Competitive speed: Gr. ¢0dvw, @O6vog, Taxvg

1. Introduction: Gr. 90dvw and Skt. daghnoti

In an article published some sixty years ago, Thomas Burrow (1959) argued that Skt. ksi-
‘perish’ and Gr. @Bivw ‘decay, waste away, perish’ are to be connected in the same way as
Skt. ksam- and Gr. x0wv ‘earth’.! Just as the latter pair goes back to a proto-form *d"g"om-,
with an initial dental/velar metathesis in Greek paralleling the internal metathesis seen for
instance in tiktw ‘give birth’ < *ti-tk-3, so ksi- and ¢61- may both arise from a combination of
aspirated dental + aspirated labiovelar, i.e. *d'g""-i-. The postulate of an Indo-European
‘thorn” phoneme, Burrow stressed, was not necessary for these equations to work since the
voiceless outcome seen in Sanskrit could be a secondary development, with Prakrit
evidence still showing voiced voiced jh- (< *djh- < *d"g*"-).

Looking for further evidence to support his views, Burrow (1959: 262) on the one hand
suggested to connect Gr. @Beipw ‘destroy’ to the same root, by means “of a different
extension”, and on the other hand he also postulated an unrelated Greek-Sanskrit equation
coupling Gr. Bavw ‘overtake, outstrip, anticipate’ with Skt. dagh- in daghnoti etc. The latter
group and its wider etymological family will be the focus of the following discussion.
Although Skt. daghnoti is conventionally translated as ‘reach’, Burrow observed that “a
survey of the rather scanty documentation reveals that it means rather ‘pass by; miss”’; and
this, still according to Burrow, is “akin to [the meaning] of the Greek verb”. Thus, among
the Vedic passages adduced by Burrow we find for example RV 6.61.14 sdrasvaty abhi no nesi
vdsyo mdpa spharih pdyasa ma na a dhak ‘Sarasvati, lead us on to fortune, do not kick, do not
pass us by with your milk™ and RV 7.56.21 md pascad daghma rathyo vibhagé ‘may we not fall
behind in (be late for) the distribution, O charioteers’ (trans. T. Burrow), which incidentally
show that the subject of daghnoti (or its root aorist dagh-) can be either whoever/whatever

! For their very helpful remarks on, and bibliographic additions to, a first version of this paper, I would like to
thank Dieter Gunkel and Karin Stiiber, who have acted as referees for this volume. I am of course solely
responsible for any shortcomings that remain.

*As S. Jamison in her online commentary accompanying Jamison and Brereton (2014) notes, it is uncertain
that pdyasa is here to be taken with md na d dhak (Jamison 2020: 86). Dieter Gunkel (p.c.) has therefore pointed
out to me that the passage might rather mean more generally ‘don’t fall short on us’ (vel sim.). Even then,
however, the basic idea would be that of a ‘narrow miss’ of some sort; cf. now Zasada (2021: 135) (““jdn./etw.
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Akk. fast erreichen, knapp verfehlen, an jdm./etw. Akk. knapp vorbeigehen’). In addition to Burrow’s material,
Elizabeth Tucker has also kindly drawn my attention to some compounds involving -daghna-, such as
ddaghna- in RV 10.71.7, suggesting that the original meaning of the latter might be not so much ‘reaching the
mouth’ (said of the height of water), but ‘not quite reaching [~ coming up to a level just below] the mouth’, or
even (with a formally appropriate passive value of -daghna-) ‘(just about) passed by the mouth’; and to the
infinitive pradaghas in TS 5.2.1.2 i$varo va esa paran pradagho yo visnukraman kramate, which may be understood
as “This one [sc. the sacrificer] who strides the strides of Visnu is liable, as he turns away, to pass by (his

object)” (trans. E. Tucker).



causes someone else to narrowly miss out (by passing them by without consideration, or
falling short on them) or the one who narrowly misses out (by passing by, or missing/not
quite reaching, an opportunity). The former variant, of course, is the one that is replicated
most closely in Greek with pBavw.

2. The root: set or anit?

While the semantic case for connecting daghnoti and @0dvw is therefore fairly
unproblematic, the formal one presents an additional hurdle. Both the Vedic root aorist (cf.
above 2sg. inj. md dhak, 1pl. inj. daghma) and the corresponding nasal present daghndti (cf.
3sg. opt. daghnuyat in Kathaka Samhita 8.12) apparently presuppose an anit root. However,
already Burrow saw them as descending from “an IE root dhg"ha-”, i.e. a set root (in
laryngealist terms, *d"g*"eh,-, or also *d"eg*"h,).’ Since he did not discuss the matter further,
it can only be inferred that he was led to this reconstruction by the Greek material, which
has certainly dominated all subsequent treatments - although there still remains the tricky
question why there should have been an anit-ization in Sanskrit. A priori, and given the
existence of good parallels, there would have been nothing wrong with, say, pres. *daghnati
(< *d"(e)g""-neh-ti; cf. e.g. grbhnati ‘grabs’ < *g'rb-neh,-ti to *¢"rebh,-) and aor. dahi- (< *d"ag"-i- <
*d"eg""-h,~; whence e.g. 1pl. inj. *dahisma with the same secondary sigmatisation as in 1pl. inj.
(md) sramisma ‘let us not get tired’ to *kremh,- > $rami-,* or similarly grabhi- — grabhis- again
to *g'rebh,-). Importantly, a case like Ved. ksinati — later ksindti ‘destroys’ must not be
invoked here as a parallel because in this case, whatever the origin of the earlier present in
*neH- (> Ved. *nd-),’ the later present featuring the productive suffix *-ney- (> Ved. -né-)
can be directly based on the regular root aorist of the anit root *d"g""ei- (cf. Ved. ipv. ksidhi
‘destroy!’, LIV* 150, s.v. *d"g*"ei-). By contrast, no such anit root aorist upon which to base a
new present in -né- should have been available for the presumed set root *d"eg*"h,-.’

* Cf. in this sense also Kuiper (1933: 289), who however sought to connect the verb with Skt. ksdyati ‘rules’. The
first to follow Burrow’s etymology, but opt for an anit root because of the Indic evidence, seems to have been
K. Hoffmann apud Eichner (1973: 67, 94 n. 53); Hoffmann’s ideas on the constitution of the Greek active aorist
are not fully fleshed out there, but seem compatible with the ones presented below in §4.

* Alternatively, a thematisation has taken place here (cf. AV 3sg. d$ramat); this too could have been a viable
option if a 1sg. *d"ag"[h,]-m was pivotal, as assumed in LIV? 135, s.v. *d"eg*"h,-, after Hardarson (1993: 179).

5 LIV? 150-2, s.v. *d"g*"ei-, follows Rasmussen (1990: 190-5) in assuming a substitution process *d"g"'-ne-i- —
d"g*"i-ne-i- — *d"g*"i-ne-h,-.

¢ Similarly, a comparison with Ved. sandti ‘reaches’ (to the set root *senh,-) does not lead very far because the
parameters are different again. According to Rasmussen (1990: 195-7), sandti must be derived from a root
*senh,u- (rather than *senh,-), whence with nasal infix *senh,-n-u- — *senh,u- (or *senny-) (through nasal
dissimilation) and further, by some additional adjustments, *snh,eu- (or *snneu-) > sano-; as a result, “[d]urch
das Vorliegen des Typus sandti zur synchronen set-Wurzel sa-td- hat sich die ney-Struktur als
Ablgsungsméglichkeit von -néh-ti ergeben”. Even if the over-complex preliminaries were accepted (as opposed
to the alternative assumption that sandti, or PIE *sp-néu-ti, is a relatively recent innovation, arising e.g. by
analogy with pres. *tn-néu-ti ‘stretches’ next to the precursor of the thematic aor. dtanat ~ dsanat: the latter
could even continue old thematic aorists *(h,e-)tn-e-t ~ *(h,e-)sn[h,]-e-t if the questionable dogma of the recency



3. The Greek present stem

Against this background, a closer look at the Greek evidence is appropriate as well. To start
with, it should be stressed that the present ¢8dvw itself, with its long -a- in Homer (Il. 9.506,
21.262) but short -&- in Attic, also (indirectly) presupposes a nasal stem belonging to the
Indo-European *-neu-class; for the length distribution points to the prior existence of a
‘digamma’ (*-y-) and hence to *@0dvfFw as a thematised variant of (something like)
*eOdavout.

Reconstructed *@0dvout cannot of course be directly equated with Skt. daghndti.
However, in assessing the relationship further we must take into account that the -a- of the
Sanskrit present is almost certainly anaptyctic, in view of the expected zero-grading of an
old formation in *-neu-. Thus, while structurally demanded *d"¢g*"-néu-ti yielded daghnéti via
an intermediate step *d",g""-néu-ti, perhaps under the influence of the full-graded root
aorist,” the precise path of development can easily have been somewhat different on the
Greek side. Without any anaptyxis intervening, *d"g*"-néu- should have been vocalised as

*ghd *ht"-néy- in Proto-

*1'g*"-néu-° > -néy-, and hence yielded, with regular devoicing,
Greek. It is true that Gr. mitvnu ‘spread out’ and okidvnut ‘scatter’ < PGr. *pit-nda-/*skd-
na- for structurally demanded *pt-neh,- and *skd-neh,- might raise the question whether

1 "-néu- should not then be created instead;’ but we must bear in mind that Proto-Greek

*pt- and *skd- match the corresponding full grades *pet(a)- and *sked(a)- (cf. aor. netac(c)a-,
okedao(o)a-), whereas no such parallelism between hypothetical *k*"t"- and the non-
metathesized full grade *t"ek*"- could be established. At the same time, the comparison of

1"t -néu- with the phonologically most similar anlaut sequence in Gr. xOauaAdg ‘on the

our
ground, low’ < PGr. *k"t"m- proves the viability of the non-anaptyctic vocalisation. Given the
usual Greek replacement of the inherited alternating suffix *-ney-/-nu- with the simplified

et néu- > *@O&vo- without any deviation - and

*-nd-/-nu- alternation, we therefore get
without invoking a set root (i.e., *d"g*"h,-néu-). Moreover, we no longer need to dismiss as a

mere coincidence the fact that there is a *-ney-type present in both Greek and Sanskrit;" to

of all thematic aorists is abandoned; cf. in general Willi 2018: esp. 289-98, 342-3, 345-6), the present-stem
replacement itself (i.e., *daghnéti — daghndti) would remain ill-motivated, and the absence of traces in the
Vedic aorist of the alleged prior set character of the root difficult to account for.

7 Cf. Lipp (2009: 293 n. 9): “mit Vollstufe der Wurzel nach Aor. dhak, dagh- anstelle von *dg"andu-/*dg"anu’ <
indoiran. *dg"ndu-/*dg"nu’ < *d"g**-néu-/*d"g""-nu’".

¥ According to the ‘thorn rules’ of Schindler (1977), followed by Jasanoff (2018: 134), the nasal might have been
lost in a Proto-Indo-European *TKR- sequence; but the wish for etymological transparency would no doubt
have counteracted such a loss.

° On nitvnut and okidvnut and their anaptyctic vowel (‘schwa secundum’), see esp. Vine (1999) and (2013). Even
if the nasal of the nasal suffix was really obligatorily non-syllabic in Proto-Indo-European (cf. Praust 2004: 374-
7), the Greek stems in -ave/o- show that Proto-Greek no longer had such a restriction.

' Thus apparently Lipp (2009: 293), who explicitly labels the change towards the type in *-neu- “nachuridg.”;
Zasada (2021: 136, 275) leaves the matter open, but seems to prefer a common development. It should be noted
that, whatever may have happened in the prehistory or history of Sanskrit (cf. above), in Greek there is no



assume that said present already existed in Proto-Graeco-Aryan Indo-European, though
ultimately unprovable, is clearly more economical. Yet, if that is granted, and if the root had
been a set one instead, the *-neu-present would have had to take the place of *d'g*"-néh,ti
already at that Proto-Graeco-Aryan stage, without there being any rationale for such a
substitution: after all, *-neh,-presents were undoubtedly still going strong at that early point

in time.

4. The Greek aorist stem

Whatever we think about the prehistory of the Greek present, the least we can thus say
about its stem is that it is no reliable witness for the set-root theory. The real backbone for
that theory should therefore rather be the Greek aorist."" Alongside the classical s-aorist
€pbaoa, we here find a root aorist £pOnv (< £pbav) in both archaic and classical times. At
first sight, the simplest way to make sense of this is indeed to posit prehistoric
*(h,e-)d"g""eh,-m etc. The problem, however, is that the vocalisation is then not quite what it
should be. At least in the active singular, and as suggested by Ved. dhak etc., we would
rather expect full-graded *d"eg*"h,-. In this shape, such a root aorist would certainly not
have survived in Greek, and it is debatable what would have become of it; but the general
pattern is that unviable root aorists became sigmatic (unless, under certain circumstances,
they surfaced as thematic aorists). Arguably, an outcome such as 3sg. *¢étépao(o)e (<
*(he-)d"eg""a-s- < *(h,e-)d"eg""a- < *(h,e-)d"eg""h,-) might have been too dissimilar from the
corresponding present stem with its characteristic initial @8- cluster to be acceptable, and
so some intraparadigmatic levelling would have been called for. The standard explanation
is therefore that zero-graded parts of the root-aorist paradigm exerted some influence and
caused the creation of an alternative full-grade variant *d"g*"eh,- > *¢*"d"eh, next to zero-
graded *d"g*"h,- > *¢*"d"h,-, thereby bringing the final product in line with the pattern
assumed for the old roots *steh,- ‘stand’ or *g*eh,- ‘go’ (Gr. aor. otn- ~ *otd- (with subsequent
extension of otn- also into the plural); fn- ~ pa- (as possibly fossilized in the Homeric 3du.

wider tendency to transfer verbs in *-neh,- (> -vn-/-v&-) into the class in -v-/-vo- (cf. Willi 2012: 269-72 on
their partial elimination by other means).

' See in this sense Rasmussen (1990: 190), Hardarson (1993: 179-80), Lipp (2009: 292). The comparison of
Tocharian kdtk- ‘pass’ (with 3sg. pres. kdttarkdm), which was first connected to our root by Klingenschmitt
(1982: 187-190), is semantically attractive, but formally challenging (and therefore doubted or rejected by
Ringe 1996: 22 and Adams 2013: s.v. 'kdtk-). It was defended by Schmidt (1988: 473-6) and Lipp (2009: 294-6), the
former of whom used it as a cornerstone for the idea that *-C-nh, yielded -C-drik- in Tocharian; but even if this
development itself could be ascertained, the number of additional adjustments needed would remain too great
to make kdttankdm a reliable witness for an original (i.e. pre-Tocharian) set root. Equally uncertain (cf. Lipp
2009: 296), though again semantically neat, is Klingenschmitt’s (1982: 187, 190-1) further comparison of Arm.
anc‘anem ‘pass by’, which in any case is uninformative with regard to the presence or not of a root-final
laryngeal (since aligned with the wider class in -anem). Finally, Heubeck (1980: esp. 308-9) proposed to find the
root of eOdvw etc. also behind the ethnonym @ettaloi/@scoahol ‘Thessalians’ (with various by-forms), but
(as Heubeck himself saw) this creates difficulties which the more common connection of the name with
BéocacOa ‘ask, pray’ etc. avoids.



Batnv < *g*h,-teh,m vel sim.)). As such, this is a perfectly plausible scenario, whose basic
mechanism, the secondary creation of ¢6n- (¢0a-) after ¢0d-, will be assumed here as well.
All we should ask is whether the operation with a set root, which complicates things so
much on the Sanskrit side, is actually the most convenient hypothesis if we no longer
operate with a Proto-Indo-European aorist shape *(h,e-)d"g""eh,-m anyway. After all, the only
thing we truly need is the regular genesis of a root shape ¢0a- somewhere in the root-aorist
paradigm, be it in the active plural (before the plural was adjusted in its turn under the
influence of the new full-graded singular: e.g. 1pl. £pBnuev for *¢@Oauev'?) or in the middle.
Now, at least in the 1pl. even an anit active root aorist would produce the required outcome
since *(h,e-)d"g""-me(n) > *(h,e-)g""d"-me(n) would again be vocalised as *(h,e-)g*"d"-me(n) >
*¢pOdapev; and - even leaving aside the likely existence of the new root shape ¢8a- in the
present as well (cf. above) - it would not be unheard of if this form then influenced, first,
the phonologically unviable 2pl. *(h,e-)d"g""-te > *(h,e-)g""d"-te (> T£p0¢?), turning it into
*¢p0date, and, second, the phonologically viable but morphologically irregular 3pl.
*(h,e-)d"g"-ent > *(h,e-)g""d"-ent > *¢pBev (hence — #@0Odv; cf. Il. 11.51). With such a plural
inflection in place, and neatly matching the corresponding present stem’s shape, the
substitution of a synchronically aberrant root-aorist singular featuring 1sg. *(h,e-)d"eg""-m,
2sg. *(h,e-)d"eg""-s, 3sg. *(h,e-)d"eg""-t, which even a sigmatisation could not realign with the
present (cf. e.g. hypothetical 3sg. *(h,e-)d"eg"-t > *(e-)t"ek"-t — *(e-)t"ek""-s-t >— 1#0e&g), can
hardly surprise.

5. Homeric @0duevog

Moreover, when looking for a laryngeal-free basis of the stem @0a- in the aorist paradigm
of our verb, perhaps we need not only think of the active plural, but also have a look at the
middle - as previous scholars have in fact done in order to justify the weight attached to
¢@06a- in the laryngealist account. Given the active morphology of both the present @8dvw
and the historical aorists £pOnv and €pOaca, this may look counterintuitive at first. In fact,
apart from the future @Oncouar where the middle morphology is in line with the default
pattern in future stems, there seems to be only one middle formation of our verb that is
firmly attested: the Homeric root-aorist participle ¢8duevog (also in compounds: napa-,
Umo-@Bduevog). This is both frequent (accounting for 8 out of 26 occurrences of the verb in
Homer, and for both of the verb’s 2 occurrences in Hesiod) and - within the limits imposed
by its metrical structure - freely positioned in the hexameter, so not easily dismissed as a

2 For EpOnpev see, in classical times, Isoc. 19.22, for £pBnte Isoc. 5.7 (and already Sappho fr. 62.11 €p0ate), and
for £pOnoav Hdt. 4.136, 6.15, etc., Antiphon 2.2.5. Whereas the 1pl. and 2pl. are scarcely attested anyway, the
fact that the 3pl. is regularly £€pOacav, not €pbnoav, in classical Attic (e.g. Thuc. 3.112, 6.61, Isoc. 4.86, 16.37,
Xen. Hell. 7.4.27, etc.) suggests that a 1pl./2pl. épOdoauev/E@pBdoate just might have come into being alongside
£@Onuev/EpBnte also already in the classical period. On the very usual adjustment of previously ablauting
root aorists in historical Greek, see e.g. Willi (2018: 299).



metrically conditioned nonce form.” By contrast, its active counterpart ¢6dg (mapa-,
Umo-¢0dg), which occurs only twice in early epic, is confined to the last position in the line
(at IL 7.144 and 22.197, respectively), even though in theory its structure should allow a
much more flexible placement within the hexameter. This suggests that, if one of the two
variants were to be regarded as somehow ‘artificial’, it would have to be @0dg rather than
@Oauevog.

In view of this situation, it may be suspected that ¢0duevog had arisen alongside an active
aorist participle already at a fairly early date - and could therefore contribute its share to
the establishment of a stem @0d&- from laryngeal-free [*d'g*"-m- >] g*"d"-m- exactly like the
active 1pl. Why such a participle should have come into being at all is not however
immediately obvious. In what follows I would like to suggest a possible reason, but before
we can go there we have to add a syntactic dimension to our hitherto exclusively
morphological investigation. As we shall see, this will also lend support to the idea that as
apparently marginal a form as a middle participle, which moreover appears within an
otherwise active paradigm, could nevertheless make a meaningful contribution to the
constitution of the entire inflectional pattern.

6. Syntactic constructions
As already mentioned, roughly one third of all the epic occurrences are participial ones.
This is due to the fact that ¢8dvw (including compounds with Umo-, kata-) most commonly

appears in one of two syntactic environments, either

(a) as a predicative participle alongside a different finite verb, indicating that the subject
is either getting ahead of someone else in doing something, or doing what the principal
verb expresses before something else happens (10x in early epic, of which 8x middle
@Bduevog: type moiei/énoinoe @Oduevog/@0dg ‘he/she does/did (sth.) first/more
quickly (than X)’ or ‘he/she does/did (sth.) before X happens’; cf. LSJ 1927, s.v. ¢0dvw
I11.2); or

(b) as a finite verb, functioning as a quasi-auxiliary, alongside a predicative participle of
another verb indicating the activity which the subject performs before someone else
does or before something else happens (13-14x in early epic:" type @0dver/€pbn

B Cf. LfgrE 4.905, s.v. 0dvw. Note that the idea of a nonce formation would also be difficult to defend when
there is no metrically conditioned totduevoc or TPduevog (alongside otdg, Pdc), as there might well be if
@Oduevoc owed its existence only to metrical convenience. At best, one could point to epic @duevog next to
@d¢ (with a broadly similar distribution of 5 active vs. 14 middle attestations; cf. LfgrE 4.870, s.v. @nui), but
with @nui we also regularly find other middle forms in epic, so that the absence of e.g. T@6dto reduces the
likelihood of such a line of influence. Moreover, Neuberger-Donath (1975: 18-19) detects a slight semantic
divergence (“das Aktivum [bedeutet] rdumlich voraussein [..]; das Medium bezeichnet Uberlegenheit
schlechthin, oder (meist) zeitlich zuvorkommen”), though this is at best a tendency.

" This figure includes one special case where @0duevog is involved again (i.e., strictly speaking not a finite
form of our verb); this is because @0duevog itself here acts as a predicative participle next to a jussive
infinitive, and is in its turn accompanied by participial €pyov teAéoag according to the regular pattern of (b):



now®v/nojoag ‘he/she is/was quicker (than X) in doing (sth.)” or ‘he/she does/did
(sth.) before X happens’; cf. LS] 1927, s.v. @0dvw II1.1).

Compare the following examples for each of the two constructions:"

@ ()

(3)

(b) (4)

(5)

Diomedes is praying to Athena:
TOVOE T€ W AvOpa €AV Kai £¢ Opun Vv Eyxeoc EADeTY,
6¢ W €Pade @Bduevog kai énedyetat... (1L 5.118-19)

‘May I catch the man and may he get into the way of my weapon, he who hit me
first and is now boasting about it..."

The sons of Autolykos are hunting a boar:

..0 & dpa mptiotog '0dvooeig
g€ooutT dvaoxouevog SoAxov d6pu xeipi maxein,
oUTaUEVAL UEPAWS O O€ urv @Bduevog EAacev 60¢
youvog Umep... (0d. 19.447-50)

‘But Odysseus rushed on ahead of everyone, holding up with his strong hand the
long spear, keen to wound him; yet, the boar was quicker and struck him above the

knee...’

Proteus tells Menelaos to hurry home as quicky as possible, to take revenge for
Aigisthos’ murder of Agamemnon:

1 y&p prv {wdv ye Kixnoeat, i kev 'Op€otng

KTelval UToEOBGUEVOC, oV 8¢ kev Tdov dvtifoAfoaig. (Od. 4.546-7)

‘Either you will still find him [= Aigisthos] alive, or Orestes might have been
quicker and killed him already, but you might yet take part in his funeral.’

Phoinix tells Achilleus about Sin (&tn) always being ahead of Prayers (Aitai):

1 & "Atn 00evapn te Kal ApTinog, oUVeKa TAGOG
TOAAOV UnekTipobéet, OAvel 8¢ te mdoav €1 aiav
BAdntovs’ dvOpwmoug... (Il 9.505-7)

‘But Sin is strong and swift-footed, because she outruns them all by a long way,
and gets ahead of them doing harm to mankind all over the earth...’

As Dolon is fleeing back to the ships:
...TOTE 8N pévog EuPal’ 'Abrvn

Hes. Op. 554 tOv @8duevoc #pyov teAéoag oikdvde véeobat ‘Being quicker than it [the air, which brings strong

winds and rain] with finishing your work, return home’ (~ ‘Finish your work and return home before storm

and rain arrive’).

> For (a) see further Il. 7.144-5 (act. bmo@04g), 13.387, 21.576, 22.197 (act. mapaddc), 23.779, 0d. 15.171, Hes. Op.
570; for (b) Il. 11.51, 11.451 (but cf. fn. 12), 13.815-16, 16.314, 16.322, 16.861, 23.444, 23.805, Od. 16.383, 24.437,
Hes. Op. 554 (cf. fn. 10). For discussion of individual passages, see also Charalambakis (1976: 9-17).



Tude1dn, Tva un T1¢ AXaLOV XAAKOXITOVWV
@0Oain éncvéduevog Patéery, 0 8¢ devtepog ENOot. (I1. 10.366-8)

‘..but Athena then put spirit into the son of Tydeus, so that none of the other
bronze-armoured Achaeans be quicker with the claim to have shot him [sc. Dolon],
while he [sc. Diomedes] would come second.’

(6) The suitor Amphinomos is trying to escape through the door:
OAN dpa v b1
TnAéuayoc katémode Badwv xaAknpei dovpi (0d. 22.91-2)
‘..but Telemachus was quicker and hit him from behind with his bronze-tipped
spear’
Compared to (a) and (b), option
(c) ¢Ba&vw as a finite verb meaning ‘overtake (someone)’ (typically without accompanying
predicative participle)

is much rarer (4-5x in early epic; cf. LSJ 1926, s.v. ¢0dvw I)."®

7. An evolutionary model

Nevertheless, in view of the semantic overlap of (c) with the meaning ‘(narrowly) pass by’ of
the related Sanskrit verb and because there are no chronological counter-indications within
Greek itself (where (a), (b), and (c) are all attested right at the beginning of the textual
tradition), it is reasonable to see in (c) the starting point of the verb’s evolution in Greek
and posit the following development in stages:

Stage I (= (c)): Literal @bdvw ‘overtake’ + acc. of the person overtaken (with optional
predicative participle) - e.g. 'AxiAAevg £€9Bn “Extopa (tpéxwv) ‘Achilles overtook Hector (in
the race)’

Stage II (= (b)): Metaphorical @0dvw ‘outstrip’ + predicative participle + acc.” of a
person/thing outstripped; this person/thing may either

16 See LfgrE 4.906-7, s.v. 8dvw. One of the examples listed there (to which one may add, with LSJ 1926, s.v.
@0Gvw 1, II. 11.451 @B oe téAog Bavdrtolo kixrjuevov ‘the end of death reached and overtook you’) is very close
to construction (b) in syntactic terms, not least because it does involve a predicative participle (0d. 11.58
£@Bng neog iwv | £yw oLy vni peAaivy ‘you arrived earlier on foot than I did with my black ship” ~ €pbnc ue
ikduevog vel sim.). The other three are II. 10.346 (gi & duue TapagOainot nédeoorv ‘if he overtakes/outstrips us
with his feet [~ running]’), Il. 21.262 (@0dvel 8¢ te kai tov dyovta ‘[the water] overtakes the one digging a
trench for it’), and Il 23.514-15 (t@ & &p ém Avtidoxo¢ NnAiog fAacev Tnmoug, képdeotv, ol T1 Tdxel ye,
napa@dduevos Mevélaov ‘Following him Antilochos the descendant of Neleus drove his horses, overtaking
Menelaos by cunning, not speed’).

' The genitive in I. 11.51 is exceptional, and similarly the f|-phrases in Il. 23.444 and 0d. 11.58 are contextually
conditioned replacement constructions; cf. Charalambakis (1976: 10, 12), LfgrE 4.906, s.v. ¢8&vw.



(x) be performing the same action as the subject (e.g. AxtAAeUg €@Bn “Extopa fadwv when
A. and H. were both shooting, but A. hit his opponent first) or, probably secondarily,

(B) be performing a different action, which is then intercepted (e.g. AxiAAedg £@bn
“Extopa BaAdv when only A. was shooting but his hitting H. prevented the latter from
escaping).

At Stage I, the direct object of pOdvw often remains unexpressed because it can be supplied
from the context (cf. e.g. exx. (4) and (5)). When this happens, ¢Bdvw is readily
(re)interpreted as an operator that is functionally similar to phasal verbs like ‘begin’,
‘continue’, etc., the main semantic load being carried by the accompanying participle. In
the case of Ila the structure £€90n BaAdv thus expresses something like €paie mpdtepog, in
the case of I something like €BaAe mpiv X - so much so that in IL. 16.322 the two structures

virtually merge:**

(7) ..Mdpic & avtooxeda dovpl
AvTIAOX W €MOpOUGE KAOLYVHTOL0 XOAWOEI,
otag mpdobev vékvog oD & dvtifeog O@pacuurdng
£@On dpelduevog piv ovTEowL, 008 GPAUAPTEY,
ouov dpap... (Il. 16.319-23)

‘Now, Maris who was right next rushed with his spear against Antilochos, angered
about his brother and positioning himself before the corpse; but god-like
Thrasymedes was quicker and, before he [= Maris] could wound him [= Antilochos],
hit him [= Maris] at the shoulder straightaway, without missing his target...

Once this stage had been reached, it made sense to (optionally™) recalibrate things in such a
way that the semantically central event was also conveyed by the syntactically central
predicate rather than an adjunct participle, and in turn to relegate the ‘phasal operator’ to a
syntactically subordinate position as an adjunct in the shape of a predicative participle:

Stage III (= (a)): Finite verb + ‘phasal’ predicative participle of 8dvw indicating that the

main event preceded some other event.

Although this gradual syntactic ‘disintegration’ of the ¢8dvw element need not entail its
detransitivization and there can still be direct objects governed by ptcpl. @8dg/@0doac also
in classical and later times, the general situation in early epic, to which medial ¢Bapevog is
confined, is again that any direct object of the participle either remains unexpressed (cf.
e.g. ex. (3)) or the direct object stands &nd kowvod since it equally - if not primarily -

18 Cf. Charalambakis (1976: 12) (“Tlpiv o0tdoo fiithrt €@On epexegetisch aus”); compare II. 7.144-5 mpiv ydp
Avkbopyoc UToOag Sovpl pécov mepdvnoev ‘for before that [i.e., before Areithoos was able to make use of his
mace] Lycurgus was quicker and pierced him through the middle with his spear’.

¥ The construction of finite (phasal) @0dvw + participle remains active throughout the history of Ancient
Greek; in Modern Greek, by contrast, @0dvw has by and large become an autonomous verb for ‘reach’ (see
Charalambakis 1976).



belongs to the finite main verb (cf. e.g. exx. (1) and (2)).” it thus seems plausible to assume
that, once the construction with the participle of 8dvw had become possible, the middle
inflection was instituted there so as to enhance the syntactic autonomy of the participial
phrase. Though ultimately unsuccessful - in the sense that later on active sigmatic
@0ag/@bdoac ousts @OAg/@Oduevog in the participial type - the ‘medialisation’ of the
participle (and only the participle!) would then seem to make enough sense not to be
dismissed as an artificial quirk only.

8. *d"eg*- ‘pass by’ ~ *d"eg*"- ‘burn’?

All things considered, with @0&- occurring in the nasal stem of the present, in the 1pl. of
the root aorist (and probably starting from there in the 2pl. and eventually 3pl. as well), and
in the newly created but syntactically important middle participle, the institution of an
ablauting stem *@0a-/*@0d- replacing *d"eg'"-/*d"g""- > Tre-/@B(d&)- is sufficiently
motivated to obviate the need for a set reconstruction of the root against the Old Indic
evidence.” Compared to *d"eg*"h,-, a root shape *d"eg""- also looks more canonical in terms of
the sonority hierarchy of the radical constituents: generally speaking, the number of
reliably reconstructed roots ending in a voiced stop followed by a laryngeal is not very high
and, to judge by the Lexikon der indogermanischen Verben, ours would be the only example of
aroot ending in a voiced labiovelar (aspirate or non-aspirate) + laryngeal (*-¢*"’H-).””

As such, a root *d"eg*"- is not unheard of. To firmly exclude a casual synonymity would be
unwise, but it is conceivable that there was an original identity with the well-attested root
*d"eg"- ‘burn, treat with fire’. In Greek, the latter is most clearly reflected in nominal té@pa
‘ashes’ (< *d"eg""-rd), but in other languages there is ample verbal evidence (cf. pres. Ved.

?*See, for Stage III = (a), with direct object 0d. 15.171, Hes. Op. 570, without (explicit) direct object II. 7.144,
23.779, 0d. 4.546-7, and with &nd kowvo0 direct object IL 5.119, 13.387, 21.576, 22.197, Od. 19.449; for Stage II =
(b), with direct object Hes. Op. 554, without (explicit) direct object Il. 9.506, 10.368, 11.51, 13.815, 16.322, 16.861,
23.444, 23.805, 0d. 16.383, 24.437, and with &no kowvo0 direct object Il. 11.451, 15.313-14, 0d. 22.91.

't is tempting to look for an indirect reflex of the original full-grade version of the root behind the gloss
Hsch. 8 326 Latte-Cunningham f@entaivwv: dntduevog (ms. Oéntavog, but see Latte 1955: 198). As a member of
a group of denominal causatives in -aivw (cf. Schwyzer 1939: 732-3, e.g. Aeukaivw ‘make white’), a verb
fentaivw ‘touch (lightly)’ could derive from *0entd¢ ‘narrowly passed by > touched lightly/brushed’, with the
latter representing a regular verbal adjective in *té- to *d"eg*"- (with secondary full grade in lieu of *d"g*"-td-;
cf. e.g. mentdg ‘cooked’ < *peki-td- in lieu of *pk*-td-). However, Latte (1955: 198) has raised justified doubts
about the real existence of fentaivw (or Oentdvw) outside the glossographical tradition.

2 Cf the reverse index in LIV? 705-6. For voiceless *-k*"H- the same list only gives *reik”’h,- (on which LIV® 504,
s.v., notes “*h, wegen ved. kh; formal und semantisch steht *reik- ‘reifen, brechen’ nahe”; at the very least the
latter point speaks against a labiovelar), and the evidence for most further roots in velars before laryngeal is
not very strong either (cf. LIV? 231, 261-2, 315-16, 429, 635, s.vv. *h,egH-, *h,ekh-, *ieugH-, ?*meikh,-, *Terkh,-; the
strongest candidate is probably *sekH-: see LIV? 524, s.v.). For roots in voiced labials and dentals + laryngeal, see
LIV? 66, 90, 201, 286, 357-8, 411, 508, 549-50, 550-1, 595-6, 660, s.vv. *b'ed"h,-, ?*b"leudh,-, *g"rebh,-, *huedH-,
?*keubh,-, *lembH-, *reudH-, ?*skeb"H-, *(s)kedh,-, *stemb"H-, *ued"h,-; this group therefore looks more substantial,
but again in many cases the evidence for the root-final laryngeal is debatable (as acknowledged by LIV* itself
on at least *b"ed"h,-, ?*keubh,-, *lembH-, *ued"h,-). The entire matter might deserve further exploration.



ddhati ‘burns [tr.]’, Lith. degii ‘burn [tr./intr.], etc. < *d"eg*"-e/o-; aor. Ved. adhak ‘burned
[tr.]’, OCS -Zase ‘they burned [tr.], etc. < *d"ég*"-s-/*d"eg""-s-; Lat. foved ‘warm’ < *d"og*"-éie/o-,
etc.). In support of the metaphorisation of such a verb for ‘burning’ and the like, one could
not only compare e.g. Mod. Fr. briiler being colloquially used for ‘pass by without stopping’,
but above all think of the technique of singeing where a burning device is passed over a
hairy surface with sufficient speed to remove the hair without setting on fire the
underlying material: for a verb referring to this process to acquire a metaphorical meaning
‘narrowly pass by something (or someone)’ would not seem extraordinary.”

9. Odvog

However that may be, the lexical family of @6dvw within Greek may well be more
substantial than is commonly acknowledged. One suggestion was first made by
Klingenschmitt (1982: 189-90), who found that “das Griechische in dem bislang nicht
tiberzeugend erkldrten @06vo- m. ‘Neid, MiRgunst’, &-@6ovo- ‘reichlich, im UberfluR
vorhanden’ einen weiteren Abkdmmling der urindogermanischen Wurzel d'eg""
aufzuweisen scheint. Gr. @0évo- kann als *g""p-6no- ‘Zu-kurz-Kommen’ (§-¢Bovo- <
*n-g""pono- ‘kein Zu-kurz-Kommen habend’) mit uridg. d'eg"" verbunden werden; zur
Bildung vgl. gr. Op-6vo- m., xp-6vo- m.”. This idea of a connection between ¢@0dvw and
@06vog, though almost certainly correct in principle, may need some additional refinement
in the detail.

Firstly, on the formal level it is true that 8pdvog ‘throne’, kAdvog ‘turmoil’, xpévog ‘time’,
and Kpdvog appear to constitute a group of parallels. However, it is not entirely clear that
these are directly comparable because in all of these cases a liquid precedes the apparent
suffix -ovo-,* raising the possibility that a liquid metathesis has taken place and that they
are therefore to be grouped with the wider class of nouns in -vo-. At least 0pdvog is, after
all, attested in Mycenaean Greek as to-no = /t"ornos/ (< *d"or-no-, to *d'er- ‘support’?;
similarly kAévog <—< *kol(h,)-no- to *kel(h,)- ‘call, exhort’?). If that were the case, 65vog
would be the odd one out since a metathesis affecting *d"og*"-no- > *t”ok*"-no- would be
difficult to justify. Any such difficulty is of course avoided if one operates instead with a
root @Bev- for @Bévog, as Beekes (2010: 2.1571, s.v.) does - while still entertaining the

» Under this unified account, however, the root would have split at an early stage since the coexistence of a
root aorist with a thematic root present was certainly uncommon in later stages of Proto-Indo-European: cf.
willi (2018: esp. 200-2), and note that according to the model proposed there, the more telic usages of *d"eg*'-
(> ‘singe’) would have shifted to the perfective domain (> root aorist, secondarily paired with a nasal present)
whereas the more atelic/durative ones (> ‘burn’) would have been kept in the imperfective domain (>
thematic root present, paired with an s-aorist).

S0 listed in Schwyzer (1939: 490), alongside -6vn in nouns for tools and the like (dxévn, Tepdvn, etc.). If -ovo-
is accepted as a self-standing suffix at least within Greek, it must be based on older nominal n-stem
derivatives. For simple -vo- cf, Schwyzer (1939: 489).



possibility of a connection with @8dvw.” How exactly this would work he does not specify,
but one solution might be the following. Once the precursor of the thematic nasal present
@0dvw had arisen, i.e. Proto-Greek *k*"t"-néu-mi > *¢@0dvow (cf. §3), this verb matched
Proto-Greek *ktn-néy-mi > *ktavou ‘kill’ very closely; the latter, preceding historical
kteivout (and kteivw) with remade root-vowel grade, is safely reconstructable thanks to the
comparison with Skt. ksa-né-ti ‘hurts’. In *ktavOui/ksa-né-ti, however, the root is *tken- and
thus already contains a nasal (LIV® 645-6, s.v.). Against this background, then, a neo-root
@Bev- could easily be extracted from *@0dvou (or also, incidentally, from ptcpl. @Oduevog
(< *k*"t"-meno-) matching ptcpl. ktduevog ‘killed’ (< *ktn-meno-)); and @06vog, &-@Oovog
could be built on this basis in the normal way (cf. compounds in -ktévog; nominal ktévog is
attested only very late, but the *CoC-o- type itself for verbal nouns is of course widespread:
cf. eévog (*g*"en-), mévog (*pen-), etc.).

Secondly, and more importantly, one may ask whether Klingenschmitt’s semantic account
is watertight. With its basic meaning “envy or jealousy of the good fortune of others” (LSJ
1930, s.v. PO6vog),”* pOSvog may be the result of coming up short (“Zu-kurz-Kommen”), but
from this it cannot be inferred that a word for ‘coming up short’ is also a natural signifiant
for such consequences of failure. Moreover, if one wants to maintain the connection with
@O4avw, it is best to look at the semantics of this verb in Greek, which are almost the
opposite of ‘coming up short’. If Odvw initially meant ‘overtake, outstrip’, then ¢8évog can
designate the most obvious manifestation of ‘envy, jealousy’. When someone else is, thanks
to his or her good fortune, close to reaching a desirable goal or obtaining a desirable thing,
then outstripping that person to reach that goal or obtain that thing first is exactly what an
envious person does (or at least tries to do). In other words, ¢8dvog will in origin be not so
much an unlucky “Zu-kurz-Kommen” as a hostile and begrudging “Zuvorkommen”.
Consider, for further illustration, the following passage from the apologues in the Odyssey
where Odysseus has been encouraged by Alcinous to continue with his story although it is
late:

(8) pn uev moAéwv udbwv, Kpn 8¢ kal Urvou:
€l &’ €T Gkovéueval ye AAaieat, ovk &v Eneita
T00TWV 001 POovéorut kai oiktpdtep’ AAN dyopevety (0d. 11.379-91)

» Without reference to Klingenschmitt, but citing a personal communication by M. de Vaan which also brings
in Av. ayZo.nuuamnam < *a-gZanuamna- ‘which cannot be missed’ (Y. 28.3; cf. already Frisk 1960-72: 2.1016 and
Chantraine 1968-80: 2.1202, both s.v. ¢8dvog, Klingenschmitt 1982: 187 n. 32, Bailey 1987, Rasmussen 1999
[1985]: 112-15; but contra Lipp 2009: 295). Preference for a root *0ev- (“diminuer”?) is also expressed by Frisk
(1960-72: 2.1016, s.v. 8Svog) and Chantraine (1968-80: 2.1202, s.v. @06vog), “car le prétendu suffixe -ovo-
n’existe pas” (referring to Bader 1970: 34-5).

% Cf. esp. Arist. Rhet. 1387b23-4 (efnep éotiv 0 @B8vog AOmn Tic €mi edmpayiq @arvouévn TV elpnuévwv
&yad®dv mepl Tovg duoioug KA. ‘given that @Bdvoc [“envy”] is a regret at the apparent well-being in terms of
said goods (that is felt) in regard to others who are similar (to oneself) etc.’); Chantraine (1968-80: 2.1202, s.v.
@06voc).



‘There is a time for long stories and a time for sleep; but if you are keen to hear
still more, then I wouldn’t begrudge you to tell of further events that are even
sadder than these...’

Here, the notion conveyed by denominal ¢8évew ‘begrudge [so as to refuse]’ is conceptually
close to the meaning of @Odvw. Odysseus could express more or less the same thing by
saying o0k av @Odvouut mpiv AN &yopeverv ‘T would not be quicker [in doing something
else, like going to sleep] than/before telling you more’ (cf. ex. (7) above). Thus, contrary to
what Klingenschmitt maintained, the idea of a speedy outperformance that is so central to
the verb @B&vw may equally lurk behing the group of ¢8dvog/pboviw.

10. Taxv¢

In §7 it has been argued that the meaning ‘overtake’ ~ ‘pass by with speed’ must represent
the oldest stratum of the semantic evolution of *d"eg""- in Greek. This now opens a fresh
perspective on yet another common lexeme that has so far defied etymological explanation.
It is well-known that Greek contains a substantial group of u-stem adjectives of quality,
whose formational type is directly or indirectly paralleled in other Indo-European
languages and therefore of great antiquity. In some cases, the connection with a verbal root
is still recognizable, pointing to an originally deverbal (or at least para-verbal) type:” cf. e.g.
tapeUg ‘thick, close’ (< *d'rb"-ii-) next to tpépw/-ouar ‘thicken [tr./intr.]’ (< *d"reb"-e/o-),
Bpacig ‘bold, daring’ (< *d"rs-ii-) next to Ved. dhrsndti, perf. dadhdrsa ‘dares’ (< *d"rs-néu-ti,
*d'e-d"ors-e), éAayVc ‘short, little < light, nimble’ (< *h,Ing*"-i-) next to Ved. rdmhate ‘hurries <
moves nimbly’ etc. (< *h,leng*"-e/0-), moAg ‘much, many < *fully packed’ (<< *plh,-ii-, cf. Skt.
purii-) next to *pleh,- “fill’ of miumAnwt etc., tpayvg ‘prickly, rugged’ (< *d"rh,g™ui-) next to
Opdoow/Tapdoow ‘trouble, disturb’ (< d'rh,g"ie/o-), *tavig ‘long < *streched out’ (in
compounds like tavo-nendog ‘with a long robe’) (< *tn-ui-) next to teivw ‘stretch’, Ved. tandti
‘do.” (< *t(e)n-ie/o-, *tn-ney-ti). As these examples demonstrate, the default vowel grade of the
root throughout this class is the zero grade; exceptions like ToA0¢ (# Skt. purii-, cf. above) or
gvpUC ‘wide’ (# Skt. uri- ‘do.’) are secondary.

An adjective of quality relating to our root *d"eg"'- ‘speed past’ should thus show the shape
*d"g*"-i- > Proto-Greek *t'k*"-ii-, If such a pre-form had undergone the usual metathesis as
seen in @O&vw etc., the outcome might be Gr. T@00g. However, as long as the root *d"eg*"- >
Proto-Greek *t"ek*"- was still alive and well, the corresponding adjective *t"k*"-ii- need not
have gone through all the ‘expected’ phonological developments. One major factor to be
taken into account here is the standard bisyllabicity of u-stem adjectives, which could not
be achieved with the zero-grade of a *TeT- root (as opposed to *TeRT-/*TReT- or also
*TeR- roots). This structural problem would not have arisen if an e-grade or o-grade version
of the root had been used instead, as in ToAU¢ (cf. above) or 1180¢ ‘sweet’ (cf. Skt. svadu-, Lat.
suavis; < *sueh,d-i-) where a similar replacement appears to have taken place even without

7 Cf. Schwyzer (1939: 462-3), Lamberterie (1990: 1.27-35).



such a need. Yet, when compared to the large majority of Greek u-stem adjectives, even a
Proto-Greek *t"ek*"-ii- would in the end still have been exceptional: as the above list shows,
in most cases the u-stem adjectives feature a synchronic a-vowel in the root (tapgug, Opacig,
g\ax0g, TpaxLg, *tavog; similarly paduig ‘deep’, Bapog ‘heavy’, Ppadic ‘slow’, Ppaxvg ‘short’,
daovg ‘dense’, kpatig ‘strong’, waxVg ‘thick’, mAatig ‘flat’). Thus, if the u-stem adjective to
Proto-Greek *t"ek"- had been built, or rebuilt, only at a relatively late stage, following the
vocalisation of vocalic nasals and liquids in other u-stem adjectives, one might equally
expect analogical *t"ak*"-ii- rather than *t"ek*"-ii- to replace ‘impossible’ *t"k*"-ii-.

The reason for arguing along these lines will now be clear. If we put *t"ak*"-ii- through the
regular phonological developments - i.e. the early dissimilatory delabialization of
labiovelars in the vicinity of *-u- (cf. already Myc. go-u-ko-ro = /g"ou-kolos/ from *3*ou-k“olo-,
Lejeune 1972: 43-4), which similarly took place in e.g. #Aay0g < *h,Ing""-i- (cf. above), as well
as the operation of Grassmann’s law - the outcome is historical taxig ‘quick’, an adjective
whose etymology has hitherto been “unclear”, “ignorée”, and “dunkel”, according to the
standard etymological dictionaries.” That tax0g, which has no obvious cognates in other
languages, must somehow be a Proto-Greek innovation that is in the process of ousting its
older synonym wkvg ‘quick’ (cf. Skt. asu-, Av. asu-, Lat. ocior, etc.) in the earliest texts we
have has long been seen (cf. Lamberterie 1990: 2.560-4); but only now do we realize that the
original function of this new adjective is likely to have been that of designating not so much
the quality of being ‘quick’ in the absolute (= dkvg, probably related to *h,ek- ‘pointed’), but
rather the quality of being ‘quick in an (ant)agonistic context’, where ‘speeding past’ or
‘outrunning’ an opponent who is fpadig ‘slow, tardy’ leads to success (cf. e.g. IL. 16.186, Od.
3.112 Befewv tayvv ‘quick in running’).”’

11. Conclusion

* Thus Beekes (2010: 2.1457), Chantraine (1968-80: 2.1098), and Frisk (1960-72: 2.862), respectively, all s.v.
tax0¢. In the wake of esp. Seiler (1950: 37-40), they pay much attention to the long vowel of the comparative
8doocwv, although this is clearly secondary (with Wackernagel 1914: 124-5; cf, Lamberterie 1990: 2.573), and to
the (rare) Eretrian personal name Tryinnog (more commonly Tdxinnog), which hardly presupposes an old
noun *tfixoc (later replaced by tdyoc n. ‘speed’; thus Bechtel 1917: 426, but see Lamberterie 1990: 2.573-4);
mutatis mutandis the relationship between TAxitnog (= artificially Ionicized *Taxinnog) and comp. 6dcowv (as
if < *tdx-ywv) is comparable to the one between KdAMmnog and comp. kaAA-iwv. In Pokorny (1959: 250), Gr.
tax0g was already connected with Skt. daghndti, but via an all-purpose root *d"eng"- “erreichen, fest zugreifen,
fest, kriftig, schnell”, which would exclude ¢8&vw. Meanwhile, Lamberterie (1990: 2.584-7) revives a proposal
by Lane (1935: 191-2), who operated with a root *t"eng"- ‘pull [esp. by weight]” (whence e.g. Lith. tingtis ‘heavy,
clumsy, lazy’, Russ. tjaZelyj ‘heavy’); but while this could work formally (as long as one accepts a PIE *t"- here:
cf. Lamberterie 1990: 2.587-8 and LIV® 657, s.v. *t"eng"- on the problem), the semantic fit is far from perfect.

?In fact, it may well be that the antonymical relationship with ppadt¢ (which Lamberterie 1990: 2.556-9 finds
to be “exploité abondamment par les auteurs grecs”) was instrumental in the introduction of the analogical
secondary ‘a-grade’ in tayvc. Already in Homer, however, “[i]l n’y a [...] aucune différence de sens entre les
deux adjectifs qui signifient ‘rapide’, wk0¢ et taxic: les aédes emploient 'un ou l'autre avec les mémes
référents selon les besoins du métre” (Lamberterie 1990: 2.559).



It has been argued above that the long-established etymological connection of Gr. @8dvw
with Skt. daghnoti (81) does not presuppose a set reconstruction of the root, viz.
*d"eg""h,-/*d"g""eh,- (82), since a root shape @8&- would probably have arisen by regular
phonological processes not only in the present (§3), but also in some slots of the root aorist
paradigm, both active (§4) and middle (§85); and also that the Homeric middle participle
@Oduevog, although synchronically unexpected from a morphosyntactic point of view,
stands a good chance of being fairly old and sprachecht given the syntactic constructions in
which the verb typically occurs (§6). Comparing these with the use of the Sanskrit verb
makes it possible to sketch a developmental history of the lexeme within the prehistory of
Greek (§7). That the canonically shaped root *d"eg*"- ‘narrowly pass by, speed past’, to which
we are thus led, was in origin one and the same as the homonymous and well-established
root *d"eg""- ‘burn’ is at least conceivable (§88), though not essential to the addition of both
the Greek noun ¢B8dvog ‘envy’ (89) and the Greek adjective tayig ‘quick’ (§10) to the same
family. If a limited amount of analogical influence is allowed for, the reconstruction of the
phonological, morphological, and semantic prehistory of these two words turns out to be
reasonably straightforward.

References

Adams, Douglas Q. (2013). A Dictionary of Tocharian B (2nd edn.). Amsterdam/New York
(online edn. as Etymological Dictionary of Tocharian B, https://dictionaries.brillonline.com).

Bader, Frangoise (1970). ‘De mycénien matoropuro, arepozoo a grec uatpdmolig, dAeipdpiog: le
traitement des sonantes-voyelles au premier millénaire’. Minos 10: 7-63.

Bailey, Harold W. (1987). ‘Avestan ayZaonvamna-'. Cahiers Ferdinand de Saussure 41: 27-9.

Beekes, Robert S. P. (2010). Etymological Dictionary of Greek (2 vols.). Leiden.

Burrow, Thomas (1959). ‘Sanskrit ksi-: Greek @Oivw’. Journal of the American Oriental Society
79: 255-62.

Chantraine, Pierre (1968-80). Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque. Histoire des mots (2
vols.). Paris.

Charalambakis, Christoph (1976). Phthano. Ein Beitrag zur griechischen Wortforschung.
Heidelberg.

Eichner, Heiner (1973). ‘Die Etymologie von heth. mehur’. Miinchener Studien zur Sprach-
wissenschaft 31: 53-107.

Frisk, Hjalmar (1960-72). Griechisches etymologisches Worterbuch (3 vols.) Heidelberg.

Hardarson, J6n Axel (1993). Studien zum urindogermanischen Wurzelaorist und dessen Vertretung
im Indoiranischen und Griechischen. Innsbruck.

Heubeck, Alfred (1980). ‘Zum Volksnamen der Thessaler’, in Studia linguistica in honorem V. I.
Georgiev. Sofia, 301-9 (repr. in Alfred Heubeck, Kleine Schriften zur griechischen Sprache und
Literatur, Erlangen 1984, 306-14).

Jamison, Stephanie W., and Brereton, Joel P. (trans.) (2014). The Rigveda: The Earliest Religious
Poetry of India (3 vols.). New York.



Jamison, Stephanie W. (2020). ‘Commentary on RV VI.33-75’, in Stephanie Jamison and Joel
P. Brereton, Rigveda Translation: Commentary. Online publication (posted 15 July 2020,
accessed 27  May = 2021) at  http://rigvedacommentary.alc.ucla.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2020/07/V1.33%E2%80%9375-7-15-20.pdf.

Jasanoff, Jay H. (2018). ‘Palatable thorns’, in Dieter Gunkel, Stephanie W. Jamison, Angelo O.
Mercado, and Kazuhiko Yoshida (eds.), Vina Diem Celebrent: Studies in Linguistics and
Philology in Honor of Brent Vine. Ann Arbor and New York, 133-40.

Klingenschmitt, Gert (1982). Das altarmenische Verbum. Wiesbaden.

Kuiper, Frans (1933). ‘Beitrdge zur griechischen Etymologie und Grammatik’. Glotta 21: 267-
94,

Lamberterie, Charles de (1990). Les adjectifs grecs en -vg: Sémantique et comparaison (2 vols.).
Louvain-la-Neuve.

Lane, George S. (1935). ‘Etymological miscellany’. Language 11: 191-5.

Latte, Kurt (1955). ‘Zur griechischen Wortforschung II'. Glotta 34: 190-202.

Lejeune, Michel (1972). Phonétique historique du mycénien et du grec ancien. Paris.

LfgrE = Bruno Snell et al. (eds.), Lexikon des friihgriechischen Epos (4 vols.). Géttingen 1955-2010.

Lipp, Reiner (2009). Die indogermanischen und einzelsprachlichen Palatale im Indoiranischen, ii.
Thorn-Problem, indoiranische Laryngalvokalisation. Heidelberg.

LIV* = Rix, Helmut (2001). Lexikon der indogermanischen Verben. Die Wurzeln und ihre
Primdrstammbildungen (2nd edn.). Wiesbaden.

LSJ = Liddell, Henry George, Scott, Robert, and Jones, Henry Stuart (1940). A Greek-English
Lexicon (9th edn.). Oxford.

Neuberger-Donath, Ruth (1975). ‘Eine Studie iiber den Diathesenunterschied bei
homerischen Verben’. Scripta Classica Israelica 2: 1-25.

Praust, Karl (2004). ‘Zur historischen Beurteilung von griech. kAivw, der altindischen 9.

“

Prisensklasse und zur Frage grundsprachlicher “ni-Prdsentien”, in Peter Anreiter,
Marialuise Haslinger, and Heinz Dieter Pohl (eds.), Artes et Scientiae: Festschrift fiir Ralf-
Peter Ritter zum 65. Geburtstag. Wien, 369-90.

Rasmussen, Jens Elmegard (1990). ‘Zur Abbauhierarchie des Nasalprisens - vornehmlich im
Arischen und Griechischen’, in Heiner Eichner and Helmut Rix (eds.), Sprachwissenschaft
und Philologie: Jacob Wackernagel und die Indogermanistik heute. Wiesbaden, 188-201.

Rasmussen, Jens Elmegard (1999 [1985]). ‘Miscellaneous morphological problems in Indo-
European languages I-Il’, in Jens Elmegard Rasmussen, Selected Papers on Indo-European
Linguistics. With a Section on Comparative Eskimo Linguistics, Part 1. Copenhagen, 100-45 (first
published in Lingua Posnaniensis 28, 1985, 27-62).

Ringe, Don, Jr. (1996). On the Chronology of Sound Changes in Tocharian, i. From Proto-Indo-
European to Proto-Tocharian. New Haven, Conn.

Schindler, Jochem (1977). ‘A thorny problem’. Sprache 23: 25-35.



Schmidt, Klaus T. (1988). ‘Stellungsbedingte Konsonantisierung von a, im Tocharischen?’, in
Alfred Bammesberger (ed.), Die Laryngaltheorie und die Rekonstruktion des indogermanischen
Laut- und Formensystems. Heidelberg, 471-80.

Schwyzer, Eduard (1939). Griechische Grammatik, i. Allgemeiner Teil, Lautlehre, Wortbildung,
Flexion. Miinchen.

Seiler, Hansjakob (1950). Die primdren griechischen Steigerungsformen. Hamburg.

Vine, Brent (1999). ‘Greek pila “root” and “Schwa Secundum’, in Vyacheslav Ivanov and
Brent Vine (eds.), UCLA Indo-European Studies, vol. 1. Los Angeles, 1-27.

Vine, Brent (2013). ‘Schwa Secundum’, in Georgios K. Giannakis (ed.), Encyclopaedia of Ancient
Greek Language and Linguistics. Online publication (accessed 27 May 2021) at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2214-448X_eagll_SIM_00000533.

Wackernagel, Jacob (1914). ‘Akzentstudien III. Zum homerischen Akzent’. Géttinger
Nachrichten, 97-130 (= Jacob Wackernagel, Kleine Schriften, vol. 2. Géttingen, 1154-87).

Willi, Andreas (2012). ‘Kiparsky’s Rule, thematic nasal presents, and athematic verba vocalia
in Greek’, in Philomen Probert and Andreas Willi (eds.), Laws and Rules in Indo-European.
Oxford, 260-76.

Willi, Andreas (2018). Origins of the Greek Verb. Cambridge.

Zasada, Albert (2021). Die Nasalprdsentien im Vedischen (revised version). Diss. Miinchen.

Andreas Willi

University of Oxford

Worcester College

GB-Oxford OX1 2HB
andreas.willi@ling-phil.ox.ac.uk



