I. LieeTkoBuh-Tomawuesmh, Cum6oamHHe npeacTase XKA39(1989)57-75 75

[yroTpajHocT oBOr cTBapanawiTBa — 0f CaMUX MO4YeTaka Halle
umBuamM3almje, Kpo3 4yMTaBO WCTOPUjCKO pa3gobrbe fo, 6e3 mano,
Hanmwx faHa — OTpuBa Heroee fyboke KopeHe. OunrnegHo, KOCMO-
fniornja HKWje camo jefHo 0f MHOTMX Yuewa U3 MPOoLIOCTU — HU camo
penurnja, HU camo puao3oduja, H1M caMo HayKa, OHa je CBe TO 3ajefH0 —
cama mjeonoruja crapux ApylTaBa. Tako ce JbyfCKO CTBapanallTso
yKasyje Y HOBOj CBETKOCTU — OHO je Y CNY>X6U Te UAe0N0rnju n heHnx
TEXHW Aa MPOHUKHE Yy BULIE, KOCMUYKE 3aKOHE W MojaBe W carnega
CBOje MEecTO, MecTO 4YOBeKa y KOCMOCY, YCTBapu TO je CTBapanalliTBO
yoBeKa Kao KOCMMU4YKOr 6Guha.

MpummbeHo 30. 111 1989.

RESUME

Go Cvetkovié Tomasevié: LES REPRESENTATIONS SYMBOLIQUES DU
COSMOS DANS LE GENRE MONUMENTAL DE L’ARCHITECTURE
ET DE L’ART FIGURATIF

Apres avoir identifié les représentions symboliques du cosmos dans le genre
monumental de I’architecture et de Part figuratif y appliqué, I’auteur a démontré
leur pérénnité de cing millénnaires a peu pres — depuis I’édifice récemment découvert
a Tell Gubba en Iraq comme le plus ancien (3.000 avant J. Chr.) a travers toute
la période historique dans I’Ancien Proche Orient, la Gréce archaique et classique
I’hellénisme, I’6poque romaine et paléochrétienne, jusqu, au Moyen age byzantin
et postbyzantin.

Dans la forme et la construction des édifices et dans la composition, I’icono-
graphie et la symbolique de I’art figuratif, Fauteur voit la manifestation d’une de
deux conceptions élémentaires du cosmos, sphéristique ou cubistique. Leur succession
a provoqué la succession des rotondes & coupole avec des parallélépipedes archi-
traves dans I’architecture et la succession des compositions concentriques et cir
culaires de coupole avec celles symétriques et triangulaires du fronton ou celles en
registres superposés projétant le cube dans I’art figuratif. Ici, les figurations cons-
tituant une composition symbolisent ou représentent les quatre domaines du cosmos
soit paien ou chrétien.

ERIC P. HAMP UDC 807.5—541.2
Chicago
PREHELLENICA
7. Words derived from IE *gher-

| have attributed (ZA 31, 1981, 83—4) dyeipw and d&yooTog
to the stratum of Prehellenic words derived from Indo-European which
have passed into the Greek language. | have also at the same time
associated other Greek words with these. It will be usetul now to clarify
the group as a family of forms, to bring into relief their descent, and
to make explicit their morphological formation. While | differ in the
details of the etymologies claimed, and iii particular in the descent
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of the Indo-European palatals in Prehellenic (in which | see a ty-
pologically ,,centum® merger of the original palatals and pure velars),
I want to acknowledge my great debt to Vladimir L Georgiev and
A.J. van Windekens whose insistent marshalling of data forced me
to think about the Prehellenic problem and to reach conclusions which
at first I long resisted. | regret very much that they are both no longer
with us.

This discussion should be added to the dossier recorded in Po-
korny IEW 442

It appears that there are four primary borrowings from Pre-
hellenic that have entered the Greek language: dayeipw, ayupig,
ayoappic, and Gyootdc.

ayeipw could of course be descended from a formation with
suffixed *-ss like dAé€w. We therefore reconstruct the Indo-European
which lies behind the Prehellenic as *ad-gher(-s)-ido > *ag(g)er-
(s)igo-. At an early stage of Greek the stem *agerie/o- winch was taken
as a simplex was derived to form dyopd (like Tounr), ayopoc (like T6p0Q),
ayepatg,. ayepuog (like Beppog), Dor. ayéptac. The stem of dyesipw
cannot represent an old IE primary yod-present since we should
then expect zero-grade *ghy- in the base.

dyvpig must be an old /-stem verbal noun *ad-gh?(H)-i- like
Old Irish guin ‘'wounding' (cf. Listy filologické 111, 1988, 144), and it
is possible that it was originally a set base. Then, taking *ag(g)ur-i-
> *agur- as a simplex, Greek derived dayOp-tng, ayup-tip, dyup-uaog,
and ayup-ua.

The original suffixation is assured by ayoppic < *ad-ghor-s-i.
Then Greek reshapéd *agars-i- to *agors-i- just as other derivatives of
*agerigjo- were formed. This resulted in dyoppi¢ and Arcad. movayopaic.

In light of the above we may regard dAyooto¢ < *GyopoTog as
refashioned by Greek from *agarsto-, which would be a well formed
nomen instrumenti *ad-ghor-s-to- (cf. NOWELE 9, 1987, 89—90;
1,A 31, 1981, 95)1 from a desiderative *-s- formation. We see then
that we neve precisely the semantic relation reflected in Lithuanian
ranka (= Slavic rgk'a) : rinkti. We may in turn speculate that Slavic
grbstb *fist’ is to be traced to an old borrowing from a centum dialect
source *g(hyursto~.

Note that for all of these the basic formation is a compound
with the preverb *ad, on which see IF 90, 1985, 70.

1 Here and in ondptov we might perhaps have expected Prehellenic @
and not T.



