ is unheard-of in other Doric dia-
lects. The sequence is well preserved in most varieties: Arg. €dUEVEDV,
dvopeveédv (DGE 84.11-12, Tylisos < Argos, 460-450 BC?), Coan d1ateAémVTL
(SGDI 3/1, 3634.8, Cos, late 4th-early 3rd c. BC), WLocr. émtipéov (/G 1X.12
3, 712.8, Phaistinos, 2nd c. BC), Cyren. [teAe]opopéwv (SEG 9, 68.2, 3rd c.
BC), coféwvtt (IGDS 1, 212.13, Entella, 254-241 BC), etc. Contraction is also
found in Doric, mostly when preceded by a vowel,® although not exclusively
(cf. NIETO IZQUIERDO 2009, 196-197): Delph. toiwvtt (SGDI 2, 2561, B.25,
400-350 BC), El. évrowdv (MiNoN 2007, 4.3-4, 525-500 BC), Troiz. moidv
(LSAG?, 182 no. 6, 450-425 BC?), ebtoktavtt (IG IV 749.6, 4th-3rd c. BC),’
etc. Synizesis of /e/, viz. loss of syllabicity, is also attested (for this phenom-
enon, see MENDEZ DOSUNA 1993a): Arg. ®wovig (IG 1V? 1, 208.1, Epidauros
< Argos, 3rd c. BC), Lac. dvioyiov (DGE 12.8+, Sparta, post 403 BC), Heracl.
gynAnblovtt (IG XIV 645, 1.152, 4th/3rd c. BC), Cret. nelf8iovtt (IC IV
184.24, Gortyn, 2nd c. BC.), etc.

Scholars take for granted that, since /eo/ > /eu/ and /eo:/ > /eu/ occur
in Rhodian, /ed:/ developed correspondingly. But this conclusion is
unwarranted.

First of all, the evidence suggests that in other Ancient Greek dialects where
/eo/ > [eu/ and /eo:/ > [eu/ is documented, /ed:/ was never modified. In Hel-
lenistic Coan documents <gv> for <€o> and <gov> are profusely attested:
gvvtov (LSCG 155, a.13, 300-250 BC), vevunvioig (SGDI 3/1, 3634, AlL.19,
4th/3rd c. BC) téhevv (Syll? 398.34, 278 BC), xveboa (SGDI 3/1, 3637.3,
4th c. BC), teievoa[v] (LSCG 166.31, 2nd-1st c. BC), etc. However, <gv> for
<em> is never found.?

The development /eo:/ > /eu/ must also be early in Ionian (GG I, 204, PAssA
2001)° and often occurs in Homer (cf. CHANTRAINE 1958, 62): Hom. &£otyvedot
(1. 9.384), eicotryvevoav (Od. 6.157), etc. At a later date, Herodas has <gv>
for <eov> systematically: katoikedowv (4.10), motedot (6.69), éyyedoa

698, who was also a priest of Helios (tpondtmp taimt aiciot 'Heliolo koopeitat, .14-15),
refers to his grandfather. If this may be so, the latter should be identified with Kiedvopog I
of FINKIELSZTEIN (2001, 56-57).

In these cases, some scholars speak of ‘hypheresis’ (cf. LHOTE 2006, 393-394).

For other examples of contraction, see § 3.5.

In the Doric poems of Theocritus, <gv> often stands for <go> (cf. RunGH 1984, 64; MOLINOS
TesapA 1990, 89-96, and infra n. 56), but monosyllabic /ea:/ is never spelled with <gv>:
Bootpéopeg (5.66), ppovpémpeg (7.122) (see VESSELLA 2008, 353).

HUALDE PAscuaL (1993, 55) believes that <gv> for <eov> is not phonological, but PAssA
(2001, 409) has convincingly refuted her arguments.
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(6.77), xwvevat (7.73), etc. (cf. CUNNINGHAM 1971, 212). Even if the spelling
<guv> for <gov> in lonian poets was incorporated into the tradition by late edi-
tors (cf. WEST 1974, 80), <gv> for <em®> is never attested in these poets, even
if <e®> scans as monosyllabic (from older *-¢(s)o-, *-é(j)o- and *-é(w)o- with
‘quantitative metathesis’, see CHANTRAINE 1958, 64-66),!° cf. the gen. sg. -e®
< -no (< -ého < *-a-so). For instance, in a fragment of Archilochus (fr. 183
West) the transmitted text has ppovebat as against £ykvpéwoly in the same
line. This can only be accounted for if the development of /ea:/ and /eo:/ was
different.

As I try to show elsewhere (ALONSO DENIZ ms.), a phonetic change /ed:/ >
/eu/ in Ionic, allegedly supported by <ev> for <em>, must be also ruled out.
The gen. -gv of masculine n-stems (Ion. Tolite® = Att. ToAitov), attested
particularly in Erythrai, e.g. AntoAAw@videv (SEG 37, 917.A3, Erythrai, Sth/4th
c. BC), is analogical (HUALDE PAscuAL 1993, 54; RunGH 1996, 90). Thasian
Bevpol (e.g., IG XII 8, 267.2, 3rd c. BC) reflects a late reshaping of Bempdg
in 0e0pdg under the influence of 0e6¢ and possibly of Epopog/éniopog (Buck
1953). Finally, the Spartan name Agvtvyidng (Hdt. VI, 65+) does not stand
for Aewtouyiong, but for Agotvyidong, with a first member of the compound
Ae€o® found in other personal names (e.g. AgdPpipog, cf. MAassoN 1993,
230).!"

Generally speaking, lower vowels are intrinsically longer than high ones
(LenISTE 1970; DE Lacy 2007, 418). Accordingly, the development /ea:/ >
/eu/ is not prototypical, /o:/ being both low and long. In my opinion, /eo:/ >
/eu/ and the rising /o:/ > /u:/ (see ALLEN 1987, 77-78) must be connected.!?

It is not accidental that the evolution of /eo/ (with a short vowel) differs
from that of /ea:/.!* Loss of syllabicity in /eo/ may be right- or left-orientated:
OeoxAfg > OgvkAng, with /eo/ > /eo/ > feu/, and Bedc > B16c, with Jeo/ >
/eo/ > [jo/. Similarly, the so-called ‘hypheresis’ (complete vowel loss) can
affect any of the two vowels in the sequence /eo/ before -nt-: Arg. Kotvavovtt

For the interpretation of this phenomenon and the cluster <ew> see § 3.2.

Isolated muAgvpdv: muAwpdv (Hsch. 1 4354 HANSEN) does not stand for **mulempov, but
for Tuhovpov (Hdt.). The etymology connecting Tétevpov ‘roosting-perch’ with an old
*retémpov is impossible (see EDG 11, s.v. Tétevpov).

There is no positive evidence for the rising of /a:/ outside Thessalian (but see GG I, 185).
Some scholars believe that Rhodian AyAov® for AyAw® and Tipodvteg for TIHOVTEG attest to
/2:/ > [o:/ (cf. BIORKEGREN 1902, 34; Hock 1971, 445-446). However, according to STRIANO
(1991), in the dialect a regular evolution /ao/ > /eo/ occurred and the new sequence /eo/ eventu-
ally developed into /o:/ Ayloo® > #¥Ayleo® > Aylov® and Tipoo- > *Tipeo- > tipov-. This
outcome was later than /eo/ > /eu/.

Forms like ypappatéoug for ypappatéms, iepéovg for iepéovg in late papyri are due to loss
of quantity (cf. GIGNAC 1981, 85).
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(VOLLGRAFF 1909, 450-455 no. 22.14, Argos, 4th-3rd c. BC)* vs. Cyr.
Agbdvtiyog > Aévtiyog (SEG 20, 735b, col. 1.174, late 4th c. BC), ékTipacévtt
(SEG 11, 72.58, 4th c. BC), etc.”” Conversely, we have seen that /ea:/ could
only undergo contraction to /2:/ or synizesis to /jo:/.'¢

2.3. Lack of <ew> for <ev>

In dialects with <gv> for <go> hypercorrect <¢o> for <gv> is also docu-
mented: éled0epoc (IGDOIbia 23.8, Berezan, late 6th ¢. BC), €d (DANA 2007,
no. 4.4, Olbia), onedonv (Dana 2007, no. 5), Edxpitog (I. Ephesos Add.
126.23, 4th c. BC), Cor. Tedgpoc (WACHTER 2001, COR 23g), etc. As PASSA
(2001, 395) shows, <gov> may also stand for <gv>: Cor. Ay1Aleo¢ (WACHTER
2001, COR 30c), Ion. a0e<A>pel¢ = ddehpeovg (IGDOIbia 23.12, Berezan,
ca. 500 BC)."”

If /ea:/ > /eu/ occurred in Rhodian, a similar orthographic interchange would
be expected. However, as far as I know, eponyms in Rhodian amphora stamps
like Ebdapog, Evkpdtng, ®cvyévng, Osvpavng, Kiebdkog, Kigvkpdtng
or KAebtipog are never spelled **Eddapog, **Edxpatng, **Oewyévng,
**@eweavng, **Kleddikog, **Khemkpdtng or **Khlemdtipog, etc.

14 Cf. also Cret. émopkdvtt (IC 111, iii 3, B.17, Hierapytna, 2nd c. BC), Delph. 0sapdvtov (CID
1, 8.6, Delphi, ca. 400 BC).

‘Hypheresis’ occurs in other contexts: veounvia > veunviot (/GDS 1, 208.5, Entella, 254-241
BC?), ©eddwpog > O£30pog (SEG 30, 523.4-5, Corcyra, ca. 500 BC), Kieundng (LHOTE
2006, no. 39, 3rd c. BC?), ®épvactog (SEG 13, 317.4, Megara, 4th c. BC), Oekiéog (SEG
47, 607, Corcyra, 3rd.-2nd c. BC), ®¢xhera (1. Apoll. 40, 250-200 BC) and Meg. ®okpivng
(IG 1V? 1, 71. 54+, Epidauros < Megara, 242-238 BC), Qox\ieidac (IG IV? 1, 71.55+).

16 HINGE (2006, 59) believes that dpéwv (Alcm. 89.1 PMG, Page), scanned v —, was pro-
nounced /oregn/, not /orea:n/. According to the Danish scholar, if we had /orea:n/, the non-
vocalic /e/ would have caused the preceding syllable to became heavy: /or.eo:n/. This is
unlikely. Apart from the fact that we would expect a spelling **péov or **dpevv for /oregn/,
the contraction dpEwv > dpdv, not **dpovv, contradicts HINGE’s claim. On the other hand,
re-syllabification induced by synizesis of /e/, although possible, is not compulsory, cf. Hom.
nolog (I1. 2.811) with a first light syllable despite synizesis of /i/. Contrary to HINGE’s opin-
ion (cf. already hesitantly KAPSOMENOS 1990, 321-322), the scansion TOAL0G v — in Homer
(cf. also Empedocles, AP IX 569.4) has nothing to do with a purported evolution /pdlios/ >
/polios/ (synizesis to the right). It is an artificial lengthening of a last short syllable in princeps
position, cf. Tohtoc v v — (II. 11.168, Od. 6.262, 16.471, all followed by a vowel). The
alleged scansion of prevocalic Aia and 314 as a heavy syllable (see references in HANDLEY
1965, 72 and GOMME — SANDBACH 1973, 252) must be rejected: in all cases /dia/ or /dja/ is to
be preferred (WEST 1982, 14, 92 n. 52).

The original text Gde<A>@e0g was corrected to ade<A>ed¢ (cf. DuBols ad IGDOIlbia 23,
53).

15
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Two possible examples of <em> for <gv> have been claimed to occur in
Rhodian documents.'®

A Hellenistic funerary inscription reads Avtioyog "Entovpov Avtioyémg
(SERod. 74a, no date = MARTIN VAzQuUEz 1988, III, 1032, no. 1.884) where
Avtioyémg allegedly stands for expected Avtioyevc. But this interpretation is
wrong. Avtioyng is demonstrably a genitive!® agreeing with the patronymic,
as in Apyéhaog Avcavia Bpasiov (SEG 39, 783c¢, no date).”

If the reading éni Apiotokiémg (Bortt 1897, 91, no. 12 = SB 1, 2150,
Alexandria < Rhodes) is correct,’! the ending -kA£®¢ must be explained ana-
logically from the genitive of names in -g0¢. In fact, -kAéwg for -kAéog or
-kA€ovg occurs sporadically elsewhere: "HpaxAiéwmg (SEG 28, 103.22+, Eleu-
sis; see THREATTE 1996, 204-205), TniexAémg (RoBINSON 1938, 52, no. 6.9-
10, 4th c. BC, Olynthus), év ‘HpoaxAéwg morer (P.Petr. 3 53.17, 264 BC;
MAYSER 1938, 40), EevokAiémg (IG IX 1.4, 1150, Corcyra, 2nd-1st c. BC) vs.
EevokAéog (IG IX 1.4, 1111, 2nd ¢. BC), Mevexkiéwg (Iscr. di Cos EF 820.2,
Cos < Phaistos, 2nd-1st c. BC?), etc.?

Finally, STrIANO (1991, 149) claims that Epivaéovg (/G XII 1, 732.10,
Ialysos) stands for gen. ’Epivaémg (cf. HILLER s correction ’Epivaé<m>g at IG
XII 1) attesting to the development /ea:/ > /eu/. However, the context calls for
a nominative "Eptvaetg (see PAPACHRISTODOULOU 1989, 167-168, no. 3, with
ph.). For Hellenistic examples of -govg for nominative -gug in Rhodian, see
MARTIN VAZQUEZ (1988, 1, 332 and 346).2* As it happens, the last two lines of
the inscription, where "Epivaéoug occurs, were engraved a century later than
lines 1-8, dated to the 3rd-2nd c. BC.

For PN with <kpéwv> for <kpéovt>, see § 3.3.

For other ethnics in the genitive in Rhodian Hellenistic epitaphs, cf. Tipaydpa "Epatovipov
Kacapéng (SEG 38, 789, a Kamirian demos), Anuntpiov Avtioyéwg (/G XII 1, 539b),
Anolloviov Avtioyémg (NSERod. no. 149), etc.

Cf. the expected nominative in Aapapyidag ITolvydppov Bpdaciog (SEG 46, 995, 2nd —
1st c. BO).

A Rhodian amphora stamp found in Emporion bears éni Apiotokdievg (SEG 47, 1536,
no. 10). For the genitive Apiotokietsg (without émi), see NILsSON (1909, 386-387, no. 100).
Two further examples of <ew> for <gv> are highly suspect, since reproductions are not avail-
able. @cmd6pov (IG XIV 2393, no. 280) for ®@vdmdpov is based in the notice of VioLA (1886,
102). If the reading is correct, since <o> has also been written for <m> and ®@&o0ddpov is
apparently attested (cf. NILssoN 1909, 148), we could posit a simple transposition of letters.
The same combination of eponym and month occurs again in éni ®gvddpov. Zuivbiov
(BotTi 1897, 92 no. 32 and perhaps (PORRO 1916, 116, no. 110). As for éni [TuBoyévemg
“YaxivBiov (MUNRO — TuBBs 1890, 34, cf. NiLssoN 1909, 148), NicoLaou (2005, 412, no. 35)
edits TTvBoyévevg. Other matrices with the same eponym and month show ITvBoyévevg
(cf. for instance JOHRENS 2001, 400, no. 108).

For even more late examples, particularly in Asia Minor, see ROBERT (1938, 194).
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2.4. <&o> for <ew> in Rhodian stamps

According to BJORKEGREN (1902, 70-71), BECHTEL (1923, 621-622) and
STRIANO (1991, 149) /ea:/ > /eu/ in Rhodian is further represented by <€o> for
<em> in some amphora stamps (cf. NILSSON 1909, 446):

KXiedvopog (IG XII 1, 1335.2)

éni KAgovopov (Borti 1900, 165, no. 93 = SB 1, 2753)

éni KAigovopov Aypraviov (Borti 1900, 165, no. 91 = SB 1, 2751)

¢ri Kheoviopov ®sopogopiov (Bortt 1900, 165, no. 90 = SB 1, 2750)%

According to their hypothesis, KAgdvvopog attests to a prior reduction /e2:/
> /eo/ that eventually developed into /eu/ like original *-eo-.

However, an influence of Rhodian personal names in KAgo- is possible
(ScHwEIZER 1898, 71): KAgdvikoc (SEG 39, 750.7, Rhodes, 100-70 BC),
KX\eopdyov (SEG 51, 1555.18, Thera [Tasyenice] < Rhodes, 225-150 BC),
KXieoBovrov (Tit. Cam. 3, Ea.5, Kamiros, 1st c. AD?), Kiegovikog (Tit. Cam.
3, Eb.26), in an inscription with examples of <gv> for <go>: Khegvpoodog (Tit.
Cam. 3, Ec.8), KAevdwpog (Tit. Cam. 3, Dd.4). The reverse influence is
attested in Attic Kheouédov (/G II? 1138, col. 1V.23, 403-402 BC) for
Kieopédwv.? In a similar fashion, 0g6¢ has influenced the Rhodian month’s
name At6c0vog: AtosBéov (BORKER — BUROW 1998, “Borker” no. 13, 364,
525; PORRO 1916, 116, no. 94.2 and 94.3).%6

Furthermore, a misspelling KAigovopog for Kiedvopog cannot be ruled
out: cf. in Attic inscriptions Ebovoue[vg] (IG II? 6169.3, 2nd ¢. BC) for
Edovoueic, Acogiroc (IG 112 1927.50, post 350 BC) for Acdiroc.

In any case, lack of accurate publications, with no photographs or reproduc-
tions, casts doubts on the reading Kiedvupog of these stamps (cf. NILSSON
1909, 106-120 for a general caveat on stamp editions). In fact, the right spelling
is attested in similar stamps: KAiedvopog in CANKARDES-SENOL — CANOGLU
(2009, 133-134, no. B47), ént KAewvOpov in JOHRENS (1999, 57, no. 145), éni
KXiewvopov Aypraviov in JOHRENS (1999, 58, no. 146) and éni Kiewvipov
®gcpogopiov in BORKER — BUurROw 1998, 34, “Borker” no. 269).

Two further examples of <go> for <ew> will illustrate how amphora stamps
editions must be carefully handled before extracting linguistic conclusions.

2% For Rhod. gen. “Yyucéoc and "Epivaiéog, see § 2.6.

25 This occurs also in Newotpdtn (/G 112 7211, 2nd ¢. BC) and Newotpatov (IG 11? 6221, late
4th c. BC), considered by THREATTE (1980, 224) as an influence of vewxopog.

According to SCHWEIZER (1898, 76) and BJORKEGREN (1902, 36), these examples betray a close
pronunciation of /e/. KALEN (1918, 13-14) considers that foreigners had difficulties pronounc-
ing /y(:)/.
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On Sinope amphorae, the astynomos Xopnyiov tob Agopédovtog is
attested (cf. GARLAN 2004, 188-189). DOMANEANTU (1993, 64-65, no. 20) pub-
lishes an amphora stamp from Sinope found in excavations from Histria as
follows:

Actuvopovvtog Xopnyiovog tod Agopédovtog

In the photograph the spelling Aswpédovtog is however clearly legible. In
fact, the matrix of this stamp has systematically Agopédovrtog, cf. CoNOVICI
— AVRAM — POENARU-BORDEA (1989, 123, no. 220), GARLAN (2004, 188-189,
no. 348).

LEvI (1965-1966, 553, no. 18) published the following Rhodian amphora
stamp:

[¢]nl KAigovopov [Baldpopiov.

But the photograph in page 552 confirms the reading KAewvopov (cf. for
a similar stamp CANARACHE 1957, 248, no. 579).

2.5. Kigvwouog, a ghost form

BORKER — BUROW (1998, 33-34, “Borker” no. 260) reedit I. Pergamon 11,
no. 1097 as érni Kiewvopov. The editor states that “[d]as ® in der 1. Zeile
kopfstehend”.?” Similarly, the second example I. Pergamon 11 1098 is now
reedited in BORKER — BUROW (1998, 34-35, “Borker” no. 273), where the edi-
tor gives the correct form §i KAiewvopov [IT]avapov.?® After all, KAebvopog
is nothing but a ghost form.

2.6. MeveoOcig for MeveaOéog

Some scholars have suggested a nominative MevécOng (BORKER — BUROW
1998, 158; FINKIELSZTEIN 2001, 160), and accordingly interpret a gen.
MevéaBevg in IG XII 1, 1165 (cf. § 2). There is no other evidence of
MevéaOng, however, in Rhodian personal names (cf. LGPN 1).?° Although
the identification of the eponym in /G XII 1, 1165 is doubtful, MevecOelc

27 Another example of the same matrix (BORKER — BUROW 1998, “Burow” no. 238), where the

omega is also inverted.

According to the editor, “Lesung nach einigen stempelgleichen Stiicken im Amph. Dept.
hergestellt”.

2 Mevéobng is attested in Euboea (/G XII 9, 1220, Histiaia, no date).
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assuredly occurs as a priest of Helios in an inscription: én’ iepéwc MevecsBémg
(GAERTRINGEN 1901, 161.3, 3rd-2nd c. BC). Finally, a nominative MgvéaOng
cannot account for the genitive MevecO€wg on other stamps bearing the pot-
ter’s name (cf. NILSSON 1909, 455, no. 307).%

In fact, MeveobOevg can be interpreted as a regular Doric genitive
MeveaBéog with the expected evolution /eo/ > /eu/ (cf. THUMB — KIECKERS
1932, § 154.4). Although in Rhodian inscriptions and amphora stamps®! nouns
in -gug present a genitive -e¢ almost universally, this must be due to an early
Ionic influence. However, two examples of -go¢ are attested:3? AAe&pudryov
Evcbéveve Yyacéog (IG XII 1, 297.1, Rhodes, Hell.)** and KaAlucpdteug
Kalkpatevg [Elp[i]vaiéoc (IG XII 1, 196.3, Rhodes, Hell.),** both cor-
rected in “Yyacé<o>c and [E]p[t]vaié<m>c by HILLER.>S Furthermore,
BaciLéog occurs in coins in the Rhodian colony of Acragas (cf. Bucthéog
®vtia, ca. 287-279 BC).*® We may therefore safely assume with RUIIGH
(1993, 241) that Rhodian did not differ from most Doric dialects and had the
characteristic genitive -£0¢.?” The ending -£o¢ could eventually have evolved
to -£0¢, as in other Doric dialects, cf. Megar. &1’ iapetc (IG 1V? 1, 74.1, Epi-
dauros < Megara, 242-237 BC), Moatpéag ZavOedc (IG 1V? 1, 33), etc.™

In addition, late examples of -gog for expected -em¢ in the inflection of
gv-stems are found elsewhere in Greek documents due to a morphological

30" 1In the case of IG XII 1, 1351.2 and .3, it may be considered alternatively that Mevec0gig

stands for the nominative of the potter’s name, cf. the alternations ‘lepotéievg (IG XII 1,

1317, no. 1+) vs. Tepotéing (IG XII 1, 1317, no. 8, cf. LAWALL — SAVVATIANOU-PETROPOU-

LAKOU — PaNAGou 2007, 39, no. AH 2la-c), AtokAfic (EMPEREUR 1977, 213, no. 36) vs.

Aroxrebg (NILSSON 1909, 419, no. 177), Mapovog (EMPEREUR 1977, 222, no. 68) vs.

Mopovo (NILSSON 1909, 452-453, no. 298). According to NILSsON (1909, 114, n. 1), an

irrational nominative in éni MevecBeig (IG XII 1, 1165) would be paralleled by &ni

Apyolkplatng (/G XII 1, 1111, no. 8).

Eponyms and potters in -gug are not common, but £éni Apiotéwng is well attested (cf. NILSSON

1909, 88). The form £nt Xpvcabéwg (SB 1, 1359) is not included in the list of eponyms by

BLECKMANN 1912, HILLER (RE Suppl. V, col. 835-840) or GRACE (1953), and the name does

not figure in LGPN 1.

Aivitop Emikpartevg Yyoaoebs (NSERod. 88) must be corrected in “Yyo.cels.

Cf. [Alotopndevg Avcavia Yyocéwog (IG XII 1, 197), Etaciovos Entydvov Yyacémg

(NSERod. 89).

The inscription is only known by a copy made by Simon Georgiadis and published by LOEwWY

(1886, 218, no. 12).

3 For Attic inflection in Rhodian inscriptions, see BILE (1996, 138).

36 An amphora stamp published by DumoNT (1872, 114, no. 10) with reproduction gives &ni
iepeve.

37 “Idapevijog is attested early in a Rhodian kylix (LSAG? 357, no. 19, ca. 550-525 BC).

3 Cf. also Epid. lapedg (IG IV? 1, 103, B.21+, ca. 370-340 BC vs. iapéog in the same docu-
ment, cf. NIETO 1ZQUIERDO 2009, 193), Apiotedg Apioted[c] (IG 1V? 1, 96, ca. 300-250 BC),
Locr. Epiz. Ebyéha Aptotedg (COSTABILE 1992, no. 38.4+, 350-250 BC), etc.
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levelling (see THREATTE 1996, 236-237 for Attic, and SCHWEIZER 1898, 148 for
late inscriptions).*

3.

<HY> FOR <EQ>

A Telian list of muBaiotal from ca. 200-175 BC* attests three instances of

the spelling <nu> for <e®> in the nominative of two personal names in °kp£®v,
Tipoxpéwv and ‘Eppoxpéwv:

Twokpnov Eevopavtog (IG XII 3, 34.25, 2nd c. BC)
‘Eppoxpnvv ‘Epuavépida (IG XII 3, 34.27)
‘Eppokpniv Nikavaxtog (/G XII 3, 34.28)

Ancient eo is systematically written -gv- in the same inscription:

Aptotopéveng (.3), Aapoxpdtevg (.5), Kigounong (.6), etc.

The same spelling occurs in lamellae from Dodona in two participles in

-£OV:

[...] Erstta xp[ov]ov | adtdv pévay memapévoc kol motkodoundyv (LHOTE
2006, no. 118, 4" c. BC)

0e6¢. tOyat dyadalt. Emt]ko(v)vitall] Inroéctpatog tdL Al td1 Namt kol tat
Atdvar 1 g via]<v>ichapn[O]v Adroy kel dupetvop (sic) Tpéocotpt (LHOTE
2006, no. 93, 4th-3rd c. BC; v[a]hkhapn[]v lam.).

In LHOTE 2006, no. 118, coordination with temapévog makes émotkodopundv

undoubtedly a present participle of érotkodopém.

Following a suggestion of Carl Robert, PomTow (1883, 321-322, no. 9,

n. 30) proposed an infinitive v[aJukAapfjv in LHOTE 2006, no. 93, accepted
by HOFFMANN (SGDI 2, 1583),*? who also explained the awkward syntax as a
careless blending of two different constructions, often attested in oracular
lamellae: 7| p7 vavkAopfiv Adrov kai dpetvov adtdt (ein/éoty)® and { un
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Cf. also some examples of -£og for names in -1g in Attic inscriptions (THREATTE 1996, 213)
and in Ionic inscriptions (THUMB — SCHERER 1959, § 312.5). The inflection with gen. sg.
iepéoc is attributed to the koiné by some grammarians: d1é 10D <€0> KOLVAC 010V AYIALEOC,
Bacihéog (Hdn. IT 673, 36-37).

For the date, see LGPN 1, s.v. Tipoxpiuv. The readings with <HYN> are confirmed by
SusINI (1963-1964, 271).

He also proposed 7 pnvomv KAidpny ‘if denouncing Clares’, but there is no enough room for
the <m>.

The editor princeps (CARAPANOS 1878, 78) had failed to see that his no. 16 and no. 17 were
part of the same lamella.

Cf. ai d<v>ext[0]v €0t 10 OEi<o>TL Kol BEATIOV Eokiypépev (LHOTE 2006, no. 8B, 3rd
c.-167 BC).
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vovkAlapéov Adtov koi duetvov npaccol.** However, as PomTow had
already seen, the breaking point allows for an additional letter. Consequently,
restitution v[a]<v>kAapn[U]v by LHOTE is to be preferred (cf. MENDEZ DOSUNA
2008, 66 n. 20).4

A third case of <nu> for <em> appears in the 3rd pl. subj. xpndvrat (= Att.
LPOVTOL):

[0 Seivec émikovdvial Tl Aud] Tt Ndmt koi tét Atdvotl 1) um ypnovrat
Awpiot @[] yoyxayoydr (LHOTE 2006, no. 144, 420-410 BC)

Although the deliberative subjunctive is rare with a 3rd pl., it is attested
again in the lamellae: noé6tepov adtel oikéwvtt (LHOTE 2006, no. 131, 4th c.
BC; see LHOTE, l.c., p. 343-344; MENDEZ DosunA 2008, 55-56; for other
examples in Greek authors in indirect questions, see GG 11, 318).

Admittedly, xpbopot/ypdpat ‘use’, ‘consult (an oracle)’ exhibits three dif-
ferent conjugations outside Attic: a) yprjopat (probably El. ypéeot[at], MINON
2007, no. 6.3, Elis, 525-500 BC; ypnduevog > lon. ypedpevog; etc.),*
b) ypéopat (ypevpevog, LHOTE 2006, no. 89, Aa, 4th c. BC) and ¢) ypnéopat
(xpneicbw, SylP 1009.7, Kalchedon, 1st c. BC). Therefore, xpnivtot can
either stand for 3rd pl. subj. xpRovial*’ or ypéwvrat.

3.1. Phonetic explanation

According to some scholars (Ross 1846, 62, BABINGTON 1874, 119, and
independently LHOTE 2006, 392-393)* the spelling <nu> in Tipokpnov
and ‘Eppoxpniv can be explained as ‘inverted quantitative metathesis’ fol-
lowed by synizesis to the right. The conventional theory (see LEJEUNE 1972,
§§ 283-284) contends that in normal ‘quantitative metathesis’ a short vowel is
lengthened after shortening of a preceding long vowel: BaciAfiog > Bactiéwg.
In the ‘inverted quantitative metathesis’ a short vowel is allegedly lengthened

“ Cf. fj fipdov §i daipovov edydpevot kai evovteg Adlov Kol dpeivov nphocotev (LHOTE

2006, no. 8A, 3rd c.-167 BC), énepmtat Aoyickog [...] €i [...] [TA]alopevog evtuyol kol
Bértiov mpdooot (LHOTE 2006, no. 91, late 4th c. BC).

The interchange of the 3rd person in the main clause (émi]ko(1)vijta[l] Inndotpatog) and
the 1st person in the interrogative (tpdccotipt) is common in the lamellae, cf. énepmtit...
tivet... mpafapt (LHOTE 2006, no. 47), énepotit... § otat pot (LHOTE 2006, no. 48) and
Enepotel... [a]i mpdocotpt (LHOTE 2006, no. 92); cf. also mepi mavrnacsid adtov... Tivi 0edv
g0y opevog mpac(c)otpt (LHOTE 2006, no. 116).

Cf. also Rhod. xatoypfhobat from *ypf-ec0at (RUNGH 1993, 243).

From ypfovtal or xpnéwovrat.

BIORKEGREN (1902, 34) posits a reduction of /o:/, but he does not explain the origin of the
spelling with <n>.
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as a consequence of the shortening of the following long vowel: Tipokpémv >
*Tipoxpnov, ‘Eppokpnov > *Eppokpiiov, Emoitkodopémv > *&moiko-
doumnov. In this view *Tipokprov, *Eppokpiov, *énoitkodounov eventually
developed into Tipoxpnov, ‘Eppoxpniv, érotkodounvy, with an evolution
/e:0/ > [:u/ similar to /eo/ > [eu/.*

As for ypnovtat, LHOTE (2006, 392-393) posits an ‘inverted shortening’:
ypnovtol > *ypnovrat. Allegedly, this is the reverse of the shortening rule
which applied in Ionic faciifov > BaciAéwmv. Like the examples above, this
further developed into ypnovtat through synizesis of /o/.

LHOTE hypothesizes that this feature was characteristic of popular Doric, a
fact which allegedly accounts for the scantiness of examples.

3.2. Phonetic implausibility

Unfortunately, the above phonological evolution is far from convincing (cf.
already MENDEZ DosuNa 2008, 66).

To begin with, the purported phenomenon, ‘inverted quantitative metathe-
sis’, is unheard-of both in Ancient Greek or in the other languages of the world,
past and present.

Moreover, a ‘transference of quantity’ /ea:/ > /e€:0/ is unlikely. According
to MENDEZ DosUNA (1993b), ‘quantitative metathesis’ in faciAfo¢ > factléwg
is the result of synizesis with concomitant compensatory lengthening. The loss
of syllabicity of the first vowel, which naturally entailed the reduction of
the weight of the syllable, was partially compensated by the lengthening of the
following one: [basilé:os] > [basilgd:s].

Theoretically, we could contemplate the ‘inverted quantitative metathesis’
presupposed in the formulation Tipoxpémv > *Tipuokpfov as a special case
of synizesis followed by compensatory lengthening: [€2:] > [€9] > [€:9]. But
this is phonetically questionable. As it happens, in various Ancient Greek dia-
lects <1V> for <€ V> attests to the synizesis of antevocalic /e/ (see § 2.2): Lac.
poyéopeg > poytopeg, Heracl. Tiypoxpdreog > Tipoxpdriog, Cret. 86vteg >

4 In my opinion, <no> for <ew> in OgokoAfjov Ayncw(v) EOBorAéoG in a 4th c. BC phiale

(Rizaxis 2008, DY 11, ‘planche IV”) is doubtful. The interpretation of the text as a date mark
with a nominative Ogokolémv (“étant théocole Hagéson, fils d’Eubouleus”, RIZAKIS) is
wrong. In fact, a genitive is expected, cf. Ogokoréovtog 8¢ 1@ Ackhomi® t® &v Augi[o-
clo Apyio 100 @codmpov (IG IX 12, 755, b.3-4, Amphissa, 1-50 AD), [0coko]ieoboag 8&
Meyapictac Pigtvidoc (IG IX 12, 98.7-8, Phystion, 2nd c. BC), etc. It must be read instead
Bsoxorov(toc) Ayiom(vos) Evporieoc. For prevocalic <n> instead of <&> in NW Doric
dialects, see MENDEZ DOSUNA (1985, 229).

50" For the accentuation, see MENDEZ DOSUNA (1993a).
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idvteg, etc. This synizesis may spawn compensatory lengthening of the fol-
lowing vowel (cf. MENDEz DosuNa 1993b): petpeduevar > Heracl.
petplopevot, opeopneda > Lac. duiopedo (Ar., Lys. 183), edboycopévov >
Epich. eboyeovpuévov (fr. 113.242 PCG, K.-A.). However, synizesis to the
right is never followed by compensatory lengthening of the preceding vowel:
[eo] > [eo] > [eu] (cf. Lat. ego > *EO > Port. eu ‘I’), not [eo] > [eo] > **[e:9].

The different behaviour is easy to account for. Unlike in left-orientated syn-
izesis (A), in synizesis to the right the result is systematically a heavy syllable
(B):

A. Synizesis to the left: /Ceo/ > /Ceo/ > [Cjo/

B. Synizesis to the right: /Ceo/ > /Ceu/.

Crosslinguistically, elements to the left of the nucleus are predictably irrel-
evant to syllable weight (see GORDON 2006, 189-191 for some exceptions). But
in the alleged ‘inverted quantitative metathesis’ the newly created sequence
would have been a diphthong [e2] and accordingly the syllable, heavy. There-
fore, compensatory lengthening of /e/ would be phonologically unmotivated.

Finally, the purported ‘inverted shortening’ in ypnovtat > ypnovrot lacks
convincing parallels. On the one hand, synizesis of /¢:/, not shortening, accounts
for the evolution Baciinov > lon. Bactiémv. On the other, forms like Ion.
1Pp€0G, mAE0c, Paciiéog from older *ypnog, *tAnog, PaciAnog (vs. Attic
1péws, TALwg, Thems, Paciiéwg with regular ‘quantitative metathesis’) are
nothing but paradigmatic regularizations (see WACKERNAGEL [1955]-1979, 1,
576, Rau 2008, 174-175, Passa 2009, 81-83).

3.3. An alternative interpretation of -nqov for -ewv

In the Doric dialect of Telos the regular phonetic change /eo/ > /eu/ had
generated an anomalous inflection in personal names in °kpé®v: nom.
‘Eppoxpéwmv vs. genitive ‘Eppokpedvtoc.’! According to BECHTEL (1923, 612)
the nominatives ‘Eppokpnov and TipokpnOv were created after the following
proportional analogy (cf. already BECHTEL ad SGDI 3488, followed by MEYER
1896, 213, BRUGMANN — THUMB 1913, 62, 105, Buck 1921, 265, THUMB —
KIECKERS 1932, § 161.7, GG 1, 200):

MMappévovrog: Mappévov:: Tipokpedvtog: x, where x = Tipoxpnov.

The inflection TTappévev: Tappévovrog exhibits a typical ablaut: short
vowel in the oblique cases as opposed to a long vowel in the nominative. In a

5L For ‘Eppokpdv, cf. infra in the text.
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similar way, in the new inflection Tipoxpnvv: Tipokpedvrog the short diph-
thong of the oblique cases corresponds to a long diphthong in the
nominative.

To my mind, it is not coincidence that <nuv> for <ew> in the oracular lamel-
lae also occurs in two nominatives of the -nt- inflection: &moikodounvv
and v[a]<v>kAapn[0]v. BECHTEL’s hypothesis can also explain the two
participles:

PEPOVTOC: PEPMV: ETOLKOSOUEDVTOG: X, where X = £TO1KOSOUNDV

Admittedly, nominatives are often reshaped under the influence of oblique
cases. Personal names in °kAfig (with regular contraction from -kKA£nGg) were
replaced by °kAéng under the influence of -kAiéa, -KAEovg/-KAEOG, etc (see
THREATTE 1996, 183). Phonologically regular peic has been replaced in Attic
by ufv and in Epidaurian by png after regular pnvoc, unvi (MEISSNER 2006,
147). In Elean pebg was brought about by Znvog: Zebg (cf. SOLMSEN 1888,
62).2 A new nominative/accusative ovag (Simon. fr. 543.20 PMG, PAGE) or
oac (Sophr. fr. 4.4 PCG, K.-A.) was formed after gen. obatoc/datoc, etc. (cf.
for the details WACKERNAGEL 1888, 141 and DE LAMBERTERIE 2009,
100-102).

Coming back to BECHTEL’s hypothesis, the proposed analogical nominative
-nUv is only expected in a dialect with <gvvt> for <govt>. This spelling is not
attested in the inscriptions of the NW Doric dialects (see MENDEZ DOSUNA
1985, 79-85). As it happens, in Epirote documents <go> rarely competes with
<ov> of the koiné: €ovti (SEG 50, 542.2-3, Dodona, ca. 340-330 BC),
npootatéovi[o]c (SEG 50, 542. 7).°% LHOTE (2006, p. 368) hesitantly attrib-
utes no. 118, where &notkodounvv occurs, to Epirus,> but there is no further
indication of this origin.>® Since <gvvt> for <€¢ovt> may appear in other Doric
dialects,* the specific provenance of &rnotkodoundv and v[a]<v>Kkiapn[d]v
in Dodona remains uncertain.

32 An evolution *meh,-n-s(s) > *méns > *mens > pevp is unlikely, since *-ons and *-ehy-ns

yields -o1/p and -ai/p in Elean. Only Cypriot attests -ans > -aus (see EGETMEYER 2010, I, 175).
It is also found exceptionally in Delphic decrees: mapevvt[ec] (CID 2, 55.2, Delphi ca. 337
BC), motevvta (SGDI 2, 2011.5, 195 BC).

He classifies no. 93 among the lamellae with uncertain Doric dialect.

The evolution oikéolev > oikéoev > oikedev (lam. oixevey) in a consultation made by a
sympoliteia of Corcyra and Oricos (LHOTE 2006 no. 2, 350-300 BC) is contested by MENDEZ
Dosuna (2008, 66). A monophthongization [oi] > [y:] is unexpected in the 4th c. BC.

It further appears in colonies of Megara (ctpataysbvtag, Syl? 645.74-75, Seleukeia on the
Kalykadnos < Kalchedon, 172 BC) and in the Doric dialect of Theocritus (@ilevvtt, V 80;
olkevvteg, VII 116).
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As far as I know, the evolution °kpgovt- > °kpevv- is never attested for
names in °kpéwv in Telian or Rhodian inscriptions: ‘Eppoxpéwv
‘Eppokpéovtog (IG XII 1, 46.241, Rhodes < Telos, 69 BC), "Ex&Bovlog
Aynowpéovrog (Tit.Cam. 27.10, Kamiros, ca. 235 BC). But the change at
issue is confirmed by 3rd pl. and participles in the Doric islands:
drodmwoedvi<a>t (IG XII 1, 694.7, Kamiros, ca. 325 BC), vosevvt[wv] (Syll
943.5, Cos, 3rd c. BC), émi[c]tatevvtog (IG XII 3, 178.1-2, Astypalaia, 2nd
c¢. BC), 1oV katowkevvtov (IG XII 3, 1269.12, Syme, 2nd c. BO), etc.

That /eo/ > /eu/ was on its way in Rhodes already in the first half of the 5th
c. BC is supported by the poet Timocreon of Rhodes (fr. 727 PMG, Page):
govta (.5), Oepiotokiéog (mss. OgpiotokAéong). Unsurprisingly, <e€o> is
monosyllabic in Tipoxpgovta (.10).57

Be that as it may, personal names in °kp£mv show traces of analogical level-
ling. The -®- of the nominative has been extended to other cases: ‘Eppoxpémvtog
(SEG 12, 360.12, Rhodes, ca. 400 BC), Meyaxpémvtoc (SGDI 5657.4, Chios,
5th ¢. BC), Atokpéamvtoc (Syll?272,1.23, Miletos, 350-300 BC), Neokpéwvtog
(CEG 674.2, Paros, 350-300 BC).

A nominative °kp®v (see Buck 1921, 261 n. 1 for the accentuation), alter-
nating with °kpéov, is attested for a Telian citizen (see STAVRIANOPOULOU
1997, 128-129): “Eppoxpdv ‘Eppoddxov (IG XII 1, 46.219, Rhodes < Telos,
ca. 100 BC) and ‘Eppoxpémv ‘Eppoddxov (IG XII 1, 47.11, Rhodes < Telos,
ca. 100 BC). The -o- of the new nominative “xp@v is generalised to other
cases, following the model of °p@®V: °pdVTOG, °6MV: °c®VTOG, as shown by
the alternation in the same Telian individual: ["Ep]uodoxoc ‘Epuokpidvtog
(IG X1I 1, 107.20, Rhodes < Telos, ca. 100 BC) as against ‘Eppokpémv
‘Eppoxpéovtog (IG XII 1, 46.241, Rhodes < Telos, 69 BC). Significantly
enough, the inflection °kpdv, °kp®dvTog occurs also in the name of the great-
grandfather of Tipoxpnov: Zgvoedv Tipokpave[o]s (SEG 25, 852.14, Telos,
ca. 275 BC).* '

57 HARTUNG (1859, 220) edited Tipoxpedvto and HERMANN (1844, xix), ®cpictokhedc. The
transmitted bmoéTAewc (.10) is also probably an Atticism for the expected OmOTAEOG or
DIOTAEVG.

BECHTEL (ad SGDI 3488) considered forms in “kpov in Telos and Rhodes as hypocoristics of
“kpatng, °kpitog or “kpéwv, and rejected a contraction °kpémv > °kp@dv. He accordingly
accentuates ‘Eppokpov, Tipwdkpov, etc. But if the latter were Kurznamen, we would expect
an inflection °kpwv, *kpwvoc, like Boeotian Favatd Kairixpwvog from Kailikpdtng
(SEG 28, 444.2-3, Chaironeia, 2nd c. BC).
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3.4. Long diphthongs and ablaut

LHOTE (2006, p. 392) quaintly dismisses BECHTEL’s interpretation: “[L’]ex-
plication est évidemment absurde”.> But ablaut of a diphthong in morphologi-
cal paradigms is attested in Ancient Greek and Vedic.

To begin with, verbs with initial €b- show a long diphthong in the secondary
tenses of the indicative in Ancient Greek: evyopat vs. ndyOUNVv.

The nominative me10m1 for Attic TelB® occurs in several dialects: Apiotdt
(CEG 2 816, ii.19, Argos, 303 BC), Tpondt (CEG 2 683, Samos, 4th c¢. BC),
etc.%’ Some scholars consider this nominative without *-s to be inherited in the
amphikinetic inflection nom. *b’eid"-(h,)oi, gen. sg. *b"eid"-(h,)éi-oles (see
Dogias-LaLou 2000, 97; WACHTER 2001, 204, n. 800; WEiss 2009, 242). The
prevalent belief holds, however, that Telf@t is a form built on the voc. -0t
(dubitanter R1x 1976, § 160e; SIHLER 1995, 333, n. 1; HAmP 1997-1998, 55-6):
Anollov: AndAlwv:: melbol: x, where x = ne10d1.5! Whatever it may be,
nom. -®t originated from the ablaut of a short diphthong.

The sigmatic aorist originally showed a long grade in the active paradigm
of the indicative/injunctive singular (JASANOFF 2003, 174-178).92 In Vedic the
long grade was extended to all persons (cf. NARTEN 1964, 18): present bharati
‘bear’ vs. aorist 1sg. dbhdarsam, 2nd. du. dbharstam. As it happens, roots with
/u/ or /i/ take Vrddhi, i.e. a long diphthong: pr. yuyomi ‘separate’ (<o> = /au/),
vs. ao. injunctive 1st. pl. yausma, 3rd. pl. yausur (<au> = [a:u]); pr. jdyati
‘conquer’ vs. ao. ind. 1sg. djaisam, 1st. pl. djaisma (<ai> = [a:i]).

In Proto-Indo-European the so-called “Narten presents™ (cf. NARTEN 1995,
97-101) had a lengthened ablaut in the singular indicative/injunctive: *dék-
(Ved. 3rd sg. dasti ‘make offering’) vs. *dek- (Gr. déyatat). In Vedic the
original situation is preserved with minor alterations.®® In roots with /u/
the active singular indicative takes Vrddhi, whereas other persons have a zero

% To my mind, LHOTE has misunderstood BECHTEL’s hypothesis: “Bechtel suppose [...] que

-Kpnuv = -kpedv, et que I’alphabet ne permettant pas de noter la quantité de v, cette quantité
a été notée en remplacant € par n”.
0 Cf. also Edppdt (/G IV? 1, 321, Epidaurus < Argos, 3rd c. BC), Nikdt (/G XII 3 Suppl.,
no. 1665, Melos, 4th c. BC), heyodt (SEG 9, 72.16, Cyrene, 4th ¢. BC), [1eiocat (IC 111, iv,
no. 31, Itanos, 2nd c. BC), Xapot (SEG 39, 333D, Aegina, 6th/5th c. BC).
Messenian Apgtol (IG V.1, 1500), etc. are considered old vocatives (THUMB — KIECKERS 1932,
§ 114b).
This ablaut is partially preserved in various languages (see MEISER 1998, § 135.2). In fact, this
may have been the situation in Proto-Greek before the action of Osthoff’s Law: *édeiksm >
£de1&a.
The expected full grade outside the singular forms has been replaced by zero grade (see JASA-
NOFF 2003, 42).
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grade: 3rd sg. stduti (< *stéy-) ‘praise’ vs. 3rd pl. stuvanti (*stu(u)-; cf. Gr.
otevtal), 3rd sg. ksnauti ‘whet’ vs. past participle ksnutd.

The above examples show that a diphthong can be lengthened in morpho-
logical paradigms. In my opinion, BECHTEL’s morphological hypothesis for the
creation of the nominative -n0v remains the most convincing interpretation.

3.5. ypyvvrar: an alternative explanation

If the above explanation of -nUOv for -€@v in personal names and participles
is correct, ypnvvtal remains in isolation.

A relic of the regular evolution subj. ypnovtotl > ypnovtal (eventually
ypNUvTal with synizesis to the right), due to Osthoff’s law, is unlikely. Even
if we endorse NASSIVERA’s (2000, 67) view, who posits a post-Mycenaean
chronology for this phonetic change, there is no further evidence in Ancient
Greek of 3rd pl. thematic subjunctive -ovtt, -ovtai.® Therefore, since a pho-
nological motivation is ruled out (cf. also § 3.2), we are inevitably forced to
search for a morphological explanation.

The conjugation of -go/e- verbs was highly irregular as a consequence of
phonetic changes. Contraction applied naturally in -g¢-, -€€1- and -£€1-, whereas
-g0- and -£o- remain unchanged, or underwent different evolutions: -go- >
-gv- (synizesis to the right),® -g0- > -10-, -e®- > -1®- (synizesis to the left),%’
-£0- > -1m- (synizesis and compensatory lengthening),® -covt- > -ovt-% or
-evt- (‘hypheresis’).”® Evolution may differ depending on the phonetic context
even in the same dialect. For instance, in a decree of Entella, /eo/ remained
unchanged in oikéopeg (IGDS 1, 204.6, 254-241 BC?) and oikéopeg (IGDS
I, 204.10), but was contracted after a vowel in wotovvti (/GDS 1, 204.11). In
West and East Crete /eo/ underwent e-hypheresis before nt, but was contracted
in open syllables (see THUMB — KIECKERS 1932, § 141.4):7! cuvtedOvie<c>

% The purported Rhod. 3rd sg. subj. [BldAietar and Bovietat, with a short vowel, have been
discarded by RuncH (1993, 242).

% Ind. Stoteréovtt (SylP 637.6, 13, Delphi, 178 BC), subj. oikéwvtt (SGDI 3/1, 3621.14, Cos,
late 3rd ¢. BC), cuvtedémvtar (Sy/? 953, A.73, Calymna, early 3rd c. BC).

% gmotatedvrog (SGDI 3/1, 3661, Cos, 1st c. BC), edopredvtt (Syll? 953, A.32, Calymna,
early 3rd c. BC), tehevpévaig (Syll® 1006.5, 9, Cos, ca. 350 BC).

7 Cret. ptc. koopiovtog (IC IV 72.51-2, Gortyn, 480-450 BC), subj. kocuimvtt (IC I, xvi 3.12,
Delos < Lato, 120-115 BC).

% Prc. petpuopevol (DGE 62.18+, Herakleia, 4th/3rd c. BC).

% Arg. kotvavovTt (VOLLGRAFF 1909, 450-455, no. 22.14, Argos, 4th-3rd c. BC).

0 Pre. dapepyéviov (SEG 11, 2.12+, Cyrene, 4th c. BC).

I See however ind. napokordvtt (IG XII 5, 868.5, Tenos < Lappa, 2nd ¢. BC).
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(IC 111, 2, B.15, Allaria, early 2nd c. BC) vs. edyapiotodpeg (IC 11, i 2, B.26),
xoopdvtov (IC 111, iii: 4.62, 78, Hierapytna, early 2nd c. BC) vs. dvopévog
(IC 111, iii 4.16 = Att. dvovpévoug).”

Unsurprisingly, the highly irregular paradigms resulting from the above phe-
nomena were often modified. Let us see some examples.

Forms like Delph. motgivtat for motéovtat or motovvtat (/G IX 1, 97.13,
Elateia, 300-250 BC), noteipevog for motobuevoc or motedpevog (Syll? 734.5,
Ist c. BC), etc.” were created from forms with regular contraction, like
noleloBot and moielobe (see MENDEZ DosSUNA 1985, 500).

The 3rd sg. subj. WLocr. Amotelégl (IG IX 12, 3, 718.14-15, Chaleion,
500-475 BC), doxégr (IG IX 12. 3, 718. 39), Delph. adwkén (SGDI 2, 2088,
Delphi, 140-100 BC), moién (FD I11.3, 32.8, Delphi, ca. 148 BC) were based
on truly uncontracted forms like 3rd pl. ddikéw@vtt, Tot€wvtt (MENDEZ DOSUNA
1985, 225-230). Quite similarly, in Argive the imperfect noiee (Bull.Epigr.
1987, 613.1, Argos, no date) was formed after uncontracted énotéopeg (NIETO
1ZQUIERDO 2009, 83).74

All things considered,” in a Doric dialect with 3rd pl. xpedvtat (and prob-
ably 1st sg. ypedpat, Ist pl. xpevpec), cf. ypeoduevoc > ypevpevog (LHOTE
2006, no. 89, Aa, 4th c. BC), the subjunctive yp€mvtal may have been reshaped
following the analogy of the thematic conjugation: @épovtal : @EpwovTot::

72 An unexpected contraction in the present (type OpxoOVTl) is attested in late inscriptions in
some Doric areas, probably due to the influence of the contracted paradigm in the koiné. This
was further extended to the Doric future (tpa&ovvti, IG XII 3, 330.258, Thera, 210-195 BC,
etc.). NIETO 1zQUIERDO (2009, 187) contends however that -Geovt- > -Govvt- is genuine in
Troezen: éxdwoovvtl (IG IV 841.18, Kalaureia, 3rd c. BC), Oucovvtt (IG IV 841.21), etc.

Cf. also cuvteleivio for Delph. cuvteledvim (Syll? 671A.2, Delphi, 160 BC), ypeipevog
for ypedpevoc (Syll’ 395.4, ca. 277 BC), Cret. ypnuévovg for ypropévovg (IC 1V 184.8,
Gortyn, 200-150 BC).

According to LHOTE 2006, 394, in dvop[e]vo(v) for dvedpevov (LHOTE 2006, no. 95, ca.
400-390 BC) e-‘hypheresis’ has extended from forms with -govt- > -ovt-. But the word shows
traces of other misspellings due to lack of space.

The original Doric future in *-seo/e- shared the same irregularities with presents in -€0/e-.
Modifications affected partially the inflection of the indicative in the dialect of Syracuse.
According to Cassio (1999, 193-195; cf. also WiLLI 2008, 67) Ae&ov[pat] (Epich. fr. 97.7
K.-A.) and Owcovpeba (Epich. fr. 198 K.-A.) are phonologically regular: synizesis of prevo-
calic /e/ triggered compensatory lengthening of /o/, cf. edwygopévav > edoygovpévmv
(Epich. fr. 113.242, PCG, K.-A.). In the future, the glide from synizesis was eventually
absorbed by the preceding /s/: /seo/ > /seo:/ > /sjo:/ > [so:/. However, 3rd pl. -G€ovTt evolved
into -covtt, like Heraclean koyéovtt > koyovtt with ‘hypheresis’. Therefore, dmcovvtt
(Stes. fr. 222(b).278) replaced dwcdvtt through the extension of the long vowel in other
persons. According to LHOTE, fut. tpa&obvtt (LHOTE 2006, no. 7, Byllis in Epeiros, 4th c.
BC) and Aayovpot (LHOTE 2006, no. 110, 4th-3rd c. BC) attest to a similar analogical long
vowel. Outside the future, a similar extension explains perhaps Tarent. pres. ind. GQopHIOVTL
(Ps.Archyt., fr. Thesleff 45.20-30) for expected deopuiovtl (< daeoppéovtt for
ApopraovTL).
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ypevvtal : X, where x = ypnovtot, with a secondary ablaut of the diphthong
of the indicative (for this ablaut, see § 3.4). An equivalent proportional analogy
explains the athematic subjunctives like Mess. tifnvtt for T10éwvTt, fvrat for
govtt, Delph. ftat for 7, ypaenvtt for ypapémvt, etc. (see Buck 1955,
§ 151).

The analogical reshaping that brought about ¥ pnvvtat was exceptional and
did not have much success.”® In Rhodian and in the neighbouring islands, where
3rd pl. ind. -gvvt- was common, this analogy is unattested in the subjunctive:
govtt (IG XI1I 1, 155, face d, 11.55, Rhodes, 2nd c. BC), cuvte éovtat (Syll
953, A.73, Kalymna, early 3rd c. BC), oikémvtt (SGDI 3621.14, Cos, late
3rd c. BO), etc.

I am aware that the absolute lack of parallels casts doubts on the analogical
origin of ypnovtal. Therefore, until new data come to confirm my interpreta-
tion, we cannot exclude the possibility that y pnUvtal betrays a misspelling for
ypn<o>vtat (for ypnopat, cf. § 3). Oracular lamellae, like defixiones, are
known for their careless language and errors (MENDEZ DOSUNA 2008, 63). Pace
LHOTE, the morphologically aberrant optative wpapt (LHOTE 2006, no. 22, face
Bb, 3rd c.-167 BC) is nothing but a mistake for tpadccoipt (cf. the discussion
in MENDEZ DOSUNA 2008, 65). Similarly, dat. émdnpotvtt (LHOTE 2006,
no. 52, ca. 300-167 BC)”’ stands for &midnuoovri.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Despite claims to the contrary, <gv> and <nuv> for <e®> in Doric dialects
do not show a development /ea:/ > /ey/. First of all, KAevvupog for Kiedvopog
in Rhodian amphora stamps is a ghost form and Mevec0gU¢ is not the phonetic
result of MevesBéwg, but of the expected outcome of genitive MevesBéoc.
Furthermore, in Telian ‘Eppoxpnvv for ‘Eppoxpéwv, Tipoxpniv for
Tipoxkpéwv and in two participles from Dodona, &motkodounvv for
gnotkodopémv and vovkAopnvv for vavkiapémv, there is no ‘inverted quan-
titative metathesis’ /ea:/ > /e:0/. In a dialect with the evolution -govt- > -guv1-,
a new nominative -nov is likely to have replaced -éwv after alternations like
Mappévov: TMapuévovoc. Finally, the unique subj. ypnUvtotl was perhaps
created to shun the anomalous alternation ind. ypebvtat vs. subj. ypéwvrat,

76 Other subjunctives in Dodona may belong to different Doric dialects: aitéopat (LHOTE 2006,

no. 61B, ca. 350-250 BC), oikémvtt (LHOTE 2006, no. 131.3, 4th ¢. BC), toAéw(v)tt (LHOTE
2006, no. 101, 4th c. BC), dvéopa[t] (LHOTE 2006, no. 50, ca. 350-300 BC).

77 Lhote’s text has §midnpovvtt, but cf. his own reproduction and PARKE (1967, 133).
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following the model of the thematic inflection p€povtat: eépwvrtat. However,
due to the lack of parallels, it is perhaps safer to correct y pri<w>vtot until new
data come to confirm my hypothesis.
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