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OSWALD SZEMERENYI
(Freiburg i. Br.)

THE MYCENAEAN AND THE HISTORICAL GREEK COMPARATIVE
AND
THEIR INDO-EUROPEAN BACKGROUND

The Mycenaean evidence often reveals more archaic forms than those in use in
historical times from Homer onward. In the field of phonology, a welcome surprise
was the discovery that the labiovelars still existed as an independent set. In mor-
phology, the perfect participle active shows that Greek inherited a paradigm, in
which the -7- of the Classical paradigm is still absent. I have discussed this problem
elsewhere. Today, I should like to investigate another formation which holds equal
surprises for the linguist. I mean the comparative forms of adjectives.

In historical Greek an -n- stem type, formed with -103-, is found as a less frequent
and clearly archaic variant beside the more frequent and living formation with
-tegog. The comparative of uéyas is pélawv (Att. uellwy), xaxdc forms xaxiwy ete.
But, beside the normal -n- stem inflection ueifwv, uellova, uellovos, peilovt, plur.
,usLCovsg, ueilovag, ueldvav, peiloot, ete., the archaic type also has some defective
forms: ueilw is found as the ace. sg. m.f. and nom-ace. pl. ntr., and ueilove is used
as the nom-ace. pl. m. f.

The historical method cannot account for these peculiar features of the comparative.
In fact, this is one of the clearest cases where, without the help of the comparative
method we would know nothing about the nature and background of the Greek
comparative. But a comparison of the Latin and Aryan formations throws bright
light on the defective type. The Latin comparative suffix m. f. *-ids/ntr. *-ios,
and Sanskrit *-yds/-yas guarantee an Indo-European suffix -yds/-yos, and it is
clear that Greek -w represents -o(o)-a, and -ov¢ i8 derived from -o(g)-e5. The y
of the Indo-European suffix -yds- also explains the changes in the root-final consonant
seen in uélwv, from *meg-yo-, ddoooy from *thakh-yo- ete.

Since comparison is so eminently successful in explaining the defective cases and
the changes in the root, it is easy to understand that an explanation of the normal
comparative suffix -tov- should also have been sought from that quarter. Now the
Germanic languages do present something very similar to the Greek formation.
There a comparative suffix -izan- is used. E.g.:

Gothic manags “many’” : comp. m. nom. manag-iza, gen. manag-izin-s ete.

Jawai “few” Jawiza
Juggs  “‘young” Juhiza
hardus ‘‘hard” hardiza.

Since -1za/-izin- must be traced to an earlier -tson/-isen-, it seems reasonable to take
-ts- a8 the nil-grade form of the Indo-European comparative suffix -yos-, which thus
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appears with an additional suffix -en/-on- in the Germanic comparative. On the other
hand, such Greek comparatives as 7jdiwr, xaldlwy, feAriwy, are also traceable to
-tson, and Thurneysen drew the conclusion that the Germani’c and Greek type re-
presented an Indo-European variant of the simpler -yos-.!

This doctrine is generally accepted today.® The new Mycenaean evidence is,
however, sufficient to disprove it — once again a case where Mycenaean is of the
greatest importance for the reconstruction of Indo-European.

The comparatives of “large”, “big” and “small” are well-known from three groups
of tablets. First, they are used to qualify boys and girls in the Ak-tablets of Knossos
(509, 610 ete.), typical phrases and speilings being:

612 kowa mezo 1 kowa meujo 1 kowo mezo 1
1 bigger (older) girl, 1 smaller (younger) girl, 1 older boy,
5741 kowa mezo 1 kowo mezoe 2
636 kowa mezo 1 kowo meujoe 3
611 kowa mezoe 4 kowo mewijo 1
616 kowa mezoe 6 kowo mezoe 2
621 kowa mezoe 4 kowo mezoe 6
824 kowa mezoe 5 kowa mewijoe 15 kowo mewijoe 4
613 kowa meujoe 9
782—3  mewijoe 2 mewijoe 14

Secondly, the famous tripod-tablet, PY Ta 641, uses these adjectives to distinguish
various types of dipa (in form, if not in meaning, Hom. dénag). We have

dipa mezo[e]® getorowe 1
dipae mezoe tiriowee 2
dipa mewtjo. . . 1

A third group of tablets, from Pylos (Sh 733—744, with the exception of 736), de-
scribes parts of the corslet, called opawota (ntr. pl.,“plates’ ?), as mezoa, and meujoa,.

These data then supply the sg. nom. m. f. ntr. mez0; du. nom. m. ntr. mezoe;
pl. nom. m. f. mezoe; pl. nom. ntr. mezoa,; and sg. nom. m. f. ntr. meujo/mewsjo;
du. nom. m. f. meujoe; pl. nom. m. f. meujoe/mewjoe; pl. nom. ntr. mewjoa, .

The Knossos-tablets further supply the forms ero,e (ntr. pl.) and aro,e (fem. pl. ?),
applied to textiles (KN Ld 571 eto.; L 735) and wheels (KN So 4430). Since the spelling
indicates dgioa, dgioeg, it is tempting to interpret them with Ventris (Documents
8.v.) as “better” or “of better quality, class”, somehow connected with dgelwn.é
Particular importance attaches, in my view, to KN So 4437, where we read

AMOTA pterewa aro,jo temidwete ROTA ZE 5
translated by Ventris as “wheels of elm-wood, of better class, with tyres” {Documents

1 R, Thurneysen, KZ 33 [1895], 5561 {., esp. 554.

¢ Cf. Brugmann, Grundriss® I1 1, 550; Brugmann-Thumb, Griechische Grammatikt, 1913, 245;
Chantraine, Formation 437, Morphologic? 108 {.; Sohwyzer 1 536 f. (does not sound quite convinced);
Streitberg, Urgermanische Grammatik, 1896, 212; Krause, Handbuch des Gotischen, 1953, 173.

3 The scribe’s mistake for mezo, defended by Gallavotti-Sacconi, Inscriptiones Pyliae, 1961, 119,

4 In spite of theories, it is quite possible that the original form dg/wy, now revesled by the
tablets, was refashioned by the bards to doclwy after yegelwy ete. Cf. Lejeune, RPh 84 (1958),
209, and Mémoires de philologie mycénienne, 1958, 280 £., with & different, but to my mind im-
Yroba.ble,{ explanation of aro,jo; cp., however, BSL 54/2 [1959), 91: apyoe, apyoa < dp-toTog,
ater deelwy.
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372). He took aro,jo to be a dual form, that is misspelt for aro,e. But if we accept
the form aro,jo.as it stands, it is possible to interpret it as dglooc, with the frequent
spelling jo for o. This would be a genitive agreeing with pterewa, ‘“‘of better quality
elm-wood”’, not with wheels, and would be an important addition to our knowledge
of Mycenaean morphology.

The 1957 Pylos tablets, so promptly published by Miss M. Lang, brought a fourth
comparative. Ta,blet Va. 1323 reads: akosone kazoe 32, which, as Miss Lang stated,
means: &oves xaxioes “axles of inferior quality” or ‘“damaged axles” .t

As can be seen, the Mycenaean paradigm shows no trace of the historical -n-
suffix. It remains, of course, possible to argue that, since the Mycenaean cases
attested so far are identical with the defective cases, perhaps the other cases did show
the -n- suffix even in the Mycenaean paradigm. This argument would be effectively
answered if our interpretation of aro,jo were confirmed by new tablets. But even
on the evidence available at the present time we must emphasize that those who
accept an Indo-European suffix -ison- have never envisaged it as a defective paradigm,
forming a suppletive system with -yos-. On the contrary, they always imply that
-ison- supplied the full living paradigm, while -yos- led a “defective”, though tenacious,
existence in the case-forms eclﬁed above. And if the -ison- type were inherited
from Indo-European, it would be strange indeed if it had been confined to one sector
of the paradigm only. On the strength of the Mycenaean evidence we must now take
the next step and deny the existence of a variant -tson- in Indo-European times.

As in the case of the perfect participle, our conclusion again poses two questions.
First, how is the alleged suffix -ison- to be explained? Secondly, how is the change
in Greek from the -s- stem to the -n-stem-inflection to be accounted for?

We have already seen that the case for the assumption of an Indo-European
comparative suffix -ison- essentially rests on the Germanic evidence, and there the
existence of this suffix is undeniable. But it is also a fact that in the Gtermanic
languages the new suffix completely ousted the old suffix -yos-. Furthermore, the
Germanic adjective generally developed a system of “weak”, that is -n-stem, in-
ﬂection which is used, according to certain syntactic rules, side by side with the

“strong” forms. Apa,rt from a number of specific cases, all adjectives have, in the
positive, both weak and strong forms, and the same is true of the superlative. If the
comparative fails to conform to this pattern, the explanation must be sought in
certain defects of the strong inflection as inherited from Indo-European. Now it
is clear that the comparative, like any other consonant-stem class, preserved the
original ablaut variations within the paradigm. Thus, for instance, in the singular
masc. we would have from

IE m. nom. -yds, ace. -yos-p, gen. -yes-0s, dat. (loc.) -yes-¢
Gothic -)0s -jas -413(s) 18,

that is a very peculiar and certainly intolerable paradigm. Even levelling of the
suffix to -jos- would not remedy this difficult situation. In these circumstances it is
understandable that the speakers should have opted for the exclusive use of the weak
and clear type in the comparative.

A similar type of -n-extension is also found in Lithuanian as a living formation.
The regular comparative has the ending -esnis (nom. m. sg.) which, as is shown by the

§ Cf. M. Lang, AJA 62 [1958], 191. The figure 32 (instead of 33) is Chadwick’s reading, now

accepted by Miss Lang. On the reading kakioes see also Chadwick, JHS 79 [1859], 190; Lejeune,
Mémoires 340; Heubeck, Glotta 39 [1961), 166, 168.
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cognate languages, derives from an earlier -yes-. The type therefore shows a com-
bination of the inherited comparative suffix with a nasal enlargement (originally
-en-) and a final element which 18 probably the pronoun used in the definite inflection
of adjectives.® There is no trace of the -n-enlargement in Slavic and this suggests
that the Baltic formation came into being under the influence of Germanic. But the
old-type comparative, without the nasal enlargement, still survives in Lithuanian
in the superlative: ger-tdus-tas (ger-idus-is) ‘“‘best”, with the Indo-European suffix
-yos-, replaced the old superlative in -istos.”

We find then that the alleged external evidence is irrelevant. Now that the Greek
evidence has disappeared from the Indo-European horizon, we must dismiss as
unfounded the various recent theories operating with the conflation of -s- and -n-
stems in Indo-European times.®

Returning to Greek, we should note that the theory of external connections was
denied, even before the decipherment, by H. J. Seiler in his valuable dissertation on
gradation in Greek.? Naturally, he was also aware of the problems arising out of this
conclusion. The main question is, of course, as has been pointed out above, the
emergence of the -n-inflection in post-Mycenaean times. Seiler thought (o.c., 12 f.)
that the original -s-inflection was particularly well-established and long-lived in the
neuter plural (wleiw, éAdoow ete.). and therefore suggested that the innovation
started in the neuter singular where the original -(y)os was in due course replaced
by -ov (p. 14), because the latter was felt to be better suited as an adjectival ending
than -os. This, as he saw, still leaves the question open as to what the model of the
innovation was. He could only think of adjectives that, originally positive (e.g.
duelvov — duewwy), came to be used as comparatives.

It seems to me that, although this approach is essentially correct, the point of
departure is too narrow. There 1s no reason why we should assume that the neuter
plural was any more frequent, and therefore better innervated, than (some of) the
other caseforms, since we can see from Classical usage that the original forms in
-w (acc. sg. m. f.) and -ovg survive just as tenaciously. We should rather emphasize
the fact that in most comparatives of this type the formative element was very much
.obscured by the regular phonetic developments from consonant plus yod. A glance

% See, e.g., J. Endzelynas, Baltx kalby garsai ir formos, Vilnius 1957, 137 f.; J. Otrebski,
Gramatyka jezyka Utewskiego 111, 1956, 127 f. A. Vaillant (BSL 51 [19566), XXII; Grammaire
comparée 11, 1958, 564 £.) starts from the neuter -jas (IE -yos) but forms like tuftésnis, in contrast
to tddkias from -t-jas, make it very doubtful, if not impossible, to start from -t-jasnis instead of
-t-jesnis.

7 See Vaillant, l.c., XXI-XXIII, who, phonetically satisfactorily, derives -idus- from -é-yds-.
T myself had thought of explaining -idus- as a blend between the alternating forms -jas- and -jés
(developing into -jaus?), see Kretschmer-Gedenkschrift 11, 1958, 171 fn. 38. It is disheartening to
see that Solmsen’s lighthearted suggestion, thrown out in a review (IF4 15 [1904], 225 f.) and
never elaborated, should still be favoured by some scholars (see, e.g., Endzelynas, Lc., and others
mentioned by me, l.c.). But the suffix -evg is a Greek innovation and cannot provide an Indo-
European basis -éus for the Lithuanian superlative, even if one ignored the semantic difficulties.

8 E.g., Fri8, Archiv Orientdin{ 21 [1953], 113, paralleling -lwv with Av. srayan-; Otrebski,
Lingua Posnantvensts 3 [1951), 297; A. Erhart, Archiv Orientdint 24 (19561, 441 (s/n heteroclisy).

® Die priméren griechischen Steigerungsformen, Diss. Ziirich, 1950, The significance of the new
Mycenaean data is shown by the fact that, although Seiler is strongly against the external con-
nection, yet the traditional view is sufficiently impressive for him to admit (p. 20) that the
-n-enlargement existed since Indo-European times. Now we see that the only area where -yos-
was enlarged, was Germanic (Lithuanian being merely an ,,Ausstrahlungsgebiet’’), and there the
innovation presupposes the full functioning of the weak adjectives in the positive. But no one
would essert that this, too, is of Indo-European date.
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at such forms as'® uélw¢ *»xdAAw¢ ndoows Bdoows Podoowe xpéoows is sufficient to
show that, in the overwhelming majority of cases, the suffix of the comparative was
reduced to -wg/-o¢, a type that was altogether foreign to the adjectival system.
Although we now know that the perfect participle also had this peculiarity, there
was a wide gap between the two types in that the latter was not comparative in
meaning, and, from the formal point of view, its suffix was the clear morpheme Fuc,
added to the stem without any alteration, and the feminine had a distinet form.
Thus the only comparable formation that existed in the linguistic system was provided
by the not very large group of words in -w¢ in the masculine and feminine, and the
sizeable group of neuter words in -o¢. But these words were all nouns and thus the
“ties” were rather more irritating than helpful. The -s-stem adjectives in -rjg/-ég
suffered from a disability imposed by their differing vocalism.

There can be no doubt therefore that the position of the comparatives in -wg/-og
called for a better adjustment to the synchronous system. But it is worth noting
that even the nouns were not quite without such alternations, nor quite immune to
similar pressures. Thus, for instance, aicv, although a normal -n-stem in Classical
times, has certain forms that suggest an earlier -s-stem. The acc. ai@ (Aesch. Choeph.
350) and the adverb aiéc are generally regarded as based on *aifdo-a and *aiFeg
(locative without ending, paralleled by alév from *aiFé, the same case from aifFdv).1t
The ace. of the word xvxedv appears in Homer as xvxeid (A 624, 641) or xvxed
(K 290, 326; Hymn. Cer. 210). The noun eixcv has a frequent ace. eixw (e.g. Aesch.
Septem 559; Hdt. 7, 69; Plt. Tim. 37 d), and even a gen. sg. eixoic (Eur. Hel. 77)
and acc. pl. eixodg (Aristoph. Nub. 559; Eur. Troad. 1178). In the last case in
particular an original -s- stem *~ewds would seem to be quite in order. But even if
we do not believe that all such forms are the relics of earlier -s-stems!?, they do
reveal a close connection between -n-stems and -s-stems in the nominal inflection,
and this is borne out by such well-known forms as *A=dAdw, ITooeidd ete. The close
links between the two inflections would be easier to understand if there existed
certain inherited variations. Thus, for instance, if *atwos- and *aiwon- were both
inherited, the complicated inflection of *ai~d¢ might, in the majority of case-forms,
have given way to the perspicuous pattern of aidv. But we can hardly pin-point
any such doublets with any confidence.

These considerations make it clear that the reduced vitality of the animate
-s-stems in Greek — contrast for instance the proliferation of nouns of the type
honos labos arbos in Latin — is due to the fact that, their inflection being impaired
by normal phonetic developments, they were largely transferred to the -t-stems
or -n-stems. The choice of the new inflection was obviously determined by the parti-
cular connections in the semantic field that the individual words, or groups of words,
had established. The perfect participle ‘“decided” for the -t-inflection
because the present participle exercised a certain pull in that direction. The

10 See Seiler’s list, p. 128.

1L Cf. Schwyzer I 514; Chantraine, Morphologie? 63.72.

12 T must confess that the proliferation of such varied formations as *ayu- *ayus- *aiwo- *aiux-
*aiwos- *aiwon-, all of Indo-European date, strikes me as very unlikely for any synchronous state.
Aryan certainly has *d@yu-, and Latin.Germanic *aiwo-; but Skt. dyus- can be secondary (as is
certainly dyu-ni), cp. manu- and manug- where Gme. mann- guarantees the Indo-European date
of the former. Gk. aief could be the loc. of *al~ov = aeuom (cf. Wackernagel-Debrunner, 4i. Gr.
II 2, 478), and aiév alés may be transformed from this, instead of representing *aifév and
*alFéc, very dubious locatives without -i; contrast mépvod!
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comparative, we must infer, changed to the -n-inflection because of models that
exerted a more powerful attraction than any alternative group.

Now in the Greek system of adjectives, -n-stems always figured in large numbers.
And here a poin of contact with the -s-stems was given in the dat. plur., after the
-n-stem dat. -aot from -p-s¢ was refashioned to -ogt, since this now coincided
with -o0: from -0g-0¢ in the -s-stems!®; note, e.g., wiwv/niogt, némwy/nénoaor, - powy/-
@oooe. If the type yAdxwy was more wide-spread, *pldoows could easily
yield to an analogical yAdoowy. This would mean that it was first in the gen. pl.
that the analogy worked: after the type -oot/-ovwy the comparative innovated
puétoat — ueldvwy. From the plural, the innovation spread to the singular: uélove
juélovoc replaced the opaque uélor uéloog.

Another point of contact seems to have been provided by certain positive adjec-
tives that, because of their meaning, became comparatives. Seiler has referred to
duelvwv-duewov as one such possible case (o.c., 14). But this model seems to disap-
pear when he later gives as his preference derivation from duefvjwy (p. 120). Since,
however, neither privative compounds with comparatives are known in Greek!4,
nor is it acceptable now that *uelvjwv was the comparative of *uuwdc “small’,
this interpretation will hardly fit the facts, so that duewov as a positive -n-stem
may still be allowed as a possible models. Particularly strong is the case for dgetov
ad a positive neuter, in the sense that the comparative dolwe-dgioc and the adjective
doetog-dpetov “helpful” (from dgoc-8pelos®) stood side by side and so dpetov could
change dptog to dpetov, whereafter dolws became dpelwr'?. The formation makes
it advisable to regard Awlwv as presenting the refashioned form of a positive Acdiog®,
and Hom. yfpetov may also be a positive neuter?®, cf. yéoeia = 382.

18 This important “link” was noticed by Seiler, o. ¢., 12. It would be important to know the
date at which the identity arose. From the phonetic point of view we can state that -ocao: would
not have been reduced to -oo: in Mycenaean times. But the morphological pattern (-oes/-0-a8/-0-6n:
-0-8i) could have produced the result earlier. In the -n- stems, too, the date of the change from
-agi to -oo¢ is (a8 yet) unknown.

14 Heaychius’ dpéptepos - fjogoves (Hesychii Alex. Lexicon, ed. K. Latte, I, 1953, 291), cont-
rasting with degrépovs: Tayvrépovs and depdprepos: Tayvregos, must be due to a late misinter-
pretation (by poets or grammarians) of ¥ 311, facilitated by the existence of Hom. g@égregoc
@éoiorog. It is certainly hazardous to use it as genuine evidence of a negative comparative (ba-
huvrihi according to H. Frisk. Uber den Gebrauch des Privativprifizes im sdg. Adjectiv, Goteborg
Hogskolas Arsskrift 47/11 [1941], 17). The well-attested dféAregoc is hardly a comparative
connected with fedziwv.

15 That itself may be from en -o- stem and, since the diphthong -&:i- is rather dubious (Seiler
120), an original *ames-no- “‘strong* (cf. Skt. ama- etc.) seems possible,

16 On this see Seiler 118 f.; Gallavotti, Rivista di Filologia Classica 35 [1957], 225 f.

17 Tf, as I believe, there was a comparative *ypelw¢ (= Skt. hrasiyas-), from which Hom. yepelwy
and yelpwv are in some way transformed, then this produced *dgeiws ete.

18 Schwyzer I 539 with tn. 5; Chantraine, Gram. hom. I 2552%; E. Frinkel, IF 59 [1948], 159 f:
Leumann, MH 2[1945], 7 £., especially 9, denies the positive and contests the value of the passage
where this seems attested (see Liddell-Scott).

1% Brugmann, Grundriss® 11 1, 667; Schwyzer, l.c., as against Leumann, l.c., 2 f. Leumann
also argues (p. 2, 5) that yewdoua:, puedw, Ion. focdouas can only be understood as -o-stem
derivatives and thus show that yeipov ueiov éooov, the neuter forms of the comparative, were
felt to be -o-stem forms. But if we bear in mind the old paradigm pelwy/pclo-af/ucio-osfusio-t ete.
it is clear that the stem was ueto-, without being an -o- stem, and factitives were naturally based
on this stem. The same applies to such comparatives as yeigd-zegog ete., which do not prove an
-0-8tem, not even a reintepretation, but as rather late blends between the old type and the new
type are based on the stem of the old type. Kerschensteiner’s contention (M.SS 15 [1959], 39—64)
that yewodouas is from yelp is° misguided.
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A further problem, connected with the origins of the Greek comparative; is the
variation between -(j)wv and -{wv, exemplified by uélwr-jdlwy. This is certainly
the result of the Indo-European rules of syllabication, according to which, after
light syllables (ending in short vowel plus one consonant, e.g. »per-, uey- or in a long
vowel, e.g. wAn-), the suffix was -y5s, whereas after heavy syllables (with a long vowel
plus a consonant, or a short vowel followed by two consonants) the same suffix
appeared as -t6s.2° The distribution is well illustrated by Homeric fpdoowy 8doowy
xpéoawv?! udllov udeowy pélwv® dAilwv mieiwy on the one hand, aisyiwy aiyiwy
xepdiwv giylwy on the other.2? But it is easy to understand that there should have
been a growing tendency to replace the obscure final -w» by the clear form -lwy.
Thus fdoowy is later replaced by vayiwy, first in the Hippocratic Corpus; for Hom.
ndoowy we find the hapax maylwy in Aratus, but other speakers may have used
it before him. In both cases the innovation has the additional merit of restoring the
general form of the adjective. In some cases the replacement occurred at a much
earlier date. Thus Hom. xailiwy is refashioned from the regular and expected
*xdAlwy, or rather *xdAAwg, but the ntr. xdllog survives as the noun xdilog.?®
Slmllarly, instead of *xdoowy, the compara,tlve of xaxds is xaxiwy, and here the
innovation seems to be of Mycenaean date since ka-zo-¢ can hardly be xdloec but,
at the most, xaxioeg; if, however, Lejeune’s interpretation of Myc. z as representing
both  and oo is correct, the Myc. kassoe represents the expected comparative from
*kak-yo('s)-es.

This interpretation of -{w» presupposes that the inherited -iyos- has a short 4.
But one of the peculiarities of Attic Greek is that ¢ is always long, in contrast to the
other dialects and Homer, where ¢ is short; note, e.g., Att. #jdioy, féAzriov etc.2
However, in view of the dialect distribution, Attic long ¢ can, prima facie, hardly
be taken as an inherited feature. It is therefore surprising to see that Seiler decides
that the long vowel is of Indo-European date, on the grounds that there is no phonetic
development that could account for the lengthemng For, he says, “if Attic lengthened,
why had Homer not done it before?’25 But surely Attic is the one dialect for which
lengthening in the comparative is in fact reliably attested: in contrast to Ionic ete.
uétwv xpéaowv ete., Attic (and our Atticized Homer) has ueilwv, xpeirrwv ete.
There can be no doubt therefore that the lengthening of 7diwy to 7jdiwy is an Attie

2 For the Sievers-law, reformulated by Edgerton, see Language 19 [1943], 83—124, and quite
recently, Lindeman, N7T'S 20 [1965], 38—108.

21 Hom. xpeloowy usl{wv show Atticization in their vocalism.
22 Only fjoowy and doowr are at variance with the rule.

3 Cf. Seiler 68 f. But there is no need to assume that *»xadlog (he posits *xdAdoy, p. 70) became
a positive. The comparative in -yos- was originally an ‘“intensive” (Benveniste, Noms d’agent
et noms d'action eni-e, 1948, 115 f.; N. Berg, N7'S 18 [1858], 202 —30, esp. 214 f., 216) or *‘elative’”,
and thus the neuter could indicate a quality. (For a different view, see Otrebski, Lingua Posnanien-
818 3 [1951], 299). We must now also ask whether the peculiar noun f7jgoalfdsoa, instead of
representing *fadya|fadod (Schwyzer, Rh.M 81 [1932], 193 {.), is not transformed from the neuter
comparative fdooog from fad¥s, this form supplying Hesychius’ fdooog- oddetégwe 4 fijooa. Vey's
suggestions (BSL 51 [1965], 101 {.) are very unlikely.

% See for the facts Seiler 15 f.
25 Seiler 17.
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innovation, causally connected with that seen in peilwy xpeir7wy.?8 The explanation
is perhaps to be sought along the lines indicated by Kurylowicz.?” Since within the
Attic system the suffix -wv of the comparative was in many frequently used forms
preceded by a long vowel (uellwy xpeirrwv 8drTov udidov ete.), the pattern “long
vowel plus -wy” was transferred to -iwy which thus became -iwy.

The new Mycenaean data can thus be seen to have a revolutionizing effect on
our views of the origin and development of the comparative. But, as usual, the new
evidence not only settles outstanding problems, it also raises new ones. One of the
most unexpected revelations of the tablets was the form of the comparative uelwy
which appears as meujo and mewzjo According to the old explanation, due to Ost-
hoffee, yeaaw replaced an earlier *peivowy (surviving in a-yewwv) under the influence
of nlecwv, ueivwy itself was built on a neuter noun *uei-vo-v “diminution” from
the root *mei- “‘to diminish”, from which we have the positive pwic “small”; Lat.
minuo, minor minsmus; Germanic *minus in 0. Engl. minne “mean, vile”, and the
comparative *minwiza, superlative *minwists.

‘We can now certainly state that the comparative *ueivwy, constructed purely for
the sake of duelvwy, is a fiction,?® But the connection of yelwv with the words just
mentioned seems so clear that the Mycenaean evidence is a challenge rather than
a disproof. But so far the Mycenaean forms have not been clarified.? Chantraine
suggested that mewrjo should be read as ueciwv, which would save the root *me:-
but leaves the offending / unexplained.? Even so, the alternant spellings meujo/mewijo
are irreconcilable with uecFiwv, they guarantee the reading *mewjos. Georgiev’s
Gordian solution that ““wi¢ is an inverse spelling for ¢, because intervocalic w had
already begun to disappear’’®, is not only in contradiction to the well-known fact
that w led a vigorous existence for several centuries more, but also ignores meujo.33

Now derivatives of the root *mei-/mi- are attested in Greek, besides the adjective
puwic already referred to, in the forms uelwy usiovoc and uixpds. For uixpdc

2 For the Indo-Europeanizing explanation, see the earlier literature quoted bf' Schwyzer
I 5374; Seiler 17.20; Wackernagel-Debrunner, 4i. Gr. IT 2, 443 f. But the “external” evidence,
i.e. the Sanskrit type svddiyas-, naviyas- (replacing Vedic navyas-!), is itself an innovation, see
Pisani, Grammatica dell’antico indiano, Rome 1930—3, 299. The 7 is lengthened from < in order to
prevent its consonantalization to y, and is paralleled by -iya- from -iya- (sée Wackernagel-
Debrunner, o. ¢., 441 £., esp. 442 g); note in particular the ordinals turiya- trttya- etc. from tur (i )ya-
etc. Of more recent Indo-Europeanizing theories, I note A. Erhart, Archiv Orientdlnt 24 [1956],
439 (: -7yos from Proto-IE A:-Ajos).

% J. Kurylowicz, L'apophonie en indo-européen, Wroclaw 1956, 275 f. But I am inclined to
think that the explanation, which must apply to other categories as well, is quite different.

28 See H. Osthoff—K. Brugmann, Morphologische Untersuchungen VI, 1910, 308 f.; accepted by
Boisacq, Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque, 1918, 621 f., 639 f.; Schwyzer I 538°%;
J. Pokorny, Indogermanisches Etymologisches Worterbuch, 1949—59, 711,

2 The terse judgment of the decipherers, Documents 400.

3 Cf. J. Chadwick, TPS 1954, 6. I do not think that Hesychius’ uepdv: éldoowy can be utilized.

31 RPh 29 [1955], 19. This reading is accepted by Lejeune, Historia 8 [1959], 135 fn. 34, and
now repeated by Chantraine, Morphologie?, 1964, 111; Lejeune, BSL 59/2 [1964], 72. The form
meujo also excludes Bolognesi’s derivation from a *meivo- (Atti del Sodalizio Glottologico Milanese
7—8, 1958, 55). Heubeck’s assumption (Spracke 9 [1963] 199—201) that *meiw-yos and *meiw-iyos
gave Myc. *meiyyds, rests on unacceptable premises. The correct reading is also given by Bartonék,
Sbornik Brno A 12 (1964), 202.

3 Izvestija Akademii Nauk, Otdelenije literatury ¢ jazyka, 14/3 [1955], 271.

3 The word has been discussed recently by G. Liebert (Die ie. Personalpronomina und die
Laryngaltheorie, Lunds Universitets Arsslmft 52/7 [1957), 35 £., esp. 37) on laryngealist assumpt-
ions, and by H. Rosén (Lingua 7 [1958], 3687) who thinks of 'ywa[aw from & *mus- ‘“winzig” in
uvg ete.
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Seiler has suggested that -xpd¢s might have been taken over from the opposite paxpds
(o.c., 115). But this leaves out of account Doric and Boeotian pixxd¢ and the names
Mixvloc MinvAidog Mixblos Mixwy ete.3 These clearly show that the adjective
“small” started as *uixdc, and the influence of uaxeds merely added -g-, even that
not in all dialects; utxxdg 18 an expressive variant of *uixdc, comparable to Lat.
lippus from *lipos etc.® The form *uixds itself, with its long 4, is hardly due to an
Indo-European long-diphthong root ¥méi-/mi, which does not appear in uwis ete.,
but is rather from uc-txd-, an “age-group” derivative®® from *miyo-,% formed
directly from *mei-/mi-.3 The comparative from this adjective is expected with the
full-grade of the root, that is to say, we must posit an early *me:-yos.

The question now is how the early *meyyés and Myec. mewyds can be reconciled.
It will be recalled in this connection that a similar intrusive w has already caused
some heartsearching in philologist quarters. I am thinking, of course, of Myec. perusinuwo
“of last year” which flies in the face of all our notions about the temporal suffix
-tnos. But here the happy intuition of M. Lejeune has cleared up the Mycenaean
“anomaly”: perusino- was transformed to perusinwo- under the influence of the
correlative newo- “new” .3 It is more than somewhat tempting to look for a similar
explanation of the intrusive w in mew;os.

If we survey the field of suitable adjectives in the Greek system, it is impossible
not to think of the comparative 7Adeiwy which has always been linked with ueiwy.
However, the gradation of molds presents a thorny problem for the philologist.
The Sanskrit puru- “much”, comp. prayas “mostly’’, and Avestan pouru- “much,
many”’, comp. frayah- “‘plus”’, superl. fraéstam “plurimum” establish an Aryan
pra-yas-|pra-ista-, which, on the face of it, could be equated with Gk. nAelwy/nAciorog,
if mielwy, instead of *nAdéwy (with shortening from *plé-yds) was transformed, say,
after mAeiovos. On the other hand, Lat. plis can hardly be traced directly to an
Indo-European neuter *plé-yos. To complicate matters, Greek possesses some strange
forms such as Hom. nom. pl. mAéeg, acc. wAéac, Lesb. (inscr.) mAéa(s), Cretan mAles
aAla(v)s wAlagw nila, Attic mAeiv 7. This set has been interpreted as representing
an archaic type, based on *plé-is, that is *pléis-es gave mAéec ete.® But even if
an adverbial *plé-is had to be acknowledged as the source of Att. mAeiv, 4! it would
still be impossible to accept such a suffix for the normal paradigm of the comparative.
Although 1n Indo-European times there may have been a regular alternation between

3 For the names, compare also Leumann, Glotta 32 [1953), 219 with fn. 2 (on the adjective
puixvdog), 222 (Mix ete.).

3 This was suggested as an alternative by Boisacq, o.c., 638!. A further expressive -ixo-,
that is -tyo-, appesrs in plxxiyos and Lacon. puxxiyiddduevog, see Schwyzer I 498,

3 Qn these ses Chantraine’s recent study in Etudes sur le vocabulaire grec, Paris 1956, 97 f.,
and my comments in JHS 78 [1958], 147 f. Note in perticular the semantic field of the only
Homeric appellative adjectives napfevuierj and dopavids.

37 An adjective *miyo- would also give an easy explanation of Lat. nimius. Lat. mica is either
a derivative like uixds or borrowed from it.

38 A derivative *u-f ag-/u-Fav- “diminution, impairing”, restricted to the religious sphere,
could account for uiapds, patvw, ete.

8 First proposed in RPA 29 [1955], 184, and now generally accepted.

4 E.g., Brugmann, Grundriss® II 1, 554.

4 Cf. Lat. mag-ts. O. Irish lig, however, is very doubtful (see Thurneysen, Grammar of Old
Irish, 1946, 236), end can be from *plé-yos. But the very fact that mAciv 7 is confined to ordinary,
everyday, Attic speech (comedy ete.), makes it very unlikely that it should go back to such an
extraordinary formation, of which there is no further trace at all in the Greek system. It is much
more likely to be an “umgangssprachlich” transformation of the common neuter nicioy, reduced
to mAeiv, see Szemerényi, Syncope, 254 f.

2 Studis Mycenaes
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-y0s/[-yos-m[-yes-os etc. (a faint trace of which may survive in Lithuanian -4 )es-nis),
in Greek the -o-grade was generalized already in Mycenaean times. For the same
reason, earlier attempts to operate with *mAe-(j )eo-¢¢ ete.,4 must now be ruled out.

In view of these difficulties, it is no wonder that two alternative explanations
should have gained support in recent years. One view tries to explain the Greek
peculiarities by assuming that the normal comparative neuter zAéov, felt by the
gpeakers to be an -o-stem form, gave rise to the plural mAéa, which again was felt
to be a consonantal plural, producing in its turn nAées mAéac ete.t® But, although
the Attic forms &y Odrrov (296 B.C.) and ueia (396 B.C.) are quoted as instances
illustrating such a transfer,® the fact is that, even if they were correct and reliable,
which they are not, they would be too late and too isolated to prove anything for
Homer and earlier times.®® The greatest difficulty is, however, the repeated switch
from consonantal to thematic and then back to consonantal inflection, which, as
far as I can see, remains an ad hoc assumption without evidence.

The other view seeks the solution to the Latin and Greek problems in the Indo-
EBuropean past, and assumes that an Indo-European neuter noun *plew-os “abun-
dance, large quantity’’ gave Lat. plis, which was later, by fusion with *plé-is,
reinterpreted as a comparative, while the root *pleu- itself appears in Hom. 7A4(F )ec
@wAé(F )ac ete., which again, originally, were not comparative forms.4® But one
cannot help wondering how the assumed *pleu- would fit into the Early Greek
inflectional system, and according to what pattern it would produce the required

42 J. Schmidt, KZ 26 [1883), 381. Even more antiquated is Thurneysen’s ‘“‘positive” *nicgov,
reinterpreted as a comparative (KZ 33 [1895], 555).

4 Teumann, MH 2 [1945], 1 f.; Homerische Worter, 1950, 203 fn. 53. This is accepted by his
pupils, cf. Seiler 113; J. Egli, Heteroklisie T6.

44 See Egli 77 f. But Schwyzer I 539 has already pointed out that these forms cannot be used.
A look into Dittenberger’s Sylloge (3rd ed., no. 921, fn. 5) shows that the alleged &y fOdrzov is a
vox nihili. The damaged word was seen by A. Wilhelm (in 1916!) to represent the name ' Eyfariov
(in full: * Aploriwy * ExBariov Onfaiog, which leaves no doubts about the inappropriateness of an
adverbial phrase), see /G II—IIT ed. minor I, 1916, p. 686, no. 713, 3—5, 1.12. The other word,
uetov, is of course well attested, both in literature and in inscriptions, but it is very doubtful
whet her it can be the neuter of the comparative uelwy as some ancient scholiasts would have us
believe. The fact that in the inscription referred to by Egli, recording the law of the Demotionid
phratria of 396 B. C., and obviously in the living language, too, it is coupled with xovgeior, the
latter being the major sacrifice, suggests that peiov is a similar formation (both patterned on
iegeiov), so that the latter derives from peceiov; for the contraction, note dexedeic (Lysias 33, 3)
beside Aexeleriic (normalized Attic dexelewsic) in Sylloge, no. 921, 1.64. If that is the case, we
may retain the suggested connection on the basis of a uet(o)-eioy.

45 This chronological consideration might be ignored for the Cretan and Lesbian forms. But
there one might ask whether the innovation did not start with the gen. mAedvwy, reduced by
haplology to mAéwy, on which mtiéec mAédac mAéa were built. This vould have the advantage that
mAéwy is the gen. pl. of all three genders, so that from it both ziéec and ndéa can he formed.
For a similar haplology, again in Cretan, compare vedrag “‘official body of young men”, with gen.
vedrac and acc. veora, obviously from weotaros, veotara, see Schwyzer I 263, 5285
C. D. Buck, Greek Dialects, 19552, 75.

16 B. Banveniste, Origines de la formation des nums en i-e., 1935, 54, followed by, e.g., L. R.
Palmer, The Latin Language, 1954, 254; T. Burrow, The Sanskrit Language, 1955, 180; J. Manessy-
Guitton, Word 19 [1963], 36. But a Hom. mAdoc (according to Benveniste and Palmer from
*plew-o0-) does not exist. There is an Ionic mAcog = Hom. mAciog, but this is identical with Att.
mAdw;, and go23 back to mAnos, probably *nAnFoc, see Schwyzer I 472. The form miéov of our
Homor-taxt at v 335: elddAwy 82 nAd ov mpdbugoy, micln 6¢ xal adiy, is an early metathetic form
of nAelov, that is mljov, cf. miely in the line, but with the introduction of the short thematic
vowoal, characteristio of Ionic. But the manuscript variant 7wAéwy seems preferable. Be this as it
may, ths form 7147 cartainly cannot be traced to an IE *plew-o-. Cf. Chentraine, Gram. hom.
71; R. Warasr, g 41l & vor Vokal bei Homer, Diss. Ziirich 1948, 65 f.
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forms nAéec mAéac. Are we to assume a singular *z4%(c)? But that would surely be
a mere duplication of zold¢, and, although an alternation *pllu-/plu- is imaginable
for Indo-European, Greek would surely have eliminated it by Mycenaean times,
unless the difference was sufficient to warrant two distinct words.

One might be inclined to save the theory be assuming that the adjective *plléu-
(or *poléu-), continued by Greek moldds, formed its comparative and superlative
from the stem *pleu-, thus producing *plewyos and *plewistos. The former would
readily account for Lat. pluas since the neuter *plewyos would lose its intervocalic y
in pre-historic times*” and *pleuos would become *plouos which would eventually
result in plizs. Even the superlative would — with the appropriate Latin changes
in the suffix — yield the attested ploirume or plouruma*®, Classical plarimus. As for
Greeck, the primitive forms *plewyos *plewistos would regularly result in mieiwy
aleiorog and, what is even more important for our present purposes, early mAéfjw¢
would give a satisfactory explanation of the transformation of *meyyos to Mye.

0s.

But there are several considerations that speak against this attempt to save the
pleu- theory. First of all, we should not light-heartedly brush aside the Aryan evidence
which requires IE *pléyds and *plé-istos (or *pla-istos?). For these formations are
in full accord with the structural rules, according to which the comparative is based
on the root, not on the stem of the positive. Hence *pléyés from *pleH - is the expected
basis for the comparative of the positive *plH-u- in mwoAd¢ [paru-/pouru-42 Nor can
we ignore the Latin pleores in the Carmen Fratrum Arvalium; it is quite unwarranted
to disrupt the unity of the comparative formation by assuming that pleores and
plias represent entirely different types.® This is just as unfounded for Greek and
there is no reason why we should believe that a “‘comparative” *azdefes co-existed
with inherited *zAn(j)ws. If Miss M. Lang is right in thinking that PY Wr 1327
pereito offers mAeiorog,” then we have evidence showing that *plewistos at any rate
is out of the question.

The single insuperable weakness of the pleu- theory is, however, that it cannot
account for the very facts that it was devised to explain. Familiarity with Greek

47 This is certainly the explanation of minor minus, which is not based on the positive mase.
minus, inexplicably reinterpreted as a comparative neuter, but presents the “regular’” com-
parative *minu-yos, built, according to the later pattern, on the positive stem, not on the root.
This bacame *minu-s/minu-os, and later *minwis/minwos, eventually losing its w before &:
minor/minus. The latter could of course also result from a syncopated *minwos.

48 Both these forms show inverse spelling for spoken .

4 For the primitive form of the positive, c¢f. F. B. J. Kuiper, Mededelingen
Nederlandse Akademie, 18/11 [1955], 23 (with unlikely surmises on the nature of the laryngeal
P. 24). Lindeman, Studia Linguistica 16 [1963], 8, derives the Greek comparative from IE *pleyy-,
assimilated from *pleH,-y-, an altogether unlikely theory.

5 In my view, plis derives from *pléyos which was at the stage *pléos influenced by minus
(see above, fn. 47), and *pleus became plous, plis. The superlative, starting as *pléisamos, attested
by Festus’ plisima, changed after plous to ploisumos, or after plus to plurimus. As to the late
change of ex to ou, note, in addition to the inscription of the Ardea dish: NEVEN DEIVO
,,novem deum*, the new altar inscriptions discovered by M. Guarducci, two of which have
NEUNA FATA ,,Nonae Fatae" and NEUNA DONO “Nonae donum’; see E. Vetter, Handbuch
der stalischen Dialekte 1, 1953, 332 f.; I F 62 [1955], 1 f. All these inscriptions are from the 3rd c.
B.C. Another late example of the change is brama which derives from breuima, that is to say
post-syncope breuma, and not an Ur-form *breghu-md. It is, in my view, also implied by, e.g.,
acciisare, which presupposes the stages -keusd- > keusd- > kousd-. One might almost say that there
was a persistent tendency to change exz to ou from about the seventh century down to the third.

51 4JA4 62 [1958], 191.
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dialect history would have warned that the Cretan forms mAlag mAlao: cannot be
based on earlier mAef-, for the simple reason that ¢ is not raised to ¢ before an a
if the lost consonant was a £.52 And it will be important to bear in mind that the
Cretan forms only admit s or y as the lost consonant.

Thus we find that, instead of throwing light on *mewyos, it is the form mielwy
itself that needs some explanation. We must regard as established that the original
forms were comp. *pléyos/pléyos and superl. *pléistos (or *plaistos).5® The long vowel
of early *zArjwg/wA7joc was shortened everywhere, in Attic with lengthening of a fol-
lowing short vowel. Hence in Attic-Ionic the early paradigm was miéws/nAéwa or
mhéw (if -oa contracted before shortening) etc. But in all other dialects the shortening
produced nom. mAéwe/mAbos, ace. mwAfoa/mAbos, gen. mAfoog, dat. mwAéor; nom. pl.
nAboeg/nhéoa, ace. mAboag/nAéoa, gen. nAedwy, dat. mAéoat. It will be seen that,
unlike most comparative paradigms, this one presented a surfeit of vowels in hiatic
sequence. It can be expected therefore that in a word so frequently used this will
be remedied either by early contraction or by hyphaeresis. the latter seems to be
the explanation of Homeric wde(0)ec wAe(o)as, and of Lesb. mAéag, Cret. ndiec ete.
This hyphaeresis is paralleled by the form dautegpydc found in several dialects for
and from dautoegyds, and Ionic Tewyieooecic from Teiyioe-, the ethnic of the
place-name Tecytovooa from Teiyid(F)eooa. The reduction of -ioe- to -ie- is parallel
to that of -eve- to -ee- here proposed.®* At the same time we should bear in mind
the alternative possibility already mentioned (fn. 45): contraction of a form like
ndedwy to mAewr could naturally lead to the metaplastic forms mAéec nléag ete.
Most likely the short forms are due to both factors.s®

But apart from certain case-forms,* a complete -n-inflection was built up and
the last remaining problem concerning sAelw» is its diphthong &:. As is known, in
Attic it appears only before long vowels, say mAelovs mAelw, but never in zAéor.
The diphthong may be due to mAsioToc but also to the opposite uelwy which has
it in all dialects.’? And this raises even more acutely the question where Myc. meuyos
got its w from. Although a *plewjos can now be safely ruled out, the principle
remains valid: some word in its semantic field must have had the ending -uyds.
There are two possible candidates. First the Indo-European adjective *newo-,
with the comparative *newyds (cf. Skt. navyas-, Goth. niujoz-, Lithu. nawjdus-),
was no doubt inherited as such from Indo-European, -although in Classical times
only the new type vew-tepog is found. Secondly, IE *yuwon “young”, attested by
Skt. yuvd and Lat. fuuents,® had the comparative *yewyos as is shown by Skt.
yaviyas- and O. Irish 6a, Welsh tau (from *yew-); the corresponding Greek form was
Mye. *(k)ewjos or *zewjos. It seems to me that probably both adjectives, but espe-
cially *hewjos, were instrumental in reshaping the original *meyyds to the Mycenaean
form mewjos.

52 Cp, Buck, Greek Dialects 22, § 9.7.

83 ‘We can ignore here the problem how 7Acioros can be reconciled with the Indo-European
form as exhibited by Av. frai.gam. Cp. Seiler 114; Werner 82; but slso Kurylowicz, Etudes indo-
européennes I, Krakow 1935, 37.

8 Cf. G. H. Mahlow, Neue Wege durch die griechische Sprache und Dichtung, 1928, 32; Schwyzer 1
252 f. On Teiyiotooa see W. Rugge, RE a.v., and on its location, L. Robert, RPk 84 [1958), 69 f.;
on Sauegyds, F. Bader, Les composés grecs du type de demiourgos, 1985, 168.

8 Tn case the change is later, haplology must be considered, see fn. 45.

8 The only possible trace of the neuter mAéog is the Arcadian I7ZAOC.

57 Seiler 115.

58 And also by Greek as will be shown elsewhere.



