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Indo-European *dem(h,)- ‘to build’: sefor anif?

The verbal root in question is usually reconstructed as *demh,- on the evidence of Greek
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dépas ‘body’, perf. mid. 8é5pa- and the adjective (0ed-/ o106/ épl-/ €U-/ ved-)dun/aTos. However,

many cognate items in Indo-European languages show no laryngeal reflex.

Root noun *dom-, *dem-s (no 8¢ domoTL- or Old Indic Y ddmi-):
the missing laryngeal reflexes could in theory be explained via de Saussure’s law:
Nom. *domh,- > *dom- (lautgesetzlich)
Gen. *demh,-s >> *dem-s (analogy).
And yet it is noteworthy that in Greek the de Saussure’s treatment is more usually leveled out in
nominal paradigms than the other way round:
—  “*hyyolk-/ *hpulk- ‘furrow’ > Homeric GMka, Attic-lonic adhaE (where notabene both la-
ryngeal reflexes are not expected);
— the initial prothetic vowel in 8vu€, Svux- (< *hgnogWh—) was restored after oblique

*h3negWh— (whatever the morphology: probably not a root-noun).

Such cases as Greek duws, duwos ‘slave’ ( < *dom(hy)-u-) which show no laryngeal
reflex could in theory be explained as analogical to *do/em- or similarly by de Saussure’s

law in o-grade forms.

Greek 8dmedov ‘floor of a chamber, ground’ < *dmh,-pedo- (not Ionic "Sufmedov or fuvimedov)
may be due to a laryngeal loss in a compound (cf. Icelandic #0f7 < *tum-fetiz).
And yet, this explanation runs counter to such instances, where laryngeal is not lost in the first

compound member, e.g. Taa(-€pyds) < *tlh,-.



Serious Problems:

1. Building wealth in Anatolian:

Hittite dam(m)eta(r)- ‘abundance’ (Akkadian gloss dussu KBo 1.45 i 15) or ‘immovable property’,
‘wealth which is heaped up in an orderly fashion” (WATKINS 1979).'

This word hardly ever had a real geminate:

A selection of spellings:

<ta-me-ta> KUB 2.2 iii 29 (foundation ritual, OH/NS),

<ta-me-e-ta> KUB 48.3 7° (MH copy of OH text’),

<ta-mi-e-ta> KUB 8.22 iii 3 (star omen, NH),

<ta-me-e-t[a]> KBo 12.42 Rs. 4 (merchant’s epic, CHD: pre-NH/ENS?),
<da-me-e-da> KBo 1.45 Rs. 15° (NH)

= the amount of spellings with single <m> is sufficient to establish the

phonological form /damétar/.’

Let us suppose that the root had a laryngeal *-h,-:

— if a full-grade of the root *demh,- was involved the result would have been a form with
-mm- (quasi * dammetar, cf. *melh,- > malla- ‘grind’, MELCHERT 1994: 79), which is at
odds with the actually attested spelling.

— o-grade *dombh,- is no help either: de Saussure’s law does not apply in *-oRh,V-: hanna-
‘quarrel’< *hsenhy-o- (MELCHERT 1994: 51).

— in case we deal with a reflex of a zero-grade *dmh,- we would expect a form with a clus-
ter -mf- since in a sequence *-Rh,V- no assimilation takes place, compare *plhyi- >

palhi- (MELCHERT 1994: 125).

Conclusion: whatever the derivational prehistory of dametar should be (more on this below),

this word (if related®) precludes a root-shape *demh;-.

! Frequently cited damet- ‘exceeds of wealth’ (e.g. LIV 115) is a mistaken reading (fa-me-za for *ga-a-as-za KUB
VIII 24 Vs. 8°, NEU 1982: 216, Fn. 53).

> For this text WATKINS 1979: 280 suggests OH date on linguistic grounds.

3 Spellings like <dam-me-e-da> KUB 4.5, duplicate KBo 12.73 iii 16 (both Late NH) or adjective <ta-me-tar-wa-
an-za> ‘abundant’ (KBo 21.6 Rs. 4) fall under the category of the purely graphic doubling of <m> in NH composi-
tions and copies of OH and MH originals (see MELCHERT 1994: 24 and KIMBALL 1999: 97-98).

*J. PUHVEL compares dam(m)eta(r)- to Greek dnuoés ‘fat” (PUHVEL 1983: 226-227 = 2002: 56-57); he signals the
usage in KBo 21.6 Rs. 4 where the adjective ta-me-tar-wa-an-za refers to a door-socket (PUHVEL translates ‘well
greased’).

M. WEISS derives dam(m)eta(r)- from the root *temh;- ‘to cut’, Greek Téuvw, Tépevos and suggests an original
meaning ‘a cut, a portion of land’ (WEISS 1993: 103, Fn. 18); however, his preform *tmh;-eh,-tr presupposes a sta-
tive stem, which is not attested elsewhere in Indo-European, and it does not explain Hier. Luvian famzhit-, on which
see more below.



2. Building a Celtic character:
Middle Irish dét ‘disposition, habitude’ (u-stem? Pl. déuta) and its derivative Olrish détlae
‘brave, venturesome’. This word has a Brittonic correspondence:
MWelsh dant ‘temper, character’, attested only once in plural in the poem “Canu y Dewi” by
Gwynfardd Brycheiniog (The Red Book of Hergest, col. 1186, lines 34-35)

a gotef paluabd derna6b d trameint

v gan vorwyn difiyn diwyl y deinf

J. VENDRYES (1929: 252-253) argued that this word is not a plural of the word meaning ‘tooth’
and signaled a separate lexeme ‘manieres, dispositions’.® The GEIRIADUR PRIFYSGOL CYMRU
(890) apparently regards dant*, Pl. deint, which is glossed ‘manners, disposition’, as a special
semantic development of dant ‘tooth’, but I do not see how can we get from ‘tooth’ to ‘disposi-
tion’ given the positive meaning of the Welsh word (via a “gnawing” feeling??).

If these Celtic words have nothing to do with IE ‘tooth’ and should be derived from *dem(hy)-,
what would the phonology of that be?
— a full-grade *dembh,-to- is ruled out, because it would result in *deva0ah > Old Irish Tdemad
(cf. *hyenh;-tleh, > *anatla > Olrish andl); *damh,-to- ‘tamed’ > Welsh dafat ‘sheep’).

— as to the outcome of a putative zero-grade *dmh,-to- there are two schools of thought:
— according to a received view -CRH,T- > -CRaT-: Olrish brdth, MWelsh brawt ‘judgment’ <
*bratu- < *g"rH-tu-, Olrish #rdth ‘period of time’ < *trh,-tu- or gndth ‘usual’ < *gnhs-t6-. Cf.
the development of -CRH,N-, cf. Olrish grdn, MBreton greun ‘corn’ < *grh,-no- or Olrish s/dn

‘healthy’, Lepontic SLANIAI < *s]h,-no-.

(MCcCONE 1991: 106-107; 1996: 52).
— according to another view -CRH,T- gives Celtic -CRaT-; this development is assumed on the
basis of isolated lexical items such as Olrish raith ‘fern’, Gallic ratis < *(s)prH-ti- or flaith
‘prince’ < *u]H-ti-.

(SCHRIJVER 1995: 168-191; SCHUMACHER 2004: 136-137).

Whatever the direct development of Indo-European -CRH,T- in Celtic might have been, in any event

neither of these options ( > *dmatah/*dmatah) can produce *dantah, required by MWelsh dant*.

5 <deint> is the reading of JONES, WILLIAMS, PUGHE 1870: 194 and OWEN 1994; faximile edition of Llyfr Coch Hergest is
GWENOGVRYN  EVANS 1911, Vol 1 and the  manuscript image is available  at
http://image.ox.ac.uk/show?collection=jesus&manuscript=ms111.
® VENDRYES translates the passage as follows:

et supporter un soufflet de la part d’une servante

sans courtoisie, aux manieres impudentes (trans. VENDRYES).
OWEN 1994: 482 renders deint into Modern Welsh by arferion, i.e. ‘custom, practice’.
VENDRYES also assumed that this word might underlie the compound yrddant (R. 1432; 1419); finally, he surmised
one more attestation to be contained in The Black Book of Carmarthen 8, 3, where, however, an emendation of actu-
ally transmitted <teint> is required (JARMAN 1982 emends to [i]¢ einf).
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For the sake of fairness a third option could be taken into account:
*-CRH,T- > *-CaRT-, supported by Olrish bard ‘singer’, MWelsh bardd < * gngx—dh(hl)o—
(CAMPANILE 1970-1973, the root of Old Indic grnati ‘to praise’, Latin gratus).

EICHNER’s (1990: 44) suggestion to trace Celtiberian ardnas back to *prh;-sna- (Old Irish
rann, Welsh rhan ‘part’) is irrelevant, since Celtiberian & (<$>) does not seem to reflect Indo-
European *-s- (UNTERMANN 1997: 382, Fn. 23, 395-396).

However, the development attested in Olrish bard can result from a metathesis of the same sort
one finds in OEnglish hors < *hross, 7ernan < *rinnan or -op- / -po- in Greek; it is hardly reason-
able to expect that this metathesis will also operate in the cluster nasal + 2.

Thus in my opinion bard does not allow a scenario:

*dmbh,-to- > *dmatah > *damtah > *dantah (> danf) > *daentah > *détah > *deda > dét.

Now, note that Indo-European *dmto- with no laryngeal will do the job:

*kmtom > *kantom (Celtib. cantom, MWelsh cant) > *keentan > *k&tan > *kéda > Olrish cér ‘100’.

If Mlrish détis indeed an u-stem, a more complicated derivation can be envisaged: *dmto- ( =

*dmto-", n. > MWelsh dant*) — *dem-tu- ( > Mlrish dép);

cf. for phonology in Goidelic: *sentu- (Gothic sinps) > *sint-us > *s€tuh > *s€du > sér ‘road’.
Substantivization process *dmto- — *dem-tu- is well known (NUSSBAUM 1998: 527-528):

*plhino- (> Vedic pirna-, Olrish /4dn ‘full’) — *pleh;nu- > Olrish /in ‘full complement’.

Let us take stock:

— a number of derivatives from the root *dem(h,)- show no laryngeal reflex;

— in some cases the absence of the laryngeal can be accounted for, but often at the cost of invok-
ing complicated phonological machinery and a lot of analogy;

— some cases present serious problems (8dmedov, supposedly with a laryngeal loss in the first
member of a compound, vs. Tala(-€pyds) without it);

— lastly, there are cases which in my opinion cannot be reconciled with the reconstruction

*demh,- (Hittite danx(m)eta(r), Mlrish dét, MWelsh dein?).

Thus it behooves us to scrutinize the evidence in favor of a reconstruction *demh,-.




Greek evidence. Part I: Mycenaean de-me-o-te

*h, for out root can be assumed on the basis of Greek evidence only: 8épas, (5€)dua-.

All other evidence is irrelevant:

— OIndic ddma- (not "dama-) is not decisive (pace BEEKES 1969: 198): on the one hand, analogy

could be involved, cf. Vedic p/avd- < *ploud-; on the other hand, ddma- and Latin domus probably
# Greek 86pos < *domo-, if these are innovative forms built to the locative of the root noun *dom-/
*dem-: MEIER-BRUGGER 1977; VOLKART 1994: 2.

— Latin dominus and Olndic ddmuiina- need not go back to *domhy-no- and *domh,u-no- with a possessive

*_no- (mukrds ‘dense’ < mik(a)); under the theory of decasuative possessive formations (NUSSBAUM
1996; 1998a) one might think of *domuh;-no- and *dom-h;n-o-.

But before we proceed to the Greek examples we cannot fail to notice that even within the Greek

Averbo our root shows deviant phonology, for Mycenaean Nom. Pl. Part. Fut. de-me-o-te (PY

An 35) speaks against *demh;-; this form needs a discussion.

R. L1PP (LIV*: 115, Fn. 7) is hardly correct in claiming that this form shows a “productive *-eso-":

it is true that Greek often restores e-vocalism in productive morphological categories, witness
u-stem declension (mhaTis, mhaTéos, fem. mhaTela vs. I\aTaiat), contract verbs (kopéw vs.
kdpvw, ékapov < *Kemh,-), and, lastly, future forms such as ope€ltar from *h,emhs- or
kapelTal from *Remh,-.

but on the other hand such restoration is particularly hard to motivate in a future participle: sub-
stitution of ordinarily looking modern forms of the type dpeitar for *opovtar (Cretan OMO-
TAI) must have been a relatively late process. And, crucially, the unusual paradigm in
-obpat (-0-) : -€ltatr (-g-) resulting from this substitution could have been tolerated because a
complete and perfect analogy for such a pattern was supplied by -wpat (-9-) : nTatr (-§-) and
thematic futures Balovpat, Bareltar (as A. J. NUSSBAUM (2002) and B. FORSSMAN (2002) have
pointed out); no such analogy was available for a future participle.

Lastly, the -ao- future is altogether not so badly preserved in the 1* milennium Greek, as it might
appear, cf. in Homer: 8apdq, mepdav, kpepdn H 83 (with usual Zerdehnung), éxdav € 290,
€VvyeNd, avTidwv (d), etc.; thus a remodelling of original *demahe/o- is not something one neces-

sarily expects.

If de-me-o-te actually preserves something old, it might point to a root *demh;- or (more likely in my

opinion) to an expected reflex of a desiderative form *dem-h;s-e/o-.

The implication of this analysis is that de-me-o-te may be regarded as an indication of anif char-

acter of *dem-, which cannot be inferred otherwise from the verbal system of this root in Greek.

However, a root *demh;- would do the same, as will be shown in more detail later.

= Either way, de-me-o-te casts doubt upon setting the preform for 8épas as *demhy-s-.



Greek evidence. Part II. §épas: A Phantom Menace?
Prerequisites for analysis: declension in -as, -aos (8épat Pi. Pae. 6.80) seems old in this word
and is hardly analogical:

— no traces of -€(h)- in the suffix;

— not easy to motivate a semantic point of contact with another -as- stem, i.e. words for body-
parts (case of kdas vs. ko-wo): one of the oldest meanings of 8épas is just ‘form’, in adver-
bial usage ‘instar’ (A 596 6épas mupos ailbopévoto, etc.).

Deverbal *demh,-s-? But beside formal problems (de-me-o-te) semantics are not particularly

good (*‘building’? ‘Bau’?). An alternative analysis is desirable.

A relevant fact is that some a-s in this type of s-stems are clearly secondary:
— 0éBas ‘awe’ < *tieg"-s-, whereas Old Indic root #yaj- has no set features whatsoever;

— 8épas ‘skin, hide’: no laryngeal in the root of 8épw, Lithuanian deru.”

Thus formal and semantic considerations make an analysis with *-h, as a derivational morpheme

and not as part of the root a viable and potentially promising alternative.

Is there any way to substantiate this analysis?
1. Independent support for the hypothesis of suffixal *-h,- may come from laryngeal-induced ef-
fects, other than vocalization: aspiration T > e /_h2.8
Under this theory Yépas ‘darkness’ is particularly illustrative:
*kVsep-hy-s- & *k"sep-hp- < *k™“sep- ‘night’
(no laryngeal in Old Indic ksdp-, Avestan xsap- and Hittite iSpant-)
The relationship between *k“sep- and *k"“sep-h,- is the same as that of dhk- (in
dlkl memolbws E 299+) to d\kn; Old Indic vis- to olkade (‘ins Heimwesen’); Old Indic 7s- to
Vedic ira / ida- | i]a-, Gathic iza-.
2. Another way of proving the existence of an intermediary *-h,-stem are derivatives:
*lep- (\éTw) = *lep-h, ‘mass of peeled stuff’’ (=*lep-hy-ed- > \emdS- ‘limpet’)

= MTas ‘(scalped) rock’

7 See PRAUST 2000 on the alleged sef morphology in Indo-Iranian (YV+ diryate, SB diyat and intensives 1 Sg.
dardarimi, 3 Sg. conj. & dardirat).

&) oxdw ‘to cleave’ < *skh,-eie/o-, ISEBAERT 1988: 355, Fn. 16 (cf. /a/ in oxdols);

2)’ Opeabd- vs. *OpeaT(d)- < *(hyzeres-)stéh,-s,” stho-és, PETERS 1991-1993;

3) ka/oBapds ‘pure’, kabaipw ‘purify’ ~ Old Indic Sithird-, Sratharyiti < *Rrthoré-, *Rrthor-ie/o- (*Rrothyro-,
*Rrothyer-ie/o-?) with a dissimilatory loss of first /r/, PETERS 1993: 95-101;

4) m\dbavov ‘a mould for baking’, RASMUSSEN 1989: §3;

5) doTepdns ‘steadfast’ < *n-stembh,-&s (RASMUSSEN 1992 = 1999: 535),

6) mévbos ‘grief” < *k“enth,-e/os- (A. J. NUSSBAUM apud NERI 2005: 220, Fn. 72)

7) odriv ‘wedge’ < *sph,-én- (VINE 2002[2006]);

8) the 2 Sg. Perf. ending -0a.



Suggestion: the suffix *-s- here is the same well-known substantivizing suffix as in:
Old Indic pdripas- ‘wealth’ < *plhino- (parna- ‘full’) or
Greek alfos ‘heat’, Old Indic édhas- ‘id’ < *hzeidh—é— ‘burning’ (cf. aifos, édha- m.).
— some -as stems result from a substantivization of proterokinetic adjectival *-h,-
stems;
— same suffix could derive -as stems from *h,-stems with substantival meaning (ab-
stract and collective nouns) and in this case it assumed an additional singulativiz-
ing/concretizing function, cf. okémas ‘shelter, specific kind of covering’ (¢ 443) vs.

okétm ‘protection’ (Ta Oedpeva okémns ‘assailable body-parts’) and Acc. Pl

okémd (Hes. Op. 532).

Thus for 8épas ‘bodily frame’ a derivational morpheme *-h,- can be assumed; structurally
*dem-h,-s- is comparable to képas < *Ker-h,-s- derived from an ansf root *Ker-.

However, this parallel will only become attractive if a comparable derivational chain can be

demonstrated.



The Missing Link: Is there an evidence for *dem-h,-, *dmeh;,-s?
Crucial evidence comes from Hieroglyphic Luvian t4-mi-hi-§4 (KARATEPE 296) Acc.Sg. neut.
‘abundance, prosperity’ (MORPURGO-DAVIES and HAWKINS 1987: 272-275).

Phonology: a sequence *-eh;- will give not Luvian /i/, but /a/ (MELCHERT 1989: 41, Fn.

28), cf. wa-a-ar-sa ‘water’ < *uehr.

Word-formation: The usual shape of the frequent Luvian denominative (rarely deverbal)
abstract suffix is -a/it, and tamihit- is quite unique in respect to its suffixal vocalism. As
WATKINS (1975) has shown, -(a)Ait is a usual Luvian way of treating Indo-European
*-eh,- stems. It follows that tamifit- is likely to be based on a *-h,- stem, too.
Now, it is noteworthy that the suffix of Hittite dametar- discussed above is equally unique and not
easy to explain.” It seems more than natural to subsume these two words of identical meaning under
the analysis in terms of Indo-European hysterokinetic *dméh,-, *dmh,-¢és, independently enlarged
with further collective suffixes.

Note that that Luvian -ahitis the exact equivalent of Hittite -atar with respect to both function and deriva-

tional morphology: annarumahit= innarauwatar, hattulahit= haddulatar.

The stem *dméh,- is best explained as an internal derivative of proterokinetic *dem-h,-.

*do/em- = *dem-h, — *dméh,- > Hier.-Luv. tami hit-, Hittite dameta(r)
= *dem-h,-s- > Greek 8épas
which is paralleled by:
root *Rer- = *Rer-h,- ‘horn (material)’ (Myc. ke-ra) = *KRer-h,-s- ‘a (single) horn’ > képas
— *Rr-8hy- > kdpn ‘head’
(NUSSBAUM 1986: 149-152)

The reconstruction of proterokinetic *dem-h,- can perhaps be further motivated by external de-
rivatives:

— Indo-Iranian *dmana-, n. ‘dwelling place’ (Old Indic mana-, Old Avestan domana-, Younger

Avestan nmana-) < *dm(e)hp-no-" (a substantivized Romanus-type adjective);

— Latin materiés < *dmeh,-tes-ih,- < *dmeh,-te/os- < "‘drp—hz—to—.10

However, these forms cannot serve as a decisive proof of a proterokinetic *-h,-

stem, since other interpretations are possible.

® There is no supporting evidence for an *-eh,- stative verbal stem from this root in other Indo-European languages
(not in Tocharian class III/IV present according to JASANOFF 2003: 155-157) and contrary to E. RIEKEN (1999: 256)
a sequence *-eh;- will give not Luvian /i/, but fal°, cf. wa-a-ar-sa ‘water’ < *uehr.

' The root etymology by OSTHOFF 1893 is provided here with a modern morphological interpretation.
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Breaking the camel’s back: acrostatic *domh,- and Greek 8.
Problem: under this theory both external (*dem-h;-s-) and internal (*dm-&h,-) derivatives of pro-
terokinetic *dem-h,- are substantives.

= *dem-h,- can be interpreted as adj. ‘heaped up, build’

(noun; — noun, with exocentric meanings is hard to motivate here).

If this is correct, structural reasons demand an acrostatic *dombh,- (subst.) —>*dem-h,-.

Parallel: *mog-h,- (Tocharian A mak, B maka)

— *meg-hy- / *mg-ehy-s (Old Indic mahi, Greek péya)

The reconstruction *domh,- can yield some interesting results:
Homeric 86, Mycenaean TH Of 26.2 (ko-de-wa-o0) do-de, TH Of 33 (0-34-ta-0) do-de

It appears plausible to regard this form as an archaic form of Indo-European *dem-.

This form cannot be a particle in postposition (~ allative 8¢): 8@ governs another noun and it can be used
with an adjective (xahkoBaTés) and preverbs (kaTd, dvd, €s).

Already in the protolanguage *domh, > *dom (Szemerényi’s Law).
Two ways of deriving 5@ from *dom:

1) either *dom > *do in the protolanguage without restoring the nasal on the way to Greek,
because the form was no longer analyzable as a nominal stem of the type xeipwv (this
also explains the circumflex, since adverbs and particles are often reaccentuated in
Greek).

2) or in the form *dom the stem-final *-h,- is restored by analogy (oblique *demh,-) and then
*domh,- > *doh,- (modified “Brandenstein’s Law”):

N>e/V_{s/H},
(Old Indic mamsa- ~ mah ‘meat’; Acc. Pl. *g"6s < *g"ons < *g“oums;
Nom. Sg. of Indo-Iranian *-yant- stems: *-uas < *-ug&/ons < *-u&/onts).
If we extend this rule to *h,, we might expect *CVm-h, > *CV-h, and thus *doh,- > 86.

Thus we have made a full circle; the complete derivational chain runs as follows:
*do/em- = *dom-h, > Greek 8®
— *dem-h,
— *dméh,- = Hier.-Luv. tamik(it-), Hittite dame(ta(r))
= *dem-hy-s- > Greek 8¢pas
= *dm-hp-to- = *dmeh,-tes- = *dmeh,-tes-ih, > Latin materiés
= *dom-u- ‘of the house’  — *dm-ou- ‘the one of the house’ > Greek Spws

= *dom-uh;-no- > Old Indic ddmina-



Verbal *dma-

The verbal system of the root *dem- in Greek is trickier to explain: it comprises a present stem 5épL.w,
a future stem in Mycenaean de-me-o-te, discussed above, an aorist stem €8eLpa (from *(e)-dem-s-,
as it were) and a middle perfect stem 8édun- (Ionic-Attic). The perfect stem and the adjectives in

-dun/aTos require a laryngeal which could in theory have been *-h; or *-h,; Mycenaean de-me-o-te

requires *-h; or no laryngeal.

/a/ in Western Greek:

Doric 6é8pavd’ (Theoc. 15.120) is not decisive: can be an attempt to render an Ionic (Homeric) form
in Doric literary koine by a mere substitution of /a/ for /&/. Cf. Tuafels / Tpdpa in Archimedes from
a root *temh,- (Tépevos, Mycenaean te-me-no).

Such substitution of Doric /a/ for Ionic /&/ is particularly easy to motivate for the perfect
middle stem: Doric has preserved the *4-aorist (JaAsaNorF 1983): Laconian dmeoova, Cyrena-

ean conj. pidat, Hsch. épOia- dmébavev, Calymnian éypuvdl. Such forms could have facili-
tated a substitution of *dedmg- by dedua- by proportional analogy (extended to the perfect

stems):
323 ¢

Tonic aor. éppimv (perf. éppimka): Doric aor. éppta = Ionic 8é8un- : X, X = 8edpa-

Prime example of this process is lonic yeyévnuai vs. yeyevapévov Pi. Ol. 6, 53

This scenario will explain déSpavTat

(note an additional trigger in Ionic 8é8unpat ‘to overpower’ : Doric *-8pd-)

-To- participles could have copied the vocalism of the perfect middle stem; in addition, it is
noteworthy that the mss. evidence for Doric -dpudTos is often vacillating (especially at Pi. O. III,

7, where <n> is read in six mss., including the oldest and most reliable ones): this is an indica-

tion of the fact that forms with /a/ were not really embedded in the transmission.

Thus Doric 8é8pa- does not vouchsafe a root-final *-h,, and a reconstruction *demh;- can account

for the entire Averbo. The only form which does not fall neatly under this analysis is aor. édetpLa.

The simplest strategy: sigmatic aorist was secondarily supplied to the thematic present stem
(Doric d€e to dyw, Hsch. épepoev to dpépw)
But: since Mycenaean de-me-o-te can also be accounted for without any laryngeal it behooves us

to investigate whether the apparent sef character of the perfect forms could be secondary.

10



Facts Are Stubborn Things, But Statistics Are More Pliable
Curiously, the statistics in Homeric epics do not support the hypothesis of a secondary origin for
(&)deLpa:
— aor. ind. act. appears four times in the Iliad (H 436, I 349, = 32, & 446); all attestations are
all verse-final except [ 349 (at kata TpiTov Tpoyaiov), all participate in a formulaic juncture
Telxos [...] Edetpa(v)).
— short-vowel aor. subj. appears in
H 337 dkpLtov ék medlov: motl 8 aldTov Selpoper dka

mOpyous UvdmAols
which looks akin to:
H 436 dxpLTov ék medlov, moTl & avTOv TELXos €SeLpav

mopyous 0’ vymAols
— aor. ind. mid. é8elpaTo appears twice in the Odyssee ({ 9, & 8).
Contrast the scanty attestation of the present stem which makes its appearance only at {5 192
TOL 8 éyn dudLBalov Bdlapov épov dpp’ éTélecoa

in addition a pres. participle dépwv shows up at . Merc 87.

This whole situation suggests that é8eipa is actually much better embedded in Homeric diction
than its present 8épw, which means that an alternative account of €8eLpa is desirable. Since in
Greek there is plenty of analogy going on in s-aorists to the roots in final resonant, analogy may
have come in play in this case too.

A promising option is the rhyming present vépw ‘to dispense; med. to possess, to hold land, to
dwell’; the meaning ‘to cultivate’ is a point of contact between the meanings of these verbs:
véuw is attested with this meaning already in Homer (with dAcea, épya, maTpwia), Sépw is

used in this sense at h. Merc. 87: 8épwv dvboboav drwnv.

Now, the statistics for vépw and éverpa in epics are just the reverse:

— Pres. vépw is abundantly attested im Homer (E 777, 7Z 195, M 313,0 631, 186, Y 8, 185,
177, 188,0 470,. 233,449,k 357, \185,v 407,0 140, T 132 (Gudt-), v 164, 336 + twenty
five instances in B: kaTd\oyos TGOV veQv).

— Its aorist (¢)veipa is on the contrary represented rather modestly: I' 274, E 447, 1 216-217 (=Q
625-626), 1 179 (=v 50), € 210, 436, 449, v 253-254.
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vépw +8épw = ?

Now, as M. PETERS has shown (1997[2002]: 114, Fn. 32), vépw goes back to a setroot, as can be
inferred from:

1) vépeols < *nembh;-ti-

2) the accentuation of Latvian nerif ‘he takes’

3) perf. vevéunka, vevéunuar < *ne-nemé- < *ne-nme- < *ne-nmh;-

(with an adjustment of the root ablaut in order to avoid a metathesis *ne-nme- > *ne-mne-).

This makes aor. évelpa a problem, and an analogical explanation seems unavoidable.

It is possible that these two verbs with similar-looking present stems mutually influenced each other:

1. original situation 2. situation after the two verbs level their
Averbo-s after each other
Pres. *deme/o- *neme/o- < *nemh,e/o- Pres. *deme/o- *neme/o-
Aor. *dem-s- ? Aor. *dem-s- *nem-s- (new)
Perf. *deda- *ne-nmeé- < *ne-nmh;- Perf. *dedme- (new)  *ne-nmeé- >> *ne-neme

As a result two similar sets of forms emerge: dépw, €8etpa, 5édunuatr and
Vépw, évelpa, vevéunuat. The perfect stem *dedmeé- is thus secondary and so is the

adjective -dun/atos ‘built’ based on it.

Thus there is no evidence that the verbal root *dem- ‘to build’ ever had a root final la-

ryngeal.
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