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NOMINATIVE CASE AND BRACHYLOGIC SYNTAX IN MYCENAEAN TEXTS

José Miguel Jiménez Delgado

Summary

The objective of this paper is to evaluate some of the archaic endings that have been suggested for Mycenaean nominal de-
clensions. The paper focuses on those endings that have left no clear trace in Alphabetic Greek, especially the genitive singular 
ending -os of the second declension and the genitive singular -ās of the first declension, but also the locative singular -ēu of the 
third declension. This study analyses the relevant examples according to the peculiarities of Mycenaean syntax. This allows us 
to consider them nominatives of rubric and to offer a more consistent image of Mycenaean nominal paradigms.

I. INTRODUCTION

The objective of this paper is to evaluate the plausibility of some of the archaic endings that have been proposed 
for Mycenaean nominal paradigms. From the beginning of Mycenaean studies after the decipherment of Linear B 
in 1952, archaic case endings without any clear trace in Alphabetic Greek have been attributed to some nominal 
forms in order to make their syntax more coherent. Indeed, it is always possible that Mycenaean preserved morphs 
that disappeared in Alphabetic Greek with little or no trace. Nonetheless, if one takes into account the peculiarities 
of Mycenaean syntax, most of those forms are readily understood as nominatives of rubric and so the Mycenaean 
nominal paradigms appear to be more consistent.

Given that the general interpretation proposed for the nominal forms under consideration is as nominatives 
of rubric, the paper starts with a comprehensive illustration of the nominative of rubric in Mycenaean texts. The list 
of the archaic case endings follows along with the reasons that have led some prominent scholars to identify them in 
Mycenaean. In the fourth section, the data relevant to this study is presented and is interpreted in the fifth section. 
Finally, some conclusions are offered.

It must be noted that only the examples from the Knossian corpus are taken into consideration in the fourth 
and fifth sections.

II. NOMINATIVE OF RUBRIC

Most nouns and adjectives appearing in Mycenaean texts can be interpreted as nominatives. It is true that the inde-
terminacy of Linear B, whose spelling rules prescribe that final -n and -s as well as -i in diphthongs are not rendered, 
leaves a number of items graphically undetermined regarding their syntactic case (on Linear B spelling rules, Bern-
abé-Luján 2006, 31-45; Risch-Hajnal 2006, 45-55; Melena 2014, 91-218; on the syntactic indeterminacy caused 
by those, Jiménez 2016, 21). Even so, texts tend to be simple enough so as to allow the interpretation of a number 
of nouns as nominatives of rubric.

The nominative of rubric is used when the syntactic function of the noun remains in the backstage. As 
signalled by its denomination, the nominative case is the most appropriate case to name things (Bécares 1985, s.v. 
ὀνομαστικός), and therefore, scribes systematically used the nominative when they record the name of a relevant 
person, place or object regardless of their syntactic function. Accordingly, the nominative of rubric is recurrent in 
headings as well as in lists in which only the pertinent people, places or objects are mentioned without any further 
information. See the following examples:
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KN Ce 50.1-21

.1 a-qi-ru  ovism 134 qa-ra2-wo ovisf 43

.2 a-nu-ko  ovisf 51  ro-ru    ovisf 32

MY Ue 611.1-4
.1 ]pe-ra  4  a-po-re-we 2  pe-ri-ke  3
.2 ]ka-ra-te-ra  1  po-ro-ko-wo 4  a-ta-ra 10
.3 ]pa-ke-te-re 30  ka-na-to 5  qe-ti-ja 10
.4 ]qẹ̣-to 2  ti-ri-po-di-ko  8  ka-ra-ti-ri-jo 7 ̣

PY Cn 131.1-2
.1 pi-*82 , we-re-ke
.2 pa-ro , pi-me-ta, x  ovism 200  pa-ro, o-ku-ka,    ovism x̣ 13̣0[

The first example is a list of shepherds and their assigned sheep, the second is a list of different sorts of vases 
and the third is the beginning of the list of pi-*82’s pens, with the corresponding sheep listed by the shepherds in 
charge of them. The shepherds’ names of KN Ce 50 are in the nominative, as well as the names of vases listed in 
MY Ue 6112 and the noun we-re-ke ‘pens’ in PY Cn 131.

The importance of the nominative of rubric has been highlighted in Mycenaean studies since their beginning 
(Vilborg 1960, 132; Bartonĕk 2003, 442; Bernabé-Luján 2006, 214, 226; Duhoux 2008, 248; Jiménez 2016, 49-
51). This type of nominative is also found in Alphabetic Greek, though the complexity of alphabetic texts makes 
it less compatible (Smyth 1920, §940, who speaks of independent nominative). The predominance of this kind of 
nominative allows us to interpret certain difficult cases as examples of the nominative of rubric or at least as variants 
of this. Among the most important are, in my opinion, the following cases:

– The personal names preceding e-ke-qe ‘and s/he has’ in the Eb and Eo series of Pylos; see, for instance:

PY Eb 1187
.1 e-ni-to-wo , a-pi-me-de-o , do-e-ro , e-ke-qe , o-na-to
.2 ke-ke-me-na , ko-to-na ,                to-so-de, pe-mo  gra t 1

The Eb and Eo series are part of what has been called the Pylian ‘cadastre’. These examples consist of the 
personal name of the tenant (e-ni-to-wo), mostly followed by his occupational title (a-pi-me-de-o do-e-ro ‘Amphi-
medes’ slave’), and the landholding recorded through the formula e-ke-qe (e-ke = ἔχει ‘s/he has’) plus the type of 
landholding (o-na-to ke-ke-me-na ko-to-na ‘lease of a ke-ke-me-na plot’). This construction has drawn the attention 
of Mycenologists since the decipherment of Linear B. There has been quite a number of interpretations, some of 
them questioning the identification of -qe with a copulative conjunction, especially Ruipérez’s (1987), who equates 
-qe with the modal particle κε and interprets e-ke-qe as a prospective subjunctive (= ἔχηι κε) in spite of the labiove-
lar (EDG s.v. κε; Dunkel 2014, 397, 430). Hajnal (2004) does consider -qe as the equivalent of Alph. Gk. τε, but 
interprets this coordination as a kind of left dislocation with a topicalising effect. Ruijgh (1967, 317-318; 1971, 
218-220) has asserted the conjunctive character of -qe in these examples by analysing the first conjunct as a nominal 
sentence: “Enithous, slave of Amphimedes, (is a tenant) and he has a lease.” The most reasonable explanation of this 
construction has been given by Chadwick (1976, 110-11; 1979, 28): the coordination would respond to a survey 
conducted in order to identify the tenants (first question) and their landholdings (second question). The collected 

1   I have eliminated .1b te-pa-ra , pe-re-qo-ta for the sake of clarity.
2   Only ka-ra-te-ra is apparently in the accusative, but the final syllabogram ra has been interpreted as a device to render the final -r of the 
nominative /krātēr/, cf. Risch-Hajnal 2006, 51; Meissner 2008, 517.
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information was recorded on individual ‘leaf ’ tablets and then listed in recapitulating ‘page’ tablets, the correspond-
ing Ep and En series, where there is no coordination. See the entry corresponding to PY Eb 1187: e-ni-to-wo a-pi-
me-de-o o-na-to e-ke ke-ke-me-na ko-to-na pa-ṛọ da-mo to-so pe-mo gra t 1 (PY Ep 539.10). This explanation entails 
that the personal name preceding e-ke-qe is a sort of nominative of rubric from a syntactic perspective.

– The use of nominative case forms in enumerations is another kind of nominative of rubric. This one is 
called the enumerative nominative in Alphabetic Greek (Lasso de la Vega 1968, 330), and consists of the occur-
rence of the nominative within enumerations as a side effect of its denominative function, cf. IG I3 354 τάδε οἱ 
ταμίαι … παρέδοσαν τοῖς ταμίασι…· στέφανος χρυσõς…· φιάλαι χρυσαῖ... ‘the housekeepers delivered these things to 
the housekeepers: a golden crown, golden bowls, etc.’. In Mycenaean, the items enumerated after a headline tend to 
be in the nominative, at least when their case is graphically distinguishable. An illustrative example is the following:

KN Gv 863
.1 ]qạ̣-ra, / jo-e-ke-to-qo , wo-na-si, ṣị[
.2 ] we-je-we  *174 420  su arb 104̣[

The interpretation of this tablet is difficult, especially -to-qo3. There is little doubt that the tablet deals with 
vineyards (wo-na-si, cf. Hsch. οἰνάδες· ἀμπελώδεις τόποι), that the sequence jo-e-ke-to-qo comprises the particle 
jo-4 plus the verb form e-ke (= ἔχει) and that the record is located in qa-ra, a Cretan place. The syntactic relation 
of we-je-we ‘grape vine plants’ (Hsch. ὑιήν· τὴν ἄμπελον) with e-ke as its object is most likely, even if we-je-we is 
in the nominative (the accusative plural would be *we-je-wa). The list of recorded items only comprises the grape 
vine plants (we-je-we *174) and fig trees (su arb) - these grape vine plants were probably trained to climb fig trees 
(Ruipérez-Melena 1990, 155-156; on the interpretation of we-je-we and *174, see Del Freo 2005, 47-54).

– Another case of nominative of rubric would be the use of nominative nouns to name the referent of the 
following logograms, what can be compared to the ‘denominative’ nominative used with names or titles in Alpha-
betic Greek (Lasso de la Vega 1968, 329). This sort of nominative can be a kind of determinative, cf. me-ri *209vas 
1 ‘a vase of honey’ in KN Gg 702.1.2, but usually it merely expresses the referent of the following logogram or 
ligature in words: ligatures are the combination of several syllabograms written on a vertical axis to represent the 
word referring to the item concerned. A clear example is that of ko-ru ‘helmet’ in the Knossian Sk series followed by 
the logogram gal, which depicts a helmet, in the list of the components of armour. A relevant case is PY Un 718, 
a tablet that records a number of commodities delivered to celebrate a feast in Poseidon’s honour. The following 
instances are encountered in the lists of deliveries made by each contributor: tu-ro2 TU+RO2 and ko-wo *153 in l. 
4; a-re-pa A+RE+PA in l. 8 – the word actually written is a-re-ro, obviously a scribal mistake (a-re-pa = ἄλειφαρ) –; 
me-re-u-ro far in l. 10. Note that *153 depicts the kind of hide called ko-wo, while far is the logogram used to refer 
to flour, me-re-u-ro in Mycenaean. These nouns are written in the nominative singular, including tu-ro2, which has 
been considered a nominative plural since it is followed by TU+RO2 10 – note that tu-ro2 should be better under-
stood as a diminutive τυρίον (nom. pl. τυρία) of τυρός ‘cheese’ (nom. pl. τυροί) than as the Mycenaean antecedent 
of that noun (τῡρός < *tuh2-ró-, cf. EGD s.v.).5

3   The sequence -to-qo might be interpreted as the dative of a noun meaning ‘wine press vel sim.’, cf. Jiménez 2017. Other proposals are 
less convincing: Chadwick (1996, 280) equates -to-qo with τόπος ‘place, region, space’, although τόπος derives from *tep- ‘to hit, stick, smear’ 
according to EGD s.v.; Melena (2014, 39) reads /hō(s) hekhei torkwos/ ‘the “circuit” (?) is as follows in vineyards’, i.e. -to-qo = τρόπος ‘turn, 
direction, way’. Note that Lejeune (1976, 200, n. 29) has suggested that -to-qo might be a man’s name.
4   This particle is the instrumental case of the relative pronoun with a lenited variant o-. It is used to introduce headlines that constitute 
relative clauses without an antecedent: the particle refers to the manner in which the event takes place as developed in the following lines. 
On this particle, Thompson 2002-2003; Jiménez 2016, 132-135.
5   This is, in my opinion, the best interpretation of ro2; namely, that the syllabogram represents the diminutive suffix of neuter τυρίον, cf. 
García-Ramón 2016, 214. On this sort of diminutive in Mycenaean, cf. Jiménez 2011, 37 n. 23. The habitual interpretation entails that tu-
ro2 is the Mycenaean antecedent of τῡρός, whose long ῡ would be the result of the resolution of a consonant cluster ri̯ reflected by ro2, cf. Rui-
jgh 1967, 275; Meier-Brügger 2004, 254-257, proposes a thematic derivative from an i-abstract *tūri-, cf. Av. tūiri- ‘whey, congealed milk’.
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– The appositive nominative, a use known in the first millennium (Lasso de la Vega 1968, 330), can also be 
regarded a sort of nominative of rubric. It consists of writing an apposition in the nominative though its head is in 
another case form. See the following example:

PY Ea 71
.a        po-me
.b ko-do-jo ko-to-na˻˼ḳị-ti-me-na      gra  1  t 4  ̣v 3

Note that ‘po-me’ is added above the writing line in the nominative to identify the tenant of the recorded 
ko-to-na ki-ti-me-na as a shepherd. The nominative stands instead of the genitive, the expected case given that its 
head is in the genitive (ko-do-jo, a man’s name).

Not all possible cases are necessarily nominatives of rubric. A relevant example is a-re-ki-si-to in KN So 
4433.b, since the tablet contains a present passive participle wo-zo-me-no referring to an action (the recorded pair 
of wheels are ‘being made’) whose agent is Alexitos. See the text of the line:

.b ] , a-re-ki-si-to , wo-zo-me-no , rota ZE 1 [

Alexitos is the name of a man involved in the production of chariots and their wheels, cf. KN Sf 4420.a, So 
1053.a. In this tablet, it is written with a graphic ending that allows for its interpretation as a nominative of rubric 
(/Alexitos/) or as a dative of agent (/Alexitōi/). The second possibility is known in the first millennium, though 
predominantly with perfect participles (George 2005).

– The most conspicuous instantiation of the nominative of rubric is represented by place names used to 
locate the record: the thematic ones and the eh2-stems are graphically indifferent in the singular, since the Linear B 
endings -o and -a can render the nominative, the dative or even the locative. However, the athematic ones graphi-
cally distinguish those cases of their inflection, and in this regard, they can be inflected either in the dative-locative 
or in the nominative of rubric. How can be determined the case of the thematic and eh2-stems? If they appear in 
association with athematic names in the same tablet or set, one can infer their syntactic case from the latter. See 
the following tablet, a list of rowers (e-re-ta) going to Pleuron (pe-re-u-ro-na-de i-jo-te) and organised through place 
names in the dative-locative referring to the locations where the rowers were stationed before going:

PY An 1.1-6
.1 e-re-ta , pe-re-u-ro-na-de, i-jo-te
.2 ro-o-wa	 vir 8
.3 ri-jo	 vir 5
.4 po-ra-pi	 vir 4
.5 te-ta-ra-ne	 vir 6
.6 a-po-ne-we	 vir 7

Note that the place names are athematic (po-ra-pi, te-ta-ra-ne, a-po-ne-we), thematic (ri-jo) and an eh2-stem 
(ro-o-wa).6 Naturally, the Mycenaean scribes could read the thematic and eh2-stems in either way, though the ath-
ematic names ensure that they intended the locative reading in this tablet. Nevertheless, dative-locative and nomi-
native of rubric can appear on the same tablet:

TH Ft 140.1-5
.1 te-qa-i      gra+PE  38      oliv 44

6   It should be noted that the place names appearing on this tablet (except for the adlative pe-re-u-ro-na-de) have been taken as some of 
the clearest examples of the ablative case in Mycenaean, cf. Hajnal 1995, 160-161. This would entail the syncretism of instrumental and 
ablative in Mycenaean, especially in the case of po-ra-pi, since -pi can be either instrumental or locative (against the ablatival use of -pi, see 
Thompson 1998). 
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.2 e-u-te-re-u    gra    14    oliv 87

.3 ku-te-we-so    gra    20    oliv 43

.4 o-ke-u-ri-jo    gra    3 t 5

.5 e-re-o-ni      gra    12 t 7 oliv 20

In this tablet, quantities of grain and olives are recorded – perhaps to measure land (Killen 1999, 217) – by 
place names, which are written in the dative-locative (te-qa-i, e-re-o-ni), in the nominative (e-u-te-re-u)7 and with a 
graphic ending that can be read either as nominative or dative-locative (ku-te-we-so, o-ke-u-ri-jo).

III. ARCHAIC CASE ENDINGS

Mycenaean Greek is the only form of Greek documented in the second millennium. Its dialectal classification is 
far from certain except for the fact that Mycenaean exhibits the palatalisation of the primary third person endings 
-ti > -si and -nti > -nsi, an innovation shared with Arcado-Cypriot, Attic-Ionic and Lesbian, while Doric, Boeotian 
and Thessalian kept them unpalatalised. Be that as it may, Mycenaean Greek also exhibits archaic features. Regard-
ing noun declension, some archaic endings are preserved, especially thematic genitive singular -o-jo, cf. Hom. and 
Thess. -οιο, with apocope -οι in Pelasgiotis (Buck 1955, 88); athematic dative singular -e /-ei/, substituted by /-i/ 
in the first millennium; feminine nominative-accusative dual -o /-ō/, substituted by /-ā/ in the first millennium; 
masculine nominative-accusative dual -a-e /-ā̆e/, substituted by /-ai/ in the first millennium, if this ending is really 
an archaism anteceding Hom. -ᾱ - it could also be a Mycenaean innovation blocked in the first millennium and 
due to the analogy with the third declension (Chantraine 1961, 56; Sihler 1995, 275); instrumental and locative 
plural -pi, cf. Hom. -φι. 

Graphic indeterminacy makes it difficult to ascertain the exact form of some other endings. A relevant case 
are the endings of dative, locative, instrumental and ablative singular. In the first place, the forms of the dative sin-
gular of the first and second declensions are /-āi/ and /-ōi/ respectively, though the corresponding graphic endings 
-a and -o have been interpreted by some scholars as concealing the locative singular, /-ai/ and /-oi/, and instrumen-
tal singular, /-ā/ and /-ō/, in specific contexts.8 The locative singular is indeed preserved in the third declension, yet 
the corresponding ending -i alternates with -e to express both the dative and locative functions (Thompson 1997-
1998, 327-329; Jiménez 2016, 89; Lane 2016, 56-58) – there are also some instances of an apophonic locative 
ending in the second declension, such as di-da-ka-re (KN Ak(3) 781.1.3, 783.1, 784.2.3, 828.2.3, 7005.1-3), the 
locative singular of the Mycenaean noun equivalent to διδάσκαλος ‘teacher’(Jiménez 2016, 88-89). The expression 
of the instrumental singular in the third declension by -e /-ē/ would imply the same graphic ending as the dative 
singular, but the instances are not numerous and the reading /-ei/ is perfectly possible (Jiménez 2016, 81-82). Fi-
nally, the dative endings -a, -o and -e would also render the ablative singular according to some scholars, although 
in that case the ablative would already be syncretised with the instrumental due to the loss of the final -d of the 
inherited ending *-ōd (the ablative singular of the first and third declensions would be analogical, as suggested by 
Householder (1959; contra Ruijgh 2011, 276-277). In other words, apart from the morphological alternation of 
the inherited locative singular ending with the dative one in the third declension, it is fairly possible that the dative 
was already syncretised with the locative and the instrumental cases as well as the genitive with the ablative (Jimén-
ez 2016, 99-100; Moralejo 2009). Nevertheless, graphic indeterminacy does not allow us to be certain, especially 
regarding the first and second declensions.

7   e-u-te-re-u might be a locative in -ēu, see below, but Del Freo (2009, 46) prefers to consider that this place name is in the nominative; 
see also Jiménez 2016, 47.
8   Including instr. pl. /-ais/ and /-ois/, the former being analogous with the latter, which would continue PIE *-ōi̯s. These endings suppose 
that dat. pl. -a-i and -o-i should be read /-āhi/ and /-oihi/ with an aspiration previous to the restoration of -s-. However, instr. pl. -a and -o 
can also be considered as graphic variants of dat. pl. -a-i and -o-i, in which case the only interpretation of both series of endings is /-ais/ and 
/-ois/, cf. Jiménez 2016, 99-100.
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It is precisely graphic indeterminacy that has allowed some prominent scholars to propose the existence of 
some other archaic endings in Mycenaean that would alternate with the regular ones. These are problematic since 
they would break up the regularity of the paradigms. Note that the distinction of the locative, the instrumental and 
even the ablative from the dative singular graphic ending, despite being disputable, would entail that Mycenaean 
paradigms were more similar to the inherited ones than the first millennium paradigms. These other cases suppose, 
however, the coexistence of IE archaic forms with the forms that replaced them in Proto-Greek. Furthermore, there 
are remnants of the locative, instrumental and ablative singular in the first millennium (Schwyzer 1939, 549-550), 
while the archaic forms under consideration left no clear trace, as will be seen.

The first ending to be considered is -o alternating with the thematic genitive singular -o-jo. A number of 
thematic nouns and proper names that appear with apparently genitival functions end in -o instead of -o-jo. This 
led Morpurgo (1960) to postulate the preservation of the ablative in Mycenaean as an alternative to the thematic 
genitive (Hajnal 1995, 247-285). Proto-Indo-European only knew a specific ablative ending for the thematic de-
clension in the singular, so Mycenaean would have preserved this archaism. More precisely, Morpurgo postulated 
the presence of the ablative in the thematic personal names of the collectors appearing on the Knossian D- series 
and alternating with the genitive, in the thematic month names followed by me-no (see below), in some Pylian 
men’s names, such as du-ni-jo in PY Ae 263, wi-do-wo-i-jo in Ae 344, si-ri-jo in Eb 159.B, te-u-ta-ra-ko-ro in Eo 
276.1 and e-te-wa-jo in Sa 1267, in the adjective wa-na-ka-te-ro in Eo 371.A, and in the expressions te-o do-e-ra (Eo 
276.7; te-o = te-o-jo) and me-tu-wo ne-wo (Fr 1202.b; ne-wo = ne-wo-jo). 

Later, the new Theban texts found in the 90s have produced a long series of men’s names that can be interpreted 
as further instances of the thematic ablative in Mycenaean: a-ko-ro-da-mo (TH Gp 215.2), a-ra-o (TH Fq 214.13, 
254.7), i-je-re-wi-jo (TH Gp 303.1), ka-wi-jo (TH Fq 123.1, 130.3, 254.6, 258.5, 342.2), ku-no (TH Fq 236.5), o-to-
ro-no (TH Fq 214.7), qe-da-do-ro (TH Gp 215.1), ra-ke-da-mi-ni-jo (TH Fq 229.4, 254.13, 258.3, 275.3, 284.3). 
These names are followed by a sign that allows for two interpretations, either as the syllabogram -*65 or as the logogram 
far (the same sign can be used either as syllabogram or as logogram). It is difficult to decide, yet the the sign is never 
separated from the preceding men’s names. Moreover, in TH Gp 110.2, it is, indeed, separated from the following 
quantities assigned to the preceding man’s name, while in TH Gp 124.1, it is separated from the following logogram. 
All of this is more congenial to its interpretation as syllabogram (Palaima 2000-2001, 483-484; Killen 2006, 103-106). 
If that is the case, -*65 would be the abbreviation of i-*65 ‘son’ (PY Ae 344, Aq 64.7, 218.16, Jn 431.6, 725.8; dat. 
i-je-we in PY Tn 316.10), probably /hīyūs/, cf. ra-]ke-da-mo-ni-jo-u-jo in TH Gp 227.2, where -u-jo is to be interpreted 
as the equivalent of ὑιός - in Knossos, i-jo is used instead of i-*65 and u-jo, cf. KN V(7) 1523.1a.4a.5a. The interpre-
tation of these names as ablatives is, nonetheless, unlikely, since the patronymic ablative is unknown in IE languages 
(Duhoux 2017, 163-165).9 Haplography is possible in a number of them whose formation includes the suffix -i-jo, 
see ra-ke-da-mo-ni-jo-u-jo, which can mean either the son of Lacedemon or the son of Lacedemonios (entailing ra-ke-
da-mo-ni-jo-<jo->u-jo).10 Pierini (2011) and Duhoux (2017) have proposed the interpretation of these men’s names in 
the genitive: their names would be constructed in the patronymic genitive modifying -*65 ‘son’ and would exhibit an 
archaic ending /-os/ that was substituted in the thematic declension of all IE daughter languages save in Hittite (on the 
genitive case in the Anatolian languages, see Melchert 2012).11 This substitution was triggered by the homonymy with 

9   There are examples in Sanskrit and Latin, all of them dependent on a verb form, cf. brāhmaṇāj jātaḥ “born from a brahman” (Manu 
10.64) and Gnaivod patre prognatus “born from Gneo, his father” (CIL VI 1285). In Sanskrit there is only one instance without a verb form, 
cf. amuṣmāt putram “son of that one” (MS. 3.3.5). See Duhoux 2017, 164-165.
10   Haplography was first mentioned by Lejeune (Mém. I, 199 n. 37) in order to explain the sequence wi-do-wo-i-jo i-*65 (PY Ae 344), 
since wi-do-wo-i-jo is apparently a patronymic genitive; see also Mém. III, 17, where Lejeune attributes the genitives in -jo instead of -jo-jo to 
a “haplological lapsus.” Note that Ruijgh (1967, 207 n. 545) explained i-*65 as an apposition to wi-do-wo-i-jo so as to distinguish a son from 
his father with the same name, ‘Widwōhios jr.’; see also Hajnal (1995, 257). It must be stressed that wi-do-wo-i-jo is a man’s name and cannot 
be a patronymic adjective, as it appears on PY An 5.2, as well as on PY Eb 1186.A, Ep 539.12 (wi-dwo-i-jo), and Jn 415.3 (wi-du-wo-i-jo).
11   Other possibilities are more remote, like a genitive in /-ō/, cf. Att.-Ion. -ου, Dor. -ω, which are probably the result of a contraction 
unknown to Mycenaean, or in /-ōn/, cf. Cyp. -o-ne. On the Cypriot ending, see Egetmeyer 2010, 390-392.
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the nominative singular and gave rise to different endings: -osi̯o, the most general one and the ancestor of Mycenaean 
-o-jo, while Latin and Celtic exhibit -ī, Germanic -oso (cf. Old Saxon dag-as and OE dag-æs) or Balto-Slavic the ablative 
ending -ōd. Hittite and Mycenaean, the oldest documented languages, would preserve it, though in Mycenaean mostly 
in anthroponyms, a semantic class where archaisms are frequently found.12 It must be stressed that this ending might be 
present not only in Theban thematic anthroponyms but also in Knossian and Pylian ones (Pierini 2011). Furthermore, 
the preservation of this ending would also explain the thematic month names ending in -o and construed with the 
appellative me-no ‘month’ (Pierini 2011, 51-58), an athematic genitive singular. In those phrases, me-no is a temporal 
genitive, and it is, in fact, construed with the same names in the genitive. Again, the use of those phrases to date religious 
offerings might point to a conservative context in which such an ending would fit perfectly. 

Facts strongly suggest the preservation of the thematic genitive ending /-os/ as an alternative to -o-jo in some 
specific cases. Even so, this interpretation is not without problems: first, this ending was substituted in all the IE 
daughter languages, including Greek and some Anatolian languages, so this substitution was probably completed 
in Proto-Greek; second, there is no trace of this ending in Greek apart from the alleged Mycenaean examples, since 
the adduced parallel θεόσδοτος is probably analogical, cf. διόσδοτος (DELG, 429), as the Peloponnesian place name 
Λυκόσουρα might be analogous with Κυνόσουρα (Risch 1949, 266 n. 1); third, not all the men’s names preceding 
-*65 / far on the Theban tablets can be interpreted as genitives, particularly ]-we (Gp 144.1), a fragmentary man’s 
name most likely in the dative, cf. mo-ne-we (Gp 110.2), u-re-we (Gp 179.1), *56-ru-we (Gp passim) – therefore, 
]-we far v 1 is a better interpretation than ]-we-*65 v 1 and points to reading the sign as far in the relevant Theban 
tablets, at least in some cases (Killen 2006, 103-106). Another significant case is ku-no far / -*65 (Fq 236.5; ku-no 
in Gf 163.1, Gp 150.2, Fq 205.3): ku-no seems to alternate with ku-ne (Fq 229.9, 292.4) and ku-si (Fq 130.4), 
probably the corresponding nom. pl. and dat. pl. of κύων, κυνός ‘dog’, ku-no being the gen. pl. Those nouns may 
refer to people taking part in religious ceremonies disguised as dogs (Ricciardelli 2006; Weilhartner 2007; Serrano 
2013). If this interpretation is correct, it is better to read ku-no far rather than ku-no-*65. Notwithstanding, Du-
houx (2008, 376) has interpreted ku-no, ku-ne and ku-si as different men’s names.

In the same vein, there are some men’s names which exhibit an ending that could be interpreted as an old 
genitive in /-ās/. This case is similar to the previous one: those names are masculine eh2-stems that appear in contexts 
in which they apparently modify other nouns (Jiménez 2012). In such a syntactic environment, the genitival inter-
pretation is appropriate, yet in Mycenaean, the masculine eh2-stems exhibit a genitive singular ending -a-o directly 
related to Hom. -ᾱο. This case is more specific than the previous one since this masculine paradigm of eh2-stems is 
an innovation exclusive to Greek and consisting of the creation of a sigmatic nominative in /-ās/ analogous with 
the sigmatic nominative of the thematic declension in /-os/, which in turn triggered the creation of a new genitive 
in order to avoid homophony (Chantraine 1961, 54-55). Furthermore, the masculine genitive in /-ās/ is dialectally 
documented in the first millennium, although it is suspected to be an analogical creation and not very old (Chan-
traine 1961, 55; Morpurgo 1961). Be that as it may, Duhoux (2017) has directly connected these genitives with 
the alleged thematic genitives in -o in the sense that both endings would be archaisms preserved in anthroponyms.

Finally, Santiago (1975) proposed to interpret some place and men’s names ending in -e-u as archaic locatives 
with long ē and ø ending that would be equivalent to the inherited locative singular of i-stems in -ēi̯ (Plath 2014). 
This ending -ēu̯ would be present in Pylian place names used to locate tablets, namely o-re-mo-a-ke-re-u (PY Jn 320.1) 
and pu2-ra2-a-ke-re-u (PY Nn 228.3), and some personal names depending on the preposition pa-ro, ra-ke-u (PY Cn 
254.7) and tu-ru-we-u (PY Cn 254.1); she has added the place name e-u-te-re-u (TH Ft 140.2) (Santiago 2017). 
This ending -ēu̯ would have been preserved in the first millennium only in the preposition ἄνευ if this form is really 
an old locative (EGD s.v.; Dunkel 2014, 713). However, Mycenaean toponyms in -ēu- tend to be constructed in the 

12   The possibility of its preservation in Celtiberian is unlikely, since the Celtiberian thematic genitive singular ending -ŏ is an innovation 
without any clear explanation (Wodtko 2003, §25); in Old Prussian, the corresponding ending -as might be an archaism, but also the ex-
pected development of the inherited ablative ending with abbreviation and addition of a final sibilant analogous with the German genitive 
in -(e)s (Mažiulis 2004, §§91-92; Olander 2015, 136).
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dative-locative or with an adverbial ending -te when locating the records (Jiménez 2016, 92-93),13 so those in -e-u 
can be interpreted as nominatives of rubric. Furthermore, the case of ra-ke-u and tu-ru-we-u might be explained as 
the result of a discontinuous redaction: according to Maurice (1985, 44-45), the scribe first wrote the fixed part of 
the line, a-si-ja-ti-ja pa-ro (a-si-ja-ti-ja is a toponym), and then added the name of the shepherd responsible for the 
sheep, depending on the preposition pa-ro ‘chez’. If this is the case, it is easy to understand how the scribe confounded 
the nominative with the dative corresponding to the preposition, although he used the correct case form in line 6 pa-
ro i-sa-na-o-ti. It should also be pointed out that the dative-locative of tu-ru-we-u would be *tu-ru-we-we, with two 
contiguous we syllabograms, what could have been considered a sort of dittography (Jiménez 2012, 66); in the case of 
ra-ke-u, whose dative-locative would be *ra-ke-we, the following word we-da-ne-wo begins with we.

IV. DATA

Before presenting the relevant data, some points regarding the methodology followed in collecting it must be set forth. 
First, the words at issue are proposed to be interpreted as nominatives, more precisely as nominatives of rubric. This 
means that in order to restrict the discussion to the clearest cases, the words under consideration are those that may 
have a syntactic function other than subject and exhibit a graphic ending which can be interpreted as nominative 
or as an archaic case form differing from the usual forms of Mycenaean paradigms. Second, only examples from the 
Knossian corpus are discussed since this corpus is one of the most extensive as well as one of the most accessible to the 
researcher thanks to the brilliant edition by Chadwick, Godart, Killen, Olivier, Sacconi and Sakellerakis (CoMIK); it 
also shows the best examples. This corpus is somewhat special regarding its administrative configuration and its chro-
nology, even though it is as valid as the rest of corpora from the linguistic perspective we are adopting here – on the 
chronology of the Knossian texts (Driessen 2008; on the administrative organisation of the Knossos palace, Marazzi 
2013, 187; Del Freo 2016, 204-207). Note that the examples of locative -e-u are all Pylian, with the exception of the 
Theban toponym e-u-te-re-u, and that a number of the alleged thematic genitive singular men’s names ending in -o are 
documented on Theban tablets. The cases to be discussed, listed by series, are the following:

– In the A- series there are some names written with nominative endings which refer to the men to whom the 
women and girls recorded are assigned, like a-pi-qo-i-ta (Ai(3) 824.1), a man’s name in capital letters appearing in 
a tablet on which 32 slave women and 20 girls are recorded; similar cases are a-ri-ke-u (Ai(3) 966.b) and a-no-qo-ta 
(Ak(2) 615.1, Ap 618.2; see also ]-qo-ta in Ai(3) 982.1), yet the latter is not in capital letters and is written over 
the line in Ap 618. It must be stressed that those men’s names with nominative endings – the only interpretation 
possible in the case of a-ri-ke-u (a-pi-qo-i-ta and a-no-qo-ta could also be masculine genitives in -a) – alternate with 
other men’s names in the genitive, cf. ]*56-so-jo (Ai(3) 1036.1), we-we-si-jo-jo (Ak(2) 622.1), a-no-zo-jo (Ak(2) 
627.1), ko-so-jo (Ap 637.2) and ko-ma-we-to (Ap 618.2),14 see also pe-se-ro-jo (Ai(1) 63.a) in a tablet with an explicit 
syntactic structure: pe-se-ro-jo e-e-si | mul 1 ko-wa 1 ko-wo 1 “(the personnel) of Psellos are: one woman, one girl, 
one boy.” Different cases are te-o in the phrase te-o do-e-ro (Ai(3) 966.a), cf. te-o-jo do-e-ro ‘slave of the god’, a title 
frequently found in the so-called Pylian cadastre,15 and *56-ko-we (Ap 618.1), an athematic place name also attest-

13   Cf. a-ke-re-we (PY Un 1193.3), e-ra-te-re-we (PY Ma 333.1), ne-se-e-we (PY Cr 868.2), wa-a2-te-we (PY An 207.9), etc., and a-ka-re-
u-te (PY Cn 4.4.9), a-ne-u-te (PY Cn 40.7.13), a2-ne-u-te (PY Cn 599.2), ru-ko-a2-ke-re-u-te (PY Jn 415.1), possibly also a-mu-ne-u-te (TH 
Uq 434.15). The adverbial ending -te, only used with toponyms in -ēu-, is locative and probably related to -θι - it is interpreted as ablative 
-θεν in a-ke-re-u-te (MY Ge 606.2). In the plural, they are constructed in the dat.-loc. or with the postposition -pi: a3-ta-re-u-si (PY An 
657.10), a-pa-re-u-pi (PY Cn 286.1, 643.1, 719.10), a-we-u-pi (PY An 172.8.9), da-we-u-pi (PY Cn 485.1-4.6-8, 925.1-3), ku-te-re-u-pi 
(PY An 607.2, Na 296). 
14   ]ṭạ-jo-jo[ (Ak(1) 5918.1) and ]jọ̣-jo (Ak 7827) are probably to be added.
15   Theoretically, it is conceivable to interpret te-o do-e-ro as ‘slave of the gods’ taking te-o as a genitive plural. Note that the same formula-
tion in the feminine te-o do-e-ra is also encountered on PY Eo 276.7, where it is certainly a scribal mistake, cf. te-o-jo do-e-ra on PY En 74.8, 
the corresponding recapitulating tablet.
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ed in the dative-locative *56-ko-we-e/-i (Dl(1) 7141.B / Dm 5181, Dn 1093.2). Finally, a-nu-to (As(2) 1516.12) 
is a thematic man’s name, cf. a-nu-to-jo in X 697.2, whose qa-si-re-wi-ja ‘group of workers’ is recorded in As(2) 
1516.12-19, although the name appears with a nominative ending instead of the usual genitive one, cf. su-ke-re-o 
qa-si-re-wi-ja in l. 20 (nom. su-ke-re), unless we interpret a-nu-to as an archaic genitive equivalent to a-nu-to-jo.

– In the B- series, the men’s names da-i-pi-ta (B(5) 799.1) and su-]ke-re (B(5) 804.1) are both followed by 
the common noun ke-do-si-ja ‘group of textile workers’ and identify the foremen of each recorded group (the list of 
the male workers’ names follows), cf. su-ke-re-o qa-si-re-wi-ja ‘Synkheres’ group of workers’ (As(2) 1516.20), where 
the expected genitive of su-ke-re is used – note that da-i-pi-ta might be interpreted as a masculine genitive in -a, 
though in the case of su-]ke-re only the nominative interpretation is possible. For the restoration su-]ke-re see Mele-
na (1975, 67, 69). It is also possible to interpret ]ke-re as the ethnonym Κρής ‘Cretan’, a t-stem used as a man’s name 
(DMic s.v.), or even as Κέλης (Jiménez 2012, 57 n. 18), an s-stem. A very different case is that of pu-si-jo (Bg 992), 
a man’s name (in the singular) or an ethnonym (in the singular or plural) that identifies a contributor of po-ni-ki-jo 
‘safflower’ as a-pu-do-si ‘delivery’, a circumstance expressed through the apposition of those three elements without 
verb form, what could lead to the interpretation of pu-si-jo as a genitive: pu-si-jo / po-ni-ki-jo a-pu[-do-si – note 
that pu-si-jo, a derivative of the place name pu-so, might also be interpreted as an adjective modifying po-ni-ki-jo, 
see n. 21. Similar examples are likely present in Bg 1020, 1040, 5584, though the corresponding men’s names / 
ethnonyms are damaged.16 The comparison with similar records of the Ga series, see below, allows interpreting this 
name as nominative of rubric rather than as genitive in -o.

– In the C- series there is a number of men’s names appearing in the nominative as possessors of labour oxen, 
namely ta-za-ro (Ch 896), pu-ri (Ch 1029), wi-du-ru-ta (Ch 5754) and te-re-wa-ko (C 973)17 – au-to-a3-ta (Ch 
972) might be added, but the tablet is fragmentary. A couple of them are thematic (ta-za-ro, te-re-wa-ko), one is 
athematic (pu-ri) and another one an eh2-stem (wi-du-ru-ta). It must be stressed that in one case, the man’s name is 
written in the genitive, cf. e-po-ro-jo (Ch 897). There is also another instance of the place name *56-ko-we (C 902.5) 
in the nominative instead of the dative-locative (see above on Ap 618) and a couple of cases in which the thematic 
noun referring to the possessor of a do-e-ro ‘slave’ is written in the nominative or the ‘archaic’ genitive, namely da-
mo ‘the demos’ (C(4) 911.6) and the man’s name ta-so (C(4) 911.9.11), do-e-ro being in apposition to the personal 
name of the slave recorded, cf. o-mi-ri-so / ta-so do-e-ro in line 9. Furthermore, the man’s name pe-re-qo-ta appears in 
the nominative in Ce 50.1b, where it is probably the name of a collector or the man responsible for the o-pa men-
tioned in Ce 50 v.1b (Palaima 2015, 635). The genitive is possible in both cases, especially if pe-re-qo-ta modifies 
o-pa. On the other hand, a man’s name e-te-wa-no (C(2) 913.1) appears in the nominative albeit preceded by the 
preposition pa-ro and is probably a scribal mistake for *e-te-wa-no-re, since the preposition is construed with dative. 
This is likely to be interpreted as Ἐτεϝᾱ́νωρ, which is documented in the first millennium, cf. IG XII, 3 578, 843.1, 
IC III.3 8.1, III.4 10.1. Nevertheless, it could be possible to interpret the Mycenaean name as thematic *Ἐτέϝαινος, 
in which case there would be no scribal mistake. Finally, it is relevant to remark on the nominative pe-ri-te-u (C 
954.2) appearing on a tablet in which the remainder of men’s names are thematic and probably to be understood 
in the dative, cf. di[-pte-ra-]po-ro-i ‘for the hide-bearers’ in line 3.

– In the D- series there are two cases: the first case are male collectors’ names alternatively constructed in the 
nominative and the genitive, cf. a-ka-i-jo (De 1084.a, Dv 1085.a), a-no-qo-ta (Da 1289.B, Dq(1) 440.B),18 a-te-jo 
(D- passim),19 da-mi-ni-jo (D- passim), e-me-si-jo (De 1381.A), te-ra-po-si-jo (Da 1314.a, Db 1263.B, De 1361.A, 

16   On some of these tablets, groups of men are recorded besides po-ni-ki-jo. These men could be either the recipients of the po-ni-ki-jo or 
the work force destined to produce it, cf. Bg 818 a]-pu-do-si vir 30 m 6 n 2[.
17   “Possibly part of the Ch set, but in a different hand” (KT 6).
18   Note that a-no-qo-ta is followed by o in Dq(1) 440.B, the abbreviation of o-pe-ro ‘deficit’, and even though there is no syntactic relation 
between the man’s name and o<-pe-ro>, this could explain that the nominative was preferred rather than the genitive a-no-qo-ta-o in order 
to avoid two contiguous o syllabograms. 
19   If this one is not a possessive adjective derived from the man’s name a-to (As 40.2), cf. e-se-re-e-jo (Dl passim), pe-ri-qo-te-jo (D- passim), 
sa-qa-re-jo (Dl passim). 
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1371.A, Dv 1439.a), u-ta-jo (D- passim), we-we-si-jo (D- passim) vs. a-no-qo-ta-o (Dq(3) 45.a), pe-ri-qo-ta-o (Dq(3) 
42.a, 46.A), ra-wo-qo-no-jo (D 1650.a, Dl(1) 928.A; in Dl(1) 9841.1 ‘]-qọ̣-ṇọ-jọ̣’), u-ta-jo-jo (D- passim), we-we-
si-jo-jo (D- passim), wi-jo-qo-ta-o (Dq(3) 1026.a) – note that athematic men’s names are only documented in the 
genitive, cf. a-di-je-wo (D 747.a, 5520.a), ko-ma-we-to (Dk(1) 920.a, 931.a, Dv 1272.A, 7176.a, 8562.B), o-re-
te-wo (Dq(1) 439.B), and this fact led Morpurgo (1960, 39-41) to interpret the thematic names ending in -jo of 
theses series as ablatives alternating with the genitive in -jo-jo; the second case are athematic place names in the 
nominative, cf. *56-ko-we (D- passim), which is also used in the dative-locative, cf. Dl(1) 7141.B, Dm 5181, Dn 
1093.2, and other toponyms whose dative-locative is not documented, namely qa-sa-ro-we (Db 1329.b), si-ja-du-
we (Dl passim; if this is not the dative-locative of a u-stem) and ma-ri (Dl passim). 

– In the F- series the cases are three: the tablet Fp(1) 1 records a series of oil consignments directed to gods, 
religious personnel and places, usually written in the dative and in the accusative with the adlative postposition 
-de respectively, but some of them appear in the nominative of rubric, namely the theonyms pa-de (l. 4) and e-ri-
nu (l. 8),20 as well as the toponym a-mi-ni-so (l. 7). In the case of a-mi-ni-so, there was no more space to write the 
syllabogram corresponding to the adlative particle -de which is written in a similar record on Fp(1) 14.2 (see also 
Fp(1) 48.3) – the respective records read as follows: a-mi-ni-so / pa-si-te-o-i s 1[ and a-mi-ni-so-de / pa-si-te-o-i s 2. 
It must be noted that Fp(1) 1 is a record of oil consignments and that the corresponding logogram ole is absent in 
lines 7 and 10 due to the lack of writing space. Furthermore, there is a series of thematic month names preceding 
the temporal genitive me-no ‘within the month’ written with a graphic ending proper to the nominative or to the 
‘archaic’ genitive, cf. ka-ra-e-ri-jo (Fp(1) 7.1, 15.1, 18.1; not followed by me-no in Fp(1) 6.1, Fp(2) 354.1), ra-pa-
to (Fp(1) 13.1), wo-de-wi-jo (Fp(1) 16.1, 48.1), probably also a-ma-ko-to (Fp(1) 14.1b, if it is not an athematic 
name). This contrasts with other instances in which the graphic ending is the regular genitive one, cf. a-ka[    ]-jo-jo 
(Oa 745.1), de-u-ki-jo-jo (Fp(1) 1.1), di-wi-jo-jo (Fp(1) 5.1), ka-ra-e-ri-jo-jo (Gg(1) 7369.1, M 1645.1), sa-pa-nu-
wo (X 999), wo-de-wi-jo-jo (Ga 953.1). Note that the ablative interpretation of the former (see above in the third 
section) is syntactically unacceptable, since it would express time after which (Jiménez 2013, 114-115), while the 
temporal genitive is partitive and it means that the oil delivery was made at some point within the month. Finally, 
it is possible to interpret the god name a-re as a nominative of rubric in Fp(1) 14.2, where names of other gods are 
mentioned in the dative, cf. e-ke-se-si in line 1 and pa-si-te-o-i in l. 2. The problem is that it is also possible to read 
a-re as a dative, cf. Hom. dat. Ἄρηι, yet the compound man’s name a-re-i-ze-we-i (TH Of 37.1) points, instead, to 
a dat. a-re-i (Killen 2015, 1115-1122). 

– In the G- series plenty of examples are encountered. First of all, in the Ga series, a structure also found in 
the Bg series is used (see above), but in this case one of the names is athematic, and therefore, the nominative case 
is certain. Thus, ra-je-u in Ga(5) 1530.3b is a derivative of the Cretan toponym ra-ja either functioning as a man’s 
name or as an ethnomym and referring to a man who delivers ki-ta-no as a-pu-do-si; see da-wi-jo and pu-na-si-jo 
on the same tablet (lines 2 and 4 respectively). On the other hand, *56-ko-we-i-jo (Ga(2) 424.b), pa-ra-u-jo (Ga(2) 
425.A) and da-wi-jo (Ga(2) 427.1) deliver po-ni-ki-jo, the same spices delivered in the Bg series, but those are the-
matic names and their graphic ending is somewhat open to interpretation21 – pa-ra-u-jo could also be an athematic 
man’s name in -ōn, in which case it could only be interpreted as a nominative. In this respect, the nominative of 

20   This noun refers to Erinys (only one) and could be interpreted in the dative /Erīnūi/. However, it must be stressed that ū-stems undergo 
the split of the long ū into uw when another vowel follows, that is to say, that *e-ri-nu-wi should then be expected, cf. Lejeune 1972, 245. 
21   Other cases are less clear since the tablets are mutilated, like a3-ta-jo (Ga(2) 419.1) and tu-to (Ga(2) 419.2b). Furthermore, there are 
toponymic adjectives that can be interpreted as men’s names, as ethnonyms (either in the singular or plural) or even as modifiers of the spices 
recorded, cf. Ga 418(2) su-ri-mi-jo / ko-ri-ja-do-no t 5 | po-ni-ki-jo m 3. In this regard, da-wi-jo is a derivative of the toponym da-wo and can 
be interpreted as a man’s name or as an ethnonym, but not as a modifier in Ga(2) 427.1: da-wi-jo / a-pu-do-si po-ni-ki-jo di-ta-ka-so m 8 n [ 
] ọ [ (di-ta-ka-so is most likely the recipient of the delivery or a-pu-do-si, a feminine noun that cannot be modified by da-wi-jo). The case of 
*56-ko-we-i-jo (Ga(2) 424.b), a derivative of the toponym *56-ko-we, is less clear, but it is also followed by a-pu-do-si, so it is probably not 
a modifier. The general criterion I have followed is to exclude those derivatives of toponyms that appear on tablets in which the noun a-pu-
do-si ‘delivery’ is not mentioned – Ga(2) 421 is not taken into account because of its fragmentary state. I have also considered the possible 
ethnonyms in the singular by analogy with ra-je-u and pa-ra-u-jo, which can only be a men’s name.
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rubric tu-wi-no (Ga(1) 517.b) alternates with the genitive tu-wi-no-no (Ga(1) 676.b), on two tablets with the same 
structure consisting of the man’s name in capital letters followed by ku-pi-ri-jo, the spices recorded and its quantity, 
although the order of the elements differs: tu-wi-no / ku-pa-ro ku-pi-ri-jo arom+pyc 1 vs. tu-wi-no-no / ku-pi-ri-jo 
ku-pa-ro arom 6.22 In the latter tablets, there is no verbal noun like a-pu-do-si in the former examples and in the 
Bg series, a type of noun that might be construed with a subjective genitive – the subjective genitive refers to the 
subject of the action designated by its head, a verbal noun, cf. Jiménez (2016, 63-65). Furthermore, in the same 
series there is a nominative of rubric pa-de (Ga(3) 456.1) instead of the dative of recipient, cf. pa-de-i (Ga 953.2). 
Finally, we-je-we in Gv 863.2 appears in the nominative plural although it apparently depends on a finite verb form 
e-ke ‘he has’ as its object (see above in the second section).

– In the K- series, there is a very interesting tablet, K(1) 875, that records cups (di-pa a-no-wo-to ‘cups with-
out handles’) produced by several qa-si-re-wi-ja ‘workgroup’ probably of metal (Killen 1987). Each qa-si-re-wi-ja is 
identified through the personal name of its foreman, pe-ri-ta (line 2), wi-na-jo (line 3), i-da-i-jo (line 4), sa-me-ti-jo 
(line 5), i-je-re-wi-jo (line 6). Note that the names exhibit a graphic ending to be interpreted either in the nomina-
tive or the ‘archaic’ genitive.

– In the L- series, there is a further instance of the place name *56-ko-we (Le 5646.2B) in the nominative 
to locate the record of its tablet. In addition, there is a man’s name apparently written in the nominative, i-se-we-
ri-jo (L(3) 473.B), followed by o-pe-ro ‘deficit’, cf. the Pylian sequence ra-ma-o o-pe-ro (PY Ub 1316) in which the 
corresponding man’s name is in the genitive. Another Pylian name is also in the nominative, cf. i-wa-ka o-pe-ro (PY 
Ub 1317). Note that in the three cases the record is about the deficit of different products attributed to the men 
mentioned. Moreover, the dative is also possible, cf. ke-e-pe o-pe-ro (MY Ge 604.1; ke-e-pe is a scribal mistake for 
ke-pe-e), i-na-o-te o-pe-ro (MY Ge 604.2), ra-ke-da-no-re o-pe-ro (MY Ge 604.3), where the names of the men to 
whom the deficit (o-pe-ro) is attributed appear in the dative.

– In the N- series there is another case of the place name qa-sa-ro-we (Np(1) 5013), probably an athematic 
name in the nominative used to locate the record; see above on Db 1329.

– In the R- series, the noun ke-ra ‘horn’ (Ra(2) 984.2, 7498.B, 7732) is used as an argument of a perfect 
passive participle de-de-me-na ‘bound’ referring to an unidentified kind of dagger called zo-wa. This complement 
designates the material with which the dagger is bound. It must be noted that e-re-pa-te ‘ivory’ (Ra 1028.A), an-
other material used to bind zo-wa daggers, is written in the instrumental dative. It is always possible to interpret 
e-re-pa-te as an instrumental ending in /-ē/ (see above in the third section), while it is more difficult to interpret 
ke-ra as an instrumental, since it is an s-stem neuter /keras/, unless we admit an alternative ā-stem (see below in 
the following section). In this respect, it must be stressed that the instrumental (dative) of ke-ra is ke-ra-e as docu-
mented in PY Sa 840. 

– In the S- series there are two cases: first, the man’s name ko-ki-da (Sd 4403.a, So(1) 4430.a) is written 
without the -o ending that is expected in view of its syntactic relation with the following noun o-pa ‘a kind of ser-
vice’, cf. a-re-ki-si-to-jo o-pa (Sf(2) 4420.a); second, some place names which appear in the Sd series are apparently 
written with an ending that can be interpreted as nominative, dative-locative or even ablative in order to express 
the origin of the recorded chariots, namely, ku-do-ni-ja (Sd 4404.b), se-to-i-ja (Sd 4407.b) and pa-i-to (Sd 4413.b), 
although the first one can be understood as an adjective homonymous with the place name – the adlative particle 
of ku-do-ni-ja-de (L 588.3) makes it clear that the place name was ku-do-ni-ja, yet Κυδώνιος, α, ον is one of the 
adjectives derived from the place name Κυδωνία; the adjective of se-to-i-ja is not attested, the adjective of pa-i-to is 
pa-i-ti-jo/a. Finally, the case of a-re-ki-si-to (So(2) 4433.b), followed by the passive participle wo-zo-me-no, is less 
conclusive (see above in the second section), yet it is likely another instance of the nominative of rubric rather than 
a dative of agent.

22   All these thematically linked tablets were written by different scribes: the scribe of Ga 517 and Ga 676 is identified as Hand 135, while 
Ga 424, 425 and 427 are ascribed to Hand 136, Ga 1530 to Hand 221 and the Bg series to Hand 137.
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– The V- series contains a very interesting tablet, V(7) 1523, in which several men’s names are used to modify 
the common noun i-jo ‘son’ (Duhoux 2007, 96), which, in turn, modifies the names of the men recorded in appo-
sition to them: pi-ma-na-ro zo-wi-jo ‘i-jo’ (V(7) 1523.4), where zo-wi-jo is apparently in the nominative instead of 
the genitive; pi-ma-na-ro pi-ro-i-ta ‘i-jo’ (V(7) 1523.5), where pi-ro-i-ta is in the nominative instead of the genitive; 
] wa-du-na ‘i-jo’ [ (V(7) 1523.1), where wa-du-na is another eh2-stem apparently in the nominative instead of the 
genitive, although this last instance is far from certain – the line is fragmentary and it is possible that another man’s 
name following wa-du-na was construed with i-jo; on this tablet, see Jiménez (2012, 58-60). Note that in the three 
cases i-jo is written over the line and the men’s names at issue can also be interpreted as ‘archaic’ genitives, since 
they most probably refer to the fathers of the people recorded. A further example might be a-tu-qo-te-ra-to ‘i-jo’ 
in l. 4, but it is not certain whether the man’s name is thematic, or i-jo an apposition to it since a-tu-qo-te-ra-to is 
not preceded by another man’s name – unless we understand that two men named pi-ma-na-ro are distinguished 
through their fathers’ names in line 4, the first one the son of zo-wi-jo and the second one the son of a-tu-qo-te-ra-to; 
see how the line reads: o-pi / di-zo pi-ma-na-ro zo-wi-jo ‘i-jo’ 1 a-tu-qo-te-ra-to ‘i-jo’ 1. Finally, there is an example 
of the month name wo-de-wi-jo (V(2) 280.1) that can be interpreted as a nominative or an ‘archaic’ genitive; see 
above on the Fp series.

– In the W- series, there is a possible case of nominative of rubric modifying a second noun, ta-to-mo in 
ta-to-mo o-nu-ke (Ws 1703). This occurs if we understand that o-nu-ke refers to a kind of cloth and ta-to-mo to a 
balance or σταθμός in which the o-nu-ke sent were weighed. Nonetheless, the context is obscure and, among other 
things, the case and gender of o-nu-ke are not clear.23

V. INTERPRETATION

In my opinion, the best way to interpret all the preceding examples is syntactic and not morphological. Indeed, a 
number of them have no alternative to a nominative interpretation, cf. a-ri-ke-u (Ai(3) 966), *56-ko-we (Ap 618, 
C 902.5, D- passim, Le 5646.2B), su-]ke-re (B(5) 804.1), pu-ri (Ch 1029), qa-sa-ro-we (Db 1329.b, Np(1) 5013), 
si-ja-du-we and ma-ri (Dl passim), pa-de (Fp(1) 1.4), e-ri-nu (Fp(1) 1.8), a-re (Fp(1) 14.2), pa-de (Ga(3) 456.1), 
ra-je-u (Ga(5) 1530.3b), we-je-we (Gv 863.2). The comparison with these undermines the need to propose new 
archaic endings unfamiliar to the usual paradigms, such as the thematic genitive in /-os/24, a genitive in /-ās/ of the 
masculine eh2-stems25 or, even, an innovative instrumental in /-ā/ for an s-stem like ke-ra (Ra(2) 984.2, 7498.B, 
7732) – in this case, one ought to admit the coexistence of secondary κέρᾱ besides κέρας in Mycenaean (Ruijgh 
1974, 190). Haplography can be called upon in some cases, as well as scribal mistakes, which are relatively frequent 
(Maurice 1985). Some of the examples can also be interpreted as conscious abbreviations: abbreviations of this sort 
are not strange in administrative texts addressed to a small group of officers who try to convey a maximum amount 
of information with a minimum of effort (Maurice 1985, 30). All this notwithstanding, if the syntactic simplicity 
of Mycenaean texts is taken into account, most of the examples can be interpreted as the result of the brachylogic 
style that characterises Mycenaean texts.

23   o-nu-ke is an athematic noun probably of masculine gender, cf. ὄνυξ. However, o-nu-ka (Ld(1) 584.2, 591.2) could indicate that the 
noun was a neuter in Mycenaean if this is really nominative plural. Otherwise, the last syllabogram might be an attempt to render the final 
stop as an alternative to the expected *o-nu-ku (Meissner 2008, 517). The nominative singular o-nu (Od(1) 681.a) does not solve the problem 
either since it can be interpreted as a singular neuter /onukh/ or as another graphic alternative to *o-nu-ku.
24   Possible in the case of te-o (Ai(3) 966.a), pu-si-jo (Bg 992), da-mo (C(4) 911.6), ta-so (C(4) 911.9.11), te-re-wa-ko (C 973), a-ka-i-jo 
(De 1084.a, Dv 1085.a), a-te-jo (D- passim), da-mi-ni-jo (D- passim) e-me-si-jo (De 1381.A), te-ra-po-si-jo (Da 1314.a, Db 1263.B, De 
1361.A, 1371.A, Dv 1439.a), u-ta-jo (D- passim), we-we-si-jo (D- passim), a-ma-ko-to (Fp(1) 14.1b), ka-ra-e-ri-jo (Fp(1) 6.1, 7.1, 15.1, 18.1, 
Fp(2) 354.1), ra-pa-to (Fp(1) 13.1), wo-de-wi-jo (Fp(1) 16.1, 48.1), *56-ko-we-i-jo (Ga(2) 424.b), pa-ra-u-jo (Ga(2) 425.A), da-wi-jo (Ga(2) 
427.1, Ga(5) 1530.2), pu-na-si-jo (Ga(5) 1530.4), wi-na-jo (K(1) 875.3), i-da-i-jo (K(1) 875.4), sa-me-ti-jo (K(1) 875.5), i-je-re-wi-jo (K(1) 
875.6), i-se-we-ri-jo (L(3) 473.B), zo-wi-jo (V(7) 1523.4), ta-to-mo (Ws 1703.β).
25   Possible in the case of a-pi-qo-i-ta (Ai(3) 824.1), a-no-qo-ta (Ak(2) 615.1, Ap 618.2, Da 1289.B, Dq(1) 440.B), da-i-pi-ta (B(5) 799.1), 
pe-re-qo-ta (Ce 50.1b), wi-du-ru-ta (Ch 5754), pe-ri-ta (K(1) 875.2), ko-ki-da (Sd 4403.a, So(1) 4430.a), pi-ro-i-ta (V(7) 1523.5).
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Haplography is possible in two cases: on the one hand, with ko-ki-da instead of *ko-ki-da-o since the follow-
ing noun, which is its head, starts with o-, cf. ko-ki-da o-pa ‘Gorgidas’ service’ (Sd 4403.a, So(1) 4430.a), see also 
a-no-qo-ta o in Dq(1) 440.B, where o is the abbreviation for o-pe-ro ‘deficit’ though both terms have no syntactic 
relation – the line reads as follows: ]ka-mo / a-no-qo-ta o ovism[ (note that ]ka-mo is the shepherd’s personal name); 
on the other hand, with nouns in -jo in the genitive singular, since this entails two contiguous jo syllabograms, 
although haplography is difficult to evince unless some external evidence points to it. As a matter of fact, we cannot 
speak of haplography for the collectors’ names in -jo of the D- series, given that the nominative case is syntactically 
acceptable, yet the intention of avoiding the duplication of the same syllabogram can be suspected. This could ex-
plain the alternation of nominative and genitive with these names in contrast with the consistent use of the genitive 
with other names (a-di-je-wo, a-no-qo-ta-o, ko-ma-we-to, o-re-te-wo, pe-ri-qo-ta-o, ra-wo-qo-no-jo, wi-jo-qo-ta-o),26 
since in the former case there was a certain risk of confounding the genitive in -jo-jo with an apparent dittography – 
in fact, only the most frequent are attested in the genitive, i.e. u-ta-jo-jo and we-we-si-jo-jo. It must be noted that the 
great majority of collectors’ names in -jo / -jo-jo only appear on D- tablets written by the scribe identified as Hand 
117,27 who also wrote a-no-qo-ta without the genitive ending -o in Da 1289.B and the athematic man’s name in the 
genitive ko-ma-we-to in Dv 1272.A, 7176.a and 8562.B.

Regarding scribal mistakes, there is a number of instances that do not belong in the list being studied here. I 
particularly refer to those examples in which the last syllabogram of a noun is neglected and does not correspond to 
an oblique ending, like po-ti-ni-ja-we instead of po-ti-ni-ja-we-jo (Dl(1) 943.A), a-mi-ni-si instead of a-mi-ni-si-jo 
(Sc 217 v.), a-ja-me instead of a-ja-me-no (Sd 4415.b), as well as the adjective te-mi-dwe in the singular (So 894.1) 
though referred to more than one wheel, cf. pl. te-mi-dwe-ta in line 3,28 all of which can be considered abbrevia-
tions, whether intended or not. Other instances are due to a plain mistake, like e-te-wa-no (C(2) 913.1), a man’s 
name written in the nominative but preceded by the preposition pa-ro, which is construed with dative, although it 
cannot be ruled out that e-te-wa-no was a thematic name in the dative-locative. Scribal mistakes should be called 
upon only when there is clear evidence in order not to unnecessarily multiply them. Thus, the most clear case of 
a scribal mistake in the list above is te-o do-e-ro (Ai(3) 966.a), if we contrast this formulation with the canonical 
expression te-o-jo do-e-ro. However, the latter expression is Pylian and it would be theoretically possible to see an 
alternative formula ‘slave of the gods’ in the Knossian example – Hajnal (1995, 260-261) considers this example a 
scribal mistake along with ke-ra-me-wo wa-na-ka-te-ro (instead of wa-na-ka-te-ro-jo) on PY Eo 371.A, although in 
the latter case the lack of agreement is decisive (ke-ra-me-wo is the genitive of an ēu-stem). Another case might be 
da-mo do-e-ro (C(4) 911.6) and ta-so do-e-ro (C(4) 911.9.11) in a tablet in which the owners of the do-e-ro recorded 
are identified via possessive adjectives, cf. pa-ta-ti-jo in l. 4 (considered a thematic genitive in /-os/ by Pierini 2011, 
82-83), or possessive genitives, cf. pi-ri-to-jo in l. 1.

In other cases, it is better to speak of abbreviations instead of scribal mistakes. Abbreviations are well 
known in Mycenaean and usually consist of the first syllabogram of a word used in the manner of a logogram, 
like o used as the abbreviation of o-pe-ro, which is one of the so-called adjuncts – “When a single syllabogram is 
placed before any logogram, it is usually described as an adjunct: it qualifies or describes logogrammatically the 
main logogram by means of an acrophonic abbreviation” (Melena 2014, 130-134) –, as well as MA for ma-ra-tu-
wo ‘fennel’, QE for qe-ro2 ‘corslet’, RI for ri-no ‘linen’, etc. There are also cases in which a word, not a logogram, is 
abbreviated into its first syllabogram, like a (PY Cn 328.5) for a-ka-na-jo (PY Cn 328.2-4), a (PY Tn 316 v.5) for 

26   The only exception is a-no-qo-ta instead of a-no-qo-ta-o in Da 1289.B and Dq(1) 440.B (where it is followed by o, see above), cf. a-no-
qo-ta-o in Dq(3) 45.a.
27   The exceptions are a-te-jo in Dl 7134.B (Hand undetermined) and da-mi-ni-jo in Dk passim (Hand 119), Dq(1) 447.A and 1803.A 
(Hand 121). Hand 121 also wrote o-re-te-wo (Dq(1) 439.B) and a-no-qo-ta o (see above).
28   The number of pairs recorded is not preserved, yet the adjective te-mi-dwe should have been written in the dual if referred to one pair 
(KN So 4433.a) or in the dual / pural if referred to more than one pair (KN So 4437 / 894.3, 4429.b, 4431, 4434, 4439, 4445, 4448, 4449, 
PY Sa 791, 793). Note that ‘te-mi-dwe’ was added over the line after the entry was written and that there was no more space for another 
syllabogram: pe-te-re-wa ‘te-mi-dwe’ rota ZE [. 
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a-ke (PY Tn 316.3.v.1.2.8) or wa (EL Z 1.2, KH Z 16) for wa-na-ka-te-ro (TH Z 839, TI Z 29). The abbrevia-
tions included in the list are those whose result is a graphic form that can be considered a nominative of rubric and 
only entail the omission of the syllabogram corresponding to an oblique ending. Some of these abbreviations can 
be attributed to the limits imposed by the writing space. Examples of this are the graphic nominatives a-no-qo-
ta (Ap 618), da-i-pi-ta (B(5) 799.1), su-]ke-re (B(5) 804.1)29, pe-re-qo-ta (Ce 50.1b) and zo-wi-jo (V(7) 1523.4) 
instead of the genitives a-no-qo-ta-o, *da-i-pi-ta-o, su-ke-re-o, pe-re-qo-ta-o and *zo-wi-jo-jo; as well as a-mi-ni-so 
(Fp(1) 1.7) instead of the adlative a-mi-ni-so-de; *56-ko-we (Ap 618) instead of the dative-locative *56-ko-we-e; 
and ke-ra (Ra(2) 984.2) instead of the instrumental dative ke-ra-e. In all these cases, there was no more space for 
the corresponding ending. In the case of se-to-i-ja (Sd 4407.b) and pa-i-to (Sd 4413.b), an adjective should have 
been expected, although that would have meant adding another syllabogram (*i-qi-ja se-to-i-ja-ja / pa-i-ti-ja; i-qi-
ja means ‘chariot’ in Mycenaean) on two tablets with problems of writing space, but the result can still be read as 
a nominative. In the case of pu-ri (Ch 1029), the nominative of rubric is a natural alternative to the genitive and 
has the advantage of being shorter than gen. *pu-ri-jo, for which there was no space. The case of ta-to-mo o-nu-ke 
(Ws 1703) is difficult to interpret, even though abbreviation is highly convenient in nodules due to the limitation 
of their surfaces to receive writing. 

As has already been noted, abbreviations of this kind are somewhat expected in specialised media, since they 
allow the scribe to dispense of one syllabogram without creating special problems to understand the message. How-
ever, we cannot be certain whether some of these are due to scribal mistakes by omission and not to a conscious 
scribal decision in order to save time and/or to manage the writing space. Be that as it may, cases similar to the pre-
vious ones are encountered, although the absence of the final syllabogram cannot be attributed to a lack of writing 
space: a-pi-qo-i-ta (Ai(3) 824.1) and a-no-qo-ta (Ak(2) 615) are nominatives of rubric instead of the genitive like 
a-no-qo-ta (Ap 618.2), but in those tablets there was enough space to write the -o ending of the genitive. Similarly, 
in the tablets in which ta-za-ro (Ch 896), wi-du-ru-ta (Ch 5754) and te-re-wa-ko (C 973) are written, there was 
enough space for the genitive ending unlike in the case of pu-ri (Ch 1029). Furthermore, there was enough space 
to write the genitive tu-wi-no-no instead of the nominative tu-wi-no in Ga(1) 517.b, cf. Ga(1) 676.b where tu-wi-
no-no is indeed written. It must be stressed that in those cases, the alternation of the nominative of rubric and the 
genitive is, in Chadwick’s terms, natural.30 In other cases, however, the nominative of rubric is unexpected, cf. pi-
ro-i-ta (V(7) 1523.5), which modifies i-jo in apposition to a man’s name, even though there was enough space for 
the genitive ending unlike in the case of zo-wi-jo (V(7) 1523.4). Furthermore, we have already seen that in Fp(1) 
1.7, the scribe 138 wrote a-mi-ni-so instead of a-mi-ni-so-de due to the lack of space, yet he also wrote pa-de (Fp(1) 
1.4) instead of pa-de-i (Ga 953.2) and e-ri-nu (Fp(1) 1.8) instead of e-ri-nu-we (V 52 lat. inf.), although there was 
enough space for the syllabogram of the dative ending in lines 4 and 8 – the same is applicable to pa-de in Ga(3) 
456.1. In these cases, the nominative of rubric is a normal alternative in Mycenaean texts, and it appears alongside 
the corresponding oblique cases in the same tablet, cf. da-da-re-jo-de (Fp(1) 1.3), *47-da-de (Fp(1) 1.9), di-we 
(Fp(1) 1.2) and pa-si-te-o-i (Fp(1) 1.5.7). 

A very interesting example is represented by K(1) 875: this tablet consists of six entries in which cups 
without handle (di-pa a-no-wo-to) are recorded, each one in relation to a different qa-si-re-wi-ja; the identifica-
tion of the qa-si-re-wi-ja is made through the personal names of their foremen (the first one is not preserved), 
but the names are written in the nominative instead of the genitive, all of them being names in -jo except for 

29   The tablets B(5) 799 and 804 are damaged, so we cannot be certain about the lack of space. However, the signs inscribed on both 
tablets are cramped enough and the logogram vir following the men’s names of those belonging to each ke-do-si-ja is never accompanied by 
a numeral as usual. It must be noted that this practice is common to the B(5) set of tablets.
30   a-no-qo-ta (Ap 618.2) is a different case. See the line: ṭị-wa-ti-ja / a-*79 ‘a-no-qo-ta’ mul 3 ko-ma-we-to mul 2 we-ra-te-ja mul 2 [. 
Androkwhontās’ women are three, while Komāwens’ women are two (ko-ma-we-to is in the genitive); we-ra-te-ja is an occupational title with 
no certain interpretation. All these women are from *Thīnwons, a place name, and a-no-qo-ta, ko-ma-we-to and we-ra-te-ja are specifications 
that distinguish three groups of them, so a genitive a-no-qo-ta-o would be somewhat expected – a-*79 is the personal name of a woman that 
can be alone or included among Androkwhontās’ women. On this tablet, see Jiménez 2012, 60-61.
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pe-ri-ta. There is space enough to write the syllabogram corresponding to the genitive ending in all the entries 
save the last one, yet the scribe chose a formulation that is comparable to a-nu-to qa-si-re-wi-ja (As(2) 1516.12), 
da-i-pi-ta ke-do-si-ja (B(5) 799.1) and su-]ke-re ke-do-si-ja (B(5) 804.1), cf. pe-ri-ta qa-si-re-wi-ja di-pa a-no-wo-
to [ (line 2).

It must be stressed that, generally speaking, all the instances listed in the previous section are related to the 
brachylogic style of the Mycenaean texts. In fact, most of the examples do not entail haplography, scribal mistakes 
or abbreviation, they are just an instantiation of the simplicity characteristic of Mycenaean texts. See, for instance, 
a-ri-ke-u (Ai(3) 966), the man responsible for a slave whose name is written in the nominative instead of the gen-
itive *a-ri-ke-wo, and pe-ri-te-u (C 954.2), the recipient of a sheep, instead of *pe-ri-te-we, the alternatives having 
the same number of signs as the nominative, which is syntactically satisfactory. We have already seen that the alter-
nation of nominative of rubric and possessive genitive is acceptable in some cases, like with the collectors’ names 
on the D- series. The most frequent collectors’ names are attested both in the genitive and the nominative of rubric 
(Chadwick 1958): the first construction is adnominal, the second implies an implicit transitive verb – Chadwick 
(1958, 287) understood a noun like a-ko-ra (= ἀγορά) as the head of the genitive, and a verb form like a-ke-re 
(= ἀγείρει) of which the name in the nominative would be the subject. In the same vein, the sequences *56-ko-we-
i-jo a-pu-do-si  po-ni-ki-jo (Ga(2) 424), pa-ra-u-jo a-pu-do-si po-ni-ki-jo (Ga(2) 425.A) and da-wi-jo a-pu-do-si po-
ni-ki-jo di-ta-ka-so (Ga(2) 427.1) would trigger a subjective genitive; yet ra-je-u ki-ta-no a-pu-do-si (Ga(5) 1530.3), 
with a different word order also found in pu-si-jo po-ni-ki-jo a-pu-do-si (Bg 992) and pu-na-si-jo ki-ta-no a-pu-do-si 
(Ga(5) 1530.4), only befits a ‘transitive’ interpretation without a verb (Jiménez 2016, 185-186), since ra-je-u can 
only be interpreted as a nominative. A further example is i-se-we-ri-jo o-pe-ro (L(3) 473.B). In fact, the verbal noun 
o-pe-ro is also found with a subjective genitive, cf. ra-ma-o o-pe-ro (PY Ub 1316), although it cannot be completely 
discarded that i-se-we-ri-jo is in the dative (see above in the previous section). The alternation of the nominative of 
rubric with the dative of recipient is especially visible in C 954 where pe-ri-te-u in line 2 alternates with di[-pte-ra-]
po-ro-i ‘for the hide-bearers’ in line 3 (the remainder of men’s names are thematic singular), and in the former case 
an implicit verb form meaning ‘receive, get’ is to be understood. In the case of a-re-ki-si-to wo-zo-me-no rota ZE 1 
(So(2) 4433.b), the genitive would have been possible, since Alexitos is responsible for the wheels recorded, but the 
passive participle might be construed with a dative of agent without preposition. However, the general style of the 
tablets endorses the interpretation of a-re-ki-si-to as a nominative of rubric: “Alexitos: a pair of wheels being made.” 
Another group of cases is represented by the use of place names in the nominative of rubric to locate the record. In 
the case of *56-ko-we (Ap 618), the nominative is incongruous given that it functions as a modifier of the participle 
a-pe-a-sa ‘(women) being absent’, and the lack of writing space allows us to speak of abbreviation. In other cases 
there is no lack of space and the nominative of rubric is syntactically acceptable, cf. *56-ko-we (C 902.5, D- passim, 
Le 5646.2B), qa-sa-ro-we (Db 1329.b, Np(1) 5013), si-ja-du-we and ma-ri (Dl passim), all of them place names 
locating the record. Furthermore, the month names of the Fp series written in the nominative are usually followed 
by me-no above the line and in a smaller letter size (see below).31 In all these cases, me-no can be interpreted as an 
appended clarification of the preceding word in order to identify it as a month name dating the record (Jiménez 
2013). This is somewhat the opposite phenomenon to the appositive nominative (see above in the second section), 
since the noun is in the case corresponding to the dating function, not in the nominative like the month name. 
Finally, there is an instance of the nominative of rubric in lists, the so-called enumerative nominative, cf. we-je-we 
(Gv 863.2).

A word on the scribes using the examples of the nominative of rubric seen above is in order. It must be 
stressed that the same scribe can discretionally use the nominative of rubric or the corresponding oblique case. For 
instance, see *56-ko-we used by the scribe identified as Hand 117 in Da, Db, Dc, Df and Dv passim along with 
*56-ko-we-i in Dm 5181 and Dn 1093.2, the corresponding locative – this is the same scribe that uses both the 

31   However, in Fp(1) 14.1b and 18.1 me-no is written in the same line and with the same letter size as the month names a-ma-ko-to and 
ka-ra-e-ri-jo respectively.
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nominative of rubric and the genitive with the collectors’ names of the D- series. Some cases apparently point to 
the existence of the archaic endings mentioned above, such as the construction a-nu-to qa-si-re-wi-ja alongside su-
ke-re-o qa-si-re-wi-ja in As(2) 1516 (Hand 101), which suggests the interpretation of a-nu-to as a thematic genitive 
with an ending in /-os/. However, the same scribe can use the alleged archaic genitives along with athematic nouns 
that can only be interpreted as nominatives of rubric. The most relevant case is su-]ke-re ke-do-si-ja (B(5) 804.1) 
besides da-i-pi-ta ke-do-si-ja (B(5) 799.1) on two tablets attributed to the scribe identified as Hand 104.32 In this 
regard, it must be noted that Duhoux (2017) has argued in favour of the existence of archaic genitive endings in 
-a and -o, at least in anthroponyms, and one of his reasons is that these genitives coexist with the regular athematic 
genitives in /-os/, which are never substituted by the nominative of rubric in the adnominal patronymic construc-
tion.33 Nonetheless, Duhoux himself recognises the consistent alternation of the nominative of rubric and the 
genitive, for instance, in the case of we-we-si-jo and we-we-si-jo-jo in the D- tablets written by the scribe identified 
as Hand 117, even though in those series, the athematic collectors’ names are always in the genitive (see above in 
the fourth section) – note that athematic names are rare, 9 instances in total, while only in the case of we-we-si-jo 
there are 16 instances in the nominative and 13 in the genitive; in the case of u-ta-jo-jo, the other man’s name in 
-jo attested in the genitive in those series, there are 22 instances in the nominative and 26 instances in the genitive. 
Other cases are equally relevant regarding this alternation, such as the only instance of a man’s name in the genitive 
in the Ch series, attributed to Hand 110, in contrast with the normal use of the nominative of rubric when the pos-
sessors of the oxen recorded are mentioned (e-po-ro-jo : ta-za-ro, pu-ri, wi-du-ru-ta). The same alternation is found 
between a-ri-ke-u (Ai(3) 966.b) and ]*56-ko-jo (Ai(3) 1036.1), on two tablets ascribed to Hand 204, a-no-qo-ta 
(Ak(2) 615.1) and a-no-zo-jo (Ak(2) 627.1), on two tablets ascribed to Hand 108, and between tu-wi-no (Ga(1) 
517.b) and tu-wi-no-no (Ga(1) 676.b), on two tablets ascribed to Hand 135. Other morphosyntactic cases alternate 
with the nominative of rubric even in the same tablet, cf. C 954 dat. di[-pte-ra-]po-ro-i vs nom. pe-ri-te-u, Fp(1) 
1 dat. di-we, pa-si-te-o-i vs nom. pa-de, e-ri-nu or Ra(2) 984 instr.-dat. e-re-]pa-te vs nom. ke-ra. A very significant 
microcorpus is made up by month names: the Knossian scribe identified as Hand 138 uses both the temporal gen-
itive and the nominative of rubric, cf. de-u-ki-jo-jo ‘me-no’ (Fp(1) 1.1), di-wi-jo-jo ‘me-no’ (Fp(1) 5.1) along with 
a-ma-ko-to me-no (Fp(1) 14.1b), ka-ra-e-ri-jo ‘me-no’ (Fp(1) 7.1), ka-ra-e-ri-jo / me-no (Fp(1) 15.1), ka-ra-e-ri-jo 
me-no (Fp(1) 18.1), ra-pa-to ‘me-no’ (Fp(1) 13.1), wo-de-wi-jo ‘me-no’ (Fp(1) 16.1, 48.1), in one instance without 
me-no following the month name, cf. ka-ra-e-ri-jo (Fp(1) 6.1). It is true that the remainder of Knossian scribes tend 
to use the temporal genitive when dating their tablets through month names, cf. a-ka[    ]-jo-jo me-no (Oa 745.1, 
?), ka-ra-e-ri-jo-jo me-no (Gg 7369.1, M 1645.1, Hand 103), sa-pa-nu-wo me-no (X 999, ?), wo-de-wi-jo-jo / me-no 
(Ga 953.1, Hand 219), apart from a couple of examples in the nominative of rubric without me-no, cf. ka-ra-e-i-
jo (Fp(2) 354.1, Hand 222?; ka-ra-e-i-jo is a scribal mistake for ka-ra-e-ri-jo) and wo-de-wi-jo (V(2) 280.1, Hand 
124). The fact that me-no is usually written above the line and in a smaller letter size lessens incongruity when the 
month name is in the nominative, since me-no can be explained as an addition clarifying the function of the preced-

32   According to Killen (2015, 1127-1128), the nominative might be due to the fact that the man alluded to is listed along with the men 
belonging to his team, and this would explain oscillations like a-nu-to [qa-]ṣị-re-wi-ja vir 1 besides su-ke-re-o qa-si-re-wi-ja vir 1 on the same 
tablet. Nonetheless, B(5) 799 and 804 are damaged and we cannot know whether da-i-pi-ta and su-ke-re were listed along with their men. 
Moreover, on K(1) 875 the members of the six qa-si-re-wi-ja mentioned are not listed, so the foremen’s names in the nominative instead of 
the genitive cannot be explained in that way.
33   Apart from the Theban examples, all of them thematic (save perhaps o-to-ro-no in Fq 214.7) and amounting to 18 instances, the pat-
ronymic genitive would be attested in 7 examples: zo-wi-jo i-jo in KN V(7) 1523.4, a-tu-qo-te-ra-to i-jo in KN V(7) 1523.4, pi-ro-i-ta i-jo 
in KN V(7) 1523.5, wi-do-wo-i-jo i-*65 in PY Ae 344, pe-ri-me-de-o i-*65 in PY Aq 64.7, qo-te-wo i-*65 in PY Aq 218.16, di-wo i-je-we in 
PY Tn 316 v.10. Of the non-Theban examples the Knossian ones of V(7) 1523 and  wi-do-wo-i-jo might conceal ‘archaic’ genitives (only 
pe-ri-me-de-o, qo-te-wo and di-wo are athematic); on the Theban examples and on wi-do-wo-i-jo, see above in the third section. It is of interest 
to note that Duhoux (2017: 155-156) adds another three examples, all of them thematic: ke-ki-jo a-e-ri-qo-ta in PY An 657.11-12, pa-se-
ri-jo ko-wo in MY Oe 121.2 and u-wa-si-jo ko-wo in KN Ai(1) 115. In the first example, Duhoux interprets ‘ke-ki-jo (le fils) d’a-e-ri-qo-ta’, 
although ke-ki-jo tends to be regarded as a patronymic adjective and a-e-ri-qo-ta as the son’s name; in the second example, pa-se-ri-jo ko-wo 
can be interpreted either as Phasēlos’ or Phasēlios’ boy (ko-wo means ‘boy’); in KN Ai(1) 115, it is probable that u-wa-si-jo does not modify 
ko-wo, see the text: pa-ro u-wa-si-jo ko-wo [̣ ‘chez Hӯansios, a boy’. 
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ing name (Chadwick 1958, 290-291; Jiménez 2013; Killen 2015, 1109-1115).34 In this regard, Pylian scribes use 
the temporal genitive and the nominative of rubric in almost the same proportion, cf. ki-ri-ti-jo-jo (PY Es 650.1, 
Hand 11), me-tu-wo ne-wo<-jo> (PY Fr 1202, Hand 2), pa-ki-ja-ni-jo-jo me-no (PY Fr 1224, Hand 2), po-ro-wi-to-
jo (PY Tn 316.1, Hand 44), po-ro-wi-to (PY Fr 1218.1, 1221, 1232.1, Hand Cii). 

It is also of interest to note that archaic endings should be found in the oldest Mycenaean tablets, those 
coming from the so-called Room of the Chariot Tablets, which according to Driessen (2008), might be datable to 
LM IIIA1 (ca. 1400 BC). Indeed, possible cases of ‘archaic’ genitive appear in two tablets found in that deposit: 
on the one hand, the man’s name pe-re-qo-ta (Ce 50.1b, Hand 124-B), while another man’s name pe-se-ro-jo (Ai(1) 
63.a, Hand 124-B), in a tablet also found in the RCT, exhibits the normal thematic genitive ending; on the other 
hand, wo-de-wi-jo (V(2) 280.1), month name that is not followed by me-no, so it is perfectly understandable as a 
nominative of rubric. It must be noted that the linguistic characteristics of the tablets belonging to that deposit are 
sometimes innovative, like the dat. sg. te-ra-po-ti (F(1) 193), the name of a recipient of grain, with the inherited 
athematic locative ending /-i/ instead of the dative one /-ei̯/.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The nominative is the most common case of Mycenaean texts. This is due to a brachylogic style whose main goal is 
to convey a maximum amount of information through minimal effort. Verb forms tend to be absent, and a num-
ber of nouns have a graphic ending subject to different morphological interpretations. In the case of indisputable 
nominatives that cannot admit another interpretation, nominative of rubric is mostly an acceptable reading. The 
nominative form can also be incompatible with the syntactic function of the noun, but the context in which the 
tablets were written was specialised enough so as to minimise the import of such incongruities. Haplography and 
scribal mistakes are less appealing than they might seem given their relative frequency in Mycenaean texts. All in all, 
the use of the nominative case is related to a style adapted to the limits imposed by the writing surfaces and the lin-
guistic economy of specialised media. It is true that those limits are not necessarily evident, yet the general context 
supports the interpretation of those graphic nominatives as nominatives of rubric rather than as archaic case forms. 

The results of this paper are based on the Knossian examples. However, they can be extrapolated to other 
corpora since haplography, scribal mistakes, abbreviations and brachylogic style are phenomena common to the 
texts of every Mycenaean centre. All of these texts are written on similar surfaces and belong to the same sort of 
specialised media, but if archaic endings are expected, they should be mostly in Knossos given that the oldest doc-
uments come from its archives. 
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cf. mi-to-we-sa-e /miltowessa en/ (KN Sd 4404.b), to-so-pa /tosson pan/ (KN Xd 7730.2, PY Ja 749, Jn 601.9, TH Ft 140.8), even though 
the result would be confusing and would diminish the explanatory force of the common noun, cf. *a-ma-ko-to-me, *ka-ra-e-ri-jo-me, *ra-
pa-to-me, *wo-de-wi-jo-me.
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